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Congressional Record 


PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 79% CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 


SENATE 
Fray, Jury 19, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Very Rev. Ignatius Smith, O. P., Ph. D., 
LL. D., Catholic University of America, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty and omniscient God, inspired 
by a realization of Thy sovereignty and 
guided by the noblest traditions of our 
Republic, we place ourselves before Thee 
in humble adoration and in earnest 
supplication. We thank Thee, beneficent 
Lord, for Thy manifold kindness to our 
land and to our people, and we beg 
Thee to keep us ever mindful of Thy 
divine providence. We penitently ask 
Thy forgiveness of our defections from 
Thy law and beg Thee to keep us at- 
tentive and submissive to Thy holy will. 
We confidently hail Thee for help in 
these serious days of national and in- 
ternational readjustment. Continue, 
dear God, to bless with enlightenment 
and courage this most august legislative 
body in this world. Bestow on its Mem- 
bers Thy heavenly grace, strength, and 
light, that they may exalt right above 
might, justice above greed, love above 
hatred, trust above suspicion, and sacri- 
fice above selfishness. - To these honor- 
able legislators we of this Republic have 
entrusted our earthly security and hap- 
piness. To Thee, O God of men and of 
nations, we entrust them and the com- 
plete fulfillment of their unparalleled 
responsibility. Guide them, bless them, 
and protect them, dear God our Father, 
in the work of this day and forever. 

All this we ask Thee in the name of 
Thy Divine Son Jesus. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the calen- 
dar day Thursday, July 18, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries. 


EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 61) pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States relative to 
equal rights for men and women. 

XCT. Kao 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair reads the following unanimous- 
consent agreement: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, That the 
Senate on Friday, July 19, 1946, at 1 o'clock 
p. m., proceed to vote upon Senate Joint 
Resolution 61, without the intervention of 
any other legislative matter, the time of de- 
bate to be equally divided and controlled by 
the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Rapciirre}], for the proponents, and the 
junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Murpocx], 
for the opponents. 


The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr, President, I 
yield 5 minutes of my time to the Sena- 
tor from Delaware. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to express myself with reference to 
the pending equal-rights amendment, 
as it is called. In one form or another, 
I have been connected with this amend- 
ment since the time of my nomination 
for the Senate. At that time it was a 
part of the platform on which I ran for 
election to the Senate, and it was 
stressed at the convention. Later on it 
was a part of the platform adopted by 
two other State conventions. In 1944 it 
was a part of the Democratic platform 
at Chicago. I was a member of the 
committee on platform which wrote 
that plank. So I have been connected 
with this amendment in one form or 
another since 1940. 

The language of this 
amendment is worthy of note: 

Equality of rights under the law shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United States 
or by any State on account of sex. 


The amendment does not refer to any 
increase of rights, but prohibits the de- 
nial or cutting short of the equality of 
rights. So it seems to me that in the 
debate we have in a sense gotten away 
from the idea which is expressed in the 
amendment itself, the argument being 
largely directed toward the idea that it 
cuts down rights. We have heard it said 
that women would lose the rights they 
now have. On the contrary, the amend- 
ment would prevent the cutting down or 
reduction of the equality of rights, as I 
understand it. I think some persons, 
perhaps, entertain a wrong idea as to its 
purpose, I believe that there is nothing 
in the suggested amendment which 
would have the effect which many sincere 
people fear it might have. 

Mention has been made of what or- 
ganizations favor this amendment, and 
what do not. I do not think any large 
organization is unanimous either in its 
approval or disapproval of this proposal. 
It is a resolution that was endorsed by 


proposed 


The - 


both the Republican and Democratic 
parties in their national platforms, and 
yet, I dare say, both Republicans and 
Democrats in the United States will be 
found on each side of this issue. So 
when we say that a certain organization 
favors it, we do not mean that; we mean 
that it has by some formal resolution 
placed itself on that side; but there are 
exceptions and there are those who dis- 
agree with the formal resolution. I 
think it can be pretty generally stated 
the women that have endorsed it are 
actually in favor of it, and I think that 
the national platforms of the two great 
political parties place those parties in a 
position where they cannot deny their 
support of the amendment. 

The -PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Delaware has 
expired. 

Mr, RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
will yield 3 minutes further to the Sen- 
ator from Delaware, as I should like very 
much indeed to have him follow out the 
argument he is making in such an inter- 
esting manner. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I thank the Senator, 
It seems to me that when the two great 
political parties endorse a proposition of 
this kind there is at least some ground of 
agreement between them. So through 
the 1944 campaign this question was not 
an issue, having been agreed upon by 
the two great parties in the only way 
they have of expressing their position. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Does not the Sena- 
tor think that, so far as the Republican 
Members are concerned, the people com- 
pletely released them from the pledge at 
the last Presidential election? 

Mr. TUNNELL. They might have 
been released. At the same time, they 
were themselves in the position of hav- 
ing expressed themselves, so that, while 
the people might not have very much 
complaint against them, their own mem- 
bership might have a ground for com- 
plaint if they did not follow their own 
pronouncement to the country of what 
they actually believed or would do. 
After all, what are party platforms for, 
if not for the purpose of indicating what 
the party would do if placed in power? 
The people certainly did not release the 
Democratic Party, and the Democratic 
Party is bound to the people. The Re- 
publican Party is bound to its own mem- 
bers, at least, and to those who sup- 
ported the Republican Party in the elec- 
tion. I think we take in pretty nearly 
the Nation when we include the Demo- 
cratic and the Republican Parties. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator real- 
izes that there were some of us who were 
not elected on that platform, does he 
not? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I never knew what 
the Republicans were elected on, to tell 
the truth. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Sena- 
tor from Delaware must be misinformed, 
because he came to my State in 1940, 
when I was a candidate, and he made 
very clear to the people why I should not 
be elected; but they did not accept his 
suggestion. However, in the platform at 
that time there was no provision on the 
subject now before us. So I want it to 
be clear, as to those of us who were in 
that class, but, unfortunately perhaps, 
survived the Senator’s attack, that we 
are not subject to the embarrassment 
which he alleges of having been elected 
on a platform that pledged this action. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I do not know 
whether the Senator supported the Re- 
publican ticket in 1944 or not. I do not 
know whether he was one of those who 
endorsed the platform of the Republi- 
can Party in 1944, though it was gen- 
erally supposed that he was leaning that 
way. Certainly that platform was spe- 
cific enough so that even the people of 
Maine, I think, understood what was 
meant by the Republican platform. 

Mr. President, I believe pledges in 
platforms have some effect in all parts 
of the Nation, and, indeed, have a bind- 
ing effect on those of us who ally our- 
selves with these organizations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maryland yield to me a 
moment? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert in the Recorp, in connec- 
tion with the debate on the pending 
question, several communications I have 
received on the subject. 

There being no objection, the commu- 
nications were ordered to be printed in 
the Recor, as follows: 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 

MINIMUM WAGE COMMISSION, 
Boston, September 26, 1945. 
Hon. Davin I. WALSH, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR WALSH: A letter has just 
reached me stating that a hearing on the 
proposed equal-rights amendment will be 
held on Friday, September 28, before the 
subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee, 

The proposed equal-rights amendment has 
been of real concern to me, since I foresee 
the nullification of our protective State labor 
legislation covering women employees. It is 
quite likely that an amendment of this kind 
would nullify the State minimum-wage law, 
maximum-hour law, night-work limitations, 
lunch periods, and other such beneficial leg- 
islation, which the women of the Common. 
Wealth have enjoyed over a period of years. 

I have been keenly opposed to this legis- 
lation, and last spring accepted the chair- 
manship of the Massachusetts Committee 
Opposed to the Equal Rights Amendment. A 
list of the officials of organizations who are 
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members of the executive committee of our 
State organization is attached. 

I am enclosing a copy of a letter which 
I have sent to Senator Cart Hatcu, chairman, 
subcommittee on the equal-rights amend- 
ment, which states reasons for my oppo- 
sition, and I am also enclosing a copy of 
an editorial which appeared in the Boston 
Herald on Sunday, September 16, opposing 
the amendment, 

I trust that we may depend upon your 
assistance in helping us to preserve the pro- 
tective legislation which has been secured 
for the benefit of our women in this State 
during the past 30 years. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATTIE H. SMITH, 
Assistant Commissioner. 


SEPTEMBER 25, 1946. 
Senator CARL HATCH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Equal- 
Rights Amendment, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR HATCH: The Massachu- 
setts committee opposed to the equal-rights 
amendment urges the subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee to vote against 
the favorable report of the Joint Resolutions 
Committee, Senate Joint Resolution 61, 
which proposes an equal-rights amendment 
to the Constitution, We request this action 
because: 

1. The proposed equal-rights amendment 
will not help our working women, since it 
will eliminate the protective measures which 
many of the industrial States now have, 
Sweatshops would prosper, and unsatisfac- 
tory health conditions would prevail. Mas- 
sachusetts would find its protective labor 
laws covering women unlawful. The mini- 
mum-wage law, the maximum-hour law, 
night-work limitations, lunch-period require- 
ments, and other such beneficial legislation 
would automatically be canceled. 

2. The equal-rights amendment would 
nullify the present laws designed to protect 
women as mothers and potential mothers 
and thereby threaten the fundamental struc- 
ture of the family. 

3. It would cause confusion in regard to 
many of the Federal laws, such as those ap- 
plying to the old-age and survivors’ insurance 
benefits of the Social Security Act. The Mas- 
sachusetts workmen’s compensation law 
would also be affected, since there would be a 
question as to whether or not wives would 
receive benefit as at the present time. 

4. The amendment would prevent the en- 
actment of any future State or Federal legis- 
lation which would not apply equally to men 
and women. 

In our opinion, it is not possible to legis- 
late legal equality between the sexes, since 
men and women are not identical, and their 
needs, therefore, cannot be equal. 

Officials of the following list of organiza- 
tions are members of the executive commit- 
tee of our State organization. These include 
Boston College School of Social Work, Doro- 
thy Book, dean; Boston YWCA, Mrs. Claire 
Brightman, industrial secretary; Boston 
Women’s Trade Union League, Mrs. Rose Nor- 
wood, president; Consumers League of Mas- 
sachusetts, Margaret Wiesman, executive sec- 
retary; League of Catholic Women, Mrs. John 
J. Hickey; Massachusetts League of Women 
Voters, Mrs. Ruth Lurie, president; Massa- 
chusetts State Federation of Labor, Thomas 
Wilkinson, acting secretary; National Coun- 
cil of Negro Women, Mrs, Harriet Hall; United 
Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of 
America, Richard Linsley, interstate repre- 
sentative. 

Many of these groups, over a period of 25 
years, have been vitally interested in the ex- 
tension of protective labor legislation for 
women, and they feel that the equal-rights 
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amendment would be detrimental rather 
than progressive. 

Your cooperation in bringing about an un- 
favorable report to the Joint Judiciary Com- 
mittee is urgently sought. 

Yours very truly, 
HATTIE H. SMITH, 
Assistant Commissioner. 


[From the Boston Herald of September 16, 
1945] 


EQUAL RIGHTS AGAIN 


A decision of the Senate Judiciary Commit- 
tee to remove its wartime ban against con- 
sideration of constitutional amendments may 
invite renewed activity from the champions 
of “equal rights for women.” Seldom has 
any measure attracted such staunch support 
and at the same time such fierce antagonism 
from the very persons it is designed to aid. 

This amendment proclaims that “equality 
of rights under the law shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States nor by any 
State on account of sex.” In this form it 
amounts to a two-edged sword, Without 
doubt, it would remove certain undesirable 
discriminations against women in some 
States. At the same time, it would invali- 
date legislation enacted after great struggles 
to give women certain merited preferences, 

“What are ‘equal rights'?“ ask five mem- 
bers of the House Judiciary Committee in 
offering their minority views on this pro- 
posal. “How will ‘rights’ be distinguished 
from ‘duties’, and ‘duties’ from ‘obligations’? 
Do ‘equal rights’ mean accepting men’s stand- 
ards in everything? Or women’s? Would the 
amendment itself abrogate existing laws? 
Will Congress have to legislate further so 
that the respective States conform to what 
the Federal notion of ‘equality of rights’ 
may be?” 

One defect of this well-intentioned pro- 
posal is that it is too broad. It advances a 
worthy but poorly defined principle in many 
wide and different fields. It lumps social, 
economic, and legal problems together. 
Equal rights may mean the receipt of a man’s 
wages, or it may mean the privilege of paying 
alimony, It may concern the legality of 
working at certain hours or the transfer 
of real property. 5 

There has been so much trouble, particu- 
larly in the last few years, with blanket legis- 
lation, that the practice is properly frowned 
upon. Certainly the proposal for an equal 
rights amendment falls within this cate- 
gory. As minority members of the House 
Judiciary Committee have said: “Using the 
Constitution for a broom with which to 
sweep away indiscriminately the good with 
the bad is neither sound law nor sane be- 
havior.” 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Washington, D. C., March 11, 1946. 
My Dear SENATOR: I note that Senate Joint 
Resolution 61 was reported on March 5, 
1946, by the Judiciary Committee. 
This is the equal-rights amendment to 
the Constitution. 


The American Federation of Labor has 
been actively opposing the equal-rights 
amendment since its 1922 convention, which 
adopted the following: 

“The enactment of laws granting the right 
of suffrage to women does not carry with it 
in all States all other political rights, and 
there are on the statute books various laws 
discriminating against women as to property 
rights, guardianship rights, naturalization 
rights and other rights now guaranteed to 
men. The A. F. of L. hereby declares itself 
in favor of the removal of all discriminations 
against women and advocates specific laws 
to this end. We disapprove and oppose the 
blanket legislation for this purpose because 
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such legislation is necessarily drawn in gen- 
eral terms which must be subject to judicial 
construction and therefore place in jeopardy 
labor laws for women.” 

Succeeding conventions took similar action 
and at the most recent convention of the 
American Federation of Labor (1944) the 
following was adopted: 

“Whereas, There has developed during the 
last two decades a movement which through 
a so-called equal-rights amendment to the 
Constitution has sought to deny to women 
homemakers and to women industrial work- 
ers the benefit of the laws which seek to 
assure to the child the support of his father, 
and to the workers the social protection of 
much needed labor legislation: Therefore 
be it 

“Resolved, That the American Federation 
of Labor in convention assembled does re- 
affirm its support of every move which would 
afford women actual political and economic 
equality, and does therefore oppose the so- 
called equal-rights amendment which would 
vitiate family support laws and destroy all 
social protection now afforded to women and 
to the family, under the laws of the several 
States and the Federal Government * * *.” 

We have consistently fought for State and 
Federal legislation giving special protection 
for women such as minimum wage laws, 
social and physical protective laws, special 
leave at maternity, etc. 

We do not feel such laws discriminate 
against women and realize that the @qual- 
rights amendment will wipe out all such 
protective laws. 

We therefore oppose it and solicit your 
support in opposition to it. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. GREEN, 

President, American Federation of Labor. 


MASSACHUSETTS LEAGUE OF 
Women VOTERS, 
Boston, September 27, 1945. 
Hon. Davm I, WALSH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR WALSH: We understand the 
equal-rights amendment is to be heard before 
the Senate Subjudiciary Committee on Fri- 
day. The Massachusetts League of Women 
Voters, while seeking every opportunity to 
remove legal discriminations against women, 
is unalterably opposed to this blanket meth- 
od of removing them. 

We hope that when opportunity offers, you 
will vote against the amendment. 


Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. W. LEE USsTICK, 


Chairman, Structure and Adminis- 
tration of Government. 


Boston, Mass., September 26, 1945. 
Senator Davin I. WALSH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of 60,000 members in Massachu- 
setts we urge your opposition to the so-called 
equal-rights amendment (S. J. Res. 61). 
Kindly record our organization's opposition 
with the Senate subcommittee which meets 
Friday, September 28. Would appreciate your 
support and cooperation and notification 
from you for presentation to our member- 
ship, 

£ PAUL E. SEYMOUR, 
President, New England District 
Council, U. E. R. & M. W. A., CIO. 

LABOR, 
Washington, D. C., September 7, 1944. 

Senator Davm I. WAtsH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I am sending you a marked 

copy of this week’s issue of Labor, so you may 
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have a chance to examine an article on the 
so-called equal-rights amendment. I be- 
lieve the article expresses the convictions of 
members of organized labor and also of those 
outside the labor movement who are inter- 
ested in the welfare of working women, 

With a world of good wishes, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
Epwarp KEATING, 
Manager, 


MASSACHUSETTS CONFERENCE 
OF SOCIAL WORK, 
Boston, Mass., October 4, 1945. 
Senator Davin I. WALSH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR WALSH: We know you will 
be interested in the opposition of the Massa- 
chusetts Conference of Social Work to the 
so-called equal-rights amendment. 

The members of the conference are in 
touch with the families of our State and we 
believe this amendment, if passed, would 
negate protective legislation already in oper- 
ation for the protection of women, 

Enclosed is a copy of our bulletin with the 
recommendation of the Social Action Com- 
mittee to the membership last November. 
This was adopted at the annual meeting of 
the conference. 

Very truly yours, 
MARENDA E. PRENTIs. 


CAMBRIDGE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS, 
Cambridge, Mass., January 10, 1945. 
The Honorable Davi I. WALSH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WALSH: The Cambridge 
League of Women Voters continues to oppose 
passage of the equal-rights amendment. 

This amendment threatens family support 
and labor legislation for which we have 
worked many years. 

We favor the removal of discrimination 
against women, where it exists, by specific 
legislation rather than by blanket amend- 
ment which in the opinion of many experts 
would create confusion as to the interpreta- 
tion of many of our existing laws. 

Very truly yours, 
PEARL K. WIsE 
(Mrs. Henry Wise), 
President. 
RuTH H, ROMER 
(Mrs. Alfred S. Romer), 
Chairman, Government and Its Operation, 


WOMEN’S TRADE UNION 
LEAGUE OF WORCESTER, 
Worcester, Mass., October 22, 1944. 
Hon. Davin I. WALSH, 
Clinton, Mass. 

DEAR SENATOR WALSH: The Women’s Trade 
Union League of Worcester are very much op- 
posed to the so-called equal-rights amend- 
ment bill, and sincerely hope we may rely on 
you to use all in your power to defeat this 
measure when it comes up for action. En- 
ciosed find copy of our Bulletin which ex- 
plains in full our stand on this measure, 

Sincerely yours, 
CECELIA NICHOLSON, 

President, and also Legislative Chairman. 


SOMERVILLE LEAGUE 
OF WOMEN VOTERS, 
Somerville, Mass., January 3, 1945. 
Hon. Davin I. WALSH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sm: The Somerville League of Women 
Voters urges you to vote against the proposed 
equal-rights amendment which we under- 
stand is to come up for action soon. 

We feel that this amendment threatens 
family support and labor legislation to pro- 
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tect women and children for which the league 
has worked for many years. 
Yours truly, 
Susan MANLY 
(Mrs. L. F. Manly), 
Secretary. 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, 
Worcester, Mass., June 26, 1945. 
Senator Davin I, WALSH, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: We believe the proposed equal- 
rights amendment is a misnomer and that 
if adopted would have practically no con- 
structive value and would completely destroy 
protective legislation for women. 

We oppose such a bill and feel that equal 
opportunities for women can be promoted 
by removing discriminations against women 
by specific bills for specific ills in each State. 
. Very truly yours, 

HELENE Z. OSTROW, 
Chairman of Social Legislation. 


MASSACHUSETTS STATE CIO, 
INDUSTRIAL UNION COUNCIL, 
Boston, March 21, 1945. 
Hon. Davi I. WALSH, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE Sir: Massachusetts has always 
been foremost among the States protecting 
women and children against overlong hours 
of labor and unfavorable working conditions 
that would be detrimental to the health of 
its citizens. 

If the so-called equal-rights amendment 
to the Constitution is passed it will wipe 
protective legislation for women off the 
statute books. The CIO opposes this amend- 
ment as harmful to the health and well-being 
of working women. We feel that the pro- 
ponents of this legislation are either mis- 
guided or are deliberately trying to destroy 
the labor standards of our Nation. 

We therefore ask that you vote against this 
constitutional amendment when and if it 
reaches the floor of the Senate. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH SALERNO, 
President. 
SmDNEY S. GRANT, 
Legislative Agent. 
Boston, Mass., September 27, 1945. 
Hon. Davin I, WALSH: 

The Massachusetts League of Women Voters 
wishes to register opposition to the equal- 
rights amendment. 

Mrs. Moses. H. LAURIE, 
President, 


Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, so 
much has been said in regard to the 
pending question that it is not likely 
anything new will be presented which 
will throw any fresh light upon it. I 
wish, however, to emphasize the fact that 
the subject has been discussed very fully, 
that many organizations have taken ac- 
tion in regard to it, that the platforms 
of the Democratic Party and the Repub- 
lican Party in 1944 came out flat-footedly 
and unqualifiedly for the submission of 
the amendment, and that the President 
of the United States is in favor of it. 
Many leading clergymen—Catholics, 
Protestants, and Jews—have endorsed it. 
The governors of many States are in 
favor of it. For instance, let me cite the 
fact that the Legislature of the State of 
New York, by unanimous vote, has ap- 
proved the submission of the amendment 
to the people. 

I refer to these facts now, not because 
they represent all the expressions or 
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views of the people in regard to the pro- 
posal, but merely to indicate that when a 
proposed constitutional amendment has 
received the attention this has received, 
certainly its submission to the people is 
justified. That is all the joint resolution 
calls for. Such support not only prompts 
but requires that the people of the 
United States should have the right to 
express their views upon it. 

Irrespective of whether one is in favor 
of equal rights for women or is opposed, 
I think we must all feel that if we are to 
give adherence to what has been the cus- 
tom and practice throughout the coun- 
try, certainly, at any rate, the people 
are entitled to have an opportunity to ex- 
press their views on this subject. As I 
have said, that is all the joint resolution 
calls for, and certainly it is a most rea- 
sonable expectation. 

Mr. President, much has been said 
with regard to the fact that women 
might lose certain privileges which they 
now possess. I do not know how anyone 
can make a categorical statement on that 
subject. Let us assume that possibly 
they may lose something. The question 
we must consider is whether they will 
gain more than they will lose. There are 
some, whose opinions justly have great 
weight and force, who believe that what 
the women would lose, granting they 
would lose anything at all, would be out- 
weighed, and outweighed heavily, by 
what they would gain. 

Mr. President, I have been asked by 
the Senator from Florida to yield to him, 
and I yield 5 minutes to him 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, in the 
limited time we have available, it is not 
possible to do more than make a con- 
cluding suggestion about the pending 
measure. 

I think everyone understands substan- 
tially what the issue is. The question is 
whether the United States Senate is will- 
ing to let the people of this country, 
through their legislatures, vote on this 
proposed constitutional amendment. As 
Senators have already said on this floor, 
I think all of us should indulge the pre- 
sumption in favor of our people having a 
chance to vote on this issue. After all, 
the legislatures are capable of making an 
intelligent decision on the question. 
They will speak for the people. They 
are close to the people. The people in 
the several States will have an opportu- 
ity to express their views to their legis- 
latures. They could make it an issue 
in the State legislative campaigns all 
over the Nation, and three-fourths of the 
States, through their legislatures, will 
have to vote favorably upon the amend- 
ment before it can be incorporated in the 
Federal Constitution. 

Mr. President, surely with those safe. 
guards around it, since it will not become 
effective until ratified by the people 
through their legislatures in three- 
fourths of the States, the appeal made to 
one’s sentiment of justice and fair play, 
to give the women, to the mothers of 
America an equal status before the law 
with men, should encourage the Members 
of the Senate to vote te mage upon the 
amendment. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr, CHAVEZ. Aside from its merits, 
the people have a right to act on the 
proposed amendment, and it could not be 
effective until three-fourths of the legis- 
latures adopted it. The fact that the 
Senate passed the joint resolution would 
not make the amendment effective. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. It still would have to be 
submitted. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. All we are doing is to 
let the people in the several States pass 
judgment on whether the amendment 
should be made a part of the Constitu- 
tion. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. The contrary is that the 
States shall not have an opportunity to 
vote upon it. The contrary is that the 
legislatures of the Nation shall not have 
a voice in this important matter. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. MURDOCK. It seems to me that 
the Senator from Florida in the argu- 
ment he now makes, that the legislatures 
of the country should be given an oppor- 
tunity to pass on this question, overlooks 
entirely the provisions of the Constitu- 
tion that a constitutional amendment 
may be initiated “on the application of 
the legislatures of two-thirds of the sev- 
eral States.” Is that not provided? 

Mr. PEPPER. That is a possible way 
of initiating a constitutional amendment, 

Mr. MURDOCK. We have an area of 
marital relations, we have an area of 
property rights, we have several legisla- 
tive areas involving the relations be- 
tween men and women which have sup- 
posedly been within the province of the 
States ever since the Union was created. 
The fathers of our country wrote into 
the Constitution a provision allowing the 
States, if ever they saw fit, by their leg- 
islatures, to initiate amendments to the 
Constitution.. They have not seen fit to 
do that on this subject. Now when the 
Senator deplores the fact that the legis- 
latures will not even be given a chance to 
act on this proposal, in my opinion, he 
fails to take cognizance of the fact that 
if the State legislatures thought that the 
legislative area here involved was one 
which the States wanted to give up and 
turn over to the Federal Government, 
they themselves could initiate the pro- 
posal rather than to depend upon the 
Congress to do it for them. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able Sena- 
tor from Utah for the suggestion, but I 
think he will notice also, if he examines 
the constitutional provision to which he 
refers, that the procedure by which the 
State may initiate a constitutional 
amendment is far more tedious, labori- 
ous, and lengthy than the procedure of 
the Congress itself submitting the mat- 
ter to the States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. While it is true that 
the Consitution provides that method for 
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initiating an amendment to the Con- 

stitution, it has never been adopted or 

used in regard to any amendment that 

has ever been proposed to the Constitu- 
on. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). The time of the Senator 
from Florida has expired. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President the point 
made by the Senator from Kentucky was 
the point I wanted to make. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, in 
answer to the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky, our able majority leader, I 
suppose the fact that the States have 
never resorted to the initiation of con- 
stitutional amendments is used here as 
an argument that they never will or that 
they should not, because as the Senator 
from Florida has indicated, it is a rather 
complicated procedure. To me the sit- 
uation seems to be that the States are 
rather jealous of their rights. They do 
not like to relinquish them voluntarily 
without being sure that they need the 
help of the Federal Government. I have 
heretofore stated, Mr. President, that 
ever since the establishment of the Fed- 
eral Union, ever since the States have 
been members of that Union, the area 
into which we are now trying to intrude 
the Federal Government has been looked 
upon as an area of legislation that the 
States could very well take care of, 

The Senator from Florida yesterday 
made a very significant statement when 
he said that the States have seen fit 
in their legislative processes to make cer- 
tain distinctions. How right and true 
the Senator’s statement is. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I want to say a word further about 
the Senator. I have heard him debate 
on this floor time and again. I am al- 
ways impressed with the eloquent lucid- 
ity of the distinguished Senator, with 
his ability to point out persuasively the 
crux of any question. I have never seen 
him on the floor of the Senate in any 
serious trouble in debate until yesterday 
on this proposition. This indicated to 
me that for once at least the distin- 
guished and liberal Senator from Florida 
was advocating the wrong side of the 
question. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am grateful for the 
kindliness of the comment of my dis- 
tinguished friend from Utah, I want to 
ask the able Senator this question: If 
the principle argument against this pro- 
posed constitutional amendment is that 
it invades a domain of the States in re- 
spect to marital relations and kindred 
matters, is not the fact that the amend- 
ment will never become effective until 
ratified by three-fourths of the States, 
through their State legislatures, and is 
not that an adequate safeguard against 
our invading the States in this field 
without their approval and without their 
acquiescence? 

Mr. MURDOCK. In answer to that 
question, Mr. President, I will say that 
if the argument that adequate safeguard 
is provided by the mere fact that three- 
fourths of the States must ratify, either 
by their legislatures or by conventions, 
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is carried to its logical conclusion, then 
every proposition that is brought before 
the Senate and proposed as a constitu- 
tional amendment should be adopted by 
the Senate and by the House and sub- 
mitted to the States, and the Congress 
by so doing would absolutely absolve it- 
self from any responsibility, because, as 
the Senator states, the legislatures or the 
conventions, whichever mode of ratifica- 
tion is adopted, would have the final say. 

In my opinion, Mr. President, the 
writers of the Constitution did not in- 
tend that that should be done. The 
writers of the Constitution intended that 
the Congress itself should be reasonably 
sure that the proposition had merit be- 
fore it should be submitted to the States 
following a two-thirds vote of the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. President, I again state that the 
areas of legislation that are involved 
here, that is, marital relations, property 
rights, the responsibility of men for the 
family and for the children, are areas 
which in my opinion can be best taken 
care of by the State legislatures and not 
by the Federal Government. 

Mr, RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I will yield in a 
moment. In the debates on OPA, Mr. 
President, we have heard statements 
made that the Federal Government is 
constantly intruding itself into affairs 
that should be handled by the States. 
Then we find the same Senators who are 
constantly taking that position, now 
taking the position that here is another 
area, a new area, into which the Federal 
Government should intrude itself in 
derogation of the rights of the several 
States of the Union. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I am sure the Sen- 
ator from Utah must have had a dis- 
tinction in mind. He asked a little 
while ago if every proposition that is put 
up to the Congress must be submitted 
to the people? I call attention to the 
fact that this situation is a very unusual 
one. The platforms of both political 
parties have endorsed the proposed con- 
stitutional amendment, and the gov- 
ernors of numerous States, and many 
State legislatures have endorsed it. It 
is not analogous to the usual proposition 
that comes before the Congress, for it has 
a warrant, almost a mandate, from both 
political parties and from other respon- 
sible sources. 

Mr. MURDOCK. My answer to the 
distinguished Senator is that if he can 
find anything in the platform of either 
political party to which he refers that 
supports the amendment that is now 
proposed, then I shall be very much sur- 
prised. That question was very well de- 
bated here last evening, and I thought 
the Senators who took the position that 
they were not bound by the platforms 
because the proposed amendment does 
not conform to the provisions of the re- 
spective platforms, were absolutely cor- 
rect in their position. I think the Sen- 
ator from Maryland must be rather hard 
put to find an argument to support his 
position, when he has to advert to the 
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party platforms instead of the merits 
of the proposition itself. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Not at all, Mr. 
President. 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to refer to a statement made by Mr. 
Justice Frankfurter in 1923, which in my 
opinion very well puts the proposition 
that we now have before us. I shall not 
take time to read it all; but, quoting 
from his statement, we find this: 

Nature made man and woman different. 


I believe even the proponents of the 
amendment will agree to that statement, 
that Nature made man and woman dif- 
ferent— 

The law must accommodate itself to the 
immutable differences of nature. For some 
purposes men and women are persons, and 
the law should, for these purposes, treat 
them as persons, subjecting them to the 
same duties and conferring upon them the 
same rights. But for other vital 
men and women are men and women—and 
the law must treat them as men and women 
and, therefore, subject them to different and 
not the same rules of legal conduct. 


That is the statement of Mr. Justice 
Frankfurter, pointing out to us some- 
thing we all know, that men and women 
are different. In my State we have gone 
a long way, not only toward giving 
women equality with men, but going far 
beyond that, giving women equality and 
then giving the mother and the daughter 
the protections and privileges which are 
absolutely essential in our American life 
to enable them to fulfill the functions 
ordained by Nature and God. 

Some Senators have the idea that by a 
constitutional amendment we can do 
away entirely with the differences be- 
tween men and women as we find them 
created and endowed by Nature. Mr. 
President, we cannot do that by legisla- 
tion. In my opinion, our States have 
done a good job in legislatively treating 
the difference between men and women. 
In my State woman has her protection 
as a mother; woman has her protection 
as a wife, as she should have; and I am 
unwilling, in the name of equality of 
rights under the Federal Constitution, to 
repeal all those protections and privi- 
leges so necessary to womanhood. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Does not the Senator’s 
argument tend to prove that the female 
sex is inferior to the male? 

Mr. MURDOCK. My answer is em- 
phatically no. Such a position is wholly 
foreign to my thinking and philosophy 
and I am sure nothing I have said could 
be so construed. 

Mr. GUFFEY. That is what the Sen- 
ator said. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Of course, the Sen- 
ator has the privilege of construing my 
remarks in any way he sees fit, but I 
challenge his construction as obviously 
inaccurate, incorrect and unfounded. 

Mr. GUFFEY. I cannot see any other 
construction of the Senator’s remarks. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Iam not responsible 
for the Senator’s inability to construe my 
— correctly and as they are in- 

ded, 
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All I am saying is that God made a 
difference between man and woman. 
Our State legislatures have recognized 
the difference; and I now tell the Senator 
that even if we adopt this amendment 
and it is ratified by three-fourths of the 
States, the Congress cannot eliminate or 
eradicate the differences between man 
and woman which are ordained by Na- 
ture. 

In my State women are precluded from 
going underground to work. Some 
women may wish to go underground. If 
we adopt this constitutional amendment, 
in my opinion those laws and all similar 
laws for the protection of women are re- 
pealed. In the amendment itself we pro- 
vide that it shall not take effect upon 
ratification. Not only must it be ratified, 
but the States are given 3 years after 
ratification—to do what? To conform 
their laws to this amendment. So when 
Senators rise on this floor and say that 
the protections and privileges which are 
granted to mothers and other women by 
our State legislatures will not be affected 
at all, I cannot understand that argu- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this 
point as a part of my remarks a state- 
ment made by Mrs. Roosevelt and cer- 
tain other prominent and distinguished 
women, 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

A joint statement, headed by the name of 
Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, was today issued by 
10 national women leaders opposing the ap- 
proval by Congress of the proposed equal- 
rights amendment. 

Following is the statement which is signed 
by Mrs. Roosevelt and by Frances Perkins, 
Virginia Gildersleeve, Carrie Chapman Catt, 
Susan B. Anthony II, Anna Lord Strauss, 
Mary Anderson, Mary McLeod Bethune, Rose 
Schneiderman, Cornelia Bryce Pinchot: 

“We believe in equality of opportunity for 
women, but we oppose the so-called equal- 
rights amendment. The adoption of this 
amendment would wipe out all State legis- 
lation which has established minimum wages 
and maximum hours for women workers and 
improved their working conditions; it would 
invalidate provisions of the Social Security 
Act benefiting women as wives and mothers, 
and veterans’ and workmen's compensation 
laws providing allowances for widows and 
wives of aged or disabled workers. 

“ ‘Equal rights’ is a deceptive slogan. The 
proposed amendment would not accomplish 
the purposes for which it is intended. It 
will not, for instance, remove differences in 
Wage rates between men and women doing 
the same work. We look to Congress to op- 
pose submission to the States of the mis- 
conceived and misleading equal-rights 
amendment.” 

In addition, three outstanding women 
Members of Congress—HELEN GAHAGAN DOUG- 
LAS, CHASE GOING WOODHOUSE, and EMILY TAFT 
Dovctss—also joined in opposing the pro- 
posed amendment and issued the following 
declaration: 

“We are opposed to an equal-rights 
amendment. It will not bring about the 
equality of opportunity for women which we 
all desire, but will cause chaos in 48 States 
in the status of all laws relating to women. 
It will make it posible to wipe out the legis- 
lation which has been enacted in many 
States for the special needs of women in 
industry.” 
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Mr. MURDOCK. I now yield 5 min- 
utes to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON]. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, the proponents of this 
amendment are driven in their despera- 
tion to the threadbare argument that a 
constitutional amendment should: be 
submitted to the people in order that the 
people may vote upon it, and that we 
ought to trust the people. That argu- 
ment is used in State legislatures as well 
as before the Congress. 

Under the Constitution we have an in- 
dependent duty to perform. Both Houses 
of Congress must act independently and 
determine independently, by a two-thirds 
vote, that the legislation is sound. When 
the amendment shall have been sub- 
mitted to the States for ratification, the 
proponents of the amendment will go 
before the legislatures of the States and 
say, “We ought to follow the advice and 
recommendation of the Congress of the 
United States, which has proposed the 
adoption of this amendment.” 

Mr. President, I have listened to as 
much of this debate as I could when not 
attending committee hearings. From 
what I can gather, even the proponents 
‘of this amendment entertain the view 
that it will result in a multiplicity of liti- 
gation. Its immediate effect is to strike 
with nullity all constitutional provisions, 
all statutory enactments, and the juris- 
prudence of the States and of the United 
States where there is any discrimination 
in equality of rights on account of sex. 

In order, apparently, to escape this 
conclusion, the very able Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. Austin] yesterday made 
this startling declaration in his remarks 
on the floor of the Senate: 

In conclusion, let us not become confused 
about what the proposed constitutional 
amendment provides. Let us not undertake 
to argue that it changes any law. It does 
not strike down any existing law, either Fed- 
eral or State. 


How could such an interpretation be 
placed upon a provision which declares 
the principle that equality of rights un- 
der the law shall not be denied or 
abridged on account of sex? When that 
principle becomes a part of our Con- 
stitution any existing law or any law 
which may be enacted in the future con- 
travening the provisions of the constitu- 
tional amendment is immediately and 
forthwith stricken with nullity. 

Continuing, the able Senator from 
Vermont said: 

It declares a policy. It can be called a 
principle when it appears in the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. The principle is 
equality of rights under the law shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United States 
or by any State on account of sex. 


That is correct. Further in his re- 
marks, he made this observation: 

The object of the proposed amendment is 
to provide that no law shall be passed pro- 
hibiting the principle of equal rights to a 
man and a woman. 


I gather from such observation that 
the able Senator from Vermont enter- 
tains the view that the purpose of the 
amendment is to prohibit future discrim- 
ination by State legislatures or by the 
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Congress; but that it matters not how 
much discrimination now prevails in ex- 
isting law, State or Federal, such dis- 
crimination remains untouched by this 
amendment if it is adopted. 

The able Senator from Vermont 
continued: 


The amendment is not self-executing. 


Of course, it is self-executing. If 
adopted, it strikes down with nullity 
anything that contravenes it. 

It does not lift up anything. It does not 
operate itself. In order to be operative, it 
requires such action within the State of 
Vermont, for example, as its legislature may 
see fit to take, and within the District of 
Columbia such action as the Congress may 
take, 


That deals with future legislation. 

In each instance the facts will have to be 
scrutinized with reference to whether the 
action to be taken will deny equal rights to 
any person on account of sex. 


The able Senator from Vermont indi- 
cated very strongly in his remarks that 
there would be no end of litigation be- 
cause, as one case after another was 
given to him as an illustration, he stated 
that he was incapable of expressing any 
opinion because each case would have 
to stand on its own bottom, and that all 
the facts would have to be presented to 
him before he reached a conclusion. It 
might be that under his theory a State 
law would be unconstitutional as it 
affected a particular woman and a par- 
ticular man in certain relations, but it 
might be constitutional as it affected an- 
other woman and another man in other 
relations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. OVERTON. I ask the Senator 
from Utah whether he will yield to me 
3 minutes more. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes; I yield 3 min- 
utes more to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, a very clear case was 
presented to the Senator from Vermont 
in regard to maximum hours of work. In 
that case, the maximum hours of labor 
for men, under a State law, would be 
fixed, let us say, at 40 hours a week, and 
the maximum hours of work for women 
would be fixed, let us say, at 30 hours a 
week. The Senator was asked whether 
that would come within the inhibitions 
of the constitutional amendment, if 
adopted. He answered, “I do not know. 
I would have to have more facts.” 

But, Mr. President, what other facts is 
it necessary to have? The discrimina- 
tion would be made because of sex, be- 
cause the hours for women would be fixed 
at a lesser number than the hours which 
would be fixed for men, and obviously 
the discrimination would be made be- 
tween tk2 two sexes. 

In answer to the argument made by 
the Senator from Florida that the State 
legislatures should have a right to pass 
on this question, let me say that the State 
legislatures are not now prohibited from 
enacting legislation providing equality 
between the sexes. They have full and 
untrammeled authority in that regard. 
If they have not followed the principle 
proposed by the amendment, it is because 
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in their judgment it should not be fol- 
lowed in their States. Each State should 
have the right to determine what distinc- 
tion should be made between the sexes in 
respect to legislative rights. The States 
exercise that right now. There is noth- 
ing in the Constitution of the United 
States that prohibits the States from ex- 
ercising that sovereign right of state- 
hood. 

Mr. President, — thank the Senator 
from Utah for yielding to me. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit the proposition that the amendment 
now under consideration involves a very 
material increase in the power of the 
Federal Government over the State gov- 
ernments. As will be recalled, the 
amendment provides that— 

Congress and the several States shall have 
power, within their respective jurisdictions, 


= enforce this article by appropriate legisla- 
ion. 


There has been no other amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States, 
save only the eighteenth amendment, 
which by its terms, has involved the use 
of both the power of the States and the 
power of the National Government in 
the enforcement thereof. The eigh- 
teenth amendment provided, in that re- 
spect— 

The Congress and the several States shall 
have concurrent power to enforce this ar- 
ticle by appropriate legislation. 


Mr. President, yesterday afternoon, I 
read the analysis by Professor Willough- 
by, in his work on the Constitution of the 
United States, in reference to the case 
of Rhode Island v. Palmer (253 U. S. 250), 
as to the meaning of that language of the 
eighteenth amendment. Professor Wil- 
loughby pointed out that the Court in its 
5 opinion apparently accepted the 

ew— 

(3) That Congress and the State legisla- 
tures were empowered to act independently, 
but, of course, under the condition that 
State action should not conflict or interfere 
with that of the National Government. 


The amendment now before us omits 
the word “concurrent.” It obviously 
gives to the States and to the Federal 
Government, each, the right to act. It 
inserts the words “within their respective 
jurisdictions.” Yesterday I understood 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. RADCLIFFE] said he was 
inclined to the view that the words 
“within their respective jurisdictions” 
might change the effectiveness of the 
argument made yesterday. 

Mr. President, let me call attention 
to the fact that in the opinion in the 
Minnesota Railroad Rate case, decided 
in 1913, Mr. Chief Justice Hughes used 
precisely the language, “within their re- 
spective jurisdictions,’ and then pro- 
ceeded to show that when Congress does 
act, even after the States have acted, 
the exercise of congressional authority 
overrides all conflicting State legislation. 
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I quote again the particular portion of 
the opinion of Mr. Chief Justice Hughes: 

In other matters, admitting of diversity of 
treatment according to the special require- 
ments of local conditions, the States may act 
within their respective jurisdictions until 
Congress sees fit to act; and, when Congress 
does act, the exercise of its authority over- 
rides all conflicting State legislation. 


Mr. President, I submit that under 
that decision of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, it certainly is a per- 
missible and, I think, a logical conclu- 
sion that if the amendment now before 
us were to be adopted, in the whole field 
involving the question of denial and 
abridgment of rights on account of sex, 
although the States might legislate in 
that field, if the Congress did not like 
their legislation, Congress would be ex- 
pressly vested with power to override, to 
use the language of Chief Justice 
Hughes, all conflicting State legislation.” 

So, Mr. President, I rise to oppose this 
amendment, not because of any unwill- 
ingness to recognize the merits and the 
importance and the tremendous power 
for good of womanhood, but because I 
think there is very great doubt whether 
the amendment will ultimately conduce 
to the good of womanhood, for the rea- 
son that in instances in which women are 
today possessed of greater rights than 
men are, under the amendment they will 
be reduced to an equality with them; and 
second, on the fundamental proposition 
that. by the amendment now before us 
there would be brought about a vast in- 
crease in the field in which the Federal 
Government would have the power to 
override conflicting State legislation. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, 1 min- 
ute is all I desire. I wish to say that 
when I first came to the Senate I was 
asked if I favored the equal-rights 
amendment. Offhand, I said “Yes,” be- 
cause I do favor equal rights for women, 
But upon investigation I have found to 
my satisfaction, at least, that the adop- 
tion of this amendment will grant 
women anything but equal rights. It is 
impossible to grant women special privi- 
leges and at the same time to require 
by law that they shall have equal rights. 
Although I may be old fashioned, I still 
believe that women are entitled to special 
consideration in many instances. 

Therefore, not being a lawyer, I have 
had to base my decision on the argu- 
ments which have been presented by the 
legal brains in this body, and for that 
reason I shall vote against the proposed 
constitutional amendment. 

Mr. MURDOCK, Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maine previously asked me 
if I would be able to yield to him 1 min- 
ute. Does the Senator from Maine de- 
sire to speak now? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I think I 
shall have trouble enough in determining 
how I shall vote, and so I refrain from 
speaking now. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I still have 2 min- 
utes to yield to any Senator who desires 
to speak on this side of the question. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Kentucky. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. I can say all I have to 
say in that time. 

I realize that one of the methods by 
which the Constitution may be amended 
is by a direct petition on the part of two- 
thirds of the legislatures of the States 
for Congress to submit an amendment. 
I imagine that provision was put into 
the Constitution in order to give the peo- 
ple, through their legislatures, an oppor- 
tunity to bring to the attention of Con- 
gress desired amendments to the Con- 
stitution. That method has never been 
pursued. Amendments have always been 
submitted by the Congress, subject to the 
ratification of the State legislatures, or 
by convention, whichever Congress de- 
cided to provide for. Therefore, I do not 
believe that the former method of 
amending the Constitution, judging by 
the history of this country for 150 years, 
is a practical method of bringing about 
amendments to the Constitution. 

Congress cannot always be certain 
that the States will ratify an amendment 
after it has been submitted. It is impos- 
sible for Congress to know in advance 
what the action of the States will be. 
After the Constitution was ratified and 
the United States Government was or- 
ganized, at the very next session of Con- 
gress 12 amendments were submitted. 
Ten of them were adopted by the legis- 
latures of the States, those amendments 
constituting the Bill of Rights as we now 
know it. The other two amendments 
were never adopted. There was no way 
by which the First Congress could know 
whether all 12 of the amendments would 
be adopted when submitted. 

It is true that this is an important and 
far-reaching amendment. It is a con- 
troversial subject. The Senator from 
Missouri has called attention to the fact 
that if the amendment were adopted it 
would confer on the Federal Government 
power to intervene in certain matters 
pertaining to the rights of women in the 
several States. That statement is true. 
But if the States, under the Constitution, 
desire to yield that authority to the Fed- 
eral Government, they may do so if three- 
fourths of them ratify the amendment. 
So I do not regard the argument of the 
Senator from Missouri against the sub- 
mission to the people of an amendment 
to the Constitution as being very force- 
ful. 

In effect, there is an element of good 
faith involved in this amendment. Both 
political parties in 1944 pledged them- 
selves to submit this amendment to the 
people. They did not pledge themselves 
to go out and seek its ratification by the 
State legislatures, but both political 
platforms, as Senators will see from 
perusing them, made an unequivocal 
pledge that, so far as they could bind 
their members, Senators and Representa- 
tives, such an amendment would be sub- 
mitted to the approval or disapproval of 
the people of this country. I personally 
feel that the Democratic Party is under 
obligation to give the States an oppor- 
tunity to pass on this matter. We do not 
know how the States will react to it. We 
did not know how the States would react 
to the child-labor amendment which has 
been pending before them ever since it 
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was submitted. It has not yet been rati- 
fied. The States had a right to pass on 
the matier. It was an important matter 
when submitted. 

Of course, I cannot speak for the other 
side of the aisle, but the plank in the Re- 
publican platform concerning this sub- 
ject is as unequivocal as the one in the 
Democratic platform. If we who were 
elected on that platform, which includes 
myself, are to say that platforms are 
made to get in on and not to stand on 
after getting in, I am not willing to adopt 
such a policy. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator has looked 
at the minority side and I thought at me 
in particular. I wish to interrupt him 
long enough to say that I think there is 
something of mutuality in connection 
with platforms. They offer a course of 
action proposed by a party, and the peo- 
ple of the United States indicate by their 
action whether they disapprove or ap- 
prove the recommendation or the offer. 
So far as I am concerned personally, I do 
not consider myself bound by a platform 
which the people of the country have 
rejected, and upon which the Republican 
candidates who were defeated, stood. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, that 
statement, to me, is an ingenious argu- 
ment. In other words, the identical plat- 
forms of both political parties, on one 
of which one party tried to be elected to 
power but failed, are to be repudiated. 
Because the Republican Party was un- 
successful, even though running on a 
platform which was identical in some 
respects to the platform of the Demo- 
cratic Party, the Republican Party does 
not believe that it should be bound by 
the pledge contained in its platform. 

Mr. WHITE. I do not accept Demo- 
cratic platforms as my text books nor do 
I admit obligation to Republican plat- 
forms repudiated not by Republicans but 
by the people of the country. 

Further, Mr. President, I wish to deny 
that I ran for office on a platform which 
was the same as that of the Democrats. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Whether the Sena- 
tor did or did not, I think he is just as 
morally bound by that platform, even 
though he ran on it and his party lost, 
as I am bound by the platform on which 
I ran for office and was elected. 

Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
will be submitted to the States and that 
oa people will be allowed to pass upon 


aye RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, this 
is one of the most important matters that 
has come before the Senate in a long 
time. However, a situation has devel- 
oped of which I think cognizance should 
be taken. Many Members of the Senate 
who have expressed an interest in the 
matter are absent from the Chamber 
today. It seems unfortunate that we 
must press for further consideration of 
the matter during their absence. There- 
fore I ask unanimous consent that con- 
sideration of the joint resolution be laid 
aside. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 
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Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, the Senator 
is asking, as I understand, to have the 
pending business laid aside before the 
vote is taken? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Yes. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Or is he asking 
unanimous consent to have the joint 
resolution recommitted to the Judiciary 
Committee? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. No; I thought the 
best plan would be to have the pending 
business laid aside. It may be that the 
absent Senators will be present in the 
near future. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to recommitting the 
joint resolution to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. I was contacted on that basis 
by some of the proponents of the amend- 
ment. I was asked if I would have any 
objection to a recommittal of the joint 
resolution to the Judiciary Committee, 
and I said that I would not object to it. 
However, I see no reason, after the de- 
bate has been concluded and we have 
almost reached the hour of voting on 
the matter, for laying it aside. If the 
Senator wishes to have the joint resolu- 
tion recommitted to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, I shall not object, but I do ob- 
ject to laying the pending business aside. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution be recommitted to the Judi- 
ciary Committee. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I have no objec- 
tion. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. What is the 
present parliamentary situation? I ob- 
ject to laying the pending business aside. 

Mr. BARKLEY. An objection has 
already been made, 

Mr. CAPEHART. I object to a recom- 
mittal of the pending joint resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. In view of the unani- 
mous-consent agreement to vote at 1 
o’clock today, it is not in order to move 
to recommit, and it can be done only by 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct, 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, may 
we have the benefit of the observation 
of the Senator from Kentucky? We 
could not hear him on our side of the 
Chamber. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I stated that inas- 
much as the Senate had reached an 
agreement to vote at 1 o'clock today, a 
motion to recommit the bill would not 
be in order, and it could be done only 
by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. PEPPER obtained the floor. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator 
from Indiana. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr, CAPEHART. I feel very strongly 
that we should vote on this matter, but 
I am now informed that many Senators 
prefer to have the joint resolution 
recommitted, and, therefore, I withdraw 
my objection, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the recommittal of 
the joint resolution to the Committee 
on the Judiciary? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, I wish to make this state- 
ment: During this whole session of Con- 
gress, proponents of the pending joint 
resolution have been urging me to 
arrange for a time when it could be 
voted upon. I have been sympathetic 
to the request, and I have tried to 
arrange a time accordingly, but the con- 
dition of the calendar has been such 
that it has been impossible to bring the 
matter to a vote earlier than today. We 
may as well understand that if the joint 
resolution is recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary the chances are 
very remote that it will be brought up 
again during this session of the 
Congress. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request to recom- 
mit the joint resolution to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
I desire to ask the Senator from Mary- 
land a question. Is the suggested re- 
committal made at the request of the 
proponents of the amendment? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE, Mr. President, it 
developed that many Senators are not 
here today. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is not my 
question, 

Mr. RADCLIFFE, I will answer the 
Senator’s question. It is their request 
that action be not taken on the joint 
resolution today. 

The PRESIDENT pro 
Without objection—— 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Mary- 
land give us again the answer to the 
question propounded by the senior Sen- 
ator from Michigan? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
hour of 1 o’clock having arrived, Senate 
Joint Resolution 61, proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to equal rights of men 
and women, is before the Senate, and 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it, 

Mr. PEPPER. We understood that the 
unanimous-consent request was not ob- 
jected to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question was being discussed until the 
time expired. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a fur- 
ther parliamentary inquiry. Until a vote 
is actually had the Senate still has the 
matter in its power to act on the unani- 
mous-consent request, has it not? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Of 
course. Is there objection to the unani- 
mous-consent request that the joint res- 
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olution be recommitted to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair hears none, and, without objec- 
tion 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. ANDREWS] ob- 
jected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair has been informed that there was 
objection. Is that correct? The Chair 
will inquire whether the Senator from 
Florida objected? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I objected to the joint 
resolution being recommitted to the 
committee. Many months have been 
spent on this matter and we might just 
as well have it out here today, and be 
through with it. That is the reason why 
I objected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator object? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Then, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading and was 
read the third time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the joint resolution , 
pass? There has been no request for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHITE. Is it not true that a 
unanimous consent request was made 
that the joint resolution be recommitted 
to the Judiciary Committee and was not 
that request put and did not the Chair 
announce that there was no objection? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair did, but he was informed by the 
clerk that the Senator from Florida was 
on his feet and had objected, and the 
Chair was obliged to take that into con- 
sideration. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. I desire to know the 
precise status of the question we are 
about to vote on. It is on the question 
of the recommital of the proposed con- 
stitutional amendment to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No; 
the question is on the passage of the 
joint resolution. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus- 
SELL] is absent because of a death. in his 
family. 

The Senator from Virginia 
Burcu] is necessarily absent, 
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The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] 
is unavoidably detained. 

The Senator from Washington {Mr. 
Macnuson] is detained on official busi- 
ness at one of the Government depart- 
ments, 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
is detained at an important committee 
meeting, and is therefore necessarily ab- 
sent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. McFartanp], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Stewart] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], and the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. McManon] are absent on of- 
ficial business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HarcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

-The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on of- 
ficial business, having been appointed to 
the commission on the part of the Sen- 
ate to participate in the Philippine in- 
dependence ceremonies. 

On this question the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], who, if 
present, would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], 
who, if present, would vote “yea,” are 
paired with the Senator from Georgia 
LMr. RUSSELL], who, if present, would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck! is absent by leave 
of the Senate. If present, he would vote 
“yea.” 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the Commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business as a member of 
the Special Committee on Atomic 
Energy. If present, he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces] is necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 38, 
nays 35, as follows: 


i YEAS—38 
Aiken Gurney Robertson 
Austin Hawkes Smith 
jan Knowland Stanfill 
kley Langer Thomas, Okla, 
Bushfield McCarran Tobey 
Capehart McClellan Tunnell 
Capper McKellar Vandenberg 
vez Myers Wherry 
on O'Daniel Wiley 
O'Mahoney Willis 
Fulbright Pepper Wilson 
George Radcliffe Young 
Guffey Reed 
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NAYS—35 

Andrews Hill Murdock 
Bilbo Hoey Murray 
Brewster Huffman Overton 
Carville Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Shipstead 
Donnell La Follette Swift 
Downey ybank t 
Eastland Mead Taylor 
Gerry Millikin Wagner 
Green Mitchell Walsh 
Hart Moore White 
Hayden Morse 

NOT VOTING—23 
Bailey Ellender Magnuson 
Bridges Gossett Russell 
Briggs Hatch Saltonstall 
Brooks Hickenlooper Stewart 
Buck Kilgore Thomas, Utah 
Burch Lucas Tydings 
Butler McFarland Wheeler 
Byrd McMahon 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
this question the yeas are 38, the nays 35. 
Two-thirds of the Senate not having 
voted in the affirmative, the joint resolu- 
tion fails of passage. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I have 
received a statement from Nina Horton 
Avery, chairman of the joint legislative 
committee for equal rights urging me to 
support the equal rights amendment, 
which I ask to have printed in the 
Record. I am in full accord with the 
request made by this organization. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RecorD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 18, 1946. 
Hon, ARTHUR CAPPER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Our committee, representing over 30 na- 
tional organizations of women and repre- 
senting over 6,000,000 women, earnestly 
calls upon you to vote favorably on equal 
rights amendment. We respectfully remind 
you that support of amendment is in har- 
mony with your party’s platform pledge and 
in harmony with United States ratification 
of United Nations Charter calling for equal 
rights for women throughout the world, 
We hope our Government will take a position 
of leadership today in world-wide movement 
for equality of rights for women. 

Nuva HORTON AVERY, 
Chairman of Joint Legislative 
Committee for Equal Rights, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House still further insisted upon its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 39 to the bill (H. R. 
6739) making appropriations for the De- 
partment of Labor, the Federal Security 
Agency, and related independent agen- 
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes; agreed to 
the still further conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. HARE, 
Mr. Tarver, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. NEELy, 
Mr. ENGEL of Michigan, Mr. KEEFE, and 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN were appointed 
Managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had severally agreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 1151. An act for the relief of James 
Lemuel Muzzall and James M. Muzzall; 
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H. R. 1754. An act for the relief of Edwin 
Doyle Parrish; 

H. R. 4616. An act for the relief of the 
Maryland Sanitary Manufacturing Corp. of 
Baltimore, Md.; 

H. R. 5053. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Jasper A. Mealer; and 

H.R. 6689. An act to extend, for an addi- 
tional year, the provisions of the Sugar Act 
of 1937, as amended, and the taxes with 
respect to sugar. 


The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 5025. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Opal Riley and Robert R. Riley; and 

H. R. 6532. An act to provide a method 
for payment in certain Government estab- 
lishments of overtime, leave, and holiday 
compensation on the basis of night rates pur- 
suant to certain decisions of the Comptroller 
General, and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill (S. 78) for the relief of the es- 
tate of William Edward Oates, disagreed 
to by the Senate; agreed to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on, and that Mr. Comps, Mr. HEDRICK, 
and Mr. PITTENGER were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3748) to amend an act entitled “An act 
to provide for the recognition of the 
services of the civilian Officials and em- 
ployees, citizens of the United States, 
engaged in and about the construction 
of the Panama Canal,” approved May 
29, 1944; asked a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. PETER- 
son of Florida, Mr. Bonner, and Mr. 
HERTER were appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4497) to 
create an Indian Claims Commission, to 
provide for the powers, duties, and func- 
tions thereof, and for other purposes; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Jackson, Mr, FER- 
NANDEZ, Mr. STIGLER, Mr. Munpt, and Mr. 
Rosertson of North Dakota were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4718) to amend the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
to provide annuities for certain officers 
and employees who have rendered at 
least 25 years of service; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Jackson, Mr. Man- 
asco, Mr. RAYFIEL, Mr. Rees of Kansas, 
and Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H. R. 7052) to 
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amend the Internal Revenue Code, and 
for other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore an- 
nounced that on today he signed the 
following enrolled bills, which had pre- 
viously been signed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives: 

S. 141. An act to clarify the law relating 
to the filling of the first vacancy occurring 
in the office of district judge for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania, and to provide for 
the appointment of an additional United 
States district judge for the eastern, middle, 
and western districts of Pennsylvania; 

S. 1516. An act to amend section 12 of the 
Bonneville Project Act, as amended; and 

H. R.6777. An act making appropriations 
for Government corporations and independ- 
ent executive agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1947, and for other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 18, 1946, he presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills: 

S. 661. An act for the relief of Harold H. 
Rhodes; 

S. 704. An act to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to continue administration of 
and ultimately liquidate Federal rural re- 
habilitation projects, and for other purposes; 

5.706. An act to amend Veterans Regu- 
lation No. 9 (a), as amended, so as to in- 
crease the limit of amounts payable there- 
under in connection with the funeral and 
burial of deceased veterans; 

S. 1132. An act for the relief of Aeronauti- 
cal Training Center, Inc.; 

8. 1748. An act for the relief of Ivor E. 
Nichols; and 

S. 2291. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to transfer a vessel to the Amer- 
ican Antarctic Association, Inc. 


DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Archi- 
vist of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a list of papers and doc- 
uments on the files of several depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
which are not needed in the conduct of 
business and have no permanent value 
or historical interest, and requesting ac- 
tion looking to their disposition, which 
with the accompanying papers, was re- 
ferred to a Joint Select Committee on 
the Disposition of Papers in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap- 
pointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER 
members of the committee on the part of 
the Senate. 


PETITIONS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following petitions, 
which were referred, as indicated: 


A resolution adopted by the City Council 
of the City of Chicago, Ill., favoring the resto- 
ration of the authorized number of per- 
sonnel on duty at life-boat stations of. the 
Chicago operating base of the United States 
Coast Guard; to the Committee on Commerce. 

A resolution adopted by the Quota Club 
International, Inc., St. Louis, Mo., favoring 
the enactment of legislation to provide Fed- 
eral aid to education; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor, 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Committee on 
Civil Service: 

H. R. 4720. A bill to amend the act of De- 
cember 7, 1944, relating to certain overtime 
compensation of civilian employees of the 
United States; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1744). 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the 
Committee on Finance: 

H. R. 6811, A bill relating to veterans’ pen- 
sion, compensation, or retirement pay during 
hospitalization, institutional or domiciliary 
care, and for other purposes; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1745). 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for Mr. HATCH), from 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys: 

S. 147. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of the Russel-Majors-Waddell National 
Monument; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1746). 


By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the 


Committee on Agriculture and Forestry: 

S. 2404, A bill to amend section 502 (a) of 
the Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 
1944; without amendment (Rept. No. 1747); 
and 

H. R. 6097. A bill to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes”; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1748). 

By Mr. CORDON, frem the Committee on 
Commerce: 

S. 2358. A bill to extend the times for com- 
mencing and completing the construction of 
a bridge across the Columbia River in Clat- 
sop County, Oreg., and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1749). 

By Mr. RADCLIFFE, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 

H. R. 4842. A bill to amend the act of April 
29, 1943, so as to afford a preference for vet- 
erans in acquiring certain vessels; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1750); and 

H. R. 6644. A bill to increase the efficiency 
of the Coast and Geodetic Survey; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1751). 

By Mr. OVERTON, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

H. R. 2033. A bill authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores 
of publicly owned property; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1752); 

H. R. 5537. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at a point between the borough of 
Plymouth, in Plymouth Township, and 
Hanover Township, in the county of 
Luzerne, and in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1753); 

H. R. 5932. A bill providing for the con- 
veyance to the town of Ipswich, in the State 
of Massachusetts, of lighthouse property at 
Castle Neck, for public use; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1754); 

H. R. 6023. A bill providing for the con- 
veyance to the city of Atlantic City, in the 
State of New Jersey, of lighthouse property 
at Atlantic City, for public use; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1755); 

H. R. 6223. A bill to authorize the high- 
way departments of the States of Kentucky 
and West Virginia to construct, maintain, 
and operate a free highway bridge across the 
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near 
Williamson, W. Va. without amendment 
(Rept, No. 1756); 

H. R. 6406. A bill authorizing the State of 
Texas, acting through the State highway 
commission of Texas, or the successors there- 
of, to acquire, construct, maintain, and op- 
erate a free bridge across the Rio Grande at 
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or near Del Rio, Tex.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1757); 

H. J. Res. 366. Joint resolution authorizing 
and directing the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior to investigate and eradicate the 
predatory sea lampreys of the Great Lakes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1758); and 

H. J. Res. 370. Joint resolution granting 
certain property to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and relinquishing jurisdiction 
therein; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1759). 

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 

H. R. 6057. A bill to amend the act of July 
11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to the inter- 
change of property between the Army and 
the Navy, so as to include the Coast Guard 
within its provision; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1760). 

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

S. 334. A bill for the relief of the Trust As- 
sociation of H. Kempner; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 1761). 

By Mr CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Affairs: 

H. R. 3361. A bill to amend paragraph (1) 
of section 73 of the Hawaiian Organic Act, as 
amended; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1762); 

H. R. 6610. A bill to waive certain restric- 
tions of the Hawaiian Organic Act, relating 
to land exchanges, for the acquisition of cer- 
tain lands at Hilo, Hawaii; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1763); and 

H. R. 6918. A bill to provide emergency re- 
lief for the victims of the seismic waves 
which struck the Territory of Hawaii, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept No. 1764). 


REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 


Mr. BARKLEY, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu- 
tive Papers, to which was referred for 
examination and recommendation a list 
of records transmitted to the Senate by 
the Archivist of the United States that 
appeared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, submitted a report 
thereon pursuant to law. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and by unanimous consent the sec- 
ond time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah: 

S. 2457. A bill to promote the welfare of 
the people by establishing a publicly sup- 
ported adult labor extension program and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

S. 2458. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Ellsworth E. Bilstein; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

S. 2459. A bill to extend the maturity for 
mortgages under the National Housing Act 
in the case of property owned by veterans of 
World War II; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah (for himself 
and Mr. WaLsH) : 

S. 2460. A bill to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States mili- 
tary or naval service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


AMENDMENT OF RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS 

Mr.CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to submit an amend- 
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ment in the nature of a substitute to 
House bill 1362, to amend the railroad 
retirement acts, the Railroad Unem- 
ployment Insurance Act, and subchapter 
B of chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue 
Code; and for other purposes, and re- 
quest that it be printed and lie on the 
table. I also request that the amend- 
ment be printed at this point in the 
REcorD, as a part of my remarks, and 
that there be printed in the Recorp fol- 
lowing it an explanation of the bill and 
amendment and a statement by me 
which appears in the newspaper Labor 
of May 11, 1946. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, the amendment will be 
received and lie on the table, and the 
amendment, together with an explana- 
tion of the bill and amendment, and the 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute submitted by Mr. CAPEHART is 
as follows: 


Amendment (in the nature of a substitute) 
intended to be proposed by Mr. CAPEHART to 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the railroad 
retirement acts, the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act, and subchapter B of chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code, and for 
other purposes, viz: Strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO RAILROAD RETIRE- 
MENT Act OF 1937 


ADDITION OF CERTAIN DEFINITIONS 


Section 1. Section 1 of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act of 1937, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsections: 

„(o) An individual has ‘a current connec- 
tion with the railroad industry’ on a particu- 
lar date if, in any 30 consecutive calendar 
months before the month in which such date 
occurs, he was in service as an employee in 
not less than 12 calendar months and, if such 
30 calendar months do not immediately pre- 
cede such month, he was not engaged in any 
regular employment other than employment 
for an employer in the period before such 
month and after the end of such 30 calendar 
months. 

“(p) The term ‘occupational injury or dis- 
ease’ means (1) accidental injury arising out 
of and in the course of employment as an 
employee, (2) such occupational disease or 
infection as arises out of such employment 
or as naturally or unavoidably results from 
such accidental injury, or (3) injury caused 
by the willful act of a third person directed 
against an individual because of his employ- 
ment as an employee. 

“(q) The term ‘wages’ (except when used 
in section 5 (d) (1)) means all compensation 
earned by an employee after December 31, 
1936, excluding that part of such compensa- 
tion which, after compensation equal to 
$3,000 had been earned by an employee dur- 
ing any calendar year, was earned by such 
employee during such calendar year; but in 
computing such compensation no part of any 
month’s compensation in excess of $300, 
earned before January 1, 1947, shall be rec- 
ognized. 

“(r) The term ‘survivor benefit credit’ 
means an amount equal to the sum of the 
following— 

“(1) (A) Forty percent of the amount of an 
individual’s average monthly wage if such 
average monthly wage does not exceed $50, 
or (B) if such average monthly wage exceeds 
$50, 40 percent of $50, plus 10 percent of the 
amount by which such average monthly wage 
exceeds $50 and does not exceed $250, and 

“(2) an amount equal to 1 percent of the 
amount computed under paragraph (1) mul- 
tiplied by the number of years in which $200 
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or more of wages were earned by such indi- 
vidual, 
Where the survivor benefit credit thus com- 
puted is less than $10, such credit shall 
be $10. 

“(s) The term ‘average monthly wage’ 
means the quotient obtained by dividing the 
total wages earned by an individual before 
the quarter in which he died, became en- 
titled to receive an annuity under paragraph 
1 of section 2 (a), or attained the age of 65 
if he became entitled to receive an annuity 
under section 2 (a) before attaining the age 
of 65, whichever first occurred, by three times 
the number of quarters elapsing after 1936 
and before such quarter in which he died, 
became so entitled, or so attained the age of 
65, excluding any quarter prior to the quarter 
in which he attained the age of 22 during 
which he earned less than $50 of wages. 

“(t) The term ‘completely insured indi- 
vidual’ means any individual with respect to 
whom it appears to the satisfaction of the 
Board that— 

“(1) He had not less than one quarter of 
coverage for each two of the quarters elaps- 
ing after 1936, or after the quarter in which 
he attained the age of twenty-one, which- 
ever quarter is later, and up to but excluding 
the quarter in which he attained the age of 
sixty-five, or died, whichever first occurred, 
and in no case less than six quarters of 
coverage; or 

“(2) He had at least forty quarters of cov- 

erage. 
As used in this subsection, and in subsec- 
tions (s), (u), and (v) of this section, the 
term ‘quarter’ and the term ‘calendar quar- 
ter’ mean a period of three calendar months 
ending on March 31, June 30, September 30, 
or December 31. When the number of quar- 
ters specified in paragraph (1) of this subsec- 
tion is an odd number, for purposes of such 
paragraph such number shall be reduced by 
one. In any case where an individual has 
earned in a calendar year $3,000 or more in 
wages, each quarter of such year following 
his first quarter of coverage shall be deemed 
@ quarter of coverage, excepting any quarter 
in such year in which such individual dies or 
(having attained the age of sixty-five) is or 
becomes entitled to receive an annuity un- 
der section 2 and any quarter succeeding 
such quarter in which he died or was or be- 
came so entitled. 

“(u) The term ‘partially insured individ- 
ual’ means any individual with respect to 
whom it appears to the satisfaction of the 
Board that he earned wages of not less than 
$50 in each of not less than six of the twelve 
calendar quarters immediately preceding the 
quarter in which he died. 

“(v) The term ‘quarter of coverage’ means 
a calendar quarter in which the individual 
earned not less than $50 in wages; except 
that for each calendar year during the period 
beginning January 1, 1937, and ending De- 
cember 31, 1946, an individual's number of 
quarters of coverage shall be determined in 
accordance with the following table: 


And the total wages earned 
— such calendar year 


if during the calen- 


dar year the indi- | $50 but 8100 but/$150 but 
less less 


vidual earned less | $200 or 
wages in the follow- than | than | than | more 
ing number of cal- 
endar months— 


Then the quarters of coverage 
vet ag calendar year shall 
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For the purposes of subsections (s) and (u) 
of this section if an individual's quarters 
of coverage in any calendar year before 1947, 
as determined from the table— 

“(1) is one, his wages for such year shall 
be deemed to have been earned in the last 
calendar quarter of such year; 

“(2) are two, one-half of his wages for 
such year shall be deemed to have been 
earned in each of the last two calendar quar- 
ters of such year; 

“(3) are three, one-third of his wages for 
such year shall be deemed to have been 
earned in each of the last three calendar 
quarters of such year; and 

“(4) are four, one-fourth of his wages for 
such year shall be deemed to have been 
earned in each calendar quarter of such year. 

“(w) The term ‘widow’ (except when used 
in section 4 (e)) means the surviving wife 
of an individual who either (1) is the mother 
of such individual’s son or daughter, or (2) 
was married to him prior to the beginning 
of the twelfth month before the month in 
which he died. 

“(x) The term ‘child’ (except when used 
in section 4 (e)) means the child of an 
individual, and the stepchild of an individ- 
ual by a marriage contracted prior to the 
date upon which he attained the age of 60 
and prior to the beginning of the twelfth 
month before the month in which he died, 
and a child legally adopted by an individual 
prior to the date upon which he attained the 
age of 60 and prior to the beginning of the 
aa month before the month in which he 

ed. 

“(y) In determining whether an applicant 
is the widow, child, or parent of a com- 
pletely insured or partially insured individ- 
ual, the Board shall apply such law as would 
be applied in determining the devolution of 
intestate personal property by the courts of 
the State in which such insured individual 
was domiciled at the time of his death, or 
if such insured individual was not so domi- 
ciled in any State, by the courts of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Applicants who accord- 
ing to such law would have the same status 
relative to taking intestate personal prop- 
erty as a widow, child, or parent shall be 
deemed such. 

“(z) A widow shall be deemed to have 
been living with her husband at the time 
of his death if they were both members of 
the same household on the date of his death, 
or she was receiving regular contributions 
from him toward her support on such date, 
or he had been ordered by any court to 
contribute to her support.” 


AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2 OF RAILROAD RETIRE- 
MENT ACT OF 1937 
Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Railroad Retire- 


ment Act of 1937, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 
“ANNUITIES 

“Sec, 2. (a) The following-described indi- 
viduals, if they shall have been employees on 
or after August 29, 1935, shall, subject to 
the conditions set forth in subsections (b), 
(c), (d), and (e), be eligible for annuities 
after they shall have ceased to render com- 
pensated service to any person, whether or 
not an employer as defined in section 1 (a) 
(but with the right to engage in other em- 
ployment to the extent not prohibtied by sub- 
section (e)): 

“1, Individuals who on or after August 29, 
1935, shall be 65 years of age or over. 

“2. Women who on or after January 1, 
1947, shall be 60 years of age or over and 
have completed 30 years of service. 

“3. Individuals (other than those covered 
by paragraph 2) who on or after August 29, 
1935, shall be 60 years of age or over and 
have completed 30 years of service, but the 
annuity of such an individual shall be re- 
duced by one one-hundred-and-eightieth for 
each calendar month that such individual 
is under age 65 when the annuity begins to 
accrue, 
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“4, Individuals who on or after August 29, 
1935, shall be either 60 years of age or over 
or shall have completed 30 years of service, 
and whose permanent physical or mental 
condition is such that they are unable to 
engage in any regular employment for hire, 

“5, Individuals who on or after January 1, 
1947, have completed 10 years of service and 
whose permanent physical or mental condi- 
tion, as the result of occupational injury or 
disease, is such that they are unable to en- 
gage in any regular employment for hire. 

“6, Individuals who on or after January 1, 
1947, have, on the date as of which the an- 
nuity begins to accrue, a current connection 
with the railroad industry and, on such date, 
either have completed 20 years of service or 
have attained the age of 60, and whose per- 
manent physical or mental condition, as the 
result of occupational injury or disease, is 
such as to be disabling for work in their 
regular occupation as employees. The Board, 
with the cooperation of employers and em- 
ployees, shall secure for purposes of this 
paragraph the establishment of standards 
determining the physical and mental condi- 
tions which are permanently disabling for 
work in the several occupations in the rail- 
road industry, and the Board, employers, and 
employees shall cooperate in the promotion 
of the greatest practicable degree of uni- 
formity in the standards applied by the sev- 
eral employers. An individual’s condition 
shall be deemed to be disabling for work in 
his regular occupation as an employee if he 
has been disqualified by his employer be- 
cause of disability for service in his regular 
occupation as an employee in accordance 
with the applicable standards so established; 
but if the employee has not been so disquali- 
fied by his employer, the Board shall deter- 
mine whether his condition is disabling for 
work in his regular occupation as an em- 
ployee in accordance with the standards gen- 
erally established; and, if the employee’s 
regular occupation as an employee is not 
one with respect to which standards have 
been established, the standards relating to a 
reasonably comparable occupation shall be 
used. If there is no such comparable occu- 
pation, the Board shall determine whether 
the employee’s condition is disabling for 
work in his regular occupation as an em- 
ployee by determining whether under the 
practices generally prevailing in industries 
in which such occupation exists such condi- 
tion is a permanent disqualification for work 
in such occupation. For the purposes of 
this section, an employee's ‘regular occupa- 
tion’ shall be deemed to be the occupation in 
which he has been engaged as an employee 
in more calendar months than the calendar 
months in which he has been engaged in 
any other occupation as an employee during 
the last preceding 5 calendar years, whether 
or not consecutive, in each of which years he 
has earned compensation, except that, if an 
employee establishes that during the last 15 
consecutive calendar years he has been en- 
gaged in another occupation as an employee 
in one-half or more of all the months in 
which he has earned compensation, he may 
claim such other occupation as his regular 
occupation as an employee. 

“(b) Such satisfactory proof shall be 
made, as prescribed by the Board, of the 
physical or mental condition referred to in 
paragraph 4, 5, or 6 of subsection (a), and 
from time to time, of the continuance of 
such condition (determined in accordance 
with the tests applied in the original deter- 
mination of such condition) until the em- 
ployee attains the age of 65. If the indi- 
vidual fails to comply with the requirements 
prescribed by the Board as to proof of the 
continuance of such condition until he at- 
tains the age of 65 years, his right to an 
annuity by reason thereof shall, except for 
good cause shown to the Board, cease, but 
without prejudice to his rights to have sub- 
sequently awarded to him any annuity to 
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which he may be entitled. If before attain- 
ing the age of 65 an individual in receipt of 
an annuity under paragraph 4, 5, or 6 of 
subsection (a) is found by the Board to be 
no longer in the physical or mental condition 
referred to in such paragraph his annuity 
shall cease upon the last day of the month 
in which such condition is found by the 
Board to have ceased to exist, but without 
prejudice to his rights to have subsequently 
awarded to him any annuity to which he may 
be entitled, 

“(c) An annuity shall be paid only if the 
applicant has relinquished such rights as he 
may have had to return to the service of an 
employer and of the person by whom he was 
last employed; but this requirement shall 
not apply to the individuals mentioned in 
paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 of subsection (a) 
prior to attaining the age of 65. 

“(d) An annuity shall begin to accrue as 
of a date to be specified in a written applica- 
tion (to be made in such manner and form 
as may be prescribed by the Board and to be 
signed by the individual entitled thereto), 
but— 

“(1) not before the date following the last 
day of compensated service of the applicant, 
and 

“(2) not more than 60 days before the fil- 
ing of the application. z 

“(e) No annuity shall be paid with re- 
spect to any month in which an individual 
in receipt of an annuity hereunder (1) ren- 
ders compensated service to an employer, 
(2) renders compensated service to the last 
person by whom he was employed prior to 
the date on which the annuity begins to 
accrue, or (3) in the case of an annuity under 
paragraph 6 of subsection (a), earns more 
than $75 in service for hire or in self-employ- 
ment, Individuals receiving annuities shall 
report to the Board immediately all such 
compensated service and earnings.“ 
PROVISION RELATING TO MINIMUM ANNUITIES 

Sec. 3. Subsection (e) of section 3 of the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) If an individual entitled to an an- 
nuity— 

“(1) was an employee when he attained 
age 65 and has completed 20 years of service, 
or 

“(2) had, on the date as of which such 
annuity began to accrue, a current connec- 
tion with the railroad industry and had, on 
such date, completed 5 years of service, 
the minimum annuity payable shall, be- 
fore any reduction pursuant to paragraph 
3 of section 2 (a), be whichever of the fol- 
lowing is the least: (1) $3 multiplied by the 
number of his years of service, (2) $50, or (3) 
his monthly conpensation.” 

REPEAL OF SECTIONS 4 AND 5; ADDITION OF SEC- 
TIONS PROVIDING FOR SURVIVOR BENEFITS 

Sec. 4. The Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937, as amended, is amended by striking out 
sections 4 and 5 thereof, and by inserting in 
lieu of such sections the following: 

“SURVIVOR BENEFITS 
“Child’s insurance benefits 

“Sec.4. (a) (1) Every child (as defined in 
section 1 (x)) of an individual who died a 
completely or partially insured individual (as 
defined in section 1 (t) and (u)) after De- 
cember 31, 1946, if such child (A) has filed 
application for child’s insurance benefits, 
(B) at the time such application was filed 
was unmarried and had not attained the 
age of 18, and (C) was dependent upon such 
individual at the time of such individual’s 
death, shall be entitled to receive a child’s 
insurance benefit for each month, beginning 
with the month in which such child be- 
comes so entitled to such insurance benefits, 
and ending with the month immediately pre- 
ceding the first month in which any of the 
following occurs; such child dies, marries, is 
adopted, or attains the age of 18. 
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(2) Such child’s insurance benefit for each 
month shall be equal to one-half of the sur- 
vivor benefit credit (as defined in section 1 
(r)) of the individual with respect to whose 
wages the child is entitled to receive such 
benefit, except that, when there is more than 
one such individual such benefit shall be 
equal to one-half of whichever survivor 
benefit credit is greatest. 

“(3) A child shall be deemed to have been 
dependent upon a father or adopting father 
at the time of the death of such individual 
unless, at the time of such death, such in- 
dividual was not living with or contributing 
to the support of such child and— 

“(A) such child is neither the legitimate 
nor adopted child of such individual, or 

“(B) such child has been adopted by some 
other individual, or 

“(C) such child was living with and sup- 
ported by such child’s stepfather. 

“(4) A child shall be deemed to have been 
dependent upon a mother, adopting mother, 
or stepparent at the time of the death of such 
individual only if, at the time of such death, 
no parent other than such individual was 
contributing to the support of such child and 
such child was not living with its father or 
adopting father. 


“Widow’s insurance benefits 


“(b) (1) Every widow (as defined in sec- 
tion 1 () of an individual who died a com- 
pletely insured individual after December 31, 
1946, if such widow (A) has not remarried, 
(B) has attained the age of 65, (C) has 
filed application for widow's insurance bene- 
fits, (D) was living with such individual at 
the time of his death, and (E) is not entitled 
to receive an annuity under section 2, or is 
entitled to receive an annuity under sec- 
tion 2 which is less than three-fourths of 
the survivor benefit credit of her husband, 
shall be entitled to receive a widow's insur- 
ance benefit for each month, beginning 
with the month in which she becomes 
so entitled to such insurance benefits and 
ending with the month immediately pre- 
ceding the first month in which any of 
the following occurs: She remarries, dies, or 
becomes entitled to receive an annuity under 
section 2 equal to or exceeding three-fourths 
of the survivor benefit credit of her husband. 

“(2) such widow's insurance benefit for 
each month shall be equal to three-fourths 
of the survivor benefit credit of her deceased 
husband, except that, if she is entitled to re- 
ceive an annuity under section 2 for any 
month, such widow's insurance benefit for 
such month shall be reduced by an amount 
equal to the annuity under section 2 to which 
such widow is entitled. 

“Widows current insurance benefits 

“(c) (1) Every widow (as defined in sec- 
tion 1 (w)) of an individual who died a 
completely or partially insured individual 
after December 31, 1946, if such widow (A) 
has not remarried, (B) is not entitled to re- 
ceive a widow’s insurance benefit, and is 
not entitled to receive an annuity under 
section 2, or is entitled to receive an annuity 
under section 2 which is less than three- 
fourths of the survivor benefit credit of 
her husband, (C) was living with such in- 
dividual at the time of his death, (D) has 
filed application for widow’s current insur- 
ance benefits, and (E) at the time of filing 
such application has in her care a child of 
such deceased individual entitled to re- 
ceive a child’s insurance benefit, shall be 
entitled to receive a widow's current insur- 
ance benefit for each month, beginning with 
the month in which she becomes so entitled 
to such current insurance benefits and end- 
ing with the month immediately preceding 
the first month in which any of the follow- 
ing occurs: no child of such deceased in- 
dividual is entitled to receive a child’s in- 
surance benefit, she becomes entitled to 
receive an annuity under paragraph 1 or 2 
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of section 2 (a) equal to or exceeding three- 
fourths of the survivor benefit credit of her 
deceased husband, she becomes entitled to 
receive a widow's insurance benefit, she re- 
marries, she dies. 

“(2) Such widow's current insurance bene- 
fit for each month shall be equal to three- 
fourths of the survivor benefit credit of her 
deceased husband, except that, if she is en- 
titled to receive an annuity under section 
2 for any month, such widow’s current in- 
surance benefit for such month shall be 
reduced by an amount equal to the annuity 
under section 2 to which such widow is 
entitled or by an amount equal to such cur- 
rent insurance benefit, whichever amount 
is less. 


“Parent's insurance benefit 


“(d) (1) Every parent (as defined in 
this subsection) of an individual who died a 
completely insured individual after Decem- 
ber 31, 1946, leaving no widow and no un- 
married surviving child under the age of 
18, if such parent (A) has attained the age 
of 65, (B) was wholly dependent upon and 
supported by such individual at the time 
of such individual's death and filed proof 
of such dependency and support within 2 
years of such date of death, (C) has not 
married since such individual’s death, (D) 
is not entitled to receive any other insurance 
benefits under this section or any annuity 
under section 2, or is entitled to receive one 
or more of such benefits or annuity for a 
month, but the total for such month is 
less than one-half of the survivor benefit 
credit of such deceased individual, and (E) 
has filed application for parent’s insurance 
benefits, shall be entitled to receive a par- 
ent’s insurance benefit for each month, be- 
ginning with the month in which such par- 
ent becomes so entitled to such parent's in- 
surance benefits and ending with the month 
immediately preceding the first month in 
which any of the following occurs: such 
parent dies, marries, or becomes entitled to 
receive for any month an insurance benefit 
or benefits (other than a benefit under this 
subsection) or an annuity under section 2 
in a total amount equ^l to or exceeding 
one-half of the survivor benefit credit of 
such deceased individual. 

“(2) Such parent’s insurance benefit for 
each month shall be equal to one-half of the 
survivor benefit credit of such deceased in- 
dividual, except that, if such parent is en- 
titled to receive an insurance benefit or 
benefits for any month (other than a benefit 
under this subsection) or an annuity under 
section 2, such parent's insurance benefit for 
such month shall be reduced by an amount 
equal to the total of such other benefit or 
benefits or annuity for such month. When 
there is more than one such individual with 
respect to whose wages the parent is entitled 
to receive a parent’s insurance benefit for a 
month, such benefit shall be equal to one- 
half of whichever survivor benefit credit is 
greatest. 

(3) As used in this subsection, the term 
‘parent’ means the mother or father of an 
individual, a stepparent of an individual by 
a marriage contracted before such individual 
attained the age of 16, or an adopting parent 
by whom an individual was adopted before 
he attained the age of 16. 

“Lump-sum death payments 

“(e) Upon the death, after December 31, 
1946, of an individual who died a completely 
or partially insured individual leaving no 
surviving widow, child, or parent who would, 
on filing application in the month in which 
such individual died, be entitled to a benefit 
for such month under subsection (a), (b), 
(c), or (d) of this section, an amount equal 
to six times the survivor benefit credit of 
such individual shall be paid in a lump-sum 
to the following person (or if more than one, 
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shall be distributed among them) whose re- 
lationship to the deceased is determined by 
the Board, and who is living on the date of 
such determination: To the widow or 
widower of the deceased; or, if no such widow 
or widower be then living, to any child or 
children of the deceased and to any other 
person or persons who are, under the in- 
testacy law of the State where the deceased 
was domiciled, entitled to share as distribu- 
tees with such children of the deceased, in 
such proportions as is provided by such law; 
or, if no widow or widower and no such child 
and no such other person be then living, to 
the parent or to the parents of the deceased, 
in equal shares. A person who is entitled to 
Share as distributee with an above-named 
relative of the deceased shall not be pre- 
cluded from receiving a payment under this 
subsection by reason of the fact that no such 
named relative survived the deceased or of 
the fact that no such named relative of the 
deceased was living on the date of such de- 
termination. If none of the persons de- 
scribed in this subsection be living on the 
date of such determination, such amount 
shall be paid to any person or persons, 
equitably entitled thereto, to the extent and 
in the proportions that he or they shall have 
paid the expenses of burial of the deceased. 
No payment shall be made to any person 
under this subsection, unless application 
therefor shall have been filed, by or on behalf 
of any such person (whether or not legally 
competent), prior to the expiration of 2 years 
after the date of death of such individual, 


“Application 


“(f) (1) An individual who would have 
been entitled to a benefit under subsection 
(a), (b), (e), or (d) for any month had he 
filed application therefor prior to the end of 
such month, shall be entitled to such benefit 
for such month I he files application there- 
for prior to the end of the third month 
immediately succeeding such month, 

“(2) No application for any benefit under 
this section filed prior to 3 months before 
the first month for which the applicant be- 
comes entitled to receive such benefit shall 
be accepted as an application for the pur- 
poses of this section. 

“(3) An application for any payment or 
benefit under this section shall be made and 
filed in such manner as the Board may by 
regulation prescribe. 


“Family payments 


“(g) The Board may, in its discretion, cer- 
tify to the Secretary of the Treasury any 
two or more individuals of the same family 
for joint payment of the total benefits and 
annuities payable to such individuals under 
this act. 

“Benefits due but not paid at death 

“(h) The amount of any monthly benefit 
or lump sum due any individual under this 
section but not paid to such individual be- 
fore his death shall be paid to the same per- 
sons, and subject to the same conditions and 
limitations, as though (1) such amount con- 
stituted a lump sum payable under sub- 
section (e) by reason of the death of the 
individual with respect to whose wages such 
amount was payable, and (2) the individual 
with respect to whose wages such amount 
was payable had died on the date of the 
death of the individual to whom such 
amount was due. 

“Assignment 

“(i) The right of any individual to any 
future payment under this section shall not 
be transferable or assignable at law or in 
equity, and none of the moneys paid or pay- 
able or rights existing under this section 
shall be subject to execution, levy, attach- 
ment, garnishment, or other legal process, or 
to the operation of any bankruptcy or 
insolvency law. 
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“When an individual is deemed entitled to 
receive an annuity 


“(j) For the purposes of this section and 
subsections (s) and (t) of section 1, an 
individual shall be deemed to be entitled 
to receive an annuity for any month if an 
annuity is, or thereafter becomes, payable 
to him for the accrual during such month, 


“REDUCTION AND INCREASE OF INSURANCE 
BENEFITS 


“Sec. 5. (a) Whenever the total of bene- 
fits under section 4, payable for a month 
with respect to an individual’s wages, is 
more than $20 and exceeds (1) 85, or (2) an 
amount equal to twice the survivor benefit 
credit of such individual, or (3) an amount 
equal to 80 percent of his average monthly 
wage (as defined in section 1 (s)), which- 
ever of such three amounts is least, such 
total of benefits shall, prior to any deduc- 
tions under subsection (d), be reduced to 
such least amount or to $20, whichever is 
greater. 

“(b) Whenever the benefit or total of bene- 
fits under section 4, payable for a month 
with respect to an individual's wages, is 
less than $10, such benefit or total of bene- 
fits shall, prior to any deductions under sub- 
section (d), be increased to $10. 

“(c) Whenever a decrease or increase of 
the total of benefits for a month is made 
under subsection (a) or (b) of this section, 
each benefit shall be proportionately de- 
creased or increased, as the case may be. 

„d) Deductions, in such amounts and 
at such time or times as the Board shall 
determine, shall be made from any pay- 
ment or payments under section 4 to which 
an individual is entitled, until the total 
of such deductions equals such individual's 
benefit or benefits for any month in which 
such individual: 

“(1) rendered services for wages (as de- 
fined in section 209 (a) of the Social Se- 
curity Act, as amended) of not less than $15; 
or s 

“(2) if a child under 18 and over 16 years of 
age, failed to attend school regularly and 
the Board finds that attendance was feas- 
ible; or 

“(3) if a widow entitled to a widow's cur- 
rent insurance benefit, did not have in her 
care a child of her deceased husband en- 
titled to receive a child’s insurance benefit, 

“(e) If more than one event occurs in 
any one month which would occasion de- 
ductions equal to a benefit for such month, 
only an amount equal to such benefit shall 
be deducted. 

“(f) Any individual in receipt of benefits 
subject to deduction under subsection (d) 
(or who is in receipt of such benefits on be- 
half of another individual), because of the 
occurrence of an event enumerated therein, 
shall report such occurrence to the Board 
prior to the receipt and acceptance of an in- 
surance benefit for the second month follow- 
ing the month in which such event occurred. 
Any such individual having knowledge there- 
of, who fails to report any such occurrence, 
shall suffer an additional deduction equal to 
that imposed under subsection (d).” 
“RETURNS OF COMPENSATION AND CONCLUSIVE- 

EMPLOYEES 

Sec. 5. Section 8 of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act of 1937, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“RETURNS OF COMPENSATION AND CONCLUSIVE- 
NESS OF RECORDS OF COMPENSATION 

“Src. 8. Employers shall file with the Board, 
in such manner and form and at such times 
as the Board by rules and regulations may 
prescribe, returns under oath of compensa- 
tion of employees, and, if the Board shall so 
require, shall furnish employees with state- 
ments of their compensation as reported to 
the Board. The Board’s record of the com- 
pensation so returned shall be conclusive as 
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to the amount of compensation earned by 
an employee during each month covered by 
the return, and the fact that the Board's 
records show that no return was made of the 
compensation claimed to be earned by an 
employee during a particular calendar month 
shall be taken as conclusive that no com- 
pensation was earned by such employee dur- 
ing that month, unless the error in the 
amount of compensation in the one case, or 
failure to make or record return of the com- 
pensation in the other case, is called to the 
attention of the Board within 4 years after 
the last date on which return of the com- 
pensation was required to be made.” 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE NECESSARY BY 
PRECEDING AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 6. (a) The third sentence of paragraph 
(h) of section 1 of the Railroad Retirement 
Act of 1937, as amended, is amended by strik- 
ing out “for the purposes of subsections (a), 
(c), and (d) of section 2 and subsection (a) 
of section 5” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“for the purposes of subsections (a), (d), 
and (e) of section 2, and for the purposes of 
section 4,”. 

(b) Subsection (f) of section 3 of the Rail- 
road Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

„H) Annuity payments due any individual 
but not paid to such individual before his 
death shall be paid to the same persons, and 
subject to the same conditions and limita- 
tions, as though such payments constituted 
a lump sum payable under section 4 (e) with 
respect to the death of such individual.” 

(c) Subsection (h) of section 3 of the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, 
is amended by striking out “except as pro- 
vided in subdivision 3 of section 2 (a)” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “except that if, un- 
der subsection (b) of section 2, an individ- 
ual's annuity ceases the provisions of this 
subsection shall not apply with respect to 
any annuity subsequently awarded to which 
such individual may be entitled.” 

(d) Subsettion (m) of section 3A of the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, 
is hereby repealed. 

(e) (1) Subsection (n) of section 3A of 
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as 
amended, is amended by striking out the 
phrase “annuities, pensions and death bene- 
fits” and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: “annuities, pensions, death bene- 
fits, insurance benefits, and lump sum pay- 
ments,” 

(2) Section 9 of such act is amended by 
striking out the phrase “annuities, pensions, 
or death benefits’ wherever it appears in 
such section, and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “annuities, pensions, death 
benefits, insurance benefits, or lump sum 
payments.” 

(3) Subsection (b) (1) of section 10 of 
such act is amended by striking out the 
phrase “pensions, annuities, or death bene- 
fits” and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “annuities, pensions, death benefits, 
insurance benefits, or lump sum payments.” 

(4) Subsection (b) 5 of section 10 of such 
act is amended by striking out the phrase 
“annuities or death benefits” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: “annuities, death 
benefits, insurance benefits, or lump sum 
payments.” 

(5) The third sentence of section 11 of 
such act is amended by striking out the 
phrase “annuity, pension, or death benefit” 
wherever it appears in such sentence and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: “an- 
nuity, pension, death benefit, insurance 
benefit, or lump sum payment.” 

(6) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
15 of such act are amended by striking out 
the phrase “annuities, pensions, and death 
benefits” wherever it appears in such sub- 
sections, and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: “annuities, pensions, death bene- 
fits, insurance benefits, and lump sum pay- 
ments.” 
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SAVING PROVISIONS 


Sec. 7. (a) The provisions of paragraphs 
2 and 4 of section 2 (a), and of section 3 
(e), of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, 
as in force after this title takes effect, shall 
be applicable to individuals who became eli- 
gible for annuities before January 1, 1947, 
without further application therefor, but 
such provisions shall not result in the pay- 
ment of any annuity, with respect to any 
calendar month prior to January 1, 1947, in 
a higher amount than would be payable 
under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 
as in force prior to the date on which this 
title takes effect. If an annuity increased 
pursuant to such provisions is a joint and 
survivor annuity, the increase shall be in 
the same form, the actuarial value being 
computed as of the date the increase begins, 
unless on that date there is no spouse living 
for whom the election was made, in which 
case the increase shall be awarded on a 
single life basis. If the increase affects a 
survivor annuity only, the increase shall be 
so determined as to bear the same ratio to 
the survivor annuity as the increase in the 
basic annuity would bear tó such basic an- 
nuity if the employee annuitant were living 
and had made no joint and survivor election, 
For the purposes of section 3 (e) of the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended 
by this act, an individual to whom an an- 
nuity began to accrue before January 1, 1947, 
if such annuity was based on not less than 
5 years of service, shall be deemed to have 
had a current connection with the railroad 
industry on the date as of which such an- 
nuity began to accrue. 

(b) Notwithstanding the amendment by 
this act of section 3 (f) of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act of 1937. in any case in which 
the individual referred to in such section 
died before January 1, 1947, such section 
shall continue in effect as though this act 
had not been enacted. 

(c) Notwithstanding the repeal by this act 
of section 4 of the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 1937, in any case where an election was 
made under such section 4 prior to January 
1, 1947, the election shall be given effect as 
though this act had not been enacted; ex- 
cept that— 

(1) If the annuity of the individual who 
made the election did not begin to accrue 
before January 1, 1947, the election shall be 
considered not to have been made unless the 
individual, prior to January 1, 1948, reaf- 
firms such election in such manner as the 
Railroad Retirement Board shall by regula- 
tions prescribe. 

(2) If the annuity of the individual who 
made the election began to accrue, but was 
not awarded, before January 1, 1947, the 
election shall be considered not to have been 
made if such individual, prior to January 1, 
1948, revokes such election in such manner 
as the Railroad Retirement Board shall by 
regulations prescribe. 

(d) Notwithstanding the repeal by this act 
of section 3A (m) and section 5 of the Rail- 
road Retirement Act of 1937, such section 
3A (m) and such section 5 shall continue in 
effect with respect to compensation earned 
after December 31, 1936, and before January 
1, 1947, by an individual as an employee, as 
though this act had not been enacted, in the 
following cases: 

(1) If such individual dies before January 
1, 1947. 

(2) If such individual dies on or after 
January 1, 1947, and died neither completely 
nor partially insured within the meaning of 
subsection (t) or (u) of section 1 of the Rail- 
road Retirement Act, as amended by this 
act. 

(3) If such individual dies on or after 
January 1, 1947, and a lump-sum death pay- 
ment under section 4 (e) of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act of 1937, as amended by this act, 
is payable, except that the death benefit shall 
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be reduced by the amount of such lump-sum 
death payment. 

(4) If such individual dies on or after 
January 1, 1947, leaving a surviving widow, 
child, or parent who would, on filing applica- 
tion in the month in which such individual 
died, be entitled to a benefit for such month 
under subsection (a), (b), (c), or (d) of 
section 4 of the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937, as amended by this act, except that 
(A) the death benefit, if any, shall not be 
due before (i) the first day of the month next 
following the last month with respect to 
which any benefits under such subsection 
(a), (b), (c), or (d), based on an application 
filed in the month in which such individual 
dies, would be payable, or (ii) the first day of 
the month next following the month of the 
death of a spouse entitled to a survivor 
annuity pursuant to an election made under 
the provisions of section 4 of the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 before its amendment 
by this act, whichever is later; and the two- 
year period within which an application for 
the death benefit, if any, must be filed pursu- 
ant to the provisions of such section 5, shall 
not begin before such first day of the month 
described in clauses (i) and (ii) above, and 
(B) the death benefit shall be reduced by the 
aggregate amount of benefits paid, or due 
but not paid, under section 4 of the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended by this 
act, on the basis of such individual’s death. 

(e) Notwithstanding the amendment made 
by this act to section 8 of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act of 1937, as amended, a return made 
in accordance with such section, covering 
monthly compensation of an employee, with 
respect to any period before January 1, 1947, 
shall be conclusive (in the same manner and 
to the same extent as provided under such 
section 8 prior to its amendment by this act) 
as to the amount of compensation earned by 
such employee during each month covered 
by the return; except that after March 31, 
1951, the Railroad Retirement Board's record 
of the amount of the compensation earned 
by such employee during each month covered 
by any such return shall be conclusive. 


TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO RAILROAD UNEM- 
PLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 


TERMINATION OF PERIOD WITH RESPECT TO WHICH 
CONTRIBUTIONS SHALL BE PAYABLE 


Sec. 201. So much of the first sentence of 
subsection (a) of section 8 of the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act, as amended, 
as precedes the proviso is amended to read 
as follows: “Every employer shall pay a con- 
tribution, with respect to having employees 
in his service, equal to 3 percent of so much 
of the compensation as is not in excess of 
#300 for any calendar month payable by him 
to any employee with respect to employment 
after June 30, 1939, and before January 1, 
1947:”. 


AMENDMENTS RELATING TO RAILROAD UNEMPLOY- 
MENT INSURANCE ACCOUNT 


SEC. 202. (a) Subsection (a) of section 10 
of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, as amended, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
maintain in the unemployment trust fund 
established pursuant to section 904 of the 
Social Security Act an account to be known 
as the railroad unemployment insurance ac- 
count. This account shall consist of (i) 90 
percent of all contributions collected pur- 
suant to section 8 of this act, together with 
all interest collected pursuant to section 8 
of this act, and 90 percent of all taxes (to- 
gether with all interest, civil fines, civil pen- 
alties, additional amounts, and additions to 
the tax) collected pursuant to the Railroad 
Unemployment Tax Act (pt. II, subch. B, 
ch. 9, Internal Revenue Code); (ii) all 
amounts transferred or paid into the account 
pursuant to section 13 or section 14 of this 
act; (iii) all additional amounts appropri- 
ated to the account in accordance with any 
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provision of this act or with any provision 
of law now or hereafter adopted; (iv) a pro- 
portionate part of the earnings of the un- 
employment trust fund, computed in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 904 
(e) of the Social Security Act; (v) all 
amounts realized in recoveries for overpay- 
ments or erroneous payments of benefits; 
(vi) all amounts transferred thereto pur- 
suant to section 11 of this act; (vii) all fines 
or penalties collected pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this act and all criminal fines or 
criminal penalties collected with respect to 
the tax imposed under the Railroad Unem- 
ployment Tax Act; and (viii) all amounts 
credited thereto pursuant to section 2 (f) or 
section 12 (g) of this act. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, all moneys at any 
time standing to the credit of the account 
shall be mingled and undivided, and are 
hereby permanently appropriated to the 
Board and to the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
to be continuously available to the Board 
and to the Bureau of Internal Revenue, with- 
out further appropriation, for the payment 
of benefits provided for by this act, and for 
the payment of refunds (including interest 
thereon) pursuant to this act or the Railroad 
Unemployment Tax Act, and no part thereof 
shall lapse at any time, or be carried to the 
surplus fund or any other fund other than 
as provided by section 11 (e) of this act.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 10 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) All moneys in the account shall be 
used solely for the payment of the benefits 
provided for by this act, for the payment of 
refunds (including interest thereon) pur- 
suant to this act or the Railroad Unemploy- 
ment Tax Act, and for the transfer of 
amounts to be credited to the fund pursuant 
to section 11 (e) of this act. The Board 
shall, from time to time, certify to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury the name and address 
of each person or company entitled to receive 
benefits or a refund payment under this act, 
the amount of such payment, and the time 
at which it shall be made. The Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue shall, from time 
to time, furnish to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury a schedule of overpayments in respect 
of the tax (or any interest, penalty, addi- 
tional amount, or addition to the tax) under 
the Railroad Unemployment Tax Act for the 
purpose of causing refunds under such act to 
be made from the account. Prior to audit 
or settlement by the General Accounting 
Office, the Secretary of the Treasury, through 
the Division of Disbursement of the Treas- 
ury Department, shall make payments from 
the account directly to such person or com- 
pany of the amount of benefits or refund 
so certified by the Board and to the person 
or company shown to be entitled thereto of 
the amount of the refund under the Railroad 
Unemployment Tax Act so scheduled by the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue: Provided, 
however, That if the Board shall so request, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, through the 
Division of Disbursement of the Treasury 
Department, shall transmit benefit payments 
to the Board for distribution by it through 
employment offices or in such other manner 
as the Board deems proper.” 

(c) The second sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 904 of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
word “Board” the words “or the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue.” 

(d) Subsection (f) of section 904 of the 
Social Security Act, as amended, is amended 
by striking out the last sentence thereof and 
by inserting in lieu thereof the following 
sentence: “The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to make out of the 
fund such payments as the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board may duly certify, such refunds 
under the Railroad Unemployment Tax Act 
(pt. II, subch. B, ch, 9, Internal Revenue 
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Code) as may be duly scheduled for pay- 
ment by the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue, and such transfers as may be required 
pursuant to section 11 (e) of the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act, not exceeding 
the amount standing to the credit of the rail- 
road unemployment insurance account at 
the time of such payment, refund, or trans- 
fer.” 


AMENDMENTS RELATING TO THE RAILROAD 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION 
FUND 


Sec. 203. (a) The second sentence of sub- 
section (a) of section 11 of the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, as amended, is 
amended by inserting immediately before 
the semicolon at the end of clause (i) of 
such sentence the following: “, 10 percent of 
all taxes (exclusive of all interest, fines, pen- 
alties, additional amounts, and additions to 
the tax) collected pursuant to the Railroad 
Unemployment Tax Act (p. II, subch. B, 
ch. 9, Internal Revenue Code), and all 
amounts transferred to the fund pursuant to 
subsection (e) of this section.” 

Page 95, after line 17, insert the following: 

“(b) Section 11 of the Railroad Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, as amended, is amended 
by adding after subsection (d) thereof the 
following new subsection: 

e) If the aggregate amount credited 
to the fund during any calendar year pur- 
suant to the Railroad Unemployment Tax 
Act and section 8 of this act is less than 
$3,000,000 there shall be transferred from 
the account and credited to the fund, on or 
before January 31 of the next calendar year, 
an amount equal to the amount by which 
$3,000,000 exceeds such aggregate amount.“ 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE NECESSARY BY 
PRECEDING AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 204. (a) Subsection (g) of section 2 
of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

g) Benefits accrued to an individual but 
not yet paid at death shall, upon certifica- 
tion by the Board, be paid, without neces- 
sity of filing further claims therefor, to the 
same person or persons, and subject to the 
same conditions and limitations, as though 
such benefits constituted a lump sum pay- 
able under the provisions of section 4 (e) 
of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as 
amended, with respect to the death of such 
individual.” e 

(b) Subsection (g) of section 5 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
word “refund” where it first appears in such 
subsection the words “under this act.” 

(c) Subsection (h) of section 8 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(h) All provisions of law, including pen- 
alties, applicable with respect to any tax 
imposed by section 1800 or 2700 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, and the provisions of 
section 3661 of such code, insofar as appli- 
cable and not inconsistent with the pro- 
visions of this act, shall be applicable with 
respect to the contributions required by this 
act and the payments required by the second 
sentence of section 2 (f) of this act: Pro- 
vided, That all authority and functions con- 
ferred by or pursuant to such provisions 
upon any officer or employee of the United 
States, except the authority to institute and 
prosecute, and the function of instituting 
and prosecuting, criminal proceedings, shall, 
with respect to such contributions and pay- 
ments, be vested in and exercised by the 
Board or such officers and employees of the 
Board as it may designate therefor.” 

(d) Subsection (d) of section 9 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) All fines and penalties imposed by a 
court pursuant to this act and all criminal 


9411 


fines and criminal penalties imposed by a 
court with respect to the tax imposed under 
the Railroad Unemployment Tax Act (pt. 
II, subch. B, ch. 9, Internal Revenue Code) 
shall be paid to the court and remitted from 
time to time by order of the judge to the 
Treasury of the United States to be credited 
to the account.” 

(e) Subsection (e) of section 12 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
word “refunds” where it first appears in such 
subsection, the words under this act.” 


SAVING PROVISION 


Sr. 205. Notwithstanding the amendment 
made by this act to subsection (g) of section 
2 of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, in any case in which the individual re- 
ferred to in such subsection died before Jan- 
uary 1, 1947, the accrued benefits referred to 
in such subsection shall be paid in accord- 
ance with the provisions of that subsection 
as it was in effect before it was amended by 
this act; and the references in that subsec- 
tion, as it was in effect before such amend- 
ment, to sections 3 (f) and 5 of the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 shall be considered to 
be references to such sections as they were 
in force before the date or which title I of 
this act takes effect. 


TITLE III—AMENDMENTS TO INTERNAL REVENUE 
CopE 
INCREASE IN RAILROAD RETIREMENT TAX RATES 
Rate of employees’ tar 

Sec. 301. (a) Section 1500 of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended by striking out 
clauses Nos. 4 and 5 and by inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“4, With respect to compensation earned 
during the calendar year 1946, the rate shall 
be 314 percent. 

“5. With respect to compensation earned 
after December 31, 1946, the rate shall be 6 
percent.” 

Rate of employee representatives’ tax 

(b) Section 1510 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking out clauses Nos. 
4 and 5 and by inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“4. With respect to compensation earned 
during the calendar year 1946, the rate shall 
be 7 percent. 

“5. With respect to compensation earned 
after December 31, 1946, the rate shall be 12 
percent.” 

Rate of employers’ tar 

(c) Section 1520 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking out clauses 
Nos. 4 and 5 and by inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: ` 

“4. With respect to compensation paid to 
employees for services rendered during the 
calendar year 1946, the rate shall be 314 per- 
cent, 

“5. With respect to compensation paid to 
employees for services rendered after De- 
cember 31, 1946, the rate shall be 6 percent.” 


RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT TAX 
Technical amendments 


Sec. 302. (a) Subchapter B of chapter 9 of 
the Internal Revenue Code, as amended, is 
further amended: 

(1) By striking out the words and figures 
“Part I’, “Part II”, “Part III“, and “Part Iv” 
in the subheadings in such subchapter and 
by inserting in lieu thereof “Subpart I”, 
“Subpart II”, “Subpart II”, and “Subpart 
Iv”, respectively; 

(2) By striking out the word “Subchapter” 
in the heading of section 1537 of such sub- 
chapter and by inserting in lieu thereof 
“Part”; 

“(3) By striking out the words ‘this sub- 
chapter’ and ‘This subchapter’ wherever they 
appear in such subchapter and by inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘this part’ and ‘This part’, 
respectively.” 
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(4) By inserting immediately after the 
heading of such subchapter the following 
new subheading: 


“PART I—RAILROAD RETIREMENT TAX ACT” ` 

(5) By adding at the end of such sub- 
chapter the following: 

“Sec. 1538. Title of part. 


“This part may be cited as the ‘Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act’.” 


Railroad Unemployment Tar Act 
(b) Subchapter B of chapter 9 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, as amended, is further 


amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

“PART II—RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT 

“Sec. 1550. Rate of tax on employers: 

“In addition to other taxes, every employer 
shall pay an excise tax, with respect to hav- 
ing individuals in his service, equal to the 
percentages set forth in the following table 
of so much of the compensation as is not in 
excess of $300 for any calendar month pay- 
able by him to any employee for services 
rendered to him after December 31, 1946: 
Provided, however, That if compensation is 
payable to an employee by more than one 
employer with respect to any such calendar 
month, the tax imposed by this section shall 
apply to not more than $300 of the aggregate 
compensation payable to said employee by all 
said employers with respect to such calendar 
month, and each such employer shall be 
liable for that proportion of the tax with re- 
spect to such compensation which the 
amount payable by him to the employee with 
respect to such calendar month bears to the 
aggregate compensation payable to such em- 
ployee by all employers with respect to such 
calendar month: 


If the balance to the 
credit of the ac- 
count as of the 
close of business 
on Sept. 30 of any 


The rate with re- 
spect to compen- 
sation payable to 
employees for serv- 
ices rendered dur- 


year, as deter- ing the next suc- 

mined by the Sec- ceeding calendar 

retary, is: year shall be: 
$350,000,000 or more ¥% percent. 
$300,000,000 or more 

but less than 

$350,000,000 ______ 1 percent. 
$250,000,000 or more 

but less than 

800.000, 000 1½ percent. 
8200, 000, 00 or more 

but less than 

8250,000, 000 2 percent. 
150,000,000 or more 

but less than 

$200,000,000 ______ 2½ percent. 
Less than $150,000,- 

— — 3 percent. 


On or before December 31, 1946, and on or 
before December 31 of each succeeding year, 
the Secretary shall determine and proclaim 
the balance to the credit of the account as 
of the close of business on September 30 of 
such year. 

“Sec. 1551. Adjustments: 

“If more or less than the correct amount 
of the tax imposed by section 1550 is paid 
with respect to any compensation, then, un- 
der regulations made by the Commissioner, 
with the approval of the Secretary, proper 
adjustments with respect to the tax shall be 
made, without interest, in connection with 
subsequent payments of tax under this part 
made by the same employer. 

“Sec. 1552. Overpayments and underpay- 
ments: 

“If more or less than the correct amount 
of the tax imposed by section 1550 is paid 
with respect to any compensation and the 
overpayment or underpayment of the tax 
cannot be adjusted under section 1551, the 
amount of the overpayment shall be re- 
funded, or the amount of the underpayment 
shall be collected, in such manner and at such 
times (subject to the statute of limitations 
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properly applicable thereto) as may be pre- 
scribed by regulations under this part as 
made by the Commissioner, with the approval 
of the Secretary. 

“Src. 1553. Collection and payment of tax: 

“(a) Administration: The tax imposed by 
this part shall be collected by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue and shall be deposited 
by it with the Secretary, 90 percent thereof 
to the credit of the account and 10 percent 
thereof to the credit of the fund; except 
that 100 percent of the interest, civil fines, 
civil penalties, additional amounts, and ad- 
ditions to the tax, collected pursuant to this 
part, shall be credited to the account. 

“(b) Time and manner of payment: The 
tax imposed by this part shall be collected 
and paid quarterly or at such other times 
and in such manner and under such condi- 
tions not inconsistent with this part as may 
be prescribed by regulations made by the 
Commissioner, with the approval of the 
Secretary. 

“(c) Addition to tax in case of delin- 
quency: If the tax imposed by this part is not 
paid when due, there shall be added as part 
of the tax (except in the case of adjustments 
made in accordance with the provisions of 
section 1551) interest at the rate of 1 per- 
cent per month or fraction of a month from 
the date the tax became due until paid. 

“(d) Fractional parts of a cent: In the 
payment of any tax under this part, a frac- 
tional part of a cent shall be disregarded un- 
less it amounts to one-half cent or more, in 
which case it shall be increased to 1 cent. 

“Src. 1554. Definitions, 

“As used in this part— 

„(a) Employer: The term ‘employer’ means 
any carrier (as defined in subsec. (b)), 
and any company which is directly or in- 
directly owned or controlled by one or more 
such carriers or under common control there- 
with, and which operates any equipment or 
facility or performs any service (except truck- 
ing service, casual service, and the casual 
operation of equipment or facilities) in con- 
nection with the transportation of passen- 
gers or property by railroad, or the receipt, 
delivery, elevation, transfer in transit, re- 
frigeration or icing, storage, or handling of 
property transported by railroad, and any 
receiver, trustee, or other individual or body, 
judicial or otherwise, when in the possession 
of the property or operating all or any part of 
the business of any such employer: Provided, 
however, That the term ‘employer’ shall not 
include any street, interurban, or suburban 
electric railway, unless such railway is oper- 
ating as a part of a general steam-railroad 
system of transportation, but shall not ex- 
clude any part of the general steam-railroad 
system of transportation now or hereafter 
operated by any other motive power. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission is hereby 
authorized and directed upon request of the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, or upon 
complaint of any party interested, to deter- 
mine after hearing whether any line operated 
by electric power falls within the terms of 
this proviso. The term ‘employer’ shall also 
include railroad associations, traffic associa- 
tions, tariff bureaus, demurrage bureaus, 
weighing and inspection bureaus, collection 
agencies, and other associations, bureaus, 
agencies, or organizations controlled and 
maintained wholly or principally by two or 
more employers as hereinbefore defined and 
engaged in the performance of services in 
connection with or incidental to railroad 
transportation; and railway labor organi- 
zations, national in scope, which have been 
or may be organized in accordance with the 
provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended, and their State and National legis- 
lative committees and their general com- 
mittees and their insurance departments and 
their local lodges and divisions, established 
espera to the constitution and bylaws of 

tions. The term ‘employer’ 
shall not include any company by reason of 
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its being engaged in the mining of coal, the 
supplying of coal to an employer where de- 
livery is not beyond the mine tipple, and the 
operation of equipment or facilities therefor, 
or in any of such activities. 

“(b) Carrier: The term ‘carrier’ means an 
express company, sleeping-car company, or 
carrier by railroad, subject to part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended. 

“(c) Company: The term ‘company’ in- 
cludes corporations, associations, and joint- 
stock companies. 

„(d) Employee: The term ‘employee’ 
means any individual in the service of one 
or more employers for compensation: Pro- 


-vided, however, That the term ‘employee’ 


shall not include any individual in the serv- 
ice of a local lodge or division defined as an 
employer in subsection (a). The term ‘em- 
ployee’ includes an officer of an employer. 
The term ‘employee’ shall not include any 
individual while such individual is engaged 
in the physical operations consisting of 
the mining of coal, the preparation of coal, 
the handling (other than movement by rail 
with standard railroad locomotives) of coal 
not beyond the mine tipple, or the loading 
of coal at the tipple. 

“(e) Service: An individual is in the serv- 
ice of an employer whether his service is 
rendered within or without the United States 
if he is subject to the continuing authority 
of the employer to supervise and direct the 
manner of rendition of his service, which 
service he renders for compensation: Pro- 
vided, however, That an individual shall be 
deemed to be in the service of an employer, 
other than a local lodge or division or a gen- 
eral committee of a railway-labor-organiza- 
tion employer, not conducting the principal 
part of its business in the United States 
only when he is rendering service to it in 
the United States; and an individual shall be 
deemed to be in the service of such a local 
lodge or division only if (1) all, or substan- 
tially all, the individuals constituting its 
membership are employees of an employer 
conducting the principal part of its business 
in the United States; or (2) the headquarters 
of such local lodge or division is located in 
the United States; and an individual shall be 
deemed to be in the service of such a general 
committee only if (1) he is representing a 
local lodge or division described in clauses 
(1) or (2) immediately above; or (2) all, or 
substantially all, the individuals represented 
by it are employees of an employer con- 
ducting the principal part of its business 
in the United States; or (3) he acts in the 
capacity of a general chairman or an assistant 
general chairman of a general committee 
which represents individuals rendering sery- 
ice in the United States to an employer, but 
in such case if his office or headquarters is 
not located in the United States and the 
individuals represented by such general com- 
mittee are employees of an employer not con- 
ducting the principal part of its business in 
the United States, only such proportion of 
the remuneration for such service shall be 
regarded as compensation as the proportion 
which the mileage in the United States under 
the jurisdiction of such general committee 
bears to the total mileage under its juris- 
diction, unless such mileage formula is in- 
applicable in which case such other formula 
as the Railroad Retirement Board may have 
prescribed pursuant to subsection (e) of 
section 1 of the Railroad Unemployment In- 
surance Act, as amended, shall be appli- 
cable: Provided further, That an individual 
not a citizen or resident of the United States 
shall not be deemed to be in the service of 
an employer when rendering service outside 
the United States to an employer who is 
required under the laws applicable in the 
place where the service is rendered to employ 
therein, in whole or in part, citizens or resi- 
dents thereof. 

“(f) Compensation: The term ‘compensa- 
tion’ means any form of money remuneration 
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earned by an individual for services ren- 
dered as an employee to one or more em- 
ployers, including remuneration for time 
lost as an employee, but remuneration for 
time lost shall be deemed earned on the day 
on which such time is lost. Such term does 
not include tips, or the voluntary payment 
by an employer, without deduction from the 
remuneration of the employee, of the tax im- 
posed on such employee by section 1500. 

“(g) Account: The term ‘account’ means 
the railroad unemployment insurance ac- 
count established pursuant to section 10 of 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, 
as amended, in the unemployment trust 
fund. 

“(h) Fund: The term ‘fund’ means the 
railroad unemployment insurance adminis- 
tration fund established pursuant to section 
11 of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, as amended. 

“(i) United States: The term ‘United 
States,’ when used in a geographical sense, 
means the States, Alaska, Hawaii, and the 
District of Columbia. 

“(j) State: The term ‘State’ means any of 
the States, Alaska, Hawaii, or the District 
of Columbia. 

“Sec. 1555. Penalties: 

„a) Prohibition on deduction of tax: The 
tax imposed by this part shall not be de- 
ducted by the employer, in whole or in part, 
from the compensation of employees in his 
employ. Any employer, or officer or agent 
of an employer, who violates any provision 
of this subsection shall, upon conviction, be 
punished for each such violation by a fine of 
not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment not 
exceeding 1 year, or both. 


“(b) Prohibition on requiring employee to. 


bear tax: Any agreement by an employee to 
pay all or any portion of the tax imposed 
on his employer by this part shall be void, 
and it shall be unlawful for any employer, 
or officer or agent of an employer, to make, 
require, or permit any employee to bear all 
or any portion of such tax. Any employer, or 
officer or agent of an employer, who violates 
any provision of this subsection shall, upon 
conviction, be punished for each such viola- 
tion by a fine of not more than $10,000 or 
by imprisonment not exceeding 1 year, or 
both, 

“Sec. 1556, Rules and regulations: 

“The Commissioner, with the approval of 
the Secretary, shall make and publish such 
rules and regulations as may be necessary for 
the enforcement of this part. 

“Sec, 1557. Other laws applicable: 

“All provisions of law, including penalties, 
applicable with respect to any tax imposed by 
section 2700 or section 1800, insofar as ap- 
plicable and not inconsistent with the pro- 
visions of this part, shall be applicable with 
respect to the tax imposed by this part. 

“Sec. 1558. Title of part: 

“This part may be cited as the ‘Railroad 
Unemployment Tax Act’.” 

DEPOSIT OF COLLECTIONS 

Szc. 303. Section 3971 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following paragraph: 

(4) Tax collected under Railroad Unem- 
ployment Tax Act.—All taxes (including all 
interest, civil fines, civil penalties, additional 
amounts, and additions to the tax) collected 
pursuant to the Railroad Unemployment Tax 
Act shall be deposited directly with the Sec- 
retary, or with any Federal Reserve bank, 
or with any other bank designated by the 
Secretary, pursuant to section 10 of the act 
of June 11, 1942 (56 Stat. 356; 12 U. S. O. 
Supp. IV, 265) or pursuant to the act of June 
19, 1922 (42 Stat. 662; 31 U. S. O., 1940 ed., 
473), to receive such deposits, but the offi- 
cer receiving or collecting the same, to 
be credited in accordance with section 
1553 (a).’” 
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'TITLE IV—Errecrive DATES or TITLES I AND IL 


Sec, 401. Titles I and II of this act shall 
take effect January 1, 1947. 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 
and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, and for other purposes.” 


The explanation of the bill and amend- 
ment submitted by Mr. CAPEHART is as 
follows: 

H. R. 1362—AN AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE 
OF A SUBSTITUTE 
EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 

In its present form the bill proposes nu- 
merous and substantial changes in the exist- 
ing railroad retirement and unemployment 
insurance statutes, and in related provisions 
of the internal-revenue laws, the major pro- 
posals, stated briefly, being as follows: 

Extension of coverage to freight forwarders 
not controlled by railroads, to railroad-con- 
trolled trucking companies, and to certain 
companies whose services are used by rail- 
roads, 

New definition of employment relation 
which both lessened and broadened the class 
of individuais who could claim prior-serv- 
ice credit. 

Disability annuities payable without re- 
duction to individuals of age 60 or over 
regardless of length of service, and to those 
with 10 years of service regardless of age; 
in each instance with respect to permanent 
disability preventing the employee from en- 
gaging in any regular employment for hire, 

Disability annuities payable to individuals 
with a “current connection with the railroad 
industry” it (1) having 20 years of service, 
regardless of age, or (2) if 60 years of age, 
regardless of length of service; in each in- 
stance with respect to permanent disability 
preventing the employee from engaging in 
his regular occupation. 

Survivor benefits corresponding in general 
to those under social security but at ap- 
proximately a 25-percent higher level as to 
amount and coordinated with social-security 
benefits in a manner raising difficult admin- 
istrative problems; these benefits to be pay- 
able to all survivors of employees, annui- 
tants, and pensioners regardless of whether 
death occurred before the effective date. 

Minimum annuity provisions, on a more 
liberal basis than the existing minimum, for 
those having 5 years of service and a “current 
connection with the railroad industry.” 

Increase in the retirement tax rate to 
11% percent until 1949, 12 percent from 
1949 to 1951, and 12½ percent thereafter. 

Proposal that the function of collecting 
the retirement taxes (now exercised by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue) be transferred 
to the Railroad Retirement Board; and that 
the retirement taxing provisions be removed 
from the Internal Revenue Code and made 
& part of the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937, 

Larger unemployment-insurance benefits 
for those with high base-year earnings and 
longer duration of benefits for all. 

Sickness and maternity benefits on the 
same basis as the unemployment insurance 
system. No change was proposed in the pres- 
ent rate of unemployment insurance contri- 
butions by the carriers, the assumption being 
that the present rate would be sufficient to 
finance the proposed new sickness and ma- 
ternity benefits as well as unemployment in- 
surance, 

A change in the wage basis for taxes and 
benefits, so that, instead of excl 
amounts in excess of $300 earned in any 
month, amounts in excess of $300 earned in a 
month and could be counted up to an aggre- 
gate, for a calendar year, of $300 multiplied 
by the number of months of service in the 
year, 
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EXPLANATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 


This amendment proposes to amend the 
existing Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, and 
subchapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. These statutory provisions 
now embody the law in reference to benefits 
receivable and taxes and contributions pay- 
able by railway employees, as well as taxes 
and contributions payable by carriers. 

While the amendment proposed does not 
grant all of the new benefits proposed by the 
bill, it takes away no present benefits now 
existing in favor of the employees which the 
introduced bill would not have taken away, 
it preserves certain of such benefits which 
the introduced bill would have taken away, 
and adds several new benefit provisions to 
existing law. The proposed amendment pro- 
vides, in substance, for: 


CREATING A BENEFICIAL RIGHT IN BEHALF OF SUR- 
VIVING DEPENDENTS OF EMPLOYEES TO SPECI- 
FIED MONTHLY BENEFITS 


Under this amendment the new survivor 
benefits to be paid operate in favor of the 
same dependents as under the Social Security 
Act. The time and amount of payments to 
the surviving beneficiaries are likewise com- 
puted, so far as is practicable, in the same 
manner as under the Social Security Act. 

Under the present law, the employee bene- 
ficlary has an optional right to allot a per- 
centage of his retirement benefits to his sur- 
viving widow, in which case his own annuity 
is reduced. Under the plan proposed the 
surviving dependents would be entitled to 
benefits in their own right, The benefits so 
provided are granted without reducing the 
benefit available to the employee. 

In addition to making provision for new 
survivor benefits, the amendment preserves 
the death benefit provided for under present 
law, so far as it has accrued to an individual 
up to January 1, 1947, reduced by such 
amounts as may be paid under the new 
survivor-benefit provisions. 


NEW CLASSES OF BENEFICIARIES ON ACCOUNT OF 
OCCUPATIONAL DISABILITY, AND LIBERALIZATION 
OF PRESENT DISABILITY ANNUITY PROVISIONS 
This amendment adds new provisions to 

present law, providing for payment of full 
retirement annuities to employees perma- 
nently disabled as a result of occupational 
injury or disease if they meet either of the 
following specifications: 

(a) Disabled for any regular employment 
for hire and having 10 or more years of 
service; 

(b) Disable for employment in their regu- 
lar railroad occupation, having 20 or more 
yeas of sevice or being 60 years of age or over, 
and having a current connection with the 
railroad industry. 

Under the present law, annuities are paid 
to employees who are totally and perma- 
nently disabled from any cause and who are 
unable to perform any regular employment. 
In order to qualify, they must either have 30 
years of service or be 60 years of age or over, 
For those qualifying with 30 years of service 
the full annuity is paid, but for those quali- 
fying only by being age 60 or over, a reduc- 
tion is provided. The proposed amendment 
allows these provisions to remain as at 
present, execpt that the reduction for those 
qualifying only by reason of age is eliminated 
both for existing annuitants and for future 
ones. 


REDUCTION OF RETIREMENT AGE FOR WOMEN 


Under this amendment, female employees 
who have had 30 years of service may retire 
at age 60 on a full annuity. Under the pres- 
ent law, women have the same retirement 
provisions as men, namely, that the full 
annuity is not payable until age 65, although 
optional retirement between 60 and 65 can 
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take place for those with 80 years of service, 
but with a reduction in the annuity. 


LIBERALIZATION OF MINIMUM ANNUITY 
PROVISIONS 

This amendment provides for increased 
minimums, applicable with respect to all 
types of annuities for those having 5 or more 
years of service and a current connection 
with the railroad industry, or for those who 
have completed 20 years of service and were 
railroad employees when they attained age 
65. Provision is made that the annuities of 
those now on the rolls will be increased if 
the new minimum provisions apply. 

Under the present law, the minimum an- 
nuities payable are on a smaller basis than 
under the proposal and, moreover, apply only 
to annuities payable upon retirement at age 
65 or later where the individual was an em- 
ployee when he attained age 65 and had com- 
pleted 20 years of service. 


AN INCREASE IN THE TAX AS TO RETIREMENT 
BENEFITS IN ORDER TO FINANCE THE PROPOSED 
BENEFIT CHANGES 
The actuary retained by the House com- 

mittee estimates that the amendments listed 

above will require additional income equiva- 
lent to approximately 114 percent of pay roll, 
itemized as follows: 


Cost as Pilar — 
percent- asis 
age of | $4,000,000,000 
pay roll | pay roll 
r 1.2 $48, 000, 000 
New occupational y 
o 8. 000, 000 
Women retiring at age 60 with 
Mod . — service. 5 800, 000 
annu ro- 
eee ee 12, 000, 000 
Total additional 68, 800, 000 


1 Net total after aorar ore be savings due to partial 
elimination of present death benefits. te 
t Including additional cost for paying full annuities, 
rather than reduced ones, to present disability annui- 
qualifying at age 60 with less than 30 years of 
service. 
Note.—The shown above for estimated costs 
are single values on a “most probable” basis and do not 
indicate the range of variation inherent in such estimates. 


INCREASE IN THE TAX AS TO RETIREMENT BENE- 
FITS IN ORDER TO PUT THE PRESENT RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM ON A SOUND ACTUARIAL 
LEVEL-PAYMENT BASIS 


This is accomplished by a proposal to add 
8 percent to the existing ultimate tax of 7½ 
percent, half payable by the employers and 
half by the employees. The actuarial ad- 
visory committee, under the railroad retire- 
ment system, in its latest report for the 3-year 
period ending December 31, 1941, found that 
an additional tax of 3.32 percent was desir- 
able at that time to place the retirement 
system on a sound actuarial level-payment 
basis. The actuary retained by the House 
committee estimates that an additional 3- 
percent tax would substantially assure a 
sound basis for the railroad-retirement sys- 
tem. 
The total necessary increase in the ulti- 
mate tax rate of 742 percent in 1949 and 
thereafter provided under the present act is 
thus determined to be 4½ percent, making 
a total tax rate of 12 percent. It is recom- 
mended that this tax rate be adopted effec- 
tive January 1, 1947, which is the effective 
date provided in this amendment for the 
various benefit changes. Under the pres- 
ent act the combined tax schedule is 7 per- 
cent until 1949 and 7½ percent thereafter. 
It is desirable to have the taxes a level- 
payment basis after 1946 rather having 
a slight increase in 1949 and level thereafter. 


REDUCTION IN THE UNEMPLOYMENT-INSURANCE 
TAX RATE 

Under this amendment, the tax rate for 

unemployment insurance will be reduced 
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from the existing 3 percent to varying 
amounts going as low as one-half percent, 
depending on the size of the unemployment- 
insurance account. On the basis of its pres- 
ent size of over $700,000,000 the tax rate 
would be one-half percent. Under the pres- 
ent law, no provision for tax-rate reduction is 
made when the experience is favorable and a 
large fund has been built up. 


COLLECTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT-INSURANCE TAX 


This amendment provides for the collec- 
tion of the unemployment-insurance tax 
after January 1, 1947, by the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue rather than by the Railroad 
Retirement Board as at present. Amend- 
ments to the Railroad Unemployment In- 
surance Act and the Internal Revenue Code 
are included to effect this change. The taxes 
for the support of the railroad-retirement 
system are now collected by the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue under provisions of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 


The newspaper statement presented 
by Mr. CAPEHART is as follows: 


On May 11. 1946, the newspaper Labor, 
which is the official organ of the Railway 
Labor Executives Association, who are, in 
turn, sponsors of the bills H. R. 1362 and 
S. 293, had this to say: 

“The extremely modest amendments pro- 
posed by the railroad unions are very briefly, 
but accurately, stated: 

“1. Widows of railroad workers are to have 
pensions as a matter of right. Such a pro- 
vision is to be found in practically all modern 
social-security legislation. Nothing revolu- 
tionary about that. 

“2. A minimum pension of $50 a month is 
fixed for low-paid railroad workers who have 
devoted their lives to the industry. Thou- 
sands of them are now getting pensions of 
less than $50 a month. 

“3. The totally disabled railroad worker— 
the man who, because of what he gave to 
the industry, is no longer able to hold a 
job in the industry—is treated somewhat 
more generously than at present. 

“4. Finally, the tax is increased so as to 
make the railroad retirement system, as well 
as the railroad unemployment-insurance 
system, absolutely sound. The figures in 
every instance are based on the advice of the 
most competent actuaries in this country. 

“These are the essential amendments. 
There are other slight changes, but they are 
not important.” 

Again, in the issue of Labor of May 18, 
1946, the same newspaper repeated the state- 
ment on page 3, in the following language: 

“As Labor has pointed out on a dozen oc- 
easions, the amendments may be stated very 
briefly. 

“Widows of rail workers are to have pen- 
sions as a matter of right. A minimum pen- 
sion of $50 a month is fixed for low-paid 
railroad workers. Those disabled for further 
railroad work are treated a little more gen- 
erously than at present. Finally, the tax is 
increased to make the retirement system 
absolutely sound. 

“This is practically all there is to the legis- 
lation which the railroad lobby and its sup- 
porters say is very complex.“ 

Both of these articles appeared during the 
time that the bill was under consideration in 
the House of Representatives. 


Mr. CAPEHART. The substitute bill 
that I am offering today gives to labor 
the four features which their official 
paper says is what they want, and I urge 
the Senate to consider the substitute. 


AMENDMENT OF RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. REED and Mr. THOMAS of Okla- 
homa each submitted amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by them, respec- 
tively, to the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend 
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the Railroad Retirement Acts, the Rail- 
road Unemployment Insurance Act, and 
subchapter 9 of the Internal Revenue 
Code; and for other purposes, which were 
severally ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 


CONFLICTING INTERPRETATIONS OF 
TRANSPORTATION POLICY—EDITORIAL 
FROM MORNING NEWS, OF WILMING- 
TON, DEL. 


[Mr. TUNNELL asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial 
entitled “To End a Dilemma,” published in 
the Morning News of Wilmington, Del., of 
the issue of July 15, 1946, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


PRICE CONTROL—EDITORIAL COMMENT 

[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Ignoring the Facts,” published in the 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin of July 15, 
1946; and an editorial entitled “Work To- 
gether To Curb Food Prices,” published in the 
Philadelphia Inquirer of July 18, 1946, which 
appear in the Appendix.] 


WITHOUT A SONG—EDITORIAL BY OSCAR 
RAPPAPORT 

[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Rrecorp an editorial en- 
titled “Without a Song,” written by Oscar 
Rappaport, and printed in the July 3 edi- 
tion of the Summer Gator, a newspaper pub- 
lished by the summer-school students of the 
University of Florida, Gainesville, Fla., which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


CLAIMS OF CONFEDERATED SALISH AND 
KOOTENAI TRIBES 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
when the calendar was called on Wednes- 
day last the Senate passed, without ob- 
jection, Senate 2428, a bill which came 
from the Committee on Indian Affairs, 
conferring jurisdiction upon the Court 
of Claims to adjust the claims of the 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 
of Indians on the Flathead Reservation. 
The bill was unanimously reported by 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

The House has passed a bill which is 
practically identical, except for an 
amendment which the Senate committee, 
in conformity with a suggestion of the 
Department of Justice, reported to the 
Senate bill. The House bill is now on 
the table here, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the vote by which the Sen- 
ate bill was passed be reconsidered, and 
that the House bill be taken up and 
amended in order to conform to the bill 
passed by the Senate. That will obviate 
a conference. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, has the amendment 
to which the Senator refers been seen 
by the minority members of the com- 
mittee, and does it have their approval? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The amendment 
was seen by all the members of the com- 
mittee, and it has the approval of the 
entire committee. I have just consulted 
with the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. Lancer]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the bill (H. R. 6883) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and 
render judgment in any and all claims 
which the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flat- 
head Reservation in Montana, or any 
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tribe or band thereof, may have against 
the United States, and for other pur- 
Poses, which was read twice by its title. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming? The Chair hears 
none, and the vote by which Senate bill 
2428 was passed is reconsidered, and 
House bill 6983 is before the Senate and 
open to amendment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
move that on page 2, line 3, after the 
name “United States,” the remainder of 
the paragraph down to and including the 
word “Indians”, in line 19, be stricken out. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 3, 
after the name “United States”, it is pro- 
posed to strike out the words, “including, 
but not limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, claims arising under or grow- 
ing out of the treaty of July 16, 1855 (12 
Stat. 975; 2 Kappler 722), or any subse- 
quent treaty or agreement, act of Con- 
gress, or Executive order, or by reason 
of any lands taken from said Indians by 
acts of Congress or otherwise, includ- 
ing lands lost to them by erroneous sur- 
veys, or lands opened to settlement, or 
used for dam, power, and reservoir sites 
and irrigation projects, or loss of lands 
by submergence by erection of reservoirs, 
without compensation and without their 
consent given in the usual manner, or 
for the failure or refusal of the United 
States to protect the interests of any of 
said Indians in lands as to which they 
had or claimed possessory right of use 
and occupancy, or because of any mis- 
management or wrongful handling of 
any of the funds, lands, properties, or 
business enterprises belonging to or held 
in trust for said Indians.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 2428 will be 
indefinitely postponed. 


REPORT ON SECOND PARIS MEETING OF 
COUNCIL OF FOREIGN MINISTERS 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, on 
June 15, there met in Paris the Council 
of Foreign Ministers to consider and un- 
dertake the drafting of peace treaties for 
Italy, Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary, and 
Finland. At the request of the President 
of the United States and the Secretary 
of State, the senior Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. VANDENBERG] and I attended the 
conference as advisers to the Honorable 
James F. Byrnes, the Secreary of State. 

After a session of 4 weeks, the Council 
recessed to await the meeting of a peace 
conference of the 21 nations who partici- 
pated in military operations against the 
Axis Powers affected and who are there- 
fore proper parties to the treaties. 

In the month’s deliberations, Secretary 
of State Byrnes ably and aggressively 
represented the views and the interests 
of the United States. The Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] performed 
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his duties with great ability, zeal, and 
energy. The Secretary of State and the 
Senator from Michigan have already 
made eloquent and comprehensive re- 
ports on the actions of the Council. On 
the whole, the Secretary of State and his 
advisers were in agreement upon all of 
the issues which the United States dele- 
gation urged before the Conference. 

The Council of Foreign Ministers was 
established at the Potsdam Conference, 
where the following agreement was 
reached: 

II. Establishment of a Council of Foreign 
Ministers: The conference reached an agree- 
ment for the establishment of a Council of 
Foreign Ministers representing the five prin- 
cipal powers to continue the necessary pre- 
paratory work for the peace settlement and 
to take up other matters which from time to 
time may be referred to the Council by 
agreeement of the governments participating 
in the Council. 


Later, at the Moscow conference, at- 
tended by the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States, Russia, and Great Britain, 
it was agreed that the Council of Foreign 
Ministers should prepare treaties of 
peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, 
Hungary, and Finland. It was further 
agreed that when the preparation of 
these drafts had been completed, the 
Council of Foreign Ministers would con- 
voke a peace conference for the purpose 
of considering the treaties of peace with 
these five countries, and that the confer- 
ence should consist of the five members 
of the Council of Foreign Ministers, to- 
gether with the members of the United 
Nations which actively waged war with 
substantial military force against the 
European Axis states. These states are 
as follows: Australia, Belgium, Brazil, 
White Russia, Canada, China, Czecho- 
slovakia, Ethiopia, France, Great Brit- 
ain, Greece, India, the Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Poland, the Ukraine, 
the Union of South Africa, the Soviet 
Union, the United States, and Yugo- 
Slavia. 

It was also agreed that after the con- 
clusion of the deliberations of the con- 
ference and upon consideration of its 
recommendations, the states signatory 
to the terms of the armistice with such 
nations will draw up the final texts of 
the peace treaties. These treaties, when 
signed by the appropriate states, will be 
submitted for ratification and will come 
into force immediately after such ratifi- 
cation by the Allied states signatory to 
the respective armistices. 

It was under these authorizations that 
the Council of Foreign Ministers met in 
London in September 1945, where their 
labors were carried on for many months 
through their deputies. It was under 
this same authority that the first Coun- 
cil of Foreign Ministers to be convened 
at Paris met on April 15, 1946. It will 
be recalled that this conference was at- 
tended by Secretary of State Byrnes, to- 
gether with the Senator from Michigan 
and the senior Senator from Texas, 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. It will also be remembered 
that few positive or definite results were 
obtained at the conference. It was then 
determined that the Council of Foreign 
Ministers should again convene in Paris 
on June 15, 1946. The Council labored 
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diligently for 4 weeks. During its ses- 
sions, substantial progress was achieved 
toward the agreement upon and the 
drafting of peace treaties for the five na- 
tions already mentioned. 

Apart from Germany and Austria, the 
following were among the more impor- 
tant problems receiving the considera- 
tion of the Council: 

First. The calling of a peace confer- 
ence to be participated in by the 21 
nations who fought against the Axis 
and who are to be affected by the final 
five treaties; 

Second. The settlement of the difficult 
and explosive question of Trieste and its 
status for the future; 

Third. The disposition of the Italian 
colonies; 

Fourth. The permanent status of the 
Dodecanese Islands; 

Fifth. The disposition of the Italian 
Navy and merchant vessels; 

Sixth. The issue of Russian repara- 
tions against Italy; 

Seventh. The territorial settlement re- 
lating to the South Tyrol; 

Eighth. Territorial readjustments be- 
tweeh France and Italy with respect to 
Briga and Tenda; 

Ninth. The preparation of treaties 
with Finland, Hungary, Rumania, and 
Bulgaria. 

According to my view the outstanding 
achievement of the Council was the call- 
ing of a peace conference to be attended 
by representatives of the 21 nations who 
were at war with the Axis Powers and 
who are vitally concerned with the 
treaties. Tt is so fundamental that the 
nations who made war and shed their 
blood as comrades in the mighty holo- 
caust and whose wounds we are under- 
taking to heal, should in fact and in truth 
determine the terms of peace, that no 
argument is required to establish the 
soundness or the justice of such a pro- 
cedure. Under the leadership of Sec- 
retary Byrnes, the American demand for 
the calling of a peace conference was put 
clearly and firmly before the Council. 
At first it met with resistance. How- 
ever, as the sessions progressed and 
problems were gradually solved, the re- 
sistance lessened and finally agreement 
was reached to convene the conference 
in Paris on July 29. In the Moscow 
agreement it had been stipulated that a 
peace conference would be called by May 
1, 1946. This pledge, which it had been 
impossible to keep, was strongly urged 
and pressed before the Council by the 
Secretary of State. It was felt that the 
Council could not break faith with the 
21 nations involved and that its solemn 
pledge should be redeemed. 

We may therefore look forward with 
hope and expectation to the convening 
in Paris of the accredited representatives 
of the 21 nations involved. There, in a 
free and open forum, the views and at- 
titudes of the various nations may be 
made known and the various political, 
economic, and territorial aspects of the 
peace settlement shall be given full and 
complete consideration. It is contem- 
plated that the peace conference will ex- 
press its views upon all the issues involved, 
including both those which have been 
agreed upon by the Council of Foreign 
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Ministers as well as those remaining un- 
determined by the Council. 
vening of the peace conference is en- 
tirely consistent with the historic prac- 
tice among free nations. The peoples of 
the nations who furnished armies with 
which to fight the war are entitled to 
write the terms of the peace by which 
they are to be governed. 

It is inconceivable that the Council of 
Foreign Ministers will arbitrarily disre- 
gard the recommendations and decisions 
of the peace conference. The 21 nations 
represented there will make their own 
rules of procedure and will not be ham- 
pered by Any rule of unanimity or veto. 
The conference should, and I feel hope- 
ful, constitute a truly democratic assem- 
bly with freedom of expression and de- 
bate. The peace treaties, unless they re- 
flect the real views and wishes of the na- 
tions affected, can never form the basis 
for a permanent and satisfactory peace. 
The Council of Foreign Ministers have 
furnished and will continue to furnish 
leadership and direction. The final de- 
termination, however, must rest with the 
peopies of the nations affected. In their 
judgment alone, in their decision alone, 
in their wishes alone, can properly be 
constructed lasting genuine treaties of 
peace. 

The disposition of Trieste was a most 
difficult and perplexing problem. It was 
not without long and stubborn contro- 
versy that it was resolved. The city of 
Trieste has a long and historic back- 
ground. In A. D. 948 it received an inde- 
pendent existence under Count-Bishops 
and this position was maintained down 
to its capture by Venice in 1202. For the 
next 180 years its history consisted chiefly 
of a series of conflicts with Venice, which 
were finally ended by Trieste placing itself 
in 1382 under the protection of Leopold 
of Austria. This overlordship developed 
into actual possession and except in the 
Napoleonic period Trieste remained an 
integral part of the Austrian dominions 
until 1918, when, at the end of World 
War I, it and the Istrian Peninsula were 
awarded to Italy. Trieste is a prosperous 
seaport with shipbuilding and other in- 
dustries. It is located on the Istrian 
Peninsula. Prior to World War I, it was 
the maritime gateway to Austria, Czecho- 
slovakia, Hungary, and the Danubian 
States. Its railway lines extended into 
this vast hinterland. ` 

In 1915 prior to Italy’s entrance into 
World War I, Italy had proposed to Aus- 
tria that Trieste should be created an 
autonomous state. More than 80 per- 
cent of the people of the city of Trieste 
proper are of Italian blood. The im- 
mediately contiguous territories are 
largely Yugoslav. In the Istrian Penin- 
sula there are other cities similarly pop- 
ulated by a majority of Italian blood. 
The population of the peninsula, how- 
ever, outside of Trieste is predominately 
Yugoslav. 

The Soviet Union strongly pressed the 
claims of Yugoslavia for the possession, 
not alone of the city of Trieste, but of the 
entire Istrian Peninsula and of portions 
of other territory under the dominion of 
Italy. Their arguments consisted of the 
claim that Yugoslavia was a comrade in 
the war against the Axis and fought 
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valiantly, whereas Italy had made war 
upon the United Nations. It was further 
urged that geographically and commer- 
cially Trieste was essentially linked with 
Yugoslavia and the territories to the 
east. 

At the London Conference of Foreign 
Ministers, it had been agreed that the 
deputies and experts should determine 
upon a so-called ethnic line across the 
Istrian Peninsula. The line was to be 
so drawn as to leave the smallest number 
of Italians within Yugoslavia and simi- 
larly, the smallest number of Yugoslavs 
under Italian dominion. 

There were American, British, French, 
and Russian lines drawn by the respec- 
tive states. The United States, Great 
Britain, and France supported the claims 
of Italy for Trieste. After long and zeal- 
ous discussions, which were renewed 
from time to time, France proposed that 
the city of Trieste and the major terri- 
tory west of the French line, which was 
the farthermost west of the lines, with 
the exception of that proposed by Russia, 
should be incorporated in a free terri- 
tory and be awarded neither to Italy nor 
Yugoslavia. The proposal provided that 
the territory would be governed by its 
own elected legislature and by a governor 
appointed by the Security Council of the 
United Nations. 

The United States insisted that the 
free territory should be protected by the 
Security Council rather than by Italy 
and Yugoslavia or by the four principal 
Allied Powers. Final acceptance of the 
French proposal was had in principle 
and the general principles of its govern- 
ment were determined. The plan adopt- 
ed will contribute to the continued devel- 
opment of Trieste as a port and a com- 
mercial metropolis to serve, not alone 
Yugoslavia, but Austria, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, and Danubian territories. To 
have awarded Trieste to either Italy or 
Yugoslavia would probably have precipi- 
tated a continuous political and racial 
agitation with accompanying bitterness 
and danger to the peace of that area. 

It is the belief of the American delega- 
tion that the solution adopted is best for 
the future welfare of Trieste and its peo- 
ple and will contribute to the welfare of 
the world in preventing bitter and pro- 
vocative controversy that might result in 
bloodshed and war. The placing of re- 
sponsibility for the selection of the gov- 
ernor and for guaranteeing the protec- 
tion and security of Trieste upon the 
Security Council of the United Nations 
will add greatly to the prestige and power 
of the United Nations. It will afford 
the Security Council a splendid oppor- 
tunity to demonstrate its high functions 
of preserving the peace and in vetoing 
war before it engulfs innocent peoples in 
misery and blood. It will also enable the 
Security Council to work out and develop 
policies and methods with which it can 
deal with similarly troublesome and 
dangerous situations. 

Final disposition of the Italian col- 
onies—a problem that promised serious 
difficulty—was postponed on the sugges- 
tion of Secretary Byrnes. The Soviet 
Union abandoned its original claim for 
the trusteeship of territory in north 
Africa as a base for its merchant ships. 
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It will be recalled that it had made such 
a claim as to Tripolitania or Libya. 
Agreement was eventually reached upon 
a plan whereby final disposition of the 
colonies should be determined by the 
four principal Allied Powers who were to 
take into account the desires and ulti- 
mate welfare of the peoples involved, as 
well as the situation of neighboring and 
other interested governments. If no 
agreement is reached by the four princi- 
pal Allied Governments within a year 
after the effective date of the treaty, they 
are obligated to accept the recommenda- 
tions of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations as to the final disposition 
of the colonies. Here again is invoked 
the power of the United Nations. Again 
its prestige and its possibilities for high 
service are enhanced and strengthened. 
The sanction of 51 nations is to approve 
and ordain international settlements in 
behalf of concord and peace. The crys- 
tallized public opinion of peace-loving 
nations of the world will impart dignity 
and respect and strength to such settle- 
ments. 

The Dodecanese Islands were returned 
to Greece. The Soviet Union had there- 
tofore made some claim upon those 
islands in order to secure a base; but 
the Soviet Union relinquished its claim 
for a base in the islands. It was also 
provided that the islands should be de- 
militarized so as to preclude the estab- 
lishment of a naval or military base. 

Slight rectifications of the French and 
Italian boundaries were also provided for 
in the Briga and Tenda districts. Stra- 
tegic considerations were the primary 
purpose in these adjustments. However, 
the rights of Italy with respect to the 
water power and electric resources were 
fully protected and guaranteed. 

There was no change made in the 
boundary between Austria and Italy as 
it affects the South Tyrol. This terri- 
tory has been under Italian jurisdiction 
since World War I and it was regarded 
as inadvisable to make any change in its 
present status. 

The Soviet Union made a claim for 
reparations against Italy in the sum of 
$100,000,000. While it was agreed that 
such reparations should be granted, there 
was sharp division of views respecting 
the sources from which they should be 
derived. It was finally agreed that Ital- 
ian external assets, together with war 
plants not needed nor required for civil- 
ian production, should be applied to such 
reparations. Russia urged that the bal- 
ance should be paid from current Italian 
production. Upon United States insist- 
ence it was provided, however, that Rus- 
sia should supply to Italy the raw mate- 
rials from which such production was to 
be manufactured, on commercial terms, 
and that the value of such raw materials 
should be deducted from the price of the 
finished products when delivered to Rus- 
sia. It was further understood that such 
reparations should be extended over a 
period of 7 years with an initial mora- 
torium of 2 years in the interest of the 
rehabilitation and reconstruction of 
Italy. The United States was successful 
in its views with respect to this con- 
troversy. 
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The size of the Italian Navy was lim- 
ited and the warships above the allowed 
limit were awarded to the four principal 
Allied Nations for allocation. One of 
those warships will go to Greece, and 
probably one or two others to other Al- 
lied Nations. 

The Council reached no agreement 
with regard to the German and Austrian 
questions. However, exhaustive discus- 
sion of the problems which took place 
was not without value. A better under- 
Standing of the various aspects of the 
questions with which the Council will be 
required to struggle at a later date was 
reached. 

Secretary Byrnes submitted the draft 
of a treaty providing for the demilitari- 
zation and disarmament of Germany for 
a period of 25 years. Complaint was 
made by the Soviets that the proposals 
were inadequate and that the treaty did 
not provide for reparations for Russia. 
There were conflicting claims. On the 
one hand, the Soviets claimed that they 
had reports that in the British zone dis- 
armament of the military forces had not 
been accomplished. On the other hand, 
the representative of Great Britain ad- 
vised that he had reports that in the 
Soviet zone German war plants were be- 
ing operated. Secretary Byrnes strongly 
urged that the Control Commission in- 
vestigate all of these reports, but no defi- 
nite agreement was reached. 

It was then proposed by the Soviets 
that a special session of the Council on 
the German problem be held. Secretary 
Byrnes agreed, and urged the setting of 
a definite date and the appointment of 
deputies to begin a study of the German 
questions in order to ascertain the points 
of disagreement, It is likely that such a 
meeting of the ministers will be held 
later in the year. 

Some of the issues involved in the Ger- 
man settlement are the Saar Basin, 
claimed by France, and the control and 
regulation of industry in the Ruhr. The 
Soviets also demanded $10,000,000,000 in 
reparations from Germany. It had been 
determined at Potsdam that Germany 
was to be administered as an economic 
whole. But in fact, under the present 
arrangement providing for four-power 
control, this plan is not being so admin- 
istered. The present lack of cooperation 
among the four powers is not contrib- 
uting to the reconstruction or the re- 
covery of commerce and industry in Ger- 
many. It was not possible to reach an 
agreement for the rectification of this 
situation. However, Secretary Byrnes 
gave notice that the United States would 
cooperate with any one or more of the 
occupied zones as an economic unit and 
that such arrangement would be open 
on equal terms to the governments of the 
other zones. This was in an effort to 
make it possible for the people of the 
four zones to trade and carry on com- 
merce without the handicaps and im- 
pediments which now face them. This 
proposal was intended to promote the 
rehabilitation of industry and the re- 
vival of normal commerce and business 
in Germany. The action of Secretary 
Byrnes is to be highly commended, and 
I feel certain that it will secure substan- 
tial results, 
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In the case of Austria, Secretary 
Byrnes advanced a proposed draft treaty 
recognizing the independence of Austria 
and directing the withdrawal of occupy- 
ing armies. The Soviets submitted a 
counter proposition with regard to the 
denazification of Austria and introduced 
the claim that a large number of dis- 
placed persons in Austria should be 
removed on the ground that they were 
hostile to their interests. Unfortunately, 
no progress was made with respect to 
Austria and the problem will await fur- 
ther action by the Council of Foreign 
Ministers. 

The peace treaties with the five na- 
tions provide that armies of occupation 
must be withdrawn from the respective 
territories 90 days after the ratification 
of the treaties, except where troops are 
necessary to protect a line of communi- 
cations. This was particularly desirable 
as to Austria. If the armies could be 
withdrawn from Austria, there would 
be no necessity for the maintenance of 
troops and communication lines in some 
of the other countries. It was the ob- 
jective of Secretary Byrnes to remove 
such armies of occupation at the earliest 
possible moment so that the people of 
these nations might devote their energies 
to the rebuilding of their industry and 
commerce and agriculture. It was fur- 
ther hoped that they might devote them- 
selves to the reform of their govern- 
ments and the establishment of free 
institutions. 

Whatever success we may have had 
at Paris, we must remember that the 
21-nation conference will be only one 
step down the long and rocky road to a 
final peace. Above all, we must never 
lose sight of the fact that Germany re- 
mains far and away the most impor- 
tant single element in the peace settle- 
ment. Thus far we have merely skirted 
the edges of Europe’s major peace 
problem. 

A number of other questions upon 
which agreement was reached must also 
be submitted to the peace conference to 
receive approval or rejection and ap- 
propriate recommendations to the Coun- 
cil by the conference. It is possible that 
the Council of Foreign Ministers will 
meet either contemporaneously with the 
peace conference or shortly thereafter 
to receive the recommendations of the 
conference and to make final draft of 
the treaties for submission to the vari- 
ous governments for their signature and 
ratification. These processes seem long 
and intricate. However, they possess 
valuable qualities. Through the inter- 
change of views among the Foreign 
Ministers and at the peace conference, 
every phase of these difficult problems 
is illuminated and discussed. It makes 
for better understanding, and contrib- 
utes toward agreement on the problems 
that vex so many nations of the world. 

This fact was made apparent at the 
recent meeting of the Foreign Ministers. 
The April conference was disappointing 
and disheartening. When we left for 
Paris in June, there were those who felt 
that the signs pointed toward another 
rather dismal failure. We were deter- 
mined to exhaust every resource to se- 
cure results. Our quest for peace must 
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be persistent and continuous. The 
stakes are so important that even re- 
peated rebuffs must not deter us. No 
effort must be relaxed as we struggle 
to find a workable compromise to enable 
us to project our gallant comradeship of 
war into a comradeship of peace. 

This was the thought that was upper- 
most in our minds as we left for Paris, 
And our determination to do everything 
within our power to bring about peace 
was not without avail. Whereas the 
April meeting was practically without 
any satisfactory results, the meeting in 
June did secure favorable results in many 
particulars. This time we did not come 
home empty-handed. I quote Secretary 
Byrnes: 

Now the prospects for peace treaties with 
five nations is bright. We are on the road 
back to peace. 


The Council did not reach agreement 
on all questions, but it did achieve sub- 
stantial and important results and set in 
motion plans for the ultimate settlement 
of remaining problems. Peace confer- 
ences usually require much time. No- 
table examples are the Congress of 
Vienna and the lengthy negotiations of 
the American States with England fol- 
lowing the War of the Revolution. Time 
is precious, but it is not too precious to 
be devoted to the cause of peace and the 
adjustment of quarrels that may disturb 
that peace. 

What were the main achievements of 
the Council? They might be listed as 
follows: + 

First. The calling of the Peace Confer- 
ence on July 29. 

Second. The agreement to accord to 
the 21 nations at the Conference com- 
plete freedom of discussion and recom- 
mendation. 

Third. The development of a better 
understanding among the great powers. 
That was most significant. There was a 
different spirit and a different attitude 
at the conference just adjourned than 
there was at the one preceding. 

Fourth. The draft treaty with Italy, 
including the internationalization of 
Trieste, reparations, and agreements 
with respect to the disposition of the 
Italian colonies, and the award of the 
Dodecanese Islands to Greece. 

Fifth. Real progress with respect to 
the treaties with the ex-satellite states— 
Hungary, Finland, Rumania, and Bul- 
garia. 

Sixth. The decision to submit to the 
Peace Conference all questions upon 
which the Council of Foreign Ministers 
could not reach agreement. 

Seventh. The tentative understanding 
that Austria and Germany shall be con- 
sidered later in the year by the Council 
of Foreign Ministers. 

I make no claim that the settlements 
reached were in each case the most de- 
sirable. They were not perfect, but they 
were settlements. It must be remem- 
bered that all of them were the result of 
compromise. The United States alone 
could not enforce its own views in each 
particular. There had to be negotiation 
and adjustment. Different views had to 
be reconciled, and they could be recon- 
ciled only through the process of com- 
promise, 
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During the Paris sessions, my thoughts 
frequently were carried back to the Con- 
stitutional Convention which met dur- 
ing the summer of 1787. Seemingly in- 
superable differences of opinion among 
the delegates arose. The contentions of 
the big States and the small States, sec- 
tional differences, political and industrial 
questions, vexed and harassed the par- 
ticipants. However, through compro- 
mise and the supreme will to agree, the 
Constitution emerged from the Conven- 
tion as the result of compromise and the 
adjustment of views. One hundred and 
fifty years of history have nobly demon- 
strated the sublimity of the Constitution 
of the United States as a charter of gov- 
ernment. 

The Council of Foreign Ministers has 
traveled a hard road. Representing the 
nations which played the dominant part 
in the war and upon whose resources the 
world must depend for the maintenance 
of peace, they had at the same time to 
mediate among the conflicting claims of 
the nations affected by any settlement 
and to make that settlement just and 
fair in the interests of world peace and 
security. Europe was still torn by 
hunger and strife, and some of the coun- 
tries had no representative government. 
A beginning at peacemaking had to be 
made wherever it could be made. 

The United States delegation will pur- 
sue the consideration by the peace con- 
ference of all the issues coming before 
that body, and will aid in their adjust- 
ment. We shall cooperate in the Coun- 
cil of Foreign Ministers in drafting the 
final treaties and submitting them to 
the interested states for their signatures 
and ratification. 

We shall then undertake to aid in the 
solution of the Austrian and German 
problems, with the complex and difficult 
questions involved. We want to see the 
state of war brought to an end. We 
want the peoples, even of the enemy 
states, to have an opportunity to rebuild 
their shattered fortunes and to restore 
their economy. We want to take arms 
out of their hands, and replace them 
with implements and tools of industry 
and agriculture. We want to drive from 
their minds dreams of aggression and 
conquest, and turn them to the adoption 
of free and democratic institutions and 
to respect for the rights of other nations 
and their peoples. 

We do not want to impose cruel and 
brutal terms of peace, but we mean to 
impose terms that shall mean real and 
enduring peace and the extirpation of 
armed aggression. 

At the meetings in Paris the views of 
the United States were respected and 
given recognition. The other powers 
were convinced that the United States 
was serving no selfish purpose. They 
were aware that the United States was 
demanding no territories; that it was 
demanding no reparations; that it was 
seeking the peace of the world, and peace 
alone. This knowledge gave an eloquent 
and convincing appeal to the voice of 
the Secretary of State as he advanced 
the views of the United States. 

The representatives of the other three 
governments knew that the United States 


had made the most tremendous financial > 
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sacrifices of all the Allied powers in 
waging the war against the Axis. They 
knew that the United States had gener- 
ously, through lend-lease, sent arms, 
food, and supplies to the Allied armies. 
They knew of the huge armies which the 
United States had raised, armed, equip- 
ped and sent across the seas to wage war 
against the minions of aggression and 
conquest. They knew how the United 
States had spanned the oceans and sent 
its heroic fighting men from the far- 
flung Pacific to Europe, Africa, and the 
Middle East. They knew that these tre- 
mendous exertions, that these sacrifices 
greater than had ever been made in the 
history of warfare, were expended solely 
in the interest of world peace and the 
suppression of armed aggression and 
conquest, over the innocent and peace- 
loving peoples of the earth. They knew 
that we had sent hundreds of millions of 
dollars for food and relief in Europe 
and that many other millions will follow. 
The other nations know that the United 
States believes that Europe’s recovery is 
necessary for the welfare of the world. 
They know that we do not believe this 
is any time for the assessment of mon- 
strous and crushing reparations. 

The fact that the program of the 
United States is not tinged with political 
partisanship gives us strength in the 
councils of the nations. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] 
for contributing to that end. The happy 
situation that our people are not divided 
on international issues by narrow and 
selfish partisanship drowns any hope 
among foreign interests that through 
division and schism our people can be 
weakened or undermined. This was 
made abundantly apparent at the Paris 
conference. Entire and complete unity 
— 5 unassailable the American posi- 

on. 

And what shall be our course in the 
future toward our allies and associates— 
both the great powers and the small 
powers? 

The United States must maintain and 
pursue its traditional and historical in- 
ternational policy toward all nations. 
Our rights must be asserted and enforced 
with firmness and resolution, We shall 
not tolerate any form of aggression, 
whether by armed might or more subtle 
infiltration or insidious attack upon our 
system of government and free institu- 
tions. Whether it be Russia or the Re- 
public of Panama, whether it be Great 
Britain or New Zealand, we shall respect 
their rights and shall expect and demand 
that they recognize and respect ours. 
We shall court the friendship and good 
will of all nations. 

We pray God that we shall never again 
be forced to draw the sword in defense 
of our security. All the world knows that 
we want to live in peace. All the world 
knows that we can wage war. All the 
world knows that we shall not refuse to 
fight when attacked or when our security 
is threatened. While tenaciously at- 
tached to peace we must not and shall 
not neglect our national defense. 

The United States must maintain an 
adequate Army, highly trained and prop- 
erly equipped. It now has the greatest 
and most powerful Navy on the planet. 
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It must continue to possess such a Navy. 
The United States Air Forces are now 
superior to any in the world. These 
forces must be preserved and maintained. 

These weapons on the land, on the sea, 
and in the air shall not be provided for 
aggression or conquest. They are to be 
provided for the national defense and 
the preservation of peace—to arrest ag- 
gression and to strike the sword from the 
hand of would-be conquerors. 

It is not an easy task to reach agree- 
ment among the representatives of many 
foreign governments. Nations differ in 
historical background. They differ in 
language. They differ in customs. They 
differ in race. However, all peoples know 
the miseries of war. All of them know 
of bloodshed and disaster. All of them 
know of ravaged lands and violated 
homes. Therein lies our hope for restor- 
ing the peace of the world. Therein lies 
the strength of our position. If we may 
convince them—and we have convinced 
them—that our purposes are unselfish 
and that we seek alone the welfare and 
the happiness of peoples everywhere, we 
may succeed. 

Someone may inquire why the United 
States should participate in a Council of 
Foreign Ministers concerning itself with 
Italian colonies in Africa, the settlement 
of the question of Trieste, and other 
questions in a distant continent. Some- 
one may ask what difference does it make 
to us whether Trieste belongs to Italy or 
Yugoslavia. Why are our interests af- 
fected by the allocation of Italian colo- 
nies. What is our concern in all these 
matters that are not of primary interest 
to our people? 

Our reply is that our interest is in 
2 alone. We have no direct interest 

Trieste or the Italian colonies as such, 
but we do have an overpowering interest 
in preserving peace on the globe. We 
cannot forget that World War I had its 
beginning in a quarrel in Sarajevo, an 
obscure town in distant Yugoslavia. We 
do not fail to recall that the tragic war 
that has just come to an end had its be- 
ginning in a quarrel over Danzig on the 
Baltic. We are concerned in preventing 
the existence of any festering sore in Eu- 
rope or elsewhere that may provoke an- 
other war and plunge the earth in blood. 
These are the reasons for our action. 
These are reasons mightier than all the 
wealth of the territories affected. These 
are reasons more powerful than all of the 
nationalistic pleas of sections and areas. 

The Council of Foreign Ministers rec- 
ognized the influence and the power of 
the United Nations organization. It set 
an excellent precedent when it decided 
to place Treiste under the protective 
custody of the Security Council, and au- 
thorized the General Assembly to decide 
the fate of Italian colonies in case the 
four powers fail to come to agreement. 
We must never allow the machinery of 
the United Nations organization to fall 
into disuse. We must demonstrate our 
faith and our confidence in it by making 
it the very heart of our peace-keeping 
machinery. 

As we look about us and observe the- 
international problems that beset us on 
every hand, I am convinced that the 
United States must pin its faith and its 


1946 


hope on the United Nations. The United 
Nations must become, in fact, the over- 
riding factor in our foreign policy. 

In his Army Day address in New York 
City on April 6, President Truman stated 
clearly and simply the attitude of the 
United States. “The immediate goal of 
our foreign policy,” he said, “is to support 
the United Nations to the utmost.” 

In order to demonstrate to the world 
that we stand wholeheartedly back of the 
United Nations Charter, we should pro- 
ceed to do the following: 

First. In our dealings with other na- 
tions we must stand firmly on those prin- 
ciples of law and justice expressed in the 
Charter. We should expect other na- 
tions to do the same. 

Second. We should unhesitatingly 
make available to the Security Council 
our full quota of the troops, planes, and 
ships necessary for the maintenance of 
world peace. 

Third. We must maintain a strong 
Army, Navy, and Air Force so that we 
may protect our land and our people and 
fulfill our obligations under the Charter. 

Fourth. We must put into treaty form 
the inter-American machinery contem- 
plated in the Act of Chapultepec and 
make it one of the permanent pillars in 
the temple of peace built at San Fran- 
cisco. 

Fifth. We should accept the compul- 
sory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice over those strictly legal 
disputes which affect the United States 
and any other state which has accepted 
the compulsory jurisdiction of the court. 

Sixth. We should do our utmost to se- 
cure at the earliest practicable time com- 
plete agreement with respect to the con- 
trol of the atomic energy and other 
weapons of mass destruction. 

Seventh. We should lend our full sup- 
port to the economic, social, and hu- 
manitarian program of the United Na- 
tions and thus help establish those con- 
ditions in the world which are essential 
for enduring peace. 

The United Nations Charter was 
erected upon the concept of the con- 
tinuing cooperation and good will of the 
great powers. So long as these great 
powers desire the peace of the world so 
long will there be peace. It would be 
rank insanity for any one of the great 
powers to desert the high objectives and 
the noble concepts of the United Na- 
tions. We covet the friendship of Rus- 
sia, Great Britain, France, China, and 
for that matter of all the members of 
the United Nations. We want, through 
union of purpose, to fortify and 
strengthen the United Nations. The 
rights of every nation are strengthened 
by the recognition of the rights of other 
nations, 

While we are seeking to establish 
peace and repair the ravages of World 
War II, there are those who speak of 
the possibility of World War III. Such a 
tragedy is unthinkable. It cannot hap- 
pen if the great powers cooperate in be- 
half of peace. We want no war with 
Russia. We want no war with Great 
Britain. We want no war with any other 
power on the earth, 

In my opinion, no other responsible na- 
tion wants war. It will be remembered 
that Generalissimo Stalin and other 
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Russian leaders have proclaimed that 
Russia stands back of the United Na- 
tions. It will be remembered that the 
Soviet Ambassador said in Washington 
on July 2, that there is no basis what- 
ever for war between Russia and the 
United States, and that the Soviet 
Union will never start a war against the 
United States or any one else. Similar 
expressions of peaceful intent have been 
uttered by the leaders of Britain, France, 
China, and other nations. 

So long as the great powers cooper- 
ate in support of the Charter, so long as 
they recognize and respect the rights of 
each other, so long will there be peace. 
Our purpose shall be to quicken and 
stimulate good relationships - between 
the great powers of the earth, that their 
people and our people may enjoy the 
blessings of their respective systems of 
government and that their happiness 
and welfare may be promoted. These 
lofty aims can be attained only by mu- 
tual confidence, mutual respect and 
mutual trust. God give them the wis- 
dom to see clearly the great blessings 
of peace. May God give them all the 
courage and fortitude to sustain and 
support these noble ends. 

We shall not despair. We shall fight 
for peace with the weapons of reason 
and logic. We shall fight for it with 
all the bloody memories of the tragedy 
and misery in the centuries that have 
gone. We shall fight for it in high hope 
and trust in the years to come. At this 
moment there come ringing down to us 
today in this critical period of the world’s 
affairs the words of Woodrow Wilson, 
uttered a few months before his death, 
“I am not one of those that have the 
least anxiety about the triumph of the 
principles I have stood for * . That 
we shall prevail is as sure as that God 
reigns.” 

I am today reminded of the familiar 
and often quoted words of Benjamin 
Franklin at the conclusion of the Con- 
stitutional Convention in 1787. Point- 
ing to a figure of the sun painted on the 
chair of Washington, the presiding offi- 
cer, he said that often during their de- 
liberations, he had looked upon the fig- 
ure of the sun and wondered if it were a 
rising or a setting sun, and that he was 
— happy to know that it was a rising 


on Mr. President, as I contemplate the 
growing power and majesty of the United 
Nations supported by the solemn compact 
of 51 nations that they “shall settle their 
international disputes by peaceful 
means”; when I remember that the great 
powers, as well as the small states, have 
pledged their national honor and faith 
to the solemn provisions of the Charter; 
when I refiect upon the progress toward 
peace made by the Council of Foreign 
Ministers, I am happy to believe that to- 
day we may look into the years of the 
future with the satisfaction of knowing 
that the cause of peace—world peace— 
is a rising and not a setting sun, [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
address and report of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] chairman of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations I am sure 
should be printed as a Senate document, 
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I therefore ask unanimous consent that 
the address and report be printed as a 
Senate document in sufficient numbers 
for proper distribution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOHN- 
son of Colorado in the chair). Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROMOTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF OIL 
AND GAS ON THE PUBLIC DOMAIN 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1236) to amend the Mineral Leasing 
Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, 
in order to promote the development of 
oil and gas on the public domain, and 
for other purposes, which were, on page 
2, to strike out all after line 15, down 
to and including “act” in line 23; on 
page 4, line 3, strike out “fory” and 
insert “forty”; on page 7, line 13, after 
“not”, insert “believed to be”; on page 7, 
line 13, strike out “known”; on page 7, 
line 15, after “limits”, insert “are found 
by the Secretary to”; on page 7, line 16, 
strike out “field or deposit discovered” 
and insert “lease on which a discovery 
is made”; on page 7, line 18, strike out 
“approved”; on page 7, line 19, after 
“agreement”, insert “approved prior to 
discovery”; on page 13, line 2, after 
“common”, insert “, but the proportion- 
ate interest of each such person shall be 
charged against the total acreage per- 
mitted to be held by such person under 
this act”; on page 16, line 10, strike out 
“the required bond is so filed” and insert 
“such approval, however”; on page 16, 
lines 13 and 14, strike out “executed; 
and in the event that the” and insert 
“executed. The”; on page 16, line 15, 
after “sublease”, insert “only”; on page 
16, line 16, strike out all after “bond” 
down to and including “lease” in line 18, 
and insert “: Provided, however, That 
the Secretary may, in his discretion, dis- 
approve an assignment of a separate 
zone or deposit under any lease, or of a 
part of a legal subdivision”; on page 16, 
line 20, strike out all after “and” down 
to and including “sentence” in line 21, 
and insert “as above”; on page 19, line 
10, strike out “oil” and insert “coal, oil,“; 
on page 20, line 22, after “not”, insert 
“believed to be”; on page 20, line 22, 
strike out “known”; on page 20, line 24, 
after “limits”, insert “are found by the 
Secretary to”; on page 21, line 1, strike 
out “field or deposit discovered” and 
insert “lease on which a discovery is 
made”; on page 21, line 3, strike out 
“approved”; and on page 21, line 4, after 
“agreement”, insert “approved prior to- 
said discovery.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, this 
is a Senate bill which was reported unani- 
mously by the Senate Committee on Pub- 
lic Lands and. Surveys and thereafter 
passed by the Senate without dissent. 
The House has made several substantial 
amendments. I therefore move that the 
Senate disagree to the amendments of 
the House, ask for a conference thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Pre- 
siding Officer appointed Mr. O’Manoney, 
Mr. Wacner, Mr. Murray, Mr. Gurney, 
and Mr. ROBERTSON conferees on the part 
of the Senate, 
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AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate 
House bill 7052. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the bill (H. R. 7052) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code, and 
for other purposes, which was read twice 
by its title. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this bill 
was passed by the House yesterday. The 
Senate Committee on Finance, however, 
considered the same matter, the identical 
text, and unanimously agreed to report 
it. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to consider the House 
bill 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, will the Sen- 
ator explain what the bill provides? 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall be glad to ex- 
plain. The bill accomplishes only two 
things. It extends for 1 year a provision 
of the revenue law which permits all 
corporations to exclude, as income, gains, 
or losses arising from the discharge of 
their own indebtedness purchased by 
them. That is a provision in the present 
law, and it is thought, and the Treasury 
has agreed, that it should be extended for 
a period of 1 year. 

The bill also extends for 1 year the 
time within which claims for war losses, 
that is, by taxpayers in the devastated 
areas of enemy-occupied countries, may 
be filed. It is a mere extension of exist- 
ing law for a period of 1 year in each in- 
stance. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 7052) was considered, ordered to third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


USE BY INDUSTRY OF GOVERNMENT- 
OWNED SILVER—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. MURDOCK submitted the follow- 
ing conference report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4590) to authorize the use by industry of 
silver held or owned by the United States, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1 and 4, and the amendment of the 
Senate to the title of the bill, and agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “90.5”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: “: Provided further, That here- 
after each United States coinage mint shall 
receive for coinage silver mined after July 1, 
1946, from natural deposits in the United 
States or any place subject to the jurisdiction 
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thereof, as provided in the Act of July 6, 
1989 (Public Law 165, Seventy-sixth Con- 
gress), and tendered to such mint within 
one year after the month in which the ore 
from which it is derived was mined, except 
that the seigniorage to be deducted shall be 
30 per centum instead of 45 per centum as 
provided in section 4 (b) of said Act”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

RoBERT F. WAGNER, 

ALBEN W. BARKLEY, 

ABE MURDOCK, 

ROBERT A. TAFT, 

EucENE D. MILLIKIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

BRENT SPENCE, 

Paul. BROWN, 

WRIGHT PATMAN, 

JESSE P. WOLCOTT, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. MURDOCK. I ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration 
of the report. 

Mr. WHITE. I inquire if the report 
represents a unanimous agreement by 
the conferees? 

Mr. MURDOCK. It does. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask what the conference 
report is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a 
conference report on House bill 4590. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Utah? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


Mr. McCARRAN. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1284, House Joint Resolu- 
tion 225, which is known generally as 
the tidelands bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 225) to quiet the title of the 
respective States and others, to lands 
beneath tidewaters and lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries 
of such State and to prevent further 
clouding of such titles, reported with an 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to discuss the 
motion, and to bring to the attention 
of the Senate certain reasons why I do 
not think this measure ought to be taken 
up for consideration at this time. 

House Joint Resolution 225 proposes to 
recognize the title and interest of the 
several States since 1776, or since their 
formation and admission to the Union, 
by disclaiming any right, title, interest, 
or claim of the United States in and to 
all lands beneath tidewaters and beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries 
of each of the respective States, and to 
quit claim to the States, or persons hold- 
ing under them, the title of the United 
States to all such land, both submerged 
and reclaimed. 

Lands beneath tidewaters would be de- 
fined as all lands permanently or periodi- 
cally covered by tidal waters up to, but 
not above, the line of mean high tide 
and oceanward to a line three geographi- 
cal miles distant from the coast line and 
to the boundary line of each respective 
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State where in any case such boundary 
line extends oceanward beyond three 
geographical miles. 

The obvious purpose of this joint reso- 
lution is to nullify the original proceed- 
ing now pending in the United States 
Supreme Court between the United 
States and the State of California. The 
purpose of that litigation is to establish 
the rights of the United States in the bed 
of the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the 
coast of California beginning at low- 
water mark and extending seaward for 
three nautical miles. The suit does not 
involve any lands under bays, harbors, 
rivers, or other inland waters of Califor- 
nia, nor does it involve the so-called tide- 
lands, namely, those lands which are 
covered and uncovered by the daily flux 
and reflux of the tide. It is limited solely 
to that portion of the open sea embraced 
within the three-mile belt, sometimes re- 
ferred to as the marginal sea. 

All of the pleadings of the respective 
parties in this litigation have been filed 
with the Supreme Court, and the pro- 
cedural preliminaries have been com- 
pleted. The case is now set for argument 
and is scheduled to be heard early in the 
next term of the Court, probably in 
October or November. The issue in- 
volved is one of great importance and, 
notwithstanding certain statements to 
the contrary by proponents of this pro- 
posed Jegislation, is one which has never 
heretofore been decided by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

It seems appropriate at this time to 
dispel certain misconceptions which 
have arisen regarding the submerged- 
lands controversy. In the first place, the 
suit in the Supreme Court is not a suit 
involving tidelands, although it has been 
frequently referred to as the “tideland 
controversy.” It is surprising how many 
Members of Congress, at this late date, 
think that the suit covers tidelands. As 
heretofore stated, tidelands, which are 
lands between high and low tide, are not 
involved in any way in this litigation in 
the Supreme Court. 

We must keep in mind three different 
kinds of land or territory covered. One, 
is the tidelands, which is merely that 
space between high and low tide due to 
the incoming and outgoing tide. They 
are not involved. The ownership of the 
lands beneath the water beyond the 3- 
mile limit, which is another category, 
are not involved in this litigation. The 
litigation involves the ownership and 
rights to the land or minerals in the land 
within that 3-mile marginal limit which 
has been established by international 
agreement over a long period of years, 
and negotiations and actions by different 
nations, which have established the 3- 
mile limit or the 3-mile margin, which is 
the reason why it is referred to as 
marginal area. 

In the second place, proponents of the 
joint resolution have asserted, and ap- 
parently have persuaded the attarneys 
general of more than 40 States, that the 
United States is seeking in its suit against 
California to overturn the titles to vast 
areas of land, not only to tidelands, but 
to lands under bays, rivers and harbors, 
in both coastal and inland States, as well 
as to large areas in such cities as New 
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York, Boston, Chicago, and San Fran- 
cisco, which consist of reclaimed land. 
This is utterly untrue. The pending liti- 
gation is specifically limited by the 
pleadings to lands under the Pacific 
Ocean within the 3-mile belt outside of 
any rivers, bays, harbors, or arms of the 
sea. 

In a press release dated October 19, 
1945, explaining the suit, the Attorney 
General unambiguously announced: 

To avoid misunderstanding, I wish to stress 
the fact that the Government is not seeking 
to overturn titles to tidelands or lands be- 
neath bays, harbors, or other inland navi- 
gable waters. The legal controversy relates 
only to lands under the marginal sea, beyond 
tidelands, 


Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the . 


Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Is not the Senator 
dodging the very obvious issue, and that 
is that clearly, we believe, and, we think, 
on good grounds, the same principles of 
law which apply to the decision in the 
Supreme Court in this instant case might 
very well be conclusive in the other class? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. In the first place, 
I should like to state to my friend that 
Iam not dodging any issue. I am trying 
to state what is at issue in the suit which 
has been brought by the Government of 
the United States and is now pending in 
the Supreme Court. As to the merits of 
the proposition, I shall discuss them a 
little later, if the bill is taken up for con- 
sideration. I am now trying to outline 
what is involved in the law suit which 
has been brought by the Government of 
the United States. 

Another misconception which has 
arisen stems from the assertion by cer- 
tain proponents of the joint resolution 
that the Supreme Court has decided the 
issue involved in this legislation more 
than 50 times and that there is no rea- 
son to press the issue again. This is not 
so. The cases presented in support of 
this assertion are all cases involving 
lands under inland navigable waters 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MOORE. Has the court ever ren- 
dered a decision that did not sustain the 
States’ rights to these lands? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is a peculiar 
way to ask the question. 

Mr. MOORE. The Senator spoke of 
cases having been decided 50 times. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is contended by 
the proponents of this joint resolution 
that the Supreme Court has in 50 deci- 
sions or more sustained their conten- 
tions. 

Mr. MOORE. I do not know the num- 
ber. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I care not whether it 
be 50 or 40, the point is that all those 
decisions involved inland waters and not 
the tidelands, not the 3-mile limit which 
is in controversy in the Government’s 
pending suit. 

Mr. MOORE. No, not all of them. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Well, practically all 
of them. We can argue that a little later. 

Mr. MOORE. I merely wanted to 
know if there was ever a decision which 
an any sustain the States’ rights to these 

ands, 
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Mr. BARKLEY. If the bill is to be 
considered I want to refer to some of the 
decisions of the Supreme Court in regard 
to that matter. Iam trying now to limit 
what I say to the issue involved in the 
suit which is now pending in the Supreme 
Court. 

The cases presented in support of the 
assertion that the Supreme Court in 
numerous cases has decided the issue in- 
volved in this litigation, are all cases in- 
volving lands under inland navigable 
waters, including bays, rivers, harbors, 
and lakes, but not parts of the ocean. 
Not one of these cases holds that the 
States rather than the United States 
owns the lands under the open ocean 
within the 3-mile belt. The Government 
contends that the State has never had 
and does not now have any proprietary 
interest in these lands. The issue is en- 
tirely novel and is one which the Su- 
preme Court should decide. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? | 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr, KNOWLAND. Does the Senator 
contend that none of the original States 
nor any States that were subsequently 
admitted have title out to the 3-mile 
limit. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is the conten- 
tion of the Government in this litigation, 
which later on I shall attempt to eluci- 
date to the best of my ability, based upon 
the decisions of the Supreme Court. 

The pending suit in the Supreme Court 
is the culmination of several years’ study 
and consideration of this problem. In 
1937—I think the Senate ought to keep 
this in mind—in 1937 the Senate Com- 
mittee on Public Lands favorably re- 
ported and the Senate passed Senate 
Joint Resolution 208, which directed the 
Attorney General to institute proceed- 
ings to establish the title of the United 
States to the submerged lands along the 
coast beyond low-water mark and out to 
the 3-mile limit. That joint resolution 
was reported favorably by the House 
Judiciary Committee but was not acted 
upon by the House. A similar joint reso- 
lution was reported by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Public Lands in 1939 (S. J. 
Res. 92), but was not favorably acted 
upon. On July 1, 1939, the President 
appointed an interdepartmental com- 
mittee to make a study of the problem. 
The committee consisted of the Secre- 
tary of State, the Secretary of the Navy, 
the Secretary of the Interior, and the 
Attorney General, Upon the recommen- 
dation of the committee an intensive 
study of the legal problem involved was 
made by the Department of Justice, and 
it was decided that the proper solution 
would be reached only by litigation. The 
defense program, followed by the war, 
intervened, and delayed the institution 
of the proceedings. 

On May 29, 1945, Attorney General 
Biddle filed a suit against a lessee in 
California, in the Federal district court 
of California. On October 19, 1945, At- 
torney General Clark, in order to ex- 
pedite a determination of the issue, filed 
the pending original suit in the Supreme 
Court against the State of California, 
and dismissed the suit in the lower Fed- 
eral court in California, because a more 

direct decision could be obtained from 
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the Supreme Court by bringing suit 
there, which the Government had the 
right to do. The litigation has pro- 
gressed to the point where only final ar- 
gument remains before there will be a 
determination of the legal questions in- 
volved. A controversy so important as 
this should not be taken away from the 
court by legislative action. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The fact of the 
matter is that the suit in the Supreme 
Court was filed subsequent to the intro- 
duction of legislation in the Congress of 
the United States. To contend that this 
is taking away jurisdiction from the Su- 
preme Court, or from the courts, is not 
correct. On the contrary, the suit in the 
Court is an attempt to take away from 
the Congress of the United States juris- 
diction to determine policy. If we admit 
the doctrine that the mere filing of a 
case in the courts when there is legisla- 
tion pending in the Congress of the 
United States is sufficient to take juris- 
diction from Congress, there is not a 
piece of legislation that has ever been 
proposed in the Congress of the United 
States that could not be blocked by such 
a theory. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not agree with 
the Senator. I do not agree with the 
statement that the litigation was filed 
for the purpose of taking away from 
Congress jurisdiction to pass upon a 
question of policy. The ownership of 
these lands is a legal question, based 
upon treaties and the customs of na- 
tions. According to the Department of 
Justice and the Government of the 
United States, and according to my own 
belief, after a study of the problem, it is 
not so much a question of policy as it is 
of legal ownership in the lands involved 
in the litigation. 

The legal question was raised by the 
Senate, through a joint resolution intro- 
duced in 1937, long before the pending 
resolution was introduced. The joint 
resolution attempted to recommend to 
the Department of Justice that the Gov- 
ernment bring a lawsuit to determine 
this question back in 1937. The joint 
resolution was not enacted. It was not 
passed by the House. If it had been 
passed by the House the suit would have 
been brought in 1937 instead of 1945, and 
long ago we might have had a determi- 
nation of the legal question as to who 
owns these lands. But for one reason or 
another that effort was not successful. 
Again in 1939 the Senate brought for- 
ward another joint resolution, authoriz- 
ing and directing the Government to 
bring suit to settle this question. The 
war came on, and, of course, everything 
was in suspense. But if the joint reso- 
lution introduced and passed in the Sen- 
ate in 1937 had been passed in the House 
of Representatives, or if the joint reso- 
lution introduced in 1939 had been 
passed, the lawsuit would have been filed 
years ago, and no doubt before now the 
Supreme Court would have passed upon 
the question. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Can the Senator 
state the date when the suit was started 
in the lower court? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Suit was started in 
the lower Federal court in California on 
May 29, 1945, and on October 19, 1945, 
the same year, that suit was dismissed, 
and the present suit was instituted in 
the Supreme Court. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. A controversy so im- 
portant as this should not be taken away 
from the Court by legislative action, par- 
ticularly when the issue is one which has 
not heretofore been determined by the 
Court, as the Department of Justice be- 
lieves, and as I believe from an investi- 
gation of the decisions. My opinion does 
not amount to much, as compared with 
that of the Department of Justice, 
especially if our opinions are in conflict. 
But since my views coincide with those 
of the Department of Justice, I have 
grounds for concluding that I am right. 
At any rate, I believe that an examina- 
tion of the decisions will show that there 
has never been a judicial decision by the 
Supreme Court upon the particular issue 
involved in the litigation. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I understand from 
what the Senator has said that the argu- 
ment he has in mind has convinced him 
that the position of the Federal Govern- 
ment in this matter is right. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think so; but re- 
gardless of whether it is right or not, it 
is a question which ought to be passed on 
by the Supreme Court. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Why does not the 
Senator have the same confidence in the 
judgment and logic of his colleagues that 
he has in his own judgment? 

Mr. BARKLEY. For the same reason 
that I was unwilling to see a law enacted 
by Congress to take away from the 
Supreme Court the right to decide 
whether insurance was interstate com- 
merce; and for the same reason that I 
am not willing now to see a law enacted 
by Congress taking the railroads of the 
country out from under the Antitrust 
Act in order to nullify a decision of the 
Supreme Court on the question of the 
determination of rates. 

When the Government institutes liti- 
gation, which it has a right to do, to de- 
termine a legal question, Congress ought 
not be asked to cut the ground out from 
under the Supreme Court by enacting a 
law which seeks to declare the legality 
or the illegality of a particular situation 
without the Court having an opportunity 
to pass upon the question. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I may say that the 
Senator, in the statement which he has 
made, is seriously in conflict with the 
attorneys general of practically all the 
States of the Union. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I understand 

Mr. DOWNEY. Will the Senator 
allow me to proceed? 

Mr, BARKLEY. Yes, 
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Mr. DOWNEY. I do not say that the 
distinguished Senator is not right, but 
what I am suggesting to him is this: 
Why not allow this matter to be sub- 
mitted to the Senate, and not attempt 
to preclude the consideration of the Sen- 
ate, after proper arguments and hear- 
ings? The distinguished Senator should 
have confidence in his colleagues. They 
can be trusted to consider the question 
and render a fair decision. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no lack of con- 
fidence in my colleagues, but I do have 
a right to argue whether we should take 
this matter up and consider it. The mo- 
tion is debatable. If the rules of the 
Senate had not made it debatable, it 
would be on the assumption that no Sen- 


ator had the right to debate whether we 


should consider the matter or not. I 
want the Senate to understand my views 
with respect to this matter before it 
votes whether or not to consider the 
proposed legislation. 

It is true that forty-odd attorneys gen- 
eral in various States have got together 
and recommended this joint resolution. 
My judgment is that the reason for that 
is that they have been convinced by some- 
one that a decision in the Supreme Court 
would involve every river bed, every lake, 
and every little inlet within the bound- 
aries of a State, which I contend is not 
true. Otherwise I do not see why they 
should be interested in a controversy 
between the United States Government 
and the State of California. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I may say that I did 
not help to convince any of the attorneys 
general, but their very able and exhaus- 
tive brief, on that very point, which was 
carefully prepared, convinced me of the 
soundness of their position. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s viewpoint. He was convinced be- 
fore the attorneys general got together, 
because very properly he seeks to repre- 
sent the State of California. The very 
able attorney general from California has 
from the very institution of this matter 
been convinced that the Government of 
the United States had no right in this 
land within the 3-mile limit, or any- 
thing under it. 

Mr. President, I shall not take further 
time of the Senate. I must go to a con- 
ference on the price control bill. I shall 
not be able to remain to hear the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. I hope he 
will excuse me for being absent. I did 
not want this matter to be brought be- 
fore the Senate without the Senate un- 
derstanding the issue involved. The issue 
does not involve the question of rivers, 
harbors, or lakes within a State, but lands 
within the 3-mile limit, not only with 
respect to California, but other States 
as well. The decision in the California 
case would be binding with respect to the 
same question in other States, unless 
there were some special circumstances 
connected with the history of a State, or 
treaties which might make an exception 
of certain cases. But under those cir- 
cumstances, since the pleadings have al- 
ready been completed and the case is to 
be argued before the Supreme Court in 
November or December, the proper and 
fair thing to do is to await the decision 
of the Supreme Court on the legal ques- 
tion involved, 
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Another reason why I feel as I do is 
that we know that under the Constitu- 
tion we are charged with the duty of 
looking after our national defense and 
regulating commerce among the States 
and with foreign nations. We are rap- 
idly exhausting our oil reserve supply in 
this country. We are now negotiating 
with the heads of governments in Arabia 
and Saudi Arabia, in the Mediterranean 
region, in order to obtain a share of the 
oil reserves there for the benefit of our 
Navy in the future, when we shall have 
exhausted our own oil resources. It 
seems to me that, as a matter of policy, 
and aside from the legal question in- 
volved, if the Government of the United 
States has a legal right to this 3-mile 
strip and the petroleum which may lie 
under it, we ought to conserve that sup- 
ply of oil for whatever uses we may have 
for it in the future—for our Army, our 
Navy, or our people—rather than give 
up title to it if we are entitled to it. That 
is a legal question. We should not permit 
that oil to be dissipated and used up, and 
then cruise all around the world, trading 
with other nations in order to obtain a 
supply of oil thousands of miles from 
the United States. 

So as a matter of legality, I think the 
Supreme Court should pass upon the 
question; and as a matter of policy, I 
think we should do all we can to con- 
serve this oil for our future uses, rather 
than to permit it to be exploited and dis- 
sipated. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I view this pic- 
ture, as presented now by the able Sen- 
ator from Kentucky, it seems to me that 
the decision of the Supreme Court will 
legally determine the question whether 
the United States owns the land from 
the low-water mark for a distance of 
3 miles ont to sea. As the matter stands 
today, there is at least doubt as to the 
ownership of that land and all under- 
neath it and all above it. But the Court’s 
decision will decide that question. 

Therefore, a different question is now 
presented to the Senate. The present 
question is whether we should quit-claim 
this land, which we would be doing by 
passing the joint resolution, not knowing 
whether the United States owns the land 
or not. But if the Supreme Court de- 
cides the question, then we shall know 
whether the United States owns it. 
When we then know who owns the land, 
the situation then will be that we can 
pass upon the question whether we wish 
to deed it to the States. Is that the 
situation, Mr. President? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think 
that is a fair statement of the matter. 
When the Supreme Court determines 
who owns the land, then it will be a mat- 
ter of policy for the United States to 
decide whether it wishes to deed it to the 
States or to lease it to citizens or corpo- 
rations of the States or to anyone who 
might wish to drill and to bring out the 
oil. That would be a matter of policy 
to be determined after the legality of the 
question is determined by the Supreme 
Court. 
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Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TOBEY. I thank the Senator for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. President, I, also, must go to the 
conference committee on the OPA bill, 
But before leaving to go to that com- 
mittee, I desire to add my endorsement 
to everything the Senator from Kentucky 
has stated on the floor on this subject. I 
think it would be untimely to bring up 
this matter at this time. The Supreme 
Court of the United States, the highest 
court in the land, has accepted jurisdic- 
tion of the case, and the case is pending 
before that Court. The Supreme Court 
will decide the case once and for all. 

I was interested in the tidelands oil 
case in March or April; and, as Senators 
know, it ran 6 or 8 weeks. I predict 
that if the motion to have the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the joint 
resolution is adopted, it will be only 
a very short time before lobbyists will be 
crowding about the Capitol, urging the 
Congress to take such action as they may 
favor. That is what I prophesy. 

So, Mr. President, inasmuch as the 
question of the ownership of the land is 
now pending in the Supreme Court, it is 
obvious that we should let the Court 
decide this matter once and for all. In 
that way the matter will be decided as 
to each of the States. The whole is 
greater than any of its parts. The Su- 
preme Court has the power to decide the 
case, and we should let it render its 
verdict. 

Therefore, Mr. President, the Senate 
should vote down the motion for the con- 
sideration of the joint resolution. 

Mr. McCARRAN obtained the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I hope that when we 
vote on this motion, we may have a yea- 
and-nay vote. Therefore, I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Nevada wish to have 
the Senate vote now on the question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 


names: 

Aiken Gurney Myers 
Andrews Hart Overton 
Austin Hawkes Pepper 
Ball Hayden Radcliffe’ 
Barkley Hill Reed 

Bilbo Hoey Revercomb 
Brewster Huffman Robertson 
Byrd Johnson, Colo, Smith 
Capehart Johnston, S. C. Stanfill 
Capper Knowland Swift 
Carville La Follette Taft 
Chavez Langer Taylor 
Connally McCarran Thomas, Okla 
Cordon McClellan Tobey 
Donnell McMahon Tunnell 
Downey Magnuson Vandenberg 
East: and Maybank Walsh 
Ferguson Mead Wherry 
Fulbright Millikin White 
George Mitchell Wiley 
Gerry Moore Willis 
Green Morse Young 
Guffey Murray 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. East- 
LAND in the chair). Sixty-eight Sena- 
tors have answered to their names. A 
quorum is present. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
shall not detain the Senate for any great 
length of time in connection with the 
question of taking up and considering 
House Joint Resolution 225. If the joint 
resolution is taken up and it comes prop- 
erly before the Senate, I shall discuss 
it at some length. 

So far as the pendency of the action 
in the court of last resort is concerned, 
that action was instituted after the 
House of Representatives had, by an 
overwhelming vote, passed this joint 
resolution. If it can be said that legis- 
lation, after it has passed one House by 
an overwhelming vote, can be stopped 
in the other House by the institution 
ad interim of litigation in the Supreme 
Court, or in any other court, then indeed 
this body and the body on the other side 
of the Capitol may never succeed in 
passing legislation. 

Mr. President, this proposal deals 
largely with a matter of policy. The 
legislative branch of the Federal Gov- 
ernment is the policy-making branch. 
It is not for the Supreme Court of the 
United States to make the policy. It is 
for this body and the body at the other 
end of the Capitol to make the policy. 
The question of whether or not we have 
the right to quit claim the lands which 
are beneath the tides within the limits 
claimed by the respective States is a 
matter for legislation. The question of 
whether or not this body cares to con- 
sider the vote which was cast in regard 
to this joint resolution by the House of 
Representatives is a matter for the Sen- 
ate to determine, and it should deter- 
mine it, and it should bring the entire 
matter before itself properly for full, 
fair, and impartial discussion. 8 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I heartily agree 
with the able Senator from Nevada that 
the matter we are now discussing is 
solely one of legislative policy to be de- 
termined by the Congress. He men- 
tioned the fact that the joint resolution 
applies to tidewater lands. It applies 
still further. It affects the lands under 
the navigable streams of the country. 
In other words, the joint resolution pre- 
sents an opportunity to declare or make 
effective the policy that title to the lands 
under the navigable streams shall re- 
main in the States and shall not in any 
instance be placed in the Federal Gov- 
ernment. I raise the point so that all 
may know that the joint resolution ap- 
plies not only to tidelands but also to 
lands under the navigable streams in the 
inland States. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is 
entirely correct, and I am glad that he 
has brought the fact to which he refers 
to the attention of the Senate. 

«Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

. Mr. BREWSTER. There are two 
questions which trouble me. The first 
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one is the statement of the Senator that 
the question before us is entirely one of 
policy as distinct from a question for 
the courts. The contention before the 
committees on which I have sat, although 
they did not consider this particular joint 
resolution, was that there have been ap- 
proximately 50 Supreme Court and lower 
court decisions which were alleged to 
have settled the question. 

Mr. McCARRAN. There are fifty-odd 
decisions in connection with the matter. 

Mr. BREWSTER. If that be true, how 
can it be said at this time, after 150 years 
of the Nation’s history, that the matter 
becomes one not suitable for the courts 
to settle, but is a matter of legislative 
policy affecting the question of title to 
lands which, according to the attorney 
general of the United States, properly be- 
long to the Federal Government. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Because, in each 
instance, as the Senator well knows, 
the court will decide the matter pre- 
sented to it. In the California case now 
pending before the court, the court will 
decide the question of ownership of the 
lands involved in that suit, but it will not 
touch upon the question of title to the 
land involved in suits brought by the 
State of Florida, the State of Louisiana, 
or the State of Texas, all of which claim 
under different rights, under different 
conditions, and to a greater or lesser ex- 
tent. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Do I understand 
that the Senator’s position is that all 
those 40 or 50 decisions do not necessari- 
ly determine the instant case? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not believe 
that they determine the instant case. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That statement is 
at variance with what others have al- 
leged before our committee. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I think that the 
court did determine the case presented to 
it in each instance. But while each case 
was somewhat analogous to the matter 
now presented to the Senate and, per- 
haps, to the matter now pending before 
the Supreme Court, the court decided 
the particular issue before it and noth- 
ing else. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The second ques- 
tion which I have in mind is this: Assum- 
ing that legal title to those areas neces- 
sarily resides either in the State or in 
the Nation—and that seems to be the; 
question—why is it that the question is 
not a suitable one for judicial determi- 
nation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not know that 
it is not suitable for judicial determina- 
tion. But were the question decided ju- 
dicially it would not prevent the Con- 
gress—in fact, the Congress must do so— 
thereafter deciding with reference to the 
general policy. As stated by the Sena- 
tor from West Virginia, the issue involves 
not only the tidelands 3 miles or 10 miles, 
as the case may be, from shore, but it in- 
volves the beds of all navigable streams, 
and lands beneath the bays. For exam- 
ple, the lands beneath New York Harbor 
and San Francisco Bay are all involved. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Assuming that the 
Supreme Court should determine in due 
course that the title to those areas is 
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in the Federal Government, there would 
be no reason for the Federal Govern- 
ent thereafter not renouncing title in 
avor of the State of California, for ex- 
ample. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Certainly not. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Government 
would be at full liberty to divest itself of 
title even though millions upon millions 
of dollars’ worth of property were in- 
volved. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. But allow me to say to him that so 
long as the matter is not decided, there 
will always be a cloud on the Govern- 
ment’s title or on the title of the State. 
The States have been declared to be the 
owners of these lands in fifty-odd de- 
cisions. The only question is as to a 
cloud on the title raised by those who 
seem to claim that the lands belong to 
the Federal Government, and the Federal 
Government now acting through the 
Congress, which is the only body which 
has the right to act, seeks to clear the 
titles in the States. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The next question 
is presented by what the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] said. As I un- 
derstood him, he insisted very firmly that 
this did not involve any so-called tide- 
land, that is, the land between low-water 
and high-water mark. Does the Senator 
from Nevada agree with that? 

Mr.McCARRAN, I do not. That is all 
involved, and the beds of navigable 
streams are involved. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Was I correct in the 
impression the Senator from Kentucky 
gave me—and I assumed he was being 
advised by the Department of Justice— 
that their position was that the suit now 
pending had no relation to either the 
so-called tidelands between low- and 
high-water mark or to the lands in bays 
and rivers? That was his statement, 
was it not? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That was his state- 
ment, in substance. 

Mr, BREWSTER. The Senator con- 
tends that is not correct? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I contend that is 
not the correct position, and that they 
are involved. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Will that be de- 
veloped in the course of the Senator’s 
discussion? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I hope so, if the 
matter comes before the Senate. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MOORE. I understood it to be 
indicated, by inference, that the pending 
suit presents a new question which is 
properly justiciable. That is not the 
fact. The same question has been de- 
cided, as I understand, by an unbroken 
line of decisions from the very beginning 
of our Government down to the present 
time. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Senator 
Nevada, who is the chairman of 

e Committee on the Judiciary, and 
whose opinion would be entitled to some 
respect, stated that his position was that 
the other cases did not necessarily deter- 
mine this one, that each of them must 
be decided upon the facts and circum- 
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stances surrounding the particular case 
presented. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That has always 
been the position taken by the court, and 
I do not imagine the Supreme Court ever 
went outside of that rule, or intended to. 

Mr. MOORE. It is a question of the 
ownership of the land, and that has been 
decided by an unbroken line of decisions. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It was decided not 
only by an unbroken line of decisions, 
but it has also been decided over the sig- 
nature of the Secretary of the Interior, 
who now takes a different position, 

Mr.MOORE. That is correct. 

Mr. McCARRAN. He, over his own 
signature, said that it was the settled 
law that these lands belonged to the 
abutting States. That was Mr. Ickes, 
who now seems to take a different posi- 
tion, which may be discussed during the 
course of the debate. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from 
Nevada did not intend to indicate that 
he is now Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr, McCARRAN. No, thanks be to 
God; no. 

Mr. MOORE. There never has been 
a Secretary of the Interior in this coun- 
try until now who has ever asserted that 
the Federal Government had any inter- 
est in these lands. Am I right? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have never heard 
ofone. . 

Mr. President, I shall not detain the 
Senate longer, because the question now 
is on the motion to proceed to the con- 
sideration of the joint resolution. Icer- 
tainly hope the Senate will take this mat- 
ter up and decide it once and for all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.~ The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN] that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of House Joint Resolution 225, 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. REED (after having voted in the 
affirmative). I have a general pair with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wac- 
NER]. Not knowing how he would vote 
on this question, I transfer that pair to 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD], and let my vote stand. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not know- 
ing how he would vote, I transfer that 
pair to the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
Briccs]. Iam not advised how the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote on this 
question. Being at liberty to vote, I 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of Illness. 

The Senator from Montana IMr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus- 
SELL] is absent because of a death in his 
family. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Burcu] and the Senator from Wyoming 
IMr. O’MaHoney] are necessarily absent. 
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The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] 
is unavoidably detained. ` 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. 
O'DANIEL] is detained on official business 
at one of the Government departments. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKe tar], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Munpock], the Sentor from Oklahoma 
{Mr. THomAs], and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] are detained on 
official business at important committee 
meetings. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. McFartanp], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Trprxes] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

On this question the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] is paired 
with the Senator from New Hampshire 
LMr. Toney]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from North Carolina would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire would vote “nay.” 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. O’DANrIEL] would vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Tobey], who would 
vote “nay,” is paired on this question 
with the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. Bartey], who would vote yea.“ 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. BrincEs] is necessarily absent. He 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
BROOKS], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD], and the Sen- 
tor from Iowa [Mr. Witson] are detained 
on official business. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Buck] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 21, as follows: 


YEAS—46 
Andrews Hart Reed 
Austin Hawkes Revercomb 
Ball Hoey Robertson 
Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Smith 
Brewster Knowland Stanfill 
Byrd McCarren Swift 
Capehart McClellan Taft 
Capper Magnuson Vandenberg 
Chavez Maybank Walsh 
Connally Millikin Wherry 
Cordon Moore White 
Donnell Morse Wiley 
Downey Myers Willis 
Eastland Overton Young 
Gerry Pepper 
Gurney Radcliffe 
NAYS—21 
Aiken Guffey McMahon 
Barkley Hayden Mead 
Carville Hill Mitchell 
Ferguson Huffman Murray 
Fulbright Johnson, Colo. Taylor 
George La Follette Thomas, Utah 
Green Langer Tunnell 
NOT VOTING—29 
Bailey Hatch Saltonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Shipstead 
Briggs Kilgore tewart 
Brooks Lucas Thomas, Okla. 
Buck McFarland Tobey 
Burch McKellar Tydings 
Bushfield Murdock Wagner 
Butler O'Daniel Wheeler 
Ellender O'Mahoney Wilson 
Russell 


So the motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the joint 
resolution. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) 
to quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States and 
to prevent further clouding of such titles, 
is as follows: 


Resolved, ete., That in recognition of the 
title and interest in the several States, and 
in others as hereinafter mentioned, since 
July 4, 1776, or since their formation and 
admission to the Union, the United States 
of America hereby renounces and disclaims 
any right, title, interest, or claim, except as 
hereinafter excepted and retained, in and to 
all lands beneath tidewaters and all lands 
beneath navigable waters within the bound- 
aries of each of the respective States; and in 
further recognition of such titles and inter- 
ests, the United States of America hereby 
releases, remises, and quitclaims all right, 
title, interest, claim, or demand of the 
United States of America in and to all lands 
beneath tidewaters, and all lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries of 
each of the respective States, unto each of 
such States or the persons lawfully entitled 
thereto under the law as established by the 
decisions of the courts of such State, and 
unto the respective grantees or successors 
in interest thereof, and unto the respective 
present lawful owners of such lands of which 
title has been confirmed by official action of 
the United States of America; excepting 
therefrom such lands beneath tidewaters and 
such lands beneath navigable waters as have 
been lawfully acquired by the United States 
of America from any State or from any per- 
son in whom title had vested under the de- 
cisions of the courts of such State, or their 
respective grantees, or successors in interest, 
by cession, grant, quitclaim, or condemna- 
tion, or from any other owner or owners 
thereof by conveyance or by condemnation, 
providing such owner or owners had lawfully 
acquired the right, title, or interest of any 
such State; and excepting therefrom such 
lands beneath tidewaters and such lands be- 
neath navigable waters, and such interests 
therein, as the United States is lawfully en- 
titled to under the law as established by the 
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decisions of the courts of the State in which 
the land is situated, or as are held by the 
United States in trust for the benefit of any 
tribe, band, or group of Indians or for in- 
dividual Indians; retaining, however, to the 
United States of America its present powers 
of regulation and control for the purposes 
of commerce, navigation, and the national 
defense. . 

As used in this joint resolution, the phrase 
“lands beneath tidewaters” shall include 
(1) all lands permanently or periodically 
covered by tidal waters up to but not above 
the line of mean high tide and oceanward to 
a line three geographical miles distant from 
the coast line and to the boundary line of 
each respective State where in any case such 
boundary line extends oceanward beyond 
three geographical miles, and (2) all lands 
formerly beneath tidewaters, as herein de- 
fined, which have been filled or reclaimed; 
the phrase “lands beneath navigable waters” 
shall include (1) all other lands covered by 
waters which are navigable under the laws 
of the United States, and (2) all lands for- 
merly beneath navigable waters, as herein 
defined, which have been filled or reclaimed. 


LIVESTOCK AND OTHER COMMODITY 
PRICES 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield to me? 

Mr. McCARRAN. For what purpose, 
may I ask the Senator? 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to place 
in the Recorp certain market reports. 
It will take about 10 minutes, 

Mr, McCARRAN. Very well. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
American Meat Institute has telegraphed 
to me a report covering the 12 principal 
markets. I shall be as brief as I can, 
The report states: 

A report on the livestock market this 
morning is summarized as follows: Cattle 
receipts at 12 markets today continued large 
for Friday, amounting to 24,900 head, up 53 
percent from a week ago and more than three 
times the receipts for the same day a year 
ago. The total cattle supplies at these mar- 
kets for the week were 25 percent larger 
than receipts a week ago and 77 percent 
larger than for the same period a year ago. 
This is the third consecutive week that cat- 
tle marketings have exceeded those of the 
preceding week. This confirms the conten- 
tion made right along that, with price con- 
trols removed from livestock and meat, meat 
would become increasingly available for 
American consumers, 


I shall not go into the prices in detail, 
because I shall later ask to have the 
whole telegram placed in the RECORD. 
But the prices on all grades of cattle 
today on the market run again from $1 
to $1.50 lower, which is bringing the 
prices down to a point where they are 
comparable with the prices which were 
maintained during the last week in June, 
and they are now running even lower 
than the prices at that time including 
the subsidies, 

At the 12 markets today 34,000 head 
of hogs were received. This is a small 
reduction from last Friday, but is 75 per- 
cent larger than Friday a year ago, with 
a heavy carry-over from yesterday at a 
number of markets, including Chicago, 
Four thousand hogs were reported car- 
ried over from yesterday because room 
could not be found for them in the 
slaughtering houses. 

Last night I received a long-distance 
telephone call from Omaha which stated 
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that in Omaha trucks loaded with hogs 
were backed up for 7 miles because they 
could not be unloaded. I received a long- 
distance telephone call from St. Joseph, 
Mo., last night in which I was informed 
that because of the heat it was neces- 
sary to call out the fire department to 
pour water on the hogs. Water was 
poured on them to cool them off, other- 
wise they might have died. 

Mr. President, this great shipment of 
meat animals into the market shows 
what can be done without price ceilings 
and price controls. The prices on hogs 
are $2.50 lower than they were yester- 
day, and the bulk of the hogs are selling 
today at $19 a hundred in Chicago. That 
means about $18 in Nebraska, which 
compares very favorably with the prices 
before July 1. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for order. I cannot hear the Senator 
from Nebraska, and I am sure he cannot 
hear what I am saying. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
for his request. Some Senators are more 
interested in what I am reporting than 
are the three or four Senators who are 
conducting a separate Senate session 
with the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER]. I am anxious to proceed, be- 
cause I do not want to detain the Sena- 
tor from Nevada. ° 

Mr. McCARRAN. I hope the Senator 
will not proceed until we have order. I 
am much interested in his statement re- 
specting hogs. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
I now wish to speak of the beef market 
in New York. We are now talking about 
dressed beef and what it sells for in New 
York. Prime beef sold this morning in 
New York at $46 a hundred pounds. 
That is 46 cents a pound. On Friday, 
July 5, prime beef was sold in New York 
for $55 a hundred pounds, or a decrease 
from Friday, July 5, of $9 a hundred. Of 
course, as I have said many times on the 
floor of the Senate, not much of that 
beef is sold to the individual consumer. 
That is hotel meat. It is only the AA 
prime cattle which come in that cate- 
gory. 

The Good grade was sold today on 
the New York market at $44 a hundred. 
On July 5 it was sold for $55 a hundred, 
or for the same price as the AA. The 
price on “good” grade today is $11 lower 
than on Friday, July 5. 

The Common grade was sold today 
in New York at $42 a hundred. That is 
the B grade. On July 5 it was sold for 
$50 a hundred. On that grade there is 
a decrease of $8. 

For Utility cattle there has not been 
much change on the New York market. 
Utility cattle are the C grade cattle. The 
price today is $38 a hundred. On Fri- 
day, July 5, it was $40 a hundred. The 
decrease is $2 a hundred. 

Mr. President, I ask that the complete 
telegraphic report may be printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


The free play of the natural law of supply 
and demand, unencumbered by unnecessary 
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and restrictive price-control regulations, re- 
sulted in sharp price declines in yesterday's 
livestock market, with the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture reporting a “general 
cattle trade collapse” and hog prices dropping 
$3 per hundredweight from the previous day's 
top “in one of the sharpest price reactions 
in trade history.” 

The beneficial effect of increased meat sup- 
plies, coupled with strong consumer resist- 
ance to former black-market prices is shown 
by the fact that upper limit beef price quo- 
tations in New York City, as reported by the 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
yesterday dropped $11 per hundredweight 
from the peak for good grade beef carcasses. 
The United States Department of Agriculture 
reports in an early flash from the New York 
market today that another $4 to $6 drop on 
wholesaler dressed beef quotations has oc- 
curred from yesterday's close. 

A spot check of retail meat prices, as adver- 
tised in newspapers in different parts of 
the country yesterday, indicates prices to 
consumers. were well below old black-market 
prices. For example, consumers in Chicago 
were being offered ground beef at 35 cents a 
pound, beef short ribs at 25 cents, beef pot 
roast at 39 cents, bacon at 50 cents, and 
sirloin steak at 49 cents. In Cleveland pork 
loins were offered at 36 cents and beef rib 
roast at 40 cents. In St. Louis newspaper 
advertisements listed rolled beef sirloin at 
45 cents, and lamb stew at 20 cents, rib roasts 
at 42 cents, ground beef at 39 cents and whole 
or half hams at 49 cents. In Cincinnati, 
legs of lamb were advertised at 41 cents, 
sirloin steak at 47 cents and hamburger at 
83 cents. 

A report on the livestock market this 
morning is summarized as follows: 

Cattle receipts at 12 markets today con- 
tinued large for Friday, amounting to 24,900 
head, up 53 percent from a week ago and 
more than three times the receipts for the 
same day a year ago. Total cattle supplies 
at these markets for the week were 25 percent 
larger than receipts a week ago and 77 per- 
cent larger than for the same period a year 
ago; this is the third consecutive week that 
cattle marketings have exceeded those of the 
preceding week. This confirms the conten- 
tion made right along that, with price con- 
trols removed from livestock and meats, meat 
would become increasingly available for 
American consumers. 

The extent of the collapse of cattle prices 
yesterday is summarized by the United States 
Department of Agriculture for the Chicago 
market as follows: 

“Today’s general trade collapsed, even the 
top on choice steers dropped to $25.65, with 
the practical top at $25. However, none of 
these steers had the beef-yielding merits of 
the several loads at $26.25 and $26.35, paid 
Wednesday. ‘Nevertheless, it was a 50 cents to 
$1 lower market on choice yearlings and 
-weighty steers; with common, medium, and 
low good kinds not only $1 to $1.50 lower, but 
many medium to low good grassy and short- 
fed light kinds without bids at the close, 
Much the same condition featured medium 
and low good heifers: the supply that sold 
standing $1 or more lower, with even strictly 
good and choice kinds 75 cents to $1 down; 
average choice heifers sold at $21.50 and high 
choice mixed offerings stopped at 824. 
Strictly good beef cows and heiferettes lost 
50 cents on top of crumbling declines on 
Wednesday. But this proved to be a rela- 
tively small loss compared with the $1 to 
$1.50 break on cutters and common and med- 
ium beef cows, a liberal proportion of which 
were without bids at the close. Most beef 
bulls dragged at $2 lower price than last 
‘week, with sausage offerings $1.50 lower.” 

Cattle prices this morning again dropped 
sharply with most grades quoted from 60 
cents to 61 lower than the substantially re- 
duced prices prevailing yesterday. The early 
top on cattle in Chicago this morning was 
$24 which was off $2.35 from the extreme top 
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paid here for a few head Wednesday. The 
Government also reports this morning that 
indications are that there may be a consider- 
able hold-over of cattle today unless further 
price reductions occur in the market. 

Receipts of calves and sheep and lambs 
also were unusually large this week. Calf 
receipts were 18 percent larger than last week 
and 73 percent above a year ago, 

Hog receipts at 12 markets today amounted 
to 34,000 head which is a reduction from last 
Friday but is 75 percent larger than Friday 
a year ago. The large salable supply of hogs 
today, however, will be augmented with a 
heavy carry-over from yesterday at a number 
of markets at Chicago, 4,000 hogs were re- 
ported carried over from yesterday, total hog 
receipts for the week were slightly smaller 
than the large yeceipts of the preceding week 
but were more than double the supply for 
the corresponding week a year ago. 

Hog prices at Chicago this morning opened 
slow, steady with yesterday’s close with sows 
selling about 50 cents lower. The top today 
at Chicago was $19.65 which compares with 
the top earlier this week of $22 per live hun- 
dredweight. The toboggan in hog prices yes- 
terday was described by the United States 
Department of Agriculture as follows: “In 
one of the sharpest price reactions in trade 
history, hog values were off $1.50 to $2.50 to- 
day. The comparison is with the general 
trading Wednesday. Even at the decline 
buyers refused to take all offerings and at the 
close approximately 4,000 hogs remained un- 
sold carrying bids at least $2.50 or more 
lower. The practical top of the market 
dropped to $20 after having reached $22 on 
Wednesday. Similar weight hogs had to sell 
late in the day at 819.“ 

The following table compares the price of 
the upper-limit quotation for each grade of 
dressed beef at New York City on Thursday, 
July 18 with upper-limit quotations for Fri- 
day, July 5 (largely representing prices 
charged by former black-market operators) : 


Beej carcass prices, New York City 


Dollars per hundredweight dressed. Upper 
limit quotations reported by the U. S. 
Department of Agriculture] 


Thursday, 
July 18, 
1946 


Friday, 
July 5, Decreas. 
16 


These upper limit quotations, of course, do 
not report the selling price of the bulk of 
sales but they do illustrate strikingly the 
extent of the slash of the black-market prices 
since price control was removed in the major 
meat-consuming centers of the country. 

The experience of the first 3 weeks without 
price controls on livestock and meats is con- 
vincing proof that a tremendous increase in 
supplies of meat is being made available on a 
much more equitable basis and at reasonable, 
competitive prices which certainly are lower 
than black-market prices prevailing prior to 
the elimination of price controls, The in- 
dustry is well on its way to returning to stable 
conditions notwithstanding the fact that it 
had to recover from “famine conditions” pre- 
vailing in the beginning of this month when 
controls were eliminated. Meat-distribution 
pipe lines, which were almost exhausted in 
the closing days of price controls, had to be 
replenished. This takes time, but it is being 
done, 

AMERICAN MEAT INSTITUTE. 

CHICAGO, ILL, 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recor» a report on the grain mar- 
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ket situation, which is very relevant in 
connection with the livestock market. 
Yesterday I pointed out that wheat broke 
5 to 6 cents a bushel, and that corn was 
down from 2 to 3 cents a bushel. The 
market today is weaker, and somewhat 
lower. The report gives a synopsis of 
the grain market, and I think will be of 
interest to the Senate. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


FEED SHORTAGE Nears END 


In a relatively short time, the critical 
feed shortage in feed-deficit areas of the 
United States has been relieved. This sud- 
den change was coincident with (1) the 
expiration of OPA price ceilings and regula- 
tions on farm products, (2) the progressive 
development of prospects for bumper feed- 
grain production this season and (3) some 
reduction in livestock. 

The flow of feed through normal com- 
mercial channels is rapidly being reestab- 
lished. The return to free-market prices 
does not, of course, make any more total 
feed, but it does affect the distribution of 
it, both in place and time. Feed prices may 
be somewhat higher this summer, but the 
feed shortage is about over. If July 1 crop 
prospects materialize, the livestock and grain 
situations should reach reasonable adjust- 
ment by fall, although on a higher price 
level than a year ago. The high-protein 
feed situation shows less improvement than 
the grain situation. 

LIVESTOCK REDUCED SOMEWHAT 

Hogs: The 1946 spring pig crop of some 
52,000,000 head, which is being carried along 
on old corn and which will be finished this 
fall and winter on new corn, is highly larger 
than the spring pig crop of 1945. The aver- 
age slaughter weight of these hogs, how- 
ever, is likely to be considerably lighter than 
that oi a year ago because of a much less 
favorable hog-corn price ratio. 3 

The 1946 fall pig crop, as indicated by 
farmers’ reports in June on breeding inten- 
tions, will be about 17 percent smaller than 
@ year earlier, and the smallest fall pig 
crop since 1938, 


Pig crop 
Fall Total 
. | Thous. 
35, 144 86, 714 
100 81. 
—17 -0 


Poultry: In the period January to June 
of this year, the total number of chicks 
hatched by commercial hatcheries was down 
approximately 20 percent compared with a 
year ago. Most all of this reduction was in 
May and June. The reduction in chicks for 
broiler production was much greater than 
that for chickens to be raised. Consequently, 
the number of chicks and young chickens on 
farms on July 1 this year was 15 percent 
smaller than last year, Also, it appears that 
the number of chickens raised in 1946 will 
be some 15 percent smaller than the num- 
ber raised in 1945. 


Chickens ratsed 


Preliminary. 


1946 


More old hens are expected to be held over 
so that the total number of layers next fall 
and winter is expected to be about 10 percent 
smaller than last year. 

The number of turkeys raised during 1946 
is expected to be about 15 percent smaller 
than the number raised in 1945. 

In the Northeast, the number of chicks 
and young chickens on July 1 this year was 28 
percent smaller than a year ago. In New 
England, the number of layers during June 
was down 23 percent. More layers were on 
hand than a year ago in New York, New Jer- 
sey, and Pennsylvania, and for the three 
States the increase was 6 percent. 

Dairy cattle: During 1945 the number of 
milk cows declined 3 percent, and the 7-per- 
cent reduction in the number of yearlings 
dairy heifers on hand January 1, 1946, as 
compared with a year ago indicated a con- 
tinued downward trend in the milk-cow 
population during 1946. © E 

The rate of grain feeding to milk cows 
this summer is materially lower than the 
high level last year, Because of the expected 
less favorable butterfat-feed price relation- 
ship, grain feeding per cow next fall and win- 
ter is likely to continue below that of a year 
ago. 2 


Grain fed daily per milk cow 


In New York State, grain feeding per cow 
on June 1 was 21 percent lower and on July 1 
was 22 percent lower than on those dates a 


year ago. 


Beef cattle: The total number of beef cat- 
tle continues at a relatively high level, but 
the feeding of cattle in the Corn Belt so far 
in 1946 has been on a reduced level. The 
number of stocker and feeder cattle shipped 
into the Corn Belt States during the first 
5 months of 1946 was 6 percent smaller than 
in the corresponding period of 1945. Under 
recent price conditions, the feeding of beef 
cattle to a high finish has not been profitable. 
Dry-lot feeding operations in the Corn Belt 
this coming fall and winter are expected to 
be continued on a reduced scale as compared 
with former years. 

Sheep and lambs: Sheep numbers have 
been been declining since 1942. This year, 
the early spring lamb crop was 13 percent 
less than in 1945 and the late crop also is 
expected to be smaller. 

Horses and mules: The number of horses 
and mules continues to decline and the feed 
requirements for this class of livestock are 
much smaller than in former years. 

All livestock: Both numbers and feeding 
rates per head in all classes of livestock, 
with the possible exception of feed per hen, 
will probably be lower during the coming 
fall and winter than a year ago. The reduc- 
tion in feed requirements may be as much 
as 10 percent. 

FEED SUPPLIES 

Old crop stocks on July 1: Total farm 
stocks of corn, oats, and barley on July 1 were 
21 percent smaller than a year ago. Oat 
stocks were about one-third larger, but corn 
stocks were 30 percent smaller and barley 
stocks 15 percent smaller. 


Farm stocks of grains, July 1 
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Grain production: Based on July 1 reports, 
prospects are bright for bumper feed grain 
production this season. The corn crop is in- 
dicated to be the largest on record. The 
small grain crops are of near-record size. 
The total production of corn, oats, and barley 
in 1946, based on July 1 indications will be 
even larger than the very high production in 
1945. The 1946 corn crop is reported to be 
11 percent larger than a year ago, the oat 
crop 5 percent smaller and the barley crop 
13 percent smaller, The combined tonnage 
of these three grains this year is 6 percent 
larger than a year ago. 

The 1946 planted acreage of sorghums is 
about 4 percent smaller than in 1945. 

The total wheat crop this year of 1,090 mil- 
lion bushels is the fourth consecutive bil- 
lion bushel crop, but is about 3 percent 
smaller than last year's crop. 


Grain production 


Year Corn | Oats | Barley; Total | Wheat 

Mil, | Mil. | Mü. | Mil. | Mil, 

bu, bu. bu tons | bu. 
S 8,018 | 1, 548 264 | 115.6 | 1,123 
8 3,342 | 1,471 230 122. 0 1,090 
Percent change. +11 —5 —13 +6 —3 


High- protein feeds: The high-protein feed 
situation for next fall appears to be much 
less favorable than that for feed grains. The 
1946 acreage of cotton, as reported on July 1, 
was 3 percent larger than the 1945 acreage, 
but the soybean acreage is down 13 percent, 
the flaxseed acreage down 37 percent and 
the peanut acreage down 2 percent. Al- 
though imports of oil meals will undoubtedly 
increase, oil meal supplies for next winter 
will be considerably smaller than those used 
during the past year. 


Acreages of oil-bearing seeds 


Soy- 


Year beans Cotton 
acres acres acres acres 
TOG, —— 13,412 | 17,749 3,914 3, 958 
K 11,614 | 18, 316 2, 465 3, 882 
Percent change —13 +3 -37 —2 


PRICE LEVEL RISING 

The wholesale commodity price level of 
the country has been rising and is expected 
to continue to rise. This means prices of 
individual crops and livestock products fluc- 
tuate about a higher and higher base. Dur- 
ing the past year prices of farm products in 
established wholesale markets have risen 
nearly 20 percent and commodities other 
than farm products have increased 8 percent, 


Commodity prices in primary markets 


[1926 = 100] 
Commodities 
other than 
farm products 
First week in July— 
„„ 129 101 
1 153 109 
Percent change +19 


SOME SUGGESTIONS 


These facts indicate the following to be 
good business for northeastern farmers: 

1. Don’t buy much feed ahead. 

2. Use up old supplies on hand. 

3. Start making use of home-grown grains 
as soon as available. 

4, Maintain cows and hens at normal levels 
for your farm. 

5. Keep in mind that you are operating on 
a price level that is both relatively high and 
unstable, 
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Most of the figures in this report are from 
official releases of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. This report itself was 
prepared by Dr. L. C. Cunningham, of Cornell 
University, Ithaca, N. Y. 

JULY 15, 1946. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, at this 
point in the Recorp I should like to have 
printed an article published in the Wall 
Street Journal of Friday, July 19, 1946, 
which contains a very fine analysis from 
the retail side of the picture respecting 
food products, 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as follows: 

More MEAT—RETAIL Stores Now Have THREE 
TO Five TIMES AS MUCH as UNDER OPA— 
COAST-TO-COAST SURVEY FINDS SHORTAGE 
ENDED, FALLING RETAIL Prices DUE Soon— 
LIVESTOCK FLOOD TO MARKET 
The meat shortage is a dead duck. 

Retail markets throughout the country 
now have from three to five times as much 
meat for sale as on June 30, the day the cur- 
tain went down for OPA. 

Prices, already slumping on livestock as 
thousands of hogs and cattle continue pour- 
ing to market, are likely to fall substantially 
in your neighborhood meat store in a week to 
10 days. 

These two facts high light the findings of a 
Wall Street Journal survey of the meat pic- 
ture in principal cities from coast to coast 
made yesterday. 


SITUATION IN VARIOUS CITIES 


Meat-trade spokesmen yesterday estimated 
that markets in New York City had five times 
as much meat as they did on June 30. 

In Cleveland market operators declared 
they had about three times as much as at the 
end of last month. One independent chain in 
the city cut 59 sides of beef last week, more 
than in any 3 weeks since the war started, 
and expects to cut as much this week. An- 
other Cleveland market says its supply is up 
200 percent. 

Detroit markets reported four times as 
much meat yesterday as the day OPA bowed 
out, An official of one big chain of stores, 
speaking gleefully of bountiful supplies, said 
his firm expects to have meat left over this 
week end for the first time in many moons, 

Across the continent in San Francisco big 
meat markets declare they have three times 
as much meat as at the end of June. One 
manager says, There's an unlimited supply.” 

“We have five times as much meat as 3 
weeks ago,” says the operator of seven super- 
markets in Los Angeles, 


PORK DEMAND DOWN AT PORTLAND 


Up the coast in Portland, Oreg., meat mar- 
kets say they have at least twice as much 
meat as on June 30. George P. Zenner, vice 
president of the Portland Food Merchants 
Association, declares “the pork supply is too 
big, and demand has fallen off 20 percent.” 

On the price front, the heavy movement 
of animals to market at weakening prices 
points clearly toward cheaper meat ahead in 
retail outlets. 

Jack Kranis, president of the National 
Meat Industry Council, estimated that next 
week retail prices will drop 10 to 15 percent 
below the present level, 

Choice beef carcasses in the New York 
wholesale market were already selling at 37 
to 42 cents a pound yesterday, compared 
with 55 cents a week ago. Fowl which a 
week ago brought 50 cents a pound and 
higher were priced yesterday at 84 to 40 
cents, 

Back of the weakening in wholesale mar- 
kets was increased supply and falling values 
in the big livestock-marketing centers. 
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CHICAGO BEEF PRICES DECLINE 

On Wednesday prices on a few choice steers 
hit a record high of $26.35 a hundredweight 
in Chicago, and $26.50 at Omaha, but a de- 
cline of $1 to $1.50 was general in many 
grades of steers, cows, and heifers that pro- 
vide most of the beef the average consumer 
buys. Added to Wednesday’s drop was an- 
other decline of $2 yesterday. 

Marketings have now reached a point where 
they are top-heavy, meat men say. Orders 
coming into Chicago from the East as well 
as from local slaughterers are being canceled 
because wholesale channels are filling up 
with meat. Packing houses are having to 
adopt a “selling” attitude in dealing with 
meat buyers for some cuts of both beef and 
pork, 

Hog prices tumbled from $1 to $2.50 in 
many midwestern markets yesterday as farm- 
ers poured an endless flood of porkers to 
town. As long lines of trucks backed up at 
stockyards, pigs died in the heat waiting to 
be sold. 

This heavy volume of hog movement has 
been progressing since OPA died, and prices 
have been climbing. But now the volume is 
swamping the price rise. 

On July 1 the price of hogs in Chicago went 
up to $2 to $3.75 in one day to a top of 
$18.50, compared with the OPA ceiling of 
$14.85. Receipts rose sharply the first week 
of July, going as high as 25,000 hogs per 
day. Aside from Tuesday, the normally 
heavy marketing day for hogs, about 8,000 to 
10,000 would be an average day’s receipts at 
Chicago for this time of year. 

Wednesday about that many hogs were 
sold, with 2,000 being held over as packers 
refused to pay the price of $22, the highest 
price since 1919. Thus yesterday’s hogs com- 
ing to market joined the “backlog” of the 
day before. 

“SEMIDEMORALIZED” MARKETS 

Livestock men in Chicago say the break in 
stockyard prices will be reflected in further 
reductions in prices at the consumer level 
within the next 10 days. Wholesale prices, 
they emphasize, are already beginning to re- 
act sharply. In fact, one marketing author- 
ity says the entire hog and cattle marketing 
industry is “semidemoralized.” 

Department of Agriculture spokesmen in 
Chicago yesterday called the break in prices 
a “major” one, and said it was accompanied 
by a record Thursday movement of livestock. 

Much of the heavy movement is attributed 
to the fact that farmers, sensing a price drop 
ahead, are rushing their animals to market 
to “get the gravy while the getting is good.” 

As more beef and pork become available, 
retailers in many instances have found them- 
Selves with a superplenitude of poultry on 
their hands at falling prices. In some in- 
stances poultry has sold below the old OPA 
ceilings. One San Francisco market reports 
its poultry sales have dropped 20 percent 
since June 30. 

CONSUMERS “BALKING” AT PRICES 

In all cities there are unmistakable in- 
dications that consumers, aware of sharply 
increased supplies, have reached the “balk- 
ing” point on rising meat prices. 

Market operators everywhere report them 
more cagey.“ more “choosey,” less suscepti- 
ble to the take-it-or-leave-it sales attitude 
they bore patiently during the black-market 
era. 

In one Los Angeles market hamburger meat 
was shoved at the customers for 75 cents a 
pound The customers just walked out. And 
now that market is selling hamburger meat 
for 39 cents—and glad to get buyers. 

The fancy grades of meat bearing the super- 
fancy prices are frequently passed up. A 
Chicago butcher trying to market a two- 
person serving of sirloin steak at $1.38 found 
housewives balked at buying it. Instead they 
snapped up stew meat at 45 cents a pound. 

Some retail meat shops are doing some 
balking of their own by refusing to buy large 
amounts at exorbitant wholesale prices, One 
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big market in Washington, D. C., has delib- 
erately curbed its buying for this reason. 
The manager emphasizes his customers are 
folks of moderate income, and says he refuses 
to double prices on them. Until prices come 
down, he’s buying just enough to keep his 
customers from patronizing competitors, 


Mr. WHERRY. I also ask to have 
placed in the Recor an advertisement by 
the American Meat Institute entitled 
“Your Meat, Now.” The advertisement 
gives a rather complete report of what 
can be expected, not only today, but in 
the future, with respect to prices. 

There being no objection, the adver- 
tisement was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 3 


YOUR MEAT, NOW 


Without OPA, meat is coming back to you. 
You have probably already noticed that there 
is more meat in retail stores. The supply 
lines gradually are being filled. 

Naturally, it takes a little time for the live- 
stock and meat industry to work its way out 
of the chaos and shortages created in it by 4 
years of OPA, 

Nobody—and least of all the livestock and 
meat industry—wants this chaos and confu- 
sion brought back—and it will be brought 
back if OPA regulations ever again are im- 
posed. The chiselers, who were able to get 
enormous profits in the black market, which 
flourished under the OPA, might want regu- 
lations restored—and they undoubtedly do. 
Certainly, consumers don’t want to see empty 
meat counters again. 

As for prices generally, consumers will be 
well advised if for a while they will discrimi- 
nate in their purchases of meat by limiting 
them to those meats which are available in 
increasing quantities and at the more mod- 
erate price levels. 

Meat prices today are higher than the old 
fictional OPA ceiling prices at which very 
little meat was available to the average con- 
sumer. But they are generally considerably 
below prices which prevailed in the black 
market. 3 

We thank consumers for their patience. 
Men are at work—today and every day—all 
the way from the distant western cattle 
ranges to the retail meat counter to bring you 
more meat, and better selection of meat, just 
as quickly as possible. If the livestock and 
meat industry remains free of OPA regula- 
tions, this meat will come to you at prices 
established by the efficient operation and 
open competition upon which the American 
livestock and meat industry has been built. 

AMERICAN MEAT INSTITUTE. 

CHICAGO, ILL. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield ? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the report which 
the Senator placed in the Recorp deal 
with poultry? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. I should say 
that poultry, milk, cheese, and butter are 
dealt with in the report which I previ- 
ously placed in the RECORD. 

Mr. LANGER. I understand that poul- 
try went down 10 cents a pound in Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. The food survey 
which I placed in the Record includes 
all the principal cities of the United 
States. It is very comprehensive and I 
think very interesting. I know that it 
will be evidence which Senators will be 
glad to read. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator has 
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ing figures from the producing stand- 
point, that is from the standpoint of the 
cost of production. I should like to hear 
some figures on the situation from the 
consumers standpoint. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I spoke 
of dressed beef. The dressed-beef mar- 
ket, of course, is the wholesale market. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Yes. What about 
the retail market? 

Mr. WHERRY. The only thing I have 
is what I have just placed in the RECORD, 
which is a survey of the principal cities 
throughout the United States. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Is the trend 
downward? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; it is downward, 
and the pipe lines are filling up. Eighty- 
one carloads have come into Washington 
alone in the past week, and that pipe line 
is so full that it is impossible to take care 
of all the animals. Some must be car- 
ried over. Several of the wholesalers 
cannot dispose of all their meat. One 
wholesaler said that this is the first time 
in 3 years he will have a carry-over until 
Monday. Yesterday I placed in the REC- 
ORD several advertisements of stores in 
Philadelphia, Washington, and New 
York, and compared the prices yester- 
day with the prices of a week ago, and 
the prices of yesterday compared with 
the same day of the last week of OPA. 
If the Senator will read what I placed 
in the Recorp yesterday he will find that 
with the exception of meat, with re- 
spect to which the consumer now ab- 
sorbs the subsidy, everything in the 
produce line, including poultry, is 
cheaper than it was the last day of June. 
There was one other exception, and that 
was oranges. I went down to the mar- 
ket yesterday and spoke to one of the 
market operators and he showed me 
what he had. There were cabbages, 
beans, everything one could think of in 
great quantities. He said to me, “You 
can tell the people that everything is 
cheaper than it was the last week of 
June, with the exception of oranges.” 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. Did the Senator take 
into account the subsidy in speaking of 
the item of meat? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, Mr. President. 
That is why meat is higher. The sub- 
sidy is not now being paid, therefore the 
price of meat is higher to the consumer. 
If Senators will compare the prices which 
I gave yesterday and today with the 
prices in the last week in June, and then 
subtract the subsidy from the present 
prices, they will find that meat has actu- 
ally dropped in price. 

Mr. President, there might be some 
humor in what I am now about to pre- 
sent. I hold in my hand a newspaper 
of today’s issue which contains pictures 
which show that Nebraska is doing its 
share of the job in furnishing meat for 
the Nation. Here is a picture of a cow 
and a bull, the papa and the mama. 
The mama gave birth to quintuplets in 
Fairbury, Nebr. The five calves are go- 
ing to be shown at the State fair. If 
any Senators would like to see them, they 
can go out there and see them at Lincoln, 
Nebr., in the first week of September. 


I ask to have the article which appears 
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under the picture placed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recor, as follows: 

QUINTUPLET TIME—EI, EI, OH! 

Father Time, the Papa Dionne of the pas- 
tureland, poses proudly with Old Glory, 
who is “expecting” again. Last February Old 
Glory really unfurled herself with quintuplet 
calves, which have been named Russia, 
United States, England, China, and France. 
Dr. L. J. Smith, Fairbury, Nebr., veterinarian, 
who delivered the calves, is attempting to 
lead Russia into a special trailer for a visit 
to the State fair. Agricultural observers be- 
lieve that Old Glory may have another mul- 
tiple birth—goed news for everybody except 
the stork. He's still mumbling about that 
last trip. 


Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp following the material in- 
serted by the Senator from Nebraska a 
news dispatch from Boise, Idaho, en- 
titled “End of OPA Boosts Bridge Costs 
in Idaho 40 Percent, Says Hally.” Mr. 
T. Matt Hally is director of highways in 
Idaho. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

END OF OPA BOOSTS BRIDGE COSTS IN IDAHO 40 
PERCENT, SAYS HALLY 

Borse, July 13.—Idaho highway director 
T. Matt Hally today blamed the ending of 
OPA price controls for bids on two highway 
projects that exceeded engineers’ estimates 
by as much as 40 percent. 

Involved were two bridge projects, one for 
an 852-foot span over Snake River on the 
Burley-Paul Road, and the other for a 378- 
foot viaduct over Union ,Pacific Railroad 
tracks near Topaz, on United States Highway 
No. 30, in Bannock County. 

“It is evident that taking the lid off of 
OPA has increased material unit costs,” Hally 
said. “Any project with an appreciable 
amount of prefabricated material—such as 
steel—will cost considerably more now than 
when OPA was effective.” 

The engineer’s estimate on the Snake River 
bridge was $214,000. The low bid, submitted 
by the Hansen Construction Co., of Spokane, 
was $251,684, 

On the overpass project the engineer's esti- 
Mate was $108,000, and the low bid of $117,- 
023 was offered by the Materials Supply and 
Construction Co., of Springville, Utah. 


Mr. TAYLOR. I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
letter from the New Council of American 
Business, Inc., stating that they have 
made a survey of Washington shops, and 
that the price of meat at retail has risen, 
on the average, 96 percent, and in some 
instances as much as 159 percent, to- 
gether with an article from the Wash- 
ington Daily News of July 17, 1946. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

NEw COUNCIL oF 
AMERICAN BUSINESS, INC., 
Washington, D. C., July 17, 1946, 
Hon. GLEN H. TAYLOR, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR TAYLOR: Last week the New 
Council of American Business forwarded to 
and releásed to the press the results of a 
survey of retail meat prices in Washington 
grocery stores. It showed immediate and 
substantial increases in meat prices follow- 
ing the cessation of OPA controls. 
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We have continued our survey and have 
now covered 56 retail establishments in the 
District of Columbia, The results are even 
more startling and alarming. 

The median increase over OPA ceilings in 
the price of beef and meat (all cuts) is 96 
percent. 

The median increase over OPA ceilings in 
the price of pork (all cuts) is 67 percent. 

Price increases above the median ran as 
high as 159 percent for beef and veal. Ap- 
proximately one-half of our purchases of 
these items represented price increases rang- 
ing from 96 to 159 percent. 

Price increases for one-half of our total 
purchases of pork ranged from 67 percent to 
138 percent above ceilings. 

Our survey covered both chain stores (one- 
third of total number) and independents 
(two-thirds). Purchases were made in stores 
in all four quadrants of the District. Chain 
stores sell about 45 percent of the meat dis- 
tributed in the District. The independent 
stores showed much higher prices than the 
chains but even in the chain stores more 
than half the increases ranged between 13 
to 54 percent above OPA ceilings. 

These facts completely discredit the previ- 
ously estimated price advances made by the 
American Meat Institute. On May 1, testi- 
fying before the Senate Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, Mr. Robert Eggert, of the 
Institute, agreed with Senator BUTLER that if 
price controls on meat were removed the 
price of meat would increase not more than 
15 percent. He stated that consumers were 
then paying more in the black market than 
they would have to if meat controls were 
removed. But in surveys made on February 
27 and again on March 26 and 27 the Ameri- 
can Meat Institute’s own survey of District 
meat prices showed meat selling (illegally) 
at an average of only 19 percent over OPA 
ceilings. 

Our New Council survey this week, which 
shows beef up 96 pereent and pork up 67 
percent, certainly shows that the American 
Meat Institute misled the committee as to 
what would happen if controls were removed. 

If anyone deceives himself that these great 
increases on retail prices are abnormal and 
temporary, let him notice that Monday, July 
15, the big packers’ wholesale prices of beef 
in Chicago had risen 50 percent over OPA 
ceilings and the wholesale prices of pork had 
advanced more than 20 percent over OPA 
ceilings. These advances, it might be pointed 
out, will not reach retailers until some weeks 
from now. In other words, the worst is yet 
to come unless meat controls are restored. 

Previous to June 30, subsidies accounted 
for no more than 18 percent of the retail 
price of meat. Present increases are far above 
what could be accounted for by the re- 
moval of subsidies. Nothing illustrates more 
effectively the terrific inflationary pressures 
we are living under than what has happened 
to meat prices, 

The rise in meat prices, we point out, has 
been accompanied by a similar rise in the 
price of a wide range of other basic com- 
modities, according to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Daily Index. 

The New Council of American Business 
made its survey because, as we have previ- 
ously stated, we believe inflation and the 
inevitable collapse following will be disas- 
trous to every independent businessman in 
the country. Additionally, we are greatly 
concerned over the public resentment that 
undoubtedly will be directed against busi- 
ness as a result of uncontrolled price rises. 
American business, particularly that seg- 
ment dealing directly with the buying public, 
cannot afford to be once again the target of 
public indignation, 

We urge Congress to act now to restore 
the effectiveness of OPA. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. L. MCCARTHY, 
Executive Director, 


9429 


[From the Washington Daily News of July 
17, 1946] 
DISTRICT MEAT PRICES SOAR 159 PERCENT, NCAB 
SURVEY SHOWS 

Retail meat prices in the District have 
soared an average of 80 percent above former 
OPA ceilings and some cuts of beef have 
skyrocketed as much as 159 percent, the New 
Council of American Business said today. 

The council, which has fought to save 
OPA’s full price controls, bases its figures 
on a city-wide shopping survery conducted 
last Friday. Its agents, camouflaged as house- 
wives, canvassed 60 chain and independent 
stores, found meat in only 28 of them, and 
these price hikes: 

Boneless sirloin steak up 147 percent, 
chuck roast up 159, fresh pork belly 110, ham 
138, sirloin steak 112, rib steak 109, pork 
shoulder (sliced) 91, veal cutlets 83, pork 
chops 68, T-bone steak 55, smoked ham 63, 
ground beef 33. 

Only three stores sold below OPA ceilings, 
but two of the sales were on luncheon meat, 
the council reported, Beef averaged 88 per- 
cent above ceiling and pork 68 percent. 

The survey completely discredits estimated 
price advances ranging from 5 to 15 percent 
made by the American Meat Institute, H. L. 
McCarthy, NCAB executive director, said. 
(American Meat Institute was a major op- 
ponent of the continuance of OPA.) 

“We made this survey because, in the 
belief of the manufacturers, wholesalers and 
retailers who are NCAB members, inflation 
and the deflation that follows are disastrous 
to business as well as the public,” Mr. Mc- 
Carthy said. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Amer- 
ican Butter Institute, which affords more 
than 1,000,000 farmers a daily cash mar- 
ket for milk and cream, has written me 
a letter calling attention to what I think 
most of our people do not understand. 
When the President vetoed the OPA bill 
he took from every pound of butter a 
subsidy of 1414 cents. He stopped the 
Treasury of the United States from pay- 
ing 14% cents. 

The American Butter Institute writes 
that during the past 12 days’ experience 
the butter industry has proved beyond 
any question of doubt that prices will not 
skyrocket following the elimination of 
price control. The best estimates indi- 
cate that over the next year market 
prices for butter will average less than 
the previous OPA ceiling plus the sub- 
sidy of 1442 cents a pound. Black mar- 
kets have been eliminated, and consum- 
ers are now getting butter at prices re- 
fiecting old ceiling prices plus the sub- 
sidy. Those prices are exactly the same 
as were paid before, through price con- 
trol and taxes. 

That statement has been confirmed by 
me personally in Washington. Butter is 
now available. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks an 
editorial from the Washington Post of 
July 19 entitled “Misleading Food-Price 
Figures.” 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MISLEADING FOOD-PRICE FIGURES 


Tuesday the Post invited me to comment 
in general on some of the misleading price 
surveys which hava had wide publicity in the 
past 2 weeks. 

Wednesday there appeared on page 1 of the 
Post a price chart on which I would like to 
comment specifically, and which I believe 
deserves a complete explanation to your 
readers, 
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Charts and studies such as this are the 
most misleading and confusing of all, since 
they are based—as you correctly state—“on 
Bureau of Labor Statistics daily indexes of 
28 basic commodities.” 

This official source gives such surveys a 
ring of authenticity which leads most people 
to accept them without question, even 
though the figures themselves may not bear 
out at all the conclusions that are drawn 
from them. Your chart is an excellent case 
in point. 

“This chart,” the Post says, “indicates the 
rise in the cost of living from June 21 until 
yesterday (July 16).” 

That, I respectfully submit, is an erroneous 
and misleading conclusion. The chart shows 
no such thing and the figures on which it is 
based were not intended for that purpose. 

The BLS commodity inde:: is intended to 
show the variation in prices of 28 basic com- 
modities—and even for that purpose it is 
almost worthless in this period of transition 
from a controlled to a free economy. 

The reason why the index itself has little 
or no value at the moment is this: The prices 
on which it is based since July 1 are the 
actual prices at which these specific com- 
modities have been sold. In contrast, the 
prices on which it is based during OPA con- 
trol are fictitious ceiling prices which in 
many instances do not reflect with any meas- 
ure of accuracy the real price of the commod- 
ities. 

There are four important factors that are 
not reflected in the published prices used by 
the BLS and other agencies in compiling 
their commodity indexes during the period 
of OPA control. These are: 

(1) Black market prices (which were so 
general in many commodities that they were 
the prevailing prices); 

(2) Subsidies (which were paid by the 
Federal Government for the specific purpose 
of holding down published prices); 

(3) Quality deterioration (getting grade 
C meat, instead of grade AA, when you pay 
for AA); 

(4) Alternative buying (having to buy a 
$4.45 shirt because the $2.50 shirts you usu- 
ally buy have disappeared from the market). 

Obviously all these things added tremen- 
dously to the real cost of commodities under 
OPA, but they are ignored completely by 
BLS in its commodity index, 

Recognizing this deficiency in commodity 
indexes, the New York Journal of Commerce 
recently recalculated its own index to take 
into account two of these factors—black 
markets and subsidies. When it did so it 
found that the food index stood at 243.2 on 
June 28, instead of at 171.1 as shown in its 
“official” index—and that by July 13, with 
the index representing actual selling prices, 
it had dropped 19 points, to 214. 

Comparing the actual prices of today with 
the fictitious official price level under OPA 
is like comparing apples to pears. It may be 
an interesting pastime, but it proves abso- 
lutely nothing. 

During this period, when the Nation is in 
the throes of transition from a controlled 
economy to a free economy, it seems to me 
that there is an extra responsibility on news- 
papers and other sources of public informa- 
tion to be extremely careful in drawing con- 
clusions which may be misleading. 

I know the Post would not intentionally 
publish any misleading information, and I 
believe that if you discuss the BLS com- 
modity index thoroughly with authorities 
in that agency you will agree with me that 
a chart such as the one you used Wednes- 
day should not be used without careful ex- 
planation of exactly what it does and does 
not show. 

Harris ELLSWORTH, 
Member of Congress from Oregon. 
WASHINGTON. 
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TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to 
quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States and 
to prevent further clouding of such titles. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
joint resolution now pending before the 
Senate is designed to end an existing con- 
troversy between certain Federal officials 
and officials of the 48 States over title to 
lands underlying navigable waters lying 
wholly within the lawfully existing 
boundaries of the States. 

For a period of 161 years—1776 to 
1937—all State and all Federal officials 
had held thut title to these lands was in 
the several States and more than 50 de- 
cisions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States confirmed this holding. 
In 1937 the then Secretary of the Inte- 
rior Harold Ickes, “changed his mind,” 
departed from precedent, reversed an 
opinion which he had signed in 1933, and 
asserted a belief that these lands might 
belong to the Federal Government. 

This change of opinion by Mr. Ickes 
has caused a cloud of uncertainty upon 
the previously unquestioned title of the 
States. Removal of this cloud and the 
giving of unquestionable legal status to 
the title rule which was clearly followed 
15 161 years is the purpose of this resolu- 

on. 

Senators have before them copies of 
the very exhaustive testimony given by 
more than 50 high public officials from 
nearly every State in the Nation in sup- 
port of this joint resolution. This testi- 
mony includes statements of governors, 
mayors, city attorneys, State attorneys- 
general, officials of publicly owned ports, 
and other public officials. In addition, 
the joint resolution was given the official 
and practically unanimous backing of 
many great organizations of public offi- 
cers such as the National Institute of 
Municipal Law Officers, representing 417 
cities, the American Association of Port 
Authorities, composed of more than 50 of 
the Nation's most important harbors, the 
Governors’ Conference of the 48 States, 
and such authoritative private organiza- 
tions as the American Bar Association. 
Only one public official, Mr. Ickes, and 
three private persons who have filed 
claims on the lands here in controversy 
on Mr. Ickes’ theory of Federal owner- 
ship, appeared in opposition to the joint 
resolution. Seldom has any legislation 
before the Congress received such 
Nation-wide and such nearly unanimous 
support. But Mr. President, Mr. Ickes 
changed his mind. He so testified before 
the committee. 

As I have already stated, this legisla- 
tion is made necessary by a change of 
opinion by former Secretary of the In- 
terior Ickes. Prior to 1937, Mr. Ickes and 
all other Secretaries of the Interior had 
uniformly ruled that title to the tide and 
submerged lands affected by this resolu- 
tion belonged to the States. For ex- 
ample, on December 22, 1933, the follow- 
ing letter was written by Mr. Ickes: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, December 22, 1933. 
Mr. OLIN S. PROCTOR, 
* Long Beach, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. Procror: I have received, by 
reference from the Department of State, 
copies of your letters of October 15 and No- 
vember 22. 

As to the jurisdiction of the Federal Gov- 
ernment over lands, bordering on tidewater, 
the Supreme Court of the United States has 
held in the case of Hardin v. Jordan (140 U. S. 
$71), as follows: 

“With regard to grants of the Government 
for lands bordering on tidewater, it has been 
distinctly settled that they only extend to 
high-water mark, and that the title to the 
shore and lands under water in front of lands 
so granted inures to the State within which 
they are situated, if a State has been organ- 
ized and established there. Such title to the 
shore and lands under water is regarded as 
incidental to the sovereignty of the State— 
a portion of the royalties belonging thereto 
and held in trust for the public purposes of 
navigation and fishery—and cannot be re- 
tained or granted out to individuals by the 
United States.” 

The foregoing is a statement of the settled 
law, and therefore no rights can be granted to 
you either under the leasing act of February 
25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437), or under any other 
public-land law to the bed of the Pacific 
Ocean either within or without the 3-mile 
limit. Title to the soil under the ocean 
within the 3-mile limit is in the State of 
California, and the land may not be appro- 
priated except by authority of the State. A 
permit would be necessary to be obtained 
from the War Department as a prerequisite to 
the maintenance of structures in the navi- 
gable waters of the United States, but such 
a permit would not confer any rights to the 
ocean bed. I find no authority of law under 
which any right can be granted to you to es- 
tablish your proposed structures in the ocean 
outside the 3-mile limit of the jurisdiction of 
the State of California, nor am I advised that 
any other branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment has such authority. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harotp L. ICKES, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


In his testimony on the instant resolu- 
tion Mr. Ickes said in part of the applica- 
tions similar to that of Mr. Proctor: 

Until 1937, these applications were denied 
by the Commissioner of the General Land 
Office and, in those cases where appeals were 
taken to the Department, his decisions were 
affirmed * * * but applicants and their 
lawyers continued to insist that the United 
States does own the land and the oil and that 
the department does have the power to grant 
them oil and gas leases. So we began to have 
doubts * * * consequently, since 1937, 
action on all of these applications, of which 
there are about 200, has been suspended 
pending a judicial determination, 


There in his own words is the situation 
which has made this joint resolution nec- 
essary. Applicants for oil leases “and 
their lawyers” caused Mr. Ickes to decide 
that the “settled law” of 1933 had 
changed by 1937. This resolution makes 
it certain that the “settled law” will be 
followed in the future and that it will not 
be unsettled by the arguments of private 
claimants and their lawyers to some fu- 
ture Secretary of the Interior. 

Legally unassailable real-estate titles 
are one of the keystones of our Nation’s 
economy. The greatest of care is taken 
in removing all possible clouds to real- 
estate titles by careful record searches 
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in every real-estate transfer. Certainty 
in real-estate title law is absolutely es- 
sential, for any change in basic legal 
rules would be disastrous. For example, 
all of the 48 States have sold at least 
some of the land which is affected by 
this joint resolution to private persons. 
Those persons, thinking they had a title 
based on settled law, have erected 
homes, businesses, and other improve- 
ments on this land. Cities have con- 
structed harbors, parks, and other pub- 
lic improvements on such land granted 
to them by the States. The committee 
report refers to oil, gravel, coal, oyster, 
shrimp, sulfur, and other industries 
now conducted on these lands. In all, 
billions of dollars have been invested by 
States, cities, and private persons in the 
belief that under what Mr. Ickes called 
the settled law their investment was 
safe because their title was legally un- 
questionable. Now this title is clouded 
by Mr. Ickes’ departure from the settled 
law, and the only way that cloud can be 
removed from the title is by the passage 
of this joint resolution. 

Reference to this joint resolution as 
the only way, brings me to the pending 
Supreme Court case. 

THE SUPREME COURT CASE 


This suit was filed in October 1945 
after the House of Representatives 
passed the joint resolution now before 
the Senate on September 20, 1945. This 
case is No. 55 in a long series of cases 
before the Supreme Court in which the 
the question of title to these tidal and 
submerged lands has been involved. 
The decisions in the first 54 cases are 
unanimous in their holding that title to 
these lands is in the States. There is 
not the slightest reason to anticipate 
that a different decision will be made 
in the fifty-fifth case. 

Some say, “Why not wait and let the 
Supreme Court decide this controversy 
by its decision in this fifty-fifth case?” 
I say that the fifty-fifth case will not end 
this controversy, any more than the 
second, the thirteenth, the thirty-fifth, 
the fifty-third, or the fifty-fourth did. 
Nor will the ninety-ninth Supreme 
Court case end the controversy, for every 
case can develop some slight little factual 
or legal point not considered in one of 
the preceding cases. As I have already 
said, this joint resolution is, in fact, 
the only way by which this controversy 
can be ended forever. The passage of 
this one joint resolution will end all 
such cases for all time. It is the only 
method whereby that result can be 

achieved. 

I know that on June 10, 1946, the Su- 
preme Court set the pending case down 
for argument on the pleadings next 
fall. Did you know, however, Mr. Pres- 
ident, that it has taken the Supreme 
Court an average of 9 years to decide 
cases such as this one, in which its 
original jurisdiction has been invoked? 
Since the pleadings in this case alone 
cover hundreds of pages and the case in- 
volves thousands of parcels of land, it 
is wholly reasonable to believe that the 
Supreme Court. will render a final de- 
cision in less than its average of 9 years. 
It is certainly unjust to the States, cities, 
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and private persons who have. spent 
billions of dollars on the lands here in 
question, to make them endure such a 
long period of uncertainty just because 
a former Secretary of the Interior 
changed his mind and now has some 
doubts, as he states it, as to their title. 
Even that former Secretary of the In- 
terior does not claim he has any defi- 
nite and unquestionable legal rules for 
changing what he previously had called 
“the settled law.” 

To those who-say we should await the 
result of the pending Supreme Court 
case, let me point, out that never before 
has either branch of the Congress de- 
cided that all a Federal official need to 
do to stop congressional action is to file 
a lawsuit involving a subject upon which 
congressional action is pending. If 
such a rule were followed, some official 
of one of the hundreds of Federal agen- 
cies would certainly start a lawsuit every 
time the Congress considered legislation 
to which that official was opposed be- 
cause it would lessen his powers, or for 
other reasons. To illustrate such a pro- 
posed rule for stopping congressional 
action is to demonstrate its utter ab- 
surdity. As the committee report points 
out, the Congress has on many, many 
occasions changed laws while cases were 
pending in the Supreme Court; and that 
Court, at an early date, in an opinion 
by the great Chief Justice Marshall, 
stated that where such “a law intervenes 
and positively changes the rule which 
governs, the law must be obeyed.” No 
question of impropriety has ever been 
raised before when the Congress changed 
legislation to divest the courts of juris- 
diction over other questions, and none 
can properly be raised here. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Swirt in the chair). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Gurney Myers 
Andrews Hart O'Daniel 
Austin Hawkes Overton 
Ball Hayden Pepper 
Barkley Hill Radcliffe 
Bilbo Hoey Reed 
Brewster Huffman Revercomb 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Byrd Johnston, S. C. Shipstead 
Capehart Knowland Smith 
Capper La Follette Stanfill 
Carville Langer Swift 
Chavez McCarran” Taft 
Connally McClellan Taylor 
Cordon McKellar 

Donnell McMahon Tunnell 
Downey Magnuson Vandenberg 
Eastland Maybank Wagner 
Ferguson Mead Walsh 
Pulbright Wherry 
George Mitchell White 
Gerry Moore * Wiley 
Gossett Morse 

Green Murdock Young 
Guffey Murray 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy- 
four Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
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the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5508) to au- 
thorize the return of the Grand River 
Dam project. to the Grand River Dam 
Authority and the adjustment and set- 
tlement. of accounts between the Au- 
thority and the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4590) to authorize the use by in- 
dustry of silver held or owned by the 
United States. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 6885) making appropriations to 
supply deficiencies in certain appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1946, and for prior fiscal years, to pro- 
vide supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, to pro- 
vide appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, and for other pur- 
poses; that the House receded from its 
disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 51, 60, 63, 64, 
77, 119, 120, and 121 to the bill, and 
concurred therein; and that the House 
receded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 33, 
34, 46, 5244, 62, 69, 81, and 86 to the bill, 
and concurred therein, severally with an 
amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 


ANDRE DACHARRY—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


Mr. WHERRY submitted the following 
report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
2192) for the relief of Andre Dacharry, hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by the 
Senate, to wit, 67,923.44“, insert “$9,923.44”; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Managers on the Part of the Senate, 
J. M. Comes, 
JOEN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
The report was agreed to. 
LEGAL GUARDIAN OF JAMES THOMPSON, 
A MINOR—CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. WHERRY submitted the follow- 
ing report: 
The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 


amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 


3543) for the relief of the legal guardian of 
James Thompson, a minor, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec- 
ommend and do recommend to their respec- 
tive Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment, as follows: On line 6, 
page 1, strike out the figures “$1,118.75”, and 
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in lieu thereof insert “$118.75”; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the bill, and agree to the same. 

ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


J. M. COMBS, 
W. A. PITTENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 


THIRD DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS— 
5 CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. McKELLAR submitted the fol- 
lowing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
6885) making appropriations to supply defi- 
ciencies in certain appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, and for prior 
fiscal years, to provide supplemental appro- 
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1946, to provide appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1947, and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free confer- 
ence, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 24, 35, 56, 65, 74, 78, 79, 
and 83. ' 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 
31, 32, 36, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 49, 50, 52, 
53, 54, 58, 59, 61, 66, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, 75, 
76, 80, 82, 84, 85, 87, 88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 
96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 
107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 
116, 117, and 118; and agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 23: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
At the end of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, and before the period, insert the 
following: “, one-half of such amount to be 
disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate and 
one-half by the Clerk of the House; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and in- 
serted by said amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “or refuses in the determination of the 
Secretary of State”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 37: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 37, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed insert ‘$75,000,- 
000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 38: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 38, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: “: Provided fur- 
ther, That no part of the funds appropriated 
in this paragraph shall be used to pay the 
salary of any person engaged in preparing or 
disseminating general propaganda in support 
of price control”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. x 

Amendment numbered 39: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$325,000”; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Amendment numbered 48: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 48, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment; amended to read as follows: 
“That no payment shall be made under the 
provisions of such title of such Act to any 
person whom the Commission is convinced 
collaborated with the enemy or committed 
any act involving disloyalty to the United 
States or the Commonwealth of the Philip- 
pines; Provided further,“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 55, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: 

“DAY CARE CENTERS 

“For all expenses necessary for the estab- 
lishment, maintenance, and operation of a 
system of nurseries and nursery schools for 
the day care of children of school or under 
school age, including personal services, as 
authorized by Public Law 514, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946, fiscal year 
1947, $250,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 57: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 57, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$55,000”; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 89: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 89, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 

“Public Roads Administration: Access 
roads, $320,596.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in 
disagreement amendments numbered 33, 34, 
46, 51, 5214, 60, 62, 63, 64, 69, 77, 81, 86, 119, 
120, and 121. 

KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
CARL HAYDEN, 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
JOHN H. OVERTON, 
C. WAYLAND BROOKS, 
CHAN GURNEY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
Louis C. RABAUT, 
W. F. NORRELL, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
JOHN TABER, 
EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
should like to inquire as to the disposi- 
tion of the amendment which we dis- 
cussed at some length in the Senate, and 
which was adopted by an overwhelming 
vote of the Senate, I believe 45 to 10, 
dealing with the matter of dehydration 
of potatoes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The House abso- 
lutely declined to agree to the amend- 
ment. ° 

Mr. BREWSTER. How long was the 
matter under discussion? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was under dis- 
cussion probably longer than any other 
amendment about which we were in dis- 
agreement. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I may say I pur- 
sued this matter as diligently as I could 
with my colleagues in the House. I 
think the amendment was agreed to in 
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the Senate in the afternoon, and the 
next morning when I got around I 
found that the matter was reported in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as all settled. 
So that I had some qualms as to how 
long the matter had been discussed or 
debated. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not recall how 
long it was debated. The amendment 
numbered 62 related to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. It was moved to 
insert in lieu of the Senate amendment 
the following: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to purchase surplus potatoes (in- 
cluding sweetpotatoes) produced during the 
year 1946 and to process and sell such po- 
tatoes to any foreign country, and upon 
requisition, to the Army and to the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Adminis- 
tration for the relief of hungry people. 


I will ask any members of the con- 
ference now on the floor if that amend- 
ment was not discussed about as long 
as any other amendment? 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield, I think the only change 
in the Senate version is that the con- 
ference report. would not permit the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to give 
the dehydrated potatoes away. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is correct. 

Mr. BALL. They would have to sell 
them. r 

Mr. McKELLAR. The conferees 
struck out the words “to give or other- 
wise dispose of such potatoes to any 
foreign country,” and inserted the words 
“to sell.” 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the word 
“sell” was in already. We had that in, 


` but as I recall the 2 hours’ rather heated 


debate, it revolved entirely about the 
right to give, and the Senator from Min- 
nesota was suddenly, apparently, rather 
diligent in defending the Treasury, and 
that is what he opposed, 

Mr. BALL. The defense of the Treas- 
ury by the Senator from Minnesota is 
not a sudden change of attitude. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I hope the Senator 
will excuse me if I did him an injustice. 

Will either of the learned Senators who 
dealt with this particular brain child of 
the Senator from Oregon advise us 
whether the amendment as now pre- 
sented to us in any way extends the 
existing power of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, or whether this is merely 
dressed up to make us feel good? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation has the right to take 
action. 

Mr. BREWSTER. But do they not 
have the right to do so without the 
amendment? Has not the Commodity 
Credit Corporation the right, in fact, are 
they not obligated, to acquire potatoes? 
They certainly have the right to dispose 
of them, so they certainly must process 
them. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. They prbably would 
not do it unless they were directed by the 
Congress, specifically authorized by the 
Congress. The Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. Ovxnroxl was present at the con- 
ference, and I am sure he voted for the 
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amendment as it was adopted, and can 
tell what happened in the conference. 

Mr. OVERTON. I advocated the Sen- 
ate amendment which was adopted, but 
we finally had to yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There was nothing 
else to do. Both sides cannot have their 
way in a conference. We have to make 
concessions in order to get anything 
through. 

I call the attention of Senators to what 
was known as the silver amendment to 
the Post Office and Treasury appropria- 
tion bill. That caused a delay of about 
two or two and a half months, asI recall. 
I am corrected by the Senator from 
Nevada, who sits near me, who says the 
disagreement’ started on February 14. 
Anyway, that amendment has been under 
constant discussion ever since, and has 
been settled only in the last few minutes, 
and even after it is settled, we have not 
gotten back from the House the confer- 
ence report striking the amendment out 
of an appropriation bill and leaving it 
in a legislative bill. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee does not wish to 
imply that silver is more important than 
potatoes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The committee 
gave 3 months to silver, and have given 
us only 3 minutes on potatoes, 

Mr. McKELLAR. We can eat pota- 
toes and we cannot eat silver, so pota- 
toes are very much more important. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It seemed to me, 
from a reading of the amendment, that 
it meant exactly nothing at all, that it 
did not extend in any way the powers 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It virtually au- 
thorized the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion specifically, and if it has any respect 
for the will of Congress, it will undertake 
to sell the potatoes. 

Mr. BREWSTER. As a matter of in- 
terpretation, the instructions are that 
they can now process and sell? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me read again 
the agreement of the conferees: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
Jaw, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to purchase surplus potatoes (in- 
cluding sweetpotatoes) produced during the 
year 1946 and to process and sell such po- 
tatoes to any foreign country, and, upon 
requisition— 


It will be noted that those words were 
inserted by the conferees— 
‘and, upon requisition, to the Army and to 
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration for the relief of hungry 
people. 


Really the only change that was made 
was that dehydrated potatoes are not 
directed to be given away. 

Mr. BREWSTER. There are two 
things involved. What is the meaning 
or significance of the word “requisition’’? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They must ask for 
them. The United States Relief and Re- 
habilitation Administration or the Army 
must make a request for the dehydrated 
potatoes. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
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Mr. OVERTON. While I advocated 
the amendment as adopted by the Sen- 
ate, actuated to some extent by the fact 
that my amendment as to sweetpotatoes, 
in which the people of Louisiana are in- 
terested, was inserted, I finally yielded, 
along with the other Senate conferees. 
By the way, I think this amendment was 
discussed at probably greater length 
than any other amendment. The Com- 
modity Credit Corporation is authorized 
to process and to sell potatoes. There 
is no limit, as I understand, in existing 
law or the conference report, as to the 
price they may ask. They may sell them 
at a cent a bushel, 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think that is 
highly important. I was just going to 
ask the Senator from Tennessee, who I 
hope will corroborate the understanding 
and interpretation of the Senator from 
Louisiana, as to the significance of the 
action. 

Mr. OVERTON. I have not had time 
to investigate and determine whether 
my recollection is correct, but it is my 
understanding that there is no limit, 
either in existing law or the conference 
report, certainly there is not in the 
amendment we are discussing, as to the 
price at which the Commodity Credit 
Corporation may sell the potatoes. 

Mr. M That is my under- 
standing. 

Mr. BREWSTER. So that the two 
Senators who have been particularly con- 
cerned, and I trust others will indicate 
their dissent if they do not agree, state 
that this does not circumscribe in any 
way the authority of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to sell, that it merely 
prescribes that they must sell for some 
price, but it does not mean they must 
get either cost or profit, that they can 
sell for anything they feel is reasonably 
practical. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is nothing 
said here about it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would the Senator 
concur with the interpretation of the 
Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Offhand, I certainly 
would. : 

Mr. President, I move the adoption of 
the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Chair lay before the Senate 
the message from the House showing its 
action on certain Senate amendments to 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action 
on certain amendments of the Senate to 
House bill 6885, which was read, as 
follows: 

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. S., 
July 19, 1946. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Sen- 
ate numbered 51, 60, 63, 64, 77, 119, 120, and 
121 to the bill (H. R. 6885) making appro- 
priations to supply deficiencies in certain 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1946, and for prior fiscal years, to 
provide supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, to provide 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, and for other purposes, and 
concur therein; 
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That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 33 
to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment insert: “With- 
out any deletions or modifications by cen- 
sorship of their reports dealing with such 
subjects: Provided, That none of the funds 
herein appropriated shall be used for the 
transportation, delivery, or distribution of 
any supplies, commodities; or equipment to 
or for any recipient country until the Di- 
rector General of the United Nations Relief 
and Rehabilitation Administration has ad- 
vised the Secretary of State that such coun- 
try has arranged for the prompt distribution 
of such supplies, commodities, and equip- 
ment.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 
34 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat- 
ter inserted by said amendment insert: 


“SURPLUS PROPERTY, CARE, AND HANDLING 


“Surplus property, care, and handling: 
That current naval and military appropria- 
tions shall be available for the care and han- 
dling of property wherever situated declared 
surplus to disposal agencies pending reim- 
bursement for such expenses by such dis- 
posal agencies or in consequence of supple- 
mental appropriations hereafter made di- 
rectly to the owning agencies, any law to the 
contrary notwithstanding: Provided, That 
reimbursement shall not be made for pay 
and allowances and subsistence of military 
and naval personnel within the numbers 
appropriated for heretofore.” : 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 
46 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the amount 
named in line 12, of said Senate engrossed 
amendment insert: “$75,000,000"; and in 
leu of the amount named in line 14 of 
said Senate engrossed amendment insert 
“$3,000,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 
5214 to said bill and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
amount named in said amendment insert 
“$4,000,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 62 
to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment insert. 


“COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to purchase surplus potatoes 
(including sweetpotatoes) produced during 
the year 1946 and to process and sell such 
potatoes to any foreign country, and, upon 
requisition, to the Army and the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Adminis- 
tration for the relief of hungry people.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 69 to said bill and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: In Heu of the 
amount named in line 9 of said amendment 
insert “$806,260”; in lieu of the amount 
named in line 10 of said amendment insert 
“$878,840”; and in lieu of the amount named 
in line 11 of said amendment insert “$1,- 
684,470.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 81 to said bill and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: Restore the mat- 
ter stricken out by said amendment, amend- 
ed to read as follows: “, nor shall any part 
of this appropriation be available for ex- 
panding any public-works projects author- 
ized by law to be replaced or rehabilitated 
beyond such as may be justified by sound 
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engineering practice and which can be ac- 
complished within the amount authorized 
to be appropriated.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 86 to said bill and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: In lines 11 and 12 
of the matter inserted by said Senate en- 
grossed amendment strike out “(left either 
of such academies without completing the 
prescribed course)” and insert “were sepa- 
rated from either academy because of physi- 
cal disability.” 


Mr. McKELLAR. I move that the 
Senate concur in the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 33, 34, 46, 52%, 62, 69, 81, 
and 86. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to 
quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States and 
to prevent further clouding of such titles. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an inquiry in respect 
to the argument now in progress? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I observe on page 3 of 
the report of the Committee on the Judi- 

' ciary this language: 

In 54 decisions, over a period of 100 years, 
the Supreme Court of the United States has 
held that the ownership of lands beneath 
navigible waters lies in the States and in 
those to whom the States have granted them, 


Later upon the same page I observe 
this language: 

And, likewise, it has been decided that 
lands underlying the bordering oceans within 
the 3-mile limit belong to the States within 
their respect boundaries, 


Citing the case of Martin v. Waddell 
(41 U. S. 366, at p. 410). 

The question I desire to ask the Sen- 
ator is whether or not the Supreme Court 
has made any distinction between the 
ownership by a State of land underlying 
tidal waters within the territorial limits 
of the State and the ownership by a 
State of lands within the 3-mile limit, 
we will say, in coastal waters, as for 
illustration; the ocean adjoining the 
Western States? 

Mr. McCARRAN. My reading of the 
fifty-odd decisions causes me to say that 
the Supreme Court has made no distinc- 
tion between the inland waters, as they 
choose to term them, and the tidelands 
outside. May I read to the Senator from 
the case of Martin against Waddell, the 
case he cited at page 410: 

For when the Revolution took place, the 
people of each State became themselves sov- 
ereign; and in that character hold the abso- 
lute right to all their navigable waters and 
the soils under them for their own common 
use, subject only to the rights since sur- 
rendered by the Constitution to the general 
government, 


Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 
I have the decision before me, and ob- 
serve the language which the Senator 
has just read. May I ask one further 
question? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. I wish first to read 
from another decision, United States v. 
Oregon (295 U. S. 1), at page 6, as fol- 
lows: 

Decision of the principal issues raised by 
the pleadings and proof turns on the ques- 
tion whether the area involved underlay 
navigable waters at the time of the admission 
of Oregon to statehood. If the waters were 
navigable in fact, title passed to the State 
upon her admission to the Union. 


Citing a number of cases. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I ask the Sen- 
ator this further question, please? In 
45 Corpus Juris, at page 540, occurs this 
language: 

Unquestionably it is true that within its 
territorial limits a State owns the land 
underlying tidal waters, including the sea- 
shore and the land under a stream or river 
insofar as the tide ebbs and flows, and its 
ownerships extends to high-water mark, 
except in some jurisdictions where it extends 
only to low-water mark. 


I observe further on page 8 of the 
report of the committee, in support of 
the proposition, as I understand it, that— 

Coastal waters—the so-called marginal 
sea—were at common law known as tide- 
waters. Land beneath such coastal waters— 
including bays—are governed by the same 
rule as those beneath navigable river waters. 


Below that is cited this observation by 
the Supreme Court: 

Whatever soil below low-water mark is 
the subject of exclusive property and owner- 
ship, belongs to the State on whose maritime 
border, and within whose territory it lies, 
subject to any lawful grants of that soil by 
the State, or the sovereign power which gov- 
erned its territory before the Declaration of 
Independence. 


That language, Mr. President, “within 
whose territory it lies,” and the language 
of Corpus Juris “within its territorial 
limits” caused me to ask the Senator 
whether there is any distinction, as for 
illustration between a case in which there 
is tidewater within the borders of a State, 
and the coast, on which the State, as for 
illustration California, is bordered by the 
ocean itself. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I may say in that 
regard that I think the Senator will find 
that the term “territorial limits” not only 
embraces waters within the territory, 
such as inlets, bays, and the like, but also 
is used to comprehend the limits claimed 
by the State, which in the case of the 
State of California is 3 miles, in the case 
of the State of Texas is 10 miles, and in 
the case of Louisiana has another dimen- 
sion. But the term used in Corpus Juris 
from which I think the Senator read, in 
my opinion, embraces that territory as 
well as the inlets. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 
The same thought had occurred to me, 
as to whether “territorial limits,” as used 
in Corpus Juris from which I read, pos- 
sibly does include the 3-mile limit into 
the ocean. It was, however, with the 
view of clearing up any doubt in my mind, 
knowing the Senator’s great familiarity 
with the subject, that I asked him wheth- 
er the Supreme Court had made any dis- 
tinction between tidal waters within, 
strictly speaking, the borders of a State, 
and coastal waters, such as those of the 
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State of California, which borders upon 
the ocean itself. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let us take a State 
which claims jurisdiction to the space 3 
miles out into the ocean. Let us suppose 
a crime is committed within the 3-mile 
limit, that is, within the territorial limits 
of the State, and that crime is triable 
and punishable by the laws of the State, 
whereas if it is committed beyond the 
3-mile limit, it is regarded as having 
been committed on the high seas, and 
then the question of the jurisdiction, 
other than State jurisdiction, arises. 

Mr. DONNELL, I regard that as a very 
apt illustration, and I thank the Senator 
for his courtesy in responding. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
finally, if the Supreme Court were in this 
fifty-fifth case to reverse its decisions in 
the other 54 cases, the result would, as 
found by the committee, “be so catas- 
trophic to the economy of the country 
resulting from the overthrow of long- 
established rules of property, that the 
Congress would as a matter of equity be 
forced to enact legislation having an ob- 
ject similar to that of House Joint Reso- 
lution 225.” 

The assertion has also been that the 
oil produced in the coastal States ought 
to belong to the people of all the States, 
rather than merely to those favored 
States which happen to have oil within 
their boundaries. 

The speciousness of this argument is 
obvious when we consider that many 
States obtain products of great value 
other than oil from their submerged 
lands. If the Federal Government is en- 
titled to take the oil produced in Texas, 
Louisiana, and California merely because 
some other States do not have oil, then 
the Federal Government should also take 
the oysters from the beds of Chesapeake 
Bay, the gas from under Lake Erie, the 
iron ore from beneath the Minnesota 
lakes, and the coal from under the rivers 
of Pennsylvania and West Virginia, and 
divide these products up among States 
which do not produce oysters, gas, coal, 
or iron. The argument refutes itself, 

In the committee report Senators will 
find a summary of the history motivat- 
ing this resolution, a short statement of 
the types of businesses and public proj- 
ects, besides homes, affected by the reso- 
lution, a review of the 54 decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States re- 
ferred to above, reasons why the pending 
litigation should not abate the resolu- 
tion, and a reprint of an opinion by Dean 
Borchard, of Yale, an outstanding au- 
thority on constitutional law, to the 
O'Mahoney committee on title to sub- 
merged lands beyond, but contiguous to, 
the marginal sea. - 

I commend this report to the Senate, 
and will not restate its detailed findings 
on these subjects. 

We are dealing here with titles to real 
estate. Everyone knows that a claim by 
an important Federal official, even 
though wholly unfounded, is sufficient to 
create a cloud upon those titles. The 
purpose of this legislation is to remove 
that cloud. The resolution accomplishes 
this by the simplest and most appropri- 
ate method, namely, by a release and 


1946 


quitclaim. It was the conclusion of the 
House Judiciary Committee and also of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee that this 
quitclaim releases no property and no 
property interest to which the United 
States has any legitimate claim, either 
morally or legally. 

In this measure Congress has before it 
the question whether officials of the 
United States shall be permitted to as- 
sert wholly unprecedented claims to 
property of enormous value which has 
always been held by the States. This is 
a basic question of policy involving vital 
relation between the States and Federal 
Government. Congress represents both 
the people of the Nation as a whole and 
the States as States. It is, therefore, 
peculiarly appropriate that this ques- 
tion should be settled once and for all 
by the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. President, I have about concluded 
the opening presentation. At the close 
of the argument I shall go into the de- 
cisions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States which I believe to be in 
direct point on the question here in- 
volved. I wish, however, to deal for a 
moment with the history of this legisla- 
tion. 

This legislation was first taken up by 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives. At that time 
a joint resolution was also pending before 
the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 
I called upon the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary of the House and 
asked him if it would be agreeable to him 
to have a number of members of the Ju- 
diciary Committee of the Senate attend 
the House hearings, with the idea of per- 
haps saving time and expense. He was 
very agreeable to the suggestion. The 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH] 
and one or two other Senators in addi- 
tion to myself attended some of those 
hearings. We listened to the attorntys 
general present their case before the 
Judiciary Committee of the House. Then 
when the House had acted on the joint 
resolution and had passed it, I brought 
it before the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the Senate. The subcommittee had 
presented to it the printed reports of the 
hearings conducted by the House Com- 
mittee; and after studying those reports 
the subcommittee held meetings and con- 
cluded to report the measure favorably to 
the full committee. 

On the day on which the full commit- 
tee was about to consider the joint reso- 
lution which had been reported favor- 
ably by the subcommittee I received a 
cablegram from Mr. Ickes, the then Sec- 
retary of the Interior, from London, re- 
questing that no action be taken by the 
Senate committee until he had had an 
opportunity to be heard. Mind you, 
hearings had been held at length in the 
House before the Judiciary Committee. 
A voluminous record was made over 
there; but Mr. Ickes did not appear be- 
fore the House committee. On the re- 
ceipt of this cablegram from London I 
laid the matter before the Judiciary 
Committee and requested the committee 
to approve a delay in action until Mr. 
Ickes could be heard. I then set a date 
for the hearings, and made those hear- 
ings public so that others might be heard 
on the same day or the days following. 
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Those hearings were held before the 
entire committee rather than before a 
subcommittee. Not very many members 
of the committee attended, but some at- 
tended very regularly. As I recall, the 

hearings continued for about 3 days, 
Mr. Ickes was the first witness to appear. 
He was present with the members of his 
office force, and presented his statement, 
and then departed from the committee. 


Others were heard following him, and’ 


the hearings are now printed and avail- 
able to every Member of the Senate. 

At that time the attention of the com- 
mittee was called, as the attention of the 
House committee had been called, to 
various decisions by the Supreme Court 
of the United States, the action of forty- 
odd attorneys general of the various 
States, the action of various civic bodies, 
cities, and so forth. Following that, and 
after the hearings were printed, the com- 
mittee met and voted to report the joint 
resolution favorably to the Senate. 

It has been stated that it might be an 
act of discourtesy on the part of the 
Senate to pass upon this question while 
it is pending before the Supreme Court. 
I can see no element of discourtesy in 
such action. The Congress of the United 
States has its sworn duty to take care 
of matters which involve policy. It is not 
the function of the Supreme Court to 
establish policy. In the fifty-odd cases 
which the Supreme Court has had before 
it, in which it has passed upon the ques- 
tion presented, at no time did it attempt 
to go beyond the bounds of the questions 
presented. Every decision looked toward 
the very thing which the Committee on 
the Judiciary now believes, and which the 
House of Representatives now believes, 
should be established as the policy of this 
country, namely, that the cloud should 
be removed from the title. As I say, that 
cloud was placed on the title to these 
lands by one or two individuals, namely, 
Mr. Ickes and one or two others. The 
cloud has no business there whatever. 

The argument is made that oil beneath 
the tidal lands should be conserved by 
the Federal Government, but Mr. Ickes, 
then Secretary of the Interior, had been 
receiving, and there are now on file, 
many claims for the use of these lands to 
extract oil. After he had changed his 
mind Mr. Ickes kept those claims on file. 

Let me go further. I am not exactly 
certain as to the date when Mr. Ickes’ 
change of mind took place, but about 
that time there was formed a corpora- 
tion known as the Underseas Oil Corp., 
based on a claim filed with Mr. Ickes as 
Secretary of Interior, to lands beneath 
the waters of the ocean in the vicinity of 
Long Beach, Calif. Based solely and ex- 
clusively upon the fact that an applica- 
tion had been filed with the Secretary 
bf the Interior, Mr. Ickes, hundreds of 
thousands of shares of the stock of that 
corporation have been sold to innocent 
parties all over the country, much of it in 
violation of the blue-sky laws of the re- 
spective States. So when it comes to con- 
serving oil, that does not seem to me to be 
an act of conservation. The claims filed 
by individuals were retained by Mr. Ickes 
in his office, and not rejected, as other 
claims prior to that time had been re- 
jected by him and by others, on the legal 
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basis that the lands belonged to the re- 
spective sovereign States, and that such 
permits could not be granted. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. OVERTON. In reference to the 
argument made by the able Senator from 
Nevada as to the propriety of legislating 
when the Supreme Court of the United 
States has under consideration a con- 
troversy bearing on the same subject 
matter, let me ask the able Senator 
whether he agrees with me in respect to 
these two points: 

First, that a decision by the United 
States Supreme Court in the California 
case would not necessarily be decisive of 
all other cases. It would not be de- 
cisive, for example, of the rights of the 
State of Texas or of the State of Loui- 
siana with respect to tidewater lands. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Most certainly not, 
because involved in the California case 
may be one phase of the question which 
is peculiar to California. In the case of 
Louisiana there may be another phase of 
the question entirely peculiar to Loui- 
siana. The State of Texas claims title 
to lands 10 miles out into the Gulf. It 
not only claims it, but in my judgment 
has it by virtue of treaty arrangements 
and by virtue of recognition by the Fed- 
eral Government itself. 

Other questions may arise. So the 
California case would decide not all the 
rights of the State of California; not all 
the rights of the Federal Government in 
waters adjacent to the State of Cali- 
fornia; but only the question with respect 
to the lands involved in southern Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, my 
second question is this: If the Congress, 
in the exercise of its authority to legis- 
late on this subject, should enact the 
proposed law, would it prevent future 
controversies insofar as the provisions 
of the proposed law might apply? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It will decide the 
question for all States for all time. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think the able and 
distinguished Senator from Nevada will 
agree that should there be an adverse 
decision in the California case affecting 
the sovereignty of the States over the 
tidelands, which sovereignty has been 
exercised ever since California's admit- 
tance to statehood, such a decision would 
furnish a precedent upon which the Fed- 
eral Government could seize tidelands 
under navigable streams in every State 
of the Union. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I will go further 
than that. I do not think this statement 
can be successfully contradicted: If a 
decision of that kind were to be rendered, 
the port of New York and the berths in 
which ships are harbored while in the 
port of New York would be involved. 
Every other port in the country would 
be involved. The right to ownership of 
lands under navigable streams would be 
involved. San Francisco Bay and every- 
thing pertaining to it would be involved. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I am interested in the 
observation the Senator from Nevada 
has just made, namely, that this pro- 
ceeding—I refer to the case now pend- 
ing in the Supreme Court—unquestion- 
ably had its genesis in the desire of 
members of the executive branch of the 
Government to control whatever oil de- 
posits may lie below the surface of the 
Sea, within the established territorial 
limits of the State of California. That 
seems to be the main basis of all argu- 
ment which I have heard in support of 
the claims which have been made to 
those areas. 

In that connection, I call attention to 
the fact that we now have on our statute 
books legislation which was enacted for 
the purpose of permitting exploration of 
the public domain to be made by private 
individuals within the United States, for 
the very purpose of discovering new oil 
lands, and giving to those who might 
discover such new oil lands special con- 
sideration insofar as their discovery work 
was concerned, special consideration in 
connection with their producing oil, and 
special consideration thereafter — the 
point being that the Congress has en- 
deavored to secure action from the citi- 
zens of the United States looking toward 
the discovery and production of oil on 
the public lands of the United States. 

As I view the matter, the only value 
which could come to the United States if 
the United States Government did, in 
fact, have title to the lands in question, 
would be a small oil royalty. Otherwise, 
those lands would be exploited like other 
lands. So if we are looking at this mat- 
ter, not from the legal standpoint, not 
from the broad national standpoint, but 
solely from the standpoint of the mate- 
rial interest of the States, forgetting the 
equities involved, the matter is so small 
as to be inconsequential. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, let 
me say in that regard that it was de- 
veloped in the hearings—and to my mind, 
this matter is not of vital importance— 
that the royalties exacted by the State 
of California were much greater and 
much higher than the royalties exacted 
by the Federal Government. So, Mr. 
President, if a comparison of that kind 
amounts to anything, the argument is 
against the Federal Government. How- 
ever, I do not think it is vital, at all. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will further yield to me, I should 
like to obserye that if an investigation 
were made into the facts, I suspect we 
might find that the income tax which is 
exacted as the result of the production 
of oilin that area is far greater in amount 
than any equity or interest which the 
Government could possibly have. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, at 
this point I wish to dwell just a little more 
on one phase of this question. The two 
persons who testified before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee in opposition to 
House Joint Resolutiort 225 were Mr. E. J. 
Preston and Mr. Robert E. Lee Jordan, 
Jr., in addition to an attorney named 
Orin Demotte Walker, who appeared on 
behalf of Mr. Jordan. With the single 
exception of Mr. Ickes, those persons 


were the only ones who appeared before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee in oppo- 
sition to House Joint Resolution 225. 
The interest of each of them in the mat- 
ter is as follows: 

On June 26, 1937, Mr. E. J. Preston 
filed an application with the Department 
of the Interior for a Federal oil and gas 
lease, describing an area of submerged 
lands off the coast of California at Hunt- 


‘ington Beach. The application was de- 


nied by the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office, in accordance with the then 
policy of the Department, Mr. Ickes hav- 
ing ruled that all such submergec. lands 
belonged to the States. 

However, Mr. Preston appealed to the 
Secretary from the Commission’s deci- 
sion. Prior to the issuance of any final 
decision on that appeal, Mr. Ickes 
changed his mind as to the question of 
State ownership. The appeal has never 
been acted upon, and is still pending. 

Prior to 1938, Preston organized a cor- 
poration known as the Nevada Metals 
Recovery, Inc. The name was later 
changed to Pacific Underseas Oil, Inc. 
The authorized capital stock of the cor- 
poration was 4,000,000 shares, of the par 
value of 5 cents a share. The stock was 
issued to Mr. Preston, in exchange for his 
rights, upon the application for the Fed- 
eral oil and gas lease, pending an appeal 
in Secretary Ickes’ office. The corporate 
records show that the company had no 
assets of any kind except the expectancy 
created by Mr. Ickes’ change of mind and 
by the possibility that if the United 
States should at some time acquire pos- 
session of California’s tidelands, the In- 
terior Department would act favorably on 
Preston’s pending appeal and would 
grant to Pacific Underseas Oil, Inc., the 
lease for which Preston had applied. 

On the strength of that expectancy, 
Mr. Preston sold a substantial part of the 
capital stock of the Pacific Underseas Oil, 
Ine. The records show that there were 
more than 300 stockholders, and that 
stock sales were made to individuals in 
California, Illinois, Colorado, Connecti- 
cut, Idaho, Oregon, and Utah. Whether 
the sales were properly authorized by 
the State corporation commissioners and 
by the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion is a matter now under investigation 
by proper officials. 

Mr. President, I am about to conclude 
my opening statement. I hope this mat- 
ter will go over until tomorrow. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a moment, 
to permit me to make an observation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to make 
an observation along the line of the in- 
formation which the Senator was so kind 
as to give a while ago on the question 
whether there is any difference in rule 
as to the title of the State with respect 
to land under navigable waters within 
what are generally considered its bound- 
aries and the title to lands underneath 
the marginal seacoast. 

Mr, McCARRAN. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator was kind 
enough to give the illustration of a crime 
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committed within a distance of 3 miles 
from the coast. 

I wish to call two things to the Sena- 
tor’s attention. One of them is an ob- 
servation appearing in 16 Corpus Juris, 
which at first glance might seem to mili- 
tate to some extent against the sugges- 
tion made by the Senator; but my pri- 
mary purpose in referring to it is to call 
attention to a case which I have just 
seen, which I think clearly indicates the 
soundness of his position. I think it 
might be well for me to put those two 
observations into the RECORD. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator from Missouri 
that my experience in the practice of 
the law leads me to say that while in the 
first instance I frequently go to Corpus 
Juris, I always like to check up on it, 
because I find that one can find almost 
any kind of law he may wish to find in 
Corpus Juris. 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say that my 
remarks with respect to Corpus Juris 
were possibly not quite fair, because 
without reading two sentences I think 
one might easily come to a conclusion not 
intended by the author of Corpus Juris. 

Mr. President, may I have the Senate’s 
permission to read these two brief ob- 
servations? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Certainly. 

Mr. DONNELL. The following ap- 
pears in 16 Corpus Juris, at page 169: 

It has often been said that the jurisdic- 
tion of a nation to punish offenses extends 
into the ocean to the distance of a cannon 
shot, which is estimated as one marine 
league from low-water mark on the shore; 
but it is doubtful whether there is any 
jurisdiction to punish for offenses com- 
mitted within this marine league limit, if 
the place of the offense is not an arm of 


the sea and within the body of a country, ` 


unless the jurisdiction is expressly con- 
ferred by statute. 


Let me digress here to say that up to 
that point it appeared to me, offhand, 
that the observation was somewhat con- 
trary to the Senator’s. But the author 
of Corpus Juris proceeds to state the 
following: 

Such jurisdiction, however, can undoubt- 
edly be expressly conferred by statute, and 
such statutes have been enacted both in 
England and in the United States. 


Mr. President, that last sentence led 
to the inquiry in my mind as to whether 
a State could itself enact a statute ex- 
tending its boundary out into the ocean, 
or whether the statute referred to must 
be a Federal statute. With that thought 
in mind, I looked up the case which is 
cited in Corpus Juris. In that case I 
find the language which I am about to 
quote, which I think bears out what the 
Senator was kind enough to give us. The 
following appears in the case of the 
United States v. Newark Meadows Im- 
provement Co. (173 Federal Reporter 
429): 

In Manchester v. Massachusetts (139 U. S. 
240, 258; 11 Sup. Ct. 559, 562; 35 L. Ed. 159), 
the court citing the case just referred to, 
declared that it must be regarded as estab- 
lished that as between nations the minimum 
limit of the territorial jurisdiction of a 
nation over tide waters is a marine league 
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from its coast. Both from the language 
quoted and from the nature of the de- 
cision in the Manchester case, it seems to me 
to follow that New Jersey may, in the exer- 
cise of its sovereignty, extend its own borders 
for the space of one marine league from low- 
water mark and make the region so an- 
nexed as much a portion of the State as 
any other part of its territory. 


I thank the Senator for the privilege 
of inserting this citation in the RECORD. 
I thought that it might have some rele- 
vancy to the information which the 
Senator gave a short while ago. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thank the Senator. 
I may say that there is a New York case 
in which the Federal Government found 
itself entangled with the marshal and 
with the State authorities. There is a 
very interesting treatise on the subject. 

Mr. DONNELL. With reference to the 
case of Martin and others against Wad- 
dell, which was cited by the Senator, and 
which is found in U. S. 41, 367, I may 
say that I have not been able, from a 
somewhat brief examination of the de- 
cision to determine whether it involved 
an actual authority with respect to lands 
underlying the ocean. The language on 
page 407 of the decision reads, in part, 
as follows: 

At the trial in the circuit court, the jury 
found a special verdict, setting forth, among 
other things, that the land claimed lies be- 
neath the navigable waters of the Raritan 
River and Bay where the tide ebbs and flows. 


So I am not certain, from a casual 
reading of the case, whether it supports 
the view that the State, as distinguished 
from the Federal Government, has con- 
trol over the land underlying the ocean, 
but I believe that the case cited from the 
173 Federal, from which I read, is author- 
ity in support of the right of the State 
itself to enlarge its own boundaries to 
cover the 3-mile limit beyond low-water 
mark, 

Mr. McCARRAN. If the Senator will 
read the report of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee he will find there cited a number 
of cases which will throw much light on 
the question in the Senator’s mind. 

Mr. DONNELL, I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. The State of New Jer- 
sey is usually quite insistent upon getting 
its rights. I can see why the State took 
the position which it did, as set forth 
in the decision which has been read. 

I wish to say further to the Senator 
from Nevada that the State of New Jer- 
sey, as far as I know, is deeply interested 
in having this question determined 
finally. I, for one, cannot understand 
why anyone should criticize this body for 
trying to define what those rights are, 
shd whether they belong to the State or 
to the Nation. During the past few 
years there has been an ever-increasing 
tendency to concentrate more and more 
power in the Federal Government. I, for 
one, am opposed to the encroachment by 
the Federal Government upon rights 
which, to my mind, and to the minds 
of many other persons who are well in- 
formed of the law, have been fairly well 
determined. When I hear an argument 
that the Congress of the United States 
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should not legislate in connection with 
this matter, merely because the question 
is now pending before the courts, I ask 
whether the courts should attempt to 
legislate on a subject which the Congress 
should determine, and thereby prevent 
the Congress from being allowed to de- 
fine the rights of the States. 

I wished to make those few remarks to 
the Senator from Nevada because I am 
deeply interested in seeing that the Con- 
gress determines this great issue. I shall 
vote for the joint resolution. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thank the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, on 
February 5, 1946, when the hearings were 
being held before the Committee on the 
Judiciary on the question of title to land 
beneath tidal and navigable waters I, to- 
gether with my colleague, received a con- 
current resolution from the State of 
South Carolina urging the United States 
Senators from South Carolina vigorously 
to support and vote for House Joint 
Resolution 225, now pending in the Sen- 
ate of the United States, providing for 
the release and quitclaim to the several 
States of the lands lying beneath the 
tidewaters and inland waterway of the 
States. 

I may say, Mr. President, that at that 
time I was a witness before the commit- 
tee, and I made a statement with respect 
to the concurrent resolution. I ask 
unanimous consent that following the re- 
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada my remarks before the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary and the com- 
plete concurrent resolution adopted by 
the legislature of South Carolina, be 
printed in the body of the Recor. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE BURNET R. MAY- 
BANK, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

Senator MAYBANK. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
make a very brief statement and I want to 
thank you for permitting me to do so, so that 
I can get back in the Senate. 

On Friday of last week I placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a concurrent resolu- 
tion passed by the State of South Carolina 
Legislature in session. It is not necessary for 
me to read that resolution at this time be- 
cause it will take the committee's time, but 
I would like to have this concurrent resolu- 
tion made a part of the permanent hearings 
here. 

As for myself, I might say that I am in 
thorough accord with it. I might also say 
that we have some distinguished visitors 
from South Carolina here today, and I desire 
to do what I can to preserve the rights of 
the State of South Carolina. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 
if you will put the resolution as expressed 
by the house of representatives and the sen- 
ate of my State in the record, I would appre- 
ciate it. 

Senator WILEY. It is so ordered. 

(The resolution is as follows:) 
“Concurrent resolution urging the United 

States Senators from South Carolina to 

vigorously support and vote for House Joint 

Resolution 225, now pending in the Senate 

of the United States, providing for the re- 

lease and quitclaim to the several States of 
the lands lying beneath the tidewaters and 
inland waterway of the States 

“Whereas prior to the year 1937 no claim 
was made by the Federal Government or by 
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Federal officials to title to tidewater lands 
and lands under the waters of navigable 
streams within the boundaries of the several 
States; and 

“Whereas since said time certain officials 
of the United States of America have taken 
the position that the title to such lands is 
not in the several States but in the United 
State-; and 

“Whereas there is now pending in the 
United States Supreme Court a suit by the 
United States of America against the State 
of California in which the title to such lands 
is involved, an adverse opinion in that case 
would seriously affect the interest of every 
State in the Union having a coast line or in- 
land navigable streams; and 

“Whereas there is now pending in the Sen- 
ate of the United States of America House 
Joint Resolution 225, which seeks to quiet the 
title to all such lands and declare the same 
to be in the States and in such manner avoid 
much litigation on the subject, and perhaps 
save to the States millions of dollars’ worth 
of valuable property; and 

“Whereas it is the opinion of the General 
Assembly of the State of South Carolina that 
the status of the title to such lands should 
be definitely fixed in the States, and that the 
resolution above referred to should be passed: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the senate (the house of 
representatives concurring), That the Hon- 
orable BURNET R. MAYBANK and the Honor- 
able OLIN D. JOHNSTON, United States Sena- 
tors from the State of South Carolina, be, 
and they are, urged to support and vote for 
House Joint Resolution 225 when the same 
is up for consideration in the United States 
Senate; be it further 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be sent to each of the United States Senators 
from the State of South Carolina.” 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
able and distinguished Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran], the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee, has fully and 
completely covered this subject. It 
hardly seems necessary to consume the 
time of the Senate in going over the 
ground in a manner which might be repe- 
titious. However, the matter before the 
Senate is one which vitally affects the 
State of California and, in my opinion, 
all other States of the Union. 

It has been pointed out today that 
the suit which is now pending before 
the court is directed at the State of Cali- 
fornia. The suit represents an attack 
upon the sovereignty of the territory of 
the State of California, involving areas 
which have been recognized as belonging 
to that State since California was ad- 
mitted to statehood. It has been clearly 
pointed out today, Mr. President, that 
if the attack on the sovereignty of the 
State of California is successful, it will 
establish a precedent for a similar attack 
upon the sovereignty of every other State 
in the Union. 

It seems to me that an attempt is be- 
ing made to divide the Nation at a time 
when we should have unity and coopera- 
tion, First, Mr. President, one particu- 
lar coastal State is picked out upon 
which the attack is to be leveled. If 
the attack is successful, the precedent 
will, of course, apply to every other 
coastal State. Arguments have been 
made by Members of the Senate on the 
other side of the question that the prece- 
dent will apply only to coastal States 
and not to interior States. But we know 
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that if the precedent is once established 
with respect to the coastal States, it will 
apply to the navigable streams and rivers 
throughout the entire United States. 
Sometimes remarks have been made to 
the effect that the precedent will apply 
only to the more recently admitted States 
and will not apply to the original 13 
States. Those remarks have been made 
in an effort to allay the apprehensions 
of the representatives of the original 13 
States as to the danger which lies in this 
kind of legislation, . 

I assert, Mr. President, that some of 
us believe that it has been firmly estab- 
lished that all other States came into 
the Union with the same rights, privi- 
leges, and sovereignties as did the origi- 
nal 13 States. If this attack upon the 
sovereignty of the State of California is 
successful, it is my opinion that the same 
attack could be made, and eventually 
would be made, upon the sovereignty of 
the territory of the original 13 States of 
the Union, 

When hearings were being held by the 
committee, presided over by the able and 
distinguished Senator from Nevada, I 
appeared and presented a letter from the 
Governor of California. Because I re- 
alized that during the busy months 
through which we have been passing 
many Senators have not had time or 
an opportunity to read the hearings 
which were held by either the House 
or the Senate committee, I feel that it 
will be worth while to put some material 
into the Recor at this point. 

The letter to which I referred reads 
as follows: 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Sacramento, February 2, 1946. 
Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: It is a matter of sin- 
cere regret to me that I cannot attend the 
hearing upon House Joint Resolution 225 be- 
fore the Judiciary Committee of the Senate 
on February 5. I would do so but for the 
fact that our legislature is meeting in ex- 
traordinary session at this time, and it is 
impossible for me to leave the State of Cali- 
fornia. However, I want the committee to 
know that I favor the passage of the bill and 
that it is, in my opinion, a matter of para- 
mount concern to the State of California. 

The passage of House Joint Resolution 225 
will right a wrong which has been inflicted on 
our State since the introduction of the Nye 
resolution 9 years ago. The title to our tide- 
lands—both those in the ownership of the 
State and of her grantees—has been assaulted 
throughout the intervening years, first by 
congressional resolutions, and failing there, 
by successive actions in the courts, The title 
of all our port facilities, our harbor and 
oceanside developments, our tideland oil 
deposits, and our inland waterways have been 
clouded through no fault or action of our 
own. We have exercised the same dominion 
over our tidelands that is being exercised by 
all other coastal States of the Union. We 
have never asked for more and we insist that 
we should not be required to be satisfied with 
less because we were admitted into the Union 
on “an equal footing with the original States 
in all respects whatever.” The litigation of 
the Federal Government which has clouded 
our titles could continue for years at a time 
when we are endeavoring to absorb 2,000,000 
people who came to us during the war by 
developing industry and expanding our 
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trade into the Pacific. We must do this if 
we are to create the jobs essential for their 
well-being. We cannot do it to advantage 
if our ownership to the very land which 
makes these things possible is challenged. 

For over a century and a half the Supreme 
Court of the United States has on at least 
50 occasions—and under as many sets of 
circumstances—recognized the ownership of 
tidelands to be in the States subject only 
to the paramount right of the Government 
for national defense and the regulation of 
interstate commerce, The Congress and 
the administrative agencies of the Govern- 
ment have recognized this principle through- 
out that entire period. Enormous invest- 
ments were made in reliance upon it by 
States, cities, port authorities, and private 
individuals, Property rights were established 
and universally recognized under it. To dis- 
turb those rights and the lives of the people 
who are dependent upon them at this time 
would be a cruel exercise of power by the 
Federal Government. 

It should also be borne in mind that the 
establishment of any principle that would 
divest the State of California of her title to 
her tidelands and waterways would even- 
tually result in similar action against the 
other States. ‘ 

I shall not discuss the law involved in the 
situation because that will be ably done by 
our attorney general. Neither shall I state 
our legislative viewpoint because a special 
committee of our State legislature will per- 
form that duty I will appreciate it, how- 
ever, if you will be good enough to state to 
the Judiciary Committee that the govern- 
mental agencies of the State of Californid are 
as one in the belief that justice and equity 
call for the passage of House Joint Resolution 
225. 

Sincerely, 
EARL WARREN, 
Governor of California. 


Mr. President, as I have pointed out, 
this is not a matter which concerns Cali- 
fornia alone. The able Senator from Ne- 
vada has already indicated that 48 States 
and local public officials, representing 
among them 47 States, 417 cities located 
in all 48 States, 50 public port authorities 
and other public agencies appeared in 
support of the joint resolution. 

Two private persons, the attorney for 
one of these, and one public official ap- 
poaren in opposition to the joint resolu- 
tion. 

The joint resolution was carefully con- 
sidered by the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary of the House of Representatives, 
and was passed by an overwhelming vote 
by the House. It has been carefully con- 
sidered and studied, after extensive hear- 
ings, by the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the Senate of the United States. 

It has been on the calendar of the 
Senate for a long period of time. 

Because, Mr. President, as I have 
pointed out before, so many of the Mem- 
bers of the Senate, busily engaged with 
the many problems which have con- 
fronted all of us, have not had an op- 
portunity to study the record, or the very 
valuable information which has been fur- 
nished each Senator, I believe, I shall 
take the time to read briefly some of the 
material contained in a report relative to 
the facts about the legislation quieting 
State titles to lands beneath tidal and 
navigable waters, prepared by the attor- 
ney general of the State of California, 
Mr. Robert W. Kenny. This is what he 
has to say: 
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On September 20, 1945, the House of Repre- 
sentatives passed by an overwhelming vote 
House Joint Resolution 225 which confirms 
long recognized State ownership of all lands 
beneath tidal and navigable waters and re- 
leases Federal claims to these lands. The 
purpose of this memorandum is to set forth 
the facts upon which the House predicated 
its action and to show who are the proponents 
of the legislation and why they are support- 
ing it, and who are the opponents of the 
legislation and why they are opposing it. 

Senate Joint Resolution 48, now pending 
in the Senate, is a companion measure to 
House Joint Resolution 225, and is substan- 
tially identical in form. 


WEO ARE THE PROPONENTS OF HOUSE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 225? 


House Joint Resolution 225 was introduced 
in the House by Congressman HATTON W. 
Sumners, of Texas, chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee. It was actually a com- 
mittee resolution designed to take the place 
of 18 similar House resolutions which had 
been previously introduced by Congressmen 
from Louisiana, Alabama, California, New 
York, Ohio, Illinois, Mississippi, and Maine. 
The consolidated resolution 225 was unani- 
mously recommended for passage by the 
Judiciary Committee. 

This committee action followed 3 days of 
public hearings at which the following per- 
sons appeared and testified in support of the 
legislation: Robert W. Kenny, attorney gen- 
eral of California; Leander I, Shelley, general 
counsel, Port of New York Authority; also 
representing American Association of Port 
Authorities, which consists of 51 important 
ports and harbors; Grover Sellers, attorney 
general, Texas; Hugh S. Jenkins, attorney 
general, Ohio; Richmond B. Keech, corpora- 
tion counsel, District of Columbia, appearing 
on behalf of National Institute of Municipal 
Law Officers, representing 408 cities; Hirsh 
Freed, assistant corporation counsel, Boston, 
Mass.; Greek L. Rice, attorney general, Mis- 
sissippi; John M. Daniel, attorney general, 
South Carolina; A. B. Mitchell, attorney gen- 
eral, Kansas; Ira J. Partlow, attorney general, 
West Virginia; Hughes J. Rhodes, assistant 
attorney general, North Carolina; Ralph W. 
Farris, attorney general, Maine; Gessner T. 
McCorvey, special assistant attorney general, 
Alabama; M. Vashti Burr, deputy attorney 
general, Pennsylvania; John J. Cooney, as- 
sistant attorney general, Rhode Island; Harry 
L. Brooks, assistant attorney general, Con- 
necticut; John L. Madden, special assistant 
attorney general, State of Louisiana; Lucille 
May Grace, registrar, State land office, 
Louisiana; Orrin Judd, elicitor general, New 
York; Hall Hammond, deputy attorney gen- 
eral, Maryland; Bascom Giles, commissioner 
of general land office, Texas; Arthur Eldridge, 
harbor manager, Los Angelesfi Calif.; Claud A. 
Rankin, State land commissioner, Arkansas; 
Irving Smith, city attorney, Long Beach, 
Calif.; Harry C. Brockel, port manager, city 
of Milwaukee, Wis.; C. W. Babcock, city at- 
torney, Milwaukee, Wis.; Herbert Wade, direc- 
tor of port authority, State of Virginia. 

In addition the following sent written 
messages to the committee urging favor- 
able action: Otto A. Case, commissioner, 
Department of Public Lands, State of Wash- 
ington; John H. Burgard, chairman of pub- 
lic docks, Portland, Oreg.; T. H. Banfield, 
president, Pacific Coast Association of Port 
Authorities; John R. Dethmers, attorney 
general of Michigan; Nels G. Johnson, at- 
torney general of North Dakota; Alan Bible, 
attorney general of Nevada; J. A. Burnquist, 
attorney general of Minnesota; Earl Snell, 
Governor of Oregon; Coke Stevenson, Gov- 
ernor of Texas; Simon E. Sobeloff, city solici- 
tor of Baltimore; Frank F. Truscott, city so- 
licitor of Philadelphia; James H. Davis, Gov- 
ernor of Louisiana, 
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In addition to the above a legal brief was 
filed in support of the legislation. This brief 
was signed by attorneys general of 46 States. 
After reviewing and citing authorities from 
many Supreme Court decisions this brief con- 
cluded: 

“The proposed resolution releases no prop- 
erty and no property interest in which the 
United States now has any legitimate claim 
whatsoever. Its passage will serve to clear 
the titles of immensely important and valu- 
able State and municipal properties through- 
out the Nation from the wholly unwarranted 
cloud which has been cast upon them as a 
result of the Nye resolution and of the more 
recent claims of the Department of the In- 
terior. This alleged policy of that Depart- 
ment is not and never has been the true 
policy of the United States and is directly 
opposed to the legitimate and settled prop- 
erty rights of every State in the Union. 

“The lands beneath tidewater and navi- 
gable waters belong to the States in their 
sovereign capacity as States. The claim of 
Mr. Ickes is a direct attack on State sov- 
ereignty. This claim affects not only the 
ownership and jurisdiction of every port 
and harbor in the United States but consti- 
tutes a threat to all property held under the 
principle of State sovereignty.” 

The overwhelming support accorded this 
measure by responsible and high-ranking of- 
ficials from every part of the Nation dem- 
onstrates beyond question that this is, as Mr. 
Freed, tion counsel of Boston, said, 
a measure of Nation-wide importance, a 
measure, indeed, that far transcends the in- 
terests of any one State or any person or 
group of persons, 

WHAT LANDS ARE UNDER ATTACK? 


The lands actually affected by Federal 
claims are all lands under the navigable 
waters within the boundaries of every State 
in the Union. In the coastal States this 
includes tidelands and submerged lands out 
to the 3-mile limit (or to the State’s boun- 
dary wherever it may be). It includes all 
lands beneath inland navigable lakes and 
rivers. It also includes the beds of the Great 
Lakes out to the international boundary line, 
which is also the boundary of the States 
which border on the Great Lakes. All such 
lands for brevity are sometimes called “tide 
and submereged lands.” 

It must be borne in mind also that filled 
or reclaimed lands, which were formerly sub- 
merged, unless they have been granted away, 
still belong to the States as sovereign lands. 
Of course, in many instances the States have 
granted such lands to private individuals. 
Many of our large cities are partially built 
on filled tidelands, which are held by the 
present occupants under grants from the 
State or by virtue of State laws. An attack 
on State titles is necessarily an attack on 
_the titles of all grantees, lessees, and suc- 
cessors of the States. 


I might interpose at this point to say 
that the city of San Francisco is par- 
tially built upon filled tidelands. 

I continue reading from Mr. Kenny’s 
brief: 

All tide and submerged lands, filled and 
unfilled, and all lands under inland navi- 
gable waters are held by the State by virtue 
of the same legal principle, namely, as sov- 
ereign lands of the State. A claim by a Fed- 
eral official to any of these lands anywhere is 
a serious attack on this legal principle and 
hence is a threat to all such lands in every 
State. X 
WHO HAS HAD CONTROL OF TIDE AND SUBMERGED 

LANDS IN THE PAST? 

From the beginning of the Federal Union 
all States have always exercised full powers 
of control and ownership over their tide 
and submerged lands, subject only to the 
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constitutional powers of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to regulate interstate and foreign 
commerce, 

The ownership and control of these lands 
by the States is based not only on the court 
decisions cited in the Attorneys General 
brief, but also on the decisions of all Secre- 
taries of the Interior, including Mr. Ickes 
(prior to 1936) and on the approval and ac- 
quiescence of Congress and all other Federal 
Officials since 1789. Throughout all this time 
it was uniformly held by the courts and con- 
sidered by the Government that tide and 
submerged lands were sovereign lands of the 
States and not public lands of the United 
States. 

Each ot the Original Thirteen States began 
to utilize its tide and submerged lands before 
the Federal Government was formed and has 
continued to deal with such lands under its 
own laws since that time. Each new State, 
since its admission to the Union, has done 
likewise. All ports and harbors have been 
constructed under State authority (subject 
to the approval of Federal officers only for the 
protection of navigation). In many cases 
lands have been granted by the States to 
their municipalities and to port districts. In 
others they have been leased or granted to 
private individuals and corporations for pro- 
duction of minerals or other products. The 
entire shrimp and oyster industry is carried 
on under State grants or leases. Almost 
every State in the Union, both coastal and 
inland, has some navigable waters under 
which there are products of great value 
which have always been administered pur- 
suant to the State's own laws. 

House Joint Resolution 225 is not an at- 
tempt on the part of the States to take some- 
thing away from the Federal Government. It 
is merely to protect and clear the title of 
properties over which the States have always 
exercised full and complete control and own- 
ership. 

WHAT IS THE VALUE OF THE LANDS AFFECTED BY 
THE CLAIMS OF FEDERAL OFFICIALS? 

It is impossible even to estimate the total 
value of all the lands which come within the 
category of tide and submerged lands. In 
1938 it was estimated that the value of the 
property belonging to the ports and harbors 
of the respective States exceeded $3,000,- 
000,000. 


Mr. President, in conclusion, I merely 
wish to review one point. It has been 
stated earlier in the day that the pro- 
posed action, if taken by the Senate of 
the United States, along with the House, 
might have the appearance of taking 
jurisdiction away from the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

Such is not the case. The legislation 
was introduced prior to the filing of any 
suit. As the able Senator from Nevada 
has pointed out, if we allow such a doc- 
trine to be established, it could mean that 
in any case, when the policy-determin- 
ing body of the Federal Government, 
which is the Congress of the United 
States, undertakes to establish a national 
policy, someone by merely filing an 
action in the courts, could then come in 
and say “Do not act upon that subject. 
It is before the courts of the land.” 

Mr. President, that would tie the 
hands of the legislative body of this 
Nation. Instead of being equal partners 
with the executive and the judicial 
branches of the Government, it would 
make the legislative branch subordinate 
to the judicial branch of the Government. 
We cannot allow such a doctrine to be 
established. 
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I simply wish to say in conclusion, Mr, 
President, that the State of California, 
represented by its Governor, by its At- 
torney General, by its State Legislature, 
by both its United States Senators, and 
by every port authority and municipal 
authority having jurisdiction over har- 
bor developments in the entire State, is 
vitally interested and vitally concerned 
in the passage of this joint resolution. 
But I say, Mr. President, that these are 
not officials concerned with it merely 
because of some selfish interest on the 
part of the State of California to protect 
its sovereignty from the attack of the 
Federal Government. They are inter- 
ested because they well know, as we must 
well know in this Chamber today, that if 
this precedent is once established, where- 
by the Federal Government can come in 
and seize a part of the territory of the 
State of California which has belonged 
to the State of California ever since her 
admission to statehood in 1850, then the 
Federal Government can come in and 
attack the sovereignty of every one of 
the other 47 States of the Union. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope the 
Senate, by an overwhelming vote, will 
pass the joint resolution which has been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary by the able Senator from 
Nevada. 2 

Mr. DOWNEY obtained the floor. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. : 

Mr. CAPEHART. I wish to ask the 
junior Senator from California a ques- 
tion. There is what is known as the con- 
tinental shelf—I believe that is the 
official name of it—which varies in depth 
from 5 miles to 250 miles, under which 
there is a possibility that there may be 
oil or minerals. I should like to ask the 
Senator how many miles from the shore 
of California or any other State does he 
feel the State should own? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say in answer 
to my able and distinguished colleague 
that I am not an attorney. There is a 
legal question, and a grave legal ques- 
tion, involved. I would say that the situ- 
ation differs as it relates to different 
States. Whatever title the State now 
owns should be given to it under this 
quitclaim deed. In California, as an ex- 
ample, ownership may extend out to the 
3-mile limit. I have heard—I do not 
know on what basis the claim is made— 
that the State of Texas claims title out to 
10 miles. To whatever distance the title 
extends, whether it be 3 miles or 10 miles 
or otherwise, should be quitclaimed to 
the States. Anything beyond the limit 
to which any State now has a legal right, 
of course, is a matter with respect to 
which the Federal Government might 
rightfully claim jurisdiction. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senior Senator from California was 
recognized, and the Chair thought he 
yielded to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. DOWNEY. The Senator from In- 
diana asked me to yield to him, and from 
then on I have had no opportunity to 
speak, 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, DOWNEY. I prefer not to yield. 

Mr. President, the purpose of House 
Joint Resolution 225 is to recognize and 
confirm a condition that has existed 
since 1776 and that was never challenged 
until 1937, when former Senator Nye and 
Secretary Ickes began to agitate the idea 
that the Federal Government, through 
some never-before-heard-of legal theory, 
could acquire title to the tidal and sub- 
merged lands lying wholly within the 
boundaries of the respective States. 

The States have always exercised, and 
do now exercise full powers of owner- 
ship over these lands, subject only to the 
power of Congress to regulate commerce 
and navigation. All the ports and har- 
bors and all the enormous transporta- 
tion and industrial facilities existing to- 
day on submerged or filled land have 
been constructed on the assumption that 
those lands belonged to the States-or to 
their grantees. The States also have 
from the beginning followed the policy 
of leasing their submerged lands for the 
development of numerous products such 
as oil, gas, coal, irom brine, sand, and 
gravel, oysters, mussels, shrimps, sponges, 
and other marine products. All these 
practices have been uniform both in 
coastal and inland States having nav- 
igable waters. Practically every State 
that has any navigable water receives 
large revenues by reason of the port and 
harbor developments and the products 
above-mentioned. The title of the in- 
land States to the beds of their navigable 
waters has always been held to be based 
on the same legal principle as title of 
coastal States to their ports and harbors 
and their submerged coastal lands, 
namely, that by virtue of State sover- 
eignty, the States were the owners of 
lands beneath navigable waters within 
their boundaries. The claims of Mr. 
Ickes and other Federal officials have 
therefore clouded titles to all submerged 
lands in every State for the obvious rea- 
son that it is impossible to attack one 
State’s title without in legal effect chal- 
lenging the title of every other State. 
The sole purpose and effect of House 
Joint Resolution 225 is to remove that 
cloud, 

SPONSORSHIP CF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 225 


As a result of the claims and acts of 
Mr. Ickes and of the suits filed at his 
insistence, the highest public officials of 
nearly every State in the Union have 
joined in the sponsorship of this legis- 
lation. Specifically, the State officials 
urging the passage of this legislation are: 

First. The attorneys general of 47 
States—Arizona not joining. 

Second. The Governors’ Conference 
representing the governors of all the 
States. This organization has twice 
taken action urging passage of House 
Joint Resolution 225. 

Third. The National Association of 
Port Authorties. This organization con- 
sists of the officials and attorneys of 51 
of the ports and harbors of the country. 
Their representatives have been active 
in support of this legislation from the 
Start. Their attorneys are the best 
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known experts in the country in the field 
of titles to submerged lands. They are 
unanimous in the opinion that the Fed- 
eral claims are a definite cloud on the 
titles to all ports and harbors and that 
this legislation is essential in order to 
clear titles and make possible necessary 
financing and construction programs. 
Fourth. The National Association of 
Municipal Law Officers. This organiza- 
tion is composed of city attorneys of 408 
cities, and they have twice unanimously 
urged the passage of this legislation and 
have taken an active part in promoting it. 
In addition to the above mention may 
be made of two private organizations 
which have studied this question and 
acted upon it, They are: First, the 
United States Chamber of Commerce, 
which after thorough study submitted 
the question to its membership through- 
out the country with full statements both 
of Mr. Ickes’ position and that of the 
State officials. The vote of the members 
was 1,950 in favor of the adoption of 
House Joint Resolution 225 and 64 
against; second, the American Bar Asso- 
ciation, which at its last annual meeting 
took unanimous action in favor of the 
adoption of House Joint Resolution 225. 
Many other public officials and private 
organizations have likewise acted, but 
the above demonstrates that the issue is 
not as stated by Mr. Ickes merely a mat- 
ter of some oil off the California coast, 
but it is a Nation-wide problem involv- 


ing vital State and Federal relations and 


vital elements in the economy of nearly 
every State. 


BASIS OF STATES’ TITLES 


The United States Attorney General 
apparently assumes that the pending 
suit in the Supreme Court involves only 
lands along the open seacoast below low- 
water mark. However, the almost uni- 
versal concern expressed by representa- 
tives of State, municipal, and port offi- 
cials is a clear demonstration of the fact 
that the Federal claims do affect not only 
submerged lands along the open coast 
but all submerged and reclaimed lands 
which are now or were formerly under 
navigable waters, whether along the sea- 
coast, in ports and harbors or beneath 
inland waters. 

When Mr. Biddle filed the first test suit 
in California, he frankly admitted that 
the decision would affect titles to sub- 
merged lands in every State in the Union, 
both coastal and inland, which had any 
navigable waters within its boundary. 

The Supreme Court has told us not 
once but at least 50 times that title to all 
lands beneath navigable waters, whether 
coastal or inland, was originally held by 
the British Crown as an attribute of its 
sovereignty. No distinction was ever 
made between lands beneath inland wa- 
ters or ports and harbors on the one hand 
and lands along the seacoast beneath the 
open sea on the other. 

At the instant of the Declaration of In- 
dependence, the sovereignty of the Brit- 
ish Crown, including title and ownership 
of all lands beneath navigable waters, 
both inland and coastal, passed to the 
people of each of the Thirteen Original 
States. All States subsequently admitted 
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to the Union were admitted on an equal 
footing with the Thirteen Original States. 
The United States is a Union of equal 
States. The United States Attorney 
General has recognized this equality for 
in the pending suit he has challenged not 
only the title of California, but the title 
of the Thirteen Original States and he 
has challenged that title as of the very 
moment that independence was achieved. 
From that moment on, the Attorney Gen- 
eral contends, the Federal Government 
and not the States has owned the lands 
along the seacoast below low-water mark 
and within the State’s boundaries, and 
he has made the same claim as to every 
other coastal State. 

But the fallacy of this claim is that we 
cannot separate those submerged lands 
today into two classifications. It is as 
true now as it was in 1776 that the sov- 
ereign owning to title to one part of the 
submerged lands holds title to all. Time 
after time the Supreme Court has upheld 
the unity of title of the States to all their 
submerged lands. Time after time the 
Supreme Court has held that those lands 
were owned absolutely by the States or 
their grantees. 

To reverse that established rule now 
and to declare that the United States 
owns a part of these submerged lands 
would be to destroy the State’s title to all 
its submerged lands. The title is as 
indivisible as the title to one’s home. To 
attempt to divide these lands is as fan- 
tastic as to say: “While you may still 
own the back yard, you do not hold title 
to the front yard.” That is why in- 
land States are vitally affected. 

FALLACY OF FEDERAL CLAIMS 


In justification of the suit now pending 
in the Supreme Court, the Attorney Gen- 
eral has been reported to have said that 
there are no Supreme Court decisions 
which specifically hold that the States 
own the tidelands along the open coast 
and below low-water mark. It is difficult 
to see how he can make such a conten- 
tion in view of the long line of cases 
which are digested in the able report of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee recom- 
mending passage of this joint resolution. 
This report quotes from dozens of Su- 
preme Court decisions which say in so 
many words that all lands beneath navi- 
gable waters, whether fresh or salt, be- 
long to the States, and none of these 
cases makes any distinction between in- 
land waters and coastal waters. How- 
ever, the Attorney General, while admit- 
ting that the Supreme Court has many 
times said that tide and submerged lands 
belong to the States, now takes the amaz- 
ing position that in every one of these 
many cases the language used was obiter 
dictum, which, in laymen’s language, 
means that it was an expression of the 
Court’s viewpoint but was not absolutely 
necessary to the decision in the particu- 
lar case under consideration. 

Of course, if this view is correct, then 
these repeated statements of the Su- 
preme Court are not only obiter dictum 
Pas are actually incorrect statements of 

aw. 

In the brief filed by the attorneys gen- 
eral of 47 States, more than 30 Supreme 
Court decisions are cited, all of which 
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contain statements upholding State own- 
ership, which the United States Attorney 
General now says were useless and er- 
roneous statements of law. It is difficult 
to believe that the Supreme Court would 
so frequently indulge in an erroneous 
statement of law on a fundamental prin- 
ciple which constitutes the basis of enor- 
mously valuable land titles in every State 
in the Union. On the contrary, it is the 
opinion of the attorneys general of all 
the States and the attorneys for the 
cities and port authorities that these 
statements by the Supreme Court were 
earefully worded pronouncements of a 
basic rule of law intended to cover not 
only inland water but all lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries 
of all the States. 

This viewpoint is borne out not only by 
the opinions of many United States At- 
torneys General in the past, but by the 
opinions and acts of every other depart- 
ment in the Federal Government prior to 
1938. 

The Department of the Interior itself 
has at all times relied on the language 
of the court decisions previously men- 
tioned as establishing the rule under 
which that office was required to act 
until Mr. Ickes attempted to reverse this 
rule in 1938. For example, between 1882 
and 1938, the Department of the Interior 
and the General Land Office issued no 
less than 27 decisions holding specifically 
that California was the owner of the 
lands below low-water mark and out to 
the 3-mile limit. It based all these deci- 
sions on the very Supreme Court lan- 
guage which the Attorney General of 
the United States now says is obiter 
dietum. 

The Congress of the United States, the 
War and Navy Departments, and the 
United States Attorney General's office 
have also relied on this same language 
in hundreds of instances as being not 
obiter dictum but a definitive and con- 
trolling rule of property law. 

Between 1887 and 1946 the State of 
California has granted or ceded to the 
United States by legislative act not less 
than 35 parcels of land along the open 
coast and below low-water mark. Most 
of these were for the War and Navy De- 
partments. In every instance the 
United States recognized the ownership 
of California by asking the State to grant 
the United States these lands. The 
same thing has happened in every other 
coastal State. 

In a great many instances the Con- 
gress of the United States has recognized 
the title of the States to these offshore 
lands by making appropriations for the 
construction of breakwaters or other im- 
provements, upon the condition that the 
State would cede or grant title to these 
lands to the United States. 

The opinion of the officials of the 
States of the Union with regard to Mr. 
Ickes’ endeavors to change this long- 
settled rule of property and, in effect, 
confiscate billions of dollars of State 
properties, is summed up in the words of 
Nathaniel L. Goldstein, Attorney General 
of New York, who said to the House Ju- 
diciary Committee that the arguments 
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advanced by the claimants of Federal 
ownership were: 

void of basis in law or fact, were flagrantly 
in disregard of the decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court, and were morally dis- 
honest attacks upon the sovereignty and 
title of the States to the submerged lands, 

PENDING SUPREME COURT CASE 


The legislation to quiet State titles 
was introduced in Congress in March 
1945. Late in May 1945, just 2 weeks be- 
fore the time set for the House Judiciary 
Committee hearing, Mr. Biddle, at the 
urgent request of Mr. Ickes, filed a suit 
against. Pacific Western Oil Co., a lessee 
of the State of California. It was obvi- 
ously filed as a deliberate attempt to 
block the legislation. The House com- 
mittee proceeded, however, and the bill 
was unanimously reported out of the 
committee and on September 20 passed 
the House by an overwhelming vote. 

In October, just before the time set 
for the Senate committee hearings, again 
at the urgent request of Mr. Ickes, the 
Pacific Western suit was dismissed and 
another suit filed directly in the United 
States Supreme Court. Obviously this, 
too, was filed for the purpose of blocking 
the legislation. } 

The idea seems to have existed that 
the Supreme Court could decide this 
issue and settle the whole question in a 
few months’ time, but this is contrary to 
all past experience. Litigation of this 
type invariably takes years to bring to a 
final conclusion. The essence of the 
matter is that this is not the type of 
question which can be easily or perma- 
nently settled by litigation. If the de- 
cision in the pending case is in favor of 
California, it will not stop future agita- 
tion of the question. In view of the pro- 
pensity of public officials to change their 
viewpoint on such questions, there will 
always be the possibility of agitation over 
titles until Congress finally acts. 

If the decision in the pending case 
were in favor of the Government, it 
would be only the first step in litigation 


which would necessarily continue for 


years and which would throw the titles 


of submerge. lands in all other States- 


into a condition of chaos and uncer- 
tainty. The task of fixing a new bound- 
ary around the entire United States di- 
viding State from Federal title would 
take generations to complete. 

Both the Senate and the House Judi- 
ciary Committees considered carefully 
the question whether Congress should 
defer all action during the pendency of 
this litigation. Both committees were 
of the opinion that Congress should act. 
The viewpoint of the House Judiciary 
Committee expresses the matter suc- 
cinctly in the following words: 

In view of the settled rule of property pre- 
viously mentioned, it is the opinion of the 
committee that there is no justification for 
subjecting the States and their successors 
who have long had the ownership and pos- 
session of their tide and submerged lands to 
the expense and vexation of litigation. 

The highest. court in the land has already 
passed upon these questions numerous 
times. There is no certainty that another 
decision would be accepted as final by those 
who continue to agitate this question. Fur- 
thermore, the litigation recently filed would 
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undoubtedly not settle the question but 
would be only the beginning of litigation 
which might last for many years. In the 
meantime, needed developments both in ports 
and harbors and elsewhere in the coastal and 
submerged lands would be definitely retarded. 


No legal or political theory requires 
that Congress must cease to pass laws on 
matters pending in the courts. The fact 
is that Congress is continually passing 
Jaws which change or impair or com- 
pletely destroy the jurisdiction of the 
court over pending cases. This has never 
been considered a breach of comity or a 
trespass on the court’s function. The 
fact is that both Mr. Biddle and Mr. Ickes 
are on record as late as June 1945, that 
this matter is one of congressional policy. 
On June 6, Mr. Biddle wrote to the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], 
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee, a letter in which he said: 

The question whether the resolution 
should be adopted is one of legislative policy 
to be considered by Congress, 


On the 20th day of June 1945, Mr. 
Ickes himself wrote a letter to Hon. HAT- 
TON SUMNERS, chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee, in which he said: 

It has seemed to be a matter not appro- 
priate for executive decision, but, on the 
other hand, one for which the Federal courts 
have been created. Whether Congress elects 
to adopt the same view is, of course, a matter 
of legislative policy. 


This controversy was initiated by the 
unauthorized acts of the Secretary of the 
Interior in attempting to reverse not only 
his own decisions, but the-long-settled 

_ decisions and policies of every other de- 
partment of the Federal Government. It 
was an unprecedented attempt to cen- 
tralize enormous power and billions of 
dollars’ worth of property rights in the 
Interior Department, at the expense of 
the States and their many grantees and 
lessees. This unprecedented attempt is 
well described in the words of the attor- 
ney general of the great inland State of 
Indiana, Hon. James A. Emmert, who 
said: 

This is as rank an attempt to steal from 
the States their lawful property as can ever 
be found in the history of the sovereigns 
which expropriate property without com- 
pensation, - 

Such an attempt presents a funda- 
mental question of national policy which 
Congress should not ignore. To do so 
would be to inaugurate a period of strife 
and confusion between States and Fed- 
eral Government which would last for 
many years to come. 

CONTINENTAL SHELF 


House Joint Resolution 225, partic- 
ularly with the addition of the excellent 
amendment of the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. O’Manoney] fully preserves 
the rights of the United States to all lands 
and minerals outside lawfully existing 
State boundaries. But no attempt is 
made to define or describe the present 
location of every State boundary. It 
would obviously have been impossible to 
do that. ‘The resolution simply deals 
with State boundaries as they now law- 
fully exist, 
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It is well known that there are a few 
States which claim more than the con- 
ventional 3 miles. The measure does not 
deal with those claims. It neither recog- 
nizes nor denies them. If the claims of 
such States are invalid and cannot be 
established, the quitclaim will run only 
to the 3-mile limit. Nothing in the pres- 
ent joint resolution would confirm or 
recognize the illegal claim of any State 

Beyond the States’ legally determined 
boundaries and out to the limit of the 
Continental Shelf, as defined in the 
President’s proclamation, the rights of 
the Federal Government are specifically 
reserved by the terms of the joint resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. President, I urgently recommend 
to the Senate that we avoid delay 
and uncertainty and litigation- by the 
prompt passage of the pending joint res- 
olution. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 5452) making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Depart- 
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 6739) making appropriations for 
the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1947, and for other purposes. . 


‘APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE TREASURY 
AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. McKELLAR submitted the follow- 
ing report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 7 to the 
bill (H. R. 5452) making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Departments for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do reconimend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

Amendment numbered 7; That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Omit the matter stricken out and inserted 
by said amendment; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
Pat McCarran, 
Cart HAYDEN, 
‘THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 
WALLACE H. WHITE, 
CHAN GURNEY, 
CLYDE M. REED, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
EMMET O'NEAL, 
HERMAN P. KOPPLEMANN, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
THomaAs D'ALESANDRO, Jr., 

° JOHN TABER, 
CORDON CANFIELD, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


— 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee make a very 
brief explanation of the situation? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The only matter in 
controversy was the silver amendment. 
As the Senator knows, a separate legis- 
lative bill dealing with silver was passed 
by the Senate and has been passed by 
the House, and was finally agreed upon 
today, and has been sent to the Presi- 
dent, as I understand. With that, we 
had an agreement hat all mention of 
silver in the appropriation bill would be 
stricken out. It has been stricken out. 

Mr. WHITE. The report, as made, 
carries out that agreement of the other 
evening; does it? 

Mr, McKELLAR. Yes; it carries out 
the agreement of the other evening. 

Mr. President, I ask for the adoption 
of the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


THE WORLD COURT 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. I wish to make a very 
brief observation and to present two 
editorials for insertion in the RECORD. 

On Wednesday last the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] made 
what to me was a very challenging and 
thrilling statement with regard to the 
Senate of the United States taking ac- 
tion to accept the optional clause of the 
Statute of the International Court of 
Justice. That was a very timely state- 
ment, made just after we had had the 
eloquent report of the senior Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] on the 
Paris Conference. Today we have heard 
from our distinguished colleague the 
senior Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY], on the subject of the Paris Con- 
ference. We have also had the report of 
Secretary of State Byrnes on the inter- 

-national situation, based on the same 
Paris Conference. 

I wish to identify myself with the 
Statement made and the position taken 
by the Senator from Oregon in support 
of Senate Resolution 196, which was sub- 
mitted by him to the Senate on Novem- 
ber 28, 1945, for himself and a group of 
Senators, including myself, with regard 
to our accepting the optional clause con- 
ferring jurisdiction on the International 
Court of Justice, and to commend the 
Senator from Oregon for the very timely 
and very clear-cut position he took at 
that time in pointing out that we do not 
need, as many people have claimed, to 
wait until Russia acts in this matter. 
Our acting in this matter now is the 
logical position for us to take, and it will 
be an indication to Russia and to the 
other nations of the world of our inten- 
tion still to maintain a positive and ag- 
gressive position of leadership in con- 
nection with all progressive steps look- 
ing toward the future peace of the world. 

Mr. President, in connection with my 
remarks on this subject, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
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at the conclusion of my remarks an edi- 
torial entitled Toward a Rule of Law,” 
published in this morning's edition of 
the New York Herald Tribune, and also 
an editorial entitled “World Court Issue,” 
published in today’s edition of the Wash- 
ington Post. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


[From the New York Herald Tribune of July 
19, 1946] 


TOWARD A RULE OF LAW 


This week a Senate subcommittee has 
been holding hearings on a measure which 
has awakened relatively little public inter- 
est. Yet it has been described by Mr. Dean 
Acheson, Under Secretary of State, as “a 
long and even a decisive step in the direc- 
tion of crossing the line which separates 
world disorder from world order based on 
law.” The measure in question would recog- 
nize, on behalf of the United States, the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. N 

The United States has already accepted 
the fact of the court in ratifying the Char- 
ter of the United Nations to which the 
statute of the court was appended: But at 
present this country cannot become a party 
to any case before the court (with the ex- 
ception of cases arising under the constitu- 
tion of the international labor office, which 
is not likely to produce controversy) except 
by agreement with the other parties. The 
statute of the court does permit states, how- 
ever, to accept the court’s jurisdiction in 
certain classes of cases in advance, These 
classes include the interpretation of trea- 
ties; any question of international law; the 
existence of facts which, if established, would 
constitute a breach of international law, 
and reparations for breaches of international 
obligations, 

The Court of International Justice which 
was established in connection with the 
League of Nations contained a similar pro- 
vision which, at various times, was utilized 
by as many as 45 states, and the declarations 
of about 20 states were still in effect when 
the new Court came into existence. There 
declarations will be carried over, so that the 
United States would not be making any dar- 
ing innovation if it were to recognize its 
responsibilities for the development of world 
law. It would, however, add great strength 
to the Court by demonstrating its confidence 
in the equity of the tribunal and its own 
determination to deal lawfully with all states, 

The Court, as now constituted, is not a 
perfect instrument. It has been pointed out 
during the hearing in Washington that the 
international organ lacks a sheriff. That it 
is not quite accurate, since the Security 
Council can, if a decision of the Court is not 
respected, take action to enforce its degrees, 
The Security Council, however, is so imper- 
fect an instrument in its own sphere that 
the criticism may well stand. What the 
Court can do is to foster, by the mutual con- 
sent of those litigants who appear before it, 
the concept of an overriding international 
law, trusting that its efficient and fair func- 
tioning will strengthen respect for the rights 
of States and the habit of subordinating 
purely national interests to the common 
good. In that process, the acceptance by the 
United States of the jurisdiction of the Court 
can be a most important factor. 


— 


[From the Washington Post of July 17, 1946] 
WORLD COURT ISSUE 

In the masterly report to the Senate, fol- 

lowing his return from the second Paris 

Conference of the Council of Foreign Min- 

isters, Senator ARTHUR H. VANDENEERG said: 

“Peace with justice is the supreme necessity 
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for America and for the world.” We think 
that it is well to remember that the achieve- 
ment of this great objective cannot be left 
to peace conferences and chancellories alone. 
Every nation, acting on its own, can help by 
demonstrating its readiness to put these 
principles into practices. And the more 
powerful the nation the greater its respon- 
sibility in this regard. 

For this reason it is disturbing, on the 
eve of the Paris Peace Conference, to learn 
that the Senate Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations may not report out the resolution 
favoring acceptance of the new World 
Court’s compulsory jurisdiction. It is said 
that the time for such action is not fipe. 
But if it is not ripe now, more than a year 
after the San Francisco Conference and 
with the need of a reign of law in the world 
more urgent than ever, it will never be 
ripe. Unless and until this resolution þe- 
comes our policy, as Senator Morse, its 
sponsor, pointed out in an eloquent speech 
in the Senate on Wednesday, the United 
States “will never be able to convince the 
weaker nations of the world that there is 
in fact a squaring between our professions 
of wanting to promote international peace 
and our practices.” 

In the hearings which the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee has held on the reso- 
lution not one dissenting voice was heard. 
Moreover, the Morse resolution has strong 
support on both sides of the Senate and 
has won the fervent approval of innumer- 
able individuals and organizations. Recent- 
ly President Truman expressed support for 
the principle enunciated in that resolution. 
Indeed, the only argument that has so far 
been advanced against the proposal is that 
we should not accept the World Court’s 
compulsory jurisdiction until Russia has 
done so, Russia being the only other great 
power that still clings to voluntary jurisdic- 
tion. This argument is not convincing and, 
in his speech, Senator Morse tore it to shreds. 
Acceptance of the resolution would, he em- 
phasized, constitute a demonstration to Rus- 
sia that “we here and now are ready to take 
the next step in the development of amicable 
relations between America and Russia.“ 

And, since the Court's compulsory juris- 
diction would be binding on us only in cases 
where the other party was similarly bound, 
acceptance by the United States of that rule 
of law would not mean tying our hands 
while the hands of other nations remain 
united. It would mean that we are deter- 
mined to square our practices with our pro- 
fessions, that we intend not only to talk 
peace and justice but also to live those 
principles. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McCARRAN. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Swirt in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations and a protocol, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. OVERTON, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

Col. George Mayo, Corps of Engineers, for 
appointment as member, California Debris 
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Commission, vice Col. Rufus W. Putnam, 
Corps of Engineers, to be relieved. 

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 
Naval Affairs: 

Sundry officers of the line of the Navy to 
be assistant paymasters in the Navy with the 
rank of ensign. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs: 

Brig. Gen. Henry Balding Lewis (colonel, 
Adjutant General’s Department), Army of 
the United States, for appointment in the 
Regular Army of the United States as Assist- 
ant The Adjutant General, with the rank of 
brigadier general, for a period of 4 years 
from the date immediately following that 
upon which Brig. Gen. Thomas Jefferson 
Davis, the present incumbent, vacates his 
appointment as Assistant The Adjutant 
General, and Prof. (Col.) Roger Gordon 
Alexander, United States Army, to be dean of 
the Academic Board of the United States 
Military Academy, with the rank of briga- 
dier general, Regular Army. 


INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT FOR REGU- 
LATION OF WHALING—REMOVAL OF 
INJUNCTION OF SECRECY FROM PRO- 
TOCOL 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the injunction 
of secrecy be removed from executive I, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, second session, 
a protocol signed at London on Novem- 
ber 26, 1945, for the United States of 
America, the Union of South Africa, the 
Commonwealth of Australia, Canada, 
Denmark, the Provisional Government of 
the French Republic, the United Mexican 
States, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
amending in certain particulars the in- 
ternational agreement for the regulation 
of whaling signed at London on June 8, 
1937, as amended by the protocol signed 
at London on June 24, 1938. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the injunction of secrecy will 
be removed from the protocol, and it will 
be published in the RECORD. 

The protocol, with accompanying pa- 
pers, is as follows: 


To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice and 
consent of the Senate to ratification, I trans- 
mit herewith a certified copy of [a protocol 
signed at London on November 26, 1945, for 
the United States of America, the Union of 
South Africa, the Commonwealth of Aus- 
tralia, Canada, Denmark, the Provisional Gov- 
ernment of the French Republic, the United 
Mexican States, the Netherlands, New Zea- 
land, Norway, and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, amend- 
ing in certain particulars the international 
agreement for the regulation of whaling 
signed at London on June 8, 1937, as amend- 
ed by the protocol signed at London on June 
24, 1938.] 

I transmit also for the information of the 
Senate the report made to me by the Secre- 
tary of State regarding the protocol signed 
at London on November 26, 1945, with accom- 
panying documents, namely, a certified copy 
of the final act of the International Whaling 
Conference at which that protocol was 
drafted and recommended, and a copy of the 
report of the United States delegation to 
that conference. The final act does not re- 
quire ratification and is submitted only as 
explanatory of the amendments made to the 
whaling agreement of June 8, 1937, and the 
protocol of June 24, 1938. 

Harry S. TRUMAN, 

THE WHITE House, July 19, 1946. 
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Enclosures: 1. Report of the Secretary of 
State; 2. Certified copy of the protocol signed 
at London November 26, 1945; 3. Certified 
copy of the final act of the International 
Whaling Conference held at London Novem- 
ber 20, 21, 22, 23, and 26, 1945; 4. Copy of the 
report of the United States delegation.] 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, July 18, 1946. 
The PrEsIpENT, 
The White House: 

The ‘undersigned, the Secretary of State, 
has the honor to lay before the President, 
with a view to its transmission to the Senate 
to receive the advice and consent of that 
body to ratification, if his judgment approve 
thereof, a certified copy of a protocol signed 
at London on November 26, 1945, for the 
United States of America, the Union of South 
Africa, the Commonwealth of Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, the Provisional Govern- 
ment of the French Republic, the United 
Mexican States, the Netherlands, New Zea- 
land, Norway, and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, amend- 
ing in certain particulars the international 
agreement for the regulation of whaling, 
signed at London on June 8, 1937 (treaty 
series 933), as amended by the protocol 
signed at London on June 24, 1938 (treaty 
series 944). 

The provisions of the present protocol were 
drafted and recommended by the Interna- 
tional Whaling Conference held at London on 
November 20, 21, 22, 23, and 26, 1945. The 
Object of that conference was to consider 
whether special measures should be put into 
force for the 1946-47 whaling season. Be- 
cause of the acute shortage of fats and oils 
and in view of the probability that the fats 
and oils situation would continue to be seri- 
ous through 1947, it was agreed to relax for 
another year certain provisions of the above- 
mentioned whaling agreement of 1937, as 
amended. It was agreed also to carry over 
for the 1946-47 season, with revisions, regu- 
lations similar to those set forth in the proto- 
col signed at London on February 7, 1944 
(Senate Executive D, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). 
Article 4 of the 1944 protocol provided for 
its termination after the first season in which 
whaling operations were resumed, which was 
the 1945-46 season. 

For the information of the Senate, as ex- 
planatory of the amendments to the inter- 
national agreement of 1937 for the regulation 
of whaling and the protocol of 1938, there 
is enclosed a certified copy of the zal act of 
the 1945 conference. The final act does not 
require ratification. 

Article 1 of the present protocol amends 
article 7 of the 1937 agreement. It extends 
for the 1946-47 season the period during 
which factory ships or whale catchers at- 
tached thereto may be used to take or treat 
baleen whales in waters south of 40° south 
latitude from the period December 8 to 
March 7 to the period December 8 to April 7, 
This is a continuation of the 4-month sea- 
son authorized in the 1944 protocol, with the 
exception that the starting date for the sea- 
son is changed from November 24 to Decem- 
ber 8, the date originally established by the 
1937 agreement. The closing date is changed 
from March 24 to April 7 to compensate for 
the later opening of the season. The repre- 
sentatives at the conference were of the view 
that whales taken prior to December 8 had 
not spent sufficient time in the Antarctic 
feeding grounds to accumulate the optimum 
amount of fat, and that many of the whales 
carrying young have left the Antarctic feed- 
ing grounds prior to this date. At the same 
time it was thought practicable to extend 
the season beyond March 24, because recent 
experience had given some indication that 
ice conditions were not as important a factor 
as had been thought in the past. 
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Article 2 is carried over in identical sub- 
stance from article I (H) of the 1944 proto- 
col. It provides that each contracting gov- 
ernment intending to operate a factory ship 
in the area defined by article 7 of the 1937 
agreement will notify the British Govern- 
ment, which in turn will inform the other 
contracting governments of such notice. 

Article 3 continues the prohibition relat- 
ing to the taking of humpback whales in 
any waters south of 40 degrees south latitude 
originally contained in article 1 of the 1938 
protocol and reimposed by article 2 ot the 
1944 protocol. The purpose of this prohibi- 
tion is to protect humpback-whale stocks in 
certain areas from depletion. 

Article 4 retains the provision of the 1944 
protocol imposing a limit of 16,000 blue 
whale units as the maximum catch of baleen 
whales in the 1946-47 season in the area de- 
fined by article 7 of the 1937 agreement. In 
addition, it provides machinery, which was 
not included in the 1944 protocol, to prevent 
the catch from exceeding the blue whale 
unit quota. Each contracting government 
undertakes to insure the submission of a 
weekly report to the International Bureau 
for Whaling Statistics on the number of 
blue whale units caught by each of its fac- 
tory ships. If it appears from this informa- 
tion that the annual limit of 16,000 blue 
whale units will be attained before April 7, 
the above-mentioned bureau shall be re- 
quested to determine an earlier closing date 
and notify each contracting government 
thereof at least 2 weeks in advance. The 
taking of baleen whales in the area referred 
to shall be illegal after the date so deter- 
mined. 

Article 5 relaxes, during the period May 1, 
1947, to October 31, 1947, the provisions of 
article 3, paragraph 2, of the 1938 protocol 
on the operation of factory ships as land 
stations in territorial waters. 

Article 6 defines the expressions and tech- 
nical terms used in the present protocol. 

Articles 7, 8, and 9 are formal in their 
character. They relate to ratification of the 
protocol, accession thereto, and its entry into 
force. Article 8 provides that the present 
protocol shall come into force in its entirety 
as soon as instruments of ratifications or 
notifications of accessions have been de- 
posited on behalf of all the signatory gov- 
ernments. The deposit of ratifications, how- 
ever, by at least three signatory govern- 
ments will make binding on those govern- 
ments and each other- government which 
subsequently ratifies or accedes, those por- 
tions of the present protocol which do not 
provide for relaxation of restrictions con- 
tained in previous whaling agreements which 
are still in force. The ratification of or 
accession to the present protocol will not 
be effective for any government not a party 
to the 1937 agreement and the 1938 proto- 
col until such government becomes a party 
to that agreement and protocol. 

For the further information of the Senate, 
a copy of the report of the delegation of the 
United States to the International Whaling 
Conference held at London November 20, 21, 
22, 23, and 26, 1945, is furnished herewith. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JAMES F. BYRNES. 


PROTOCOL 


The Governments of the Union of South 
Africa, the Commonwealth of Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, France, Mexico, the Neth- 
erlands, New Zealand, Norway, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and the United States of America; 

Desiring, in view of the fact that pelagic 
whaling operations in the area defined by 
Article 7 of the international Agreement for 
the Regulation of Whaling, signed at Lon- 
-don on the 8th June, 1937 (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the Principal Agreement), as 
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amended by the Protocol signed at London 
on the 24th June 1938 (hereinafter referred 
to as the Protocol of 1938), have been inter- 
rupted for a considerable period by the war, 
and in order to meet the emergency produced 
by post-war conditions without prejudice to 
the conservation of stocks of whales, to put 
into force by agreement such provisions as 
may be necessary in regard to pelagic whal- 
ing for the season 1946/47; 

Have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE 1 

Subject to the provisions of Article 3 of 
the present Protocol, the period fixed by 
Article 7 of the Principal Agreement, dur- 
ing which factory ships or whalecatchers at- 
tached thereto may be used for the purpose 
of taking or treating baleen whales, shall be 
extended for the season 1946/47 so as to 
cover the period from the 8th December to 
the 7th April inclusive. 

ARTICLE 2 

Each contracting Government shall give 
notice to the Government of the United 
Kingdom when factory ships registered under 
the law of any territory under its authority 
or otherwise under its jurisdiction engage 
in whaling operations in the area defined by 
Article 7 of the Principal Agreement. The 
Government of the United Kingdom will in- 
form the other contracting Governments of 
all notices received under this paragraph 
and shall itself similarly give notice to the 
other contracting Governments if factory 
ships registered under the law of any terri- 
tory under its authority or otherwise under 
its jurisdiction engage in whaling opera- 
tions in the said area. 


ARTICLE 3 


The prohibition contained in Article 1 of 
the Protocol of 1938 relating to the taking of 
humpback whales in any waters scuth of 
40° south latitude shall apply during the 
season of 1946/47. 


ARTICLE 4 


(1) During the season of 1946/47 the 
number of baleen whales caught in the area 
defined by Article 7 of the Principal Agree- 
ment shall not exceed 16,000 blue whale 
units. 

(2) For the purposes of paragraph 1 of this 
Article blue whale units shall be calculated 
on the basis that one blue whale equals— 

(a) Two fin whales or 

(b) Two and a half humpback whales or 

(c) Six sei whales. 

(3) Each contracting Government under- 
takes to ensure that the International Bu- 
reau for Whaling Statistics shall be provided, 
within 2 days after the end of each calendar 
week, with data on the number of blue whale 
units caught by each factory ship under the 
Jurisdiction of the said Government in the 
area defined by Article 7 of the Principal 
Agreement. The Government of the United 
Kingdom shall consult from time to time 
with the International Bureau for Whaling 
Statistics and if it should appear that the 
annual quota provided by paragraph (1) of 
this article may be reached before the 7th 
April, the International Bureau for Whaling 
Statistics shall be requested to determine, on 
the basis of the data provided, the date on 
which the annual quota of blue whale units 
shall be deemed to have been reached and to 
notify each contracting Government of that 
date not less than 2 weeks in advance thereof. 
The taking of baleen whales shall be illegal 
after the date so determined. 


ARTICLE 5 

The provisions of Article 3, paragraph (2), 
of the Protocol of 1938, regarding the opera- 
tion of factory ships as land stations in the 
territorial waters of any contracting Govern- 
ment, shall not apply during the period from 
Ist May, 1947, to 31st October, 1947, inclu- 
sive. 
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ARTICLE 6 


(1) In the present Protocol the following 
expressions shall have the meanings assigned 
to them in Article 18 of the Principal Agree- 
ment: “factory ship,” “whalecatcher,” “land 
station,” “baleen whale,” “blue whale,” 
“humpback whale,” “fin whale.” 

(2) Sei whale means, for the’ purposes of 
this Protocol, any whale known by the name 
of balaenoptera borealis, sei whale, Rudolphi's 
rorqual, pollack whale, or coalfish whale, and 
shall be taken to include Balaenoptera bry- 
dei, Bryde's whale. 

(3) The expression “land station“ shall, 
for the purposes of Article 5 of the present 
Protocol, include a factory ship the move- 
ments and anchorage of whieh are confined 
to the territorial waters of any contracting 
Government, 

ARTICLE 7 

(1) The present Protocol shall be ratified 
and the instruments of ratification deposited 
as soon as possible with the Government of 
the United Kingdom; and it shall be open to 
accession on behalf of any Government which 
is a party to the Principal Agreement and the 
Protocol of 1938 and has not signed the pres- 
ent Protocol. 

(2) Accession shall be effected by notifica- 
tion addressed to the Government of the 
United Kingdom. 

(3) The Goverament of the United King- 
dom shall inform the Governments which are 
parties or signatories to the present Protogol 
of all ratifications of this Protocol or accese 
sions thereto. 

ARTICLE 8 

(1) The present Protocol shall come into 
force in its entirety when all the Govern- 
ments referred to in the Preamble hereof 
shall have deposited their instruments of 
ratification or given notifications of acces- 
sion. 

(2) The provisions of this Article and 
Articles 2, 3, 4, 6 (1), 6 (2), and 7 of the 
present Protocol shall, when instruments of 
ratification have been deposited by at least 
three signatory Governments, become bind- 
ing on those Governments and shall become 
binding on each other Government which 
subsequently ratifies or aecedes, on the date 
of the deposit of its instrument of ratifica- 
tion or notification of its accession. 

(3) The ratification of or accession to the 
present Protocol by a Government which is 
not a party to the Principal Agreement and 
the Protocol of 1938 shall not become effec- 
tive until such Government becomes a party 
to that Agreement and Protocol of 1938. 


ARTICLE 9 


The present Protocol shall bear the date 
on which it is opened for signature and shall 
remain open for signature for a period of 14 
days thereafter. 

In witness whereof the undersignd pleni- 
potentiaries being duly authorised to this 
end by their.respective Governments have 
signed the present Protocol. 

Done at London this 26th day of Novem- 
ber, 1945, in a single copy which shall remain 
deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the United Kingdom, by whom certified 
copies will be transmitted to all the Govern- 
ments referred to in the preamble. 

For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 

A. P. VAN DER POST. 

For the Government of the Commonwealth 
of Australia: 

J. S. DUNCAN. 

For the Government of Canada: 

VINCENT Massey. 

For the Government of Denmark: 

P. F. ERICHSEN. 

For the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic: 

NoEL HENRY, 
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For the Government of the United Mexi- 
can States: 
ALFONSO DE ROSENZWEIG DIAZ. 
For the Government of the Netherlands: 
E. TEIXEIRA DE MATTOS. 
For the Government of New Zealand: 
R. M. CAMPBELL, 
For the Government of Norway: 
BIRGER BERGERSEN, 
For the Government of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland: 
A. T. A. DOBSON. 
J. E. DE WATTEVILLE, 
For the Government of the United States 
of America: 
REMINGTON KELLOGG, 
Ira N. GABRIELSON. 
Certified a true copy. Foreign Office, 
London, December 27, 1945. 
D. A. Bicsy, 
Acting Librarian and Keeper of the 
Papers for the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
calendar. 


COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Henry Clifford Jones to be col- 
lector of internal revenue for the dis- 
trict of Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed, 


COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of William H. Bartley to be collec- 
tor of customs for customs collection 
district No. 33, with headquarters at 
Great Falls, Mont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of William Jennings Bryan, Jr., to 
be collector of customs for customs col- 
lection district No. 27, with headquarters 
at Los Angeles, Calif. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Howard H. MacGowan, of Seattle, 
Wash., to be collector of customs for 
customs collection district No. 30, with 
headquarters at Seattle, Wash. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the President be notified forthwith of 
all nominations confirmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 


RECESS 


Mr. McCARRAN. As in legislative 
session, I move that the Senate take a 
recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 42 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Saturday, 
July 20, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
5 ie July 19 (legislative day of July 5), 
1946; 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


The following-named persons to be Foreign 
Service officers, unclassified, vice consuls of 
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career, and secretaries in the diplomatic 

service of the United States of America: 
Edward B. Bergman, of Pennsylvania, 
Mrs. Katherine W. Bracken, of Florida. 
Jack N. Conner, of Texas. 
Bruce R. Crooks, of New Jersey. 
Thomas A. Donovan, of North Dakota, 
Charles T. Dougherty, of Missouri, 
Thomas J. Duffield, Jr., of Masachusetts. 
George M. Finch, of New York, 
William Dale Fisher, of California. 
Tibor A. Galambos, of New York. 
Meyer L. Goldman, of Missouri. 
Deane R. Hinton, of Illinois. 
John J. Ingersoll, of Pennsylvania. 
David K. Marvin, of Nebraska. 
Vincent T. McKenna, of Nev York. 
Joseph P. Nagoski, of Tennessee. 
Albert V. Nyren, of Massachusetts. 
James F. O'Connor, Jr., of New York, 
John Newton Smith, of Kentucky. 
Thomas B. Stauffer, of Illinois. 
Richard H. Stephens, of Utah. 
Robin E. Steussy, of Wisconsin. 
Robert W. Stookey, of Illinois. 
J. Charles Thompson, of Connecticut. 
Parker D. Wyman, of Illinois. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 19 (legislative day of 
July 5), 1946: 

COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE 

Henry Clifford Jones, to be collector of 
internal revenue for the district of Oklahoma, 

COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS 

William H. Bartley, to be collector of cus- 
toms for customs collection district No. 33, 
with headquarters at Great Falls, Mont. 

William Jennings Bryan, Jr., to be collector 
of customs for customs collection district No. 
27, with headquarters at Los Angeles, Calif. 

Howard H. MacGowan, to be collector of 
customs for customs collection district No. 
30, with headquarters at Seattle, Wash. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Fripay, Jury 19, 1946 


The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby- 
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


O Thou God of all grace, who alone 
canst supply our temporal needs and 
satisfy our eternal longings, Thou art 
again drawing us to Thyself in prayer 
for Thou knowest how feeble and falter- 
ing we are and how fickle and fitful in 
faith and in fortitude. 

Grant that we may now unburden our- 
selves to Thy listening ear and under- 
standing heart. We humbly confess that 
again and again we are haunted by a 
sense of misgiving, and we enter upon 
a new day hesitatingly and wistfully. 
When we are beset by perils, and life, with 
its difficult problems, presses hard upon 
us, we fear that they may overwhelm 
us. When trials and tribulations come, 
we are tempted to feel that we are the 
victims of a conspiracy of wicked cir- 
cumstances. Our vision is often so dim 
and blurred and distorted and we know 
that we must see life in truer perspec- 
tive and proportion. 

God forgive us and forbid that any 
dark and despairing tempers of mind 
should assail and enslave us, for Thou 
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hast created us not for failure and de- 
feat but for victory and freedom, and 
in Thee we may find rest, release, and 
renewal. Help us to mobilize the great 
moral and spiritual resources, and with 
faith and valor may we forever banish 
the tragedies and tyrannies of war which 
have broken the heart of humanity and 
blasphemed the holy name of the Lord 
our God. 

Hear us for the sake of the Prince of 
Peace. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills of the 
following titles, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

5.2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; 

S. 2326. An act to incorporate the Amvets, 
American Veterans of World War II: and 

S. 2405. An act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
President pro tempore has appointed 
Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER mem- 
bers of the joint select committee on the 
part of the Senate, as provided for in 
the act of August 5, 1939, entitled “An 
act to provide for the disposition of cer- 
tain records of the Unitéd States Gov- 
ernment,” for the disposition of execu- 
tive papers in the following departments 
and agencies: 

1. Department of Commerce. 

2. Department of the Interior. 

3. Department of Justice. 

4. Department of War. 

5. Post Office Department. 

6. Alien Property Custodian. 

7. Federal Communications Commis- 
sion. 

8. Federal Security Agency. 

9. National Archives. 

10. National Housing Agency. 

11. Office of Scientific Research and 
Development. z 

12. United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Illinois. 

13. United States Maritime Commis- 
sion. 


EDWIN DOYLE PARRISH 


Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1754) for 
the relief of Edwin Doyle Parrish, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out $3,500" and insert 
“$5,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is a substantial increase. Will the 
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gentleman explain the reason for in- 
creasing the amount? 

Mr. COMBS. This claim is on behalf 
of a civilian who was injured at Lake 
Charles, La., during the rioting of some 
Army personnel. It later developed, 
after the bill had gone over to the Sen- 
ate, upon further examination of the 
man’s condition, it was found that his 
injuries were worse than had been an- 
ticipated. So the Senate increased the 
a somewhat, as indicated in the 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
reason I asked the question is that the 
Senate usually drastically reduces House 
bills, and I wondered what was the rea- 
son for this increase. 

Mr. COMBS. That is. the reason. 

Mr. RICH. I fail to see where the Sen- 
aa ever cut any House appropriation 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I am 
not talking about appropriation bills. 

Mr. RICH. This is something new, 
and it would be something new if they 
did it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
‘Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


MRS. OPAL RILEY 


Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 5025) for 
the relief of Mrs. Opal Riley and Robert 
R. Riley, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. i 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$5,578.24” and 
insert “$5,813.27,” 

Page 1, line 8, strike out “$5,578.24” and 
insert “$5,813.27.” 

Page 1, line 10, after “injuries”, insert 
“, hospital, medical, and other expenses.” 

Page 1, line 10, after her“, insert “as the 
result of an accident.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

MARYLAND SANITARY MANUFACTURING 
CORP. 


Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 4616) for 
the relief of the Maryland Sanitary Man- 
ufacturing Corp., of Baltimore, Md., with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Page 1, line 7, strike out 86524, 755“ and 
insert “$374,755.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 


‘Texas? 
There was no objection. 
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The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in. 4 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


JASPER A. MEALER 


Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5053) for 
the relief of the estate of Jasper A. 
Mealer, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$5,000” and in- 
sert “$7,500.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PAYMENT OF OVERTIME, LEAVE, AND 
HOLIDAY COMPENSATION 


Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
desk the bill (H. R. 6532) to provide a 
method for payment in certain Govern- 
ment establishments of overtime, leave, 
and holiday compensation on the basis 
of night rates pursuant to certain deci- 
sions of the Comptroller General, and 
for other purposes, with Senate amend- 
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 3, line 18, strike out all after “agen- 
cies” over to and including 81,000“ in line 2, 
page 4. 

Page 4, after line 2, insert: 

“Sec. 7. No part of any moneys appropriated 
for payments 6f amounts certified under this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of serv- 
ices rendered in connection with claims so 
appropriated for and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shait be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? ‘ 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


WILLIAM EDWARD OATES 


Mr.COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
desk the bill (S. 78) for the relief of the 
estate of William Edward Oates, with a 
House amendment thereto, insist on the 
amendment of the House, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs, Comps, HEDRICK, and 
PITTENGER, 
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JAMES LEMUEL MUZZALL AND JAMES M. 
MUZZALL 


Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 1151) en- 
titled “An act for the relief of James 
Lemuel Muzzall and James M. Muzzall,“ 
with a Senate amendment, and agree to 


the Senate amendment. 


The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Amend the title so as to read: An act for 
the relief of the legal guardian of James 
Lemuel Muzzall, a minor.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. COFFEE (at the request of Mr. 
SavacE) was granted permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Recorp and in- 
clude a newspaper article. 

Mr. GRANAHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a statement on the 
loan to Great Britain. 

Mr. LANE asked dnd was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial which 
appeared in last night’s Evening Star on 
cars for amputees. 

Mr. FLOOD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a letter from Presi- 
dent Charles Rozmarok of the Polish- 
American Congress. 

Mr. JARMAN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. KUNKEL asked and was given per- 
mission to extend the remarks he made 
in Committee of the Whole on July 12 
relative to the British loan, and include 
certain extracts from the hearings on 
that bill. 

Mr. RICH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a poem by Horace C. 
Carlisle, Where Are You Going To Get 
the Money? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks in the Recorp and include an 
article by a war amputee of World War 
I, two editorials, and an article in the 
New York Times. 

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances and to include 
certain statements and excerpts. 


THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY AND THE CIO 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. I notice in the newspapers 
that the Democratic candidates in Penn- 
sylvania have filed authorizations to the 
CIO for their election expenditures, In 
other words, it seems to me that Mr. 
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Guffey, Mr. Rice, Mr. Dent, and Mr. 
Schmidt are going to be candidates on 
the Democratic ticket and they author- 
ized the CIO to run their campaign and 
figure out where they are going to get the 
money in order to conduct the campaign. 
As you know, the CIO has made repeated 
statements that they expect to raise a 
dollar from every one of their employees 
who is affiliated with the CIO and in that 
way collect a large campaign fund for 
the Democratic candidates in Pennsyl- 
vania. It does not look to me very good 
for the Democrats to turn over to the 
CIO the financing of their political cam- 
paign. A tie-up in Pennsylvania of the 
Democratic Party in partnership with 
CIO-PAC. Where is the Democratic 
Party going? Who knows? Why? Is it 
a sell-out? The authorization of the 
candidates reads as follows: 

This is yours to receive and disburse 
money and incur Liability to election ex- 
penses within the limits of the Pennsylvania 
election code in the furtherance of my 
candidacy. 


The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


STREAM-POLLUTION LEGISLATION 
SHOULD BE ACTED ON BEFORE 
CONGRESS ADJOURNS 


Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min- 
ute and to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
notice an item in this morning’s paper 
that there were 89 cases of infantile 
paralysis at Minneapolis, Minn. That 
is not very good publicity and I do not 
intend to give anybody any bad publicity, 
but I say that because it forcefully calls 
to mind one piece of legislation that 
should be passed by this body before it 
adjourns and that is the stream-pollu- 
tion bill. There is a great deal of talk 
about adjournment. There is a great 
deal of work that should be done and a 
great many bills that should be consid- 
ered before the Congress adjourns. 
None of them is more important than 
the stream-pollution bill which has been 
reported out of the Rivers and Harbors 
Committee and is pending on this 
calendar. 

I do not undertake to say, Mr. Speaker, 
the cause of infantile paralysis at Minne- 
‘apolis is found in the drinking water 
that they get out of the Mississippi River. 
I do know that at one time the drinking 
water, not only in that city but in other 
cities, was unfit because of sewage being: 
dumped into the stream. Then the city 
of Minneapolis built a sewage-disposal 
plant so that they could treat the sewage. 

In the city of Duluth, Minn., where I 
reside, there was a history of pollution 
of the waters of Lake Superior. The 
sewage was dumped into the lake by the 
city sewers, and then 3 or 4 miles away 
was the intake pipe for the drinking 
water of the city. A typhoid-fever epi- 
demic cost numerous lives. The history 
of the progress made at Duluth, Minn., 
in taking care of its sewage there and in 
furnishing the people in the city with 
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the finest drinking water in the world, 
out of Lake Superior, is very interesting. 
It is sufficient to say that a few years 
ago a sewage-disposal plant was built 
and a long step forward has been made 
to correct the evil of stream and lake 
pollution so far as it relates to the city 
of Duluth. The story, however, in con- 
nection with this problem in other locali- 
ties is not a happy one. I recall a very 
prosperous city on the Ohio River hav- 
ing been mentioned some 4 or 5 years 
ago when the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the House of Representatives 
was conducting hearings on a stream- 
pollution bill. The expert told how 
sewage was dumped into that river, not 
by one city but by a dozen cities. The 
water from that river was used by the 
city for drinking purposes. An elaborate 
system of purification works had been 
installed, so that the river water could 
again be made drinkable. The quaint 
way that the engineering expert ex- 
pressed himself was in this manner: 

For every gallon of Ohio River water that 
reaches the purification plant, 1 quart of 
that gallon is made up of the material which 
comes from the toilet in the city homes. 


It hardly seems possible that a civi- 
lized people would permit such a condi- 
tion to exist. Yet, that is exactly what is 
going on all over this country today. 
That is the kind of a condition that the 
pending stream pollution legislation will 
rectify and correct. It is important, be- 
fore Congress adjourns, that we act on 
legislation of this character, which is of 
benefit to the American people and which 
directly concerns the health of the Amer- 
ican people. I cannot help but feel, re- 
gardless of medical opinion, that the 
public health would be safer from epi- 
demics such as this infantile paralysis 
epidemic, if domestic sewage and indus- 
trial waste could be kept from being 
dumped into our streams and lakes, out 
of which the drinking water of the people 
of our cities must come. This bill before 
us will go a long way to cure that evil. 

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY AND POWER PROJECT 


Then, Mr. Speaker, there are many 
other pending legislative proposals which 
ought to be acted on before this Congress 
adjourns. We ought not to adjourn until 
these proposals do have consideration by 
Congress. No more important matter is 
before us now than the legislation deal- 
ing with the St. Lawrence seaway and 
power project. Nineteen months have 
elapsed since bills were introduced in 
Congress to deepen the navigation chan- 
nels in the St. Lawrence River to a depth 
of 27 feet, and build a power plant at 
Massena, N. Y. There is no excuse for 
the long delay and many postponements 
in taking action on this legislation. The 
administration leaders who are anxious 
to adjourn Congress would do well if they 
brought this measure up for action and 
a vote before Congress adjourns, 

OLD-AGE PENSION 


Another subject which waits action 
deals with the passage of a bill to in- 
crease the old-age assistance payments 
to our aged citizens. They are very poorly 
taken care of under existing law. The 
payments that they receive are wholly 
inadequate to take care of their bills 
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for room rent and food. They have a 
right to complain about being neglected 
and poorly treated by this national ad- 
ministration. Now, when announcement 
is made that the party leaders are going 
to have an adjournment within the next 
few days, we find still further delays 
being developed, so as to prevent us from 
considering national old-age pension leg- 
islation. We cought not to adjourn be- 
fore that bill is passed, 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and to include certain state- 
ments and excerpts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Patman addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE 
THE ELECTION OF MEMBERS OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
on behalf of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 645. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That a special committee of five 
members be appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives to investigate and 
report to the House not later than January 
3, 1947, with respect to the following matters: 

1. The extent and nature of expenditures 
made by all the candidates for the House of 
Representatives in connection with their 
campaign for nomination and election to 
such office. . 

2. The amounts subscribed, contributed, or 
expended, and the value of services rendered, 
and facilities made available (including per- 
sonal services, use of advertising space, radio 
time, office space, moving-picture films, and 
automobile and other transportation facili- 
ties) by any individual, individuals, or group 
of individuals, committee, partnership, cor- 
poration, or labor union, to or on behalf of 
each such candidate in connection with any 
such campaign or for the purpose of in- 
flueneing the votes cast or to be cast at any 
convention or election held in 1946 to which 
a candidate for the House of Representatives 
is to be nominated or elected. 

8. The use of any other means or influence 
(including the promise or use of patronage) 
for the purpose of aiding or influencing the 
nomination or election of any such candi- 
dates. 

4. The amounts, if any, raised, contributed, 
and expended by any individual, individuals, 
or group of individuals, committee, partner- 
ship, corporation, or labor union, including 
any political committee thereof, in connec- 
tion with any such election, and the amounts 
received by any political committee from any 
corporation, labor union, individual, indi- 
viduals, or group of individuals, committee, 
or partnership. 

5. The violations, if any, of the following 
statutes of the United States: 

(a) The Federal Corrupt Practices Act. 

(b) Title 18, section 61 to 61t, inclusive, 
United States Code, 1940 edition, relating to 
pernicious political activities, commonly re- 
ferred to as the Hatch Act. 

(c) The provisions of section 9, Public Law 
89, Seventy-eighth Congress, chapter 144, 
first session, referred to as the “War Labor 
Disputes Act.” 

(d) Any statute or legislative act of the 
United States, or of the State within which 
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a candidate is seeking nomination or reelec- 
tion to the House of Representatives, the vio- 
lation of which Federal or State statute, or 
Statutes, would affect the qualification of a 
Member of the House of Representatives 
within the meaning of article I, section 5, 
of the Constitution of the United States. 

6. Such other matters relating to the elec- 
tion of Members of the House of Representa- 
tives in 1946, and the campaigns of candi- 
dates in connection therewith, as the com- 
mittee deems to be of public interest, and 
which in its opinion will aid the House of 
Representatives in enacting remedial legis- 
lation, or in deciding any contests that may 
be instituted involving the right to a seat 
in the House of Representatives. 

7. The committee is authorized to act upon 
its own motion and upon such information 
as in its judgment may be reasonable or reli- 
able. Upon complaint being made to the 
committee under oath, by any person, candi- 
date, or political committee, setting forth 
allegations as to facts which, under this res- 
olution, it would be the duty of said commit- 
tee to investigate, the committee shall in- 
vestigate such charges as fully as though it 
were acting upon its own motion, unless, after 
& hearing upon such complaint, the com- 
mittee shall find that the allegations in such 
complaint are immaterial or untrue. All 
hearings before the committee, and before 
any duly authorized subcommittee thereof, 
shall be public, and all orders and decisions 
of the committee, and of any such subcom- 
mittee shall be public. 

For the purpose of this resolution, the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized to hold such 
public hearings, to sit and act at such times 
and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjourned periods of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
8 to employ such attorneys, experts, cler - 
cal, and other assistants, to require by sub- 

or otherwise the attendance of such 
tnesses and the production of such cor- 
respondence, books, papers, and documents, 
to administer such oaths, and to take such 
testimony, as it deems advisable. 

8. The committee is authorized and di- 
Tected to report promptly. any and all vio- 
lations of any Federal or State statutes in 
connection with the matters and things men- 

joned herein to the Attorney General of 

e United States in order that he may take 
such official action as may be proper. 

9. Every person who, having been sum- 
moned as a witness by authority of said 
committee or any subcommittee thereof, 
willfully makes default, or who having ap- 
peared, refuses to answer any question per- 
tinent to the investigation heretofore author- 
ized, shall be held to the penalties prescribed 
by law. 

That said committee is authorized and di- 
rected to file interim reports whenever in the 
judgment of the majority of the committee, 
or of a subcommitee conducting portions of 
said investigation, the public interest will 
be best served by the filing of said interim 
reports, and in no event shall the final re- 
port of said committee be filed later than 
January 3, 1947, as hereinabove provided. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. As I 
understand it, this is the usual commit- 
tee to supervise elections? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It is cus- 
tomary to pass such a resolution as this 
every 2 years. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is 
there any change in the text from that of 
previous years? 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Ido not think 
so. I did not draft the resolution, but I 
do not think there is any important 
change. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It 
has the unanimous report from the Com- 
mittee on Rules? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes. I do not 
know of any objection to it and I ad- 
vised the committee I would call it up this 
morning. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman, 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SCIENTIFIC SPIES AND THE ATOMICO 
i BOMB 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, on yes- 
terday, and the day before, I warned the 
House that the best thing we could do 
would be to send the atomic-bomb bill 
back to the Military Affairs Committee 
for further study. 

I warned you that from information 
the Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties has there are foreign spies working 
inside this plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn., 
trying to get the secret of the atomic 
bomb for the purpose of using it against 
the American people, as well as against 
our allies. 

I call attention to the fact that in this 
morning’s paper it is stated that five ci- 
vilian spies have been caught out here at 
Aberdeen, Md., doing the same thing. 

In order that you may know who they 
are, let me read you their names. One 
of them is Harry Spector. Another one 
is Irving Spector. Another one is called 
Abram Kotelchuck, another one Phil 
bbe: and another one Rheabel Mendel- 
sohn. 

It is time for America to be on guard 
against these subversive elements. 

This is additional proof of the wis- 
dom of recommitting this bill to the com- 
mittee for further study. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 


THIRD DEFICIENCY BILL, 1946 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
ér, I call up the conference report on the 
bill (H. R. 6885) making appropriations 
to supply deficiencies in certain appro- 
priations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1946, and for prior fiscal years, to 
provide supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, to 
provide appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, and for other pur- 
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers on the 
part of the House be read in lieu of the 
report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 3 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
6885) making appropriations to supply de- 
ficiencies in certain appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, and for prior 
fiscal years, to provide supplemental appro- 
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1946, to provide appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1947, and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 24, 35, 56, 65, 74, 78, 79, and 
83 


That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 
32, 36, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 49, 50, 52, 53, 
54, 58, 59, 61, 66, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, 75, 76, 
80, 82, 84, 85, 87, 88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 
97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 
108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 118, 114, 115, 116, 117, 
and 118, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
At the end of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, and before the period, insert 
the following: “, one-half of such amount 
to be disbursed by the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate and one-half by the Clerk of the House”; 
and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and in- 
serted by said amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “or refuses in the determination of the 
Secretary of State”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 37: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 37, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed insert 875,000, 
000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 38: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 38, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment insert the following: “: Pro- 
vided further, That no part of the funds 
appropriated in this paragraph shall be used 
to pay the salary of any person engaged in 
preparing or disseminating general propa- 
ganda in support of price control”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 39: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of sum proposed insert $325,000"; 
and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 48: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 48, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 
“That no payment shall be made under the 
provisions of such title of such Act to any 
person whom the Commission is convinced 
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collaborated with the enemy or committed 
any act involving disloyalty to the United 
States or the Commonwealth of the Philip- 
pines: Provided jurther,”; and the Senate 
agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 55, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: 


“DAY CARE CENTERS 


“For all expenses necessary for the estab- 
lishment, maintenance, and operation of a 
system of nurseries and nursery schools for 
the day care of children of school or under 
school age, including personal services, as 
authorized by Public Law 514, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946, fiscal year 
1947, $250,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 57: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 57, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$55,000” 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 89: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 89, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 

“Public Roads Administration: Access 
roads, $320,596.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis- 
agreement amendments numbered 33, 34, 46, 
51, 5214, 60, 62, 63, 64, 69, 77, 81, 86, 119, 120, 
and 121, 

CLARENCE CANNON, 

Lovis C. RABAUT, 

W. F. NORRELL, 

JAMIE L, WHITTEN, 

JOHN TABER, 

EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
CARL HAYDEN, 
RICHARD B, RUSSELL, 
JOHN H. OVERTON, 
C. WAYLAND BROOKS, 
CHAN GURNEY, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 6885) making ap- 
propriations to supply deficiencies in certain 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1946, and for prior fiscal years, to 
provide supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, to provide 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes, submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference re- 
port as to each of such amendments, namely: 

Amendments Nos. 1 to 8 and 10 to 18, in- 
clusive, relating to the Senate: Appropri- 
ates, as proposed by the Senate, an addi- 
tional amount of $371,250, under the fol- 
lowing heads: 


Office of the Secretary (salaries)... $4,160 
Document room (salaries) 500 
Clerical assistance to Senators 254, 100 
Office of Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper (salaries) 28, 240 
Contingent expenses of the Senate.. 84, 250 


Amendments Nos. 19 to 22, inclusive, relat- 
ing to the House of Representatives: Appro- 
priates an additional amount of $54,560.80 
for salaries of officers and employees, pursu- 
ant to House Resolutions 90 and 691, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and protects the tech- 
nical assistant in the office of the attending 
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physician against any forefeiture or reduc- 
tion of pay by reason of his having been re- 
tired in a commissioned status instead of a 
noncommissioned status, as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $3,600 
for the pay of an assistant clerk, Joint Com- 
mittee on Printing, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, amended to provide that payment of 
compensation shall devolve equally upon 
the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of 
the House. 

Amendment No. 24: Strikes out the appro- 
priation of $50,000 for salaries and expenses, 
Joint Committee on the Economic Report, 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 25: Continues available 
until August 31, 1946, the appropriation for 
the expenses of the commission to represent 
the United States at the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies, as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 26: Appropriates under 
the “Architect of the Capitol” $3,365 for 
altering and improving the barber shop in 
the Senate wing of the Capitol Building, as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 27: Increases the amount 
limitation upon expenditures for printing, 
binding, and distributing the Federal Regis- 
ter from $550,000, as proposed by the House, 
to $554,681.06 as proposed by the Senate, 

Amendment No. 28; Restores the effective- 
ness of the clauses making appropriations 
immediately available, contained in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 29, 30, 31, and $2, re- 
lating to the United Nations Relief and Re- 
habilitation Administration: Amends the 
House provision with regard to American 
press representatives in recipient countries 
by making failure or refusal to observe sub- 
ject to the determination of the Secretary 
of State, and providing for the admission of 
a reasonable number of press represent- 
atives, all substantially as proposed by the 
Senate, but subject to further modification 
by reason of amendment No, 33, reported in 
disagreement. 

Amendment No. 35, relating to salaries and 
expenses, Civilian Production Administra- 
tion, 1947: Appropriates $18,000,000, as pro- 
posed by the House, instead of $20,000,000, 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 36, relating to the War 
Assets Administration: Substitutes a comma 
for a semicolon, 

Amendments Nos. 37 and 38, relating to 
salaries and expenses, Office of Price Admin- 
istration: Appropriates $75,000,000 instead 
of $106,650,000, as proposed by the House, and 
$56,650,000, as proposed by the Senate, and 
bars the use of the appropriation for engag- 
ing in general propaganda in support of price 
control, as proposed by the Senate, excluding 
from the inhibition, however, its application 
to “any price-control program.“ 

Amendment No. 39: Appropriates $325,000 
for salaries and expenses, Federal Trade Com- 
mission, 1947, instead of $250,000, as pro- 
posed by the House, and $400,000, as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 40, 41, and 42, relating 
to salaries and expenses, Office of War Mo- 
bilization and Reconversion, 1947: Extends 
the appropriation to include the Office of 
Contract Settlement, as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 43: Inserts the fiscal year 
in the appropriation for veterans’ decen- 
tralization allowances under the Public 
Buildings Administration, as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendments Nos, 44 and 45, relating to 
damage claims, Public Roads Administration: 
Appropriates $1,172,850.67, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $64,942,28, as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendments Nos. 47 and 48, relating to 
the appropriation for the Philippine War 
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Damage Commission: Restores the House 
provision relative to payments to disloyal 
persons, amended to express more clearly 
the intent. 

Amendments Nos. 49 and 50, relating to 
the appropriation for salaries and expenses, 
Selective Service System: Inserts the fiscal 
year and excludes from Budget Bureau re- 
vision the component parts of the appropria- 
tion, as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 52: Appropriate for read- 
justment benefits, Veterans’ Administration, 
an additional amount of $1,843,000,000 for 
the fiscal year 1947, as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment Nos. 53 to 59, both inclusive, 
relating to the District of Columbia: Appro- 
priates and additional amount of $136,645.91 
for the Collector's Office, fiscal year 1947, as 
proposed by the Senate; appropriates an ad- 
ditional amount of $45,200 for the Office of 
Administrator of Rent Control, fiscal year 
1947, as proposed by the Senate; appropriates 
$250,000 for day care centers, instead of $344,- 
000, as proposed by the Senate; restores the 
House provision barring the operation of the 
testing laboratory of the Highway Depart- 
ment and providing for the disposition of 
the equipment of such laboratory; appro- 
priates $55,000 additional for salaries and 
expenses, National Guard, fiscal year 1947, 
instead of $35,080, as proposed by the House, 
and $105,240, as proposed by the Senate, and 
makes two textual corrections, as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates an ad- 
ditional amount of $10,000 for salaries and 
expenses, Bureau of Dairy Industry, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, fiscal year 1947, as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No, 65: Strikes out the au- 
thorization proposed by the Senate making 
certain appropriations of the Department of 
Commerce for the fiscal year 1947 available 
for medical care and subsistence in kind of 
departmental personnel in isolated areas in 
Alaska and other United States Territories 
and possessions, and for the relief of dis- 
tressed persons in remote localities, all 
largely reimbursable except medical supplies 
to the total value of $2,500. 

Amendments Nos. 66, 67, 68, and 70, relat- 
ing to the Department of the Interior: In- 
serts a fiscal year in the appropriation for 
the Solid Fuels Administration for War; ap- 
propriates $50,000 for maintenance, San 
Carlos irrigation project, Gila River Reser- 
vation, Ariz., and appropriates $500,000 for 
the Colorado River front work and levee 
system, all as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 71 to 75, inclusive, relat- 
ing to the Navy Department: Appropriates 
$2,589.96 for damage claims, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $1,224.89, as proposed 
by the House; appropriates $28,750,000 for 
transportation of things, Navy, 1947, as pro- 
posed by the Senate; strikes out the authori- 
zation proposed by the Senate for using $50,- 
000 of the appropriation “Medical Depart- 
ment, Navy, 1947,” for making a general ad- 
ministrative and operational survey of naval 
hospitals, and strikes out, as proposed by the 
Senate, the authorization proposed by the 
House for the acquisition of certain parcels 
of land, including such improvements as 
there may be thereon. 

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates $8,179 
additional, fiscal year 1947, for salaries, Office 
of the Postmaster General, as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendments Nos, 78, 79, and 80, relating 
to the Department of State: Strikes out the 
appropriation of $20,418.72 proposed by the 
Senate for International Office of Public 
Health, and appropriates, as proposed by the 
Senate, $339,853.60 for the liquidation of the 
International Institute of Agriculture at 
Rome, Italy. 

Amendments Nos. 82 and 83, relating to 
the Treasury Department: Makes Coast Guard 
appropriations available for the payment of 
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claims authorized by law, as proposed by the 
Senate, and restores the House provision re- 
quiring funds available for strategic and crit- 
ical materials in excess of the amount needed 
for storing the surplus of such materials to 
be carried to the surplus fund and covered 
into the Treasury. 

Amendments Nos. 84, 85, and 87, relating 
to the War Department: Appropriates $398,- 
405.94 for damage claims, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $108,638, as proposed by 
the House, and appropriates $3,800,000 addi- 
tional for rivers and harbors, under “Civil 
functions, Corps of Engineers,” as proposed 
by the Senate, instead of $2,500,000, as pro- 
posed by the House. 

Amendment No. 88: Appropriates an addi- 
tional amount of $15,116 for salaries, United 
States Supreme Court, fiscal year 1947, as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 89 and 90, relating to 
surplus appropriation rescissions: Rescinds 
$320,596 of funds available for access roads, 
Public Roads Administration, instead of 

» $641,193, as proposed by the House, and no 
rescission, as proposed by the Senate, and 
rescinds $199,000 of the maritime training 
fund, Coast Guard, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, instead of $274,325, as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendments Nos. 91 to 118, inclusive, re- 
lating to judgments and authorized claims: 
Appropriates $8,720,457.59, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $5,860,420.91, as pro- 
posed by the House. 

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

Amendment No. 33, relating to the appro- 
priation for the United Nations Relief and 
Rehabilitation Administration. It will be 
moved to insert in lieu of such amendment, 
the following: 

“without any deletions or modifications 
by censorship of their reports dealing with 
such subjects: Provided jurther, That none 
of the funds herein appropriated shall be 
used for the transportation, delivery, or dis- 
tribution of any supplies, commodities, or 
equipment to or for any recipient country 
until the Director General of the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Admin- 
istration has advised the Secretary of State 
that such country has arranged for the 
prompt distribution of such supplies, com- 
modities, and equipment” - 

Amendment No. 34, relating to surplus 
property, care and handling. It will be 
moved to insert in lieu of such amendment, 
the following: 

“SURPLUS PROPERTY, CARE AND HANDLING 

“Surplus property, care and handling: 
That current naval and military appropria- 
tions shall be available for the care and han- 
dling of property wherever situated declared 
surplus to disposal agencies pending reim- 
bursement for such expenses by such dis- 
posal agencies or in consequence of supple- 
mental appropriations hereafter made di- 
rectly to the owning agencies, any law to the 
contrary notwithstanding: Provided, That 
reimbursement shall not be made for pay 
and allowances and subsistence of military 
and naval personnel within the numbers ap- 
propriated for heretofore.” 

Amendment No. 46, relating to veterans’ 
educational facilities, Bureau of Community 
Facilities. It will be moved to recede and 
concur in such amendment with an amend- 
ment making the appropriation $75,000,000, 
instead of $100,000,000, and limiting the 
amount for administrative expenses to $3,- 
000,000 instead of $4,000,000. 

Amendment No. 51, relating to the United 
States Maritime Commission. It will be 
moved to recede and concur in such amend- 
ment, 

Amendment No, 5214, relating to the oper- 
ation of canteens by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. It will be moved to recede and 
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concur in such amendment with an amend- 
ment providing an appropriation of $4,000,- 
000, instead of $5,000,000. 

Amendment No. 60, appropriating an addi- 
tional amount, fiscal year 1947, for inspec- 
tion and quarantine, Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry, Department of Agriculture. It will 
be moved to recede and concur in such 
amendment. 

Amendment No. 62, relating to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. It will be moved 
to insert in lieu of such amendment the fol- 
lowing: 

“COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to purchase surplus potatoes (in- 
cluding sweetpotatoes) produced during the 
year 1946 and to process and sell such pota- 
toes to any foreign country, and, upon req- 
uisition, to the Army and to the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Admin- 
istration for the relief of hungry people.” 

Amendment No. 68, relating to the transfer 
of funds from the appropriation “Compiling 
census reports, and so forth, 1946,” to the 
Bureau of Standards. It will be moved to 
recede and concur in such amendment, 

Amendment No. 64, amending the appro- 
priation in the Department of Commerce 
Appropriation Act, 1947, for the compilation 
of foreign trade statistics. It will be moved 
to recede and concur in such amendment. 

Amendment No. 69, appropriating addi- 
tional amounts for the construction of rec- 
lamation projects. 8 

Amendment No. 77, lifting the existing 
limitation upon allowances for living quarters 
of Foreign Service personnel as to such per- 
sonnel serving at posts in certain specified 
countries. It will be moved to recede and 
concur in such amendment. 

Amendment No. 81, relating to the replace- 
ment or rehabilitation of facilities in the 
Philippine Islands. 

Amendment No. 86, providing for muster- 
ing-out payments to certain former members 
of the armed services. It will be moved to 
recede and concur in such amendment. 

Amendment No. 119, increasing Trom $1,050 
to $1,300 the previously established ceiling 
price to be paid for passenger-carrying auto- 
mobiles. It will be moved to recede and con- 
cur in such amendment. 

Amendment No. 120, repealing previously 
enacted provisions limiting passenger-auto- 
mobile procurement to used or surplus ve- 
hicles. It will be moved to recede and concur 
in such amendment. ; 

Amendment No, 121, changing a section 
number. It will be moved to recede and con- 
cur in such amendment. 

CLARENCE CANNON, 
Lovis C. RABAUT, 
W. F. NORRELL, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
JOHN TABER (except 
as to amendment 
No, 64), 
Bvererr M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself 15 minutes, 

Mr. Speaker, we present here the con- 
ference report on the last appropriation 
bill for the session, and with it 16 amend- 
ments in disagreement. Two of those 
amendments are brought back because of 
actual disagreement between the two 
Houses. The other 14 are brought back 
because of the parliamentary require- 
ment which makes it necessary to bring 
them back in disagreement. We will 
dispose first of the conference report and 
then take up in turn each of the 16 
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amendments on which there has been no 
agreement. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. With reference to these 
day-care centers, you have given $250,000 
for them. Is that for the District of 
Columbia proper? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. It is lim- 
ited solely to the District of Columbia 
and paid out of District of Columbia 
funds. 1 

Mr. RICH. We appropriate that 
money for the Distriet of Columbia. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Exclusive- 
ly from District of Columbia funds. 

Mr. RICH. So that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is now maintaining these day- 
care centers for the women who have 
children and are working possibly in the 
Government. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. On the 
contrary, the District of Columbia is 
maintaining them. 


Mr. RICH. We appropriate the 
money to the District of Columbia. 
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Yes; the 


Congress acting, under the Constitution, 
as a city council for Washington, appro- 
priates it out of District funds. 

Mr. RICH. We appropriate that 
money for these day-care centers. 
These women that have children, in- 
stead of staying in their homes and tak- 
ing care of the children, have day-care 
centers where their children are taken 
care of and they go out and work. It 
does not seem to me that is the Ameri- 
can way of bringing up children. They 
ought to cut that out. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The Com- 
mittee on Appropriations did not initi- 
ate this matter. The Congress passed 
a legislative bill authorizing this work, 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
was present when the bill passed the 
House. In conformity with that spe- 
cific authorization, an estimate came in 
here for a good deal more than this 
amount. It is paid not out of the Fed- 
eral Treasury, not out of funds paid into 
the United States Treasury by the Fed- 
eral taxpayers, but out of funds of the 
District paid in by the District tax- 
payers. 

Mr. RICH. But the Federal Govern- 
ment gives $8,000,000 a year additional 
over what they wanted for the regular 
appropriation. That money is used for 
this particular purpose. You cannot de- 
ceive the people with statements of that 
kind. You know the Federal Govern- 
ment is paying the District of Columbia 
that money. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman understands that whether we 
appropriate this money for child-care 
centers or not, we still have to make the 
$8,000,000 contribution. If we did not 
appropriate a cent for this purpose we 
would still have to pay the $8,000,000. I 
think it is too much, but the gentleman 
and his colleagues have voted it, and I 
yield always to the will of the majority. 
This appropriation for child-care cen- 
ters is in direct response to'a bill passed 
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by a majority of this House. That is in 
accordance with the American principle 
of self-government. 

Mr. RICH. I voted for the $8,000,000 
for the District because I wanted to help 
the District, but if the District is going 
to spend its money this way, the next 
time I vote money for the District I 
will know what they are going to spend 
it for. They are not going to put across 
anything like this. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DOYLE. I wish to make this ob- 
servation in view of the observation by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, that 
I do not know of any place as important 
for the District or any other govern- 
mental unit of this country to spend 
money as in the field of underprivileged 
children. I am very happy indeed to see 
the District spending money in the in- 
terest of preserving the character and 
health of her children who have no nor- 
mal home life. 

Mr. RICH. If they maintained their 
homes and the women stayed home and 
took care of their children, they would 
have a normal home life. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, this conference report disposes of the 
last regular supply bill, winding up the 
appropriation measures for the session. 
In a day or so we shall meet to consider 
an appropriation effecting the payments 
under the recently passed bill authoriz- 
ing terminal leave for noncommissioned 
personnel of the armed services. That 
will be the final report of the Committee 
on Appropriations. I wish to emphasize 
that that appropriation also will be in 
response to a vote by the House and the 
Senate on a bill submitted by the legis- 
lative committee having jurisdiction of 
the matter. 

This conference report is the last stage 
in the enactment of the third general 
deficiency bill, 1946, which we passed on 
June 28. It left the House carrying ap- 
propriations in the total amount of $724,- 
571,909.33. It came back to us from the 
other body carrying a total of $2,784,- 
134,974.68. As we present it for final 
disposition it would make available a 
total of $2,652,860,866.96, assuming ap- 
proval of amendment No. 69, which is 
yet to be disposed of. 

The statement which has just béen 
read contains an accounting of the mat- 
ters involved. After the bill left the 
House, the Senate was presented with 
estimates of appropriations for or on ac- 
count of veterans in the total amount of 
$1,982,682,624.92. That amount is in- 
cluded in the total of the additional 
amount to which the House conferees 
have agreed. It constitutes by far the 
major part of the difference between the 
House and Senate versions of the bill, 

If the action of the conference com- 
mittee be approved, the bill will carry 
$240,706,246 less than the estimates con- 
sidered in connection therewith, still as- 
suming approval of amendment No. 69, 

With the approval of this bill, which 
contains a number of regular annual ap- 
propriations, all of the regular annual 
appropriations for the new fiscal year 
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which started the first of this month will 
have been provided. 

The final approval dates of some of the 
measures has been or will be late, but ob- 
ligations under all have been made legal 
by reason of a protective provision in- 
cluded in the Third Urgent Deficiency 
Appropriation Act, 1946, which became 
law on June 21, 1946. 

As to the regular annual bills which 
failed to meet the date line—there are 
five of them I wish to give you the exact 
dates. 

They may be tabulated as follows: 
Passed House: 

Treasury-Post Office 


Coast Guard..__-...------.... May 20 


Labor-Federal Security Agency. June 11 
Government Corporations June 13 
Military Establishments... June 21 
Passed Senate: 
Treasury-Post Once June 21 
Coast Gus June 28 
Labor-Federal Security Agency. June 28 
Government Corporations June 29 


Military Establishments June 28 


As will be noted, the Treasury and 
Post Office appropriation bill passed the 
House on February 14. It has been on 
the other side of the Capitol all this time. 
It had-passed the House on February 14 
a did not pass the Senate until June 

The Coast Guard appropriation bill 
passed the House on May 20 and passed 
the Senate on June 28, 

The Labor-Federal Security appropri- 
ation bill passed the House on June 11 
and passed the Senate on June 28. 

The Government corporations appro- 
priation bill passed the House on June 
13 and passed the Senate on June 29. 

The Military Establishments appro- 
priation bill passed the House on June 
21 and passed the Senate on July 28. - 

The military bill was late passing the 
House because the military budget was 
not presented until May 3. Similarly, 
the Government corporations bill was 
not presented until June 13 because the 
Budget was not presented until May 2, 
1946. Both of these bills were highly 
important. I submit the dates of their 
presentation to the House were as early 
as conditions warranted and permitted. 
In-short, the Committee on Appropria- 
tions has passed supply bills this year 
under many heavy handicaps and with 
exceptional expedition. We have every 
reason to take pride in the speed made 
in the prompt enactment of budgets 
submitted to us. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. In authorizing these ap- 
propriations for the deficiency in an 
amount that is supposed to be given to 
a particular department of government, 
does the Deficiency Committee go back 
to a subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee and have them check back 
to see whether these amounts are neces- 
sary and essential? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, The gen- 
tleman brings a very interesting 
chapter in the history of the committee, 
Until recently, the Committee on Appro- 


Prlations gave no opportunity to mém= 
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bers of subcommittees dealing with 
regular annual appropriations to sit with 
the subcommittee having charge of 
deficiencies, 

Mr. RICH. Did I understand you to 
say until recently? 

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. 
came chairman. 

Mr. RICH. And now you go back to 
your subcommittees and permit them to 
pass on the amounts that are esssential 
for the subcommittee’s appropriations? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. When any 
deficiency item is taken up, we always 
invite the chairman and the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee 
which had the original bill and which 
made the original appropriation to sit 
with us and participate with us, and we 
give their recommendations every con- 
sideration. 

Mr. RICH. Well, you have appointed 
a subcommittee to look after each de- 
partment of Government. If that sub- 
committee is going to be responsible for 
the operation of that department of 
Government in the appropriation of 
funds, it seems to me that no funds 
should be appropriated by the Deficiency 
Subcommittee until after the subcom- 
mittee approves those funds. That is 
the only way you are going to get good 
government in the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That is ex- 
actly the reason why we made this change 
in the procedure, and I am glad to find 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania en- 
dorses it. 

Mr. RICH. I am not endorsing it un- 
less you take in the whole committee, 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Perhaps 
the gentleman would like to go just a 
little further and take in the entire 
House, There has to be a limit some 
place. When his chairmen were in 
charge they did not consult anybody. 

Mr. Speaker, in connection with the 
preparation of the budget for the com- 
ing year, the committee has advised the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
that it shall expect the 1948 budget to 
include all regular annual estimates of 
appropriations, and that course will be 
followed, according to word we have re- 
ceived from that official. We counte- 
nanced during the war years the late 
submission of budgets for the armed 
services, and it was not practicable owing 
to the recent readjustment, to include 
provision for Government corporations 
in the regular 1947 budget. 

We are here dealing with the last ap- 
propriation bill, except, as I previously 
indicated, a resolution dealing with ter- 
minal-leave pay for veterans, and I shall 
include in my remarks at this point a 
statement, by bills, of all of the esti- 
mates of appropriations that have been 


Until I be- 


-presented for the consideration of the 


Congress at this session, and of the ap- 
propriations that have been voted, omit- 
ting the amounts that have been appro- 
priated in private bills, which will not 
aggregate a great deal. The figures are 
sufficiently complete and accurate for all 
practical purposes, but will be supple- 
mented later by a final and more com- 
prehensive statement. 
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Comparative statement of estimates of appropriations submitted during the second session of the Seventy-ninth Congress and of appro- 


priations made during such session 


F annual bills, 1947: 
ig sparen of ‘Agriculture 
District of Columbia. 
Independent offices 


Interior Department 44„%7V 
vast ing of Labor, Federal Security Agency, and related independent agencies: 


Federal Security Agency 


Militar 


To 
War Department—civil functions. 
Coast Guard 


dub dende deficienc 5 miscellaneous bills: 


Total, . deficiency, and miscellaneous bs. 
indefinite appropriat ions 


Permanent an 


1 Includes 8195, 000, 000 for UNRRA provided for in Second Supplemental Surplus Appropriation Rescission Act, 


From this statement it will be seen that 
the estimates of appropriations aggre- 
gate $34,373,568,769. It shows the sum 
of the appropriations as $33,166,346,163. 

The total of the estimates exceed by 
$3,706,250,939 the total amount projected 
in the Budget—$30,667,317,830. Of the 
excess, $3,287,551,000 is on account of the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Missouri has consumed 15 minutes. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I will require another 10 minutes. 

The idea is often expressed, both here 
on the floor and in the press, that Con- 
gress ought to cut down appropriations 
arbitrarily. A great many appropria- 
tions are of a character which are not 
susceptible to reduction by any amount. 
We have here in this bill an example of 
such a situation. Of this excess, $3,287,- 
551,000 is on account of the Veterans’ 
Administration, which must be taken 
care of in full. š 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Do you, as chairman of 


the Appropriations Committee, know 


that you went in the red last year $21,- 
000,000,000? Do you know that at the 
rate you are appropriating money, you, 
as the head of this Appropriations Com- 
mittee, are going to go in the red $10,- 
000,000,000 this year or else I do not know 
my name? I want to know from you 
where you are going to get this money. 


Molated agencies 


Government corporations 
Total, regular annual bills 


I would like you to tell this House of 
Representatives if you are going to con- 
tinue spending in appropriations like you 
have been, what is going to happen to 
this country. I would like somebody to 
tell the House what is going to happen. 
If you do not do your duty from now on, 
this country is going to be broke. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I will say 
to the gentleman now that we appropri- 
ated this money in response to the vote 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. No; you did not do a 
such business. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman just confessed that he voted in 
this House to increase the Federal con- 
tribution to the District of Columbia to 
the amount of $2,000,000. 

Mr. RICH. Yes; I voted to give an 
additional $2,000,000 to the District of 
Columbia. Why should I not, when the 
Congress voted to give 83,750,000, 000 to 
a foreign nation? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman should have made that speech 
last week; that is not before the House 
of Representatives today. 

But the gentleman who is decrying 
appropriations voted for the $2,000,000 
when I voted against it. And now he 
1 complaining because he won and 

I also note that the gentleman a few 
days ago voted to appropriate millions 
of dollars to complete vessels less than 
30 percent complete when we have now 
more vessels than we know what to do 


34, 373, 568, 769 


Increase (+) or 


Appropriations decrease (—) 


Estimates 


$590, 405, 672 $581, 240, 121 
$1, 505, 000 76, 755, 009 

5, 140, 876, 502 5, 094, 976, 677 
350, 357, 230 247, 167, 036 


131, 701, 100 140, 456, 443 
726, 500, 300 696, 183, 527 
319, 805, 500 318, 875 , 700 


1, 178, 075, 900 1, 155, 015, 670 

53, 809, 736 —4, 520, 398 
7, 263, 542, 400 4-55, 334, 971 
4, 119, 659, 300 +354, 260, 300 
128, 008, 752 —6, 879, 079 
99, 752, 250 +1,689, 200 
193, 884, 720 —44, 870, 280 

16, 057, 490 — 534, 
488, 297, 601 437, 703, 212 — 50, 594, 280 
335, 978, 000 325, 290, 250 —10, 687, 750 
1, 298, 239, 190 1, 279, 571, 890 —18, 667, 300 
bs modos eee 
116, 226, 000 —18, 694, 000 

* 60, 086, 287 22, 962, 


5,077, 947. 344 
7, 343, 333, 410 


1946, 


with and are sinking them or putting 
them away in expensive cold storage. 
The gentleman voted to spend the money 
and I voted not spend it—money abso- 
lutely thrown away. 

Returning to the tabulation which I 
have submitted, by way of recapitula- 
tion, it will be noted that the estimates 
of appropriations aggregate $34,373,- 
568,769. The sum of the appropriations 
is $33,166,346,163. 

The total of the estimates exceed by 

$3,706,250,939 the total amount projected 
in the Budget—$30,667,317,830. 
The summation clearly demonstrates 
that there has been a determined effort 
on the part of the President to hew to 
the line marked out in his budget mes- 
sage of January 14, 1946 (H. Doc. 411) 
leading to a balanced budget in the fiscal 
year which has just commenced, and an 
equal determination on the part of the 
Appropriations Committees of the Con- 
gress, and of the Congress itselfi—not in 
any sense individually, but by majority 
action or concurrence, to attain that 
objective. 

The way has not been easy; nor will it 
be ahead. The effort is not over. The 
fiscal year is just beginning, and the ob- 
jective could yet be defeated. Very great 
pressures arise and will continue to rise 
to make drafts upon the Treasury for 
many types and kinds of projects, some 
meritorious and some of doubtful merit. 
But even the fact that an expenditure of 
money is meritorious is no reason why we 


1946 


should appropriate the money if we have 
not the money to appropriate. 

Mr. RICH. Now you are talking. I 
hope you will keep that up. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I hope the 
gentleman will just stay with us in such 
instances. If he will refrain from voting 
additional Federal contributions and to 
build useless ships and so forth, we will 
save money even in this session. 

To keep within a prescribed ceiling— 
and there must be predetermined ceil- 
ings in budget balancing efforts, since 
revenues are not definitely predictable, 
requires effort on the part of those of us 
who have the burden of recommending or 
of refusing to recommend to the House 
the grant of appropriations. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield at that point? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman for Pennsylvania. ` 

Mr. RICH. Does not the gentleman 
know that he has not balanced the 
budget since 1931? The budget has not 
been balanced and you have been from 
a billion and a half to sixty billions a 
year off. You are off $21,000,000,000 last 
year and you will be off $10,000,000,000 
next year. With that kind of spending 
you never will have a balanced budget. 

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman goes back over a period of 20 
years; and, like Rip Van Winkle, he has 
been asleep all these 20 years. 

When we took over this Government 
after 10 years of misrule, it was in a 
deplorable situation, the banks busted, 
no employment, the country gone to the 
dogs. We had to retrieve that situation. 
And we did retrieve it. 

And in the meantime, while the gen- 
tleman may not have been aware of it, 
we have had a war. 

Mr. RICH. You have been on the 
greatest joyride you ever had. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. We won 
that war, if that is what the gentleman 
means. Of course, it takes money to 
win a war, and no nation ever main- 
tained a balanced budget during war- 
time. 

Our greatest difficulty today ensues 
from the free spending that prevailed 
over the war and the war-readying years. 
Out of it has grown a point of view, 
manifested both in and out of Congress, 
that the wherewithal somehow, some- 
way, sometime will be forthcoming, 
Money-spending propositions are ad- 
vocated without regard to the “must” 
spending total or the demand upon 
revenues that such “must” total along 
imposes, This or that project will cost 
relatively little, it is argued, but this or 
that project, if we harken to the pro- 
ponents, could amount to a great big lot, 
and I say to you that it is that measures 
adding new demands be held in abey- 
ance to the greatest extent practicable 
if it be our aim and purpose to put and 
keep our Federal finances in order. 

There is no alternative. There is no 
way to accomplish that except to quit 
spending. 

Mr, RICH. That is right. 

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. This House 
on a number of occasions has evidenced 
no intention of adopting such an econ- 
omy program. 
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Mr. Speaker, let me say that it is not 
a particularly pleasant task to me, it is 
not a particularly pleasant task to the 
committee or to any member of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, to oppose the 
projects of various Members, but there 
is no other course to pursue if we are to 
deal with this matter sensibly. 

Here is what invariably happens: 
After these bills pass the Senate and the 
Senate has added additional expendi- 
tures, there is a rush of Members, both 
Senators and Members of this House, to 
us saying, “Now, we want you to agree 
to the Senate amendments. We must 
have more money.” But we have been 
instructed by the House not to agree to 
the Senate amendments. I do not agree. 
As a result Iam the most unpopular man 
standing around within a radius of 25 
feet. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman find 
it difficult to say “No” to the Members 
when he knows these requests ought not 
to be granted? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I find no 
difficulty whatever in saying “No.” But 
I do find it difficult to get the House to 
back ine up when I do say “No.” A lot of 
gentlemen, like the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, talk economy but do not 
vote economy. There is a vast difference 
between talking economy and voting 
economy; between asking “Where are you 
going to get the money?” and voting to 
increase the Federal contribution; be- 
tween talking economy and voting to 
build more battleships, when the mate- 
rial, and the labor, and especially the 
money, are needed for reconversion. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. How many bills has 
the gentleman who just interrogated the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations voted against that appropri- 
ated money? 

Mr. RICH. Practically all of them. 

Mr. RABAUT.- When? Did the gen- 
tleman vote against the war effort? 

Mr. RICH. We have not been in the 
war 25 years. The gentleman has been 
one of the greatest spenders we ever had 
around here. It is about time some of 
you realized that we cannct go on this 
way. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gentle- 
man is great on precept but he is short on 
practice. 

Until very recently the prospects were 
exceptionally bright for the end of defi- 
cit spending with the close of the fiscal 
year just terminated with the aid, how- 
ever, of some surplus income, which 
would be diverted from debt retirement, 
a course admittedly distasteful, but 
made necessary by circumstances and 
demands not earlier foreseeable. 

Lately, those prospects have dimmed. 
Personally, I believe we can do what we 
earlier set out to do with the aid of sur- 

income in greater measure than 
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we make every effort to carry out the 
program. Deficit spending, which the 
war occasioned, may be said to have 
been the genesis of the inflation we are 
now experiencing. We must remove that 
infiuence insofar as it is an influence, 
upon the continuing inflationary pres- 
sures. We should exercise our respon- , 
sibility by word and deed. I stress the 
word “deed” because we hear so many 
fine-sounding utterances, but when op- 
position is wanted, it is often lacking, 
and when votes are wanted, they are on 
the wrong side. Some project for the 
home district or the home State en- 
genders a lapse of purpose and the job 
of budget balancing is made more dif- 
ficult. I have in mind, for example, the 
advancement of the commencement of 
public works of various kinds that have 
been planned for construction in lean- 
work periods. Also the construction of 
naval vessels, less than 30 percent com- 
pleted, which the chief constructor of the 
Navy testified he would not build if he 
were commencing anew because of war 
lessons, and that statement was made 
when Bikini was still well in the offing. 
Words mean nothing if the Members of 
the Congress do not live up to them. 

As I said earlier, we have adhered 
closely to the appropriation program 
projected in the President’s budget mes- 
sage. Practically all the excess is trace- 
able to a succession of unanticipated de- 
mands coming from the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. Such excess naturally will 
mean larger expenditures during this 
new fiscal year than previously contem- 
plated, but, fortunately, earlier estimates 
of income and outgo for the fiscal year 
just closed have turned more favorable, 
Expenditures turned out to be lower and 
incomes turned out to be higher, giving 
us a larger initial base of operating funds 
for this new fiscal year than appeared 
likely back in April. The outlook today 
is promising for a continued high level 
of income. The January 1946 prediction 
for the 1946 fiscal year was $38,600,000,- 
000. The April prediction was $42,900,- 
000,000. The daily Treasury statement 
for June 28, 1946, reported the actual 
net receipts to have been $43,037,798,- 
808.05. A high level of production is 
under way. Director of War Mobilization 
and Reconversion, Mr. John R. Steel- 
man, in his report of June 30, 1946, stated 
that “total production of goods and sery- 
ices stands at the highest point in peace- 
time history.” To hold that advantage 
and to expand it depends very largely 
upon what we do here in fostering pro- 
duction and aiding in stabilization, That 
is the key to budget balancing. It means 
a rise or fall in Treasury income, and if 
we can do as well or better during this 
fiscal year than we were doing prior to 
July 1, the chances of Treasury demands 
over the new 12-month fiscal year period 
coming within Treasury receipts are 
better than good. 

The expenditure load for the fiscal 
year 1947, prophesied in the January 
Budget message, was $35,800,000,000. 
That figure will need to be added to to an 
appreciable extent, possibly somewhere 
around $5,000,000,000, because of veter- 
ans’ programs, increased military and 
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civilian Government wages and salaries, 
and deferral into the fiscal year 1947 of 
charges previously anticipated to be met 
in the fiscal year 1946. 

One recent and unlooked-for expense 
will be that of paying terminal-leave pay 
to separated noncommissioned personnel 
of the armed services. I voted for the 
bill, which has passed the House, au- 
thorizing payment for such leave. It is 
an equitable and just measure. It would 
be gross discrimination not to treat all 
members of the armed services alike as 
regards such a gratuity. I think it 
would be far less inflationary and quite 
satisfactory, if not preferable, to a great 
majority of the recipients-to-be, were 
the bill to provide for payment in bonds, 
a wholly workable arrangement in my 
judgment, excepting fractional amounts 
that the usual denominations would not. 
cover, which could be paid in cash. I 
suggested such a course before the au- 
thorizing legislation was considered by 
the House, and a procedure much in line 
with the suggestion, I am advised, will 
be presented to the Senate. Budget 
balancing otherwise would be wholly im- 
practicable and the consequent infla- 
tionary pressures would be extremely 
harmful both to the veterans and to the 
country generally. 

I do not know whether it is fully ap- 
preciated, but the fiscal record that has 
been made since VJ-day is truly remark- 
able. This time a year ago the Nation 
was still at war. Japan sued for peace 
on August 10, 1945, approximately 11 
months ago. Expenditures during the 
last whole fiscal year of war—the fiscal 
year 1945—had exceeded the one hun- 
dred billion figure. In a part-war year, 
with war production in full swing and the 
armed forces at peak levels on VJ-day, 
expenditures during the fiscal year just 
closed grossed about $65,000,000,000, and 
during the present fiscal year we should 
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discloses, apart from the armed services, 
a consistent retrenchment policy. A de- 
termined effort has been made to keep 
such appropriations down to minimums 
consistent with the general Welfare. I 
will not say that we have been wholly 
successful, because control in the legis- 
lative branch is in many hands and 
dominated by varying influences and 
considerations. 

One important reason why they exceed 
appropriations of prewar years is the 
item of pay. Pay runs as high as 85 per- 
cent of the appropriations for some 
agencies, and, subsequent to November 
1942 there have been a succession of pay 
increases, with the result that today 
salaries in the former $2,000 to $8,000 
range are up roundly from 25 to 32 per- 
cent. It is always a very considerable 
item. Another is a more liberal policy 
under the Classification Act as regards 
within grade advancements and ad- 
vancements in grade. Also, the terminal 
leave statute, particularly as it is being 
applied, creates an appreciable expense 
which will continue until agencies have 
become stabilized and turn-over lessens. 
Stabilization will be hastened by the pro- 
vision in the new Federal pay law estab- 
lishing an over-all ceiling on the number 
of Federal employees. 

War agencies have been responsible for 
swelling the Federal pay roll. Now they 
are rapidly folding up. At the end of 
June 1945 their staffs totaled 161,958. 
As of the end of May 1946 the number 
had dropped to 58,815, and 81 percent of 
that number were in two agencies—OPA 
and Selective Service. 

Omitting the Army and Navy, the 
postal service, and the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, the appropriations for 1947 
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contained in the regular annual bills, if 
we make allowance for the higher pay of 
Federal personnel, aggregate approxi- 
mately $700,000,000 above the regular 
annual bills for the fiscal year 1940. We 
submit that is a very creditable showing. 
An itemized distribution of that amount, 
which is a net amount, would be a tre- 
mendous task. A comparison by bill 
totals would mean little because there 
has been much shifting of items since 
1940, and new activities have come into 
being. Roundly, $600,000,000 of the 
$700,000,000 as between the two fiscal 
years may be charged to increased ap- 
propriations for three items, namely, 
$274,000,000 for the Railroad Retirement 
Act, $133,000,000 for the civil-service-re- 
tirement fund, and $191,000,000 for so- 
cial security. 

One of the outstanding, if not the out- 
standing, contributions that has been 
made to the economy drive grew out of 
the foresight of the Congress, anticipat- 
ing the cessation of hostilities, in requir- 
ing the Bureau of the Budget to initiate 
and maintain a continual scrutiny of ap- 
propriations for war uses with the view 
to a periodical submission of rescissory 
recommendations. As a consequence, 
when this bill now before us shall have 
been enacted there will have been can- 
celed of cash and contractual availability 
the stupendous sum of $64,328,230,565, all 
otherwise a potential demand upon the 
Treasury. The amount practically is the 
equivalent of all governmental expendi- 
tures for the entire fiscal year of 1946. 
It is an achievement to which all having 
a hand in its accomplishment may point 
with pride. 

I shall include at this point a summa- 
tion of rescissory actions: 


Administra- 
tive expense 
limitations 


Contract an- 
thorizations 


be able to reduce that amount by some üwꝛa : .!ßxnñ⸗0D („ 


thing under 40 percent. 

When we pause to reflect upon why we 
cannot retrench more quickly, and in 
larger amounts, the principal reasons be- 
come quite obvious. Here are some de- 
mands which are in a sense sacrosanct, 
at least, for the present: 

Interest on the public debt... $5, 000, 000, 000 


Statutory debt retirement... 592, 000, 000 
Internal Revenue and Cus- 

toms refunds 1, 585, 000, 000 
Army and Navy 11, 000, 000, 000 
Veterans’ pensions and ben- 

efits, including emergency 

housing, school facilities 

and terminal leave pay 7. 718, 693, 415 


That list totals $25,895,693,415. 

Fortunately, all of the components are 
not recurring, but there is no getting 
away from such a charge now. 

The difference between such total and 
the total of the appropriations for the 
session, namely, $7,718,693,415, is for 
every other kind of expense of the Gov- 
ernment—Agriculture, Public Works, the 
Postal Service, the Department of State, 
the Department of Justice, the Depart- 
ment of Labor, the Department of Com- 
merce, social-security programs, miscel- 
laneous executive agencies, and the judi- 
ciary. The statement introduced earlier 
contains the individual amounts, and 


68 (H. J. Res. 177) 
. RRS RE ISS STR 
301 1 rA Supplemental Surplus Appropriation 

ssion Act, 1946 


$3, 100, 000, 000 
92, 119, 000 


47, 579, 587, 542 


$4, 265, 000, 000 


4, 206, 033, 879 $9, 318, 307 


391 (Second Supplemen Surplus Appropriation s 
Rescission Act, 1040 6, 243, 217, 831 468, 673, 001 7, 410, 000 446, 890 
Recommendations in bill cin consideration. 90, 505 r eS He 
Crema total, <5 20h sat agp ee bind ee denn 60, 080, 014, 878 16, 728, 307 


Less appropriations to liquidate rescinded con- 
tract authorizations (column 2) 


Net total appropriations... .....-....-...-- 
Total contract authorizations.............-. 


Total appropriations and contract authori- 


9, 113, 884, 880 LLLI 
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Note.—The figures shown above are net of the et ag adjustments in rescinded amounts, such as the transfer 


to UNRRA of $135,000,000 of reseinded defense-aid funds, 


In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, there are 
two matters which should have special 
attention. First, as to deferred 1946 ex- 
penditures, which add to the 1947 load: 
The committee was fearful of such a con- 
tingency when it considered the second 
supplemental surplus appropriation re- 
scission bill, 1946. In its report on that 
bill, dated February 27, 1946, referring 
to rescissory recommendations touching 
the armed services, the committee 
stated: 

It is manifest from the expenditure and 
obligation figures in House Document 394 as 
to such services (armed services) that either 
such figures are overstated or the projected 


expenditures for the fiscal years 1946 and 
1947, contained in the 1947 Budget, are un- 
derstated. It may develop that the difference 
will appreciably narrow as the fiscal year 
nears its close by further contract termina- 
tions or the contraction of programs under 


way and the abandonment of others not yet 
undertaken. 


The door is still open for further con- 
tract terminations and consequent re- 
coveries, and I am not wedded to the 
idea that decision should be governed by 
the percentage of completion of a con- 
tract. Iam not convinced that contracts 
have not been allowed to run without 
thoroughly canvassing the need for the 
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finished article, its care and handling 
expense when finished, or its sale value 
when finished. We had that sort of a 
proposition before us on unfinished naval 
vessels of different categories. We are 
surfeited with naval vessels, but, for- 
sooth, because expenditures had reached 
a certain percentage, it was successfully 
argued here, according to the votes, that 
vessels should be completed, even though 
it meant an expenditure of millions of 
dollars, the need and what Bikini might 
disclose be damned. 

Second, as regards stabilization: 
Whether we balance the Budget in this 
fiscal year or in any fiscal year in the 
near future depends upon the measure 
and kind of support we give to the Presi- 
dent for promoting production and 
stabilizing the economy. Those objec- 
tives go hand in hand. They are in- 
separable, and they are vital in this 
transitional period to the achievement 
of an era of national economy such as 
all of us earnestly desire and such as 
any thinking citizen realizes are vital to 
the general welfare now and in the 
years ahead. To sabotage these two-in- 
one objectives and preach Budget bal- 
ancing would be hypocrisy at its worst. 
Stabilization and the means for realizing 
and maintaining it are of imperative 
importance to the Nation’s welfare today. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Misscuri has again 
expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks and 
include certain excerpts. 

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this con- 
ference report comes to you signed by all 
the conferees. It has some items in it 
that I do not like. For instance, it car- 
ries $75,000,000 for the operations of the 
OPA. If they would run the thing hon- 
estly, efficiently, and effectively, they 
could get by with half of that amount of 
money. The trouble is they have been 
getting into many picayunish perform- 
ances and have neglected their duty. 
They have had 30 or 40 people working 
on some jobs that 1 person could per- 
form and, as a consequence, they have 
made a mess out of the whole thing be- 
cause the Congress gave them too much 
money. I am not speaking facetiously 
or taking this stuff out of thin air; Iam 
telling you things I know from my own 
experience through contact with the 
OPA. 

There is a saving clause in here which 
will require the Budget, in the event that 
no OPA law is enacted, to trim their 
sails and require them to operate with a 
view to liquidation. But I am afraid 
that they will try to spend every dollar 
of it, whether they are continued or not. 
There are some other items in disagree- 
ment that we will have to discuss a little 
bit as they come up, but I do want to say 
just a word or two now about the present 
situation of appropriation bills. 
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According to the calendar this morn- 
ing, there are still four bills that are not 
complete. I see no occasion for the Bu- 
reau of the Budget to continue the 
practice that has been followed this year 
of failing to send up a major portion of 
the Budget estimates until so late that 
it is impossible for the Committee on 
Appropriations in the House to get the 
bills covered and get them out and have 
them disposed of before the 30th of June. 
There were some estimates that did not 
arrive on our table until the middle of 
May; regular estimates. There were 
many deficiency estimates that did not 
come in here until close to the middle of 
June. There are estimates in here in- 
volving $2,000,000,000 which were con- 
sidered in this bill that was sent to the 
Senate after we passed the deficiency 
bill on the 28th of June. 

That is the situation that is very un- 
satisfactory, and it is bound to create 
dissatisfaction in the country because of 
the way the departmental operations are 
functioning. I want to project a few 
figures which I think are of some in- 
terest. Above the situation that the 
President contemplated when he sent 
his Budget estimate up here there are, 
as near as I can figure it, additional ex- 
penditures in sight that are going to be 
made in the fiscal year 1947 which he did 
not include in the $35,000,000,000 that he 
estimated would be spent, consisting of 
items like these: 

Veterans’ Administration, about $4,- 
060,000,000. i 

Civilian and military pay increases, 
about $4,000,000,000. 

Terminal leave, something like $3,500,- 
000,000, according to the Budget, and the 
Army states that it might run a good 
deal higher than that figure. 

Housing, $1,000,000,000. 

Those things make a total of $12,500,- 
000,000, and if you add those to the Pres- 
ident’s estimate of what might be spent 
when the Budget estimate was sent up 
here, you get a total of $47,500,000,000 of 
expenditures, with revenues in sight, ac- 
cording to the way the thing looks, of 
some $36,000,000,000 to perhaps $38,000,- 
000,000. According to the way things 
break in business and incomes from the 
people, you get a deficit running any- 
where from $9,000,000,000 to $11,500,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year 1947. That is not 
a sweet picture. It very much behooves 
the Congress to see to it that we do 
something a great deal more strenuous 
to try to keep appropriations down. We 
are facing a serious situation, with a con- 
tinued unbalanced Budget and a terrific 
debt. It is about time we begin to go 
the other way. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move the previous question on the 
adoption of the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 33: On page 9, line 
22, after “country”, insert “without any 
deletions or modifications by censorship of 
their reports dealing with such subjects: 
Provided further, That none of the funds 
herein appropriated shall be used for the 
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acquisition, transportation, delivery, or dis- 
tribution of any supplies, commodities, or 
equipment to or for any recipient country 
until such country shall provide for the 
prompt distribution of such supplies, com- 
modities, and equipment.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 33 
and concur in the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment, insert the 
following: “without any deletions or mcdi- 
fications by censorship of their reports 
dealing with such subjects: Provided, That 
none of the funds herein appropriated shall 
be used for the transportation, delivery, or 
distribution of any supplies, commodities, or 
equipment to or for any recipient country 
until the Director General of the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Admin- 
istration has advised the Secretary of State 
that such country has arranged for the 
prompt distribution of such supplies, com- 
modities, and equipment.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, 
Speaker, this is largely a clarifying 
amendment. 

I move the previous question, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 34: On page 10, 
line 21, insert: 

“SURPLUS PROPERTY, CARE AND HANDLING 

“Surplus property, care and handling: To 
enable the President, during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, through the War and 
Navy Departments, to carry out the pro- 
visions of paragraph 8 of Executive Order 
9630 of September 27, 1945, in connection 
with the disposal of surplus property in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, as amended, $120,000,- 
000, of which $100,000,000 shall be for ex- 
penditure by the War Department and 
$20,000,000 for expenditure by the Navy De- 
partment: Provided, That expenses hereun- 
der shall include pay and allowances and 
subsistence of military and naval personnel; 
Provided further, That current naval appro- 
priations shall be available for the care and 
handing of property declared surplus to dis- 
posal agencies pending actual reimbursement 
from them.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 34 and 
concur in the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by 


said amendment, insert the following: 


“SURPLUS PROPERTY, CARE AND HANDLING 


“Surplus property, care and handling: 
That current naval and military appropria- 
tions shall be available for the care and han- 
dling of property wherever situated declared 
surplus to disposal agencies pending reim- 
bursement for such expenses by such dis- 
posal agencies or in consequence of supple- 
mental appropriations hereafter made di- 
rectly to the owning agencies, any law to the 
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contrary notwithstanding: Provided, That 
Teimbursement shall not be made for pay 
and allowances and subsistence of military 
and naval personnel within the numbers ap- 
propriated for heretofore.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, the effect of this amendment is to re- 
quire owning agencies to come down here 
and submit their requests to Congress 
and get appropriations for the care and 
handling of all property outside the 
United States and all property inside the 
United States that has not been segre- 
gated. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 46: Page 32, line 
13, insert: 


“BUREAU OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


Veterans“ educational facilities: For 
carrying out the provisions of section 504 
of the act entitled ‘An act to amend title 
V of the act entitled “An act to expedite the 
provision of housing in connection with the 
national defense, and for other purposes” 
approved October 14, 1940, as amended, to 
authorize the Federal Works Administrator 
to provide needed educational facilities, other 
than housing, to educational institutions 
furnishing courses of training or education 
to persons under title II of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended’ (S. 
2085 or H. R. 6952, 79th Cong.), $100,000,- 
000, to remain available until expended of 
which amount not to exceed $4,000,000 shall 
be available for administrative expenses, in- 
cluding travel expenses and the objects spec- 
ified under the head ‘Defense public works 
(community facilities)’ in the Second De- 
ficiency Appropriation Act, 1941, and the 
joint resolution approved December 23, 1941 
(Public Law 371): Provided, That there may 
be excluded from the aggregate maximum 
personnel ceilings established by section 14 
(a) of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1946 (Public Law No. 390) in addition to 
other exclusions provided by law, not more 
than 600 positions to the extent that all 
or part of such number may be determined 
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
to be essential to the effectuation of the 
provisions of said section 504. This appro- 
priation shall not be available for obligation 
until the enactment into law of said S. 2085 
or H.. R. 6952.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 46 and 
concur in the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the amount named in line 
12 of said amendment, insert “$75,000,000”; 
and in lieu of the amount named in line 14 
of said amendment, insert “$3,000,000.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, this amendment is offered with the 
idea that the original amount asked 
could not possibly be economically ex- 
pended within the time provided. For 
that reason, we propose this revision of 
the amounts. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 51: Page 38, line 
12, insert: 

“UNITED STATES MARITIME COMMISSION 

“Receipts from operations of any func- 
tions of the War Shipping Administration 
which are transferred to the United States 
Maritime Commission under the terms of 
title II of Public Law 492, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, second session, shall be available until 
March 1, 1947, for obligation by the United 
States Maritime Commission in carrying out 
any such transferred operating functions as 
the Commuisison shall deem necessary, in- 
cluding personnel and other administrative 
oo necessary to conduct such opera- 
ions,” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, the Maritime Commission has a def- 
inite work to accomplish and must have 
funds with which to meet its require- 
ments. There is no difference of opinion 
on the proposal. 

I move that the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate and concur in the same. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Does the 


amendment now under consideration 
mean that the funds of the War Shipping 
Administration will be transferred to the 
Maritime Commission after December 1? 
In other words, are the funds made avail- 
able for a period longer than March 1 of 
next year? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. They are 
not. They stop March 1. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 5214: Page 39, line 
1, insert: 

“Operation of canteens: For all expenses 
necessary for carrying out the provisions of 
the act entitled ‘An act to establish and 
provide for the maintenance and operation 
of a Veterans’ Canteen Service in the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, and for other pur- 
poses’ (H. R. 6836 or S. 2354), $5,000,000, 
which shall be available to provide adequate 
working capital for each canteen and for 
the Service as a whole for (a) the acquisition 
of necessary furniture, furnishings, fixtures, 
and equipment for the establishment, main- 
tenance, and operation of canteens, ware- 
houses, and storage depots, (b) for the pro- 
curement of merchandise, supplies, and serv- 
ices for sale at canteens at stations of the 
Veterans’ Administration, in accordance with 
the provisions of the act, and (c) for the 
employment of personnel and other expenses 
necessary for the operation of the canteens: 
Provided, That the amount appropriated and 
the proceeds of canteen operations shall be 
deposited in the Treasury or other depos- 
itaries selected by the Administrator in a 
special account which shall be available for 
the continued operation of canteens: Pro- 
vided further, That the availability of this 
appropriation is contingent upon the enact- 
ment of H. R. 6836 or S. 2354.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede and concur in the Senate 
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amendment with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the amount named in said amend- 
ment, insert “$4,000,000.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, we have here the same situation 
which obtained in the amendment just 
agreed to. It requires no further expla- 
nation. 

As was explained, the whole appropri- 
ation is contingent upon the enactment 
of H. R. 6836 or S. 2324. 

The motion was agreed to, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 60: Page 43, line 24, strike 
out 856,000 and insert “and for carrying 
out the provisions of H. J. Res. 364, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, $141,000: Provided, That 
$85,000 of this amount shall not be available 
for obligation until the enactment of said 
House Joint Resolution 364.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, this is required by recent legis- 
lation on the verge of enactment. There 
is complete agreement about it. I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 62: Page 45, line 3, insert: 

“COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to purchase surplus potatoes (in- 
cluding sweetpotatoes) produced during the 
year 1946 and to process and sell, give, or 
otherwise dispose of such potatoes to any 
foreign country or to the United Nations 
Relief and Rehabilitation Administration for 
the relief of hungry people.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment which is on the Clerk’s desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement with 
amendment of the Senate numbered 62 and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 

“COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation is 
authorized to purchase surplus potatoes (in- 
cluding sweetpotatoes) produced during the 
year 1946 and to process and sell such po- 
tatoes to any foreign country, and, upon req- 
uisition, to the Army and the United Nations 
Relief and Rehabilitation Administration for 
the relief of hungry people.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. RICH]. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, it seems 
strange to come in here at this time with 
an amendment, such as has been offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri, to have 
the Commodity Credit Corporation pur- 
chase potatoes and process them for re- 
lief. I cannot understand why you want 
to start the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion in the relief business. Certainly you 
have the UNRRA and you have the Red 
Cross and you have other relief agencies. 
Now you are trying to establish the Com- 
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modity Credit Corporation as a manu- 
facturing establishment to process pota- 
toes for relief. Why permit the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to do that? 
Certainly there are other manufacturing 
concerns and other agencies in this coun- 
try that can do this job, and there is no 
reason why you should have an amend- 
ment of this kind establishing this busi- 
ness in the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion. It seems to me we should vote down 
this motion and send this back to the 
Senate without approval. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. Does the gentleman 
know that if potatoes are substituted for 
wheat to feed the starving people of 
Europe, we wiil have more wheat for the 
dairies and more wheat for bread in the 
United States? Why let the potatoes rot 
and send all of our wheat away? 

Mr. RICH. Why do they have to rot? 
You do not have to put the Government 
in the potato business to keep potatoes 
from spoiling. We can have private 
processors take care of the potatoes. You 
put the Government into all kinds of 
business. Now is the time to eliminate 
this part of the bill. I don’t want to be 
a party to socialism or communism in 
our country. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, there 
seems to be a misapprehension about 
what this amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri does. Here is 
the picture, as I understand it, and I 
think I have it correct. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
with the funds that have been allocated 
to it for the purpose of maintaining sup- 
port prices for certain things after the 
war, has created a support price for po- 
tatoes. There is a large surplus of po- 
tatoes at the same time that we have a 
shortage of feed grains and corn. We al- 
ready have, as I understand, about $1.80 
per hundred pounds invested in these 
potatoes. Shall we let them spoil or shall 
we put a few cents more into them, have 
them processed and send them over to 
foreign countries in the place of the 
feed grains and corn that are so badly 
needed here in this country? 

And let me call the gentleman’s at- 
tention further to the fact that the lan- 
guage according to the amendment that 
has been offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri reads: 

That these potatoes shall be sold to for- 
eign countries or to the Army or UNRRA 
for the relief of hungry people— 


And not given away. 

So the relief appropriations that we 
have already passed and which I believe 
to be ample in every way will be the 
funds that ultimately will be charged 
with this operation. 

The question is whether we shall lose 
all those potatoes that are surplus or 
whether we shall process them and use 
them in such way that this country can 
get the benefit of the grain and the corn, 
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Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS. I do not know about 
the advisability of the Commodity Credit 
going into this business; I am not so sure 
about that, but I think probably it would 
be all right. I do know, however, about 
the production of potatoes. Last year 
a group of us went up into New Jersey 
to see the potato situation up there. 
The Government had agreed to pay 
these people and encouraged them to 
raise potatoes, and they had. We saw 
them piled there, 60 railroad carloads; 
and all over that section in that one 
county there were literally thousands 
and thousands of bushels of the finest 
potatoes I have ever seen. The Govern- 
ment was bound to pay $1.80 a hundred 
pounds for those potatoes. Nobody 
wanted them. They finally sold them 
to a distillery in Philadelphia at a loss of 
15 cents a bushel or more. Now, they 
are fine food, nutritious, but stock will 
not eat potatoes until they have been 
treated. If this plan will work, I do 
not know but what it would be a good 
thing for the feed industry of the Nation. 

Mr. TABER. We will let these peo- 
ple across the water eat dehydrated po- 
tatoes instead of shipping them grains. 
We can do that and it will work very 
nicely. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman ex- 
pect the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to take these potatoes and establish 
plants for doing this? 

Mr. TABER. They will let it out on 
contracts. 

Mr. RICH. Will they do it through 
private enterprise? 

Mr. TABER. It will be done by con- 
tract. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. We have 
produced this vast amount of potatoes, 
Something must be done with them. We 
have one alternative: We can let them 
rot and that is the end of it; or we can 
have them processed and supply one of 
the essential foods in a time when there 
is a shortage of rations; both at home 
and abroad. ; 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Is it the idea that the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall go 
into business and establish plants to do 
this work? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 


I yield to 


‘gentleman yield? 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. 
the gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. WHITE. There are ample de- 
hydrating facilities in all the States, in- 
cluding Maine and Idaho, for these po- 
tatoes. The Surplus Commodity Cor- 
poration will not have to go out and build 
any plants. There are ample plants to 
handle the crops now. Let us send this 
over to Europe and keep our wheat and 
grain for dairy cattle and poultry at 
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home in order to produce eggs and butter 
that are so critically needed at this time. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No, 63: On page 45, 
line 13, insert: 

“Compiling census reports, and so forth: 
The appropriation ‘Compiling census reports 
and so forth’ in the Department of Com- 
merce Appropriation Act, 1946, as amended, 
is hereby made available for the transfer of 
not to exceed $300,000 to the National Bu- 
reau of Standards, to be available until ex- 
pended for the objects specified under the 
aforesaid appropriation.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, this is for the purpose of build- 
ing an electronic machine for mass sta- 
tistical operations, which it is univer- 
sally conceded will enable a great 
saving. 

Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur in the Senate 
amendment, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 64: Page 45, line 
20, insert: 

“Compiling census reports, and so forth: 
The appropriations under the heading Com- 
piling census reports, and so forth,’ in the 
Department of Commerce Appropriation 
Act, 1947, are hereby made available for ex- 
penditure at the seat of Government on and 
after October 1, 1946, for the compilation 
of Foreign Trade Statistics within a limita- 
tion of $1,200,000.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for“ 
a division of the question. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion that the House recede from 
its disagreement to the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read, as follows: 

Mr. Taper moves to concur in Senate 
amendment No. 64 with an amendment as 
follows: Strike out all of Senate amend- 
ment No. 64 and in lieu thereof insert the 
following: 

“The limitation of $950,000 on the use of 
funds appropriated for ‘compiling census 
reports and so forth’ contained in the De- 
partment of Commerce Appropriation Act, 
1947, is hereby increased to $1,200,000.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr, Jongs]. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, this motion 
involves an amendment that we put in 
the State, Justice, and Commerce appro- 
priation bill for the fiscal year 1947, 
which was passed a few days ago. The 
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conferees agreed to this language in the 
Commerce appropriation bill: 

Provided, That on or after October 1, 1946, 
all functions necessary to the compilation 
of foreign trade statistics shall be performed 
in New York: Provided, further, That not to 
exceed $950,000 shall be expended for this 
purpose, 


Later the Census Bureau, through Mr. 
Capt asked the Senate for $1,200,000. 
He said that $950,000 did not provide for 
the Downey-Jackson Pay Act of 1946, 
passed subsequent to the House determi- 
nation of the $950,000 figure. The $950,- 
000 limitation does not provide for the 
14 percent increase, and it does not pro- 
vide for the cost of moving the large 
volume of records and equipment to New 
York, nor the cost of moving the person- 
nel as provided by law. The $1,200,000 
limitation in the Senate amendment is 
therefore not disturbed by the Taber 
motion now under consideration. The 
$1,200,000 amount added by this amend- 
ment to the Senate amendment would 
provide everything that Mr. Capt claims 
he is short in the regular supply bill lim- 
itation. In the regular supply bill for 
the Commerce Department and for the 
Census Bureau Congress decided that the 
collection and compilation of foreign 
trade statistics would be in New York 
City. The House committee, the con- 
ferees and both Houses of Congress, came 
to this conclusion from evidence submit- 
ted by the special staff for the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. This special staff, 
headed by a competent FBI man loaned 
to our committee, shows that most of 
the basic data ig in New York, even 
though all the shipments to foreign 
countries and all the imports from for- 
eign countries are not at the Port of New 
York. Fifty percent of the export and 60 
percent of the import basic data for the 
entire United States is available in New 
York City and available to the Census 
Bureau at the New York office. The basic 
data is in New York City. It is collected 
by the Customs Division of the Treasury 
and is used by this division of the Bu- 
reau of the Census. Without leave of 
Congress the Census Department a few 
years ago decided to bring a major part 
of this work to Washington from New 
York City. At the time Director Capt 
and his staff appeared before the House 
committee there were some 453 em- 
ployees in the Washington office and 100 
employees in New York City. 

When Mr. Capt testified before the 
Senate in behalf of the Senate amend- 
ment, there were 100 people in New York 
City and 500 people in Washington. If 
the Senate amendment stands, it means 
the end of the collection of these sta- 
tistics in New York City. It means that 
they will scuttle the efficient New York 
City office for an inefficient Washington 
office. The amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York to the Senate 
amendment would do just exactly what 
the House and the Senate decided in 
the regular Commerce supply bill; to let 
the work be done in New York City and 
provide additional funds the Census Bu- 
reau needs to carry on the will of this 
Congress. 
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The report of the special investigating 
staff of the Committee on Appropriations 
shows that the work can be done more 
efficiently by doing it in one office. In 
the regular supply bill the Congress de- 
cided that that office should be in New 
York City. The New York City office de- 
cided that they could do it for $950,000. 
The Census Department in the Budget 
request said originally that they needed 
$1,600,000 to do that same work. The 
New York office can do it with $1,200,000 
if the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York prevails, and pro- 
vides for all of the supplemental funds 
that Mr. Capt says he needs. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Would 
that mean that 500 employees now in 
the District of Columbia would have to 
be transferred to New York and that all 
of the work of compilation of these for- 
eign trade statistics would be transferred 
to New York City if the gentleman’s 
amendment prevails? 

Mr. JONES. Let me explain further. 
I think that there will be some em- 
ployees transferred from Washington to 
New York. In any event the job can be 
done more efficiently and cheaply if we 
let all of the work be done in New York. 
In Washington they have the assembly 
line system of doing the New York job, 
and when any one person is off the 
Washington assembly line the job re- 
mains incomplete and expensive. Their 
figures are not verified and reports are 
delayed from 2 to 5 months. New York 
City reports are available in 1 month, 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. It is my 
understanding that not only the Bureau 
of the Census but the Department of 
Commerce and the Department of State 
and the Bureau of the Budget prefer that 
it remain in Washington, as it is at the 
present time. 

Mr. JONES. The investigating staff 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
showed that nearly all of the basic data 
is in New York City, and therefore New 
York City was the logical place to do 
the work. Proof of the pudding is that 
Mr. Kerlin, who was the Assistant Di- 
rector of the Department of Commerce 
and who originally initiated the plan to 
bring a part of this work to Washington, 
despaired of doing it here, and his last 
official act before leaving the Commerce 
Department to be employed by the Ex- 
port-Import Bank was to execute a di- 
rective to send this work back to New 
York City. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 8 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak - 
er, I yield two additional minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JONES. Those that originally in- 
tended to move a part of this work to 
Washington saw the inefficiency of the 
Washington operation and wanted to 
move it back to New York. It is claimed 
that there would be more liaison if the 
work were done here in Washington, 
D. C., but the facts prove that the Wash- 
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ington operation has become very in- 
efficient, that it costs much more money 
to do it here in Washington, and that 
during the war years, when the Govern- 
ment did not publish the foreign-trade 
statistics in volume form by years, this 
Division consumed funds for this purpose 
too. Later they had to have extra funds 
to publish the bound volumes after the 
war was over; whereas the New York 
office with a lesser staff had always been 
able to keep current and publish its an- 
nual statistics in a bound volume with- 
out any additional appropriation. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. The fact 
remains, does it not, that the Chief of 
the Bureau of the Census feels that this 
would be a mistake and would interfere 
with the efficient operation of this ac- 
tivity, and so does the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Department of State? 

Mr. JONES. The Chief of the Bureau 
of the Census, I think, has an ax to 
grind, because he wants to maintain a 
permanent staff in the Washington office. 
Instead of having a staff 1 year in 10, 
he wants to have a complete staff here 
10 years out of 10. 

The investigative staff of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations has no ax to grind, 
and it has made recommendations as 
follows: 

It is felt that the joint committee plan to 
do the job for $950,000 should be approved. 

If the first recommendation is accepted, 
it must be pointed out that the operation 
should be completely transferred to New York 
City. 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent in the in- 
terest of expedition and fairness to those 
interested that all debate on this amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close 
in 20 minutes, the last 5 minutes to be 
reserved to the Committee on Appropri- 
ations. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman from Missouri that he 
has complete control of the time and can 
use whatever time he desires of the hour. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That is 
true, Mr. Speaker, but I do not want to 
take what might be construed as arbi- 
trary action in closing debate. If it is 
done by unanimous consent there can be 
no question of an unwarranted restric- 
tion of debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, just a cou- 
ple of weeks ago—I may have it a little 
wrong, but not much—the whole House 
committee agreed on a certain program 
of handling this proposition, and now we 
are asked to come in here and change 
it around so that we can continue an 
inefficient operation. Anyone who has 
had occasion to use the Customs statis- 
tics will realize just how inefficient that 
job is, because, in the juggling around of 
these statistics between New York and 
Washington, there is interminable delay 
and the statistics are nowhere near as up 
to date as they should be for the efficient 
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operation of Government work and the 
efficient conduct of trade. Under these 
circumstances, the committee investi- 
gated the situation. They have some- 
thing like 400 here and a couple of hun- 
dred in New York. It was agreed even 
by the head of the Census Bureau, Mr. 
Capt, that this was not an efficient op- 
eration and that a consolidation of the 
work in one location would be better. 
That is right in the hearings. The com- 
mittee went over it thoroughly. They 
had a complete investigation, as a result 
of which they saved nearly a million dol- 
lars on the estimates. Even with these 
increases in pay, there will be $500,000 
net savings. Why should not this con- 
solidation be put into effect and why 
should not the job be done in such a way 
that we can save some money instead 
of continuing to waste money forever? 
I hope the amendment will be adopted 
and that we can do this. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. RABAUT]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, this is an 
odd situation here this morning. I 
think it grows out of sincerity and de- 
votion to the principle of economy on 
the part of the Subcommittee on Appro- 
priations dealing with the Department 
of Commerce. The subcommittee was 
in unanimous accord in affecting the 
transfer of part of this service from 
Washington to New York. I signed the 
conference report on this bill because of 
the fact that the Census Bureau brought 
before us a number of operations which 
they said were performed for the most 
part in Washington and that it would 
cause a dislocation of personnel who are 
here. Nevertheless, as chairman of the 
committee, I can say to you now that we 
have effected a saving here close to half 
a million dollars. That is an annual 
saving. ; 

The history of this case is as follows: 

Prior to 1942 all work in connection 
with the compilation of foreign trade 
statistics was performed in New York. 
During that year the machine tabula- 
tion work and certain coding operations 
were transferred to Washington. Dur- 
ing the course of the hearings on the De- 
partment of Commerce appropriations 
last winter a representative group of 
three employees of the New York office 
came to Washington and asked for a 
hearing which was granted. The sub- 
committee was told that a considerable 
sum of money could be saved for the 
Government if all of the work, includ- 
ing machine tabulation was performed 
in New York. The subcommittee, 
frankly, did not take this statement too 
seriously because it assumed that the 
Census Bureau, the Department of Com- 
merce officials, and the Bureau of the 
Budget had gone into the matter of costs 
which were finally determined and es- 
tablished at $1,690,000. However, testi- 
mony of both the New York group and 
the Bureau of the Census officials did 
indicate that all was not as it should be 
in this matter of foreign-trade statistics, 
and an investigation of the operation 
was ordered. 

Two committee investigators spent ap- 
proximately 3 months on the job. Their 
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report led the committee to the follow- 
ing conclusions: 

First. That the split operation—that is, 
New York and Washington—was uneco- 
nomical and should be consolidated; 

Second. That the plan submitted by 
the group representing the New York 
employees was feasible and should be 
tried, since it was claimed that the job 
could be done for $950,000, a saving of 
$740,000 to the taxpayers; and 

Third. That the work could be per- 
formed to advantage in New York be- 
cause: (a) 60 percent of all the imports 
enter through the port of New York; 
(b) almost 50 percent of all the exports 
clear through the port of New York in 
normal times; (c) the investigation dis- 
closed that prior to 1942, when a portion 
of the work was transferred to Washing- 
ton, the finished product was more cur- 
rent; and (d) the New York employees 
were, for the most part, employees who 
had done this work for from 15 to 30 
years. ` 

Accordingly, the subcommittee insert- 
ed a provision in the State, Justice, Com- 
merce, and judiciary appropriation bill 
to the effect that this work should be 
performed in New York at a cost not ex- 
ceeding $950,000 per year. This provision 
is now law. 

Representatives of the Census Bureau 
now claim that a fully complete job can- 
not be done for $950,000 and that the 
full amount of the original estimate, or 
$1,690,000 should be allowed. This 
amendment provides $1,200,000, with 
no stipulation as to how much should 
be expended in Washington and how 
much in New York. 

Inasmuch as the action of the con- 
ferees is now completed I will not pur- 
sue the matter further at this time. Ido 
hope, however, that both the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and the Bureau of 
the Budget will study carefully all of 
the phases of this problem before effect- 
ing any major changes. The entire 
operation should be given a thoroughly 
objective study. I hope further, and 
I trust, that no recrimination of any 
form or nature will result against the 
New York group or any of the New York 
employees who first brought this matter 
to the committee’s attention. They 
sincerely think that money can be 
saved. The only factor which moti- 
vated the subcommittee in its prior ac- 
tion was to try to see to it that the best 
Possible results are obtained at a min- 
imum of cost. 

I just want to conclude by saying that 
I am going along with the report be- 
cause we are effecting a saving and I 
have had the assurance of the chairman 
of the committee that there is to be an 
investigation by the Bureau of the Budget 
and this whole matter is to remain in 
status quo for the coming year for the 
purpose of this study, when it will again 
come before our committee which deals 
with this problem every year. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr, Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield. 

Mr. STEFAN. The gentleman says it 
will remain in status quo. Under what 
expense? 
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Mr. RABAUT. One million two hun- 
dred thousand dollars. Many things were 
brought out in the discussion that show 
there is some additional work that must 
be performed. 

Mr. STEFAN. I understand since they 
told us they could do that work for $950,- 
000, there has been an increase in salary. 

Mr. RABAUT. There has been an in- 
crease in salary. 

Mr. STEFAN. And then they took in- 
to consideration the amount it would take 
to move a lot of employees from Wash- 
ington to New York. 

Mr. RABAUT. Yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Ranaur!] has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. Sasscer]. 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Speaker, further 
briefly supplementing the remarks of 
the distinguished gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. RasauT] I hope this preferen- 
tial motion will be voted down and that 
this activity of the Foreign Trade Unit 
involving some 500 employees of the 
Census Bureau at the seat of Govern- 
ment will be permitted to remain here. 
The Census Bureau, as the House no 
doubt knows, is now housed in its own 
building, erected just adjacent to the 
District of Columbia line in Maryland, 
where it has ample space. 

If the activities are moved away no 
doubt space will have to be rented. The 
whole Census Bureau and various de- 
partments interlock one into another. I 
understand it is seldom that an item 
comes up in one branch of the Census 
that does not require that particular 
branch to get additional information 
from records that have been compiled by 
other units. It certainly seems to me 
that this Foreign Trade Section can op- 
erate as economically and certainly more 
efficiently here alongside the other units 
that have compiled numerous statistical 
data. 

There are approximately 500 em- 
Ployees in this particular section, many 
of them specialists. I understand that 
over 400 of them have families and own 
their homes. It would be difficult for 
them to move away. In most instances 
they would be unable to do so. 

In the interest of economy and in the 
interest of efficiency I trust this motion 
will not prevail. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I yield to my colleague 
from Virginia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I desire to ex- 
press my concurrence in the statement 
made by the gentleman from Maryland. 
I hope the motion will be voted down. 
It seems to me it would work a very great 
hardship upon these employees who own 
their homes in this locality to be up- 
rooted and have to move away. 

Mr. SASSCER. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I yield. 

Mr. DALES ANDRO. I join with my 
able colleague from Maryland in his pro- 
tests against this amendment which 
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would work a hardship on four or five 
hundred employees of the Census Bureau. 
Would it not work a hardship on ac- 
count of housing conditions in New York? 

Mr. SASSCER. I would assume from 
all reports that 500 people moving into 
the metropolitan section of New York 
would find difficulty in obtaining housing 
facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield the remainder of my time, 5 
minutes, to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. O'NEAL]. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Speaker, my pur- 
pose is largely to clarify this matter be- 
cause some Members may have come into 
the Chamber since this amendment was 
offered. 

The appropriation bill for the State, 
Justice, and Commerce Departments for 
the fiscal year 1947 included this pro- 
vision: 

Provided, That on and after October 1, 1946, 
all functions necessary for the compilation 
of foreign trade statistics shall be performed 
in New York, N. Y. 


When this bill was passed by the Sen- 
ate it contained this amendment No. 64, 
which, in effect, permits the foreign- 
trade statistical department to be in New 
York and Washington within executive 
discretion. The amendment presented 
to you by the gentleman from New York 
and discussed by the gentleman from 
Ohio would confine the work entirely to 
the New York office as was carried in the 
Commerce supply bill. 

So the whole problem is whether this 
work is to be done in the future entirely 
in New York or in New York and Wash- 
ington as it has been done in the past. 

The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. TaBER] would 
confine it entirely to New York. As far 
as the actual amount of money in the 
bill is concerned, no difference is in- 
volved. It is a question solely of where 
the work could be done better and which 
ultimately may affect, of course, the ap- 
propriation; but as of today there is no 
difference in the amount of money car- 
ried in the amendment discussed by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JONES] and 
the recommendation in the bill; and 
there has already been effected in this 
one department a saving of $400,000 or 
more. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEAL, I yield. 

Mr. STEFAN. That is not exactly cor- 
rect, is it? There is not a saving ef- 
fected. It is merely that the committee 
has cut the budget estimate. 

Mr. O'NEAL. The committee has ef- 
fected a saving. 

Mr. STEFAN. The Budget asked for 
$1,600,000 for its operation and the com- 
mittee was told that this New York or- 
ganization could do it for $950,000. The 
committee was not interested in whether 
it was being done in Washington or in 
New York. 

Mr. O’NEAL. The gentleman is in 
Part correct. 

Mr. STEFAN. The committee wanted 
it done in the most efficient way. 
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Mr. O'NEAL. In other words, the 
Budget estimate is cut by $400,000. 

There are two things, however, that 
are veryimportant. The first is whether 
or not it is the right thing to do to 
remove 500 families living in Washing- 
ton and make them go to New York in 
order to hold their jobs. Some, of course, 
would not go. The Secretary of State 
has said in a letter written as late as 
July 10 that he fears that it will seri- 
ously affect the compilation of these very 
necessary census statistics which he 
needs now. It will affect it because a 
considerable number of people possibly 
would not go to New York to work. This 
means the recruitment of new and in- 
experienced forces and will result in de- 
lays. If the New York office now closed 
it would affect about 100 families. Un- 
der the provisions advocated by the con- 
ferees the closing of either office is dis- 
cretionary with the Secretary. Under 
the Taber amendment the Washington 
office would be closed. 

I have always felt that duties which 
are largely executive jobs we should leave 
to the executive department. I do not 
mind cutting an appropriation but I am 
very loath to say to a department: “You 
must run your internal structure the way 
I tell you to do it and not the way you 
want to do it.” 

The department prefers to do its work 
as recommended by the conferees and 
says it can do better work by having 
some of it done in Washington and some 
in New York. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’NEAL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Capt said on page 
340 of the hearings: 

I think it would be more economical and 
certainly wiser to operate and more satis- 
factorily to have it all together. 


The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Razaut] asked: 


If one location is better, where would you 
place it, New York or Washington? 


Mr. Capt replied: 
I would place it in Washington, D. C. 


Mr. O'NEAL. I think all of us know 
that the department down there is hop- 
ing. that this present method will be al- 
lowed to remain a little longer. That is 
the reason I made the statement. 

The State Department, I reiterate, has 
issued a letter in which it is stated that 
it will adversely affect their work. Iam 
not in favor of disrupting these families 
unless we have some very good reason 
for doing so. I think the logic is on the 
other side. We do not have to be hasty 
about uprooting these 500 families and 
say, “You must go to New York if you 
want to hold your job.” 

I believe there is plenty of time to do 
that after a more thorough study. Four 
hundred thousand dollars has already 
been cut from the budget. We can wait 
until next year to go into the question 
to see whether or not it is the wise thing 
todo. Let us not at this time act hastily 
on a matter involving the happiness and 
homes of at least 500 people. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York that the House concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Taper) there 
were—ayes 51, noes 70. 

So the motion was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Cannon]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 69: Page 49, line 8 
insert the following: 

“RECLAMATION FUND, SPECIAL FUND 

“Construction: For additional amounts fol 
construction of the following projects includ- 
ing the objects specified under the head “Bu- 
reau of Reclamation” in the Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Act, 1947, to be expended 
from the reclamation fund, to remain avail- 
able until expended and to be reimbursable 
under the reclamation law: 

“Projects: 

“Boise project, Idaho, Anderson Ranch 
$1,612,525; 

“Provo River project, Utah, $1,756,960; 


“Total, from the reclamation fund, 
$3,369,485.” 
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 


Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate No. 69 and concur 
in the same with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the.amount named in line 9 of 
such amendment insert “$806,260.” 

In lieu of the amount named in line 10 of 
such amendment insert “$878,480.” 

In lieu of the amount named in line 11 of 
such amendment insert 81,684, 740.“ 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
preferential motion. i 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Warre moves that the House recede 
and concur in Senate amendment No. 69. 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a 
division of the question. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 69? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I shall try 
to explain the situation in connection 
with the Idaho project. I am not fa- 
miliar with the Provo River project in 
Utah, but I am familiar with the project 
in Idaho. 

This is an old project to provide sup- 
plemental water for one of the most pro- 
ductive irrigation districts or series of 
districts in the State of Idaho and in the 
whole West. The project has been 
started. It has been going a long time. 
We have succeeded in carrying on the 
work of this project all through the war 
period. During all the manpower short- 
age and all the material shortages the 
Congress thought this project important 
enough to carry on this work by making 
appropriations. $20,000,000 has been ex- 
pended in carrying on this work, and the 
Budget this year allowed a figure of $2,- 
847,610 which would carry on the work. 
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The Committee on Appropriations cut 
the amount about in half to $1,234,495. 
That money was carried in the regular 
appropriation bill and has been spent. 
Orders have been placed for turbines and 
electric generators, and over half of the 
money has been spent in paying install- 
ments on this machinery and now the 
work will have to stop on the 20th day 
of this month unless the Congress sees 
fit to make the appropriation that has 
beeen put in the bill by the Senate 
which appropriates only the Budget al- 
lowance. All we are asking the House 
to do as a matter of good business pol- 
icy is to complete the job, to appropriate 
this money and not stop the work. A 
thousand men are employed there. They 
have the conveyer belts and everything 
working. We have $20,000,000 invested. 
Why should we now stop work and go to 
all the expense of shutting down and 
starting up again, when we will have to 
appropriate this money later to com- 
plete the project? The money will have 
to be spent next year. If we do not spend 
it now we will have a shut-down in the 
interim and the Government will take 
a serious loss by the suspension of the 
work, 

I have a letter from the contractor 
which states positively that without 
money they cannot carry on. This let- 
ter is from the project manager, Mr. V. 
A. Roberts, of the firm of Morrison-Shea- 
Twaits-Winston that is building this 
dam. He states: 

Based on our information, it is apparent 
that funds appropriated by the Congress for 
carrying on this work, will be exhausted on 
or about July 15, 1946. Since the Congress 
has failed to appropriate additional funds 
necessary for continuing the work, and fur- 
ther, in view of the stipulation contained 
in paragraph No,.12 of the General Condi- 
tions of Specifications No. 965 of the con- 
tract, we, as contractors have no alternative 
except to cease operations. 


This appropriation item in this bill will 
carry on the work. I implore the Con- 
gress to do the business-like thing and 
carry on the work, to leave in the bill 
this item that was placed in it in the 
Senate, and to agree to my motion to 
recede and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment. We will only have to put this 
extra money in the bill next year, so 
why not do it now? I ask that the House 
carry on this project and not incur seri- 
ous loss to the Government. This money 
is coming out of the reclamation fund 
and it will be repaid. I ask any Member, 
even of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, what is to be gained by a pinch- 
penny program of cutting down the 
appropriation and shutting down the 
work, and resuming at some later date? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. NORRELL]. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to explain to the House the history 
of these two items. They appeared in 
the Department of the Interior appro- 
priation bill this spring. The budget 
estimate for the Anderson Ranch proj- 
ect was $2,847,000 and the budget esti- 
mate for the Provo River project was, 
as I recall, $3,102,000. The Reclama- 
tion Service said they needed these 
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amounts in order to operate these proj- 
ects for 12 months, beginning July 1, 
1946. It developed in the hearings of 
the Department of the Interior Sub- 
committee on Appropriations this spring 
that the Reclamation Service had an 
unexpended balance at the time of $135,- 
000,000, to the credit of the reclamation 
projects, so the chairman of the sub- 
committee said that cuts had to be made, 
and requested Mr. Straus to make sug- 
gestions to the committee where reduc- 
tions could be made. In fairness to Mr. 
Straus, I should say that he did not 
want to reduce the budget estimate of 
any of the projects, but after considera- 
tion Mr. Straus gave us a statement to 
the effect that the Anderson Ranch 
project could be reduced as suggested by 
the chairman to $1,234,475 and the Provo 
River project might be reduced to $1,- 
345,040, thereby implying that these 
amounts, would be sufficient for the op- 
eration of these projects for the 12- 
month period. 

The Interior Subcommittee on Appro- 
priations allowed the amounts suggested 
by Mr. Straus. The House sustained our 
action. 

The bill then went to the Senate and 
the Reclamation Service asked for the 
restoration of the funds. True to cus- 
tom, the other body in its superior wis- 
dom restored the entire amount of the 
House reduction. Then the matter 
went to the conference committee, and 
there in conference the membership 
representing the House and Senate 
agreed on the House figures. So the 


Senate receded. It was a unanimous 


agreement, as I understand it. The 
House and Senate confirmed the action 
of the conference committee. I do not 
know whether the Interior Department 
bill has yet been signed by the Presi- 
dent, but we find the Reclamation 
Service before the ink is dry on the 
Department of the Interior bill asking 
for a deficiency appropriation equal to 
the total amount of the reductions. I 
say to you, this is nullifying the action 
of your Subcommittees on Appropria- 
tions. It is nullifying the action of your 
conferees. It is nullifying the action 
taken by the House and Senate. I am 
against the procedure. I hope the Rec- 
lamation Service wili not be so unfair 
to the Interior Subcommittees on Ap- 
propriations and so unfair to the Con- 
gress in the future as to ask for a 
deficiency appropriation restoring a re- 
duction made by the jurisdictional sub- 
committees and agreed to by the con- 
ference committee and also by the 
House and Senate. I am agreeable to 
the amendment as proposed by the 
chairman of our committee. This would 
allow $806,262.50 more for Anderson 
Ranch project and $878,480 for the 
Provo River project. Our brethren from 
the West are so nice, so courageous, and 
So efficient, that we are unable to resist 
them. I am willing to go along in re- 
storing half of the cut which in the 
language of Mr. Straus will be sufficient 
to carry these projects for three-quarters 
of a year. I think that will be sufficient 
money to do for a year, I take great 
delight now in yielding to my very good 
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friend, the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
WHITE]. 

Mr. WHITE. As a matter of fact, the 
item that the gentleman refers to in 
the regular appropriation bill is just 
equal to the budget. 

Mr. NORRELL. That is correct. 

Mr. WHITE. And if Mr. Straus made 
a mistake or committed an oversight, do 
you not think this House ought to correct 
that mistake through the deficiency bill? 

Mr. NORRELL. I am not willing to 
admit that a mistake was made. All the 
subcommittees can do is to secure all 
available information and much of the 
evidence must come from the depart- 
ments. The Anderson Ranch project 
was started in March 1942, and the 
total cost then was estimated by the 
Department of the Interior at $13,- 
000,000. Expenditures to June 30, 1945, 
totaled $13,121,700. The total estimated 
cost now is $25,965,000; no collections 
have been made as yet. The Provo 
River project was started in June 1936, 
and the Department originally estimated 
the total costs would be $15,774,000. Up 
to June 30, 1946, we had actually spent 
on this project the sum of $9,777,503 and 
now the total estimated cost is $19,727,- 
661. I do not know whether these are 
errors or not, but I must say, the in- 
creased cost is excessive. Not a cent has 
been collected from the water users and 
paid into the Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the motion of the 
gentleman from Missouri is sustained. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. TABER. Will the Speaker state 
for the information of the House what 
is pending now? 

The SPEAKER. The pending question 
is the motion to recede and concur. 

The Chair tried to put the motion for 
a division of the question, but the Mem- 
bers on either side did not vote on the 
question so the Chair declared that the 
question was not decided. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
understanding that the Speaker put the 
question on my preferential motion and 
that it carried. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair tried to 
put the motion to recede, but Members 
did not vote on the question and, there- 
fore, the Chair declared that there was 
no decision on the question. The Chair 
will put the question now if any Member 
insists. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I do. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House recede? 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves to concur 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the amount named in line 9 of such amend- 
ment, insert “$806,260”; in lieu of the amount 
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named in line 10 of such amendment, in- 
sert “$878,480”; in lieu of the amount named 
in line 11 of such amendment, insert “$1,- 
684,740.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Cannon]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. WHITE) there 
were—ayes 83, noes 5. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 77: Page 54, line 8, insert: 

“The limitations under the appropriation 
‘Foreign Service quarters’, fiscal year 1947, 
on the amounts which may be used for allow- 
ances for living quarters shall not apply to 
Foreign Service posts in Turkey, Switzerland, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Vene- 
zuela, and the Netherlands possessions. This 
provision shall be effective as of July 1, 1946.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, this is in response to a 
situation which has developed in those 
five countries in which there is such a 
tremendous appreciation of currency 
that something must be done to re- 
lieve Foreign Service personnel serving 
therein. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the motion of the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 81: Page 57, line 24, strike 
out the remainder of line 24 after the, word 
“act” and all of line 26, and on page 58, 
line 1, the words “to be replaced or re- 
habilitated.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur with an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves to recede 
and concur with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 
, nor shall any part of this appropriation 
be available for expanding any public works 
project authorized by law to be replaced or 
rehabilitated beyond such as may be justified 
by sound engineering practice and which 
can be accomplished within the amount au- 
thorized to be appropriated.” 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, this amendment makes more specific 
the intent of the House provision as to 
the facilities involved, and permits ex- 
pansion justified by sound engineering 
practice subject to previously established 
cost limits. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Cannon]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 86: Page 62, line 15, insert 
the following: 

“FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
“FINANCE SERVICE, ARMY 

“Pay of the Army: The appropriation for 
“Pay of the Army’ in the Military Appropria- 
tion Act, 1947, is hereby made available to 
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pay mustering-out payments, as authorized 
by the ‘Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944,’ 
Public Law 225, Seventy-eighth Congress, 
second session, as amended, to members of 
the armed forces who were or may be denied 
such payments because they resigned from 
the Army to enter the United States Military 
Academy or the United States Naval Acad- 
emy and subsequently left either of such 
Academies without completing the prescribed 
course.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for a division of the motion. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the House recedes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to concur with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. HinsHAw moves that the House concur 
in Senate amendment No. 86 with an amend- 
ment as follows: “Strike out all after the 
word ‘subsequently’ in line 1, page 63, and 
insert ‘where separated from either Academy 
because of physical disability.’” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, we all 
have great sympathy with the members 
of either of the Academies who were sep- 
arated because of physical disabilities 
and who had come from either of the 
armed services and gone into the Acad- 
emies by virtue of appointment or win- 
ning a competition for the Presidential 
appointments, and so forth and so on. 

I believe this amendment was orig- 


inally presented in the other body be- 


cause one of the appointees of a Member 
of that body had served in the Battle of 
the Bulge. His feet had been seriously 
frozen, and it was not discovered until 
he afterward became a member of the 
Military Academy. He, of course, was 
discharged because of physical disability. 

To provide for these cases I have 
moved to strike out the language after 
the word “subsequently” and insert in 
lieu thereof language providing for the 
payment of mustering-out pay to those 
who attended one of the Academies hav- 
ing come from the armed services and 
who were subsequently separated be- 
cause of physical disability. 

The reason I have suggested this 
amendment is because the language as it 
is presented in the Senate amendment 
reads “subsequently leave either of such 
Academies without completing a pre- 
Scribed course” would include all who 
have been separated in the provisions of 
mustering-out pay, and there are a 
rather considerable number of young 
men who received appointments from 
Members of this House and who after 
VJ-day suddenly decided they did not 
want to be there any more, and who for 
One reason or other deliberately got 
themselves in condition to fail in their 
studies and consequently were let out— 
“bilged out” of one Academy, and I for- 
get what they term it in the other. If 
those men subsequently went back into 
the armed services, then of course they 
would be entitled to mustering-out pay 
when they were discharged, but those 
who did not reenter the armed services 
do not have any sympathy from me for 
having accepted an appointment, passed 
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the required examinations, and then 
after VJ-day either resign or fail in their 
studies purposely. I understand there 
were a considerable number of such fail- 
ures, in fact, a sort of epidemic of such 
failures after VJ-day. Of course, no one 
can accuse these boys of having sought 
the Academy for any purpose other than 
military education, but there seems to be 
no reason why this epidemic of resigna- 
tions and failures should receive too 
much consideration on the part of this 
body insofar as mustering-out pay is 
concerned. 

I am perfectly willing, and I know you 
are, that this pay be given to those who 
were separated because of physical dis- 
ability; but otherwise I think not. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky, chairman of the 
Military Affairs Committee. 

Mr. MAY. Would the gentleman’s 
amendment make possible the payment 
to those who did resign after VJ-day or 
fail, or would it prohibit it? 

Mr. HINSHAW. It would prohibit 
payment of mustering-out pay to those 
who either resign or fail in their studies. 
It would not prohibit mustering-out pay 
being paid to anyone who was discharged 
because of physical disability. They are 
the boys for whom I have the greatest 
sympathy, those who entered from the 
military service itself, and I think they 
are entitled to every consideration of this 
Congress. 

I do not believe the committee will ob- 
ject to this motion to concur with an 
amendment. If there are no further 
questions I ask for a vote on the motion. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from California better expresses the 
intent of the amendment. I agree that 
it is an improvement upon the Senate 
language and is in keeping with the views 
of the managers on the part of the House. 
The committee therefore ‘accepts the 
amendment, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the motion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 119, page 86, line 
16, insert as follows: 

“Sec. 406. Subsection (a) of section 202 of 
the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 
1947, is hereby amended by striking there- 
from the figures ‘$1,050’ and substituting 
therefor the figures ‘$1,300',” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment. This 
is in response to the general rise in prices 
of all commodities and takes care of that 
situation. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 120, on page 86, 
line 20, insert as follows: 

“Sec. 407. Wherever an appropriation for 
the fiscal year 1947 is made available for the 
purchase of passenger automobiles and such 
availability is specifically limited to used or 


surplus vehicles, such limitation is hereby 
repealed,” 
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 
Prior provisions have limited purchase to 
surplus or used automobiles. There are 
no longer any surplus automobiles to be 
had and it is necessary to amend such 
former provisions of law. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 121: On page 87, 
line 1, strike out 406“ and insert “408.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 
This is merely a perfecting amendment 
which changes a section number. 

The motion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the votes by 
which action was taken on the several 
motions was laid on the table. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members who have spoken on the bill 
may have five legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 


GRAND RIVER DAM PROJECT 


Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5508) to 
authorize the return of the Grand River 
Dam project to the Grand River Dam 
Authority and the adjustment and set- 
tlement of accounts between the Author- 
ity and the United States, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment 
as follows: 

Page 5, after line 3, insert: 

“Sec. 6. The Administrator of the Federal 
Works Agency or his successor in interest is 
hereby authorized to reduce the rate of inter- 
est to 244 per centum on all power bonds held 
by such Agency issued by States, public 
authorities, counties, municipalities, and 
other subdivisions of State governments for 
power projects financed by the Public Works 
Administration.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain what this 
amendment is? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
this bill was passed unanimously by the 
House and provided for the return of the 
Grand River Dam project to the Grand 
River Authority which dam project was 
taken over under the War Powers Act 
and operated by the Southwestern Power 
Authority. This project was con- 
structed by the Authority created under 
the laws of the State of Oklahoma. It 
is a public power project, constructed 
with Federal funds under the Public 
Works Administration. There was pro- 
vided, among other things, for the reduc- 
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tion of the rate of interest from 4 to 21⁄2 
percent. In the other body an amend- 
ment was inserted providing for the 
same reduction in the rate of interest on 
some three projects in Nebraska of simi- 
lar nature and one project in South Caro- 
lina. The Public Works Agency has ad- 
vised me that the amendment is agree- 
able, so has the Secretary of the Interior. 
I have taken the amendment up with the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Flood Control, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Ciason], and it 
is agreeable to him. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
simply equalizes the projects in Okla- 
homa, Nebraska, and South Carolina? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes. It only 
covers these power projects and equalizes 
the rate of interest. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What will 
be the interest rate? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Two and a half 
percent as against four at the present 
time. 

Mr. STEFAN. It was 5 percent, was it 
not? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. No. It is 4 
percent at present, according to the Pub- 
lic Works Agency. 

Mr. STEFAN. It could have been 5. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. This reduces it 
to 2½ percent. 

Mr. RIVERS. This will save the power 
users of my State a considerable amount 
of money. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes. 
reduce the rate of interest from 4 to 24% 
percent on the loans on said projects in 
the three States mentioned. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no‘ objection. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I am con- 
vinced that the House should agree to 
pass the amendment submitted by Sena- 
tor JoHNston authorizing the Federal 
Works Administrator, or his successor, 
to reduce the interest rate from 4 percent 
to 2% percent on all power bonds held 
by such agency issued by States, counties, 
municipalities and other subdivisions of 
State governments for power projects 
financed by the Public Works Admin- 
istration. 

In my own district, this would enable 
the South Carolina Public Service Au- 
thority which operates the great Santee- 
Cooper hydroelectric and navigation 
system, to pass on to the people of South 
Carolina a saving, in interest alone, ex- 
ceeding $600,000. 

In my opinion, this will be a great 
thing, not only for the State of South 
Carolina but for the country as a whole. 

Today, money can be borrowed from 
banks at a rate of interest as low as 214 
percent. It is eminently fitting that the 
Government should follow the lead of 
private enterprise. We are living in a 
day of inflationary values and money is 
easily accessible. It follows, therefore, 
that the Government should pass on to 
the people the advantages to be gained 
hy a low rate of interest. 


It will. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SHORT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances and include cer- 
tain excerpts from magazines and news- 
papers. 

Mr. KNUTSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial. 

Mr. DAVIS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an address. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include two 
letters. 

Mr. ROCKWELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an item. 

Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an article by C. P. 
Turley from the July 11, 1946, issue of 
the Current Local, Van Buren, Mo. 

Mr. BUNKER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include an article on mining. 


DEVELOPMENT AND CONTROL OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY 


Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 1717) for the develop- 
ment and control of atomic energy. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. Without objection a call 
of the House is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 227] 
Allen, II. Gillespie Monroney 
Allen, La. Gossett Norton 


Anderson, Calif. Granger O'Toole 
Andrews, N. Y. Gross Patrick 
Arnold Hart Peterson, Ga. 
Baldwin, Md. Hébert Pfeifer 

Bates, Ky. Holifield Powell 
Beckworth Holmes, Wash. Priest 

Boren Hook Reece, Tenn. 
Boykin Izac Robinson, Utah 
Buffett Jennings Roe, Md. 
Cannon, Fla Johnson, Okla. Roe, N. Y. 
Cochran Johnson, Tex, Slaughter 
Coffee Keogh Sparkman 
Cole, Kans. Kerr Stewart 
Combs Kilday Talbot 
Cooper LaFollette Tarver 
Courtney Ludlow Tolan 

Cox McGehee Torrens 
Cravens McMillan, S. C. Vinson 
Crawford Mahon Welch 

Curley . Mankin West 
Daughton, Va. Mansfield, Wickersham 
De Lacy Mont. Wigglesworth 
Earthman Mansfield, Tex. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Engel, Mich Mason Wood 
Gibson Miller, Calif. 
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call 352 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1946 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
cr the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill (S. 1717) for the 
development and control of atomic en- 
ergy, with Mr. JOHN J. DELANEY in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The 
will state it. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I under- 
stand the reading of the bill was com- 
pleted to and including all of section 5. 
May I inquire whether the committee 
amendments were agreed to? 

The CHAIRMAN. The reading was 
completed down to page 23, line 15. The 
Chair may say for the information of the 
gentleman that all committee amend- 
menis were adopted. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take the floor at this 
time to propound an inquiry or two of 
the committee in connection with the 
prohibition on page 15, line 15. It is 
stated there: 

I; shall be unlawful for any person after 
60 days from the effective date of this act 
to * * + (c) directly or indirectly en- 
gage in the production of any fissionable 
material outside of the United States. 


How are you going to prevent any one 
from producing such material outside the 
United States? I would like to ask that 
question of the committee. 

Mr. MAY. I would like to answer the 
gentleman by saying that is a Senate 
provision that was in the bill when we 
received it, and the committee merely 
left it in the bill. 

Mr. HINSHAW. That is not an an- 
swer. How in the world can you prevent 
anybody from manufacturing or engag- 
ing in the production of any fissionable 
material outside of the United States? 

Mr. MAY. I will answer the gentle- 
man directly by saying this Government 
has no jurisdiction outside of its own ter- 
ritory except in its possessions, and they 
are outside of the United States. That 
provision was likely put in there to enable 
this Commission to control the produc- 
tion of these materials and the handling 
of them in our territories. There is 
Alaska, for instance. 

Mr. HINSHAW. That is not outside of 
the territorial definition of the United 
States as set forth on page 43 of the bill. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. As a mat- 
ter of fact, the gentleman has put his 
finger on the futility of the whole bill. 
That is the assumption of placing the 
production of fissionable material in the 
United States under control and the use 


gentleman 
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of that under control. That will have 
no effect on what happens outside of the 
United States. I think that this shows 
the futility of this bill until some inter- 
national agreement is arrived at. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Now let us refer to 
page 16, line 25, where it is stated: 

The Commission is authorized to purchase 
or otherwise acquire sny fissionable material 
or any interest therein outside the United 
States, or any interest in facilities for the 
production of fissionable material, or in real 
property on which such facilities are lo- 
cated. 


And so forth. The last sentence of 
that subsection reads: 

The Commission is further authorized to 
take, requisition, or condemn, or otherwise 
acquire any interest in such facilities or real 
property, and just compensation shall be 
made therefor. 


I would like to know how the Commis- 
sion can condemn an interest in any 
property outside the United States? 

Mr. MAY. This merely provides that 
it may purchase. 

Mr, HINSHAW. It provides for con- 
demnation. 

Mr. MAY. Where is the gentleman 
reading? 

Mr. HINSHAW. The word “condemn” 
appears in line 11, page 17. 

Mr. MAY. Line 11, page 17: 

The Commission is authorized to take, 
requisition, or condemn, or otherwise acquire 
any interest in such facilities or real prop- 
erty, and just compensation shall be made 


* therefor. 


Mr. HINSHAW. I would like to know 
how you can do that outside the United 
States, and I merely asked for this time 
in order to call the attention of the mem- 
bership to some of these things. I do 
not care whether the Senate put them in 
or who put them in. 

Mr. MAY. I did not say that. I said it 
was the Senate that put it in, and it prob- 
ably relates to the materials that they 
acquire in the United States. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to reiterate that the answers 
of the committee on a great many ques- 
tions that have been asked here have 
necessarily been probabilities rather 
than facts, because I do not believe that 
either the committee or this House un- 
derstands the import of this bill. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Of course, we all know 
that there are many things going on at 
this hour in foreign lands that none of 
us know anything about because of the 
strict censorship that other countries 
have. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

MILITARY APPLICATIONS OF ATOMIC ENERGY 

Sec.6, (a) Authority: The Commission 18 
authorized to— 

(1) conduct experiments and do research 
and development work in the military appli- 
cation of atomic energy; and 

(2) engage in the production of atomic 
bombs, atomic-bomb parts, or other mili- 
tary weapons utilizing fissionable materials; 


JULY 19 


except that such activities shall be carried 
on only to the extent that the express con- 
sent and direction of the President of the 
United States has been obtained, which con- 
sent and direction shall be obtained at least 
once each year. 

The President from time to time may direct 
the Commission to deliver such quantities 
of weapons to the armed forces for such use 
as he deems necessary in the interest of na- 
tional defense. 

(b) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful for 
any person to manufacture, produce, trans- 
fer, or acquire any equipment or device 
utilizing fiissionable material or atomic 
energy as a military weapon, except as may 
be authorized by the Commission. Nothing 
in this subsection shall be deemed to modify 
the provisions of section 4 of this act, or to 
prohibit research activities in respect of mili- 
tary weapons, or to permit the export of any 
such equipment or device. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 24, line 6, after the word “of”, insert 
“fissionable materials or.” 

Page 24, line 8, after the word “defense”, 
insert “or (2) to authorize the armed forces 
to manufacture, produce, or acquire any 
equipment or device utilizing fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy as a military weapon.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. : 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, here is another pro- 
vision in the bill which is an anomaly. 
The committee amendment on page 24, 
line 8, reads: 
to authorize the armed forces to manufac- 
ture, produce, or acquire any equipment or 
device utilizing fissionable material or atomic 
energy as a military weapon. 


If you will then turn to page 28, line 


` 20, you will find this language: 


The President shall direct the transfer to 
the Commission of all interests owned by the 
United States or any Government agency in 
the following property: 

(1) All fissionable materials; all atomic 
Weapons and parts thereof; all facilities, 
equipment, and materials for the processing, 
production, or utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy— 


I would like to know how you can in 
one place authorize or direct the Com- 
mission to deliver quantities of fissionable 
material, and then authorize the armed 
forces to manufacture, produce or acquire 
equipment, when in section 9 you say that 
the President shall direct the transfer to 
the Commission of all interests owned by 
the United States or any Government 
agency in all of this property. 

Can anybody on the committee answer 
that question? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. The 
gentleman knows that I am opposed to 
tnig bill, and I shall vote to recommit the 

Mr. HINSHAW. I assume that is the 
case from the gentleman’s previous re- 
marks, 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. So my 
answer may not be a complete answer to 
the gentleman’s question, but all the way 
through in the deliberations of the com- 
mittee the committee members asked 
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questions about the bill, just as we are 
asking questions today, and the more 
questions you ask the more confused you 
are going to be and the more confused 
this House is going to be, so therefore 
that is one of the main reasons I am 
going to vote against this particular bill. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky, the Chairman, if 
he has an answer to the question. 

Mr. MAY. Yes; I will answer it for 
the gentleman. Under section 9 of the 
bill, which requires the turning over of 
property to the Commission, which be- 
comes effective on the date of enactment 
and approval of the bill. As to the pro- 
vision in line 8 down io and including 
line 11 on page 24, it becomes effective 
thereafter and provides that the Com- 
mission may authorize the armed forces 
to manufacture atomic weapons as they 
see fit. 

Mr. HINSHAW. No. It says that the 
President may direct the Commission 
to authorize, and on page 28 it says that 
the President shall direct the transfer 
of all interests owned by the United 
States, in any material and any ma- 
chinery and any weapons, to the Com- 
mission. Those two sections are not 
compatible, if I can read the English 
language. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman is not op- 
posed to a provision in the bill which 
would authorize the Commission to give 
the armed forces the right to manufac- 
ture atomic weapons after the Commis- 
Sion takes over the property, Oak Ridge, 
for instance? If they want to manufac- 
ture them, does not the gentleman think 
the Commisssion ought to let them do it? 

Mr. HINSHAW. As I say, section 9 
directs the President to transfer, and 
then the bill states at other places that 
when so transferred this property comes 
under the full and complete ownership 
of the Commission. The proposed com- 
mittee amendment then states that the 
President may direct the Commission 
to authorize the armed forces to manu- 
facture them. How can they do that if 
they cannot own any of the equipment? 
I should like to know that. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. ELSTON. May I tell the gentle- 
man how this particular committee 
amendment happened to be adopted? In 
reading this bill, some of us made the 
point that everything was transferred 
to the Commission. The Army and the 
Navy would not even have the right to 
manufacture atomic weapons of any 
kind except with the consent of the Com- 
mission. We felt that the manufacture 
of atomic weapons or any other kind 
of weapons is a function of the War and 
Navy Departments which should not 
be interfered with by any civilian com- 
mission. We were insisting that the 
services be given the right to go ahead 
with the manufacture of weapons with- 
out any order or license from the Com- 
mission. The committee amendment, 
which was offered I believe by the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. KiLpay], was 
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simply a compromise, and in my judg- 
ment is just about as confusing as about 
everything else in this bill, which is an- 
other reason why the bill should be re- 
committed for further study. 

Mr. HINSHAW. If you put in the bill 
this amendment on page 24, on page 28 
in some location you will have to put 
in a proviso that will exempt that ma- 
terial and those facilities that are trans- 
ferred back to the War Department for 
the manufacture of this material from 
the direction that the bill contains, which 
is that the President shall direct the 
transfer. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. DOYLE. Answering the gentle- 
man’s question, there is nothing incon- 
sistent between this language and the 
language in lines 20 and 21 in section 9, 
because the language in line 5 of page 
24, to which the gentleman refers, states 
that the President from time to time may 
direct the Commission. That language 
does not compel the President of the 
United States to authorize the armed 
forces to manufacture, it merely makes it 
optional. So this amendment, subdivi- 
sion (2), on which we are now voting, is 
subject to an option expressly given in 
line 5. It is optional with the President 
of the United States after he gets control 
under section 9 as to whether or not he 
desires to authorize the armed forces. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. : 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s remarks, but elsewhere in the 
bill it states quite clearly that when these 
transfers are once made to the Commis- 
sion the Commission is vested with all 
right, title, and interest to, in full and 
complete ownership of, all of this ma- 
terial and facilities and all of the atomic 
weapons. In section 9 not only do you 
direct the transfer to the Commission of 
all of the material, the facilities, and the 
equipment, but the Commission will then 
have the full and complete ownership of 
all the bombs that have heretofore been 
manufactured and the military will have 
nothing to say about it. 

Mr. MAY. That is the purpose of this 
amendment, to make it possible for the 
military department to manufacture 
them. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I again suggest that 
if we are going to do that we had better 
amend section 9 in such a way as to per- 
mit the transfer of the bombs back to 
that department. 

Mr. MAY. We are not through that 
section yet. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. In reading the hear- 
ings I can find no reference to the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation. Can any- 
body tell why? 
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Mr. HINSHAW. That is a little bit off 
this subject. 

Mr. DONDERO. It has application to 
this bill. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I know that, but I 
would rather that the gentleman talk on 
that subject on his own time. l 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CLASON. Yesterday I pointed 
out in connection with an amendment 
which I offered, which is on page 9381 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, that the 
Army and Navy are today spending mil- 
lions of dollars on a program which per- 
mits them to carry on research and dis- 
covery in the field of atomic energy. 
Apparently my amendment was offered 
for the same purpose as the one offered 
by the committee except, I believe, the 
committee amendment is much more 
restricted in scope. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Section 8, dealing 
with international arrangements, makes 
it mandatory upon the Commission as 
soon as an international arrangement is 
entered into to transfer to the interna- 
tional authority all of this material and 
facilities and bombs and everything else 
that the international authority may 
want. I would like to know how after 
that happens you are going to be able 
to authorize the armed forces to manu- 
facture anything. You are not going to 
be able to do it. There is no sense hav- 
ing that amendment in the bill at all 
because the international authority will 
control the entire program from stem to 
stern and you will have located in the 
United States and elsewhere in the world 
international extraterritorial localities, 
if you want to call them that, where this 
manufacturing and so forth is to be car- 
ried on. That is a very serious question. 
I think it deserves the serious considera- 
tion of the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr.“ 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would agree with 
those Members who have indicated that 
the bill would be confusing if the com- 
mittee amendment were added to it. I 
think I understand quite clearly what the 
bill would mean if the committee amend- 
ment were not adopted, I would like to 
read this language as the Senate wrote it: 

The Presftient may from time to time di- 
rect the Commission to deliver such quanti- 
ties of weapons to the armed forces for such 
use as he deems necessary in the interests of 
national defense. 


The principle of the bill as it came to 
us from the Senate was briefly that 
atomic-energy development was to be 
concentrated in the hands of the Com- 
mission. It was assumed that this Com- 
mission would be composed of the very 
best and most patriotic people in the 
whole Nation. It was assumed that they 
would handle this most dangerous and 
important problem and. material that 
has ever faced this country with the de- 
gree of care and concern for the interests 
of this Nation that it demands. Antici- 
pating, perhaps, what the gentleman 
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from Michigan may have had in mind 
when he arose and mentioned the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, may I say 
to him that so far as I am concerned I 
should be perfectly glad to support pro- 
visions in this bill providing for FBI in- 
vestigation of persons who shall have any 
part in this work. It seems to me, how- 
ever, what this proposed committee 
amendment which we are now consider- 
ing will actually do, briefly, is this: The 
bill as originally brought to us provides 
unquestionably for the power of the Pres- 
ident to decide how many atomic bombs 
shall be manufactured, at what time they 
shall be manufactured, whether or not 
they shall be manufactured, and to tell 
this Commission through its Division of 
Military Application to make that num- 
ber of bombs and deliver them to the 
armed forces. 

Obviously, the bombs are going to have 
to be made by scientists if they are made 
at all. They will be made in the Division 
of Military Application, under the terms 
of the original bill. The committee 
amendment will only mean, if I under- 
stand its meaning at all, that we will set 
up two places for the making of atomic 
bombs. On the one hand, they will be 
manufactured by the Division of Military 
Application of the Commission, and, on 
the other hand, if the President happens 
to decide to do it, the armed forces, the 
Army or the Navy, or both, may them- 
Selves set up aew Oak Ridges or new 
something else and make them there. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Let me 
yield to my colleague from California 
because he has asked me three times. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California, I think 
subdivision 2 on page 24 means that the 
Army and Navy shall have the right to 
requisition the property of the Commis- 
sion and make various kinds of atomic 
weapons. That is all it means. The 
property to make weapons and the ma- 
chinery belongs to the commission, and 
the armed forces can requisition those 
and make them in an arensal or any other 
place. In other words, there are two 
places you can make them under this 
provision, as the gentleman said. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California, That is 
what it seems to me, but it does not seem 
to me that that is the wise and orderly 
way to go about the matter. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield. 

Mr. MAY. I think the gentleman has 
overlooked one important feature of the 
discussion here. Beginning in line 5 on 
page 24, it says: 

The President from time to time may direct 
the Commission (1) to deliver such quanti- 
ties of materials or weapons to the armed 
forces for such use as he deems necessary in 
the interest of national defense, or (2) to au- 
thorize the armed forces to manufacture, 


produce, or acquire any equipment or device 
utilizing fissionable material, 


What is wrong with the Commission’s 
determining whether they will do it or 
the armed forces do it? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Of 
course, this would provide, as the gentle- 
man suggests, that it might be done by 
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the Division of Military Application of 
the Commission or it might be done else- 


where. It seems to me this work ought | 


to be concentrated in one organization. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Voor- 
HIS] has expired. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may proceed for five additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California, I yield. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN, I am troubled by 
this committee amendment, because in 
placing in the hands of the War Depart- 
ment the power to manufacture bombs, it 
must, of course, be given over to pri- 
vate industry, and it cannot be given to 
small industry, it must be given to large 
industry. Ifear the control of those, due 
to the fact that it might be that those 
large industries would make deals and 
cartels with other countries that would 
be detrimental to the safety of our own 
country. I would like to have the gentle- 
man’s opinion on that. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. My opin- 
ion of that is that so long as this process 
of manufacture is handled under the 
terms of the bill as written, I do not have 
the fear that what the gentleman postu- 
lates will happen. I believe it might well 
be that the Commission or the armed 
forces might want to contract for some 
of this production. I think that might 
well happen. I would not object to that 
being done. The thing I am fearful of— 
and I do not want to speak about it now 
because I have no doubt there will be full 
discussion of it later—but I am fearful 
that if we permit the private patenting 
of atomic energy, the thing the gentle- 
man mentioned will happen. But I do 
not think it is involved in this particu- 
lar question. ` 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. BROOKS. Further in reference to 
the subjéct discussed by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Jounson] who pre- 
ceded you, regarding the apparent con- 
flict in two sections of the act, I want to 
say this: 

The section to which he referred on 
page 24 deals entirely with the material 
application of atomic energy whereas the 
subsequent section which he felt conflict- 
ed with the military application section 
deals entirely with the ownership of the 
property of the Commission. To hold 
that that particular phrase to which the 
gentleman refers conflicts with the sec- 
tion on the property of the Commission 
would in effect hold that the entire sec- 
tion dealing with military application 
conflicts with the section on ownership 
of the property by the Commission. 
That is not an argument that is tenable, 
because they do not conflict. They are 
separate and stand on their own feet. 

Mr, VOORHIS of California, I am 
much obliged to the gentleman, 
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In conclusion may I say that the Chief 
of Staff of the Army and the Secretaries 
of War and the Navy have expressed 
their satisfaction with this bill from the 
point of view of its guarding the mili- 
tary interests of this Nation, 

The most important thing that the bill 
will do will be to assure the continued 
development of the military applica- 
tions. That is the thing that really 
counts much more than the manufac- 
ture of bombs; that is the vital thing. 
I am for continuing that military de- 
velopment under present circumstances; 
and until an international agreement 
and control that we have talked about 
so much is finally effected. 

I believe all decisions with regard to 
what is going to be done under this bill 
should be made at the very highest level 
in our Government, that is, the Presi- 
dent of the United States. I think that 
is where they should all be made. This 
legislation is written from the point of 
view of trying to make this thing a uni- 
fied proposition so that the American 
program with regard to it will be so well 
coordinated as to make possible effec- 
tive hope at least of getting the interna- 
tional control upon which the future 
hope of peace really rests. These are 
the reasons it would seem to me reason- 
able to leave the bill as it was before and 
why the committee amendment should 
be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a 
vote on the committee amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. THOMASON) 
there were—ayes 63, noes 38. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr, Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair 
appointed as tellers Mr. May and Mr, 
SHORT. 

The committee divided; and the tellers 
were unable to agree on the count, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Chair will direct that the vote by 
tellers be taken over. 

There was no objection, 

The Chair appointed as tellers Mr, 
THOMASON and Mr. SHORT. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
102, noes 72. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: On page 24, line 
13, after the comma insert “except as pro- 
vided in section 6 (a).” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

UTILIZATION OF ATOMIC ENERGY 

Sec. 7, (a) License required: It shall be 
unlawful, except as provided in sections 5 
(a) (4) (A) or (B) or 6 (a), for any person 
to manufacture, produce, or export any 
equipment or device utilizing fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy or to utilize fission- 
able material or atomic energy with or with- 
out such equipment or device, except un- 
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der and in accordance with a license issued 
by the Commission authorizing such manu- 
facture, production, export, or utilization. 
No license may permit any such activity if 
fissionable material is produced incident to 
such activity, except as provided in sections 
8 and 4. Nothing in this section shall be 
deemed to require a license for the conduct 
of research or development activities relat- 
ing to the manufacture of such equipment 
or devices or the utilization of fissionable 
material or atomic energy, or for the manu- 
facture or use of equipment or devices for 
medical therapy. 

(b) Report to Congress: Whenever in its 
opinion any industrial, commercial, or other 
nonmilitary use of fissionable material or 
atomic energy has been sufficiently developed 
to be of practical value, the Commission shall 
prepare a report to the President stating all 
the facts with respect to such use, the Com- 
mission’s estimate of the social, political 
economic, and international effects of such 
use and the Commission’s recommenda- 
tions for necessary or desirable supple- 
mental legislation. The President shall then 
transmit this report to the Congress to- 
gether with his recommendations. No li- 
cense for any manufacture, production, ex- 
port, or use shall be issued by the Commis- 
sion under this section until after (1) a re- 
port with respect to such manufacture, pro- 
duction, export, or use has been filed with 
the Congress; and (2) a period of 90 days 
in which the Congress was in session has 
elapsed after the report has been so filed. 
In computing such period of 90 days, there 
shall be excluded the days on which either 
House is not in session because of an ad- 
journment of more than 3 days. 

(c) Issuance of licenses: After such 90- 
day period, unless hereafter prohibited by 
law, the Commission may license such man- 
ufacture, production, export, or use in ac- 
cordance with such procedures and subject 
to such conditions as it may by regulation 
establish to effectuate the provisions of this 
act. The Commission is authorized and 
directed to issue licenses on a nonexclusive 
basis and to supply to the extent available 
appropriate quantities of fissionable mate- 
rial to licensees (1) whose proposed activi- 
ties will serve some useful purpose propor- 
tionate to the quantities of fissionable mate- 
rial to be consumed; (2) who are equipped to 
observe such safety standards to protect 
health and to minimize danger from explo- 
sion or other hazard to life or property as 
the Commission may establish; and (3) who 
agree to make available to the Commission 
such technical information and data con- 
cerning their activities pursuant to such 
licenses as the Commission may determine 
necessary to encourage similar activities by 
as many licensees as possible. Each such 
license shall be issued for a specified period, 
not to exceed 1 year, shall be revocable at any 
time by the Commission in accordance with 
such procedures as the Commission may 
establish, and may be renewed upon the ex- 
piration of such period. Where activities 
under any license might serve to maintain or 
to foster the growth of monopoly, restraint of 
trade, unlawful competition, or other trade 
position inimical to the entry of new, freely 
competitive enterprises in the field, the 
Commission is authorized and directed to 
refuse to issue such license or to establish 
such conditions to prevent these results as 
the Commission, in consultation with the 
Attorney General, may determine. The 
Commission shall report promptly to the 
Attorney General any information it may 
have with respect to any utilization of fis- 
sionable material or atomic energy which 
appears to have these results. No license 
may be given to any person for activities 
which are not under or within the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States to any foreign 
government, 
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(d) Byproduct power: If energy which 
may be utilized is produced in the produc- 
tion of fissionable material, such energy 
may be used by the Commission, transferred 
to other Government agencies, or sold to 
public or private utilities under contracts 
providing for reasonable resale prices. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 27, line 3, strike out “to exceed” and 
insert “less than.” 

Page 27, line 19, strike out “States or” and 
insert “States.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 27, line 20, 
after the comma insert “or to persons within 
the jurisdiction of the United States where 
the issuance thereof would be inimical to 
the common defense and security.” 


Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
substitute for the committtee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. May as a sub- 
stitute for the committee amendment: On 
page 27, line 20, before the period insert 
the following: “or to any person within the 
United States if in the opinion of the Com- 
mission the issuance of a license to such per- 
son would be inimical to the common de- 
fense and security.” 


The substitute for the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendment as amend- 
ed was agreed to. 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I merely wish to point 
out that the last amendment over which 
we had a dispute and which was ap- 
proved by our votes put into the bill an 
amendment which in effect I offered yes- 
terday and which was rejected. I be- 
lieve it is important because it will give 
to the armed forces through an order of 
the President an opportunity to carry on 
the very important research and devel- 
opment work they are now carrying on 
prior to the passage of this bill. 

Another proposition which indicates to 
me how confused we are in connection 
with legislation today is the situation 
with reference to our postal employees. 
They are without their pay because we 
cannot figure out what the price of silver 
should be. This bill here gets all balled 
up because of a lot of little mix-ups be- 
tween the Department of the Interior, 
the military departments, and all the 
other departments of the Government. 
I sincerely hope that during the course 
of the day not only will this committee 
straighten out this bill but the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations will be able to 
bring in here a bill which will permit 
our postal employees to get their pay. 
The postal employees should not be pe- 
nalized by the dispute over the price of 
silver now raging in the Treasury De- 
partment. They need their pay for their 
families, for their food, and for their 
vacations. In this case the Treasury 
Department is balling up the orderly 
processes of the Post Office Department, 

Mr, KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment, 
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Mr. Chairman, I note in this section 
subparagraph (d), entitled “Byproduct 
Power.” It reads: 

If energy which may be utilized is pro- 
duced in the production of fissionable ma- 
terial, such energy may be used by the Com- 
mission, transferred to other Government 
agencies, or sold to public or private utilities 
under contracts providing for reasonable re- 
sale prices. 


Now, I have been trying to find out 
what that means. Is there anybody on 
this committee who can tell us what that 
means? 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. If the 
gentleman would yield, I would like to 
answer the question. 

Mr. KEEFE. I will yield to the gen- 
tleman in just a moment. 

I get a little inkling as to what it means 
by reading the preface contained in the 
Report on the International Control of 
Atomic Energy prepared for the com- 
mittee of the Secretary of State which 
I have before me. To show you how 
simple and easy this situation is, let me 
read it to you: 

It is impossible to maintain a chain re- 
action in a mass of ordinary uranium. The 
neutrons which result from the fission of 
uranium 235 are captured by the much more 
abundant uranium 238 before they can get 
to another uranium 235 nucleus and the 
chain is therefore broken. However, by an 
adroit arrangement of ordinary uranium in 
the form of a lattice, imbedded in an inert 
material with respect to neutron capture like 
carbon, the neutrons can be slowed down 
and preferentially captured by uranium 235 
to maintain the chain reaction. 


Now, here is what happens: 

In this way ordinary uranium can be used 
to maintain a chain reaction. A device of 
this sort is called a pile or a nuclear re- 
actor. Since a large fraction of the neu- 
trons in the reactor are captured by uranium 
238, plutonium is a byproduct of the opera- 
tion of the reactor, Another byproduct is 
the enormous amount of heat energy re- 
leased by the fission process. A third by- 
product is a large variety of highly radioac- 
tive materials which are the fission frag- 
ments or the result of neutron capture by 
materials inserted in the reactor, 


Now we have indicated here in this 
section that the so-called byproduct 
powers that I have just described may 
be used by the Commission and trans- 
ferred to other Government agencies or 
sold to public or private utilities under 
contracts providing for a reasonable re- 
tail price. Just so that the public and 
the Congress will know and understand 
when this bill passes and becomes op- 
erative and your constituents should cer- 
tainly understand that they will perhaps 
have an opportunity to buy as byprod- 
ucts from this Commission highly radio- 
active materials which are fission frag- 
ments as the result of neutrons captured 
by materials inserted in the reactor, it 
demonstrates to me so far as I am con- 
cerned, and I think most of the Members 
of this House are concerned, that we are 
going over this legislation without any 
very clear comprehension as to just ex- 
actly what may be involved. I conceive 
that possibly in this process there may be 
the development of heat as another by- 
product. ‘There may be developed elec- 
tricity as another byproduct. I call it 
to the attention of the Congress in order 
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that we may know and may have in the 
Record a very clear and definite under- 
standing as to what we are legislating 
on today. 

I now yield to the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. Harness]. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Afew mo- 
ments ago I wanted to make an obser- 
vation that that was only one of the 
many reasons why this legislation should 
go back to the committee. 

Mr. KEEFE. Well, that may be a 
compelling reason. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr, MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this section and all 
amendments thereto close in 5 minutes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. KEEFE] has raised an important 
question on which I think I can at least 
say one thing that will be of interest. 

At the atomic-energy plant in the 
State of Washington there is at the pres- 
ent time a considerable amount of ‘this 
byproduct energy, that the gentleman 
described when he read the report, that 
is being produced and wasted into the 
Columbia River. The fact of the mat- 
ter is that the temperature of that great 
stream is being considerably raised. 
There exists the possibility that that by- 
product energy might indeed be sold to 
some public body or some private agency 
for some useful purpose, on condition 
that since it is generated with public 
funds it should be resold at a fair price. 
That happens to be a problem right now 
and for want of legislation like this a 
great waste is going on. I take it that 
is why it is in the bill. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield. 

Mr. KEEFE. Does the gentleman un- 
derstand that in this process there might 
be electricity developed as a byproduct 
of the process? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I un- 
derstand, as fully as one man’s com- 
pletely inadequate mind can understand 
it, that there are those possibilities with 
regard to this matter. My main con- 
cern, as far as the domestic application 
of peacetime uses is concerned, is that 
they shall be under such circumstances 
as to spread the benefits as broadly as 
possible throughout the Nation, and to 
give all elements in the population and 
all elements in business, as nearly as 
possible, an equal chance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Voor- 
HIS] has expired. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
gard paragraph (d) of the bill, as found 
on pages 27-28, a wise provision, Who- 
ever wrote this bill, S. 1717, must have 
become very well acquainted with the 
processes thus far used in placing in hu- 
man hands atomic power. I understand 
that there are several exceedingly val- 
uable byproducts in the manufacture of 
atomic bombs. We have heard suggested 
that we probably have only slight con- 
ception of the great value for medicine 
of radioactive material. 

Probably in the field of power, or in 
heat, there is likewise a tremendous by- 
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product of the process. If electric power 
can be produced as a byproduct in the 
manufacture of fissionable material, 
which in itself also has great peacetime 
utility and value, it is easily conceivable 
that great quantities of heat or electricity 
can be produced very cheaply. If such is 
the case, whoever has control of the proc- 
esses should see to it that society gets 
the benefit, through lowered rates. So- 
ciety has already paid a great financial 
price and ought to enjoy financial 
benefits. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

INTERNATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

Sec. 8. (a) Definition: As used in this act, 
the term “international arrangement” shall 
mean any treaty approved by the Senate or 
international agreement approved by the 
Congress, during the time such treaty or 
agreement is in full force and effect. 

(b) Effect of international arrangements: 
Any provision of this act or any action of 
the Commission to the extent that it con- 
flicts with the provisions of any interna- 
tional arrangement made after the date of 
enactment of this act shall be deemed to be 
of no further force or effect. 

(c) Policies contained in international ar- 
rangements: In the performance of its func- 
tions under this act, the Commission shall 
give maximum effect to the policies con- 
tained in any such international arrange- 
ment. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


On page 28, line 7, after the word “agree- 
ment”, insert the word “hereafter.” 


Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for recognition on the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire 
of the chairman of the committee why 
it was that they limited the international 
agreements to those which might “here- 
after” be approved by Congress. Are 
there some agreements that have already 
been approved that require the inser- 
tion of this word “hereafter”? 

Mr. MAY. The intention was to be 
all-inclusive, so that it would include not 
only those that have already been ap- 
proved but any that may hereafter be 
approved. 

Mr. HINSHAW. No. I believe the 
gentleman is mistaken. By the insertion 
of this word “hereafter,” you are ap- 
proving all of those treaties that have 
been heretofore as well as those here- 
after approved by the Senate, but you 
are limiting the international agree- 
ments approved by Congress to only 
those which are hereafter approved. I 
wonder if there has been some agree- 
ment that has been heretofore approved 
in this connection that I do not know 
about. 

Mr. MAY. There is none that I know 
of. It is simply to take care of any that 
might be made. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I would Jike to call 
attention to the fact that this section 8 
remaining in the bill is an authorization, 
in advance of any treaty that might be 
made, to carry out the provisions of any 
such treaty and give maximum effect to 
any policies contained in such arrange- 
ment. In other words, that would al- 
most constitute a blank check to the 
Commission in connection with any ar- 
rangement of international character 
that might hereafter be made. You 
should understand in giving this your 
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approval that it can be a treaty ap- 
proved by two-thirds of the Senate, with- 
out regard to the House of Representa- 
tives, in which case, of course, the House 
would not have anything further to say 
on this subject. Or it can be an inter- 
national agreement approved by both 
bodies and I assume a majority vote in 
both bodies. 

This section 8 is the kernel of the nut 
in this bill. It is the section which pro- 
vides that all properties, materials, real 
estate, and everything else in the United 
States under the jurisdiction of the 
United States Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion may be transferred to the inter- 
national authority upon the conclusion 
of the international agreement. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Is not 
that the rule that pertains now, that a 
treaty is the supreme law of the land 
and it modifies all laws that may conflict 
with it? 

Mr. HINSHAW. There is no treaty 
that I know of that would authorize the 
turning over to an international author- 
ity of real property of the United States 
within the United States boundaries. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. How 
does the gentleman know they are going 
to have one like that? The gentleman 
is just assuming that. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I am assuming that 
after this bill becomes law with that 
language in it and you should want to 
strike that out of section 8, it would be 
subject to a veto and it would take a 
two-thirds vote in both Houses to over- 
ride the veto. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. What 
the gentleman is talking about is the 
rule now in the case of international 
agreements. This does not change any 
rules. 

Mr. HINSHAW. This authorizes in 
advance something that is not already 
done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 28, line 19: 

PROPERTY OF THE COMMISSION 

Sec. 9. (a) The President shall direct the 
transfer to the Commission of all interests 
owned by the United States or any Govern- 
ment agency in the following property: 

(1) All fissionable material; all atomic 
weapons and parts thereof; all facilities, 
equipment, and materials for the processing, 
production, or utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy; all processes and 
technical information of any kind, and the 
source thereof (including data, drawings, 
specifications, patents, patent applications, 
and other sources) relating to the processing, 
production, or utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy; and all contracts, 
agreements, leases, patents, applications for 
patents, inventions and discoveries (whether 
patented or unpatented), and other rights 
of any kind concerning any such items; 

(2) All facilities, equipment, and mate- 
rials, devoted primarily to atomic energy re- 
search and development; and 

(3) Such other property owned by or in 
the custody or control of the Manhattan En- 
gineer District or other Government agencies 
as the President may determine. 


1946 


(b) In order to render financial assistance 
to those States and localities in which the 
activities of the Commission are carried on 
and in which the Commission has acquired 
property previously subject to State and lo- 
cal taxation, the Commission is authorized to 
make payments to State and local govern- 
ments in lieu of property taxes. Such pay- 
ments may be in the amounts, at the times, 
and upon the terms the Commission deems 
appropriate, but the Commission shail be 
guided by the policy of not making payments 
in excess of the taxes which would have been 
payable for such property in the condition in 
which it was acquired, except in cases where 
special burdens have been cast upon the 
State or local government by activities of the 
Commission, the Manhattan engineer dis- 
trict or their agents. In any such case, any 
benefit accruing to the State or local gov- 
ernment by reason of such activities shall be 
considered in determining the amount of the 
payment. The Commission, and the prop- 
erty, activities, and income of the Commis- 
sion, are hereby expressly exempted from tax- 
ation in any manner or form by any State, 
county, municipality, or any subdivision 
thereof. 


Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there is hardly an 
hour, certainly not a day, that I do not 
learn some new and frightening fact 
concerning atomic energy. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin pointed 
out to you that the Lilienthal or State 
Department report indicated that it 
would only be a question of time before 
atomic energy installations could be used 
to generate heat and electrical power. 
As a matter of fact the report goes on 
to say that these installations may be 
put into operation in the very near fu- 
ture, and, I quote, “only the gradual 
incorporation and adaptation of such 
units to the specific demands of con- 
temporary economy will involve a pro- 
tracted development.” This translated 
into plain English means that the only 
thing the Commission formed under the 
bill will need to determine is how long 
it will take Government monopoly heat 
and electricity to put private heat and 
electricity out of business, without un- 
duly upsetting the folks. 

But now here is an amusing idea which 
occurred to me as a result of a conversa- 
tion that I had in the lobby with my 
great good friend, Dr. Jupp, the gentle- 
man from Minnesota, who is certainly 
a scientific expert in the field of radio- 
active materials. He told me—and I 
do not know whether he is on the 
floor, but if he is I hope he will cor- 
rect the remark if I got it wrong—that 
he said in his speech on the floor 
of the House yesterday, which I have 
not yet had the time to study, that radio- 
active energy, used on human germ cells, 
may be used to mutate the species, and 
that it was radioactive energy which was 
probably responsible, at history’s dawn, 
for such sports and biological monsters 
as dinosaurs, and, was itself the mysteri- 
ous instrument God used to create the 
creature, man. In those days only God 
knew how to mutate animal species. The 
secret may now be man’s. 

Now, evidently the gentleman from 
Minnesota, Dr. Jupp, suggests radio- 
active energy may eventually be used 
to breed a new species: a superman 
godlike creature, or perhaps a monster; 
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at any rate, operating on the germ cells 
it could be used to bring forth out of 
man as we know him now an indetermi- 
nate quantity of legs, arms, ears and 
eyes, if a careless user of this should feel 
so disposed, or if a lot of the stuff got 
loose on the premises. 

I suddenly imagined myself many years 
from now confronted by a commission 
that had gotten rather bored, as well it 
might, with the follies and futilities of 
man, or even with the stubborn unwill- 
ingness of the common Congressman to 
vote away his liberties; and the commis- 
sion decided that the time had come to 
mutate the species, the male species of 
course—because when they got around 
to mutating the female of the species 
they would surely make them all Lana 
Turners; but as far as the stubborn male 
species are concerned they might decide 
the time had come to treat human 
beings with these radioactive particles 
in order to get a new type with a very 
large head, one eye, one ear bent perma- 
nently to hold a telephone, one armed, 
with only a forefinger and thumb for 
signing documents and checks, no legs 
and an anatomy constructed to fit most 
comfortably. into a swivel chair. In 
other words, they might decide to make 
a new species—the Bureaucrats. 

I consider this a very dangerous idea, 
but in order not to leave the matter on 
this humorous plane, I ask my colleague, 
Mr. Jupp if he will explain to the House 
the truly scientific aspects of the muta- 
tion of the species with atomic energy 
as he explained them to me earlier. And, 
although I speak entirely in fun, I think 
this question of the terrible dangers in- 
herent in radioactive energy is, in all 
seriousness, a further great argument for 
the need of civilian control for the next 
years, and another reason for voting for 
this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
definitely delighted with my membership 
on the Committee on Agriculture. On 
that committee we have not discussed 
such technical subjects as atomic energy. 
Certainly, we have not discussed subjects 
as technical as the subject which has 
been discussed by the lady from Con- 
necticut and the doctor from Minnesota. 
Frankly, I think we ought to forget that 
discussion and leave it right where it is. 

Mr. Chairman, I have never seen this 
House in such an atmosphere of uncer- 
tainty and indecision. I agree with the 
lady from Connecticut that we seem to 
learn something new every hour about 
radioactivity and atomic energy, but, 
apparently, the more we talk about these 
things the more we are confused. The 
very distinguished and learned gentle- 
man from Missouri admitted frankly 
that he was confused and after his very 
fine speech he said that he was going 
to take his seat and listen to the debate, 
in the hope that it would aid him in 
making up his mind. I know that the 
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distinguished lady and distinguished 
doctor are confused, and I believe that 
most of us are confused. 

It seems to me that when we consider 
the whole subject we are in a rather 
ridiculous position. According to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, we are now 
providing for the sale of this new and 
mysterious power to our constituents, 
If this new discovery possesses the 
potentialities and possibilities indicated 
by the lady from Connecticut, I certainly 
do not want any of it sold down in the 
Fourth Congressional District of North 
Carolina. 

As I said yesterday, I am anxious, yes, 
most anxious, for the secrets of atomic 
energy to be controlled and carefully 
guarded. Ido not think that it is neces- 
sary for us to take anyone else into our 
confidence in our efforts to keep better 
and guard the secret which has been 
pretty well guarded up to this moment. 
I am at a loss to understand why there 
seems to be such controversy over, and 
such lack of confidence in, our military 
men. We certainly know that the mem- 
bers of our armed forces are true, patri- 
otic Americans, and they would do noth- 
ing to jeopardize or to imperil the safety 
of our country. When members of the 
committee have been asked why they ob- 
ject to military men being placed on this 
committee, they say that they object to 
it because it is a violation of the tradi- 
tions of America for military men to par- 
ticipate in the deliberations of any com- 
mittee within the civil branch of our 
Government. It seems to me that is a 
very, very, weak argument. We are deal- 
ing with something about which there are 
no traditions. We know nothing about 
atomic power. We know that it has not 
yet been perfected for military pur- 
poses. We are now in the experimental 
stage. We are still experimenting with 
the atomic bomb in Bikini. We know 
what the effect of the atomic bomb is be- 
cause we have seen its results at Hiro- 
shimo and Nagasaki. Why can we not 
rest easy and let the development of 
atomic energy for peaceful pursuits re- 
main unknown for a few months, until 
at least the peace documents are pre- 
pared and signed? 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does not the gentleman 
agree with me that there are as many 
potential dangers to the peace and se- 
curity of the world in this legislation 
that we are now considering as there 
are in the atomic bomb itself? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know whether 
in degree I agree with the gentleman 
exactly, but I do say that there is great 
danger in this situation. We talk about 
being fair and we talk about dealing 
fairly with all the people of the world. 
Here is a secret that cost $2,000,000,000 
and, incidentally, has cost thousands and 
thousands of human lives, as witnessed 
by the destruction of Nagasaki and Hiro- 
shima, and yet we are talking about 
sharing the secret with other peoples of 
the world before we even have full knowl- 


edge ourselves. 
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Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. In view of what the 
gentleman is saying, and the impression 
that was given awhile ago, does he not 
think the smart thing to do would be to 
recommit this bill at the present time? 

Mr. COOLEY. I agree with the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I am 
sure that the gentleman from North 
Carolina does not think that by recom- 
mitting this bill we somehow or other 
make atomic energy stand still in other 
countries. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think we can at least 
control the secrets that we have here 
and leave it in the hands of the military 
people. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this sec- 
tion and all amendments thereto close 
in 5 minutes. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I object, Mr. Chair- 
man, 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 5 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not stand in the well of the House to 
lecture on biology, or to lecture to any 
Member. I do not think I am any scien- 
tist, but I just wonder to what level this 
debate will fall, if we will stop and just 
think about ourselves, what the scien- 
tists in this world have given us. We 
should think about the great Scotchman, 
Watt, who invented the steam engine. 
We should think about the other great 
inventors, of the barometer and ther- 
mometer, compass and many other in- 
ventions that have aided our welfare. 
Yet here in this House today we are 
poking fun at the people who have given 
to this world today a problem that we 
have got to solve ourselves. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arizona, 

Mr. MURDOCK. I imagine the gen- 
tleman has some such thought and feel- 
ing as I have. Fun has been poked at 
inventors and inventions before this, 
even in this body. Does the gentleman 
recall that about 100 years ago when 
Morse proposed his electric telegraph and 
needed money to help with it, there were 
plenty of people, even Members of Con- 
gress, who facetiously wanted to spend 
money instead on investigating several 
other things instead of the telegraph? 
People poked fun at that effort in that 
day, but the people who made fun had 
a laugh on the other side of their faces 
in after years. Any way we look at it, 
atomic energy is a serious matter. 
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Mr. DURHAM. I thank the gentle- 
man, 
The Clerk read as follows: 
CONTROL OF INFORMATION 


Sec. 10. (a) Policy: It shall be the policy 
of the Commission to control the dissemina- 
tion of restricted data in such a manner as 
to assure the common defense and security. 
Consistent with such policy, the Commission 
shall be guided by the following principles: 

(1) That information with respect to the 
use of atomic energy for industrial purposes 
should be shared with other nations on a re- 
ciprocal basis as soon as the Congress declares 
by joint resolution that effective and en- 
forceable international safeguards against 
the use of such energy for destructive pur- 
poses have been established; and 

(2) That the dissemination of scientific 
and technical information relating to atomic 
energy should be permitted and encouraged 
so as to provide that free interchange of ideas 
and criticisms which is essential to scientific 
progress. 

(b) Dissemination: The Commission is 
authorized and directed to establish such 
information services, publications, libraries, 
and other registers of available information 
as it may deem necessary or desirable to pro- 
vide for the dissemination of information in 
accordance with subsection (a). 

(c) Restrictions: 

(1) The term “restricted data” as used in 
this section means all data concerning the 
manufacture or utilization of atomic weap- 
ons, the production of fissionable material, 
or the use of fissionable material in the pro- 
duction of power, but shall not include any 
data which the Commission from time to 
time determines may be published without 
adversely affecting the common defense and 
security. 

(2) Whoever, lawfully or unlawfully, hav- 
ing possession of, access to, control over, or 
being entrusted with, any document, writing, 
sketch, photograph, plan, model, instrument, 
appliance, note or information involving or 
incorporating restricted data— 

(A) communicates, transmits, or discloses 
the same to any individual or person, 
or attempts or conspires to do any of the 
foregoing, with intent to injure the United 
States or with intent to secure an advantage 
to any foreign nation, upon conviction 
thereof, shall be punished by a fine of not 
more than $207000 or imprisonment for not 
more than 20 years, or both; 

(B) communicates, transmits, or discloses 
the same to any individual or person, or 
attempts or conspires to do any of the fore- 
going; with reason to believe such data 
will be utilized to injure the United States 
or to secure an advantage to any foreign 
nation, shall, upon conviction, be punished 
by a fine of not more than $10,000 or im- 
prisonment for not more than 10 years, or 
both, 

(3) Whoever, with intent to injure the 
United States or with intent to secure an 
advantage to any foreign nation, acquires 
or attempts or conspires to acquire any doc- 
ument, writing, sketch, photograph, plan, 
model, instrument, appliance, note or infor- 
mation involving or incorporating restricted 
data shall, upon conviction thereof, be pun- 
ished by a fine of not more than $20,000 or 
imprisonment for not more than 20 years, or 
both, 

(4) Whoever, with intent to injure the 
United States or with intent to secure an 
advantage to any foreign nation, removes, 
conceals, tampers with, alters, mutilates, or 
destroys any document, writing, sketch, pho- 
tograph, plan, model, instrument, appliance, 
or note involving or incorporating restricted 
data and used by any individual or person 
in connection with the production of fission- 
able material, or research or development 
relating to atomic energy, conducted by the 
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United States, or financed in whole or in 
part by Federal funds, or conducted with the 
aid of fissionable material, shall be punished 
by a fine of not more than $20,000 or im- 
prisonment for not more than 20 years or 
both. 

(5) No person shall be prosecuted for any 
violation under this section unless and un- 
til the Attorney General of the United States 
has advised and consulted with the Commis- 
sion with respect to such prosecution. 

(6) This section shall not exclude the ap- 
plicable provisions of any other laws, ex- 
cept that no Government agency shall take 
any action under such other laws inconsist- 
ent with the provisions of this section. 

(d) Inspections, records, and reports: The 
Commission is— 

(1) authorized by regulation or order to 
require such reports and the keeping of such 
records with respect to, and to provide for 
such inspections of, activities and studies of 
types specified in section 3 and of activities 
under licenses issued pursuant to section 
7 as may be necessary to effectuate the pur- 
poses of this act; 

(2) authorized and directed by regulation 
or order to require regular reports and rec- 
ords with respect to, and to provide for fre- 
quent inspections of, the production of fis- 
sionable material in the conduct of research 
and development activities. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


On page 33, lines 7 to 10, inclusive, strike 
out all of subsection (5). 


Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, if I may be 
permitted to make an explanation of this 
amendment, I do not believe there will 
be any opposition to it. 

This amendment was requested by the 
Attorney General of the United States 
because the language contained in the 
Senate bill, and which is stricken out 
here, would have taken completely out of 
the hands of the Department of Justice 
the power to prosecute or determine who 
should be prosecuted, and turned it over 
to this Commission. We thought that 
was taking away from the Department of 
Justice and turning over to a civilian 
commission a function that it is not 
proper to take away from it. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAY. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. For what reason was 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation en- 
tirely bypassed? 

Mr. MAY. It is in the Department of 
ae and this amendment takes care 
of it. 

Mr. DONDERO. I understand that, 
but should not the violations and even 
all personnel connected with the Com- 
mission be investigated before the viola- 
tions take place? 

Mr. MAY. I think that is right. I 
agree with that. 

Mr. DONDERO. I have a substitute 
amendment to cure that which will be 
offered when we reach page 50 of the bill. 

Mr. MAY. When we get to that, we 
can vote on that amendment at that time. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the explanation that 
the chairman of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs has given for the striking 
out of this section sounds reasonable and 
would be reasonable if it were not for the 
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fact that we are not dealing with an 
ordinary subject; we are dealing with 
atomic energy. The reason this section 
was put in the bill, and I have discussed 
this with Senator McManon at great 
length, as well as with some of the scien- 
tists, was that in the field of atomic 
energy there is a great deal of hysteria. 
It is a spectacular new force that we 
have gotten hold of, to say the least. 
The gentlewoman from Connecticut 
has given her playfully, imaginative 
conception of what atomic energy may 
mean in one instance to mankind. I 
wish I had the time here to tell you about 
one of the byproducts of fissionable ma- 
terial that will revolutionize research in 
many fields—radioactive materials. This 
is no figment of the imagination. This 
is a certainty. I wish I could tell you 
what a sufficiency of radioactive material 
will mean in the treatment of skin can- 
cer, and what it will mean to medicine in 
general. It will mean more than any- 
thing that has ever been discovered— 
more even than the discovery of the mi- 
croscope. I cannot adequately compare 
it with anything. The doctors just hold 
up their hands and say, “If we could 
only have enough radioactive materials, 
we could do so much to help mankind.” 
Well, you can have enough radioactive 
materials through the proper control of 
atomic energy. It means medicine and 
agriculture may be revolutionized. For 
the first time, doctors will be able to tell 
what a medicine actually does in a per- 
son’s body because by the use of radio- 
active materials they can trace a medi- 
cine and its effect upon certain organs 
of the body. The same thing can be 
done with food. It means that we can 
grow crops that will be resistant to too 
much water or resistant to too much dry- 
ness. 

For instance, Japan went into China 
and attacked China because they said 
they could not support their people on 
their small area of land. That was their 
reason as they gave it. It was not true 
but no such excuse can be given in the 
future. This in the future may mean 
perhaps that on a small amount of land 
there can be raised a hundred times or a 
thousand times more food than has ever 
been raised in the past. Think what this 
will mean to the undernourished people 
of the world. These are just a few of 
the things that will come from the by- 
products of atomic energy. But to get 
back to the amendment. With this pro- 
vision stricken out, the United States at- 
torneys throughout the country would be 
able to bring suit against scientists in 
their districts for supposed violations of 
security regulations. You know that in 
many of the United States attorneys’ 
offices in the rural districts there may be 
1 person or 2 persons or perhaps 3 per- 
sons at the most. They cannot possibly 
be conversant with the subject of atomic 
energy. Good heavens, Congress itself is 
not conversant with the subject of atomic 
energy. If you have a hysterical kind of 
witch hunting after scientists, you are 
going to drive them from this field. The 
only people who know what is a secret 
and what is not a secret are the scien- 
tists. If a case does come up, this does 
not mean that you are doing away with 
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prosecution. It only means that before 
the Attorney General acts, the United 
States attorney from any particular sec- 
tion of the country refers the case to the 
Attorney General and through his office 
the Commission is contacted so that they 
will not be prosecuting someone for a 
secret which the entire world has known 
for the last 10 years. 

If we drive the scientists out of this 
field, I tell you we are destroying our de- 
fense. You are not protecting the Ameri- 
can people. You are weakening our de- 
fenses. You are not keeping us in our 
preeminent position in science. The 
scientists will not stay in this field if they 
are hounded—if their good names are 
needlessly, stupidly dragged in the mire— 
if they are subject to hysterical, sensa- 
tional publicity. A scientists’ reputation 
is severely injured by the mere initiation 
of a prosecution regardless of whether 
or not he is ultimately acquitted. I was 
shocked and horrified to hear the name 
of the great Dr. Condon and Dr. Urey 
brought up in a derogatory manner on 
this floor the other day. Dr. Condon was 
the associate director of Westinghouse 
for 10 years and is now the head of the 
Bureau of Standards. Dr. Urey won the 
Nobel prize for having discovered heavy 
water without which the atomic bomb 
could not have been made. It is that 
kind of loose talk which will not give us 
any defense in the future, but will strip 
us of the real defense in this field. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. May I ask for clarification 
of one statement I understood the gen- 
tlewoman to use. Did she say the Japa- 
nese were compelled to go into China for 
food, because if so, that is not true. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. No. I 
did not say that. 

Mr. JUDD. Did I not understand the 
lady to say that it was an economic 
necessity for Japan to go into China? 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. I said 
that was one of the reasons the Japanese 
gave. That is what I said. But the 
gentleman has been to China and knows 
it well. The gentleman remembers the 
great vast areas in China with dry soil 
on which nothing can be raised. Re- 
search with radio active nitrates may 
some day turn those lands into fertile 
fields. 

Mr. JUDD. But I did not want the 
idea to get abroad that the Japanese 
were compelled to go to Asia to get food, 
as has been so commonly believed. The 
Japanese have always had an adequate 
supply of rice, fish, and vegetables for 
their own population. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. 
with you perfectly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California has ex- 
pired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. May]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 33, line 11, 
strike out “(6)” and insert “(5).” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 


Tagree 
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Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, ELSTON: On page 
30, strike out lines 17 to 23, inclusive, 


Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, before 
we vote on this bill, if it reaches that 
stage, I hope we will give very serious 
consideration to section 10, particularly 
to that part of section 10 which is the 
subject of my motion. Let me read it: 

(1) That information with respect to the 
use of atomic energy for industrial purposes 
should be shared with other nations on a 
reciprocal basis as soon as the Congress de- 
clares by joint resolution that effective and 
enforceable international safeguards against 
the use of such energy for destructive pur- 
poses have been established. 


Note that it starts out with the premise 
that the Commission in controlling the 
dissemination of restricted data must do 
so in a manner as to assure the common 
defense and security of the United States. 
Then it goes on to provide that it shall 
be the policy—and that policy is laid 
down by the Congress—to share with 
other nations on a reciprocal basis as 
soon as the Congress declares by joint 
resolution that effective and enforceable 
safeguards have been established. In 
other words, if we pass this bill with this 
part of section 10 in it, Congress has 
definitely gone on record as favoring a 
policy that the Commission shall share 
with other nations, on a reciprocal basis, 
information with respect to the use of 
atomic energy for industrial purposes. 
All that is necessary before the Commis- 
sion begins the dissemination of this in- 
formation, is for Congress to establish by 
a joint resolution that international 
safeguards have been set up. If anybody 
can tell me why we should commit our- 
selves in advance to a policy as broad as 
that, I certainly would like to have them 
do it. Consider for a moment what 
atomic energy may mean to industry over 
the years. It does not make any differ- 
what it may cost the industry of this 
country, the information has to be 
shared with other nations. 

I know, of course, that the bill pro- 
vides for an exchange of information on 
a reciprocal basis, but the Commission 
itself will determine what is to be ex- 
changed. The Commission can take any- 
thing in return for the information it 
furnishes. Obviously, the time may 
come when some international organi- 
zation will agree on safeguards; and the 
time may come when this Congress will 
by joint resolution determine that safe- 
guards have been set up; but what has 
the setting up of those international 
safeguards got to do with the transmis- 
sion of information to other nations with 
respect to the use of atomic energy for 
industrial purposes? If we develop in 
this country, as he have, atomic energy 
for any purpose at all, is there any rea- 
son why we should share it with other 
nations except probably as a matter of 
mutual safety? Is there any reason why 
we should transmit to other nations in- 
formation that will enable them to com- 
pete with American industry although 
they may give little or nothing in re- 
turn? The policy would be a strange 
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philosophy in America. I know no prece- 
dent for it. I do not recall that we ever 
at any time in our history went on rec- 
ord in the Congress of the United States 
as saying that anything that was devel- 
oped by industry in this country should 
be shared with the industries of other 
nations. 

Since the Commission, under this bill 
as now written, will own or control every 
patent dealing with the subject of atomic 
energy, this section of the bill will also 
authorize the sharing of American pat- 
ents with any nation in the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

(Mr. Etston asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am completely in dis- 
agreement with my good friend and col- 
league from Ohio on his presentation of 
the amendment he has just offered. 

This is a very simple bill understood, 
perhaps, if and when you look carefully 
at two words in the language used. This 
is under the general heading of control 
of information, and it expressly provides 
that the control and dissemination of 
restricted data shall be by the Commis- 
sion. For what purpose? “To assure 
the common defense and security.” 

The particular section that the 
amendment would strike out is subsec- 
tion 1 of section 10, and it reads this 
way: 

All information with respect to the use of 
atomic energy for— 

Two words now— 


Industrial purposes should be shared with 
other nations on a reciprocal basis as soon 
as— 


What now?— 
as soon as Congress declares by joint resolu- 
tion that effective and enforceable interna- 
tional safeguards against the use of such 
energy for destructive purposes have been 
established. 


` This section clearly imposes upon this 

Commission to restrict that data that 
would affect the common defense until 
such time as Congress has declared by a 
joint resolution, I assume, that it is in 
the interest of the national security that 
civilian uses of it be shared with other 
countries on a reciprocal basis. That is 
so simple and so plain to me that I can- 
not quite understand the reasoning of 
my fine colleague. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAY. I yield. 

Mr. THOMASON. Is not the impor- 
tant thing that no information can be 
released until Congress itself, the peo- 
ple’s representatives, by a joint resolu- 
tion, says that international safeguards 
against the use of atomic energy for de- 
structive purposes have been established? 
I just do not know how you could have a 
more democratic way of control than to 
leave it to a joint resolution of Congress. 

Mr. MAY. If the provision is stricken 
out, it opens the gate wide for the Com- 
mission to have power to do it. This 
would prevent them from doing it at all 
until the Congress says so. 
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Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I think 
the point the gentleman expressed was 
the use of this for industrial purposes 
irrespective of patent rights. That is 
what is involved. Is there in the opinion 
of the gentleman any more reason for 
disseminating this information for in- 
dustrial purposes, free of any cost, than 
spreading or disseminating information 
in respect to any patents now existing in 
this country for industrial or for any 
other purpose after we spent over 
$2,000,000,000 for it? 

Mr. MAY. I can imagine there might 
arise a situation in international nego- 
tiations if it were proposed that there 
should be a widespread dissemination of 
atomic energy for civilian purposes under 
some subcommittee or other organiza- 
tion established by international agree- 
ment, it might be the means of obtaining 
a concession against the military use of 
atomic energy by some other nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I merely want to call 
the attention of the Committee to a 


-single point in reference to the amend- 


ment suggested by my good friend and 
able colleague the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Exston]. The confusion exists in 
reference to the meaning of the word 
“reciprocal.” I do not take the term 
“reciprocal basis” to mean gratuity or 
free. I take it to mean that it is a 
“mutual basis” of self-interest. Where 
two countries deem it to the mutual ad- 
vantage of each country to enter into a 
reciprocal agreement, an agreement in 
which both gain an advantage, that 
agreement then would be possible only 
after a joint resolution of the Congress. 
That does not mean a gift, it does not 
mean a gratuity, it does not mean giving 
away something for nothing; it means a 
mutual agreement where both nations 
profit; and when the Congress looks into 
it and passes a joint resolution, the action 
is made final—and, by the way, a joint 
resolution has the same sanctity as law. 
It is passed by both the House and Sen- 
ate and signed by the President. I see 
nothing wrong at all in that paragraph 
as written. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. That 
very type of reciprocal program is being 
carried out in the matter of agriculture 
in my State of California, for instance, 
in reference to the exchanging of ideas 
in regard to fruits and grapes, and also 
in reclamation work and in river and 
harbor work, as well as in communica- 
tions. We have the reciprocal inter- 
change of ideas and information. 

Mr. BROOKS. I say running through 
each agreement must be the mutual in- 
terest of both countries; they enter into 
an agreement for the mutual advantage 
of both, < 


Mr. 
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Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman mean to infer, by refer- 
ring to agriculture, that those same re- 
ciprocal arrangements are made in con- 
nection with patent rights affecting the 
great industries of this country by which 
we have grown beyond the industries of 
any other country in the world? 

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman is a 
most capable Member of Congress. He 
has studied those things. The gentle- 
man knows that no such strained con- 
struction can be placed on this language 
as intimated by him. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. ELSTON. I would like to ask the 
distinguished gentleman from Louisiana, 
who is a very capable lawyer, if he knows 
of any precedent for this type of legisla- 
tion? Does the gentleman know of any 
time in history when Congress went on 
record saying that we should exchange 
information with respect to the indus- 
trial use of any type of power with other 
nations? 

Mr. BROOKS. Not with reference so 
much to information as to reference with 
mutual advantages. I think that has 
been very well written into our laws, and 
I do not think there is anything new or 
Startling or dangerous about it, espe- 
cially when it is necessary to come back 
to this same body here, back to the 
United States Senate and the President 
to reaffirm this principle and decide when 
it is time to act. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman 
refer to the word “information” again 
and answer me whether or not the word 
“information” cannot and does not defi- 
nitely mean the know-how that we have 
heard so much about; the know-how of 
the atomic bomb secrets? Cannot “in- 
formation” mean the know-how? 

Mr. BROOKS. I will say this to the 
gentleman. Of course, the word “in- 
formation” is generic in its terms, but 
I think the thing the gentleman over- 
looks is the fact that the agreement to 
which this section refers is for our mu- 
tual advantage and, further, it can only 
be effected after we agree to it. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished representative from Wiscon- 
sin. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I would like to ob- 
serve that there has been some exchange 
of information between private trusts, 
through cartels, relating to deals between 
Standard Oil and the Farbenindustrie, 
and I think we have far more to fear if 
we go ahead with private patents in that 
picid will be a bad exchange of informa- 

on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly 
give the reasons why I believe section 10, 
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control of information, was placed in the 
Senate bill. Discussion of the secret of 
the atomic bomb is subject to certain 
misconceptions. First, the secret is not 
permanent since it consists entirely of 
natural phenomena capable of discov- 
ery sooner or later by competent scien- 
tists anywhere. Just 3 days ago we read 
in a local newspaper an article in which 
a Jap scientist was well on his way to 
finding the secrets of the atomic bomb, 
using equipment that scientists in this 
country estimated cost $25. 

Second, perhaps the major part of 
the pure science involved was known 
throughout the world before the war; 
and, third, the real advantage is largely 
a combination of technological advances 
in design and construction of equipment, 
and the fact that the United States al- 
ready has equipment which takes a long 
time to construct. 

In controlling the dissemination of se- 
cret information, there are two basic ob- 
jectives which tend to conflict with one 
another. Reasons of security require 
complete control of information which 
might help other nations to build atomic 
weapons. At the same time sufficient 
freedom of interchange among scientists 
must be provided if we are to maintain 
our preeminent scientific position. The 
bill expressly states these policy objec- 
tives and subjects not only atomic weap- 
on information but atomic power infor- 
mation to control with serious criminal 
penalties for illegal dissemination of in- 
formation. To assure scientific progress 
the Commission may free information in 
the restricted category if it determines 
the value of such dissemination out- 
weighs the value of secrecy. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
allay any fears that my colleagues may 
have that I am going to give you any 
scientific talk on this legislation. Iprom- 
ise you I will not add to your confusion, 
but rather, as a general practitioner of 
medicine, attempt to give you my view- 
point and diagnosis in plain language 
and use an illustration that is well known 
to all of us. 

Mr. Chairman, as one member of the 
House Military Affairs Committee who 
has been in fairly constant attendance 
at its meetings—especially during its de- 
liberations of this bill—I feel that you 
must all agree that we should proceed 
with great caution and care. 

In my opinion we will have gone far 
afield from the American way of life if 
we act too quickly on this bill. 

Mr, Chairman, the old backbone of this 
great country of ours is beginning to 
sag. The heavy weight of all countries 
upon our spinal column is beginning to 
compress our spinal cord to such an ex- 
tent that it soon will be completely sev- 
ered and paralysis will result, unless it 
is supported by a good strong brace. 

We possess that brace in the secret 
of the atomic bomb and certainly for the 
time being we should not throw or give 
it away. 

Personally, I am of the opinion, that 
since we have control of this secret bomb 
that we should not be in a hurry to 
AE it with any other country or coun- 

es. 
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I believe that peace will be attained 
much quicker by keeping what we have; 
and, in so doing we will in no uncertain 
terms serve notice to those people who 
are continually blocking the efforts of 
our peace-making representatives that 
we expect to retain the secret until at 
least peace has been declared. 

For, with the state of uncertainty now 
existing with our peace proposals, as evi- 
denced by our Secretary of State and 
others in their reports to the country on 
the progress of peace negotiations it 
would appear to me that this is not the 
time for this legislation. 

To enact S. 1717 would to my mind 
give a lot of aid and comfort to a cer- 
tain group—that at the moment is using 
to its own advantage—as a member of 
the Security Council, its veto rights.. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all debate on the 
pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 25 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, 
sometime this afternoon we hope to come 
to a very important decision on this bill. 
No doubt the most important decision we 
will be called upon to make in this session 
of Congress. I am sure the one under- 
lying motive of all of us will be what is 
for the best interests of our country. 
Everybody admits that we are dealing 
with the most destructive force ever de- 
vised by the human race. We are asked 
to share or divulge its secrets, which we 
now hold, with other governments. Not 
long ago some members who now advo- 
cate the passage of this bill, S. 1717, with 
all its implications for the dissimination 
of information about this almost super- 
natural power, took this floor and urged 
the passage of the draft bill in support 
of our Secretary of State who was then 
battling in Paris against powers oppos- 
ing peace and who recognize force only 
to achieve their objective. Yet, the 
country is still at war technically. Its 
termination has not been declared by 
the President of the United States. 
Neither has its termination been de- 
clared by the Congress of the United 
States. Several times since hostilities 
ceased and several times since the United 
Nations conference at San Francisco the 
nations of the world have endeavored, 
through meetings, to bring peace upon 
this earth. Up to this present hour, 
those attempts have very largely failed. 
On the 29th of this month in Paris, 
France, the nations of the world will 
convene again in the hope of making 
some progress to achieve peace upon this 
earth. If that conference had been held 
on the 29th of June instead of the 29th of 
July next and if that conference like all 
other previous conferences had come to 
the same conclusion and brought forth 
very little if any progress toward peace, 
would we be here this afternoon debating 
whether or not we would share this most 
destructive power with some other na- 
tions of the world? Some ideologies of 
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government believe there is only one 
force on this earth, and that is brute 
force. The able gentleman from North 
Carolina, [Mr. CooLtey] touched upon 
this matter a few moments ago. I 
heartily agree with him when he says 
that peace treaties have not been written. 
Peace treaties have not been agreed up- 
on. Their terms have not been arrived 
at. They have not even come to sit 
around a table to formulate any particu- 
lar plan or program on the basis of which 
peace might be obtained. The peace of 
the world thus far has been vetoed. Yet, 
here we are proposing to give to the world 
the most destructive engine mankind has 
ever created. What can we lose by re- 
committing this bill to the Committee on 
Military Affairs and leaving the secrets 
of the atomic bomb where they now are, 
and that is the agency of our Govern- 
ment charged with the defense of our 
Nation. Let us see what happens after 
the conference in Paris on the 29th of 
this month. Nothing can be lost but 
much can be gained if we defer this mat- 
ter until we know whether or not univer- 
sal peace can be established upon this 
earth. We have provided all the legisla- 
tive machinery necessary for that high 
purpose. Until that time comes, I be- 
lieve, my colleagues, that we can serve 
our country best by deferring action upon 
this bill. Therefore, I am going to vote 
to recommit this measure to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs for further 
study and consideration. I hope a mo- 
tion to recommit will be adopted. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
consideration of this amendment is a pre- 
view of what we are going to do on sec- 
tion 10, the patent section. This amend- 
ment offered by my distinguished col- 
league from Ohio [Mr. ELSTON] leaves 
in the statement of policy the assurance 
of common defense and security, and 
then permits and encourages “dissem- 
ination of scientific and technical infor- 
mation relating to atomic energy.” 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I have an 
amendment at the desk to strike out sub- 
section (b), on page 31, which is entitled 
“Dissemination.” 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. There is no 
amendment pending now to strike out 
the provision for dissemination of scien- 
tific and technical information. 

PROTECTION OF OUR PATENT SYSTEM 


The provision that would be stricken 
out by the present amendment is a pro- 
vision for the dissemination of infor- 
mation with respect to the use of atomic 
energy for industrial purposes. The most 
important information about any indus- 
trial process or any industrial gadget 
is, under our way of life, contained in 
patents. It is provided by section 10, as 
the bill is now written, that this Com- 
mission is to have a monopoly on all 
former patentable information remotely 
connected with atomic energy, and un- 
less this present section is stricken out, 
the Commission is to have the right, sub- 
ject to military requirements, to pass 
out industrial information to all the 
world that would otherwise be subject 
to patents. 
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THE REAL ISSUE—DISARMAMENT 


There is another reason why I think 
this language should be stricken out. 
This section provides for sharing infor- 
mation on industrial uses of atomic en- 
ergy when the Congress declares by joint 
resolution that effective and enforcible 
international safeguards against the use 
of such energy for destructive purposes 
have been established. Thus we are ask- 
ing international safeguards only against 
atomic weapons, and saying nothing 
about other weapons. There is not only 
confusion in this House, but there is con- 
fusion at New York in the United Na- 
tions on this subject. We have gotten 
ourselves so fascinated and horrified by 
atomic energy that we are forgetting 
about some of the other forms of de- 
struction, We gain nothing for our own 
security, or for world peace, when we 
outlaw the one weapon in which we excel, 
in order to enter an international arma- 
ment race in all other forms of destruc- 
tion. By the above language we would 
bind ourselves to furnish the industrial 
know-how to other nations for them to 
use atomic energy in the manufacture 
of other weapons, V-2 bombs, rockets, 
after the atomic bomb itself has been 
outlawed. 

We should not forget that the most 
destructive force, up to the present time, 
including the atomic bomb, is mass ar- 
mies. We have in Japan a unique case of 
a nation that succumbed without inva- 
sion, but you ask them in China or 
Poland or Germany or Russia about mass 
armies, and they will tell you they are 
more destructive to life and property 
than anything that has ever been in- 
vented. Up to date the Roman broad- 
sword is the deadliest weapon ever in- 
vented, based upon actual records of 
killed and wounded. Total conscription 
is a comparatively new weapon in his- 
tory and has been developed by Ger- 
many, Japan, and Russia to a superstate 
of efficiency and destructiveness. Total 
conscription, which drafts part of the 
population for fighting and the rest for 
labor in industry and agriculture, re- 
quires complete regimentation, complete 
surrender of individual freedom. We do 
not like it. We will not be good at it. 
Are we going to outlaw the one weapon 
in which we excel in order to compete 
with the rest of the world in the one 
weapon in which we do not excel and 
do not want to excel? 

The U. S. S. R. now has a population 
of about 170,000,000 and the population 
of the countries it has taken over since 
1939 is, in Europe, 118,000,000 and in 
Asia 130,000,000. Thus the Soviets have 
a manpower pool of 418,000,000 people. 
The birth rate in Soviet Russian is so high 
compared with ours that in 1970, 24 years 
from now, they will have approximately 
100,000,000 more population than the 
United States. In 9 years the Soviets 
will have 36,900,000 men between the 
ages of 15 and 34. If we eliminate all 
other weapons, except conscripted mass 
armies, what nation in the world will be 
unquestionably the greatest military 
power? 

Let me quote some sentences from the 
Baruch report. 

Let us not deceive ourselves: We must elect 
world peace or world destruction. 
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Only in the will of mankind lies the answer. 

But before a country is ready to relinquish 
any winning weapons it must have more than 
words to reassure it. It must have a guaranty 
of safety not only against the offenders in 
the atomic area but against the illegal users 
of other weapons—bacteriological, biological, 
gas, perhaps, why not? against war itself. 

In the elimination of war lies our solution, 
for only then will nations cease to compete 
with one another in the production and use 
of dread secret weapons which are evaluated 
solely by their capacity to kill, This devilish 
program takes us back not merely to the 
Dark Ages but from cosmos to chaos, 


Yet in spite of these eloquent, pene- 
trating words of wisdom in the Baruch 
report, Mr. Baruch and our leaders in 
the United Nations seem to be striving 
solely for international outlawry of 
atomic warfare. We should face the 
fact that only by total war against all 
warfare can we secure peace for the 
world and security for ourselves. 

I had hoped that some part of this bill 
would be devoted to this subject. In- 
stead, I find that this bill keeps so far 
away from it that I have been unable to 
devise an amendment on the subject that 
would be in order. I can only express 
here the hope that our leaders will do 
somthing on the international front 
about total disarmament before they 
commit us on outlawing the atomic bomb 
and sharing industrial uses of atomic 
energy. Adoption of the Elston amend- 
ment would be at least a congressional 
gesture in the right direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York, [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, the problem of the atomic bomb 
ought to be decided in the light of his- 
tory. We all want peace, pray for peace, 
yet there is no peace. What does history 
disclose? J. Novicow, vice president of 
the International Institute of Sociology, 
points out that: “From the year 1496 
B. C. to A. D. 1861, in 3,358 years, there 
were 227 years of peace and 3,130 years 
of war, or 13 years of war to every year of 
peace. Within the last three centuries,” 
so the author reminds us, “there have 
been 286 wars in Europe.” Even more 
significant, now that peace negotiations 
are being conducted, Mr. Valbert says: 
“From the year 1500 B. C. to A. D. 1860 
more than 8,000 treaties of peace meant 
to remain in force forever were conclud- 
ed. The average time they remained in 
force is 2 years.” 

I know that a person is guilty of lese 
majesty to quote George Washington in 
these days of so-called brotherly love, 
the good neighbor era, the share-the- 
wealth program, the share-the-raw- 
material and share-the-atomic-bomb- 
secrets in the new warless age of inter- 
national affection and good will. George 
Washington uttered these prophetic 
words with full knowledge of the bloody 
and almost constant wars throughout the 
world prior to A. D. 1790. I quote from 
Washington’s Farewell Address of Sep- 
tember 17, 1796, as follows: 

Against the insidious wiles of foreign in- 
fluence, I conjure you to believe me, fellow 
citizens, the jealousy of a free people ought 
to be constantly awake, since history and 
experience prove that foreign influence is one 
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of the most baneful foes of republican gov- 
ernment. * * Europe has a set of pri- 
mary interests which to us have none, or a 
very remote relation. Hence she must be 
engaged in frequent controversies the causes 
of which are essentially foreign to our con- 
cerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise 
in us to implicate ourselves by artificial ties 
in the oridinary vicissitudes of her politics, 
or the ordinary combinations and collisions 
of her friendships or enmities * * * 
Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a 
situation? Why quit our own to stand upon 
foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our 
destiny with that of any part of Europe, 
entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils 
of European ambition, rivalship, interest, or 
caprice? 


Does the number of wars since 1800 to 
the present day hold out to suffering 
mankind the prospect of an era of uni- 
versal peace? Let us look at the record: 


TIME-TABLE OF EUROPE'S WARS 


1801: The old German Empire breaks up, 
and all territory on the left bank of the 
Rhine is ceded to France. 

1802: French aggressions in Holland, Italy, 
and Switzerland. 

1805: England declares war on Spain. 
France fights Austria. 

1806: Napoleon enters Berlin. 

1807: Napoleon defeats Russia, 

1808: Napoleon invades Spain, 

1810: France annexes Holland, Turks 
driven out of Balkans. 

1812: War starts between United States 
and England. 

1812: Napoleon declares war on Russia. 

1814: France invaded from all sides. Na- 
poleon to Elba, British seize and burn Wash- 
ington, 

1815: Napoleon leaves Elba, is defeated by 
British and Germans at Waterloo, then sent 
to St. Helena for life. 

1816: Holland annexes Belgium, 

1817: British wars in India. 


1822: Greeks and Turks at war, Civil war 


in Spain, 

1823: French army enters Spain. 

1824: British battle for Burma. 

1825: Russia wars on Turkey. 

1826: Russia invades Persia. 

1827: Turks driven from Greece, 

1828: Russia overruns Rumania, 

1829: England and Austria intervene 
against Russia, 

1830: Revolution in Poland and France. 
Belgium revolts from Holland, 

1831: Prussia and Austria ald Russia 
against Poland. 

1832: Egypt revolts against Turkey. 

1838: French bombard Mexican ports. 
Debt collection, old style. 

1839: Britain wars on China, 

1846: War between United States and 
Mexieo. 

1848: Schleswig-Holstein fights Danish 
annexation. 

1849; Danish-Russian war. 

1850: Britain blockades Greece. Prussia 
and Austria war. ` 

1854: France and England war against 
Russia, 

1856: British war on China and Persia. 

1861: Civil War in United States. Brit- 
ish blockade runners supply South, 

1864: Germans defeat Danes. 

1866: War between several German states. 
Austria wars on Italy. 

1868: Britain invades Abyssinia. Span- 
ish revolution. 

1870: Franco-German War. 

1871: Alsace-Lorraine goes to Germany, 
Back to France in 1918 and back to Germany 
in 1940. 

1874: Spanish civil war. 

1876: Balkan wars. 

1877: Civil war in Japan. Russia wars on 
Turks. 
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1879: British war on Zulus. 

1880: Boers and British battle. 

1881; France wars on Tunis, 

1882; Britain wars on Egypt. 

1884: Japan wars on Korea, 

1885: Russia wars on Afghanistan, 

1887: Balkan wars. Italy wars on Abys- 
sinia. 

1894: Japan wars on China. 

1895: Belgium seizes Congo state. 

1898: Spanish-American War, 

1899: Britain wars on Boers. 

1900: Boxer War in China, United States 
returns Boxer indemnities. 

1904: Russian-Japanese War. 

1910; Japan takes Korea, 

1912: Balkan wars. 

1914-1918: Russia, France, Britain, Italy, 
United States, Japan, Rumania, Serbia, Bel- 
gium, Greece, Portugal and Montenegro, 12 
nations, battie Germany, Austria-Hungary, 
Turkey and Bulgaria. 

1917-1918: The United States of America 
participated in the World War. 

1920 to 1930: A breathing spell and period 
of disarmament conferences, which obviously 
disarmed no nation except the United States. 
European and Asiatic powers destroy League 
of Nations ideal. 

1931: Japan seizes Manchukuo. 

1932-83: Europe repudiates all World War 
debts to United States ($12,000,000,000). 

1934: Italy takes Abyssinia, 

1937: Japan develops an “incident” in 
China. 

1938-1939: Germany takes Austria, Czecho- 
slovakia and Poland. Russia invades Poland. 
France and England declare war on Ger- 
many. 

1940: Russia takes part of Finland. Ger- 
many seizes Denmark and defeats Norway, 
Holland, Belgium and France, Italy joins 
war against England. 

1941: Germany and England at war. Rus- 
sia, Italy, Rumania and Japan, against Ger- 
many in 1914, like the figures of the year, 
have reversed their positions and are with 
her in 1941. Bulgaria, Turkey, Greece, and 
Jugoslavia involved in conflagration. Starva- 
tion general throughout all Europe. 

1941 to VJ-day: United States still at war. 


The acrimonious battle of words now 
going on between the peace delegates of 
the respective nations still technically at 
war is no time to share military secrets 
with totalitarian or other foreign na- 
tions. The fewer persons in possession 
of the secret of this instrumentality of 
wholesale human slaughter, the safer 
mankind will be until a better under- 
standing between nations has been at- 
tained. 

I regard this legislation as premature, 
unwise, and not in keeping with our 
national safety. $ 
[From the Washington Evening Star of July 

19, 1946] 
THE GREAT GAME OF POLITICS 
(By Frank R. Kent) 
BULLITT’S BOOK DEFLATES OPTIMISM OF SOVIET 
COLLABORATION FOR PEACE 

In a recent summary of William C. Bullitt’s 
just-published book, The Great Globe Itself, 
a foreword says that “unquestionably it will 
become a major topic of discussion.” To 
even a casual reader this will appear an 
understatement, 

If the considerable number of extremely 
articulate persons in this country who insist 
that sympathetic understanding and friend- 
ship with Russia is the only means by which 
we can promote peace in the world and in- 
ternational cooperation become a reality do 
more than discuss Mr. Bullitt’s book, it will, 
indeed, be remarkable. For as trenchant, 
documented, and convincing an indictment 
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of the Russian leaders, their methods, and 
their purposes has not before been made. 

Great weight is given the Bullitt charges, 
first, because they come from a man who not 
only knows well modern Russia and the men 
who run that country, but who is a student 
of Russian history and an admirer of the 
Russian people; second, because the author 
was the first American Ambassador to Rus- 
sia after our long delayed recognition in 1934, 
He went to Moscow openly friendly to the 
Soviet experiment. 


Disillusioned in Russia 


His disillusionment came while he was 
there—the result of close personal contact 
with the operations of the Russian system 
and personal experience with the Russian 
rulers. It has been greatly increased by 
their ruthless and aggressive policies—in 
clear violation of the Atlantic Charter, which 
Stalin indorsed—following the end of the 
war and by their general course in every 
international gathering from the Yalta Con- 
ference on down to the recent meeting in 
Paris. The chronology of the acts and atti- 
tude here presented seem an unassailable 
basis for Mr. Bullitt’s views. 

In effect, he charges that the period after 
a war for the Soviet Government is not a 
period to make peace but to prepare for war; 
that the primary, compelling, and unchange- 
able motive of the government is the spread 
of communism throughout the world; that it 
conceives its own safety is involved in this 
as it is convinced that Russian communism 
cannot survive for long by the side of the 
capitalistic countries; that it is unalterably 
hostile to foreigners; that it signs treaties 
and makes agreements not with any idea of 
keeping them but only because they appear 
expedient at the time; that Stalin grossly 
deceived Mr. Roosevelt when he pledged him- 
self not to promote communism in this coun- 
try; that the Soviet word is not good, that 
the Russian rulers regard everything, includ- 
ing fraud, deceit, and murder as justifiable 
to perpetuate their own power and promote 
the Communist purpose. 


Warfare always 


“In the eyes of the Soviet Goverment,” 
writes Mr. Bullitt, “the Soviet Union is 
always engaged in warfare, open or concealed, 
with the non-Communist states of the world. 
And where it embraces in friendship a non- 
Communist government, it is always with the 
ultimate intention of driving a dagger in its 
back. That is why Stalin is unappeasable. 
That is why Mr. Roosevelt's ‘great design’ was 
foredoomed to failure. That is why, for our 
own self-preservation, we must face the fact 
that Stalin, like Hitler, will not stop but can 
only be stopped.” 

These are terrific charges—particularly at 
this stage when such great—though appar- 
ently futile—efforts are being made to get 
Russia to cooperate wholeheartedly in the 
cause of peace and in the complete control 
of atomic energy. Certainly, it is true that 
far greater progress toward these goals would 
have been made in the past year but for the 
obstructions offered by the Soviet represent- 
atives. Mr. Bullitt is neither an irrespon- 
sible nor a reckless man. He presents facts 
to support his contentions. He is a de- 
tached man without a grievance and no 
cause to serve other than the truth. Such 
a book by such a man cannot easily be passed 
over. 


Superior force necessary 


Undoubtedly, he will be denounced by 
those who resent any reflection on the honor 
and purity of the Russian leaders. Never- 
theless, the book is well calculated to in- 
crease the number of those who believe as 
Mr. Bullitt believes, that the only way to 
deal with the Soviet rulers is by confronting 
them with superior force, 
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“The most legitimate use of force on 
earth,” says Mr. Bullitt, “is to gain time to 
permit the growth of moral ideas. It will 
take some time for moral ideas to grow in 
the Soviet Union. There is no way to pre- 
vent it from conquering non-Communist 
states during that time except the hard way 
of keeping it constantly confronted by su- 
perior force.” 

It is interesting that the series of articles 
recently appearing in the New York Times 
by Brooks Atkinson, just returned after a 
year as Times correspondent in Moscow, fully 
sustains Mr. Bullitt’s view that friendship 
with Russia is impossible and that for us to 
hope for mutual, sympathetic understanding 
is to delude ourselves, It is also interesting 
that the appearance of the Bullitt book coin- 
cides with th recent attack by Attorney 
General Clark on Communists in this coun- 
try and his reference to a vicious plot to de- 
stroy our Government. For these remarks, 
the lawyers’ guild—which has a heavy Com- 
munist flavor—passed denunciatory resolu- 
tions condemning Mr. Clark as a Red baiter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Cas] is recog- 
nized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Case of South 
Dakota: 

On page 30, line 18, strike out “should” 
and insert “may.” 

In line 18 strike out “as soon as” and insert 
“only after.” 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chair- 
man—— 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. Is the gentleman’s amend- 
ment offered as a substitute for or a 
modification of the pending amendment? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. My 
amendment is offered as a perfecting 
amendment to the language in the bill. 
Mr. Chairman, I think I share with every 
Member of the House the feeling that 
once in a while we get sort of punch- 
drunk on words and it becomes difficult 
and perhaps wearying to try to follow the 
technical language of a bill. Nverthe- 


Mr. 


less, we try. And I shall try to be brief 
and direct in my remarks. 
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 


Eston] is to be congratulated for havy- 
ing drawn attention to the importance of 
this section on the control of informa- 
tion; but I would raise a question as to 
whether or not the entire elimination of 
this paragraph may not have the reverse 
effect of that intended. If this paragraph 
be lifted from the bill just what restric- 
tion remains in the bill to restrain the 
Commission from doing the very thing 
he fears? 

The chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. May], 
and the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
Brooxs] have said in defense of keeping 
this subparagraph of the bill that it 
would permit the Commission to ex- 
change this information ou a reciprocal 
basis “only after” Congress passes a joint 
resolution, but actually fhat is not what 
the language in the bill says. The lan- 
guage in the bill is a directive and not a 
limitation. The language in the bill says 
that as soon as Congress passes a joint 
resolution the Commission “should” 
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share this information. In other words, 
it gives an affirmative directive to the 
Commission. If it be intended that this 
be a safeguard and that this information 
may be shered with other nations on a 
reciprocal basis only after Congress has 
passed a joint resolution, then the lan- 
guage in the bill should clearly say that. 
That is what my amendment proposes to 
do by striking out the word “should” in 
line 18, and inserting in lieu thereof the 
word “may”, and striking out the words 
“as soon as” in line 19, and inserting in 
lieu thereof “only after”. The language 
then becomes a limitation upon the Com- 
mission rather than a directive. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? - 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Is it not true 
that the gentleman’s amendment if 
adopted would still leave in this bill an 
advance promise of Congress to have this 
Commission furnish industrial informa- 
tion much of which up to now has been 
contained in patents? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. No; I 
think that is not quite true, because with 
this section out of the bill you would 
have no restriction on the Commission, 
and it could release the industrial infor- 
mation at any time. To express the in- 
tent Members have voiced, a restriction 
should be clearly written in the bill say- 
ing that the Commission may dispense 
this information only after Congress, by 
a joint resolution, has said that adequate 
safeguards have been established, and 
the joint resolution has been signed by 
the President. 

I hope my amendment will be adopted. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman from 
South Dakota yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It is 
true, is it not, that the President did not 
share this secret with Russia during the 
war? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I do not 
know. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle- 
man mean only after Congress declares 
by joint resolution that adequate and 
enforceable international safeguards 
have been put into effect, or only after 
the Congress by joint resolution declares 
that the waris over? There are two con- 
siderations there. These international 
safeguards could be declared before the 
period of the war has ceased. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Well, that 
would depend on Congress. Congress 
would have to use its own judgment as to 
whether effective international safe- 
guards had been established. I doubt 
that the Congress would find that proper 
international safeguards had been es- 
tablished unless the war had been de- 
clared at an end. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Dakota has ex- 


The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin IMr. BIEMILLER]. 
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Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, 
there have been times in this debate that 
I have been wondering if we were dis- 
cussing S. 1717 or if there has been some 
substitute bill introduced here which has 
not been made available to all the Mem- 
bers. I have heard Members on this floor 
speak constantly about a bill that is 
going to immediately share the secrets 
of the atomic bomb with other nations. 
I have thoroughly read this bill a good 
many times, I have read the report of 
the Senate, I have read the report of 
the House committee and I can find ab- 
solutely nothing in the bill or in the re- 
ports about the immediate sharing of the 
present technological secrets of the 
atomic bomb with other nations, I think 
we ought to recognize that fact and not 
be discussing extraneous issues at this 
stage of the game. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Will the 
gentleman read the paragraph under 
consideration for that certainly uses the 
words “shall be shared.” 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Yes, but the bill 
further reads “As soon as the Congress 
declares by joint resolution that effective 
and enforceable international safeguards 
against the use of such energy for de- 
structive purposes has been established.” 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is a 
directive that as soon as that is done it 
should be shared. The amendment 
which I have offered simply said that it 
is only after those safeguards have been 
created that the Congress might do that. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I think that is 
quibbling over language, Furthermore, 
that section, as the gentleman from 
South Dakota well knows, refers only to 
the use of atomic energy for industrial 
purposes. It says absolutely nothing 
about sharing the technological processes 
of the atomic bomb. 

Why are we trying to confuse the issue 
here? Actually, if we are going to follow 
the policy that some Members of this 
House have been suggesting, what we 
will do is put an effective stop to further 
experimentation on the part of Amer- 
ican scientists. You have been told re- 
peatedly on this floor, and I know it is 
correct, that almost all of the scientists 
who were working for the Manhattan 
district have left that project. There 
is no real experimentation going on there 
today. The Army as such did not do the 
experimenting during the war. All of the 
technological processes that resulted in 
the atomic bomb were done by civilian 
scientists and directed by civilian scien- 
tists. 

Why should we take this great chance 
you are asking us totake? The Manhat- 
tan project will not result in any further 
experimentation. Secretary Patterson 
has asked that the Army be relieved of 
this responsibility. The establishment of 
an Atomic Energy Commission in the 
form proposed by the McMahon bill when 
it left the Senate will give us a chance to 


Mr. 


perfect our knowledge of atomic energy. 
Chairman, will 


the genileman yield? 


JULY 19 


Mr. BIEMILLER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. LANHAM. If section 11 should be 
stricken from the bill or remain in the 
bill as it is, unless my amendment to that 
section is adopted, would not this pro- 
vision in the bill give the Commission 
the right to transfer patent rights in 
America without any registration or au- 
thorization of them in foreign countries 
to foreign countries? 

Mr. BIEMILLER. On the contrary, 
what I am afraid of is that if the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas is 
adopted what we will do is make avail- 
able the secrets of the atomic bomb. 
The gentleman's amendment would per- 
mit private individuals to patent atomic 
weapons. All such patents must carry a 
full description which would be available 
to the public. Any smart secretary or 
technician would then have all the in- 
formation he would need. I hope we 
can discuss that at more length when 
that particular amendment is before us. 

Mr. LANHAM. They can under this 
provision in the bill certainly transfer 
our patent rights at will. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. While I do not 
share the gentleman’s point of view I 
am sure he would not claim that the bill 
would make the bomb processes public. 
The point I want to make specifically is 
that there is nothing in this bill as it 
now stands which if passed will result 
tomorrow morning in making the secrets 
of the atomic bomb available to any other 
nation on the face of this earth; yet that 
is the charge that speaker after speaker 
has thrown on this floor, the most re- 
cent being the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Donpgro]. There is nothing in the 
bill of that kind. The bill is purely an 
effort to systematize in an intelligent 
manner further research in this country 
into the problem of atomic energy. 
That research is badly needed. If this 
bill is recommitted we will not have it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. FOLGER]. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, I was 
about to become so impatient as to de- 
cide that if this part of the bill were elim- 
inated, I would not vote for the bill at 
all. It is unthinkable to me that we in 
this country, who have the atomic energy 
secret so far as the manufacture of bombs 
is concerned, should become so isolated 
in our disposition and spirit as to be 
afraid to allow other countries of the 
world to take such portion of this devel- 
oped energy as might be used for indus- 
trial purposes only. 

I think it would be a great mistake to 
hold ourselves as possessing any such at- 
titude toward the world as to be unwilling 
to share the industrial part of this dis- 
covery with other nations of the world. 
It should be the policy of the Commission 
to control the dissemination of restricted 
data in such a manner as to assure the 
common defense and security. That 
means we can hope, I suppose, that it 
will allay the suspicion or the expecta- 
tion of anyone that by permitting this 
dissemination of knowledge as to indus- 
trial purposes we might let out something 
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that would be capable of being used for 
the destruction of mankind. 

The gentleman from South Dakota, I 
think, is in error in undertaking to sub- 
stitute the word “may” for “should.” 
This is no more than a declaration of 
policy, “consistent with such policy” that 
is, the security of the United States, “the 
Commission shall be guided by the fol- 
lowing principles.” It does not say they 
shall do it or they shall not do it. 

Then they say they will be guided 
generally by the following principles: 
“That information with respect to the 
use of atomic energy for industrial pur- 
poses should be” not may be, not will be, 
but should be “shared with other na- 
tions.” 

That means that it is an exemplifica- 
tion of a spirit of worldwide under- 
standing and willingness to help to con- 
tribute to the welfare of other people in 
this world in order that we may lay the 
foundation of a permanent peace, and 
not rest our security altogether on arm- 
ament or atomic bombs for the destruc- 
tion of human lives. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Jonn J. DELANEY, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera- 
tion the bill (S. 1717) for the develop- 
ment and control of atomic energy, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 5 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 7052. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 6983. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment in any and 
all claims which the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flathead 
Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or band 
thereof, may have against the United States, 
and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1236) entitled 
“An act to amend the Mineral Leasing 
Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil 
and gas on the public domain, and for 
other purposes; requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. WAGNER, Mr. Mur- 
RAY, Mr. GURNEY, and Mr. ROBERTSON to 
be the conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the sre 
votes of the two Houses on the amenda 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4590) entitled “An act to authorize the 
use by industry of silver held or owned 
by the United States.” 


USE BY INDUSTRY OF SILVER HELD OR 
OWNED BY THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. SPENCE submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (H. R. 4590) to authorize the use by 
industry of silver held or owned by the 
United States: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4590) to authorize the use by industry of 
silver held or owned by the United States, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1 and 4, and the amendment of the 
Senate to the title of the bill, and agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “90.5”; and the Senate agree to the 
same, 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “: Provided further, That hereafter each 
United States coinage mint shall receive for 
coinage silver mined after July 1, 1946, from 
natural deposits in the United States or any 
place subject to the jurisdiction thereof, as 
provided in the Act of July 6, 1939 (Public 
Law 165, Seventy-sixth Congress), and ten- 
dered to such mint within one year after the 
month in which the ore from which it is 
derived was mined, except that the seign- 
iorage to be deducted shall be 30 per centum 
instead of 45 per centum as provided in sec- 
tion 4 (b) of said Act“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Brent SPENCE, 

PAUL Brown, 

WRIGHT PATMAN, 

JESSE P. WOLCOTT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4590) to authorize 
the use by industry of silver held or owned 

the United States, submit the following 
tatement in explanation of the effect of the 


ction a upon by the conferees and 
ended in the accompanying confer- 
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the 71.11 cents per ounce provided in the 
House bill to 903 cents per ounce. The 
House recedes with an amendment making 
the figure 90.5 cents per ounce. This change 
in the Senate figure is a technical change 
to make the figure conform with the policy 
agreed upon in connection with amendment 
No. 3. 

Amendment No. 3: This amendment added 
a provision to the effect that in the case of 
silver mined after July 1, 1946, from natural 
deposits in the United States or any place 
subject to the jurisdiction thereof, and re- 
ceived by any United States coinage mint 
for coinage under the act of July 6, 1939 
(Public Law 165, 79th Cong.), the seigniorage 
to be deducted under section 4 of said act 
shall be 30 percent instead of 45 percent as 
provided in such section 4. The House re- 
cedes with an amendment which restricts 
the application of this provision so that it 
will not apply unless the silver in question 
is tendered to the mint within one year 
after the month in which the ore from which 
the silver is derived was mined. 

Amendment No, 4: This amendment struck 
out section 2 of the House bill, which pro- 
vided that the act should expire two years 
after the date of its enactment. The House 
recedes. 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate to the title 
of the bill. 

Brent SPENCE, 

PAUL Brown, 

WRIGHT PATMAN, 

JESSE P. WOLCOTT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 4590) to authorize the 
use by industry of silver held or owned 
by the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is their objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL CREDIT 
UNION ACT 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6372) to 
amend the Federal Credit Union Act, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 3, after line 20, insert: 

“Sec. 8. Subsection (b) of section 16 of 
such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“*(b) (1) The Governor may suspend or 
revoke the charter of any Federal credit 

or place the same in involuntary liqui- 

0 and appoint a liquidating agent there- 

‘or, upon his finding that the organization is 

nkrupt or insolvent or has violated any 

Svisions of its charter, its bylaws, or of this 

tbe ter, or of any regulations issued there- 
er, 
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“*(2) The Governor, through such persons 
as he shall designate, may examine any Fed- 
eral credit union in voluntary liquidation 
and, upon his finding that such voluntary 
liquidation is not being conducted in an or- 
derly or efficient manner or in the best in- 
terests of its members, may terminate such 
voluntary liquidation and place such organi- 
zation in involuntery liquidation and ap- 
point a liquidating agent therefor. 

“*(3) Such liquidating agent shall have 
power and authority, subject to the control 
and supervision of the Governor and under 
such rules and regulations as the Governor 
may prescribe, (i) to receive and take posses- 
sion of the books, records, assets, and prop- 
erty of every description of the Federal credit 
union in liquidation, to sell, enforce collec- 
tion of, and liquidate all such assets and 
property, to compound all bad or doubtful 
debts, and to sue in his own name or in the 
name of the Federal credit union in liquida- 
tion, and defend such actions as may be 
brought against him as liquidating agent or 
against the Federal credit union; (ii) to re- 
ceive, examine, and pass upon all claims 
against the Federal credit union in liquida- 
tion, including claims of members on shares; 
(iii) to make distribution and payment to 
creditors and members as their interests may 
appear; and (iv) to execute such documents 
and papers and to do such other acts and 
things which he may deem necessary or de- 
sirable to discharge his duties hereunder. 

“*(4) Subject to the control and supervi- 
sion of the Governor and under such rules 
and regulations as the Governor may pre- 
scribe, the liquidating agent of a Federal 
credit union in involuntary liquidation shall 
(i) cause notice to be given to creditors and 
members to present their claims and make 
legal proof thereof, which notice shall be 
published once a week in each of three suc- 
cessive weeks in a newspaper of general cir- 
culation in each county in which the Federal 
credit union in liquidation maintained an 
office or branch for the transaction of busi- 
ness on the date it ceased unrestricted oper- 
ations: Provided, That whenever the aggre- 
gate book value of the assets and property of 
a Federal credit union in involuntary liqui- 
dation is less than $1,000, unless the Gover- 
nor shall find that its books and records do 
not contain a true and accurate record of its 
liabilities, he shall declare such Federal cred- 
it union in liquidation to be a “no publica- 
tion” liquidation, and publication of notice 
to creditors and members shall not be re- 
quired in such case; (ii) from time to time, 
make a ratable dividend on all such claims 
as may have been proved to his satisfaction 
or adjudicated in a court of competent juris- 
diction and, after the assets of such organi- 
zation have been liquidated, shall make fur- 
ther dividends on all claims previously proved 
or adjudicated; and the liquidating agent 
may accept in lieu of a formal proof of claim 
on behalf of any creditor or member the 
statement of any amount due to such creditor 
or member as shown on the books and rec- 
ords of the credit union: Provided, That all 
claims not filed before payment of the final 
dividend shall be barred and claims rejected 
or disallowed by the liquidating agent shall 
be likewise barred unless suit be instituted 
thereon within 3 months after notice of re- 
jection or disallowance; (iii) in a “no publi- 
cation” liquidation, determine from all 
sources available to him, and within the lim- 
its of available funds of the Federal credit 
union, the amounts due to creditors and 
members, and after 60 days shall have elapsed 
from the date of his appointment, shall dis- 
tribute the funds of the Federal credit union 
to creditors and members ratably and as 
their interests may appear. 

“*(5) Upon certification by the liquidating 
agent in the case of an involuntary liquida- 
tion, and upon such proof as shall be satis- 


factory to the Governor in the case of a vol- 


untary liquidation, that distribution has 
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been made and that liquidation has been 
completed, as provided herein, the Governor 
shall cancel the charter of such Federal cred- 
it union: Provided, That the corporate ex- 
istence of the Federal credit union shall con- 
tinue for a period of 3 years from the date of 
such cancellation of its charter, during which 
period the liquidating agent, or his duly ap- 
pointed successor, or such persons as the 
Governor shall designate, may act on behalf 
of the Federal credit union for the purpose 
of paying, satisfying, and discharging any 
existing liabilities or obligations, collecting 
and distributing its assets, and doing all other 
acts required to adjust and wind up its busi- 
ness and affairs, and it may sue and be sued 
in its corporate name. 

„„ b) After the expiration of 5 years from 
the date of cancellation of the charter of a 


Federal credit union the Governor may, in ® 


his discretion, destroy any or all books and 
records of such Federal credit union in his 
possession or under his control.““ 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


DEVELOPMENT AND CONTROL OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1717) for the de- 
velopment and control of atomic energy. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill S. 1717, with Mr. 
JOHN J. DELANEY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Bates]. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ELSTON]. 

As I stated yesterday on the floor of 
the House, under the conditions existing 
throughout the world today things are 
too uncertain to permit the changing of 
the present status and control of the 
administration of the atomic bomb and 
everything connected with nuclear 
energy. I think we ought to give the 
United Nations an opportunity to hold 
their peace parley the latter part of this 
month and see if we cannot find some 
way by which we can establish a basis for 
a permanent peace in the world. Surely 
with the unsettled conditions existing 
today, this is no time for us to dissem- 
inate information of any kind on the 
atomic front or nuclear energy. In to- 
day’s paper we read of the War De- 
partment firing five physicists from the 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, where they 
were employed in very responsible posi- 
tions, it is said that they were discharged 
on the ground that they were carrying 
on subversive activities. Yet, by this bill 
we are building up another organization, 
taking the control away from the War 


Department which is now working very- 


closely with our scientists and has been 
over the period of the war years. It is 
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through this organization that the War 
Department has thus created that this 
tremendous weapon with all of its power 
has been fully developed. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not blame the 
House for being in confusion. Over a 
period of 3 days we have been discussing 
this bill. Already several amendments 
have been offered and agreed to. There 
seems to be a complete misunderstand- 
ing on the part of many of us as to how 
far-reaching the provisions of this bill 
are, and we should go slowly. 

Let me read briefly a report placed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp yesterday by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 
It is an article given to the press by Mr. 
Paul Bellamy, editor of the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer, who was one of those ed- 
itors of American papers who visited 
Europe at the request of the War De- 
partment to make a first-hand, on-the- 
job inspection of what is going on there. 
He said: 

I have just returned from a trip to hell. 
Would that I had the tongue of men and of 
angels to describe what I saw. 

Dante should return and rewrite his de- 
scription of the inferno. 

By hell I mean postwar Germany and gen- 
eral conditions in central Europe. 


Then he went on to speak about the 
Russians not cooperating. He said: 

I believe the Russian problem is para- 
mount in Europe. Everywhere one turns he 
finds that our commanding officers in the 
various zones, regions, and even county and 
municipal governments, have to keep an eye 
on the Russians. Everything we do has to 
be measured a little bit by its effect on the 
ever-present Russian influence in Europe. 
And the Russians are not cooperating, not a 
single whit, with the other occupying powers 
in Germany. They are running their own 
show blithely and confidently and sometimes 
in an openly insulting manner, 


Mr. Chairman, they are not cooperat- 
ing in any other part of the world. They 
are operating behind the iron door in 
Central Europe where no one is per- 
mitted to visit the area under their con- 
trol. They are operating secretly and 
conniving in Korea. We know the diffi- 
culty that is existing in the Manchuria 
area, where there is no cooperation and 
no mutual understanding and where civil 
war continues between the Chinese Na- 
tionalist troops and the Chinese Commu- 
nists who are aided and supported by 
the Russians. 

There should be no haste in chang- 
ing the status of control of the atom 
bomb or nuclear energy while the world 
is still in an upheaval. No one can defi- 
nitely forecast whether there will be fur- 
ther trouble ahead or whether the states- 
men of the world will finally see the light, 
and find some way to establish perma- 
nent and lasting peace. ; 

The War Department and the scien- 
tists of the country are working very 
closely together in further research on 
atomic energy. Today papers inform us 
that a huge atomic research center is 
being planned by the War Department 
and that nine major universities are co- 
operating in a project, the projected size 
of which can be seen in the board of 
regents’, Columbia University, statement 
that the estimated expenditure may ex- 
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ceed $5,000,000 a year. Such a statement 


assures us that research work on the 


development of nuclear physics is con- 
tinuing with speed and is now in good 
hands. 

Let us keep things in this field of activ- 
ity just as they are, and until things be- 
come more settled throughout the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Bates] has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question recurs on the perfecting 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Case]. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment may again be reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will again report the amend- 
ment. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
again reported the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from South Dakota 
(Mr. Case]. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I would 
like to have the Chair advise the House 
if this perfecting amendment is adopted, 
then the vote would recur on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Exston] to strike out the sec- 
tion? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from South Da- 
kota [Mr. Cask]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Case of South Da- 
kota) there were—ayes 66, noes 57. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ELSTON]. 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, on a division there were— 
ayes 79, noes 70. 

Mr.. THOMASON, Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair ap- 
pointed as tellers Mr. Etston and Mr. 
‘THOMASON. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
99, noes 94. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Harness of In- 
diana: On page 31, lines 4 to 8, inclusive, 
strike out all of subsection (b) of section 10, 


Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Chairman, the amendment I have offered 
seeks to strike from the bill the follow- 
ing language on page 31: 

Dissemination. The Commission is au- 
thorized and directed to establish such in- 
formation services, publications, libraries, 
and other registers of available information 
as it may deem necessary or desirable to pro- 
vide for the dissemination of information in 
accordance with subsection (a). 


That language would authorize and di- 
rect the Commission to set up the big- 
gest propaganda agency ever created 


Mr. 
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by the Congress. It could become a 
super OWI and I do not think that is 
necessary in carrying out the policies 
enumerated in subsection (a). I hope 
my amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr, JENNINGS. Under that provi- 
sion could they not set up a bureau far 
broader, nationally and internationally, 
than anything to date and load the Fed- 
eral pay roll down with crackpots and 
peopie who are in favor of giving this 
country away and turning over its means 
of defense to the enemies of our country? 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Of course, 
if they set up this agency, under the 
authority and direction of this bill, it 
could become one of the most dangerous 
agencies ever created by law. In fact, 
I know of no precedent for such action. 
Subsection (b) of section 7 requires the 
Commission to report to the President 
and Congress any industrial, commer- 
cial, or nonmilitary uses of fissionable 
material or atomic energy. This provi- 
sion should be adequate for providing 
pertinent information to the country. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. How is 
this any different than the dissemina- 
tion of information by the State bureau 
of health, like we have in our State, 
telling how to avoid diseases, how to 
guard against communicable diseases, 
and all those things? 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I do not 
think the gentleman or this Congress 
is ready to set up an agency that would 
have such tremendous and the sweep- 
ing powers that this Commission would 
have, to establish libraries, information 
services, publications, and to disseminate 
information some of which might be 
only remotely connected with the sub- 
ject of atomic energy. The cost of such 
a bureau would be staggering. I hope 
the Committee will adopt this amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure everybody 
here including those on my side of the 
aisle will agree that I have not been 
profligate in voting for amendments to 
this bill. I have consistently voted 
against all amendments, except the Case 
perfecting amendment to the paragraph 
just voted out of the bill. But I am go- 
ing to vote for this amendment because 
I cannot see any possible reason or useful 
purpose to be served by this subsection. 
Any information with respect to atomic 
energy which this Commission can prop- 
erly and rightfully release will be eagerly 
and instantly gobbled up and published 
by all the scientific journals in our coun- 
try and in the world. To direct the 
Commission to establish publications 
and libraries and propaganda agencies 
to make this information available to 
the people seems to me utterly unneces- 
sary, when there are already thousands 
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of journals and publications, scientific 
and industrial and popular, able and 
eager to do the job. We cannot justify 
this provision when it is not necessary 
and sets up one additional Government 
propaganda agency. 

Therefore, I hope the amendment will 
be adopted. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Iam glad 
that the gentleman emphasized that this 
is not only an authorization but a direc- 
tion in law. 

Mr. JUDD. That is right. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from. Indiana, but I am very frank to 
say that I think it is sort of a futile 
thing for me or anybody else to oppose 
it in view of the adoption of the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Etston]. Judging from the 
last vote, it looks like isolationism is 
again in the saddle. I take it that most 
of you want no part in our international 
problems. Paragraph 1 of section 10 
specifically provides that nothing shall 
be done in connection with the dissem- 
ination of scientific and technical infor- 
mation unless and until Congress, the 
representatives of the people, if you 
please, by resolution had declared that 
effective and enforcible international 
safeguards against the use of such 
energy for destructive purposes had been 
established. That is a condition prece- 
dent. That has to be done before we 
make a single move, But after the 
American people, the owners and pos- 
sessors of the atomic bomb, through 
their representatives in Congress and 
after due deliberation, say that the 
secret of the atomic bomb has been prop- 
erly safeguarded, to then say to the peo- 
ple all over the world who are crying out 
for medical aid, calling out for this great 
marvelous discovery that will bring hap- 
piness and prosperity and, I hope, peace 
to the countless people of the world—to 
then say to them that we will not give 
it to them for that purpose, that we will 
just draw ourselves into a shell and say, 
“No, we are not going to share that even 
for industrial purposes; we will not help 
to reclaim the stricken lands of Europe 
and Asia; we will not share our medical 
secrets and the discovery of a remedy for 
cancer,” and all of these other aids to 
mankind is beyond my comprehension, 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? | 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I would 
like to know if the gentleman does not 
agree With me whether under subsection 
(b) of section 7 on page 25, which re- 
quires the Commission to make a report 
to the President and to the Congress of 
all the information with respect to in- 
dustrial, commercial, or nonmilitary use 
of atomic energy, it would not be suffi- 
cient, without setting up this agency and 
directing them to establish libraries and 
so forth, 
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Mr. THOMASON. I do not know about 
that, but I certainly do not want, by my 
vote, to say that I refuse to give nonmili- 
tary aid to the other peoples of the world. 
We are no giving away the atomic bomb 
secret, a bomb that destroyed a whole 
city, and another bomb in the hands of 
somebody else could destroy this Capital 
and the whole beautiful city of Washing- 
ton and the great city of New York. We 
have harnessed it and we should put it 
in safe custody through some kind of 
a commission. Certainly we have got to 
take care of it from a domestic stand- 
point before we reach into the inter- 
national field, Everybody knows that the 
Germans were on their way to perfect it. 
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHORT], who was with me when we visited 
the atrocity camps in Germany, knows 
that they were then in those underground 
factories working diligently to perfect 
the atomic bomb as soon as possible. 
We know that Russia and other coun- 
tries are well on the way. We have to 
take care of the bomb domestically first. 
After we do that, surely some kind of 
international atomic commission can be 
set up to take care of the entire problem. 
When that is done, if we are to live ina 
peaceful world, our delegates to Paris 
on the 29th day of this month must be 
able to take back some hope to the people 
who perhaps think, “The United States 
are the only people that have the bomb, 
and they are experimenting with it out 
in the Pacific now and are going to have 
some more experiments. There is not 
much use in trying to arrive at peace 
terms, because they can blow us up any 
time they want to.” We are not going to 
do anything of that kind, but that is what 
some people probably think. 

Speaking for myself, from the depths 
of a sincere conviction, I say that just 
as soon—and I pray that that day is quite 
soon—as we place under control the 
atomic bomb, we then can release this 
wonderful new diseovery to the sick and 
the impoverished people of the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs, LUCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the 
geatlewoman from Connecticut. 

Mrs. LUCE. I also voted against No. 
1 under section 10, but does not the gen- 

. tleman feel that even though that sec- 
tion is stricken this bill contains provi- 
sions for our integrating the whole Com- 
mission with an international commis- 
sion when it is formed, so that the very 
purpose of this section, although it is 
stricken, will nevertheless be fulfilled 
the minute the world is able to establish 
adequate safeguards? 

Mr. THOMASON. The gentlewoman 
is absolutely correct because we have 
left in subsection (2) that the dissemi- 
nation of scientific and technical infor- 
mation relating to atomic energy shall 
be permitted. 
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Mrs. LUCE. You would have to strike 
out subsection (2) before you could 
make it possible for us to prevent giving 
it away. 

Mr. THOMASON. That is right. It 
is most unfortunate that the Elston 
amendment was adopted, if we are to try 
to make some contribution here today 
to the cause of world peace. That is the 
way I feel about it. I hope there will be 
a roll call on that amendment. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. I agree with the gentle- 
man in the hope there will be a roll call 
on the Elston amendment and that it 
will be defeated. I think it was most 
unfortunate that it was adopted, espe- 
cially after modification by the Case 
amendment. However, the gentleman’s 
remarks here have been against the 
Elston amendment rather than the 
Harness amendment. I still feel that 
the Harness amendment is good and 
will not have any of the terrible effects 
the gentleman has portrayed. 

Mr. THOMASON. I have great re- 
spect for the opinion of my distin- 
guished friend from Minnesota. I know 
how he feels about this bill, because he 
has spent a good many years abroad. 
He knows what the suffering and ‘what 
the turmoil is in Asia and perhaps in 
Europe. I hope we go back to the Elston 
amendment. I repeat that as far as I 
am concerned, I do not think it is very 
material if this amendment is adopted. 
I have made these remarks to try to 
convey to you my own conviction on the 
subject and express the hope that we 
will have a roll call in the House and 
defeat the Elston amendment. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree heartily with 
what the gentleman from Texas has just 
said, both as to the fact that the Harness 
amendment is not of great significance 
and as to the fact that the action of the 
House with regard to the Elston amend- 
ment is, in my judgment, very regretta- 
ble indeed. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr, FOLGER. I call the attention 
of the gentleman to the fact that subsec- 
tion (b) says that that shall be done in 
accordance with subsection (a), which 
protects against divulging any military 
secrets. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Pre- 
cisely. What I want to address myself to 
is the very realistic situation under which 
we are legislating today. I know that to 
base our action on hope that the so- 
called secret of the atomic bomb may 
be protection for America for longer than 
a few brief years is to practice self-decep- 
tion and deception of the people. Dur- 
ing that brief period while America re- 
tains her preeminence in this field—and 
I shall vote to prolong that period as long 
as we can—America has an opportunity 
to take leadership for the harnessing of 
this terrible force by international agree- 
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ment which, to quote the bill, will give 
“enforceable international safeguards 
against the use of such energy for de- 
structive purposes.” j 

The official position of the United 
States Government as to how that can 
be accomplished is contained in the 
Baruch proposal to the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Commission. What does 
that proposal contain? The proposals it 
contains are the conditions under which 
America would share the peacetime bene- 
fits of atomic energy with other nations 
under the terms of this bill had the 
Elston amendment not been adopted or 
should that language go back in the bill, 
Perhaps as the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut suggests this would be the case 
under the bill anyway, but certainly it 
would be far better to restore the lan- 
guage stricken by the Elston amendment 
so as to make America’s position quite 
clear and to make it accord with the 
clear vision expressed by the gentleman 
from North Carolina a short time ago. 
The terms of the Baruch proposal laid 
down the conditions under which Amer- 
ica would say, “Yes, so far as the peace- 
time benefits of atomic energy are con- 
cerned, we intend to share those peace- 
time benefits on a reciprocal basis with 
other nations.” The conditions that the 
Baruch proposal laid down are briefly as 
follows: That the nations of the world 
the other nations of the world as well as 
ours—shall agree that an international 
authority in which this Nation as well as 
other nations shall have full participa- 
tion, shall have the police power to enter 
every nation on this globe to see whether 
or not in that nation there are being pos- 
sessed any atomic weapons or any fis- 
sionable material or whether there is 
any plant manufacturing fissionable ma- 
terial or whether there is in that nation 
any plant for the production of such 
materials as could produce atomic weap- 
ons. More than that, America proposes 
that such an authority shall control and 
own any such fissionable material or 
facilities for the production of fissionable 
material which could be used to produce 
such weapons anywhere on this globe, 
including that dictatorship which now 
lives behind that iron curtain, Those are 
the conditions and the only conditions 
under which America proposes that there 
shall be any dissemination of this knowl- 
edge. But can we here say—and still 
pretend to be for peace—that even if 
such conditions for enforceable inter- 
national safeguards against the posses- 
sion of atomic weapons or the means of 
making them are achieved, still America 
will refuse to share the knowledge not of 
atomic weapons but of possible medical 
or industrial benefits of atomic energy? 
No. We cannot take such a position. 

Mrs. LUCE. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve that if this world authority is 
brought into being that they will be able 
to capture materials used for chemical 
and biological warfare and take them out, 
too, and will it also provide a way of 
getting the battleships and B-29’s and 
B-17's? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I am 
very much obliged to the gentlewoman 
for asking the question. I want to an- 
swer it. I will say to the gentlewoman 
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from Connecticut, it might well be that 
having once established the supremacy 
of a law of peace over the right of any 
nation to possess one kind of weapon of 
mass destruction, we will have taken a 
step which might open the gateway 
through which we could march to reach 
peace along the very lines that she sug- 
gests, 

Mrs. LUCE. If it can be done, I am 
for it. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I know 
that, of course. 

I believe it quite important that we 
recognize that the problem of peace is 
not confined to atomic weapons by any 
manner of means, if the nations would 
agree, but in controlling atomic weapons 
in the manner suggested by the United 
States the first step in all history toward 
enforceable means to peace will have 
been taken and other necessary steps 
will become infinitely easier. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all debate on this 
amendment close in 5 minutes. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not spoken on this bill up to now, but I 
have been terribly distressed about it, 
I think the passage of this bill is the 
greatest menace that could possibly be 
set up against the success of a peace 
conference. Unless we leave this situ- 
ation in the hands of the military until 
after the June 29 conference, we are giv- 
ing up and turning over to a civilian 
commission a set-up where they can do 
a lot of things that would be out of con- 
trol. This particular provision which is 
the subject of this amendment is a very 
dangerous thing. 

One does not have to be an interna- 
tionalist ọr an isolationist to understand 
those things, but one has to be an Amer- 
ican, and has to think, and not be led 
astray by false prophets. The idea of 
setting up this kind of an information 
service and establishing all sorts of 
libraries and registers and all that sort 
of thing to get the stuff out before we 
have a definite, positive agreement on 
the part of the other countries to permit 
us to do the inspecting that we need to 
do to find out whether or not they are 
ready to comply with whatever agree- 
ment that may be made, that is necessary 
if we are going to have peace in the 
world in the days to come. We are not 
going to have peace unless we protect 
ourselves right here, and unless we let 
those people who represent us go into 
that conference with something to talk 
about. , 

I wish this House, instead of being led 
astray by false statements as to what 
folks are who take one position or an- 
other, would think this thing out and 
not go off half-cocked. That is what I 
am afraid those who are supporting this 
legislation are doing. I wish we would 
think about it and not do something 
that is going to interfere with a lasting 
and stable peace. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser], 
has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. Harness]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Harness of In- 
diana) there were—ayes 80, noes 68. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Smrru of Vir- 
ginia: Page 33 after, line 6, insert a new sub- 
section as follows: 

“(5) The Commission shall make no con- 
tract under sections 3 or 4; shall issue no 
license to any person nor employ any person 
until the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall have first made an investigation of the 
character and associations of such person 
and certified that the character of such con- 
tractor licensee or employee is such as not 
to endanger the common defense or security.” 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I think this amendment speaks for 
itself. All the discussion here has hinged 
around the tremendously dangerous 
forces which are involved in this bill, 
and the necessity for seeing that our 
secrets are kept. 

This amendment, which I hope the 
committee will accept, will provide that 
no one shall be employed by the Commis- 
sion and no license shall be granted by 
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dangerous engines until the FBI has cer- 
tified that such persons have been inves- 
tigated and are of such character as not 
to endanger the welfare or security of 
the United States. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. SHORT. This side of the Com- 
mittee will accept the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. MAY. The Committee of course 
cannot accept that amendment. Under 
that amendment they would never em- 
ploy anybody unless the Bureau of In- 
vestigation were expanded to a hun- 
dred thousand men to investigate them. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I have noth- 
ing further to say on that amendment, 
but I have 5 minutes’ time and I should 
like to devote the remainder of it to a 
discussion of an amendment I intend to 
offer following the fate of this one. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Not at this 
moment. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. On the 
present amendment? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If I can get 
some more time, but I want.to discuss 
the next amendment I wish to offer for 
fear I may not have sufficient time when 
it is offered. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Virginia may pro- 
ceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has not expired. That request 
would not be in order until his time had 
expired, 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. You will note 
on page 32 the provision for the punish- 
ment that shall be imposed for the vio- 
lation of the terms of this act when it 
is done for the purpose of injuring the 
United States. That punishment is 
totally inadequate. If you will read 
those lines you will find that a person 
can divulge these secrets and be guilty 
of treasonable conduct and escape with a 
fine of $10. That is possible under this 
act. 

I propose to offer amendments 
throughout which will place a mini- 
mum—a minimum—of a fine of not more 
than $20,000 and imprisonment for not 
less than 10 nor more than 20 years. 

I hope the committee will agree to 
it so we may have some protection’ 
against the violation of this act when 
it is done for treesonable purposes. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yiela? ‘ 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. JENNINGS. That would not be 
punishment enough for a man, be he 
red, pink, or punk, who would undertake 
to betray this country. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California, I just 
want to say that I think the gentleman’s 
amendment with regard to the FBI in- 
vestigation is well taken. I also agree 
with the amendment he proposes to offer 
fixing minimum punishment. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CHELF. Does not the gentleman 
feel that if anyone would divulge the 
secrets of this atomic energy that the 
minimum penalty ought to be death? 
For instance, we have had here in a short 
time past during the war 1,700 documents 
classified “Secret” and “Top Secret” 
stolen from the office of the Secretary of 
State. What did they do? They did not 
even prosecute them. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I do not yield 
further. 

I may say to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky that I believe we ought not to pass 
a bill of this magnitude and let anybody 
guilty of treasonable conduct get away 
with a $10 fine, which he may do as the 
bill now stands. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am in sympathy 
with the gentleman’s amendment regard- 
ing the FBI investigation, but suppose the 
FBI for some capricious reason which we 
cannot understand, of course—but sup- 
pose that should happen—— 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I will answer 
the gentleman’s question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me finish the 
question. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I think the 
gentleman has finished it. The FBI does 
not have the reputation of acting capri- 
ciously and I am sure no such instance 
would occur. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. May I finish my in- 
quiry? I do not think they have that 
reputation; I do not think they would. 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. What is the 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The question is: If 
anyone wanted to appeal from the ruling 
of the FBI could they appeal under the 
Administrative Procedure Act? 

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. No; I do not 
think they could. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The gentleman 
thinks there would be no appeal? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Under the 
amendment of this language they could 
not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer a further amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the Chair may 
suggest to the gentleman from Virginia, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sum- 
NERS] has asked the Chair to recognize 
him to offer an amendment after the 
words the gentleman has just suggested. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Sumners of 
Texas: Page 32, line 2, after the words pun- 
ished by”, insert the word “death or by.” 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Ghair- 
man, I would like to have the attention 
of the members of the committee to this 
proposed amendment. It is very impor- 
tant, as I see it, from a number of angles. 
Under the head of “Restrictions” the re- 
strictions include data concerning the 
manufacture or utilization of atomic 
weapons. Then it is provided that if a 
person who possesses knowledge of this 
matter in reference to atomic, weapons 
communicates, transmits, or discloses the 
same to any individual or person, or at- 
tempts or conspires to do any of the fore- 
going with intent to injure the United 
States or with intent to secure advantage 
to any foreign nation, he shall be pun- 
ished by a fine of not more than $20,000 
or not more than 20 years in the peniten- 
tiary or both. That is the penalty. 

Now here is a person who possesses in- 
formation with reference to these atomic 
bombs, the sort of thing we know about, 
these deadly things. If that person un- 
der this provision takes the information 
and gives it or sells it to an enemy of this 
country, then all we do to him is say 
“naughty, naughty” relatively. The 
maximum penalty which could be given 
him is 20 years in the penitentiary and a 
fine of $20,000. I propose a maximum 
penalty of death. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

I yield to 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I call the 
gentleman’s attention to the fact that 
still under the amendment he has offered, 
a person could do all of those things 
and yet escape with a fine of $10. The 
reason I interrupt the gentleman is to 
ask if he will not change his amendment 
so as to make that punishment in the 
penitentiary a minimum of 10 years—not 
Jess than 10 years or more than 20? 
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I will say to 
the gentleman that I have no objection 
to that. If this amendment is agreed to 
that detail can be worked out. I think 
this whole penalty provision ought to be 
reworked and I assume it will be in con- 
ference if my amendment is agreed to. 
If my amendment is agreed to then if a 
person does a minor thing he could be 
fined or imprisoned, according to the 
degree of his offense, and it would make 
it possible for a person who betrays his 
country, does a thing with regard to the 
atomic bomb for the purpose of hurting 
his nation or give advantage to another 
nation, to be executed. Without this 
amendment it would be possible for a 
traitor possessed of the knowledge to 
make it possible by his betrayal for this 
Capitol to be destroyed by a bomb, and 
all we could do under these circum- 
stances would be to give him 20 years as 
the maximum. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Does not the gentle- 
man think he ought to adopt the sug- 
gestion offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia, because it is entirely possible 
that a jury might be composed of Rus- 
sian subversives or Russian sympathiz- 
ers. I do not know what happened out 
on the coast, but out there they acquitted 
a Russian spy. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. But 
this must be considered. If you put a 
minimum that is too high where the act 
ought not to be excused, but a jury 
might not want to be instrumental in the 
giving of a long prison term; the jury 
might not convict at all. You have no 
way to compel a jury to render a verdict 
of guilty. That is what you are up 
against. I agree that there should be 
no spirit of tolerance or indulgence 
where a person possessed of information 
imparts that information with the pur- 
pose of injuring his country and imperil- 
ing the people, in fact the existence of 
whole cities. I am concerned about that 
type of criminal who would betray his 
country for money, perhaps imperil his 
nation for pay. Besides the psycholog- 
ical effect of this small general penalty 
would be bad. There is too much loose 
talk and loose acting with regard to this 
mightiest of all the agencies of destruc- 
tion which at the moment we hold with- 
in the confines of our own knowledge. 
There are too many people doing their 
best to turn it loose, or what amounts to 
the same thing, attempt to deliver it into 
the custody of a so-called world govern- 
ment, nonexistent except on paper. 

I do not know of any generation in 
all history which has brought upon itself 
a greater responsibility, a greater danger, 
a greater duty, than that which is now 
ours by reason of our having liberated 
this dynamic power, and now are in 
danger of being responsible for its being 
turned loose in a psychopathic world. 

Whatever is done should be the re- 
sult of deliberate, advised, cautious judg- 
ment. Whoever, to hurt this country or 
to aid its enemies, would turn loose this 
thing against his people should not be 
permitted to live. There is no punish- 
ment severe enough for such a person. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Sumners]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Martin of Iowa: 
On page 31, line 14, after the word com- 
mission”, insert the words “by unanimous 
vote.” 


Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
my only purpose in offering this amend- 
ment is to add to the safeguard against 
the release of data from the ca- 
tion “restricted data” that is covered in 
this section. I do not believe anyone 
would have any serious objection to re- 
quiring the unanimous vote of the Com- 
mission to remove data from the “re- 
stricted data” classification. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to offer 
any further argument in regard to the 
matter. } 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, 
those of us on this side do not oppose 
the amendment. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Smrrx of Vir- 
ginia: Page 32, line 3, after the word “not”, 
insert the words “less than 10 years or.” 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of the adoption of the other amend- 
ment, those of us on this side have no 
objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word.. 

Mr. Chairman, this language occurs 
probably 12 or 15 times throughout this 
bill, and it should be changed to con- 
form to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas and the amend- 
ment I offered as we go along. I wonder 
if that could not be done by unanimous 
consent? 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, it: 
is agreeable to those of us on this side. 

Mr. SHORT. We have no objection. 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that 
wherever that language occurs later on 
in the bill that it may be changed to con- 
form to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas and the amend- 
ment offered by myself. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, does the gentle- 
man mean in this section or throughout 
the entire bill? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Throughout 
the entire bill. 

Mr. ELSTON. This section deals with 
offenses against the security of the coun- 
try. There may be other places where 
the security of the Nation is not involved; 
it may be only offenses by reason of some 
regulation of the Commission. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. What I am 
speaking of is where this identical lan- 
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guage occurs throughout the bill, where 
it says that the act is done for the pur- 
pose of injuring the United States. That 
is the only place I have in mind. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, further 
reserving the right to object, would the 
gentleman explain how this is going to 
read after it is engrossed? There are 
two or three amendments on this ques- 
tion. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It will read: 

Upon conviction thereof, shall be punished 
by a fine of not more than $20,000 or im- 
prisonment for not less than 10 years or 
more than 20 years, or both. 


Mr. SAVAGE. Is not the language 
“more than $20,000” stricken out? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. No; that re- 
mains. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, before we leave this 
section dealing with information about 
atomic energy, I should like to direct 
your attention to some information 
which may have a more realistic aspect 
now. You will recall that, several weeks 
ago when the extension of the draft bill 
was before this body, the Members who 
were in favor of exempting the 18- and 
19-year-old boys from the draft were as- 
sailed and condemned by many news- 
papers because we were told that exemp- 
tion would destroy the entire military 
program, You probably have read some 
of the dispatches appearing in the pub- 
lications and newspapers of our country 
during the past week. 

I have here a page from the New York 
daily, PM, dated July 16. As I recall, 
that was one of the publications which 
contended a few weeks ago that 18- and 
19-year-old boys should be sent abroad 
as members of our armies of occupation. 
Let me read you a brief excerpt from 
the editorial captioned “The betrayal of 
youth,” appearing in PM Tuesday: 

At the end of the war in Europe the 
venereal disease rate among American sol- 
diers was seven and a half percent a year. 
At the end of April 1946 it had risen to 
over 20 percent. By the middle of June it 
had reached 26 percent—perhaps the highest 
in American military history. It is still ris- 
ing. In some areas in Germany the rate is 
more than twice the present average—that is 
to say, close to 55 percent. 


I continue to quote from that editorial: 


The new troop replacements we have been 
sending for the armies of occupation are 
youngsters given the task of policing a beaten 
people without having first had the disciplin- 
ing task of winning the victory. They are 
kids who have not yet cut their eye-teeth in 
the experience of living, and whom we send— 
raw and morally unprepared—into a situa- 
tion where they are the lords of the earth. 

Is it a great wonder, then, that they show 
themselves incapable of resisting either the 
Nazi doctrines or the rampant diseases? 


The influential New York Times— 
which generally supported a teen-age 
draft—on July 14 published a dispatch 
from Lindesay Parrott dated Yoko- 
hama. It refers to the order issued by 
Lt. Gen. Robert L. Eichelberger, com- 
mander of Allied ground forces in 
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Japan, who warned his soldiers that the 
increasing ‘misconduct by American 
troops in their teens had reached the 
point of “endangering the mission of the 
occupation” and must be stopped at 
once. I quote from this special dis- 
patch: 

The release of General Eichelberger’s letter 
Officially confirmed what most correspond- 
ents have known for some time, that the new 
young draftee in Japan has exhibited quali- 
ties of juvenile delinquency and vandalism 
never demonstrated by the combat troops 
who fought the Southwest Pacific war. 

Most of the crimes are committed by 
youthful soldiers—the average age of the 
army of occupation is 20.3 years old. 

Conditions probably are aggravated by the 
fact that Japanese hesitate to make com- 
plaints against Americans and also because 
most military policemen who suppress such 
actions are green youngsters. 


General Eichelberger concluded: 

This condition, a result of assault, crime, 
and retaliation, is endangering the mission 
of the occupation and must be stopped at 
once. 


Mr. Chairman, while we are discuss- 
ing this important problem of protect- 
ing the people of our country and the 
entire world from the potential ravages 
of atomic energy and atomic bombs, is 
it not pertinent at this time to pause 
and consider whether the responsibility 
devolves not only upon the military au- 
thorities, but likewise upon this Con- 
gress, to determine whether this scourge 
of disease and crime shall destroy the 
youth of America? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. A few weeks ago I said 
in essence what the gentleman has 
quoted here, only to have opprobrium 
heaped upon my head, and abuse even 
from some of the Members of this body. 
Iam placing in the Recorp tonight other 
quotations from military authorities, not 
only General Eichelberger but General 
McNarney. 

Only a few days ago I asked General 
Eisenhower how the volunteer system 
was coming along. This morning I re- 
ceived a letter from Major General 
Person, the chief liaison officer between 
our committee and the War Department, 
informing me that the number of volun- 
teers had jumped from 10,000 the first 
week of last month to more than 25,000 
the last week of last month, and that 
more than 62,000 young men volunteered 
in the month of June. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I thank the gen- 
tleman. I am presenting this informa- 
tion at this time to emphasize the impor- 
tance not only of seeking to protect the 
people of the entire world, but to recog- 
nize our primary responsibility. We 
should realize that while we apparently 
won a military victory over the Axis Pow- 
ers, today we are confronted with the 
serious situation of protecting these 
teen-agers of our country. 

Almost daily we receive reports of 
courts martial of young American sol- 
diers in occupied zones. It is obvious 
there has been a complete break-down 
of our military discipline, which prob- 
ably is aggravated by too much leisure 
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time available to our armed forces. 
Possibly this is the result of having more 
personnel for this assignment than is 
necessary to do an efficient job. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are cooperating in bringing order out of 
chaos in the Pacific occupied areas and 
in Germany. They have been told by 
the military authorities that it was nec- 
essary to draft in peacetime 18- and 19- 
year-old boys to maintain our armed 
forces at required strength. Congress 
did compromise this issue by demanding 
that 18-year-olds be exempted and, not- 
withstanding the assurances which were 
given during the debate on the peace- 
time draft bill, the military authorities 
are sending youngsters abroad for for- 
eign service, although it is apparent older 
and more mature personnel should be 
utilized. It is difficult to justify such 
policies when it is recognized that vol- 
untary enlistments have reached 847,220 
in the Army and 265,230 in the Navy, in 
addition to several thousands in the 
Marine Corps, since VJ-day. 

It is a terrible indictment of our mili- 
tary program that we must jeopardize 
the health and the morals of our youth 
to satisfy the demands of those who 
police the occupied areas. Is Congress 
going to evade its responsibilities in 
meeting this challenge, or will this legis- 
lative body demand that our military 
leaders discharge their duties in a more 
efficient manner? 

Some encouragement is provided in 
the belated recognition of many news- 
papers that there is justification for 
exempting teen-agers from the peace- 
time draft. If we are to maintain a 
strong military establishment, it will be 
necessary to give immediate considera- 
tion to the problems called to our atten- 
tion by General Eichelberger in Japan 
and General McNarney as head of our 
occupation forces in Germany. 

It should be possible to protect the 
welfare of American youth in this post- 
war era if we make the maximum use of 
a professional army. I have advocated, 
for many months, that pay scales in the 
military branch be increased to stimu- 
late volunteer recruitment. Atomic 
energy constitutes a real menace to man- 
kind, but so does the prevalence of dis- 
ease and crime among our occupation 
forces. We must demand greater effi- 
ciency on the part of our military leader- 
ship. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PATENTS AND INVENTIONS 

Sec. 11. (a) Production and military uti- 
lization: 

(1) No patent shall hereafter be granted 
for any invention or discovery which is use- 
ful solely in the production of fissionable ma- 
terial or in the utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy for a military weapon. 
Any patent granted for any such invention 
or discovery is hereby revoked and just com- 
pensation shall be made therefor. 

(2) No patent hereafter granted shall con- 
fer any rights with respect to any invention 
or discovery to the extent that such inven- 
tion or discovery is used in the production of 
fissionable material or in the utilization of 
fissionable material or atomic energy for a 
military weapon. Any rights conferred by 
any patent heretofore granted for any inven- 
tion or discovery are hereby revoked to the 
extent that such invention or discovery is so 
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used, and just compensation shall be made 
therefor. 

(3) Any person who has made or hereafter 
makes any invention or discovery useful in 
the production of fissionable material or in 
the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy for a military weapon shall file 
with the Commission a report containing a 
complete description thereof, unless such in- 
vention or discovery is described in an appli- 
cation for a patent filed in the Patent Office 
by such person within the time required for 
the filing of such report. The report covering 
any such invention or discovery shall be filed 
on or before whichever of the following is 
the latest: (A) The sixtieth day after the 
date of enactment of this act; (B) the six- 
tieth day after the completion of such inven- 
tion or discovery; or (C) the sixtieth day 
after such person first discovers or first has 
reason to believe that such invention or dis- 
covery is useful in such production or uti- 
lization. 

(b) Use of inventions for research: No 
patent hereafter granted shall confer any 
rights with respect to any invention or dis- 
covery to the extent that such invention or 
discovery is used in the conduct of research 
or development activities in the fields speci- 
fied in section 3. Any rights conferred by any 
patent heretofore granted for any invention 
or discovery are hereby revoked to the extent 
that such invention or discovery is so used, 
na just compensation shall be made there- 

or. 

(c) Nonmilitary utilization: 

(1) It shall be the duty of the Commis- 
sion to declare any patent to be affected 
with the public interest if (A) the inven- 
tion or discovery covered by the patent 
utilizes or is essential in the utilization of 
fissionable material or atomic energy; and 
(B) the licensing of such invention or dis- 
coyery under this subsection is necessary to 
effectuate the policies and purposes of this 
act. 

(2) Whenever any patent has been de- 
clared, pursuant to paragraph (1), to be 
affected with the public interest— 

(A) The Commission is hereby licensed 
to use the invention or discovery covered 
by such patent in performing any of its 
powers under this act; and 

(B) Any person to whom a license has been 
issued under section 7 is hereby licensed 
to use the invention or discovery covered 
by such patent to the extent such invention 
or discovery is used by him in carrying on 
the activities authorized by his license un- 
der section 7. 

The owner of the patent shall be entitled 
to a reasonable royalty fee for any use of 
an invention or discovery licensed by this 
subsection. Such royalty fee may be agreed 
upon by such owner and the licensee, or in 
the absence of such agreement shall be 
determined by the Commission. 

(3) No court shall have jurisdiction or 
power to stay, restrain, or otherwise en- 
join the use of any invention or discovery 
by a licensee, to the extent that such use 
is licensed by paragraph (2) above, on the 
ground of infringement of any patent. If 
fm any action for infringement against such 
licensee the court shall determine that the 
defendant is exercising such license, the 
measure of damages shall be the royalty fee 
determined pursuant to this section, together 
with such costs, interest, and reasonable at- 
torney’s fees as may be fixed by the court. 
If no royalty fee has been determined, the 
court shall stay the proceeding until the 
royalty fee is determined pursuant to this 
section. If any such licensee shall fail to 
pay such royalty fee, the patentee may bring 
an action in any court of competent juris- 
diction for such royalty fee, together with 
such costs, interest, and reasonable attorney's 
fees as may be fixed by the court. 

(d) Acquisition of patents: The Commis- 
sion is authorized to purchase, or to take, 
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requisition, or condemn, and make just com- 
pensation for, (1) any invention or discovery 
which is useful in the production of fission- 
able material or in the utilization of fission- 
able material or atomic energy for a mili- 
tary weapon, or which utilizes or is essential 
in the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy, or (2) any patent or patent 
application covering any such invention or 
discovery. The Commissioner of Patents 
shall notify the Commission of all applica- 
tions for patents heretofore or hereafter filed 
which in his opinion disclose such inven- 
tions or discoveries and shall provide the 
Commission access to all such applications. 

(e) Compensation awards; and royalties: 

(1) Patent compensation board: The Com- 
mission shall designate a Patent Compensa- 
tion Board, consisting of two or more em- 
ployees of the Commission, to consider ap- 
Plications under this subsection, 

(2) Eligibility: 

(A) Any owner of a patent licensed un- 
der subsection (c) (2) or any licensee there- 
under may make application to the Commis- 
sion for the determination of a reasonable 
royalty fee in accordance with such pro- 
cedures as it by regulation may establish. 

(B) Any person seeking to obtain the just 
compensation provided in subsection (a), 
(b), or (d) shall make application therefor 
to the Commission in accordance with such 
procedures as it may by regulation establish. 

(C) Any person making any invention or 
discovery useful in the production of fission- 
able material or in the utilization of fission- 
able material or atomic energy for a military 
weapon who is not entitled to compensation 
therefor under subsection (a) and who has 
complied with subsection (a) (3) above may 
make application to the Commission for, and 
the Commission may grant an award. 

(D) Any person making application un- 
der this subsection shall have the right to 
be represented by counsel. 

(3) Standards: 

(A) In determining such reasonable roy- 
alty fee, the Commission shall take into 
consideration any defense, general or spe- 
cial, that might be pleaded by a defendant 
in an action for infringement, the extent 
to which, if any, such patent was developed 
through federally financed research, the de- 
gree of utility, novelty, and importance of 
the invention or discovery, and may consider 
the cost to the owner of the patent of de- 
veloping such invention or discovery or ac- 
quiring such patent. 

(B) In determining what constitutes just 
compensation under subsection (a), (b), or 
(d) above, the Commission shall take into 
account the considerations set forth in para- 
graph (A) above, and the actual use of such 
invention or discovery, and may determine 
that such compensation be paid in periodic 
payments or in a lump sum. 

(C) In determining the amount of any 
award under paragraph (2) (C) of this sub- 
section, the Commission shall take into ac- 
count the considerations set forth in para- 
graph (A) above, and the actual use of such 
invention or discovery. Awards so made 
may be paid by the Commission in periodic 
payments or in a lump sum. 

(4) Judicial review: Any person aggrieved 
by any determination of the Commission 
of an award or of a reasonable royalty fee 
may obtain a review of such determination 
in the Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia by filing in such court, within 30 
days after notice of such determination, a 
written petition praying that such deter- 
mination be set aside. A copy of such peti- 
tion shall be forthwith served upon the 
‘Commission and thereupon the Commission 
shall file with the court a certified transcript 
of the entire record in the proceeding, in- 
cluding the findings and conclusions upon 
which the determination was based. Upon 
‘the filing of such transcript the court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction upon the record 
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certified to it to afirm the determination 
in its entirety or set it aside and remand 
it to the Commission for further proceed- 
ings. The findings of the Commission as to 
the facts, if supported by substantial evi- 
dence, shall be conclusive. The court’s 
judgment shall be final, subject, however, 
to review by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon writ of certiorari on petition 
therefor under section 240 of the Judicial 
Code (U. S. C., title 28, sec. 347), by the 
Commission or any party to the court pro- 
ceeding. 


Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Etsron: On 
page 34, strike out section 11. 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

Mr. ELSTON. I yield. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
State it. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute for section 11 which, of course, is 
a perfecting amendment. It is my un- 
derstanding that the amendment could 
be offered and voted upon as a perfecting 
amendment before a vote is taken on the 
motion to strike out the section. 

The CHAIRMAN. It can be, if the 
gentleman desires to offer such an 
amendment. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
the amendment at the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELSTON. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. THOMASON. May I ask the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] and 
the gentleman from Missouri IMr. 
SHORT] whether we cannot reach some 
fair agreement as to a limitation of time 
on this section. 

Mr. SHORT. The gentleman will find 
us both cooperative, sir. 

Mr. THOMASON. Then, Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that de- 
bate’ on this section and all amendments 
thereto close in 30 minutes. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, it will be recalled 
that I spoke in general debate at some 
length with reference to what I conceive 
to be the effects of section 11. In present- 
ing the substitute amendment for sec- 
tion 11, I should probably like to have a 
little more than 5 minutes in order to 
make a proper presentation. I would 
like probably 10 minutes. 

Mr. THOMASON. May I say I am 
certainly not disposed toward cutting 
anyone off from having a fair amount 
of time. 

Mr. LANHAM. I would like to have 10 
minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. THOMASON. If I amend my re- 
quest to limit debate to 40 minutes, that 
will probably give the gentleman an extra 
5 minutes. We are just trying to save 
time. 

Mr. SHORT. None of us have any pur- 
pose or desire to limit debate unduly so 
far as anyone is concerned. But since 
the gentleman from Texas spoke on this 
section the day before yesterday and the 
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gentleman from Illinois spoke yesterday, 
it seems to me they covered the ground 
pretty thoroughly at that time. I hope 
we can set a limit on debate. 

Mr. LANHAM. May I say to the gen- 
tleman that I did not speak, however, in 
explanation of the details of the amend- 
ment I am going to offer as a substitute. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
and I shall not object, in glancing around 
the Chamber I wonder whether I may 
be the only Member who is going to speak 
in defense of the provisions of the bill 
unless members of the committee intend 
to do so. 

Mr. THOMASON. No; the gentleman 
from California will not be the only one. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that debate on this section and all 
amendments thereto close in 45 minutes 
and that the acting chairman of the 
committee have the last 5 minutes. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, is it the under- 
standing that I will have 10 minutes to 

make an explanation of the substitute 
for the section? 

Mr. THOMASON. If the gentleman 
from Texas asks unanimous consent to 
be given that additional time, I certainly 
shall not object. I hope it would not be 
setting a precedent. 

Mr. . I may not use all of it, 
but I would like to have that understand- 

ing connected with the request. 

Mr. THOMASON. May I say to my 
colleague I would not object. 

The Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas that debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto close in 45 
minutes? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, I do so to re- 
quest of the committee if it is thought 
possible to finish the bill tonight. Are 
you driving to finish tonight? 

Mr. THOMASON. We certainly will 
drive as fast as we can. I cannot com- 
mit the House or the Committee on that. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this section and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 45 minutes, with 
the acting chairman, or somebody whom 
he may designate, to have the last 5 
minutes. 

The question was taken, and the mo- 
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
ee inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. ~ 

Mr. HINSHAW. The time being lim- 
ited to 45 minutes does not include the 
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
ELSTON], does it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. It does not include the time. 

Each Member will be recognized for 
3 minutes. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. EL- 
STON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, if sec- 
tion 11 is permitted to remain in this bill, 
it will completely void our existing patent 
system. The only testimony presented to 
the Military Affairs Committee on this 
phase of the bill was by Mr. Conder C, 
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Henry, who for 17 years was the chief 
examiner of patent applications in the 
United States Patent Office, and for 5 
years was Assistant United States Patent 
Commissioner. In his appearance before 
our committee, Mr. Henry represented the 
American Bar Association and the House 
Committee on Patents, being a member 
of the committee’s National Advisory 
Committee. As Assistant Commissioner 
of Patents during the war, Mr. Henry 
issued a large part of the security orders 
which were issued under the law in ap- 
Plication for patents. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Will the gen- 
tleman tell us who Mr. Henry was em- 
ployed by? 

Mr. ELSTON. You can read the hear- 
ings and find that out. 

You will note from his testimony that 
hundreds of inventions used on the Man- 
hattan project were made by private in- 
ventors. Yet the security of the Nation 
and the interests of the Government were 
fully safeguarded. Notwithstanding this 
demonstration of the adequacy of our 
present laws from the standpoint of se- 
curity, we are asked to scrap a system 
upon which a great part of our indus- 
trial economy has been created. In its 
place it is urged that we adopt a system 
which is paralleled only by the patent 
laws of Soviet Russia. About the only 
difference is that in Soviet Russia an in- 
ventor may have his name placed in the 
Labor Book, which gives him a priority 
for a position as a scientific worker. Un- 
der this bill the inventor would receive 
whatever royalty fee might be awarded 
by the Patent Compensation Board con- 
sisting of two or more employees of the 
Commission. In making application for 
his royalty fee, the sponsors of this un- 
American system have magnanimously 
provided that an applicant for a patent 
may be represented by counsel. I have 
examined the hearings before the Senate 
committee, which our committee was 
told need not be supplemented, and while 
I find that such persons as Mr. Harold 
L. Ickes, Mr. Henry Wallace, a radio 
commentator, and various and sundry 
professors and scientists were called as 
witnesses, only one person presuming to 
know anything about our patent laws ap- 
pears to have testified. He made the 
statement that— 

The provision of our Constitution for the 
granting of exclusive rights, which has served 
so admirably in the past, should be con- 


tinued with respect to this new art, in order 
that the development thereof may not be 


hampered, 


Mr. Chairman, I submit that section 
11 of this bill violates both the spirit and 
the letter of the Constitution, as ex- 
pressed in its due-process-of-law provi- 
sion, as well as in article I, section 8, 
clause 8, which provides: 

The Congress shall have * * power 
to promote the program of science and use- 
ful arts by securing for limited times for 


authors and inventors the exclusive right to 


their respective writings and discoveries, 


In the minority views of the committee 
we have cited a number of Supreme 
Som decisions interpreting these con» 

tutional provisions, Let me quote 


from just one of them, Solomons v. U. S. 
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(137 U. S. 342, 346), in which the Court 
said: 

The Government has no more power to ap- 
propriate a man’s property invested in a pat- 
ent than it has to take his property invested 
in real estate, 


As a revolutionary departure from the 
present patent system, the bill provides 
in section 11 that inventions and discov- 
eries in the following fields shall not in 
the future be patentable: 

First. The production of fissionable 
material; 

Second. The utilization of fissionable 
material or atomic energy for a military 
weapon; 

Third. Inventions to the extent used 
in the conduct of research or develop- 
ment activities in the fields specified in 
section 3 of the bill. 

With respect to each of the foregoing 
three fields any patent that has already 
been granted would be revoked in whole 
or in part, that is to the extent that any 
such invention or discovery is so used in 
these fields. Section 11 also provides 
that in the future no patent shall be 
granted for those three fields. 

For removing patent protection in the 
field of the production of fissionable ma- 
terial and in the field of utilization of 
fissionable material or atomic energy for 
military weapon, the report of the Senate 
committee gives the following reasons: 

The committee concluded that private 
patents can play no role in the field of 
activity reserved exclusively for the Govern- 
ment. For this reason and to eliminate risk 
of disclosure of restricted information, risk 
which would be certain to arise under nor- 
mal patent procedure, the bill provides that 
invention and discovery in these fields shall 
not be patentable matter. 


Heretofore inventions useful solely or 
largely fcr governmental purposes, as, 
for example, military weapons, have been 
the subject matter of patents. Some of 
the most important of such inventions 
have been developed by independent in- 
ventors. It would be unwise to change 
a practice which for approximately 150 
years has proven to be advantageous to 
the Government as well as to private in- 
ventors. 

As to the reason for removing these in- 
ventions from the field of patentable sub- 
ject matter given by the committee’s re- 
port; namely, to eliminate risk of dis- 
closure of restricted information such 
removal of the inventions from patent- 
able subject matter is an inadequate and 
an ineffectual means for effectuating that 
purpose. The present law does that much 
more effectively. I refer to the act of 
October 6, 1917 (40 Stat. 934, U. S. C., title 
35, sec. 42), which provides as follows: 

Whenever the publication or disclosure of 
an invention by the granting of a patent 
might, in the opinion of the Commissioner 
of Patents, be detrimental to the public safe- 
ty or defense he may order that the invention 
be kept secret and withhold the grant of 
a patent for such period or periods as in his 
opinion the national interest requires: Pro- 
vided, That the invention disclosed in the 
application for said patent may be held 
abandoned upon it being established before 
or by the Commissioner that in violation of 
said order said invention has been published 
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or disclosed or that an application for a pat- 
ent therefor has been filed in a foreign 
country by the inventor or his assigns or 
legal representatives, without the consent or 
approval of the Commissioner of Patents. 
When an applicant whose patent is with- 
held as herein provided and who faithfully 
obeys the order of the Commissioner of Pat- 
ents above referred to shall tender his in- 
vention to the Government of the United 
States for its use, he shall, if and when he 
ultimately receives a patent, have the right 
to sue for compensation to begin from the 
date of the use of the invention by the Gov- 
ernmeht: Provided, That the Secretary of War 
or the Secretary of the Navy or the chief of- 
ficer of any established defense agency of 
the United States, as the case may be, is 
authorized to enter into an agreement with 
the said applicant in full settlement and 
compromise for the damage accruing to him 
by reason of the order of secrecy, and for the 
use of the invention by the Government. 


It is true that section 2 of the above 
quoted act makes no provision for se- 
crecy during the times of peace, since it 
merely provides that the act “shall re- 
main in force during the time when the 
United States is at war.” It would seem 
far more effective, if it is desired to pre- 
vent premature disclosure, to do so by 
making the above quoted act effective at 
all times so far as the production of fis- 
sionable material and of the utilization 
of fissionable material for military weap- 
ons is concerned. 

Section 11, in addition to providing as 
above stated, that patents already issued 
in these fields shall be revoked, further 
provides that where the invention has 
not been already patented, the inventor 
“shall file with the Commission a re- 
port containing a complete description 
thereof unless such invention is described 
in an application filed in the Patent Office 
by the inventor.” It still further pro- 
vides that, in case the report shall be 
filed within a specified time, the inventor 
may make application to the Commission 
for an award for his invention. Pro- 
vision is made for a Patent Compensation 
Board to determine what such award 
shall be. 

Such provision for an award would 
throw an almost insufferable burden up- 
on the Patent Compensation Board. A 
person thinking he has possibly made 
an invention could disclose the same to 
the Board and seek an award without 
being under any expense in so doing. 
The Commission would, therefore, un- 
doubtedly have a large number of im- 
practical schemes submitted to it for 
consideration. ‘The person submitting 
his alleged invention would have nothing 
to lose in case his invention is turned 
down. Moreover, past experience has 
shown that failure to appreciate an in- 
vention at the time it is made, or at any 
time soon thereafter, is quite likely to 
happen. The vast importance of such 
inventions as the telephone and the 
modern vacuum tube went without prop- 
er appreciation until long experience and 
development activities by private enter- 
prise demonstrated their importance. 

If a Patent Compensation Board has 
had to pass upon these and other inven- 
tions of major importance, such Board 
would undoubtedly have failed to recom- 
mend the very considerable awards which 
should have been due to the inventors. 
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It would be far better and more equitable 
to allow the grant of the patent and leave 
to the future the determination of the 
amount of compensation to which the in- 
ventor is justly entitled. That is, let 
the Government, as at present, exercise 
eminent domain and pay just compen- 
sation for what it actually takes; and 
not engage in speculation as to whether 
the invention is or is not valuable, and 
if so, to what extent. 

No good reason is seen for departing 
from our present patent system and 
adopting an “award” system akin to the 
practice in Russia. Such award would 
not be as satisfactory an incentive as 
the present patent grant and all too 
frequently would result in an award given 
where it is not deserved and being with- 
held where it is actually due. 

The other field which section 11 would 
remove from patent protection is that 
of research. As to this section 11 (b) 
provides— 

No patent hereafter granted shall confer 
any rights with respect to any invention 
or discovery to the extent that such inven- 
tion or discovery is used in the conduct of 
research or development activities in the 
fields specified in section 8. Any rights con- 
ferred by any patent heretofore granted for 
any invention or discovery are hereby re- 
voked to the extent that such invention or 
discovery is so used, and just compensation 
shall be made therefor. 


The fields specified in section 3 in 
which no patents will be granted for use 
of inventions in the conduct of research 
and development are as follows: 

(a) Nuclear processes; 

(b) The theory of production of atomic 
energy including processes, materials, 
and devices related to such production; 

(c) Utilization of fissionable and ra- 
dio-active materials for medical, biolog- 
ical, health, or military purposes or util- 
ization of fissionable or radio-active 
materials and process entailed in the pro- 
duction of such material for all other 
purposes, including industrial uses; and 

(d) The protection of health during 
research and production activities. 

In view of the fact that atomic energy 
is defined to mean “all forms of energy 
released in the course of or as a result of 
nuclear fission or nuclear transforma- 
tion,” the fields above specified prac- 
tically include, in language at least, 
everything in the universe. As stated in 
the Secretary of State’s report on the In- 
ternational Control of Atomic Energy 
“almost all sources of the energy used on 
earth come to us from the sunlight which 
this great atomic energy plant provides.” 
Even if these fields are limited to man- 
made production of atomic energy, the 
provisions of the bill are entirely too 
sweeping. 

As is well known, many important in- 
dustries are engaged in the manufacture 
and sale of research instruments which 
are useful only, or to a large extent, in 
the conduct of research and development 
activities. The bill would provide that 
no patents would be granted in the fu- 
ture for such inventions and that patent 
protection already granted therefore 
would be revoked: No provision is made 
even for an award for inventions in these 
fields. The bill would thus place these 
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highly important kinds of invention 
without the pale of patent protection 
without any protection whatsoever in 
the future; and would destroy the in- 
centive of inventors and industry to 
spend time and money in the develop- 
ment and commercialization of instru- 
mentalities indispensable in research and 
development work. 

I wish to emphasize the fact that the 
taking away from patent owners the 
rights they now possess in the field of re- 
search and development and giving them 
to private enterprise, even to competitive 
enterprises, is not the Government’s ex- 
ercise of eminent domain for which just 
compensation should be made. On the 
contrary, it is depriving a person of his 
property without due process of law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Mar- 
TIN] is recognized. 

PATENT LEGISLATION SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED 

AT PRESENT IN ATOMIC ENERGY CONTROL ACT 


Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
the patent provisions in section 11 of the 
McMahon bill, S. 1717, represent a com- 
plete departure from the fundamental 
and basic principles of the United States 
patent system. Such changes could be 
defended only on the grounds that the 
present system is unable to cope with 
the future. Such fears would appear to 
be groundless since other provisions of 
the bill are ample to protect the national 
safety and the public interest. 

The fundamental or basic principles 
of our patent laws are grounded in the 
constitutional provision giving Congress 
the power to promote the progress of 
science and the useful arts and granting 
to inventors exclusive rights to their in- 
ventions for a limited time. Those basic 
principles have been almost universally 
recognized as of great importance, and 
have been emphasized by the Supreme 
Court in numerous decisions during the 
last 100 years. They were restated by 
the United States Supreme Court on Jan- 
uary 8, 1945, in the Glass Industry Case 
(323 U. S. 415). Among those basic prin- 
ciples are: 

First. The exclusive right granted by 
a patent for a limited time is merely the 
right to exclude others from making, 
using, or selling the patented invention. 
The patent gives no right to make, use, 
or sell the invention and any such right 
that the patentee may have is a com- 
mon-law right in nowise dependent upon 
the patent laws. The right to exclude 
others is the exclusive right provided 
for by the Constitution and is distinc- 
tive of our patent system. 

Second., Patents are property. Since 
patents are property they should receive 
the same protection as is given to other 
forms of property and any provision 
for compulsory sharing of that prop- 
erty with others, such as by compulsory 
licensing, is inimical to our system of 
private enterprise. 

In considering proposals for revising 
our patent system such as is provided in 
section 11 of this bill, it is especially im- 
portant that these two basic funda- 
mental principles be borne in mind in 
order that, not even unwittingly, shall 
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these distinct and beneficent features 
of our patent system be destroyed. 

During the last 12 years there have 
been three major committees or commis- 
sions appointed under Government au- 
thority to make reports with respect to 
our patent system; namely, the Science 
Advisory Board Committee, which made 
its report in 1935; the Temporary Na- 
tional Economic Committee, which made 
its final report in 1941; and the National 
Patent Planning Commission, which 
made the first of its reports in 1943. 
Each of these committees issued warn- 
ings and made strong recommendations 
against any revolutionary changes in the 
patent system. 

The Science Advisory Board Commit- 
tee stated: 

Modifications should be entered upon care- 
fully without destroying any vital part of 
the structure, 


And further that— 


The patent system in the past has been 
one of the primary influences in shaping 
American industrial life, and it has assisted 
enormously in the development of the coun- 

* © *, Radical changes in such a 
system should, of course, not be undertaken 
without serious and careful consideration. 


The Temporary National Economic 
Committee in its final report stated: 

The Temporary National Economic Com- 
mittee rejoices in the endless march of dis- 
covery, invention, and innovation which has 
made possible the relatively high level of 
living enjoyed in the United States. 


The chairman of the Committee, Sen- 
ator O’MaHOoNEY, gave out a statement 
in which he said: 


1) * + * inventors and business still 
need the protection and stimulation of 
patents. 

* . . . . 


(7) There was practically unanimous agree- 
ment among the witnesses that Congress, by 
the enactment of the patent law, has given 
this country a system far superior to that 
which exists in any other country. 


The National Patent Planning Com- 
mission in its report stated: 

This system has accomplished all that the 
framers of the Constitution intended. It is 
the only provision of the Government for 
the promotion of invention and discovery 
and is the basis upon which our entire in- 
dustrial civilization rests, 


It further stated that— 


The basic principles of the present system 
should be preserved. 


In April 1945, President Truman asked 
the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Wallace, 
to undertake a study of the operation 
and effectiveness of the patent laws and 
their relation to the purposes of the 
antitrust laws and postwar economy, 
and to submit recommendations respect- 
ing legislative proposals. A patent sur- 
vey committee appointed for that pur- 
pose has since then been busily engaged 
in undertaking the work laid out for it 
which, of course, embraces a considera- 
tion of proposals such as are found in 
section 11 of the present bill. No reason 
is apparent meanwhile for hasty action 
by Congress upon the vital patent ques- 
tions involved. 
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Patent provisions should not be intro- 
duced in the bill unless there is an ex- 
treme urgency for so doing. Especially 
provisions which are of a revolutionary 
character should not be considered ex- 
cept after ample opportunity has been 
given for their careful consideration, 
Such drastic patent legislation should, 
of course, be referred to the congres- 
sional committees on patents, which are 
especially qualified to evaluate such 
provisions. 

Other provisions of the bill by which 
the Commission is given authority to 
control all uses of fissionable material, 
including use not merely for military 
purposes, and for research and industrial 
purposes as well, render any further 
control through patents absolutely un- 
necessary. 

For example, section 5, paragraph 2, 
vests in the Government ownership of all 
fissionable materials, 

Section 5, paragraph 4, authorizes and 
directs the Commission to distribute fis- 
sionable material or atomic energy ex- 
cept under and in accordance with the 
license issued by the Commission author- 
izing such manufacture, production, ex- 
port or utilization. 

Section 7 (c) especially provides 
where activities under any license might 
serve to maintain or to foster the growth 
of monopoly, restraint of trade, unlaw- 
ful competition, or other trade position 
inimical to the entry of new, freely com- 
petitive enterprises in the field, the 
Commission is authorized and directed 
to refuse to issue such licenses or to es- 
tablish such conditions to prevent these 
results as the Commission, in consulta- 
tion with the Attorney General, may 
determine. The Commission shall re- 
port promptly to the Attorney General 
any information it may have with re- 
spect to any utilization of fissionable 
materials or atomic energy which ap- 
pears to have these results. Under 
these provisions the Commission is not 
merely authorized but it is directed to 
prevent any monopolistic practices in 
this art by refusing or revoking licenses 
to enter this field, even for industrial 
purposes by those abusing the license 
rights. Even the license, if granted, is 
limited to 1 year. Certainly it clearly 
appears, therefore, that any necessity 
for special patent provisions is unneces- 
sary. 

Especially should no attempt be made 
to incorporate patent provisions in a law 
to further govern the use of atomic en- 
ergy in the fields of research or of the 
utilization of fissionable or radio-active 
materials for, medical, biological, or 
other industrial uses. Such uses are not 
materially different in kind from uses 
under patents granted nowadays for 
other classes of inventions. There is 
no necessity for patent legislation di- 
rected against the development of in- 
ventions in this new field of atomic 
energy. If subsequent experience indi- 
cates need in this field for special treat- 
ment other than elsewhere provided in 
the bill, Congress will be in a far better 
Position to enact legislation than it is 
now when at best so much is pure specu- 
lation as to any probable necessity 
therefor. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
LANHAM]. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LANHAM: Pages 
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40. Strike out all of the 
patent provisions commencing with line 5 
on page 34 down to and including line 18 on 
page 40 and substitute in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“Sec. 11. (a) The Commission is authorized 
to purchase, for the manufacture or use by 
or for the United States Government, any 
and all rights in and to any invention or dis- 
covery, or application for patent or patents 
thereon, relating to research on or the pro- 
duction of fissionable material or the utiliza- 
tion of fissionable material or atomic energy. 

“(b) The Commission is authorized to con- 
demn, and to determine and make just com- 
pensation for, any and all rights in and to any 
invention or discovery relating to research 
on or the production of fissionable materials 
or the utilization of fissionable materials or 
atomic energy that affects the national de- 
fense and security: Provided, however, That 
upon the determination by the Commission 
that the national defense or security is no 
longer involved, any and all rights in and to 
such invention or discovery shall revert to 
the owner, subject to a nonexclusive, irrey- 
ocable and nontransferable license in favor 
of the Government. 

“(c) When any person who has made an 
invention or discovery relating to research 
on or the production of fissionable material, 
or the utilization of fissionable materials or 
atomic energy and shail have filed an applica- 
tion for a patent thereon and shall have ten- 
dered his invention or discovery to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States for its use, he 
shall, if and when he ultimately receives a 
patent, have the right to sue for compensa- 
tion as provided for in this section, such 
right to compensation to begin from the date 
of any use of the invention by the Govern- 
ment: Provided, That the Commission is au- 
thorized to enter into and effect an agree- 
ment with said applicant in full settlement 
and compromise for the use of his invention 
by the Government. 

“(d) If any person is dissatisfied with the 
determination of the Commission as to just 
compensation, he may have his remedy by 
filing a suit in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia, if filed 
within 6 months after such determination; 
and such court, on notice to the Commis- 
sion and other due procedures had, may 
thereupon determine the amount of the com- 
pensation to be paid such person, as the facts 
in the case may appear: Provided, That in any 
such suit the United States may avail itself 
of any and all defenses, general and special, 
that might be pleaded by a defendant in an 
action for infringement, as set forth in title 
60 of the revised statutes, or otherwise. Any 
final judgment rendered against the Commis- 
sion under any provision of this section shall 
have like force and effect as a money judg- 
ment rendered against the United States by 
the Court of Claims in a suit in respect of 
which the United States has expressly agreed 
to be sued; and the amount of any such final 
Judgment shall be paid out of any appro- 
priation applicable to the case, if any such 
there be; and when no such appropriation 
exists, said judgment shall be paid in the 
same manner as judgments rendered by the 
Court of Claims in cases under its general 
jurisdiction, 

“(e) Any party aggrieved by any final 
judgment in a proceeding under this sec- 
tion may appeal therefrom to the Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia, and upon 
such appeal said court shall have power to 
review said judgment and affirm, revoke, or 
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modify the same as upon appeals in other 
actions at law. 

“(f) Attorneys appointed by the Commis- 
sion may appear for and represent the Com- 
mission before any Government agency or 
judicial tribunal with respect to any and all 
invention, patent, and research matters in 
which the Commission is involved, 

“(g) Any person who has made, or here- 
after makes, any invention or discovery util- 
izing fissionable materials or atomic energy 
designed or specially adapted for use as or in 
a military weapon, shall file with the Com- 
mission a report containing a complete de- 
scription thereof. The report covering any 
such invention or discovery shall be filed on 
or before whichever of the following is the 
latest: (1) The sixtieth day after the date of 
enactment of this act; (2) The sixtieth day 
after completion of such invention or dis- 
covery; or (3) the sixtieth day after such 
person first discovers, or first has reason to 
believe that such invention or discovery is 
specially useful as or in such a weapon.” 


Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? © 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I am very anxious to hear a more com- 
plete discussion by the gentleman from 
Texas than he can give in his allotted 
time. I ask unanimous consent that my 
remarks may be inserted immediately 
following the remarks of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Exston], and that I may 
yield my time to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LANHAM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
just as much opposed to section 11 as the 
gentleman from Ohio who offered an 
amendment to strike it out. I spoke in 
general debate citing reasons why the 
adoption of section 11 as it appears in 
the bill would abolish our patent system 
upon which the progress of this country 
has depended. 

The reason I am offering my amend- 
ment rather than supporting the one 
striking out the section is that if this 
bill should pass and go to the conference 
committee, that committee probably 
would reinsert section 11; then we would 
have no option upon its return to this 
body except to vote for or against section 
11 


Mr. Chairman, may I say that the 
amendment which I have offered has the 
approval of the gentleman who has been 
the adviser in patent matters in con- 
nection with atomic energy from the very 
beginning; it has the approval of the 
National Patent Council, the small man- 
ufacturers of this country; it has the 
approval of the patent section of the 
American Bar Association; it has the ap- 
proval of the American Patent Law Asso- 
ciation, and it will not in any way injure 
our patent system and its protection and 
promotion. It will give to this Commis- 
sion in all fairness every right which it 
should receive. 

In addition to the approval of those 
whom I have mentioned, I received on 
yesterday this letter from the president 
of the New York Patent Law Associa- 
tion. 
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He writes as follows: 


THE New York 
Parent Law ASSOCIATION, 


July 17, 1946. 
Hon. Fxrrz G, LANHAM, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
Re: McMahon atomic energy bill. 

Dear Sır: It is generally believed that the 
field of atomic energy is destined to be one 
of great commercial and industrial import- 
ance, possibly competing with or supplant- 
ing coal, oil, gas or water power, in addi- 
tion to its obvious military and international 
aspects. 

It is of fundamental importance that the 
incentives to invention and practical de- 
velopment provided by our patent system 
should not be jettisoned in this new indus- 
trial fleld. Yet the pending McMahon bill, 
S. 1717, and its companion, H. R. 6179, which 
have never had the benefit of consideration 
by the Patents Committee of either the Sen- 
ate or the House, would virtually abolish the 
patent system in this new field. 

It is not commonly appreciated that these 
bills go far beyond the military and inter- 
national aspects of atomic energy and in- 
clude the entire industrial field—section 1 on 
policy includes all industrial and commercial 
phases of improving the public welfare and 
increasing the standard of living; section 
7 giving the Government licensing power, 
covers all uses of atomic energy whether for 
military or for industrial purposes; the bill 
throughout refers not only to fissionable ma- 
terial such as used in the atomic bomb but 
also to atomic energy broadly, even though 
usable solely for industrial purposes, 

Similarly the patent provisions limiting or 
abolishing patent rights are drawn to cover 
all aspects of atomic energy—section 11a re- 
lates to production and military utilization; 
section 11b refers to research; section 110 
refers to nonmilitary utilization. 

1. In the military field (where, under ex- 
isting and time-tested law, there is no ques- 
tion that patents could not interfere with 
the activities of the Government or its con- 
tractors) the important incentives provided 
by patents are abolished by prohibiting the 
grant of all patent rights and substituting 
a system of awards to be made by a spe- 
cially created Government board. This board, 
acting in advance of the event, would have 
no basis for determining value as does the 
Court of Claims which makes an award after 
the event; nor would this board have any 
basis for determining priority among rival 
claimants, as does the Patent Office under the 
patent system. 

2. In the research and commercial fields 
important incentives of patents are abolished 
by the institution of a system of compul- 
sory licensing. The Congress has consistently 
and for many years rejected efforts to es- 
tablish compulsory licensing of patents. The 
public interest underlying this policy is well 
understood by the Patent Committees of 
both the Senate and the House and applies 
to all industrial fields including that of 
atomic energy. 

I urge on all the Members of the Congress 
that the patent provisions (sec. 11) of this 
bill should be deleted before its passage. 

Very truly yours, 
R. Morton ADAMS, 
President. 


Mr. Chairman, I repeat that this 
amendment which I have offered as a 
substitute has the approval of those who 
are interested in our patent laws and our 
patent system and in the preservation of 
the privileges rightfully granted to in- 
ventors in the Constitution and that 
have been preserved by the legislative 
bodies of this Government since our Re- 
public first began. 
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What does this amendment do that I 
have offered? It allows this Commission 
by purchase or by condemnation to ac- 
quire any patent that it needs or any ap- 
plication for patent or any invention that 
it needs. It provides that in case it ac- 
quires a patent and discovers after a 
while that it is not useful with reference 
to atomic energy, it can retain a non- 
exclusive, nontransferable license for the 
use of it and transfer the patent back to 
the owner. It is impossible to conceive, 
when a patent is first issued or first ap- 
plied for, what the ramifications of its 
use and success may be during the 17 
years that the patent exists. Certainly, 
the patent owner should not be forever 
deprived of the advantages of his patent 
in industry and in the activities of civil 
life, and there is no reason for the Com- 
mission to keep it beyond the time that 
it is useful for the purposes set forth in 
this bill. 

It provides that, if the compensation 
that is awarded by the Commission is not 
adequate in the judgment of the patent 
owner, he may have his day in court to 
determine that, and that he may have, in 
the case of dissatisfaction, an appeal to 
the Court of Appeals in order that his 
proper compensation for the time his 
patent is used may be fixed. Surely, all 
that we want to do is to give this Com- 
mission the right to the use of the pat- 
ents that it needs and the patents that it 
can make of service in the promotion of 
atomic energy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, my 
name is on the list for time. I ask unani- 
mous consent that my time be given to 
the gentleman from Texas, who is so well 
acquainted and so conversant with the 
matter of patents. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment gives the Commission the 
right to acquire any patent that it may 
need, and it also preserves our patent 
system and does not permit compulsory 
licensing and the undermining and the 
abolishment of the incentives to Ameri- 
can ingenuity and inventive genius upon 
which the prosperity of our country has 
been founded. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under the gentle- 
man’s amendment, is there a provision 
that permits voluntary licensing? 

Mr. LANHAM. The Government may 
acquire any patent. It may acquire by 
negotiation voluntary licensing from the 
patent owner, if that is what it wishes, 
or it may acquire his patent ownership 
outright, with the provision that for 
proper compensation it can use his pat- 
ent while it is effective for the purposes 
of the act, and when no longer effective 
in that way in the opinion of the Com- 
mission it reverts to the owner in order 
that he may get the use that he should 
get, with a license retained by the Gov- 
ernment. 
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Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. JENNINGS. It is fortunate, I 
think, for the House that we have among 
us a man with the ability and thorough 
and comprehensive knowledge of the 
patent laws of this country that the dis- 
tinguished gentleman who is now ad- 
dressing us has. I feel that we ought 

to go along with him on this amendment. 

Mr. LANHAM. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

This is a detailed and technical matter. 
I have been on the Committee on Patents 
for more than 20 years. This section 
has been handled by a committee not 
familiar with it. You may take my word 
for it that, unless you want to abolish 
our patent system, unless you want to 
cripple and destroy the incentive for 
American ingenuity to give expression to 
itself in inventions that will promote the 
progress of our country, you should adopt 
this amendment, which the people inter- 
ested in patents approve, and preserve 
this fundamental system of our Nation. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. All the patents when they 
are granted are made available for per- 
sons to come and inspect. Under the 
gentleman’s amendment would patents 
that were held by the Commission be 
open for public inspection and knowl- 
edge? 

Mr. LANHAM. Provision is made for 
keeping secret those that are primarily 
useful for national defense. Asa matter 
of fact, I am the author of the law that 
provides that. The War Department 
and the Navy Department have their 
own research counsel with reference to 
patents, who work with the Patent Com- 
missioner and his office, and whatever 
they discover is kept secret if it 
should be. 

Mr. JUDD, Those provisions would 
apply under the gentleman’s amend- 
ment? 

Mr. LANHAM, Those provisions would 
apply. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 3 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. But the 
holder of a patent or the person who 
applies for a patent would have to reg- 
ister that patent, would he not? 

Mr. LANHAM. The Commission under 
this amendment may even take an appli- 
cation for a patent before the patent is 
ever granted. The Commission has the 
right to get an invention before it has 
ever reached the patent stage, from the 
standpoint of applications, or it may get 
inventions for which patents have not 
even been applied for. 

Let us preserve our patent system and 
not adopt a section devised by some one 
unknown that would destroy and abolish 
the fundamental basis of our progress. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
WHITE]. 
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Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, we are 
dealing with one of the fundamental 
principles of our Government, the ad- 
vancement of science. Anybody who re- 
views the history of the United States 
cannot fail to be impressed with what 
the advancement of science through the 
national patents policy has done for this 
country. If I were asked to state which 
building in this country houses the most 
important office of the Government, the 
office that is more responsible for the 
preeminent position attained by our 
Government among world powers, I 
would point to the Patent Office. I would 
go back to the invention of the cotton 
gin, the steamboat, steel, and all the in- 
ventions that have placed us in that pre- 
eminent position abreast of and ahead 
of the rest of the world. I subscribe to 
everything said by the gentleman from 
Texas who preceded me. 

Let me read from a release from the 
National Patent Council, sent to the of- 
fice of every Congressman: 

“The McMahon atomic energy bill (S. 1717) 
reflects the blind arrogance of bureaucracy 
gone mad,” declared John W. Anderson, 
spokesman for small business, today. “The 
bill would drive American inventive diligence 
underground. It would create a vast black 
market in dangerous atomic inventions. Se- 
cret agents of foreign governments would 
find United States inventors cringing from 
the harsh treatment threatened by their own 
Government. Fear and resentment would 
lead to secret deals in which alien agents 
would get the inventions for black cash.” 


I read further from this release: 

“The patent provisions of this bill,” he 
said, “are so totally un-American and un- 
constitutional that all industry was amazed 
and aroused last week to learn that the 
House Committee on Military Affairs had re- 
ported it out favorably in the face of violent 
protests from industry and others.” 


If there is anything we should be 
jealous of and if there is anything we 
should protect, it is the right of the in- 
dividual citizen of this country to be re- 
warded for his inventive genius. We 
should foster the advancement of sci- 
ence by protecting the right of patent- 
ing inventions, 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HINSHAW]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, in the 
event the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] is not agreed 
to, I have at the Clerk’s desk an amend- 
ment at line 11, page 35, which adds the 
words before the period “and just com- 
pensation shall be made therefor.” In 
items Nos. 1 and 2 on page 34, it is pro- 
vided in each case that just compensation 
shall be made. In item 3, however, which 
does not refer to a patent but to a mere 
invention or discovery useful in the pro- 
duction of fissionable material, the dis- 
coverer or inventor is required to report 
to the Commission within 60 days giving 
a full description thereof but no reward 
whatsoever is provided in the text of the 
bill. It seems to me that must have been 
an oversight on the part of the Senate 
committee or on the part of the House 
committee. I trust that in the event 
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the amendment proposed by the gentle- 
man from Texas is not agreed to, the 
committee will agree to the insertion of 
the language I propose. I do not exactly 
see how you can, by law, force any man 
who has made a discovery or invention 
for which no patent application has been 
made, to disclose his discovery to the 
Commission if he does not want to, until 
he should perhaps attempt to put his dis- 
covery or invention into practice. Cer- 
tainly, to attempt by law to force him to 
make disclosure without reward is carry- 
ing things pretty far into the nebulous 
realms. I wonder what starry-eyed 
dreamer wrote this provision in subsec- 
tion (3). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. FOLGER]. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
rather difficult, in fact, impossible, to 
analyze the substitute amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas. I 
have felt in reading the provisions of sec- 
tion 11 that the ultimate purpose of all 
the provisions of that section were not to 
discourage inventive genius or to destroy 
patent provisions, but to recognize them 
as having a legitimate place in our econ- 
omy and in the world as well and that 
that very provision is to encourage dis- 
covery and inventive genius and provide 
that compensation might be made. I ap- 
prehend that the framers of this section 
feel about the matter as I feel, that this 
is not something set up to be exploited by 
men in order to create discoveries and 
inventions which they may consider to be 
commercially advantageous to them- 
selves. It is not a money-making propo- 
sition. It is something that is not going 
to be cornered by a few men. If atomic 
energy outside its military value amounts 
to as much as many of our people think 
it will, it is largely something that has 
been discovered and paid for by the peo- 
ple of the United States of America. I 
cannot understand why it is thought that 
the handling of this subject as it is han- 
dled in section 11 of the bill would have 
any effect upon the patent laws and 
rights of men in discoveries and inven- 
tions-in this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SAVAGE]. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, the 
Constitution says that “the Congress has 
the right to promote the progress of sci- 
ence and useful arts by securing for lim- 
ited times to authors and inventors the 
exclusive right to their respective writ- 
ings and discoveries.” 

I, like the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. FoLGER], want to point out that 
it was the American people who spent 
about $2,000,000,000 for the discovery of 
atomic energy. I think the people have 
as much right to the control of this dan- 
gerous entity as any private corporation. 
I do not see that it affects our patent 
laws. This is an exception to the patent 
laws. 

I also want to point out that many cor- 
porations in the United States are now 
destroying initiative when they hire 
workers. Before you can go on the pay 
roll you have to sign a statement that the 
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patent on anything you invent while 
working for that company shall be the 
property of the corporation, and the man 
gets no compensation of any kind for the 
invention. They are destroying initia- 
tive themselves. 

I think that may very well apply to 
atomic energy. A corporation that re- 
quires its employees to sign over to the 
corporation all patent rights on any- 
thing the employee might invent or dis- 
cover will also require scientists in their 
employ to sign a waiver, then what be- 
comes of your incentive? There is more 
incentive in the bill as it now is than 
there will be if either amendment is 
adopted. The bill as is would compen- 
sate an inventor, but if amended there 
will be no compensation for the inventor 
from anybody. If it is incentive you are 
after you had better kill these amend- 
ments. 

I am opposed to both of the pending 
amendments, the one offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] and 
also the amendment to strike out the 
entire section 11. I think it is too dan- 
gerous to make public the records of 
atomic energy. I do not believe there is 
anything wrong with holding these 
secrets. If they are going to be kept 
secrets, let us not make public records 
in the Patent Office of inventions re- 
garding atomic energy. 

We, by our votes on these amendments, 
are going to place the control of these 
vital patents in the hands of the Gov- 
ernment or in the hands of corporations. 
We cannot trust corporations with such 
vital secrets. I can still remember, and 
so can you, that Standard Oil, just prior 
to the war, made a deal with Hitler that 
if Hitler would keep the patents for syn- 
thetic gasoline out of this country Stand- 
ard Oil would attempt to prevent the 
development of synthetic rubber in the 
United States. Hitler believed that if he 
could deprive us of rubber tires it would 
mean our defeat. You know how crucial 
the rubber situation became during the 
war and it is not entirely cleared up yet. 
Was the Standard Oil Co. thinking of 
the welfare of the country or was it 
thinking of a monopoly in the oil busi- 
ness? You know the answer to that one. 
Furthermore this happened at a time 
when the country’s supply of crude oil 
was running low with less than a 20-year 
supply remaining. 

What about the Anaconda Copper Co. 
whose officials were convicted of produc- 
ing inferior copper wire for the American 
soldiers to use on the battle fronts? How 
many men did that company kill? How 
would you like to turn the atomic bomb 
secrets over to that Garsson outfit which 
the Senate now has on the carpet? Too 
many people in Congress have profititis. 
They want some outfit to make a profit 
on everything but those same Members 
can seldom see the need for anything for 
the people, 

This Seventy-ninth Congress is really 
doing a job for the country, this atomic 
bomb control bill is butchered up now 
about as bad as the OPA bill. 

I hope these amendments will be de- 
feated. I hope all the amendments that 
have been adopted here in the Commit- 
tee of the Whole will be defeated when 
we report the bill back to the House. I 
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do not want to see the control of atomic 
energy turned over to the Army nor to 
the corporations. I want to see the bill 
passed substantially as it came from the 
Senate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Gwin] for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. GWINN of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, the debate has made clear that so 
long as we are at war or threatened with 
war the military secret of atomic bomb- 
ing should remain exactly where it is. 

The armed forces are better guardians 
of military secrets than any political 
commission. Treasonable conduct re- 
garding a military secret is subject to 
immediate court martial. This need for 
top military secrecy takes precedence, 
therefore, for the time being over any 
consideration of peacetime use of atomic 
energy for industrial development. We 
hope that the tense international situa- 
tion will change in 6 months. Until then, 
this bill should be recommitted to the 
Military Affairs Committee for further 
study. 

When this atomic discovery is no longer 
a secret, and peace and international 
order are assured, and the nations of 
the world together turn to industrial, 
agricultural, and medical developments, 
there will be no need for a huge and in- 
tricate atomic commission like the one 
contemplated in S. 1717. 

Government must probably register 
and license the use of atomic energy in 
the same way dangerous materials are 
licensed in many fields. For such a pur- 
pose there is no use for such a commis- 
sion as proposed. 

When the time comes for the industrial 
and agricultural and humanitarian uses 
of this energy, the accumulated knowl- 
edge should be made freely available to 
the mind and imagination of the in- 
ventive geniuses of our country. From 
these men will come the inventions and 
discoveries in the application of atomic 
energy in the next 20 years as the theo- 
retical and technological discovery of it 
all came from them during the last 20 
years. All this happened without Gov- 
ernment control, supervision, or direc- 
tion by such commissions as here pro- 
posed. 

The Government could not have se- 
lected or subsidized or even guessed who 
the discoverers of this energy would be. 
Nor is it likely that a mere Government 
commission in the next 20 years will con- 
tribute the most creative ideas in the 
further development of the scientific use 
of this energy. That impossible task is 
contemplated in this bill. It is totali- 
tarianism. It is a rejection of our basic 
faith in the free human mind. 

By comparison, government and its 
commissions and employees do not in- 
vent and discover. They suffer from a 
kind of intellectual sterility and bureau- 
cratic incapacity for creative work of 
this kind. Why, then, should it be given 
control over what it cannot understand? 

Even from the War and Navy Depart- 
ments, having the greatest war plants in 
all the world, not one invention decisive 
in the success of modern warfare has 
come. The truly great discoveries and 
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inventions have all come from individ- 
uals, many of them obscure, some of 
them even regarded as crack-pots; none 
of them subsidized. 

The sad fact seems to be that a Gov- 
ernment is more likely to prosecute than 
it is to promote the geniuses of discovery 
and invention. Mr. DeForest, the inven- 
tor of radio in America, was tried for 30 
days in an effort to convict him for using 
the mails to sell stock on the representa- 
tion that he had invented a machine to 
talk without the use of wires. 

It is entirely contrary to experience to 
expect that Government commissions 
should be wise enough to own, explore, 
experiment, manufacture, promote, in- 
vent, subsidize and make scientific ad- 
vances like Edison, Ford, Wright, De- 
Forest, Blake, McCormick, Whitney, or 
the inventors of radar and electronics 
accomplished. 

To sum up, the industrial development 
of this great Nation and the conversion 
of its industrial plants to war are so com- 
pletely dependent upon the untrammeled 
exercise of the free mind and imagina- 
tion of our citizens that we dare not de- 
part from our traditional ways of doing 
things. American progress and world 
power are built upon the social and in- 
dustrial benefits which a free nation has 
derived from inventors and workers not 
controlled by Government. 

Thus, both for the sake of peace and 
for the sake of defense, we must stand 
firm in favor of freedom of action in the 
development even of this new device, if 
we are to be sure of maintaining our 
course in national development and in 
security of world affairs. 

So, I shall vote to recommit the Mc- 
Mahon bill, S. 1717, for these reasons: 

First, because the present status of 
world affairs does not warrant any action 
on behalf of the United States which 
would deprive this Nation of its supreme 
weapon of war. The guardianship of our 
secret war weapon must not be moved 
or disturbed. 

Second, when peace and international 
order come, the outlawing entirely of the 
use of atomic weapons and the enforce- 
ment of the law by international police 
is the prerogative of the United Nations 
Security Council. 

Finally, and above all, because I reject 
the very idea that any governmental or 
international commission shall have 
power to hamper, control or censor free 
men and their free science beyond the 
mere licensing required in the use of such 
dangerous materials. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DOYLE]. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT ENDANGERS NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, lest the 
House get the idea that all American in- 
dustry is in favor of the gentleman’s 
amendment, may I call attention to the 
fact that on yesterday I read two letters 
from the National Association of Manu- 
facturers, one dated June 27 and one 
July 16, from their Patent Division. 

I call your attention to the RECORD of 
yesterday, page 9359. 3 

I repeat, you can read it. They there 
claim that while private enterprise 
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should have more availability to this 
atomic energy, they admit that private 
enterprise is safeguarded by adequate 
licensing provisions by the Commission. 
In other words, that Nation-wide group 
of manufacturers recognizes that ade- 
quate licensing by the Commission is 
sound and necessary in the interests of 
national security and safety. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOYLE. No. I am sorry, I have 
only a few minutes; the gentleman has 
had 15. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to call atten- 
tion to the fact that if you adopt this 
amendment you strike out all control by 
the United States Government of this 
most dangerous substance, for military 
purposes, unless it is acquired from the 
inventors by purchase or condemnation, 
after a military weapon is invented or 
patented. You wipe out all exclusive 
control at the source of this material 
by the United States Government, and 
turn it over to private speculation and 
control. You turn over to private parties 
the control of the source of this en- 
ergy and control of the development of 
military weapons in the first instance. 
Yet we have already this day by other 
actions recognized it to be the most pow- 
erful element in history for destruction 
or for progress. 

Iam absolutely opposed to my Govern- 
ment being placed in second place, on 
account of any factor. Passing as we 
did a minute ago an amendment carry- 
ing the death penalty for revealing any 
of these secrets of this terrific atomic 
energy to a foreign government—yet we 
now propose by this amendment, to turn 
it over to the genius and the greed too, of 
all those elements in our population, to 
use and develop and produce as they 
wish, for purposes of monopoly and 
money profit, without the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s having any proper control or 
jurisdiction over it, even for war pur- 
poses unless it buys it. I say, that is 
fundamentally dangerous to our national 
security and safety. 

Section 11 as now written in the bill 
and as passed by the Senate requires a 
license from the United States to use any 
invention or discovery which is useful 
solely for military purposes. Is not this 
in the interests of our national security 
and safety? Yet the proposed amend- 
ment by the gentleman from Texas 
would leave wide open the field of in- 
venting and developing military weapons 
with the atomic energy in them in pri- 
vate hands and control and force our 
Government to condemn by court action 
if necessary their acquisition for our own 
national defense. 

If this statement by me is not a fact, 
then I invite you to call attention to 
where in the proposed amendment there 
is anything to the contrary. 

Yes, we have spent over $2,000,000,000 
as taxpayers to develop it for our national 
security and safety—it won for us that 
very freedom—and now we propose by 
this amendment to turn it over to who- 
soever will to develop military weapons 
with, and then require our taxpayers to 
again spend millions to acquire these 
military machine inventions, 
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I repeat, that I invite the gentleman to 
point out if his amendment provides any 
sort of a limitation on the utmost freedom 
to develop atomic military weapons, or 
even bombs, without even the Govern- 
ment having a word to say, unless it con- 
demns or otherwise acquires the inven- 
tion or patent. : 

This amendment proposes to make bil- 
lions of money for private gain at the ex- 
pense of some of our national security 
and safety. It does it in effect, even 
though no Member of this House so in- 
tends, of course. 

As for me on this far reaching issue of 
private gain versus maximum national 
safety and maximum progress of the 
human race, I choose to vote in favor of 
my Nation’s welfare and security first, 
and leave money profit for monopolies 
out. We must this date make this choice. 

No justification has yet been offered by 
proponents of the amendment as relates 
to the development of military weapons 
with atomic energy. They know there is 
no justification for leaving the invention 
and production of military weapons with 
atomic energy in private hands, so they 
stress that the Government can acquire 
by condemnation, through court action 
if necessary, any such development. 

Nor does the amendment of the gen- 
tleman prohibit a private party invent- 
ing a military weapon with atomic ener- 
gy from selling it to a foreign nation. It 
does authorize the United States Gov- 
ernment to acquire it, but it does not 
undertake to compel an American in- 
ventor to offer to sell it to the United 
States first or at all. Under subdivision 
(g) of the proposed amendment it 
requires an inventor to disclose his in- 
vention to the Government the sixtieth 
day after he makes up his mind that his 
invention or discovery is especially use- 
ful as a military weapon. So, again, it 
places our Nation under the handicap of 
waiting upon an inventor to be willing 
to admit that he concludes he has a 
military weapon. It does not even give 
the Government a first option or right 
to purchase or acquire such invention 
for our national security. 

Nor are any penalties proposed in the 
amendment of the gentleman. I can 
readily understand why, I think. It is 
because the requirements upon any in- 
ventor under this amendment, even in 
the field of the invention of military 
weapons with atomic energy, are so in- 
definite and uncertain that no penalty 
clause would have much chance of ap- 
plication in a court of last resort. 

Yes, an inventor in America, under the 
gentleman’s proposal, could invent a 
military weapon with the atomic energy 
factor even more destructive than the 
Hiroshima bomb, he could legally sell it 
to a foreign nation who might then be a 
potential or actual enemy to our national 
security; he could still file a report within 
the 60 days’ period as provided in the 
gentleman’s amendment; he could pocket 
his filthy monetary gain thus had; and he 
would still be acting within the require- 
ments of the gentleman’s amendment as 
far as military weapons are concerned. 

Remember, gentlemen, this amend- 
ment does not reserve unto the Govern- 
ment any prior option to purchase, nor 


9491 


does it require the inventor to first offer 
it to the United States Government þe- 
fore he does to anybody else—foreign na- 
tions included. 

So, under the gentleman’s amendment 
we could easily have an invention in the 
military field, with a sale to an inter- 
national cartel or a foreign nation by 
the inventor prior to the date he files 
his 60-day report with the United States 
Government, after he makes up his mind 
it is worth millions to him as a military 
weapon. So also, it leaves the field of 
military weapons wide open for foreign 
spies and agents to deal and trade with 
the few in our nation who might place 
greed for gold above patriotism. Yes, 
an American could invent a most de- 
structive military weapon, he could sell 
and transfer it to a foreign nation 
through a foreign agent in this country; 
the invention could be removed to for- 
eign shores and the American then file 
his 60-day report as required, and the 
inventor not have violated any provision 
of the proposed amendment. But, as 
long as the amendment is designed to 
allow freedom and free enterprise in the 
field of atomic energy for military weap- 
ons, we certainly could not then com- 
plain if the American inventor got all the 
gold he could for it. This is the sort of 
freedom of action this amendment would 
allow, regardless of our national safety 
and security. I am opposed to it. 

Now, the field of industrial purposes 
I have not discussed for others have al- 
ready done so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

The gentleman from Illinois IMr. 
Price] is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
the only witness we had before our com- 
mittee during the consideration of sec- 
tion 11 of this bill was Mr. Henry, former 
Commissioner of Patents, who appeared 
in opposition to the amendment. Mr. 
Henry at the present time, however, is 
privately employed as patent attorney 
for the Radio Corp. of America. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr.. LANHAM. He is also one of the 
advisory council to the House Committee 
on Patents and went before the gen- 
tleman’s committee at the express wish 
and request of the Committee on Patents. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I recall, how- 
ever, that Mr. Henry was very confused 
when we asked him whether he was 
appearing as a representative of the 
Committee on Patents. 

The present Commissioner of Patents 
not only has approved this section of the 
bill but participated in the drafting of 
parts of the section. The patent provi- 
sions are included in order to give special 
treatment to carry out other provisions 
of the bill. The atomic energy patents 
with which this section will deal are 
divided into two groups. 

Group 1 consists of patents on the pro- 
duction of fissionable material and 
atomic weapons. The bill completely re- 
moves these subjects from the patent 
field. Since the production of fissionable 
material and atomic weapons are a Gov- 
ernment monopoly, there seemed no 
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point in having private patents for ac- 
tivities which could not be privately con- 
ducted. If this provision were not made, 
the Government would have to file for 
patents on the bomb and all secret proc- 
esses and equipment to prevent private 
patents on these inventions. By elimi- 
nating patents in this field of exclusive 
Government activity, important secrets 
will be more closely guarded than if it 
were necessary for them to go through 
the Patent Office. Financial incentives 
for inventions in these fields are never- 
theless retained through awards to be 
made by the Commission. Express pro- 
vision is made for judicial review if the 
inventor is dissatisfied with the award. 

The second group is limited to patents 
covering devices utilizing atomic en- 
ergy, for example, atomic power plants, 
atomic-propelled ships, and so forth. 
Here, patents are applied for and issued 
in the usual way to private inventors. 
The only new provision is that if a pat- 
entee refuses to license an important 
patent, the Commission is authorized 
to require a license to be issued in 
return for a reasonable royalty to the 
patentee. This provision carries out 
the intent of the bill that the benefits 
of atomic energy be made generally 
available, and is specifically warranted 
by the fact that all development pat- 
ents in the atomic energy field will nec- 
essarily be founded upon the work done 
in the Government’s $2,000,000,000 proj- 
ect. Since the public has paid for a ma- 
jor part of these inventions the bill 
assures the public that the benefits of the 
inventions will be made generally avail- 
able. If the patent holder is dissatisfied 
with the royalty, he is expressly granted 
judicial review. These provisions, as 1 
stated at the beginning of my remarks, 
Were approved by and in part drafted 
by the Commissioner of Patents. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
Mourpock]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, in 
1937 one of the leading Members of this 
House rose solemnly in this well and de- 
clared that we ought to have a holiday 
on inventions. I think that in order 
to enforce such a holiday he meant to 
close the Patent Office. I took issue with 
him at the time, because I felt that you 
cannot put a damper on human ingenuity 
and the inventive spirit. However, I am 
going to take a slightly different atti- 
tude now because of changes occuring 
during the last 10 years. At that time 
the gentleman thought man had cre- 
ated some things he could not control. 
I do not know whether today he is sure 
of that fact or not, but I am afraid of 
it right now. 

In reference to the matter of inven- 
tions that pertain to atomic weapons and 
the use of atomic energy, I feel we have 
something that is far too dangerous to 
leave too freely in human hands. For 
that reason I favor the provision in sec- 
tion 11 in this bill, and I am opposed to 
striking it out. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. B As I understand 
section 11 in S. 1717, it only prevents the 
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functioning of the normal patent system 
on two items of development; that is 
fissionable material and atomic weap- 
ons, I am inclined to ask the question 
of this House: Are you sincere in talk- 
ing about secrecy with reference to 
atomic weapons or do you want profits? 
If you are going to permit private indi- 
viduals to get patents on atomic weapons, 
a complete description must be filed in 
the Patent Office. It is there available 
to anyone who wants to look at it. Any 
intelligent scientists or technologist will 
have the secret of every atomic weapon. 
As far as I am concerned, I am for keep- 
ing secrecy above profits. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I thank the gentle- 
man and agree with him. I favor safe- 
guarding property rights, yet I want to 
remind you that we have already denied 
the prospector, the man who goes out 
into the West and finds uranium, the 
right to establish a claim on that property 
having the material which may be con- 
verted into atomic energy. I think we 
ought to do very much the same thing 
for the protection of our national securi- 
ty, the same thing in regard to personal 
property in ideas covering this dangerous 
material as well as the mineral that is 
in the ground from which the material 
can be made. For that reason, I am op- 
posed to the amendment which would 
strike section 11 from this bill. 

I have not only read the extensive hear- 
ings of the Senate Committee on Atomic 
Energy, but I attended some of the ses- 
sions and heard the statements made. I 
was impressed with the seriousness of the 
attitude of the scientists. They appeared 
to me to have a deep sense of social re- 
sponsibility. They were fearful of the ter- 
ribly destructive power of the thing which 
they have produced, but they were also 
conscious of the great benefits which it 
might afford humanity. Yet practically 
all of them emphasized that when you 
produce atomic energy for peace you are 
at least 75 percent along the road of hav- 
ing it for war. That terribly significant 
fact makes it imperative that we must 
not permit atomic energy uncontrolled in 
private hands. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I am as susceptible as any 
Member of the House to an appeal for 
freedom, but the general purpose of this 
bill, if I understand it correctly, is to 
say that until we know what atomic 
energy is and will do, until we have es- 
tablished sufficient controls so as to 
enable mankind to live with it with 
safety, until we know the answer to some 
of the questions posed by the gentleman 
from Minnesota, Dr. Jupp, we cannot 
safely permit every private individual in 
the country to exercise unlimited free- 
dom in handling, possessing, or patent- 
ing atomic energy. 

The point has already been made that 
as soon as we permit anyone to patent 
fissionable material or weapons depend- 
ing on atomic energy, the patent has to 
be registered and the description has to 
be given in such clear, exact, full, com- 
plete, and concise language that any per- 
son versed in the arts and professions 
can understand it. Those are the words 
of the patent law. Will that promote 
security? 


JULY 19 


Under the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas, anyone could 
patent fissionable material itself and it 
would then be incumbent upon the com- 
mission to go out and recapture the pat- 
ent after it had been issued if the Com- 
mission believed it important to security. 
It is impossible for the Commission to 
guess what is going to happen all over 
the country with regard to such develop- 
ment. I think it quite evident that to 
plead for national security on the one 
hand and to say that private individuals 
might patent atomic energy on the other, 
is utterly inconsistent. So if either of 
these amendments is adopted, the safety 
provisions of the bill, the control over the 
terrible dangers inherent in misuse of 
this energy, will be largely lost. 

Now as to my second point, I recall 
that the gentleman from Ohio himself 
the other day inserted an amendment in 
order that he might be sure that any 
person applying for the use of some of 
this material for industrial purposes in 
the future might be guaranteed his op- 
portunity to get it. The gentleman ap- 
pealed for his amendment on the ground 
that denial by the Commission of the 
use of radioactive material might at 
some future time deprive a man of the 
opportunity to remain in business. 

Please bear in mind that argument as 
we consider the far more serious possi- 
bility of some single private corporation 
gaining a patent on some absolutely vital 
key device for the application of atomic 
energy. Such a corporation, if protect- 
ed by a patent, could quite conceivably 
control and deny access to whole seg- 
ments of the business life of America 
to everyone else. g 

We are dealing with a power here be- 
fore the House today which may well 
transform the entire economy of the 
United States, and I have no fear of tak- 
ing my stand on these grounds: First, I 
think the bill as written is quite right in 
refusing to allow the patentability of 
atomic energy itself, the very energy of 
the sun, for the development of which the 
American people as a whole have paid 
$2,000,000,000-and which, by every prin- 
ciple, must always belong to all the peo- 
ple. Second, I think the bill is also alto- 
gether correct in charging the Commis- 
sion with this duty, that if in the future a 
patent is taken on some application of 
atomic energy—if it happens that such 
an invention is made that would, for ex- 
ample, deprive every company or agency 
of this country that now furnishes power 
or heat or light to the people of the very 
foundation of its business—then, under 
those circumstances, the Commission 
should exercise its power to require com- 
pulsory licensing, at a fair royalty, of 
such a patent. Unless this provision is 
retained, there is every likelihood of 
more tomplete monopolistic power than 
the world has ever seen being built on the 
basis of patents on this basic energy. 
To adopt either of these amendments is 
to risk the taking over of the whole econ- 
omy of America and put it in monopo- 
listic hands, of one or two great corpo- 
rations. I furthermore plead for this un- 
derstanding, that in recent years it has 
not been necessarily true that patents 
have advanced the sciences, and the arts, 
and the industrial progress, but some- 
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times they have hampered it, and we 
have evidence of that in the cartel agree- 
ments based on some patents that have 
been during the war period so inimical to 
national defense. 

Would the House want some private 
agency to hold a patent on the air we 
breathe? I believe not. But who is to 
say the basic energy of every piece of 
matter in this universe is any more a fit 
subject for private patent than the air? 
No, Mr. Chairman; these amendments 
are wrong, fundamentally wrong. I am 
against them. I support the patent sec- 
tions of the Senate bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
THOMASON]. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, 
my remarks will necessarily be very 
brief. I just want to make this observa- 
tion. Iam strong for the patent laws of 
this country, and I have great respect 
for the judgment of my colleague the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM]. 
But I have studied the provisions of this 
bill, and we are not dealing with ordi- 
nary patents. We are dealing with an 
extraordinary discovery. This Govern- 
ment has spent more than $2,000,000,000 
already on the discovery of atomic en- 
ergy. It has untold millions of dollars 
invested in the Manhattan project and 
the Oak Ridge project, and only today 
they are having another big experiment 
out near where I live, in the white sands 
of New Mexico. We are dealing with 
the most destructive thing that has ever 
been known since the Supreme Archi- 
tect of the Universe threw this old world 
together, 

As I understand this bill, ordinary 
and usual patents are not affected. 
This Government, Uncle Sam, owns this 
discovery. It is our bomb. It is our 
secret, and when the Commission wants 


to take over any patent, revoke any pat-. 


ent, take charge of any patent, they 
have to pay for it. There is to be just 
compensation just as if they were in- 
voking condemnation proceedings for 
any other kind of property. It is a 
most unusual situation, the way I view 
it. If we were not dealing with this de- 
structive agent, I would be in sympathy 
with the views of my colleague from 
Texas. This terrible weapon is and 
must be, at least for a time, a Govern- 
ment monopoly. 

That is all I have to say. It is Uncle 
Sam’s secret. It is Uncle Sam’s prop- 
erty now. The United States Govern- 
ment, acting through the Commission or 
the Army or the Navy, must control it. 
Of course, private industry would like to 
have a part in it, and they can under 
proper conditions. The provisions of 
the bill place no improper restrictions 
on private enterprise. If the bomb is to 
be kept a secret and if atomic energy is 
later to be developed for medical and 
industrial use, patents at least for the 
present should be kept exclusively in 
Government hands. We must take no 
chances. This amendment should be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LANHAM], 
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The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, the Committee divided, 
and there were—ayes 121, noes 57. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


GENERAL AUTHORITY 


Sec. 12. (a) In the performance of its 
functions the Commission is authorized to 

(1) establish advisory boards to advise 
with and make recommendations to the 
Commission on legislation, policies, admin- 
istration, research, and other matters; 

(2) establish by regulation or order such 
standards and instructions to govern the 
possession and use of fissionable and by- 
product materials as the Commission may 
deem necessary or desirable to protect health 
or to minimize danger from explosions and 
other hazards to life or property; 

(3) make such studies and investigations, 
obtain such information, and hold such 
hearings as the Commission may deem neces- 
sary or proper to assist it in exercising any 
authority provided in this act, or in the 
administration or enforcement of this act, 
or any regulations or orders issued there- 
under. For such purposes the Commission 
is authorized to. administer oaths and 
affirmations, and by subpena to require any 
person to appear and testify, or to appear 
and produce documents, or both, at any des- 
ignated place. No person shall be excused 
from complying with any requirements under 
this paragraph because of his privilege 
against self-incrimination, but the im- 
munity provisions of the Compulsory Testi- 
mony Act of February 11, 1893 (U. S. C. 
title 49, sec. 46), shall apply with respect to 
any individual who specifically claims such 
privilege. Witnesses subpenaed under this 
subsection shall be paid the same fees and 
mileage as are paid witnesses in the district 
courts of the United States; 

(4) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such officers and employees as may be nec- 
essary to carry out the functions of the Com- 
mission. Such officers and employees shall 
be appointed in accordance with the civil- 
service laws and their compensation fixed 
in accordance with the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, except that to the extent 
the Commission deems such action necessary 
to the discharge of its responsibilities, per- 
sonnel may be employed and their compen- 
sation fixed without regard to such laws. At- 
torneys appointed under this paragraph may 
appear for and represent the Commission in 
any case in any court. The Commission shall 
make adequate provision for administrative 
review of any determination to dismiss any 
employee; 

(5) acquire such materials, property, equip- 
ment, and facilities, establish or construct 
such buildings and facilities, and modify 
such buildings and facilities from time to 
time as it may deem necessary, and construct, 
acquire, provide, or arrange for such facilities 
and services (at project sites where such 
facilities and services are not available) for 
the housing, health, safety, welfare, and rec- 
reation of personnel employed by the Com- 
mission as it may deem necessary; 

(6) with the consent of the agency con- 
cerned, utilize or employ the services or per- 
sonnel of any Government agency or any 
State or local government, or voluntary or 
uncompensated personnel, to perform such 
functions on its behalf as may appear desir- 
able; 

(7) acquire, purchase, lease, and hold real 
and personal property as agent of and on be- 
half of the United States and to sell, lease, 
grant, and dispose of such real and personal 
property as provided in this act; 

(8) contract for the expenditure of funds 
for the specified in section 10 (b) 
without regard to the provisions of section 87 
of the act of January 12, 1895 (28 Stat. 622), 
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and section 11 of the act of March 1, 1919 
(40 Stat. 1270; U. S. C., title 44, sec. 111); and 

(9) without regard to the provisions of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944 or any other law, 
make such disposition as it may deem de- 
sirable of (A) radioactive materials, and (B) 
any other property the special disposition of 
which is, in the opinion of the Commission, 
in the interest of the national security. 

(b) Security: The President may, in ad- 
vance, exempt any specific action of the 
Commission in a particular matter from the 
provisions of law relating to contracts when- 
ever he determines that such action is es- 
sential in the interest of the common defense 
and security. 

(c) Advisory committees: The members of 
the General Advisory Committee established 
pursuant to section 2 (b) and the members 
of advisory boards established pursuant to 
subsection (a) (1) of this section may serve 
as such without regard to the provisions of 
sections 109 and 113 of the Criminal Code (18 
U. S. C., secs, 198 and 203) or section 19 (e) 
of the Contract Settlement Act of 1944, ex- 
cept insofar as such sections may prohibit 
any such member from receiving compensa- 
tion in respect of any particular matter 
which directly involves the Commission or in 
which the Commission is directly interested. 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the Chair, 
Mr. Gore, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(S. 1717) for the development and con- 
trol of atomic energy, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPART- 
MENTS APPROPRIATION BILL, 1947 


Mr. O’NEAL submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (H. R. 5452) making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart- 
ments for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 7 to the 
bill (H. R. 5452) making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Departments 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Omit the matter stricken out and inserted by 
said amendment; and the Senate agree to the 
same, 


THOMAS D’ALESANDRO, Jr., 
JOHN TABER, 
GORDON CANFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


Managers on the Part of the Senate, 
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STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5452) making appro- 
priations for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes, submit the 
following report in explanation of the effect 
of the action agreed upon and recommended 
in the accompanying conference report as to 
such amendment: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Amendment No. 7: Eliminates language 
proposing amendments to the Silver Purchase 
Act, the repeal of the transactions tax on 
silver bullion and prohibiting ceiling prices 
or silver and silver products, 

2 EMMET O'NEAL, 
HERMAN P. KOPPLEMANN, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
THOMAS D'ALESANDRO, Jr., 
JOHN TABER, 
GORDON CANFIELD, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. O'NEAL., Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report on 
the bill H. R. 5452. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference re- 
port. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

a moron to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND FEDERAL 
SECURITY AGENCY APPROPRIATIONS, 
1947—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. HARE submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (H. R. 6739) making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, Federal 
Security Agency, and related independ- 
ent agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, and for other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 39 to 
the bill (H. R. 6739) making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

Amendment numbered 39: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out by said 
amendment insert the following: : Pro- 
vided further, That no part of the funds ap- 
propriated in this title shall be available 
to organize or assist in organizing agricul- 
tural laborers, or used in connection with 
investigations, hearings, directives, or orders 
concerning bargaining units composed of 
agricultural laborers as referred to in sec- 
tion 2 (3) of the Act of July 5, 1935 (49 
Stat. 450), and as defined in section 8 (f) 
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of the Act of June 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 1060)”; 
and the Senate agree to the same, 
Butter B, HARE, 


H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


(By J. H. B.), 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference of the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on amendment No. 39 of 
the Senate to the bill (H, R. 6739) making 
appropriations for the Department of Labor, 
the Federal Security Agency, and related in- 
dependent agencies, for the fiscal year 1947, 
and for other purposes, submit the follow- 
ing statement in explanation of the action 
agreed upon by the conferees and recom- 
— in the accompanying conference re- 
port: 

The language agreed upon by the conferees 
differs from the original House language by 
preventing the use of any funds appropriated 
to the National Labor Relations Board for 
the purpose of organizing or assisting in 
organizing agricultural laborers, and further 
provides that the definition of “agricultural 
labor” as applied to the inhibition on the 
expenditure of funds for any hearings, in- 
vestigation, directives, or orders by the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board for collective- 
bargaining units composed of agricultural 
laborers shall be the definition contained 
in the Fair Labor Standards Act instead of 
the definition contained in the Social Secu- 
rity Act as provided in the original House 


language. 
BUTLER B. HARE, 
MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
FRANK B. KEEFE, 
H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. HARE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of the conference report on 
the bill (H. R. 6739) making appropri- 
ations for the Department of Labor, Fed- 
eral Security Agency, and related inde- 
pendent agencies for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1947, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the report. 

Mr. HARE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference re- 
port. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
à å motion to reconsider was laid on the 

able. 


UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIEN- 
TIFIC, AND CULTURAL ORGANIZA- 
TION 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the joint resolution (H. J, 
Res. 305) entitled “Joint resolution pro- 
viding for membership and participation 
by the United States in the United Na- 
tions Educational, Scientific, and Cul- 
tural Organization,” and authorizing an 
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appropriation therefor, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 2, lines 11 and 12, strike out “and must 
have been such for at least fifteen years.” 

Page 3, line 9, after “Cooperation”, insert 
“of not to exceed one hundred members.” 

Page 3, line 9, strike out after Coopera- 
tion.” over to and including “States.” in 
line 3, page 4, and insert “Such Commission 
shall be appointed by the Secretary of State 
and shall consist of (a) not more than sixty 
representatives of principal national, volun- 
tary organizations interested in educational, 
scientific, and cultural matters; and (b) not 
more than forty outstanding persons selected 
by the Secretary of State, including not more 
than ten persons holding office under or em- 
ployed by the Government of the United 
States, not more than fifteen representatives 
of the educational, scientific, and cultural in- 
terests of State and local governments, and 
not more than fifteen persons chosen at large. 
The Secretary of State is authorized to name 
in the first instance fifty of the principal 
national voluntary organizations, each of 
which shall be invited to designate one rep- 
resentative for appointment to the National 
Commission. Thereafter, the National Com- 
mission shall periodically review and, if 
deemed advisable, revise the list of such or- 
ganizations designating representatives in 
order to achieve a desirable rotation among 
organizations represented.” 

Page 4, line 12, strike out “committee not 
exceeding fifteen persons” and insert “com- 
mittee, and may designate such other com- 
mittees as may prove necessary.” 

Page 4, line 15, strike out “it” and insert 
“them.” 

Page 5, lines 1 and 2, strike out “and must 
have been such for at least five years.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the Senate 
amendments? 

Mr. BLOOM. I took this matter up 
with the gentleman from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Merrow], who introduced the 
bill, who went over to London as your 
representative. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But 
I would like to know a little bit about 
it also. 

Mr. BLOOM. Well, they are simply 
perfecting amendments. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Just 
what do the Senate amendments pro- 
vide? What is the substance of them? 

Mr. BLOOM. Two of the amendments 
remove an implication which the Senate 
felt to be unsound law. These amend- 
ments removed restrictions which pro- 
vided that naturalized American citizens 
must have been naturalized at least 15 
years before serving as representatives or 
alternates and at least 5 years before 
serving on the national commission. The 
Department of State had requested that 
these two provisions be eliminated and 
the Senate report supported the Depart- 
ment’s thought that any law which im- 
plies that a native-born citizen is superior 
to a foreign-born citizen, or that a citi- 
zen naturalized for 15 years is better than 
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one naturalized for 5 years, is unsound 
law. — 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
Senate is not amending this bill just for 
the sake of amending it. It must have 
some purpose. Now, what were the 
amendments? 

Mr. BLOOM. The third amendment, 
which has the approval of the State De- 
partment, relates to section 3 of the joint 
resolution. I believe that there will be 
no objection to the changes made by the 
Senate. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
think we had better ask the gentleman to 
let this go over until tomorrow, until I 
have a chance to look over the amend- 
ments. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. The gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] and 
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
RYTER] were the principal protagonists 
of amendments along this line. It seems 
to me that the changes which the Senate 
have made do not at all change the prin- 
ciples for which those gentlemen con- 
tended so ably before our committee. 
Am I not correct in that? 

Mr. RYTER. Mr. Speaker, the prin- 
cipal change consists of the composition 
of this National Advisory Commission 
who are delegates to the UNESCO set-up. 
The House voted the original methods, 
which I had introduced, calling for the 
creation of this National Advisory Com- 
mission, to consist of representatives of 
the principal national educational, 
scientific, and cultural bodies in the 
United States. It took away from the 
Secretary of State the appointive power 
and left it to the selection of one or two 
individuals to be selected by this prin- 
cipal original organization. Originally 
the bill called for a body of 15, and al- 
lowed a certain amount of elasticity, so 
that thereafter this Commission might 
form the rules and regulations with ref- 
erence to organizations interested in 
scientific and cultural matters. The 
Senate amendment places a ceiling of a 
hundred, but gives the principal private 
national organizations 60 of those 100 
representatives, and divides the 40 
amongst the other organizations upon a 
State and local basis. That amendment 
is agreeable to the proponents of the 
original amendment to the House 
version. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
ordinary practice is that when legisla- 
tion of this character is to be brought up, 
I should have an opportunity to look it 
over before unanimous consent is re- 
quested. When that is not done, I gen- 
erally object until I have had that privi- 
lege. 

Mr. RYTER. I trust that my explana- 
tion supplies the gentleman with the 
necessary information. If there are any 
other questions I will be glad to answer 
them. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
think the gentleman should withdraw his 
request for the moment, and then we 
will see what we can do tomorrow. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. This experience 
best illustrates the wisdom of the policy 
that exists among the leadership. It is 
based upon courtesy. I know there is no 
intent to be discourteous, but the custom 
and the practice of consulting the leader- 
ship on both sides and the Speaker before 
unanimous-consent requests are made 
should be strictly adhered to. My re- 
marks are not to be construed as criti- 
cism, but what has happened here best 
illustrates the situation. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN] is 
minority leader. I knew nothing about 
this myself. I assumed the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Martin] had 
been consulted. It is also wise to consult 
with the members of the minority party, 
the ranking members, on the committee, 
to whom the minority leader looks for 
their suggestions or advice or guidance. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, let me say 
that I did not intend to bring this up this 
afternoon but the Committee of the 
Whole having risen as early as it did I 
thought it would facilitate matters to call 
it up. I had spoken to the gentleman 
before. I am sorry I did not consult the 
minority leader. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. We 
are approaching what we hope are the 
closing days of the session and there are 
likely to be many pieces of legislation 
called up by unanimous consent. If the 
gentleman from Massachusetts IMr. 
McCormack] and myself do not have the 
opportunity of looking it over we are 
likely to let legislation go through that 
some of the membership did not expect 
would go through. 

Mr. BLOOM. I will say to the gentle- 
man that it is my mistake. I did not 
know there was going to be any contro- 
versy about it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. There 
is no controversy about it as far as I 
know but we do not like the way it is 
called up without prior consultation. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from New York withdraw his request? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw the request. 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 10 o’clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI 
TRIBES OF INDIANS 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 6983) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, 
and render judgment on any and all 
claims which the Confederated Salish 
and Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the 
Flathead Reservation in Montana, or any 
tribe or band thereof, may have against 
the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, with a Senate amendment and 
agree to the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 3, strike out all after “States” 
down to and including “Indians” in line 19. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is merely a corrective amendment, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. The 
bill passed the House on Tuesday unan- 
imously. This merely strikes out a sec- 
tion that was included in the bill that 
was passed on that day. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, my attention has been called 
to the fact that the Clerk in reading 
said “line 3” and he should have said 
“line 5.” 

Mr. JACKSON. I think the gentle- 
man may be referring to the Senate bill. 
This is the House bill that is up for con- 
sideration. . 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

USE OF CERTAIN INDIAN FUNDS—PER- 
MISSION TO FILE SUPPLEMENTAL RE- 
PORT 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to file supplemental 

report on S. 1235, to authorize the use of 
the funds of any tribe of Indians for in- 
surance premiums; and on S. 115, to 
modify sections 4 and 20 of the Perma- 
nent Appropriation Repeal Act, 1934, with 
reference to certain funds collected in 
connection with the operation of Indian 

Service irrigation projects, and for other 

purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF DELAWARE 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, on behalf of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, I call up the con- 
ference report on the bill S. 1801, author- 
izing the appointment of an additional 
judge for the District of Delaware, and 
ask unanimous consent that the state- 
ment of the managers be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain what this 
bill is? 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. This is a bill 
providing for the appointment of an ad- 
ditional judge in the State of Delaware. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It is 
a request to agree to the conference 
report? 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1801) 
authorizing the appointment of an addi- 
tional judge for the district of Delaware, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respect Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: 

“Provided, That the first vacancy occurring 
in the office of district judge in said district 
shall not be filled: Provided further, That 
unless the President shall submit a nomina- 
tion to the Senate or make a recess appoint- 
ment to fill the office hereby created within 
ninety days after the effective date of this Act, 
then in that event this Act shall be of no 
force and effect.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Harron W. SUMNERS, 
Francis E. WALTER, 
JoHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
Pat McCarran, 
ABE MURDOCK, 
E. H. Moore, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 1801) authorizing the 
appointment of an additional judge for the 
district of Delaware, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and rec- 
ommended in the accompanying conference 
report, 

The House passed the Senate bill after 
amending it to provide that no appoint- 
ment should be made to fill the first vacancy 
which should thereafter occur in that dis- 
trict, and by further providing that the act 
should be ineffective unless a nomination 
to fill the office thus created be submitted 
to the Senate within 90 days. The Senate 
disagreed to the House amendment and re- 
quested the conference, to which the House 
agreed. 
` The Senate conferees agreed to the amend- 
ment of the House with the addition of 
language to insure that a recess appointment 
could be made within the 90-day period in 
the event the Senate should not be in session, 
with which the House conferees agreed. 

HATTON W. SUMNERS, 

Francis E. WALTER, 

JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


FEES OF UNITED STATES COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, on behalf `of the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, I call up the con- 
ference report on the bill (S. 346) to 
amend section 21 of the act of May 28, 
1896 (29 Stat. 184, 28 U. S. C., sec. 597), 
prescribing fees of United States com- 
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missioners, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement be read in lieu of the 
report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
346) to amend section 21 of the act of May 
28, 1896 (29 Stat, 184, 28 U. S. C., sec. 597), 
prescribing fees of United States commis- 
sioners, having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House and 
agree to the same. 

HATTON W. SUMNERS, 


Managers on the Part of the House. 
PAT MCCARRAN, 
JAMES W. HUFFMAN, 
WILLIAM A. STANFILL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 346) to amend section 
21 of the act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 184; 
28 U. S. C., sec. 597), prescribing fees of 
United States commissioners, submit the fol- 
lowing explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon in conference and recommended 
in the accompanying conference report, 

Seven amendments were made by the 
House to the Senate bill, the first two of 
which were to provide that the increases au- 
thorized by the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1945 as amended by the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1946 be applied to the fees of 
commissioners prescribed by the bill. The 
other five amendments were made to correct 
the language of the bill. The Senate dis- 
agreed to these amendments and requested 
the conference, to which the House agreed. 

The Senate conferees agreed to the House 
amendments. 

HATTON W. SUMNERS, 

EMANUEL CELLER, 

Louis E. GRAHAM, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to. 
5 to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. PATTERSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks in 
the Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include a 
statement by Col. G. H. Rarey on the 
need for reeducating the American pub- 
lic upon the subject of leprosy. 

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the REcorp and include an address by 
Judge Henry Ellenbogen, 

Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD, 
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SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Tuesday 
after disposition of matters on the 
Speaker’s desk and at the conclusion of 
any special orders heretofore entered, I 
may address the House for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Indi- 
ana? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, to- 
gether with the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] I am having printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for tomorrow 
a committee print on the agreed changes 
in the bill having to do with the reorgani- 
zation of the Congress. We have at- 
tempted to meet in advance many of the 
more strenuous objections to certain pro- 
visions of the Senate bill. 

These objections, for the most part, 
have been compromised and adjusted, 
with a view to preserving as much as pos- 
sible of the idea of an over-all reorgani- 
zation of the machinery of Congress. 

I feel we have a very satisfactory bill 
to present to the Members of the House; 
in fact, in my opinion, it accomplishes 
about 80 percent of the entire goal that 
was sought in the reorganization of the 
Congress. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. I notice that there are 
a lot of research artists set up in this bill 
but they are not given any authority. I 
am not much on research artists without 
any authority. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe that the 
gentleman will find these research men 
will work under the very able direction 
of the chairmen and the ranking mem- 
bers of the reorganized House commit- 
tees. 

Mr. TABER. If they have no author- 
ity to get down into these departments, 
they will not do any good. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I would like to as- 
sure the distinguished ranking member 
of the House Appropriations Committee, 
that we intend for these committee staff 
members to have all the authority needed 
to do their job. If further change, ex- 
tending authority to the Appropriations 
Committee to assign these men to the 
tasks we want them to perform is needed, 
I am certain that the bill can be amend- 
ed to permit it. 

The committee print to which I refer 
follows: J 
A bill to provide for increased efficiency in 

the legislative branch of the Government 

Be it enacted, ete.— 

SHORT TITLE 

That (a) this act, divided into titles and 

sections according to the following table of 
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contents, may be cited as the “Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946”: 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


TITLE I—CHANGES IN RULES OF SENATE AND 
HOUSE 


Sec. 101. Rule-making power of the Senate 
and House, 


Part 1—Standing rules of the Senate 


Sec. 102. Standing committees of the 
Senate: 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Committee on Appropriations, 

Committee on Armed Services. 

Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Committee on Civil Service. 

Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

Committee on Finance. 

Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Committee on the Judiciary. 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 

Committee on Public Lands. 

Committee on Public Works. 

Committee on Rules and Administration. 

Sec. 103. Appropriations, 


Part 2—Rules of the House of Representatives 


Sec. 121. Standing committees of the House 
of Representatives: 

Committee on Agriculture. 

Committee on Appropriations. 

Committee on Armed Services. 

Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Committee on Civil Service. 

Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Committee on Education and Labor. 

Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Committee on House Administration. 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Committee on the Judiciary. 

Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

Committee on Public Lands. 

Committee on Public Works. 

Committee on Rules. 

Committee on Un-American Activities, 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 2 

Committee on Ways and Means. 

Sec. 122. Delegates and Resident Commis- 
sioner, 

Sec. 123. Reference of private claims bills. 


Part 3—Provisions applicable to both Houses 


Sec. 131. Private bills banned. 

Sec. 132. Congressional adjournment, 

Sec. 133 Committee procedure 

Sec. 134. Committee powers. 

Sec. 135. Conference rules on amendments 
in nature of substitute. 

Sec. 136. Legislative oversight by standing 
committees. 

Sec. 137. Decisions on questions of com- 
mittee jurisdiction. 

Sec. 138. Legislative budget. 

Sec. 139. Hearings and reports by Appro- 
priations Committees. 

Sec. 140. Records of Congress. 

Sec. 141. Preservation of committee hear- 
ings. 

Sec. 142, Effective date. 

TITLE 1I—MISCELLANEOUS 


Part 1. Statutory provisions relating to 
congressional personnel 


Sec. 201, Stenographic pool. 

Sec. 202. Increase in compensation for cer- 
tain congressional officers. 

Sec, 203. Committee staffs 

Sec. 204. Legislative Reference Service. 

Sec. 205. Office of the Legislative Counsel. 

Sec. 206. Studies by Comptroller General. 

Sec. 207. Expenditure analyses by Comp- 
troller General. 

Sec. 208. Correction of Military and Naval 
records, 
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Part 2. Statutory provisions relating to 
committees of Congress 


Sec. 221. Improvement of CONGRESSIONAL 


Sec. 222. Joint Committee on Printing. 

Sec. 223. Joint Committee on the Library. 

Sec, 224. Transfer of functions. 

Sec. 225. Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report. 

Sec, 226. Economic Report of the President. 
Part 3, Provisions relating to Capitol and 
pages 

Sec. 241. Remodeling of caucus rooms and 
restaurants, 

Sec. 242. Assignment of Capitol space. 

Sec, 243. Senate and House pages, 

Sec, 244. Effective date. 


TITLE II. REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


Sec, 301, Short title. 

Sec. 302. Definitions. 

Sec. 303. Detailed accounts of contributions. 

Bec, 304. Receipts for contributions. 

Sec. 305. Statements to be filed with Clerk 
of the House. 

Sec. 306. Statement preserved for 2 years. 

Sec. 307. Persons to whom applicable, 

Sec. 308. Registration with Secretary of the 
Senate and Clerk of the House. 

Sec. 309. Reports and statements to be made 
under oath, 

Sec, 310. Penalties. 

Sec, 311, Exemption. 


TITLE IV. FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT 
Part 1. Short title and definitions 


Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec, 402. Definitions. 


Part 2. Administrative adjustment of tort 
claims against the United States 


Sec. 403. Claims of $1,000 or less. 


Part 3. Suits on tort claims against the 
United States 


Sec. 410. Jurisdiction, 
Sec. 411. Procedure. 
Sec. 412. Review. 

Sec. 413. Compromise, 


Part 4. Provisions common to part 2 and 
part 3 

Sec. 420. One year statute of limitations. 

Sec, 421. Exceptions. 

Sec. 422. Attorneys’ fees. 

Sec, 423. Exclusiveness of remedy. 

Sec, 424. Certain statutes inapplicable. 


TITLE V. GENERAL BRIDGE ACT 


Sec. 501. Short title. 

Sec. 502. Consent of Congress. 
Sec 603. Tolls. 

Sec. 504. Acquisition by public agencies. 
Sec. 505. Statements of cost. 
Sec. 506, Sinking fund. 

Sec. 507, Applicability of title. 
Sec. 508. International bridges. 
Sec. 509, Eminent domain. 
Sec. 510. Penalties 

Sec, 511. Rights reserved, 


TITLE VI, COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT PAY OF 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
Sec, 601. Compensation of Members of Con- 


gress. 

Sec, 602. Retirement pay of Members of 
Congress. 

Separability clause 

(b) If any provision of this act or the ap- 
plication thereof to any person or circum- 
stances is held invalid, the validity of the re- 
mainder of the act and of the application 2 
such provision to other persons and 
stances shall not be affected thereby. 
True I—CHANGES IN RULES OF SENATE AND 

House 

Rule-making power of the Senate and House 

Sec. 101. The following sections of this title 
are enacted by the Congress: 

(a) As an exercise of the rule-making power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
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tives, respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, or of that House to which they 
specifically apply; and such rules shall super- 
sede other rules only to the extent that they 
are inconsistent therewith; and 

(b) With full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure in 
such House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of such House, 

PART 1—STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE 

Standing committees of the Senate 


Sec. 102. Rule XXV of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate is amended to read as follows: 


“RULE XXV 
“Standing committees 


“(1) The following standing committees 
shall be appointed at the commencement of 
each Congress, with leave to report by bill or 
otherwise: 

“(a) Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla- 
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“1, Agriculture generally. 

“2. Inspection of livestock and meat prod- 
ucts. 

“3. Animal industry and diseases of ani- 
mals. 

“4, Adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and 
protection of birds and animals in forest 
reserves. 

“5, Agricultural colleges and experiment 
stations. 

“6, Forestry in general, and forest reserves 
other than those created from the publie 
domain. 

“7, Agricultural economics and research, 

“8, Agricultural and industrial chemistry. 

“9. Dairy industry. 

“10. Entomology and plant quarantine. 

“11, Human nutrition and home econom- 
ics. 

“12. Plant industry, soils, and agricultural 


engineering 

“13. Agricultural educational extension 
services. 

14. Extension of farm credit and farm 
security. 


“15. Rural electrification. 

“16. Agricultural production and market- 
ing and stabilization of prices of agricultural 
products, 

“17, Crop insurance and soil conservation. 

“(b) Committee on Appropriations, to con- 
sist of 21 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Appropriation of the revenue for the 
support of the Government. 

“(c) Committee on Armed Services, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following rubjects: 

“1, Common defense generally. 

“2. The War Department and the Military 
Establishment generally. 

“3. The Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment generally. 

“4, Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes. 

“5. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces, 

“6. Selective service. 

“7, Bize and composition of the Army and 
Navy. 

“8, Ports, arsenals, military reservations, 
and navy yards, 

“9, Ammunition depots. 

“10, Maintenance and operation of the 
Panama Canal, including the administration, 
sanitation, and government of the Canal 


Zone. 


“11, Conservation, development, and use of 
naval petroleum and oil-shale reserves, 
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“12. Strategic and critical materials neces- 
sary for the common defense. 

“(d) Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other mat- 
ters relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Banking and currency generally. 

“2. Financial aid to commerce and indus- 
try, other than matters relating to such aid 
which are specifically assigned to other com- 
mittees under this rule. 

“3. Deposit insurance, 

“4, Public and private housing. 

“5, Federal Reserve System. 

“6. Gold and silver, including the coinage 
thereof. 

“7, Issuance of notes and redemption 
thereof. 

“8. Valuation and revaluation of the dollar, 

“9, Control of prices of commodities, rents, 
or services. 

“(e) Committee on Civil Service, to consist 
of 13 Senators, to which committee shall be 
referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1. The Federal civil service generally. 

“2. The status of officers and employees of 
the United States including their compen- 
sation, classification, and retirement. 

“3. The postal service generally, including 
the railway-mail service, and measures relat- 
ing to ocean-mail and pneumatic-tube serv- 
ice; but excluding post roads. 

„4. Postal-savings banks. 

“5, Census and the collection of statistics 
generally. 

“6. The National Archives. 

“(f) Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla- 
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
Soot: matters relating to the following sub- 

ects: 

“1. All measures relating to the municipal 
affairs of the District of Columbia in gen- 
eral, other than appropriations therefor, in- 
cluding— 

“2. Public health and safety, sanitation, 
and quarantine regulations. 

“3. Regulation of sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 

“4, Adulteration of food and drugs. 

“5. Taxes and tax sales. 

“6, Insurance, executors, 
wills, and divorce. 

“7, Municipal and juvenile courts. 

“8. Incorporation and organization of so- 
cleties. 

“9. Municipal code and amendments to the 
criminal and corporation laws. 

“(g) (1) Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments, to consist of 13 
Senators, to which committee shall be re- 
ferred all proposed legislation, messages, pe- 
titions, memorials, and other matters relat- 
ing to the following subjects: 

“(A) Budget and accounting measures, 
other than appropriations. 

“(B) Reorganizations in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

PAY Such committee shall have the duty 
O. — 

“(A) receiving and examining reports of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and of submitting such recommendations 
to the Senate as it deems necessary or de- 
sirable in connection with the subject matter 
of such reports; 

“(B) studying the operation of Govern- 
ment activities at all levels with a view 
to determining its economy and efficiency; 

“(C) evaluating the effects of laws enacted 
to reorganize the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government; 

“(D) studying intergovernmental relation- 
ships between the United States and the 
States and municipalities, and between the 
United States and international organiza- 
tions of which the United States is a member, 


administrators, 
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“(h) Committee on Finance, to consist of 
13 Senators, to which committee shall be re- 
ferred all proposed legislation, messages, peti- 
tions, memorials, and other matters relating 
to the following subjects: 

“1, Revenue measures generally. 

“2, The bonded debt of the United States. 

“3. The deposit of public moneys. 

“4, Customs, collection districts, and ports 
of entry and delivery. 

“5. Reciprocal trade agreements. 

“6, Transportation of dutiable goods. 

“7, Revenue measures relating to the in- 
sular possessions. 

“8. Tariffs and import quotas, and matters 
related thereto. 

“9. National social security. 

“10. Veterans’ measures generally. 

“11. Pensions of all the wars of the United 
States, general and special. 

“12. Life insurance issued by the Govern- 
ment on account of service in the armed 
forces. 

“13. Compensation of veterans. 

“(i) Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be be referred all proposed legislation, 
messages, petitions, memorials, and other 
matters relating to the following subjects: 

1. Relations of the United States with 
foreign nations generally. 

“2. Treaties. 

“3, Establishment of boundary lines be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations. 

“4, Protection of American citizens abroad 
and expatriation, 

“5. Neutrality. 

“6, International conferences and con- 
gresses. 

“7. The American National Red Cross. 

“8, Intervention abroad and declarations 
of war. 

“9. Measures relating to the diplomatic 
service, 

“10. Acquisition of land and buildings for 
embassies and legations in foreign countries, 

“11. Measures to foster commercial inter- 
course with foreign nations and to safeguard 
American business interests abroad. 

“12, United Nations Organization and in- 
ternational financial and monetary organ- 
izations. 

“13. Foreign loans. 

“(j) Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce to consist of 13 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed leg- 
islation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 

ects: 

“1. Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally. 

“2. Regulation of interstate railroads, 
busses, trucks, and pipe lines. 

“3. Communication by telephone, 
graph, radio, and television, 

“4, Civil aeronautics, 

“5. Merchant marine generally. 

“6. Registering and licensing of vessels and 
small boats. 

“7, Navigation and the laws relating there- 
to, including pilotage. 

“8. Rules and international arrangements 
to prevent collisions at sea. 

“9. Merchant marine officers and seamen, 

“10. Measures relating to the regulation 
of common carriers by water and to the in- 
spection of merchant marine vessels, lights 
and signals, life-saving equipment, and fire 
protection on such vessels. 

“11. Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

“12. The Coast Guard, including life-sav- 
ing service, lighthouses, lightships, and ocean 
derelicts. 

“13. The United States Coast Guard and 
Merchant Marine Academies, 

“14. Weather Bureau. 

“15. Except as provided in paragraph (o), 
the Panama Canal and interoceanic canals 
generally. 

“16. Inland waterways. 


tele- 
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“17. Fisheries and wildlife, including re- 
search, restoration, refuges, and conserva- 
tion. 

“18. Bureau of Standards including stand- 
ardization of weights and measures and the 
metric system. 

“(k) Committee on the Judiciary, to can- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Judicial proceedings, civil and criminal, 
generally. 

“2. Constitutional amendments, 

“3. Federal courts and judges. 

4. Local courts in the Territories and pos- 
sessions. 

“5. Revision and codification of the stat- 
utes of the United States. 

“6. National penitentiaries. 

“7, Protection of trade and commerce 
against unlawful restraints and monopolies. 

“8. Holidays and celebrations. 

“9. Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, 
counterfeiting. 

“10. State and Territorial boundary lines. 

“11. Meetings of Congress, attendance of 
Members, and their acceptance of incom- 
patible offices. 

“12. Civil liberties. 

“13. Patents, copyrights, and trade-marks. 

“14, Patent Office. 

“15. Immigration and naturalization. 

“16. Apportionment of Representatives. 

“17. Measures relating to claims against 
the United States. 

“18. Interstate compacts generally. 

“(1) Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legis- 
lation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“1. Measures relating to education, labor, 
or public welfare generally. 

“2. Mediation and arbitration of labor 
disputes, 

“3. Wages and hours of labor. 

“4, Convict labor and the entry of goods 
made by convicts into interstate commerce, 

“5. Regulation or prevention of importa- 
tion of foreign laborers under contract, 

“6. Child labor. 

“7, Labor statistics. 

“8 Labor standards. 

“9 School-lunch program. 

“10. Vocational rehabilitation. 

“11, Railroad labor and railroad retirement 
and unemployment, except revenue measures 
relating thereto. 

“12. United States Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Commission, 

“13. Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 
Dumb, and Blind; Howard University, Freed- 
men’s Hospital, and St. Elizabeths Hospital, 

“14, Public health and quarantine, 

“15. Welfare of miners. 

“16. Vocational rehabilitation and educa- 
tion of veterans 

“17. Veterans’ hospitals, medical care, and 
treatment of veterans, 

“18. Soldiers’ and sailors’ civil relief. 

“19, Readjustment of servicemen to civil 


and 


life. 

“(m) Committee on Public Lands, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Public lands generally, including entry, 
easements, and grazing thereon. 

“2. Mineral resources of the public lands. 

“3. Forfeiture of land grants and alien 
ownership, including alien ownership of min- 
eral lands, 

“4, Forest reserves and national parks cre- 
ated from the public domain. 

“5. Military parks and battlefields, and na- 
tional cemeteries. 
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“6. Preservation of prehistoric ruins and 
objects of interest on the public domain. 

“7. Measures relating generally to Hawaii, 
Alaska, and the insular possessions of the 
United States, except those affecting their 
revenue and appropriations. 

“8. Irrigation and reclamation, including 
water supply for reclamation projects, and 
easements of public lands for irrigation 
projects. 

“9, Interstate compacts relating to appor- 
tionment of waters for irrigation purposes. 

“10. Mining interests generally. 

“11. Mineral land laws and claims and en- 
tries thereunder. 

“12. Geological survey. 

“13. Mining schools and experimental sta- 
tions. 

“14. Petroleum conservation and conserva- 
tion of the radium supply in the United 
States. 

“15. Relations of the United States with 
the Indians and the Indian tribes. 

“16. Measures relating to the care, educa- 
tion, and management of Indians, including 
the care and allotment of Indian lands and 
general and special measures relating to 
claims which are paid out of Indian funds. 

“(n) Committee on Public Works, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“l. Flood control and improvement of 
rivers and harbors. 

22. Public works for the benefit of naviga- 
tion, and bridges and dams (other than in- 
ternational bridges and dams). 

“3. Water power. 

“4. Oil and other pollution of navigable 
waters. 

“5, Public buildings and occupied or im- 
proved grounds of the United States gener- 
ally. 

“6, Measures relatng to the purchase of 
sites and construction of post offices, custom- 
houses, Federal courthouses, and Govern- 
“ey buildings within the District of Colum- 

a. 
“7. Measures relating to the Capitol build- 
ing and the Senate and House Office Build- 
ings. 

“8. Measures relating to the construction 
or reconstruction, maintenance, and care of 
the buildings and grounds of the Botanic 
Gardens, the Library of Congress, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

“9. Public reservations and parks within 
the District of Columbia, including Rock 
Creek Park and the Zoological Park. 

“10. Measures relating to the construction 
or maintenance of roads and post roads. 

„% (1) Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration, to consist of 13 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed leg- 
islation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“(A) Matters relating to the payment of 
money out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate or creating a charge upon the same; 
except that any resolution relating to sub- 
stantive matter within the jurisdiction of 
any other standing committee of the Senate 
shall be first referred to such committee. 

“(B) Except as provided in paragraph (n) 
8, matters relating to the Library of Con- 
gress and the Senate Library; statuary and 
pictures; acceptance or purchase of works of 
art for the Capitol; the Botanic Gardens; 
Management of the Library of Congress; 
purchase of books and manuscripts; erection 
of monuments to the memory of individuals, 

“(C) Except as provided in paragraph (n) 
8, matters relating to the Smithsonian In- 
stitution and the incorporation of similar 
institutions. 

“(D) Matters relating to the election of 
the President, Vice President, or Member 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


of Congress; corrupt practices; contested 


elections; credentials and qualifications; 
Federal elections generally; Presidential 
succession, 


“(E) Matters relating to parliamentary 
rules; floor and gallery rules; Senate Res- 
taurant; administration of the Senate Office 
Building and of the Senate Wing of the 
Capitol; assignment of office space; and 
services to the Senate. 

“(F) Matters relating to printing and cor- 
rection of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

“(1) Such committee shall also have the 
duty of examining all bills, amendments, and 
joint resolutions after passage by the Sen- 
ate; and, in cooperation with the Committee 
on House Administration of the House of 
Representatives, of examining all bills and 
joint resolutions which shall have passed 
both Houses, to see that the same are cor- 
rectly enrolled; and when signed by the 
Speaker of the House and the President of 
the Senate, shall forthwith present the same, 
when they shall have originated in the Sen- 
ate, to the President of the United States 
in person, and report the fact and date of 
such presentation to the Senate. Such com- 
mittee shall also have the duty of assigning 
Office space in the Senate Wing of the Capitol 
and in the Senate Office Building. 

“(2) Rach standing committee shall con- 
tinue and have the power to act until their 
successors are appointed. 

“(3) Each standing committee is author- 
ized to fix the number of its members (but 
not less than one-third of its entire mem- 
bership) who shall constitute a quorum 
thereof for the transaction of such business 
as may be considered by said committee, 
subject to the provisions of section 133 (d) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
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“(4) Each Senator shall serve on two 
standing committees and no more; except 
that Senators of the majority party who are 
members of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia or of the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments may 
serve on three standing committees and no 
more.” 


Appropriations 


Sec. 103, Rule XVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate is amended to read as follows: 


“RULE XVI 
“Amendments to appropriation bills 


“1, All general appropriation bills shall be 
referred to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and no amendments shall be received 
to any general appropriation bill the effect 
of which will be to increase an appropriation 
already contained in the bill, or to add a new 
item of appropriation, unless it be made to 
carry out the provisions of some existing law, 
or treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution 
previously passed by the Senate during that 
session; or unless the same be moved by 
direction of a standing or select committee 
of the Senate, or proposed in pursuance of 
an estimate submitted in accordance with 
law. 

“2. The Committee on Appropriations shall 
not report an appropriation bill containing 
amendments proposing new or general legis- 
lation or any restriction on the expenditure 
of the funds appropriated which proposes a 
limitation not authorized by law if such re- 
striction is to take effect or cease to be effec- 
tive upon the happening of a contingency, 
and if an appropriation bill is reported to 
the Senate containing amendments propos- 
ing new or general legislation or any such re- 
striction, a point of order may be made 
against the bill, and if the point is sustained, 
the bill shall be recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, 


9499 


“3. All amendments to general appropria- 
tion bills moved by direction of a standing 
or select committee of the Senate, proposing 
to increase an appropriation already con- 
tained in the bill, or to add new items of 
appropriation, shall, at least one day before 
they are considered, be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and when actually 
proposed to the bill no amendment proposing 
to increase the amount stated in such 
amendment shall be received; in like man- 
ner, amendments proposing new items of ap- 
propriation to river and harbor bills, estab- 
lishing post roads, or proposing new post 
roads, shall, before being considered, be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Public Works. 

“4, No amendment which proposes general 
legislation shall be received to any general 
appropriation bill, nor shall any amendment 
not germane or relevant to the subject mat- 
ter contained in the bill be received; nor 
shall any amendment to any item or clause 
of such bill be received which does not 
directly relate thereto; nor shall any restric- 
tion on the expenditure of the funds appro- 
priated which proposes a limitation not au- 
thorized by law be received if such restriction 
is to take effect or cease to be effective upon 
the happening of a contingency; and all 
questions of relevancy of amendments under 
this rule, when raised, shall be submitted 
to the Senate and be decided without de- 
bate; and any such amendment or restric- 
tion to a general appropriation bill may be 
laid on the table without prejudice to the 
bill. 

“5. No amendment, the object of which is 
to provide for a private claim, shall be re- 
ceived to any general appropriation bill, un- 
less it be to carry out the provisions of an 
existing law or a treaty stipulation, which 
shall be cited on the face of the amendment. 

“6. (a) Three members of the following- 
named committees, to be selected by their 
respective committees, shall be ex officio 
members of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, to serve on said committee when the 
annual appropriation bill making appropria- 
tions for the purposes specified in the follow- 
ing table opposite the name of the committee 
is being considered by the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

Purpose of 
Name of committee appropriation 


Committee on Agri- For the Department of 
culture and For- Agriculture. 


estry. 

Committee on Civil For the Post Office De- 
Service. partment. 

Committee on Armed For the Department of 
Services. War; for the Depart- 

ment of the Navy. 

Committee on the For the District of Col- 
District of Colum- umbia. 
bia. 

Committee on Public For Rivers and Harbors 
Works. 

Committee on For- For the Diplomatic and 
eign Relations. Consular Service. 


“(b) At least one member of each com- 
mittee enumerated in subparagraph (a), to 
be selected by his or their respective com- 
mittees, shall be a member of any confer- 
ence committee appointed to confer with the 
House upon the annual appropriation bill 
making appropriations for the purposes spec- 
ified in the foregiong table opposite the name 
of his or their respective committee. 

. When a point of order is made against 
any restriction on the expenditure of funds 
appropriated in a general appropriation bill 
on the ground that the restriction violates 
this rule, the rule shall be construed strictly 
and, in case of doubt, in favor of the point of 
order.” 
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PART 2—-RULES OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 


Standing committees of the House of 
Representatives 


Sec. 121. (a) Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives is amended to read 
as follows: 


“RULE X 
“Standing committees 


“(a) There shall be elected by the House, 
at the commencement of each Congress, the 
following standing committees: 

“1. Committee on Agriculture, to consist 
of twenty-seven members, 

“2. Committee on Appropriations, to con- 
sist of 43 members. 

“3. Committee on Armed Services, to con- 
sist of 33 members, 

“4. Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to consist of 27 members. 

“5. Committee on Civil Service, to con- 
sist of 25 members. 

“6. Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, to consist of 25 members. 

“7. Committee on Education and Labor, to 
consist of 25 members. 

“8, Committee on Expenditures in the 

Executive Departments, to consist of 25 
members. 

9. Committee on Foreign Affairs, to con- 
sist of 25 members. 

“10. Committee on House Administration, 
to consist of 25 members. 

“11. Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to consist of 27 members. 

“12. Committee on the Judiciary, to con- 
sist of 25 members. 

“13, Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, to consist of 25 members. 

“14. Committee on Public Lands, to con- 
sist of 25 Members. 

“15. Committee on Public Works, to con- 
sist of 27 Members. 

“16. Committee on Rules, to consist of 12 
Members, 

“17, Committee on Un-American Activities, 
to consist of nine Members. i 

“18. Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to 
consist of 27 Members. 

“19. Committee on Ways and Means, to 
consist of 27 Me:nbers. ; 

“(b) (1) The Speaker shall appoint all 
select and conference committees which shall 
be ordered by the House from time to time. 

“(2) At the commencement of each Con- 
gress, the House shall elect as chairman of 
each standing committee one of the Mem- 
bers thereof; in the temporary absence of 
the chairman, the Member next in rank in 
the order named in the election of the com- 
mittee, and so on, as often as the case shall 
happen, shall act as chairman; and in case 
of a permanent vacancy in the chairman- 
ship of any such committee the House shall 
elect another chairman. 

“(3) All vacancies in standing committees 
in the House shall be filled by election by the 
House, Each Member shall be elected to 
serve on one standing committee and no 
more; except that Members who are elected 
to serve on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia or on the Committee on Un- 
American Activities may be elected to serve 
on two standing committees and no more, 
and Members of the majority party who are 
elected to serve on the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments or 
on the Committee on House Administration 
may be elected to serve on two standing com- 
mittees and no more.” 

(b) Rule XI of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 


“RULE XI 
“Powers and duties of committees 
1) All proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the subjects listed under the stand- 
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ing committees named below shall be re- 
ferred to such committees, respectively: 


“(A) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


“1, Agriculture generally. 

“2. Inspection of livestock and meat prod- 
ucts. 

“3. Animal industry and diseases of ani- 
mals, 

“4, Adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and 
protection of birds and animals in forest 
reserves. 

“5. Agricultural colleges and experiment 
stations, 

“6. Forestry in general, and forest reserves 
other than those created from the public 
domain, 

“7, Agricultural economics and research, 

“8. Agricultural and industrial chemistry. 

“9. Dairy industry. 

“10. Entomology and plant quarantine. 

11. Human nutrition and home eco- 
nomics. 

“12. Plant industry, solls, and agricul- 
tural engineering. 

“13. Agricultural 
services. 

14. Extension of farm credit and farm 
security, 

“15. Rural electrification. 

“16. Agricultural production and market- 
ing and stabilization of prices of agricultural 
products. 

“17. Crop insurance and soil conservation. 


“(B) COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


“1. Appropriation of the revenue for the 
support of the Government. 


“(C) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


“1. Common defense generally. 

“2. The War Department and the Military 
Establishment generally. 

“3. The Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment generally. 

“4, Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes. 

“5. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces. 

“6. Selective service. 

“7. Size and composition of the Army and 
Navy. 

“8. Ports, arsenals, military reservations, 
and navy yards. 

“9. Ammunition depots. 

“10. Maintenance and operation of the 
Panama Canal, including the administration, 
sanitation, and government of the Canal 
Zone. 

11. Conservation, development, and use 
of naval petroleum and oil shale reserves. 

“12. Strategic and critical materials neces- 
sary for the common defense. 

“(D) COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

1. Banking and currency generally. 

“2, Financial aid to commerce and indus- 
try, other than matters relating to such aid 
which are specifically assigned to other com- 
mittees under this rule. 

“3. Deposit insurance, 

“4, Public and private housing. 

“5. Federal Reserve System. 

“6. Gold and silver, including the coinage 
thereof. 

7. Issuance of notes and redemption 
thereof. 

“8, Valuation and revaluation of the dol- 
lar. 

9. Control of prices of commodities, rents, 
or services, 

„ COMMITTEE ON CIVIL SERVICE 

“1. The Federal civil service generally. 

“2. The status of officers and employees of 
the United States, including their compen- 
sation, classification, and retirement. 

“3. The postal service generally, including 
the railway mail service, and measures relat- 
ing to ocean mail and pneumatic-tube serv- 
ice; but excluding post roads, 

“4, Postal-savings banks, 


educational extension 
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“5. Census and the collection of statistics 
generally. 
“6. The National Archives. 


“(F) COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


“1, All measures relating to the municipal 
affairs of the District of Columbia in general, 
other than appropriations therefor, includ- 
ing— 

“2, Public health and safety, sanitation, 
and quarantine regulations. 

“3. Regulation of sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 

“4, Adulteration of food and drugs. 

“5. Taxes and tax sales. 

“6, Insurance, executors, 
wills, and divorce. 

7. Municipal and juvenile courts. 

“8. Incorporation and organization of 
societies. 

“9, Municipal code and amendments to the 
criminal and corporation laws. 


“(G) COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 


“1. Measures relating to education or labor 
generally. 

“2. Mediation and arbitration of labor dis- 
putes. 

“3. Wages and hours of labor. 

“4, Convict labor and the entry of goods 
made by convicts into interstate commerce. 

“5. Regulation or prevention of importa- 
tion of foreign laborers under contract. 

“6. Child labor. 

“7, Labor statistics. 

“8. Labor standards. 

“9. School-lunch program. 

“10. Vocational rehabilitation. 

“11. United States Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Commission. 

“12. Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 


administrators, 


Dumb, and Blind; Howard University; 
Freedmen’s Hospital; and St. Elizabeths 
Hospital. i 


“13. Welfare of minors. 


“(H) (1) COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


“(A) Budget and accounting measures, 
other than appropriations. 

“(B) Reorganizations in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

“(2) Such committee shall have the duty 
of— 

“(A) receiving and examining reports of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and of submitting such recommendations to 
the House as it deems necessary or desirable 
in connection with the subject matter of 
such reports; 

“(B) studying the operation of Govern- 
ment activities at all levels with a view to 
determining its economy and efficiency; 

“(C) evaluating the effects of laws enacted 
to reorganize the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government; 

“(D) studying intergovernmental relation- 
ships between the United States and the 
States and municipalities, and between the 
United States and international organiza- 
tions of which the United States is a member. 


“(I) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


"1, Relations of the United States with 
foreign nations generally. 

“2. Establishment of boundary lines be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations. 

“3. Protection of American citizens abroad 
and expatriation. 

“4, Neutrality. 

“5, International conferences and Con- 
gresses. 

“6, The American National Red Cross. 

“7, Intervention abroad and declarations 
of war. 

“8. Measures relating to the diplomatic 
service. 

„9. Acquisition of land and buildings for 
embassies and legations in foreign countries, 
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“10, Measures to foster commercial inter- 
course with foreign nations and to safeguard 
American business interests abroad, 

11. United Nations Organization and in- 
ternational financial and monetary organ- 
izations. 

“12. Foreign loans. 


% (1) COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 

“(A) Employment of persons by the House 
including clerks for Members and commit- 
tees, and reporters of debates. 

“(B) Expenditure of the contingent fund 
of the House, 

“(C) The auditing and settling of all ac- 
counts which may be charged to the con- 
tingent fund. 

“(D) Measures relating to accounts of the 
House generally. 

0 5 Appropriations from the contingent 
fund 


“(F) Measures relating to services to the 
House, including the House restaurant and 
administration of the House Office Buildings 
and of the House wing of the Capitol. 

“(G) Measures relating to the travel of 
Members of the House. 

“(H) Measures relating to the assignment 
of office space for Members and committees, 

“(I) Measures relating to the disposition 
of useless executive papers. 

“(J) Except as provided in paragraph (0) 
8, matters relating to the Library of Con- 
gress and the House Library; statuary and 
pictures; acceptance or purchase of works of 
art for the Capitol; the Botanic Gardens; 
management of the Library of Congress; pur- 
chase of books and manuscripts; erection of 
monuments to the memory of individuals. 

(K) Except as provided in paragraph (o) 
8, matters relating to the Smithsonian In- 
stitution and the incorporation of similar 
institutions. 

“(L) Matters relating to printing and cor- 
rection of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

“(M) Measures relating to the election of 
the President, Vice President, or Members 
of Congress; corrupt practices; contested 
elections; credentials and qualifications; and 
Federal elections generally. 

“(2) Such committee shall also have the 
duty of— 

“(A) examining all bills, amendments, and 
joint resolutions after passage by the House; 
and, in cooperation with the Senate Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration, of ex- 
amining all bills and joint resolutions which 
shall have passed both Houses, to see that 
they are correctly enrolled; and when signed 
by the Speaker of the House and the Presi- 
dent of the Senate, shall forthwith present 
the same, when they shall have originated 
in the House, to the President of the United 
States in person, and report the fact and 
date of such presentation to the House; 

“(B) reporting to the Sergeant at Arms 
of the House the travel of Members of the 
House; 

“(C) arranging a suitable program for each 
day observed by the House of Representatives 
as a memorial day in memory of Members 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
who have died during the preceding period, 
and to arrange for the publication of the 
proceedings thereof. 


K) COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN 
COMMERCE 


“1, Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally. 

2. Regulation of interstate railroads, 
busses, trucks, and pipe lines. 

“3. Communication by telephone, tele- 
graph, radio, and television, 

“4, Civil aeronautics, 

“5. Weather Bureau. 

“6, Interstate oll compacts. 

"T. Railroad labor and railroad retirement 
and unemployment, except revenue measures 
relating thereto. 

“8. Public health and quarantine, 
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“9. Inland waterways. 

“10. Bureau of Standards, including stand- 
ardization of weights and measures and the 
metric system. 


“(L) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


“1, Judicial proceedings, civil and criminal, 
generally. 

2. Constitutional amendments, 

“3. Federal courts and judges. 

“4, Local courts in the Territories and 

ions, 

“5. Revision and codification of the stat- 
utes of the United States. 

“6. National penitentiaries. 

“7, Protection of trade and commerce 
against unlawful restraints and monopolies. 

“8, Holidays and celebrations. 

“9. Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 
counterfeiting. 

“10. State and Territorial boundary lines. 

“11, Meetings ôf Congress, attendance of 
Members, and their acceptance of incom- 
patible offices. 

“12. Civil liberties, 

“13. Patents, copyrights, and trade-marks, 

“14, Patent Office, 

“15. Immigration and naturalization. 

“16. Apportionment of Representatives. 

“17. Measures relating to claims against 
the United States. 

“18, Interstate compacts generally. 

“19, Presidential succession. 


“(M) COMMITTEE ON THE MERCHANT MARINE 
AND FISHERIES 


“1. Merchant marine generally. 

“2. Registering and licensing of vessels and 
small boats, 

“3. Navigation and the laws relating there- 
to, including pilotage. 

“4, Rules and international arrangements 
to prevent collisions at sea. 

“5. Merchant marine officers and seamen. 

“6. Measures relating to the regulation of 
common carriers by water and to the inspec- 
tion of merchant marine vessels, lights and 
signals, lifesaving equipment, and fire pro- 
tection on such vessels. 

“7, The Coast Guard, including lifesaving 
service, lighthouses, lightships, and ocean 
derelicts. 

“8. United States Coast Guard and Mer- 
chant Marine Academies, 

“9, Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

“10. Except as provided in paragraph (c), 
the Panama Canal and interoceanic canals 
generally. 

“11. Fisheries and wildlife, including re- 
search, restoration, refuges, and conservation, 


“(N) COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS 


“1, Public lands generally, including entry, 
easements, and grazing thereon. 

“2. Mineral resourcse of the public lands, 

“3. Forfeiture of land grants and alien 
ownership, including alien ownership of 
mineral lands. 

“4, Forest reserves and national parks cre- 
ated from the public domain. 

“5. Military parks and battlefields, and na- 
tional cemeteries. 

“6. Preservation of prehistoric ruins and 
objects of interest on the public domain. 

7. Measures relating generally to Hawail, 
Alaska, and the insular possessions of the 
United States, except those affecting the rev- 
enue and appropriations. 

“8. Irrigation and reclamation, including 
water supply for reclamation projects, and 
easements of public lands for irrigation proj- 
ects. 


“9. Interstate compacts relating to appor- 
tionment of waters for irrigation purposes, 

“10. Mining interests generally. 

“11. Mineral land laws and claims and en- 
tries thereunder. 

“12. Geological survey. 

“13. Mining schools and experimental sta- 
tions, 
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“14. Petroleum conservation and conserva- 
tion of the radium supply in the United 
States. 

“15, Relations of the United States with 
the Indians and the Indian tribes. 

“16. Measures relating to the care, educa- 
tion, and management of Indians, including 
the care and allotment of Indian lands and 
general and special measures relating to 
claims which are paid out of Indian funds. 


on COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


“1, Flood control and improvement of 
rivers and harbors. 

“2. Public works for the benefit of naviga- 
tion, and bridges and dams (other than inter- 
national bridges and dams). 

“3. Water power. 

“4, Oil and other pollution of navigable 
waters. 

“5. Public buildings and occupied or im- 
proved grounds of the United States gen- 
erally. 

“6, Measures relating to the purchase of 
sites and construction of post offices, custom- 
houses, Federal court houses, and Govern- 
ment buildings within the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

“7. Measures relating to the Capitol Build- 
ing and the Senate and House Office Build- 
ings. 

“8. Measures relating to the construction 
or reconstruction, maintenance, and care of 
the buildings and grounds of the Botanic 
Gardens, the Library of Congress, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

“9. Public reservations and parks within 
the District of Columbia, including Rock 
Creek Park and the Zoological Park. 

“10, Measures. relating to the construction 
or maintenance of roads and post roads, other 
than appropriations therefor; but it shall 
not be in order for any bill providing general 
legislation in relation to roads to contain any 
provision for any specific road, nor for any 
bill in relation to a specific road to embrace 
a provision in relation to any other specific 
road. 


“(P) COMMITTEE ON RULES 


“1, The rules, joint rules, and order of 
business of the House. 

“2. Recesses and final adjournments of 
Congress. 

„%) (1) COMMITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN 
ACTIVITIES 

“(A) Un-American activities. 

“(2) The Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, as a whole or by subcommittee, is 
authorized to make from time to time inves- 
tigations of (i) the extent, character, and 
objects of un-American propaganda activities 
in the United States, (ii) the diffusion with- 
in the United States of subversive and un- 
American propaganda that is instigated from 
foreign countries or of a domestic origin and 
attacks the principle of the form of govern- 
ment as guaranteed by our Constitution, 
and (ili) all other questions in relation 
thereto that would aid Congress in any nec- 
essary remedial legislation. 

“The Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties shall report to the House (or to the 
Clerk of the House if the House is not in 
session) the results of any such investiga- 
tion, together with such recommendations 
as it deems advisable. 

“For the purpose of any such investiga- 
tion, the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, or any subcommittee thereof, is au- 
thorized to sit and act at such times and 
places within the United States, whether or 
not the House is sitting, has recessed, or has 
adjourned, to hold such hearings, to require 
the attendance of such witnesses and the 
production of such books, papers, and docu- 
ments, and to take such testimony, as it 
deems necessary. Subpenas may be issued 
under the signature of the chairman of the 
committee or any subcommittee, or by any 
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member designated by any such chairman, 
and may be served by any person designated 
by any such chairman or member. 

“(r) Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 

“1. Veterans’ measures generally. 

“2. Pensions of all the wars of the United 
States, general and special. 

“3. Life insurance issued by the Govern- 
ment on account of service in the armed 
forces. 

“4, Compensation, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, and education of veterans. 

“5. Veterans’ hospitals, medical care, and 
treatment of veterans. 

“6, Soldiers’ and sailors’ civil relief. 

“7. Readjustment of servicemen to civil 
life. 

„s) Commitee on Ways and Means. 

“1, Revenue measures generally. 

“2. The bonded debt of the United States. 

“3. The deposit of public moneys. 

“4, Customs, collection districts, and ports 
of entry and delivery. 

“5. Reciprocal trade agreements, 

“6, Transportation of dutiable goods. 

“7, Revenue measures relating to the in- 
sular possessions, 

“8. National social security. 

“(2) (a) The following-named commit- 
tees shall have leave to report at any time 
on the matters herein stated, namely: The 
Committee on Rules—on rules, joint rules, 
and order of business; the Committee on 
House Administration—on the right of a 
Member to his seat, enrolled bills, on all 
matters referred to it of printing for the 
use of the House or the two Houses, and on 
all matters of expenditure of the contingent 
fund of the House; the Committee on Ways 
and Means—on bills raising revenue; the 
Committee on Appropriations—on the gen- 
eral appropriation bills; t^e Committee on 
Public Works—on bills authorizing the im- 
provement of rivers and harbors; the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands—on bills for 
the forfeiture of land grants to railroad and 
other corporations, bills preventing specula- 
tion in the public lands, bills for the reserva- 
tion of the public lands for the benefit of 
actual and bona fide settlers, and bills for 
the admission of new States; the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs—on general pension 
bills. 

“(b) It shall always be in order to call 
up for consideration a report from the Com- 
mittee on Rules (except it shall not be called 
up for consideration on the same day it is 
presented to the House, unless so determined 
by a vote of not less than two-thirds of 
the Members voting, but this provision shall 
not apply during the last 3 days of the 
session), and, pending the consideration 
thereof, the Speaker may entertain one mo- 
tion that the House adjourn; but after the 
result is announced he shall not entertain 
any other dilatory motion until the said 
report shall have been fully disposed of. 
The Committee on Rules shall not report 
any rule or order which shall provide that 
business under paragraph 7 of rule XXIV 
shall be set aside by a vote of less than two- 
thirds of the Members present; nor shall 
it report any rule or order which shall operate 
to prevent the motion to recommit being 
made as provided in paragraph 4 of rule XVI, 

“(c) The Committee on Rules shall present 
to the House reports concerning rules, joint 
rules, and order of business, within three leg- 
islative days of the time when ordered re- 
ported by the committee. If such rule or 
order is not considered immediately, it shall 
be referred to the calendar and, if not called 
up by the Member making the report within 
seven legislative days thereafter, any mem- 
ber of the Rules Committee may call it up 
as a question of privilege, and the Speaker 
shall recognize any member of the Rules 
Committee seeking recognition for that pur- 
pose. If the Committee on Rules shall make 
an adverse report on any resolution pending 
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before the committee, providing for an order 
of business for the consideration by the House 
of any public bill or joint resolution, on days 
when it shall be in order to call up motions 
to discharge committees it shall be in order 
for any Member of the House to call up for 
consideration by the House any such adverse 
report, and it shall be in order to move the 
adoption by the House of said resolution ad- 
versely reported notwithstanding the adverse 
report of the Committee on Rules, and the 
Speaker shall recognize the Member seeking 
recognition for that purpose as a question of 
the highest privilege. 

“(d) The Committee on House Adminis- 
tration shall make final report to the House 
in all contested-election cases not later than 
6 months from the first day of the first regu- 
lar session of the Congress to which the con- 
testee is elected except in a contest from the 
Territory of Alaska, in which case the time 
shall not exceed 9 months. 

“(e) A standing committee of the House 
shall meet to consider any bill or resolution 
pending before it (A) on all regular meeting 
days selected by the committee; (B) upon 
the call of the chairman of the committee; 
(C) if the chairman of the committee, after 
3 days’ consideration, refuses or fails, upon 
the request of at least three members of the 
committee, to call a special meeting of the 
committee within even calendar days from 
the date of said request, then, upon the filing 
with the clerk of the committee of the written 
and signed request of a majority of the com- 
mittee for a called special meeting of the 
committee, the committee shall meet on the 
day and hour specified in said written re- 
quest. It shall be the duty of the clerk of 
the committee to notify all members of the 
committee in the usual way of such called 
special meeting. 

“(f) The rules of the House are hereby 
made the rules of its standing committees so 
far as applicable, except that a motion to 
reeess from day to day is hereby made a 
motion of high privilege in said committees,” 


Delegates and Resident Commissioner 


Sec. 122. Rule XII of the Standing Rules of 
the House of Representatives is amended to 
read as follows: 


“RULE XII 
“Delegates and Resident Commissioner 


“1. The Delegates from Hawaii and Alaska, 
and the Resident Commissioner to the United 
States from Puerto Rico shall be elected to 
serve as additional members on the Com- 
mittees on Agriculture, Armed Services, and 
Public Lands; and they shall possess in such 
committees the same powers and privileges 
as in the House, and may make any motion 
except to reconsider.” 


Reference of private claims bills 


Sec. 123. Paragraph 3 of rule XXI of the 
Standing Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives is amended to read as follows: 

“3, No bill for the payment or adjudication 
of any private claim against the Government 
shall be referred, except by unanimous con- 
sent, to any other than the following com- 
mittees, namely: To the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs and to the Committee on the 
Judiciary.” 


PART 3—PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO BOTH 
HOUSES 
Private bills banned 

Sec. 131. No private bill or resolution (in- 
cluding so-called omnibus claims or pension 
bills), and no amendment to any bill or 
resolution, authorizing or directing (1) the 
payment of money for property damages, for 
personal injuries or death for which suit may 
be instituted under the Federal Tort Claims 
Act, or for a pension (other than to carry 
out a provision of law or treaty stipulation); 
(2) the construction of a bridge across & 
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navigable stream; or (3) the correction of a 
military or naval record, shall be received or 
considered in either the Senate of the House 
of Representatives. 


Congressional adjournment 


Sec. 132. Except in time of war or during a 
national emergency proclaimed by the Presi- 
dent, the two Houses shall adjourn sine die 
not later than the last day (Sundays ex- 
cepted) in the month of July in each year 
unless otherwise provided by the Congress. 


Committee procedure 


Sec. 133. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
shall fix regular weekly, biweekly, or monthly 
meeting days for the transaction of business 
before the committee, and additional meet- 
ings may be called by the chairman as he 
May deem necessary, 

(b) Each such committee shall keep a 
complete record of all committee action. 
Such record shall include a record of the 
votes on any question on which a record 
vote is demanded. 

(c) It shall be the duty of the chairman 
of each such committee to report or cause 
to be reported promptly to the Senate or 
House of Representatives, as the case may be, 
any measure approved by his committee and 
to take or cause to be taken necessary steps 
to bring the matter to a vote. 

(d) No measure or recommendation shall 
be reported from any such committee unless 
a majority of the committee were actually 
present. 

(e) Each standing committee shall, so far 
as practicable, require all witnesses appear- 
ing before it to file in advance written state- 
ments of their proposed testimony, and to 
limit their oral presentations to brief sum- 
maries of their argument. The staff of each 
committee shall prepare digests of such 
ohio for the use of committee mem- 

ers. 

(f) All hearings conducted by standing 
committees or their subcommittees shall be 
open to the public, except executive sessions 
for marking up bills or for voting or where 
the committee by a majority vote orders an 
executive session. 


Committee powers 


Sec. 134. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate, including any subcommittee of 
any such committee, is authorized to hold 
such hearings, to sit and act at such times 
and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjourned periods of the Senate, to require 
by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu- 
ments, to take such testimony and to make 
such expenditures (not in excess of $10,000 
for each committee during any Congress) as 
it deems advisable. Each such committee 
may make investigations into any matter 
within its jurisdiction, may report such 
hearings as may be had by it, and may em- 
ploy stenographic assistance at a cost not 
exceeding 25 cents per hundred words, The 
expenses of the committee shall be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman. 

(b) Every committee and subcommittee 
serving the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives shall report the name, profession, 
and total salary of each staff member em- 
ployed by it, and shall make an accounting 
of funds appropriated to it and expended by 
it to the Secretary of the Senate and Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, as the case 
may be, at least once every 6 months, and 
such information shall be published period- 
ically in the Congressional Directory when 
and as the same is issued and as Senate and 
House documents, respectively, every 3 
months. 

(c) No standing committee of the Senate 
or the House, except the Committee on Rules 
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of the House, shall sit, without special leave, 
while the Senate or the House, as the case 
may be, is in session. 


Conference rules on amendments in nature 
of substitute 

Sec. 185. (a) In any case in which a dis- 
agreement to an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute has been referred to conferees, 
it shall be in order for the conferees to report 
a substitute on the same subject matter; but 
they may not include in the report matter 
not committed to them by either House. 
They may, however, include in their report 
in any such case matter which is a germane 
modification of subjects in disagreement. 

(b) In any case in which the conferees 
violate subsection (a), the conference report 
shall be subject to a point of order. 
Legislative oversight by standing committees 

Sec. 136. To assist the in ap- 
praising the administration of the laws and 
in developing such amendments or related 
legislation as it may deem necessary, each 
standing committee of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives shall exercise con- 
tinuous watchfulness of the execution by 
the administrative agencies concerned of 
any laws, the subject matter of which is 
within the jurisdiction of such committee; 
and, for that purpose, shall study all perti- 
nent reports and data submitted to the Con- 
gress by the agencies in the executive branch 
of the Government. 


Decisions on questions of committee 
jurisdtction 


Sec. 137. In any case in which a contro- 
versy arises as to the jurisdiction of any 
standing committee of the Senate with re- 
spect to any proposed legislation, the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction shall be decided by the 
Presiding Officer of the Senate, without de- 
bate, in favor of that committee which has 
jurisdiction over the subject matter which 
predominates in such proposed legislation; 
but such decision shall be subject to an 
appeal, 

Legislative budget : 

Sec. 138. (a) The Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives, and 
the Committee on Finance and the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate, are 
authorized and directed to meet jointly at 
the beginning of each regular session of 
Congress and after study and consultation, 
giving due consideration to the budget 
recommendations of the President, report to 
their respective Houses a legislative budget 
for the ensuing fiscal year, including the 
estimated over-all Federal receipts and ex- 
penditures for such year. Such report shall 
contain a recommendation for the maximum 
amount to be appropriated for expenditure 
in such year which shall include such an 
amount to be reserved for deficiencies as may 
be deemed necessary by such committees. 
If the estimated receipts exceed the esti- 
mated expenditures, such report shall con- 
tain a recommendation for a reduction in 
the public debt. Such report shall be made 
by March 1. 

(b) The report shall be accompanied by a 
concurrent resolution adopting such budget, 
and fixing the maximum amount to be ap- 
propriated for expenditure in such year. If 
the estimated expenditures exceed the esti- 
mated receipts, the concurrent resolution 
shall include a section substantially as fol- 
lows: “That it is the sense of the Congress 
that the public debt shall be increased in 
an amount equal to the amount by which 
the estimated expenditures for the ensuing 
fiscal year exceed the estimated receipts, 
such amount being $ * 

Hearings and reports by appropriations 

committees 

Sec. 139. (a) No general appropriation 
bill, other than deficiency appropriation bills, 
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shall be considered in either House unless, 
prior to the consideration of such bill, 
printed committee hearings and reports on 
such bill have been available for at least 
three calendar days for the Members of the 
House in which such bill is to be considered. 

(b) The Committees on Appropriations of 
the two Houses are authorized and directed, 
acting jointly, to develop a standard appro- 
priation classification schedule which will 
clearly define in concise and uniform ac- 
counts the subtotals of appropriations asked 
for by agencies in the executive branch of 
the Government. That part of the printed 
hearings containing each such agency's re- 
quest for appropriations shall be preceded by 
such a schedule. 

(c) No general appropriation bill or 
amendment thereto shall be received or con- 
sidered in either House if it contains a pro- 
vision reappropriating unexpended balances 
of appropriations; except that this provision 
shall not apply to appropriations in continu- 
ation of appropriations for public works on 
which work has commenced. 

(d) The Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses are authorized and directed to make 
a study of (1) existing permanent appropria- 
tions with a view to limiting the number of 
permanent appropriations and to recommend 
to their respective Houses what permanent 
appropriations, if any, should be discon- 
tinued; and (2) the disposition of funds re- 
sulting from the sale of Government property 
or services by all departments and agencies 
in the executive branch of the Government 
with a view to recommending to their respec- 
tive Houses a uniform system of control with 
respect to such funds. 

Records of Congress 

Sec. 140. (a) The Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
are authorized and directed, acting jointly, to 
obtain at the close of each all of 
the noncurrent records of the Congress and 
of each committee thereof and transfer them 
to the National Archives for preservation, 
subject to the orders of the Senate or the 
House, respectively. 

(b) The Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives is authorized and directed to collect all 
of the noncurrent records of the House of 
Representatives from the First to the Sev- 
enty-sixth Congress, inclusive, and transfer 
such records to the National Archives for 
preservation, subject to the orders of the 
Senate or the House, respectively. 

Preservation of committee hearings 

Sec. 141. The Librarian of the Library of 
Congress is authorized and directed to have 
bound at the end of each session of Congress 
the printed hearings of testimony taken by 
each committee of the Congress at the pre- 
ceding session. 


Effective date 


Sec. 142. This title shall take effect on Jan- 
uary 2, 1947; except that this section and sec- 
tions 140 and 141 shall take effect on the date 
of enactment of this act. 


TITLE II—MIscELLANEOUS 
PART I—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
CONGRESSIONAL PERSONNEL 
Stenographie pool 
Sec. 201. The Secretary of the Senate and 
Clerk of the House of Representatives shall 
establish a stenographic pool in each of the 
Senate and House Office Buildings for the use 
of Members during peak periods when their 
existing clerical facilities are inadequate to 
their needs, and shall make its facilities 
available, within proper limits, to the Mem- 
bers of Congress, under such rules and regu- 
lations as they may prescribe. 
Increase in compensation for certain 
congressional officers 
Sec. 202. (a) Effective January 1, 1947, the 
annual basic compensation of the elected 
officers of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
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sentatives (not including the Presiding OM- 
cers of the two Houses) shall be increased by. 
50 percent; and the provisions of section 
4501 of the Federal Employees Pay act of 1945, 
as amended by section 5 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1946, shall not be applica- 
ble to the compensation of said elected 
Officers. 

(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated annually for the “Office of the 
Vice President” the sum of $23,130; and there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated an- 
nually for the “Office of the Speaker” the 
sum of $20,025. 

(c) The Speaker, the majority leader, and 
the minority leader of the House of Repre- 
sentatives are each authorized to employ an 
administrative assistant, who shall receive 
basic compensation at a rate not to exceed 
$8,000 a year. There is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary for the payment of such compensation. 


Committee staffs 


Sec. 203. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
(other than the Appropriations Committees) 
is authorized to appoint by a majority vote 
of the committee not more than four profes- 
sional staff members in addition to the cler- 
ical staffs on a permanent basis without re- 
gard to political affiliations and solely on the 
basis of fitness to perform the duties of the 
office; and said staff members shall be as- 
signed to the chairman and ranking minority 
member of such committee as the committee 
may deem advisable. Each such committee 
is further authorized to discharge by a ma- 
jority vote of the committee any such pro- 
fessional staff member as it may see fit. Pro- 
fessional staff members shall not engage in 
any work other than committee business and 
no other duties may be assigned to them. 

(b) The Committee on Appropriations of 
each House and each subcommittee thereof 
is authorized to appoint by a majority vote 
of the committee not more than four profes- 
sional staff members in addition to the cler- 
ical staff on a permanent basis without regard 
to political affiliations and solely on the basis 
of fitness to perform the duties of the office; 
and said staff members shall be assigned to 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of each committee on appropriations and 
each subcommittee thereof as the commit- 
tee or subcommittee may deem advisable. 
Such committee or subcommittee is further 
authorized to terminate by a majority vote 
of the committee or subcommittee the serv- 
ices of any such professional staff member 
as it may see fit. Professional staff members 
shall not engage in any work other than com- 
mittee business and no other duties may be 
assigned to them. In addition to other du- 
ties, such professional staff members shall 
aid the chairmen and ranking minority mem- 
bers in making careful studies of budget 
requests with a view to eliminating unneces- 
sary expenditures. 

(c) The clerical staff of each standing 
committee, which shall be appointed by a 
majority vote of the committee, shall con- 
sist of not more than six clerks, to be at- 
tached to the office of the chairman, to the 
ranking minority member, and to the profes- 
sional staff, as the committee may deem 
advisable; and the position of committee 
janitor is hereby abolished. The clerical staff 
shall handle committee correspondence and 
stenographic work, both for the committee 
staff and for the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member on matters related to com- 
mittee work. 

(d) All committee hearings, records, data, 
charts, and files shall be kept separate and 
distinct from the congressional office records 
of the Member serving as chairman of the 
committee; and such records shall be the 
property of the Congress and all members of 
the committee and the respective Houses 
shall have access to such records. Each 


_committee is authorized to have printed and 
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bound such testimony and other data pre- 
sented at hearings held by the committee. 

(e) The professional staff members of the 
standing committees shall receive annual 
compensation, to be fixed by the chairman, 
ranging from $6,000 to $8,000 and the cler- 
ical staff shall receive annual compensa- 
tion ranging from $2,000 to $6,000. 

(£) No committee shall appoint to its staff 
any experts or other personnel detailed or 
assigned from any department or agency of 
the Government, except with the written 
permission of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration of the Senate or the Commit- 
tee on House Administration of the House 
of Representatives, as the case may be. 

(g) No individual who is employed as a 
professional staff member of any committee 
as provided in this section shall be eligible 
for appointment to any office or position 
in the executive branch of the Government 
for a period of 1 year after he shall have 
ceased to be such a member. 


Legislative Reference Service 


Sec. 204. (a) The Librarian of Congress is 
authorized and directed to establish in the 
Library of Congress a separate department 
to be known as the Legislative Reference 
Service. It shall be the duty of the Legis- 
lative Reference Service— 

(1) upon request, to advise and assist any 
committee of either House or any joint com- 
mittee in the analysis, appraisal, and evalua- 
tion of legislative proposals pending before 
it, or of recommendations submitted to Con- 
gress, by the President or any executive 
agency, and otherwise to assist in furnishing 
a basis for the proper determination of meas- 
ures before the committee; 

(2) upon request, or upon its own initia- 
tive in anticipation of requests, to gather, 
classify, analyze, and make available, in 
translations, indexes, digests, compilations 
and bulletins, and otherwise, data for or 
bearing upon legislation, and to render such 
data serviceable to Congress, and commit- 
tees and members thereof, without partisan 
bias in selection or presentation; 

(3) to prepare summaries and digests of 
public hearings before committees of the 
Congress, and of bills and resolutions of a 
public general nature introduced in either 
House. 

(b) (1) A director and assistant director 
of the Legislative Reference Service and all 
other necessary personnel, shall be appointed 
by the Librarian of Congress without regard 
to the civil-service laws and without refer- 
ence to political affiliations, solely on the 
ground of fitness to perform the duties of 
their office. The compensation of all em- 
ployees shall be fixed in accordance with the 
provisions of the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended: Provided, That the grade of 
senior specialists in each field enumerated 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection shall 
not be less than the highest grade in the 
executive branch of the Government to 
which research analysts and consultants 
without supervisory responsibility are cur- 
rently assigned. All employees of the Legis- 
lative Reference Service shall be subject to 
the provisions of the civil-service retirement 
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(2) The Librarian of Congress is further 
authorized to appoint in the Legislative Ref- 
erence Service senior specialists in the fol- 
lowing broad fields: Agriculture; American 
government and public administration; 
American public law; conservation; educa- 
tion; engineering and public works; full 
employment; housing; industrial organiza- 
tion and corporation finance; international 
affairs; international trade and economic 
geography; labor; mineral economics; money 
and banking; price economics; social wel- 
fare; taxation and fiscal policy; transporta- 
tion and communications; and veterans’ 
affairs. Such specialists, together with such 
other members of the staff as may be neces- 
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sary, shall be available for special work with 
the appropriate committees of Congress for 
any of the purposes set out in section 204 
(a) (1). 

(c) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated for the work of the Legislative 
Reference Service the following sums: (1) 
For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
$550,000; (2) for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948, $650,000; (3) for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1949, $750,000; and (4) for 
each fiscal year thereafter such sums as may 
be necessary to carry on the work of the 
Service. 

Office of the Legislative Counsel 

Sec. 205. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the work of the Office of 
the Legislative Counsel the following sums: 

(1) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
$150,000; 

(2) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, 
$200,000; 

(3) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, 
$250,000; 

(4) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1950, $250,000; and 

(5) For each fiscal year thereafter such 
sums as may be necessary to carry on the 
work of the Office. 

Studies by Comptroller General 

Sec. 206. The Comptroller General is au- 
thorized and directed to make a full and 
complete study of restrictions placed in gen- 
eral appropriation acts limiting the expendi- 
ture of specified appropriations therein, with 
a view to determining the cost to the Govern- 
ment incident to complying with such re- 
strictions, and to report to the Congress his 
estimate of the cost of complying with such 
restrictions and such other recommendations 
with respect thereto as he deems necessary or 
desirable, 

Expenditure analysis by Comptroller General 

Sec. 207. The Comptroller General is au- 
thorized and directed to make an expendi- 
ture analysis of each agency in the executive 
branch of the Government (including Gov- 
ernment corporations), which, in the opinion 
of the Comptroller General, will enable Con- 
gress to determine whether public funds 
have been economically and efficiently ad- 
ministered and expended. Reports on such 
analyses shall be submitted by the Comp- 
troller General, from time to time, to the 
Committees on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, to the Appropriations Commit- 
tees, and to the legislative committees having 
jurisdiction over legislation relating to the 
operations of the respective agencies, of the 
two Houses, 


Correction of military and naval records 


Sec. 208. The Secretary of War, the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury with respect to the Coast Guard, re- 
spectively, under procedures set up by them, 
and acting through boards of civilian officers 
or employees of their respective departments, 
are authorized to correct any military or 
naval record where in their judgment such 
action is necessary to correct an error or to 
remove an injustice. 


PART 2——-STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 


Improvement of Congressional Record 


Sec. 221. The Joint Committee on Printing 
is authorized and directed to provide for 
printing in the daily Recorp the legislative 
program for the day, together with a list of 
congressional committee meetings and hear- 
ings, and the place of meeting and subject 
matter; and to cause a brief résumé of con- 
gressional activities for the previous day to 
be incorporated in the Recorp, together with 
an index of its contents. Such data shall be 
prepared under the supervision of the Secre- 
tary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, respectively. 
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Joint Committee on Printing 


Sec, 222. Section 1 of the act entitled “An 
act providing for the public printing and 
binding and the distribution of public docu- 
ments,” approved January 12, 1895 (28 Stat. 
601), is amended to read as follows: “That 
there shall be a Joint Committee on Print- 
ing, consisting of the chairman and two 
members of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration of the Senate and the chair- 
man and two members of the Committee on 
House Administration of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, who shall have the powers here- 
inafter stated.” 


Joint Committee on the Library 


Sec. 223. The Joint Committee of Congress 
on the Library shall hereafter consist of 
the chairman and four members of the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration of the 
Senate and the chairman and four members 
of the Committee on House Administration 
of the House of Representatives. 


Transfer of functions 


Sec. 224. The functions, powers, and duties 
imposed by statute, resolution, or rule of 
either House of Congress on the effective date 
of this section on a standing committee of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
(or the chairman thereof) are, insofar as 
they are consistent with this act, thereby 
transferred to that standing committee cre- 
ated by this act (or the chairman thereof) 
to which is transferred the legislative juris- 
diction over the subject matter to which 
such functions, powers, and duties relate; 
except that the respective chairmen of the 
Committees on Civil Service of the two Houses 
created by this act shall be members of the 
National Archives, Council. 


Joint Committee on the Economic Report 

Sec. 225. Section 5 (b) (3) (relating to 
the time for filing the report of the Joint 
Committee on the Economic Report) of the 
Employment Act of 1946 is amended by strik- 
ing out “May 1” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“February 1.” 

Economie report of the President 

Sec. 226. Section 3 (a) (relating to the 
time for filing the economic report of the 
President) of the Employment Act of 1946 
is amended by striking out “within 60 days 
after the beginning of each regular session” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “at the begin- 
ning of each regular session.” 


PART 3—PROVISIONS RELATING TO CAPITOL AND 
PAGES 

Remodeling of caucus rooms and restaurants 

Sec, 241. The Architect of the Capitol is 
authorized and directed to prepare plans and 
submit them to Congress at the earliest 
practicable date for the remodeling (a) of 
the caucus rooms in the Senate and House 
Office Buildings to provide improved acous- 
tics and seating facilities and for the pres- 
entation of motion pictures or other visual 
displays on matters of national interest; and 
(b) of the Senate and House restaurants to 
provide for more convenient dining facilities, 

Assignment of Capitol space 

SEC. 242. The President pro tempore of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall cause a survey to be made 
of available space within the Capitol which 
could be utilized for joint committee meet- 
ings, meetings of conference committees, and 
other meetings, requiring the attendance of 
both Senators and Members of the House of 
Representatives, and shall recommend the 
reassignment of such space to accommodate 
such meetings. 

Senate and House pages 

Sec. 243. (a) The Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives, acting jointly, are authorized and 
directed to enter into an arrangement with 
the Board of Education of the District of 
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Columbia for the education of congressional 
pages and pages of the Supreme Court in 
the public-school system of the District. 
Such arrangement shall include provision 
for reimbursement to the District of Colum- 
bia for any additional expenses incurred by 
the public-school system of the District in 
carrying out such arrangement, 

(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to reimburse the District of Columbia in 
accordance with the arrangement referred 
to in subsection (a). 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsections (a) and (b) of this section, said 
page or pages may elect to attend a private 
or parochial school of their own choice: Pro- 
vided, however, That such private or paro- 
chial school shall be reimbursed by the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives only in the 
same amount as would be paid if the page 
or pages were attending a public school 
under the provisions of paragraphs (a) and 
(b) of this section. 


Effective date 
Sec. 244. This title shall take effect on the 


date of its enactment; except that sections - 


203 (a), (b), (c), (e), and (f), 222, 223, 224, 
and 243 shall take effect on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes. 
Trtte III—REGULATION or LOBBYING Act 
Short title 
Sec. 301. Thif title may be cited as the 
“Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act.” 
Definitions 


Sec. 302. When used in this title— 

(a) The term “contribution” includes a 
gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money or anything of value and includes 
a contract, promise, or agreement, whether 
or not legally enforceable, to make & 
contribution. 

(b) The term “expenditure” includes a 
payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value, and 
includes a contract, promise, or agreement, 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
an expenditure. 

(c) The term “person” includes an in- 
dividual, partnership, committee, associa- 
tion, corporation, and any other organization 
or group of persons. 

(d) The term “Clerk” means the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives of the United 
States. 

(e) The term “legislation” means bills, 
resolutions, amendments, nominations, and 
other matters pending or proposed in either 
House of Congress, and includes any other 
matter which may be the subject of action 
by either House. 

Detailed accounts of contributions 

Src. 303.(a) It shall be the duty of every 
person who shall in any manner solicit or 
receive a contribution to any organization 
or fund for the purposes hereinafter desig- 
nated to keep a detailed and exact account 
of— 

(1) all contributions of any amount or of 
any value whatsoever; 

(2) the name and address of every person 
making any such contribution of $500 or 
more and the date thereof; 

(3) all expenditures made by or on behalf 
of such organization or fund; and 

(4) the name and address of every person 
to whom any such expenditure is made and 
the date thereof. 

(b) It shall be the duty of such person 
to obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating 
the particulars, for every expenditure of 
such funds exceeding $10 in amount, and to 
preserve all receipted bills and accounts re- 
quired to be kept by this section for a period 
of at least 2 years from the date of the filing 
of the statement containing such items, 
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Receipts for contributions 


Sec. 304. Every individual who receives a 
contribution of $500 or more for any of the 
purposes hereinafter designated shall within 
5 days after receipt thereof render to the 
person or organization for which such con- 
tribution was received a detailed account 
thereof, including the name and address of 
the person making such contribution and 
the date on which received. 

Statements to be filed with Clerk of House 

Sec. 305. (a) Every person receiving any 
contributions or expending any money for 
the purposes designated in subparagraph (a), 
(b), or (c) of section 307 shall file with the 
Clerk between the first and tenth day of each 
calendar quarter, a statement containing 
complete as of the day next preceding the 
date of filing— 

(1) the name and address of each person 
who has made a contribution of $500 or more 
not mentioned in the preceding report; ex- 
cept that the first report filed pursuant to 
this title shall contain the name and address 
of each person who has made any contribu- 
tion of $500 cr more to such person since the 
effective date of this title; 

(2) the total sum of the contributions 
made to or for such person during the calen- 
dar year and not stated under paragraph (1); 

(3) the total sum of all contributions 
made to or for such person during the calen- 
dar year; 

(4) the name and address of each person 
to whom an expenditure in one or more items 
of the aggregate amount or value, within 
the calendar year, of $10 or more has been 
made by or on behalf of such person, and 
thie amount, date, and purpose of such ex- 
penditure; 

(5) the total sum of all expenditures made 
by or on behalf of such person during the 
calendar year and not stated under 
paragraph (4); 

(6) the total sum of expenditures made by 
or on behalf of such person during the 
calendar year. 

(b) The statements required to be filed by 
subsection (a) shall be cumulative during 
the calendar year to which they relate, but 
where there has been no change in an item 
reported in a previous statement only the 
amount need be carried forward. 

Statement preserved for 2 years 

Sec. 306. A statement required by this 
title to be filed with the Clerk— 

(a) shall be deemed properly filed when 
deposited in an established post office within 
the prescribed time, duly stamped, registered, 
and directed to the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives of the United States, Wash- 
ington, D. C., but in the event it is not 
received, a duplicate of such statement shall 
be promptly filed upon notice by the Cierk 
of its nonreceipt; 

(b) shall be preserved by the Clerk for a 
period of 2 years from the date of filing, 
shall constitute part of the public records 
of his office, and shall be open to public 
inspection. : 

Persons to whom applicable 

Sec. 307. The provisions of this title shall 
apply to any person (except a political com- 
mittee as defined in the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act, and duly organized State or 
local committees of a political party), who 
by himself, or through any agent or employee 
or other persons in any manner whatsoever, 
directly or indirectly, solicits, collects, or 
receives money or any other thing of value to 
be used principally to aid, or the principal 
purpose of which person is to aid, in the 
accomplishment of any of the following 


purposes: 
(a) The passage or defeat of any legisla- 
tion by the Congress of the United States. 
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(b) To influence, directly or indirectly, 
the passage or defeat of any legislation by 
the Congress of the United States. 


Registration with Secretary of the Senate 
and Clerk of the House 


Sec. 308. (a) Any person who shall en- 
gage himself for pay or for any considera- 
tion for the purpose of attempting to in- 
fluence the passage or defeat of any legisla- 
tion by the Congress of the United States 
shall, before doing anything in further- 
ance of such object, register with the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Secretary of the Senate and shall give to 
those officers in writing and under oath, 
his name and business address, the name 
and address of the person by whom he is 
employed, and in whose interest he appears 
or works, the duration of such employment, 
how much he is paid and is to receive, by 
whom he is paid or is to be paid, how much 
he is to be paid for expenses, and what 
expenses are to be included. Each such 
person so shall, between the first 
and tenth day of each calendar quarter, so 
long as his activity continues, file with the 
Clerk and Secretary a detailed report under 
oath of all money received and expended 
by him during the preceding calendar quar- 
ter in carrying on his work; to whom paid; 
for what purposes; and the names of any 
papers, periodicals, magazines, or other pub- 
lications in which he has caused to be pub- 
lished any articles or editorials; and the 
proposed legislation he is employed to sup- 
port or oppose. The provisions of this sec- 
tion shall not apply to any person who merely 
appears before a committee of the Congress 
of the United States in support of or opposi- 
tion to legislation; nor to any public official 
acting in his official capacity; nor in the 
case of any newspaper or other regularly 
published periodical (including any indi- 
vidual who owns, publishes, or is employed 
by any such newspaper or periodical) which 
in the ordinary course of business publishes 
news items, editorials, or other comments, 
or paid advertisements, which directly or 
indirectly urge the passage or defeat of legis- 
lation, if such newspaper, periodical, or in- 
dividual, engages in no further or other 
activities in connection with the passage or 
defeat of such legislation, other than to 
appear before a committee of the Congress 
of the United States in support of or in 
opposition to such legislation. 

(b) All information required to be filed 
under the provisions of this section with the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives and 
the Secretary of the Senate shall be compiled 
by said Clerk and Secretary, acting jointly, 
@s soon as practicable after the close of the 
calendar quarter with respect to which such 
information is filed and shall be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 


Reports and statements to be made under 
oath 

Sec. 309. All reports and statements re- 
quired under this title shall be made under 
oath, before an officer authorized by law to 
administer oaths. 

Penalties 

Sec. 310. (a) Any person who violates any 
of the provisions of this title, shall, upon con- 
viction, be guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 
or imprisonment for not more than 12 
months, or by both such fine and imprison- 
ment. 

(b) In addition to the penalties provided 
for in subsection (a), any person convicted of 
the misdemeanor specified therein is pro- 
hibited, for a period of 3 years from the date 
of such conviction, from attempting to influ- 
ence, directly or indirectly, the passage or de- 
feat of any proposed legislation or from ap- 
peming before a committee of the Congress 
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in support of or opposition to proposed legis- 
lation; and any person who violates any pro- 
vision of this subsection shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be guilty of a felony, and shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000, or imprisonment for not more than 
5 years, or by both such fine and imprison- 
ment. 
Exemption 

Sec. 311. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to practices or activities regulated 
by the Federal Corrupt Practices Act nor be 
construed as repealing any portion of said 
Federal Corrupt Practices Act. 


Trrte IV—Feverat Tort CLAIMS ACT 
PART 1—SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS 
Short title 


Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the 

“Federal Tort Claims Act”. 
Definitions 

Sec. 402. As used in this title, the term— 

(a) “Federal agency” includes the execu- 
tive departments and independent establish- 
ments of the United States, and corporations 
whose primary function is to act as, and 
while acting as, instrumentalities or agen- 
cies of the United States, whether or not 
authorized to sue and be sued in their own 
names: Provided, That this shall not be con- 
strued to include any contractor with the 
United States. 

(b) “Employee of the Government” in- 
cludes officers or employees of any Federal 
agency, members of the military or naval 
forces of the United States, and persons act- 
ing on behalf of a Federal agency in an offi- 
cial capacity, temporarily or permanently in 
the service of the United States, whether 
with or without compensation. 

(c) “Acting within the scope of his office 
or employment,” in the case of a member of 
the military or naval forces of the United 
States, means acting in line of duty. 


PART 2—ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT OF TORT 
CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 


Claims of $1,000 or less 


Sec. 403. (a) Subject to the limitations of 
this title, authority is hereby conferred upon 
the head of each Federal agency, or his 
designee for the purpose, acting on behalf of 
the United States, to consider, ascertain, ad- 
just, determine, and settle any claim against 
the United States for money only, accruing 
on and after January 1, 1945, on account of 
damage to or loss of property or on account 
of personal injury or death, where the total 
amount of the claim does not exceed $1,000, 
caused by the negligent or wrongful act or 
omission of any employee of the Government 
while acting within the scope of his office or 
employment, under circumstances where the 
United States, if a private person, would be 
liable to the claimant for such damage, loss, 
injury, or death, in accordance with the law 
of the place where the act or omission oc- 
curred. 

(b) Subject to the provisions of part 3 of 
this title, any such award or determination 
shall be final and conclusive on all officers 
of the Government, except when procured by 
means of fraud, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law to the contrary. 

(c) Any award made to any claimant pur- 
suant to this section, and any award, com- 
promise, or settlement of any claim cognizable 
under this title made by the Attorney Gen- 
eral pursuant to section 413, shall be paid 
by the head of the Federal agency concerned 
out of appropriations that may be made 
therefor, which appropriations are hereby au- 
thorized. 

(d) The acceptance by the claimant of any 
such award, cor Hromise, or settlement shall 
be final and conclusive on the claimant, and 
shall constitute a complete release by the 
claimant of any claim against the United 
States and against the employee of the Goy- 
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ernment whose act or omission gave rise to 
the claim by reason of the same subject 


matter, 
Reports 


Sec. 404. The head of each Federal agency 
shall annually make a report to the Congress 
of all claims paid by such Federal agency 
under this part, Such report shall include 
the name of each claimant, a statement of 
the amount claimed and the amount award- 
ed, and a brief description of the claim. 


PART 3—SUITS ON TORT CLAIMS AGAINST THE 
UNITED STATES 


Jurisdiction 


Sec. 410. (a) Subject to the provisions of 
this title, the United States district court 
for the district wherein the plaintiff is resi- 
dent or wherein the act or omission com- 
plained of occurred, including the United 
States district courts for the Territories and 
possessions of the United States, sitting 
without a jury, shall have exclusive juris- 
diction to hear, determine, and render judg- 
ment on any claim against the United States, 
for money only, accruing on and after Janu- 
ary 1, 1945, on account of damage to or loss 
of property or on account of personal in- 
jury or death caused by the negligent or 
wrongful act or omission of any employee of 
the Government while acting within the 
scope of his office or employment, under cir- 
cumstances where the United States, if a 
private person, would be liable to the claim- 
ant for such damage, loss, injury, or death 
in accordance with the law of the place 
where the act or omission occurred. Sub- 
ject to the provisions of this title, the United 
States shall be liable in respect of such claims 
to the same claimants, in the same manner, 
and to the same extent as a private indi- 
vidual under like circumstances, except that 
the United States shall not be liable for in- 
terest prior to judgment, or for punitive 
damages. Costs shall be allowed in all courts 
to the successful claimant to the same extent 
as if the United States were a private liti- 
gant, except that such costs shall not in- 
clude attorney’s fees. 

(b) The judgment in such an action shall 
constitute a complete bar to any action by 
the claimant, by reason of the same subject 
matter, against the employee of the Gov- 
ernment whose act or omission gave rise to 
the claim. No suit shall be instituted pur- 
suant to this section upon a claim presented 
to any Federal agency pursuant to part 2 
of this title unless such Federal agency has 
made final disposition of the claim: Provided, 
That the claimant may, upon 15 days’ notice 
given in writing, withdraw the claim from 
consideration of the Federal agency and 
commerce suit thereon pursuant to this sec- 
tion: Provided further, That as to any claim 
so disposed of or so withdrawn, no suit shall 
be instituted pursuant to this section 
for any sum in excess of the amount of the 
claim presented to the Federal agency, ex- 
cept where the increased amount of the claim 
is shown to be based upon newly discovered 
evidence not reasonably discoverable at the 
time of presentation of the claim to the Fed- 
eral agency or upon evidence of intervening 
facts, relating to the amount of the claim. 
Disposition of any claim made pursuant to 
part 2 of this title shall not be competent 
evidence of liability or amount of damages 
in proceedings on such claim pursuant to 
this section. 


Procedure 


Sec. 411. In actions under this part, the 
forms of process, writs, pleadings, and 
motions, and the practice and procedure, 
shall be in accordance with the rules promul- 
gated by the Supreme Court pursuant to the 
act of June 19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1064); and the 
same provisions for counterclaim and set-off, 
for interest upon judgments, and for pay- 
ment of judgments, shall be applicable as in 


JULY 19 


cases brought in the United States district 
courts under the act of March 3, 1887 (24 
Stat. 505). 


Review 


Sec, 412. (a) Final judgments in the dis- 
trict courts in cases under this part shall be 
subject to review by appeal— 

(1) in the circuit courts of appeals in the 
same manner and to the same extent as 
other judgments of the district courts; or 

(2) in the Court of Claims of the United 
States: Provided, That the notice of appeal 
filed in the district court under rule 73 of 
the Rules of Civil Procedure shall have affixed 
thereto the written consent on behalf of all 
the appellees that the appeal be taken to the 
Court of Claims of the United States. Such 
appeals to the Court of Claims of the United 
States shall be taken within 3 months after 
the entry of the judgment of the district 
court, and shall be governed by the rules re- 
lating to appeals from a district court to a 
circuit court of appeals adopted by the 
Supreme Court pursuant to the act of June 
19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1064). In such appeals the 
Court of Claims of the United States shall 
have the same powers and duties as those 
conferred on a circuit court of appeals in 
respect to appeals under section 4 of the act 
of February 13, 1925 (43 Stat. 939). 

(b) Sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended, shall apply to cases under 
this part in the circuit court of appeals and 
in the Court of Claims of the United States 
to the same extent as to cases in a circuit 
court of appeals therein referred to. 


Compromise 


Sec. 413. With a view to doing substantial 
justice, the Attorney General is authorized 
to arbitrate, compromise, or settle any claim 
cognizable under this part, after the institu- 
tion of any suit thereon, with the approval of 
the court in which such suit is pending. 


PART 4—PROVISIONS COMMON TO PART 2 AND 
PART 3 


One-year statute of limitations 


Sec. 420. Every claim against the United 
States cognizable under this title shall be for- 
ever barred, unless within 1 year after such 
claim accrued or within 1 years after the 
date of enactment of this act, whichever is 
later, it is presented in writing to the Fed- 
eral agency out of whose activities it arises, 
if such claim is for a sum not exceeding 
$1,000; or unless within 1 year after such 
claim accrued or within 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this act, whichever is later, 
an action is begun pursuant to part 3 of this 
title. In the event that a claim for a sum 
not exceeding $1,000 is presented to a Federal 
agency as aforesaid, the time to institute a 
suit pursuant to part 3 of this title shall be 
extended for a period of 6 months from the 
date of mailing of notice to the claimant by 
such Federal agency as to the final disposi- 
tion of the claim or from the date of with- 
drawal of the claim from such Federal agency 
pursuant to section 410 of this title, if it 
would otherwise expire before the end of such 
period. 

Exceptions 

Sec, 421. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to— 

(a) Any claim based upon an act or 
omission of an employee of the Government, 
exercising due care, in the execution of a 
statute or regulation, whether or not such 
statute or regulation be valid, or based upon 
the exercise or performance or the failure to 
exercise or perform a discretionary function 
or duty on the part of a Federal agency or 
an employee of the Government, whether or 
not the discretion involved be abused. 

(b) Any claim arising out of the loss, mis- 
carriage, or negligent transmission of letters 
or postal matter. 

(c) Any claim arising in respect of the as- 
sessment or collection of any tax or customs 
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duty, or the detention of any goods or mer- 
chandise by any officer of customs or excise 
or any other law-enforcement officer. 

(d) Any claim for which a remedy is pro- 
vided by the act of March 9, 1920 (U. S. C. 
title 46, secs. 741-752, inclusive), or the act 
of March 8, 1925 (U. S. C., title 46, secs. 781- 
790, inclusive), relating to claims or suits in 
admiralty against the United States. 

(e) Any claim arising out of an act or 
omission of any employee of the Govern- 
ment in administering the provisions of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended. 

(f£) Any claim for damages caused by the 
imposition or establishment of a quarantine 
by the United States, 

(g) Any claim arising from injury to ves- 
sels, or to the cargo, crew, or passengers of 
vessels, while passing through the locks of 
the Panama Canal or while in Canal Zone 
waters. 

(h) Any claim arising out of assault, bat- 
tery, false imprisonment, false arrest, mali- 
cious prosecution, abuse of process, libel, 
slander, misrepresentation deceit, or inter- 
ference with contract rights. 

(i) Any claim for damages caused by the 
fiscal operations of the Treasury or by the 
regulation of the monetary system. 

(J) Any claim arising out of the activities 
of the military or naval forces, or the Coast 
Guard, during time of war. 

(k) Any claim arising in a foreign coun- 


ry. 

(1) Any claim arising from the activities 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Attorneys’ fees 

Sec. 422, The court rendering a judgment 
for the plaintiff pursuant to part 3 of this 
title, or the head of the Federal agency or his 
designee making an award pursuant to part 
2 of this title, or the Attorney General mak- 
ing a disposition pursuant to section 413 of 
this title, as the case may be, may, as a part 
of the judgment, award, or settlement, de- 
termine and allow reasonable attorneys’ fees, 
which, if the recovery is $500 or more, shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the amount re- 
covered under part 2, or 20 percent of the 
amount recovered under part 3, to be paid 
out of but not in addition to the amount of 
judgment, award, or settlement recovered, to 
the attorneys representing the claimant. 
Any attorney who charges, demands, receives, 
or collects for services rendered in connec- 
tion with such claim any amount in excess 
of that allowed under this section, if recov- 
ery be had, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
and shall, upon conviction thereof, be sub- 
ject to a fine of not more than $2,000 or im- 
prisonment for not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

Exclusiveness of remedy 

Sec. 423. From and after the date of en- 
actment of this act, the authority of any 
Federal agency to sue and be sued in its own 
name shall not be construed to authorize 
suits against such Federal agency on claims 
which are cognizable under part 3 of this 
title, and the remedies provided by this 
title in such cases shall be exclusive. 


Certain statutes inapplicable 


Sze. 424. (a) All provisions of law authoriz- 
ing any Federal agency to consider, ascer- 
tain, adjust, or determine claims on account 
of damage to or loss of property or on ac- 
count of personal injury or death, caused 
by the negligent or wrongful act or omission 
of any employee of the Government while 
acting within the scope of his office or em- 
ployment, are hereby repealed in respect of 
claims cognizable under part 2 of this title 
and accruing on and after January 1, 1945, 
including, but without limitation, the pro- 
visions granting such authorization now con- 
tained in the following laws: 

Public Law No. 375, Sixty-seventh Con- 
gress, approved December 28, 1922 (42 Stat. 
1066; U. S. C., title 31, secs, 215-217). 
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Public Law No. 267, Sixty-sixth Congress, 
approved June 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 1054; U. S. 
C., title 33, sec. 853). 

Public Law No, 481, Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, approved March 20, 1936 (49 Stat. 
1184; U. S. C., title 31, sec. 224b). 

Public Law No, 112, as amended, Seventy- 
eighth Congress, approved July 8, 1943 (57 
Stat. 372; U. S. C., title 31, secs. 223b, 223c, 
and 223d). 

Public Law No. 182, as amended, Sixty- 
fifth Congress, approved July 1, 1918 (40 Stat. 
705; U. S. C., title 34, sec. 600). 

Section 4 of Public Law No. 18, Sixty- 
seventh Congress, approved June 16, 1921 
(42 Stat. 63), as amended by Public Law 
No. 456, Seventy-third Congress, approved 
June 22, 1934 (48 Stat. 1207; U. S. C., title 
$1, sec. 2240). 

(b) Nothing contained herein shall be 
deemed to repeal any provision of law au- 
thorizing any Federal agency to consider, as- 
certain, adjust, settle, determine, or pay any 
claim on account of damage to or loss of 
property or on account of personal injury 
or death, in cases in which such damage, 
loss, injury, or death was not caused by any 
negligent or wrongful act or omission of an 
employee of the Government while acting 
within the scope of his office or employ- 
ment, or any other claim not cognizable 
under part 2 of this title. 


TITLE V—GENERAL BRIDGE ACT 
Short title 


Sec. 501. This title may be cited as the 
“General Bridge Act of 1946.” 


Consent of Congress 


Sec. 502. (a) The consent of Congress is 
hereby granted for the construction, main- 
tenance, and operation of bridges and ap- 
proaches thereto over the navigable waters 
of the United States, in accordance with the 
provisions of this title. 

(b) The location and plans for such 
bridges shall be approved by the Chief of En- 
gineers and the Secretary of War before con- 
struction is commenced, and, in approving 
the location and plans of any bridge, they 
may impose any specific conditions relating 
to the maintenance and operation of the 
structure which they may deem necessary in 
the interest of public navigation, and the 
conditions so imposed shall have the force 
of law. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
sections (a) and (b), it shall be unlawful to 
construct or commence the construction of 
any privately owned highway toll bridge 
until the location and plans thereof shall 
also have been submitted to and approved 
by the highway department or departments 
of the State or States in which the bridge 
and its approaches are situated; and where 
such bridge shall be between two or more 
States and the highway departments thereof 
shall be unable to agree upon the location 
and plans therefor, or if they, or either of 
them, shall fail or refuse to act upon the 
location and plans submitted, such location 
and plans then shall be submitted to the 
Public Roads Administration and, if ap- 
proved by the Public Roads Administration, 
approval by the highway departments shall 
not be required. 


Tolls 


Sec. 503. If tolls shall be charged for the 
transit over any interstate bridge of engines, 
cars, streetcars, wagons, carriages, vehicles, 
animals, foot passengers, or other passengers, 
such tolls shall be reasonable and just, and 
the Secretary of War may, at any time, and 
from time to time, prescribe the reasonable 
rates of toll for such transit over such bridge, 
and the rates so prescribed shall be the legal 
rates and shall be the rates demanded and 
received for such transit, 
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Acquisition by public agencies 


Sec, 504. After the completion of any in- 
terstate toll bridge constructed by an indi- 
vidual, firm, or corporation, as determined 
by the Secretary of War, either of the States 
in which the bridge is located, or any public 
agency or political subdivision of either of 
such States, within or adjoining which any 
part of such bridge is located, or any two or 
more of them jointly, may at any time acquire 
and take over all right, title, and interest in 
such bridge and its approaches, and any in- 
terest in real property for public purposes by 
condemnation or expropriation. If at any 
time after the expiration of 5 years after the 
completion of such bridge the same is ac- 
quired by condemnation or expropriation, the 
amount of damages or compensation to be 
allowed shall not include good will, going 
value, or prospective revenues or profits, but 
shall be limited to the sum of (1) the actual 
cost of constructing such bridge and its ap- 
proaches, less a reasonable deduction for 
actual depreciation in value; (2) the actual 
costs of acquiring such interests in real prop- 
erty; (3) actual financing and promotion 
costs, not to exceed 10 percent of the sum of 
the cost of constructing the bridge and its 
approaches and acquiring such interests in 
real property; and (4) actual expenditures 
for necessary improvements. 


Statements of cost 


Sec. 505. Within 90 days after the comple- 
tion of a privately owned interstate toll 
bridge, the owner shal file with the Secretary 
of War and with the highway departments of 
the States in which the bridge is located, a 
sworn itemized statement showing the actual 
original cost of constructing the bridge and 
its approaches, the actual cost of acquiring 
any interest in real property necessary there- 
for, and the actual financing and promotion 
costs. The Secretary of War may, and upon 
request of a highway department shall, at 
any time within 3 years after the comple- 
tion of such bridge, investigate such costs 
and determine the accuracy and the reason- 
ableness of the costs alleged in the statement 
of costs so filed, and shall make a finding 
of the actual and reasonable costs of con- 
structing, financing, and promoting such 
bridge. For the purpose of such investiga- 
tion the said individual, firm, or corpora- 
tion, its successors and assigns, shall make 
available all of its records in connection 
with the construction, financing, and promo- 
tion thereof. The findings of the Secretary 
of War as to the reasonable costs of the con- 
struction, financing, and promotion of the 
bridge shall be conclusive for the purposes 
mentioned in section 504 of this title, subject 
only to review in a court of equity for fraud 
or gross mistake, 

Sinking fund 

Sec. 506. If tolls are charged for the use of 
an interstate bridge constructed or taken 
over or acquired by a State or States or by 
any municipality or other political subdivi- 
sion or public agency thereof, under the 
provisions of this title, the rates of toll shall 
be so adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient 
to pay for the reasonable cost of maintaining, 
repairing, and operating the bridge and its 
approaches under economical management, 
and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to 
amortize the amount paid therefor, includ- 
ing reasonable interest and financing costs, as 
soon as possible under reasonable charges, 
but within a period of not to exceed 20 years 
from the date of constructing or acquiring 
the same. After a sinking fund sufficient 
for such amortization shall have been so 
provided, such bridge shall thereafter be 
maintained and operated free of tolls. An 
accurate record of the amount paid for ac- 
quiring the bridge and its approaches, the 
actual expenditures for maintaining, repair- 
ing, and operating the same, and of the daily 
tolls collected, shall be kept and shall be 
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available for the information of all persons 
interested. 


Applicability of title 


Sec, 507. The provisions of this title shall 
apply only to bridges over navigable waters 
of the United States, the construction of 
which is hereafter approved under the pro- 
visions of this title; and the provisions of 
the first proviso of section 9 of the act of 
March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1151; U. S. C., title 
33, sec. 401), and the provisions of the act 
entitled “An act to regulate the construction 
of bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906, shall not apply to such 
bridges. 

International bridges 


Src. 508. This title shall not be construed 
to authorize the construction of any bridge 
which will connect the United States, or any 
Territory or possession of the United States, 
with any foreign country. 


Eminent domain 


Sec. 509. There are hereby conferred upon 
any individual, his heirs, legal representa- 
tives, or assigns, any firm or corporation, its 
successors or assigns, or any State, political 
subdivision, or municipality authorized in 
accordance with the provisions of this title 
to build a bridge between two or more States, 
all such rights and powers to enter upon 
lands and acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, 
and use real estate and other property in the 
respective States needed for the location, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of 
such bridge and its approaches, as are pos- 
sessed by railroad corporations for railroad 
purposes or by bridge corporations for bridge 
purposes in the State in which such real 
estate or other property is situated, upon 
making just compensation therefor to be 
ascertained and paid according to the laws 
of such State, and the proceedings therefor 
shall be the same as in the condemnation 
or expropriation of property for public pur- 
poses in such State. 


Penalties 


Sec. 510. Any person who fails or refuses 
to comply with any lawful order of the Sec- 
retary of War or the Chief of Engineers 
issued under the provisions of this title, or 
who fails to comply with any specific condi- 
tion imposed by the Chief of Engineers and 
the Secretary of War relating to the main- 
tenance and operation of bridges, or who 
refuses to produce books, papers, or docu- 
ments in obedience to a subpena or other 
lawful requirement under this title, or who 
otherwise violates any provisions of this 
title, shall, upon conviction thereof, be pun- 
ished by a fine of not to exceed $5,000 or by 
imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or 
by both such fine and imprisonment. 


Rights reserved 


Sec. 511. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this title is hereby expressly reserved 
as to any and all bridges which may be built 
under authority hereof. 


'TITLE VI—COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT 
Pay OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Compensation of Members of Congress 


Sec. 601. (a) Effective on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes, the com- 
pensation of Senators, Representatives in 
Congress, Delegates from the Territories, and 
the Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico shall be at the rate of $15,000 per annum 
each; and the compensation of the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and the Vice 
President of the United States shall be at 
the rate of $20,000 per annum each. 

(b) The sentence contained in the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1946, which 
reads as follows: “There shall be paid to each 
Representative and Delegate, and to the Res- 
ident Commissioner from Puerto Rico, after 
January 2, 1945, an expense allowance of 
$2,500 per annum to assist in defraying ex- 
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penses related to or resulting from the dis- 
charge of his official duties, to be paid in 
equal monthly installments.“, is hereby re- 
pealed, effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes. 

(c) The sentence contained in the Legisla- 
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, which 
reads as follows: “There shall be paid to each 
Senator after January 1, 1946, an expense al- 
lowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in 
defraying expenses related to or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties, to be 
paid in equal monthly installments.”, is 
hereby repealed, effective on the day on 
which the Eightieth Congress convenes. 


RETIREMENT PAY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Sec. 602. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
words “elective officers” the words “in the 
executive branch of the Government.” 

(b) Such act, as amended, is further 
amended by adding after section 3 the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“Sec. 3A. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this act— 

“(1) This act shall not apply to any Mem- 
ber of Congress until he gives notice in writ- 
ing, while serving as a Member of Congress, 
to the disbursing officer by whom his salary 
is paid of his desire to come within the pur- 
view of this act. Such notice may be given by 
a Member of Congress within 6 months after 
the date of enactment of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 or within 6 
months after any date on which he takes an 
oath of office as a Member of Congress. 

“(2) In the case of any Member of Con- 
gress who gives notice of his desire to come 
within the purview of this act, the amount 
required to be deposited for the purposes of 
section 9 with respect to services rendered 
after the date of enactment of the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, shall be a 
sum equal to 6 percent of his basic salary, 
pay, or compensation for such services, to- 
gether with interest computed at the rate of 
4 percent per annum compounded on De- 
cember 31 of each year; and the amount to 
be deducted and withheld from the basic 
salary, pay, or compensation of each such 
Member of Congress for the purposes of sec- 
tion 10 shall be a sum equal to 6 percent of 
such basic salary, pay, or compensation. 

“(3) No person shall be entitled to re- 
ceive an annuity as provided in this section 
until he shall have become separated from 
the service after having had at least 6 years 
of service as a Member of Congress and have 
attained the age of 62 years, except that any 
such Member who shall have had at least 
5 years of service as a Member of Congress, 
may, subject to the provisions of section 6 
and of paragraph (4) of this section, be re- 
tired for disability, irrespective of age, and 
be paid an annuity computed in accordance 
with paragraph (5) of this section. 

) No Member of Congress shall be en- 
titled to receive an annuity under this act 
unless there shall have been deducted and 
withheld from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation for the last 5 years of his serv- 
ice as a Member of Congress, or there shall 
have been deposited under section 9 with 
respect to such last 5 years of service, the 
amounts specified in paragraph (2) of this 
section with respect to so much of such 5 
years of service as was performed after the 
date of enactment of the Legislative Re- 
organization Act of 1946 and the amounts 
specified in section 9 with respect to so 
much of such 5 years of service as was per- 
formed prior to such date. 

“(5) Subject to the provisions of section 
9 and of subsections (c) and (d) of section 
4, the annuity of a Member of Congress shall 
be an amount equal to 2½ percent of his 
average annual basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation as a Member of Congress multi- 
plied by his years of service as a Member of 
Congress, but no such annuity shall exceed 
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an amount equal to three-fourths of the sal- 
ary, pay, or compensation that he is receiv- 
ing at the time he becomes separated from 
the service. 

“(6) In the case of a Member of Congress 
who becomes separated from the service be- 
fore he completes an aggregate of 6 years 
of service as a Member of Congress, and who 
is not retired for disability, the total amount 
deducted from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation as a Member of Congress, together 
with interest at 4 percent compounded as 
of December 31 of each year shall be re- 
turned to such Member of Congress. No 
such Member of Congress shall thereafter 
become eligible to receive an annuity as 
provided in this section unless the amounts 
so returned are redeposited with interest at 
4 percent compounded on December 31 of 
each year, but interest shall not be required 
covering any period of separation from the 
service. 

“(7) If any person takes office as a Mem- 
ber of Congress while receiving an annuity 
as provided in this section, the payment 
of such annuity shall be suspended during 
the period for which he holds such office; 
but, if he gives notice as provided in para- 
graph (2) of this section, his service as a 
Member of Congress during such period shall 
be credited in determining the amount of 
his subsequent annuity. 

“(8) Nothing contained in this act shall 
be construed to prevent any person eligible 
therefor from simultaneously receiving an 
annuity computed in accordance with this 
section and an annuity computed in accord- 
ance with section 4, but in computing the 
annuity under section 4 in the case of any 
person who (A) has had at least 6 years’ 
service as a Member of Congress, and (B) 
has served as a Member of Congress at any 
time after the date of enactment of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, sery- 
ice as a Member of Congress shall not be 
credited. 

“(9) No provision of this or any other act 
relating to automatic separation from the 
service shall be applicable to any Member 
of Congress. 

“(10) As used in this section, the term 
‘Member of Congress’ means a Senator, Rep- 
resentative in Congress, Delegate from a Ter- 
ritory, or the Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico; and the term ‘service as a 
Member of Congress’ shall include the period 
from the date of the beginning of the term 
for which a Member of Congress is elected 
or appointed to the date on which he takes 
office as such a Member.” 


CONGRESSIONAL REORGANIZATION 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Il- 
linois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
concur in the observations made by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon- 
RONEY]. I think we bring you a fairly 
good bill. We have recognized the dif- 
ficulties under which we work. We have 
had a good many conferences. What 
will be inserted in the RECORD is a com- 
mittee print and represents a splendid 
first compromise in an attempt to im- 
Prove the procedure of the Congress. 
I hope every Member will take the op- 
portunity tomorrow or the next day to 
examine all the provisions of the ‘bill. 
We hope it will be considered very early 
next week and that we may have favor- 
able action by the House, since it has 
already been passed by the Senate. 


1946 


THE LATE JOSEPH M. PRATT 


Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with deep regret that I 
have to announce to the House the sud- 
den death of a former colleague of ours 
from the State of Pennsylvania, Joseph 
M. Pratt, who died this morning at the 
Statler Hotel as the result of a heart 
attack, 

Mr. Pratt was a constituent of mine 
and was elected in a special election in 
January 1944 to fill the unexpired term 
of our colleague from the Second Dis- 
trict at that time, Mr. McGranery. He 
served well and ably for the balance of 
that term. 

Due to the Reapportionment Act he 
and I were placed in the same district 
and were opponents in the congressional 
election last year. Our campaign was 
characterized by complete friendliness 
and amity between us. There was noth- 
ing said or nothing occurred which in 
any way marred the sincere and intimate 
friendship which had existed and did 
exist between us up until the time of his 
death this morning. 

I know that I express the sincere sym- 
pathy of the delegation from Philadel- 
phia, and I am sure of the State of Penn- 
sylvania, when I say to his family that we 
were profoundly shocked and grieved by 
his death. He was active for years in 
Republican politics. He was a ward lead- 
er in the Eighth District, my district. He 
was nominated this year by his party 
as the candidate for Senator in my sen- 
atorial district. He was a man of ster- 
ling worth and great character, who, as 
a public servant, rendered sincere and 
conscientious service to his community 
and who was always active in advancing 
the civil and business life of our com- 
munity. 

I sincerely pray that God will give him 
eternal rest and that in His divine mercy 
He will grant comfort and consolation 
to the members of his family, 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM], 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, on the 
8th day of February 1944 there stood in 
the well of this House two new Repre- 
sentatives, Hon. SAMUEL K. McCon- 
NELL and Hon. Joseph M. Pratt. They 
were sworn in at that time. Today 
we mourn the passing of our former col- 
league. His time here in the House was 
short, but I never knew a man that had 
a higher conception of his duties as a 
Member of this great body than did Mr. 
Pratt. He was anxious to learn all the 
details of his work. He was faithful in 
his attendance. But it was the personal 
qualities of the man that endeared him 
to us, particularly on the Republican side, 
who knew him so intimately. We, of 
course, associated with him daily. We 
came to know him as a quiet, modest 
man; a man of high character, keen 
sense of humor and yet a man of won- 
derful character. and kindness of heart. 
We all grew to love him, and the more 
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we saw him, and the larger our contacts, 
the better we liked him. 

So, in speaking for and on behalf of 
my Republican brethren from Pennsyl- 
vania, we will miss him, and we say in 
deepest sincerity to the bereaved widow 
and members of his family that our most 
sincere prayers go out for them, and may 
Almighty God in His loving kindness and 
sympathy have mercy on his soul and 
comfort his bereaved relatives, 

Rest assured that his was the heritage 
of a good man and a Christian gentle- 
man. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
announcement of the sudden death of our 
former colleague Joseph M. Pratt has af- 
fected me with particular force. 

Mr. Pratt and I were elected to Con- 
gress on the same day at special elections 
to fill vacancies in Congress. We stood 
together in the well of the House as we 
were sworn into office February 8, 1944, 
during the second session of the Seventy- 
eighth Congress. We often referred to 
one another as congressional twins, 

Former Congressman Pratt was born 
in Paterson, N. J., and moved to Phila- 
delphia in 1892. He went to work at an 
early age, and by his own efforts rose 
from obscurity to success in business and 
political life. 

His pleasing personality, good humor, 
and unbounded energy won him a host 
of loyal friends. He will be missed by all 
of us who knew him. I personally feel 
that I have lost a real friend, and I feel 
grateful that circumstances brought us 
together. Our association here in the 
House of Representatives will remain a 
very pléasant memory throughout the 
future years. 

Mr. BRUMBAUGH. Mr. Speaker, the 
sudden death of Hon. Joseph M. Pratt, 
formerly a Representative in Congress 
from Pennsylvania, has grieved me 
deeply. Shortly after my election to 
Congress, Representative Pratt became 
a Member of the House of Representa- 
tives and since we were both freshmen 
we had many things in common. 

I enjoyed the almost daily companion- 
ship of Joe Pratt as he was affectionately 
called by those of us who prided our- 
selves on being regarded as his close per- 
sonal friends. 

It became a frequent custom for both 
of us to have lunch together and the 
pleasure derived from such happy occa- 
sions is a pleasant memory. 

Representative Pratt had the happy 
faculty of making and holding friends 
and during his service in Congress he 
demonstrated this fact by winning the 
admiration and respect of those of us 
who were privileged to know him inti- 
mately, 

His sudden passing is a grim reminder 
that life is uncertain and that death 
stalks its prey without any regard to per- 
sonality or position in life. 5 

I feel a deep personal loss in the death 
of Joe Pratt whom I regarded as a cher- 
ished friend and an able, honest, and 
courageous colleague. 

SUBSIDY RELIEF 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
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dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, there is one thing that must be 
done before the House recesses, and that 
is to make sure that relief be given to the 
people in the sum of $2,644,000,000 in 
taxes that are used for subsidies. Now 
that the subsidies are off, certainly the 
people should not pay twice. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. DIRKSEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include tables. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances; in one to extend 
his remarks on the McMahon bill, and in 
the other on the British loan. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial 
appearing in the Washington News today. 

Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend the 
remarks he made on the McMahon bill 
in Committee of the Whole today and in- 
clude certain printed lists and quotations. 

Mr. DWORSHAK asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and include a brief dispatch 
from the New York Times, 

Mr. CLASON asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and to include an editorial. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recor and include a peti- 
tion with reference to pending Indian 
legislation. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include certain excerpts. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that tomorrow, at 
the conclusion of the legislative program 
of the day and following any special or- 
ders heretofore ordered, I may be per- 
mitted to address the House for 10 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

PRICE CONTROL 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, in all the 
time of my service in the House of Rep- 
résentatives I doubt if we have ever been 
confronted with a legislative and eco- 
nomic decision as complex and difficult 
as the decision on price controls. All of 
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us, of course, realized that the period of 
reconversion would be a critical one, but 
I do not believe even the wisest of us 
realized just how serious the situation 
would be. Price control has become a 
national issue of the first magnitude, 
and it behooves all Americans, whether 
they work on farms, in factories, in of- 
fices, or whether they sit with the law- 
making bodies, to consider seriously all 
the far-reaching implications of any 
legislation which is brought up for con- 
sideration. 

It is generally conceded—even by 
critics of OPA—that some kind of in- 
flation controls must be maintained in 
order to curb serious speculative boom 
prices. How to maintain these controls 
until the right time, on the right items, 
and then taper off so as to prevent too 
rapid a deflation is a problem calling for 
the highest degree of courage and 
sagacity. The situation in Congress 
with regard to price control is, to be per- 
fectly frank, discouraging to those of us 
who believe that effective controls are 
essential for a limited period in order to 
avoid the manifold dangers of inflation. 

After a great deal of debate and a 
series of conferences the Senate and the 
House finally agreed upon an amended 
and reamended Price Control Act, which 
I and my other Democratic colleagues 
voted for reluctantly, because it was 
quite apparent that we must accept that 
act or none at all. Our Democratic 
leaders in both Houses advised the Pres- 
ident that said amended act was the 
best that could be had. President Tru- 
man vetoed the act choosing to allow 
OPA to die rather than to approve a 
measure which he believed would have 
disastrous effects on our national 
economy. 

I have since been criticized for the 
way that I voted on the OPA question. 
I should like to take this opportunity to 
clarify my position for the voters of this 
district. First, let me state quite em- 
phatically that I believe in effective price 
control during the period in which there 
in any danger of uncontrolled inflation. 
I am anxious, however, as I know all of 
you are anxious, to terminate these con- 
trols just as soon as it is safe and prac- 
tical. I do not believe that the time has 
yet arrived when we can safely dispense 
with price control over the great ma- 
jority of our consumer goods. However, 
there is a very peculiar and difficult situ- 
ation in Congress. Price control has a 
great deal of strong opposition. It be- 
came apparent early in the debate that 
an attempt was being made to allow OPA 
to die before any congressional action 
could be taken. This would leave the 
Nation, as it is today, under no controls. 
The friends of price control then faced 
this dilemma: They could vote against 
this measure with its ataendments and 
thus eliminate any possibility of obtain- 
ing any type of price-control legislation, 
or they could vote for the measure in the 
hope of salvaging some small degree of 
merit and effectiveness. I was one of 
many loyal Democrats who chose the lat- 
ter course. I voted to extend price con- 
trol, not as I would have liked it to be ex- 
tended but because I realized that it was 
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this bill or nothing. As it developed, we 


received nothing, since the Congress 
failed to override President Truman’s 
veto. 


I shall continue to fight for effective 
price control during this period of our 
reconversion to a stable economy. 
Nevertheless, I long for the day when we 
can safely rely upon the law of supply 
and demand. Free enterprise made our 
Nation great, but it cannot long survive 
under a rigidly controlled economy. 
Eventually, the shackles must be elimi- 
nated, our economy must seek a natural 
level. The essential problem which con- 
fronts the country, therefore, is not how 
to prevent the rise in prices but how to 
keep the rise moderate and to keep it 
orderly and free from speculative ex- 
cesses. 

Successful control of prices during the 
difficult days ahead requires a combina- 
tion of policies and the cooperation of 
government, business, and labor. Gov- 
ernment price controls need to be con- 
tinued, though on a progressively more 
liberal basis, trade unions need to refrain 
from pressing demands which increase 
money wages Without increasing real 
wages, and need to do what they can 
to increase output per man-hour. No 
one of these policies is sufficient, but all 
of them together would prevent a dis- 
orderly rise in prices. There is a natural 
temptation on the part of various groups 
to put special interests ahead of the com- 
mon interest of avoiding a speculative 
rise and collapse of prices. Cooperation, 
however, is essential. The voters, there- 
fore, should expect legislators, public ad- 
ministrators, manufacturers, retailers, 
and union leaders to do their part toward 
averting a repetition of the boom and 
collapse which followed the last war. 
Failure to do this will have disastrous 
consequences for the entire country. 

Such is my outlook on the price- 
control issue. My position has been 
reached after much deliberation and 
study. I welcome any constructive crit- 
icism which any of my constituents have 
to offer. To the present time, however, 
I can honestly say that my stand has re- 
ceived the approvai of the vast majority 
of those who have favored me with their 
comments. I shall continue to reflect 
in all my actions the manifest will of 
those whom I represent. This is your 
Government, your democracy, and I am 
your representative. I shall continue to 
speak for you and fight for the ideals 
which all of us hold dear. 

I have been in contact daily with mem- 
bers of the free conference committee 
now considering price control. Hope is 
entertained that soon a satisfactory, ac- 
ceptable bill will be worked out. It is my 
purpose to vote for any reasonable fair 
control measure which is presented to 
the Congress. 


SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


Bills and a joint resolution of the Sen- 
ate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker’s table and, under the 
rule, referred as follows: 
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S. 2083. An act to amend section 6 of the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended; to the 
Committee on Civil Service. 


S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with the national de- 
fense, and for other purpose,” approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, to authorize the 
Federal Works Administrator to provide 
needed educational facilities, other than 
housing, to educational institutions fur- 
nishing courses of training or education to 
persons under title II of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

S. 2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a code of law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

S. 2220. An act to authorize the United 
States Park Police to make arrests within 
Federal reservations in the environs of the 
District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

S. 2253. An act to further amend the act 
of January 16, 1936, as amended, entitled 
“An act to provide for the retirement and 
retirement annuities of civilian members of 
the teaching staff at the United States Naval 
Academy and the Postgraduate School, 
United States Naval Academy”; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

S. 2256. An act to amend the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

S. 2260. An act for the relief of Roy M. 
Davidson; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2265. An act to make criminally liable 
persons who negligently allow prisoners in 
their custody to escape; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


S. 2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100-foot 
perpetual easement across certain land in 
the State of Alabama constituting a portion 
of the military reservation designated as 
Fort Benning, Ga.; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

S. 2310. An act to further extend the times 
for commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point, Miss., and Hel- 
ena, Ark.; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 2326. An act to incorporate the Amvets, 
American Veterans of World War II; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2348. An act to authorize the continu- 
ance of the acceptance by the Treasury of 
deposits of public moneys from the Philip- 
pine Islands; to the Committee on Insular 
Affairs. 

S. 2349. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims for damages to 
property under the jurisdiction of the Navy 
Department, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

S. 2359. An act to close the Office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 2369. An act for the relief of Col. S. V. 
Constant, General Staff Corps; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 
Corps; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. J. Res. 153. Joint resolution providing 
for the comprehensive observance of the 
bicentennial of John Paul Jones; to the 
Committee on the Library. 
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ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 31 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Saturday, July 
20, 1946, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
COMMITTEE ON WorLD WAR VETERANS’ 
LEGISLATION 

There will be a meeting of the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legisla- 
tion, on Monday, July 22, 1946, at 10:30 
a. m., in executive session, in the com- 
mittee room, 356 House Office Building. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. JACKSON: Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs submits a supplemental report on S. 
115, an act to modify sections 4 and 20 of 
the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
1934, with reference to certain funds col- 
lected in connection with the operation of 
Indian Service irrigation projects, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2489, pt. 2). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. JACKSON: Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs submits a supplemental report on 8. 
1235, an act to authorize the use of the 
funds of any tribe of Indians for insurance 
premiums; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2490, pt. 2). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. EBERHARTER: Committee on Ways 
and Means submits a supplemental report 
on H. R. 7037, a bill to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 2526, pt. 
2). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 1477. An act to authorize relief in cer- 
tain cases where work, supplies, or services 
have been furnished for the Government un- 
der contracts during the war; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 2576). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. HEALY: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 5756. A bill for the re- 
tirement of public-school teachers in the 
District of Columbia; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2579). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming: Committee on 
the Public Lands. H, R. 7038. A bill to pro- 
vide for the sale of certain public lands in 
the States for the use and benefit of the 
State public educational institutions; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2580). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Comfnittee on Military Affairs. 
S. 225. An act to authorize the carrying of 
Civil War battle streamers with regimental 
colors; without amendment (Rept. No. 2581). 
Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. S. 496. An act to make it a 
criminal offense for certain escaped convicts 
to travel from one State to another; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2582). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 
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Mr. ELLIOTT: Joint Committee on the Dis- 
position of Executive Papers. House Report 
No. 2587. Report on the disposition of cer- 
tain papers of sundry executive departments. 
Ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr, CHENOWETH: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 4374. A bill for the relief of Rudolph 
K. Bartels; with amendments (Rept. No. 
2566). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
4924. A bill for the relief of Joseph A. Brown; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2567). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 5031. A bill for the relief of Ernest C. 
Heine and Harriet W. Heine; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2568). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 5166. A bill for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; with amendments (Rept. No. 2569). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims, 
H. R. 5288. A bill for the relief of Warren M. 
Miller; without amendment (Rept. No. 2570). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CHENOWETH: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 5463. A bill for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; with amendments (Rept. No. 
2571). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr, CHENOWETH: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 6255. A bill for the relief of Thomas A. 
Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; with amendments (Rept. No. 
2572). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr, STIGLER: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 6381. A bill for the relief of Thomas L. 
Brett; with amendments (Rept. No. 2573). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims, 
H. R. 6399. A bill for the relief of Caeser 
Henry; with amendments (Rept. No. 2574). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. DURHAM: Committee on Military 
Affairs. S. 528. An act for the relief of 
Thaddeus C. Knight; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2583). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 1640. An act to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by the United States of certain real 
property in the District of Columbia; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2584). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on War Claims. 
H. R. 1144. A bill for the relief of Jesse A. 
Lott; without amendment (Rept. No. 2585). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. DAUGHTON of Virginia: Committee 
on War Claims, H. R. 1633. A bill for the 
relief of Raymond Crosby; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2586). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN: 

H. R. 7080. A bill to provide for the con- 

struction of a highway bridge across the 
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Bois de Sioux River to replace the Blackmer 
Bridge which was destroyed by fire; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota: 

H. R. 7081. A bill to provide for the con- 
struction of a highway bridge across the 
Bois de Sioux River to replace the Blackmer 
Bridge which was destroyed by fire; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. TRAYNOR: 

H. R. 7082. A bill to provide for the dis- 
tribution to hospitals, asylums, or other 
charitable or reformatory institutions, un- 
deliverable ornamental cards of greeting held 
by the postal service; t> the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

H. R. 7083. A bill to amend section 7 of 
the act entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions to provide for the expenses of the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1903, and for 
other purposes,” approved July 1, 1902, as 
amended; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD of Texas: 

H. Res. 716. Resolution directing that the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
prepare a revised edition of a compilation of 
all preliminary examination and survey and 
review reports transmitted to Congress prior 
to July 31, 1946; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BEALL: 

H. R. 7084. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Della 

Hogue; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. BUCK: 

H. R. 7085. A bill for the relief of Evangelos 
G. Pappadatos; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. EBERHARTER: 

H. R. 7086, A bill for the relief of Rudolf 
K. Weiler. to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. JUDD: 

H. R. 7087. A bill for the relief of W. A. 

Chisholm; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. KING: 

H. R. 7088. A bill for the relief of Ralph 

Adams; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. MARCANTONIO: 

H. R. 7089. A bill for the relief of George 
Pavoloyanis; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. d 

By Mr. BALDWIN of New York: 

H. R. 7090. A bill for the relief of Tsung 
Tsai Chen; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2110. By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Peti- 
tion of Mr. F. G. Wilson, Martin, S. Dak., and 
172 other Indian voters and Indian veterans 
respectfully petitioning both Houses of Con- 
gress to press all Indian legislation now 
pending or hereafter introduced and to con- 
cur and support such legislation to early 
passage during this session of Congress; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

2111. By Mr. ROWAN: Petition of members 
of the board of governors of the Metropolitan 
Housing Council of Chicago regarding rent 
control; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, 
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SENATE 


SATURDAY, JuLY 20, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Dr. Ralph D. Smith, Ph. D., district 
superintendent, Washington West Dis- 
trict, Methodist Church, Washington, 
D. C., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, unto whom all hearts 
are open and from whom no secrets are 
hid, we ask Thy blessing upon our lives 
as we seek to do Thy will. Cause the 
light of Thy countenance to shine upon 
us and upon all mankind. Give us cour- 
age to be sacrificial in our living, as so 
many have been on the battle fronts of 
the world. Make us worthy of every 
sacrifice that has been made for us. 

May our faith look up to Thee, O God. 
May real brotherhood prevail every- 
where. Let peace again come among all 
nations, 

Bless our President and all who lead in 
our national life. Above all, make us 
good servants of our Lord and mankind. 

This and every prayer we offer in His 
name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading ôf the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Friday, July 19, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF 
GEORGE D, NEILSON TO BE ASSOCIATE 
JUDGE, MUNICIPAL COURT, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and in accordance with the rules of the 
committee, I desire to give notice that 
a public hearing has been scheduled for 
Saturday, July 27, at 10:30 a. m., in the 
Senate Judiciary Committee room, upon 
the nomination of the Honorable George 
D. Neilson, of the District of Columbia, 
to be associate judge of the municipal 
court for the District of Columbia. At 
the indicated time and place, all persons 
interested in the nomination may make 
such representations as may be pertinent. 
The subcommittee consists of the Sena- 
tor from Nevada [Mr. McCarran],-chair- 
man; the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND]; and the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. STANFILL]. 


NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF 
GERALD R. CORBETT TO BE SIXTH 
JUDGE, FIRST CIRCUIT, CIRCUIT 
COURTS, HAWAII 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and in accordance with the rules of that 
committee, I desire to give notice that a 
public hearing has been scheduled for 
Saturday, July 27, at 10:30 a. m., in the 
Senate Judiciary Committee room, in 
the Capitol, upon the nomination of 
Gerald R. Corbett, of Hawaii, to be sixth 
judge of the First Circuit, Circuit Courts, 
Territory of Hawaii. This is a new posi- 
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tion. At the indicated time and place, all 
persons interested in the nomination 
may appear and make such representa- 
tions as may be pertinent. The subcom- 
mittee consists of the senior Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], chair- 
man; the junior Senator from Mississippi 
Mr. Eastianp]; and the junior Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL]. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Megill, one of its clerks, 
announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 346) to amend sec- 
tion 21 of the act of May 28, 1896 (29 
Stat. 184; 28 U. S. C., sec. 597), prescrib- 
ing fees of United States commissioners. 

The message also announced that the 
House- had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
1801) authorizing the appointment of an 
additional judge for the district of Dela- 
ware. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to each of the following 
bills of the House: 

H. R. 6372. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act; and 

H. R. 6983. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment in any and 
all claims which the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flathead 
Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or band 
thereof, may have against the United States, 
and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (H. R. 5452) making appro- 
priations for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, and for other purposes, and 
it was signed by the President pro tem- 
pore. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 19, 1946, he presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills: 

S. 141. An act to clarify the law relating to 
the filling of the first vacancy occurring in 
the office of district judge for the eastern dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania, and to provide for the 
appointment of an additional United States 
district Judge for the eastern, middle, and 
western districts of Pennsylvania; and 

S. 1516, An act to amend section 12 of the 
Bonneville Project Act, as amended. 


SUSPENSION AND DEPORTATION OF 
ALIENS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Attor- 
ney General, withdrawing a certain name 
from a report relating to aliens whose de- 
portation he suspended more than 6 
months, heretofore transmitted by him to 
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the Senate pursuant to law, which was 
referred to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion. 


PETITION AND MEMORIAL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a petition and a memo- 
rial, which were referred as indicated: 


A petition of sundry citizens of Los An- 
geles County, Calif., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to continue the Office of 
Price Administration; ordered to lie on the 
table. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of State, 
transmitting a memorial signed by sundry 
citizens of the Azores, remonstrating against 
the closing of the American consulate at 
Horta, Payal, Azores (with an accompanying 
memorial); to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, 


GI SUBSISTENCE ALLOWANCE AT UNIVER- 
SITY OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to present for appro- 
priate reference and to have printed in 
the Recorp a letter from Vernon Broom, 
president, Ole Miss Veterans’ Organiza- 
tion, and a resolution signed by GI stu- 
dents at the University of Mississippi, re- 
questing an increase in their subsistence 
allowance. 

There being no objection, the letter and 
resolution were received, referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs, and or- 
5 0 to be printed in the Recorp, as fol- 
ows: 


Ot Miss VETERANS’ CLUB, 
University, Miss., June 26, 1946. 
Hon. THEODORE G. BILBO, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
: Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: Enciosed are photostatic copies 
of the signatures of veterans currently en- 
rolled at the University of Mississippi who 
signed the attached resolution, also enclosed. 

Veterans at this university and at other 
institutions have found that the present 
subsistence allowed veterans by Public Laws 
16 and 346 is inadequate to meet the com- 
mon necessities of life. At a recent meeting 
of the veterans at Ole Miss the enclosed 
resolution was adopted by a majority vote; 
also a motion was passed directing that the 
resolution be circulated and signed and for- 
warded to all Mississippi Congressmen and 
Senators as a petition. We urge you to act 
accordingly. 

As president of the Ole Miss Veterans’ Or- 
ganization I present this matter for your 
serious consideration. We believe that in 
the light of present costs of living you will 
understand the difficulty veteran students 
are facing. We hope that action you may 
take will cause subsistence allowed veterans 
by Public Laws 16 and 346 to be raised ac- 
cording to the enclosed resolution. If such 
action is not taken many veterans will be 
forced to withdraw from colleges and uni- 
versities. 

We will greatly appreciate your early con- 
sideration of this petition. If we can furnish 
you with any further information that you 
may desire, we shall be happy to do so, 

Yours sincerely, 
VERNON Broom, 
President, Ole Miss Veterans’ Organization. 


Since the original enactment and revisions 
of Public Law 346 and Public Law 16 the cost 
of living has risen to a manifest degree. The 
recent removal of many OPA restrictions has 
caused the cost of living to rise to even a 
higher degree. As a result students enrolled 
under the above laws in the University of 
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Mississippi have found that the present sub- 
sistence allowance is inadequate to meet the 
common necessities of life; this inadequacy 
is forcing many to depend upon their say- 
ings or borrow from other sources or with- 
draw from school. 

Now in the light of all the foregoing facts 
be it resolved by the Ole Miss Veterans Club 
and all the veterans at the University of 
Mississippi, that a petition setting forth 
this general situation be forwarded to the 
various Mississippi Members of Congress, 
memorializing them to introduce legislation 
to increase the subsistence allowance for the 
veterans attending schools from $65. to $90 
per month for single veterans and from 
$90 to $115 per month for married veterans, 


REFORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs: 

H. R.6817. A bill to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned offi- 
cers in the Regular Army, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1765). 

By Mr. ANDREWS, from the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds: 

S. 2286. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of lands in the District of Columbia and 
the States of Maryland and Virginia requi- 
site to the comprehensive park, parkway, 
and playground system of the National Capi- 
tal,” approved May 29, 1930; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1766). 


REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 


Mr. BARKLEY, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu- 
tive Papers, to which was referred for 
examination and recommendation a list 
of records transmitted to the Senate by 
the Archivist of the United States that 
appeared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, submitted a report 
thereon pursuant to law. 


REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON IN- 
VESTIGATION OF PEARL HARBOR 
ATTACK (S. DOC. NO. 244) 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, from 
the Joint Committee on the Investigation 
of the Attack at Pearl Harbor, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit a report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the report will be received 
and printed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, at 
the same time I ask unanimous consent 
to file the views of the two minority 
Members on the part of the Senate, the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. Brewster] 
and myself. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the minority views will be 
received and printed. 


PERMISSION TO FILE A REPORT DURING 
THE RECESS 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to file a report on a 
bill from the Committee on Military 
Affairs before midnight today. The rea- 
son for making the request is in order 
that the bill and report may be printed, 
so that every Senator will have a copy 
on Monday. The bill is S. 1974. to pro- 
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vide for the selection for elimination and 
retirement of officers of the Regular 
Army, for the equalization of retirement 
benefits for members of the Army of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
and I merely ask permission to file it 
before midnight so it can be printed and 
be on the desks of Senators on Monday 
next. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out objection, it is so ordered, 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. STANFILL: 

S. 2461. A bill to revive and reenact the act 
entitled “An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State Highway Commission, 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across 
the Cumberland River at or near Burkes- 
ville, Cumberland County, Ky.” approved 
May 18, 1928; to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. GUFFEY: 

S. 2462. A bill to increase the compensation 
of postmasters and employees of the postal 
service; to the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads. 

S. 2463. A bill to increase the rates of com- 
pensation of officers and employees of the 
Federal Government; to the Committee on 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. TAYLOR: 

S. 2464. A bill to provide for the uniform 
administration of efficiency ratings; to the 
Committee on Civil Service. 

S. 2465. A bill for the relief of Lydia Stoner; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FERGUSON: 

S. 2466. A bill for the relief of Ghetel Pol- 
lak Kahan, Magdalena Linda Kahan (wife), 
and Susanna Kahan (daughter), 10 years 
old); to the Committee on Immigration. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF 
SENATE DOCUMENT 206, ENTITLED 
“ECONOMIC CONCENTRATION AND 
WORLD WAR II” 


Mr. MURRAY submitted the following 
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 73), 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Printing: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring) , That in accordance 
with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the Print- 
ing Act, approved March 1, 1907, the Senate 
Special Committee to Study Problems of 
American Small Business be, and is hereby, 
authorized and empowered to have printed 
for its use 5,000 additional copies of Senate 
Document No. 206, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
second session, entitled, “Economic Concen- 
tration and World War II.” 


INDIAN CLAIMS COMMISSION 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives announcing its dis- 
agreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4497) to create 
an Indian Claims Commission, to provide 
for the powers, duties, and functions 
thereof, and for other purposes, and re- 
questing a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I move that the 
Senate insist upon its amendments, 
agree to the request of the House for a 
conference, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the 
President protempore appointed Mr. 
O’Manoney, Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, 
and Mr. La FOLLETTE conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 


INFERIOR FEDERAL COURTS—ARTICLE BY 
JUDGE CURTIS L, WALLER 

[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Rxconn an article en- 
titled “These Inferior Federal Courts,” writ- 
ten by Hon. Curtis L. Waller, judge of the 
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, and pub- 
lished in the Mississippi Law Journal for De- 
cember 1945, which appears in the Appendix.] 

LOW COMPENSATION OF AMERICAN 
DAIRY FARMERS . 

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an advertisement 
from the Washington Post of July 20 entitled 
“The Dairy Farmer Makes Less Than 53 Cents 
An Hour,” which appears in the Appendix.) 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION—EDI- 
TORIAL FROM SEATTLE STAR 
Mr. MAGNUSON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial 
entitled “A Bill More Important to You Even 
Than OPA,” published in the Seattle Star of 
July 13, 1946, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix.] 
VOTING RECORDS OF SENATORS—EDI- 
TORIAL FROM WASHINGTON POST 
[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record an editorial en- 
titled “Voting Records,” published in the 
Washington Post of July 12, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 
SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY—ARTICLE BY 
SCOTT NEARING 
[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an article on 
Soviet foreign policy entitled “As Others See 


Us,“ written by Scott Nearing, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Aiken Hayden Overton 
Andrews Pepper 
Hoey Radcliffe 
Barkley Huffman 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo, Revercomb 
Brewster Knowland Robertson 
Brooks La Follette Shipstead 
Burch Langer Smith 
Bushfield Lucas Stanfill 
Capehart McCarran Swift 
Capper McClellan Taft 
Carville McKellar Taylor 
Connally McMahon ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Cordon Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Donnell Maybank Tunnell 
Downey in Vandenberg 
Ferguson Mitchell Wagner 
Fulbright Moore Wherry 
George Morse White 
Gerry Murdock Wiley 
Green Murray Willis 
Guffey Myers Wilson 
Gurney O'Daniel Young 
O'Mahoney 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 
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The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RuvssELL] is absent because of a death in 
his family. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from Mississippi 
LMr. EASTLAND], the Senator from South 
Carolina IMr. Jounston], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Mean], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. Stewart], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Walsh! are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico (Mr. CuAvez] are absent on official 
business. ; 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate 
to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] is ab- 
sent on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a member of the President’s 
Evaluation Commission in connection 
with the test of atomic bombs on naval 
vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] is absent on official business, be- 
ing a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Austin], the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Bripcgs], and the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Buck! is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr, 
ToBEY] is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-one Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to be excused 
from further attendance on the Senate 
today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be absent from the 
Senate on next Monday, Tuesday and 
‘Wednesday. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, FEDERAL 

SECURITY AGENCY, ETC., APPROPRIA- 

'TIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. McCARRAN submitted the follow- 
ing report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
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amendment of.the Senate numbered 39 to 
the bill (H. R. 6739) making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

Amendment numbered 39: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out by said 
amendment insert the following: “: Pro- 
vided further, That no part of the funds 
appropriated in this title shall be available 
to organize or assist in organizing agricul- 
tural laborers, or used in connection with 
investigations, hearings, directives, or orders 
concerning bargaining units composed of 
agricultural laborers as referred to in section 
2 (3) of the Act of July 5, 1935 (49 Stat. 450), 
and as defined in section 3 (f) of the Act of 
June 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 1060)"; and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

Pat McCarran, 


(by J. H. B.) 


H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the conference 
report. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I move that the 
Senate agree to the report, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may we 
have the amendment read? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the 
matter stricken out by amendment num- 
bered 39, it is proposed to insert a colon 
and the following: “Provided further, 
That no part of the funds appropriated 
in this title shall be available to organize 
or assist in organizing agricultural la- 
borers, or used in connection with in- 
vestigations, hearings, directives, or 
orders concerning bargaining units com- 
posed of agricultural laborers as re- 
ferred to in section 2 (3) of the act of 
July 5, 1935 (49 Stat. 450) and as defined 


‘in section 3 (f) of the act of June 25, 


1938 (52 Stat. 1060).” 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the amendment 
from the Senator from Nevada? I have 
no objection to the report. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
Senate and the House were in complete 
disagreement after vote after vote had 
been taken in both Houses on what is 
known as the Elliott rider. The House 
conferees suggested the language which 
the conference committee has now 
agreed to, and which the Senate has 
heard read to it. That was referred to 
the National Labor Relations Board. It 
seemed satisfactory to the Board. Iam 
advised, without having talked to the 
parties, that it was satisfactory to the 
Members of the House who had sug- 
gested and supported the Elliott amend- 
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ment. It goes as far as we thought we 
could go and at the same time carry out 
the spirit of the law. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. May I ask, Does it have 
the effect of removing this group of 
workers from under the protection of the 
Wagner Act? 5 

Mr. McCARRAN. I would say in a 
sense yes, but principally no, because 
they can organize in every way; but they 
are not placed under the National Labor 
Relations Board to the full extent they 
otherwise would be. 

Mr. BALL. In commenting on the 
question asked by the Senator from Ver- 
mont, I would say that the main change 
in the amendment as proposed by the 
House is that instead of using the defi- 
nition of “agricultural laborer,” con- 
tained in the Social Security Act, which 
was a very broad definition, excluding 
a great number of processing employees, 
this language uses the definition of 
“agriculture” contained in the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. 4 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. This is a very vital 
matter and we are all interested in it. 
I wish we could have order and that 
Senators would speak loud enough so we 
could all hear. 

Mr. BALL. Instead of using the defi- 
nition of “agricultural laborer” con- 
tained in the Social Security Act the 
definition is a very broad one, covering, 
as the Senator knows, a great many 
processing employees, packing shed 
workers, and so forth—this change sub- 
stitutes the definition of “agriculture” 
contained in the Fair Labor Standards 
Act, which is a much narrower defini- 
tion. I believe the Senator from Nevada 
has before him the exact section referred 
to. We conferred with one of the mem- 
bers and the counsel of the National 
Labor Relations Board, who said that it 
might require a few minor changes in 
their present procedure and definition, 
but they would be very minor, and they 
felt they could get along under it very 
well. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator from 
Nevada be good enough to read the lan- 
guage? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Section 3 (f) of the 
act of June 25, 1938, the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, provides as follows: 

“Agriculture” includes farming in all its 
branches and among other things includes 
the cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairy- 
ing, the production, cultivation, growing, 
and harvesting of any agricultural or horti- 
cultural commodities (including commodi- 
ties defined as agricultural commodities in 
section 15 (g) of the Agricultural Marketing 
Act, as amended), the raising of livestock, 
bees, furbearing animals, or poultry, and any 
practices (including any forestry or lum- 
bering operations) performed by a farmer or 
on a farm as an incident to or in conjunce 
tion with such farming operations, including 
preparation for market, delivery to storage or 


to market or to carriers for transportation to 
market. 


Mr. PEPPER. . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an inquiry? x 
Mr. MCCARRAN. I yield. 
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Mr. PEPPER. In the last part of that 
definition the reference is only to farm- 
ing or matters incident to a farming 
operation. In other words, is the prepa- 
ration for market which is exempted that 
preparation for market which is carried 
out on a farm or as an incident to a 
farming operation? If it is so limited— 
and we understand it as being so limited 
then the vice of the former amendment 
does not appear, because where a packing 
house or a packing shed is operated away 
from the farm and carried on not as a 
farming operation, but as an independ- 
ent enterprise, it could well be and I as- 
sume would be construed as an industrial 
operation, and not a farming operation, 


so as to give the employees the protec- . 


tion of the National Labor Relations Act 
and the National Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator that that is the con- 
struction the committee put upon it; 
that this provision confines itself to op- 
erations that are actually on the farm, 
any farm operation. 

Mr. PEPPER. A part of the farming 
operation. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes; a part of the 
farming operation. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
this is a change from the so-called Elli- 
ott rider. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is in place of the 
Elliott rider. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And a clarifica- 
tion of it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN, I yield. 

Mr. ANDREWS. What effect would 
this have on large growers, for instance, 
in any State who own their own farms, 
and their own packing houses, and who 
use the same employees to cultivate the 
ground and do the packing and the 
picking and everything in connection 
with the operation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I will give my in- 
terpretation as I see it. If the process 
is on the farm and a part of the pro- 
duction that belongs to the farm, then 
it is a farm activity. But if it is off 
the farm, or if an agency even comes 
on the farm and, acting by itself, proc- 
esses on the farm, but is separate en- 
tirely from the producer, the produc- 
tion, or the farm activity, then it comes 
in a different category. If the farmer 
cultivates, produces, and at the same 
time crates his product on his farm, then 
he is engaged in a farming activity, in 
agriculture, and remote from the effect 
of the National Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I would say that in 
nearly half the citrus industry in Florida 
the man who owns the grove owns his 
packing house and his men operate as 
packers and pickers and do all the work 
incident to the operation. Sometimes 
the packing and picking is done by the 
same persons. 

Mr. McCARRAN. When the activity 
has left the farm and is in a packing 
house remote from the farmer’s activity, 
then it comes under the effect of the 
National Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I think what I have 
said applies also to tomatoes and celery 
and other products of that kind. 
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= Mr. McCARRAN. That is probably 
rue. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, in view 
of what my able colleague has said, as 
one Senator from Florida I desire it to be 
made clear that I want, and I hope the 
Recorp will so show, these workers to 
have the largest possible protection 
under the National Labor Relations Act 
and the National Labor Relations Board. 
I believe, fundamentally, that a worker 
who is working in a packing house or in 
a canning factory is an industrial work- 
er. The character of the work he does 
shows that he is an industrial worker. 
The habit of the operation, the charac- 
teristics of the operation make him in 
substance an industrial worker. I hope 
that the definition will not be construed 
to be so restrictive as to deprive any ap- 
preciable number of such workers of the 
right of redress for their industrial and 
economic wrongs before any administra- 
tive tribunal, such as the National Labor 
Relations Board, and that they will not 
be stripped of the protection which I 
think they are entitled to under the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, in the 
Appropriations Committee the chief 
complaint was that the definition of 
“laborer” was that used in the Social 
Security Act. This gets away from that 
definition, and provides a much better 
definition. 

Mr. TUNNELL. The change, as I 
understand it, was made to meet the ob- 
jection which was raised here on the 
floor, and the chairman of the commit- 
tee believes that it has been met. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I think it meets it 
as Well as we could possibly meet it. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. As I understand, it takes 
the definition of farming as set out in 
the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair desires to congratulate each and 
every member of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations for the fine work done by 
the committee at this session of Con- 
gress, and for completing that work to- 
day. The Chair thanks the members of 
the Committee on Appropriations, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as 
one member of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations I wish to say that it was 
the untiring effort, the able leadership, 
and the devotion to duty of the chair- 
man of the Appropriations Committee 
which made possible what we have been 
able to accomplish, 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL ,AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) 
to quiet the titles of the respective 
States, and others, to lands beneath 
tidewaters and lands beneath navigable 
waters within the boundaries of such 
States and to prevent further clouding 
of such titles, 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wyoming will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, after 
line 21, it is proposed to add the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

The United States excepts from this dis- 
claimer and retains all right, title, and in- 
terest claimed and asserted by Presidential 
Proclamation No. 2667 of September 28, 1945, 
or otherwise, to the subsoil and sea bed of 
or the resources in the Continental Shelf 
lying oceanward from the area described in 
the first clause (1) of the preceding para- 
graph. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
there are two questions involved in this 
debate. The first question has to do 
with lands beneath the waters within the 
3-mile zone. The other question has to 
do with the Continental Shelf lying 
beyond the 3-mile limit or the State 
boundary. 

Last year the President of the United 
States by proclamation assured the sov- 
ereignty of the United States over what 
is known as the Continental Shelf. 
That is a subsoil area which extends out 
into the ocean in some places as much 
as 100 or 200 miles. It has never here- 
tofore been claimed on behalf of the 
United States or of any State. 

Senators know, of course, that the 
3-mile limit, of which so much has been 
said, is merely an outgrowth of the days 
of warfare involving the old-fashioned 
cannon, which could shoot only 3 miles. 

No one knows what the contents of 
the Continental Shelf may be. What- 
ever they may be, they are not involved 
in the litigation which is now pending 
in the Supreme Court of the United 
States. I believe that they are not in- 
volved in the joint resolution as reported 
by the Committee on the Judiciary; but 
the language of that resolution is such, 
and the state of the law is such, that, in 
my judgment, the United States might 
suffer a most serious loss unless it were 
made clear in the joint resolution that 
by any disclaimer of any right, title, or 
interest to the subsoil within the 3-mile 
limit the United States is not surrender- 
ing the subsoil of the Continental Shelf 
beyond that limit. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. When California was 
admitted to the Union, its constitution, 
in line with the constitutions of most of 
the other States bordering on the ocean, 
asserted the right to land underneath 
the ocean for 3 miles from the high or 
low watermark—I do not recall which. 
So, of course, this amendment is entirely 
satisfactory to us, and I think it is a very 
advisable amendment. But I should like 
to ask the distinguished Senator about 
this condition: As I understand, the 
Constitution of Texas at the time it was 
admitted to the Union had a provision 
asserting title out into the ocean for a 
distance of 3 marine leagues, or about 
9 miles. May I ask the distinguished 
Senator, as a matter of information 
only, and not for the purpose of argu- 
ment, what would be the effect of his 
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proposed amendment in relation to a 
State which, by its constitution or laws, 
had theretofore asserted title to a 
greater extent of land than would be 
covered by 1 league? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, before 
the Senator answers that question, allow 
me to interpose that the State of Florida 
is affected in exactly the same way. 
Under our constitution of 1868, under 
which the State was admitted back into 
the Union after the Civil War, the west- 
ern boundary of the State of Florida is 
defined as running from the Dry Tor- 
tugas northeastwardly to a point within 
3 leagues of the mainland, thence along 
the shore a distance of 3 leagues from 
the mainland to the mouth of the Per- 
dido River, defining a strip substantially 
10 miles in width off the Gulf coast of 
Florida. That boundary was recognized 
by the Congress when the State was ad- 
mitted into the Union. That territory 
is within the jurisdiction of Florida, and 
the State supreme court has recognized 
criminal jurisdiction over that area. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
had no intention of becoming involved in 
a controversy of that kind. Therefore, in 
drafting this amendment I have confined 
myself to the language of the joint reso- 
_ lution which is before the Senate. I now 

read to the Senate the provisions of the 
last paragraph of the joint resolution as 
reported by the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, to be found on page 3, beginning in 
line 8: 

As used in this joint resolution, the phrase 
“lands beneath tidewaters” shall include (1) 
all lands permanently or periodically cov- 
ered by tidal waters up to but not above the 
line of mean high tide and oceanward to a 
line three geographical miles distant from 
the coast line and to the boundary line of 
each respective State where in any case such 
boundary line extends oceanward beyond 
three geographical miles, and (2) all lands 
formerly beneath tidewaters, as herein de- 
fined, which have been filled or reclaimed; 
the phrase “lands beneath navigable waters” 
shall include (1) all other lands covered by 
waters which are navigable under the laws of 
the United States, and (2) all lands formerly 
beneath navigable waters, as herein defined, 
which have been filled or reclaimed. 


Having that definition of lands be- 
neath tidewaters in mind, I drafted my 
amendment as a new paragraph to read 
as follows: 

The United States excepts from this dis- 
claimer and retains all right, title, and in- 
terest claimed and asserted by Presidential 
proclamation No. 2,667 of September 28, 
1945, or otherwise to the subsoil and sea bed 
of or the resources in the Continental Shelf 
lying oceanward from the area described in 
the first clause (1) of the preceding para- 
graph. 

The “first clause of the preceding par- 
agraph” is the one I have just read. 

So this amendment does not raise any 
question of boundaries. I will say per- 
sonally for myself that I am inclined to 
believe that the claims of States such as 
Texas and Florida to ownership of the 
subsoil of the boundary waters beyond 
the 3-mile limit is not a desirable policy, 
so far as we are now concerned. But I 
do not raise the question, because I feel 
sure that the Senate does not wish to 
pass upon that point. 
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I only desire to make clear that this 
joint resolution will protect the sover- 
eignty of the United States as a nation 
to the subsoil of the Continental Shelf 
which comes to us solely because of the 
assertion of the Federal power. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. Does the Senator think 
there is any doubt about that being the 
purpose and effect of the measure as it 
is now drafted? Does it not merely give 
a quitclaim from the Federal Govern- 
ment to the several States in respect to 
the lands underneath tidal waters, as 
the Senator has read the language from 
page 3 of the measure? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I think so. 

Mr. PEPPER. So the Senator is offer- 
ing his amendment out of an abundance 
of caution, I assume. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I wish to be com- 
pletely certain, because I am confident 
that unless this amendment is adopted, 
a claim might afterward be asserted that 
ownership of the subsoil within the sub- 
merged area would give a right to the 
adjoining area beyond. That is the dan- 
ger. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There are three sub- 
divisions of this area, parts of which are 
involved in the pending measure and in 
the pending litigation before the Su- 
preme Court. One subdivision is made 
up of the tidelands, which are that part 
of the shore subject to the tide and to 
the rise and fall of the tide. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no question, 
so far as that part of the land is con- 
cerned, as between the Government of 
the United States and any State. The 
Government of the United States is not 
asserting title to that little strip of land 
that is subject to the flow of the tides 
in and out. 

Then there is a so-called 3-mile limit, 
which is known as the marginal land, 
and which is involved in the litigation 
and in the pending legislation. 

Beyond that 3-mile limit is what the 
Senator calls the Continental Shelf, 
which is the subject of his amendment. 
That in no way involves the so-called 
3-mile limit, which is the strip between 
the tidelands which are subject to the 
flow of the tides and the 3-mile limit out 
from the shore. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Precisely. 

Mr. BARKLEY. So the Senator’s 
amendment only affects, possibly, lands 
beyond the 3-mile limit. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
quite correct. 

I offer this amendment, not because it 
affects in any way the controversy over 
the lands between the low-tide mark and 
the*3-mile limit, or whatever the limit 
may be, and not because it involves the 
issue now in the Supreme Court, but only 
because I wish to make clear that this 
joint resolution does not purport to in- 
vade the right of the Government of the 
United States to the Continental Shelf, 
ee has never been claimed by any 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator’s 
amendment is also very important and 
timely for the reason, not that it might 
involve differences between the States 
and the Federal Government, but that 
it involves an international situation. 
The amendment will be a legislative re- 
assertion of the fact that we have now 
claimed as American Federal territory 
the so-called Continental Shelf. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Precisely. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I point out to the 
Senator that prior to the war there was 
much discussion of this matter. The 
late President Roosevelt took a great 


“interest in it, and he had drawn up a 


Presidential proclamation declaring the 
Continental Shelf to be American terri- 
tory. Due to his untimely death the mat- 
ter was held up. But President Truman 
has reasserted that, and has issued the 
proclamation which the Senator has 
mentioned. 

Moreover, prior to the war there was 
question as to the Bering Sea. In that 
region the Continental Shelf extends 
some 200 miles from shore, and there 
lies the greatest fishing area in the world. 
Prior to this proclamation, the Japanese 
claimed that as open sea, and they fished 
there and caused a great deal of trouble 
with American fishermen. But now that 
we have claimed it as ours, not only is 
that difficulty taken care of but the area 
is opened up for American fishermen, 

I say this measure is very important 
because it is a legislative reassurance 
and reassertion of the fact that the Fed- 
me aa ac claims the Continental 
Shelf. 

Mr. O"MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
am very happy the Senator has made 
that statement, because at the hearings 
of the Special Committee To Investi- 
gate Petroleum Resources, evidence was 
presented to us by scientists of the Geo- 
logical Survey and the Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey and by other scientists that 
the Continental Shelf, which never here- 
tofore has been claimed by or on behalf 
of any State, may be the last resort of 
the United States for petroleum. In- 
asmuch as this area can be defended 
only by the American Navy and inas- 
much as we have burdened ourselves 
with the largest debt that any nation 
in the history of the world has ever car- 
ried, it seems to me that in acting upon 
this joint resolution we should make it 
abundantly clear that the Government 
of the United States does not intend, 
either directly or indirectly, to convey 
away the Continental Shelf, to which 
there has heretofore been no claim, 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. OVERTON. In answer to the 
question propounded by the Senator 
from Kentucky, I understood the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming to state that the 
purpose of his amendment was, in ef- 
fect, to assert title to all lands that are 
distant beyond 3 miles from the coast 
line. But in his opening statement he 
said that the amendment was not in- 
tended to affect the definition of “lands 
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beneath tidewaters,“ as contained in the 
pending measure. 3 

The definition of tidewater lands, as 
contained in the pending measure, ap- 
plies in certain cases to lands which ex- 
tend beyond the 3-mile limit, and by 
that definition tidewater lands extend 
to the boundary line of each respective 
State, where in any case such boundary 
line extends oceanward beyond three 
geographical miles. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator 
heard me read that language a few min- 
utes ago. 

Mr. OVERTON. Yes. But I should 
like to make it clear that the Senator’s 
amendment does not affect the last 
phrase I have read, where the boundary 
line of a State may extend beyond the 
3-mile limit. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I wish to make the 
situation as clear as possible. The 
amendment refers in its terms only to 
“the subsoil and sea bed of or the re- 
sources in the Continental Shelf lying 
oceanward from the area described in 
the first clause (1) of the preceding par- 
agraph.” That means oceanward from 
the 3-mile limit and oceanward from 
any boundary claimed by any State. 

Mr. CAPEHART and Mr. PEPPER ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Wyoming yield, and 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator 
from Florida will pardon me, I yield to 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART], who was first on his feet. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
should like to describe a situation and 
ask the able Senator if his amendment 
covers the point which I have in mind. 

The State of Texas, when admitted to 
the Union, was given the limit of 3 
leagues, which is approximately 9 miles, 
from the shore. Recently the Texas 
Legislature passed a law extending the 
boundary to 31 miles. The State of 
Louisiana, when originally admitted to 
the Union, had a limit of 3 miles. That 
State has likewise recently passed a law 
extending its limit to 27 miles. Does 
the Senator’s amendment limit Texas 
to 9 miles and Louisiana to 3 miles, or 
does it permit those States to go out, in 
the case of Texas, to 31 miles and, in the 
case of Louisiana, to 27 miles? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. My amendment 
does not attempt to settle that disputed 
question. I doubt very much whether 
I have sufficient information to attempt 
such a settlement. So in the amend- 
ment we are using the precise language 
of the measure reported by the Judiciary 
Committee, and are accepting and re- 
taining for the United States the sub- 
soil oceanward from the boundary line of 
each respective State. 

The question which the Senator pro- 
pounds to me is a legal question as to 
whether or not the State legislature, by 
law, after the admission of the State into 
the Union, may by its own action, and 
without the concurrence of the United 
States, extend its boundaries. I do not 
propose to settle that question. I could 
not settle it. It is a legal question to be 
settled by the courts if and when the 
question is presented to them. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, if I 
may, I should like to ask one of the Sen- 
ators from California what is the off- 
shore limit of the State of California? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. A moment ago 
the senior Senator from California as- 
serted that the State of California claims 
three geographical miles. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The State of Cali- 
fornia claims three geographical miles? 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator’s 
amendment would have no effect on that 
situation one way or the other? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment 
would have no effect on whether Texas 
is entitled to 9 miles or 31 miles? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. None whatever. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
has been trying to speak, and I yield to 
him. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to 
propound a question to the Senator. I 
wish to know if the record is clear with 
respect to a definition of the Continental 
Shelf, about which we have been speak- 
ing. As I understand, the Continental 
Shelf extends out to different distances 
at different places. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is at- 
tempting to say through his amendment 
that the proposed quitclaim deed would 
not cover that land. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It would not cover 
it oceanward from the boundary. 

Mr. FERGUSON. So, if the amend- 
ment is adopted, it will cover only the 
original 3-mile limit, or whatever the 
State had claimed. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It would cover 
whatever the State had claimed within 
the boundary, whatever that boundary 
may be. The term “Continental Shelf,” 
I may say to the Senator, is a scientific 
term, or a term which has been applied 
by the scientists to that geologic shelf 
which extends outward from the sea- 
coast in some cases a hundred miles, and, 
in the case of Alaska, as the Senator 
from Washington has said, about 200 
miles, where it drops off very suddenly 
into the depths of the ocean. So “Con- 
tinental Shelf” is merely a phrase which 
is used to describe the area under the sea 
which is at a very shallow depth. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And which is con- 
sidered as a part of the continent rather 
than as a part of the ocean, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. If the Sen- 
ator has seen a map of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey of the Atlantic Ocean 
immediately east of New York City, he 
has noted that the soundings which were 
taken by the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey show clearly that the Hudson River 
at one time ran out a great distance 
beyond what is now the coastal line. 
From the soundings which have been 
taken, it is clear that that area was at 
one time above the ocean, 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. For the purpose of the 
question which I am about to propound, 
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I invite the attention of the able chair- 
man of the committee. 

Beginning in line 12, on page 3, of the 
joint resolution, the definition of lands 
beneath tidewaters reads, in part, as 
follows: 

And to the boundary line of each respective 
State where in any case such boundary line 
extends oceanward beyond three geographic 
miles— 


And so forth. I wish it to be under- 
stood that “oceanward,” as used in that 
sentence, also means gulfward, because, 
while the Gulf of Mexico is not an ocean, 
I am sure the Senator intends that 
“oceanward” means a large body of 
water, as well as what is ordinarily re- 
ferred to as the ocean. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. When we go into 
the Gulf we are going oceanward. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. A moment ago I 
understood the Senator to disclaim any 
effort of trying to solve the legal ques- 
tion of what the boundary line of a State 
may be. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The question 
which I disclaimed any attempt to solve, 
because it could not be solved very well 
without the concurrence of the State, 
is whether or not a State legislature 
may, by statute, extend the boundary 
which it had at the time it was admitted 
to the Union. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe that the 
Senator is quite right in his contention, 
and it seems to me that the same rea- 
soning which he has employed applies 
to the problem of the ownership of the 
land within the 3-mile limit. I cannot 
see any logical distinction between the 
character of the question there involved 
and the one in the joint resolution now 
before the Senate. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator may 
be correct in that respect, but I am de- 
liberately not raising that question, be- 
cause, as the Senator from Kentucky 
has said, there are three zones which 
have been in controversy. There is the 
zone oceanward concerning which this 
amendment has ben offered. There is 
the zone which lies within the 3-mile 
limit of the boundary and low tide, and 
there is the zone between low tide and 
the coast. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understand that, 
but it seems to me that the Senator’s 
reasoning with reference to the question 
being a legal one is also applicable to this 
instant question, and all we are doing is 
to usurp the function of the Supreme 
Court in the first instance. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
that question will arise under another 
amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. My opinion is that 
both questions should be settled by the 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. When the ques- 
tion is before the Supreme Court it be- 
comes a legal question. It may be 
doubted seriously whether the decision 
of the court will be rendered in favor of 
the United States as against the State, 
inasmuch as it can be shown with respect 
to a certain portion of this area that the 
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United States apparently acquiesced in 
the development of the area inside the 
so-called 3-mile limit. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY., I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What the Senator 
from Wyoming is attempting to do is to 
nail down a claim of title from the shore 
to the end of the Continental Shelf for 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Not from the 
shore. 

Mr. MAGNUSON, From the bound- 
ary. $ 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. From the bound- 


ary. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Which should have 
been done a long time ago. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, has 
the Senator a copy of the Presidential 
proclamation to which he referred a few 
moments ago? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No; I do not have 
it. It can be obtained. I will get the 
number and insert it later on. It was a 
Presidential proclamation issued last 
year by President Truman, as the Sen- 
ator from Washington has stated, in 
which he asserted on behalf of the 
United States the sovereignty of the 
United States over this area. 

Mr. OVERTON. I have not read the 
proclamation, but I understand that the 
Continental Shelf embraces offshore 
waters where the depth is 600 feet or 
more. I also understand that off the 
shore of California there are, in certain 
areas, depths of as great as 600 feet be- 
fore the 3-mile limit is reached. But as I 
interpret the Senator’s amendment, even 
if that be true, his amendment does not 
affect the claim of California. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It is made as clear 
as day that it does not affect that, nor 
does it affect any claim that the State 
of Louisiana or the State of Texas may 
make to this other boundary. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I inquire then, Mr. 
President, what is the purpose of the 
Senator’s amendment. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. The purpose of it 
is to assert title in the United States to 
the Continental Shelf beyond these 
boundaries. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It seems to me it is 
not very clear. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President, when 
the Senator from Wyoming first had his 
amendment printed it was rather in the 
negative form. He has now changed it, 
and to my mind it is a very acceptable 
amendment; to my mind it is a clarifying 
amendment; to my mind it is an amend- 
ment that should go in the bill while it is 
before the Senate. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, this 
whole matter has been before the Con- 
gress heretofore. I think it was in 1939 
that there was a bill pending before the 
Committee on Public Lands, introduced 
in behalf of the Navy Department, in 
which it was sought to declare that all 
offshore oil resources were the property 
of the United States and not of States. 
After exhaustive hearings before the 
Public Lands Committee, that bill was 
rejected, 
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Mr. President, in the case of my State, 
Texas, we feel that we are in the 
strongest position of any of the other 
States; but we still are willing to main- 
tain the principle involved in the gen- 
eral legislation proposed in order to aid 
the other States. In the case of Texas, 
it will be remembered that Texas was 
a republic from 1836 to 1845 and, as a 
republic, it owned whatever rights there 
were from its shores as far as they could 
extend into the ocean without the inter- 
vention of the jurisdiction of any other 
nation. We do not want those rights dis- 
turbed. They were retained when we 
went into the Union in 1845, and it is our 
contention that whatever rights any- 
one has to the offshore oil in the Con- 
tinental Shelf, or whatever else one may 
wish to call it, that extends out into the 
ocean from the boundary of Texas, be- 
long to the State of Texas, and that the 
Federal Government has no jurisdiction 
whatever over them. So we are per- 
fectly willing to support the bill, and have 
the United States relinquish any claim, 
and give a quitclaim to the offshore oil 
resources of all the other States, 

But the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wyoming, it seems to me, 
is an exception to the usual clear and ex- 
plicit language employed by the Senator 
in drafting amendments and legislation 
which he sponsors. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
very kind. I take it he means with a 
few qualifications, however. 

; Mr CONNALLY. I am trying to be 
ust. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. That makes it all 
the better. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The amendment 
reads: 

The United States excepts from this dis- 
claimer and retains all right, title, and in- 
terest claimed and asserted by Presidential 
Proclamation No. 2667 of September 28, 1945, 
or otherwise to the subsoil and sea bed of 
or the resources in the Continental Shelf 
lying oceanward from the area described in 
the aa clause (1) of the preceding para- 
graph. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. And clause (1) of 
the preceding paragraph clearly protects 
Texas, because it describes the boundary 
line of each respective State. So all that 
this amendment does, I will say to the 
Senator, is to assert the title of the 
United States to the subsoil and re- 
sources of the Continental Shelf ocean- 
ward from the boundary of Texas so far 
as Texas is concerned. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I understand that 
is the contention of the Senator. 

Clause (1) to which reference is made 
reads: 

All lands permanently or periodically 
covered by tidal waters up to but not above 
the line of mean high tide and oceanward 


to a line three geographical miles distant 
from the coast line. 


In the case of Texas—— 

Mr. PEPPER. I suggest to the Sena- 
tor that the amendment goes on further 
than that. 

Mr. CONNALLY. In the case of Texas 
her territory extends beyond three geo- 
graphical miles. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
read the next clause? 
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Mr. CONNALLY. I am going to read 
further. in just a moment but I want to 
analyze this provision: 


Three geographical miles distant from the 
coast line— 


In the case of Texas, the Federal Gov- 
ernment has already recognized her right 
to 3 marine leagues which is more than 
9 miles out into the sea— 
and to the boundary line of each respec- 
tive State where in any case such boundary 
line extends oceanward beyond three geo- 
graphical miles. 


How is that boundary line established? 
What is the boundary line of all the 
respective States? It will be strenuously 
contended regardless of the adoption of 
the Senator’s amendment by the inter- 
ests adverse to this bill that there can 
be no boundary line beyond three geo- 
graphical miles. That contention will be 
urged. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator has 
just said that the Federal Government 
has recognized the claim of Texas to 
three marine leagues. That being the 
case, I do not see how any such ques- 
tion could arise with respect to that 
boundary. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Probably not that 
particular boundary, but this affects all 
the States, and I am anxious that the 
Senate realize its significance and its 
implications. If we are going to grant 
this at all we certainly ought to grant 
it to the States as far as their rights 
extend into the ocean. I do not know 
what the power of the State is. The 
Senator from Indiana referred to a leg- 
islative act. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator will 
permit me to interrupt him, I think that 
is precisely what this language does. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I hope it does; I 
hope that is true. The Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] cited an act of 
the State Legislature of Louisiana, I be- 
lieve he said, and also of Texas, ex- 
tending their boundaries 27 and 31 miles, 
respectively, into the ocean. It will be 
contended that they had no right to do 
that. It will be contended that their 
boundaries ended at the 3-mile limit and 
that the State legislatures had no au- 
thority to extend the boundary. This 
language would seem to me not to be 
inconsistent with such a claim. While 
the boundary lines of the respective 
States are mentioned, the assumption 
is that in some cases the line may ex- 
tend more than three geographical miles, 
because it says “Where in any case such 
boundary line extends oceanward be- 
yond three geographical miles.” Still, 
it will be asserted, no doubt, the State 
also has no power arbitrarily to extend 
its boundaries more than three geo- 
graphical miles into the sea. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? - 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. OVERTON. I am as much inter- 
ested in this matter as is the Senator 
from Texas—— 

Mr. CONNALLY. Iam sure of that. 

Mr. OVERTON. Because Louisiana 
has enacted legislation on the same sub- 
ject matter. It seems to me, however, 
that if there be any fault at all the fault 


does not lie in the phraseology of the 
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amendment of the Senator from Wyo- 
ming, but lies in the wording of the joint 
resolution reported by the committee. 
If any change is to be made, it should 
be made in the language of the joint 
resolution defining lands beneath tide- 
waters. The amendment of the Senator 
from Wyoming does not affect the defi- 
nition contained in the joint resolution 
as reported by the committee. 

Mr. CONNALLY. In paragraph 1. 

Mr. OVERTON. Yes. It does not do 
so. The Senator might offer an amend- 
ment to paragraph 1 which would cover 
the situation to which he refers. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. President, that is all I have to 
suggest at this time. 

Mr, MAGNUSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course, what- 
ever is decided to be the boundary line of 
the State—there may be some dispute— 
whether it is 3 miles or 3 leagues, the 
Senator from Wyoming has said that 
the Government of the United States, 
the people of America, the States and 
the Federal Government, are between 
them going to own all the land to the 
end of the Continental Shelf. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Beyond the State 
boundary. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Beyond the State 
boundary; and I think that is very de- 
sirable. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I do 
not care to interfere with the adoption 
of the amendment, but I desire to speak 
on the joint resolution generally, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the amendment dis- 
posed of. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I think the amend- 
ment can be adopted. 

Mr. OVERTON. If I can be recog- 
nized as soon as the amendment is acted 
upon, I shall be glad to yield for action 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, OVERTON. Mr. President, as a 
contribution to the discussion of the 
pending joint resolution, I wish to call 
attention to certain statements which 
have come from the General Land Office 
and from the Department of the In- 
terior in respect to the ownership of the 
marginal tidewater lands concerned. I 
think these declarations on the part of 
this agency and department of the Fed- 
eral Government dealing with this sub- 
ject matter are entitled to very grave 
consideration by the Members of the 
Senate. They set forth uniformly the 
policy which has prevailed in the Fed- 
eral Government. 

The letters I am going to read are 
taken from the Land Office and the 
archives of the State of Louisiana be- 
cause they deal with Louisiana marginal 
lands. Possibly other States have simi- 
lar letters, but the letters I read an- 
nounce definitely and clearly the policy 
and the attitude of the Federal Govern- 
ment in respect to these tidelands, 
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I quote from a letter dated Decem- 
ber 8, 1908, written by the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office to the United 
States Surveyor General, as follows: 

You were directed not to report the lands 
as inuring to the State under the swamp 
grant, for * * tidelands belong to the 
State by its right of sovereignty. 


Here is a declaration made back in 
1908 by an agency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment recognizing the fact that tide- 
lands belong to the State by its right 
of sovereignty. 

The attorney general of Louisiana has 
supplied me copies of these letters, and 
I am indebted to him for being able to 
present them to the Senate. 

I give the following excerpts from the 
published decisions of the General Land 
Office relating to tidelands: 

It has never been questioned that a State 
upon its admission to the Union immediately 
acquires title to and jurisdiction over all 
lands within its limits below high-water 
mark. This title and control is not acquired 
by mere assertion of right and ownership, 
but by virtue of its sovereignty. 


So, Mr. President, it was the state- 
ment of the General Land Office that 
there had never been any question at 
all with respect to the title and authority 
of the State over tidelands. 

There is in the possession of the Land 
Office in Louisiana an exemplification of 
a letter written by C. C. Moore, who was 
then Commissioner of the General Land 
Office, in which, among other things, he 
advised a certain company as follows: 

The State is the owner of all land below 
the line of ordinary high tide extending sea- 
ward coexistensive with its municipal do- 
minion, and in the land-locked bays from 
headland to headland, and from the line of 
ordinary high tide on the shore of the open 
ocean seaward, a distance of 3 miles, or a 
marine league. 


Therefore, so far as the General Land 
Office is concerned, there has never been 
any question but that the sovereignty of 
the State extends 3 miles, or a marine 
league, from the shore line, and that the 
title to these lands vests in the State by 
virtue of its sovereignty. 

There are some letters written by the 
Department of the Interior, and not 
merely by its General Land Office, on 
the subject matter to which I wish to 
call the attention of the Senate. The 
first of these relates to land in Louisiana 
and in California, and under date of 
April 9, 1931, Mr. C. C. Moore, who was 
then the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office, wrote as follows: 

I have your letter of March 31, 1931, re- 
questing the status of submerged lands with- 
in the limits of territorial waters and off the 
shores of Louisiana and California, 

The title to the beds of the navigable 
waters is vested in the State by virtue of its 
sovereignty if the body of water was navigable 
when the State was admitted into the Union, 
and the laws of the State will control as to 
the minerals in the land under the waters. 
This jurisdiction is, however, subject to the 
paramount power of Congress to control 
navigation between the States and with for- 
eign powers. 


Of course, there is no dispute as to the 
authority of the Federal Government in 
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respect to navigation over navigable 
waters. 


The State is the owner of all land below 
the line of ordinary high tide extending sea- 
ward coextensive with its municipal domin- 
ion, and in the land-locked bays from head- 
land to headland, and from the line of 
ordinary high tide on the shore of the open 
ocean seaward, a distance of 3 miles, or a 
marine league. Title to the soil under such 
tidal waters belonging to the State may be 
disposed of by the State, provided such dis- 
posal and the purposes for which it is made 
may be accomplished without detriment to 
the public rights of navigation. 

The Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 
1920 (41 Stat. 437), has no application to 
lands within the 3-mile limit and are, there- 
fore, not under the jurisdiction of this De- 
partment. 


That is the Department of the Interior. 


As to nonnavigable waters, the rights of 
the riparian proprietors are determined by 
the laws of the particular State in which the 
stream is located. 


Here is another letter, dated December 
8, 1908, from the Department of the In- 
terior, General Land Office, written to 
the United States Surveyor General, New 
Orleans, La., in which this statement is 
made: 

By office decision G of August 21, 1908, 
action was taken in the matter of the survey 
and examination of certain lands— 


Describing them— 


Louisiana meridian, made by Warren B, 
Reed, deputy surveyor, and designed on the 
maps and plats submitted with the case as 
Point Au Fur Shell Reef. 

You were directed not to report the lands 
as inuring to the State under the swamp 
grant, for the reason that Mr. Reed found 
the lands to be subject to daily tidal over- 
flow, and that tidelands belong to the State 
by its right of sovereignty. You were di- 
rected to advise the State and to allow the 
usual right appeal. 

I am in receipt of your letter of the 23d 
ultimo, in which you report that, by letter 
of August 25, 1908, you sent a copy of said 
office decision to the Governor and informed 
him that he would be allowed 60 days within 
which to appeal and that the State has taken 
no action in the matter. 

The case is therefore closed, and you will so 
note on the records of your office. 


That letter is signed by the assistant 
commissioner. 

The following excerpts are taken from 
a letter dated July 26, 1915, from the De- 
partment of the Interior, General Land 
Office, addressed to the Register of the 
State Land Office of Louisiana on the 
subject Tidelands. 

It appears as a result of this examination 
that the lands in question are entirely over- 
flowed lands and that no agricultural areas 
exist in the townships under consideration. 
After a careful study of the character and 
conditions of these lands, it is our opinion 
that they constitute lands subject to tidal 
overflow and, therefore, should inure to the 
State under her rights of sovereignty. 

In view of the facts in the case as shown 
by the surveyors’ report, the lands in these 
townships— 


Describing them— 


are hereby decided, subject to all valid ad- 
verse claims, if any, to be tidelands, belong- 
ing to the State of Louisiana under its right 
of sovereignty. 
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Iam reading these letters into the REC- 
on because they show a consistent atti- 
tude on the part of the Department of 
the Interior, representing the Federal 
Government, that these tidelands belong 
to the States off the shores of which they 
are located. There has never been any 
other policy, so far as I know, on the part 
of tne Federal Government. This joint 
resolution is merely a legislative recogni- 
tion, a congressional declaration, of a 
policy which has always obtained in the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. OVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I notice that the joint 
resolution provides for the quitclaiming 
of all lands beneath the navigable waters 
within thé boundaries of each of the re- 
spective States. I know the experience 
which the Senator from Louisiana has 
had with flood control and other allied 
matters, and I am wondering if the 
United States Government claims title to 
lands beneath the navigable waters that 
are within the States. Ihave not under- 
stood that the Government makes such 
aclaim. Does the Senator know wheth- 
er the United States Government does in 
any case lay claim to the lands beneath 
the navigable waters? 

Mr. OVERTON. There is no case that 
has been brought to my attention in 
which the Federal Government has as- 
serted ownership of the beds of streams 
that were navigable at the time of the 
admission of the State into the Union. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, it 
might with equal emphasis be said that 
in no case, until Mr. Ickes came along, 
was there any contention made that the 
Government owned the tidelands; but 
that they belpnged to the State in each 
instance. Every expression even, as read 
by the able Senator from Louisiana, on 
the part of the Land Office, and indeed 
by Mr. Ickes himself in his letter prior to 
the time when he changed his mind, held 
that these lands in question belonged to 
the States, including the beds of navi- 
gable streams. 

Mr. AIKEN. I realize that the defini- 
tion of “navigable” seems to have become 
extended considerably in the past 15 
years, but I did not know that the Gov- 
ernment laid claim to the land beneath 
any of the small. streams which they 


maintain to be navigable because at some- 


times during the year they will float pulp- 
wood. 

Will the Senator tell me what the situ- 
ation is in regard to the Great Lakes? 
Are the beds of the Great Lakes a part 
of the States adjoining them. For ex- 
ample, do Michigan and Wisconsin own 
the bed of Lake Michigan, or does the 
Federal Government claim the owner- 
ship of the bed of Lake Michigan, or 
what is the situation in that respect? 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
I answer the Senator’s question? 

Mr. OVERTON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The cases dealing 
with the Great Lakes are also direct au- 
thority for this proposition. That is be- 
cause the Great Lakes have been spe- 
cifically held to be in contemplation of 
law open seas. In many cases the court 
has held that the Great Lakes have “all 
the characteristics of the open sea.” The 
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decisions as to the ownership of the beds 
of the Great Lakes along open coasts is 
square authority on the question of the 
ownership of the Atlantic, the Pacific, 
and the Gulf of Mexico along the open 
coast. Indeed, in the Great Lakes cases, 
the Court specifically holds that the same 
doctrine applies to all these waters re- 


gardless of whether they are fresh or 


salt, The following quotation from the 
leading case of Illinois Central Railroad 
v. Illinois (146 U. S. 387), which deals 
with Lake Michigan, is conclusive on the 
point: 

It is the settled law of this country that 
the ownership of and the dominion and 
sovereignty over lands covered by tidewaters, 
within the limits of the several States, belong 
to the respective States within which they 
are found, with the consequent right to use 
or dispose of any portion thereof, when that 
can be done without substantial impairment 
of the interest of the public in the waters, 
and subject always to the paramount right of 
Congress to control their navigation so far 
as may be necessary for the regulation of 
commerce with foreign nations and among 
the States. This doctrine has been often 
announced by this court (Pollard’s Lessee v. 
Hagan (3 How. (44 U. S.) 212); Weber v. Har- 
bor Commissioners (18 Wall, (85 U. S.) 57)). 


Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator yield 
for one more question? 

Mr. OVERTON. I shall be pleased to. 

Mr. AIKEN. I will ask what the situ- 
ation is with regard to Lake Champlain, 
which, as the Senator knows, is about 
100 miles long and from 1 to 13 miles 
wide. The New York-Vermont line goes 
up through the middle of the lake. AmI 
right in assuming that in this case of 
this very long narrow lake, the bed of the 
lake properly belongs to the States? I 
know all the maps show the State line 
going up through the lake itself, 

Mr. OVERTON. It is my understand- 
ing that the beds of the lakes belong to 
the States. I may possibly be in error. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The floors of the 
lakes. 

Mr. AIKEN. The floors of the lakes 
belong to the States. 

Mr. OVERTON. Yes; the floors of the 
lakes belong to the States. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wanted to make sure 
about that. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, as I 
undertook to observe a moment ago, I 
think the letters I have read have shown 
a uniform policy of the United States 
with respect to these tidelands. There 
never has been any assertion at all of 
ownership of these tidelands by the Fed- 
eral Government until recently when 
the Department of the Interior under- 
took to claim them in order, as has been 
pointed out by the Senator from Nevada, 
at least for one reason, in order to enter 
into a contract with some oil company 
with respect to the tidelands or portions 
of the tidelands off the coast of Califor- 
nia. 

The purpose of this joint resolution is 
to carry out the uniform policy of the 
United States and to settle forever what 
has now become unnecessarily a contro- 
versial matter. It was not controversial 
until Mr. Ickes, at the head of the De- 
partment of the Interior, suddenly and 
overnight, as it were, undertook to 
change the policy of the United States 
and the policy of his own department 
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with respect to these tidelands. In con- 
sequence of his attitude the Attorney 
General, after a joint resolution had 
been introduced and, I think, had been 
passed by the House, instituted a suit for 
the purpose of asserting title by the 
United States Government to these lands. 
This joint resolution will settle the mat- 
ter for all time to come. I hope it will be 
passed practically unanimously. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor in connection with this dis- 
cussion a statement from the hearings 
by Hon. Grover Sellers, attorney general 
of Texas. I think it points out very 
clearly the position of the State of Texas. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF GROVER SELLERS, ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF TEXAS 


Mr. SELLERS. On behalf of the people of 
Texas, permit me to express appreciation to 
the committee for the opportunity to present 
the position of our State regarding House 
Joint Resolution 225. 

I also appear before you as the personal 
representative of the Governor of Texas, Hon, 
Coke Stevenson, who has asked me to repre- 
sent him at this hearing. By the commit- 
tee’s leave I should like permission to read 
into the record the Governor's letter to me 
of January 25, 1946. It reads as follows: 

JANUARY 25, 1946, 
Hon. GROVER SELLERS, 
Attorney General of Texas, 
Austin, Tez. 

DEAR GENERAL SELLERS: I find that I will 
be unable, due to pressing engagements here 
in Texas, to attend the hearing in Washing- 
ton, D. C., before the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee, on Tuesday, February 5, 1946, on 
House Joint Resolution 225, proposing to 
quiet the title of the several littoral States 
to the submerged lands off of their respective 
coasts and within their territorial bounda- 
ries. 

I therefore request that you represent me 
at this hearing and present to the committee 
the claims of Texas with reference to her 
submerged lands. I am particularly inter- 
ested in stressing to the committee that the 
territorial boundaries of Texas as agreed 
upon by the United States at the time Texas 
was admitted to the Union, in 1845, have 
never been questioned, and that the minerals 
under the submerged lands of Texas have 
been dedicated to the permanent school fund 
of this State. Millions of dollars have been, 
and will be, made available in the future to 
the permanent school fund through oil and 
gas leases on these lands, and the loss of such 
source of revenue to the State would seri- 
ously impair our educational program. 

All the people of Texas will be tremendous- 
ly interested in the action taken with refer- 
ence to this resolution, I most certainly hope 
that some resolution of this character will 
be passed by the present Congress, 

Sincerely yours, 
COKE STEVENSON. 

The people of Texas are vitally interested 
in the passage of this resolution by the Con- 
gress. To that end, the attorney general of 
Texas has joined with the attorneys general 
of 45 other States in voicing vigorous oppo- 
sition to the recent claims of the Federal 
Government to the States’ tidelands and lands 
submerged by the marginal sea. See brief 
of 46 attorneys general filed with House 
Judiciary Committee and Special Senate 
Subcommittee, Seventy-ninth Congress, at 
hearings held June 18, 19, and 20, 1945, pages 
12 to 17 of record. The attorneys general of 
these States are solidly united in opposition 
to this claim which the Government has 
chosen to call “entirely novel.” See page 3, 
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Motion for Leave to File Complaint and Com- 
plaint, U. S. v. California, No. 12 Original, 
United States Supreme Court, October Term, 
1945. This opposition is shared by the Amer- 
ican Bar Association which organization has 
passed a resolution urging the Congress “to 
take immediate action recognizing and con- 
firming” State ownership of navigable wa- 
ters, inland, and off-shore, at its 1945 meet- 
ing at Cincinnati, Ohio. A similar resolu- 
tion was passed by the National Association 
of Attorneys General, at thirty-ninth an- 
nual conference at Jacksonville; Fla., Novem- 
ber 27, 1945. 

This entirely novel claim of the Govern- 
ment, not asserted for 150 years of Federal 
sovereignty, had its inception in the hopeful 
speculation of certain persons, who, with a 
what-is-there-to-lose attitude, applied to the 
Federal Government for leasing rights under 
the Federal Leasing Act of February 15, 1920 
(41 Stat. L. 437). First, such applications 
were met with rebuff, the executive depart- 
ment of the Government concerned pointedly 
informing these individuals that the title 
to lands beneath the marginal sea was in the 
respective States, and not the Federal Gov- 
ernment. (For example, see letter from Sec- 
retary Ickes to Olin S. Proctor, appearing at 
page 18 of record made before hearings of 
House Judiciary Committee and Special Sen- 
ate Subcommittee held June 18, 19, and 20, 
1945, on submerged lands resolutions.) 
Eventually, however, the what-is-there-to- 
lose psychology began to germinate in the 
Interior and Navy Departments, resulting in 
the first steps by responsible Federal officials 
to assert a claim. (See statements of Capt. 
H. A, Stuart and Philip Buettner of Navy De- 
partment and Harry M. Edelstein of Interior 
Department, at hearings held before House 
Judiciary Committee, Seventy-fifth Congress, 
on S. J, Res, 208, February 23, 24, and 25, 
1938.) It is the purpose of the proponents 
of House Journal Record 225 to renounce and 
forever put to rest “entirely novel” theories, 
and quiet the titles of the respective States 
to their submerged lands inland and off- 
shore. 

I have noted that the attorneys general of 
46 States, together with the members of the 
American Bar Association, stand together in 
opposing this “novel” claim asserted by the 
Government. It is not our purpose, however, 
to overwhelm you by force of numbers, but 
rather to persuade you by the many legal, 
equitable, and moral reasons for the passage 
of the resolution. 

The legal and equitable grounds asserted 
by Texas have been offered several times for 
the consideration of committees of the Con- 
gress, First, in 1938 by the Governor, the 
attorney general, and representatives of the 
State teachers association; again, in 1939 by 
the Honorable Tom CONNALLY, United States 
Senator from Texas, by the attorney gen- 
eral, land commissioner, and representatives 
of the State teachers association (see record 
of hearings held before Subcommittee No. 4, 
House Judiciary Committee, 76th Cong., on 
H. J. Res. 176 and H. J. Res. 181 on March 
22 and 23, 1939); finally, in 1945, by the at- 
torney general, also representing the Gover- 
nor, and the land commissioner of Texas (see 
record of joint hearings before House Judi- 
ciary Committee and Special Senate Subcom- 
mittee, 79th Cong., on a number of joint reso- 
lutions regarding submerged lands, June 18, 
19, and 20, 1945), It is my purpose to sum- 
marize these offerings for the benefit of this 
committee. 

First, however, permit me to call to the 
attention of the committee what I perceive 
to be be an underhanded attack upon the 
purpose and integrity of House Joint Reso- 
lution 225. Certain individuals opposing the 
passage of this resolution have caused the 
rumor to be circulated that some ulterior 
motive may lie behind the sponsorship of the 
resolution, that it is a case of gain for the 
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oil interests as opposed to loss for the Fed- 
eral Government. Such attacks are, perhaps, 
to be expected. The committee is well famil- 
iar with the ends resorted to in furthering 
or opposing legislation. It is but natural 
that those oil companies that have made in- 
vestments in State submerged lands should 
be interested in seeing their titles sustained. 
But make no mistake, the controversy here 
is the integrity of long recognized and un- 
challenged State titles as o to the 
claims of certain Federal officials which have 
served to cloud those titles. 

This resolution is sponsored by the States 
to protect that which is rightfully theirs, and 
to safeguard those benefits which should 
rightfully accrue to them in the future. In 
the case of Texas, the benefits accrue to the 
permanent school fund of our State (article 
5421c-3, Vernon’s Annotated Texas Civil 
Statutes). Each State appeals to you in its 
proprietary capacity as one whose title has 
been clouded, and asks that you confirm and 
quitclaim unto the States that which has 
long been recognized as rightfully theirs. 

What is the basis for this cloud cast by 
the Government on the States’ long recog- 
nized titles to their submerged lands? By ad- 
mission, it is upon a theory “entirely novel”; 
since the Government has asserted its claim 
to be based on grounds “never adjudicated” 
(see p. 3, Motion for Leave to File Complaint 
and Complaint, U. S. A. v. California, No. 12 
Original in the Supreme Court of the United 
States, October term, 1945) by the Supreme 
Court. It is apparently asserted without ben- 
efit of legal precedent by that Court. In 
Texas, the story is told of the young attorney 
who defended his client charged with horse 
stealing on the ground that no statute made 
it illegal to steal a white horse. We accept 
as true the claim that the Government’s con- 
tention is “entirely novel.” We hold it be 
untrue that applicable principles of law have 
never been handed down by the Supreme 
Court 

The States’ long recognized and unchal- 
lenged titles are grounded upon certain 
fundamentals of government in this country, 
the most important consideration being that 
in its internal sovereignty the rights and 
powers of the Federal Government are not 
unlimited or plenary, but strictly circum- 
scribed by those delegations of power set forth 
in our Constitution. All other rights and 
powers remain in the States—in the people. 
That is the plain language of article 10 of 
the Bill of Rights. 

It would seem to be without serious dis- 
pute by anyone, that under English law prior 
to the American Revolution, and under in- 
ternational law generally, a littoral sovereign 
nation was the owner in the complete, pro- 
prietary sense, of the submerged lands bor- 
dering its coast line to a distance into the 
sea of at least three maritime miles (Oppen- 
heim, I International Law, 3d ed., pp. 394- 
396; Wilson on International Law, pp. 91-92; 
Hurst, “Whose Is the Bed of the Sea?“, Brit- 
ish Yearbook of International Law, 1923, 1924, 
4th issue; I Wheaton on International Law, 
6th ed., p. 368; id, 8th ed., 177; Vattel’s Law 
of Nations; Hall, International Law, 7th ed., 
p. 157; Manchester v. Mass. (139 U. S. 240); 
Story, J. in the Anna, i F. Cas. No. 397, I 
Gall, 62, 63.) The titles of the Original 
Thirteen States are grounded upon this well- 
established principle of public law. 

How these States came to be the proprie- 
tors of their submerged lands, or, indeed, any 
of their lands, is reflected in the history of 
the formation of our country, the American 
Revolution, the Declaration of Independence, 
and the Constitution of the United States. 
‘The American Revolution was not fought by 
one nation against England, but by indi- 
viduals from each of the Thirteen Colonies. 
These colonies perfected their titles by a 
successful war for independence, Each col- 
ony, as a separate nation, retained all of its 
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hard-iought rights and lands, and gave to 
the new nation they created only those rights 
and powers- expressly delegated by the com- 
pact between the States called our Consti- 
tution. No surrender of land rights is to be 
found in the Constitution; all such rights 
and titles were retained by the States. Each 
new State was, of course, admitted upon an 
equal footing with the Original States with 
identical rights and powers, including sub- 
merged land rights, the concept being that 
the Federal Government held all such lands 
in trust for the new States until their for- 
mation. (Pollard v. Hagan (3 How. 212); 
Hardin v. Jordan (140 U. S. 371); Shively v. 
Bowlby (151 U. S. 1, 58); Port of Seattle v. 
Oregon & W: Rr. Co. (255 U. S. 56, 63); and 
many other cases.) 

These historic concepts and long estab- 
lished principles of law are implicit in the 
many decisions of the Supreme Court afirm- 
ing the titles of the States to their submerged 
lands, both inland and offshore, which are 
referred to in the brief of the attorneys gen- 
eral of 46 States in support of the joint reso- 
lutions quieting the States’ titles, made a 
part of the record at the hearings held on 
June 18, 19, and 20, 1945, before the Judici- 
ary Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives and a special subcommittee of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee. (Appearing at pp. 
12-17 of record made before House Judiciary 
Committee and special Senate subcommit- 
tee, 79th Cong., at hearings held on June 
18, 19, and 20, 1945, on titles to submerged 
lands.) 

In your capacity as members of the Judici- 
ary Committee, we appeal to your judicial 
temperament that this brief reflects the 
existing state of the law; in your capacity as 
Members of the Congress we urge our moral 
rights to a quitclaim. 

It is my duty to emphasize however, that 
the title of the State of Texas rests not alone 
on the foregoing principles; but is strength- 
ened by additional considerations, legal and 
historical. As you know, Texas is unique 
among the States in having attained state- 
hood by solemn agreement with the United 
States permitting annexation: of the terri- 
tory comprising the Republic of Texas. After 
winning its independence from Mexico, Texas 
was a sovereign among the nations of the 
world enjoying all the attributes and privil- 
eges accorded by international law; a Repub- 
lic to which the United States, among other 
nations, had an accredited minister. These 
two Nations therefore, dealt with each other 
at arm’s length in their sovereign capacities 
while negotiating for annexation of the Re- 
public of Texas. The proposals, conditions, 
and guarantees made by the United States 
to the Republic of Texas on March 1, 1845, 
include the offer and “guarantee” that, “said 
State, when admitted into the Union * * * 
shall . Iso retain all the vacant and unappro- 
priated lands lying within its limits .“ 
(5 Stat. L. 797.) In view of this guaranty, 
it is pertinent to examine into the territorial 
limits of the Republic of Texas. 

Prior to annexation, Texas declared, by 
act of her congress, that the civil and politi- 
cal jurisdiction of the Republic of Texas 
extended to the following boundary along 
its seacoast: 

“Beginning at the mouth of the Sabine 
River, and running west along the Gulf of 
Mexico 3 leagues from land, to the mouth 
of the Rio Grande.” (Gammel’s Laws 1193; 
vol. 1, Sayles Early Laws of Texas, art. 257.) 

Let there be no dispute that the United 
States has any claim to the territory of the 
Republic of Texas other than by the an- 
nexation agreement, for by its treaty with 
Spain of 1819 the United States expressly 
renounced all claim to the territory which is 
now the State of Texas, in the following 
language: 

“The United States hereby cede to his 
Catholic Majesty, and renounce forever, all 
- their rights, claims, and pretensions to the 
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territories lying west and south of the above 
described line.” 

The line referred to was fully described in 
the treaty as beginning on the Gulf of Mexico, 
at the mouth of the Sabine River, “in the 
sea,” and continuing north. Whatever rights 
the Federal Government could claim to Texas’ 
lands must therefore be found in its solemn 
agreement with the Republic of Texas; but, 
as pointed out, under its proposal all lands 
were to be retained by the State. 

The Republic of Texas consented to the 
Federal proposals on June 23, 1845 (2 Gam- 
mel's Laws of Texas 1225-1227) and by a 
convention of delegates authorized to act for 
the people, by ordinance on July 4, 1845 (2 
Gammei’s Laws of Texas 1228-1230) did 
“assent to, and accept the proposals, condi- 
tions and guaranties” so offered by the Na- 
tional Government, and the Congress ad- 
mitted Texas into the Union on December 
29, 1845 (9 Stat. L. 797) specially reciting 
the above-mentioned understanding and 
guarantee. This national guaranty has never 
been repealed or set aside but still remains 
in full force and effect. Since the “limits” 
of the territory annexed had been defined 
as extending to a point along Texas“ coast 
3 leagues out, the title of the State of Texas 
to the land lying between low-water mark 
and the 3-league limit is no longer open to 
question by the express terms of its admission 
as a State. 

Promptly after becoming a State, Texas 
through her legislature, reaffirmed its “ex- 
clusive right to the jurisdiction over the soil 
included in the limits of the late Republic 
of Texas” (2 Gammel’s Laws of Texas, 1461), 
and has, to this date, continued to exercise 
jurisdiction over the territory within those 
defined limits. The right of Texas to exercise 
that jurisdiction has never been questioned 
by the United States. Even if there has been 
any doubt of its right to do so, that doubt 
has long since been dissipated, for it is a 
principle of public law universally recognized 
that long acquiescence in the possession of 
territory and the exercise of dominion and 
sovereignty over it, is conclusive of the title 
and rightful authority of Texas (Indiana v. 
` Kentucky, 136 U. S. 479). 

We submit, therefore, that whatever may 
be the title of the other littoral States, the 
title of the State of Texas to the submerged 
lands and the minerals under them, situated 
below low-water mark and within at least 
three leagues from her coast line, is no longer 
open to question. 

But despite all these reasons which would 
seem unanswerable, it is apparent that at 
least some in the executive departments of 
the Federal Government consider there is 
even doubt as to Texas’ title. For example, 
the distinguished Attorney General of the 
United States had the following to say in a 
press interview as reported in the Dallas 
News of November 6, 1945: 

“We intend to restore all lands to which 
the Federal Government lays claims, and 
will prosecute the suit with everything we 
have. We don’t intend to leave out any 
State, But there are a lot of problems, be- 
cause of annexations and treaties. Texas has 
a different situation from the other States. 
Louisiana’s case is a little different, and so 
is Florida’s.” 

We recognize and respect the earnestness 
and sincerity of our Attorney General, as well 
as his obligation to prosecute all meritorious 
claims of the United States. Not the 
slightest reflection upon him is here intended. 
But his unqualified statement leaves no 
doubt that a multiplicity of suits is intended; 
that one decision, as the many in the past, 
Will not suffice; that each State will be 
‘treated separately. How long must Texas 

d her sister States suffer their titles to be 

ht in question and clouded? How long 
— this impending threat, retarding de- 
velopment, hang over their heads? 
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Since the introduction of Senate bill 2164 
on April 15, 1937, by Senator Nye under which 


-Congress would have declared the States’ sub- 


merged lands to be a part of the public do- 
main, no ingenulty has been spared in ad- 
vancing theories, sometimes conflicting, de- 
rogatory of the States’ titles. All of these 
have been unburdened upon various commit- 
tees of the Congress. All have served to un- 
dermine confidence in previously unchal- 
lenged State titles. 

Some laid claim that no sovereign—State 
or Federal—owned any land beneath the sea 
from low tide out; that, therefore, the ter- 
ritory beneath the sea from low-water mark 
was ripe for “appropriation” by the Govern- 
ment. (See remarks of Con an Hoses 
and statement of Mr. Philip Buettner of Navy 
Department at hearing held before House 
Judiciary Committee, 75th Cong., on Febru- 
ary 23, 24, and 25, 1938, on S. J. Res. 208, 
pp. 41-57 record.) This theory seems to have 
beat a hasty retreat when faced with the sug- 
gestion that some power other than the 
United States might be pleased to hear such 
an assertion by the Congress. The Navy 
then advanced the theory that while there 
might be no title to such areas in the pro- 
prietary sense; nevertheless, there was latent 
power in the Federal Government to assume 
“control” for the purpose of national defense, 
the maintenance of a navy, and interstate 
and foreign commerce; that this power of 
“control” included the right in the Govern- 
ment to take oil underlying submerged lands 
without compensation when the Congress had 
declared an emergency. (See statement of 
Mr, Philip Buettner, Navy Department, re- 
ferred to in preceding note.) 

In justice to the Navy Department, it 
should be pointed out that the Secretary of 
the Navy quite frankly stated that there 
were many adjudicated decisions on the mat- 
ter when he said: 

“Opposition to legislation of this kind is 
based largely on the belief that the sub- 
merged lands belong to the respective States 
under the well-established and accepted prin- 
ciple of law that is generally expressed in 
court decisions on the general subject that 
the several States own the tidelands—that 
is, the land between high- and low-water 
marks—and the submerged lands under the 
navigable waters within their respective ter- 
ritorial limits, subject to the right of the 
United States to control and use the naviga- 
ble waters and submerged lands for pur- 
poses of commerce and navigation. The prin- 
ciple cases in which this principle of law is 
announced and reiterated as the basis for the 
courts’ decisions are: (Citing cases). An ex- 
amination of the cases enumerated and the 
cases therein cited will disclose that the con- 
troversies therein concern submerged lands 
located under bays, harbors, rivers, or other 
inland waters within the respective terri- 
torial limits of the several States, as referred 
to in Senate Joint Resolution 208, now un- 
der discussion. However, the principle of 
law referred to is equally applicable, for rea- 
sons hereinafter indicated, and the decisions 
in the cases above cited concerning navigable 
waters and submerged lands within the re- 
spective territorial limits of the States are 
controlling in the subject matter of this leg- 
islation. (From Secretary of the Navy Swan- 
son’s letter to chairman, House Judiciary 
Committee, dated February 2, 1938, set forth 
at pp. 54-59 of record referred to in note 21, 
supra.)” 

The Interior Department representative 
was likewise frank to state that although for 
long past that Department had denied ap- 
plications for leasing rights on the ground 


that title was in the States and not the Fed- 


eral Government; nevertheless, 

“For about a year we have been recon- 
sidering the whole question at the instigation 
of some persons whose applications have been 


rejected in the past and of new applicants. 
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‘We are still considering the question. We 


have not yet decided it. * * * the doubt 
is with regard to the correctness of our past 
decisions in view of the insistence of various 
applicants * + +” (From statement of 
Mr. Harry M. Edelstein, Assistant Solicitor, 
Interior Department, at hearing held on 8. J. 
Res. 208 before House Judiciary Committee 
in 1938: pp. 61-66 of record.) 

In 1938 the position taken by a Justice De- 
partment representative before the House Ju- 
diciary Committee was that— 

“We do not know whether title is in the 
State or whether title is in the United States, 
or whether there is no title there at all; any 
fee-simple title or anything in the nature 
of a property interest.” (From statement of 
Mr. Frank Chambers, Special Assistant to At- 
torney General, at hearings referred to in 
note 25, pp. 59-61 record.) 

It is well known, of course, that the Justice 
Department presently asserts that the United 
States is the owner of the submerged lands 
within the marginal sea in fee simple; that 
the States are mere trespassers on these Fed- 
eral lands. (See pp. 6 and 7, Motion for leave 
to file complaint and complaint, U. S. v. 
Calif., No. 12 Original, U. S. Supreme Court, 
October Term, 1945.) 

Based on such testimony, the interest of 
the executive departments of the Govern- 
ment in the matter would seem to be this: 
that the Navy wants to “appropriate” the oil 
within the land underlying the marginal sea 
without compensation for defense purposes; 
the Interior Department is interested be- 
cause of recurring claims presented by pro- 
spective lessees; and the Justice Department, 
as attorney for the other departments in 
prosecuting their claims. To this we answer 
that the Navy was not without adequate oil 
during the war emergency and that its failure 
to effect the desired “appropriation” will not 
cause it to want for oil in the future; that 
the Interior Department should cease spec- 
ulating about novel theories of Federal own- 
ership at the instance of prospective lessees 
and should return to its long-standing ad- 
ministrative interpretation of the law. 

Texas has much to lose by the clouding of 
her title. For over a hundred years the 
State of Texas, through its legislature, has 
claimed the boundary of the State as being 
at least three leagues out in the Gulf of Mex- 
ico, The title to the submerged land within 
the 3-league limit has been consistently as- 
serted without any protest or objection from 
the United States and the minerals in the 
submerged lands have been dedicated to the 
permanent school fund of the State (art. 
5421c-3, Vernon's Annotated Texas Civil 
Statutes). Leases for oil and gas have been 
made on these submerged lands by the Com- 
missioner of the General Land Office at a 
price fixed by the School Land Board, com- 
posed of the Governor, the Commissioner of 
the General Land Office, and the Attorney 
General (art. 542lc-5, Vernon’s Annotated 
Texas Civil Statutes). Millions in royalties 
have already accrued and have been depos- 
ited to the credit of the permanent school 
fund of Texas. 

Texas has indeed much to lose by the con- 
tinued clouding of her title. I cannot speak 
for the other States, but so far as Texas is 
concerned, the real parties at interest are 
its million and a half school children whose 
public free school system over the years has 
become so dependent upon the mineral de- 
velopment of Texas’ lands. Countless acres 
of these public lands are submerged by navy- 
igable waters, both inland and offshore. All 
of these areas are jeopardized by the Gov- 
ernment’s claim. True it is, that the Gov- 
ernment has limited its claim to the marginal 
sea, which claim, it says, is to be sharply 
distinguished from a claim of title to all lands 
beneath navigable waters. A line may be 
drown and the land classified as inland or 
offshore. Not so lightly cast aside, however, 
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is the basis of the decided cases, as Secre- 
tary of the Navy Swanson concluded when 
he said that the decisions of the Supreme 
Court in the matter are contr as to 
the lands within the 3-mile limit. (From 
Secretary of the Navy Swanson’s letter to 
chairman, House Judiciary Committee, dated 
February 2, 1938, set forth at pp. 54-59 of 
record referred to in notes 25 and 26, supra.) 

I have addressed you at some length upon 
the legal, equitable, and moral reasons for 
the passage of House Joint Resolution 225. 
The policy in this matter, to be determined 
by the Congress, would seem to be governed 
by the equitable and moral reasons given. 
If it be sound policy to confirm to the States 
these property rights which have been al- 
lowed to remain unchallenged for a century 
and a half; if it be sound policy to say to 
the executive department of the Govern- 
ment that there shall not be a multiplicity 
of expensive, interminable litigation with 
each State, and that that which has been 
supposed true for so long, based on so many 
legal and historical principles, shall forever 
stand affirmed as true in the future; then 
the Members of this Senate should join in 
the action taken by Members of the House 
of Representatives and pass House Joint Res- 
olution 225. We urge that you do so. 

The CHAIRMAN, What was your treaty or 
arrangement with Mexico when you broke 
away from Mexico? 

Mr. SELLERS. That is when we established 
this boundary I speak of between Mexico and 
the United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. That was acceded to you 
by Mexico? 

Mr. SELLERS. That is right. We came into 
the United States as an independent nation 
and we were allowed to keep all of our pub- 
lic lands and the boundaries were recognized 
as the boundaries then between the United 
States and Mexico, Since that time two 
treaties between the United States and Mex- 
ico have redesignated the same south bound- 
ary at a distance of three marine leagues into 
the Gulf of Mexico as being the boundary 
between the United States and Mexico. 

It was stated here yesterday by Secretary 
Ickes that we had no precedent in the sub- 
merged land. We do have precedent in the 
bays and harbors, 

What I want to call to the attention of this 
committee is that the very precedent which 
gave you the rivers and harbors and bays was 
the one going out to the 3-mile limit. When 
he says we do not have precedent, I think 
all of the cases referred to are Just as much 
a precedent for the 3-mile limit as they are 
on the rivers, bays, and submerged land. The 
original cases based it on the fact there was 
a sovereign right out to the 8-mile limit. 
The only reason we have not had any deter- 
mination beyond low-water tide is the fact 
that we had no actual situation involved 
prior to this time. I think the cases, and 
there are many of them, that have decided 
his question, have decided upon the very 
ground which we are contending here for 
today—that the original 13 States came into 
the Union with their sovereign rights out 
to the 3-mile limit and every State since then 
has been admitted at least on an equal 
footing. 

We have continued to exercise jurisdiction 
over these submerged lands, leasing our 
lands out into the Gulf of Mexico a distance 
of 9,000 feet. We have producing wells out 
in the Gulf of Mexico at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. You have given leases? 

Mr. SELLERS. Yes; and have producing wells 
out there, and have had for years, the 
farthest out being 9,000 feet. We have re- 
ceived millions of dollars of royalties in the 
State of Texas from those wells out in that 
Gulf of Mexico area. 

We have possibly more oil development in 
Texas than in any other State. Our whole 
Gulf coast has turned into an oil basin, and 
going out into the Gulf of Mexico. I antici- 
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pate that it will be but a few years when 
they will drill much farther out into the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

The Senator mentioned rights of the State 
as against the Federal Government. We do 
not have any uniform royalty return. We re- 
ceive, I think, as high as 50 percent on some 
of our mineral-producing lands in Texas from 
oil companies. We just do not give it to 
somebody for the value of one-eighth, as a lot 
of times is the case when you lease before 
the oll is discovered, but we get as high as 
50 percent. 

I am a member of the Texas Land Board. 
This board makes mineral leases on our State 
lands. These clouds on our title by virtue of 
this suit are seriously handicapping us in the 
leasing and developing of our Gulf coast area. 

We just simply cannot find any law in the 
whole jurisprudence of the United States that 
would sanction taking the lands that are 
covered by the suit involved. 

We hope that this committee will support 
the quitclaim resolution, 

The commissioner of the General Land 
Office of the State of Texas is here and he 
would like to make a statement. 


Mr. MCCARRAN. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Swirt 
in the chair). The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hayden Pepper 
Andrews Hill Radcliffe 
Hoey 
Barkley Huffman Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Brewster Knowland Shipstead 
Brooks Langer Smith 
Burch Lucas Stanfill 
Bushfield Mi Swift 
Capehart McClellan Taft 
Capper McKellar Taylor 
Carville McMahon Thomas, Okla. 
Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Cordon Maybank Tunnell 
Donnell Vandenberg 
Downey Mitchell Wagner 
Moore Wherry 
Pulbright Morse White 
Murdock Wiley 
Murray Willis 
Green Myers Wilson 
Guffey O'Daniel Young 
Gurney O'Mahoney 
Overton 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy 
Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 


FEES OF UNITED STATES COMMISSION- 
ERS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. McCARRAN submitted the follow- 
ing report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 346) 
to amend section 21 of the act of May 28, 
1896 (29 Stat. 184, 28 U. S. C., sec. 597), pre- 
scribing fees of United States commissioners, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House and 


W. A. STANFILL, 

the Part of the Senate. 
Harrow W, SUMNERS, 
EMANUEL CELLER, | 
Lovis E. GRAHAM, 
Managers on the Part of the House, 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 


Managers on 


ask for the present consideration of the 


report, 
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There ‘being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I now move the 
adoption of the report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. This report relates 
to a bill which after it was passed 
by the Senate was amended by the 
House of Representatives in certain par- 
ticulars. I move that a conference be 
requested, and a conference was had. 
Upon further examining the bill, it seems 
that probably I should not have made 
that motion, but should have moved that 
the Senate concur in the amendments of 
the House. The bill fixes the fees for 
United States Commissioners. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
explain what change has been made by 
the conference committee? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The following ex- 
planation is submitted by the conferees: 

Seven amendments were made by the 
House to the Senate bill, the first two 
of which were approved, that the in- 
crease authorized by the Federal Em- 
ployees’ Pay Act of 1945, as amended by 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946, 
should be applied to the Office of Com- 
missioners prescribed by the bill. The 
other five amendments were made to cor- 
rect the language of the bill. The Sen- 
ate disagreed to those amendments and 
requested a conference, to which the 
House agreed. Later the House language 
was agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
explain the manner in which the Pay 
Act of 1945 and the Pay Act of 1946 
would apply to the Office of Commis- 
sioners? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I cannot do so be- 
cause I do not have the information 
before me upon which I can base an 
answer, but I shall have the report tem- 
porarily laid aside. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to 
have it temporarily laid aside. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
conference report will be temporarily 
laid aside. 

Mr. McCARRAN subsequently said: 
My. President, I ask that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the confer- 
ence report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the conference re- 
port. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask the able Senator from 
Nevada, the chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, whether or not, as the 
report is now proposed, the fees of the 
Commissioners would be increased by 
the amount of the 1945 and 1946 acts if 
they are not under $7,500. 
Mr. McCARRAN. The salary, or fee, 
or whatever it may be called, would be 
increased if it is under $7,500, but not if 
it is in excess of that amount. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Let me take a hypo- 
thetical case. If the fee were $6,000, it 
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would be increased up to but not to ex- 
ceed $7,500? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr, FERGUSON. But if the fees regu- 
larly amount to $7,500, then there would 
be no increase? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Commissioners 
would get no increase. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Under those cir- 
cumstances, I have no objection. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I move the adoption 
of the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF DELAWARE;-CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. MCCARRAN submitted the follow- 
ing report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1801) 
authorizing the appointment of an addi- 
tional judge for the district of Delaware, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol- 
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “Provided, That the first vacancy 
occurring in the office of district judge in 
said district shall not be filled: Provided 
further, That unless the President shall sub- 
mit a nomination to the Senate or make a 
recess appointment to fill the office hereby 
created within ninety days after the effec- 
tive date of this Act, then in that event this 
Act shall be of no force and effect.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Pat MCCARRAN, 
ABE MURDOCK, 
E. H. Moore, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
HATTON W. SUMNERS, 
FRANCIS E. WALTER, 
JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

There being no objection, the confer- 
ence report was considered and agreed to. 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to 
quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States and 
to prevent further clouding of such titles. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to House joint resolution 
225. The resolution resolves two things. 
First— 

The United States of America hereby re- 
nounces and disclaims any right, title, inter- 
est, or claim, except as hereinafter excepted 
and retained, in and to all lands beneath 
tidewaters and all lands beneath navigable 
waters within the boundaries of each of the 
respective States. 


And secondly— 

The United States of America hereby re- 
leases, remises, and quitclaims all right, title, 
interest, claim, or demand of the United 
States of America in and to all lands beneath 
tidewaters, and all lands beneath navigable 
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waters within the boundaries of each of the 
respective States, unto each of such States 
or the persons lawfully entitled thereto under 
the law as established by the decisions of 
the courts of such State, and unto the 
respective grantees or successors in interest 
thereof, and under the respective present 
lawful owners of such lands of which title 
has been confirmed by official action of the 
United States of America. 


The joint resolution recognizes, by its 
very terms, a difference between lands 
beneath tidewaters and lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries 
of each of the respective States. 

At once, Mr. President, the inquiry is 
raised as to whether or not the rule, 
which the report of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee states has been established by 54 
United States Supreme Court decisions, 
applies not only to navigable waters 
within the boundaries of each of the re- 
spective States but also to tidewater 
lands alongside and adjacent to such 
States. 

Mr. President, it may well be that the 
courts have held that, as to navigable 
waters within the State of Missouri, for 
illustration, the title to the waters and 
to the land thereunder resides in the 
State of Missouri. There may be quite 
another question as to whether, along- 
side the State of Georgia the land ex- 
tending 3 miles into the ocean beyond 
what is ordinarily shown on the map as 
the boundary of the State of Georgia, is 
embraced within the same rule and that 
the title, to that 3-mile extraneous por- 
tion rests within the State of Georgia. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator be- 
lieve that his argument would apply in a 
case where, upon admission of a State 
into the Union, the boundary line of the 
State was specifically described as being 
one marine league into the sea, and 
around the borders of the State as pre- 
scribed? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, in my 
judgment, in the case which the Senator 
cites, the boundary line has been recog- 
nized, and I think the same rule would 
apply there that would apply in the State 
of Missouri, for illustration. 

But obviously, from the Federal court 
decision to which I referred yesterday 
in the colloquy with the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], 
at least one State has found it advisable 
and, I judge, necessary, to pass a specific 
statute extending its boundaries into the 
ocean in order to make its ocean front a 
part of the State. I refer to the State 
of New Jersey which was dealt with in 
a decision by the Circuit Court of the 
Southern District of New York in a case 
entitled United States v. Newark 
Meadows Improvement Company (173 
Fed. 429). It is my understanding, from 
reading a citation in 16 Corpus Juris at 
page 170, that the act by which the State 
of New Jersey brought a certain area 
under the ocean within its own juris- 
diction, was not enacted until the year 
1906. It may well be, Mr. President, that 
there are other States which have not 
enacted the legislation which will be 
necessary in order to bring ocean prop- 
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erty, water, and the land thereunder, 
within the jurisdiction of the State. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
believe that if the land in question did 
not belong to the State, by passing a 
statute extending the State boundary 
3 miles, or, as Texas has done, 31 miles 
or, as Louisiana and Mississippi have 
done, that the State could take title to 
the land from the Federal Government? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I may 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan that precisely that question 
occured to me when I read the decision 
of United States against Newark 
Meadows Improvement Company. I 
may call the Senator’s attention to the 
language which appears in that decision. 
The court which handed down the deci- 
sion was a circuit court, and I do not 
know whether the decision was ever 
acted upon by any appellate court. The 
court, however, did use this language: 

Both from the language quoted and from 


the nature of the decision in the Manches- 
ter case 


That refers to the decision in the case 
of Manchester v. Massachusetts (139 
U. S. 240)— 
it seems to me to follow that New Jersey 
may, in the exercise of its sovereignty, ex- 
tend its own borders for the space of one 
marine league from low-water mark and 
make the region so annexed as much a por- 
tion of the State as any other part of its 
territory. 


Mr. President, I may say further to 
the Senator from Michigan that, to my 
mind, there occurs a question-as to the 
validity of the statement made by the 
district jurist. It would seem to me to 
be permissible to argue that a State 
may not raise itself by its own boot- 
straps and create in itself a property 
right which does not already belong to it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If the land does not 
belong to the State, the legal problem, 
as I see it, is that it cannot extend its 
jurisdiction over it, If it does belong to 
the State, then no extension is necessary, 
and I wondered whether or not the Sena- 
tor from Missouri had any authority on 
the point as to why the State could ex- 
tend its boundary 1 league. Why not 
out 10 leagues, 50 leagues, or any num- 
ber of leagues? Is there any reason for 
the I-league rule other than the old 
idea of a 3-mile limit? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I 
think the question of the Senator is ex- 
tremely pertinent and important, and 
should be passed upon by the Supreme 
Court of the United States, rather than 
leaving the matter as decided by a cir- 
cuit court of the United States. I may 
say that I know of no indication as to 
why it is that a State could not extend 
its ownership for any distance out into 
the ocean, under the reasoning of the 
case from which I have read in 173 
United States Reports. To my mind the 
very point the Senator makes illustrates 
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the doubt as to the validity of the con- 
clusion which was arrived at by the judge 
in that case. 

Of course, as the Senator indicates, 
there was the old rule with respect to 
the cannon shot and in that connection 
I read again, as I did yesterday, from 16 
Corpus Juris, at page 169, where it is 
stated: 

It has often been said that the jurisdic- 
tion of a nation to punish offenders extends 
into the ocean to the distance of a cannon 
shot, which is estimated as one marine league 
from low-water mark on the shore— 


But I call to the attention of the Sen- 
ate this very significant utterance im- 
mediately thereafter in Corpus Juris— 
but it is doubtful whether there is any ju- 
risdiction to punish for offenses committed 
within this marine league limit, if the place 
of the offense is not an arm of the sea and 
within the body of a country, unless the ju- 
risdiction is expressly conferred by statute, 


Mr. President, I may say that when I 
read that yesterday the question imme- 
diately occurred to me, as it has to the 
distinguished Senator, as to whether a 
State statute can have force or validity 
to extend the border of the State out into 
the ocean. 

With that question largely in mind, I 
sent for this decision from which I have 
read, and I have stated accurately and 
correctly what the holding of the court is. 
But regardless of that fact, until the Su- 
preme Court of the United States shall 
have spoken finally upon the question, 
my judgment is along the line the Sen- 
ator from Michigan has indicated, that, 
to say the least, there is the gravest doubt 
whether a State may by its own act ex- 
tend its boundary out into the ocean. 

Mr. President, I was outlining the fact 
that the pending joint resolution under- 
takes to renounce and disclaim any right, 
title, interest, or claim except as specifi- 
cally excepted in the measure “to all lands 
beneath tidewaters.” There is a rather 
extended definition of tidewaters on 
page 3 of the joint resolution, but for the 
moment, at any rate, I shall not trespass 
on the time of the Senate to read it. 

I had mentioned the fact that the joint 
resolution itself in two places, from which 
I have already read, recognizes a distinc- 
tion between lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands which are within the bounda- 
ries of each of the respective States. The 
very authors of the joint resolution real- 
ized, obviously, that the meaning of the 
words “lands under tidewaters,” in com- 
mon acceptance, at any rate, is entirely 
different from what is meant by lands 
within the boundaries of a State. So we 
start with the doubt itself as to whether 
or not the rule as to navigable waters 
confined within the boundaries of a State 
would apply to waters alongside, adja- 
cent, in the ocean, inferentially recog- 
nized by the authors of the joint resolu- 
tion in differentiating between the two. 

Mr. President, I was about to say, when 
the colloquy began, that yesterday I was 
raising the question, for information, as 
to whether or not the rule to the effect 
that the States do own the navigable wa- 
ters and the lands thereunder applies to 
the land underneath the ocean adjacent. 
The Senate will recall perhaps that yes- 
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terday I quoted this language from 45 
Corpus Juris, at page 540: 
Unquestionably it is true that 


And I emphasize the language I am 
about to read, although it is not italicized 
in the book— 
within its territorial limits a State owns the 
land underlying tidal waters, including the 
seashore and the land under a stream or 
river insofar as the tide ebbs and flows, and 
its ownership extends to high-water mark, 
except in some jurisdictions where it ex- 
tends only to low-water mark, 


The Senate will note that in what I 
have just read is included the seashore, 


-and that, as I understand it, modifies the 


expression “within its territorial limits.” 
It requires no stretch of the imagination, 
by looking over the seacoast of our coun- 
try on the map, to realize that there is a 
great deal of water adjacent to some of 
our States which, strictly speaking, and 
visually, from an inspection of the maps, 
is not out in the ocean as we ordinarily 
consider it, but is within the State itself. 

Mr, President, the report of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary at page 8 makes 
one citation under the heading “Coastal 
waters,” and, so far as I have been able 
to observe, this portion of the report is all 
that specifically refers to coastal waters, 
except one sentence, to which I shall 
refer in a moment, which appears on 
page 3. 

The quotation to which I refer appears 
on page 8 of the report. It does not ap- 
pear from the report from what case it 
comes, but I have learned this morning 
by inspection that it comes from the case 
of Smith v. Maryland (19 How. 71), local 
citations 74 and 75, which is the next 
case cited in the next succeeding para- 
graph of the report. The language reads 
as follows: 

Whatever soil below low-water mark is the 
subject of exclusive propiety (property) and 
ownership, belongs to the State on whose 
maritime border— 


And again I emphasize, although it is 
not italicized in the decision— 
and within whose territory it lies, subject to 
any lawful grants of that soil by the State, or 
the sovereign power which governed its ter- 
ritory before the declaration of independence, 


So, Mr. President, this very quotation, 
which is cited at page 8 of the report of 
the committee, itself includes the lan- 
guage substantially as contained in 
Corpus Juris from which I have read, 
reading at page 8, “within whose ter- 
ritory it lies.” 

So, Mr. President, I recur to the ques- 
tion whether or not the rule which has 
been laid down by the courts, and which 
is stated in the report to have been sup- 
ported by 54 United States Supreme 
Court decisions, applies to land under 
waters in the ocean adjacent to the 
States. 

Mr. President, I said there was another 
sentence in the report referring to this 
subject. That sentence is on page 3 of 
the report, and I shall read it. It ap- 
pears, I may say, after the discussion in 
which it is stated: 

In 54 decisions, over a period of 100 years, 
the Supreme Court of the United States has 
held that the ownership of lands beneath 
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navigable waters lies in the States and in 
those to whom the States granted them. 


Then a little further down the page 
occurs this sentence: 

And, likewise, it has been decided that 
lands underlying the bordering oceans within 
the 3-mile limit belong to the States within 
their respective boundaries. 


The case that is cited in support of that 
proposition on page 3 of the report is the 
case of Martin v. Waddell (41 U. S. 366- 
410). 

I indicated yesterday that I was unable 
to tell, and I do not think anyone can 
tell, from the portions of the decision I 
have read, unless far better acquainted 
with the geography of this particular 
neighborhood than am I, whether the 
waters in question were out in the ocean 
proper, or whether they were back in 
some bay or inlet of the ocean. As a 
matter of fact, the decision itself refers 
to the fact that the property included in 
the litigation was that in the Raritan 
Bay and River, and which, in itself, as I 
noted this morning from an inspection of 
the map of New Jersey, would appear to 
be not out in the open sea, but back in 
the recess of a bay or portion of the 
water which is not out in the open sea, 

Mr. President, that is the only specifi- 
cal citation of authority contained in the 
committee’s report in support of the very 
vital and tremendously important prop- 
osition that lands “underlying the bor- 
dering oceans within the 3-mile limit be- 
long to the States within their respect 
boundaries.” 

Yesterday afternoon the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada was very courteous 
and kind in giving me information and 
statements with respect to these mat- 
ters, and he said then, very appropri- 
ately, as appears at page 9437 of the 
RECORD: 

If the Senator will read the report of the 
Judiciary Committee he will find there cited 
a number of cases which will throw much 
light on the question in the Senator's mind. 


Mr. President, I propose in a few 
minutes to examine those cases. I may 
say that the only cases I have found— 
and if I am in error, I am sure the Sena- 
tor from Nevada will correct me—the 
only cases I have found in the report 
which purported to bear upon the ques- 
tion of coastal waters, and the lands 
underneath coastal waters, are those 
authorities set forth on page 8 of the 
report, beginning with the case of Weber 
against Harbor Commissioners and end- 
ing with Mobile Transportation Com- 
pany against Mobile. Added to that 
may be the fact that the writer of the 
report, or of the appendix—for, after all, 
it is an appendix, and not the report 
proper—intended to report, and doubt- 
less did, the case of Smith v. Maryland 
(18 Howard, 71) from which I have 
quoted, and in the decision is the lan- 
guage, “within whose territory it lies.” 

So, Mr. President, I address myself 
this afternoon to the question as to 
whether or not it is an open and shut 
question, one that is settled by 54 or any 
other number of decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, 
that lands underlying the bordering 
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oceans within the 3-mile limit belong 
to the States within their respective 
boundaries. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I take it that the 
question at issue in the Senator’s mind 
is as to whether or not the State’s ex- 
terior or coastal-side boundary is in fact 
3 miles at sea or at some other place 
closer to the shore. 

Mr. DONNELL. I think I understand 
the Senator’s question. The question 
as I understand it is, do I understand 
that the boundaries of a State extend 
3 miles out in the ocean? Is that the 
question? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL, My point is, Mr. 
President, that, as I understand, there 
is no rule of law declaring that ipso 
facto the boundary of a State extends 
any distance out into the ocean. There 
is no such rule. The language as stated 
in Corpus Juris, from which I have read, 
with respect to offense, it will be recalled 
said: 

It is doubtful whether there is any juris- 
diction to punish for offenses committed 
within this marine-league limit, if the place 
of the offense is not an arm of the sea and 
within the body of a country, unless the 
jurisdiction is expressly conferred by statute. 


Furthermore, Mr. President, I submit 
that the question by what jurisdiction 
the statute must be enacted, to my mind 
is a very grave question, and as I indi- 
cated in my response to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] notwithstand- 
ing the action of the supreme court in 
New York, an inferior court, the issue so 
far as I know not having been passed 
upon by an appellate court, to my mind 
the question is of great difficulty and of 
great doubt as to the right of the State 
itself to bring to itself property which did 
not otherwise belong to it. 

I want in frankness to state that 
I have this morning located one further 
decision, namely, that in the case of 
People v. Stralla (96 Pac. 2541), de- 
cided by the Supreme Court of Califor- 
nia, which set out a portion of the Con- 
stitution of the State of California, in 
which the ocean boundary of the State 
is fixed as running west to the Pacific 
Ocean and “extending therein three Eng- 
lish miles.” I have not had the time 
carefully to study this decision, but from 
the fact that a conviction, apparently 
for an offense committed in this partic- 
ular area, in a State court in California 
was sustained by its supreme court, I 
judge that the court understood, and at 
least tacitly agreed, that the State of 
California had the right by its constitu- 
tion to establish its own boundaries, 

But may I say to the Senator from 
Oregon, and to the Senator from Michi- 
gan, that this, as I have indicated, is 
not a decision of a Federal court, not a 
decision even of a lower Federal court, 
and certainly not of the Supreme Court. 
It is a decision of the Supreme Court 
of California, and to my mind, until 
there is secured an adjudication by the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
upon the question as to whether or not, 
if the property out in the ocean belongs 
to the Federal Government it can be 
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taken by the State, either by constitution 
or statute, we are unable to say with 
certainty or definiteness what is the 
status of the respective property rights 
of the State and the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I take it that the Sen- 
ator is directing his argument wholly to 
the question of where the boundary line 
lies of States which border on the ocean; 
but that with reference to the States 
whose boundaries are specifically fixed 
in the act which admits the States 
into the Union, there is no question in 
his mind with reference to the proposi- 
tion? 

Mr. DONNELL. I will say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that there is no question in my 
mind upon that proposition, but I also 
add that I have confined my study of 
the matter, which has been hasty, spe- 
cifically to the question as to seacoast 
lands, and I should not want my pres- 
ent impressions as to the law with re- 
spect to navigable waters wholly within 
the boundaries of a State to preclude 
me from later arriving at a different 
conclusion, if after further search I 
should find my present view to be in- 
correct, 

My present judgment, I may say, is 
as set forth in 45 Corpus Juris: 

Unquestionably it is true that within its 
territorial limits a State owns the land 
underlying tidal waters, including the sea- 
shore and the land under a stream or river, 
insofar as the tide ebbs and flows, and its 
ownership extends to high-water mark, ex- 
cept in some jurisdictions where it extends 
only to low-water mark. 


That is my present opinion. 

Mr. CORDON. I thank the Senator. 
I understand the point to which he is 
directing: his argument. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator has 
quoted a case from California. Is it not 
true that that was a criminal case, and 
does not the question of the jurisdiction 
of the State in relation to crimes present 
an entirely different question than the 
qustion of the ownership of the land and 
the ownership of the minerals under the 
land? 

Mr. DONNELL. I think that is an ex- 
ceedingly pertinent question, and one 
which has not occurred to me, and I am 
very much pleased that the Senator has 
suggested that thought. I may say that 
this was a criminal case. It was upon 
an indictment for the keeping and opera- 
tion of a gambling ship, and it was evi- 
dently determined, by reason of the af- 
firmation that the indictment was prop- 
erly brought, that the State had juris- 
diction to the limit within which the 
gambling ship was operated. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But is it not true 
that the State might take jurisdiction 
over crimes within a certain territory 
when the State is not the owner of the 
land and is not entitled to the minerals 
under the land? 

Mr. DONNELL. I should say, Mr. 
President, that that proposition certainly 
is one which is entitled the most careful 
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thought and consideration, and that be- 
fore undertaking to release valuable 
property rights we should have the judg- 
ment of the Supreme Court thereon. I 
am very grateful to the Senator for his 
comments. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The able Senator 
from Michigan has raised a very inter- 
esting point, and I think the Senator 
from Missouri will find that criminal ju- 
risdiction and general civil jurisdiction 
are very distinctly different with respect 
to land which has been ceded to the Fed- 
eral Government by the States. Very 
frequently, with regard to land where, 
for instance, locks and dams are built by 
the Federal Government on a navigable 
stream, the State will cede jurisdiction 
over the land, convey it to the Federal 
Government, but will retain power to 
punish crimes and the right to go in and 
make arrests on that land. The same is 
true of reservations. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I interrupt the 
Senator to say that my mind instantly 
recurs to specific illustrations of the cor- 
rectness of that statement in my own 
State, where the governor of the State a 
few years ago signed legislation ceding to 
the United States Government jurisdic- 
tion over such areas as Fort Leonard 
Wood and Camp Crowder, and yet the 
title to the land did not pass under any 
possible construction. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. And very fre- 
quently in such cessions of jurisdiction 
the State will retain the right to serve 
warrants and make arrests on the lands 
so ceded. 

Mr. DONNELL. The right to serve 
warrants and make arrests was retained 
in the instance I cited. In addition, the 
State of Missouri retained the right to 
exercise the powers of taxation within 
that jurisdiction, income taxation, pos- 
sibly the imposition of sales taxes, but 
certainly the State retained jurisdiction 
independent of that which was ceded to 
the United States Government. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The conclusion 
upon that point, then, is that there is a 
difference between strictly criminal juris- 
diction over an area which has been ceded 
by a State and general jurisdiction and 
control over the land. 

Mr. DONNELL. I think the Senator 
is correct, and I am very greatly obliged 
to both the Senator from West Virginia 
and the Senator from Michigan for their 
very substantial contribution to the ques- 
tion now being discussed. 

Mr. President, I was discussing the 
question as to whether or not this rule 
with respect to coastwise property has 
been laid to rest by the 54 decisions of 
the United States Supreme Court. 
There is one man in the United States, at 
any rate, who does not think it has been 
laid at rest. He was referred to in the 
statement made in the opening of this 
debate. The letter written by Mr. Harold 
L. Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, under 
date of December 22, 1933, was cited, and 
later on certain testimony given by him 
before the Senate Committee on the Ju- 
diciary on February 5, 1946, was men- 
tioned. I should like to refer briefly to 
the contents, both of the original opinion 
of Mr. Ickes in 1933 and the testimony 
which he gave before the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, with the Sena- 
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tor from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] pre- 
siding, on February 5, 1946. The letter, 
which is set forth at page 9430 of the 
Recorp of July 19, 1946, from Mr. Ickes 
to Mr. Olin S. Proctor, Long Beach, Calif., 
contains, among other things, the fol- 
lowing: 

As to the jurisdiction of the Federal Gov- 
ernment over lands, bordering on tidewater, 
the Supreme Court of the United States has 
held in the case of Hardin v. Jordan (140 U. S. 
371), as follows: 

“With regard to grants of the Government 
for lands bordering on tidewater, it has been 
distinctly settled that they only extend to 
high-water mark, and that the title to the 
shore and lands under water in front of lands 
so granted inures to the State within which 
they are situated, if a State has been organ- 
ized and established there. Such title to the 
shore and lands under water is regarded as 
incidental to the sovereignty of the State— 
a portion of the royalties belonging thereto 
and held in trust for the public purposes of 
navigation and fishery—and cannot be re- 
tained or granted out to individuals by the 
United States.” 


Mr. President, in connection with the 
decision, in the case of Hardin against 
Jordan, I undertake to say that it does 
not remotely decide the question as to 
the title to lands along the seacoast of a 
nation. 

As a matter of fact, as will be observed 
from the map at page 373 of the volume 
in which appears this decision, and as is 
stated specifically in the body of the de- 
cision, which was delivered by Mr. Jus- 
tice Bradley, the proceeding was an ac- 
tion in ejectment to recover possession of 
certain fractional sections of land lying 
on the west and south sides of a small 
lake in Cook County, Ill., situated about 
a dozen miles south of Chicago. I call 
attention to this language, “and 2 or 3 
miles from Lake Michigan.” So ob- 
viously, the case of Hardin against Jor- 
dan, which was cited by Mr. Ickes, and 
which is cited in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orD could not, no matter what its dicta 
may have been—and there are dicta in 
it—have been decisive of the question of 
the ownership of lands or waters along 
the seacoast, because it related to inland 
water in Cook County, III., which, as 
nearly everyone will recall, is the county 
in which Chicago is located, which water 
was not even connected with Lake Mich- 
igan. 

That was the case on which Mr. Ickes 
based his statement. He further stated 
in the letter set forth at page 9430 of the 
RECORD: 

The foregoing is a statement of the settled 
law, and therefore no rights can be granted 
to you— 

To Mr. Proctor— 
either under the Leasing Act of February 25, 
1920 (41 Stat. 437), or under any other public- 
land law to the bed of the Pacific Ocean 
either within or without the 3-mile limit. 
Title to the soil under the ocean within the 
3-mile limit is in the State of California, and 
the land may not be appropriated except by 
authority of the State. A permit would be 
necessary to be obtained from the War De- 
partment as a prerequisite to the mainte- 
nance of structures in navigable waters of the 
United States, but such a permit would not 
confer any rights to the ocean bed. I find no 
authority of law under which any right can 
be granted to you to establish your proposed 
structures in the ocean outside the 3-mile 
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limit of the jurisdiction of the State of Cali- 
fornia, nor am I advised that any other 
branch of the Federal Government has such 
authority. 


That letter was signed—and I assume 
delivered or caused to be delivered—by 
Mr. Ickes under date of December 22, 
1933, that being the date of the actual 
execution of the letter. 

That was the opinion of Mr. Ickes back 
in 1933. He based it upon the decision 
in the case of Hardin v. Jordan (140 U. S. 
371). As I have indicated, that case 
could not have decided what the law is 
with respect to coastal properties along 
the seacoast, because it related to inland 
waters in Cook County, II. 


Mr. Ickes, like most Senators—I hope i 


all of us—discovered in time that human- 
ity is fallable, and that he had erred in 
his conclusion, or, to put it perhaps more 
accurately, that there was a substantial 
doubt as to the correctness of the ruling 
which he had made. So a day or so ago 
the chairman of the Judiciary Commit- 
tee, the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] quoted this from the testi- 
mony of Mr. Ickes on February 5, 1946: 


Until 1937 these applications were denied— 


I take it he was referring to applica- 
tions similar to those made by Mr. Proc- 
tor dealing with rights out in the ocean. 

Until 1937 these applications were denied 
by the Commissioner of the General Land 
Office, and in those cases where appeals were 
taken to the Department his decisions were 
affirmed. But applicants and their lawyers 
continued to insist that the United States 
does own the land and the oil, and that the 
Department does have the power to grant 
them oil and gas leases, So we began to have 
doubts. Consequently since 1937 action on 
all those applications, of which there are 
about 200, has been suspended pending a 
judicial determination. 


So, I say, Mr. President, that although 
the Committee on the Judiciary lays 
down categorically the proposition that 
54 United States Supreme Court deci- 
sions support the resolution, and lays 
down categorically the proposition that 
the same rule that applies to navigable 
waters within a State applies to lands 
underlying the bordering oceans within 
the 3-mile limit, nevertheless, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior of the United 
States at least determined that there 
was such grave doubt as to the proposi- 
tion and as to the correctness of his pre- 
vious ruling that in the case of about 
200 applications he subsequently de- 
clined to issue permits. I believe the 
very fact that Mr. Ickes had held to one 
opinion in 1933 and thereafter changed 
his ruling is significant, because every 
motive of the pride of opinion would 
have led him to sustain his own previous 
ruling, and would have caused him to 
grant the permits rather than to over- 
turn an official ruling which had been 
issued under his own hand on December 
22,1933. But Mr. Ickes came to the con- 
trary conclusion. I shall read some- 
what more in detail than is set forth in 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of July 19 
from what Mr. Ickes had to say on this 
subject. I shall omit the portions set 
out in the Recorp, which I have read. 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
to this language, after that which says 
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that applicants and their lawyers con- 
tinued to insist that the United States 
does own the land and the oil. Mr. Ickes 
said this: 

So we began to have doubts. At the same 
time Congress had before it proposed legis- 
lation which would in one way or another 
have resulted in judicial proceedings to de- 
cide the issue. Consequently, since 1937 
action on all these applications, of which 
there are about 200, has been suspended 
pending a judicial determination. It is true 
that I have on occasions considered the 
issuance of a single oil lease on submerged 
coastal lands as a possible way of precipi- 
tating a test suit to settle the issue, but the 
pending Government suit has made any such 
device unnecessary. 


I should like to have this language 
noted with care: 

So as soon as I realized that there were 
substantial doubts as to the validity of the 
States’ claim to submerged coastal lands be- 
low low-water mark, I stopped all action in 
the Department which was based on the 
assumption that the States owned these 
submerged lands, and began to press for a 
judicial solution of the debated issue of law. 
This I most readily concede was a change 
from the earlier action of myself and of the 
Department. 


I digress to note the fact that he stated 
that he realized that there were sub- 
stantial doubts. In the earlier portion 
of his testimony he had referred to ap- 
plicants and their lawyers continuing to 
insist that the United States does own 
the land. He mentioned the fact that 
“We began to have doubts.” Then he 
made the further, stronger statement: 

As soon as I realized that there were sub- 
stantial doubts as to the validity of the 
States’ claim to submerged coastal lands be- 
low low-water mark, I stopped all action in 
the Department which was based on the 
assumption that the States owned the sub- 
merged lands and began to press for a judi- 
cial solution of the debated issue of law. 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUFFMAN in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Missouri yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I should like to 
ask the able Senator from Missouri if 
Mr. Ickes stated what led him to change 
his view, or what raised these doubts in 
his mind as to the rights of the States. 
Is that stated? 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not find it. I 
shall read rather extensively, however, 
and I may come to some such statement. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. This is the point 
I make: The very fact that doubt has 
been raised makes necessary a definite 
declaration of policy by the Congress. 
I submit that thought to the Senator. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I do 
not agree with the Senator in that state- 
ment. To my mind the question as to 
who is the owner of this property is one 
of law. To my mind that is a judicial 
question to be settled by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. If the 
United States has any rights the Con- 
gress of the United States should not 
give them away. If it does not have 
such rights, Congress should not un- 
necessarily quitclaim rights which the 
United States does not possess, 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. The distin- 
guished Senator is an able lawyer. He 
knows that each case which comes be- 
fore the Supreme Court must stand on 
its own basis, and on the single set of 
facts presented in the given case. When 
the Court makes its decision in a par- 
ticular case it decides a principle only 
so far as that case covers a similar set 
of circumstances, whereas the Congress 
in declaring the policy of the Govern- 
ment upon this subject declares it as to 
all cases, and establishes a basic policy. 

It seems to me that this whole ques- 
tion, with respect to which doubt has 
been raised and expressed by the former 
Secretary of the Interior, presents a very 
sound reason why the Congress should 
act and put the whole subject at rest 
forever, and not have cases continuing 
to go to the Supreme Court. We have 
been told that 54 of them have gone 
there already. The decision in one case 
did not settle the other 53; and the de- 
cision in the pending case will not settle 
cases in the future. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not likewise 
true that if we enact the proposed law 
we shall also find that the question is 
not settled? Under the new statute cases 
will be brought before the Supreme 
Court, 

Mr. DONNELL. I think that observa- 
tion is exactly correct. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield, but I should 
like to respond to the Senator from West 
Virginia before he puts another query. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am not putting 
another query. I wish to comment on 
the statement of the Senator from Mich- 
igan. If there were a statute, at long 
last the Supreme Court would have a 
basic principle upon which to make its 
decisions. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I do 
not agree with that statement. I do not 
think that that would be a basis for the 
Supreme Court to make a decision upon. 
It would be a declaration of law. It is 
true that the Supreme Court would be 
called upon to determine the law, but the 
policy would have been determined by 
the Congress, under the procedure sug- 
gested by the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
with me that, as of now, legal rights to 
this property do exist either in the States 
or in the Federal Government? 

Mr. DONNELL., I agree. 

Mr. MORSE. And does the Senator 
also agree that, as of now, if I under- 
stand correctly the cases the Senator 
from Missouri has been citing, that par- 
ticular legal determination has not in 
fact ever been made by the Supreme 
Court of the United States? 

Mr. DONNELL. I say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon that I can- 
not categorically say it has not, because 
I have not examined every decision of 
the Supreme Court; but I undertake to 
say that, in my opinion, every case cited 
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in the report of the Judiciary Commit- 
tee in support of its proposition with re- 
spect to coastal waters is subject to dis- 
tinction, and not one of them, in my 
judgment, decides the question as to the 
ownership of coastal lands. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Missouri also agree that as we as a 
Senate come tc pass upon the question 
of what the public policy should be as 
to the relationship between the Federal 
Government and the State governments 
over title to these lands, we do not have 
any carefully reasoned decision of the 
Supreme Court of the United States on 
the legal rights of the respective juris- 
dictions to guide us in considering and 
determining that question of public 
Policy? 

Mr, DONNELL. That is my opinion, 
and to the best of my knowledge and 
belief the Senator’s statement is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator also 
agree that conceivably it is to be expect- 
ed that if we had such a decision before 
us, we would be in a better position to 
pass valid judgment on the question of 
what should be the public policy in the 
matter? 

Mr, DONNELL. I think the Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MURDOCK, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield to the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. MURDOCK. If I correctly recall 
the Senator’s answer to the question of 
the Senator from Oregon, it was that 
there is absolutely no question in the 
mind of the Senator from Missouri that 
the title to the oils under the tidelands 
is vested in the United States Govern- 
ment or in the State governments, 

Mr. DONNELL. That is correct—un- 
less it has been conveyed by one or the 
other of them to some grantee. 

Mr. MURDOCK, But I was assuming 
that that has not occurred. 

Mr. DONNELL, That is correct. 

Mr, MURDOCK. I know that when 
the question first came up, so far as I 
was concerned, it was when I was a 
member of the Judiciary Committee of 
the House of Representatives. At that 
time I think the position was taken by a 
Government attorney that the title to 
the oil was not vested in either the 
United States Government or the State 
governments, and that, therefore, if the 
United States Government by statute 
asserted ownership to the oil, that in the 
opinion of that attorney, would have 
great weight before any court in regard 
to the question of the ownership of the 
oil. 

Mr. DONNELL. I may add in that 
connection that I was not familiar with 
that opinion of an employee of the 
United States Government. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I was reading it 
yesterday in some of the old hearings, 
and I wanted to have the Senator bear 
that contention in mind in his discussion. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is a very inter- 
esting contention, and I am glad to have 
it before me. 

Mr. President, I may say that if the 
title is not vested in either the Govern- 
ment of the United States or the gov- 
ernment of a State, but is hanging in 
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nubilous, so to speak, certainly the Gov- 
ernment by quit claim would release 
whatever title might ultimately be de- 
termined to belong to it. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes. I do not wish 
the Senator to gain the impression that 
I agree with the theory I have mentioned, 
but I merely wished to point out that it 
was discussed before the House com- 
mittee. 

Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate the 
Senator’s position, and I thank him for 
the information. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Do I correctly under- 
stand that it is the opinion of the Sena- 
tor from Missouri that inasmuch as this 
matter involves a great many legal ques- 
tions and also is inherently a matter of 
public policy, the Senate of the United 
States should first have a decision of the 
United States Supreme Court as to the 
pure questions of legal rights and liabili- 
ties which are involved with respect to 
the tidelands, after which the Senate 
will be in just as good a position as it 
is now to pass judgment on whether it 
wishes to change by statute the Federal- 
State relationship over those lands? 

Mr. DONNELL. Precisely. 

Mr. President, referring again to the 
question asked by the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Rever- 
comb), let me point out that he referred 
to the 54 decisions which, as it would 
appear from the comments which previ- 
ously have been made in this body, prior 
to this afternoon, have set this question 
at rest. Again I wish to say that, to my 
mind, none of the 54 decisions which I 
have seen do set this question at rest, 
They do not pertain to this question. 
They may contain dicta, but of the ones 
which are specifically cited in the com- 
mittee report, which are the only ones I 
have taken time, thus far, to read—and 
I refer to the cases mentioned on page 8 
of the report and also the case of Martin 
against Waddell, mentioned on page 3— 
none of them relates to the ownership 
of coast land, as I see it. 

The Senator suggested that each case 
will come up upon its own set of facts. 
I realize that is true. It is true in the 
event of any litigation. We might very 
well say that in connection with any mat- 
ter which might ultimately result in a 
declaration of policy, the Congress of the 
United States should first express its 
policy, before the Supreme Court of the 
United States should indicate in whom 
reside the respective rights which are 
involved in such policy. To ny mind, the 
Senator from Oregon and the Senator 
from Michigan have clearly indicated 
what, to my point of view, is the sounder 
view, namely—and I think I am correctly 
quoting the Senator from Michigan, and 
I am quite sure I am correctly quoting 
the Senator from Oregon—that we 
should have the benefit of the judgment 
of the Supreme Court of the United 
States in respect to the rights of the 
parties. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I should like to make 
one other comment in connection with 
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the question of the Senator from West 
Virginia, and then I shall yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

I wish to say that I believe that a case 
can be presented to the Supreme Court 
of the United States which will enable 
that body to lay down the law and will 
enable us to read it, in the same way 
that the members of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee in the report claim that the 54 
decisions they mention have established 
the law. I undertake to say that the Su- 
preme Court can lay down a decision 
which will be understandable and will 
declare the law, and that everyone in 
the United States will understand it from 
beginning to end as declaring the law; 
and I see no indication that the Supreme 
Court has attempted to avoid making a 
decision of a case along that line, or 
along any other line, for that matter, 
which would at least be intelligible and 
would answer the questions which may 
be presented. 

I think I should add that with respect 
to the Supreme Court decisions, criti- 
cisms have been made of the Supreme 
Court. Perhaps some of them have been 
just, because the Supreme Court of the 
United States, like the Senate of the 
United States, is composed of human 
beings, and it may be that some of the 
decisions of the Court have been un- 
sound. I say that the Supreme Court 
itself has frankly and honestly recog- 
nized the fact that it has made errors, 
in that without manifesting any pride of 
opinion, it has overruled some previous 
decisions, and has given us its best 
opinion. 

While this is a digression from the 
points strictly at issue, I wish to stand 
here today and announce my confidence 
in the Supreme Court of the United 
States. Let me say that, if Iam not mis- 
taken, the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon enunciated—not on the floor of 
the Senate, but elsewhere—something of 
confidence in the Supreme Court. 

I wish to say that regardless of the 
frictions or difficulties which may have 
developed, after all the people of the 
United States should and can and do 
look to the Supreme Court as the final 
arbiter of the questions which under the 
Constitution are eligible to be submitted 
to it. I express the hope that there may 
be no consideration in the Senate of the 
United States which undertakes in any 
way to lower the estimation of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States in the 
minds of the people of the Nation. Ire- 
joice that we have a Supreme Court of 
the United States. I rejoice in its his- 
tory. I rejoice at the list of great men 
who have served upon it. I think great 
men will serve on it in the future, and I 
think great men are now serving on it, 
among them being a former distin- 
guished Member of this body, former 
Senator Burton of Ohio, who went to the 
Court just a few months ago. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr, MORSE. I commend the Senator 
from Missouri for his statement in regard 
to the United States Supreme Court, be- 
cause I think that in the troubled days 
which lie ahead, the great check and 
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balancer of this Government will be the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

Along the line of the question which I 
was pursuing a few moments ago, let me 
inquire whether it is the position of the 
Senator from Missouri that if, as a mat- 
ter of law, it should be determined that 
title to these properties vests in the Fed- 
eral Government, does that mean that 
they belong to all the people of the 
United States? 

Mr. DONNELL. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. And if they belong to all 
the people of the United States, is it the 
position of the Senator from Missouri 
that those people are entitled to have a 
judicial determination made of the ques- 
tion, before the Senate of the United 
States acts upon it? 

Mr. DONNELL. I think the Senator 
is precisely correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Missouri believe that the strong move- 
ment for a determination of this ques- 
tion legislatively prior to a determination 
of the legal rights by the Supreme Court 
of the United States grows out of a moti- 
vation of doubt on the part of many State 
Officials that perhaps, after all, these 
properties do not belong to the States, 
and therefore they would like to have the 
matter settled legislatively before the 
Supreme Court has an opportunity to 
pass judgment upon legal rights belong- 
ing to all the people of the country? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, in an- 
swer to the question propounded by the 
Senator from Oregon, let me state that I 
am unable to express myself as to the 
motivation which has induced the filing 
and presentation of the pending joint 
resolution. I do not know the motives 
behind it. But I repeat that in my 
opinion the Senator from Oregon and the 
Senator from Michigan have hit the nail 
on the head when they have pointed out 
that before the Congress of the United 
States expresses a declaration of policy 
with respect to these lands, it should 
know what the respective legal rights of 
the parties are. 

As the situation is now, Mr. President, 
if we pass this joint resolution, there will 
not be a Member of the Senate who will 
be able to say, in view of the decisions of 
the Supreme Court, whether we have 
given away something or whether we 
have given away nothing. Why should 
we not first ascertain whether we own 
the property before we determine 
whether it is our right to give it away? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I will yield in a 
moment. 

In addition to the question of a possi- 
ble ownership, to which I referred, 
namely, ownership by the Federal Goy- 
ernment or by the State government, we 
have the very interesting point which 
was suggested by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Utah [Mr. Murpocx] that per- 
haps the ownership lies nowhere. Mr. 
President, I submit that before the Con- 
gress undertakes to express itself by 
irrevocable policy, or if not revocable, at 
least one which would confer private 
rights which could not be divested with- 
out the passage of further legislation, 
and probably not without payment to 
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those who had acted on the legislation 
already passed, it should know in whom 
ownership lies. It would be, to my mind, 
the height of unwisdom for Congress to 
express a policy concerning these valu- 
able rights until it has learned from the 
Supreme Court of the United States in 
whom the ownership of the property is 
vested. 

I now yield to the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, a 
moment ago the able Senator from Ore- 
gon suggested that the motive behind 
this issue might be the doubt in the 
minds of State officials that the property 
belongs to the States. I do not know 
the motive behind this issue, but I might 
suggest that the real reason for bringing 
forth the pending joint resolution is the 
just apprehension that the Federal court 
may, in rendering the decision in the 
case now before it, further the program 
of constantly encroaching on the powers 
and, in this instance, the properties of 
the States. 

But, Mr. President, that is not the real 
cote which I wish to make in this de- 

te. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. With the permis- 
sion of the Senator from Missouri, I will 
yield in a minute. : 2 

A few minutes ago the able Senator 
from Missouri said that the opinions 
which he had read in the 54 cases which 
had been referred to did not settle the 
question. No, Mr. President, those opin- 
ions did not settle the question. I am 
gravely in doubt that the case now pend- 
ing before the Supreme Court will settle 
the question. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I ask the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia if the issues in 
any one of those cases involved the ques- 
tion which is here involved? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That is the point 
I wish to make. So long as we allow this 
question to go unsettled by not adopting 
a definite declaration of basic policy, the 
question will arise continually. The 
question before us now involves the 
coastal lands of the State of California. 
Allow me to read only the title of the 
joint resolution in order to give a picture 
of what the joint resolution covers. The 
joint resolution does not involve only the 
coastal lands of the State of California. 
Its title reads: 

To quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters and 
iands beneath navigable waters within the 
boundaries of such States and to prevent 
further clouding of such titles. 


Any decision which may be made in the 
pending case with respect to the tidal 
lands of California will not put at rest 
the question of the ownership of the 
lands beneath the navigable streams of 
the State of Missouri or of any other in- 
land State. Therefore, I assert that the 
Statement made during the course of the 
able Senator’s argument that the 54 de- 
cisions and the one now pending have 
not settled this question, and will not 
settle it, is the very basic reason for 
passing the joint resolution. 

The case now pending involves the 
California tidelands and will not settle 
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the question of the ownership of the wa- 
ters beneath the Missouri River, or the 
lands beneath the waters of the rivers in 
my State. For that reason, among 
others, the pending joint resolution, 
which covers more than the question 
pertaining to the tidelands of California, 
should be passed so that the question 
may forever be put at rest. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, does 
the Senator know of any one of the 54 
decisions, which have been referred to 
in the report of the committee, which 
presented to the court for decision the 
question as to the ownership of lands 
along the seacoast? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. No; Ido not know 
of any one of the cases having similar 
facts. That is the very point I am try- 
ing to make. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, if the 
Senator does not know of any one of the 
54 cases involving a set of facts embrac- 
ing questions with reference to coastal 
lands, I submit that there have been so 
far no decisions of the Supreme Court 
on that particular question. So the ar- 
gument that 54 decisions have already 
been made on the question falls to the 
ground. I have not read all the deci- 
sions, but I have examined some of 
them sufficiently to believe that they do 
not settle the question with reference 
to coastal waters. I have examined the 
decisions stifficiently to satisfy my own 
mind that they do not decide that ques- 
tion. The case involving Cook County, 
III., certainly does not decide the ques- 
tion as to the ownership of land 3 miles 
out from the seacoast of La Jolla, Calif. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I may say to the 
Senator that when I said the facts in 
any one of the 54 cases did not fit the 
facts of this particular case, I meant to 
say that I did not recall that they did. 
I did not say that they did not. Does 
the Senator believe that if the pending 
case from California with regard to 
coastal tidelands is decided one way or 
the other, it will put at rest the question 
concerning the ownership of the lands 
beneath navigable waters within a 
State? 

Mr, DONNELL. Mr, President, in the 
first place, I have not seen the pleadings 
in that particular case. In the second 
place, doubtless the issues would be dif- 
ferent because they would pertain to 
coastal lands. In the third place, I as- 
sume that the law is well settled, as 
stated in 45 Corpus Juris, that within its 
territorial limits the State-owned land, 
includes the seashore, and so forth. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I make two comments 
in reply to the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia. In the first place, I do not believe 
that I fully understood the implications 
of his remarks concerning the fear which 
he stated State officials may be enter- 
taining with reference to further en- 
croachments upon the rights of the 
States if this matter goes to a judicial 
determination by the Supreme Court, 
instead of being settled by legislative 
processes in the halls of Congress. Am 
I to infer that what the Senator from 
West Virginia means is that the Su- 
preme Court of the United States will not 
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settle the issue on the basis of the law, 
but will settle it on the basis of some 
other factor? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. No, of course not. 
I did not mean, and neither do I think 
that what I said would carry such an im- 
plication. I said that the States are in- 
terested in this matter because they see 
an effort on the part of the executive 
side of the Government—and this effort 
was instituted through the executive side 
of the Government and not the Supreme 
Court—to reach out into the powers of 
the State, as it has done in the past sev- 
eral years, and seek to control matters 
which have been within the province of 
the State governments. I do not know 
what their motive is, but I say that that 
could well be their motive. I have not 
intimated or said anything from which 
any conclusion could be drawn that the 
Supreme Court, once having this case 
before it would not apply the law. 

Mr. MORSE. But the fact is that 
whenever the issue is brought before the 
United States Supreme Court there will 
be no justification for fear such as that 
to which the Senator has referred be- 
cause, presumably, the Court will decide 
the case on the basis of the established 
law. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Thatistrue. As 
I say, the States are interested. I think 
they should be considerably interested, 
and particularly those States in which, 
as the Senator from Missouri has said, 
the law in the past has settled the ques- 
tion as to the ownership of land under 
navigable streams. When the States 
see an issue of this kind they have a 
right to come to Congress and say, “Put 
the question at rest by the adoption of a 
proper statute.” 

Mr. MORSE. They would have the 
right to do that, but I think that if their 
fear is that the situation may involve 
greater Federal jurisdiction over matters 
which they would like to have within the 
State jurisdiction, it arises out of the 
fact that they are not sure, as a matter 
of law, that they now have title to the 
property in dispute. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. They want to be 
relieved of any possibility arising in the 
future of the Federal Government, 
through its executive department, dis- 
turbing the rights which they believe to 
be theirs. 

Mr. MORSE. But, they are protected 
by the Supreme Court if, in fact, the 
Federal Government seeks to encroach 
upon the rights which they are entitled 
to have protected. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Why should the 
Federal Government step in and say, 
“We claim this or that“? Why should 
any doubt be left open with respect to 
that? 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that ques- 
tion is pretty well settled; but the ques- 
tion as to the ownership of tidelands is 
not well settled. That leads me to my 
second comment on the Senator’s re- 
marks. Although I have not seen the 
pleadings, the case to which the Senator 
has referred has been instituted for the 
specific purpose of securing a legal deter- 
mination of who does have title to tide- 
lands. It seems to me that is predomi- 
nantly a legal question. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. My point is that 
as to the question of tidelands in Cali- 
fornia, the joint resolution covers not 
only the question of tidelands, but lands 
under navigable streams. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Jounson of Colorado in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Missouri yield to 
the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. DONNELL. I shall yield, but be- 
fore doing so, let me say that I want it 
distinctly understood that I did not mean 
in the slightest to imply that the Senator 
from West Virginia claimed to have read 
the 54 decisions, any more than I claim 
to have read them. I have taken the 
decisions, which, as I understand from 
the report, are therein cited, as appli- 
cable to the particular matter of coastal 
waters, and have examined them suffi- 
ciently to determine whether or not in 
my opinion the decisions are in point on 
the question. I want it perfectly clear 
that I was not making any statement to 
the effect that the Senator had done 
something he had not done. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. In other words, 
that the Senator was claiming there was 
something in those decisions which 
would absolutely exclude them from the 
consideration of this subject. I cannot 
say that. 

Mr. DONNELL. I understand that. I 
now yield to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON, I apologize for in- 
terrupting the able Senator from Mis- 
souri, but I find great difficulty in keep- 
ing out of legal arguments. 

Mr. DONNELL. I am sure the Sena- 
tor's participation is always welcome, 
and it adds valuable contribution to the 
discussion. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Sena- 
tor. I should like to comment at this 
particular moment on the colloquy be- 
tween the able Senator from West Vir- 
ginia and the able Senator from Oregon, 

It appears to me that the arguments 
ran somewhat like this, that the Su- 
preme Court is going to decide one issue 
over one particular area of tidewater 
land off the coast of California which 
includes oil deposits, and that as that 
would not settle the question of the en- 
tire border of the United States, the Sen- 
ate should deed all the oil it has in sub- 
merged coastal lands, if it has any, to the 
State of California. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mi. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am not interest- 
ed in oil, and I am not interested in Cal- 
ifornia tideland oil in the least. I am 
principally interested in seeing saved to 
the States the ownership of the bottom 
of the navigable streams; and the Sen- 
ator is leading up to it. Very well. I 
reiterate, the decision as to the owner- 
ship of the land in California, and what- 
ever may be in it, is not a case which 
would decide the ownership of lands un- 
der navigable streams of this country. 

Mr. FERGUSON. To continue the 
thought I had in mind, it wa- that the 
mere fact that that case would not set- 
tle the ownership of all oil, is no reason 
why the Senate, without all the facts 
and all the law, should determine that 
the Government shall deed that oil. 
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It would be analogous to Congress say- 
ing if litigation involving 1 acre of fed- 
erally owned land were pending, “We 
will stop this litigation. We will deed all 
the federally owned land to the States, 
merely because there is litigation over 
1 acre of land.” 

In my own time I should like to dis- 
cuss what this case is before the Supreme 
Court, but it appears to me that there 
is one question we have to determine. 
We have to settle this question: If the 
United States of America, the Federal 
Government, owns the oil under the 
particular tidewater lands in question, 
should we now, as a matter of public 
policy, realizing defense necessities, re- 
alizing the age in which we are living, 
without knowing more about it, deed all 
that oil, all those resources, to the vari- 
ous States, and say we have no inter- 
est in them? 

I wish to say that the able Senator 
from Missouri quoted me correctly on 
the proposition that the Supreme Court, 
which has the balance of power between 
the respective branches, the executive 
and the legislative, should look into this 
question, and we should trust the Su- 
preme Court—and I do—to settle the le- 
gal problems, to determine at the next 
fall term in October who owns this oil, 
and then, if Congress wants to deed the 
oil, it will be a different matter from 
deeding it today. I believe that if Sen- 
ators who are now on the floor, and 
many who are not here present at the 
moment, deed this oil today, they will 
not know whether they are deeding oil 
which belongs to the Government of the 
United States or are merely allowing it 
to remain in the States. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. In a moment. I trust 
the Senator from Michigan will have no 
objection to my referring to a conver- 
sation between him and myself, but not 
during the debate. The Senator from 
Michigan has been most helpful to me in 
clarifying my thought along this line. 
He himself—and I think I quote him cor- 
rectly—made a suggestion to this gen- 
eral effect, first, that there is at least 
doubt as to whether Senators would de- 
sire to convey away rights if the Fed- 
eral Government owned them. On the 
other hand, if the Federal Government 
does not own them, there is no need of 
conveying them away. I think that is 
a correct statement, is it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is a correct 
statement. 

Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate very 
much the succinct, clear statement the 
Senator has given to me, and which I 
have thus used, but I trust with appro- 
priate recognition of him. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. President, I am 
glad to associate myself with the argu- 
ment which has been presented by the 
able Senator from Michigan in this re- 
gard. I wish further to state to my able 
colleague from West Virginia that if all 
that were involved in the proposed 
measure were the rights in the lands 
underneath the navigable streams and 
lakes of the various States, about which 
he has so ably presented his views, there 
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would be no difficulty in my supporting 
the joint resolution. My difficulty lies 
in the very field in which the Senator 
from Michigan expresses his doubt, that 
is, as to the minerals, the oil in particu- 
lar, underneath the tidewater lands. If 
that were eliminated from the joint 
resolution, I would have no difficulty in 
supporting it. 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say, Mr. 
President, that the report says, among 
other things: 

The testimony before the committee in- 
dicates that there are petroleum deposits in 
lands under navigable waters in quite a 
number of States; these include Texas, 
Louisiana, California, Mississippi, Ohio, 
Indiana, Pennsylvania, and others. 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. On the point 
that is made about the ownership of oil, 
as I have said, I am not interested in 
oils or other minerals. That is not the 
question we are here facing. This pro- 
posal does not involve holding oil or any- 
thing else for governmental use. If the 
property belonging to the United States, 
permits to individuals to drill would be 
granted right here, in the Federal Gov- 
ernment, under the Department of the 
Interior, just as I take it they are granted 
under the State of California today. I 
do not know anything about who grants 
them there. But leases are made. The 
oil is not kept for defensive purposes. It 
is a question of a tussle between the Fed- 
eral Government and the State govern- 
ment in California as to which one has 
the right to make leases to individuals 
or companies to drill. That is all there 
is to it. 

As for the navigable streams, let us 
take my own State, for example. Since 
the great Northwest Territory agree- 
ments, prior to the creation of the Fed- 
eral Government, the ownership of those 
streams has been in the States, and 
whatever minerals were there belonged 
to the States. We do not want to see 
a program of the National Government 
go into effect, first, upon the tidelands 
and next on the navigable streams, to 
take over those properties from the 
States. That is the question. That is 
the whole gravamen of this issue as 
I see it. 

Mr. DONNELL. I am pleased to have 
the comment of the Senator from West 
Virginia. 5 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, may 
I comment on that remark? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. It is my understand- 
ing that the law is pretty well settled 
as to the rights beneath navigable 
streams and Jakes of the inland States, 
and I see no reason why it is necessary 
to call upon the Federal Government to 
issue a quit claim deed. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it the Senator’s 
understanding that the statement just 
made by the Senator from West — 
ginia is correct? Is it the Senator’s 
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understanding that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has no interest in these oil 
deposits for the purpose of national 
defense? i 

Mr. DONNELL. Is the Senator talk- 
ing about oil deposits in tidelands, in 
the ocean? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL, I do not know 
whether the Senator from Arkansas was 
present during the earlier part of the 
discussion, but the question which was 
discussed in the earlier portion of the 
debate was the question whether or not 
the States owned the lands out in the 
ocean to any considerable distance, 3 
miles, as I understand. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Sen- 
ator misunderstood me. If I under- 
stood the Senator from West Virginia, 
the implication of his remarks is that 
the Federal Government has no interest 
in reserves of petroleum for national 
defense, that that is not at all involved 
here. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. We have heard 
the statement of Secretary of the In- 
terior Ickes, who spoke of refusing to 
issue permits—what was the number, 
some 200? 

Mr. DONNELL. About 200. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Because he did 
not think that the Federal Government 
owned the land, he was not going to 
issue permits for the drilling of the lands 
for oil. Who would those permits have 
been issued to had he issued them? To 
individuals or to companies to drill for 
and to produce oil. I cannot say that 
they are not interested in the oil for de- 
fense purposes. The Secretary certainly 
can say “I set aside this part of the land 
and will not issue any permits on it.” 
But the very fact that Secretary Ickes 
stated that during the course of years 
he had turned down 200 permits—and 
I think they were permits to drill; were 
they not? 

Mr. DONNELL. He calls them appli- 
cations. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Yes; applications 
to drill—is indication enough to me to 
disclose that permits will be issued to 
individuals to drill. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understood the 
Senator to say that oil was not at all 
involved in this matter. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I did not mean to 
say that oil was not involved. The prin- 
cipal tussle here seems to be who is going 
to issue the permits to drill—the State 
or the Federal Government. The Fed- 
eral Government itself could drill for oil 
on these lands if it wanted to. But the 
Secretary would not have talked about 
refusing to issue 200 permits to drill on 
the land if that was the Department’s 
sole policy. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think it 
is all one way or the other in this respect, 
so far as public lands are concerned. In 
some of our lands in the Southwest— 
lands not involving water—certain areas 
have been set aside for what are called 
naval reserves, such as Elk Hills. Other 
areas have been opened for prospecting 
and for development. So, it seems to 
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me, in exactly the same way, in some of 
the oil lands further reserves may be 
set aside for the Federal Government, 
such as naval reserves, and in other 
places the Government has a right to 
lease the land for prospecting or develop- 
ment. My statement was directed to 
what I thought was the implication of 
the Senator’s remarks—that this has 
nothing to do with defense. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. If the Federal 
Government owned the land, it could do 
with it anything it wanted to do. It 
could drill on it itself, it could leave the 
oil in the ground, or it could issue per- 
mits to drill. But the evidence of the 
Secretary of the Interior that he turned 
down the permits that were applied for, 
not because he wanted to keep the oil 
for the Government, but because he did 
not think the Government owned the oil, 
certainly is sufficient implication for me 
that he would let somebody else drill 
for oil. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. One further point: 
Could the Senator say about when the 
present pending case may be decided? 
Is it anticipated it will be decided this 
fall? 

Mr, DONNELL. I am unable to an- 
swer that question. I understood the 
Senator from Michigan was going to 
discuss the case which is now in the 
Supreme Court. Perhaps he has some 
information as to the state of the 
pleadings. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iam informed that 
the case is ready for argument in the 
October term. That will be the first 
term. That means that the Supreme 
Court could decide it any time after 
argument. There is always the question 
of getting a continuance, amending the 
pleadings, and so forth, but I am in- 
formed that it is ready for argument. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DONNELL. Yes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It seems rather 
curious that we should be in such a 
hurry to anticipate the decision in that 
case. I think the Senator’s argument 
in that respect has been very persuasive. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I 
think I should say in response to the 
question from the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Arkansas that the Committee 
on the Judiciary evidently feared a very 
extended period of time yet to elapse 
before a decision. I think it is only fair 
to state that that is what is in the report. 
I quote from page 4 of the report: 

An examination of 26 cases in which the 
Supreme Court of the United States has taken 
original jurisdiction reveals that it took that 
Court an average of over 9 years to decide 
those cases, 


Mr. President, I do not know what the 
26 cases are. The report does not indi- 
cate whether they are cases on this sub- 
ject matter. I may say—this is perhaps 
without due consideration—that to my 
mind it is inconceivable that on a ques- 
tion of this consequence the Supreme 
Court of the United States would hold 
this case, now before it ready for argu- 
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ment, 9 years within its breast before 
deciding it. I should say that if we give 
the Supreme Court the presumption of 
the ordinary good judgment that any 
Member of the Senate has, we must dis- 
regard the fear of 9 years elapsing before 
there should be a decision. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the able Sen- 
ator know of any real need for haste? 
This situation has, in effect, been in 
existence since the birth of the Nation. 
We now find, when for the first time it 
is brought up in the Supreme Court for 
decision, a desire for great haste in 
securing action by the legislative body 
prior to the judicial decision. I have 
not been able to find any real reason for 
such haste. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator 
from Michigan for his statement. I 
think I should quote also from the re- 
port another sentence in which I have 
the gréatest difficulty in agreeing even 
in substance or even remotely, and that 
is this: 

It is not reasonable to assume that. the 
Supreme Court will decide this, one of the 
most complicated of cases of original juris- 
diction, within its average period of 9 years. 


Mr. President, I cannot conceive that 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
is going to spend 9 years on it. But may 
I say that if this case is one which is so 
complicated as to take nine solid years 
of thought, certainly we ought not to be 
called upon to say here that the whole 
matter has been set at rest and decided, 
and that the law is decided by 54 deci- 
sions. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Just a word rela- 
tive to the point raised by my distin- 
guished colleague from Michigan, with 
whom I very seldom disagree on the floor 
of the Senate. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator is not in- 
tending to indicate that he frequently 
disagrees with the Senator from Michi- 
gan off the floor, I take it? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. We very seldom 
disagree either on or off the floor. I 
stand corrected. But I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
that it was not until Mr. Ickes very re- 
cently put forth the claim of sovereignty 
for the Federal Government that the 
Federal Government has claimed sover- 
eignty over land belonging to the State 
of California. So far as rushing in with 
the joint resolution is concerned, the 
measure was introduced prior to any dis- 
pute being tried in the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I hope the distin- 
guished Senator from Missouri, before 
he closes his argument, will give the Sen- 
ate the benefit of his conclusion as to the 
meaning of the language used by the 
United States Supreme Court—and I call 
attention to the fact that it is the court 
of last resort—in the case of Shively v. 


JULY 20 


Bowlby (decided in 1893 (152 U. S. 1, 
p: 29) ), in which the Court said: 
Although the title to the soil under the 
tidewaters of the bay was acquired by the 
United States by cession from Mexico, equally 
with the title to the upland they held it 
only in trust for the future State. Upon the 
admission of California into the Union upon 
equal footing with the original States, abso- 
lute property in, and dominion and sover- 
eignty over, all soils under the tidewaters 
within her limits passed to the State 


Mr. DONNELL, If I may interrupt the 
Senator, he will note, of course, the words 
“within her limits.” 

Mr. CORDON. I shall comment on 
that, if the Senator will permit me to 
finish the quotation. I continue to read: 
with the consequent right to dispose of the 
title to any part of said soils in such manner 
as she might deem proper, subject only to 
the paramount right of navigation over the 
waters, so far as such navigation might be 
required by the necessities of commerce with 
foreign nations or among the several States, 
the regulation of which was vested in the 
General Government. 


I call attention to the fact that that 
case arose in connection with a contest 
as to title to property in San Francisco 
Bay, but, of course, as is known, the tide 
ebbs and flows in San Francisco Bay just 
as it does outside the bay, and I do not 
know who could tell exactly where the 
bay ends and where the ocean begins. 
In any event the language used was 
general. 

Referring to the particular matter, 
which I take it is the major thing of in- 
terest to the Senator from Missouri, of 
where lies the line that bounds terri- 
torial limits, in the State of California 
that would appear to me to be settled by 
the fact that at the admission of the 
State it was set at three English miles 
seaward. If that be the case—and I be- 
lieve I am correct in saying that the 
language was three English miles sea- 
ward, continuing up the coast three Eng- 
lish miles seaward—if that be the line 
set by the Congress when it admitted 
the State of California into the Union. 
I should be interested in the comments 
of the Senator with reference to the 
applicability of the language I have read 
to the proposition which is here under 
consideration. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
particular case to which the Senator re- 
fers I find is mentioned in the course of 
the appendix to the report. It is not 
mentioned in the list of cases that pur- 
port to bear upon the subject of coastal 
waters. I have not read the case to 
which the Senator refers. I note, how- 
ever, that he mentioned that it applies 
to San Francisco Bay, and I pointed out 
at the outset of the argument that there 
may very well be a difference in rules 
with respect to lands underlying the 
adjacent seacoast outside the boundaries 
of the State, and the line which is em- 
braced in bays or rivers such as, for 
example, in New Jersey, Raritan River 
and Bay which was referred to in con- 
nection with the Waddell case earlier 
this afternoon. I have not read the case 
referred to by the Senator from Oregon. 
I shall be glad to study it. But I would 


_ not undertake to pass an opinion upon a 
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statement which may be dictum, or may 
bein point. Certainly, according to what 
the Senator has thus far read, it does not 
pertain to land alongside the seacoast 
adjacent to the State of California or any 
other State, but refers to the Bay of San 
Francisco, as I understand. 

Mr.CORDON. The Senator speaks of 
coastal waters adjacent to the State of 
California. Does he mean coastal 
waters outside the established boundary 
of the State? 

Mr. DONNELL. No; I am speaking of 
lands outside the land of the State, as it 
is currently considered according to com- 
mon acceptation. I mean to say the 
land under the water adjacent to the 
State itself. That is what I refer to as 
land under coastal waters. 

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator give 
any meaning to the line of boundary 
which was placed around the State of 
California by the Congress? Did that 
mean anything? 

Mr. DONNELL. I think so. Earlier 
I referred to that fact in response to a 
question from the Senator from Oregon, 
and stated that in my judgment, if the 
enabling act under which the State of 
California was admitted to the Union de- 
clared that the 3 miles of land under 
water in the ocean outside the State are 
part of the State, to my mind it was a 
part of the State. But in that connec- 
tion let me say that the very fact that 
the Federal Government undertook to 
put into the act of Congress a provision 
that the land outside the boundary 
should belong to the State indicated that 
the Federal Government itself in the 
first instance, at any rate, had some 
rights in that land outside the boundary 
of the State. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. To clear up that point, 
on what theory would the Federal Gov- 
ernment have title to such land? 

Mr. DONNELL. I think the theory is 
that the Federal Government is a sov- 
ereign, bounded by oceans, and that as a 
sovereign—just as in the Federal case 
involving New Jersey from which I 
read—it has the right to determine what 
its boundaries are. I think that is the 
theory of it. 

Mr. SMITH. If that theory is sound, 
would it not be true that the Thirteen 
Original States, which were independent 
sovereignties before the Constitution was 
adopted, would have a different status 
from that of the States which came in 
later under the Federal Constitution? 

Mr. DONNELL. That sounds logical, 
and may be correct; yet I invite the at- 
tention of the Senator to the fact that 
his own State of New Jersey, which 
was one of the original 13 colonies, 
found it advisable in 1906 to enact a 
statute declaring that its boundaries 
were out in the ocean for the particular 
space, I think, of 3 miles. 

Mr, SMITH. I am aware of that fact. 
It does not necessarily settle the point 
as to whether or not the sovereign State 
of New Jersey, prior to the Constitution, 
had whatever boundaries went with a 
sovereign State at that time, including 
the cannon ball 3-mile limit. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. DONNELL. I invite the attention 
of the Senator to the language which I 
read from Corpus Juris earlier this after- 
noon, to this effect: 

It has been often said that the jurisdiction 
of a nation to punish offenses extends into 
the ocean to the distance of a cannon shot, 
which -is estimated as one marine league, 
from low-water mark on the shore; but it is 
doubtful whether there is any jurisdiction 
to punish for offenses committed within this 
marine league limit if the place of the offense 
is not an arm of the sea— 


I take it San Francisco Bay is an arm 
of the sea— 
and within the body of the country, unless 
that jurisdiction is expressly conferred by 
statute. 


That would seem to indicate that the 
Colonies did not ipso facto have juris- 
diction out in the ocean, unless they de- 
termined it by statute, or unless the Fed- 
eral Government, as in the case cited by 
the Senator from Oregon, has by an en- 
abling act vested the State with owner- 
ship in the land adjacent to the coast. 

Mr. SMITH, Let me ask a further 
question. If prior to the Constitution 
the sovereign State of New Jersey did 
not have such jurisdiction, by what pos- 
sible authority could the Federal Gov- 
ernment have acquired it? Certainly it 
cannot be claimed that the sovereign 
State of New Jersey turned that author- 
ity over to the Federal Government due 
to anything contained in the Constitu- 
tion. There must have been some new 
origin of power, after the Constitution, 
which gave the Federal Government 
some different kind of sovereignty than 
the independent States had prior to the 
Constitution. 

Mr. DONNELL. An interesting ques- 
tion has been presented by the able Sen- 
ator from New Jersey, who has distin- 
guished himself not only here, but in his 
career at Princeton University. The ques- 
tion indicates that we have before us a 
complex problem, one on which we 
should have the decision of the United 
States Supreme Court before we under- 


_take to give away property rights—if the 


United States Government owns them— 
which are of tremendous value, as in- 


-dicated by the State, under waters ad- 


jacent to which are petroleum deposits. 
Mr. SMITH. I agree with the Senator 
that there may be some question as to 
whether the sovereign State of New Jer- 
sey had jurisdiction out to the 3-mile 
limit; but he has in no way answered 
my question as to the possible source 
from which the Federal Government 
could have obtained jurisdiction if it was 
not conceded to a sovereign State before 
that time under international usage. 
Mr. DONNELL. I have given the best 
answer I can, namely, that the Federal 
Government is a sovereign. It has ob- 
viously been considered that it has the 
right to determine the boundaries of its 
own sovereignty. If the Federal Gov- 
ernment were to send forth an explorer 
it might take land, determine the bound- 
aries of the land, and assert ownership. 
I may say, however, that this question is 
one which I think would require far more 
study than could be adequately given 
„„ 
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The question of ownership of land, the 
question of the rights of the Federal 
Government, the question of the rights 
of the Colonies, the question of the rights 
of the States, the question of the 
necessity for statutes, the question as to 
whether State statutes or Federal stat - 
utes are necessary, the question as to the 
operation of enabling acts and of State 
constitutions—all these questions indi- 
cate to my mind the great importance of 
having a decision by the Supreme Court 
of the United States on the questions 
involved. 

Mr. SMITH. I am very glad to con- 
cede to the Senator that those are very 
important questions, and that they do 
raise certain doubts. But, because such 
doubts have been raised, and because in 
the past many States, acting on the 
theory that the States have this juris- 
diction, have made vast investments in 
harbor developments, the question be- 
comes extremely important. I have a 
letter from the Port of New York Author- 
ity, which embraces both New Jersey 
and New York, calling attention to the 
fact that if some action of this kind is 
not taken, we shall have complete con- 
fusion in the harbor of New York the 
day after a decision is rendered by the 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. DONNELL. The facts presented 
by the Senator indicate the importance 
of Congress ultimately detgrmining its 
policy. In cases in which States have 
acted upon that presumption, whether 
it be well-founded or ill-founded, and 
whether it be based upon dictum or de- 
cision, it may well be that Congress will 
determine that as a matter of public 
policy some recognition should be given 
to the investments which have been 
made. But to my mind that is entirely 
different from saying that the United 
States Government shall, without our 
knowing what our rights are, what our 
title is, and whether the title is in the 
States or in the Federal Government, 
quitclaim to the States all title which 
we may have in and to all these proper- 
ties, without regard to the facts, and 
without regard to whether individuals 
have acted in good faith or bad faith. 
The question is whether we shall by this 
legislation forever divest ourselves of 
ownership. 
` Mr. SMITH. I agree with the fine 
argument which the Senator is making 
on this point, and I share his doubts 
and difficulties. But he has not yet 
stated how a possible case could be 
framed upon which the Supreme Court 
could decide this question as a final mat- 
ter of law for the entire country. It will 
ultimately have to be a matter of con- 
gressional policy, which we shall have to 
decide sooner or later. 

Mr, DONNELL. It is like the Biblical 
injunction to “Render to Caesar the 
things that are Caesar’s, and to God the 
things that are God's.“ Certainly the 
Supreme Court of the United States can 
decide the questions that shall be sub- 
mitted to it. It would seem to be true 
that the Attorney General of the United 
States could frame adequate pleadings 
to present the important issues involved. 
I have sufficient confidence in the chief 
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officer in our legal department to believe 
that that can be done. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Corpon] may wish to pur- 
sue his ing further. 

Mr. CO Mr, President, I thank 
the Senator from Missouri for this op- 
portunity to make another observation 
with reference to this very interesting 
question. 

I am still of the opinion that the Su- 
preme Court of the United States has 
determined this question. I wish to read 
from what I believe to be the leading 
case on the subject, which happened to 
concern tidelands within my own State 
of Oregon. I refer to the case of Shively 
against Bowlby, which is found in One 
Hundred and Fifty-second United States 
Supreme Court Reports, page 1. I read 
from page 57 of the opinion, and I call 
attention to this particular language be- 
cause this is the conclusion of the Su- 
preme Court after a most exhaustive 
consideration of the principles involved 
and the application of those principles 
to numerous States 

Mr. DONNELL. May I interrupt to 
ask the Senator if the title to lands vas 
involved in that case? 

Mr. CORDON. The title to lands was 
involved in zhat case. 

Mr. DONNELL. Where were the 
lands located? 

Mr. CORDON. At the mouth of the 
Columbia River—either in or outside the 
mouth of the river, depending upon 
where that is. Again I say I do not know; 
nor can anyone tell where the river 
ceases to be a river and becomes an 
ocean, The same tide ebbs and flows in 
both. 

Mr. DONNELL. It was, however, at 
the mouth of the river. 

Mr, CORDON. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. And not in some 
portion of the river extraneous from the 
mouth of the Columbia River. 

Mr. CORDON. I do not know where 
the mouth stops. 

Mr. DONNELL. As I understand it, 
this was at the mouth of the river, wher- 
ever that was. 

Mr, CORDON. Near the mouth of the 
river, and under tidewater. The court 
said: 

Lands under tidewaters are incapable of 
cultivation or improvement in the manner 
of lands above high-water mark. They are 
of great value to the public for the pur- 
poses of commerce, navigation, and fishery. 
Their improvement by individuals, when 
permitted, is incidental or subordinate to 
the public use and right. Therefore the title 
and the control of them are vested in the 
sovereign for the benefit of the whole people, 

At common law, the title and the domin- 
jon in lands flowed by the tide were in 
the King for the benefit of the nation. Upon 
the settlement of the Colonies, like rights 
passed to the grantees in the royal charters, 
in trust for the communities to be estab- 
lished. Upon the American Revolution, 
these rights, charged with a like trust, were 
vested in the original States within their 
respective borders, subject to the rights sur- 
ae by the Constitution to the United 

ates, 
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Upon the acquisition of a territory by the 
United States, whether by cession from one 
of the States, or by treaty with a foreign 
country, or by discovery and settlement, the 
same title and dominion passed to the United 
States, for the benefit of the whole people, 
and in trust for the several States to be 
ultimately created out of the territory. 

The new States admitted into the Union 
since the adoption of the Constitution have 
the same rights as the original States in the 
tidewaters, and in the lands under them, 
within their respective jurisdictions. The 
title and rights of riparian or littoral pro- 
prietors in the soil below high-water mark, 
therefore, are governed by the laws of the 
several States, subject to the rights granted 
to the United States by the Constitution. 


There are two more paragraphs of 
like tenor appearing on page 58, but that 
quotation is adequate for my purpose. 

Just before the Senator was kind 
enough to yield to me, the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey raised a ques- 
tion with reference to littoral or riparian 
rights, as the case might be, of the 
original States. In this case the Court 
seems to have so completely and directly 
answered that proposition that I thought 
it might be valuable to the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri in his considera- 
tion of the matter to have that case 
brought to his attention. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate very mucb having the Senator 
call it to my attention. 

I may say that the case to which he 
has referred is cited in the report of 
the committee, but is not cited with re- 
spect to lands underlying the bordering 
oceans within the 3-mile limit. I call 
the Senator’s attention to the fact that 
the language of the report reads as fol- 
lows on page 3, under the heading Fifty- 
four United States Supreme Court de- 
cisions support the resolution,” and fol- 
lowing several brief paragraphs: 

This same rule applies to lands under 
rivers. (See Shively v. Bowlby (152 U. S. 1); 
United States v. Utah (283 U. 8. 64).) 

And, likewise, it has been decided that 
lands underlying the bordering oceans with- 
in the 3-mile limit belong to the States 
within their respective boundaries (Martin 
v. Waddell (41 U. S. 366, 410) .) 


In the first place, Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon has 
cited this case which is nowhere cited 
in the committee report in support of 
the proposition as to the applicability 
of the rule to coastal waters. This case 
is cited in the report as applying to lands 
under rivers. 

In the second place, the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon frankly stated 
that the land involved was at the mouth 
of the Columbia River, and then he 
qualified that statement somewhat, I 
take it, by saying the land was near 
there. It may make a considerable dif- 
ference whether the land is outside, in 
the ocean, or whether it is a few miles 
inside. 

At any rate, the authors of the ma- 
jority committee report evidently con- 
sidered that the case was applicable to 
lands under rivers. It is equally obvious 
that they did not consider that the case 
was in support of the proposition as to 
the lands bordering the oceans within 
the 3-mile limit, because the case is not 
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cited in support of it, and the next sen- 
tence of the report discriminates be- 
tween the two, as follows: 

And, likewise, it has been decided that 
lands underlying the bordering oceans with- 
in the 3-mile limit belong to the States 
within their respective boundaries. 


Mr. President, at this point I wish to 
refer briefly to the testimony of Mr. 
Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, I de- 
sire to read one paragraph on page 7 of 
his testimony, which I think is of im- 
portance, particularly in view of the 
reading of the decision from which the 
Senator from Oregon has quoted. Mr. 
Ickes said: 


The advocates of House Joint Resolution 
225— 


Which is the measure now before us— 
have insisted that many decisions of the 


Supreme Court have laid the question at 
rest. This is simply not the case. 


Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, let me 
inquire whom the Senator from Missouri 
is quoting. 

Mr. DONNELL. I am quoting Mr. 
Harold Ickes. I realize that Mr. Ickes 
is not the Court, but I point out that the 
Secretary of the Interior gave us a very 
categorical statement of his view. His 
view may have been wrong. The distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon may be 
quite right. It may well be that the Su- 
preme Court of the United States, bas- 
ing its action on the two cases cited and 
on other cases, may ultimately deter- 
mine that the ownership of these lands 
is in the States. If so, we shall know 
where we stand. 

I am not arguing this afternoon 
whether the ownership is in the States or 
is in the Federal Government. My point 
is that until the Supreme Court of the 
United States has passed upon the ques- 
tion under a set of facts which will make 
its observations more than mere dicta, 
we are not able to say with finality in 
whom the title rests or whether, as the 
Senator from Oregon has said, the title 
to oil in those lands rests in no one, or, 
as I expressed it, using the Latin term, 
whether the matter is in nubibus. 

Mr. President, I now quote from Mr. 
Ickes’ statement: 

The advocates of House Joint Resolution 
225 have insisted that many decisions of the 
Supreme Court have laid the question at rest. 
This is simply not the case. These decisions 
have dealt with the lands under inland lakes 
and rivers, and with bays and harbors. No 
one is claiming these lands on behalf of the 
United States, and no one doubts that the 
courts have held that they are owned by the 
States. California and the oil companies in- 
sist that these decisions with reference to 
the lands beneath inland waters apply to the 
submerged lands off the coast; the Attorney 
General says that they do not. This ques- 
tion is the heart of the pending lawsuit, 
and the advocates of this resolution have not 
and cannot produce a single decision by the 
— Court which has settled this ques- 

on. 


Mr. President, perhaps Mr. Ickes is 
wrong. I do not know whether he is a 
lawyer. He may be entirely wrong in 
the matter. But the fact that the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and the Attorney 
General of the United States, according 
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to the Secretary of the Interior—and the 
Attorney General of the United States 
is a Jawyer—have said that these de- 
cisions with reference to the lands be- 
neath inland waters do not apply to the 
submerged lands off the coast, to my mind 
indicates very persuasively that it will be 
necessary to have a decision by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States before 
that question can be answered. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Nevada referred to the change 
of heart or change of opinion of Mr. 
Iekes. I do not recall that there was the 
slightest intimation that the change of 
heart was captious or capricious; but 
not very much was said in the discussion 
the other day, as I recall, about the rea- 
son for it. At page 9430 in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD for yesterday, July 19, 
we find the following statement by the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]: 

Applicants for oil leases “and their lawyers” 
caused Mr. Ickes to decide that the “settled 
law” of 1933 had changed by 1937. 


Mr. President, I have no doubt that the 
opinion of lawyers presented to Mr. Ickes 
had some weight. I have no doubt also 
that the opinion of the Attorney General, 
the lawyer for the United States of 
America, had some weight; and I doubt 
exceedingly, although I do not know the 
facts, whether the Secretary of the In- 
terior was moved solely by the counsel 
for the contending parties who desired 
to obtain grants from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Be that as it may, however, I think it is 
of importance to present to the Senate 
not merely the statement that— 

Applicants for oil leases “and their lawyers” 
caused Mr. Ickes to decide that the “settled 
law” of 1933 had changed by 1937. 


But I think it well to read at this point 
in the Recorp what Mr. Ickes said with 
reference to his own mental attitude. 
He said this to the Judiciary Committee: 


I did not, when I assumed office a good 
many years ago, take an oath that I would 
always be right, nor even that I would never 
change my mind. I did take an oath to do 
my duty, and I viewed my duty in this 
matter as plain, once I realized that the 
ownership of submerged coastal lands had 
not in fact been settled by the courts, 
Show me a man who takes stubborn pride 
in the fact that his mind, once made up, 
is unchangeable, and I will show you a man 
who is not fit to be a public servant. 

I should point out, however, that I have 
never attempted, myself, to resolve this 
difficult question of law, but have simply 
refused to renounce any claims which the 
United States might have to these lands, 
It has always seemed to me to be a legal ques- 
tion, not appropriate for either legislative 
or executive decision, but exactly the sort of 
question which the Federal courts were cre- 
ated by the Constitution to decide. 


If I may digress, Mr. President, I take 
it that there is certainly some sound 
judgment in that view. 

I continue reading what Mr. Ickes 
said: 

I have, indeed, been attacked not only by 
the officials of California, but also by those 
who disagreed with California because of 
my insistence that we had created courts 
to decide questions of law. Two applicants 
for leases off the California coast, whose ap- 
plications have been among those held in 
suspense pending a judicial determination 
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of the issue, commenced proceedings in the 
courts to compel me to e leases to them. 

I defended those two suits, because, until 
the title issue was decided in an appropri- 
ate judicial proceeding, neither I nor any- 
one else could say whether the Federal Gov- 
ernment or California owned the lands or 
the oil in them. The courts refused to in- 
terfere with my decision to suspend the ap- 
plications: Dunn v. Ickes (115 F. (2d) 36, 
certiorari denied 311 U. S. 698), and Jordan 
v. Ickes (143 F. (2d) 152, certiorari denied 
320 U. S. 801, 323 U. S. 759). 


Mr. Ickes continued: 

In 1937, the Senate Committee on Public 
Lands favorably reported and the Senate 
passed Senate Joint Resolution 208. It pro- 
vided that the Attorney General by appro- 
priate proceedings was to establish the title 
of the United States to the submerged lands 
along the coast below low-water mark and 
up to the 3-mile limit. 


Mr. President, I call your attention to 
the fact that although the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee has told us that this 
matter has been decided by 54 decisions, 
9 years ago the Senate Committee on 
Public Lands favorably reported, and the 
Senate passed, Senate Joint Resolution 
208. 

Again reading from the testimony of 
Mr. Ickes: 

It provided that the Attorney General by 
appropriate proceedings was to establish the 
title of the United States— 


Not the States, Mr. President— 
to the submerged lands along the coast be- 
low low-water mark and up to the 3-mile 
limit. 


Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator has 
referred to the decisions as being includ- 
ed in the report of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. He has not indicated whether 
the report was unanimous, I wish to 
advise him that the report was not unan- 
imous. There were some dissenting 
opinions with reference to the report and 
to the statements which it contained. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, Mr. Ickes proceeded to 
refer to the resolution by which the Sen- 
ate was asked by the Judiciary Commit- 
tee to quitclaim to the States all those 
lands on the ground that 54 decisions of 
the Supreme Court had set at rest the 
question, showing that the Federal Gov- 
ernment had no title. Nine years ago 
the Senate Committee on Public Lands 
reported a resolution providing that the 
Attorney General was to establish the 
title to submerged lands along the coast 
and below the low-water mark up to the 
3-mile limit, not in the States—the Ju- 
diciary Committee now tells us that, by 
an unbroken line of 54 decisions, the title 
is in the States—but in the United States, 

Mr. Ickes proceeded as follows: 

While the resolution was being considered 
by the House Judiciary Committee, the Navy 
Department and the Departments of Justice 
and Interior drafted and supported an 
amended version of it. This version would 
have authorized the President to establish 
naval petroleum reserves in these territorial 
water areas and it made similar provision for 
judicial proceedings to be brought by the 
Attorney General. 


In other words, Mr. President, it is 
quite obvious, as I infer from this tes- 
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timony, that the Committee on Public 
Lands, together with the Navy Depart- 
ment, the Department of Justice, the 
House Judiciary Committee, and the De- 
partment of the Interior drafted a docu- 
ment which would have authorized not 
the States, which we are told own these 
lands, but the President of the United 
States to establish naval petroleum re- 
serves in those territorial water areas, 
and have judicial proceedings brought 
by the Attorney General. 

I wish to read further from Mr. Ickes, 
I want it to be in the Recorp because I 
think it is only fair to Mr. Ickes that his 
position be known, But, far beyond 
that, Mr. President, I think that as Sena- 
tors are about to vote on the matter of 
quitclaiming title, if any the Govern- 
ment has, and without knowing whether 
it has them, they should know whether 
or not this public official acted with rea- 
sonable discretion, or acted arbitrarily 


and captiously in refusing those 
applications. 
Mr. Ickes proceeds as follows: 


In 1938 the House Judiciary Committee by 
a divided vote favorably reported Senate 
Joint Resolution 208— 


That is the resolution to establish title 
of the United States to the submerged 
lands— 
with certain amendments not now impor- 
tant. (H. Rept. No. 2378, 75th Cong., 3d 
sess.) The committee said: 

“The Departments of the Navy, the Inte- 
rior, and Justice are one in requesting that 
this resolution be passed, so that the courts 
may determine the question involved while 
fully protecting by their decrees all lawfully 
vested rights. There seems to be no good 
reason to deny their reasonable request that 
they be permitted to have the courts decide 
whether or not the Nation has a permanent 
right to take and use the oil in question. 
The House, however, never acted on this 
resolution.” 

In 1939 Senate Joint Resolution 92, con- 
taining substantially the same provisions 
recommended by the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee, was introduced in the Senate. After 
extended hearings the Senate Public Lands 
Committee in 1940 reported a committee ver- 
sion, which in effect merely requested the 
Attorney General to seek a judicial deter- 
mination of the rights of the United States 
in the submerged lands under the territorial 
waters. 


Mr. Ickes then said: 

I think that you will find its report a 
valuable guide to your action now. The 
committee said: 

“The property involved in this conflict of 
opinion is of very great value. The contro- 
versy, in the opinion of the committee, is 
purely a legal one and its decision of much 
importance.” 


Mr. President, I pause in my reading to 
say that if the matter has already been 
decided by fifty-odd decisions I cannot 
see why any other decision would be 
greatly important. However, this com- 
mittee said that the decision of the con- 
troversy waS of much importance. I 
proceed with its observation. 

The committee concluded as a legislative 
committee that it would not attempt to pass 


judgment on the legal question involved, 
and was of the opinion— 


By the way, Mr. President, it should be 
remembered that this was the House 


Judiciary Committee passing upon a 
legal question. 
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I repeat: 

The committee concluded as a legislative 
committee that it would not attempt to pass 
judgment on the legal question involved and 
was of the opinion that the matter should 
be referred to the Attorney General of the 
United States in order that he might take 
such action as he thought proper to protect 
the interests of the United States. 


Not of the separate States of the 
United States. 

Mr. Ickes continued as follows: 

It is true that no action has ever been 
taken by both Houses of the Congress on 
any of these resolutions, yet the Senate and 
its Public Lands Committee are on record as 
favoring a judicial. determination of this 
issue with respect to the submerged lands in 
coastal waters below low tide. 


Mr. President, I invite attention to this 
language of Mr, Ickes: 

Obviously, they were not at all certain of 
the law. But they did recognize that con- 
test over the ownership of property are mat- 
ters for the courts and not for Congress, 


Mr. President, I shall attempt not to 
weary the Senate by reading much more, 
but I do wish to read the following lan- 
guage. Mr. Ickes said: 

I am not here to argue the law with Cali- 
fornia or the oil companies; indeed, I could 
not do so with propriety while the case is 
pending in the Supreme Court and under the 
control of the Attorney General. But I do 
insist that the ownership of the submerged 
coastal lands below the low-water mark has 
never been settled and that it is a very diffi- 
cult question. Two Attorneys General of 
the United States have taken the position 
that these submerged lands belong to the 
United States and not to the States. 


I could read considerably more. I 
wish to read one further sentence from 
the statement of Mr. Ickes. On page 7 
of the hearings, on February 5 of this 
year, Mr. Ickes said: 


The House— 


Meaning the House of Representa- 
tives— 


passed House Joint Resolution 225— 


That is the joint resolution which is 
now before the Senate— 
under the mistaken belief that the law was 
settled beyond any doubt. It also acted after 
a series of misrepresentations as to what the 
Federal Government claimed and as to what 
I proposed to do. 


And so forth. 

(At this point Mr. DONNELL yielded to 
Mr. BARKLEY, who asked and obtained 
unanimous consent that the Senate meet 
on Monday at 11 o’clock a. m. and that a 
final vote on the pending joint resolution, 
H. J. Res. 225, be taken at 3 o’clock on 
that day; all of which appears at the con- 
clusion of Mr. DONNELL’s speech.) 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I was 
in process of reading certain quotations 
from the testimony of Mr. Ickes. There 
are a few further observations made by 
him in the course of his testimony, to 
which I should like to address myself, 
In the first place I made the statement 
a little while ago that I did not know 
whether Mr. Ickes is a lawyer. I doubt- 
less should know that, and I find that at 
page 7 of his testimony he said: 

I have no doubt that most of the State 
attorneys general are thoroughly learned 
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men, but when I was a practicing lawyer I 
signed briefs only when I had thoroughly 
studied the problefi and never in response 
to telegraphic solicitation, 


I call attention to this statement first, 
because of the fact that to my mind Mr. 
Ickes’ membership in the legal profession 
entitles his statements with respect to 
the law to even greater weight than if he 
were giving those expressions as a lay- 
man who had never studied or practiced 
law. 

In the second place, I cite this observa- 
tion because of its mention of a very 
wholesome rule, it appears to me, of 
thorough study of the problem. He 
states that he signed briefs only when he 
had thoroughly studied the problem and 
never in response to telegraphic solicita- 
tion, and I judge from his testimony that 
he thinks at any rate that he had given 
thorough study to this problem before he 
reversed the decision which he had given 
in writing over his own signature in 1933. 

Mr. President, some reference has been 
made here to the States. I do not see 
upon the floor the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. Revercoms], 
but I am confident he would have no ob- 
jection to my reading this with reference 
to his remarks. Mr. Ickes said: 

In the process of building up support based 
on emotion, rather than upon fact, I am thus 
accused of wanting to “seize” these lands 
and ultimately to complete the “conquest” 
in all of the States. 


I digress, Mr. President, to say that by 
reading this I do not in any sense mean 
to imply that the Senator from West 
Virginia was attempting to play upon 
emotion or was actuated by anything 
other than the highest of motives, but I 
wanted to read this because of the ob- 
servation Mr. Ickes makes with respect 
to the respective rights of the States 
and the Federal Government. He says 
further: 


To the supporters of this resolution, my 
insistence for 8 years that this troublesome 
problem should be settled by the courts is 
the equivalent of a seizure vi et armis, and 
our doubts about the true ownership of these 
submerged lands amount to an assault on 
State’s rights. I have been an advocate of 
legitimate States’ rights for well over half 
a century, but it has never occurred to me 
that one of the inalienable rights of a State 
is to escape litigation when it claims land to 
which the National Government also asserts 
title. 


Then he proceeds: 

The committee will note that I persist in 
viewing this contest as one over oil, and one 
between the United States and California. 
This does not mean that I have not heard 
that the attorneys general of 46 States, to 
say nothing of the American Association of 
Port Authorities, and the oil company lessees 
of California, have joined in supporting this 
legislation. I have certainly heard of this 
vocal group, every member of which is op- 
posed to an invasion of State's rights and to 
overruling settled law, although apparently 
none of them has troubled to investigate 
whether either issue is in truth involved. 


Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN, I notice that the Sen- 
ator from Missouri refers to Mr. Ickes’ 
statement that the oil companies sup- 
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port this proposed legislation. Can the 
Senator tell us whether representatives 


of the oil companies appeared before the 


Judiciary Committee in support of the 
proposed legislation, and what reason 
they gave for preferring to deal with the 
States rather than the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

Mr, DONNELL. I may say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator that Iam not a mem- 
ber of the Judiciary Committee and 
cannot answer his question as to who 
appeared before the committee, I am 
hastily glancing through the list of wit- 
nesses, but I am unable to identify some 
of the persons mentioned, and do not 
know their connections, 

Mr. AIKEN. Perhaps we will get that 
information before the debate is con- 
cluded. 

Mr. DONNELL. I trust so. Then Mr. 
Ickes a little further on states: 


Once California embarked on the united- 
front tactic— 


I want to say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from California [Mr. KNOWLAND], 
whose colleague does not appear to be 
present, that I mean no disrespect to 
California in reading this testimony, not 
in the slightest; but I think it is well 
for us to understand the views of Mr, 
Ickes and his comments as to the sup- 
port which the joint resolution has re- 
ceived. He said: 


Once California embarked on the united- 
front tactic it forced into prominence, not 
the merits of its case, but the fact that 
some have refused to go along. The attor- 
neys general of Washington and Arizona 
never did join up. The attorneys general 
of Missouri and Georgia, I am informed by 
the press, took another look and withdrew 
from the attempt to high-pressure the Con- 
gress into deciding a law case in favor of 
California and the oil companies, 


I digress, Mr. President, by reason of 
the fact that I come from the State of 
Missouri, to say that until I read this 
testimony I did not know the attitude of 
the attorney general of Missouri, and 
I do not know whether this is a correct 
statement or not, though I have no doubt 
of Mr. Ickes’ sincerity in stating it. He 
says this: 


If the law is in truth so well settled against 
the United States, why not permit the court 
to speak? Is California, or are the oil com- 
panies, apprehensive that the Supreme Court 
cannot find or will fail to apply a rule so 
thoroughly settled as they claim this to be? 
Or do they prefer to make their statements 
about settled law to a legislative body, com- 
posed of busy men who have not had both 
sides of the legal question extensively argued 
before them and who lack the time to study 
the case thoroughly themselves? Finally, 
if the law is so well settled, why did Cali- 
fornia ask for a delay of 1 month, in addi- 
tion to the two first allowed by the Supreme 
Court, in order to file an answer to the 
complaint? One would have imagined that 
the brief printed in Los Angeles, and signed 
in the spaces indicated for their signature 
by accommodating State attorneys general, 
would have already proved beyond the per- 
adventure of a doubt what the law is, if it 
is in fact as well settled as that brief so 
vigorously and repetitiously asserts. 


I call further attention to this lan- 


guage from Mr, Ickes: 


Whatever the motives of those who advo- 
cate the passage of H. J. Res. 225, without 
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waiting for orderly judicial procedures, and 
whatever the strength or weakness of their 
case before the courts, there is a compelling 
reason why the Congress should not enact 
this legislation at this time. Its sole effect 
would be to give away a claim of the United 
States which is now pending before the 
Supreme Court for decision. 

The Congress has deprived the Supreme 
Court of its jurisdiction of a pending case 
only once in our history. That episode oc- 
curred in the heat of the reconstruction 
passions after the Civil War. Then a Mis- 
sissippi editor, held for trial by the military 
authorities, had a petition for a writ of 
habeas corpus pending in the Supreme Court. 

The Congress, fearful of the possible deci- 
sion, took away the Court’s jurisdiction (EA 
parte McCardle (6 Wall. 318, 7 Wall. 506; 
1869)), Despite the veto of President 
Johnson, the bill was passed. Later genera- 
tions have considered this to be a “shameful 
abuse” of the powers of Congress. (Charles 
Warren, History of the Supreme Court, I, 
p. 480, quoting John W. Burgess.) 


Mr. President, I pass to several pages 
later in Mr, Ickes’ testimony, where he 
said this: 

The United States and California are now 
litigating in the Supreme Court their oppos- 
ing claims to ownership. The question has 
never before been decided, and no one knows 
the outcome. It would be an almost un- 
precedented abuse of legislative power it 
Congress were to take the issue away from 
the Supreme Court by presenting to the de- 
fendant State the Government's claims. The 
result would be bad government, not only 
because it would be an invasion by the legisla- 
tive branch of the judicial function, but be- 
cause it would constitute the waste of a 
national asset which might some day be 
crucial to our survival. 


Thus it is that the Department of the 
Interior has reversed the decision of 1933. 
As indicated earlier this afternoon, it 
seems to me that the very fact that it had 
made a ruling in writing over the signa- 
ture of the Secretary of the Interior, and 
the very fact that thereafter there was 
an overruling of that decision by the re- 
fusal on the part of the Department to 
grant some 200 applications are them- 
selves indicative of the sincerity of the 
Department in taking the action by 
which it overruled the former decision. 
The case is now pending in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

Yesterday in the course of the discus- 
sion the Senator from Nevada stated: 

If the Senator will read the report of the 
Judiciary Committee he will find there cited 
a number of cases which will throw much 
light on the question in the Senator's mind. 


He was referring to the question which 
I had presented, as to whether or not the 
same rule which has been supported by 
these various decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court with respect to 
title to lands under navigable rivers with- 
in the borders of a State applies likewise 
to coastal lands. I therefore searched 
the report of the committee to ascertain 
what decisions were therein cited as 
bearing on this particular problem. As 
I indicated a while ago, I found that in 
the body of the report of the committee 
the only case cited to the effect that land 
underlying the bordering ocean within 
the 3-mile limit belonged to the States 
within their respective boundaries was 
that of Martin v. Waddell (41 U. S. 366, 
410). Inasmuch as that case was dis- 
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cussed yesterday to some extent, I shall 
only say with respect to it that, as indi- 
cated twice today, that case referred to 
lands in the Raritan Bay and River, and 
therefore to my mind may be very prop- 
erly distinguished on the ground that it 
did not involve necessarily, nor in its 
terms, the title to lands along the coastal 
region not embraced within bays or 
rivers. ; 

The first case to which I shall pay at- 
tention among those which are cited in 
the Appendix is that of Weber v. Harbor 
Commissioners (18 Wall. 57, 65-66). 
3 out that at page 65 the Court said 

is: 

The complainant is not the proprietor of 
any land bordering on the shore— 


The word “shore” is italicized— 

of the sea in any proper sense of that term. 
His land is situated nearly half a mile from 
what was the shore of the bay of San Fran- 
cisco at the time California was admitted 
into the Union, and over it the water at the 
lowest tide then flowed at a depth sufficient 
to float vessels of ordinary size. 


So I submit that that case is one in 
which the court itself distinctly shows, by 
the statement which I have just read, 
that the land involved is not the coastal 
area to which I have referred in my argu- 
ment. 

The next case to which reference is 
made in the appendix to the report is 
that of St. Clair v. Lovingston (23 Wal- 
lace 46, 68). This case almost makes 
me homesick, because it goes back to 
Illinois, our neighbor to the east of Mis- 
souri. It refers to a piece of land in the 
county of St. Clair, III., which I take it, 
obviously, notwithstanding the patriotic 
claims of our Illinois brethren with re- 
spect to their State, cannot be claims 
to be upon an ocean bank. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Am I to understand 
that it is the Senator’s position that 
some distinction can be made between 
the law as it may apply to the ocean 
flowing along, let us say, the shore of 
my home State of Oregon, and the same 
ocean in a bay along that coast line? 

Mr. DONNELL. I will answer that 
question by saying two things: In the 
first place, the decisions themselves, as 
I read them, are not based on lands 
outside, alongside, and adjacent to the 
boundary of a State, as distinguished 
from lands within bays, and so forth. 
Secondly, I do not know whether the 
Senator was in the Chamber when this 
was read, but it is an observation of Mr. 
Ickes which I think is entitled to weight, 
as indicating whether he thinks there 
is any distinction. He said this: 

The advocates of House Joint Resolution 
225 have insisted that many decisions of the 
Supreme Court have laid the question at 
rest. This is simply not the case. These 
decisions have dealt with the lands under 
inland lakes and rivers, and with bays and 
harbors. No one is claiming these lands on 
behalf of the United States, and no one 
doubts that the courts have held that they 
are owned by the States. California and 
the oil companies insist that these decisions 
with reference to the lands beneath inland 
waters apply to the submerged lands off the 
coast; the Attorney General says that they 


9537 


do not. This question is the heart of the 
pending lawsuit, and the advocates of this 
resolution have not and cannot produce a 
single decision by the Supreme Court which 
has settled this question. 


Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. A bay is defined as an 
indentation in a shore line, or as the 
water between two headlands. As I 
think the Senator well knows—and cer- 
tainly as I know—there are many bays 
along the Pacific coast which represent 
little more than the deviation of a shore 
line from a tangent. If someone did 
not call them bays they would be a part 
of the shore line of the Pacific Ocean. 
That happens frequently. I am at a 
loss to understand upon what theory 
or reasoning any claim can be made 
that a distinction can be drawn between 
the water within such an indentation and 
that on either side. Certainly the cases 
are silent as to any distinction. I have 
sought information on the subject, and 
have been unable to find it. The courts 
truly have not, so far as I have been able 
to determine, had occasion to pass speci- 
fically upon a state of facts the situs of 
the question of which was somewhere 
out in the open sea. Of course, there is 
a practical reason for that. There is no 
particular purpose in anyone having any 
question out in the open sea. So I sus- 
pect that the Senator is entirely correct 
in his suggestion that there are no cases 
involving the open sea. They involve 
places where men’s interests may center. 
Now for the first time they center in an 
area which is separated from the shore 
line itself; but the decisions being, as 
they are, directed to navigable waters, 
to tide lands, and to lands flowed by 
navigable waters which themselves make 
no distinction, I cannot quite understand 
how we can create a distinction which 
never has been previously considered, 
and make it a matter of importance in 
an adjudication such as the Senator 
suggests, or in connection with the pas- 
sage of such legislation as we now have 
under consideration. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the observations of the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon] are certainly 
worthy of respectful thought and con- 
sideration, and they carry great weight. 
I can well understand his position. It 
may well be that the Supreme Court of 
the United States will sustain that posi- 
tion. But according to Mr. Ickes testi- 
mony, while California and the oil com- 
panies insist that these decisions bear- 
ing upon inland rivers and bays and har- 
bors apply to the submerged lands off 
the coast, according to Mr. Ickes, “The 
Attorney General says they do not.” 

Regardless of the fact that the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon or any 
other Member of the Senate may take 
a view along the line that he indicates, 
which is logical, and I can well under- 
stand it, and he may well be correct, 
nevertheless, it would appear to me that 
in the absence of a decision by the Su- 
preme Court upon the facts relating to 
coastal lands, and with the Attorney 
General of the United States taking the 
contrary view, and with the Secretary of 
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the Interior taking the contrary view, 
and with the Supreme Court itself, in the 
case from which I read a few moments 
ago, thinking that it was of sufficient im- 
portance even to italicize the word 
“shore” when it said— 

The complainant is not the proprietor of 
any land bordering on the shore of the sea 
in any proper sense of that term— 


All these facts, Mr. President, it seems 
to me, point inevitably to the conclusion 
that in order for us to know with cer- 
tainty, as distinguished from having an 
opinion, well based though it may be, we 
should have a decision of the Supreme 
Court of the United States as to coastal 
lands. That would not be a decision as 
to St. Clair County, Ill., or as to Cook 
County, Ill., or as to Raritan Bay and 
River, N. J., or as to property which 
was not even on the shore, in the city 
of San Francisco, or as to oyster beds 
located in a bay or inlet; but until we 
have a decision of the Supreme Court as 
to coastal lands, as to which the Attorney 
General of the United States and the 
Secretary of the Interior of the United 
States took the position that the author- 
ities relative to rivers, lakes, and bays 
do not govern—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri, 
for whose opinion I have a high regard, 
and who has made a very able presen- 
tation here, whether he knows of any 
case, up until the time when Attorney 
General Bidile filed the first suit, in 
which an Attorney General has claimed 
jurisdiction over these tide lands, which 
we feel certainly belong in the sover- 
eignty of the State of California. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not. I am not 
informed of the action taken by the vari- 
ous Attorneys General. But I know 
that Mr. Ickes testified, as shown at 
page 6 of the hearings— 

The Attorneys General of the United 
States have taken the position that these 


submerged lands belong to the United States 
and not to the States. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not a fact that 
the two Attorneys General to whom the 
former Secretary of the Interior referred 
are Mr, Biddle and his successor, Mr. 
Clark? 

Mr. DONNELL. I judge that to be the 
case by reason of the fact that in the 
first paragraph preceding the statement 
to which I have just referred, Secretary 
Ickes testified as follows: 

On May 29, 1945, Attorney General Biddle 
filed suit against a lessee of California in the 
California Federal District Court. On Octo- 
ber 19 Attorney General Clark, on my recom- 
mendation, filed an original suit against Cali- 
fornia in the United States Supreme Court 
and dismissed the district court suit against 
the State's lessee. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mrs DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Does the able Sen- 
ator from Missouri know of any Secre- 
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tary of the Interior other than Mr. Ickes 
who made a claim to territory belonging 
to the jurisdiction of the State of Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. DONNELL. Idonot. As indicated 
in the debate, in 1933 Mr. Ickes himself 
regarded the question as settled, and so 
stated in his written opinion. He re- 
garded the question as settled in favor 
of the States. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In other words, 
during more than 150 years of our exist- 
ence as a Republic, as well as during the 
period of life of the Thirteen Colonies as 
such, and down through the period when 
the newer States have been admitted into 
the Union, the question of whether the 
States have jurisdiction over their adja- 
cent waters out to the 3-mile limit, or, as 
in the case of Texas, perhaps to the 
three-league limit, which is 9 miles, has 
never been raised by an Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States or by a Secre- 
tary of the Interior of the United States. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I am 
not able to answer that question. I know 
of no question that has been raised by 
any official, but I am not informed in 
particular about the matter. It would 
require an extensive search of the opin- 
ions of the various Attorneys General 
and of the rulings of the various Secre- 
taries of the Interior. 

Let me say in further answer to the 
question that, as mentioned by the Sena- 
tor from Oregon a few minutes ago, inas- 
much as it has not been until recent 
years that there has been a question 
which makes determination with respect 
to coastal properties necessary, it is en- 
tirely possible that there was no occasion, 
until the matter of oil in land under the 
coastal waters became of such conse- 
quence, to establish the law on the sub- 
ject. It may well be that the opinion of 
the attorney general of California is 
correct. It may well be that the opinion 
of the distinguished Governor of Cali- 
fornia, whom I know and highly regard, 
is correct. But the point I make is that 
here is a question as to which two Attor- 
neys General of the United States, ac- 
cording to Mr. Ickes, have taken the op- 
posite position. Now we have a situa- 
tion in which one Secretary of the In- 
terior, at least, has said that an opinion 
which he previously gave was wrong or, 
at any rate that it should be disregard- 
ed—perhaps I should more exactly state 
the situation in that way—in view of the 
doubts which had arisen. 

Mr. President, therefore it seems to me 
that, regardless of whether previous de- 
cisions have been obtained or requested, 
here we have a situation which, so far as 
I know, has not been passed upon by the 
courts, and therefore would require and 
should require a decision by the Supreme 
Court of the United States, before we can 
say “Yes” or “No” as to the question of 
ownership. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
simply say to the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri, that if the contention of 
the former Secretary of the Interior is 
correct, namely, that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has jurisdiction and has a legal 
right to these lands, which we believe 
belong to the State of California, and if 
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the opinion of Mr. Biddle and Mr. Clark 
are correct, then it seems to me, as a lay- 
man, not as a lawyer, that for 150 years 
of our national existence all the other 
Attorneys General and all the other. 
Secretaries of the Interior were asleep 
on the job. : 

The fact of the matter is, I may say 
to my distinguished colleague, that there 
was no secret about the fact that the 
State of California has considered these 
lands to belong to her, since the time of 
her admission to statehood in 1850. For 
a period of approximately two decades or 
more, certain drillings have taken place 
in the State-owned tidelands of Cali- 
fornia. During the 13 years that Mr. 
Ickes was Secretary of the Interior, it 
was common knowledge that those drill- 
ings were taking place. So if there had 
been any doubt in the minds of the vari- 
ous Secretaries of the Interior or of the 
various Attorneys General who preceded 
Mr. Ickes and Mr. Biddle, certainly they 
should have taken action before 1935 to 
clarify that point. j 

However, the fact of the matter is 
that they, as did all the coastal States, 
assumed—and I believe they rightfully 
assumed—that that was a settled ques- 
tion and that there was no doubt that 
this land out to the 3-mile limit, so far 
as the State of California was concerned, 
was just as much a part of the State of 
S as are her great interior val- 

eys. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California. Of 
course,.as indicated a few minutes ago, 
it is impossible for me to assure the Sen- 
ator what have been the opinions of 
previous Attorneys General. I have 
taken the evidence presented before the 
committee by a former Secretary of the 
Interior, Mr. Harold Ickes and he has 
testified that two Attorneys General of 
the United States did take the position 
which I indicated, and which I shall not 
detail to a further extent. 

To my mind, what other Attorneys 
General may have done or may not have 
done is not established before the Sen- 
ate; and, also, it is not at all legally con- 
clusive as to the rights of the respective 
parties. 

In the second place, Mr. President, it 
may doubtless be true that, until recent 
years, neither California nor any other 
State has abstractly claimed ownership 
of the land beneath the 3-mile area; and 
so it is entirely possible that no litigation 
has arisen in the case of our country as 
to whether that position is justifiable. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me say that both opinions of the At- 
torneys General who have been men- 
tioned came about as a result of the 
initiation by the Secretary of the In- 
terior of questioning of the claims of 
California. So the action of the three 
parties involyed—the two Attorneys 
General and the Secretary of the In- 
terior—grew out of the original action 
by Mr. Ickes. 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say in_that 
connection, Mr. President, that I am not 
informed as to v hat motivated or caused 
Attorney General Biddle to take the ac- 
tion which he took. The recommenda- 
tion made by Secretary Ickes, which I 
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read a few moments ago, was made to 
Attorney General Clark on October 19. 
Mr. Ickes said, as shown by the hearings: 


On October 19, Attorney General Clark, on 
my recommendation, filed an original suit— 


And so forth. The preceding sentence 
reads as follows: 

On May 29, 1945, Attorney General Biddle 
filed suit against a lessee of California in the 
California Federal district court. 


Mr. President, I do not know what 
were the conferences between the At- 
torney General and the Secretary of the 
Interior. I do not know whether the 
Secretary of the Interior was advised 
by Attorney General Biddle before the 
reversal of the position taken in 1933 
occurred. I have no means of knowing 
that. So far as I have been able to 
observe, that point is not brought out 
in the testimony given by Mr. Ickes þe- 
fore the committee. 

The next case referred to in the ap- 
pendix to the report of the Committee 
on the Judiciary is the case of McCready 
v. Virginia (94 U. S. 391). At page 394 
I find the following sentence: 

The precise question to be determined in 
this case is, whether the State of Virginia 
can prohibit the citizens of other States 
from planting oysters in the Ware River, a 
stream in that State, where the tide ebbs 
and flows, when its own citizens have that 
Privilege. 


Obviously, Mr. President, that case 
did not involve the question of coastwise 
lands. 

I now pass to the next case cited in 
the appendix, namely, Hoboken v. Penn- 
sylvania Railroad Company (124 U. S. 
656), and I invite attention to the fact 
that, as I read this case, it involves six 
actions in ejectment with respect to cer- 
tain lands on the western shore of the 
Hudson River where the city of Hobo- 
ken—quoting from the decision now 
stands.” If my understanding of the 
decision is correct, it does not pertain 
to coastwise marginal real estate. 

I now pass to the next case cited in 
the appendix to the report, namely, 
Knight v. U. S. Land Association (142 
U. S. 161, loc. cit. 193). I find, Mr. 
President, from the opinion of Mr. Jus- 
tice Lamar, that it is strenuously in- 
sisted that the patent for the San Fran- 
cisco Pueblo is void to the extent it em- 
braces lands below the ordinary high- 
water mark of Mission Creek as that 
line existed at the time of the conquest 
from Mexico in 1846. 

I note also on page 182 of the decision 
the following language: 

The only remaining question in the case, 
as we understand it, and as we desire to 
consider it, may be thus stated: Admitting 
that the Von Leicht survey is correct and 
follows the decree of confirmation; admitting 
also that the patent followed the survey 
and the decree, and that the premises in 
dispute are embraced in the patent: Was 
parol evidence admissible to show that these 
premises were below the ordinary high-water 
mark—not of the bay of San Francisco, but 
of Mission Creek, a navigable arm of the 
bay, as that line existed at the date of the 
conquest from Mexico in 1846. 


So, Mr. President, it would appear that 
this case is likewise one in which the 


xClII——601 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


question of coastal waters, the so-called 
marginal area, is not involved. 

I now pass to the case of Mann v. Ta- 
coma Land Company (153 U. S., p. 273, 
loc. cit. 283). I find that this case, as I 
understand it, relates to property in what 
is called Commencement Bay, at the 
head of Puget Sound, in Pierce County, 
State of Washington, and that it is near 
the city of Tacoma. I recall the old ad- 
monition, “Watch Tacoma grow.” How- 
ever, I do not believe that Tacoma ever 
grew clear out to the marginal area 
which is involved here. 

The final case cited in the appendix 
is Mobile Transportation Company v. 
Mobile (187 U. S. 479, at p. 482). I ob- 
serve from a reading of that case that 
it relates to a portion of the shore and 
bed of the Mobile River in the city of 
Mobile. As I understand, the river emp- 
ties into a bay between Mobile and the 
ocean. 

Mr. President, earlier in the day I re- 
ferred to a case on which I could not 
place my hands at the time, but which 
I now have before me. It is the case of 
Smith against Maryland, which is the 
case from which the quotation appears 
on page 8 of the appendix. The quota- 
tion reads: 

Whatever soil below low-water mark is the 
subject of exclusive propiety [property] and 
ownership belongs to the State on whose 
maritime border and within whose territory 
it lies, subject to any lawful grants of that 
soil by the State or the sovereign power which 
governed its territory before the Declaration 
of Independence, 


Mr. President, I may say that this case 
comes about as close to the question as 
does any other. It relates to the question 
of the power of the State of Maryland 
with respect to the owner of a schooner 
which had been dredging for oysters in 
the Chesapeake Bay. Because of some 
violation of a statute of Maryland the 
owner of the schooner was punished by 
being required to forfeit his schooner. 
Yet, Mr. President, in this case it will be 
observed—quoting from the decision: 

The purpose of the law is to protect the 
growth of oysters in the waters of the State 
by prohibiting the use of particular instru- 
ments in dredging for them. No question 
was made in the court below whether the 
place in question be within the territory of 
the State. 


I wish to repeat that sentence. 

No question was made in the court below 
whether the place in question be within the 
territory of the State. 


I digress to say that the very fact that 
the court emphasized that no question 
was raised in the court below as to 
whether the place in question was within 
the territory.of the State, to my mind is 
very significant as indicating that the 
court itself thought that the proposition 
might be of some importance. Indeed, 
Mr. President, counsel obviously thought 
So as it will be observed later, The court 
continued as follows: 


No question was made in the court below 
whether the place in question be within the 
territory of the State, The law is, in terms, 
limited to the waters of the State. If the 
county court extended the operation of the 
law beyond those waters, that was a distinct 
‘and substantive ground of exception, to be 
specifically taken and presented on the rec- 
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ord, accompanied by all the necessary facts 
to enable the court to determine whether a 
voyage of a vessel, licensed and enrolled for 
the coasting trade, had been interrupted by 
force of a law of a State while on the high 
seas, and out of the territorial jurisdiction 
of the State. 
To present to this Court— 


That is the Supreme Court of the 
United States— 
such a question upon a writ of error to a 
State court, it is not enough that it might 
have been made in the court below; it must 
appear by the record that it was made, and 
decided against the plaintiff in error. 

As we do not find from the record that any 
question of this kind was raised, we must 
consider that the acts in question were done, 
and the seizure made, within the waters of 
the State; and that the law, if valid, was not 
misapplied by the county court by extending 
its operation, contrary to its terms, to waters 
within the limits of the State. What we 
have to consider under the writ of error is, 
whether the law itself, as above recited, be 
repugnant to the Constitution or laws of the 
United States. 


Mr. President, my recollection is that 
there are certain dicta in this case which 
I presume are the reasons for the cita- 
tion of the case in the appendix of the 
report of the committee. But the ob- 
servations of the court show that the 
court itself did not go into the question 
of whether or not the action of the de- 
fendant took place within the territory 
of the State, a decided question, as is 
obvious in the language of the decision 
which reads, in part: 

What we have to consider under this writ 
of error is, whether the law itself, as above 
recited, be repugnant to the Constitution or 
laws of the United States. 


So, Mr. President, these are all the 
cases that are cited on the proposition of 
coastal waters in the Appendix, and the 
only other case cited in the report itself 
on the question of coastal waters is the 
case of Martin against Waddell which 
was mentioned previously. 

Mr. President, I wish to say only a few 
words in conclusion. I appreciate the 
points made today by the distinguished 
Senators. It may well be that the Su- 
preme Court of the United States will 
follow their theory. But in light of the 
contrary view taken by distinguished 
counsel such as the Attorney General of 
the United States, and the distinguished 
Secretary of the Department of the In- 
terior who himself had been a practic- 
ing lawyer, I submit that there is at 
least room for doubt with reference to the 
proposition. 

The Newark case referred to yesterday 
pointed out that the State of New Jer- 
sey had passed a law extending its boun- 
daries into the ocean. Mr. President, we 
do not know whether—at least I do not 
know from the evidence which I have 
read; it may be present somewhere, but 
I did not read the report until it came 
into my possession this afternoon—there 
is anything in the report of the commit- 
tee as to any other State extending its 
boundaries into the ocean. I know that 
the State of California, according to the 
decision to which reference was made, 
and which I believe I mentioned earlier 
in 96 Pennsylvania 2d, at page 941, has 
a constitutional provision by which its 
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boundary goes three English miles into 
the Pacific Ocean. It may well be that 
all the Pacific Coast States may have 
been the recipients of enabling acts simi- 
lar to that to which the senior Senator 
from Oregon referred. There is no evi- 
dence in the report of the committee be- 
fore the Senate as to whether that is 
true with respect to all the coastwise 
States of the Union. There are a great 
many of them on the Atlantic Ocean, 
on the Gulf of Mexico, and on the Pa- 
cific Ocean. In order for us to know 
whether in any given case the lands 
which are sought to be quit-claimed 
away, given away, by House Joint Reso- 
lution 225, are within the boundaries of 
the States, we must know, first, whether 
or not any attempt has been made, either 
by the States themselves or by the Fed- 
eral Government, respectively, to extend 
the boundaries of the States out into the 
ocean adjacent to those several States, 
each one by itself. We would have to 
know that. 

We would have to know, further, 
whether or not the States, either by 
their constitutions or by their statutes, 
undertook to extend their boundaries. 

We would have to know whether they 
could do it along the line of the inquiry 
of the Senator from Michigan this after- 
noon. Whether or not a State can lift 
itself by its own bootstraps, whether by 
its own declaration it can vest title in 
itself to lands is a question which would 
have to be determined. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoEy 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from Michi- 
gan? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I understand the 
decisions involving cases where the 
States did try to extend their bound- 
aries, they were only doing it for the pur- 
pose of getting territory or sovereignty 
to enforce criminal statutes. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is a very inter- 
esting point, and involves the distinction 
which was made both by the Senator 
from Michigan and the Senator from 
West Virginia this afternoon, namely, as 
to whether or not, even though it be true 
that a State shall have acquired juris- 
diction for the enforcement of criminal 
laws out in the coastwise waters, it fol- 
lows that the State has power to bring to 
itself property rights in and to real 
estate which did not belong to it in ad- 
vance. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think the distinc- 
tion is that they can do it for one purpose, 
to extend their criminal-law jurisdiction, 
but not to add territory to the States. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is entirely pos- 
sible, and it is a proposition which cer- 
tainly should be placed before the Su- 
preme Court of the United States before 
we determine the question of the effect of 
these various statutes, constitutional 
provisions, and enabling acts with respect 
to each and all the States of the Union 
which are adjacent to oceans or the Gulf 
of Mexico. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield so that 
I may ask a question of the Senator from 
Michigan? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Michigan whether he 
thinks that a State could extend its crim- 
inal jurisdiction outside its own terri- 
torial area. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will answer that in 
this way, that it might extend it out of 
its territory, out of its land sovereignty, 
putting it that way, because we have the 
same situation in connection with public 
lands, in parks, in military reservations, 
where the land title and sovereignty is in 
the United States. The Federal Govern- 
ment sometimes permits a State to ex- 
tend its jurisdiction. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. But that particular 
military reservation or whatever it may 
be is within the territorial confines and 
boundaries of the particular State in 
question, is it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will have some- 
thing to say about that on Monday, in 
relation to criminal jurisdiction on the 
Great Lakes. It was a good many years 
ago that I had this subject under con- 
sideration, but as I understand, crimi- 
nal jurisdiction might be in either the 
Federal Government or in a State on 
the Great Lakes. If the United States 
desired to take. jurisdiction, the juris- 
diction of Michigan would not apply, but 
if the Federal Government did not pro- 
ceed, the State was allowed to go ahead. 
We had to give up jurisdiction in case 
the Federal Government desired to take 
jurisdiction. 

So, I would answer the question by 
saying that I am of the opinion that with 
the consent of the Federal Government, 
a State might extend its criminal juris- 
diction outside its physical boundaries. 
We do that, for instance, in regard to a 
conspiracy that is committed, with one 
man in the State and another out of 
the State, when we make a certain act 
a crime. I shall be glad to look that 
matter up specifically, and on Monday 
answer some of the questions asked. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the patience of the Members of 
the Senate in listening to my presenta- 
tion this afternoon, and I conclude with 
the expression, as I began, that I rose 
then and I stand now in opposition to 
the adoption of House Joint Resolution 
225. 

During the delivery of Mr. DONNELL’S 
speech, 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is obvious that we 
will not be able to obtain a vote on the 
pending joint resolution today. I have 
consulted with the Senator from Ne- 
vada, the minority leader, the Senator 
from Maine, and other Senators, with 
reference to attempting to fix an hour 
on Monday when we might vote on the 
pending joint resolution. 

Looking to that end, I ask unanimous 
consent that the requirement for a 
quorum call be waived, and I ask that 
when the Senate conclude its delibera- 
tions today it stand in recess until 11 
o'clock a. m. Monday, that the Senate 
proceed at not later than 2 o'clock p. m. 
on Monday to vote on the pending joint 
resolution and any and all amendments 
thereto, and that the time on Monday 
be equally divided between the Senator 
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from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] and, per- 
haps, myself. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I am 
informed that the Senator from Michi- 
gan desires to be heard upon the joint 
resolution. I think it will take me from 
45 minutes to an hour to complete my 
presentation. I assume that the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, and pos- 
sibly others, in addition to the Senator 
from Nevada, will desire to discuss the 
matter further. I am wondering whether 
3 o'clock would not suggest itself to the 
Majority Leader as a better hour for 
a vote. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I accept the modi- 
fication. I will say also that if I con- 
trol the time in opposition to the joint 
resolution, I shall be glad to yield to the 
Senator from Michigan and others, 
within the limitation. 

at FERGUSON. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, does the 
proposed agreement contemplate that 
no other business shall be transacted 
this afternoon? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes, I would include 
that in the request, that the rest of this 
afternoon be devoted to discussion of the 
joint resolution, not to be interfered 
with by other legislation or business. 

I should like to make it plain that we 
are not recessing now. The proposal is 
that when the Senate concludes its de- 
liberations today it stand in recess un- 
til Monday. As it is only 4 o’clock, we 
may proceed for an hour or two yet. 

Mr. WHITE. Still pursuing the sub- 
ject, of course it has been a pretty long 
week. We are all anxious to bring this 
subject to a termination within a rea- 
sonable ‘time, but I feel, nevertheless, 
that if we ran for an hour from this 
time it would make it a pretty full day 
for Saturday, and I would hope we might 
take a recess then. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would suppose that 
the Senator from Missouri would want 
to conclude his remarks, 

Mr. DONNELL. I am quite willing to 
abide by the judgment of the distin- 
guished Majority Leader. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think that in view 
of the fact that it is only 4 o'clock, the 
Senator might proceed and conclude 
today if possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Kentucky? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, is 
it the understanding that the Senate will 
recess when the Senator from Missouri 
concludes, and there will be no business 
taken up in the meantime except the 
pending joint resolution? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The order is that no 
other business shall be considered this 
afternoon. I suppose that if the Sen- 
ator from Missouri should consume 45 
minutes more, it would be agreeable to 
the Senate to recess at that time. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I in- 
quire whether a request has been made 
to have the joint resolution, as amended 
today, printed for use by the Senate on 
Monday. If not, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the joint resolution, as amend- 
ed, be printed. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator refer to the joint resolution 
as amended on the floor today? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No re- 
quest of that kind has been made. 

Mr. CORDON. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the joint resolution, as amend- 
ed, be printed for use of the Senate on 
Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I had 
intended to offer an amendment to House 
Joint Resolution 225. The purpose of 
the amendment was to limit the distance 
any State could go oceanward to 3 miles, 
excepting in the instances where States 
were allotted more than 3 miles when 
they became members of the Union. 

I have been told that the amendment 
which was offered today by the able Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O’ManHoney], 
and which was agreed to by the Senate, 
in substance accomplishes the same 
purpose. The amendment which the 
Senate adopted this afternoon, submit- 
ted by the Senator from Wyoming, lim- 
its, as I understand it, the distance that 
any State may acquire oceanward, and 
for that reason I do not believe it will 
be necessary to offer my amendment. 
If any Senator feels that the amendment 
which was adopted this afternoon does 
not do exactly that, I should appreciate 
very much his calling it to my attention. 
I do not wish to take up the time of the 
Senate in voting upon language which 
is already covered in a previous amend- 
ment. It is my distinct understanding 
that the amendment which has been 
adopted does what my amendment pro- 
poses. I would appreciate it if any Sen- 
ator would make a statement to the con- 
trary, if he feels that the statement I 
have made is not correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr, CORDON. I want to talk for a 
moment on the matter adverted to by 
the Senator from Indiana. For what 
it is worth, I should like to state that 
after a rather careful study of the orig- 
inal joint resolution and of the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Wyoming 
which has now become a part of the 
measure, there can be no longer any 
question that the joint resolution is lim- 
ited to those submerged lands within the 
boundaries of the several States, with this 
exception, that if there should be—and 
there conceivably cannot be a State whose 
boundary did not go 3 miles at sea—then 
it would cover 3 miles at sea. But 3 
miles at sea plus any additional terri- 
tory within the legally presently estab- 
lished boundary of the State, is all the 
territory that can possibly be affected 
by the joint resolution as it originally 
was drawn, and as it now is, 

Mr, CAPEHART. I thank the Senator. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
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tions, and they were signed by the Pres- 
ident pro tempore: 

H. R. 247. An act for the relief of E. D. 
Williams; 

H. R. 271. An act for the relief of Eleanor 
McCloskey, also known as Evelyn Mary Mika- 
lauskas; 

H. R. 844. An act for the relief of John P. 
Hayes, postmaster, and the estate of Edward 
P. McCormack, former postmaster, at Al- 
bany, N. Y.; 

H. R. 1322. An act for the relief of the 
Marine Engine Works & Shipbuilding Corp., 
of Tarpon Springs, Fla.; 

H. R. 1331. An act for the relief of the 
Hatheway Patterson Corp.; 

H. R. 1345. An act for the relief of David M. 
Matteson; 

H. R. 1469, An act for the relief of Cox Bros.; 

H.R.1480. An act for the relief of the 
S. G. Leoffler Operating Co., of Washington, 
D. C., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 1498. An act to correct the naval rec- 
ord of former members of the crews of the 
revenue cutters Algonquin and Onondaga; 

H. R. 1673. An act for the relief of the Su- 
perior Coach Corp.: 

H.R.1797. An act for the relief of Arcadio 
Saldafia Agosto; 

H. R. 1850. An act for the relief of Louise 
Zerweck; 

H. R. 1957. An act for the relief of the Ohio 
Valley General Hospital, Wheeling Clinic, 
Rosetta Snyder, Virginia Barron, Dr. Paul H. 
Cope, and Dr. J. E. Ricketts; 

H. R. 2130. An act for the relief of Daniel S. 
Bagley, Jr., and Daniel S. Bagley, Sr.; 

H. R. 2243. An act for the relief of Arthur A, 
Guarino; 

H. R. 2269. An act for the relief of Dr. Wil- 
liam A. Schumacher and Magdalen M. Schu- 
macher; 

H. R. 2287. An act for the relief of Susan S. 
Wiseman; 

H. R. 2319. An act for the relief of J. B. 
Shropshire; 

H. R. 2423. An act to authorize the exchange 
of lands acquired by the United States for 
the Silver Creek recreational demonstration 
project, Oregon, for the purpose of consoli- 
dating holdings therein, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 2489. An act for the relief of Gaylon 
Dhu; 

H. R. 2962. An act for the relief of Justin P, 
Hopkins; 

H. R. 3065. An act for the relief of Standard 
Dredging Corp.; 

H. R. 3145. An act for the relief of A. C. 
McMeans; 

H. R. 3158. An act for the relief of Leonard 
J. Fox and Milford G. Fox, a partnership, 
doing business as Fox Co.; 

H. R. 3341. An act for the relief of J. E. 
and Minerva Mitchell, and Rosie Monroe; 

H. R. 3360. An act for the relief of Mrs. W. 
H. (Agnes) Holmes; 

H. R. 3397. An act for the relief of Claude 
S Crouse; 

H. R. 3400. An act for the relief of Herbert 
W. Rogers; 

H. R. 3420. An act to provide for refunds to 
railroad employees in certain cases, so as to 
place the various States on an equal basis, 
under the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, with respect to contributions of em- 
ployees; 

H. R. 3455. An act for the relief of Chatham 
M. Towers; 

H. R. 3480. An act for the relief of Miss 
Ruth Lois Cummings; 

H. R. 3484. An act for the relief of the 
Poultry Producers of central California; 

H. R. 3492. An act to amend further the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, approved May 
29, 1930, as amended; 

H. R. 3533. An act to authorize revisions in 
the boundary of the Hopewell village na- 


.tional historic site, Pennsylvania, and for 


other purposes; 
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H. R. 3623. An act for the relief of William 
A. Pixley; 

H. R. 3821. An act to amend sections 4 and 
8 of the act of September 2, 1937, as amended; 

H. R. 3827. An act for the relief of Fred 
W. Grant; 

H. R. 3848. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Johnnie Pollock, a minor; 

H. R. 3857. An act for the relief of War- 
ren H. Thompson and Madeline Parent; 

H. R. 3988. An act for the relief of Decatur 
County in the State of Indiana; 

H. R.3993. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of War to sell and convey to the South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Co. a right-of-way and 
easement for railroad purposes across a por- 
tion of Camp Cooke Military Reservation, 
Calif.; 

H. R. 4080. An act for the relief of Roy 
Hesselmeyer; 

H. R. 4180. An act to amend the law re- 
lating to larceny in interstate or foreign com- 
merce; 

H. R. 4215. An act for the relief of Jane 
O'Malley; 

H. R. 4247. An act for the relief of Jesús 
Lassalle and Mrs. America Bonet Medina; 

H. R. 4357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Alberto Lopez Ramos; 

H. R. 4458. An act for the relief of Rosella 
J. Masters; 

H. R. 4484. An act relating to the construc- 
tion and maintenance of building and im- 
provements for banking purposes on the 
Fort Ord Military Reservation, Calif.; 

H. R. 4486. An act to abolish the Santa 
Resa Island National Monument and to pro- 
vide for the conveyance to Ecambia County, 
State of Florida, of that portion of Santa Rosa 
Island which is under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior; 

H. R. 4492. An act for the relief of Charles 
Marvin Smith; 

H. R. 4577. An act for the relief of Dolores 
Joyce; 

H. R. 4651. An act to amend section 6 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended; 

H. R. 4660. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Georgia Lanser and Ensign Joseph Lanser; 

H. R. 4673. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Minnie Jenkins Ward; 

H. R. 4701. An act granting the consent 
of Congress to the States of Utah, Idaho, and 
Wyoming to negotiate and enter into a com- 
pact for the division of the waters of the 
Bear River and its tributaries; 

H. R. 4834. An act for relief of the estate of 
Katherine Delores Booth and Agnes Jane 
True; 

H. R. 4862. An act for the relief of Walter 
R. Newcomb, Sr., Corbin A. Newcomb, and 
Walter R. Newcomb, Jr.; 

H. R. 4917. An act for the relief of the West- 
ern Union Telegraph Co.; 

H. R. 4919. An act for the relief of Archi- 
bald J, Alcorn; 

H. R. 4996. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Joan Esther Hedin, a minor; 


H. R. 5026. An act for the relief of the es- 

tate of Drury Lee Jordan; 

H. R. 5030. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lim 
Shee Chang; 


H. R. 5112. An act to authorize the city of 
Anchorage, Alaska, to issue bonds in a sum 
not to exceed $5,000,000 for the purpose of 
constructing, reconstructing, improving, ex- 
tending, bettering, repairing, equipping, or 
acquiring public works of a permanent char- 
acter, and to provide for the payment thereof, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5178. An act for the relief of Marian 
Antoinette McCloud; 

H. R. 5228. An act for the relief of Stephen 
Lisay; 

H. R. 5324. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary Francoline and Mrs. Rose Wallace; 

H. R. 5351. An act for the relief of Charles 
Booker; 

H. R. 5352. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Ippolito; 
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H. R. 5398. An act for the relief of Walter 
J. Barnes Electric Co. and Maritime Electric 
Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 5510. An act for the relief of Newton 
William Lowery; 

H. R. 5538. An act for the relief of Mae 
Maxine Stone; 

H. R. 5539. An act for the relief of Andrew 
M. Halvorsen; 

H. R. 5541. An act for the relief of F. B. 
Sweat; 

H. R. 5640. An act 5 reestablish the status 
of funds of the midshipmen’s store, barber 
shop, cobbler shop, and tailor shop at the 
United States Naval Academy, and for other 


purposes; 

H. R. 5722. An act for the relief of Charles 
L. Cannon; 

H. R. 5739. An act for the relief of Frances 
Fitzgerald; 

H. R. 5792. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 5800. An act to authorize school dis- 
tricts in Alaska to issue bonds for school 
construction, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5806. An act for the relief of Etta 
Yoakam; 

H. R. 5820. An act relating to mail service 
on Lake Winnepesaukee, N. H.; 

H.R. 5831. An act to include the heads of 
executive departments and independent 
agencies within the purview of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930; 

H. R. 5840. An act to authorize an exchange 
of land in Eagle County, Colo.; 

H. R. 5872. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Walter Keaton; 

H. R. 5878. An act for the relief of Elsie 
Elmhorst; 

H. R. 5884. An act for the relief of Frances 
Krzys; 

H. R. 5958. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. R. 6041. An act authorizing the State 
of Indiana to construct, maintain, and op- 
erate a free highway bridge across the Wa- 
bash River at or near Montezuma, Ind.: 

H. R. 6065. An act authorizing the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge or a free 
bridge across the Ohio River at or near Can- 
nelton, Ind.; 

H. R. 6081. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Iowa State Highway Com- 
mission to construct, maintain, and operate 
a free highway bridge across the Des Moines 
River at or near the town of Eddyville, Iowa; 
H. R. 6213. An act for the relief of Bvt. 
First Lt. Margaret Utinsky; 

H. R. 6222. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Calcasieu River 
at or near Lake Charles, La.; 

H. R. 6324. An act to amend and supple- 
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act of July 11, 
1916, as amended and supplemented, to pro- 
vide for the design and construction of dams 
so that they will serve as foundations for 
highway bridges, to provide for the design 
and construction of highway bridges upon 
and across such dams, to authorize the 
granting of easements and rights-of-way in 
connection therewith, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 6442. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elizabeth J. Patterson, Joy Patterson, and 
Roberta Patterson; 

H. R. 6459. An act to extend the period 
within which the Secretary of Agriculture 
may carry out the purposes of the Soil Con- 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act by 
making payments to agricultural producers; 

H. R. 6472. An act for the relief of John 
E. Peterson, James M, Hiler, Vivian Langemo, 
Floy Sibrie, and Ross Lee Brown; 

H. R. 6486. An act to authorize an appro- 
priation for the establishment of a geophysi- 
cal institute at the University of Alaska; 

H. R. 6515. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act authorizing the Nebraska- 
Iowa Bridge Corp., a Delaware corporation, 
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its successors and assigns, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
Missouri River between W. County, 
Nebr., and Harrison County, Iowa,” approved 
March 6, 1928; 

H. R. 6627. An act for the acquisition of 
buildings and grounds in foreign countries 
for the use of the Government of the United 
States of America; 

H. R. 6673. An act to amend section 6 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended; 

H.R. 6689. An act to extend for an addi- 
tional year the provisions of the Sugar Act, 
as amended, and the taxes with respect to 
sugar; 

H. R.6751. An act authorizing Gus A. 
Guerra, his heirs, legal representatives, and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll bridge across the Rio Grande at or 
near Rio Grande City, Tex.; 

H.R. 6889. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing. the construc- 
tion of a toll across the St. Louis 
River between the States of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6903, An act to provide benefits for 
certain employees of the United States who 
are veterans of World War II and lost oppor- 
tunity for probational civil-service appoint- 
ments by reason of their service in the armed 
forces of the United States; 

H. J. Res. 321. Joint resolution to authorize 
the making of settlement on account of cer- 
tain currency destroyed at Fort Mills, Philip- 
pine Islands, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 336. Joint resolution relating to 
marketing quotas under the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution relating to 
peanut marketing quotas under the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
and 

H. J. Res. 364. Joint resolution to provide 
for the establishment of an international 
animal quarantine station on Swan Island 
and to permit the entry therein of animals 
from any country and the subsequent impor- 
tation of such animals into other parts of 
the United States, and for other purposes. 


EFFECT OF TERMINATION OF OPA ON THE 
CORN MARKET 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to 
take a minute of the time of the Senate 
to call attention to the effect that has 
been had upon the free movement of corn 
by virtue of decontrol. There was much 
discussion in the Senate, particularly 
by the New England Senators, who are 
much concerned, about the effect of the 
continuance of controls on feed for dairy 
herds and poultry. 

I asked the grain people to tell me the 
effect of decontrol upon corn, and from 
information furnished me I find that 
during the month of June the Chicago 
market, which is the great corn market 
of the world, received an average of 56.5 
cars a day. For the first 17 days of July 
receipts at Chicago, stated in carloads, 
amounted to 118.5 cars, a little more than 
double the number received during June. 

Similar figures were collected from 
eleven large corn markets, which in- 
cluded Chicago, Indianapolis, Kansas 
City, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Omaha, 
Peoria, Sioux City, St. Joseph, St. Louis, 
and Wichita. 

During the 30 days of June the average 
amount of corn received at these 12 mar- 
kets was 379,500 bushels a day. In the 
first 17 days of July the average was 
630,000 bushels, again almost double. 

Mr. President, I call particular atten- 
tion to the fact that during the last 3 
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days shown on this report, namely, July 
15, 16, and 17, more than a million 
bushels of corn went into these 12 
primary markets on each of those days. 

Up to the time when corn was decon- 
trolled, no corn of any consequence 
moved, except in the black market, for 
perhaps 6 or 9 months. Immediately 
after corn was decontrolled and could be 
handled in a free market, there began 
a great flow of corn from the farms 
through the regular channels to the 
deficit areas, such as New England, the 
central Atlantic coast, and the southeast 
territory. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the two statements to which I 
have been referring be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Chicago corn receipts 
[Carloads] 


Date 


p 
. 
+ 
' 


21 
22, 
23. 
2⁴ 
25. 
26. 
27 
28. 
29. 
80. 


Receipts of corn at reporting primary 
markets * 


[In bushels] 


July 


88 
888 


8 55 
< 


28828885 
888838 


ts 


8885 


1, 200, 
1, 061, 
1, 099, 


1 Reporting 
dianapolis, Kansas City, Mi 
Vedi “iain Sigux City, St. compe, St. Louis, and 


markets include Chicago, = 
ilwaukee, 


1946 
Receipts of corn at reporting primary 
markets—Continued 
[In bushels] 
Day June July 


379, 500 


OPA AND THE LIVESTOCK AND GRAIN 
MARKETS 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp reports from the livestock 
market, the grain market, and other 
retail markets which I have collected for 
today. I ask to have printed also certain 
telegrams I have received, as well as 
clippings from newspapers, regarding 
OPA. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


There are four outstanding facts about 
cattle prices in the United States Department 
of Agriculture reports released from Chicago 
and New York today that I think you should 
pass along to the proper people: 

1. Many medium to average good steers 
and yearlings sold from $2 to $5 under the 
week's high. 

2. Practically all grades of cows, medium 
heifers and medium to good steers are selling 
at prices now well below compliance levels 
in force up to July 1. This indicates that 
the market is spreading out and that there 
are a good proportion of cattle selling at 
lower prices than the prices that prevailed 
during the last week in June, the period 
prior to the removal of OPA controls. 

3. Some two-way cattle (cattle that can 
go either to slaughter or to the feed lot) 
of the quality that sold to slaughterers 
earlier in the week at $21 sold to feed-lot 
buyers today at $17 per hundredweight. 
This suggests that the market is getting to 
a point where feed-lot operators will again 
buy cattle for feeding operations this fall 
and winter. The result of this action will 
mean more beef next spring. 

Upper limit quotations for beef carcasses 
at New York City indicate that the whole- 
sale price of choice beef has dropped $13 
per hundredweight and for good beef $15 per 
hundredweight since July 5. This indicates 
that former black-market price levels are 
being effectively destroyed by increased vyol- 
ume «end by resistance on the part of con- 
sumers, under a free economy, 


ToLEDO, OHIO, July 19, 1946. 
Hon. K. S. WHERRY, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Ohio Farmers Grain Dealers Association, 
Defiance, Ohio, composed of 400 country and 
terminal grain and feed dealers, also 75,000 
farmers plead that you.do not put grain 
back under OPA and cut across unfilled con- 
tracts. It will break all country elevators 
in the country as they are all filled with 
high-priced wheat which is sold and cannot 
be shipped on account of car shortage. 
Wheat prices have been breaking daily and 
is now selling at about OPA ceiling prices 
and oats are now 8 cents under ceiling. 

OHIO FARMERS GRAIN DEALERS ASSOCIATION, 

C. S. Latcuaw, Secretary. 


ST. PAUL, MINN. July 19, 1946. 
Hon. KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Markets adjusting to supply and demand, 
gasoline 2 cents down, butter now from 66 
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to 80 cents, down 5 cents. Hogs and cattle 
down. Increases now reflect only subsidies 
which certainly could not be continued in- 
definitely. Resumption of OPA food con- 
trols wholly unjustified and would result in 
complete chaos in livestock and dairy prod- 
ucts. If America is to survive, governmental 
controls must be eliminated and industry 
and agriculture given an opportunity to 
operate in free markets. Bureaucrats would 
make same arguments if controls were ex- 
tended whenever any attempt was made to 
remove them. Now is the time to rid the 
country of its greatest handicap to produc- 
tion and return to normal supply and de- 
mand prices. Your splendid work along 
these lines greatly appreciated. 

Twin Crty MILK PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 

W. S. Moscrir, President. 


OMAHA, NEBR., July 19, 1946. 
Senator KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Wheat broke sharply again today and few 
buyers. We are sure it will decline until 
Government buys. We feel there could never 
be a better time to drop OPA than now. The 
wheat crop we think is a record and that 
corn crop will exceed previous record by over 
5 percent. 

NEBRASKA CONSOLIDATED MILLS Co., 
R. S. DICKINSON, 


Curcaco, ILL., July 18, 1946. 

E. B. KIXMILLER, 
Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 
Poultry in New York declined an additional 
2 cents today. This makes ice packed chick- 
ens under 3 pounds, 37 cents dressed. New 
York compared 52 cents open market June 
29 market continues weak. Chicago Novem- 
ber egg futures 39 cents compared to 46 
cents 3 or 4 weeks ago. Chicago butter de- 
clined 144 cents today to 69 cents which is 
11⁄4 cents under ceiling plus subsidy market 
weak. 
N. R. CLARK, 
Vice President, Swift & Co. 


THINGS THAT GO UP MUST COME DOWN 
[From the Washington Times-Herald of July 
20, 1946] 

OPENING BID, 77 CENTS—COST OF BUTTER “MELTS” 
TO 19 CENTS IN ST. PETERSBURG PRICE WAR 

ST. PETERSBURG, FLA., July 19—A butter 
price war raged between two retail stores on 
opposite sides of a street here today with the 
cost dropping from 77 to 19 cents before the 
day was over. 

Figures were posted in large numerals on 
plate glass store fronts. 

Store No. 1 had been selling butter at 77 
cents a. pound. Thursday morning store No. 
2 opened up with an offer of 74. Store No. 1 
dropped to 66. 

At noon today No. 2 met the 66-cent offer. 
Fifteen minutes later No. 1 put up a price 
of 63. This was countered immediately with 
an offer at 59 at No. 2. 

The decline went back and forth all day 
until 5:45 p. m., when No. 1 offered butter 
for 25 cents with the No. 2 quotation at 19 
cents. At 6 p. m. No. 2 stopped selling butter. 

J. H. Willis, general manager of No. 2, 
said 2,000 pounds of butter were sold at his 
store. C. W. Bragg, manager of No. 1, said 
he had disposed of 1,500 pounds. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if my 
name were Chester Bowles, and not Ken- 
NETH WHERRY, and I was as dishonest in 
the use of statistics as he has been with 
his when he claimed that the price of 
steel plate rose 232 percent and bitumi- 
nous coal rose 675 percent following 
World War I, and there were 106,000 
business failures in 1920, then I would 
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commandeer the radio networks and 
inform the American public that the 
price of butter had gone down to 19 
cents. 


[From the Washington Daily News of July 
19, 1946] 


THEY COULD BE WRONG 


Back in the intimate recesses of Washing- 
ton’s cocktail lounges the small-fry Presi- 
dent-makers speak of long-term strategy. It 
goes something like this: 

Forget about OPA. Let prices skyrocket. 
Let the consumers get a bellyfull. They will 
then be in a mood for some real planned 
economy. That will be the clear-cut issue to 
elect a President in 1948. 

This newspaper will do its best to avoid 
crystal grazing, but there are signs, how- 
ever inconclusive, that these serious-minded 
and self-appointed architects of a new day 
may have their blueprints balled up. 

Such signs as, for instance, strong resist- 
ance to rising prices dating from the end of 
OPA, including Wednesday’s break in poul- 
try quotations, Thursday's drop in Chicago 
livestock prices, reductions in butter prices 
when mama refused to pay 90 cents to a 
dollar a pound, a note in the Wall Street 
Journal that big retailers are beginning to 
worry about getting stuck with high-cost in- 
ventories, ads offering much-wanted goods 
at less than OPA prices, and so on. 

It is basic in the philosophy of one type 
of “liberal” that the American consumer is 
a poor, forlorn lug with no spunk and less 
sense. If you don’t hold his hand on the way 
to the grocery, he'll blow the roll on a pack 
of gum, with nothing left for such neces- 
sities as rent, gin, hamburger, nylon hose 
and thin little books about the wonderful 
world of tomorrow. 

It could be that these “liberals” are right. 
If so, they may have something in this argu- 
ment for a totalitarian planned economy as 
a desperate measure to save this American 
fool from his folly. 

But even assuming the necessity, there is 
reason to fear that their cure may be at least 
as bad as the disease. 

For planned economy requires planners— 
and planners, as well as consumers, may 
sometimes be mistaken, 

Recall, for instance, the assumption that 
depression would follow the war’s end. Un- 
employment would be eight million up. 
Disastrous deflation was on the way. So the 
plan called for wages to be forced up ab- 
ruptly to provide “purchasing power” in this 
new 1933. The idea that wages had any- 
thing to do with retail prices was brushed 
aside as a mere detail. Get away boy, you're 
bothering me. 

Instead of deflation we get inflation. In- 
stead of unemployment we actually have la- 
bor shortage in many spots, men’s clothing 
for instance. 

The tendency toward runaway prices, 
which started well before the end of OPA, 
may be attributed, at least in major part, to 
this just slightly cockeyed plan. 

We do not share this liberal low opinion 
of the American consumer. 

We dislike to view this consumer as a 
digit in a Government book of statistics. 
We prefer to personify her in the form of 
mama, pay check in one hand and market 
basket in the other. 

It is risky, we think, to assume that mama 
is fool enough to pay whatever is asked, In 
the first place she is limited by papa’s pay 
check. In the second place, even if she had 
the money, her pride would prevent her from 
playing sucker. 

Mama is the person the Washington store- 
keeper had in mind when he explained to 
a reporter why he still didn’t have any meat, 

“Meat at that price?” said the storekeeper. 
“I won't fool with it! My customers wouldn't 
stand for it.’ 
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Multiply mama by a few million and you 
have what an economist might term a strong 
antiinflationary influence. Your merchant, 
your manufacturer, your farmer, are a lot 
more scared of mama than they ever were of 
Chester Bowles or Paul Porter. 

And if mama and her tribe, who consti- 
tute the American people, are such fatheads 
as these liberals think, how did we ever do 
so well in the days before planned economy 
got into the language? 

How did we ever cut down the trees, build 
the homes, farms, and factories which made 
us big and strong enough to lick Hitler, arm 
and feed the world? 

If the country has lost the spunk and 
common sense which made it, may the Lord 
help us. We doubt if these long-term plan- 
ners can, 

We are not, as we said, going into the pre- 
dicting business, but we think there is some 
slight justification for the belief, and hope, 
that these cocktail-room strategists may be 
wrong—again, > 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hoery in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting several nomi- 
nations, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Reports 
of committees are in order. If there be 
no reports of committees, the clerk will 
state the nominations on the Executive 
Calendar. 


CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Col. George Mayo, Corps of En- 
gineers, to be a member of the California 
Debris Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


THE ARMY 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Army nominations are 
confirmed en bloc. 


THE NAVY 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Navy nominations are con- 
firmed en bloc; and, without objection, 
the President will be notified forthwith 
of all confirmations of today. 


RECESS 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate take a recess until 11 
o’clock a. m. on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o’clock and 6 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under 
the order previously entered, to Monday, 
July 22, 1946, at 11 o'clock a. m. 
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NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 20 (legislative day of July 
5), 1946; 

CIRCUIT Courts, TERRITORY or HAWAN 

Gerald R. Corbett, of Hawaii, to be sixth 
judge of the first circuit, circuit courts, 
Territory of Hawaii, new position. 


MUNICIPAL COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Hon. George D. Neilson, of the District of 
Columbia, to be associate judge of the mu- 
nicipal court for the District: of Columbia. 
(Judge Neilson is now serving in this office 
under an appointment which expired April 
29, 1946.) 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Dan B. Shields, of Utah, to be United States 
attorney for the district of Utah. (Mr. 
Shields is now serving in this office under 
an appointment which expired March 23, 
1946.) 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

Donald A. Draughon, of Puerto Rico, to be 
United States marshal for the district of 
Puerto Rico, (Mr. Draughon is now serving 
in this office under an appointment which 
expired July 3, 1946.) 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 20 (legislative day of 
July 5), 1946: 

CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION 

Col. George Mayo, Corps of Engineers, to 
be a member of the California Debris Com- 
mission. 

IN THE ARMY 
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
Brig. Gen, Henry Balding Lewis to be Assist- 
ant The Adjutant General, with the rank of 
brigadier general, for a period of 4 years from 
the date immediately following that upon 
which Brig. Gen, Thomas Jefferson Davis, the 
present incumbent, vacates his appointment 

as Assistant The Adjutant General. 

Roger Gordon Alexander to be the dean 
of the academic board of the United States 
Military Academy, with the rank of brigadier 
general, Regular Army. 

IN THE Navy 
APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY 
To be assistant paymasters in the Navy with 
the rank of ensign 
James E, Brown Karl W. Fischer, Jr. 
William S. Benson 2d Arthur E. Linder 
John J. Caporaso Sherman F. Drake 
Wesley J. McClaren 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
SATURDAY, JULY 20, 1946 


The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


O Thou who hast revealed Thyself as 
@ prayer-hearing and prayer-answering 
God, may we now in all simplicity and 
sincerity invoke Thy blessing and bene- 
diction, beseeching Thee that we may 
pursue and perform our duties with a 
steadfast and single-hearted devotion. 
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We pray that our President, our 
Speaker, and all the Members of this 
legislative body who have been en- 
trusted with leadership in the life of our 
Republic may be blessed with capacities 
and powers equal to the difficult prob- 
lems and tragic necessities of our gen- 
eration and equal to the opportunities 
and responsibilities of lifting and lead- 
ing humanity into a loftier idealism. 

Grant that in our longing and search 
for a more brotherly world and a nobler 
social order we may be ready and will- 
ing to yield ourselves to the demands 
and disciplines of that quest. Help us 
to see more vividly that if this quest is 
ever to become a glorious conquest then 
we must surrender our lives to the spirit 
of self-denial and sacrifice which was 
the spirit of our Lord and Saviour. 

In His name we pray. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Gatling, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 6885) entitled “An act making ap- 
propriations to supply deficiencies in 
certain appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1946, and for prior fis- 
cal years, to provide supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1946, to provide appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
and for other purposes.” 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 33, 34, 46, 5242, 62, 69, 81, and 
86 to the foregoing bill. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 4497) entitled “An act 
to create an Indian Claims Commission, 
to provide for the powers, duties, and 
functions thereof, and for other pur- 
poses,” disagreed to by the House: 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
O’Manoney, Mr. Tuomas of Oklahoma, 
and Mr. La FOLLETTE to be the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
mittees of conference on the disagreeing. 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to bills of the House 
of the following titles: 

H.R. 2192. An act for the relief of Andre 
Dachany; 7 

H. R. 3543. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of James Thompson, a minor; and 

H. R. 5452, An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
President pro tempore has appointed Mr. 
BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER members of 
the joint select committee on the part 
of the Senate, as provided for in the act 
of August 5, 1939, entitled “An act to 
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provide for the disposition of certain 
records of the United States Govern- 
ment,” for the disposition of executive 
papers in the following departments and 
agencies: 

1. Department of Agriculture. 

2. Department of the Interior. 

3. Department of the Navy. 

4. Department of the Treasury. 

5. Department of War. 

6. Post Office Department, 

7. Alien Property Custodian. 
12 Federal Communications Commis- 
sion. 

9. Federal Security Agency. 

10. Federal Works Agency. 

11. National Archives. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include 
therewith a brief statement by Mr. Fred 
P. Myers, of the Sons of Confederate 
Veterans. 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD, 

Mr. JOHNSON of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include an editorial. 

Mr. PLOESER asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks 
in the Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. BUTLER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp and include an 
address he made last Sunday. 

Mr. MUNDT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include an 
editorial from the Evening Star of last 
night dealing with the scuttling of the 
Preemployment Investigating Service of 
the United States Civil Service. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to insert in the Appendix 
of the Recorp an article from this morn- 
ing’s Post entitled, “Seventy-eight Miles 
per Hour Speed in Auto Costs Woman 
$175,” and add my remarks thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1946 


Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 1717) for the develop- 
ment and control of atomic energy. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill S. 1717, with Mr, 
Mutts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re- 
port the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: On page 42, line 
9, after the period, strike out the balance 
of the line, down to and including the period 
on line 12. 


The committee 
agreed to. 


amendment was 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
COMPENSATION FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY ACQUIRED 


Sec. 13. (a) The United States shall make 
just compensation for any property or in- 
terests therein taken or requisitioned pur- 
suant to sections 5 and 11. The Commission 
shall determine such compensation. If the 
compensation so determined is unsatisfac- 
tory to the person entitled thereto, such per- 
son shall be paid 50 percent of the amount 
so determined, and shall be entitled to sue 
the United States in the Court of Claims or 
in any district court of the United States 
in the manner provided by sections 24 (20) 
and 145 of the Judicial Code to recover such 
further sum as added to said 50 percent will 
make up such amount as will be just com- 
pensation. 

(b) In the exercise of the rights of eminent 
domain and condemnation, procedings may 
be instituted under the act of August 1, 1888 
(U, S. C., title 40, sec. 257), or any other ap- 
plicable Federal statute. Upon or after the 
filing of the condemnation petition, immedi- 
ate possession may be taken and the prop- 
erty may be occupied, used, and improved 
for the purposes of this act, notwithstanding 
any other law. Real property acquired by 
purchase, donation, or other means of trans- 
fer may also be occupied, used, and improved 
for the purposes of this act, prior to approval 
of title by the Attorney General. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 45, line 12, insert: 


“JUDICIAL REVIEW AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE 

“Src. 14. (a) Notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of section 12 of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (Public Law 404, 79th Cong. 
approved June 11, 1946), which provide, when 
such act shall take effect, section 10 of such 
act (relating to judicial review) shall be 
applicable, upon the enactment of this act, 
to any agency action under the authority 
of this act or by any agency created by or 
under the provisions of this act. 

“(b) Except as provided in subsection (a), 
no provision of this act shall be held to su- 
persede or modify the provisions of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, 

“(c) As used in this section the terms 
‘agency action’ and ‘agency’ shall have the 
same meaning as is assigned to such terms 
in the Administrative Procedure Act,” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 


Sec. 14. (a) There is hereby established a 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to be 
composed of nine Members of the Senate to 
be appointed by the President of the Senate, 
and nine Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, In each 
instance not more than five members shall 
be members of the same political party. 

(b) The joint committee shall make con- 
tinuing studies of the activities of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and of problems relating 
to the development, use, and control of 
atomic energy. The Commission shall keep 
the joint committee fully and currently in- 
formed with respect to the Commission’s 
activities, All bills, resolutions, and other 
matters in the Senate or the House of Repre- 
sentatives relating primarily to the Com- 
mission or to the development, use, or con- 
trol of atomic energy shall be referred to 
the joint committee. The members of the 
joint committee who are Members of the 
Senate shall from time to time report to 
the Senate, and the members of the joint 
committee who are Members of the House 
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of Representatives shall from time to time 
report to the House, by bill or otherwise, 
their recommendations with respect to mat- 
ters within the jurisdiction of their respec- 
tive Houses which are (1) referred to the 
joint committee or (2) otherwise within the 
jurisdiction of the joint committee, 

(c) Vacancies in the membership of the 
joint committee shall not affect the power 
of the remaining members to execute the 
functions of the joint committee, and shall 
be filled in the same manner as in the case 
of the original selection. The joint com- 
mittee shall select a chairman and a vice 
chairman from among its members, 

(d) The joint committee, or any duly au- 
thorized subcommittee thereof, is author- 
ized to hold such hearings, to sit and act at 
such places and times, to require, by subpena 
or otherwise, the attendance of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, 
papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths, to take such testimony, to procure 
such printing and binding, and to make 
such expenditures as it deems advisable. The 
cost of stenographic services to report such 
hearings shall not be in excess of 25 cents 
per hundred words. The provisions of sec- 
tions 102 to 104, inclusive, of the Revised 
Statutes shall apply in case of any failure 
of any witness to comply with a-subpena or 
to testify when summoned under authority 
of this section. 

(e) The joint committee is empowered to 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, technicians, and cleri- 
cal and stenographic assistants as it deems 
necessary and advisable, but the compensa- 
tion so fixed shall not exceed the compensa- 
tion prescribed under the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended, for comparable duties, 
The committee is authorized to utilize the 
services, information, facilities, and per- 
sonnel of the departments and establish- 
ments of the Government. 

Committee amendments: Page 46, line 5, 
strike out “14” and insert “15.” 

Page 46, line 6, strike out “nine” and 
insert “eleven.” 

Page 46, line 8, strike out “nine” and 
insert “eleven.” 

Page 46, line 10, strike out “five” and 
insert “six.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

ENFORCEMENT 

Sec. 15. (a) Whoever wilfully violates, at- 
tempts to violate, or conspires to violate, any 
provision of sections 4 (b), 4 (e), 5 (a) (3), 
or 6 (b) shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 
or by imprisonment for not more than 5 
years, or both, except that whoever commits 
such an offense with intent to injure the 
United States or with intent to secure an ad- 
vantage to any foreign nation shall, upon 
conviction thereof, be punished by a fine of 
not more than 620,000 or by imprisonment 
for not more than 20 years, or both. 

(b) Whoever wilfully violates, attempts to 
violate, or conspires to violate, any provision 
of this act other than those specified in sub- 
section (a) and other than section 10 (c), 
or of any regulation or order prescribed or 
issued under sections 5 (b) (4), 10 (d), or 
12 (a) (2), shall, upon conviction thereof, 
be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 
or by imprisonment for not more than 2 
years, or both, except that whoever commits 
such an offense with intent to injure the 
United States or with intent to secure an ad- 
vantage to any foreign nation shall, upon 
conviction thereof, be punished by a fine of 
not more than $20,000 or by imprisonment 
for not more than 20 years, or both. 

(c) Whenever in the judgment of the Com- 
mission any person has engaged or is about 
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to engage in any acts or practices which con- 
stitute or will constitute a violation of any 
provision of this act, or any regulation or 
order issued thereunder, it may make appli- 
cation to the appropriate court for an order 
enjoining such acts or practices, or for an 
order enforcing compliance with such pro- 
vision, and upon a showing by the Commis- 
sion that such person has engaged or is about 
to engage in any such acts or practices a 
permanent or temporary injunction, restrain- 
ing order, or other order shall be granted 
without bond. 

(a) In case of failure or refusal to obey & 
subpena served upon any person pursuant 
to section 12 (a) (3), the district court for 
any district in which such person is found 
or resides or transacts business, upon appli- 
cation by the Commission, shall have juris- 
diction to issue an order requiring such per- 
son to appear and give testimony or to ap- 
pear and produce documents, or both, in ac- 
cordance with the subpena; and any failure 
to obey such order of the court may be pun- 
ished by such court as a contempt thereof. 

Committee amendment: Page 48, line 9, 
strike out “15” and insert “16.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 49, line 16, 
strike out “shall” and insert “may”; and 
strike out the words “without bond.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 50, add a new 
aph as follows: 
“(e) All violations of this act shall be in- 
vestigated by the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation of the Department of Justice.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the 
debate on this bill on atomic energy and 
have read a great deal of what I did not 
sit here and listen to during the past 3 
or 4 days. I have never been so bewil- 
dered in my life or so disillusioned as I 
am about this legislation. I cannot find 
in my own mind why the bill has ever 
been brought here. I do not believe the 
ones who are sponsoring this legislation 
are for the legislation. s 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr, Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. Was not the 
gentleman astounded when he heard the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. ELSTON] say 
that the provision relating to patents was 
not in accord with our patent laws but 
was in accord with the Russian patent 
laws? 

Mr. RICH. I was not so much sur- 
prised at that statement because of the 
fact that the legislation has been brought 
in here without anybody wishing to be 
the father of it. No one wants to assume 
the responsibility for the bill. Where did 
it come from? Who wrote the legisla- 
tion? Who is back of it now? 

There is something rotten in Denmark, 
if I know anything about it. Why the 
membership of the House would sponsor 
legislation that so few Members know 
anything about is the most perplexing 
thing I have seen since I have þeen & 
Member of Congress. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. Not for the moment, I 
want to complete my statement because 
some of the fellows around this Chamber 
seem to think they know something 
about the atomic bomb. I know very 
little about it and the more I hear you 
fellows talk the less I know. Some men 
in the House know so much about the 
atomic bomb and the rest of us know so 
little about the atomic bomb that we are 
not qualified to vote for this bill. You 
had therefore better send it back to the 
committee where there will be an oppor- 
tunity for the people of this country and 
the Members of the House to study it. 

This world is in a terrible state of 
affairs. We are having uprisings, we 
are having revolutions, we have had 
wars. Who is fit to have destructive 
weapons more deadly than poison? This 
is supposed to be the most deadly weapon 
that has ever been presented to the Army 
of the United States, and no one is sup- 
posed to know anything about it but our 
own Army. The secrets are all sup- 
posed to be within our own Army, and 
that is the place where we ought to keep 
them. We should let the secrets remain 
in the hands of our Army until we know 
more about it, and until the Army is 
willing to convey information to us as to 
what the atomic bomb really is and what 
it will do, because they are experiment- 
ing with it and they are trying to find 
out just exactly what it will do. Cer- 
tainly we should not give these deadly 
bombs to every nation to destroy other 
nations. If you had a deadly poison in 
your possession, you would not put it 
where it might harm another person. 
No, you would hide it so no one could get 
it. Let us do that with the bomb. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. We have faith in the 
War Department. That Department 
has handled this in a very satisfactory 
manner and until we find what direction 
world affairs are going to follow, we 
ought to mind our own business and 
keep this in the War Department. It be- 
longs there. I agree with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that the proper thing 
to do is to recommit this bill and leave 
this matter lie for the time being. 

Mr. RICH. I agree with the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania and I admire 
him because he and I think pretty much 
alike in most things. When I find that 
one thinks as I do I cannot help but 
take my hat off to him because a great 
many Members of Congress do not be- 
lieve that I am right all the time, due 
to the fact they do not vote like I do. 
When it comes to this legislation, when 
I see the conditions that exist in the 
world today, and when I realize that the 
bomb and its secrets are held within our 
own Army, in my opinion, we ought to 
leave them there until we know more 
accurately what we are doing. Do not 
give the bombs to any nation that might 
use them against us. Do not give them 
to any other nation for fear they may 
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be used against some other nation. If 
our Army retains them, then no others 
need to have them. They cannot harm 
any other nation. That seems to me to 
be just plain common sense. I shall vote 
to recommit the bill to the committee 
if given an opportunity. 

For the best interests of the world in 
general and the United States in par- 
ticular at this time, July 20, 1946, put 
the bill in committee, there to rest for 
a time, or else vote down the bill from 
passage at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. The Members ought to be here 
to hear this debate and I make the point 
of order there is not a quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my point of order. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, as a result of the 
amendments that have been agreed to 
here in the last 2 days some of our friends 
in the world, if we can call them friends, 
and I hope we can, are beginning to give 
us some sugar-coated propaganda. 

We read in the paper this morning 
that Andrei Gromyko, Soviet delegate, 
told the Atomic Energy Commission’s 
scientists yesterday that nobody is ask- | 
ing for secrets; that what Russia wants 
now is a method of exchange of scientific 
data for the peaceful use of atomic en- 
ergy. The chairman of that committee 
was Prof. Hendrik A. Kramers, of the 
Netherlands. The good professor had 
this to say: 

With memories of 5 years under Nazi oc- 


cupation, we are no longer idealists, we are 
realists. 


That is just exactly what we want to 
be, realists. Irrespective of all the 
amendments that we have passed, I 
think we would be taking a tremendous 
risk if we permitted this bill to go to 
conference, because if the bill does go 
to conference we run the risk of having 
most of our amendments thrown out, 
opening the door for doing the very 
thing that we are trying to prevent; that 
is, opening the door to letting vital de- 
fense secrets go out to other nations of 
the world. 

So, I say, irrespective of what amend- 
ments have been passed, let us not take 
a chance. Let us recommit this bill and 
put it in the safe of the Committee on 
Military Affairs until such time as that 
committee feels we have peace in the 
world, so that there will be no chance of 
the use of our vital secrets for war pur- 
poses. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DONDERO: Page 
50, line 1, as a substitute amendment for the 
committee amendment, insert the following: 

“All persons associated in any capacity 
with the development and control of atomic 
energy under the Commission and all vio- 
lations of this act shall be investigated by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation of the 
Department of Justice.” 
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Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment which has just been read at 
the Clerk's desk perhaps speaks louder 
than anything I could say from the floor. 
The bill as written provides that the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation shall investi- 
gate all violations under this act. The 
purpose of the amendment is that not 
only all violations should be investigated 
by the FBI, but that all personnel em- 
ployed on this particular subject dealing 
with atomic energy shall have a fair and 
reasonable screening so that we will 
know that only Americans are on guard 
or interested in this mystic power. The 
national defense is involved in this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON. Does not the gen- 
tleman from Michigan think that the 
amendment offered yesterday by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH], and 
adopted, covers the entire field? 

Mr. DONDERO. I think that amend- 
ment covers the field fairly well. I ex- 
amined the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia again this 
morning, and the word omitted is the 
word “loyalty.” It does speak of char- 
acter; it does speak of association, and 
I think the amendment is fairly broad 
and to a very large degree would do what 
my amendment intends to do, with that 
one exception. 

Mr. THOMASON. I supported the 
Smith amendment and I did it in the be- 
lief that you could surely trust the FBI 
about it. We give the FBI wide latitude 
to examine all personnel. 

Mr. DONDERO. I have a Very pro- 
found respect for the FBI, and I know 
that they do their work well. My purpose 
in offering the amendment is as I have 
stated. I desire to strengthen the hands 
of this agency. Of course, it was on the 
Clerk’s desk before the amendment of 
the gentleman from Virginia was offered 
and adopted. This amendment would 
protect our Government and the secrets 
related to this awesome and strange 
power, 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the Chair un- 
derstand the gentleman to withdraw his 
amendment? 

Mr. DONDERO. Not for the present, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, of course, I do not think 
that any amendments are going to help 
this bill. All the perfumes of Arabia 
would not sweeten it to where I could 
vote for it. 

But if you are going to adopt any 
amendment at all, you should adopt the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan. If you are not going to 
test the loyalty of these men, how are 
you going to get rid of the traitors who 
are spying in every department of the 
Government? Look at what they caught 
out here at Aberdeen day before yester- 
day? What were they there for? Steal- 
ing military secrets to give to our ene- 
mies. If you are not going to test their 
loyalty, you might as well wipe out the 
Smith amendment. 
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Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. We have 
already provided for that in the amend- 
ment adopted yesterday. 

Mr. RANKIN. I do not believe you 
did. Not only that, it is not provided for 
elsewhere. Everybody knows that when 
you permitted the commissioning of 
Communists you packed them into the 
War Department over the protest of our 
military leaders. They are packed into 
every department of this Government, 
if you want to know the truth of it, 
and the Committee on Un-American 
Activities knows it. Let us get rid of 
these subversive elements that are try- 
ing to undermine and destroy America. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. ELSTON. Does not the gentle- 
man feel that it is just as essential that 
there be the strictest kind of supervi- 
sion as it is to punish after the crime is 
committed? 

Mr. RANKIN. Certainly. The way 
to prevent crime is to keep the criminals 
out. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. I call the attention of the 
gentleman from Mississippi to the fact 
that the House Committee on Military 
Affairs participated in the investigation 
of those things, too, with good results, 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes, and the House 
Committee on Military Affairs has been 
here all the time these subversive ele- 
ments have been packed into the War 
Department. I am not criticizing the 
members of that committee, but our offi- 
cials have not been on the alert as they 
should have been or they would not 
have had those subversive elements 
packed into the various departments of 
this Government. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Does the gentleman 
agree with me that it is equally impor- 
tant to set up a suitable screening proc- 
ess to prevent those engaged in un- 
American activities from being employed 
in the first instance? 

Mr. RANKIN. It is infinitely more so, 
What good did it do to arrest John 
Wilkes Booth after he had shot the 
President? 

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct. For 
that reason, I called to the attention of 
the House this week the fact that the 
Budget Bureau has literally scuttled the 
whole preemployment investigative serv- 
ice of the United States Civil Service 
Commission, I think before we adjourn 
the Congress should take steps to set up 
that investigative service again. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. RICH. The gentleman saw in the 
papers yesterday that five people were 
fired at the Aberdeen Proving Ground. 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; I spoke of that on 
the floor. I read the names into the 
Record. Not one of them is a real Amer- 
ican. 

Mr. RICH. If they are Communists, 
the War Department did the right thing 
in getting them out. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand, but the 
thing is they should not have been there 
in the first place. There has been too 
much laxity in permitting these sub- 
versive elements to crowd into the vari- 
ous departments. That is what I am 
kicking about. Just as sure as you leave 
any opening at all they will crowd in, 
and you will find that they will betray 
the American people, and the first thing 
you know if they have their way our peo- 
ple will be blown to pieces with this 
atomic bomb. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. The amendment I 
have offered is simply intended to 
strengthen the enforcement provisions 
of this bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. I know that. 

Mr. DONDERO. It seems to me that 
no harm can be done by adopting it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Certainly not. 

Mr. Chairman, you have just had an 
example. If there is a man in this House 
that does not know that communism is 
the enemy of everything for which 
America stands, he ought to drop over 
to St. Elizabeths and get a mental exam- 
ination. 

If there is a human being in this House 
that does not know by this time that 
communism is dedicated to the destruc- 
tion of our form of government, our eco- 
nomic system, and our American way of 
life, as well as Christianity itself, then 
he ought to go over to St. Elizabeths 
and get a mental examination. 

Just the other day one of the greatest 
crimes in all the history of mankind was 
perpetrated in Yugoslavia. They mur- 
dered Mihailovich. I have a picture here 
of the American airmen picketing the 
Yugoslav consulate. That is a picket 
line of which I approve. 

It shows there that they were the ones 
that were saved by this man that the 
Communists murdered. And that is the 
gang that wants to get their hands on 
the atomic bomb. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 
ATOMIC ENERGY INVESTIGATION SHOULD NOT BE 

LIMITED TO GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES ONLY 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, on yesterday we turned 
back to any individual in this Nation the 
right to purchase secretly or acquire and 
control atomic energy at its source with- 
out regard to our national safety and 
also the right to manufacture military 
weapons for private gain. That natural- 
ly means that individuals in this coun- 
try, and companies and corporations, 
and possibly Communists in this coun- 
try have heen given the right by your 
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vote on yesterday in adopting the sub- 
stitute on the section 11 to manufac- 
ture atomic energy for military weapons 
without prior disclosure to the United 
States Government. In fact, you opened 
the door by your deletion on yesterday 
of the patent section of the bill S. 1717 
as it came from the Senate to subversive 
persons who do not wish to disclose their 
invention to the United States Govern- 
ment, of inventions for military purposes 
in the field of atomic energy. I challenge 
anyone to read the amendment you 
adopted in place of original section 11 
as of yesterday, and show if my state- 
ment just now made is erroneous in any 
particular. I estimate that on yester- 
day, 90 percent of the Members of the 
House never had previously read the 
amendment or the substitute on which 
you voted relating to section 11 because 
there were not enough copies on the 
floor so that we could all read them. 
And, I know you cannot well contradict 
me when I say that the substitute of 
over 2 pages was a complete reversal of 
the policy of the original bill. My point 
is this: Why do you people keep talking 
about subversive elements only in the 
lists of Government employees when 
on yesterday you turned this over to any 
one, any place, and at any time to ac- 
quire, use, or produce—outside of the 
United States Government? Why do 
you not apply the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman from Michigan to the 
employees of private industry too? 
Why do you assume that there will be 
no subversive or unpatriotic influences 
in employment in private industry and 
let all who have anything to do with 
atomic energy outside Government go 
without being checked by the FBI? Do 
you not suppose that some private per- 
sons in and out of private industry may 
possibly be subversive or unpatriotic in 
their secret and undisclosed use of 
atomic energy for the purpose of making 
money? This proposed amendment to 
have the FBI only investigate employees 
of the Commission is entirely inadequate. 
I say to you, if you are going to turn over 
the control of the manufacture of mili- 
tary weapons as you yesterday voted to 
do to private industry for the purpose of 
making money out of war, then you are 
also under an obligation to have all who 
work in private industry with atomic 
power likewise investigated by the FBI. 
Can anyone tell me why it is sound to 
apply it to Government employees only? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOYLE. I yield. 

Mr. RICH. Do you think for a min- 
ute that any employer in the United 
States would employ a Communist if he 
knew he was a Communist? There cer- 
tainly is not an employer in the whole 
United States who would do that. 

Mr. DOYLE. I will say to the gen- 
tleman I think there are people in Amer- 
ica who would employ most any tactics 
to make piles of money. Yes, they cer- 
tainly might. 

Mr. RICH. That fellow then is not an 
American. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. DOYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey, a member of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I as- 
sume from what the gentleman from 
California says that he does not approve 
of the bill. Therefore, are you going to 
vote to recommit the bill? 

Mr. DOYLE. I am not going to vote 
to recommit the bill even if the patent 
section is left out of the bill, the way it 
was originally. I am saying that I am 
opposed to any subversive influences in 
Government or in our American life any 
place. Iam opposed to the sabotaging of 
any part of our American form of gov- 
ernment. I am absolutely opposed to 
un-American activities of any kind any- 
where, by anybody. But why do you 
men lmit the FBI investigation for 
loyalty to Government business relative 
to atomic energy? You and I know—I 
know—I have practiced law for 25 
years—that some men are said to have 
been subversive and unpatriotic enough 
for the purpose of making millions of 
dollars who have not been, Government 
employees either. Why did you put in 
the death penalty yesterday if you did 
not think it was fundamentally necessary 
to protect all the people of our beloved 
Nation from unpatriotic treason in the 
matter of atomic energy? It is neces- 
sary to protect the American people 
against subversive activities regarding 
this atomic energy, in industry, as it is to 
protect against it in the departments of 
Government, when you turn the manu- 
facture of military weapons out of atomic 
energy over for the purpose of making 
money. Yes, you voted yesterday to 
make it so American industry can make 
more money profits out of war. So 
thereby it encouraged war. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOYLE. I yield. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. We have 
already seen instances where the patents 
themselves were the principal elements 
in cartel agreements whereby we know 
there was an exchange of information be- 
tween big corporations. 

Mr. DOYLE. Certainly. In other 
words, by yesterday’s vote we turned the 
manufacture of military weapons, with 
the element of atomic energy in them, 
over to the purpose of making money 
profit, so that they could be manufac- 
tured without let or hindrance by any- 
body subject to the Government buying 
them rt fabulous prices by condemnation 
or otherwise. By yesterday’s vote, the 
only time that you require disclosure by 
@ man who has invented a military 
weapon that uses atomic energy, is 60 
days after he makes up his mind that it 
has some military value and then he is 
only required to file a report with the 
United States Government. The Gov- 
ernment does not even have an exclusive 
option to acquire the atomic weapon; 
no, not even for a day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from California if he is so con- 
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cerned about the character of the peo- 
ple to be employed by private industry 
if he would support an amendment to 
the Wagner Act to give the private em- 
ployer a chance to have a little discre- 
tion concerning the character of the 
people he employs. 

Mr. DOYLE. I think the gentleman 
is going far afield in trying to here at- 
tack the Wagner Act. I do not think it 
is pertinent to this matter at all. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am not 
going far afield. I know that that is one 
great problem that private industry is 
faced with in trying to eliminate sub- 
versive employees. 

Mr. DOYLE. I will answer the gen- 
tleman that I am so concerned with the 
protection of this atomic energy for my 
beloved Nation in its need for control of 
it for military purposes, at least, that I 
am willing, I am anxious, I am insisting, 
if you please, that if you are going to 
investigate anybody that is concerned 
with the manufacture of atomic energy 
for military purposes, you investigate 
everybody by the FBI who is involved or 
associated with development of atomic 
energy. What are you afraid of? Surely 
no responsible manufacturer or patriotic 
businessman is afraid to be himself or 
have his employees all checked up. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Dakota IMr. 
Case] has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, and I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, the purpose is to say to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOYLE] 
that under the ruling of the National 
Labor Relations Board in interpreting 
the National Labor Relations Act, all 
through the war employers engaged in 
the manufacture of munitions were vio- 
lating that act if they even questioned 
the loyalty or called attention to the 
criminal or subversive record of any em- 
ployee who was working for them. Will 
the gentleman go far enough to support 
an amendment to the Wagner Act to 
make it possible for an employer to ex- 
pose the traitorous activities of his 
employees? 

Mr. DOYLE. Why are you trying to 
sidetrack the issue in this debate today? 
Why do you not stick to the subject? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
not trying to sidetrack it. You men- 
tioned the specific instance of the manu- 
facturer of atomic energy. Why do you 
not include the manufacturers of muni- 
tions of war, submarines, and all the rest 
of the things needed in war? Why do 
you not go the whole length? Why not 
protect the Nation from traitors in any 
and all factories? Are you just trying to 
raise a smoke screen? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I am of the opinion 
that the gentleman from California is 
supporting this crazy FEPC, that would 
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close the mouth of every businessman 
when they would go to investigate their 
employees. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
point I am making, and the only point I 
am making, is this: The gentleman from 
California [Mr. DoYLE] is deeply con- 
cerned, and rightly so, if I understand 
him correctly, by a condition which he 
believes exists where employees of pri- 
vate individuals who might be engaged 
in some phase of work looking toward 
the construction of the atomic bomb may 
be disloyal or engaged in subversive ac- 
tivities and might carry on their disloyal 
schemes without in any way being ame- 
nable under this act. 

But the danger is not limited to the 
employees of those who may be engaged 
on some phase of the work looking to- 
ward the production of the atomic bomb. 

Let me repeat, under the National La- 
bor Relations Act, as interpreted and ad- 
ministered by the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, an employer is guilty of an 
unfair labor practice if he calls attention 
to the fact that an employee, or an or- 
ganizer of the union seeking to organize 
his employees, or a bargaining agent cho- 
sen by the union, is or has been a traitor 
to our Government; has in the past or is 
at the moment engaged in disloyal or 
subversive activities. 

Ten years ago attention was called to 
this situation; to the necessity of 
amending the National Labor Relations 
Act. But the Congress, either because of 
lack of courage or inclination, has re- 
fused to accept amendments which I 
have offered and which would have cor- 
rected this dangerous and outrageous 
situation. 

The idea that a convict, a criminal, a 
man engaged in preventing industrial 
production, a man representing an or- 
ganization seeking—not the good of the 
worker, not the welfare of the union or 
of the country, but endeavoring to put 
over a scheme whereby he may force 
workers to pay tribute for the exercise 
of their constitutional right to work for 
a livelihood, is so preposterous that it 
never would have been accepted had it 
been clearly understood by our people. 

In my-opinion, it would never have 
been permitted to exist and continue if 
the Members of Congress realized the 
situation and used their best judgment. 

The denial of the right of the employer 
to tell the truth about one who is carry- 
ing on subversive activities, to expose an 
organizer who has a criminal record, is 
even more absurd, 

Some day the Congress will be forced 
by public sentiment to rewrite the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act. Such legis- 
lation was offered by me in 1939, and an- 
other bill looking toward the same pur- 
pose will be introduced by me in the 
opening days of the next session of Con- 
gress, if I am reelected. 

It is my purpose to push amendments 
to this act as vigorously as lies within 
my power. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the remain- 
der of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan. 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
again be reported. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, 
the Clerk will again report the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
again reported the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DONDERO]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don- 
DERO]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
3 which is at the Clerk's 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Etston: On 
page 48, line 22, after the designation “C”, 
strike out the remainder of line 22, and all 
of line 23 preceding the word “shall.” 


Mr.ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
know of anything that has been the sub- 
ject of more complaint in this country 
during the past few years than the prac- 
tice of Government agencies in making 
regulations, and then acting as judge, 
jury, and executioner with respect to 
their enforcement. Congress has been 
largely to blame, because Congress has 
consistently given to these Government 
agencies the power and the authority to 
make such regulations and to enforce 
them. In a great many cases the agen- 
cies have exceeded the power extended 
by Congress, and in that respect, of 
course, Congress is not to blame, but we 
will be at fault if we enact section 16 in 
its present form. If we do so, we will 
confer on the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion the power to make any kind of order 
or regulation it sees fit, within the sec- 
tions of the bill referred to in this section. 
In subsection (b) of section 15 it is 
provided: . 

Whoever willfully violates, attempts to vio- 
late, or conspires to violate * * * any 
regulation or order prescribed or issued 
under sections 5 (b) (4), 10 (d), or 12 (a) 
(2), shall, upon conviction thereof, be pun- 
ished by a fine of not more than $5,000 or 
by imprisonment for not more than 2 years, 
or both. 


If the act is committed with intent to 
injure the United States the penalty is 
much heavier. 

This section, in my judgment, is un- 
constitutional, because the Supreme 
Court of the United States very defi- 
nitely decided in the case of Schechter v. 
U. S. (295 U. S. 495), that Congress does 
not have the power to delegate to any 
agency of the Government lawmaking 
power unless Congress specifically lays 
down the policies and fixes the standards 
under which the regulations may be is- 
sued. We have not even attempted to do 
that. We simply give to this agency the 
power to make regulations or orders un- 
der certain sections of the bill and then 
provide that there may be prosecution 
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and punishment for the violation of 
those orders. It is not even specified 
that the orders have to be in writing. 
Any kind of order that the Commission 
may make, within the authority of the 
sections mentioned, if violated, would 
subject the alleged offender to punish- 
ment. So if we pass this bill in its pres- 
ent form we will witness an extension of 
that much-criticized and un-American 
policy of charging American citizens 
with the violation of orders that they 
perchance never heard of. This section 
is a violation of the Constitution if the 
law as laid down by the Supreme Court 
of the United States in the Schechter 
case is still the law of the land. 

The fact that we have not laid down 
the policies and established the stand- 
ards requisite to conferring lawmaking 
authority upon the agency is just an- 
other reason why this bill should be re- 
committed to the Committee on Military 
Affairs for further study. Later on, after 
full consideration, if we want to confer 
on any agency the power to punish per- 
sons for violations of regulations and or- 
ders, we should fix the standards under 
which those prosecutions can be car- 
ried on. This will avoid such criticism 
as has been incident to prosecutions 
carried on by OPA and some other gov- 
ernmental agencies for a number of 
years. 

The Military Affairs Committee did 
not have the time or the opportunity to 
set up any standards such as would be 
required if we were to make this act con- 
stitutional. This bill came to us from 
the other body and we were urged to 
report it out immediately. We were told 
to read the hearings before the commit- 
tee. In other words, we were to place a 
rubber stamp on the bill and bring it to 
the House for consideration without 
amendment of any kind and without 
hearings. Some on the committee in- 
sisted that we at least read the bill 
for amendment. Had that not been in- 
sisted upon, there would have been no 
amendments. I am not criticizing our 
chairman because he permitted the bill 
to be read. What I am seeking to point 
out is that we did not have the oppor- 
tunity to give this bill the consideration 
it deserves. If we recommit it, it will 
have that consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment ought not to be adopted 
unless it is just a part of the general 
plan to kill or recommit the bill or wreck 
it with crippling amendments. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield. 

Mr. ELSTON. I do not believe the 
gentleman wants to be unfair. There 
is no such idea as that in mind. We 
have offered amendments that have 
been adopted on the floor of the House 
time after time and the amendments that 
have been adopted were adopted because 
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& majority of the members of the com- 
mittee voted for them. 


Mr. THOMASON. I do not want 
to be unfair, but I am taking the gen- 
tleman at his own word, because after 
he offered his amendment he said the 
thing to do is to recommit the bill. In 
other words, the big objective on the part 
of some seems to be to recommit the 
bill. That is all we hear. It seems to 
me, when it was admitted by those op- 
posed to the bill at the beginning of 
the debate that it is perhaps the most 
important bill that has come up during 
this session of Congress or during the 
session of any Congress, because it in- 
volves the life and death of peoples of 
the world. It is our duty to meet this 
issue squarely. We have a solemn duty 
and should face it. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman is a 
lawyer and a scholar, too. There is no 
law on the statute books at the present 
time regulating the handling of atomic 
energy. Does the gentleman feel no law 
is better for handling this matter than 
some law? 

Mr. THOMASON. I disagree with 
what I am sure is the sincere conviction 
of my friends, especially those on the left, 
who want to recommit this bill. I cer- 
tainly hope that does not happen. This 
bill ought to go to-conference. 

I do not know why the Congress of 
the United States, the House of Repre- 
sentatives and Senate, should not work 
its will and try to pass adequate legisla- 
tion on this subject. You do not have 
to adopt any conference report if one 
should happen to come back here later. 
I do not think we should leave a power 
as tremendous as atomic energy in the 
hands of a few Army people when we 
are going to have a peace conference 
meeting in a few days, when we are hav- 
ing all these experiments out in the Pa- 
cific and we are going to have some more. 
We want to try to get the atomic-energy 
proposition developed for peacetime pur- 
suits, for the development of electrical 
enërgy, power, and medical research. 
To say that we will not give it some kind 
of study and make an effort to get some 
kind of bill into conference is beyond 
my comprehension. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Ohio is not quite accurate as to what 
happened in the committee. I am cer- 
tain that I am well within the truth when 
I say that for 6 weeks last fall we had 
hearings on the original so-called May- 
Johnson bill covering the entire field of 
atomic energy. Of course, it is a new 
subject, it is a great subject; nobody 
knows very much about it. When the 
Senate bill came to us a month ago, I 
must admit there was a deliberate fili- 
buster in the committee, but even so, 
the filibuster succeeded until there de- 
veloped a quorum. Every line in this 
bill was read. Amendment after amend- 
ment was offered to the bill. The gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. ELSTON] and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
Tuomas] were always present demand- 
ing a quorum and when we lacked a 
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quorum, a point of order was raised. So, 
nobody can say it has not had full and 
fair consideration. 

The amendment now pending, offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio, would say 
that you set up a Commission, yet you 
will not give that Commission any power 
to issue regulations or to enforce its 
orders. I challenge you to go back into 
the history of this Government and find 
any department, whether it is the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, the Treas- 
ury Department, the Internal Revenue 
Department, the Commerce Depart- 
ment, Civil Aeronautics Authority, and 
many others that does not have the 
power to issue its own regulations and, 
also, the law carries with it the power 
of enforcement; otherwise there is no 
use having it for the simple reason you 
cannot write all details into the act itself. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope the 
pending amendment will be defeated 
and that this bill will not be recom- 
mitted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 5 minutes, to be 
equally divided between the gentleman 
m New Jersey [Mr, THomas] and my- 
self. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I think at the present time 
there is a movement on foot to make 
certain that this bill will go to confer- 
ence. If it goes to conference, there will 
be a tremendous difference of opinion 
between the Senate bill and the House 
version, and one of two or three things 
will take place. One is that the conferees 
will continue to sit almost indefinitely 
and the adjournment of the House will 
be delayed probably at least a week, be- 
cause it is my guess that the Senate con- 
ferees, particularly one of them, would 
never agree to these things in the House 
version, and that some of the House con- 
ferees would never agree to some of the 
things in the Senate version. 

So the only thing to do, as the gentle- 
man stated, is to recommit this bill to 
the Committee on Military Affairs for 
continued study and to make certain 
also that we keep the bill locked up un- 
til such time as we see what the world 
peace picture will be like. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
May]. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
care to discuss what a conference may do 
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with respect to this legislation. But I 
would like to point out in defense of my- 
self and my committee that we held 2 
weeks of executive sessions, and I ulti- 
mately called a night session for the pur- 
pose of trying to get this legislation to 
the floor of the House, and that session 
was broken up by a filibuster. 

What I want to say about the pending 
amendment is that section 5 (4) (B), 
section 10 (D), and section 12 (a) (2) 
refer to the question of reports relating 
to source material. They refer to records 
of activities of the Commission relating 
to civilian use of atomic energy. They 
relate to health and safety regulations. 
If those are not subjects on which the 
Commission ought to be permitted to 
write regulations, then the bill ought not 
to be passed, or anything at all in con- 
nection with it, because this is merely a 
simple, plain authorization of the Com- 
mission to do things that every other 
commission in the Government does 
without regard to the seriousness of the 
topic under consideration. 

Mr. ELSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. ELSTON. I know the chairman 
wants to be fair in referring to the night 
session he has in mind, in which he said 
a filibuster occurred. Is not this the 
fact, that the chairman set the meeting 
at 7 o’clock and nobody made any move 
to even make a point of order that a 
quorum was not present until the time 
fixed by the chairman? The chairman 
indicated he would wait until 7:30, and 
the committee graciously waited until 
that time, and it was not until that time 
that the point of order was made that a 
quorum was not present, and a quorum 
was not present; is that not correct? 

Mr.MAY. We were lacking one mem- 
ber of having a quorum, and about 1 min- 
ute before the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Mrs. Luce] entered the room 
certain members of the committee got up 
and walked out. 

Mr. ELSTON. There was no assur- 
ance that we would have a quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 
All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Exston) there 
were—ayes 62, noes 45. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MICHENER. I move to strike out 
the last word. 

Mr, Chairman, this debate has resulted 
in confusion worse confounded. I think 
everybody in the House, on the commit- 
tee and off the committee, know less to- 
day about the bill than they thought 
they knew when debate began. It is a 
sad condition. 

I have heard no one on or off the com- 
mittee reporting the bill who is satisfied 
with it. Without any desire to be critical, 
I do not recall that any member of the 
committee has attempted to explain all 
its provisions. The debate has been 
illuminating but not clarifying. The 
close attention I have given to the de- 
bate has not helped much, 
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The McMahon bill has been widely 
propagandized. The average citizen 
knows little about it other than that it 
has the approval of certain persons and 
certain groups, and that it was intended 
to assure civilian control, rather than 
military control, of atomic energy. I 
believe that most of the people in the 
country prefer civilian control. I am not 
unmindful of the fact that many of those 
addressing us within the last few days 
are convinced that for the present mili- 
tary control is preferable. 

The fact that the Secretary of War and 
the military authorities appeared before 
the Military Affairs Committee and en- 
dorsed the McMahon bill as it came from 
the Senate is significant and persuasive, 
although in no sense conclusive. 

It would appear that the longer the 
debate continues, the greater the uncer- 
tainty and the doubts arising in the 
minds of sincere, conscientious Members 
who want to do that which is best for our 
country in this crucial matter. Indeed, 
there is a growing sentiment in the 
House that the bill should be recom- 
mitted. In this case, as a practical mat- 
ter, that means kill it now. There should 
be more consideration before the bill as 
reported, or the bill as amended, is placed 
on the statute books. That consideration 
can only be had in the Military Affairs 
Committee or in a conference cOmmit- 
tee composed of Members of the Military 
Affairs Committee of the House and the 
Military Affairs Committee of the Senate. 
This is the usual and the orderly pro- 
cedure; that is, if this bill passes the 
House it will then go to conference for 
this needed reconsideration and re- 
writing. I usually favor such a course 
unless I want to kill a bill absolutely and 
put an end to its study. 

I shall therefore vote to send the bill 
on to conference. It would seem that 
the debate has furnished abundant evi- 
dence that we will be doing an idle thing 
if we recommit the bill and have any 
serious expectation that it will come back 
to us in more acceptable form. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been forcibly 
urged that time is not of the essence in 
disposing of this measure, and that inas- 
much as there is so much confusion the 
wise course is to kill the bill and start all 
over again at some later date. If one is 
of that opinion, then a vote against the 
bill will make his position definite and 
understandable. The fact that a special 
committee in the Senate has worked 
long weeks on the Senate bill, that the 
House committee has done likewise, and 
that the Senate as a whole and the House 
in Committee of the Whole have freely 
changed and amended the bill, should 
have some weight in determining the 
course we are to pursue. 

In these circumstances I am con- 
strained to vote to pass the bill on to con- 
ference and against killing it. The final 
vote will then be on the conference re- 
port; that is, an opportunity will be given 
to vote for or against any bill which rep- 
resents the result of an effort to compose 
the differences between the House bill 
and the Senate bill. There are many 
differences and they are vital. There is 
argument either way. 

Mr. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LANHAM: On 
page 48, line 11, after the figure “(3)”, strike 
out “or”, and after “6 (b)“ insert “or 11 (g).“ 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure there will be no conflict about this 
amendment. 

Mr. MAY. No; we have no objection 
to that amendment. 

Mr. LANHAM. It simply makes the 
enforcement provisions applicable to the 
pertinent paragraph of the patent sec- 
tion, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


REPORTS 


SEc. 16. The Commission shall submit to 
the Congress, in January and July of each 
year, a report concerning the activities of 
the Commission. The Commission shall in- 
clude in such report, and shall at such other 
times as it deems desirable submit to the 
Congress, such recommendations for addi- 
tional legislation as the Commission deems 
necessary or desirable, 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 50, line 5, strike out 16“ and in- 
sert 17.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The Clerk read as follows: 
DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 17. As used in this act— 

(a) The term “atomic energy” shall be 
construed to mean all forms of energy re- 
leased in the course of or as a result of nu- 
clear fission or nuclear transformation, 

(b) The term “Government agency” means 
any executive department, commission, inde- 
pendent eStablishment, corporation wholly 
or partly owned by the United States which is 
an instrumentality of the United States, 
board, bureau, division, service, office, officer, 
authority, administration, or other estab- 
lishment, in the executive branch of the 
Government. 

(c) The term “person” means any indi- 
vidual, corporation, partnership, firm, asso- 
ciation, trust, estate, public or private insti- 
tution, group, the United States or any 
agency thereof, any government other than 
the United States, any political subdivision 
of any such government, and any legal suc- 
cessor, representative, agent, or agency of the 
foregoing, or other entity, but shall not in- 
clude the Commission or officers or employees 
of the Commission in the exercise of duly au- 
thorized functions. 

(d) The term “United States,” when used 
in a geographical sense, includes all Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States. 

(e) The term “research and development” 
means theoretical analysis, exploration, and 
experimentation, and the extension of inves- 
tigative findings and theories of a scientific 
or technical nature into practical application 
for experimental and demonstration pur- 
poses, including the experimental production 
and testing of models, devices, equipment, 
materials, and processes, 

(1) The term “equipment or device utiliz- 
ing fissionable material or atomic energy” 
shall be construed to mean any equipment 
or device capable of making use of fission- 
able material or peculiarly adapted for mak- 
ing use of atomic energy and any important 
component part especially designed for such 
equipment or devices, as determined by the 
Commission. 
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(g) The term “facilities for the production 
of fissionable material” shall be construed to 
mean any equipment or device capable of 
such production and any important com- 
ponent part especially designed for such 
equipment or devices, as determined by the 
Commission, 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 50, line 13, strike out “17” and insert 
18.“ 

Page 51, line 10, after “States” insert and 
the Canal Zone.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 53, line 2, after “device”, insert “pecul- 
jarly adapted for and.” 


Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, in order to ask a question of the 
chairman of the committee. 

If I read the text correctly, if the com- 
mittee amendment on line 2 of page 52 is 
adopted, facilities for the production of 
fissionable material will have to be both 
capable of production of fissionable ma- 
terial and peculiarly adapted for that 
purpose. In other words, unless I am 
mistaken—and if I am, I want to be told 
so—the definition, if the committee 
amendment is adopted, would not cover 
a device which was capable of the pro- 
duction of fissionable material but which 
was not peculiarly adapted for such pur- 
pose. I wonder whether the commit- 
tee did not really mean to say “peculiarly 
adapted for or capable of such produc- 
tion”? It seems to me that would make 
for good sense, but as it is, with the word 
“and” in there, it would not. 

Mr. MAY. The committee felt that 
when it used the language “peculiarly 
adapted for and capable of such produc- 
tion” that would cover any equipment 
that was necessary to be used. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California, I am 
afraid it will not. 

Mr. MAY. It would not take away 
from a business concern something that 
might be made that could possibly be 
used for that purpose when it is not being 
so used. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I think 
the gentleman is correct in what he just 
said, that it would not cover some method 
of producing fissionable material which 
was not peculiarly adapted for that pur- 
pose, but which might have been de- 
vised for some other purpose and later 
found to be capable of producing fission- 
able material. 

Mr. MAY. The committee thought 
that it did not make any difference at all 
whether the word “and” was used or the 
word “or.” 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I think 
it makes a great deal of difference, and 
I am therefore against the amendment. 

Mr, McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, my purpose in rising is 
to urge that the bill be not recommitted, 
but that it be sent to conference. The 
passage of legislation in relation to the 
control of atomic energy is a matter of 
vital concern to our country. This bill 
is taking the regular legislative course 
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that all legislation takes. It has been 
passed by the other body. It is now be- 
ing considered by us and a large number 
of amendments have been put in the 
bill as a result of the exercise of the 
judgment of the majority of the Members 
of the Committee of the Whole. Of 
course, that is as it should be, under our 
form of government. No one can object 
to that procedure whether they agree 
with the amendments or not. That is the 
will of the majority. This is a bill not 
only of vital interest to the country but 
with far-reaching effects throughout the 
world. I hope the Members will not vote 
to recommit the bill but will send it to 
conference. I have refrained from say- 
ing much on the bill because I realized 
there were a lot of honest differences of 
opinion with respect to many aspects of 
the bill and with reference to many of 
the amendments that have been offered. 
I want to talk on what I consider to be the 
basic proposition involved here, which to 
me is the most important thing. We 
must think logically about the situation. 
This matter has been considered by the 
Committee on Military Affairs for many 
months, There were several weeks of 
hearings on the May-Johnson Dill. 
When that was reported out I can testify 
as majority leader of the House that 
every effort was made to have the bill 
programmed at once. I would not agree 
to that. My friend, the gentleman from 
Kentucky, in carrying out the instruc- 
tions of his committee, did everything he 
could. But I felt that this was a matter 
on which we had better hold back a 
little. I said, “Let us look into it fur- 
ther. A special committee has been ap- 
pointed by the Senate and they have had 
extensive hearings on it.” 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. MAY. If the bill goes to confer- 
ence, the House will still have another 
opportunity to pass on it if a confer- 
ence report comes back? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Absolutely. 

I urge the membership not to recom- 
mit the bill. It would be an unwise step 
to take. It would be construed as the 
defeat of the bill. Technically, of course, 
we know that that is not so, but actually 
you and I know when a bill is recom- 
mitted, so far as any bill is concerned and 
so far as this bill is concerned, it is de- 
feated. The passage of the bill is de- 
feated. This bill has taken the ordinary 
course through legislative processes. It 
has passed the Senate. It is about to be 
acted upon in the House with a number 
of amendments. We all agree that some- 
thing should be done. We are all in 
agreement on that basic proposition. 
Certainly, we must have confidence in 
the members of the conference commit- 
tee on this bill the same as we have in 
the members of conference committees 
on other bills. All they can do is their 
best. They are representing both 
branches of the Congress. Whether I 
agree with a conference report or not, I 
have confidence in the men who repre- 
sent the legislative body of which I am a 
Member and of the other body. They are 
doing the best they can. They are fol- 
lowing the dictates of their judgment and 
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their conscience. We ought to follow the 
regular ordinary course with reference to 
this bill. 

Every one of us is in agreement that 
something should be passed. I hope the 
bill will not be recommitted. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like the gentle- 
man to tell us some sound reason why it 
should not be recommitted. 

Mr. McCORMACK, That is not the 
question. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is exactly the 
question. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is not the 
question. Can the gentleman give me 
any sound reasons why it should be re- 
committed? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. What are they? 

Mr. COOLEY. If I had the time I 
could give you a hundred reasons. 

Mr. McCORMACK. You could give 
me a hundred emotional reasons, but 
the fact is the country needs this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. COOLEY. Why? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Why? It is of 
vital importance. 

Mr. COOLEY. Why? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, why. There 
are a hundred reasons why it is of vital 
importance. Oh, it is easy to sit there 
and ask the question “Why?” I am 
surprised at the gentleman from North 
Carolina who ordinarily has better judg- 
ment than that. The important fact is 
that this bill has been considered by 
this committee for several days. It has 
been considered by the Military Affairs 
Committee for weeks. It is a matter of 
vital importance to send it along to the 
conference committee. 

Is the gentleman opposed to some 
legislation to control atomic energy? 

Mr. COOLEY. At this time; yes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Are you opposed 
to it at any time? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; not at any time. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
admits that legislation is necessary. 
The gentleman can take his own re- 
sponsibility. 

Mr. COOLEY. . That is exactly what 
I am doing. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
can take his own responsibility. The 
fact remains that if this bill is recom- 
mitted, as far as the country is con- 
cerned they will consider it a defeat of 
the bill, and the people of the country 
are justified in considering that if the 
bill is recommitted, the bill has been 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to 


Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems perfectly plain 
to everyone in this House and in the 
Nation that there is confusion here 
about how to vote on this legislation. 
In passing, I have been reading the news- 
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papers in the past 3 or 4 days, with 
close attention to their opinions and 
reporting of this subject, and I have yet 
to find anything in the papers which 
clarified the Congress’ mind about this 
legislation, and much calculated further 
to confuse them. 

Mr. RIVERS, Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. LUCE. I yield. 

Mr. RIVERS. Will you please give 
the House the benefit of some of the 
reasons whereby you think it is so neces- 
sary at this time to pass this legisla- 
tion? 

Mrs. LUCE, I shall come to them 
later, although I have given them re- 
peatedly during the course of this debate. 
Now the majority of the newspapers and 
their columnists, just like the Members, 
are often for or against this legislation, 
it seems to me in many instances, for 
altogether wrong reasons. 

For example, there is one school that 
seems largely to advocate this bill as a 
peacetime measure for the cure of can- 
cer and leukemia. Now, there happens 
to be a bill, H. R. 4502, on cancer re- 
search which has just been reported out 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
this House and I hope will be on the 
floor of this House today for our con- 
sideration, appropriating $100,000,000 
for experiments and research in cancer. 

The bill concerns an effort wholly de- 
voted to the search to defeat the dread 
disease. I intend to vote for it, and I 
hope with all my heart that everyone 
else will vote for it. But the bill before 
us is not a medical therapy bill. If its 
passage does eventually result in further 
beneficial research in cancer, it will 
only do so incidentally. The main rea- 
son for this bill is the defense of our 
Nation, and for no other reason should 
it be considered as urgent. 

I intend at the proper place in the 
bill to offer an amendment providing 
that this act shall expire at the end of 7 
years. Seven years, I believe, is a most 
generous length of time in which to find 
out whether this bill will work or 
whether it will not; whether we need it 
or whether we do not; whether it will 
fulfill all the promises for welfare that 
are made in its name for science; or, 
most important of all, whether it will 
operate in a free country in peacetime 
without constricting both scientific re- 
search and our political and economic 
liberties. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. LUCE. I yield with great pleas- 
ure to our most distinguished colleague. 

Mr. EATON. Will the lady please give 
us her judgment of what will become of 
the atomic bomb during the 7 years? 
Who will be in control of it? 

Mrs. LUCE. Ihave first been asked by 
the gentleman from South Carolina to 
try to give some reasons for the urgency 
for the passage of this bill. I would feel 
in a weak position indeed if all I could 
say when asked that question was, Why 
that should be perfectly apparent; any- 
body ought to see why plainly. I believe 
that many Members of this House sin- 
cerely do not see why it is necessary. I 
will tell you why I think it is of great 
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importance that we should pass a civil- 
ian-control bill now, although some pro- 
visions of the Senate bill have been 
stricken out that I would have left in and 
some put in that I would have left out, 
but the reason I think it is important to 
pass this bill is that, first, we must main- 
tain and acquire complete control of the 
raw materials for making atomic bombs. 
Secondly, that control must be neces- 
sarily civilian, because civilian scientists 
and others who will be needed in a long- 
range atomic research and experiment 
plan just will not work in a brass-hat 
atmosphere. You can like it or not, but 
they will not work under such conditions. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. LUCE. I yield. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Will the 
gentlewoman tell me why we cannot now 
obtain the materials for the manufac- 
ture of the atomic bomb just as well as if 
we had this legislation? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut has 
expired. 

Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes and to revise and 
extend my remarks, . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. LUCE. The gentleman’s ques- 
tion was why can we not have Govern- 
ment control of raw materials? 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. No; that 
was not what I asked. Under the pres- 
ent emergency legislation, war emer- 
gency legislation, we are in a position 
now to get all the materials necessary 
to manufacture the bomb. 

Mrs. LUCE. There are a great many 
corporations, companies, and businesses 
which have materials to sell, or mine, in 
the atomic field. For example, thorium 
happens to be fissionable material. To- 
day the people producing thorium do not 
know whether to continue their opera- 
tions or to stop them; they do not know 
whether to make contracts with the 
Army, or to wait and make contracts 
with some civilian authority, or whether 
they should make them under the old 
free-enterprise system; in fact, every- 
body who has fissionable material, 
plants, structures, or anything whatso- 
ever to do with atomic energy is exactly 
in the same position the country is in 
about OPA now. There is confusion in 
the entire field owing to uncertainty 
about this legislation. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. That is 
because of the policy of the adminis- 
tration trying to force this bill through 
Congress at this time. If they adopted 
a definite policy I do not know why they 
could not get it. It must be mined in 
order to provide the material necessary 
for the manufacture of atomic bombs, 
We did it in war. We are still at war. 

Mrs. LUCE. Les; but the war acts 
must one day expire. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. LUCE. I yield. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. 
to make twa short observations. 


I wish 
One 
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is that we can buy the materials under 
the law we have on the statute books at 
the present time, the Strategic Material 
Stock Pile Act; the other is that if the 
main purpose of this bill is defense 

Mrs. LUCE. That is what I conceive 


-is its proper purpose—defense; and I 


want an expiration date to it when there 
is genuine peace in the world. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. If the 
main purpose is defense, then 7 years 
is too long. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. LUCE. I yield. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. There is 
a great deal of difference between the 
Government being able to buy enough 
fissionable material to make bombs with 
on the one hand, and having a commis- 
sion able to prevent somebody from pos- 
sessing fissionable material that may 
prove very dangerous, on the other hand. 
Is it not the second reason, even more 
than the first one, with which we should 
be concerned? 

Mrs. LUCE. That is quite correct. 
There must be a tonsistent, intelligent, 
coherent control over the export, owner- 
ship, and acquisition of fissionable ma- 
terial, and there also must be freedom to 
the scientists. I think there are pro- 
visions in this bill which are definitely 
socialistic in character. I consider that 
my position on this bill, that it is neces- 
sary to vote for it, while at the same time, 
I am concerned to point out its dangers 
in order to guard against them, is con- 
sistent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut has again 
expired. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard during the 
debate here much talk about confusion 
and I have also heard much talk about 
recommitting the bill. The question was 
asked just a short time ago, Why the 
necessity for this bill? 

May I not refer those who wish to know 
of the necessity for this bill to the hear- 
ings, and particularly Secretary of War 
Patterson whose evidence is on page 17: 

In May 1945, in anticipation of the prob- 
able success of the atomic bomb and of the 
prospect of an early end of the war, the 
Secretary, with approval of the President, 
took steps to initiate a long-range policy on 
atomic energy. He appointed the following 
special committee to survey the subject and 
to submit it a program: Secretary Stimson, 
chairman; James F. Byrnes (then a private 
citizen); Will Clayton, Assistant Secretary 
of State; Ralph Bard, Under Secretary of 
Navy; George Harrison, Special Assistant to 
Secretary of War; Dr. Vannevar Bush, Chair- 
man of the Office of Scientific Research and 
Development; Dr. Karl Compton, president, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Dr. 
James Conant, president, Harvard University, 

The special committee was assisted by a 
scientific panel drawn from the most emi- 
nent scientists working op the atomic energy 
project: Dr. J. R. Oppeitheimer, Dr. E. O. 
Lawrence, Dr. Arthur H. Compton, Dr. Enrico 
Fermi, 


This special committee made findings 
that are worthy of the attention of any 
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man, the last one, No. 6, I should like 
to call your attention to, quoting: 

The activities of the commission to be 
consistent with foreign policy and national 
defense as communicated to the commission 
by the President, 


Are we, merely by a cursory view or 
reading of this bill and the hearings, 
going to stand before the country today 
and say that we will put up our puny 
minds on this subject against the great 
scientists of this country? Are we, who 
have not studied this problem, for polit- 
ical or other purposes going to stand here 
today and say that with a matter involv- 
ing as much as this we will disregard ev- 
erything that has been said by those who 
know and cast it all away, and then say 
we do not need this legislation? 

Ah, my colleagues, before you come to 
your conclusion, let me pray in behalf of 
this country of ours that we all love that 
you give serious consideration to the 
work of the Senate committee, the House 
committee, and the scientists of this 
country. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from Illinois. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of Illinois. Is not 
one reason why we need at once a long- 
term program the retention of top-flight 
scientists and research workers? I had 
the privilege of visiting Oak Ridge in 
January, and the officers in charge in- 
sisted that the imperative need was to 
get at once a long-range program, be- 
cause they were daily losing competent 
men on their staff, and without a plan 
they could not keep them. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Certainly, 
lady is correct in her statement. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offerd by Mr. LANHAM: Page 
50, line 16, insert a new subsection, as fol- 
lows: 

“The term ‘nuclear fission’ shall be con- 
strued to mean that process which takes 
place in nuclei wherein the nucleus is split 
into fragments, at least two of which con- 
tain a substantial fraction of the mass of 
the original nucleus.” 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, nu- 
clear. fission is referred to all through 
the bill, and I think there should be a 
definition of it. This definition is prob- 
ably correct; if not, it could be changed; 
but it certainly has the approval of a 
very distinguished gentleman who from 
the very beginning has been connected 
with all of the operations with reference 
to atomic energy. 

Does not the chairman think that 
there should be some definition of it, 
since you are giving definitions of the 
A other terms mentioned in the 

ill? 

Mr. MAY. Ihave no objection what- 
soever to defining the term; and if it is 
not properly defined in the gentleman’s 
amendment, that is another reason why 
it ought to go to'conference, where we 
can sit down deliberately and see what 
the exact, proper definition is or whether 
this is proper or not. 

Mr. LANHAM. But the conference 
would have no authority unless there we s 
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something in the bill by way of defini- 
tion. 

Mr. MAY. I think that is possibly 
true, and this will certainly give them 
an opportunity to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. LANHAM]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, mankind has always 
been afraid of the unknown. Mankind 
was afraid of influenza when it struck 
this country during the last war. It 
has been afraid of all diseases until a 
remedy has been found. Mankind is to- 
day afraid of cancer. Why? Because 
its cause is unknown. Its cure is not 
certain. 

I think a great deal of the confusion 
in this House over atomic energy can be 
placed directly at the door of the un- 
known quantity. Research is nothing 
more than reaching out into the un- 
known, taking something that we have 
not known about and bringing it down 
to practical application. The scientists 
in this age have reached out and tapped 
the field of atomic energy and the many 
problems involving it. It seems to me 
that this House ought to do the thing 
that will take atomic energy and then 
use it for the benefit of mankind. How 
that is going to be done, I do not know, 
and I do not think this House knows. 
There are many unknown roads to travel 
before we reach the ultimate end of what 
will happen with atomic energy. That is 
one cause of the confusion today. We 
cannot pull back the curtain of tomor- 
row and see just what is to happen with 
this new-found force. It is a great de- 
structive power. It should be harnessed 
for the benefit of mankind. 

I wish the bill could have more study, 
but I will not stand in the way of prog- 
ress represented by this great new dis- 
covery. 

As Members of Congress we ought to 
approach this problem with open minds, 
with the hope of going down a road that 
will eventually take this great secret 
that scientists have reached out and 
brought down to us and use it for the 
benefit of the world: Perhaps we could 
outlaw atomic bombs in future wars. 
That would be ideal. Whether it can 
be done or not I do not know. 

I heard the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut say that scientists would not 
work with the brass hats, or something 
like that, but I do not agree. Of course, 
scientific knowledge goes on regardless 
of this bill. I am not worried about 
whether cancer research will continue if 
we do not pass this bill. Scientists work, 
and have been working for years, on 
what causes cancer. Some day we may 
find out what causes cancer, we May 
find a cure for it. Neither do I think 
the knowledge of the atomic bomb will 
stay here in America.. Science marches 
on and this knowledge of atomic energy 
will be universal. Scientists the world 
over are thinking along the lines of what 
atomic energy can do today. Other na- 
tions will have it, although they may 
have some difficulty in getting that in- 
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tricate machinery that goes into the 
production of atomic bombs. But it 
does seem to me that with the peace 
conference to be held next week there 
perhaps is no hurry about passing this 
particular atomic-energy bill. What 


harm is there in waiting until the thing - 


has had time to boil down and simmer 
a bit. Perhaps in 6 months we will be 
wiser and confusion will subside. The 
more you think about the unknown the 
less fearful you become about the un- 
known. If the bill is not recommitted 
for further study, I shall join with the 
majority and trust that, under the bill, 
science may march on and the powers 
and benefits of atomic energy will bring 
great benefits to the world. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been sitting here 
through every hour of this debate. I do 
not claim to have as much intellectual 
equipment or scientific knowledge as 
many of my colleagues, but I have man- 
aged through the past 22 years once in 
a while to vote intelligently, That priv- 
ilege is going to be denied me today. 

I have three convictions as a result of 
these weary days: First, we have created 
the atomic bomb. It was done with our 
money and our scientists under military 
control at the time. That is our respon- 
sibility as a people and a government, 
the gravest responsibility that has ever 
rested upon a nation in the history of 
the world. 

Second, I am convinced that it is a 
serious mistake to have kept this legis- 
lation until the dying hours of this ses- 
sion of Congress, when we are harassed 
to death with a thousand claims and 
calls and are looking to get away from 
here, and are unable to give the atten- 
tion and time to it that we ought to. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. I call the attention of my 
friend, when he says it was a mistake to 
keep the legislation back to this late 
hour, to the fact that the House Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs reported a bill on 
the subject the 7th day of last Novem- 
ber and urged its early consideration. I 
do not think we ought to be blamed for 
what has happened, in view of the fact 
that the Senate bill came to us, and we 
commenced hearings on it immediately. 

Mr. EATON. I am not blaming any- 
one, I am just stating a fact. 

Lastly, I join with the very brilliant 
and beautiful lady from Connecticut, if 
she will allow me to join with her, in 
being completely confused. When a 
mind such as she possesses is confused, 
what can you expect of a mere man? 

So I say today that no matter how I 
vote I have not the slightest idea wheth- 
er I am yoting wisely or unwisely. I am 
inclined to cut the Gordian knot by vot- 
ing to recommit this bill to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr, HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman has 
been a very distinguished representative 
of this body at the San Francisco Con- 
ference and at other conferences of an 
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international character. Can the gen- 
tleman give us the benefit of his wisdom 
as to the immediate need for passing this 
legislation? 

Mr. EATON. Iam not profoundly ac- 
quainted with the reasons to be presented 
in answer to that question, but I can con- 
ceive of no immediate urgency from the 
point of view of the international organ- 
ization at this time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Speaking of the 
alleged immediate urgency, the gentle- 
man will recall that the War Depart- 
ment is now entering into contracts with 
universities for further research in this 
field so that research will not cease. 

Mr. EATON. So you understand, 
then, that the urgency is not immediate? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is not imme- 
diate; that is correct. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut has said that there 
was much of the socialistic in this bill. 
Does the gentleman not believe that in 
the next year there will be less of that 
trend in the then membership and in 
the country and that it is better to delay 
legislation on this question? 

Mr. EATON. I do not see any imme- 
diate urgency for the passage of the bill. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all debate on this sec- 
tion and all amendments thereto do now 
close. 

Mr.WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 18. (a) There are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary and appropriate to carry out the 
provisions and purposes of this act. The 
acts appropriating such sums may appro- 
priate specified portions thereof to be ac- 
counted for upon the certification of the 
Commission only. Funds appropriated to 
the Commission shall, if obligated by con- 
tract during the fiscal year for which appro- 
priated, remain available for expenditure for 
4 years following the expiration of the fiscal 
year for which appropriated. After such 
4-year period, the unexpended balances of 
appropriations shall be carried to the surplus 
fund and covered into the Treasury. 

(b) Such part as the President may deter- 
mine of the unexpended balances of appro- 
priations, allocations, or other funds avail- 
able for expenditure in connection with the 
Manhattan Engineer District are hereby 
transferred to the Commission and shall be 
available for expenditure for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this act. 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I make a point of order 
against subparagraph (b) on page 52, 
lines 18 to 23, inclusive, on the ground 
that it constitutes an appropriation and 
may not be reported by the Committee 
on Military Affairs, which is without 
jurisdiction to report appropriations, I 
am constrained to make this point of 
order, Mr. Chairman, for two or three 
reasons. The appropriations now car- 
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ried in the War Department appropria- 
tion bill for 8375, 000,000 were made in a 
larger amount than would have been 
made for 1 year only because the Budget 
request was for only $200,000,000. The 
additional $175,000,000 was added in 
place of contractual authorizations for 
obligations to mature in fiscal 1948. The 
total appropriation was made for the 
military features of the atomic service. 
It is now proposed that these appropria- 
tions be transferred for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this act, 
which is much broader, providing for 
loans, providing for the development of 
civilian production and licensing, and 
many other features not contemplated 
in the appropriations for the Military 
Establishment. Consequently, this para- 
graph constitutes an appropriation, and 
I make the point of order that it may 
not be reported in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Kentucky desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. MAY. Ido not, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Mitts). The 
Chair is ready to rule. In the opinion 
of the Chair, the language referred to by 
the gentleman from South Dakota, be- 
ginning on line 18, page 52, and extend- 
ing through line 23, is in violation of 
clause 4 of rule 21, Therefore, the Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. MATHEWS. What was the cor- 
rect number of the section just read by 
the Clerk? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk had 
completed the reading of the bill through 
line 23 on page 52. 

Mr. MATHEWS. But what is the cor- 
rect number of the section just read? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk has not 
yet reported the committee amendment. 

The Clerk will now report the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 52, line 16, strike out 18“ and in- 
sert “19.” 


t The committee amendment was agreed 
0. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, as most Members know. 
I have opposed the amendments, with 
one or two exceptions, which have been 
adopted to this bill. 

I rise at this time, none the less, to beg 
the House not to recommit it. The con- 
fusion that has been referred to is large- 
ly confusion that has been created—I 
shall not say deliberately—in the course 
of debate. The conception of the bill as 
it came to us from the Senate is abso- 
lutely clear to anyone who really wants 
to understand it. 

It was almost a year ago that the first 
atomic bomb was dropped. A Member 
of this body, responsible for the welfare 
of the Nation, who, 1 year after that 
greatest event since the birth of Christ 
himself upon this earth, is willing to tell 
his constituents that he does not under- 
stand the over-all problems of it well 
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enough to legislate upon them, strikes a 
blow at democratic Government itself. 
We must be able to deal with this our 


-greatest problem if we are to prove that 


democratic parliamentary legislative 
Government can justify its continuance 
in the new and admittedly dynamic and 
in some respect fearsome age in which 
we live. 

The question is, Do we have the cour- 
age to face the world as it is; not as we 
would like it, but as it is? A vote to 
recommit this bill means that domestic 
control over fissionable material and 
atomic energy will not be adopted at 
least until the Congress meets next year. 
Such a vote will be tantamount of cause 
to defeating the bill and will mean that 
sporadic possession and sporadic use of 
this most dangerous element ever to face 
mankind can go on. Such a vote will 
mean a repudiation, in effect, of the of- 
ficial position of this Government as laid 
before the other nations of the world 
in the Baruch Proposal for the interna- 
tional control of atomic energy, because, 
unless we here establish domestic con- 
trol first, we cannot expect other na- 
tions to agree with us for international 
control. And unless that international 
control be established during the period 
of America’s unquestioned pre-emin- 
ence in this field, our chance to get that 
international control will be minimized 
immeasurably, and a continuing atomic 
race becomes inevitable. 

Furthermore, the choice and alterna- 
tive that we face is briefly this, if this leg- 
islation is recommitted, this House puts 
its stamp of approval on a continued 
armament race in atomic weapons. We 
would be resting the fate of this Nation 
in some miraculous stopping of the minds 
of scientists in every other nation in the 
world. For we would fail to make pro- 
vision, as every bit of competent evi- 
dence tells us we must, for the continu- 
ance of atomic energy development at 
home. In other words, if we recommit 
this bill, we fail to say that we will do 
everything within the power of this 
House to stop an armament race in 
atomic weapons, and we will be saying 
instead that this House will have no part 
in what other agency of this Govern- 
ment has attempted and is striving to do, 
namely to get control in the hands of 
men over this engine of destruction, 
which otherwise will destroy him. 

For my part, I am not willing to sell 
the future safety of my children and 
yours for any cheap political effort to 
save myself in the next few years. This 
is a matter for the ages. This House 
cannot turn this legislation down, Mr. 
Chairman, and be true to our duty. 

For if we raise our sights even for a 
moment above the level of secrets that 
elementary reason teaches will be secret 
for only a moment of time, above the 
level of political slogans, about the level 
of the desires of some forces in this 
country for private profit—if we will raise 
our sights to the great stark facts we face 
we shall see beyond them but two visions, 
one is a vision of the four horsemen more 
terrible in mien than ever a World War I 
author could possibly paint them, The 
other is a vision of the stars themselves 
and the universe whence atomic energy 
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has come, which of these visions will con- 
stitute the actual fact of our children 
and children’s children, depends, believe 
me, on what we do in this solemn hour. 

I cannot blame Members in the slight- 
est for feeling this is most difficult; in- 
deed, I cannot even blame them per- 
sonally for wishing, as by their votes and 
speeches many of them have indicated 
they wished that atomic energy had 
never been released. But I can, and do 
most earnestly, beg them not to continue 
to commit their country’s course on such 
a wish which they know is contrary to the 
basic facts of our life. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Will the gentleman 
tell me if any other nation of the world 
has transferred its atomic-energy pro- 
gram to the domestic field? 

Mr, COOLEY. Not that I know of. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Very briefly. 

Mr. FOLGER. What other nation has 
the atomic bomb besides this Nation? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know of any. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. The 
question was asked if any countries had 
transferred their atomic-energy pro- 
gram underneath civilian control. The 
English have their entire program under- 
neath civilian control, and the Army or 
the Navy does not appear anywhere in 
their program. 

Mr. COOLEY. I hope the lady’s an- 
swer is satisfactory to the gentleman 
who propounded the question. 

I asked the majority leader to give the 
House one sound reason why this bill 
should not be recommitted. I did not do 
that with the idea of bringing about any 
embarrassing situation to him because 
he had the floor. In the hours and hours 
of debate I have listened for some sound 
reasons to be given by someone as to 
why it was not wise to recommit this bill. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know whether 
the gentleman can give us any sound 
reason or not, but if he can, I am very 
glad to yield to him. 

Mr. WILSON. The chairman of the 
committee just a few moments ago made 
the statement that this bill was reported 
out of the Committee on Military Affairs 
8 months ago and had not been acted 
upon. Can anyone tell me now why 
there should be such haste to act upon 
it, when 5 months from now we will be 
back in session again? 

Mr. COOLEY. I agree with the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BLOOM. I merely want to say 
that the very interesting speech made 
by the gentleman from California, I 
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think, gives more than one reason why 
this bill should not be recommitted. 

Mr. COOLEY. No, it does not. The 
gentleman from California did not give 
any reason except—— 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. The 
first reason is to make sure that Amer- 
ica continues to get fissionable material 
in the future. 

The second reason is to prevent that 
fissionable material from getting scat- 
tered all over the Nation with people 
using it for all sorts of purposes. 

The third reason is to establish a con- 
tinuous centralized control in the hands 
of this Commission to prevent that thing 
from happening. 

The fourth reason is that if you are 
going to talk at all about getting that 
international control then the first thing 
you have got first to do is to have do- 
mestic control. 

The first reason is that the most dis- 
tinguished people who studied this ques- 
tion, the scientists, the economists, the 
chiefs of staff, the President of the 
United States, the State Department, 
and everybody else who knows anything 
about it has told you that it was neces- 
sary to act now. 

Mr. COOLEY. Now, to sum up the 
reasons that have just been given by the 
gentleman from California, he appar- 
ently is very much afraid at the present 
time that the secrets of the atomic bomb 
are being given away or that research 
in the field is being retarded or will soon 
be abandoned and that all of the scien- 
tists will cease to work on this newly 
discovered, mysterious, and most terrific 
of all powers. He recites the fact that 
others have been giving thought and 
consideration to the matter, that great 
scientists have worked on it, that the 
Military Affairs Committee members 
have considered it. I believe, and I 
hope he will agree, that the secret is 
now being safely guarded; research is 
continuing and will not be impeded and 
will not be abandoned. 

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman has 
asked why we should pass this? Will the 
gentleman state precisely why he is op- 
posed to favorable action at this time? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I will 
be very glad to tell the gentleman why 
I am opposed to it, The secret now is 
adequately safeguarded, it should be 
safeguarded, and should remain as a 
military secret until peace documents 
have been written and signed. We 

should hold this weapon of war. 

i I do not believe it has been recognized 
or established as a cure for cancer. The 
gentleman from Minnesota, Dr. JUDD, has 
not yet established his theory of mutat- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ing the species by radioactivity, on which 
the charming lady from Connecticut 
commented yesterday. 


Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, will the - 


gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut. 

Mrs. LUCE. I had not at that time 
read Dr. JuDD’s exceedingly brilliant ex- 
planation of the processes of mutation 
as they appear in yesterday’s RECORD. 
You will find there a complete description 
as to radioactivity in this field and how 
it may have brought about the creation 
of dinosaurs and other monsters in pre- 
historic times. 

I want to say also that I welcome this 
opportunity to say that my own remarks 
on the subject were a humorous attempt 
to focus attention on the incredible po- 
tentialities of radioactive energy. If we 
do not control the bomb, it might be a 
good thing for someone to mutate the 
species, so we could all escape from it, 
and change us into groundhogs or moles 
or, better still, provide us with wings, 
because I am sure it would be nice to 
have them here. If we do not stop de- 
vising weapons of slaughter, we are not 
likely to have wings in the hereafter, 
that is certain. 

What is much to be preferred to the 
mutation of the species is that we should 
all begin to use the gray matter and the 
brains with which the Lord so abun- 
dantly provided us many millions of 
years ago. If we will use our brains on 
this matter, we need not worry about 
mutation of the species, because we will 
not take any risks with human life, and 
we will send this bill to conference. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I want to answer the 
gentleman’s question. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman stated 
that he feared the possible disclosure of 
secrets if this is placed in the hands of 
a commission. Is there anything in the 
bill that threatens any such possibility? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not think we need 
to take any others in with us to help 
share the secrets of the atomic bomb. I 
regard the atomic bomb as one of the 
greatest instrumentalities of death ever 
devised by the genius of man. You do 
not have to guess about it. All you have 
to do is to go to Nagasaki and Hiroshima 
and see the results of it there. If we are 
going to remain strong, if this is an in- 
strumentality of defense, then pray tell 
me why should we give it up? 

Mr. DINGELL. We are not giving it 
up. 

Mr. COOLEY. Why should we be so 
anxious to let Russia or any other nation 
on earth know the secrets of this deadly 
weapon that we have in our hands? I 
would like to ask a question of the gen- 
tleman from California. Does the gen- 
tleman believe that if the situation were 
reversed and Russia had possession of 
this secret that she would give us full 
information about it? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. No; and 
I do not believe that there is a line or 
a dot in this bill that proposes to give 
it to anybody, and if there were, I would 
be against the bill. What there is in this 
bill is the establishment of the kind of 
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control in the hands of a commission 
that will make it clear and to prevent 
that happening until such time as we 
have international control over it. 

Mr. COOLEY. What is thé gentle- 
man’s objection to the present method of 
control? What is the gentleman’s objec- 
tion to guarding it with soldiers and con- 
trolling it as it is now being controlled? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. The 
present method of control does not ex- 
tend at all to development throughout 
the country. The present method of 
control, as I explained over and again 
in the debate, does not reach fissionable 
material in the hands of any Tom, Dick, 
and Harry in this Nation. It does not 
prevent the development of production 
of any weapon that anybody may want to 
produce. 

Mr. COOLEY. My friend seems to be 
alarmed over the possibility that fission- 
able material may fall into the hands of 
individuals or private corporations and 
that such individuals or corporations 
might make greater strides in develop- 
ment and production than will be made 
under our present set-up, and he seems 
to be under the impression that this new- 
ly created Commission will guard more 
carefully both the material and its devel- 
opment. This is about the frankest ex- 
pression that I have heard in support of 
the bill. Technically, we are still at war, 
and certainly, no individual or corpora- 
tion would dare attempt to seize upon fis- 
sionable material or undertake experi- 
ments which would clash with the plans 
and programs of the armed forces. This 
is a deadly instrumentality, and it should 
be dealt with in deadly fashion. The 
atomic bomb was the weapon that ended, 
suddenly, the world’s greatest conflict. 
While it destroyed human life, it likewise 
saved human life, because it ended the 
war. It was a climax to cruelty. Cer- 
tainly it it not unreasonable to argue 
that atomic energy as a weapon of war 
or defense should be perfected before 
diverting our attention and the attention 
of scientists to a discovery of other 
peacetime uses in which it may be devel- 
oped. 

Is this bill an act of appeasement? 
Are we being forced by diplomatic pres- 
sure to surrender “the big stick,” the 
atomic bomb, before even our allies will 
discuss the terms of peace? This coun- 
try is tired of appeasement. This coun- 
try is tired of pussyfooting. We should 
be more determined and insist upon free, 
frank, and open discussions. What do 
we know about Russia’s postwar pro- 
grams, demobilization plans, or experi- 
ments in the field of atomic energy? 
Will the passage of this bill cause Russia 
and other nations to abandon all experi- 
ments and discharge all scientists and 
abandon their exploratory efforts or even 
to submit to international control the 
information which they have obtained 
thus far? Why, Russia will not even per- 
mit American military men or civilians 
into Korea or into certain sections of 
Manchuria. It is not even safe for 
Members of this Congress to fly over ter- 
ritory which is now occupied by the Rus- 
sians. They have not accorded us even 
the privileges of cooperation and under- 
standing. There is constantly a tense 
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feeling in China, and especially in the 
northern portion of that poverty-stricken 
nation. In China we seem to be playing 
both ends against the middle. We are 
told that we are equipping and supplying 
both armies—the army of the Central 
Government and the army of the Com- 
munists. Our men are still wondering 
why they are in China. They know that 
the war is over and they want to know 
why they are not permitted to return 
home. General Marshall has been given 
the world’s greatest and most difficult 
diplomatic assignment, but I venture the 
assertion that there are areas with which 
he is dealing into which he would not 
even be permitted to travel in search of 
pertinent information. What kind of 
partnership is this? With what kind of 
ally are we dealing? Not even the mem- 
bers of our great Military Affairs Com- 
mittee know anything at all about Rus- 
sia’s postwar programs, and yet we are 
about to run the risk of surrendering the 
greatest military secret of all times and 
even before the terms of peace have been 
agreed upon. Yes; I am for control of 
all the secrets of the atomic bomb and 
will continue to be for the control of such 
secrets until the terms of peace have been 
agreed upon and adequate international 
machinery has been provided for the fu- 
ture control of all phases of the develop- 
ment in the field of atomic energy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
expired. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Case of South 
Dakota: 

Page 52, line 13, strike out “four years” 
and insert “one year.” 

Page 52, line 13, strike out “four-year” 
and insert “one-year.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from South Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 

Sec, 19. If any provision of this act, or the 
application of such provision to any person 
or circumstances, is held invalid, the re- 
mainder of this act or the application of 
such provision to persons or circumstances 
other than those as to which it is held in- 
valid, shall not be effected thereby. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 53, line 2, strike out “19” and in- 
sert “20.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MatHEws: On 
page 53, after section 20, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

“PERFORMANCE OF CERTAIN ACTS 

“Sec. 21. Whenever by the provisions of 

this act any license is necessary, any act 
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amendment was 
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required or any act prohibited, which li- 
cense cannot be procured or which act can- 
not reasonably be done or refrained from 
for the reason that the Commission is not 
fully organized, staffed, and functioning, 
then such license shall not be necessary, or 
such act required or prohibited until the 
President, by proclamation, shall declare that 
the Commission is fully organized, staffed, 
and functioning.” 

And renumber the last section to be section 
22 accordingly. 


Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
conceive this to be a most important and 
practical amendment. It takes care of 
the situation which I endeavored to point 
out to this committee day before yes- 
terday, that the moment you pass the 
act and the President signs it, no one 
can do certain acts, possess certain ma- 
terials or facilities without either the 
approval of, or a license issued by, the 
Commission. I pointed out at that time 
and I repeat emphatically that by the 
time the President appoints this Com- 
mission and it is confirmed by the Sen- 
ate, and additionally, as I suggested the 
day before yesterday and as you have 
now put into this bill by amendment, 
there might properly be and now must 
be an investigation by the FBI of all the 
proposed personnel to be put in this 
bureau, it will be months and months 
or a year, perhaps, before this Commis- 
sion is functioning and can give its ap- 
proval to anything or issue its license 
for anything. What happens in the 
meantime to the people who have pro- 
duced this atomic bomb and who are 
working on this thing? 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHEWS. As soon as I have 
explained the amendment. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman asked 
what happens in the meantime. I want 
to tell him what will happen, 

Mr. MATHEWS. As soon as I finish 
my statement I will be glad to yield to 
the chairman of the committee. 

How can these people proceed in an 
orderly fashion to keep abreast of the 
development of the uses of these things 
in industry, which is for the good of man- 
kind, as explained by the proponents of 
the bill, if they have to have a license 
from a commission which does not exist 
or the approval of a commission which 
does not exist, to continue that very work 
which it is our purpose to keep up so 
that we may keep abreast of and, in fact, 
ahead of the rest of the world? 

Perhaps the chairman has an answer, 
but to my mind if this bill is passed 
without such an amendment as this you 
are not only going to throw the industry 
engaged in this work into terrible con- 
fusion, so that they will not know what 
they can do or cannot do, but you will 
have subjected them to the punishment 
of fine and imprisonment for violation 
of the act. I think an amendment of 
this kind ought to and must be adopted 
if you are to save the very people who 
are developing this industry for you. 

Now I yield to the chairman of the 
committee to answer that question. 

Mr. MAY. The answer to the ques- 
tion is that in the interim covered by the 
gentleman’s amendment it may be pos- 
sible for large industries or small indus- 
tries or anybody in the world to buy up 
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and corner all the fissionable material in 
the country and then hold it for a fab- 
ulous price from the Government. 

Mr. MATHEWS. That does not an- 
swer the question I have raised. What 
about legitimate people who are now 
using this in their business and who will 
continue to use it for the benefit of man- 
kind? What about the situation spoken 
of by the gentleman from New York, the 
investigation and the possession of these 
materials in the meantime under con- 
tract with the Government? Yet this 
act, passed later than any other act, 
says they cannot do it without the ap- 
proval of or a license from a commission 
which does not exist and will not exist 
for some time. You will create the 
greatest legal difficulties I ever saw, in 
my opinion, unless you adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHEWS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Idaho. 

Mr. WHITE. I wonder if the chair- 
man of the committee knows that an- 
other committee of the House has re- 
ported out a bill to take possession of 
the ores in the ground wherever they 
exist? 

Mr. MATHEWS. I would not know, 
but that might or might not be a prac- 
tical proposition. i 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment 
and ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
if I may have the attention of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina, I would like 
to give an answer to his question. At the 
same time, may I say that I am opposed 
to the amendment that was offered. 

Any future inventions will be pat- 
terned on the preliminary work already 
done in the field of atomic research, 
which has been paid for by about $3,000,- 
000,000 of the public’s money. The 
situation is different than if all the work 
done so far, all the inventions made, and 
the applications used, had been devel- 
oped by private industry, private re- 
searchers and inventors, using their own 
funds. The Government sponsored all 
atomic research and inventions, paid for 
it, assigned the personnel to do the work. 
There is no reason under the sun why 
private individuals and corporations 
should now get control through taking 
advantage of discoveries and research 
made possible by vast sums of money 
paid out by the taxpayers. 

The bill provides just and adequate 
compensation for any development 
which may be contributed through pri- 
vate resources, but we want the public 
protected against such development be- 
ing monopolized and withheld from pub- 
lic use until the individual or corporation 
responsible for the discovery decides it 
may be released and just how it may be 
released. 

I cannot stress too strongly that since 
any future invention will be based on 
work which has already been done by 
the taxpayers’ money that we are fully 
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justified in demanding that the public’s 
rights be fully protected. 

Do not forget that no small company is 
ever going to be able to afford the re- 
search necesSary for further develop- 
ment and application of atomic energy. 
Only the largest corporations with their 
untold funds will be able to indulge in 
this research, Unless we are very care- 
ful we are likely to encourage the de- 
velopment of private monopolies in 
atomic application just as we have per- 
mitted private monopoly in the develop- 
ment of and use of other public utilities. 

Of course private industry wants com- 
plete control of the patents, and when I 
say private industry, I mean large private 
industry—not the small fry. For years 
there has been agitation to change our 
patent laws so that new devices and in- 
ventions can be made available to the 
public more readily. This fight over the 
patents brings to the front the real fight 
over this whole atomic energy issue. The 
insistence on military control under the 
guise that our secrets must be kept is 
merely a front for this fight on who will 
control the patents—private interests or 
the Government. If the private interests 
fail in this patent fight, they will depend 
on the military control angle, and the re- 
striction of atomic energy development 
for military purposes only, in the hope 
that the development of atomic energy 
for civilian purposes will be postponed 
until such time as a more responsive Con- 
gress may enact legislation more suitable 
to their prime purpose of getting control 
of all new inventions and uses through 
the power of controlling the patents. 

This Congress has a wonderful oppor- 
tunity to see that this new power is really 
developed for and by the people. We 
were not mature enough as a nation to 
understand the potentialities of other 
God-given resources when we permitted 
private interests to step in and take con- 
trol. The issue is, Will the atom be used 
for the profit and benefit of the people or 
will the benefits to the people be subordi- 
nate to the profits of private interests? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired, 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

; ine ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ect. 

Mr, McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last five words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have refrained from 
speaking on the bill during the time 
that we have debated it because there is 
evidently a great deal of confusion in 
the minds of many here as to the advis- 
ability of this legislation at all. On the 
other hand, there is no question about 
the fact that science is going to stop its 
experiments and research whether this 
legislation is passed or not. I am in- 
clined to believe the Senate certainly 
must have had in mind the protection 
of the Nation and its natural resources 
and the dangers of this atomic energy 
if it were released promiscuously, when 
they passed this bill. On the contrary, 
we have amended the bill to such an 
extent that it is now in such a state that 
it is doubtful whether we all believe the 
things that we have added to the bill. 
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One of the amendments which I am par- 
ticularly concerned about which was 
adopted here a few moments ago on a 
voice vote, was the definition of nuclear 
fission. The gentleman who offered the 
amendment may have been sincere in his 
intentions, but the definition of nuclear 
fission in a bill passed by the Congress 
will carry a great deal of authority. If 
it is not properly defined, it is going to 
be a matter of ridiculousness in the 
minds of the public, or it is going to be 
looked upon as the correct definition of 
nuclear fission, whether it is correct or 
not. I recommend that this bill go to 
conference and that the conferees con- 
sider the definition of nuclear fission as 
defined in the Smythe report which is 
much more scientifically correct, if there 
is going to be any definition of nuclear 
fission in the bill at all. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I think the House 
should understand that my distinguish- 
ed colleague from California is a chemi- 
cal engineer. His words are of value 
at this time. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I thank the 
gentleman. I have spent years in 
chemistry, in metallurgy, in the manu- 
facture of steel and aluminum, and in 
explosives in the manufacture of nitro- 
glycerin, nitro-starch, and tetra-nitro- 
anilin before entering public service 
when atomic energy was revealed as an 
explosive. I became vitally interested in 
and have done considerable study on the 
subject. It is a highly scientific sub- 
ject. It is difficult to legislate on. 
Scientific research and development 
should not be curtailed by legislation. 
It is an inherent characteristic of men 
and women of science to use their talent 
for the good of mankind, not for de- 
structive purposes. Most of the prog- 
ress we have made in extending life and 
making living more comfortable has 
come from scientific research and 
development. 

I do not want to appear as an expert 
on atomic energy, although I appreciate 
the reference of my colleague because, 
although the revolution of atomic energy 
is new, in science it is as old as the hills, 
We have only discovered the uses of it. 
The defense that we are trying to pro- 
tect against here is a defense for and 
from destructive purposes. We certainly 
should do nothing by legislation that 
would interfere with the development re- 
search and uses of atomic energy for the 
industries, the arts, and sciences. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LANHAM], in offering the 
amendment, confessed that he was not 
convinced that the definition was ac- 
curate, but he merely put it in the bill 
so that the conferees could discuss it 
later. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I appreciate that. 
I am only adding my contribution to it 
so that the conferees may have it before 
them. I believe the definition in the 
Smythe report is as accurate as you can 
define it. I think we have the frame- 
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work of a good bill here and I do not 
think it should be thrown out altogether. 
It should go to conference. I doubt very 
much if the secret about which we are 
all talking—as a matter of fact there is 
no secret in the creation and formation 
of atomic energy. There is a secret with 
reference to the specific destructive force 
that it produces. No private corpora- 
tion will get hold of that. They will not 
spend the amount of money necessary to 
develop it for that purpose. We are pro- 
tecting that secret with as much security 
as we have in the Army and Navy and 
the FBI. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman’s idea 
of the Smythe suggestion is an excellent 
one, but let me ask the gentleman this 
question: Is there anything in this bill 
that will disclose the secret to anyone 
outside of these United States? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I may say to the 
gentleman, I am concerned about the 
broad powers that are given to the Com- 
mission, and the added personnel that 
would be developed under the Commis- 
sion, and the fact that if you allow these 
things to go through too many minds, 
they are likely to leak out and get into 
the wrong channels. Asit is now, I have 
every confidence the Army is protecting 
the secret. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all debate on this 
section and all amendments thereto close 
in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TIBBOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TIBBOTT. Mr. Chairman, from 
the standpoint of my duty as a Member 
of this body and to justify my position on 
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that this measure should be returned to 
the committee for further study and 
consideration. While I realize that there 
are many who believe that the commit- 
tee’s bill on atomic energy should be 
adopted now, nevertheless, it seems to 
me that we are acting in too much haste. 
I have arrived at this conclusion after 
listening carefully to the arguments both 
for and against the bill. As the situa- 
tion stands I cannot give the bill my sup- 
port as there are so many confusing pro- 
visions in it that, to my way of believing, 
do not give our country the protection to 
which we are entitled. For the time 
being and until peace is restored 
throughout the world, I am of the firm 
belief that the secrets of the atomic bomb 
should be kept entirely within the con- 
fines of our own Nation. Until such 
time as the committee brings in addi- 
tional evidence in support of their posi- 
tion, I am compelled to vote against the 
passage of the bill before us, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
aron Kentucky [Mr. ROBSION] is recog- 
d. 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. 
Chairman, we have all watched with 
interest the efforts of our country to 
build a just and lasting peace and to 
set up an organization that would pre- 
vent aggression and the horrors and 
burden of wars in the future. But in 
that effort backed by our administration 
and the heart, soul, and mind of the 
American people we have seen our efforts 
frustrated from time to time so that we 
were unable to write a workable charter 
and we have been unable to bring the 
countries together to write or agree upon 
a treaty of peace. The country that has 
obstructed all the way, all the time, has 
been Russia. It has created a spirit of 
alarm in this country and we are contin- 
uing to draft teen-agers and keep and 
maintain 1,600,000 of our boys in foreign 
lands and in camps here and on the 
seven seas of the world, at great expense 
to our Nation. This year with a deficit 
facing the country the Congress has al- 
ready voted the enormous sum of $12,- 
000,000,000 for the Army and the Navy. 
This is one-half of the cost of World 
War I. The administration says all this 
is necessary. Why? They claim that 
there is danger. Russia is the threat. 
Now, if it is so necessary to draft our 
teen-agers and keep large armed forces 
throughout the world and spend $12,- 
000,000,000 this year to strengthen our 
military and naval power, we must guard 
zealously our atomic secret today. We 
must not, while the world is in turmoil, 
make it possible for any potential enemy 
to obtain this war secret, the most pow- 
erful aggressive and defensive weapon 
the American people have? I have 
heard throughout this debate expres- 
sions of doubt as to how far we should 
go. The bill has been greatly amended 
and I think improved.. But it is still not 
clear what type of men will be appointed 
on that Commission or the persons who 
will make up the large number of per- 
sonnel. There could be a leak. Now, 
without a peace treaty, with a world 
still technically at war, shall we give 
away this mighty secret weapon? I am 
in favor of recommitting this bill and 
giving more time for study. 

Russia is not surrendering any of her 
military secrets; she has rejected all 
plans submitted by us and other peace- 
loving nations. This secret—know- 
how—of the atomic bomb is in the safe- 
keeping of our military with other 
secrets. This is the most priceless of 
all. We know and the world knows we 
are a peace-loving Nation and will not 
use it except in our own defense and to 
preserve the peace of the world, but what 
will happen if some other nations get 
possession of this secret before a treaty 
of peace is signed and there is still dis- 
cord throughout the world. 

This bill as amended sets up a Com- 
mission of civilians and one military 
man. They do not have the right to 
give away our atomic bomb secret. The 
Congress and the American people 
should be vigilant. Some delay until 
Congress meets next January would give 
time to determine if the world’s prob- 
lems can be solved in a peaceful way, 
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and we can know more about Russia’s 
attitude. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 

[Mr. Fotcer] is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 
Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, I can 
hardly understand what is going on in 
the House. It is the strangest situation 
from any point of view that the mind 
can conceive, if one has a mind, as to 
why a concerted, apparently well-de- 
veloped campaign should be put on in 
this body to destroy this legislation. Is 
it politics? I would not make that ac- 
cusation. I do not wish even to think 
that even in the inmost private recesses 
of my soul. 

Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLGER. I yield. 

Mrs. LUCE. I do not think anybody 
in this House would dream of accusing 
anybody in this House of jeopardizing 
millions of lives and perhaps civilization 
itself for political reasons. There is not 
a man that low in this House. If there 
were he should be shot: 

Mr. FOLGER. The gentlewoman has 
stated about what I have stated, that 
not in the inmost recesses of my soul 
would I think such a thing. Then, is it 
due to the fact that many of us have 
failed to inform ourselves on this sub- 
ject, when the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of War, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, the State Depart- 
ment, the scientists who discovered 
atomic energy have asked for this legis- 
lation? It was not an invention, it was 
a discovery, for nuclear energy has been 
here all the time. We just have discov- 
ered it and made ourselves able to ap- 
ply it. 

I want to read you a fine statement, 
and, as my opinion, the following: 

The carefully considered measure for 
control of atomic energy passed by the 
Senate has now been warped beyond all 
recognition. The chance we may have if 
we subscribe to that view is that in the 
conference we may unwarp some of these 
things that have been, in my opinion, 
thoughtlessly injected into this legisla- 
tion. 

On the pretext of preserving secrecy, 
the House has voted to void the principle 
of civilian rule, as though Americans are 
not to be trusted simply because they do 
not wear a uniform. And then, by way 
of making ludicrous even its own pre- 
tenses, the House voted to make secrecy 
impossible by eliminating the Senate pro- 
vision for a Government monopoly in the 
atomic field and providing, instead, for 
private patents to develop the most potent 
force the world has ever known. This 
vital legislation must not now be killed. 
The House has a positive obligation to 
act, however inadequately. If it does so, 
perhaps something that makes sense can 
be worked out in conference with the 
Senate. It it fails to act the Army will 
be left in the stultifying control which 
has already driven the men of science 
from the field. What is at stake is far 
too urgent, far too vital to the Nation 
and to the world, to be settled by craven 
default. 
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It is admitted that in this bill it is not 
expected we can pass a perfect piece of 
legislation and we may under necessity, 
from time to time, to offer and adopt 
amendments to it; but I suggest to the 
Members of the House that this bill, as 
it comes to us from the Senate, is as 
nearly a perfect answer to the obligation 
of the United States, to its own citizens 
and the rest of the world, as the mind of 
man can conceive under the circum- 
stances. A postponement of this would 
be a likely disaster to the Nation and 
probably to the world. Men and women, 
I plead that you may not scuttle this im- 
portant bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

The question is on the amendment of- 


fered by the gentleman from New Jersey 


{Mr. MATHEWS]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MatHEews) there 
were—ayes 32, noes 67. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SHORT TITLE 

Sec. 20. This act may be cited as the 

“Atomic Energy Act of 1946.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 53, line 9, strike out 20“ and insert 
a22? 


1 committee amendment was agreed 


Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. Luce: On page 
53, after line 10, insert the following: 

“DURATION OF ACT 

“Spc. 22. (a) Except as provided in subsec- 
tion (b), the provisions of this act shall 
expire 7 years after the date of enactment 
of this act. 

“(b) (1) The provisions of this section 
shall have no force or effect if, at the expira- 
tion of the 7-year period referred to in sub- 
section (a), the United States is then engaged 
in war with any other nation. 

“(2) One day prior to the expiration of 
this act all property owned by the Commis- 
sion and described in paragraphs (1) and (2) 
of section 9 (a) shall be transferred to such 
agency of the Government as may be desig- 
nated by act of Congress, and after such 
transfer no such property shall be disposed 
of by the agency so designated except pur- 
suant to provisions of law enacted after the 
date of enactment of this act specifically 
authorizing such disposition.” 


Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that there is little confusion about 
the character of the Senate bill before 
amendment. But many are confused 
about whether or not we should vote for 
it. We are torn between a distaste for 
the vast dictatorial domestic powers it 
confers on the five-man commission, and 
our fears that without it we shall en- 
danger our national security in a 
troubled world. 

When scientists read the debate on 
this floor they will no doubt be appalled 
by our ignorance of the subject of nu- 
clear energy, and the silly unscientific 
things we have said about it. But when 
we read some of the things scientists say 
about the purpose and effect of domestic 
legislation, they also sound a little silly 
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to us. We are ignoramuses in their 
field, but they are not exactly Daniel 
Websters in ours, If the world were at 
peace we could each stick to our own last. 
But it is not, unhappily. The threat of 
war has combined in this bill the scien- 
tists’ field and ours. I apologize to the 
scientists for any of my scientific errors 
or malapropisms in this debate, which 
natural ignorance of the subject occa- 
sioned. But none of us owe any apology 
to the scientists for telling them that 
this bill is pure socialism. Indeed they 
should thank us for it, for of all men 
American scientists passionately love 
liberty. It is the liberty they have en- 
joyed in the past which has enabled us 
to grow great as a scientific nation. It is 
the business of a legislator to point out 
to them, and all the people, just what 
effect this law may have on their liber- 
ties, when peace comes. Moreover, I 
do not see why any Member should be 
criticized for stating a fact which the 
able Senator from Connecticut, a man 
of intellectual integrity, stated himself 
several times—that this bill is unprec- 
edented, unique, and that it should 
never set a precedent for any other legis- 
lation. So, in saying that its unique 
and unprecedented aspect is precisely 
its totalitarian aspect, I am only repeat- 
ing what Senator McMaxon and his 
committee developed in their hearings, 
and in the few hours of debate the Senate 
had on the matter. 

Is it wrong for a legislator to be honest 
with the people? I have been honest, 
in any case, about what I thought this 
bill signified for the Nation’s future, if 
it stays on the books when the long 
international crisis that brought it into 
being is past. I have been equally hon- 
est in saying that I agree with the Sen- 
ators, and I agree with our Members 
who think that although this is very bad 
medicine—socialistic medicine—indeed, 
the strongest dose of it that this Con- 
gress has ever been asked to take, for 
the world’s ills and our own sins, we 
must nevertheless take it. 

But I am now offering an amendment 
to this bill which will let it expire at the 
end of 7 years, in the event that we do 
not find ourselves in a war at that time 
with any foreign power. 

Mr. Chairman, we need this bill, not 
to advance scientific research in time of 
peace, for we could continue to advance 
science as we have done during our whole 
history without it, under a free system. 
Remember, our scientists produced nu- 
clear fission without any such bill as this. 
The reason we need the bill now, if we 
will be honest with ourselves, is that we 
are afraid of dangers from abroad, and 
need to safeguard and develop our su- 
premacy in atomic weapons until that 
fear is passed. 

Seven years is a very long time. In 
7 years all of the questions that concern 
me, and have concerned the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Voorsis], whose 
reasons for accepting this legislation are 
the same as I have repeatedly given— 
will be answered. We will know the an- 
swer to whether or not we will have a 
world authority to control atomic weap- 
ons, for example. We will know whether 
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our hopes for peace are well founded, or 
whether war is inevitable. 

Yes; I agree with all those who have 
said during this debate that they favor a 
large measure of civilian control while 
there is the threat of war, and even a 
certain measure of civilian control even 
in times of peace to guard against seri- 
ous accidents in the industrial use of 
fissionable materials. We must have 
civilian control, so long as there is any 
possible threat of war, of raw materials, 
over-all production of facilities, and the 
means to induce scientists to continue 
research; and in peace we must prevent 
disastrous accidents to our people. But 
if the dangers of such wide legislation as 
this in peacetime are now clearly seen 
by this House, as the result of this de- 
bate, then let us give ourselves a chance 
to get the atomic commissariat we have 
created, because of our fears about a 
third world war, off our necks, if those 
fears should mercifully cease to mate- 
rialize and peace should come. 

Let us not, because of our temporary 
fears of foreign totalitarianism, plunk 
for permanent domestic totalitarianism 
ourselves, when those fears are passed. 

We shall regret it if we wed ourselves 
permanently to this vast and mysterious 
socialistic enterprise. 

Again, please remember why we are 
passing this bill—it is as a defense meas- 
ure in a troubled world. When the world 
subsides into a creative peace we will not 
need it. 

To keep it permanently on our books 
is to despair of peace in the next decade. 

Have we no hope for the future? Do 
we really believe that war between our- 
selves and Russia is inevitable? Are we 
certain, beyond any hope, that the 
peoples of the world will all be hurling 
atomic bombs at one another in 5 or 10 
years? Are we despairful of the efforts 
of our statesmen ever to make the UN a 
going concern, to achieve world control 
of armaments, or better still, a world in 
which no nation will desire armaments 
because they are free, contented, and 
prosperous? 

Are we really committed in our hearts 
and minds to an unending bomb race? 
Do we really believe that there is no way 
out of the dreadful stalemate and im- 
passe we find ourselves in but annihila- 
tion between the nations? 

If we do believe all these things, if we 
can see nothing but certainty of war as 
a solution for the international problems 
that confront us, then there is a real ex- 
cuse for making this legislation perma- 
nent. But if that is our belief, what you 
and I do here will not be long remem- 
bered, it will be soon forgotten. The 
very archives in which we place this bill, 
and this building itself will be destroyed 
in an atomic war. No, it will not much 
matter then what we say or do here 
today. Then those who have shined on 
this floor will shine in the Milky Way. 
And none of us will be able to say to the 
other, “I told you so.” For we will all 
be atomized. 

But, if there is a hope for peace—and 
I dare to believe there is a hope—then 
let us support this amendment, which 
would cross this measure off our books in 
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peacetime and allow our people to re- 
turn to the free development of all our 
energies, including our atomic energy. 

The The time of the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut has 
expired, 

Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONOUGH., Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. LUCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle- 
woman believe that if atomic energy had 
been revealed to the world not as a de- 
structive force there would be any neces- 
sity for this legislation? 

Mrs. LUCE. I doubt if this legislation 
would ever have been proposed if this 
form of energy, which can be so very 
beneficial to humanity had been released 
in a nondestructive or industrial form. 
This legislation is the result of atomic 
energy having first been released before 
the public in the form of a decisive weap- 
on and because, until our relations with 
Soviet Russia are free of mutual suspi- 
cions, we must take every precaution to 
safeguard that weapon, and, if need be, 
develop it. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. And we wish to 
protect ourselves against the use of it on 
us for destructive purposes. 

Mrs. LUCE. That is correct. We are 
scared of being destroyed by it if other 
nations get ahead of us in the develop- 
ment of it. The urgent need to prevent 
that is why I am for this bill. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentlewoman 
believes that is the principal need for this 
legislation? 

Mrs. LUCE. That is the principal need 
for the bill. And when we are no longer 
faced with the threat of war, we will not 
need this bill. War with Russia is not in- 
evitable. If we use half the brains that 
God gave us we will not have a war with 
Russia. We do not want a war with 
Russia. What the nations need is not 
so much atomic control as self-control. 
We would not need to worry over the de- 
structive potentialities of nuclear fission 
if we all worried a little more over the 
destructive and evil ideas released by the 
minds and hearts of men. In the final 
analysis, if the peoples of the Nation will 
not seek the answers to atomic energy 
by consulting the authority of God, no 
world authority will ever be able to pre- 
vent its use for the mutual annihilation 
of nations. But I refuse to despair of the 
wisdom or piety of our statesmen. I 
refuse to despair of what may yet be 
done in the field of atomic and other dis- 
armament in the United Nations organ- 
ization, based on the achievement of a 
peace with justice. So, because I do not 
believe in the inevitability of war, and I 
do believe in the possibility of peace, I 
want to see an expiration date in this act, 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not exactly under- 
stand the gentlewoman’s position in of- 
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fering this amendment. She states that 
it is bad legislation, very bad. Still, she 
is offering an amendment here to make 
this legislation effective for seven long 
years. If this is bad legislation, it should 
not last for 7 years. 

In this bill is a provision for a Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, with 11 
members from this body and 11 mem- 
bers from the body at the other end of 
the Capitol. All matters pertaining to 
fissionable material, nuclear fission, and 
everything else that has to do with the 
manufacture of atomic energy, has to be 
referred to this committee for considera- 
tion. This committee can initiate legis- 
lation at any time it wants to. Congress 
is in session or will be in session every 
2 years, for how long, we do not know. I 
feel it is unwise to enact this legislation 
for seven long years. The first part of 
the amendment I think is already the 
law. This spells it out, and there is no 
objection to it. But the latter part of it 
setting up the act for seven long years is 
what I object to. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. How long 
does it last under the bill? 

Mr. DURHAM. There is no limit to 
it. The Congress always has the author- 
ity to repeal any act it sets up here at any 
time if they care to repeal it. The gen- 
tlewoman says that anyone who is op- 
posed to this amendment either believes 
in war or believes in some kind of social- 
istic state. I think my record here will 
show that I voted for the security of my 
country on every measure affecting our 
security. I do not believe in a socialistic 
state. I hope we do not have a war. 
That is the reason I am here at the pres- 
ent time and why all during the consid- 
eration of this bill I have fought for it as 
the gentleman from California clearly 
stated a few minutes ago. I think he has 
presented one of the best reasons for 
adopting this measure and sending it to 
conference than any man who has taken 
the floor. There is not just one reason, 
gentlemen, for this measure. I do not 
like all features of this bill. You never 
get everything you like in these matters, 
but it is absolutely necessary, in my opin- 
ion. It is one of the ingredients of the 
prescription that we must hand out to 
the world in order to come to an agree- 
ment and peace. You are not going to 
get anywhere in the negotiations, in the 
United Mations organization or the Se- 
curity Council, until we adopt some do- 
mestic program in regard to the atomic 
energy. I hope the House will send this 
bill to conference. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all debate on this 
section, and all amendments thereto 
close in 5 minutes, the last minute to be 
reserved for myself. 

Mr. JUDD and Mr. LAFOLLETTE ob- 
jected. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut needs no defense at my 
hands, but when it was pleasantly stated 
a While ago that she is confused it seems 
to me that statement does not conform 
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to the nature of the debate in the last 
2 or 3 days. I think the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut has made it very clear 
that she entertains a strong conviction 
on this question of our defense being 
involved in an assertion of policy at this 
critical hour. I follow her logical argu- 
ments. I am sorry she has emphasized 
the word “socialism” in referring to the 
bill, but that is incidental. I doubt it 
can be supported. But the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut is absolutely right when 
she implies and states in fact that it is 
an attitude of defeatism if we refuse to 
do anything at all about this tremendous 
new power that has been turned loose in 
the world. I, for one, am not going to 
have less faith in the scientists who un- 
covered this new force than they had in 
us when they said it was a good thing— 
weigh these words—that the thousands 
of people lost their lives at Hiroshima 
if as a result of that dramatic happening 
the people of America in their position 
of leadership would realize that action 
is necessary to keep this tremendous new 
power under control and thus save mil- 
lions of lives. The scientists said they 
had faith in the people acting through 
their representatives to declare a policy 
on this question. Now, we do not declare 
a policy and we accomplish nothing if we 
leave it uncontrolled with no declaration 
at all on this question. If we believe that 
the military with no mandate from us 
are going to exercise some control over 
the holding of fissionable material, we 
are in my judgment deluding ourselves. 

The first announcement of the discov- 
ery was made in an institution in this 
city, George Washington University. 
Except for the fact that a war followed 
in a short time after that, we would not 
be discussing this problem, and it would 
be a matter of concern only to those of 
high technical training. 

I wonder if in all history a thing like 
that has happened; if contemporane- 
ously with the discovery of a dangerous 
force the people were advised of the ter- 
ror that its use involved. 

So the point is, beginning here in 
George Washington University and then 
terminating by the destruction of 60,000 
people, the question is, Will the Congress 
assert a policy and say that that power 
must be put to use for peace and indus- 
trial needs, and that they have faith in 
the scientists who will be appointed un- 
der this bill to properly use that power? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this section and all 
amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut [Mrs LUCE]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, may 
we again have the amendment reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec- 
tion, the Clerk will again report the 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
again reported the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Mrs. Luce]. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. LUCE]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Martin of 
Massachusetts) there were—ayes 49, 
noes 108. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

By unanimous consent, the pro forma 
amendments were withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
(S. 1717) for the development and con- 
trol of atomic energy, pursuant to House 
Resolution 708, he reported the same 
back to the House with sundry amend- 
ments adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 


present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting. Two hundred and 
sixty-five Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a separate vote on the 
so-called Lanham amendment dealing 
with the section regarding patents. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de- 
manded on any other amendment? If 
not the Chair will put them en grosse. 

The question is on the amendments. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a division. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
ore a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. What are 
we voting on now? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair stated 
twice that we are voting on the amend- 
ments en grosse except the Lanham 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 116, noes 114. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
I demand tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment upon which a sep- 
arate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LANHAM: Pages 
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39,40. Strike out all of the 
patent provisions commencing with line 5 
on page 34 down to and including line 18 on 
page 40 and substitute in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“SEc. 11. (a) The Commission is authorized 
to purchase, for the manufacture or use by 
or for the United States Government, any 
and all rights in and to any invention or dis- 
covery, or application for patent or patents 
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thereon, relating to research on or the pro- 
duction of fissionable material or the utiliza- 
tion of fissionable material or atomic energy. 

“(b) The Commission is authorized to con- 
demn, and to determine and make just com- 
pensation for, any and all rights in and to any 
invention or discovery relating to research 
on or the production of fissionable materials 
or the utilization of fissionable materials or 
atomic energy that affects the national de- 
fense and security: Provided, however, That 
upon the determination by the Commission 
that the national defense or security is no 
longer involved, any and all rights in and to 
such invention or discovery shall revert to 
the owner, subject to a nonexclusive, irrev- 
ocable and nontransferable license in favor 
of the Government. 

“(c) When any person who has made an 
invention or discovery relating to research 
on or the production of fissionable material, 
or the utilization of fissionable materials or 
atomic energy and shall have filed an applica- 
tion for a patent thereon and shall have ten- 
dered his invention or discovery to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States for its use, he 
shall, if and when he ultimately receives a 
patent, have the right to sue for compensa- 
tion as provided for in this section, such 
right to compensation to begin from the date 
of any use of the invention by the Govern- 
ment: Provided, That the Commission is au- 
thorized to enter into and effect an agree- 
ment with said applicant in full settlement 
and compromise for the use of his invention 
by the Government. 

“(d) If any person is dissatisfied with the 
determination of the Commission as to just 
compensation, he may have his remedy by 
filing a suit in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia, if filed 
within 6 months after such determination; 
and such court, on notice to the Commis- 
sion and other due procedures had, may 
thereupon determine the amount of the com- 
pensation to be paid such person, as the facts 
in the case may appear: Provided, That in any 
such suit the United States may avail itself 
of any and all defenses, general and special, 
that might be pleaded by a defendant in an 
action for infringement, as set forth in title 
60 of the revised statutes, or otherwise. Any 
final judgment rendered against the Commis- 
sion under any provision of this section shall 
have like force and effect as a money judg- 
ment rendered against the United States by 
the Court of Claims in a suit in respect of 
which the United States has expressly agreed 
to be sued; and the amount of any such final 
judgment shall be paid out of any appro- 
priation applicable to the case, if any such 
there be; and when no such appropriation 
exists, sald judgment shall be paid in the 
same manner as judgments rendered by the 
Court of Claims in cases under its general 
jurisdiction. 

“(e) Any party aggrieved by any final 
judgment in a proceeding under this sec- 
tion may appeal therefrom to the Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia, and upon 
such appeal said court shall have power to 
review said judgment and affirm, revoke, or 
modify the same as upon appeals in other 
actions at law. 

“(f) Attorneys appointed by the Commis- 
sion may appear for and represent the Com- 
mission before any Government agency or 
judicial tribunal with respect to any and all 
invention, patent, and research matters in 
which the Commission is involved. 

“(g) Any person who has made, or here- 
after makes any invention or discovery util- 
izing fissionable materials or atomic energy 
designed or specially adapted for use as or in 
a military weapon, shall file with the Com- 
mission a report containing a complete de- 
scription thereof. The report covering any 
such invention or discovery shall be filed on 
or before whichever of the following is the 
latest: (1) The sixtieth day after the date of 
enactment of this act; (2) The sixtieth day 


after completion of such invention or dis- 
covery; or (3) the sixtieth day after such 
person first discovers, or first has reason to 
believe that such invention or discovery is 
specially useful as or in such a weapon,” 


Mr. LANHAM (interrupting reading 
of the amendment). Mr. Speaker, this 
is the amendment with reference to the 
patent provisions of this bill. It has been 
spoken on, it has been printed two dif- 
ferent times in the Recor», it is a rather 
lengthy amendment, and I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? X 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. BRADLEY of 
Pennsylvania) there were—ayes 151, 
noes 90. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the bill? 

Mr. SHORT. At this time I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. SHorT moves to recommit the bill (S. 
1717) to the Committee on Military Affairs 
for further study. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 146, nays 195, not voting 88, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 228] 
YEAS—146 

Abernethy Church Gillette 
Allen, Il. Clevenger Gillie 
Andersen, Clippinger Goodwin 

H. Carl Cole, Mo. Gi 
Andresen, Cole, N. Y. Grant, Ind. 

August Cooley Griffiths 
Arends Corbett Gross 
Arnold C Gwinn, N. Y. 
Barden Curtis Gwynne, Iowa 
Bates, Mass. D’Ewart Hagen 
Beall Dondero Halleck 
Bennett,Mo. Dworshak Hancock 
Bishop Eaton Harness, Ind. 

Elliott — 

Bolton oeven 
Brehm Ellsworth Hoffman, Mich, 
Brown, Ohio Elston Hoffman, Pa. 
Brumbaugh Fellows Holmes, Mass. 
Buffett Fenton 
8 ee — — 
Cam: things enkins 
Cartas Gavin Jennings 
Case,S.Dak. Gearhart Jensen 
Chenoweth Gerlach Johnson, III. 
Chiperfield Gifford Johnson, Ind, 
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Sundstrom 


Wolverton, N. J. 
Woodruff 


Jones Phillips 
Jonkman Pickett 
Kean Pittenger 
Kelly, III. Plumley 
r Rankin 
Knutson Reed, III 
Kunkel Reed, N. Y. 
Landis Rees, 
Lanham Rich 
Latham Rivers 
LeFevre Rizley 
Lemke Robertson, 
Lewis N. Dak. 
McConnell Robsion, Ky. 
McCowen Rockwell 
McKenzie Rodgers, Pa. 
Martin, Mass. Roe, Md. 
Merrow Rogers, Mass. 
Miller, Nebr. Schwabe, Mo. 
Mundt Schwabe, Okla 
Murray, Tenn. Scrivner 
Norblad Shafer 
O’Hara Sharp 
Pace Short 
Philbin Simpson, III. 
NAYS—195 
Almond Gamble 
Andrews, Ala. Gardner 
Angell Gary 
Auchincloss Geelan 
Baldwin, N. T. Gordon 
Barrett, Pa. Gore 
Barrett, Wyo. Gorski 
Barry Granahan 
Bell Granger 
Bender Grant, Ala. 
Biemiller Green 
Bland Gregory 
Bloom Hale 
Bonner Hall, 
Bradley, Pa. Leonard W. 
Brooks Hand 
Brown, Ga Harris 
Bryson Havenner 
Buchanan Hays 
Buck y 
Buckley Hedrick 
Bulwinkle Heffernan 
Byrne, N. Y. Henry 
Camp Herter 
Canfield Heselton 
Cannon, Mo Hill 
Ci Hinshaw 
Case, N. J. Hobbs 
Celler Hoch 
Chapman Hook 
Chelf Hope 
Clark Huber 
Clason Hull 
Clements Jackson 
Cole, Kans. Jarman 
Colmer Johnson, Calif. 
Combs Judd 
Kearney 
D'Alesandro ee 
vis Keefe 
Dawson Kefauver 
Delaney, Kelley, Pa. 
James J. g 
Dingell Kopplemann 
Dirksen ll 
Dolliver Lane 
Doughton, N. C. Lea 
Douglas, Calif. LeCompte 
Douglas, Ill. Lesinski 
Doyle k 
Drewry Luce 
Durham Lyle 
Eberharter Lynch 
Elsaesser McCormack 
Engle, Calif. McDonough 
McGlinchey 
Fallon McGregor 
Feighan McMillen, Il. 
Fernandez Madden 
Fisher Maloney 
Flannagan 
Flood Marcantonio 
Fogarty Martin, Iowa 
Folger Mathews 
Forand May 
Gallagher Michener 
OT VOTING—88 
Adams Boykin 
Allen, La. Bradley, Mich. 
Anderson, Calif. Bunker 
Andrews, N. Y. Byrnes, Wis. 
ey Cannon, Fla. 
Baldwin, Md. 
Bates, Ky. Coffee 
Cooper 
Bennet, N. T. Courtney 
n 


Puller Kirwan Priest Douglas, Calif. Horan Price, II. Hendricks Patrick 
Gibson Klein Reece, Tenn. Douglas, Ill, Howell „N. T. Byrnes, Wis. Holifield Peterson, Ga. 
Gillespie Larcade Robinson, Utah Doyle Huber Rabaut Cannon, Fla Holmes, Wash. Pfeifer 
Gossett Ludlow Roe, N. Y. Drewry Hull Rabin Ploeser 
Hall, McGehee Sheridan Durham Jackson Rains Coffee Johnson, Okla. Powell 

Edwin Arthur McMillan, S. C. Slaughter Eaton Jarman Ramey Cooper Johnson, Tex. Priest 
Hare Mahon Sparkman Eberharter Jennings Randolph Courtney Keogh Reece, Tenn 
Harless, Ariz. Mankin Stewart Elliott Jensen Rayfiel Cox Kerr Robinson, Utah 
Hart Mansfield, Talbot Ellsworth Johnson, Calif. Rees, Kans. Cravens Kilburn Roe, N. Y. 
Hartley Mont. Tarver Elsaesser Judd Resa Crawford Kilday Slaughter 
Hébert Mansfield, Tex. Tolan Engle, Calif. Kearney Richards Curley Kirwan Sparkman 
Hendricks Mason ns Ervin ee Riley Daughton, Va. Klein Stewart 
Holifield Miller, Calif. ‘Traynor Fallon Keefe Robertson, Lacy Larcade Talbot 
Holmes, Wash. Norton Vinson Feighan Kefauver N. Dak. Delaney, Ludlow Tarver 
Izac "Konski Walter Fernandez Kelley, Pa. Robertson, Va. John J. McGehee Tolan 
Johnson, Okla, O'Toole Welch Fisher King Robsion, Ky. Earthman McMillan, 8.C. Torrens 
Johnson, Tex. Patrick West Kopplemann Rockwell Engel, Mich Mahon ‘Traynor 
Keogh Peterson,Ga. Wickersham Flood Kunkel Rodgers, Pa. Puller n Vinson 
Kerr Pfeifer Wolfenden, Pa. LaFollette Roe, Md. Gibson Mansfield, Walter 
Kilburn Ploeser Wood Folger Lane Rogers, Fla Gillespie Mont. Welch 
Kilday Powell Forand Latham — Y. ca Mansfield, Tex. West 

Fulton ney e m Wickersham 
So the motion to recommit was re- Gallagher LeCompte Rowan Harless, Ariz. Miller, Calif. Wolfenden, Pa, 
jected. A Gamble LeFevre Busai Hart, Norton Wood 
ann win; er r ey ons. 
ae Gee punced tpe Fovoming Gary Link panam Hébert O'Toole 
7 Gathin Luce owski 
On this vote: — Lyle Sasscer So the bill was passed. 
Mr. Ploeser for, with Mr. Bennet of New Geelan Lynch Savage The Clerk announced the following 
Gerlach McConnell z 
Tork against, Gifford McCormack Sheppard pairs: 
ee Fuller for, with Mr. Byrnes of Wiscon- Giliette McDonough Sh On this vote: 
against. Goodwin McGilinch Short j : 

Mr. Mason for, with Mr. Johnson of Texas Gordon 8 Sikes „ an in en 
against. Gore McKenzie Smith, Maine Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 

Mr. Domengeaux for, with Mr. Walter emt eee, a — Puller against. 

— Granahan Maloney s, N. T. Mr. Johnson of Texas for. with Mr. Mason 

Mr. Kilburn for, with Mr. Bailey against. — ee Spence against. 
ancl ee of Michigan for, with Mr. Grant, Ala. Marcantonio Starkey Mr. Bailey for, with Mr. Kilburn against. 

reen Martin, Iowa an — 

Mr. Hartley for, with Mr. John J. Delaney Gregory Martin, Mass, Stevenson oni eee for, with Mr. Bradley of, Mich! 
against. 8 — te — Mr. Pfeifer for, with Mr. Hartley against. 

General pairs until further notice: Hale Merrow Sullivan Additional general pairs: 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Talbot Hall, Michener Sumners, Tex. 5 

f th Mr. Holmes of Washington. Edwin Arthur Miller, Nebr. e Mr. Hart with Mr. Holmes of Washington. 

Mr. Keogh with Mr, Holmes gion. Hall, Milis Taylor Mr. Walter with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Adams. W. Monroney Thom Mr. Hébert with Mr. Gillespie. 

Mr. Hbis> with Mr. Pavin Arthur Hall. Hallek Morgan Thomas, Tex, Mr. Izac with Mr. Anderson of California 

Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Anderson of Califor- Hand 25 5 Mr. Wood with Mr. Engel of Michigan. E 
sap We eee ö — — Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Izac with Mr En eae Hays Murray, Wis. Trimble Mr. Vinson with Mr. Andrews of New York, 

5 . Engel of Michigan. 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Andrews of New Healy Neely Voorhis, Calif. Mrs. Norton with Mr. O'Konski. 

. Ho . Hedrick Norrell Vorys, Ohio Mr.. Allen of Louisiana with Mr. Reece of 
York, Heffernan O'Brien, Il. Vursell Tennessee. 

Mr. Coffee with Mr. Crawford. Henry O'Brien, Mich. Wadsworth Mr. Klein with Mr. Welch 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. O’Konski. a bebe enor Mr. Curley with Mr. Talbot. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Reece of Tennessee. Heselton 9 en Mr. Bunker with Mr. Wolfenden of Penn- 
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Hinshaw Patman Whittington Sylvania. 
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The result of the vote was announced Hock Pratt yea nay. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the NAYS—79 geod to 05 i 1 8 
passage of the bill. Abernethy Gillie Pickett e result of the vote was announce 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, on = Grant, Ind, Pittenger as above recorded. 
that I demand the yeas and nays. H. Carl Griffiths Rankin A motion to reconsider was laid on 

The yeas and nays were ordered. ete Sages = ates * the table. 

The question was taken; and there Arnold Hancock Rich Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
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Anen, m. nial E 98 a PE S —— strike out lines 8 to 13, inclusive 
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Andrews, Ala. Brumbaugh e em Church Kean = eee. Fe. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
Angell Bryson Cole, Kans. Clevenger Kelly, o the request of the gentleman from 
3 5 P 3 
U „ 5 „III. 
Baldwin, N. Y. Buckley Corbett Cole, N. Y. Landis Sundstrom There was no objection, 
Barrett, Pa winkle Crosser Cooley Lanham 
Barrett, Wyo, Butler . , Cunningham D'Ewart Lemke Thomas, N. J, GENERAL LEAVE TO: EXTEND 
Barry yrne, Dworshak ichel Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
= Canheld 8 — —— FF wie unanimous consent that all Members 
Bender Cannon, Mo. Dawson Fellows Norblad Winstead may have five legislative days in which 
Biemiller Carlson , Fenton Pace Winter vise exte: 
Blackney James J, Gavin Phillips Woodruff 2 talk Aner 1 q theiri remarks en 
Bland Case, N. J. Dingell e just passed. 
Bloom a; S. Dak —— eee VOTING—86 van The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
Bolton er ver Adams ey Bennet, N. Y. eman 
Bonner Chapman Domengeaux Allen, La. Baldwin, Md. Boren 5 2 ~ quest of the gentl from 
Bradley, Pa. Chelf Dondero Anpan, Calif. Bates, Ky. Boykin exas? 
ks Chenoweth Doughton, N. o. An N. T. Beckworth Bradley, Mich. There was no objection. 
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling clerk, 
announced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 6739) entitled “An act 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Labor, the Federal Security 
Agency, and related independent agen- 
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes.” 


RETIREMENT FROM CONGRESS OF HON. 
JOHN J. COCHRAN 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 


the gentleman from Missouri IMr. 
Cannon]. 
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 


Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am certain the entire membership 
of the House shares the regret of the 
Missouri delegation over the announce- 
ment just released by Jack COCHRAN of 
his decision to retire from Congress. He 
has served since 1926—a fifth of a cen- 
tury—and a large part of that time has 
represented not only his own congres- 
sional district but the territory covered by 
Greater St. Louis and in fact, to a large 
degree, the entire State of Missouri. 
During that time no Member has spoken 
more authoritatively or more effectively 
in behalf of his constituency and his 
State. He is a legislator of indefati- 
gable industry and application and of 
tireless vigilance. Like the keepers of 
Israel he neither slumbers nor sleeps 
when the interests of his people and his 
section are under consideration. Until 
his hospitalization he was in attendance 
upon every session of the House and his 
committees and the amount of money he 
saved the Government and the vast 
amount of bad legislation which he ex- 
cluded from the statute books, will re- 
main for all time a memorial of his long 
and distinguished service in this forum. 

He is a Jeffersonian Democrat but 
never a partisan. He represents all par- 
ties and all classes in his constituency 
without distinction or discrimination. 
He is of inflexible integrity and any 
plea of expediency when weighed against 
the merits of a proposition falls on deaf 
ears. He will have none of it. His deci- 
sion to retire at a time when he is rapidly 
returning to normal health, is a testi- 
monial to his high ideal of service and its 
obligation on this floor. He could have 
with profit to himself continued his 
membership here in the next Congress. 
It was only necessary for him to an- 
nounce and his nomination and election 
were assured. And no one values or 
enjoys the associations here more than 
he does. But his high standard of service 
would not permit him to accept renewed 
responsibility without conviction that he 
would throughout the coming term be 
able to fully discharge that responsibility. 
His letter addressed to his party chair- 
man is an eloquent testimonial to his 
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sense of duty and his determination to 
retire when there was any question of his 


-ability to continue 100 percent his service 


to the congressional district and the 
country. Here is his letter: 


Dear Mr. Dwyer: With primary day rapidly 
approaching, I grow increasingly conscious 
of the fact that I must make a decision as 
to whether I will again seek election as the 
representative of the people of the Thir- 
teenth Congressional District. 

This decision has been hard to make. My 
heart is and has been in my work as a Mem- 
ber of Congress, and no written or spoken 
word of mine can adequately express my 
gratitude to the people of my district— 
Democrats as well as Republicans—for their 
manifestations of confidence in me and their 
affection for me. 

My doctors are united in ordering me to 
take a complete rest until I have fully re- 
covered from my present illness. The prog- 
ress I have thus far made has been more 
rapid than they had hoped for but I realize 
that their advice is sound and should be 
taken. 

I am not willing to render part-time serv- 
ice to my country as a Member of Congress 
in this critical period, nor am I willing to 
let my present illness interfere with full and 
complete service to my district. 

From these declarations you and my good 
friends at home will understand why I have 
concluded to notify the secretary of the 
State of Missouri and the election board of 
St. Louis that I consider it to be my duty to 
withdraw my name from consideration in the 
August primary. This notice is being sent 
them today. 

My withdrawal does not mean the cessa- 
tion of my interest in the people of the Thir- 
teenth Congressional District, from whose 
bounty I have received so many and such 
signal honors. The contrary is true. So 
true is it that my present great anxiety is to 
see my district represented by one who is 
known to me to be qualified in every way to 
carry on as I would were I well enough to 
remain in Congress. 

With this in mind I requested by secre- 
tary, Frank M. Karsten, to file for the position 
I now hold. Knowing him as I do—his sin- 
cerity, his intelligence, and his uniform cour- 
tesy, his faithfulness to me and to the duties 
of his position—I not only give him my un- 
qualified endorsement, but I urge every one 
who would have voted or worked for my elec- 
tion to do everything for him that they would 
have done for me. 

This is no time to try experiments in the 
selection of men who must make important 
decisions in Washington. My secretary is 
not new to the problems confronting us and 
nothing will make me happier, as I retire 
from office, than the privilege of addressing 
my faithful friend and secretary as Con- 
gressman Karsten. 

With assurance of my continued warm 
esteem for you, and asking you to remember 
me gratefully to all the members of your 
committee, I am 

Most sincerely yours, 
JOHN J. COCHRAN. 


I have often said, and I am certain the 
Members here this morning will cor- 
roborate that opinion, that if a vote were 
to be taken as to which one Member of 
the House was the most popular with 
his colleagues, that distinction would go 
to Jack CocHraN by an overwhelming 
majority. Friendship begets friendship 
and Jack had friends because he was a 
friend—in time of need or otherwise. 
No man ever turned to him for help or 
counsel but what he dropped for the time 
being every other consideration and gave 
to the problem of his friend his undivided 
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time and attention. I could not per- 
sonally recompense him for all the kind- 
nesses he has shown me if I had from 
now to eternity in which to make restitu- 
tion. 

Jack CocHran, like many another 
Member, may be considered as one of the 
casualties of the war. Work in the House 
is man-killing at best and in his routine 
of daily high-speed devotion to his 
tasks during the extended war period 
the eventual failure of some part of the 
overburdened human machine was in- 
evitable. Our regret at his retirement is 
tempered by the realization that he is 
entitled to a rest and that he is rapidly 
being restored to health and his old-time 
buoyancy and enthusiasm. 

His retirement comes at an inoppor- 
tune time—a time when men of experi- 
ence and seasoned judgment are perhaps 
more urgently needed here than during 
the war. On that account it is particu- 
larly fortunate that he is in position to 
recommend as his successor, his secre- 
tary, Frank M. Karsten. Mr. Karsten 
has been with him for many years and 
is a man of exceptional ability, He is 
familiar with Missouri and St. Louis af- 
fairs, as well as departmental and con- 
gressional procedure. He is in many re- 
spects his great chief’s alter ego. 

But no one can take Jack’s place, either 
in the service of the House or in the 
hearts of his colleagues, and so we say 
au revoir and not good-by. You have too 
deep an interest in the old Ship of State 
to actually quit us. We expect you to 
continue to stick around—and represent 
the forty-ninth State. You will exert a 
more profound influence around here out 
of Congress than a lot of us who are in 
Congress. But wherever you are our good 
wishes go with you. May you enjoy all 
the more, from your new position on the 
side lines, the rich fruition of American 
progress you have had so large a part in 
promoting. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
other Members of the House who desire 
to extend their remarks at this point in 
the Record on the service of Mr. JOHN 
J. CochRAN, of Missouri, may do so, 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, when 
the people of St. Louis think of the House 
of Representatives, they think of Jack 
Cocuran. When they speak of Congress, 
they have Jack CocHRAN in mind. His 
long service in the House, his experience 
in the affairs of government, his prompt- 
ness in answering his mail, his intense 
efforts to serve the humble, and his de- 
votion to their interests earned him a 
special place in the affections of his fel- 
low citizens. So great is the esteem in 
which he is held that he very likely 
would have been returned to the Eighti- 
eth Congress without opposition, as has 
happened in the past. 

However, as the dean of the Missouri 
delegation, our colleague, Mr. CANNON, 
has announced to the House JOHN J, 
Cocuran has withdrawn his candidacy. 
Because this is his life and his interest, it 
must have been a difficult decision to 
make, as he stated. But because of his 
interest in his district and his devotion 
to duty, he was unwilling to give any- 
thing but perfection in representation. 
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I know my colleagues will understand 
my feelings when I heard the news of his 
withdrawal. For many years I had the 
pleasure of being one of his constituents 
and supporting him. When I came to 
the Seventy-seventh Congress as a new 
Member, he was here to greet me. It 
was my privilege to serve with him. I 
had the benefit of his unusually active 
mind, his brilliant intellect, his highly 
developed legislative sense. Seldom did 
he miss the opening prayer for guidance 
in our deliberations. 

Jack COCHRAN is the symbol of in- 
tegrity in public office. Fearless, out- 
spoken, fair, and honest, he has im- 
pressed his personality upon the people 
of Missouri, as well as those who served 
with him in the House. His courage in 
the face of his afflictions, I know has been 
an inspiration to others. 

His unusual abilities would be very 
valuable as a Member of the Eightieth 
Congress. However, his interest will al- 
ways lie in the House of Representatives, 
and his advice will be available to us. 

Jack Cocuran will always have a place 
in the prayers and affections of St. 
Louisans. He will always be a source of 
inspiration to those of us who served 
with him and seek to emulate him in the 
‘performance of a high public trust. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I join with the gentleman from Missouri 
IMr. Cannon] and my colleague from 
across the river, Mr. SULLIVAN, in paying 
well-deserved tribute to the distin- 
guished Representative from the great 
city of St. Louis who today has an- 
nounced his retirement upon comple- 
tion of his present service in this House, 
the Honorable JOHN J. COCHRAN. 

There is sadness in this Chamber as 
we contemplate the passing from the 
active scene on Capitol Hill of so great 
a public servant. He is beloved by Mem- 
bers on both sides of the aisle, and his 
advice and counsel has been frequently 
sought by almost every Member of the 
House. In his many years of service in 
Washington, first as a secretary to Hon. 
William L. Igoe and later to Hon. Harry 
B. Hawes and Senator William J. Stone, 
and then as a Member of Congress in 
his own right, by the choice of a con- 
stituency that learned to love him, Jack 
Cocuran built a reputation for honesty 
and integrity never excelled by anyone 
who has held public office. 

The name of Jack COCHRAN was legend 
not only in the Thirteenth Congressional 
District of Missouri, but throughout his 
native State and throughout the neigh- 
boring State of Illinois. The name and 
work of Congressman COCHRAN was as 
well-known in my own congressional dis- 
trict, the Twenty-second Illinois Dis- 
trict, as though he might have also rep- 
resented the district. That's the way 
people thought of Jack CocHrRAN—no 
matter in which district they may have 
resided they looked upon him as also 
being their Representative. ‘ 

Congressman COCHRAN has been a spe- 
cial inspiration to those of us in this 
House who, as Jack Cocuran himself did, 
began our service on Capito] Hill as sec- 
retaries. We have sought to follow his 
example and I know we all have bene- 
fited immensely by his wise counsel. 
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He demonstrated to his constituency 
and to his colleagues here the value of 
training a young man secures in a con- 
gressional office—and how that train- 
ing can equip a man to be of invaluable 
service to his people back home. 

Members of the House have been in- 
spired through the past 3 years by the 
great courage of their colleague from 
Missouri—through the years he was be- 
set by serious illness. No one will for- 
get the tremendous ovation he received 
from his fellow Members when he re- 
turned to the floor after a long stay in 
the Naval Hospital. The welcome was 
spontaneous and came from the heart of 
every Member—just as the best wishes 
of the Members now are extended to 
him. 

We do not like to see Jack COCHRAN 
leave—but we know the time has come 
for him to give some concern to his own 
health, after having given first concern 
to the welfare of others for so many 
years. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

regret that JOHN J. CocHran will retire 
from the House at the close of the present 
session. His retirement is a distinct loss, 
not only to Missouri, but to the House 
and to the country. 
. Icount Jack CocHRAN among my most 
devoted friends. I esteem him for his 
integrity and dependability. He is one 
of the most industrious men who ever 
served in the House. I know of no 
Member who is more familiar with the 
departments of Government and with 
governmental agencies. He is thoroughly 
informed as to the proceedings of both 
the House and the Senate, and he is 
vigilant in protecting the Public Treas- 
ury. The city of St. Louis will miss him, 
He was efficient in behalf of the interests 
of the district that he represents. 

JACK COCHRAN has endured much 
physical suffering in the past few years. 
He is a victim of overwork. I join with 
his many friends in trusting that he may 
be restored to health. The House will 
not be the same without Jack COCHRAN 
as a Member. 

I know of no Member of Congress 
who has rendered more capable service 
than Jack CocHRAN. He is able, coura- 
geous, honest, and patriotic. He has 
devoted himself exclusively to the public 
service. He retires with the satisfac- 
tion and consciousness of having served 
his district and his country well and 
faithfully. 


AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE 
INSURANCE ACT 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6371) to 
amend certain provisions of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as 
amended, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: “That (a) section 601 (f) of the 
National Service Life Insurance Act of 1940 
is hereby amended effective as of October 8, 
1940, to read as follows: 
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“(f) The terms “parent”, “father”, and 
“mother” includes a father, mother, father 
through adoption, mother through adoption, 
persons who have stood in loco parentis to 
a member of the military or naval forces 
at any time prior to entry into active serv- 
ice for a period of not less than one year, 
and a stepparent, if designated as beneficiary 
by the insured.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsec- 
tion (a) of this section to section 601 (f) 
of the National Service Life Insurance Act 
of 1940, as amended, shall not be construed 
(1) to require the discontinuance, for any 
period prior to the first day of the third cal- 
endar month following receipt of claim by 
or on behalf ol a person brought within the 
permitted class of beneficiaries by such 
amendment, of any insurance award made 
prior to the date of enactment of this act, 
or (2) to require duplicate payments of bene- 
fits in any case. 

“SEC. 2. Section 602 (c) of National Service 
Life Insurance Act of 1940 is hereby amended 
effective as of October 8, 1940, to read as 
follows: 

„e (1) Any person upon reenlistment 
or reentrance into or reemployment in ac- 
tive service and before discharge or resigna- 
tion therefrom and any person in the active 
service upon e to accept a commis- 
sion and before resignation therefrom, shall 
be granted such insurance upon application 
therefor in writing (made within 120 days 
following such reenlistment, reentrance, re- 
employment, or discharge to accept a com- 
mission), and upon payment of premiums 
and evidence satisfactory to the Administra- 
tor showing such person to be in good health 
at the time of such application. 

2) Subject to the provisions of the first 
proviso under the caption “Transfer of Ap- 
propriations” contained in title II of the First 
Supplemental Surplus Appropriation Rescis- 
sion Act, 1946 (Public Law 301, 79th Cong.), 
any individual who has had active service be- 
tween October 8, 1940, and September 2, 
1945, both dates inclusive, shall be granted 
such insurance upon application therefor in 
writing and upon payment or authorization 
for deduction of premiums and evidence sat- 
isfactory to the Administrator showing such 
person to be in good health at the time of 
such application. In any case in which ap- 
Plication for. life or disability insurance or 
for reinstatement of such insurance is made 
prior to January 1, 1950, the Administrator 
shall not deny, for the purposes of this or any 
other section of this part, that the applicant 
is in good health because of any disability or 
disabilities, less than total in degree, result- 
ing from or aggravated by such active serv- 
ice. In any case in which insurance is grant- 
ed by reason of the immediately preceding 
sentence, the premiums paid on such insur- 
ance shall be credited directly to the national 
service life-insurance appropriation and any 
payments of benefits on such insurance shall 
be made directly from such appropriation. 
The maximum amount of insurance for 
which an individual is otherwise eligible to 
apply under this paragraph shall be de- 
creased by the amount of any insurance 
which he may have surrendered for its cash- 
surrender value. 

“*(3) Any person in the active service be- 


* tween October 8, 1940, and September 2, 1945, 


both dates inclusive, who, while in such serv- 
ice, made application in writing for insurance 
while performing full military or naval duty, 
which application was denied solely on ac- 
count of his condition of health, and the ap- 
plicant thereafter shall have incurred a total 
and permanent disability in line of duty or 
died in line of duty, shall be deemed to have 
applied for and to have been granted such 
insurance as of the date of such application 
and such insurance shall be deemed to be or 
to have been continued in force to the date 
of death of such person. In any case in 
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which insurance deemed to have been grant- 
ed under this paragraph matures or has ma- 
tured, there shall be deducted from the pro- 
ceeds of such insurance the premiums pay- 
able thereon from the date of application to 
the date of incurrence of total and perma- 
nent disability in line of duty or to the date 
of death, if permanent and total disability 
was not incurred. Any payments on such 
insurance shall be made directly from the 
national service life-insurance appropriation. 
The amount of insurance deemed to have 
been granted under this paragraph, when 
added to any other insurance in force under 
the War Risk Insurance Act, as amended, the 
World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, 
or this part, shall not in the aggregate ex- 
ceed $10,000.’ 

“Sec. 3. Section 602 (f) of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940 is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(f) Such insurance shall be issued upon 
the 5 year level premium term plan, with 
the privilege of conversion as of the date 
when any premium becomes or has be- 
come due, or exchange as of the date of 
the original policy, upon payment of the 
diference in reserve, at any time after 
such policy has been in effect for 1 year 
and within the term period, to policies 
of insurance upon the following plans: Or- 
dinary life, 20-payment life, 30-payment life, 
20-year endowment, endowment at age 60, 
and endowment at age 65: Provided, That 
conversion to an endowment plan may not 
be made while the insured is totally disabled. 
All level premium term policies shall cease 
and terminate at the expiration of the term 
period. Provisions for cash, loan, paid-up, 
and extended values, dividends from gains 
and savings, refund of unearned premiums, 
and such other provisions as may be found 
to be reasonable and practicable may be pro- 
vided for in the policy of insurance or from 
time to time by regulations promulgated by 
the Administrator,’ 

“Sec, 4. Section 602 (g) of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as 
amended, is hereby amended by substituting 
a colon for the period at the end thereof and 
adding the following: ‘Provided, That the 
provisions of this subsection as to the re- 
stricted permitted class of beneficiaries shall 
not apply to any national service life-insur- 
ance policy maturing on or after the date of 
enactment of the Insurance Act of 1946.“ 

“Sec. 5. (a) So much of subsection (h) of 
section 602 of the National Service Life In- 
surance Act of 1940, as amended, as precedes 
peragraph (3) thereof is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

ch) Insurance maturing prior to the date 
of enactment of the Insurance Act of 1946 
shall be payable in the following manner: 

1) If the beneficiary to whom payment 
is first made is under 30 years of age at the 
time of maturity, in 240 equal monthly in- 
stallments: Provided, That the Administrator, 
under regulations to be promulgated by him, 
may include a provision in the insurance con- 
tract authorizing the insured or the bene- 
ficiary to elect in lieu of this mode of pay- 
ment and prior to the commencement of 
payments, a refund life income in monthly 
installments payable for such period certain 
as may be required in order that the sum 
of the installments certain, including a last 
installment of such reduced amount as may 
be necessary, shall equal the face value of 
the contract, less any indebtedness, with such 
payments continuing throughout the life- 
time of such beneficiary: Provided further, 
That in any case in which insurance benefit 
payments were commenced prior to Septem- 
ber 30, 1944, the beneficiary, whether or not 
the first beneficiary, shall have the right to 
elect to receive a refund life income, as pro- 
vided in such optional settlement, payable 
in monthly installments adjusted as of the 
date of the maturity of such policy, credit 
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being allowed for payments previously made 
on the insurance. The right of election with 
respect to cases in which benefit payments 
were commenced prior to September 30, 1944, 
shall terminate 2 years after the date of 
enactment of the Insurance Act of 1946, 
The Administrator is directed to send, within 
1 year after the date of enactment of the 
Insurance Act of 1946, to each beneficiary of 
insurance on which payments were com- 
menced prior to September 30, 1944, a notice 
explaining the right of election. Any such 
notice shall be sent by registered mail ad- 
dressed to the last known address of the 
addressee. A 


“*(2) If the beneficiary to whom payment 
is first made is 30 or more years of age at 
the time of maturity, in equal monthly in- 
stallments for 120 months certain, with such 
payments continuing during the remaining 
lifetime of such beneficiary: Provided, That 
the Administrator, under regulations to be 
promulgated by him, may include a provi- 
sion in the insurance contract authorizing 
the insured or the beneficiary to elect, in 
lieu of this mode of payment and prior to 
the commencement of payments, a refund 
life income in monthly installments pay- 
able for such period certain as may be re- 
quired in order that the sum of the install- 
ments certain, including a last installment 
of such reduced amount as may be neces- 
sary, shall equal the face value of the con- 
tract, less any indebtedness, with such pay- 
ments continuing throughout the lifetime of 
such beneficiary: Provided further, That 


such optional settlement shall not be avail- ° 


able in any case in which such settlement 
would result in payments of installments 
over a shorter period than 120 months: 
Provided further, That in any case in which 
insurance benefit payments were commenced 
prior to September 30, 1944, the beneficiary, 
whether or not the first beneficiary, shall 
haye the right to elect to receive a refund 
life income, as provided in such optional 
settlement, payable in monthly installments 
adjusted as of the date of the maturity of 
such policy, credit being allowed for pay- 
ments previously made on the insurance. 
The right of election with respect to cases 
in which benefit payments were commenced 
prior to September 30, 1944, shall termi- 
nate 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the Insurance Act of 1946. The Adminis- 
trator is directed to send, within 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the Insurance 
Act of 1946, to each beneficiary of insurance 
on which payments were commenced prior to 
September 30, 1944, a notice explaining the 
right of election. Any such notice shall be 
sent by registered mail addressed to the last 
known address of the addressee.’ 

“(b) Subsections (i), (j), and (k) of sec- 
tion 602 of the National Service Life Insur- 
ance Act of 1940, as amended, are amended 
by adding at the end of each of such sub- 
sections the following: ‘The provisions of 
this subsection shall not be applicable to 
insurance maturing on or after the date of 
enactment of the Insurance Act of 1946.“ 

“Sec. 6. Section 602 (m) of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940 is hereby 
amended, effective as of October 8, 1940, to 
read as follows: 

„m) (1) The Administrator shall, by reg- 
ulations, prescribe the time and method of 
payment of the premiums on such insur- 
ance, but payments of premiums in advance 
shall not be required for periods of more than 
1 month each, and may at the election of 
the insured be deducted from his active- 
service pay to be otherwise made: Provided, 
That an amount equal to the first premium 
due under a national service life-insurance 
policy may be advanced from current appro- 
priations for active-service pay to any per- 
son in the active service in the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard, which amount 
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shall constitute a lien upon any service or 
other pay accruing to the person for whom 
such advance was made and shall be col- 
lected therefrom if not otherwise paid: Pro- 
vided further, That no disbursing or certify- 
ing officer shall be responsible for any loss 
incurred by reason of the advance herein 
authorized: And provided further, That any 
amount so advanced in excess of available 
service or other pay shall constitute a lien 
on the policy within the provisions of sec- 
tion 5, Public Law No. 866, Seventy-sixth 
Congress, approved October 17, 1940. 

2) In any case in which the insured 
provided for the payment of premiums on 
his insurance by authorizing in writing the 
deduction of premiums from his service pay, 
such insurance shall be deemed not to have 
lapsed so long as he remained in active serv- 
ice prior to the date of enactment of the 
Insurance Act of 1946, notwithstanding the 
fact that deduction of premiums was discon- 
tinued because— 

“*(A) the insured was discharged to ac- 
cept a commission; or 

(B) the insured was absent without 
leave, if restored to active duty; or 

“*(C) the insured was sentenced by court 
martial, if he was restored to active duty, 
required to engage in combat, or killed in 
combat. 


In any case in which the insured under any 
insurance continued in force by the provi- 
sions of this paragraph died while such in- 
surance was so continued in force, any pre- 
miums due on such insurance shall be de- 
ducted from the proceeds of the insurance. 
Any premiums deducted or collected on any 
such insurance shall be credited to the na- 
tional service life insurance appropriation 
and any payments of benefits on any such 
insurance shall be made directly from such 
appropriation.’ _ 

“Src. 7. Section 602 (n) of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amend-- 
ed, is amended to read as follows: 

n) Upon application by the insured and 
under such regulations as the Administrator 
may promulgate, payment of premiums on 
such insurance may be waived during the 
continuous total disability of the insured, 
which continues or has continued for six or 
more consecutive months, if such disability 
commenced (1) subsequent to the date of 
his application for insurance, (2) while the 
insurance was in force under premium- 
paying conditions, and (3) prior to the in- 
sured’s sixtieth birthday: Provided, That 
upon application made within 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the Insurance Act 
of 1946 the Administrator shall grant waiver 
of any premium becoming due not more than 
5 years prior to the date of enactment of 
such act which may be waived under the 
foregoing provisions of this subsection: 
Provided further, That the Administrator, 
upon any application made subsequent to 
1 year after the date of enactment of the 
Insurance Act of 1946, shall not grant waiver 
of any premium becoming due more than 
1 year prior to the receipt in the Veterans’ 
Administration of application for the same, 
except as hereinafter provided. Any pre- 
miums paid for months during which waiver 
is effective shall be refunded. The Admin- 
istrator shall provide by regulations for ex- 
amination or reexamination of an insured 
claiming benefits under this subsection, and 
may deny benefits for failure to cooperate. 
In the event that it is found that an insured 
is no longer totally disabled, the waiver of 
premiums shall cease as of the date of such 
finding and the policy of insurance may be 
continued by payment of premiums as pro- 
vided in said policy: Provided further, That 
in any case in which the Administrator finds 
that the insured’s failure to make timely 
application for waiver of premiums or his 
failure to submit satisfactory evidence of the 
existence or continuance of total disability 
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was due to circumstances beyond his control, 
the Administrator may grant waiver or con- 
tinuance of waiver of premiums: And pro- 
vided further, That in the event of death 
of the insured without filing application for 
waiver, the beneficiary, within 1 year after 
the death of the insured or the enactment 
of this amendment, whichever be the later, 
or, if the beneficiary be insane or a minor, 
within 1 year after removal of such legal 
disability, may file application for waiver 
with evidence of the insured's right to waiver 
under this section. Premium rates shall be 
calculated without charge for the cost of the 
waiver of premiums herein provided and no 
deduction from benefits otherwise payable 
shall be made on account thereof.’ 

“Sec, 8. Section 602 (p) of the National 


Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amend- 


ed, is amended to read as follows: 

p) Such insurance may be made effec- 
tive, as specified in the application, not later 
than the first day of the calendar month fol- 
lowing the date of application therefor, but 
the United States shall not be liable there- 
under for death occurring prior to such 
effective date. Notwithstanding the fore- 
going provisions of this subsection, in any 
case in which prior to the date of enactment 
of the Insurance Act of 1946 application was 
made for insurance to become effective sub- 
sequent to the date of application and the 
applicant died in line of duty prior to the 
date such insurance was to become effective, 
the United States shall be liable to the same 
extent as it would have been if such insur- 
ance had been in force on the date of death 
of the applicant. Any payments of bene- 
fits made as a result of the enactment of the 
preceding sentence shall be made directly 
from the national service life insurance ap- 
propriation.’ 

“Sec. 9. Section 602 of the National Service 
Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, is 
hereby amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new subsections: 

t) Insurance maturing on or subse- 
quent to the date of enactment of the In- 
surance Act of 1946 shall be payable in ac- 
cordance with the following optional modes 
of settlement: 

“*(1) In one sum. 

“*(2) In equal monthly installments of 
from 36 to 240 in number, in multiples of 
12. 

“*(3) In equal monthly installments for 
120 months certain with such payments con- 
tinuing during the remaining lifetime of 
the first beneficiary. 

4) As a refund life income in monthly 
installments payable for such period certain 
as may be required in order that the sum of 
the installments certain, including a last in- 
stallment of such reduced amount as may be 
necessary, shall equal the face value of the 
contract, less any indebtedness, with such 
payments continuing throughout the life- 
time of the first beneficiary: Provided, That 
such optional settlement shall not be avail- 
able in any case in which such settlement 
would result in payments of installments 
over a shorter period than 120 months.’ 

“Unless the insured elects some other 
mode of settlement, the insurance shall be 
payable to the designated beneficiary or bene- 
ficiaries in 36 equal monthly installments. 
The first beneficiary may elect to receive 
payment under any option which provides 
for payment over a longer period of time 
than the option elected by the insured, or if 
no option be designated by the insured, in 
excess of 36 months. If the option selected 
requires payment to any one beneficiary 
of monthly installments of less than $10, 
the amount payable to such beneficiary shall 
be paid in such maximum number of 
monthly installments as are a multiple of 12 
as will provide a monthly installment of not 
less than $10. If the present value of the 
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amount payable at the time any person in- 
itially becomes entitled to payment thereof 
is not sufficient to pay at least 12 monthly 
installments of not less than $10 each, such 
amount shall be payable in one sum. Op- 
tions (3) and (4) shall not be available if 
any firm, corporation, legal entity (includ- 
ing the estate of the insured), or trustee is 
beneficiary, or in any case in which an en- 
dowment contract matures by reason of the 
completion of the endowment period. 

“*(u) With respect to insurance maturing 
on or subsequent to the date of enactment of 
the Insurance Act of 1946, in any case in 
which the beneficiary is entitled to a lump- 
sum settlement but elects some other mode 
of settlement and dies before receiving all 
the benefits due and payable under such 
mode of settlement, the present value of the 
remaining unpaid amount shall be payable 
to the estate of the beneficiary; and in any 
case in which no beneficiary is designated by 
the insured, or the designated beneficiary does 
not survive the insured, or a designated bene- 
ficiary not entitled to choose a lump-sum 
settlement survives the insured, and dies be- 
fore receiving all the benefits due and pay- 
able, the commuted value of the insurance 
remaining unpaid shall be paid in one sum 
to the estate of the insured: Provided, That 
in no event shall there by any payment to 
the estate of the insured or of the bene- 
ficiary of any sums unless it is shown that 
any sums paid will not escheat. 

“*(v) (1) The Administrator is hereby au- 
thorized and directed, upon application by 
the insured and proof of good health satis- 
factory to the Administrator and payment 
of such extra premium as the Administrator 
shall prescribe, to include in any national 
service life-insurance policy on the life of 
the insured provisions whereby an insured 
who is shown to have become totally disabled 
for a period of six consecutive months or 
more commencing after the date of such ap- 
plication and before attaining the age of 60 
and while the payment of any premium is not 
in default, shall be paid monthly disability 
benefits from the first day of the seventh 
consecutive month of and during the con- 
tinuance of such total disability of $5 for 
each $1,000 of such insurance in effect when 
such benefits become payable: Provided, That 
in any case in which the applicant while not 
totally disabled and prior to January 1, 1950, 
furnishes proof satisfactory to the Adminis- 
trator that his inability to furnish proof of 
good health is the result of an actually serv- 
ice-incurred injury or disability, the require- 
ment of proof of good health shall be waived, 
but in such case the extra premium for disa- 
bility coverage paid by any such insured 
shall be credited directly to the national 
service life-insurance appropriation and any 
disability payments made to such insured 
shall be made directly from the national serv- 
ice life-insurance appropriation: Provided 
further, That policies containing additional 
provisions for the payment of disability bene- 
fits may be separately classified for the pur- 
pose of dividend distribution from otherwise 
similar policies not containing such benefit. 

“*(2) Whenever benefits under the total- 
disability provision authorized by section 602 
(v) (1) hereof become, or have become, pay- 
able because of total disability of the insured 
as a result of disease or injury traceable to 
the extra hazard of the military or naval 
service, as such hazard may be determined 
by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, the 
liability shall be borne by the United States, 
and the Administrator is hereby authorized 
and directed to transfer from the national 
service life-insurance appropriation to the 
national service life-insurance fund from 
time to time any amounts which become, or 
have become, payable to the insured on ac- 
count of such total disability, and to transfer 
from the national service life-insurance fund 
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to the national service life- insurance appro- 
priation the amount of the reserve held on 
account of the total-disability benefit. When 
a person receiving such payments on account 
of total disability recovers from such disa- 
bility, and is then entitled to continue pro- 
tection under the total-disability provision, 
the Administrator is hereby authorized and 
directed to transfer to the national service 
life-insurance fund a sum sufficient to set up 
the then required reserve on such total-disa- 
bility benefit. 

) Subject to the provisions of section 
612 of the National Service Life Insurance 
Act of 1940, as amended, all contracts or poli- 
cies of insurance heretofore or hereafter 
issued, reinstated, or converted shall be in- 
contestable from the date of issue, reinstate- 
ment, or conversion except for fraud, non- 
payment of premium, or on the ground that 
the applicant was not a member of the mili- 
tary or naval forces of the United States. 

“*(x) When an optional mode of settle- 
ment of insurance heretofore or hereafter 
matured is available to a beneficiary who 
is a minor or incompetent, such option may 
be exercised by his fiduciary, person quali- 
fied under Public Law 373, Seventy-second 
Congress, February 25, 1933 (47 Stat. 907; 
25 U. S. C. 14), or person recognized by the 
Administrator as having custody of the per- 
son or the estate of such beneficiary, and 
the obligation of the United States under 
the insurance contract shall be fully satis- 
fied by payment of benefits in accordance 
with the mode of settlement so selected. 

“*(y) (1) Any level premium term insur- 
ance which has lapsed may be reinstated 
within the term upon written application, 
payment of two monthly premiums, and 
evidence satisfactory to the Administrator 
that the applicant, subject to the provisions 
of the second sentence of section 602 (c) (2), 
supra, is in good health. 

“*(2) Any level premium term insurance 
which has lapsed may be reinstated within 
the term upon written application, made 
within 6 months after the date of such lapse 
or within 6 months after the date of enact- 
ment of the Insurance Act of 1946, which- 
ever is the later, and payment of two monthly 
premiums, provided such applicant is in as 
good health on the date of application and 
tender of premiums as he was on the due 
date of the premium in default and furnishes 
evidence thereof satisfactory to the Admin- 
istrator: Provided, That when the insured 
makes inquiry prior to the expiration of the 
grace period disclosing a clear intent to con- 
tinue insurance protection, an additional 
reasonable period not exceeding 60 days may 
be granted for payment of premiums due, 
but the premiums in any such case must be 
paid during the lifetime of the insured.’ 

“Sec. 10. Section 602 of the National Serv- 
ice Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, is 
hereby amended effective as of October 8, 
1940, by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

„) Without prejudice to any other 
cause of disability, the permanent loss of 
the use of both feet, of both hands, or of 
both eyes, or of one foot and one hand, or of 
one foot and one eye, or of one hand and 
one eye, or the total loss of hearing of both 
ears, or the organic loss of speech, shall 
be deemed total disability for insurance 
purposes.’ 

“Sec. 11. Section 607 (b) of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as 
amended, is hereby amended effective as of 
October 8, 1940, by inserting after the first 
sentence thereof the following: ‘Where life 
contingencies are involved in the calculation 
of the value of such benefits of insurance 
heretofore or hereafter matured, the calcu- 
lation of such liability or liabilities shall be 
based upon such mortality table or tables as 
the Administrator may prescribe with in- 
terest at the rate of 3 percent per annum.’ 
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“Src. 12. Section 608 of the National Serv- 
fee Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, 
is hereby amended effective as of October 8, 
1940, to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 608. The Administrator, subject to 
the general direction of the President, shall 
administer, execute, and enforce the provi- 
sions of this act, shall have power to make 
such rules and regulations, not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this act, as are neces- 
sary or appropriate to carry out its purposes, 
and shall decide all questions arising here- 
under. All officers and employees of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration shall perform such 
duties in connection with the administration 
of this act as may be assigned to them by the 
Administrator. All official acts performed by 
such officers and employees designated there- 
for by the Administrator shall have the same 
force and effect as though performed by the 
Administrator. Except in the event of suit 
as provided in section 617 hereof, or other 
appropriate court proceedings, all decisions 
rendered by the Administrator under the pro- 
visions of this act, or regulations properly 
issued pursuant thereto, shall be final and 
conclusive on all questions of law or fact, 
and no other official of the United States, ex- 
cept a judge or judges of United States 
courts, shall have jurisdiction to review any 
such decisions.’ 

“Sec. 13. Section 616 of the National Serv- 
lce Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon for 
the period at the end thereof and adding the 
following: ‘Provided, That assignments of 
all or any part of the beneficiary's interest 
may be made by a designated beneficiary toa 
widow, widower, child, father, mother, grand- 
father, grandmother, brother, or sister of the 
insured, when the designated contingent 
beneficiary, if any, joins the beneficiary in 
the assignment, and if the assignment is 
delivered to the Veterans’ Administration be- 
fore any payments of the insurance shall 
have been made to the beneficiary: Provided 
further, That an interest in an annuity, 
when assigned, shall be payable in equal 
monthly installments in such multiple of 
twelve as most nearly equals the number of 
installments certain under such annuity, 
or in 240 installments, whichever is the 
lesser.’ 

“Sec. 14. Section 617 of the National Service 
Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, is 
hereby amended effective as of October 8, 
1940, to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 617. In the event of disagreement as 
to any claim arising under this act, suit may 
be brought in the same manner and subject 
to the same conditions and limitations as 
are applicable to the United States Govern- 
ment life (converted) insurance under the 

rovisions of sections 19 and 500 of the World 
War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended.’ 

“Sec. 15. The World War Veterans’ Act, 
1924, as amended, is hereby amended by 
adding thereto a new section 313, to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 313. Whenever benefits under the 
total disability provision authorized by sec- 
tion 311 become, or have become, payable 
because of total disability of the insured as a 
result of disease or injury traceable to the 
extra hazard of the military or naval service, 
as such hazard may be determined by the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, the lia- 
bility shall be borne by the United States, 
and the Administrator is hereby authorized 
and directed to transfer from the military 
and naval insurance appropriation to the 
United States Government life insurance 
fund from time to time any amounts which 
become or have become payable to the in- 
sured on account of such total disability, and 
to transfer from the United States Govern- 
ment life insurance fund to the military and 
naval insurance appropriation the amount of 
the reserve held on account of the total 
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disability benefit. When a person receiv- 
ing such payments on account of total dis- 
ability recovers from such disability, and is 
then entitled to continued protection under 
the total disability provision, the Adminis- 
trator is hereby authorized and directed to 
transfer to the United States Government 
life insurance fund a sum sufficient to set up 
the then required reserve on such total dis- 
ability benefit.’ 

“Sec. 16. This act may be cited as the 
‘Insurance Act of 1946'.” 

Mr. RANKIN (interrupting the read- 
ing of the amendment). Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment may be dis- 
pensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object— 
and I shall not object to the consider- 
ation of this and the passage of it—may 
I say that the Senate has stricken some 
very important things for the veterans, 
but I am afraid if the matter goes to con- 
ference we may not reach an agreement 
and the bill will not pass. One thing has 
been accomplished, and that is the Sen- 
ate has put in the right to a jury trial for 
the veterans. As it passed the House 
there was the right of jury trial for 
civilians but not for veterans. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to have the gentleman explain 
what provisions were stricken out of the 
House bill; and, in particular, will the 
gentleman advise me if the Senate struck 
out the provision which provided that 
the dependents of men who served on 
Bataan and who lost their lives there 
may have the benefit of insurance? 

Mr. RANKIN. The Senate did not dis- 
turb that. Here are the five changes. I 
we outline the five changes made in the 

ill. 

First. All reference to gratuitous insur- 
ance as passed by the House has been 
stricken by the Senate, including the 
elimination of existing law with reference 
to dependency on the part of parents as 
a basis of entitlement to such gratuitous 
benefits. 

Secondly. A Senate amendment ex- 
tends from 30 days to 1 year the time 
within which the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion must give notice to certain bene- 
ficiaries who wish to exercise the right 
of option as to refund life income orig- 
inally limited to one choice. 

The Senate amended subsection 602 
(n) of the National Service Life Insur- 
ance Act to authorize within 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the bill ap- 
plication for waiver of any premium be- 
coming due not more than 5 years prior 
to enactment of the bill. This provision 
was not contained in the House version. 

Personally, I think it is a good provi- 
sion. 


Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 
CUNNINGHAM. Is it not true 
that the bill in its present form meets 
with the approval of all the major veter- 
ans’ organizations? 
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Mr. RANKIN. Yes. I have also con- 
sulted with the Veterans’ Administration 
and they are satisfied to have us concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I was 
asking the gentleman with reference to 
insurance for men who had not applied 
but died over there in Bataan. 

Mr. RANKIN. Let me read the other 
two changes. I have already read three 
changes. There are two more. 

The Senate also amended subsection 
602 (p) of the National Service Life In- 
surance Act to provide for the payment 
of insurance benefits in cases where ap- 
plicants for insurance signed applica- 
tions for such insurance to become effec- 
tive in the future but died in line of duty 
prior to the dates on which the insurance 
policies were to become effective. This 
amendment was likewise not adopted by 
the House of Representatives though it 
was sponsored by the joint Veterans Or- 
ganiza‘ions Committee. 

I think that covers the individuals to 
whom the gentleman refers. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. In or- 
der to get the benefits of that automatic 
insurance of $5,000 for the type of boys 
I am referring to, the beneficiaries had 
to be dependent upon the veteran at the 
time when application was made and not 
at the time of death. I would like to 
know from the gentleman whether or 
not that change has been made and also 
whether or not that automatic insurance 
was left at the figure of $10,000 or was 
reduced to $5,000? 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from 
California was chairman of the subcom- 
mittee and he probably can answer that. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
The Senate took that provision out and 
it is as it was before. There has to be 
dependency. It is very unfortunate that 
the Senate did that. The dependency 
provision is in there. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am 
surprised that the House conferees would 
agree to a proposition of that kind. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield fur- 
ther, it is a question of whether you will 
have it or not. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I think 
the bill ought to go to conference so that 
at least that inequity can be straightened 
out. 

Mr. RANKIN. You may not get it 
straightened out and, furthermore, you 
may lose some of the provisions that you 
now have in the bill. 

Mr. ENGLE of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ENGLE of California. We had 
that in the bill and the Senate took it 
out; in fact, they took out all reference 
to gratuities and retroactive insurance, 
and we decided that the best thing to do 
was to get this bill out before we lost it 
altogether, and there are so many things 
that are of vast interest to the veterans 
that we did not want to lose it. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan, 
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Mr. DINGELL. Is it not true that if 
we insist on sending this bill back to 
conference we may get none of the bene- 
fits which the gentleman brought back 
to us? 

Mr. RANKIN. We may lose the en- 
tire bill, as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has just stated. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas, 

Mr. SCRIVNER. As has already been 
pointed out, the bill as it comes from the 
Senate contains so many favorable meas- 
ures beneficial to the veteran that the 
recommendation of the chairman should 
be followed. I have studied the Senate 
bill carefully in detail and compared it 
to the bill as it passed the House, and 
while there are some features, possibly, 
with which we are not in absolute ac- 
cord, the legislation as it now stands is 
so much better than existing law that I 
feel the veterans of this Nation will be 
vastly benefited by the enactment of this 
legislation. 

Mr. RANKIN. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Scrivner], 
a member of the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation, who has 
worked very diligently on this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is my under- 
standing that the veterans of World War 
II have a right of trial by jury. 

Mr. RANKIN. That is right. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Iam very glad to 
know that fact. 

Mr. RANKIN. I was going to refer 
to that section next. 

The Senate amended section 617 of 
the National Service Life Insurance Act 
so as to authorize trial by jury in the 
event of denial of any claim for insur- 
ance benefits by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. It will be recalled that the bill 
as passed by the House contained a pro- 
vision which eliminated or restricted 
trials in Federal court on insurance mat- 
ter to judicatory review. The Senate has 
seen fit to restore the right of trial by 
jury, to which I am proposing that the 
House agree. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? ’ 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York, 

Mr. . As a matter of fact, 
the bill that is now before us is a much 
better bill than has ever been on the 
statute books so far as it pertains to na- 
tional life insurance. 

Mr. RANKIN. It is a vast improve- 
ment on the present law, as the distin- 
guished gentleman from New York [Mr, 
KEARNEY] has stated. 

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I have long been interested in these 
amendments to the National Service Life 
Insurance Act. The reasons for the en- 
actment of these amendments have been 
stated several times and are known to 
all. There are many reasons for their 
adoption and none for their rejection. 

National service life insurance needed 
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to be liberalized to overcome several de- 
ficiencies and inadequacies in existing 
law, and in order that this insurance 
might be brought more nearly in line 
with the provisions of standard life in- 
surance policies. 

The House Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation is to be commended 
for getting this job done, as far as it goes. 
At least we will have this much of the 
law on the books, and I am certain that 
we can look forward to further study of 
the whole matter when Congress again 
convenes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days to extend 
their remarks on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
Sissippi? 

There was no objection. 


GUSTAV BECKER MEMORIAL 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 4, authorizing the erection on public 
grounds in Springerville, Ariz., of a me- 
morial to Gustav Becker. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, will the gen- 
tleman explain the joint resolution? 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, Senate 
Joint Resolution 4 would provide au- 
thority to set aside a plot of land feder- 
ally owned in Springerville, Ariz., for the 
erection of a monument to Gustav Beck- 
er, a pioneer of that region. Gustav 
Becker was one of the founders of the 
new State of Arizona and a builder of 
our great West. 

The bill requires no expenditure of 
money, as the funds for the monument 
have been raised by a citizens committee. 
It has the unanimous support of the 
Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. I have cleared it today with 
leaders of both sides. 

Mr. MICHENER. I withdraw my res- 
ervation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? - 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the Commissioner of 
Public Buildings is authorized and directed 
to select a suitable site on the grounds of 
the Federal building in Springerville, Ariz., 
and to grant permission to any association or 


committee organized for that purpose to 
erect upon such site at any time within 2 
years after the date of approval of this joint 
resolution, as a gift to the people of the 
United States, a memorial to the late Gustav 
Becker: Provided, That the design of such 
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memorial shall be approved by the Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings, and that the 
United States shall be put to no expense in 
or by the erection of such memorial. 


The Senate joint resolution was or- 
dered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. KEEFE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record with reference to the Pearl Har- 
bor investigation. 

Mr. JENNINGS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in four instances and in three to 
include editorials. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and include an edi- 
torial concerning my good and able 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SIMPSON]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on Monday next, at 
the conclusion of the legislative program 
of the day and following any speeial or- 
ders heretofore entered, I may be per- 
mitted to address the House for 45 min- 
utes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 


FIXING THE SALARIES OF CERTAIN 
JUDGES OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill (S. 920) 
to fix the salaries of certain judges of the 
United States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not ob- 
ject, I opposed this bill in the committee 
and filed a minority report. I think the 
bill is ill-timed and ill-advised, and 
should not be passed, taking into consid- 
eration our present financial condition. 
I still adhere to the views I expressed in 
my minority report on this measure. 
However, Mr. Speaker, I believe this 
House has the right to vote on any meas- 
ure that is before it on the calendar, and 
I have no disposition to deprive the 
House of that right. I did object to the 
immediate consideration of the bill a few 
days ago when there were only a handful 
of Members present, because I thought 
there ought to be more. There are plenty 
of Members present now who understand 
the nature of the bill. Therefore I with- 
draw my reservation of objection, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 2 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. I object, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass the 


9570 


bill (S. 920) *to fix the salaries of certain 
judges of the United States. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the following sal- 
aries shall be paid to the several judges here- 
inafter mentioned in lieu of the salaries now 
provided by law, namely: 

To the Chief Justice of the United States 
at the rate of $25,500 per year. 

To each of the Associate Justices of the 
Supreme Court of the United States at the 
rate of $25,000 per year. 

To each of the judges of the several circuit 
courts of appeals, including the chief justice 
and the associate justices of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, 
at the rate of $17,500 per year. 

To the presiding judge of the United States 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, and to 
each of the associate judges thereof, at the 
rate of $17,500 per year. 

To the chief justice of the Court of Claims, 
and to each of the judges thereof, at the rate 
of $17,500 per year. 

To each of the judges of the several district 
courts, including the associate justices of the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia and the judges in Puerto 
Rico, Hawaii, the Virgin Islands, and Alaska 
exercising Federal jurisdiction, at the rate of 
$15,000 per year. To the chief justice of the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia at the rate of $15,500 
per year, 

To each of the judges of the United States 
Customs Court at the rate of $15,000 per year. 

To each of the judges of the Tax Court of 
the United States at the rate of $15,000 per 
year. 

That all of said salaries shall be paid in 
monthly installments, 

Sec. 2. It is authorized that there be appro- 
priated annually such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this act. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

If not, the question is on suspending 
the rules and passing the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
Passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The bill H. R. 2181 was laid on the 
table. 

House Resolution 585 was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no hesitancy in stating where I stand 
with reference to this bill. My reasons 
are brief. There is no function more im- 
portant under our system of Govern- 
ment than that of the judicial, If com- 
petent lawyers are to be attracted to the 
bench, salaries should be attractive 
enough to draw and keep such men. It 
has been said, and rightly so in my judg- 
ment, that judges should be the intel- 
lectual equals of the ablest members of 
the bar who appear before them. To 
achieve that end, they must be well paid. 

Most certainly, elevation to the bench 
is a great honor but very few men in these 
days can accept such an honor which, 
while great, restricts the accustomed liv- 
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ing standards of their families and mili- 
tates against the education of and pro- 
vision for their children, and, indeed, 
precludes even adequate insurance pro- 
vision for their dependents. Most cer- 
tainly the Federal bench should not be 
faced with the necessity of drawing its 
members only from the wealthy; nor, on 
the other hand, should the emoluments 
of that high office be so low as to attract 
only the incompetent and unsuccessful 
of the bar. 

The passage of this bill will rectify a 
grave injustice. It has been 20 years 
since judicial salaries have been in- 
creased. At the time of the last increase, 
in 1926, they were constitutionally tax 
free, but now they are subject not only 
to a Federal tax but local taxation as 
well. Indeed, the present net worth of 
the Federal judicial salary, and I am 
speaking of the year 1944, is approxi- 
mately $7,600 for a district judge, $9,100 
for a court of appeals judge, and $12,- 
965 for a Supreme Court Justice. Tak- 
ing State taxes out they amount to even 
less. 

Some comparisons are important. 
New York, Pennsylvania and Massachu- 
setts pay larger salaries to the State judi- 
ciary than are paid in the Federal system, 
while judges of the English courts are 
given salaries commensurate with the 
grave responsibility of judicial office and 
the important part it plays in the British 
governmental system. 

From a dollar-and-cents point of view, 
our courts are not drones in the govern- 
mental hive. The entire cost of the judi- 
cial establishment for the year 1940 was 
approximately eleven million; for the 
legislative, twenty-three million; while 
that of the Department of Agriculture 
was approximately one and one-half bil- 
lion, or, to be exact, $1,404,252,632.81; the 
Department of Commerce, approximately 
seventy-one million; Department of the 
Interior, a little over one hundred mil- 
lion; Department of Justice, approxi- 
mately fifty-five million; Department of 
Labor, a little over nineteen million; De- 
partment of State, approximately twen- 
ty-one million. The total expenditure for 
the courts on a per capita basis for that 
year amounted to approximately 844 
cents and in 1944 a per capita cost of 
9% cents. And further, by way of 
comparison, apart from the over-all fig- 
ures mentioned, and to still more graph- 
ically emphasize the point, the per capita 
expenditure by the people of the State 
of New York in the year 1940 for their 
courts was approximately 31 cents. 

Again, with reference to the costs of 
the courts there should be borne in mind 
the moneys brought into the Treasury 
through their activities. There is no 
doubt, and I readily concede, that factu- 
ally such items are not relevant, strictly 
speaking, to the subject of judicial sal- 
aries, for the courts, being a fundamental 
branch of the Government and in the 
same category as the executive and leg- 
islative, must be adequately supported 
no matter what the cost. They are, how- 
ever, pertinent in the sense that they 
indicate how moderate the actual cost 
of the judiciary is when you make com- 
parisons, as I have just done, with other 
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governmental branches. Indeed, it is to 
be noted that the revenues returned by 
the courts, if one is interested in outgo 
and income, exceeds the amounts paid in 
judicial salaries. Another important 
and vital consideration is this—the effect 
of the proposed $5,000 increase in the 
support of the Federal judiciary is minor. 
It touches less than 300 judgeships—I 
think the exact figure is 284. The addi- 
tional annual gross expenditure would 
be less than $1,500,000 and that would 
result in a total annual gross expenditure 
for judicial salaries of a little over four 
and one-half million. On the basis of 
the 1940 census—for those who are in- 
terested in per capita apportionment of 
cost, this would amount to approximately 
one cent, and would make the total cost 
of judicial salaries, estimated on the basis 
of gross expenditure, approximately 31 
cents per capita. 

There should be no serious question 
as to the passage of this bill. The rea- 
sons which dictate its passage I have 
sought to point out in as brief a way as 
possible. The President of the United 
States, the Attorney General, the Amer- 
ican Bar Association, the Federal Bar 
Association, local bar groups, and organ- 
izations and civic bodies in no way re- 
lated to the functions of the courts, and 
the press of the country generally, all 
realizing the importance of the judiciary 
as a coordinate branch of the Govern- 
ment, have given their support to the 
proposed increase. 

While the proposed increase amounts 
to 85.000, the actual net increase is in 
reality less than three thousand, making 
the total actual expenditure approxi- 
mately nine hundred thousand dollars— 
five hundred thousand being taken away 
at the source, or withheld, if you will, in 
taxes. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have five legislative days in which to ex- 
tend their remarks on the bill just 
passed, and also that such Members as 
so desire may extend their remarks on 
the bill at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, the 
salaries now being paid to our Federal 
judges were fixed by statute in the Sixty- 
ninth Congress, nearly 20 years ago. 
For several years our judges have asked 
the Judiciary Committee of the House 
for legislation granting increases but we 
have been unwilling to accede to the re- 
quest because we were opposed to a gen- 
eral salary increase and we feared that 
bigger salaries for the judiciary would 
result in an avalanche of demands for 
similar preferment by the other officials 
of the Government. But salaries and 
wages have increased all along the line 
both in and out of Government, and, as 
we all know, the cost of living has gone 
up substantially, and is still rising. The 
time has come to pay our judges salaries 
commensurate in some degree to their 
responsibilities and the dignity of the 
offices they hold. 

In the rural sections of the country 
the $10,000 salary received by the dis- 
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trict judges of the United States and by 
other Federal judges is regarded as a 
very large income. But most of our 
judges must reside in the big cities be- 
cause that is where nearly all the busi- 
ness of the courts originates. After pay- 
ing taxes a judge living in a metropolitan 
area must live frugally, if he has no in- 
dependent income, to support and edu- 
cate his family. It is against sound pub- 
lic policy to compel a judge to seek 
sources of income outside of his work on 
the bench. In any city, particularly in 
the North, a man qualified for the ardu- 
ous and manifold duties of a Federal 
judge is capable of earning in private 
practice several times the amount of the 
salary which goes with the office. 

In New York State we pay the up- 
State judges of our highest trial court, 
the supreme court, a salary of $15,000, 
plus $2,000 for expenses. In New York 
City they receive over $20,000. The 
judges of our appellate divisions of the 
supreme court receive $17,000 and re- 
imbursement for expenses; the salary of 
the judges of our court of appeals is 
$22,000, and $3,000 is added for expenses. 
In my own home city of Syracuse we 
pay the police judge $10,000 and our 
municipal court judges get $12,000. And 
so to a New Yorker, the salaries paid to 
Federal judges seems grossly inadequate. 
Their work is fully as difficult, varied, 
and important as that of our State 
judges, and their character, legal train- 
ing, and knowledge meet the standards 
of the State. Their salary should be 
comparable. The proposed $5,000 in- 
crease is not as generous as it might 
appear. In the case of judges now re- 
ceiving $10,000, not less than $2,000 of 
the increase will be absorbed by higher 
income taxes. 

I am glad to support this bill. I think 
it does simple justice, long deferred. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, we are to- 
day considering H. R. 2181, a bill recently 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary to authorize an increase in the 
annual salary of each member of the 
Federal judiciary. This increase applies 
to 275 members of the lower courts, in- 
cluding the courts of appeals, and 9 
members of the Supreme Court. Among 
the 275 members of the lower courts are 
included the Court of Appeals of the 
District of Columbia, the judges of the 
United States Court of Customs and Pat- 
ent Appeals, of the Court of Claims, of 
the district courts, including the District 
Court of the United States for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the United States Cus- 
toms Court, and the district courts of 
Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and Alaska exer- 
cising Federal jurisdiction. This provi- 
sion also applies in effect to the judge of 
the District Court of the Canal Zone, due 
to the fact that the law creating this 
judgeship states that the judge of the 
said court shall “receive the same salary” 
as is allowed to the United States dis- 
trict judges. This bill, however, does not 
apply to the judge of the District Court 
of the Virgin Islands, in that this judge- 
ship was created by separate statute. 

The Committee on the Judiciary is to 
be highly commended for its diligence in 
presenting this legislation to the House. 
This bill is the result of tremendous study 
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and intelligent application by the mem- 
bers of this splendid committee. The 
report accompanying the bill now under 
consideration indicates that under Pub- 
lic Law 528, Sixty-ninth Congress, second 
session (44 Stat. 919), the present sala- 
ries of the Federal judiciary were estab- 
lished—more than 18 years ago. 

I need not call to the attention of my 
colleagues the tremendous rise in the 
cost of living which has come about in 
the course of these two decades. Prior 
to 1926, under two decisions in keeping 
with article III, section 1 of the Constitu- 
tion, it was held by the Supreme Court 
of the United States that the salaries of 
judges were not taxable due to the fact 
that to do so would constitute a diminu- 
tion of their compensation during their 
tenure of office. However, in the 1926 
Revenue Act the Congress provided that 
the salaries of judges appointed subse- 
quent to the passage of the Revenue Act 
of 1926 would be subject to the provisions 
of the income-tax statutes. This provi- 
sion is still in effect and today the sala- 
ries of almost all Federal judges are sub- 
ject to the income-tax laws, and this 
figure is increasing due to retirements. 

By increasing the salaries of Federal 
judges, as is suggested in the the report 
accompanying H. R. 2181, in the amount 
of $5,000 per annum, the amount left, 
after deduction of taxes at the 1944 in- 
come tax rates, would be $10,535 for dis- 
trict judges, $11,805 for circuit judges, 
and $15,015 for Associate Justices of the 
Supreme Court. Putting it another way, 
of the $5,000 increase, only $2,935 would 
actually be kept by the district judges, 
due to the fact that the balance of $2,065 
would be withheld or paid back to the 
Treasury. In terms of percentages, the 
reduction of the salaries of district judges 
by taxation in 1944 amounts to 24 per- 
cent. When this is combined with the 
decline in the real value of their salaries 
through increased cost of living since 
1933, the amount of total salary reduction 
is estimated to be in the neighborhood 
of 45 percent. Under the same estimated 
scale, the salaries of circuit judges 
would be 27 percent and the salaries of 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court, 
35 percent. 

Mr. Chief Justice Marshall said: 

The judicial department comes home in 
its effects to every man’s fireside. It passes 
on his property, his reputation, his life— 
his all. 


Mr. Justice Sutherland said: 

If the political structure erected by the 
fathers rests upon any one pillar more 
securely than upon another, it is upon that 
which upholds the right of the individual 
to invoke the judgment of the civil courts 
of the land upon his conduct. 

The judiciary protects and defends 
the rights of every individual in the 
Nation. It is a great tribute to a lawyer 
to wind up his legal career as a judge. 
It is the ambition of a great percentage 
of our members of the bar. It is the 
highest honor that can come to an in- 
dividual at the hands of his Government. 

A Federal judge reviews and construes 
in the courts many statutes affecting 
every segment of our economy. He is 
constantly called upon to place a re- 
straining hand on the quasi-judicial 
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bureaucrats who constantly threaten to 
invade the sacred sanctum of the Fed- 
eral courts. He is constantly called upon 
to impede and hinder the insatiable ten- 
tacles of the myriads of Federal bureaus 
who at times endeavor to evade and 
circumvent the guaranties of the Con- 
stitution; all of which vitally touches 
the activities of individuals and of busi- 
ness enterprise throughout the country. 
He deals with criminal cases involving ` 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness 
of every single individual under our flag, 

The successful administration of re- 
ceiverships involving our colossal rail- 
road systems rests with the Federal 
judge. The successful reorganization of 
public utilities depends upon his ability, 
honesty, and integrity. With him rests 
the determination of complicated and 
important patent litigation, frequently 
involving international cartels and uni- 
versal monopolies. He is constantly 
called upon to pass upon alleged viola- 
tions of the income-tax statutes. It 
therefore follows that the Federal judge 
should be of the highest caliber obtain- 
able—of unimpeachable integrity and 
unquestioned legal ability. It further 
follows, as night the day, that the Fed- 
eral judge should be paid a salary com- 
mensurate with the unparalleled re- 
sponsibility reposed in him and with the 
astronomical versatility of the abilities 
required of him. 

It is interesting to note that the Lord 
Chancellor of Great Britain, who com- 
pares with our Chief Justice, received 
approximately $40,000 a year. Of this, 
approximately $16,000 is applicable to 
his duties as Speaker of the House of 
Lords. The Lords of Appeal and Ordi- 
nary, who correspond with our Associate 
Justices of the Supreme Court, receive 
approximately $24,000 a year. The 
judges of the high court of justice, 
corresponding to our district courts, re- 
ceive-an annual salary of approximately 
$20,000. All of these officials have liberal 
retirement benefits and none of them is 
called upon to do the work required of 
the members of our Federal judiciary. 

In our own country the highest appel- 
late court of New York State pays its 
judge $22,500; Pennsylvania pays $20,- 
000; Massachusetts pays $15,000. 

The Congress, it seems to me, should 
have no hesitancy, with this information 
at hand, in increasing the annual sala- 
ries of our Federal judges in the amount 
of $5,000. When our Federal judges die 
their dependents receive no income un- 
less the judge was appointed from an 
extremely lucrative law practice. It is 
humanly impossible for a Federal judge 
to accumulate sufficient money, from 
his salary alone, to leave his loved ones 
in good financial circumstances. Un- 
less the Congress grants to our Federal 
judges proper living salaries, only the 
wealthy can afford to be Federal judges, 
thereby shutting the door upon many of 
unquestioned talent and of proper feel- 
ing for every class of American citizen. 
It is no answer to those who oppose this 
legislation to say that the Federal judge 
can always resign if his salary is in- 
adequate. It is a true saying that once 
a lucrative law practice is abandoned, it 
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is seldom, if ever regained—after a man 
has passed the prime of life. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the immediate 
passage of this legislation. There is no 
question of its need and its justification. 
There is no justice in depriving the 
splendid members of our judiciary of an 
adequate livlihood. Under our system 
of government, every man is worthy of 

his hire. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
measure now being considered is cer- 
tainly one which deserves the support 
of every Member of this body. 

As pointed out by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee in its report accompanying H. R. 
2181, the companion to S. 920, adequate 
salaries are a necessary part of any plan 
to keep competent men in the courts. 
The increased cost of living and the 
added tax burdens have reduced the 
actual worth of judges’ salaries to a low 
point. Judges, like all others, are 
obliged to provide for the support of de- 
pendents, the education of children, and 
the protection of the family in the event 
of death. The importance of judicial 
work is such that judges ought not to be 
forced to seek supplemental income in 
order to augment their salaries, but be 
in a position to devote their full time and 
talents to it. 

The comparatively small over-all cost 
involved in granting this salary increase 
to Federal judges is far outweighed by 
the many beneficial effects which will 
be wrought. 

As one sincerely convinced of the need 
for this measure, I urge its favorable 
consideration by every Member of Con- 
gress. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Speaker, this leg- 
islation granting increases in the salaries 
of the Federal judiciary should pass. 

Argument against it is that we must 
practice economy, and that by voting 
against this bill you will save the Federal 
Treasury in the neighborhood of $1,000,- 
000 net. Economy is a fine thing prac- 
ticed in the right place. Economy at the 
expense of a strong judiciary is the re- 
verse of thrift. 

The gross annual appropriation for 
the proposed salary increase for the 285 
judgeships covered by the bill, in view 
of the taxes to be paid by the judges 
themselves, will be approximately $1,000,- 
000—less than 1 cent per capita on the 
basis of the 1940 census. The total gross 
appropriation for the judicial salaries 
will be $4,538,000—approximately 3% 
cents per capita. The cost of supporting 
the legislative establishment is $30,894,- 
557. The Attorney General, the Ameri- 
can Bar Association, the Federal Bar As- 
sociation, many State, county, and city 
bar associations, civic bodies, and organi- 
zations, including labor organizations, 
and the press of the country have given 
their support to the proposed $5,000 in- 
crease. The President has recommended 
an increase of double this amount in the 
matter of district, circuit, and Supreme 
Court judges. 

To deny this increase under the cir- 
cumstances would be the reverse of econ- 
omy. The ablest and the best of our citi- 
zens and those most learned in the law 
should be attracted to the bench as a 
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permanent career. If the present scale 
is continued, appointment to the bench 
will have to be made either from among 
lawyers of independent means or from 
among those who have been so unsuc- 
cessful that even the present salaries will 
bear comparison with their earnings. 
Neither alternative is desirable for the 
public or the bench. 
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The future welfare of this country in 
a large degree will depend upon the abil- 
ity and character of men who wear the 
robes of our Federal courts. 

The following tabulation comparing 
judicial salaries in the Federal, English, 
New York, Pennsylvania, and Massachu- 
setts courts shows Federal salaries the 
lowest: 


Pennsyl-| Massa- 
Federal English New Tork vania | chusetts 
T $20, 500 | £10,000 ($40,000) | 822 500 | $20,000 | $15, 000 
Appellate court 20, 000 285 or os = — — — 14, 
CCC 12,600 |{ 8.000 (woo) | 17,000 | 18,000 — 15805 
PPP 10 00 ( 8000 ( dach |... —— 15,000 12.000 


Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee, I voted to favorably report this 
bill to the House for passage. 

It is a meritorious measure. Espe- 
cially are the present salaries of the dis- 
trict judges and the judges of the cir- 
cuit courts of appeal inadequate. In view 
of the decreased purchasing power of the 
dollar, and the heavy income taxes the 
judges must pay to the Federal Govern- 
ment, the present salaries of the Federal 
judges are not commensurate with the 
onerous and exacting duties they are 
called upon to perform. 

An able, conscientious, and fearless 
judiciary is absolutely necessary to the 
preservation of our free institutions and 
the protection of the lives, liberties, and 
property of our people. 

The enactment of this measure will 
help to secure and make certain the 
appointment and service on the Federal 
bench of men of the ability, character, 
and learning that is demanded of our 
judges. 

Mr, Speaker, I take pleasure in sup- 
porting and voting for this measure. 

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am strongly in support of the pend- 
ing proposal to increase by $5,000 the 
salaries of members of the Federal judi- 
ciary. This proposal has long been 
urged by leading members of the bar 
and by bar associations across the length 
and breadth of the land. 

The existing salary schedule for Fed- 
eral judges was fixed in 1926, some 19 
years ago. In those 19 years the cost of 
living has greatly increased and, further 
than that, since the decision of the Su- 
preme Court in O’Malley v. Woodrough 
(307 U. S. 277) the salaries of Federal 
judges have been subject to Federal in- 
come taxes under the express provisions 
of the Revenue Act of 1932. 

The salaries paid to members of our 
Federal judiciary are far less than those 
paid to comparable judges in other Eng- 
lish-speaking countries. In fact, our 
Federal judges receive much less than 
do the highest judges in the State courts 
in our more populous States. 

As the report of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee so well points out, adequate sal- 
aries are a necessary part of any plan 
to keep competent men in the courts. 
True, it is a high honor to sit on the 
Federal bench, but honor alone is not 


enough. There must be adequate com- 


pensation to attract the high caliber of 
men required. 

If adequate compensation is not pro- 
vided, then there is danger that appoint- 
ments to the Federal bench must come 
from lawyers of independent means, or 
from the mediocre member of the bar to 
whom even the present salary schedule 
would be a great inducement. Neither 
of these do we want. 

The importance of the judiciary in our 
Federal system could not be overempha- 
sized. As our Federal Goverment has 
grown, the importance of the Federal 
courts in the daily lives of all of our 
people has grown in even greater pro- 
portion. We will perform a distinct 
service to the American system—a gov- 
ernment of laws rather than of men—by 
supporting the pending resolution. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I am op- 
posed to the pending bill, H. R. 2181, 
which would increase the salaries of Fed- 
eral judges by $5,000 a year. This appears 
to me to be an unreasonable increase at 
this time, especially in view of the fact 
that the terms of those judgeships are 
long and full-pay retirement privileges 
are already provided. 


FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 
6967) to improve, strengthen, and expand 
the Foreign Service of the United States 
and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete— 

TITLE I—SnHort TITLE, OBJECTIVES, AND 
DEFINITIONS 
PART A—SHORT TITLE 

Sec. 101. Titles I to X, inclusive, of this 
act may be cited as the “Foreign Service Act 
of 1946.” 

PART B—OBJECTIVES 

Sec. 111. The Congress hereby declares that 
the objectives of this act are to develop and 
strengthen the Foreign Service of the United 
States so as— 

(1) to enable the Foreign Service effectively 
to serve abroad the interests of the United 
States; 

(2) to insure that the officers and em- 
ployees of the Foreign Service are broadly 
representative of the American people and 
are aware of and fully informed in respect 
to current trends in American life; 

(3) to enable the Foreign Service ade- 
quately to fulfill the functions devolving on 
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it by reason of the transfer to the Depart- 
ment of State of functions heretofore per- 
formed by other Government agencies; 

(4) to provide improvements in the recruit- 
ment and training of the personnel of the 
Foreign Service; 

(5) to provide that promotions leading to 
positions of authority and responsibility shall 
be on the basis of merit and to insure the 
selection on an impartial basis of outstand- 
ing persons for such positions; 

(6) to provide for the temporary appoint- 
ment or assignment to the Foreign Service 
of representative and outstanding citizens 
of the United States possessing special skills 
and abilities; 

(7) to provide salaries, allowances, and 
benefits that will permit the Foreign Sery- 
ice to draw its personnel from all walks of 
American life and to appoint persons to the 
highest positions in the Service solely on 
the basis of their demonstrated ability; 

(8) to provide a fiexible and comprehen- 
sive framework for the direction of the For- 
eign Service in accordance with modern 
practices in public administration; and 

(9) to codify into one act all provisions of 
law relating to the administration of the 
Foreign Service. 

PART C—DEFINITIONS 

Sec.121. When used in this act, the 
term— 

(1) “Service” means the Foreign Service of 
the United States; 

(2) “Secretary” means the Secretary of 
State; 

(3) “Department” means the Department 
of State; 

(4) “Government agency” means any ex- 
ecutive department, board, bureau, commis- 
sion, or other agency in the executive branch 
of the Federal Government, or any corpo- 
ration wholly owned (either directly or 
through one or more corporations) by the 
United States; 

(5) “Government” means the Government 
of the United States of America; 

(6) “Continental United States” means 
the States and the District of Columbia; 

(7) “Abroad” means all areas not included 
in the continental United States as defined 
in paragraph (6) of this section; 

(8) “Principal officer” means the officer in 
charge of an embassy, legation, or other dip- 
lomatic mission or of a consulate general, 
consulate, or vice consulate of the United 
States; and 

(9) “Chief of mission” means a principal 
Officer appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
to be in charge of an embassy or legation or 
other diplomatic mission of the United 
States, or any person assigned under the 
terms of this act to be minister resident, 
chargé d’affaires, commissioner, or diplo- 
matic agent. 

TITLE II—GOVERNING BODIES FOR THE 

DIRECTION OF THE SERVICE 
PART A—OFFICERS 
Director General 

Sec, 201. The Service shall be adminis- 
tered by a Director General of the Foreign 
Service, hereinafter referred to as the Direc- 
tor General, who shall be appointed by the 
Secretary from among Foreign Service officers 
in the class of career minister or in class 1. 
Under the general supervision of the Secre- 
tary and the Assistant Secretary of State in 
charge of the administration of the Depart- 
ment, the Director General shall, in addition 
to administering the Service and performing 
the duties specifically vested in him by this 
or any other act, coordinate the activities of 
the Service with the needs of the Department 
and of other Government agencies and direct 
the performance by officers and employees 
of the Service of the duties imposed on them 
by the terms of any law or by any order or 
regulation issued pursuant to law or by any, 
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international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 


Deputy Director General 


Sec. 202. The Director General shall be 
assisted by a Deputy Director General of 
the Foreign Service, herinafter referred to 
as the Deputy Director General, who shall 
be appointed by the Secretary. If he is a 
Foreign Service officer, he shall be selected 
from among officers in the class of career 
minister or in class 1. The Deputy Director 
General shall act in the place of the Director 
General in the event of his absence or 
incapacity. 

PART B—EOARDS 
Board of the Foreign Service 


Sec. 211. (a) The Board of the Foreign 
Service shall be composed of the Assistant 
Secretary of State in charge of the adminis- 
tration of the Department, who shall be 
Chairman; two other Assistant Secretaries 
of State, designated by the Secretary to 
serve on the Board; the Director General; 


and one representative each, occupying posi- : 


tions with comparable responsibilities, from 
the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, 
and Labor, designated, respectively, by the 
heads of such departments. The Secretary 
may request the head of any other Govern- 
ment department to designate a representa- 
tive, occupying a position with comparable 
responsibilities, to attend meetings of the 
Board whenever matters affecting the in- 
terest of such department are under con- 
sideration. 

(b) The Board of the Foreign Service shall 
make recommendations to the Secretary con- 
cerning the functions of the Service; the 
policies and procedures to govern the selec- 
tion, assignment, rating, and promotion of 
Foreign Service officers; and the policies and 
procedures to govern the administration and 
personnel management of the Service; and 
shall perform such other duties as are vested 
in it by other sections of this act or by the 
terms of any other act. 


The Board of Examiners for the Foreign 
Service 


Sec. 212. (a) The Board of Examiners for 
the Foreign Service shall, in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
and under the general supervision of the 
Board of the Foreign Service, provide for and 
supervise the conduct of such examinations 
as may be given to candidates for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers in accord- 
ance with the provisions of sections 516 and 
517 or to any other person to whom an 
examination for admission to the Service 
shall be given in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this or any other act or any regu- 
lations issued pursuant thereto, and pro- 
vide for such procedures as may be neces- 
sary to determine the loyalty of such per- 
sons to the United States and their attach- 
ment to the principles of the Constitution. 

(b) The membership of he Board of Ex- 
aminers for the Foreign Service, not more 
than half of which shall consist of Foreign 
Service officers, shall be constituted in ac- 
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

Trrte III—DUTIES 
PART A—GENERAL DUTIES 


Compliance with terms of statutes, inter- 
national agreements, and executive orders 

Sec. 301. Officers and employees of the 
Service shall, under the direction of the Sec- 
retary, represent abroad the interests of the 
United States and shall perform the duties 
and comply with the obligations resulting 
from the nature of their appointments or 
assignments or imposed on them by the terms 
of any law or by any order or regulation 
issued pursuant to law or by any interna- 
tional agreement to which the United States 
is a party. 


9573 


Duties for which regulations may be 
prescribed 


Sec. 302. The Secretary shall, except in an 
instance where the authority is specifically 
vested in the President, have authority to 
prescribe regulations not inconsistent with 
the Constitution and laws of the United 
States in relation to the duties, functions, 
and obligations of officers and employees of 
the Service and the administration of the 
Service. 


Delegation of authority to prescribe 
regulations 

Sec. 303. In cases where authority to pre- 
scribe regulations relating to the Service or 
the duties and obligations of officers and 
employees of the Service is specifically vested 
in the President by the terms of this or any 
other act, the President may, nevertheless, 
authorize the Secretary to prescribe such reg- 
ulations. 


PART B—SERVICES FOR GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
AND OTHER ESTABLISHMENTS OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT 
Sec. 311. The officers and employees of the 

Service shall, under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe, perform duties and 
functions in behalf of any Government 
agency or any other establishment of the 
Government requiring their services, includ- 
ing those in the legislative and judicial 
branches, but the absence of such regulations 
shall not preclude officers and employees of 
the Service from acting for and on behalf 
of any such Government agency or estab- 
lishment whenever it shall, through the De- 
partment, request their services. 


TITLE IV—CATEGORIES AND SALARIES OF 
PERSONNEL 
PART A—CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL 

Sec, 401. The personnel of the Service shall 
consist of the following categories of officers 
and employees: 

(1) Chiefs of mission, who shall be ap- 
pointed or assigned in accordance with the 
provisions of section 501; 

(2) Foreign Service officers, who shall be 
appointed in accordance with section 511, 
including those serving as chiefs of mission; 

(3) Foreign Service Reserve officers, who 
shall be assigned to the Service on a tem- 
porary basis from Government agencies or 
appointed on a temporary basis from outside 
the Government in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 522, in order to make avail- 
able to the Service such specialized skills as 
may from time to time be required; 

(4) Foreign Service staff officers and em- 
ployees, who shall be appointed in accordance 
with the provisions of section 531 and who 
shall include all personnel who are citizens 
of the United States, not comprehended 
under paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (6) of 
this section, and who shall occupy positions 
with technical, administrative, fiscal, cleri- 
cal, or custodial responsibilities; 

(5) Alien clerks and employees, who shall 
be appointed in accordance with the provi- 
sions of section 541; and 

(6) Consular agents, who shall be ap- 
pointed in accordance with the provisions 
of section 551. 

PART B—SALARIES 
Chiefs of mission 

Sec. 411, The President shall for salary 
purposes classify into four classes the posi- 
tions which are to be occupied by chiefs of 
mission. The per annum salaries of chiefs 
of mission within each class shall be as fol- 
lows: Class 1, $25,000 per annum; class 2, 
$20,000; class 3, $17,500; and class 4, $15,000. 

Foreign Service officers 

Sec. 412. There shall be seven classes of 
Foreign Service officers, including the class 
of career minister, The per annum salary 
of a career minister shall be $13,500, The 
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per annum salaries of Foreign Service offi- 
cers within each of the other classes shall 
be as follows: 

Class 1, $12,000, $12,400, $12,800, $13,200, 
$13,500; 

Class 2, $10,000, $10,350, $10,700, $11,050, 
$11,400, $11,750 611.900: 

Class 3, $8,000, $8,300, $8,600, $8,900, $9,200, 
$9,500, $9,800, $9,900; 

Class 4, $6,000, $6,300, $6,600, $6,900, $7,200, 
$7,500, $7,800, $7,900; 

Class 5, $4,500, $4,700, $4,900, $5,100, $5,300, 
$5,500, $5,700, $5,900; 

Class 6, $3,300, $3,500, $3,700, $3,900, $4,100, 
4,300, $4,400. 


Salaries at which Foreign Service officers may 
be appointed 

Sec. 413. (a) A person appointed as a For- 
eign Service officer of class 6 shall receive sal- 
ary at that one of the rates provided for that 
class by section 412 which the Secretary 
shall, taking into consideration his age, qual- 
ifications, and experience, determine to be 
appropriate for him to receive. 

(b) A person appointed as a Foreign Serv- 
ice officer of classes 1 through 5, inclusive, 
shall receive salary at the minimum rate pro- 
vided for the class to which he has been 
appointed. 

Foreign Service Reserve officers 


Sec. 414. (a) There shall be six classes of 
Foreign Service Reserve officers, referred to 
hereafter as Reserve officers, which classes 
shall correspond to classes 1 to 6 of Foreign 
Service officers. 

(b) A Reserve officer shall receive salary 
at any one of the rates provided for the class 
to which he is appointed or assigned in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 523. 

(c) A person assigned as a Reserve officer 
from any Government agency shall receive 
his salary from appropriations provided for 
the Department during the period of his 
service as a Reserve officer. 


Foreign Service staff officers and employees 


Src. 415. There shall be twenty-two classes 
of Foreign Service staff officers and em- 
ployees, referred to hereafter as staff officers 
and employees. The per annum rates of 
salary of staff officers and employees within 
each: class shall be as follows: 

Class 1, $8,820, $9,120, $9,420, $9,720, 
$10,000; x 

Class 2, $8,100, $8,340, $8,580, $8,820, $9,120; 

Class 3, $7,380, $7,620, $7,860, $8,100, $8,340; 

Class 4, $6,660, $6,900, $7,140, $7,380, $7,620; 

Class 5, $6,120, $6,300, $6,480, $6,660, $6,900, 
$7,140; 

Class 6, $5,580, $5,760, $5,940, $6,120, $6,300, 
$6,480; 

Class 7, $5,040, 5,200, $5,400, $5,580, $5,760, 
$5,940; 

Class 8, $4,500, $4,680, $4,860, $5,040, $5,220, 
$5,400; 

Class 9, $3,960, $4,140, $4,320, $4,500, $4,680, 
$4,860; 

Class 10, $3,600, $3,720, $3,840, $3,960, $4,140, 
$4,320, $4,500; 

Class 11, $3,240, $3,360, $3,480, $3,600, $3,720, 
$3,840, $3,960; 

Class 12, $2,880, $3,000, $3,120, $3,240, $3,360, 
$3,480, $3,600; 

Class 13, $2.520, $2,640, $2,760, $2,880, $3,- 
000, $3,120, $3,240; 

Class 14, $2,160, $2,280, $2,400, $2,520, $2,- 
640, $2,760, $2,880; 

Class 15, $1,980, $2,040, $2,100, $2,160, $2,- 
280, $2,400, $2,520; 

Class 16, $1,800, $1,860, $1,920, $1,980, $2,- 
040, $2,100, $2,160; 

Class 17, $1,620, $1,680, $1,740, $1,800, $1,- 
860, $1,920, $1,980; 

Class 18, $1,440, $1,500, $1,560, $1,620, $1,- 
680, $1,740, $1,800; 

Class 19, $1,260, $1,320, $1,380, $1,440, $1,- 
500, $1,560, $1,620; 

Class 20, $1,080, $1,140, $1,200, 62,260, $1,- 
320, 61.380, $1,440; 
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Class 21, $900, $960, $1,020, $1,080, $1,140, 
$1,200, $1,260; 

Class 22, $720, $780, $840, $900, $960, $1,020, 
$1,080, 
Salaries at which Foreign Service staff officers 

and employees may be appointed 

Sec. 416. A person appointed as a staff of- 
ficer or employee shall receive salary at the 
minimum rate provided for the class to which 
appointed except as otherwise provided in 
accordance with the provisions of part E of 
this title. 


Salaries of alien clerks and employees 


Sec, 417. The salary or compensation of an 
alien clerk or employee shall be fixed by 
the Secretary in accordance with such regu- 
lations as he shall prescribe and, as soon as 
practicable, in accordance with the provisions 
of section 444 (b). The salary or compensa- 
tion of an alien clerk or employee fixed on 
a per annum basis may, notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law, be payable on 


* @ weekly or biweekly basis When a one- or 


two-week pay period of such a clerk or em- 
ployee begins jn one fiscal year and ends 
in another, the gross amount of the earn- 
ings for such pay period may be regarded as 
a charge against the appropriation or allot- 
N current at the end of such pay pe- 


Salaries of consular agents 
SEC. 418. The salary or compensation of a 
consular agent shall be fixed by the Secretary 
in accordance with such regulations as he 
shall prescribe and, as soon as practicable, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 445. 


PART C—SALARIES OF OFFICERS TEMPORARILY IN 
CHARGE 
As chargés d’affaires ad interim 

Sec. 421. For such time as any Foreign 
Service officer shall be authorized to act as 
chargé d'affaires ad interim at the post to 
which he is assigned, he shall receive, in ad- 
dition to his basic salary as Foreign Service 
officer, compensation equal to that portion 
of the difference between such salary and the 
basic salary provided for the chief of mission 
as the Secretary may determine to be ap- 
propriate. 
As officers in charge of consulates general 

or consulates 


Sec, 422. For such time as any Foreign 
Service officer or any consul or vice consul 
who is not a Foreign Service officer is tem- 
porarily in charge of a consulate general or 
consulate during the absence or incapacity 
of the principal officer, he shall receive, in 
addition to his basic salary as Foreign Serv- 
ice officer or consul or vice consul, compen- 
sation equal to that portion which the Sec- 
retary shall determine to be appropriate of 
the difference between such salary and the 
basic salary provided for the principal of- 
ficer, or, if there be none, of the former 
principal officer. 


PART D—TIME OF RECEIVING SALARY 
Chiefs of mission 


Sec. 431, (a) Under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe, a chief.of mis- 
sion may be entitled to receive salary from 
the effective date of his appointment to the 
date of marking his return to his place of 
residence at the conclusion of the period of 
his official service as chief of mission or the 
termination of time spent on authorized 
leave, whichever shall be later, but no chief 
of mission shall be entitled to receive sal- 
ary while absent from his post whenever the 
Secretary shall find that such absence was 
without authorization or justification. If 
a chief of misssion in one position is ap- 
pointed as chief of mission in another po- 
sition, he shall be entitled to receive the 
salary pertaining to the new position com- 
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mencing on the effective date of the new ap- 
pointment. 

(b) The officia] services of a chief of mis- 
sion shall not be deemed terminated by the 
appointment of a successor but shall con- 
tinue until he has relinquished charge of 
the mission and has rendered such addi- 
tional services to the Department as the 
Secretary may require him to render in the 
interests of the Government for a period 
not in excess of 30 days, exclusive of time 
spent in transit. 

(c) During the service of a Foreign Service 
officer as chief of mission he shall receive, 
in addition to his salary as Foreign Service 
officer, compensation equal to the difference. 
if any, between such salary and the salary of 
the position to which he is appointed or 
assigned. 

Other officers and employees 


Sec. 432. (a) Under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe, any officer or 
employee appointed to the Service may be 
entitled to receive salary from the effective 
date of his appointment to the date when he 
shall have returned to his place of residence 
at the conclusion of the period of his official 
service, or the termination of time spent on 
authorized leave, whichever shall be later, 
but no such officer or employee shall be en- 
titled to receive salary while absent from 
his post whenever the Secretary shall find 
that such absence was without authoriza- 
tion or justification. 

(b) A Foreign Service officer, appointed 
during a recess of the Senate, shall be paid 
salary from the effective date of his appoint- 
ment until the end of the next session of 
the Senate, if he has not theretofore been 
confirmed by the Senate, or until his rejec- 
tion by the Senate before the end of its next 
session. 

(c) A Foreign Service officer promoted to 
a higher class shall receive salary at the rate 
prescribed in section 412 for the class to 
which he is promoted from the effective date 
of his appointment to such class. A Foreign 
Service officer promoted to a higher class 
during a recess of the Senate shall receive 
salary at the rate prescribed for the class to 
which he is promoted from the effective date 
of his appointment to such class until the 
end of the next session, If the Senate 
should reject or fail to confirm the promo- 
tion of such an officer during the session 
following the date of his promotion, the 
Foreign Service officer shall, unless he has 
become liable to separation in accordance 
with the provisions of section 633 or 634, be 
automatically reinstated in the class from 
which he was promoted and receive the 
salary he was receiving prior to his promo- 
tion, such reinstatement to be effective, in 
the event of rejection of the nomination, 
from the date of rejection; and in the event 
of the failure of the Senate to act on the 
nomination during the session following a 
promotion, from termination of that session. 


PART E—CLASSIFICATION 
Classification of positions in the Foreign 
Service 


Sec. 441. Under such regulations as he 
may prescribe, the Secretary shall classify 
all positions in the Service, including those 
positions at foreign posts which may be held 
by career ministers, and shall allocate all 
positions occupied or to be occupied by staff 
Officers or employees to classes and subclasses 
established by sections 415 and 442, respec- 
tively? and by alien employees and consular 
agents to such classes as may be established 
by regulation. 

Administrative establishment of new groups 
of positions for Foreign Service staff ofi- 
cers and employees 
Sec. 442. The Secretary may, whenever he 

deems such action to be in the interests of 

good administration and warranted by the 
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nature of the duties and responsibilities of 
any group of positions occupied or to be oc- 
cupied by staff officers and employees in 
comparison with other positions in the same 
class, establish by regulation for any such 
group of positions a minimum salary com- 
puted at any one of the rates of salary above 
the minimum for a given class but not in 
excess of the middle rate provided for that 
class in section 415. Such groups of posi- 
tions shall, for the purposes of this act, be 
known as subclasses. 


Administrative establishment of salary 
differentials 


Sec. 443. Whenever the President shall find 
and declare that the rates of salary pro- 
vided for Foreign Service staff officers and 
employees in section 415 are inadequate for 
any positions allocated to any particular 
class or subclass, he may, under such regu- 
lations as he may prescribe, establish neces- 
sary schedules of differentials in the rates 
of salary prescribed for such classes or sub- 
classes, but the differential in salary of a 
person holding any such position shall not 
exceed 25 percent of the salary he would 
otherwise receive. Such differentials shall 
be granted only with respect to positions at 
posts at which extraordinarily difficult liv- 
ing conditions or excessive physical hard- 
ship prevail or at which notably unhealthful 
conditions exist. The Secretary shall pre- 
pare and maintain a list of such posts. 


Classification of positions of alien clerks 
and employees 0 
Sec. 444. (a) Upon the basis of the classi- 
fication provided for in section 441, the Sec- 
retary shall, with the advice of the Board 
of the Foreign Service, from time to time 
prepare schedules of salaries for classes of 
positions of alien clerks and employees of 
the Service, which classes shall be estab- 
lished by regulation, and shall allocate all 
such positions to the appropriate classes. 
(b) All alien employees in an area of com- 
paratively uniform wage scales and stand- 
ards of living, occupying positions of equal 
responsibility, shall receive equal pay except 
as there may be increases provided for length 
ol service in accordance with uniform pro- 
cedures, 
Classification of consular agents 
Sec, 445. Upon the basis of the classifica- 
tion provided for in section 441, the Secre- 
tary shall, with the advice of the Board of the 
Foreign Service, from time to time prepare 
schedules of salaries for classes of positions of 
consular agents, which classes shall be estab- 
lished by regulation, and shall allocate all 
such positions to the appropriate classes. 


Exemption from the application of the 
Classification Act 

Sec. 446. Title II of the act of November 
26, 1940, entitled “An act extending the 
classified executive civil service of the United 
States” (54 Stat. 1212; 5 U. S. C. 681), is 
hereby further amended by deleting para- 
graph (vii) of section 3 (d) and by sub- 
stituting in lieu of the present language of 
paragraph (vi) of section 3 (d) the follow- 
ing language: “Offices or position of officers 
and employees of the Foreign Service.” 

TITLE V—APPOINTMENTS AND ASSIGNMENTS 
PART A—PRINCIPAL DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATIVES 
Appointments 

Sec. 501. (a) The President shall, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
appoint ambassadors and ministers, includ- 
ing career ministers. 

(b) The President may, in his discretion, 
assign any Foreign Service officer to serve as 
minister resident, chargé d'affaires, commis- 
sioner, or diplomatic agent for such period 
as the public interest may require, 
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Lists of Foreign Service officers qualified to be 
career ministers or chiefs of mission to be 
furnished to the President 
Sec. 502. (a) The Secretary shall, on the 

basis of recommendations made by the Board 

of the Foreign Service, from time to time 
furnish the President with the names of For- 
eign Service officers qualified for appointment 
to the class of career minister together with 
pertinent information about such officers, but 
no person shall be appointed into the class of 
career minister who has not been appointed 
to serve as a chief of mission or appointed or 
assigned to serve in a position which, in the 

opinion of the Secretary, is of comparable im- 

portance. A list of such positions shall from 

time to time be published by the Secretary. 
(b) The Secretary shall also, on the basis 
of recommendations made by the Board of the 

Foreign Service, from time to time furnish 

the President with the names of Foreign 

Service officers qualified for appointment or 

assignment as chief of mission, together with 

pertinent information about such officers, in 
order to assist the President in selecting 
qualified candidates for appointment or as- 
signment in such capacity. 
PART B—FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS 
Appointments 

Sec. 511. The President shall appoint For- 
eign Service officers by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. All appointments 
of Foreign Service cfficers shall be by appoint- 
ment to a class and not to a particular post, 


Commissions 


Sec. 512. Foreign Service officers may be 
commissioned as diplomatic or consular offi- 
cers or both and all official acts of such of- 
cers while serving under diplomatic or con- 
sular commissions shall be performed under 
their respective commissions as diplomatic 
or consular officers. 


Limits of consular districts 


Sec. 513. The Secretary shall define the 
limits of consular districts. 


Assignments and transfers 


Sec. 514. A Foreign Service officer, commis- 
sioned as a diplomatic or consular officer, may 
be assigned by the Secretary to serve in any 
diplomatic position other than that of chief 
of mission or in any consular position, and 
he may also be assigned to serve in any other 
capacity in which he is eligible to serve 
under the terms of this or any other act. He 
may be transferred from one post to another 
by order of the Secretary as the interests of 
the service may require. 


Citizenship requirement 


Sec. 515. No person shall be eligible for ap- 
pointment as a Foreign Service officer unless 
he is a citizen of the United States and has 
been such for at least 10 years. 


Admission to class 6 


Sec. 516. No person shall be eligible for 
appointment as a Foreign Service officer of 
class 6 unless he has passed such written, 
oral, physical, and other examinations as the 
Board of Examiners for the Foreign Service 
may prescribe to determine his fitness and 
aptitude for the work of the Service and has 
demonstrated his loyalty to the Government 
of the United States and his attachment to 
the principles of the Constitution. The 
Secretary shall furnish the President with 
the names of those persons who have passed 
such examinations and are eligible for ap- 
pointment as Foreign Service officers of class 
6 


Admission to classes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 without 
prior service in class 6 


Sec. 517. A person who has not served in 
class 6 shall not be eligible for appointment 
as a Foreign Service officer of classes 1 to 5, 
inclusive, unless he has passed such written, 
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oral, physical, and other examinations as the 
Board of Examiners for the Foreign Service 
may prescribe to determine his fitness and 
aptitude for the work of the Service; demon- 
strated his loyalty to the Government of the 
United States and his attachment to the prin- 
ciples of the Constitution; and rendered at 
least 4 years of actual service immediately 
prior to appointment in a position of respon- 
sibility in the Service or in the Department 
or both, except that, if he has reached the 
age of 31 years, the requirement as to service 
may be reduced to 3 years. The Secretary 
shall furnish the President with the names 
of those persons who shall have passed such 
examinations and are eligible for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of classes 1 
to 5, inclusive. The Secretary shall, taking 
into consideration the age, qualifications, 
and experience of each candidate for appoint- 
ment, recommend the class to which he shall 
be appointed in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this section. 


Admission to the class of career minister 
Sec. 518. No person shall be eligible for ap- 


pointment to the class of career minister 
who is not a Foreign Service officer. 


Reassignment to Foreign Service of former 
ambassadors and ministers 

Sec. 519. If, within 3 months of the date 
of the termination of his services as chief 
of mission and of any period of authorized 
leave, a Foreign Service officer has not again 
been appointed or assigned as chief of mis- 
sion or assigned in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 514, he shall be retired from 
the Service and receive retirement benefits 
5 with the provisions of section 


Reinstatement and recall of Foreign Service 
officers 

Sec. 520. (a) The President may, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
reappoint to the Service a former Foreign 
Service officer who has been separated from 
the Service by reason of appointment to 
some other position in the Government serv- 
ice and who has served continuously in the 
Government up to the time of reinstatement. 
The Secretary shall, taking into consideration 
the qualifications and experience of each can- 
didate for reappointment and the rank of his 
contemporaries in the Service, recommend 
the class to which he shall be reappointed 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section, : 

(b) Whenever the Secretary shall deter- 
mine an emergency to exist, the Secretary 
may recall any retired Foreign Service officer 
temporarily to active service. 

PART C—FOREIGN SERVICE RESERVE OFFICERS 

Establishment of Reserve 

Sec. 521. In accordance with the terms of 
this act and under such regulations as the 
Secretary shall prescribe, there shall be or- 
ganized and maintained a Foreign Service 
Reserve, referred to hereafter as the Reserve, 
Appointments and assignments to the Reserve 

Sec. 522. Whenever the services of a person 
who is a citizen of the United States and who 
has been such for at least 5 years are re- 
quired by the Service, the Secretary may— 

(1) appoint as a Reserve officer for non- 
consecutive periods of not more than 4 years 
each, a person not in the employ of the Goy- 
ernment whom the Board of the Foreign 
Service shall deem to have outstanding quali- 
fications of a specialized character; and 

(2) assign as a Reserve officer for noncon- 
secutive periods of not more than 4 years 
each a person regularly employed in any 
Government agency, subject, in the case of an 
employee of a Government agency other than 
the Department of State, to the consent of 
the head of the agency concerned. 
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Appointment or assignment to a class 


Sec. 523. A Reserve officer, appointed or 
assigned to active duty, shall be appointed 
or assigned to a class and not to a particular 
post, and such an officer may be assigned 
to posts and may be transferred from one 
post to another by order of the Secretary 
as the interests of the Service may require. 
The class to which he shall be appointed 
or assigned shall depend on his age, quali- 
fications, and experience. 


Commissions 


Sec. 524. Whenever the Secretary shall deem 
it in the interests of the Service that a 
Reserve officer shall serve in a diplomatic or 
consular capacity, he may recommend to 
the President that such officer be commis- 
sioned as a diplomatic or consular officer or 
both. The President may, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, commis- 
sion such officer as a diplomatic or con- 
sular officer or both, and all official acts of 
such an officer while serving under a diplo- 
matic or consular commission shall be per- 
formed under his commission as a diplo- 
matic or consular officer. In all other cases, 
appropriate rank and status, analagous to 
that of Foreign Service officers engaged in 
work of comparable importance shall be pro- 
vided to permit Reserve officers to carry out 
their duties effectively. 

Active duty 

Sec, 525. The Secretary shall by regula- 
tion define the period during which a Re- 
serve officer shall be considered as being on 
active duty. 

Benefits 

Src. 526. A Reserve officer shall, except as 
otherwise provided in regulations which the 
Secretary may prescribe, receive all the al- 
lowances, privileges, and benefits which 
Foreign Service officers are entitled to re- 
ceive in accordance with the provisions of 
title IX. 


Reappointment or reassignment of Reserve 
officers 

Sec. 527. A person who has served as a 

officer may not be reappointed or 

reassigned to active duty until the expira- 

tion of a period of time equal to his pre- 

ceding tour of duty or until the expiration 
of a year, whichever is the shorter. 


Reinstatement of Reserve officers 


Sec. 528. Upon the termination of the as- 
signment of a Reserve Officer assigned from 
any Government agency, such person shall 
be entitled to reinstatement in the Govern- 
ment agency by which he is regularly em- 
ployed in the same position he occupied at 
the time of assignment, or in a corresponding 
or higher position. Upon reinstatement he 
shall receive the within-grade salary ad- 
vancements he would have been entitled to 
receive had he remained in the position in 
which he is regularly employed under sub- 
section (d), section 7, of the Classification 
Act of 923, as amended, or any correspond- 
ing provision of law applicable to the posi- 
tion in which he is serving. A certificate of 
the Secretary that such person has met the 
standards required for the efficient conduct 
of the work of the Foreign Service shall sat- 
isfy any requirements as to the holding of 
minimum ratings as a prerequisite to the 
receipt of such salary advancements. 

PART D—FOREIGN SERVICE STAFF OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES 
Appointments 

Sec. 531, The Secretary shall appoint staff 
Officers and employees under such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe and, as soon as 
practicable, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of sections 441, 442, and 443, 
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Assignments and transfers 

Sec. 532, The Secretary may, in accordance 
with uniform procedures established in such 
regulations as he may prescribe, assign a staff 
officer or employee to a position at any post 
and transfer such a person from a position 
in one class to a vacant position within the 
same class, and from one post to another. 
Upon demonstration of ability to assume 
duties of greater responsibility, such person 
may, as provided in section 641, be promoted 
to a vacant position in a higher class at the 
same or at a higher rate of salary and he may 
be transferred from one post to another in 
connection with such promotion. 


Commission as consul or vice consul 


Src. 533. On the recommendation of the 
Secretary, the President may, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, commis- 
sion a staff officer or employee as consul. The 
Secretary may commission a staff officer or 
employee as vice consul. Official acts of staff 
officers or employees while serving under con- 
sular commissions in the Service shall be per- 
formed under their respective commissions 
as consular officers. 


Citizenship requirement 


Sec. 534, No person shall be eligible for ap- 
pointment as staff officer or employee who is 
not a citizen of the United States at the time 
of his appointment. 


PART E—ALIEN CLERKS AND EMPLOYEES 
Appointments 


Sec. 541. The Secretary shall appoint alien 
clerks and employees at posts abroad under 
such regulations as he may prescribe and, as 
soon as practicable in accordance with the 
provisions of section 444. 

Assignments and transfers 

Sec. 542. The Secretary may assign an alien 
clerk or employee to a position at any post, 
and any such clerk or employee may be trans- 
ferred from a position at one post to a posi- 
tion at another as the interests of the Service 
may require. 

PART F—CONSULAR AGENTS 

Sec. 551. The Secretary may appoint con- 

sular agents under such regulations as he 


may prescribe, and as soon as practicable in 
accordance with the provisions of section 445. 


PART G—-ASSIGNMENT OF PERSONNEL BY THE WAR 
AND NAVY DEPARTMENTS 


As couriers and inspectors of buildings 


Sec. 561. The Secretaries of War and Navy 
are authorized, upon the request of the Secre- 
tary, to assign or detail military and naval 
personnel serving under their supervision for 
duty as inspectors of buildings owned or oc- 
cupied abroad by the United States or as in- 
spectors or supervisors of buildings under 
construction or repair abroad by or for the 
United States, or for duty as couriers of the 
Department; and when so assigned or de- 
tailed they may receive the same traveling 
expenses as are authorized for officers of the 
Service, payable from applicable appropria- 
tions of the Department. Such assignments 
or details may, in the discretion of the head 
of the department concerned, be made with- 
— 5 from the Department of 

ate, 


As custodians 


Src, 562, The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized, upon request of the Secretary of 
State, to assign enlisted men of the Navy and 
the Marine Corps to serve as custodians un- 
der the supervision of the principal officer at 
an embassy, legation, or consulate. 

PART H—ASSIGNMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE 

PERSONNEL 
Assignments to any Government agency 


Sec. 571 (a) Any officer or employee of the 
Service may, in the discretion of the Direc- 
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tor General, be assigned or detailed for duty 
in any Government agency, such an assign- 
ment or combination of assignments to be 
for a period of not more than 4 years. He 
may not again be assigned for duty in a Goy- 
ernment agency until the expiration of a 
period of time equal to his proceeding tour 
of duty on such assignment or until the ex- 
piration of 2 years, whichever is the shorter. 

(b) A Foreign Service officer may be ap- 
pointed as Director General or Deputy Di- 
rector General, notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of the last sentence of paragraph (a) 
of this section, but any such officer may not 
serve longer than 4 years in such position 
or positions and upon the completion of 
such service may not again be assigned to a 
position in the Department until the expira- 
tion of a period of time equal to his tour of 
duty as Director General or Deputy Director 
General, or until the expiration of 2 years, 
whichever is shorter, 

(c) If a Foreign Service officer shall be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, to a posi- 
tion in the Department, the period of his 
service in such capacity shall be construed as 
constituting an assignment for duty in the 
Department within the meaning of para- 
graph (a) of this section and such person 
shall not, by virtue of the acceptance of such 
an assignment, lose his status as a Foreign 
Service officer. Service in such a position 
shall not, however, be subject to the limita- 
tions concerning the duration of an assign- 
ment or concerning reassignment contained 
in that paragraph. 

(d) If the basic minimum salary of the 
position to which an officer or employee of 
the Service is assigned pursuant to the terms 
of this section is higher than the salary such 
officer or employee is entitled to receive as an 
officer or employee of the Service, such officer 
or employee shall, during the period such dif- 
ference in salary exists, receive the salary of 
the position in which he is serving in lieu of 
his salary as an officer or employee of the 
Service. Any salary paid under the provi- 
sions of this section shall be paid from ap- 
propriations made available for the payment 
of salaries of officers and employees of the 
Service and shall be the salary on the basis 
of which computations and payments shall 
be made in accordance with the provisions 
of title VIII. 


Compulsory service of Foreign Service officers 
in the continental United States 

Sec. 572. Every Foreign Service officer 
shall, during his first 15 years of service in 
such capacity, be assigned for duty in the 
continental United States in accordance 
with the provisions of section 571 for periods 
totaling not less than 3 years. 


Assignment for consultation or instruction 


Sec. 573. (a) Any officer or employee of 
the Service may, in the discretion of the Sec- 
retary, be assigned or detailed to any Govern- 
ment agency for consultation of specific in- 
struction either at the commencement, dur- 
ing the course of, or at the close of the period 
of his official service; and any such detail or 
assignment, if not more than 4 months in 
duration, shall not be considered as an 
assignment within the meaning of section 
571. 

(b) Any officer or employee of the Service 
may be assigned or detailed for special in- 
struction or training at or with public or 
private nonprofit institutions; trade, labor, 
agricultural, or scientific associations; or 
commercial firms. 


Assignment to trade, labor, agricultural, 
scientific, or other conjerences 
Sec. 574. An offcer or employee of the 
Service may, in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary, be assigned or detailed for duty with 
domestic or international trade, labor, agri- 
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cultural, scientific, or other conferences, con- 
gresses, or gatherings, including those whose 
place of meeting is in the continental United 
States; or for other special duties, including 
temporary details under commission not at 
his post or in the Department, 
Assignments to foreign governments 
Sec. 575. The Secretary may, in his dis- 
cretion, assign or detail an officer or em- 
ployee of the Service for temporary service to 
or in cooperation with the government of 
another country in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the act of May 25, 1938, as amended 
(52 Stat. 442; 53 Stat. 652; 5 U. S. C. 118e). 


Assignments to international organizations 


Sec. 576. The Secretary may, in his dis- 
cretion, assign or detail an officer or em- 
ployee of the Service for temporary service to 
or in cooperation with an international or- 
ganization in which the United States par- 
ticipates under the same conditions as those 
governing the assignment or detail of officers 
or employees of the Service to the govern- 
ment of another country in accordance with 
the provisions of the act of May 25, 1938, as 
amended (52 Stat. 442; 53 Stat. 652; 5 U.S.C. 
118e). 


Assignment or detail to the United States not 
to affect personnel ceilings 

Sec. 577, An officer or employee of the 
Service assigned or detailed to the conti- 
nental United States in accordance with 
the provisions of this act shall not be 
counted as a civilian employee within the 
meaning of section 607 of the Federal Em- 
ployees’ Pay Act of 1945, as amended by sec- 
tion 14 of the Federal Employees’ Pay Act of 
1946. 


TITLE VI—PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION 
PART A—DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 601. For the purposes of this title— 

(1) “Efficiency record” is the term which 
describes those materials considered by the 
Director General to be pertinent to the prep- 
aration of an evaluation of the performance 
of an officer or employee of the Service. 

(2) “Efficiency report” is the term which 
designates the analysis of the performance of 
an officer or employee made by his super- 
vising officer or by a Foreign Service inspector 
in accordance with such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the Secretary. 

PART B—EFFICIENCY RECORDS 
Responsibility of the Director General for the 
keeping of efficiency records 

Sec. 611. The Director General, acting 
under the general direction of the Board 
of the Foreign Service, shall be responsible 
for the keeping of accurate and impartial 
efficiency records. Under his direction there 
shall be assembled, recorded, and preserved 
all available information in regard to the 
character, ability, conduct, quality of work, 
industry, experience, dependability, and 
general usefulness of all officers and em- 
ployees of the Service, including the reports 
of Foreign Service inspectors and the efi- 
ciency reports of supervising officers. The 
Director General shall undertake such statis- 
tical and other analyses as may be necessary 
to develop the validity and reliability of ef- 
ficiency reporting forms and procedures, 

To whom records shall be available 

Sec. 612. The correspondence and records 
of the Department relating to the officers 
and employees of the Service, including effi- 
ciency records as defined in section 601 (1), 
but not including records pertaining to the 
receipt, disbursement, and accounting for 
public funds, shall be confidential and sub- 
ject to inspection only by the President, the 
Secretary, the Under Secretary, the Counselor 
of the Department, the legislative and ap- 
propriations committees of the Congress 
charged with considering legislation and ap- 
propriations for the Service or representa- 
tives duly authorized by such committees, 
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the members of the Board of the Foreign 
Service, the Director General, and such of- 
ficers and employees of the Government as 
may be assigned by the Secretary to work 
on such records. Under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe and in the in- 
terest of efficient personnel administration, 
the whole or any portion of an efficiency 
record shall, upon written request, be 
divulged to the officer or employee to whom 
such record relates. 


PART C—PROMOTION OF FOREIGN SERVICE OFFI- 
CERS AND FOREIGN SERVICE RESERVE OFFICERS 
Promotion of Foreign Service officers by 

selection 
Sec, 621. All promotions of Foreign Ser- 
vice officers shall be made by the President, 
in accordance with such regulations as he 
may prescribe, by appointment to a higher 
class, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. Promotion shall be by selection 
on the basis of merit. 
Eligibility 
Sec. 622. The Secretary shall, by regulat- 
tion, determine the minimum period Foreign 

Service officers must serve in each class and 

a standard for performance for each class 

which they must meet in order to be- 

come eligible for promotion to a higher class, 

In event the Director General shall certify 

to the Foreign Service that a Foreign Service 

officer has rendered extraordinarily merit- 
torious service, the Board of the Foreign Ser- 
vice may recommend to the Secretary that 
such officer shall not be required to serve 
such minimum period in class as a prerequi- 
site to promotion, and the Secretary may 
exempt such officer from such requirement, 
Recommendations for promotion 

Sec. 623. The Secretary is authorized to 
establish, with the advice of the Board of 
the Foreign Service, selection boards to eval- 
uate the performance of Foreign Service offi- 
cers, and upon the basis of their findings the 

Secretary shall make recommendations to 

the President for the promotion of Foreign 

Service officers. No person assigned to serve 

on any such board shall serve in such capac- 

ity for any two consecutive years. 

Promotion of Foreign Service Reserve officers 
Sec. 624. Any Reserve officer may receive 

promotions from one class to a next higher 

class in accordance with regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary. 


.In-class promotions of Foreign Service officers 


and Reserve officers 

Sec. 625, Any Foreign Service officer or any 
Reserve officer, whose services meet the 
standards required for the efficient conduct 
of the work of the Foreign Service and who 
shall have been in a given class for a con- 
tinuous period of 9 months or more, shall, on 
the first day of each fiscal year, receive an 
increase in salary to the next higher rate 
for the class in which he is serving. The 
Secretary is authorized to grant to a For- 
eign Service officer or a Reserve officer, in 
any class, additional increases in salary 
within the salary range established for the 
class in which he is serving, based upon 
especially meritorious service, 


PART D—SEPARATION OF FOREIGN SERVICE OFFI- 
CERS FROM THE SERVICE 
Foreign Service officers who are career 
ministers 

Sec. 631. Any Foreign Service officer who is 
a career minister, other than one occupying 
a position as chief of mission, shall, upon 
reaching the age of 65, be retired from the 
Service and receive retirement benefits in 
accordance with the provisions of section 821, 
but whenever the Secretary shall determine 
an emergency to exist, he may, in the public 
interest, extend such an officer’s service for 
a period not to exceed 5 years. 
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Foreign Service officers who are not career 
ministers 

Src. 632, Any Foreign Service officer who is 
not a career minister shall, upon reaching 
the age of 60, be retired from the Service 
and receive retirement benefits in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 821 but 
when the Secretary shall determine an emer- 
gency to exist, he may, in the public inter- 
est, extend such an officer’s service for a 
period not to exceed 5 years. 

Foreign Service officers in classes 2 and 3 

Src. 633. The Secretary shall prescribe the 
maximum period during which Foreign 
Service officers in classes 2 or 3 shall be per- 
mitted to remain in such classes without 
promotion. Any officer who does not receive 
a promotion to a higher class within that 
period shall be retired from the Service and 
receive retirement benefits in accordance with 
the provisions of section 821. 

Foreign Service officers in classes 4 and 5 

Sec, 634. (a) The Secretary shall prescribe 
the maximum period during which Foreign 
Service officers in classes 4 or 5 shall be 
permitted to remain in such classes without 
promotion, Any officer who does not receive 
a promotion to a higher class within that 
period shall be retired from the Service and 
receive benefits as follows: 

(1) One-twelfth of a year’s salary at his 
then current salary rate for each year of 
service and proportionately for a fraction 
of a year, payable without interest, in three 
equal installments on the 1st day of Janu- 
ary following the officer’s retirement and on 
the two anniversaries of this date imme- 
diately following; and 

(2) A refund of the contributions made to 
the Foreign Service Retirement and Disabil- 
ity Fund, with interest thereon at 4 percent, 
compounded annually, except that in lieu 
of such refund such officer may elect to 
receive retirement benefits on reaching the 
age of 62, in accordance with the provisions 
of section 821. In the event that an officer 
who was separated from class 4 and who has 
elected to receive retirement benefits dies 
before reaching the age of 62, his death shall 
be considered a death in service within the 
meaning of section 832. In the event that 
an officer who was separated from class 5 
and who has elected to receive retirement 
benefits dies before reaching the age of 62, 
the total amount of his contributions made 
to the Foreign Service Retirement and Dis- 
ability Fund, with interest thereon at 4 per- 
cent, compounded annually, shall be paid in 
accordance with the provisions of section 841, 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 3477 of the Revised Statutes (31 U. S. C. 
203) or the provisions of any other law, a 
Foreign Service officer who is retired in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this section 
shall have the right to assign to any person 
or corporation the whole or any part of the 
benefits receivable by him pursuant to para- 
graph (a) (1) of this section. Any such 
assignment shall be on a form approved by 
the Secretary of the Treasury and a copy 
thereof shall be deposited with the Secretary 
of the Treasury by the officer executing the 
assignment, 

Foreign Service officers retired from class 6 

Sec. 635. Any Foreign Service officer in class 
6 shall occupy probationary status. The Sec- 
retary may terminate his service at any time. 

Voluntary retirement 


Sec. 636. Any Foreign Service officer who is 
at least 50 years of age and has rendered 20 
years of service, including service within the 
meaning of section 853, may on his own ap- 
plication and with the consent of the Secre- 
tary be retired from the Service and receive 
benefits in accordance with the provisions of 
section 821, 
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uty 


Sec. 637. (a) The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, separate 
from the Service any Foreign Service officer 
above class 6 on account of the unsatisfactory 
performance of his duties; but no such officer 
shall be so separated from the Service until 
he shall have been granted a hearing by the 
Board of the Foreign Service and the unsatis- 
factory performance of his duties shall have 
been established at such hearing. 

(b) Any Foreign Service officer over 45 years 
of age, separated from the Service in accord- 
ance with the provisions of paragraph (a) of 
this section, shall be retired upon an an- 
nuity computed in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 821 but not in excess of 25 
percent of his per annum salary at the time 
of his separation. 

(c) Any Foreign Service officer under 45 
years of age, separated from the Service in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph 
(a) of this section, shall at the time of sepa- 
ration receive a payment equal to 1 year’s 
Salary or the refund of the contributions 
made by him to the Foreign Service retire- 
ment and disability fund, whichever shall be 
greater. 

(d) Any payments made in accordance 
with the provisions of this section shall be 
made out of the Foreign Service retirement 
and disability fund. 


Separation for misconduct or malfeasance 


Sec. 638. The Secretary shall separate from 
the Service any Foreign Service officer or Re- 
serve officer who shall be guilty of misconduct 
or malfeasance in office, but no such officer 
shall be so separated from the Service until 
he shall have been granted a hearing by the 
Board of the Foreign Service and his mis- 
conduct or malfeasance shall have been 
established at such hearing. Any officer sepa- 
rated from the Service in accordance with 
the provisions of this section shall not be 
eligible to receive the benefits provided by 
title VIII of this act, but his contributions to 
the Foreign Service retirement and disability 
fund shall be returned to him in accordance 
with the provisions of section 841 (a). 


PART E—PROMOTION OF FOREIGN SERVICE STAFF 
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 
Class promotion of staff personnel 

Sec. 641. Any staff officer or employee may, 
in accordance with uniform procedures es- 
tablished in regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, upon demonstration of ability to 
assume duties of greater responsibility, be 
promoted to a vacant position in a higher 
class at the same or at a higher rate of salary. 


In-class promotions of staff officers and 
employees 
Sec. 642. In-class promotions of staff ofi- 
cers and employees shall be granted in ac- 
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 
PART F—SEPARATION OF STAFF 
EMPLOYEES 
For unsatisfactory performance of duty 


Sec. 651. The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, separate 
from the Service any staff officer or employee 
on account of the unsatisfactory perform- 
ance of his duties, but no such officer or 
employee shall be so separated from the 
Service until he shall have been granted a 
hearing by the Board of the Foreign Service 
and the unsatisfactory performance of his 
duties shall have been established at such 
hearing. 


For misconduct or malfeasance 
Sec. 652. The Secretary shall separate 
from the Service any staff officer or employee 
who shall be guilty of misconduct or mal- 
feasance in office, but no such officer or em- 
ployee shall be so separated from the Service 
until he shall have been granted a hearing 
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by the Board of the Foreign Service and his 
misconduct or malfeasance shall have been 
established at such hearing. 


PART G—PROMOTION AND SEPARATION OF ALIEN 
CLERKS AND EMPLOYEES 


Promotion 


Sec. 661. Alien clerks and employees shall 
receive promotions from one class to a higher 
class and in-class promotions in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 


For unsatisfactory performance of duty 


Sec. 662. The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, separate 
from the Service any alien clerk or employee 
on account of the unsatisfactory perform- 
ance of his duties. 


Separation for misconduct or malfeasance 


Src. 663. The Secretary shall separate from 
the Service any alien clerk or employee who 
shall be found guilty of misconduct or mal- 
feasance. 


PART H-—SEPARATION OF CONSULAR AGENTS 


Sec. 671. The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, separate 
any consular agent from the Service on ac- 
count of— 

(a) the unsatisfactory performance of his 
duties; or 

(b) misconduct or malfeasance. 


PART I—INSPECTIONS 


Src, 681. The Secretary shall assign or de- 
tail Foreign Service officers as Foreign Serv- 
ice inspectors to inspect in a substantially 
uniform manner and at least once every 2 
years the work of the diplomatic and con- 
sular establishments of the United States. 
Whenever the Secretary has reason to be- 
lieve that the business of a consulate is not 
being properly conducted and that it is nec- 
essary in the public interest, he may au- 
thorize any Foreign Service inspector to sus- 
pend the principal officer or any subordinate 
consular officer and to administer the office 
in the place of the principal officer for a 
period not exceeding 90 days. The Secretary 
may also authorize a Foreign Service in- 
spector to suspend any diplomatic officer ex- 
cept a chief of mission. A Foreign Service 
inspector shall have the authority to sus- 
pend any other officer or employee of the 
Service. 


Trttz VII—THE FOREIGN Service INSTITUTE 
Establishment of the Institute 


Sec. 701. The Secretary shall, in order to 
furnish training and instruction to officers 
and employees of the Service and of the 
Department and to other officers and em- 
ployees of the Government for whom train- 
ing and instruction in the field of foreign 
relations is necessary, and in order to pro- 
mote and foster programs of study inciden- 
tal to such „ establish a Foreign 
3 Institute, hereinafter called the In- 
stitute. 


The Director of the Institute appointment, 
salary, and duties 


Sec. 702. The head of the Institute, who 
shall be known as its Director, shall be ap- 
pointed by the Secretary. The Director 5 
under the general supervision of the Diftc- 
tor General and under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe, establish the 
basic procedures to be followed by the In- 
stitute; plan and provide for the general 
nature of the training and instruction to be 
furnished at the Institute; correlate the 
training and instruction to be furnished at 
the Institute with the training activities of 
the Department and other Government agen- 
cies and with courses given at private in- 


encour- 
age and foster such programs outside of the 
Institute as will be complementary to those 
of the Institute; and take such other action 
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as may be required for the proper admin- 
istration of the Institute. 


Aid to nonprofit institutions 


Sec. 703. The Secretary may, within the 
limits of such appropriations as may be 
made specifically therefor, make grants or 
furnish such other gratuitous assistance as 
he may deem necessary or advisable to non- 
profit institutions cooperating with the In- 
stitute in any of the programs conducted by 
the Director by authority of this title. 


Appointment, assignment, and detail to the 
Institute 

Sec. 704. (a) The Secretary may appoint 
to the faculty or staff of the Institute on a 
full- or part-time basis such personnel as he 
may deem necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this title in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the civil-service laws and regula- 
tions and the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended, except that, when deemed neces- 
sary by the Secretary for the effective ad- 
ministration of this title, personnel may be 
appointed without regard to such laws and 
regulations, but any person so appointed 
shall receive a salary at one of the rates pro- 
vided by the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended. All appointments to the faculty 
or staff of the Institute shall be made with- 
out regard to political affiliations and shall 
be made solely on the basis of demonstrated 


‘interest in, and capacity to promote, the 


purposes of the Institute. 

(b) The Secretary may, under such regu- 
lations as he may prescribe and on a full- 
or part-time basis, assign or detail officers 
and employees of the Service to serve on the 
faculty or staff of the Institute or to receive 
training at the Institute. 

(c) The Secretary may, under such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe and on a full- or 
part-time basis, assign or detail any officer 
or employee of the Department, and, with 
the consent of the head of the Government 
agency concerned, any other officer or em- 
ployee of the Government, to serve on the 
faculty or staff of the Institute, or to receive 
training. During the period of his assign- 
ment or detail, such officer or employee shall 
be considered as remaining in the position 
from which assigned. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the Director 
to make recommendations to the Secretary 
with regard to the appointment, assignment, 
or detail of persons to serve on the faculty or 
staff of the Institute, and the Secretary shall 
in each case take such recommendations into 
consideration in making such appointments, 
assignments, or details. 

Instruction and education at other localities 
than the Institute 

Sec, 705. The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, pay the 
tuition and other expenses of officers and em- 
ployees of the Service, assigned or detailed in 
accordance with the provisions of section 573 
(b) for special instruction or training at or 
with public or private nonprofit institutions, 
trade, labor, agricultural, or scientific asso- 
ciations, or commercial firms. 

Endowments and gifts to the Institute 

Sec. 706. The Secretary may accept, receive, 
hold, and administer gifts, bequests, or de- 
vises of money, securities, or property made 
for the benefit of, or in connection with, the 
Foreign Service Institute in accordance with 
part C of title X. 

Acquisition of real property for the Institute 

Sec. 707. The Secretary may, in the name 
of the United States, acquire such real prop- 
erty as may be necessary for the operation 
and maintenance of the Institute and, with- 
out regard to section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes, such other property and equipment 
as may be necessary for its operation and 
maintenance, 
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TITLE VIII—THE FOREIGN SERVICE RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM 


PART A—ESTABLISHMENT OF SYSTEM 
Rules and regulations 


Sec. 801. (a) The President may prescribe 
rules and regulations for the maintenance 
of a Foreign Service Retirement and Disa- 
bility System, originally established by sec- 
tion 18 of the act of May 24, 1924 (43 Stat. 
144), referred to hereafter as the System. 

(b) The Secretary shall administer the 
System in accordance with such rvles and 
regulations and with the principles estab- 
lished by this act. 


Maintenance of fund 


Sec. 802. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall maintain the special fund, known as 
the Foreign Service retirement and disa- 
bility fund, referred to hereafter as the fund, 
originally constituted by section 18 of the 
act of May 24, 1924 (43 Stat. 144). 


Participants 


Sec. 803. (a) The following persons, here- 
after referred to as participants, shall be 
entitled to the benefits of the System: 

(1) All Foreign Service officers; 

(2) All other persons making contribu- 
tions to the fund on the effective date of 
this act; 

(3) Any chief of mission who is not other- 
wise entitled to be a participant and who 
fulfills the conditions of paragraph (b) of 
this section; 

(b) A person to become a participant in 
accordance with the provisiens of paragraph 
(a) (8) of this section must— 

(1) have served as chief of mission for an 
aggregate period of 20 years of more, exclu- 
sive of extra service credit in accordance with 
the provisions of section 853; and 

(2) have paid into the fund a special con- 
tribution equal to 5 percent of his basic 
salary for each year of such service with in- 
terest thereon to date of payment, com- 
pounded annually at 4 percent. 


Annuitants 


Sec. 804. Annuitants shall be persons who 
are receiving annuities from the fund on the 
effective date of this act, persons who shall 
become entitled to receive annuities in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of sections 519, 
631, 632, 633, 634, 636, 637, 831, 832, and 833, 
and all widows and beneficiaries of partici- 
pants who are entitled to receive annuities 
in accordance with the terms of this title. 


PART B—COMPULSORY CONTRIBUTIONS 


Sec. 811. (a) Five percent of the basic sal- 
ary of all participants shall be contributed to 
the fund, and the Secretary of the Treasury 
is directed to cause such deductions to be 
made and the sums transferred on the books 
of the Treasury Department to the credit of 
the fund for the payment of annuities, cash 
benefits, refunds, and allowances. 

(b) All basic salaries in excess of $13,500 
per annum shall be treated as $13,500 for the 
purposes of this title. 


PART C—COMPUTATION OF ANNUITIES 


Sec. 821, (a), The annuity of a participant 
shall be equal to 2 percent of his average 
basic salary, not exceeding $13,500 per 
annum, for the 5 years next preceding the 
date of his retirement multiplied by the 
number of years of service, not exceeding 
30 years. In determining the aggregate 
period of service upon which the annuity is 
to be based, the fractional part of a month, 
if any, shall not be counted, 

(b) At the time of his retirement, a par- 
ticipant, if the husband of a wife to whom 
he has been married for at least 3 years or 
who is the mother of issue by such marriage, 
may elect to receive a reduced annuity for 
himself and to provide for an annuity pay- 
able to his widow, commencing on the date 
following his death and continuing as long 
as she may live. The annuity payable to his 
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widow shall in no case exceed 25 percent of 
his average basic salary for the 5 years next 
preceding his retirement or 6624 percent of 
his reduced annuity. If the age of the par- 
ticipant is less than the age of the wife or 
exceeds her age by not more than 8 years, 
the annuity of the participant will be re- 
duced by an amount equal to one-half of the 
annuity which he elects to have paid to his 
widow. 
the age of the wife by more than 8 years, the 
annuity of the participant will be reduced 
by an amount equal to one-half the annuity 
which he elects to have paid to his widow 
plus an additional reduction equal to 2 per- 
cent of such widow's annuity for each year, 
or fraction thereof, that the difference in age 
exceeds 8. The participant may at his option 
also elect to have his annuity reduced by 
an additional 5 percent of the amount which 
he elects to have paid to his widow, with a 
provision that, from and after the death of 
his wife, if the participant shall survive her, 
the annuity payable to the participant shall 
be that amount which would have been pay- 
able if no option had been elected. 

(c) A participant who is not married at 
the time of his retirement or who is mar- 
ried to a wife who is not entitled to an 
annuity in accordance with the provisions 
of paragraph (b) of this section may elect 
to receive a reduced annuity for himself and 
to provide for an additional annuity payable 
after his death to a beneficiary whose name 
shall be notified in writing to the Secretary 
at the time of his retirement and who is 
acceptable to the Secretary. The annuity 
payments payable to such beneficiary shall 
be either equal to the deceased participant’s 
reduced annuity payments or equal to 50 per- 
cent of such reduced annuity payments and 
upon the death of the surviving beneficiary 
all payments shall cease and no further 
annuity payments shall be due or payable. 
The combined actuarial value of the two 
annuities on the date of retirement as de- 
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall be the same as the actuarial value of 
the annuity provided by paragraph (a) of 
this section. No such election of a reduced 
annuity payable to a beneficiary other than 
a child of the participant shall be valid until 
the participant shall have satisfactorily 
Passed a physical examination as prescribed 
by the Secretary. Annuity payments pay- 
able in accordance with the provisions of this 
section to a beneficiary who is a child of a 
participant shall cease when the beneficiary 
reaches the age of 21 years. 


PART D—BENEFITS ACCRUING TO CERTAIN 
PARTICIPANTS 


Retirement for disability or incapacity— 
Physical eramination—Recovery 


Sec. 831. (a) Any participant who, after 
Serving for a total period of not less than 
5 years, becomes totally disabled or incapaci- 
tated for useful and efficient service by 
reason of disease or injury incurred in the 
line of duty but not due to vicious habits, 
intemperance, or willful misconduct on his 
part, shall, upon his own application or upon 
order of the Secretary, be retired on an an- 
nuity computed as prescribed in section 821. 
If the disabled or incapacitated participant 
has had less than 20 years of service at the 
time he is retired, his annuity shall be com- 
puted on the assumption that he had had 
20 years of service, 

(b) In each case such disability shall be 
determined by the report of a duly qualified 
physician or surgeon, designated by the Sec- 
retary to conduct the examination. Unless 
the disability is permanent, a like examina- 
tion shall be made annually until the an- 
nuitant Has reached the retirement age as 
defined in sections 631 and 632, and the pay- 
ment of the annuity shall cease from the 
date of a medical examination showing recov- 
ery. Fees for examinations under this pro- 
vision, together with reasonable traveling 


If the age of the participant exceeds - 
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and other expenses incurred in order to sub- 
mit to examination, shall be paid out of the 
Fund. 

(c) When the annuity is discontinued un- 
der this provision before the annuitant has 
received a sum equal to the total amount of 
his contributions, with accrued interest, the 
difference shall be paid to him or his legal 
representatives in the order of precedence 
prescribed in section 841. 


Death in service 


Sec. 832. In case a participant shall die 
without having established a valid claim 
for annuity, the total amount of his contri- 
butions with interest thereon at 4 percent 
per annum, compounded on June 30 of each 
year, except as provided in section 881 and 
as hereinafter provided in this section, shall 
be paid to his legal representatives in the 
order of precedence given under section 841 
upon the establishment of a valid claim 
therefor. If the deceased participant ren- 
dered at least 5 years of service, and is sur- 
vived by a widow to whom he was married for 
at least 3 years, or who is the mother of 
issue by such marriage, such widow shall be 
paid an annuity equal to the annuity which 
she would have been entitled to receive if 
her husband had been retired on the date of 
his death and had elected to receive a reduced 
joint and survivorship annuity, computed as 
prescribed in section 821, providing the max- 
imum annuity for his widow, unless prior to 
the date of his death he shall have elected, 
in lieu of such widow's annuity, and with 
the approval of the Secretary, to have his 
deductions returned with interest as pro- 
vided in the first sentence of this section 
covering participants dying without having 
established a valid claim for annuity. If the 
deceased participant had had less than 20 
years of service at the time of his death, the 
annuity payable to his widow shall be com- 
puted on the assumption that he had had 
20 years of service. 


Retirement of persons who are participants 
under section 803 (a) (3) 


Sec. 833. (a) Any person who is a partici- 
pant, has at least 20 years of service to his 
credit, and has reached the age of fifty years, 
but is not a Foreign Service officer at the time 
he is retired in accordance with the pro- 
visions of law governing retirement in the 
position that he occupies, shall be entitled 
to an annuity computed as prescribed in 
section 821. 

(b) Any person who is a participant in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
803 (a) (3) shall be entitled to voluntary 
retirement to the same extent and subject to 
the same conditions as a Foreign Service 
officer. 


PART E—DISPOSITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS AND 
INTEREST IN EXCESS OF BENEFITS RECEIVED 


Sec. 841. (a) Whenever a participant be- 
comes separated from the Service without 
becoming eligible for an annuity or a deferred 
annuity in accordance with the provisions of 
this act, the total amount of contributions 
from his salary with interest thereon at 4 per- 
cent per annum, compounded annually up 
to the date of such separation, except as pro- 
vided in section 881, shall be returned to him. 

(b) In the event that the total contribu- 
tions of a retired participant, other than 
voluntary contributions made in accordance 
with the provisions of sections 881, with in- 
terest compounded annually at 4 percent 
added thereto, exceed the total amount re- 
turned to such participant or to an annuitant 
claiming through him, in the form of an- 
nuities, accumulated at the same rate of in- 
terest up to the date the annuity payments 
cease under the terms of the annuity, the 
excess of the accumulated contributions over 
the accumulated annuity payments shall be 
paid in the following order of precedence, 
upon the establishment of a valid claim 
therefor: 
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(1) To the beneficiary or beneficiaries 
designated by the retired participant in writ- 
ing to the Secretary; 

- (2) If there be no such beneficiary, to the 
duly appointed executor or administrator of 
the estate of the retired participant; 

(3) If there be no such beneficiary, or 
executor or administrator, payment may be 
made to such person or persons as may 
appear in the judgment of the Secretary to 
be legally entitled thereto, and such payment 
shall be a ban to recovery by any other 
person. 

(c) No payment shall be made pursuant to 
paragraph (b) (3) of this section until after 
the expiration of 30 days from the death of 
the retired participant or his surviving 
annuitant. 

PART F—PERIOD OF SERVICE FOR ANNUITIES 
Computation of length of service 

Sec. 851. For the purposes of this title, the 
period of service of a participant shall be 
computed from the effective date of appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officer, or, if ap- 
pointed prior to July 1, 1924, as diplomatic 
secretary, consul general, consul, vice consul, 
deputy consul, consular assistant, consular 
agent, commercial agent, interpreter, or stu- 
dent interpreter, and shall include periods of 
service at different times as either a diplo- 
matic or consular officer, or while on assign- 
ment to the Department, or while on special 
duty or service in another department or 
establishment of the Government, or while 
on any assignment in accordance with the 
provisions of part H of title V, but all periods 
of separation from the Service and so much 
of any leaves of absence as may exceed 6 
months in the aggregate in any calendar year 
shall be excluded, except sick leaves of ab- 
sence for illness or injury incurred in the line 
of duty, with or without pay, and leaves of 
absences granted participants while perform- 
ing active military or naval service in the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard 
of the United States. 


Prior service credit 


Sec. 852. (a) A participant may, subject 
to the provisions of this section, include in 
his period of service— 

(1) service performed as a civilian officer 
or employee of the Government prior to be- 
coming a participant; and 

(2) active military or naval service in the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard 
of the United States. 

(b) A person may obtain credit for prior 
service by making a special contribution to 
the fund equal to 5 percent of his annual 
salary for each year of service for which 
credit is sought subsequent to July 1, 1924, 
with interest thereon to date of payment 
compounded annually at 4 percent. Any 
such participant may, under such conditions 
as may be determined in each instance by 
the Secretary, pay such special contributions 
in installments during the continuance of 
his service. 

(c) Nothing in this act shall be construed 
so as to affect in any manner a participant's 
right to retired pay, pension, or compensa- 
tion in addition to the annuities herein pro- 
vided, but no participant may obtain prior 
service credit toward an annuity under the 
Foreign Service Retirement and Disability 
System for any period of service, whether in 
a civilian or military capacity, on the basis 
of which he is receiving or will in the future 
be entitled to receive any annuity, pension, 
or other retirement or disability payment or 
allowance, 

Extra service credit for service at 
unhealthful posts 

Sec. 853. The President may from time to 
time establish a list of places which by rea- 
son of climatic or other extreme conditions 
are to be classed as unhealthful posts, and 
each year of duty subsequent to January 1, 
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1900, at such posts inclusive of regular leaves 
of absence, of participants thereafter retired, 
shall be counted as one year and a half, and 
so on in like proportion in reckoning the 
length of service for the purpose of retire- 
ment, fractional months being considered as 
full months in computing such service. The 
President may at any time cancel the desig- 
nation of any places as unhealthful without 
affecting any credit which has accrued for 
service at such posts prior to the date of the 
cancellation. 


Credit for service while on military leave 


Sec. 854. Contributions shall not be re- 
quired covering periods of leave of absence 
from the service granted a participant while 
performing active military or naval service 
in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast 
Guard of the United States. 

PART G—MONEYS 
Estimate of appropriations needed 

Sec. 861. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall prepare the estimates of the annual ap- 
propriations required to be made to the 
fund, and shall make actuarial valuations of 
such funds at intervals of 5 years, or oftener 
if deemed necessary by him. The Secretary 
of State may expend from money to the 
credit of the fund an amount not ex 
$5,000 per annum for the incidental ex- 
penses necessary in administering the pro- 
visions of this title, including actuarial ad- 
vice. 


Annual report to Congress 

Sec. 862. The Secretary shall submit an- 
nually to the President and to the Congress 
a comparative report showing the condition 
of the fund and estimates of appropriations 
necessary to continue this title in full force. 

Investment of moneys in the fund 

Sec. 863. The Secretary of the 
shall invest from time to time in interest- 
bearing securities of the United States such 
portions of the fund as in his judgment may 
not be immediately required for the payment 
of annuities, cash benefits, refunds, and 
allowances, and the income derived from 
such investments shall constitute a part of 
such fund. 


Attachment of moneys 


Src. 864, None of the moneys mentioned 
in this title shall be assignable either in 
law or equity, or be subject to execution, 
levy, attachment, garnishment, or other 
legal process, except as provided in section 
634 (b). 

PART H—OFFICERS REINSTATED IN THE SERVICE 


Sec. 871. A Foreign Service officer, rein- 
stated in the Service in accordance with the 
provisions of section 520 (b) shall, while so 
serving, be entitled in lieu of his retirement 
allowance to the full pay of the class in 
which he is temporarily serving. During 
such service, he shall make contributions to 
the fund in accordance with the provisions 
of section 811. If the annuity he was re- 
ceiving prior to his reinstatement in the 
Service was based on less than 30 years of 
service credit, the amount of his annuity 
when he reverts to the retired list shall be 
recomputed on the basis of his total service 
credit. 


PART I—VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS 

Sec. 881; (a) Any participant may, at his 
option and under such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the President, deposit addi- 
tional sums in multiples of 1 percent of his 
basic salary, but not in excess of 10 percent 


. of such salary, which amounts together with 


interest at 3 percent per annum, compounded 
on June 30 of each year shall, at the date 
of his retirement and at his election, be— 
(1) returned to him in a lump sum; or 
(2) used to purchase an additional life an- 
nuity; or 
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(3) used to purchase an additional life 
annuity for himself and to provide for a cash 
payment on his death to a beneficiary whose 
name shall be notified in writing to the Sec- 
retary by the participant; or 

(4) used to purchase an additional life 
annuity for himself and a life annuity com- 
mencing on his death payable to a benefi- 
ciary whose name shall be notified in writ- 
ing to the Secretary by the participant with 
a guaranteed return to the beneficiary or his 
legal representative of an amount equal to 
the cash payment referred to in paragraph 3. 

(b) The benefits provided by subpara- 
graph 2, 3, or 4 of paragraph (a) of this sec- 
tion shall be actuarially equivalent in value 
to the payment provided for by paragraph 
(a) (1) of this section and shall be calcu- 
lated upon such tables of mortality as may 
be from time to time prescribed for this 
purpose by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

(c) In case a participant shall become sep- 
arated from the Service for any reason ex- 
cept retirement on an annuity, tha amount 
of any additional deposits with interest at 
3 percent per annum, compounded annually, 
made by him under the provisions of this 
paragraph shall be refunded in the manner 
provided in section 841 for the return of 
contributions and interest in the case of 
death or withdrawal from active service. 

(d) Any benefits payable to an officer or 
to his beneficiary in respect to the addi- 
tional deposits provided under this para- 
graph shall be in addition to the benefits 
otherwise provided under this title. 


TITLE IX—ALLOWANCES AND BENEFITS 
PART A—ALLOWANCES AND SPECIAL ALLOTMENTS 


Quarters, cost of living, and representation 
allowances 

Sec. 901. In accordance with such regula- 
tions as the President may prescribe and 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 
1765 of the Revised Statutes (5 U. S. C. 70), 
the Secretary is authorized to grant to any 
officer or employee of the Service who is a 
citizen of the United States— 

(1) allowances, wherever Government 
owned or rented quarters are not available, 
for living quarters, heat, light, fuel, gas, and 
electricity, including allowances for the cost 
of lodging at temporary quarters, incurred 
by an officer or employee of the Service and 
the members of his family upon first arrival 
at a new post, for a period not in excess of 
3 months after such first arrival or until the 
occupation of residence quarters, whichever 
period shall be shorter, up to but not in ex- 
cess of the aggregate amount of the per 
diem that would be allowable to such officer 
or employee for himself and the members of 
his family for such period if they were in 
travel status; 

(2) cost-of-living allowances, 
the Secretary shall determine— 

(i) that the cost of living at a post abroad 
is proportionately so high that an allowance 
is necessary to enable an officer or employee 
of the Service at such post to carry on his 
work efficiently; 

(ii) that extraordinary and necessary ex- 
penses, not otherwise compensated for, are 
incurred by an officer or employee of the 
Service incident to the establishment of his 
residence at his post of assignment; 

(iii) that an allowance is necessary to as- 
sist an officer or employee of the Service who 
is compelled by reason of dangerous, notably 
unhealthful, or excessively adverse living 
conditions at his post abroad or for the con- 
venience of the Government to meet the 
additional expense of maintaining his wife 
and minor children elsewhere than in the 
country of his assignment; 

(3) allowances in order to provide for the 
proper representation of the United States 
by officers or employees of the Service. 


whenever 
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Allotment for official residence of chief 
American Representative 


Sec. 902. The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, make an 
allotment of funds to any post to defray 
the unusual expenses incident to the opera- 
tion and maintenance of an official residence 
suitable for the chief representative of the 
United States at that post. 


Accounting jor allowances 


Sec, 903. All such allowances and allot- 
ments shall be accounted for to the Secretary 
in such manner and under such rules and 
regulations as the President may prescribe, 
The Secretary shall report all such expendi- 
tures annually to the Congress with the 
budget estimates of the Department. 

PART B—TRAVEL AND RELATED EXPENSES 
General provisions 

Sec. 911. The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he shall prescribe, pay— 

(1) the travel expenses of officers and em- 
ployees of the Service, including expenses 
incurred while traveling pursuant to orders 
issued by the Secretary in accordance with 
the provisions of section 933 with regard to 
the granting of home leave; 

(2) the travel expenses of the members of 
the family of an officer or employee of the 
Service when proceeding to or returning from 
his post of duty; accompanying him on 
authorized home leave; or otherwise travel- 
ing in accordance with authority granted 
pursuant to the terms of this or any other 
Act; 

(3) the cost of transporting the furniture 
and household and personal effects of an 
officer or employee of the Service to his suc- 
cessive posts of duty and, on the termination 
of his services, to the place where he will 
reside; 

(4) the cost of storing the furniture and 
household and personal effects of an officer 
or employee of the Service who is absent 
under orders from his usual post of duty, or 
who is assigned to a post to which, because 
of emergency conditions, he cannot take or 
at which he is unable to use, his furniture 
and household and personal effects; 

(5) the cost of storing the furniture and 
household and personal effects of an officer 
or employee of the Service on first arrival at 
a post for a period not in excess of 3 months 
after such first arrival at such post or until 
the establishment of residence quarters, 
whichever shall be shorter. 

(6) the travel expenses of the members of 
the family and the cost of transporting the 
personal effects and automobile of an officer 
or employee of the Service, whenever the 
travel of such officer or employee is occa- 
sioned by changes in the seat of the govern- 
ment whose capital is his post; 

(7) the travel expenses and transportation 
costs incident to the removal of the members 
of the family of an officer or employee of the 
Service and his furniture and household and 
personal effects, including automobiles, from 
a post at which, because of the prevalence 
of disturbed conditions, there is imminent 
danger to life and property, and the return 
of such persons, furniture, and effects to such 
post upon the cessation of such conditions; 
or to such other post as may in the mean- 
time have become the post to which such 
officer or employee has been assigned; 

(8) the cost of preparing and transporting 
to their former homes in the continental 
United States or to a place not more distant, 
the remains of an officer or employee of the 
Service who is a citizen of the United States 
and of the members of his family who may 
die abroad or while in travel status. 

Loan of household equipment 

Sec. 912, The Secretary may, if he shall 
find it in the interests of the Government 
to do so as a means of eliminating transpor- 
tation costs, provide officers and employees 
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of the Service with household equipment for 
use on a loan basis in personally owned or 
leased residences, 
Transportation of automobiles 

Sec. 913. The Secretary may, notwith- 
standing the provisions of any other law, 
transport for or on behalf of an officer or em- 
ployee of the Service, a privately owned au- 
tomobile in any case where he shall determine 
that water, rail, or air transportation of the 
automobile is necessary or expedient for any 
part or all the distance between points or 
origin and destination. 


PART C—-COMMISSARY SERVICE 


Sec. 921, The Secretary may, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, and pursuant 
to appropriations therefor, establish and 
maintain emergency cOmmissary or mess 
services in such places abroad where, in his 
judgment, such services are ne tem- 
porarily to insure the effective and efficient 
performance of the duties and responsibilities 
of the Service, such services to be available 
to the officers and employees of all Govern- 
ment agencies located in any such places 
abroad. Reimbursements incident to the 
maintenance and operation of commissary or 
mess service shall be at not less than cost 
as determined by the Secretary and shall be 
used as working funds: Provided, That each 
year an amount equal to the amount of the 
appropriation for such service shall be cov- 
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous re- 
ceipts not later than 6 months after the close 
of the fiscal year for which any such appro- 
priation is made. 

PART D—<=AVES OF ABSENCE 
Annual leave 

Src. 931. (a) The Secretary may, in his 
discretion and in accordance with such regu- 
lations as he may prescribe, grant an officer 
or employee of the Service who is a citizen 
of the United States not to exceed sixty 
calendar days’ annual leave of absence with 
pay. 

(b) Where an officer or employee on leave 
returns to the continental United States, the 
leave of absence granted pursuant to the 
provisions of paragraph (a) of this section 
shall be exclusive of the time actually and 
necessarily occupied in going to and from 
the continental United States, and such time 
as may be necessarily occupied in awaiting 
sailing or flight. 

(c) Any part of the 60 days’ annual leave 
which an officer or employee may receive and 
which is not used in any 1 year shall be 
accumulated for succeeding years until it 
totals 180 days. 

(d) The Secretary may in his discretion 
and subject to such regulations as he may 
prescribe, grant to an employee of the Service 
who is not a citizen of the United States 
thirty calendar days’ annual leave with pay 
each calendar year. Any part of the 30 days’ 
leave not used in any year shall be accumu- 
lated for succeeding years until it totals not 
exceeding 60 days. 


Sick leave 


Sec. 932. The Secretary may in his discre- 
tion and subject to such regulations as he 
may prescribe, grant an officer or employee of 
the Service sick leave with pay at the rate 
of fifteen calendar days each calendar year. 
Any part of the 15 days’ sick leave not used 
or availed of in any year shall be accumu- 
lated for succeeding years until it totals 
120 days. 

Ordering return of personnel to United States 
on leaves of absence 


Sec, 933. (a) The Secretary shall order to 
the continental United States on statutory 
leave of absence every officer and employee 
of the Service who is a citizen of the United 
States upon completion of 2 years’ continuous 
owe abroad or as soon as possible there- 

ter, 
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(b) While in the continental United States 
on leave, the service of any officer or employee 
shall be available for such work or duties 
in the Department or elsewhere as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe, but the time of such 
work or duties shall not be counted as leave. 

Reserve officers assigned to the Service 

Sec. 934. (a) A Reserve officer, assigned to 
the Service from any Government agency 
shall, notwithstanding the provisions of any 
other law, be granted annual leave of absénce 
and sick leave of absence in accordance with 
the provisions of part D of this title during 
the period of his assignment., 

(b) Under such regulations as the Presi- 
dent may prescribe, a person assigned to the 
Service as a Reserve officer from any Govern- 
ment agency may, nothwithstanding the pro- 
visions of the act of December 21, 1944 (58 
Stat. 845; 5 U. S. C. 61b), transfer to the 
Service any annual or sick leave of absence 
standing to his credit at the time of his 
assignment to the Service. On his return to 
the agency by which he is regularly employed, 
he may transfer the aggregate of his accu- 
mulated and current annual and sick leave 
to that agency but the amount of leave 80 
transferred shall not exceed the maximum 
which an officer or employee of the agency to 
which he is returning may have to his credit 
on the date of his return. 


Transfer of leave of absence 


Sec. 935. Under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe an officer or employee 
of the Service who resigns from the Service in 
order to accept an appointment in any Goy- 
ernment agency may transfer to such Gov- 
ernment agency any annual or sick leave of 
absence standing to his credit at the time of 
his resignation from the Service and any 
Officer or employee of any Government agency 
who resigns from such agency in order to 
accept an appointment to the Service may 
transfer to the Service any annual or sick 
leave of absence standing to his credit at the 
time of his resignation from the Government 
agency in which he was employed, but in no 
event shall the amount of annual or sick 
leave of absence so transferred exceed the 
maximum amount of the annual or sick leave 
of absence which may be accumulated in 
either the Service or the Government agency 
to which such person is appointed, as the 
case may be. 

PART E—MEDICAL SERVICES 
Expenses of treatment 

Sec. 941. The Secretary may, in the event 
of illness or injury requiring hospitalization 
of an officer or employee of the Service who 
is a citizen of the United States, not the 
result of vicious habits, intemperance, or mis- 
conduct on his part, incurred in the line of 
duty while such person is assigned abroad, 
pay for the cost of the treatment of such 
illness or injury at a suitable hospital or 
clinic. 

Transportation to approved hospitals 

Src. 942. (a) The Secretary may, in the 
event of illness or injury requiring the hos- 
pitalization of an officer or employee of the 
Service who is a citizen of the United States, 
not the result of vicious habits, intemper- 
ance, or misconduct on his part, incurred 
while on assignment abroad, in a locality 
where there does not exist a suitable hospital 
or clinic, pay the travel expenses of such 
officer or employee by whatever means he 
shall deem appropriate and without regard 
to the Standardized Government Travel 
Regulations and section 10 of the act of 
March 8, 1933 (47 Stat. 1516; 5 U. S. C. 73b), 
to the nearest locality where a suitable hos- 
pital or clinic exists and on his recovery pay 
for the travel expenses of his return to his 
post of duty. If the officer or employee is too 
ill to travel unattended, the Secretary may 
also pay the travel expenses of an attendant. 
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(b) The Secretary may establish a first-aid 
station and provide for the services of a 
nurse at a post at which, in his opinion, sufi- 
cient personnel is employed to warrant such 
a station. 


Physical examinations and costs of 
inoculations 


Sec. 943. The Secretary shall, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, provide for 
the periodic physical examination of Officers 
and employees of the Service who are citizens 
of the United States, including examinations 
necessary to establish disability or incapacity 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
831, and for the cost of administering inocu- 
lations or vaccinations to such officers or 
employees. 

TITLE X—MISCELLANEOUS 
PART A—PROHIBITIONS 
Against uniforms 

Sec. 1001. An officer or employee of the 
Service holding a position of responsibility in 
the Service shall not wear any uniform except 
such as may be authorized by law or such as a 
military commander may require civilians to 
wear in a theater of military operations. 

Against cecepting presents 

Sec. 1002. An officer or employee of the 
Service shall not ask or, without the consent 
of the Congress, receive, for himself or any 
other person, any present, emolument, pe- 
cuniary favor, office, or title from any foreign 
government. A chief of mission or other 
principal officer may, however, under such 
regulations as the President may prescribe, 
accept gifts made to the United States or to 
any political subdivision thereof by the gov- 
ernment to which he is accredited or from 
which he holds an exequatur. 

Against engaging in business abroad 

Sec. 1003. An officer or employee of the 
Service shall not, while holding office, trans- 
act or be interested in any business or engage 
in any profession in the country or countries 
to which he is assigned abroad in his own 
name or in the name or through the agency 
of any other person, except as authorized by 
the Secretary. 

Against correspondence on affairs of foreign 
governments 

Sec, 1004. (a) An officer or employee of the 
Service shall not correspond in regard to the 
public affairs of any foreign government ex- 
cept with the proper officers of the United 
States, except as authorized by the Secretary. 

(b) An officer or employee of the Service 
shall not recommend any person for employ- 
ment in any position of trust or profit under 
the government of the country to which he 
is detailed or assigned, except as authorized 
by the Secretary. 

Against political, racial, religious, or color 
discrimination 

Sec. 1005. In carrying out the provisions of 
this act, no political test shall be required 
and none shall be taken into consideration, 
nor shall there be any discrimination against 
any person on account of race, creed, or color. 

PART B—BONDS 

Sec. 1011. Every secretary, consul general, 
consul, vice consul, Foreign Service officer; 
and Foreign Service Reserve officer, and, if 
required, any other officer or employee of the 
Service or of the Department before he enters 
upon the duties of his office shall give to the 
United States a bond in such form and in 
such penal sum as the Secretary shall pre- 
scribe, with such sureties as the Secretary 
shall approve, conditioned without division of 
penalty for the true and faithful perform- 
ance of his duties, including (but not by 
way of limitation) certifying vouchers for 
payment, accounting for, paying over, and 
delivering up of all fees, moneys, goods, ef- 
fects, books, records, papers, and other prop- 
erty that shall come to his hands or to the 
hands of any other person to his use as such 
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officer or employee under any law now or 
hereafter enacted and for the true and faith- 
ful performance of all other duties now or 
hereafter lawfully imposed upon him as such 
officer or employee, and such bond shall be 
construed to be conditioned for the true and 
faithful performance of all official duties of 
whatever character now or hereafter law- 
fully imposed upon him, or by him assumed 
incident to his employment as an officer or 
employee of the Government. Notwithstand- 
ing any other provisions of law, upon ap- 
proval of any bond given pursuant to this 
act, the principal shall not be required to 
give another separate bond conditioned for 
the true and faithful performance of only a 
part of the duties for which the bond given 
pursuant to this act is conditioned. The 
bond of an officer or employee of the Service 
shall be construed to be conditioned for the 
true and faithful performance of all acts of 
such officer incident to his office regardless 
of whether appointed or commissoined as 
diplomatic, consular, Foreign Service officer, 
or other officer of the Service. The bonds 
herein mentioned shall be deposited with the 
Secretary of the Treasury. Nothing herein 
contained shall be deemed to obviate the 
necessity of furnishing any bonds which may 
be required pursuant to the provisions of 
the Subsistence Expense Act of 1926, as 
amended (44 Stat. 688; 47 Stat. 405; 56 Stat. 
39; 5 U. S. C. 821-823, 827-833). 
PART C—GIFTS 

Sec. 1021, (a) The Secretary may accept on 
behalf of the United States gifts made un- 
conditionally by will or otherwise for the 
benefit of the Service or for the carrying 
out of any of its functions. Conditional gifts 
may be so accepted if recommended by the 
Director General, and the principal of and 
income from any such conditional gift shall 
be held, invested, reinvested, and used in ac- 
cordance with its conditions, but no gift shall 
be accepted which is conditioned upon any 
expenditure not to be met therefrom or from 
the income thereof unless such expenditure 
has been approved by act of Congress. 

(b) Any unconditional gift of money ac- 
cepted pursuant to the authority granted 
in paragraph (a) of this section, the net 
proceeds from the liquidation (pursuant to 
paragraph (c) or paragraph (d) of this sec- 
tion) of any other property so accepted, and 
the proceeds of insurance on any such gift 
property not used for its restoration, shall 
be deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States and are hereby appropriated and shall 
be held in trust by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury for the benefit of the Service, and he may 
invest and reinvest such funds in interest- 
bearing obligations of the United States or 
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin- 
cipal and interest by the United States. Such 
gifts and the income from such investments 
shall be available for expenditure in the op- 
eration of the Service and the performance of 
its functions, subject to the same examina- 
tion and audit as is provided for appropria- 
tions made for the Service by Congress. 

(c) The evidences of any unconditional 
gift of intangible personal property, other 
than money, accepted pursuant to the au- 
thority granted in paragraph (a) of this sec- 
tion, shall be deposited with the Secretary 
of the Treasury and he, in his discretion, 
may hold them, or liquidate them except 
that they shall be liquidated upon the re- 
quest of the Secretary whenever necessary to 
meet payments required in the operation of 
be Service or the performance of its func- 

ons. 

The proceeds and income from any such 
property held by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall be available for expenditure as is 
provided in paragraph (b) of this section. 

(d) The Secretary — 55 hold any real 
property or any tangible personal property 
accepted unconditionally pursuant to the 
authority granted in paragraph (a) of this 
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section and he shall permit such property 
to be used for the operation of the Service 
and the performance of its functions or he 
may lease or hire such property, and may in- 
sure such property, and deposit the income 
thereof with the Secretary of the Treasury 
to be available for expenditure as provided 
in paragraph (b) of this section. The in- 
come from any such real property or tangi- 
ble personal property shall be available for 
expenditure in the discretion of the Secretary 
for the maintenance, preservation, or repair 
and insurance of such property and any 
proceeds from insurance may be used to re- 
store the property insured. Any such prop- 
erty when not required for the operation of 
the Service or the performance of its func- 
tions may be liquidated by the Secretary, and 
the proceeds thereof deposited with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, whenever in his judg- 
ment the purposes of the gifts will be served 
thereby. 

(e) For the purpose of Federal income, es- 
tate, and gift taxes, any gift, devise, or be- 
quest accepted by the Secretary under au- 
thority of this act shall be deeemd to be a 
gift, devise, or bequest to or for the use of 
the United States. 

PART D—AUTHORIZATION TO RETAIN ATTORNEYS 

Sec. 1031. The Secretary may, without re- 
gard to sections 189 and 365 of the Revised 
Statutes (5 U. S. C. 49 and 314), authorize 
a principal officer to procure legal services 
whenever such services are required for the 
protection of the interests of the Government 
or to enable an officer or employee of the 
Service to carry on his work efficiently. 

PART E—DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY 

Sec. 1041. (a) The Secretary may delegate to 
officers or employees holding positions of re- 
sponsibility in the Department or the Service 
or to such boards as he may continue or 
establish any of the powers conferred upon 
him by this act to the extent that he finds 
such delegation to be in the interests of the 
efficient administration of the Service. 

(b) The Director General may delegate to 
cfficers or employees holding positions of re- 
sponsibility in the Department or the Service 
any of the powers conferred upon him by this 
act to the extent that he finds such delega- 
tion to be in the interests of the efficient 
administration of the Service. 


PART F—-EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION 


Sec. 1051. Section 116 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code, as amended (53 Stat. 48; 53 Stat. 
575; 56 Stat. 842; 58 Stat. 46; 26 U.S. C. 116), 
relative to exclusions from gross income, is 
further amended by adding at the end there- 
of a new subsection to read as follows: 

“(k) In the case of an officer or employee 
of the Foreign Service of the United States, 
amounts received by such officer or employee 
as allowances or otherwise under the terms 
of title IX of the Foreign Service Act of 
1946.” 

PART G—INTERPRETATION OF THE ACT 
Liberal-construction clause 


Sec. 1061. The provisions of this act shall 
be construed liberally in order to effectuate 
its purpose. 

Provisions that may be held invalid 


Sec. 1062. If any provision of this act or 
the application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance shall be held invalid, 
the validity of the remainder of the act and 
the applicability of such provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 


Headings of titles, parts, and sections 

Sec. 1063. The headings descriptive of the 
various titles, parts, and sections of this act 
are inserted for convenience only and, in case 
of any conflict between any such heading 
and the substance of the title, part, or sec- 
tion to which it relates, the heading shall be 
disregarded, 
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Provisions of the act of July 3, 1946 


Sec. 1064. Nothing in this act shall be 
construed to affect the provisions of sections 
1, 2, 3, and 4 of the act of July 3, 1946 (Public 
Law 468, 79th Cong.). The “classified grades” 
within the meaning of that act shall, from 
and after the effective date of this act, be 
construed to mean classes 1 to 5, inclusive. 


PART H—AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 1071. Appropriations to carry out the 
purposes of this act are hereby authorized. 


TITLE XI—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS 


PART A—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS CONCERNING 
APPOINTMENTS AND SALARIES OF OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE SERVICE 


Reinstatement of chiefs of mission who are 
former Foreign Service officers 


Sec. 1101. Any person who on the effective 
date of this act is a chief of mission and 
who has previously been a Foreign Service 
officer may be reinstated as a Foreign Service 
officer in the class of career minister. 


Transfer of Foreign Service officers from old 
classes to new classes 

Sec. 1102. (a) Foreign Service officers on 
active service on the effective date of this 
act shall, by virtue of this act, be trans- 
ferred from the classes in which they are 
serving on such date to the new classes es- 
tablished by this act as follows: Officers of 
class I to the new class 1; officers of class II 
to the new class 2; officers of classes III and 
IV to the new class 3; officers of classes V 
and V1, to the new class 4; officers of classes 
VII and VIII, to the new class 5; officers in 
the unclassified grade, to the new class 6. 

(b) Each officer so transferred shall under 
such regulations as the Secretary may pre- 
scribe receive that salary in the new class 
which shall as nearly as possible correspond 
to his relative standing in the Service. 

(c) Whenever, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of paragraph (a) of this section, the 
officers in a new class shall be officers who 
previously served in two former Classes that 
were combined to form the new class, the 
period of minimum service in class for the 
purposes of determining eligibility for pro- 
motion in accordance with the provisions of 
section 622, shall commence to run from the 
date of their promotion to the lower of the 
two classes from which the new class is 
composed and from the date of their pro- 
motion to the higher of the two classes from 
which the new class is composed for the 
purposes of computing the minimum pe- 
riod an officer shall serve in a class before 
the commencement of the period during 
which he must obtain a promotion in order 
to prevent being retired. In all other cases, 
service in a former class shall be considered 
as constituting service in the new class for 
the purposes of section 622. 


Transfer of other officers and employees of 
the Service from their present positions to 
new positions 
Sec. 1103. The Secretary shall, under such 

regulations as he may prescribe, provide for 

the transfer of the personnel of the Service, 
other than persons occupying positions which 
under the terms of this act constitute them 
chiefs of mission and Foreign Service offi- 
cers, to corresponding positions established 
by the terms of this act or by any regula- 
tions issued pursuant thereto. 
In-class promotions 

Sec, 1104. In making transfers of person- 
nel in accordance with the provisions of sec- 
tions 1102 and 1103, credit for time served 
in a previous class or position shall be given 
for the purpose of determining eligibility 
for in-class promotions in a new class in 
the same manner as if such time had been 
served in the new class. 
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Rules governing the making of salary deter- 
minations in carrying out an initial clas- 
sification of the Service 
Sec. 1105. In making the initial classifica- 

tion of the Service for Foreign Service staff 

officers and employees in accordance with 
the provisions of sections 441 and 442 the 
following rules shall apply: 

(1) The principle of equal compensation 
for equal work, irrespective of sex, shall be 
followed. 

(2) If an officer or employee is receiving 
basic salary at less than the minimum rate 
of the class or subclass to which the position 
he holds is allocated, his salary shall be in- 
creased to the lowest basic salary of that 
class or subclass. 

(3) If an officer or employee is receiving a 
basic salary within the range provided for the 
class or subclass to which the position he 
holds is allocated, and at one of the rates 
within that range, no change shall be made 
in his basic salary; if his basic salary rate is 
within the range but does not correspond to 
any one of the rates prescribed for that range 
by section 415, his salary shall be adjusted by 
fixing it at the next higher rate above the 
rate which he is receiving. 

(4) If an officer or employee is receiving 
basic salary at a rate in excess of the maxi- 
mum basic salary rate provided by section 
415 for the class or subclass to which the po- 
sition he holds is allocated in accordance 
with the provisions of section 1103, he shall 
not suffer a diminution in salary as a conse- 
quence of the classification of the position 
which he holds so long as he continues to 
occupy that position, but if he is not receiv- 
ing salary at one of the rates prescribed in 
section 415, his salary shall be adjusted by 
fixing it at the next higher rate above the 
rate which he is receiving. š 


PART B—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS CONCERNING 
RETIREMENT 


Mandatory retirement 


Sec. 1111. (a) Notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of section 632 regarding the retirement 
of Foreign Service officers at the age of 60 
years, Foreign Service officers below the class 
of career minister shall, during the first year 
after the effective date of this act, be man- 
datorily retired for age upon reaching the age 
of 64 unless their services have been extended 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
632; during the second year, at 63; during the 
third year, at age 62; during the fourth year, 
at age 61; and thereafter at age 60, but in no 
event shall any Foreign Service officer be 
mandatorily retired for age during such 
4-year period until he has had 15 years of 
service. 

(b) No Foreign Service officer shall be man- 
datorily retired in accordance with provisions 
of section 633 or 634 until 3 years after the 
effective date of this act. 


Rate of annuities to be recomputed 


Sec, 1112. The Secretary shall cause an- 
nuities of all persons who are receiving an- 
nuities from the Foreign Service Retirement 
and Disability Fund on the effective date 
of this act to be recomputed in accordance 
with the provisions of section 821 (a) and 
annuities payable to such persons shall, 
commencing on the effective date of this 
act, be paid at the rates so determined, but 
no such recomputation or any other action 
taken pursuant to this act shall operate to 
reduce the rate of the annuity received by 
any such person unless such person volun- 
tarily elects to receive a reduced annuity 
as provided in section 821 (c). 


PART C—MISCELLANEOUS TEMFORARY PROVISIONS 
Bonds 
Sec. 1121. The provisions of this act shall 
not operate to impair the validity of any 
existing bond furnished by any officer or 
employee of the Service. 
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Use of appropriations 

Sec. 1122. Funds appropriated to the De- 
partment of State for the fiscal year 1947, 
under the caption “Foreign Service,” are 
hereby made available for the purposes of 
this act in accordance with authority granted 
herein and such regulations as the Secre- 
tary may prescribe. The appropriation of 
such additional funds as may be required 
to carry out the provisions of this act is 
hereby authorized. 


PART D—REPEAL CLAUSES 
Repeal of particular statutes 


Sec. 1131. The following statutes or parts 
of statutes are hereby repealed: 

(1) Section 208 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended by the act of May 29, 1928 (ch. 901, 
Public Law No. 611, 45 Stat. 987) (5 U.S.C. 
163). 
(2) Section 1674 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended by section 6 of the act of Feb- 
ruary 5, 1915 (ch. 23, Public Law No. 242, 38 
Stat. 806), and as further amended by that 
part of the act of July 1, 1916 (ch. 208, Pub- 
lic Law No. 131, 39 Stat. 252), which consti- 
tutes the second proviso under the heading 
“Salaries of Secretaries in the Diplomatic 
Service” (22 U. S. C. 40 and 51). 

(3) Section 1675 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended by the act of March 3, 1875 (ch. 
153, 18 Stat. 483), and by that part of title 
I of the act of February 27, 1925 (ch. 364, 
Public Law No. 502, 43 Stat. 1015), under 
the heading “Diplomatic and Consular Serv- 
ice” and the subheading “Ambassadors and 
Ministers" (22 U. S. C. 32). 

(4) Section 1685 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended by schedule A of the act of 
March 2, 1909 (ch. 235, Public Law No, 292, 
35 Stat. 673), and as further amended by 
section 3 of the act of February 5, 1915 (ch. 
23, Public Law No. 242; 38 Stat. 805), sec- 
tion 17 of the act of May 24, 1924 (ch. 182, 
Public Law No. 135, 43 Stat. 143), herein- 
after referred to as the act of May 24, 1924, 
and by that part of title I of the act of Feb- 
ruary 27, 1925 (ch. 364, Public Law No. 502, 
43 Stat. 1016), which reads as follows: “Pro- 
vided, That after June 30, 1924, vice consuls 
while in charge of a consulate general or 
consulate during the absence of the principal 
officer shall be entitled to additional com- 
pensation in the same manner and under 
the same conditions as Foreign Service offi- 
cers as provided in section 17 of the act of 
May 24, 1924,” renumbered as section 25 and 
further amended by section 7 of the act of . 
February 23, 1931 (ch. 276, Public Law No. 
715, 46 Stat. 1210), hereinafter referred to as 
the act of February 23, 1931 (22 U. S. C. 20). 

(5) Section 1686 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U S. C. 36). 

(6) Section 1688 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 39). 

(7) Section 1695 of the Revised Statutes 
and section 3 of the act of April 5, 1906 (ch. 
1366, Public Law No. 83, 34 Stat. 100), which 
reenacted certain parts of section 1695 of the 
Revised Statutes without specifically amend- 
ing such section (22 U. S. C. 51a and 55). 

(8) Section 1696 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 58). 

(9) Section 1712 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended by the act of June 18, 1888 (ch. 
393, 25 Stat. 186) (22 U. S. C. 80). 

(10) Section 1713 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended by the act of June 18, 1888 (ch. 
393, 25 Stat. 186 (22 U. S. C. 82). 

(11) Section 1714 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 71). 

(12) Section 1738 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 105). 

(13) Section 1740 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U S. C. 121). 

(14) Section 1743 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 125). 

(15) Section 1744 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 33). 
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(16) Section 1748 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. 8. C. 129). 

(17) Section 1749 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 130). 

(18) Section 1752 of the Revised Statutes 
(22 U. S. C. 132). 

(19) That part of section 1 of the act of 
June 11, 1874 (ch. 275, 18 Stat. 67), which 
reads as follows: “And the Secretary of State 
is authorized to allow and pay to the secretary 
of legation and to the second secretary of 
legation and to the messenger of the legation 
in Paris, from the moneys collected at the 
legation for the transmission of consular in- 
voices, an amount not to exceed in the aggre- 
gate $600 in any one year, to be divided and 
distributed as the Secretary of State may 
direct, provided that the surplus receipts are 
sufficient for that purpose” (22 U. S. C. 37). 

(20) Section 4 of the act of June 11, 1874 
(ch. 275, 18 Stat. 70) (22 U. S. C. 122). 

(21) The act of June 17, 1874 (ch. 294, 18 
Stat. 77) (22 U. S. C. 124 and 126). 

(22) That part of the act of January 27, 
1879 (ch. 28, 20 Stat. 273), which reads as 
follows: “And it shall be the duty of consuls 
to make to the Secretary of State a quarterly 
statement of exports from, and imports to, 
the different places to which they are ac- 
credited, giving, as near as may be, the mar- 
ket price of the various articles of exports 
and imports, the duty and port charges, if 
any, on articles imported and exported, to- 
gether with such general information as they 
may be able to obtain as to how, where, and 
through what channels a market may be 
opened for American products and manufac- 
tures. In addition to the duties now imposed 
by law, it shall be the duty of consuls and 
commercial agents of the United States, an- 
nually, to procure and transmit to the De- 
partment of State, as far as practicable, in- 
formation respecting the rate of wages paid 
for skilled and unskilled labor within their 
respective jurisdictions” (22 U. S. C. 81). 

(23) That part of section 5 of the act of 
February 14, 1903 (ch. 552, Public Law No. 
87, 32 Stat. 827), reading as follows: “And 
all consular officers of the United States, 
including consuls general, consuls, and 
commercial agents, are hereby required, and 
it is made a part of their duty, under the 
direction of the Secretary of State, to gather 
and compile, from time to time, useful 
and material information and statistics 
in respect to the subjects enumerated in 
section 3 of this act in the countries and 

` to which such consular officers are 
accredited, and to send under the direction 
of the Secretary of State, reports as required 
by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor of 
the information and statistics thus gathered 
and compiled, such reports to be transmitted 
through the Department of State to the 
Secretary of the Deparment of Commerce 
and Labor,” as amended by section 3 of the 
act of April 5, 1906 (ch. 1366, Public Law 
No. 83, 84 Stat. 100); by the act of August 
23, 1912 (ch. 850, Public Law No. 299, 37 
Stat. 407); and by the act of March 4, 1913 
<n 141, Public Law No. 426, 37 Stat. 736) (15 
U. S. C. 175). 

(24) Section 11 of the act of February 14, 
1903 (ch. 552, Public Law No. 87, 32 Stat. 830) 
(5 U. S. C. 162). 

(25) Section 4 of the act of April 5, 1906 
(ch. 1366, Public Law No. 83, 34 Stat. 100), 
as amended by section 10 of the act of May 
24, 1924 (43 Stat. 142), and renumbered as 
section 17 and further amended by section 
7 of the act of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 
1209) (22 U. S. C. 9). 

(26) That part of section 8 of the act of 
April 5, 1906 (ch. 1366, Public Law No. 83, 
34 Stat. 101), reading as follows: “but this 
shall not apply to consular agents, who shall 
be paid by one-half of the fees received in 
their offices, up to a maximum sum of $1,000 
in any one year, the other half being ac- 
counted for and paid into the Treasury of 
the United States” (22 U. S. C. 99). 
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(27) That part of schedule A of the act 
of March 2, 1909 (ch. 235, Public Law No. 
292; 35 Stat. 672), which reads as follows: 
“And hereafter no new ambassadorship 
shall be created unless the same shall be 
protien for by act of Congress” (22 U. S. C. 
$1). 

(28) Section 7 of the act of February 5, 
1915 (ch. 23, Public Law No. 242, 38 Stat. 
807), as amended by section 12 of the act 
of May 3, 1945 (ch, 105, Public Law No. 48; 
59 Stat. 105, hereinafter referred to as the 
act of May 3, 1945) (22 U. S. C. 38). 

(29) That part of the act of July 1, 1916, 
which, under the heading “Salaries of Secre- 
taries in the Diplomatic Service,” authorizes 
the President to designate and assign any 
secretary of class one as counselor of embassy 
or legation (39 Stat. 252), as amended by 
section 16 of the act of May 24, 1924 (43 Stat. 
143), and renumbered as section 28 by section 
7 of the act of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 
1210) (22 U. S. C. 18). 

(30) The joint resolution of September 
29, 1919 (ch. 72, Public Resolution No. 16, 
41 Stat. 291) (22 U. S. C. 34), 

(31) That part of the act of June 1, 1922 
(ch. 204, Public Law No. 299, 42 Stat. 
600), which under the heading “Diplomatic 
and Consular Service“ and subheading Am- 
bassadors and Ministers” in title I authorizes 
the appointment of an envoy extraordinary 
and minister plenipotentiary to Egypt (22 
U. S. C. 34c). 

(32) Section 1 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 140), renumbered as section 8 by 
section 7 of the act of February 23, 1931 (46 
Stat. 1207) (22 U. S. C. 1). 

(33) Section 2 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 140), renumbered as section 9 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1207) (22 U. S. C. 2). 

(34) Section 3 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 140), renumbered as section 10 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1207), and as further 
amended by section 2 of the act of April 24, 
1939 (ch. 84, Public Law No. 40, 53 Stat. 583), 
and by sections 4 and 5 of the act of May 3, 
1945 (59 Stat. 102, 103) (22 U. S. C. 3). 

(35) Section 4 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 140), renumbered as section 11 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1215), and as further 
amended by the act of June 29, 1935 (ch. 337, 
Public Law No. 181, 49 Stat. 436) (22 
U. S. C. 4). 

(36) Section 5 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 141), renumbered as section 12 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1208) (22 U. S. C. 5 and 6). 

(37) Section 6 of the act of May 24, 1924 
renumbered as sections 13 and 14, and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931, and as further amended by section 6 
of the act of May 3, 1945 (59 Stat. 103) (22 
U. S. OC. 7). 

(38) Section 9 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 142), renumbered as section 16 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1208), and further amended 
by section 7 of the act of May 3, 1945 (59 Stat. 
103) (22 U. S. C. 11). 

(39) Section 12 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 142), renumbered as section 19 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1209), and further amend- 
ed by section 8 of the act of May 3, 1945 
(59 Stat. 104) (22 U. S. C. 12). 

(40) Section 13 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(48 Stat. 143), renumbered as section 20 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of Fe 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1209) (22 U. S. C. 14). 

(41) Section 14 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 143), renumbered as section 21 and 
amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1209), and further amend- 
ed by section 9 of the act of May 3, 1945 (59 
Stat. 104) (22 U. S. C. 15 and 16). 

(42) Section 15 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 143), renumbered as section 22 and 
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amended by section 7 of the act of February 
23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1210), and further amend- 
ed by the act of March 17, 1941 (ch. 20, Pub- 
lic Law No. 17, 55 Stat. 44) (22 U. S. C. 17 and 
17a). 

(43) Paragraph 1 of section 17 of the act 
of May 24, 1924 (43 Stat. 143), renumbered 
as section 24 and amended by section 7 of 
the act of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1210) 
(22 U. S. C. 19). 

(44) Section 18 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 144), as amended by section 1 of 
the act of July 3, 1926 (ch. 798, Public Law 
No, 519, 44 Stat. 902), renumbered as section 
26 and amended by section 7 of the act of 
February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1211), further 
amended by section 3 of the act of April 24, 
1939 (ch. 84, Public Law No. 40, 53 Stat. 584), 
by the act of July 19, 1939 (ch. 330, Public 
Law No. 197, 53 Stat. 1067), by the act of 
August 5, 1939 (ch. 441, Public Law No. 277, 
53 Stat. 1208), by section 1 of the act of 
April 20, 1940 (ch, 118, Public Law No. 464, 
54 Stat. 143), by section 4 of the act of 
October 14, 1940 (ch. 859, Public Law No. 
846, 54 Stat. 1118), and by section 1 of the 
act of May 13, 1941 (ch. 115, Public Law No. 
69, 55 Stat. 189) (22 U. S. C. 21). 

(45) Section 19 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 146), renumbered as section 27 by 
section 7 of the act of February 23, 1931 (46 
Stat. 1213) (22 U. S. C. 22). 

(46) Section 20 of the act of May 24, 1924 
(43 Stat. 146), renumbered as section 28 
and amended by section 7 of the act of Feb- 
ae 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1218) (22 U. S. C. 


(47) Section 31 of the act of May 24, 1924, 
as added to that act by section 7 of the act 
of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1214), and as 
amended by section 10 of the act of May 3, 
1945 (59 Stat. 105) (22 U. S. C. 23f and 23g). 

(48) Section 32 of the act of May 24, 1924, 
as added to that act by section 7 of the act 
of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1214), and as 
amended by section 5 of the act of July 3, 
1946 (Public Law 488, 79th Cong.) (22 
U. S. O. 23h). 

(49) Section 33 of the act of May 24, 1924, 
as added to that act by section 7 of the act 
of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1215), and 
as amended by section 4 of the act of April 
24, 1939 (ch, 84, Public Law No. 40, 53 sss 
588) (22 U. S. C. 3a and 231). 

(50) Section 34 of the act of May 24, 1924, 
as added to that act by section 7 of the act 
of February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1216) (22 
U. S. C. 23j). 

(51) That part of the act of February 27, 
1925 (ch. 364, Public Law No. 502, 43 Stat. 
1017), which under the heading “Diplo- 
matic and consular service“ and the sub- 
heading “Allowance for clerk hire at United 
States consulates” reads as follows: “Clerks, 
whenever hereafter appointed, shall so far 
as possible, be appointed under civil-service 
rules and regulations”, and similar provisions 
in later acts (22 U. S. C. 56). 

(52) That part of the act of February 27, 
1925 (ch. 364, Public Law No. 502, 43 Stat. 
1016), which under the heading “Diplo- 
matic Service” and the subheading “Clerks 
at Embassies and Legations”, reads as fol- 
lows: “who (clerks at the Embassies and Le- 
gations) whenever hereafter appointed shall 
be citizens of the United States * * * and 
so far as practicable shall be appointed under 
civil-service rules and regulations”, and 
similar provisions in later acts (22 U. S. C. 
35). 

(53) Section 2 of the act of July 3, 1926 
(ch, 798, Public Law No. 519, 44 Stat. 903) 
(22 U. S. C. 21a). 

(54) Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 of the act 
of March 3, 1927 (ch. 365, Public Law No. 
768, 44 Stat. 1394), as amended by the act 
of April 12, 1930 (ch, 142, Public Law No. 
oy 155 Stat 163) (15 U. S. C. 197-19 7d and 
97f). 
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(55) The joint resolution of January 22, 
1930 (ch, 22, Public Res. No. 32, 46 Stat. 57) 
(22 U. S. C. 34a). 

(56) The act of June 5, 1930 (ch. 399, Pub- 
lic Law No. 304, 46 Stat. 497-499) (7 U. S. C. 
541-545). 

(57) The joint resolution of June 5, 1930 
(ch. 404, Public Res. No. 81, 46 Stat. 502) 
(22 U. S. C. 34b). 

(58) The act of January 21, 1931 (ch. 42, 
Public Law No. 569, 46 Stat. 1040) (22 U. S. 
C. 32a). 

(59) Section 1 of the act of February 23, 
1931 (46 Stat. 1207), as amended by section 2 
of the act ot May 3, 1945 (59 Stat. 102) (22 
U. S. C. 28a). 

(60) Section 2 of the act of February 23, 
1931 (46 Stat. 1207) (22 U. S. C. 23b). 

(61) Section 3 of the act of February 23, 
1931 (46 Stat. 1207), as amended by section 1 
of the act of April 24, 1939 (ch. 84, Public 
Law No. 40, 53 Stat, 583), and as further 
amended by section 3 of the act of May 3, 
1945 (59 Stat. 102) (22 U. S. C. 23c). 

(62) Section 4 of the act of February 23, 
1931 (46 Stat. 1207) (22 U. S. C. 23d). 

(63) Section 5 of the act of February 23, 
1931 (46 Stat. 1207) (22 U, S. C. 23e). 

(64) That part of section 209 of the act of 
June 30, 1932 (ch 314, Public Law No. 212, 
47 Stat. 405), as amended, which was added 
to that act by the act of April 30, 1940 (ch. 
172, Public Law No. 499, 54 Stat. 174) (5 U. 
S. C. 823a). 

(65) That part of Reorganization Plan No. 
II, made effective July 1, 1939, by the act of 
June 7, 1939 (ch. 193, Public Res. No. 20, 53 
Stat. 813), designated as subparagraphs (a), 
(b), and (c) under section 1 of part 1 (53 
Stat. 1431) (note under 5 U. S. C. 133t). 

(66) Section 1 of the act of May 3, 1945 
(59 Stat. 102) (22 U.S.C. 1a). 

(67) Section 12 of the act of May 3, 1945 
(59 Stat. 105) (22 U. S. C. 24). 


General repeal or amendment provision 


Sec. 1132. Any statute that is not repealed 
by section 1131 but which is inconsistent with 
any of the provisions of this act shall be con- 
sidered as having been amended or superseded 
by such provisions. 

Rights and liabilities under statutes that are 
repealed 

Sec. 1133. The repeal of the several statutes 
or parts of statutes accomplished by section 
1131 shall not affect any act done or right 
accruing or accrued, or any suit or proceed- 
ing had or commenced in any civil cause, be- 
fore such repeal, but all rights and liabilities 
under the statutes or parts thereof so re- 
pealed shall continue, and may be enforced in 
the same manner as if such repeal had not 
been made; subject, however, to the provi- 
sions of section 1134. 

Statutes previously repealed by implication 

Sec. 1134. The repeal of the several stat- 
utes or parts of statutes accomplished by sec- 
tion 1131 shall not be construed as a revival, 
up to the effective date of this act, of any 
statute or part of a statute that may have 
previously been repealed by implication, 
Continuance in force of existing rules, regu- 

lations, and executive orders 

Sec. 1135. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of this act, existing rules, regulations of or 
applicable to the Service, and Executive or- 
ders shall remain in effect until revoked or 
rescinded or until modified or superseded by 
regulations made in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this act, unless clearly inconsistent 
with the provisions of this act, 


PART E—EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACT 


Sec. 1141. The effective date of this act 
shall be 3 months following the date of 
its enactment. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that a second be 
considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, the legis- 
lation we are bringing up now under sus- 
pension has been considered for a great 
number of months. A report made by 
the subcommittee has been presented to 
you. That subcommittee consisted of 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
Kee], the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. RICHARDS], and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Vorys]. They worked 
very hard on this legislation. It is some- 
thing that is necessary. I compliment 
the members of the subcommittee for the 
great work they have done. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BLOOM. I am very pleased to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. Were those items which 
the gentleman from Michigan and I 
called to the attention of the committee 
corrected as we understood they were to 
be corrected? 

Mr. BLOOM. All of the suggestions 
made of amendments to perfect this bill 
by the gentleman from New York, the 
gentleman from Michigan, the General 
Accounting Office, the Bureau of the 
Budget, and everyone who brought any- 
thing to us which would be of help to our 
subcommittee of the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs were incorporated in the bill 
and I believe now you have a perfect bill. 
I thank the gentleman from New York 
for calling that to our attention. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield the balance 
of the time to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. KEE]. 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill 
for the reorganization of the Foreign 
Service of the State Department. The 
bill is long overdue. There has been no 
reorganization of that department since 
the year 1924. During that year a bill 
was introduced in the House by the then 
Representative Rogers, the husband of 
the distinguished Representative from 
Massachusetts, who is today a member of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. That 
bill was the first attempt to properly 
organize the Foreign Service. Since that 
time there has been no attempt at reor- 
ganization, and the Service has been 
working under the provisions of the 
Rogers bill for 22 years. There has been 
much legislation in respect to the opera- 
tion of the Service, but the legislation 
made no changes in the classification. 
There has also been no change in the 
salaries of those employees, with the ex- 
ception of the raise recently accorded 
generally to all Federal employees. 

This bill is not the result of the work 
of one man. No man can take pride of 
authorship in it because it was drafted 
within the State Department after long 
weeks of study and effort of able and ex- 
perienced men. It might be well for me 
to here explain why the bill is brought 
so quickly to the floor of the House after 
its introduction on July 8. As a matter 
of fact, a full and complete draft of this 
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bill was brought to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs in the early part of April, 
before its introduction in the House. 
This draft of the proposed legislation 
was considered by the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. Because of the great im- 
portance of the proposed measure it was 
determined to refer it to a subcommittee. 

The chairman of that full committee 
thereupon appointed a subcommittee con- 
sisting of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Vorys], the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. RicHarps], and myself to take 
over and examine, with the represent- 
atives of the State Department, the full 
and complete draft of the bill. We 
started early in April, and workec several 
weeks with five representatives of the 
State Department. We examined this 
bill very carefully, word by word, sen- 
tence by sentence, and section by section 
during eight extensive conferences. To- 
gether with these five representatives of 
the State Department, the subcommittee 
went through the bill with extreme care, 
and we made something like 100 changes 
in the proposed measures. Some of those 
changes were major and some of them 
were minor, but they all met with the 
approval of the State Department. 

Early in this month we made our re- 
port to the Foreign Affairs Committee, 
showing the amendments which we had 
made during the course of our examina- 
tion of the measure. The Foreign Affairs 
Committee immediately took up the bill 
and reported it favorably by a unani- 
mous vote. Incidentally, I might re- 
mark here that this same bill, after it 
was reported from the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, was introduced in the Sen- 
ate by Senator CONNALLY, chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee of 
that body, and has been reported out by 
that committee. 

It is unfortunate, of course, that we 
do not have sufficient time for a com- 
plete and thorough examination of the 
bill. But I want to say that this com- 
mittee was furnished by the State De- 
partment with all the information that 
we asked. We were furnished with full 
and complete reports in every respect. 
We were given every possible assistance. 
We went over the measure with them 
carefully. After we had reported it back 
to the Foreign Affairs Committee, and 
after it was introduced in the House, 
the matter was taken up with all the 
departments of this Government who 
had any interest in the measure. It was 
taken up with the Department of Labor, 
the Department of Commerce, and the 
Department of Agriculture, all of those 
departments being interested in the 
measure. Each of those departments, 
I believe suggested some changes in the 
bill, which changes the committee care- 
fully considered. These suggestions were 
called to the attention of the represen- 
tatives of the State Department, and 
they agreed to such changes and modifi- 
cations as the other departments sug- 


_ gested. The matter has also been thor- 


oughly discussed with the chairmen and 
the ranking members of various commit- 
tees of this House who are interested in 
the legislation, notably with the chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Appropri- 
ations, the gentleman from Michigan 
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(Mr. Razaut], whose committee handles 
the appropriations for the Foreign Serv- 
ice of the State Department. It has 
also been discussed with every Member 
of this body who mentioned the matter 
to us and announced his interest in for- 
eign affairs, Changes were made where- 
ever necessary to perfect the bill. To 
the best of my knowledge I believe every- 
one is satisfied with the bill as it is now 
presented. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, KEE. I yield. 

Mr. SABATH. This is the State De- 
partment reorganization bill for which 
the gentleman applied for a rule before 
the Rules Committee? 

Mr. KEE. It is. 

Mr. SABATH. I wish to say that a 
rule was granted by unanimous vote of 
the Committee on Rules. Having heard 
the statement of the gentleman from 
West Virginia and other members of his 
committee I express the hope that this 
bill passes under suspension, for it will 
save a great deal of the time of the 
House. 

Mr. KEE. I thank the gentleman for 
his contribution. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. I wish to say to the 
membership of the House that the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia has cooperated about this bill in 
every possible way and manner. He 
was most anxious that everybody who 
knew about State Department matters 
should be informed as to what was in 
the bill. He came to our committee and 
took counsel with us about appropria- 
tions for the State Department and 
talked with us about different provi- 
sions in the bill. I can really say that 
the gentleman from West Virginia is to 
be highly complimented for the fine 
manner in which he handled this highly 
important legislation. 

It is true that it was thought some 
changes should be made. I know the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser] 
and I thought there should be a change 
with respect to the 10 percent transfer- 
ability of funds clause, and that provi- 
sion is now out of the bill. Several 
amendments were agreed to and are in- 
corporated in the bill as it is presented 
under a suspension of the rules. 

I commend the gentleman from West 
Virginia on the fine statesmanlike man- 
ner in which he has handled the whole 
matter. 

Mr. KEE. I thank the gentleman and 
wish to advise him that the changes 
suggested by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Ragaur] and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Taper] have been 
made, and I am sure the bill is now satis- 
factory. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I yield. 

Mr. COLMER. I also would like to 
pay my respects and compliments to the 
gentleman from West Virginia and his 
subcommittee for the splendid work they 
have done on this bill. As I recall it, 
a subcommittee of my Committee on 
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Postwar Economic Policy and Planning 
made a mission for the Congress last fall, 
visited some 14 of these embassies lo- 
cated in these various foreign countries, 
particularly in Europe, and recommend- 
ed that this subject be handled pretty 
largely in the manner in which it is being 
handled here at this time. 

On behalf of my committee, I wish to 
express our appreciation to the gentle- 
man and his committee for their work. 

Mr. KEE. On behalf of the members 
of the committee and myself, I express 
to the gentleman our appreciation of his 
remarks. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I gladly yield to my col- 
league from Alabama, a member of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. JARMAN. While I have no au- 
thority to speak for the membership of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, I can 
speak personally. I believe every mem- 
ber of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
will agree with me when I express the 
opinion to the gentleman that he and 
the members of his subcommittee have 
done a magnificent job on this bill. I 
know he and they worked diligently for 
weeks and months and took a great load 
from the full committee. As a member 
of the committee, I appreciate it very 
much and wish to thank sincerely the 
gentleman and the members of his sub- 
committee. They have done an excel- 
lent job indeed for the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, for the Foreign Service, and 
especially for the country. 

Mr KEE. I thank the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. I strongly favor 
this legislation. I wish to join with the 
others in congratulating the able chair- 
man of this subcommittee for the won- 
derful job he has done on this measure. 

Mr. KEE. I thank the gentleman from 
Illinois. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEE. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, for a year 
or more I have had the pleasure of 
serving on the Foreign Affairs Commit- 
tee with the distinguished gentleman 
from West Virginia now addressing the 
House, and chairman of the subcommit- 
tee handling this bill. Although I am 
now serving on the Appropriations 
Committee, I can assure the gentleman 
that I would look with favor upon even 
a renewal of further interest in this bill 
at the proper time. I think the sub- 
committee should be complimented. The 
Subcommittee on Appropriations having 
jurisdiction of this matter knows it is a 
very deserving measure, and I am only 
too pleased to add my comment to what 
my colleagues have presented so far. 

Mr. KEE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly 
that time will not permit a full explana- 
tion of the bill; however, we made a full 
and voluminous report, in which we in- 
eluded explanation in respect to every 


JULY 20 


phase of the legislation. It is my sincere 
hope that the bill may have the support 


of every member of this body. 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 


‘Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 


Mr. Speaker, the subcommittee which 
considered this matter deserves a great 
deal of credit for the tireless work that 
it did in preparing this reorganization 
bill. Personally, I am sorry that we do 
not have a longer time to consider the 
bill, that it is brought up in the clos- 
ing days of the Congress, because there 
are certain things I would like to have 
changed. I do not believe we can 
change them at this late hour. 

Mr. Speaker, all of the changes made 
in this bill in connection with the re- 
organization of the Foreign Service will 
be useless if the Foreign Service offi- 
cers who go out into the field are not 
given information as to the policy of 
whatever administration is in power, 
if they are not given instructions by 
the Department of State as to what is 
expected of them. 

In 1944, during the war, I visited four 
countries and everywhere I found the 
same condition to exist, namely, that the 
Foreign Service officers in the various 
countries did not know what was ex- 
pected of them. They did not know the 
policy of the State Department and, if 
they went ahead themselves and took any 
initiative they were punished. The 
legislation now before us will not cure 
that evil. 

I have offered legislation that I hope 
will be passed which provides for the 
forming of a permanent secretariat, such 
as England has, a secretariat to the 
Cabinet, so that a record of the meetings 
of the Cabinet may be kept and the 
State Department, the War Depart- 
ment, the Navy Department, or any 
other department will know exactly what 
the policy of the Cabinet is and could 
go ahead and act accordingly. 

A member of the British Embassy told 

me that during the early days of the Brit- 
ish loan they did not want to call back 
a high representative from England re- 
garding it. They did not know what they 
should do, so they sent for the minutes 
of the cabinet meeting. Those minutes 
came to this country and they then went 
ahead without making a great stir in 
England and in the United States by call- 
ing a high dignitary back from England. 
If we had a system such as that I think 
our Foreign Service and our State De- 
partment would be infinitely stronger. 
Briefly the principal features of the For- 
eign Service Act of 1946 are: 
First. A new Board of the Foreign 
Service is established to advise the Sec- 
retary of State on the administration 
of the Service. It provides for represen- 
tation of the Departments of Commerce; 
Labor, and Agriculture, in planning and 
development, and for participation by 
other Government agencies. 

Second. Posts held by ambassadors 
and ministers are classified in 4 grades 
depending upon their importance. Sal- 
aries of ambassadors and ministers, 
fixed in 1855 at $17,500 and $10,000 re- 
spectively, are raised to range from $15,- 
000 to 825,000. These salaries, together 
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with adequate allowances, will bring 
compensation closer to that of represent- 
atives of other countries. 

Third. The number of classes of For- 
eign Service officers which since 1924 has 
been 11 is reduced to 6 to increase ad- 
ministrative efficiency. Salaries will 
range from $3,300 to $13,500 instead of 
from $3,271.80 to $10,000 as at present. 

Fourth. A new class of career min- 
ister is established. A Foreign Service 
officer will enter this class when ap- 
pointed to one of a group of key posi- 
tions designated by the Secretary of 
State. Thus a Foreign Service officer can 
bScome a minister while still remaining 
if the Service instead of resigning at 
present. 

Fifth. A Foreign Service Reserve Of- 
ficer Corps is established to provide a 
means of gaining the services of spe- 
cialists in all fields. Rank, pay, titles, 
and status will be the same as for For- 
eign Service officers. These men, who 
will be drawn both from the Government 
and from outside it, will serve up to 4 
years and will be eligible for transfer to 
the permanent Service. 

Sixth. A Foreign Service Staff Corps is 
established to include the present Amer- 
ican fiscal, administrative and clerical, 
and auxiliary personnel and some spe- 
cialists. Salaries will range up to $10,- 
000 instead of to $7,102.20 as at present. 

Seventh. The bill provides for the ap- 
pointment of officers in limited num- 
bers to the middle and upper ranks after 
examination. Such officers must have 
had service in the Department of State 
or the Staff Corps or as a Foreign Serv- 
ice Reserve officer. 

Eighth. The “promotion-up or selec- 
tion-out” system of the United States 
Navy is adapted to the Service. For- 
eign Service officers who fail to win pro- 
motion within a stipulated period of time 
will be retired. 

Ninth. The retirement system is im- 
proved and modified to fit the new pro- 
motion system; age of mandatory re- 
tirement is 60 instead of 65; voluntary 
retirement is 50 after 20 years of service. 

Tenth. A “Foreign Scrvice Institute” 
is established, comparable to the Army 
and Navy Command and for naval staff 
schools, He will furnish in-service 
training in all phases of Foreign Service 
work to officers and employees through- 
out their careers. 

Eleventh. Foreign Service officers are 
required to serve at least three of their 
first 15 years of service in the United 
States and are entitled to home leave in 
this country after every 2 years abroad. 
This will permit them to renew their 
knowledge of the United States. 

Twelfth. Existing legislation is codi- 
fied to increase efficiency in administer- 
ing the Service. 

I do not want to take up any more 
time because the members of the sub- 
committee who worked so hard on the 
legislation want to be heard. I am de- 
lighted that there will be this change in 
the Foreign Service, although I am not 
satisfied with the salaries or with some 
other provisions of the bill. They are 
not large enough or, perhaps, I should 
say the allowances are not sufficient. If 
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the salaries are made higher, the income 
tax will eat the increases up. 

Mr. Speaker, this is no time to criticize 
the Foreign Service or make fun of it. 
By and large our Foreign Service with 
many handicaps did a fine job during the 
war in war-torn countries. The criti- 
cism of them and lack of appreciation 
has caused some of the ablest of our 
Foreign Service officers to resign. It is 
regrettable and even alarming the re- 
organization bill will not cure that sit- 
uation. The men who administer it must 
be men of character and of vision. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I would like to know 
what the salary and allowances are that 
are provided for the ambassadors and 
ministers from the United States. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Posts held by ambassadors and minis- 
ters are classified in four grades depend- 
ing upon their importance. Salaries of 
ambassadors and ministers, fixed in 1855 
at $17,500 and $10,000, respectively, are 
raised to range from $15,000 to $25,000. 
These salaries, together with adequate 
allowances, will bring compensation 
closer to that of representatives of other 
countries. 

I think one reason the salaries were 
not raised and made higher was because, 
as I repeated before, the income taxes 
would be higher and the salaries would 
not be of much value. So, this bill in- 
creases the allowance. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that the members 
of the subcommittee who have worked 
so hard on this bill want to be heard. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. I want to ask the gen- 
tlewoman this question. She is talking 
about increasing the salaries. I think 
the membership of this House should 
know that this 106-page bill reorganizing 
the Department of State is one of the 
most important bills ever brought before 
this House. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
realize that, and that is why I am ex- 
tremely sorry that it is brought up in 
this way. 

Mr. STEFAN. We are given only 40 
minutes’ debate, without the possibility 
of reading this bill under the 5-minute 
Tule, and here you are going to increase 
salaries for Ambassadors from $17,500 to 
$25,000. In addition, you are giving them 
considerable increase in allowances. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I will 
say to the gentleman that I do not be- 
grudge those salaries in the least. There 
are some other provisions in the bill I 
am not satisfied with. 

Mr. STEFAN. The bill should be de- 
bated. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, I 
agree with the gentlemen. Foreign Sery- 
ice officers have been underpaid. I am 
glad of their pay increase. There are 
other things in the bill that I would like 
to debate other than that, but the time is 
so short. When the Rogers Act for the 
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reorganization bill passed in 1945 there 
was long debate upon it. For obvious 
reasons no one is more interested than 
I in having a strong and effective For- 
eign Service. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. JONKMAN]. 

Mr. JONKMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
purpose to support this bill. Our posi- 
tion in foreign affairs, especially as com- 
pared with our prewar status, makes this 
legislation imperative, 

However, I feel that I owe a duty to the 
House to disclose the results of an inves- 
tigation made by me in recent weeks. 

This is a bill to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the 
United States. At the hearings on the 
bill I called the attention of Under Secre- 
tary Acheson, who appeared as a witness, 
to a speech made on the floor of the 
House by the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Cox]—see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
May 2, 1946, page 4350—intimating that 
under a free hand given the Secretary of 
State by the President the FBI had been 
called in and hundreds of the personnel 
had been screened out and that they were 
going out daily under investigation and 
test of loyalty to our form of government 
and institutions. 

I asked Under Secretary Acheson if the 
State Department was really being im- 
proved and strengthened in this way. He 
denied the assertion, stating that these 
hundreds “were let go for economy rea- 
sons,” that “of all the lists submitted by 
Members of Congress, and other per- 
sons, raising the Communist issue—at 
another point he referred to this as af- 
filiation with progressive organizations— 
against various permanent Department 
personnel” he said, “accusations against 
but one employee have been substanti- 
ated, and this person has been dis- 
charged.” 

Shortly after that I was appointed as 
a subcommittee of one by the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs to make an investiga- 
tion of the real facts of the matter. 

I have made such an investigation and 
find that the Under Secretary was much 
nearer the real facts than was the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. Cox]. 

It is my well-founded opinion that not 
a single person has been separated from 
the Department of State exclusively be- 
cause of doubts of his loyalty to our 
Government and its principles. This, 
notwithstanding that examination of the 
files in the Security Committee, charged 
with screening such persons, separation 
of such persons from the Department 
Was positively recommended in many 
cases. Some of these held key positions, 
where they have access to top secret in- 
formation. The reasons for such recom- 
mendation ran all the way from “overt 
acts on behalf of a Soviet espionage or- 
ganization” to “belonging to Communist 
Front organizations and distributing 
Communist literature.” 

The machinery for the screening 
process is found in the Office for Admin- 
istration, under Assistant Secretary 
Donald S. Russell. All applicants for 
positions are first submitted to Chief 
Special Agent Thomas F. Fitch. The 
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answers to a comprehensive question- 
naire concerning education, previous 
positions and affiliations are carefully 
checked with the help of various sub- 
agencies, as well as other agencies all 
over the United States. If nothing is 
found against the applicant in this 
branch, he is cleared. However, if any- 
thing is found, the Chief Special Agent 
turns the file over to the Security Com- 
mittee. 

This is a committee consisting of 6 
persons, chosen from within the Depart- 
ment of State. They make a further, 
I think it is called a horizontal check, 
with the FBI, the G-2, the ONI, the 
House Committee to Investigate Un- 
American Activities, and similar sources 
of information. After examination and 
consideration of the evidence in the rec- 
ord, this committee makes a written re- 
port in each case and recommends sepa- 
ration from the Department if the facts 
warrant such action. 

Up to this point the machinery works 
excellently. Ifind that personnel of this 
committee is sincere and efficient. But 
right at this point the machinery breaks 
down completely for want of a definite 
policy in the Department. In other 
words, after this “jury” has found a 
“just and fair verdict,” there seems to 
be no one to pronounce judgment and 
render execution. And this is true only 
in these cases involving loyalty and the 
consequent danger to the interests of the 
United States. 

I was informed that most of these 
troubles for the Department came in Oc- 
tober 1945 after the Presidential decree 
covering some 4,000 employees from the 
OWI, the OSS, the FEA, and the Enemy 
Branch into the Department. Of these 
some 3,000 have been screened, resulting 
in 285 adverse reports, of which 79 have 
been separated from the Department. 
But when I asked to be shown even one 
file in which one of these 79 was shown 
to have been separated for disloyalty 
only, none could be found. 

On the other hand I had secured from 
other sources outside the Department a 
list of persons considered to have or have 
had Communist affiliations, and in nearly 
every instance I found that the file rec- 
ommended their dismissal. When I 
asked for more cases I was readily shown 
some not on my list, although I was not 
able to obtain an estimate of their total 
number so recommended for separation. 

It seems to me that the recommenda- 
tion of the security committee in these 
cases should be automatically carried 
into effect by some official in the Depart- 
ment under a definite policy and written 
directives for such policy. It would seem 
also that whereas I find that heretofore 
the security committee has resolved 
doubts in favor of the employee or pro- 
spective employee, all doubt should be 
resolved in favor of the security of the 
United States. The vulnerability of the 
State Department in this respect makes 
such a rule imperative. 

It seems to me that Congress intended 
such a policy and made its implementa- 
tion simple by the so-called McCarran 
rider, included in Public Law No. 490, 
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Seventy-ninth Congress, approved July 
5, 1946, which provides: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 6 
of the act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 555), 
or the provisions of any other law, the Secre- 
tary of State may, in his absolute discretion, 
on or before June 30, 1947, terminate the em- 
ployment of any officer or employee of the 
Department of State or of the Foreign Service 
of the United States whenever he shall deem 
such termination necessary or advisable in 
the interests of the United States, but such 
termination shall not affect the right of such 
officer or employee to seek or accept employ- 
ment in any other department or agency of 
the Government if declared eligible for such 
employment by the United States Civil 
Service Commission. 


Under date of July 18 last I wrote 
Secretary Byrnes of my findings, substan- 
tially as aforesaid, and inquired whether 
such policy and directives were in exist- 
ence and if not would he favor such a 
policy? Unfortunately, Mr. Byrnes was 
out of the city and my letter did not 
reach him, but last evening he reached 
me by telephone. Mr. Byrnes informed 
me that he was not familiar with the 
issues having been, as we all know, abroad 
most of the time, but he assured me that 
he would, upon his return Monday, im- 
mediately examine the before-mentioned 
files, the facts, and the McCarran rider, 
and assured me that he would favor and 
do what is necessary to establish a policy 
definitely separating disloyal persons 
from the Department. 

I sincerely hope so and again wish to 
state that in the investigation I found no 
evidence of any suspicion against per- 
sonnel in the Foreign Service. It con- 
cerns rather the permanent depart- 
mental personnel. Nevertheless I felt 
I owed this statement to the House. 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. JONKMAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. KEE. Did not the gentleman dis- 
cover from his examination that the 
Foreign Service is singularly free from 


‘any accusation of association with com- 


munism? 

Mr. JONKMAN. Yes. I may say to 
the gentleman that it was stated at the 
committee meeting that only one em- 
ployee had been discharged from the 
Foreign Service for what might be called 
Communist affiliations, but I was not 
able in the records and files of the Se- 
curity Department to find that one. As 
far as my report is concerned, it is really 
collateral to this bill, but the investiga- 
tion was stimulated by it and I still feel 
that I owe it to the Members of the 
House to acquaint them with the in- 
vestigation I made. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, JONKMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am deeply in- 
terested in this particular subject mat- 
ter. The fact of the matter is that the 
whole thing ought to be more carefully 
examined, and the examination should 
go into the whole problem of the investi- 
gation of personnel throughout the Gov- 
ernment, I call the gentleman’s atten- 
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tion to a supplementary report that is 
being filed today by me as a member of 
a subcommittee of the House Committee 
on the Civil Service with respect to this 
problem. The whole problem ought to 
be carefully examined. I am interested 
in the gentleman’s statement. 

Mr. JONKMAN. I quite agree wilh 
the gentleman from Kansas. The De- 
partment of State because of its vulner- 
ability has been kept more free from this 
infiltration of subversive influences than 
other departments of the Government. 
This is shown by the fact that its real 
troubles began when the President cov- 
ered the agencies I have mentioned into 
the State Department in October 1945. 
If such an agency as the Security Com- 
mittee above-mentioned were operating 
in several of the other agencies of the 
Government the American people would 


be amazed at the extent to which Com- 


munist personnel is operating in our 
governmental machinery. It is also true 
that the screening should be done thor- 
oughly before they enter Government 
employ because it is far more difficult 
to dislodge them once they become in- 
trenched in a Government office. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Vorys]. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if 
we had a perfect Foreign Service, or the 
best possible Foreign Service, this bill 
would not be needed. Our Foreign Sery- 
ice was caught with its striped pants in 
the wrong place by World War II. This 
bill is an attempt to correct the situation; 
it is based on the idea that from now on 
we must wage peace with the determined 
skill that we waged war, and that takes 
career professionals, not political ama- 
teurs. 

Under President Coolidge, in 1924, the 
career Foreign Service on a merit basis 
was started by the Rogers Act. Since 
then a lot of things have happened. 
What do we expect from our Foreign 
Service? Well, in over 300 posts in 58 
countries they must win friends and in- 
fluence people for the U. S. A. They must 
look after our interests, and our people, 
away from home. They must tell the 
State Department what is going on, and 
they must be informed by the State De- 
partment what is coming off. Our for- 
eign policy is simply the best course for 
this country in view of the situation here 
and abroad. The reason many people 
are saying we have no foreign policy is 
because what we do seems to ignore part 
of our situation at home, or to ignore 
the facts of life abroad. For years the 
Foreign Service was constantly bypassed 
by a President who was his own State 
Department. We know that volumi- 
nous reports from Foreign Service officers 
have laid around the State Department 
unread; that officers in foreign lands 
have waited in vain for instructions on 
our policy. Perhaps, as some say, these 
officers were not worth listening to; they 
were certainly worth instructing. At 
any rate, this bill reflects a determina- 
tion that from now on we will have a 
Foreign Service worth using in the de- 
termination and execution of our foreign 
policy. 
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This bill is a reorganization of the 
Foreign Service, which is practically a 
separate branch of the Government. 
Do not confuse this with reorganization 
of the State Department, which has been 
reorganized regularly, and irregularly, 
every few months in recent years. There 
have been four different Assistant Sec- 
retaries over the Foreign Service in a 
little over a year. The present one, Mr. 
Russell, is cooperating 100 percent in 
this Foreign Service reorganization, but 
the main man is Selden Chapin, Direc- 
tor of the Foreign Service, a career man, 
and an excellent one, with a splendid 
staff. This is no overnight plan. It 
has been intensively studied for over 2 
years. Criticism from inside and out- 
side the Service has been solicited, and 
every critical thing I have said is re- 
flected in self-criticism from inside the 
Service. Our subcommittee of three 
started to study their proposals back 
in April, This was not all new to us. 
Our Foreign Affairs Committee had-been 
studying this situation for years; a num- 
ber of bills from our committee improv- 
ing the Service have become law in the 
past few years. All of us were familiar 
with the work and problems of our For- 
eign Service abroad from personal ex- 
perience in other countries. We knew a 
general overhaul job was needed. We 
spent days at it and made over 100 
changes. 

We were going over this bill before it 
had cleared the Budget Office. We re- 
viewed their suggestions along with those 
from the State Department. In general, 
the Budget wanted a streamlined bill, 
with broad powers given the Secretary 
to do things by regulations. In general, 
we insisted upon a detailed bill, spelling 
out precisely just who was to do what, and 
when. The bill is drafted our way. That 
is one reason why it is so long—106 pages. 
We felt the bill should not be introduced 
at all until we could have practically a 
clean bill. That is why it was intro- 
duced so late. Additional last-minute 
changes account for the other amend- 
ments we are proposing. They do not 
change the principles involved in the 
bill. It is not perfect; time and expe- 
rience will dictate changes; it still con- 
tains discretionary powers that can be 
abused, as my colleague the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. RICHARDS] 
wisely observed, while we were working 
on it: “John, you can’t pass a law to 
repeal human nature.” I believe, how- 
ever, that it gets a reorganized Foreign 
Service off to a flying start. I want to pay 
my respects to the able and courteous 
and studious chairman of our subcom- 
mittee, Judge Kee. His vast experience 
and his legal mind were invaluable in our 
work. The gentleman from South Car- 
olina [Mr. Ricnarps], with experience in 
foreign affairs, legal acumen, and strong 
common sense, was equally helpful in 
this long job. I appreciate the attitude 
of the full committee in the 2 days 
going-over they gave to our work. 

Here is what the bill does: 

It makes the Foreign Service hard to 
get in, and hard to stay in. It provides 
salaries, allowances, and retirement that 
should attract and hold good men and 


keep the diplomatic service from being 
a rich man’s side line. It eliminates po- 
litical influence in the selection, assign- 
ment, and promotion of Foreign Service 
Officers, as thoroughly as this can be done 
on paper. ` It provides for continuous 
training of these officers during their 
service by a Foreign Service institute. 
It provides for their re-Americanization 
by sending them home regularly. It re- 
organizes the Foreign Service into six 
classes approximating military and na- 
val ranks. It creates a new class, career 
ministers, whose main job will be to do 
the professional work under a noncareer 
ambassador at, for instance, London or 
Moscow. It provides that a career man 
does not have to resign in order to be ap- 
pointed an ambassador or minister. At 
present, our law on this is as silly as if a 
colonel had to resign from the Army in 
order to be a general. Appointments of 
ambassadors and ministers are left to 
the President, as is required by the Con- 
stitution, and of course he may appoint 
Jimmy Cromwells or Ed Flynns, but a 
very good list of available career men is 
provided for him by this bill, in case he 
wants to use it. 

The second major arm of the Service 
is the staff branch, numbering about 
3,600, which corresponds roughly to For- 
eign Service officers, who number just 
over 800, as would staff specialists and 
technicians to line officers in the Army 
or Navy. Congress rewrote the pay and 
perquisites of this group last year. Their 
status is still further improved by this 
bill which creates long overdue incen- 
tives and opportunities for this group. 

The third branch of the Service is set 
up as the Foreign Service Reserve. We 
have had about 640 in the wartime aux- 
iliary which roughly corresponds to the 
Reserve and which is being liquidated. 
These are specialists and technical men, 
either from other departments of the 
Government or from civil life, who are 
brought in for not more than 4 years at 
atime. There will be about 150 of them. 
Scientists, journalists, businessmen are 
going to be needed in our missions abroad, 
They will bring in new ideas to our 
diplomats, and when they go back to 
their regular jobs they will take an 
understanding of our foreign affairs with 
them. They will ordinarily be working 
in their specialized lines but provision is 
made so that those who are “naturals” 
for the diplomatic service may become 
Foreign Service officers, upon passing 
proper examinations. Thus the Foreign 
Service will obtain new blood from the 
side as well as from the bottom. This 
will also create a little bad blood. There 
will be a little rivalry between the Regu- 
lars and the Reserves, and this will be 
good for the whole organization. 

It is possible that the Reserve could be 
used, by getting around the letter of the 
new law, to take care of unqualified 
political favorites of the party in power. 
If this happens, Congress in general, and 
certainly this Member in particular, if 
he is still in Congress, will clear up the 
situaton with a legislative meat cleaver. 

In this bill, aliens in our Foreign 
Service are transferred to a separate 
corps for administration. There are 
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about 3,000 of them all over the world, 
clerks, couriers, interpreters, porters. 

In addition to these changes there are 
many corrections of abuses or red-tape 
annoyances that have been in our laws 
for years; and the repeal of a lot of 
archaic laws that had been almost for- 
gotten until they were dug up by the 
thoroughgoing research that was part 
of the preparation of this bill. This is 
another reason why the bill is so long. 

Salaries of ambassadors and ministers 
have been $17,500 and $10,000, since 
1855ə This bill increases them to $25,000 
tapering down to $15,000. In the six 
classes of the Foreign Service the top 
bracket is raised $3,500 to $13,500 and the 
lowest bracket only $28.20 to 83,300. The 
reason for this is that we are not con- 
sidering bare subsistence pay, but pay to 
attract and hold outstanding men. If 
the pay and the work in the years ahead 
is attractive, good men can be obtained 
at the bottom for $3,500. 

Maintenance allowances for our chief 
representatives are not specified by law, 
but should range from $25,000 down to 
$3,000 depending upon the post. Repre- 


sentation allowances are not specified, 


but should be generous. A traveling 
salesman has to spend money for enter- 
tainment; our representatives abroad 
have similar expenses, if they are to sell 
America all over the world. 

In general, the whole plan of allow- 
ances for dangerous, unhealthy posts, for 
inflated currency, for travel or other pur- 
poses, is to put a man abroad in the same 
financial position he would be in at home, 
so that he does not sacrifice financially 
by his foreign service. In this way, any 
able Foreign Service officer can afford 
to take any foreign post, and our Gov- 
ernment will not be forced to the un- 
American expedient of hunting a man 
with sufficient private income to pay the 
expense of serving his country. 

The additional cost of all of this, the 
whole bill, is estimated at $4,960,914, 
This would be about a 9-percent increase 
in the Foreign Service appropriation of 
$52,805,900. The biggest increase, $970,- 
000, is in home-leave expense, to get these 
people back oftener and get them ac- 
quainted with their own country, par- 
ticularly since many of them are overdue 
under existing law. No. 8 from the top 
increase is Foreign Service officers’ sal- 
aries, $312,000. No. 9 from the top is 
$292,000 for increases in salaries of am- 
bassadors and ministers. The item is 
small because the numbers involved are 
few. 

The value of these increases, compared 
with the cost, can be very large. We want 
these representatives of ours, far from 
home, to know they are appreciated; we 
want them working hard to represent us. 
reporting accurately and intelligently on} 
what is going on; and we want their re-, 
ports to be considered, receiving instruc-' 
tions on our policies, and we want them 
instructed—in difficult, dangerous, un- 
healthy posts, lonesome, homesick at 
times—and we want them homesick for 
we want them to know and love their 
homeland; worried for fear they will not 
be promoted up, but selected out; and 
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we want them to worry about that; con- 
fident that political finagling against 
them is not going on behind their backs; 
and we want them to feel that way; in- 
spired that they represent the greatest, 
best country on earth; we want them 
that way, too. We want better men to 
want to join them. We want to hold the 
good ones, get rid of the bad ones and 
the mediocre ones. In the difficult, ex- 
citing days that lie ahead, full of world- 
wide trouble, and problems and oppor- 
tunities for America, we can secure better 
service from our Foreign Service under 
this bill. We need such a service today. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. STEFAN. The gentleman should 
tell the House, however, that while these 
salaries of ambassadors and ministers 
have not been raised in a long while you 
have made a very liberal jump in their 
salaries. You increase the salary of a 
man getting $17,000 up to $25,000 and 
you give them $25,000 a year representa- 
tion allowance, which is very liberal. In 
the class 1 officers, you jump a man from 
$10,000 to $13,500. That is quite a jump, 
is it not? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. That is right. 

Mr. STEFAN. The House should 
tmow what you are doing in this 106- 
page bill. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. That is right. 
I want the House to know. It has been 
publicized as much as we could publicize 
it. I think the gentleman would agree 
with me, having traveled all over the 
world, that if we had a perfect Foreign 
Service and the finest officers available 
we would not need this. It is because 
we have to compete with business and 
industry to attract and hold the best 
men possible that we must increase sal- 
aries. Remember, too, that our Foreign 
Service must compete with the smartest 
men other countries can secure for this 
work, and they are well financed. Lord 
Halifax had a tax-free allowance of 
$70,000 for representing his country 
here, when Ambassador Winant was re- 
ceiving $31,000 above taxes to represent 
us in England. 

Mr, STEFAN. The time will come 
when the committee of which I am a 
member must make an appropriation of 

this $4,000,000 or $5,000,000 which you 
are increasing here. My argument is 
that you should have more time to de- 
bate an important bill like this. I agree 
with the gentleman that there should be 
some increases in salaries in the Foreign 
Service. You say this bill has been con- 
sidered very carefully. With reference 
to the misconduct item, I think you have 
overlooked a point there. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I will be very 
glad to discuss that with the gentleman. 

Mr. STEFAN. In one section you say 

‘that a Foreign Service officer who is 
found guilty of some misconduct will be 
discharged and lose his entire pension. 

Under present legislation he does at 
least get his pension. 

Mr. VORYS or Ohio. The provision 
we have there was the recommendation 
of the Foreign Service officers them- 
selves, from all over the world, as are all 
of such provisions, rewritten only by our 
subcommittee. 
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Mr. RICHARDS. Mr, Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. RICHARDS. I just want to add 
that I served on this subcommittee with 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
KEE] and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Vorys]. I never saw two men work 
harder on any bill considered by a com- 
mittee of this House upon which I served. 
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorys], 
himself, was dissatisfied with some of the 
provisions of the bill at first, and to my 
knowledge he proposed about 40-odd 
different amendments. - We on the Dem- 
ocratic side of the House of Representa- 
tives, and of the State Department, got 
together with him and satisfied him as to 
his objections. He did great work. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I want to say 
this about our work. On this committee 
I was the lone Republican. Our distin- 
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. KEE], and my be- 
loved friend from South Carolina [Mr. 
Ricwarps] were Democrats. I want to 
say that we did not avoid politics. We 
discussed politics from every angle, and 
how politics might penetrate the admin- 
istration of the Foreign Service. Every 
time there was a practical, workable way 
to keep politics out of the Foreign Serv- 
ice, all three of us voted to keep the 
Politics out. I want to pay tribute to the 
other members of this subcommittee. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. BLOOM. I would like to state to 
the Members why you were selected on 
this committee of three. If you do not 
do it, I would like to have permission to 
do it. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Very well, you 
may state it. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Vorys] was the principal ob- 
jector at all times when this bill was 
under consideration. So, when a sub- 
committee was appointed to consider this 
bill, the Chair suggested Mr. KEE and Mr. 
Ricwarps, and then thought it would be a 
good idea, so as to be sure to have the 
right kind of a bill, properly written, 


everything considered, to place the gen- 


tleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorys] on there 
to represent the kickers. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I did more than 
just kick. Republicans have done more 
than just kick about our Foreign Service. 
This idea of a career Foreign Service 
started in 1924 under President Coolidge 
when Congressman Rogers, the distin- 
guished husband of our colleague the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. 
Rocers], put through a bill which has 
been the cornerstone of the career serv- 
ice. Time and experience have shown 
the necessity for these changes, which 
have been studied for 2 years, and re- 
viewed and amended by unanimous ac- 
tion of our subcommittee. 

I hope the House accepts our handi- 
work. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question is, Will the House sus- 
pend the rules and pass the bill as 
amended. 
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The question was taken; and two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof, the 
rules were suspended, and the bill was 
passed, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
House Resolution 715, providing for the 
consideration of H. R. 6967, a bill to im- 
prove, strengthen, and expand the For- 
eign Service of the United States and to 
consolidate and revise the laws relating 
to its administration, will be laid upon 
the table. 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial. 


INCREASE IN ANNUAL PAY FOR DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA SCHOOL TEACHERS 


Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 2 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
discussed with the gentleman from Ohio 
LMr. FEIGHAN] the prospective annual 
pay raise of $450 for District of Columbia 
school teachers which has been unani- 
mously approved by the House District 
Committee; but I am not satisfied that 
this horizontal increase in itself meets 
the situation beyond what might be 
termed pressing and temporary need, and 
I suggested when this proposal becomes 
law that a further and comprehensive 
plan be presented to the Congress which 
would be all inclusive and which would 
make of the District of Columbia school 
system a model for the entire Nation to 
follow. It should provide further and 
substantial increases in pay for all classes 
of teachers. The amount of increase 
should be commensurate with the sery- 
ice rendered. There should be estab- 
lished by law a progressive and auto- 
matic schedule of promotions and rate 
of pay. The teaching profession in all 
its aspects should be made worth while 
and attractive as a career. Toward that 
end, remuneration for service in itself is 
insufficient. We must, I insist, provide 
generously for retirement. I am one 
who believes too that provision should 
be made for health insurance and for 
ample retirement of disabled teachers. 

To this we must add ample provision 
for the physical plant and equipment 
of the school system of the District of 
Columbia. In other words, for the con- 
struction and maintenance of healthful 
and sanitary buildings to house our chil- 
dren during their formative years, 
When we have attained this objective, 
we will have provided an educational 
pattern for the rest of the country to 
follow. I have always advocated this 
same course in the city of Detroit and 
in the State of Michigan. I am not sat- 
isfied with our system there. We have 
not fulfilled our obligation to our chil- 
dren and to those who are giving their 
lives to their education. I feel that any- 
thing we can do here in Washington will 
aid in a corrective way the manifest 
deficiencies in Detroit and elsewhere. 
Mind you, we are not the worst off, but 
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we are far from what I believe is the 
necessary level for the welfare of the 
country. 


INTERCHANGE OF PERSONS, KNOWL- 
EDGE, AND SKILLS BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND OTHER COUN- 
TRIES 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 
4982) to enable the Department of State 
more effectively to carry out its responsi- 
bilities in the foreign field by means of 
(a) public dissemination abroad of in- 
formation about the United States, its 
people, and its policies, and (b) promo- 
tion of the interchange of persons, 
knowledge, and skills between the people 
of the United States and the peoples of 
other countries, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purpose of 
promoting that mutual understanding be- 
tween peoples which is one of the essential 
foundations for durable peace and recogniz- 
ing that such understanding requires the 
continuing interchange of persons, knowl- 
edge, and skills, and in order that all present 
and future activities of departments, agen- 
cies, and independent establishments of the 
Government directed to these ends may be 
most effectively planned and integrated, the 
Secretary of State (hereinafter called the 
Secretary) is authorized to develop, main- 
tain, and carry into effect, programs for the 
interchange of persons, knowledge, and skills 
between the people of the United States and 
the peoples of other countries, including the 
Commonwealth of the Philippines, subject to 
the limitations contained in the following 
sections. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, when 
he finds it appropriate, to provide for the 
preparation, and dissemination abroad, of 
information about the United States, its peo- 
ple and its policies, through press, publica- 
tions, radio, motion pictures, and other in- 
formation media, and through information 
centers supervised by United States missions 
and consulates abroad, For this purpose, the 
Secretary is authorized to purchase, rent, 
construct, improve, maintain, and operate 
facilities for radio transmission and recep- 
tion, including the leasing of real property 
both within and without the continental 
limits of the United States for periods not to 
exceed 10 years. In approving international 
information activities as authorized by this 
act, it is the sense of the Congress: (1) that 
the Secretary of State shall promote by ap- 
propriate means the dissemination abroad of 
information about the United States by pri- 
vate American individuals and agencies, shall 
supplement such private information dis- 
semination where necessary, and shall reduce 
such Government information activities 
whenever corresponding private information 
dissemination is found to be adequate; (2) 
that nothing in this act shall be construed 
to give the Department of State a monopoly 
in the production or sponsorship on the air 
of shortwave broadcasting programs, or a 
monopoly in any other medium of informa- 
tion; (3) that the Department of State shall 
invite outstanding private leaders in Amer- 
ican cultural and informational fields to 
review and advise on the Government's in- 
ternational information activities; and (4) 
that all printed matter, films, broadcasts, 
and other materials in the fields of mass 
media shall, when disseminated by the Gov- 
ernment, be identified as to Government or 
private source. 

Sec, 3. The Secretary is authorized, when 
he finds it appropriate, and within the limita- 
tions of such appropriations as the Congress 
may provide, to make grants of money, 
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services, or property to governmental institu- 
tions, public or private nonprofit organiza- 
tions, and individuals, both in the United 
States and in other countries, so as to pro- 
vide for (a) interchanges of students, pro- 
fessors, and outstanding persons in the fields 
of press, radio, motion pictures, education, 
science, the arts, agriculture, public health, 
and other leaders of national affairs; and orl- 
entation lectures and services for such stu- 
dents, professors, and upon their 
arrival in the United States; (b) technical 
projects undertaken and jointly financed by 
the United States and another government, 
or by the United States and a private non- 
profit organization, for the common benefit 
of the United States and another country; 
(c) preparation and dissemination of infor- 
mational materials abroad; (d) preparation, 
distribution, and interchange of educational 
materials; (e) development and demonstra- 
tion of better methods for teaching the Eng- 
lish language abroad; and (f) assistance to 
American-founded, American-affiliated, and 
American-sponsored schools, libraries, and 
community centers abroad: Provided, That 
the Department of State shall exercise no 
control over the educational policies of 
schools receiving such grants: And provided 
further, That in making grants of money for 
libraries, and community centers under sub- 
section (f) of this section, the Secretary shall 
require that the grantee, during the effective 
period of the grant, enter into no rental or 
lease of real property for a period longer than 
1 year without prior approval of the Secre- 
tary, and in no event shall such lease or 
rental be for a term exceeding 5 years in 
duration. The Secretary is also authorized, 
at his discretion, to furnish, sell, or rent, by 
contract or otherwise, educational and infor- 
mational materials and equipment. 

Sec. 4. The act of May 25, 1938, entitled 
“An act authorizing the temporary detail of 
United States employees, possessing special 
qualifications, to governments of American 
Republics and the Philippines, and for other 
purposes,” as amended, is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“The Secretary is authorized, when the gov- 
ernment of another country is desirous of 
obtaining the services of a person having 
special scientific or other technical or pro- 
fessional qualifications, from time to time to 
detail or authorize the detail for temporary 
service, to or in cooperation with such gov- 
ernment, any person in the employ or serv- 
ice of the Government of the United States 
who has such qualifications, with the ap- 
proval of the department, agency, or inde- 
pendent establishment in which such per- 
son is employed or serving: Provided, That 
nothing in this act shall authorize the de- 
tail of officers or enlisted men of the United 
States Army, Navy, or Marine Corps for serv- 
ice relating to the organization, training, 
operation, development, or combat equipment 
of the armed forces of a foreign government. 
Any person, while detailed to another gov- 
ernment under the authority of this act, 
shall be considered, for the purpose of pre- 
serving his rights and privileges as such, an 
officer or employee of the Government of the 
United States and of the department, agency, 
or independent establishment from which 
detailed and shall continue to receive there- 
from compensation, and, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary may prescribe, he 
may receive additional compensation from 
such department, agency, or independent 
establishment not to exceed 50 percent of 
the compensation he was receiving as an 
officer or employee of-the United States at 
the time of detail and allowances and travel 
and related expenses which a Foreign Service 
officer or employee of comparable salary is 
authorized to receive: Provided, That the 
amount of extra compensation shall not ex- 
ceed the amount which the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to compensate such 
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individuals for additional expenses resulting 
from the detail, and not otherwise reim- 
bursed by this Government: And provided 
further, That any such person, while so de- 
tailed, may, at the discretion of his depart- 
ment, agency, or independent establishment, 
and under such rules and regulations as it 
may prescribe, accept an office under the 
government to which he is detailed if the 
acceptance of such an office, in the opinion 
of such department, agency, or independent 
establishment, is necessary to t the 
effective performance of duties for which he 
was detailed, or if he performs no duties of 
such an office other than making or approv- 
ing on behalf of such foreign government 
disbursement of funds provided by such gov- 
ernment, or receiving from such foreign gov- 
ernment funds for deposit and disbursement 
on behalf of such government, in carrying 
out programs undertaken pursuant to this 
act. The authorization of additional com- 
pensation, allowances, and travel and related 
expenses contained in this section and the 
payment thereof out of any appropriations 
available therefor, shall be considered as 
meeting all the requirements of section 1765 
of the Revised Statutes.” 

Sec. 5. In carrying out the purposes of this 
act, as stated in sections 1 through 4, the 
Secretary is authorized, in addition to and 
not in limitation of the authority otherwise 
vested in him— 

(a) To utilize, with their approval, the 
services, facilities, and personnel of the de- 
partments, agencies, and independent estab- 
lishments of the United States Government, 
and of State and local governments, and the 
services, facilities, and personnel of other 
governments and political subdivisions there- 
of, of intergovernmental organizations of 
which the United States is a member, and 
of private agencies, and the assistance of 
private individuals. 

(b) To furnish for citizens and subjects of 
other countries such entertainment as the 
Secretary determines to be advisable for the 
achievement of the purposes of this act, both 
in the United States and in other countries. 

(c) To establish and maintain in the 
United States reception centers for foreign 
students and for visitors representative of 
the fields listed in subsection 3 (a) above. 

(d) To provide for, and pay the expenses 
of, attendance at meetings or conventions of 
societies and associations concerned with 
furthering the purposes of this act. 

(e) To provide for printing and binding 
outside the continental limits of the United 
States, without regard to section 11 of the 
act of March 1, 1919, entitled “An act mak- 
ing appropriations for the legislative, execu- 
tive, and judicial expenses of the Govern- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1920, 
and for other purposes” (which prohibits 
printing and binding, except by the Govern- 
ment Printing Office without advance au- 
thority of the Joint Committee on Printing). 

(f) To employ aliens within the United 
States for services related to the translation 
or narration of colloquial speech in foreign 
languages; and to employ persons, including 
aliens, without regard to the civil-service 
laws and the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended, when such employment is on a 
temporary basis for periods not exceeding 90 
days in duration. 

(g) To create such advisory committees 
as in his judgment may be of assistance in 
carrying out the purposes of this act, but no 
committee member shall be allowed any 
salary or other compensation for services; 
Provided, however, That he may be paid his 
actual transportation expenses, and not to 
exceed $10 per diem in lieu of subsistence 
and other expenses, while away from his 
home in attendance upon meetings within 
the United States or in consultation with 
the Department of State under instructions. 
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Sec. 6. (a) There is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such amounts as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
act. 

(b) The Secretary may authorize the trans- 
fer to other departments, agencies, and inde- 
pendent establishments of the Government 
for expenditure in the United States and in 
other countries, in order to carry out the 
purposes of this act, any part of any appro- 
priations available to the Department of 
State for carrying out the purposes of this 
act, for direct expenditure or as a working 
fund, and any such expenditures may be 
made under the specific authority contained 
in this act or under the authority govern- 
ing the activities of the department, agency, 
or independent establishment to which a 
part of any such appropriation is transferred. 

Sec. 7. In carrying on activities which fur- 
ther the purposes of this act, subject to 
approval of such activities by the Secretary, 
the departments, agencies, and independent 
establishments of the Government are 
authorized 

(a) To place orders and make purchases 
and rentals of materials and equipment; 

(b) To place orders or make contracts with 
governmental agencies, foreign or domestic, 
and intergovernmental organizations of 
which the United States is a member, and 
private agencies and individuals, including 
aliens, for services, without regard to the 
civil-service laws and the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended, and, with respect to 
contracts for services entered into in foreign 
countries, without regard to section 3741 of 
the Revised Statutes (requiring that con- 
tracts contain a clause that United States 
Congressmen are prohibited from receiving 
benefits from a Government contract); 

(c) To perform technical services, for the 
government of another country desirous of 
obtaining such services, as are within the 
scope of the established functions of the 
department, agency, or independent estab- 
lishment, and upon terms and conditions 
which are satisfactory to the head of the de- 
partment, agency, or independent establish- 
ment, when it is determined by the Secre- 
tary that such services will contribute to the 
purposes of this act: Provided, That nothing 
in this act shall authorize the performance 
of services relating to the organization, 
training, operation, development, or combat 
equipment of the armed forces of a foreign 
government and Provided, further, that 
nothing in this act shall authorize the per- 
formance at the expense of the other gov- 
ernment of technical services requiring sub- 
stantial United States staff which private 
United States firms are competent and avail- 
able to perform, as determined by the Secre- 
tary, unless the Secretary determines it to 
be in the national interest that such services 
be performed by this Government; 

(d) Under such regulations as the Secre- 
tary may prescribe, to pay the transportation 
expenses, and not to exceed $10 per diem in 
lieu of subsistence and other expenses, of 
citizens or subjects of other countries, with- 
out regard to the Standardized Government 
Travel Regulations and the Subsistence Ex- 
pense Act of 1926 as amended; 

(e) Under such regulations as the Secre- 
tary may prescribe, without regard to the 
Standardized Government Travel Regula- 
tions and the Subsistence Expense Act of 
1926, as amended, to provide for planned 
travel itineraries within the United States 
by groups of citizens or subjects of other 
countries, to pay the expenses of such travel, 
and to detail as escorts of such groups, offl- 
cers and employees of the Government, whose 
expenses may be paid out of the general ex- 
penses of the itineraries; 

(1) To make grants and to pay expenses 
incident to training and study; and 
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. (g) To defray the expenses of preparing 
and transporting to their former homes 
the remains of persons not employed by the 
United States Government who may die 
while away from home under the authority 
of this act. 

Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary is authorized, 
when he finds it in the public interest, to 
request and accept reimbursement from any 
cooperating governmental, intergovern- 
mental, or private source for all or part of 
the expenses of any portion of the program 
undertaken hereunder, and the amounts so 
received shall be credited, as determined by 
the Secretary, to appropriations of the de- 
partment, agency, or independent establish- 
ment which defrayed such expenses, avail- 
able at the time such amounts are received 
for carrying out the purposes of this act, and 
such amounts shall be available for the pur- 
poses of the appropriations to which credited. 

(b) If any governmental, intergovern- 
mental, or private source shall express the de- 
sire to provide funds or other property to be 
used by this Government, in whole or in part, 
for the expenses of any part of the program 
undertaken pursuant to this act, the Secre- 
tary is authorized, when he finds it in the 
public interest, to accept such funds or 
property, and the funds so received may be 
established as a trust fund or special deposit 
account in the Treasury of the United States, 
to be available for reimbursement of appro- 
priations or direct expenditure for the pur- 
poses and under the provisions of this act, 
any unexpended balance of the trust fund 
or special deposit account and other property 
received under this subsection and no longer 
required for the purposes for which provided 
to be returned to the government, organiza- 
tion, or person providing the funds or prop- 
erty. 

Sec. 9. The Secretary may delegate, to such 
Officers of the Government as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate, any of the 
powers conferred upon him by this act to the 
extent that he finds such delegation to be 
in the interest of the purposes expressed in 
this act and the efficient administration of 
the programs undertaken pursuant to this 
act. 

Sec. 10, Nothing in this act shall authorize 
the disclosure of any information or knowl- 
edge in any case in which such disclosure is 
ae by any other law of the United 

tates, 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a second. 

Mr. BLOOM. I ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. Speaker, that a second be con- 
sidered as ordered, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, this bill is 
designed to promote relations between 
the people of the United States and the 
peoples of other countries, in order to 
build the kind of understanding on which 
permanent peace must be assured. 

This bill has been very carefully con- 
sidered and the suggestions for amend- 
ments made to the committee have all 
been considered and are embodied in the 
bill. Every consideration has been given 
to the amendments, and we consider it 
now a perfect piece of legislation. 
Although it is a complicated bill, its pur- 
poses can be stated in a very few words. 

Ever since George Washington sent 
Benjamin Franklin to Europe as an Am- 
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bassador of the United States, our Gov- 
ernment has been carrying on diplomatic 
relations with other governments. These 
are government-to-government relation- 
ships. Our diplomats deal with foreign 
offices. They are sometimes criticized for 
dealing too little with peoples. In the 
nineteenth century that was the tradi- 
tional way—in fact, the only way—for 
conducting international affairs. 

But now there is a new concept in 
diplomacy, a broader approach in the 
twentieth century. Peoples are taking a 
growing part in foreign affairs, and in 
many countries the people exert a very 
real influence in the making of foreign 
policy. That is a development which 
has been supported by your Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

Any Member of this House who reviews 
his mail for the past month will recall 
letters from constituents about the Brit- 
ish loan, about Palestine, Spain, the Paris 
Peace Conference, about the Soviet 
Union, atomic energy, and many other 
international issues. 

Throughout most of the world peoples 
are becoming more concerned about for- 
eign relations, and particularly about the 
policies of the United States, because de- 
cisions made here in Washington—in 
fact, speeches made here today on the 
floor of Congress—are of concern to 
peoples thousands of miles away. 

No wonder, therefore, that our twen- 
tieth century foreign relations are reach- 
ing out not only to governments but also 
to peoples. Our State Department is 
concerned not only with the attitudes of 
kings, and presidents, and foreign offices 
but also with the man in the street of 
many foreign countries. 

That brings me to the purpose of this 
bill. This bill is designed to promote re- 
lations between the people of the United 
States and the peoples of other countries, 
in order to build the kind of understand- 
ing on which permanent peace must be 
based. 

This bill would authorize the exchange 
of students and professors between the 
United States and other countries, the 
loan of American technicians to other 
governments, the training of foreign 
technicians in this country, and the 
translation of American scientific books 
into foreign languages. These are ex- 
amples of the program. 

Let me emphasize that this is not a 
give-away program. ‘The bill provides 
that other governments can share in the 
cost of this program. In Latin America 
last year, for example, this Government 
spent about $4,000,000 on this program, 
and the Latin-American governments 
contributed more than $6,000,000. In 
other words, the other governments have 
contributed $3 to every $2 put up by 
the United States. 

There is One other important aspect 
of this bill. Our committee believes that 
peoples cannot understand each other 
better unless they have accurate in- 
formation about each other. Accordingly 
we have written into this bill authority 
for the dissemination abroad of informa- 
oo about the United States and its pal- 
cies. 
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Our committee has written into this 
bill many amendments proposed by the 
minority members of the committee, and 
at the present time I know of no request 
for an amendment other than those sub- 
mitted by the committee. 

This is an important bill. The United 
States is the last of the great nations of 
the world to provide for a permanent 
program of relations with other peoples. 
It is a democratic idea. It is character- 
istically American to believe in the free 
flow of ideas between nations. That is 
what this bill is designed to support. It 
deserves the bipartisan support of this 
House. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
manded a second not because I expect to 
oppose the legislation, for I shall support 
it and I hope the House will approve it 
by the required two-thirds vote. How- 
ever, if the House is to do that there 
must be some word of explanation con- 
cerning the purpose of the bill and con- 
cerning the history of the bill, because it 
has been before us and before the public 
through the press for many many 
months. 

When the bill was first reported from 
the committee last year it was reported 
on a motion which I made recommend- 
ing that the bill do pass and at that time 
it passed the committee almost unani- 
mously, but not quite. During Decem- 
ber of last year the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Mrs. Botton] and I, and I believe 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorys] 
appeared before the Rules Committee 
‘requesting that a rule be granted. Due 
to the fact that we were nearing the 
holiday recess, the Rules Committee in 
its wisdom did not grant a rule at that 
time. 

Between then and the time the bill 
was again brought before the Committee 
on Rules, spokesmen for the Associated 
Press and the United Press engaged in a 
newspaper debate with Assistant Secre- 
tary of State William Benton as to 
whether this was actually a cultural re- 
lations bill or whether it was some kind 
of propaganda bill in which it was pro- 
posed to turn over the dissemination of 
news to the State Department instead 
of leaving it with the established news 
services. That debate in the news- 
Papers lasted some time. 

In a desire to arrive at an understand- 
ing of the true facts in the case some of 
us who had been for this rule appeared 
before the Rules Committee again and 
then asked the Rules Committee not to 
grant the rule on the bill until there was 
an opportunity for the various factions 
tc get together so that the world at large 
would know that Congress was passing 
a cultural relations program aimed at 
peace and not a propaganda bill devised 
to create and sustain a propaganda war. 

I want to express my appreciation per- 
sonally to the Rules Committee which 
stood fast at three different times, I think, 
when we appeared before them, asking 
that they not grant a rule until we had 
an opportunity to iron out these differ- 
ences. As a result of that resistive wall of 
reason on the part of the Rules Commit- 
tee we finally reopened the hearings in 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and brought down representatives of the 
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United Press and the Associated Press, 
and other spokesmen. They appeared 
before our committee and finally we were 
able to perfect an amendment which ad- 
justed the small area of disagreement 
which existed between the proponents of 
the bill, the State Department and its op- 
ponents in the press and radio. I believe 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorys] 
will read that amendment into the REC- 
orD during the course of my remarks. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I wonder if the 
gentleman would not like to have the 
amendment read now. 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; I wish the gentle- 
man would read it at this point. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. This is the 
amendment which I have prepared with 
the active cooperation of the Department 
and Mr. Benton and our colleague in the 
past few days. This is what we made the 
long fight for and it provides, you will 
note, for the prohibition of any Govern- 
ment monopoly in propaganda and pro- 
vides for the separate identification of 
Government propaganda and private in- 
formation, which is the principle for 
which leaders in radio and the press have 
been contending. 

I will read it: 

In approving international information ac- 
tivities as authorized by this act, it is the 
sense of the Congress: (1) that the Secretary 
of State shall promote by appropriate means 
the dissemination abroad of information 
about the United States by private American 
individuals and agencies, shall supplement 
such private information dissemination 
where necessary, and shall reduce such Goy- 
ernment information activities whenever cor- 
responding private information dissemination 
is found to be adequate; (2) that nothing in 
this act shall be construed to give the De- 
partment of State a monopoly in the produc- 
tion or sponsorship on the air of shortwave 
broadcasting programs, or a monopoly in any 
other medium of information; (3) that the 
Department of State shall invite outstanding 
private leaders in American cultural and in- 
formational fields to review and advise on 
the Government's international information 
activities; and (4) that all printed matter, 
films, broadcasts, and other materials in the 
fields of mass media shall, when dissemin- 
ated by the Government, be identified as to 
Government or private source, 


Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that No. 4 
is a paraphrase of a resolution of the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors 
which they are attempting to promote 
throughout the world, and it is very 
proper that we make this a part of the 
fundamental law of our own land. Of 
course, there are loopholes in this 
amendment, and much discretion is still 
left to the Government, but this amend- 
ment establishes the fundamental prin- 
ciples we want followed. If the discre- 
tion granted is abused, Congress can act 
to end the abuses. 

Mr. MUNDT. I may say that this 
amendment has been introduced in this 
legislation with the unanimous support 
of our committee. We shall also interest 
ourselves in guarding against its abuse. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Has the Rules Com- 
mittee granted a rule on this matter? 
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Mr. MUNDT. Yes; under the stipu- 
lations the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Vorys] and I have just discussed. This 
is being brought up under suspension 
of the rules, however. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understand that. 
What will this legislation cost? 

Mr. STEFAN. I can answer that 
question. We passed a bill here some 
time ago appropriating money to carry 
out this program in the amount of 
$19,000,000. The bill as it left the House 
carried $10,000,000. The Senate added 
$9,000,000, making a total of $19,000,000. 
This is a program for which the State 
Department already has authority, in my 
opinion. 

Mr. MUNDT. Imay say that this leg- 
islation spells out the purposes for which 
the appropriation can be used rather 
than giving the State Department a 
blank check. 

Mr. STEFAN. With the amendment 
of the committee, in addition to the 
amendment inserted in the appropria- 
tion bill regarding short-wave broad- 
casts, it will leave the matter open to all 
broadcasts, in my opinion. This is sat- 
isfactory to the news-gathering organ- 
izations of our country, it is satisfactory 
to the private low-wave broadcasters, 
and it is satisfactory to Assistant Secre- 
tary Benton of the State Department, 
who has always been endeavoring to 
reach such an agreement. I think this 
amendment is a good compromise and 
that the bill should pass. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Assistant Secre- 
tary of State, Mr. Benton, has always 
been very cooperative in that direction 
and apparently he is satisfied with this 
legislation. In all events it now incor- 
porates the principles for which a minor- 
ity of us on the committee have fought 
for so long. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. As I heard the amend- 
ment read it says nothing shall be inter- 
preted to authorize the State Depart- 
ment to conduct a monopoly in foreign 
broadcasts, and so forth. There is noth- 
ing in it that will authorize the State 
Department to censor broadcasts or the 
dissemination of information by private 
agencies; is there? 

Mr. MUNDT. No. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. In 
effect, when the Appropriations Commit- 
tee presented and the House passed 
the appropriation for this purpose it was 
legislation on an appropriation bill? 

Mr. MUNDT. It was really a blank 
check. The language of the Appropria- 
tions Committee was very inadequate and 
did not measure up to a proper legislative 
standard. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Iam 
worried about certain provisions of the 
bill. I think the operation of it must be 
watched extremely carefully. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is one of the func- 
tions of our committee. We will watch 
it. 
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Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Here the 
United States is going to try to tell the 
American story to the world; we are go- 
ing to try to have an accurate picture of 
our country put in the minds of people 
in many parts of the world who at the 
moment are being bombarded with plenty 
of information coming from other 
sources. We are eager to present our 
side of the picture. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is a very impor- 
tant part of this bill. We also hope to 
bring people from other countries to the 
United States for educational and ob- 
servation purposes. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Yes. 

Mr. MUNDT. We want to tell the 
American story without propaganda be- 
cause we believe the American story will 
be convincing in itself. Incidentally, 
when our subcommittee was overseas 
studying the various conditions abroad 
and we found that in places like Athens, 
and Baghdad, and Cairo, we now have 
little American workshops with libraries 
and pictures where the citizens in those 
areas had the opportunity to learn some- 
thing about the American spirit. 

This makes that type of program uni- 
versal, expands it, and makes it available 
to additional countries. 

Mr. McDONOUGH, Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I am seeking in- 
formation concerning section 2 in which 
it states: 

The Secretary is authorized to rent, utilize, 
or lease and operate existing facilities for 
preparation or dissemination of information, 
and to purchase, rent, construct, improve, 
maintain, and operate facilities for radio 
transmission and reception, including the 
leasing of real property both within and with- 
out the continental limits of the United 
States for periods not to exceed 10 years. 


Does that mean that the effect of this 
will terminate in 10 years? 

Mr. MUNDT. No; that is simply a 
form of contract. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. But he cannot 
lease these facilities for more than 10 
years at a time. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Another point of 
information. Since the gentleman says 
that these facilities are already in these 
foreign countries to inform the citizens 
there, why do we need legislation to do 
that? It is already there. 

Mr. MUNDT. The existing program 
is purely on a tentative basis, a carry- 
over and reformation of the OWI, and 
it is being continued by appropriations 
without sustaining legislation. This is 
legislation which will determine and 
spell out the manner in which that ap- 
propriation is to be spent and which cre- 
ates and defines a permanent cultural 
relations program. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 
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Mr. CURTIS. On page 2 of the bill it 
says that for this purpose the Secretary 
is authorized to rent, utilize, or lease or 
operate existing facilities for prepara- 
tion or dissemination of information and 
to purchase, rent, construct, improve, 
maintain, and operate facilities for radio 
transmission and reception, including 
the leasing of property, and so on. 

How are you going to build radio sta- 
tions and do all of these things for $19,- 
000,000 a year, and where do they pro- 
pose to build these radio stations? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentle- 
man’s colleague from Nebraska to an- 
swer that. 

Mr. STEFAN. We have already voted 
for the appropriation to carry out the 
authorization. The money has been ap- 
propriated and is already being spent, 
and the moment that the amendment is 
approved and this legislation is then 
passed it will clarify that entire situa- 
tion. It eliminates all Government 
monopoly. This $19,000,000 does not 
only buy radio time, but it also has to 
do with cultural relations. 

Mr. MUNDT. I just want to say in 
conclusion that I think this is a highly 
constructive piece of legislation. We, 
who believe in the American system, 
want other people in other sections of 
‘the world to know something about its 
benefits and its advantages. We have 
no desire to sell it to them or to propa- 
gandize them, but we have a desire to 
make a true story of America available. 
In so many portions of the world the 
only information people get from Amer- 
ica comes from its enemies instead of its 
friends. This enables the friends of 
freedom to tell the true story of the 
American system. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have some fear in set- 
ting up in the State Department another 
big bureau, and the gentleman knows 
our experience with bureaus for dissem- 
inating information, how they deterior- 
ate into pure propagandists. I presume, 
at least, that this bill guards against 
that. 

Mr. MUNDT. We feel that it does, 
with the amendment which was read by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorys] 
and which should be acceptable to the 
House. We feel we have established 
every safeguard that we can at the mo- 
ment. Our committee intends to follow 
the development of this legislation, and 
if additional safeguards are necessary 
in the future we shall be here asking for 
those safeguards. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I am very happy 
that the gentleman and his committee 
have brought in the bill increasing the 
pay schedules and allowances for Foreign 
Service. It is true that our representa- 
tives abroad have not had adequate sal- 
aries and have had to be wealthy people 
possessing private resources to accept 
those positions. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the gentleman, 
and I agree with him. That is why I 
supported the new Foreign Service leg- 
islation which the House has just ap- 
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proved while we were writing it and re- 
vising it in committee. 

I am now urging the House to approve 
this cultural relations program with an 
equally substantial majority vote. I feel 
it to be tremendously important that we 
begin offsetting some of the detrimental 
anti-American propaganda which is cir- 
culating abroad by making available to 
people everywhere the true story of our 
American character, our American free- 
doms, our American constitutional proc- 
esses, and our real American zeal to make 
friends with all peoples and to engage in 
a nondiscriminatory program of pre- 
serving the peace and promoting the 
prosperity of the world. 

Several years ago I introduced in this 
House legislation designed to carry out 
many of the features of this legislation 
insofar as our South American neigh- 
bors are concerned. I am delighted that 
the program has been expanded and that 
it has been made applicable to every area 
of the world. America hides behind no 
iron curtain. We have nothing to con- 
ceal. We are proud of our achievements 
and our ideals. We encourage and wel- 
come inspection trips and visits from 
every country in the world. We invite 
students from abroad to attend our col- 
leges and universities. We urge states- 
men to study our institutions of gov- 
ernment. There is no patent and there 
is no copyright on the processes of gov- 
ernment which have made America 
great. 

This legislation is designed to help 
others help themselves by becoming bet- 
ter acquainted with the fundamental 
concepts freedom and equity which have 
contributed so greatly to the success of 
freemen in this Republic. It merits your 
approval. I hope it will have your sup- 
port. It is just one additional link in 
the chain of positive and nondiscrim- 
inatory steps which America is taking 
and which it can take to create better 
understanding among the peoples of the 
world to the end that a universal politi- 
cal and economic climate may be de- 
veloped in which wars and intolerance 
will be things of the past and in which 
peace and equity shall be the keynotes 
of both the present and the future. I 
urge you to vote for this constructive 
proposal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill as amended? 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the bill 
was passed. 

House Resolution 669 was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
make it certain, may I ask if the measure 
as passed includes the amendment of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

The SPEAKER. It included whatever 
amendments were included in the mo- 
tion. The Chair assumes the amendment 
of the gentleman from Ohio was included 
in the motion. The Chair put the ques- 
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tion on the motion as it was made, and 
the bill passed with amendments. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, all the 
amendments are in the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York says all the amendments were 
included in the motion that was made. 

Mr. BLOOM. I repeat, Mr. Speaker, 
all the amendments are in the bill. 

Mr. STEFAN. The gentleman is sat- 
ey that the amendments are in the 

? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 
will state it. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, would it be proper to ask that 
the amendments be read at this time? 

The SPEAKER. No. The bill has been 
passed with amendments. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Would it be 
proper for a Member, such as myself, 
who had an amendment, to state that 
he has examined the bill and that the 
amendment is in there? That is the 
fact. 


ESTABLISHING THE OFFICE OF UNDER 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR ECONOMIC 
AFFAIRS 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R, 
6646) to establish the Office of Under 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That there is hereby 
established in the Department of State 
for a period of 2 years, following the enact- 
ment and approval of this legislation by 
the President, the Office of Under Secre- 
tary of State for Economic Affairs, which 
shall be filled by appointment by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. The Under Secretary of State 
for Economic Affairs shall receive compensa- 
tion at the rate of $10,000 a year and shall 
perform such duties as may be prescribed by 
the Secretary of State. The Under Secretary 
of State for Economic Affairs shall serve sub- 
ject to the direction of the Secretary of State 
and the Under Secretary of State. 


The SPEAKER, Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second will be considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, with the 
successful conclusion of the war there 
were transferred to the Department of 
State many of the functions of the war 
agencies related to the foreign economic 
activities of the Government. To the al- 
ready numerous responsibilities with 
which the Assistant Secretary of State 
for Economic Affairs had been charged, 
were added additional responsibilities re- 
lating to the settlement of the lend-lease 
accounts with foreign governments, the 
disposal of surplus property abroad, the 
settlement of numerous claims between 
the United States and other countries, 
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the granting of credits to foreign gov- 
ernments and the determination of the 
Government’s economic policy with re- 
spect to Germany and Japan. 

The United Nations Organization has 
been created, and soon the economic and 
social council will be in full operation. 
The Bretton Woods agreements have 
been signed by the required number of 
countries and the International Mone- 
tary Fund and the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development 
have been established. The United Na- 
tions Food and Agriculture Organization 
has been created, and in the fields of 
aviation, shipping, and telecommunica- 
tion further international agreements 
and conferences are in prospect. Only 
recently this Government published pro- 
posals for an international conference on 
trade and employment. 

All of these activities acquired new 
prominence and importance when the 
fighting stopped and we were free to turn 
our best efforts to the building of a last- 
ing peace. With all of them, the present 
Assistant Secretary of State for Eco- 
nomic Affairs has a close association and 
attendant heavy responsibilities. 

During the next 2 years, the duties now 
performed by the Assistant Secretary of 
State for Economic Affairs will be of the 
greatest significance in the conduct of 
our foreign relations, and those duties 
will require the most thoughtful atten- 
tion to the problems which confront us 
and the most careful search for appro- 
priate solutions. I believe that the scope 
of the work requires the complete atten- 
tion of more than one principal officer of 
the Department. The task is beyond the 
capacity or endurance of any single indi- 
vidual. It therefore seems to me proper 
that there should be created in the De- 
partment of State, for a period of 2 years, 
as provided in H. R. 6646, the office of 
Under Secretary of State for Economic 
Affairs. 

With the creation of this office, the 
functions and duties now assigned to the 
Assistant Secretary of State for Eco- 


‘nomic Affairs could be transferred to the 


Office of the Under Secretary of State for 
Economic Affairs, and that officer would 
perform such additional functions and 
duties as might be assigned to it by the 
Secretary of State. The present office of 
the Assistant Secretary of State for Eco- 
nomic Affairs and such other assistants 
to the Under Secretary of State for Eco- 
nomic Affairs and such other assistants 
could then share the burden of the work 
which now falls too heavily on one officer, 

The provisions of the bill which has 
been introduced will serve to increase 
the effectiveness of the Department of 
State in the conduct of foreign relations 
during the 2 years immediately ahead. 

This Under Secretary for 2 years will 
principally have charge of these different 
departments and agencies which I have 
mentioned. It is absolutely necessary at 
this time to have this legislation. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Who in the State 
Department has been performing these 
services heretofore? 
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Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Will Clayton is now. 
But he cannot do it any more. His 
health will not allow it. He cannot do 
that and do all the other work he has to 
do. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. In other words, it 
is necessary to pass this bill in order to 
create the position? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. He could not as- 
sign those duties to one of his sub- 
ordinates? 

Mr. BLOOM. No. You have to have 
another Under Secretary of State to take 
care of this. May I say to the gentleman 
in dealing with these different countries 
you have to have someone of a certain 
rank who has some standing. He will 
give up his position as Assistant Secretary 
of State and there will be appointed an- 
other Assistant Secretary to take over 
some of the work he is doing now. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. These duties have 
not been neglected in the past because an 
Under Secretary has not been appointed? 

Mr. BLOOM. No; I do not think Mr. 
Clayton would neglect anything. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Will the service of 
the State Department be augmented if 
position is created? 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The service will be 
increased? a 

Mr. BLOOM. Exactly. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. T yield. 

Mr. TABER. Is there anything in this 
bill which provides for the position to be 
eliminated after 2 years if the work is 
over? g 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes; it is limited to 2 
years. It specifically states that. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I have absolutely no objection 
to this bill. In fact, I think it is neces- 
sary. I do feel very strongly that the 
House is entitled to know something 
about it. The creation of this position 
is important, especially when he hap- 
pens to be in foreign countries to handle 
various matters at conferences. He is 
working with persons of high rank in 
other countries. They will have a lot 
more respect for him if he is an Under 
Secretary. There are certain duties he 
can perform as Under Secretary when 
Mr. Acheson is in Washington. He will 
be Under Secretary in his own right 
when Mr. Acheson is away. I think it 
is very important to have this position 
created. Ithink we need an Under Sec- 
retary to do the work he is now doing. 
I can see no objection to it and I approve 
heartily of the measure. It is impor- 
tant to have an Under Secretary when 
both Mr. Byrnes and Mr. Acheson are 
away to act as Secretary of State. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, I 
yield. 

Mr. JENKINS. How many Under 
Secretaries of State do we have now? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
There is one Under Secretary of State 
and six Assistant Secretaries of State. 
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Mr. JENKINS. This bill provides for 
the appointment of one more Under 
Secretary of State? 

Mr. BLOOM. That is correct. 

Mr. JENKINS. But we say that one 
individual shall perform such duties as 
may be prescribed for him by the Secre- 
tary of State. I assume that the 
Assistant Secretaries of State already 
appointed have regular duties and are 
assigned to regular departments, 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
That is correct. 

Mr. JENKINS. The Under Secretary 
of State is Mr. Acheson? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. JENKINS. And Mr. Will Clayton 
is Assistant Secretary of State? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. He 
is now an Assistant Secretary of State. 
He will be an Under Secretary of State 
under this bill. Another man will hold 
his position of Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. JENKINS. Then when we pass 
this bill we will have two Under Sec- 
retaries? 3 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; 
that is correct. Mr. Clayton will be ap- 
pointed an Under Secretary of State. 

Mr. JENKINS. I think we have 
scrambled this egg worse than ever. It 
is a new departure and sounds a little 
fantastic, but I think it will work. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
When Mr. Clayton goes abroad and 
works with people with titles, I think he 
is entitled to have a good title himself, 
because foreigners respect position. He 
can fight for our interests better if he 
has rank. I also think he needs an as- 
sistant secretary to do some of the work 
he is now doing. He is greatly over- 
worked. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. This bill pro- 
vides for this position for 2 years. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
That is correct. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Is not a position 
of Under Secretary for Foreign and Eco- 
nomic Affairs of enough importance to 
last for more than 2 years? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Some members of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee thought so also, but we can 
easily legislate after 2 years, to make it 
permanent if it is satisfactory. I think 
it is better to have it for 2 years now. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. DworsHaxk]. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. Speaker, the 
House, under suspension of the rules, just 
passed the resolution reorganizing the 
Foreign Service. I sought to get some 
time to ask a question as to whether this 
authorization would permit the expan- 
sion of personnel in the Foreign Service. 
These are only authorization bills, but 
they will all later be reflected in the ap- 
prupriation measures which will come be- 
fore this Congress or the succeeding Con- 
gress. 

I checked up some figures, and I find 
there was an increase of 2,000 in the per- 
sonnel in the State Department from 
prewar years up to the present time. 


Yes. 
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The President of the United States de- 
clares we are going to balance the budget 
in the current fiscal year; that we are 
going to cut down civilian personnel from 
2,400,000 to 1,600,000—and yet virtually 
every piece of legislation coming before 
this body gives specific authority to the 
Appropriations Committee, at the re- 
quest of the Bureau of the Budget, to 
bring in additional appropriations. So 
with one hand we are legislating author- 
ity to build a more extensive personnel 
and to increase appropriation bills, while 
with the other hand we are attempting 
to cooperate with the Chief Executive, 
who is telling the taxpayers of this Na- 
tion that we are going to balance the 
budget in the current fiscal year. I ask 
you, my colleagues, how that is going to 
be accomplished. We seek an alibi by 
saying that these are merely authoriza- 
tion bills, and yet we have to implement 
every piece of legislation with an appro- 
priation bill. I wonder how we can con- 
sistently claim we are traveling in two 
opposite directions, and that we are going 
to get greater efficiency and economy in 
the Federal Government while we con- 
tinue to approve expansion of bureaus 
and their activities. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
would answer the gentleman by saying 
that it was brought out by the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. STEFAN] when he 
stated that the money was appropriated 
previously for the information bill that 
we just passed. That was an instance of 
an authorization for an appropriation in 
a legislative bill. The Appropriations 
Committee is constantly doing that. I 
think the gentleman is a very poor one 
to criticize us for bringing out an au- 
thorization, when a great many authori- 
zations have gone through on appropria- 
tion bills. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. On several occa- 
sions, as a member of the Appropriations 
Committee, I have made points of order 
against the inclusion of legislative au- 
thority in our appropriation bills, because 
I think that responsibility devolves upon 
the legislative committees of the House. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my remarks about the gentle- 
man, but I can use them relative to the 
Appropriations Committee. 

The SPEAKER. All time has expired. 

The question is, Will the House sus- 
pend the rules and pass the bill, H. R. 
6646, with amendments? 

The question was taken; and two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof, the 
rules were suspended, and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

House Resolution 660 was laid on the 
table. 

CANCER CONTROL 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 4502) to 
authorize and request the President to 
undertake to mobilize at some convenient 
place in the United States an adequate 
number of the world’s outstanding ex- 
perts, and coordinate and utilize their 
services in a supreme endeavor to dis- 
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cover means of curing and preventing 
cancer. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will not the gentleman 
withhold his objection in order that the 
author of the bill, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy] may make a 
short statement about it? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the right to object. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BULWINELE. I yield. 

Mr. NEELY. How much time does the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. For a short state- 
ment. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, 17,000,000 
people now living in the United States 
have been branded for death by cancer, 
the most irresistible, loathsome and 
agonizing monster that has ever stalked 
this earth. 

The celebrated Charles Dickens, in his 
thrilling romance “A Tale of Two Cities,” 
says of what, in the days of the author, 
was the most efficacious mechanical de- 
stroyer of human life that brutal and 
bloodthirsty man had ever invented: 

All the insatiate and devouring monsters 
imagined since imagination could record 
itself are fused in the realization—guillotine. 


Yet through all the years that have 
passed away the victims of the guillotine 
have numbered but a few hundred thou- 
sands of the people of France and her 
neighboring nations. The monster, 
cancer, is more insatiate than the guillo- 
tine. It has been more destructive to 
life and health and happiness than all 
the wars that have ever been waged; it 
has been more irresistible than the 
mightiest armies that have ever marched 
to battle; it has invaded and still in- 
vades every country; it has preyed and 
still preys upon every nation; it has 
fed and feasted and fattened and still 
feeds and feasts and fattens on the flesh 
and blood and brains and bones of men 
and women and children in every land. 
The shrieks that it has extorted from 
perishing humanity would, if they were 
tangible things, make another Rocky 
Mountain range. The tears that it has 
wrung from tortured women’s eyes would 
make another ocean. The blood that it 
has shed would redden cvery wave that 
rolls on every sea. 

Medical science has conquered yellow 
fever, diphtheria, typhoid, smallpox, and 
many other dire afflictions. Medical sci- 
ence has even robbed leprosy and tuber- 
culosis of their terror. But notwith- 
standing all that physicians, surgeons, 
chemists, biologists, and numberless 
other scientists have amazingly accom- 
plished, cancer is still the unconquered, 
unconquerable and defiant foe of the hu- 
man race. Surgery, radium, and X-ray 
are the only means of combating this 
frightful destroyer that are generally 
approved by the medical profession. 
Every passing year adds to the alarming 
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demonstrations that cancer cannot be 
eradicated by these or any other means 
now known, and that it is impossible, with 
existing facilities and methods, even to 
check the progressive increase of cancer’s 
appalling destruction. 

A recent authority says that in Eng- 
land and Wales the death rate from 
this dire affliction has increased more 
than 990 percent in 97 years. Hoffman, 
one of the great American authorities on 
mortality from cancer, says in his com- 
prehensive work, which was published a 
quarter of a century ago, that the death 
rate from cancer has doubled in the 
United States in the short space of 40 
years, 

In May 1928, I passed through the 
Senate the first bill for the exclusive 
purpose of authorizing the Government 
to help solve the cancer problem that 
was ever approved by either House of 
Congress. In that year cancer killed 
100,558 of our people who were 40 years 
of age or older. 

In 1943, the last year for which I have 
been able to obtain relevant accurate 
data, cancer killed, of the people of this 
country who had passed their fortieth 
birthday, 156,505—which means an in- 
crease of more than 55 percent in fifteen 
years. In the United States in 1944 can- 
cer sent 171,171 of its victims to the dis- 
solution of the grave. Every 5 minutes 
and 30 seconds of the year 1928 cancer 
killed one of our people. Last year every 
time the clock “ticked off” 3 minutes 
cancer sent one of this Nation’s fathers, 
mothers, brothers, sisters, husbands, 
wives or children in unspeakable agony 
from the alluring land of the living into 
the silent land of the dead. 

It is a distressing fact that the more 
deadly types of cancer, in their later 
stages, inflict upon their wretched vic- 
tims torture more excruciating than any 
other known to man. And, without fatal 
consequences, it is impossible to adminis- 
ter anesthetics to these pitiful sufferers 
in sufficient quantities to render them 
oblivicus of their agony. 

At the moment there are approxi- 
mately a hundred Members of the House 
on the floor. If the general death rate 
should prevail at the expense of the mem- 
bership of this body, 12 of those before me 
and around me are doomed to extermina- 
tion by this frightful scourge, which if 
it continues to increase-in the future as 
it has in the past, will eventually depopu- 
late the world. 

Mr. BULWINELE, Is the gentleman 
about through? 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, I have just 
begun. But since it was possible for me 
to obtain the floor in existing parliamen- 
tary circumstances only through the 
courtesy of the gentleman from North 
Carolina, I shall drastically curtail what 
I should like to say. 

For fear that someone may join the 
gentleman to whom I am beholding for 
my time in opposing the pending bill on 
the ground that the $100,000,000 which 
it authorizes to be expended for the 
exterminating and preventing of cancer 
is excessive, let me invite attention to 
the fact that Dr. Luis I. Dublin, noted 
statistician for the Metropolitan Life 
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Insurance Co., pointed out 19 years ago 
that the total loss sustained by the Amer- 
ican people from cancer in 1927 was 
$800,000,000. 

According to Dr. Dublin, the cost 
of the average necessary medicine and 
care alone for each patient who dies of 
this abomination is at least a thousand 
dollars. Upon this basis, cancer, in 1944, 
cost the people of the United States for 
care and medicine more than $171,000,- 
000. When this sum is added to that of 
the estimated economic value of those 
who were destroyed, it appears that, year 
before last, cancer, the absolute mon- 
arch of brutal killers and insatiate 
despoilers, inflicted upon the people of 
this Nation the staggering financial loss 
of more than $1,229,000,000. 

The average legislator who votes for 
this bill will, of course, do so for purely 
humanitarian reasons. But if anyone 
present should be inclined to listen to 
the siren voice of economy in this im- 
portant matter, please let him remember 
that the hundred million dollars men- 
tioned in the bill will, if appropriated, 
greatly increase the probabilities of solv- 
ing the cancer problem and of thereby 
saving hundreds of millions of dollars to 
the people of the United States every 
year until the end of time. 

I have been informed that the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. BUL- 


“ WINKLE] objects to the suspension of the 


rules and the passage of the bill, on the 
ground that it should have been referred 
to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce instead of to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. That inference is 
wrong. 

Mr. NEELY. If the gentleman says it 
is wrong, his word on that point is suf- 
ficient so far as I am concerned. But I 
nevertheless venture most respectfully 
and earnestly to entreat him not to as- 
sume the responsibility of preventing the 
passage of this humanitarian measure. 

Of course, no one can guarantee that 
the expenditure of $100,000,000 or any 
other particular sum will certainly result 
in the discovery or invention of a cure or 
preventive of cancer. But everyone 
should realize that, since all known 
methods of attack on this scourge have 
utterly failed to check its terrifying, 
deadly advance, some new Means as rev- 
olutionary as the atomic bomb itself 
must be devised to destroy this all-de- 
vouring foe, or that it will ultimately 
strip the earth of the last vestige of 
human life. 

In order that this Congress may not 
adjourn without having made some spe- 
cific and substantial contribution to the 
present vigorous, Nation-wide effort to 
save the 500,000 who are now known to 
be afflicted with cancer and rescue those 
who are perishing in unspeakable an- 
guish at the rate of twenty every hour, 
I entreat the gentleman from North 
Carolina not to oppose the bill which has 
the enthusiastic support of the American 
Cancer Society, the sponsors of Govern- 
ment action against cancer, prominent 
men and women of every religious denom- 
ination, spokesmen for the various vet- 
erans’ organizations, eminent officials of 
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all legitimate labor unions, spokesmen 
for various agricultural organizations 
and other important groups too numerous 
to mention. And last, but by no means 
least, according to a recent Gallup poll 
87 percent of the people of the Nation 
are for the bill. 

It is my fervent hope that the decisive 
action that will be taken here in a few 
moments will be such that no Member of 
this body will in days to come have reason 
to feel or fear that he has even one drop 
of a cancer victim’s blood upon his hands, 
or the sin of having failed to help rescue 
the perishing of the world from cancer’s 
hideous curse upon his soul. I entreat 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BuLwINKLE], not to object. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from North Carolina yield for a parlia- 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I yield. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Is the gentleman 
from West Virginia going to talk much 
longer on this subject? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. No. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Because if he is we 
are going to be compelled to demand 
the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
North Carolina has the floor under a 
reservation of objection and he can yield 
whatever time he desires. 

Mr. NEELY. Will the gentleman yield 
me 5 minutes? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I decline to yield 
further time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
wonder if the gentleman objects because 
it will take work away from the Public 
Health Service? I myself was against 
this bill originally but I am tremendously 
interested in cancer control, as the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina knows. 

Mr. BULWINELE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yielded to the gentlewoman for a ques- 
tion. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman feel like answering the 
question? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. What question? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
asked the gentleman the reason he is 
objecting. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. The gentleman 
from North Carolina is not stating his 
objections at this time. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BULWINELE. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I think if the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs would re- 
fer to title IV of the Public Health Act 
of the Seventy-eighth Congress, Public 
Law 410, which sets up a National Can- 
cer Institute, they will find it makes full 
-provision for all these researches. 
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Mr. BULWINELE. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
cline to yield further. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. * 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 
4502) to authorize and request the Pres- 
ident to undertake to mobilize at some 
convenient place in the United States an 
adequate number of the world’s out- 
standing experts, and to coordinate and 
utilize their services in a supreme en- 
deavor to discover means of curing and 
preventing cancer. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order a quorum is not pres- 
ent. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my motion. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw the point of order. 

MEMBERSHIP AND PARTICIPATION BY 
THE UNITED STATES IN UNITED NA- 
TIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND 
CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk House Joint Resolution 
305, a joint resolution providing for 
membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Edu- 
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Organi- 
zation, and authorizing an appropria- 
tion therefor, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and agree to the conference asked 
by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. BLOOM, KEE, and 
MERROW. 


SITE ACQUISITION AND DESIGN OF 
FEDERAL BUILDINGS 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker,I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6917) to pro- 
vide for site acquisition and design of 
Federal buildings, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman give us a thorough ex- 
planation of this bill? It is quite a big 
one. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, judging 
from the inquiries that have been made 
of me, perhaps more Members of this 
body are interested in this particular 
measure than any other which has come 
to my notice. It is well known to all of 
you that there has been no Federal con- 
struction, except that relating to our war 
effort, since before the war began. Fed- 
eral construction of many kinds is need- 
ed, such as post offices and other struc- 
tures, to carry on the work of the Gov- 
ernment, 
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It is realized that at this time such 
construction may not be had because it is 
precluded by the scarcity of materials, 
by the high cost of labor, and by the de- 
sire to use all available material in the 
construction of homes. However, before 
any of this Federal construction can be- 
gin, it is necessary to have the prelim- 
inary work done by drawing the plans 
and specifications and selecting, insofar 
as it is practicable and economical to do 
so, sites for such construction to the ex- 
tent that they have not been selected. 

This measure comes from the Commit- 
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds with 
a unanimous report. It was assigned to 
the calendar for consideration this week, 
and the Committee on Rules has granted 
a rule for its consideration. The bill does 
not provide for the construction of these 
various buildings, but it does provide for 
the preliminary preparation of the plans 
and specifications and the acquisition of 
necessary sites so that when construc- 
po can be begun it can go forward forth- 
with. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. Does it cover new post of- 
fice buildings? 

Mr, LANHAM. New post office build- 
ings, which will be distributed to the ex- 
tent possible in the district of each 
Member of this body. 

Mr. PACE. What other type of build- 
ing construction is covered? 

Mr. LANHAM. It is somewhat con- 
jectural, of course, to just what extent 
further Federal construction will be re- 
quired. There will be some Federal of- 
fice buildings necessary in some places 
where their construction will practically 
be paid for in a few years by obviating 
the present high rental costs. For in- 
stance, there are buildings in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia on which the total 
rentals we have paid are considerably 
more than the appraised value of the 
buildings themselves. It is the econom- 
ical thing for the Federal Government to 
have its own construction and obviate 
these enormous sums of rent. 

In addition to that, the bill provides 
for certain procedural matters which I 
think are not controversial, and one or 
two of the items are such items of pro- 
cedure as are carried annually in appro- 
priation bills, and here we simply make 
them a matter of law. 

Let me, before proceeding further, say 
that the other feature of the bill, with 
reference to title II, is to take care of an 
intolerable situation in this city with 
reference to our United States district 
court and the court of appeals, merely 
from the standpoint of getting the plans 
ready. The land is owned by the Gov- 
ernment, and it will be perhaps a year 
and a half before any of this construction 
will begin. But it is important to be 
ready to proceed with it when the eco- 
nomic conditions in the country are 
such that it can be done. 

With reference to title II and the ne- 
cessity for this court building, I may say 
that we have had what in a lawyer’s term 
would be a jury view of the situation that 
exists, and it is absolutely intolerable. 
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The committee inspected that situation 
very thoroughly. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS. I see that the bill is 
divided into two titles and that specific 
improvements are mentioned. For in- 
stance, the gentleman referred to the 
construction of customhouse buildings, 
courthouse buildings, and other build- 
ings. I do not find any place here where 
special reference is made to post- office 
buildings. Where is that? 

Mr. LANHAM. I will say to the gen- 
tleman that there is no special reference 
to post-office buildings because under 
existing law particular projects are not 
mentioned except those in the District 
of Columbia and vicinity, which are 
carrying on the operations here in 
Washington. But the first section of 
the bill provides the funds for preparing 
the drawings and the plans and the spe- 
cifications and the acquisition of sites for 
these post-office buildings and other 
needed Federal structures out in the 
country generally. That is the primary 
and principal appropriation authorized 
by this measure. 

Mr. JENKINS. Does this bill give 
anybody authority to state which post- 
office buildings will be constructed, or has 
there been any previous legislation with 
reference to that? Has any authority 
been given so that any Congressman can 
Say, “I feel sure from this legislation a 
certain number of post-office buildings 
will be constructed in my district”? 

Mr. LANHAM. Let me say in that 
regard, and I am glad to say this, that 
I do not believe there is a more able or 
a more fair public servant operating with 
the Government than Mr. W. E. Reyn- 
olds, the Commissioner of the Public 
Buildings Administration, who even 
when before our committee will make 
statements to his own disadvantage from 
the standpoint of his operations if it is 
truthful to make those statements. 
Naturally each and every Member of the 
Congress can confer with him, and I 
can assure you that you will get fair 


‘treatment that will meet with your 


approval. 

Mr. JENKINS. I agree with every- 
thing the gentleman says about Mr. 
Reynolds, but at the same time I am 
sure that no law has been passed giv- 
ing Mr. Reynolds the power to desig- 
nate where a post office will be built, 

Mr. LANHAM. It is done with the 
collaboration of the Post Office Depart- 
ment and Mr. Reynolds under the ex- 
isting law. 

Mr. JENKINS. I take it then that 
they must have certain criteria, such as 
population, postal receipts, and so forth, 
that will not only guide them but com- 
pel them to make their decisions accord- 
ing to their formula. 

Mr. LANHAM. They will naturally 
take the cases that are most urgent in 
the judgment of the Members of the 
Congress, and furthermore they will try 
to construct these buildings at a time 
when employment may be slack in the 
respective districts, and it would thus be 
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doubly advantageous to have these build- 
‘ings constructed. 

Mr. MCGREGOR. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, there is nothing 
in this bill that would guarantee the con- 
struction of post offices, as I understand. 
If there is, I certainly am opposed to it. 

Mr. LANHAM. There is nothing in 
the bill that permits the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds to specify 
these places. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Is not this simply 
a bill to give authorization in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and without the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to prepare plans and 
specifications and acquire sites for such 
construction, not post offices? If post 
offices are in it, I am bitterly opposed to 
it, because I am one who believes we 
should build veterans’ houses first and 
let the post offices come last. 

Mr. LANHAM. The provision in the 
first section is for needed Federal con- 
struction outside of the District of Co- 
lumbia. We do not specify those places, 
and under existing law we have no au- 
thority to specify them. And this con- 
struction will not be done at a time or in 
a way to interfere with housing for vet- 
erans, 

Mr, HOLMES of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I think this confusion in connection with 
title I has created the impression that 
we are authorizing the construction of 
post offices. That is not true. We are 
providing here authorization for an ap- 
propriation to acquire sites and to pre- 
pare plans for future authorizations. It 
will probably be a year and a half or 2 
years before any of this construction 
will take place. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, the ex- 
planation the gentleman has just made 
is along the line of what I wanted to take 
up with the gentleman from Texas. I 
believe it would be helpful to the House 
if he would point out that this would in 
no way conflict with any veterans’ hous- 
ing program. It is a future program. 

Mr. LANHAM, Not only that, but may 
I say to the gentleman further that we 
have held this in abeyance in order that 
there may be no interruption of hous- 
ing for the people of this country and for 
the veterans and the servicemen and 
their families in particular. 

We had before our committee and 
held 3 weeks of hearings on the bill 
H. R. 4276, a general Federal buildings 
bill, that would have authorized very 
large appropriations for construction. 
We are not recommending those appro- 
priations here. We are simply trying to 
provide for the preliminary work to be 
done in order that when it is feasible and 
practical and economical to construct 
these buildings these plans will be ready. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I understand 
that very thoroughly, but I wanted the 
gentleman to bring it out in his remarks 
for the information of the House and 
the public in general. 

Mr. LANHAM. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. As I understand it, this 
bill authorizes an appropriation for about 
$30,000,000 to buy land and do other 
things and lay out a building program? 

Mr. LANHAM. That is correct, 
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Mr. TABER. That is, with the idea 
that the work will begin 2 years from 
now. How will we know now what land 
we ought to buy to build on 2 years from 
now? That sounds to me as if we were 
getting ourselves out on a limb. We 
might buy a lot of sites that would not 
be desirable. Is that not correct? 

Mr. LANHAM. As a matter of fact, it 
may not be 2 years. It may not be a year 
and a half. One thing is certain, that 
this preliminary work must be done be- 
fore this construction can be carried on. 
There will be this very practical man in 
charge, who has been so efficient in his 
administration of the laws we have 
passed with reference to Federal building, 
and no foolhardy mistakes will be made. 
He is a very sensible, experienced, and 
forward-looking man in the matter of de- 
termining what should be done. He is 
always endeavoring to be thoroughly 
practical and save the Government as 
much money as possible. I have great 
confidence in him, and so has our com- 
mittee—to such an extent that after due 
consideration the committee without a 
dissenting voice reported this bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. There seems to be a lot 
of confusion still about the impact of this 
legislation on the future post-office 
building program in our various districts. 
Can you in a few words dedicated to that 
particular part of the legislation clarify 
that for the Members of the House? 

Mr. LANHAM. If I understand the 
gentleman correctly, he asks if a part of 
the funds authorized here will be used for 
the construction of post offices? 

Mr. MUNDT. For the purchase of 
land and the making of plans for post 
Offices. 

Mr. LANHAM. That is correct. Part 
of the funds will be so used. 

Mr. MUNDT. How will it be deter- 
mined as to which particular communi- 
ties are going to have land purchased. in 
their communities and plans made for 
potential buildings? 

Mr. LANHAM. That will be. deter- 
mined, of course, with reference to the 
urgencies of the cases, the need of em- 
ployment, and after conference with 
each individual Member of Congress who 
ought to be familiar with the situation 
in his district. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The approval of 
this legislation would in no wise change 
the condition or considerations which 
have been active in the past in connec- 


tion with this type of program. Is that 
not correct? 
Mr. LANHAM. To be sure. This is 


merely a program. We are not asking 
the appropriation here for construction. 
We are simply trying to get ready so 
that when the housing situation is bet- 
ter settled and when materials are more 
available and contractors may be had at 
reasonable prices to carry on the work, 
we will be ready to go forward, because 
when that time comes, unless we have 
some such legislation as this, we are 
still going to have to wait and wait and 
wait until this necessary Federal plan- 
ning can be completed. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. LANHAM]? 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 
6917) to provide for site, acquisition, and 
design of eral buildings, and for other 
purposes, as reported from the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds, with 
the amendments as set forth in the bill. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
peins of order that a quorum is not pres- 
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from New York withhold his point of no 
quorum? 

Mr. BUCK. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair suggests 
to the gentleman from Texas that since 
the House has other business to consider 
this afternoon it might be best to with- 
draw his motion, 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, in spite 
of the fact that this bill was on the cal- 
endar for consideration this week and 
that there is a rule on the bill for its 
consideration, certainly at the request 
of the Speaker I will withdraw the mo- 
tion at this time. I was simply trying 
to conserve the time of the House so that 
next week the calendar might not be so 
crowded. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
the point of order of no quorum. 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
382, providing for the taking effect of Re- 
organization Plan No. 1 of 1946, except 
certain parts thereof. 

The Clerk read the title of the House 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not object, 
I take this time to ask the chairman of 
the committee to explain this resolution. 

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, this 
resolution puts all of Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 1 of the Président, trans- 
mitted to Congress on May 16, into effect, 
except part V dealing with the National 
Housing Agency. There was no objec- 
tion in our committee to any of the rest 
of the plan. I have discussed the matter 
with all members of the committee and 
there is no objection to the considera- 
tion. 

Mr. JUDD. In effect, this amounts to 
our initiating steps to carry out those 
parts of Reorganization Plan Numbered 
1, except part V? 

Mr. MANASCO. That is correct. 
The Congress itself does the reorgan- 
izing here. It must pass both Houses 
and be passed by the President. 

Mr. JUDD. I hope the House accepts 
this. We have removed the objection- 
able part. Surely we should support 
efforts initiated by ourselves to carry out 
reorganization. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. 
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Mr. CHURCH. If this bill is passed, 
then the President’s three plans are 
adopted, except Plan Numbered 1, and it 
does not include part V? 

Mr. MANASCO. That is right. 

Mr. CHURCH. I hope the resolution 
will be passed. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. 

Mr. HENRY. I hope this resolution is 
passed, because I spoke for the reorgan- 
ization bill which we considered some 
months ago. I was objecting to that por- 
tion that was voted down, and since that 
is the only portion to which there was 
objection on our committee I certainly 
hope that this measure does pass. 

Mr. JUDD. Is it not also true that our 
passing this resolution today does not 
put this plan into effect, but we are 
merely starting the legislative procedure 
which must be carried through by the 
Senate and then the bill signed by the 
President? 

Mr, MANASCO. That is correct. 

Mr. JUDD. We are beginning with the 
Congress? 

Mr. MANASCO. That is right. The 
committee objected to that part of the 
resolution dealing with the National 
Housing Agency. That does not appear 
here and cannot appear here. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do not think this 
should be brought up at this time. Per- 
haps I would not object to it on Monday 
but a this time I shall have to object. 

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw the request. 


LEWISTON ORCHARDS PROJECT, IDAHO 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2372) to author- 
ize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct the Lewiston Orchards project, 
Idaho, in accordance with the Federal 
reclamation laws. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
understand this is that little Idaho proj- 
ect where we are building water mains 
out of the reclamation fund. 

Mr. MURDOCK. That is correct. It 
is the Lewiston Orchards project in 
Idaho. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It is 
supposed to be able to earn its way? 

Mr. MURDOCK. It is. Like other 
reclamation projects by the Government, 
it is reimbursable. It has been passed 
unanimously by the House committee as 
well as the Senate committee, and it has 
been cleared by the leadership on both 
sides. It is a worthy measure. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
think the legislation is very good, and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes of 
irrigating lands and for purposes incidental 
thereto, there is hereby authorized to be 
constructed, operated, and maintained the 
Lewiston Orchards project, Idaho, substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the regional director of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, region numbered I, in his 
report. dated December 3, 1945, as concurred 
in by the Commissioner of Reclamation 
and the Secretary of the Interior: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding any recommendations 
to the contrary contained in said report, all 
costs of said project allocated to irrigation 
and all costs of said project allocated to 
municipal water supply shall be reimbursable 
under the Federal reclamation laws but 
within repayment periods to be fixed by the 
Secretary of the Interior and not to exceed 
50 years. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such 
sums as may be required for the purposes of 
this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING 
PATENTS 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5223) to 
extend temporarily the time for filing 
applications for patents, for taking ac- 
tion in the United States Patent Office 
with respect thereto, for preventing proof 
of acts abroad with respect to the making 
of an invention, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obpection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none 
and appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. BOYKIN, LANHAM, and HARTLEY. 


ANNOUNCEMENT 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I had 
two bills I desired to ask consent to con- 
sider, but the gentleman from Kansas 
{Mr. Hope], ranking minority member 
of the committee is not present, and I 
shall not submit the requests. 


PROGRAM FOR WEEK OF JULY 22 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time to find out 
from the distinguished majority leader 
as to the program for Monday. I realize 
that perhaps he cannot give the program 
tor the week because of changing condi- 

ons. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Monday is Dis- 
trict Day and there are five bills: 

S. 223, the hospital center; 
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S. 1426, the slum clearance bill; 

S. 2142, relating to headquarters, I 
think, for the Department of Military 
Science and Tactics; 

S. 2352, the school-teacher salary in- 
crease bill; and 

H. R. 5756, the retirement of public- 
school teachers. 

The Reed bill, as it is generally known, 
the railroad reorganization bill, will be 
called up on Monday. 

Tuesday we will take up the OPA con- 
ference report if one has been agreed to. 

I cannot give the program for the 
whole week with any certainty and will 
have to ask the indulgence of the House 
for some degree of flexibility because we 
are doing everything we can to try and 
get away from here as soon as we can. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
OPA bill will have right-of-way on 
Tuesday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. In connec- 
tion with the railroad reorganization 
bill and District Day, any roll call in con- 
nection with any of the District bills on 
Monday will, of course, be had; and if 
a roll call should develop on the rule 
providing for consideration of the rail- 
road bill that, of course, will be had. If 
the bill reaches the point of final passage 
and a roll call should be demanded on 
final passage either on the ground that 
a quorum was not present or on an order- 
ing of the yeas and nays, that particular 
vote will come on Tuesday. 

If the railroad reorganization bill is 
not disposed of on Monday, it will, of 
course, be the continuing order of busi- 
ness on Tuesday. 

The social security bill from the Ways 
and Means Committee may be called up 
on Tuesday. 

Wednesday of next week I have put 
down for Calendar Wednesday. 

Thursday: I shall ask that it be in 
order to call the Consent Calendar and 
Private Calendar on Thursday. Then 
there is the La Follette-Monroney bill, 
the legislative reorganization bill. I un- 
derstand a rule was reported out on that 
bill today allowing for 2 hours of general 
debate. We will bring that up next week. 

The RFC: A bill extending the life of 
the RFC and probably giving it some ad- 
ditional borrowing power, but in any 
event relating to the RFC, will come up 
next week. 

Then a bill authorizing three Assistant 
Secretaries of Commerce will probably 
be called up. I do not know what day I 
can assign to that bill. 

There are a number of other bills, but 
I can definitely give Monday as District 
Day and the Reed bill; Tuesday the OPA 
conference report. 

I can definitely state that unless action 
is taken by the House otherwise, Wednes- 
day of next week will be Calendar 
Wednesday. 

Thursday will be the Consent Calendar 
and the Private Calendar. 

We will meet at 12 o’clock on Monday 
and I may ask the indulgence of the 
House to meet at 10 o’clock the rest of 
the week, but in connection with that, as 
usual, I will confer with the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN], 


1946 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man if we can keep Congress in session 
some days longer so that the amputee 
bill might be reported. I deplore that 
it is necessary to place a petition on the 
Speaker's desk to bring this bill out. Of 
course, I realize it is late m the session. 
There are 164 signatures on the peti- 
tion and 180 have been promised. Vari- 
ous members of the press and represent- 
atives of different periodicals have asked 
me why it is necessary to have a petition 
in connection with such a worthy cause. 
This is a matter of rehabilitation, and it 
is tragic to me that these amputees have 
to come to the House and the Senate. 
They appeared before the Senate Finance 
Committee today because the House has 
not passed legislation. 

Would the gentleman consider re- 
maining in session some days longer if 
that bill does not come out of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am very 
strongly in favor of the bill, and I hope 
the committee will report it out. If so, 
I will bring it up as soon as possible. Of 
course, so far as adjournment of the 
House is concerned, that rests with the 
majority of the Members of the House. 
I am sure that the good lady can make 
a very effective argument with the mem- 
bership of the House on that proposi- 
tion. , 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It is 
a question of the amputees. I have ar- 
gued and argued for the bill. I wish I 
had the power to get it through. I would 
give anything if I had. If the Members 
are not moved by the necessity of re- 
habilitating the combat injured, nothing 
will move them. Those who have signed 
the petition have proved they are the 
friends of the amputees. They proved 
that. 

The plight of the amputees should be 
enough for the Congress. We have given 
$4,000,000,000 to Great Britain and bil- 
lions to other countries and now it is 
time to consider our own. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I may say also 
that on some day next week, after con- 
ference with the Speaker and the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Martin] 
I shall ask unanimous consent that it 
be in order for the Speaker to recognize 
Members under suspension of the rules. 
We will be able to take care of a number 
of bills in that way that are not con- 
troversial. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Per- 
haps we could bring up the amputee bill 
under suspension. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will not 
be committed on what bills Members 
will be recognized on at this time, 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. The gentleman has an- 
nounced that two reorganization bills 
will come up for consideration next week, 
one for the railroads and one for the 
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Congress. He has given the railroad bill 
the right-of-way on Monday. It would 
appear to me that from the standpoint 
of the Nation as a whole the bill involv- 
ing reorganization of the Congress 
would be the more important of the two. 
I wonder if it would not be possible to 
take up the bill having to do with reor- 
ganization of the Congress on Monday 
and let the Reed bill take its chance in 
the shuffle rather than the reorganization 
of the Congress bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The Reed bill has 
been on the program for some time and 
I feel obligated to keep the Reed bill in 
its place. Furthermore, a rule has been 
reported out longer than seven legislative 
days and any member of the Rules Com- 
mittee as a matter of high privilege can 
call the bill up any time they want to. 
There is at least one member of the 
Rules Committee who is very deeply in- 
terested in having the bill called up. He 
has been very considerate and tolerant. 
So I am constrained to keep the Reed bill 
in its present position. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, in con- 
sidering the calendar for the rest of 
the week the gentleman said that Tues- 
day was still in a definitely fluid state. 
I hope the gentleman will keep in mind 
H. R. 6024, which was scheduled for ac- 
tion today, but due to the pressure of 
other activities and the long time it took 
to dispose of the atom energy bill, it 
was impossible to take up, and refer to 
the stream pollution bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Ihave it in mind, 
but if we are ever going to adjourn we 
will have to make haste. 

Mr. MUNDT. I think we can act on 
that pretty quickly. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It came up on 
Calendar Wednesday and there was a 
double filibuster. 

Mr. MUNDT. During the filibuster 
we got rid of 2 hours of general debate. 

Mr. McCORMACK. No. We would 
have to start all over again. As I un- 
derstand it, we would have to start all 
over again as if it were a new matter. 


CONSENT CALENDAR AND PRIVATE CAL- 
ENDAR TO BE CALLED THURSDAY, 
JULY 25 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
in order on Thursday of next week to 
call the Consent Calendar and the Pri- 
vate Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


LOYALTY OF FEDERAL WORKERS AND 
EMPLOYMENT PROCEDURES OF GOV- 
ERNMENT AGENCIES 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, on 
July 2 your House Committee on the 
Civil Service approved a study and in- 
vestigation of loyalty among Federal 
workers and employment practices with- 
in Government agencies. I appointed, as 
chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Cons], the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. FALLON], and the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. REES] to check and 
report to our committee before the recess. 
Persons not loyal to the United States 
Government should not be employed by 
it, and those now on the Federal pay roll 
should be removed. We have received a 
report from that committee, as well as a 
supplemental report. 

Mr. Speaker, believing that this is an 
important matter for the Members of 
the House to study, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to file in the Recorp at this point 
those two reports submitted, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The reports are as 
follows: 


Mr. Comes, chairman of the subcommittee 
of the Civil Service Committee, submitted 
the following report: 

The Civil Service Committee was author- 
ized by H. R. 66, January 8, 1945, to, among 
other things, conduct thorough studies and 
investigations of the policies and practices 
relating to civilian employment in the de- 
partments and agencies of the Government, 
including Government-owned corporations. 

Pursuant to this authority, the Committee 
on Civil Service, authorized the creation of 
a subcommittee “to make such investigation 
as it may deem proper with respect to em- 
ployee loyalty and employment policies and 
practices in the Government of the United 
States, and to make a report to this commit- 
tee of its investigation prior to the recess or 
adjournment, together with such recommen- 
dations as it deems advisable.” 

Pursuant to that authority the chairman 
appointed a subcommittee of three, consist- 
ing of J. M. Comes as chairman, Mr. GEORGE 
H. FALLON, and Mr. Enwarp R. Rees. The sub- 
committee limited the scope of the investi- 
gation to an inquiry into the practices, pro- 
cedures, and standards that have been and 
are now employed by the various depart- 
ments in screening and investigating the 
loyalty of employees of the Government, 
These hearings were concluded July 16, 1946, 
It heard witnesses from the Civil Service 
Commission, War Assets Administration, and 
the State Department, and took statements 
from certain other departments and agencies 
concerning the matters under inquiry. It is 
upon this that the report is based. 

The length of the committee's hearing pre- 
vented it from making a thorough and ex- 
haustive inquiry into the problems pre- 
sented by hearing and investigation. The 
hearing and investigation was, however, of 
sufficient duration to permit the committee 
to realize the seriousness and magnitude of 
the problem and the many facets thereof 
that require further study and attention. 
For this reason this report will not attempt 
an exhausive analysis of all techniques, 
standards, and procedures employed by the 
various agencies of the executive branch of 
the Government but will only attempt a 
brief historical statement of the problem 
and pose certain questions for further study 


and investigation. 


Prior to 1939 the various agencies and de- 
partments of the Government did not make 
inquiry into the question of loyalty. The 
scope of these investigations was limited to 
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questions of character and general suita- 
bility. It was felt, for example, that the 
Civil Service Commission could not legally 
inquire into any question concerning the 
political opinions of any applicant for em- 
ployment. In 1939 the Congress passed the 
original Hatch Act which made it unlawful 
for any person employed in any capacity by 
any agency of the Federal Government to 
have membership in any political party or 
organization which advocates the overthrow 
of our constitutional form of government, 

Beginning with the fiscal year 1942, Con- 
gress added to all appropriation bills a pro- 
vision providing that no part of any ap- 
propriation shall be used to pay the salary 
or wages of any person who advocates or 
who is a member of an organization that 
advocates the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment of the United States by force or vio- 
lence. Following the passage of these acts, 
the Civil Service Commission began loyalty 
investigations and found no difficulty in 
holding persons that actively associated with 
groups or organizations whose primary loy- 
alty was to the Nazi, Fascist, or Japanese 
Government or who were members of the 
Communist Party were persons who came 
within these prohibitions, The power of the 
Civil Service Commission applied only to 
applicants for a position or person ap- 
pointed subject to investigation. It did not 
include those employees whose initial em- 
ployment to the Federal services may have 
been approved, in some instances years ago, 
and concerning whom some question is now 
raised as to their loyalty to the Govern- 
ment. The reason for adopting this point of 
view was that after an employee's qualifica- 
tions for initial employment were cleared it 
is a recognized and accepted principle of law 
that the head of a department or agency is 
the only person who can effectuate removal. 
(See Myers v. U. S. (272 U. S. 52, 30, Op. 
Atty. Gen. 79, 83).) 

To fill this gap the Attorney General in 
October 1941 directed the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to investigate complaints 
which had been made against several thou- 
sand permanent employees. The Federal 
Bureau of Investigation conducted the nec- 
essary investigations and reported to the 
agency in which the employee was work- 
ing. The reports of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation contained no recommendation, 
Some of the departments to which these 
reports were sent indicated a desire to re- 
ceive from a central source some advice in 
the handling of these reports. In response 
to this need the Attorney General set up in 
April 1942, an interdepartmental committee 
on investigations. 

This committee distributed information to 
the departments and agencies regarding the 
procedures followed by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation and the nature and purpose 
of its reports and the necessity for estab- 
lishing sound procedures within the depart- 
ments and agencies for reaching decisions 
relative to employees on whom reports were 
submitted. 

On February 5, 1943, the Interdepartmen- 
tal Committee was replaced by a new Interde- 

ental Committee “to consider cases of 
subversive action on the part of employees” 
which was set up by President Roosevelt 
under Executive Order 9300. 

This Executive order is still in effect and 
still provides the legal basis for handling 
complaints relative to the loyalty of em- 
ployees now on Federal pay rolls who are no 
longer subject to the jurisdiction of the Civil 
Service Commission. 

It should be borne in mind that prior to 
1939 the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment as a whole was not familiar with nor 
had any occasion to promulgate standards 
for testing the loyalty of applicants or em- 
Ployees to their Government. It is now 
clearly understood that persons who advo- 
cate or who belong to organizations advo- 
cating the overthrow of our Government work 
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in many subtle ways. It has been extremely 
difficult to prepare standards that would 
protect both the Government and the em- 
ployee. Very few individuals openly advo- 
cate the overthrow of our Government by 
force or violence or belong to organizations 
that so advocate. If membership exists, it is 
extremely difficult to prove. For this reason, 
the Civil Service Commission, for example, in 
regard to the Communist cause placed pri- 
mary emphasis on an investigation in de- 
termining whether or not the appointee or 
applicant followed the Communist Party 
line through one or more of its recent changes 
from 1919 to and after June 22, 1941, the date 
of the attack on Russia by Germany. 

In considering applicants and employees 
appointed subject to investigation, the Civil 
Service Commission used the following gen- 
eral procedure up to 1944: 

1, When an individual is authorized for 
placement in one of the positions to which 
appointments are subject to investigation, 
the case is then assigned for investigation. 
The job of the investigators was to get infor- 
mation; they were not permitted to make 
recommendations. 

2. If derogatory information bearing on 
loyalty was developed, the regional office hav- 
ing control of the case called in the appointee 
to permit him to present his side of the case. 
The case was then referred to a rating unit 
composed of persons who had no connection 
with the investigation. These persons 
studied the evidence and made recommenda- 
tions which were eventually passed on by the 
members of the Civil Service Commission. 

3. If the decision was to declare the ap- 
pointee ineligible, the agency was directed to 
terminate his services. 

4. An appeal was permitted to the Com- 
mission’s Board of Appeals and Review. 

5. Following the appeal, the Commission- 
ers acted on the recommendation of the 
Board of Appeals. 

In the spring of 1944 the Commission 
created a full-time Loyalty Rating Board and 
put into effect new procedures, The prin- 
cipal difference in the new procedure was that 
if derogatory information was developed 
bearing on loyalty, the Civil Service regional 
office immediately referred the case to the 
Loyalty Rating Board. The Loyalty Rating 
Board then analyzed the evidence and pre- 
pared a series of interrogatories addressed to 
the person under investigation which served 
to acquaint this person with the derogatory 
information and to permit him, by reply- 
ing to the questions in writing, and under 
oath, to present his side of the case to the 
Commission. The person being investigated 
was also permitted to appear before the 
Loyalty Rating Board if he so desired. The 
Loyalty Rating Board then made recom- 
mendations to the Commission. 

The Commission has been subjected to cer- 
tain criticism concerning the above proced- 
ure (see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 90, pt. 
3, p. 3196). However, the Commission 
feels, and the committee agrees, that it 
would not be administratively feasible to en- 
deavor to apply standard judicial procedure 
to a consideration of loyalty cases. Unless 
it is possible to obtain information under a 
pledge that the source of information will 
not be divulged, the Government will not be 
given adequate protection. 

In considering the standards applied by 
the Civil Service Commission and the stand- 
ards applied by the Interdepartmental Com- 
mittee in determining the question of a per- 
son's loyalty to his Government, several dif- 
ficult problems were presented. The Inter- 
departmental Committee deals only with so- 
called permanent employees, i. e., those who 
have passed their provisional period and have 
been granted permanent tenure. For this 
reason the Interdepartmental Committee 
confines itself to enforcement of the statu- 
tory provisions of the applicable congres- 
sional acts dealing with this problem. The 
Interdepartmental Committee regards an 


JULY 20 


employee as subject to removal only if it is 
established that the employee was (1) a mem- 
ber of an organization advocating the over- 
throw of the Government by force or vio- 
lence, or (2) personally so advocates the 
overthrow of the Government by force or 
violence, 

It is thus apparent that the Interdepart- 
mental Committee is using a different and 
more technical standard than that employed 
by the Civil Service Commission. The Civil 
Service Commission, under its regulations, 
holds employees unqualified for Federal em- 
ployment if there is “reasonable doubt as to 
his loyalty to the Government.” The Inter- 
departmental Committee points out that the 
standard it uses is the one required by exist- 
ing legislation. It is not authorized to go 
beyond that standard. 

The Interdepartmental Committee is pure- 
ly an advisory body and has no authority to 
enforce its findings on any department or 
agency. The final authority and final deci- 
sion upon whether to retain an employee or 
release him is left by existing law to the em- 
Ploying agency (Myers v. United States, 
supra). Not all of the agencies have adopted 
the recommendations made by the commit- 
tee as to the desirable procedures to be fol- 
lowed. Some agencies continue to regard a 
loyalty proceeding as a criminal trial and 
give to it all the protective principles and 
procedural requirements of the criminal law. 
Others go to the other extreme and decide 
cases on the basis of rumor and suspicion 
with little procedural safeguard for the per- 
son affected. There also appears to be a sub- 
stantial duplication of effort under the ex- 
isting law. Cases investigated and forwarded 
by the In‘erdepartmental Committee are 
often reinvestigated upon transfers or pro- 
motions and redecided by the Civil Service 
Commission and vice versa. This duplication 
of cata 5 8 an unavoidable con- 
sequence of the present division — 
sibility. : ale a 

The foregoing is a brief analysis of the 
problem and the treatment thereof up to the 
present time. 

Consideration should now be given to what 
3 will be during the fiscal year 

The Civil Service Commission appropria- 
tion for the fiscal year 1947 will make it pos- 
sible to maintain only approximately 100 in- 
vestigators. Many of these investigators will 
be busy in conducting postmaster investiga- 
tions, investigations growing out of appeals 
filed by veterans under section 14 of the Vet- 
erans’ Preference Act of 1944, and investiga- 
tions growing out of alleged violations of 
Civil-service rules. 

The Civil Service Commission estimates 
that it will be possible to make only 1,400 
character and suitability investigations dur- 
ing this fiscal year. 

At the same time the Commission estimates 
that during the present fiscal year approxi- 
mately 790,000 placements will be made in 
the Federal service. 

Recognizing the impossibility of adequately 
protecting the Government from the infiltra- 
tion of persons whose primary loyalty is to 
other governments, the Commission has been 
developing instructions to be issued to de- 
partments and agencies designed to utilize to 
the maximum the resources of such depart- 
ments and agencies. 

Under these proposed instructions, provi- 
sion was made to have all departments and 
agencies submit fingerprints and names of 
appointees to the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation for the purpose of having the Bureau 
check the fingerprints against the Bureau 
fingerprint files and the names against the 
Bureau investigative index. Finally, provi- 
sion was made for having the employee's 
name checked against the Civil Service Com- 
mission’s own investigative files. 

Under these proposed instructions, if the 
checks brought to light derogatory informa- 
tion, the department or agency concerned, if 
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it had sufficient resources, could conduct its 
own investigations. At the outset the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation advised that 
such a name-check program would involve 
approximately 90,000 name checks per month, 
In view of the fact that the Bureau's budget 
for the fiscal year 1947 made necessary a re- 
duction of 423 employees it was impossible 
for the Bureau to render name-check serv- 
ice to the Civil Service Commission and va- 
rious other agencies. The Bureau further 
pointed out (and the Civil Service Commis- 
sion concurred) that, as a result of the re- 
duction in the appropriations for the Civil 
Service Commission, the requirement that 
each individual Government agency send 
fingerprints of persons whom they consider 
for employment was greatly defective be- 
cause when responsibility is scattered 
through many Government agencies, com- 
plete compliance cannot be secured. It is 
further pointed out by both the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation and the Civil Service 
Commission that while fingerprint and name 
checks afford some protection to the Govern- 
ment, the protection cannot be adequate 
since many individuals who are disloyal to 
the Government do not have criminal rec- 
ords and often operate under assumed names, 

It is obvious to this committee that the 
only way to afford complete protection to our 
Government is to require all persons who ap- 
ply for positions to be thoroughly investigated 
and fingerprinted in advance of employment. 
This, of course, during the war period was not 
possible, It is not now possible due to lack 
of personnel and funds. 

On the basis of the preliminary study of 
the problems presented, the committee be- 
lieves it is of vital importance to our coun- 
try that those employed in all departments 
of Federal service be of high integrity and 
‘unquestioned loyalty to our Government. 
Employment in the Government of the 
United States is and should be regarded as a 
high privilege. It is likewise of the greatest 
importance to the employee that he shall not 
have suspicion cast upon him, or that he be 
unjustly accused in regard to so grave a mat- 
ter as disloyalty to his country, and the 
greatest possible safeguard must be provided 
to avoid this. 

Testimony submitted during the hearings 
is sufficient to indicate the immediate neces- 
sity for certain action and to warrant 
further study and inquiry into the entire 
problem. A consistent and uniform policy 
among the agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment with respect to investigating and re- 
moving employees who are known to be 
disloyal should be placed into effect as soon 
as possible. Techniques and procedures 
must be devised that will not permit persons 
rejected by one agency on loyalty grounds 
from being accepted in another. The Civil 
Service Commission, within the limits of its 
funds and personnel, should speed up its 
procedures concerning post appointive in- 
vestigation and action. The lack of funds, 
together with the tremendous work load 
placed on the Civil Service Commission dur- 
ing the war years, has caused the Commis- 
sion to hold loyalty cases in abeyance for 
long periods of time. This condition should 
be studied and remedied at the earliest 
possible time, The reason for comparatively 
few decisions of eligibility on loyalty grounds 
resulting in the actual removal of employees 
from Government service should be given 
study and the reason therefor clearly stated. 

There are many conditions called to the 
committee’s attention that cannot be 
remedied by mere changes in techniques or 
by issuances of directives, Adequate pro- 
tective measures must be adopted to see 
that persons of questioned loyalty are not 
permitted to enter into the Federal service. 
These protective measures should, of course, 
be absolutely fair and impartial, but doubts 
must, in the nature of things, be resolved in 
favor of the Government, 
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The further study of this problem must 
consider centralization of ultimate respon- 
sibility for employing persons of questioned 
loyalty, or permitting such persons to remain 
in the employ of the Government. To per- 
mit them to remain is unfair to the hundreds 
of thousands of loyal, patriotic employees 
in our Government, and seriously endangers 
the security of our country. 

In this connection the committee be- 
lieves that the question of giving a single 
agency the power to investigate the loyalty 
of Government employees, including both 
applicants and employees having tenure of 
office, should be considered. The designa- 
tion of a single existing agency to review 
investigative reports, without instigating in- 
vestigations, concerning Government em- 
ployees should also be given consideration. 
This would tend to avoid the present du- 
plication of effort. Your committee also be- 
lieves that all proceedings for preferring 
charges against and removing disloyal em- 
ployees should follow the same standards and 
rules of procedure and should be decided on 
the same legal principles. Whether, to 
achieve this uniformity, it is necessary to 
take away the power of removal from the 
respective agencies and place it in a single 
agency or whether it would be sufficient 
merely to authorize a single agency to adopt 
standards and rules of procedure which 
would be binding on all employing agencies 
is a matter which requires further study. 
The legal and practical problems involved 
in taking from a department head his right 
to remove employees and vest it in another 
agency are serious and substantial. Your 
committee has also considered the question 
as to whether a single standard of loyalty 
should be followed for all employees, in- 
cluding both applicants and employees ap- 
pointed subject to investigation and perma- 
nent employeees. Whether a single stand- 
ard is feasible and what that standard should 
be are also matters which your committee 
believes require further study. Such study 
should include consideration of the rights 
of permanent employees as well as a more 
detailed study of experience under the ex- 
isting standards than your committee has 
had an opportunity to make, 

The existing inadequacies of protection 
afforded to this Government from disloyal 
persons employed or to be employed cannot 
be attributed to any one branch of the Gov- 
Rather it isa 
series of causes and events. 

Congress has not thoroughly studied the 
problem or provided well-directed and ade- 
quate legislation. It has not provided ade- 
quate funds, nor has the Bureau of the 
Budget been willing to approve such funds, 
to permit the Civil Service Commission, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and other 
agencies to conduct full pre-employment 
investigations. 

The tremendous increase and immediate 
need for individuals in the Government serv- 
ice during the critical war period made it 
impossible for the executive branch to do 
more than investigate employees within cer- 
tain categories. The principal fault of the 
Executive Department, which can be under- 
stood during the recent emergency, was the 
lack of uniform action together with the 
presence of certain duplications of effort. It 
is primary for this reason that the following 
recommendations are made. 

Your committee therefore recommends 
that a commission be established to be com- 
posed of an official of the Department of Jus- 
tice, the War Department, the Navy Depart- 
ment, the State Department, the Treasury 
Department, and the Civil Service Commis- 
sion; these being the departments with the 
most adequate, experienced investigative 
Staffs. That this commission make a thor- 
ough study of existing laws and the ade- 
quacy of existing legislation; that it study 
the problems raised by this report concerning 
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the standards, procedures, techniques, needed 
funds, and personnel necessary to protect this 
Government from disloyal employees or pros- 
pective employees and present to the Con- 
gress at the earliest time practicable and 
not later than the convening of the Eightieth 
Congress a complete and unified program that 
will give adequate protection, to our Gov- 
ernment against individuals whose pri- 
mary loyalty is to governments other than 
our own. In considering this program the 
commission should firmly keep in mind that 
no matter how adequate such a program may 
be, it will always be necessary for the depart- 
ments and agencies to have an effective 
internal security program. 

In addition to the recommended study, the 
Commission should be directed to imme- 
diately review existing internal security meas- 
ures, and cause the adoption of effective 
regulations in all agencies of the Govern- 
ment. 

The task of this Commission will not be 
easy. It must devise methods that will give 
the Government complete protection and 
yet protect the employee with reference to 
our cherished and traditional freedom of 
conscience and belief. We believe the prob- 
lem is urgent and therefore suggest prompt 
and effective action. 

Your committee further recommends that 
the Congress immediately appropriate suf- 
ficient funds to permit the Civil Service Com- 
mission and the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation to make fingerprint checks and name 
checks of all individuals employed by the 
Government. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. M. COMBS. 
GEORGE H. FALLON. 


SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT BY THE HON. EDWARD H. 
REES (REPUBLICAN), KANSAS, A MEMBER OF 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL SERVICE 


I have no objection to the general state- 
ments contained in the report submitted by 
the majority members of the Subcommittee 
on Civil Service. I did not sign the report 
for the reason that I do not think it extends 
far enough into the problem and for the 
particular reason that I do not think the 
recommendations therein are sufficient to 
deal with the serious problem involved. 

I, therefore, submit my supplemental re- 
port. 

I submit the following supplemental re- 
port, being pursuant to authority granted 
July 2, 1946: 

The subcommittee did not have sufficient 
time to give the problem as careful study 
as ought to have been done, 

It is of vital importance to our country 
that those employed in all departments of 
the Federal service be of high integrity and 
unquestioned loyalty to our Government, 
Employment in the Government of the 
United States is and should be regarded and 
respected as a high privilege. 

The people of this country are deeply con- 
cerned and disturbed when they are informed 
that we have employees in many departments 
of the Federal Government, especially in re- 
sponsible positions, whose loyalty is open to 
serious questioning. Equally important is 
the fact that so little is being done about it. 

Testimony submitted during the hearings 
is sufficient to warrant further investigation 
and inquiry with respect to the following: 

1, There is no consistent or uniform policy 
among the agencies in Federal Government 
with respect to investigating and removing 
the employees who are known to be disloyal. 
In numerous cases persons rejected on loyalty 
grounds in one agency are accepted in an- 
other. 

2. The Civil Service Commission is respon- 
sible for permitting hundreds of employees to 
remain on the pay roll for long periods of 
time after their loyalties have been chal- 
lenged. In many cases the Commission has 
not strictly adhered to the principle of rea- 
sonable doubt” on questions of loyalty. 
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3. In numerous instances the Civil Service 
Commission has held loyalty cases in abey- 
ance for many months, and in some cases 
2, 3, or 4 years, before final decisions are made. 

4. There appears to be susceptibility and 
too much attention given to outside influ- 
ence in the Civil Service Commission, as well 
as in some of the other agencies of Govern- 
ment, in completing investigations and mak- 
ing decisions with respect to the fitness of 
many employees. 

5. In a number of cases, employees have 
been placed on the pay roll subject to in- 
vestigation when at the time they were em- 
ployed there was reason to believe there was 
grave question with regard to loyalty. A 
number of them are in Federal employment 
now. 

6. Although an array of statistics was pre- 
sented to the subcommittee by the Civil 
Service Commission, the fact remains that 
comparatively few decisions of ineligibility 
on loyalty grounds have resulted in the 
actual removal of employees from Govern- 
ment employment by the Commission. The 
records will also show cases of rejection in 
cases of employees in one agency and their 
being employed in another. 

This brief statement only scratches the 
surface. Conditions that are inexcusable, 
brought to the attention of the subcommit- 
tee, that exist in our Government at the 
present time and especially in a number of 
important cases, will not be cured entirely 
by mere changes in technique or issuance of 
directives. Immediate and thorough house- 
cleaning of all those of doubtful loyalty is 
what is needed. Of course, we should be 
absolutely fair, but reasonable doubt as to 
loyalty to our country must at all times be 
resolved in favor of the Government. 

There must be a determination as to who 
is responsible for allowing persons of ques- 
tionable loyalty to remain on the pay roll of 
our Government. To permit such employees 
to remain is unfair to the hundreds of thou- 
sands of upstanding, patriotic employees in 
our Government. In the interest of na- 
tional security it is imperative we follow the 
policy outlined herein. 

In view of the testimony presented to the 
subcommittee during the past week and con- 
sidering the importance of the problem in- 
volved, I recommend that a full and complete 
investigation be conducted and further hear- 
ings be held under the direction of the House 
Civil Service Committee, (1) to study the 
standards, the directives and the methods, 
and the policies of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion and other agencies with respect to the 
question of loyalty in Government and to 
recommend uniform policies and standards 
with regard thereto; (2) to study more fully 
the problem of loyalty among the employees 
now on the Federal pay roll; (3) to devise by 
legislation or otherwise, ways and means of 
eliminating without delay employees in every 
department or agency of Government where 
there is reasonable doubt concerning their 
loyalty. 

The problem is a serious one—it is immi- 
nent. Congress, through the House Civil 
Service Committee, should take action and 
should do it soon. 

Respectfully submitted. 


BOXCAR SHORTAGE 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, for some 
weeks Representatives and Senators from 
Nebraska and Kansas and other States 
have been trying to get more boxcars so 
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that the railroads can move the wheat. 
A United Press report this week carried 
the following statement: 

Elevators, granaries, barns, and even chick- 
en houses in the two big wheat-producing 
States were full to overflowing. The grain 
left over was being dumped on the ground, 
and there was some danger of spoilage, par- 
ticularly in Kansas, 


On checking into this matter I am au- 
thoritatively told that the boxcar short- 
age is due, in part at least, to the 5-day 
week in industry during the reconversion 
period, material shortages, and trouble 
with the Office of Price Administration. 

Mr. Speaker, if food for a starving 
world is to be produced and saved, it is 
necessary that industry and Government 
work as long and as diligently as the 
farmers who produce this food. Al- 
though the harvest will soon be over, it 
is highly important that more boxcars be 
rushed to the area. 


PREEMPLOYMENT INVESTIGATION OF 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
to hear the report of the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH] that the 
Civil Service Committee of the House is 
filing in the Recorp today a report on the 
loyalty conditions in the civil-service 
employment rolls.. In that connection, 
I hope the Members will also read, start- 
ing at page 9389 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record for July 18, a report which I filed 
at that time showing the conditions 
existing in the preemployment investiga- 
tive service of Government, 

Due to the recommendations of the 
Bureau of the Budget, that investigative 
service has been virtually scuttled; so 
much so, Mr. Speaker, that only 1,400 
complete investigations can be made 
next year of potential employees of the 
Federal Government, despite the fact 
that 700,000 new placements in civil 
service are expected to be certified. This 
reflects a condition which should be cor- 
rected before Congress adjourns for the 
summer, 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. PHILLIPS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances; to include in 
one a letter he received from his col- 
league, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
ELLSWORTH], and in the other an edi- 
torial. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks in the Recor in five instances. 

Mr. KEFAUVER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances, and in one to 
include two editorials. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial 
appearing in the Milwaukee Journal. 
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SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
on Thursday next, at the conclusion of 
the legislative program of the day and 
following any special orders heretofore 
entered, I may be permitted to address 
the House for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 


VETERANS' HOUSING 


Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
received information from my district 
yesterday that some 30,000 veterans are 
without decent shelter and that the 
Wyatt housing program has bogged 
down in California to such an extent that 
practically no advance is being made in 
providing homes for veterans. Not only 
are the priorities being given to non- 
housing projects but in addition to that 
they are not giving priorities to veterans 
for the purpose of building their own 
homes. I think this requires more than 
just casual comment; that it requires 
congressional investigation, and if the 
other Members of the House have had the 
same experience as I have had it is about 
time that somebody find out what Mr. 
Wyatt is doing with the authority we 
granted him and why it is not being used 
by him for the purpose of building homes 
for veterans as the bill we passed recently 
provided. He was given ample author- 
ity and ample subsidies to do the job. 
Why is it not being done? 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. WIGGLESWORTH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recor and include a recent ad- 
dress by his excellency, Archbishop Cush- 
ing, of Boston. 

Mr, GILLIE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial. 


COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE THE PEARL 
HARBOR ATTACK 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the special committee appointed 
to investigate the disaster at Pearl Har- 
bor, I file the report of that committee. 

The SPEAKER. The report will be re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union and or- 
dered printed. 


COMMITTEE ON RULES 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight tonight 
to file two privileged reports. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 
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ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and joint reso- 
lutions of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 


H. R. 247. An act for the relief of E. D. 
Williams; 

H. R. 271. An act for the relief of Eleanor 
McCloskey, also known as Evelyn Mary Mika- 
lauskas; 

H. R. 844, An act for the relief of John P. 
Hayes, postmaster, and the estate of Edward 
P. McCormack, former postmaster, at Albany, 
N. 2 

H. R. 1322. An act for the relief of the 
Marine Engine Works and Shipbuilding Cor- 
poration, of Tarpon Springs, Fla. ; 

H. R. 1331. An act for the relief of the 
Hatheway Patterson Corp.; 

H. R. 1345. An act for the relief of David 
M. Matteson; 

H. R. 1469. An act for the relief of Cox 
Bros.; 

H. R. 1480. An act for the relief of the 8. 
G. Leoffler Operating Co., of Washington 
D. C., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 1498. An act to correct the naval 
record of former members of the crews of the 
revenue cutters Algonquin and Onondaga; 

H. R. 1673. An act for the relief of the 
Superior Coach Corp; 

H. R. 1797. An act for the relief of Arcadio 
Saldafia Agosto; 

H. R. 1850, An act for the relief of Louise 
Zerweck; 

H. R. 1957. An act for the relief of the Ohio 
Valley General Hospital, Wheeling Clinic, 
Rosetta Snyder, Virginia Barron, Dr. Paul H. 
Cope, and Dr. J. E. Ricketts; 

H. R. 2130. An act for the relief of Daniel 
S. Bagley, Jr., and Daniel S. Bagley, Sr.; 

H. R. 2243. An act for the relief of Arthur 
A. Guarino; 

H. R. 2269. An act for the relief of Dr. 
William A. Schumacher and Magdalen M. 
Schumacher; 

H. R. 2287, An act for the relief of Susan 
S. Wiseman; 

H. R. 2319. An act for the relief of J. B. 
Shropshire; 

H. R. 2423. An act to authorize the ex- 
change of lands acquired by the United 
States for the Silver Creek recreational dem- 
onstration project, Oregon, for the purpose 
of consolidating holdings therein, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 2489. An act for the relief of Gaylon 
Dhu; 

H. R. 2962, An act for the relief of Justin 
P. Hopkins; 

H. R. 3065. An act for the relief of Stand- 
ard Dredging Corp.; 

H. R.3145. An act for the relief of A. C. 
McMeans; 

H. R. 3158. An act for the relief of Leonard 
J. Fox and Milford G. Fox, a partnership, 
doing business as Fox Co.; 

H. R. 3341. An act for the relief of J. E. and 
Minerva Mitchell, and Rosie Monroe; 

H. R. 3360. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
W. H. (Agnes) Holmes; 

H. R. 3397. An act for the relief of Claude 
S. Crouse; 

H. R. 3400. An act for the relief of Herbert 
W. Rogers; 

H. R. 3420. An act to provide for refunds 
to railroad employees in certain cases, so as to 
place the various States on an equal basis, 
under the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, with respect to contributions of em- 
ployees; 

H. R. 3455. An act for the relief of Chatham 
M. Towers; 

H. R.3480. An act for the relief of Miss 
Ruth Lois Cummings; 
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H. R. 3484. An act for the relief of the 
Poultry Producers of Central California; 

H. R. 3492. An act to amend further the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, approved May 
29, 1930, as amended; 

H. R. 3533. An act to authorize revisions 
in the boundary of the Hopewell Village 
National Historic Site, Pennsylvania, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 3623, An act for the relief of William 
A, Pixley; 

H. R.3821. An act to amend sections 4 and 
8 of the act of September 2, 1937, as amended; 

H. R. 3827. An act for the relief of Fred W. 
Grant; 

H. R. 3848. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Johnnie Pollock, a minor; 

H. R. 3857. An act for the relief of Warren 
H. Thompson and Madeline Parent; 

H. R. 3988. An act for the relief of Decatur 
County in the State of Indiana; 

H. R. 3993. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of War to sell and convey to the South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Co. a right-of-way and 
easement for railroad purposes across a por- 
tion of Camp Cooke Military Reservation, 
Calif.; 


H. R. 4090. An act for the relief of Roy 
Hesselmeyer: 

H. R. 4180. An act to amend the law relat- 
ing to larceny in interstate or foreign com- 
merce; 

H. R. 4215. An act for the relief of Jane 
O'Malley; 

H. R. 4247. An act for the relief of Jesus 
Lassalle and Mrs. America Bonet Medina; 

H. R. 4357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Alberto Lopez Ramos; 

H. R. 4458. An act for the relief of Rosella 
J. Masters; 

H. R. 4484. An act relating to the construc- 
tion and maintenance of building and im- 
provements for banking purposes on the Fort 
Ord Military Reservation, Calif.; 

H. R. 4486. An act to abolish the Santa 
Rosa Island National Monument and to pro- 
vide for the conveyance to Escambia County, 
State of Florida, of that portion of Santa 
Rosa Island which is under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of the Interior; 

H. R. 4492. An act for the relief of Charles 
Marvin Smith; 

H. R. 4577. An act for the relief of Dolores 
Joyce; 

H. R. 4651. An act to amend section 6 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended; 

H. R. 4660. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Georgia Lanser and Ensign J®seph Lanser; 

H. R. 4673. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Minnie Jenkins Ward; 

H. R. 4701. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Utah, Idaho, and 
Wyoming to negotiate and enter into a com- 
pact for the division of the waters of the 
Bear River and its tributaries; 

H. R. 4834. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Katherine Delores Booth and Agnes 
Jane True; 

H. R. 4862. An act for the relief of Walter 
R. Newcomb, Sr., Corbin A. Newcomb, and 
Walter R. Newcomb, Jr.; 

H. R.4917. An act for the relief of the 
Western Union Telegraph Co.; 

H. R. 4919. An act for the relief of Archi- 
bald J. Alcorn; 

H. R. 4996. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Joan Esther Hedin, a minor; 

H. R. 5026, An act for the relief of the 
estate of Drury Lee Jordan; 

H. R. 5030. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Lim Shee Chang; 

H. R. 5112. An act to authorize the city of 
Anchorage, Alaska, to issue bonds in a sum 
not to exceed $5,000,000 for the purpose of 
constructing, reconstructing, improving, ex- 
tending, bettering, repairing, equipping, or 
acquiring public works of a permanent char- 
acter, and to provide for the payment thereof, 
and for other purposes; 


9605 


H. R. 5178. An act for the relief of Marian 
Antoinette McCloud; 

H. R. 5228. An act for the relief of Stephen 
Lisay; 

H. R. 5324. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary Francoline and Mrs. Rose Wallace; 

H. R. 5351, An act for the relief of Charles 
Booker; 

H. R. 5352. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Ippolito; 

H. R. 5398. An act for the relief of Walter 
J. Barnes Electric Co. and Maritime Electric 
Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 5452. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 5510. An act for the relief of Newton 
William Lowery; 

H. R. 5538. An act for the relief of Mae 
Maxine Stone; 

H. R. 5539. An act for the relief of Andrew 
M. Halvorsen; 

H. R. 5541. An act for the relief of F. B. 
Sweat; 

H. R. 5640. An act to reestablish the status 
of funds of the midshipmen’s store, barber 
shop, cobbler shop, and tailor shop at the 
United States Naval Academy, and for other 


purposes; 

H. R. 5722. An act for the relief of Charles 
L. Cannon; 

H. R. 5739. An act for the relief of Frances 
Fitzgerald; 

H. R. 5792. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 5800. An act to authorize school dis- 
tricts in Alaska to issue bonds for school 
construction, and for other pu 

H. R. 5806. An act for the relief of Etta 
Yoakam; 

H. R. 5820. An act relating to mail service 
on Lake Winnepesaukee, N. H.; 

H. R. 5831. An act to include the heads of 
executive departments and independent 
agencies within the purview of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930; 

H. R. 5840. An act to authorize an ex- 
change of land in Eagle County, Colo.; 

H R. 5872. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Walter Keaton; 

H.R 5878. An act for the relief of Elsie 
Elmhorst; 

H. R. 5884. An act for the relief of Frances 


Krays; 

H. R. 5958. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. R. 6041. An act authorizing the State of 
Indiana to construct, maintain, and operate 
a free highway bridge across the Wabash 
River at or near Montezuma, Ind.; 

H. R. 6065. An act authorizing the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge or a free 
bridge across the Ohio River at or near Can- 
nelton, Ind.; 

H. R. 6081. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Iowa State Highway Com- 

mission to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Des Moines 
River at or near the town of Eddyville, Iowa; 

H. R. 6213. An act for the relief of Brevet 
First Lt. Margaret Utinsky; 

H. R. 6222. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 


` tion of a bridge across the Calcasieu River at 


or near Lake Charles, La.; 

H. R. 6324. An act to amend and supple- 
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act of July 11, 
1916, as amended and supplemented, to pro- 
vide for the design and construction of dams 
so that they will serve as foundations for 
highway bridges, to provide for the design 
and construction of highway bridges upon 
and across such dams, to authorize the grant- 
ing of easements and rights-of-way in con- 
nection therewith, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6442. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Elizabeth J. Patterson, Joy Patterson, and 
Roberta Patterson; 
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H.R, 6459. An act to extend the period 
within which the Secretary of Agriculture 
may carry out the purposes of the Soil Con- 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act by 
making payments to agricultural producers; 

H. R. 6472. An act for the relief of John E. 
Peterson, James M. Hiler, Vivian Langemo, 
Floy Sibrie, and Ross Lee Brown; 

H. R. 6486. An act to authorize an appro- 
priation for the establishment of a geo- 
physical institute at the University of Alaska; 

H. R. 6515. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act authorizing the Nebraska- 
Iowa Bridge Corp., a Delaware corpora- 
tion, its successors and assigns, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
Missouri River between Washington County, 
Nebraska, and Harrison County, Iowa”, ap- 
proved March 6, 1928; 

H. R. 6627. An act for the acquisition of 
buildings and grounds in foreign countries 
for the use of the Government of the United 
States of America; 

H. R. 6673. An act to amend section 6 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended; 

H. R. 6689. An act to extend, for an addi- 
tional year, the provisions of the Sugar Act, 
as amended, and the taxes with respect to 
sugar; 

H. R. 6751. An act authorizing Gus A: 
Guefra, his heirs, legal representatives, and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll bridge across the Rio Grande, at or near 
Rio Grande City, Tex.; 

H. R. 6889. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a toll bridge across the St. Louis River 
between the States of Minnesota and Wis- 
consin, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6903. An act to provide benefits for 
certain employees of the United States who 
are veterans of World War II and lost op- 
portunity for probational civil-service ap- 
pointments by reason of their service in the 
armed forces of the United States; ` 

H. J. Res, 321. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the making of settlement on account. of 
certain currency destroyed at Fort Mills, 
Philippine Islands, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res.336. Joint resolution relating to 
. Marketing quotas under the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H, J. Res. 359. Joint resolution relating to 
peanut marketing quotas under the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend- 
ed; and 

H. J, Res. 364. Joint resolution to provide 
for the establishment of an international an- 
imal quarantine station on Swan Island, and 
to permit the entry therein of animals from 
any country and the subsequent importation 
of such animals into other parts of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the, 


Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

On July 19, 1946: 


H. R. 6777. An act making appropriations © 


for Government corporations and independ- 

ent executive agencies for the fiscal year end- 

ing June 30. 1947, and for other purposes. 
On July 20, 1946: 

H. R. 5452. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 
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The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 3 o’clock and 56 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until Monday, July 22, 
1946, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE MEETING 


COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS’ 
LEGISLATION 
There will be a meeting of the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legisla- 
tion, in executive session, on Monday, 
July 22, 1946, at 10:30 a. m., in committee 
room 356, House Office Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1471. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a request for withdrawal of the 
case of Constantine Dimitrius Dintchos from 
those 42 cases referred to in his letter of 
April 1, 1946, involving suspension of de- 
portation; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

1472. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec- 
ords proposed for disposal by various Gov- 
ernment agencies; to the Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. MANSFIELD of Texas: Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. House Resolution 716. 
Resolution directing that the board of engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors prepare a re- 
vised edition of a compilation of all pre- 
liminary examination and survey and review 
reports transmitted to Congress prior to July 
31, 1946; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2599). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 2020. An act granting a right-of-way at 
a revised location to the West Shore Railroad 
Co., the New York Central Railroad Co., lessee, 
across a portion of the military reservation at 
West Point; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2600). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of. War to grant to the Georgia Power Co., 
a 100-foot perpetual easement across Fort 
Benning in the State of Georgia; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 2601). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 
Corps; without amendment (Rept. 2602). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 717, Resolution 
providing for the consideration of S. 2177, a 
bill to provide for increased efficiency in the 
legislative branch of the Government; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2614). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr, COLMER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 718. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of S. 191, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to authorize grants 
to the States for surveying their hospitals 
and public health centers and for planning 
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construction of additional facilities, and to 
authorize grants to assist in such construc- 
tion; without amendment (Rept. No. 2615). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. JENNINGS: Committee on Claims. 
S. 162. An act for the relief of Walter S. 
Faulkner; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2588). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims. 
S. 1880. An act for the relief of the Crosby 
Yacht Building & Storage Co., Inc.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2589). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
Claims. H. R. 3209. A bill for the relief of 
Edward A. Mason; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2590). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
Claims. H. R. 5050. A bill for the relief of 
Minnie P. Shorey; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2591). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 4 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
Claims. H. R. 5134. A bill for the relief of 
Clarence W. Ohm; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2592). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
Claims. H. R. 5469. A bill for the relief of 
Bertha Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2592). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr, CHENOWETH: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 5603. A bill for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; with amendments (Rept. No. 
2594). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
Claims. H. R. 5849. A bill for the relief of 
Mrs. Grace A. Phillips; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2595). Referred to the Commitee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. CHENOWETH: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 5851. A bill for the relief of Second Lt. 
Francis W. Anderson; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2596). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 6012. A bill for the relief of Lippert 
Bros.; with amendment (Rept. No. 2597). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
Claims. H. R. 6161. A bill for the relief of 
the legal guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thomp- 
son, a minor; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2598). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. CHENOWETH: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 5093. A bill to confer jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claim of Albert 
Whilden; with amendments (Rept. No. 2603). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. PITTENGER: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 6423. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ivan 
B. Hofman; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2604). Referred to the. Committee of the 
Whole House 

Mr, PITTENGER: Committee on Claims. 
S. 357. An act for the relief of the Forward 
Columbus Fund, of Columbus, Nebr.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2605). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 1277. 
An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court 
of Claims to hear, determine, and render 
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judgment upon the claim of William S. 
Brown; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2606). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 1549. 
An act for the relief of the legal guardian of 
Duane N. Thompson, a minor; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2607). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House, 

Mr, PITTENGER: Committee on Claims. 
S. 1573. An act for the relief of James H, 
Wilkinson; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2608). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 1674. 
An act for the relief of Michael Joseph Ben- 
nett, a minor; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2609). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. PITTENGER: Committee on Claims. 
S. 1731. An act for the relief of Lester A. 
Dessez; without amendment (Rept. No. 2610). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. PITTENGER: Committee on Claims, 
S. 1733, An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright and 
Irvin Lee Wright, minors; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2611). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 1751. 
An act for the relief of Wayne Parker; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2612). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 1910. 
An act for the relief of George D. King; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2613). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. GEARHART: 

H. R. 7091. A bill to provide for the incor- 
poration of the National Woman's Relief 
Corps, Auxiliary to the Grand Army of the 
Republic, organized 1883, 62 years old; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. PLOESER: 

H. R. 7092. A bill for the refund of income 
taxes paid by members of the armed forces 
dying while in active service; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLANNAGAN: 

H R.7093. A bill to promote the agricul- 
ture of the United States by acquiring and 
diffusing useful information regarding agri- 
culture in the foreign field, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr, PITTENGER: 

H. R. 7094. A bill to repeal the Reorgani- 
zation Act of 1945; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 

By Mr. LEMKE: 

H. R. 7095. A bill to provide assignment of 
a section of the 50-megacycle band of radio 
frequencies for frequency modulation (FM); 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

By Mr. HESS: 

H. R. 7096. A bill declaring August 14 of 
each year a legal holiday; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina: 

H. R. 7097. A bill for the relief of Robert 
E. Ridenhour, Jr.; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 

H. R. 7098. A bill for the relief of John 

K. Jackson; to the Committee on Claims, 
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PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2112. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
City Council of the City of Chicago, petition- 
ing consideration of their resolution with 
reference to the reduction of personnel of 
the Chicago Operating Base of the Coast 
Guard; to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

2113. Also, petition of the national affairs 
committee of the National Republican Club, 
petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to request for cessation of 
price controls except for control of rents in 
those States where there is no State rent 
control; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


SENATE 


Monpay, JuLy 22, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Frederick E. Reissig, D. D., execu- 
tive secretary, Washington Federation of 
Churches, Washington, D. C., offered the 
following prayer: 


Thou God of all the yesterdays, of all 
the tomorrows, and the God of this 
present day and hour, we pause in this 
moment of time and history to acknowl- 
edge Thee as our God and Father. To 
remember Thee is to live; to forget Thee 
is to perish. As the branch cannot bear 
fruit by itself without remaining on the 
vine, neither can we except we remain 
in Thee. Except Thou, O Lord, build 
the house, the nation, the new world, 
they labor in vain that build. 

Upon the perplexing problems that 
come to this Hill, shed Thou the light 
of Thine own wisdom. Add Thou to our 
limited knowledge, judgment, and under- 
standing some of Thine own unlimited 
resources. Use Thou us as best Thou 
canst to bring order out of confusion, 
harmony out of discord, peace out of 
strife, understanding and fellowship out 
of distrust and fear. 

Made humble by our responsibilities 
and dependent on Thee by our impossible 
tasks, we unashamedly confess today 
that for the needs of this hour we have 
no other place to go but to Thee. And 
we do not pray for lesser tasks, but that 
Thou wouldst grant us insights, courage, 
and strength to match them. In the 
faith that they that wait upon the Lord 
shall renew their strength, we face 
another day of service to Thee and our 
fellow men. 

Hear our prayer in the name of Him 
who is the way, the truth, and the life. 
Amen, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. Haypen, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Saturday, July 20, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the fol- 
lowing bills and joint resolution of the 
Senate: 

S. 920. An act to fix the salaries of certain 
judges of the United States; 

S. 2372. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct the Lewiston 
Orchards project, Idaho, in accordance with 
the Federal reclamation laws; and 

S. J. Res. 4. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection on public grounds in Springer- 
ville, Ariz., of a memorial to Gustay Becker. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 1717) for 
the development and control of atomic 
energy, with amendments in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6371) to 
amend certain provisions of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5223) to 
extend temporarily the time for filing 
applications for patents, for taking ac- 
tion in the United States Patent Office 
with respect thereto, for preventing proof 
of acts abroad with respect to the mak- 
ing of an invention, and for other pur- 
poses; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that 
Mr. BOYKIN, Mr. LANHAM, and Mr. HART- 
LEY were appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the joint resolu- 
tion (S. J. Res. 305) providing for mem- 
bership and participation by the United 
States in the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 
and authorizing an appropriation there- 
for; asked a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. BLOOM, Mr. 
Kee, and Mr. Merrow were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 4982. An act to enable the Depart- 
ment of State more effectively to carry out 
its responsibilities in the foreign fleld by 
means of (a) public dissemination abroad of 
information about the United States, its 
people, and its policies, and (b) promotion 
of the interchange of persons, knowledge, 
and skills between the people of the United 
States and the peoples of other countries; 

H. R.6646. An act to establish the Office 
of Under Secretary of State for Economic 
Affairs; and 

H.R. 6967. An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. HAYDEN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 


The 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hart Pepper 
Andrews Hawkes Radcliffe 
Ball Hayden Reed 
Barkley Hill Revercomb 
Bilbo Hoey Robertson 
Brewster Huffman Russell 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Shipstead 
Buck Knowland Smith 
Burch La Follette Stanfill 
Bushfield Langer Swift 

Byrd Lucas Taft 
Capehart McCarran’ Taylor 
Capper McClellan Thomas, Okla. 
Carville McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Chavez McMahon Tobey 
Connally Magnuson Tunnell 
Cordon Maybank Vandenberg 
Donnell Mead Wagner 
Downey Millikin Walsh 
Eastland Mitchell Wherry 
Ferguson Moore White 
Fulbright Morse Wiley 
George Murdock Willis 
Gerry Murray Wilson 
Green Myers Young 
Guffey O'Daniel 

Gurney Overton 


.Mr. HILL, I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
Q’Manoney] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Jounston], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sena- 
tor from Arizona (Mr. MCFARLAND], and 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, 
Stewart] are detained on public busi- 
ness. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HarcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. Typrnes] are absent on offi- 
cial business, having been appointed to 
the Commission on the part of the Sen- 
ate to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SaLTONSTALL] is ab- 
sent on official business, having been 
appointed a member of the President's 
Evaluation Commission in connection 
with the test of atomic bombs on naval 
vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the Commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Austin ] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-nine Senators have answered to 
their names. A quorum is present. 
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PRESENTATION OF GAVEL TO THE SENATE 
BY KIWANIS CLUB OF WESTMINSTER, 
MD. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair lays before the Senate a letter 
from the Kiwanis Club of Westminster, 
Md., signed by a committee of distin- 
guished members, presenting to the Sen- 
ate, through the President pro tempore, 
a gavel, The Chair asks to have the 
letter printed in the Rxconp at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


KIWANIS CLUB OF WESTMINSTER, MD., 
July 22, 1946. 
The UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention Hon. Senator MCKELLAR.) 

GENTLEMEN: The Westminster Kiwanis 
Club wishes to present to the United States 
Senate, through its president, Senator Mc- 
KELLAR, this unique gavel. We call it the 
Francis Scott Key Gavel. It is made of wal- 
nut wood which grew on the farm called 
Terra Rubra, the birthplace of Francis Scott 
Key, the author of our National Anthem, 
the Star-Spangled Banner. 

After the British raided the city of Wash- 
ington and burned our National Capitol, 
they departed for Baltimore. There a simi- 
lar raid was frustrated by the alertness of 
the Maryland Militia and the spirited defense 
of Fort McHenry before the city on Septem- 
ber 12, 1814. It was the sight of our fiag still 
waving on the ramparts of Fort McHenry, 
after a night’s bombardment, that inspired 
Francis Scott Key to write his immortal 
words, 

Terra Rubra is a beautiful farm in Carroll 
County, Md., near Westminster, the county 
seat. It is situated about 6 miles southwest 
of Taneytown, a town supposed to be named 
after Chief Justice Taney. The roots that 
nourished this wood grew in patriotic soil, 
that Hes just 15 miles south of the great 
Gettysburg battlefield, and the same soil that 
is called home by thousands of lads who 
fought, some of them giving their lives, in 
Europe in 1918, and again in Europe and the 
Pacific in 1941-45. 

When the Senate comes to order at the 
sound of this gavel may those within its 
legislative halls be reminded of the noble 
words of Francis Scott Key: , 


“Oh, thus be it ever when freemen shall 
stand 

Between their loved homes and the war's 
desolation! 

Blest with victory and peace, may the 
heaven rescued land 

Praise the Power that hath made and pre- 
served us a Nation! 

Then conquer we must, when our cause it 
is just, 

And this be our motto: ‘In God is our trust!’ 

And the Star-Spangled Banner in triumph 
shall wave 

O'er the land of the free and the home of 
the brave!" 


And, may they also be reminded of the 
loyal sons of Carroll who, today, extend their 
hand of fellowship and wish for you as they 
do for all Americans an enduring peace and 
a lasting good will among all the nations of 
the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

JOHN R. Brown, 

M. S. REIFOUYDER, 
Ep. B. MANCHA, 

H. R. HOLLINGER, 
JOHN R. BYERS, 

The Committee, Kiwanis Club of 
Westminster, 


JULY 22 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE FILED DURING 
THE RECESS 


Under authority of the order of the 
Senate on the 20th instant, 

Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee 
on Military Affairs, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 1974) to provide for the selec- 
tion for elimination and retirement of 
officers of the Regular Army, for the 
equalization of retirement benefits for 
members of the Army of the United 
States, and for other purposes, reported 
it on July 20, 1946, with an amendment, 
and submitted a report (No. 1767) 
thereon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs: 

S. 2460. A bill to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States mili- 
tary or naval service, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1768). 

By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Committee on 
Civil Service 

H.R, 2523. A bill to provide for lump-sum 
payment of compensation for accumulated 
annual leave and current accrued annual 
leave to certain officers and employees, and’ 
authorizing the appropriation of funds for 
that purpose; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1769). 

By Mr. HUFFMAN, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 2222. A bill for the relief of J. L. 
Harris; without amendment (Rept. No, 1770); 

H. R. 2663. A bill for the relief of W. C. 
Jones, Myrtle M. Jones, and W. W. Tilghman; 
without amendment (Rept. No. i771); and 

H. R. 3833. A bill for the relief of Viola 
eee without amendment (Rept. No. 

* 

By Mr. O’DANIEL, from the Committee on 
Claims: $ 

H. R. 1070. A bill for the relief of Elmer C. 
a without amendment (Rept. No. 

); 

H. R. 1570. A bill for the relief of Edward 
1 without amendment (Rept. No. 
1774) ; 

H. R. 1788. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Conrad Newman; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1775); 

H. R. 4406. A bill for the relief of Loyal F. 
Willis; without amendment (Rept. No. 1776); 

H.R. 4686. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Harry Wright; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 1777); 

H. R. 5198. A bill for the relief of Marjorie 
za Marable; without amendment (Rept. No. 

78); 

H. R. 5261. A bill for the relief of David 
Weiss; without amendment (Rept. No. 1779); 

H.R. 6248. A bill for the relief of Capital 
Office Equipment Co.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1780); and 

H. R. 6642. A bill for the relief of certain 
postmasters; without amendment (Rept. No, 
1781). 

By Mr. O'DANIEL (for Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina), from the Committee on 
Claims: 

S. 2147. A bill for the relief of Howard A. 
Yeager; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1782); 

S. 2870. A bill for the relief of Edgar F. 
Russell; Lillian V, Russell, his wife; and Bessie 
R. Ward; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1783) ; 

S. 2440. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Martha 
ee without amendment (Rept. No. 
1784) ; 
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H. R. 3099. A bill for the relief of Coy C. 
Brown; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1785) ; ° 

H. R. 4341. A bill for the relief of James B. 
1 without amendment (Rept. No. 
1786); 

H. R. 5368. A bill for the relief of W. G. 
Magruder; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1787); 

H. R. 5414. A bill for the relief of Marie 
Gorak; without amendment (Rept. No. 1788); 
and 

H. R. 6307. A bill for the relief of Francesco 
D'Emilio; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1789). 

By Mr. McMAHON, from the Committee on 
Claims; 

H. R. 1351. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Estelle Daniel Boyle, deceased, and E. B. 
Rosegarten; without amendment (Rept. No, 
1790); 

H.R.3197. A bill for the relief of William 
F. Patchell, Jr.; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1791); and 

H. R. 6598. A bill for the relief of Milton A. 
Johnson, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1792). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 3742. A bill for the relief of Burgess 
C. Moore, as administrator of the estate of 
Lela May Tomlinson, deceased, and as legal 
guardian of Kay Tomlinson and Larry Max 
Tomlinson, minors; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1793); 

H. R. 4375. A bill for the relief of Charles 
Martin; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1794); 

ote | 5372. A bill for the relief of Jessie 
Wolfington; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1795); and 

H. R. 5874. A bill for the relie? of Joseph 
Maezer; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1796). 

= Mr. WILSON, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 1631. A bill for the relief Wiliam 
Tolar Smith; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1797); 

H. R. 2850. A bill for the relief of Felix 
Napiorkowski; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1798); 

H. R. 4947. A bill for the relief of Ethel 
Guenther; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1799); 

H.R. 5725. A bill for the relief of Sadie 
Frey and the estate of Marie Hviding; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1800); 

H. R. 6231. A bill for the relief of Frank A. 
Gorman; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1801); and 

H. R. 6536. A bill for the relief of South- 
eastern Sand & Gravel Co.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1802). 

By Mr. BILBO, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia: 

S. 2408. A bill to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to 
certain fees; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1803); 

H. R. 4410. A bill to amend the act enti- 
tled “An act to authorize the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia to make reg- 
ulations to prevent and control the spread 
of communicable and preventable diseases,” 
approved August 11, 1939; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1804); 

H. R. 5928. A bill to name the bridge lo- 
cated on New Hampshire Avenue, Washing- 
ton, D. C., over the Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
road tracks the Charles A, Langley Bridge; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1805); 

H. R. 5970. A bill to permit the members 
and stockholders of charitable, educational, 
and religious associations incorporated in 
the District of Columbia to vote by proxy or 
by mail; without amendment (Rept. No, 
1806); and 
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H.R. 6859. A bill to amend section 121 of 
the act entitled “An act to establish a code 
of law for the District of Columbia,” ap- 
proved March 3, 1901, as amended, to au- 
thorize the appointment of three addition- 
al deputies for the register of wills; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1807). 

By Mr. TUNNELL, from the Committee on 
Pensions: 

H. R. 3908. A bill to provide increased pen- 
sions to members of the Regular Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who become 
disabled by reason of their service therein 
during other than a period of war; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1808); and 

H. R. 6900. A bill to grant increased sery- 
ice pensions in certain Spanish-American 


War cases not included in recent legislation . 


providing increases to other Spanish-Ameri- 
can War veterans and their dependents, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1809). 


BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


A bill and a joint resolution were in- 
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

S. 2467. A bill to amend the National Hous- 
ing Act, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr, GEORGE: 

8. J. Res. 180. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. 
Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; Her- 
bert A. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical 
director, Public Health Service; and Gilbert 
L. Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by Ffance, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang; 
to the Committee on Finance. 


EXTENSION OF MATURITY FOR MORT- 
GAGES OF PROPERTY OF WORLD WAR 
II VETERANS UNDER NATIONAL HOUS- 
ING ACT—AMENDMENT 


Mr. PEPPER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 2459) to extend the maturity 
for mortgages under the National Hous- 
ing Act in the case of property owned 
by veterans of World War II, which was 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency and ordered to be printed. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR ORDERED TO 
BE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred or or- 
dered to be placed on the calendar, as 
indicated: 

H. R. 4982. An act to enable the Depart- 
ment of State more effectively to carry out 
its responsibilities in the foreign field by 
means of (a) public dissemination abroad of 
information about the United States, its 
people and its policies, and (b) promotion 
of the interchange of persons, knowledge, 
and skills between the people of the United 
States and the peoples of other countries; 
and 

H. R. 6967. An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration; ordered to be 
placed on the calendar. 

H. R. 6646. An act to establish the Office 
of Under Secretary of State for Economic 
anana; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 

ons, 
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PARTICIPATION BY UNITED STATES IN 
UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCI- 
ENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL ORGANIZA- 
TION 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disågreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
305) providing for membership and par- 
ticipation by the United States in the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Organization, and author- 
izing an appropriation therefor, and re- 
questing a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. MURRAY. I move that the Sen- 
ate insist upon its amendments, agree 
to the request of the House for a confer- 
ence, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
Morray, Mr. TUNNELL, and Mr. BRIDGES 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


DEVELOPMENT AND CONTROL OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1717) for the development and con- 
trol of atomic energy, which were, on 
page 3, line 19, after the word “members” 
where it occurs the first time, to insert a 
comma and “at least one of whom shall 
be a member of the armed forces”; on 
page 5, line 23, after “annum.”, insert 
“The Director of the Division of Military 
Application shall be a member of the 
armed forces.”; on page 8, after line 2, 
to insert: 

“(d) Appointment of Army and Navy offi- 
cers: Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 1222 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 10, sec. 576), section 212 of 
the act entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions for the Legislative Branch of the Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1933, and for other purposes,” approved June 
30, 1932, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edition, 
title 5, sec. 59a), section 2 of the act entitled 
“An act making appropriations for the legis- 
lative, executive, and judicial expenses of the 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1895, and for other purposes,” approved 
July 31, 1894, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edi- 
tion, title 5, sec. 62), or any other law, not 
to exceed two active or retired officers of 
the Army or the Navy may serve at the same 
time as members of the Commission, and 
any active or retired officer of the Army or 
the Navy may serve as Director of the Divi- 
sion of Military Application established by 
subsection (a) (4) (B) of this section, with- 
out prejudice to their commissioned status 
as such officers. Any such officer serving as a 
member of the Commission or as Director 
of the Division of Military Application shall 
receive, in addition to his pay from the 
United States as such officer, an amount 
equal to the difference between such pay 
and the compensation prescribed in para- 
graph (2) or (4) (B), as the case may be, of 
subsection (a) of this section.” 


On page 8, line 12, to strike out 
“srants-in-aid,”; on page 10, line 16, 
after “Commission”, insert a comma and 
“as agent of and on behalf of the United 
States,”; on page 11, line 18, after “con- 
tract”, to insert “except as authorized by, 
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the Commission,”; on page 12, line 17, 
strike out “is” and insert “and persons 
lawfully producing or utilizing fission- 
able material are”; on page 14, line 20, 
after material“, to insert owned by 
it“; on page 16, line 21, to strike out all 
after “deliver” down to and including 
“to” in line 22, and insert a comma and 
“receive possession of or title to, or ex- 
port from the United States”; on page 
18, line 25, to strike out all after “States” 
over to and including “enjoy” in line 5 
of page 19, and insert “subject to valid 
claims existing on the date of the enact- 
ment of this act”; on page 19, line 6, to 
strike out “person” and insert “in- 
dividual”; on page 19, line 10, to strike 
out “person” and insert “individual”; on 
page 19, line 11, after “project”, to in- 
sert “unless first authorized so to do by 
the Commission”; on page 21, to strike 
out lines 17 to 20, inclusive, and insert: 

(1) The Commission shall not 

(A) Distribute any fissionable material to 
(i) any person for a use which is not under 
or within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, (ii) any foreign government, or (iii) 
any person within the United States if, in 
the opinion of the Commission, the distribu- 
tion of such fissionable material to such per- 
son would be inimical to the common defense 
and security, 

(B) License any person to transfer or de- 
liver, receive possession of or title to, or ex- 
port from the United States any source ma- 
terial if, in the opinion of the Commission, 
the issuance of a license to such person for 
such purpose would be inimical to the com- 
mon defense and security. 


On page 21, to strike out all after line 
20, over to and including line 5 on page 
22; on page 22, line 20, after “Commis- 
sion”, to insert “(1)”; on page 22, line 21, 
after “of”, to insert “fissionable materials 
or”; on page 22, line 23, after “defense” 
to insert “or (2) to authorize the armed 
forces to manufacture, produce, or ac- 
quire any equipment or device utilizing 
fissionable material or atomic energy as 
a military weapon”; on page 22, lines 24 
and 25, after “person” to insert a comma 
and “except as provided in section 6 (a)”; 
on page 25, line 12, to strike out “to 
exceed” and insert “less than”; on page 
26, line 4, to strike out “States or” and 
insert States,“; on page 26, lines 4 and 
5, after “government” to insert a comma 
and “or to any person within the United 
States if, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, the issuance of a license to such 
person would be inimical to the common 
defense and security”; on page 26, line 
14, after “agreement” to insert “here- 
after”; on page 28, to strike out all after 
line 22 over to and including line 4 on 
page 29; on page 29, line 5, to strike out 
“(2)”; on page 29, strike out lines 10 to 
14, inclusive; on page 29, line 15, to strike 
out “(c)” and insert “(b)”; on page 29, 
line 20, after “Commission” to insert “by 
unanimous vote”; on page 30, line 8, 
after “by” to insert “death, or by”; on 
page 30, line 9, after “not” to insert “less 
than ten years or”; on page 30, line 23, 
after “by” to insert “death, or by”; on 
page 30, line 23, after “not” where it oc- 
curs the second time to insert “less than 
ten years or“; on page 31, line 10, after 
“by” to insert “death, or by”; on page 


31, line 11, after “not” to insert less 
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than ten years or”; on page 31, to strike 
out lines 12 to 15, inclusive, and insert: 

(5) The Commission shall make no con- 
tract under sections 3 or 4; shall issue no 
license to any person nor employ any person 
until the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall have first made an investigation of the 
character and associations of such person 
and certified that the character of such con- 
tractor licensee or employee is such as not 
to endanger the common defense or security. 


On page 31, line 20, to strike out “(d)” 
and insert “(c)”; on page 32, to strike 
out all after line 8 over to and including 
line 25 on page 38 and insert: 

8ec. 11. (a) The Commission is authorized 


to purchase, for the manufacture or use by 


or for the United States Government, any 
and all rights in and to any invention or dis- 
covery, or application for patent or patent 
thereon, relating to research on or the pro- 
duction of fissionable material or the utili- 
gation of fissionable material or atomic 
energy. 


(b) The Commission is authorized to con- 


demn, and to determine and make just com- 
pensation for, any and all rights in and to 
any invention or discovery relating to re- 
search on or the production of fissionable 
materials or the utilization of fissionable 
materials or atomic energy that affects the 
national defense and security: Provided, how- 
ever, That upon the determination by the 
Commission that the national defense or se- 
curity is no longer involved, any and. all 
rights in and to such invention or discovery 
shall revert to the owner, subject to a non- 
exclusive, irrevocable, and nontransferable 
license in favor of the Government. 

(c) When any person who has made an in- 
vention or discovery relating to research on 
or the production of fissionable material, or 
the utilization of fissionable materials or 
atomic energy, and shall have filed an appli- 
cation for a patent thereon and shall have 
tendered his invention or discovery to the 
Government of the United States for its use, 
he shall, if and when he ultimately receives 
a patent, have the right to sue for compensa- 
tion as provided for in subsections (d) and 
(e) of section 11 hereof, such right to com- 
pensation to begin from the date of any use 
of the invention by the Government: Pro- 
vided, That the Commission is authorized to 
enter into and effect an agreement with said 
applicant in full settlement and compromise 
for the use of his invention by the Gov- 
ernment. 

(d) If any person is dissatisfied with the 
determination of the Commission as to just 
compensation, he may have his remedy by 
filing a suit in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia, if filed 
within 6 months after such determination; 
and such court, on notice to the Commission 
and other due procedures had, may there- 
upon determine the amount of the compen- 
sation to be paid such person, as the facts 
in the case may appear: Provided, That in 
any such suit the United States may avail 


itself of any and all defenses, general and 


special, that might be pleaded by a defendant 
in an action for infringement, as set forth In 
title 60 of the Revised Statutes, or otherwise. 
Any final judgment rendered against the 
Commission under any provision of this sec- 
tion shall have like force and effect as a 
money judgment rendered against the United 
States by the Court of Claims in a suit in 
respect of which the United States has ex- 
pressly agreed to be sued; and the amount of 
any such final Judgment shall be paid out of 
any appropriation applicable to_the case, if 
any such there be; and when no such appro- 
priation exists said judgment shall be paid 
in the same manner as judgments rendered 
by the Court of Claims in cases under its 
general jurisdiction, 
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(e) Any party aggrieved by any final judg- 
ment in a proceeding under this section may 
appeal therefrom to the Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia, and upon such ap- 
peal said court shall have power to review 
said judgment and affirm, revoke, or modify 
the same as upon appeals in other actions 
at law. 

(f) Attorneys appointed by the Commis- 
sion may appear for and represent the Com- 
mission before any Government agency or 
judicial tribunal with respect to any and all 
invention, patent, and research matters in 
which the Commission is involved. 

(g) Any person who has made, or here- 
after makes, any invention or discovery 
utilizing fissionable materials or atomic 
energy designed or especially adapted for use 
as or in a military weapon, shall file with 
the Commission a report containing a coni- 
plete description thereof. The report cover- 
ing any such invention or discovery shall be 
filed on or before whichever of the following 
is the latest: (1) The sixtieth day after the 
date of enactment of this act; (2) the sixtieth 
day after completion of such invention or dis- 
covery; or (3) the sixtieth day after such 
person first discovers, or first has reason to 
believe that such invention or discovery is 
specially useful as or in such a weapon, 


On page 40, line 16, to strike out all 
after “laws.” down to and including 
“court.” in line 19; on page 41, line 14, 
to strike out all after “this” down to and 
including all of line 20, and insert “Act; 
and”; on page 41, line 21, to strike out 
“(9)” and insert “(8)”; on page 43, after 
line 18 to insert: 


JUDICIAL REVIEW AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCEDURE 

Sec. 14. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 12 of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (Public Law 404, 79th Cong., approved 
June 11, 1946) which provide when such act 
shall take effect, section 10 of such act (re- 
lating to judicial review) shall be applicable, 
upon the enactment of this act, to any agency 
action under the authority of this act or by 
any agency created by or under the provi- 
sions of this act, 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (a), 
no provision of this act shall be held to 
supersede or modify the provisions of the 
Administrative Procedure Act. 


(c) As used in this section the terms 


“agency action” and “agency” shall have the 
same meaning as is assigned to such terms 
in the Administrative Procedure Act. 


On page 43, line 20, to strike out “14” 
and insert “15”; on page 43, line 21, to 
strike out “nine” and insert “eleven”; on 
page 43, line 23, to strike out “nine” and 
insert “eleven”; on page 44, line 1, to 
strike out “five” and insert “six”; on 
page 46, line 2, to strike out “15” and 
insert “16”; on page 46, line 4, to strike 
out “or 6 (b)” and insert “6 (b), or 
11 (g)”; on page 46, line 10, after “by” 
where it appears the first time to in- 
sert “death or by”; on page 46, line 11, 
after “not” to insert “less than ten years 
or”; on page 46, line 15, to strike out 
“(c)” and insert “(b)”; on page 46, line 
15, to strike out all after “(c)” down to 
and including “(2)” in line 16; on page 
46, line 22, after “by” to insert “death, 
or by”; on page 46, line 23, after “not” 
to insert “less than ten years or”; on 
page 47, line 9, strike out “shall” and 
insert “may”; on page 47, line 9, to strike 
out “without bond”; on page 47, after line 
18, to insert: 

(e) All persons associated in any capacity, 
with the development and control of atomic 
energy, under the Commission and all viola- 
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tions of this act, shall be investigated by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation of the De- 
partment of Justice, 


On page 47, line 20, to strike out “16” 
and insert “17”; on page 48, line 4, to 
strike out “17” and insert “18”; on page 
48, after line 7, insert: 

(b) The term “nuclear fission” shall be 
construed to mean that process which takes 
place in nuclei wherein the nucleus is split 
into fragments, at least two of which contain 
a substantial fraction of the mass of the 
original nucleus. 


On page 48, line 8, to strike out “(b)” 
and insert “(c)”; on page 48, line 15, to 
strike out “(c)” and insert “(d)”; on 
page 48, line 24, to strike out “(d)” and 
insert “(e)”; on page 49, line 2, after 
“States” to insert “and the Canal Zone”; 
on page 49, line 3, to strike out “(e)” and 
insert “(f)”; on page 49, line 10, to strike 
out “(f)” and insert “(g)”; on page 49, 
line 17, to strike out “(g)” and insert 
“(h)”; on page 49, line 19, after “device”, 
to insert “peculiarly adapted for and”; 
on page 49, line 23, to strike out “18. (a)“ 
and insert “19.”; on page 50, to strike out 
lines 11 to 16, inclusive; on page 50, line 
18, to strike out “19” and insert “20”; and 
on page 51, line 2, to strike out “20” and 
insert “21”, 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendments of the House; ask a confer- 
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
McManon, Mr. Jonnson of Colorado, Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. VANDENBERG, and Mr. 
Ausrix conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate at the conference. 

Mr. MCMAHON subsequently said: Mr. 
President, earlier in the day the Chair 
appointed the Senator from Vermont 
{Mr. Austin] as one of the conferees on 
Senate bill1717. Iam informed that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austin] will 
find it impossible to be present tomor- 
row and Wednesday. In view of the 
exigencies of the situation and the neces- 
sity for speedy action, I desire to obtain 
unanimous consent to have the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] appointed 
as one of the conferees, in place of the 
Senator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the unanimous-con- 
sent request of the Senator from Con- 
necticut to have the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN] substituted for the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AUSTIN] as 
one of the conferees on the part of the 
Senate in regard to the measure per- 
taining to the control of atomic energy? 
The Chair hears none, and, without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have the bill 
printed showing the House amendments 
numbered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

DEATH OF WILLIAM STANLEY, FORMER 

ASSISTANT TO THE ATTORNEY GEN- 

ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, on 
Saturday last William Stanley, a be- 
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loved son of Maryland, was called to final 
rest. Bill Stanley, as he was affection- 
ately known, had the priceless gift of 
friendship. His splendid family is today 
joined by hundreds of people, high and 
low, in mourning his passing. 

I first met Bill Stanley when I went 
to work for the Department of Justice in 
1933. I became his assistant. His was 
the strong right arm of a great Attorney 
General, Homer Cummings, in the reor- 
ganization of the Department of Justice 
during the exciting years 1933-1935. The 
Department at that time was suddenly 
called upon to meet the changed condi- 
tions of the times, and no one gave more 
valiant and valuable service to his imme- 
diate superior, the Attorney General, 
and to the President, in that work than 
Mr. Stanley in the post of the Assistant 
to the Attorney General. 

Mr. President, we are now inclined 
to forget that prior to 1933 the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation was a compara- 
tively small and unknown division of the 
Department of Justice. Its agents did 
not have the power of arrest nor the 
right to bear arms, and until the Con- 
gress defined, at the request of Mr. Cum- 
mings, an entirely new area of Federal 
jurisdiction over criminals who plied 
their trade across State lines, the Nation 
was sorely beset with gangs of kidnapers, 
bank robbers, and bandits who roamed 
the country, looting and murdering it 
seemed almost at will. These were the 
days of the Dillingers and the Van 
Meters, of the Baby Face Nelsons and 
the Pretty Boy Floyds, and dozens of 
others of like ilk. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
under the efficient and intelligent direc- 
tion of its leader, Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, 
brought these criminals to book after the 
Attorney General had so brilliantly 
marked and laid out the course and after 
Bill Stanley had acted as the liaison of- 
ficer with the Congress in securing the 
necessary legislative authority. This 
great unit of the Department of Justice, 
as did all other units of the Department 
of Justice, functioned well under the 
skilled supervision of Mr. Stanley, and 
the results so splendidly achieved will 
forever stand as a monument to his 
memory. 

The Assistant to the Attorney General 
fills a most responsible post. His is the 
post of general superintendent of the 
Department of Justice, answerable only 
to the Attorney General. His is the re- 
sponsibility for maintaining liaison with 
the Congress. It was because of this 
part of his duties that he came into such 
close and intimate contact with so many 
Members of this body who learned to re- 
spect his ability, fairness, and integrity, 

His friendly nature and capacity for 
service to his country won him the af- 
fection of scores of the Members of the 
Senate. 

In 1935 he resigned from the Depart- 
ment of Justice to resume the practice 
of his profession here in Washington. 
His fine talents inevitably drew a large 
clientele. After his beloved chief retired 
in 1939 as Attorney General it was en- 
tirely appropriate and natural that they 
should form a partnership, which they 
did under the name of Cummings & Stan- 
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ley. Their firm has become one of the 
leading law firms of the country. 

And now in the prime of his life, Bill 
Stanley has left us. His wife and chil- 
dren and his partners and associates will 
be joined by his ex-fellow workers in the 
Department of Justice and his hundreds 
of friends, leaders in the Nation’s busi- 
ness and political life, in grief because of 
his untimely death. 

His was a life illuminated by kindness 
to his fellow men and service to his 
country. 

May his soul rest in peace. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
have listened with a feeling of deep ap- 
preciation to the eloquent tribute paid 
by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 


Me Mano to a very distinguished Mary- 


lander, Mr. William Stanley, whose 
friendship I enjoyed throughout his life. 
Mr. Stanley’s years were all too few in 
number, but they were busy, useful ones, 
He succeeded in accomplishing in a bril- 
liant manner many things which were 
most assuredly worth while. The com- 
manding Nation-wide position which he 
held at the bar and in the confidence and 
affections of people of our country was 
in natural recognition of his integrity, 
his ability, and of the important and 
highly constructive role which he played 
in the State of Maryland and in the 
Nation. His loss is indeed a very serious 
one. 


GENERAL EISENHOWER’S REVIEW OF 
ACTION OF SUPREME HEADQUARTERS 
SUSPENDING PRESS CREDENTIAL OF 
EDWARD KENNEDY 


Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a matter of record 
the latest developments in a case which 
has been a subject of great interest to 
the public and especially to the news- 
paper world. I refer to an Associated 
Press dispatch sent from France by Ed- 
ward Kennedy on May 7, 1945, which 
gave the American people the news of 
the unconditional surrender of Germany. 

I requested General Eisenhower to re- 
view the action of Supreme Headquar- 
ters in suspending the press credential 
of Mr. Kennedy, which was done on the 
grounds that he dispatched this news 
before its sending was authorized. Gen- 
eral Eisenhower agreed to do so and I 
am now happy to have the opportunity 
to announce that he has removed any 
bar which might prevent Mr. Kennedy 
from working with the War Department 
and the Army in his profession as a 
writer. 

General Eisenhower's action, as I 
understand it, does not rescind the de- 
cision of Supreme Headquarters in the 
case, which the War Department still be- 
lieves was justified, but, nevertheless, re- 
stores to Mr. Kennedy the opportunity 
of resuming, without prejudice, his work 
as a military correspondent should he 
desire to do so in the future. General 
Eisenhower also has told me that he 
wishes Mr. Kennedy every success. 

To further clarify the case, I would 
like to submit for the Recorp several 
documents. some of which have not been 
previously made public. These are: 

First. The text of the official German 
announcement of the unconditional 
surrender, broadcast publicly by the 
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Doenitz government over the radio at 
Flensburg, Denmark, as monitored and 
distributed for immediate publication by 
the British Ministry of Information. 

Second. A War Department memo- 
randum in which Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell 
Smith, who was chief of staff at Supreme 
Headquarters at the time of the sur- 
render, states that the Flensburg an- 
nouncement was “made pursuant to or- 
ders from Supreme Headquarters that 
the German troops were to be informed 
by every possible means of the surrender 
and directed to cease resistance.” 

Third. A letter from the War Depart- 
ment’s Bureau of Public Relations to 
Representative ALBERT Gore establish- 
ing the fact that the Flensburg an- 
nouncement was made 1 hour and 54 
minutes before the Kennedy story of the 
surrender appeared on the news wire. 

Fourth. A statement by Relman 
Morin, a member of Kennedy’s staff in 
Paris, that he was present at a confer- 
ence at which Kennedy informed the 
chief American censor at Supreme 
Headquarters that since the surrender 
` had already been made public by the 
Germans, he considered the story re- 
leased and intended to send his dispatch. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there may be printed in the 
Recorp, following my statement, the 
documents to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the docu- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Text or Von Krosick STATEMENT; PLEDGES 
RESPECT FOR TREATIES 


LONDON, May 7.—Following is the text of 
the broadcast of the German Foreign Min- 
ister Ludwig Schwerin von Krosigk as re- 
crore by the British Ministry of Informa- 
ion: 

“German men and women: The high com- 
mand of the armed forces has today at the 
order of Grand Admiral Doenitz declared the 
unconditional surrender of all fighting Ger- 
man troops. 

“As the leading minister of the Reich Gov- 
ernment which the Admiral of the Fleet 
(Doenitz) has appointed for the winding up 
of all military tasks, I turn at this tragic mo- 
ment of our history to the German Nation. 


“GERMANY HAS SUCCUMBED 


"After a heroic fight of almost 6 years 
of incomparable hardness Germany has suc- 
cumbed to the overwhelming power of her 
enemies. To continue the war would only 
mean senseless bloodshed and a futile disin- 
tegration. 

“A government which has a feeling of re- 
sponsibility for the future of its nation was 
compelled to act on the collapse of all physi- 
cal and material forces and to demand of the 
enemy the cessation of hostilities. 

“It was the noblest task of admiral of the 
fleet and of the government supporting him— 
after the terrible sacrifices which the war de- 
manded—to save in the last phase of the war 
the lives of a maximum number of fellow 
countrymen. That the war was not ended 
immediately, simultaneously in the west and 
in the east, is to be explained by this reason 
alone. 

“We end this gravest hour of the German 
Nation and its Reich. 


“GERMANS MUST FACE FATE 


“In this gravest hour of the German Nation 
and its Reich we bow in deep reverence before 
the dead of this war. Their sacrifices place 
the highest obligations on us, Our sym- 
pathy goes first to our soldiers. It goes out 
above all to the wounded, the bereaved, and 
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to all on whom this struggle has inflicted 
blows. 

“No one must be under any illusions about 
the severity of the terms to be imposed on 
the German people by Our enemies, We 
must now face our fate squarely and unques- 
tionably. Nobody can be in any doubt that 
the future will be difficult for each one of us 
and will exact sacrifices from us in every 
sphere. 

“We must accept this burden and stand 
loyally by the obligations we have under- 
taken. But we must not despair and fall 
into mute resignation. Once again we must 
set ourselves to stride along the path through 
the dark future. These are the factors guar- 
anteeing the best state: unity, justice, and 
liberty. 


“URGES RECOGNITION OF LAW 


“From the collapse of the past let us pre- 
serve and save one thing—unity, the ideas of 
the national community, which in the years 
of war have found their highest expression 
in the spirit of comradeship at the front and 
readiness to help one another in all the dis- 
tress which has inflicted the homeland. 

“Shall we retain this unity and not again 
split up under the stress? We must make 
right the basis of our nation. In our nation 
justice shall be the supreme law and the 
guiding principle. 

“We must also recognize law as the basis of 
all relations between the nations, we must 
recognize it and respect it from inner 
conviction. 

“TREATIES TO BE SACRED 

“Respect for concluded treaties will be as 
sacred as the aim of our nation to belong to 
the European family of nations as a member 
of which we want to mobilize all human, 
moral, and material forces in order to heal the 
dreadful wounds which the war has caused. 

“Then we may hope that the atmosphere of 
hatred which today surrounds Germany all 
over the world will give place to a spirit of 
reconciliation among the nations, without 
which the world cannot recover. 

“Then we hope that we will again receive 
the freedom without which no nation can 
lead a bearable and dignified existence. Let 
us devote the future of our nation to the 
meditation of the innermost and best forces 
of the German spirit, which has given the 
world lasting achievements and values. 

“To our pride in the heroic struggle of our 
nation let us link (several words missing) of 
the Christian western civilization to make to 


the honest work of peace a contribution. 


which shall be worthy of the best traditions 
of our nation. 

“May God not leave us in our efforts. May 
He bless our difficult task.” 

At the conclusion the announcer said: 
will now observe 3 minutes of silence.” 


The following memorandum was dic- 
tated by Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith 
just before his departure for Moscow in 
reply to several questions asked by an 
editor interested in the case. 


War DEPARTMENT, 
WAR DEPARTMENT GENERAL STAFF, 
Washington, D. C., Marth 14, 1946. 
Memorandum for Lieutenant Colonel Root. 
Subject: German broadcast of surrender. 

1. Ludwig Schwerin von Krosigk did 
Officially announce the unconditional sur- 
render of Germany in a broadcast to the 
German people and to the world from 
Flensburg. I believe that this announce- 
ment was made on May 7. The so-called 
Doenitz government had not at this time 
been taken into custody and this announce- 
ment was made pursuant to orders from 
Supreme Headquarters that the German 
troops were to be informed by every possible 
means of the surrender and directed to 
cease resistance, which amounted to a great 
deal more than “isolated German pockets.” 
At least two German armies were continuing 


“We 


suitable opportunity. 
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strongly to resist the Russians at the time, 
and one army commander had indicated 
that he would not accept the order for sur- 
render. We were surprised at the Krosigk 
broadcast since we had expected that any 
such announcement would be made either 
by a military commander such as Keitel or 
by Doenitz. 

2. 1 do not know what Mr. McCreary 
means by disciplinary action. We were much 
too concerned with disarming and taking 
into custody as prisoners of war a couple of 
million German soldiers to pay much at- 
tention to individuals. We simply arrested 
the entire Doenitz government at the first 


W. B. S. 


Wan DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU oF PUBLIC RELATIONS, 
Washington, March 15, 1946. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Gore: In the absence of General 
Parks, who is at present on a trip overseas, I 
am replying to your letter relative to the 
Flensburg surrender broadcast. 

Our records reveal the following informa- 
tion: 

Count von Krosigk broadcast the surrender 
announcement from Flensburg. Denmark, 
on May 7, 1945, at 8:03 a. m. eastern war 
time. The AP dispatch appeared on the 
wire on May 7, 1945, at 9:57 a. m, eastern 
war time. 

I have been unable to find any indication 
that Allied military authorities authorized 
the broadcast. Although it is the impres- 
sion here the broadcast was made with- 
out the consent of the Allies, I have queried 
the theater for further information on this 
point. It may be quite difficult, if not im- 
possible, to obtain accurate information 
from German military authorities. 

If I obtain any additional information 
from the theater, I shall forward it to you 
immediately. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH F. BATTLEY, 
Brigadier General, G. S. C., Acting 
Director. 


— 


STATEMENT OF RELMAN MORIN, A MEMBER OF THE 
PARIS STAFF OF THE ASSOCIATED PRESS, TO 
EDWARD KENNEDY 


The first indication that we had that the 
story might break came at noon on Monday 
when you returned from Rheims. A French 
correspondent told me he had heard that 
de Gaulle was going to make an important 
speech at 3 o’clock, that the speech was al- 
ready being written, and that it was gen- 
erally understood it was about the armistice. 

It was about 2:30 or 2:45 when you and I 
returned to the office together. Gudebrod 
was on the telephone as we came in. He 
said: “The office (meaning the office in the 
Incoming Service) has just had a flash from 
the Flensburg radio about the armistice.” 
He was then getting the transcript of thé 
message. He said: “The German Govern- 
ment has broadcast the fact of the armistice 
to all its armed forces everywhere, telling 
them to cease operations and ordering sub- 
marines and shipping to the nearest allied 
ports to surrender.” 

It was then that you attempted to tele- 
phone General Allen at his office and to reach 
Colonel Warden in his office. Both attempts 
were unsuccessful. 

You then went downstairs to the office of 
Lt. Col. R. H. Merrick, American chief cen- 
sor. I stayed in the office until Gudebrod 
had finished writing down the text of the 
Flensburg broadcast. I then came down- 
stairs and found you talking to Merrick in 
his office. I handed Merrick the written 
text of the German broadcast. 

He read it and as I remember his reply, 
he said: “I can’t help it, who is announcing 
the armistice and when, The SHAEF release 
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date still stands. There is nothing I can do 
about it.“ You replied: But how can there 
be any longer question of military security, 
since the Germans themselves have an- 
nounced it?” He said: “That may or may 
not be true, but there is nothing we can do 
about it.” 

You then said: “All right, but I give you 
warning now I am going to release the story, 
I see no further reason for SHAEF to with- 
hold it.” 

I don’t remember exactly Merrick’s reply, 
but it was something to the effect: “You do 
as you please.” 

Merrick later told me that he believed you 


had already transmitted all or part of the, 


story before you ever came down there, and 
I assured him that that was not so, that it was 
only after hearing the Flensburg broadcast 
and after trying to get in touch with General 
Allen and Colonel Warden that you had 
come down to see him, not a word had gone 
before that time. 

We then came upstairs again and you be- 
gan telephoning. 

RELMAN MORIN. 


SIDNEY HILLMAN—ARTICLE FROM 
THE ADVANCE 


[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record an article entitled 
“Labor Statesman,” printed in the July 15, 
1946, edition of the publication the Advance, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
COMMENT 


[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp the following edi- 
torials commenting on the Pearl Harbor re- 
port: An editorial entitled “The Last Word,” 
published in the New York Herald Tribune 
of July 22, 1946; an editorial entitled Pearl 
Harbor Findings,” published in the Washing- 
ton Evening Star of July 21, 1946; an edito- 
rial entitled “The Congressional Finding on 
the Pearl Harbor Disaster,” published in the 
Baltimore Sun of July 22, 1946; and an edi- 
torial entitled “The Pearl Harbor Report,” 
published in the New York Times of July 21, 
1946, which appear in the Appendix.] 


FINANCIAL OPERATIONS OF THE WAR 
SHIPPING ADMINISTRATION — EDITO- 
RIAL FROM ST, LOUIS POST-DISPATCH 
[Mr. AIKEN asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 

titled “WSA’s Floundering Figures,” pub- 
lished in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of July 

19, 1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting a 
nomination was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment the fol- 
lowing bills of the Senate: 

S. 2142. An act to provide for two heads of 
departments of military science and tactics 
in the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia; and 

S. 2352. An act to authorize increases in 
the salary rates of teachers, school officers, 
and other employees of the Board of Educa- 
tion of the District of Columbia whose pay 
is fixed and regulated by the District of 
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as 
amended. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
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amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. 
R. 2192) for the relief of Andre Dacharry. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 3543) for the relief of the legal 
guardian of James Thompson, a minor. 

The message also announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendments to 
the bill (S. 1236) to amend the Mineral 
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended, in order to promote the de- 
velopment of oil and gas on the public 
domain, and for other purposes, dis- 
agreed to by the Senate; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Peterson of Flor- 
ida, Mr. WHITE, Mr. FERNANDEZ, Mr. LE- 
ComptE, and Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House insisted upon its amendments 
to the bill (S. 1717) for the development 
and control of atomic energy, disagreed 
to by the Senate; agreed to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on, and that Mr. May, Mr. THOMASON, 
Mr. Brooks, Mr. Ciason, and Mr. 
THomss of New Jersey were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to 
quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States and 
to preveut further clouding of such titles. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. At 
this point the Chair reads the following 
unanimous-consent agreement: 

Ordered, That on Monday, July 22, 1946, at 
not later than 3 o’clock p. m., the Senate 
proceed, without further debate, to vote upon 
any amendments that may be pending or 
that may be proposed and upon the final 
passage of House Joint Resolution 225, the 
so-called tidewater land resolution, and that 
the time for debate be equally divided, to be 
controlled respectively by the Senator from 
Nevada |Mr. McCarran] for the proponents, 
and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK- 
LEY] for the opponents of the measure, 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, from 
now on until 3 o’clock the time is under 
the control of the Senator from Nevada 
Mr. McCarran] and myself. 

Mr. WILEY. The Senator from Ne- 
vada has yielded me 15 minutes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Very well. The time 
from now on is charged to someone. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, should 
the Congress take affirmative action in 
accordance with the joint resolution re- 
ported out by the Judiciary Committee, 
as amended? 

My answer is “Yes.” 

Why? 

(A) By passing this joint resolution 
we are defining a policy which is a legis- 
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lative matter. Congress has never hesi- 
tated to do that. 

(B) We are acting upon the petition 
of a majority of the States in this coun- 
try, represented by their duly elected 
officers—in my case, the governor, the 
attorney general, and officials of the city 
of Milwaukee. 

(C) We are restating in this policy the 
law of this land which, in my opinion, 
for over a century has been the accepted 
and the declared policy of the United 
States, and upon which the action now 
in the Supreme Court operates as a 
trespass. 

(D) By passing the joint resolution 
we are doing away with a multiplicity of 
litigation. A decision in this case by 
the Supreme Court would be no more de- 
terminative than the decision in the 
Oregon case of Shively v. Bowlby (152 
U. S. 1), though in my opinion the 
résumé of the law in that case is ap- 
plicable to the pending case and states 
the law of the land. 

(E) By declaring this policy we are 
giving the green light not only to Cali- 
fornia, but to municipalities and States 
which have been affected by this cloud 
upon the titles of reclaimed land and 
tidal lands. n 

Until the oil issue came up, neither 
this Government nor any officer thereof 
ever made any claim or took any action 
that indicated that the Federal Govern- 
ment had any title to tidal lands. In 
fact, in 34 cases the Federal Government 
dealt with the State of California for 
land that it needed just as it has done 
with other States along our entire sea- 
coast. 

While the action pending involves the 
State of California and the Federal Gov- 
ernment, it is clear that this is the first 
attack upon a well-settled policy, and 
therefore it calls for the action of the 
policy-making branch of the Govern- 
ment—the legislature. 

We should bear in mind that Secretary 
Ickes stated that if the Government won, 
the royalty it would charge would be 
substantially the same as that which the 
State now gets, so there is no advantage 
or disadvantage to any oil companies. 
That takes oil out of the picture. Cali- 
fornia’s royalties amount to approxi- 
mately $4,000,000 a year. 

I repeat, that until oil was found on 
the land, or until the oil question came 
up and the Government took the oil, 
there was never any question through- 
out our long decades of American Gov- 
ernment as to the right of Government 
in tidal lands. 

Montesquieu said: 

The deterioration of every government be- 
gins with the decay of the principles upon 
which it was founded, 


The principles involved in this case are 
stated in Shively v. Bowlby (152 U. S. 1). 
That case involved tidal lands in Oregon, 
not California. The supreme court of 
Oregon held, as stated on page 52: 

In the case at bar, the lands in contro- 
versy are below high-water mark of the Co- 
lumbia River where the tide ebbs and flows. 


Upon the admission of the State into 
the Union, the tidal lands became the 
property of the State and subject to its 
jurisdiction and disposal. 
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The Supreme Court of the United 
States, after reviewing every case that it 
thought had application, summed up its 
conclusions as follows: 


Lands under the tidewaters are incapable of 
cultivation or improvement in the manner 
of lands above high-water mark. They are 
of great value to the public for the pur- 
poses of commerce, navigation, and fisheries. 
We could add oil. Their improvement by 
individuals, when permitted, is incidental 
or subordinate to the public use and right. 
‘Therefore the title and the control of them 
are vested in the sovereign for the benefit of 
the whole people. 

At common law, the title and the dominion 
in lands flowed by the tide were in the king 
for the benefit of the nation. Upon the 
settlement of the Colonies, like rights passed 
to the grantees in the royal charters, in trust 
for the communities to be established. Upon 
the American Revolution, these rights 
charged with a like trust, were vested in the 
original States within their respective bor- 
ders, subject to the rights surrendered by the 
Constitution to the United States. 

Upon the acquisition of a Territory by the 
United States, whether by cession from one 
of the States, or by treaty with a foreign 
country, or by discovery and settlement, the 
same title and dominion passed to the 
United States, for the benefit of the whole 
people, and in trust for the several States to 
be ultimately created out of the Territory. 

The new States admitted into the Union 
since the adoption of the Constitution have 
the same rights as the original States in the 
tidewaters, and in the lands under them, 
within their respective jurisdictions. The 
title and rights of riparian or littoral pro- 
prietors in the soil below high-water mark, 
therefore, are governed by the laws of the 
several States, subject to the right granted 
to the United States by the Constitution. 

The United States, while they hold the 
counry as a Territory, having all the powers 
both of a national and of municipal govern- 
ment, may grant, for appropriate purposes, 
titles or rights in the soil below high-water 
mark of tidewaters. But they have never 
done so by general laws; and, unless in some 
case of international duty or public exigency, 
have acted upon the policy, as most in ac- 
cordance with the interest of the people and 
with the object for which the Territories 
were acquired, of leaving the administration 
and disposition of the sovereign rights in 
navigable waters, and in the soil under them, 
to the control of the States, respectively, 
when organized and admitted into the Union. 

Grants by Congress of portions of the pub- 
lic lands within a Territory to settlers there- 
on, though bordering on or bounded by 
navigable waters, convey, of their own force, 
no title or right below high-water mark, and 
do not impair the title and dominion of the 
future State when created; but leave the 
question of the use of the shores by the own- 
ers of uplands to the soverign control of each 
State, subject only to the rights vested by the 
Constitution in the United States. 


Mr. President, applying these particu- 
lar laws to this case, the Court contin- 
ues as follows: 


The donation land claim, bounded by the 
Columbia River, upon which the plaintiff in 
error relies, includes no title or right in the 
land below high-water mark; and the statutes 
of Oregon, under which the defendants in 
error hold, are a constitutional and legal 
exercise by the State of Oregon of its domin- 
ion over the lands under navigable waters. 
(Shively v. Bowlby (152 U. S. 1) p. 57-58). 


Mr. President, in the Shively case, from 
which I have quoted quite extensively, 
question arose as to who had the title— 
the person who got it from the Federal 
Government when Oregon was a Terri- 
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tory, or the one who got it from the State 
after it became a State. The Court met 
that issue squarely, and said that begin- 
ning at the point where the tide ebbs and 
flows, the person who got title from the 
Government got title to that which was 
beyond that point, but that the man who 
got title from the State got title to that 
which was from that point on in. 

Mr. President, as a legislator in an in- 
dependent branch of this Government, I 
have no hesitancy in standing by these 
principles and restating them in this 
joint resolution—redefining and re- 
stating the policy that has obtained in 
this country for over 100 years. In so 
doing, I shall be performing one of my 
legislative functions. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, last 
week we had some discussion relative to 
the question of title to the land off the 
shores of California. I stated then, and 
I reiterate today, that ever since their 
admission into statehood on September 
9, 1850, the people of California have be- 
lieved that they had as clear a title to 
the shore lands on out to the 3-mile lim- 
it as they had over the great central 
valleys of the Sacramento and the San 
Joaquin. 

I wish to read from the Constitution of 
California of 1849 a provision which sub- 
sequently was adopted in a later con- 
stitution of the State. The constitution 
of 1849 was the one which furnished a 
part of the compact between the people 
of California and the people of the 
United States, as represented by the Fed- 
eral Government, at the time when Cali- 
fornia was admitted to the Union on a 
coequal basis with every other State of 
the Union up to that time, including the 
Original Thirteen States. I quote from 
the Constitution of California, article 
XII, section 1: 

Sec. 1. The boundary of the State of Cali- 
fornia shall be as follows: 

Commencing at the point of intersection 
of 42nd degree of north latitude with the 
120th degree of longitude west from Green- 
wich, and running south on the line of said 
120th degree of west longitude until i+ inter- 
sects the 39th degree of north latitude; 
thence running in a straight line in a south- 
easterly direction to the River Colorado, at a 
point where it intersects the 35th degree of 
north latitude; thence down the middle of 
the channel of said river to the boundary 
line between the United States and Mexico, 
as established by the treaty of May 30, 1848— 


Mr. President, I call attention at this 
point to the following language: 
thence running west and along said boundary 
line, to the Pacific Ocean, and extending 
therein 3 English miles; thence, running in a 
northwesterly direction and following the 
direction of the Pacific coast, to the 42nd 
degree of north latitude; thence, on the line 
of said 42nd degree of north latitude, to the 
place of beginning. Also the islands, har- 
bors, and bays along and adjacent to the 
coast. 


There is simply no question of doubt 
whatsoever, Mr. President, but that this 
compact relative to the boundaries of the 
State of California included the coastal 
area of California 3 miles out into the 
ocean. 

Now, after almost 100 years of our ex- 
istence as a State of this Union, for the 
first time an administrative official of 
the Government brings up a doctrine 
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claiming title to our tideland. This ac- 
tion not only affects the sovereignty of 
California but affects the sovereignty of 
every other State of the Union. It is 
something which should not be counte- 
nanced by this policy-determining body 
of the Government of the United States. 

Mr. President, let me say that the 
ownership of the submerged lands be- 
neath the sea within the territorial 
boundaries of the States is far more than 
an academic question to the people of 
the coastal States. 

The public interest and welfare of the 
communities along the seacoast demand 
jurisdiction over, and control of, the sub- 
soil and sea bed adjacent to their shores. 

The regulation and use of that prop- 
erty right is a local affair, so directly 
affecting the coastal communities that 
it cannot in any conscience be separated 
from them. By State constitutions and 
statutes their interest and control are 
recognized in innumerable cases. 

The doctrine advanced by certain Fed- 
eral officials would create an intolerable 
situation. Every coastal community has 
ordinances controlling the use of its 
ocean front. Millions of dollars have 
been spent in development of beaches, 
recreation centers, parks, highways, and 
other facilities on the ocean shores for 
the convenience and enjoyment of their 
citizens. 

It is intolerable to believe that, under 
strange legal principles, the Federal 
Government could nullify all the inter- 
ests of the seaboard communities. 

The interests and needs of the local 
community cannot be regulated from 
Washington. Time after time it has 
been argued on the floor of this Senate 
that the question of local community 
affairs should not and cannot be con- 
trolled by centralized Federal bureaus. 

In dozens of coastal States and com- 
munities, highways, breakwaters, parks, 
airports, and other developments have 
been constructed seaward of the line of 
low-water mark. Shall those properties, 
essential to the welfare of the people of 
the coastal communities and States, be 
taken over by the Federal Government 
without compensation? 

The great inland States know the 
vital importance of controlling their wa- 
ter fronts. Those bordering on the 
Great Lakes—New York, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Illi- 
nois, Minnesota—insist, and properly so, 
that they own the bed of the lake out to 
the center of the lake, or to the interna- 
tional boundary line. 

Would Cleveland, Buffalo, Chicago, 
Detroit, or Milwaukee consent to Fed- 
eral control of their immediate water 
fronts? Or would those great cities say 
that questions of health, sanitation, rec- 
reation, commerce, and industry de- 
manded their control, not alone of their 
immediate ports, but of the waters in 
front of them? 

Would Chicago agree that it should be 
stripped of its great water front, of its 
Outer Drive, of Grant Park, and of other 
areas, because they were constructed be- 
yond the original shore line? Would 
Chicago agree that the Federal Govern- 
ment should have control of those wa- 
ters, and the unrestricted right to erect 
in them any structures it saw fit, with- 
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out regard to zoning or other laws— 
structures which might entirely nullify 
the local uses and needs? 

In California, the people, through their 
legislature, have prohibited drilling for 
oil from derricks erected on piers over the 
open sea, claiming that those structures 
were unsightly, and that oil seeping from 
them polluted the beaches. Should Cali- 
fornia be deprived of the right to control 
such activity as this in the waters imme- 
diately adjacent to its coast? 

No, Mr. President; the control of the 
subsoil and sea bed immediately adja- 
cent to the shores of Atlantic City is as 
important to that community as the con- 
trol of the bed of the Hudson River is to 
New York State—and to the city of Al- 
bany. 

Mr. President, we do not live under a 
dictatorship where the will of the cen- 
tral power is the only law. We livein a 
representative republic, a land in which 
the common needs of the people have 
for centuries guided and developed the 
law itself. Our great commonwealth 
grows directly out of those needs. 

The ownership of the submerged lands 
beneath navigable waters, salt or fresh, 
is not an accident; it does not grow out 
7 a whim of some departmental execu- 

ve. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that the people 
of California, the Governor, the legisla- 
ture, both United States Senators, Cali- 
fornia’s entire delegation in the United 
States House of Representatives, every 
municipal body of California, every port 
authority, and all civic groups up and 
down the State resent this attack upon 
her sovereignty just as much as they 
would resent an attempt to come into the 
State and seize one of California’s great 
central valleys. 

Mr. DONNELL, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield in order that I may make 
an inquiry? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. Immediately before 
the State of California was admitted to 
the Union, in whom, in the Senator’s 
opinion, was the title to the 3-mile 
area sea coastwise along the shore of 
what is now California? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Prior to the time 
California was seized from Mexico dur- 
ing the Mexican War I assume that the 
area to which the Senator refers belong 
to the people of the State, or the Gov- 
ernment of Mexico, depending on the 
constitutional provisions. The question 
which the Senator has propounded is a 
legal one and I may say, frankly, that 
I would not care to try to answer it at 
this time. 

Mr. DONNELL. In the interim þe- 
tween seizure from Mexico and the ad- 
mission of the State of California to the 
Union, does the Senator know whether or 
not the United States Government exer- 
cised jurisdiction over what is now the 
State of California? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It most certainly 
did. 

Mr. DONNELL. Is the Senator at this 
moment prepared to express an opinion 
as to whether or not the title to the 
3-mile strip coastwise along Cali- 
fornia, during the interim between the 
acquisition from Mexico by the United 
States and the admission of California 
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into the Union, was in the United States 
Government? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am not prepared 
to answer the question. I assume that 
title was in the United States Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. DONNELL. California was ad- 
mitted to the Union in 1850, was it not? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It was admitted on 
September 9, 1850. 

Mr. DONNELL. By an act of Con- 
gress, California was admitted into the 
Union on September 9, 1850, and ap- 
proved on that date. I invite the at- 
tention of the Senator to the following 
language which I believe to be a correct 
statement of the contents of the en- 
abling act. 

Whereas the people of California have pre- 
sented a constitution and asked admission 
into the Union, which constitution was sub- 
mitted to Congress by the President of the 
United States, by a message dated February 
13, 1950, and which, on due examination, is 
found to be republican in its form of gov- 
ernment: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the State of Call- 
fornia shall be one, and is hereby declared 
to be one of the United States of America, 
and admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States in all respects 
whatever— 


Mr. KNOWLAND. I wonder if the 
Senator will permit me to interrupt him 
right there. In other words, according 
to the language which the Senator has 
read, I would assume that California 
came into the Union on an equal basis 
with all the rest of the States, including 
the original 13 States. 

Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s point, and I desire to invite his 
further attention to the act of admission, 
from which I read: 

Sec. 2. And be it further enacted, That 
until the Representatives in Congress shall 
be apportioned according to an actual enu- 
meration of the inhabitants of the United 
States, the State of California shall be en- 
titled to two Representatives in Congress. 

Sec. 3. And be it further enacted, That 
the said State of California is admitted into 
the Union upon the express condition that 
the people of the said State, through their 
legislature or otherwise, shall never inter- 
fere with the primary disposal of the public 
lands within its limits, and shall pass no 
law and do no act whereby the title of the 


United States to, and right to dispose of, the. 


same shall be impaired or questioned. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Does the Senator 
maintain that there are any court deci- 
sions which hold that public lands, or 
the public domain as such, are lands 
under navigable streams or under tide- 
waters? 

Mr. DONNELL. I am not in position 
to answer the Senator’s question with re- 
gard to that point. I cannot say whether 
the courts have so held. But, to my 
mind, the language of the section which 
I have read raises immediately the ques- 
tion of whether or not, when California 
was admitted on an equal footing with 
the original States in all respects, she 
was at the same time so admitted upon a 
further subsequent express condition 
mentioned in the act, namely, “that the 
people of the said State * shall 
never interfere with the primary dis- 
posal of the public lands within its 
limits, and shall pass no law, and do no 
act whereby the title of the United States 
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to, and right to dispose of, the same 
shall be impaired or questioned.” 

I am not undertaking to say what will 
be the final decision of the Supreme 
Court. I was greatly impressed on Sat- 
urday last with the points made par- 
ticularly by the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Corpon] when he read from obser- 
vations of the Supreme Court of the 
United States. I can well see how the 
Supreme Court of the United States may 
sustain the position taken by the State 
of California. But the point to which I 
address myself is that there is room for 
doubt, and until the question has been 
decided by the Supreme Court of the 
United States it would seem to me that 
the Congress is acting prematurely in 
giving away such rights as the Govern- 
ment may have in and to these lands. 
As to whether or not lands under the 
ocean are to be considered as public 
lands within the State, raises a delicate 
legal question. In the first place, the 
language “within its limits” as applied 
to the State, would obviously include, 
according to the very language set forth 
in the constitution of California, the 
property extending three English miles 
into the Pacific Ocean. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. So the Senator has 
no doubt that the geographic limits of the 
State of California, as set forth in the 
constitution of 1849, and as a part of the 
compact by which she came into the 
Union, do extend out three English miles. 
along the coast line of the State of 
California. 

Mr. DONNELL. I would say to the 
Senator that the language of the consti- 
tution certainly so provides. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. So I believe my able 
colleague, for whom I have the greatest 
respect, will appreciate the position of 
the people of California who feel that 
the pending proposal is an attempt to 
take something from that State which is 
as much a part of it as the Sacramento 
Valley or the San Joaquin Valley. - 

Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s point, and it may well be so deter- 
mined eventually by the Supreme Court 
of the United States. A former Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and a former and 
the present Attorney General of the 
United States do not regard the decisions 
with respect to submerged lands, as cited 
by the Judiciary Committee of the Sen- 
ate, as being decisive of the question with 
respect to submerged lands lying coast- 
wise against the State of California. I 
point out to the Senator that the lan- 
guage in the enabling act to the effect 
that California is declared to be one of 
the United States of America, states fur- 
ther— 

Be it further enacted, That the said State 
of California is admitted into the Union 
upon the express condition that the people 
of said State, through their legislature or 
otherwise, shall never interfere with the 
primary disposal of the public lands within 
its limits, and shall pass no law and do no 
act whereby the title of the United States to, 
and right to dispose of, the same shall be 
impaired or questioned. 


I ask the Senator this question: If 
it be conceded that the instant before 
the State of California was admitted to 
the Union the title to the 3-mile strip 
along the coast of California was public 
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land of the United States, and be- 
longed to the United States, does not the 
Senator concede the fact that to be that 
the language to which I have referred 
in the act of admission immediately 
raises the legal question of whether or 
not the State of California has any right 
to dispose of those lands which, if the 
premise which I have indicated is correct, 
were public lands of the United States. 
Does the Senator care to express him- 
self on that point? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think the Senator 
has raised an intricate legal question. 
I do believe that Court decisions—I do 
not have them before me but I believe 
that they can be produced during the 
day—are to the effect that lands under 
navigable waters and under navigable 
streams are not public lands. 

Mr. DONNELL, I should like to read 
the remainder of the act of admission, if 
I may. It is not very long. 

Immediately following the language I 
have read is a semicolon, and thereafter 
follows that language: 

And that they— 


That is, the people of the State of Cali- 
fornia— 
shall never lay any tax or assessment of any 
description whatsoever upon the public do- 
main of the United States, and in no case 
nonresident proprietors who are citi- 
zens of the United States, be taxed higher 
than residents; and that all the navigable 
waters within the said States shall be 
common highways, and forever free, as 
well to the inhabitants of said State as to 
the citizens of the United States, without 
any tax, impost, or duty therefor: Provided, 
That nothing herein contained shall be con- 
strued as recognizing or rejecting the propo- 
sitions tendered by the people of California 
as articles of compact in the ordinance 
adopted by the convention which formed 
the constitution of that State. 


This act of admission appears at page 
452 of Ninth United States Statutes at 
Large. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the Senator at this 
point—I do not want to take up his time 
on it—that in my opinion the people of 
California have very faithfully carried 
out their part of the bargain of their 
admission to statehood, as indicated by 
the distinguished Senator in the passage 
from which he has just read, and it was 
not until 1945, over 90 years after the 
admission of California to statehood, 
and some 150 years after the existence 
of the United States as a republic, that 
Mr. Ickes filed suit and challenged the 
title of the State to its tidelands out to 
the 3-mile limit. So the first reneging on 
the 3-mile agreement came in 1945. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Certainly. 

Mr. DONNELL. As was mentioned 
on Saturday, the ruling of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, by Mr. Ickes, in 
1937, was it not, was a direct reversal of 
his previous decision, was it not? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I may have said 
1935. I think it was 1945. 

Mr. DONNELL. Possibly 1945. The 
date is immaterial, and I do not have 
it before me. At any rate, he made it 
under the authority of the act set forth 
in his letter to Mr. Proctor that the 
United States Government had no title. 
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He wrote that in 1933. Later on he made 
the express statement to the effect that, 
in view of the fact that he had found 
a doubt to exist, he no longer adhered 
to that position, but thought that it was 
a matter that should be determined be- 
fore the policy of the Department should 
be thereafter carried into effect. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think that was 
in 1945. 

Mr. DONNELL. That was in 1937, but 
his testimony, as it was read rather ex- 
tensively on Saturday, was given in Feb- 
ruary 1946. 

Mr. DONNELL subsequently said: Mr. 
President, as to the question of date 
which occurred in the colloquy between 
the distinguished Senator from Cali- 
fornia and myself, I should like to quote 
from page 9430 of the CoNGRESSIONAL 
Record of July 19, 1946, this excerpt 
from the testimony of Mr. Ickes, as 
follows: 

Until 1937, these applications were denied 
by the Commissioner of the General Land 
Office and, in those cases where appeals were 
taken to the Department, his decisions were 
affirmed * but applicants and their 
lawyers continued to insist that the United 
States does own the land and the oil and 
that the Department does have the power to 
grant them oil and gas leases. So we began 
to have doubts * * œ consequently, since 
1937, action on all of these applications, of 
which there are about 200, has been sus- 
pended pending a judicial determination. 


ADMISSION OF WOMEN SECRETARIES AND 
CLERKS TO SENATE FLOOR 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
desire to bring up a matter possibly of 
personal privilege or by way of parlia- 
mentary inquiry as to the interpreta- 
tion of the Rules of the Senate. Apropos 
of our extended discussion last week re- 
garding equal rights, it would seem to 
me appropriate that before considering 
the equal-rights amendment the Senate 
should take the mote out of its own eye 
before it plucks the beam out of the eye 
of the States. So I should like to have 
a ruling of the Chair as to whether, un- 
der the rules, female clerks may be 
allowed the privileges of the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Rule 
XXXIII, on page 38, of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate provides as follows: 

Clerks to Senate committees and clerks to 
Senators when in the actual discharge of 
their official duties. Clerks to Senators to 
be admitted to the floor must be regularly 
appointed and borne upon the rolls of the 
Secretary of the Senate as such, 


The Chair believes, and the Parliamen- 
tarian concurs in the opinion, that a 
woman clerk to any Senator or to any 
committee has the same rights as a man 
clerk, as if she were a man clerk. There- 
fore, under that ruling, the Chair holds 
that they are entitled to the floor. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I very much appre- 
ciate the ruling of the Chair. In view of 
what the practice of former years has 
been in general regarding it, I think it 
would be well if the Senate now should 
express themselves or else forever after 
hold their peace. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair suggests that if some Senator 
would appeal from the ruling of the 
Chair, it could immediately be estab- 
lished, 
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At any rate, the Chair will ask unani- 
mous consent that that ruling may be 
the ruling of the Senate. Is there objec- 
tion? ‘The Chair hears no objection; so 
the ruling of the Chair is endorsed by the 
Senate. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I very much appre- 
ciate it. j 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry on the ruling of the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is the Senator from 
New Mexico correct in understanding 
that the ruling applies to any female who 
might be a clerk of a standing committee, 
or does it apply only to the help in a Sen- 
ator’s office? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
applies to both; it applies to clerks to 
Senators when in the actual discharge of 
their official duties and clerks to com- 
mittees. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I had immediate 
business that required the attention of 
my clerk, and I desired that I should 
have the facilities afforded. 

Mr. WHERRY subsequently said: A 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore» The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is not this the first 
time in 160 years that a woman has had 
the privilege of the floor of the Senate 
as clerk to a Senator? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that is true. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should also like to 
ask, does not the interpretation placed 
by the Parliamentarian upon the rule as 
to who is eligible suggest that there 
should be no misunderstanding as to bor- 
rowed help, whether they are men or 
women, that is, that to be entitled to the 
floor one must be carried on the pay roll 
of the Senate as clerk to a committee 
or clerk to a Senator? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Chief 
clerk to a Senator and the clerk to a 
committee, 

Mr. WHERRY. In that status, of 
course, they take the same position as 
male clerks, but unless they are carried 
on the rolls as clerks to Senators or clerks 
to committees, they are not entitled to 
the privileges of the Senate floor? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct. 

Mr. BREWSTER.. I think it is a well- 
known fact that the chief clerks of a very 
substantial minority, if not a majority, of 
Senators are women, and that is why it 
seems to me very appropriate that we 
should now discard the practice which 
has formerly prevailed. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. CARVILLE. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I merely call the at- 
tention of the Senate to the fact that last 
week we voted on the question of equality 
between men and women. The ruling of 
the President pro tempore of the Senate 
this morning indicates that certainly, so 
far as the Senate of the United States 
is concerned, there is equality between 
men and women, 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DONNELL. I understood the 
Chair to rule in the light of rule XXXIII, 
Am I correct in that understanding? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. I observe that the 
language at the conclusion of the rule 
reads: 

Clerks to Senators, to be admitted to the 
floor, must be regularly appointed and borne 
upon the rolls of the Secretary of the Senate 
as such, 


I thought I heard the Chair refer to 
chief clerks. May I inquire of the Chair 
whether or not the ruling is confined to 
chief clerks, or does it apply to any clerk 
in the office of a Senator? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. One 
clerk is carried on the rolls as the clerk 
of a Senator, usually referred to as the 
secretary to the Senator; and they must 
be in the discharge of their duties, as the 
Senator knows. 

The Chair will state that he is very 
happy that the Senate has sustained the 
ruling made by the Chair on the question. 

Mr. BREWSTER subsequently said: 
Mr. President, in connection with the 
episode which occurred a few moments 
ago, I ask unanimous consent that all 
the colloquy respecting the interpreta- 
tion of the rule as to the admission of 
women clerks be placed together in the 
Record. It has been suggested to me 
that at this historic moment it might be 
proper to place in the Record the name 
of the young lady who was admitted to 
the floor, who happened to be my clerk, 
Mrs, Frances E. Dustin, who has been 
associated with me, both while I was 
Governor and since I have served in 
the House and in the Senate, for 20 
years, I should appreciate having her 
name incorporated in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the request is granted. 


TITLE TO LAND BENEATH TIDAL’ AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to 
quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States 
and to prevent further clouding of such 
titles. 

Mr. CARVILLE. Mr. President, when 
the pending joint resolution, House Joint 
Resolution 225, first came to my atten- 
tion, I was disposed to favor its adoption, 
The matter of legal ownership of sub- 
merged and tidelands was one to which I 
had not heretofore given any serious 
attention. On reading this resolution, 
however, I find that it contains an un- 
usual, even a startling, proposal of far- 
reaching consequences. 

It is here proposed to— 

Quitclaim all right, title, interest, claim, 
or demand of the United States of America 
in and to all lands beneath tidewaters and 
all lands beneath navigable waters within 
the boundaries of each of the respective 
States, 


The serious consequences of a quit- 
claim deed to either private or public 
property is too well known to the Mem- 
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bers of this Senate to need elaboration 
by me. There is a finality to such an 
action which should suggest extreme 
caution before that step is taken. This 
is especially true if the quitclaim docu- 
ment is signed without the receipt of 
any financial consideration. 

At this point I should like to observe 
that if the Government of the United 
States owns any property in the lands in 
question it is being given away by this 
joint resolution. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. CARVILLE. I yield. 

Mr. WILEY. I ask the distinguished 
Senator if he is acquaintcd with the 
telegram of Alan Bible, the attorney 
general of Nevada, in which he says: 

I have joined with 45 other attorneys gen- 
eral in brief in support of such resolutions 
so as to set forth the position of Nevada on 
this matter before your committee. The 
resolutions seem the only safe way to pre- 
vent the confiscation by administrative or 
judicial action of lands confirmed to the 
States over a century of judicial history. 
While Nevada has no tidelands nor sub- 
merged lands on the sea its interest in lands 
below inland navigable waters is threatened 
in principle by the theory these resolutions 
are designed to repudiate, 


Mr. CARVILLE, I know of that letter. 
In fact, I was Governor of Nevada at the 
time, and discussed this matter with the 
attorney general. As I stated in the be- 
ginning of my remarks, I was disposed 
to favor the adoption of the pending 
joint resolution, having talked this mat- 
ter over, but it seemed there were legal 
complications which made it dangerous, 
to my mind, for the resolution to be 
adopted, or for this matter to be settled, 
until such time as the Supreme Court 
could pass upon the question. 

Mr. WILEY. I take it the Senator 
feels that the right of petition is also a 
right in the States as well as in the 
citizenry of the Nation, and when some 
forty-odd States ask the Congress to de- 
fine a policy in order to remove a cloud 
to title, these States have a right to be 
heard, as they were heard by the com- 
mittee—and have the determination as 
to such policy. 

Mr. CARVILLE. Answering the Sena- 
tor I would say I do not understand that 
the States have asked Congress to define 
a policy in order to remove a cloud to 
title. This matter was not before the 
Supreme Court when the States were 
considering the question and I consider 
if there is a question of a cloud on the 
title it is a legal question and should be 
decided by the Court. 

Now, Mr. President, continuing my 
remarks, referring to the matter of no 
consideration being contained in the 
joint resolution for the quit claiming of 
this land, the distinguished Senator 
from California [Mr. KNOWLAND] men- 
tioned the ownership of properties 
along the tidelands by the States. 

Another question arises in that con- 
nection. If the Federal Government has 
ownership along the tidelands, and 
probably extending into the tidelands, 
that raises a legal question insofar as 
the tidelands are concerned. 

There may be some conflict of opinion 
as to the value of the property proposed 
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to be quitclaimed by this joint resolu- 
tion, but there is no dispute as to the fact 
that that value amounts to billions of 
dollars, a large part of which consists of 
proven and potential petroleum deposits. 

Under the Constitution the Congress is 
the trustee for, and has the power of dis- 
posing of, under enacted law, the public 
lands of the United States. Whether 
that power may legally be exercised to 
the extent of disposing of these lands 
without adequate consideration is at least 
doubtful, but there is no doubt at all that 
the Congress has no moral right to so 
dispose of such lands. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CARVILLE. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I think the Senator a 
moment ago stated that the Federal Gov- 
ernment had vast sums of money in- 
vested in docks or other improvements 
at different places along the shores of the 
United States. I should like to call the 
Senator’s attention to the fact that there 
are uncounted numbers of cases in which 
the Federal Government, desiring to im- 
prove its navigation facilities along one 
or the other coast, has sought to secure 
title to the lands which it desired to im- 
prove, and in every instance which has 
come to my attention—and I can furnish 
the Senator with a great number of in- 
stances—the title has come either di- 
rectly from the State, or by mesne con- 
veyance from the State, and the several 
attorneys general.of the United States 
have passed upon such titles, and have 
put their stamp of approval upon them, 
so long as the titles were clear from the 
State to the Federal Government, 

Mr. CARVILLE. I thank the Senator. 
I cannot say that I am familiar with that 
phase, because I have not gone into that 
particular feature of the matter, but it is 
an argument in answer to the Senator 
from California upon the proposition. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. CARVILLE. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. As I look at the report 
of the committee, it seems that they say 
the proposed action would not— 
in the opinion of the committee, give away 
anything to which the United States has any 
justifiable claim, but merely removes a cloud 
from the judicially established title of the 
States and their grantees, caused by the as- 
sertion of claim by certain Federal ad- 
ministrative officials, 


The report further states— 

It preserves the title of the United States 
to such lands where they have been lawfully 
acquired by donation, purchase, or otherwise. 


Does not that protect what the Senator 
has in mind? 

Mr. CARVILLE. If the joint resolution 
means that, yes; but in answer to the 
Senator’s first question, the Federal Gov- 
ernment must feel that it has some own- 
ership in the land or it would never have 
begun the suit, and if the Federal Gov- 
ernment has no ownership in it, it is 
useless to pass the joint resolution. 

Mr. HAWKES. Of course, sometimes 
when one person claims he owns a thing 
another person may claim an interest in 
it, and they have to settle the dispute. 
As I understand, that is what the joint 
resolution is intended to do. 
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If I may read further from the report, 
it states: 

The resolution does not affect the right of 
the United States to acquire such lands law- 
fully in the future for any Federal purpose; 
nor does it, of course, abridge any constitu- 
tional power to regulate and control com- 
merce and navigation. 


I desired to interrupt the Senator only 
to say that it seems to me that the joint 
resolution very definitely states what is 
set forth in the report. They seem to be 
in consonance, so far as my understand- 
ing of the situation is concerned, and I 
think that should satisfy the junior Sen- 
ator from Nevada that the United States 
is not giving anything away, but is only 
attempting to settle the question as to 
who has the right to the land under the 
navigable streams, 

Mr. CARVILLE. If there is ownership 
in the land so far as the United States 
.is concerned, then there is ownership in 
the mineral rights and oil rights which 
I claim are being given away. I imagine, 
from the nature of the discussion which 
has taken place in the Senate, that the 
very reason this suit has been instituted 
is to determine that question, and I may 
say to the Senator from New Jersey that 
I feel that before Congress takes it upon 
itself to give the land away, the Supreme 
Court, to my mind, should decide the 
question and then we would know 
whether we had anything to deed away 
and whether we are entitled to any con- 
sideration if we did deed it away. 

Mr. HAWKES. I may say to the Sena- 
tor from Nevada that I view the matter 
a little differently. I think this is a legis- 
lative rather than a judicial question, and 
I do not think the Supreme Court should 
enter into legislation when we have a 
Congress to determine who owns or has 
rights to this tidewater land. I thank the 
Senator very much. 

Mr. CARVILLE. Mr. President, the 
very fact that a quitclaim is proposed 
naturally infers that some claim of title 
exists in the United States and only a 
sufficient and considerable tangible con- 
sideration or a very great public service 
would justify this body in giving its ap- 
proval to such a quitclaim. 

On these grounds alone, I find it im- 
possible to give my approval to House 
Joint Resolution 225. 

The joint resolution contains another 
provision which, it seems to me, is of 
profound significance. I call to the spe- 
cial attention of the Senators the follow- 
ing language of the joint resolution: 

And excepting therefrom such lands be- 
neath tidewaters and such lands beneath 
navigable waters, and such interest therein, 
as the United States is lawfully entitled to 
under the law as established by the decisions 
of the courts of the State in which the land 
is situated. 


Senators will note that this paragraph 
of the joint resolution proposes to limit 
the possession and ownership of such 
lands by the United States to such 
thereof “as the United States is-lawfully 
entitled to under the laws as established 
by the decisions of the courts of the State 
in which the land is situated.” 

Definitely and clearly the joint reso- 
lution proposes to divest the Federal 
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courts, and especially the Supreme Court 
of the United States, of jurisdiction over 
cases of extreme and fundamental im- 
portance in which the United States is 
a party. 

Section 2 of article III of the Consti- 
tution provides: 

The judicial power which extend to all 
cases, in law and equity, arising under this 
Constitution, the laws of the United States, 
and treaties made, or which shall be made, 
under their authority: * * * to contro- 
versies to which the United States shall be 
a party 


And so forth. I am sure that no one in 
this Chamber will contend that the 
United States is not a party to any action 
affecting the fundamental question of 
ownership of these lands. The same 
Constitution which provided for the or- 
ganization and continued existence of 
the Senate also equally provided for the 
existence of the Supreme Court of the 
United States and other Federal courts 
and defined and limited the powers of the 
Senate and of those courts. 

It was never intended by the framers 
of the Constitution that State courts 
would kave the authority to infringe on 
the zone of jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts as such zone of jurisdiction was 
established in the primary law of this 
Nation. 

I submit that for those reasons that 
portion of the joint resolution is clearly 
unconstitutional. It would be idle for the 
Senate to ignore the manifest purpose 
of the proponents of this joint resolution 
or to overlook the fact that a case is now 
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United States in which case the United 
States is plaintiff and the State of Cali- 
fornia is defendant and which case in- 
volves submerged lands which the joint 
resolution proposes to quitclaim in order 
to divest the Supreme Court of. juris- 
diction. 

I think it is a self-evident fact that 
Congress has no power to divest that 
court of jurisdiction which has been ex- 
pressly conferred upon it by the Consti- 
tution. 

In my opinion the passage of the joint 
resolution instead of ending litigation 
would increase it. It would also be idle 
for the Senate to ignore the fact that 
major oil corporations are tremendously 
interested in the passage of the joint 
resolution. It is not my purpose to pass 
upon the legal merits of their claims 
under leases from the State of Califor- 
nia to extremely valuable oil deposits. 
Neither do I profess any capacity to fore- 
tell what the decision of the Supreme 
Court will be on this important question. 

But on one point I have no doubts and 
that point is that the controversy herein 
involved is now before the Supreme 
Court of the United States, the constitu- 
tionally created body for the considera- 
tion of such a case, and that the Senate 
should not, by the passage of the joint 
resolution, attempt to divest that Court 
of the jurisdiction under which it is now 
lawfully functioning. 

Let me add in closing that the passage 
of the joint resolution would create two 
highly dangerous precedents: (1) the 
precedent of disposing of the public lands 
of the United States by what amounts to 
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a quitclaim deed, and (2) an attempt by 
this constitutional legislative body to cur- 
tail by indirection the powers of the 
equally constitutional judiciary. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I send to the desk 
an amendment to House Joint Resolution 
225 which I offer and ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mur- 
The amendment will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, be- 
ginning with line 14, it is proposed to 
strike out “such boundary line extends 
oceanward beyond three geographical 
miles” and in lieu thereof to insert: 
at the time of the admission of such State 
into the Union, such boundary line extended 
oceanward beyond three geographical miles, 
giving due recognition to any changes in 
such coast line since occasioned by reason of 
fill-in or natural accretion. 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it, 

Mr. McCARRAN. How does the time 
now stand, and whose time have the re- 
cent speakers been occupying? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the time as it now stands. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Mr. McCar- 
RAN has 72 minutes remaining; and the 
intervening time since he spoke, 12:27, 
including the time occupied by Mr. 
KNOWLAND and Mr, CAPEHART is charged 
to the time controlled by the opponents. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, how 
did the proponents lose approximately 
40 minutes? 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Mr. WILEY 
began speaking at 11:30 and concluded 
at 11:42, consuming 12 minutes. Mr, 
KNOWLAaND began at 11:42 and concluded 
at 12:03, consuming 21 minutes, or a 
total of 33 minutes, which, deducted 
from the total time allotted to Mr. Mc- 
Carran, 105 minutes, leaves 72 minutes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. As I understand, 
the Senator who now has the floor, the 
able Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART], is speaking on the time of the 
opponents. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

M. DONNELL. I do not understand 
how much time is yet available to the 
opponents of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
elerk will state the remaining time avail- 
able to the opponents of the resolution, 
for the benefit of the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. As I understand, 
the time was to be allotted by the ma- 
jority leader [Mr. BARKLEY], who is of 
the opposition, and by myself, in charge 
of the joint resolution. Has time been 
allotted to the Senator who now has 
the floor? What time has been allotted 
him, and how are we to arrange the time 
so that the Senator from Kentucky will 
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have some time at the end of his period 
for his own presentation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
present occupant of the chair is advised 
that no time has been allotted, but that 
the time which has been occupied has 
been occupied by Senators merely rising 
and claiming recognition. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I should like to 
have the time so arranged that the Sena- 
tor in charge of the bill will have some 
time at the conclusion. I am perfectly 
willing to allocate time. I know that the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], 
and the Senator from California [Mr. 
RKNOWLAaNDI, were speaking as propo- 
nents of the joint resolution; but I should 
like to be advised as to the time, so that 
I may allocate to myself a sufficient 
period of time to meet the problems 
which have been presented by Senators. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
shall require only a minute. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is not my minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that neither the Senator 
from Nevada nor the majority leader 
was present to allocate the time. Hence 
the time was disposed of to Senators 
claiming recognition. As the Chair un- 
derstands, each side has remaining ap- 
proximately 72 minutes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 
time is the Senator now speaking? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The time of the op- 
ponents of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have just sent to 
the desk is very simple. It will take me 
only a moment to explain it. 

The amendment would give to each 
State in the Union 3 miles oceanward 
from its shore line unless when admitted 
into the Union it had more than 3 miles. 
Texas is an example of a State which 
had more than 3 miles when admitted 
into the Union. Its boundary extended 
9 miles from shore. My amendment 
would give to each State 3 miles, and 
would give to those States which had 
more than 3 miles when they were ad- 
mitted into the Union whatever was allo- 
cated to them or given to them legally 
when they entered the Union. 

Mr. President, I think that is as far as 
the Federal Government should go. I 
do not believe that the Congress wishes 
to give any State more than 3 miles, or 
more than it had when it was admitted 
into the Union. My amendment would 
estop any State from acquiring in the 
future more than 3 miles, or more than it 
was legally given when it was admitted 
into the Union. 

On Saturday, it was felt that possibly 
the amendment which the able Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O’MAHoNEY] of- 
fered, which amendment was adopted, 
would cover this situation; but I now 
find that it does not. Therefore I hope 
that this amendment will be adopted, be- 
cause I feel certain that no Senator 
wishes to give away mineral rights or oil 
rights to any State which is not entitled 
to them. 

This controversy seems to have revolved 
around the State of California. If I cor- 
rectly understand, the whole problem 
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started as the result of litigation by the 
Federal Government against the State of 
California. Under my amendment the 
State of California would be given 3 miles; 
the State of Texas would keep its 9 
miles; the State of Louisiana would have 
3 miles. I do not know to what distance 
oceanward the boundaries of the New 
England States go, because when the 
Thirteen Original Colonies came into the 
Union they were given a certain distance 
into the Atlantic Ocean. I do not know 
what that distance was; but whatever it 
was, they would keep that territory. That 
would be their boundary line. 

If we do not adopt some such amend- 
ment as this, in my opinion—although I 
am not a lawyer—there would be nothing 
to prevent a State from doing what Texas 
recently did. Texas called an extra ses- 
sion of the State legislature and fixed 
the boundary of that State at 31 miles 
into the Gulf of Mexico. When Texas 
came into the Union its boundary ex- 
tended 9 miles offshore. Recently at a 
special session of the State legislature the 
boundary was extended to 31 miles. 

Recently the State of Louisiana held a 
special session of the State legislature and 
the boundary of the State of Louisiana 
was extended 27 miles. 

If we are to settle the question of 
boundaries once and for all, let us settle 
it, and let us say in this proposed act 
that each State shall be entitled to 3 
miles, and that every State which had 
more than 3 miles when it was admitted 
into the Union may keep that boundary; 
but hereafter that shall be the boundary 
of each State, and it can add no more. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. TheSen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. When the vote is 
called for, from whose time will the time 
required for the vote be taken? My judg- 
ment is that these amendments should be 
acted on at the last, after the debate is 
concluded, so that no one will lose any of 
his time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The po- 
sition of the present occupant of the 
Chair is that it was understood at the 
time when the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment was entered into that the votes 
would be taken on all amendments and 
on the joint resolution beginning at 3 
o’clock. The present occupant of the 
Chair is disposed to rule at this time that 
votes will not be in order until the hour 
of 3 o’clock has arrived. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the ruling of the Chair is 
that when the hour of 3 o’clock arrives, 
the amendment will be voted on? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the amendment of 
the Senator from Indiana is presently 
the only amendment pending. In the 
opinion of the Chair, the Senator's 
amendment will be entitled to be voted 
upon first when the hour of 3 o’clock ar- 
rives. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. That will be 
promptly at 3 o’clock; will it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is perfectly 


. Satisfactory to me. : 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized. 
The Chair desires to ascertain in whose 
time the Senator from Michigan is about 
to speak. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I was about to state 
that, Mr. President. At the last session, 
I requested from the able majority lead- 
er, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY], some time on the pending 
measure. Thirty minutes has been al- 
lotted to me from the time of the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. President, in our consideration of 
the pending measure, I think we should 
try to ascertain, first, what we are at- 
tempting to do by it. It appears to me 
that we are trying to give a quitclaim 
deed to certain property. 

The next question is, Who owns the 
property? . 

After ascertaining the answers to the 
two questions I have already stated, the 
third question would be, naturally, 
whether the United States should give a 
quitclaim deed to the property. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
the Congress of the United States can 
convey the property or assets of the 
United States. We must begin with that 
proposition. But I think it is most im- 
portant that we ascertain, first, who owns 
the property to which we are about to 
give a quitclaim. 

The joint resolution says that its pur- 
pose is to quiet the title of the respective 
States and others—meaning other prop- 
erty owners holding title under the State 
—to lands beneath tideWaters. That is 
one thing as to which the attempt to 
give a quitclaim is being made. 

Second, the attempt to give a quit- 
claim is being made with respect to lands 
beneath navigable waters within the 
boundaries of said States, and to prevent 
the further clouding of such title. 

On the third page of the joint resolu- 
tion certain language appears which I 
desire to read. I wish to read what the 
United States attempts to reserve. I 
think this is very important. The ques- 
tion is whether we are giving all the title 
and all the rights to the property in 
question. Onthethird page,inline5,we - 
find that the United States Government 
is attempting to retain the following: 
“retaining, however, to the United 
States of America its present powers of 
regulation and control for the purposes 
of commerce, navigation, and the na- 
tional defense.” 

Mr. President, its present powers are 
what the United States is attempting to 
reserve. I should like to have pointed 
out what are the present powers which 
we are trying to reserve. It appears to 
me that it is very important that we 
ascertain what those powers are. Are 
they those which relate to criminal ac- 
tions? Are they those which relate to 
taking minerals or vegetable or marine 
life from the water itself? Do they apply 
to the subsurface oil and minerals? 

All that it is attempted to do here is to 
retain in the United States its present 
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powers. I think we should go into that 
question before we undertake to grant 
all the rights of the United States Gov- 
ernment to the land under the high seas. 

Now going down to line 9, we find the 
following, in connection with the question 
as to what we are trying to transfer: 

As used in this joint resolution, the phrase 
“lands beneath tidewaters” shall include (1) 
all land permanently or periodically covered 
by tidal waters up to but not above the line 
of mean high tide and oceanward to a line 
three geographical miles distant from the 
coast line— 


Mr. President, what is the coast line? 
We have talked about the bays and we 
have talked about off-shore land. Let us 
consider the situation in Florida, where 
there is a line of islands some miles off 
the main shore. Are we to measure the 
distance of 3 miles from the coast line 
from the main shore or from the line of 
islands? In short, Mr. President, what 
is the coast line? In the joint resolution, 
no definition of ‘‘coast line” is provided. 
Is the distance of 3 miles to be measured 
from the outlying line of islands or is it 
to be measured from the main coastline? 
Nothing is said in the joint resolution 
about what the coast line is. 

But let me continue— 
and to the boundary line of each respective 
State where in any case such boundary line 
extends oceanward beyond three geographi- 
cal miles. 


Mr. President, I can find decisions 
which indicate that when the Thirteen 
Colonies came together to form the Fed- 
eral Union, they were sovereign na- 
tions and whatever ownership they had 
extended as far out as international law 
would permit. There is a conflict in in- 
ternational law on this question, The 
Senate is discussing the question of the 
3-mile limit inSofar as the United States 
is concerned. We have never said that 
international law allows the United 
States to claim rights only 3 miles out 
into the ocean. During the last war our 
Government undertook to place the limit 
hundreds of miles out into the ocean. I 
am unable to find any place in the law or 
any authority which establishes the lim- 
it as only 3 miles out. 

Mr. President, other nations, such as 
Norway, Sweden, and Russia, have never 
adopted the 3-mile limit in international 
law. But here we are trying to legislate 
upon this great problem which involves 
not only the United States in its domestic 
action, but from the international stand- 
point. 

First of all, in my humble opinion, we 
should try to ascertain what we are at- 
tempting to do. Last September the 
President of the United States undertook 
to make rules and regulations concern- 
ing the continental shelf. Now we un- 
derstand the continental shelf at places 
to extend 100 miles and that over it the 
water ranges up to 600 feet in depth. 
If the Thirteen Original States owned or 
had title for a distance of 3 miles, they 
owned the entire continental shelf, and 
the United States does not have anything 
to do with it, under the contention of the 
proponents of this proposed legislation. 

Mr. President, I mention the Thirteen 
Original States for the reason that I 
think it is very material that we under- 
stand that there are three kinds of 
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States, insofar as this question is con- 
cerned. Mr. Edward Borchard, who is 
professor of international law at Yale 
University, writes in the American Jour- 
nal of International Law for the month of 
January 1946, on page 66, as follows: 

Looking first at the State and Federal 
practice, we find the following evidence: 
Of the 22 coastal States in the United States, 
three classes may be distinguished: First, 
those which were the Original Thirteen Colo- 
nies; second, Texas; and third, the States 
admitted from territories of or cessions ac- 
quired by the United States. The first group 
were independent countries or States and 
never surrendered to the Federal Govern- 
ment their boundary on the open sea or 
their common-law jurisdiction over the 
marginal seas for submarine resources be- 
yond. 


I wonder what the Senators who rep- 
resent the original 13 States think of 
legislation which would reserve to them 
only 3 miles and concede to the United 
States Government all the other area, 
when we read that the original 13 States 
never surrendered anything, and, there- 
fore, if they own it, they own to the end 
of the continental shelf, or at least so 
far as international law allows them to 
own or gives them title. 

These problems are of an interna- 
tional character. Within the short time 
which has been assigned to the discus- 
Sion of the joint resolution, we have not 
had opportunity to discuss the interna- 
tional problems involved. Those prob- 
lems were not considered by the Judi- 
ciary Committee. They have not been 
considered in the reports. We are now 
considering an amendment which would 
reserve to all coastal States a part of 
certain lands. The problems I have 
suggested arise when the Senate en- 
2 to pass on the question now be- 
or it. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry? 

Mr. FERGUSON, I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I understand the 
Senator feels that there are very sub- 
stantial and important legal questions 
involved in this matter. Am I correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, my 
work as a Senator has required me to 
make a search and study with regard 
to problems other than the one now 
confronting the Senate. However, I 
went into this question immediately 
when it came to the floor of the Senate, 
Practically ever since then I have been 
reading the law on the subject I find 
that there is a great conflict in the law. 
No one seems to know exactly what is 
the law on the question relating to the 
continental shelf, or on the question re- 
lating to the 3-mile limit. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator indulge me in order to il- 
lustrate the conflicting opinions which 
prevail among outstanding lawyers in 
our Nation? 

Mr. FERGUSON, I shall be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. On page 304 of the 
hearings before the Committee on the 
Judiciary there appears a copy of a res- 
olution which was adopted by the as- 
sembly and house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association at its annual 
meeting held in Cincinnati, Ohio, the 
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week of December 17, 1945. The resolu- 
tion reads as follows: 


Whereas since the formation of the Union 
the States have claimed and exercised title 
to dominion and control over the lands under 
their navigable waters both inland and off- 
shore upon the coasts, and such titles of the 
States have been recognized and upheld both 
by the courts and by the executive depart- 
ments of the Government for 150 years: Now 
therefore be it 

Resolved by the American Bar Association, 
That we earnestly urge the National Con- 
gress to take immediate action recognizing 
and confirming this ownership by the sey- 
eral States. 


Mr. President, I invite the attention 
of the Senator from Michigan to the 
resolution which I have read. I point 
out also the fact that in the report of 
the proceedings of the section of mineral 
law, at the very same Cincinnati meet- 
ing to which I have just referred, there 
appears a report purporting to be over 
the names of 19 lawyers, headed by Roy 
W. Johns, chairman, who is a lawyer 
in Philadelphia. I read the following: 


The question of title to submerged oil de- 
posits has been a matter of long-standing 
controversy. While 8 years ago congressional 
sentiment appeared to favor the Federal 
Government's claim to such deposits, today 
the Congress is being urged to enact legis- 
lation recognizing the title of the several 
States to lands between the low-water mark 
and the 3-mile limit. 

The Federal Government’s claim to owner- 
ship of submerged lands appears first to have 
been raised in 1937 when Senator Nye intro- 
duced S. 2164 (75th Cong.) for the purpose 
of establishing title in the United States in 
lands between the low-water mark and the 
3-mile limit, and to set aside such lands con- 
taining oil deposits as a naval petroleum 
reserve. Senator Nye subsequently intro- 
duced a substitute bill (S. J. Res. 208, 75th 
Cong.), which in adition to claiming title 
to submerged lands in the United States, di- 
rected the Attorney General to assert title 
to such lands and the oil deposits contained 
therein. This latter bill passed the Senate 
on August 19, 1937, but no action thereon 
was taken by the House. 


Mr, President, I invite the attention of 
Senators to the language which I have 
read. 

I should like to trespass for a moment 
further in order to read the following ob- 
servations from the same report of the 
committee in the section of mineral oil 
of the American Bar Association, as fol- 
lows: 


While these bills were pending in Congress, 
the Department of Justice, with the approval 
of the Department of the Interior, filed a suit 
in the Federal District Court of Southern 
California seeking to enjoin Pacific Western 
Oil Corp. from further operations on a lease 
executed by the State of California, under 
the State leasing act, on lands between the 
low-water mark and the 3-mile limit, When 
this suit was filed on May 29, 1945, Attorney 
General Biddle issued a statement in which 
he said: 

“The suit filed today at Los Angeles in- 
volved a submerged area near Santa Barbara, 
Calif., from which oil is being taken by the 
Pacific Western Oil Corp. under lease from 

'the State of California. Pacific Western Oil 
Corp. is operating (A wells extending beyond 
low tide about one-third of a mile into the 
sea. These operations are, therefore, within 
the so-called marginal sea which is the area 
from the ordinary low-water mark to the 
3-Iimit limit. This suit is being brought to 
determine not only the legal rights of the 
United States and the State of California, but 
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also the respective rights of the United 
States and the other coastal States where 
there are oil deposits, 

“The theory of the Government’s claim in 
the present case is that the United States 
acquired all submerged deposits in the mar- 
ginal sea by the treaty of cession with 
Mexico in 1848 and that these deposits did 
not thereafter pass to the State by virtue 
of its admission to the Union. 

“The suit is designed to settle a problein 
which has been the subject of genuine con- 
troversy and which has overhung titles in the 
marginal sea. The suit does not involve tide- 
lands or lands under inland waters, though 
the status of these will no doubt be clarified 
to some extent by the decision. The suit does 
not involve lands under the high seas, as to 
which no drilling operations have been found 
to exist. Moreover, the suit does not make 
any claim to an accounting for the past 
extracting of oil.” 


I ask the Senator if he does not regard 
these expressions of opinion by distin- 
guished lawyers on both sides of the 
question and by the Attorney General of 
the United States in presenting the view 
that the Government of the United States 
acquired the deposits, and that title did 
not pass to the State of California, as in- 
dicating that there is a genuine differ- 
ence of opinion between lawyers of high 
standing throughout the Nation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, my 
answer to the Senator is that I agree 
with him that there is a difference of 
opinion among outstanding lawyers with 
reference to the question involved. Not 
only does the difference exist in the lan- 
guage read by the able Senator from Mis- 
souri but I find that throughout all the 
decisions, and throughout all the text- 
books which I have examined, there is a 
conflict of opinion. No one seems to 
know and no one seems to be able to ob- 
tain decisions which will determine the 
ownership of the land. Every case which 
has been decided rests upon its own feet. 

Mr. President, I wish to continue with 
the reading from Professor Borchard’s 
article describing the three classes of 
States: 

These they still retained when acquiring 
statehood. Texas claimed ownership or ju- 
risdiction over three leagues, or about 1014 
miles of marginal sea, and still retained that 
jurisdiction after admission as a State in 
1845. The new States, carved out of Federal 
territory or acquired, received such jurisdic- 
tion over the marginal sea as the Federal 
Government had theretofore held in trust 
for the eventual State, which was to be dn a 
common footing with the other States. 

All the States, whatever their origin, can 
legitimately lay claim to the common-law 
right to exercise sovereignty over the mar- 
ginal sea, subject to such Federal rights as 
may be exercised, claimed, or reserved by or 
to the Federal Government in the Constitu- 
tion, and common-law jurisdiction to control 
their natural submarine resources on the 
continental shelf beyond the marginal sea. 


Mr. President, it will be noticed that 
Professor Borchard is there talking about 
the exercise of sovereignty. There is 
more than one kind of sovereignty. 
There is sovereignty in relation to crimi- 
nal law. In a case recently decided in 
Florida a man was prosecuted for taking 
sponges 7 miles from the shore, not with- 
in the 3 miles at all. The conviction was 
sustained, not on the ground that Florida 
was the owner of the land or the owner 
of the sponges, but on the ground that 
the criminal jurisdiction would extend 
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out that far, and also on the ground that 
the man was a citizen of Florida. So we 
find there are different kinds of juris- 
diction. 

We talk about the exercise of sover- 
eignty over the marginal sea, but we also 
say subject to the Federal rights “which 
may be exercised, claimed, or reserved 
by or to che Federal Government in the 
Constitution and the common law juris- 
diction to control their natural sub- 
marine resources on the continental shelf 
beyond the marginal sea.” 

Mr. President, that is why I have 
raised a question, referring to page 3, as 
to the words “retaining, however, to 
the United States of America its present 
powers.” We are limiting the amount of 
power we are reserving to the United 
States. 

As this great Nation develops, Mr. 
President, we may desire many more 
Powers. We may for the defense of this 
great land need more powers than the 
present powers. Back in the 1700’s we 
used 3 miles as the distance because that 
was the distance cannon shot could be 
fired from our shores. What are we 
thinking about today? How far can a 
cannon now shoot from the shores, if 
we are to use that as the means of de- 
termining how much land we have? 
Missiles can now be sent hundreds of 
miles out. And here today we are legis- 
lating on this important question with- 
out considering these very important 
matters, not only from the standpoint 
of our domestic life, but from the stand- 
point of our international relations. 

Mr. President, this matter should cer- 
tainly go back to the Committee on the 
Judiciary where all the serious problems 
— are involved should receive atten- 

on. 

I continue to read from Professor Bor- 
chard’s article: 

How far this shelf claim extends, whether 
or not beyond the point where the depth 
reaches 100 fathoms, as some geologists as- 
sert, we need not finally determine. It 
seems from an announcement published 
simultaneously with the proclamation that 
the United States claim is limited to the 
place where the continental shelf reaches a 
depth of 100 fathoms or 600 feet. Perhaps 
“areas controllable from the shore” suffice. 
Certainly it would be timid not to lay claim 
to such resources and not to contest the 
foreign objection should any be raised. 


Mr. President, let me state the difficulty 
with the proposed legislation as I see it. 
The Attorney General of California has 
acted. I am not criticizing California’s 
claim to this oil, but my idea is that we 
should determine first who owns it. The 
Attorney General of California has seen 
fit to arouse the attorney general of 
every other State in the Union. He has 
brought up the question of navigable 
streams. He has apparently caused the 
attorney general of the State of Mich- 
igan to believe that if we do not pass 
this proposed legislation today, every 
navigable stream in which a small stick 
of timber could be floated will be taken 
over by the Federal Government; that 
the State of Michigan will be ousted 
from it, and that every navigable lake in 
the State of Michigan will be taken over 
by the Federal Government. I know we 
all fear the encroachment of the Federal 
Government, but we should know, first, 


9621 


who owns the property about which we 
are presently to legislate. 

Mr. President, I should have no objec- 
tion to releasing the Federal Govern- 
ment’s claims. The Federal Govern- 
ment does not have any claim, it has 
never exercised any claim, over the navi- 
gable streams. I desire to prove that, 
and I think I can prove it by the petition 
of the Attorney General of California 
in the United States Supreme Court. 
That is what we should be concerned 
with: What is the litigation; what does 
it involve? I read: 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 

The purpose of the litigation is to establish 
the right of the United States in the bed 
of the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the coast of 
California beginning at low-water mark 
and extending seaward to 3 nautical miles. 
This suit does not involve any bays, harbors, 
rivers or other inland waters of California, 
nor does it involve the so-called tidelands, 
namely those lands which are covered and 
uncovered by the daily flux and reflux of the 
tides. It is limited solely to that portion of 
the open sea embraced within the 3-mile 
belt, sometimes referred to as the marginal 
sea. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER (Mr. La 
FOLLETTE in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Michigan yield to the Senator 
from California? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I merely wish to 
call the attention of the able Senator 
from Michigan to the point which he 
raises relative the activity of the At- 
torney General of California in suggest- 
ing to the attorneys general of other 
States the dangerous precedent which 
would be established. 

The Senator has made reference to the 
fact that, in his opinion, the same prin- 
ciple would not necessarily apply in the 
case of navigable streams or inland 
lakes. I desire to call his attention to the 
fact that in the leading case of Illinois 
Central Railroad v. Illinois ((1892), 146 
U. S. 387, at page 435), the Court, in deal- 
ing with this precise question, as it per- 
tains to Lake Michigan, said: 

The same doctrine is in this country held 
to be applicable to lands covered by fresh 
water in the Great Lakes over which is con- 
ducted an extended commerce with different 
State and foreign nations. These lakes pos- 
sess all the general characteristics of open 
seas, except in the freshness of their waters, 
and in the absence of the ebb and flow of 
the tide. In other respects they are inland 
seas, and there is no reason or principle for 
the assertion of dominion and soverignty 
over and ownership by the State of lands 
covered by tidewaters that is not equally ap- 
Plicable to its ownership of and dominion 
and sovereignty over lands covered by the 
fresh waters of these lakes. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I am 
glad to have that read into the RECORD at 
this place, but that does not change what 
the Attorney General is trying to do in 
his original proceeding before the United 
States Supreme Court, and the decision 
made by the Supreme Court of the 
United States would not involve Lake 
Michigan and the other Great Lakes, nor 
would it involve navigable streams or 
navigable lakes. It would involve only 
that which is involved as set out in the 
petition, and that is what concerns the 
State of California. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not think it 
has been claimed here, certainly not by 
the proponents of the pending measure, 
that the pending suit against the State of 
California in and of itself is applicable to 
other States. What we have main- 
tained, and do vigorously maintain at 
this time, is that the principle which 
might be established by that suit in tak- 
ing away from California the sovereignty 
over these lands will in other similar 
suits, to be filed later, against other 
States, establish a principle which will 
rise up to plague the other States of the 
Union. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, that 
still leads me to the conclusion that we 
should allow the Supreme Court, the 
legally constituted body under our Re- 
public, to determine the ownership or 
title to the land and also to the oil. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does not the inquiry 
of the able Senator from California con- 
tain peculiar significance? He says the 
decision of the Supreme Court on the 
California situation will rise up to plague 
other States. As L understand, the im- 
plication that it would plague them 
would indicate that the decision would 
be against the States. Does not the Sen- 
ator concur in my interpretation? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do concur. 

Mr. DONNELL, In the discussion last 
Saturday mention was made of the fact 
that the history of the litigation has 
shown that 9½ years would elapse be- 
tween the time of the initiation of pro- 
ceedings and their disposition. I ask 
the Senator, first, if it is not true that 
the figures upon that proposition are 
those which are set forth on page 72 of 
the hearings, which refer, at least in 
part, to the examples of a boundary case 
between New Mexico and Colorado; a 
water-diversion case between Wisconsin 
and Illinois; a water-diversion case be- 
tween New Jersey and New York; a 
water-rights case between Nebraska and 
Wyoming; and a boundary case between 
Kansas and Missouri. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I take this op- 
portunity to—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader assign 15 more min- 
utes to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I 
should like to make this observation. A 
little while ago I read from the report 
of the committee in the section of min- 
eral oil of the American Bar Association, 
in which reference was made to a suit 
filed in Los Angeles. I read two or three 
sentences more: 

Only recently (October 19) the Depart- 
ment of Justice announced the withdrawal 
of its suit in the district court at Los An- 
geles and the filing of a new suit for the 
same purpose in the United States Supreme 
Court. The Supreme Court’s original juris- 
diction was invoked— 
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Said this committee report— 
by naming the State of California as a party 
defendant, This change of procedure was 
adopted, according to Attorney General 
Clark, to secure for all interests concerned 
the advantage of a prompt decision on the 
question involved. 


Does not that language have signifi- 
cance on the question as to the length of 
time that will be involved in the liti- 
gation? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I regret that other 
duties have kept me from following this 
very interesting and important debate. 
I am wondering if it is the distinguished 
Senator's position that the courts should 
decide questions affecting the property 
and territories of the United States. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would say that 
under these circumstances the court 
should determine the ownership. I 
imagine the Senator has in mind boun- 
dary line questions, questions of title to 
land taken in the course of war with 
another nation. Those are political 
questions. But the real question as to 
our ownership is finally settled by the 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What I have in mind 
is the express provision of article IV of 
the Constitution which puts the control 
and the power of disposition of public 
properties and territories in the Congress 
of the United States. 

Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. President, when 
I first started my discussion today I 
stated that the Congress has the abso- 
lute power to dispose of all the property 
belonging to the United States. - 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry at that 
point, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La 
FOLLETTE in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Michigan yield, and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield first to the 
Senator from Colorado, who has not 
quite completed his questioning. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. As I came in I 
thought I heard the Senator say that in 
view of the circumstances the Supreme 
Court should be allowed to decide this 
question. It seemed to me, without havy- 
ing had the opportunity to go into it very 
deeply, that when the Constitution puts 
such a responsibility on us we should 
make the decision. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will in a moment, 
but I want to answer the question asked 
by the Senator from Colorado by saying 
that I think so far as the question of the 
title is concerned, the Supreme Court 
should be given the opportunity to de- 
termine who is the owner; whether it is a 
State or whether it is the Federal Gov- 
ernment or whether it is an individual. 
But as to the question of transfer, natu- 
rally, no one under the Constitution has 
the power except Congress, and there- 
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fore Congress alone has the power to 
transfer. But as to the right of owner- 
ship, the courts should determine that, 
because I believe they are in a mutch 
better position to determine the legal 
problems of ownership than is the Con- 
gress of the United States. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, gladly. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not for a moment 
deny that the court has the power to 
litigate questions in the matter. I was 
directing my question to the primary 
responsibility—as to whether we should 
evade our primary responsibility and 
pass such questions to the courts, or 
whether we should act upon them our- 
selves, at least in the first instance. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should first like 
to answer the question asked by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. I believe we should 
not shirk our responsib‘lity. I believe 
we should be ready and willing at all 
times to assume the responsibility de- 
volving upon us; but in this particular 
case, where there is doubt as to the own- 
ership, we should reserve our action until 
we know definitely who ig the owner. 
Then we can come into the Senate and 
vote definitely on the transfer. I am not 
now raising the question and have not 
raised the question of the wisdom of 
giving California this oil. First, I want 
to raise the question: Who owns it? And 
then if we find that the United States 
Government owns it, we should deter- 
mine the question whether it is better 
that we give it to California or to reserve 
it to the United States Government. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
question was asked of the Senator from 
Michigan as to whether we should evade 
our responsibility, and as I understood, 
section 3 of article IV of the Constitution, 
was cited by the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado. As I see it, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that section not even remotely casts 
the responsibility upon Congress to de- 
termine questions of title. The language 
to which the Senator refers, I take it, is 
this: 

The Congress shall have power to dispose 
of and make all needful rules and regula- 
tions respecting the territory or other prop- 
erty belonging to the United States; and 
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con- 
strued as to prejudice any claims of the 
United States, or of any particular State. 


I call attention to two facts: First, that, 
as the Senator from Michigan has indi- 
cated, this constitutional provision is a 
power of disposition; and, in the sec- 
ond place, the very fact that the sentence 
itself says, that “nothing in this Con- 
stitution shall be so construed as to 
prejudice any claims of any particular 
State” indicates very clearly that Con- 
gress does not have the power, and cer- 
tainly not the responsibility and duty, of 
reaching out and determining as against 
the State, whether the Congress or the 
State has ownership. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course the power 
to dispose of property implies and carries 
with it the power to quitclaim or release 
a claim of ownership. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is true. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And so by the same 
token that we can dispose of the prop- 
erty, we also can exercise our right of 
quitclaim if we do not think we own the 
property. : 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no doubt 
about the fact that that is the law. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. Is it not entirely dif- 
ferent from the proposition, however, 
that there is a responsibility on Congress 
to determine who owns? It is true we 
have a right to quitclaim, but so far as I 
know, there is no responsibility in the 
Constitution or elsewhere devolved upon 
Congress to determine whether it owns or 
does not own a particular piece of prop- 
erty. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that that is 
precisely the issue now before the Sen- 
ate, that before we authorize a quitclaim 
we will as a condition precedent to that 
determine by our action here that we do 
not own the property. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
think that would be true. I would say 
that the average Senator who would vote 
for this measure would do so because he 
had come to the conclusion that the 
United States Government did not own 
this property. I do not see how any Sen- 
ator could vote for the measure if he be- 
lieved that the Government of the United 
States was the sole owner of the soil in 
question. My humble judgment is that 
a Senator who believed that the United 
States was the sole owner would vote as 
I would vote, to retain it in the United 
States. But that is the question which is 
before us: Does the United States Gov- 
ernment own the property? 

Mr. President, I read from a volume 
entitled “Digest of International Law,” 
by Green Haywood Hackworth. Mr. 
Hackworth is now a member of the World 
Court. I read the following on page 654: 

The preparatory committee for the Hague 
Conference for the Codification of Interna- 
tional Law requested information from the 
respective governments with regard to the 
application of the rights of the coastal state 
to the air above and the sea bottom and sub- 
soil covered by its territorial waters. On 
March 16, 1929, the United States replied: 

“By section 6 of the Air Commerce Act of 
March 20, 1926, Congress declared that the 
Government of the United States possessed 
to the exclusion of all other nations com- 
plete sovereignty of the air space over the 
lands and waters of the United States, in- 
cluding the Canal Zone (44 Stat., 568, 572). 

“The section of the act cited finds support 
in the convention relating to international 
air navigation signed by certain powers on 
October 13, 1919, in which it was recognized 
that every State has complete and exclusive 
sovereignty above its territory and territorial 
waters (II L. N. T. S., 173). 

“Court decisions. 

“The sea bottom and subsoil covered by the 
territorial waters, including fish and min- 
erals, are the pro of the United States 
or of the individual States where they border 
(Smith v. Maryland (18 How. 71, 74); Mc- 
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Cready v. Virginia (94 U. 8. 391); Manchester 
v. Massachusetts (139 U. S. 240, 259); Loui- 
siana v. Mississippi (202 U. S. 1, 52); Messen- 
ger v. Kingsbury (158 Calif. 611, 112 Pac. 65, 
66) .) 


That, Mr. President, would indicate 
that there is a conflict of ownership. 

This is what the United States Attorney 
General said on his application to the 
Supreme Court to allow the United States 
to file an original proceeding against the 
State of California. I read from page 3: 

The rights of the United States in lands 
under the marginal sea are based on substan- 
tial grounds, and have never been adjudi- 
cated by this Court. The issue is entirely 
novel, for this case is sharply to be distin- 
guished from those decisions which are 
thought to hold that the State has proprie- 
tary interests in bays, harbors, rivers, and 
other inland waters as well as the so-called 
tidelands (The Borar, Ltd. v. Los Angeles 
(296 U. S. 10, 15)). The crucial consideration 
underlying those decisions is significantly 
absent here. 


It is upon that basis, Mr. President, 
that I believe, as a representative of the 
State of Michigan, that we in Congress 
should wait and not pass this legislation 
until the Supreme Court of the United 
States decides the specific instant case 
before it, which deals with the ownership 
of the 3-mile marginal sea off the coast 
of California. It has nothing to do with 
the Great Lakes. It has nothing to do 
with the navigable streams in Michigan. 
It has nothing to do with what the own- 
ership of the Thirteen Original States 
might be, or what the ownership of Texas 
might be. It will solve one problem. It 
will solve the question of the ownership 
of the lands off the coast of California 
which were acquired by purchase from 
Mexico. The whole question involved 
and I find no citation of law on it—is: 
What did we purchase from Mexico? I 
assume we purchased all the sea or all 
sovereignty over the sea. I want to know 
what rights we gave to California. In 
my judgment the only legally constituted 
body that can decide this question is not 
the Congress of the United States, but 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wonder if the Sen- 
ator can inform me as to whether or 
not the State of Michigan claims juris- 
diction, and claims that the lakes which 
border on Michigan, out to the interna- 
tional boundary, are a part of the State 
of Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We claim certain 
rights. Under the criminal law we claim 
concurrent jurisdiction with the United 
States. We claim certain rights for fish- 
ing. At present the State of Michigan 
does not require a local license to fish 
in the Great Lakes. That right is en- 
joyed by the public generally, without 
the necessity for obtaining a license. As 
to the boundary line between Canada and 
Michigan, while it varies at certain 
places, ordinarily it is the center of the 
lake or the river, as the case may be. We 
have claimed all rights to that land and 
everything under it. The United States 
Government has never made any claim 
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to that land; nor does it do so in the 
original suit before the Supreme Court. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is just the 
point. During the entire period of Mich- 
igan’s statehood the Federal Government 
has never claimed the land which the 
Senator rightfully states is considered a 
part of the State of Michigan; and until 
a few years ago the Federal Government 
had never claimed the land which the 
State of California believes—just as sin- 
cerely, and I believe on just as sound 
legal ground—is a part of the State of 
California. But I say to my distinguished 
colleague from Michigan that should 
there be an adverse decision in this re- 
gard it would open up a precedent where- 
by the jurisdiction of the State of Mich- 
igan over the Great Lakes area would 
be in jeopardy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon desire to speak in 
favor of the joint resolution or against 
it? 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from Ore- 
gon will use time allotted by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada, in favor 
of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, it is to 
be regretted that this question should be 
before Congress in connection with the 
oil under land off the coast of California. 
That represents the occasion for the liti- 
gation which is now pending. However, 
that situation does not exist, so far as is 
known, in the remaining coastal area of 
the United States. We cannot say as an 
affirmative proposition that there is no 
oil there. However, we can say that no 
oil is known to exist there. 

In connection with what I take to be 
the zeal of officials of the United States 
in protecting whatever interest they feel 
might possibly be in the United States in 
the oil underlying the coastal waters of 
the State of California, they initiated the 
present proceeding, which is an original 
proceeding, in the United States Supreme 
Court. 

I shall discuss only slightly the legal 
aspects of this matter. They have been 
gone into most exhaustively. Voluminous 
extracts have been read to the Senate 
from the several opinions, and I feel that 
no good purpose would be served by a 
further discussion of the technical legal 
aspects of the case. 

Of all the States in the United States, 
I believe that my own State of Oregon 
is as little interested in this litigation as 
any. Many years ago the Supreme 
Court of the United States had occasion 
to pass upon the question of where the 
title lay to the lands under the navigable 
waters within the legally established 
boundaries of the State of Oregon. That 
decision has been exhaustively quoted 
here during this debate. The decision 
was rendered in the case of Shively 
against Bowlby. After a most exhaus- 
tive study of this whole problem I cannot 
but believe that that case is determina- 
tive of the title of the State of Oregon to 
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all lands beneath navigable waters with- 
in the boundaries of the State as the 
Congress of the United States fixed those 
boundaries when the State was admitted 
into the Union. The courts have not 
distinguished between navigable waters 
within an indentation of the coast and 
navigable waters which happen to lap an 
area of the coast which does not have an 
indentation. I am unable to furnish the 
distinction, and I am satisfied that none 
exists. 

I wish to discuss the legal aspects of 
the case on just two points. Some dis- 
cussion has been had here with reference 
to the provision which appears in several 
acts admitting the so-called land States 
into the Union, the irrevocable covenants 
which accompanied or preceded those 
acts of admission, and so forth, wherein 
there is a covenant on the part of the 
State not to interfere with the primary 
disposition of the lands of the United 
States within the borders of such State, 
and reserving such lands and title there- 
to to the United States. 

Those provisions occur in all the cove- 
nants, all the acts of admission of all the 
States which came into the United States 
after the Nation was established, begin- 
ning, I believe, with the State of Michi- 
gan, although I am not certain as to 
that. 

Mr. President, it is so generally known, 
and it has been established so many 
times by the courts that it would seem 
to be unduly trespassing on the time of 
the Senate to call attention to the fact 
that the lands so referred to are lands 
above high-water mark in navigable 
waters within the States. The cases 
which refer to that question are legion. 
There are many which specifically so 
hold. The title to land under navigable 
waters is something altogether different. 
As the distinguished Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran] has pointed out, 
there are more than 50 decisions in point 
on the proposition that title to the land 
under navigable waters, fresh and salt, 
navigable waters where there is a tide, 
and where there is not, resides in the 
State after its admission to the Union. 

That, Mr. President, is in my opinion 
somewhat beside the point, except only 
to this extent: Over the years that has 
been the law of this land, the so-called 
court-made law. That doctrine has been 
adopted and followed by the United 
States Government, by the States which 
face upon the seas, and by those contain- 
ing navigable waters other than the two 
oceans and the Gulf of Mexico, and by 
court authorities and other subdivisions 
of Government dealing with shipping or 
the use of waters in various ways. Over 
a long period of time a custom has grown 
up in this country. I can see no reason 
which can be advanced why the Con- 
gress should not approach this question 
as the Congress and the legislatures of 
the States have approached like ques- 
tions throughout our history. 

It has long been deemed to the best 
interests of all the people to confirm 
titles which have been held, whether 
legally or by actual occupancy of the 
property for many years. As a result, 
we have the doctrine of prescription or 
adverse possession. We have statutes of 
limitation, statutes which may be justi- 
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fied only on the ground that the peace 
and quiet and best interests of the peo- 
ple are served if we do not create dissen- 
sion, even though we would do it by a 
prescribed form of litigation. There are 
statutes of limitation in every State. 
There are some statutes of limitation by 
which the United States has limited it- 
self. Generally speaking, of course, stat- 
utes of limitation do not operate against 
the sovereign, But time after time the 
sovereign has voluntarily either subject- 
ed itself to specific limitations or has 
done the same thing indirectly by a pro- 
ceeding such as the one in which we are 
now engaged—by releasing any claim it 
has or by foregoing any immunity it 
might have. Mr. President, that is what 
is being done in the instant matter. 

Question has been raised and the as- 
sertion has been made here a number of 
times that there is and must be some very 
real doubt in the minds of those who fa- 
vor the joint resolution, or else they 
would not be supporting it. The thought 
is advanced that there must be some 
grave doubt as to whether the ownership 
in the land under the water off the shore 
of California extends out to the 3-mile 
limit. That assertion has been made 
many times. Mr. President, let us be 
wholly frank about the matter—although 
I do not mean to intimate that anyone 
here has been less than frank. As long 
as there is a case in a court, with issues 
presented, there can be some question as 
to what decision will be rendered. I do 
not go quite to the extent of those who 
say that every lawsuit is a horse race, 
although sometimes I am inclined to that 
belief. But I realize, as must everyone 
who has had experience in the law, that 
some chance is always involved in any 
case presented. Even though the possi- 
bility be most remote, most ephemeral, 
even though it be nebulous in the ex- 
treme, it still is existent. It is existent 
in the present case. We must not forget 
that under our system of government the 
judicial department of Government is 
not bound by any law passed by any 
Congress, insofar as its own actions with- 
in its constitutional field are concerned. 
The judicial branch is bound by no re- 
straint except that which is self-imposed. 
It may make a decision today and it may 
reverse that decision tomorrow, without 
let or hindrance insofar as the law is 
concerned or insofar as any law which 
the legislature passes is concerned. That 
power is inherent in the court, because 
the court is set up as one of the three 
equal departments of our Government, 
in respect to the division of powers. 

Mr. President, let me say that it is to 
the everlasting glory of the Bench of the 
United States that it has adopted its own 
restraints and has been bound by those 
restraints, with the result that in this 
country we have developed a body of 
court-made law which has been a tower 
of strength to the American people and 
their Government. I do not for a mo- 
ment suggest that the Supreme Court of 
the United States is going to divest itself 
of those restraints. I simply say it can 
be done. 

But, Mr. President, in this case, or in 
any case, the Court must of necessity 
give full consideration to the issues which 
‘are presented, Judges on the bench are, 
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nevertheless, men. They bring to the 
Bench their political philosophy and 
their judicial philosophy. As a result, 
we have seen the philosophy of the law, 
as it has been enunciated, changed from 
time to time during the history of our 
country. Iam not critical of that. The 
elasticity that is so permitted is, I be- 
lieve, to the ultimate good of the Nation. 

I advert to these things, Mr. President, 
only because they all go to the proposi- 
tion that today no one can say that 
there is no possibility that an adverse de- 
cision may be rendered in the pending 
case. I cannot help but believe that the 
rules of stare decisis or res judicata are 
going to be applied by the Court. Ihave 
no doubt as to what the decision will be. 
But, Mr. President, the decision must be 
made by the Court, not by me. 

So long as there is any possibility of 
any change in the established order of 
things with reference to the land under 
the navigable waters of the United 
States, there is a basis and there is a 
justification and there is a reason for 
the taking of action by the legislative 
branch of the Government to determine 
the matter legislatively, if the legislative 
branch feels that the matter involved is 
of sufficient consequence or if it feels 
that there are compelling reasons why 
it should intervene legislatively, In my 
opinion, Mr. President, such reasons exist 
in the instant matter. 

The case in California has to do with 
certain lands below the low-water mark 
in the Pacific Ocean. It has been said 
by the Attorney General that there is no 
thought, in connection with this prob- 
lem, of going into bays or into any other 
navigable waters. However, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am reliably informed that in 1940 
the United States Government com- 
menced a suit to determine title to 
Treasure Island, a man-made island well 
inside San Francisco Bay, and that it 
commenced a suit to determine the title 
to Terminal Island, another man-made 
island, made out of reclaimed tidelands 
in the port waters of Los Angeles, 
Neither of those tracts represents land 
off the coast, in the main ocean water. 
In the nature of things, if the officers of 
the United States Government who are 
charged with that duty have any doubt 
in their minds with reference to that 
title, they should try to determine it. I 
am not critical of their doing so, I 
merely wish to call attention to the fact 
that the suits have been filed and that 
the problem is not limited to the main 
ocean below the low-water mark along 
the coast of California. I point out these 
things because when principles are estab- 
lished with reference to a given set or 
state of facts they are applied to all 
those coming within that category, and 
we who practice the law know that 
to be so. 

If there were to be established in this 
matter principles cf law which directly 
affected or which, incidentally, left un- 
settled the title to any of the lands in 
any of the bays or in any of the navigable 
rivers, then -chaos indeed would be 
upon us. 

Mr. President, I cannot but believe that 
the best interests of all the people of the 
United States will be served if this joint 
resolution is. passed and if the old and 
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established and settled order of things 
in our coastal States and in all States 
containing navigable waters remains in 
status quo. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment submitted by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, let me 
inquire how the time stands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky has 22 minutes 
remaining for a discussion of his side 
of the question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. How much has the 
other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ap- 
proximately 50 minutes remains in the 
control of the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment to propose. I inquire 
whether it is in order to offer an amend- 
ment to lie on the table so that it may 
be voted on at 3 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
present occupant of the chair is of the 
opinion that, if an amendment were 
presented prior to 3 o'clock, it would be 
in the spirit of the unanimous consent 
agreement, to vote on it prior to the 
action of the Senate on the joint reso- 
lution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment which I wish to propose. 
I will read it and send it to the desk. 
‘On page 3, at the end of line 22, sub- 
stitute a semicolon for the period, and 
insert: 
but neither the phrase “lands beneath 
tidewaters” nor the phrase “lands beneath 
navigable waters” shall include any lands 
covered by coastal waters below the line of 
mean low tide in 1776 or when the State 
was admitted, as the case may be, and not 
within a bay or harbor, except to the 
extent that the United States Supreme Court 
shall decide that such lands are owned by 
the several States. 


I may say, Mr. President, that I shall 
now consume a part of my time and per- 
haps all of it. 

The proponents of the House Joint 
Resolution 225 are concerned mainly 
about a supposed cloud on the title of 
the several States to the lands beneath 
navigable waters, lakes, and harbors, and 
to the land on the coast between mean 
high and mean low tide. 

The decisions of the courts abundantly 
establish the ownership of these lands by 
the several States. The Federal Gov- 
ernment makes no claim to them and 
both the Department of Justice and the 
Department of the Interor have specifi- 
cally so stated. If, despite these assur- 
ances, the States would like any con- 
ceivable cloud on their title to such lands 
removed by an act of Congress in the 
nature of a quitclaim deed, there is no 
objection to that. The proposed amend- 
ment would not affect these lands one 
way or the other. However, House Joint 
Resolution 225 also proposes to quitclam 
to the several States the submerged 
lands below low tide on the open coast, 
and those under the marginal sea, as 
to which the situation is entirely differ- 
ent. The question as to the title to such 
lands has never been decided. That very 
question is now before the Supreme 
Court of the United States in an orig- 
inal suit brought by the United States 
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against the State of California. The 
Court has ordered the case set down 
for argument and it is expected to be 
argued and decided this coming fall. 

On the eve of the argument and a 
decision, there is no justification, and 
it is hardly im the public interest, for 
Congress to resolve the issue of law 
adversely to the Federal Government, 
which this proposed joint resolution 
seeks to do. In considering that under 
our system of government we tradition- 
ally allow the courts to decide such is- 
sues, such action would, in my judgment, 
be of questionable propriety. The fact 
that these lands are extremely valuable 
and contain vast quantities of oil makes 
it all the more imperative that we act 
with more than ordinary prudence in 
determining this matter. 

For these reasons, the proposed 
amendment which I have just sent to 
the desk would prevent the quitclaiming 
of the lands below low tide on the open 
coast, provided, howeve:, that if and 
when the Supreme Court should decide 
that they are owned by the several States, 
the lands would be quitclaimed to the 
States. The latter provision would avoid 
any future uncertainty of title based on 
the possibility that the Supreme Court 
might at some later time overrule such a 
decision. 

Mr. President, the other day I spoke 
briefly when the motion to consider the 
joint resolution was before the Senate. 
I do not care to reiterate the reasons 
which I then believed were sufficient to 
justify the Senate in rejecting the joint 
resolution, and certainly sufficient to im- 
pel me to vote against it. 

I wish to discuss for only a moment 
the question of whether the States, as 
individuals, had any title to this 3-mile 
limit which has been discussed. As I 
have indicated, and I believe it is gen- 
erally agreed, there are three types of 
land involved; not in this controversy, 
but there are three types of land in- 
volved along the coast. One type is what 
is called tidelands where the tide ebbs 
and flows. It comes up and goes back. 
That type of land along the coast, which 
is overrun by the tide, is not involved in 
any way. The Government of the 
United States has never laid claim to it, 
and does not lay claim to it in the suit 
which has been brought in the Supreme 
Court. 

There is another strip of land begin- 
ning at the low tide and extending out 
into the ocean for three nautical miles, 
which is in dispute in the lawsuit now 
pending. It is that 3-mile strip which is 
involved in the controversy. 

Furthermore, the Government of the 
United States lays no claim to the owner- 
ship of the bed of navigable streams 
within the borders of States, or forming 
borders between States. 

Beyond the 3-mile limit is what is 
called the Continental Shelf, which is 
covered by an amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wyoming a few days ago 
and adopted by the Senate. 

It has been claimed by the proponents 
of the pending legislation that it would 
not apply specifically to California be- 
cause California was not one of the 
Thirteen Original Colonies, and the 
theory on which the legislation is based 
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is that there was a time in the history 
of the Colonies when the title to the 
3-mile stretch of land was in the indi- 
vidaul Colony or State. That contention 
cannot be sustained. When the Colonies 
declared themselves to be independent, 
they did not do so as individual States. 
They declared their independence as the 
United Colonies of America. They acted 
in their united capacity. When the 
Declaration of Independence was adopted 
it was adopted in the name of the 
Colonies united. When the treaty with 
England was made in 1783 it was made 
between Great Britain and the United 
States of America acting as a whole and 
not acting as separate States. So, from 
the standpoint of sovereignty, which 
may have been transferred from the 
Crown as a result of the Revolutionary 
War, that sovereignty was never trans- 
ferred from the Crown to any single indi- 
vidual State. It was transferred to the 
United States as a whole, and not to any 
individual State. Therefore title or sov- 
ereignty over this particular strip of 
water, or the lands under the water, was 
never in the States as individual States, 
but only in the Nation as a nation. 

Mr. President, I wish to invite atten- 
tion to a decision of the Supreme Court. 
There are many decisions. I do not 
have time to refer to all of them, but 
I wish especially to call attention to the 
case of U. S. v. Curtiss-Wright Cor- 
poration, reported in 299 United States 
Reports, at page 304. The opinion in 
that case points out that by “the Dec- 
laration of Independence the Represen- 
tatives of the United States of America 
declared the United—not the several— 
Colonies to be free and independent 
States.” 

Quoting again: 

The powers of external sovereignty passed 
from the Crown not to the Colonies severally, 
but to the Colonies in their collective and 
corporate capacity as the United States of 
America. Even before the Declaration, the 
Colonies were a unit in foreign affairs, act- 
ing through a common agency. 

Quoting still further: 

When, therefore, the external sovereignty 


of Great Britain in respe of the Colonies 
ceased, it immediately passed to the Union. 


Then quoting again: 

The Union * “ was the sole pos- 
sessor of external sovereignty. The 
States were not “sovereigns” in the sense con- 
tended for by some. 


There is this final quotation, which 
refutes the contention of the States that 
the Federal Government did not ac- 
quire ownership of the marginal sea 
because the States did not expressly 
grant it by the Constitution. Quoting 
again from the decision— 

It results that the investment of the 
Federal Government with the powers of ex- 
ternal sovereignty did not depend upon the 
affirmative grants of the Constitution. 


It was an inherent quality enjoyed by 
the Federal Government before the Con- 
stitution was adopted. 

If anything, there, is beyond doubt in 
this controversy, it is that the princial 
basis for the creation and the continued 
recognition of the marginal sea belt 
theory is the security and defense of the 
national sovereignty. An examination of 
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any work on international law, or of the 
writings of any publicist, will clearly 
demonstrate the correctness of this state- 
ment, and I shall not further develop 
the idea. I have not the time to do it, 
and I do not think it is necessary. 

Since the development and acceptance 
of the ccncept of the marginal sea, 
meaning the 3-mile strip which is in 
controversy, it has been continuously 
identified with the external powers and 
national interests of the United States. 

This is evidenced by the numerous in- 
stances in which the Executive branch 
of the Federal Government, in conduct- 
ing our external affairs, has had occa- 
sion to reconsider the status of the mar- 
ginal sea, particularly its extent, in rela- 
tion to questions which have arisen be- 
tween the United States and foreign 
nations. That such instances will con- 
tinue to occur seems certain, especially 
since, notwithstanding the concern of 
the United States to maintain the 
principle of the freedom of the seas, 
there exist strong reasons for extending 
our territorial jurisdiction beyond the 
present 3-mile limit. 

The marginal sea having been created, 
therefore, and continued in the field of 
international affairs for the reasons 
stated, it would seem only natural that 
title to the underlying lands should be 
in the Nation, recognized by other 
nations, rather than in the political 
units making up the sovereign States. 

Not only are the powers of our Federal 
Government supreme in the field of in- 
ternational security and defense, but 
they are also supreme in the field of in- 
ternational relations, foreign commerce, 
immigration, and import duties ind 
customs. The only powers which the in- 
dividual States of our Union may exer- 
cise in the marginal sea area are those 
of a local or municipal character, as dis- 
tinguished from powers in the field of 
international affairs. The right of a 
State to exercise police powers for local 
regulation over the waters of the three- 
mile strip does not convey to it any title 
to the lands beneath these waters. It 
would seem, therefore, that title to the 
marginal sea lands would more appro- 
priately follow as an attribute of sov- 
ereignty of the Nation rather than as an 
attribute of sovereignty of the States for 
local police regulation. 

It has been strenuously asserted and 
urged by the States that the issue of 
ownership has been determined by the 
Supreme Court of the United States a 
great many times. It is the position of 
the Government of the United States in 
the litigation now pending in the 
Supreme Court that the Supreme Court 
has never decided the question of title 
to the lands which lie beneath the waters 
in this three-mile strip. 

Practically all the cases cited by the 
proponents of the joint resolution in- 
volve matters of regulation of inland 
waterways, harbors, bays, and rivers not 
involved in the three-mile strip of water 
which is the subject of the controversy 
now pending in the Supreme Court of 
the United States 

Mr. President, I am firmly convinced, 
and the Government of the United 
States which instituted this lawsuit is 
firmly convinced, that the question of 
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ownership of the lands under the mar- 
ginal sea, which is only another name 
for the three-mile area, has never been 
determined by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. It was for the pur- 
pose of determining that legal question 
that this litigation was instituted by the 
Department of Justice. I recall again to 
the attention of the Senate the fact that 
in 1937 the Senate passed a joint resolu- 
tion directing the Department of Justice 
to bring such a lawsuit, it went to the 
House of Representatives and was re- 
ported by a committee, but for reasons 
which it is not necessary to discuss, it 
failed in the House. 

In 1939 the Senate again considered a 
similar joint resolution instructing the 
institution of litigation by the Depart- 
ment of Justice to settle the question of 
ownership of the lands, and of course 
what is under the lands. That joint reso- 
lution was not enacted. 

I mention that to show, Mr. President, 
that the lawsuit brought by the Depart- 
ment of Justice by direction of the Pres- 
ident was not a whimsical thing whipped 
up within the last few months. The 
Senate of the United States 9 years ago 
thought seriously enough of the matter 
to pass a joint resolution instructing 
that such a lawsuit be brought. 

The war came on, and of course inter- 
fered with practically everything except 
the war itself, and the present litigation 
was not instituted until October 1945. 
Suit had been brought in the District 
Court of California in May 1945, but 
when the Attorney General instituted 
this litigation in the Supreme Court di- 
rectly, which he had a right to do, the 
suit in the district court in California 
was dismissed. 

Mr. President, here is a legal question, 
here is a question properly to be de- 
cided by the courts: Who owns this 
land? And here we are now asked to 
strip the Supreme Court of jurisdiction 
to pass on that question, by the passage 
of the pending joint resolution, giving 
a quitclaim title to this land and all 
that lies under it, I suppose in fear that 
the Supreme Court might decide that it 
belonged to the people of the United 
States. 

I am unwilling, Mr. President, to do 
in this case what I was unwilling should 
be done in a matter of involving the 
question of insurance, namely, decide in 
Congress whether it was interstate 
commerce. I have always believed it 
was. When I first came to Congress, in 
1913, I urged the Attorney General of 
the United States, then Mr. Mc- 
Reynolds, to take some steps to relieve 
the people of my own State of a com- 
bination which had grown up in the in- 
surance field. He advised me that the 
Supreme Court had held that insurance 
was not interstate commerce. I did not 
believe that that decision was sound. Of 
course, I had no way of avoiding the de- 
cision, but I did not believe the Supreme 
Court had acted on a sound basis when it 
held that insurance was not interstate 
commerce. 

A lawsuit was instituted a year or two 
ago in the Supreme Court to determine 
whether insurance was in interstate 
commerce, and a joint resolution was 
introduced in Congress which proposed 
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to declare that insurance was not in- 
terstate commerce, for the purpose of 
robbing the Supreme Court of its juris- 
diction to pass upon that question. I 
was against that joint resolution. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AIKEN 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Kentucky yield to the Senator from 
California? 

Mr. BARKLEY. 
minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish merely to 
ask a question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Was that joint 
resolution to which the Senator has just 
referred introduced after the Supreme 
Court suit had been filed, or before? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not certain. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In the California 
case the joint resolutions were introduced 
prior to any suit being filed in the Su- 
preme Court. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that; 


I have but a few 


but the Senate undertook to have litiga- 


gation instituted long before this joint 
resolution or any similar joint resolution 
was introduced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Kentucky has 
expired. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Nevada yields me 10 minutes more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada yields the Senator 
from Kentucky 10 minutes more. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not willing in 
this case, or in any similar case, where 
a legal question is involved, to take the 
right of determination of that legal ques- 
tion away from the courts, and make the 
Congress of the United States a court to 
pass upon problems of that sort which 
are strictly legal. 

There is another reason, Mr. Presi- 
dent, why I am against this joint reso- 
lution. Congress is given the authority 
not only to regulate commerce but to 
provide for the common defense. In 
modern warfare, oil, petroleum, is one 
of the essential and indispensable means 
of defense. I do not know whether 
there will be another war in which the 
United States may become involved. I 
hope there never will be one. I look 
forward with hope to the time when the 
world will so organize itself for peace 
and for the preservation of peace, that 
war may not again come to curse man- 
kind. But we cannot be certain of that, 
and if we should ever again become in- 
volved in war, the supply of oil may 
determine the question of our victory or 
our defeat. 

Even before the recent war ended, we 
were negotiating for and cruising around 
all over the world to get our share of oil 
reserves. We even authorized the con- 
struction of a $135,000,000 pipe line 
in Arabia in order to transport oil from 
Arabia ana Saudi Arabia and neighbor- 
ing regions to the Mediterranean Sea for 
the benefit of our Navy and Army and 
for all our arms. We are now engaging 
in international negotiations in order 
that we may-have our share cf that oil, 
not only in the Near East but in the 
Caribbean Sea also. Our Army and our 
Navy and our State Department, looking 
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ahead for a quarter of a century, it may 
be for a half a century, or for any par- 
ticular length of time, are undertaking 
to garner to ourselves enough oil where- 
ever it may be found to guarantee our 
defense in any future war. Yet, in spite 
of that fact, we are asked in this joint 
resolution to give away hundreds of mil- 
lions of barrels of oil lying just off the 
shores of the United States, in order that 
it may be obtained by private oil com- 
panies who are anxious to get control of 
that oil in order that it may be exploited 
and its supplies diminished. 

Mr. President, I have no enmity to- 
ward any oil company on earth. I tried 
unsuccessfully a few years ago to make 
a little money out of oil myself, but it 
was a total and dismal failure. It was 
a very modest little investment in some 
oil lands in Kentucky which did not turn 
out so well. I did not have the same 
luck in Kentucky that some of my 
friends here have had in other States. 
I have no prejudice against the oil in- 
dustry nor against any oil company. 
But when I am compelled to decide be- 
tween the conservation of oil that may 
belong to the United States Government 
on the one hand and its exploitation and 
its use by any private oi] company or 
even by any State that may permit a cor- 
poration or an oil concern to exploit it, 
I am compelled to make my decision in 
behalf of the people of the United States 
as a whole. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I can- 
not support the joint resolution. I hope 
it will not be passed by the Senate. I 
want to go further than that and express 
the hope that if it is adopted by the 
Senate and the House and sent to the 
President of the United States, it will 
be promptly vetoed by him in the in- 
terests of national defense, in the inter- 
ests of our entire people, looking toward 
the coming of a day when we may be in 
desperate need of the very oil which is 
supposed to lie under the land involved 
in this 3-mile-limit controversy. 

Mr. STANFILL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to my col- 
league. 

Mr. STANFILL. Referring to lines 6 
and 7 on page 2 of the joint resolution, 
I ask my distinguished colleague to tell 
me what claim the Government of the 
United States has ever asserted to the 
lands beneath the navigable waters with- 
in the boundaries of the respective States, 
and why that language is included in the 
measure? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I cannot say why it is 
included in the measure. The joint reso- 
Jution was introduced in the House. Per- 
haps my colleague was not present when 
I spoke of it. I stated that the Govern- 
ment of the United States has never as- 
serted any claim and does not now as- 
sert any claim to the lands beneath the 
navigable waters of the United States 
or the bays or harbors. 

Mr. STANFILL. That was the ques- 
tion I wanted to clear up in my own mind. 
aoe question is not now in litigation, is 

Mr. BARKLEY. That question is not 
in litigation at all. 

Mr. STANFILL. The Government has 
never claimed those lands, has it? 
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Mr. BARKLEY. The Government has 
never claimed those lands. All the Gov- 
ernment of the United States now claims 
in the litigation which is now pending 
in the Supreme Court is the title to the 
land beneath the 3-mile limit at low tide 
in the ocean bounding the coastal States 
of the United States. 

Mr. STANFILL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr.STANFILL. My colleague will ap- 
preciate this question. The northern 
boundary of the State of Kentucky, the 
State which he and I represent in the 
Senate, is the low-water mark, as I un- 
derstand it, on the north bank of the 
Ohio River. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true. 

Mr. STANFILL. Has the Govern- 
ment of the United States ever claimed 
or does it now claim or will it ever claim, 
so far as the Senator knows, any title 
to the lands beneath those waters? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Absolutely not. The 
reason for that is that Kentucky was 
the first State carved out of the vast 
territory west of the Allegheny Moun- 
tains, and when the boundaries of Ken- 
tucky were fixed they were fixed on 
the north at low-water mark on the 
north side of the Ohio River, so that 
Kentucky has, for police purposes, juris- 
diction of the entire Ohio River from 
low-water mark on the other side. The 
Government of the United States has 
jurisdiction over the regulation of that 
river for commercial purposes. The 
same is true of the Mississippi River on 
the west. The Kentucky boundary goes 
across the Mississippi River to }ow-water 
mark on the Missouri side, because Mis- 
souri had not been created as a State at 
that time, neither had Ohio or Indiana 
or Illinois, and Kentucky simply took 
jurisdiction of both those rivers to low- 
water mark on the other side. There 
has never been any question about it, 
and the Federal Government has never 
asserted any title to the land lying be- 
neath the waters of those rivers. I might 
say that the Department of Justice and 
the Department of the Interior have 
both made it clear in all the statements 
they have made, that the Government 
has never claimed any title to those 
lands and does not now claim it, and so 
far as anyone can foresee will not in 
the future assert any claim to the land 
beneath such waters. 

Mr. STANFILL. And if oil should 
be found beneath the waters of the Ohio 
River or the Mississippi River where 
they border on the State of Kentucky, 
that land is within the jurisdiction of 
the State of Kentucky, is it not? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true. 

Mr. STANFILL. And not within the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Government, 
although the Federal Government does 
have the right of control of the traffic on 
the rivers? 

Mr. BARKLEY, That is correct. 

Mr. STANFILL. That is the point I 
wanted to have cleared up. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct about that. There is no 
disagreement anywhere on that subject. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
additional time of the Senator from 
Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
will yield time to the Senator from Ken- 
tucky to answer the question which I 
presume the Senator from California is 
about to ask him. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Nevada yields to me to try to answer. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
will say to the Senator from Kentucky 
on that point, and answering his distin- 
guished colleague from the same State, it 
was not until the suits were filed in the 
Supreme Court and in the district court 
of California that any claim had ever 
been made of the lands lying off the 
coasts of the coastal States. Therefore 
the fact that up to this date no Secre- 
tary of the Interior has claimed juris- 
diction over the navigable waters is no 
more guaranty to the State of Ken- 
tucky that some future Secretary of the . 
Interior will not attempt to seize those 
lands than was our assurance that they 
would not be seized up to the time Sec- 
retary Ickes attempted to take jurisdic- 
tion. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in re- 
gard to that I will say that while the 
Federal Government in no lawsuit ever 
asserted claim to these marginal lands, 
they were discussed in numerous deci- 
sions, and if I had the time I should like 
to read from a decision of Justice Field 
of the Supreme Court, who was himself 
from California, in regard to the Fed- 
eral jurisdiction over these marginal 
lands, although it was not an issue in 
the litigation that was being decided by 
the Supreme Court. So while heretofore 
there has been no claim by any litiga- 
tion to the marginal lands, they have 
been discussed in numerous decisions, 
and in all cases I have been able to find 
the position of the court revolved around 
the title to lands under navigable rivers 
within States or even bays or harbors 
within States that were not a part of the 
3-mile limit about which we are talking. 

Mr. President, I hope the joint resolu- 
tion will not be passed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Andrews Hawkes Radcliffe 

1 Hayden 
Barkley Revercomb 
Bilbo Hoey Robertson 
Brewster Huffman Russell 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Shipstead 
Buck Knowland Smith 
Burch La Follette Stanfill 
Bushfield Langer Swift 
Byrd Lucas Taft 
Capehart McCarran Taylor 
Cap) McClellan ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Carville McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Chavez McMahon Tobey 
Connally Magnuson Tunnell 
Cordon Maybank Vandenberg 
Donnell Mead Wagner 
Downey Millikin Walsh 
Eastland Mitchell Wherry 
Ferguson Moore White 
Fuibright Morse Wiley 
George Murdock Willis 
Gerry Murray Wilson 
Green Myers Young 
Guffey O'Daniel 
Gurney Overton 
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HUFFMAN in the chair). Seventy-nine 


Senators have answered to their names. 
A quorum is present. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I in- 
vite the attention of the Senate to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. I regret that he 
is not present. On page 3 of the joint 
resolution he proposes to strike out the 
words beginning in line 14, “such bound- 
ary line extends oceanward beyond three 
geographical miles” and insert “at the 
time of the admission of such State into 
the Union, such boundary line extended 
oceanward beyond three geographical 
miles, giving due recognition to any 
changes in such coast line since oc- 
casioned by reason of fill-in or natural 
accretion.” 

It seems to be the purpose of the 
amendment of the Senator from Indi- 
ana to limit the right of the State to the 
so-called boundary line at the time the 
State was admitted into the Union. I 
understand that it is directed particu- 
larly at the State of Texas. If that be 
its purpose, it is certainly very unfair, 
because Texas was an independent re- 
public for 9 years. It was not depend- 
ent on the United States. It was not de- 
pendent on any foreign nation. It 
achieved its own independence through 
the blood of its own soldiers and through 
the sacrifices of its people. As a repub- 
lic it was endowed with all the rights 
which either a state or a nation could 
possess in the shelf or the offshore tide- 
water lands, wherever such rights ex- 
tended. If they extended to the middle 
of the Atlantic Ocean, the land belonged 
to the State of Texas. 

When Texas was admitted to the 
Union in 1845 the joint resolution or 
enabling act, expressly recognized those 
rights, and Texas reserved unto itself all 
rights in all public lands, so that what- 
ever right there is at the moment belongs 
to the State of Texas. So the Federal 
Government, according to my view, 
would have no legal power to legislate 
that title away from us. But we do not 
want it clouded. We do not want doubt 
cast upon it. We do not want an act of 
Congress which would seem to assert 
title to lands beyond the boundaries of 
the State of Texas or the Republic of 
Texas. 

If Senators will consult the report in 
this case, and particularly the opinion by 
Dr. Edwin Borchard, Dean of the School 
of International Law at Yale University, 
beginning on page 10 of the committee 
report, it will there be shown that under 
international law the State owns the 
lands as far as it undertakes to appro- 
priate them, and insofar as it can make 
use of them. Professor Borchard says: 

Assuming then that we have established 
that as a matter of international law, the 
littoral state may properly claim in owner- 
ship or jurisdiction the natural resources 
of the subsoil in the continental shelf be- 
yond the marginal zone, whatever its width, 
and even assuming that the United States 
would not exercise its privilege of claiming 
more than 3 miles of marginal sea, the 
question still remains whether in American 
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constitutional law the State or the Nation 
can legally make this assertion. 

Practice and practical consideration must 
be the determining guides. As Columbia 
Law Review states, it is now settled that the 
marginal sea is an integral part of the neigh- 
boring State and its counties like any other 
Territory, subject to the right of innocent 
passage and the rights over commerce and 
navigation exercised or reserved by the Fed- 
eral Government. The Supreme Court has 
said that “within what are generally recog- 
nized as the Territorial limits of the State 
by the law of nations, a State may define 
its boundaries on the sea and the boundary 
of its counties.” 


Mr. President, I think it would be very 
unfair to single out the State of Texas 
and to seek to impair its title and its 
rights as would be done by the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from In- 
diana. I very much hope the Senate 
will reject the amendment. I was very 
hopeful that the Senator from Indiana, 
if present, could be prevailed upon to 
withdraw it. 

Mr. President, I observe that the Sen- 
ator from Indiana has just reentered the 
Chamber, and I should like to have his 
attention. Let me say to him that I have 
been addressing myself to the amend- 
ment he has offered. I had to do so in 
his absence because the time was allotted 
to me at this moment and I could not 
do otherwise. I was expressing the hope 
that the Senator from Indiana might not 
pursue his amendment, because it is pal- 
pably intended as a discrimination 
against my State, and I think it is a 
very unfair method of approach to pick 
out the State of Texas and aim one’s 
sword at her very vitals. I do not mean 
that it is unfair on the part of the Sen- 
ator from Indiana, of course, 

Whatever Texas has, she earned back 
in 1836. When Texas came into the 
Union, and prior thereto, she was. an 
independent republic. She owned her 
lands and territories, and she had her 
own army and her own navy, and she 
had her minister in Washington. So 
when Texas gave up her independence as 
a nation, she reserved all rights in her 
public lands, and that was recognized 
by the Federal Government in the joint 
resolution admitting Texas into the 
Union. 

So how can there be any title in the 
United States, in respect to any of the 
lands contiguous to our State? 

I also pointed out that under the com- 
mittee report and under the opinion of 
Dr. Borchard, professor of international 
law at Yale University, it is clearly with- 
in the power of the State to extend its 
boundary out onto the continental shelf 
as far as it is able to do so, regardless of 
the 3-mile limit. 

I hold in my hand the joint resolution 
by which Texas was admitted into the 
Union. It appears in United States Stat- 
utes at Large, vol. 5, page 798. In addi- 
tion to other clauses of reservation, I 
find in it the following: 

And shall also retain all the vacant and 
unappropriated lands lying within its limits 
to be applied to the payment of the debts 
and liabilities of said republic of Texas, and 
the residue of said lands, after discharging 
said debts and liabilities, to be disposed of 
as said State may direct— 


And so on. So, Mr. President, it is 
clear under that act of the Congress of 
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the United States, the Congress recog- 
nized the right of Texas to retain all of 
its public and unappropriated lands, 
whatever and wherever they might be. 
So the Federal Government can have no 
title. It has foresworn title. Now, to 
have the United States, by act of Con- 
gress, assert title could only result in 
casting a cloud upon the existing title 
to our lands. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment I 
offered in no way would take away any 
of the land or water or minerals which 
were within the boundaries of the State 
of Texas when it was admitted into the 
Union. The amendment recognies that 
the boundary affected extends 9 miles 
oceanward. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Then what is the 
purpose of the amendment? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment 
prohibits the State of Texas from main- 
taining title to areas farther out than 
9 miles. 

Mr, CONNALLY. Under interna- 
tional law, Texas has a right to title to 
areas farther out than 9 miles. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, if 
the State of Texas has the right to title 
to areas beyond 9 miles out, then every 
other State does. 

1 Mr. CONNALLY. The other States 

0. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Every other State 
would then have a right to title to areas 
100 miles or 200 miles out. 

Mr. CONNALLY. All the States have 
a right to title to the land out on the 
continental shelf. They have no right to 
W what lies beyond the continental 

elf. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Then Mr. President, 
the amendment the Senate agreed to the 
other day—lI refer to the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’MaHoney]—is meaningless, be- 
cause that amendment limits the dis- 
tance to which any State can have its 
title go to 3 miles or to the distance which 
the State had title to when it was ad- 
mitted to the Union. So we are running 
in circles, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
Senators are now speaking in the time 
which we had reserved to close the de- 
bate, and I regret that I must intervene. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Very well. I thank 
the Senator very much, and I conclude 
my remarks at this point. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
argument has been made in support of 
Mr. Ickes’ attempt to expropriate the tide 
and submerged lands from the States 
that there is no decision of the Supreme 
Court which deals specifically with lands 
along the open coast and below low- 
water mark. It is admitted that there 
are many cases upholding State owner- 
ship of tide and submerged lands, but it 
is claimed that all of these cases can be 
distinguished on the ground above- 
mentioned. - 

There are at least three good answers 
to the above argument: 

First. There are cases dealing with the 
open sea. 

There are numerous cases in which the 
Supreme Court has held directly that all 
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submerged lands within the States’ 
boundaries belong to the States. A few 
of these are The Abby Dodge (223 U. S. 
166). In this case the Court held that 
the State of Florida owned the beds of 
the marginal sea along the open coast 
out to the limit of the State’s territorial 
jurisdiction. On this point the court 
said: 

The principle has long been settled in this 
court, that each State owns the beds of all 
tidewaters within its jurisdiction, unless 
they have been granted away. (Pollard’s 
Lessee v. Hagan (3 How. 212); Smith v. Mary- 
land, (18 How. 74); Munford v. Wardwell (6 
Wall. 486); Weber v. Harbor Commissioners 
(18 id. 66).) In like manner the States own 
the tidewaters themselves, and the fish in 
them, so far as they are capable of owner- 
ship while running. For this purpose the 
State represents its people, and the ownership 
is that of the people in their united 
. lig (Martin v. Waddell (16 Pet. 410; 
p. 


The term “tidewaters” in the above 
quotation is not restricted to the narrow 
strip between high and low tide, but is 
used to describe all the lands under the 
ocean out to the limit of the State’s ju- 
risdiction. Tidewaters, as used here, 
means any water affected by the tide. 
The court does not define what the ter- 
ritorial limit of the State of Florida is, 
but the facts in the case show that it 
was at least 3 miles off the coast in the 
open sea. 

The case of Manchester v. Massa- 
chusetts (139 U. S. 240), also directly 


holds that the States have full jurisdic-. 


tion and ownership of the lands along 
their seacoast at least to the extent of 
“a marine league from the coast on the 
open sea”—page 257. 

The cases dealing with the Great 
Lakes are also direct authority for this 
proposition. That is because the Great 
Lakes have been specifically held to be, 
in contemplation of law, open seas. In 
many cases the Court has held that the 
Great Lakes have “all the character- 
istics of the open sea.” The decisions as 
to the ownership of the beds of the Great 
Lakes along their open coasts is square 
authority on the question of the owner- 
ship of the Atlantic, the Pacific, and the 
Gulf of Mexico along the open coast. 
Indeed, in the Great Lakes cases the 
Court specifically holds that the same 
doctrine applies to all these waters, re- 
gardless of whether they are fresh or 
salt. The following quotation from the 
leading case of Illinois Central R. R. v. 
Illinois (146 U. S. 387), which deals with 
Lake Michigan, is conclusive on the 
point: 

It is the settled law of this country that 
the ownership of and dominion and sov- 
ereignty over lands covered by tidewaters, 
within the limits of the several States, belong 
to the respective States within which they 
are found, with the consequent right to use 
or dispose of any portion thereof, when that 
can be done without substantial impair- 
ment of the interest of the public in the 
waters, and subject always to the paramount 
right of Congress to control their navigation 
80 far as may be necessary for the regulation 
of commerce with foreign nations and among 
the States. This doctrine has been often 
announced by this court (Pollard’s Lessee v, 
Hagan (3 How. (44 U. S.) 212); Weber v. 
88 Commissioners (18 Wall. (85 U. S.) 
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The same doctrine is in this country held 
to be applicable to lands covered by fresh 
water in the Great Lakes over which is con- 
ducted an extended commerce with differ- 
ent States and foreign nations. These lakes 
possess all the general characteristics of open 
seas, except in the freshness of their waters, 
and in the absence of the ebb and flow of 
the tide. In other respects they are inland 
seas, and there is no reason or principle for 
the assertion of dominion and sovereignity 
over and ownership by the State of lands cov- 
ered by tidewaters that is not equally appli- 
cable to its ownership of and dominion and 
sovereignty over lands covered by the fresh 
waters of these lakes (p. 435). 


The above decision was affirmed and 
followed by the Supreme Court in Mas- 
sachusetts v. New York (271 U. S. 65), 
in a decision written by the late Chief 
Justice Stone. 

Other cases in point as to the owner- 
ship along the open sea are: Port of 
Seattle v. Oregon R. R. Co. (255 U. S. 
56), the decision written by Mr. Justice 
Brandeis; McCready v. Virginia (94 U. S. 
391); Harden v. Jordan (140 U. S. 371); 
and many other cases. 

Second. All departments of the United 
States have relied on the above decisions 
as establishing the rule of State owner- 
ship along the open coast. 

As ably pointed out yesterday by the 
senior Senator from California (Mr. 
Downey], the best proof that there are 
Supreme Court decisions governing the 
ownership of the open sea within State 
boundaries is that the Government it- 
self in all its departments for 100 years 
has construed the above cases as apply- 
ing to the open sea. As the Senator 
from California pointed out, there are 
27 decisions of the Department of the 
Interior between 1882 and 1938 which 
specifically hold that California is the 
owner of lands below low-water mark 
and out to the 3-mile limit. These de- 
cisions were based on the Supreme Court 
cases which the proponents of Govern- 
ment ownership now say are not in point. 

The United States Congress, as well as 
all former Secretaries of the Interior and 
all former Attorneys General of the 
United States, has always held that these 
Supreme Court cases applied to the 
open coast below the low-water mark, 
The rule has become a rule of property 
upon which valuable titles are based and 
enormous investments made. A rule so 
long followed by so many departments 
and high officials of the Federal Govern- 
ment cannot now be lightly pushed aside 
on the flimsy ground that the cases are 
all distinguishable on some minute dif- 
ferences in the facts. The law of these 
cases has become a rule of property. 

Third. All text writers and all authori- 
ties on international law are in agree- 
ment that the above-cited decisions es- 
tablish the rule, not only as to inland 
waters and ports and harbors, but as to 
the open sea out to the State’s legal 
boundary which, in practically all cases, 
is 3 miles. 

The excerpt which the able Senator 
from Missouri read Saturday from Cor- 
pus Juris is but one of the many texts 
which could be cited in support of this 
rule. Two of the ablest authorities on 
international law in the world are on 
record before this very Congress in sup- 
port of this proposition that these mar- 
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ginal sea lands belong to the States. 
These two authorities are Prof. Edwin 
Borchard, dean of the school of inter- 
national law at Yale, and Manley O. 
Hudson, professor of international law 
at Harvard and also former judge of the 
Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice. Professor Borchard's opinion is 
attached as an exhibit to the Senate. Ju- 
diciary Committee’s report on this very 
bill. Judge Hudson’s opinion is found 
in the report of the hearings of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee before which 
Judge Hudson testified. Both of these 
high authorities stated unequivocally 
that the rule of law was settled that 
lands along the open coast out to the 
3-mile limit belonged absolutely to the 
States. There is absolutely no author- 
ity to the contrary. 

We have this problem before us now, 
not because there is any real doubt as to 
what the Supreme Court has held, but 
because Mr. Ickes in his unprecedented 
attempt to centralize power and author- 
ity in his department has made claims 
which cloud titles of all submerged lands. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question. 

8 Mr. McCARRAN. I yield for a ques- 
on. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I say there is no 
controversy so far as the tidelands are 
concerned—namely, the lands that are 
affected by the inflow and outflow of 
the. tide. 

Mr. McCARRAN. But the Senator 
places his own definition on that term, 
and it is not the definition which is 
understood by the courts in deciding the 
matter. 

The fact is that the tidelands and the 
lands adjacent to them belonged, under 
the law, to the sovereign, before this 
country obtained its independence; and, 
belonging to the sovereign, the Colonies 
took, as Great Britain did, all the rights 
which the sovereign had; and when we 
became independent, the States took 
sovereignty to the lands surrounding 
them or abutting on them. 

With regard to the argument made by 
the junior Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
Carvitte)—a fallacy which has been 
repeated quite often in the Senate dur- 
ing the last few days, namely, that the 
decision of the Supreme Court will settle 
the question once and for all—iet me 
say that that argument shows a com- 
plete lack of understanding of the prob- 
lem. The truth is that there is only 
one way to settle the question perma- 
nently, and that is by act of Congress. 
The suit now pending in the Supreme 
Court will settle the issues raised on that 
suit, but it will not settle the problem 
before the Congress. If the decision 
should be favorable to California, noth- 
ing would stop future public officials who 
might have ambitions similar to those 
of Mr. Ickes, from continuing to agitate 
the same question. If the question 
could have been settled by the decision 
of the courts, it would have been settled 
long ago. Indeed, it would have been 
settled long before the present suit was 
instituted, for there are ample court 
decisions upholding State ownership. 
There is no reason to believe that public 
officials in the future will pay any more 
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attention to another court decision than 
Mr. Ickes has paid to the previous court 
decisions. Smart bureaucratic lawyers 
will always find some way to distinguish 
previous court decisions, or, if not, they 
will boldly urge their reversal, regardless 
of the property interests at stake. 

On the other hand, if the decision in 
the. present case is favorable to the Gov- 
ernment, the Government will be forced 
to proceed to attack the titles of all 
other coastal States, and probably of all 
inland States. It will have no other 
alternative. If the Court should, by any 
unexpected reversal of the basic prin- 
ciple, hold that the lands in issue in the 
California case belong to the Federal 
Government, the question will never be 
settled until there has been litigation 
which has determined the question in 
every State in the Union. Such litiga- 
tion, so far as those of us now living are 
concerned, would be endless. 

The idea that because the California 
case is set for argument some time next 
winter, there will be an early decision 
which will produce the final answers on 
this entire problem, is completely un- 
realistic. The argument in the Califor- 
nia case, which is set for the next term 
of the Court, is not the end of the case, 
but is simply the beginning of the case. 
It is the first step in the procedure. In 
that argument, it will be determined 
whether, and to what extent, it will be 
necessary to take further evidence. How 
long it will take to complete even that 
one case no one can say; but it could 
easily take several years. Even then, as 
I have said, the titles of the lands cov- 
ered by House Joint Resolution 225 will 
not be cleared, regardless of whichever 
way the decision should be. But Con- 
gress can clear these titles once and for 
all by passing this joint resolution, and 
that should be done at the earliest pos- 
sible moment. 

I believe that the junior Senator from 
Nevada also said that oil companies are 
interested in this matter. Apparently 
that is true, because Mr. Ickes never 
opened his mouth on the matter, never 
said a word on the subject, except to 
declare that these lands belonged to the 
respective States, until an oil company 
was formed to take over the oil in the 
lands abutting the State of California. 
That oil company has floated its stock 
all over the United States on bogus as- 
sets. Innocent men, women, and chil- 
dren purchased that stock on what, Mr. 
President? On a claim filed with Mr. 
Ickes which he, if he had done what he 
did in a former letter to another appli- 
cant for a right, would have said that 
those lands belonged to the State of Cali- 
fornia. But he did not do that. He 
allowed the stock to be peddled, as it has 
been peddled, all over the country, and 
to the detriment of those who spent their 
money in purchasing it, and to the dis- 
grace, if you please, Mr. President, of 
those who sought to peddle it. Yes; 
there was an oil company involved. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wish first to yield 
to the Senator from New Hampshire. 
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Mr. TOBEY. In view of the fact that 
the Senator made the allegation that the 
oil companies are interested in this mat- 
ter 

Mr. MecARRAN. I did not say so. 

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator implied it. 
I wonder if he knows, or has any in- 
terest in the fact, that along the corri- 
dors and under the dome of this build- 
ing came lobbyists, such as Kenney, 
March, and Pauley, seeking out and con- 
ferring with Members of Congress to get 
this legislation passed, and behind them 
were powerful oil interests in the West. 
It is a horrid picture, 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator has not 
propounded a question. 

Mr. TOBEY, Did the Senator know of 
the fact which I have stated? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I did not. 

Mr. TOBEY. I am glad to give the 
Senator that information. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I know a lobbyist 
when I see one, and I am sure that the 
Senator would know one also. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN.. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. Is it not a fact that 
prior to the formation of the oil com- 
pany which the Senator has mentioned, 
other oil companies came to the Federal 
Government and to the Secretary of the 
Interior for the purpose of securing cer- 
tain rights and privileges, and were told 
that the Federal Government had no 
right or power to grant them. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not know about 
oil companies. I do know about indi- 
viduals, because Mr. Ickes answered one 
of them by a letter in which he said— 
and it is in the Rxconp - that he could not 
grant his request because the lands, by 
the settled law of the country, belonged 
to the States. 

Mr. HAWKES. That is the point I 
wanted to make, and I should have used 
the word “individuals” instead of “oil 
companies.” The fact remains that up 
until that time the department took the 
position that it could not grant those re- 
quests because the rights belonged to the 
States. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 
That was the position which Mr. Ickes 
took, and it was the position which every 
other Secretary of the Department of the 
Interior has taken from the time the De- 
partment was established until the pres- 
ent time. 

Mr. President, I wish to speak briefly 
with regard to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. CAPE- 
HART]. The amendment proposes to 
limit the quitclaim to State boundaries 
as they existed at the date of admission 
of each State to the Union and also to 
“give due consideration to changes in 
the coast line by reason of fill-ins or 
natural accretions.” 

The amendment is objectionable for 
the following reasons: 

In the 170 years since the formation of 
the Union, the boundaries of some States 
may have been lawfully altered. It is 
not known whether this is so, and it 
would be unfair to prejudice that ques- 
tion in this resolution by confining the 
quitclaim to boundaries as they existed 
when the State was admitted to the 
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Union. Both the States and the Federal 
Government are fully protected by the 
pending resolution as amended by the 
amendment of the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. O’Mancney!, which limits 
the quitclaim to lawfully existing boun- 
daries and preserves the rights of the 
United States beyond such boundaries. 
The resolution in this form would not 
recognize or confirm any unlawful claims 
which any State may make regarding 
the location of its boundary. 

The Capehart amendment is also ob- 
jectionable because of the reference to 
“fill-ins” or natural “accretions.” One 
of the main objects of the resolution is to 
quiet title to filled tidelands. The Cape- 
hart proposal would raise serious doubt 
as to whether such lands were intended 
to be included in the quitclaim. 

The Capehart amendment was offered 
to protect certain farmer cooperatives 
which have filed claims for Federal per- 
mits to prospect for oil in the continen- 
tal shelf “lying beyond recognized State 
sovereignty.” Those interests are fully 
protected by the O’Mahoney amend- 
ment. 

A further objection to the Capehart 
amendment is that, in order to determine 
the area actually quitclaimed, it will be 
necessary to ascertain the location of the 
coast line at the date of the admission 
of the State to the Union, and then de- 
termine the extent of natural and ar- 
tificial accretions which have occurred 
since that time. This would be an al- 
most impossible task and would furnish 
ground for litigation for many years to 
come. : 

Mr. President, something was said by 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER- 
Guson] with reference to the language 
of Dean Borchard. Dean Borchard’s 
statement is set forth in appendix B to 
the report of our committee. Dean 
Borchard said: 

My answer is that both for legal and prac- 
tical reasons the riparian State should be 
deemed to have jurisdictional control of the 
resources in question, Especially does this 
include the right either of ownership or juris- 
diction of subsoil petroleum under the con- 
tinental shelf beyond the 3-mile limit. The 
grounds upon which the conclusion is reached 
will now be stated. * * * 

As Columbia Law Review states, it is now 
settled that the marginal sea is an integral 
part of the neighboring State and its coun- 
ties like any other territory, subject to the 
right of innocent passage and the rights over 
commerce and navigation exercised or re- 
served by the Federal Government. The Su- 
preme Court has said that “within what are 
generally recognized as territorial limits of 
the State by the law of nations, a State may 
define its boundaries on the sea and the 
boundary of its counties.” 


Mr. President, with reference to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], I wish to say 
that the amendment is cubstantially the 
same as the amendment suggested by 
Mr. Ickes in the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee. The committee rejected it be- 
cause it would constitute an unparalleled 
act of discrimination against the coastal 
States and in favor of the inland States. 
By this amendment the United States 
would, in effect, be saying, “We are going 
to waive any claim against the inland 
States, but we insist on prosecuting the 
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claims against the coastal States, not- 
withstanding the fact that never before 
has any distinction been made either by 
the courts or by the many departments 
of the Federal Government as between 
inland and coastal waters.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The only possible 
discrimination would grow out of the 
fact that the inland States would have 
no marginal sea lands. The question 
there applied only to coastal States, and 
there could never be any decision with 
reference to the 3-mile limit having, by 
any stretch of the imagination, applica- 
tion to the inland States. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The inland States 
have navigable rivers. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; and the coastal 
States also have harbors, bays, and beds. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It applies to them 
alike, that is correct; but the discrimi- 
nation would prevail just the same. 

The fundamental principles upon 
which the courts have always held the 
State’s title to be based was the principle 
of navigation. The courts have said that 
if the waters were navigable and were 
within the State boundaries, they be- 
longed to the State, irrespective of 
whether they are along the coast or are 
within ports or harbors, or lakes and 
rivers. The case of Illinois Central Rail- 
way against Illinois is a specific ruling 
by the Supreme Court that— 

The same doctrine in this country is held 
to be applicable to waters along the open sea 
and the waters within the fresh-water lakes 
and that no legal principle exists for any 
distinction. 


This amendment, in effect, would be 
an attempt by Congress to set up a new 
legal principle of separability which is 
contrary to all past precedent and to 
all previous decisions. Congress should 
treat all the States alike. 

As a practical matter, the proposed 
amendment is absolutely unworkable, 
because it attempts to limit the opera- 
tion of House Joint Resolution 225 to 
the line of mean low tide as it existed 
in each of the original States in 1776 
and in each of the other States on 
the date when that State was admitted 
to the Union. It would be a practical 
impossibility to locate such a line. Take 
the case, for example, of the Original 
Thirteen States. Who knows where 
the line of mean low tide was located 
along the coast line of those States 170 
years ago. No one knows where that 
original line. existed, but we do know 
that there have been enormous accre- 
tions from natural causes and large areas 
of artificial filling along these coast lines. 
There are many ports and harbors which 
were created by the construction of 
breakwaters in the open sea. This 
amendment would amount to an asser- 
tion of title on behalf of the United 
States to all such ports and harbors and 
to all filled or made lands, and all the 
improvements thereon below the original 
low-tide line, which would create a far 
worse cloud upon the title than now 
exists. The proposed amendment would 
also amount to an assertion of title to 
such natural accretions as might have 
occurred on the Mississippi River Delta 
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or the mouth of the Columbia River, for 
example. 

Furthermore, the mere mechanical 
work of having to survey the exact line 
of mean low tide as it existed genera- 
tions ago, even if the data existed upon 
which to predicate such a survey, would 
take generations to complete. During 
all that time, titles of immensely valuable 
property would remain under this cloud 
and improvements would be impeded 
and held in abeyance. 

An example, with which Congress is 
familiar, of the difficulties in attempting 
to locate the line of mean low tide as it 
existed years ago, is the case of the 
boundary of the District of Columbia on 
the Virginia side. As Congress knows, 
this has been in dispute for over 50 years 
and the dispute has hinged on the loca- 
tion of this original water boundary. 
After more than 50 years of engineering 
effort to determine that boundary, Con- 
gress finally had to act and arbitrarily 
fix it in order to settle the controversy. 

How much greater would be the diffi- 
culty of having to locate the line of mean 
low tide in Massachusetts Bay, or along 
the New York or New Jersey coast as 
those lines existed on July 4, 1776. 

To take a more recent example—if you 
will drive, Mr. President, along the Cali- 
fornia Coast Highway you will see that 
in many places the road is built on filled 
land that has been built out into the 
open sea below low tide. You will find, 
too, that many cities have built parks 
and recreation beaches by filling out be- 
low low tide. These highways and rec- 
reation beaches have been created at 
enormous expense to the people of Cali- 
fornia Now the Barkley amendment 
does two things: First, it requires that 
the line of mean low tide as it existed on 
September 9, 1850, be located along the 
entire coast line of California. This, of 
course, could only be done by a court de- 
cision. Then, second, the amendment 
amounts to an assertion of title to all the 
land below that line regardless of how 
much money the State has expended on 
it and how long the State or its grantees 
has been in possession. 

This same situation exists in every 
coastal State in the Union. If this 
amendment were adopted, there would 
be endless controversy and litigation as 
to the location of this old original line of 
mean low tide which Congress eventually 
would have to settle. It will be better to 
settie it now for all time. 

Another source of future controversy 
and litigation which would be engendered 
by this proposed amendment arises from 
the use of the words “within a bay or 
harbor”. There is no legal definition of 
those terms. There would be litigation 
on every large indentation along the 
coast line around the United States to 
determine whether it constituted a bay 
or harbor within the meaning of this res- 
olution. Furthermore, as has been said, 
there are many harbors which are wholly 
or partly formed by the construction of 
artificial breakwaters built out into the 
open sea along the coast line. Will the 
claim be made that the construction of 
an artificial harbor causes a transfer of 
title from one sovereign to the other? 
That question is only an example of the 
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many legal problems to which this pro- 
posed amendment would give rise. 

Also, the amendment is objectionable 
in the reference to the “extent that the 
United States Supreme Court shall de- 
cide that such lands are owned by the 
several States”. There is only one case 
pending and that is against the State 
of California. Presumably, this case will 
decide the question of title as to Califor- 


nia, but to come within the terms of the 


proposed amendment there would have to 
be a decision as to the ownership of the 
lands below low-water mark and a de- 
scription of the low-water mark in every 
coastal State in the Union. The result 
will be that this amendment would be 
the beginning of litigation between the 
States and the Federal Government 
which would last for generations to come, 
during all of which the title would remain 
under a cloud. 

The amendment is objectionable in 
fundamental principle and is wholly un- 
workable in practice. 

Mr. President, the time has now ar- 
rived for voting. I object to both the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CapeHart] and the amendment of 
the Senator from Kentucky, and hope 
that they will be voted down, and that 
the joint resolution will be passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
hour of 3 o’clock having arrived, further 
debate, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement, is not in order. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] which will 
be stated by the clerk. 

The Cuer CLERK. On page 3, begin- 
ning with line 14, it is proposed to strike 
out the words “such boundary line ex- 
tends oceanward beyond three geograph- 
ical miles” and in lieu thereof to insert 
“at the time of the admission of such 
State into the Union, such boundary line 
extended oceanward beyond three geo- 
graphical miles, giving due recognition 
to any changes in such coast line since 
occasioned by reason of fill-in or natural 
accretion.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not knowing 
how he would vote, I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices}]. Iam not advised how the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote on this 
question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’MaHoneyY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 


.Briccs], the Senator from South Carolina 


(Mr, JOHNSTON], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCFARLAND], and the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] are 
detained on public business. 
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The Senator from New Mexico [Mr, 
Hare] is absent on official business, hay- 
ing been appointed a member of the Pres- 
ident’s Evaluation Commission in con- 
nection with the test of atomic bombs on 
naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] is ab- 
sent on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a member of the President’s 
Evaluation Commission in connection 
with the test of atomic bombs on naval 
vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AvsTIN] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRDGES] are necessarily 
absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
nays 64, as follows: 


YEAS—15 
Aiken Cordon Reed 
Bushfield Donnell Stanfill 
Capehart Green Willis 
Capper Langer Wilson 
Chavez Morse Young 

NAYS—64 
Andrews Hill Pepper 
Ball Hoey Radcliffe 
Barkley Huffman Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo, Robertson 
Brewster Knowland Russell 
Brooks La Follette Shipstead 
Buck Lucas Smith 
Burch McCarran Swift 
Byrd McClellan Taft 
Carville McKellar Taylor 
Connally McMahon Thomas, Okla 
Downey Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Maybank Tobey 
Ferguson Mead Tunnell 
Fulbright Millikin Vandenberg 
George Mitchell Wagner 
Gerry Moore Walsh 
Guffey Murdock Wherry 
Gurney Murray White 
Hart Myers Wiley 
Hawkes O'Daniel 
Hayden Overton 

NOT VOTING—17 

Austin Gossett O'Mahoney 
Bailey Hatch Saltonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Stewart 
Briggs Johnston, S.C. Tydings 
Butler Kilgore Wheeler 
Ellender McFarland 


So Mr. CAPEHART’S amendment was 
rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question now is on the amendment of 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK- 
LEY], which the clerk will read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
substitute a semicolon for the period at 
the end of the last paragraph, in line 21, 
page 3, and to add: 

But neither the phrase “lands beneath 
tidewaters” nor the phrase “lands beneath 
navigable waters” shall include any lands 
covered by coastal waters below the line of 
mean low tide in 1776, or when the State 
was admitted, as the case may be, and not 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


within a bay or harbor except to the extent 
that the United States Supreme Court shall 
decide that such lands are owned by the 
several States, 


Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not know- 
ing how he would vote, I transfer that 
pair to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices]. I am not advised how the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote on this 
question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “yea.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
GossETT] are absent because because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 


The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’ManHoneEy] is necessarily absent. 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 


Brices], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. JoHnston], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], and the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] 
are detained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcxH] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 


ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 


land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on offi- 
cial business, having been appointed to 
the commission on the part of the Sen- 
ate to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUTLER] is absent on official 
business, being a member of the com- 
mission appointed to attend the Philip- 
pine independence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr,. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. BRIDGES] is necessarily absent. He 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aus- 
TIN] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 35, 
nays 44, as follows: 


YEAS—35 
Aiken Hayden Morse 
Barkley Hill Murdock 
Brewster Huffman Murray 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Myers 
Carville La Follette Stanfill 
Chavez Langer Taylor 
Donnell Lucas Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson McKellar Tobey 
Fulbright McMahon Tunnell 
Green Magnuson Vandenberg 
Guffey Mead agner 
Hart Mitchell 
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NAYS—44 
Andrews Gurney Robertson 
Ball Hawkes Russell 
Bilbo Hoey Shipstead 
Brooks Knowland Smith 
Buck Swift 
Burch McClellan Taft 
Bushfield Maybank Thomas, Okla 
Byrd Millikin Walsh 
Capper Moore Wherry 
Connally O'Daniel White 
Cordon Overton Wiley 
Downey Pepper Willis 
Eastland Radcliffe Wilson 
George Reed Young 
Gerry Revercomb 
NOT VOTING—17 
Austin Gossett O'Mahoney 
Bailey Hatch Saltonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Stewart 
Briggs Johnston, S. C. Tydings 
Butler Kilgore Wheeler 
Ellender McFarland 
So Mr. BaRKLEY’s amendment was re- 
jected. 


Mr. BARKLEY. I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

Mr. McCARRAN. A point of order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement all amend- 
ments and the joint resolution were to be 
voted on at 3 o’clock. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I make 
the point that while the debate closed at 
3 o’clock, that did not preclude the of- 
fering of amendments. 

Mr. McCARRAN. We had a unani- 
mous-consent agreement that all amend- 
ments and the joint resolution be voted 
on at 3 o'clock, 

Mr. BARKLEY. It would be impos- 
sible strictly to vote on all the amend- 
ments and the joint resolution at 3 
o'clock, 

Mr. McCARRAN. The question was 
not on the amendments; the question 
was only that we vote on the joint reso- 
lution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It was impossible to 
vote on the joint resolution at 3 o’clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let 
the Chair state the unanimous-consent 
agreement: 

Ordered, That on Monday, July 22, 1946, 
at not later than 3 o’clock p. m., the Senate 
proceed, without further debate, to vote 
upon any amendment that may be pending 
or that may be proposed, and upon the final 
passage of House joint resolution— 


And so forth. The Chair need not read 
the remainder. The agreement provides 
that any amendment can be offered and 
voted upon, but none can be discussed. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Calendar of Busi- 
ness states the unanimous consent as fol- 
lows: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, that the 
Senate on Monday, July 22, 1946, at not 
later than 3 p. m., proceed to vote upon 
House Joint Resolution 225 and all amend- 
ments thereto. 


Mr. McCARRAN. That was the agree- 
ment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, from 
time immemorial in the Senate, when the 
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hour fixed by unanimous consent or 
otherwise, to vote on a bill and amend- 
ments has been reached, it has not 
been held that amendments could not 
be offered after the hour of 3 o’clock 
had arrived or any other hour that was 
fixed might have arrived. Always it has 
been in order to offer amendments, 
though they cannot be debated. There 
is no unanimous consent of that kind 
that ever required that all amendments 
must be offered and pending before we 
begin to vote. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, re- 
peatedly the able leader has laid down 
that very principle that all amendments 
and the bill be voted on at a given hour. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I call for 
the regular order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senate 
knows that is impossible to vote on more 
than one question at a time. Debate 
cannot proceed beyond the hour fixed, 
but amendments can be voted on. The 
agreement means that the Senate shall 
begin voting on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto at a given time. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, has not 
the Chair ruled on this question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chairis about to rule. Senators are dis- 
cussing the point of order, and the Chair 
is ready to rule whenever the discussion 
is concluded. 

Mr. McCARRAN. A point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I draw the atten- 
tion of the Senate to the language of 
the unanimous-consent agreement as or- 
dered: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, that the 
Senate on Monday, July 22, 1946, at not later 
than 3 p. m., proceed to vote upon House 
Joint Resolution 225 and aH amendments 
thereto. 


There were only two amendments 
pending at 3 o’clock. Those are all the 
amendments that could possibly be of- 
fered to the joint resolution under the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Nevada wants to be techni- 
cal about that, the amendment that was 
voted on a moment ago had not been 
offered. It had been read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. It was not 
pending and could not have been as 
long as the Capehart amendment was 
pending. But when the language of the 
unanimous-consent order provided that 
the Senate begin to vote at 3 o’clock on 
the joint resolution and all amendments 
or any amendments, that meant any 
amendment that had been offered, and 
only one amendment was pending at the 
time, and when 3 o’clock came only the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
was pending. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, it 
occurs to me that unless the point of 
order made by the Senator from Nevada 
is sustained we will find ourselves in the 
position now and in the future of having 
arrived at a time for voting and then 
permitting amendments to be offered 
when we are barred from discussion of 
them. I call that to the attention of the 
Chair. That certainly would be a fault 
in any rule we might adopt, if we could 
not discuss thoroughly any amendment 
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which might be offered. That would be 
the result unless the point of order 
should be upheld. 

Mr. McCARRAN. A point of order, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. If the rule sought to 
be invoked by the able majority leader is 
to be established as the rule of unanimous 
consent, then I can—and I use myself as 
illustration—prevent a vote on any meas- 
ure, from now on, because I will stack up 
amendments here so fast and furiously 
that the Senate will never be able to 
reach a vote on the measure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think the 
point of order depends upon any threat 
made by the Senator from Nevada to 
stack up amendments here. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am not making 
any threat, and the Senator knows it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, from 
time immemorial always—except under 
the rule of the Senate as in the case of 
cloture, when after a certain time there 
can be no amendments offered—with re- 
spect to every unanimous-consent agree- 
ment to begin voting at a certain time 
there has been no instance, that I can 
recall as having occurred, that amend- 
ments could not be offered, though they 
cannot be discussed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The order, on motion by Mr. BARKLEY, 
and by unanimous consent is: 

Ordered, That when the Senate concludes 
its deliberations today it stands in recess 
until 11 o'clock a. m. on Monday next, and 
that at not later than 3 o'clock p. m. on 
that date, the Senate proceed to vote on the 
joint resolution and all amendments thereto, 


The Chair is advised by the Parliamen- 
tarian that from time immemorial that 
means—and the Chair is of that opin- 
ion—that amendments pending, and 
amendments that may be offered can be 
voted on, but that there is to be no debate 
on any of the amendments after 3 o’clock. 
There can be no debate, but any amend- 
ments may be offered and may be voted 
on without debate. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
amendment has not been stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out the period in line 21, on page 
3, insert a colon, and add the following: 
“Provided, however, that this definition 
shall not include lands involved in the 
case of United States of America against 
State of California, now pending in the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and 
all other lands similarly situated along 
the coast of the United States of 
America.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not knowing 
how he would vote, I transfer that pair 
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to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices]. I am not advised how the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote on this 
question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “yea.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho IMr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’MAHONEY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], and 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
STEWART] are detained on public busi- 
ness. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini, 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. TyYDINGS] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER] is absent on 
official business, being a member of the 
commission appointed to attend the 
Philippine independence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of 
atomic bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is necessarily absent. He 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Vermont 
AUSTIN] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 31, 
nays 48, as follows: 


(Mr. 


YEAS—31 

Aiken Huffman Murray 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Myers 
Carville La Follette Stanfill 
Chavez Langer Taylor 
Ferguson McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Fulbright McMahon Tobey 
Green Magnuson Tunnel 
Guffey Mead Wagner 
Hart Mitchell Walsh 
Hayden Morse 

i) Murdock 

NAYS—48 

Andrews George Reed 
Ball Gerry Revercomb 
Bilbo Gurney Robertson 
Brewster Hawkes Russell 
Brooks Hoey Shipstead 
Buck Knowland Smith 

urch Lucas Swift 
Bushfield McCarran Taft 

yrd McClellan Thomas, Okla. 
Capehart Maybank Vandenberg 
Capper Millikin Wherry 
Connally Moore White 
Cordon O'Daniel Wiley 
Donnell Overton Willis 
Downey Pepper Wilson 
Eastland e Young 
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NOT VOTING—17 


Austin Gossett O'Mahoney 
Bailey Hatch Saltonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Stewart 
Briggs Johnston, S. C. Tydings 
Butler Kilgore Wheeler 
Ellender McFarland 

So Mr. Barkiey’s amendment was re- 
jected. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oregon will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following: 


That the requirement that a poll tax be 
paid as a prerequisite to voting or registering 
to vote at primaries or other elections for 
President, Vice President, electors for Presi- 
dent or Vice President, or for Senator or Mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives, is not 
and shall not be deemed a qualification of 
voters or electors voting or registering to vote 
at primaries or other elections for said offi- 
cers, within the meaning of the Constitu- 
tion, but is and shall be deemed an interfer- 
ence with the manner of holding primaries 
and other elections for said national officers 
and a tax upon the right or privilege of vot- 
ing for said national officers. 

Sec. 2. It shall be unlawful for any State, 
municipality, or other government or govern- 
mental subdivision to prevent any person 
from voting or registering to vote in any 
primary or other election for President, Vice 
President, electors for President, or Vice 
President, or for Senator or Member of the 
House of Representatives, on the ground that 
such person has not paid a poll tax, and any 
such requirement shall be invalid and void 
insofar as it purports to disqualify any per- 
son otherwise qualified to vote in such pri- 
mary or other election. No State, munici- 
pality, or other government or governmental 
subdivision shall levy a poll tax or any other 
tax on the right or privilege of voting in 
such primary or other election, and any such 
tax shall be invalid and yoid insofar as it 
purports to disqualify any person otherwise 
qualified from voting at such primary or 
other election. 

Sec. 3. It shall be unlawful for any State, 
municipality, or other government or govern- 
mental subdivision to interfere with the man- 
ner of selecting persons for national office 
by requiring the payment of a poll tax as a 
prerequisite for voting or registering to vote 
in any primary or other election for Presi- 
dent, Vice President, electors for President 
or Vice President, or for Senator or Member 
of the House of Representatives, and any 
such requirement shall be invalid and void. 

Sec. 4. It shall be unlawful for any person, 
whether or not acting under the cover of 
authority of the laws of any State or sub- 
division thereof, to require the payment of a 
poll tax as a prerequisite for voting or regis- 
tering to vote in any primary or other elec- 
tion for President, Vice President, electors 
for President, or Vice President, or for Senator 
or Member of the House of Representatives, 


Mr. OVERTON, Mr. TOBEY, and Mr. 
RUSSELL addressed the Chair. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. OVERTON. I make the point of 
order that the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment contemplated amendments ger- 
mane to the joint resolution. The pres- 
ent amendment is wholly foreign to the 
purpose of the joint resolution. That is 
a fair interpretation of the agreement. 
The unanimous-consent agreement en- 
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tered into contemplated amendments 
which were applicable and germane to 
the joint resolution, and not amend- 
ments dealing with entirely different sub- 
jects. I believe that that is a fair con- 
struction of the unanimous- consent 
agreement entered into. A score of Sen- 
ators would have objected to the 
unanimous-consent agreement had it 
been contemplated that it would have 
applied to amendments such as the poll- 
tax bill, which are entirely foreign to 
the joint resolution. They would not 
have agreed to it. 

I am not relying on the rule of ger- 
maneness, which I feel has no applica- 
tion to Senate amendments, but I am 
appealing to the Chair for a fair in- 
terpretation of the intention of the Sen- 
ate in entering into a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement. 

If this amendment is held to be in 
order, I assert that there will not be an- 
other unanimous- consent agreement to 
vote on any other question during the 
present session of Congress, because 
amendments will be offered which will 
be extremely obnoxious to at least some 
Senators, and there will be no oppor- 
tunity to debate them. An issue of this 
kind should be subject to debate. The 
Chair knows that it should be subject to 
debate. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator arguing 
the merits of the amendments? 

Mr. OVERTON. I am arguing the 
point of order. I contend that a fair 
interpretation of the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement would be that it did not 
contemplate that an amendment of this 
character should be proposed and acted 
upon. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Chair should 
overrule the point of order made by the 
Senator from Louisiana, and an appeal 
should be taken from the ruling of the 
Chair, would the appeal be debatable? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will read the order: 

Ordered, That when the Senate conclude 
its deliberations today, it stand in recess 
until 11 o’clock a. m. on Monday next, and 
that at not later than 3 o’clock p. m. on that 
day the Senate proceed to vote on the joint 
resolution and all amendments thereto, that 
the time for debate on Monday next be 
equally divided and controlled, respectively, 
by Mr. McCarran and Mr. BARKLEY, and that 
the requirement of the rule for a roll call 
upon a request for a final vote on the joint 
resolution be waived. 


Nothing is said in the order about the 
germaneness of amendments, and the 
Chair is compelled to rule that the 
amendment is in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may make a 
statement not longer than 5 minutes with 
reference to this matter. 

Mr. GEORGE. I object. If we are to 
indulge in this sort of practice, we might 
just as well suspend all rules. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I desire to state 

Mr. GEORGE, I object. 


The 


JULY 22 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I desire 
a ruling on my parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may I 
discuss the point of order? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
point of order has been overruled. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ap- 
peal from the decision of the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia has appealed from 
the decision of the Chair. The question 
now is, shall the decision of the Chair 
stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to determine 
whether the appeal from the decision of 
the Chair is debatable. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. 

Mr. McCLELLAN,. I understand that, 
and I wish to determine whether the 
appeal is debatable. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Un- 
der the rules, an appeal from a decision 
of the Chair is always debatable. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, along 
with all other Members of the Senate 
who are interested in regular procedure, 
I am somewhat surprised that this 
amendment has been offered in this fash- 
ion. However, I cannot say that I am 
very much surprised that the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] has offered 
the amendment in this fashion to the 
pending measure, unexpected as it was 
by all Members of the Senate who are 
opposed to such legislation. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon, being a great progres- 
sive and a great liberal, does not pay 
much attention to the practices which 
have obtained in the Senate for many 
years. P 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to ask whether 
it is the ruling of the Chair that under 
the unanimous-consent agreement and 
order, anything is privileged above the 
appeal from the ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair does not understand the question. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the distinguished occupant of the Chair 
whether there is any matter—a confer- 
ence report or anything else—that is 
privileged and that will take priority over 
the appeal from the ruling of the Chair, 
in view of the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment which has been entered into in 
regard to the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will state that the appeal is de- 
batable; and until the appeal is disposed 
of no other business can be transacted. 

Mr. WHERRY. Nothing else can be 
taken up until the appeal has been deter- 
mined, as I understand. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Nebraska is correct. 
Nothing else can be taken up until the 
appeal is determined by the Senate. 

~ TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 


1946 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. In view of the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, I make the 
point of order that the appeal from the 
decision of the Chair is not debatable, on 
the groynd that it would nullify the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order that I made that 
point of order before, and the Chair has 
already ruled on it, and no appeal was 
taken in regard to that ruling. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I should 
like to have a ruling on my point of 
order, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair has already ruled on that point 
of order: namely, that the appeal from 
the ruling of the Chair is debatable. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, such 
appeals have always been debatable. 
Despite the desire of some Senators to 
indulge in a legislative lynching when 
legislation of this kind is brought for- 
ward, there are some rights which still 
adhere to Members of the Senate. I can 
assure the Senator from Ohio and other 
Senators who would like to have this 
matter brought to an immediate vote 
that those of us who believe in orderly 
procedure here will find means and 
methods of protecting our rights. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, may 
we have order? I wish to hear what the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia is 
saying, regardless of whether anyone 
else does or not. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be in order. Senators desir- 
ing to converse will retire to the cloak- 
rooms. Senators who remain in the 
Chamber will take their seats. Let there 
be order. 

The Senator from Georgia may now 
continue. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
gathered from the reading of the amend- 
ment by the distinguished and able clerk 
of the Senate that the amendment re- 
lates to what has been known as the anti- 
poll tax bill. It brings into a legislative 
measure which has to do with quieting 
the titles to certain lands for the pur- 
pose of oils and minerals, the question 
of repealing the poll tax. The Senator 
who proposed the amendment was, of 
course, wholly within his legislative 
rights. It is not in keeping with the 
usual practice in the Senate to offer 
amendments of this nature which are 
not germane to the bill, but the Senator 
was within his legal rights. 

On another occasion, as I have been 
advised through the columns of the press, 
when there were only two Senators upon 
the floor, one being the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr, Lancer] and the 
other being the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse], the Senator 
from Oregon rose from his seat and re- 
quested unanimous consent that the 
then pending business be laid aside— 
only those two Senators were then pres- 
ent, aside from the Senator who occu- 
pied the chair at that time—and that 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of the bill to repeal the 
poll tax. The bill then would have been 
given consideration by the Senator from 
Oregon and the Senator from North 
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Dakota—as the only two Senators on the 
floor. I must confess that while the 
Senator from Oregon was fully within 
his rights in making such a request in 
that fashion, I did not consider that such 
a proceeding was in keeping with the 
amenities which have controlled in the 
Senate of the United States and in the 
relations of Senators with each other 
ever since this body has been established. 
We managed to escape that ambuscade 
and that bushwhacking attack. 

Now, instead of having that matter 
brought up as a separate proposition, as 
had been proposed by some of those who 
favor that measure, we find that the 
Senator from Oregon has proposed it in 
this fashion, as an amendment to the 
pending joint resolution, 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. LUCAS. In view of what has hap- 
pened today, does not the Senator from 
Georgia feel that it is about time that 
the United States Senate considered the 
adoption of a rule of germaneness. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, that is 
a knife that cuts both ways. At this 
stage of the proceedings I am not pre- 
pared to discuss what should be done 
with respect to a rule of germaneness 
for the Senate. Before the debate on 
the appeal from the Chair shall have 
concluded, I shall endeavor to give some 
study and thoughtful consideration to 
that question, and I may. possibly be 
prepared to go at some length into the 
subject of the adoption of a rule relat- 
ing to germaneness. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish the Senator 
to yield to me so that I may make a brief 
statement. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for any pur- 
pose which does not affect my right to 
the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Georgia may yield to me without 
affecting his right to the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator from Kentucky may 
proceed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, when 
I made a unanimous consent request a 
moment ago, to which objection was 
made, I did so with the intention of 
making a brief statement. I wished to 
state to the Senate and to the author of 
this amendment that I have consulted 
the proponents and the opponents of the 
anti-poll-tax bill with reference to hav- 
ing it brought up at this session. I have 
consulted with them to see whether a 
vote could be obtained upon it on its 
merits, wholly disconnected from any 
other subject. It has been the general 
understanding, although not publicly 
announced, that an effort would be made 
to bring it up and to obtain a vote upon 
it, and that if a vote could not be ob- 
tained promptly, then an attempt would 
be made to apply the cloture rule on that 
measure, and on that measure alone, 
wholly disconnected from any other 
subject. 
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I am sorry the Senator from Oregon 
has felt it his duty to offer this amend- 
ment to the pending joint resolution. 
I do not believe it has any relationship 
to this subject. I do not believe that 
the joint resolution under considera- 
tion, upon which we are about to vote, 
should be complicated with any ex- 
traneous matter so as to prevent the 
Senate from passing on it on its merits. 

I hope the Senator from Oregon, under 
the circumstances which I have explain- 
ed, will be willing to withdraw his amend- 
ment so that when we do vote on the 
joint resolution we may do so on its 
merits wholly disconnected from any 
other subject. We all understand how 
controversial and how complicated is the 
subject. We all understand the emotions 
which it arouses every time it is brought 
up. Certainly, at this stage of the legis- 
lative program, we should not compli- 
cate or prolong the work of the Senate 
beyond a reasonable time by complicat- 
ing the pending legislation with an 
amendment such as that which has been 
offered. 

As I have said, I hope the Senator from 
Oregon will withdraw his amendment. I 
hope that he will take his chances on 
securing action on his proposal inde- 
pendently of the measure now pending. 
There has not been on my part at any 
time any disposition not to permit the 
Senate to pass upon the matter if it 
could do so before Congress adjourns. 
We all understand that when the bill has 
come before the Senate on prior occa- 
sions, or may come before the Senate at 
some time hereafter, opposition to it has 
arisen and will arise. Prolonged debate 
will ensue, and in order to obtain a vote 
on it, the Senate will be required to in- 
voke the rule of cloture which, thus far, 
has never been successful. But I believe 
that the question should be determined 
on its merits. The subject is big enough 
to justify a disposal of it on its merits. 

I had no warning or intimation—and 
I did not need to have any—that this 
amendment would be offered to the 
pending joint resolution. Iam sorry that 
it has been offered, although, as the 
Senator from Oregon knows, I have al- 
ways supported anti-poll-tax legislation. 
I have voted for such measures in the 
past, and have also voted for cloture 
whenever I could do so. However, that 
situation does not blind me to the fact 
that th Senate although it has no rule 
of germaneness, should consider to some 
extent the propriety of germaneness 
when acting on proposed legislation. 

Mr. President, with that brief state- 
ment, I urge the Senator from Oregon 
to withdraw his amendment in order 
that we may proceed with other essential 
legislation, and that we take up his pro- 
posal at some other time on its merits 
and dispose of it then. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] for yielding to me in order to 
make the statement which I have made. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield 
if by doing so it will not have any effect 
on my right to hold the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there 
objection? 
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Mr. RUSSELL. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that if I yield to the Senator from 
Florida I will not jeopardize my rights to 
hold the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish to 
subscribe to the sentiments expressed by 
our leader with regard to the subject of 
the FEPC. I believe that I, in the Senate, 
introduced the first bill on the subject. 
The House passed three times on the mat- 
ter of abolishing the poll tax. I am op- 
posed to the poll tax, and I believe that 
Congress has jurisdiction to legislate on 
the subject if the States have not legis- 
lated satisfactorily on it. 

A group of Senators has acted as a 
sort of a small steering committee com- 
posed of Senators interested in legisla- 
tion of this type. and has consulted with 
the able leader in an effort to fix the time 
before the adjournment of Congress when 
we could bring up, debate, and dispose of 
the question of the antipoll tax bill. 

The bill has been reported favorably 
three times by the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee, it has three times been passed by 
the House of Representatives, and it is 
now on the Senate Calendar with a fa- 
vorable report of the Judiciary Commit- 
tee. That being true, the public interest 
being involved, I feel that the matter is 
entitled to the consideration of the 
Senate. 

As the able majority leader will con- 
firm, we have been in consultation with 
him over the past several weeks, with no- 
tice to the opposition, concerning a time 
when we could take this matter up on a 
straight motion and debate it, have a fair 
and full discussion of it, and dispose of 
the subject in the Senate. 

The Senator from New York [Mr, 
Mean], the Senator from Michigian [Mr. 
Fercuson], and I have served as members 
of a subcommittee which has been in 
contact with the Senator from Kentucky. 
In no sense of the word do we want the 
impression to be gained by the opposition 
or by other Senators that we do not ex- 
pect to make an effort, together with the 
able leader of the majority, to bring up 
the bill, and we hope that we may obtain 
approval of the Senate to consider the 
bill, and at least have a vote on a cloture 
petition if we cannot reach a vote directly 
on the merits before the adjournment of 
the Congress. 

Personally, I may say that if no other 
Senator does so, I shall move to bring 
up the bill for consideration before the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
adjourn. Those of us who are in favor 
of considering the matter wish to give 
assurance, therefore, that if we suggest 
foregoing debate upon the matter at the 
present time it does not mean that we 
are abandoning our determination to see 
to it that consideration will be given to 
it before the adjournment of the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. President, I feel that the matter 
would be more appropriately considered 
under a separate resolution and under a 
separate motion. I believe that the able 
Senator from Oregon, who I know is very 
sincere about his interests, will accept 
the invitation of the majority leader 
and withdraw his amendment at this 
time, thereby enabling us to bring up 
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the matter at a later time. We assure 
him that we will cooperate with him to 
that end and will support a separate 
motion when it will not be a part of 
other legislation. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield 
with the understanding that I do not 
thereby lose the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, yester- 
day afternoon, when the question of the 
unanimous-consent agreement now in 
question was under discussion, we came 
very close to providing that there would 
be no business transacted, other than 
the business then before us, until voting 
time was reached at 3 o’clock today. I 
believe, however, that a study of the 
Record will disclose that we failed to 
carry out that intention in the terms of 
the agreement which was ultimately en- 
tered into. I believe that the point of 
order made by the Senator from Ken- 
tucky was justifiable and that the ruling 
of the Chair was a sound parliamentary 
ruling. 

However, that fact does not change 
the basic situation. The truth of the 
matter is—I am joining at this time in 
the appeal made to the Senator from 
Oregon by the Senator from Kentucky— 
that the amendment which has been 
offered is as far from the subject mat- 
ter of the Jegislation to which it has 
been proposed as the poles are apart. 
If ever an amendment offered in the 
Senate came within the category of a 
rider, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Oregon comes within that 
category. It is clearly a rider to the 
pending bill. I believe I know enough 
about the Senator from Oregon to feel 
sure that he does not approve in prin- 
ciple the attachment of riders to Sen- 
ate bills. I hope that his zeal in behalf 
of the amendmeni will not lead him into 
the error of supporting an unquestioned 
rider to an entirely different subject 
matter. 

I join in the hope expressed by the 
Senator from Kentucky that the Senator 
from Oregon will withdraw his amend- 
ment at this time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Washington with 
the understanding that I do not thereby 
lose my right to hold the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to corroborate what the Sen- 
ator from Florida has said. Some of us 
have met many times in connection with 
the subject of poll-tax legislation. There 
are many of us who have a vital interest 
in the matter. A small subcommittee, 
consisting of the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Mean], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], was informal- 
ly appointed, with the hope that some 
action might be reached on the FEPC 
bill at. this session of the Congress. 
Those Senators to whom I have referred 
have been conferring with the majority 
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leader from time to time, and the results 
have been fairly satisfactory, at least, ac- 
cording to the reports which we have re- 
ceived, 

There are many Members of the Sen- 
ate who have a deep interest in this mat- 
ter, and they have had such interest for 
many years. At one time I personally 
introduced an FEPC bill in the House and 
the bill was passed there, bearing my 
name. I think there is some propriety 
in the legislation, but I think that the 
matter should be handled correctly. I 
hope that it will not be attached to a bill 
which is not germane, and which would 
require a conference and other legisla- 
tive procedures, resulting, perhaps, in a 
failure to enact it into law. However, 
if we are going to legislate in connection 
with this matter, Mr. President, I wish 
to serve notice at this time that the next 
amendment which I shall present will be 
one concerning the FEPC. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague from Georgia yield to me with 
the understanding that he does not lose 
the floor? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield 
to my able colleague with the under- 
standing that by yielding I do not lose 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to say a few words, but perhaps some 
Senators will listen to them who are in- 
terested in getting the OPA, the Rail- 
road Retirement Act, and other pieces 
of legislation passed by this body. 

If some Senators wish perniciously to 
intermeddle in the affairs of five or six 
of the Southern States, always to their 
detriment and of absolutely no service 
to the remaining States of the Union, 
they may persist in that course. It will 
not be one which will help the party, 
and I assume that the administration 
should at least be anxious to obtain some 
OPA legislation and other legislation 
before the Congress recesses. 

Now, Mr. President, with those sug- 
gestions—which are no more than sug- 
gestions—I wish to conclude by saying 
that there are those of us who are pre- 
pared to stay here all the summer, if 
necessary, and if legislation wholly dis- 
tasteful, designedly discriminatory, and 
offered for the purpose of either getting 
votes or embarrassing five or six States 
in the South, is to be pressed upon us, 
we might as well let the Senator from 
Oregon persist in his motion and let the 
matter proceed to some final conclusion. 

Mr. MORSE and Mr. BARKLEY ad- 
dressed the chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia has the floor. 
Does he yield; and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon if I may do so without los- 
ing the floor. If the Senator wishes to 
address himself to his amendment, of 
course I think he should do that in his 
own time, but I shall be glad to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. I simply wish to say, if 
the Senator obtains the unanimous con- 
sent for which he asks, that I desire to 
address myself to some remarks made on 
the floor of the Senate about the position 
I have taken on this amendment. 
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Mr. RUSSELL. I yield with the 
understanding that it will not affect my 
right to the floor. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be permitted to do so. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Ishall be very brief. I 
have listened with interest to the request 
of the majority leader and to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Florida that 
I withdraw my amendment. I am very 
much surprised, to put it mildly, to hear 
the suggestion come from the lips of the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

If the Senator from Florida is really 
interested in getting the anti-poll-tax 
bill before the Senate of the United 
States, I should like to inform him that 
it is now before the Senate of the United 
States, and apparently adequate oppor- 
tunity is going to be given, by way of 
appeal from the decision of the Chair 
with regard to a ruling on my amend- 
ment, to discuss the merits of the anti- 
poll-tax amendment. If the Senator 
from Florida is concerned with playing 
politics on this issue, then I can under- 
stand his suggestion that I withdraw the 
amendment. 

I think it is very important that its 
merits be discussed here and now. Isay 
it is a very simple matter. I think every 
Member of this body is pretty well in- 
formed as to the pros and cons of the 
anti-poll-tax bill. I think every Senator 
is so well informed that he could vote 
now, if he would, upon the merits of 
that bill, and under the ruling of the 
Chair, handed down a few minutes ago, 
we can have a yea-and-nay vote, and 
we can get this very troublesome issue 
settled once and for all. I think it is 
important before the Congress shall ad- 
journ this summer, that the Members 
of the Senate by a roll-call vote make 
a record as to where they stand on this 
anti-poll-tax bill. I want to see Mem- 
bers of this body face the voters with a 
record vote behind them on the merits 
of this issue. 

I wish to say that I think this matter 
presents very clearly to the Senate—and 
I think it will to a good many other 
people, too—the great desirability of 
complete reform of the rules of the Sen- 
ate. I do not know of any piece of busi- 
ness we could transact that would be of 
greater importance to democratic gov- 
ernment and to the perpetuation of rep- 
resentative government than revising the 
rules of the Senate so that we could 
correct, for example, the rule on which 
the Chair earlier cast his ruling, relating 
to the amendment which the Senator 
from Kentucky presented to the Senate 
this afternoon. If I understood the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 
correctly, he apparently complains, or 
at least takes note of the fact, that he 
did not have any notice of the amend- 
ment I have offered to the joint reso- 
lution. I can assure him that I think 
that goes for almost every other Mem- 
ber of the Senate in regard to the amend- 
ment he offered to the joint resolution 
after 3 o’clock. We did not know the 
Senator from Kentucky was going to 
offer another amendment. Certainly 
when the Senator from Kentucky ob- 
tained the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment to vote at 3 o’clock, he did not 
tell us he intended to offer the amend- 
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ment. I think it was very well pointed 
out by the Senator from West Virginia 
that if the rules of the Senate permit 
the offering of amendments after a 
unanimous-consent agreement has been 
entered into to vote as of a certain hour 
on a given piece of legislation, and 
amendments pending thereto, all one has 
to do, after that hour has been reached, 
is to offer new amendments, thus forcing 
a vote on them without debate. That 
is a very unsound rule and I propose to 
show it up by this amendment of mine. 
If that is the rule of the Senate, which 
I am sure came as a great surprise to 
many of us in this body this afternoon, 
we should change the rule. 

If that is the rule, then I say that the 
junior Senator from Oregon has his 
rights under that rule, as does the major- 
ity leader, the senior Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. All I have done 
has been to exercise my rights under that 
rule. I have exercised my rights under 
the rule in the interest of a great cause. 
I have exercised my rights under the rule 
in the interest of giving to all adult citi- 
zens in this country the right to vote 
without having imposed upon them any 
restriction on their right to vote such as 
the requirement that they pay a poll tax. 

The amendment is one in the interest 
of the welfare of this country and the 
preservation of our democratic processes. 
I know of no amendment or proposal 
which can be made in the Senate of the 
United States more vitally concerned 
with the preservation of this thing we 
call the American system of representa- 
tive government. It is basic to the lib- 
erties of freemen. Is it possible that 
some of our fellow citizens are to be al- 
lowed to enjoy freedom only in the 
abstract? 

I must be frank about this, too, and we 
all must be realistic about it. We know 
that getting such legislation as this anti- 
poll-tax bill before the Senate in this ses- 
sion of Congress will require parliamen- 
tary strategy. Was the junior Senator 
from Oregon the first one in this session 
of Congress who used any parliamentary 
strategy to get legislation before the Sen- 
ate? He is a babe in the woods compared 
with some òf the strategists in the Senate 
during the last year and a half who have 
attached riders to bills, filibustered on 
the Journal, and demonstrated their 
mastery of strategy. If the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon is learning a little bit 
about Senate strategy, why criticize him 
for it? I am perfectly willing, however, 
to join with the strategists at any time 
and agree to adopt a set of rules which 
will completely reform the procedure of 
the Senate of the United States, so that 
we can drive from the floor of the Senate 
once and for all the practice of the fili- 
buster which you and I know is going to 
be exercised now on this amendment, if 
necessary to defeat it, by way of an ap- 
peal from the decision of the Chair, 

I think it is about time that 140,000,000 
American people be given a lesson on the 
effects of the filibuster on legislation 
once it is introduced on the floor of the 
Senate. I think the American people 
need to be awakened as to the impor- 
tance of reforming the rules of the Sen- 
ate, and I believe this fight will help that 
very important cause, 
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My reply to the majority leader is, 
therefore, that I will not withdraw the 
amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President. 

Mr.RUSSELL. Mr. President, I should 
like to yield to the Senator, but I have 
been yielding, and I should like to ad- 
dress myself to the appeal from the 
decision of the Chair. 

The distinguished Senator from Ore- 
gon, whom I now salute as the chief strat- 
egist back of the poll-tax bill, referred to 
strategy. The Senator from Oregon 
needs no one to instruct him in strategy. 
I notice that he applies in this case the 
same strategy he has applied in other 
cases of legislation of this highly contro- 
versial nature. I recall well that when 
the so-called FEPC bill was brought on 
the floor of the Senate it was the Senator 
from Oregon who started talking about 
there being a filibuster against it, before 
any of the opponents of the bill had had 
an opportunity to speak. Now on this 
appeal, before I have had an opportunity 
to address myself to the appeal for more 
than 5 minutes, the Senator from Oregon 
again charges filibuster. 

The Senator knows that a wonderful 
way to hit the headlines of the daily 
press in this country is to come in with 
charges of filibuster, and he knows that 
when he, with his great liberal reputa- 
tion, charges a filibuster and makes the 
headlines he thereby obscures some of 


‘the merits of the issue which might be 


under consideration. 

So the Senator is a master of strategy. 
As the self-chosen chief of staff in this 
fight he has taken away the lead from 
men who were fighting for legislation to 
repeal the poll tax long before the Sena- 
tor from Oregon came to these halls. 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] 
has consistently, in and out of season, 
brought legislation here seeking to repeal 
the poll tax. The distinguished majority 
leader, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr, 
BARKLEY], has fought since I have been 
a member of this body for legislation to 
repeal the poll tax. The Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] has been a 
consistent fighter for legislation to re- 
peal the poll tax. All of them have now 
been supplanted by the great Senator 
from Oregon. Their strategy is at fault. 
They wish to approach this question and 
face this issue in a straightforward 
fashion. They wish to follow the prac- 
tices of the Senate which have obtained 
for a hundred years when great issues 
have been involved. They wish to face 
the issue four-square and on its own 
merits, as the Senate has always done. 
The new general who has come in to 
take over the poll-tax fight, to take over 
the leadership from men who have been 
fighting for the legislation to repeal the 
poll tax for years, does not believe in 
the direct frontal attack. He is the pro- 
ponent of the ambush. He seeks to de- 
stroy the poll tax by an ambuscade; by 
coming around surreptitiously and slid- 
ing around the corner by offering an 
amendment after debate is eliminated 
by unanimous consent to legislation that 
has nothing remotely to do with the poll 
tax. So the strategy of the direct ap- 
proach that the Senate has always con- 
sidered to be a proper relation between 
its Members is now being superseded by 
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the strategy of the ambuscade under the 
generalship of the Senateor from Oregon. 

I heard on the floor not long since a 
good deal about “ham acting,” and when 
I see, Mr. President, some of the things 
that are going on here this afternoon I 
cannot but connect them with state- 
ments that have been made here in the 
past about ham acting. Here we have 
the Senate sitting in session, the Mem- 
bers’ thoughts directed to legislation 
which has been a subject of contention, 
which has to do with tidelands and oil. 
All of a sudden out of a clear sky the 
leadership of the poll-tax fight is grasped 
by the Senator from Oregon from the 
hands of those who have been laying 
plans, who have been holding confer- 
ences, who have been discussing with the 
majority leader the old-fashioned man- 
ner of a direct or straightforward and a 
forthright approach in normal legisla- 
tve practice. 

I say, Mr. President, that this pro- 
cedure may indeed endear the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon to certain 
groups in this country. It may cause 
him to have that satisfaction which we 
feel when we see our name emblazoned 
in the headlines of the daily press of 
the country. But I doubt very seriously 
if it is any substantial contribution to the 
repeal of the poll tax in the United States 
to force the issue in any such circuitous, 
unusual fashion as we see employed here 
this afternoon. , 

Of course, appeal was made from the 
decision of the Chair. The Senator 
from Oregon talks about necessity for 
changes in the rules of the Senate. Well 
there is a regular procedure for the 
change of rules. There is a method of 
doing it. But the rules cannot be 
changed this afternoon while the appeal 
is pending, and I doubt not that there 
will be some very illuminating discussion 
on the issue involved in the ruling of the 
Chair. 

I wish to say, Mr. President, at this 
juncture that I regret very much that I 
felt constrained to appeal from the de- 
cision of the distinguished Presiding 
Officer. Since I have been a Member of 
this body for more than 13 years I have 
been privileged to serve with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Tennessee, on 
the Committee on Appropriations. I 
I have great respect for him as a man 
and as a Senator. He is probably the 
most effective legislator I have ever 
known. But feeling as I do that the 
Senator was in error in the ruling that 
he made, I felt it my duty to appeal from 
the decision of the Chair and submit the 
matter to the Senate. 

Mr. President, I wish now to say that 
so far as I am concerned, this measure 
does not affect my State. The State of 
Georgia levied a poll tax from Colonial 
days down to about 2 years ago. On pre- 
vious occasions in studying this subject 
I went back to the meetings of the Colo- 
nial Assembly in Georgia, which I believe 
were held in the year 1743. This is my 
recollection now. I am sure it was prior 
to 1750. The Colonial Assembly in Geor- 
gia in that year levied a poll tax of 3 
shillings per head upon all male citizens 
of the colony who had passed the age of 
21 years. From that day until 2 years ago 
there was a poll tax in the State of Geor- 
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gia which it was required that the citizens 


pay as a prerequisite to voting in elec- 
tions in the State. 

We have heard a charge, Mr. President, 
that the poll tax was a device to disfran- 
chise the Negro. Never has there been a 
more fallacious or untrue charge made by 
those who had any knowledge of the 
facts. In the tragic days of reconstruc- 
tion, when most of the members of the 
Georgia Legislature were members of the 
colored race, the legislature met in ses- 
sion and wrote an entirel) new consti- 
tution, the reconstruction constitution. 
That constitution made tremendous 
changes in the legal system and in the 
social order, yea, in the economic order 
in the State of Georgia. But that legis- 
lature, composed as it was of a majority 
of members of the colored race, wrote 
again in the constitution a poll-tax pro- 
vision making it a prerequisite of voting 
in elections in my State. 

Mr. President, that bit of history shows 
how unreasonable is this charge that the 
poll tax is a device to disfranchise the 
Negro. We have no poll tax today in my 
State, and I am glad that we do not have 
one. I think the poll tax is outmoded. I 
hope that our sister States will see fit to 
repeal the poll-tax provisions which are 
in existence today. 

But, Mr. President, believing as I do 
that the question of franchise is one 
which is delegated by the Constitution of 
the United States to the several States, I 
shall oppose with all the power of my 
being, any effort, whether it be by direct, 
flank, frontal, rear, or ambush attack, to 
take over the affairs of the several 
States and tell them the system they 
shall employ. 

Mr. President, if Senators would but 
take the Constitution of the United 
States once every 2 years and read it 
over, and then follow the dictates of un- 
trammeled and fearless conscience, we 
would not have such legislation as this 
make its appearance in this Chamber. 

It so happens, Mr. President, that the 
only provision in the Constitution of the 
United States which appears twice in the 
same language is the language which 
preserves to the several States the right 
to determine the qualifications of elec- 
tors. If Senators would read the Con- 
stitution and then clearly follow the 
dictates of their own conscience, we 
might not be afraid to have this matter 
come to a vote, whether it comes by way 
of this amendment to the pending meas- 
ure or in the usual parliamentary pro- 
cedure which those who have the right 
to stand in the forefront of this fight 
have sought to follow in presenting the 
issue to the Senate. 

I know, Mr. President, that in some 
quarters the Constitution of the United 
States is not a very popular document 
today. It has become the custom of 
some people to try to find ways and 
means to gloss over its clear terms or 
provisions, and I must say that that de- 
sire has not been confined to the laity, 
but we have members of our judiciary 
who seem to think that instead of it be- 
ing their duty to follow the Constitution 
as it has been written, that they should 
use the test of expediency and seek to 
circumvent the clear provisions of the 
Constitution they are sworn to uphold. 
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Mr. President, this country is today 
facing a condition of uncertainty. We 
know there is a spirit of unrest abroad 
in the land. We know there is a spirit 
of restlessness such as always follows in 
the wake of every war. This war from 
which we have just emerged is the great- 
est in which our country has ever en- 
gaged. As the absolute corollary this 
spirit of restlessness is greater today 
than it has ever been before in our his- 
tory. Certainly, Mr. President, at this 
time, when the tides of discontent are 
rumbling, when we can hear the beating 
of the waves against our institutions of 
Government, it behooves us to cling 
closer to the Constitution of the United 
States as the great charter of our in- 
dividual rights than we have ever done 
before. Certainly we should do nothing 
that would encourage those who take the 
position that the Constitution should be 
abolished and stricken down, that we 
should depend for our right to a liveli- 
hood, for our right to enjoy the blessed 
liberties that are now vouchsafed to us, 
upon the whim of some dictator, rather 
than having the Constitution as the 
citadel of refuge to which all of our peo- 
ple may repair when their rights are 
threatened or in any manner jeopard- 
ized: If there has ever been a time in 
this Nation when we should respect and 
follow the letter, the spirit, and intent of 
the Federal Constitution, that time is 
today. 

Mr. President, distasteful as it may be 
to Senators who do not place much cre- 
dence in the Constitution of the United 
States, I feel it my duty to read those 
sections of the Constitution which relate 
to the qualifications of the electorate in 
this land. 

Section 2 of article I of the Constitu- 
tion reads as follows: 

The House of Representatives shall be 
composed of Members chosen every second 
year by the people of the several States, and 
the electors in each State shall have the 
qualifications requisite for electors of the 


most numerous branch of the State legisla- 
ture. 


Mr. President, I submit that the Eng- 
lish language could not be used by any 
master of any period to more clearly con- 
fine to the several States the power of 
prescribing the qualifications of electors 
than is done in the clear language of 
section 2 of article I. It does not say 
that if the States prescribe qualifications 
which do not appeal to the majority of 
the Members of the Senate, then the 
Congress can strike down the State law 
and write its own qualifications. It 
does not say that if, forsooth, the State 
of Arkansas has a requirement that the 
electors shall be able to read and write, 
the Senator from Oregon may introduce 
a bill which will tell the State of Ar- 
kansas, “You cannot apply a literacy 
test for voting.” The clear letter of the 
Constitution says that the electors in the 
States shall have the qualifications 
requisite for electors of the most numer- 
ous branch of the State legislature. 

That provision clearly establishes that 
if the State of Illinois, for example, pre- 
scribes a qualification for electors in that 
State to vote for members of the lower 
house in the State legislature, the same 
provision shall apply to those who are 
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permitted to vote for Members of the 
National House of Representatives. 
There is absolutely nothing in the con- 
stitutional provision which gives to the 
National Congress the right to prescribe 
the requirements for those who shall be 
permitted to vote for Members of the 
State legislature. Let it is proposed here 
in all seriousness—I shall not say in all 
seriousness, but in all serious politics— 
that the Congress of the United States 
has the right to prescribe qualifications 
of the voters for the lower house of the 
legislature in each of the 48 States of the 
Union. If the Congress of the United 
States can wipe out this section by stat- 
ute, we have the right to repeal the Con- 
stitution of the United States by a simple 
statute. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question, 

Mr. EASTLAND. One of the princi- 
pal arguments of the proponents of the 
bill is that the payment of a tax is not 


a qualification for voting. Does not the 


Senator think the test would be what the 
qualifications for voting were at the time 
the Constitution was adopted? At that 
time practically all the States had the 
requirement of payment of a poll tax as a 
prerequisite for voting. 

- Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is un- 
doubtedly correct. -That is one reason 
for this.clear and direct reference in the 
Constitution to the qualifications for 
voters voting within the State. As a 
matter of fact, at the time of the adop- 
tion of the Constitution of the United 
States every one of the 13 States had 
either some form of poll tax, or some 
qualification that the elector hold title 
to property before he could vote.. This 
clause of the Constitution was drawn 
with the background in every one of the 
13 States of a poll tax or the require- 
ment that the voter be a freeholder. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a further 
question. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Does not the Sena- 
tor think that if the Congress of the 
United States should attempt by legis- 
lation to say that the payment of a poll 
tax is not a qualification for voting, we 
should be performing a judicial act, and 
usurping the prerogatives of the judici- 
ary, and that for that reason the bill 
is bound to be unconstitutional? ° 

Mr. RUSSELL. The bill is clearly un- 
constitutional; but I do not think we 
would be usurping any function of the 
judiciary, because in my judgment the 
Federal judiciary has nothing whatever 
to do with any qualification which might 
be imposed by a State upon those who 
are to vote for members of the lower 
house of the State legislatures in the 
several States. The present Supreme 
Court thinks it is the greatest parlia- 
ment that has ever assembled. It under- 
takes to write law on every subject that 
comes before it. If it encounters a void 
where the Congress has not legislated, 
the present Supreme Court undertakes 
to fill it by writing the law as it thinks 
the Congress should have done. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield for a question. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Let me ask the Sen- 
ator from Georgia if section 2 of article I 
not only recognizes the power of the 
States to fix the qualifications for mem- 
bers of the legislature, but in effect makes 
the standard fixed by the States the 
Federal qualification. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It makes it a part of 
the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no question 
that this clause of the Constitution was 
written because of the fact that the mem- 
bers of the Constitutional Convention did 
not wish to undertake to write a uniform 
requirement for the qualifications of all 
the voters. They did not even undertake 
to write such a requirement. 

Mr. President, I have already pointed 
out that the only provision of the Con- 
stitution which appears in identical lan- 
guage twice in that immortal docu- 
ment, which, despite its detractors and 
despite those who would strike it down, 
is still the greatest statement of a system 
of governmental principles that has ever 
been penned by the hand of man, is the 
provision which confers upon the States, 
and upon the States alone, the power to 
prescribe the qualifications of voters. I 
have read from article I, section 2, which 
appears at the very beginning of the Con- 
stitution, immediately following the 
magnificently worded preamble which, 
of course, reads as follows: 

We the people of the United States, in 
order to form a more perfect union, establish 
justice, insure domestic tranquillity, provide 
for the common defense, promote the general 
welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to 
ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and 
establish this Constitution for the United 
States of America. 


Mr. President, I have often thought 
of the significance of the fact that the 
founding fathers, with their faith in rep- 
resentative government, immediately 
after the preamble in section 1 of article 
I, established the Congress of the United 
States. They conceived that the Con- 
gress was to be their bulwark in defend- 
ing the specific provisions of the Consti- 
tution which were to “establish justice, 
insure domestic tranquillity,” and to 
carry out the other objectives of the pre- 
amble. To establish the Congress of the 
United States, to be composed of the rep- 
resentatives of the people, was the first 
task to which the framers of the Con- 
stitution addressed themselves. 

Mr. President, we see today an effort 
being made to pervert the functions 
of the Congress by using it for the repeal, 
by a simple statute, of a specific provision 
in the Constitution that, “electors in each 
State shall have the qualifications requi- 
site for electors of the most numerous 
branch of the State legislature.” 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. OVERTON. While it has been 
frequently said, and correctly so, that the 
qualifications of the electors are fixed by 
the State, as described by the Constitu- 
tion, yet, as a matter of fact, it is not 
true that the Constitution itself pre- 
scribes the qualifications of the electors 
by declaring that “the electors in each 
State shall have the qualifications requi- 


9639 


site for electors of the most numerous 
branch of the State legislature”? Is it 
not true that when the Constitution was 
written it prescribed the qualifications 
of the electors, and stated that those 
qualifications shall be qualifications for 
the most numerous branch of the State 
legislature? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That was the specific 
description of the qualifications, but, of 
course, in the last analysis, it was left to 
the States specifically to determine the 
qualifications under the mandate written 
in section 2 of article I. There is no 
question that it was written in that form 
in order to prescribe the qualifications 
within the several States because of the 
differences in the laws within the sev- 
eral States at the time. I believe it was 
the State of New York which at that 
time had a requirement that the voter 
had to be a freeholder of lands or own 
50 pounds in sterling, which was a tre- 
mendous sum at that time, before he 
would be eligible to vote for a member 
of the New York Assembly. When the 
Constitution of the State of New York 
was written it fixed that qualification. 
In my own State, where we once had a 
poll tax, it was much easier to vote. All 
that a voter was required to do was to 
pay 2 shillings, and after having done so, 
if literate, he thereby became qualified 
as an elector. 

Mr. OVERTON. What the Senator 
has said is entirely true, and therefore 
the framers of the Constitution felt that 
they could not prescribe a rule for quali- 
fication, because there was no uniformity. 
of requirement in the various States. 
But nevertheless, Mr. President, the 
framers of the Constitution did prescribe, 
and I think it is very important, the 
qualifications of the voters by declaring 
that the qualifications shall be the same 
as those prescribed for the most numer- 
ous branch of the State legislature. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The qualifications 
were described as clearly as it was pos- 
sible for the English language to de- 
scribe them. 

Mr. President, the time to which ref- 
erence was made was when the Consti- 
tution was adopted and promulgated. 
It related to the qualifications of electors 
for the lower House of Congress. 

When the seventeenth amendment, 
providing for the election of Senators by 
the people of the United States, was sub- 
mitted to the States, in submitting that 
amendment the Congress recognized the 
qualifications of the electorate as set 
forth in section 2 of article I of the Con- 
stitution, and reiterated them in the sec- 
ond sentence of the seventeenth amend- 
ment providing for the popular election 
of Senators. I will rad the language. 
Senators who have heard me read it in 
section 2 of article I of the Constitution 
will note that it is exactly the same lan- 
guage as that of the seventeenth amend- 
ment. After providing for the election of 
Senators by the people, the language 
continues: 

The electors in each State shall have the 
qualifications requisite for electors of the 
most numerous branch of State legislatures. 


That language is identically the same 
as that contained in section 2 of article 
I which gives to the States the right to 
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prescribe the qualifications of their elec- 
torate in voting for Members of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, as I have already stated, 
my State has no poll tax. Within the 
past 10 days a primary election was held 
in the State of Georgia. For the first 
time in its history an election was held 
without disqualification being imposed. 
Iam glad to know that the poll tax in my 
State has been removed. I hope that my 
sister States will soon remove theirs so 
that they may see 700,000 or 800,000 of 
their citizens move in a solid phalanx 
to the polls and cast their votes. But 
to me, Mr. President, the Constitution 
of the United States is something more 
sacred and more important than to be 
considered as merely a document which 
we may seek to circumvent and defeat, 
even though its language is as clear as is 
set forth in the constitutional provision 
for the qualifications of voters. I shall 
not sanction or lend my aid to any pro- 
posal which seeks to wipe out, by a simple 
statute, two clauses of the Constitution. 

Mr. President, if the Congress of the 
United States has a right to repeal these 
two constitutional provisions relating to 
the poll tax or the qualifications of voters, 
and repeal them by a simple statute, as 
is here being proposed, then the Con- 
gress has a right to pass a law requiring 
that in the State of South Dakota only 
red-headed men with green eyes may 
have the right to vote. 

Why was the matter left to the several 
States in such clear and specific language 
as I have read? It was to protect the 
rights of the States to control their own 
elections. 

Mr. President, if we can strike down 
this provision of the Constitution by a 
simple statute, we can pass a law which 
will say that every election held in the 
several States shall be presided over by 
a Federal agent and thereby take away 
from the States every particle of control 
which it exercises at the present time 
over the elective processes within the 
State. 

Mr. President, it has never been con- 
tended until later years that the Fed- 
eral Government had any right to pre- 
scribe qualifications of the voters or to 
strike down any qualifications which 
had been prescribed by the several 
States. 

I once had occasion to look into the 
history of this matter. I went back to 
some of the debates which were held in 
this body during the trying days of re- 
construction when the fourteenth and 
fifteenth amendments were being pro- 
posed to the Constitution. I do not 
have the references before me at the 
present time, but I shall obtain them for 
use tomorrow. I did not expect this 
matter to come up today. Senators will 
be interested in reading the debates 
which took place in the Senate back in 
1866, 1867, and 1868, and see how all 
Senators at that time agreed to the prop- 
osition that the fourteenth amendment 
and the fifteenth amendment did not in 
anywise interfere with the rights of the 
several States to prescribe the qualifica- 
tions of the electors in those States so 
long as they were uniform. There was 
no dissent in this hody to the theory that 
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the States still had the right to prescribe 
the qualifications of its voters. 

Mr. President, the first reference 
which I was able to find touching any 
proposal that the Congress could abol- 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. OVERTON. Was it not for that 
reason that the constitutional amend- 
ment was proposed and adopted at that 
time? Otherwise, Congress could have 
passed a simple statute providing that 
there should be no discrimination on ac- 
count of race, creed, color, or previous 
condition of servitude. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. I thank the 
distinguished -Senator for making that 
point clear. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me without losing 
the floor? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; I shall be glad 
to yield if I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Earlier in the after- 
noon I made the statement that it had 
been part of the program of the Senate 
to take up the poll-tax bill before we 
adjourned. I recall that a month or so 
ago the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] asked me on the floor when 
that bill might be taken up, and I stated 
that it could not be taken up until cer- 
tain legislation with a time limit was dis- 
posed of, because of the probability of 
lengthy discussion of the bill. 

I wish to state now that, so far as I 
am concerned, it is the purpose of the 
majority leader himself to move to con- 
sider the poll-tax bill before we adjourn, 
if no one else makes the motion. 

Under those circumstances I feel that 
we should not delay the considera- 
tion of the pending joint resolution or 
any other proposed legislation which is 
essential, such as the conference report 
on the OPA, terminal pay for soldiers, 
and other legislation which might be 
taken up. 

Therefore, Mr. President, with that 
understanding, I am assuming the re- 
sponsibility, as I have to assume it now 
and then, of undertaking to guide the 
course of legislation, and believing that 
the particular amendment just presented 
should not have been offered as an 
amendment to the pending measure, that 
it is wholly extraneous to the subject, 
that it can and will be taken up and con- 
sidered on its merits under the parlia- 
mentary rules of the Senate, I feel it my 
duty, if the Senator will yield to me for 
that purpose, to move to table the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse], which I do. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for that pur- 


e. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. A parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Arkansas will state his in- 
quiry. 
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Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator from 
Georgia yields for that purpose and the 
motion to table is made, I understand 
that the motion will not be debatable. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct; the motion is not debatable. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In the event the 
motion shall fail to carry, what then will 
be the pending question before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will. 
recur on the appeal from the decision of 
the Chair. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then the question 
on the appeal would be debatable? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
would still be debatable. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Very well. 

Mr. MORSE. A parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to explain the 
point. We entered into an agreement 
to vote at 3 o’clock this afternoon on a 


pending joint resolution and all amend- 


ments thereto. That was a unanimous- 
consent agreement. The junior Senator 
from Oregon takes the position that that 
having been a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, there was implied in it the un- 
derstanding that we would vote on 
amendments and vote on the joint reso- 
lution, I suggest 

Mr. LUCAS. A point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LUCAS. I make the point of order 
that the Senator is not stating a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is making an inquiry within his 
rights. 

Mr. MORSE. I submit that a motion 
to lay on the table is not a vote on the 
amendment within the meaning and in- 
tention of the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. A motion to table 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian 
that under the precedents of the Senate 
the motion to lay the amendment on the 
table is in order. 

Mr. TAFT. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. Has the appeal from the 
decision of the Chair beer withdrawn? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It has not. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It has not been with- 
drawn, and under the rules and the 
precedents a motion to lay on the table 
is in order notwithstanding the pendency 
of a point of order. If the motion to 
lay on the table carries, it carries with 
it also points of order made on the 
amendment on which the vote is taken. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK- 
LEY] to lay on the table the amendment 
of the Senator from Oregon IMr. 
Morse]. 

Mr. TAFT. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. MORSE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll, 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names; 


Aiken Hart Overton 
Andrews Hawkes Pepper 

Ball Hayden Radcliffe 
Barkley Hill Reed 

Bilbo Hoey Revercomb 
Brewster Huffman Robertson 
Brooks Johnson, Colo, Russell 
Buck Knowland Shipstead 
Burch La Follette Smith 

Byrd Langer Stanfill 
Capehart Lucas Swift 
Capper McCarran Taft 
Carville McClellan Taylor 
Chavez McKellar Thomas, Okla, 
Connally McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Córdon Magnuson Tobey 
Donnell Maybank Tunnell 
Downey Mead Vandenberg 
Eastland Millikin Wagner 
Ferguson Mitchell Walsh 
Fulbright Moore Wherry 
George Morse White 
Gerry Murdock Wiley 
Green Murray Wilson 
Guffey Myers Young 
Gurney O'Daniel 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-seven Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present., 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. AIKEN. If the motion to lay the 
amendment on the table shall prevail, 
will another vote on the so-called anti- 
poll-tax bill be in order at this session? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
would be, on the regular anti-poll-tax 
bill, yes. 

Mr. TAFT. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on the motion to lay the amendment on 
the table. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Bripces]. Not knowing 
how he would vote, I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Briccs]. I am not advised how the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote on this 
question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “yea.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana IMr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 


ate. 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
[Mr. 


O’Manoney] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri 
Brriccs], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Jonnston], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], and 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEW- 
ART] are detained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies, 
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If present and voting, the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Battey], the 
Senator from South Carolina IMr. 
JounstTon], and the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. STEWART] would vote “yea,” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUTLER] is absent on official 
business, being a member of the com- 
mission appointed to attend the Philip- 
pine independence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. BRIDGES] is necessarily absent. He 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. THomas]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aus- 
TIN] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 23, as follows: 


YEAS—54 
Andrews Hart Murdock 
Barkley Hawkes Murray 
Bilbo Hayden Myers 
Buck Hill O'Daniel 
Burch Hoey Overton 
Byrd Huffman Pepper 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Carville Knowland Reed 
Connally Lucas Revercomb 
Cordon McCarran Robertson 
Donnell McClellan Russell 
Downey McKellar Smith 
Eastland McMahon Swift 
Fulbright Magnuson Thomas, Okla. 
George Maybank Thomas, Utah 
Gerry Millikin White 
Green Mitchell Wiley 
Gurney Moore Young 
NAYS—23 

Aiken La Follette Tobey 

Langer Tunnell 
Brewster Mead Vandenberg 
Brooks Morse Wagner 
Capper Shipstead Walsh 
Chavez Stanfill Wherry 
Ferguson Taft Wilson 
Guffey Taylor 

NOT VOTING—19 

Austin Gossett Saltonstall 
Bailey Hatch Stewart 
Bridges Hickenlooper Tydings 
Briggs Jornston, S.C. Wheeler 
Bushfield Kilgore Willis 
Butler McFarland 
Ellender O'Mahoney 


So Mr. BaRKLEY’S motion to lay Mr. 
MorseE’s amendment on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
offered, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendment and the third 
reading of the joint resolution. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed, and the joint resolution to be 
read a third time. 

The joint resolution was read the third 
time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the joint resolution 
pass? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll, 
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Mr. THOMAS of Utah (when his name 
was called). I have a general pair with 
the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES]. Not knowing how he 
would vote, I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BRIGGS]. I 
am not advised how the Senator from 
Missouri would vote if present. Being 
at liberty to vote, I vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
O’MAHONEY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], and 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEW- 
ART] are detained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on off- 
cial business, having been appointed to 
the commission on the part of the Sen- 
ate to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

On this question the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] is paired 
with the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from North Carolina would 
vote “yea,” and the Senator from West 
Virginia would vote “nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER] is absent on offi- 
cial business, being a member of the 
commission appointed to attend the 
Philippine independence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on Official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of 
atomic bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is necessarily absent. He 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Tuomas]: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Ausrix] is necessarily absent. If pres- 
ent he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFietp] is unavoidably detained. 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 34, as follows: 


YEAS—44 
Andrews Cordon Maybank 
Ball Downey Millikin 
Bilbo Eastland Moore 
Brooks George O'Daniel 
Buck Gerry Overton 
Burch Gurney Pepper 
Byrd Hawkes Radcliffe 
Capehart Hoey Reed 
Capper Knowland Revercomb 
Connally McCarran Robertson 


Shipstead Thomas, Okla, Wiley 
Smith Vandenberg Willis 
Stanfill Walsh Wilson 
Swift Wherry Young 
Taft White 
NAYS—34 
Aiken Hill Morse 
Barkley Huffman Murdock 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Carville La Follette Myers 
Chavez Langer Russell 
Donnell Lucas Taylor 
McClellan Thomas, Utah 
Fulbright McKellar Tobey 
Green McMahon Tunnell 
Guffey Magnuson Wagner 
Mead 
Hayden Mitchell 
NOT VOTING—18 
Austin Ellender McFarland 
Batley Gossett O'Mahoney 
Bridges Hatch Saltonstall 
Briggs Hickenlooper Stewart 
Bushfield Johnston, S.C. Tydings 
Butler Kilgore Wheeler 
So the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) 
was passed. 


Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, Iam under 
a very deep conviction about the lack of 
wisdom in passing the legislation which 
has just passed the Senate. I wished to 
speak for about 10 minutes on it, but I 
was engaged in the OPA conference com- 
mittee when the time was being allotted, 
and failed to receive time. In order that 
the Recor may contain a statement of 
my convictions, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Record at this 
point a statement bearing on House Joint 
Resolution 225. 

There being no objection, the statement 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES W. TOBEY ON 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 225 


This legislation is violative of the basic 
principles of good government, and sound 
national policy, in three fundamental re- 
spects, 

First, this is a final act of prodigality in 
disposing of the public lands and interests 
in public lands which are vested in the people 
of the United States. This policy was long 
ago abandoned by Congress after deeding 
vast grants to the Union Pacific Railroad Co. 
in 1860, a veritable empire of 40,000,000 acres 
to the Northern Pacific Railroad Co. in 1864, 
still another to the Texas Pacific in 1877, and 
numerous other public grants historically 
justified for the purpose of extending trans- 
portation and settling up the country. 

There is no longer a shadow of justifica- 
tion for such a policy. Furthermore, all of 
the States were fairly and equally treated 
in the granting of school lands from the pub- 
lic domain to aid in subsidizing education 
in each and every State, but the grant here 
contemplated is partial to the seaboard States 
only, in conveying to them whatever interest 
the United States Government has in the 
submerged oil lands which would properly 
belong to all of the people in all of the States. 
Great as the school land grants were, and 
however fabulous the wealth which they have 
produced and are producing for the States 
from oil, minerals, timber, and other re- 
sources, all of the States had a fair and equi- 
table distribution of those public lands, but 
here fabulous fortunes in oil are being con- 
veyed to a few States only, and largely be- 
cause of pressure from vested interest groups 
which have to a large extent dominated the 
policies of those States in respect to the ex- 
ploitation of natural resources. In many 
cases off the coast of California those oil com- 
panies have actually usurped rights in the 
tidelands before even the State adopted a 
tideland leasing act in the belated exercise 
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of the ownership which it now claims over 
the tidelands. : 

Secondly, in vacating whatever right, title 
and interest the Federal Government has in 
the submerged oil lands, the Senate abandons 
on behalf of the people, ownership, and con- 
trol of billions of barrels of oil just as vital 
to the defense of the Nation as munitions. 
Oil is the principal motivative power of mod- 
ern warfare, as well as of industry. Hitler 
invaded Rumania—for oil. Japan invaded 
the Dutch East Indies—for oil. The Italian 
fleet and the French fleet were tied up at 
the docks—for lack of oil 

Does this Senate know that our fleet may 
some day remain helplessly at anchor for 
lack of adequate oil? Does it know of the 
waning oil resources in the United States? 
Does it know that much of the world’s diplo- 
matic struggle now revolves around oil? If 
it knew these things, it could not fail to as- 
sert whatever title the Federal Government 
may havz in these vast resources, It could 
not possibly give away these vast resources 
beyond the control of the Federal Government 
for national defense purposes, for haphazard 
exploitation, so that in time of need this oil 
will have to be bought back from private com- 
panies with the taxpayers’ money. 

Thirdly, there is very real disorder and im- 
propriety in taking this action at a time when 
the legal title to these lands is about to be 
determined in the proper constitutional 
process by the Supreme Court of the United 
States where the case of United States v. 
State of California is at issue and ready to 
be argued. 

Did no Senator here note the irony—even 
the comedy—of the scene presented when 
this legislative body sought to decide matters 
of legal principle and intricate questions of 
title dating back to treaties under which the 
lands of the United States were acquired 
when all of those questions are now pending 
before the Supreme Court of the United 
States, where they should properly be heard 
and determined? 

Of course, it is within the power of Con- 
gress to pass this act, but wisdom in a leg- 
islative body consists as much in the re- 
straint of power as it does in its exercise. 
There is no excuse in principle and there is 
no defense in history for the use of this 
power in order to deprive the Supreme Court 
of the United States from exercising its con- 
stitutional function on this issue which so 
vitally affects the welfare of the people of 
the United States. 

I oppose the passage of this measure with 
all the earnestness at my disposal and urge 
conscientious colleagues to do likewise. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which House Joint 
Resolution 225 was just passed be re- 
considered. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


TEMPORARY CONTINUATION OF PAY TO 
CLERICAL ASSISTANTS OF SENATOR 
AUSTIN 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I 
report favorably, without amendment, 
Senate Resolution 302, and ask unani- 
mous consent for its present considera- 
tion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be read for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The resolution (S. Res. 302) submit- 
ted by Mr. Austin on July 11, 1946, was 
read as follows: 


Resolved, That the clerical assistants in the 
office of Senator Warren R. Austin, appointed 
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by him and carried on the pay roll of the 
Senate when his resignation from the Senate 
takes effect, shall be continued on such pay 
roll at their respective salaries for a period 
not to exceed 60 days, to be paid from the 
contingent fund of the Senate. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was considered and agreed to. 


INVESTIGATION OF CENTRALIZATION OF 
HEAVY INDUSTRY 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate I report 
favorably, without amendment, Senate 
Resolution 301, and ask unanimous con- 
sent for its present consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore The 
resolution will be read for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The resolution (S. Res. 301), submitted 
by Mr. McCarran on July 9, 1946, was 
read, as follows: 

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures of 
the special committee appointed pursuant to 
Senate Resolution 190, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, agreed to December 21, 1943, to investi- 
gate the effect upon interstate commerce of 
the centralization of heavy industry in the 
United States, hereby is increased by $2,352.70 
in addition to the amount of $5,000 originally 
authorized. 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce, which in 
investigating the question of the cen- 
tralization of heavy industry, incurred 
obligations to the extent of $2,352.70 in 
excess of its fund, and the resolution is 
for the purpose of meeting those obliga- 
tions. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the resolution? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the resolution is to cover a 
deficit of $2,352.70. l 

Mr. LUCAS. The resolution provides 
for the approval of the obligations in- 
curred by the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce when it had no money in its 
fund. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was considered and agreed to. 


LIVESTOCK PRICES IN THE PRINCIPAL 
MARKETS 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
tried all afternoon to place the live- 
stock market report before the Senate. 
The report, which has come to me by 
telegraph, reads as follows: 


The market supply of both cattle and 
hogs today was somewhat less than for the 
comparable day a week ago and prices were 
steady to moderately higher. However, mar- 
ketings of cattle were still substantially 
larger than at this time a year ago and re- 
ports from large meat-consuming centers in- 
dicate that the meat-distribution pipe lines 
are being filled up and that there will be even 
more meat available for consumers this week 
than there has been in many, many weeks. 

Cattle receipts at 12 midwestern markets 
today amounted to 92,300 head, which is 
about 8 percent less than the receipts at 
these markets on Monday a week ago, but 17 
percent larger than the corresponding Mon- 
day a year ago. 
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The Chicago office of the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture comments on the 
sharp drop in cattle prices on Thursday and 
Friday of last week as follows: “Augmented 
by a liberal carry-over from Thursday, bur- 
densome supplies of common, medium, and 
good grassy and shortfed steers and yearlings 
sold 50 cents to $1 lower than Thursday, 
when buyers could be found, but many loads 
and lots carried bids which suggested an even 
greater decline. The break, meanwhile, has 
operated to throw increased numbers of 
yearlings and typical ‘two-way cattle’— 


They are cattle that can either be fed 
or slaughtered— 


with weight into feeder channels, but at 
prices $3 to $4 or more lower than packers 
were paying for the same kind of cattle early 
this week. Insofar as cows are concerned, 
a large part of the sharp advance scored over 
the last 2½ weeks has been all but wiped out 
in the last 2½ days. Many distress sales to- 
day were as much as $1 lower than Thursday, 
with the general market on all grades $1.50 
to $3 under the recent high time. Canners 
and cutters bulked at $7.25 to $10 and most 
common to low-good beef cows went at 
$10.50 to $14.50.” 

The cattle market opened at Chicago this 
morning at steady levels for steers and 
yearlings, with cows 25 cents to 50 cents 
lower than at the close of last week. The 
early top was reported to be $24.75 per hun- 
dredweight for a few loads of fancy steers, 
which compares with $24.50 last Friday and 
with the extreme top, reached early last week, 
of $26.35. Only a relatively small number of 
cattle sell for these so-called top prices; 
most cattle sell at much lower levels. 

Receipts of calves at 12 markets this morn- 
ing amounted to 18,000 head, up 4 percent 
from a week ago and up 59 percent from the 
same day a year ago. 

Sheep and lamb receipts at 12 markets 
also were up today, amounting to 60,200 head, 
8 percent larger than a week ago and up 59 
percent from a year ago. 

Receipts of hogs at 12 markets this morn- 
ing amounted to 34,200, off 29 percent from 
the market supply of last Monday and 12 
percent less than receipts for the comparable 
Monday a year ago. 

The early top on the hog market at Chi- 
cago this morning was $20.50 about $1 per 
hundredweight higher than the practical top 
of $19.50 paid last Friday, but still $1.50 per 
hundredweight below the top of $22 reached 
the early part of last week. 

In a review of the general market condi- 
tions for the week, the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture report for western 
dressed meats at New York indicated since 
July 1 outside prices (upper limit quota- 
tions) have dropped as follows: Beef $5 to 
$11 with good and choice grades off most; 
commercial to choice vealers $6 to $11 with 
good and choice off most; commercial to 
choice lamb $3 to $5 with good and choice 
off most; $5 to $7; Boston butts, $4.” The 
Department of Agriculture concludes that 
“Since the bulk of dressed meats have been 
selling at near or outside price ranges for 
many months,” average prices are consider- 
ably lower in spite of the price advances 
shown by the established meat prices. On 
Friday last week, the Department of Agricul- 
ture reported another drop in the upper limit 
quotations for beef carcasses at New York 
City so that choice beef by the end of last 
week had dropped $13 per hundredweight 
and good teef $15 per hundredweight from 
the peak reported on July 5 and represent- 
ing the black-market price at which the 
Department of Agriculture states that the 
bulk of dressed meats has been selling for 
many months. This indicates that former 
black-market price levels are being effectively 
destroyed under free economy by increased 
volume and by resistance on the part of 
consumers, 
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The situation at the week end proves 
that without OPA controls beef cattle, on 
which prices had been run up well above 
ceilings by black-market operators, are seek- 
ing reasonable levels, both in price and sup- 
ply. It also proves, as the meat industry 
has contended all along, that without the 
protection of artificial price barriers set up 
by OPA regulations, black-market operators 
cannot compete with the established meat 
industry and its know-how in economical 
and efficient operation. 

AMERICAN MEAT INSTITUTE. 


Mr. O DANIEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. O’DANIEL. Mr. President, in 
connection with the market report which 
has been read by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Nebraska, I desire to announce 
that I have had word from San Antonio, 
Tex., which is a great cattle market, that 
the market there last Saturday went be- 
low the maximum OPA prices, taking 
into consideration the subsidies. I also 
received word that the hog market did 
the same. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator for that contribution. 

Mr. President, I should also like to say 
that a moment ago I was called to the 
telephone, and informed that the Kansas 
City market had 15,000 head of cattle to- 
day; that among them were a lot of 
grass-fat cattle coming from the blue- 
stem region of Kansas, and that the 
market there was considerably lower at 
its close today. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand an 
editorial which was published in the 
Washington News. It is one of the finest 
editorials I think I have written 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, did 
the Senator write it? 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky for giving me an oppor- 
tunity to make a further comment, as 
well as a correction. Of course, I did not 
write the editorial; but if I had had the 
opportunity to write it, I would have 
done so, because it is one of the best edi- 
torials on the subject which I have read. 
If I inadvertently used the word “writ- 
ten,” I meant to say that the editorial is 
one of the best of its kind I have read. 
It is a most excellent one, and I recom- 
mend it to all Senators, especially to the 
Senator from Kentucky, because it is 
very enlightening about the black market 
for meat. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator that I read that news- 
paper at breakfast every morning. 

Mr. WHERRY. Did the Senator from 
Kentucky read the editorial to which I 
am referring? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did. 

Mr. WHERRY. It is a good one; is it 
not? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thought it was 
pretty zood. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
He is very amicable, especially today, and 
I appreciate his participation in connec- 
tion with this matter. 

Mr. President, I desire to read the edi- 
torial. It is as follows: 

THE BLACK MARKET, HAIL AND FAREWELL 

Unhappiest of all about what’s happened 
since July 1 is the black-market operator, 
and who can blame him? The black market 


in meat alone was caught short for $10,000,- 
000, according to one conservative estimate. 
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This loss occurred when the supply of 
suckers disappeared with the end of OPA. 
Hoarded stocks had to be disposed of. Once 
on a free market they couldn’t stand com- 
petition with legitimate business for several 
reasons, mainly wasteful methods. 

The great modern packing plant uses up 
everything but the squeal and is working on 
that. Hides go for shoes. Odd edible bits 
make puddings and sausages. Pharmaceu- 
tical houses get the glands. Even the last 
scraps are swept up and processed into ani- 
mal foods. 


That means tankage. 
I continue to read: 


The black-market slaughterhouse passed 
up a generation of meat-packing progress. 
It often consisted of a dirty knife and a 
tree from which to hang a carcass. It had 
no facilities for using up the whole steer or 
pig, and wouldn’t have dared use them if it 
had. 

Hides, for instance, can be traced, so most 
were burned. A leather shortage developed 
in consequence of large illicit slaughtering. 

The black-market meat butcher just ripped 
out the steaks and roasts, destroying the rest. 
His customers had to pay him for the wasted 
parts. Sometimes they had to pay some- 
thing extra for the fines he was risking if he 
got caught, but this was balanced, more or 
less, by the taxes he avoided. 

The prohibition speak-easy lingered in 
form of many a fancy saloon. The black 
market can’t be reconverted since it wasn't a 
room in a back alley but just an awkward and 
wasteful means of doing business. 

You didn’t get into a black market by 
knocking twice and asking for Charlie. You 
found it everywhere. Many of its promoters 
came from the class of shiny-pants chiselers 
who thrive in times of unaccustomed legal 
restraints and would rather make a shady 
dime than an honest dollar. But many 
others were normally respectable merchants, 
tempted by extra profits or driven by force 
of circumstance to this risky means of mak- 
ing a living. 

And so, to paraphrase the news-reel an- 
nouncer, we say goodby to the black market, 
a monument to waste and to the stubborn 
cussedness of the free American citizen who 
will eat a steak if it chokes him, as often as 
someone tries to tell him he can't. 

Hail, black market, and farewell. And we 
can’t say it was very nice knowing you. 

We say goodby, and not just au revoir, 
because there is not, in our opinion, the re- 
motest chance that any reborn OPA will be 
stout enough to fix prices in a way that will 
prevent legitimate processors and dealers 
from doing business competitively. 

The new compromise OPA bill which Con- 
gress probably will send to the White House 
this week contains the threat to reimpose 
arbitrary ceilings at some future time, but 
the threat probably won't be taken seriously. 
The new bill, to state it mildly, is no better 
than the one the President vetoed, and has 
less chance of succeeding because it means 
trying to put Humpty Dumpty together 
again 

As we see it, it won't make much differ- 
ence whether the President signs or vetoes 
this bill—provided something is done to sal- 
vage rent controls. The only thing that can 
get us out of this mess is for us to go to 
work and produce enough goods to ‘satisfy 
pent-up demand, and thereby keep prices 
within the limits the American consumer— 
Mama by name—will tolerate. 

In any event, it’s the best means open to 
us now. 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of House bill 4051, Calendar 
No. 1739. 


` 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
4051) to grant to enlisted personnel of 
the armed forces certain benefits in lieu 
of accumulated leave. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I desire to 
offer a motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
motion will be stated. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Following the conclusion of the considera- 
tion of House bill 4051 the Senate will pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 2536, 
reported June 18, 1946, Order of Business 
No. 1539. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I make 
the point of order that the only motion 
now in order is the motion I have made 
to proceed to the consideration of House 
bill 4051. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion of the Senator from Kansas is 
not in order at this time. It can be made 
later. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I have no 
objection at all to the Senate voting upon 
the motion of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky. Immediately that is done, I de- 
sire that this motion be in order, and I 
desire to have it available to be called up. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, is that 
the Bulwinkle bull“? 

155 REED. That is the Bulwinkle 
bil 

Mr. TOBEY. I said the Bulwinkle 
“pull.” I object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
ordinary procedure is to move to take up 
one bill at a time, and when that bill is 
disposed of, it is in order to take up other 
bills. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
questior: is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. 
R. 4051) to grant to enlisted personnel of 
the armed forces certain benefits in lieu 
of accumulated leave, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs with an amendment, to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That this act may be cited as the Amed 
Forces Leave Act of 1946.” 

Sec. 2. As used in this act 

(a) The term “member of the armed 
forces” means any member of the Army of 
the United States, United States Navy, United 
States Marine Corps, or the United States 
Coast Guard. 

(b) The term “discharge” means (1) in 
the case of enlisted personnel, discharge or 
release from active duty, including expira- 
tion of an enlistment or reenlistment, under 
honorable conditions, retirement, or appoint- 
ment as a commissioned officer or warrant 
officer; and (2) in the case of commissioned 
or warrant officers, release from active duty 
under honorable conditions, retirement, or 
resignation other than for the good of the 
service. 

(c) The term “spouse” means a lawful 
wife or husband. 

(d) The term “child” includes— 

(1) a legitimate child; 

(2) a child legally adopted; 

(3) a stepchild, if, at the time of death of 
the member or former member of the armed 


The 
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forces, such stepchild is a member of the 
deceased’s household; 

(4) an illegitimate child, but in the case 
of a male member or former male member 
of the armed forces only if he has been judi- 
cially ordered or decreed to contribute to 
such child’s support; has been judicially de- 
creed to be the putative father of such child; 
or has acknowledged under oath in writing 
that he is the father of such child; and 

(5) a person to whom the member or 
former member of the armed forces at the 
time of death stands in loco parentis and so 
stood for not less than 12 months prior to 
the date of death. 

(e) The term “parent” includes father 
and mother, grandfather and grandmother, 
stepfather and stepmother, father and moth- 
er through adoption, and persons who, for 
a period of not less than 1 year prior to the 
death of the member or former member of 
the armed forces, stood in loco parentis to 
such member or former member: Provided, 
That not more than two parents may re- 
ceive the benefits provided under this act 
and preference shall be given to the parent 
or parents, not exceeding two, who actually 
exercised parental relationship at the time 
of or most nearly prior to the date of the 
death of such member or former member of 
the armed forces. 

(f) The term “Secretary” means in the 
case of personnel of the Army, the Secretary. 
of War; in the case of personnel of the Navy 
and Marine Corps, the Secretary of the Navy; 
and in the case of personnel of the Coast 
Guard, the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the designated representatives of each such 
Secretary. 

(g) The term “cash” includes a check upon 
the Treasurer of the United States. 

Sec. 3. (a) Each member of the armed 
forces shall be entitled to leave at the rate of 
two and one-half calendar days for each 
month of active service, excluding periods 
oí (1) absence from duty without leave, 
(2) absence over leave, and (3) confinement 
as the result of a sentence of court martial. 
Except as provided in subsection (b) of this 
section, such leave may be accumulated in an 
amount not to exceed one hundred and 
twenty calendar days. Any leave so accumu- 
lated shall not, however, survive death oc- 
curring during active military service. En- 
listed members or former enlisted members 
of the armed forces shall be considered to 
be entitled to such leave from and after 
September 8, 1939. Except in the case of 
leave to be settled and compensated for 
under section 6 of this act, leave may be 
taken by a member on a calendar-day basis 
as vacation or absence from duty with pay, 
annually as accruing or otherwise, in ac- 
cordance with regulations to be issued by 
the several Secretaries. Such regulations 
shall provide equal treatment for officers and 
enlisted men, shall establish to the fullest 
extent practicable uniform policies for the 
several branches of the armed forces, and 
shall provide that leave shall be taken an- 
nually as accruing to the extent consistent 
with military requirements and other exi- 
gencies. In the case of members who reenlist 
or who are appointed to warrant or commis- 
sioned grades after June 1, 1945, leave ac- 
crued during any prior continuous active 
service immediately preceding such reen- 
listment or appointment may be carried over 
to the subsequent period of service. Mem- 
bers who reenlist after the date of enact- 
ment of this act may be authorized reen- 
listment leave in the discretion of the Sec- 
retary, for a period not exceeding 90 days, 
and such leave shall be deducted from leave 
accrued during active service prior to reen- 
listment or charged against any leave which 
may accrue during future active service or 
both. In the case of members who are re- 
tired after the date of enactment of this 
act and after retirement are continued on or 
recalled to active duty, leave accrued during 
service prior to retirement may be carried 
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over to the period of service after retirement. 
Leave taken prior to discharge before or after 
the enactment of this act shall be considered 
as active military service; but leave settled 
and compensated for under section 6 of this 
act shall not be considered as active military 
service. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this act or of any other law or regulation, no 
member of the armed forces (other than a 
member on terminal leave on September 1, 
1946) shall be permitted to accumulate or 
to have to his credit, at any time after 
August 31, 1946, accumulated or accrued 
leave aggregating in excess of 90 days. 

Src. 4. All leave to be settled and compen- 
sated for under section 6 of this act shall be 
compensable on the basis of the base and 
longevity pay and allowances applicable to a 
member of the armed forces on August 31, 
1946, or to a former member at the time of 
discharge if prior to such date: Provided, 
That with respect to enlisted members or 
former enlisted members, such allowances 
shall be computed at the rate of 70 cents a 
day for subsistence, plus $1.25 a day for quar- 
ters in the case of enlisted members of the 
first three grades with dependents on August 
31, 1946, or former enlisted members of the 
first three grades with dependents at the 
time of discharge if prior to such date. In 
the case of all other leave provided under this 
act, members shall be entitled during such 
leave to the same pay and allowances they 
would receive if not on leave and to any addi- 
tional or other allowance or allowances other- 
wise authorized or provided by law for mem- 
bers while on leave. Determination of the 
number of calendar days of leave to which 
a member or former member is entitled, in- 
cluding the number of calendar days of 
absence from duty or vacation to be counted 
or charged against such leave, shall be made 
in accordance with regulations to be pre- 
scribed by the respective Secretaries, which 
regulations shall provide equal treatment of 
officers and enlisted men and shall establish 
to the fullest extent practicable uniform 
policies for the several branches of the armed 
forces. In the case of the leave of enlisted 
members or former enlisted members attrib- 
utable to the period prior to the date of 
enactment of this act, the Secretary may in 
the determination of the number of calendar 
days of absence from duty or vacation to be 
counted or charged against such leave rely 
on such records and evidence, including ap- 
plicants’ sworn statements as to the material 
facts, as he may determine proper. All de- 
cisions by the Secretary under this section 
shall be final and conclusive and shall not 
be subject to review by any court or by any 
Officer of the United States. 

Sec. 5. (a) Leave to which enlisted mem- 
bers of the armed forces discharged prior to 
September 1, 1946, and former enlisted mem- 
bers of the armed forces discharged prior to - 
the date of enactment of this act, are en- 
titled under the provisions of section 8 of this 
act shall, to the extent not taken, be settled 
and compensated for only in the manner 
provided in section 6 of this act and if ap- 
plication is made to the Secretary not later 
than September 1, 1947, or, in the case of 
any such member or former member whose 
record is corrected after the date of enact- 
ment of this act to show discharge under 
honorable conditions, not later than Sep- 
tember 1, 1947, or within 1 year after the 
date on which such record is corrected, 
whichever is later. 

(b) In any case in which a member of the 
armed forces on active duty on September 1, 
1946 (other than a member on terminal 
leave on such date) has to his credit on 
August 31, 1946, accumulated or accrued leave 
aggregating in excess of 90 days, such leave 
in excess of 90 days shall be settled and com- 
pensated for only in the manner provided 
in section 6 of this act and if application is 
made to the Secretary not later than Sep- 
tember 1, 1947, 
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Sec. 6. (a) Leave by this act provided to 
-be settled and compensated for under this 
section shall be settled and compensated 
for as follows: 

(1) Settlement and compensation shall be 
made entirely in cash— 

(i) when the amount due is less than $50; 

(ii) in the case of any enlisted member of 
the armed forces discharged prior to Jan- 
uary 1, 1943; or 

(iii) in any case covered by subsection (b) 
or (e) of this section, 

(2) In all other cases settlement and com- 
pensation shall be made in bonds of the 
United States to the highest multiple of $25 
and in cash to the extent of the full amount 
of any difference. Any such bond issued 
pursuant to an application made under sub- 
section (a) of section 5 shall be dated as of 
the 1st day of January, the ist day of April, 
the Ist day of July, or the Ist day of Octo- 
ber, whichever next follows the date of dis- 
charge, and any such bond issued pursuant 
to an application made under subsection (b) 
of section 5 shall be dated as of October 1, 
1946. Each such bond shall mature 5 years 
from the date thereof. The bonds issued 
under this act shall be issued by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury under the authority and 
subject to the provisions of the Second Lib- 
erty Bond Act, as amended, and through 
such agencies as he may designate. Such 
bonds shall be nonnegotiable and shall not 
be transferable by sale, exchange, assign- 
ment, pledge, hypothecation, or otherwise. 
Such bonds shall be issued only to and in 
the names of living members or living former 
members of the armed forces. In the event 
of the death of any holder of any such bond 
payment shall be made by the Secretary of 
the Treasury prior to, upon, or after maturity 
upon application at the option of such 
holder’s survivors, as follows: To such hold- 
er’s surviving spouse and children, if any, in 
equal shares; and if such holder leaves no 
surviving spouse or child or children, then 
in equal shares to such holder's surviving 
parents, if any. If there is no such survivor, 
the bond shall be retired, and the amount 
thereof covered into the general fund of the 
Treasury. Payment of any such bond to any 
holder, or any survivor entitled thereto un- 
der the provisions of this subsection, between 
17 and 21 years of age shall constitute a com- 
plete discharge of the obligations of the 
United States under this act. Where the 
Secretary of the Treasury is of the opinion 
that any holder of any such bond or any 
survivor entitled to payment under the pro- 
visions of this subsection is, by reason of be- 
ing either under 17 years of age or under 
mental disability, incapable of satisfactorily 
looking after his own interests, payment of 
such bond may be made in the same manner, 
and with the same effect, as settlement and 
compensation made under the provisions of 
subsection (c). Interest on each bond issued 
under this act shall accrue at the rate of 214 
per cent per annum from the date of such 
bond to the date of maturity or payment of 
the principal of the bond, whichever is 
earlier, and shall be paid with such principal. 
All decisions by the Secretary of the Treasury 
under this section with respect to.the issu- 
ance and payment of bonds shall be final and 
conclusive and shall not be subject to review 
by any court or by any officer of the United 
States. The provisions of this section with 
respect to the issuance and payment of 
bonds shall be carried out subject to regu- 
lations of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

(b) Leave by this Act provided to be set- 
tled and compensated for under this section 
shall, in the case of any member or former 
member of the armed forces who dies after 
discharge, or on or after September 1, 1946, 
if not discharged prior to such date, and be- 
fore settlement and compensation has been 
effected, be settled and compensated for, 
on application therefor, with such member’s 
or former member's survivors, as follows: To 
such member's or former member's surviving 
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spouse and children, if any, in equal shares; 
and if such member or former member leaves 
no surviving spouse or child or children, then 
in equal shares to his surviving parents, if 
any. If there is no such survivor, no settle- 
ment and compensation shall be made under 
this act. Settlement and compensation un- 
der this subsection with any such survivor 
between 17 and 21 years of age shall consti- 
tute a complete discharge of the obligations 
of the United States under this act. 

(c) Where the Secretary is of the opinion 
that any member or former member of the 
armed forces or any survivor of any such 
member or former member is, by reason of 
being either under 17 years of age or under 
mental disability, incapable of satisfactorily 
looking after his own interests, such Secre- 
tary may settle and compensate under this 
section with a proper person selected by him 
for the use and benefit of such member, 
former member or survivor, without the ne- 
cessity of resorting to judicial proceedings 
for the appointment of a legal representative. 
Settlement and compensation made under 
the provisions of this subsection shall con- 
stitute a complete discharge of the obliga- 
tions of the United States under this act. 
The provisions of this subsection shall not 
apply when a legal guardian or committee 
has been judicially appointed for any such 
member, former member, or survivor, except 
as to any settlement and compensation made 
prior to the receipt of notice of appoint- 
ment: Provided, That no fee, commission, or 
charge shall be demanded or accepted by any 
representative of any member, former mem- 
ber, or survivor appointed in accordance with 
the provisions of this subsection and the 
exaction or acceptance of any such fee, com- 
mission, or charge shall be deemed a mis- 
demeanor punishable by a fine of not ex- 
ceeding $500 or imprisonment for not ex- 
ceeding 6 months, or both. 

Sec. 7. All amounts paid or payable under 
section 6 of this act, in cash, bonds, or both, 
shall not be assignable, shall be exempt from 
claims of creditors, including any claim of 
the United States, and shall not be sub- 
ject to attachment, levy, or seizure by or un- 
der any legal or equitable process whatever. 
All such amounts (except interest in the 
case of bonds) shall be exempt from taxation. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this act. 
Amounts expended hereunder shall be in- 
cluded in the annual reports to the Congress 
by the departments concerned. 

Sec. 9, The act approved May 8, 1874 (18 
Stat. 43), as amended by the act approved 
July 29, 1876 (19 Stat. 102; 10 U. S. C. 
842), is hereby repealed. Such repeal shall 
not affect any unused leave credited or ac- 
cumulated prior to the date of enactment 
of this act. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it is 
not desired that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of this bill this eve- 
ning. Therefore I move 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I want the 
motion which I have offered submitted to 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator can file his motion at any time 
he desires. 

Mr. REED. I am filing it now, Mr. 
President. I am trying to keep from 
being foreclosed by the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think the 
Senator has the right, when a bill is 
taken up for consideration, to foreclose 
or to attempt to foreclose other Senators 
by moving to take up some other bill, or 
by moving now that when the pending 
bill is disposed of some other bill be 
taken up, 
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Mr. REED. Mr. President, I call at- 
tention to the fact that the motion I 
have made is now in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I make the point of 
order that it is not in order, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kentucky has the floor. 
Does he yield to the Senator from Kan- 
sas for that purpose? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not yield for that 
purpose. As I announced, it is not the 
intention to proceed until tomorrow with 
the consideration of the bill just made 
the unfinished business. 

I now move that the Senate take a re- 
cess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator withhold his mo- 
tion for a moment? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I withhold the mo- 

tion, and yield to the Senator from Co/o- 
rado. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Some of 
the officers of the Navy have just sub- 
mitted to me three amendments to House 
bill 4051. They are clarifying amend- 
ments. I wish to submit them and have 
them lie on the table. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield for that pur- 


pose. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I submit 
the amendments and ask that they lie on 
the table and be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendments will lie on the table and be 


8 Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me to submit an 
amendment? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be in order. Senators will 
take their seats. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be in order. Business cannot 
be transacted in this way. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator can state it in a moment, but 
not until the Senate is in order. Sen- 
ators will take their seats. 

The Senator from Nebraska will state 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to in- 
quire of the President of the Senate what 
the ruling was as to whether or not the 
motion made by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Kansas was in order or not in 
order. As I understand, no ruling was 
made; at least I did not hear the Chair 
make a ruling. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 
had the floor, and refused to yield for 
that purpose. 

Mr, WHERRY. If the distinguished 
majority leader had yielded, would the 
motion have been in order? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that 
it would not be in order at this time, but 
only when there is no other business 
pending. Moreover, the motion should 
be to make the bill a special order for 
a specific hour and day. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, surely the 
Parliamentarian could not give the Chair 
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that line of advice, after what he told 
me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair does not know anything about 
private conversations; but the Parlia- 
mentarian is advising the Chair, and the 
Chair is taking the Parliamentarian’s 
advice and giving it to the Senator. 

Mr. REED. Let me read the rule—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President. 

Mr. REED. I wish to make a point of 
order; and if necessary I shall take an 
appeal from the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have not yielded to 
the Senator from Kansas for the purpose 
of making a motion. 

Mr. REED. The Record shows that 
the motion was made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Wuerry] asked a hypo- 
thetical question a while ago, which did 
not take me off the floor. He asked 
whether, if I had yielded to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas for the purpose of 
making a motion, the motion would be 
in order. The Chair held that it would 
not be in order. But a point of order 
against a motion cannot be made until 
the motion itself is made; and that has 
not been done. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Kentucky may yield to me for the 
purpose of submitting an amendment 
to the pending bill, without losing the 
floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I submit an 
amendment to the pending bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
lie on the table. 

May the Chair see the proposed motion 
of the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. REED. Certainly. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk two proposed amendments to 
the pending bill, and ask that they lie on 
the table and be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendments submitted by the Senator 
from Minnesota will be received, printed, 
and lie on the table. 


INVESTIGATION OF ACTIVITIES OF COL. 
THEODORE WYMAN, JR. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield to me 
for about 2 minutes to make a state- 
ment? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If I may do so with- 
out losing the floor. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. With that under- 
standing, Mr. President, I may say that 
I have just read a portion of the report 
of the Joint Committee on the Investi- 
gation of the Pearl Harbor attack. That 
report has been made public. One of 
the recommendations in that report, on 
page 253, reads as follows: 

That the activities of Col. Theodore Wyman, 
Jr., while district engineer in the Hawaiian 
Department, as developed by the Army Pearl 
Harbor Board, be investigated by an appro- 
priate committee of the Senate or the House 
of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I was somewhat 
familiar—not personally familiar with 
the facts, but with many of the goings- 
on of Colonel Wyman while he was dis- 
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trict engineer in the Hawaiian Depart- 
ment, having been out there at that time. 
If the reports are correct, his activities 
were somewhat scandalous, and surely 
should be investigated by the present 
Mead committee, which is doing an able 
job investigating war contracts. His 
connections with aliens and alien Ger- 
man contractors, not only in Hawaii, but 
in the building of the Canol project in 
the Yukon, and portions of the contracts 
on the so-called Alaskan Military High- 
way, certainly should be looked into. At 
this time I hope that my suggestion that 
the Mead committee place on its agenda 
as soon as possible the activities of this 
man will be accepted not only by the 
Senate, but by the committee itself. 


CONGRESSIONAL REORGANIZATION 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. For what purpose? 

Mr. MORSE. For the purpose of plac- 
ing certain material in the RECORD. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks an article entitled “Criticizing 
Congress,” written by Thomas L. Stokes 
and published in the Washington Daily 
News of July 9, 1946. I wish to associate 
myself with his remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


CRITICIZING CONGRESS 
(By Thomas L. Stokes) 


There has been some resentment in Con- 
gress lately over criticism of that body. 

Criticism of Congress is not exactly new. 
It comes and goes periodically. It is likely 
to become louder and more insistent in times 
of stress and strain, such as during depres- 
sions, or after a war, when personal lives and 
the general economy are disturbed by read- 
justments. That is because government, in 
such times, affects the lives of people more 
closely. 

So Congress naturally would come in for 
criticism now. 

The usual frustrations of such a time, how- 
ever, are intensified by the frustrations of the 
average citizen when he tries, as we say, to 
“dope out” Congress. 

The involved processes of Congress make 
this difficult, and they are much more in- 
volved now than need be because of ancient 
customs and procedures that may be hal- 
lowed by tradition but certainly are not 
blessed by it. Congress needs an overhaul- 
ing, not only so that it can cope more 
efficiently with the complicated problems of 
today, but so that it can be a more respon- 
sible body and more responsive to the public. 
The public is entitled to know why things 
happen in Congress. 

Congress, itself, has recognized the need 
of an overhauling. The Senate already has 
done something about it, under the able 
leadership of Senator La FOLLETTE (Progres- 
sive, Wisconsin), by passing the La Follette- 
Monroney bill to reorganize congressional 
procedures. a 

Congress can do much to restore public 
confidence and respect by doing this over- 
hauling job on itself. The reorganization 
bill is awaiting action by the House. 

Among many needed changes already 
widely publicized are a reduction in the 
number of committees to avoid duplication 
and wasted time and effort and additional 
expert assistance for committees and in- 
dividual members. This will give members 
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more time for major national problems and 
more information for important decisions. 
Long overdue, too, are the increase in salary 
and a retirement pension system to provide 
greater personal security in public service. 

Equally important among other provisions, 
too, is the plan to get more party respon- 
sibility in Congress by the creation of policy 
committees in both parties in each branch. 
They would formulate a general party pro- 
gram at the beginning of Congress, the party 
in power in cooperation with the President. 
The public thus would know each party’s 
proposed program of legislation, and thus 
could fix responsibility for deviations or 
omissions, both by the party and by the 
individual member. 

Some of the confusions in the present 
Congress might have been avoided had such 
a system been in operation, and likewise 
some of the crossing of wires between White 
House and Congress and some of the con- 
flicts within the Republican Party. Cer- 
tainly it would have been easier for the voter, 
both in the primary elections now going on, 
and in the very important general election 
in November, in making his selections. 

There is another important reason now, 
too, for more party responsibility. If the Re- 
publicans should capture the House in No- 
vember, they would become the responsible 
party in the House. This would require wise 
and skillful handling, since there would be 
divided control, with a Democrat in the White 
House and Republican management of one 
branch of Congress. The public certainly 
would be entitled to a declaration of Repub- 
lican policy in that eventuality. 

It would help to have Congress formalize 
such a declaration of intentions. 


Mr. MORSE. I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks an 
article entitled “Events Raise Cry for 
Congress Reform,” written by Richard 
L. Strout and published in the Christian 
Science Monitor of July 9, 1946. I wish 
to associate myself with Mr. Strout’s 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EVENTS RAISE CRY FOR CONGRESS REFORM 

(By Richard L. Strout) 

WASHINGTON.—Recent spectacular events 
in Washington raise the cry anew for congres- 
sional reorganization. 

There is the President's veto of OPA: This 
resulted from a typical break-down of liaison 
between executive and legislative branches of 
the Government. Efforts should be made to 
bridge the chasm between these two depart- 
ments. 

Then the curious mix-up of Representative 
ANDREW J. May, Democrat, of Kentucky, with 
the unsavory Garsson munitions scandal. 
Mr. May is chairman of the powerful House 
Military Affairs Committee. The incident 
shows again the need of reform in the con- 
gressional committee structure: Mr. May got 
his power to harass the War Department 
through his chairmanship of a committee 
which virtually controls the Army’s funds. 

Why is he chairman of this committee? 
Simply because of legislative longevity; the 
vicious seniority system promoted Mr. May 
to the chairmanship on length of service, not 
necessarily ability. 

Take another instance, one close to the 
hearts of Congressmen. They want to go 
home. Oh; how badly they want to go back 
to constituencies now, to prepare for elec- 
tion. They had planned to quit Washington 
July 20. With the OPA rumpus, and other 
sudden crises, they will be lucky to get out 
by mid-August. 

And why? Largely because Congress as at 
present organized is terribly inefficient. It 
can't get through its modern load of work. 
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Often, furthermore, it has to do its work 
twice over. The present system doesn’t allow 
adequate liaison with the White House. The 
President vetoes a half-disgusted bill like the 
OPA extension measure, or the debatable 
Case bill. Then Congress spends weeks of 
time doing the whole job a second time, 
resulting in a new price-control bill, and the 
Hobbs bill, salvaged from the Case omnibus. 
Obviously, something is wrong with this 
system somewhere. 

Meanwhile, the La Follette-Monroney bill 
to streamline Congress and make at least 
a beginning in reform, reposes on the desk 
of Speaker RAYBURN of the House. It passed 
the Senate, quite unexpectedly. Will the 
House pass it? That is not really the 
issue; the question is, will the House ever 
have a chance to vote on it at all? The ob- 
stacles to getting such a piece of legislation 
before the House are among the very ob- 
stacles to which the bill addresses itself. 

The odd thing about the present stale- 
mate is that Congress is penalizing itself. 
With the La Follette-Monroney reforms in 
effect, there would be a lot bigger chance 
of Congress quitting Washington on subse- 
quent July 20 and of having a happier, 
smoother, more productive time than there 
is under its present disorganized, wobbly, 
haphazard procedure. 

Under the LaFollette bill, a joint com- 
mittee would be set up in Congress to con- 


sult periodically with the President. It 


would, in effect, be a “legislative cabinet.” 
Ultimately, the heads of joint committees, 
who are the opposite numbers of Cabinet 
heads, could meet with the regular Cabinet, 
with the President presiding. They could 
work out policies together. Then, when a 
big bill came to the White House, there 
would be no more chance that it would be 
signed. It would be the result of common 
administration policy. 

The same bill would also attempt to cut 
through the thicket of overlapping and con- 
flicting congressional committees, although 
it does not strike directly at the vicious 
method of picking chairmen by “seniority.” 
The May case illustrates the power which 
this preposterous system confers. How did 
Jack May have “pull” to enforce his will 
in Washington in behalf of the Garssons on 
the dour Army generals—whc are not usu- 
ally timid men? Because he stood at the 
cross roads of power as chairman of his little 
satrapy, the Military Affairs Committee. 

He has recently shown his force. Almost 
alone he succeeded in blocking Mr. Tru- 
man’s desire to draft 18-year-old boys, un- 
der the Universal Service Extension Act. 
He can influence the proposed merger of the 
Army and Navy services. He has vast power 
to secure military rather than civilian con- 
trol of atomic energy, as against the Senate 
McMahon bill. 

Whence does a man like this get his 
power—which in its lesser manifestations en- 
ables him to grant the coveted Army E (for 
excellence) to a questionable munitions out- 
fit like the Garssons, over the protests of 
Army officers at the scene? It comes from 
the fact, not that he is necessarily abler, but 
that he has been in Congress longer than his 
colleagues. The fantastic Garsson empire is 
very largely the story of congressional 
seniority. 


PROCEDURE IN RELATION TO HANDLING 
ANTI-POLL-TAX LEGISLATION 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield to me for not more 
than 2 minutes to make a comment on 
procedure? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yielded to the Sen- 
ator in order to place something in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. MORSE. Iam now asking if the 
majority leader will yield to me for not 
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more than 2 minutes to comment upon 
his proposed procedure in the handling 
of legislation before the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in view 
of the statements made by the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. Pepper] this after- 
noon, and also by the majority leader, in 
regard to plans on the other side of the 
aisle for handling the anti-poll-tax bill 
before Congress adjourns, I wish to say 
that unless the motion to take up House 
bill 7 is made before there is final dis- 
position of some of the important legis- 
lation which the majority leader intends 
to bring up before this session adjourns, 
any agreement to consider the anti-poll- 
tax bill at the end of the session will be 
worthless. I say that because it is per- 
fectly clear that if the poll-tax legisla- 
tion is to be the last item reached on the 
calendar there will be difficulty in keep- 
ing a quorum here. I think it is clear 
that the proposal announced by the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr, PEPPER] and the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr, BARKLEY] 
is empty strategy. It may help the 
other side of the aisle make a political 
record on this issue but it will never re- 
sult in a vote on the issue and I think 
the gentlemen know it. I gave the Dem- 
ocrats and the Republicans their chance 
to vote on it this afternoon and I am 
willing to let the Recorp speak for itself. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, a 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting the 
nomination of James Clement Dunn, of 
New York, now an Assistant Secretary 
of State, to be Ambassador Extraordi- 
nary and Plenipotentiary to Italy, which 
was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

George Thomas Washington, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Assistant Solicitor Gen- 
eral of the United States, vice Harold Wil- 
liam Judson, resigned; 

Fay L. Bentley, of the District of Colum- 
bia, to be judge of the juvenile court for the 
District of Columbia; 

James M. Carter, of California, to be United 
States attorney for the southern district 
of California, vice Charles H. Carr, resigned; 

Frank J. Hennessy, of California, to be 
United States attorney for the northern dis- 
trict of California; 

Neale D. Murphy, of Rhode Island, to be 
United States marshal for the district of 
Rhode Island; 

Gilbert Mecham, of Utah, to be United 
States marshal for the district of Utah; 

Ford S. Worthy, of North Carolina, to be 
United States marshal for the eastern dis- 
trict of North Carolina; and 

Albert A. Sanders, of Wyoming, to be United 
States marshal for the district of Wyoming. 

By Mr. FERGUSON, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Raymond W. Starr, of Michigan ,to be 
United States district judge for the western 
district of Michigan, vice Fred M. Raymond, 
deceased. 
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By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads: 
Sundry postmasters. 


RECESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate take a recess until 12 
o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 38 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
July 23, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by the 
Senate July 22 (legislative day of July 
5), 1946: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

James Clement Dunn, of New York, now 
an Assistant Secretary of State, to be Am- 


bassador Extraordinary and Plentipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Italy. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monpay, JuLy 22, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby- 
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, 
whose love never fails, never forgets, 
and never forsakes, we are again seek- 
ing to draw near unto the throne room 
of the Most High and to enter the holy 
of holies, whence cometh our help and 
our strength. 

Grant that we may be receptive and 
responsive to some new revelation of 
Thyself that will lift our minds to a 
larger outlook and a clearer vision as we 
face the duties of another day. 

Deepen within us the confidence that 
Thou art our companion and counselor 
in every experience, and that in Thee 
we may find the meaning of life and the 
majesty of living nobly and victoriously. 

We pray that Thy servants, who have 
been given a commission of high and 
heroic service, may be courageous and 
God-fearing men and women, inspired 
and equipped with abilities and ca- 
pacities to match the challenge of 
overwhelming obligations and glorious 
opportunities. 

In the name of Christ we bring our 
petitions, Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Saturday, July 20, 1946, was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the reports of 
the committees of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to bills of the 
Senate of the following titles: 

S. 346. An act to amend section 21 of the 
act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 184; U. S. C., 
sec. 597), prescribing fees of United States 
commissioners; and 

S. 1801. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of an additional judge for the district 
of Delaware. 
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COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS’ 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation may 
sit during the sessions of the House for 
the balance of this week during general 
debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, is 
that agreeable to the minority members 
of the committee? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; it is. 

Mr. RICH. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask 
the chairman of the committee if that 
committee should not consider some of 
the mistakes that have been made in leg- 
islation which was passed for the good 
of ex-servicemen, particularly in the 
payment of $20 a week. That is doing 
more injury to a great many ex-service- 
men than it is doing good. I hope that 
committee will give some consideration 
to that and require that if an ex-serv- 
iceman can get a job he should ac- 
cept that job, rather than loaf around 
and do nothing, and thus injure him- 
self and take money out of the Treasury 
that should be left in the Treasury. Men 
should take jobs when they are offered 
to them. 

Mr. RANKIN. I will say to the gen- 
tleman that it is in the law now. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 


ANDRE DACHARRY 


Mr. JENNINGS submitted the follow- 
ing conference report and statement on 
the bill (H. R. 2192) for the relief of 
Andre Dacharry: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
2192) for the relief of Andre Dacharry, hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by the 
Senate, to-wit: “$7,923.44”, insert “$9,923.44”; 
and the Senate agree to the same, 

J. M. COMBS, R 
JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on amendment of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 2192) for the relief of Andre 
Dacharry, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon and recommended in the accompanying 
conference report: 

The bill as passed the House appropriated 
the sum of $14,923.44 to Andre Dacharry, of 
Los Angeles, Calif., in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States for personal 
injuries, medical and hospital expenses, and 
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property damage sustained on January 19, 
1944, when he was struck by a United States 
Coast Guard truck, on the Coast Highway 
near Malibu Beach, Calif. 

The Senate reduced the sum to $7,923.44, 
and at the conference the amount of 
$9,923.44 was agreed upon. 

J. M: COMES, 
JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 2192) for the relief of 
Andre Dacharry. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
i = motion to reconsider was laid on the 

able. 


LEGAL GUARDIAN OF JAMES THOMPSON, 
A MINOR 


Mr. JENNINGS submitted the follow- 
ing conference report and statement on 
the bill (H. R. 3543) for the relief of the 
legal guardian of James Thompson, a 
minor: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3543) for the relief of the legal guardian of 
James Thompson, a minor, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec- 
ommend and do recommend to their respec- 
tive Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill, and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: On line 6, 
page 1, strike out the figures “$1.118.75" and 
in lieu thereof insert “$118.75”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the title of the bill and agree to the same, 

J. M. COMBS, 
W. A. PITTENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3543) for the 
relief of Elmer D. Thompson and the legal 
guardian of James Thompson, of Gurley, 
Ala., in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States for personal injuries, med- 
ical and hospital expenses, sustained by the 
said James Thompson, as a result of being 
struck by a United States Army vehicle on 
February 2, 1944, on United States Highway 
No. 17, in front of Crofts Grocery Store, in 
Windermire, Charleston, S. C., submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the con- 
ferees and recommended in the accompany- 
ing conference report. 

The bill as passed the House appropriated 
the sum of $1,118.75 to the legal guardian 
of James Thompson. The Senate amended 
the bill striking out certain sections and in- 
advertently left in the bill the sum of $118.75 
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which should have been deleted. At the 
conference the bill as passed the House as 
to the amount was agreed upon. 
J. M. COMBS, 
W. A. PITTENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 3543) for the relief of 
the legal guardian of James Thompson, 
a minor. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EMERGENCY PRICE CONTROL ACT, 1942 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers on 
the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference re- 
port and statement on House Joint Res- 
olution 371 extending the effective pe- 
riod of the Emergency Price Control Act 
of 1942, as amended, and the Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1942, as amended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 


ATOMIC ENERGY LEGISLATION 


Mr. KOPPLEMANN, Mr. Speaker, on 
Saturday, July 20, I addressed the com- 
mittee on S. 1717 on atomic energy. The 
reporter gave me my statement for cor- 
rection and revision. I did not return it 
in time for insertion in the Recorp. I 
now ask unanimous consent that it be 
placed in the permanent Recorp at the 
point where I spoke, as well as in the 
Appendix of today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Con- 
necticut? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp on three subjects and in 
two instances to include newspaper 
articles. 

GEN. R. M. LITTLEJOHN 


Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning Gen. R. M. Littlejohn was sworn 
in as War Assets Administrator and the 
country is to be congratulated on the 
President’s choice for this difficult posi- 
tion. 

General Littlejohn, a South Carolin- 
ian, has had a distinguished military 
career and we are proud of him. His 
over-all service in Europe in the quarter- 
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master and supply branch of General 
Eisenhower’s army was a major factor in 
our overwhelming victory in that theater. 
While the nature of his work did not 
bring the public acclaim and recognition 
he deserved, General Eisenhower has 
been first to acknowledge and commend 
General Littlejohn’s leadership and gi- 
gantic achievements. 

The people of the United States, some 
of whom have been disturbed by some 
phases of the handling of our war assets, 
may be assured of an honest, fearless, 
and able policy under the new Adminis- 
trator. General Littlejohn will do his 
duty as he sees it regardless of the devil, 
high water, and those who would profit 
at the expense of the taxpayers of the 
United States. 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 10 o’clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMITTEE IN- 
VESTIGATING DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS 
PROPERTY 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
the following privileged resolution (H, 
Res. 719) from the Committee on Ac- 
counts and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the further expenses of 
conducting the study and investigation au- 
thorized by House Resolution 385 of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, incurred by the se- 
lect committee appointed to study and in- 
vestigate the operation of the program for 
the disposition of surplus property, acting 
as a whole or by subcommittee, not to exceed 
$15,000 in addition to funds heretofore made 
available, including expenditures for the 
employment of experts, investigators, cleri- 
cal, stenographic, and other assistants, shall 
be paid out of the contingent fund of the 
House on vouchers authorized by such com- 
mittee or any subcommittee thereof conduct- 
ing such investigation, signed by the chair- 
man of the committee, and approved by the 
Committee on Accounts. 

Sxc. 2. The official committee reporters 
may be used at all hearings held in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia unless otherwise officially 
engaged. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman explain how 
much money we gave them previously? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. We previously gave 
them $45,000. Due to the fact that Con- 
gress will soon recess or adjourn it is 
necessary for them to have more money 
to carry on their work during the bal- 
ance of the year. The committee in 
making this investigation will be here 
in Washington most of the time, as they 
are just getting under way now with the 
surplus property disposal investigation. 
I understand the entire committee, both 
Repubiicans and Democrats, have agreed 
on this additional increase. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 


gentleman says they are going to be here 
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all summer. Are they also going to in- 
vestigate as to property which has been 
disposed of? Are they going to endeavor 
to learn anything as to why certain 
classes or items of property should not 
be offered as surplus? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I may say to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan that I under- 
stand the committee is going to make a 
thorough investigation of all phases of 
surplus property, off sales as well as on 
sales, and urge immediate sales of prop- 
erty which is now available and badly 
needed but not being sold. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman tell me why the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments which wrote the law did not 
make any investigation about it? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. The gentleman is a 
member of the committee. He can an- 
swer his own question. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
trouble is the gentleman is on the ma- 
jority side and I am on the minority. 
I cannot get any information cut of you 
fellows. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I think the gentleman 
did pretty well; he was there doing most 
of the talking. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. The resolution was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, during the 
month of May hearings were conducted 
by a subcommittee of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the 
House of Representatives on the ques- 
tion of establishing a national science 
foundation. A bill, H. R. 6448, which I 
introduced on May 15, 1946, was used as 
the basis for the hearings. Following 
these hearings the subcommittee in ex- 
ecutive session adopted several amend- 
ments to the bill and reported it, as 
amended, to the full committee. 

On last Friday it was the concensus of 
opinion of the members of the commit- 
tee, a quorum being present, that H. R. 
6448 and the Senate bill, S. 1850, be not 
considered before the adjournment or 
recess of the Congress. 

I desire to state that I am in accord 
with the decision of the full committee 
and to advise that I do not believe the 
committee could have taken any other 
action under the circumstances. 

The gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. RanpotpH] who is coauthor of the 
House proposal and who has been inter- 
ested in the subject for many years, ad- 
vises me that he also is in accord with 
the thinking of the committee on the 
point involved. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
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dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Vooruts of California addressed 
the House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in three instances and include 
certain newspaper excerpts. 

Mr. KNUTSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp-and include two letters. 

Mr. MASON asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the REC- 
orD and include a short editorial entitled 
Whose Inflation Is It?” 

Mr. ELLIS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the Recor and include 
a statement made before the Committee 
on Agriculture. = 

Mr. GRANT of Indiana asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp in two instances, to in- 
clude in one a newspaper article, and in 
the other a resolution. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recor and include a statement 
from the State Chamber of Commerce in 
California. 

Mr. FARRINGTON asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an essay on 
food. 

Mr. PITTENGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in three instances, in one to in- 
clude an editorial, and in the other two 
newspaper items. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Harness of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix. ] 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDonoucu addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


AVIATION 


Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The.SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
greatly interested in the remarks made 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Voornis) dealing with the problem of 
the veterans in connection with the de- 
velopment of the business of aviation in 
this country. I think the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board is now considering the 
adoption of policies that can either spell 
failure or progress for the future develop- 
ment of aviation. In my section of the 
country we have the same problem as 
has been described by the gentleman 
from California. We have the problem 
of the World War veterans who want to 
engage in the business of carrying pas- 
sengers and freight, and they have got 
to have some new regulations or changes 


in the present regulations of the Civil. 


Aeronautics Board if they are to suc- 
ceed. 


NORTHERN MINNESOTA INTERESTED 


I have in my office files now, Mr. 
Speaker, correspondence from my section 
of Minnesota, which indicates that the 
people at Hibbing, Minn., Virginia, 
Minn., Eveleth, Minn., and other towns 
are very much concerned about air 
transportation service. They want 
Scheduled trips possible and applica- 
tions are on file with the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Board to accomplish those results. 
We know that we need a sound system of 
air transportation, but I have investi- 
gated conditions in the northern terri- 
tory and I know that nonscheduled air 
carriers should be permitted to continue 
their operations. There should be no 
delay in acting on applications which will 
bring about these results. 

If the Civil Aeronautics Board needs 
additional employees so that applica- 
tions can be promptly investigated and 
acted on promptly, then Congress should 
appropriate the money for that purpose. 

AVIATION IS IN ITS INFANCY 


There can be no question about the 
need of making possible the development 
of airplane service both for the carry- 
ing of passengers and transportation of 
certain types of freight. I have a letter 
from a prominent resident of Hibbing in 
which he discusses the need for airplane 
service in his vicinity. He says in sub- 
stance that a new air line, operated by 
ex-servicemen, has endeavored to supply 
Hibbing and the entire Iron Range ter- 
ritory with inexpensive and rapid serv- 
ice to Milwaukee and Chicago. He points 
out that other transportation types are 
wholly inadequate to give this service 
and that an air line from Hibbing to Mil- 
waukee and Chicago is the solution of 
the problem. 

This party also calls attention to the 
fact that the suspension of service here- 
tofore rendered has caused great incon- 
venience to the traveling public and 
that there is much criticism. He says 
directly that the action of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board in a recent ruling limiting 
the existing air-line service to 10 round 
trips a month has resulted in much criti- 
cism. He further points out that the 
existing air-line cOmpany which has 
been rendering this service is composed 
of ex-servicemen. He asks me to do what 
I can to have this service restored. 
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WORLD WAR II VETERANS ARE INTERESTED 


It should be noted, Mr. Speaker, that 
the veterans of World War II are directly 
interested in the regulations which are 
to be promulgated by the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Board in connection with this ques- 
tion. As I have indicated, protests are 
coming into the office right along against 
the proposal to restrict charter air lines 
to 10 trips a month between any two 
points. If we believe in the future of 
aviation and if we want to help the 
thousands of World War veterans who 
were connected with the Air Forces dur- 
ing World War II, then we will encourage 
rather than restrict the development of 
air transportation for passenger pur- 
poses. We should use these former mili- 
tary pilots, as well as other former 
veterans who were in our Army Air 
Forces and who are now available, to 
develop in the United States a great 
aviation program with unlimited pos- 
sibilities. 

Congress should examine immediately 
into the question of the formation of the 
right kind of policies and regulations so 
that no mistakes will be made. I realize 
that some of the established air carriers 
that have a monopoly on air transporta- 
tion will not be in favor of this program 
which I am here advocating. They will 
undoubtedly feel that it will hurt their 
business. This is just the old story of 
selfish opposition putting itself in the 
way of progress. As matters stand at 
the present time, the existing aviation 
lines do not reach into northern Minne- 
sota territory. They probably have all 
they can do to take care of their own 
existing systems. The establishment of 
proper regulations to permit charter air 
lines to open up this new territory will 
not only not hurt the existing major air 
carriers, but will, in the long run, furnish 
them with more passengers than they 
have at the present time. 

Back in January I became interested in 
this question of having young men who 
were in the Army and Navy Air Forces in 
World War II engage in the development 
of civil aeronautics following their dis- 
charge from service. I expressed my 
views on that subject to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board and urged that an appli- 
cation for a certificate to operate a pas- 
senger air line between Chicago and 
Duluth should be granted. I pointed out 
that we had an opportunity regardless of 
the clear duty, to show some appreciation 
to returning World War II veterans by 
taking favorable action along these 
lines. 

NORTHERN MINNESOTA AIRPORTS ALL WANT 

AVIATION EXPANDED 


In this connection I would point out, 
Mr. Speaker, that through my efforts 
northern Minnesota has been helped by 
the Federal Government in the building 
of splendid airports at Duluth, Hibbing, 
International Falls and Eveleth. All of 
these airports started a number of years 
ago as WPA projects. When World War 
II came along they were abandoned for 
the time being. Following the close of 
World War II, I secured additional ap- 
propriations from the Federal Govern- 
ment and charter airline service is now 
demanded by these different villages and 
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cities. Failure to encourage charter air- 
line service will be a step backwards and 
we cannot permit it to take place. 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD HAS BEEN RENDERING 
FINE SERVICE 


In connection with the foregoing, I 
think I should say frankly that the Civil 
Aeronautics Board is confronted with 
many difficult problems. It has an in- 
dustry that is almost entirely new and 
like all new lines of endeavor, unexpected 
conditions are developing which require 
study and considerable time in arriving 
at proper conclusions. The Civil Aero- 
nautics Board is charged, so far as our 
Government is concerned, with the re- 
sponsibility for looking after the safety 
of passengers on the airlines. It must 
establish regulations and set standards 
for the safety of the public. No one 
wants the Civil Aeronautics Board to do 
otherwise. We do, however, want them 
to realize that Members of Congress are 
intensely interested in aviation and that 
we want to be helpful in connection with 
the work of this valuable and important 
Government agency. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp relative to the pres- ` 
ent situation facing the Medical Division 
of the Army due to the delay of legis- 
lation covering permanent commissioned 
ranks for nurses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana and Mr. 
AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked and 
were given permission to extend their 
remarks in the RECORD. 


RANK FOR NURSES 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, in 
World War I nurses in the Army were 
given what was known as relative rank 
in order to assure them adequate au- 
thority on the wards. In this war, in 
order to attract the type of women that 
were necessary to care for our men, Army 
nurses were given commissioned rank 
“for the duration of the war and 6 
months thereafter. Last November a 
bill expressing the unanimous opinion of 
the Medical Division of the Army was 
sent to G-1 for study and approval. 

This bill should have reached us weeks 
and months ago. Its delay has created 
a most unfortunate situation. The 
nurses would be fully justified should 
they be unwilling to enlist and reenlist 
in a corps which has been an integral 
part of the Army for over 50 years but 
which has not been given the perma- 
nently dignified status that is its due. 
Because I believe the country has the 
right to know something of the thorny 
path which a bill has to go through when 
it comes from a department, is batied 
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around and finally gets to the Budget, is 
lost there for some time and then comes 
back to the House as this bill does at a 
moment when the committee has an- 
nounced it will hold no further hearings, 
I have secured unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Appendix of 
the Record giving in some detail the his- 
tory of the proposed Army Nurse Corps 
legislation. 


THE MIDWEST PURGE 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I hold in 
my hand a newspaper article carrying a 
release from London by the Associated 
Press saying that in Bulgaria and Yugo- 
slavia the Communist leaders are carry- 
ing on a great purge. Here we cry out 
against that procedure, yet the same 
thing is going on out in the Middle West, 
and the President threatens to carry it 
on all through the country. While their 
actions here are similar to those in Bul- 
garia and Yugoslavia, I hope their ob- 
jective is not the same. 


CONDITION OF OUR TRUST FUND 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I hold in my 
hand the statement of the Treasury of 
July 15. I note that we have in the 
trust fund $7,640,427,571.95. If the 
bankers of this country would invest 
their trust funds the same as Congress 
invests its trust funds, they would all be 
behind the bars. The situation is this: 
We have a debt of $268,000,000,000. We 
went into the red $21,000,000,000 last 
year. You are going into the red at the 
rate of $1,000,000,000 a month now. 
What are you going to do at the end of 
the year to protect these trust funds if 
you are permitted to make investments 
such as you have at the present time? 
It is not right, it is not honorable, and it 
is not just. You cannot remedy this 
situation until you spend less than you 
take into the United States Treasury. 
If you do not do that you make our 
bonds worthless, you will wreck every 
bank and insurance company in our 
land. You are dissipating the funds in 
trust for all agencies of your Govern- 
ment. Balance the budget, stop squan- 
dering, or go broke. 


AMENDMENT OF MINERAL LEASING ACT 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(S. 1236) to amend the Mineral Leasing 
Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil 
and gas on the public domain, and for 
other purposes, with House amendments 
thereto, insist on the House amendments, 
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and agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Flor- 
ida? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, and appoints the following con- 
ferees: Messrs. Peterson of Florida, 
WHITE, FERNANDEZ, LECOMPTE, and BAR- 
RETT of Wyoming. 

MINIMUM-WAGE BILL ACTION NEEDED 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, there 
are more than 4,000,000 individuals who 
are working in the United States in man- 
ufacturing industries who are receiving 
less than 60 cents an hour. It is be- 
lieved about 330,000 receive less than 50 
cents an hour; 1,560,000 receive less than 
60 cents; and 2,380,000 make less than 
65 cents an hour. The House Commit- 
tee on Labor reported many weeks ago 
legislation to amend the Wages and 
Hours Act of 1938. The Senate had pre- 
viously taken affirmative action by the 
passage of such a measure. We attempt- 
ed to get a rule from the Committee on 
Rules to bring this legislation to the 
House floor but, to date, it has been de- 
nied. The petition on the Speaker’s desk, 
to bring the proposal to the floor, con- 
tains approximately 130 names. I regret 
there has not been a debate in this body 
on the matter. I believe it is the duty of 
the House of Representatives to take ap- 
propriate action, voting this legislation 
either up or down before we recess. Per- 
sonally, I am vigorously for it, and I be- 
lieve the House should speak its will. 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Education may meet this afternoon 
during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


CONGRESSIONAL ELECTIONS 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, when the Atlantic Charter, 
written by Roosevelt and Churchill and 
heralded by their worshipers as a char- 
ter of world-wide freedom, was given 
out, many understood that it meant not 
only that the “four freedoms” were to be 
established throughout the world but 
thought that all people were to have the 
privilege of establishing their own form 
of government. Some of us even thought 
the administration did not intend to in- 
terfere in elections in this country. 

If the press carries the correct infor- 
mation, the President is not disposed to 
permit the people of a congressional dis- 
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trict to follow the constitutional method 
of selecting their Representative with- 
out interference from Federal officials 
now running for two offices. I see the 
majority leader here on the floor, and I 
should like to have him tell us how they 
get that way. The President is running 
for renomination as President, and he is 
also running, you might say, by proxy, 
for Congressman down in a Missouri dis- 
trict. That is to say, he wants a rubber 
stamp and a mouthpiece here in Con- 
gress in place of a man, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SLAUGHTER] who 
thinks and then acts on his own judg- 
ment instead of blindly following the 
party line of the New Deal. 


ADDITIONAL EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 


Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlemen from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I call the 
attention of my colleagues to the need for 
early and favorable action on the bill (S. 
2085) carrying out recommendations of 
President Truman for added educational 
classroom and other facilities at the uni- 
versities and colleges now carrying out 
the educational program under the GI 
bill of rights. The other body has acted 
favorably on this legislation, and a com- 
panion bill is now pending in the House 
Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, where an effort will be made to 
report it out this week. I plead with my 
colleagues to take favorable action on 
this legislation. 


GOVERNMENT FINANCES 


Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, who is al- 
ways worried about taxes, spoke about 
how banks would be criminally prose- 
cuted if they did the same thing as the 
Government. What about the series of 
times up to 1928 when the banks and the 
business interest of this country owed 
not $270,000,000,000 but $300,000,000,000, 
and the banks and business went down. 
I would rather have us in our present 
financial condition where we owe this 
debt cooperatively. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. DONDERO asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial. 

Mr. LECOMPTE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include an 
editorial from the Oskaloosa (Iowa) 
Herald. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LEGISLATION 


The SPEAKER. This is District of 
Columbia day. The Chair recognizes 
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the gentleman from California IMr. 
HEALY]. 


REBUILDING SLUM AREAS 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the bill (S. 1426) to provide for the re- 
planning and rebuilding of slum, blight- 
ed, and other areas of the District of 
Columbia and the assembly, by pur- 
chase or condemnation, of real property 
in such areas and the sale or lease thereof 
for the redevelopment of such area in ac- 
cordance with said plans; and to provide 
for the organization of, procedure for, 
and the financing of such planning, ac- 
quisition, and sale or lease; and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be considered in the House 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? > 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
bill be limited to 1 hour, the time to be 
equally divided between myself and the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio, Mr. Speaker, I 
am opposed to the bill S. 1426. It has 
been advertised as a private-industry 
measure. It is nothing of the sort. I 
want to go over a few of its important 
provisions. The bill defines a housing 
project to mean any low-rent housing 
as defined in the United States Housing 
Act of 1937. It is important to realize 
this because this measure ties in directly 
with the old USHA, all protests to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Low-rent 
housing is defined as housing that shall 
not be rented for more than $13 per 
month per room, excluding utilities. 
Public low-rent housing is defined as 
housing constructed for families of low 
income, at rentals which, including the 
value or cost to tenants of heat, light, 
water, cooking fuel, shall not exceed one- 
fifth of the highest net family income of 
families eligible for tenancy in such 
housing, as herein provided. Dwellings 
in public low-rent housing shall be avail- 
able solely for such families of low in- 
come whose net family income does not 
exceed the maximum net family income 
falling within the lowest 20 percent by 
number of all family incomes in the 
District of Columbia. 

It then provides that this definition 
shall be reexamined by the Commission- 
ers for the District of Columbia and a 
public hearing shall be held thereon to 
determine whether administrative or in- 
terpretive difficulties or unsatisfactory 
progress in the provision of low-rent 
housing requires modification thereof. 
Upon the conclusion of such hearing the 
Commissioners shall forthwith make 
recommendations to Congress whether 
said definition should be modified and, if 
so, to what extent. 
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In other words, we place a definition 
in this measure, and then provide spe- 
cifically that such definition may be al- 
tered at the end of 1 year. Specific 
direction is provided for making it pos- 
sible to alter the definition. That is the 
substance of this provision. 

Now, it is important, I think, that the 
Congress do everything within its power 
to prevent this continual expansion of 
bureaucracy and entrenchment of Gov- 
ernment upon private enterprise. This 
opens a way to the violation of both of 
those things. 

This sets up what is known as the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Agency, and such agency shall have the 
power to acquire and assemble real prop- 
erty by purchase, exchange, gift, dedi- 
cation, or eminent domain, and includ- 
ing the power to rent, maintain, manage, 
operate, repair, clear, transfer, lease, and 
sell such real property, but excluding 
the power to build new structures 
thereon, other than the improvements 
mentioned in 7 (i) or the power to en- 
large, extend, or make major structural 
improvements of existing buildings. 

It sets up a commission and appro- 
priates funds for its administration—an- 
other Federal agency, another addition 
to our bureaucracy. When, I ask, in the 
name of heaven, are we going to stop 
this thing of adding to and enlarging 
bureaus, boards, and commissions, and 
enhancing their power? 

It appropriates $20,000,000 for the 
project. The argument has been made 
that this is a private-enterprise venture, 
yet the Federal Government appropri- 
ates $20,000,000. It is said it is not for 
the purpose of building houses. What 
is the $20,000,000 for? What are you 
going to build on this land? Of course, 
it is a building project. It is for the 
purpose of constructing and repairing 
homes, and the Federal Government 
puts in $20,000,000. 

This bill lays down a pattern for the 
whole country, just as was done with 
respect to the Alley Dwelling Authority. 
Here is one of the main objections to this 
measure, and, if for no other reason, it 
should be defeated. 

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. RICH. Is it not a fact that if they 
have dwellings that are unsanitary and 
are not up to the proper standard, the 
people who own the real estate and own 
those properties can either be made to 
fix it up or have the property razed, so 
that if they are not fit to be used for 
dwellings, why should the Federal Gov- 
ernment do everything for the people 
of the District or any other city? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The gentleman, 
of course, is absolutely correct about 
that. 

Now, this matter of flxing maximum 
rent that must be charged for these 
houses, gives the Federal Government 
complete jurisdiction and control over 
this whole matter. What is the differ- 
ence between controlling and owning? 

That is the way Hitler did it. I think 
it was Dorothy Thompson who said 
that in Russia they take your cow and 
milk, too; that in Germany they let you 
keep your cow, but take the milk. That 
is about what this proposition means, 
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At any rate if the Federal Government 
can control the rents in these buildings 
it might just as well own them and I 
say that the objections to this measure 
are so great that it ought to be defeated. 

Mr. McDONOUGH, Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Insofar as fix- 
ing rentals for the projects is concerned, 
does not the gentleman agree that a 
rental has to be fixed in order to liqui- 
date the project if the Federal Gov- 
ernment put any money into it? If 
there were no set rental there would be 
no assurance of returning the funds. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The argument I 
make is that there should be no project 
at all, the Federal Government ought to 
stay out of this kind of business. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Will not the gen- 
tleman agree that for a period of years 
in this Nation, long before the war, pri- 
vate enterprise was given a full oppor- 
tunity to correct some of the insanitary 
living conditions but did no: do it? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I have more 
faith in private enterprise in America, 
and I feel if these things were left alone, 
if the Government did not interfere, 
that the conditions mentioned would be 
solved and solved right. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman one additional minute. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I know the ex- 
perience we ran into in the city of Los 
Angeles, where on a small lot hardly 
large enough for one family, four or five 
were permitted to live, for the man who 
owned the property wanted to get all he 
could out of it. When you consider the 
fact that these people could not have 
satisfactory living conditions it had to be 
corrected, something had to be done to 
overcome it. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. It may be true 
that something has to be done, but I 
doubt whether this is the way to do it. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Something has to 
be done. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope I can bring to the 
attention of the House the reason why 
we have an alley dwelling problem in 
Washington. 

In the days of the Civil War we had 
fine large homes in the city and people 
moved in along with their servants, their 
slaves; they had quarters for them, 
They had fine stables, they had a place to 
quarter their horses, and so Washington 
flourished as a very fine southern town; 
but as the trend to modernism began to 
touch Washington these stables were va- 
cated; sometimes they were converted 
into garages when an automobile was 
acquired, But the fact of the matter is 
that we had a lot of fine brick struc- 
tures—at least they were fine at one 
time—along the alleys of Washington, 
and when they were no longer in use for 
the original purpose, itinerant families 
moved right in and continued to live 
there in squalor and in poverty and in 
filth. The result is that we have thou- 
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sands of alley structures in Washington 
today. We realize, of course, that we 
have to have some correction, that 
some curative power had to be applied, 
and back in 1934 we set up the Alley 
Dwelling Authority. Because it had 
limited power it could deal only with 
limited parcels at a time, and the 
progress made in a period of 12 years 
has been rather disappointing to me; 
and yet I do not blame the Alley Dwell- 
ing Authority because they were operat- 
ing under an act into which the Con- 
gress wrote restrictions and limitations to 
~~ extent that they could not get re- 
sults, 

The amazing thing is that in this year 
of our Lord and this year of grace 1946 
that kind of situation should still pre- 
vail in what we are pleased to regard as 
the Nation’s Capital, the finest city in 
the United States, and we hope, the fin- 
est city in the whole wide world; but any- 
body who goes to the trouble of cruising 
around Washington, examining the al- 
leys and alley dwellings at times neces- 
sarily hangs his head in shame that so 
many thousands of families are occupy- 
ing such squalid property. 

As a member of the District Commit- 
tee, and this is my fourteenth year on 
that committee, I made it my business on 
many occasions to start out and devote 
portions of afternoons and eyenings to 
an investigation and an examination of a 
good many of these dwellings, It makes 
you really heartsick at times. But I go 
back to the fact that the Alley Dwelling 
Authority does not haye authority 
enough to cope with this problem. This 
is going to be a continuing problem for 
50 or 100 years to come unless we address 
ourselves to it with vigor and provide 
some kind of an agency that is to be em- 
powered to deal with the problem. 

The bill now before you seeks to create 
a redevelopment authority and the rea- 
son it does so is because you have to as- 
semble areas of terrain, you have to move 
in and take over a generous portion, let 
us say, and redefine it, rezone it, replan 
it; then make it available, not to a gov- 
ernmental agency to build necessarily 
but to a private corporation that will 
agree by contract to carry out that plan. 
My good friend and brother the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. SMITH] said that we 
are creating a planning commission in 
this bill. We do nothing of the kind. 
The Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion has existed ever since I can remem- 
ber, was authored by a Republican Sena- 
tor, Senator CAPPER, of Kansas, and it 
has been functioning for a long time to 
beautify the Nation’s Capital in order to 
give us more spacious areas and parks 
and to make it a city that is truly befit- 
ting the prestige of a great city in the 
United States. So we do not create a 
planning commission. That. Planning 
Commission has been authorized and has 
been receiving appropriations I expect 
for 20 or more years. It is doing a rea- 
sonably good job. 

Mr. Speaker, a block of blighted prop- 
erty in an area is assembled so that it be- 
comes a project area, It must first have 
the approval of the Park and Planning 
Commission; then this property may be 
sold to a private corporation for the 
building of homes if the corporation will 
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agree to abide by the plan. That is a 
very sensible proposition, in my judg- 
ment. 

My good friend and brother referred, 
of course, to the $20,000,000 involved 
here. To be sure there is authorized 
here an appropriation for $20,000,000, 
but before you comment on it too much 
you want to reexamine the language of 
the bill. I know that the Members as 
such serving on busy committees do not 
have time to always measure and explore 
this legislation, but you should not at- 
tack too lightly legislation that has re- 
ceived the sustained attention of the 
District Committee for more than 2 
years. I am in Mr. SMITE’s corner when 
it comes to private enterprise and I can 
say to you that this bill has the endorse- 
ment and support of the private-housing 
people in Washington. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I believe I am 
correct in making the statement that 
the people who are interested in private 
enterprise and private building in Wash- 
ington offered this measure as a means 
of stopping the United States Housing 
Authority from further extension and 
has not offered the bill on its merits. 

Mr. DIRKSEN, Does the gentleman 
say that with authority? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I believe I do. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does the gentleman 


say he states that with authority? 


Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I believe I do, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I-beg to differ with 
the gentleman because I do not believe 
there is any authority for the statement. 
These people come to my office rather 
than to other offices and they come to 
the offices of members of the District 
Committee. They give you all the litera- 
ture, they give you their own viewpoint. 
We have had the public housers, we 
have had the slum clearance group; we 
have had the private-enterprise group; 
and I can say on my own responsibility, 
as a Member of this House and as a 
member of the District Committee, that 
I know this bill begets the support of 
the private-enterprise group in Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I believe I know 
something about the background for the 
development of this program, too. I 
want to say to the gentleman that I have 
been consulted about it, so that I am 
fully aware of the development of the 
program from its inception to its present 
state, and I reassert, what I said before, 
that the objective of this particular pro- 
gram is to defeat further extension of the 
United States Housing Authority Act in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Well, the gentleman 
is fully entitled to share that view and 
graciously do I accord him that privi- 
lege. But I say on my responsibility as 
a Member, with authority—and I can 
go to that room and call up and get 
that authority verified within the next 
5 minutes—that this bill has the support 
and the endorsement of private-enter- 
prise groups here in Washington. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. With what vigor should 
they prosecute the work under this bill? 
Are they supposed to go ahead and take 
the $20,000,000 and try to contract for 
as much property as they can and change 
it as fast as possible, or do they have 
years in which to complete it? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I hope they will prose- 
cute this program with genuine vigor, 
because they have a job that must be 
done. We provide $20,000,000 out of the 
Federal Treasury, and that $20,000,000 
becomes a trust fund, so you are expend- 
ing out of the trust fund in proportion 
as slum property is assembled and then 
resold or leased to private parties, 
whether it be a development corporation 
or otherwise, and the proceeds then go 
into that trust fund. We operate for a 
period of 10 years, and after that time 
whatever the balance is in that fund is 
covered into the miscellaneous receipts 
of the Treasury of the United States. 
Consequently this is in the nature of an 
advance. We hope it will be self-liqui- 
dating. I am not prepared now to say 
whether it will be self-liquidating or not; 
it may be. But if we get back the prin- 
cipal without interest involved, I would 
be very happy about it, 

But the point is that the accrual of 
income, in the form of rent and the in- 
crement from sales of property, is to be 
covered into this trust fund, and at the 
end of 10 years, whatever is the bal- 
ance—if it is $20,000,000, all right; if it 
is $10,000,000, all right; if it is $15,000,000 
or $25,000,000 all right—whatever it is, 
it goes into the miscellaneous receipts of 
the Treasury. In the event of a deficit, 
the District of Columbia and the United 
States would share the deficit. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself five additional minutes. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield further, my own belief 
would be this: Personally I am interested 
in getting rid of a lot of these properties 
that we have in the District. I think 
they are a disgrace. I would not have 
them in my town; I just would not be a 
party to a town that would have such a 
disgraceful place where people live. But 
if you are going to spend $20,000,000 and 
then purchase these properties and then 
sell them to real-estate agents, and they, 
in turn, build properties, you are not go- 
ing to make anything out of it. You are 
going to lose. Well, that is all right, 
too; I am not interested in that. But I 
am interested in whether or not you are 
going to prosecute this job as fast as 
possible and if the bill aims to do that, 
for this reason: There are so many places 
in this country today where things have 
to be and ought to be done. This is one 
thing that could be delayed a little while, 
and only in case we have workers who 
need these jobs should this be prose- 
cuted, in my judgment. I do not think 
we ought to try to start something here 
now when there are so many other things 
that are so important for this Nation to 
do, and this is not one that ought to be 
given the right-of-way above many 
others. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I submit to my friend, 
as a very successful businessman, and 
all the world knows that he is, that when 
you undertake to assemble—— 

Mr. RICH. I am one step ahead of 
the sheriff. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. When you undertake 
to assemble blanket property and you 
work out a plan, you try to lay out the 
streets, whatever parking is necessary, 
whatever park areas are necessary, and 
children’s playgrounds, if they are to be 
included. You know it takes a long time 
to do that. Some folks believe you can 
start out from scratch and show great 
results at the end of a year. If this pro- 
gram gets decently under way with most 
of its preliminary work inside of 1 year 
I should be very happy about it, and that 
is the reason it ought to be resolved on 
the basis of a 10-year program, because 
of the preliminary steps that have to be 
taken; the negotiation for and acquisi- 
tion of property, examination of titles, 
clearances, and whatever else is involved. 

Mr. RICH. I agree with the gentle- 
man on that that it will take time to get 
the preliminary drawings and plans and 
specifications ready. But we are short 
of houses in this country, and we are 
constantly talking about veterans’ 
houses. If you displace people and tear 
down these houses you will have to use a 
lot of material that should go into vet- 
erans’ houses and help the country gen- 
erally. This does not have to be prose- 
cuted at the earliest possible moment, 
we might say, because we can delay it 
for a term of 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 years, if 
necessary. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. On the item of dis- 
placing people whose homes may be torn 
down, there is a provision in this bill on 
page 20 relating to housing of displaced 
people. The Commissioners must first 
be satisfied that decent standard dwell- 
ings are available before you shove some- 
body in the street. This bill represents 
the best efforts of every group that I 
know anything about in Washington 
that has an interest in this matter for 
a period of 2 years for the purpose of 
reconciling and harmonizing these diffi- 
culties. We finally got into that stage, 
and the last real difficulty was in con- 
nection with the definition of low-rent 
housing, to which my friend from Ohio 
alluded a moment ago. There are lots 
of people, even private-enterprise people, 
who would like to modify that definition 
to make it apply to the lower 40 percent 
of people. We tried to make it apply to 
the lower 20 percent of the people and 
then see what comes out of it. After a 
year the definition can be reexamined. 
The Commissioners will hold a public 
hearing. They will then recommend or 
Suggest to the Congress any modifica- 
tions that might be made. But the 
authority to translate the modification 
into law still reposes in the hands of the 
Congress, where it very properly belongs, 
So, when all is said and done, this is an 
excellent piece of work in bringing these 
divergent groups together. I sincerely 
hope this bill will pass without a dis- 
senting vote. 

Mr. RICH. We are going to tell the 
ones in authority that they are not to 
throw people out in order to get these 
properties, and that they must take their 
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time because of the scarcity of materials, 
until the whole country gets the benefit? 
If they do that, then I would be in sym- 
pathy with this legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself two additional minutes. 

There is a proviso here for an annual 
report. Do not forget that constantly 
these people are coming back before the 
House Committee on Appropriations, 
and there is always an opportunity to 
examine into their operations and to call 
them to account. 

Mr. RICH. You are going to give 
them $20,000,000 now? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; but the District 
Commissioners, who have an integral 
part in this whole business, are coming 
up before Congress every year on their 
annual budget. Of course, while their 
budget may not be involved, the whole 
operation of the District of Columbia is 
involved when they justify their expend- 
itures before our committee. 

Mr. RICH. When the District budget 
comes before you, and they want to have 
these child day-care centers continued, 
I think that matter should be looked into 
carefully. In many cases in the District 
the father and the mother are both 
working, making $10,000 a year. They 
leave their children for some maid to 
take care of, and we appropriate money 
for that care. I do not want any more 
of that. I want you to keep those 
women at home. Let them take care of 
their children as ordinary mothers would 
do and as mothers should do. If you 
appropriate any money for that, then I 
would be against a lot of legislation the 
District wants and ought to have. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My friend has a great 
and swelling heart that beats in sympa- 
thy with the needy veterans. Suppose 
a soldier has been killed overseas and 
his widow lives here in Washington and 
has two children. She finds herself a 
$1,620 job in the Government. What 
happens to the children if she cannot 
farm them out to anybody? That is 
what we have done. 

Mr. RICH. I think we ought to help 
that woman whose husband has been 
killed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is what we have 
been doing. 

Mr. RICH. However, I do not think 
we ought to do it that way. That 
mother has a greater desire to care for 
those children than anybody else. If 
the condition in which she finds herself 
is the fault of the Government, then we 
ought to take care of her and the chil- 
dren, and let that mother stay at home 
with her children. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, this 
legislation is meritorious. A measure 
somewhat different, but in essence the 
same as the bill now presented for your 
consideration, passed the Senate of the 
United States on October 18, 1945. There 
was no disposition within the House Dis- 
trict Committee to act hurriedly on an 
important problem of this type. A sub- 
committee therefore was appointed and 
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oughly into the subject matter of the 
Senate bill and developed many ideas in 
the testimony which were helpful not 
alone to the subcommittee but to the full 
committee in considering the bill S. 1426, 
which has been reported from the House 
District Committee to the floor for your 
consideration and I trust favorable ac- 
tion this afternoon. 

The gentleman from Illinois, Repre- 
sentative Dirksen, the ranking minority 
member of the House District Commit- 
tee, has given a very concise and very 
fair statement of the purposes involved 
in the legislation and of the details of 
the administration and the agency, if it 
is created, which would be established 
through the passage of this measure. I 
desire once again to reiterate what the 
gentleman from Illinois, Representative 
Dirksen, said during his discussion 
that it is not contemplated that this new 
land agency shall build or operate hous- 
ing on the land that it acquires here or 
elsewhere. It is believed that private 
parties will be encouraged to undertake 
such building and that, therefore, the 
program will be one which in essence 
combines the best features of public and 
private housing. 

If, however, private capital should fail 
to meet this opportunity then, and only 
then, would public redevelopment cor- 
porations be given an opportunity to 
build and operate projects. 

This it is to be noted will be only after 
private enterprise as represented through 
a responsible private development com- 
pany, individual, or partnership shall 
have been given a preference over any 
public redevelopment company. Cer- 
tainly this proposed legislation seeks to 
provide private enterprise in the District 
of Columbia with an opportunity to meet 
the need here for low-rent housing. 

I think it is important to say to my 
colleagues once again that we are not 
passing legislation for the city of Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Ohio. ° 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I must take 
sharp exception to that because of your 
low real-estate tax rate in the District of 
Columbia. You have a rate of $1.75, 
which is way below the rate of other cities 
of the same size. I feel the District of 
Columbia is in a position to take care of 
this situation without calling upon the 
rest of the country to finance the pro- 
gram. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I realize the con- 
tention of the gentleman from Ohio. He 
is in sharp disagreement with me and I 
am in sharp disagreement with him. I 
repeat, we are not passing legislation to- 
day, if this bill receives your approval, for 
the city of Washington. We are acting 
in our capacities, individually and col- 
lectively, for the District of Columbia, 
which is the Capital—our Federal Gov- 
ernment, our United States, as it were, 
from the standpoint of this tremendously 
important city. The questions raised to- 
day in the minds of several gentlemen, 
including the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. RicH], are questions which 
have a right to be discussed on this floor. 


_ the members ef that group went thor- I have felt on many occasions that not 
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the criticisms but the constructive view- 
points expressed by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania are helpful to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia and 
to others who attempt to legislate for this 
jurisdiction. He has pointed out many 
times the fears that he has and he has 
asked us, who have an interest with you, 
of course, in the passage of this type of 
legislation, to embrace logical thinking 
as we carry forward any such agency as 
would be created by this bill. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. RICH. I am inclined to be very 
sympathetic about this because of the 
conditions in these alleys. They are not 
fit to live in. But I want it to be done 
at a rate that is not going to discom- 
mode the rest of the country. I want 
the ex-service men and women to have 
an opportunity first to get what they 
need and then to have this work done 
gradually, which will benefit both the 
District of Columbia and the country at 
large. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The displacement of the slum areas in 
the District of Columbia is a matter of 
prime importance and this Congress, act- 
ing not for the city of Washington but 
for the National Capital has a respon- 
sibility to eliminate insofar as possible 
the disgraceful living conditions which 
we all know exist at the present time. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman one additional minute. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I would like to 
ask this question On page 30, line 9, does 
this not lay down a pattern for the 
country? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. No; I do not believe 
there is any pattern laid down for the 
country by the passage of this legisla- 
tion. It deals with the District of Co- 
lumbia, with the elimination of slum 
areas within this jurisdiction. I cannot 
see why any plan or any set procedure, 
which later may or may not be followed 
by the Federal Government, would be 
involved. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. But it says, “leg- 
islation authorizing Federal assistance to 
localities for purposes of land assembly.” 
What localities? ; 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Well, here we are 
dealing with the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. But general leg- 
islation authorizing Federal assistance. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; but we are not 
passing general legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. But it speaks 
about passing general legislation later. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I believe the gen- 
tleman’s fear is not well founded. Per- 
haps the gentleman desires to offer an 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. BATES]. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, with so much to do in the House 
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this week, I know we should give con- 
sideration to matters of such importance 
as embraced in this bill. However, this 
bill is not being brought in during the 
closing hours under suspension of the 
rules or with any idea of rushing it 
through or in any way having it appear 


that haste has been entered into in the 


proper consideration of this bill. 

This bill was filed in October 1945. It 
has been under consideration by the 
Senate and House Committees on the 
District of Columbia over that long pe- 
riod of time. I well recall in the early 
part of this year this bill came to the 
House Committee on the District of 
Columbia and we were not satisfied with 
the Senate bill. We wanted very definite 
changes made in the construction of the 
bill, in order that proper sium clearance 
could be carried out in the District of 
Columbia, as the House committee felt 
it should be. 

It has been thoroughly considered, and 
it now comes here with the unanimous 
support of the membership of the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia, 
and we do hope that the House in the 
closing hours of this Congress will see 
fit to enact it into law. 

This bill simply creates another agency 
for the purpose of clearing property 
within the District of Columbia, thereby 
hoping that private industry, through 
the procedure set up, will take hold of 
the local housing projects and develop 
it along private housing lines. 

We have seen a lot of public housing 
and we have been very, very much dis- 
appointed with the way much of it has 
been carried on. The purpose of this 
bill is not to rush the program, but is 
for the purpose of setting up this agency 
so that they can make a thorough study, 
survey, and estimate of the costs, and 
then, in cooperation with the Planning 
Commission, have this community lay 
out a sensible, well-developed program 
of housing. 

When I came to this Congress 10 years 
ago, it was uppermost in my mind, as it 
probably is uppermost in the mind of 
every Member who comes here for the 
first time, or many of the citizens who 
come here for the first time, hew thor- 
oughly disgusted we were with the hous- 
ing and the character of dwellings in 
which the people of this community 
lived. Here we are in the Capital City 
of the Nation, in the greatest Nation of 
the world, with the most blighted areas 
that can be found anywhere from one 
end of this country to the other. It 
seems to me that we as Members of Con- 
gress have a great responsibility in this 
matter, where we control, by legislation 
at least, the municipal activities within 
the confines of this District. 

I want to say just these words in sup- 
port of this bill irrespective of what my 
friend from Pennsylvania may think of 
some other project which I agree with 
him on that recently passed, this is a bill 
that I can support with a great deal of 
pride and satisfaction; and I hope the 
members of the House will approve it. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 


Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
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Mr. BUCK. I gather from page 29 
that it is contemplated the Federal Gov- 
ernment will stand 50 percent of the 
deficits. Is that correct? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. That 
is if there is any deficit existing at the 
end of the accounting period then the 
District must supply 50 percent of that 
and the Federal Government 50 percent. 

Mr. BUCK. And a deficit is contem- 
plated, is it not? Because on page 22 is 
mentioned a price of one-third of the re- 
sale value of the real estate acquired. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. It was 
brought about because of the impossi- 
bility of foretelling what the actual op- 
erating expenses or revenue might be. 
We are very hopeful that this will be a 
self-liquidating proposition. If it is not 
then the District will be compelled to 
pay 50 percent of the deficit and the 
Federal Government the other half. 

Mr. BUCK. If it is contemplated to 
be self-liquidating why is that one-third 
provision on page 22? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. In or- 
der to take care of any deficiency that 
might develop. In a tremendous pro- 
gram of this sort it is impossible to know 
just what all the circumstances will be 
and we believe that the Congress of the 
United States has a very definite in- 
terest in the District of Columbia. With 
all the ramifications of governmental 
activities here it would take a good many 
hours to discuss. We think there is suf- 
ficient interest on the part of the Con- 
gress of the United States to cooperate 
with the District in this tremendous un- 
dertaking which will mean so much to 
the welfare of this great city of ours. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. McDonovcH]. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, as 
a member of the committee I am here to 
say that I favor the passage of this bill. 

It is unfortunate that private enter- 
prise has not done the job over the years 
with the opportunity they have had to do 
it. I am very much in favor of private 
enterprise doing the job. If they had 
done it this bill would not be necessary. 
I think for the benefit of those who have 
any doubts about it that the general pur- 
poses as a whole in the bill should be 
read, and I am going to proceed to read 
part of section 2: 

Sec. 2. It is hereby declared to be a mat- 
ter of legislative determination that owing 
to technological and sociological changes, ob- 
solete lay-out, and other factors, conditions 
existing in the District of Columbia with re- 
spect to substandard housing and blighted 
areas, including the use of buildings in 
alleys as dwellings for human habitation, are 
injurious to the public health, safety, morals, 
and welfare; and it is hereby declared to be 
the policy of the United States to protect 
and promote the welfare of the inhabitants 
of the seat of the Government by eliminat- 
ing all such injurious conditions by— 


By creating the development authority 
this bill sets up. 

It certainly cannot be a matter of 
pride to any of the Members of the 
House or to the Congress or to the people 
of the Nation to realize that there exists 
in the capital of the United States places 
of improper habitation which affect the 
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public health, safety, morals and welfare 
of the people here. I think the history 
which was reviewed by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr, Dirksen] a few min- 
utes ago is a pretty good background of 
the reason for this bill. Places that were 
suitable for habitation 25, 30, or 50 years 
ago are still being used for human hab- 
itation. If private enterprise does not 
do something about it then it is up to the 
Congress or some authority to do some- 
thing about it just the same as we found 
it necessary to build highways in order 
to prevent the necessity for the contin- 
uation of toll roads across the Nation 
which were controlled by private enter- 
prise in those years. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Why cannot the 
District of Columbia raise its real estate 
tax rate and derive funds from that 
source to do this job? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is a matter 
of consideration, possibly; but I do not 
know how much the rate would have to 
be raised in order to create sufficient 
funds. a 

I doubt whether a tax rate necessary 
to raise this amount of money would be 
a fair proposition to the people of the 
District of Columbia to relieve a situa- 
tion of this kind. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. It is something 
that ought to be solved locally. If we are 
going into these matters all over the 
country, where will we be in the end? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentleman is 
a medical man. Does he have any an- 
swer to the question of public health, the 
morals, safety, and welfare of the people 
if private enterprise does not do some- 
thing to provide suitable habitations in 
a congested city like Washington? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. There is nothing 
in the history books which indicates that 
private enterprise has failed. So far as 
the matter of health is concerned, there 
is nothing on record to indicate that gov- 
ernments have ever done anything in the 
long run to improve the health of the 
people by the building of houses. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I do not agree 
with the gentleman’s statement. Insofar 
as private enterprise alone or public par- 
ticipation doing this job, as I said before, 
if they had done it this bill would not be 
necessary. 

This bill gives private enterprise every 
opportunity. If we take these blighted 
areas by condemnation and allow proper 
value for the land and the buildings, 
Setting up an area in which they will 
agree to build suitable habitations for 
the people who are now living in unsuit- 
able habitations, what can be the objec- 
wn 11 that if private enterprise does not 

0 it 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. RICH], 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, in reading 
the title of this act one would suppose 
that it is entirely for the District of Co- 
lumbia. However, I would like to refer 
to page 30 of the bill. It seems to me 
that lines 9 to 18, inclusive, should be 
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eliminated from the bill. This subsection 
reads as follows: 

(d) In the event that, subsequent to the 
passage of this act, Congress enacts general 
legislation authorizing Federal assistance to 
localities for purposes of land assembly and 
preparation for redevelopment, any Federal 
agency allocating such assistance shall, in ex- 
tending such assistance to the District of 
Columbia, take into consideration the as- 
sistance of similar nature authorized under 
this act, with a view to assuring that other 
localities may be equitably treated with re- 
spect to Federal aid for land assembly and 
preparation for redevelopment, 


It seems to me that the House should 
strike that section from the bill. I can 
see no reason why it would injure the bill 
for the District of Columbia if that sec- 
tion is eliminated and I shall offer an 
amendment at the proper time to that 
effect. There is no reason why we should 
not eliminate that provision applying to 
other cities. They can come in and ask 
for an appropriation and have this com- 
mittee go into it if they want to. They 
are all in better financial condition than 
the Federal Government, every one of 
them. 

I want to do what I can for the District 
of Columbia because I have visited some 
of these streets and I have observed some 
of the residences in the District of Co- 
lumbia., People live in some places here 
that people back in my community would 
not live in. They are in a badly dilapi- 
dated condition, unsightly, unsanitary, 
and in need of repair. I want to help the 
District of Columbia but I do not believe 
we should bite off more than we can 
chew and extend it to other cities of this 
great country of ours. It is not sound 
business for the Congress to do. 

The fact of the matter is that the Fed- 
eral Government is worse off financially 
today than any community in the United 
States or any State in the United States. 
Therefore you should not assume any 
more burdens if you are going to take 
care of this country and see that we re- 
main solvent. 

I hope that the membership will elimi- 
nate section (d) on page 30 of this bill. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self the balance of the time. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill, S. 1426, was 
passed by the Senate on October 18th of 
last year. Since that time the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia 
has given most careful consideration to 
the problem of the eradication of slum 
areas in the District of Columbia. Any 
of you who have taken the trouble to 
drive around this city must be convinced 
of the fact that some redevelopment 
program must be put into effect for this 
fine city of Washington. It seems to me 
that the city of Washington should be 
the show place of the entire United 
States. Unless action along the line pro- 
posed in this bill is taken by the Con- 
gress, we will continue to have such slum 
area as we find at the present time in the 
District of Columbia. 

The bill does not completely meet the 
desires of those who believe in public 
housing, nor does it meet the desires of 
those who are strong advocates of ex- 
clusive private housing programs. How- 
ever, in my opinion, it is a compromise 
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bill which will do a great deal of good 
for the District of Columbia, one which 
was finally worked out in the House 
committee, and I wish to strongly urge 
the passage of this bill. 

Mr, Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “District of Columbia Redevelop- 
ment Act of 1945.” 


GENERAL PURPOSES 


Sec. 2. It is hereby declared to be a mat- 
ter of legislative determination that owing 
to technological and sociological changes, ob- 
solete lay-out, and other factors, conditions 
existing in the District of Columbia with re- 
spect to substandard housing and blighted 
areas, including the use of buildings in alleys 
as dwellings for human habitation, are in- 
jurious to the public health, safety, morals, 
and welfare; and it is hereby declared to be 
the policy of the United States to protect 
and promote the welfare of the inhabitants 
of the seat of the Government by eliminating 
all such injurious conditions by employing 
all means necessary and appropriate for the 
purpose; and control by regulatory processes 
having proved inadequate and insufficient to 
remedy the evils, it is in the judgment of 
Congress necessary to acquire property in the 
District of Columbia by gift, purchase, or the 
use of eminent domain to effecuate the de- 
clared policy by the discontinuance of the 
use for human habitation in the District of 
Columbia of substandard dwellings and of 
buildings in alleys and blighted areas, and 
thereby to eliminate the substandard hous- 
ing conditions and the communities in the 
inhabited alleys and blighted areas in such 
District; and it is necessary to modernize the 
planning and development of such portions 
of such District. The Congress finds that the 
foregoing cannot be accomplished by the 
ordinary operations of private enterprise 
alone without public participation in the 
planning and in the financing of land as- 
sembly for such developmet; and that for 
the economic soundness of this redevelop- 
ment and the accomplishment of the neces- 
sary social and economic benefits, and by 
reason of the close relationships between the 
development and uses of any part of an 
urban area with the development and uses 
of all other parts the sound replanning and 
redevelopment of an obsolescent or obso- 
lescing portion of such District cannot be 
accomplished unless it be done in the light 
of comprehensive and coordinated planning 
of the whole of the territory of the District 
of Columbia and its environs; and that this 
comprehensive planning and replanning 
should proceed vigorously without delay; and 
to these ends it is necessary to enact the 
provisions hereinafter set forth; and that the 
acquisition and the assembly of real property 
and the leasing or sale thereof for redevelop- 
ment pursuant to a project area redevelop- 
ment plan, all as provided in this act, is 
hereby declared to be a public use. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 3. The following terms, whenever used 
or referred to in this act, shall, for the pur- 
poses of this act and unless a different intent 
clearly appears from the context, be con- 
strued as follows: . 

(a) The term “agency” means the District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency 
established by section 4 of this act. 

(b) “District Commissioners” means the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia. 

(c) “Housing” includes housing, dwelling, 
habitation, and residence. 
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(d) “Housing project” means any low-rent 
housing (as defined in the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, U. S. C., title 42, ch. 8), 
the development or administration of which 
is assisted by the United States Housing 
Authority. 

(e) “Land” includes bare or vacant land, 
or the land under buildings, structures, or 
other improvements; also water and land 
under water. When employed in connection 
with “use,” as for instance “use of land” or 
“land use,” land“ also includes buildings, 
structures, and improvements existing or 
to be placed thereon. 

(f) “Low-rent housing“ means safe and 
sanitary housing within the financial reach 
of families of comparatively low income and, 
as a guide for the standard of rental to be 
used as a maximum at the time of the en- 
actment of this law but not necessarily 
thereafter, it is specified that such housing 
shall be rented at not more than $13 per 
room per month, excluding utilities. 

(g) “Lessee” includes the successors or as- 
signs and successors in title of any lessee. 

(h) “Planning Commission” means the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion. 

(i) “Proceeds” means the money proceeds 
of sales or transfers by the Agency; and “net 
proceeds” means the gross proceeds after de- 
ducting commissions or other expenses of the 
sales or transfers. 

(J) “Project area” is an area of such ex- 
tent and location as may be adopted by the 
Planning Commission and approved by the 
District Commissioners after public hear- 
ing as an appropriate unit of redevelopment 
planning for a redevelopment project sep- 
arate from the redevelopment projects for 
other parts of the District of Columbia. In 
the provisions of this act relating to lease 
or sale by the Agency, for abbreviation “proj- 
ect area” is used for the remainder of the 
project area after taking out those pieces of 
property which in accordance with section 
7 (a) of this act shall have been or are to 
be transferred for public uses. 

(k) “Public low-rent housing” means low- 
rent housing constructed by a public agency 
for families whose net family income does 
not exceed the income level (as determined, 
or from time to time redetermined, after 
public hearing, by the District Commission- 
ers) at which a family of comparable size 
may be reasonably able to afford to pay the 
lowest rental at which private enterprise is 
providing an adequate supply of decent, 
safe, and sanitary housing. 

(1) “Purchaser” includes the successors 
or assigns and successors in title of any 
purchaser. 

(m) “Real property” includes land; also 
includes land together with the buildings, 
structures, fixtures, and other improvements 
thereon; also includes liens, estates, ease- 
ments, and other interests therein; and also 
includes restrictions or limitations upon the 
use of land, buildings, or structures other 
than those imposed by exercise of the police 
power. 

(n) “Redevelopment” means replanning, 
clearance, redesign, and rebuilding of project 
areas, including open-space types of uses, 
such as streets, recreation and other public 
grounds, and spaces around buildings, as well 
as buildings, structures, and improvements, 
but not excluding the continuance of some 
of the existing buildings or uses in a project 
area. For the purposes of this act, “re- 
development” also includes the replanning, 
redesign, and original development of unde- 
veloped areas which, by reason of street lay- 
out, lot lay-out, or other causes, are back- 
ward and stagnant and therefore blighted 
and for which replanning and land assembly 
are deemed necessary as a condition of sound 
development. 

(o) “Redevelopment company” means a 
private or public corporation or body corpo- 
rate, whether organized under the District 
of Columbia Code or the laws of the United 
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States or any State, or an unincorporated 
association, trust, or other legal entity, 
which, by virtue of the statutes, charter, 
articles of incorporation, instruments of 
trust, or other instrument defining its 
powers, has the power to become a lessee or 
purchaser of a project area and to conform 
to the provisions of this act and to perform 
fully and comply with the terms of the lease 
or sale of such area or part thereof to it. 

(p) “Rentals” means the rents specified in 
a lease to be paid by the lessee to the Agency; 
“net rentals” means gross rentals after de- 
ducting taxes payable by the Agency. 

(q) “Revenues” means the revenues or in- 
come received by the Agency from real prop- 
erty while held by it and operated or tempo- 
rarily let by it and not yet leased, transferred, 
or sold by it; and “net revenues” means the 
gross revenues after deducting repair, man- 
agement, maintenance, insurance, and other 
operating expenses and taxes paid or payable 
by the Agency. 

(r) “Substandard housing conditions” 
means the conditions obtaining in connec- 
tion with the existence of any dwelling, or 
dwellings, or housing accommodations for 
human beings, which because of lack of san- 
itary facilities, ventilation, or light, or be- 
cause of dilapidation, overcrowding, faulty 
interior arrangement, or any combination of 
these factors, is in the opinion of the Com- 
missioners detrimental to the safety, health, 
morals, or welfare of the inhabitants of the 
District of Columbia. 


ESTABLISHMENT AND POWERS OF THE AGENCY 


Sec. 4. (a) The District of Columbia Re- 
development Land Agency is hereby estab- 
lished and shall be composed of five mem- 
bers. Two members shall be appointed by 
the President and three members shall be 
appointed by the District Commissioners, 
subject to confirmation by the Senate, One 
of the Presidential appointees may be an 
official of the United States Government; 
one appointee of the District Commissioners 
may be an Official of the District of Columbia 
Government. Each nonofficial appointee 
shall have been a resident of the District of 
Columbia for at least the five next preceding 
years, and shall have been engaged or em- 
ployed during such time in private business 
or industry, or the private practice of a pro- 
fession, in the District of Columbia. The 
terms of members shall be for 5 years, except 
that the first appointment of one of the 
Presidential appointees shall be for 3 years 
and the other for 5 years; one of the first 
appointments of the District Commissioners 
shall be for 4 years, one for 2 years, and one 
for 1 year: Provided, That in the event any 
member shall cease to hold the official posi- 
tion held by him at the time of his desig- 
nation or appointment, such cessation shall 
be deemed to create a vacancy in his mem- 
bership on the Agency, such vacancy, as well 
as all vacancies from other causes, to be 
filled by designation or appointment by the 
President or District Commissioners for the 
unexpired term. The members shall receive 
no salary as such, but those members who 
hold no other salaried public position shall be 
paid a per diem of $20 for each day of service 
at meetings or on the work of the Agency. 

(b) The said District of Columbia Rede- 
velopment Agency is hereby made a body 
corporate of perpetual duration, the powers 
of which shall be vested in and exercised by 
the board of directors thereof, consisting of 
the five members thereof appointed as above 
set forth. It shall have the power to adopt, 
alter, and use a corporate seal which shall 
be judicially noticed; to make contracts; to 
sue and be sued, to complain and defend in 
its own name in any court of competent 
jurisdiction, State, Federal, or municipal; to 
make, deliver, and receive deeds, leases, and 
other instruments, and to take title to real 
and other property in its own name; to adopt, 
prescribe, amend, repeal, and enforce bylaws, 
rules, and regulations for the exercise of its 
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powers under this act or governing the man- 
ner in which its business may be conducted 
and the powers granted to it by this act may 
be exercised and enjoyed, including the selec- 
tion of its chairman and other officers, to- 
gether with provisions for such committees 
and the functions thereof as it may deem 
necessary for facilitation of its work; to pro- 
tect and enforce any right conferred upon 
it by this act, or otherwise acquired including 
any lease, sale, or other agreement made by 
or with it; and in general to exercise all the 
powers necessary or proper to the perform- 
ance of its duties and functions under this 
act. 


POWER TO ACQUIRE AND ASSEMBLE REAL 
PROPERTY 


Sec. 5. (a) Subject to and in accordance 
with the procedures, conditions, and other 
provisions of this act, the Agency is hereby 
granted the power to further the redevelop- 
ment of blighted territory in the District of 
Columbia, and the prevention, reduction, or 
elimination of blighting factors or causes of 
blight, and for that purpose to acquire and 
assemble real property by purchase, exchange, 
gift, dedication, or eminent domain, and in- 
cluding the power to rent, maintain, man- 
age, operate, repair, clear, transfer, lease, and 
sell such real property, but excluding the 
power to build new structures thereon (other 
than the improvements mentioned in sec- 
tion 7 (i) or the power to enlarge, extend, 
or make major structural improvements of 
existing buildings). 

(b) Condemnation proceedings for the ac- 
quisition of real property for said purposes 
shall be conducted in accordance with the 
procedural provisions of the act entitled “An 
act to provide for the acquisition of land in 
the District of Columbia for the use of the 
United States,” approved March 1, 1929 (45 
Stat. 1415), or acts which may amend or 
supplement said act. The title to proper- 
ties acquired under this present act shall be 
taken by and in the name of the Agency 
and proceedings for condemnation or other 
acquisition of property shall be bought by 
and in the name of the Agency. 


GENERAL AND PROJECT AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 


Sec. 6. (a) The Planning Commission is 
hereby directed to make and, from time to 
time, develop a comprehensive or general 
plan of the District of Columbia, including 
the appropriate maps, charts, tables, and de- 
scriptive, interpretative, and analytical mat- 
ter, which plan is intended to serve as a 
general framework or guide of development 
within which the various project areas may 
be more precisely planned and calculated, 
and which comprehensive or general plan 
shall include at least a land-use plan which 
designates the proposed general distribution 
and general locations and extents of the uses 
of the land for housing, business, industry, 
recreation, education, public buildings, pub- 
lic reservations, and other general categories 
of public and private uses of the land. 

(b) Por the exercise of the powers granted 
to the Agency by this act for the acquisition 
and disposition of real property for the re- 
development of a project area, the following 
steps and plans shall be requisite, namely: 

(1) Adoption by the Planning Commission 
of the boundaries of the project area pro- 
posed by it, submission of such boundaries 
to the District Commissioners, and approval 
thereof by said Commissioners. 

(2) Adoption by the Planning Commission 
and submission to, and, after a public hear- 
ing thereon, approval by the District Com- 
missioners, of the redevelopment plan of the 
project area which shall contain a site and 
use plan for the redevelopment of the area, 
including the approximate locations and ex- 
tents of the land uses proposed for and 
within the area, such as public buildings, 
streets, and other public works and utili- 
ties, housing, recreation, business, industry, 
schools, public and private open spaces, and 
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other categories of public and private uses, 
Such plan shall also contain specifications 
of standards of population density and 
building intensity. Any such plan may also 
specify, by means of specification of maxi- 
mum rentals or other basis, the amount or 
character or class of any low-rent housing 
for which the area or part thereof is pro- 
posed to be redeveloped. 

(c) In relation to the location and ex- 
tent of public works and utilities, public 
buildings, and other public uses in the gen- 
eral plan or in a project area plan, the Plan- 
ning Commission is directed to confer with 
the Federal and District public officials, 
boards, authorities, and agencies under 
whose administrative jurisdictions such uses 
respectively fall. In the project area plan- 
ning, the Planning Commission is directed to 
consult from time to time with the Agency, 
and the Agency shall be free at all times to 
submit to the Planning Commission sugges- 
tions regarding both the location and extent 
of project areas and the use and site plans 
of project areas. 

(d) After a project-area redevelopment 
plan shall have been adopted by the Plan- 
ning Commission and approved by the Dis- 
trict Commissioners, the Planning Commis- 
sion shall forthwith certify said plan to the 
Agency, whereupon said Agency shall pro- 
ceed to the exercise of the powers granted 
to it in this Act for the acquisition and as- 
sembly of the real property of the area. Fol- 
lowing such certification, no new construc- 
tion shall be authorized by the District 
Commissioners in such area, including sub- 
stantial remodeling or conversion or rebuild- 
ing, enlargement or extension or major 
structural improvements on existing build- 
ings, but not including ordinary maintenance 
or remodeling or changes necessary to con- 
tinue the occupancy. 


TRANSFER, LEASE, OR SALE OF REAL PROPERTY IN 
PROJECT AREA FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE USES 


Src. 7. (a) After the real property in the 
project area shall have been assembled by the 
Agency, the Agency shall have the power to 
transfer to and shall at a practicable time 
or times transfer by deeds to the United 
States or to the District of Columbia, or to 
the appropriate Federal or District public 
body, department, or agency, those pieces of 
real property which, in accordance with the 
approved project area redevelopment plan, 
are to be devoted to public uses (other than 
public housing) falling within the construc- 
tion or administrative jurisdiction of Fed- 
eral or District agencies, such as streets and 
other utilities and works, Federal and District 
public buildings, public recreational spaces, 
and schools. The Federal agencies and the 
public agencies of the District of Columbia 
are hereby empowered, respectively, to ac- 
quire real property from the Agency for the 
uses respectively specified in the project area 
plan and to pay for same out of their funds 
duly appropriated for such acquisition. Ex- 
cepting for such property as may be trans- 
ferred by dedication, gift, or exchange, the 
transferee agency shall pay to the Agency 
such sum as may be agreed upon or, in the 
absence of agreement, as may be fixed by the 
Attorney General. 

(b) The Agency shall have the power to 
lease or sell the remainder of the project 
area as an entirety to a redevelopment com- 
pany or to an individual or a partnership, 
Said remainder may include streets or parts 
thereof which in accordance with the plan 
are to be closed or vacated or other than 
publicly owned properties; and the Federal 
and District departments and agencies are 
empowered to transfer said spaces or prop- 
erties to the Agency for such sums or other 
consideration as may be agreed upon, 

(c) Any such lease or sale may be made 
without public bidding but only after a pub- 
lic hearing, after 10 days’ public notice, by 
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the agency upon the proposed lease or sale 
and the provisions thereof. 

(d) The term of any such lease shall be 
fixed by.the Agency and the instrument of 
lease may provide for renewals upon reap- 
praisals and with rentals and other provi- 
sions adjusted to such reappraisals. Every 
such lease or sale shall provide that the 
lessee or purchaser shall carry out or cause 
to be carried out the approved project area 
redevelopment plan or approved modifica- 
tions thereof and that no use shall be made 
of any land or real property included in the 
lease or sale nor any bidding or structure 
erected thereon which does not conform to 
such approved plan or approved modifica- 
tions thereof. In the instrument, or instru- 
ments, of lease or sale, the Agency may 
include such other terms, conditions, and 
provisions as in its judgment will provide 
reasonable assurance of the priority of the 
obligations of the lease or sale and of con- 
formance to the plan over any other obliga- 
tions of the lessee or purchaser and also 
assurance of the financial and legal ability 
of the lessee or purchaser to carry out and 
conform to the plan and the terms and con- 
ditions of the lease or sale; also, such terms, 
conditions, and specifications concerning 
buildings, improvements, subleases, or ten- 
ancies, maintenance and management, and 
any other related matters as the Agency may 
reasonably impose or approve, including pro- 
visions whereby the obligations to carry out 
and conform to the project area plan shall 
run with the land. In the event that maxi- 
mum rentals to be charged to tenants of 
housing be specified, provision may be made 
for periodic reconsideration of such rental 
bases, with a view to proposing modification 
of the project area plan with respect to such 
rentals. 

(e) Until the Agency certifies that all 
building constructions and other physical 
improvements specified to be done and made 
by the purchaser of the area have been com- 
pleted, the purchaser shall have no power to 
convey the area, or any part thereof, with- 
out the consent of the Agency; and no such 
consent shall be given unless the grantee or 
mortgagee of the purchaser obligates itself 
or himself by written instrument to the 
Agency to carry out that portion of the re- 
development plan which falls within the 
boundaries of the conveyed property, and 
also that the grantee, his or its heirs, repre- 
sentatives, successors, and assigns, shall have 
no right or power to convey, lease, or let 
the conveyed property or any part thereof 
or erect or use any building or structure 
erected thereon free from the obligation and 
requirement to conform to the approved proj- 
ect area redevelopment plan or approved 
modifications thereof. 

(f) In lieu of the lease or sale of a project 
area as an entirety, the Agency shall have 
the power to lease or sell parts of such area 
separately to individuals, partnerships, or re- 
development companies. Any such sale or 
lease of a part or parts of a project area 
shall be fully subject to the provisions of 
subsections (c), (d), and (e) of this section. 

(g) No lease or sale of any project area 
or portion thereof shall be made by the 
Agency to any public redevelopment company 
unless the terms of such lease or sale shall 
provide greater compensation to the Agency 
than any offer or combination of offers based 
on substantially the same area and substan- 
tially the same redevelopment plan which 
shall be received from any responsible pri- 
vate sources (eligible as purchasers or lessees 
under this act) within a reasonable an- 
nounced period of time (not less than 30 
days) after the public hearing on such pro- 
posed lease or sale. It is the intent of this 
provision that private enterprise as repre- 
sented through a responsible private rede- 
velopment company, individual, or partner- 
ship shall be given a preference over any 
public redevelopment company in such lease 
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or sale provided such preference can be given, 
in the judgment of the Agency, consistently 
with the protection of the public interest 
and consistently with a purpose to resort 
to a public redevelopment company only in 
the event that private enterprise shall not 
reasonably be available for the development 
of the project area or the part thereof under 
consideration, 

(h) The Agency may itself demolish any 
existing structure or clear the area or any 
part thereof, or may specify the demolition 
and clearance to be performed by a lessee 
or purchaser within a reasonable time after 
such lease or purchase. The Agency may 
specify a reasonable time schedule and rea- 
sonable conditions for the construction of 
buildings and other improvements by a lessee 
or purchaser: Provided, That any such time 
schedule or condition shall be specified prior 
to the offering of the area or part thereof for 
lease or sale, and shall be equally binding 
upon any purchaser or lessee, public or pri- 
vate. The cost of demolition or clearance 
made by the Agency pursuant to this subsec- 
tion shall be treated as an item of cost of the 
acquisition of the area. 

(i) In order to facilitate the lease or sale 
of a project area or, in the event that the 
lease or sale is of parts of an area, then to 
facilitate the leases or sales of such parts, 
the Agency shall have the power to include 
in the cost payable by it the cost of the con- 
struction of local streets and sidewalks within 
the area or of grading and other local public 
surface or subsurface facilities necessary for 
shaping the area as the site of the redevelop- 
ment of the area. The Agency may arrange 
with the appropriate Federal or District’ 
agencies for the reimbursement of such out- 
lays from funds or assessments raised or 
levied for such purposes, 


HOUSING FOR DISPLACED FAMILIES 


Sec, 8. (a) Prior to approval by the Dis- 
trict Commissioners, pursuant to subpara- 
graph (2) of subsection 6 (b), of any rede- 
velopment plan, the District Commissioners 
shall satisfy themselves (and shall so state 
at the public hearing required by such sub- 
paragraph) that decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing, substantially equal in quantity to 
the number of substandard dwelling units 
to be removed or demolished within the proj- 
ect area, under the proposed redevelopment 
plan, are available or will be provided (by 
construction pursuant to the redevelopment 
plan, or otherwise) in localities, and at rents 
or prices, within the reach of the low-income 
families displaced or to be displaced (tem- 
porarily or permanently), pursuant to the 
redevelopment plan, from the project area, 

(b) Families displaced by slum clearance 
or redevelopment under this act shall be given 
preference as tenants to fill vacancies occur- 
ring in housing owned or operated within the 
District of Columbia by Federal or District 
of Columbia governmental agencies until ap- 
propriate housing is available to such families, 


ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY FROM PROSPECTIVE 
LESSEE OR PURCHASER 


Sec. 9. As an aid in the acquisition of the 
real property of a project area, the Agency 
may accept a fund or, at an agreed value, 
any parcel or parcels of property within such 
area, from any redevelopment company or 
partnership or individual, subject to a pro- 
vision that in the event the supplier of any 
such fund or the conveyor of such property 
shall become the purchaser of the project 
area or any part or parts thereof such fund 
or the agreed value of such property shall be 
credited on the purchase price of such area 
or part thereof and if there be an excess 
above the cost of acquisition of the area 
such excess shall be returned, and that in 
the event that such supplier or conveyor 
does not become the purchaser of such area 
or any part thereof, the amount of the fund 
or the agreed value of such property (as the 
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case may be) shall be paid to such supplier 
or conveyor. 

USE-VALUE APPRAISALS 

Sec, 10. After the Agency shall have as- 
sembled and acquired the real property of a 
project area, it shall, as an aid to it in de- 
termining the rentals and other terms upon 
which it will lease or the price at which it 

_ Will sell the area or parts thereof, place a 
use- value upon each piece or tract of land 
within the area which, in accordance with 
the plan, is to be used for private uses or 
for low-rent housing, such use-value to be 
based on the planned use; and, for the pur- 
pose of this use valuation, it shall cause a 
use-value appraisal to be made by two or 
more land-value experts employed by it for 
the purpose; but nothing contained in this 
section shall be construed as requiring the 
Agency to base its rentals or selling prices 
upon such appraisal. 

The aggregate use value placed, for pur- 
poses of lease or sale, upon all land, within a 
particular project area, leased or sold by the 
Agency pursuant to this act shall be not less 
than one-third of the aggregate cost to the 
Agency of acquiring all such land (excluding 
the cost of old buildings destroyed and the 
demolition and clearance thereof). 


PROTECTION OF REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 


Sec. 11. (a) Previous to the execution and 
delivery by the Agency of a lease or con- 
veyance to a redevelopment company or pre- 
vious to the consent by the Agency to an 
assignment or conveyance by a lessee or pur- 
chaser to a redevelopment company, the 
articles or certificate of incorporation or as- 
sociation or charter or other basic instru- 
ment of such company shall contain provi- 
sions so defining, limiting, and regulating the 
exercise of the powers of the company that 
neither the company nor its stockholders, its 
officers, its directors, its members, its bene- 
ficiaries, its bondholders, or other creditors 
or other persons shall have any power to 
amend or to effect the amendment of the 
terms and conditions of the lease or the 
terms and conditions of the sale without 
the consent of the Agency or, in relation to 
the project area redevelopment plan, with- 
out the approval of any proposed modifica- 
tion in accordance with the provisions of 
section 12 of this act; and no action of 
stockholders, officers, directors, bondholders, 
creditors, partners or other persons, nor any 
reorganization, dissolution, receivership, con- 
solidation, foreclosure, or any other change 
in the status or obligation of any redevelop- 
ment company, partnership, or individual 
in any litigation or proceeding in any Fed- 
eral or other court shall effect any release or 
any impairment or modification of the lease 
or terms of sale or of the project area rede- 
velopment plan unless such consent or ap- 
proval be obtained. 

(b) Redevelopment corporations may be 
organized under the provisions of subchapter 
4 of chapter XVII of the Code of Law for 
the District of Columbia approved March 3, 
1901, as amended (title 29, ch. 2 of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Code, 1940 edition); and 
said corporations shall have the power to 
be redevelopment companies under this act 
and to acquire and hold real property for the 
purposes set forth in this act and to exer- 
cise all other powers granted to redevelop- 
ment companies in this act subject to the 
provisions, limitations, and obligations set 
forth in this act. 

(c) A redevelopment company, individual, 
or partnership to which any project area or 
part thereof is leased or sold under this act 
shall keep books of account of its operations 
of or transactions relating to such area or 
part thereof entirely separate and distinct 
from its or his accounts of and for any other 
project area or part thereof or any other 
real property or enterprise; and no lien or 
other interest shall be placed upon any real 
property in said area to secure any indebted- 
ness or obligation of the redevelopment com- 
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pany, individual, or partnership incurred for 
or in relation to any property or enterprise 


outside of said area, 


MODIFICATIONS OF REDEVELOPMENT PLANS 


Sec. 12. An approved project area rede- 
velopment plan may be modified at any time 
or times: Provided, That any such modi- 
fication as it may affect an area or part 
thereof which has been sold or leased shall 
not become effective without the consent in 
writing of the purchaser or lessee thereof: 
Provided further, That such modification may 
be effected only through adoption by the 
Planning Commission and subsequent sub- 
mission to and approved by the District 
Commissioners, as hereinafter provided. Be- 
fore approval, the District Commissioners 
shall hold a public hearing on the proposed 
modification, notice of the time and place 
of which shall be given by mail sent at 
least 10 days prior to the hearing to the then 
owners of the real properties in the proj- 
ect area and of the real properties immedi- 
ately adjoining or across the street from the 
project area. The District Commissioners 
may refer back to the Planning Commission 
any project area redevelopment plan, project 
area boundaries, or modification submitted 
to it, together with their recommendation 
for changes in such plan, boundaries, or 
modification, and, if such recommended 
changes be adopted by the Planning Com- 
mission and be in turn approved by the Dis- 
trict Commissioners, the plan, boundaries, 
or modification as thus changed shall be 
and become the approved plan, boundaries, 
or modification, 


LIMITATION UPON TAX EXEMPTION 


Sec. 13. Nothing contained in this act 
shall be construed to authorize or require 
the exemption of any real property from tax- 
ation, No real property acquired by the 
Agency under this act shall be exempt from 
taxation by reason of such acquisition or by 
reason of the holding thereof by the Agency; 
and, in the case of any piece of real prop- 
erty, which, under the project area rede- 
velopment plan, is designated to be used for 
Federal or District or other tax-exempt uses, 
the exemption of such real property from 
taxation granted by or in the act entitled 
“An act to define the real property exempt 
from taxation in the District of Columbia 
(Public Law 846, 77th Cong.),” or other stat- 
ute, shall not commence until title thereto 
shall have been transferred from the Agency 
to the United States or the District of Co- 
lumbia or to a Federal or District public 
agency as provided in section 7 of this act 
or sold or leased to a public redevelopment 
company or other public corporation or tax- 
exempt agency and may thereby become 
exempt from taxation by reason of the pro- 
visions of statutes other than this present 
act; the intention being that ownership or 
operation by the Agency in the exercise of 
its power under this present act shall not, 
in and of itself, produce tax exemption. 


ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURE AND EMPLOYMENT 


Sec. 14. The Agency is hereby authorized 
and empowered— 

(a) to procure services or make any pur- 
chase without regard to the provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, pro- 
vided the aggregate amount involved is not 
more than $100; 

(b) to secure planning, land economics 
and valuation services, and other expert 
services related to the acquisition and dis- 
position of real property, by contract or 
otherwise, at rates of pay or fees not to ex- 
ceed those usual for similar services else- 
where, and without regard to the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, and to section 3709 of Re- 
vised Statutes, as amended: Provided, That 
this exemption shall not apply to persons 
employed by the Agency on a permanent 
basis; 


(o) to appoint and employ such officers 
and employees as it may find necessary for 
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the proper performance of its duties under 
this act and to prescribe their authorities, 
duties, responsibilities, and tenures and fix 
their compensations; such appointments 
and employments to be made in conform- 
ance with the civil-service laws and the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended; and 

(d) to make such expenditures, subject to 
audit under the general law, for the acquisi- 
tion and maintenance of adequate vehicles, 
furnishings, equipment, supplies, books of 
reference, directories, periodicals, news- 
papers, printing and binding, and for such 
other expenses as may from time to time be 
found necessary for the proper adminis- 
tration of this act. 


ANNUAL REPORT 


Sec. 15. On or before the last day of Sep- 
tember of each year the Agency shall make 
an annual report to Congress of its opera- 
tions and expenditures for the immediately 
preceding fiscal year, said report to include 
a financial balance sheet of its entire oper- 
ations hereunder, and a recital in such par- 
ticularity as is feasible of what the Agency 
proposes to do during the next succeeding 
fiscal year. The Agency shall make such 
other and further reports, in such form and 
at such times as the Congress by concur- 
rent resolution shall require. 


APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 


Sec. 16. (a) There is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated, out of any moneys in 
the Treasury of the United States not other- 
wise appropriated, whatever amounts are 
necessary to the Planning Commission, in 
addition to other funds which may be ap- 
propriated to it or private funds made avail- 
able to it (the acceptance of which is hereby 
authorized), for the making or modification 
of a general or comprehensive plan and the 
making or modification of project area re- 
development plans and for surveys as au- 
thorized in this act, and other administrative 
expenses in connection therewith. The 
Commission is also authorized to receive any 
grants that the Congress may appropriate 
for said purposes to the various States and 
municipalities and the District of Columbia. 

(b) There is further authorized to be ap- 
propriated out of any moneys in the Treas- 
ury of the United States not otherwise ap- 
propriated, the sum of $20,000,000, which 
sum shall be placed to the credit of a spe- 
cial trust fund to be established for the pur- 
poses hereinafter set out. There shall be 
deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States and credited to said special trust fund 
all revenues, rentals, proceeds, and other 
funds received by the Agency, The said spe- 
cial trust fund is hereby made available to 
the Agency for the purpose of acquiring real 
property and performing any act required 
or authorized by this act. The Agency shall 
from time to time submit to the District 
Commissioners estimates of amounts for the 
reasonable and necessary expenses of the 
Agency, including personal services, and 
such amounts as may be approved by the 
District Commissioners shall be available 
from the said special trust fund for such 
expenses, 

(c) As of the last day of the tenth fiscal 
year beginning after approval of this act, or 
as of such later date as may be fixed by the 
Congress, there shall be transferred and 
credited to miscellaneous receipts of the 
United States the balance in the said special 
trust fund after deducting (a) such amount 
as may be necessary for the completion of any 
approved project the acquisition of which has 
been begun and (b) such amount for oper- 
ating expenses of the Agency for 1 year as 
may be approved by the District Commis- 
sioners. If the balance so transferred and 
credited be insufficient to reimburse the 
United States for approprlatlons made pursu- 
ant to paragraph (b) of this section, then an 
amount equal to 50 percent of the deficit 
shall be payable to the United States from 
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revenues of the District of Columbia in in- 
stallments of equal amounts for each of 10 
years. The District Commissioners shall in- 
clude in their annual estimates of appropria- 
tions items for the payment of such install- 
ments. The aforesaid deficit shall be deter- 
mined by deducting from the total of said 
appropriations an amount equal to (a) the 
fund transferred and credited to miscellane- 
ous receipts of the United States, (b) the 
cost to the Agency of the real property owned 
by it on said date, and (c) the reserve for 
completion of approved projects. All subse- 
quent proceeds, revenues, and rentals from 
said real property shall be credited to the said 
special trust fund, to be disposed of as the 
Congress may direct. 

(d) In the event that, subsequent to the 
passage of this act, Congress enacts general 
legislation authorizing Federal assistance to 
localities for purposes of land assembly and 
preparation for redevelopment, any Federal 
agency allocating such assistance shall, in 
extending such assistance to the District of 
Columbia, take into consideration the assist- 
ance of similar nature authorized under this 
act, with a view to assuring that other 
localities may be equitably treated with re- 
spect to Federal aid for land assembly and 
preparation for redevelopment. 


ACQUISITION UNDER DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALLEY 
DWELLING ACT 


Sec. 17. From and after the termination of 
the period of 3 years, beginning with the 
date of the approval of this act, all authority 
granted by the act known as the District of 
Columbia Alley Dwelling Act, approved June 
12, 1934, as amended, to acquire, by purchase, 
condemnation, or gift, lands, buildings, and 
structures, or any interest therein, is hereby 
transferred to and vested in the Agency 
created by this act. During said 3-year 
period said authority may be exercised by 
the National Capital Housing Authority only 
for projects that shall have been approved by 
the Planning Commission and the District 
Commissioners: Provided, however, That fail- 
ure of the Planning Commission or the Dis- 
trict Commissioners to approve or disapprove 
in writing within 60 days after the submis- 
sion by the National Capital Housing Au- 
thority shall be equivalent to a formal ap- 
proval. Nothing contained in said Alley 
Dwelling Act or in this act shall be inter- 
preted as precluding the inclusion at any 
time of any alley or inhabited alley or alley 
dwelling or dwelling or square containing an 
inhabited alley in a project area to be 
planned, acquired, and disposed of under the 
provisions of this act. Any real property 
acquired by the Agency under the authority 
of the Alley Dwelling Act may be transferred 
or may be sold or leased by the Agency as 
provided in this act for real property ac- 
quired for a project area redevelopment. 
The National Capital Housing Authority is 
hereby declared to be s redevolpment com- 
pany and is hereby granted the power to pur- 
chase or lease redevelopment areas or parts 
thereof from the Agency in accordance with 
the provisions of this act, 

CRIMINAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 18. (a) On and after July 1, 1955, it 
shall be unlawful for any owner of such 
property to use or occupy, or to lease or rent, 
or permit occupancy of any alley building 
or alley structure as a dwelling in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

(b) No alley dwelling shall be constructed 
in the District of Columbia, nor shall any 
building or structure be moved, altered, or 
converted for use as an alley dwelling. 

(c) Any person violating any of the provi- 
sions of this section shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $500 or by imprisonment for not more 
than 6 months or both. Each week of 7 
days of the continuance of any such viola- 
tion shall constitute a separate offense. 


ENCOURAGEMENT AND AID TO PRIVATE LENDING 
INSTITUTIONS 


Sec. 19. (a) To provide for and to facili- 
tate the improvement of housing and other 
improved real estate in the District of Colum- 
bia, Federal savings and loan associations 
of the District of Columbia and building as- 
sociations and building and loan associations 
operating under the laws of the District of 
Columbia are authorized, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, to make loans for 
the improvement of homes or other improved 
real estate in the District of Columbia with- 
out security: Provided, That no such loan 
without security shall be made in a sum in 
excess of $2,000. 

(b) Any financial institution or other 
lending organization operating under the 
laws of the United States or the District of 
Columbia is authorized, notwithstanding any 
other law or regulation, to make loans to re- 
development corporations to finance the im- 
provement of any project area as provided in 
this act. 


EFFECT UPON EXISTING STATUTES 


Sec. 20, (a) In the making and approval 
of project area redevelopment plans, the 
Planning Commission and the District Com- 
missioners shall not be limited or bound by 
the provisions of sections 7-108, 7-117, 7-122, 
and 7-301 of the District of Columbia Code 
(1940 edition) (act of March 2, 1893, 27 Stat. 
532, ch. 197, sec. 1; act of May 31, 1900, 31 
Stat. 248, ch. 599, sec. 2; act of March 4, 1913, 
37 Stat. 949, ch, 150; act of March 3, 1901, 31 
Stat. 1429, ch. 854, sec. 1608, as amended) 
relating to width, location, and length of 
streets and highways. No department, in- 
strumentality, agency, or official of the Fed- 
eral Government or of the District of Colum- 
bia shall have any power to release or modify 
or depart from any feature or detail of any 
approved redevelopment plan or part thereof 
unless such release, modification, or de- 
parture be adopted by the Planning Commis- 
sion and approved by the District Commis- 
sioners in accordance with the provisions of 
section 12 of this act or unless the modi- 
fication or departure be approved by act of 
Congress. 

(b) Any power granted the District Com- 
missioners or any District or Federal agency 
by the District of Columbia Code or by any 
statute may, in addition to the purposes now 
specified, be exercised in furtherance of the 
protection or carrying out of any redevelop- 
ment plan or modification made and ap- 
proved under this act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 

Sec. 21. If any provisions of this act or 
the application thereof to any body, agency, 
situation, or circumstances be held invalid, 
the remainder of the act and the application 
of such provision to other bodies, agencies, 
situations, or circumstances shall not be 
affected thereby. 

Sec. 22. This act shall take effect 90 days 
after the date of its approval. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Committee amendments: Page 5, begin- 
ning on line 14, strike out all of section (k) 
and insert: 

“(k) ‘Public low-rent housing’ means low- 
rent housing constructed by a public agency 
for families of low income, at rentals which 
(including the value or cost to tenants of 
heat, light, water, and cooking fuel) shall 
not exceed one-fifth of the highest net fam- 
ily income of families eligible for tenancy 
in such housing, as herein provided. The 
dwelljngs in public low-rent housing shall 
be available solely for such families of low 
income whose net family income does not 
exceed the maximum net family income fall- 
ing within the lowest 20 percent by number 
of all family incomes in the District of Co- 
lumbla, as such maximum net family income 
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‘shall have been determined, or from time 


to time redetermined after public hearing, 


by the District Commissioners. At the end 
of 1 year after the enactment of this act this 
definition shall be reexamined by the Com- 
missioners for the District of Columbia and 
a public hearing shall be held thereon to 
determine whether administrative or inter- 
pretive difficulties or unsatisfactory progress 
in the provision of low-rent housing requires 
a modification thereof. Upon the conclusion 
of such hearing the Commissioners shall 
forthwith make recommendations to Con- 
gress whether said definition should be modi- 
fied and, if so, to what extent.” 

Page 15, line 16, strike out “Attorney 
General” and insert “Chief Justice of the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia.” 

Page 30, line 22, strike out “3 years” and 
insert “1 year.” 

Page 31, line 3, strike out “3-year” and 
insert “1-year.” 

Page 31, line 25, after the period insert 
the following: “The National Capital Hous- 
ing Authority shall keep regular books of 
account in accordance with standard audit- 
ing practices, covering all properties operated 
by it, showing detailed construction costs, 
management costs, repairs, maintenance, 
other operating costs, rents, subsidies, 
grants, allowances, and exemptions; such 
books shall be subject to annual audit by 
the General Accounting Office, and the an- 
nual report of the National Capital Hous- 
ing Authority shall include a summary of all 
transactions covered by such books and shall 
be made available to the public upon re- 
quest.” 

Page 2, strike out all of lines 10 to 22, 
inclusive, and insert the following: 


“AMENDMENT TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALLEY 
DWELLING ACT 

“Sec. 18. (a) Section 4 (b) of the act known 
as the ‘District of Columbia Alley Dwelling 
Act,’ approved June 12, 1934, as amended, 
is further amended to read as follows: 

““(b) On and after July 1, 1955, it shall 
be unlawful to use or occupy any alley 
building or structure as a dwelling in the 
District of Columbia.’ 

“(b) Section 6 of such act, as amended, 
is further amended by striking out ‘1947’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘1955,’” 

Page 34, line 1, after the period insert the 
following: “Any life-insurance company or- 
ganized under the laws of the District or 
formed or organized under an act of Con- 
gress is authorized, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to make loans or ad- 
vances for the purpose of making repairs, 
alterations, additions, or improvements to 
homes or other buildings on improved real 
estate upon which it then holds a first lien 
to secure a loan previously made, without 
additional security: Provided, That no such 
loan or advance shall be made in a sum in 
excess of $2,000: And provided further, That 
the amount of such loan or advance when 
added to the balance due on the original 
indebtedness shall not exceed the amount 
originally secured by the first lien.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Rien: On page 
30, strike out lines 9 to 18, inclusive. 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, the com- 
mittee has no objection to this amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I noted in the press re- 
cently that President Truman told the 


1946 
National Youth Conference at the White 
House yesterday that the United States 
had furnished to date 417,000,000 bushels 
of food grains to famine relief in foreign 
countries. 

He said it would-require much food 
supplies and aid for the next 2 or 3 years 
before the job was finished. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Re- 
publican Food Study Committee for the 
past 3 years, we have pointed out to the 
administration in power that more ma- 
chinery should be turned over to the 
farmers so that the production of farm 
products could be increased to take care 
of the famine areas at the end of the 
war. We have insisted for 3 years that 
the War Production Board give priority 
for the manufacture of farm machinery. 
Not until July 1 of this year, after 4 
years of our pleading, did they place 
farm machinery on the priority list. 

Obviously, this will get very little ma- 
chinery during the remainder of the year 
because it takes time to get the mate- 
rials worked into the finished product. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out, how- 
ever, that while our farmers have the 
know-how to use farm machinery and 
the ability to get from it the greatest 
production of food of any people in the 
world, they have been handicapped by 
a lack of it. But the matter I want to 
point out is that during 1945, $163,569,- 
902 worth of farm machinery was 
shipped abroad of which more than 
$132,000,000 was in tractors. 

I understand that the Civilian Produc- 
tion Administration has ordered 7½ 
percent of all tractors made in America 
set aside for exportation to Russia and 
her satellite nations and that they have 
directed the exportation of 14,500 trac- 
tors to Europe within the next 6 months. 
Unfortunately, instead of these tractors 
being exported to wheat countries like 
Australia, Canada, Brazil, and others, 
where they can use them, they are going 
to the rocky and barren countries like 
Greece, Albania, Czechoslovakia, and 
Poland. They are going to countries 
where they cannot be used to any ad- 
vantage because most of the farms in 
those countries consist of from 1 to 5 to 
10 acres. What they need over there are 
Missouri mules and horses instead of 
these fine motor-driven tractors which 
really are a waste on the part of this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, the disturbing news 
comes also that about one-third of these 
tractors are to be delivered to countries 
that lie behind the iron curtain and 
which are controlled by Russia. On the 
other hand press reports indicate that 
Russia has made a deal to furnish trac- 
tors to Argentina in return for other 
products. Yet we ship and practically 
give tractors to these countries which 
cannot use them which are controlled 
by Russia. Of course, they are taken 
from these nations back into the bread- 
basket country of Russia for use. 

To show you that Poland does not 
know how to use tractors and does not 
need them, may I point out that dur- 
ing the past 5 years Poland only bought 
25 American tractors, Yugoslavia 7, and 
Albania 1. Let, today, big-hearted Uncle 
Sam, or rather the administration rep- 
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resenting Uncle Sam which has shipped 
millions of bushels of wheat to these 
countries overseas, gives our tractors 
away while our farmers here who know 
how to use tractors and need them can- 
not get them in sufficient quantities, or 
even enough repairs for such machinery 
as they may now have. Yet, we ship the 
tractors we need here by the thousands 
to those countries over there. Someone 
may say that they are not given, they 
are purchased by UNRRA. My answer 
to that is that of the nations which have 
put the money in the pool to buy every- 
thing that UNRRA buys, the United 
States has furnished 72 percent and is 
still giving under UNRRA 72 American 
dollars of every hundred that is used in 
purchasing any materials from the 
United States or any other country. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the administra- 
tion, which controls the Civilian Produc- 
tion Board, will stop the waste of the 
people’s money by giving these tractors 
to the countries that cannot use them. 
We have given them the wheat through 
UNRRA. In the name of common sense 
if we must give them the wheat and food 
stuffs, certainly we should not give away 
the tractors and farm machinery with 
which we must produce such grains and 
foods. 

May I point out that weeks ago, before 
OPA restrictions were lifted and the peo- 
ple of this country could not get meat, 
that under the direction of the Admin- 
istration 100,000,000 pounds of th®choic- 
est pork cuts were being canned in this 
country for shipment to Russia through 
UNRRA. Assuming these choicest cuts 
were worth 50 cents a pound there, you 
have $50,000,000 worth of pork being 
sent to Russia, a nation which has ad- 
mittedly shown the most unfriendly 
spirit toward our country and which 
doubtless is using this food, in part, to 
extend its political control by subjugat- 
ing and extending its control over smaller 
bordering nations. 

I understand that meat is being canned 
according to a recipe provided by the 
Russian Government. In this connec- 
tion, may I point out that I received a 
letter yesterday from an influential citi- 
zen of Clinton County, in my district in 
Illinois, who confirms this statement, and 
I quote from his letter, as follows: 

On Tuesday of this week I was in St. 
Louis and had an order from one of our 
local meat markets to pick up a ham from 
one of the St. Louis packing houses. I was 
told there is no ham available, and the 
party with whom I talked showed me sev- 
eral large portable vats containing choice cuts 
of pork which he said is being packed for 
Russia. 


He said further: 

Of all the nations in the world, this coun- 
try is packing choice pork for Russia in spite 
of the fact that the American people have 
been clamoring for meat. 


Mr. Speaker, no doubt this meat and 
food is being used for the sole purpose 
of spreading communism over the na- 
tions of Europe which are in urgent need 
of food. I urge that a committee be 
empowered to investigate this matter and 
make a report to the Members of the 
House at the earliest possible date. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Buck: On page 
29, line 20, after “to” strike out “50 percent 
of.” 


Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, we are told 
that this is supposed to be a self-liquidat- 
ing project. It is not genuinely intended 
to be self-liquidating when it contains 
provision that the real estate may be sold 
at a third of its value. It seems to me 
there is very little inducement here to 
the men administering the project to 
buy reasonably and to sell advantage- 
ously. On the other hand, if my amend- 
ment is adopted, what would otherwise 
be cost to the United States Government 
will be distributed over a period of 10 
years to the District of Columbia instead, 
thereby relieving the Federal Govern- 
ment of this cost and not assessing the 
rest of the country for improvements to 
the District of Columbia. I hope my 
amendment will be approved. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 


opposition to the amendment. 


Mr. Speaker, I trust that the amend- 
ment just offered will not be adopted. 
We hope this will be self-liquidating. We 
hope that in the acquisition of land in 
the assembling of these blanket areas 
that finally can be sold to redevelopment 
corporations it can be developed to the 
point where the money will be finally re- 
turned to the trust fund and at the end 
of the 10-year period all of the $20,000,- 
000 will be reimbursed into the miscel- 
laneous receipts of the Treasury. But 
we do not know for sure whether that 
will be the case. If it is not the case, and 
there is some little deficit, the bill pro- 
vides that the deficit shall be shared by 
the District of Columbia and the United 
States. I sincerely hope, in view of the 
fact this matter has been so carefully 
projected in the hope it will be self- 
liquidating but not being sure that it 
will be, that the original language in the 
bill will not be disturbed by the amend- 
ment. I hope the amendment will be 
voted down. 5 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Buck]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Buck) there 
were—ayes 8, noes 27. : 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 114, nays 153, not voting 163, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 230] 
YEAS—114 

Abernethy Brehm Crosser 
Allen, Ill. Brown, Ohio Cunningham 
Allen, La. Buck Curtis 
Andersen, Buffett Dolliver 

H. Carl Butler Dondero 
Andresen, Cannon, Mo. Doughton, N. O 

August Carlson Dwo! 
Arnold Case, S. Dak Elliott 
Barden Chiperfield Ellis 
Barrett, Wyo. Church Ellsworth 
Bell Clason Elsaesser 
Bennett, Cole, Mo, Elston 
Bolton 'olmer Fellows 


Fisher Latham Rodgers, Pa 
Gamble Lea Roe, Md. 
Gavin LeCompte Schwabe, Mo. 
Gibson Lewis Schwabe, Okla. 
Gifford McGregor Scrivner 
Goodwin Martin, Iowa Sharp 
Gwynne, Iowa. Mason Smith, Ohio 
Hall, Miller, Nebr. Smith, Wis. 
Edwin Arthur Mills Stevenson 
Hancock Murray, Tenn, Taber 
Harris Murray, Wis. Talle 
Henry Norblad Tarver 
Hess Norrell Taylor 
Hobbs Phillips Tibbott 
Hoeven Pickett Towe 
Holmes, Mass, Pittenger Wadsworth 
Hope Plumley Wasielewski 
Horan Poage Weichel 
Jenkins Price, Fla. Whitten 
Jennings Rankin Whittington 
Jensen Reed, N. V. Winstend 
Johnson, Ill, Rees, Kans Winter 
Jones Rich Wolcott 
Jonkman Rizley Woodruff 
Kearney Robertson, Zimmerman 
Knutson N. Dak, 
Lanham Robsion, Ky. 
NAYS—153 
Andrews, Ala. Grant, Ala. O'Brien, II. 
Angell Grant, Ind. O'Brien, Mich. 
Arends Gregory O'Hara 
Auchincloss Griffiths O'Neal 
Bailey Gross Outland 
Bates, Mass Hagen Pace 
Bishop Harness, Ind, Patman 
Blackney Havenner Patterson 
Bland Hays Peterson, Fla. 
Bloom Healy Pratt 
Bonner Hedrick Price, III. 
Brooks Herter Rabaut 
Brown, Ga Heselton Rains 
Buchanan Hinshaw y 
Byrne, N. ¥ Howell Reed, II. 
Byrnes. Wis. Huber 
Camp Hull Richards 
Carnahan Jarman Riley 
Case, N. J. Johnson, Calif. Robertson, Va 
Chapman Johnson,Ind, Rogers, Fla 
Chelf Judd Rogers, Mass. 
Clements Kee Rogers, N. Y 
D'Alesandro Keefe Rowan 
Davis Kelley, Pa Ryter 
D'Ewart Kelly, III Sadowski 
Dirksen King Sasscer 
Domengeaux Kinzer Savage 
Douglas, Calif. Kirwan Shafer 
Douglas, III. Kopplemann. Sheppard 
Eberharter Kunkel ikes 
Engle, Calif, Landis Simpson, II. 
Ervin Lane Smith, Maine 
Fallon Larcade Smith, Va. 
Feighan LeFevre Spence 
Fenton Lemke Springer 
Fernandez Lesinski Starkey 
Plannagan Link Stefan 
Fogarty Lyle Sullivan 
Folger McConnell Sumners, Tex. 
Forand McCormack Thom 
Fulton McCowen Thomas, Tex, 
Gardner McDonough Thomason 
Gathings Madden Trimble 
Gearhart Manasco Voorhis, Calif. 
Geelan Martin, Mass. Vorys, Ohio 
Gillette Mathews Vursell 
Gillie May Walter 
Gore Michener Weaver 
Gorski Monroney Wilson 
Graham Murdock Wolverton, N. J. 
Granger Neely Woodhouse 
NOT VOTING—163 
Adams Campbell De Lacy 
Almond Canfield Delaney, 
Anderson, Calif. Cannon, Fla. James J, 
Andrews, N. Y. Celler Delaney, 
Baldwin, Md. Chenoweth John J, 
Baldwin, N. Y. Clark Dingell 
Barrett, Pa. Clevenger Doyle 
Clippinger Drewry 
Bates, Ky, Cochran Durham 
1 Coffee Earthman 
Beckworth Cole, Kans. Eaton 
Bender Cole, N. Y. Engel, Mich 
Bennet, N. Y. Combs Flood 
Biemiller Cooley Fuller 
Boren Cooper Gallagher 
Boykin Corbett ary 
Bradley, Mich, Courtney Gerlach 
Bradley, Pa Cox Gillespie 
Brumbaugh Cravens Gordon 
Bryson Crawford Gossett 
Buckley Curley Granahan 
Bulwinkle Daughton, Va. Green 
Bunker Dawson Gwinn, N. Y. 
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Hale Lynch Rivers 
Hall, McGehee Robinson, Utah 
Leonard W. McGlinchey Rockwell 
Halleck McKenzie Roe, N. Y. 
Hand McMillan, S. C. Rooney 
Hare McMillen, Il. Russell 
Harless, Ariz Mahon bath 
Hart Maloney Sheridan 
Hartley Mankin Short 
Hébert Mansfield, Simpson, Pa. 
Heffernan Mont. Slaughter 
Hendricks Mansfield, Tex. Somers, N. Y. 
Hill Marcantonio Sparkman 
Hoch Merrow Stewart 
Hoffman, Mich. Miller, Calif. Stigler 
Hoffman, Pa. Morgan Steckman 
Holifield Morrison Sumner, III. 
Holmes, Wash. Mundt Sundstrom 
Hook Norton Talbot 
Izac O'Konski Thomas, N. J. 
Jackson O'Toole olan 
Johnson, Okla, Patrick Torrens 
Johnson, Tex. Peterson, Ga. Traynor 
Kean Pfeifer Vinson 
Kefauver Philbin Welch 
Keogh Ploeser West 
Kerr Powell White 
Kilburn Priest Wickersham 
Kilday Quinn, N. Y. Wigglesworth 
ein Rabin Wolfenden, Pa. 
LaFollette Randolph Wood 
Luce Rayfiel Worley 
Ludlow Reece, Tenn, 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

General pairs until further notice: 


Mr. Hart with Mr. Short. 

Mr. Sparkman with Mr. Simpson of Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Ploeser. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Talbot, 

Mr. Keogh with Mr. Stockman. 

Mr. c with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey. 

Mr. kin with Mr. Holmes of Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Fuller. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan. 

Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Eaton. 

Mr. Barrett of Pennsylvania with Mr, Hill. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Cole of 
Kansas, 

Mr. Wood with Mr. Hartley. 

Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Clevenger. 

Mr. Lynch with Mr, Brumbaugh. 

Mr. McGlinchey with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Rooney with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 

Mr. Priest with Mr. Anderson of California, 

Mr. Celler with Mr. Bender. 

Mr. Almond with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. Powell with Mr. Gillespie. 

Mr. Granahan with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 

Mr, John J. Delaney with Mr. Mundt, 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Kilburn. 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Canfield. 

Mr. Bradley of Pennsylvania with Mr, Reece 
of Tennessee, 

Mr. Green with Mr. Leonard W. Hall. 

Mr, Quinn of New York with Mr. Clippinger. 

Mr. Wickersham with Mr. Bennet of New 
York, 
O'Toole with Mr. Corbett, 
Flood with Mr. Merrow. 
. Rabin with Mr Cole of New York. 
Hébert with Mr. McMillen of Illinois. 
Barry with Mr. Chenoweth. 
Morrison with Mr. Rockwell, 
Somers of New York with Mr. Crawford. 
Doyle with Mr. Wigglesworth, 
Randolph with Mr. Gerlach. 
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Mr. Buckley with Mr. Gwinn of New York. 

Mr. Rayfiel with Mr, Campbell. 

Mr. Johnson of Texas with Mr. Wolfenden 
of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Klein with Mr. Hand. 

Mr. James J. Delaney with Miss Sumner of 
Illinois. 

Mr. Cooper with Mrs. Luce, 

Mr. Jackson with Mr, Hale. 

Mr. De Lacy with Mr. Kean, 

Mr. Gordon with Mr. Hoffman of Penns- 
Sylvania. 

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. O Konski. 
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Mr. BLAND, Mr. THOM, and Mr. GEAR- 
HART changed their votes from “yea” to 
“nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Smirx of Ohio) 
there were—ayes 115, noes 9. 

So the bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


BILLIONS FOR BRITAIN—NONE FOR 
AMPUTEES 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, Tuesday there came to the 
Capitol a group of fine-looking, intelli- 
gent young Americans, every one men- 
tally alert, in fine physical condition 
except that every one of them had in the 
service of his country lost a limb or a 
part of a limb. And what were they 
here for? 

They were here asking that the Fed- 
eral Government, which has spent hun- 
dreds of billions of dollars upon schemes 
conceived by the fuzzy-brained New 
Dealers, aid them in procuring especially 
equipped vehicles which would enable 
them to get to and from their homes and 
the jobs which they either had secured 
or had prospects of securing, thus ren- 
dering the task of supporting themselves 
and their dependents more certain, 

It is strange indeed that it should be 
necessary for any group of young Ameri- 
cans who had sacrificed so much to come 
to Washington on a mission so meri- 
torious. There has been no organized 
newspaper propaganda spent to further 
the legislation for which they were 
asking. The internationalists and one- 
worlders do not seem interested. 

Britain, prior to and during the last 
war, spent some $12,000,000 convincing 
Americans they should fight that war 
and, after it was over, give her other 
billions in order to establish world trade 
from which she was the principal bene- 
ficiary. 

No one knows how many millions or 
billions were spent prior to, during, and 
subsequent to this war to extract other 
billions of dollars from the American 
taxpayer and divert it into channels 
which we are told promote foreign trade. 

“Foreign trade” are wonderful words 
and, so far as the average citizen can see, 
foreign trade means dollars and millions 
of dollars for a few engaged in commer- 
cial enterprise. It means more postwar 
millionaires, 

There is naturally and rightly a great 
deal of sympathy for these young men 
who are suffering handicaps because of 
sacrifices made in the service of our 
country and it is more than passing 
strange that those who were so intent 
upon propagandizing us into the war 
failed prior to the war to count the cost, 
if the cost of such a war can be counted, 
and to make provision for the Ameri- 
cans who were certain to be ruined by it, 
or whose chances of success have been 
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lessened by the sacrifices they made to 
win it. 

Billions for Britain; billions for Rus- 
sia; billions for France and China—for 
every nation and every cause that may 
be suggested by the internationalists— 
but a strange lassitude and inaction 
when it comes to taking care of Ameri- 
cans here at home who were so fortunate 
as to return; who were so unfortunate 
as to have left behind in foreign lands 
a limb or a part of a limb, the loss of 
which prevents them from competing 
with the rest of us upon an equal footing. 

It is my hope that the internationalists 
and the “one world” advocates who al- 
ways remind us we are dependent upon 
Britain; who are always telling us that 
England is our first line of defense; who 
always insist that without England we 
as a Nation would be wiped out, turn 
their attention, now that the real fight- 
ing is over, just for a moment from their 
international schemes and do justice to 
these young men whose representatives 
appeared here yesterday, and to the 
other young men and women who served 
us so faithfully, so courageously, and at 
such tremendous sacrifice in the war 
which saved the British Empire from 
destruction. 

War was the goal of the internation- 
alists. They haye had it. Now let them 
come forth and assist in passing legis- 
lation which will, in part at least but 
in very-small part, meet the needs of 
those who assisted in winning that war. 

I was one of those who had faith in 
America and in her ability to defend 
herself and her institutions from any 
enemy, from any combination of ene- 
mies. I am one of those who today be- 
lieve that the interests of America and 
her people should be given first con- 
sideration and, had I my way, I would 
have our country first take care of every 
unfortunate, needy American before 
alining ourselves with the group which 
in the Old World is playing power poli- 
tics; establishing once more a balance- 
of-power alinement. 

The gift of approximately $4,000,000,- 
000 to Great Britain means either that 
we take our place by her side as her 
ally, join her in every quarrel and every 
war in which she may become involved 
or that, if we intend to hold ourselves 
out as fair and impartial, we give pro- 
portionate sums to Russia, France, 
China—to every other country which 
may be persuaded to ask us for aid. 
Either course means a surrender of a 
part of our sovereignty, a loss of our 
freedom; of national independence and 
action; a partnership and military alli- 
ance with the British Empire; committed 
to follow her in all her imperialistic poli- 
cies or if she so decides, give support to 
her socialistic schemes. 

Why not retain our own form of gov- 
ernment; our own independence in in- 
ternational affairs; keep ourselves in- 
vincible; maintain ourselves in a position 
where as the most powerful Nation we 
can determine the course of world events 
by our ability to decide world issues 
which concern us by calling the atten- 
tion of would-be aggressor nations to 
our power. 

Here at home let us first take care of 
our own and, when caring for our own, 
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let us first give consideration to those 
young men and young women who have 
returned either with mind affected or 
physically handicapped. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling 
clerk, announced that the Senate insists 
upon its amendments to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 305) entitled “Joint 
resolution providing for membership and 
participation by the United States in the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Organization, and authoriz- 
ing an appropriation therefor,” dis- 
agreed to by the House; agrees to the 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. Murray, Mr. 
TUNNELL, and Mr. BRIDGES to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1717) entitled 
“An act for the development and control 
of atomic energy,” requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. McManon, Mr. Jounson of Colo- 
rado, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. VANDENBERG, and 
Mr. Ausri to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate, 


ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1946 


Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
table the bill (S. 1717) for the develop- 
ment and control of atomic energy, with 
House amendments thereto, insist on the 
House amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is re objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. May, THOMASON, 
Brooks, CLASON, and THOMAS of New 
Jersey. 


PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, I call up the bill (S. 2142) to 
provide for two heads of departments of 
military science and tactics in the pub- 
lic schools of the District of Columbia, 
and ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be considered in the House as in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Board of Edu- 
cation is hereby authorized to establish in 
the public schools of the District of Colum- 
bia two positions, each with a title “head 
of department of military science and tac- 
tics.” Persons shall be appointed or pro- 
moted to such positions in accordance with 
the provisions of the District of Columbia 
Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as amended, 
and shall be entitled to receive salaries at 
the same rate as heads of departments as- 
signed to salary class 17 of the salary sched- 
ules set forth in title I of said act. 

Sec. 2. That the act entitled “An act to 
provide for the payment of a military in- 
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structor for the high-school cadets of Wash- 


ington, District of Columbia,” approved June 
4, 1935, is hereby repealed. 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, at the 
present time instruction in the high 
schools of the District of Columbia in 
military science is being given by teach- 
ers in the high-school system. In the 
colored schools as well as in the white 
schools one teacher is acting as head of 
the department of military science and 
receiving no additional pay therefor. 
This bill provides for the establishment 
of a department of military science and 
tactics in the high schools and creates 
two positions, each with the title of head 
of that department. This would mean 
that the teacher, who is given the re- 
sponsibility for formulating and direct- 
ing the program, would receive compen- 
sation comparable to that received by 
heads of other departments in the school 
system. 

The bill meets with the approval of the 
local board of education as well as the 
District Commissioners. The Committee 
on the District of Columbia unanimously 
recommends its adoption. 

Mr. OHARA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEALY. I yield. 

Mr. CHARA. Is there anything com- 
pulsory about the military training? 

Mr. HEALY. This does not change 
the features of the military-training pro- 
gram in the high schools. It merely pro- 
vides for the creation of a Department 
of Military Science and two department 
heads. 

Mr. O’HARA. Is the military training 
optional with the students? 

Mr. HEALY. That is left the way it is 
now. Iam not acquainted with whether 
it is optional or compulsory. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

INCREASING SALARIES OF EMPLOYEES 

OF BOARD OF EDUCATION 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the bill (S. 2352) to authorize increases 
in the salary rates of teachers, school 
officers, and other employees of the 
Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia whose pay is fixed and regu- 
lated by the District of Columbia Teach- 
ers’ Salary Act of 1945, as amended, and 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered in the House as in Commit- 


. tee of the Whole. 


The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection- 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the fiscal 
year commencing July 1, 1946, all employees 
of the Board of Education whose salaries are 
fixed and regulated by the District of Co- 
lumbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as 
amended, except the Superintendent of 
Schools, shail receive, in addition to the 
compensation already provided for under 
such act, as amended, additional compensa- 
tion at the rate of $450 per annum. 

Sec. 2. There is authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any moneys in the Treasury 
of the United States to the credit of the 
District of Columbia not otherwise appro- 
propriated, such sums as may be necessary 
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to carry out the purposes of this act, and 
any appropriations for the public schools of 
the District of Columbia for personal services 
are hereby made available for the payment 
of the increased salaries authorized by this 
act. 

Sec. 3. The Board of Education is hereby 
directed to make a study of the pay scales 
and classifications of the employees of the 
said Board whose salaries are fixed and de- 
termined by this District of Columbia 
Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as amended, 
for the purpose of determining what salary 
and classification adjustments, if any, may 
be necessary or desirable, and to make a re- 
port, including its findings and recommenda- 
tions, to the respective chairmen of the 
Senate and House District Committees not 
later than February 1, 1947. 

Sec. 4. This act shall take effect as of July 
1, 1946, 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from California briefly ex- 
plain the bill? 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House will recall that in recent 
months we have passed bills providing 
for increases in pay for the employees of 
the postal department of the United 
States as well as a 14-percent increase 
for all other Federal workers. This bill 
is to provide for a flat $450 annual in- 
crease for all employees of the Depart- 
ment of Education in the District of Co- 
lumbia. The amount of the increase is 
in line with the increases granted to all 
other Federal employees. 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


RETIREMENT OF PUBLIC-SCHOOL TEACH- 
ERS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the bill (II. R. 5756) for the retirement 
of public-school teachers in the District 
of Columbia, and ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be considered in the House 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That beginning as of 
the Ist day of September following the effec- 
tive day of this act, there shall be deducted 
and withheld from the annual salary of 
every teacher in the public schools of the 
District of Columbia an annual amount com- 
puted to the nearest tenth of a dollar equal 


to 5 percent of the teacher’s annual salary. . 


The Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia shall cause to be filed with the Board 
of Education on September 10 of each year 
a certificate showing the amount of deduc- 
tion to be made from the salary of each 
teacher during the year, said deduction to 
be made in equal amounts, one to be de- 
ducted for each school month. A similar 
certificate shall be filed not later than the 
15th day of each calendar month to cover 
cases of new entrants. No deduction shall 
be made from less than an entire month's 
salary. The amounts deducted and with- 
held from the annual salary of each teacher, 
including amounts so deducted and with- 
held prior to the effective date of this act 
under the act entitled “An act for the re- 
tirement of public-school teachers in the 
District of Columbia,” approved January 15, 
1920 (41 Stat. 387), as amended, shall be 
credited to an individual account of the 
teacher from whose salary the deduction is 
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made, together with interest at 4 percent 
per annum, compounded annually up to the 
effective date of this act and thereafter at 
3 percent per annum, compounded an- 
nually from June 30 of the year in which the 
deductions are made. These individual in- 
terest-bearing accounts shall be kept by the 
Auditor of the District of Columbia. 

Any teacher may at his option and under 
such regulations as may be prescribed by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
deposit with the Collector of Taxes, Dis- 
trict of Columbia, additional sums in 
multiples of $25 but not to exceed 10 per- 
cent per annum of his annual salary, pay, 
or compensation, for services rendered since 
March 1, 1920, which amount together with 
interest thereon at 3 percent per annum 
compounded as of June 30 of each year, shall, 
at the date of his retirement, be available 
to purchase an annuity as he shall elect in 
accordance with such rules and regulations as 
may be prescribed by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, in addition to the 
annuity provided by this act; the purchase 
price of such annuity shall be based upon an 
interest rate of 3 percent per annum com- 
pounded annually and upon such table of 
mortality as shall from time to time be 
prescribed by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. In the event of death 
or separation from the service of such teacher 
before becoming eligible for retirement on 
annuity, the amounts so deposited with in- 
terest at 3 percent compounded annually 
from June 30 of the year in which the deposits 
are made shall be refunded in accordance 
with the provisions of sections 9 and 10, 
respectively, óf this act. A separate indi- 
vidual account shall be kept by the Auditor 
of the District of Columbia with respect to 
the voluntary deposits and interest of each 
teacher. 

Sec. 2. The amounts so deducted and with- 
held from the annual salary of every teacher, 
and the amounts of additional voluntary de- 
deposits, shall be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States to the credit of the 
teachers’ retirement and annuity fund. As of 
the effective date of this act, there shall be 
transferred and credited to such fund the 
balances of funds held for the retirement of 
teachers under the provisions of sections 2 
and 7 of the act of January 15, 1920, as 
amended. The fund thus created shall be 
held and invested by the Secretary of the 
Treasury until paid out as hereinafter pro- 
vided, and the income derived from such in- 
vestments shall constitute a part of said fund 
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions 
of this act. Separate accounts shall be main- 
tained by the Treasury with respect to (1) the 
regular operations of the retirement system, 
exclusive of those incident to the voluntary 
deposits; and (2) the voluntary deposits and 
the supplementary annuities and refunds re- 
sulting from such deposits. 

Sec. 3. (a) Any teacher to whom this act 
applies who shall have attained or shall here- 
after attain the age of 60 years and has 
rendered at least 30 years of service computed 
as prescribed in section 8 of this act, or shall 
hereafter attain the age of 62 years and has 
rendered at least 15 years of service computed 
as prescribed in section 8 of this act, may 
voluntarily retire and shall be eligible for 
retirement on an annuity computed as pro- 
vided in section 5 of this act. 

(b) Any teacher to whom this act epplies 
who shall have attained or shall hereafter 
attain the age of 55 years and has rendered 
at least 30 years of service computed as pre- 
scribed in section 8 of this act, may volun- 
tarily retire and shall be paid an immediate 
life annuity beginning on the first day of the 
month following the date of separation from 
the service having a value equal to the pres- 
ent worth of a deferred annuity at the age of 
60 years computed as prescribed in section 5 
of this act. 
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(c) Any teacher who shall have attained or 
shall hereafter attain the age of 62 years and 
is eligible for retirement under the provisions 
of this act, may be retired by the Board of 
Education upon written recommendation of 
the Superintendent of Schools. Any teacher 
who shall have attained, or shall hereafter 
attain the age of 70 years shall be retired 
unless upon written recommendation of the 
Superintendent of Schools two-thirds of the 
members of the Board of Education vote to 
retain such teacher in the public schools for 
the good of the service. No sum shall be 
paid to any teacher upon his retirement un- 
less he shall have been employed as a teacher 
on active duty in the public schools of the 
District of Columbia for a total period of 
not less than 10 years. 

Sec. 4. Any teacher to whom this act ap- 
plies who shall have served on active duty in 
the public schools of the District of Colum- 
bia for a total period of not less than 10 years, 
and who, before becoming eligible for retire- 
ment under the conditions defined in the 
preceding sections hereof, becomes physically 
or mentally disabled and incapable of satis- 
factorily performing the duties of his posi- 
tion, by reason of disease or injury not due 
to vicious habits, intemperance, or willful 
misconduct on the part of the teather, shall 
upon his own application or upon order of 
the Board of Education as provided later in 
this section be retired on an annuity com- 
puted in accordance with the provisions of 
sections 5 and 6 hereof: Provided, That proof 
of freedom from vicious habits, intemper- 
ance, or willful misconduct for a period of 
more than 5 years next prior to becoming so 
disabled for useful and efficient service shall 
not be required in any case. No claim shall 
be allowed under the provisions of this sec- 
tion unless the application for retirement 
shall have been executed prior to the appli- 
cant’s separation from the service or within 
6 months thereafter. No teacher shall be 
retired under the provisions of this section 
unless examined under the direction of the 
Health Officer of the District of Columbia, 
and as a result of said examination, in his 
judgment, or in the judgment of the Super- 
intendent of Schools concurred in by two- 
thirds of the members of the Board of Edu- 
cation, shall have been found to be physically 
or mentally incapacitated for efficient service. 

Every annuitant retired under the provi- 
sions of this section, unless the disability for 
which retired be permanent in character, 
shall at the expiration of 1 year from the 
date of such retirement and annually there- 
after, until reaching retirement age as de- 
fined in section 3 hereof, be examined under 
the direction of the Health Officer of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia in order to ascertain the 
nature and degree of the annuitant’s dis- 
ability, if any. If an annuitant shall recover 
before reaching retirement age and be re- 
stored to an earning capacity which would 
permit him in the discretion of the Superin- 
tendent of Schools and the Board of Educa- 
tion to be reappointed as a teacher in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia or 
permit him to secure some other appropriate 
position, payment of the ,annuity shall be 
continued temporarily to afford the annui- 
tant opportunity to seek such available posi- 
tion, but not in any case exceeding 1 year 
from the date of the medical examination 
showing such recovery. Should the annui- 
tant fail to appear for examination as re- 
quired under this section payment of the 
annuity shall be suspended until continuance 
of the disability shall have been satisfac- 
torily established. Upon written recommen- 
dation of the Superintendent of Schools the 
Board of Education may order or direct at 
any time such medical or other examination 
as it shall deem necessary to determine the 
facts relative to the nature and degree of 
disability of any teacher retired on an annu- 
ity under this section. 

In all cases where the annuity is discon- 
tinued under the provisions of this section, 
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the annuity payments made under (1) of 
section 5 hereof shall be charged against his 
individual account and, unless he shall be- 
come reemployed in a position under the 
purview of this act, he shall be considered 
as having been separated from the service 
for other than retirement purposes and en- 
titled to the benefits of section 9 hereof: 
Provided, however, That if such teacher were 
also receiving an annuity because of volun- 
tary deposits made under the provisions of 
section 1 hereof, such annuity may be con- 
tinued or, at the option of the teacher, the 
actuarial reserve value of such annuity may 
be withdrawn in cash unless the teacher is 
reemployed in a position within the purview 
of this act, in which case the amount of 
such reserve value shall be treated as a 
voluntary deposit under the provisions of 
section 1 hereof. 

Sec. 5. That following the effective date of 
this act every teacher who shall be retired 
under the provisions of section 3 or section 4 
of this act shall receive an annuity com- 
posed of (1) a sum equal to 1 percent of his 
average annual salary received during any 
five consecutive years of allowable service 
in the public schools of the District of 
Columbia, at the option of the teacher, for 
each year of his whole term of service; and 
(2) an additional sum of $15 for each year 
of his whole term of service, not exceeding 
40. The total annuity shall be fixed at the 
nearest multiple of 12 cents, and shall be 
payable monthly. Annuities payable to any 
retired teacher who has become eligible for 
retirement because of age as defined in sec- 
tion 3 of this act shall be payable during 
the lifetime of the annuitant, Annuities 
payable to any teacher retired on account of 
disability shall be subject to the conditions 
set forth under section 4 of this act. 

Any teacher retiring under the provisions 
of this act may, at the time of his retire- 
ment, elect one of the following options: (1) 
He may elect to receive in lieu of the life an- 
nuity described herein a reduced annuity of 
equivalent value providing that, in the event 
the annuitant shall die without having re- 
ceived in annuities purchased by his contri- 
butions accumulated with interest to the 
date of his retirement an aggregate sum equal 
to the total amount to his credit at time of 
retirement, the difference shall be paid in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 10 of 
this act; or (2) he may elect to receive in 
lieu of the life annuity as described herein 
a reduced annuity of equivalent value pro- 
viding for a life-insurance benefit payable in 
a lump sum at the time of the annuitant’s 
death. The face amount of such life insur- 
ance may be in any amount which the retir- 
ing teacher shall designate at the time of 
retirement but shall not exceed his contri- 
butions accumulated with interest to the date 
of retirement. Payment of such insurance 
shall be made in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 10 of this act. Any an- 
nuitant who elects to receive the reduced 
annuity with fixed life-insurance benefits 
may reconvert the value of the life insurance 
to an additional annuity of equivalent value 
on any anniversary of the retirement date 
of said annuitant prior to reaching age 70. 

Sec. 6. That in calculating, as provided in 
section 5, the second part of the annuity of 
a teacher retired under the provisions of sec- 
tion 4 of this act, a minimum credit of 20 
years shall be used in determining the sum 
allowable to a teacher with less than 20 years 
of service: Provided, That such minimum 
credit shall not exceed the total number of 
years of service which the teacher might have 
served if continuously employed as a teacher 
in the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia to age 60. 

Sec. 7. The amount of each year’s appro- 
priation shall be calculated, on an actuarial 
basis, as a level percentage of the pay roll 
of all participants which shall be adequate 
to cover the liability normally accrued plus 
a further level amount computed to be suffi- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


cient to liquidate the unfunded accrued lia- 
bility within a period of approximately 20 
years after the effective date of this act. 

Sec. 8. The whole term of service which 
forms the basis for determining the amount 
of the annuity provided in section 5 of this 
act shall be computed from the date of orig- 
inal employment as a teacher, other than 
temporary, in the public schools of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. In computing the length 
of service of retiring teachers credit may be 
given, year for year, for (a) public-school 
service or its equivalent outside of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia but not to exceed 10 years; 
(b) continuous temporary service in the pub- 
lic schools of the District of Columbia im- 
mediately prior to probationary appointment; 
(c) service in the government of the District 
of Columbia or the Government of the United 
States allowable under the Civil Service Act 
of 1920, as amended; (d) periods of honorable 
service in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or 
Coast Guard of the United States in time of 
war; (e) all educational leaves of absence 
with part pay authorized by the Board of 
Education in accordance with the act of June 
12, 1940 (54 Stat. 349); and (f) all other 
leaves of absence authorized by the Board of 
Education for purposes or services not here- 
tofore enumerated in this section but not to 
exceed a total of 2 years within any 10-year 
period of active service as a teacher in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia, 
the first 10-year period to begin on the date 
of the first probationary appointment as a 
teacher in the public schools of the District 
of Columbia: Provided, however, That that 
portion of the annuity which results from 
credit for service allowable under (a) and (c) 
of this section shall be reduced by the amount 
of any annuity which the retired teacher is 
entitled to receive under any Federal, State, 
or municipal retirement or pension system in 
respect to such service, except that such por- 
tion of the annuity after reduction shall not 
be less than the annuity purchasable with the 
deposit which the teacher is required to make 
under the provisions of this section in order 
to obtain credit for such service: Provided 
further, That no credit for service prescribed 
in this section, with the exception of educa- 
tional leave with part pay, shall be given to 
any teacher entering the said public schools 
after June 30, 1926 until he shall have de- 
posited to the credit of the teachers’ retire- 
ment and annuity fund of the District of Co- 
lumbia a sum equal to the accumulated con- 
tributions and interest which he would have 
had credited to his individual account if such 
service had been rendered on active duty in 
the public schools of the District of Columbia, 
said contributions to be based on the average 
annual salary of the class to which the teach- 
er is appointed: Provided further, That all 
contributions to the retirement fund made 
by any teacher on educational leave with part 
pay shall be determined in accordance with 
the provisions of section 1 of this act, but 
otherwise no provision of this act shall be 
interpreted to deprive any teacher employed 
by the Board of Education of any rights or 
benefits allowable under the act of June 12, 
1940 (54 Stat. 349): Provided further, That if 
the teacher so elects, he may deposit the re- 
quired sum in the fund in any number of 
monthly installments not exceeding 50 with 
interest at 3 percent per annum compounded 
annually, upon making claim with the Audi- 
tor, District of Columbia, within 1 year of 
the effective date of this act, or within 1 
year after the original probational appoint- 
ment or reinstatement in the school service, 
or within 2 years after the date of honorable 
discharge from the military service: And pro- 
vided further, That nothing contained herein 
shall be construed to allow any teacher more 
than 1 year’s credit for all services rendered 
in any 1 fiscal year. 

Sec. 9. Should any teacher to whom this 
act applies, after having served in the public 
schools of the District of Columbia for a 
total period of not less than 10 years and 
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before becoming eligible for retirement, be- 
came separated from the service, such 
teacher may elect to receive a deferred an- 
nuity beginning at the age of 62 years com- 
puted as provided in section 5 of this act: 
Provided, That any teacher who becomes 
separated from the public schools of the 
District of Columbia for other than retire- 
ment purposes and who does not elect to 
receive a deferred annuity as provided for 
in this section, shall receive as soon as prac- 
ticable after separation the refund of de- 
ductions, deposits, or redeposits with inter- 
est thereon, or any voluntary contributions 
made under the provisions of section 1 of 
this act, with interest: Provided further, 
That no teacher who shall withdraw the 
amount of his deductions, deposits, or re- 
deposits under this section shall, after rein- 
statement, be entitled to credit for previous 
service unless he shall deposit in the fund 
the amount so withdrawn by him: And pro- 
vided further, That the amount required to 
be so deposited may be paid by the teacher, 
if he so elects, in any number of monthly 
installments, not exceeding 100, with inter- 
est at 3 percent compounded annually. 

Sec. 10. Any teacher from whose salary re- 
tirement deductions are made in accordance 
with this act may designate in writing a 
beneficiary or beneficiaries to whom the 
amount of his deductions, together with 
interest then credited thereon, shall be pay- 
able, as hereinafter provided, in the event 
of the death of the teacher before or after 
retirement. 

In the event any teacher shall die before re- 
tirement the total amount of his deductions 
with interest thereon shall be paid, upon the 
establishment of a valid claim therefor, 
provided the claim be filed with the Auditor 
of the District of Columbia within 3 years 
after the death of such teacher, to the bene- 
ficiary or beneficiaries, if a beneficiary or 
beneficiaries be designated in writing by the 
teacher and recorded on his individual ac- 
count, or, if there be no such beneficiary or 
beneficiaries designated, then to the duly ap- 
pointed executor or administrator of the 
estate of the teacher, or, if the amount pay- 
able be less than $1,000 and no executor or 
administrator is appointed, to such person or 
persons as the auditor, in his judgment, may 
determine is or are legally entitled thereto. 

On the death of a retired teacher who 
elected to receive a reduced annuity with 
death benefits, the amount payable, if any, 
shall be determined according to the terms 
of the option so elected, and such amount 
shall be paid upon the establishment of a 
valid claim therefor, provided the claim be 
filed with the auditor of the District of Co- 
lumbia within 3 years after the death of such 
teacher, to the beneficiary or beneficiaries, if 
a beneficiary or beneficiaries be designated in 
writing by the teacher and recorded on his 
individual account, or, if there be no such 
beneficiary or beneficiaries designated, then 
to the duly appointed executor or administra- 
tor of the estate of the teacher, or, if the 
amount payable be less than $1,000 and no 
executor or administrator is appointed, to 
such person or persons as the auditor, in his 
judgment, may determine is or are legally 
entitled thereto. 

Sec. 11. That every teacher who shall con- 
tinue in the service of the public schools of 
the District of Columbia after the passage of 
this act, as well as every person who here- 
after may be appointed to a position as 
teacher in the public schools of the District 
of Columbia, shall be deemed to consent and 
agree to the deductions made and provided 
for herein; and the salary, pay, or compensa- 
tion, which may be paid monthly or at any 
other time, shall be full and complete dis- 
charge and acquittance of all claims and de- 
mands whatsoever for all services rendered 
by such teacher during the period covered 
by such payment, except his claim for the 
benefits to which he may be entitled under 
the provisions of this act, notwithstanding 
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the provisions of the act of June 20, 1906 (34 
Stat. 316), and of any other law, rule, or 
regulation affecting the salary, pay, or com- 
pensation of the teachers employed in the 
service of the public schools of the District 
of Columbia. 

Sec. 12. That nothing in this act shall be 
construed to prevent the discharge of any 
teacher at any time in the discretion of the 
Board of Education of the District of Co- 
lumbia under the provisions of law. 

Sec, 13. That the term “teacher”, under 
this act, shall include all teachers perma- 
nently employed by the Board of Education 
in the public day schools of the District of 
Columbia, including other educational em- 
ployees whose salaries are established in the 
act of June 20, 1906, and acts amendatory 
thereof, except the employees of the Depart- 
ment of School Attendance and Work Per- 
mits; whenever the pronoun “his” occurs in 
this act it shall be construed to mean both 
male and female; and the term “annual 
salary” shall be construed to mean the total 
annual income received during the fiscal year 
for service rendered in the public day schools 
(not including summer schools) of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, including basic salary, 
automatic increases, and longevity allow- 
ances, provided for in the act of June 20, 
1906, as amended, and this definition of 
“annual salary” shall not be construed to 
affect any deductions which have been made 
prior to the effective date of this act from 
any teacher’s “annual salary” as defined in 
the act of January 15, 1920, as amended. 

Sec. 14. That the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia shall prepare and keep 
all needful tables, records, and accounts re- 
quired for carrying out the provisions of 
this act. The records to be kept shall in- 
clude data showing the mortality experience 
of the teachers in the service of the public 
schools of the District of Columbia and the 
rate of withdrawal from such service, and 
any other information pertaining to such 
service that may be of value and may serve 
as a guide for future valuations and adjust- 
ments of the plan for the retirement of 
teachers. The Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia shall make a detailed compara- 
tive report annually to Congress showing all 
receipts and disbursements under the pro- 
visions of this act, together with the total 
number of persons receiving annuities and 
the amounts paid them. And the Treasury 
Department shall prepare the estimates of 
the annual appropriations required to be 
made to the teachers’ retirement and an- 
nuity fund, and shall make actuarial valua- 
tions of such fund at intervals of 5 years, or 
oftener if deemed necessary by the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

Sec. 15. That the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia shall include in their 
annual estimates of appropriations a sum 
sufficient to carry out the provisions of this 
act and acts amendatory thereof. Appro- 
priations made for the purposes of this act 
shall be transferred to the credit of the 
teachers’ retirement and annuity fund estab- 
lished under section 2 hereof. 

Sec. 16. That the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia are hereby authorized 
to perform, or cause to be performed, any or 
all acts and to make such rules and regula- 
tions as may be necessary and proper for 
the purpose of carrying the provisions of this 
act into full force and effect. 
< Sec. 17. That none of the money mentioned 
in this act shall be assignable, either in law 
or equity, or be subject to execution or levy 
by attachment, garnishment, or other legal 
process. 

Sec. 18. The provisions of this act shall 
apply to all teachers on the rolls of the 
public schools of the District of Columbia 
for the month of June 1945, or thereafter, 
if otherwise eligible: Provided, That noth- 
ing in this act shall require the reduction 
of any annuity any teacher on the rolls 
of the public schools of the District of Co- 
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lumbia for the month of June 1945, would 
be entitled to receive, under the provisions 
of the act of January 15, 1920, as amended, 
upon retirement. The said act of 1920, as 
amended, shall not otherwise apply to teach- 
ers on the rolls of the public schools of the 
District of Columbia for the month of June 
1945, or thereafter, but such act shall re- 
main in force and effect with respect to 
teachers retired prior to the effective date of 
this act, subject to the provisions of sec- 
tion 19. 

Sec. 19. The annuities of all teachers re- 
tired prior to the effective date of this act 
shall be recomputed in accordance with the 
provisions of section 5 of this act: Provided, 
That the average annual salary during any 
five consecutive years, specified in section 5, 
upon which the annuity is based shall be 
within the last 10 years of allowable service 
in the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia: Provided further, That the increased 
amount of the annuity resulting therefrom 
shall be a straight life annuity without any 
insurance or death benefits of any kind. 

Sec. 20. The provisions of this act shall 
take effect July 1, 1946. 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
number of committee amendments, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendments: 

Page 5, line 5, after the word “act”, strike 
out the period and insert the following: “or 
may elect to receive a deferred annuity be- 
ginning at the age of 60 years computed as 
prescribed in section 5 of this act.” 

Page 5, line 16, after the word “retirement”, 
add the following: “under the provisions of 
this section.” 

Page 7, lines 4 to 14, strike out “if an 
annuitant shall recover before reaching re- 
tirement age and be restored to an earning 
capacity which would permit him in the dis- 
cretion of the Superintendent of Schools and 
the Board of Education to be reappointed as 
a teacher in the public schools of the District 
of Columbia or permit him to secure some 
other appropriate position, payment of the 
annuity shall be continued temporarily to 
afford the annuitant opportunity to seek 
such available position, but not in any case 
exceeding 1 year from the date of the medi- 
cal examination showing such recovery.” and 
insert the following: “If an annuitant shall 
recover before reaching retirement age, he 
shall be reappointed by the Board of Educa- 
tion in accordance with such rules and regu- 
lations as the said Board may prescribe to the 
first position, equal or similar to any position 
in the public schools accupied by the annui- 
tant before retirement, which becomes vacant 
after the date the Board of Education receives 
written notification from the health officer 
of the District of Columbia that the annui- 
tant has recovered and is able to discharge 
his duties as a teacher in the public schools 
of the District of Columbia. Payment of the 
annuity shall be continued until the date of 
reappointment by the Board of Education. 
In the event that the annuitant refuses to 
accept the employment prescribed in this 
section, no annuity shall be paid after the 
date of such refusal.” 

Page 8, line 21, after the word “service”, 
insert a comma and add the following: 
“but in no event shall the amount of the 
average annual salary used to determine this 
portion of the annuity be less than the maxi- 
mum salary for class 1, group A, established 
by the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary 
Act of 1945, as amended.” 

Page 8, line 21, strike out “$15” and insert 
” 

Page 11, line 1, after the word “Columbia” 
strike out the period and add the follow- 
ing: “, plus any service credit that may be 
allowed under the provisions of this section.” 

Page 11, line 17, after the word of“ strike 
out “2” and insert “5.” 

Page 12, lines 7 and 8, strike out “education 
leave with part pay,” and insert the following 
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“periods of honorable service in the Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard of the 
United States in time of war and all educa- 
tional leaves of absence with part pay au- 
thorized by the Board of Education in ac- 
cordance with the act of June 12, 1940 (54 
Stat. 349).” 

Page 16, lines 19 and 20, strike out “act of 
June 20, 1906, and acts amendatory thereof” 
and insert the following: “District of Colum- 
bia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as amended.” 

Page 17, lines 3 and 4, strike out “act of 
June 20, 1906” and insert the following: 
“District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 
1945.” 

Page 17, line 4, after the word “amended” 
add the following: “, and all wartime addi- 
tional compensation or bonus.” 

Page 18, line 22, strike out “1945” and in- 
sert 1946.“ 

Page 19, line 1, strike out “1945” and insert 
“1946.” 

Page 19, line 5, strike out "1945” and insert 
“1946.” 

Page 19, line 11, after the word “act” in- 
sert the following: “within 90 days after the 
approval of this act retroactive to the effec- 
tive date of this act, and no recomputation 
shall be made which will reduce the annuity 
received by any retired teacher.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GRIFFITHS: On 
page 11, line 14, after the word “and”, strike 
out the remainder of the line, all of lines 
15, 16, 17, and 18, and to and including the 
comma in line 19, 


Mr. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill as a whole, of course, follows the 
retirement for civil-service employees. 
However, the civil service does not have 
any leave for maternity care. If this 
section is left in the bill, you will allow 
a teacher to take 5 years out of a 10- 
year period, and then, of course, she is 
allowed to add that 5 on the length of 
teaching for retirement purposes. In 
other words, if she has had 25 years, 
then you add the 5 years’ sick leave for 
maternity, that -would make 30 years, 
It seems to me it is absolutely unfair. 
It does not follow the retirement in the 
civil service, because there they can take 
the regular sick leave and advance leave, 
but the advance leave is not considered 
in the retirement. I do not have so 
much objection to that but I do object 
to it when they add it on to the retire- 
ment. 

I hope the amendment is agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


HOSPITAL CENTER FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 223) providing for the 
establishment of a modern, adequate, 
and efficient hospital center in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Pending that motion, I ask unanimous 
consent that general debate be limited 
to 1 hour, to be equally divided and con- 
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trolled by myself and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill S. 223, with Mr. 
TRIMBLE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr, HEALY. Mr. Chairman, inas- 
much as the gentleman from Illinois has 
been a member of the subcommittee 
which has given consideration to this 
bill over a long period of time, I believe 
that, for the benefit of the membership, 
we should have a full explanation of the 
bill as passed by the Senate, as well as 
the substitute bill reported out by the 
House District Committee by the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill now before the 
House authorizes a project that might be 
known as a municipal hospital center for 
the District of Columbia. 

If ever there was a scandal under the 
canopy of heaven it is the hospital situa- 
tion here in Washington. When the au- 
thorities who administer some of the hos- 
pitals in the District of Columbia appear 
before the Committees of Congress and 
there file a statement of facts indicating 
rats scampering in the hallways of the 
hospitals; when they state that the facili- 
ties have deteriorated to the point where 
they are certainly far below the equiva- 
lent hospital facilities in other areas of 
comparable size, then certainly it is a 
praag of affairs that calls for atten- 
tion. 

Everybody has been on the alert about 
the hospital situation here in Washing- 
ton for a long time. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. TABER. I understand this bill 
provides Federal contributions up to 
about 70 percent. 

Mr. DIRKSEN., That would be not 
quite correct. If the gentleman will per- 
mit me to proceed further I will explain 
what the contribution is. 

Mr. TABER. I do not know why the 
Federal Government should do that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the gentleman will 
permit, I will seek to make that clear to 
the Members of the House. 

A great many organizations and asso- 
ciations of individuals in the Nation’s 
capital have given this matter attention 
for a long time. 

In addition thereto, there has been a 
hospital association that has been en- 
gaged for a number of years in a survey 
of the facilities and the adequacy of the 
facilities of hospital beds, hospital equip- 
ment, hospital structures and so forth. 
No one can examine that report without 
just sort of hanging his head in shame 
that such a condition is permitted to 
exist in the Nation’s Capital. Out of 
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this combined effort over a long period of 
time there eventuated a bill introduced 
in the United States Senate by Senator 
Typincs, of Maryland. When they came 
to see about getting action on the bill 
in the House, I asked for a little time to 
examine it, after which I protested that I 
could rot go along with the bill in that 
form. The bill as it passed the Senate 
authorized money to a private agency, 
over which there was no Federal control. 
In addition thereto, there was no partic- 
ipation by the authorities of the District 
of Columbia. Well, obviously if they are 
going to use the benefits of any hospital 
centér here there is no reason why the 
people in the District of Columbia should 
not participate in the expenditure to a 
reasonable extent. 

I quite approve the idea of setting up 
a municipal hospital center, particularly 
when you have hospitals that are willing 
to become components of such center 
and dispose of their present facilities, 
throwing the proceeds from the sale of 
such facilities into a common fund for 
the purpose of developing that center, 
then leasing the facilities from such cen- 
ter. My contention was if you are going 
to do this job there must be a Federal 
agency that has authority over the fund, 
over the plans, over the leasing, and that 
will give the supervision that is so neces- 
sary where Federal funds are involved. 
The bill bounced around for a long time 
and no action was taken for two reasons. 
In the first place, no suggestion had been 
made as to what Federal agency might 
assume responsibility for such super- 
vision and direction; secondly, the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia 
came in all humility and said that the 
District is stone broke. At one time it 
had an unearmarked balance of $35,000 
in the general fund. That is the low 
level to which the unobligated revenues 
and finances in the District of Columbia 
had been permitted to deteriorate, not 
because of any misfeasance or nonfea- 
sance on the part of the Commissioners 
or the authorities here, but simply be- 
cause in the last few years the District 
budget has jumped from $42,000,000 to 
approximately seventy-one million. I 
still insisted there ought to be a Federal 
agency in this picture if you are going to 
have a hospital center and, second, there 
should be District participation. 

As a result the Federal Works Agency, 
at my invitation, came into the picture. 
There was meeting after meeting for a 
long period of time. We worked out 
what we thought was a reasonably ac- 
ceptable formula. In the case of the 
private hospitals that want to join in the 
center there is a provision that their fa- 
cilities will be evaluated, perhaps they 
will be sold, and that is their contribu- 
tion to the over-all fund required to con- 
Struct such a center; second, we had to 
derive some factor, some participating 
factor for the District of Columbia. My 
own notion was perhaps we ought to pay 
at least 30 percent of the over-all cost, 
estimated to be $35,000,000. This, then, 
is predicated upon a formula whereby 20 
percent of the cost will be derived from 
the component hospitals that will join in 
the center, an additional 30 percent will 
be derived from the District of Columbia, 
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and the remaining 50 percent will be 
taken out of the Federal Treasury. 

You may wonder why $17,500,000 
out of a total of $35,000,000 should 
be taxed against the people of the United 
States. There is one reason at least and 
I do not assign it as a reason for taxing 
that amount, but I do assign it as a rea- 
son for having the Federal Treasury par- 
ticipate in this kind of an enterprise. 

There are probably 270,000 Federal 
workers in the District of Columbia at the 
present time. Most of them have come 
from other jurisdictions. There are 
people here from Missouri, from the dis- 
trict represented so ably by the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]; there 
are people from my district in Illinois 
who are working in the confines of Wash- 
ington at the present time; people from 
every State of the Union, working here 
on a formula worked out by the Civil 
Service Commission many years ago, are 
on duty at the present time. Unless 
there are adequate hospital facilities in 
Washington, we are not only denying the 
people of Washington adequate facilities, 
we are denying the facilities to the people 
from your home district who come here 
to work as servants of the Federal Gov- 
ernment who in moments of illness, in 
moments of accidents, have no adequate 
place to which they can repair for proper 
kind of hospitalization. So there is a 
very definite benefit that accrues to peo- 
ple from every State in the Union who 
are domiciled here in the employ of the 
Federal Government, and whether it 
should be $17,500,000 or a smaller amount 
or a larger amount is a matter that I 
shall not labor particularly, but the best 
formula we have been able to devise over 
a long period of time is 20 percent from 
those who lease these facilities and ppol 
their own fiscal and balance-sheet re- 
sources, 30 percent from the District of 
Columbia, and 50 percent out of the Fed- 
eral Treasury. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr, TABER, It is not 30 percent out 
of the District of Columbia as long as it 
is a matter that they are not paying any 
interest. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The point is that we 
tried to meet a very difficult situation 
that obtains at the present time. I said 
a moment ago that the District of Co- 
lumbia is broke. I say now on my own 
authority that the District of Columbia 
is stone broke, and it is not an easy mat- 
ter for the District Commissioners to ap- 
pear day after day before the Legislative 
Committee of the District of Columbia 
with their hats in their hands wonder- 
ing what kind of relief the Congress is 
going to provide. It is up to us, after all, 
to provide a revenue system for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make it possible 
for adequate revenues to drift into the 
District’s coffers whereby these facili- 
ties can properly be acquired, can be 
constructed, and the District can as- 
sume its full share. So we have a reve- 
nue difficulty here, and the bill that is 
before you, first of all, recites the obliga- 
tions and makes it a firm obligation 
which the District shall assume, and 
then leaves it for a future Congress to 
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determine what kind of revenue system 
shall be provided here in the District of 
Columbia with which to finance their 
30 percent participating interest. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. There is 
no question about the need for more hos- 
pital beds. What about Columbia Hos- 
pital that is presently in existence? Will 
they get some assistance from this? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It depends on what 
hospitals undertake to participate in this 
medical center. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself five additional minutes. 
. Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Is it an- 
ticipated that the surrounding territory 
will have the advantage or use of the 
hospital, or just the District of Columbia 
citizens? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am quite sure that 
there will be no effort to restrict, because 
in the report that was filed in connection 
herewith it was pointed out that there 
were only meager facilities in some of the 
outlying areas, and it is anticipated that 
people living in the suburbs or over in 
Arlington, Alexandria, Falls Church, 
Lyons Park, Chevy Chase, will have some 
of the benefits. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. After the 
building of the hospital, will it be self- 
supporting or self-liquidating? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We only hope that it 
will be self-liquidating, but that is rath- 
er one of these fine and specific features 
on which you cannot provide a pontifical 
answer. I only hope that more and more 
hospitals will share in these facilities, 
that it will become a great medical cen- 
ter, and the fees will be reasonable and 
also commensurate with a program that 
will make itself self-liquidating. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think it 
is important in the building of a hospital 
center that it be put on a sound financial 
basis so that they will not be coming back 
to Congress every year and saying. We 
need $1,000,000.” It should show a bal- 
ance in the treasury. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That matter will be 
administered by the Federal Works 
Agency, and I have enough confidence in 
that Agency, from past performances, to 
feel that it will do its utmost in the mat- 
ter of establishing fees or rentals, lease 
costs and so forth on the basis of previ- 
ous experience with these hospitals to 
establish a somewhat nearly self-liqui- 
dating basis. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I share 
with the gentleman his feeling of the 
need for better hospital facilities and a 
lot of other improvements in the city of 
Washington. However, I declare I have 
never seen a situation which so greatly 
invited the imposition of a sales tax and 
thereby a simple solution to a great city’s 
revenue problem as in the case of the 
city of Washington. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Open confession is 
good for the soul, I publicly now confess 
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my own sins and derelictions in that re- 
spect. When the District of Columbia 
Commissioners and the special taxing 
committee recommended a sales tax a 
number of years ago, it was the gentle- 
man from Illinois who opposed it here 
and elsewhere and finally kept it from 
being included in a balanced revenue 
system. I have tried to make amends for 
my sins in that respect, however, and I 
said to them very recently that it ought 
to be included. I hope when next we 
tackle the question of adequate revenues 
for the District of Columbia a sales tax 
will be included. Insofar as my own 
feeble talent can be devoted to that mat- 
ter, it will be included in such a tax 
structure. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think 
that is a splendid statement. I believe 
that is the way out. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KUNKEL. How are you going to 
raise the 30 percent from the District, 
by taxation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. By taxation. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Will not the outlying 
towns that will have the benefit of this 
service be expected to contribute in pro- 
portion? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Not in the construc- 
tion, but that you can get on the basis of 
fees charged the people who use the 
hospital. 

Mr. KUNKEL. It seems to me they 
should contribute to the construction 
also. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There is no way in 
which the Congress or the Committee on 
the District of Columbia can reach them, 
because they lie outside the constitu- 
tional jurisdiction of the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Is there going to be 
any kind of campaign in Washington for 
the people to try to help out on this 
themselves, the way they have been do- 
ing in so many cities throughout the 
country? I know in Harrisburg they 
raised $2,000,000, and a good portion of 
it in Carlisle and Lebanon, in collecting 
funds to build increased hospital facili- 
ties. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the gentleman has 
observed around town these cards in 
store rooms “Make It a Million,” that re- 
fers to the campaign now being con- 
ducted in behalf of the Children’s Hospi- 
tal, to raise $1,000,000. So far as I know, 
that fund is only 15 percent complete at 
the present moment, notwithstanding 
the zeal and crusading effort that has 
been put behind it. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

. Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Some 
years ago we were told that the real- 
estate tax rate in the District was prac- 
tically the lowest in the Nation. Has 
that real-estate tax been boosted to any 
extent in the last few years? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the gentleman will 
take a house of a certain kind, design, 
and size in the District of Columbia and 
measure all the charges against it, and 
then get a comparable estimate from any 
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other jurisdiction in the country, he will 
find that for 30 cities of a size com- 
parable to Washington, D. C., that house 
will be about fifteenth down in the list, 
which means that the taxes in 14 cities 
will be a little bit higher than Washing- 
ton and in 15 cities will be just a little 
bit lower. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the best we 
could do with this bill. I recommend it 
to the House for favorable action. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
shall endeavor in my humble way to ex- 
plain the various features of this bill 
section by section. It so happens that 
I was the only member of the committee 
who voted against reporting the bill, 
although several members were absent 
who would have voted likewise. 

Speaking of subsidies, this is unques- 
tionably the most liberal subsidy that has 
been proposed in this Chamber in the 
3% years I have been here. 

I appreciate the fact that hospitals are 
needed in the District of Columbia. I 
agree with everything the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen] had to say 
about the deplorable situation in the local 
hospitals. But as we review this bill I 
want you to bear in mind that you may 
have some hospitals in your own States 
and your own towns which also need 
improvement, but under this bill they do 
not get it. 

The bill provides first that the pro- 
gram shall be put under way by the Fed- 
eral Works Administrator. In subsec- 
tion (a) of section 1 the Administrator is 
authorized to acquire land. In subsec- 
tion (b) he is authorized to make plans 
and surveys looking to the construction 
of a medical center. In subsection (c) 
he is authorized to make grants—and 
they are 100-percent grants—to such pri- 
vate hospitals located in the District of 
Columbia as do not come into the medical 
center for the purpose of rebuilding, 
renovating, extending, equipping, and so 
forth, their present facilities. 

I will pass over section 2. 

Section 3 provides for the construction 
of the hospital center. 

Section 4 provides that the Federal 
Works Administrator may utilize the 
services of the United States Public 
Health Service, the Federal Security 
Agency, and the Federal Works Agency 
in effectuating this program. 

Section 5 provides as follows: 

That 30 percent of the net amount ex- 
pended by the Federal Works Administrator 
under this act shall be charged against the 
District of Columbia and shall be repaid to 


the Government by the District of Colum- 
bia— 


When will they repay? 
this— 


at such time— 
Not now, not next week, not next 


month, and not next year, but— 
at such time and in such amounts without 
intérest as the Congress of the United States 
shall hereafter— e 

At some time in the future— 
determine. 


So the manner, means, and time of 
repayment is most indefinite. 


Listen to 
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This is a $35,000,000 program. Inci- 
dentally, $35,000,000 is not hay. It is 
proposed that $15,000,000 or more will be 
required in the construction of the Medi- 
cal Center and that three hospitals in 
the District of Columbia—the Garfield 
Memorial, Emergency, and the Episcopal 
Eye, Ear, Nose, and Throat—will sur- 
render their properties to the Govern- 
ment and come into and participate in 
the operation of the Medical Center. 
The properties of these three hospitals 
have been valued at $5,000,000, which 
will be credited against the cost of the 
Medical Center, leaving a net cost of 
$10,000,000. Then the District of Co- 
lumbia will contribute 30 percent of the 
$10,000,000—not of the $15,000,000, not 
of the $35,000,000, but 30 percent of the 
$10,000,000, which means that the Dis- 
trict of Columbia will expend only 
$3,000,000 on a $35,000,000 program. 
Can you conceive of a more liberal pro- 
gram? Iam just as much interested in 
the improvement of hospitalization in 
the District of Columbia as any member 
of the District Committee or any Mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives or 
of the Congress. I realize and appreci- 
ate the fact that there are about 250,000 
or 260,000 Federal workers in the District 
of Columbia. This alone does not justify 
such liberal Federal participation, The 
approach to this problem is not the mak- 
ing of a direct grant to the District of 
Columbia earmarked for the specific 
purpose of building a certain project. 
The District of Columbia needs school 
facilities. Would this not set a pattern 
for the Federal Government to build 
schools in the District of Columbia? 
The District of, Columbia needs streets. 
It needs other facilities. Would this not 
set a pattern for the Federal Govern- 
ment to bear about 77.5 percent of the 
costs of other facilities and improve- 
ments? The only approach to this prob- 
lem is through a direct Federal grant to 
the District of Columbia, justified after 
full and free hearings. Then when that 
grant is delivered over to the Commis- 
sioners the Commissioners will then de- 
termine for themselves how the money 
should be expended, whether for hos- 
pitals, schools, or something else. I do 
not think the Congress should come in 
piecemeal fashion and say that we are 
going to contribute about 77.5 percent of 
the cost of the District’s hospital facili- 
ties unless similar contributions are 
made to all States. And even then I 
say that grants to that extent are unrea- 
sonable. 

We have lost track of the remaining 
$20,000,000. We have only covered $15,- 
000,000 of the $35,000,000 authorization. 
Follow me now as we discuss the re- 
mainder. The hospitals in the District 
of Columbia which do not come into 
Medical Center will receive the $20,000,- 
000 absolutely scot free, without one sin- 
gle dime of it being returned to the 
Federal Government. Not a dime. I 
confess they may need it, but when you 
go back home to your constituents and 
they inquire of you as to why you have 
not secured a 100-percent grant for your 
own hospitals, what are you going to say? 
This bill provides that a District hos- 
pital whose facilities are valued at a mil- 
lion dollars may receive a Federal grant 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


of a million dollars and make no return 
whatsoever to the Federal Government. 
I understand that the Rules Committee 
this morning reported out the Burton- 
Hill bill providing Federal aid for hos- 
pitals. I am not as familiar with the 
bill as I should be, but as I understand it 
every State in these United States will 
be treated alike, including the District 
of Columbia. It is fair to everyone. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. You spoke of people 
being here from the various States get- 
ting the use of these hospitals. Do they 
pay for those services, and on what basis? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. They pay the 
usual rates in the hospital that other 
people pay. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. ABER- 
NETHY] has expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman three additional minutes. 

Mr. CHURCH. There is no subsidy 
there? Is there any subsidization that 


gives them the benefit of reduced rates? 


Mr. ABERNETHY. There is no sub- 
sidy, to my knowledge. The Federal 
worker, entering a local hospital, does 
and should pay the same rate as any 
ae resident of the District of Colum- 

ia. s 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, wil 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield. 

Mr. COLMER. My attention was 
diverted, but I þelieve the gentleman did 
call attention to the fact that Senate 
bill 191 will come up shortly, and under 
that bill the District of Columbia could 
come in just like your State or my State. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Absolutely. 

Mr. COLMER. And pay on the same 
footing. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Absolutely. 

Mr. COLMER, That is only fair; and 
I want to congratulate the gentleman 
from Mississippi on the splendid and 
meritorious fight he is making. I favor 
Federal aid for hospitalization; but I 
want to see the District of Columbia 
come in on the same footing as other 
communities in your State and mine. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has again 
expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Bates]. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I regret very deeply that I 
find myself in disagreement with the 
majority membership of the District 
Committee, of which I have been a mem- 
ber for the last 10 years. I am in ac- 
cord, in general, with the statement 
made by the other member of the com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr, ABERNETHY] only a moment ago. I 
want it thoroughly understood at the 
outset, as I said during the discussion of 
the slum clearance bill, that I do sin- 
cerely believe that the Congress of the 
United States has a very definite respon- 
sibility in the affairs of the District of 
Columbia. After all, we are the legisla- 
tive body of this District. It is through 
the legislative body, the Congress of the 
United States, that authorization is given 
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to the District to carry on many of its 
administrative works. I have voted for 
some bills for the improvement of condi- 
tions in the District when they were good 
bills, but I am opposed to this bill, This 
bill originated in the Senate many 
months ago. It came out of the Senate 
with an authorization estimated to be 
about $20,000,000. We have had many, 
many meetings and hearings during the 
intervening period of time in order to 
see if we could not lay a sound founda- 
tion for the determination of a very crit- 
ical problem which I agree does exist 
within the District of Columbia. I do 
not quite agree with my friend from Illi- 
nois, who recently said there was a con- 
dition of rats running around hospital 
corridors or any other such condition in 


these hospitals is any argument for this 


bill. That is complete dereliction of re- 
sponsibility on the part of those who 
have charge of the hospitals to permit a 
condition of that kind to exist. Cer- 
tainly if rats, mice, or vermin of any 
kind exist in the hospitals, proper steps 
should be taken to exterminate those 
conditions by those in charge of the ad- 
ministration of those hospital buildings. 
It is nothing but dereliction of duty and 
certainly those who are responsible for 
that kind of administration ought not to 
have anything to do with the administra- 
tion of a fine medical center which I 
believe, under certain conditions, should 
be established within the District. 

This bill is not for $20,000,000; it is 
now a $35,000,000 bill, and there is no 
telling what the ultimate cost wil! be. 

It may interest the Members of the 
House to know that the Commissioner of 
Public Health in the District, the man 
who is responsible for the health condi- 
tions in the District of Columbia, is op- 
posed to this bill. The District Com- 
missioners themselves are not in favor 
of the bill as it now stands, but prob- 
ably because the District will have to pay 
part of the cost. I also concur with the 
District Commissioners that if the Dis- 
trict is to be compelled to pay part of 
the cost the District should be repre- 
sented on the governing board. 

What does this bill provide? This 
measure provides that the Public Works 
Administration shall construct these 
buildings, acquire all the land, even equip 
the hospitals, and then lease them out 
to other agencies which in this instance 
would probably be three hospitals in the 
District. Three of the hospitals would, 
dispose of their property and turn over 
the assets to the Public Works Adminis- 
tration estimated to be about $5,000,000 
as part of the total cost of $35,000,000 or 
$40,000,000. Those three hospitals would 
control the new hospital center. 

There is no provision in this bill under 
which the District Commisisoners or the 
District itself would have representation 
on this Board of Governors of this new 
hospital center. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman two additional minutes. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. On a 
matter of such magnitude as this it seems 
to me more study is needed. I have dis- 
cussed the matter even with the medical 
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experts inside.the District and outside 
the District. It seems to me that while 
there is a crying need in the District 
for hospital facilities, there are so many 
intangibles associated with the greater 
problem of administration of this great 
hospital center that more time and study 
ought to be given by this committee and 
by the Congress to a study of the facts 
before we authorize the appropriation of 
thirty-five to forty million dollars. An- 
other factor that disturbs me, as I say, 
is the fact that the District of Columbia 
or even the Federal Government itself, 
is not represented on the Board of Gov- 
ernors to maintain and carry out this 
project. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. . 


Mr. ABERNETHY. I wish also to 
point out that although it is anticipated 
that these three main hospitals will par- 
ticipate in this hospital center no men- 
tion is made specifically in this bill as to 
the names of those hospitals, and there 
is nothing in the bill that would bind 
them to go into the program. 

Of course, they could come into the 
program by contract; but no mention is 
made in the bill of these three hospitals 
who are to participate in the program. 
So far as I know they may decide they 
are not interested. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Not 
only that, but section C on page 10 pro- 
vides that the Public Works Administra- 
tion could make grants to private agen- 
cies upon such terms and in such 
amounts as the Administrator may deem 
to be in the public interest to enable 
such private agencies to make surveys 
and investigations, to plan, design, con- 
struct, remodel, relocate, rebuild, reno- 
vate, extend, equip, furnish, or repair 
hospital facilities in the District of Co- 
lumbia, This provision opens the door 
wide for every hospital, however large or 
small, to make application for Federal 
funds, and secure the same. That was 
not the original purpose of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill ought to be 
deferred until the next session of Con- 
gress so that in the meantime we may 
give it further study. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. BOLTON]. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, may 
I thank the distinguished gentleman on 
the other side of the aisle [Mr. HEALY] 
for his courtesy in permitting me to have 
a few moments of the time of the com- 
mittee to discuss this matter. I am not 
going to speak at all about the various 
sections of the bill or to go into it in any 
detail. However, I do wish to present to 
you for your consideration the deplorable 
conditions that exist in the District of 
Columbia so far as hospital facilities are 
concerned. 

There are a great many people living 
in the District of Columbia who do not 
pay taxes but who expect to be taken 
care of in hospitals. Take our own sec- 
retarial staffs; none of our secretaries 
are permitted to go to Army or Navy 
hospitals. When they are ill they have 
to go to the hospitals of the District. If 
you know anything at all about the con- 
ditions that exist in these hospitals you 
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would be reluctant to have any of your 
secretaries go to most of these hospitals. 

The winter gave me one very hearten- 
ing experience, however. I could have 
asked for no better care, no greater con- 
sideration than one of my staff received. 
It was very costly but it was excellent and 
both she and I are grateful. Unfortu- 
nately this is not the general experience. 

I laid before the House not very long 
ago a picture of Gallinger Hospital. I 
sincerely hope I shall not feel called upon 
to give you a vivid picture of the other 
hospitals, the so-called private hospitals, 
of the District of Columbia that so many 
hundreds of thousands of people have to 
use today. I could make that just as 
dramatic and just as unpleasant. 

Let me digress for a moment and tell 
you that since I brought the situation at 
Gallinger Hospital to the attention of this 
body, and the Commissioners found I was 
serious in my intent to force some im- 
provement in that institution, they have 
begun to make changes in the depart- 
ment of psychiatry. Raising of civil-serv- 
ice ratings has been requested so that 
more adequate salaries can be offered not 
only to the physicians but to the attend- 
ants and others down the line. This, Mr. 
Chairman, is at least a beginning of what 
we shall hope will be better days for the 
unfortunates who have to be cared for 
at the great municipal hospital of the 
District of Columbia. 

Whatever consideration this House to- 
day gives to the bill as presented, I think 
it is imperative for us to realize that the 
groups who are trying their best to pro- 
vide adequate care in the hospitals of the 
District of Columbia for the many pa- 
tients whose work makes them residents 
but not taxpayers, it seems to me rea- 
sonable that Federal money should play 
a certain specified part in the picture. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has done 
an immense amount of work on the bill, 
and I congratulate and thank them for 
their conscientiousness in the work that 
they have done. I sincerely hope that if 
the bill is at all reasonable it may be con- 
sidered favorably. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I sin- 
cerely hope that none of the Members 
of Congress or their families will have 
to use some of the hospital facilities in 
the District of Columbia. If you do you 
will be impressed as you will never be im- 
pressed by anything that I can say of the 
need for improvement of the conditions 
existing in those facilities. 

As I stand here, I know that some of 
you are going to vote against this bill 
with the idea that you are saving the 
taxpayers some money. But I cannot 
help but think that just the other day, 
in the passage of the British loan, I am 
sure that you provided something for 
the British to improve their hospital 
facilities over in England, and I hope 
that perhaps you might give a little 
thought and consideration to the 
city of Washington which needs im- 
proved facilities of hospitals so badly. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with some re- 
marks made on both sides of this de- 
bate. I agree to this extent, that there 
must be an improved condition in hos- 
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pitals here which cannot be given either 
by the private institutions who operate 
them or by the District of Columbia, 
without some means of getting some 
money. What are we going to do? Are 
we going on in the way that we have 
been with the inadequate facilities, with 
facilities which are a tragedy and a 
shame to a city of this size in the way 
of conditions that exist in our hospitals, 
or are we going to try to do something 
for the people of the city of Washington? 

As the gentleman from Illinois has 
pointed out, every one of you have people 
from your district employed here who at 
some time will be in need of hospital care, 
The District cannot provide them. Some 
fifty-odd percent of the land area of the 
city of Washington is taken over by Gov- 
ernment buildings which are off the tax 
roll. True, there should be some further 
means of taxation, a sales tax, or what- 
ever it is, but let us not approach this 
subject with the idea that here is a bad 
bill because it gives some money and the 
District is only taxable with 30 percent 
of it. 

The committee that had to deal with 
this bill worked for months and months 
upon it. We were subjected to criticism 
from some of the newspapers. We were 
subjected to some criticism from some 
of the protagonists of a hospital program 
without giving any consideration to the 
responsibilities that the committee had 
for providing means to pay for it, and 
this is the best bill that could be brought 
out of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. I do not think there is any- 
thing to the question of putting it off, as 
the gentleman from Massachusetts said, 
and let it come back next year and look 
at it again. I say it is the best bill that 
the District of Columbia Committee can 
bring out, and a much better bill from a 
dollars-and-cenits viewpoint for the tax- 
payers than the bill sent over to us from 
the Senate. 

The simple question is this, as the gen- 
tlewoman from Ohio told you. She told 
us something of the conditions that ex- 
isted here. We have to meet the situa- 
tion. Are you going to go on and subject 
the people of the city of Washington, 
which includes the people from your dis- 
trict who are working for the Govern- 
ment, and your own families, to the con- 
ditions that exist, or are you going to try 
to do something to improve that situa- 
tion? This is the best job that the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia can do 
in bringing to you the kind of a bill that 
we have. I state that advisedly, and I 
think the gentleman from Illinois will 
agree with me that it is the best bill that 
we can bring out of our committee. 

Mr. Chairman, the simple question is 
this: Are you going on the way you have 
been going? Do you want to kill this 
bill? If you do; all right; that is your re- 
sponsibility. Personally I am going to 
support it and I am going to urge you to 
support it, because I think it is some- 
thing that we need in the city of Wash- 
ington. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
two additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 
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Mr. OHARA. What kind of condition 
would exist in this city if we had one of 
these terrible epidemics which come 
along occasionally? Even without these 
epidemics our hospital facilities are over- 
crowded. 

There may be criticism of the propor- 
tionate basis upon which we pay on this, 
of 30 percent for the District of Colum- 
bia, the balance to be contributed by the 
three private institutions which expect 
to go into the hospital center, but these 
other hospitals are not in position to con- 
tribute, and they have the right to get 
whatever the Federal Works Adminis- 
trator allows. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr, ABERNETHY. Is it not a fact 
that progress is being made on this pro- 
gram now, that George Washington Uni- 
versity and Georgetown University and 
Doctors Hospital have either under way 
or have programed 700 additional beds 
for the District? 

Mr. CHARA. Yes; but that is just a 
drop in the bucket, as anyone who knows 
anything about this matter knows. 
Those two institutions got aid, they got 
grants under special bills passed by this 
Congress. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. And they got 70 per- 
cent out of the Federal Treasury, 

Mr. O'HARA, They got 70 percent out 
of the Government. That was true of 
George Washington Hospital and that 
was true of Georgetown Hospital. Let us 
not discriminate against the other hos- 
pitals of the District who also serve those 
in need of hospital services. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Gavin]. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Illinois Mr. 
DIRKSEN] and the committee for giving 
me the opportunity to speak out of order 
at this time. 

All the Members of the House recall a 
few short months ago on VE-day and 
VJ-day the thankfulness that was in our 
hearts when the war was brought to an 
end. 

We can recall how a war-torn world 
turned back to peace with thanks to Al- 
mighty God for the great victory, and 
thanks to our boys who paid for this vic- 
tory with their lives, and to the thou- 
sands of other veterans who returned to 
us with service-incurred disabilities. 
These veterans have gone through the 
horror and hardships of war, the cold 
and the heat, the filth and fatigue, the 
misery, mud, and torture of mechanized 
warfare, These battle-scarred veterans 
have earned through combat, and de- 
serve every consideration that a grateful 
Nation can bestow upon them. 

So, I am appealing to my colleagues to 
sign petition No. 32 to discharge the 
committee from further consideration of 
H. R. 6304, so that this legislation may 
be given immediate consideration and 
acted upon in the House during this ses- 
sion of the Congress. 
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To the gracious, kind, and thoughtful 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. 
Rocers] we are greatly indebted for 
bringing this proposed legislation to our 
attention. I know the veterans are most 
grateful, and fully appreciate her inter- 
est and efforts in their behalf. I know 
that the Members of the House are not 
unmindful of the sincere and thoughtful 
interest she has taken in all veteran mat- 
ters and the world would be a better 
place to live in if we had more EDITH 
Rocers, so I urge my colleagues to sign 
this petition so that early action can be 
taken on this legislation. 

There is little that we can do for these 
boys who have made so great a sacrifice, 
but let us indicate to them, by signing 
this petition, that we are interested in 
all of their problems and will leave noth- 
ing undone to be helpful to them in any 
way that we possibly can. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Broom]. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been interested in this legislation for a 
long, long time. I have spoken about it 
privately before the committee and I 
have listened to the arguments. I do 
hope and make the plea not to allow our 
thoughts with reference to money, if any, 
enter into the consideration of this mat- 
ter. This is a matter of life and death. 
I think if any of the Members had gone 
through this terrible trial that we have 
gone through in the hospitals in the Dis- 
trict, they would come to the same con- 
clusion that we have reached, This is a 
most necessary thing. There are no votes 
involved here. It is just a humanitarian 
thing. It would be terrible to put this 
over until the next session because dur- 
ing that time many, many lives would 
be lost. I do hope the membership will 
give proper consideration to this and 
look at it from a humanitarian point of 
view. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my hope that the Members, as they 
listen this afternoon to the discussion, 
both pro and con on this proposal, will 
find it in the interest of proper voting to 
pass favorably upon this legislation 
which has been presented by your Dis- 
trict of Columbia Committee. I remem- 
ber well the arguments within the com- 
mittee itself during the taking of testi- 
mony and the dissecting of the Senate 
bill, and as well as the executive sessions 
when we attempted to bring the view- 
points of the Senate and House into 
compromise so that this legislation 
might receive approval here and concur- 
rence by the committee of conference 
and thus become law. I have a very 
genuine regard for the viewpoint of my 
colleague, the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. ABERNETHY], a member of the 
committee. I do, however, differ with 
him when he speaks this afternoon and 
says that the addition of 700 beds will go 
far toward alleviating the need for im- 
provement and expanded hospital facili- 
ties in the District of Columbia. I differ 
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with him for the reason that I believe 
the facts are otherwise. There are now 
in the District of Columbia hospital beds, 
possibly making a number of 3,850. We 
believe additional beds are needed to the 
extent of 1,150. That would make an 
over-all figure of 5,000 as a hospital-bed 
requirement But this is important—we 
also find upon examination that there 
are approximately 2,000 beds which are 
today in use but are obsolete, unsafe, and 
unsanitary. Then when we use that 
figure and add it to the figure of 1,150, we 
have a total necessary bed improvement 
program of 3,150 as against the 700 beds 
which the gentleman from Mississippi 
says will become available within the 
next few months. We have a deficit, and 
the facts prove it, of 2,750 beds within 
the hospitals of the District of Columbia, 
Iam not saying this is good or bad. But 
I am saying to you that the population 
in the District of Columbia, and the 
metropolitan area that is included, has 
been growing steadily year by year. 

We have reason to believe that this 
growth will continue and the Capital 
City will have a population of approxi- 
mately 1,200,000 or 1,500,000 individuals. 
This does not mean that the population 
will come into being because there is a 
Democratic or a Republican Adminis- 
tration. It only means that increasingly 


` Washington, as the National Capital and 


as a world metropolis, will retain this 
substantial number of citizens. I believe 
this House will act properly by approv- 
ing the legislation requested. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. Will there be private 
hospitals that will not benefit by this ar- 
rangement? : 

Mr. RANDOLPH. It will be possible 
for any hospital, which comes into this 
program, to participate. We do not 
know just what hospitals will embrace 
the program, but they will have an op- 
portunity to do so. 

Mr. CHURCH. Is it a part of the com- 
mitment to say that Doctors’ Hospital 
will be incorporated in this so-called 
hospital center? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. There can be par- 
ticipation. 

Mr. CHURCH. You say it is possible. 
Do they contemplate coming into it? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am not sure. I 
do not believe they will at the present 
time. There has been some testimony 
that they might at a later date. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has ex- 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman four additional minutes. 

Mr. CHURCH. Is it not a fact that 
this so-called arrangement will compete 
with the privately owned hospitals? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. No; I do not believe 
so. I believe the testimony will show 
that none of the hospitals, including the 
one that the gentleman has mentioned, 
is in opposition to this legislation. I be- 
lieve the officials of Doctors’ Hospital are 
just as much in favor of this legislation 
as are the other hospitals. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlemen yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH, I yield. 
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Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I know 
the great amount of time the gentleman 
from West Virginia has put in on this 
legislation. In fact, many of us on the 
committee have done the same. But in 
answer to the gentleman from Illinois 
about Doctors’ Hospital, I do not think 
they will come in under the provisions 
of this bill for the reason that whatever 
hospital participates must dispose of 
whatever holdings they have and turn 
over the assets to the new Hospital Cen- 
ter. It is not very likely that the Doc- 
tors’ Hospital, with the fine building they 
have and the one they are going to erect, 
has any idea of doing so. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. To elaborate a lit- 
tle on what the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Bates], has said about 
Doctor’s Hospital, that they might not 
come in to the Hospital Center, it will 
participate in a grant to the extent of 
50 percent of the value of its facilities 
after they are improved. So certainly 
every hospital in the city is favored. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Every 
hospital in the city. It is wide open. 

Mr. CHURCH. Will it not have to 
come in in order to compete with the 
others? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. No; I do not think 
80. 
Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 

Mr. HANCOCK. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts said a moment ago that 
the Health Commissioner of the Dis- 
trict was opposed to this bill. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not think he 
was opposed to it so much as that he 
demurred from giving it his enthusiastic 
endorsement. Does the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] say that was the 
viewpoint of the health official of the 
District of Columbia? Would you agree 
that it was a demurrer rather than ac- 
tive opposition on the part of the health 
official? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. I was entirely 
on the theory that they were appointed 
Officials and they did not want to go be- 
yond the confines of their authority. 
The Commissioners of the District said, 
“We are broke. What shall we do? You 
want us to have hospitals. What will we 
use for money?” So we wrote a firm 
obligation into this bill, the details of 
which can be spelled out at a later time. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I have already said 
that there would be rules to adjust the 
hospital situation if this legislation be- 
came law. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman will yield; I asked that ques- 
tion many times, myself, of the Commis- 
sioner of Public Health of the District of 
Columbia, whether or not he was in favor 
of the Hospital Center, as set forth in this 
bill, He said he was not. He believed in 
decentralizing the hospital facilities and 
spreading them throughout the District. 
That was the real reason he was opposed 
to this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has again 
expired, 
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Mr. HEALY> Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman one additional minute. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Commissioner 
of Public Health of the District of Co- 
lumbia did say to the committee that the 
conditions within our hospitals were de- 
plorable. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. That is 
right. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is the word he 
used in his statement, as I recall it. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. And I 
think I agree with that. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Iam sure the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts, an earnest 
member of the committee, agrees it is the 
problem here today that we must solve. 
As to the proper approach to this prob- 
lem, there is a difference of interest, a 
difference of opinion. I feel that the 
legislative proposal is merited. There is 
a 55-percent deficiency today in proper 
hospitalization, from the standpoint of 
beds throughout the District of Colum- 
bia, and a large number of the other beds 
are, as I have said earlier, obsolete and 
insanitary and do not fit into a proper 
medical program. 

I hope the House will approve the ac- 
tion of the District Committee in report- 
ing favorably this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has again 
expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, in answer 
to the question raised on the floor I wish 
to point out that the three local hospitals 
which are planning to come in to this 
medical center if this plan is approved, 
are Emergency, Garfield, and Episcopal. 
Another section of the bill provides that 
any other private hospital may make 
application for a grant from the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? > 

Mr. HEALY. I yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. Would it not be a fact 
that those private hospitals not coming 
under this plan would be competing 
against the hospitals that would come 
under the plan and therefore would it 
not discourage the activity and jeopard- 
ize the success of the other private hos- 
pitals? 

Mr. HEALY. There is a possibility of 
competition arising. But in view of the 
fact that this legislation will authorize 
a total appropriation of $35,000,000 it 
would seem to me that this sum is ade- 
quate to cover all of the hospital needs 
of the District of Columbia. $ 

I wish to speak briefly on one or two 
other points which were raised in op- 
position to the bill, particularly the point 
that the aid granted in this bill to the 
privately owned hospitals is quite gen- 
erous, I concede that point, I admit that 
it is. The hospital situation in the Dis- 
trict, however, is so serious that it must 
be remedied in one way or another. The 
situation has been deplorable for a great 
many years. Drives have been put on to 
raise funds by private subscription from 
the citizens of the District of Columbia 
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but such drives have not, up to this time, 
resulted in securing sufficient funds for 
adequate, decent, modern hospitals in 
the District. When we are faced with 
such a situation it seems to me that, not 
having any other alternative, the prob- 
lem becomes a responsibility of the Con- 
gress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 
All time has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the board of 
trustees selected in accordance with subsec- 
tion (b) of this section, and their successors, 
are hereby incorporated and made a body 
politic and corporate, by the name of “The 
Washington Hospital Corporation” (herein- 
after referred to as the Corporation“), and 
by that name may contract and be con- 
tracted with, sue and be sued, plead and be 
impleaded in any court of law or equity of 
competent jurisdiction, and may have and 
use a common seal. 

(b) The business and affairs of the Corpo- 
ration shall be conducted by a board of 
trustees, which shall be composed of nine 
members, unless otherwise increased as 
hereinafter provided, one of whom shall be 
appointed by the Surgeon General of the 
United States Public Health Service, one by 
the Board of Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, one by the Community Chest 
of Washington, District of Columbia, two by 
the board of directors of Garfield Memorial 
Hospital, two by the board of directors of 
Central Dispensary and Emergency Hospital, 
two by the board of directors of Episcopal 
Eye, Ear, Nose, and Throat Hospital, and two 
by the board of directors of any other par- 
ticipating hospital as described in section 2, 
all of such hospitals being in the District of 
Columbia. Each of such trustees shall be 
appointed for a term of 5 years and the origi- 
nal appointments shall be made within 60 
days after the date of enactment of this act; 
and such Corporation shall have power to 
make bylaws not inconsistent with this act 
for the conduct of its affairs. Any vacancy 
on the board of trustees shall be filled by 
appointment made in the same manner as 
in the case of the original appointment. If 
any of those entitled to make appointments 
shall fail at any time to appoint any trustee, 
then such appointment shall be made by the 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service 
for service temporarily until such trustee 
shall be appointed in the regular manner. 

(c) The board of trustees first appointed 
shall meet within 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this act and elect a presi- 
dent, vice president, secretary, and treasurer, 
and such additional officers as the bylaws 
may provide, and also transact such other 
business as may properly come before them, 
including the adoption of bylaws for the 
proper conduct of the Corporaticn. There- 
after the meetings of the trustees shall be 
held at such times and places as may be 
provided in the bylaws. The Corporation 
shall not be conducted for profit, and it is 
hereby declared to be a charitable and benev- 
olent institution and all of its funds and 
property shall be exempt from taxation. 

(d) The Corporation shall have perpetual 
succession and shall have power to acquire, 
hold, and dispose of real and personal prop- 
erty, and generally to do all lawful acts neces- 
sary to carry out the functions vested in it 
by this act and to provide for the operation 
of the hospital center established in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this act. 

Sec. 2. The Corporation is authorized to 
enter into agreements with Garfield Memo- 
rial Hospital, the Central Dispensary and 
Emergency Hospital, Episcopal Eye, Ear, Nose, 
and Throat Hospital, and any other hospital 


1946 


in the District of Columbia desiring to come 
under the provisions of this act on a fully 
participating basis (hereinafter referred to 
as “participating hospitals”) providing for 
the establishment, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of a modern, adequate, and efficient hos- 
pital center in the District of Columbia, with 
a capacity of not more than 1,500 beds and 
with all necessary parking space, appurte- 
nances, equipment, and other facilities, such 
as operating rooms, laundries, laboratories, 
X-ray machines, heating plant, nurses’ school 
and home, and the like. Such agreements 
may be conditioned upon a suitable site, 
buildings, and equipment for such hospital 
center being provided in accordance with sec- 
tion 3 of this act; and shall provide that when 
a suitable site, buildings, and equipment are 
so provided, the participating hospitals will 
undertake to maintain and operate the hospi- 
tal center, under the supervision and control 
of the board of trustees of the Corporation 
and in accordance with the provisions of this 
act, and that the participating hospitals will 
devote their full resources to this purpose: 
Provided, That no part of the funds of one 
hospital shall be required to be employed for 
the maintenance or operation of any part of 
the center used exclusively by another hos- 
pital. Such agreements shall provide for the 
payment by the participating hospitals of 
one-third of the initial cost of establishing 
and equipping the hospital center, such 
amount to be allocated among the partici- 
pating hospitals as may be agreed upon by 
the participating hospitals and the Corpora- 
tion, as nearly as may be upon the basis of 
the space in the hospital center operated and 
maintained by the respective participating 
hospitals and paid in accordance with the 
provisions of section 6. 

Sec. 3. (a) After the Corporation has en- 
tered into agreements with the participating 
hospitals in accordance with section 2, the 
board of trustees of the Corporation shall 
select, with the approval of the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, a 
suitable site within the District of Colum- 
bia for such hospital center. 

(b) Within the limits of appropriations 
made therefor pursuant to section 6 of this 
act and subject to the approval of the board 
of trustees of the Corporation, the Federal 
Works Administrator is authorized and di- 
rected, as promptly as may be upon the 
termination of the war— 

(1) to acquire, by purchase, condemnation, 
or otherwise, the site selected by the board 
of trustees for the hospital center, together 
with such real property as may be situated 
thereon; 

(2) to provide buildings (either by new 
construction, or alteration and renovation of 
existing structures), additional improve- 
ments and appurtenances, and such equip- 
ment and machinery as may be necessary 
for the proper operation and maintenance of 
such hospital center; and 

(3) upon completion of such hospital 
center, to convey, on behalf of the United 
States, all right, title, and interest therein 
to the Corporation, 

(c) All plans, designs, and specifications 
for buildings and equipment for such hos- 
pital center, and for improvements upon its 
site, shall be subject to the approval of the 
board of trustees of the Corportation. 

Sec. 4. When the hospital center has been 
conveyed to the Corporation, it shall be main- 
tained and operated by the participating hos- 
pital under the supervision and control of 
the Corporation. Each of the participating 
hospitals shall be entitled to the exclusive 
use of such part or parts of the hospital 
center as may be determined by agreement 
between such hospital and the Corporation, 
for the purpose of conducting its operations 
as a hospital within such part or parts of 
the hospital center. The participating hos- 
pitals jointly, under the supervision and con- 
trol of the Corporation, shall maintain and 
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operate within the hospital center such cen- 
tral heating, laundry, and other facilities 
and services necessary to the proper and 
efficient operation and maintenance of such 
center as the participating hospitals and the 
Corporation agree may best be operated or 
performed by such hospitals jointly. The 
cost of maintaining such joint facilities and 
services shall be paid by the participating 
hospitals in such manner and proportion as 
the Corporation determines to be appropri- 
ate and equitable. 

Sec. 5. (a) The Corporation may, in its dis- 
cretion, enter into agreements with any vol- 
untary hospital in the District of Columbia 
rendering service for indigent or semi-indi- 
gent patients and may allocate to such hos- 
pital, from appropriations made pursuant to 
section 6, such sums as may be available upon 
completion of the hospital center, for the re- 
placement, enlargement, renovation, or mod- 
ernization of any part of such hospital’s 
buildings as said Corporation may determine 
to be in the public interest, having in view 
the most economical and effective use of 
available funds for hospitalization and to 
the end that the facilities of such hospital 
may be utilized to the best advantage. Such 
sums so allocated for affiliating hospitals shall 


ba paid to such hospitals by the Secretary of- 


the Treasury upon certification by the Cor- 
poration, and shall be paid at such time or 
times as may be specified in such certificate: 
Provided, That before entering into any such 
agreement, the Corporation shall be satisfied 
that such hospital is prepared to undertake 
such responsibilities of management and 
maintenance as may be necessary to conduct 
its operations as an affiliate of the hospital 
center. Such affiliation shall obligate such 
hospital to coordinate its facilities with the 
hospital center in such manner and subject 
to such conditions as may be determined by 
the Corporation in the public interest. 

(b) The board of trustees of the Corpora- 
tion shall have power, in its discretion, to 
increase its membership for the purpose of 
giving appropriate representation to partici- 
pating and/or affiliating hospitals. 

Sec. 6. (a) There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this act. 

(b) Out of amounts appropriated pursuant 
to the authorization in subsection (a), the 
Federal Works Administrator is authorized 
and directed to advance the shares of the 
cost allocated to the respective participating 
hospitals upon agreement by such hospitals 
to repay the amounts so advanced over a 
period of 50 years from the date of comple- 
tion of the hospital center with interest at 
the rate of 2 percent per annum upon any 
unpaid balance. The first payment of inter- 
est and principal shall be made 5 years after 
the date of completion of the hospital cen- 


ter, and shall cover amounts accrued up to 


that time. 
Sec. 7. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this act is hereby expressly reserved, 


Mr. HEALY (interrupting the reading 
of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that further reading of 
the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

“That in order to provide more adequate 
hospital facilities in the District of Columbia 
the Federal Works Administrator is author- 
ized to acquire land and construct buildings 
and to make grants to nonprofit private 
agencies and to these ends is empowered: 
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“(a) to acquire prior to the approval of 
title by the Attorney General (without re- 
gard to secs. 1136, as amended, and 3709 
of the Revised Statutes) improved or unim- 
proved lands or interests in lands in the 
District of Columbia by purchase, donation, 
exchange, or condemnation (including pro- 
ceedings under the acts of August 1, 1888 
(25 Stat. 357), March 1, 1929 (45 Stat. 1415), 
and February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421)) for 
such hospital facilities; 

“(b) by contract or otherwise (without 
regard to secs. 1136, as amended, and 3709 
of the Revised Statutes, and sec. 322 of 
the act of June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 412)), 
prior to approval of title by the Attorney 
General, to make surveys and investigations, 
to plan, design, and construct hospital facili- 
ties in the District of Columbia on lands or 
interests in lands acquired under the provi- 
sions of subsection (a) hereof or on other 
lands of the United States which may be 
available (the transfers of which for this pur- 
pose by the Federal agency having jurisdic- 
tion thereof are hereby authorized notwith- 
standing any other provision of law), provide 
proper approaches thereto, utilities, and pro- 
cure necessary materials, supplies, articles, 
equipment, and machinery, and do all things 
in connection therewith to carry out the 
provisions of this act; and 

“(c) to make grants to private agencies 
upon such terms and in such amounts as the 
Administrator may deem to be in the public 
interest to enable such private agencies to 
make surveys and investigations, to plan, de- 
sign, construct, remodel, relocate, rebuild, 
renovate, extend, equip, furnish, or repair 
hospital facilities in the District of Colum- 
bia: Provided, That in no event shall the 
amount of the grant exceed 50 percent of the 
value of the hospital plant of the private 
agency as improved with the aid of such 
grant. As used in this act, the term ‘private 
agencies’ shall mean any nonprofit private 
agencies in the District of Columbia. 

“Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, whether relating to the 
acquisition, handling, or disposal of real or 
other property by the United States or to 
other matters, the Federal Works Admin- 
istrator, with respect to any hospital facili- 
ties acquired or constructed under the pro- 
visions of this act, is authorized to enter 
into leases with private agencies for the 
operation and maintenance of such hos- 
pital facilities or usable separable portions 
thereof upon such terms, including the 
period of any such leases, annual rentals, 
provision for joint use of facilities, provisions 
for operation, maintenance, repair, and re- 
placement of buildings, equipment, machin- 
ery, and furnishings and appropriate security 
to assure the performance of any such leases, 
and to sell for cash or credit or to convey 
in exchange for other properties any such 
hospital facilities or usable separable por- 
tion thereof to private agencies on such 
terms as may be deemed by the Administra- 
tor to be in the public interest: Provided, 
That all hospitals participating in such 
center shall be required either to convey to 
the Government, free and clear of all in- 
cumbrance, the land and buildings now held 
by them or to sell the same at such prices 
as is agreed to and approved by the Federal 
Works Administrator and to pay the pro- 
ceeds thereof to the Government at the 
option of the Federal Works Agency. 

“Sec. 3. In carrying out the purposes of 
this act, the Federal Works Administrator 
shall provide a hospital center of such size 
and design as he shall deem feasible and 
economical of operation. 

“Sec. 4, In carrying out the provisions of 
this act the Federal Works Administrator is 
authorized to utilize the services of or to 
act through the United States Public Health 
Service in the Federal Security Agency, the 
Federal Works Agency, and any other depart- 
ment or agency of the United States, and 
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any funds appropriated pursuant to this act 
shall be available for transfer to such de- 
partment or agency in reimbursement 
thereof. 

“Sesc. 5. Thirty percent of the net amount 
expended by the Federal Works Administrator 
under this act shall be charged against the 
District of Columbia and shall be repaid to 
the Government by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia at such times and in 
such amounts, without interest, as the Con- 
gress shall hereafter determine. The Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall be entitled to 30 per- 
cent of the sale price of any of the properties 
sold by the Federal Works Administrator 
under section 2 of this act, other than prop- 
erties the value of which is deducted from the 
gross amount expended to determine the net 
amount upon which the 30 percent to be 
charged against the District of Columbia is 
computed, and the District of Columbia shall 
also be entitled to receive 30 percent of any 
rentals received from the leasing of any of 
the hospital facilities acquired or constructed 
by the Federal Works Administrator under 
this act. The amounts which may be due 
the District hereunder shall be credited on 
the amount owed the Government by the 
District of Columbia until such obligation of 
the District is discharged in full. 

“Sec. 6. For carrying out the purposes of 
this act, including administrative expenses, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
during the period ending June 30, 1952, the 
sum of $35,000,000 to be appropriated at such 
times and in such amounts as the Congress 
shall determine.” 


Mr. HEALY (interrupting the reading 
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the committee amendment be 
dispensed with. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, will the bill be 
open for amendment at any point? 

The CHAIRMAN. It will be. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ABERNETHY: 
On page 8, after the word “buildings”, strike 
out the remainder of line 25 and all of line 
1, page 9, down to and including the word 
“agencies” and all of subsection (c) on 
page 10. 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
the purpose of this amendment is to re- 
store the bill to the original objective, 
that being the construction of a hospital 
center in the District of Columbia in 
which three certain hospitals propose 
to participate, therefore eliminating 
from the bill grants to private institu- 
tions which were not originally consid- 
ered and which do not participate in the 
hospital center. 

Mr. Chairman, originally it was pro- 
posed that this would be an $18,000,000 
program. It was proposed that a hospi- 
tal center would be constructed at that 
cost. The three hospitals which I have 
mentioned earlier in the day would par- 
ticipate. 

During the hearings other private hos- 
pitals of the District of Columbia came 
in, and I cannot blame them, and said, 
“We want to get into this too.” That was 
the substance of their testimony. “We 
do not want to participate in the hos- 
pital center, but since you are giving 
money to these three hospitals to come 
into a center why can you not give us a 
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little money?” So provisions were writ- 
ten into the bill, being subsection (c) of 
section 1 as well as other language ap- 
pearing earlier in the section, that pro- 
pose to make grants to these private hos- 
pitals to the extent of 50 percent of the 
“improved” value. 

Now, that is a catchy phrase. That is 
the way the bill reads and I wish you 
would follow me and see just how liberal 
it is. Let us suppose there is a private 
hospital that is not participating in the 
center whose buildings and real estate 
and other properties are worth $5,000,- 
000. The Government will make them 
a grant of $5,000,000, bringing the total 
value of the plant to $10,000,000. There- 
fore they use the words “50 percent 
as improved.” So, to turn it around and 
put it in plain English, it is simply a 100- 
percent grant. 

If that is what you want, it is all right 
with me. But I submit it is entirely too 
liberal. I might be willing to make 
reasonable grants to our States for the 
improvement of hospital facilities, but 
I shall refuse to support 100-percent 
grants to the States as well as the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. I hope you will sup- 
port this amendment. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi. He has been a mem- 
ber of the District Committee for a num- 
ber of years. I have been a member of 
that committee for 10 years. Both of us 
have given some thought to this problem. 
I thoroughly concur with the sentiments 
he expressed here today that the lan- 
guage in this bill providing for a grant 
to every hospital in the District is some- 
thing new. It was not thought about at 
all when the Senate bill came over to us 
for a hospital center. But when it ap- 
peared that these hospitals mentioned 
would come into the hospital center by 
selling their own property and making 
their assets available, of course, the other 
hospitals throughout the District said, 
“Well, we ought to be given a lift, too.” 
They further stated, “That they were not 
in a position where we can make much of 
a contribution by way of selling our prop- 
erty and then making our assets available 
to the hospital center, but we feel we are 
doing a very noteworthy work in the Dis- 
trict and we feel that we ought to be 
assisted.” That was the plea of every 
representative of every hospital that 
came before the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia in support of or in the 
discussion of this bill. Some of those 
hospitals had 25 patients, some 35; some 
were convalescent homes, all doing splen- 
did work that we ought to endorse, but 
the same kind of work we see done in 
every community in this country by 
public spirited and patriotic citizens of 
our communities. 

The question is, Are we interested in 
hospital centers as such? Are we in- 
terested, as the Commissioner of Public 
Health in the District of Columbia is, 
in a decentralization of ‘hospital facili- 
ties, or are we interested in opening up 
the purse strings of Uncle Sam, as I said 
in the committee when these representa- 
tives of the hospitals appeared before us, 
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so that everybody can come and reach 
into the grab bag, running into perhaps 
millions of dollars? There you have it in 
today’s bill. The door is open and the 


coffers of Uncle Sam are ready for any- 


body who wishes to make application. 
That is something new. That was put in 
the bill by the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia. How far removed 
it is from the original hospital center 
bill that was called to our attention. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The original bill, 
called to the attention of the House 
Committee on the District of Columbia, 
as it came from the Senate was a 100 
percent Federal contribution to this pro- 
gram, was that not correct? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. That 
is right. The gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia was opposed to it and I think every 
member of the House committee opposed 
it and down through these many weeks 
we have consistently opposed it. 

The important thing in this connec- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, is the administra- 
tion of this hospital. How are you going 
to administer it? Three hospital repre- 
sentatives, with $5,000,000 out of $40,- 
000,000, want to run the hospital with- 
out any representation from the Dis- 
trict at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
ean from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, when General Bradley 
appeared before the Committee on Ap- 
propriations some months ago and first 
indicated he, on the advice of General 
Hawley, Chief of the Medical Division, 
was going to let some of the Army and 
Navy hospitals go to surplus, there was 
considerable protest, largely because we 
felt that a good many of those hospitals 
were necessary if the construction was 
adequate and the location was decently 
good and that they were usable for vet- 
erans’ purposes. Subsequently I offered 
a resolution through the Committee on 
Appropriations, and the committee staff 
then made an investigation. General 
Bradley and General Hawley stood by 
their original preannounced plan. The 
thing that directed my attention to it at 
the time was this. You are going to take 
some Army and Navy hospitals out of 
circulation, put them on the discard 
list, and sell them if you can find a 
buyer, and at the same time you are 
going to continue to build 250- and 300- 
bed hospitals over the country. So I 
raised the question at once with General 
Hawley. I said, “What is the idea?” He 
said, “Obviously, after veterans come 
into the medical centers that we con- 
template, there will be a convalescent 
period later, so we will farm them out 
to these little hospitals that are strate- 
gically located.” So under that proposal 
hospitals are going to be built. 

In the same sense a medical center 
in the District of Columbia is not going 
to meet all the physical and hospital 
needs of the District. For instance, if 
one of these hospitals now in a state of 
disrepair can be improved, can be reno- 
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vated, can be repaired and be made use- 
ful, and beds and new equipment and 
facilities installed, that is the thing we 
want to do, but to do it there must be 
some grant money, not to exceed 50 per- 
cent. 

What my friend, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] proposes to 
do is to strike that out entirely, and 
there will be no way of renovating those 
structures if they should be useful in 
the future, even after such a hospital 
has signified its intent to share in the 
facilities of this medical center. I do 
not want to see all those facilities now 
existing, if they are useful and if there 
is a value there to be recaptured, blotted 
out of existence to stand there until the 
clammy hand of time shall have effectu- 
ated a complete ruin. Money here, how- 
ever, is necessary, and there is a limita- 
tion of not to exceed 50 percent on the 
grant money for that particular purpose, 
That is what we had in mind. If we 
are going to adopt this amendment, then 
we might just as well forget about the 
hospital program for the District of Co- 
lumbia, that is all. For all practical pur- 
poses it is a death stab to this program, 
and that is the end of it for the Seventy- 
ninth Congress. If you are going to 
adopt that amendment, it is as simple 
and just as short as that. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is it not a fact 
that if this amendment is adopted the 
hospital center will still be left in the 
bill? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Possibly so. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Definitely so. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But what about the 
facilities that must be repaired in order 
to meet this maximum number of beds 
that you have to have for an area of this 
size, including metropolitan Washing- 
ton? s 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is it contemplated 
that they will never be able to make these 
repairs unless they get a grant from the 
Government to do all the work? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My friend knows 
what the fiscal situation is with respect 
to all of these hospitals. They are reach- 
ing up to touch bottom. It is like the 
little hospital out in my home town, 
which puts on a drive for funds every so 
often, because you have so many indigent 
patients, you have so many impoverished 
patients who cannot pay; yet what a 
cruel and distasteful thing it would be to 
deny them hospital sccommodations 
simply because they did not have money 
in their pockets. We have to make al- 
lowances in a situation of this kind be- 
cause hospitals are after all institutions 
to provide service to the public. If a 
person does not have the money, you 
have to take him in anyway. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I agree with what 
the gentleman says in a way, but the ob- 
ject of the bill is not to take care of 
charity patients, it is to take care of 
everybody in the District of Columbia 
that is able to pay. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The very purpose of 
this section the gentleman proposes to 
strike out is to make grant money avail- 
able, not to exceed 50 percent, so that 
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those institutions can be renovated and 
repaired and a number of beds added to 
the total we have now, so that finally the 
case load will not be beyond the bed 
capacity of all the hospitals in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr, O’HARA, The gentleman will re- 
call that in the hearings these smaller 
and outlying hospitals, which probably 
give the greater service to the city of 
Washington, had the greatest desire and 
expressed the desire to serve their com- 
munities. They said they wanted to 
serve their communities and that their 
people would go only to these neighbor- 
ing hospitals. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Precisely so. It fol- 
lows out the pattern that General 
Bradley and General Hawley have com- 
menced, that you have a medical center, 
but you have to have small hospitals in 
strategic areas for the purpose of taking 
care of the convalescents and the normal 
medical cases that may arise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Illinois be permitted to pro- 
ceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr, Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the 
gentleman give us some information on 
this point: If this is necessary to be done 
in this community, what is to be con- 
sidered as necessary in the communities 
over the country where they have hos- 
pitals that also are up against it? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There is no doubt 
that a similar service can be purveyed 
to other communities. The Hill bill, 
which has already passed the Senate, 
and which probably will be reported here, 
on the basis of per capita income and 
population seeks to make grants through 
hospital authorities to all the States of 
the Union. I agree thoroughly, of 
course, that the amount of money avail- 
able under that bill for other jurisdic- 
tions will not be comparable with what 
we are making available here to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. The only argument 
we can adduce in behalf of an additional 
and larger percentage of funds here is 
that people from all the States of the 
Union have gravitated here, and we have 
to provide some kind of medical service, 
which is not now decently available, may 
Isay. So we look upon it as an institu- 
tion in the Nation’s Capital where we can 
err on the generous side. That is the 
only argument I can make for it. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield with pleasure 
to the gentleman, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Does this 
proposition rest upon the theory that 
the Federal Government should go into 
the various communities of the country 
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and into the States and make an appro- 
priation to aid them in their hospital 
work? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is precisely the 
theory upon which the Hill hospital bill 
proceeds. That bill passed the Senate 
and will come up in this body this week, 
as I understand. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. This bill is 
part of that general scheme? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The theory is there. 
The amount of money involved here is 
somewhat larger, 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
Washington ought to be the model for the 
entire country insofar as hospitals are 
concerned. It is a very direct responsi- 
bility of the Congress and we must make 
sure that that is accomplished. Many 
persons were not allowed to go into the 
hospitals during the war because there 
were no beds. There were not even 
enough doctors to take care of the pa- 
tients at home. You will have an in- 
creased patient load for that reason. I 
hope everything will be done to make sure 
that Washington has proper buildings, 
good doctors, good hospital staffs, and 
nurses and attendants and insist that 
high standards be maintained. Some of 
Washington’s hospitals are a national 
disgrace. Then I feel Congress will have 
done its duty. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to try 
to find out what we are doing here. I 
gather from the statements made in this 
discussion that this is a part of a general 
scheme for Federal aid to private hos- 
pitals all over the country. I so under- 
stand the statements just made by my 
distinguished friend the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen] under this bill 
which is just like this one. The Fed- 
eral Government will be going into the 
various communities making surveys to 
determine community needs as though 
the people in these communities do not 
have intelligence enough to determine 
those needs. Of course, the people of 
the country have to pay the bill. Then 
the Federal Government is to make ap- 
propriations for these hospitals and in- 
cur expenses which the people have to 


pay. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Just for the sake of 
clarity, under the bill which passed the 
Senate, the State must set up a hospital 
authority and it must comply with cer- 
tain minimum standards which are set 
out in the bill. When that is done, then, 
of course, it is funneled from the Fed- 
eral Government to the States for dis- 
tribution among the communities, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is just 
a part of the general pattern which is 
bankrupting the Federal Government, 
helping to build up and maintain an 
army of Federal employees, destroying 
the sense of responsibility of the States, 
communities, and individuals. I do not 
like to continue to talk about these 
things. It is not pleasant to oppose 
these groups of public-spirited people 
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who want to go the easy way to get what 
is needed. But I cannot pretend not to 
know what this rushing off up here for 
money and thereby relieving people of 
the necessity to do the job themselves, is 
doing to the people themselves, and do- 
ing to the States and smaller units of 
government. It is bad enough to persist 
in a policy certain to bankrupt the Fed- 
eral Government, but that result is in- 
significant compared with the bankrupt- 
ing of these sterling qualities of self- 
reliance and of capacity which can be 
preserved only by doing difficult things. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman from 
Illinois is not talking about the bill pend- 
ing, but is discussing the bill which is 
still in the Senate. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. We are dis- 
cussing a bill which is before us, but 
that is not all we are discussing. The 
thing involved is much bigger than this 
bill, as I understand the statement made. 
All over the United States public-spir- 
ited people have heretofore dug down 
into their pockets and taken care of the 
situation in their own communities. It 
has not been easy. Meetings are held, 
committees are formed, leaders devel- 
oped. Real democracy gets into motion. 
Community solidarity is strengthened. 
Community fitness is developed. That 
mythical magnificent thing is done to 
character which comes only to those who 
do for others with their own, for others 
in need, from whom they expect nothing 
in return. 

Mr, Chairman, our people have built 
up strength of character and self- 
reliance during the periods of our pioneer 
experiences. We, of my generation, are 
destroying it with a profligacy more reck- 
less than that with which we are 
squandering our great governmental 
heritage. One of the many ways by 
which we are doing it is by having a great 
centralized paternalistic government rob 
them of the necessity of doing the things 
which would help them to keep strong 
and fit to govern in a great democracy. 
My generation is doing this with bor- 
rowed money which other generations 
must pay, generations whose stamina our 
policy makes less fit to carry on. Every 
dollar of the some hundreds of billions 
of dollars that have been invested in 
the obligations of this country, some of 
it to help carry on the war, but some of 
it to pay the current governmental ex- 
penses of this generation, must be paid 
by those who are to come after us in re- 
sponsibility. Up from communities 
where there is more money than ever 
before, in great waves of political power, 
people who do not realize what they are 
doing through our help are raiding the 
Federal Treasury for the money to meet 
current community needs. That is the 
bankruptcy which hurts; deep down in 
the people it hurts. These drafts upon a 
busted Federal Treasury are serious but, 
my colleagues, are nothing to compare 
with the hurt resulting from this depend- 
ence these drafts place upon the strength 
of our people, strength built up among a 
great people during the centuries of their 
independent self-reliance as to these 
matters of intimate duty and responsi- 
bility, before they ever heard of this 
Uncle Sam business—doinge things for 
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everybody. It does not make sense. 
Weakening the base—the self-reliance 
and capacity of the people while piling 
up the burden of our own expenses 
upon the generations of children which 
are to come after us. They are help- 
less. We are their guardians. They 
have no vote. There is not a State 
in the United States that is not in 
a better financial condition than the 
Federal Government, and not many com- 
munities or municipalities. These hos- 
Pitals in all the States are to come here 
to the Federal Government, and the 
Federal Congress is to vote an appro- 
priation of Federal money to help the 
hospitals in the various communities. 
Back with those dollars goes Federal 
power. There is not a Member of the 
Congress who does not realize that where 
the Federal dollar goes Federal power 
follows, and adds to the number of Fed- 
Hrs employees who are administering the 
ng. 

We have another group that wants an 
appropriation to help develop the librar- 
ies all over the country. We have al- 
ready voted some money to pay for the 
lunches for school kids. If this thing 
keeps up, what will be the justification or 
excuse for the maintenance of State gov- 
ernment or the community government, 
or how can they be maintained as sov- 
ereign efficient agents of local govern- 
ment? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. This 
bill sets the pattern for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to step into every community 
in this country and make a direct con- 
tribution or grant for hospital purposes. 
Under the provisions of this bill every 
hospital in this District, no matter how 
large or small, can come in and make 
application and be granted 50 percent 
of the hospital facilities if the improve- 
ment is carried through. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. We know 
that the total of governmental power 
now concentrated here in Washington 
is beyond human capacity to understand. 
That is what is happening here at this 
end. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr, Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. We had the 
atomic bomb under consideration the 
other day. That is something that the 
individual Member of Congress should 
devote a week or 10 days to. We came 
here and did the best we could and took 
a chance on it and we voted on that 
proposition. ‘There was not a chance for 
the individual Member properly to study 
it. The same thing was true with re- 
gard to the British loan. It is utterly 
impossible, and every Member of Con- 
gress knows it, for a Member of Con- 
gress to give that degree of examination 
necessary to deal with the business of 
this Government from the standpoint of 
how a statesman should deal with it. 
That is no reflection on the Congress. 
And yet we are piling up more duties 
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here. We are developing a condition 
under which it is impossible for Members 
of Congress to develop that degree of 
statesmanship required by the circum- 
stances of this country. We are doing 
it largely because of the fact that the 
communities, the States, and the indi- 
viduals are coming up here to the Fed- 
eral Government to get money out of the 
Federal Treasury. If we would help 
them to understand that they are not 
getting something for nothing, that every 
dollar must be paid back in dollars, that 
the cost of double administration must be 
paid in dollars, that interest must be paid 
in dollars and that the loss of local con- 
trol over local matters and popular con- 
trol over government and that some- 
where down the line there must be tra- 
vail and bitter struggle to regain that 
which all are now throwing away they 
would not insist. Mr, Chairman, if this 
explanation by the advocates of the bill 
that it is a general pattern of the bill re- 
cently passed by the Senate under which 
everybody in all communities come up 
here and get money out of the Federal 
Treasury, for community hospitals, the 
bill ought to be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has again expired. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, some time ago my 
daughter-in-law was confined in this 
city. Her husband was a member of the 
armed forces. She was in the hospital 
i 3 days and then they ushered her 
out. 

Now, let us be sensible about hospitali- 
zation. This is the situation as it actu- 
ally exists now. If a person who has 
some influence can stay only 3 or 4 days 
in a hospital in a maternity case, what 
will the family do who are without in- 
fluence? There are private institutions 
in this town that have served the com- 
munity for a hundred years. What do 
we propose? Abandon the old and grab 
the new? I am a little surprised at the 
debate as it goes on here today. No 
one has more respect for the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Sumners] than I. Did 
anybody raise a voice against the British 
loan last week? This is for our own 
people. This, I repeat, is for our own 
people. Every time we attempt to do 
something for our own we start talking 
about economy. This is something 
which deals with the general welfare, 
and dealing with the general welfare it 
is the function of the Federal Govern- 
ment to help. We have the example of 
the war period. The boys who were re- 
jected—rejected because they were unfit 
to serve. But that is forgotten today. 
We avoid the issue. The issue is, Are 
we interested in the health of our people? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I have tre- 
mendous respect for my distinguished 
friend, but this institution he speaks of 
has been operating without this kind of 
bill for a hundred years. 

Mr.RABAUT. And it has been operat- 
ing in poverty, the strictest kind of 
poverty. If you do not believe it, appoint 
a commission to investigate. Serving, 
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serving in poverty in the Capital of the 
greatest nation in the world. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield. 

Mrs. BOLTON. The understanding I 
have of this is that the point at issue 
is not that we are setting up something 
which is going to serve all the cities in 
the country. It is serving Washington, 
the Federal city, whigh is entirely dif- 
ferent from our going into other cities, 
is it not? 

Mr. RABAUT. Yes; some are looking 
for bridges to cross which have not yet 
been erected, glancing over the wide 
horizon, supposing things might hap- 
pen—if, when and why. Let us cross 
those bridges when we reach them. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I offered the 
amendment and I presume the gentle- 
man is talking to the amendment. The 
question is not whether we are interested 
in taking care of the sick and injured in 
the District of Columbia who are unable 
to take care of themselves, the question 
is whether or not it is the duty and re- 
sponsibility of the Federal Government 
to take care of everyone in the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. RABAUT. No; that is not the 
question. I have not referred to it nor 
have I mentioned it. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. That is the issue. 

Mr. RABAUT. I said there is an in- 
stitution in this city that has operated 
in poverty for a hundred years; and I 
wonder if it is necessary for an institu- 
tion that serves humanity, serves it for 
a pittance, to operate in poverty for a 
hundred years? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? : 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I said earlier today 
that the hospital facilities within the 
District of Columbia are deplorable for 
the task they are called upon to meet. 
The gentleman has said that in other 
words, and he is correct. 

Mr. RABAUT. I thank the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I wish to 
say to my friend that I agree that the 
situation with regard to Washington is 
different from the situation over the 
country generally. What I was trying to 
do was to direct to his attention the 
thought as to whether this bill would 
operate as a pattern with reference to 
areas outside the District. 

Mr. RABAUT. I am talking only 
about the District of Columbia and the 
matter that is before us today. I think 
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we certainly ought to remember insti- 
tutions that serve for so long a period 
and not jump to conclusions and take 
on a new situation, forgetting institu- 
tions that have service for over a cen- 
tury. 

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield. 

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. I have made an 
investigation of the welfare institutions 
of the District of Columbia. I agree 
that the gentleman is absolutely correct 
and commend him for his statement. 

Mr. RABAUT. I thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has again 
expired. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, there are several things 
to be deduced from what has been said 
here today as to whether we are going 
to look forward and show an under- 
standing of these health problems. 

The gentleman from Texas, eminently 
respected by all Members and my myself, 
has talked about the inability of the 
Members of Congress to deal with these 
questions. In large respect I am in 
agreement with him, but for some reason 
within the last few days those people who 
are trying to put through a bill for the 
report of congressionai procedure in 
order to strengthen Congress and make 
it possible for the people to be adequately 
represented, as the gentleman wants 
them to be, have taken out a provision 
for an executive or administrative as- 
sistant to Congressmen. You cannot 
turn the clock back. The problems which 
confront America are no longer 
eighteenth or nineteenth century prob- 
lems. To me you have to strengthen this 
institution which is the bulwark of this 


country and which, in my opinion, is the 


most important branch of government. 
You cannot vote to take out an adminis- 
trative assistant for a Member of the 
Congress on the idea that it costs maybe 
$350,000, then vote millions of dollars for 
attorneys and advisors in all of the exec- 
utive branches of the Government and 
come here, finally, and say that you can- 
not handle the problems of government. 
Why, you have got to prepare yourselves 
by assistants so that you can solve the 
problem and look forward. That is the 
intelligent approach to it. You cannot 
go back to the eighteenth and nineteenth 
century or its simple problems. You 
cannot get rid of these twentieth cen- 
tury problems. Do not say to the people 
that you are capable of handling these 
problems without assistance; some one 
to take off the load of incidental things, 
but say to the people “I will not be able 
to give study to all the problems of gov- 
ernment; therefore I need an assistant 
and I am explaining to you why I need 
an assistant.” I will not come here and 
yell for help and then deny myself the 
help which I only have the power to give 
myself. Something has been said here 
about taking care of all the people of the 
country. Well, there are only two classes 
of people who get really expert medical 
service in the United States—those who 
have the money, in this particular com- 
munity, to a large extent those who have 
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some position, and the very poor, who 
are operated on and taken care of as 
charity cases. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LaFOLLETTE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I would like to 
challenge that statement. My 30 years 
of experience in the practice of medicine 
completely refutes that statement. 

Mr. LaFO That is a very 
direct challenge. It almost comes to 
saying I am a liar, which I do not think 
the gentleman means to say. I also have 
lived for 45 years in a community about 
the size of the gentleman’s community, or 
a little larger, and I know myself that the 
middle class of people, the people with 
$150 a month, who have to skimp and 
save in order to get medical attention, do 
not get adequate medical attention. So 
we hear all this talk about why do we 
have to take care of all the people. 
Well, all the people happen to be citizens, 
and it is an obligation of the Government 
of the United States to provide hospital 
facilities at least, so that those people, if 
they can pay, may find a hospital and 
get into it. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the perfecting amend- 
ment to the committee amendment and 
all amendments thereto close in 15 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
Texas, the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, has just said 
there is a great deal more in this propo- 
sition than the enactment of this bill. 
All over the country there is a general 
impression that the Federal Government 
is about to resume the old WPA hand- 
outs. In every section there is the hope 
that now that the war is over we will go 
back to the good old days before the war 
and the local communities will build 
hospitals, libraries, schools, airfields, and 
public construction of all kinds, and the 
United States Treasury will foot the bill. 
The fact that we are staggering under an 
unprecedented national debt of $275,- 
000,000,000 seems to make no impression 
on them. And it seems to have made no 
impression on the sponsors of this bill. 
This is the beginning of a program the 
end of which no man now living can 
foresee. There is not a county or a 
municipality in the United States which 
does not have plans to build a new hos- 
pital or revamp and enlarge an old one, 
as well as water and sewage systems and 
public utilities of every character. The 
passage of this bill, the provision of this 
gratuity, will be the signal for them to 
descend on Congress for similar largess 
from the public purse. And there is not 
money enough to do it. There is not 
money enough to make a payment on the 
national debt. There is not money 
enough to pay legitimate expenses with- 
out a bond issue. We have had a good 
deal of talk here the last few days about 


Mr. Chairman, 


9678 


enacting OPA regulations to prevent in- 
flation. Here is the place to control in- 
flation. It is such gratuitous expendi- 
tures as these that render it impossible 
to balance the budget, prevent payments 
on the national debt, prevent reduction 
in tax rates, and bring down the purchas- 
ing power of the dollar. 

There is not a State or major city in 
the Nation that is not in better financial 
condition than the Federal Government. 
And that is particularly true of Wash- 
ington. Without indebtedness, with a 
low tax rate, and with the largest aver- 
age earned income per capita of any 
city in the world, it is amply able to take 
care of its own ill and indigent. 

They say the Washington hospitals are 
congested. Of course, they are congested. 
The hospitals of every city are con- 
gested—New York, San Francisco, Chi- 
cago, and St. Louis. That is not an ex- 
ceptional situation. But no one is going 
without hospitalization here in Washing- 
ton—as they are in many sections of the 
country where there are no hospitals at 
all. Why should not Washington, like 
the rest of the country, take care of her 
own? 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. Why should not Britain 
take care of their own, too? We just 
donated billions of dollars to them. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. What has 
that to do with the price of cranges, or 
the height of Christmas trees? The gen- 
tleman cannot see straight. He cannot 
think straight. We are talking about 
hospitals—in Washington, D. C.—not 
something on the other side of the At- 
lantic. 

And while we are talking about Wash- 
ington, let me quote from a recent edi- 
torial from a Washington newspaper: 

WORTH REMEMBERING 

In this age of hand-outs and a growing 
demand for them, it might be a good idea 
to remember the quotation in Plutarch's 
life of Coriolanus: “The man who first ruined 
the Roman people was he who first gave them 
treats and gratuities.” 


That is a Washington comment. Let 
us take it to heart. 

Let us go ahead and in a legitimate way 
take care of the hospital needs of this 
city, but let us not start a spending pro- 
gram which will spread throughout the 


country and which will saddle upon us. 


obligations which will disorganize the 
national budget and delay indefinitely 
the liquidation of the national debt and 
the reduction of Federal taxation. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment ought 
to be agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to no man in this House or in the Nation 
in my sincere desire to see that our poor 
and needy people have proper hospitali- 
zation, but as I see this legislation it is 
simply an opening wedge, as has already 
been explained so ably by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
_SUMNERS], to have the Federal Govern- 
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ment contribute great sums to every vil- 
lage, town, and city in the United States 
for hospitals. It has come to a pretty 
pass if the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia and of other municipalities in this 
Nation have lost so much of their benev- 
olence toward their suffering neighbors 
that they refuse to take care of them 
when they are sick and must look to a 
paternal Government to take care of 
their neighbors, their friends, and their 
families. There is not a hamlet, a town, 
or a city in this country today that is not 
better fixed financially than the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. Certainly 
with the large income the people of 
Washington, D. C., always have, if they 
are unwilling to take care of their suf- 
fering friends, neighbors, and families, 
then I think things have certainly come 
to a pretty pass here in our Nation’s 
Capital. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi of course strikes out the 
heart of this bill. It strikes out the 
small neighborhood hospitals that are 
involved in the bill. Icall your attention 
to the fact that this medical center is 
only a part of the program. We have 
the small hospitals which serve their par- 
ticular communities, and I venture to say 
serve more of the charity type of patients 
than would a medical center. They 
serve their communities because the peo- 
ple living in the communities want to 
be treated in their neighborhood hos- 
pitals. If you want to sabotage the bill 
you might as well vote for the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It 
has been said that this is a precedent 
for some general program. I do not 
understand it that way. 

Mr. OHARA. Of course it is not. 
The situation entirely is that the Con- 
gress is responsible for the District of 
Columbia. This is a red herring that 
they are dragging in here, this talk 
about an entering wedge. Either turn 
the government of the District of Colum- 
bia back to the people of the District 
and let them run it or do a fair and 
decent job of running it as the Congress 
of the United States, one of the two. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman knows 
that if we do anything for the District of 
Columbia every village, town, and hamlet 
in the United States will say, “Certainly 
you want to treat us as fairly as you do 
the people of the District of Columbia.” 

Mr. O'HARA. The gentleman from 
Iowa comes from a fine, wealthy part of 
the country where every town has a 
hospital. 

Mr. JENSEN. And we are going to 
take care of our own sick and suffering 
people. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. COLMER]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yiueld? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. In answer to my 
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota, I 
disagree with him that this amendment 
strikes the heart out of the bill. The 
fact of the matter is that the bill origi- 
nally was for the construction of a hos- 
pital center and after we got the hospital 
center in, then they decided to bring in 
all the hospitals. So we are just striking 
out the end of the bill. That is all it 
amounts to. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. As a 
matter of fact, the title of the bill only 
refers to the establishment of a modern, 
adequate, and efficient hospital center. 

Mr. COLMER. That is right. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. There 
is no reference whatever to helping any 
smaller hospitals. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. What constitutes a 
hospital center if it is not an association 
of hospitals which will go into the medi- 
cal center? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. But 
under the provisions of the bill they can- 
not go into the medical center. 

Mr. RABAUT. I just asked you what 
constitutes a medical center. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I can- 
not yield further. 

In a few days the House is going to be 
called upon to vote upon a bill which has 
already passed the Senate, known as S. 
191, which would give every community 
in the United States, including the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, an equal chance to 
share in Federal funds for the construc- 
tion of hospitals that the communities 
need. I do not think it is fair that the 
District of Columbia should be set aside 
to receive preferential treatment over 
your community and my community. 
They all ought-to share alike. I know 
there is a lot being said about this being 
the seat of government. Now, how many 
communities in the United States would 
not be glad to have that burden thrown 
upon them of being the seat of govern- 
ment? Iam in favor of defeating this bill 
and considering S. 191 when the time 
comes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
MILLER] 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I am vitally interested in seeing 
that the District has proper hospital 
facilities. I do understand that the 
three hospitals to be absorbed or 
abolished in this bill have been doing 
right well financially. Their physical 
property is old. Some District hospitals 
are a disgrace. They need repairs and 
new equipment. The Speaker of the 
House appointed me as a member of one 
of the hospital boards here in the city. 
I attended a number of their meetings. 
They are always asking for some money 
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from the Federal Government. The hos- 
pital has money in the bank and assets 
sufficient to make improvements. I be- 
lieve it is the duty of Congress to assist 
with new buildings just as we did in the 
case of the George Washington and 
Georgetown Hospitals. It is my under- 
standing these two universities received 
an outright grant, Washington needs 
better hospital facilities. I understand 
the three hospitals included in this bill 
have no debts at all. .They have been 
able to go along and serve the community 
and are out of debt. They may have 
made some money and they may have 
money in the bank. I am not sure about 
that. At least, they are not running in 
the red but are on the right side of the 
ledger. A hospital center appeals to me. 
I would like to see a large medical center 
here. I do think the administrative dif- 
ficulties are very great. This does appeal 
to me also because I am interested in 
hospitals. I ran a hospital for some 
20 years. Iknow that hospitals can make 
a little money if they want to. It does 
seem to me that if we are going to build 
hospitals now, they ought to be built 
under the RFC or some fund like that. 
Thus the hospitals might be self-liqui- 
dating. I believe it can be done. The 
people using hospitals who are able to 
pay should pay enough to meet all ex- 
penses and have a sinking fund to retire 
the debt and keep up the repairs. 

The other thing I am reminded of is 
the Hill-Burton bill that will soon come 
before the Congress. I understood the 
gentleman to say that all communities 
would be treated alike in this bill. It is 
my understanding of the Hill-Burton bill 
that these funds will be available to those 
communities where there is a shortage of 
hospital and public-health facilities. 
Unless this bill is amended, I think that 
condition still prevails. I doubt if Wash- 
ington, D. C., can qualify under the Hill- 
Burton bill. 

I am also reminded of the fact that in 
the city of Washington, while living costs 
are high, the people living here get more 
money on the average than any other 
individuals in cities of comparable size. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER] 
has expired. 

The question recurs on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. CoLMER] to the committee 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, on a division there were— 
ayes 53, noes 30. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Taper: On page 
12, line 3, strike out all of the language 
beginning with the word “thirty” in line 3 
and ending with the word “determine” in 
line 8, and substitute therefor the following: 
“The net amount expended by the Federal 
Works Administrator under this Act shall 
be charged against the District of Columbia 
and shall be repaid to the Government by 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia in equal installments annually over 20 
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years, with interest on unpaid items at the 
rate of 24% percent per annum.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I recog- 
nize the need for hospital facilities in the 
District of Columbia. On the other hand, 
there is no occasion in the world for the 
United States of America to pay perhaps 
the whole cost. That is what it could be 
under the language that I have attempted 
to strike out, because they are not re- 
quired to pay it at any particular time 
and they are not required to pay inter- 
est. It could be put off forever. 

I have provided here that the District 
of Columbia should pay the whole bill and 
pay it over 20 years in equal annual in- 
stallments. That would require a con- 
tribution out of the District of Columbia 
treasury of only about $2,000,000 a year. 
Can anyone say that the District of Co- 
lumbia, the richest city in the world, 
without any bonded indebtedness what- 
ever, should not pay the bill for fixing up 
its hospital situation? I cannot under- 
stand how anyone can come here and say 
that the people in our districts back home 
should pay the hospital bills of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Let them raise the 
tax rate 60 cents a thousand if they have 
to. What hurt would it do? 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. They pay less tax, less 
millage, than any city anywhere in the 
United States, right here in the District 
of Columbia. i 

Mr. TABER. They do and there is no 
excuse for it. 

This is not a Federal responsibility, we 
are dealing with a responsibility which is 
local and which has always been made 
local; and there is no excuse whatever 
for trying to make it a Federal responsi- 
bility. Let us be honest, let us be honest 
with the people back home, let us provide 
for this hospital situation as will be done 
if my amendment is adopted, but let the 
District of Columbia pay for it as they 
should. They charge plenty for rent, they 
charge plenty for hotel rooms, they charge 
plenty for everything you buy here; and 
the folks who come in here who have to 
be hospitalized, directly and indirectly 
pay any charge that the District itself 
would have to pay out of its tax revenues. 
There is absolutely no excuse for ap- 
proaching this problem on any other basis. 
It is not meeting responsibility to those 
who are sick and in distress, but when 
you provide that the Federal Government 
shall do this whole job as this might 
result, you are simply failing to meet your 
responsibility to your own districts back 
home and at the same time be fair to the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I spent 20 
years as a member of the board of trus- 
tees of a hospital. I know what hospi- 
tals mean to any community; but I do 
not believe the hospital need of the com- 
munity is the factor at issue in connec- 
tion with this bill. 

Earlier in the afternoon, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. BLOOM! said 
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that costs should have no consideration 
in our action on this bill. That unfor- 
tunately is the daily attitude of this Con 
gress on almost any bill. It was not long 
ago that the matter of the Federal con- 
tribution to the District of Columbia was 
before us, and at that time the District 
Committee spoke to us very eloquently 
as to the bad state of District finances. 
Why has not the District Committee 
come in to us meanwhile with some meas- 
ures to increase taxation? I have not 
seen or heard of any such bill. On the 
other hand we have in the report on the 
bill now before us the statement: 

The District budget is not in balance, or is 
so close to the red that additions to the ex- 
penditure side cannot be made until more 
revenue is in sight. 


Much more revenue is in sight. It 
just is not being utilized. 

My home State and city have what I 
think are the finest hospitals in the coun- 
try. How have those hospitals been ac- 
quired? They have been acquired by 
taxes. Our real-estate taxes in the city 
of New York are at least twice as high as 
in the city of Washington. We have 
sales taxes, gasoline taxes, public-utility 
taxes, and real-estate-use taxes; and in 
addition the city is bonded to the hilt. 
Through such means have we been able 
to build these hospitals to take care of 
our people. Washington, as has been 
said, is not taxed heavily. Why on earth 
should the people of my district be taxed 
on top of their already high taxes to 
build hospitals in the city of Washington 
when the people who live in the city of 
Washington do not bear an adequate tax 
burden? 

Mr. Chairman, this bill should be de- 
feated. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the adoption of the 
pending amendment means there will be 
no hospital program for the District of 
Columbia. That is not an overstatement, 
that is not motivated by any endeavor to 
scare you; it is just a plain, simple, un- 
embellished, unadorned statement of 
fact. Thirty-five million dollars at ac- 
crued interest, amortized over a period of 
20 years, as proposed by the gentleman 
from New York, means that every dollar 
of the $2,000,000 that you added to the 
lump-sum estimate by the Federal Gov- 
ernment by vote of this House a few weeks 
ago will be sponged out and will have to 
be devoted to this one exclusive purpose 
if you are going to have a hospital 
program. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. TABER. The gentleman knows 
that they can raise the tax levy 60 cents 
a thousand or they could put on a sales 
tax and have plenty of money to meet 
their obligations. Why do they not do 
it? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Before you can pro- 
pose a revenue system for the District 
government, in addition to what you 
have, it becomes necessary, first of all, to 
hold hearings before the District Com- 
mittee. That results in long, arduous, 
and painful labor. Everybody will have 
to be represented. At long last you seek 
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to develop a revenue program; then you 
bring in a balanced revenue program be- 
fore this House. 

Mr. TABER. That might not be the 
fact. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. You remember the 
difficulty we had in imposing an income 
tax on the District of Columbia. You 
remember the difficulty we had even con- 
sidering a sales tax before. I was one 
of the antagonists rather than one of 
the protagonists. The District of Co- 
lumbia has got to wait until this Con- 
gress acts, and it is anybody’s guess as 
to what will happen on this floor. 

We started today at 12 o'clock. It is 
now 4:20 in the afternoon and we have 
not gotten through District business yet. 
The members of our committee have 
worked earnestly early and late, they 
have given diligently of their time and 
attention and have studied the bills. Yet 
Members will come over here, pick up a 
bill they have not seen until the calendar 
starts, and find something they can at- 
tack. Get me straight, I am not lectur- 
ing. Goodness knows, I have been here 
too long to want to lecture anybody. 
But it does not make one feel too good 
deep down to give so freely of his time 
on these matters, then have the thing 
kicked around unless there is a pretty 
good reason. You know, I tried for years 
to get off the District Committee. The 
District Commissioners came down and 
saw the minority leader and said, “Keep 
Mr. Dirksen on the District Committee.” 
It is a labor of love, of course. I do not 
mind when you come down here and 
kick out a bill, but I would like to have 
you have a good reason, based upon a 
careful analysis of the bill, before you 
do that. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. FOLGER. I am inclined to go 
along with the gentleman and the com- 
mittee, but Iam wondering why the mat- 
ter should be handled as an exclusive 
need here. Why should not a general 
hospital bill be passed for the United 
States, including the District of Co- 
lumbia? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There is a general 
hospital bill to come on which will make 
available for that purpose between $400,- 
000 and $700,000 a year to the District 
of Columbia from a very limited amount 
that is provided. You could not begin to 
build 10 wards in a hospital with the 
money that the District would get out of 
the Hill hospital bill. That is the 
difficulty today. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I reply to the ob- 
servation made by my friend the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Taser] when 
he speaks of the people here putting into 
effect a sales tax, that that must be done 
by the action of this Congress. On sev- 
eral occasions, when I was chairman of 
the House Committee on the District of 
Columbia, we brought legislation here for 
Congress to approve a sales tax, but it 
was defeated, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for four 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. I just rise to say that 
I want to congratulate the people of the 
District of Columbia in the decision of 
the minority leader in placing the gen- 
tleman on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia and keeping him there, be- 
cause I think he is doing a very good job. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Well, we just labor at 
it as best we know how. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. If the people of the 
District of Columbia would do what the 
people in my own city did recently, 
namely, solicit subscriptions for a new 
hospita}, they could achieve the same 
goal. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. And may I say to my 
distinguished friend from. Pennsylvania 
that here in Washington they have at- 
tempted to raise $1,000,000 for a Chil- 
dren’s Hospital. That has been in prog- 
ress for weeks and weeks and weeks and 
the best they have been able to get is 
50 percent of that goal. 

Mr. JENSEN, Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. As the distinguished 
gentleman knows, I have served on the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations for some time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. And the gentleman 
has done a great deal of labor, too. 

Mr. JENSEN. I thank the gentleman. 
I have listened to these do-gooders from 
every welfare organization in this Dis- 
trict, and when you talk about Congress 
attempting to put on any kind of a tax 
on the people in the District of Columbia, 
boy, they send hoards of lobbyists up 
there to tear you to pieces. The gentle- 
man knows that. 

Mr, DIRKSEN. I have not seen that, 
I am sorry to say. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman has not? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not think that a 
person who openly represents himself in 
favor of a measure before the committee 
is a professional lobbyist, if he is doing 
it on his own and not for any particular 
group or for pay. 

Mr. JENSEN. They may be amateurs, 
but they are pretty good. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In closing, let me af- 
firm that I meant no impertinence to 
anybody. It is all in the best of grace, 
and may I say that the Committee on 
the District of Columbia does the best 
job it knows how. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts, 
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Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I have 
labored on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia with the gentleman from Nli- 
nois longer than any other Member here. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. And he is a valiant 
Member. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. And I 
think I can agree with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] that in 
every community in this country of ours 
this is taking place. We find drives on al- 
most every year. The same thing is true 
in my city. And, I know that when the 
gentleman and I worked out the income- 
tax law here a few years ago we observed 
that the income that was going untaxed 
in this city amounted to $300,000,000 a 
year in personal income. I wonder why 
that source could not be taxed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me make this ob- 
servation. It is pretty easy to bandy a 
lot of general assertions on this floor that 
will not stand up in the light of day. The 
gentleman from Missouri, chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, said a 
moment ago that they have the largest 
per capita earned income in Washing- 
ton of any jurisdiction in the United 
States. That is certainly true. But 
earned income is one thing. Income that 
remains in the District of Columbia to be 
taxed is another. Why, an old attorney 
who has lived in the District of Colum- 
bia for 40 years, has always voted in 
Pennsylvania and never paid an income 
tax in this jurisdiction. It is one thing to 
leave the income here to be taxed, and it 
is another thing to take it away. 

The other thing is this: With an area 
having 270,000 people from the outside, 
the interest and abiding loyalties are 
back home, just like my loyalties are back 
there. Manifestly, this does not become 
a jurisdiction where colossal incomes, 
like those in Hollywood, are taxed. If 
you can find those sources, you are & 
better man than the assessor, Ed Dent, 
or your humble servant who is addressing 
you at the present time, 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. When they are sick in 
the District of Columbia, whether their 
affiliations are back home or not, they 
seek out a District of Columbia hospital. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of necessity that is 
true. 

I hope the amendment will not prevail, 
but it is wholly within the grace of the 
House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER] to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, the Committee divided; 
and there were—ayes 36, noes 45. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. ABERNETHY moves that the Committee 
do now rise and report the bill back to the 
House with the recommendation that the 
enacting clause be stricken out. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
endeavored as best I could and as fairly 
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as I could to explain this bill in my open- 
ing statement. I said at the time that 
I appreciate the fact that additional hos- 
pital facilities are needed in the District 
of Columbia. 

I live in a little town of 2,700 people. 
We do not have an adequate hospital 
there. I should like to have one. But 
if I had dropped a bill into the hopper 
authorizing only a $10,000 federally 
financed hospital for my little city it 
would never have received a hearing, 
much less been reported to the floor for 
consideration. 

I appreciate the fact that this is the 
seat of government and probably de- 
serves some special treatment, but my 
opinion, as I stated before, is that that 
treatment should be in the form of ad- 
ditional Federal contributions to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

I think the House has made up its 
mind. The day is pretty well spent. 
The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. TABER], which 
I supported, having been defeated, you 
now have before you a bill which author- 
izes about $20,000,000 for a hospital cen- 
ter which will cost the people of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, according to the 
estimates laid before the committee, 
only about $3,000,000 of that $20,000,000. 
The bill does not spell out when or how 
the District share will be repaid. We 
have the cart before the horse. I think 
this bill ought to go back to the commit- 
tee; in fact, I think it ought to go out 
completely. In order to bring the issue 
to a head, I have offered the motion to 
strike out the enacting clause. My pur- 
pose in so doing is to defeat the bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the motion. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee sub- 
mitted language which is just as definite 
as any language can be to impose a firm 
obligation upon the District of Columbia, 
and it leaves it to a future time to de- 
termine how and when it shall be done; 
in other words, it is still in the hands of 
Congress. 

Let me read you this language. It is 
section 5 on page 12: 

Sec. 5. Thirty percent of the net amount 
expended by the Federal Works Adminis- 
trator under this act shall be charged against 
the District of Columbia and shall be repaid 
to the Government by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia at such times and 
in such amounts, without interest, as the 
Congress shall hereafter determine. 


There is no money that you can get at 
the moment. It would be foolish to 
write in that kind of proposal here say- 
ing that so much is to be taken out of 
such and such a fund when there is noth- 
ing in it, or so much to be taken out of 
another fund when there is nothing in it. 
There is, however, developing at the pres- 
ent time, if you please, a completely inte- 
grated tax structure, a matter to which 
we are all giving our attention, and we 
hope to revamp the whole tax system. 
Some additional funds may develop and 
then at the earliest date Congress, under 
this power having fixed a firm obligation 
upon the District, will have to determine 
how that debt shall be amortized. What 
more can we do under the circumstances? 
There would be no virtue in passing this 
preferential motion. The function of a 
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preferential motion is to test the senti- 
ment of the House early in debate to find 
how the Members feel about a matter. 
We are about to finish the consideration 
of the bill in the Committee of the Whole. 
There are no More amendments. There- 
fore, there is no virtue in striking out the 
enacting clause at this hour of the after- 
noon. The matter will shortly be deter- 
mined in the House. So why not let the 
matter go on as it is now and then deter- 
mine the question by a record vote. 
That would be the sensible thing to do. 
I, therefore, implore you very respect- 
fully to vote down the preferential 
motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. ABERNETHY) 
there were—ayes 39, noes 66. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
answer to one or two questions so that I 
might with some degree of intelligence 
vote upon the pending legislation. I hope 
the chairman of the committee and my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
Illinois, will correct me if I am in any- 
wise in error in what I shall say. 

I understand that the District of Co- 
lumbia government is generally in charge 
of the Congress of the United States. It 
is run by Commissioners appointed by 
the President and confirmed by the Sen- 
ate. So far as the conduct of its munici- 
pal affairs is concerned, it is conducted 
almost the same as any other munici- 
pality with the exception that it does not 
have a board of aldermen. In effect, the 
Congress acts as the board of aldermen. 
Who fixes the tax rates for the District 
of. Columbia? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Congress fixes the tax 
rates for the District of Columbia. It can 
write the tax rates in legislation at any 
time or change them at any time. 

Mr. KEEFE. Does the Congress ac- 
tually fix the tax rate? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. When we 
brought in the last omnibus tax bill we 
spelled out all the different rates. 

Mr. KEEFE. Who levies the assess- 
ment? Who approves the assessment? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. They have an asses- 
sor here just as they have in any other 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. KEEFE. Is the assessment made 
by that assessor approved by the Com- 
missioners or approved by the Congress? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Assessor’s con- 
duct is under the Commissioners, but 
obviously the Commissioners could not 
approve the assessment of every parcel 
of land or real estate in the District of 
Columbia. 5 

Mr. KEEFE. They approve the equal- 
ization of the assessment, perhaps. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would say it is sub- 
mitted to the Board of Equalization. 

Mr. KEEFE. So that we have this 
situation, that the Congress actually 
levies the tax rate. The assessments 
that are placed are made by the Assessor 
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under the jurisdiction and direction of 
the Commissioners. Is that right? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. The District 
Assessor is a hired man. 

Mr. KEEFE. Exactly, just as in any 
other place. If there is any responsi- 
bility for failing to impose additional 
taxes upon real estate in the District of 
Columbia, that responsibility rests 
squarely with the Congress of the United 
States. Is that right? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Precisely so. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I do 
not agree with that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the last bill we 
recited in dollars and cents what the tax 
rate should be. There was an oppor- 
tunity for anyone to increase it or de- 
crease it or modify it or do anything they 
wanted to do with it. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I do 
not agree with that. 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts who says he does 
not agree with the gentleman from 
Illinois. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. We 
determine what the rate shall be, but the 
assessment of the property is made by 
the Board of Assessors, and values are 
determined by the Board of Assessors. 
So that the tax bill itself is modified by 
the rate we set. 

Mr. KEEFE. That is true in every 
community. We all know that. The 
rate is fixed by the Congress. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Precisely. 

Mr. KEEFE. But as far as the actual 
taxpayer is concerned, he is interested 
in the application of that rate to the 
assessment, and if the commissioners 
have charge of the assessments and the 
assessments are made on the basis of 
true value, then, of course, the derelic- 
tion is with the Board of Commissioners 
and not with the Congress. May I ask 
the former chairman of the committee 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
RANDOLPH] whether or not the assess- 
ments on real and personal property in 
the District of Columbia are made on a 
basis of fair values or otherwise. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I wanted to make 
an observation on the tax situation and 
then would be glad to reply. 

Mr. KEEFE. Will the gentleman an- 
swer the question, if he can, please? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I desired to make 
an observation and then answer the 
question, but I will do it the other way 
if the gentleman prefers. I was on my 
feet when the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DIRKSEN] was speaking and hoped 
to comment on tax matters in reference 
to District levying procedure. 


Mr. KEEFE. Very well. I yield to the 
gentleman. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman 


from Masachusetts spoke about the Con- 
gress levying the taxes. Congress de- 
cides the taxes to be levied and the type 
of taxes to be used here. The Congress 
has had an opportunity to vote for a 
sales tax and has voted it down. 

Now, will the able gentleman state 
the question again? 

Mr. KEEFE. The charge has been 
made repeatedly on this floor that this 
is the least-taxed community in the 
United States. Now, if it is, the first 
responsibility, that of fixing the rate, 
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falls squarely on the Congress. Secondly, 
the application of that rate, which in 
effect determines the actual amount of 
taxes, is upon the assessment as made by 
the Assessor, his assessment being ap- 
proved not by the Congress but by the 
Commissioners. The question I ask the 
gentleman is whether or not the assessed 
valuation of properties in the District of 
Columbia is upon a reasonable and 
equitable basis, comparable with other 
cities Uf similar character, and on a full 
basis of value. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. It is my feeling that 
valuations are reasonable and equitable, 
and I believe that is the viewpoint shared 
by most persons who have studied the 
problem. 

Mr. KEEFE. Of course, the tax rate 
means very little if the assessment is at 
full value. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for four 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have not checked 
specific parcels in the last year or two. 
I expect it is 2 years or 3 years ago, but 
I had them certify to me the rate and the 
application and the net taxes paid on 
perhaps several hundred parcels of real 
estate, just picked at random in Wash- 
ington. I tried as best I could, from 
people who were skilled in that field, to 
find cut whether it was fair, whether it 
was too low, or whether it was too high. 
I think the consensus of judgment was 
that in many cases it was fair, and in 
many cases the actual taxes paid were 
higher, proportionate to the actual value 
of the property. 

Mr. KEEFE. May I ask the gentleman 
whether or not his committee has made 
any study or investigation of the rela- 
tionship of sales to assessment? In my 
State, for example, every single sale is 
recorded and it goes into the hands of 
the assessor. Is that done here in the 
District of Columbia? Is there any re- 
lationship between sales value and as- 
sessed value? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am sure that the 
best of assessment technique is employed 
here; at least that has been my ex- 
perience over a great many years. There 
is not the slightest reason to believe that 
there is any deviation from a sound as- 
sessment technique and a sound collec- 
tion system. 

Mr KEEFE. If there were not a sound 
assessment technique and if there were 
not a sound assessment today it clearly 
lies within the province and prerogatives 
of the Congress of the United States 
summarily to make correction. Is not 
that true? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. KEEFE. So, after all is said and 
done, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, 
after listening to all this debate and not 
pretending to know too much about it, 
that while we are doing a lot of squawk- 
ing about the District of Columbia, the 
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District of Columbia under the law and 
the Constitution is apparently our child 
and it is our responsibility as Members 
of Congress. We cannot just lightly 
brush that responsibility aside and say 
that because we do not have a hospital 
down in some town in Wisconsin or Mis- 
sissippi, we, as Members of Congress 
charged with the responsibility for legis- 
lating for the District of Columbia are 
going to let this miserable condition pre- 
vail that does prevail in the District of 
Columbia. I personally hope that we 
can use some judgment this afternoon 
in passing legislation for the District of 
Columbia and not just brush it aside as 
you would some stranger. It is our child, 
it is our responsibility, and we must ex- 
ercise and carry out that responsibility. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Does 


the fact it is our responsibility justify 


providing up to 70 percent of the cost 
with Federal funds? 

Mr. KEEFE. That is not a fair state- 
ment. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The 
bill itself provides that 70 percent of 
the funds shall be spent by the Federal 
Works Administration and it further 
provides that the cost 

Mr. KEEFE. Just a moment, please. 
The thing sums up to just this in my 
feeble opinion: It is admitted that the 
hospitals are in a deplorable condition. 
It is admitted that there are only two 
ways in which to improve the situation, 
one through public subscriptions—and 
you are not getting them—and the other 
through Federal aid to the municipality, 
if you may call it such. There seems to 
be no other way to get the money. You 
say the District of Columbia does not 
have the money in its till. The only way 
to put it there is to levy taxes then on 
the people of the District of Columbia; 
and if we need hospitals, if they are as 
deplorable as they say they are, let us 
build the hospitals, and if the Congress 
has the power let us levy the taxes to 
pay for them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I do not like to oppose this meas- 
ure. Idonot like to oppose the Members 
of Congress who have good purpose in 
advocating it. But I have made exam- 
ination of this policy, this dependence 
upon the Federal Government, and its 
effect. I give to you for whatever it 
may be worth, the certainty of judg- 
ment that if we continue to recognize 
that when a community fails to do 
that which is within its responsibility 
and power that the Federal Govern- 
ment ought to step in, we will create 
such a lack of sense of duty and even- 
tually lack of fitness to do things that 
the Federal Government will not only 
have to step in but will have to stay 
in. By its nonuse the communities 
will have lost the ability to do for them- 
selves. Totalitarian government will 
have been established. By this policy, 
which hides the destination, we move 
along the only road that would be 
permitted taking the people toward a 
totalitarian system of government. If 
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we would state boldly to the people 
of the United States that we want to 
do this they would defeat every one of 
us. We do not tell them that. But if 
we continue to have the Federal Govern- 
ment entering those fields of service that 
lie within the interest of the private 
citizen and smaller communities of the 
Nation, and the State, we move as defi- 
nitely toward a totalitarian system of 
government as if it were our admitted 
and intended destination. If the people 
are relieved by the Congress from the 
necessity of doing the things that are 
within their capacity, their capacity is 
reduced, and in proportion as their ca- 
pacity is reduced the excuse for Federal 
intervention with Federal dollars is in- 
creased. After a while there will be the 
real necessity because that power not 
used is lost. That is the road we are 
traveling. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], who is the rank- 
ing minority member of the District 
Committee, stated that this bill is in line 
with another bill that has been passed by 
the Senate under which the Federal Gov- 
ernment is expected to make appropria- 
tions in the several communities of the 
United States to aid in building hos- 
pitals. 

The people in my community are ask- 
ing me to support that bill. It is not a 
pleasant thing not to do it. I know 
something about the difficulty that the 
people have in raising money for things 
in their communities, but I declare to 
you, Mr. Chairman, those difficulties, as 
much as we would like to be rid of them, 
are not without their compensation. 
People never develop any ability by do- 
ing things that are easy. I have seen 
people in my community get together, 
have meetings, work up sentiment and 
have a hard time of it. But such things 
make a great people. They feel respon- 
sibility. The individual who does that 
which pinches him to help his fellow man 
in difficulty gets just as much benefit out 
of it as the individual whom he is 
serving. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does not the gentle- 
man make a distinction in the case of the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do. I do 
recognize a definite difference between 
the responsibility of the Congress for 
conditions in the District of Columbia 
and its responsibility for conditions out- 
side the District because the Congress 
must act for the District as its local gov- 
erning body. If this Committee had a 
bill which definitely recognized that dif- 
ference and went no further, then I would 
be in favor of that bill, but, as I under- 
stood the statement, and as I understand 
the arguments that have been made and 
the reasons asserted here, this bill is an 
entering wedge. I understand this bill 
is an entering wedge for the bigger bill 
that passed the Senate and I understood 
from the statement of the gentleman 
who favors this bill that he favors it on 
the same basis he would favor the bigger 
bill when it gets here. 
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Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman believes 
then as Ido. I am sure, that certainly 
when the big bill comes here before the 
House that we who vote against that bill 
will be in a bad position if we vote for this 
little bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close 
in 10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
am always interested and attentive when 
our distinguished colleague the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS] speaks 
to this body. I am sure that I join with 
the Members on both sides of the aisle 
in saying that when we lose a Member 
of the caliber of the gentleman from 
Texas, who is to retire voluntarily, that 
not only we but the country are the 
losers. 

The ger-tleman says that we treat this 
problem as a local problem. I think he 
is in error. I feel it wrong to say that 
this is a local problem, or even Washing- 
ton, D. C.’s, problem. I believe, as he 
later said, that it is a national problem. 
Mr. Chairman, it is a District of Co- 
lumbia problem in that here is the seat 
of government for the people of his State 
of Texas, in a certain sense, and for the 
citizens of West Virginia also. We em- 
brace this challenge in an approach 
country-wide in character. That is why 
we believe this hospital condition, de- 
plorable as it is, must be attended to by 
the Congress of the United States sitting 
an the guardian not only of this city, or 
of this District, but of the Federal struc- 
ture of the United States. 

Does the able gentleman agree? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I recognize 
this problem. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I trust the gentle- 
man will finally be persuaded to join 
with those of us who will vote for the 
passage of this legislation. We must 
assume a responsibility to act for Wash- 
ington—but in a larger sense to provide 
for adequate hospital facilities for the 
Capital City of this Republic. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Bates]. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, just a word. I think I have 
some knowledge of the provisions of this 
bill. I have given it a good deal of time, 
as have the other members of the com- 
mittee. I just want to reiterate what 
I had to say in the early part of the 
afternoon that what I am concerned 
about as much as anything else is the 
administration of this hospital when it 
is completed. There are no provisions 
in this bill for the administration of this 
tremendously large hospital center, and 
we are given to understand that under its 
provisions three of the large hospitals 
presently operating in the District will 
sell their buildings and their assets and 


XCII——610 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


turn over those assets to the Public 
Works Administration. The estimated 


cost of this hospital center is anywhere 


from twenty to thirty million dollars. 
It was originally estimated at $20,000,000 
when it came from the Senate. There 
are no other hospitals in the District, ap- 
parently, that want to go into this hos- 
pital center. So with the $5,000,000 of 
assets that they will turn over to the 
Federal Works Administration, the Fed- 
eral Works Administration with the other 
twenty to thirty million dollars will con- 
struct the hosptal and the representa- 
tives of these three hospitals will go in 
and operate this huge medical center. 
There is not a representative of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to be on the board. 
There is not a representative of the 
United States Department of Health or 
the Federal Government to be on the 
board. We will have no control what- 
ever over the administration and the ex- 
penses of that hospital when it is com- 
pleted. If you want to do that sort of a 
job, why, go ahead. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY: Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ABERNETHY: 
Page 13, line 1, strike out 835,000,000 and 
insert “$17,500,000.” 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
this bill originally authorized an appro- 
priation of $35,000,000, about $15,000,000 
to $18,000,000 of which would be utilized 
in the construction of a hospital center 
and the remainder to be disbursed in 
grants to hospitals which do not par- 
ticipate in the center. The Committee 
having earlier in the day in adopting my 
amendment stricken from the bill the 
grants to private hospitals, it therefore 
follows that the Committee should limit 
the authorization to the estimated cost 
of the hospital center. It was estimated 
before the Committee that the hospital 
center would cost anywhere from $15,- 
000,000 to $18,000,000. The adoption of 
this amendment would leave sufficient 
authorization for the hospital center 
while reducing the over-all authoriza- 
tion. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Has 
the gentleman any figures to substanti- 
ate what I had to say about the Federal 
Government assuming about 70 percent 
of the cost of this program? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Ihave. The bill 
as reported by the Committee on the 
District of Columbia provides, according 
to estimates made during the hearings, 
that the District of Columbia and the 
hospitals participating in the Center 
would contribute about 22% percent of 
the entire cost; and when eliminating 
that portion which the private hospitals 
would contribute, it leaves the District 
of Columbia actually contributing only 
8.6 percent of the cost of the entire 
program. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. What 
about the Federal Government? 
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Mr. ABERNETHY. The Federal Gov- 
ernment would contribute 77.5 percent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. FOLGER]. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, the 
reason I ask for this time is that I asked 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] a question and its implications 
might have an effect I do not wish it to 
have. I realize there are hundreds of 
thousands of people in the city of Wash- 
ington who come from the States of this 
Union who will require and receive the 
benefit of hospital facilities here in the 
District, and that the comparable 
amount that should be allocated to the 
ordinary city or town does not apply to 
the District of Columbia, where we have 
so many people who are not taxpayers 
but who would be given the benefit of 
these facilities. I am afraid that we will 
make a mistake if we vote this bill down. 
As far as the administration of it is con- 
cerned, that can be attended to by the 
Congress by a provision later on. I 
have come to the conclusion that we 
ought not to defeat this measure. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 


gentleman yield? 


Mr. FOLGER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. May I point out that 
the people coming from the States to live 
in Washington pay for their care in the 
hospitals just as they pay for their food 
and their clothing, and they pay well for 
hospital service. 

Mr. FOLGER. If the facilities were not 
here, they might die and not have the 
opportunity to pay for their treatment. 
It is a preparation for the people not 
only taxpayers here but people from all 
the States. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLGER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. May I point out that 
we are constantly decreasing the taxable 
property in the District of Columbia, 
year by year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amend- 
ed was agreed to. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re- 
port the bill back to the House with an 
amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. TRIMBLE, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(S. 223) to provide for the establish- 
ment of a modern, adequate, and efficient 
hospital center in the District of Co- 
lumbia, had directed him to report the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment, with the recommendation that the 
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amendment be agreed to and that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a separate vote on the so-called 
Abernethy amendment. 

The SPEAKER. As the Chair under- 
stands the situation, the gentleman can- 
not demand a separate vote on an amend- 
ment to an amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Bates of Massa- 
chusetts) there were—ayes 75, noes 42. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 162, nays 106, not voting 162, 
as follows: 


[Roll No, 281] 
YEAS—162 
Allen, III. Gavin Martin, Mass. 
Allen, La Geelan Mathews 
Andersen, Gifford Michener 
H. Gillette Monroney 
Andresen, Gordon Murdock 
August H. Gorski Neely 
Andrews, Ala. Granger O'Brien, Ill. 
Angell Grant, Ala O'Brien, Mich. 
Arends Hagen O'Hara 
Auchincloss Hall, Outland 
Bennett, Mo. Edwin Arthur Patman 
Biemiller Hancock Peterson, Fla. 
Bishop Havenner Pittenger 
Blackney Hays Plumley 
Bland Healy Pratt 
Bloom Hedrick Price, Fla 
Bolton Henry Price, Ill, 
Brehm Herter Rabaut 
Brooks Heselton Rains 
Brown, Ga. Hinshaw Ramey 
Brumbaugh Hook Randolph 
Buchanan Hope Reed, 
Bulwinkle Horan Reed, N. Y, 
Byrne, N. Y. Howell Resa 
Byrnes, Wis. Huber Richards 
Carnahan Hull Riley 
Case, N. J. Jackson Robertson, 
Chapman Jarman . Dak. 
Chiperfield Jenkins Robsion, Ky. 
Crosser Johnson, Calif „M. 
D'Alesandro Judd Rogers, Fla, 
Davis Kearney Rogers, Mass. 
Dingell Kee Rogers, N. Y. 
Dirksen Keefe Rowan 
Douglas, Calif. Kelley, Pa Ryter 
Douglas, III. Kelly, III. Sabath 
Doyle ng Sadowski 
Drewry Kirwan Sasscer 
Elliott Kopplemann Savage 
Ellis LaFollette Simpson, Ill, 
Ellsworth Larcade Smith, Maine 
Elsaesser Latham Smith, Va. 
Engle, Calif. LeFevre Spence 
on Lemke Starkey 
Feighan Lesinski Stefan 
Lewis Stevenson 
Folger Stigler 
Forand McCormack Sullivan 
ton McDonough Taylor 
Gallagher McGregor Thomas, Tex. 
Gardner Madden Thomason 
Gathings Manasco Towe 
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Woodruff 
Zimmerman 


Mundt 
Murray, Tenn. 
Murray, Wis. 
Norblad 
Norrell 

Pace 

Pickett 

Poage 

Rankin 

Rees, Kans. 
Rizley 
Robertson, Va. 


Scrivner 
Smith, Ohio 
Smith, Wis. 
Springer 
Sumners, Tex. 
Taber 

Talle 
Tarver 
Thom 
Tibbott 
Vursell 
Wasielewski 


Trimble Walter 
Voorhis, Calif. Wolcott 
Vorys, Ohio Wolverton, N. J. 
Woodhouse 
NAYS—106 
Abernethy Flannagan 
Arnold Gamble 
Barden Gearhart 
Barrett, Wyo. Gillie 
Bates, Mass. Goodwin 
Bell Gore 
Bonner Graham 
Brown, Ohio Grant, Ind. 
Buck Griffiths 
Buffett Gross 
Butler Gwynne, Iowa 
Camp Harness, Ind. 
Cannon, Mo Harris 
Carlson Hess 
Case, S. Dak Hobbs 
Chelf Hoeven 
Church Holmes, Mass. 
Clason Jennings 
Clevenger Jensen 
Cole, Mo. Johnson, II. 
Colmer Johnson, Ind, 
Cooley Jones 
Cunningham Jonkman 
Curtis Kinzer 
f Knutson 
Dolliver Kunkel 
Domengeaux Landis 
Dondero Lanham 
Doughton, N. C. LeCompte 
Durham McConnell 
Dworshak McCowen 
Eberharter McMillen, III. 
Elston Martin, Iowa 
Ervin Mason 
Fenton Miller, Nebr. 
Fisher Mills 
NOT VOTING—162 
Adams Gerlach 
Almond Gibson 


Anderson, Calif. Gillespie 


Andrews, N. Y. Gossett 
Bailey Gra 
Baldwin, Md Green 
Bald x Gregory 
Barrett, Pa Gwinn, N. Y. 
Barry Hale 
Bates, Ky. Hall, 
Beall Leonard W. 
Beckworth Halleck 
Bender Hand 
Bennet, N. Y. Hare 
Boren Harless, Ariz. 
Boykin Hart 
Bradley, Mich, Hartley 
Bradley, Pa. Hébert 
Bryson Heffernan 
Buckley Hendricks 
Bunker it 
Campbell Hoch 
Canfield Hoffman, Mich. 
Cannon, Fla. Hoffman, Pa. 
Celler Holifield 
Chenoweth Holmes, Wash, 
Clark Izac 
Clements Johnson, Okla. 
Clippinger Johnson, Tex, 
Cochran Kean 
Coffee Kefauver 
Cole, Kans. Keogh 
Cole, N. Y. Kerr 
Combs Kilburn 
Cooper Kilday 
Corbett Klein 
Courtney Lane 
Cox Lea 
Cravens Luce 
Crawford Ludlow 
Curley Lyle 
Daughton, Va. Lynch 
Dawson McGehee 
De Lacy McGlinchey 
Delaney, McKenzie 

James J, McMillan, S. C. 
Delaney, Mahon 

John J, Maloney 
Earthman Mankin 

ton Mansfield, 
Engel, Mich Mont. 
Fellows Mansfield, Tex, 
Fernandez Marcantonio 
Fl May 
Puller Merrow 
Gary Miller, Calif, 


So the bill was passed. 


Sheppard 
Sheridan 
Short 

Sikes 
Simpson, Pa. 
Slaughter 
Somers, N, Y. 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Sumner, II. 
Sundstrom 
Talbot 
Thomas, N. J. 
Tolan 


igglesworth 
Wolfenden, Pa. 
Wood 
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The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Additional general pairs: 
. Beckworth with Mr. Sundstrom. 
Combs with Mr. Sharp. 
. Boren with Mr. Rich. 
. Fernandez with Mr. Phillips. 
. Bryson with Mr. Shafer. 
. Gossett with Mr. Fellows. 
Mr. Bunker with Mr. Andrews of New York. 
. Gary with Mr. Baldwin of New York. 
. Coffee with Mr. Beall. 
. McGehee with Mr, Marcantonio. 
. Roe of New York with Mr. Wiggles- 


Mr. SmirH of Wisconsin changed his 
vote from “yea” to “nay.” The result of 
the vote was announced as above re- 
corded. A motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency may sit dur- 
ing general debate while the House is in 
session for the remainder of the session, 
for the purpose of considering the bill 
S. 1592, the Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I object, Mr. Speak- 
58 They have already done enough 

arm. : 


WAGNER. ELLENDER-TAFT BILL 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been a general request coming from all 
over the country that the Committee on 
Banking and Currency proceed with the 
hearings on the Wagner-Ellendar-Taft 
bill. We started hearings some time ago, 
but because of dilatory motions made by 
some of the Members we were unable to 
proceed with expedition. I believe if we 
were permitted to sit during the sessions 
of the House while general debate is 
being held we could make some agree- 
ment to limit the hearings and be able 
to report out a bill at this session. Cer- 
tainiy this bill deserves consideration 
where so much general interest has been 
expressed in it. I regret exceedingly 
that there has been cbjection to the re- 
quest that the Committee on Banking 
and Currency be permitted to sit during 
the sessions of the House. 


ANNUITIES FOR CERTAIN OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES WHO HAVE RENDERED AT 
LEAST 25 YEARS OF SERVICE 


Mr, FORAND (at the request of Mr. 
JACKSON) submitted a conference report 
and statement on the bill (H. R. 4718) 
to amend the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to 
provide annuities for certain officers and 
employees who have rendered at least 
25 years of service. 


I object, 


1946 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. VOORHIS of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp and 
to include a letter from the Department 
of Justice and certain material having to 
do with the National Petroleum Council. 


GEN. JOHN J. PERSHING 


Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 3944) au- 
_ thorizing the President of the United 

States to award a special Congressional 
Medal of Honor to General John J. 
Pershing, United States Army. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President of 
the United States of America is authorized to 
award, in the name of Congress, a special 
Medal of Honor to General John J. Pershing, 
General of the Armies of the United States 
of America, in recognition of his peerless 
leadership, heroic achievements, and great 
military victories, as Commander in Chief of 
the American Expeditionary Forces in Europe 
in World War I, and for his gallant and un- 
selfish devotion to the service of his country 
in his contribution to the preparation for, 
and the prosecution of, World War II. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 


` insert: 


“The President of the United States is re- 
quested to cause a gold medal to be struck, 
with suitable emblems, devices, and inscrip- 
tions to be presented to Gen. John J. Persh- 
ing, General of the Armies of the United 
States of America, in recognition of his peer- 
less leadership, heroic achievements, and 
great military victories, as Commander m 
Chief of the American Expeditionary Forces 
in Europe in World War I, and for his gallant 
and unselfish deyotion to the service of his 
country in his contribution to the prepara- 
tion for, and the prosecution of, World 
War II. 

“Sec. 2. When the medal, provided for in 
section 1 of this act, shall have been struck, 
the President shall cause the same to be 
presented to General Pershing in the name 
of the people of the United States of America. 

“Sec. 3. A sufficient sum of money to carry 
this act into effect is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
has the unanimous approval of the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee. I have taken 
the matter up with the leadership on 
both sides of the House, as well as the 
Speaker of the House. There is no op- 
position to it. I ask that the House pass 
the bill as amended, 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall support the pend- 
ing resolution. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill authorizing the President of the 
United States to award a special medal 
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to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J, Pershing.” 

Aston to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. TOLAN (at the request of Mr. 
Doxrx) was given permission to extend 
his remarks and include a letter. 

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per- 
mission to revise and extend his remarks 
and include a sermon by Reverend An- 
derson, of Long Beach, Calif. 

Mr. McKENZIE (at the request of Mr. 
LaRCADE) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the ReEcorp in two in- 
stances. 


AMENDING THE NATIONALITY ACT OF 
1940 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 388) to 
amend section 201 (g) of the Nation- 
ality Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1138-1139; 8 
U. S. C. 601), with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
“That section 201 of the Nationality Act 
of 1940 (54 Stat. 1138-1139; 8 U. S. C. 601) 
is hereby amended by adding the following 
subsection to be known as subsection (i): 

“‘(i) A person born outside the United 
States and its outlying possessions of parents 
one of whom is a citizen of the United States 
who has served or shall serve honorably in 
the armed forces of the United States after 
December 7, 1941, and before the date of the 
termination of hostilities in the present war 
as proclaimed by the President or determined 
by a joint resolution by the Congress and 
who, prior to the birth of such person, has 
had 10 years’ residence in the United States 
or one of its outlying possessions, at least 
five of which were after attaining the age of 
12 years, the other being an alien: Provided, 
That in order to retain such citizenship, the 
child must reside in the United States or its 
outlying possessions for a period or periods 
totaling 5 years between the ages of 13 and 
21 years: Provided further, That, if the child 
has not taken up a residence in the United 
States or its outlying possessions by the time 
he reaches the age of 16 years, or if he re- 
sides abroad for such a time that it becomes 
impossible for him to complete the 5 years’ 
residence in the United States or its outlying 
Possessions before reaching the age of 21 
years, his American citizenship shall there- 
upon cease,’ ” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. LESINSKI]? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the Senate 
amendment? 

Mr. LESINSKI. Yes. When the 
House passed the original bill H. R. 388 
an error was made so that the privileges 
ran to other than service people and ex- 
cluded service people directly. The pres- 
ent amendment passed by the Senate 
merely adds a new section to section 201 
of the Nationality Act of 1940 and limits 
the benefits to service people only. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It 
now only includes service people? 
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Mr. LESINSKI. Just service people. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
* motion to reconsider was laid on the 

ble. 


EDNA RITA SAFFRON FIDONE 


Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5047) for 
the relief of Edna Rita Saffron Fidone. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain this bill? 

Mr. BUFFETT. The bill is to enable 
a serviceman now located in this coun- 
try to bring his wife from Australia. She 
was heretofore kept out by a technicality. 
This bill will simply mean that the wife 
can come here now instead of 6 months 
from now. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It 
was favorably reported by the commit- 
tee? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Yes. It was favor- 
ably reported by the committee, and it 
has been approved all along the line. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administra- 
tion of the immigration laws, relating to the 
issuance of immigration visas for admission 
to the United States for permanent residence 
and relating to admissions at ports of entry 
of aliens as immigrants for permanent resi- 
dence in the United States, the provisions of 
section 3 of the Immigration Act of 1917 (39 
Stat. 875), as amended (U. S. C., title 8, sec. 
136 (e)), which exclude from admission into 
the United States “persons who have been 
convicted of or admit having committed a 
felony, or other crime or misdemeanor in- 
volving moral turpitude”, shall not hereafter 
be held to apply to Edna Rita Saffron Fidone, 
on account of a conviction in Australia for 
having been involved in the stealing of cer- 
tain merchandise. If she is found otherwise 
admissible under the immigration laws, an 
immigration visa may be issued and admis- 
sion granted to Edna Rita Saffron Fidone 
under this act upon application hereafter 
filed. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert “That notwithstanding the provisions 
of eleventh category of section 3 of the Im- 
migration Act of 1917 (8 U. S. C. 136 (c)), 
Edna Rita Saffron Fidone, the wife of a citi- 
zen of the United States who served honor- 
ably in the armed forces of the United States 
during World War 1I, may, be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence under 
the act approved December 28, 1945 (Public 
Law 271, 79th Cong.), if she is found other- 
wise admissible under the provisions of the 


immigration laws.” 
The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include a magazine article. 

Mr. GOODWIN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine asked and was 
given permission to extend her remarks 
in the Recorp and include an article on 
the making of Maine, from the Maine 
Publicity Bureau. 

Mrs. WOODHOUSE asked and was 
given permission to extend her remarks 
in the Recorp and include a newspaper 
article on price control. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that on tomor- 
row, following the regular business and 
any other special orders, I may address 
the House for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time to inquire of 
the majority leader as to the program 
for tomorrow. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The first order 
of business will be the rule on the Reed 
bill, after which the OPA conference 
report will be taken up. Following the 
OPA conference report, consideration of 
the Reed bill under general debate. Fol- 
lowing the Reed bill will be the amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
social-security bill will follow the Reed 
bill in that order, no matter whether it 
is reached tomorrow or not? 

Mr. McCORMACK, Exactly. 

Mr, KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. KUNKEL. How much time is 
there on the social-security bill? 

Mr. McCORMACK. One hour, I think. 
There are 2 hours’ general debate on the 
Reed bill. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Murray] is recognized for 1 
hour. 


SOME FACTS ABOUT OUR DOMESTIC AND 
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SITUATION 


Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I have observed the expansion 
of the farm industry of my State and also 
of the Nation. I have observed the im- 
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provements in quality of food produced. 
I have for many years made an effort to 
keep up to date in the scientific progress 
made in the study of the production and 
marketing of agricultural products and 
in the local, State, National and inter- 
national exchange of all products, 

I have hesitated to present the results 
of the study I have made because they 
reveal facts which are revolutionary and 
which are most contrary to the propa- 
ganda disseminated by the present ad- 
ministration. 

First of all, I wish to call your atten- 
tion to the fact that the figures and 
charts which were utilized in my study 
were obtained from official Government 
agencies. At this point I wish to quote 
statements by G. L. Shores, of the Bu- 
reau of Agricultural Economics of the 
Department of Agriculture, which ap- 
pear on pages 404 of the Journal of Farm 
Economics, volume 26: 


We— 


Meaning United States— 


were consistently a net exporting Nation in 
these products— 


Meaning food products— 


during the period 1912 through 1924 and a 
net importer during the period 1925 through 
1941. 

The above comparisons point to the sig- 
nificant but not too widely recognized fact 
that the United States foreign trade in food- 
stuffs during the past three decades has been 
small relative to production and that except 
for the two war periods, the country— 


Meaning United States— 
has been a net importer of foodstuffs. 


I have used three charts and many 
tables from the Agriculture and the Com- 
merce Departments. I have also used 
the Carl H. Wilken chart on factory pay 
rolls and national farm income in this 
study. Chart No. I indicates the total 
agricultural exports andimports. Chart 
No. II shows the exports and imports of 
foodstuffs. These charts were obtained 
from the Department of Commerce, 
which Department also furnished a 
break-down of the food items used in 
the charts. The imports and exports of 
foodstuffs include meat products, dairy 
products, fish, animal edible fats, grains 
and preparations, vegetables and prepa- 
rations, fruits and preparations, edible 
vegetable oils, sugar, glucose, fruit juices, 
tapioca, nuts, and feeds. Most of the 
noncompetitive foodstuffs imported were 
bananas, spices, coffee, tea, and cocoa. 


THE TOTAL AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS CHART 


First we will consider chart No. I and 
tables showing the total agricultural ex- 
ports and imports. What conclusions 
can we arrive at from this information? 

First. That in 1925 the United States 
changed from an agricultural export 
nation to an agricultural import nation. 

Second. That from 1925 to 1945 the 
United States has been an agricultural 
import nation. 

Third. That in 1928 to 1930 large 
amounts of agricultural imports were 
made. Did the world-wide depression 
encourage this dumping of huge amounts 
of agricultural products on the United 
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States markets for the dollars needed? 
Was the United States the best market 
to be found in the world? How much 
influence did the agricultural imports of 
these 3 years have on the depressed agri- 
cultural prices of 1931, which continued 
until 1940? And what effect did these 
agricultural imports of 1928-30 have on 
the factory pay rolls of the United 
States? 

Fourth. That imports and exports of 
agricultural products dropped to a low 
point in the early 1930’s because of low 
prices. 

Fifth. That since 1933, when the New 
Deal era began, the agricultural imports 
rose very rapidly and the exports of agri- 
cultural products went suddenly down. 

During the 1935 to 1940 period the ex- 
ports were being subsidized. Even in 
1939, when the whole domestic agricul- 
tural program had bogged down and 
when farmers received as low as 54 cents 
per bushel for their wheat, a 25 to 
30-cent subsidy was being paid to en- 
courage wheat exports. Is it common 
sense to pay a subsidy to United States 
farmers for not producing a crop and 
at the same time pay another subsidy to 
get rid of it? Is it common sense that 
for 3 years of the 7 prewar New Deal 
years we imported twice as much wheat 
as we exported? 

Sixth. The agricultural exports of 1941 
to 1944 were largely lend-lease. How- 
ever, the reverse lend-lease and the 
direct purchases are not reflected in 
these charts or tables as imports, inas- 
much as these products never were actu- 
ally imported into this country. 

Even in 1944 the imports exceeded the 
exports. 

Seventh. In 1945 the United States ex- 
ports and imports were about equal. This 
indicates that the United States can be 
self-sustaining and self-sufficient agri- 
culturally. The long hours put in by 
farmers in their efforts to go all out for 
production for the war effort, coupled 
with above-average weather conditions, 
made the years 1940 to 1946 the most 
productive in the history of our Netion 
insofar as the raising of food was con- 
cerned. 

Nevertheless, the United States, with 
500,000,000 acres of farm land and with 
350,000,000 of those acres in crops, to- 
gether with the ever-changing meth- 
ods of progress in crop, soil, and live- 
stock improvement, could easily pro- 
duce additional agricultural products. 
The farmers of the United States can, 
with justifiable incentives, double the 
present agricultural production. How- 
ever, they will not work toward that end 
if conditions continue to prevail as indi- 
cated by the chart, wherein tremendous 
amounts of agricultural products were 
imported at the same time that Ameri- 
can farmers were being paid billions of 
dollars for not raising the same crops. 

Eighth. A careful consideration of this 
chart by some Members of Congress 
should prevent them from advocating 
the school-lunch program as a program 
to remove agricultural surpluses. The 
justification of school lunches is in the 
benefits derived for the children who 
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need the nourishment the lunches pro- 
vide. It is ridiculous to try to deceive the 
farmers about the project, and the ap- 
propriation should be made for use by 
the Federal Security Administration. 
This appropriation does not belong in the 
agricultural appropriation bills. Any 
amount of food used for school lunches 
has been insignificant in comparison to 
food imports. 

I now would like to consider chart 
No. II and tables from the Commerce 
Department indicating the exports and 
imports of foodstuffs and the conclusions 
that can be drawn from same. 

First. In 1925 the United States 

changed from a food export country to 
a food import country—from a self-sus- 
taining agricultural country, to a non- 
_self-sustaining agricultural country. 
From 1925 to 1942, more competitive 
products—that is, those competing with 
foods already produced in the United 
States—were imported than were ex- 
ported. 

Second. The exports of agricultural 
products as a percentage of our total 
exports have gradually dwindled from 20 
to 35 percent, down to 6 percent in 1940. 

Third. The importation of huge 
amounts of competitive food products in 
1927, 1928, 1929, and 1930 indicates that 
the United States agricultural market 
prices attracted the foods of the world 
in spite of the duty. 

I would like to call attention to the 
seriousness of our present policy wherein 
the United States agricultural floor 
price, according to law as embodied in 
the Steagall amendment, is 90 percent 
of parity, and this 90 percent parity 
legal lawful floor price is greater than 
the world price plus the proposed duty 
on the most important agricultural prod- 
ucts, 

The economic situation created by sub- 
sidizing exports presents a problem for 
consideration and evaluation. Cotton is 
being subsidized now with an export 
bounty of $20 per bale or 4 cents per 
pound. I do not want to discuss the 
merits or demerits of such a procedure. 
The point I wish to make is this: If the 
United States has to pay a subsidy of 
4 cents per pound to have United States 
cotton in a position to be placed on the 
world cotton market, what is in the 
offing? If there is the same correspond- 
ing difference between the world price 
and the United States price on other 
agricultural products, what will the im- 
port situation be in 1947, 1948, 1949, and 
1950? We will soon be subsidizing im- 
ports unless some forward thinking is 
done now. 

Fourth. The official figures indicate 
that in 1942 and 1943 the United States 
was self-supporting so far as food was 
concerned, although in 1944 our imports 
exceeded our exports. In fact, during the 
first 3 months of 1946, more food was ex- 


ported than was imported. While some. 


of the food exported in 1945 and 1946 
might have been obtained from our nor- 
mal stock piles, the fact remains that the 
United States can easily feed itself if 
given the American market and the op- 
portunity. The figures and chart for the 
war period, indicate the imports of food, 
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but like the agricultural products men- 
tioned above, they do not take into ac- 
count reverse lend-lease and direct pur- 
chases as this food never actually came 
into the United States. We must also 
realize that some of the exports of food 
during the war period were for the pur- 
pose of feeding other peoples in addition 
to lend-lease and UNRRA. This includes 
the food distributed by the Army. 

Fifth. From 1910 to 1945, the percent- 
age of foodstuffs imported in relation to 
United States production of food for the 
year has ranged from 4 to 10 percent of 
the United States production. The ex- 
ports of foodstuffs ranged from 2 per- 
cent of our national food production 
in 1936; 7 to 12 percent during World 
War I; and from 4 to 9.1 percent dur- 
ing the World War II period. It is rec- 
ognized that a small percentage of ex- 
ports can and does have a marked in- 
fluence on the prices in the American 
markets. By the same token, a small 
amount of imports can likewise have a 
marked influence on the prices in the 
American market places. With a stepped- 
up domestic production, you will realize 
the effect the imports can have on the 
prices in the United States markets on 
food and other agricultural products. 

Sixth. Imports classed as competing 
(those produced in the United States) 
exceed the imports of noncompetitive 
foods during all the years from 1909 to 
1946. The imports of competing food 
products have been greater than the total 
food exports each year from 1925 to 1942, 
although less during 1942, 1943, 1944, and 
1945. Let us not be misled about foreign 
agricultural markets so far as the United 
States crops are concerned. To obtain 
world markets the present administra- 
tion has subsidized these exports. The 
situation was serious from 1925 to 1932, 
the situation was made still more serious 
by the New Deal. We cannot give a mar- 
ket away and have it here at the same 
time. 

Seventh. With the critical demands 
for food by the world, it is most distress- 
ing and irritating to see food wasted in 
our country. Why have not Irish pota- 
toes beer canned in order to furnish food 
for the hungry people of the world? Why 
is not a “potato stamp” plan put into 
operation to furnish potatoes to certain 
groups of our society? Surely the sup- 
port price for potatoes should be main- 
tained in accordance with the law and 
the Steagall amendment, but why use the 
millions for losses when the potato stamp 
plan could be used to help our own cit- 
izens? 

Why were thousands of acres of cab- 
bage permitted to spoil in the fields in 
1945? Why were untold acres of cab- 
bage plowed under in North Carolina, 
as recently reported by our colleague, 
Hon. GRAHAM A, BARDEN? We never had 
a food program during the war or before 
the war which was based on common 
sense. It appears that the left hand of 
this administration does not know what 
the right hand is doing. While food is 
wasted, $234,000,000 worth of tobacco has 
been sent out of the country via lend- 
3 $5,000,000 worth to 

a. 
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GENERAL AGRICULTURAL OBSERVATIONS 


The New Deal agricultural program is 
upside down. It discourages production 
of livestock and livestock products which 
are associated with soil conservation and 
soil fertility, while at the same time it 
subsidizes the production of soil-deplet- 
ing crops as well as pays export bounties 
in order to dispose of them. The New 
Dealers are vocal about soil conservation 
but continually subsidize soil-depleting 
crops. The New Deal subsidizes cotton 
exports while the sheep industry is being 
gradually ruined. 

Here are some examples of partisan 
legislation which have been passed for 
the benefit of certain agricultural 
products: 

First. The Flannagan bill, wherein to- 
bacco is accorded a 150-percent parity 
loan, while other agricultural commod- 
ities may obtain the 90-percent parity 
loan or floor price. 

Second. The embargo on cotton im- 
ports, wherein only 135,000 bales can be 
imported yearly, an insignificant amount 
in comparison to our United States pro- 
duction. 

Third. The Executive order which in- 
creased the duty on crab meat by 50 
percent. 

Fourth. The Kerr bill which put an 
embargo on tobacco seed exports. When 
was this legislation passed? When Mr. 
Cordell Hull from the tobacco State of 
Tennessee was Secretary of State and 
when Henry Wallace was Secretary of 
Agriculture. Why was this legislation 
passed? I wrote the Secretary of Agri- 
culture about this legislation and asked 
why and received the following reply 
from his office: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, January 22, 1945, 
Hon. Rem F. Murray, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Munnar: This is in reply to your 
letter of January 2, inquiring about the act 
of Congress prohibiting the exportation of 
tobacco seed and live plants. This law was 
enacted to protect the foreign market for 
American tobacco growers. It was felt that 
the large quantities of tobacco seed being ex- 
ported annually to China and other countries 
which normally imported large quantities of 
tobacco from our flue-cured districts were 
contributing to the decrease in these tobacco 
exports. 

The act forbids the exportation of tobacco 
seed except for experimental purposes, and 
the officials of the Department concerned 
with plant breeding stated that one-half 
ounce of seed is more than ample for plant- 
ing a regulation-size experimental plot. This, 
therefore, was adopted as the maximum 
quantity of seed that could be exported for 
any one variety. However, under an ap- 
proved application, a permit may be issued 
to cover several varieties. Permits are issued 
only for seed to be used in the course of 
scientific experiments as conducted by gov- 
ernmental agencies. During the past 4 years, 
the total quantity of seed authorized to be 
exported has been slightly under 11 pounds. 
A copy of the regulations governing the ad- 
ministration of this act is enclosed. 

Congressman KERR, of North Carolina, was 
instrumental in securing the enactment of 
this law, and you may wish to discuss it 
further with him. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, 
Assistant Secretary. 
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The following official table shows the 
pounds of tobacco shipped to various 
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countries under lend-lease and the dollar 
value of the same: 


United States lend-lease exports of unmanufactured tobacco 
[2601.00 through 2618.00] 


Country 


Total unmanufactured 


United Kingdom 
Australia 


United Kingdom 21, 111, 283 
ustralia 1, 786, 191 
New Zealan 133, 525 


101, 771, 475 


88, 092, 558 
9, 642, 721 


„ „ 


1, 188, 840 


„230, 254 
167, 914 


Source: Official table, Appendix of the RECORD, vol. 91, pt. 13, p. A4341. 


If India needed food from 1941 to 1945, 
and all evidence showed she did, do you 
really think these tobacco shipments 
make sense? If the world now needs 
and has needed food, does it make sense 
to you to ship them tobacco at a cost to 
the American taxpayers of $243,000,000 
during wartime? Such are the devious 
ways of the New Deal. 

The following information is from of- 
ficial tables which appeared in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORDS of June 27 and Oc- 
tober 16, 1945: 

Shipments under lend-lease from Mar. 11, 
1941, to Jan. 1, 1946 


Product: Value of shipment 
"TODACCO os ueenuwcnwan $243, 714, 000 
G AA 224, 080, 000 
— —— — 94, 928, 000 
Wann 104, 468, 000 


Mar. 11, 1941, to June 1945, 


The information given indicates the 
amounts of tobacco exported under lend- 
lease in comparison to dairy products. 
Even the war did not change the formula 
of “tobacco first.” 

Fifth. The domestic cartel, wherein the 
tobacco allotment determines the value 
of the land. Even a veteran who wishes 
to farm and raise tobacco cannot do so 
unless he can purchase a farm which al- 
ready has a tobacco allotment. What 
is your name for this kind of a set-up? 
Is it a feudal set-up? 

LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS IMPORTED 


Except during the World War I pe- 
riod, the United States has been on a 
beef import basis from 1913 and the Un- 
derwood Tariff Act, until. 1943. Is it 
surprising that the beef supply for do- 
mestie consumption has been limited? 
The United States with its world re- 
„nowned Corn Belt is the greatest pork- 
producing country in the world. From 
1921 to 1930, the United States exported 
an average of over 500,000,000 pounds of 
pork per year, From 1930 to 1940, the 
| United States exported an average of 
only 156,000,000 pounds per year. In 
fact, the 1931 to 1940 net average beef 
imports of 229,000,000 pounds exceedéd 


the pork exports. In two of the eight 
prewar New Deal years, the United States 
had net imports even of pork which 
amounted to 236,000,000 pounds in 1935 
and 234,000,000 pounds in 1937. Think 
of the scarcity program with the expend- 
itures of millions and billions of dollars 
which was in operation during these 
years of high imports. 

When the United States converted 
from an agricultural export to an agri- 
cultural import nation in 1925, and when 
we began to be agriculturally insufficient, 
it was the danger signal for our economic 
security. There was never an economic 
excuse for the sufferings of the 1932 de- 
pression, 

The rural people purchase 40 percent 
of the manufactured goods of the Nation, 
and as a class are the largest group of 
consumers. The New Deal, by its poli- 
cies of giving away still more of the 
American market, added to the distress 
of the rural population of our country 
as well as adding to the unemployment 
rolls of our cities, 

Chart No. III shows that the factory 
pay rolls correspond to and with the na- 
tional farm income. If the national in- 
come is seven times the national farm 
income, the direct interrelationship be- 
tween all groups—labor, business, and 
the farmer—is surely apparent, regard- 
less of whether the hen or the egg was 
first to appear. It has been stated many 
times by many people that when the 
rural population becomes less than the 
urban population in any country the eco- 
nomic conditions do not become as stable 
as when there is the proper balance. 

In the world, 80 percent of the people 
are rural people; in the United States less 
than 25 percent are rural people. 

This is not a partisan problem. If it 
is more desirable to make the United 
States a still greater and greater indus- 
trial Nation, and the United States a 
smaller and smaller agricultural Nation 
in comparison, there could be no objec- 
tion to such an approach. The objec- 


tion I make is that this position should 
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be so stated. But has it been? There 
should not be the effort to deceive the 
rural people of America. People are de- 
ceived enough and we should not be 
putting people on the public pay roll for 
that purpose. 

There is no reason to have groups is- 
suing propaganda telling people what 
they are doing for them while they are 
doing something against and to them. 
Many Republicans did see this picture in 
the 1925 to 1930 period and tried to do 
something about it. The New Dealers 
came along and made the problem still 
worse by their policies. They gave away 
still more of the farm market and gave 
factory jobs away at the same time, 
The New Deal formula used was to give 
more of the wrong medicine. They end- 
ed up in 1939, the seventh year “of the 
more abundant life” with 10,000,000 un- 
employed, with wheat as low as 54 cents 
per bushel, cotton 8 cents per pound, 
pork 5 cents per pound, milk $1.13 per 
hundredweight in the butter and cheese 
sections to the farmer. The war 
changed this picture, of course, but what 
wealth has been added to the United 
States since 1930, may I ask? 

The whole reciprocal-trade-treaty ap- 
proach whereby you trade a horse for a 
horse with one man, but afterward you 
find you also have to give 20 to 50 horses 
to some other more favored man, never 
made sense in any language. The fellows 
doing the trading do not have anything 
to lose unless it would be their jobs if 
they did not give enough away to enough 
people, 

The reciprocal-trade program was not 
economically sound. Certain bureau- 
crats who were never elected by anyone 
to anything, controlled the incomes of 
the people and these incomes were re- 
duced and no man can justify the ad- 
ministration of these so-called treaties 
so far as agriculture is concerned. The 
New Dealers themselves do not believe in 
them. Why do I say this? The New 
Deal erected embargoes to live behind 
and then told the rest of the country the 
wonders of the treaties. The New Deal 
erected more trade barriers in the form 
of embargoes than any administration 
in the history of our country. 

THE WAGE PER HOUR FOR AGRICULTURE 


The hourly wages of all the workers in 
the United States have been receiving 
much consideration of late. The 16-year 
study made by the Bureau of Agricul- 
tural Economics under Dr. Wiley Good- 
sell, reveals undisputed facts as to the 
hourly returns for farm labor in differ- 
ent States and different sections of some 
States. The records were kept for se- 
lected farms and are of course, above the 
average hourly labor returns for a State. 
What are some of the facts revealed by 
this study? 

First. From 1930 to 1940, the hourly 
returns for labor expended on selected 
family-operated dairy farms in central 
New York State varied from 10 cents per 
hour in 1932 to 33 cents per hour in 1940, 
with an average of 22 cents per hour. 

Second. From 1930 to 1940 on selected 
southern Wisconsin dairy farms, the 
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hourly returns varied from 4 cents per 
hour to 20 cents per hour, with an aver- 
age of 19 cents per hour. 

Third. In 1939, the hourly labor re- 
turn was 20 cents per hour for southern 
Wisconsin farms and the average hourly 
return for all the selected farms in the 
various sections of Wisconsin was 14 
cents per hour. 

Fourth. In the cash grain farms, on 
the hog-beef fattening farms, on the 
hog-beef-raising farms, on the hog-dairy 
farms of the Midwest, the hourly gross 
labor returns were from a minimum of 
4 cents per hour to a maximum of 37 
cents per hour. In 1939 when a Georgia 
cotton farmer went to town on Saturday 
night, he had 3 cents per hour in his 
pocket for the labor he had performed 
during the week. Out of this 3 cents, 
2 cents came out of Government checks. 

Fifth. During the war, the hourly re- 
turns increased rapidly and with the 
subsidies, made the hourly labor return 
very comparable to the hourly returns 
of labor in industry in some sections. 

Eighth. I mention the hourly labor re- 
turn of the farmer because this, no 
doubt, accounted for the drift of 5,000,- 
000 rural people to the cities during the 
war period. 

The correlation and the close relation- 
ship between the factory pay rolls and 
the national farm income again presents 
itself and their interdependence is ever 
apparent. This also brings out again the 
fact that the national income is 7 times 
the amount of the national farm income. 

A high national income is supposed to 
be maintained in order to provide funds 
for the seven- to eight-billion-dollar 
service charge on the two hundred and 
seventy-five- to three hundred-billion- 
dollar public debt. If this is to be ac- 
complished, forward thinking will be re- 
quired. The American workmen in cer- 
tain industries are in danger of losing 
jobs. Because of the encouragement by 
the Administration of the importation 
of competitive material, the paper and 
pulp workmen, the glass makers, and the 
pottery makers will most assuredly be 
faced with a job problem. Auto workers, 
machinery workers, and so forth, may 
not be in such jeopardy so far as their 
jobs are concerned. This same situa- 
tion applies so far as agriculture is con- 
cerned. It should be apparent that if 
desirable domestic industrial jobs are 
not available, the city man will not be 
in a position to buy the farmers’ prod- 
uct. Then again, when and if we do not 
make foreign food shipments and ship- 
ments of industrial products through 
UNRRA and lend-lease, what will be the 
effect on our domestic prices of industrial 
goods and of agricultural products? 

Please keep in mind that even in 1944 
we imported more food than we exported. 
What if imports continue and increase 
because the United States has the high- 
est market in the world? I do not wish 
to be pessimistic, but if is evident that 
if this should happen, certain agricul- 
tural products, including nonlivestock 
products, might quickly face lower price 
markets. 
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The time has come when we should be 
doing something constructive about the 
machinery to operate the Steagall 
amendment, which provides the 90 per- 
cent parity floor. 

WHAT TO DO ABOUT IT? 


We are faced by two problems—the 
immediate one and the long-range one, 

The immediate problem is to see that 
the Steagall amendment is adhered to. 
Let there be a common-sense approach. 
A reading of the Steagall amendment will 
show any man what the responsibilities 
are and what the approach should be. 
I have tried since November 23, 1945, to 
find out what the floor price of milk is 
to be for the 2 years after the January 
1 following the declared end of the war. 
It must be a secret. Is it to be $1.47 per 
hundredweight based on butterfat used 
for butter? Or $2.70 per hundred- 
weight for milk based en whole milk? 
The answer affects every business of 
many communities and the economic life 
of thousands of villages and cities in our 
land. 

The long-range problem is a tough one 
to face. Think of the various interests 
which will try to block a fair, sensible, 
and just arrangement. The world’s 
International Institute of Agriculture at 
Rome has been replaced by the FAO. 
This world Food and Agricultural Or- 
ganization has been set up to acquire 
facts and statistics and act as a clearing 
house for information. It was and can 
be a forward step. It no doubt is dom- 
inated by consumer interest. The FAO 
was a result of the World Food Confer- 
ence held at White Sulphur Springs. 

Right here and now let us pause long 
enough to again consider the fact that 


- 80 percent of the people of the world are 


rural people, while less than 25 percent 
of the United States is classed as rural. 
Can you not see the temptation to give 
still more of the American market for 
farm products away? Are not Ameri- 
can jobs also given away as well? Why 
should the farmers of one country allow 
their products to be used to depress the 
farmers of another country? Could this 
be avoided by a world agricultural pool? 

I dislike Britain’s announced nation- 
alization of the land. The British land 
policy may produce soil tillers that are 
not too far ahead of economic slaves. I 
talked many times with many people 
about this British land policy. The 
more I hear of it, the more I feel that 
it is most contrary to the modern con- 
ception of American farm ideals and 
aspirations. My life-long experience 
with. American farmers long ago con- 
vinced me that the American farmer 
does not demand nor expect to obtain 
consideration out of line with the other 
groups of our United States society. 
They do not, however, want to be saddled 
and required to compete with an eco- 
nomic system of some other country 
"whose farmers are exploited by a few 
people. It does not make any differ- 
ence whether the big governments are 
exploiting these people or whether a few 
individuals are doing the job—the Amer- 
ican farmer does not want his Govern- 
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ment to make him accept this competi- 
On. 


THE WORLD POOL FOR AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 


There are two approaches to a world 
pool for agricultural products, wherein 
the surplus agricultural products of the 
world can be funneled to the spots of 
the world which need that particular 
agricultural product. 

The first approach is the one now 
being used by England, wherein the 
government takes over and becomes the 
distributor. Certain administration 
leaders of the present administration are 
advocating the same program here and 
now for the United States. Russia is 
evidently operating on a somewhat sim- 
ilar basis. 

How this project can be handled by 
governments without getting into power 
politics is difficult to understand. 

The second approach is the one where- 
by the farm organizations of the world 
form a pool to work with the commodi- 
ties of producer groups of each country. 
Such a preliminary conference has al- 
ready been held in London, and the 
Farmers Union, the Farm Bureau, the 
National Council of Cooperatives, and 
the National Grange represented the 
United States. Such an organization 
which would necessitate the cooperation 
of these farm organizations may at this 
moment appear visionary. It should not 
be much of a problem for the United 
States to dispose of its agricultural sur- 
pluses because, in the first place, we have 
been a food-deficit country since 1925 
and could be again soon. If there are 
any agricultural shortages or surpluses 
in the future they will be man-made and 
there is no economic need for either. 
The 1946 cotton acreage indicates a 
change of attitude on the part of the 
cotton people. It would be necessary to 
eliminate the sectional and crop favorit- 
ism which is so dear to the political heart 
of the present administration. Once 
more please allow me to mention that 
this is a national problem and not neces- 


- sarily one that affects the rural people. 


In fact, all people are affected and mil- 
lions of jobs at American wage scales 
are involved. 

I believe that the Farm Bureau, the 
National Grange, the National Associa- 
tion of Cooperatives, and the Farmers 
Union should be encouraged in their at- 
tempt to meet the problem. I congratu- 
late these forward-looking organizations 
and wish them well. I not only wish 
them well so far as their own groups are 
concerned, but for the beneficial effects 
of their efforts on the peace, happiness, 
and well-being of every citizen in the 
world. 


THE EXPORTS AND IMPORTS OF FOODSTUFFS 


For anyone who wishes to be doubly 
assured of the food imports—both com- 
petitive and noncompetitive—and of the 
food export situation, I include a table 
made up from page 400 of the Journal 
of Farm Economics, volume 26. This 
table and article in the Journal of Farm 
Economics is by G. L. Shores, of the 
BAE of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 
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Food products: Volume of production for 
sale and for use in the farm home, and 
volume of exports and imports, 1909-45 


Percent of food production 
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This table gives in general the same 
facts as the Department of Commerce. 
The Commerce Department figures and 
chart include fish which is not included 
in the United States Department of Agri- 
culture chart. From this table you have 
conclusive evidence as to both competing 
and not competing food imports. You 
can see for yourself how much of the 
imports is represented by noncompeting 
foods like coffee, bananas, spices, and so 
forth. You can see for yourself that all 
these imports of bananas, coffee, spices, 
cocoa, and so forth are not of the impor- 
tance that many would have you believe, 
and would prefer to have you believe. 

What does this table indicate? 

It shows: 

First. That every year from 1922 to 
1942 the food imports exceeded the food 
exports. 

Second. That every year from 1925 to 
1942 we imported more competitive agri- 
cultural foods—the kind grown in our 
own country—than we exported. 

Third. The gradual loss of agricultural 
exports during the present administra- 
tion and the marked increase in imports 
of foodstuffs. 

Fourth. That during a 5-year period 
of the prewar New Deal years the im- 
ports of competing foodstuff products 
were between two and three times as 
great as were our exports of all agricul- 
tural products. 

Fifth. That the food produced in the 
United States has in 1943, 1944, and 1945 
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reached a point where it is one-third 
greater than it was in the drought and 
low-prevailing food price years in the 
1935-39 base period. 

This table should also bring out the 
fact that the United States food produc- 
tion has been stepped up. The increase 
in population must have consideration 
however. There have been many causes 
and reasons for this step-up in produc- 
tion. There has been the patriotic de- 
sire to produce; there has been the natu- 
ral desire on the part of the farmer to 
produce; there has been the above aver- 
age favorable weather conditions that 
are apparently to continue into 1946; 
and there has been a satisfactory price 
and an export outlet for any surpluses. 

What will be the economic picture 
when UNRRA and lend-lease are dis- 
continued? What will be the economic 
and price picture if and when food im- 
ports should be continued at the present 
level or increased? These are serious 
questions. The answer means jobs in 
both field and factory. 

I wish to repeat that I have not un- 
dertaken to make a partisan or political 
speech. I do, however, want to bring 
out what to me is one of the most im- 
portant problems that faces our country 
today and will continue to face it to- 
morrow. 

I wish to read from the first page of 
the July 8 report of small businessmen’s 
committee in which this statement 
appears: 

Despite all efforts, the competitive position 
of small business deteriorated during the war. 
Present policies are not reversing that trend, 

An economy without small business as its 
backbone is no more competitive than the 
cartels of Germany and the large industrial 
trusts of Russia, 


I say this for the reason that it might 
appear that I was just trying to present 
this from the farmer’s standpoint. That 
is not my intention, because having been 
born and raised in a rural section, I real- 
ize that not only is it the farmer, but it 
is every man in business in all the small 
towns that make our food-producing 
machine operate. In many of our dis- 
tricts there are very fine industries that 
are not dependent upon the agriculture 
of the community. 

I have hesitated to present the results 
of this study, if you please, that I have 
made because it reveals the facts that 
are so revolutionary and so contrary to 
the propaganda disseminated by the 
present administration. 

First I wish to call your attention to 
the fact that the figures on the charts 
which I utilized in my study were obtained 
from official Government agencies. 

At this point I wish to quote a state- 
ment from G. L, Shores, Bureau of Ag- 
ricultural Economics of the Department 
of Agriculture: 


We— 


Meaning the United States— 

Were constantly a net exporting Nation 
in these products— 

Meaning food products— 


During the period from 1912 through 1924, 
and a net importer during the period of 1925 
to 1941— 
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When this article was written. 

The best comparisons point to the signif- 
icant but not too widely recognized fact that 
the United States foreign trade in foodstuffs 
during the past three decades has been small 
relative to production— 

In the United States— 


And that except for the two war periods 
the country— 


Meaning the United States— 
has been a net importer of foodstuffs. 


The Commerce Department has pre- 
pared these two charts to which I call your 
attention, one showing total agricultural 
production and the other the total food. 
You can see beginning with total agri- 
cultural production for the year 1925 just 
exactly what the situation was. You will 
find that year the imports and the ex- 
ports and you can follow it down through 
the series of years. I may say that dur. 
ing the early period of the present ad- 
ministration when they were going to 
cure all our agricultural ills as well as the 
rest of our ills we had the greatest impor- 
tation of agricultural products we had 
ever had in the history of the country, 
We had a program of scarcity in our own 
country but we were still importing ever 
greater quantities from other lands, 

I want to make it clear at this time 
that it is far beyond me to say whether 
it is a good thing or a bad thing to make 
the United States of America still more 
and more an industrial country and less 
and less an agricultural country. The 
only point I wish to make and I do not 
want to be deceived myself nor for any- 
one else to be deceived—if it is for the 
best welfare of the United States I think 
everyone would subscribe to it. His- 
tory has recorded that in any country in 
which the rural population gets much 
below the urban population there is not 
a stable economy as there is in coun- 
tries where they are more nearly bal- 
anced. As you all know, in our country 
the rural people are not over 25 percent 
of all the people of the United States. 
That is one of the reasons we are faced 
with the situation we have today. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from California, 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin is making a very important 
contribution, but do I understand this 
correctly? Does the gentleman say that 
during the period of 1933 to 1942 we were 
plowing under the third row and sup- 
posed to have a surplus, we were actually 
importing food into the United States? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes; I 
said that, and I also call attention to the 
fact that we had large imports in the 
years 1928, also 1929 and 1930. You 
may see for yourselves what the im- 
ports are that came in during the late 
twenties and just exactly what effect 
they had on the farm economy and the 
business economy of this country. You 
can be your own judge. 

Let me again call attention to chart 
No. I. This shows food and also other 
agricultural imports regardless of duty 
which happened to be in operation in 
the late twenties did not stop the im- 
ports from coming into this country. 


1946 


Is history going to repeat itself? That 
is the question I want answered. 

The result was, as you know, we went 
through 10 years of pretty severe condi- 
tions in all our rural sections. It did not 
make much difference whether on the 
farm or in the village, or in the factory. 
The only people who were able to im- 
prove their condition during that time 
were the people who were able to get spe- 
cial legislation for their benefit. 4 

Mr.DOLLIVER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I would like to add 
my commendation to what has been said 
by the gentleman from California and to 
call the attention of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin to an episode reported to me 
recently about some butter purchases by 
the United States Army from New Zea- 
land. It seems that the New Zealand 
butter producers agreed to sell all of their 
butter to the British Government at 32 
cents a pound. There is a contract in 
existence which provides for that. The 
United States Army, not being able to buy 
butter on the American market due to the 
administration of certain agencies which 
is too familiar to require any comment, 
the United States Army sought to buy 
butter for the armed forces in the far 
Pacific from New Zealand. They were 
quoted a price, not of 32 cents, which the 
British Government had to pay for the 
butter from New Zealand, but were 
quoted a price by the British Government 
of 55 cents a pound to furnish the armed 
forces of the United States with butter 
that cost the British Government only 32 
cents a pound. They wanted 55 cents a 
pound from us for that same butter. 

I wonder if the gentleman has any 
comment to make on that or knows any- 
thing about the episode and as to its fac- 
tual veracity. I may add that through 
the very good bargaining powers of our 
armed forces, specifically the Quarter- 
master General, a million pounds of but- 
ter were actually bought at 44 cents a 
pound. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I answer 
the gentleman by saying that I heard the 
same thing. I checked the figures pre- 
sented by the gentleman from Iowa. He 
comes from the leading butter State of 
the Nation, so one can realize why he has 
such a direct interest in it. 

The figures are correct and his conclu- 
sion is correct. When I did check the 
matter the thought came to my mind 
that it must be from now on we are going 
to have a world OPA and that Johnnie 
Bull is going to be administrator of the 
world OPA the same as Chester Bowles 
was Administrator of the domestic OPA. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Does the gentleman 
see any significance in that situation as 
connected with the $25,000,000,000 of 
lend-lease and the $4,500,000,000 recently 
lent to Great Britain? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Well, I 
could answer the gentleman but I would 
rather confine this discussion to the sit- 
uation we are in at the present time. 
We might become engaged in another 
discussion, 

On both of these charts it shows that 
the United States can feed itself any 
time it wants to, and that has been 
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demonstrated very clearly here in 1942, 
1943, and also over here in 1945, when 
our exports were more than our imports. 


` It is going to be a problem. I do not care 


whether it is in the factory or on the 
farm, the people of the United States 
must face that situation, and it is a seri- 
ous one to face. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GHAM. I want to ask the 
gentleman from Iowa, before he leaves 
the room, if the incident he refers to was 
before the loan to Britain. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes; it was. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Would the gen- 
tleman say that the situation would be 
any different since we made the loan to 
Britain? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I cannot answer 
that. I do not know. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, it seems to 
me that the gentleman from Wisconsin 
whose analysis and whose figures have 
always been found accurate with respect 
to our food problem, is making one of the 
most important speeches that I have 
ever heard. If it is a fact that we were 
importing foodstuffs during the time 
when we were destroying food in this 
country, then I would like to ask the 
gentleman if further along in his speech 
he is going to tell what commodities they 
were. We were plowing under rows of 
field crops; we were drowning little pigs; 
we were letting deciduous fruits fall on 
the ground and rot because they could 
not be sold. During this period what 
foodstuffs were we importing? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I have it 
all broken down, and anybody can see it. 
We were importing wheat, pork, beef, 
and other competing agricultural prod- 
ucts in large amounts. As far as these 
charts are concerned, they are plenti- 
fully favorable to the export situation. 
I will give you an example. Right here 
in 1942 and 1943 it shows that our ex- 
ports were more than our imports. 
While most all of these imports were 
lend-lease or UNRRA, which I am not 
criticizing, reverse lend-lease and the 
direct purchases like the gentleman 
from Iowa just pointed out in the case 
of butter are not refiected as imports 
because they may never have come into 
this country. There was not an attempt 
to deceive anybody. The direct pur- 
chases and reverse lend-lease foods never 
reached our shores and were never im- 
ports. With 500,000,000 acres of land in 
this country and with 350,000,000 acres 
of the most fertile land in the world, we 
could easily be an agricultural-export 
nation. I am not contending that we 
should be one, but I do say that food is a 
strategic material; and if we are going to 
have this ever-normal granary for the 
chickens and the pigs, it might be a pretty 
good idea to have an ever-normal gran- 
ary for the people of the United States. 
They are entitled to this protection, and 
we should be at least an agriculturally 
sufficient country. That is my own per- 
sonal opinion. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I was not referring to 
the time during the war when lend-lease 
was in existence but to the time before 
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that when the gentleman said we were 
also importing foods. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I will 
answer the gentleman from California by 
reading the statement here. “In 1925 
the United States changed from a food- 
export country to a food-import country; 
from a self-sustaining agricultural coun- 
try to a non-self-sustaining agricultural 
country.” 

During most of the New Deal prewar 
years more competitive products were 
imported than were our total agricultural 
exports. In other words, not bananas, 
coffee, or tea, because these are classed 
as noncompetitive, but wheat, beef, and 
other competitive products. 

. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. A good ex- 
ample of those competitive imports, I 
believe, were the huge amounts of 
starches brought in to compete with our 
corn production, and at the very same 
time we were told that we had to limit 
our corn production in the great Mid- 
west of these United States; in fact, we 
were paid for doing it. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I pre- 
sume the gentleman refers to the big 
tapioca imports. 

5 2 8 H. CARL ANDERSEN. That is 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
gentleman from Minnesota is correct, as 
tapioca imports were very large in 
volume. 

We have to face the fact that we have 
an American agricultural economy that 
has speeded up, with more production. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I say 
this in reference to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin who is now addressing the 
House. I believe it is a fact that there 
is not a Member of the House who is 
considered to be more of an expert as 
to the agricultural problem, generally 
speaking, than the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman. This present problem 
challenges every Member of Congress. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I feel that 
you have done a wonderful service to the 
Nation by bringing out all these various 
phases of agriculture in this series of 
speeches you have made to the House. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I again 
thank the gentleman. 

Since November 1944, we have been 
paying $20 a bale, or 4 cents a pound, to 
export cotton in order to place cotton 
on the world market. If we have to pay 
4 cents a pound in order to get on the 
world market with our cotton it should 
be evident what price situation we must 
face as to other agricultural products. 
In other words, if we are not very care- 
ful in our operation, we will soon find 
ourselves not subsidizing exports but sub- 
sidizing imports. Someone must do some 
forward thinking. We should avoid mix- 
ing politics and economics together. I 
do not want to mix them, so far as I am 
concerned. 
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Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The gentleman 
mentioned these statistics of imports 
from 1925 to 1942, inclusive. Of course, 
in 1941 and 1942 our imports of foods 
rose. Prior to that, however, our im- 
ports were larger than our exports. Is 
that not true? 

Mr, MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes; we 
were on an import basis from 1925 to 
1942 and in 1944. I may say that I 
have obtained from the Commerce De- 
partment a break-down for the crude 
and the processed foods also. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield to 
my colleague, who lives only a few coun- 
ties away from me out in Michigan. You 
would think he and I were a long way 
apart, but there are only a few counties 
between us. 

Mr. HOOK. During this period we are 
talking about we have had a war. I 
wonder how we account for the fact that 
the farm income of this Nation has risen 
from about $11,000,000,000 to somewhere 
aroung twenty-six or twenty-seven bil- 

ion. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I have 
not approached the problem from that 
standpoint. In order to get a decent 
farm price, I do not like to think that 
this country has to get into a war. If 
anyone wants to take credit for the war 
in order to pay their debts, they are wel- 
come to, but I do not want to have any 
part of that as far as I am concerned, 
because that has nothing to do with the 
facts in connection with this problem. 

You remember in 1939, which was the 
seventh year of the more abundant life, 
we had settled back to just about where 
we were in 1932. The only difference in 
the prices was that in 1932 they put 
them out of their misery a little quicker, 
but prices were so low they were in 
misery and the misery just dragged along 
that long. I do not believe the consider- 
ation of the dollar farm income of 1932, 
1934, 1928, 1936, or 1944 is any approach 
to what we have to face. 

If we can maintain our own present 
agricultural production, I would like to 
have someone tell me what we are going 
to do with our imports if and when 
UNRRA and lend-lease shipments are 
discontinued. I would like to have them 
tell me what we are going to do if we 
maintain a price structure in this country 
of 90 percent of parity. When are we 
going to start building the granaries and 
warehouses to store our imports? The 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
FLANNAGAN], pointed out in the RECORD 
last year, that the world price, plus the 
proposed duty on all major agricultural 
products, is less than the 90 percent 
parity, guaranteed under the Steagall 
amendment. I am not going to take up 
very much more time, except to say that 
there are two approaches to it. Most of 
us here, I know, voted for the FAO, the 
Food and Agricultural Organization. 
This organization is probably a little par- 
tial to the consumer. We have supported 


these measures with the hope that some 
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plan could be worked out where the rural 
people in one country are not pitted 
against the rural people of another 
country. So far as free trade is con- 
cerned, I do not think anyone can say 
that just because you have free trade 
with another country you are benefitting 
that country. All you may be doing is to 
provide a small group of people in our 
country or in the other country with a 
chance of exploiting the people of that 
country and perhaps further impover- 
ishing the people of our own country. 
So, there are two approaches: One is the 
approach through Government control. 
That, of course, is the way the British are 
approaching it. They control a couple 
of billion pounds of wool. Evidently, 
they are going to control the dairy prod- 
ucts in their different countries so that 
any time they want to they can put but- 
ter in San Francisco at 32 cents, plus 
whatever the duty is after the World 
Economic Conference is held. I under- 
stand the World Economic Conference 
will not be held in Washington before 
election. 

I believe in the approach made by our 
farm organization within the last couple 
of months is constructive. The Farm 
Bureau, the Grange, the Farmers Union, 
and the National Council of Cooperatives, 
met with the farm organizations of many 
countries in London. The purpose of 
that conference will probably be to pro- 
tect the interests of the producer. It 
may be a visionary approach but at least 
it is a constructive approach. An effort 
could be made to keep the agricultural 
products of one nation from being shifted 
from one country to another to im- 
poverish the rural people of the other 
country. When you realize that only 25 
percent of our people and 75 to 80 percent 
of the people of the world are rural peo- 
ple, you can actually see what the ten- 
dency is going to be to funnel agricul- 
tural products to the United States. As 
long as we maintain as high a price 
level as has been maintained, not only 
during the war, but for 2 or 3 years after 
the war, because of the Steagall amend- 
ment, we can expect more and more im- 
ports. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Rees]. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I, too, want to 
join my other colleague in extending my 
appreciation to the gentleman for his 
splendid statement. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MURRAY], is an au- 
thority on agricultural matters. But 
before he buries all the dead, may I re- 
mind him that along with this matter of 
killing pigs and plowing corn under and 
things like that, just prior to the war 
our Government saw fit to penalize our 
farmers for raising what they said was 
too much wheat, so they took away some 
twenty-two or twenty-three million dol- 
lars from our farmers on the ground 
that they were raising more wheat than 
a certain program allowed. 

A little later on, of course, they were 
glad to have the use of that wheat. 

The gentleman has discussed many 
times the question of subsidizing the 
wheat farmers of the Middle West and 
has told us many times about how they 
had benefited by reason of premiums. 


I appreciate his views with regard to 
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that question, but I take this opportunity 
to have him also observe that there was 
a time when they went so far as to pe- 
nalize our farmers because they appeared 
to raise too much. That is, under the 
Government program. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
gentleman is correct. As nearly as I 
can figure out, we have shifted the top- 
notchers in the Department of Agricul- 
ture over to the political field. They 
‘are more interested in the vote crop than 
any other crop in the United States. 

We had a scarcity program carried on 
for years and years. They did not or 
could not turn around from a scarcity 
program to a production program with- 
out much pressure. They did not want 
to give up their control. It was not until 
August of 1943 that they took the strait- 
jacket off the wheat farmers. Then they 
fined them for cutting volunteer wheat. 
These little things crop up in any coun- 
try that is not run by an iron hand. I 
am willing to try to correct them and 
just hope that they do not happen again. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. LEWIS. As a solution to this 
thing, what would the gentleman say 
about a war price? All products of agri- 
culture and manufacture, and it should 
be guaranteed that the foreign imports 
shall not be sold at less than cost of pro- 
duction, plus a reasonable profit, to the 
American producer. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
answer to that, of course, is that we have 
full employment in agriculture. We 
hear criticism about the full-employ- 
ment bill, but the farm people of this 
country have full employment. You can 
go out tomorrow and raise all you want. 
So you have full employment so far as 
agriculture is concerned. The pay per 
hour would be or will be based on the 
90-percent parity floor provided by the 
Steagall amendment, 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, why not do it with 
manufactured products? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I will 
leave that to you people in the big manu- 
facturing centers. I want to see your 
government and my government live up 
to every commitment it has made in the 
Steagall amendment. I do want to see 
a little forward thinking. There may 
not be as much flour in the bottom of 
the old flour barrel as there is now, and 
there is no use wasting money even in 
supporting the Steagall amendment. It 
should require some common sense and a 
practical approach. 

Now, I want to again call attention to 
this chart No. III to show you the rela- 
tionship that exists between factory pay 
rolls and the national farm income. The 
1932 depression is shown here. You can 
see the effect on the pay rolls the same as 
you see it on the farm income. The 1938 
recession is shown here. It shows on the 
factory pay rolls as well. Then in 1940 
you know what happened. The pay roll 
increased a little faster than agricultural 
prices. That is the reason why 5,000,000 
men left the rural areas and went to the 
cities and got jobs in war plants. Mr. 
Carl Wilken has used this chart ever 
since I have been in Washington, and 


it has not been questioned in any way. - 
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I put it up there to show the abso- 
lute-interdependence between the busi- 
ness interests and the farm interests, yes; 
between the farm interests and the fac- 
tory pay rolls, 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. For the 
record at that point, is it not a fact that 
for every billion dollars that is taken off 
the agricultural income there is also a 
billion dollars taken away from the fac- 
tory workers of America? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The gen- 
tleman is correct; that is shown in this 
chart No. III. Mr. Wilken further con- 
tends that the national income for any 
year is always seven times the national 
farm income. That fact is significant. 

I think that the relationship that ex- 
ists between farm income and total na- 
tional income should be thrown into the 
Picture at this time. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. In fur- 
ther reference to the gentleman’s state- 
ment about the national income always 
being seven times the agricultural in- 
come, that has been proven, has it not, 
by statistics gathered since 1900, if I 
remember? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota, though I 
do not remember the exact period. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. That is a remarkable 
chart that shows the relationship be- 
tween farm income and factory pay rolls. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. This line 
represents the factory pay rolls and the 
other national farm income. They al- 
ways run together. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Over how long a 
period were those statistics gathered? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. This 
particular chart runs back to 1925. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. In other words, for 
about 21 years they have been almost 
identical. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes; and 
it shows the absolute interdependence of 
the two. You will notice how closely the 
lines run together in both the periods 
of recession and in the periods of peak 
prosperity. : 

It should be remembered too that 40 
percent of the manufactured products of 
this country are purchased by the rural 
people of America. These relationships 
cannot be separated. We can listen to 
all the bedtime stories we want to and 
to all the campaign promises but these 
are facts that cannot be changed and 
they present a challenge to every Member 
of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. Hook! is 
recognized for 45 minutes. 

CONSERVATION OF OUR FOREST 
RESOURCES 


Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I was very 
much interested in the discussion of the 


farm situation by the estimable gentle- 
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man from Wisconsin. He always makes 
a very brilliant speech. 

There is one thing that we must re- 
member and that is that agriculture in 
this country is in a very healthy condi- 
tion today. I believe we have established 
a farm and agricultural program that 
has brought about that healthy condi- 
tion. The farm program tackled and I 
think solved most farm problems. I 
think our soil conservation program in 
particular has been a wonderful one, 
Under that program farm income in- 
creased from $11,000,000,000 to $29,000,- 
000,000. I think that speaks very well for 
the program. From my observation I be- 
lieve that the only way to approach the 
forestry problem is to apply to forestry 
the program that was applied to agricul- 
ture. Trees are a crop the same as any 
other agricultural crop. The forestry 
program should be approached by the 
same scientific methods that are applied 
to agriculture through the AAA program. 
For that reason I have introduced H. R. 
6221. 

I can go into statistics as to what hap- 
pened to our timber and forests, espe- 
cially in the last 35 years. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. In your 
proposal does the gentleman make any 
effort to coordinate organizations like 
trees of tomorrow, farm forestry and all 
the different possibilities that are in trees, 
or does the gentleman apply it to na- 
tional forests only? 

Mr. HOOK. Oh, no. It is applied to 
the whole forestry industry, to the lum- 
ber industry as a whole. One of the main 
things, in my opinion, in the forest con- 
servation program is the farm wood lot, 
the small logger and operator. The farm 
wood lot, especially in our section in a 
great many instances, and I believe in 
the prevailing number of instances, is 
that it is as large if not larger than the 
farmer’s land crop and from the com- 
bined working of both he makes his liv- 
ing 


Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. As the 
gentleman expands that idea he will find 
other units of Government. I know I 
have observed that in my own State 
where the other units, like counties as 
well as individual farms, will take an 
active interest in promoting these smaller 
lots which, added together, make a pretty 
large total for a State like Michigan or 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. HOOK. That is right. From the 
studies I have made I have found that 
about 60 percent of all the timbered land 
is on the farm wood lots and the small 
logging operators. The large operator 
owns about 40 percent. i 

The thing that surprised me is that the 
large operator is not cutting. He is hold- 
ing his 40 percent and they are going 
into the small wood lots and the small 
jobbers, having them clear-cut the land, 
working out the small wood lots, slashing 
the timber clean without regard for the 
future so that in the end you will have 
one monopoly. Big industry will control 
all of the timber in the United States 


Mr. 
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small logging operator and the farmer 
who works his own wood lot. 

Under the present logging methods it 
is surprising to find that two-thirds of the 
timber cut is wasted and only one-third 
of the tree is actually utilized. 

This bill provides for the utilization 
of the whole tree, every bit of it, not the 
one-third. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
other day we passed the agricultural re- 
sources bill. If it passes the other body 
and becomes law, I am sure the gentle- 
man from Michigan could present a good 
case showing where some of these re- 
search funds could be used to get the 
most benefit out of some of the wood 
materials that up to the present time 
have been waste materials. 

Mr. HOOK. That is right. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. And I 
think the gentleman from Michigan can 
well afford to contact the Secretary of 
Agriculture and insist that a certain 
amount of those funds be used especially 
in the different wood territories in an 
effort to try to make the best use of these 
byproducts. 

Mr. HOOK. I certainly will. Up in 
my area, at least, it is said that it is a 
very simple problem; that they have 
done it in Europe. A good many of the 
people in my area came from the Scan- 
dinavian countries, Finland, Norway, 
and Sweden. democratic nations which 
we all admire. Many of those people 
know the value of the practical kind of 
governmental regulation of forest cut- 
ting that has been in effect there for 
many years, and it is common to hear re- 
marks like these from those people: “We 
ought to have a plan like they have in 
Sweden, where a forester has to go into 
the woods ahead of the logging crew and 
mark the trees that may be cut or those 
which must be left to grow.” 

Then there are the outdoor-loving peo- 
ple that look to the forest not only for 
wood production but for a place to go 
for outings and to hunt and fish. I be- 
lieve that many of our privately owned 
forests would be developed and opened 
up far more if there was a healthful 
forest program for recreation through a 
practical plan of cooperation between 
forest owners and the Government. 

This bill is quite extensive. It covers 
practically every problem that we have 
to face in forestry, It contains some 98 
pages. We have given it very thorough 
and complete study, and I trust that we 
will be able to put into operation some- 
thing that will save our forests, our trees 
if you please, for ourselves and for our 
posterity. What surprises me is that our 
forests are dwindling away while in 
Europe they are exporting timber to the 
United States. Sweden and Finland are 
exporting timber to the United States. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I no- 
ticed an account in the Washington Star 
a week ago Sunday where the Secretary 
of Commerce sent a commission to Rus- 
sia to procure lumber and pulp. 

I presume the reason is that they feel 
we are not able to supply those to our- 
selves. I do not think the gentleman 
would want to include paper and paper 
products in that field at this time, but I 
think it shows the interest there is in 
the northern countries in the paper and 


unless we set up a program to assist the pulp and lumber business. 
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Mr. HOOK. That is right. I have 
not been acquainted with any commis- 
sion that has gone to Russia. I know 
nothing of such a commission. I do not 
believe that such a commission has any- 
thing to do with a forest conservation 
program. Of course, Russia is a vastly 
different country than Sweden or Fin- 
land or any oi those democratic nations. 
Russia’s vast territory covers practically 
half the continent. In certain sections 
of Russia, as I understand, it is cold and 
the trees take longer to mature and thus 
have a finer grain. It may be that cer- 
tain woods factories and furniture fac- 
tories may be interested in Russian tim- 
ber from the cold sections of Siberia. 

What I want to emphasize is that in 
Sweden and Finland over the centuries 
they have had the lumber industry as one 
of their chief industries. They are cut- 
ting each year as much as they did a 
century ago, and they continue through 
good logging practices. There is no rea- 
son why this Nation could not follow 
along the same practices and preserve 
our forests as they have preserved them 
over there. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
gentleman is right. 

Mr. HOOK. Of all our great natural 
resources, I suppose, none is closer to the 
hearts of most Americans than our for- 
ests. But despite our love of the for- 
ests, and despite our knowledge of how 
important forests are to our security 
and life we have permitted clear-cutting, 
high-grading and fires, insects and tree 
diseases to gradually wear out this rich 
heritage. 

I hear talk, “Yes, that has been true, 
but times have changed. The lumber 
industry is interested in forestry today. 
It has a program of ‘tree farms’ and its 
spokesmen support State legislation and 
State appropriations to promote forestry. 
With the lumber industry taking so much 
initiative on the forestry problem, do 
ordinary citizens have any need to do 
more than support the efforts of the 
lumber industry itself?” 

I wish I could honestly make the easy 
and reassuring answer to that question, 
“Just follow the lead of lumber-industry 
lobbyists and everything will be O. -K. 
with our forests, our national lumber 
supply, and with all the other benefits 
which properly managed forests can 
yield.” 

But, I have observed what is happen- 
ing to the forests, the forest industries 
and the communities which depend upon 
forest industries in my own district. I 
have also studied official reports which 
indicate the conditions of forests and 
forest industries throughout the Nation, 
and accounts of what is being done about 
the problem. 

In these studies, I have found much 
that is encouraging. In fact, it is pre- 
cisely because I have found heartening 
and encouraging developments in for- 
estry and in industry, labor, and public 
attitudes toward forestry, that I intro- 
duced the forestry conservation and de- 
velopment bill, H. R. 6221. Those devel- 
opments in forestry, and the active in- 
terest in it make it possible, perhaps for 
the first time in our history, to chart a 
long-term national forest policy and pro- 
gram which will build on all these fine 
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developments and on the healthy atti- 
tudes toward the problem, to actually in- 
crease lumber production for today and 
at the same time build up our forests for 
the future. But Iam convinced that can- 
not be accomplished without a national 
forestry program along the lines of H. R. 
6221. 

Therefore, I want to tell you what I 
found in my studies, what H. R. 6221 
would do and give you my observations 
concerning the opposition which is being 
voiced against that bill. 

In brief, the most pertinent facts about 
the condition of our forests and forest 
industries are these: 

As a general trend the quality and 
quantity of lumber production has de- 
clined over the past 35 years, a period 
in which our other basic industries have 
increased both the quality and the vol- 
ume of their production. 

The poorer quality of lumber today, 
as compared with earlier years, is well 
known to people who have long been 
users of lumber in construction. Unfor- 
tunately, it is not something that can 
be measured and reported by statistics. 

The deciining volume of lumber pro- 
duction, however, is a matter of record 
in official Government surveys. The fig- 
ures speak for themselves. All-time rec- 
ord was in 1909 when production was 
44,000,000,000 feet. Best years since that 
period were 1923 and 1925. In each of 
pa ci years production was 41,000,000,000 

eet. 

Next best year was 1941, with 37,800,- 
000,000 feet. From that year on through 
the war, despite being almost continu- 
ously on the Government’s urgent and 
critical lists—and hence favored in ob- 
taining equipment and other production 
aids—output declined each year to only 
32,600,000,000 feet in 1944, the last full 
year of the war. The 1945 production 
was only 27,400,000,000 feet, and CPA 
officials are now hopeful that between 
30,000,000,000 and 32,000,000,000 feet will 
be produced this year. Say 32,000,000,000 
against CPA’s official estimate that 36,- 
000,000,000 feet are needed. 

There has been talk in the past that 
lumber production went down because 
demand declined and substitutes took 
the place of lumber. But if that were 
true lumber production would have been 
up while the demand was up during the 
war and since the war. The reduced 
quality of lumber on the market today, 
as compared with earlier years, likewise 
ag be explained by a shrinking mar- 

et. 

While lumber production declined, 
lumber prices have zoomed upward out 
of all reason in relation to the general 
trend of prices. I find no official figure 
on prices in the peak production year of 
1809. But in 1925, when production was 
41,000,000,000 feet, the average whole- 
sale price of lumber stood at 100.6 per- 
cent of the 1926 average. In 1941, when 
production was 7.8 percent less than in 
1925, the average wholesale price of lum- 
ber was 21.8 percent higher than in 1925. 
Last year, 1945, when production was a 
third less than in 1925, lumber prices 
were 54 percent higher than in 1925. 

To clearly see the symptoms of some- 
thing having gone wrong with our na- 
tional lumber situation, however, we 
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must compare lumber prices with the 
general trend of prices. In briéf, the 
story is told by these figures which, again, 
are computed from the official reports of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics: Average 
wholesale price of all commodities in 
1945 was only 5.8 percent higher than 
the 1926 average, compared to lumber's 
55.1 percent. And even that is not the 
whole of the story, because lumber prices 
began their scarcity trend before 1926 
and were already out of line at that time. 
In 1945 lumber prices were more than 
200 percent higher—more than three 
times as much—as in the period just 
prior to World War I. All commodities, 
in contrast, were up in 1945 only 55 per- 
cent above the prices prevailing before 
World War I. 

Lumber prices are still increasing fas- 
ter than the general price trend. By 
May, latest month for which figures are 
available, lumber prices had risen to 
172.5 percent of the 1926 average. 

espite the fantastic increase in lum- 
ber prices, the wages of lumber workers 
are next to the bottom of the ladder. Of 
our 17 principal manufacturing indus- 
tries in June 1945, lumber was second 
only to tobacco in the proportion of 
workers receiving less than 65 cents an 
hour as compared with 19.5 percent for 
the 17 industries as a group. From these 
figures, it is obvious that the high price 
of lumber is not caused by high wages in 
the industry. 

What then is the cause of high prices, 
short supplies, and reduced quality of 
lumber? One of the hard facts that we 
have to face is that misuse and neglect 
has been gradually wearing out our for- 
ests. I have yet to see an official report 
of any Government agency analyzing the 
current lumber problem which does not 
mention scarcity of suitable trees as one 
of the reasons for inadequate produc- 
tion. 

The same sort of thing has been hap- 
pening to our timber as was happening 
to the precious layer of topsoil on our 
farm and range lands before the present 
national farm program got started. 

We were wearing out our soil partly . 
because soil conservation is a technical 
job, and many of our farmers had not 
had a chance to learn the techniques of 
contour farming, nor the best use of soil- 
building and soil-saving crops and ferti- 
lizers. There was another reason, too. 
Many farms were so small, so poorly 
financed, or so heavily burdened with 
debt and other costs that “mining” the 
land with soil-depleting crops seemed to 
be the only way that the farmer could 
keep ahead of the sheriff. 

The farm program tackled those prob- 
lems, by providing both technical and 
financial assistance to the farmer. 

As a result of farmers and Govern- 
ment working together, under the na- 
tional farm program, we have gone a long 
way toward nailing our soil down for the 
future. At the same time, we have 
learned that good soil-conservation prac- 
tices mean increased production for to- 
day as well as good soil conditions for 
next year’s crops. During the war our 
farm production smashed all previous 
records and we achieved that record 
without a dangerous plow-up of grass- 
lands and excessive soil waste such as 


1946 


occurred during and immediately after 
World War I. 

Many people very naturally might ask, 
“But, why bring that up? What has 
that to do with the lumber and forestry 
problem?” That is a very natural ques- 
tion to ask, because we have been accus- 
tomed to think of lumber production and 
forestry in terms of large companies 
owning huge tracts of timberland, and 
of forestry operations on big areas of 
Government-owned lands, like the na- 
tional forests. I confess that was my 
impression, too, When the national lum- 
ber shortage and the wearing out of for- 
est resources in my own district first im- 
pelled me to have a closer look at the 

conditions of our forests and forest 
industries. 

The facts which I found—and which 
anyone can find who takes time to look— 
show a striking similarity between for- 
estry and farming. Both are made up 
chiefly of small owners and operators. 
We have roughly 6,000,000 farms in the 
United States. We have almost as many 
forest owners, about 5,000,000. In the 
neighborhood of four-fifths of our timber 
is privately owned. Around 70 percent 
of this is held in tracts of 5,000 acres or 
less. Five thousand acres is a big farm, 
but it is only a modest size forest. Most 
of these small owners cannot be expected 
to go in for tree farming unless they get 
help. 

But it is not merely in widespread for- 
est land ownership that forestry is simi- 
lar to farming. While no specific figures 
have come to my attention, it is com- 
monly admitted by every authority with 
whom I have discussed the matter, that 
by far the greater part of the logging— 
taking the Nation as a whole—is done by 
small operators. Their operations are 
en a scale quite similar to typical farm 
operations. Father and son combina- 
tions, and small operators employing 
from 5 to 15 or 20 men are extremely 
common. Taking all of commercial log- 
ging—for pulpwood, veneer logs, railway 
ties, mine timbers, poles, chemical wood 
and specialty bolts as well as logs for 
ordinary lumber—these small logging 
operations cut by far the greater part 
of the trees that go into commerce. 

These small logging operators are 
hard-working Americans, endeavoring to 
make a living under conditions which 
frequently are difficult and hazardous. 
Most of them buy timber on the stump, 
actually own and manage very little for- 
est land. Unlike the larger companies, 
who own extensive timber tracts, and 
who can hire staffs of experts, such as 
logging engineers, marketing specialists, 
cost analysts, timber appraisers, and for- 
esters, the typical small logging operator, 
like a farmer, has to be a jack-of-all- 
trades. His operation simply cannot 
support an overhead of specialists. He is 
in the same position as the farmer, un- 
less government provides technical as- 
sistance, he gets little of it. 

Well, with farming, the Government 
does provide technical assistance, and 
financial aid as well. It has done so for 
years, helping the farmer to learn the 
most modern production methods, help- 
ing him to understand the market, help- 
ing him with low-interest loans, and 
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sharing with him the expense of conserv- 
ing our valuable soil resources. 

In contrast, there is very little assist- 
ance available to the logging operator or 
to the small forest owner, except is widely 
scattered forestry demonstration areas. 

Without the benefit of technical as- 
sistance it is inevitable that the small 
logging operators should do just what 
they are doing. And what is that? They 
are clear-cutting and high-grading for- 
ests for the material which they know 
how to sell. Many of their practices are 
extremely inefficient when measured by 
the efficiency of operations which can 
afford to employ staffs of experts and to 
obtain good modern equipment. Most of 
them waste far more wood than they 
use, because they have not had the op- 
portunity to learn what all the different 
parts of a tree can be used for, or to 
solve the complex problem of marketing 
all the usable parts of the tree. Most of 
them get logs or bolts for only one, or 
at most two or three, of the specialized 
industries which require wood as a raw 
material. 

What all this amounts to is a series of 
uncoordinated raids on our timber lands. 
The woods are combed over and over 
again that will yield the particular kind 
of log or bolt needed for a certain use. 
When such trees are found, it is very 
common practice to leave a great deal 
of usable material to rot or burn in the 
forest, merely because the particular op- 
erator either does not know its value, or 
if he does he lacks any working contact 
with its market. 

Thus logging is over-specialized. To 
illustrate how wasteful it is, just imagine 
a specialized meat packing industry. 
One plant would buy hogs for pork chops, 
throwing all other parts of its hog away. 
Another would do the same in produc- 
ing bacon, another for ham, and so on. 
It would be ridiculous. But that is just 
about how wasteful we are in a huge part 
of our logging. 

Waste of wood in the trees which are 
harvested is only part of the story of 
waste, however, in our forest industries. 
Our forests themselves are being wasted 
away by failure to observe sound prac- 
tices of forest conservation in most log- 
ging operations. That is because cutting 
is done—in a great majority of cases— 
with an eye only to the present and 
usually without knowledge of scientific 
forestry, which means, primarily, wise 
selection of which treees to cut and which 
to leave for future growth. 

There is still more to the story of waste 
in the woods. While some of our timber 
stands are being over-cut with no 
thought of the future, other areas of 
forest are left too long with no cutting. 
Unless a forest is selectively logged every 
few years many valuable trees die and 
rot in the woods, because of old age or 
overcrowding. 

Many small forest owners hesitate to 
permit any cutting in their woods be- 
cause they do not understand scientific 
forestry, or because they have no means 
of seeing to it that a good selective cut- 
ting job is done, rather than clear-cut- 
ting or high-grading by the logger to 
whom they might sell a cutting right. 
So they simply hold their timber as a 
“savings account” or for sentimental rea- 
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sons, oftentimes not realizing that sci- 
entific forestry would enable them to save 
their forest and at the same time get 
some income from it. 

In other cases valuable trees die or rot 
in the woods because roads have not been 
built for logging. To prevent this waste, 
we should develop a permanent logging 
road system comparable to our farm-to- 
market roads. 

If we can substantially reduce the 
three kinds of woods waste which I have 
just described—and also provide better 
protection against fire, insects, and dis- 
ease—we should be able to produce more 
woods products for today’s needs than 
we are doing, and at the same time build 
up our timber stands for the future, in- 
stead of further tearing them down. 
That means, first, fuller utilization of the 
trees that are cut. Second, it means 
spreading the cut to cover all of our com- 
mercial timberlands with selective log- 
ging every few years, instead of over- 
cutting in some places and permitting 
valuable trees to die and rot in others. 

In this way a practical program to in- 
crease production of wood products for 
today and at the same time build up our 
forests for the future is possible. There 
is no serious conflict between short-term 
and long-term goals if we tackle the 
problem in this way. 

I believe our millions of small forest 
owners and operators need and deserve 
financial as well as technical aid to do 
that kind of a job, just as the farmer gets 
financial help in doing the soil-conserva- 
tion job. It will cost money, but it will 
pay rich dividends as the soil program 
has. i 

The lumber trade associations, how- 
ever, and the lumber lobby in Washing- 
ton are not asking for such help for the 
industry. I believe the reason is that 
they do not represent the millions of 
small owners and operators who own 
most of the forest land and who do most 
of the logging. Instead, they seem to be 
controlled by the big land-owning timber 
companies, those who own less than 30 
percent of the private timberland. 
Imagine the situation we would have in 
the farm lobby if the small and medium 
farmers were unorganized and the few 
big farm land-owning corporations—like 
Del Monte, Bank of America, Schenley’s, 
and so forth—made up the farm lobby. 
That seems to be just about the situation 
we have in lumber and forestry. But is 
not it just good common sense, once we 
understand that our forests and our basic 
wood industry—logging—are in the main 
the property of many millions of indi- 
vidual American citizens, that we go 
about the lumber production and forest 
conservation problem in the same way 
that we have already learned to deal with 
the, farm problem, regardless of whether 
the millions of small owners and opera- 
tors have a lobby of their own or not? 
Obviously, they must have help if our 
lumber production is to be increased and 
our forests built up instead of further 
torn down. 

In recommending action similar to the 
farm program I do not mean to imply 
that I consider that program perfect. It 
can stand much improvement. But re- 
sults have proved that it is basically 
sound, at least when measured by the 
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yardsticks of increased production and 
the rapid extension of scientific soil con- 
servation during the past 12 years. 

There are just two respects in which, I 
believe, the forestry problem really dif- 
fers from the farm problem, when you 
are thinking in terms of what the Gov- 
ernment’s policy should be. 

One is the temptation to clear-cut and 
high-grade forests for private profit. 
That is a matter of common knowledge. 
If a poll could be taken of American citi- 
zens, I venture, it would show a majority 
of them not only aware of the problem, 
but firmly convinced that the only solu- 
tion to it is Government regulation. 
Many doubtless would oversimplify the 
problem by saying the lumbermen should 
be required to plant one or two trees for 
every one he cuts down. Many probably 
would add “like they do in Europe.” 

In the district which I represent, many 
of the people or their parents came from 
the Scandinavian countries; Finland, 
Norway, and Sweden, democratic nations 
which we all admire. Many of those 
people know the practical kinds of gov- 
ernment regulation of forest cutting that 
has been in effect there for many years. 
It is common to hear remarks like this 
from those people, “We ought to have a 
plan like they have in Sweden where a 
forester has to go into the woods ahead 
of the logging crew and mark the trees 
which may be cut, or those which must 
be left to grow.” 

Second, is that as outdoor-loving peo- 
ple, we look to forests not only for wood 
production but as a place to go for out- 
ings, and to hunt and fish. I believe 
many of our privately owned forests 
could be developed and opened up for 
more of that kind of healthful recreation, 
through a practical plan of cooperation 
between forest owners and Government, 

Well, after studying these problems— 
and talking them over with some of the 
Nation’s outstanding experts on the 
problem—H. R. 6221, “a bill to further 
the conservation and proper use of pub- 
licly and privately owned forest lands 
and for other purposes,” was the result. 
It amounts to a national forestry pro- 
gram, It combines pertinent features of 
the national farm program with a plan 
of Government forest regulation sim- 
ilar to the Swedish plan, and a new basis 
for financing and for making payments 
in lieu of taxes on forest land purchases 
for the national forests. 

Specifically, the several parts of the 
bill provide as follows: 

Title I declares forestry to be a na- 
tional problem and an integral part of 
our national agricultural problem. 

Title II provides for Government reg- 
ulation of commercial logging under a 
plan similar to that long used in Finland 
and Sweden—does not apply to cutting of 
trees for farm and home use. 

Title III provides for payments to for- 
est owners and operators for forest con- 
servation practices, such as tree plant- 
ing, thinning young stands, selective log- 
ging, planting game food and cover 
plants, and developing recreation areas 
for public use—patterned after and in 
effect amounts to broadening the Agri- 
cultural Conservation Act to make it 
apply to forests; contains same limita- 
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tion on payments to large operators and 
for higher proportionate payments to 
small operators. 

Title IV provides technical assistance 
in management of woodlands and in 
marketing and utilizing forest products, 
and expanded research in wood utiliza- 
tion. 

Title V broadens the Federal farm- 
credit program to include forest owners 
and operators. 

Title VI extends the coverage of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to 
finance small operators in the purchase 
of forest tracts for timber production. 

Title VII to provide forest seeds and 
planting stock at cost for forest conser- 
vation planting. 

Title VIII strengthens present system 
of protection against forest insects and 
tree diseases. 

Title IX amends Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Act to include forest crops. 

Title X provides for research and edu- 
cation to reduce the excessive accident 
rates in the forest industries. 

Title XI provides a permanent basis 
for planning and carrying out public 
works on forest lands, including the de- 
velopment of permanent logging roads. 

Title XII provides assistance to forest 
cooperative associations. 

Title XIII provides for cooperation of 
farm organizations, forest operators, 
labor in forest and farm industries, 
sportsmen and Government agencies in 
each community in deciding which lands 
shall be considered forest land and in 
deciding how the various land use and 
related parts of the National Agricul- 
tural program shall be carried out in the 
local community. 

Title XIV provides a long-term basis 
for purchasing forest lands to block in 
existing national forests and establish 
new ones where agreed to by the States 
concerned. 

Title XV provides regular payments to 
counties in lieu of taxes on national for- 
est lands, in place of the present plan 
of sharing national forest receipts, which 
is unsatisfactory to local governments 
because it is not a dependable source of 
revenue. 

Title XVI requires that Government 
timber lands be managed for sustained 
yield and that mature and overcrowded 
trees on such lands be harvested, wher- 
ever feasible. 

Title XVII routine clauses governing 
administration of the program. 

Having introduced this practical, con- 
structive legislation in Congress on April 
30, I have been amazed to receive a num- 
ber of vigorous protests against it, and 
to see editorial denunciations of it in cer- 
tain lumber trade journals. It is being 
charged that the bill is communistic, so- 
cialistic, and fascistic. It is said, among 
other things, that regulation of commer- 
cial logging is the first step toward na- 
tionalization. To me that is as ridicu- 
lous as say that auto traffic regulation is 
the first step toward nationalizing the 
ownership of all automobiles. History 
has proved, in nations like Finland and 
Sweden, that sensible forestry regula- 
tion in commercial logging is the way to 

reserve private enterprise in forestry, 
ecause it prevents overeager individ- 
uals from destroying the forests. 
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Others have said subsidies—which H. 
R. 6221 proposes—are the first step to- 
ward nationalization. To see how silly 
that is, let us look again at the industry 
which is more subsidized than any other. 
I refer, of course, to farming. Govern- 
ment assistance, including subsidy pay- 
ments for soil-conservation work, has 
strengthened rather than weakened pri- 
vate farm ownership. Our farming in- 
dustry today is less subject to either 
monopoly control by huge corporations 
or to threats of nationalization than any 
other major industry. 

Those are silly charges that are being 
made against H. R. 6221. Iam sure that 
some who have voiced opposition to the 
bill have not read it, or even seen a 
factual summary of it. I say this be- 
cause I am sure some of those same peo- 
ple will be in favor of it, once they get 
a clear picture of what it is, and the 
actual facts which make such a program 
desirable. That is why I have gone into 
so much detail explaining our forestry 
situation, and summarizing the provi- 
sions of the bill. 

Yet another kind of argument has been 
raised against H, R. 6221. That is the 
States’ rights argument. Some people 
say, yes, I agree more needs to be done 
about our forests, but it should be left 
to each State to work out a program to 
meet its own needs, That makes no 
more sense than to say we should 
abandon our national farm program, and 
leave it to the States to develop 48 sep- 
arate farm programs. Forestry, like 
farming, is a national problem. Leay- 
ing it to the 48 States simply means that 
the job will not be done. Lumber would 
grow scarcer and scarcer. Our forests 
would dwindle and dwindle, as each State 
hesitated for fear of imposing stricter 
regulation than a neighboring State, or 
as it wrestled with the problem of fi- 
nancing a suitable program. 

I want to point out, right here, that 
many of the areas most in need of a 
forestry program are least able to pay for 
it. Many of those areas are impoverished 
because their forests have been so badly 
misused in the past. 

That is true of the Lake States cut- 
over region in which my district is lo- 
cated. There is much young second- 
growth timber up there, but it will take 
scientific forestry to build it up into good 
commercial forests again. The same is 
true through much of New England, the 
Appalachians, the Ozarks, and the south- 
ern coastal plain regions. In the far 
West they have a problem of building 
back forests on cut-over lands and also 
saving virgin forests from destruction by 
placing them under scientific forest 
management. 

Gentlemen, if anyone thinks the States 
are going to solve those problems with- 
out the aid of a national-forestry pro- 
gram, their heads should be examined. 

Frankly, the arguments thus far of- 
fered against H. R. 6221 make it appear 
that a deliberate campaign of misrep- 
resentation is being carried on to stir up 
opposition. If it were confined to my 
own district, I would suspect that it was 
purely personal politics, carried on by 
some group interested in discrediting me 
with my constituents. But the opposi- 
tion is more widespread than that, 
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Therefore, I can only conclude that some 
group—or groups—are interested in let- 
ting timber get scarcer and scarcer, so 
that those fortunate enough to own some 
timber, will be able to ask and get their 
own price for it. 

One thing is clear. The opposition to 
H. R. 6221 cannot possibly represent the 
producer who wants a dependable sup- 
ply of reasonably priced raw material, 
nor the communities who want to escape 
the curse of cut-out and get-out logging 
which dooms them to become ghost 
towns, nor the public which wants an 
abundance of reasonably priced wood 
products, nor the mamy who want for- 
ests properly managed for all the bene- 
fits which forests can yield. I point no 
finger of blame. Each individual can 
judge for himself who the opposition is 
and the kind of people they are. Shall 
we permit them to dictate our public 
forest policy? 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 


H.R.1151. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of James Lemuel Muzzall, a minor; 

H. R. 1754. An act for the relief of Edwin 
Doyle Parrish; 

H.R. 4590. An act to authorize the use by 
industry of silver held or owned by the 
United States, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4616. An act for the relief of the 
Maryland Sanitary Manufacturing Corp., 
of Baltimore, Md.; 

H. R. 5025. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Opal Riley and Robert R. Riley; 

H. R. 5063. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Jasper A Mealer; 

H. R. 5508. An act to authorize the re- 
turn of the Grand River Dam project to the 
Grand River Dam Authority and the adjust- 
ment and settlement of accounts between 
the Authority and the United States, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R.6371. An act to amend certain pro- 
visions of the National Service Life Insurance 
Act of 1940, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 6372. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act; 4 

H. R. 6532, An act to provide a method for 
payment in certain Government establish- 
ments of overtime, leave, and holiday com- 
pensation on the basis of night rates pur- 
suant to certain decisions of the Comptroller 
General, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6739. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6885. An act making appropriations 
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, 
and for prior fiscal years, to provide supple- 
mental appropriations for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1946, to provide appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6983. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment in any and 
all claims which the Confederated Salish and 

Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flathead 
Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or band 
thereof, may have against the United States, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7052. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 
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SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu- 
tion of the Senate of the following titles: 


S. 346. An act to amend section 21 of the 
act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 184; 28 U. S. C., 
sec. 597) prescribing fees of United States 
commissioners; 

8.920. An act to fix the salaries of certain 
judges of the United States; 

S. 1801. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of an additional judge for the district 
of Delaware; 

S. 2372. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct the Lewiston 
Orchards project, Idaho, in accordance with 
the Federal reclamation laws; and 

S. J. Res. 4. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection on public grounds in Springville, 
Ariz., of a memorial to Gustav Becker. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRE- 
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
bills and joint resolutions of the House of 
the following titles: 


H. R.247. An act for the relief of E. D. 
Williams; 

H.R.271. An act for the relief of Eleanor 
McCloskey, also known as Evelyn Mary Mika- 
lauskas; 

H.R. 844. An act for the relief of John P. 
Hayes, postmaster, and the estate of Edward 
P, McCormack, former postmaster, at Albany, 
N. L 

H. R. 1322. An act for the relief of the Ma- 
rine Engine Works & Shipbuilding Corp., of 
Tarpon Springs, Fla.; 

H. R. 1331. An act for the relief of the 
Hatheway Patterson Corp.; 

H. R. 1345. An act for the relief of David 
M. Matteson; 

H.R.1469. An act for the relief of Cox 
Bros.; 

H. R. 1480. An act for the relief of the S. G. 
Leoffier Operating Co., of Washington, D. C., 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 1498. An act to correct the naval rec- 
ord of former members of the crews of the 
revenue cutters Algonquin and Onondaga; 

H. R.1673. An act for the relief of the 
Superior Coach Corp.: 

H. R. 1797. An act for the relief of Arcadio 
Saldafia Agosto; 

H. R. 1850. An act for the relief of Louise 
Zerweck; 

H. R. 1957. An act for the relief of the Ohio 
Valley General Hospital, Wheeling Clinic, 
Rosetta Snyder, Virginia Barron, Dr. Paul H. 
Cope, and D. J. E. Ricketts; 

H. R. 2130. An act for the relief of Daniel 
S. Bagley, Jr., and Daniel S. Bagley, Sr.; 

H. R. 2243. An act for the relief of Arthur 
A. Guarino; 

H. R. 2269. An act for the relief of Dr. Wil- 
liam A. Schumacher and Magdalen M. Schu- 
macher; 

H. R. 2287. An act for the relief of Susan 
5. Wiseman; 

H. R. 2319. An act for the relief of J. B. 
Shropshire; 

H. R.2423. An act to authorize the exchange 
of lands acquired by the United States for 
the Silver Creek recreational demonstration 
project, Oregon, for the purpose of consoli- 
dating holdings therein, and for other pur- 


poses 

H. R. 2489. An act for the relief of Gaylon 
Dhu; 

H. R. 2962. An act for the relief of Justin 
P. Hopkins; 
H. R. 3065. An act for the relief of Standard 
Dredging Corp.; 

H.R.3145. An act for the relief of A. C. 
McMeans; < 
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H. R. 3158. An act for the relief of Leonard 
J. Fox and Milford G. Fox, a partnership, 
doing business as Fox Co 

H. R. 3341. An act for “the relief of J. E. 
and Minerva Mitchell, and Rosie Monroe; 

H. R. 3360. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
W. H. (Agnes) Holmes; á 

H. R. 3397. An act for the relief of Claude 
S. Crouse; 

H. R. 3400. An act for the relief of Herbert 
W. Rogers; 

H. R. 3420. An act to provide for refunds to 
railroad employees in certain cases, so as to 
place the various States on an equal’ basis, 
under the Railroad Unemployment Insur- 
ance Act, with respect to contributions of 
employees; 

H. R. 3455. An act for the relief of Chat- 
ham M. Towers; 

H. R.3480. An act for. the relief of Miss 
Ruth Lois Cummings; 

H. R. 3484. An act for the relief of the 
Poultry Producers of Central California; 

H. R. 3492. An act to amend further the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, approved May 
29, 1930, as amended; 

H. R. 3533. An act to authorize revisions in 
the boundary of the Hopewell Village Na- 
tional Historic Site, Pa., and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 3623, An act for the relief of William 
A. Pixley; 

H. R. 3821. An act to amend sections 4 and 
8 of the act of September 2, 1937, as amended; 

H.R.3827. An act for the relief of Fred 
W. Grant; 

H. R. 3848. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Johnnie Pollock, a minor; 

H. R. 3857. An act for the relief of Warren 
H. Thompson and Madeline Parent; 

H. R. 3988. An act for the relief of Decatur 
County in the State of Indiana; 

H.R.3993. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of War to sell and convey to the South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Co. a right-of-way and 
easement for railroad purposes across & por- 
tion of Camp Cooke Military Reservation, 
Calif.; 

H. R. 4090. An act for the relief of Roy 
Hesselmeyer; 

H.R. 4180. An act to amend the law relat- 
ing to larceny in interstate or foreign com- 
merce; 

H. R. 4215, An act for the relief of Jane 
O'Malley; 

H. R. 4247. An act for the relief of Jesus 
Lassalle and Mrs. America Bonet Medina; 

H. R. 4357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Alberto López Ramos; 

H. R. 4458. An act for the relief of Rosella 
J. Masters; 

H.R. 4484. An act relating to the construc- 
tion and maintenance of building and im- 
provements for banking purposes on the Fort 
Ord Military Reservation, Calif.; 

H. R. 4486. An act to abolish the Santa Rosa 
National Monument and to provide for the 
conveyance to Escambia County, State of 
Florida, of that portion of Santa Rosa Island 
which is under the jurisdiction of the De- 
partment of the Interior; 

H. R. 4492. An act for the relief of Charles 
Marvin Smith; 

H. R. 4577. An act for the relief of Dolores 
Joyce; 

H. R. 4651. An act to amend section 6 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended; 

H. R. 4660. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Georgia Lanser and Ensign Joseph Lanser; 

H. R. 4673. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Minnie Jenkins Ward; 

H. R. 4701. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Utah, Idaho, and 
Wyoming to negotiate and enter into a com- 
pact for the division of the waters of the 
Bear River and its tributaries; 

H. R. 4834. An act for relief of the estate 
ti Katherine Delores Booth and Agnes Jane 

e; 
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H. R. 4862. An act for the relief of Walter 
R. Newcomb, Sr., Corbin A. Newcomb, and 
Walter R. Newcomb, Jr.; 

H. R. 4917. An act for the relief of the West- 
ern Union Telegraph Co.; 

H. R. 4919. An act for the relief of Archi- 
bald J. Alcorn; 

H. R. 4996. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Joan Esther Hedin, a minor; 

H. R. 5026. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Drury Lee Jordan; 

H. R. 5030. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lim 
Shee Chang; 

H. R. 5112. An act to authorize the city of 
Anchorage, Alaska, to issue bonds in a sum 
not to exceed $5,000,000 for the purpose of 
constructing, reconstructing, improving, ex- 
tending, bettering, repairing, equipping, or 
acquiring public works of a permanent char- 
acter, and to provide for the payment thereof, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5178. An act for the relief of Marian 
Antoinette McCloud; 

H.R. 5228. An act for the relief of Stephen 
Lisay; 

H. R. 5324. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary Francoline and Mrs. Rose Wallace; 

H. R. 5351. An act for the relief of Charles 
Booker; 

H. R. 5352. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Ippolito; 

H.R. 5398. An act for the relief of Walter 
J. Barnes Electric Co. and Maritime Electric 
Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 5510 An act for the relief of Newton 
William Lowery; 

H. R. 5538. An act for the relief of Mae 
Maxine Stone; 

H. R. 5539. An act for the relief of Andrew 
M. Halvorsen; 

H. R. 5541. An act for the relief of F. B. 
Sweat; 

H. R. 5640. An act to reestablish the status 
of funds of the midshipmen's store, barber 
shop, cobbler shop, and tailor shop at the 
United States Naval Academy, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 5722. An act for the relief of Charles 
L. Cannon; 

H.R. 5739. An act for the relief of Frances 
Fitzgerald; 

H. R. 5792. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 5800. An act to authorize school dis- 
tricts in Alaska to issue bonds for school con- 
struction, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5806. An act for the relief of Etta 
Yoakam; 

H. R. 5820. An act relating to mail service 
on Lake Winnepesaukee, N. H.; 

H. R. 5831. An act to include the heads of 
executive departments and independent 
agencies within the purview of the Civil Sery- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930; 

H. R. 5840. An act to authorize an exchange 
of land in Eagle County, Colo.; 

H. R. 5872. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Walter Keaton; 

H. R. 5878. An act for the relief of Elsie 
Elmhorst; 

H. R. 5884. An act for the refief of Frances 
Krzys; 

H. R. 5958. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. R. 6041, An act authorizing the State of 
Indiana to construct, maintain, and operate 
a free highway bridge across the Wabash 
River at or near Montezuma, Ind.; 

H. R. 6065. An act authorizing the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge or a free 
bridge across the Ohio River at or near Can- 
nelton, Ind.; 

H. R. 6081. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Iowa State Highway Commis- 
sion to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Des Moines 
River at or near the town of Eddyville, Iowa: 

H. R. 6213. An act for the relief of Brevet 
First Lt. Margaret Utinsky; 
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H. R. 6222. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construction 
of a bridge across the Calcasieu River at or 
near Lake Charles, La.; 

H. R. 6324. An act to amend and supple- 
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act of July 11, 
1916, as amended and supplemented, to pro- 
vide for the design and construction of dams 
so that they will serve as foundations for 
highway bridges, to provide for the design 
and construction of highway bridges upon and 
across such dams, to authorize the granting 
of easements and rights-of-way in connec- 
tion therewith, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6442. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elizabeth J. Patterson, Joy Patterson, and 
Roberta Patterson; 

H. R.6459. An act to extend the period 
within which the Secretary of Agriculture 
may carry out the purposes of the Soil Con- 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act by 
making payments to agricultural producers; 

H. R. 6472, An act for the relief of John E. 
Peterson, James M. Hiler, Vivian Langemo, 
Floy Sibrie, and Ross Lee Brown; 

H. R. 6486, An act to authorize an appro- 
priation for the establishment of a geophysi- 
cal institute at the University of Alaska; 

H. R. 6515. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act authorizing the Nebraska-Iowa 
Bridge Corp., a Delaware corporation, its suc- 
cessors and assigns, to construct, maintain, 
and operate a bridge across the Missouri River 
between Washington County, Nebr., and 
Harrison County, Iowa,“ approved March 6, 
1928; 

H. R. 6627. An act for the acquisition of 
buildings and grounds in foreign countries 
for the use of the Government of the United 
States of America; 

H. R. 6673. An act to amend section 6 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended; 

H. R. 6689. An act to extend for an addi- 
tional year the provisions of the Sugar Act, 
as amended, and the taxes with respect to 
sugar; 

H. R. 6751. An act authorizing Gus A. 
Guerra, his heirs, legal representatives, and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll bridge across the Rio Grande, at or 
near Rio Grande City, Tex.; 

H. R. 6889. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a toll bridge across the St. Louis 
River between the States of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6903. An act to provide benefits for 
certain employees of the United States who 
are veterans of World War II and lost oppor- 
tunity for probational civil-service appoint- 
ments by reason of their service in the 
armed forces of the United States; 

H. J. Res. 321. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the making of settlement on account of 
certain currency destroyed at Fort Mills, 
Philippine Islands, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 336. Joint resolution relating to 
marketing quotas under the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution relating to 
peanut marketing quotas under the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
and 

H. J. Res. 364. Joint resolution to provide 
for the establishment of an international 
animal quarantine station on Swan Island, 
and to permit the entry therein of animals 
from any country and the subsequent im- 
portation of such animals into other parts of 
the United States, and for other purposes, 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly (at 6 o'clock and 27 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Tuesday, July 
23, 1946, at 10 o'clock a. m. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing and reference to the proper cal- 
endar, as follows: 


Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Accounts. 
House Resolution 719. Resolution providing 
additional funds for study and investigation 
regarding disposal of surplus property au- 
thorized by House Resolution 385 of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2619). Referred to the House Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BELL: Committee on Insular Affairs, 
S. 2348. An act to authorize the continuance 
of the acceptance by the Treasury of deposits 
of public moneys from the Philippine Islands; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2620). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union, 

Mr. BELL: Committee on Insular Affairs. 
S. 2210. An act to provide for the return of 
certain securities to the Philippine Common- 
wealth Government; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 2628). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 2260. 
An act for the relief of Roy M. Davidson; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2621). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House, 

Mr. COMBS: Committee on Claims. S. 2369. 
An act for the relief of Col. S. V. Constant, 
General Staff Corps; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2622). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. STIGLER: Committee on Claims. H, 
R. 6215. A bill for the relief of the Yellow 
Cab Transit Co., of Oklahoma City; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2623). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr, MAY: Committee on Military Affairs, 
S. 881. An act authorizing the President of 
the United States to award posthumously in 
the name of Congress a Medal of Honor to 
William Mitchell; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2625). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr, PATTERSON: Committee on War 
Claims. H. R. 957. A bill for the relief of 
Margaret Dunn; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2626). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 3944. A bill authorizing the President 
of the United States to award a special Con- 
gressional Medal of Honor to Gen. John J. 
Pershing, United States Army; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2627). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 7099. A bill relating to the disposal 
of old landmarks, historic sites, and certain 
other real property under the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 7100. A bill to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States mili- 
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tary or nayal service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. ELLIOTT: 

H.R.7101, A bill to protect American 
agriculture, horticulture, livestock, and the 
public health by prohibiting the unauthor- 
ized importation into, or the depositing in 
the territorial waters of the United States of 
garbage derived from products originating 
outside of the continental United States, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. BELL: 

H. R. 7102. A bill to provide annuities for 
persons who have served as President of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: 

H. R. 7103. A bill to amend the Second War 
Powers Act, 1942, as amended, to limit the 
powers of the Secretary of Agriculture; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia (by 
request) : 

H. R. 7104. A bill to provide that the 
United States shall aid the States in fish 
restoration and management projects, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 

H. Res. 720. Resolution authorizing the 
printing as a House document of the manu- 
script of a documented study and analysis of 
communism in operation in the Soviet 
Union; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: 

H. Res. 721. Resolution requesting the 
Secretary of Agriculture to submit to the 
House of Representatives a list of all com- 
modities rationed or allocated under his 
jurisdiction; to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. EATON: 

H. R. 7105. A bill for the relief of Joao 
Fernandes Magueijo; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 

H. R. 7106. A bill for the relief of Dora M. 

Barton; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. HANCOCK: 

H. R. 7107. A bill for the relief of Arlindo 
Neves; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

2114. By Mrs. NORTON: Petition of the 
United States Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
advocating that remedial legislation be 
adopted providing adequate salaries for 
Members of Congress, Cabinet officers, mem- 
bers of the Supreme Court, bureau and other 
key department heads; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

2115. By Mr. THOMASON: Petition of Earl 
S. Bailey Post, American Legion, of Odessa, 
Tex., urging that terminal leave pay for en- 
listed men be made in cash in lieu of bonds; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

2116. Mr. VOORHIS of California: Petition 
of Mattie Brumfield and 17 others, all citizens 
of Winchester, Ind., urging passage of legis- 
lation by Congress (H. J. Res, 325), which 
would authorize the President and Secretary 
of Agriculture to issue directives preventing 
the use of grain for beverage purposes until 
the world’s food shortage is relieved; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, 

2117. Also, petition of Grace Mathisen and 
18 others, citizens of Staten Island, N. X., 
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urging passage of legislation by Congress (H. 
J. Res. 325), which would authorize the Presi- 
dent and Secretary of Agriculture to issue 
directives preventing the use of grain for 
beverage purposes until the world's food 
shortage is relieved; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

2118. Also, petition of Annie P. Congdon 
and 406 others, all citizens of Rhode Island, 
urging passage of legislation by Congress (H. 
J. Res. 325), which would authorize the 
President and Secretary of Agriculture to 
issue directives preventing the use Of grain 
for beverage purposes until the world’s food 
shortage is relieved; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

2119. By Mr. HANCOCK: Petition of Polish 
American Citizen Club of Syracuse, N. Y. 
signed by 50 members, protesting against the 
reduction in the amount of grain allocated 
to the brewing industry; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 


SENATE 


TueEspay, JuLy 23, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Dr. Horace E. Cromer, superintendent 
of the Washington East District of the 
Methodist Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


O Thou who are eternal God and 
Father of us all, whose quality is always 
to have mercy, whose delight is ever to 
grant wisdom, have mercy on us and unto 
us here grant wisdom. Forgive us our 
sins, our errors, our faults, and grant 
unto us wisdom that through Thine 
overruling providence we shall do that 
which is good in Thy sight, that which 
shall best serve all men. i 

Grant unto us strength—strength to 
resist, strength to achieve. Grant a per- 
fection of purpose that shall be proved 
in the destinies of all men and nations. 
And now, O Lord, we Thy servants hum- 
bly seek the knowledge of Thy will and 
guidance to do Thy work. Let the words 
of our mouths and the meditations of 
our hearts be acceptable in Thy sight. 

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. May 
the Lord bless you and keep you. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of yesterday be approved 
without reading. 

Mr. REED. I object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Jour- 
nal of yesterday be approved without 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate having met this morning after 
a recess, under the rule, the Journal 
does not have to be approved. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It does not have to 
be approved? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
it does not have to be approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF A BILL 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were com- 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
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that on July 23, 1946, the President had 
approved and signed the act (S. 752) to 
amend the act of June 7, 1939 (53 Stat, 
811), as amended, relating to the acqui- 
sition of stocks of strategic and critical 
materials for national defense purposes, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the bill (S. 223) to provide 
for the establishment of a modern, ade- 
quate, and efficient hospital center in the 
District of Columbia, with an amend- 
ment in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 1426) to 
provide for the replanning and rebuild- 
ing of slum, blighted, and other areas 
of the District of Columbia, and the as- 
sembly, by purchase or condemnation, 
of real property in such areas and the 
sale or lease thereof for the redevelop- 
ment of such area in accordance with 
said plans; and to provide for the or- 
ganization of, procedure for, and the 
financing of such planning, acquisition, 
and sale or lease; and for other pur- 
poses, with amendments in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 388) to 
amend section 201 (g) of the Nationality 
on 1940 (54 Stat. 1138-1139; 8 U. S. C. 
601). 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R.3944. An act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; 

H. R. 5047. An act for the relief of Edna 
Rita Saffron Fidone; and 

H. R. 5756. An act for the retirement of 
public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia, 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills and joint res- 
olution, and they were signed by the 
President pro tempore: 


S. 346. An act to amend section 21 of the 
act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 184; 28 U. S. C., 
sec. 597), prescribing fees of United States 
commissioners; 

5.920. An act to fix the salaries of cer- 
tain judges of the United States; 

S. 1801. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of an additional judge for the district of 
Delaware; 

S. 2142. An act to provide for two heads of 
departments of military science and tactics 
in the public schools of the District of 
Columbia; 

S. 2352. An act to authorize increases in the 
salary rates of teachers, school officers, and 
other employees of the Board of Education 
of the District of Columbia whose pay is 
fixed and regulated by the District of Co- 
lumbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as 
amended; 

S. 2372. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct the Lewiston 
Orchards project, Idaho, in accordance with 
the Federal reclamation laws; 

H. R. 1151. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of James Lemuel Muzzall, a minor; 
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H. R. 1754. An act for the relief of Edwin 
Doyle Parrish; 

H. R. 4590. An act to authorize the use by 
industry of silver held or owned by the 
United States, and for other purposes; 

H.R.4616. An act for the relief of the 
Maryland Sanitary Manufacturing Corp., 
of Baltimore, Md.; 

H. R. 5025. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Opal Riley and Robert R. Riley; 

H. R. 5053. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Jasper A. Mealer; 

H.R.5508. An act to authorize the re- 
turn of the Grand River Dam project to the 
Grand River Dam Authority and the adjust- 
ment and settlement of accounts between 
the Authority and the United States, and for 
other purposes; 

` H. R. 6371. An act to amend certain pro- 
visions of the National Service Life Insurance 
Act of 1940, as amended, and for other pur- 


poses; 
H. R. 6372. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act; ` 

H. R. 6532. An act to provide a method for 
payment in certain Government establish- 
ments of overtime, leave, and holiday com- 
pensation on the basis of night rates pur- 
suant to certain decisions of the Comptroller 
General, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6739. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6885. An act making appropriations 
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, 
and for prior fiscal years, to provide supple- 
mental appropriations for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1946, to provide appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6983. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment in any and 
all claims which the Confederated Salish 
and Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flat- 
head Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or 
band thereof, may have against the United 
States, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7052. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 4. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection on public grounds in Springer- 
ville, Ariz., of a memorial to Gustav Becker. 


DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 

fore the Senate a letter from the Archi- 
vist of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a list of papers and doc- 
uments on the files of several depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
which are not needed in the conduct of 
business and have no permanent value 
or historical interest, and requesting ac- 
tion looking to their disposition, which, 
with the accompanying papers, was re- 
ferred to a Joint Select Committee on 
the Disposition of Papers in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap- 
pointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER 
members of the committee on the part 
of the Senate. 


DECONTROL OF LIVESTOCK AND MEAT 


Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I have 
received a telegram from Robert M. 
Owthwaite, vice president of John Mor- 
rell & Co., packers, Topeka, Kans., rela- 
tive to the decontrol of livestock and 
meat. I ask unanimous consent that it 
may be printed in the Recorp and ap- 
propriately referred. 
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There being no objection, the tele- 
gram was ordered to lie on the table, 
and to be printed in the RECORD, as fol- 
lows: 

TOPEKA, KANS., July 17, 1946. 
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

In view of the possibility that House con- 
ferees may ask for specific instruction in ref- 
erence to pending OPA bill I am wiring you 
as I believe the decontrol of livestock and 
meat is most important to the well-being of 
this country. 

No doubt you have been concerned over the 
increase in livestock and meat prices during 
the past 2 weeks. I, too, am concerned, but 
there are factors which have effected this 
which I believe you are interested in knowing. 

1. Prior to the expiration of price control 
it was an admitted fact that a great per- 
centage of cattle and a smaller percentage of 
hogs were going to black-market operators. 
This group is interested in reimposing price 
control as it needs their continued existence. 
This group has in the first instance been re- 
sponsible for the upsurge in livestock prices. 
They will continue to bid prices so as to bring 
about recontrol of livestock. 

2. Elimination of subsidies has also con- 
tributed to the increase in wholesale and re- 
tail prices but this is a wholesome effect as 
it brings into the open the hidden taxes that 
have heretofore been paid. 

8. Under OPA legitimate packers have been 
unable to purchase livestock with the result 
that there has been an unequal and poor dis- 
tribution of meat. There exists a pent-up 
demand by the American people for meat and 
with the elimination of price control people 
are determined to have this demand satis- 
fied. With the return of livestock to legiti- 
mate channels it means a return to normal 
distribution of meat in relatively short time. 
The law of supply and demand will force 
prices to a lower level. Buyers’ resistance, as 
is now developing in the country, will greatly 
aid in the restoration of lower prices for live- 
stock. This is clearly illustrated in the pat- 
tern set following the close of World War I 
when in July 1919 hog prices reached a then 
all-time high of $21.85. By October there 
occurred a substantial decline and this can 
be attributed to buyers’ resistance, satisfac- 
tion of the American public for meat, and the 
operation of the Jaw of supply and demand. 

The reimposition of price control will make 
certain not only the continuation of black- 
market operations but their enlargement. 

I am confident that if livestock and meat 
are permitted to remain free of price control 
that within a relatively short time the legiti- 
mate packers of this country will drive the 
so-called black-market operators out of busi- 
ness and the pattern set following the First 
World War will again operate. During all of 
these months you have been most cooperative 
and I am deeply appreciative. I again urge 
that if the conference committee ask for in- 
structions with reference to the decontrol of 
livestock and meat you vote for decontrol, 
and when the conference bill finally reaches 
the floor you likewise insist on the decontrol 
of livestock and meat. 

JOHN MORRELL & Co., 
ROBERT M. OWTHWAITE, 
Vice President. 


PETITION 


Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of 
sundry citizens of Redfield and Phillips- 
burg, Kans., praying for the enactment 
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 325) 
to prevent the use of grain for the manu- 
facture of liquor or for any other non- 
essential purposes during the period of 
shortage, which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


JULY 23 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The folicwing reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. HOEY, from the Committee on Im- 
migration: 

S. 1992. A bill for the relief of Pedro 
Ugalde; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1811); and 

S. 1993. A bill for the relief of Simon Fer- 
min Ibarra; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1812). 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Immigration: 

H. R. 1402. A bill for the relief of certain 
Basque aliens; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1813). 

By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs: 

S. 1931. A bill for the relief of Robert E. 
Lauritzen; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1814). 

By Mr. O’DANIEL, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

S, 1911. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ida 
Elma Franklin; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1815); and 

S. 1969. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs, Andrew Evans; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1816). 

By Mr. HUFFMAN, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

S. 1341. A bill for the relief of T. H. Allen 
and others; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1817); and 

S.2117. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Irma 
M. Pierce and Charles Z. Pierce; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1818). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 
Claims: > 

H.R.2161. A bill to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claims of 
Algernon Blair, his heirs, or personal repre- 
sentatives, against the United States; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1819). 

By Mr. MCMAHON, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 1088. A bill for the relief of the East- 
ern Contracting Co., Inc.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1820). 

By Mr. ANDREWS, from the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds: 

S. 2419. A bill relating to the authority of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to exchange 
sites at Fort Lauderdale, Broward County, 
Fla., for Coast Guard purposes; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1821). 

By Mr. GUFFEY, from the Committee on 
Mines and Mining: 

H. R. 4562. A bill to insure the preservation 
of technical and economic records of domes- 
tic sources of ores of metals and minerals; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1822). 

By Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

H. R. 6528. A bill to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1823). È 


RELIEF FROM LIABILITY FOR ACTS DONE 
OR OMITTED UNDER SELECTIVE SERV- 


ICE REGULATIONS—REFORT OF A COM- 
MITTEE 


Mr. GURNEY, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs, to which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 6035) to provide that there 
shall be no liability for acts done or 
omitted in accordance with regulations 
of the Director of Selective Service, and 
for other purposes, reported it with 
amendments and submitted a report (No. 
1810) thereon, together with the indi- 
vidual views of Mr. Murray and the views 
of the minority, which were ordered to be 
printed. 
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BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED ; 


Bills and a joint resolution were in- 
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. MEAD: 

S. 2468. A bill to establish the Castle Clin- 
ton National Monument, in the city of New 
York, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. MYERS: 

S. 2469. A bill authorizing the construction 
of flood-control work on the Lackawaxen 
River, Pa.; to the Committee on Commerce, 

By Mr. WAGNER: 

S. J. Res. 181. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the Secretary of the Treasury to render 
financial aid to the Republic of the Philip- 
pines, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF 
SENATE DOCUMENT NO. 244, REPORT OF 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATION 
OF PEARL HARBOR ATTACK 


Mr. BARKLEY submitted the follow- 
ing concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res, 
74), which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Printing: 


$ Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 

resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed 8,000 additional copies of Senate 
Document No. 244, being the report of the 
Joint Committee on the Investigation of the 
Pearl Harbor Attack pursuant to Senate Con- 
current Resolution 27, a concurrent resolu- 
tion to investigate the attack on Pearl Har- 
bor on December 7, 1941, and events and 
circumstances relating thereto, including the 
additional views of Mr. KEEFE and the mi- 
nority views of Mr. FERGUSON and Mr, 
Brewster, of which 6,000 copies shall be for 
the use of the said joint committee, 1,000 
copies for the use of the Senate document 
room, and 1,000 copies for the use of the 
House document room. 


INVESTIGATION OF MILITARY DISCI- 
PLINE AND JUSTICE 


Mr. KILGORE submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 305), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Military 
Affairs, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is hereby authorized and directed to 
make a full and complete investigation of 
military discipline and military justice, with 
particular attention to the Lichfield trials, 

The committee shall report to the Senate, 
as scon as practicable, the results of its in- 
vestigation, together with its recommenda- 
tions, if any, for legislation. 

For the purpose of this resolution the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized to hold such 
hearings, to sit and act at such times and 
places during the sessions, recesses, and ad- 
journed periods of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, to require by subpena or otherwise the 
attendance of such witnesses and the pro- 
duction of such correspondence, books, 
papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths, to take such testimony, and to make 
such expenditures as it deems advisable. 
The cost of stenographic services to report 
such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 
cents per hundred words. The expenses of 
the committee, which shall not exceed $5,000, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 


ADDITIONAL COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 
IN THE REGULAR ARMY—AMENDMENT 


Mr. WILSON submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
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bill (H. R. 6817) to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned 
officers in the Regular Army, and for 
other purposes, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES— 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
submitted amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 4501) 
to grant to enlisted personnel of the 
armed forces certain benefits in lieu of 
accumulated leave, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS ON 
YAQUINA BAY, RIVER, AND HARBOR, 
OREG, (S. DOC. NO. 246) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a letter from the Secretary of War 
transmitting a report dated June 13, 
1946, from the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, together with accompany- 
ing papers and an illustration, on a re- 
view of reports on Yaquina Bay, River, 
and Harbor, Oreg., and I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be referred to the 
Committee on Commerce and be printed 
as a Senate document, with an illustra- 
tion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT TO 
DETERMINE NEED FOR FLOOD CONTROL 
AT OLEAI, N. Y. (S. DOC. NO. 245) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a report dated April 12, 
1946, from the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, together with accompany- 
ing papers and illustrations, on a re- 
view of report submitted in House Docu- 
ment No. 306, Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, first session, with a view to de- 
termining the need for flood control at 
and in the vicinity of Olean, N. Y., and 
I ask unanimous consent that it be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce 
and be printed as a Senate document, 
with illustrations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred, as 
indicated: 

H. R. 3944. An act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 5047. An act for the relief of Edna 
Rita Saffron Fidone; to the Committee on 
Immigration. 

H.R.5756. An act for the retirement of 
public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT AND INSURANCE 
BENEFITS—EDITORIAL FROM THE IN- 
DIANAPOLIS STAR 
IMr. WILLIS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 

titled “For the Favored Few,” published in 
the Indianapolis Star of July 22, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 
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COTTON—A WORLD FORCE—ADDRESS BY 
BURRIS C. JACKSON 


[Mr. MAYBANK asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address 
entitled “Cotton—a World Force,” delivered 
by Burris C. Jackson, chairman, State-wide 
Cotton Committee of Texas, at the seventh 
annual cotton congress, Dallas, Tex., on July 
8, 1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE LICHFIELD TRIALS— EDITORIAL 
FROM HUNTINGTON (W. VA.) ADVER- 
TISER 


[Mr. KILGORE asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial 
entitled “The Lichfield Trials,” published in 
the Huntington (W. Va.) Advertiser of July 
10, 1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


ACTIONS SPEAK LOUDER THAN WORDS 


[Mr. HAWKES asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Record a story en- 
titled “Actions Speak Louder Than Words,” 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, is the 
Senator about to suggest the absence of 
a quorum? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was, but I with- 
hold it. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to have 
the floor immediately after the quorum 
call, or I can make my remarks now, 
whichever is preferable to the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It does not matter to 
me, but we have an unfinished business 
before the Senate which I should like to 
have considered. 

Mr. DONNELL. If agreeable, I ask 
unanimous consent that immediately 
after the quorum call I may have the 
floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is agreeable to me 
that the Senator proceed now. 

Mr. DONNELL., Very well. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise to express a protest against 
the issuance of a certain publicity release 
which is reported in yesterday’s news- 
papers. I read the following excerpt 
from the release: 

SENATOR PEPPER REPORTS ON STUDY OF HEALTH 
INSURANCE 

A 2-year health insurance study issued to- 
day by the Senate Subcommittee on Health 
and Education (Senator CLAUDE PEPPER, Dem- 
ocrat, Florida, chairman) finds national com- 
pulsory health insurance the most economi- 
cal and efficient way to assure complete medi- 
cal care to all. It urges support of a national 
health program. The report states that 
financing through “required contributions to 
the social-security fund by payments from 
general tax revenues” can accomplish what 
private medical insurance plans have not 
been able to accomplish in their 100 years of 
existence, namely, provision of high-quality 
medical care for all. The Senate report also 
shows that tax-assisted private plans are not 
the answer to the problem. The subcom- 
mittee finds that only 3 percent of the popu- 
lation gets complete prepaid medical and 
three-quarters of the population have no 
medical-care insurance at all. 

The report represents the substantial ap- 
proval of President Truman’s health message 
of November 1945 and the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell national health bill by a bipartisan 
group of Senators, but neither are specifically 
endorsed. These Senators are members of 
the full Committee on Education and Labor, 
before which hearings on S. 1606, the Wagner- 
Murray-Dingell bill started on April 2 and 
have continued until July of this year, 
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In releasing the report Senator CLAUDE 
PrrPErR (chairman) stated that the false ac- 
cusations of “socialized medicine” and “re- 
striction of free choice” against the Presi- 
dent's health program are “red herrings” and 
called for a constructive attitude toward its 
adoption. Stressing the importance of health 
to national defense and welfare, he asked full 
support of the recommendations in the 
report. 

The subcommittee report calls for imme- 
diate action because of the urgency of our 
health needs as shown by selective service 
and Army data, and substantial evidence 
that we are not the healthiest country in the 
world. 


There then follow a number of para- 
graphs upon the general subject. The 
final paragraph reads: 

Signers of the report are: CLAUDE PEPPER, 
Democrat, Florida, chairman; GEORGE D. 
AIKEN, Republican, Vermont; ELBERT D. 
THomas, Democrat, Utah; James E. Murray, 
Democrat, Montana; Senators ROBERT A. 
Tart, Republican, Ohio; H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Republican, New Jersey, dissent from sorne of 
the findings and conclusions of the report. 
Senators Lister HILL, Democrat, Alabama; 
JAMES M. TUNNELL, Democrat, Delaware; and 
Wayne Morse, Republican, Oregon; because 
of the pressure of other business, have not 
completed their study of the subject of this 
report. 


Mr. President, this release was ob- 
viously given very wide publicity at least 
in the city of Washington. There ap- 
peared yesterday on page 7 of the Wash- 
ington Post an article which is headlined 
in three different lines as follows: 


Report favors United States health-insur- 
ance law. 


The first paragraph of the article 
reads: 


Enactment of a national compulsory 
health- insurance plan would be “the most 
economical and efficient way to assure com- 
plete medical care to all,” a majority re- 
port of a Senate Education and Labor Sub- 
committee said yesterday. 


I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the entire article which ap- 
pears in the Washington Post be incor- 
porated in the Record at this point. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 


REPORT FAVORS UNITED STATES HEALTH 
INSURANCE LAW 


Enactment of a national compulsory 
health-insurance plan would be “the most 
economical and efficient way to assure com- 
plete medical care to all,” majority report of 
a Senate Education and Labor Subcommittee 
said yesterday. 

“Health insurance is often erroneously 
called socialized medicine or State medicine,” 
the report said, and added: 

“As President Truman pointed out in his 
health message, such a system is one in 
which the doctors are employed by the Gov- 
ernment. We do not advocate this. 

“National health insurance—which we do 
advocate—is simply a logical extension of 
private group health insurance plans to cover 
all the people. 

“It will guarantee free choice of doctor 
or group of doctors and free choice of hos- 
pital by the patient, and free choice of 
patient by the doctor.” 

The report was signed by Chairman PEPPER, 
Democrat, Florida, and Senator THomas, 
Democrat, Utah; Murray, Democrat, Mon- 
tana, and Arken, Republican, Vermont. 

It said Senators Tarr, Republican, Ohio, 
and Smirn, Republican, New Jersey, dissent 
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from “some of the findings and conclusions 
of the report” but these were not specified 
and no minority report was filed. 

PEPPER said in a statement that the report 
represents “substantial approval” of Presi- 
dent Truman's health message of November 
1945. 


Mr. DONNELL. In addition, Mr. Pres- 
ident, in the Times-Herald of yesterday 
there appears an article on page 13 
headed as follows: 


Senate group backs health insurance. 


The opening paragraph of the arti- 
cle reads: 


Results of a 2-year survey which heartily 
indorses expansion of national health in- 
surance were made public yesterday by Sen- 
ator PEPPER, Democrat, of Florida, chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Health and Edu- 
cation. 


Mr. President, I ask that this entire 
article be set forth at this point in the 
RecorD as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out. objection, it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 


Senate GROUP Backs HEALTH INSURANCE 


Results of a 2-year survey which heartily 
endorses expansion of national health in- 
surance were made public yesterday by 
Senator Perrer, Democrat, of Florida, chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Health and 
Education. 

The report details the needs and short- 
comings of medical insurance throughout 
the country. 


CHARGES “RED HERRINGS” 


Required contributions to the social-se- 
curity fund by payments from general tax 
revenues can accomplish what private 
medical insurance plans have been unable 
to achieve in 100 years, PEPPER'S statement 
said. 

The report, while failing to endorse them 
specifically, represents approval of Presi- 
dent Truman’s health message last Novem- 
ber and of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell na- 
tional health bill. 

Chairman PEPPER said false accusations of 
socialized medicine and restriction of free 
choice against the President’s health pro- 
gram are “red herrings.” He called for a 
constructive attitude toward its adoption. 


ONE HUNDRED DOLLARS YEARLY FOR MEDICAL CARE 


High medical costs is the greatest single 
reason why people seek charity, and why 
people borrow from small loan companies, 
the report stated. Average families, even 
those with large incomes, now spend ap- 
proximately $100 yearly for medical care, 
but most families are unable to purchase 
adequate care, the Senator added. 

About 5,000,000 persons are now members 
of prepayment plans for medical care, 
nearly half of them patronizing group 
clinics, the report disclosed. Medical so- 
ciety plans, which usually cover only surgi- 
cal and obstetrical aid without home or 
business care, benefited less than 2 percent 
of our population in 1945, the report re- 
vealed. 

Membership in the Blue Cross hospitali- 
zation plan was estimated at 18,000,000 per- 
sons in October 1945; said PEPPER’S report 
which commended this plan. It pointed 
out, however, that the plan covers only one- 
sixth of the average family’s medical outlay. 


HEALTH STUDY INCOMPLETE 


The report estimated that commercial 
group insurance offers cash payments to 
another 9,000,000 persons for prolonged ill- 
ness or hospitalization, but fails to provide 
preventive or day-to-doy medical care. 

Senator PEPPER’s report stated that the 
health study has not been completed yet. 
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Other signers of the report are: Senators 
AIKEN, publican, of Vermont; THomas, 
Democrat, of Utah; Murray, Democyat, of 
Montana; Tart, Republican, of Ohio; 
SMITH, Republican, of New Jersey; HILL, 
Democrat, of Alabama; TUNNELL, Democrat, 
of Delaware; and Morse, Republican, of 
Oregon. 


Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, in yes- 
terday’s Washington Evening Star there 
appeared in section B an article head- 
lined as follows: 


National health insurance urged by Sen- 
ate unit—committee supports compulsory 
plan to cover medical fees. 


The first paragraph of the article 
reads: 


A Senate Subcommittee on Health and 
Education today issued a report urging a 
national health program to be carried out 
through compulsory health insurance to pro- 
vide complete medical care at reasonable 
cost. 


I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this entire article may be 
printed at this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 


NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE URGED BY SENATE 
Unit—CoMMITTEE Supports COMPULSORY 
PLAN To Cover MEDICAL FEES 
A Senate Subcommittee on Health and 

Education today issued a report urging a na- 

tional health program to be carried out 

through compulsory health insurance to 
provide complete medical care at reasonable 
cost. 

The report of the subcommittee which is 
headed by Senator PEPPER, Democrat, of 
Florida, said: 

To cover everyone, the adverse 
as well as the good risks, the young and the 
old, the sick and the well, the rural and the 
city dwellers, the low- and the high-income 
groups, the poor and the rich areas, all this 
takes a mechanism as representative and all- 
inclusive as a national health program, built 
around a system of prepaid medical care. 

SEES EQUAL HEALTH FOR ALL 

“It must be financed by required con- 
tributions to the social-security fund and 
by payments from general tax revenues. 
Such a program will * * make pos- 
sible the achievement in the foreseeable 
future of our goal of high quality health 
care for all.” 

The report represents substantial approval 
of President Truman’s health message of 
November 1945, and of the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell health bill, but neither is endorsed 
specifically. The Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill 
is based on the President’s proposal but 
makes no provision as to the manner in 
which the health-insurance program would 
be financed. 

The subcommittee’s report is signed by 
Senator Perrer and Senators AIKEN, Repub- 
lican, of Vermont; THomas, Democrat, of 
Utah, and Murray, Democrat, of Montana. 
Senators Tarr, Republican, of Ohio, and 
SMITH, Republican, of New Jersey, dissent 
from some of the findings and conclusions. 
It was announced that Senators HILL, Demo- 
crat, of Delaware, and Morse, Republican, of 
Oregon, have not completed their study of 
the subject of the report. 

STUDY LASTED 2 YEARS 

Issued after a 2-year study of health in- 
surance, the report found that only 3 per- 
cent of the population gets complete prepaid 
medical care and three-quarters of the pop- 
ulation have no medical-care insurance at all, 

Senator Prprer said that the “false accusa- 
tions of socialized medicine and restriction 
of free choice against the President’s health 
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program are red herrings” and called for a 
constructive attitude toward adoption of Mr, 
Truman's national health plan. 

The report called for immediate action 
because of the “urgency of our health needs 
as shown by selective service and Army data 


and.substantial evidence that we are not the, 


healthiest country in the world.” 
CALLED AMERICAN METHODS 

The report called insurance “the well-tried 
American way of meeting the hazards of life.” 
It declared that the plan would represent 
“primarily an increase in existing tax-sup- 
ported health services,” adding that “no one 
need be horrified since more than 20 per- 
cent of our medical expenditures are already 
tax supported. 

“Free care does not fill the gap,” the report 
contends, “because little public money is 
spent for such care for rural, small town, and 
urban areas.” 


Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
document which is described in the press 
release from which I have read as a 
2-year health-insurance study, and is 
stated in the release to be issued today, 
namely, July 22, 1946, is in fact a reprint 
dated July 1946, of Subcommittee Re- 
port No. 5, which was printed and dated 
March 1946, a copy of which I hold in 
my hand. 

I have not read every word of both 
these reports—they are quite extensive, 
some 30 printed pages in each—but as I 
have made spot checks, apparently the 
report issued under date of July 1946, is 
the same as that of March 1946, with 
only some very minor changes, the 
changes observed, and the only changes 
thus far observed, being in the insertion 
of titles above certain pictorial illustra- 
tions. 

I call attention to the fact that it is 
my understanding and belief that no 
meeting of the Subcommittee on Health 
and Education has been held to authorize 
the issuance in July of said March re- 
port, which, in fact, was made in March 
1946. 

I see upon the floor of the Senate at 
least one member of the subcommittee, 
namely, the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SmirH], and I should like to ask 
him, if he does not mind, to state whether 
my understanding is correct. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am very 
much interested in the comments of the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri, and 
I regret very much to have to say that 
no meeting was ever held of the subcom- 
mittee, of which I have been a member 
for some time, to consider this report, 
and pass on it, either one way or the 
other. What happened was that back in 
March, before the hearings began on S, 
1606—1 think it was prior to the begin- 
ning of the hearings—the draft of this 
report was circulated in the subcommit- 
tee, and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart] and I both told the chairman that 
we regretted very much that we were 
unable to concur in the conclusions. 

The issue presented by the conclusion 
was that the report endorsed compul- 
sory health insurance. All the hearings 
we have had on S. 1606 have raised the 
issue whether this country should em- 
bark upon a national compulsory health 
insurance plan or should seek an alter- 
native such as a plan of grants-in-aid 
to States. 
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What troubles me with the report now 
is that is appears as though the subcom- 
mittee of which I am a member had en- 
dorsed this report and had released it 
just now to the press, when back last 
March, when it first came out, we said 
we could not concur in the conclusion, 
and we hoped that the matter would be 
thoroughly aired in the hearings on S. 
1606. 

I, therefore, concur in the suggestion 
of the Senator from Missouri without 
question that it was inappropriate for a 
subcommittee, without knowledge of 
either all of the members of the sub- 
committee, or without knowledge of the 
whole Committee on Education and 
Labor, to publish such a report as this 
in the press. I can confirm what the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri has 
said. It appeared in the New York 
Herald Tribune, in the New York Times, 
and in the New Jersey newspapers. I 
have been called up about it. It gave 
the impression that I was opposed to a 
national health program, and all I have 
been opposed to is the particular ap- 
proach to the program. It puts us in an 
embarrassing position with our con- 
stituents and with the country. What 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] and I 
tried to do was merely to seek to offer the 
alternative of a program of grants-in-aid 
to the States. The release to the press 
of this report treats the case as though 
the committee had already decided on 
the compulsory insurance plan. 

I thank the Senator for having brought 
the matter to the attention of the Senate. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator from 
New Jersey referred to the fact that he 
stated last March, I believe to the chair- 
man, that he and the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Tart] were not able to concur. To 
whom does the Senator refer when he 
uses the term “chairman”? 

Mr. SMITH. To the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. Pepper], the chairman of 
the subcommittee. This report shows 
that the Subcommittee on Health and 
Education consists of Senator CLAUDE 
PEPPER, chairman; and the Senators 
THOMAS of Utah, Murray, HILL, TUNNELL, 
Tart, AIKEN, and SMITH. When this 
report was submitted to us in draft 
form, I think I stated that I felt that 
the conclusions drawn from the statistics 
were unwarranted, and that we had had 
no hearings. About that time the hear- 
ings began. Now it appears that the 
committee had approved a compulsory 
health insurance plan. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to ask 
the Senator one or two other questions. 
He has mentioned the personnel of the 
subcommittee. Does he know whether 
or not the junior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse] is also a member of the 
subcommittee? 

Mr. SMITH. The name of the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] does not 
appear here on the report which I hold, 
but I think at a later date than the early 
printed report the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse] was put on the subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. DONNELL, I find that in the re- 
lease which was put out in July 1946, 
just yesterday, I think, the name of the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] is 
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placed thereon in typewriting in one copy, 
and in pen and ink in other copies I 
have. 

Let me ask the Senator also, Is the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] also a 
member of the subcommittee? 

Mr. SMITH. He is chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. DONNELL. And also a member of 
it, as well as chairman? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Let me ask the Sena- 
tor also how long he, the Senator from 
New Jersey, has been upon this particu- 
lar subcommittee. 

Mr. SMITH. I think I was appointed 
on- the subcommittee in February or 
March a year ago, 1945. 

Mr. DONNELL. Let me ask the Sena- 
tor further whether at any time since 
his appointment as a member of the 
subcommittee to which reference has 
been made, so far as he knows, a meeting 
of the subcommittee has ever been held. 

Mr. SMITH. I think there was one 
meeting, but this subject was not brought 
up at all. There has been only one meet- 
ing which I have been invited to attend 
since I have been on the subcommittee. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator re- 
call approximately when that one meet- 
ing occurred? 

Mr. SMITH. I think it was early this 
year. 

Mr. DONNELL. But it did not have 
reference to the subject matter of this 
particular legislation? 

Mr. SMITH. It did not. It considered 
some other legislation at the time. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the fact to be, therefore, that 
not only was there no meeting of the 
subcommittee to authorize the present 
issuance of the health insurance study, 
but, so far as the recollection of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Jersey 
goes, it would appear that there has been 
no meeting of the said subcommittee 
since approximately February or March, 
1945, except on another subject matter, 
and therefore there has been no au- 
thority, as I see it, for a subcommittee 
report to be issued other than by the 
Committee on Education and Labor 
itself. 

I call attention to the fact that in the 
volume which is on the desk, I presume 
of all Senators, a copy of the Senate 
Manual, there appears Jefferson’s Man- 
ual, which, though doubtless not legally 
a portion of the Rules of the Senate, 
nevertheless sets forth very wholesome 
and well-recognized principles. I call 
to the attention of the Senate on page 
277 of the Senate Manual, the edition 
of 1944, this language from Jefferson’s 
Manual: 

A committee meet when and where they 
please, if the House has not ordered time 
and place for them (6 Grey 370), but they 


-can only act when together, and not by sepa- 


rate consultation and consent—nothing be- 
ing the report of the committee but what 
has been agreed to in committee actually 
assembled, 


Mr. President, as I see it, in the case 
which we now have before us we have a 
very striking illustration of a 30-page 
printed report having been issued and 
given out to the press, with a lengthy 
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press release. By the way, I ask that 


the entire release be printed at this 


point as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


SENATOR PEPPER REPORTS ON STUDY OF HEALTH 
INSURANCE 


A 2-year health insurance study issued 
today by the Senate Subcommittee on Health 
and Education (Senator CLAUDE PEPPER, Dem- 
ocrat, Florida, chairman) finds national 
compulsory health insurance the most eco- 
nomical and efficient way to assure complete 
medical care to all. It urges support of a 
national health program. The report states 
that financing through “required contribu- 
tions to the social-security fund by pay- 
ments from general tax revenues” can ac- 
complish what private medical insurance 
plans have not been able to accomplish in 
their 100 years of existence, namely, provi- 
sion of high-quality medical care for all, 
The Senate report also shows that tax-as- 
sisted private plans are not the answer to 
the problem. The subcommittee finds that 
only 3 percent of the population gets com- 
plete prepaid medical and three-quarters of 
the population have no medical-care insur- 
ance at all, 

The report represents the substantial ap- 
proval of President Truman's health mes- 
sage of November 1945 and the Wagner- 
Murray-Dingell national health bill by a bi- 
partisan group of Senators; but neither are 
specifically endorsed. These Senators are 
members of the full Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor, before which hearings on 
S. 1606, the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill, 
started on April 2 and have continued until 
July of this year. 

In releasing the report, Senator CLAUDE 
Peprer (chairman) stated that the false ac- 
cusations of socialized medicine and restric- 
tion of free choice against the President's 
health program are “red herrings” and called 
for a constructive attitude toward its adop- 
tion. Stressing the importance of health to 
national defense and welfare, he asked full 
support of the recommendations in the re- 

rt. 


The subcommittee report calls for imme- 
diate action because of the urgency of our 
health needs as shown by Selective Service 
and Army data, and substantial evidence 
that we are not the healthiest country in 
the world. Citing the opposition of the 
“standpatters who 15 years ago were at- 
tempting to block” the growth of voluntary 
medical care prepayment plans, the signers 
say that leaders who built the voluntary 
plans now want to go on to something more 
comprehensive. The report emphasizes the 
strengthening of voluntary group practice 
plans which would occur within the frame- 
work of a national health insurance system. 

The report points out that no foreign 
country has abolished, or is considering abol- 
ishing, a compulsory health insurance sys- 
tem once adopted. It calls attention to the 
fact that the United States Public Health 
Service started administering a national 
compulsory health insurance program for 
merchant seamen in 1798. The Senators call 
insurance against risk the “well tried Ameri- 
can way.” They come out for the applica- 
tion of this principle now on a nation-wide 


scale. In their opinion the plan would rep- 


resent primarily an increase in existing tax- 
supported health services. No one need be 
horrified, they say, since over 20 percent of 
our medical expenditures are already tax- 
supported. 

Only half of all families have serious sick- 
ness in the course of a year, the subcom- 
mittee finds, but many of these are hit so 
catastrophically that they are bankrupted. 
The study shows that sickness and medical 
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costs are the largest single cause for people 
to seek charity, and the greatest single rea- 
son for borrowing from small loan compa- 
nies. The average family (including those 
with large incomes) spends about $100 a year 
now for medical care, but most are adjudged 
unable to purehase adequate care. Free care 
does not fill the gap, the report holds, be- 
cause little public money is spent for such 
care for rural, small-town, and urban areas 
as indicated in recent Government studies. 
Concluding that a prepayment system is 
necessary to break down existing financial 
barriers to medical care, the report goes on 
to summarize the status of the existing pri- 
vate voluntary plans. 

Some 5,000,000 people are now members of 
medical care prepayment plans, almost half 
of them obtaining their medical care through 
group practice clinics, the report states. 
While increasing in number, such clinics are 
still only very spottily available, and usually 
only to employed groups, it states. Medical 
society plans, which usually cover only sur- 
gical and obstetrical care, but not the hos- 
pital bill or home and office care, had about 
2,200,000 members, or less than 2 percent of 
the population, in 1945. 

The membership of Blue Cross hospitaliza- 
tion plans is estimated at 18,000,000 people as 
of October 1945, While commending these 
plans for their accomplishments, the sub- 
committee calls attention to the fact that 
they cover only the hospital bill and such 
bills comprise only a sixth of the average 
family’s medical costs. Thus, they hold, 
these plans do not meet anywhere near fully 
the medical care needs of even those 
enrolled. 

It is estimated that commercial group 
medical-insurance plans offer cash payments 
to another 9,000,000 people to cover the costs 
of hospitalized or prolonged illness, but not 
preventive or day-to-day medical care. In- 
dividual commercial health and accident in- 
surance policies are cited as having high ad- 
ministrative and overhead costs. 

Many people are not eligible for any plans. 
Many others cannot afford to join. Still 
others feel they do not need medical insur- 
ance, Many drop out after a year or so be- 
cause they “didn’t use the plan last year and 
don't think it worth while to stay in.“ Other 
defects of private medical imsurance are: 
Tendency to adverse selection of risk, over- 
lapping and duplication of plans, high pro- 
motional and administrative costs, and un- 
suitability to the needs of an increasingly 
migrant population. 

Assistance to voluntary plans through pub- 
lic funds would not overcome these defects, 
the subcommittee states, citing its study of 
the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture’s experimental health plans as support- 
ing evidence. These plans were open to all 
farm families in selected rural counties and 
subsidized by the Government, so the cost to 
the individual family was reduced to $20 a 
year for relatively complete medical care. 
They still attracted less than half those eli- 
gible to join, and turn-over was considerable, 
The subcommittee concludes that tax-assist- 
ed plans represent an improvement over the 
present, but they have the key drawbacks of 
voluntary medical insurance and cannot be 
recommended as the pattern for a nation 
health program. : 

Signers of the report are: CLAUDE PEPPER, 
Democrat, Florida, chairman; Grorce D. 
AIKEN, Republican, Vermont; Expert D. 
Tuomas, Democrat, Utah; James E. Murray, 
Democrat, Montana; Senators ROBERT A. Tart, 
Republican, Ohio; ALEXANDER H. SMITH, Re- 
publican, New Jersey, dissent from some of 
the findings and conclusions of the report. 
Senators Lister HILL, Democrat, Alabama; 
James M. TUNNELL, Democrat, Delaware, and 
WAYNE MoRsE, Republican, Oregon, because 
of the pressure of other business, have not 
completed their study of the subject of this 
report, 
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Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I call 
attention to the fact that in the instant 
case we have an illustration of a sub- 
committee report presented to the press, 
widely publicized, containing, as I shall 
undertake to show in a moment, certain 
implications which I do not think are 
justified by the facts. Yet, the fact is that 
this subcommittee has never met since 
at least February or March, and then not 
with respect to the subject matter at 
hand, so far as the recollection of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH] is concerned. 

Let me say, Mr. President, that this is 
but an illustration of a practice which 
it seems to me the Senate should not 
countenance in the future. It would 
seem to me that committees should meet, 
that they should have, as Jefferson points 
out, meetings of the committee, and as 
he himself states, “nothing being the re- 
port of the committee but what has been 
agreed to in committee actually as- 
sembled.” . 

The practice of the circulation of re- 
ports or documents among Members of 
the Senate as action of the committee, 
outside the legally called and held meet- 
ings of the committee, is most unfor- 
tunate. : 

I appreciate, however, the very prac- 
tical situation we have had in the Sen- 
ate, the fact that we have had so many 
committees, so many conflicting engage- 
ments, that it has frequently been impos- 
sible for Senators to attend upon the 
meetings of the committees. 

To my mind, one of the very salutary 
provisions of the so-called La Follette 
legislation, which I trust will be enacted 
ere long, is the provision which looks to 
the lessening of the number of commit- 
tees, and looks with disfavor, generally 
speaking, as I understand, with respect 
to the matter of proxies at meetings, and 
also has in mind holding meetings, so far 
as possible, at which to effectuate the 
business of the committee. 

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to add a 
little bit to what the Senator from Mis- 
souri is saying. I was somewhat sur- 
prised and disturbed at reading the news- 
paper reports to which the Senator from 
Missouri has referred, because those re- 
ports give the impression that the so- 
called Murray-Wagner-Dingell bill is 
approved by the committee. As I recall 
the situation, some 4 or 5 months ago a 
clerk of the committee came to me with 
a report which, I presume, is the report 
the Senator speaks of, which I now hold 
in my hand, and asked if I would ap- 
prove having it placed before the Senate 
or giving it out. As I looked it over it 
appeared to me to contain a good deal of 
valuable information, as the Senator 
from Missouri probably will agree it does 
contain. 

Mr. DONNELL. I have no doubt that 
it does. 

Mr. AIKEN. But I wish to say that I 
did not realize that it contained a recom- 
mendation for compulsory health insur- 
ance at this time. I do not want to blame 
anyone except myself and I presume it 
Was my own carelessness that caused me 
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to overlook that recommendation. But 
I did call up the committee and say that 
it was all right with me to issue this re- 
port, because it contained a great deal of 
valuable information which I thought 
probably the public ought to have, and I 
think the public should have it. 

This report was issued before the hear- 
ings began on the so-called compulsory 
health bill. I do not want it understood 
that I am at this time endorsing that bill 
or voting in favor of it, because, as the 
Senator from Missouri well knows, there 
have been volumes and volumes of testi- 
mony taken on that measure. I do not 
want to have anyone gain the impression 
that I committed myself on a bill of that 
kind before having an opportunity to 
study the testimony. : 

The Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY] 
have been very diligent in attending 
those committee meetings. But it has 
been impossible for myself and the other 
members of the committee to attend 
many of the hearings. When the time 
comes to act on that bill, if it comes this 
year—I do not expect it will come very 
soon, from all appearances—then I 
should try to vote for or against approv- 
ing it according to the evidence of the 
testimony which has been presented. 

I should like to say further, if the Sen- 
ator from Missouri will permit me, that 
I feel that this over-all bill, or omnibus 
bill, covering all features of national 
health, has done a great deal of good, be- 
cause it has made the public conscious of 
the need for better health programs than 
we have had up to this time. It has 
brought out a great mass of worth-while 
information, and without this bill being 
before the committee, and without the 
hearings, I dare say we would have been 
unable to effect passage of other health 
bills which have been vitally necessary to 
the public welfare. So I think the bill 
has done a great deal of good already, 
merely by calling public attention to the 
need for better health programs. But I 
do not want it understood that I am ap- 
proving the Murray-Wagner-Dingell bill 
or any particular bill until the time 
comes when the committee meets in reg- 
ular order and we vote on the bill ac- 
cording to the testimony which has been 
given, and which, as I have said, com- 
prises so many hundred thousand words 
that it simply has been impossible to 
digest it up to this time. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator 
for his remarks. I desire to take this 
opportunity, as I have before the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor, to con- 
cur in the view which the Senator has 
suggested to the effect that the presenta- 
tion of the bill, S. 1606, has had a very 
wholesome effect in centering the atten- 
tion of the people of this Nation upon 
this problem, and I think doubtless the 
predecessor bill, S. 1050, served a similar 
goed purpose, I do not mean, however, 
to imply by a concurrence in this respect 
that I am approving either of those bills, 
but I think that they have centered the 
attention of the medical profession and 
of the general public upon the impor- 
tance of health problems, and personally 
I feel that a wholesome purpose has been 
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subserved already by the presentation of 
those bills, 

As to whether or not either of them 
should be enacted into law, however, is 
quite another question, as to which— 
and, as-I understand this is also the at- 
titude of the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont—I do not care to place myself 
in the position of endorsing either bill 
until after full and complete considera- 
tion shall have been given by the entire 
Committee on Education and Labor in 
the light of the testimony which has been 
taken so voluminously. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think the enactment 
of the hospital-construction bill, the 
passage of the dental-research bill, the 
passage of the psychiatric bill, so-called, 
and other bills, are steps which have 
been taken toward the objective of the 
omnibus bill, which was introduced by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY], the Senator from New York IMr. 
WAGNER] and Representative DINGELL. 
I think this Congress has made great 
progress toward promoting better health 
conditions in the United States. I want 
to give credit in a large measure to 
this omnibus bill, which we might say 
has been held as a threat over those 
who are opposed to it, and has perhaps 
prompted them to work harder to take 
steps toward the main objective than 
they otherwise would have done. I think 
the report, although it was not adopted 
by a vote at a formal meeting of the 
committee itself, contains information 
which everyone should read. I simply 
rose to state that I do not intend to vote 
for or against the omnibus health bill 
until I have had a chance to study and 
digest the testimony more than I have 
had up to this time. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a comment? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH. I want, of course, to 
identify myself with the Senator from 
Missouri and the Senator from Vermont 
in the over-all feeling that this discus- 
sion of the health of our people has been 
most valuable. I have welcomed the 
fact that we have had these hearings on 
this health bill. What I object to, and 
Iam joining with the Senator from Mis- 
souri in objecting, is that a report of the 
subcommittee, which should have gone, 
if it went anywhere, to the whole com- 
mittee, and never did, should have been 
given to the press as though it were the 
conclusion of the committee; and the 
impression was created that those who 
favor this particular program of com- 
pulsory health insurance are the ones 
advocating the general health program, 
and the rest of us who questioned that 
particular item and who appeared as 
questioners, are against it. That is the 
unfairness of this method of treatment. 
I do not think any reports of this sort 
should go out which seems to prejudge 
the case which is now pending after 
hearings, and on which we will all have 
to act as to whether we believe the omni- 
bus bill is desirable or whether we will be 
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satisfied with the bills as they have come 
out step by step, as the Senator from 
Vermont has suggested. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to reiterate the 
statement which I made a few minutes 
ago, that this report was submitted to 
me. I was given an opportunity by the 
clerk of the committee to read it. I can- 
not say that I had time to study it thor- 
oughly. But it did have my approval; 
that is, in placing it before the full com- 
mittee, or before the Senate, and if I 
inadvertently and prematurely passed 
judgment on a compulsory health bill, 
that is purely my own fault and not the 
fault of anyone else. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I ask the Sena- 
tor when the report was presented to 
him for his word as to whether or not 
he approved it, 

Mr. AIKEN. I should say in the late 
winter or early spring. 

Mr. DONNELL. Was it presented to 
the Senator during the month of July 
1946? 

Mr. AIKEN. No; I have not seen it 
since. I have not read it since it has 
been printed. 

Mr. DONNELL. As I understand, the 
Senator has not seen it since late winter 
or 1945 or early spring of 1946? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL, Hearings on Senate 
bill 1606 began on April 2, 1946. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. Has the Senator ever 
seen the report which was given out on 
July 22, 1946, on or after April 2, 1946? 

Mr. AIKEN. No. So far as I can re- 
call, no one has spoken to me about a re- 
print, or reissue, or a new release of the 
report since the hearings started in April 
on the Murray-Wagner-Dingell bill. 

Mr. DONNELL. The distinguished 
Senator from Vermont referred to the 
fact that in his judgment the inference 
to be drawn from newspaper articles 
which were published pursuant to this 
release is that those who had agreed to 
the report were approving the Wagner- 
Murray-Dingell bill, I take it that the 
inference so drawn by the newspapers 
was perhaps based upon some contents 
of the report, but certainly. upon this 
sentence from the report: 

The report represents the substantial ap- 
proval of President Truman's health message 
of November 1945 and the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell national health bill by a bipartisan 
group of Senators, but neither are specifi- 
cally endorsed. 


The report continues: 
These Senators— 


I may say again that the only Republi- 
can member is the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. AIKEN]— 
are members of the full Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor, before which hearings on 
S. 1606, the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill, 
started on April 7, and have continued until 
July of this year. 


So this report, redated and republished 
in July 1946, and given out to the press 
on July 22, 1946, is substantially the 
same, so far as I have been able to ob- 
serve, as the one which I hold in my 
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hand, bearing date of March 1946. The 
report was issued in March 1946, before a 
single solitary syllable of testimony had 
been taken in the hearings on Senate bill 
1606, beginning April 2, 1946. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I wish to associate myself 
with the Senator in protest against the 
way in which the report of the subcom- 
mittee has been handled. My attention 
has been called to a report in the Wash- 
ington Post of Sunday, in which it was 
stated that the report, signed by four 
Senators, favors a National Health In- 
surance Act. There is some statement 
of a general conclusion to that effect. 
The article continues: 

It said Senators Tarr, Republican, Ohio, 
and SmirH, Republican, New Jersey, dissent 
from “some of the findings and conclusions 
of the report,” but these were not specified, 
and no minority report was filed. 

Perper said in a statement that the report 
represents “substantial approval” of Presi- 


dent Truman's health message of November 
1945. 


Strictly speaking, the statement that 
I dissented from some of the findings and 
conclusions of the report is true; but all 
I dissented from was the main conclu- 
sion of the report. I think that fact is 
not sufficiently brought out. 

Furthermore, it is stated that no mi- 
nority report was filed, as though there 
had been no substantial dissent, whereas, 
of course, there was no opportunity to 
file a minority report. We did not even 
know that the subcommittee’s report of 
last March was to be revived and pub- 
lished. It is not usual to make a minority 
report from a subcommittee when the 
committee itself is considering the entire 
measure. So the general impression 
given by the newspaper report is wholly 
and completely erroneous. 

I wish to invite the Senator’s attention 
to the fact that the Committee on Ed- 
ucation and Labor is issuing a good 
many reports, not exactly from the com- 
mittee, but under the sponsorship of the 
committee, all of which are propaganda 
in favor of national health insurance— 
notably Senate committee print No. 5, 
entitled “Medical Care Insurance; So- 
cial Insurance Program for Personal 
Health Services.” When we read fur- 
ther, we find that it is a report from the 
Bureau of Research and Statistics of the 
Social Security Board to the Committee 
on Education and Labor, United States 
Senate, but it is published under the 
sponsorship of the committee. I do not 
know how many thousands are being dis- 
tributed throughout the United States. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is a 185-page 
document, is it not? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. It consists of 185 
pages. So what the committee is doing, 
before the committee has acted, is in 
effect conducting a national propaganda 
for national health insurance. I do not 
think that is the proper function of the 
committee, certainly until it has reached 
a final decision. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 

I read from the Times-Herald of yes- 
terday, in the article which has already 
been offered for the Recorp, as bearing 
on the construction which the press has 
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placed—and I think very properly— 
upon the release which was issued, from 
which I have read: 


The report, while failing to endorse them 
specifically, represents approval of President 
Truman’s health message last November and 
of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell national 
health bill. 

Chairman PEPPER said, “False accusations 
of socialized medicine and restriction of free 
choice against the President’s health pro- 
gram are red herrings.” He called for a con- 
structive attitude toward its adoption. 


It will be recalled that I read the ex- 
pression “red herring” earlier from the 
release which is now incorporated in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. President, I wish to mention a 
few further facts about this release. In 
the first place, I invite attention to the 
fact that according to the document it- 
self, which has been released by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Florida [Mr, 
PEPPER], the names of only four of the 
members of the subcommittee appear be- 
low it as approving it—CLAUDE PEPPER, 
ELBERT D. THOMAS, JAMES E. MURRAY, 
and GEORGE D. AIKEN. The total num- 
ber of members of the subcommittee, as 
given in the copies which I have before 
me, is nine, consisting of those whose 
names I have read, and in addition the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. HILL], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. TUNNELL], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Tart], the Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse], the name of the 
Senator from Oregon being appended in 
typewriting on one copy, and in pen and 
ink on others. 

I invite attention’ to the fact that ac- 
cording to this very document itself, 
which was handed out in the press re- 
lease of July 22, the membership of the 
subcommittee consists of nine members, 
of whom only four are represented as 
approving it. According to my arith- 
metic, four is less than a majority. How 
can it be said that the action of four 
of nine members of the subcommittee 
amounts to approval by the subcom- 
mittee itself? 

I call attention to the fact that among 
the rules of the Senate is a very whole- 
some one referring to the matter of sub- 
mission of reports by committees to the 
Senate. Rule XXV provides in part as 
follows: 

Nor shall any report be made to the Sen- 
ate that is not authorized by the concurrence 


of more than one-half of a majority of such 
entire membership. 


Emphasizing what the Senator from 
Ohio has stated, let me say that the 
committee which has issued the docu- 
ment referred to in the press release is 
not the Committee on Education and 
Labor. It is a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. As 
I see it, it is but an arm of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. Its 
duty is to report back to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. There are 18 
members of the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor; and under the rules of 
the Senate before the opinion of the 
Committee on Education and Labor can 
be submitted to the Senate, at least 10 of 
those 18 must concur in the expression 
of opinion. 


JULY 23 


I do not see the distinguished Senator 
from Florida [Mr. Perprer] in the 
Chamber. Yesterday I notified him in 
person that I intended to make a pro- 
test in this matter. I do not recall 
whether I used the term “protest,” but 
I informed him that I intended to bring 
this matter up on the floor of the Senate 
immediately following the vote on the 
measure which was before us yesterday. 
That proved to be impracticable, where- 
upon, being unable to locate the Sena- 
tor this morning, I personatly gave word 
over the telephone to his secretary, Mr. 
Fokes, at about a quarter before eleven, 
that I expected to bring this matter up 
on the fioor of the Senate. 

The release to which I have referred 
states that the report represents the 
substantial approval of the Wagner- 
Murray-Dingell national health bill by 
a bipartisan group of Senators. I 
take it that technically, inasmuch as 
there is one Republican in that list, per- 
haps had the group constituted a major- 
ity of the subcommittee, the statement 
might be correct. But since there is 
only one Republican Senator in the 
group, and since the report itself was 
signed by less than a majority of the 
subcommittee, I take it that it is some- 
what extravagant to indicate that it is 
an expression of approval by a bi- 
partisan group of Senators of the 
Wagner-Murray-Dingell national health 
bill. 

Mr. President, reference has been made 
to the fact that the report which has now 
been given out under the release which 
has been issued, as I have indicated, 
under the headline “Senator PEPPER 
reports on study of health insurance,” 
indicates that it is a substantial approval 
of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell health 
bill, and further indicates that the hear- 
ings began on April 2, which was before 
the issuance of the report. But I should 
like to call attention to one or two facts 
about the hearings. 

In the first place, the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell bill hearings have not been held 
by the subcommittee which has under- 
taken to issue this literature, and the 
chairman of which has issued the release. 
The Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill hear- 
ings have been held, not by the subcom- 
mittee, but by the entire committee. I 
call attention to the further fact that 35 
hearings have been held on the Wagner- 
Murray-Dingell bill, and the first hear- 
ing was held on April 2. In respect to 
the four Senators, members of the sub- 
committee, whose report is referred to in 
the release given out by the Senator from 
Florida; namely, the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Thomas!, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Murray], and the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. Arken], the fact is 
that the Senator from Montana attended 
all the hearings. I realize that the other 
members of the committee are extremely 
busy, just as the Senator from Montana 
is, of course; and I do not mean this 
comment in the slightest as a criticism 
of them. But the fact is that one member 
of that group of four attended but two of 
the 35 hearings, and the two remaining 
members of that group attended nine of 
the 35 hearings. Yet, here comes this re- 
port, backed up by a press release, indi- 
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cating that it represents approval of the 
Wagner-Murray-Dingell health bill by a 
bipartisan group of Senators, although 
the group by which the report is issued 
in the first place is not the group which 
is considering the bill, for the group 
which is considering it is the entire 
committee. 

In the second place, as I have said, not 
even a majority of the subcommittee ap- 
proved the report. 

In the third place, two of the four 
members of the group referred to have 
attended but nine of the 35 hearings held 
by the committee, and one member of 
that group has attended but two of the 
hearings, although the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Murray] has, as I have 
indicated, attended all the hearings. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, it 
would require a great deal of industry 
for any man to acquaint himself up to 
this time with the contents of the record 
of those 35 hearings, without giving ex- 
tensive study and time to the task. Ac- 
tually, only eight of the hearings have 
been printed, although it is true that 
mechanically reproduced copies of the 
stenographic transcript have been pre- 
pared. I do not know whether they have 
been distributed. I have in my office, 
pursuant to request, received all or sub- 
stantially all of them, I think. 

But I call attention to the fact that 
the eight hearings which have been 
printed involve 549 pages of printed mat- 
ter, and there yet remain 27 of the 35 
hearings to be printed. 

Aside from these matters, Mr. Presi- 
dent, it seems to me there is a further 
fundamental matter at issue here, 
namely, the conception of what is a sub- 
committee. In the first place, I submit 
that this subcommittee has the distinc- 
tion of having been distinctly author- 
ized by a Senate resolution. I hold in 
my hand Senate Resolution 74, of the 
Seventy-eighth Congress, first session, 
which provides— 

That the Committee on Education and 
Labor, or a subcommittee thereof, to be ap- 
pointed by the chairman of the Committee 
on Education and Labor, be authorized and 
directed to make a full and complete study 
and investigation, in cooperation with such 
public and private agencies and such persons 
as it might see fit to consult regarding the 
distribution and utilization of medical per- 
sonnel, facilities, and related health facili- 
tles. 


I call attention to the fact, too, that 
by the terms of Senate Resolution 62, of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress, first ses- 
sion, the authority granted by Senate 
Resolution 74, to which I have just re- 
ferred, was continued in full force and 
effect during the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress. I also call attention to the fact 
that while Senate Resolution 74 con- 
tains authority for the appointment by 
the chairman of the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor of a subcommittee, 
nevertheless the provision with respect 
to the report to the Senate says that— 

The committee shall report to the Senate, 
as soon as practicable, the results of its study 
and investigation, together with its recom- 
mendations, 


It will be noted that at various places 


in Senate Resolution 74 mention is made 
either of the committee or of the sub- 
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committee. For instance, in the para- 
graph from which I have read, which 
contains provision for the committee to 
report to the Senate, the opening sen- 
tence reads as follows: 

Resolved, That the said committee or sub- 
committee be authorized and directed to 
study and investigate— 


And so forth. But the obligation of 
making the report rests, not upon the 
subcommittee but upon the entire com- 
mittee. It would seem to me that a sub- 
committee is an agent of the entire com- 
mittee and is appointed to report back 
to the committee, for its information and 
advice, rather than to issue, either as the 
entire subcommittee, or, as in this case, 
apparently only as the chairman there- 
of, statements and reports. I say that if 
it is advisable to issue the valuable in- 
formation which is contained in this re- 
port, and I assume it is of value, as the 
Senator from Vermont has indicated, 
nevertheless, certainly the subcommittee 
is going far beyond its scope in issuing 
this report without authority first hav- 
ing been derived from the Committee on 
Education and Labor, by means of the 
chairman, by whom the subcommittee 
Was appointed. 

So, Mr. President, I submit that in this 
case we have a situation in which an 
improper procedure has been adopted, 
a procedure which permits a body which 
was not considering the hearings upon 
Senate bill 1606, through its chairman 
to give out to the public a statement as 
a result of which a misapprehension 
would readily occur, and, in fact, must 
directly flow from the language used in 
the release to which I have referred, 
namely, that— 

The report represents the substantial ap- 
proval of * * * the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell National Health bill by a bypartisan 
group of Senators, 


Mr. President, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. AIKEN] has just handed me a 
copy of the report. Upon its very face 
and subsequently in the opening sen- 
tence of the report, it is shown that it 
is a report to the Senate Committee on 
Education and Labor from the Subcom- 
mittee on Health and Education: I 
quote: 

Interim report from the Subcommittee on 
Health and Education to the Committee on 
Education and Labor, United States Senate, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 62 (extend- 
ing S. Res. 74, 78th Cong.) 


Then at the outset of the report itself 
the further language appears: 

Report to the Senate Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor from the Subcommittee on 
Health and Education. 


Mr. President, I take it that this prac- 
tice should not be indulged in. I take 
it that the practice of subcommittees 
should be to report to the full commit- 
tees, and that the full committees then 
can make up their own minds as to what 
should be the expression of the commit- 
tees, and that in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate the committees them- 
selves, not subcommittees, unless au- 
thorized by the committees, can then 
make adequate and proper report to the 
Senate itself. 

Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hart O'Daniel 
Andrews Hawkes Overton 
Ball Hayden Pepper 
Barkley Hill 
Bilbo Hoey Revercomb 
Brewster Huffman Robertson 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Buck Johnston, S. C. Shipstead 
Burch Kilgore Smith 
Bushfield Knowland Stanfill 
Byrd La Follette 8 
Capehart Langer Taft 
Capper Lucas Taylor 
Carville McCarran Thomas, Okla 
Chavez McClellan Thomas, Utah 
Connally McKellar Tobey 
Cordon McMahon Tunnell 
Donnell Magnuson Vandenberg 
Downey Maybank Wagner 
Eastland Mead ‘alsh 
Ferguson Millikin Wherry 
Fulbright Mitchell White 
George Moore Wiley 

Try Morse Willis 
Green Murdock Wilson 
Guffey Murray Young 
Gurney Myers 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
ee is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
RADCLIFFE] is attending the meeting of 
the Maryland Democratic State Con- 
vention, and is, therefore, necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCFARLAND], and the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. STEWART] are detained on 
public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Haren] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate 
to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. Butter] is absent on offi- 
cial business, being a member of the 
commission appointed to attend the 
Philippine Independence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of 
atomic bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BrineEs] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aus- 
TIN] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 
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TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 4051) to grant to enlisted 
personnel of the armed forces certain 
benefits in lieu of accumlated leave. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I wish to address myself to 
House bill 4051, which provides for ter- 
minal leave pay for enlisted men of the 
armed forces. The purpose of the meas- 
ure is to correct inequalities between en- 
listed men and officers. 

As the Senate well knows, an enlisted 
man and an officer serving during the 
war, let us say in the southern Pacific, 
might have been on the same ship, in the 
same land forces, or in the same marine 
establishment. They served together 
during the war, undertook the same ob- 
jectives, and underwent the same hard- 
ships. When they returned home the 
officer was given terminal leave and the 
enlisted man was given nothing. That 
inequality has caused considerable dis- 
satisfaction among the enlisted men and 
has had much to do with the contro- 
versy which has taken place over the 
caste system. Not only do officers re- 
ceive terminal leave, but civil-service 
employees receive terminal leave. Dur- 
ing the war civil-service employees were 
attached to the armed forces throughout 
the world, and when they returned to the 
United States they received accumulated 
leave amounting to 90 days. The off- 
cers received accumulated leave amount- 
ing to 120 days. That left only the en- 
listed men without any terminal leave. 

Many bills have been introduced on 
this subject. I have sent to the Military 
Affairs Committee for a list of bills which 
I will receive in a moment, and after re- 
ceiving it I shall wish to have it placed 
in the Recorp together with the names 
of the introducers of the bills. Many 
bills on this subject have been introduced 
also in the House. The subject is one 
which calls for correction. I am in hope 
that House bill 4051, which is now before 
the Senate, will be enacted into law. 

I recall that I introduced Senate bill 
721 on March 12, 1945. While it was dis- 
cussed on several occasions by the 
Military Affairs Committee, it was not 
approved immediately by the committee. 
It did not come forth from that commit- 
tee with a favorable report until the 
House bill was sent to the Senate. When 
that was done we were able to get the 
bill out of the committee. 
5 First, we discovered that the Bureau 

of the Budget was opposed to the meas- 
ure. I undertook the problem of recon- 
ciling the War Department, the Navy 
Department, the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Treasury Department in an 
effort to get them to support the bill 
and not disapprove it. 

A great many conferences were held, 
and finally a bill was agreed upon. The 
most radical change made in the House 
bill is that the payments to be made to 
both men and officers will be in bonds in- 
stead of in.cash. The Treasury and the 
Bureau of the Budget deem that matter 
of extreme importance, because, as they 
said, it lessened the inflationary effect of 
the measure. This bill is estimated by 
its sponsors in the House of Representa- 


tives to cost $2,000,000,000; the War and 
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Navy Departments estimate that it will 
cost the Treasury $2,750,000,000; and the 
subcommittee of which I was chairman 
estimated that the cost might very well 
be $3,000,000,000. So it is quite a sum of 
money, and, distributed as it would be 
under the terms of the bill it would im- 
mediately move into the economy of the 
country; it would immediately become 
spending money, and its inflationary ef- 
fect would be extreme. That is the rea- 
son why the Army and the Navy and the 
Treasury and the Budget Bureau advo- 
cated the bond-payment system. 

The bonds draw interest at 2% per- 
cent; they will run for 5 years and are 
nonnegotiable, so that the person receiv- 
ing the bonds cannot spend them until 
the end of the 5-year period. That acts 
as a great advantage to the men receiv- 
ing the bonds, because it is well under- 
stood at the present time that we are in 
an inflationary cycle. In the 5 years 
perhaps we will not be in that inflation- 
ary cycle; at least it is hoped that we will 
not be; so a dollar will be worth more, 
and it will not be difficult for the Treas- 
ury to finance the proposal. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Swirt 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Colorado yield to the Senator from West 
Virginia? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I thought it might 
be well at this time to point out that the 
able Senator from Colorado, who now 
has the floor, was the chairman of the 
subcommittee on this bill. I served with 
him on that subcommittee. The action 
with reference to the bond feature of the 
bill was taken by the full committeee af- 
ter the bill had been reported by the sub- 
committee favorable to allowing the ter- 
minal leave pay for the enlisted men. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. After discussion 
in the full committee, with the recom- 
mendations before it from the President, 
the War Department, the Navy Depart- 
ment, and, as I recall, from the Bureau of 
the Budget, the bill, which, when re- 
ported by the subcommittee, provided for 
payment in cash, was changed in the full 
committee to the form in which the bill 
was reported to the floor and as it now 
appears on the calendar. I believe that 
is correct, is it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; that 
is correct. The subcommittee, in other 
words, did not recommend payment in 
bonds, but that change in the bill was 
agreed to by the full committee at the 
insistence of the departments mentioned. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to ask the 
Senator if I am correct in my under- 
standing of the bill that the enlisted men 
who will get this pay will be in the same 
category as officers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They will 
be in exactly the same category after 
September 1. There will be a slight dif- 
ference between the time the bill is en- 
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acted and September 1, in that during 
that period the officer can still take 
terminal leave; but after September 1 
they are put exactly in the same cate- 
gory. 

Mr. LUCAS. That was my under- 
standing. In other words, after Sep- 
tember 1 of this year, the officers and 
enlisted men, so far as terminal-leave 
pay are concerned, are on exactly the 
same basis. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They are 
on the same basis. 

Mr. LUCAS. As I understand, there 
are approximately 11,000,000 claims to 
be paid under this measure. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is an- 
ticipated that 11,000,000 claims wiil be 
paid under the provisions of this bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Let us keep the record straight. The 
bill does not give pay to the enlisted 
man, but the officers were given pay. Is 
not that true? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It does 
not give them cash, but pays them in 
bonds. Under the old law an officer 
actually took his terminal leave. After 
he was discharged from the Army and 
went home he wore his uniform and 
remained on the pay roll for the amount 
of his terminal leave and got cash. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
So, to be fair with the enlisted man, we 
should pay him in cash, as we paid the 
Officer. Is not that true? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course, 
we have to be fair to the enlisted man 
and we want to be as fair to him as we 
can; but, as I see it, it is a great ad- 
vantage to the enlisted man to be paid 
in bonds, and they are not objecting to 
that. The American Legion, the Veter- 
ans of Foreign Wars, the Disabled Amer- 
ican Veterans, and other veterans’ or- 
ganizations have no objection to the bond 
proposal. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. If the amount in- 
volved is less than $50, they can be paid 
in cash under this plan, can they not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
amount is less than $50 it is to be paid 
in cash under this provision; and if the 
veteran dies after he is discharged from 
the Army it is paid in cash; or if he were 
discharged prior to January 1, 1943, it is 
paid in cash. Take the man who was 
discharged early in 1943. His bond will 
be payable in 1948, and he will get 234 
percent interest during that 5-year 
period; so it is quite an advantage to him. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further for one more ques- 
tion? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. LUCAS. As I understand the 
situation, a law at present on the statute 
books gives to officers terminal leave pay, 
but there is no comparable law so far as 
enlisted men are concerned. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LUCAS. The law as originally 
passed gave to the officers cash pay. Now 
the Congress proposes to pass a bill which 
gives to the enlisted men bonds. The 
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point I want to have made clear is this: 
Will the officers who are now coming out 
of the Army be in the same category with 
the enlisted men so far as the bonds are 
concerned, or will officers continue to get 
cash? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. For the 
time being they can take their terminal 
leave as they have been doing, but after 
September 1, 1946, they will be on 
exactly the same basis. Officers are com- 
ing out of the service all the time; some 
of them are half way through their ter- 
minal leave vacation, and it is very diffi- 
cult to make a retroactive law taking 
away something from someone who has 
had it; and that is not the object of the 
law. ; 

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Senator 
on that point. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. But after 
September 1, 1946, the enlisted man and 
the officer will be on precisely the same 
basis. The difficulty, I may say to the 
Senator, is that we are making this bill 
retroactive until September 8, 1939. We 
are paying for something that occurred 
in the past and of course we are making 
it apply to all the armed forces. As a 
matter of fact, we refer to the armed 
forces from now on. After September 1 
it is the armed forces terminal leave pay 
bill, and that is its title. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield to 
the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I believe a ques- 
tion was addressed to the Senator from 
Colorado a moment ago as to whether 
heretofore there was any law dealing 
with the enlisted men similar to the law 
providing terminal-leave pay for officers. 
I wish to recall to memory that when 
the mustering-out pay bill came to the 
floor of the Senate it applied only to 
enlisted men and was so reported by the 
Committee on Military Affairs, but after 
it got on the floor it was amended on 
motion of a Member of the Senate to 
apply to three grades of officers. There- 
fore we had the situation of those three 
grades of officers receiving not only ter- 
minal-leave pay, but mustering-out pay. 
That, as much as anything else, created 
a situation which made it almost neces- 
sary to pass a bill giving terminal-leave 
pay to the enlisted man. 

Had that bill applied only to the en- 
listed man as originally intended, so far 
as mustering-out pay was concerned, 
there would be far less reason to apply 
terminal-leave pay to the enlisted man 
today, but, as I have said, it was 
amended on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator is correct about that. The first 
three pay grades of the commissioned 
officers receive mustering-out pay and 
receive terminal-leave pay. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
whole purpose of the pending bill is to 
establish equality in the armed forces, 
and, of course, we could not do it in any 
other way. 

I wish to be certain that the Senator 
from Illinois understands the following 
point, which I do not think my answers 
cleared up entirely: After September 1, 
1946, no one will get bonds or payments 
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of any kind. The men are going to take 
their vacations, they are going to take 
their terminal leave, Everyone is going 
to do that. The bond issues are to apply 
only up until September 1, 1946, but they 
are made necessary because of this ac- 
cumulated amount of money, this 
$3,000,000,000, which the Treasury felt 
they could not stand at this time, and 
that the economy of the country could 
not stand. So payments in bonds were 
advocated by them. 

The sole theory of granting a man 
a vacation is that he will render better 
service. For too long a time terminal 
leave has been used as a vehicle for in- 
creasing salaries. It was not intended 
to work that way. A man was sup- 
posed to take his vacation and come 
back from his vacation refreshed, with 
perhaps a new viewpoint, so that he 
could get out of the rut and render bet- 
ter service because of the vacation that 
was provided. But it has not been work- 
ing that way. The men accumulated 
the terminal leave instead of taking a 
vacation, and what it has really 
amounted to was an increase in their 
pay. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield 
first to the Senator from Illinois to see 
whether I have cleared up the point he 
raised. : 

Mr. LUCAS. I think I clearly under- 
stood my distinguished colleague in his 
statement, but I am not sure I know 
what happens in the way of payments 
after September 1. Are the payments 
then to be made in cash to all officers 
and enlisted men, or in bonds? How 
do they get it? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They are 
all to have vacations with pay after 
September 1. No bonds are to be issued 
after September 1. 

Mr. LUCAS. I desire to make one 
further observation. I doubt if there is 
any piece of veterans’ legislation which 
has had more attention on the part of 
the men in the armed services, the en- 
listed men, at least, than this terminal 
pay bill. I think Congress is justified 
in doing what it is doing. It will elimi- 
nate any thought of discrimination be- 
tween the enlisted man and the officer. 
Of course, anyone who knows what the 
officer is getting under the old law would 
have to say that the enlisted man is 
being discriminated against, unless the 
Congress of the United States takes such 
action as that it is about to take today. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, that is the only basis for the en- 
actment of the proposed legislation. 

I now yield to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, offi- 
cers above the rank of captain did not 
receive the terminal leave pay and the 
mustering-out pay. It went only to 
three grades originally, that is, warrant 
Officers, first and second lieutenants, and 
captains. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Three 
grades in the Army and corresponding 
grades in the other services. 

Mr. MAYBANK. As the Senator is 
well aware, for many months we labored 
diligently in the committee on this mat- 
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ter. What the Senator has said about 
the bonds is eminently correct. We had 


the testimony not only of the Treasury 
Department, but also of the Army, the 
Navy, and the Budget Bureau as to the 
shock to our economy this terminal leave 
pay might cause. I think it is unfortu- 
nate we held the bill up so long, and it is 
unfortunate we could not have adjusted 
the matter before, but I think the Sena- 
tor will agree with me that for months 
we have tried to do something. Even 
with the provision for bonds, if the vet- 
eran dies, then the family is paid in cash 
immediately. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; and 
if the amount is under $50, it is also paid 
in cash. The men will be paid in 
multiples of $25. For instance, if a man 
had coming to him $224, we will say, he 
would be paid $200 in bonds and $24 in 
ecsh. If he had coming to him $62, he 
would be paid a $50 bond and $12 in 
cash. If $49 were coming to him, he 
would be paid $49 in cash. 

Mr. MAYBANK. In addition to that, 
where death overtakes a veteran, his 
family will be paid immediately the total 
amount in cash. That seemed to me to 
be very important, that in the event of 
a soldier dying, from this time on—I do 
not speak of those who have already 
passed on—the widow facing the strain 
of hardship of such a tragedy would be 
paid immediately in cash, whether it be 
$100, $200, $500, or a thousand dollars. 
That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Whatever 
the amount may be, it would be paid in 
cash on the death of the person in the 
service. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The survivors merely 
would have to apply to the Treasury for 
the cash? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. In addition, there is one more 
category, that is, so-called incompetents 
for whom guardians are appointed. In 
such cases payment is made in cash, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mental cases? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Therefore the Sen- 
ator, in this bill, tried in every way pos- 
sible to get away from the bond pay- 
ments when there was a tragedy making 
a cash payment necessary? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; we 
tried to get as far away from the bond 
payment as possible, and yet provide 
sufficient payments in bonds so that the 
inflationary tendency would be reduced 
to the lowest possible minimum. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I believe the Sen- 
ator stated a few moments ago, in reply 
to a question, that after September 1, 
1946, all vacation pay would be in cash. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It would 
be in vacations. I think that is a better 
way to put it. The men would be on 
vacation on full pay. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. On full pay? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. In other words, 
as the officer gets his terminal leave pay 
today? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. I think it well to 
point out that a limit of 90 days is placed 
upon it after September 1, 1946, to induce 
men actually to take their vacations, 
both officers and men, so that there 
would be no accumulation. The limita- 
tion of 90 days is made for the benefit of 
men who serve abroad. Often in the 
service men are out of continental United 
States for as long a period as 3 years, 
and the 30-day accumulation each year 
for leave with pay over a 3-year period 
being 90 days, a 90-day accumulation can 
be permitted, but no longer than 90 days 
for those in the armed services. That is 
correct, is it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. We changed it from 120 days. 
The total accumulation of 120 days is 
now reduced to 90 days. 

As the Senator knows, we put this 
language in the bill on page 10, line 21: 

And shall provide that leave shall be taken 
annually as accruing to the extent consistent 


with military requirements and other exi- 
gencies. 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield to the Sen- 


- ator from South Carolina? 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. It was the conten- 
tion of some members of the committee, 
as I remember, that perhaps there should 
not be more than a 30-day leave, taken 
each year while in actual service, so that 
the soldiers would be physically more fit 
and better prepared to carry on their 
work. However, as the Senator from 
West Virginia said, a great deal of testi- 
mony was heard, which showed that in 
the armies of occupation, in foreign serv- 
ice, in the Navy, and so forth, it was cus- 
tomary to keep the men in foreign serv- 
ice for 2 or 3 years, and if they were on 
foreign duty for 2 or 3 years, with the 
situation as it now exists in Europe, and 
if they should take a 30-day period of 
leave, and would have to convert their 
dollars in which we would pay them, into 
francs or liras or marks to use on their 
vacation, the money would be practically 
worthless, because there is so little to buy 
in Europe, and the law provides that our 
men must use the money of the country. 
Therefore the funds which would be 
available to them during their vacations 
would be extremely limited. That was 
also one reason why we extended the 
period from 30 days to 90 days. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. The 
subcommittee recommended that thle 
men take their vacations each year, but 
the whole committee overruled that when 
the Army and Navy came forward and 
made such a good case for accumulated 
pay in instances where the men had to 
serve abroad. The Army, however, as- 
sured us that they would endeavor—and 
we put language in the bill to encourage 
that all we could—to give the men cur- 
rent vacations so that they would re- 
ceive benefits from their vacations. 

Mr. MAYBANK. They assured us that 
they would do that, except in the case of 
men in foreign service. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield to 
the Senator from West Virginia. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. I want to bring up 
a point so that there may be no misun- 
derstanding in the Record about it, and 
that is that even when men are serving 
abroad outside continental United States, 
they are still entitled each year to the 30 
days of leave, and they can elect whether 
or not they will take it. But it does per- 
mit them when they are abroad, and 
have not been back to their homeland, to 
accumulate leave over a period of 3 years, 
up to 90 days, if they themselves choose 
to do so. In other words, we encourage 
their taking the leave period if they will 
do it, but we do not compel them to do 
so. Is not that the situation? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; that 
is correct. If they want to take their 
vacation abroad, they are encouraged to 
do it, but if they do not want to do it, 
they can wait and accumulate it until 
they get home, and take 90 days. 

The law is changed in that particular. 
As the Senator recalls, the law of 1874— 
it went back that far—provided for an 
accumulation of 120 days. We have cut 
it down to 90 days, however, for both offi- 
cers and men, because we want to en- 
courage vacations to the fullest extent 
possible. í 

A moment ago I mentioned that a good 
many bills on this subject were intro- 
duced in the Senate. I have a list of 
them now which I just received from the 
Senate Committee on Military Affairs. 
They are Senate bill 721, by Senator 
Jounson of Colorado; Senate bill 827, by 
Senator MCFARLAND; Senate bill 904, by 
Senator McCarran; Senate bill 1552, by 
Senator FULBRIGHT; Senate bill 1624, by 
Senator SHIPSTEAD; Senate bill 1693, by 
Senator Pepper; Senate bill 2091, another 
bill by Senator McFartanp and other 
Senators, which seeks to work out a com- 
promise satisfactory to everyone; and 
finally Senate bill 2193, by Senator 
WHEELER. There were more than that 
number of bills introduced in the House, 
and as I already stated, the subject is one 
of considerable interest in both Houses 
of Congress. 

That completes my general statement 
on the bill. I shall be very glad to answer 
any questions so far as I can. I have 
some amendments of a clarifying nature 
that I desire to offer to the bill. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, before 
the Senator submits his amendment will 
he yield to me to ask a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, 
gladly. 

Mr. OVERTON. What is the esti- 
mated cost of the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Repre- 
sentative Rocers who sponsored the bill 
in the House, said it would not cost more 
than $2,000,000,000. The Navy Depart- 
ment made a test on 2,000 men, and esti- 
mated that the cost would be around 
$2,000,000,000 for the Army and $750,- 
000,000 for the Navy, making a total of 
$2,750,000,000. The estimate of the sub- 
committee—and of course that is largely 
speculative—was that it might cost as 
much as $3,000,000,000. 

Mr. OVERTON. Has there been a 
more recent estimate of the cost by the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. The 
most recent estimate by the Bureau of 


the Budget is $2,750,000,000. Because of 
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the fact that we do not have the expe- 
rience of each man, it is difficult to esti- 
mate the amount of vacation he has al- 
ready had. We do not have that infor- 
mation. Under the bill he is to make his 
application. He has a year in which to 
do so. He makes a sworn statement of 
the terminal leave he has coming to him. 
We do not know, of course, just the 
amount of leave that is due to the 11,- 
000,000 men who are entitled to some 
terminal leave. We know they are en- 
titled to some terminal leave, but we do 
not know how much. 

Mr. OVERTON. I understand esti- 
mates have been made of the total cost 
varying from $3,000,000,000 to $8,000,- 
000,000. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Bills 
have been introduced which are more 
liberal than the pending bill, and the 
estimates were as high as $8,000,000,000 
under the provisions of one of the bills 
introduced in the House. Iam sure that 
the total limit of $3,000,000,000 is a very 
conservative estimate, and I am almost 
certain—as nearly certain as a person 
can be after a long study of the matter— 
that the cost will not exceed $3,000,- 
000,000. 

Mr. OVERTON. I wish to say to the 
Senator that I received information from 
what I consider the best authority I 
could obtain it from today, that it is now 
estimated the bill will cost $4,000,000,000. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course 
I cannot dispute that statement. I do 
not think anyone can. As I said, it is a 
matter which is speculative in the ex- 
treme. But whatever the amount, it 
seems to me that it is justified, since an 
inequality exists which must be cor- 
rected. We give civil-service employees 
a vacation with pay. We gave civil- 
service employees the right to accumulate 
their leave during wartime. It seems 
to me that when we single out the en- 
listed man, and the enlisted man only, 
and deny to him terminal leave, we are 
not doing right by him. 

Mr. OVERTON. Of course, it is to be 
noted, however, that we do give to vet- 
erans many advantages, pecuniary and 
otherwise, that the civil-service employ- 
ees do not obtain. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We give 
civil-service employees advantages, too, 
and I do not think we are through giving 
civil-service employees advantages. Ido 
not think we give the civil-service em- 
ployees all the advantages that we 
should, but those things are being cor- 
rected from time to time. At least we 
give terminal leave to officers serving 
with the men, undergoing no greater 
hardships; we give them terminal leave, 
and it is pretty hard for an enlisted man 
to understand why it should be denied 
him and given to another man who 
served with him simply because the other 
man happens to be an officer. 

Mr. OVERTON. Ido not suppose that 
it occurred to any member of the com- 
mittee that they might rectify that by 
abrogating terminal leave in favor of 
officers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The com- 
mittee did undertake a study of that 
kind, but the difficulty with that is that 
officers have received their pay, and it is 
pretty hard to go out and tap them on the 
shoulder and say, “Mister, you owe the 
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Treasury $1,000. We want that money 
paid back.” He has already spent the 
money, and it is impossible to adjust the 
matter in that way. So about the only 
way we could correct the inequality was 
in the way in which we have attempted 
to correct it in this bill. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will further yield to me, I should 
like to have printed in the Recorp, either 
at the conclusion of the Senator’s re- 
marks or at this point, a brief summary 
of the major benefits extended to veter- 
ans of World War II by Federal legisla- 
tion. The summary was prepared for me 
by the Library of Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall be 

- very glad to have it printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

Mr. OVERTON. Iask unanimous con- 
sent to have the summary printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


BRIEF SUMMARY OF MAJOR BENEFITS EXTENDED 
TO VETERANS OF WORLD WAR II BY FEDERAL 
LEGISLATION 

MONETARY 


Mustering-out payments from $100 to $300 
are automatically made to tide over the period 
immediately following discharge (58 Stat. 
8-10, Feb. 3, 1944). 

Government insurance, which is provided 
during. service, may be converted into ordi- 
nary life, 20-payment life, or 30-payment life 
(54 Stat. 1008-14, Oct. 8, 1940). 

The Government guarantees 50 percent of 
loans up to $2,000 for the purchase, construc- 
tion, or improvement of homes, farms, and 
business property (58 Stat. 291, sec. 500; 
June 22, 1944), 

An additional exemption up to $1,500 is 
allowed for income-tax purposes in the case 
of compensation received by commissioned 
officers for active military service; all com- 
pensation received for active service by per- 
sons below the grade of commissioned officer 
is exempt from tax (59 Stat. 571-572, Pub- 
lic Law 214, 79th Cong., sec. 141, Nov. 8, 
1945). 

(See also unemployment allowance under 
Employment and subsistence allowances 
under Education.) 


EMPLOYMENT 


Former jobs whether with the Federal 
Government or in private employ must be 
held for the veteran, if applied for within 
90 days after discharge or after release from 
hospitclization (if such release occurs not 
more than 1 year from date of discharge) 
(54 Stat. 886, sec. 8 (b), Sept. 16, 1940, as 
amended by 58 Stat. 798-799, Dec. 8, 1944). 

An unemployment allowance of $20 a week 
is provided up to 52 weeks depending on 
length of service (58 Stat. 205, title V, 
June 22, 1944). 

A Veterans’ Placement Service Board is 
created to assist the United States Employ- 
ment Service so as to provide veterans the 
maximum opportunty in the fleld of gainful 
employment (58 Stat. 293-295, title IV, 
June 23, 1944). 

Preference is given to veterans in employ- 
ment in the Federal civil service (58 Stat, 
887-391, June 27, 1944). 


EDUCATION 


Education or training is available for 1 
year plus the period of active service to all 
persons discharged or released under con- 
ditions other than dishonorable. This bene- 
fit covers tuition, library fee, etc., books and 
other necessary expenses, up to a total of 
$500 for an ordinary school year. 

A subsistence allowance of $65 per month 
if without a dependent, and $90 per month 
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if he has a dependent, is paid to a person 
while pursuing a course of training here- 
under (58 Stat, 287-291, June 22, 1944, as 
amended by 59 Stat. 624-625, Public Law 268, 
79th Cong., Dec. 28, 1945). 

Vocational rehabilitation is provided for 
disabled veterans, and during such training 
and for 2 months after his employability 
is determined the veteran is paid a subsist- 
ence allowance of $105 if without dependents, 
$115 with a dependent, plus $10 for one 
child, $7 for each additional child and $15 
for a dependent parent (57 Stat. 43-45, 
Mar. 24, 1943, as amended by 59 Stat. 626, 
Public Law 268, 79th Cong., Dec. 28, 1945). 

HOSPITALIZATION 

Domiciliary or hospital care, including 
medical treatment, is furnished to all hon- 
orably discharged veterans (48 Stat. 8-12, 
Mar. 20, 1933, and Veterans Regulations 
thereunder). 

Any person entitled to prosthetic appli- 
ances shall be given the necessary fitting and 
training in the use of such appliance, includ- 
ing necessary travel expenses to and from 
their homes to a hospital or training institu- 
tion. (58 Stat. 285, sec. 104, June 22, 1944, as 
amended by 59 Stat. 623, Public Law 268, 
79th Cong. sec. 2, Dec. 28, 1945.) 

PENSIONS 


Disability pensions ranging from $11.50 a 
month to $115 a month, depending upon the 
degree of disability, are allowed. (48 Stat. 
8-12, Mar. 20, 1933 and Veterans Regula- 
tions as modified or amended.) 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Seeing-eye dogs trained to aid blind per- 
sons are furnished to blind veterans (58 Stat. 
226 ch. 203, May 24, 1944). 

The period of service up to 2 years is 
allowed to be deducted from the 3 years’ 
residence required under the homestead 
laws. (58 Stat. 747-748, Sept. 27, 1944.) 

An aditional appropriation of $160,000,000 
is authorized under the Lanham Act for reuse 
of existing structures and facilities so as to 
provide temporary housing for distressed 
families of servicemen, for veterans and their 
families or for single veterans attending 
educational institutions. (59 Stat. 674, Pub- 
lic Law 657, 79th Cong., Dec. 31, 1945.) 

By a joint resolution approved April 12, 
1946 (Public Law 341, 79th Cong.) Con- 
gress appropriated an additional $253,727,000 
for veterans’ housing and related expenses. 

In order to enable veterans to establish 
and maintain their own business, profes- 
sional or agricultural enterprises, priority is 
given them in disposals of surplus property 
over all other dsposals under the Surplus 
Property Act except to Government agencies. 
(Public Law 375, 79th Cong., May 3, 1946.) 

The Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act 
approved May 22, 1946 (Public Law 388, 79th 
Cong.) has for its purposes the making 
available of housing for veterans by ex- 
pediting production and allocation of 
materials and by curbing excessive prices of 
new housing. 


Mr. OVERTON. I should be very glad 
if necessary, to read the summary for the 
information of the Senate. I simply wish 
to make the observation that it shows 
very wide and extensive benefits extended 
to veterans of World War II. When I 
say that, I do not mean to say that Iam 
going to vote against the bill. The prob- 
ability is that I shall vote for it. But 
the United States is doing more for its 
veterans than any other nation in the 
world is doing for its soldiers. It is doing 
more for its veterans now than ever be- 
fore in the history of the United States. 
I think we take care of our veterans in a 
very magnificent way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think 
we can all concur in what the Senator 
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has said. However, we have the best vet- 
erans on earth, and the best soldiers. 

Mr. OVERTON. That is true; but we 
do not want to convert them into mer- 
cenary or Hessian troops, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. of 
course not. However, we wish to reward 
them generously because they have per- 
formed magnificently for us. They have 
done a wonderful job. 

In connection with the statement in- 
serted in the Recorp by the Senator, I 
wish to thank him for offering that in- 
formation for the Recorp. The Senate 
Committee on Finance has instructed its 
staff to prepare such a report for the 
Senate. We wished to have such a re- 
port prepared for this reason: Senators 
and Representatives constantly receive 
letters—I know I receive such letters, and 
I am sure that other Senators receive 
them—from veterans telling us that they 
are the forgotten men, that Congress has 
neglected them. Of course Congress has 
not done anything of the kind. Congress 
has been very generous with the veteran, 
but the veteran may not understand the 
cost of the provisions which we are mak- 
ing in his behalf. We thought that we 
would issue a report showing the total of 
all the benefits, so that the information 
could be furnished to veterans when they 
complain about the ungenerous treat- 
ment of the Congress, and so that the 
country may know that Congress has 
been very generous with the veteran, as 
it should be. The figures which the 
Senator has provided for the Recorp will 
be very helpful to the Finance Commit- 
tee, the committee which handles vet- 
erans’ problems. On behalf of that com- 
mittee I thank the Senator for his efforts 
to make the facts known. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I have not been able 
to give this subject the study which I 
should have liked to give it. On page 15 
of the bill this language appears: 

Such bonds shall be nonnegotiable and 
shall not be transferrable by sale, exchange, 
assignment, pledge, hypothecation, or other- 
wise. 


Can the bonds be exchanged for cash, 
in the same way that bonds in existence 
today may be exchanged? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
cannot. They must be held. The pur- 
pose behind that provision is to take the 
immediate burden off the Treasury. 
That is the whole purpose of the bonds. 
We cannot pour $3,000,000,000 into the 
economy of the country without up- 
setting it. It is badly upset at the pres- 
ent time. Infiation exists today. But by 
issuing these bonds and having them 
mature a few at a time we shall lessen 
the burden on the Treasury. The Sena- 
tor understands that a man discharged, 
we will say, in March, 1943, would re- 
ceive bonds predated to April 1, 1943, ma- 
turing after 5 years, and bearing inter- 
est at 24% percent. So his bonds would 
become payable in 1948. The bonds 
would be staggered through the whole 
experience up to the present time. They 
would not all be payable at once. They 
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would not all enter the economy of the 
country at once and cause inflation, 
which would be the result if we made 
payments in cash. 

Mr. MURDOCK. What is meant by 
this provision: 

Interest on each bond issued under this 
act shall accrue at the rate of 2½ percent 
per annum from the date of such bond to 
the date of maturity or payment of the prin- 
cipal of the bond, whichever is earlier, and 
shall be paid with such principal, 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
bond would be paid earlier only if the 
man should die. If the man who holds 
the bond dies, the bond is paid in cash, 
together with accrued interest up to the 
time of his death. If he does not die, the 
interest is not paid currently. The in- 
terest which the bond earns is not paid 
each year. The interest is held with the 
bond, and the interest and the bond are 
paid at the same time. 

Mr. MURDOCK. So this provision 
would be applicable only in case of the 
death of a veteran. Otherwise, if I have 
followed the distingushed Senator, the 
bonds must be held to maturity. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Unless death occurs 
prior to maturity, in which case the prin- 
cipal of the bond plus accrued interest 
to the date of death would be paid? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct, The bonds would be paid also 
to guardians of incompetents. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Was there any ob- 
jection on the part of veterans to this 
type of compensation? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There 
was no objection from the veterans’ or- 
ganizations. They were all consulted be- 
fore this provision was approved by the 
committee, and they approved it. They 
argued that this was an advantage to the 
veteran himself, because today a dollar 
is not worth as much as it is hoped it will 
be worth in 5 years. If the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, THOMAS] 
were present he could tell us what a 
dollar is worth today and what it is likely 
to be worth 5 years from now. I am un- 
able to do so. At any rate, it is likely— 
at least we hope so—that 5 years from 
now a dollar will be worth more than 
it is today. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I assume that it 
was pointed out to the veterans that if 
we were to dump into the volume of 
money which is now in circulation and 
held in our banks an amount between 
$2,000,000,000 and $4,000,000,000, which 
are the amounts which have been men- 
tioned as the total, the result certainly 
would be inflationary. As I look at the 
picture, such a course would certainly 
contribute to devaluing the dollar which 
we paid to the veteran. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
true. What we gave him would be de- 
creased in value, because the goods are 
not here for him to buy. We would in- 
crease the buying power of the country 
tremendously, but we would not increase 
the supply of goods. It would be better 
for the veteran to get his money when 
there was a supply of goods available to 
purchase. If we were to turn over the 
money in small amounts to 11,000,000 
men, we know that it would move into 
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the economy of the country almost over- 
night. There would be nothing to stop 
it. It would become an immediate buy- 
ing power. But under the bond provi- 
sion the money would come in month by 
month over a long period, beginning in 
* 

MURDOCK. I am inclined to 
think that the action taken is a wise 
one. Iam rather comforted by the state- 
ment made by the distinguished Senator 
that there was no objection on the part 
of the veteran himself. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I would 
not say that there is no objection on the 
part of veterans, because some veterans 
may object. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I mean from the 
veterans’ organizations. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The vet- 
erans’ organizations wholeheartedly en- 
dorsed the provision. 

Mr. MURDOCK. It occurs to me that 
it probably would not be inflationary to 
allow the veteran who is entitled to bonds 
under the terms of this bill to exchange 
such bonds with the present holder of 
bonds which may be cashed at once. 
Was that plan given any consideration? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; we 
did not given it any consideration, be- 
cause we wanted to keep these bonds out 
of the buying power of the country. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I know that; but I 


was just wondering if consideration had 


been given to such a suggestion. As I 
view the question, the present law under 
which bonds are issued would have to be 
amended. But if the veterans were in a 
position to arrange with someone who 
wished to hold them for 5 years, to ex- 
change the bonds for bonds which are 
now in existence and can be cashed, some 
of the veterans might prefer to do that 
and to obtain the cash. By such an ex- 
change the amount of money in circula- 
tion would not in any way be increased, 
and of course that would afford a veteran 
who needed the money immediately an 
opportunity to get it in that way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If an ex- 
change of that sort were made I think 
the money would be spent immediately, 
and thereby the good effects of the bond 
issue would be lost. Of course, we could 
pay cash to the men, and we could sell 
bonds in order to get the cash with which 
to pay them. But if we did that we would 
be placing a terrific burden not only upon 
the Treasury but upon the economy of 
the country, and we would be increasing 
the buying power without increasing the 
supply of available goods. 

Mr. . Ithank the Senator. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BurcH in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Colorado yield to the Senator from 
Vermont? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I have received several 
protests from ex-servicemen in regard to 
the provision that they shall accept 
bonds for their terminal leave pay and 
that they must wait 5 years to get the 
money. Of course, I understand the pur- 
pose for which that provision was made. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It was to 
overcome a very serious objection on the 
part of the Treasury, the Bureau of the 
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Budget, the War Department, the Navy 
Department, and the President of the 
United States. They seriously objected 
to paying cash to the veterans for that 
purpose. The only way we could obtain 
their approval at all was by including the 
provision in regard to bonds. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am not objecting to 
that provision. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course. I know that some veterans. have 
objected. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should say that 15 or 
20 who have written to me have pro- 
tested about that provision. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. But the 
veterans’ organizations have approved it. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I wish to read one paragraph 
from a letter sent to me by Paul H. Ap- 
pleby, Acting Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget. It shows the position of the 
administration in regard to this matter. 
He says: 

I have discussed with the President the 
provisions of H. R. 4051 and the amendatory 
provisions thereof as projected in the com- 
mittee print of the bill. While such provi- 
sions would not be considered as being in 
accord with the program of the President, he 
would find acceptable a measure along the 
lines of the draft attached hereto. 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL H. APPLEBY, 
Acting Director. 


In other words, as the bill came from 
the House, it was not acceptable to the 
administration or to the Bureau of the 
Budget or to the Treasury. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, let me 
quote from the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. At what 
page is the Senator about to quote, 
please? 

Mr. AIKEN. At page 10: 

Enlisted members or former enlisted mem- 
bers of the armed forces shall be considered 
to be entitled to such leave from and after 
September 8, 1939. 


They will be entitled to such leave 
“from and after September 8, 1939,” un- 
til what time? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It will be 
from now on. This bill is permanent 
legislation. The law of 1874 was amend- 
ed in 1876, and it is now to be amended 
by this measure. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand that the 
officers who have been separated up to 
this time have been paid their terminal 
leave. They have not had to accept 
bonds. Does this bill provide that offi- 
cers, as well as enlisted men, who are 
separated from now on shall receive their 
terminal leave pay in the form of bonds? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No bonds 
will be issued to anyone after September 
1, 1946, for terminal leave after Septem- 
ber 1946. We have not included in the 
bill a provision relative to the time be- 
tween the date of enactment of the bill 
and September 1, insofar as officers would 
be affected, inasmuch as the period of 
time is too short and the complications 
are too great. So the answer to the Sen- 
ator’s question is “No.” 

Mr. AIKEN. But after the 1st of Sep- 
tember all will be treated alike; will 
they? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. After 
the 1st of September everyone will be 
treated alike. All will receive terminal 
leave, and will take it currently, so far 
as possible. 

Mr. AIKEN. The provisions of this 
bill may mean that 5 years later the en- 
listed men will have money in their 
pockets, whereas some of the officers will 
not have anything left. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I hope 
the enlisted men will have money in their 
pockets. As a matter of fact, during the 
war the enlisted men have made a most 
surprising record in regard to the 
amount of bonds they have held. I saw 
an estimate the other day—I think it 
came from the Navy—that the ratio was 
500 to 1, as compared with the situation 
in regard to World War I; that is to say, 
500 veterans of World War II are holding 
Federal bonds now, as compared to 1 vet- 
eran who held them following World 
War I. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wholly agree with the 
Senator, because I know that a great 
many of the enlisted men have saved 
their money. I think an unusually large 
percentage of them have saved money. 
They have been thrifty during the war, 
and now they have some money with 
which to help get started. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I fully agree with 
what has been done here, and I believe 
we are actually protecting the value of 
the veteran’s dollar by making this com- 
pensation payable in bonds. 

I wish to call one matter to the Sena- 
tor’s attention, namely, that today we 
have, to all intents and purposes, full 
employment. There is already plenty of 
money in existence, so that most veterans 
readily find employment at good wages. 
But during the course of years, during 
the time when these bonds will be out- 
standing, if any appreciable unemploy- 
ment develops among veterans or if a 
depression overtakes us, then at that 
time Congress in its wisdom can make 
the bonds payable at any time it sees 
fit to have them payable. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Let me make a fur- 
ther observation: Although a large 
amount of money is involved in this 
measure—regardless of whether it is 
$2,000,000,000 or $3,000,000,000 or $4,000,- 
000,000, it is a tremendous amount of 
money—nevertheless, I call the attention 
of the Senator to the fact that if the 
war were still going on, if the veterans 
to whom this will be paid were on the 
battlefields, and if some of them were 
being killed in the service of their coun- 
try, we in the Congress would not hesi- 
tate for 30 minutes to appropriate 
$2,000,000,000 or $3,000,000,000 or $4,000,- 
000,000 or even $10,000,000,000 to keep 
the war going until a final victory for us 
was at hand. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. As I re- 
call, the war expenditures reached a 
figure of about $8,000,000,000 a month. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes. 

So in my opinion we can very well 
afford to take that matter into consider- 
ation in arriving at the proper decision 
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in respect to this measure. I am hopeful 
that the bill will pass. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator for his contribution. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 


the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say a word 
to congratulate the committee and the 
Senator upon the promptness with which 
this legislation has been brought to the 
floor of the Senate. I recall that after 
World War I, in both Houses of Con- 
gress we fought around for years and 
years for the bonus. We passed several 
bills providing for bonuses for veterans 
of the war, and they were vetoed by 
various Presidents. But we finally suc- 
ceeded in enacting bonus legislation in 
1932 or 1934, I think—approximately 15 
years after the war had ended. 

The present measure is not a bonus bill, 
and Iam not confusing the two. We pro- 
vided for the payment of $60 to every 
soldier who was discharged after World 
War I, and then of course we provided 
for compensation under the jurisdiction 
of the Veterans Administration, which 
then was known as the Bureau of War 
Risk Insurance. However, it required a 
long time to obtain legislation which ap- 
proached doing justice to the soldiers in 
regard to any compensation for their 
services, compensation beyond their pay 
and the benefits to which they might be 
entitled under the War Risk Insurance 
Act. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I feel that we 
are indebted to the committee and to the 
Senator from Colorado, especially, for 
the promptness and diligence with which 
he and the other members of the com- 
mittee have brought this legislation be- 
fore the Senate. Of course, it could not 
be claimed that the legislation is perfect. 
No legislation is perfect. All legislation 
is a matter of give and take. I feel, 
however, that we have attempted, inso- 
far as information was available to us, 
and as promptly as possible, to do justice 
to our brave servicemen in all branches 
of the armed forces who served during 
the late war. I am happy to support 
the bill, and I feel that the committee 
has worked out as wise a solution as is 
humanly possible to accomplish. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the distinguished majority leader for 
what he has said. 

I may say, Mr. President, that the 
committee. consulted the executive de- 
partments in regard to the matter. As 
the Senator from Kentucky has said, fol- 
lowing World War I Congress passed 
several bonus laws which were vetoed by 
the President. I do not say this law 
will or will not be vetoed by the Presi- 
dent if it is passed by the Congress in 
its present form. I know that the 
Treasury Department and the Bureau 
of the Budget are satisfied with the bill 
in the form in which it is now before the 
Senate, and that they were not satisfied 
with the bill in the form in which it came 
from the House. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I may say that I can 
confirm his last statement. I intro- 
duced a bill last fall which provided for 
cash payments. The reports of both the 
Army and the Navy, as well as the Bu- 
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reau of the Budget, were against the 
bill in the form in which I had pre- 
pared it. No action was taken at that 
time because of their opposition, based 
on what the Senator has said. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator from Massachusetts for 
verifying what I have said. Our com- 
mittee felt that it would be wise to work 
out the problem with the executive de- 
partments so that we would not walk 
into stormy weather. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I per- 
sonally thought that there should be a 
provision for a cash payment. I still 
believe so, but I recognize the difficulty 
which the committee has experienced. 
I have never been able to see why the 
same treatment should not be accorded 
to enlisted men as that which is accord- 
ed to officers. Possibly, a mistake was 
made in the first instance by granting 
terminal leave to officers, but I believe 
there should be no discrimination. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am 
glad to hear the Senator say that. Un- 
der the pending bill the members of the 
armed forces, whether in the Coast 
Guard, in the Marines, in the Navy, or 
in the Army, would be treated on an 
exact basis of equality. 

Mr. President, I have several amend- 
ments which I wish to call up at this 
time. They are clarifying amend- 
ments. They do not affect the opera- 
tion of the bill. I send forward to the 
desk an amendment which I ask to have 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, after 
line 4, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(c) No member or former member of the 
armed forces shall be entitled to settlement 
and compensation under section 6 of this 
act for leave aggregating in excess of 120 
calendar days, and no member of the armed 
forces on active duty on September 1, 1946, 
shall be entitled to settlement and com- 
pensation under section 6 of this act for leave 
aggregating in excess of 30 calendar days. No 
member or former member who, as a com- 
missioned or warrant officer, has received or 
is, on the date of enactment of this act, re- 
ceiving terminal leave shall be entitled to 
settlement and compensation under section 
6 of this act for leave aggregating in excess 
of the difference between 120 calendar days 
and the number of calendar days of such 
terminal leave. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, this amendment was proposed 
yesterday by the Navy, and it is designed 
to prevent double payments where more 
than one period of service is involved, 
thus making certain that no person will 
receive pay for more than 120 days. The 
amendment makes certain a period of 
120 days. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Would the amend- 
ment in any way change that part of 
the bill which now affords terminal pay 
of 90 days? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; the 
amendment merely limits the amount of 
terminal pay to not more than 120 days 
of service, 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. After September 
1 terminal leave pay is limited to 90 
days? 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 


ator is correct, and the amendment does 


not affect that provision of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Burcu in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I send forward another 
amendment which I ask to have read. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 8, in lieu 
of lines 4 to 11, inclusive, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(b) The term “discharge” means (1), in 
the case of enlisted personnel, separation or 
release from active duty under honorable 
conditions or appointment as a commissioned 
Officer; and (2), in the case of commissioned 
or warrant officers, separation or release 
from active duty under honorable condi- 
tions. 


On page 10, line 24, strike out the 
words “who reenlist or.” 

On page 11, line 2, strike out the 
words “reenlistment or.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, the amendment would pre- 
vent the necessity of separate computa- 
tions for Separate periods of enlistment. 
It would also eliminate language in the 
bill which would require the War De- 
partment to reverse its present practice 
of not granting terminal leave to offi- 
cers who are permitted to resign in lieu 
of being reclassified. I hope the amend- 
ment will be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I send forward another 
amendment which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 12, line 2, 
after the word “or”, it is proposed to 
insert “on the basis of the base and 
longevity pay and allowances applicable.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, Mr, 
President, the amendment is merely to 
provide for a correction. It does not 
change anything in the bill except to 
improve the grammar, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado subse- 
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
Record a memorandum received from 
the Acting Secretary of the Navy, Mr. 
John L. Sullivan, in regard to certain 

‘amendments to House bill 4051. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE Navy, 
Washington. 
Memorandum for: Senator JOHNSON, on 
H. R. 4051. 
I have three changes in H. R. 4051, as re- 
ported, which I would like to commend to 
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your consideration. Two are clarifying 
changes considered y as a re- 
sult of efforts on the part of the Army, Navy, 
Coast Guard, and Marine Corps to draft regu- 
lations. The third change eliminates a dis- 
tinction between commissioned and warrant 
officers, on the one hand, and enlisted per- 
sonnel, on the other, which I consider im- 
possible to justify. The first clarifying 
change takes the form of the addition of a 
new subsection (c) to section 5, reading as 
follows: 

“(c) No member or former member of the 
armed forces shall be entitled to settlement 
and compensation under section 6 of this 
act for leave aggregating in excess of 120 
calendar days, and no member of the armed 
forces on active duty on September 1, 1946, 
shall be entitled to settlement and compen- 
sation under section 6 of this act for leave 
aggregating in excess of 30 calendar days. 
No member or former member who, as a 
commissioned or warrant officer, has received 
or is, on the date of enactment of this act, 
receiving terminal leave shall be entitled to 
settlement and compensation under section 
6 of this act for leave aggregating in excess 
of the difference between 120 calendar days 
and the number of calendar days of such 
terminal leave.” 

In substance, the above language guaran- 
tees equal treatment for members of the 
armed forces who have served the same num- 
ber of years. Under H. R. 4051, as reported, 
a possibility exists that two members who 
have served the same number of years, one 
entirely in one service and in one status 
(i. e., commissioned or warrant, on the one 
hand, and enlisted, on the other) and the 
other in two services or in one service partly 
in an enlisted status and partly in a com- 
missioned or warrant status may receive dif- 
ferent treatment. To illustrate: 

Case I. Each of two members of the armed 
forces served 6 years between September 8, 
1939, and their return to civilian life, with- 
out taking any leave, terminal or otherwise: 
Member A served 3 years in an enlisted 
status in the Army, was honorably dis- 
charged ffom the Army, and then served 3 
years in an enlisted status in the Navy; Mem- 
ber B served 6 years in an enlisted status 
in the Army. On this state of facts Mem- 
ber A would arguably be entitled to com- 
pensation for 180 days leave; whereas, Mem- 
ber B would be entitled to compensation for 
120 days only. 

Case II. Member A served 2 years in an 
enlisted status in the Army and received no 
leave. He was then commissioned in the 
Army as an Officer and served 4 years, and 
upon his release from active duty he received 
120 days terminal leave. He would arguably 
be entitled, in addition, to compensation for 
60 days leave on account of his service in 
an enlisted status. Member B served the 
same aggregate period of time in either an 
enlisted or an officer status, becoming thereby 
entitled only to 120 days of leave. 

The above change also simplifies the ad- 
ministrative problem. As will be seen, it 
precludes the possibility of a member's re- 
ceiving compensation for more than 120 
days leave. 

The second clarifying change takes the 
form of revising subsection (b) of section 2 
(the definition of the term “discharge”) to 
read: “The term ‘discharge’ means (1) in the 
case of enlisted personnel, separation or re- 
lease from active duty under honorable con- 
ditions or appointment as a commissioned 


officer or warrant officer; and (2) in the case 


of commissioned or warrant officers, separa- 
tion or release from active duty under hon- 
orable conditions”; and the deletion of the 
words “who reenlist or“, in Hne 24, on page 
10, and the words “reenlistment or” in line 
2 of page 11. The second clarifying change 


` has two effects. 


The Navy, as you know, unlike the Army, 
accepted enlistments and reenlistments dur- 
ing the war. The existing definition of “dis- 
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charge,” which expressly includes the expira- 
tion of an enlistment or reenlistment, would 
require the Navy to settle with a given en- 
listed member who served more than one 
enlistment on the basis of each separate 
enlistment. This would mean, moreover, 
that if such enlisted member advanced in 
rating during his second enlistment, he 
would not be entitled to the benefit thereof 
for purposes of determining his compensa- 
tion for the leave applicable to his first en- 
listment. This unfairly discriminates 
against Navy enlisted personnel and in- 
creases the administrative burden of the 
Navy. 

Second, the existing definition in the case 
of Army officers would require a reversal 
by the Army of its previous policy of not 
granting terminal leave where an officer is 
permitted to resign in lieu of reclassifica- 
tion. An Army officer so resigning, the 
resignation not being “for the good of the 
service,” would become entitled to terminal 
leave, which would further operate as a dis- 
crimination against enlisted personnel who 
must be separated under honorable condi- 
tions. 

The third change, eliminating a distinction 
between officers and enlisted personnel, con- 
sists of the deletion of the word “enlisted”, 
in line 9, on page 13, and the addition of 
the following after “1946” in line 10, on 
page 13: “(other than commissioned or war- 
rant officers on terminal leave as a result of 
processing for separation prior to the date 
of enactment of this act)”; and the addition 
of a new sentence at the end of subsection 
(a) of section 5, reading as follows: 

“No member (other than a member on 
terminal leave on the date of enactment of 
this act) shall receive terminal leave be- 
tween the date of enactment of this act and 
September 1, 1946.“ 

I feel very strongly that from the date of 
enactment of the act distinctions between 
officers and enlisted personnel should be en- 
tirely eliminated. Under H. R. 4051, as re- 
ported, the possibility existed that members 
processed for separation after the date of en- 
actment and before September 1, 1946, could 
claim terminal leave, rather than payment 
as provided in section 6. To repel this pos- 
sibility the committee report had the follow- 
ing language inserted in it: 

“Although the provisions of section 3 (a) 
will be in effect and will govern the taking 
of leave by enlisted men from and after the 
date of enactment of the bill, it is the 
intent of the committee that the dates of 
separation of enlisted men who would other- 
wise be discharged between the date of en- 
actment and September 1, 1946, are not to be 
deferred for the purpose of circumventing the 
method of payment prescribed under sec- 
tion 6.” 

This would have the effect of entitling of- 
ficers processed for separation during the pe- 
riod in question to receive terminal leave 
while enlisted personnel processed for sepa- 
ration during the same period would receive 
Payment as provided in section 6, I recog- 
nize that the period in question may be only 
a month. Nevertheless, in the case of the 
Navy alone, it is estimated that approxi- 
mately 35,000 officers and 265,000 -enlisted 
personnel will be processed for separation 
during the period in question. These figures 
include the Marine Corps. Similar estimates 
furnished me by the Army indicate that 25,- 
000 officers and 140,000 enlisted personnel will 
be involved. 

JoHN L. SULLIVAN. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I do not see the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN] present, but 
he has an amendment on the desk which 
I wish to call up. I ask that it be stated. 

Mr. WALSH. Is the Senator going to 
present the amendment for the Senator 
from Arkansas, or accept it? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam call- 
ing it up for the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Nothing in sections 109 and 113 of the 
Criminal Code (U. S. C., title 18, secs. 198 and 
203) or in section 190 of the Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C., title 5, sec, 99) shall be deemed to 
prevent any person (other than a member 
of the regular component of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard) on terminal 
leave from the armed forces from acting as 
counsel, agent, or attorney (1) in any matter 
or thing in which the United States is a party 
or directly or indirectly interested or (2) 
for prosecuting any claim against the United 

- States: Provided, That such person shall 
not prosecute any claim against the United 
States, or act as counsel, agent, or attorney 
in any matter in which the United States is 
a party or has an interest, involving any sub- 
ject matter with which such person was di- 
rectly connected during the period of his 
service and prior to entering upon terminal 
leave. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, this amendment would exempt 
members of the armed forces on terminal 
leave, other than regulars—it is impor- 
tant to remember that—from the pro- 
hibition against acting as attorneys, and 
so forth, in prosecuting claims against 
the United States except claims “involv- 
ing any subject matter with which such 
person was directly connected during the 
period of his service.” The committee 
has no objection to the amendment, and 
we are.glad to accept it. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, a ques- 
tion arises in my mind in connection with 
the amendment. The purpose of the 
section is to exempt from the operation 
of the criminal statutes certain classes of 
persons. The proviso is merely a pro- 
hibition against any such person pros- 
ecuting certain claims, but it does not 
in itself carry any penalty. The pur- 
pose of the proviso is to leave persons in 
the class mentioned subject to the pro- 
visions of the criminal law. I am won- 
dering whether the language does that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam glad 
to see the Senator from Arkansas now 
present in the Chamber. I am sure the 

e does exactly what the Senator 
has stated. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Did the Senator 
from Oregon inquire about the proviso? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. 

Mr.McCLELLAN. As to repealing any 
penalty which now exists under the law. 
the amendment would not repeal any 
penalty with respect to what is contained 
in the proviso. An exception is made to 
the authority granted by the amendment. 
With this exception made, any act which 
would violate this exception would come 
under the existing law, and if there is a 
penalty, the person affected would be 

d 


Mr. CORDON. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. As a suggestion to the 
Senator, would it clarify the amendment 
if that portion of it beginning with the 
word “Provided”, in line 1, on page 2, 
and going down to and including all of 
line 4, were deleted, and instead of that 
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the amendment were to read—and I am 
beginning with line 1 on page 2—“prose- 
cuting any claim against the United 
States, except claims involving subject 
matter with which such person was di- 
rectly connected?” 

Mr. McCLELLAN. How does the Sen- 
ator think that would improve the 
amendment? I do not think it would 
improve it. The purpose of the proviso 
is to not permit such persons to partici- 
pate, during their terminal leave, in any 
activity, in which the Federal Govern- 
ment is interested, with which they were 
concerned while on duty in the service. 

Mr. CORDON. I understand. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
they could take no advantage of the fact 
that they had been in the service, or were 
Still in the service, to engage in any ac- 
tivity in which the Government’s inter- 
est was involved. I do not believe this 
language could be greatly improved upon. 
oe purpose of it is to make an excep- 
tion. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I always have a very 
profound respect for any opinion of the 
Senator from Oregon, but it seems to 
me that the exception here provided for 
has nothing whatever to do with any 
penalty clause now in existence. In 
other words, if a claim were prosecuted 
by someone on terminal leave, and came 
within this proviso, certainly the per- 
son prosecuting it would be subject to 
whatever penalty he would incur if the 
bill were not passed at all. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the amendment 
were not agreed to at all. That is why 
I wanted to leave that way. 

I appreciate the action of the Sen- 


ator from Colorado in calling up the ' 


amendment. I happened to be absent 
from the Chamber at lunch, and am very 
grateful to him. 
. Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The com- 
mittee has no objection to the amend- 
ment, and is glad to accept it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am very grateful 


. to the Senator, and I hope the amend- 


ment will be agreed to. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, before the Senator from Colorado 
accepts the amendment I am wonder- 
ing if it would not be well to ask a ques- 
tion or two, so that we will be clear 
about the matter. 

I am assuming that sections 109 and 
113 are those sections of the criminal 
code which require that persons who 
have served the Government of the 
United States shall not leave the Gov- 
ernment service and take part in suits 
against the United States. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is a part of 
the provision, but is not all of it. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Within a limited 
time. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Within a lim- 
ited’ time of course. They are not 
barred forever, but they might be barred 
forever, if they acted in collusion in some 
way, and that does not happen very 
often in the Government service. When 
we remove the requirement from any 
person who has served in the armed 
forces, and permit any such person to 
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prosecute cases, do we not make it so 
broad that probably the whole effect of 
the restraining influence of sections 109 
and 113 is taken away from the persons 
on terminal leave? I am sure the Sen- 
ator does not want it to go that far. 
Mr. McCLELLAN, I see the point the 
Senator has raised. There may be some 
merit in the suggestion. Of course, it 
is not the purpose of the amendment to 
make it so broad. We are dealing with 
men in the military service, and 
of course I did not have in mind repeal- 
ing the statutes, but only to make this 


_exception. 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The men re- 
ferred to are lawyers. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. And accountants. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. If they have 
served in the Navy Department, under 
sections 109 and 113 they cannot im- 
mediately begin to bring suits in some 
action involving the Navy. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Not only that, but 
they cannot work on a Government ac- 
count or anything else in which the 
Government has an interest. If a man 
is an accountant, he cannot work for a 
firm, cannot take a position and work 
on accounts in which the Government 
is interested, without violating these sec- 
tions of the law. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. No one wants 
those provisions of law to extend to the 
little fellows, such as accountants and 
the like, but surely we do not want to 
waive this requirement. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; we do not. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. For instance, 
a man, although in uniform, and there- 
fore entitled to terminal leave, may have 
been responsible for millions of dollars 
of contracts, on which there might be 
some contract settlement, which might 
be the basis of a suit. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Under the proviso 
they cannot engage in such activity if 
they have had any connection with the 
matter in their Government service. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I am asking 
these questions because this amendment 
did not come before our committee. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I did not have the 
amendment ready when the bill was in 
the committee. I have had some com- 
plaints about this matter from men on 
terminal leave. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. It has not had 
the scrutiny of as many persons as the 
bill itself has had. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator can 
certainly take it to conference, and if 
any modification is actually needed, of 
course the conference can make it. I 
should appreciate their doing that. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Iam not criti- 
cizing anyone. I am trying to make it 
clear to the Senate that in this proposed 
terminal leave legislation our committee 
has been as careful as any group of men 
in the history of the Congress could have 
been to see that no injustice should be 
done. The money involved is an im- 
mense sum, and it has had due considera- 
tion. Perhaps I am taking myself too 
seriously, but I feel personally respon- 
sible to see that no loopholes are afforded 
by amendments which might be offered 
from the floor, which might open up to 
@ person who is not too scrupulous—we 
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will not call him unscrupulous, but to 
a person who is not too careful—oppor- 
tunity to take advantage of the knowl- 
edge which he has gained while in the 
service to make himself valuable to a 
litigant after he leaves the service, 

We know Mr. President, that after the 
last war persons who, for example, were 
engaged in contract adjustments for the 
Government, left the service and im- 
mediately became active in litigation 
against the Government, and in favor of 
the very persons whose contracts they 
were reviewing when they were in the 
Government service. Such a thing must 
not happen again. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I think the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah has called 
to our attention a very important matter, 
especially in connection with the pro- 
viso. If I correctly understand the 
senior Senator from Utah he takes the 
position that if an Army or a Navy of- 
ficial who has been very intimately con- 
nected with some contract during the 
course of his service leaves the service 
and is on the terminal leave, he should 
not serve in connection with a suit in- 
volving the contract, notwithstanding 
the fact that he has no private financial 
interest whatever in the outcome of the 
suit, because the fact that he was in- 
timately connected with the matter 
while he was in the service would place 
him in a position to take advantage of 
that connection while he was in the 
service of his country. The Senator 
wants to avoid such a contingency. It 
seems to me the proviso as now drawn 
fails to take care of that situation, and 
the exception limits it to the person be- 


ing a party or having an interest in the 


matter. 

In my opinion the proviso can very 
well be extended to prohibit persons from 
acting as attorneys or agents, and so 
forth, against the Government, if they 
were intimately and directly connected 
with the subject matter of the suit. If 
the amendment is taken to conference, 
Mr. President, I hope the suggestion of 
the senior Senator from Utah will be 
taken into consideration. I am in agree- 
ment with the position he takes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I have said, I 
have no objection to having the matter 
worked out if it is felt that the proviso is 
not adequate. We are not seeking to 
do anything here except to do justice, 
as I see it, so as not to leave certain in- 
dividuals in the position where, by law, 
they would be somewhat penalized. 

Mr. MURDOCK, Iam sure the Sena- 
tor’s intention is just as he has stated 
it, but I believe that the point raised by 
the Senator from Utah is well taken and 
should be given most serious considera- 
tion. 

Mr. McCLELLAN, I thought the pro- 
viso was adequate. I did not have the 
matter in mind in time to submit it to 
the committee. I conferred with the 
chairman of the committee about the 
amendment before I submitted it. I dis- 
cussed the matter with him. I did not 
have an opportunity to discuss it with 
each member of the committee. I hope 
the amendment may be taken to con- 
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ference and let the conferees and the 
able Senator from Utah study the pro- 
viso and make any corrections in it or 
modifications in it necessary fully to pro- 
tect the Government’s interests. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The Senator 
from Utah makes his point primarily on 
the theory of sections 109 and 113 of 
the Criminal Code, which are based on 
very homely notions. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. They are based on 
very sound policy, which ought to be ob- 
served, 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. They are 
based on the very sound policy that a 
man cannot serve two masters. That is 
the basis of it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is correct. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. And we do 
not want to invite anyone to get himself 
into such a position that discredit may be 
brought on what we are doing at this 
time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield to me 
for one observation? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
closing hours of the session there is al- 
ways the danger that we may not have 
a conference. The House may agree to 
the amendments and accept them. The 
House may insert the amendment which 
the Senator now proposes, So we want 
to be very careful that we are not ac- 
cepting an amendment which needs fur- 
ther clarification or perfecting language. 
We want to be very certain that what- 
ever we put in the bill is what we want 
to have in it, and in the way we want it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should like to 
have Senators point out to me the exact 
objection to the proviso, and wherein it 
fails to cover the situation. I think it 
does cover the situation. If it does not, 
I should like to modify it so as to pro- 
tect the Government. I certainly do not 
want to open the doors to anything they 
should not be opened to. ; 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We ar 
going to have a quorum call in a few 
minutes, and then the Senator from Min- 


nesota [Mr. BALL] will take probably 10 


or 15 minutes on some amendments, and 
during that time the Senators can per- 
haps get together and see if they can 
agree on language which would accom- 
plish what the Senator from Arkansas 
wants to accomplish. I hope, therefore, 
the amendment will not be agreed to at 
this time. I hope it can be passed over 
for the time being, and perhaps the lan- 
guage may be changed. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will be very happy 
to have the amendment passed over for 
the present. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MEAD. The able chairman of the 
Military Affairs Committee a few mo- 
ments ago spoke of the thought and 
study that was given by the Military 
Affairs Committee, to the pending subject 
matter and to other matters related to 
military pay and personnel. I heartily 
concur in his observations. But it oc- 
curred to me that this was an injustice 
which was discovered after the war was 
over, when we found that terminal pay 
was being given to officers while no sim- 
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ilar pay was given to enlisted personnel. 
Upon the discovery of that obvious in- 
justice, the committee preceeded to pro- 
vide correctional legislation, and that is 
the bill we have before us. 

I was wondering if the committee, in 
view of the fact that this apparent in- 
justice was the result of the many 
changes that had been made in military 
pay matters over a long period of years, 
was going to go into the matter again in 
the very near future to be sure that there 
were no further injustices which had to 
do with pay, with allowances, with ex- 
pense money, or anything of that sort. 

The reason I ask that question is this: 
We have discovered in the current hear- 
ings which are now being conducted by 
our committee that a number of men 
in high responsible military positions 
have left the service in the midst of the 
war or in the midst of the emergency 
and immediately found employment 
with the war contractors who were do- 
ing business with the particular branch 
of the service with which the officers 
were connected, and their civilian pay 
was uSually 3 or 4 times as much as it 
was when they were in the military 
service. It occurs to me that in going 
over this matter legislation could be en- 
acted which would prevent such prac- 
tices, which would punish that sort of 
thing and make it impossible for men 
to profit as the result of an emergency. 
I am sure our committee will be very 
happy to turn over the testimony on that 
subject which is now being presented to 
us, to the end that it will be studied by 
the Military Affairs Committee, and such 
corrective legislation as the committee 
deems proper may be considered and 
reported to the Senate, I think the whole 
matter should be reviewed. I know that 
our committee does not have the power 
to do it, but we will make our report 
to the Senate and submit such informa- 
tion as we have to the Military Affairs 
Committee. 

Mr. McGLELLAN. The Senator from 
New York is speaking of the special com- 
mittee headed by him? 

Mr. MEAD. I am speaking of the spe- 
cial committee and of its investigation 
into the affairs of men in the military 
service who have acted in violation, I 
believe, of the law, if not of the army 
regulations. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In violation of the 
basic law. 

Mr. MEAD. Yes. A study should be 
made of their actions, and preventive 
legislation eliminating all possible loop- 
holes should be enacted. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think that is de- 
sirable, and I hope the Senator and his 
committee are successful in correcting 
the evils which exist. My proposal will 
not affect a large number of individuals. 
It affects those whose profession is the 
practice of the law, or men who are ac- 
countants, and certain others. They go 
on their terminal leave. They cannot 
take any business in which the Gov- 
ernment has any interest or to which the 
Government is a party. They cannot 
work on any job, even in a clerical ca- 
pacity, in which there is an interest on 
the part of the Government. It seems 
unfair to make them forego such em- 
ployment, when they are given the op- 
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portunity, when they can take employ- 
ment anywhere else in the world. My 
purpose is to relieve them from that 
handicap and restriction, but at the 
same time to provide that they cannot 
give to a private employer the benefit 
of anything with which they have had 
a direct connection during the time they 
were in the service. Of course, after 
their terminal leave expires, they can 
take such employment as we have dis- 
cussed. The provision only helps some 
of the veterans who are in certain cate- 
gories to get started, instead of having 
to sit around and wait 2 or 3 months, 
as the case may be. 

Mr. MEAD. Of course, we must be 
reasonable in all matters, and I think 
that with the ample safeguards which 
the Senator has suggested, an amend- 
ment of that kind may be worked out. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is the Senator from 
Minnesota ready to proceed with another 
amendment? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If so, I withdraw 
my amendment temporarily in an effort 
to discuss the proviso with some Sena- 
tors who have expressed an interest in 
it and who want to clarify the language, 
and then I will reoffer it when the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota has concluded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is temporarily 
withdrawn. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator in 
charge of the bill a question. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MURRAY. Do I correctly under- 
stand that the veterans’ organizations, 
after a study of the bill and a full under- 
standing of it, are supporting the bill, 
and the issuance of the bonds in the form 
in which they are proposed to be issued? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. They have studied that point 
specifically, and after studying it they 
have even stated that they believe that 
that is a great advantage to the veteran 
himself 


Mr. MURRAY. I suppose every Sen- 
ator has received letters and telegrams 
from veterans. I have received a great 
many from veterans in my State urging 
that they be paid in cash, or that the 
bonds be negotiable. Does the Senator 
believe that if the veterans were well in- 
formed as to the economic factors in- 
volved, which have been discussed here 
today, they too would be likely to agree 
with the veterans’ organizations, that the 
bonds should be issued in this form? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think 
they would be overwhelmingly of that 
opinion. Of course there may be excep- 
tions. Possibly some of the veterans will 
be dissatisfied. If one were to walk down 
Pennsylvania Avenue and hand out $5 
bills to everyone he met on his way, some 
would be dissatisfied because they were 
not $10 bills. We have that sort of thing 
to contend with. But I believe that vet- 
erans would overwhelmingly approve the 
proposed policy if they understood the 
necessity for it. 

Mr. MURRAY. I am sure that many 
of the veterans from whom I have re- 
ceived letters are intelligent and patriotic 
men. But not having attended the hear- 
ings or given careful study to the eco- 
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nomic consequences of the issuance of 
bonds which would be negotiable in such 
tremendous amounts, it may be possible 
that if they had a correct understanding 
of the situation they would agree with 
the committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget and the Treasury De- 
partment are bitterly opposed to making 
& cash payment. It does not seem to me 
that the Senate would be using very good 
judgment in going against the adminis- 
tration in this matter. What we want 
to get through is a bill which is satis- 
factory to everyone. The committee has 
framed a bill which is satisfactory to the 
departments, and I hope it may be en- 
acted without any change in the manner 
of making payments. 

Mr. MURRAY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Was the American Le- 
gion or any other service organization 
consulted when the change was made 
from a cash payment to payment in 
bonds? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The vet- 
erans’ organizations were all consulted. 
The American Legion, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, and the Disabled American 
Ve ns were consulted. I do not know 
whether the American Veterans were 
consulted or not, but all the organizations 
which were consulted agreed to the plan. 
They were entirely satisfied with it. In 
some instances they said that they 
thought it was much better for the vet- 
erans. 

As a matter of fact, at the present time 
we are in an inflationary cycle. When 
these bonds are payable there may be 
goods on the shelves in which the vet- 
erans can invest their money. At the 
present time we are troubled by too much 
buying power and too few goods. In a 
few years, as these bonds become payable, 
perhaps the reverse will be the situation. 
Perhaps goods will be plentiful and buy- 
ing power will be somewhat reduced. 
That is the reason, as I understand, why 
the veterans’ organizations are support- 
ing the present bond plan. The plan is 
necessary also for a very practical reason, 
As the Senator knows, even though the 
Congress may pass the bill, it will not 
become law until signed by the President. 
The President, the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Treasury Department are all very 
much opposed to the bill as it came from 
the House, with the cash payment pro- 
vision. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield, 

Mr. MEAD. While I favor the cash 
payment plan rather than payment by 
bonds, I appreciate the fact that there 
is no better friend of the veteran and 
serviceman than the able Senator in 
charge of the bill. I am sure that every- 
one realizes that throughout the emer- 
gency he has advocated the rights of the 
veteran and the serviceman. We know 
that the Senator from Colorado is the 
staunch friend of the veteran. I appre- 
ciate the fact that the Senator has one 
desire, and that is to obtain the enact- 
ment of legislation. He realizes, as a 
result of his studies, that passage of the 
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bill and approval by the President would 
be jeopardized if the bill provided for 
cash payment. In that connection, Iam 
anxious to go along with the Senator. A 
great many servicemen in my State 
would like the cash. The distinguished 
Senator from Montana has explained 
that situation. Is it not true that col- 
lectively, so far as the organizations are 
concerned, the veterans favor the bond 
proposal contained in the pending 
measure? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
correct. 

Mr. MEAD. There may be some indi- 
viduals who are in need of cash, and who 
are seeking to secure the cash payment 
rather than the payment provided for 
in the bill. However, through their 
organizations the veterans favor the 
more economic approach, which is the 
approach provided for in the bill. Con- 
sidering the inflationary spiral that may 
be upon us, and considering the eco- 
nomic situation which confronts us, the 
veterans’ organizations realize that col- 
lectively the veterans would be injured 
by a cash payment. I can sympathize 
with the individual who is short of funds, 
and who is unable to establish a home or 
a business. Therefore we can readily 
see the two different approaches—the 
approach of the organization which 
favors the proposal which is before us, 
and the approach of the individual who 
may be hard pressed for cash at this 
time. 

As I previously stated, while I favor 
the cash payment, I realize that those 
who are concerned with the bill, includ- 
ing the able Senator from Colorado, have 
taken the question up with the various 
departments and agencies which are in- 
terested, and whose approval we require; 
and in the interest of having a bill en- 
acted before the session adjourns, the 
Senator is proposing this method as 
the best—and only—possible chance of 
obtaining legislation now. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I appre- 
ciate the Senator’s realistic approach to 
the problem which we are facing. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. After the Senator 
and the committee had worked dili- 
gently, the Senator held another hear- 
ing with officials of the Navy Depart- 
ment, the Treasury Department, and 
other departments, to make certain that 
the best method was adopted; and it 
was decided that the bond method would 
be best. Is it not correct that after the 
bill was ready to be reported the commit- 
tee held a hearing on Tuesday before 
last? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. After the hearings had been 
closed, the Navy Department stated that 
it had some further suggestions to make. 
We invited officials of the Navy Depart- 
ment to appear before the committee and 
make suggestions. Even yesterday the 
Navy Department submitted four amend- 
ments. I agreed to three of them. 
They were clarifying amendments. So 
we have worked very carefully with the 
executive departments. After all, this 
bill is so comprehensive and so tremen- 
dous in its effects that we must not 
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ignore the situation of the Departments 
and their interest in the matter. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I should like to ask 
the Senator as to the nature of the hear- 
ings which were held. Were they 
numerous or lengthy? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Many 
bills had been introduced. We held 
hearings, and everyone was invited to 
present whatever suggestions he had. 
For the most part those who attended 
the hearings were representatives of the 
departments and of the veterans’ organ- 
izations. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Was there any op- 
position to the general purpose? I can 
see that there might be differences of 
opinion as to whether payments should 
be in bonds or in cash; but was there 
any opposition to some sort of payment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There 
Was no opposition whatever. No one 
appeared in opposition to the measure. 

Mr. TUNNELL. As I understand, this 
is a payment for time which belonged to 
the men. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. It is retroactive to September 
8, 1939, and it is a payment to the men 
for vacations which they should have 
had, but which they did not have. 

Mr. TUNNELL. If they had their 
vacations, they will not get the money. 
Is that true? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If they 
had their vacations they will not get 
the money. They must file applications 
and affidavits stating the amounts due 
them. Anyone can understand that 
with 11,000,000 applications it would be 
almost an endless task for the War and 
Navy Departments to determine the 
amount due each individual if it were 
necessary to go through the records in 
each case. The method of escaping 
that burden is to require an affidavit 
with the application. Of course, the 
applications can be checked if there is 
any reason for suspecting fraud. The 
departments will probably check a cer- 
tain number of sample cases, so as to be 
sure that they are not being defrauded. 
That method will save a tremendous 
amount of money. Otherwise it would 
require an army to work out the details. 
Under the present terms of the bill it 
is estimated that 2,500 man-years will 
be required to carry out the purposes 
of the bill. Two thousand five hundred 
men working 1 year will be required to 
handle all the payments by the War and 
Navy Departments. 

Mr. TUNNELL. The payment under 
the terms of the bill is not a bonus or 
a gift, but simply a payment for time 
which belonged to the men in the service. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. As I previously stated, officers 
and civil-service employees are paid for 
leave time. Only enlisted men are de- 
nied that privilege. 

Mr. TUNNELL. According to the law 
as it now is, the officers have been per- 
mitted to receive pay for terminal leave, 
but the enlisted men have not, Is that 
correct? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The en- 
listed men were denied it, but the officers 
were granted it. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Yes. 
Senator. 

Mr. BALL obtained the floor. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me, for the purpose of 
permitting me to suggest the absence of 
a quorum? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Maanvuson in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


I thank the 


Aiken Hart O'Daniel 
Andrews Hawkes Overton 
Ball Hayden Pepper 
Barkley Hil Reed 

Bilbo Hoey Revercomb 
Brewster Huffman Robertson 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Buck Johnston, S. C. Shipstead 
Burch Kilgore Smith 
Bushfield Knowland Stanfill 
Byrd La Follette Swift 
Capehart Langer Taft 
Capper Lucas Taylor 
Carville McCarran Thomas, Okla. 
Chavez McClellan Thomas, Utah 
Connally McKellar Tobey 
Cordon McMahon Tunnell 
Donnell Magnuson Vandenberg 
Downey Maybank Wagner 
Eastland Mead Walsh 
Ferguson Millikin Wherry 
Fulbright Mitchell White 
George Moore Wiley 
Gerry Morse Willis 
Green Murdock Wilson 
Guffey Murray Young 
Gurney Myers 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty 
Senators having answered to their names, 
a quorum is present. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment, which I offer 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, be- 
tween lines 7 and 8, it is proposed to 
insert a new subsection as follows: 

(d) In the settlement and compensation 
for leave under this section, there shall be 
deducted from the amount found to be due 
the member of the armed forces or his sur- 
vivors under section 5, the amount of any 
mustering-out payment which has been paid 
or is payable in the case of such member 
under the provisions of the Mustering-Out 
Payment Act of 1944, as amended. 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, before dis- 
cussing the amendment, I should like to 
discuss the bill generally. 

I am disturbed about several points in 
the bill, particularly the proposal that 
we make a change in the employment 
contract of the Federal Government with 
these enlisted men retroactive for 7 years. 
As I understand the situation, the Army 
and the Navy have kept no records of 
furloughs granted to enlisted men, so in 
the computation of this so-called termi- 
nal leave due to enlisted men, they will 
have to rely entirely upon the affidavits 
furnished by the men. The effect prob- 
ably will be to allow 1 month for every 
year of service. 
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I wonder how many Senators could re- 
member today how many weeks of vaca- 
tion they took in 1939 or 1940 or 1941. 
It seems to me that it is obvious that 
these men will not be able to recall with 
any degree of accuracy how much fur- 
lough time they had, and the tendency 
will inevitably be for every man filing 
an application under this measure to 
claim the full month for every year he 
was in service. 

But if this principle of making retro- 
active a change in the employment con- 
tract of the Federal Government is sound 
and just, then it seems to me that we 
made a terrible blunder a few weeks ago 
when we increased the pay of enlisted 
men about 20 percent. I cannot see 
much justice in paying the enlisted men 
20 percent more for serving in the Army 
in peacetime than we paid enlisted men 
for fighting in the war. If this retro- 
active principle is sound as to terminal 
leave, why did not we make that change 
in the employment contract retroactive, 
so that the boys who actually fought the 
war would have received some advantage 
from the change? g 

Of course, we all recognize that in 
reality there are innumerable injustices 
in the armed forces in the course of 
fighting a war. They are inevitable. 
For instance, nearly all the boys who 
were drafted or who went into the serv- 
ice in the early days—1939, 1940, and 
1941—had a chance to go to officers’ 
training schools. Nearly all of them 
had an opportunity to take specialized 
training and receive ratings which 
would increase their base pay in some 
instances as much as 100 percent. On 
the other hand, those young men who 
became 18 years of age and were drafted 
in 1943 or 1944, when the need for re- 
placements on the fighting fronts was 
desperate, received only a few weeks of 
training in the United States and then 
were shipped to the various fronts for 
replacements and many times the ranks 
of those replacements suffered tre- 
mendous casualties. Can we correct 
those injustices? Of course not. We 
cannot correct the injustice of assigning 
one soldier to a billet where he does not 
have to be under fire, and another one 
who, by chance, is selected for an in- 
fantry company which goes directly to 
the front line. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
principle of making a change retroac- 
tively in an employment contract can 
lead us into many difficulties. If, every 
time we find some small injustice in con- 
nection with the Federal service, we at- 
tempt to make a correction of it retroac- 
tively so that every person who has ever 
suffered under such injustice will re- 
ceive consideration of some kind to com- 
pensate him, we will wind up in tremen- 
dous volumes of red tape, and the cost to 
the Government will be overwhelming. 

Mr. President, I realize that many 
Senators, in considering this bill, have 
concentrated their entire attention on 
the fact that officers receive terminal 
leave while enlisted men do not. While 
mustering-out payments were provided 
for enlisted men, the Military Affairs 
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Committee unfortunately made the mis- 
take of extending those mustering-out 
payments to lieutenants and captains. 
For that error of the committee, we are 
now called upon to appropriate $3,000,- 
000,000 to be distributed among 11,000,000 
men. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I am wonder- 
ing if the statement of the Senator is en- 
tirely correct. As I recall it, the muster- 
ing-out pay amendment, which extended 
payments to the junior officers, was the 
result of conference and not the result 
of committee action. I am pretty sure 
that that was the situation. 

Mr. BALL. If the amendment was 
inserted on the floor of the Senate, the 
fault lies with the Senate rather than 
with the committee. However, the error 
took place, and, in the final analysis, it 
was committed by the Congress. It 
seems to me that it was an extremely 
expensive way of correcting an error of 
that nature. 

Mr. President, I have been concerned 
with the pleas which have come to me 
for early passage of this bill. These ap- 
peals often partake of the current prop- 
aganda which has been circulated against 
officers in the Army and in the Navy. I 
refer to the so-called caste system. It 
seems to me that the retroactive feature 
of this bill, particularly, is a part and 
parcel of the current attempt to blow up 
out of all proportions the relatively 
minor abuses of officers’ privileges in the 
armed services. It is part of a cam- 
paign to prove that all the officers in the 
Army and in the Navy were heels who 
had special privileges while all the en- 
listed men had hearts of gold and fought 
the war all by themselves. We all know 
that is not true, and we all recognize the 
distorted propaganda which has been 
circulated in an effort to overemphasize 
the situation about which there have been 
complaints. 

Mr. President, this entire issue arises, 
as I have said, from the fact that lieu- 
tenants and captains—I have not been 
able to ascertain how many are con- 
cerned, but I do not believe that more 
than 300,000 or 500,000 are concerned— 
received mustering-out pay of from $100 
to $300, as well as terminal leave. I 
think there has been too much concen- 
tration on that particular phase of the 
picture. There are other inequalities in 
connection with pay and allowances of 
Officers and men, some of which are in 
the other direction. For example, en- 
listed men are furnished all their cloth- 
ing and replacements. Lieutenants and 
captains receive a $250 initial allowance 
to be used in buying uniforms. In al- 
most all cases the allowance is not suffi- 
cient, and those men are required to pay 
out of their own money for necessary 
replacements. Enlisted men are fur- 
nished all their food at the regular Army 
messes. Officers are granted 70 cents a 
day as subsistence allowance. From the 
best information I have been able to ob- 
tain, the mess bill of a lieutenant or a 
captain at a normal Army post ran about 
$1.30 to $1.50 a day, and the man’s deficit 
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at the end of each month was approxi- 
mately $20 to $25. That is another dif- 
ferential between the officers and enlisted 
men which ran in the other direction. 
The discrimination in that case was 
against the officers. 

In connection with dependency al- 
lowances, the discriminations were far 
greater. A lieutenant or captain who 
was married could obtain a dependency 
allowance of not to exceed 70 cents a 
day, or $21 a month, regardless of how 
many dependents he had. On the other 
hand, if married, the enlisted man was 
entitled to an allowance, in addition to 
his pay, of $28 a month for a wife, $30 
a month for the first child, and $20 a 
month for each additional child. When 
an enlisted man had a wife and three 
children he was entitled, above his regu- 
lar pay to an allowance of $98 a month. 
A lieutenant with three children was en- 
titled to only $21 a month. 

In connection with class B dependents, 
such as parents, brothers, and sisters, if 
the officer was married he was able to 
obtain no allowance. If he was not mar- 
ried and had a dependent mother, for 
example, the most he could obtain was 
$15 a month. The enlisted man, for 
class B dependents, could receive an al- 
lowance of $45 a month if the depend- 
ent was totally dependent, and if par- 
tially dependent, the enlisted man was 
allowed $32.50 a month. The enlisted 
man could obtain both class A and class 
B dependency allowances, whereas the 
officer could receive only one. If the of- 
ficer received $15 for a dependent moth- 
er, he could not get $21 in the event 
that he was a married many 

Mr, President, what I have stated rep- 
resents a pretty strong discrimination in 
pay scales and allowances in favor of 
enlisted men. When we are talking 
about justice between enlisted men and 
officers, I think we should recognize the 
fact that there are clearly two sides to 
the story. As a matter of fact, I have 


been told many times by both officers . 


and enlisted men that some of the petty 
Officers in the enlisted ranks would not 
even consider making application for ad- 
mission to officers’ training schools, be- 
cause they could not afford to be officers. 
They had families, and the pay and al- 
lowances of second lieutenants did not 
permit the enlisted men, if they became 
such, to receive as much for the support 
of their families as they received for be- 
ing top-grade enlisted men. 

Finally, Mr. President, is there any 
need at this time for passing out to 11,- 
000,000 men some $3,000,000,000 in Fed- 
eral checks? Only recently the Senate 
completed action on the third deficiency 
appropriation bill in which there was a 
deficiency appropriation for the 1947 
fiscal year for veterans of nearly $2,000,- 
000,000 on top of a previous appropria- 
tion of approximately $1,000,000,000 for 
the purpose of paying for benefits avail- 
able to all veterans under the GI bill of 
rights. A few minutes ago the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr, Overton] inserted 
in the Recor a three-page list, compiled 
by the Legislative Reference Service of 
the Congressional Library, of the various 
benefits to which veterans are entitled 
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under acts of Congress. Among those 
benefits is $20 a week which any unem- 
ployed veteran is entitled to receive for 
52 weeks. That amounts to $1,040 which 
is available to any veteran in need, as 
compared with approximately the $240 
check or bond which it is proposed to give 
under the pending bill. Those who take 
advantage of the éducational and train- 
ing features of the GI bill of rights re- 
ceive $65 a month subsistence if single, 
and $90 a month if married. 

I think, incidentally, that is the one 
benefit to veterans which is going to pay 
the biggest dividends to the country. 
They can also, of course, borrow, with a 
Government guarantee of half the loan 
up to $2,000 with which to buy a home 
or business or a farm. 

There is no need for the concealed 
bonus in this bill today. Any veteran 
who wants it can get a job today. These 
checks will go mainly to able-bodied 
young men who are in the age bracket 
from 20 to 30 years. If there is any group 
in our whole population who should be 
able, in the full employment economy of 
today, to stand on their own feet and 
make their own way, without hand-outs 
from the Government, it is that group. 

Mr. President, I should like to read the 
last paragraph of a letter from Paul Ap- 
pleby, Acting Director of the Budget, 
with regard to the bill. The letter ap- 
pears in the committee report, and after 
discussing amendments which are incor- 
porated in the pending bill, reads as fol- 
lows: 

I have discussed with the President the pro- 
visions of H. R. 4051 and the amendatory 
provisions thereof as projected in the com- 
mittee print of the bill. 


I call attention to this: 

While such provisions would not be con- 
sidered as being in accord with the program 
of the President, he would find acceptable a 
measure along the lines of the draft attached 
hereto, 


It is not in accord with his program, 
but he will find it acceptable in an elec- 
tion year to pass out $3,000,000,000 to 
11,090,000 men and women, most of them 
voters. That is the most honest and 
courageous example of double talk I have 
noted around here in quite a while. 

Mr. President, I have read many hun- 
dreds of letters and telegrams I have re- 
ceived in regard to the bill. The Ameri- 
can Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, and all the other veterans’ organi- 
zations are putting on a great drive to 
get it passed. I have received more than 
my share, I suppose, because a few days 
ago, on the call of the Consent Calendar, 
I objected to the passage of the bill now 
pending by unanimous consent under the 
rule permitting only 5-minute speeches. 
We have already discussed it 3 hours to- 
day. I had a call from the legislative 
representative of one of the veterans’ or- 
ganizations, who protested very vigor- 
ously because I had not let the bill go 
through on a call of the Consent Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. President, not all but many of the 
letters from veterans’ organizations, un- 
fortunately, and various pasts, as well as 
letters from individuals, contain threats 
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of political reprisals if I do not support 
the legislation. In other words, they say, 
“If you want my vote in the next elec- 
tion, you had better vote for this bill.” 

I do not blame the individuals who 
sign those letters or telegrams. I do not 
blame the American Legion, the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, or individual posts 
which adopt resolutions endorsing the 
legislation, because it is perfectly obvious 
they have heard only one side of the 
story. They have swallowed the allega- 
tions of rank discrimination between of- 
ficers and men. They have not heard it 
all. They think an injustice has been 
done, and that it should be corrected. 

I am sorry that apparently in so many 
of the posts there is no veteran who 
knows the facts and has courage enough 
to get up and tell them in meeting. Ob- 
viously it is because the boys who want 
the checks would be a little hostile to that 
kind of procedure. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator read the 
last paragraph of the Appleby letter 
found on page 3 of the committee report. 
I call the Senator’s attention to the last 
sentence, which reads as follows: 

While such provisions— 


Referring to the provision in a pro- 
posed bill— 

While such provisions would not be con- 
sidered as being in accord with the program 
of the President, he would find acceptable 
a measure along the lines of the draft 
attached hereto, 


Is the Senator familiar with the terms 
of the draft which was attached to the 
letter? 

Mr. BALL. I assume it is the bill now 
pending. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
Senator is correct in his assumption. 
The bill now before the Senate is the 
draft which was referred to by Mr. 
Appleby. 

Mr. CORDON. Will the Senator fur- 
ther yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr, CORDON. Am I to understand, 
then, that the provisions which were sent 
to the President were provisions for cash 
payments? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The bill 
as it came from the House provided for 
cash payments. The Treasury Depart- 
ment and the Budget recommend bond 
payments, and that is the matter to 
which Mr. Appleby referred. 

Mr. CORDON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the point 
to which I referred in reading the letter 
was that the statement is made that 
while the bill is not in accord with the 
program of the President, nevertheless 
he finds it acceptable. 

I think it is perfectly clear, at least it 
seems so to me, that this is not an at- 
tempt to correct a serious injustice, but 
rather a little bonus to be paid out to 
11,000,000 men in an election year. 


Mr. 
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I intend to vote against the bill. I 
fear for the future of this country if 
these great veterans’ organizations, with 
their millions and millions of members, 
start out again on a program, not to de- 
velop a sound economy in this country, 
a government that is operated on a bal- 
anced budget, so that he will not head 
straight for bankruptcy, but purely and 
simply on a “gimme” basis, out to get 
everything they can bludgeon the Con- 
gress into giving for veterans. 

Mr. President, if that is the direction 
down which these great and powerful 
veterans’ organizations are going to 
travel and take their millions of mem- 
bers in the next few years, then God help 
these United States of America. In my 
opinion we will not long preserve the 
kind of a country and system for which 
these boys fought, and we will do them 
a greater disservice than any favor we 
could do them through the enactment of 
such a bill. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
offered is very simple. It provides for 
the deduction from this terminal leave 
pay, as computed, of mustering-out pay- 
ments made to these individuals. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. KILGORE. Is there any way of 
going back and ascertaining the ter- 
minal leave pay that has been paid to 
officers who have been discharged? 

Mr. BALL. I do not think there is 
any practical way. 

Mr. KILGORE. That has gone on for 
some time. I wondered if any provision 
had been made to treat all the dis- 
charged men alike, regardless of grade. 

Mr. BALL, Perhaps the Senator 
would like to go back to the First World 
War and the Spanish-American War. 
The same system prevailed then, I un- 
derstand. 

Mr. KILGORE. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. I happen to have served in the 
First World War, and I did not receive 
any terminal leave, as I well remember. 

Mr. BALL. The acts which are re- 
pealed in the pending bill date back 
before the First World War. 

I realize the difficulty arises because 
three grades of officers, lieutenants and 
captains, as well as enlisted men, re- 
ceive this mustering out payment. Of 
course, the fact is that the great major- 
ity of the lieutenants and captains 
started out as enlisted men, and, as I 
understand, under the bill, they would 
be entitled to terminal leave for the 
months or years when they were en- 
listed men. Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct; but in no case a total of more 
than 120 days. 

Mr. BALL. That is correct. So that 
if they had received 30 or 60 days of 
terminal leave as officers, and can go 
back and show 2 years of service as en- 
listed men, they would be entitled to a 
lump sum of 60 days’ terminal leave. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
would be entitled to the amount they 
did not get. 
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Mr. BALL. In my opinion, that would 
cover the great bulk of the lieutenants 
and captains, most of whom came up 
through the ranks. If we deduct the 
mustering-out payments from this com- 
puted terminal leave, that in large part 
corrects the injustice. It would not cor- 
rect it completely, but I do not think 
there is any possibility of ever eliminat- 
ing completely these minor injustices. 
I see no reason for a $3,000,000,000 raid 
on the Treasury merely because a few 
hundred thousand lieutenants and cap- 
tains, most of whom came up through 
the ranks themselves, received terminal 
leave payments as well as mustering-out 
payments, while the enlisted men got 
only the mustering-out payments. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Since the able 


Senator has raised this question, of 


course he realizes that even today the 
lieutenants and the captains receive 
their mustering-out pay, plus this 
terminal leave. The bill does not cre- 
ate a situation in which they would get 
any more. 

I may say to the Senator that the very 
point he raises was discussed in the 
committee. He has spoken about the 
credit that might be received for mus- 
tering-out pay. But, as has been 
brought out in the discussion, many 
thousands upon thousands of the veter- 
ans have received both the mustering- 
out pay and the terminal leave. I fur- 
ther point out to the able Senator that 
when the original mustering-out bill 
came from the Committee on Military 
Affairs to the floor of the Senate, it ap- 
plied only to the enlisted man, but an 
amendment was inserted on the floor 
which included the first three grades fol- 
lowing, with the result that perhaps 
those officers received both terminal- 
leave and mustering-out pay. We can- 
not go back and collect from them a 
credit for mustering-out pay. So the 
bill is reported on what seems to me the 
only fair basis—it is costly; I realize 
that—but it is reported on the only fair 
basis on which it could be framed, and 
that is that the men in the ranks should 
receive their terminal pay. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, let me ask 
the Senator this question. On that 
basis would he be in favor of going back 
and granting to officers the same allow- 
ances for dependents which were granted 
to enlisted men? The enlisted man re- 
ceived much higher and more liberal 
allowances for dependents than did 
officers. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I have not given 
study to that subject. It has not been 
raised in committee. I certainly would 
be willing to study it. I was trying to 
make plain to the Senate that unless we 
take a position of this kind we shall have 
made a discrimination which we cannot 
avoid correcting, and we do not want to 
avoid correcting it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
think it is quite fair to make the point 
that all the men in the three lower of- 
ficer grades came up from the enlisted 
ranks with any long service in the enlist- 
ed ranks. Many of the younger officers 
did come up from the rank of private, 
but they served only a very few months 
as privates. Most of them came from 
the ROTC, from West Point, from An- 
napolis, and from the other schools. 
Very few of them came up to the com- 
missioned ranks after long service in the 
enlisted grades. Very few men had long 
service in the grades of noncommissioned 
officers and then became commissioned 
officers. 

Mr. BALL. I think it is probably true 
that very few of them served more than 
a year or year and a half, on the average, 
in the ranks before being commissioned, 
most of them, I believe, coming through 
OCS. I do know, myself, however, of in- 
dividuals who served as much as 3 years 
in the ranks before they were commis- 
sioned. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. My observation is 
made in connection with what was 
brought out by the Senator from Colo- 
rado earlier in the debate, that there 
seemed to exist in the minds of some Sen- 
ators the belief that paying enlisted men 
in bonds, whereas officers have been paid 
in cash, involved discrimination. I 
must agree with the Senator from Min- 
nesota and Say that most of- the officers 
who received the mustering-out pay cer- 
tainly came up from the ranks. Many 
oh them were in the ranks a very long 

e. 

What I wanted to bring out was that 
most of the officers are going to be paid 
in bonds because their terminal leave as 
enlisted men in many instances will be 
far greater than it was as officers, for 
which they were paidin cash. The point 
has been made that all the officers are 
going to be paid in cash and the enlisted 
men in bonds. As a matter of fact most 
of the officers’ payments will probably be 
in bonds, because in the case of officers 
the mustering-out pay was limited to 
captains, lieutenants, and second lieu- 
tenants, and certainly 90 percent of them 
came up from the ranks. Large num- 
bers of them served for a long, long time 
in the ranks, and will receive credit for 
2 or 3 years’ service in computing ter- 
minal pay in the form of bonds for the 
time they served as enlisted men, al- 
though they are now officers. I am 
heartily in favor of the legislation. The 
argument that officers are being paid in 
cash and the enlisted men in bonds has 
no force at all, because I believe it will 
be found that most of the payments will 
be made in bonds, by reason of the fact 
that the officers involved were enlisted 
men for long periods of time. 

Mr. BALL. I thank the Senator. I 
think he has made a good argument for 
the pending amendment, which would 
deduct mustering-out payments from 
the terminal leave provided under this 
bill. If 90 percent of the officers who 
receive both mustering-out pay and 
terminal leave will be entitled to bene- 
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fits under this bill, then we will correct, 
through my amendment 90 percent of 
the so-called injustice which this bill 
supposedly is aimed at, and we will do 
it at about one-tenth of the cost to the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely wish to add 
that I am opposed to the Senator’s 
amendment for the reason previously 
stated, that is, that the committee tried 
in every way possible for a period of more 
than a month to draft a bill which would 
do justice to those who have already been 
paid, and we were unable to do it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am op- 
posed to this bill because I feel it is an 
utterly unjustifiable expenditure of a 
huge sum of money. Congress passed the 


* GI bill of rights. We knew when we did 


that that enlisted men did not get termi- 
nal leave. For that reason we gave them 
$300 mustering-out pay. At that time 
it was not contemplated they were going 
to get terminal leave. We then knew 
that they did not get it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. But we 
did pay mustering-out pay and terminal 
leave also to certain officers. 

Mr. TAFT. I am coming to that. But 
I say, as to the enlisted men we knew 
that when we passed the GI bill of rights. 
I am in favor of a very liberal treatment 
of veterans. The GI bill of rights treated 
the veterans liberally in a constructive 
way. The various provisions of that bill, 
it seems to me, provided a program on 
which we could stand. It was a gen- 
erous program, and from time to time it 
can and should be improved to make it 
better and more fitting for the needs of 
the veteran. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The GI 
bill of rights makes no distinction be- 
tween officers and enlisted personnel. 

Mr. TAFT. Now it is said that be- 
cause by mistake—and so far as I am 
concerned it certainly was a mistake to 
give mustering-out pay to lieutenants 
and captains who also happened to have 
terminal leave pay—because by mistake 
500,000 men perhaps received something 
more than they were entitled to, now we 
must give it to 11,000,000 men at a cost 
of 83. 000,000, 000. That seems to me to 
be an utterly fantastic and illogical 
argument. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Batt] has pointed out that there were 
many other inequalities. The officers 
receive less allowance for food and less 
allowance for clothing and less allowance 
for dependents than does the enlisted 
man. That cannot be equalized. Be- 
cause we perhaps made a mistake and 
were too generous with captains and lieu- 
tenants, five hundred thousand of them, 
it is now contended we must extend that 
to 11,000,000 men. I think it is an ut- 
terly fantastic and illogical and unjusti- 
fiable argument. 

Mr. President, we have come to the 
time when we cannot spend Federal 
money in the way it is proposed to spend 
it. I pointed out the other day that for 
the next year apparently there will be a 
deficit of from ten to twelve billion dol- 
lars. It does not make it better to 
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pay the amount of money involved in this 
bill in bonds. Those who receive them 
are a little less likely to spend them than 
if they receive the money in cash, but, if 
they need the money, friends will loan 
them money on their bonds, or banks will 
loan them money on their bonds. The 
provision for bonds simply covers up the 
fact that we are paying out $3,000,000,- 
000, and paying it out at a time when 
we have more purchasing power than 
we need, when there is no necessity on 
the part of the men who are receiving 
the payments, no justification to take 
care of them in hard times, because we 
have been very generous with them both 
in unemployment compensation, and for- 
tunately the economic condition of the 
country had been such as to provide jobs 
for the men who want them. So it seems 
to me that we have no justification for 
this proposal. 

I have here a schedule by months of 
the expenditures of government, which 
is very interesting because it shows the 
direction in which we are going. We 
were spending at the height of the war 
about $10,000,000,000 a month. By 
VJ-day we had gotten down to $6,500,- 
000,000 a month. Then it came down 
until February of this year it reached 
$3,500,000,000. That is the lowest point 
in Federal expenditure in any month 
Since that time. From that time on ex- 
penditures went upward. In March the 
Federal expenditures were in excess of 
$4,500,000,000; in April more than 
$4,250,000,000; in May $3,500,000,000; in 
June $5,500,000,000. 

Mr. President, all this talk about econ- 
omy does not mean anything if we are 
willing to pass bills which provide for the 
expenditure of vast sums, of billions of 
dollars of money. We have done it in 
other respects, I agree. I voted against 
the Bretton Woods agreement and the 
British loan, which cost about $10,000,- 
000,000. I think we have succeeded in re- 
ducing subsidies from $2,000,000,000 to 
$1,000,000,000, and perhaps a little more. 
But unless we deal with the large sums 
the small amounts we argue about in the 
appropriation bills for the departments 
mean nothing. Certainly we have 
reached a time when we must regard ex- 
penditures of the Federal Government 
in large sums with great care and with 
great criticism. 

I recognize the argument that a mis- 
take was made in connection with mus- 
tering-out pay, and so forth, but it seems 
to be a superficial argument, and I do not 
think that at the present time there is 
any justification for trying to correct a 
mistake which we made. Maybe a few 
officers did receive a little more than they 
were entitled to. Perhaps some of the 
men who will receive this terminal pay 
will receive a little less. There will be 
inequalities. All inequalities cannot be 
corrected. Some men suffered injuries 
for which they cannot be compensated. 
War is a great leveler. Equality cannot 
be achieved between men and men, be- 
tween officers and men, or between differ- 
ent officers. I believe the program which 
we adopted of $300 mustering-out pay 
was fair. When we did it we did not 
contemplate that we would go back and 
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pay what amounts to another muster- 
ing-out pay, because that, in effect, is 
what it is, amounting to approximately 
the same as the mustering-out pay pro- 
vided in the GI bill of rights. 

Mr. President, I do not like to vote 
against the bill, but in case there is not 
a yea-and-nay vote I should like to be 
recorded as opposed to it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
think the members of the Committee on 
Military Affairs are to be commended for 
writing a fair and reasonable bill in rela- 
tion to terminal-leave pay, and I wish 
particularly to commend the able Sena- 
tor from Colorado, who is in charge of 
the bill. 

Iserved for 3 years in the Army, a part 
of the time as an enlisted man and a part 
of the time as an officer. Frankly, I 
could not see then, and I cannot see now, 
any equity in providing payment for ter- 
minal leave in the case of an officer and 
not providing the same terminal-leave 
pay for enlisted personnel. 

Some statements have been made to 
the effect that perhaps this is a raid on 
the Treasury of the United States. I do 
not think that is so. At one time there 
were 15,000,000 men in the armed services 
of the United States. Some served in 
this country and some served overseas. 
Some have returned and some have not. 
Some have come back in such condition 
that they can once more take their places 
in the lives of their communities; and 
some have come back in such condition 
that they cannot take their old places in 
the lives and activities of their communi- 
ties. 

Mr. President, we took those men away 
from their families, their businesses, and 
their jobs. We put them into the Army 
of the United States and told them that 
they would be compensated to a certain 
extent. For the most part that compen- 
sation was far below the compensation 
paid those who did war work and en- 
gaged in other forms of activity in the 
United States during that period. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator might 
add that their compensation was far be- 
low the present compensation of mem- 
bers of the armed forces. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is 
absolutely correct. 

Mr. President, we are not giving some- 
thing to these men. We are compensat- 
ing them for time which they spent in 
the Army of the United States, working 
for the Government of the United States. 
During that period of time, under Army 
regulations and under the laws of the 
country, they were entitled to have a cer- 
tain furlough period, in the case of en- 
listed men, or a leave period in the case 
of officers. Because of the very serious 
situation with which our armies as a 
whole and the various components of the 
armies were confronted overseas, in in- 
numerable cases it was not possible for 
the commanders to let their men take the 
furlough time to which they were en- 
titled. Therefore they were, in effect, 
donating the time which they were en« 
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titled to have as leave or furlough time, 
and for which they were entitled to be 
paid. It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
we are merely carrying out an equitable 
principle. If an officer is entitled to be 
paid for the time which he did not take, 
but to which he was entitled, then as a 
matter of principle an enlisted man is 
entitled to the same treatment. There 
is no doubt whatsoever in my mind on 
this question. 

The point has been raised that this 
measure may add to the inflationary situ- 
ation facing the country. I believe that 
the committee has framed a reasonable 
amendment, providing for payment in 
bonds which will be cashable over a pe- 
riod of years. But it seems to me that 


it would be a gross inequality today for- 


the Senate not to pass this amended bill, 
as proposed by the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I most earnestly hope that 
the pending amendment will not be ap- 
proved by the Senate. I do not wish to 
take much time to reply to the argu- 
ments made by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. BALL] and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tarr]. I wish to read into 
the Recorp, however, a complete reply 
to their arguments from two former 
sergeants, This is in the form of a mem- 
orandum addressed to me: 

Memorandum to: Senator EDWIN C. JOHNSON. 
Subject: Terminal leave for enlisted men, 

1. On return to the States for discharge, 
it appeared as though the end of unpleasant 
experiences of partiality and privilege for 
officers had come. Apparently the country 
felt as well disposed toward the enlisted men 
who had served as toward the officer and 
that there would be no prerogatives for the 
officer group. 

2. However, at our separation center we 
discovered there was a distinction. The 
golden eagle worn on the lapel of an ex- 
officer implies he is receiving money for the 
furloughs he has not had whereas that same 
eagle worn on the lapel of an ex-enlisted 
man means he is not receiving money for 
the furlough time the service ewes him, 
Terminal leave, or payment for unobtained 
furloughs, is due only ex-officers under pres- 
ent arrangements. 

3. All veterans are entitled to equal bene- 
fits from the GI bill of rights; we all wear 
the same discharge button. Why, then, are 
not enlisted men also entitled to accrued 
leave with the pay of their discharge rank? 
Why doesn’t our Nation realize that ex- 
enlisted men need and are entitled to the 
financial compensation as much as ex-officers; 
that we demand an equal policy in all yet- 
erans’ legislation, and that we want veteran 
discrimination erased? 

Ex-Sgt. CLYDE WENDELKEN, Jr. 
Ex-Sgt. CHARLES N. HILL, 


Mr. President, this seems to me to be 
a complete reply to the arguments to 
which the Senate has just listened. I 
have received hundreds of letters on the 
same subject. I shall not burden the 
Record with them. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
not speaking directly to the pending 
amendment. However, I wish to bring 
to the attention of the Senate facts 
which I think ought to be in the RECORD 


and in the minds of Senators, 
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Earlier in the day the senior Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Overton] placed in 
the Record a summary of major benefits 
extended to veterans of World War II 
by Federal legislation. That was a list 
of legislative enactments for the benefit 
of veterans of World War II. The state- 
ment does not indicate the amount of 
money expended for the veterans. 

At this time I wish to read into the 
Recor» a list of laws enacted by the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress only, for the vet- 
erans of World War II. 

The act of April 27, 1945, amended the 
Code of Laws of the District of Colum- 
bia by adding new sections and providing 
for the recording of veterans’ discharge 
certificates without payment of fees. 

The act of May 4, 1945, amended sec- 
tion 2 of Public 140, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, making benefits apply to for- 
mer enlisted men of the Regular Army 
and Philippine Scouts who have served 
20 years or more and who were honorably 
discharged with a disability incurred in 
line of duty. 

Under the act of May 9, 1945, we ex- 
tended the date of the Selective Train- 
ing and Service Act of 1940, and provided 
that inductees under 19 years of age be 
given 6 months’ training for combat. 

Under the act of June 1, 1945, Congress 
provided for enlistments in the Regular 
Army during the period of the war. 

Under the act of June 23, 1945, the 
Congress amended Public 849 of the Sev- 
enty-sixth Congress by adding a new title 
to provide housing of temporary nature 
to distressed families of servicemen and 
veterans with families. 

By the act of June 30, 1945, the Con- 
gress amended the Federal Farm Loan 
Act, the Emergency Farm Mortgage Act 
of 1933, the Federal Farm Mortgage Cor- 
poration Act, and the Servicemen’s Re- 
adjustment Act of 1944, all of which 
amendments created additional benefits 
for veterans. 

Also by the act of June 30, 1945, Con- 
gress enacted the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945. Section 608 of that act car- 
ries exemptions for purposes of veterans’ 
laws and regulations on income restric- 
tions, 

By the act of July 2, 1945, the Congress 
amended the National Life Insurance Act 
to extend 5-year level-premium term 
policies for an additional 3 years. 

By the act of July 6, 1945, the Congress 
provided for a medal for services in the 
armed forces of the United States or of 
the Government of the Philippine 
Islands, beginning December 7, 1941. 

By the act of July 6, 1945, the Con- 
gress amended section 100 of Public 346 
of the Seventy-eighth Congress to grant 
certain priorities to the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration for the benefit of veterans. 

By the act of September 20, 1945, Con- 
gress amended Veterans’ Regulation 1 
(a) parts I and II, as amended, to pro- 
vide additional rates of compensation 
or pension and render inequalities as to 
specific service-incurred disability in ex- 
cess of total disability. 

Mr. President, in addition to the laws 
I have already enumerated, the Seventy- 
ninth Congress has enacted the follow- 
ing laws in aid of veterans: 


1946 


190 


301 


Armed Forces Voluntary Recruit- 
ment Act of 1945. — — 


Provides that members or former 
members of armed forces who 


crued leave (officers)... ......... 
Provides for appointment of mid- 
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parities that veterans may 

tain copies of public oes in 

District of Calumbia without 


istration 

Adjusts pay and 
members of the Navy Nurse 
T SAN EE AN 
Grants travel pay and other al- 
lowances to certain soldiers of 
the War with Spain and the 


—.— ine Insurrection who 
* — in the Philip- 
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Nov. 21, 1945 


Nov. 24, 1945 


tae tie eT CHES Dec, 5, 1945 


pine ne Islands... 

Amends sec. 5, Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act, May * 1930, to 
eye es that leaves of absence 


or naval 
service shall be 


Service. .. Dec. 21,1945 


and IV 
s 
Act of 1944, liberalizing the pro- 
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Amends tiles 15 ir 1 — A 
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Provides for transfer nsir of apport 
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Veterans’ Adm: 3 
Amends sec. 2 (b), Pub 
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Mar. 6, 1249 


341 


375 
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lie, 292, 79th 


as amended by Pub 
Cong., to authorize appropria- 
tion for additional temporary 
bousin; i distressed 
families of 


veterans 
ENR 000,000 in lieu of 


their families 


of $253,727,000 for veterans’ 
housing and related expenses, 
under title V, 3 76th 
Si Neh = ect 97 — 
= TO- 

visio Publie, Joh 
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others absent from the place of 
their residence, and to ooed 
Public, 712, 77th Cong., 
9 by Public, 277, sth 
PEE EE e 
Amends Nau 8 of pt. VII, Vet- 
erans lation 1 (a), as 
amended ( Public, 16, 78th 
Cong.), to authorize, n lieu of 
$500,000 now authorized, an 
appropriation of $1,500,000 asa 
reyolving fund for advance- 
ments to persons undertaking 
sons of vocational rehabili- 
tatio 


and 
fects, of K members of 
forces who are 
active service 
other than boncrable 
District of Columbia Service- 
men’s Readjustment 5 
Act of 1945. Removes 
2 of minority in District 
ſumbia in connection with 


8 to authorize Com- 
missioners of District to pro- 
vide services to veterans and 


Extends the Selective Training 
and Service Act, 1940, as 
amended, until July 1, 1946. 

Provides for the evacuation and 
return of the remains of certain 


District of Columbia ‘0 


To ite the availability of 
and production and 
of materials for hous. 

Weeks War 11 — by care curbing 
22 2 di new hous- 
n eterans’ Emergency 
1 Act of 1946. 
Authorizes payment 
tional uniform gratuity to Re- 
serve officers commissioned 
from the status of aviation 
cadets. 


leases or renewals of leases of 


Mar. 28, 1946 


Apr. 12, 1946 


Apr. 10, 1946 


Apr. 24, 1946 


Apr. 27, 1946 


May 1,1946 


May 3, 1946 


May 9, 1946 


May 14, 1946 


May 16, 1946 


May 18, 1946 


May 22, 1040 


June 11, 1946 
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444 


458 


471 


474 


494 


Sub/ect 


Amends sec. 1, Public, 434, 78th 
Cong., to provide that World 
War II veterans not be 
disqualified from making home- 
stead entries or from other ben- 
efits of the act by reason of not 

- having reached the age of 21 
Fre ee LA ee 

Modifies the time limitations 
governing the award of certain 
military and naval decorations 
for acts performed during 
World War 7 For = —— 

ae ublic of Philippines 

itary Tabt Act.” Pro- 
. — militarx assistance to the 
— — of "the 1 in 
establishing and maintaining 
national security and to form a 
basis for participation by that 
Government in such defensive 
military operations as the fu- 
ture may require...------------ 

Governs the effective dates ofret- 
ings and awards under the Vet- 

rans’ Administration revised 
— 155 for rating disabilities, 
Mates rovision for facilitating 
mission into the United 
Briss of the alien fiancées or 
fiancés of members ofthe armed 
forces of the United States. 

Reenacts all provisions of the 
Selective Training and Service 
Act of 1940, as amended, except 
certain provisions w are 
amended or re 

Amends the Pay Readjustment 


Corps, Coast 
„ Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, and Public Health 
ee E Ee 
Provides that under Iaws ad- 
ministered by the Veterans’ 
Administration monetary bene- 
fits, other than renent matin d 
for service-connected bility 


or death shall be 
CEE — not "pe 


in World War II in considera- 
tion of 


Approved 


June 25, 1946 


Jane 26, 1946 


June 27,1945 


June 29, 1946 


July 9, 1946 


er sige services ex- 
tended to United States . July 11, 1946 


Mr. President, let us look at some of 
the benefits which have actually been 
paid to the veterans under some of the 
laws to which I have made reference. 
The amounts to which I now refer were 
payments actually made up to July 1, 
1946, as pensions for World War II vet- 
erans: 

Under Public Law 2, Seventy-third 
Congress, March 20, 1933, which is an 
amendment of an old act of Congress 
applicable to World War I veterans— 
Veterans Regulation 1 (a), of June 6, 
1933, as amended by Public Law 144, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, of July 13, 1943, 
and by Public Law 313, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, of May 27, 1944, the amount 
paid out up to July 1, 1946, under these 
acts, as amended, was $897,869,000. 

Under the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944, Public Law 346, Seventy- 
eighth Congress, June 22, 1944, as 
amended by Public Law 268 of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress, the amounts actu- 
ally paid out to July 1, 1946, are as 
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follows: Educational benefits, $410,000,- 
000; readjustment allowances, $1,105,- 
000,000; loan guaranties, $6,746,000. 

Vocational rehabilitation under Public 
Law 16 of the Seventy-eighth Congress, 
act of March 24, 1943: amount of costs to 
July 1, 1946, $120,000,000. 

National Service Life Insurance Act of 
1940, as amended, $2,634,487,000. 

Hospitalization under Veterans Regu- 
lation 6 (a) as amended, $135,000,000. 

The total cost to July 1, 1946, was 
$5,309,102,000. 

What I read are the amounts paid out 
by the Veterans’ Administration. Mr. 
President, let us look at benefits not ad- 
ministered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion: : 

Housing for veterans, to which I have 
already referred in Public Law 336, $410,- 
000,000. 

Public Law 341, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, $253,727,000. 

To this should be added, perhaps, a 
$160,000,000 additional appropriation, 
under the Lanham Act, but Iam not quite 
sure what that appropriation would ab- 
sorb in the larger appropriation of $410,- 
000,000, and I am therefore not including 
it. But the total benefits not adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration, 
but for veterans nevertheless, amounted 
to $663,727,000 up to July 1, 1946. 

Mr. President, benefits administered 
by the Army are as follows: 

Payment of 6 months’ death gratuity, 
which I regret to say I am not able to 
supply, but is, of course, quite an item. 

Mustering Out Payment Act of Febru- 
ary 3, 1944, $2,368,691,405. No figures 
are available, to me at least, from the 
Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard. 
That is to say, I have no information 
with regard to expenditures made on this 
account by any one of those services. 

Let us look briefly at the benefits pro- 
posed by pending legislation. By the 
term “pending legislation,” Mr. Presi- 
dent, I mean legislation which has been 
passed by one House or the other of the 
Congress, or has actually gone to the 
White House, as I believe is the case in 
one or two instances. 

Under House bill 6811 of the Seventy- 
ninth Congress, increased payments dur- 
ing hospitalization of veterans, $13,148,- 
000; 20 percent increase in pensions and 
compensation, $285,450,000, or a total 
under this bill of $298,598,000. That is 
also an annual expenditure. In other 
words, the obligation of the Government 
is not discharged in 1 year, but the pay- 
ments continue from year to year, al- 
though perhaps in varying amounts. 

House bill 6371, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, increased benefits under national 
service life insurance, $1,600,000,000. 

Under a bill which has not yet been 
passed by either House, but is on the 
Speaker’s desk awaiting the signature 
of a sufficient number of petitioners to 
discharge the committee, House bill 6304, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, provides for 
automobiles for veterans who have lost 
their limbs or have sustained a loss in 
the use of their limbs, $30,000,000, 

The cost of the pending bill, House 
bill 4051, the terminal-pay bill, is esti- 
mated to run between $2,000,000,000 and 
.$4,000,000,000, _ 
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In making a computation which is not 
entirely accurate, perhaps, but in the 
main is accurate, there has been listed 
the cost of the pending bill, the terminal- 
pay bill, at only $2,000,000,000. Actu- 
ally, it may run, as the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado has said, to $3,- 
000,000,000. So, under the benefits pro- 
posed by pending legislation, in dollars 
and cents, under House bill 3908, Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress, the first year’s in- 
crease in pensions to veterans will be 
$3,445,000. 

Under House bill 5148, which is at the 
White House awaiting the signature or 
the action of the President, the pensions 
withheld from persons in foreign coun- 
tries in World War II, will be $10,164,- 
061.13. 

House bill 6900, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, 20-percent increase in pension, 
Spanish-American War, first year, $1,- 
394,000. 

Payments to 70-day cases, age 65, 
$254,000. 

Increase to 70-day cases, regular aid 
and attendance, $12,600. 

Increased payments to widows, $4,860,- 
000. The total is $6,520,600. 

Mr. President, another bill which is 
now at the White House, Senate bill 706, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, provides for in- 
creases in burial allowances totaling 
$4,290,000. 

Under Senate bill 2204, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, which has already passed the 
Senate and will be passed by the House 
perhaps today or tomorrow, social-secu- 
rity benefits to survivors of veterans of 
World War II, $175,000,000. 

I have tabulated the estimated cost of 
pending legislation, and the total is 
$4,098,281,600, including the pending bill 
at $2,000,000,000, as I have already 
stated. 

A recapitulation is as follows: 

Veterans’ housing, $823,727,000. 

Benefits not administered by Veterans’ 
Administration, $2,378,691,405. 

Pension, World War II veterans and 
GI bill, costs to July 1, 1946, $5,309,- 
102,000. 

Pending legislation, $4,098,281,600. 

That represents a total, Mr. President, 
of $12,609,802,005, or more than twelve 
and one-half billion dollars. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator. I was about to conclude. 

Mr. HAWKES. I know the Senator 
was about to conclude, and I merely 
wanted to ask him why he uses the figure 
$2,000,000,000 as representing the cost of 
the pending measure? 

Mr. GEORGE, Because it was esti- 
mated to cost from $2,000,000,000 to 
$4,000,000,000, and I took the smaller of 
the two amounts. Iam quite sure it will 
amount approximately to $3,000,000,000, 
as the Senator from Colorado himself 
has estimated. 

Mr. HAWKES. I should like to say to 
the Senator that I have talked with a 
number of persons who have told me that 
the cost of the bill will run as high as 
$5,000,000,000. No one in the world 
knows what the furloughs for which 
„compensation is to be paid will cost, I 
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do not see how anyone can estimate the 
cost. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am prepared to 
agree with the Senator, but I was taking 
the minimum as estimated by any re- 
sponsible source of which I know. 

Mr. HAWKES. I invite attention of 
the Senator to the fact that, in the re- 
port which is before the Senate, the 
Undersecretary of the Navy, Mr. Sulli- 
van, when he submitted to the hearings 
a draft which he said would be accept- 
able to the President—and I understand 
the bill now before the Senate is a draft 
which will be acceptable to the Presi- 
dent—stated as follows: 

The figures I have been using in my own 
discussions and thinking are $2,000,000,000 
for the Army and three-quarters of a billion 
for the Navy. It is a very difficult figure on 
which to get a reliable estimate, but I think 
this is as close as we can come in giving you 
an opinion. 


The only purpose I have in bringing 
this to the notice of Senators is that 
I do not think we should continue to 
fool ourselves any longer about how 
much these payments are going to 
amount to. 

I think there is no one in the world 
who can pay the veteran for what he 
has done. In other words, it seems to 
me that any man who is willing to ac- 
cept an unnecessary dollar in return for 
the service he has rendered this country 
over and above his established rate of 
pay is losing his fine position in the 
world. I told a fine group of veterans 
a few nights ago something which I 
should like to repeat here. I said that 
every veteran of this war, from my point 
of view, will be found in one of four 
classes. First, there are those who went 
abroad and will never return; they are 
buried on foreign soil, and we cannot do 
anything for them except to honor and 
respect them. My own son is one of 
them, as is the son of the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, who has per- 
mitted me to interrupt him. 

The next class consists of those who 
have been wounded, many of them blown 
nearly to pieces, and who have come back 
mutilated. My office was full of them 
today. There is no one in this world 
who can do the things necessary to re- 
place what has been taken away from 
those boys. If I had my way about it, 
this Nation would pay many times more 
to the fellow who has had his arms, his 
legs, or his eyes taken away from him, 
or his health ruined, and has come back 
incapacitated for life, than we have ever 
done thus far. 

There is a third class, the men who 
were wounded but who have recovered, 
and are now perfectly able to stand on 
their own feet with temporary help from 
the Government. 

There is a fourth class, the fellows to 
whom God has been kind, who have come 
back well and strong after having the 
wonderful experience of fighting for 
their Nation. 

I said to those veterans the other night 
that if a man who has come back whole 
is going to try to raid the United States 
Treasury for something he does not need, 
and thus wreck this country, then he 
lost the war to preserve the principles of 
American life; he did not win it. 
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Mr, President, I say that to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia today. 
If we can teach the veteran who has 
returned whole that all he needs and all 
he is entitled to under the American way 
of life, is a chance to get on his feet— 
and we should willingly give him that 
and help him in every way necessary— 
after that he should with pride carry his 
load as an American citizen, Al Smith, 
one of the greatest real liberal Demo- 
crats who ever lived, entertained those 
views, and I always agreed with him. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Jersey. I have a 
purpose in making this statement, show- 
ing that benefits heretofore provided, 
and those provided in pending bills, some 
of which are already at the White House, 
as I have said twice before, and all of the 
rest of which will reach the White House 
before we finish this session, even though 
we adjourn this week or early next week, 
reach the high total of approximately 
twelve and one-half or thirteen billion 
dollars, : 

There are other items which are con- 
tinuing, to which I have not referred. 
The veterans’ unemployment compensa- 
tion, of course, is being enjoyed by all 
veterans who do not find suitable em- 
ployment for the 52 weeks after their 
discharge, and that is a considerable 
daily and monthly item. < 

I have made no reference to the Pay 
Adjustment Act, which has already 
passed the Congress and which, of course, 
affects officers es well as the enlisted per- 
sonnel. That itself will add several ad- 
ditional billions of dollars, perhaps, to 
the figures which I have given here to- 
day. 

I am bringing these facts before the 
Senate and before the country because 
there are influences which apparently 
are endeavoring to persuade the veterans 
that Congress has not met its obligation 
to the veteran, and has been unwilling to 
display toward the veteran the gener- 
osity of a great country. 

I am doing it for another purpose, 
however. Fifteen million men and 
women were enlisted in the armed sery- 
ices during World War II. Those 15,- 
000,000 men and women constitute, for 
tomorrow, fully one-half of all the tax- 
payers of the United States. So what 
we are doing here is to provide benefits 
for the veteran sometimes without any 
scrutiny or without much thought, and 
at the same time passing to him a bill 
which he must meet as the taxpayer of 
tomorrow. 

There were about 50,000,000 taxpayers, 
in round numbers, on our Federal tax 
rolls before the passage of the last tax 
act. That act removed entirely from the 
rolls 12,000,000 taxpayers in the lowest 
brackets. So it can be seen about how 
many taxpayers there are now on the 
rolls. The 15,000,000 men and women 
who were called into the armed services 
will next year and the year after that 
become the great taxpaying group in the 
United States, and they will pay the bill 
which the Congress is now placing upon 
their shoulders. 

We are overgenerous, perhaps, or at 
least we are fully generous, especially 
when we consider that the veteran him- 
self is going to pay a great part of the 
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money which we are expending for his 
benefit, because every dime of it is bor- 
rowed money. It is true we are raising 
about $40,000,000,000 in tax revenues at 
the present time, under existing law, 
which is a pretty heavy burden on the 
American people, but that is not ade- 
quate to meet the current costs of gov- 
ernment, including such part of the costs, 
of course, as include veteran benefits. 

There will be a deficit for the next fis- 
cal year, so we are borrowing money. 
We can do the veteran a great service by 
saying to him frankly, “This debt is be- 
ing passed on to you, and the real in- 
terest of the veteran, along with every 
other American citizen, is in having an 
economy under which men can live and 
prosper.” 

Mr. President, I make these observa- 
tions, not in opposition to the particular 
bill now pending, because it does contain 
many elements of justice, but I make the 
observations for the purpose of indicat- 
ing to the veterans that Congress has 
not been remiss in meeting their prob- 
lems, and that at least we here are fully 
conscious of the fact that the benefits we 
are giving to the veteran now are simply 
deferred obligations which he will have 
to bear in the future. 

Thè PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Batu] which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, be- 
tween lines 7 and 8, it is proposed to add 
a new subsection, as follows: 

(d) In the settlement and compensation 
for leave under this section, there shall be 
deducted from the amount found to be due 
the member of the armed forces or his sur- 
vivors under section 5, the amount of any 
mustering-out payment which has been paid 
or is payable in the case of such member 
under the provisions of the Mustering-Out 
Payment Act of 1944, as amended. 


Mr. LANGER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not know- 
ing how he would vote, I transfer that 
pair to the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
Briccs]. I am not advised how the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote on this 
question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
O’ManoneyY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEP- 
per] is unavoidably detained. If pres- 
ent, he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from Arizona IMr. 
McF arian], and the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. STEWART] are detained on 
public business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Tennessee would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. RAD- 
cLirFE] is attending a meeting of the 
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Maryland Democratic State Convention, 
and is therefore necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the Pres- 
ident’s Evaluation Commission in con- 
nection with the test of atomic bombs on 
naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Typrnes] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to par- 
ticipate in the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUTLER] is absent on official 
business, being a member of the com- 
mission appointed to attend the Philip- 
pine independence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brinces] is necessarily absent. He has a 
general pair with the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Austin] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 12, 
nays 67, as follows: 


YEAS—12 
Ball Hart Reed 
Buck Hawkes Taft 
Capper Hayden White 
Pulbright Moore Willis 
NAYS—67 

Aiken Hill O'Daniel 
Andrews Hoey Overton . 
Barkley Huffman Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo. Robertson 

Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Brooks Kilgore Shipstead 
Burch Knowland Smith 
Bushfield La Follette Stanfill 
Byrd Langer Swift 
Capehart Lucas Taylor 
Carville McCarran ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Chavez McClellan Thomas, Utah 
Connally McKellar Tobey 
Cordon McMahon Tunnell 
Donnell Magnuson Vandenberg 
Downey Maybank Wagner 
Eastland Mead Waish 
Ferguson Millikin Wherry 
George Mitchell Wiley 
Gerry Morse Wilson 
Green Murdock Young 
Guffey Murray 
Gurney Myers n 

NOT VOTING—17 

Austin Gossett Radcliffe 
Bailey Hatch tonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Stewart 
Briggs McFarland Tydings 
Butler O'Mahoney Wheeler 
Ellender Pepper 


So Mr. BaLL’s amendment was re- 
jected. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the joint resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 371) extending the ef- 
fective period of the Emergency Price 
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Control Act of 1942, as amended, and 
the Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended. 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 4051) to grant to enlisted 
personnel of the armed forces certain 
benefits in lieu of accumulated leave. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
call up the amendment, which I previ- 
ously offered and temporarily withdrew. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Szc. —. Nothing in sections 109 and 113 
of the Criminal Code (U. S. C., title 18, secs. 
198 and 203) or in section 190 of the Revised 
Statutes (U. S. C., title 5, sec. 99) shall be 
deemed to prevent any person (other than 
a member of the regular component of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard) 
on terminal leave from the armed forces from 
acting as counsel, agent, or attorney (1) in 
any matter or thing in which the United 
States is a party or directly or indirectly in- 
terested or (2) for prosecuting any claim 
against the United States: Provided, That 
such person shall not prosecute any claim 
against the United States, or act as counsel, 
agent, or attorney in any matter in which 
the United States is a party or has an in- 
terest, involving any subject matter with 
which such person was directly connected 
during the period of his service and prior to 
entering upon terminal leave. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There is 
no objection to the amendment as now 
stated. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator will 
pardon me, I have not yet asked to 
modify the amendment. I wish to modify 
my amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, I wish to 
withdraw my statement then. However, 
I have no objection to the amendment 
as I know the Senator proposes to 
modify it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN, I thank the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 

Mr. President, I ask to modify the 
amendment as offered by striking out, 
beginning in line 2 with the word “or” 
through line 3 and line 4 to the close 
of parenthesis, and to strike out the 
word “for” in line 9, and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “from.” 

Mr. President, as the amendment is 
modified or perfected it eliminates the 
objection that was raised to it in its 
original form, and I believe the modifica- 
tions are proper. I ask that the amend- 
ment, as modified, be agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN]. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I had 
printed another amendment—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

Mr. BALL. No, Mr. President, I am 
not calling it up. The amendment would 
extend the benefits of this terminal-leave 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


erans of World War I. It seems to me 
no more wrong in principle to make it 
retroactive to World War I than to go 
back to 1939. I did not propose the 
amendment seriously. I would not want 
to offer it now. I am a little afraid 
that if I did it might be adopted and 
make the bill worse than it is. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK., At the end of the 
bill it is proposed to add the following 
new section: 


Sec. 9. That for all purposes of this section 
the term “prisoner of war” shall include each 
officer and nurse and enlisted person of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard, 
and of the Reserve components thereof, 
whether living or deceased, who, by reason 
of his or her capture by an enemy, escape 
or evasion from an enemy, or, because of his 
or her being in an internee status, is, was, 
or may be separated from the jurisdiction 
of the United States at any time after De- 
cember 7, 1941, and prior to August 16, 1945. 

(a) Prisoners of war shall be promoted in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
President. Promotions of prisoners of war 
may be made without regard for the needs 
of the service. - 

(b) Any increases of pay and allowances to 
which prisoners of war may become or have 
become entitled by reason of promotion pur- 
suant to this section or otherwise, shall be 
held and considered to have accrued ret- 
roactively to the credit of and to be payable 
to the prisoners of war beginning on the date 
prescribed by the President in each case. 
Each appointment or entry in service records 
issued or made under this section shall in- 
dicate the effective date thereof for purposes 
of pay and allowances, 

(c) Nothing within this Section shall be 
construed as preventing the promotion of 
any person pursuant to other provisions of 
law as reducing the pay or allowances to 
which any person may be entitled under 
other provisions of law, or as authorizing the 
promotion of officers to ranks above those 
of captain in the Navy or Coast Guard or 
colonel in the Army or Marine Corps. 

(d) Each enlisted person and nurse not 
entitled to a subsistence allowance at the 
time he or she became a prisoner of war 
shall be credited with a subsistence allow- 
ance at the rate of 70 cents per day during 
such period as he or she was a prisoner of 
war and not otherwise entitled to be credited 
with a subsistence allowance. 

(e) Within the scope of the authority 
granted by this section, the determination 
by the President, or by such person as he may 
designate, of the date of termination of a 
prisoner of war status in any case shall be 
final and conclusive. 

(f) The appropriations for pay and allow- 
ances of personnel of the services concerned 
currently available at the time payment is 
made shall be available for the payment of 
all sums which accrue by reason of the retro- 
active provisions of this section. 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, this 
amendment is essentially the same as a 
bill which passed both Houses and was 
vetoed by the President. That bill, Sen- 
ate bill 1805, referred only to the Navy, 
the Coast Guard, and the Marine Corps, 
One of the reasons which the President 
gave in his message for his veto was that 
it did not apply to the Army. That has 
been changed, and the amendment 
now offered includes all the arm 


pay for-enlisted men to the living vet- 
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This section is very largely in the in- 
terest of the enlisted man. The pro- 
vision with respect to a subsistence al- 
lowance of 70 cents a day applies only 
to enlisted-men, and that feature con- 
stitutes the larger part of the cost which 
would be involved in reimbursing the 
men who were starved in prison camps, 
particularly those who spent 342 years in 
Japanese prison camps, at a cost to the 
Japanese of about 1 cent a day. 

The promotion feature, which is the 
other objection which the President had 
to the bill, also largely concerns en- 
listed men rather than officers. So far 
as the Navy and Marine Corps are con- 
cerned, what is possible or just has, in 
the main, already been accomplished. 
There are a number of cases in which, 
under the law, the Navy Department 
was unable to do what it really thought 
should be done in the way of promo- 
tions. The case is quite similar as re- 
gards the Army. 

The President stated that his third 
objection was the indefiniteness of the 
bill. That part of the amendment 
which reads “shall be promoted in ac- 
cordance with regulations prescribed by 
the President” puts the administration 
directly in the hands of the President. 
My owrr study of the subject, and that 
of both the House and Senate Commit- 
tees on Naval Affairs, led to the conclu- 
sion that a law which would cover all 
cases would be extremely intricate and 
quite likely would be wholly imprac- 
ticable. Therefore I thought that the 
best way would be to put it entirely in 
the hands of the President. He will be 
enabled to write regulations to cover the 
great variety of cases which may arise. 

To my mind the men who are still with 
us who suffered most in this war are the 
prisoners, particularly those who were 
captured early in the war and who en- 
dured 3½ years in Japanese prison 
camps. The casualties were high. 
Those who came back have not all recov- 
ered. 

The President stated in his veto mes- 
sage that one of his objections was the 
uncertainty as to cost. I have no over-all 
estimate which I can submit to the Sen- 
ate. However, I obtained figures from 
the Navy Department which were to the 
effect that the cost in the case of naval 
prisoners alone would be between $5,- 
000,000 and $10,000,000. If Army prison- 
ers are included, the cost will be consid- 
erably more. Of course, many more 
Army personnel than naval personnel 
were captured. The highest costs will be 
involved in the cases of those who were 
captured early in the war. It is entirely 
certain that if this amendment is ac- 
cepted the difference in the total cost 
involved in the bill will be a very small 
fraction of 1 percent. 

I hope the amendment will be accepted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I sincerely hope that this amend- 
ment will be rejected, not particularly 
on its merits. If this proposal were to 
come before us in the proper way, in the 
form of a bill, I would support it. How- 
ever, it seems to me that it is not fair to 
the pending legislation to bring in an 
amendment of this kind at the last min- 

~ute, in the form of a rider consisting of a 
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bill which the President vetoed only re- 
cently. 

The Senator from Connecticut is one 
of the very valuable members of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Military Affairs. He 
was present at the hearings. He was 
present when officers of the Navy ap- 
peared before the committee, and he 
heard their testimony in regard to this 
bill. But, so far as I am concerned, this 
is the first time that I have heard any- 
thing about his proposed amendment. I 
do not think that is the proper way to 
legislate. I am not criticizing the Sena- 
tor. He has the right to do as he sees 
fit. If he were not a member of the com- 
mittee, if he had not been invited to par- 
ticipate in framing the bill which we re- 
ported, and if he had not had a full op- 
portunity to advocate before the com- 
mittee the amendment which he is bring- 
ing before us now, the case might be, 
different. As I say, if his proposal were 
brought before the Senate in the form of 
a bill—and it is really a bill—instead of 
as a rider, I think I would support it, be- 
cause I believe it has merit. 

But we are in the closing hours of the 
session. There may not be time for con- 
ferences to consider all the points which 
should be considered. If I were sure that 
we could have time for full consideration 
of the amendment in conference, I would 
not object to taking this rider to confer- 
ence. It is not germane to the pending 
measure. I would not object to taking 
it to conference and trying to reach an 
agreement if we had time; but that is not 
the situation facing us. So I earnestly 
hope that the Senate will reject the 
amendment which has just been offered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am well 
aware that the Senator from Colorado is 
not charging me with unfairness; but I 
invite his attention to the fact that there 
was before the Senate Committee on 
Military Affairs a bill introduced by the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Tomas] in the interest of the Army. 
That bill was quite similar to the bill 
applying to the Navy which passed both 
Houses. The Military Affairs Committee 
of the Senate never had time to consider 
that bill, and although I mentioned it in 
the committee, it was never taken up. A 
companion bill which was passed went 
through the Naval Affairs Committees of 
both Houses, and consequently did not 
automatically come before the committee 
of which the Senator is a member. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, at this stage of the pending bill I 
hope that the amendment will not be 
agreed to by the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Hart]. [Putting the question.] 
The Chair is in doubt. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The CHIEF CLERK called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names; 


Aiken Brewster Byrd 
Andrews Brooks Capper 
Ball Buck Carville 
Barkley Burch Chavez 
Bilbo Bushfield Connally 
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nn ger 
Downey Lucas a aa 
Eastland McCarran Stanfill 
Ferguson McClellan Swift 
Fulbright McKellar Taft 

rge McMahon Taylor 
Gerry Magnuson Thomas, Okla. 
Green Maybank Thomas, Utah 
Guffey Mead Tobey 
Gurney Millikin Tunnell 
Hart Mitchell Vandenberg 
Hawkes Morse Wagner 
Hayden Murdock Walsh 

Murray Wherry 

Hoey *Myers White 
Huffman O'Daniel Wiley 
Johnson, Colo. Overton Willis 
Johnston, S. C. Pepper Wilson 
Kilgore Revercomb Young 
Knowland Robertson 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-seven Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. HART]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, for the 
benefit of the few Senators who were not 
in the Chamber a few minutes ago, let 
me say that this amendment is in all re- 
spects similar to a bill which passed both 
Houses of Congress and was vetoed by 
the President. It is in the interest of the 
prisoners of war, somewhat as regards 
their retroactive promotions and some- 
what as regards money. I do not know 
the total cost of it. I had a fairly good 
estimate of the cost as regards the Navy 
prisoners. That would have been þe- 
tween $5,000,000 and $10,000,000. In any 
case, I think the cost is an extremely 
small percentage of what is likely to be 
the total cost of the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, inasmuch as additional Senators 
have entered the Chamber since I made 
my statement a moment ago, I wish to 
repeat something I have already said. 

If Senators wish to kill the pending 
legislation, the adoption of this amend- 
ment is an easy way to do it. It will be 
rather a bloodless way of killing the bill. 
It will not involve the use of a dagger to 
stab it in the back or to cut its throat 
visibly; but this amendment, if adopted, 
will be a neat, nice little way to kill the 
legislation. If Senators wish to do that, 
very well. The President has already 
vetoed the corresponding measure. I do 
not think it is proper to bring it in at 
this time and attach it as a rider to the 
bill. 

If the proposal were before the Senate 
on its own merits, it would have my sup- 
port. But coming as it does, I cannot 
regard it as anything else but a mischie- 
vous amendment. I hope it will be re- 
jected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. Hart]. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. BRIDGES], who, if pres- 
ent, would vote “yea.” I transfer that 
pair to the Senator from Missouri [Mr, 
Briccs]. Iam not advised how the Sena- 
tor from Missouri would vote on this 
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question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. WAGNER. I have a general pair 
with the Senator from Kansas IMr. 
REED]. Not knowing how he would vote, 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. Gossett]. I am not advised 
how the Senator from Idaho would vote 
on this question if present. Being at 
liberty to vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’MAHONEY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCFARLAND], and the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. STEWART] are detained on 
public business. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Rap- 
CLIFFE] is attending a meeting of the 
Maryland Democratic State Convention, 
and is therefore necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HAtcH] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President's Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to par- 
ticipate in the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is neces- 
sarily absent. He has a general pair with 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. If 
present, the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED] 
is unavoidably detained. He has a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WAGNER]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aus- 
TIN] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on Official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 44, as follows: 


YEAS—33 

Ball n Robertson 
Brewster Fulbright Shipstead 
Brooks Gurney Smith 
Buck Hart Taft 
Bushfield Hawkes Vandenberg 
Capper Hayden Walsh 

vez McCarran Wherry 
Connally McMahon White 
Cordon Millikin Wiley 
Donnell Morse Willis 
Eastland O'Daniel Wilson 


NAYS—44 
Aiken Johnson, Colo. Myers 
Andrews Johnston, S. C. Overton 
Barkley Kilgore Pepper 
Bilbo Knowland Revercomb 
Burch La Follette Russell 
Byrd Langer Stanfill 
Carville Lucas Swift 
Downey McClellan Taylor 
George McKellar ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Gerry Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Green Maybank Tobey 
Guffey Mead Tunnell 
Hill Mitchell Wagner 
Hoey Murdock Young 
Huffman Murray 
NOT VOTING—19 
Austin Gossett Reed 
Bailey Hatch Saltonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Stewart 
Briggs McFarland Tydings 
Butler Moore Wheeler 
Capehart O’Mahoney 
Ellender Radcliffe 
So Mr. HarT’s amendment was re- 
jected. 


Mr.PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish to 
offer an amendment and address myself 
briefly to it. On page 15, in line 5, after 
the words “shall be”, I offer to amend 
by striking out “nonnegotiable and shall 
not be transferable for sale, exchange, 
assignment, pledge, hypothecation, or 
otherwise” and insert “negotiable.” The 
language, beginning in line 5, would then 
read: “Such bonds shall be negotiable.” 

Mr. President, if that amendment is 
clear in its effect, I wish to address my- 
self briefly to it. 

Senators will recall, of course, that the 
essential difference between the bill in 
the form in which it was reported by the 
Senate committee, and the form in which 
it was passed by the House, is that the 
House version provided for cash pay- 
ments to veterans in the form of ter- 
minal-leave benefits, while the Senate 
committee version provides that pay- 
ments shall be made only in nonnego- 
tiable bonds payable in 5 years. The 
language which I propose to strike out 
would limit the bonds strictly to non- 
negotiable bonds, as provided in the fol- 
lowing language: 

Such bonds shall be nonnegotiable and 
shall not be transferable by sale, exchange, 
aemet, pledge, hypothecation, or other- 
Ww. 8 


Mr. President, that language means, 
in the first place, that while we say that 
enlisted men who would be beneficiaries 
under the bill have a right to the bene- 
fits which have been described, yet, we 
also say that they may not enjoy those 
rights or benefits for 5 years, either di- 
rectly or indirectly. Many of the boys 
who would benefit from this bill will be 
dead within 5 years, and will never be 
able personally to enjoy the benefits 
which the Senate is seeking to provide 
for them. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The fact 
is that under the present provisions of 
the bill, if a veteran dies his benefits will 
be immediately payable to his family. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is true, but if he 
dies he personally will not be able to 
enjoy the benefit which the Congress is 
endeavoring to provide for him. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
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Mr. CHAVEZ. Any benefits which are 
to be provided under the bill should go 
to the veteran and not to his heirs. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is entirely 
correct. After all, as the able Senator 
from New Mexico has suggested, it is the 
veteran who won the war. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The theory of provid- 
ing assistance under the bill is that vet- 
erans may be benefited personally. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. What good would the 
benefits provided by the bilt do the vet- 
eran after he had died? 

Mr. PEPPER. They would, of course, 
do him no good whatever. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The veteran needs the 
money now. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; he does. 

Mr. President, one of the principal rea- 
sons why we are endeavoring to provide 
these benefits is to bring the enlisted men 
up to an equality with officers in the 
benefits which they have already re- 
ceived, not in 5-year nonnegotiable 
bonds, but in cash. Yet, according to the 
present language of the bill now pending 
before the Senate we are saying to those 
boys, “We will not give you what the 
officers received in cash; we will give you 
in principal the equivalent of what they 
received, and it will be in the form 
of 5-year nonnegotiable Government 
bonds.” 

Mr. President, I am not one of those 
who believe that the American veteran 
needs a guardian. He was not accom- 
panied by a guardian into the jungles, 
into the depths of the sea, or into the 
upper reaches of the air. Yet, he went 
forth to battle for his country in order 
to save democracy for mankind. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. It seems to me that an- 
other argument which could be advanced 
is that the enlisted man is not being 
treated, under the pending bill, in the 
way that officers were treated. The offi- 
cers received cash. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; and the enlisted 
man would receive a 5-year bond. He 
would not be able to take the bond to a 
bank and pledge it, or hypothecate it as 
security, or discount it. No matter how 
great his emergency might be, he would 
not be able to use the bond for collateral. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. If the Senator real- 
ly wants to place cash in the hands of 
the veteran, or wants to place the veteran 
in a position where he can obtain cash in 
the event that he needs it, why not make 
the bond the same as the Government 
bonds which the Senator may hold or 
which I may hold? The Senator says 
that the veteran does not need a guar- 
dian. I do not believe that the veteran 
needs a guardian, but during the war we 
learned from the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem that our bonds were the same as 
cash. Under that theory, the holder of 
any savings bond today can go to the 
Treasury and receive the amount of 
money he paid for the bond, plus accrued 
interest. If the Senator really wants to 
help the veteran in obtaining cash, I sug- 


gest that instead of making the bond 
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negotiable so the veteran could then be 
made the victim of some broker in bonds, 
the language of the bill should be made 
such that the veteran would be in posi- 
tion, if necessary, to go to the Treasury 
and get cash for his bond. If the Sena- 
tor wants cash to be delivered to the vet- 
eran at the veteran’s election, then the 
veteran should be allowed to go to the 
Treasury, just as the Senator or I am 
allowed to go to the Treasury at the pres- 
ent time and receive cash for any Gov- 
ernment bonds which we may hold. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I quite 
agree with the Senator and I thank him 
very much. But allow me to say that I 
had to be out of the city until 1 o'clock 
today and was not able to be present 
earlier, I have been trying to figure out 
the best method by which to accomplish 
what several of us had in mind, namely, 
to give veterans the right to obtain their 


.money if they wanted it and needed it. 


The first thought which came to my mind 
was that the Senate should provide the 
same as the House provided, namely, that 
veterans should be entitled to receive 
their benefits in a lump sum. The next 
thought which came to my mind was to 
give them an option to take cash, or in 
lieu thereof, the kind of bonds provided 
for in the Senate amendment, whichever 
they choose. Yet I knew that if, on the 
one hand, they were offered cash and, on 
the other hand, a 5-year negotiable bond, 
they would in all probability take the 
cash. So when the matter was proceed- 
ing to a conclusion, in order to achieve 
what some of us had in mind I thought 
of the amendment which I have pro- 
posed, namely, to strike out the language 
to which I have referred and make the 
bonds negotiable. However, I will gladly 
accept an amendment by the Senator 
from Utah. I would prefer somewhat 
having the veteran go to the Treasury 
and there receive his cash if he needed 
it. I want him to be in position to ob- 
tain the money if he needs it. If the 
Senator from Utah will suggest the prop- 
er language through an amendment, or 
a modification of my amendment, I shall 
gladly accept it. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I had the same 
thought in mind as that which the Sen- 
ator from Florida has expressed. I took 
the matter up with the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado, and other Sena- 
tors. We must remember that when we 
give the veteran a dollar we do not want 
to destroy the dollar he already has, nor 
depreciate too much the dollar which 
he may receive as compensation under 
this bill, The committee looked into 
the matter very thoroughly. If we add 
$2,000,000,000, $3,000,000,000, or $4,000,- 
000,000 to the present volume of money 
which already is in circulation, we will 
run a very serious chance, in my opinion, 
of destroying the value of the bonds 
which the veteran already owns. We 
may tell him that we are giving him a 
dollar, but it must be remembered that 
if inflation overtakes us, instead of giv- 
ing him a dollar it may turn out to be 
only half a dollar, or only a quarter. 

So I hope the Senator will think very 
seriously with regard to the question of 
whether it might not be wise at the pres- 
ent time to do what the committee has 
suggested. In the event of unemploy- 
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ment, or in the event of a depression 
when we will all, perhaps, need financial 
assistance, the Congress can very readily 
make the bonds negotiable at the Treas- 
ury. I believe that the committee has 
perhaps selected the wisest course which 
we could take. However, I certainly 
wish to emphasize that if the Senator in- 
sists on making the bonds negotiable, 
they should be negotiable at the Treas- 
ury of the United States for their face 
amount plus any accrued interest. If 
we do it any other way, if we make them 
negotiable, I predict that instead of the 
veterans getting benefit under the bill, 
bond brokers will get it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Utah suggest how he 
thinks the language should be drafted? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I really have not 
drawn any language, but I know that 
every one of us who has Government 
bonds can walk down to the Treasury 
and get cash. It may be well to make 
the bonds negotiable, but I think that 
one of the most forward steps we took 
in financing the war was to say to the 
people of the United States, “When you 
buy a Government bond, and the time 
comes when you want to obtain cash for 
it, you can take it to your own Treasury 
and cash it for the exact amount you 
paid for it, plus the interest.” But when 
we make Government bonds negotiable, 
and make them subject to traffic and 
trade by the expert brokers, we do not do 
a service to the veteran, we do a dis- 
service to him. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
from Utah very much, and after I yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota, I shall 
modify my amendment to embody the 
suggestion of the Senator from Utah. 

Mr, LANGER. Mr. President, I took 
the matter up on the floor, in the absence 
of the Senator from Florida, with the 
distinguished Senator in charge of the 
bill, and was advised by him that the 
language now contained in the bill was 
inserted at the request of the American 
Legion and various other veterans’ or- 
ganizations. The Senator was not in the 
Chamber at the time. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the 
Senator from Florida yield for a minor 
correction? > 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator in charge of the bill did not say it 
was inserted at the request of the Ameri- 
can Legion. It was inserted at the re- 
quest of the Treasury and the Bureau 
of the Budget. They took it up with the 
veterans’ organizations, the American 
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
the DAV, and I do not know what other 
veterans’ organizations, and it met with 
their entire approval. 

I do not know whether the Senator 
wants to run the risk of losing the hoped 
for benefits by insisting on cash pay- 
ments. If he does, of course, that is his 
privilege. I will say to the Senator that 
the bill as it came from the House pro- 
vided for cash payments. 

Mr. PEPPER. And it passed the House 
unanimously, did it not? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget and the Treasury, 
and, as I understand, the President him- 
self, strenuously objected to that be- 
cause of its inflationary aspect, and they 
suggested the system of payment found 
in the bill as reported by the Senate com- 
mittee, so that the burden on the Treas- 
ury would be staggered, that is, that the 
payments would be made month by 
month over a period of time, and would 
not be so inflationary. At the present 
time if the veteran should be paid in 
cash, there are few goods on the shelves 
which he can buy, the supply of money 
is great, and the supply of goods is small. 
It is hoped production will get under 
way soon, and that in a few months, or 
a very short time, at least, there will be 
goods to purchase, and the dollar will 
return to its normal value. If the vet- 
eran does not spend his money now, but 
holds in reserve what he receives, when 
the goods come on the shelves he can 
buy them. If the benefits provided by 
the bill are paid in cash now, he is going 
to compete with everybody else who is 
trying to buy, and, of course, prices will 
rise. 

I am sure the Senator from Florida 
will agree that we cannot dump $3,000,- 
000,000 into the economy of this country 
and not have inflation immediately. 
The Senator knows that this money 
would be paid out in small amounts all 
over the country. There would be im- 
mediately a buying demand, and the 
money would be converted into purchases 
almost overnight. That will do some- 
thing to an economy which is already 
staggering under the load of undersupply 
and overdemand. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, let me 
modify my amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to say a word in 
connection with what the Senator from 
Colorado has said? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Under the bill all 
the smaller payments are made in cash, 
and the privilege is accorded anyone who 
wishes to be paid in cash. It is a privi- 
lege for those who have obligations other- 
wise to have them paid in cash. A good 
portion of the money paid out in the next 
few years will be paid in cash, because 
of provisions already made in the bill. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I am 
sorry to disagree with the Senator from 
Colorado and the Senator from South 
Carolina. Now that the soldier is out 
of the Army, some appear to be worry- 
ing about inflation in figuring benefits 
to the veterans. Did any Senator worry 
about inflation when the officer was get- 
ting terminal leave? Who wants to re- 
ceive a benefit after he is dead? We 
were all for the soldier when he was on 
the battlefield. If we are to do some- 
thing for him, let us do it while he is 
alive. How many thousands will be dead 
5 years from now, and what are they 
to get? Nothing but worry about infla- 
tion by the United States Senate? 
There are many ways to stop inflation. 
One of them is to set up a good OPA, 
but the Senate though differently. 
Now Senators are worried about the 
benefits the poor soldier is going to get. 
We were singing his praises just a few 
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months ago, and we said nothing about 
the officer receiving terminal pay. I 
think it is unfair and unjust to give the 
officer pay for his terminal leave, and to 
say to the soldier, “You might be alive 
5 years from now, and if you are, you 
will get it.” 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, in 
fairness to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, and to those who serve on the 
committee, let me say that this is not a 
terminal leave pay bill for soldiers. A 
large proportion, probably the largest 
part, will go to officers, because the 
largest proportion of the officers, second 
lieutenants, first lieutenants and cap- 
tains, all of whom were privates in some 
instances, will receive their terminal pay 
as enlisted men through the bill. I 
merely want to keep the record straight, 
and I know the Senator from New Mex- 
ico and I both want to do everything for 
the privates, but this is not a privates’ 
bill. A large number of the beneficiaries 
will be officers, who are awaiting the 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Why should the colonel 
and the major get terminal leave, and not 
the second lieutenant? If the second 
lieutenant gets some benefit under the 
bill, it is about time he was getting some- 
thing. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to modify my amendment in the follow- 
ing respect,.to strike out, as I said, “Such 
bonds shall be nonnegotiable and shall 
not be transferable by sale, exchange, 
assignment, pledge, hypothecation, or 
otherwise”, and insert in lieu thereof, 
“Such bonds shall be subject to liquida- 
tion by the Government of the United 
States in the same manner as War Sav- 
ing bonds of World War II.“ 

Mr. President, does that meet the ob- 
jection the Senator from Utah had in 
mind? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I have conferred 
with our legislative counsel, and they 
suggest that the proper way to reach 
what the Senator has in mind is to in- 
sert a comma after the word “thereof” 
in line 25, page 14, in lieu of the period, 
and the words, “but shall be redeemable 
for the face value, plus accrued interest, 
at any time prior to maturity.” 

Mr. PEPPER. And then strike ou. 

Mr. MURDOCK. No; leave the lan- 
guage on page 15, lines 5 and 6, exactly 
as it is. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will not the Senator 
read the suggestion again? I hope Sen- 
ators interested will listen to the lan- 
guage so that they will see what the effect 
would be. 

Mr. MURDOCK. The proposed 
amendment is on page 14, line 25, after 
the word “thereof,” to strike out the pe- 
riod and insert a comma and the words, 
“but shall be redeemable for the face 
value, plus accrued interest, at any time 
prior to maturity.” 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, if I may 
have the indulgence of the Chair to mod- 
ify my amendment further, I withdraw 
the amendment as I have stated it and 
offer the amendment in the language 
just given by the Senator from Utah at 
the place indicated on page 14. I will 
ask the clerk to state the amendment 
as it is now offered. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, line 25, 
after the word “thereof”, it is proposed 
to strike out the period and insert a 
comma and the words “but shall be re- 
deemable for the face value, plus accrued 
interest, at any time prior to maturity.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, wil 
the Senator yield? — 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
relative to the suggestion made by the 
Senator from Utah—which I understand 
the Senator from Florida is accept- 
ing 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It seems to me 
that there is a direct conflict there, be- 
cause, as I understand it, the language 
will be: “Each such bond shall mature 5 
years from the date thereof,” or such 
sooner date, and then we go to the next 
sentence, which provides: “The bonds 
issued under this act shall be issued by 
the Secretary of the Treasury—subject 
to the provisions of the Second Liberty 
Bond Act,” and the next sentence pro- 
vides: “Such bonds shall be nonnego- 
tiable and shall not be transferable by 
Sale, exchange, assignment, pledge, hy- 
pothecation, or otherwise.” 

Mr. PEPPER. No. In the first place, 
the Senator no doubt heard the able 
Senator from Utah say that the legisla- 
tive counsel of the Senate said that to 
accomplish the purpose we have in mind 
it was not necessary to strike out the 
last part of the language just read. The 
prohibition which the Senator has just 
read would limit the holder of the bond 
in respect to transfer to another person, 
but under the language I have just in- 
serted in the bill at the suggestion of the 
Senator from Utah, the holder would 
have the right to go to the Treasury and 
get his money from the Treasury at any 
time he chose to do so. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I suggested to the 
legislative counsel the same question 
which the able Senator from California 
has suggested, and they say that the lan- 
guage on page 15 deals with an entirely 
different question, and that if the bonds 
are made redeemable in the language 
they have suggested, then the language 
on page 15 should remain as it is. 

Mr. PEPPER. Very well. Now, Mr. 
President, we have a clear-cut issue be- 
fore the Senate. Does the Senate be- 
lieve that the holders of these bonds 
should have the right which the holders 
of other war bonds have, to cash them 
in when they decide to use the money? 
We have been issuing war bonds all 
through the war to the American people, 
and we have left it up to the people to 
determine whether they would cash in 
those bonds. If they had chosen to do 
so they could have cashed in every one 
of them. They have not chosen to do so. 
But many people have cashed in their 
bonds because they had to do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, PEPPER, I yield. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. The privilege of cash- 
ing these bonds is limited somewhat in 
the case of E and F bonds. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. BARKLEY. E bonds are redeem- 
able at the end of 60 days I believe, and 
F series bonds are redeemable at the end 
of 6 months. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is that differ- 
ence between the bonds we have bought 
and the bonds which would be issued un- 
der the Senator’s amendment. He would 
made them redeemable at once. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
perfectly willing to modify the amend- 
ment again, and insert the words “three 
months,” limiting it still further so a 
man could not cash the bonds for 3 
months. I am willing to provide that at 
any time following a date 3 months after 
the issuance of the bonds they may be 
cashed by the holder thereof, the serv- 
iceman. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I am wondering if 
it would not be better to make the pe- 
riod 6 months? That would allow at 
least 3 additional months in which to 
get production back to normal. In my 
opinion if the payment can be delayed 
6 months instead of 3 months, then cer- 
tainly we could be farther away from 
inflation. I suggest that the Senator 
make the period 6 months. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
from Utah. I should like to modify the 
amendment again, and make the date 
when redemption is possible a period six 
months after the receipt of the bonds by 
the service man or woman, a member of 
the armed services, as defined in the bill. 

Mr. President, that brings up the sug- 
gestion made by the able leader. These 
bonds would then be subject to redemp- 
tion in the same way as to bonds owned 
by the American public, and we would 
have the same protection that the veter- 
ans would not all cash their bonds at 
one time, that we had that the Ameri- 
can people would not cash their bonds 
all at one time, and have not done so as 
a matter of practical experience. 

Mr. President, Senators have talked 
about inflation, and I know they have 
done so sincerely and very earnestly. 
None of us want inflation, and I think I 
have tried in my voting on price control 
and measures of that kind about as hard 
as any other Senator to prevent a dan- 
gerous inflation. But the Senator from 
New Mexico was absolutely correct in 
saying that in connection with an OPA 
measure which proposed to confer upon 
a few of the people billions of dollars 
which were to be taken from the masses, 
some Senators were not too excited about 
inflation. 

The estimate as to the cost of this bill, 
according to the testimony of Mr. John 
L, Sullivan, Under Secretary of the Navy, 
which is carried in the committee report, 
is about $2,750,000,000. At the outside I 
think the estimate is that the measure 
would cost not over $3,000,000,000. The 
OPA bill, even as it is now brought out, 
according to the OPA, will cost the 

erican people a good deal more than 
$4,000,000,000. Yet it looks like Con- 
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gress is going to have to take that bill 
if it is to get any price control at all. I 
am not willing to add to the profits of 
the corporations of this country, that 
generally are already making large 
profits. I am not willing to enrich the 
man who is already rich, at the expense 
of the masses of the people and then 
deny to the veterans who won this war 
for us the right to redeem their bonds 
the way other bondholders can re- 
deem theirs, if they think they need the 
money and they wish to redeem the 
bonds they hold. 3 

Mr. President, I want to tell the Sen- 
ate, if I may, who these veterans are. 
Nine hundred and some odd thousand are 
GI's in school. I got those figures from 
the Veterans’ Administration a few days 
ago. So, nearly 1,000,000 of them are in 
school. Senators know how much they 
are receiving. They are receiving $65 a 
month if they are single and $90 a month 
if they have dependents. Case after case 
has come to my personal attention of 
boys who are taking advantage of the GI 
Bill of Rights who have said that it looks 
like they will have to drop out because 
they do not have sufficient money to stay 
in school. The increased cost of living 
has shrunk their $65 in case they are 
single, and their $90 in case they have 
dependents, to the point where that is 
not enough money to keep them, or in 
case of dependents, to keep them and 
their dependents, and continue in school. 

Mr. President, those boys can stay in 
school longer if they are able to redeem 
these bonds, and hundreds of thousands 
of them will use their bonds so that they 
may be enabled to stay in school. Yet if 
my amendment, or some similar amend- 
ment, is not adopted by the Senate, not 
a single boy will be able to get a dollar 
out of this bill to help him stay in school 
during the next 5 years. Do we want to 
deprive a koy or a young lady of the right 
to stay in school with the terminal leave 
money which he or she may obtain? 

Mr. President, if I may say so, I never 
have believed that inflation came from 
increasing the wage of the worker who 
was at the bottom of the economic ladder. 
I do not believe we will have appre- 
ciable inflation by making it possible, 
after 6 months have elapsed from the 
time they receive their bonds, for the 
Gl's to redeem their bonds in the United 
States Government in whole or in part. 

It will be remembered that these bonds 
are in denominations of $25. I dare say, 
the veterans are not going to dump all 
their bonds in at the window of the post 
office on the day they are eligible to be 
redeemed. They will feed these bonds 
into the Treasury as they are obliged to 
have the money. There may be sickness 
in a man’s family. Here he has bonds 
of some hundred dollars or a few thou- 
sand dollars in his box somewhere, but 
he cannot legally borrow a dime on them, 
He could not pay a doctor’s bill, he could 
not buy a pound of groceries, he could 
not contribute to his child’s education, 
he could not buy a home, he could not 
do anything at all until 5 years have 
elapsed, unless the bill as reported by our 
able committee is amended. 

Mr. President, I said that nearly 1,000,- 
000 GI’s are in school under the GI bill. 
More than 1,000,000 are now receiving 
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unemployment compensation benefits. 
There are a million GI's out of jobs in 
the United States today, and they are be- 
ing paid by the Federal Government the 
money on which they live. We know 
that that payment in no case is in excess 
of $80 a month. How can a veteran, who 
has a wife and children and no job, live 
on $80 a month, with inflation facing 
him from day to day as we have let it 
come to grips. Yet, Mr. President, the 
Senate would say to that veteran, We 
are proud of your service to your country 
during this war. We are going to give 
you your terminal leave because primar- 
ily you privates did not get your leave as 
the officers did. Yet, although you have 
a bond in your box which is worth several 
hundred dollars or two or three thousand 
dollars, and although you do not have a 
job, we are not going to let you receive 
a penny’s worth of pecuniary benefit out 
of that bond for a period of 5 years.” 
What do Senators think that veteran 
would say to us if we would make him a 
proposal of that kind? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I know 
what the veteran would say. He would 
say, “Well, that is not according to the 
bill that you had before you in the Sen- 
ate.” There are no thousand dollar 
amounts available under the bill. In the 
second place, the bonds are predated, 
that is, they are dated back. Some of 
them will be payable in 1948. So the 
veteran would say, “Well, that kind of 
argument does not click with me, because 
it is not the way the situation is at all.” 
That is what he would say. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, if I may 
ask the Senator who is handling the bill, 
just what are the provisions of the bill? 
The one who will be paid in 1948 is the 
one who was discharged in 1943. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. PEPPER. The veterans will know 
how many were discharged as early as 
1943. I venture to suggest that the ma- 
jority of the servicemen have been dis- 
charged since 1943, Would the Senator 
agree with that? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I would 
say that a good many of them were dis- 
charged before 1943. 

Mr. PEPPER. Would the Senator say 
that a majority of the servicemen were 
discharged before 1943 or since 1943? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I would 
say that more have been discharged since 
1943 than were discharged before 1943, 
A great many of them have been dis- 
charged since the beginning of the war, 
and that is one of the merits of the meas- 
ure, as the Bureau of the Budget looks 
upon it. The Senator must recognize 
that a measure such as this places a tre- 
mendous burden upon the Treasury. I 
am surprised that he has not more con- 
sideration for the Budget and for the 
Treasury than he has exemplified in 
asking that the bill be amended at this 
time. The Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, did not write in the bond pro- 
vision on its own initiative. We were 
asked to do it by the administration. In 
my opinion—and it is only my opinion— 
unless the bill contains this bond pro- 
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vision, I do not believe it will be approved. 
So if the Senator wishes to run the risk 
of destroying this legislation, of course 
that is his privilege. 

Mr. PEPPER. Let me clarify one fur- 
ther point. What are the maximum 
benefits, in terms of dollars, that the Sen- 
ator would estimate any veteran would 
receive under this bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. One 
hundred and twenty days is the maxi- 
mum time for which he can be paid. A 
first sergeant probably would receive the 
maximum amount. He would receive 
pay for 120 days plus 70 days, and if he 
had dependents he would receive $1.25 a 
day for housing. 

Mr. PEPPER. What would be the 
maximum amount which the Senator 
would expect anyone to receive? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
average amount would be between $200 
and $300. It would not run into the 
thousands. 

Mr. PEPPER. What would be the 
maximum amount which any one would 
receive? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
say $500 or less; and only a very few 
would receive that much. 

Mr. PEPPER. A maximum of $500, 
and an average of $200 or $300. 

Mr JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I understood the Sen- 
ator from Florida to say that the bonds 
are to be issued in denominations of $25. 
Is that a correct statement? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
not quite correct. 

Mr. PEPPER. I was referring to lines 
15 and 16 on page 14. The language 
there is “bonds of the United States to 
the highest multiple of $25.” But per- 
haps the payment was intended to be in 
one lump sum. 

Mr. DONNELL. The report of the 
committee states: 

In all other cases such payments will be 
made in bonds issued by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. The bonds will be issued in multi- 
ples of $25, with any remainder being paid in 
cash 


If I may address myself to the Sena- 
tor from Colorado, if a man had a claim 
of $208.50, I take it the committee report 
indicates that he would receive a $200 
bond and $8.50 in cash. Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. He would not receive 
eight $25 bonds and $8.50 in cash? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He would 
probably receive one bond of $200. 

Mr. DONNELL. I understood that to 
be the meaning of the report, rather than 
that he would receive eight bonds of $25 
each. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am glad to have that 
point clarified. The bill was drawn in 
that way when it was contemplated that 
there could be no redemption of the 
bonds until 5 years had elapsed, and that 
they would all be redeemed at the end 
of that time. I will not take the time 
of the Senate on that point, but it would 
be an easy matter, if the amendment 
were adopted, for the conferees to pro- 
vide that the bonds should be issued in 
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$25 denominations, so that the holder 
could cash a part of his bonds without 
cashing all of them, in the same way that 
a holder of War Savings bonds can cash 
a part of his bonds without cashing all of 
them. It would be within the realm of 
the conferees, in view of the fact that 
the House provided for a cash payment 
and the Senate committee provided some 
other form of payment, to provide that 
5 bonds should be in smaller denomina- 
ons. 

Mr. DONNELL. I agree with the state- 
ment that it would be within the power 
of the conferees, but as I see it the lan- 
guage now contained in the bill does not 
contemplate the issuance of bonds solely 
in denominations of $25. 

Mr. PEPPER. I accept the interpreta- 
tion of the able Senator from Colorado 
that the bill contemplates that the 
amount due the veteran will be paid to 
the nearest $25 multiple, in one bond, 
but again I emphasize that the conferees 
could provide for payment in denomina- 
tions of $25. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me so that I may ask 
the Senator from Colorado a question? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I was interested in the 
remark which the Senator from Colorado 
made to the Senator from Florida, which 
I interpreted to mean that the Senator 
from Colorado has cause to believe that 
if we should pass the bill in the form in 
which it came from the committee the 
President would sign it, but that if we 
were to pass the bill in the form sug- 
gested by the Senator from Florida there 
is a possibility that the President would 
not sign it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Ican only 
give the Senator my own opinion. That 
is my opinion. If the bill is amended as 
suggested by the Senator from Florida, 
it will not be acceptable. We might just 
as well pay cash. Why have bonds at all? 
It would be much simpler to pay the 
amount in cash, instead of preparing 
bonds. That only increases the work, 
We would not get any results fromit. The 
reason for issuing bonds is to stagger 
the load on the Treasury, so that it will 
come in month by month over a period 
of 5 years. 

Mr. MORSE. I wonder if the Senator 
from Colorado has had the same expe- 
rience which the junior Senator from 
Oregon has had. I have received a great 
deal of mail from veterans who object to 
the nonnegotiability of the bonds, and 
who insist that payments ought to be in 
cash. Has the Senator from Colorado 
received a considerable quantity of such 
mail? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I did not 
quite understand the Senator's question. 

Mr. MORSE. I am asking the Senator 
from Colorado if his mail from veterans 
indicates that a great many of them de- 
sire to have these amounts paid in cash 
rather than in nonnegotiable bonds, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have 
had very little mail on the subject. The 
veterans’ organizations, including the 
American Legion, the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, the Disabled American Vet- 
erans, and other veterans’ organizations, 
have stated through their representa- 
tives that they prefer the plan which 
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has been suggested by the Bureau of the 
Budget and by the Treasury. They be- 
lieve that it is in the interest of the vet- 
eran. They believe that the dollar is at 
a low value today, and that as months 
go by and production comes in and goods 
appear on the shelves the dollars which 
we are giving to the veteran will be worth 
more. For that reason they say that they 
favor the plan proposed in the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. I have received a great 
deal of mail to the effect that the veterans 
desire payments in cash; but I wished to 
satisfy myself that the Senator from 
Colorado, who is in charge of the bill, 
entertains the belief that unless we vote 
for the bill as it came from the com- 
mittee we run the very serious risk of 
having no bill at all. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
my opinion. 

Mr. MORSE. That means that each 
of us is in the position of having to make 
up his mind whether to vote for the bill 
as it is now written, in order to have a 
bill, or to vote for an amendment such 
as the Senator from Florida is offering, 
even though we might believe that such 
an amendment is to be preferred if we 
could get it and at the same time have 
the bill approved. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
my opinon: I arrived at that opinion 
after discussing the matter with Treas- 
ury officials and officials of the Bureau 
of the Budget. I am strongly of the 
opinion that if the bill goes to the Presi- 
dent as it came from the House, or as 
the Senator from Florida is suggesting 
that it be amended, it will not be ap- 
proved. By the way, the suggestion of 
the Senator from Florida would make a 
much worse bill than the bill as it came 
from the House, which provided for cash 
Payments. The amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Florida would make it a much 
more unacceptable bill. It is my opinion 
that if the bill goes to the White House 
in that form it runs a grave risk of being 
vetoed; and that if it is enacted in the 
form in which it is now before the Sen- 
ate it will be acceptable to the President. 
The President has not. told me what he 
would do about it. 

Mr. MORSE. I may say to the Sen- 
ator from Florida that I have two more 
questions which I should like to ask the 
Senator from Colorado. With his in- 
dulgence, I should like to ask them. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Colorado the following 
question: Is it his opinion that the risk 
is very great that the bill would be vetoed 
if it were sent to the White House con- 
taining the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Florida, based also upon 
newspaper stories, which I assume he has 
read, as has the junior Senator from 
Oregon, to the effect that either at a 
press conference or by way of a state- 
ment made somewhere else, the Presi- 
dent indicated his opposition to legisla- 
tion of this type which included within 
it a cash payment arrangement? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have 
read such statements in the press; but 
the basis for my opinion is a conversa- 
tion which I have had with Mr. Paul 
H. Appleby, Acting Director of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, as well as something 
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which he put in black and white in a 
letter to me dated July 8. I wish to 
read one short paragraph. It has been 
read previously, and it is in the RECORD. 
This is the closing paragraph of his 
letter: 

I have discussed with the President the 
provisions of H. R. 4051 and the amendatory 
provisions thereof as projected in the com- 
mittee print of the bill. While such pro- 
visions would not be considered as being in 
accord with the program of the President, 
he would find acceptable a measure along 
the lines of the draft attached hereto. 


The draft attached hereto to which he 
refers is the bill now before the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Colo- 
rado draws the conclusion, as does the 
junior Senator from Oregon, that the 
officials of the Bureau of the Budget and 
of the Treasury speak the administra- 
tion policy with regard to this legislation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
my opinion. I will say to the Senator 
that the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Treasury Department are greatly con- 
cerned over cash payments in such vast 
amounts, widely distributed over the 
country. They are taking the matter 
very seriously, and they are very much 
opposed to such a measure because of its 
tendency toward inflation. 

Mr. MORSE. One further question 
and I am through. Does the Senator 
from Colorado urge Members of the Sen- 
ate to vote for the bill as it came from 
the committee because of his belief that 
if we should vote for a bill containing 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Florida such a bill would be vetoed, 
and if in the meantime the Congress had 
adjourned there would be no possibility 
whatever of obtaining any legislation 


until the Congress reconvenes, sup- 
posedly next January? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 


President, the Senator has correctly 
stated the position of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, this is 
not the first time I have heard the threat 
of a Presidential veto mentioned in the 
Senate. I remember there was a threat 
of a Presidential veto when we had the 
Russell amendment offered to the min- 
imum-wage bill. The President had 
recommended the minimum-wage bill, 
and the Russell amendment was offered, 
to provide that the parity base be 
changed. As I recall, the President sent 
to the able majority leader a letter ad- 
vising that if the Senate passed the bill 
with that amendment in it, he would 
have to veto the bill. Yet the Senate 
passed the bill in that form, in aid of 
the farmers, with respect to the parity 
formula. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will not the Sen- 
ator from Florida admit that there is a 
vast difference between the situation 
with reference to the so-called Pace 
amendment and the situation with re- 
spect to the bill now before us? When 
that measure was before the Senate, we 
knew we were going to be in session for 
some months in the future. At the 
present time, as the disti Sena- 
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tor from Oregon has pointed out, we 
are probably within a week or even days 
of adjournment; and if we pass a bill 
which will not receive Presidential ap- 
proval, after it is vetoed neither the 
Senate nor the House of Representa- 
tives will have an opportunity to pass the 
bill over the veto of the President, 
whereas we did have such an oppor- 
tunity in connection with the Pace 
amendment. 

So I think the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon has rendered a very useful 
service, because it seems to me that we 
are faced with a situation in which the 
enlisted personnel either will receive 
terminal-leave pay by the method pro- 
posed by the Military Affairs Committee 
or else they will not receive any at all. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator has asked that ques- 
tion. In reply, I say that there is a 
great difference between this amend- 
ment and the Russell amendment. The 
principal difference is that not even the 
farmers are entitled to receive what the 
veterans are entitled to enjoy.” The sec- 
ond difference is that we do not have to 
go back home the middle of next week 
unless we choose to do so. But if the 
Congress Wishes to tell the veterans that 
it will adjourn and will go home, leaving 
on the President's desk a terminal-leave 
bill undisposed of, and that the Congress 
will go home before the bill is returned to 
the Congress for its further considera- 
tion, let the Congress do that. The 
Congress has a right to do it, but it does 
not have to do it. I do not believe the 
Congress would do that. As a matter of 
fact, I doubt very seriously whether we 
shall get away from here at as early a 
date as the able majority leader has sug- 
gested, namely, the middle of next week. 

So I do not think there is any practical 
reason why in this case we should deal 
any differently with a Presidential veto 
than we did in the other case. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator to permit me to make one 
more point, and then I shall yield. 

I also doubt the accuracy of the com- 
parison of the possibility of a veto of this 
bill with the threat of a Presidential veto 
of the OPA bill, the purpose of which 
was to take from the poorer Peters of this 
country to provide a profit for the richer 
Pauls, which is what it provided, for it 
would have added, as the OPA estimated, 
over $4,000,000,000 to the food bills of 
the housewives of America, The Presi- 
dent indicated then that he would veto 
it, or at least it was quite generally 
known. Yet the Senate passed the OPA 
bill. The President did veto it, and we 
have stayed on here to try to work out 
something, after the bill was vetoed. 

So, Mr. President, those are two re- 
cent instances in which the Senate has 
not been deterred from doing what it 
chose to do, merely because there was 
an intimation that the President might 
not agree with the action taken by the 
Senate. 

I am sorry to have delayed yielding 
to the Senator from Kentucky, but I 
was quite anxious to complete my state- 
ment in regard to the comparison, 


1946 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to propound an inquiry to the Senator 
from Florida, whose sincerity in this 
matter I do not question. Inasmuch as 
the bill follows the suggestion contained 
in the correspondence which has been 
referred to by the Senator from Colo- 
rado, and inasmuch as it states the views 
of the Treasury Department, the Bureau 
of the Budget, and, assumedly, the Presi- 
dent, and inasmuch as the plan proposed 
in the bill seems to have been endorsed 
and approved by the organizations of 
veterans who speak for them here in 
Washington in respect to legislation, 
does not the Senator from Florida think 
that, regardless of any adjournment of 
Congress or any veto possibility, in view 
of those facts we can very well satisfy 
ourselves by supporting a proposal upon 
which ali those elements have agreed? 

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. President, I shall 
answer the able majority leader, because 
I know the seriousness with which he 
has asked the question. Let me answer 
it in this way: I do not recall when I 
have seen so much deference shown to 
the Treasury Department and the Bu- 
reau of the Budget as I see shown now 
that we are trying to give the GIs a few 
hundred dollars which they should have 
had earlier. I do not know when I have 
heard Senators place such great store on 
what the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Treasury Department tell us we should 
do. Time after time when lesser issues 
have been at stake, their views have been 
spurned by the Congress. So in connec- 
tion with the present issue, I do not 
think we have to defer to the Bureau of 
the Budget or the Treasury Department, 
because, after all, although they are the 
executive and administrative agencies, 
we in Congress have the authority and 
the responsibility of enacting legislation. 
Although we take their opinions and 
value them and often observe them, I 
am not willing to let the Treasury De- 
partment or the Bureau of the Budget 
be my excuse for not doing what I be- 
lieve to be partially fair to the GI’s who 
served in the recent war. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to lead the Senator from 
Florida into invidious comparison þe- 
tween our attitude toward the views of 
the Treasury Department or the Bureau 
of the Budget in regard to this matter 
and our attitude in regard to their views 
with respect to other matters. However, 
I do not think the Senator’s answer was 
entirely responsive to my question. I 
propounded the question whether, not 
only in view of the position of the Treas- 
ury Department and the Bureau of the 
Budget, but also in view of the apparent 
concurrence of opinion of all the veter- 
ans’ organizations which speak in Wash- 
ington for the veterans, the Senator from 
Florida thought we might well be satis- 
fied with the consensus of that opinion, 
which apparently has resulted in this 
bill. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I shall 
try to be more responsive in my answer 
to the able majority leader. 

In the first place, I remember what the 
Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget 
said about paying the soldiers’ bonus 
back in the 1930's. They said it would 
ruin the country if we paid the bonus, 


The Government did not pay it then. 
Subsequently there was a depression. 
But that instance was not the first time 
the Treasury Department and the Bureau 
of the Budget have been wrong. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield there, let me say that 
I happened to be a Member of the House 
of Representatives at that time. I voted 
for every bonus bill which was vetoed by 
any President, either Democratic or Re- 
publican, and I voted to pass them over 
the vetoes. When the Congress finally 
passed the bonus bill of 1932 or 1934 the 
Congress did not provide that the bonus 
should be paid in cash. We provided the 
bonus in the form of certificates, as I 
recall, which were to be given to the vet- 
erans on the basis of their length of 
service. The payments were not cash 
payments. They were extended over a 
period of years. 

Mr. PEPPER. Were not those certifi- 
cates redeemable, or was it not possible 
for the veterans to get some money on the 
certificates? 

Mr. BARKLEY. As I recall, under 
some special circumstances the certifi- 
cates might be redeemed. But aside from 
those special circumstances they were 
not redeemable until maturity. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 

But what I am saying is that the 
Treasury and, I imagine, the Bureau of 
the Budget advised in the previous case 
that the bonus would be inflationary. 
But later a bonus bill was passed, and I 
do not believe the country sustained any 
great shock as a result. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The attitude of the 
Treasury Department and of the Bureau 
of the Budget was wholly nonpartisan, 
because the bonus bills were vetoed by 
Presidents Coolidge, Hoover, and Roose- 
velt. We finally passed one over the veto 
of President Roosevelt, and I voted to 
do it. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is what I am talk- 
ing about. We finally passed the bill 
over the President’s veto. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But the point is that 
at that time we did not provide for cash 
payments. 

Mr. PEPPER. The point is, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the Treasury Department was 
opposed to that step, but we finally 
passed the bonus bill, just the same. 

Now, Mr. President, the President and 
some of the executive agencies of the 
Government have been shouting about 
the necessity for continuing the OPA. 
But the Congress has not paid much 
attention to that. This very week we 
shall vote on the question of having an- 
other OPA; and we shall vote for the con- 
ference report, if we are going to have 
any price control at all. In part, that 
proposal will enrich certain persons. I 
understand that one provision is that 
producers or manufacturers shall be 
guaranteed the prices they received for 
their goods in 1940, with all price in- 
creases since that time allowed for, with- 
out any regard to whether they need the 
price increases in order to make a profit 
in their individual businesses at this time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield there? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I do not care to dis- 
cuss at this time the conference report 
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on the OPA bill. I had hoped that we 
would be able to take it up this after- 
noon, but time is fleeting, and we shall 
not be able to consider that conference 
report today. 

However, the Senator from Florida is 
not accurate in the statement he has 
made. On the other hand, I shall not 
go into that subject at this time. To- 
morrow, when the conference report on 
the OPA is under consideration, I shall 
discuss what it provides. 

Mr. PEPPER. Very well. I realize 
that national levels are taken into con- 
sideration in connection with that meas- 
ure; but under the conference report 
someone will get more out of the OPA 
than he would have gotten under the 
original law, or else it never would have 
been amended. I think that is obvious. 

Mr. President, I am talking about 
allowing within a few months $200 or $300 
in cash to the men who fought the recent 
war. Now we are told that such a step 
will be inflationary, in fact, so inflation- 
ary, it is claimed, that we dare not place 
that dagger in the heart of the proposal. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. GUFFEY. What was the in- 
debtedness of the country at the time the 
last bonus for veterans was voted for by 
Congress? 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not know. It was 
perhaps between $16,000,000,000 and 
$20,000,000,000. I do not know exactly 
what the indebtedness was at that time. 

Mr. GUFFEY. What is it at the 
present time? 

Mr. PEPPER. It is in the neighbor- 
hood of $300,000,000,000. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Does the Senator be- 
lieve that the country can stand to have 
more money in circulation? Does he 
not believe that it would develop 
inflation? 

Mr. PEPPER. No; I do not believe 
that an appreciable inflation would be 
developed. 

Mr. GUFFEY. According to the 
Treasury, there is a debt of approxi- 
mately $300,000,000,000, and the Senator 
would add $3,000,000,000 more. 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not believe that 
$2,000,000,000 or $3,000,000,000 in rela- 
tion to an outstanding debt of $300,000,- 
000,000 is a larger percentage than a bil- 
lion or two billion dollars was in relation 
to the debt of the country at the time the 
bonus bill was passed. 

Mr. GUFFEY. That was during an 
inflationary period. 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not believe that 
the benefits under this bill would repre- 
sent a greater percentage of increase in 
relation to our present national debt 
than did the bonus in relation to the debt 
existing at the time to which the Senator 
refers. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
believe it should be pointed out that the 
impression is that this bill will put the 
GI on an equal basis with the officer who 
receives terminal leave. In justice to 
truth, it should be kept in mind that the 
GI received his mustering-out pay which 
was $300. The average terminal leave 
pay of the officer, as I recall the figure— 
I will get it later for the RECORD—was 
approximately $350 or $400. A high 
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ranking officer received more. There- 
fore, so far as the GI is concerned, we are 
asking that he be given an additional 
amount. The average GI will be 
receiving more than the average officer 
received when mustered out with mus- 
tering-out pay plus additional con- 
siderations. 

Reference has been made three or four 
times while I have been sitting in my 
chair to the possibility that the President 
will veto the bill. The truth of the mat- 
ter is that the President is perhaps fol- 
lowing, as he should, the advice of the 
Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget. 
They have no doubt told him that the 
Budget this year will run, for the normal 
expenditures of the Government, approx- 
imately six billion or seven billion dollars 
more than the $39,000,000,000 which the 
Government will receive in the form of 
taxes. It has been said that it would 
probably be better for the country and 
the future of the GI himself if the course 
to be followed were the one suggested in 
the bill as reported by the committee. 
I wish that we could pay the GI in cash, 
In doing so the additional financial bur- 
den on the country would amount to very 
little in the long run, but the benefit to 
the GI at the present time would be con- 
siderable. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator is absolutely correct. We are asked 
to tell the GI that the country is in such 
precarious condition that his Govern- 
ment cannot afford to let him have his 
$250 for 5 years. What will the average 
GI think about that? Yes, Mr. President, 
it makes but very little difference to many 
persons how little is the amount of money 
which the GI has. I have pointed out 
already that millions of GI’s are living on 
$80 a month. What will he think if his 
Government tells him that he may not 
have his $250 for 5 years? What will it 
mean to tell him that he will receive a 
$250 bond which he may cash 5 years 
from now? We might just as well not 
give him anything so far as help is con- 
cerned at a time when he is passing 
through reconversion from a soldier to a 
civilian. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The able Senator dis- 
cussed his amendment with me before he 
offered it, and I was rather sympathetic 
toward it: After hearing the arguments 
which have been made on the floor of 
the Senate, and in view of the situation 
which has developed, and in view of the 
fact that the Senator from Florida has 
accepted the suggestion that the bonds 
be not redeemable for a period of 6 
months, I might suggest that if the Sen- 
ate passes the bill in its present form, 
thereby not taking the risk of a veto, after 
the Congress returns 6 months from now, 
if the inflationary pressures have eased 
and we feel that the veterans should be 
permitted to cash their bonds, we can 
pass further legislation to make it pos- 
sible for the veterans to.surrender their 
bonds and receive cash. 

Mr. PEPPER. I doubt that the gen- 
eral condition of the country will be any 
more favorable 6 months from now than 
it is at the present time. Perhaps I erred 
in adopting the suggestion of the able 
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Senator from Utah, but I was trying to 
make these bonds like other War Savings 
bonds which are outstanding. We have 
had practical experience which has dem- 
onstrated that the people who needed 
money cashed their bonds, but those 
who did not need money did not cash 
their bonds, and I wanted to give the 
veteran the right to make a choice. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Inasmuch as a post- 
ponement for 6 months has been sug- 
gested in the date in which the bonds 
may be cashed by that time we could 
look over the situation and determine 
what further course we should pursue. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, perhaps 
instead of trying to have two votes tak- 
en, one on the 6 months provision and 
one on the cash-payment provision, if the 
Senator from Colorado believes that a 
6-months bond is worth as much as the 
cash, we might as well vote first on the 
question of paying the veteran in cash. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I think 
the issue should be decided on the basis 
of whether or not we believe we should 
now treat the veterans in the manner 
which has been suggested by the Senator 
from Florida. I become annoyed with 
attempts to pass legislation on the basis 
of what might happen in the executive 
departments. No one has greater re- 
spect for the President of the United 
States, whether he be the present Pres- 
ident, or some other President, than have 
I. But we should not legislate on the 
basis of what the President will do with 
a bill after it has reached him. It is 
his right and his duty to veto a bill if, 
in his judgment, he believes it should be 
vetoed. But why should we legislate on 
the basis of what we believe the Presi- 
dent will do? We have heard it said 
again and again by someone who hap- 
pened to be at the head of a department, 
“Unless Congress does this or does that 
I will resign.” Well, let him resign. It 
has been said that we should not pass the 
pending bill because of the possibility of 
a veto. I am willing to let the President 
of the United States do what he believes 
is correct with reference to vetoing or 
signing the bill. The question before us 
is whether the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Florida is a correct and proper 
amendment. 

Mr, PEPPER. Does the Senator from 
New Mexico believe that it would be bet- 
ter to have the money payable imme- 
diately in cash, or preserve the 6-month 
provision? In view of the statement of 
the Senator from Colorado that he re- 
gards it as worse to have the 6-month 
limitation in the bill, I should like to have 
the opinion of the Senator from New 
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Mr. CHAVEZ. My opinion is that if 
we paid the colonel, the major, and the 
captain in cash we should pay in cash the 
man who actually did the fighting. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. In answer to the 
argument that a cash bill would be pref- 
erable to the amendment of the Senator 
from Florida, I invite his attention and 
the attention of the Senator from Colo- 
rado to the fact that the GI’s now hold 
a large percentage of the War Savings 
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bonds. They have not had them re- 
deemed at the Treasury any more than 
has any other segment of the population. 
They are holding their bonds just as the 
rest of us are holding ours. They have 
done so in the interest of the welfare of 
the United States, and because they have 
faith in the value of the bonds. 

Mr. President, my answer to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado is that we can depend 
on the GI’s to hold their bonds for 6 
months unless they are confronted with 
some dire emergency and are compelled 
to cash them. 

I hope the Senator will not eliminate 
the 6-months provision. I stated earlier 
in the day that I was willing to go along 
with what the committee had reported 
to the Senate. I said that I did not be- 
lieve we should say to the veteran that 
his bonds are not redeemable while the 
bonds of everyone else are redeemable. 
In my opinion, we are not taking any 
very great chance if we say to the vet- 
eran, “In 6 months from now you can 
redeem your bonds.” 

Mr. PEPPER. We will have a vote on 
the first amendment, and I wish to say 
now that as soon as the vote is had, 
whenever it is, on this amendment, if the 
amendment does not prevail, I am going 
to offer an amendment providing that 
the bonds be paid to the servicemen in 
eash or in bonds at their option. 8 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wonder if the Sen- 
ator from Florida would be agreeable to 
shortening the discussion in the hope 
that we may finish the consideration of 
the bill before we recess? ‘There are 
other matters, very important matters, I 
desire to have taken up. 

Mr. PEPPER. Iam ready to conclude 
now, but I am going to offer the other 
amendment if the pending one does not 
prevail. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a word in 
conclusion. I said I did not think this 
amendment would be very inflationary, 
and I was using the testimony of Mr. 
Chester Bowles in respect to the mini- 
mum wage bill which we had before us 
a little while ago. Senators will recall 
that the minimum wage bill contem- 
plated raising the minimum wage from 
40 cents an hour to 65 cents an hour. It 
was estimated that that would add some 
$2,000,000,000 to the wage bill of the 
country. The objection was made that 
that would be inflationary. But Mr. 
Bowles said that, distributed as it would 
be amongst the people at the bottom 
of the ladder, the money would be spent 
generally in such a way that he did not 
consider it would be appreciably infla- 
tionary. So I do not think the pending 
amendment will be appreciably inflation- 
ary, and I ask for the yeas and nays on it. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I wish to 
consume a little time on the amendment, 
ic the hour is somewhat 
ate. 

I have great respect for Chester 
Bowles, and I admire him as a man, as 
an economist, and as a patriot, but I am 
fearful that the Senator from Florida 
used the wrong individual in his attempt 
to prove his case on the floor of the Sen- 
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ate with respect to his argument about 
inflation. 

Mr. President, who is behind the 
amendment which is offered by the Sena- 
tor from Florida to change the committee 
bill into practically a cash proposition by 
making the bonds negotiable after a 
period of 6 months? 

The great organizations of veterans 
have their representatives in Washington 
constantly attempting to bring to the 
committees of the United States Senate 
what they believe the rank and file of 
their members want. So, when the able 
Senator from Colorado had the hearings 
on the pending bill, he called before him 
the legislative counsel of the American 
Legion and other veterans’ organizations 
to ascertain from them what they 
thought about the bill which is now be- 
fore the Senate. 

I read now what John Thomas Taylor, 
the director of the national legislative 
committee of the American Legion, 
testified. In reply to a question pro- 
pounded by the Senator from Colorado, 
he said: 

I sincerely hope that it will be gotten 
through before the recess of the Congress, 
It is one thing that is of most interest to 
the members of the armed forces during this 
war. It is the one thing that has caused 
the greatest dissatisfaction, and its elimina- 
tion will go far toward satisfying the men 
who are presently in the armed forces, to- 
gether with the vast population—certainly 
one in his family in the United States—and 
will eliminate distinctions and discrimina- 
tions. I think it is a splendid piece of legis- 
lation. 


Then, turning to the Disabled Ameri- 
can Veterans, we find that William E, 
Tate, their representative, said: 

It seems that perhaps it would be of more 
benefit to the men to get it that way 


That is, the way now proposed— 
than it would in cash. 


Then John C. Williamson, assistant 
legislative representative of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, said: 

I have been instructed by the director, 
national legislative service, Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, that our great organization inter- 
poses no objection to this new proposal. 
We recognize the danger coincident with the 
release of a huge sum of liquid cash at this 
particular time of sending the Nation into 
an inflationary spiral. Veterans, particularly 
those living on pensions, compensation, and 
retirement pay, would be the greatest suf- 
ferers from such a debacle. 


Mr. President, those were the state- 
ments of representatives of the three 
great veterans’ organizations. Moreover, 
they agreed with the Treasury and the 
Bureau of the Budget upon the propo- 
sition. 

No one who testified before the com- 
mittee believed in the proposal which 
has been submitted by the able Senator 
from Florida. The Senator from Colo- 
rado is correct, in my opinion, in stating 
that if we do not pass the bill in the form 
in which it has been reported by the 
committee the veterans will get nothing 
at this particular time in the way of leg- 
islation on this important subject, be- 
cause the President of the United States 
has a program involving the finances of 
the Nation, and he is not going to take 
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this bill, in my humble judgment, if it 
provides for payment in cash or payment 
in negotiable bonds. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Flor- 
ida (Mr. PEPPER], which the clerk will 
state. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, line 25, 
after the word “thereof”, it is proposed 
to strike out the period and insert a 
comma and the word, “and shall be re- 
deemable for the face value, plus accrued 
interest, at any time not less than 6 
months after the issuance of such bonds.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. [Putting the question.] The 
noes appear to have it. The noes have 
it, and the amendment is rejected. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Let us have a yea-and- 
nay vote. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, A point 
of order. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is all right. Mr, 
President, I wish to offer another amend- 
ment, on page 14, line 15, after the word 
“compensation”, to insert the words 
“shall, at the option of the member of 
the armed services, be in cash.” 

The effect of that would be that the 
member of the armed services should 
have the option to determine whether 
he would receive cash or whether he 
would receive bonds, as provided for in 
the bill itself. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. I wish to call the atten- 
tion of the majority leader to what he 
already knows, that most, if not all, 
Senators on this side have a 7 o’clock en- 
gagement this evening, and we would 
like very much to keep it. Unless the 
pending matter can be disposed of 
promptly, I was going respectfully to 
suggest that it go over until tomorrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
hoping the matter can be disposed 
of promptly and without further debate. 
I had in mind the engagement of those 
on the Republican side of the Senate at 
7 o'clock, and I had hoped the bill would 
have been out of the way long ago. I 
hope we may now dispose of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Florida does not propose to 
take more than 2 or 3 minutes, but he 
does want to have the right to say a 
word before the vote, and he expects to 
say it. 

The Senator from Illinois made a per- 
tinent observation a few minutes ago, 
quoting the opinions of the leaders of 
the veterans’ organizations. I found I 
had inadvertently failed to refer to the 
same suggestion made by the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Again to review history for our com- 
parison, Mr. President. The Senate 
adopted the Russell amendment to an- 


other bill over the unfavorable and ad- 
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verse recommendations of all the major 
farm organizations. The Farmers’ 
Union, the Farm Bureau Federation, and 
the National Grange, all recommended 
that the Senate not adopt the Russell 
amendment. But the Senate adopted 
the Russell amendment, because the 
Senate judged, if I recall correctly, that 
that was the proper course for it to 
pursue. I remember my able friend, the 
Senator from Georgia, saying he would 
be found by what his judgment led him 
to believe to be the right course, rather 
than by what the recommendations of 
the farm organizations were. 

Mr. President, that is what I believe 
in this matter, that while the veterans’ 
leaders may have said they had no ob- 
jection, I do not know that they had 
any specific authority to speak for the 
millions of veterans involved. At least, 
that is not binding authority on the 
Senate, unless we choose to make it bind- 
ing. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I may 
say that I feel exactly the same way with 
respect to this amendment. I propose to 
vote for the Senator’s amendment. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia very much. That is char- 
acteristic of his usual courageous atti- 
tude. I did not insist on the yeas and 
nays on the amendment a moment ago, 
but I think the pending amendment is 
deserving such a vote. I am willing to 
desist, but I do ask for the yeas and nays 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Florida, who 
has asked for the yeas and nays. Is the 
demand sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Florida, [Putting 
the question.] The noes appear to have 
it. The noes have it, and the amend- 
ment is rejected. 

The bill is open to further amend- 
ment. If there be no further amend- 
ment to be proposed, the question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment, 
as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. A 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
nen and the bill to be read a third 

ime. 

The bill (H. R. 4051) was read the third 
time and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to grant to personnel of the 
armed forces equal treatment in the mat- 
ter of leave, and for other purposes.” 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT IN- 
SURANCE ACT, AND RELATED PROVI- 
SIONS OF LAW 


Mr. BARKLEY, I move that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of House 
bill 1362, to amend the railroad retire- 
ment acts, and so forth. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
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(H. R. 1362) to amend the railroad re- 
tirement acts, the Railroad Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, and subchapter B 
of chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue 
Code; and for other purposes. 


EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. BARKLEY. I submit the confer- 
ence report on extending the effective 
period of the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, and the Stabili- 
zation Act of 1942, as amended, and ask 
for its present consideration, with the 
understanding that it will not be taken 
up until tomorrow. 

There being no objection, ‘the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

(For conference report, see page 9754 
of the House proceedings of today.) 


REPORT OF THE SENATE DELEGATION ON 
THE BERMUDA MEETING OF THE EM- 
PIRE PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 


Senator yield? 
Mr, BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. GREEN. I desire to submit a re- 


port of the Senate delegation sent to the 
Bermuda meeting of the Empire Parlia- 
mentary Association. I would prefer to 
make the report orally so as to have it 
printed in the body of the RECORD, be- 
cause similar reports have been made in 
Ottawa and in London. If I may read 
just a few sentences from it, and obtain 
permission to include the whole of it in 
the body of the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks, I shall be glad to do so. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr.GREEN. Mr. President, this is the 
report of the Senate delegation sent to 
the Bermuda meeting of the Empire 
Parliamentary Association. I shall read 
some parts of it, and ask that the re- 
mainder be placed in the body of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
did not understand the Senator’s request. 
I have no objection to the Senator print- 
ing the report in the RECORD, I do object 
to its being printed in the type which 
would indicate that the Senator had read 
it in the Recor, because he does not in- 
tend to read all of it. 

Mr. GREEN. Then I shall read it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. How much is there 
of it? 

Mr. GREEN. There is not much. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Cannot the Senator 
wait until tomorrow? 

Mr. GREEN. No, Mr. President; I 
have waited the whole afternoon, since 
1 o'clock. 

Mr. BARKLEY. We have all waited 
the whole afternoon on something. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report has already been ordered to be 
entered in the RECORD. 


With- 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. A point 
of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I un- 
derstood the Senator from Rhode Island 
to ask unanimous consent of the Senate 
to have the report printed in the RECORD, 
and that the President of the Senate had 


announced that consent had been 


granted. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
consent was agreed to, and that ends the 
matter. The objection of the Senator 
from Wisconsin came too late. 

Mr. GREEN. The report has been 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
did not understand the Senator’s request 
until he repeated it as he got up_to read 
the document. I understood him to ask 
unanimous consent to have the report 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Rhode Island asked that 
the report be printed in the body of the 
Recorp, and his unanimous-consent re- 
quest was agreed to. 

Mr. GREEN. I shall read the report. 

Mr. President, on last February 14, 
the President of the Legislative Council 
and joint president of the Bermuda 
branch of the Empire Parliamentary 
Association, sent to the President pro 
tempore of the United States Senate, a 
cordial invitation for four Members of 
the Senate to visit Bermuda for a period 
of about 10 days beginning June 10 as 
guests of the Bermuda branch of the 
association. A similar invitation for 
four Representatives was sent to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

On March 27, the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee reported 
a concurrent resolution accepting this 
invitation, which was referred to the 
Committee To Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, was 
reported favorably without amendment, 
considered and agreed to on April 1. 
The concurrent resolution read as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives hereby 
accept the invitation tendered by the Presi- 
dent of the Legislative Council of Bermuda 
and joint president of the Bermuda branch 
of the Empire Parliamentary Association, to 
have four Members of the Senate and four 
Members of the House of Representatives 
attend a meeting to be held in Bermuda, 
beginning June 10, 1946, at which the Ber- 
muda Branch of the Empire Parliamentary 
Association will be host to delegations from 
the Parliaments of the United Kingdom 
and the Dominion of Canada, and at which 
it is hoped also to have representatives of 
the Parliaments of the Australian Common- 
wealth, New Zealand, and the Union of South 
Africa, and possibly a representative of the 
Central Legislature of India. The President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives are authorized to appoint 
the Members of the Senate and the Members 
of the House of Representatives, respectively, 
to attend such meeting and are further au- 
thorized to designate the chairmen of the 
delegations from each of the Houses. The 
expenses incurred by the members of the 
delegations appointed for the purpose of 
attending such meeting, which shall not ex- 
ceed $5,000 for each of the delegations, shall 
be reimbursed to them from the contingent 
fund of the ‘House of which they are Mem- 
bers, upon the submission of vouchers ap- 
proved by the chairman of the delegation 
of which they are members. 


On June 6, in accordance with said res- 
olution, the President pro tempore of the 
Senate appointed the following Members 
as delegates from the Senate: Senator 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, of Rhode 
Island; Senator J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, 
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of Arkansas; Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 
of Wisconsin; Senator Homer FERGUSON, 
of Michigan. 

The Senator from Rhode Island was 
appointed chairman of the delegation. 

The Speaker of the House appointed 
the following Members for the House of 
Representatives: Representative LUTHER 
A. Jonnson, of Texas; Representative 
JAMES P. RICHARDS, of South Carolina; 
Representative ROBERT A. Grant, of In- 
diana; Representative D. EMMERT BRUM- 
BAUGH, of Pennsylvania. 

Representative Jonnson acted as head 
of the House delegation. 

On June 8 the delegation flew to Ber- 
muda, where they were cordially wel- 
comed and taken to the Mid Ocean Club, 
where they were. put up as guests of the 
Bermuda branch of the Empire Parlia- 
mentary Association. The American 
delegation decided that it was desirable 
to make it plain at the outset that they 
were attending the Conference merely as 
guests and observers. So, although mem- 
bers of the delegation participated in all 
the sessions of the Conference and all 
took part in the discussions, yet they did 
so informally, and without decision or 
commitment on the part of the American 
Congress or even of the delegation itself. 
Each delegate expressed only his own 
personal views. When matters of proce- 
dure arose on which action had to be 
taken I, as chairman, in behalf of the 
delegation, declined to take part, stat- 
ing that we would abide by any decision 
reached by the association itself. 

The first of such seSsions was con- 
vened at 10 o’clock on the morning of 
Tuesday, June 11, in the House of As- 
sembly Chamber, Hamilton, Bermuda, 
with the honorable, the Chief Justice, Sir 
Brooke Francis, K. C., of Bermuda, pre- 
siding. Those attending the opening 
meeting, in addition to the representa- 
tives from the United States, were the 
following delegates: 

For the United Kingdom: The Right 
Honorable John Wilmot, Member of 
Parliament, chairman; the Right Hon- 
orable Anthony Eden, Member of Parlia- 
ment; the Honorable A. J. P. Howard, 
Member of Parliament; Mr. E. M. King, 
Member of Parliament; Mr. Alfred Ro- 
bens, Member of Parliament; Mr. J. J. 
Robertson, Member of Parliament; Wing 
Comdr. J. R. Robinson, Member of Par- 
liament; Mr. Tom Smith, Member of 
Parliament. 

For the Dominion of Canada: Mr. 
Gordon Isnor, Member of Parliament, 
chairman; Senator C. B. Howard; Mr. 
Elie O. Bertrand, Member of Parliament; 
Mr. G. H. Castleden, Member of Parlia- 
ment; Mr. J. G. Diefenbaker, Member of 
Parliament; Mr. Mark Senn, Member of 
Parliament. 

For the New Zealand Parliament: Mr. 
K. J. Holyoake, Member of Parliament. 

For the Council and Assembly of Ber- 
muda: The Honorable Sir Stanley Spur- 
ling; the Honorable F. G. Gosling, MLC; 
The Honorable W. E. S. Zuill, MLC; Mr, 
H. St. G. Butterfield, MCP; Mr. A. C. 
Down, MCP; Mr. Hereward T. n 
ton, MCP. 

Also in official attendance were the 
Honorable Sir Howard DEgville, secre- 
tary of the British-American Parliamen- 
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tary Group in the Parliament of the 
United Kingdom, Prof. J. Eastman Shee- 
han as observer, and Darrell St. Claire, 
observer for the Department of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

Discussions were held on Tuesday 
morning, June 11, again on the morning 
and on the afternoon of Wednesday, 
June 12, and on the morning and after- 
noon of Friday, June 14. The Conference 
had been scheduled to end on Tuesday of 
the week following, but because the 
American delegation felt obliged to make 
an earlier return, the meeting on Friday 
afternoon, June 14 had to be made the 
final session and the American delegation 
flew back from Bermuda on Saturday, 
June 15. 

The subjects discussed ranged from 
aspects of international peace and secur- 
ity to the practical relationships existing 
between the United States and the Brit- 
ish Commonwealth in the matter of 
trade. An interchange of views was had 
on thése topics leading to expressions 
from all points of the council chamber 
by members present. The talks were 
completely unofficial and resulted in no 
affirmative or negative action on the part 
of any delegation. 

Apart from the formal meetings, the 
opportunity was presented for members 
of the attending delegations to know one 
another and to learn of their respective 
national attitudes. This was particu- 
larly fortunate in view of the close mili- 
tary and naval collaboration between the 
United States and the British Empire in 
the war just closed, and was the first 
chance which many had had to meet 
together since the beginning of that 
struggle. 

The visiting delegations were enter- 
tained extensively and most hospitably 
by public officials and private citizens. 
Receptions were given them by His Ex- 
cellency the Governor and Lady Leath- 
am, by Vice Adm., Sir Irvine and Lady 
Glennie, by the President of the Legisla- 
tive Council of Bermuda, Sir Brooke and 
Lady Francis, by the Brigadier H. Dunbar 
McConaghey, the mayor of Hamilton and 
Mrs. Butterfield, and the American con- 
sul general and Mrs. Clay Merrill. These 
occasions, as well as others still more in- 
formal, gave occasion for the members 
of the respective delegations to get to 
know each other much better and to talk 
more freely than they otherwise could 
have done. 

The American congressional delega- 
tion returned to the United States on 
‘Saturday, June 15. The Canadian, New 
Zealand, and United Kingdom delega- 
tions followed to the United States on 
Tuesday, June 18, and were greeted that 
morning at the Capitol by Chairman 
Green and Chairman JoHNSON and the 
members of the American delegation. At 
noon of the same day the visiting dele- 
gations were taken to the Senate floor 
and to the House of Representatives by 
the American participants. For the visit 
to the Senate that body stood in recess 
and all were greeted by Senators in at- 
tendance. The visitors at the time and 
since expressed high appreciation of the 
exceptional honor thus done them. The 
extract from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of that date follows: 
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RECEPTION TO MEMBERS OF THE EMPIRE PARLIA- 
MENTARY CONFERENCE 


Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, the Senate will 
recall that several months ago an official in- 
vitation was received by the two Houses of 
Congress to send delegations to the Empire 
Parliamentary Conference which was to be 
held in Bermuda. By appropriate resolutions 
the Senate and House accepted the invita- 
tion, and sent delegations from the two 
Houses, which attended the conference in 
Bermuda all of last week. 

The representatives from the Senate were 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Green], 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], 
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. 

The delegation from the House of Repre- 
sentatives consisted of Mr. LUTHER A. JOHN- 
SON, Mr. JAMES P. RICHARDS, Mr. ROBERT A. 
Grant, and Mr. D. EMMERT BRUMBAUGH. 

The members of the conference from the 
British Empire are on their way home from 
the conference, and they have come by way 
of Washington. They include the delega- 
tions from the British House of Commons, 
from the Canadian Parliament, and from the 
Parliament of New Zealand. 

Among these gentlemen who attended the 
conference, and have honored us with their 
presence this morning, is Mr, Anthony Eden, 
with whom we are all very pleasantly ac- 
quainted, and of whose many visits to Wash- 
ington we have very happy memories. 

In order that the Members of the Senate 
may meet these gentlemen in person, and 
assure them of our appreciation of the cour- 
tesy they have shown us by calling upon 
us on their way to their respective homes, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess for a few minutes, and that 
the members of the three Parliaments be kind 
enough to come to the front of the Senate 
so that Members of the Senate may greet 
them in person, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Thereupon (at 12 o’clock and 15 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess. 

During the recess, the visiting members of 
the Empire Parliamentary Conference, took 
positions in the well of the Senate in front 
of the desk and were greeted by the Mem- 
bers of the Senate who were presented by 
Senator BARKLEY and Mr. Anthony Eden. 

The following is the list of the delegates 
to the Empire Parliamentary Conference: 

United Kingdom delegates: The Right 
Honorable R. Anthony Eden, Member of Par- 
liament; the Honorable A. J. P. Howard, Mem- 
ber of Parliament; Lt. Col, E. M. King, Mem- 
ber of Parliament; Mr. Alfred Robens, Member 
of Parliament; Mr. J. J. Robertson, Member 
of Parliament; Wing-Comdr. J. R. Rob- 
inson, Member of Parliament; Mr. Tom Smith, 
Member of Parliament; Prof. Eastman Shee- 
han; Sir Howard d’Egville. 

Canadian delegates: Mr. Gordon Isnor, 
Member of Parliament, chairman; Mr. Elie 
O. Bertrand, Member of Parliament; Mr. G, 
H. Castleden, Member of Parliament; Mr. J. 
G. Diefenbaker, Member of Parliament; Sen- 
ator C. B, Howard; Mr. Mark Senn, Member of 
Parliament, 

New Zealand delegate: Mr. K. J. Holyoake, 
Member of Parliament. 

American Delegates: Senators THEODORE 
FRANCIS GREEN, J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, HOMER 
FERGUSON, ALEXANDER WILEY; Representatives 
LUTHER A. JOHNSON, JAMES P, RICHARDS, 
ROBERT A. GRANT, D. EMMERT BRUMBAUGH, 

At 12 o'clock and 30 minutes p, m., the 
Senate reassembled, when called to order by 
the President pro tempore. 


Mr. President, the same day the mem- 
bers of the visiting delegations were 
éntertained at luncheon at the Senate by 
the American delegation and also later 
at the Blair Lee House by the Depart- 
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ment of State. The delegations departed 
for their homes the next day. 3 

This meeting between Members of the 
American Congress and members of the 
various parliamentary bodies of the Brit- 
ish Empire was not the first of its sort. 
The last previous meeting had been held 
in June 1943 in Ottawa, Canada. It is 
believed that these meetings served a 
useful purpose in paving the way for bet- 
ter understanding between the respective 
lawmaking bodies. These meetings were 
not of the heads of states or of appointed 
Officials, but meetings of officials elected 
by the people themselves, and in the dis- 
cussions about the problems of the dif- 
ferent countries, the views of the people 
themselves could be more readily ascer- 
tained. 

There is one further comment to add 
to this report. As chairman of the com- 
mittee, I at various times took occasion 
to emphasize the fact, and this was also 
emphasized by other members of the 
delegation, that we were very glad indeed 
to meet with these representatives of 
the various parliaments of the British 
Empire and that we would be glad also 
to meet with similar representatives of 
other foreign countries under similar 
conditions. 

There is added to this report an extract 
from the London Times of July 5, giving 
an account of the Bermuda Conference 
and the common interests of Britain and 
the United States: 


BERMUDA CONFERENCE—COMMON INTERESTS 
OF BRITAIN AND UNITED STATES 


Mr. Attlee, answering Mr. Grenfell (Gower, 
Laborite), said: I am very glad to have 
the opportunity of telling the House some- 
thing about the conference which, at the 
invitation of the Bermuda branch of the 
Empire Parliamentary Association, took place 
in Bermuda between June 10 and Jun? 19 
between delegations from the branches of 
the association in the United Kingdom, 
Canada, and New Zealand, and Bermuda. 
For the second time in the history of these 
conferences, a notable feature of the meet- 
ing was the presence of delegations of four 
Members from the American Senate and four 
Members from the American House of Rep- 
resentatives, who, by appropriate resolutions 
in both Houses of the American Congress, 
were selected to attend the conference. The 
discussions in Bermuda afforded an invalua- 
ble opportunity of close personal contacts 
and exchanges of well considered, if neces- 
sarily unofficial, opinions on matters of com- 
mon interest to the great family of English- 
speaking peoples. 

This is the second occasion on which there 
has been this close association between dele- 
gations from both Houses of the American 
Congress and from the United Kingdom 
Parliament and Parliaments of the oversea 
Empire, and I think it would be difficult to 
exaggerate the good effect on mutual under- 
standing between the American people and 
the peoples of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations which may be expected to flow from 
what, I hope, will be a progressive expansion 
of these interparliamentary contacts, After 
the discussions in Bermuda, the delegates 
went on to Washington, and from there to 
Ottawa. In Washington the delegates from 
the British House of Commons, the Canadian 
Parliament, and the Parliament of New 
Zealand were invited onto the floor of the 
Senate, and the Members of that House stood 
in recess for a few minutes in order that 
Mr. Eden and the leader of the Canadian 
delegation might present them personally 
to each Member of the Senate. 
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BUSY DAYS IN OTTAWA 


In Ottawa three busy days were spent in 
the forming of contacts, the acquisition of 
invaluable information, and the mutual 
strengthening of friendships which proceeds, 
as sO many members of this House are aware, 
from the generous hospitality which in 
Canada is invaribly accorded to visiting mem- 
bers from the United Kingdom and other 
parliaments of the commonwealth. 

I should like to express our thanks to all 
those, alike in the United States, in Bermuda, 
and in Canada, who accorded such ready 
hospitality to their parliamentary visitors. 
I hope that, with the progressive resumption 
of peaceful conditions, opportunities for such 
meetings will increase, and that we in this 
House may have our opportunities of re- 
turning the cordial hospitality afforded to 
members of the House both in the United 
States and the British Empire. [Cheers.] 

Mr. Eden (Warwick and Leamington, Con- 
servative): In associating myself with every 
word of the Prime Minister’s answer, might I 
ask in relation to the very generous gesture 
extended to members of this House and of 
the Canadian and New Zealand Parliaments 
by the United States Senate, which, so far 
as I know is quite unprecedented, whether 
he proposes in conjunction with you, sir, to 
consider sending some message of apprecia- 
tion to the Senate from this House for their 
attitude? [Cheers.] 

Mr. Attlee: I should like to do that very 
much if it is the general view of the House 
and of Mr. Speaker. [Cheers.] 


PARTICIPATION BY UNITED STATES IN 
UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIEN- 
TIFIC, AND CULTURAL ORGANIZA- 
TION—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. MURRAY submitted the following 
report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 305) providing for mem- 
bership and participation by the United 
States in the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization, and 
authorizing an appropriation therefor, hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1 to 6, inclusive, and agree to the 
same. 

JAMES E. MURRAY, 
JAMES M. TUNNELL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Montana? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


RIGHT OF FORMER OWNERS OF COMMER- 
CIAL REAL ESTATE UNDER THE SUR- 
PLUS PROPERTY ACT OF 1944 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I may say that 
I too have waited long today. 

Mr. President, there is on the calendar 
& bill which merely amends the Surplus 
Property Act. I am speaking on behalf 
of the Senate Military Affairs Committee. 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
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O'MamonEY], who is ill, and who is chair- 
man of the subcommittee, would have 
made this request and would have orig- 
inally reported the bill from the com- 
mittee. A very serious situation exists 
with reference to the disposal of some 
real property. The bill in question is 
House bill 6702. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for its present consideration. It 
will not take long, because I do not think 
there will be any possible objection to it. 
I am asking for unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, for immediate consideration 
at this time with the hope of disposing 
of the bill immediately. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr, BARKLEY. I have no objection, 
if it is considered without prejudice to 
the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
6702) to clarify the rights of former own- 
ers of real property to reacquire such 
property under the Surplus Property Act 
of 1944, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Military Affairs with 
an amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That section 23 (a) (1) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(1) The term ‘real property’ means prop- 
erty consisting of land, together with any 
fixtures and improvements thereon (includ- 
ing hotels, apartment houses, hospitals, office 
buildings, stores, and other commercial 
structures) located outside the District of 
Columbia, but does not include (A) com- 
mercial structures constructed by, at the 
direction of, or on behalf of any Government 
agency, (B) commercial structures which the 
Administrator determines have been made 
an integral part of a functional or economic 
unit which should be disposed of as a whole, 
and (C) war housing, industrial plants, fac- 
tories, airports, airport facilities, or similar 
structures and facilities, or the sites thereof, 
or land which the Administrator determines 
essential to the use of any of the foregoing; 
and.” 

Sec. 2. Section 23 (c) of the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

“The classification of property by the Ad- 
ministrator (including the determination of 
whether property is ‘real property’ as de- 
fined in this section) shall be based on the 
highest and best use of the property at the 
time it is reported as surplus property re- 
gardless of its former character or use.” 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of War and the War 
Assets Administration are authorized and 
directed to take such action as may be neces- 
sary (A) to reinstate the leasehold covering 
the Chamberlin Hotel, Fort Monroe, Old 
Point Comfort, Va., and its appurtenant land, 
buildings, utilities, and facilities, which 
leasehold, with all the furnishings and equip- 
ment used in connection therewith, was ac- 
quired on December 30, 1941, by the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, and on December 20, 1945, 
declared by the Department of the Navy to 
be surplus to its needs and responsibilities; 
and (B) to convey and sell, to the former 
owner or owners authorized under this sec- 
tion to be the lessee under the reinstated 
leasehold, all of the right, title, and interest 
in and to such hotel, land, buildings, util- 
ities, furnishings,’ and equipment, which 
existed in the person who was the lessee 
prior to such acquisition by the Depart- 
ment of the Navy. The former owner or 
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owners for the purposes of this section shall 
be either (i) those persons who on Decem- 
ber 30, 1941, owned bonds to secure payment 
of which the property was then held by a 
trustee, and who, within 60 days after the 
date of first publication of notice is a news- 
paper of general circulation in the county 
in which the property is situated, as here- 
inafter provided, commit themselves in such 
manner as the War Assets Administrator may 
prescribe, to participate in the acquisition 
of the property, the participation by each- 
such person to be in the porportion which 
the face amount of the bonds owned by 
such person on December 30, 1941, is of 
the aggregate face amount of such bonds 
owned by all of the participants, or (ii) 
a corporation all of the shares of which 
(except qualifying shares) are owned in like 
proportion by the persons making such com- 
mitments. Notice of the right of such per- 
sons to have the benefits of this section 
shall be given by publication in the Fed- 
eral Register, publication in a newspaper 
of general circulation in the county in which 
the property is situated, and by any other 
means which may be deemed appropriate by 
the War Assets Administrator. The lease- 
hold shall contain the same terms and con- 
ditions as that which was in effect immedi- 
ately prior to the acquisition of the property 
by the Department of the Navy, and upon 
the reinstatement thereof shall be subject 
to all of the provisions of Public Resolution 
71, Sixty-seventh Congress (42 Stat. 843), 
as if such acquisition by the Department of 
the Navy had not taken place. The con- 
sideration to be paid to the United States 
for reinstating such leasehold and for such 
conveyance and sale to the former owner or 
owners shall be a price not greater than 
that for which the property was acquired by 
the United States. Such acquisition price 
being properly adjusted to reflect any in- 
crease or decrease in the value of the prop- 
erty resulting from action by the United 
States, or a price equal to the market price 
at the time of sale, whichever price is the 
lower. This section shall cease to be in 
effect unless, within 6 months from the date 
of the enactment of this act, the former 
owner or owners pay or tender the considera- 
tion prescribed in this section for the rein- 
statement of the leasehold and for such con- 
veyance and sale. 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I shall be very 
glad to explain it briefly. 

The Surplus Property Act permits prior 
owners of land taken over by the Gov- 
ernment, when such land is declared sur- 
plus, to have priority of repurchase. 
Priority of repurchase is for the original 
purchase price plus any improvements 
which may be placed upon the land, or 
less any reduction in its value. Under 
the construction placed upon it by the. 
War Assets Administration that provi- 
sion of the act has been applied only to 
grazing lands, farming lands, and lands 
of that type. The purpose of the bill is 
to clarify the act, so as to apply to other 
real property, as defined in the bill, and 
to extend the definition of real property 
to include hotels and other business 
properties which have not been built by 
the Government itself or by agencies of 
the Government. That is the first part 
of the bill. 

The second section, put in at the re- 
quest of the War Assets Administration, 
simply provides that the classification of 
property by the Administrator shall be 
based on the highest and best use of the 
property at the time it is reported as 
surplus, 
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The third section deals with the 
specific instance of the Chamberlin 
Hotel, which is built upon the Govern- 
ment reservation at Fort Monroe. It had 
to be dealt with in a separate section 
because, as the War Assets Administra- 
tor pointed out, it is not salable prop- 
erty, but must be leased. 

That is a very general explanation of 
the bill. It must be passed now if it is to 
become effective at all, and if the War 
Assets Administrator is to sell the prop- 
erty and give priority to former owners. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. How long is the pri- 
ority right to continue? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The former own- 
ers are to have 60 days within which to 
exercise their priorities, except in the 
case of the Chamberlin Hotel, which in- 
volves former bondholders. They are 
allowed a little more time to assert their 
right to exercise their priority. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 2 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
era and the bill to be read a third 

me. 

The bill (H. R. 6702) was read the 
third time and passed. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendment, request a conference with 
the House of Representatives thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint the con- 
ferees on behalf of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
O’Manoney, Mr. Murray, Mr. MAYBANK, 
Mr. REVERcOMB, and Mr. WiLson con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. REVERCOMB subsequently said: 
Mr. President, as a part of my remarks 
upon House bill 6702, which I discussed 
a few moments ago, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the report of the committee 
printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
(No. 1722) was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Your committee, to whom were referred 
the bills (S. 2329, S. 2380, and H. R. 6702) to 
clarify the rights of former owners of com- 
mercial real property under the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, after considering the 
same, unanimously reports favorably the bill 
H. R. 6702 with an amendment, and recom- 
mends passage of the bill as amended. 

NEED FOR CLARIFYING LEGISLATION 


The purpose of the bill is to permit former 
owners of commercial real property, such as 
hotels, apartment houses, hospitals, office 
buildings, stores, and other commercial struc- 
tures, which have not been constructed by 
the Government or made an integral part of 
a facility or installation, to reacquire their 
property when it is declared surplus by any 
Government agency. The need for clarifica- 
tion arises out of the interpretation, placed 
by the War Asscts Administration through 
its regulations, upon section 23 (a) (1) of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended, 
Under this interpretation preference to re- 
acquire is not extended to former owners of 
commercial real estate. Section 3 of the 
bill deals with a special situation involving 
the Chamberlin Hotel at Old Point Comfort, 
Va., which, owing to an involved leasehold, 
cannot be disposed of without the benefit of 
additional legislation, and which cannot be 
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satisfactorily handled by means of general 
legislation. 

Your committee, through its subcommit- 
tee on surplus property, held hearings on the 
bills, Representatives of War Assets Admin- 
istration appeared at these hearings and tes- 
tified with respect to the interpretation 
placed by that agency upon section 23 of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944. 

This section gives to the former owners of 
real property a preference to reacquire their 
property following its declaration as surplus 
by an owning agency. Real property, as de- 
fined in the act, excludes “war housing, in- 
dustrial plants, factories, or similar struc- 
tures and facilities,” thus precluding a former 
owner of property falling within these cate- 
gories from exercising a preference to reac- 
quire. It was the contention of the repre- 
sentatives of War Assets Administration that 
since the legislative history of the Surplus 
Property Act contains no references to prop- 
erty other than agricultural, forest, grazing, 
and mineral land, commercial structures such 
as hotels, apartment houses, office buildings, 
and stores fall within the category of “sim- 
ilar structures” and are thus excluded from 
the term “real property.” Hence, under the 
War Assets Administration interpretation, 
former owners of this type of property are 
not entitled to preference. 

The amendment made by your committee 
to the first two sections of the bill are de- 
signed to safeguard the interests of the Gov- 
ernment in real property which has been sub- 
stantially modified or extended. With these 
amendments, the War Assets Administration 
has no objections to the bill. The safeguards 
added by your committee provide that no 
priority to former owners shall exist for com- 
mercial structures constructed by, at the 
direction of, or on behalf of any Government 
agencies, or for commercial structures which 
the Administrator determines have been 
made an integral part of a functional or an 
economic unit which should be disposed of 
as a whole. These qualifications were added 
to the bill in view of the large number of 
instances where the Government has made 
extensive additions, alterations, or better- 
ments to a property or where the breaking 
up of a large installation by the sale of por- 
tions of the installation to former owners 
would substantially decrease the over-all 
value of such property or installation to the 
Government. 

Section 2 of the proposed bill further clari- 
fies the basis upon which property shall be 
classified in order to assure the highest and 
best use of the property at the time it is 
declared surplus, thus assuring the highest 
return to the Government. 

Section 3 of the proposed bill deals exclu- 
sively with the Chamberlin Hotel at Old Point 
Comfort, Va. This hotel was constructed on 
the military reservation at Fort Monroe, Va., 
pursuant to a joint resolution passed by 
Congress in 1922 which authorized the Sec- 
retary of War to permit private persons to 
construct and to operate a hotel on the 
reservation under a leasehold for a period of 
50 years renewable for a further period of 
50 years. In December 1941, the Department 
of the Navy acquired the leasehold through 
condemnation, At the time, the hotel was 
in receivership and the bondholders were in 
effect the owners of the leasehold interest. 
At the time of the Navy's condemnation of 
the Chamberlin, the question arose, and is 
still pertinent, as to whether the leasehold 
would not become merged in the fee title and 
thereby become extinguished. There was 
further question as to whether the joint reso- 
lution passed by Congress in 1922 would au- 
thorize the Secretary of War to reinstate 
the leasehold interest. In addition, the State 
of Virginia had originally ceded the land com- 
prising Fort Monroe on the condition that 
the land be used exclusively for military pur- 
poses. On February 17, 1922, the General 
Assembly of Virginia enacted a statute which 
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had the effect of preventing the land com- 
prising Fort Monroe from reverting to the 
State of Virginia if a hotel should be con- 
structed thereon. 

Questions arose as to whether this act of 
the General Assembly of Virginia was still in 
effect following the condemnation by the 
Navy and hence whether the reinstatement 
of the leasehold on the hotel Chamberlin 
would not cause Fort Monroe to revert to 
the State. The purpose of section 3 is to 
reestablish the leasehold and to authorize 
the return of the property to persons who 
were bondholders of record on December 30, 
1941. In reinstating the original leasehold, 
the bill avoids further difficulties arising out 
of these problems. 

The bill as passed by the House provides 
that the leasehold shall be disposed of to a 
majority of the former bondholders. The 
amendment added by your committee extends 
the right to reacquire this property to all 
former bondholders who may wish to par- 
ticipate, on a proportional basis. 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, in 
addition, I wish to call attention to 
something which I should have explained 
at the time; namely, that section 3, on 
page 5, in line 16 of the bill, as printed, 
requires the publication by the War As- 
sets Administration of a notice giving 
the bondholders an opportunity to com- 
mit themselves to participate in the ac- 
quisition of the Chamberlin Hotel, 

It is intended that the newspaper no- 
tice shall set forth in detail the terms 
and conditions under which such com- 
mitments are to be made. I am advised 
that the committee is to receive from the 
head of the War Assets Administration 
a statement that this construction will 
be placed upon the language of the bill. 


JOSEPH E. BENNETT—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


Mr. HUFFMAN submitted the follow- 
ing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
2091) for the relief of Joseph E. Bennett, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment to the title of the bill, 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: Restore the mat- 
ter stricken out by the Senate amendment 
with the figures in line 7, page 1, namely, 
$39,129 stricken out and the figures 
“$30,000” inserted in lieu thereof; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

James W. HUFFMAN, 

Gro, A. WILSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

E. H. HEDRICK, 

JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator if this is a private claim bill? 

b Mr. HUFFMAN. Itis a private claim 
ill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. 

The report was agreed to. 
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MEAT AND LIVESTOCK MARKET REPORT 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, in the 
cattle market today there were just a 
few head less than 50,000. The prices 
were from 25 cents to a dollar cheaper 
per hundred on most of the classes. The 
prices of cows went even lower. 

Hog receipts totaled 51,000 head, and 
the market was about steady with yes- 
terday’s close. 

Calf receipts for the first 2 days of this 
week were up 1 percent from a week ago, 
and 49 percent larger than for the com- 
parable 2 days a year ago. Sheep and 
lamb receipts for the first 2 days this 
week were 17 percent above receipts for 
the comparable 2 days a year ago. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor at this point as a 
part of my remarks the entire market 
report, together with an article from the 
New York Times of July 23 entitled 
“Meat Black Mart Feared Under OPA.” 

There being no objection, the report 
and article were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


The continued uncertainty as to whether 
price controls are kept off livestock and 
meats is causing wide fluctuations in mar- 
ket supplies and in prices than otherwise 
would exist. This situation may be expected 
to continue if the conference committee re- 
port is adopted by Congress and approved 
by the President, since nothing definite will 
be known for another month while a de- 
control board is appointed and has at- 
tempted to conduct hearings on a complex 
and involved problem, 

Adequate factual information already has 
been made available to Congress that proves 
unmistakably that price ceilings on meats 
and livestock not only are impracticable and 
unenforceable but also are not needed. In- 
creased production, which is the only an- 
swer, can be achieved only if the industry 
is kept free of artificial, unworkable, and 
impractical regulations. The country needs 
increased production of meat and the in- 
dustry is in a position to achieve it if re- 
strictive legislation can be avoided. For ex- 
ample, the Department of Agriculture an- 
nounced in a special report yesterday that 
an all-time record corn crop of 3,500,000,000 
bushels and a record wheat crop of well above 
a billion bushels is in prospect. This 
prospect of a record production of feed and 
food grains undoubtedly will cause many 
American cattle and hog farmers to make 
every effort to increase and expand their 
production. Their decisions, however, must 
be made within the next 30 days or so. The 
continuing uncertainty, as a result of the 
pending legislation, however, will continue 
to confuse them and make it difficult for 
them to make any positive plans for increas- 
ing production. 

The unmistakable evidence of what free- 
dom from impractical and unenforceable 
price regulations will bring is shown by the 
fact that meat production in each of the past 
3 weeks in which no price controls have ex- 
isted has exceeded production of the pre- 
ceding week. The increase has been tre- 
mendous. For example, meat production 
under Federal inspection in the week ended 
July 20 is estimated to have amounted to 
about 392,000,000 pounds, which was the 
largest for any week since last February, 224 
percent larger than that in the week ended 
June 29, the week in which OPA controls 
were eliminated, and 49 percent larger than 
that for the corresponding week of July 1945. 
The following table shows estimates of meat 
production under Federal inspection for the 
third week in July this year and last year, 
and for the last week in June, when OPA 
controls ended, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Week ended— 


Year June 29, July 21, 
1946 1945 


The foregoing increase in production under 
Federal inspection has resulted not only from 
increased marketings of livestock, but also 
from the ability of long established opera- 
tors once more to compete with the black 
market under the free and open competitive 
natural laws of supply and demand. 

A report on the livestock market this morn- 
ing is summarized as follows: Receipts of 
cattle at 12 important markets all over the 
country today amounted to 49,300 head, off 
32 percent from the large run of cattle at 
these markets a week ago, and about 4 per- 
cent less than market receipts a year ago. 
Total cattle supplies at these markets for the 
first 2 days of this week were 18 percent less 
than those of a week ago, but 9 percent above 
the supply for the comparable days a year 
ago. The United States Department of Agri- 
culture reported yesterday's supply situation 
as follows: “Last week's late price declines 
on all classes and grades of slaughter cattle 
held fresh receipts to moderate dimensions 
with unloads including a smaller percentage 
of strictly gocd and choice fed steers and 
yearlings. But fresh receipts of grass cows 
and low-grade steers and heifers piled in on 
top of a sizable carry-over from late last week 
when the trade on such cattle hit new low 
levels for the season.” 

The Department of Agriculture reported 
the cattle market in Chicago yesterday as 
follows: “Compared with last Friday, top, 
good, and choice slaughter steers sold fully 
steady, with lower grades still draggy, but 
at prices about in line with scattered sales 
made at the recent full decline. 

“Good and choice fed heifers held depend- 
ably steady at last week's low close, but 
medium to low-good grass heifers and 
heiferettes dragged in sympathy with an- 
other very dull trade on all grades of cows. 
Compared with last Friday, canners and cut- 
ters fared the best, selling steady to 25 cents 
lower, while better grade cows and heifer- 
ettes suffered additional 25 to 50 cents down- 
turns. Consequently, cows sold at a new low 
on the crop and as much as $5 under the 
season’s high time. Bulls ruled slow and 
steady to 25 cents lower following last week's 
crack-up in prices, and vealers sold about 
steady with Friday but 50 cents to $1 under 
the recent high time.” 

The cattle market in Chicago this morning 
was reported steady with yesterday's close. 
The early top paid on a few loads of cattle 
was $25 per hundredweight which compared 
with the top of $25.25 paid for only 5 loads 
yesterday, and with an extreme top of $26.35 
last week, 

Receipts of hogs at 12 markets this morn- 
ing, which amounted to 51,000 head, were 
off 21 percent from a week ago but up 40 per- 
cent for the comparable day a year ago. This 
makes total receipts at those markets this 
week 24 percent less than a week ago, but 13 
percent larger than for the same day a year 

o. 

* striking example of how uncertainty and 
fear of price restrictions being re can 
have on the flow of livestock to market is re- 
flected in the comment made by the De- 
partment of Agriculture yesterday in a report 
of the hog market, 
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This statement is as follows: “The severe 
price break in hog values late last week, 
coupled with the news over the week end 
that price restrictions may not be replaced 
for another 30 days, reduced the hog run to 
the smallest number since July 1.” 

As a result of this sharp curtailment of 
supplies over the week end, hog prices today 
advanced somewhat. The top price yester- 
day at Chicago was $20.75 for a few selected 
lots, but the practical top was $20.50, as 
compared with the top last week of $22. The 
hog market this morning at Chicago opened 
slow with an early top of $21.25. Good and 
choice sows opened at $19.25 to $19.50 per 
live hundredweight. 

Sheep and lamb receipts for the first 2 
days this week were off 2 percent from a week 
ago but up 17 percent for the comparable 
2 days a year ago. 

Calf receipts for the first 2 days of this 
week were up 1 percent from a week ago 
and 49 percent larger for the comparable 
2 days a year ago. 

Reinstatement of controls on meat and 
livestock, as threatened by the terms of the 
conference report on the OPA bill, simply 
will mean that the wasteful black market 
which flourished under the OPA Again will 
prevail to undermine public morals, waste 
vital fgods and materials, endanger public 
health, discourage production, ruin legitimate 
business, create shortages, and gouge Ameri- 
can consumers. 

AMERICAN MEAT INSTITUTE. 


[From the New York Times of July 23, 1993] 


MEAT BLACK MARKET FEARED UNDER OPA 
SPOKESMEN FOR RESTAURANTS, HOTELS, AND 
CLUBS Forecast ILLEGITIMATE DEALS AGAIN 


Restaurant and hotel men of the city and 
representatives of the meat industry forecast 
yesterday an immediate return of the black 
market if Federal controls again were put on 
meat through revival of Office of Price Ad- 
ministration regulations. 

Spokesmen for leading restaurants, chains, 
cafeterias, Broadway night clubs, and hotels 
were agreed that in the open and competitive 
market beef and other meat cuts were becom- 
ing plentiful at prices far below those that 
prevailed in the black market. 

Although prices are higher than former 
OPA ceilings, these spokesmen contend those 
ceilings were fictional and meant nothing be- 
cause it was virtually impossible to buy meat 
legitimately at OPA prices. S. Ernest, assist- 
ant to the president of the Hotel Commodore, 
said that under OPA no hotels were able to 
obtain more than 5 percent of the meat they 
needed through legitimate channels, 


BLACK MARKET SEEN ON WAY 


“If meat controls are restored conditions 
will be the same as they were before with the 
black market back and black-market oper- 
ators doing business at the same old stand,” 
Mr. Ernest said. “At the present time we can 
buy all the meat we want legitimately.” 

Robert K. Christenberry, president of the 
Hotel Astor, said that with the end of OPA 
controls his hotel was able to serve a variety 
of meat cuts, something that was impossible 
under price regulations because we can't and 
won't compete by paying black-market 
prices. He also forecast a reblossoming of the 
lush black market if meat controls were re- 
stored. 

Butter took another drop of 2½ cents a 
pound wholesale on the New York Mercantile 
Exchange yesterday with Grade AA selling for 
684% cents a pound, compared with Friday's 
closing price of 70½ cents. Score 93 or A 
butter was down to 66%4 cents a pound; 
grade B, 90 score, was selling at 6414 cents, 
and class C, 89 score, at 63% cents. Retail 
supermarkets were selling butter at 75 cents. 

According to Claude B. Rader, assistant 
manager of the exchange, the market is weak 
at the moment because the trade is agitated 
over the final outcome of the new OPA bill 


1946 


on which a Senate and House conference 
committee has agreed. The bill is expected 
to be acted upon today by Congress. Many 
in the trade were of the opinion that if 
butter again went under price control it 
would skyrocket in the black market, where 
it was bringing $1 a pound and up before 
June 30. 

The demand for meat in the wholesale 
market dropped off sharply yesterday. This 
was accounted for by the fact that few re- 
tailers, with the exception of chains, sold out 
over the week end as consumers became more 
discriminatory in their purchases and balked 
at high prices. Consequently, comparatively 
few retailers were buying, and trading was 
described by C. F. House, market news an- 
alyst of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, as very slow, except for lamb. 
The beef supply, he said, was very liberal. 


MORE MEAT IN REFRIGERATORS 


With meat in wholesalers’ refrigerators in- 
creasing daily, there will be an attendant 
decrease and a general readjustment in prices 
along the line unless the Government injects 
itself into the picture again by imposing 
strangling price controls, representatives of 
the restaurants and hotels said. 

“If meat goes back on an OPA ceiling for- 
mula we will have a resurgence of the black 
market and a return of the same conditions 
that existed before June 30, when we had to 
go into the black market if we hoped to get 
any variety of meat cuts,” Paul Henkel, presi- 
dent of the Society of Restaurateurs, said. 
“This was necessary because our own pur- 
veyors could not supply us at ceiling prices,” 

The same opinion was shared by Samuel 
Koenigsberg, president of the Affiliated Res- 
taurateurs, composed of cafeterias, and Simon 
Linz, chairman of the board of the Allied 
Food and Entertainment Industries, Inc., an 
organization of restaurants and Broadway 
and East Side night clubs, Carl Erbe, another 
spokesman for Allied, said that, generally 
speaking, all the better-known night clubs 
were charging the same prices on their menus 
that they did under OPA and were contem- 
plating no immediate increases. 

“The illicit dealers, who mushroomed under 
OPA ceilings and flourished in the black mar- 
ket, are champing at the bit to get back in 
business,” Mr. Linz said. “They are hoping 
for a return of the OPA because they know 
they cannot compete with the legitimate 
packers and remain in business, Wholesale 
prices on meat today were down 10 cents a 
pound. This morning I was offered prime ribs 
of choice beef at 4934 cents a pound for the 
first time in years. The same cut would have 
cost me 90 cents a pound in the black market. 

“If the OPA keeps out of the picture we 
will be back in business again. Let supply 
and demand take care of things.” 

The American Meat Institute, representing 
350 companies in the industry, asserted that 
a return of price ceilings was the only hope 
for black-market operators to recoup their 
reported $10,000,000 loss since July 1, with 
the end of OPA. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator if this is his final hog and 
cow report. 

Mr. WHERRY. I will say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator that if OPA comes up 
for consideration tomorrow, I am afraid 
that this will be the last market report 
on meat and livestock, but if the Senator 
wishes, I can start with weather reports, 
([Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. Iam sure the Sena- 
tor would be as accurate with weather 
reports as he has been with the market 
reports, 

REPORTS BY SENATORS ON SOURCES OF 
OUTSIDE INCOME 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit a resolu- 
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tion and make a brief statement in con- 
nection therewith. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, the resolution will be re- 
ceived and appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 306) was received and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, as follows: 

Resolved, That every Member of the United 
States Senate shall, not later than 30 days 
following the date of agreement to this reso- 
lution, and on the 2d day of January of each 
year thereafter, file with the Secretary of the 
Senate a report containing a full and com- 
plete statement of— 

(1) the amount and sources of all income 
received by such Member during the preced- 
ing year, including all fees, salaries, income 
from trusts or estates, and dividends re- 
ceived or credited to his account, and, if such 
income is derived from a law firm or partner- 
ship, the names of the clients of such firm 
or partnership from whom fees were received; 
and 

(2) all dealings in securities or commodi- 
tles by such Member, or by any person act- 
ing on behalf of, or pursuant to the direction 
of, such Member during the preceding year. 

Sec. 2. As used in this resolution— 

(1) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, trust, estate, association, 
corporation, or society. 

(2) The term “security” means security as 
defined in section 2 of the Securities Act of 
1933, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, sec. 77b). 

(3) The term “commodity” means com- 
modity as defined in section 2 of the Com- 
modity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 7, sec. 2). 

(4) The term “dealings in securities or 
commodities” means any acquisition, hold- 
ing, withholding, use, transfer, disposition, or 
other transaction involving any security or 
commodity. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a few brief points in support 
of the resolution. 

First. I may say that my resolution 
is bottomed upon the very sound 
philosophical principle enunciated by 
Plutarch that Caesar’s wife must be 
above suspicion. Likewise, I feel that, 
so far as the public’s evaluation of Mem- 
bers of the Senate is concerned, they 
must be above suspicion. Hence, I think 
my resolution which calls for the filing 
with the Secretary of the Senate of all 
sources and amounts of senatorial in- 
come is in keeping with the public’s right 
to know what influences may possibly be 
brought to bear upon Members of the 
Senate in the performance of their legis- 
lative duties. 

Second. I know that Members of the 
Senate are sometimes criticized because 
they supplemené their salaries with in- 
come from other sources. For example, 
I have been subjected to some criticism 
from constituents in Oregon because oc- 
casionally I deliver speeches for an 
honorarium. However, I have found that 
to be necessary in order to take care of a 
campaign deficit, all of which was not 
paid by the Republican Party organiza- 
tion. 

Third. So long as such compensation 
is not received in connection with Gov- 
ernment contracts or proceedings before 
a Government agency, it is perfectly legal 
and, of course, does not violate the 
criminal code. 

It seems to me it is perfectly legal and 
proper for a Member of the Senate to 
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receive supplementary income; but I 
also think it is perfectly proper that the 
voters of the country should know the 
source of his income. 

Fourth. Compensation for outside ac- 
tivities is also, in most cases, entirely 
ethical and proper; but I believe that a 
record of such income of Members of this 
body should be on file with the Secretary 
of the Senate. Such a record would re- 
lieve Members of the Senate from being 
subjected to unjust criticism. 

Fifth. I think it is clear that there is a 
growing feeling, especially in view of 
certain charges daily being made in the 
newspapers with regard to sources of 
income of certain Members of Congress, 
that perhaps it is common practice for 
Members of the Senate to receive income 
from such sources as are being discussed 
these days in the public press. I know 
that that is not true; nevertheless, I feel 
that the people of the country are en- 
titled to have a record made of such in- 
come. 

It is for this reason, I understand, that 
veterans attending the Des Moines con- 
vention of the American Veterans Com- 
mittee inserted the following plank in 
the domestic platform of this young vet- 
erans’ organization: 

We urge the registration by Members of 
Congress of their sources of income, and the 
registration of all dealings in securities and 
commodities by Members of Congress and 
members of their immediate families. 


Mr. President, I feel that there is am- 
ple precedent for my resolution. After 
all, existing law requires the filing of in- 
formation by Members of the Senate so 
far as campaign contributions are con- 
cerned, and the so-called Wherry reso- 
lution requires Senate committees to file 
full information with respect to bor- 
rowed personnel being paid by executive 
agencies. I heartily endorse and sup- 
port such a requirement. We also have 
the practice of the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation and other Govern- 
ment agencies, of having their directors 
file with the agency any outside financial 
connections, or any outside contribu- 
tions or sources of income. 

Mr. President, I believe that the reso- 
lution is essentially sound on this major 
premise, namely, that the voters of the 
country are entitled to know and to have 
made available to them this fundamen- 
tal information to help them judge 
whether their representatives in the Sen- 
ate are serving the public interest, and 
whether, insofar as their official acts are 
concerned, they are in any way influ- 
enced or dictated to by the sources of 
their income. 


WORLD CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
ADDRESS BY W. A. HIGINBOTHAM 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, on 
the 16th of July I offered for insertion 
in the Appendix of the Recorp an address 
delivered by William A. Higinbotham, 
chairman of the Federation of Ameri- 
can Scientists, before the Institute on 
World Control of Atomic Energy. This 
was a most thoughtful address on a most 
important and pressing problem. The 
address was delivered at a meeting in the 
Interior Department over which I had 
the honor to preside as chairman. Ire- 
ceived the address back from the Public 
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Printer with the statement that it would 
cost $165 to print it, and calling atten- 
tion to regulation No. 10 of the Joint 
Committee on Printing which requires 
the consent of the Senate in a case in- 
volving more than two printed pages. 
Inasmuch as atomic energy research 
has thus far cost us about $3,000,000,000, 
I think that the expenditure of $165 is 
- well warranted. In view of the impor- 
tance of the address, I now request that 
it be printed in the body of the RECORD, 
immediately following my remarks, in- 
stead of in the Appendix of the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


INSTITUTE ON WORLD CONTROL OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY—-NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
INFORMATION 


(Address by Mr. W. A. Higinbotham, chair- 
man, Federation of American Scientists, to 
be delivered at morning session Tuesday, 
July 16, 1946, auditorium, Department of 
Interior) 


I can think of no meeting I would rather 
attend on the anniversary of the Alamogordo 
test shot, than this Institute on World Con- 
trol of Atomic Energy. 

A year ago today I attended that other 
meeting—the gathering of scientists and mil- 
itary men in the New Mexico dawn. We all 
felt very lonely there, very special, very re- 
mote. With the world what it is and human 
nature what it is, we were afraid we might 
be bringing into being forces which the world 
might never master. So it is with heartfelt 
sentiments that I speak for my fellow scien- 
tists to welcome you here. I hope we will 
be able, each of us, to contribute something 
to this meeting. I hope at its conclusion we 
can all feel that the institute has contributed 
something to our understanding of the world 
in which we live—this strange new age in 
‘which we must live, or die. 

It seems to me from this first year of con- 
fusion in which we did not know which way 
to turn, this year in which we hesitated be- 
tween one course or another, that American 
policy must soon turn decisively down one 
of two roads. 

As a scientist, I know that there is no 
foreseeable defense in science against the 
atomic bomb. I also know that the bomb 
is powerful enough and cheap enough to de- 
stroy the cities of the world. Our security 
must be found outside the field of invention 
and gadgets. To me there seem to be only 
two courses offering even partial hopes of se- 
curity for America in the atomic age. 

1. We shall ardently seek and secure a sys- 
tem of world cooperation under law, or 

2. We must retreat as a nation into a 

policy of defense and decentralization. 
- This is the basic message of the scientists, 
the basic fact which brought us out of our 
laboratories and universities, into the polit- 
ical arena, which led some of us to become 
advisers to Senate committees, to work with 
diplomats in the State Department and in 
the councils of the United Nations. There is 
no foreseeable defense to stop atomic bombs 
and certain other weapons of mass destruc- 
tion, weapons which in future wars could 
in a single night do as much damage to 
Europe's capitals as was done in 6 years of 
the last war. 

Against such appalling facts the world 
cries out in wishful thinking for some easy 
solution. But we scientists add another 
basic fact to be considered in the problem, 
and that is that America has no lasting 
monopoly of atomic bomb production. In 
4 years other powers can have these bombs. 
Our cities may be exposed to sudden death 
from the sky just as surely as Coventry and 
Berlin were exposed. Then the average man 
in the street will not be discussing what a 
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bomb can do to a naval fleet, but what an 
atomic bomb can do to him, and to his house 
and to his city. 

America must quit kidding itself about 
defenses. It must choose between a world 
cooperative security or drastic efforts to 
minimize the consequences of an atomic war. 

Dr. Harold Urey, Nobel prize winner in 
chemistry, compared the two roads before 
us when he said: “There never will be a 
Maginot line against the limitless powers of 
the universe as developed by the limitless 
imagination of man. * * * our defense 
is in control * * the safety of coun- 
tries in the future, like our personal safety 
in cities, must rest on the law and con- 
science of man.” 

And Professor Einstein chose the same al- 
ternative: “Rifle bullets kill men, but atomic 
bombs kill cities. A tank is a defense against 
a bullet, but there is no defense in science 
against the weapon which can destroy civi- 
lization. Our defense is not in armaments, 
nor in science, nor in going underground. 
Our defense is in law and order.” 

Today, to the word of the atomic scientists 
has been added the word of many others. 
Many see the facts leading to world peace 
or world destruction, including military men 
themselves. According to a story by two 
well-known writers in the Saturday Eve- 
ning Post, the experts of the War Department 
General Staff share this gloomy but realistic 
conclusion. 

Joseph and Stewart Alsop, Washington 
commentators, write the amazing story of a 
top War Department board of experts as- 
signed to study the implications of atomic 
energy. Their final conclusion was summed 
up in one statement, “The only sure defense 
of this country is now the political defense.” 
This is one revolution in human thinking 
already brought about by the irresistible 
forces of the atomic age. The best profes- 
sional soldiers now admit that adequate 
armed forces and military preparations, how- 
ever well equipped and lavishly financed, can- 
not provide security for such a large and 
powerful Nation as the United States. “The 
only sure defense of this country is now the 
political defense.” 

The War Department report also discusses 
the possibility of dispersing our cities, of 
placing wartime industries underground or 
in caverns like Mammoth Cave. This report 
is not made public. However, there is made 
public from the White House another War 
Department report which does discuss these 
same questions of the road we must take if 
we do not prove successful upon the road to 
world cooperation and control. It is obvious 
that no nation can gain anything by an 
atomic war, even in victory, for it will be 
crippled for generations. But it is likewise 
impossible today for America to throw away 
her Army and Navy and say that force has 
disappeared as an instrument of national 
policy because force has now become cata- 
strophic, 

I think it is sensible realism to discuss 
now the questions which»must be raised if 
attempts to secure world control fail. Fur- 
thermore, I believe this realism will show us 
that ideas of world cooperation which used 
to be considered idealism are now the coldest 
realism. Again I quote Einstein, world con- 
trols “are not just desirable in the name of 
brotherhocd, they are necessary for survival.” 

If we do not have political and technical 
controls against nations of the world making 
bombs, we could have the largest army in the 
world and still not protect our cities against 
atomic attack. 

We could have the largest air forces and 
the largest naval fieets in the world and still 
not protect our cities against atomic attack, 
We shall breathe easily in an atmosphere 
of world trust and safety, or else we must 
scatter ourselves against the powers now set 
loose in the world. We shall give up the con- 
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cept of separate nations in an atomic arms 
race or we shall be forced to give up the con- 
cept of cities. 

This is exactly what is now proposed in the 
Official report of the United States strategic 
bombing survey issued from the White House 
just 2 weeks ago. The average man was pre- 
occupied that week end with the termination 
of OPA or the Bikini test, but the study made 
by the strategic bombing survey of the dam- 
age.to Hiroshima and Nagasaki may ulti- 
mately mean even more to him than the re- 
moval or maintenance of price controls. 

This report admits that in any case no de- 
fense could prevent appalling damage to our 
cities, but suggests measures which would 
permit the Nation to continue fighting after 
that first terrible surprise destruction. To 
this end the report speaks of “dispersal, con- 
cealment, protection, and constant readi- 
ness of * © © forces % 4” 

The report states: “Though a reshaping and 
partial dispersal of the national centers of 
activity are drastic and difficult measures, 
they represent a social and military ideal to- 
ward which very practical steps can be taken 
once the policy has been laid down.” 

The report also suggests that “a national 
civilian-defense organization can prepare 
now the plans for necessary steps in case 
of crisis.” 

These are not the words of a hysterical 
fear monger. We are not dealing with as- 
tounding fiction, We are dealing with as- 
tounding fact. Failing to protect our cities, 
we may to a large extent have to give up our 
cities. This is the considered opinion of War 
Department experts making a survey for the 
guidance of the Secretary of War and thé 
President of the United States. 

Besides the civilian-defense organization, 
an unheard of proposal for times of peace, 
the report continues, two complementary 
programs which should be worked out in 
advance are those for evacuation of unnec- 
essary inhabitants from threatened urban 
areas, and for rapid erection of adequate 
shelters for people who must remain. 

This prospect of running for cover and 
burrowing like moles is so fantastic as to 
seem almost unbelievable. But it has been 
repeatedly discussed in private and in the 
bulletin of the atomic scientists. It was well 
brought out in the testimony of scientists 
before the Senate committee—but last De- 
cember the public's attention was on the in- 
quiry into Pearl Harbor and not on the pros- 
pects of a future Pearl Harbor. Again it must 
be discussed today as a background to a sin- 
cere and impassioned effort to bring the 
world to an understanding of atomic issues. 

Particularly must we appreciate what such 
mass movements of population would mean 
to the free American way of life. They could 
not be accomplished without regimentation 
and discipline such as Americans have never 
yet tolerated. If we are to go that road, 
there must be intelligent planning. This 
would require giving up our freedom. 

Our defensive frontiers are gone. So, 
when this report speaks of evacuation of 
citizens from “threatened urban areas” they 
are speaking of every major city in the 
United States. The threat will exist and 
will seem very real when other countries 
have the bomb—and the consensus of sci- 
entists places that time as about 5 years 
after the publication of the Smyth report. 
The last hours of the first year are slipping 
away. Four years is little time to plan any 
such civilian evacuations, which will bring 
to America larger problems than London 
found in shipping its children to the coun- 
try. 

There is no sane way of estimating the 
cost of such a project, for it would mean re- 
location of industry and disruption of our 
economy beyond imagination. But we had 
better begin to evaluate the cost. And our 
Government owes it to its people, having 
brought this bomb into existence to make 
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clear just what it means. Do our leaders 
fully appreciate the alternative to world con- 
trol? When Senators attack Bernard Baruch 
for suggesting an abrogation of our sover- 
eignty, do they realize what failure in his 
mission would mean to the proud sover- 
eignty of our cities? 

Do our Government officials realize the 
psychological factors involved? One may 
dismiss as the fears of nervous people those 
who are now going to fortune tellers—and, 
according to Newsweek magazine, asking 
“Where can I go to be safe?” Perhaps one 
may dismiss the opinions of the economist 
Roger Babson, a man who makes his living 
out of studying economic trends, who is 
alarmed about the future of our cities, and 
actually now recommends investments based 
on property in rural areas. Perhaps one can 
dismiss the gloomy potentialities discussed 
in his newsletter for businessmen, “Atomic 
Service.” But who can dismiss the testi- 
mony of General Arnold that the world must 
give up war? Who can ignore the bill re- 
cently introduced in Congress to completely 
replace the Goyernment should its members 
be destroyed overnight? What diplomat 
doubts Cordell Hull’s statement that peace 
is now as essential to civilization as air is 
to individual life? And what military com- 
mentator dares to question the cold-blooded 
recommendation of this latest report from 
the White House? 

Even were these fears not fully confirmed 
by others, as an atomic scientist I watched 
the growing fears of scientists through the 
years of darkness, when the rest of the world 
did not know of this coming peril. I know 
that the longer we lived with this problem 
the more alarmed we became. In this case, 
familiarity does not breed contempt. It 
breeds respect, 

The men who calmly watched the Bikini 
test changed their minds when they came 
close to the heart of the explosion. As men 
come ever closer to the heart of this prob- 
lem they will share the scientists’ respect for 
the atomic bomb. So if our international 
course continues along the path of an atomic 
arms race, we shall see a war of nerves such 
as history does not record. Unless we suc- 
ceed in establishing world control, Govern- 
ment officials must plan defense and decen- 
tralization measures beyond description. I 
have no hesitation in predicting that if they 
do not, in a few years metropolitan real estate 
values will topple, as the average man real- 
izes the disadvantages of living in exposed 
cities in an atomic age without world law. 
This is realism, 

Viewed in contemplation of that dark road 
to insecurity and revolution, the road to in- 
ternational cooperation does not seem so 
dark and forbidding as before. The basic 
step is not to start with thinking in terms 
of international relations in the past. The 
League of Nations is gone but the world of 
the League of Nations is also gone. Instead 
of staring at the end—which is international 
cooperation and diplomacy, I believe we will 
be more successful if we start with the prob- 
lem. Then we do not ask what can be done 
with existing machinery and the traditions 
and rivalries inherited from the past, from 
the preatomic era. We must start with 
atomic energy, and consider, not what would 
be desirable or easy of achievement or ac- 
ceptable * * *, we start with the facts, 
and we follow the facts. In that case, I 
think we and the other nations of the world 
will find that their conclusions will consider 
not what might be done, but what must be 
done. The bomb has caused many contro- 
versies. But essentially the issues of atomic 
energy are the least controversial issues in 
the world, In the details will be endless con- 
flicts, But they can be worked out if one 
looks at the clear alternatives with a clear 
mind, 

The May-Johnson bill for control of atomic 


energy started at the wrong end—not with 
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the beginners of the problem, but with the 
circumstances then prevailing. The Senate, 
however, created a special committee at the 
suggestion of Senator McManon, which de- 
cided to begin with the atom and devote it- 
self to a thorough study of the problem in 
order to draft the best possible legislation. 
They began with all the competent authori- 
ties on the scientific and political implica- 
tions. They finished with volumes of testi- 
mony. Even today the full story of atomic 
energy is told in this testimony as nowhere 
else except in the secret archives of the Man- 
hattan district project. When they reported 
out the bill, they sent with it a book which 
concisely gives the story behind the bill, 
It is interesting to note that outside of a few 
professor's libraries, there is nowhere in ex- 
istence a bibliography such as is appended 
to the McMahon committee report. It is an 
amazing thing to come from a group of Sen- 
ators. If the scientists have tried to learn 
something about politics, certainly they must 
pay great credit to those politicians who have 
honestly tried to learn something of science. 
* . * . * 


The MeMahon bill is a good bill, and en- 
dorsed by scientists although there are some 
things in it which we think could be im- 
proved. But we are told that judged by leg- 
islative standards it is not merely good, it 
is a miracle. We will have many such mir- 
acles as men become familiar with the neces- 
sities of our situation. 

In the field of world control, the most hope- 
ful single step in the first year was the pub- 
lication of the Acheson-Lilienthal report, It 
is particularly significant because of the way 
in which the five men composing the Lil- 
ienthal committee approached their problem, 
They were five men of different backgrounds 
and experience who had never worked to- 
gether before. A Government official, a phy- 
sics professor, a chemist, and two industrial- 
ists. But they realized from the start the 
importance of the job they had to do and the 
revolutionary character of the thinking be- 
fore them. Instead of immediately starting 
with airing their opinions, they decided first 
to study the subject of committees. They 
studied the techniques of committee work 
because they thought it important to under- 
stand why committees so often fail. 

Their conclusion was “fairly well agreed 
that most committees break down because 
many members come to their job with fully 
former conclusions, having almost property 
rights in their own ideas, and spend all 
their time proposing and exhorting rather 
than listening and considering. It was in- 
evitable that the old system would make for 
a clash of personalities even more than for 
a clash of ideas. 

“Our first joint decision, then, was to lib- 
erate all our discussions from idea-possessive- 
ness. No point would be ed down; we 
agreed that we would attack the problem in- 
ductively, working from the ground up, as- 
sembling all facts pertinent to the problem 
as a basis for conclusions, * We agreed 
that all questions coming up were to be con- 
sidered as being brought up by the group 
rather than by any single member.” 

According to one member of the Acheson- 
Lilienthal committee, the aim was to try to 
create a “collective wisdom.” He said that at 
first it was hard to do this. “Every now and 
then the discussions would break down just 
because one of us found it difficult to get used 
to the science of joint thinking, and would 
‘lapse into the role of prosecutor or defendant, 
But little by little, the preconceived ideas 
dropped out; the clash of conflicting persone 
alities became less and less apparent.” 

Now today in the United Nations we are 
seeing the clash of personalities and pre- 
conceived ideas. But if there is one message 
in our atomic problems which is quite clear, 
it is that this is a question beyond old ideas 
and preconceptions, a question far above per- 
sonalities and even above nations. The 
staggering complexity of the problem of the 
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State Department Board of Consultants is the 
problem of the whole world. We shall fail 
in the United Nations if we do not keep our 
minds devoted to the central facts and the 
main issues. But I cannot believe that the 
whole world and all the peoples of the world 
cannot be brought to the same conclusions 
if they are given the proper facts to consider. 

We are in a revolution even more far-reach- 
ing that the industrial revolution of the 
early nineteenth century, and it is not possi- 
ble to determine policy according to estab- 
lished political precepts, nor is it possible to 
wait and hope that a policy will form itself. 
We do not have that much time given to us. 

Today the atomic arms race is already well 
under way. This is officially admitted in the 
report of the State Department Board of Con- 
sultants. And daily the newspapers carry 
stories of yet more deadly weapons being 
brought to perfection, of missiles traveling 
faster than sound, of rockets piercing the 
stratosphere. 

International maneuvering to control 
sources of raw materials for bombs is hidden 
from view but we may be sure that behind the 
scenes the search for uranium is being carried 
out on a scale surpassing that of the Gold 
Rush of 49. All nations realize there is no 
substitute for uranium. To scientists, it is 
plain that the first object of the United Na- 
tions Atomic Energy Commission must be to 
stop the atomic arms race before it is too 
late. Only then will we be able to go about 
solving the other major problems. Í 

But if fear beyond description grips the 
world, it will be impossible for peoples or 
nations to act with reason. 

To date there has been too much empha- 
sis on the diference between the various 
national proposals for world control. What 
is most promising is that the Big Three and 
the Security Council have already declared 
they believe atomic energy should be con- 
trolled on a world scale through the United 
Nations. The comparison chart recently 
issued by Mr. Baruch indicates the very wide 
area of agreement among the great powers. 
It is heartening, for such agreement was by 
no means to be taken for granted. It took 
a year to bring them to this meeting and 
our time is short, but after meeting they 
have sketched out an area of agreement very 
rapidly. Scientists believe their technique 
should be to build piece by piece, on com- 
mon agreement, rather than to try to force 
each other to conclusions. The facts are 
forceful enough, in themselves. 

It will take several years to put into opera- 
tion any such organization as the Atomic 
Development Authority proposed by the 
United States. We should try to realize how 
complicated are the problems which must 
be solved. For example, it is clear that some 
adequate control of mines and raw materials 
is necessary to any plan. Before this can 
be fully understood, it is necessary to know 
where the ores of uranium and thorium can 
be found; how rich ores must be to be profit- 
ably mined now or in the future; how often 
those ores occur with other ores that are 
being mined by private companies, and what 
effect any control scheme will have on them. 

There are few problems which so quickly 
involve so many collateral issues. The 
atomic bomb is a problem for everyone, and 
is a life and death problem for everyone. 
The solution of the main problem chould not 
be obscured by the fact that it involves deli- 
cate military and diplomatic questions, and 
raises many issues concerning freedom of 
science, freedom of private enterprise, the 
role of science and government in society, 
and the problems of the machine age and 
technology in general. The problems are 
not just technical. There must be innova- 
tions and revolutionary changes in econom- 
ics, international law, politics, industry, and 
public administration. As negotiations pro- 
ceed in the United Nations, we will be quite 
conscious of the great gap between scientific 
Progress and social progress, 


9744 


But while we must be patient with the 
negotiations, and while we have a right to 
be hopeful because there is already so much 
common agreement, most scientists believe 
we must judge all proposals and suggestions 
in the light of certain definite things which 
must be accomplished. In the main these 
criteria of judgment, or standards of the 
minimum basic action called for in this world 
emergency, are to be found as the standards 
listed in the Acheson-Lilienthal report. 

Restating the aims which the Acheson- 
Lilienthal report worked upon, they are es- 
sentially simple. 

1. The plan must reduce to manageable 
proportions the problem of enforcement of 
an international policy against atomic war- 
fare. In this connection they absolutely re- 
jected the idea of a treaty outlawing the 
bomb, followed up by a simple inspection 
system to enforce the treaty. The problems 
of inspection of that kind are too difficult to 
provide real assurance, 

2. The plan must provide clear and 
unambiguous danger signals if a nation 
takes steps which indicate the beginning of 
atomic armament. These danger signals 
must flash early enough to permit other na- 
tions to take appropriate action. 


3. The plan must if carried out provide 


security, but of such a nature that if it 
fails it does not put any single nation in too 
disadvantageous position compared to other 
nations. 

4. The plan must not be merely nega- 
tive, suppressive, and police-like. The plan 
must be one that will tend to develop the 
beneficial possibilities of atomic energy, 
stirring the constructive and imaginative 
impulses of men rather than merely concen- 
trating on the defensive and negative. 

5. The plan must be able to cope with new 
dangers as they arise—the international 
atomic authority must be flexible and 
readily capable of extension or contraction. 

6. The plan must minimize national rivalry 
between nations in the dangerous aspects of 
atomic development. 

These points are stressed again and again 
im the Acheson-Lillenthal report, and I be- 
lieve them to be extremely important. When 
one thinks of the beneficial powers of atomic 
energy which could be developed for all men’s 
good, it does not seem that the old whipping 
boy of “human nature” can stand as an insu- 
perable obstacle. They say that you cannot 
do this or that, because of human nature. 
But there is no race of human beings in the 
world which would not prefer the peacetime 
benefits of atomic energy to being vaporized 
in an atomic explosion. There may be some- 
thing in human nature which makes some 
people want to engage in fist fighting and 
there may be a lot of personal satisfaction 
in a duel. But what does this have to do 
with dying of lingering radioactive illness a 
mile away from a bomb sent by an enemy 
3,000 miles away? What is heroic about 
pushing a button? We have not changed 
human nature, but we have changed war. 
The attitude of humanity to war will there- 
fore change. 

The Atomic Development Authority, oper- 
ating throughout the world, bringing peace- 
ful uses, power plants, medical and biological 
research, to all people, would be the first 
world university, the first world industry 
run for the benefit of all. 

What makes us think that human nature, 
when it understands the facts, will reject 
such prospects as are offered by these new 
powers for good, and use them only for evil? 
Our great concern must be to get the facts 
to the people, the world over, and to make 
an honest effort to assist all men to an under- 
standing of the danger to all the world. 

Some of what I have said must sound fan- 
tastic to the people of our own country, and 
some of it will sound even more fantastic to 
those of other countries not sharing our in- 
formation. Likewise, it seemed fantastic in 
2933 that Hitler would overrun all of Europe: 
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who would have predicted Pearl Harbor? But 
the handwriting was on the wall. 

Then we had the refugees who had seen 
firsthand the potentialities of fascist terror, 
We did not listen to them. Today I am 
proud to say that we have at hand the re- 
peated warnings of the scientists, who have 
seen firsthand the potentialities of this terror, 

For the love of humanity, help the scien- 
tists and their allies carry to the world this 
message of fear and this message of hope. 
Both the fear and the hope are based on the 
great realities of today. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of exec- 
utive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. BARKLEY, from the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce: 

Ewin Lamar Davis, of Tennessee, to be a 
Federal Trade Commissioner for a term of 7 
years from September 26, 1946. (Reappoint- 
ment.) 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit- 
tees, the clerk will state the nominations 
on the calendar. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of George Thomas Washington, of 
the District of Columbia, to be Assistant 
Solicitor General of the United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 


. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
The legislative clerk read the nomina- 


tion of Raymond W. Starr to be United 


States district judge for the western dis- 
trict of Michigan. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


JUVENILE COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Fay L. Bentley, of the District of 
Columbia, to be judge of the Juvenile 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Frank J. Hennessy to be United 
States attorney for the northern district 
of California. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nom- 
ination of James M. Carter to be United 
States attorney for the southern district 
of California. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


UNITED STATES MARSHALS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of United States 
marshals. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the nominations of United 
States marshals be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT: pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations are con- 
firmed en bloc. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the nominations of post- 
masters be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the postmaster nomina- 
tions are confirmed en bloc; and without 
objection, the President will be notified 
of all confirmations of today. 


RECESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. As in legislative ses- 
sion, I move that the Senate take a re- 
cess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 39 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
July 24, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
rere July 23 (legislative day of July 
, 1946: 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Harry F. Hawley, of New York, now a For- 
eign Service officer of class 2 and a secretary 
in the diplomatic service, to be also a consul 
general of the United States of America. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


Ewin Lamar Davis, of Tennessee, to be a 
Federal Trade Commissioner for a term of 7 
years from September 26, 1946. (Reappoint- 
ment.) 


In THE MARINE Corps 
The following-named officers for appoint- 


ment in the United States Marine Corps in 
the ranks hereinafter stated: 


TO BE A CAPTAIN 
Rathvon M. Tompkins 

TO BE A FIRST LIEUTENANT 
Theodore M. Sheffield 

TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANTS 


Emanuel R. Amann William H, Costello 
Charles B. Armstrong, Richard W. Crispen 
Jr, Adlin P. Daigle 
Wade W. Atkins Jefferson A. Davis, Jr. 
William L. Atwater, Jr. Harry C. Dees 
Webster J. Bachelot, Antonio E. deGrassi 
Jr. Merritt J. DesVoigne 
William E. Barber Frank L. Dixon, Jr. 
William L. Batchelor Ivan A. Dorey 
George Bezbezian Dewey F. Durnford, Jr. 
Joseph L. Boll Elmo S. Falzarano 
Raymond N. Bowman Golden L. Faris 
John R. Brodrick John J. Fischer 
Williams P. Brown Joseph R. Fisher 
Ronald L. Bruce Paul G. Graham 
Jack D. Burton David W. Graybeal 
Alfred G. Carlson Thomas A. Gribbin II 
Harry D. Carrubba Lester G. Harmon 
Junior B. Clark Henry Hart 
Guy Maurice Cloud Arden O. Hinderaker 
Denton P. Clyde Wilmer W. Hixson 
Herschel G. Connell Joseph J. Holicky 
Leon H. Copeland Fred C. Houser 
Thomas H. Hughes Charles H. Bradley 3d 


. 


1946 


Barney D. Jones 
George P. Jones 
Harold O. Jones 
Harold F. Keller 
Robert J. Larsen 
John LeMay, Jr. 
Ralph E. Lower 
William R. Lucas 
Fletcher B. Maddox 
Mildridge E. Mangum 
John M. McLaurin, Jr. 
Henry D. Menzies 
Frank J. Michel 
Jack A. Miller 
Vivian M. Moses 
John W. Murphy 
Glenn W. Nelson 
Charles M. Netties 
LaVern J. Oltmer 
Walter E. Ottmer 
William M, Peek, Jr. 
Donald G. Petersen 
Mervin B. Porter 

J. Bruce Powers 
Eugene L. Reinstein 
James F. Roberts 
Gene Robertson 
Fred B. Rogers 
Thomas J. Ress 
Carroll D. Rowe 
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Martin Capages 

Walter E. Carr 

Henry N. Carrier, Jr. 

George M. Carter 

William G. Carter 

Benjamin E. Cole 3d 

Ralph D. Coplan 

Robert D. Cullison 

Leslie L. Davenport 

Raymond R. Davis 

Thomas B. Dewett, Jr, 

Joseph DiFrank, Jr. 

John F. Driftmier 

William R. Duncan 

Stanley G. Dunwiddie, 
Jr. 

Robert C. Evans 

Ernest P, Freeman, Jr. 

David P. Graf 

Jack R, Grey 

Willis L. Gore 

Malcom C. Hagan 

Wiliam A. Harper 

William F. Harrell 

Robert G. Hayton 

Wesley W. Hazlett 

Alvin T, Hess 

James D. Hill 

John Hockman 

Roy J. Irwin 


Vincent A. Rutherford John J. Jarvis, Jr. 


Angelo J. Sammartino 
James A. Sawyer 
Benjamin B.Selvitelle, 
Jr. 
Richard K. Sheridan 
Emmett W. Skinner, 
Jr, 
Ardath C. Smith 
Leland R. Smith 
Edward P. Stamford 
Earnest H. Stone, Jr. 
Harry D. Stott 
Frank L. Stranieri 
William T. Taylor, Jr. 
Lawrence C. Switzer, 
Jr. 
David W. Thomson 
Marion G. Truesdale 
Charles A. Turpin 
Gerald A. Valeske 
John W. Walker 
William M. Watkins, 
Jr. 
Don E. Wegley 
Norman C. Wiley 
Dwain Wise 
George P. Wolf, Jr. 
Richard M. Woodard 
Robert E. Young 
Nicholas Zabitchuck 
William A. Affieck, Jr. 
William C. Airheart 
Robert W. Allen 
Lonnie B. Baites 
Thomas C. Billings 
Harry J. Blackwelder 
Ralph E. Bowen 


Philip W. Kelly 
Roy J. Leite, Jr. 
William R. Lobell 
Kenneth A. Matheson 
Samuel “I” McElhoes 
Perry P, McRobert 
Eugene W. Meyer 
Dan L. Mills 
James G. Moffat 
Paul R. Nugent 
Thomas J. O'Mahoney 
Richard H. Peacock 
David D. Peppin 
Raymond H. W. Pett 
John T. Pritchard, Jr. 
Leonard D. Reid 
Robert V. Reilly 
Gerald F. Schultz 
Frederick P. Schwel- 
thelm 
Gene P. Scott 
Leroy A. Seipp 
Beryl B. Sessions 
William E. Shea 
Marvin R. Stout 
Walter E. Sullivan, Jr. 
Justin C. Tobias 
Dwight W. Trowbridge 
Raymond L. Valente 
William G. “G” Van- 
Buskirk 
Leo G. Wears 
Alexander Wilson 
Raymond M. Windon 
Robert D. Winn 
William T. Witt, Jr. 
Harry R. Wortham 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 23 (legislative day of 


July 5), 1946: 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


George Thomas Washington to be Assistant 
Solicitor General of the United States. 


UNITED STATES 


DISTRICT JUDGE 


Raymond W. Starr to be United States 
district judge for the western district of 


Michigan. 


JUVENILE COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
CoLUMBIA 
Fay L. Bentley to be judge of the juvenile 
court for the District of Columbia, 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 


Frank J. Hennessy 


to be United States 


attorney for the northern district of Calie 


fornia, 


James M. Carter to be United States attor- 
ney for the southern district of California, 
UNITED STATES MARSHALS 
Ford S. Worthy to be United States marshal 
for the eastern district of North Carolina. 
Neale D. Murphy to be United States mar- 
shal for the district of Rhode Island. 
Gilbert Mecham to be United States mar- 
shal for the district of Utah. 
Albert A. Sanders to be United States mar- 
shal for the district of Wyoming. 
POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
Denzil G. Dorrill, Banks. 
William A. Parr, Landersville. 
Walter R. Warrick, Marbury. 
Kathryn M. Hodges, Mount Olive, 
Luther B. Sprott, Sprott. 
Lucy Vance, Vance. 
Mamie K. Gunlock, Wilton. 
ALASKA 
Jennie Ferne Hollis, Healy Fork, 
Frank Shotter, Hoonah. 
ARIZONA 
Jesse P. Hamilton, Morristown, 
Anna M. Hall, San Simon. 
ARKANSAS 
William C. Mayfield, Hindsville. 
Foster B. Dowell, Tuckerman. 
CALIFORNIA 
Edith C. McCright, Highgrove. 
Marian C. Milligan, Hinkley. 
Geraldine R. Ferry, Milpitas. 
Laura B. Huglin, Pescadero. 
Arthur Couillard, Soda Springs. 
Elijah A. Russell, Yolo. é 
CONNECTICUT 
Marian E. Ryan, Plymouth. 
FLORIDA 
Robert A. Swain, Anthony. 
Lee Rutledge, Polk City. 
Ward S. Estey, Tangerine. 
Norma M. Knotts, Lankeetown. 
GEORGIA 
John A, Johnson, Bowersville. 
Robert J. Singleton, Clayton. 
Silas W. Nicholson, Esom Hill, 
ILLINOIS 
James E. Pollard, Cerro Gordo, 
Frances E, O’Connor, Wataga. 
IOWA 
Ferdinand J. Ruff, South Amana, 
KENTUCKY 


Thelma C. Nixon, Luretha. 
Harry Greene, Milburn. 
LOUISIANA 

Marie Carmadelle, Barataria. 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Stanley E. Chase, Caryville. 
Otis H. Barton, Eastham. 
Albert G. Sharrock, East Freetown. 
Jean R. Raymond, East Sandwich, 
Raymond Scrivens, North Eastham, 
Charles H. Baldwin, Norwell. 
Charles G. Starratt, Ocean Bluff, 


MISSISSIPPI 

John A. Gerard, Bude. 

Hugh R. Varnado, Pickens, 
MISSOURI 

Eugene Edgar Plemmons, Brumley, 

William E. Sisk, Henrietta, a 
MONTANA 


Esther M. Evans, Colstrip. 
Thomas S. Walshe, Pompeys Pillar, 
Cecil F, MacDonald, St. Regis, 


NEW YORE 


Chapman A. Miller, Cross River, 
Margaret E. Owen, Newcomb, ` 
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NORTH CAROLINA 


Mildred C. Finley, Cedar Grove. 
Dillon C. Peel, Everetts. 
W. Raymond Deal, Little Switzerland, 
OREGON 
Enid M. McAboy, Deer Island. 
Laurié K. Marriott, Goshen. 
Margaret E. Sheehan, Lakeside. 
George E. Edmiston, Rieth. 
Arden S. Jordan, Rufus. 
Bessie M. Hopper, Wolfcreek, 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Sybil H. Pate, Dorchester. 
Willie Mae Arant, Fort Motte. 
Ruth C. Cox, Rowesville. 
Homer Griffith, Salem. 
Russell F. Jones, Wedgefield. 
TEXAS 
Eula J. Aiken, Chriesman. 
Robert B, Truett, Franklin. 
Edgar A. Rummel, Ledbetter. 
J. Maxwell Holder, Nolan. 
Robert M. Carson, Reklaw. 
Rufus E. Maze, Rock Island. 
Benedicta B. Madrid, San Elizario. 
Minnie D. Moore, San Perlita. 
VIRGINIA 
Walter A. Blane, Alton. 
Ada R. Fristoe, Bentonville. 
Pearl J. DeBord, Chatham Hill, 
Effie L. Godman, Coles Point. 
Marion C. Sowder, Elberon. 
Augustus M. Raney, Freeman. 
Brondell L. Larrick, Gore. 
Annie L. Barton, Hardy. 
Milton L. Albert, McCoy. 
Hiram H. Vermillion, Mendota. 
Albert S. Will, Quicksburg. 
Arthur W. Somner, Skippers. 
William T. Brittingham, Temperanceville, 
WASHINGTON 


Georgia I. Clark, Twisp. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuespay, July 23, 1946 


The House met at 10 o’clock a. m. 

Rey. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


Most merciful and gracious God, in 
these turbulent and anxious days may 
we have a more radiant vision of the 
presence and power of the eternal 
Christ,, who alone can redeem our hu- 
manity and reconcile all differences and 
discords and merge them into a joyous 
harmony. 

Grant that we may feel the thrill and 
throb of a new world in the making. 
Give us the unconquerable assurance 
that there will be the dåwning of a new 
day when men everywhere shall be 
bound together by the same spirit of 
service and sacrifice and united in one 
solemn and holy aspiration to fulfill the 
will of God. 

We pray that we may count it our 
highest wisdom to enthrone Thy will in 
our own lives and our highest calling to 
incarnate and reproduce the spirit of 
our blessed Lord. j 

To Thy name we ascribe all the praise. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Gatling, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with an 
amendment in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested, a joint resolution 
of the House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 225, Joint resolution to quiet the 
titles of the respective States, and others, 
to lands beneath tidewaters and lands be- 
neath navigable waters within the bound- 
aries of such States and to prevent further 
clouding of such titles. 


The message also announced that the 
President pro tempore had appointed 
Mr. MILLIKIN a conferee on the part of 
the Senate to the committee of confer- 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 1717) 
entitled “An act for the development 
and control of atomic energy,” vice Mr. 
AUSTIN, excused. 


LAWS RELATING TO THE PHYSICALLY 
HANDICAPPED 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, from the 
Committee on Printing, I report (Rept. 
No. 2630) a privileged concurrent reso- 
lution (H. Con. Res. 160) and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

; The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the hand- 
book entitled “Laws Relating to the Physi- 
cally Handicapped” be printed as a House 
document, and that 12,000 additional copies 
shall be printed for the use of the Commit- 
tee on Labor of the House of Representatives. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


HANDBOOK FOR SERVICEMEN 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 722. 
- The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
ows: 


Resolved, That a revised edition of House 
Document No. 134, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
first session, entitled “Handbook for Service- 
men and Servicewomen of World War II and 
Their Dependents, Including Rights and Ben- 
efits of Veterans of World War I and Their 
Dependents,” with corrections restricting it 
to rights, benefits, and privileges of veterans 
of wars and their dependents, be printed as a 
public document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
cE motion to reconsider was laid on the 

e. 


REVIEW OF REPORTS ON PORTLAND 
HARBOR, MAINE 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 723. 
3 Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 

s: 


Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on May 4, 1943, 

ding a report from the Chief of Engi- 
heers, United States Army, dated October 
26, 1942, together with accompanying papers 
and an illustration, on a review of reports 
on Portland Harbor, Maine, with a view to 
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determining whether the removal of Soldier 
Lodge in Hussey Sound and certain addi- 
tional shoal areas in Casco Bay, Maine, is 
advisable requested by resolutions of the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of 
Representatives, adopted on December 3, 
1941, and March 12, 1942, and subsequent 
correspondence in relation thereto, be 
printed, with an illustration, as a House 
document, 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


CHANNEL FROM PASS CAVALLO TO PORT 
LAVACA, TEX, 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 724. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on February 
11, 1944, including a report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated De- 
cember 10, 1943, together with accompanying 
papers and an illustration, on a review of 
reports on channel from Pass Cavallo to 
Port Lavaca, Tex., requested by a resolution 
of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, adopted on Janu- 
ary 21, 1942, and subsequent correspondence 
in relation thereto, be printed, with an illus- 
tration, as a House document, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 3 


SACKETS HARBOR, N. Y. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 725. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on February 
10, 1944, including a report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Jan- 
uary 6, 1944, together with accompanying 
papers and an illustration, on a review of 
reports on Sackets Harbor, N. Y., requested 
by a resolution of the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors, House of Representatives, 
adopted on December 8, 1941, and subsequent 
correspondence in relation thereto, be printed, 
with an illustration, as a House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

: A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


BOSTON HARBOR, MASS. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 726. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on October 11, 
1943, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated April 
28, 1943, together with accompanying papers 
and an illustration, on a review of reports 
on Boston Harbor, Mass., requested by a reso- 
lution of the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors, House of Representatives, adopted on 
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December 10, 1941, and subsequent corre- 
spondence in relation thereto, be printed, 
with an illustration, as a House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


DETROIT RIVER, MICH. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 727. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on August 4, 
1943, including an interim report from the 
Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated October 26, 1942, together with accom- 
panying papers and an illustration, on a 
review of reports on the Detroit River, 
Mich., concerning only that portion known as 
the American Channel north of Belle Isle 
between Windmill Point and Fairview Slip, 
Detroit, Mich., requested by a resolution of 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House 
of Representatives, adopted on May 20, 1941, 
and subsequent correspondence in relation 
thereto, be printed, with an illustration, as a 
House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

E motion to reconsider was laid on the 
e. 


ERIE HARBOR, PA. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 728. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on June 17, 
1943, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated Oc- 
tober 26, 1942, together with accompanying 
papers and an illustration, on a review of 
reports on Erie Harbor, Pa., requested by a 
resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
on October 13, 1941, and subseqpent cor- 
respondence in relation thereto, be printed, 
with an illustration, as a House document, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 
There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER AND LAKE 
OKEECHOBEE DRAINAGE AREAS, FLA. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 729. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on October 15, 
1943, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated June 
5, 1943, together with accompanying papers 

-and an illustration, on a review of reports 
on, and a preliminary examination and sur- 
vey of, the Caloosahatchee River and Lake 
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Okeechobee Drainage Areas, Fla., with a 
view to the construction of side channels, 
requested by resolutions of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors and also authorized 
by the River and Harbor Acts, approved on 
August 26, 1937 and June 20, 1938, and sub- 
sequent correspondence in relation thereto, 
be printed, with an illustration, as a House 
document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TEX. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 730, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
August 21, 1943, on a review of reports on 
Houston Ship Channel, Tex., and subse- 
quent correspondence in relation thereto, 
be printed, with five illustrations, as a 
House document. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on February 5, 
1944, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated August 
21, 1943, together with accompanying papers 
and five illustrations, on a review of reports 
on Houston Ship Channel, Tex., requested by 
a resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
on April 24, 1941, and subsequent correspond- 
ence in relation theretc, be printed, with 
illustrations, as a House document, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


HONOLULU HARBOR, HAWAII 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 731, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
October 24, 1941, on a review of reports 
on Honolulu Harbor, T. H., and subse- 
quent correspondence in relation thereto, 
be printed, with an illustration, as a 
House document. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives on February 9, 1942, 
including a report from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, dated October 24, 
1941, together with accompanying papers and 
an illustration, on a review of reports on 
Honolulu Harbor, T. H., requested by a reso- 
lution of the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors, House of Representatives, adopted on 
June 20, 1941, and subsequent correspondence 
in relation thereto, be printed, with an illus- 
tration, as a House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
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MOBILE HARBOR, ALA. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 732, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
October 26, 1942, on a review of reports 
on Mobile Harbor, Ala., and subsequent 
correspondence in relation thereto be 
printed, with two illustrations, as a House 


document. 


The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: = 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives on June 12, 1943, 
including a report from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, dated October 26, 
1942, together with accompanying papers and 
two illustrations, on a review of reports on 
Mobile Harbor, Ala., requested by a reso- 
lution of the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors of the House of Representatives, adopted 
on June 20, 1941, and subsequent corre- 
spondence in relation thereto, be printed, 
with illustrations, as a House document. 


- The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY FROM JACK- 
SONVILLE, FLA., TO MIAMI, FLA, 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 733, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
October 26, 1942, on a review of reports 
and a preliminary examination and sur- 
vey of the Intracoastal Waterway from 
Jacksonville, Fla., to Miami, Fla., and 
subsequent correspondence in relation 
thereto, be printed, with an illustration, 
as a House document, 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives on June 9, 1943, in- 
cluding a report from the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, dated October 26, 1942, 
together with accompanying papers and an 
illustration, on a review of reports on, and a 
preliminary examination and survey of the 
intracoastal waterway from Jacksonville, Fla., 
to Miami, Fla., requested by a resolution of 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House 
of Representatives, adopted on June 8, 1938, 
and a resolution of the Committee on Com- 
merce, United States Senate, adopted on June 
17, 1942; and also authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act approved on June 20, 1938, 
and subsequent correspondence in relation 
thereto, be printed, with an illustration, as a 
House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS, MD. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 734, au- 
thorizing that the report of the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
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June 30, 1942, on a preliminary exami- 
nation of and review of reports on Balti- 
more Harbor and Channels, Md., and 
subsequent correspondence in relation 
thereto, be printed with two illustrations, 
as a House document. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on March 11, 
1943, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated June 
30, 1942, together with accompanying pa- 
pers and two illustrations, on a preliminary 
examination and survey of, and review of 
reports on, Baltimore Harbor and Channels, 
Md.; Curtis Creek, Md.; and Cut-Off Channel 
to inland waterway from Delaware River to 
Chesapeake Bay, requested by resolution of 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, adopted on Janu- 
ary 11, 1932, and August 21, 1937; and also 
authorized by River and Harbor Acts ap- 
proved on August 26, 1937, and June 20, 1938, 
and subsequent correspondence in relation 
thereto, be printed with two illustrations, as 
a House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


WATERWAY FROM MIAMI TO KEY WEST, 
FLA. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 735, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
October 26, 1942, on a review of reports 
on the waterway from Miami to Key 
West, Fla., and subsequent correspond- 
ence in relation thereto, be printed, with 
three illustrations, as a House document. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on June 9, 
1943, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated Octo- 
ber 26, 1942, together with accompanying pa- 
pers and three illustrations, on a review of 
reports on the waterway from Miami to Key 
West, Fla., requested by a resolution of the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of 
Representatives, adopted on August 1, 1940, 
and subsequent correspondence in relation 
thereto, be printed, with illustrations, as a 
House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentieman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PENSACOLA HARBOR, FLA. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 736, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
April 3, 1943, on a review of reports on 
Pensacola Harbor, Fla., and subsequent 
correspondence in relation thereto, be 
printed, with an illustration, as a House 
document. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Acting 
Secretary of War, transmitted to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives on July 81, 
1943, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated April 
3, 1943, together with accompanying papers 
and an illustration, on a review of reports 
on Pensacola Harbor, Fla., requested by a 
resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
on June 10, 1941, and subsequent corre- 
spondence in relation thereto, be printed, 
with an illustration, as a House document, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala 
bama? i 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SITKA HARBOR, ALASKA 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 737, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 14, 1944, on a review of reports 
on Sitka Harbor, Alaska, and subsequent 
correspondence in relation thereto, be 
printed, with an illustration, as a House 
document. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tàry of War, transmitted to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives on April 17, 1944, 
including a report from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, dated March 14, 
1944, together with accompanying papers and 
an illustration, on a review of reports on 
Sitka Harbor, Alaska, requested by a resolu- 
tion of the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors, House of Representatives, adopted on 
October 24, 1941, and subsequent corre- 
spondence in relation thereto, be printed, 
with an illustration, as a House document. 


The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

i 8 to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


PONCE HARBOR, P. R. 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House Resolution 738, au- 
thorizing that the report from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
May 21, 1942, on a review of reports on 
Ponce Harbor, P. R., and subsequent cor- 
respondence in relation thereto, be print- 
ed, with an illustration, as a House docu- 
ment. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the letter from the Secretary 
of War, transmitted to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives on July 22, 1942, 
including a report from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, dated May 21, 
1942, together with accompanying papers 
and an illustration, on a review of reports 
on Ponce Harbor, P, R., requested by a reso- 
lution of the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors, House of Representatives, adopted on 
March 9, 1939, and subsequent correspond- 
ence in relation thereto, be printed, with an 
illustration, as a House document. 
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The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

R a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


SKAGWAY HARBOR, ALASKA 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of a resolution (H. Res. 
739) which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives on June 15, 
1942, including a report from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated April 
11, 1942, together with accompanying pa- 
pers and an illustration, on a review of re- 
ports on the Skagway Harbor, Alaska, with 
a view to determining if the existing project 
should be modified in any way, requested by a 
resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
on May 20, 1941, and subsequent corre- 
spondence in relation theréto, be printed, 
with an illustration, as a House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. LANE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a resolution relating 
to Palestine adopted at a convention at 
Boston, Mass., by the Italian World War 
Veterans. 

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record concerning a bill which the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
and he introduced and include the text 
of the bill and various statements con- 
cerning it. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recor and include an edi- 
torial which appeared in the Washington 
Post and a resolution offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
MERROW]. k 

Mr. DONDERO asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the 
Record and include two newspaper edi- 
torials. 

Mr. ABERNETHY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recor and include a set of 
the finest editorials I have ever read, 
from the Memphis Commercial Appeal, 
exposing the dangers of communism in 
America. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection, 
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RAILROAD REORGANIZATION 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 687 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 5924) to enable debtor rail- 
road corporations, whose properties during a 
period of 7 years have provided sufficient 
earnings to pay fixed charges, to effect a re- 
adjustment of their financial structure with- 
out further proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, as amended. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and shall continue not to exceed 2 
hours to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem- 
ber of the. Committee on the Judiciary, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
reading of the bill for amendment, the com- 
mittee shall rise and report the same to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted and the previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage without 
intervening motion except one motion to 
recommit. After the passage of the bill H. 
R. 5924 it shall be in order in the House to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill S. 1253 
and to move to strike out all after the enact- 
ing clause of said Senate bill and insert in 
aoa thereof the provisions contained in H. R. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. . 

Mr, LANE. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 232] 


Adams Domengeaux Maloney 
Anderson, Calif. Douglas, Calif. Mankin 
Andrews, N. Y. Durham Mansfield, 
Baldwin, Md. Earthman Mont. 
Bates, Ky. Engel, Mich. Mansfield, Tex. 
Bates, Mass. Fellows May 
Beckworth Gallagher Miller, Calif. 
Bell Geelan Morrison 
Bender Gillespie Norton 
Bennet, N. Y. Gossett O'Konski 
Boren Gwinn, N. Y Peterson, Ga. 
Boykin Halleck Ploeser 
Bradley, Mich, Hancock Priest 
Bunker Hart Reece, Tenn. 
Cannon, Fla, Hébert Robinson, Utah 
Celler Hendricks Rockwell 
Chenoweth Hill Roe, Md. 
Chiperfield Holifield Russell 
Clippinger Holmes, Wash, Sadowski 
Cochran Hook Sasscer 
Coffee Horan Shafer 
Cole, Kans, Izac Short 
Combs Johnson, Okla Simpson, Pa 
Cooper Johnson, Tex, Slaughter 
Courtney Kefauver Sparkman 
Cox Kerr 8 
Cravens Kilburn Tolan 
Crawford Kilday Torrens 
Curley LaFollette Vinson 
Curtis Ludlow Voorhis, Calif. 
Daughton, Va. McDonough Welch 

son McGehee West 
De Lacy McKenzie Wickersham 
Delaney, McMillan, S. C. Wolfenden, Pa. 

John J. Mahon Wood 


On this roll call 324 Members have 
answered to their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
tg under the call were dispensed 
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RAILROAD REORGANIZATION 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 7 minutes and later on I shall 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order 
the Reed railroad reorganization bill, 
which is intended to adjust the differ- 
ences between the Hobbs bill, which we 
passed with only one dissenting vote, 
but on which the Senate did not act until 
a few months ago, when the Senate sub- 
stituted the Wheeler bill. To adjust the 
differences between the Hobbs bill, 
passed by the House, and the Wheeler 
bill, passed by the Senate, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. REED] introduced his 
bill, H. R. 5924, which was approved by 
the Committee on the Judiciary by an 
almost unanimous vote. 


SAFEGUARDS INVESTORS’ INTERESTS 


Application for a rule on the Reed 
bill was made some time ago, but there 
were unfortunate delays until about a 
month ago. The bill is now before us. 
Evidence presented to the Rules Com- 
mittee shows that this bill is absolutely 
necessary to safeguard the interests of 
thousands upon thousands of American 
citizens, mostly small investors, men and 
women who in good faith, in the belief 
they were following the approval and 
recommendation of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, purchased and paid 
for stocks and bonds, and now have been 
appealing for justice because in 1934 or 
early 1935 shrewd railroad lawyers suc- 
ceeded in obtaining from the Interstate 
Commerce Commission a ruling which 
permitted second and third mortgages 
and the old preferred and common 
stocks, which the Interstate Commerce 
Commission itself had authorized to be 
issued, to be wiped out, and completely 
ignored, under the guise of strengthen- 
ing the mortgages. 

RULING BENEFITED POWERFUL INTERESTS 


This not only gave big security hold- 
ers, far better able to withstand any 
losses than the small independent in- 
vestor, preferential status, by eliminat- 
ing second and third mortgage bonds 
and nonvoting stocks, but directly inured 
to the speculative benefit of railroad 
stock manipulators and the Wall Street 
financial gamblers. 

This ruling was made at a time when 
the railroads were not in good financial 
position, shortly after the crash of 1929- 
1932, and before the country and its in- 
dustries and business had begun to re- 
cover from the great crash and depres- 
sion. 

Today, however, conditions have 
changed. For the last 4 or 5 years nearly 
all of the railroads still in the hands of 
receivers or trustees have made money; 
they have been able not only to pay up 
back interest charges and declare divi- 
dends but to accrue large surpluses—in 
one case as much as $100,000,000. 
ENACTMENT OF THIS BILL NECESSARY TO KEEP 

ROADS OUT OF MONOPOLISTIC CONTROL 


The junior bondholders and the hold- 
ers of the old common and preferred 
stocks feel, and I think justly, that their 
equities have been unfairly wiped out, 
and that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
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mission today would not act as the Com- 
mission did in 1935. 

These thousands upon thousands of 
small investors have appealed to us for 
redress, and they urge the adoption of 
this bill to give them an opportunity of 
participating in the present prosperity 
of the railroads—a prosperity due to the 
high level of business activity and not 
to any management brilliance by the 
courts and receivers and trustees. 

I am informed, and the evidence 
shows, that if this bill should fail a few 
life insurance companies and Wall Street 
financial manipulators would acquire 
from a fifth to a fourth of all the rail- 
road mileage in the United States, at 
the expense of the small people who sank 
their all in these securities at the urg- 
ing of the railroads themselves. 

REED BILL MERITORIOUS 


Mr. Speaker, if ever there was a meri- 
torious bill, deserving the support and 
vote of every well-intentioned Member, 
it is this bill. It takes away nothing 
from the railroads or anyone else. It 
only restores to thousands of thrifty 
Americans their life savings, arbitrarily 
erased by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in earlier proceedings. In that 
light it is not to be wondered at that 
the railroads, through their lobbies, have 
been working for weeks trying to mis- 
inform and to prejudice Members of the 
House. Proponents of the bill, without 
vast financial resources and scores of 
scurrying minions, have naturally been 
unable to cope with that vast lobby; and 
the only way the rights and interests of 
junior bondholders and stockholders has 
been protected has been by the stalwart 
work of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
REED] and the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. Hosss]. I want to congratulate 
both of these gentlemen on the tireless 
energy and the endless time and study 
they have given the problem. I know 
they will shortly explain more thorough- 
ly than I possibly can the need, the 
urgent necessity, for this legislation. 


PART OF OVER-ALL PROBLEM OF RECEIVERSHIPS 


I have in my possession hundreds upon 
hundreds of letters from men and 
women, many of them widows and pen- 
sioners and retired employees who had 
counted upon their investments in rail- 
road bonds ard stocks to sustain them in 
their old age, who bought these devalued 
stocks and bonds. Could Members read 
only 1 in 20 of these touching letters they 
would conclude that it is their duty to 
vote for this bill, and disregard the clever 
misstatements and misrepresentations 
that have been made by the railroad 
representatives and lobbyists here. 

I myself became thoroughly familiar 
with this problem as chairman of the 
special committee investigating the so- 
called bondholders protective commit- 
tees, which, instead of protecting the 
rights and interests of the bondholders, 
used their powers of attorney for their 
own special interests, and for the in- 
terest of those whom they secretly repre- 
sented, and against the interest of those 
that entrusted to them the protection of 
their equities. In June 1936, the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service informed me in a 
letter that more than $11,000,000 had 
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been recovered in taxes as a result of the 
investigations of my committee; and we 
knew that a large portion of the more 
than $20,000,000,000 worth of properties 
in the hands of “protective” committees, 
which might better have been called 
milking committees, was restored to the 
rightful owners. 


RECEIVERS OPPOSE BILL 


Naturally, the receivers of some of the 
railroads are opposed to this bill. I sup- 
pose they cannot be blamed, if you take 
into consideration the thousands and 
thousands and thousands of dollars the 
lawyers and the receivers and trustees 
have been milking from the railroads; 
they want to hold on to the teats. 

If there is anything in the bill that 
might single out one road for special 
help, I want it taken out. Iam not given 
to helping out the special interests of any 
railroads or receivers or trustees. In 
fact, I strongly urged and advocated en- 
actment of a law that would provide one 
United States receiver, or conservator of 
bankruptcies, in all bankruptcy cases. 
That bill, had it been enacted, would have 
operated to take the railroads out of the 
hands of these professional receivers and 
trustees and their retinue of high-fee 
lawyers, and it is bound to come eventu- 
ally. Irecollect that our present Speaker 
helped to pass the Securities Exchange 
Act and to amend it since; but it still has 
not proved effective in really ending the 
unfair manipulations of the securities 
gamblers and the resulting losses to the 
public. 

We passed an earlier railroad reorgani- 
zation bill; but unfortunately under sec- 
tion 77 (b) the receivers remained; the 
trustees remained; and the railroads re- 
mained in the courts. Now we must pass 
the Reed bill, and restore these vast rail- 
road properties to their rightful owners. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 30 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
the rule under consideration is, I think, 
one that is easy to understand. It is the 
usual rule except that after conelusion 
of debate and the perfection of the bill 
it will then be in order to take up the 
Senate bill, which deals with the same 
subject matter, and substitute this bill 
in its place. 

The reason for this kind of legisla- 
tion lies in the financial difficulties in 
which the railroads found themselves 
during the depression. For many years 
Congress has had upon its statute books 
laws relating to bankruptcies, but Con- 
gress found it necessary years ago to 
enact a statute that pertained particu- 
larly to bankruptcies as they affect rail- 
roads. n 

We all understand that in the ordi- 
nary case of a bankruptcy, the person 
who has been declared a bankrupt sur- 
renders his property to some trustee or 
officer appointed by the court. That 
trustee or that officer collects the estate 
of the bankrupt. If it was a business, 
the trustee continues with the business, 
liquidates it, winds it up, and at the con- 
clusion of his administration pays over 
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to the creditors in the order of their 
priority, the proceeds which have ac- 
cumulated, and if anything is left it goes 
to the bankrupt himself. 

A little different situation naturally 
must obtain as regards railroads. You 
cannot pull a railroad apart and sell the 
parts. It would not be in the public in- 
terest to do such a thing. Therefore, 
the Bankruptcy Act as it relates to rail- 
roads provides that when a railroad is 
unable to meet its current obligations 
it can file a petition in the district court, 
aA the court then turns that railroad 
over to trustees who manage the rail- 
road during the bankruptcy proceedings. 

Now here is how the injustice de- 
velops: 

After the railroad has come into the 
district court a plan of reorganization 
is promulgated, proposed by the railroad 
itself or by any interested parties. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission con- 
siders this plan and then sends that plan 
back to the district court for approval. 
In its pians so far, the Commission has 
drastically cut the capitalization of the 
railroads, And the Supreme Court has 
stated that the limit of capitalization, 
as fixed by the Commission, is in effect 
a determination of the value of the prop- 
erties of the railroad, and that the courts 
have no authority to redetermine or pass 
judgment on that valuation. In short, 
we have “valuation” without judicial de- 
termination. 

Let us for just a moment consider that 
we have here all the classes of parties 
interested in the reorganization of a 
Yailroad. Let us say, for instance, that 
those who sit on these two left sections 
of the House represent the common 
stockholders of a railroad; those who sit 
in these next two sections of the Chamber 
represent the preferred stockholders of 
a railroad; here, in the center sections, 
sit the unsecured creditors; there to- 
ward the right sit the creditors who 
have second-mortgage bonds; and on the 
extreme right are the creditors who have 
first-mortgage bonds and have a prior 
lien upon the properties of the company. 
When the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission reduces the capitalization, in- 
variably it draws the line not down this 
aisle between the common and preferred 
stockholders; not down the center aisle, 
but over a little to the right. This means 
that all on the left of that line are wiped 
out. It means that all the common 
stockholders, the preferred stockhold- 
ers, and a large part of the creditors are 
wiped out of the picture and from that 
time on have no participation in the 
plan. They are not given any oppor- 
tunity to vote upon the plan, and they 
receive none of the assets. 

I have in mind a particular instance 
that is very clear to me because the rail- 
road in question goes through my home 
town. I know men and women, neigh- 
bors of mine, who for years cherished 
their stock in the Chicago & North West- 
ern Railway, a railroad that since 1864 
never missed paying dividends to its 
stockholders. Then when the depres- 
sion came on, this railroad, like most of 
the large systems, was unable to meet 
is current interest charges. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 
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Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr, Speaker, 
I yield five additional minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The North 
Western went into bankruptcy, and as a 
result the common and the preferred 
stockholders were entirely wiped out, 
$40,000,000 of unsecured creditors were 
wiped out, and the railroad itself was 
turned over to the senior and junior 
creditors, who now own the railroad. 
At the time when it was turned over, it 
had in its treasury over $100,000,000 in 
cash that had accumulated during the 
time that it was in the hands of a 
trustee. The $100,000,000, like all the 
other assets, went with the railroad, and 
as a result within 6 months after that 
railroad had been reorganized and the 
new owners had taken charge a dividend 
was authorized, and each of the new 
preferred stcckholders received $20 for 
each share of stock, and every share of 
common stock received a dividend of 
$5—a total sum sufficient to have al- 
lowed for a settlement with all the old 
preferred stockholders and still leave 
something in the pot for the common 
stockholders. 

I want to prevent that sort of thing, 
which has happened over and over again. 

Let me give you just one example: Let 
us look at the Cotton Belt Railroad. The 
Commission valued that railroad at $75,- 
000,000. It found all the securities of this 
railroad in excess of this valuation to be 
worthless and not entitled to receive any 
of the new securities. The old securi- 
ties, held to be valueless, and thus wiped 
out, were $19,000,000 of preferred stock, 
$17,000,000 of common, and $8,000,000 of 
creditors’ claims. The road went into 
reorganization under section 77. Then 
what happened? In the 444 years from 
1941 to June 1945, it earned interest on 
all the old bonds each year and a total 
of $30,000,000 besides—almost half what 
the Commission said the whole railroad 
was worth. That money is in the till. 
These earnings amounted to $148 a share 
on the wiped-out preferred stock and 
$146 a share on the wiped-out common 
stock. This was after the railroad had 
paid $21,398,000 in ex:ess-profit taxes in 
1944 and $14,000,000 in excess-profit taxes 
in 1945. These taxes alone, the excess- 
profit taxes, equaled $175 per share on 
the preferred stock, or $200 a share on 
the common stock. In other words, after 
one arm of the Government declared the 
stocks of the St. Louis-Southwestern 
Railroad worthless in 1941, another arm 
took out this property in cash, for excess 
profits alone, an amount equal to the 
entire par value of the stocks declared 
to be worthless. That is just one example. 

What is the reason for this? Well, the 
Supreme Court some years ago, in con- 
struing a statute passed by this Congress, 
said that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission had the scle function of deter- 
mining the value of any of these railroads 
and that a court could not review the 
Commission’s estimate of the value. 
When courts have attempted to review 
these valuations, the Supreme Court has 
said, quoting from its former decision, 
that that is the law and that only Con- 
gress can change the law. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 
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Mr. ALLEN of Ilinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the gentleman three additional 
minutes. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Only 2 or 3 
weeks ago, in the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western case, Mr. Justice Reed, speaking 
for the majority of the Supreme Court, 
reversed the circuit court of appeals, 
which had ordered sent back to the Com- 
mission the plan of reorganization of the 
Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad 
because it was unfair and inequitable. 

Mr. Justice Reed said: 

Our constructions of the chief provisions 
of the section were handed down in March 
1943. Although the results of reorganiza- 
tions under the section, as thus construed, 
have been criticized as unfortunate and 
changes have been suggested, no different 
legislation has been enacted, 


And there he gives in a footnote to 
his opinion, quotations from the very re- 
port that you have in your hands on this 
particular bill. The Justice also refers 
to the fact that the McLaughlin Act, 
which was passed by Congress in 1939, 
was allowed by this Congress to lapse, and 
Congress has not extended it. “This sit- 
uation,” says Justice Reed, “leaves clear 
the duty of the agencies of the Govern- 
ment entrusted with the handling of re- 
organizations under section 77, including 
this Court, to administer its provisions 
according to their best understanding” 
as previously given. 

So he throws the ball right back into 
the hands of Congress, and he says you 
are the only persons who can relieve this 
situation. You have attempted to do 
so already. Some time ago, in 1939, you 
passed the McLaughlin Act. Last fall 
the Kefauver bill to renew the McLaugh- 
lin Act was passed in this House by 
unanimous vote. You passed the Hobbs 
bill in February 1945 with only one dis- 
senting vote. The Senate has passed the 
Wheeler bill unanimously. If this legisla- 
tion is passed, and it goes to conference, 
all four of those bills will come before 
the conferees, and it will give them an 
opportunity to pick the very best parts 
of each of them and bring back to this 
House and to the Senate a bill that will 
effectively relieye this intolerable situ- 
ation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. REED], has 
again expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SUMNERS]. P 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I assume that, in the main, the me- 
chanics of this bill and of the whole re- 
organization procedure are generally 
understood. I believe it was in 1933, 
legislation emanated from the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, seeking to deal with 
bankrupt railroads somewhat differently 
from the way ordinary bankrupts are 
dealt with. That bill became known as 
section 77. In 1939 there was the 
Chandler Amendatory Act, and in 1942 
the McLaughlin Act. Later there came 
the bills by Mr. Hosss, Mr. KEFAUVER, 
and Mr. REED. It is the Reed bill which 
is being submitted for your considera- 
tion. The security holders are opposed 
to this proposed legislation. At least 
very largely, 
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The earnings of the railroad compa- 
nies during the past 7 years have been 
very much higher than they were dur- 
ing the years which resulted in most of 
these railroads going into receivership. 

This bill is for the purpose of submit- 
ting to the judgment of the House 
whether the processes of reorganization 
be suspended while a reexamination be 
made with regard to railroads which have 
made the net earnings specified in the 
bill during the period specified. The 
Committee on the Judiciary has the bill 
here, the rule is pending, and I appear 
here as chairman of the committee 
under a rule which obtains in our com- 
mittee, asking the House to vote up 
this rule so that it may consider this 
proposed legislation. 

I believe that is about all that is to be 
said with reference to this rule which 
the House is respectfully being asked to 
approve. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. TAL- 
BOT]. 

Mr. TALBOT. Mr. Speaker, I am op- 
posed to the rule in the Reed bill and to 
the bill itself. 

This bill attempts to protect railroad 
stockholders, no matter how worthless 
the stock may be at the expense of bond- 
holders and creditors who are to go par- 
tially unpaid for their benefit. 

This legislation is class legislation 
which can make fortunes for fly-by-night 
speculators in worthless railroad stock. 

In the case of the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford Railroad Co. the com- 
pany has approximately $64,000,000 to 
pay a total indebtedness to creditors and 
bondholders of more than $102,000,000. 
Already a plan has been submitted in re- 
organization, which plan has been ap- 
proved by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission and also by the Federal District 
Court for the District of Connecticut. 

After 11 years under bankruptcy the 
New Haven Railroad was about to come 
out of bankruptcy under its reorganiza- 
tion plan. The present bill will hold up 
these proceedings for an additional num- 
ber of years; in any event, at least an 
additional 18 months. No possible good 
can come from this bill so far as the New 
Haven Railroad is concerned. It will 
simply delay reorganization for another 
long period of time. 

Mr. Speaker, a vast amount of stock in 
these railroads is now in the hands of 
Wall Street, Boston, and Chicago broker- 
age houses. In the event this bill passes 
they are the ones who will benefit and 
they will benefit at the expense of our 
savings banks and our insurance com- 
panies who have invested in the bonds of 
these railroads. If this is, as claimed, a 
question and fight between Wall Street 
and Main Street, it would be well to see 
which end of the tail Wall Street is 
holding. 

In my opinion, this bill should be 
defeated. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER]. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, let us 
not have any misunderstanding about 
what is proposed to be done here today. 
This rule makes in order the considera- 
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tion of a bill that was reported by the 
Judiciary Committee weeks before the 
completion of the final work on the bill. 
Nobody has seen this committee print. 
As a matter of fact, members of the Judi- 
ciary Committee were told that they 
could not see it. People vitally inter- 
ested in the securities held by savings 
banks and insurance companies were in- 
formed that this measure was never 
printed 3 days after it was printed. 

I just do not like this atmosphere of 
suspicion around this measure. If you 
will remember the provisions of the rule, 
you will find that it is in order to sub- 
stitute the Wheeler bill for this bill, a 
bill that was never considered by any 
committee of the House of Representa- 
tives, and, significantly enough, the rule 
was granted on this bill a day or two 
after the Senate passed the Wheeler bill. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. : 

Mr. SABATH. Is it not a fact it will 
make in order the House bill in lieu of 
the Senate bill? And the rule provides 
that we should consider 

Mr. WALTER. Oh, yes; I know ex- 
actly what the rule provides. 

Mr. SABATH. It is a substitute for the 
House bill. 

Mr. WALTER. I understand that. 

Mr. Speaker, this is what will happen 
if the rule is adopted and this bill is 
passed. A conference committee com- 
posed of members of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee of the House and the Commerce 
Committee of the Senate will write the 
bill. It just seems to me to be wrong 
to permit that to happen because, after 
all, the bill that will be finally considered 
by this House contains two other meas- 
ures referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate and because of 
what that committee considered good and 
valid reasons it refused to consider the 
House bill. 

We are going to find ourselves in the 
anomalous position of being called upon 
to act on a conference report in the 
closing few days of this Congress that 
will contain a law that we must either 
vote up or down. Who will know what is 
in that? Frankly, I do not know what 
is in this judiciary bill right now and it 
seems to me that if we are going to do 
those things that the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. REED] and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SaBATHI, talked about, 
we ought to introduce the kind of a bill 
and consider it in its entirety so that 
these insurance companies and savings 
banks may have the right to be heard. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Reep] talked about the earnings of these 
railroads. In the past seven lush years of 
the operation of these roads they have 
been in default $1,240,000,000 in interest 
and carrying charges. There is nothing 
to be gained by enacting this legislation 
today. These roads are in receivership 
at the present time. The gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SaBArEHI, spoke about the 
cost of the receiverships, but let me say 
to you that in the case of the Missouri 
Pacific, for example, the salary of the 
president was $150,000 a year before re- 
ceivership. When the receivers took over 
that salary was reduced to $35,000 and 
the salaries of all the other officials were 
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reduced accordingly. So that it cost less 
in receivership to operate that road than 
it did before. 

It cost less to operate the New York, 
New Haven & Hartford Railroad in re- 
ceivership than it did before. Our com- 
mittee was told that the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford had about $64,000,- 
000 in cash. Yes, certainly they did, but 
they owe $102,000,000. What is going to 
happen to the $64,000,000 if the debts 
of the road are paid? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the gentleman two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, who are 
these little stockholders that the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois has been 
shedding tears over? I do not know who 
they are in the case of all the roads af- 
fected, but let me read to you a certified 
list of the stockholders of the New York, 
New Haven & Hartford, the people who 
will take over the ownership and opera- 
tion of that road: 

Pennsylvania Railroad, 205,900 shares. 

Pennroad, 14,700 shares. 

Francis I. du Pont Co., 32,750 shares. 

Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & 
Beane, 27,300 shares. 

2 we come to this very significant 
act: 

Frederick Hatch Co., 63 Wall Street, 
New York City, 20,180 shares bought this 
year. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Will the gen- 
tleman state to the House just how many 
subsidiaries of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. have 
been cornering and garnering the shares 
during the last year? 

Mr. WALTER. One of the members 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
told me on yesterday that Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co. bought, either for themselves or 
for somebody else, every share of stock 
that has been sold this year in the New 
York, New Haven & Hartford. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing to be 
lost by deferring action on this hybrid 
legislation. I do not feel like entrusting 
the writing of a bill to conferees when, 
after the conference report has been 
filed, nobody will know what it does to 
the investments of the savings banks 
and of the insurance companies of this 
Nation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has again 
expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. Hosss]. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, our es- 
teemed colleague on the Committee on 
the Judiciary who voted for the favor- 
able report of the Reed bill says he 
does not know what is in it now. The 
same thing is in it now that was in it 
when it was unanimously reported favor- 
ably by the Committee on the Judiciary 
except that there have been nine com- 
mittee amendments approved by the 
committee which have been set forth in 
the committee print. 
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The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALTER] says it was a “hush-hush” 
document. Well, it was debated for 


hours in the full Committee on the Judi-- 


ciary and there was not a single vote 
against any one of the nine amend- 
ments. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr, WALTER. The gentleman is mis- 
taken, because most of those amend- 
ments were adopted by a majority of one. 

Mr. HOBBS. I refer to the record. I 
stand on the statement I made, and I 
challenge any proof whatsoever of the 
statement just made by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

It is true that the New Haven, that 
railroad that has $64,000,000 in the till 
to the credit of the common and pre- 
ferred stockholders ‘which is utterly 
wiped out by the plan of reorganization— 
at the instance of the trustees of the 
New Haven who, under their oaths of 
office are supposed to be neutral and 
represent all classes of investors includ- 
ing the common and preferred stock- 
holders that were wiped out completely, 
now come in with an amendment that 
they wrote and have introduced in the 
Committee on the Judiciary to leave 
them out. They do not want to be re- 
organized, because if the reorganization 
plan that has been promulgated stands, 
then every dollar of the poor folks’ in- 
vestment in their common and prefererd 
stock goes, with all else, to the bond- 
holders. 

I think the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania said that there were 47 of them, 
and he read here a certified list of the 
stockholders, common and preferred, of 
the New Haven, but he neglected to tell 
you that that was taken from the report 
which the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion requires ever so often, I think an- 
nually, from every railroad, which report 
only requires the first 30 large stock- 
holders. They do not require and never 
saw the list of people we are talking for. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I will be delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. WALTER, The gentleman has 
stated it contained but 30 names. This 
is the certified record, not from the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, but from 
the New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad, of the 50 principal stockholders 
of that road. 

Mr. HOBBS. I beg the gentleman’s 
pardon. I thought it was the report they 
were required to make to the ICC of the 
first 30. They now have 50. But it does 
not say a word about the 21,000 little 
folks, some 7,000 of them widows or or- 
phans, that we are speaking for. Of 
course, they have 50 stockholders, and 
they have been buying up more. It is one 
of the grandest steals that this country 
has ever seen. Railroad reorganization 
that we have been fighting for for 12 
years, since Walter Chandler became 
chairman of this subcommittee on bank- 
ruptcy has become prostitued for pur- 
poses of private gain. 

They are selling now every day stocks 

_ that have no value, for which nothing is 
paid, and which they please to call “when 


as it once was. 
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issued” new stock under the plan of re- 
organization. Of course, none of the 
favored few who are let in on the ground 
floor have paid anything for this “when 
issued” stock. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I gladly yield to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. May I ask the gentle- 
man from Alabama if keeping a railroad 
in receivership instead of turning it back 
to the common stockholders for opera- 
tion does not make it possible for the 
big bankers to gobble up the stock of the 
small stockholders? 

Mr. HOBBS. Of course, that is ex- 
actly what is happening, and I am ex- 
plaining how. They are selling what 
they call “when issued” stocks. Some 
of these reorganizations will not stand 
the light of day. The big manipulators 
know that when they wipe out every 
dollar of common stock, every dollar of 
preferred stock, when they wipe out the 
holdings in the New Haven of 21,000 
stockholders of that kind plus the 50 
Mr. Watter is talking about, they cannot 
stand the light of day, so what do they 
do? They said, “We will give you a 
bonus. We will let you in on a sure 
thing. You pay nothing unless you win. 
Our free warrant will entitle you to buy 
‘when issued’ stock if and when the 
plan of reorganization becomes effective. 
If you cannot ‘make a killing,’ you do 
not have to exercise your option. It is 
just that simple—you cannot lose.” 

The members of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission are able and esti- 
mable, gentlemen. They are expert. 
They are honest. But they are not in- 
fallible. They guessed wrong back in 
the booming twenties when stock and 
bond prices knew no upward limits, and 
when the boom burst, they got scared. 
The Honorable Sam RAYBURN, now the 
beloved Speaker of this House, as a Mem- 
ber, in 1920 stood in this well—and we 
frequently quote in our committee the 
speech he then made—saying that under 
20 (a) of the bill then being sponsored 
by him, the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission was required to certify before a 
dollar of any kind of stock or bonds 
could be issued that the issuance would 
be in the interest of the public. Every 
single share in reorganization today has 
been issued under that certificate from 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
Now, in their plans of rail reorganiza- 
tions, they seem to be as sure of the 
worthlessness of that stock as they were, 
in the predepression era, of its value and 
public benefit. 

Of course the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is honest. They believe 
what they certify. No one questions 
that, but we plead with those gentlemen: 
“For God’s sake, if you mean to restore 
railroad credit, and we will need it in the 
years to come, do not wipe out the little 
fellows, do not arbitrarily say that the 
stock that they hold is worthless. You 
once thought it was good, and that its 
issuance would be in the public interest. 
Please let them hold what they have, 
though it may not be worth as much now 
It may come back. If 
are be a chance, please let them have 
it.” 
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As has been truly said before, this is 
the same old fight of the unscrupulous 
in Wall Street against Main Street. The 
rule applies that Portia pleaded in the 
case that she tried in the Merchant of 
Venice. Paraphrasing: “You shall have 
your bond. Your bond gives you a 
pound of flesh but not one drop of 
blood.” So what we say to the oppo- 
nents of this bill: “You shall have your 
bond. Your bond guarantees your 
loan—principal and interest. That is 
your due, your right. The preservation 
of railway credit requires no“less. But 
you should not get that and the railway, 
too.” What does the Reed bill say? 
The Reed bill says that no road can come 
under it that has not produced average 
annual earnings during the preceding 
7 years sufficient to pay the fixed charges 
during those years. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. GIFFORD. I am greatly inter- 
ested in one of the roads that the gentle- 
man has mentioned. I wish I were in 
proper fettle to talk about it. But I 
would remind the House with reference 
to the profits that are made by going 
into bankruptcy that there ought to be a 
clause such as you and I might have if we 
were going into business that when we 
fail we should share the profits equally. 

Mr. HOBBS. The gentleman may be 
right—he frequently is. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I would be delighted to 
yield to the gentleman for a question. 

Mr. WALTER. The gentleman has in- 
dicated the small stockholders of these 
roads can get something out of these 
earnings. Can the gentleman tell me 
how, if the New York, New Haven & Hart- 
ford owes $102,000,000 and had $63,- 
000,000 in cash, how the small stock- 
holder or any other stockholder is going 
to get a cent? And if that is the fact, 
then is not the only thing in issue here 
the control of the road? 

Mr. HOBBS. I wish we could base this 
fight on the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad. I am glad to an- 
swer the gentleman’s question. Of 
course, we do not have the time now to 
go into details, but I am glad to answer 
the gentleman’s question. When the 
Interstate Commerce Commission certi- 
fied that the holders of common and pre- 
ferred stock—and there are 1,500,000 
shares of stock involved there that are 
being wiped out and not 300,000—you are 
still talking about your 50 big holders— 
they do not hold the majority of the 
stock; it is the little fellow, the men who 
have gone in the cabs of those engines 
and who have invested every dollar of 
their savings for years in that prime 
stock of the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford that has paid dividends for 50 
years—they are the ones who own it. 
Now I will answer your question as to 
how they hope to get anything out of it. 
When'the ICC declared worthless every 
dollar invested in common and preferred 
stock of the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad, there was $4,090,000 
in the till at that time, 
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Mr. WALTER. Yes; but I would like 
to call attention to the fact that $4,000,- 
000 was not enough to pay even the lia- 
bilities because of accidents on the road. 

Mr. HOBBS. If the gentleman will 
excuse me, I want to make my own 
speech. 

There was at that time $4,000,000 to 
the credit of the stock in the till of the 
New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad after paying every bondholder 
who had a due date and every bond- 
holder was paid every dollar of interest 
and having paid all the increased operat- 
ing costs and everything else. They 
said it was worthless and that it had no 
hope of coming back and that the earn- 
ings of the war years were unusually and 
abnormally high and could not be 
considered although by the law we wrote 
in the Chandler Act we said they should 
do so as our experts. 

Now, after 7 years and more, when the 
New Haven, that was worthless, certified 
worthless in 1940, has paid 3.4 times over 
all of the fixed charges and has accumu- 
lated in that till to the credit of the 
common and preferred stockholders $64,- 
000,000, they still say it is worthless. I 
say that they were wrong then, they are 
wrong now, and if they do not owe but 
$102,000,000, they are lucky, because this 
case history gives them a guaranty of 
payment if you enact the pending bill 
into law. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. Hosss] has 
again expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman one additional minute. 

Mr. HOBBS. If you enact this bill 
into law with the amendments added, 
the Hobbs bill and the McLaughlin bill, 
under which the Baltimore & Ohio has 
been reorganized twice, we will write a 
bill taking the best of the four, and if 
you, like the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. WALTER] do not want to trust 
the conferees to do that job, then do not 
give us the rule. Vote down the rule and 
kill the bill, and who is hurt? Not any 
member of our subcommittee, not any 
member of our full committee. They 
have investigated us through private de- 
tectives for seven long years, and we do 
not own a dime’s worth of stock. It will 
be “no skin off of our backs,” but it would 
kill railway credit. and cost Main Street 
$2,000,000,000. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Alabama has again expired. 

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 242 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. JENNINGS]. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this rule. The Committee 
on the Judiciary of this House, consid- 
ered this bill, H. R. 5924, word by word, 
line by line, and paragraph by paragraph. 

I am somewhat amazed at the rather 
excited manner in which the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania voiced his opposition 
to the granting of this rule and to the 
provisions of this bill. A change seems 
to have come over the spirit of his dreams 
since we considered this bill in commit- 
tee, of which he and I are members. He 
was as unruffled and as placid as a sum- 
mer sea when we considered it as mem- 
bers of the Judiciary Committee. No 
such vehement objection was voiced by 
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7 to this bill or to any provisſon of the 
III. 
This bill simply provides with refer- 
ence to these railroads that are in the 
hands of receivers, in the hands of trus- 
tees in bankruptcy, if upon the enact- 
ment of this measure any one of them 
can show to a United States district court 
judge that for a period of 7 years that 
railroad has been operated by a trustee 
in bankruptcy and has met all of its obli- 
gations in the ordinary course of busi- 
ness as they have accrued and become 
due, then, for a period of 18 months, and 
a longer period, if necessary, under the 
supervision of a United States district 
judge, the various security holders, stock 
holders, and parties in interest may sub- 
mit a plan of reorganization. 

If the plan proposed meets the ap- 
proval of the court as just and fair to all 
interested parties, then it goes to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to pass 
upon the sort of securities with which it 
is refinanced. 

I say to you that I am in accord with 
the gentleman from Alabama IMr. 
Hosss], on this matter. In my opinion 
this is a fight between Main Street and 
Wall Street, and this proposed measure 
will restore these railroads to their own- 
ers and to operation by their owners. I 
believe the rule should be adopted and 
the measure considered on its merits. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized for 54 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
asked and obtained unanimous consent 
to speak out of order because I want to 
take this opportunity to express myself 
on the conference report on price control 
legislation which will be before this body 
in a short time, in the space of an hour 
or so. 

In the very beginning I wish to take 
this opportunity to congratulate my col- 
leagues on the conference committee, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
cott] and the gentleman from Ohio, Dr. 
Smiry, for having the good judgment, 
the common sense, and the courage to 
refuse to sign this conference report 
which contains, of course, the adminis- 
tration’s compromise price control bill. 

No one should vote for this legislative 
monstrosity blindly or without giving 
careful thought and consideration as to 
what is offered him. 

A vote for this mongrel bill is a vote to 
put American free enterprise back into 
the shackles and strait-jackets of bu- 
reaucracy and regimentation, for it gives 
broad and complete dictatorial powers to 
a few individuals who are in no way di- 
rectly responsible to the American peo- 
ple. . 

A vote for this conglomeration of leg- 
islative errors means a vote to put 30,090 
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political pap-suckers back on the pay 
roll and into the coming fall campaign. 

A vote for this ill-conceived legislative 
measure is a vote for the return of 
scarcity, a vote for higher prices next 
November and December, a vote for the 
return of the black market, and a vote 
for fattening the pocketbooks of the 
favored few. 

A vote for this compromise price con- 
trol bill is a vote against reconversion, 
a vote for inflation, and a vote in favor 
of a bigger and quicker “bust.” 

A vote for this bill is a vote to con- 
found confusion and to bring on greater 
chaos. It is a vote against the American 
way of life and another step toward state 
socialism, 

I hope that when the time comes this 
body will have the courage—and will 
demonstrate its faith in the free enter- 
prise system—to vote this conference re- 
port down. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. One of the most dif- 
ficult problems under this bill will be the 
control committee. What kind of people 
will administer this order? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I have heard it 
suggested that probably this special de- 
control committee to be set up under 
this bill may be comprised of Chester 
Bowles, Leon Henderson, and someone 
from the Political Action Committee, or, 
perhaps, even less qualified appointees. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I do not know yet how I am 
going to vote upon this rule or bill be- 
cause frankly I have not-had sufficient 
time to study the bill. However, I would 
like to know why in the closing days of 
this Congress legislation of this charac- 
ter is brought to the floor when such 
bills as the Wagner-Ellender housing bill 
and the wage-hour bill are still bottled 
up in committees. I think it is a sad 
commentary upon this Congress when 
there is so little interest displayed in leg- 
islation which is really for the benefit 
of the majority of the American citizens 
and we are adjourning without doing 
anything to implement those measures 
into law. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, the two 
bills referred to by the gentleman are 
still in committee and the Rules Commit- 
tee cannot bring in a rule on either of 
them. I assure the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. BRADLEY] I would be 
more than pleased to bring in rules on 
both of those bills. 

Mr. Speaker, all I want to say on the 
rule is that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission authorized the issuance of 
these bonds and stocks. Then back in 
1935 or thereabouts some gentlemen 
came in and said, “This is the time to 
wipe them out because it is suitable to 
us and can be done easily,” and so on 
the clever misrepresentations of the 
railroad spokesmen, on the pretense they 
were wringing out the watered stock, but 
actually to benefit the big insurance 
companies and the railroad banking 
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magnates by reducing the liabilities, 
these bonds and stocks were simply 
struck out of consideration by a callous 
bookkeeping entry. 

I am not speaking for the railroads 
or the receivers or the lawyers who have 
drawn hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in fees. I am speaking for the hundreds 
of thousands of small investors who 
bought their stock on the implied rec- 
ommendation of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, which is now trying 
to wipe them out. As I remember this 
matter, the ICC has a formula for de- 
termining the financial status of rail- 
roads that is not satisfactory to many. 
It holds that past earnings are not a safe 
guide as to financial ability, because 
they have been too low, and present 
earnings are not a safe guide as to fi- 
nancial ability, because they are abnor- 
mally high. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker being in doubt, the House di- 
vided; and there were—ayes 120, noes 79. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground there is not a 
quorum present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
fifty-three Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EMERGENCY PRICE CONTROL ACT, 1942 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 371) extending the ef- 
fective period of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, and the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part 
of the House be read in lieu of the re- 
port. 

The Clerk read title of the joint reso- 
lution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, as I understand, 
the situation is such that under the rules 
there would ordinarily be 1 hour of de- 
bate on the conference report. In view 
of the fact that the House has never 
considered this measure and that the 
conference report has been made avail- 
able to the Members only this morning, 
I wonder if we could not agree upon per- 
haps 3 hours of debate before a vote is 
taken. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, this sub- 
ject has been debated at length. I think 
the issue is very clear and I certainly 
do not see any reason for 3 hours of de- 
bate. 

Mr. McGLINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to any extension of time. 

The SPEAKER. There has been no 
request for an extension of time. The 
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question before the House is the request 
of the gentleman from Kentucky that 
the statement of the managers on the 
part of the House be read in lieu of the 
report. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Do I correctly un- 
derstand, Mr. Speaker, that if objection 
is made to the reading of the statement 
in lieu of the report, that in that case 
the joint resolution will be read and then 
the statement will be read? 

The SPEAKER. If the request made 
by the gentleman from Kentucky is ob- 
jected to, then the conference report 
will be read. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. - If objection is made 
to that request, will the resolution be 
read and then the statement be read? 

The SPEAKER. The conference re- 
port will be read. The only thing be- 
fore the House now is the conference 
report. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. In view of the fact 
that there is no additional time, and it 
is apparent that no additional time will 
be granted, I think the Members should 
have an opportunity to read the joint 
resolution or hear it read. For that 
reason, I object. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the conference report. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 371) extending the effec- 
tive period of the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, and the Stabiliza- 
tion Act’ of 1942, as amended, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 

e to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: 

“That section 1 (b) of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, is amended 
by striking out ‘June 30, 1946’ and substi- 
tuting ‘June 30, 1947’. 

“Sec. 2. Section 6 of the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended, is amended by striking out 
‘June 30, 1946’ and substituting ‘June 30, 
1947’. 

“Sec. 3. Title I of the Emergency Price Con- 
trol Act of 1942, as amended, is amended by 
inserting after section 1 thereof a new sec- 
tion as follows: 


“ ‘PURPOSES AND POLICIES IN THE TRANSITION 
PERIOD 


“Sec. 1A. (a) OssecTives—The Congress 
hereby affirms— 

1) that because of abnormally excess 
spending power in relation to the presently 
available supply of commodities, rapid at- 
tainment of production equal to the public 
demand is one of the necessary and urgent 
objectives for the prevention of inflation and 
for the achievement of a reasonable stability 
in the general level of prices and rents, cost 
of living and costs of production (including 
labor costs), for the purposes set forth in 
section 1 of this Act and for the further pur- 
poses of protecting the real value of bene- 
fits provided by law for veterans and their 
dependents, of keeping faith with purchasers 
of United States War Bonds, and of making 
possible a successful transition to a peace- 
time economy of maximum employment, 
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production, and purchasing power under a 
system of free enterprise; 

“*(2) that unnecessary or unduly pro- 
longed controls over prices and rents and 
use of subsidies would be inconsistent with 
the return to such a peacetime economy and 
would tend to repress and prevent the attain- 
ment of this and the other goods herein de- 
clared; and 

“*(3) that adequate prices are necessary 
stimulants to the production thus desired 
and the expeditious attainment of said goals. 

“*(b) Declaration of decontrol policy: 
Therefore, it is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the Congress that the Office of Price 
Administration, and other agencies of the 
Government, shall use their price, subsidy, 
and other powers to promote the earliest 
practicable balance between production and 
the demand therefor of commodities under 
their control, and that the general control of 
prices and the use of subsidy powers shall, 
subject to other specific provisions of this 
Act, be terminated as rapidly as possible con- 
sistent with the policies and purposes set 
forth in this section and in no event later 
than June 30, 1947, and on that date the 
Office of Price Administration shall be 
abolished. 

e) Recommendations by the President 
to the Congress: (1) As soon as practicable 
after the enactment of this section and in 
any event on or before January 15, 1947, the 
President shall recommend to the Congress 
such further legislation as in his judgment 
is needed to establish monetary, fiscal, and 
other policies which are adequate to supple- 
ment.the control of prices and wages during 
the balance of the fiscal year 1947, and to 
insure that general control of prices and 
wages can be terminated by the end of that 
an year without danger of inflation there- 
after. 

62) On or before April 1, 1947, the Presi- 
dent shall report to the Congress what, if 
any, commodities or classes of commodities, 
including housing accommodations, are in 
such critically short supply as to necessitate, 
in his judgement, the continuance of the 
powers granted by this Act as to them after 
June 30, 1947, together with his recommenda- 
tions as to esablished departments or agen- 
cies of the Government (other than the Office 
of Price Administration) which should be 
charged with the administration of such 
powers. 

“*(d) Decontrol of nonagricultural com- 
modities: (1) On or before December 31, 
1946, the Administrator shall decontrol all 
nonagricultural commodities not important 
in relation to business costs or living costs, 
and prior to that date shall proceed with such 
decontrol as rapidly as, in his judgment, will 
be consistent with the avoidance of a cumu- 
lative and dangerous unstabilizing effect. In 
no event shall maximum prices be main- 
tained after December 31, 1946, for any non- 
agricultural commodity or class of commod- 
ities unless the same has been expressly 
found by the Administrator to be important 
in relation to business costs or living costs, 

“*(2) The Administrator shall provide for 
the prompt removal of maximum prices in 
the case of any nonagricultural commodity 
whenever the supply thereof exceeds or is in 
approximate balance with the demand there- 
for (including appropriate inventory re- 
quirements). 

“*(3) Whenever, after a reasonable test 
period, it appears that the supply of a non- 
agricultural commodity which has been de- 
controlled is no longer consistent with the 
applicable decontrol standard, the Admin- 
istrator, with the advance consent in writing 
of the Price Decontrol Board established 
under subsection (h), shall reestablish such 
maximum prices for the commodity, con- 
sistent with applicable provisions of law, 
as in his judgment may be necessary to ef- 
fectuate the purposes of this Act. The sup- 
ply of a nonagricultural commodity shall 
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be deemed inconsistent with the applicable 
decontrol standard in any case where the 
prices of the commodity have risen to and 
after a reasonable test period remain at 
unreasonable and inflationary levels. 

“*(4) Nothing contained in this Act shall 
be construed to authorize the Administra- 
tor to impose or maintain price controls with 
respect to petroleum or petroleum products 

or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from petroleum, except that, 
after August 20, 1946, maximum prices with 
respect thereto may be reestablished pur- 
suant to the provisions of paragraph (3) of 
this subsection (d), but only under the 
standards prescribed in paragraph (8) (C) of 
subsection (e). 

e) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES.—(1) On 
the first day of the first calendar month 
which begins more than thirty days after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall certify to the 
Price Administrator each agricultural com- 
modity which such Secretary determines to 
be in short supply. Thereafter, on the first 
day of each succeeding calendar month the 
Secretary shall certify modifications of such 
certification by adding other agricultural 
commodities which have become in short sup- 
ply and by removing from such certification 
such commodities which he determines are 
no longer in short supply. No maximum 
price shall be applicable with respect to any 
agricultural commodity during any cal- 
endar month which begins more than thirty 
days after the date of enactment of this 
section, unless such commodity is certified 
to the Price Administrator under this para- 
graph as being in short supply. 

„%) (A) Whenever the Secretary of 
Agriculture determines that maximum prices 
applicable to any agricultural commodity 
which is in short supply are impeding the 
necessary production of such commodity, he 
may recommend to the Price Administrator 
such adjustments in such maximum prices 
as the Secretary determines to be n 
to attain the necessary production of such 
commodity. 

„B) The Secretary of Agriculture by De- 
cember 31, 1946, shall recommend to the 
Price Administrator the removal of maxi- 
mum prices on all agricultural commodities, 
whether or not in short supply, not impor- 
tant in relation to business costs or living 
costs, and prior to that date shall make such 
recommendations as rapidly as, in his judg- 
ment, will be consistent with the avoid- 
ance of a cumulative and dangerous un- 
stabilizing effect. 

“*(C) Within ten days after the receipt of 
any recommendation under this subsection 
for the adjustment of maximum prices appli- 
cable to any agricultural commodity, or for 
the removal of maximum prices on agricul- 
tural commodities not important in relation 
to business costs or living costs, the Price 
Administrator shall adjust or remove such 
maximum prices in accordance with such 
recommendations. 

(3) Whenever the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture determines that an agricultural com- 
modity with respect to which maximum 
prices have been removed is in short supply 
and that the reestablishment of maximum 
prices with respect thereto is necessary to 
effectuate the purposes of this Act, the Secre- 
tary, with the written consent of the Price 
Decontrol Board, may recommend to the 
Administrator, and the Administrator shall 
establish, such maximum prices with respect 
to such commodity, consistent with applica- 
ble provisions of law, as in the Judgment of 
the Secretary are necessary to effectuate the 
Purposes of this Act. 

4) For the purposes of this section 
(except subparagraph (6) of this subsection 
(a) )— 

“‘(A) an agricultural commodity shall be 
deemed to be in short supply unless the sup- 
ply of such commodity equals or exceeds the 
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requirements for such commodity for the 
current marketing season; 

„(B) the term “agricultural commodity” 
shall be deemed to mean any agricultural 
commodity and any food or feed product 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from any agricultural com- 
modity; and 

“‘(C) the term “subsidy” means any sub- 
sidy or purchase and sale operations described 
in the last paragraph of section 2 (e) of this 
Act. 

“*(5) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this or any other law, except as provided 
in subsection (h), the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, in exercising his functions under this 
Act, shall not be subject to the direction or 
control of any other appointive officer or 
agency in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment, and no such officer or agency shall 
undertake to exercise any direction or con- 
trol over the Secretary of Agriculture with 
respect to the exercise of such functions. 
The Secretary of Agriculture may at any 
time withdraw his approval of any action 
with respect to which his approval is required 
under this Act, and upon the withdrawal of 
his approval such action shall be rescinded. 

(6) No maximum price and no regula- 
tion or order under this Act or the Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1942, as amended, shall be appli- 
cable with respect to any agricultural com- 
modity, or any service rendered with respect 
to any agricultural commodity, unless a regu- 
lation or order establishing a maximum price 
with respect to such commodity had been 
issued under this Act prior to April 1, 1946. 

“*(7) No maximum price and no regula- 
tion or order under this Act o: the Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1942, as amended, shall be ap- 
plicable with respect to poultry or eggs or 
food or feed products processed or manu- 
factured in whole or substantial part there- 
from, or in the case of leaf tobacco or 
tobacco products processed or manufactured 
in whole or substantial part therefrom, ex- 
cept that, after August 20, 1946, maximum 
prices with respect thereto may be reestab- 
lished pursuant to the provisions of para- 
graph (3) of this subsection (e), but only 
under the standards prescribed in paragraph 
(8) (C) of this subsection (e). 

“"(8) (A) No maximum price and no 
regulation or order under this Act or the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, shall 
be applicable prior to August 21, 1946, with 
respect to livestock, milk, or food or feed 
products processed or manufactured in whole 
or substantial part from livestock or milk; 
with respect to cottonseed or soybeans, or 
food or feed products processed or manu- 
factured in whole or substantial part from 
cottonseed or soybeans; with respect to grains 
for which standards have been established 
under the United States Grain Standards 
Act, as amended, or any livestock or poultry 
feed processed or manufactured in whole or 
substantial part therefrom. 

„B) The Price Decontrol Board shall pro- 
ceed forthwith to consider whether the com- 
modities listed in subparagraph (A) shall 
continue, after August 20, 1946, to be free 
from regulation under this Act and the Sta- 
bilization Act of 1942, as amended. Such 
Board, after due notice of a public hearing 
and full opportunity for representatives of 
affected industries and consumers to present 
their views orally or in writing, shall have 
power to determine whether or not any com- 
modity listed in subparagraph (A) shall be 
regulated after August 20, 1946, under this 
Act and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended. Such Board shall direct that any 
such commodity shall not be so regulated 
unless it finds: 

“*(i) that the price of such commodity has 
risen unreasonably above a price equal to 
the lawful maximum price in effect on June 
80, 1946, plus the amount per unit of any 
subsidy payable with respect thereto as of 
June 29, 1946, and 
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„() ‘that such commodity is in short 
supply and that its regulation is practicable 
and enforceable, and 

„() that the public interest will be 

served by such regulation. 
“If in the case of any commodity listed in 
subparagraph (A) such Board fails to direct, 
on or before August 20, 1946, that such com- 
modity shall not be regulated under this Act 
and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, 
maximum prices and regulations and orders 
under such Acts shall be applicable with 
respect to such commodity without regard 
to this paragraph (8). 

“‘(C) If in the case of any commodity 
listed in subparagraph (A) such Board, on 
or before August 20, 1946, does direct that 
such commodity shall not be regulated under 
such Acts, the Board may at any subsequent 
time direct that such commodity shall be so 
regulated if it finds: 

(J) that the price of such commodity has 
risen unreasonably above a price equal to 
the lawful maximum price in effect on June 
30, 1946, plus the amount per unit of any 
subsidy payable with respect thereto as of 
June 29, 1946; and 

„n) that such commodity is in short 
supply and that its regulation is practicable 
and enforceable; and 

„(i) that the public interest will be 

served by such regulation. 
Thereafter, the provisions of such Acts and 
regulations and orders thereunder shall be 
applicable with respect to such commodity 
without regard to this paragraph (8). 

„%) In the case of milk, the Board may 
consider and determine decontrol or re- 
control on a regional basis. 

“*(9) The Price Decontrol Board shall also 
have power to determine, when maximum 
prices are in effect with respect to any com- 
modity listed in paragraph (8) (A), whether 
any subsidy or any part thereof in effect 
prior to June 30, 1946, shall be reestablished 
in whole or in part; and the powers of the 
Administrator, the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration, and the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation to pay subsidies in connection 
with such commodity shall be limited in 
accordance with any order of the Board. 

610) Whenever maximum prices are in 
effect for any commodity processed or manu- 
factured in whole or substantial part from 
any commodity listed in paragraph (8) (A) 
with respect to which maximum prices are 
not in effect, no maximum price, and no 
margin, mark-up, or discount, shall be 
maintained with respect to such processed 
or manufactured commodity which does not 
return to the processors, manufacturers, and 
distributors thereof (A) the raw material 
cost (which must be computed at least once 
every 60 days at not less than the current 
cost), (B) the conversion or distribution 
cost, and (C) a reasonable profit. 

t) SAVING PROVISION.—Nothing in this 
section shall limit the Administrator's au- 
thority to remove maximum prices for any 
nonagricultural commodity, or any agricul- 
tural commodity with the approval of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, at an earlier time 
than would be required by this section, if 
in his judgment or in the judgment of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may 
be, such action would be consistent with the 
purposes of this section. 

“*(g) PETITIONS FOR DECONTROL.—(1) If in 
the judgment of the industry advisory com- 
mittee appointed by the Administrator in ac- 
cordance with section 2 (a) of this Act to 
advise and consult with respect to a com- 
modity, the standards set forth in this sec- 
tion require the removal of maximum prices 
for such commodity, it may file a petition for 
the removal of such maximum prices. In 
the case of any nonagricultural commodity, 
such petition shall be filed with the Ad- 
ministrator in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by him. In the case of agricul- 
tural commodities, such petition shall be 
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filed with the Secretary of Agriculture in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by 
him and shall request that he make an ap- 
propriate certification or recommendation 
to the Price Administrator. The petition 
shall specifically state the grounds upon 
which the committee believes such action 
to be required and shall be accompanied by 
affidavits or other written evidence in sup- 
port thereof. 

“*(2) Within fifteen days after receiving 
a petition filed in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this subsection, the Administra- 
tor or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the 
case may be, shall either grant the petition 
or inform the committee in writing why in 
his judgment the standards for decontrol 
stated in subsections (d) and (e) have not 
been satisfied with respect to the commod- 
ity involved. If the petition is not granted 
in full, the Administrator or the Secretary, 
as the case may be, shall, within ten days 
after the receipt of a request by the com- 
mittee for further consideration of its peti- 
tion, hold a hearing before himself or be- 
fore a deputy administrator (or, in the case 
of the Secretary, before such officer as he 
may designate) at which the committee may 
present its argument in support of the peti- 
tion. The Consumers Advisory Committee 
and the Labor Advisory Committee appointed 
by the Administrator shall be given notice 
of any such hearing and an opportunity 
to present their views with respect to the 
petition and may, not later than five days 
prior to such hearing, present in writing 
evidence relating thereto. Within fifteen 
days after such hearing, the Administrator 
or the Secretary, as the case may be, shall 
either grant the petition in full or furnish 
the industry advisory committee with a 
statement in writing of his reasons for de- 
nying it in whole or in part together with 
a statement of any economic data or other 
facts of which he has taken official notice 
in connection with such denial. 

“*(3) At any time within thirty days 
after the denial in whole or in part, fol- 
lowing a hearing, of a petition filed under 
this subsection, the petitioning industry 
advisory committee may petition the Price 
Decontrol Board established under subsec- 
tion (h) for a review of the action of the 
Administrator or the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. If the Administrator or the Secre- 
tary, as the case may be, fails to act upon a 
petition within the time prescribed by 
paragraph (2), the industry advisory com- 
mittee may, at any time within thirty days 
after the expiration of the time so pre- 
scribed, petition the Price Decontrol Board 
for the removal of maximum prices on the 
commodity involved. 

“*(4) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to take away or impair any right of 
any person to protest, in accordance with the 
provisions of sections 205 and 204 of this Act, 
the further maintenance of maximum prices 
for a commodity under the standards of sub- 
section (d) or (e): Provided, That the filing 
of such a protest or of a petition under para- 
graph 3 of this subsection shall not be 
grounds for staying any proceeding brought 
pursuant to section 205 of this Act or section 
37 of the Criminal Code, and no retroactive 
effect shall be given to any judgment setting 
aside a provision of a regulation, order, or 
price schedule under the standards set forth 
in this section, 

“*(h) PRICE DECONTROL BOARD.—(1) There 
is hereby established as an independent 
agency in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment a Price Decontrol Board, to be com- 
posed of three members appointed by the 
President by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate. Not more than two mem- 
bers of the Board shall be members of the 
same political party. Two members of the 
Board shall constitute a quorum, and a va- 
cancy in the membership of the Board shall 
not impair the power of the remaining mem- 
bers to exercise its functions. Members of 
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the Board shall receive compensation at the 
rate of $12,000 a year. 

%) The Board shall appoint and fix the 
compensation of a secretary for the Board 
and such other officers and employees as may 
be necessary to enable it to perform its func- 
tions. The Board may make such expendi- 
tures as may be necessary for performing its 
functions. The Board may, with the con- 
sent of the head of the department or agency 
concerned, utilize the facilities, services, and 
personnel of other agencies or departments 
of the Government. The Board shall main- 
tain an office in charge of its secretary in 
the District of Columbia, which shall be open 
on all business days for the receipt of peti- 
tions for review and the transaction of other 
business of the Board. The Board shall pre- 
scribe regulations and procedures for the 
conduct of its business which will provide 
for summary disposition, with the utmost ex- 
pedition consistent with sound decision, of 
petitions filed with the Board. 

3) A petition made under subsection 
(g) (3) shall specifically state the grounds 
upon which the petitioning industry ad- 
visory committee believes that maximum 
prices on the commodity involved should be 
removed. A copy of such petition shall forth- 
with be served on the Administrator or the 
Secretary, as the case may be, who shall with- 
in such time as may be fixed by the Board 
certify and file with the Board a transcript of 
such portions of the proceedings in connec- 
tion with the petition under subsection (g) 
as are material. Such transcript shall in- 
clude a statement in writing of the Admin- 
istrator’s or Secretary’s reasons for believing 
that maximum prices on the commodity in- 
volved should not be removed together with 
a statement of any economic data or other 
facts of which he has taken official notice, 
At the earliest practicable time the Board 
shall conduct a hearing upon the petition, 
at which the Administrator or the Secre- 
tary, as the case may be, and the committee 
shall be given an opportunity to present their 
views and argument orally or in writing. If 
application is made to the Board by either 
party for leave to introduce additional evi- 
dence, the Board may permit such evidence 
to be introduced or filed with it if it deems it 
material and determines that such evidence 
could not reasonably have been offered or in- 
cluded in the proceedings under subsection 
(g). At the earliest practicable time after 
the hearing on any petition, the Board shall 
make and issue an order specifying the ex- 
tent, if any, to which maximum prices on the 
commodity involved shall be removed. The 
Board shall order the removal of such max- 
imum prices if and to the extent that in its 
judgment the standards of decontrol stated 
in subsection (d) or (e) have been satisfied 
with respect to the commodity involved. 
The Administrator shall remove maximum 
prices with respect to the commodity in 
question within such time and to such extent 
as shall be specified in the order of the Board, 
Orders of the Board shall not be subject to 
modification or review by any other depart- 
ment or agency or by any court. 

“*(4) No petition may be filed with the 
Board with respect to any commodity within 
a period of three months after the issuance 
of an order of the Board with respect to the 
same commodity. 

“*(5) The members of the Board may 
serve as such without regard to the provi- 
sions of sections 109 and 113 of the Criminal 
Code (18 U. S. C., secs. 198 and 203) or sec- 
tion 19 (e) of the Contract Settlement Act of 
1944, except insofar as such sections may 
prohibit any such member from receiving 
compensation in respect of any particular 
matter which is within the jurisdiction of 
the Board, 

66) If the number of petitions filed with 
the Board should at any time become so 
great as to prevent the Board from promptly 
conducting hearings upon such petitions, 
the Board shall appoint such hearing come 
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missioners as it deems necessary in order to 
expedite the transaction of its business. The 
Board may authorize one or more of the 
hearing commissioners so appointed to con- 
duct the hearing upon any petition under 
this subsection and to exercise the authority 
of the Board with respect to such hearing. 
After a hearing conducted before a hearing 
commissioner, the commissioner shall make 
recommendations consistent with this sub- 
section to the Board concerning its action 
with respect to the petition. If the Board 
approves such recommendations, it shall 
issue an order in conformity therewith. If 
the Board does not approve such recommen- 
dations, the Board may issue such order as 
it deems proper upon the record or may 
conduct a new hearing upon the petition 
before the Board.’ 

“Sec. 4, Section 2 (a) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘In administering 
the provisions of this subsection relating to 
the establishment of industry advisory com- 
mittees, the Administrator, upon the request 
of a substantial portion of the industry in 
any region, shall promptly appoint a regional 
industry advisory committee for such 
region.’ 

“Sec. 5. Section 2 (b) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

“ ‘After the date upon which this paragraph 
takes effect, the Administrator, when estab- 
lishing rent ceilings on hotels or when pass- 
ing upon applications for adjustments of 
rent ceilings on hotels, is authorized to take 
into consideration the distinction between 
transient hotels and residential or apartment 
hotels, including the difference in the in- 
vestment, operation, expenses, and mechani- 
cal details of operation between the transient 
hotels and the residential and apartment 
hotels, and is directed to classify separately 
by regulation (1) transient hotels, (2) resi- 
dential and apartment hotels, and (3) tour- 
ists’ courts, rooming houses, and boarding 
houses. 

“While maximum rents are in effect un- 
der this Act with respect to housing accom- 
modations in any defense-rental area, such 
housing accommodations shall not be sub- 
ject to rent control by any State or local 
government.’ 

“Sec. 6. (a) The last paragraph of section 2 
(e) of the Emergency Price Control Act of 
1942, as amended by the Stabilization Ex- 
tension Act of 1944, shall not apply with re- 
spect to operations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration and the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation: Provided, That with respect to 
such corporations and such operations, the 
making of subsidy payments and buying for 
resale at a loss shall be limited as follows: 

“Payments and purchases may be made 
with respect to operations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, which involve sub- 
sidies and anticipated losses, as follows: 

“(1) With respect to rubber produced in 
Latin America and Africa for which commit- 
ments were made before January 1, 1946, 
$31,000,000. 

“(2) With respect to copper, lead, and zine, 
in the form of premium price payments, $100,- 
000,000: Provided, That (A) premiums shall 
be paid on ores mined or removed from mine 
dumps or tailing piles before July 1, 1947, 
though shipped and/or processed and mar- 
keted subsequently thereto; and that (B) the 
premium price plan for copper, lead, and 
zine shall be extended until June 30, 1947, 
on terms not less favorable to the producer 
than heretofore and (i) adjustments shall be 
made to encourage exploration and develop- 
ment work, (ii) adequate allowances shall 
be made for depreciation and depletion, and 
(iii) all classes of premiums shall be non= 
cancelable unless necessary in order to make 
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individual adjustments of income to specific 
mines. 

“(3) With respect to purchases by the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation, of such 
tin ores and-concentrates as it deems neces- 
sary to insure continued operation of the 
Texas City tin smelter. 

“(4) With respect to noncrop programs, 
1946 crop program operations and the 1947 
crop program operations relating to sugar, 
flour, petroleum, petroleum products, and 
other domestic and imported materials and 
commodities, $869,000,000: Provided, That 
the operations authorized under this subpar- 
agraph (4) shall be progressively reduced, 
shall be terminated not later than April 1, 
1947, and shall not cost more than $629,000,- 
000 during the last six months of the cal- 
endar year 1946. Operations shall not be 
carried out under authority of this sub- 
paragraph (4) with respect to any commodity 
for any period occurring after the date of 
the enactment of this Act during which 
maximum prices on such commodity are not 
in effect under the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, or the Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1942, as amended: Provided, That 
subsidies with respect to petroleum pro- 
duced from stripper wells shall be continued 
at not to exceed the existing rates. No sub- 
sidy or purchase and sale operation shall be 
undertaken under authority of this sub- 
paragraph (4) with respect to any commodity 
unless a subsidy or purchase and sale opera- 
tion with respect to such commodity was in 
effect on June 29, 1946; and no such opera- 
tion shall be undertaken under authority of 
this subparagraph (4) which will increase 
the rate of subsidy paid or the rate of loss 
incurred with respect to any commodity 
above that which would be paid or incurred 
if the operations in effect on June 29, 1946, 
had been continued on the same basis. 

“(b) When any direct or indirect subsidy 
to an industry is reduced or terminated, or 
upon recontrol is not restored or is restored 
only in part, any maximum price applicable 
to the product affected shall be correspond- 
ingly increased, except in the case of trans- 
portation subsidies, differential subsidies to 
high-cost produ and premium payments 
under authority of the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act of 1946. 

“(c) Where roll-back subsidies have pre- 
viously been or presently are in effect, and 
have been discontinued, or shall hereafter be 
discontinued, the industries which have re- 
ceived such subsidies shall be permitted to 
increase their ceiling prices at least an 
amount equivalent to the amount of the 
discontinued roll-back subsidy. Such price 
increase shall become effective either upon 
discontinuance of the roll-back subsidy or 
upon passage of this Act, whichever date is 
the later. For the purposes of this paragraph, 
the term ‘roll-back subsidies’ means sub- 
sidy payments, or purchases and sales of a 
commodity at a loss by the Government of 
the United States (including any Govern- 
ment-owned or controlled corporation), or 
contracts therefor, which resulted directly 
or indirectly in the lowering of ceiling prices 
below the maximum price levels established 
by the Office of Price Administration prior 
to the institution of the subsidy payments 
or purchases and sales at a loss, or the execu- 
tion of the contracts therefor, whichever 
date is the earlier. 

„d) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to affect the provisions of Public Laws 
30, 88, 164, and 328 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, or to prevent the use of the sums 
authorized in such laws to fulfill obligations 
incurred prior to July 1, 1946, with respect 
to operations prior to such date. 

“(e) Notwithstanding any of the foregoing 
provisions of this section 6, 1946 and 1947 
crop program operations with respect to 
sugar, may, while maximum prices are in 
effect with respect to sugar, be continued 
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until such crops are processed and dis- 
tributed, and the cost of 1946 crop program 
operations with respect to sugar may be 
charged to the funds authorized by Public 
Law 30, Seventy-ninth Congress, as amended 
by Public Law 328, Seventy-ninth Congress. 
For the purpose of this section 6, no subsidy 
program operation on sugar shall be con- 
sidered to be a new subsidy: Provided, That 
Commodity Credit Corporation or any other 
Government agency shall not absorb any 
increase in the price paid for Cuban sugar 
over 3.675 cents per pound, raw basis, f. o. b. 
Cuba, as being paid for such sugar, in Cuba, 
on June 30, 1946. 

“(f) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued as a limitation upon operations au- 
thorized by the Veterans’ Emergency Housing 
Act of 1946; and nothing in this act or in 
any other act shall prohibit the establish- 
ment of maximum sales prices or maximum 
rents for ho accommodations for which 
materials of facilities are allocated, or priori- 
ties for delivery thereof issued, under said 
Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act of 1946. 

“Sec. 7. Section 2 (i) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

„%) For the purposes of this act and the 


` Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, fish 


and other sea food shall be deemed to be 
agricultural commodities, and commodities 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from fish or other sea foods 
shall be deemed to be manufactured in 
whole or substantial part from agricultural 
commodities: Provided, That the provisions 
of section 3 of the Stabilization Act of 1942, 
as amended, shall not be applicable with 
respect to fish and other sea foods and com- 
modities processed or manufactured in whole 
or substantial part therefrom, but the maxi- 
mum price established for any fish or sea 
food commodity or for any commodity proc- 
essed or manufactured in whole or substan- 
tial part therefrom shall not be below the 
average price therefor in the year 1942.’ 

“Sec, 8, Section 2 (j) of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end 
thereof a semicolon and the following: ‘or 
(5) as authorizing any regulation or order 
of the Administrator to fix a quantity or 
percentage of any product which any seller 
may sell to the buyer.’ 

“Sec. 9. Section 2 (k) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, is 
amended by inserting the words ‘or any 
operator of any service establishment after 
the words ‘seller of goods at retail.’ 

“Sec. 10. Section 2 of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsections: : 

“*(o) No maximum price shall be applica- 
ble to any item served in any restaurant or 
other eating establishment if such item con- 
sists in whole or major part of a commodity 
to which no maximum price is applicable 
with respect to sales to restaurants and other 
eating establishments, unless the maximum 
price of such item, when sold by such restau- 
rant or other eating establishment, is deter- 
mined, under the applicable maximum price 
regulation or order, by the addition of a cus- 
tomary margin to the acquisition cost of such 
item. 

p) After July 1, 1946, no maximum price 
regulation or order shall be issued or con- 
tinued in effect requiring any seller to limit 
his sales by any weighted average price 
limitation based on his previous sales. 

“*(q) In the case of any retail industry, 
the principal sales of which consisted during 
the calendar years 1939 to 1941, inclusive, 
of sales of a commodity or commodities the 
production or retail distribution of which has 
been reduced, for a period of three years 
beginning on or after March 2, 1942, by 75 
per centum or more below such production 
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or retail distribution for the calendar years 
1939 to 1941, inclusive, as a result of the 
operation of any governmental regulation or 
restriction, the Administrator shall not, in 
establishing maximum prices under this sec- 
tion, reduce established peacetime retail 
trade discounts or mark-ups or dealer han- 
dling charges for any such commodity before 
the retail unit sales of such commodity for 
a period of six months shall have reached 
the average annual retail unit sales thereof 
for the calendar years 1939 to 1941, inclusive. 

„r) In the case of any wholesale indus- 
try, the principal sales of which consisted 
during the calendar years 1939 to 1941, inclu- 
sive, of sales of a commodity or commodities, 
the production or wholesale distribution of 
which has been reduced for a period of three 
years beginning on or after March 2, 1942, by 
75 per centum or more below such produc- 
tion or wholesale distribution for the calen- 
dar years 1939 to 1941, inclusive, as the result 
of the operation of any governmental regula- 
tion or restriction, the Administrator shall 
not in establishing maximum prices under 
this section reduce established wholesale 
trade discounts or normal wholesale mark- 
ups for any such commodity prevailing on 
March 2, 1942, before the wholesale unit sales 
of such commodity for a period of six months 
shall have reached the average annual whole- 
sale unit sales thereof for the calendar years 
1989 to 1941, inclusive. s 

„s No maximum price regulation or 
order shall require the reduction of the estab- 
lished peacetime discounts or mark-ups for 
the sale of any manufactured or processed 
commodity (treating as a single commodity 
for the purposes of this paragraph all com- 
modities in a line of related commodities 
which, for the purpose of establishing manu- 
facturers’ and processors’ maximum prices, 
have been placed by the Office of Price Ad- 
ministration under a single regulation) if the 
retail, wholesale, or other distributive trade 
selling such commodity shows that the com- 
modity constituted approximately one-half 
or more of the gross sales incomes of a ma- 
jority of the persons engaged in such trade 
in 1945 and that, in the first quarter of 1946, 
the deliveries of such commodity to such dis- 
tributive trade were less than 100 per centum 
of the deliveries thereof in the corresponding 
quarter of 1945. 

“*(t) In establishing maximum prices ap- 
plicable to wholesale or retail distributors, 
the Administrator shall allow the average 
current cost of acquisition of any commodity, 
plus such average percentage discount or 
markup as was in effect on March 31, 1946. 

„u) After the date upon which this sub- 
section takes effect, no maximum price shall 
be established or maintained, under this Act 
or under any other provision of law, with 
respect to any new commodity when the Ad- 
ministrator upon application finds that its 
use, in the production, manufacturing, or 

ing of any commodity or commodities, 
without increasing the cost to the ultimate 
user, either increases the life or reduces the 
cost of production, manufacture, or proc- 
essing of the commodity or commodities pro- 
duced, manufactured or processed. As used 
in this subsection the term “new commodity” 
means a commodity which was not commer- 
cially or industrfally available prior to Janu- 
ary 30, 1942. 

„(v) In the case of softwood logs and 
lumber, the maximum prices shall be estab- 
lished at a level which will permit producers 
of at least 90 per centum of the production 
of softwood logs and lumber to recover their 
current costs of production. 

“*(w) In establishing maximum prices for 
sales of finished woven or knitted fabrics 
made primarily of cotton fiber or for the 
sales of apparel made therefrom it shall be 
unlawful for the Administrator to establish 
or maintain differentials in the method of 
determining the basic grey-goods cost or the 
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finished-woven-fabrics or finished-knitted- 
fabrics cost to which a mark-up is to be ap- 
plied based on the degree of integration of 
the seller. 

“*(x) Whenever the world price of a com- 
modity essential to the economy of the 
United States (average price at which such 
commodity could be purchased when landed 
duty paid at any United States port of entry) 
exceeds the maximum purchase price estab- 
lished by the Administrator, and results in— 

(e) an actual reduction of the im- 
portation of such commodity into the United 
States in an amount substantial in relation 
to the total consumption of the commodity 
in the United States; or 

(2) the substantial curtailment or re- 
striction of the domestic trade in such com- 
modity or products processed directly there - 
from, 
the Administrator shall, in order to maintain 
and increase domestic production and em- 
ployment and to make possible the balancing 
of supply and demand, promptly remove 
maximum purchase prices from imports of 
such commodity and maximum prices from 
products processed directly therefrom, or in- 
crease the maximum prices of imports of 
such commodity and of products processed 
directly therefrom to the extent necessary to 
prevent such reduction in importation or 
curtailment of domestic trade.’” 

“Sec. 11, The Emergency Price Control Act 
of 1942, as amended, is amended by inserting 
after section 5 thereof the following new 
section: 

“Sec. 6. (a) For the purposes of this sec- 
tion the base period shall be the calendar 
year 1940, or in the case of an industry cus- 
tomarily keeping its accounts on a fiscal year 
basis, the industry’s fiscal year 1940. 

“*(b) In order that adequate general price 
levels shall be established for all commodities 
to bring about maximum production and em- 
ployment, no maximum prices shall be es- 
tablished or maintained for any product of 
a producing, manufacturing, or processing 
industry (including any industry furnishing 
service or transportation the charges for 
which are subject to the Administrator's con- 
trol) which do not return on the average to 
the industry not less than the average dollar 
price of such product during the base period, 
plus the average increase in cost of producing, 
manufacturing, or processing the same ac- 
cruing since the base pericd, but the maxi- 
mum prices for a product shall be deemed in 
compliance with this standard if such prices 
on the average are equal to the average cur- 
rent total cost of the product plus the indus- 
try’s average over-all profit margin on sales 
in the base period. 

e) For the purpose of determining costs 
under this section, currently or for the base 
period, the Administrator shall ascertain the 
costs of a reasonable number of typical pro- 
ducers, manufacturers,- or processors and 
shall follow accepted methods of accounting 
and such fair and reasonable methods of cal- 
culation as he shall establish by regulation, 
including adjustments for temporary cost ab- 
normalities which may be reasonably antici- 
pated to bẹ eliminated within the three 
months following the Administrator’s deter- 
mination, and adjustments, for increases in 
the volume of production which may be rea- 
sonably anticipated to be experienced within 
such three-month period. 

„d) Maximum prices established here- 
under shall not be held invalid on account of 
their failure to return his costs to any par- 
ticular member of any group involved. 

„e) Nothing herein shall nullify the 
power of the Administrator to make reason- 
able adjustments and exceptions in individ- 
ual cases under the provisions of section 2 
(c) of this Act. 

t) If the maximum prices of a product 
on the average equal its average current 
total cost plus a reasonable profit, nothing 
herein shail require any further adjustment 
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of such maximum prices for any period with 
respect to which it appears that a substan- 
tial expansion in the production or use of 
the product would not be practicable or 
would be practicable only by reducing the 
production of at least equally needed prod- 
ucts, 

„g) As used in this section, “product” 
shall mean any major item, or any article 
different in character from other products 
of the industry; but all the styles, models, 
or other varieties of any such item or article 
shall be considered as one product. 

ch) The provisions of this section shall 
not apply with respect to any maximum 
price applicable to manufacturers or proc- 
essors in the case of products made in whole 
or major part from cotton or cotton yarn 
or wool or wool yarn. 

“*(1) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to require any adjustment in maxi- 
mum prices except pursuant to an applica- 
tion filed under this paragraph, or be con- 
strued to invalidate any maximum price 
unless there is a failure to make adjust- 
ments, in accordance with the procedure 
prescribed in this paragraph, to such extent 
as may be required to comply with the 
standards set forth in this section. Any 
industry advisory committee may apply to 
the Administrator for the adjustment of the 
maximum prices applicable to any product 
in accordance with the standards set forth 
in this section, and shall present with the 
application comprehensive evidence with re- 
spect to costs and prices. The Adminis- 
trator shall consider the evidence so pre- 
sented and all evidence otherwise available 
to him and, within 60 days after the receipt 
of such application, he shall make the ad- 
justments in maximum prices required by 
this section, or, if he finds that no such 
adjustments are required, he shall deny the 
application, If the Administrator neither 
makes the adjustments in the maximum 
prices for any prcduct required by this sec- 
tion, nor denies the application for such ad- 
justments, within the 60-day period pre- 
scribed in this paragraph, the industry ad- 
visory committee concerned may petition 
the Emergency Court of Appeals, created 
pursuant to section 204, for relief; and such 
court shall have jurisdiction by appropriate 
order to require the Administrator to make 
such adjustments or deny such application 
within such time, not to exceed 30 days, as 
may be fixed by the court. If the Adminis- 
trator fails to make such adjustments or 
deny such application within the time so 
fixed, no maximum price shall thereafter be 
applicable with respect to any sale of such 
product by any seller.’ 

“Sec. 12. (a) The second sentence of sec- 
tion 205 (e) of the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: ‘In any action under this sub- 
section, the seller shall be liable for reason- 
able attorney’s fees and costs as determined 
by the court, plus whichever of the following 
sums is greater: (1) Such amount not more 
than three times the amount of the over- 
charge, or the overcharges, upon which the 
action is based as the court in its discretion 
may determine, or (2) an amount not less 
than $25 nor more than $50, as the court in 
its discretion may determine: Provided, 
however, That such amount shall be the 
amount of the overcharge or overcharges if 
the defendant proves that the violation of 
the regulation, order, or price schedule in 
question was neither willful nor the result of 
failure to take practicable precautions 
against the occurrence of the violation.’ 

“(b) Section 205 (e) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

The Administrator may not institute any 
action under this subsection on behalf of the 
United States, or, if such action has been 
instituted, the Administrator shall withdraw 
the same— 
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“(1) if the violation arose because the 
person selling the commodity acted upon 
and in accordance with the written advice 
and instructions of the Administrator or any 
regional administrator or district director 
of the Office of Price Administration; or 

2) if the violation arose out of the 
sale of a commodity to any agency of the 
Government, or to any public housing au- 
thority whose operations are supervised or 
financed in whole or in part by any agency 
of the Government, and such sale was made 
pursuant to the lowest bid made in response 
to an invitation for competitive bids. 

The Administrator shall not institute or 
maintain any enforcement action under this 
subsection against any manufacturer of ap- 
parel items where the Administrator shall 
determine (1) that the transactions on which 
such proceeding is based consisted of the 
manufacturer’s selling such an item at his 
published March 1942 price list prices instead 
of his March 1942 delivered prices, and (2) 
that the seller’s customary pricing patterns 
for related apparel items would be distorted 
by a requirement that his ceilings be the 
March 1942 delivered prices. The Adminis- 
trator’s determinations under this para- 
graph shall be subject to review by the 
Emergency Court of Appeals in accordance 
with sections 203 and 204.’ 

“Sec. 13. The third sentence of paragraph 
(2) of section 205 (f) of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: ‘If any such court finds 
that such person has violated any of the pro- 
visions of such license, regulation, order, 
price schedule, or requirement after the re- 
ceipt of the warning notice, such court shall 
issue an order suspending the license to the 
extent that it authorizes such person to sell 
the commodity or commodities in connection 
with which the violation has occurred, or to 
the extent that it authorizes such person to 
sell any commodtiy or commodities with re- 
spect to which a regulation or order issued 
under section 2, or a price schedule effec- 
tive in accordance with the provisions of 
section 206, is applicable; but no suspension 
shall be for a period of more than twelve 
months, and if the defendant proves that the 
violation in question was neither willful nor 
the result of failure to take practicable pre- 
cautions against the occurrence of the vio- 
lation, then in that event no suspension shall 
be ordered or directed.’ 

“Sec. 14. Section 3 of the Stabilization Act 
of 1942, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para- 
graph: 

On and after the date of the enactment 
of this paragraph, it shall be unlawful to 
establish, or maintain, any maximum price 
applicable to manufacturers or processors, 
for any major item in the case of products 
made in whole or major part from cotton 
or cotton yarn or wool or wool yarn, unless 
the maximum price for such major item is 
fixed and maintained at not less than the 
sum of the following: 

“*(1) The cotton or wool cost (which 
must be computed at not less than the 
parity price or the current cost, whichever 
is greater, of the grade and staple of cotton 
or wool used in such item, delivered at the 
mill); 

“*(2) A weighted average of mill conver- 
sion costs; and 

“*(3) A reasonable profit (which shall not 
be less than a weighted average profit for 
each unit of such item equal to the weighted 
average of the profit earned on an equivalent 
unit of such item during the period 1939 to 
1941, both inclusive.’ 

“Sec. 15. The Secretary of Agriculture, 
through the Commodity Credit Corporation 
or otherwise, is hereby authorized to allocate 
feed which he controls to feeders of live- 
stock and poultry in domestic areas which 
he may determine to be in an emergency 
shortage condition with respect to animal 
and poultry feed, 
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“Sec. 16. (a) In the event producers of 
wheat are required by an order issued pur- 
suant to the Second War Powers Act, 1942, 
as amended, to sell all or any part of wheat 
delivered to an elevator prior to April 1, 
1947, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall offer to ase the wheat so required 
to be sold at a price determined as follows: 
The purchase price paid for the wheat shall 
be the market price at the point of delivery 
as of any date the producer may elect be- 
tween the date of delivery and March 31, 
1947, inclusive: Provided, however, That only 
one election may be made for each lot of 
wheat: And provided further, That the pro- 
ducer may not elect a date prior to the date 
on which he mails a written notice to Com- 
modity Credit Corporation of his election. 
In the event the producer does not notify 
Commodity Credit Corporation in writing by 
March 31, 1947, of his election of a date for 
determining the market price, such date 
shall be deemed to be March 31, 1947. 

“(b) Any producer of wheat who, prior to 
the date of enactment of this Act, has sold 
any wheat pursuant to the requirements of 
paragraph (ee) (1) of War Food Order Num- 
bered 144, may, at any time within thirty 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
pay to the Commodity Credit Corporation a 
sum equal to the amount for which he sold 
such wheat. Any producer paying any such 
sum to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall be deemed to have sold and delivered 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation as of 
the date he pays such sum a quantity of 
wheat equal in grade and quality to the 
quantity sold by him pursuant to such re- 
quirements and the purchase price to be paid 
to him for such wheat shall be determined 
in the same manner as in the case of a sale 
of wheat to the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion pursuant to the provisions of subsection 
(a) of this section. 

“Src. 17. This Act may be cited as the 
‘Price Control Extension Act of 1946." 

“Src. 18. (1) The provisions of this Act 
shall take effect as of June 30, 1946, and (2) 
all regulations, orders, price schedules, and 
requirements under the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended (except reg- 
ulations or requirements under section 2 (e) 
thereof relating to meat, flour, or coffee), and 
the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, 
which were in effect on June 30, 1946, shall 
be in effect in the same manner and to the 
same extent as if this Act had been enacted 
on June 30, 1946, and (3) any proceeding, 
petition, application, or protest which was 
pending under the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, or the Stabilization 
Act of 1942, as amended, on June 30, 1946, 
shall be proceeded with and shall be effec- 
tive in the same manner and to the same 
extent as if this Act had been enacted on 
June 30, 1946: Provided, That in any case in 
which the Emergency Price Control Act of 
1942, as amended (except sections 204 and 
205), or the Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended (except sections 8 and 9), or any 
regulation, order, or requirement under 
either of such Acts, prescribes any period of 
‘time within which any act is required or 
permitted to be done, and such period had 
commenced but had not expired on June 30, 
1946, such period is hereby extended for a 
number of days equal to the number of 
days from July 1, 1946 to the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, both inclusive: Provided 
further, That no act or transaction, or omis- 
sion or failure to act, occurring subsequent 
to June 30, 1946, and prior to the date of 
enactment of this Act shall be deemed to be 
a violation of the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, or the Stabilization 
Act of 1942, as amended, or of any regulation, 
order, price schedule, or requirement under 
either of such Acts: Provided further, That 
insofar as the provisions of this Act require 
the Administrator to make any change in 
any maximum price, such provisions shall 
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not be deemed to require such change to be 
made before the thirtieth day following the 
date of enactment of this Act.” 
And the Senate agree to the same. 

Brent SPENCE, 

PAUL Brown, 

WRIGHT PATMAN, 

WILLIAM B. BARRY, 

RALPH A. GAMBLE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


Managers on the Part of the Senate, 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
871) extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 1942, 
as amended, submit the following statement 
in explanation of the effect.of the action 
agreed upon by the conferees and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference re- 
port: 

THE JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE HOUSE 

The joint resolution as passed by the House 
contained only four sections, and its pur- 
pose was to provide retroactively for a brief 
extension of the Price Control Act and the 
Stabilization Act, without other change, in 
order to give time for Congress to work out 
further legislation on the subject. 

Sections 1 and 2 provided for continuing 
the Price Control Act and the Stabilization 
Act until July 20, 1946. 

Section 3 provided for authority in the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation to con- 
tinue subsidy and purchase and sale opera- 
tions until July 20, 1946, subject to the limi- 
tation that no new operations should be 
undertaken, and subject to the further limi- 
tation that no change should be made in the 
basis of operations existing on June 29, 1946, 
which would increase the rate of any sub- 
sidy or the rate of loss incurred with respect 
to any commodity. 

Section 4 provided that the joint resolu- 
tion should take effect as of June 30, 1946, the 
purpose being to insure that the provisions 
of the two acts and the regulations, orders, 
and other actions issued or taken thereunder 
should be considered as not having ceased 
to be in effect on June 30, 1946; but the sec- 
tion contained an exception to insure that 
no person would be subject to any suit, ac- 
tion, or prosecution on account of offenses 
committed subsequent to June 30, 1946, and 
prior to the date of the enactment of the 
joint resolution. 


THE SENATE AMENDMENT 


The Senate amendment is a substitute for 
all after the resolving clause of the joint 
resolution passed by the House. 

The Senate amendment differs from the 
joint resolution as passed by the House in 
that, instead of providing for a temporary 
extension with a view to working out fur- 
ther legislation, it proposes extension until 
June 30, 1947, and proposes numerous sub- 
stantive changes to govern the operation of 
price controls during the period of exten- 
sion. Since the substitute agreed to in con- 
ference follows the pattern of the Senate 
amendment, with exceptions, hereinafter ex- 
plained, the provisions of the Senate amend- 
ment are outlined in detail below: 

Sections 1, 2, and 16—extension of Price 
Control Act and Stabilization Act 

Sections 1 and 2 of the Senate amend- 

ment amend the Price Control Act and the 
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Stabilization Act so as to continue such acts 
in effect until June 30, 1947. By section 18 
these amendments, as well as the other 
amendments proposed, are made effective as 
of June 30, 1946, so as to insure that the pro- 
visions of these acts will not be considered 
to have ceased to be in effect on June 30, 
1946, and it is provided in section 18 that 
all regulations, orders, price schedules, and 
requirements under the Price Control Act 
and the Stabilization Act which were in ef- 
fect on June 30, 1946, shall be in effect in 
the same manner and to the same extent 
as if this legislation had been enacted on 
June 30, 1946; but a saving provision is in- 
cluded that no act or transaction occurring 
after June 30, 1946, and prior to the date of 
enactment of this legislation shall be deemed 
to be a violation of the Price Control Act 
or the Stabilization Act, or of any regula- 
tion, order, price schedule, or requirement 
under either of such acts. A provision is 
also included in section 18 to preserve the 
status of proceedings, petitions, applications, 
and protests which were pending on June 
30, 1946, but providing, in appropriate cases, 
that where any period of time was prescribed 
within which any act was required or per- 
mitted to be done, and such period had 
commenced but had not expired on June 
30, 1946, such period shall be extended for 
a number of days equal to the number of 
days from July 1, 1946, to the date of en- 
actment of this legislation. 


Section 3—Decontrol of commodities; price 
adjustments and administration in case of 
agricultural commodities 


The Senate amendment (by sec. 3) pro- 
poses to add after section 1 of the Price 
Control Act a new section 1A containing 
declarations of congressional policy regard- 
ing termination of price controls and related 
controls, and prescribing particular stand- 
ards or requirements with respect to ter- 
mination of price controls. In addition to 
its decontrol provisions, it relates to price 
adjustments and price administration in the 
case of agricultural commodities. The pro- 
posed new section 1A is explained below. 

Objectives: Subsection (a) of this new 
section states that the rapid attainment of 
production equal to the public demand is 
one of the necessary and urgent objectives 
for the prevention of inflation and for the 
achievement of a reasonable stability in the 
general level of prices and rents, cost of liv- 
ing, and costs of production; that unneces- 
sary or unduly prolonged controls over prices 
and rents and use of subsidies would be in- 
consistent with the return to a healthy peace- 
time economy and would tend to repress and 
prevent the attainment of the goals stated in 
the act; and that adequate prices are neces- 
sary stimulants to the desired production 
and the expeditious attainment of said goals. 

Declaration of decontrol policy: Subsec- 
tion (b) of the new section declares the policy 
of Congress that the Office of Price Adminis- 
tration, and other agencies of the Govern- 
ment, shall use their price, subsidy, and 
other powers to promote the earliest prac- 
ticable balance between production and de- 
mand in the case of commodities under their 
control, and that the general control of prices 
and the use of subsidy powers shall be 
terminated as rapidly as possible consistent 
with the policies and purposes set forth in 
this section and in no event later than June 
30, 1947, and that on that date the Office of 
Price Administration shall be abolished. 

Recommendations by the President: Sub- 
section (c) of the new section provides, in 
eae, gins (1) thereof, that the President 

shall recommend to the Congress as soon as 


“practicable and in any event on or before 


January 15, 1947, such further legislation as 
in his judgment is needed to establish 
monetary, fiscal, and other policies which are 
adequate to supplement the control of prices 
and wages during the balance of the fiscal 
year 1947, and to insure that general control 
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of prices and wages can be terminated by 
June 30, 1947, without danger of inflation 
thereafter. Paragraph (2) of this subsection 
provides that on or before April 1, 1947, the 
President shall report to the Congress what, 
if any, commodities or classes of com- 
modities, including housing accommoda- 
tions, are in such critically short supply as 
to necessitate, in his judgment, the con- 
tinuance of price control or rent control as 
to them after June 30, 1947, together with 
his recommendations as to established de- 
partments or agencies of the Government 
which should be charged with the adminis- 
tration of such control. 

Decontrol in case of nonagricultural com- 
modities: Subsection (d) of the new sec- 
tion 1A relates to the decontrol of nonagri- 
cultural commodities. First, paragraph (1) 
of this subsection provides for the removal 
of maximum prices on nonagricultural com- 
modities not important in relation to busi- 
ness costs or living costs. The Price Ad- 
ministrator is directed to proceed with the 
decontrol of these commodities as rapidly as, 
in his judgment, will be consistent with the 
avoidance of a cumulative and dangerous 
unstabilizing effect. Maximum prices on all 
such commodities are to be removed on or 
before December 31, 1946, and after that date 
no maximum price may be maintained for 
any nonagricultural* commodity or class of 
commodities unless the same has been ex- 
pressly found by the Administrator to be im- 
portant in relation to business costs or liv- 
ing costs. 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (d) states a 
general rule for the removal of maximum 
prices in the case of nonagricultural com- 
modities, whether or not such commodities 
are important in relation to business costs 
or living costs. This rule is that maximum 
prices shall be promptly removed whenever 
the supply of a commodity exceeds or is in 
approximate balance with the demand 
therefor (including appropriate inventory 
requirements). Under this subsection, it is 
the duty of the Administrator to remove 
maximum prices upon his own initiative 
when the applicable decontrol standards are 
satisfied; however, provision is made in the 
later parts of this section for industry ad- 
visory committees to petition the Adminis- 
trator for decontrol when such committees 
believe that the applicable decontrol stand- 
ards have been satisfied and, in case of ad- 
verse action by the Administrator upon such 
a petition, further provision is made for an 
appeal to, an independent Price Decontrol 
Board which may order the Administrator to 
remove maximum prices. 

Paragraph (8) of subsection (d) provides 
that the Price Administrator, with the ad- 
vance consent in writing of the Price Decon- 
trol Board, may reestablish maximum prices 
for a nonagricultural commodity which has 
been decontrolled, if the supply of such com- 
modity is no longer consistent with the ap- 
plicable decontrol standard. 

Paragraph (4) of subsection (d) prohibits 
the imposition or maintenance of price con- 
trols with respect to petroleum or petroleum 
products processed or manufactured in 
whole or substantial part from petroleum 
unless the Price Decontrol Board first de- 
termines and certifies in writing to the Ad- 
ministrator that the supply of crude petro- 
leum, or the particular product on which 
controls are to be imposed or maintained, is 
insufficient to meet the domestic demand 
therefor. 

Decontrol and other requirements in case 
of agricultural commodities: Subsection (e) 
of the proposed new section 1A contains pro- 
visions relating to the removal of maximum 
prices on agricultural commodities, the ad- 
justment of such maximum prices, and other 
provisions relating to the administration of 
eng weg prices on agricultural commodi- 

es. 
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Paragraph (1) of this subsection provides 
that the Secretary of Agriculture shall cer- 
tify to the Price Administrator each agricul- 
tural commodity which the Secretary deter- 
mines to be in short supply. An agricultural 
commodity will be in short supply for the 
purposes of this section, unless the supply of 
such commodity equals or exceeds the re- 
quirements for such commodity for the cur- 
rent marketing season. No maximum price 
may be applicable to any agricultural com- 
modity during any calendar month which 
begins more that 30 days after the enactment 
of this section, unless such commodity is 
certified by the Secretary of Agriculture as 
being in short supply. 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (e) provides 
that whenever the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that maximum prices on any 
agricultural commodity which is in short 
supply are impeding the necessary production 
of such commodity, he may recommend to 
the Price Administrator such adjustments in 
such maximum prices as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be necessary to attain the necessary 
production of such commodity; and the Price 
Administrator is required to adjust such 
maximum prices in accordance with such 
recommendations. This paragraph (2) also 
contains a provision relating to the decontrol 
of agricultural commodities not important in 
relation to business costs or living costs. The 
Secretary of Agriculture is directed to recom- 
mend to the Price Administrator the removal 
of maximum prices on such commodities as 
rapidly as, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
will be consistent with the avoidance of a 
cumulative and dangerous unstabilizing ef- 
fect, and he is to recommend the removal of 
maximum prices on all such unimportant 
commodities by December 31, 1946. The 
Administrator is required to remove maxi- 
mum prices in accordance with such recom- 
mendations. 

Paragraph (3) of this subsection provides 
that whenever the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that an agricultural commodity 
with respect to which maximum prices have 
been removed is in short supply and that the 
reestablishment of maximum prices with re- 
spect thereto is n to effectuate the 
purposes of the Price Control Act, the Secre- 
tary, with the written consent of the Price 
Decontrol Board, may recommend to the Ad- 
ministrator, the reestablishment of price con- 
trols with respect to such commodity, and 
that the Administrator shall reestablish such 
controls upon such recommendation. 

Paragraph (4) of this subsection defines 
the term “agricultural commodity” to mean 
(except for purposes of subsection (d) (6)) 
any agricultural commodity and any food or 
feed product processed or manufactured in 
whole or substantial part from any agricul- 
tural commodity. 

Paragraph (5) of this subsection (e) pro- 
vides that the Secretary of Agriculture, in 
exercising his functions under the Emer- 
gency Price Control Act, shall not be sub- 
ject to the direction or control of any other 
appointive officer or agency in the executive 
branch of the Government, except to the 
extent that a review of his decisions by the 
Price Decontrol Board is provided for in this 
section, and that no such officer or agency 
shall undertake to exercise any direction or 
control over the Secretary of Agriculture 
with respect to the exercise of such functions, 
This paragraph also provides that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture may at any time with- 
draw his approval of any action with respect 
to which his approval is required under the 
Emergency Price Control Act, and that upon 
the withdrawal of his approval such action 
shall be rescinded. This provision is related 
to section 3 (e) of the present law, which re- 
quires that written approval of the Secretary 
of Agriculture be obtained for actions taken 


under the Price Control Act with respect to 
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agricultural commodities and with respect to 
regulations, orders, price schedules, and other 
requirements applicable to processors with 
respect to food or feed products processed 
or manufactured in whole or substantial 
part from agricultural commodities. 

Paragraph (6) of this subsection (e) pro- 
vides that no maximum price and no regu- 
lation or order under the Price Control Act 
or the Stabilization Act shall be applicable 
with respect to any agricultural commodity, 
or any service rendered with respect to any 
agricultural commodity, unless a regulation 
or order establishing a maximum price with 
respect to such commodity had been issued 
under the Price Control Act prior to April 
1, 1946. This provision will not prevent the 
restoring of maximum prices in the case of 
a commodity upon which maximum prices 
had been in effect prior to April 1, 1946, even 
though maximum prices upon such com- 
modity had been removed and were not in 
effect on April 1, 1946, nor will it prevent 
the maintenance of maximum prices upon a 
commodity if a regulation or order establish- 
ing maximum prices upon such commodity 
had been issued prior to April 1, 1946, even 
though such regulation or order did not 
take effect until after that date. On the 
other hand, the provision will prohibit other 
types of regulations and orders ùs well as 
maximum prices in the case of any agricul- 
tural commodity unless a regulation or order 
had been issued prior to April 1, 1946, estab- 
lishing a maximum price on such commodity, 
Thus, in the case of cotton, the recent order 
relating to margin requirements for futures 
trading, although not a maximum price regu- 
lation or order, will be made inapplicable 
because maximum prices with respect to 
cotton were not established prior to April 
1, 1946. 

Paragraphs (7) to (11), inclusive, of such 
subsection (e) specifically decontrol certain 
specified commodities. They provide that no 
maximum price and no regulation or order 
under the Price Control Act or the Stabili- 
zation Act shall be applicable with respect to 
the following commodities: 

(1) Livestock, poultry, or eggs, or food or 
feed products processed or manufactured in 
whole or substantial part from livestock, 
poultry, or eggs. 

(2) Cottonseed, soybeans, or products 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from cottonseed or soybeans. 

(3) Milk or food or feed products processed 
or manufactured in whole or substantial part 
from milk. 

(4) Grains for which standards have been 
established under the United States Grain 
Standards Act, and any livestock or poultry 
feed processed or manufactured in whole or 
substantial part therefrom. 

(5) Leaf tobacco and tobacco products 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part therefrom. 

Paragraph (12) of such subsection (e) 
makes it unlawful for the Administrator, in 
establishing maximum prices for sales of fin- 
ished woven fabrics made primarily of cotton 
fiber or of apparel made therefrom, to estab- 
lish or maintain differentials in the method 
of determining the basic grey-goods cost or 
the finished-woven-fabrics cost to which a 
mark-up is to be applied based on the degree 
of integration of the seller. 

Saving provision: Subsection (f) of the 
proposed new section 1A provides that noth- 
ing in this section shall limit the authority 
to remove maximum prices at an earlier 
time than would be required by the section. 

Petitions for decontrol: Subsection (g) of 
the proposed new section provides that the 
industry advisory committee appointed un- 
der the Price Control Act with respect to a 
commodity may file a petition for the re- 
moval of maximum prices on such com- 
modity, if in the judgment of the commit- 
tee the standards set forth in this section 
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require the removal of maximum prices for 
such commodity. Such petitions are to be 
filed with the Price Administrator in the case 
of nonagricultural commodities and with the 
Secretary of Agriculture in the case of ag- 
ricultural commodities. The petition is to 
state the grounds upon which the committee 
believes the removal of maximum prices to 
be required and is to be accompanied by 
written evidence in support of the petition. 
The Administrator or the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, as the case may be, must act upon 
the petition within 15 days after it is filed. 
If the petition is not granted in full, the 
Administrator or the Secretary, as the case 
may be, must, upon the request of the in- 
dustry advisory committee, hold a hearing 
for the further consideration of the petition, 
and must within 15 days after the hearing 
make a decision upon the petition. If the 
petition is denied in whole or. in part, such 
decision must be accompanied by a written 
statement of the reasons for denying the pe- 
tition in whole or in part. If the Adminis- 
trator or the Secretary has not granted the 
petition after the hearing, the petitioning 
industry advisory committee may petition 
the Price Decontrol Board, established under 
this section, for a review of the action of the 
Administrator or the Secretary. The special 
method which is provided in this section for 
the consideration of petitions for decontrol 
made by industry advisory committees does 
not take away or impair any right of any 
person subject to a maximum price regula- 
tion to protest the continued maintenance 
of maximum prices in accordance with the 
regular protest provisions of the Price Con- 
trol Act. 

Price Decontrol Board: Subsection (h) of 
the proposed new section establishes a Price 
Decontrol Board as an independent agency 
in the executive branch of the Government. 
The Board is to be composed of three mem- 
bers appointed by the President by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. This 
Board is to have jurisdiction to review deci- 
sions of the Price Administrator and the Sec- 

of Agriculture in cases where those 
officers have failed or refused to remove price 
controls upon the petition of industry ad- 
visory committees. Upon such review the 
Board is to order the removal of maximum 
prices if and to the extent that in its judg- 
ment the standards of decontrol stated in 
subsections (d) and (e) have been satisfied 
with respect to the commodity involved. 
Also, as indicated above, price controls may 
be reestablished with respect to a commodity 
from which price controls have been re- 
moved only if the Price Decontrol Board gives 
its written consent to reestablishing such 
controls, This subsection contains provisions 
giving the Board such authority as is neces- 
sary to enable it to perform its functions and 
prescribing procedure to be followed with re- 
spect to petitions made to the Board. 


Section 4—Establishment of regional indus- 
try advisory committees 


Section 4 of the Senate amendment amends 
section 2 (a) of the Price Control Act by add- 
ing a new sentence requiring that in admin- 
istering the provisions of such section 2 (a), 
relating to the establishment of industry ad- 
visory committees, the Price Administrator, 
upon the request of a substantial portion of 
the industry in any region, shall promptly 
appoint a regional industry advisory commit- 
tee for such region. 


Section 5—Rent ceilings in case of hotels 


Section 5 of the Senate amendment pro- 
poses to add a new paragraph to section 2 
(b) of the Price Control Act authorizing the 
Administrator, when establishing rent ceil- 
ings on hotels or when passing upon appli- 
cations for adjustment of rent ceilings there- 
on, to take into consideration the distinction 
between transient hotels and residential or 
apartment hotels, including the difference in 
investment, operation, expenses, and me- 
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chanical details of operation. The provision 
contains a requirement that the Administra- 


tor classify separately by regulation (1) tran- | 


sient hotels, (2) residential and apartment 
hotels, and (3) tourist courts, rooming 
houses, and boarding houses. 


Section 6—Subsidy operations 


Section 6 of the Senate amendment con- 
tains provisions relating to subsidy opera- 
tions (including buying for resale at a loss) 
in the case of the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration and the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. 

Subsection (a) provides that the last para- 
graph of section 2 (e) of the Price Control 
Act, as amended, shall not apply with respect 
to such operations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, but such operations are lim- 
ited as to purpose, amount, and duration by 
the following provisions: 

“Payments and purchases may be made 
with respect to operations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, which involve subsidies 
and anticipated losses as follows: 

“(1) With respect to rubber produced in 
Latin America and Africa for which commit- 
ments were made before January 1, 1946, 
$31,000,000. 

“(2) With respect to copper, lead, and zinc, 
in the form of premium price payments, 
$100,000,000: Provided, That (A) premiums 
shall be paid on ores mined or removed from 
mine dumps or tailing piles before July 1, 
1947, though shipped and/or processed and 
marketed subsequently thereto; and that 
(B) the premium price plan for copper, lead, 
and zine shall be extended until June 30, 
1947, on terms not less favorable to the pro- 
ducer than heretofore and (i) adjustments 
shall be made to encourage exploration and 
development work, (ii) adequate allowances 
shall be made for depreciation and depletion, 
and (iii) all classes of premiums shall be 
noncancelable unless necessary in order to 
make individual adjustments of income to 
specific mines. 

“(8) With respect to purchases by the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation, of such 
tin ores and concentrates as it deems neces- 
sary to insure continued operation of the 
Texas City tin smelter. 

“(4) With respect to noncrop programs, 
1946 crop-program operations and the 1947 
crop-program operations relating to sugar, 
flour, petroleum, petroleum products, and 
other domestic and imported materials and 
commodities, $869,000,000: Provided, That 
the operations authorized under this sub- 
paragraph (4) shall be progressively reduced, 
shall be terminated not later than April 1, 
1947, and shall not cost more than 
$629,000,000 during the last 6 months of the 
calendar year 1946. Operations shall not be 
carried out under authority of this subpara- 
graph (4) with respect to any commodity for 
any period Guring which maximum prices on 
such commodity are not in effect under the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, or the Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended: Provided, That subsidies with re- 
spect to pertoleum produced from stripper 
wells shall be continued at not to exceed the 
existing rates. No new subsidy or purchase 
and sale operations shall be undertaken 
under the authority of this subparagraph 
(4), and no change shall be made in the 
basis of any existing operations for which 
funds are made available under this sub- 
paragraph, which will increase the rate of 
any subsidy or the rate of loss incurred with 
respect to any commodity.” 

The premium price plan for copper, lead, 
and zinc, and the stripper well subsidies on 
petroleum would be retroactive to June 30, 
1946. 

Subsection (b) provides that when any di- 
rect or indirect subsidy to an industry is re- 
duced or terminated, any maximum price ap- 
plicable to the product affected shall be cor- 
respondingly increased, except in the case of 
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transportation subsidies and differential sub- 
sidies to high-cost producers. 

Subsection (c) provides that when roll- 
back subsidies have been in effect, and have 
been or shall be discontinued, equivalent 
price increases shall be permitted. 

Subsections (d) and (f) contain saving 
provisions to make it clear that nothing in 
the section is to affect the operation of cer- 
tain provisions of law, previously enacted, 
granting authority to engage in subsidy op- 
erations. These are Public Laws 30, 88, 164, 
328, and 388 of the Seventy-ninth Congress. 

Subsection (e) provides that notwithstand- 
ing other provisions of the section, 1946 and 
1947 crop program operations with respect to 
sugar may, while maximum prices are in ef- 
fect with respect to sugar, be continued until 
such crops are processed and distributed, and 
-the cost of 1946 crop program operations with 
respect to sugar may be charged to the funds 
authorized by Public Law 30, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, as amended by Public Law 328, Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress. It is provided that for 
purposes of the section no subsidy 
operation on sugar shall be considered to be 
a new subsidy. A proviso is included that 
neither the Commodity Credit Corporation 
nor any other Government agency shall ab- 
sorb any increase in the price paid for Cuban 
sugar over 3.675 cents per pound, raw basis, 
f. o. b. Cuba, as being paid for such sugar, in 
Cuba, on June 30, 1946. - 


Section 7—Fish and sea-food commodities 


Section 7 of the Senate amendment amends 
section 2 (i) of the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended, which now provides 
that no maximum price shall be established 
for any fishery commodity below the average 
price of such commodity in the year 1942. 
Under the proposed amendment, this subsec- 
tion will provide that for the purposes of the 
Price Control Act and the Stabilization Act, 
fish and other sea foods shall be deemed to be 
agricultural commodities, and commodities 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from fish or other sea foods 
shall be deemed to be manufactured in whole 
or substantial part from agricultural com- 
modities. However, instead of making appli- 
cable to fish and other sea foods the provi- 
sions of section 3 of the Stabilization Act of 
1942, which establishes for agricultural com- 
modities pricing standards based on parity or 
the highest price prevailing between Jan- 
uary 1, 1942, and September 15, 1942, the 
amendment provides that the maximum price 
for any fish or sea-food commodity or for any 
commodity processed or manufactured in 
whole or substantial part therefrom shall not 
be below the average price therefor in the 
year 1942. The amendment will have the ef- 
fect of making applicable to fish and other 
sea foods the provisions of section 3 (e) of 
the Price Control Act relating to securing the 
written approval of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, and will also have the effect of making 
applicable to fish and other sea foods the de- 
control standards which are provided for 
agricultural commodities. 


Section 8—Limiting quantity of products 
sold to any buyer 

Section 8 of the Senate amendment adds 
to section 2 (j) of the Price Control Act a 
provision to the effect that nothing in such 
Act shall be construed as authorizing any 
regulation or order of the Administrator to 
fix a quantity or percentage of any product 
which any seller may sell to any buyer. This 
provision would have the effect of discon- 
tinuing and prohibiting such limitations as 
that contained in Maximum Price Regulation 
602, which provides that a manufacturer of 
nylon hosiery may not distribute a larger 
percentage of his product to wholesale out- 
lets than he did in the base year, 1941, 


Section 9—Highest price line in service 
establishments 


Section 9 of the Senate amendment amends 
section 2 (k) of the Price Control Act so as 
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to make applicable with respect to service 
establishments the provisions of that subsec- 
tion which provide that no seller of goods at 


retail shall be required to limit his sales with - 


reference to any highest price line offered 
for sale by him at any prior time. 


Section 10—Subsections added to section 2 
of the Price Control Act 


Section 10 of the Senate amendment pro- 
poses to add new subsections (0) to (u), in- 
clusive, at the end of section 2 of the Emer- 
gency Price Control Act of 1942. 

Control of certain items in restaurants: 
The new subsection (o) provides that no 
maximum price shall be applicable to any 
item served in any restaurant or other eating 
establishment if such item consists in whole 
or major part of a commodity which is not 
under price control with respect to sales to 
such restaurant or other eating establish- 
ment, unless the maximum price of such 
item, when sold by such restaurant or other 
eating establishment, is determined by the 
addition of a customary margin to the ac- 
quisition cost of such item. 

Maximum average price plan: The new 
subsection (p) provides that no maximum 
price regulation or order shall be issued or 
continued in effect requiring any seller to 
limit his sales by any weighted average price 
limitation based on his previous sales. This 
provision will have the effect of eliminating 
the maximum average price plan under which 
manufacturers subject to it are restrained 
from delivering for sale in any quarter goods 
averaging in price more than the weighted 
average price of the goods which he delivered 
for sale in a corresponding previous quarter. 

Discounts in certain retail industries: The 
new subsection (q) provides that the Admin- 
istrator shall not reduce established peace- 
time retail trade discounts or mark-ups or 
dealer handling charges in the case of certain 
commodities whose production was discon- 
tinued or restricted during the war. This 

_restriction would apply in the case of any 
retail industry whose principal sales during 
the calendar years 1939 to 1941, inclusive, 
consisted of sales of a commodity or commod- 
ities whose production or retail distribution 
was reduced for a period ot 3 years beginning 
on or after March 2, 1942, by 75 percent or 
more below such production or retail distri- 
bution for the calendar years 1939 to 1941, 
inclusive, as a result of the operation of any 
governmental regulation or restriction. The 
restriction contained in this subsection 
would no longer apply after the retail unit 
sales of an affected commodity for a period 
of 6 months have reached the average an- 
nual retail unit sales thereof for the calendar 
years 1939 to 1941, inclusive. 

Discounts for certain wholesale industries: 
The new subsection (r) makes the same kind 
of provision, except as to dealer handling 
charges, for wholesalers dealing in the com- 
modities described above in subsection (q) 
as that subsection makes for retailers dealing 
in such commodities. 

Discounts for certain commodities: The 
new subsection (s) provides that no maxi- 
mum price regulation or order shall require 
the reduction of the esablished peacetime 
discounts or mark-ups for the sale of any 
manufactured or processed commodity if the 
retail, wholesale, or other distributive trade 

selling such commodity shows that the com- 
modity constituted approximately one-half 
or more of the gross sales income of a ma- 
jority. of the persons engaged in such trade 
in 1945 and that, in the first quarter of 1946, 
the deliveries of such commodity to such dis- 
tributive trade were less than the deliveries 
thereof in the corresponding quarter of 1945. 
For the purposes of this subsection, all com- 
modities in a line of related commodities 
which, for the purpose of establishing manu- 
facturers’ and processors’ maximum prices, 
have been placed. under a single regulation 
are to be treated as a single commodity, The 
effect of this provision is to require the deal- 
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ers in farm implements and farm machinery, 
or in any other commodities to which the 
subsection may be applicable, be given max- 
imum prices which will allow them the same 
discounts or mark-ups which they enjoyed 
during peacetime. 

Maximum prices applicable to wholesale 
or retail distributors: The new subsection 
(t) provides that in establishing maximum 
prices applicable to wholesale or retail dis- 
tributors, the Administrator shall allow the 
current cost of acquisition of any commodity, 
plus such percentage discount or mark-up as 
was in effect on June 29, 1946. 

Certain new commodities: The new subsec- 
tion (u) provides that no maximum price 
shall be established or maintained with re- 
spect to any new commodity the use of 
which, in the production, manufacturing, or 
processing of any commodity or commodities, 
without increasing the cost to the ultimate 
user, either increases the life or reduces the 
cost of production, manufacture, or process- 
ing of the commodity or commodities pro- 
duced, manufactured, or processed, but the 
exemption provided for in this subsection is 
to apply only when the Price Administrator 
upon application finds that the standards 
prescribed in the subsection are met. The 
term “new commodity” is defined to mean a 
commodity which was not commercially or 
industrially available prior to January 30, 
1942. 


Section 11—Mazimum prices in the case of 
products of a producing, manufacturing, or 
processing industry 
This section of the Senate amendment pro- 

poses to add a new section 6 after section 6 

of the Price Control Act, as amended. 

Subsection (a) of the new section provides 
that for purposes of the section the “base 
period” shall be the calendar year 1940, or, 
in the case of an industry customarily keep- 
ing its accounts on a fiscal year basis, the 
industry’s fiscal year 1940. 

Subsection (b) prescribes the basic pric- 
ing standard to be applicable, in those cases 
where the procedure specified in subsection 
(i) is complied with, in the case of any 
product of a producing, manufacturing, or 
processing industry (including any industry 
furnishing service or transportation the 
charges for which are subject to the Admin- 
istrator’s control). This standard requires 
that no maximum prices shall be established 
or maintained for any such product which 
do not return on the average to the industry 
not less than the average dollar price of such 
product during the base period, plus the 
average increase in cost of producing, manu- 
facturing, or processing the same accruing 
since the base period. It is provided, how- 
ever, that the maximum prices for a product 
shall be deemed in compliance with the 
standard if such prices on the average are 
equal to the average current total cost of the 
product plus the industry's over-all profit 
margin on sales in the base period. A pro- 
viso is included requiring, in the case of 
logs, lumber, and lumber products, that 
maximum prices shall be established at a 
level which will permit producers of at least 
90 percent of the production of such logs, 
lumber, or lumber products to recover their 
current costs of production. It is provided 
that the ceiling price of timber used or the 
current market price shall be considered the 
cost of such timber. 

Subsection (c) provides that for purpose of 
determining costs the Administrator shall 
ascertain the costs of a reasonable number of 
typical producers, manufacturers, or proces- 
sors and shall follow accepted methods of 
accounting and such fair and reasonable 
methods of calculation as he shall establish 
by regulation, including reasonable adjust- 
ments for conditions resulting from abnor- 
mal volume of production. 

Subsection (d) provides that maximum 
prices established under the section shall 


JULY 23 


not be held invalid on account of failure to 
return his costs to any partciular member 
of any group involved. 

Subsection (e) is included to insure that 
nothing in the section will nullify the power 
of the Administrator, under section 2 (c) of 
the Price Control Act, to make reasonable 
adjustments and exceptions, in individual 
cases, to prevent undue hardship. 

Subsection (f) specifies circumstances un- 
der which the section is not to be deemed 
to require adjustment of maximum prices in 
accordance with the basic pricing standard 
set forth in subsection (a). It provides that 
where the maximum prices of a product on 
the average equal its average current total 
costs, adjustment of maximum prices to ac- 
cord with the standard shall not be required 
for any period during which it appears that 
a substantial expansion in the production 
or use of the product would not be practica- 
ble or would be practicable only by reduc- 
ing the production of at least equally needed 
products. 

Subsection (g) defines “product” to mean 
any major item, or any article different in 
character from other products of the indus- 
try; but all styles, models, or other varieties 
of any such item or article shall be considered 
as one product. 

Subsection (h) provides that the provisions 
of the section shall not appiy with respect to 
any maximum price applicable to manufac- 
turers or processors in the case of products 
made in whole or major part from cotton 
or cotton yarn or wool or wool yarn. 

Subsection (i) prescribes the procedure to 
be followed before the section, in any particu- 
lar instance, is to require any adjustment in 
maximum prices or invalidate any maximum 
price. Any industry advisory committee is 
authorized to apply to the Administrator for 
the adjustment of maximum prices applica- 
ble to any product in accordance with the 
standards set forth in the section, and must 
present with the application comprehensive 
evidence with respect to costs and prices, 
The Administrator, on the basis of all evi- 
dence available to him; must within 60 days 
either make the adjustments in maximum 
prices required by the section or, if he finds 
that no adjustments are required, deny the 
application. If within the time specified the 
Administrator neither makes the adjustments 
nor denies the application, the industry ad- 
visory committee may petition the Emer- 
gency Court of Appeals for relief, and such 
court is given jurisdiction by appropriate or- 
der to require the Administrator to make the 
determination and announcement within 
such time, not to exceed 30 days as may be 
fixed by the court. It is provided that if the 
Administrator fails to make the determina- 
tion and announcement within the time 
fixed no maximum priee shall thereafter be 
applicable with respect to any sale of such 
product by any seller. 

Section 12—Enjforcement amendments 


Section 12 of the Senate amendment re- 
lates to the enforcement provisions of sec- 
tion 205 (e) of the act. Subsection (a) pre- 
vents the cumulation of the Administra- 
tor's claims, except for three times the ac- 
tual overcharges, where he brings a treble 
damage action based on overcharges to a 
number of buyers. Under the present law 
the Administrator might sue a grocer for 
$5,000 because of 100 overcharges of 10 cents 
each to 100 different buyers. Under the 
amendment the maximum recovery in that 
lawsuit would be $50, Had the overcharges 
been 20 cents each, the maximum recovery 
would be three times the overcharges, or $60, 

This subsection also provides that if the 
defendant in a treble damage action proves 
that his violation was neither willful nor 
the result of failure to take practicable pre- 
cautions against its occurrence the damages 
assessed shall be the amount of the over- 
charge. The effect of the amendment is to 
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eliminate in such cases the $25 minimum 
prescribed by the present law. 

Subsection (b) forbids the Administrator 
from instituting or maintaining an action if 
(1) the violation arose because the seller 
acted upon and in accordance with the writ- 
ten advice and instructions of the Adminis- 
trator or any regional administrator or dis- 
trict director of the Office of Frice Adminis- 
tration or (2) if the violation arose out of a 
sale to an agency of the Federal Government 
or to any public housing authority super- 
vised or financed by such an agency if the 
sale was made pursuant to the lowest bid 
made in response to an invitation for com- 
petitive bids. 

The last paragraph of this subsection is 
designed to forbid the institution or main- 
tenance of an action by the Administrator in 
a situation like that which has arisen in the 
work-glove industry. The amendment for- 
bids enforcement action where the Admin- 
istrator determines (1) that the violation 
consisted of an apparel manufacturer's sell- 
ing an item at his published March 1942 
price list prices instead of his March 1942 
delivered prices, and (2) that his customary 
pricing patterns for related apparel items 
would be distorted by a requirement that his 
ceilings be the March 1942 delivered prices. 

Section 13 of the Senate amendment 
amends section 205 (f) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act, relating to suspensions 
for violations of the act. The amendment 
made by this section provides that no sus- 
pension of a license shall be ordered or di- 
rected if the person charged with the viola- 
tion proves that the violation in question 
was neither willful nor the result of failure 
to take proper precautions against the occur- 
rence of the violation. 


Section 14—Products made from cotton and 
wool 


Section 14 of the Senate amendment pro- 
to add a new paragraph to section 3 
of the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended. 
This paragraph relates to maximum prices 
applicable to manufacturers or processors of 
products made in whole or major part from 
cotton or cotton yarn or wool or wool yarn, 
Under existing law the price standards es- 
tablished in the law must be applied sepa- 
rately to each major item in the case of 
products made in whole or major part from 
cotton or cotton yarn. This amendment 
makes it clear that when the current cost 
of cotton is higher than parity, the current 
cost. must be used in applying. such price 
standards separately to each major item. 
The amendment also specifies that as to 
each such major item there shall be added 
to the cotton cost the weighted average of 
mill conversion costs and a reasonable profit. 
This amendment also provides that the pric- 
ing standards applicable to major items 
made in whole or major part from cotton or 
cotton yarn under this paragraph shall also 
be applicable to major items made in whole 
or major part from wool or wool yarn. It 
contains a provision defining the reasonable 
profit as not less than a weighted average 
profit for each unit of the item in question 
equal to the weighted average of the profit 
earned on an equivalent unit of such item 
during the period 1939 to 1941, both inclu- 
sive. 
Section 15—Relief of feed shortages 
Section 15 of the Senate amendment pro- 
vides that the Secretary of Agriculture, 
through the Commodity Credit Corporation 
or otherwise, is authorized to allocate feed 
which he controls to feeders of livestock and 
poultry in domestic areas which he deter- 
mines to be in an emergency shortage condi- 
tion with respect to animal and poultry feed. 
Section 16—Government purchases of wheat 
Section 16 of the Senate amendment pro- 
vides that when producers of wheat are re- 
quired by the Government, pursuant to the 
Second War Powers Act of 1942, as amended, 
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to sell all or any part of the wheat delivered 
to an elevator prior to April 1, 1947, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall offer 
to purchase the wheat which the producers 
are required to sell. The purchase price to 
be paid by such corporation in these cases 
is to be the market price at the point of de- 
livery as of any date the producer may elect 
between the date of delivery and March 31, 
1947. The producer may not elect a date 
which has occurred prior to the time he 
makes his election. In this manner the pro- 
ducer is given an opportunity to decide 
whether or not he wiches to retain the right 
to profit from any increases which may oc- 
cur in the market price of wheat before 
April 1, 1947; but, if he does so, he must as- 
sume the risk of loss which will result from 
any decrease in the market price of wheat 
prior to such date. Subsection (b) of this 
section in effect makes the provision de- 
scribed above retroactive until May 24, 1946, 
when the Government's present wheat pur- 
chase program was put into effect. Pro- 
ducers who have sold their wheat under that 
program prior to the date the provision above 
described takes effect may, by returning or 
paying to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
the sum which they received for their wheat 
when it was sold, place themselves in the 
same position as if the provisions of sub- 
section (a) of this section had been in effect 
at the time when the wheat was sold. 


Section 17—Short title 


Section 17 of the Senate amendment con- 
tains a short title for the proposed legisla- 
tion. 


Section 18—Saving provisions 


The provisions of section 18 of the Senate 
amendment have for the most part been ex- 
plained hereinbefore in the discussion of 
sections 1 and 2 of such amendment. This 
section contains, in addition to the provi- 
sions there explained, a provision to the 
effect that in cases where the provisions of 
this legislation require the Price Adminis- 
trator to make or permit changes in maxi- 
mum prices, the Administrator shall have a 
period of 30 days from the date of enact- 
ment within which to comply with such 
requirements. 


Section 19—Rent control under State law 


Section 19 of the Senate amendment pro- 
vides that whenever a State has established 
or establishes provisions for control and reg- 
ulation of the rent of housing accommoda- 
tions and the governor of the State notifies 
the Price Administrator that such regulation 
and control are in effect, no provision of the 
Price Control Act or regulations, orders, or 
requirements thereunder (except as to of- 
Tenses previously permitted) relating to the 
establishment and maintenance of maximum 
rents under such act shall be applicable 
within the State. The section also directs 
the Administrator to cooperate with any such 
State to the fullest extent, and directs him 
to make available to the proper officials of 
the State records and other information re- 
quested by the State to enable it to effectively 
control and regulate such rents, 


Section 20—Mazimum prices in the case of 
pulpwood 

Section 20 of the Senate amendment pro- 
poses to add a proviso at the end of section 
3 (a) of the Price Control Act providing that 
no maximum price shall be imposed on pulp- 
wood in any State at a price less than 100 
percent of the highest maximum price estab- 
lished for pulpwood derived from trees of the 
same genus in any other State, zone, or re- 
gion; but it is provided that fair and equi- 
table differentials may be established be- 
tween peeled and rough pulpwood. 

THE SUBSTITUTE AGREED TO IN CONFERENCE 

The substitute agreed to in conference 
amends the Price Control Act and the Sta- 
bilization Act, as of June 30, 1946, so as to 
provide for extension of such acts until 
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June 30, 1947, and the provisions included 
in the conference substitute are similar, in 
general, to the provisions of the Senate 
amendment. The conference substitute dif- 
fers from the Senate amendment in a num- 
ber of respects, however, and these differ- 
ences, except for minor and clarifying 
changes, are explained below: 

Decontrol: As has been explained above, 
the Senate amendment provided for specific 
decontrol in the case of certain commodities. 
Except in the case of petroleum and petro- 
leum products, there would have been no 
authority for the reestablishment of controls 
in the case of these commodities. While spe- 
cific decontrol of all these commodities is 
retained in the conference substitute (except 
for products of cottonseed and soybeans 
other than feed or food products), the 
standard for recontrol in the case of petro- 
leum and petroleum products is changed, and 
provisions have been included which would 
permit the reestablishment of controls in 
the case of the other named commodities 
under specified circumstances. 

A special provision is included with respect 
to the following commodities: (1) Livestock, 
milk, or food or feed products thereof, (2) 
cottonseed and soybeans, and food or feed 
products thereof, and (3) grains for which 
standards have been established under the 
United States Grain Standards Act, and live- 
stock or poultry feed produced therefrom. 
This special recontrol provision is contained 
in paragraph (8) of subsection (e) of the 
proposed new section 1A of the Price Control 
Act. Subparagraph (A) of this paragraph 
provides that price controls shall not be ap- 
plicable to such commodities prior to August 
21, 1946, but it directs the Price Decontrol 
Board to proceed forthwith to consider 
whether such commodities shall continue, 
after August 20, 1946, to be free from price 
controls, The Board, after opportunity for 


_ hearing to affected industries and consum- 


ers, is empowered by subparagraph (B) to de- 
termine whether or not any such commodity 
shall be subject to price controls after Au- 
gust 20, 1946. The Board is to direct that 
such commodity shall not be so regulated 
unless it finds (1) that the price of such 
commodity has risen unreasonably above a 
price equal to the lawful maximum price in 
effect on June 30, 1946, plus the amount per 
unit of any subsidy payable with respect 
thereto as of June 29, 1946, and (2) that such 
commodity is in short supply and that its 
regulation is practicable and enforceable, and 
(3) that the public interest will be served 
by such regulation. If in the case of any 
such commodity the Board fails to direct, on 
or before August 20, 1946, that such com- 
modity shall not be subject to price controls, 
it is provided that maximum prices and 
regulations and orders under the Price Con- 
trol Act and the Stabilization Act shall be 
applicable with respect to such commodity. 
If the Board directs, pursuant to subpara- 
graph (B), that any such commodity shall 
not be so regulated, the Board may, pursuant 
to subparagraph (C), subsequently direct 
that the commodity shall be subject to price 
controls upon a finding on the basis of a 
standard similar to that which governs the 
Board's determination under subparagraph 
(B). Subparagraph (D) contains a provision 
permitting the exercise of the Board’s decon- 
trol and recontrol powers on a regional basis 
in the case of milk. 

In the case of petroleum and petroleum 
products, poultry and eggs and foed or feed 
products thereof, and leaf tobacco and prod- 
ucts thereof, dealt with in subsection (d) 
(4) and subsection (e) (7), recontrol is not 
permissible until after August 20, 1946, and 
then only under the recontrol standards 
provided in paragraph 8 (C) of subsection 
(e). 


By paragraph (9) of subsection (e) the 
Price Decontrol Board is empowered, where 
maximum prices are in effect with respect to 
a commodity listed in paragraph (8) (A), to 
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determine whether any subsidy or any part 
thereof in effect prior to June 30, 1946, shall 
be reestablished in whole or in part. 

Paragraph (10) of subsection (e) provides 
that whenever maximum prices are in effect 
for a commodity processed or manufactured 
in whole or substantial part from any com- 
modity listed in paragraph (8) (A) with re- 
spect to which maximum prices are not in 
effect, no maximum price, and no margin, 
mark-up, or discount, shall be maintained 
with respect to such processed or manufac- 
tured commodity which does not return to 
the processors, manufacturers, and distribu- 
tors thereof (a) the raw material cost (which 
must be computed at least once every 60 days 
at not less than the current cost), (b) the 
conversion or distribution cost, and (c) a 
reasonable profit. 

Maximum prices in the case of products 
of a producing, manufacturing, or process- 
ing industry: Section 11 of the conference 
substitute adds a new section 6 to the Price 
Control Act establishing standards applica- 
ble with respect to maximum prices for 
any product of a producing, manufacturing, 
or industry. This section 6 as 
included in the conference report is in gen- 
eral similar to the section 6 which the Sen- 
ate amendment proposed to add to the 
Price Control Act, but certain important 
modifications have been made. 

An explanation is made elsewhere in this 
report of the disposition made of the pro- 
viso contained in the Senate section relat- 
ing to maximum prices in the case of logs, 
lumber, and lumber products. 

Subsection (c) of the section in the Sen- 
ate amendment relating to the determina- 
tion of costs would have authorized the 
Administrator to make “reasonable adjust- 
ments for conditions resulting from abnor- 
mal volume of production.” In the confer- 
ence substitute this authority is modified so 
that in lieu thereof the Administrator would 
be authorized to make “adjustments for tem- 
porary cost abnormalities which may be rea- 

' sonably anticipated to be eliminated within 
the three months following the Administra- 
tor’s determination, and adjustments for in- 
creases in the volume of production which 
may be reasonably anticipated to be ex- 
perienced within such three-month period.” 

Subsection (f) of the section as it ap- 
peared in the Senate amendment specified 
certain circumstances under which the Ad- 
ministrator would not be required to apply 
the general pricing standard established 
by the section. It provided that if the max- 
imum prices of a product on the average 
equal the average current total costs, noth- 
ing in the section should require the adjust- 
ment of maximum prices for the product for 
any period during which it appears that a 
substantial expansion in- the production or 
use of the product would not be practicable 
or would be practicable onty by reducing 
the production of at least equally needed 
products. In the conference substitute this 
subsection has been modified so that failure 
to make the adjustments required by the 
general pricing standard of the section would 
be permitted, under the circumstances 
specified, only in cases where the maximum 
prices of a product, on the average, equal 
its average current total cost plus a reason- 
able profit. 

Distributor discounts and mark-ups: The 
new subsection (t) of section 2 of the 
Price Control Act added by section 10 of 
the conference substitute, instead of re- 
quiring, as did the Senate amendment, that 
maximum prices applicable to wholesale or 
retail distributors shall allow the current 
cost of acquisition of any commodity plus 
such percentage discount or mark-up as was 
in effect on June 29, 1946, requires that such 
maximum prices shall allow the average cur- 
Trent cost of acquisition plus such average 
percentage discount or mark-up as was in 
effect on March 31, 1946. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Subsidy operations: Except for clarifying 
changes the only differences between section 
6 of the Senate amendment and section 6 
of the conference substitute, which relate to 
subsidy and purchase and loss operations of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, are as fol- 
lows: 

(1) The last sentence of section 6 (a) (4) 
has been rewritten so that instead of ex- 
pressing the limitations contained therein 
in terms “new” operations and “existing” 
operations it provides that “no subsidy or 
purchase and sale operation shall be under- 
taken under authority of this subparagraph 
(4) with respect to any commodity unless a 
subsidy or purchase and sale operation with 
respect to such commodity was in effect on 
June 29, 1946; and no such operation shall 
be undertaken under authority of this sub- 
paragraph (4) which will increase the rate 
of subsidy paid or the rate of loss incurred 
with respect to any commodity above that 
which would be paid or incurred if the op- 
erations in effect on June 29, 1946, had been 
continued on the same basis.” 

(2) In subsection (b), relating to price 
increases in case of reduction or 
termination of subsidies, an additional ex- 
ception is made with respect to subsidies in 
the form of premium payments under the 
Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act of 1946. 
Also, the requirement as to increases in max- 
imum prices is made applicable to the case 
where a commodity is recontrolled and sub- 
sidies are not restored or are restored only 
in part. 

(3) A new clause has been added at the 
end of subsection (f), as follows: “and noth- 
ing in this Act or in any other Act shall pro- 
hibit the establishment of maximum sales 
prices or maximum rents for housing ac- 
commodations for which materials or facili- 
ties are allocated, or priorities for delivery 
thereof issued, under said Veterans’ Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1946.” 

Section 6 of the conference substitute, 
by imposing limitations on the amounts 
which may be used for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, for the operations referred to 
therein, prescribes maximum amounts which 
will be controlling over any other provision 
of law which might be construed to authorize 
the use of funds for such operations. 

It is intended, and it is believed to be clear, 
that the provisions of section 6 shall not 
limit or affect payments or losses incident to 
such of the operations of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation as sales of commodities 
for export at competitive world prices pur- 
suant to section 21 (c) of the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944, sales of farm commodities 
for new or byproduct uses pursuant to section 
2 of the act of April 12, 1945 (59 Stat. 50), 
sales of commodities pursuant to section 2 
of the act of April 12, 1945 (59 Stat. 50), 
which have substantially deterioriated in 
quality, or of nonbasic perishable commodi- 
ties where there is danger of loss through 
waste or spoilage, and loans, purchases, or 
other price support operations which do not 
involve supporting prices to producers of 
agricultural commodities at levels above 
those reflected by price ceilings, or prevent 
parity payments or soil conservation pay- 
ments under existing law or benefits under 
titie III of the Sugar Act of 1937. 

That part of the saving provisions of sec- 
tion 18 of the conference substitute providing 
that regulations, orders, and other require- 
ments under the Price Control Act shall be 
in effect as though this legislation had been 
enacted on June 30, 1946, contains a pro- 
vision, not included in the Senate amend- 
ment, to make clear that the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation is not required to pay 
subsidies with respect to meat, flour, or cof- 
fee for the period between June 30, 1946, and 
the date of enactment of this legislation. 

Maximum prices in case of woven fabrics 
of cotton fiber: Paragraph (12) of subsection 


JULY 23 


(e) of the proposed new section 1A of the 
Price Control Act, in the Senate amend- 
ment, relating to maximum prices in the 
case of woven fabrics made primarily of cot- 
ton fiber, and apparel made therefrom, has 
been modified to apply also to knitted fab- 
rics made primarily of cotton fiber and ap- 
parel made therefrom, and has been placed 
in section 10 of the conference substitute as 
new subsection (w) of section 2 of the Price 
Control Act. 

Maximum prices in the case of logs, lum- 
ber, and lumber products: In section 6 of 
the Price Control Act as proposed to be added 
to present law by section 11 of the Senate 
bill there was a proviso requiring, in the case 
of logs, lumber, and lumber products, that 
maximum prices shall be established at a 
level which will permit producers of at least 
90 percent of the production thereof to re- 
cover their current costs of production. At 
the end of this provisio was a sentence pro- 
viding that the ceiling price of timber used 
or the current market price shall be consid- 
ered the cost of such timber. The sentence 
has been omitted from the conference sub- 
stitute. The remainder of the provisio has 
been placed in section 10 of the conference 
substitute as new subsection (v) of subsec- 
tion 2 of the Price Control Act, and it has 
been modified so that it applies only in the 
case of softwood logs and lumber. 

Maximum prices in the case of pulpwood: 
Section 20 of the Senate amendment, relat- 
ing to maximum prices in the case of pulp- 
wood, has not been included in the confer- 
ence substitute. 

Maximum prices in case of certain im- 
ported commodities and products processed 
therefrom: There has been included in sec- 
tion 10 of the conference substitute, as new 
subsection (x) of section 2 of the Price Con- 
trol Act, a provision making it the duty of 
the Price Administrator, under specified cir- 
cumstances, to remove or increase maximum 
prices in the case of certain imported com- 
modities and products processed directly 
therefrom. This action is required to be 
taken, in order to maintain and increase 
domestic production and employment and to 
make possible the balancing of supply and 
demand, whenever the world price of a com- 
modity essential to the economy of the 
United States (average price at which such 
commodity could be purchased when landed 
duty paid at any United States port of 
entry) exceeds the maximum purchase price 
established by the Administrator, and results 
in (1) reduction of importation in an amount 
substantial in relation to the total consump- 
tion of the commodity in the United States, 
or (2) the substantial curtailment or restric- 
tion of the domestic trade in such commodity 
or products processed directly therefrom. 

State rent control: Section 19 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, intended to provide for dis- 
continuance of Federal rent controls in any 
State prepared to operate under its own rent 
control law, has not been included in the 
conference substitute. 

In the amendment to section 2 (b) of the 
Price Control Act made by section 5 of the 
conference substitute a new paragraph has 
been included providing that while maximum 
rents are in effect under the Price Control 
Act with respect to housing accommodations 
in any defense-rental area, such housing ac- 
commodations shall not be subject to rent 
control by any State or local government. 
One effect of this provision is to make it clear 
that in any case where, since June 30, 1946, 
any State has put its own rent control law 
into operation, the rent provisions of the 
Price Control Act and the orders and regu- 
lations thereunder, within the field of their 
operation, will supersede such State law. 

BRENT SPENCE, 

PAUL Brown, 

WRIGHT PaTMAN, 

WILLIAM B. Barry, z 

RALPH A. GAMBLE, 
Managers on the Part of the House, 
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Mr. O'NEAL (interrupting the read- 
ing of the conference report). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the conference re- 
port be dispensed with. 

Mr. COLE of Missiouri. 
I cbhiect. 

(The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the conference report.) 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ack 
unanimous consent that the statement of 
the managers on the part of the House be 
read. 

Mr. SPENCE. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr, KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their nemes: 

[Roll No. 233] 


Mr. Speaker, 


Adams Delaney, Morrison 
Anderson, Calif. John J Norton 
Andrews, N. Y. Earthman O’Konski 
Baldwin, Md, Engel, Mich. Pace 

Bates, Mass, Gillespie Patterson 
Beckworth Gore Peterson, Ga 
Bell Halleck Priest 
Bennet, N. Y. Hébert Rains 

Boren Hendricks Reece, Tenn, 
Boykin Hill Robinson, Utah 
Bradley, Mich. Holifield Rockwell 
Bryson Izac Roe, Md 
Bunker Johnson, Okla, Russell 
Cannon, Fia. Kefauver Sasscer 
Chenoweth 755 pnost ee 
Clippinger urn pson, 
Sonne Kilday Slaughter 
Coffee Ludlow Sparkman 
Cole, Kans. McGehee Stewart 
Combs McKenzie Tolan 
Cooper McMillan, S. C. Torrens 
Courtney Mahon Vinson 

Cox Maloney Welch 
Cravens Mankin West 
Crawford Mansfield, Wickersham 
Curley Mont. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Daughton, Va. Mansfield, Tex. Wood 
Dawson May 

De Lacy Miller, Calif. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 345 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

EMERGENCY PRICE CONTROL ACT, 1942 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. Spence] is recognized. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentieman yield for a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, would a 
motion be in order that the time be ex- 
tended beyond the time allowed under the 
rule? 

The SPEAKER. That motion would 
not be in order at. this time. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SFENCE. Mr. Speaker, the issues 
are so Clear in this matter that there is 
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no room for any extended debate. The 
question is whether or not we shall ex- 
tend the Price Control and Stabilization 
Acts for another year from June 30, 1946. 
We had a clear-cut issue on July 1 as to 
whether the House wanted to continue 
the Price Control and Stabilization Acts, 
and by a vote of 219 to 155 expressed the 
view that these acts should continue in 
force and passed the resolution which 
bears the same number as the present 
resolution we are considering. This reso- 
lution extended the time to July 20 
in an endeavor—and it was solely for 
that purpose—that the Senate and the 
House might enact a bill that would 
serve the purposes which we are strug- 
gling to achieve. We are considering a 
resolution which I think in many 
respects is an improvement upon the 
first bill passed by the Congress and 
vetoed by the President. The issue is 
clear whether you want to continue price 
control and rent control or whether you 
want to abandon them. 

It would be highly impracticable to 
continue rent control if you did not con- 
tinue effective price control. There are 
so many elements of price and cost that 
enter into rents that it would be unjust 
to regulate one without the other. It 
seems to me there is a very great respon- 
sibility and a great burden upon the 
Congress at this time. 

I heard the gentleman from Ohio this 
morning call the resolution a mongrel 
bill. Unfortunately price control is 
something that is not in accordance with 
the general views and convictions of the 
American people. It is restrictive in its 
nature. It compels the people to give up 
some rights in order that they may ob- 
tain more important ones. It is a shining 
mark for ridicule and derision. The 
gentleman called it a mongrel bill. 

Eleven of the fourteen conferees signed 
the conference report. They signed it 
after long and laborious activity and 
study. It is a highly involved matter. I 
do not profess to be an expert in the in- 
tricacies and technicalities of price con- 
trol, but we have brought a resolution 
back here which I think expresses in 
many ways the desires of the Congress. 
There is a Decontrol Board. That is a 
separate agency of the Government, en- 
tirely independent of the price-control 
organization. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself two additional minutes. 

It has within it the power and the 
authority of the Decontrol Board to de- 
control products for which ceilings have 
been set by the Price Administrator. 
It has been stated that the price control 
agencies, being jealous of their authority, 
did not abandon their control even 
though it was justified, but certainly that 
will not be applicable to the Decontrol 
Board. 

I want you to approach this in the 
light of the importance of the question 
and the responsibility that is yours. This 
is an important issue to all the people 
of America. Looking alone to the in- 
terests of my party, I wish you would 
make it a political issue, 

Of course, it is hard to arrive at a just 
conclusion between the producer and the 
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consumer. The producer knows what he 
wanis, he knows how to obtain it, and 
he ought to be considered. But there is 
an unorganized and nonvocal majority 
of the American people, the consuming 
public. If you fail to enact this law, they 
will rise up, I think, in their wrath if 
prices go where we may expect them 
to go. 

I hope price control may soon be 
abandoned. I hope we may go back to 
the old ways of life and that we will need 
none of these emergency measures. But 
while we need them, let us maintain 
them and let them have an opportunity 
to keep the prices in such a state that 
the dollar of the American laborer and 
those who earn their living in the sweat 
of their brow may buy what they ex- 
pected to buy, and will prevent in that 
way labor unrest and an indescribable 
trein of evils. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. WotcottT]. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
started out some weeks ago to correct 
a situation which was disrupting and 
very harmful to the economy of the Na- 
tion. It was our objective then to get 
full production as the only panacea for 
economic chaos. We succeeded in the 
bill which the President vetoed in pro- 
viding that price controls be continued, 
and provided also that even though price 
controls were continued we would get 
a maximum amount of production of 
all commodities. When the President 
vetoed that bill, he, of course, eliminated 
all price controls which were in exist- 
ence at that time or would have been put 
into effect under the bill which he vetoed. 

I objected to the immediate consid- 
eration of a continuing resolution for 
20 days, thinking that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency might have 
an opportunity to sit and do something 
with it. That was objected to. The 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
was bypassed and a rule was granted 
for the consideration of that bill. It 
passed and went to the Senate, and the 
Senate wrote in not only the specific de- 
controls which were deleted from the 
original bill but many others. So the bill 
has gone to conference and has come 
back to us. It is my studied opinion 
that this bill which is before the House 
today cannot be administered without 
very serious consequences to our econ- 
omy generally. For that reason I did 
not sign the conference report. Prices 
cannot be controlled under this bill and 
production cannot be assured under the 
bill. I might say that briefly it may be 
put this way. 

This is a bill not to control prices but 
to continue the control of our economy. 
I do not want to have any part of the in- 
evitable economic confusion which will 
result from even an attempt to put this 
law into effect. In 10 minutes I cannot 
begin to cover one-third of the points 
which could be brought out in proof 
of the statement I have made. ButI sat 
up rather late last night trying to get 
some things together which I thought 
might be helpful to the House. I found 
that in respect to recontrol there were 
three different standards. I do not have 


the time to name them. You can read 
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them in the bill. The bill was read and 
you probably picked them out as the 
Clerk was reading. I found there were 
six standards in the bill for the fixation 
of prices. I do want to call your atten- 
tion to some of these, but before I do so 
for fear that my time will run out I 
want to say that one of the most dis- 
rupting influences in our economy is the 
uncertainty under which agriculture and 
industry will be forced to operate if this 
bill is signed by the President. First, the 
agricultural prices can be adjusted every 
30 days so that no farmer and no proc- 
essor of an agricultural commodity and 
no wholesaler or distributor will know 
from one 30-day period to another what 
the prices of any agricultural commodity 
are going to be. The prices of agricul- 
tural commodities and the supplies of 
agricultural commodities have a direct 
bearing upon whether the wheels of in- 
dustry turn.. If industry does not know 
from one month to the next what they 
have to pay for their raw materials which 
go into the finished products, then, of 
course, industry will hesitate to buy, and 
you confuse further the economy of our 
country by confusing the man in indus- 
try on what he may expect in raw mate- 
rial prices, 

Then as August 20 approaches you are 
bound to dry up your sources of supply 
for all of the agricultural commodities 
which have been decontrolled by the 
Senate and which automatically go back 
under control by August 20 unless the 
decontrol board acts to the contrary. 
Who is going to buy meat and dairy prod- 
ucts and the other things mentioned in 
the categories starting with meat on 
August 10 or August 5 without any as- 
surance that he is going to empty his 
shelves of that commodity at a higher 
price before August 20? Of course, you 
cannot expect them to buy and fill up 
their shelves and fill out their inven- 
tories under a high price unless they 
are absolutely sure they are going to be 
able to get rid of them by the 20th of 
August. Those are just a couple of 
things. Let me tell you what has been 
done with respect to the confusion inci- 
dent to the fixation of prices. Products 
manufactured and processed from meat, 
if the meat is not controlled, are deter- 
mined by the current raw material price 


plus conversion and distribution costs. 


plus a reasonable price. That is the 
formula we wanted to apply right 
straight across the board, but which they 
have applied to processed articles, meat, 
and so forth, provided the meat is not 
under control. The fact as to whether 
a processed article is a major item or 
not does not make any difference. In 
respect to the major items of cotton and 
woolens, we apply another price—the 
current cost or parity, whichever is high- 
er, plus a weighted averege of mill con- 
version costs, plus a reasonable profit. 
That applies to only the major items. 
That is the formula which was con- 
tained in the original Wolcott amend- 
ment, but it is applied now to-cotton, 
and ‘it is applied to woolens. It is not 
applied to industrial commodities, which 
will result, of course, in a great deal of 
confusion, because the fabrics, in some 
instances, upon which certain phases of 
our industry are wholly dependent are 
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included. But when meat, and commod- 
ities in the categories of meat, is under 
control, then those processed commodi- 
ties manufactured from such products 
shall have still another formula. That 
is the formula under the so-called Bark- 
ley amendment, of the average cost of 
production plus the average increase in 
production costs and, in some cases, plus 
the average mark-up on top of that. 

I wish I might have time to explain 
that the Administrator, nothing to the 
contrary notwithstanding, is given dis- 
cretion as to whether he shall apply the 
Barkley standard, and it, therefore, gives 
him discretion to wholly nullify the 
standards contained in the so-called 
Barkley amendment. 

Then we have another one in respect 
to restaurants, the price of meals to be 
fixed by adding the customary margin to 
the acquisition cost. 

Next is the Barkley formula for all 
commodities not included in the items 
decontrolled in the Senate bill. To the 
average dollar price during the basic 
period you add the average increase in 
cost of production. You have to do that, 
or you add the average current total cost 
to the industry and thereafter the profit 
margin on sales in the base period. 
What are you going to apply? Indus- 
try does not know. Industry has no 
way of knowing which of these formulas 
will be applied by the Administrator. 

Then, in the case of soft wood logs and 
lumber you apply another formula for 
price fixation. That price must be above 
the current cost of production. Nothing 
in respect to profit; nothing in respect to 
anything else except cost of production, 
as determined by the Price Admin- 
istrator. 

If I had time I would like to point out 
one of the very basic points in dispute 
in section (f) on page 13 of the confer- 
ence report. That is in the application 
of the so-called Barkley amendment. If 
you read the first three lines and then 
stop, you may be reasonably satisfied, 
but if you read the last three lines in 
connection with the first three lines you 
would surely come to the conclusion that 
that language gives the Administrator 
of the OPA new and unusual powers to 
determine the quantity of production in 
every industry in the United States. 

I think this conference report, in fair- 
ness to the American public, should be 
voted down. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr] 
has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
{Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
we had a very difficult task in the con- 
ference, but we brought back to the 
House the best bill that we could obtain. 
As a matter of fact, I think we ought to 
have control on food for a while longer. 
Many of you members who do not want 
control on food ought to be pretty well 
satisfied with this report. We set up a 
decontrol board that is supposed to be 
fair. The members of the board will be 
appointed by the President and con- 
firmed by the Senate. They are to go 
into the facts relative to each commédity 
and comply with the formula set out in 
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the conference report. They must follow 
the formula and find that the facts jus- 
tify a recontrol under the formula be- 
fore putting control on. 

We set up standards and a yardstick, 
so to speak, which the decontrol board 
must follow in decontrolling or recon- 
troling commodities. I prefer this board, 
who will have plenty of time to go into 
the merits of each commodity to have 
controls taken off, than for Congress to 
act without having all the facts. 

Here is a bill that will do that. 

I am for this report and for this bill 
chiefly for this reason: I have always 
maintained that the producers in this 
country were entitled to cost and a rea- 
sonable profit. I say today that this is 
the spirit of the original act, and if OPA 
had carried out the spirit of the law you 
would have had more production and less 
complaint. I say to you, and I will prove 
it before I take my seat, that we have ac- 
complished for all the producers of this 
country in this bill cost of production, 
current cost, and a reasonable profit. I 
say this will increase production. It may 
increase prices a little in some instances 
but it will increase production, the very 
thing that kills inflation. 

Suppose it does increase prices a little 
bit, that is much better than turning 
everything loose with people bidding 
against each other and running com- 
modities sky high. 

The Bankhead-Brown amendment, as 
you know, was passed in 1944. The rea- 
son it was passed at that time was be- 
cause cotton was bringing only 92 per- 
cent of parity while other commodities 
were bringing much more than parity. 
The Bankhead-Brown amendment said 
to the OPA that they must place a ceil- 
ing on textile items to reflect parity on 
cotton, because cotton was one of the 
basic crops and therefore you could not 
under the then existing law place ceil- 
ings so low as not to reflect parity on 
this commodity. 

No one doubts the fairness and justice 
of the Bankhead-Brown amendment. 
The OPA did not, because in 1945 they 
had it in the bill they prepared, and in 
1946 they had it in the bill they pre- 
pared. That is just exactly what we have 
done for practically everybody else. Let 
me show you how, and this will interest 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WOL- 
corr] who just preceded me. 

We have modified the two provisions 
which the President said caused him to 
veto the original bill. One was the Taft 
amendment and the other was the 
Wherry amendment. We do not have 
the Taft amendment but we do have the 
Barkley amendment and an amendment 
introduced by me to the Barkley amend- 
ment which produces the same results, 
and at the same time makes it workable 
and unobjectionable to the President 
and OPA; that is, producers must have 
the cost of production plus a reasonable 
profit. Who wants more? Why should 
anybody object to control in wartime— 
and this is still war, because the war has 
not been brought to an end, only the 
shooting has stopped—who wants more 
than a reasonable profit during this 
emergency? 

Senator Tarr and the other Senate 


_ conferees accepted it. I subscribe to it. 
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The gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
Worcorr] objected to it. Senator Tarr 
signed the report, and he knows the 
amendment accomplishes the purpose 
which the Taft amendment undertook to 
accomplish but in such form as not to be 
objectionable but workable. 

In the new section 6 of the Price Con- 
trol Act added by section 11 of the bill, 
providing a general pricing standard in 
the case of products of any producing, 
manufacturing, or processing industry, 
except products covered by the revised 
Bankhead-Brown amendment, the prin- 
ciple of assuring an average price at least 
equal to the average costs of a product 
plus a reasonable profit has been in- 
cluded in subsection (f), in place of the 
provision as it appeared in the Senate 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr.SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield one 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr, BROWN of Georgia. Section F of 
the Barkley amendment was hotly con- 
tested in the conference, and it looked as 
if we would. never reach an agreement 
on account of the wording of section F. 

The amendment which I offered as a 
compromise giving cost of production and 
a reasonable profit satisfied Mr, Tarr 
and the other Senate conferees. It is 
the thing I have been fighting for and 
had we had this principle heretofore we 
would have had more production. 

Also, in paragraph 10 of subsection (e) 
of the new section 1A added to the Price 
Control Act, the standard of costs plus 
a reasonable profit has been made spe- 
cifically applicable in the case of prod- 
ucts produced from livestock, milk, cot- 
tonseed, soybeans, and grains, and cer- 
tain products thereof, when these latter 
items are not themselves under price 
control. 

The question is, Shall we take a rea- 
sonable attitude? This is the best bill 
we can now obtain and J think it will be 
helpful and bring on production, and still 
be fair to the producer, giving him a rea- 
sonable profit and at the same time be 
helpful to the consumer as it will prevent 
the price of certain commodities going 
sky-high. It is either this or nothing. 
I cannot believe that Members in this 
Chamber are going to turn down this 
report. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for 
several years the average citizen was de- 
prived of meat. Then came the Presi- 
dent’s veto June 29 of H. R. 6042, which 
* snapped the bureaucratic chains that 
had been binding the meat industry hand 
and foot, and almost overnight that citi- 
zen could again supply himself with 
meat. 

What is this august body, the Con- 
gress of the United States, doing now? 
Nothing less than contriving to again 
take meat away from that citizen, or at 
least the power to do so. 

Why? Surely not because the price 
has risen so high that the public in gen- 
eral cannot afford to buy meat. The 
volume of sales belies any such con- 
ception. 
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The public in general abhors black 
markets, or at least the necessity for 
them. The OPA pronounced a maledic- 
tion upon them. Black markets disap- 
peared into the thin void when the dead 
hand of OPA was removed from the 
economy. 

Yet, here is the National Legislature 
deliberating on a measure which will, if 
it passes, as surely as the sun rises in the 
east and sets in the west, restore the 
great mass of black markets that pre- 
vailed before the President's veto, or 
certainly vest in the President the power 
to do this. 

Suddenly OPA and black-market oper- 
ators find themselves in full agreement 
on the issue now before this body. Both 
want the OPA restored with full power 
to control all prices. Strange bedfellows, 
you may say, but not so when we look at 
the record. We had it in prohibition 
days, when we saw bootleggers striving 
with all their might for the retention of 
prohibition. The story is as old as corrupt 
government, which goes back to the 
birth of government itself. 

Why does the OPA want controls put 
back on meat and other food products? 
There is but one answer, namely, control 
for control’s sake. A power-mad political 
machine might be hampered by competi- 
tion, the liberty of the individual to use 
his own brain, to plan, to choose, to judge, 
to compare. As Bastiat would put it, the 
New Deal seeks nothing less than to 
annihilate intelligence, thought, and 
man himself. Fascism under Hitler had, 
and communism under Stalin has, the 
same end in view. Basically, New 
Dealism identifies itself with both of these 
regimes. 

This bill restores all the powers to the 
OPA which it had before the President’s 
veto. Make no mistake about that. The 
OPA will possess power to order the 
economy at will. Some relief, such as 
that given to the automobile dealers, is 
provided but by and large this bill pro- 
vides no relief whatever for American in- 
dustry. It introduces and makes opera- 
tive the most vicious policy conceivable, 
that of alternately removing ceiling prices 
and reestablishing them without end. 

Industry will be without a base. It will 
be unable to program its activities from 
one day to the next. 

Disorder of the economy will progress 
at an accelerating tempo and dictator- 
ship continue in its march. 

I am against collectivism in any form 
or degree. That is why I withheld my 
sanction to the conference report. 

I refused to sign this death decree for 
free enterprise and liberty. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. KOPPLE- 
mann]. 

Mr.KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Speaker, the 
provisions of this bill are thoroughly in- 
consistent with its purposes. The only 
reason for continuing price control 
through law is to have the machinery 
for orderly control of, or resistance to, a 
higher price trend which is inevitable in 
a period when the supply of goods is short 
of the demand. Prices are higher; there 
are no if’s but’s, or and’s about that, 
Undoubtedly prices will go even higher, 


but the question that we must answer 18 
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whether prices will go up so far out of 
reach that economic disruption of all 
kinds will ensue—first in labor unrest 
because current wages will not be suf- 
ficient to purchase even the minimum 
necessary things that millions of fam- 
ilies need; second in a disruption of mar- 
kets which can cause a deflation to result 
and prices to go through the floor instead 
of through the ceiling. And so we would 
have boom and bust. 

This bill is not the answer. We need 
effective control through law, and ade- 
quate authority to the agency—in this 
case the OPA—administering the law to 
apply the controls as needed or to re- 
move them as conditions permit. 

No law is any better than its adminis- 
tration. Obviously the provisions of this 
bill, in assigning to a decontrol board and 
to the Secretary of Agriculture the power 
to veto or overrule the decisions of the 
OPA, say very definitely that there is no 
confidence in the OPA, that its decisions 
are not to be taken seriously, that an- 
other authority must be called on to de- 
cide whether the OPA is right or wrong. 
That in itself makes for confusion. It 
ridicules the OPA and this law itself. If 
there is no confidence in the OPA, then 
cut it out. Under this bill opponents of 
inflation and price control would divide 
and conquer, 

The proponents of this bill are at- 
tempting to make two wrongs equal a 
right. They are with one hand decry- 
ing the OPA, withdrawing authority from 
the OPA to make and enforce its de- 
cision; on the other hand they are con- 
tinuing its existence, retaining its thou- 


- sands of employees on the public pay roll, 


while to all intents and purposes this con- 
ferees’ bill says out with the OPA. 

Is any other agency of the Govern- 
ment subject to the veto of another 
agency of the Government? Is any 


other agency of the Government trussed 


up, able to speak, but not to act? 

I speak as one who is for effective and 
full control of prices, so long as that con- 
trol is needed—and this surely is no 
time to abandon the controls. But there 
will be no effective control if we give 
authority to the OPA with one hand and 
take it away simultaneously with the 
other. 

How long the consumers will continue 
to battle against higher prices by refus- 
ing to buy depends on how long can they 
continue to do without necessary com- 
modities. There has been sincere effort 
on the part of some retailers to hold their. 
prices down to June 30 levels, but they 
cannot hold down those prices to June 
30 levels much longer. Retail stocks on 
hand as of that date have been about ex- 
hausted, and as the stocks are replen- 
ished the retailers must pay the higher 
wholesale price. Consequently prices to 
the consumer must go up. 

Now, what does this bill do. It says 
that until August 20 there may be a fur- 
ther holiday on price ceilings for essen- 
tial meats, dairy products, grains, and so 
forth. If the price ceilings are restored 
by then, they will be put back but not 
by the OPA. It will be up to the Decon- 
trol Board to decide whether the ceilings 
will be put back on these essential com- 
modities—and when and how much, 
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In the meantime what is going to 
happen? Prices have risen considerably 
on these commodities since the paralysis 
of OPA on June 30. The report just 
issued by the Commerce Department in- 
dicates that the prices would have risen 
higher had there not been a deliberate 
effort to hold them down. Despite that 
effort prices on essential market-basket 
goods have gone up. With this further 
holiday decreed at least until August 20, 
the lid will be completely blown off. 
Prices will spurt up, and when the ceiling 
is clamped down, if it is, the price level 
to be set will not be that of June 30, nor 
of today, July 23, but somewhere between 
today’s price and whatever price will 
have been reached by August 20 or when- 
ever they may decide to restore the 
ceilings, 

Ceilings on other essential commod- 
ities are lifted indefinitely. If they are 
to be put back, it will not be on authori- 
ty of OPA, but on the decision of the 
Decontrol Board. OPA may say ceilings 
should be restored; the Decontrol Board 
can say no. OPA may recommend a pro- 
tective ceiling. The Decontrol Board can 
fix another ceiling. 

The intent is obvious. OPA has taken 
the brickbats because of its insistence on 
protecting the consumer. This bill 
would remove from OPA its authority to 
protect the consumer, if the consumer 
protection should conflict with the profit 
opportunities of private interests. 

The rank and file of the people are 
complaining now that they cannot meet 
the higher cost of living with their 
wages. People of fixed incomes are com- 
Plaining. People working in the shops 
and factories are complaining. Numer- 
ous letters have come to me from people 
who relate while their wage scale is 
higher, their wages are lower because 
they are working shorter hours. So with 


this provision the purpose of the bill to . 


continue price contro] on essential com- 
modities is negated. 

The one saving provision of the bill 
is the rent-control feature. But it is in- 
conceivable that the landlords will stand 
for their commodity being under control 
while the ceilings are relaxed or aban- 
doned on all other commodities. They 
will indulge in wholesale violations of the 
law, and if the violations come before 
the courts, the courts will be compelled 
to uphold them, on the grounds that class 
legislation has been enacted against the 
landlords. 

For the purpose of continuing price 
control as a lever against inflation this 
bill is no better than the one that was 
vetoed on June 29. It legalizes inflation 
just as surely as did that one. The 
public will be lulled into thinking that 
they are being protected by a price-con- 
trol law, and will wonder why prices 
jump. 

Where a commodity is properly en- 
titled to an increase, the discretion, or 
authority for granting that increase 
should rest in the hands of the agency 
supposed to administer the law. I 
strongly oppose that authority being 
taken from the OPA and transferred to 
either the Department of Agriculture or 
this Decontrol Board. For again the 
OPA will be the goat, and innocently take 
the blame for higher prices which it 
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protested but which will have been put 
over on the people by these two vetoing 
authorities. 

Passage of the bill in this form will 
result in greater confusion, higher prices 
and will subject the needs of the people 
to the profit desires of the special in- 
terests which have already played so 
large a part in scuttling the entire 
price-control program. 

This conference bill is neither agree- 
able nor satisfactory. I cannot in all 
honesty by my vote say to the people 
that we have given them price control 
with this measure. I cannot compromise 
with principle. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
iMr. PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, this res- 
olution does not satisfy the proponents 
of an OPA bill or an effective price-con- 
trollaw. Although it is not good enough 
for the proponents of an effective price- 
control law, it is not bad enough for op- 
ponents of price control. Any Member 
who wants an excuse for voting against 
this conference report can very easily 
find it, whether he is for price control 
or against it. ‘ 

It is not a perfect resolution by any 
means. It is not intended to be perfect. 
It represents a compromise. It is typical 
of major legislation that passes the Con- 
gress. Practically every major law rep- 
resents a compromise of view or a sacri- 
fice of opinion on the part of almost every 
Member of Congress. 

You conferees, seven from the House 
and seven from the Senate, spent 6 hard 
days and sometimes at night trying to 
iron out the differences between the res- 
olutions passed by the two Houses. We 
have done the best that we could. As 
evidence of the fact that we satisfied 
most of the conferees, all except one of 
the seven conferees of the other body 
signed the report and all but two con- 
ferees on this side signed the report. 
We did the best that we could. 

Now then, let us see what this resolu- 
tion actually does. No. 1, it preserves 
the wage stabilization program and 
it permits the Wage Stabilization 
Board to function as it has in the past. 
It is worth preserving. It is not going 
to hold prices down; I do not claim that. 
Some prices will be increased in order to 
get increased production. Other prices 
will be increased in order to remove in- 
equalities. They are perfeety justified, 
but I believe that the prices will be held 
down sufficiently to where another run 
of strikes will be unjustified and will not 
occur. It we turn prices loose, we know 
that then the working people will want 
more wages, and they will be entitled to 
more wages, and after they get more 
wages then prices will have to be in- 
creased and then we will have a race be- 
tween wages and prices which brings on 
ruinous or runaway inflation in any 
country in the world. So this bill will 
not hold prices down to where they were, 
no, yet it is sufficient to prevent runaway 
prices. Therefore, I believe the bill is 
justified. 

It provides for effective rent control. 

The gentleman from Michigan men- 
tioned the fact that there are six for- 
mulas for determining the prices on dif- 
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ferent commodities and products under 
this bill. I think he is correct, and I 
think it is amazing that we could deal 
with 8,000,000 different prices and have 
only 6 formulas. I think it is a most 
amazing thing that the conferees would 
have so few formulas in arriving at and 
determining the millions of prices in our 
economy. 

This bill means much to the American 
people. We have duties and obligations 
to many people in the United States. 
The Members of Congress have obligated 
the Congress that Congress would extend 
certain benefits and privileges and op- 
portunities to certain people who have 
made a great sacrifice for our country 
in time of war. We are paying them a 
certain amount of money. Will that 
money buy a dollar's worth? No, we 
know it will not. It will buy only 76 
cents’ worth on today’s market. Will it 
buy 50 cents’ worth tomorrow or next 
week, or 25 cents’ worth? It is a matter 
of what this Congress does with price- 
control legislation. If we do not have 
price control on scarce commodities, 
commodities that are in short supply, the 
dollars we are paying out will be worth 
very, very little. So the question of the 
value of the dollar is here. Let us vote 
for this conference report. It is 50 per- 
cent better than the bill the President 
recently vetoed. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor- 
nia (Mr. LEA]. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, the compro- 
mise bill before us proposes two main 
things. One is to establish new policies 
to govern the OPA in fixing prices, and 
the other is to reestablish price control 
and provide for its liquidation partially 
by the 3ist of December and completely 
by next July. 

I do not find particular fault with the 
standards set up by the bill for the con- 
trol of prices. Generally speaking, I 
think they reflect the desire of Congress. 
The administration of this act, however, 
is left to those who are not in sympathy 
with the policies this bill establishes. 
To that extent it will have unfriendly 
administration. 

One important phase of this bill as pro- 
posed by the conferees, is the uncertainty 
it creates, the difficulties of administra- 
tion, the confusion, and the instability 
that may result. Complaints from pro- 
ducers to me have been particularly di- 
rected at the instability and uncertainty, 
including the difficulty of financing op- 
erations where the investment is suscep- 
tible to such uncertain hazards. 

What is the present situation as to price 
control? The war has been over nearly 
a year. During the war period price 
control was necessary. The country 
pretty generally so regarded it. Now 
most of our military forces have been 
demobilized. America has regained a 
strong productive capacity for peace- 
time purposes. We have reached a situa- 
tion where we may well question if price 
control has in the main ceased to be 
useful or necessary to this country. We 
can inquire whether its benefits outweigh 
its burdens. R 

We have had difficulties, it is true, in 
reconversion but those difficulties have 
been primarily artificial, 
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Yesterday the Department of Agricul- 
ture reported that we have the greatest 
corn crop in the history of this Nation, 
3,487,000,000 bushels, and the greatest 
wheat crop of all time, 1,090,000,000 
bushels. These two crops provide our 
basic food and feed supplies. They now 
offer us a very cheering prospect for both 
food and feed supplies for the coming 
year. They forecast improvement in our 
livestock supply. That means more 
meat and less reason for price control. 
It means less black market. 

We have a tremendous crop of fruits 
and vegetables. The largest canned 
pack ever in the history of this country 
is now contemplated. Sixty million 
crates of fruit are now in prospect of 
being canned for the coming year. We 
have an abundance of poultry and eggs. 
We have a great supply of beef. All 
these things testify to the fact that the 
time is near if not already here when in 
the main price control is no longer neces- 
sary. 

I voted for the continuance of price 
control in June. Now the situation is 
different. Price control has ended and 
the question as to what extent, if at all, 
should we revive it. It is not a question 
of continuance, but of revival. It has 
been off for 3 weeks. It is proposed by 
this bill to keep the basic agricultural 
products without control until the 21st 
of August. That means 7 weeks without 
price control. 

Some day we must readjust ourselves 
from a price-control economy to the 
natural economy of competition. In my 
judgment, that time has in the main 
arrived. The productive capacity of 
America is such that it can meet the 
future on a competitive basis and I be- 
lieve to the betterment of every segment 
of our population. Of course, it is in- 
evitable whenever we make that change 
from a controlled to a competitive basis 
we are going to have some trouble. 
There will be great differences in the 
economy of the United States when you 
change from a system of almost universal 
price control to a system of free compe- 
tition. 

It involves a release from the rules and 
regulations of a central controlling body 
exercising its power over innumerable 
activities of the American people. It re- 
turns our people to the freedom, the 
initiative, and the conflicts of free com- 
petition. Business will respond to the 
impulse of its new-found freedom. 
Changes and fluctuating prices will 
create some hardships, but as long as we 
have our normal productive capacity we 
need not long fear those hardships. 
These fluctuating prices are simply a 
natural accompaniment of the adjust- 
ment period. We must count that ad- 
justment period not so much as one to 
be welcomed as, rather, one to be cer- 
tainly endured. We have now been pass- 
ing through 3 weeks of a readjustment 
period. Here is a proposal that by the 
21st of August we shall resume price con- 
trolin full. To do that means that later 
we must go through another adjustment 
period and suffer its consequences until 
we can reach normal adjustments. 

Now that we have already embarked 
upon an adjustment period, are the con- 
ditions such that we should revert to 
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control and then later face the necessity 
of another adjustment period? It may 
be more convenient to delay than to 
meet the issue today, but in the end the 
aggregate disadvantages of delay may 
be greater. 

Price control should be maintained 
only as a necessity. It is an expensive 
remedy. Its full subsidy program would 
cost the Treasury $2,000,000,000 a year. 
We have its expense of administration. 
We have the expense, the time, burdens, 
and annoyances of complying with the 
rules and regulations of the OPA. The 
full extent of that burden cannot be 
measured, but I dare say that no respon- 
sible person would estimate the burden 
of compliance to the American people in 
time and expense as less than a billion 
dollars a year. 

Price control has incited the black 
market as almost a natural accompani- 
ment where there is, naturally or 
through artificial means, a shortage of 
supply. Meat and lumber are two nota- 
ble examples. 

The administration of the OPA carries 
difficulties that are beyond the capacity, 
perhaps, of any man or organization to 
cope with without resulting hardships. 

During the war the country was under 
the necessity of restricted production for 
civilian purposes in order to centralize 
on supplying our war needs. As soon as 
the war was over the great economic 
need of the country was to secure pro- 
duction in abundance. It seems as if 
the Office of Price Administration was 
so geared to the control of scarcity that 
it was unable to adjust itself to the 
country’s need of abundance. . 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KUNKEL]. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, when the 
last conference report on OPA was be- 
foré the House, I strongly favored its 
adoption. It contained some weaknesses 
and some objectionable features. There 
was such strong opposition to so many 
phases of price control that I was abso- 
lutely convinced it was the most work- 
able and effective bill that could be ob- 
tained under the circumstances. No one 
could expect to secure a price control 
bill exactly according to his own wishes, 
We were confronted with a practical sit- 
uation, not a theoretical one. Similarly, 
when the vote came up on the Presi- 
dent’s veto I urged the Members to over- 
ride that veto for the same reasons. I 
also pointed out that the overriding of 
the veto was the only way we could in- 
sure continuous control over prices and 
create certainty throughout the country. 
In view of the long period of service spent 
by Mr. Truman in the United States 
Senate, it is difficult to understand how 
he could veto the bill and throw the 
country into the consequent confusion. 
He must have known that just what did 
occur, would occur. 

This bill is not as effective and work- 
able a one as that which the President 
vetoed. Nevertheless, in my opinion it 
is still necessary to keep as much control 
over prices as we can so as to prevent any 
complete run-away. If we do not ap- 
prove this conference report, then there 
is no control at all under any circum- 


stances whatever unless and until new 
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legislation should be enacted. So I in- 
tend to vote in favor of this conference 
report. If the President vetoes it, I will 
do my best to work out some new bill 
which may satisfy him. If he adheres to 
the statements in his last veto message 
he certainly will veto this one. It is 
worse than the other bill in the loopholes 


it leaves. It will be far more difficult to 
administer. Apparently it is this or 
nothing. 


The greatest harm to the price levels 
in this country has been caused by the 
more than 3 weeks’ gap when there was 
no price-control law at all. The disloca- 
tion of prices during this period and the 
uncertainty existing in the minds of pro- 
ducers and consumers during that time 
will make it most difficult to reinstitute 
controls at the levels formerly existing. 
That, of course, could not be helped after 
the President destroyed OPA by his veto. 
It was an inevitable consequence of the 
veto. 

Our problem here today is to do the 
best we can to create some method of 
keeping a checkrein on prices. Unless 
we do so, we may well drift into an ex- 
tremely serious situation. While I feel 
this bill is much less desirable than the 
previous one, I recognize the creat diffi- 
culties faced by the conferees. I am sure 
they did the best they could under the 
circumstances, 

There is a good deal of difference of 
opinion on just what this bill does. The 
lack of price control for more than 3 
weeks presents an added problem. I do 
not wish to put myself in the position of 
urging anyone to vote for this conference 
report as I did in connection with the 
last one and in connection with voting 
to override the veto. Iam not as certain 
of the future course of events now as I 
was then. I did want to give briefly the 
reason for my support of it. My support 
is not based on any particular approval 
of the way this bill handles this problem 
but purely on the ground that it is the 
most practical step at present available 
to safeguard the welfare of the country 
and the great majority of its citizens. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Murray]. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, this bill today adds frustration 
to confusion. I was interested in hear- 
ing our distinguished colleague from 
Georgia assure us that all the benefits 
we could expect to have under the Taft 
amendment are provided in this bill. If 
that is true, I am sure that President 
Truman's veto speech was a political 
veto speech. There is a very marked 
tendency all through all these discus- 
sions and these debates and the as- 
sumption of responsibilities that go with 
such legislation, to note that when it is 
all said and done we are right back where ~ 
we started. Under the Second War 
Powers Act and under this act we are 
going to tell the small businessmen of 
this country that we are going to put 
them right back into the same strait- 
jacket where they have always been; 
that the war may be over but it is not 
over as far as they are concerned. 

As far as the farmers of this country 
are concerned, I am pretty sure they will 
be able to take care of this situation in 
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so when the time comes. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, in a 
government of the people perfection is 
seldom or ever possible. We can only 
seek the best attainable as a result of 
discussion and compromise, 

As we recall the conflicting economic, 
sectional, political, and selfish producers’ 
and consumers’ interests seeking to af- 
fect the price situation and as we recall 
the sharp and honest differences of opin- 
ion regarding price control it is some- 
what surprising that the conferees could 
have presented us with as good a report 
as the one before us. 


Perhaps the best general proof that it 
is a fair compromise is the fact that it is 
unsatisfactory to extremists on all sides. 
It apparently gives no one a sufficient 
advantage to arouse their enthusiasm. 

In fact the bill before us now is not 
exactly as any one of us would have it if 
we were to write it alone. But it does 
provide some of the objectives of most 
everyone concerned and most important 
it provides in the decontrol-recontrol 
provisions a two-way safety valve on the 
siamese twin boilers of supply and de- 
mand. To me it seems the most sensible 
thing possible that a body of legislators 
lacking the ability to accurately predict 
the future and preparing to leave their 
posts would set up such a board to pro- 
tect the public and themselves against 
the dangers of inflation and shortages. 

To the degree that the Decontrol Board 
functions as it is intended, to that degree 
prices will be kept within bounds and 
shortages will be reduced. It is my 
Studied opinion that under the terms of 
this bill we can settle down to a period 
of sound price regulation that will defi- 
nitely point the way to an orderly elimi- 
nation of all price controls as production 
and demand reach a normal balance. 

Oh, I know that some of you are fear- 
ful that the restrictions placed upon the 
decontrol-recontrol powers of the new 
board permit too much discretion, and I 
know that some of you are sincerely con- 
cerned about the economic philosophy of 
the yet-to-be appointed Board members, 
I share that concern, but once this bill is 
law the responsibility is the President’s. 
If he elects to appoint anyone to the 
board who does not inspire the confi- 
dence of the public, labor, and manage- 
ment—if he fails to remove any Board 
member who does not administer the law 
according to its letter and spirit he will 
be held accountable by the American 
people. And I am quite sure that the 
President is smart enough to know that, 
particularly after hearing the storm of 
protest that howled around the ears of 
the Iate unlamented OPA, and after wit- 
nessing the sound thrashing it received 
at the hands of the people’s representa- 
tives. 

I am confident that the need for price 
regulation has not ended; I know it is de- 
‘sirable to most of the people; and I be- 
‘lieve that this bill before us will result in 
the kind of price regulation we need and 
‘desire, not the arbitrary, unrealistic kind 
Wwe remember so vividly, Isincerely hope 
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this bill is agreed to by a big majority on 
both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. MERROW]. 

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Speaker, I hope 
the House will be courageous today, will 
exercise the leadership so needed in this 
country and vote down the conference 
report on OPA. 

I began voting against OPA on the 17th 
of last April and I have continued to do 
so ever since. At that time I supported 
every crippling amendment and then op- 
posed the passage of the bill. I voted 
against OPA in April and I have contin- 
ued to yote against it ever since for three 
reasons. First, by killing OPA we will 
kill the black market. Second, OPA has 
retarded production. Third, I have no 
confidence in those who have been ad- 
ministering OPA. 

What has happened since the Ist of 
July? We have had freedom in the 
United States and we ought to continue 
this freedom. Prices have not risen as 
rapidly as many expected. In New 
Hampshire I am glad to report that the 
butter lines are now gone. There is 
plenty of meat in the stores throughout 
the State. We are able to buy the grain 
to feed our livestock and poultry. People 
are again beginning to breathe the air 
of freedom. 

I hope we vote down this conference 
report and return to the system of free 
enterprise which has made America great. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 


tleman from New Hampshire has expired. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
AUGUST H. ANDRESEN]. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, President Truman killed price 
control on June 29, when he vetoed the 
price-control bill sent to him by the Con- 
gress. His veto of price control, which 
was done at the demand of leaders in 
the Political Action Committee, did away 
with rent control and other controls over 
scarce commodities. It also set forces in 
motion to restore a free economy in this 
country. His veto was the beginning 
of the end for the black-market opera- 
tors. But when the President asked 
Congress to pass another price control, 
which resulted in the measure being con- 
sidered in the House today, he gave en- 
couragement to the black-market opera- 
tor, who has spent millions of dollars 
during the past 3 weeks to bid up prices 
on meat and other commodities in order 
to create a public demand for the 
renewal of price control. 

If this conference report is approved 
by Congress, we will again return to a 
period of scarcity, the black-market op- 
erator will resume his nefarious opera- 
tions, and the country’s economy will be 
thrown into chaos. It is estimated that 
black marketers in meat have spent at 
least $10,000,000 to bid up cattle and hog 
prices during the past 3 weeks to make 
a showing for the renewal of price con- 
trol, but primarily to keep themselves se- 
cure in this criminal business. In this 
effort they have worked hand in hand 
with Washington bureaucracy that seeks 
to retain permanent control over the 
lives and business of every American cit- 
izen. Your vote today on this conference 
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report will determine if the Nation’s 
economy is to be permanently controlled 
from Washington, or if the people are to 
remain free to work and produce in 
abundance for the general welfare of all. 

Let us examine the bill when it comes 
to the matter of prices. The bill pro- 
vides that meat, dairy products, and 
grains be automatically placed under 
control at midnight on August 20, 1946, 
and section 18 of the bill definitely rein- 
states all regulations, orders, price sched- 
ules which were in effect on June 30, 1946. 
While some prices may be out of line and 
too high, facts disclose that most prices 
on meat, milk, butter, and grains, at the 
wholesale level, are either at or below the 
former OPA ceiling plus the subsidy. Of 
course, if it is to be a permanent propo- 
sition that the Government shall spend 
nearly two billions a year to help pay on 
everyone’s grocery bill, we had better find 
out about it soon, and before we go bank- 
rupt. As of July 1, 1946, the Government 
paid 14.58 cents subsidy on every pound 
of butter sold, $1.03 on every hundred 
pounds of flour which amounted to from 
1 cent to 2 cents on each loaf of bread, 
and from 6 cents to 10 cents on every 
pound of meat sold to each consumer. 
No doubt, before long, some New Deal 
bureaucrat will propose that the Govern- 
ment pay the entire grocery bill for every 
citizen as a reward for the sale of indi- 
vidual freedom to a permanent bureauc- 
racy in Washington. 

The Department of Agriculture has to- 
day estimated that we will have the larg- 
est wheat and corn crop in all history. 
Our livestock population is greatly in 
excess of normal times. Corn is the 
main food for beef cattle, dairy cattle, 
hogs, and poultry. With an abundance 
of feed in prospect, we should have an 
abundance of meat, dairy products, and 
poultry. But, with the threat of roll- 
ing back prices on these vital products to 
June 30 schedules when control is auto- 
matically resumed on August 20, I am 
convinced that within a week or 10 days 
from now, as a result of the chaos cre- 
ated by the reenactment of this type of 
legislation, meat, butter, and scarce 
grains will disappear from legitimate 
channels of distribution, and the black 
market will take over. In other words, 
the sources of supply will dry up, unless 
the Secretary of Agriculture, in his wis- 
dom, with the aid of a competent De- 
contro] Board promptly announces that 
controls will not be resumed on August 
20. The Secretary and the Decontrol 
Board are given this power in the bill 
before us. 

Most intelligent individuals are fully 
aware of the fact that certain policy 
makers in the OPA and the Office of Eco- 
nomic Stabilization have sought to cre- 
ate a scarcity of vital foods and goods. 
They succeeded very well in their effort 
up to the time President Truman vetoed 
the price control law on June 30 and, 
mark you, if this bill is approved the 
same forces will again go to work to cre- 
ate a scarcity situation unless they are 
stopped by the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Decontrol Board. I trust that 
the Secretary will use the power con- 
ferred upon him by this bill without 
interference from sources outside of his 
department. He can save the country 
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from collapse and chaos, if he will make 
up his mind to let farmers and industry 
produce food for the people at reason- 
able prices and without subsidies from 
a nearly bankrupt Treasury. 

Of course, if our social world plan- 
ners decide to ship another 100,000, 000 
pounds of canned pork and other foods 
to Russia, it will not take very long before 
an actual scarcity will exist in this coun- 
try. This is especially true, when one 
considers that the Truman administra- 
tion has directed the shipment of 14,000 
tractors to Russian areas this year, at a 
time when American farmers are unable 
to buy tractors with which to till the soil 
for the production of food on our farms. 

I do not claim to be a prophet, but I 
venture to predict that before October 15 
of this year, a few weeks before the con- 
gressional elections, all vital foods and 
most civilian goods will be removed from 
controls as an appeasement to the people, 
solely with the expectation that grateful 
citizens will cast their votes for PAC- 
endorsed candidates for Congress. Do 
not forget that the PAC and all New 
Dealers want to gain control over your 
Congress, so they can continue to direct 
the destiny of the American people. 

I am urging that this conference re- 
port be returned to the conference com- 
mittee. It is against the interests of the 
American people. It will cause scarcity 
of supplies in vital foods and civilian 
goods. It will create economic chaos for 
all legitimate producers in agriculture, 
industry, and business. It will reinstate 
the black market and cause suffering for 
law-abiding citizens who are unable or 
refuse to pay black-market prices. 
Above all, it will destroy the faith of our 
people in their Government. Given a 
little time, under a free economy, all vital 
foods will be available for the consumers 
in abundance at reasonable prices. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois [Miss SuMNER]. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Just take 
a Mok at the vacant seats up in the gal- 
lery where thene used to be a crowd. 
They are running out on you. They are 
home eating meat and butter. Give 
them two more weeks of freedom and 
they will love you so much they will want 
to send you back to Congress. 

This bill is going to be hated more 
than people have ever hated any other 
bill, and I will tell you why: It has much 
more drastic controls. For instance, it 
gives this recontrol board or decontrol 
board, which is OPA under a new facade, 
the power to take these people into jail 
again any time that the board decides: 
“That public interest will be best 
served.“ 

In other words, you are delegating to 
this board the general-welfare clause of 
the Constitution which has been 
stretched all around the world and back 
again. And then what is on page 13? 
I want you to know that you never 
passed a law that gives fuller Hitlerish 
power to one board than this one. It 
will be run by some little bureaucrat. 
And the smaller the bureaucrat the more 
he thinks he is God or Goering. On page 
13, section 11, subsection (d), it deliber- 
ately states that a man does not even 
have to get his cost under his price 
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ceiling. This new OPA does not have to 
give a man his cost, and it even says 
of lumber that not even 90 percent of 
the industry have to have cost. With 
this thing you can just run a complete 
Hitlerian economy and get no produc- 
tion at all. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tlewoman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have permission to extend their 
remarks on this bill at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I voted 
for the original OPA, for a limited time, 
as a war measure. I have voted for each 
extension and on each occasion for more 
specific direction to the Administrator. 

On June 30 last, price-control law ex- 
pired. Preceding that, the President had 
asked for 1 year’s extension. After 
months of committee hearings and study, 
the Congress passed and sent to the Pres- 
ident a bill which in no way changed 
rent control but which did contain 
needed amendments to existing law. 
This was a compromise on the part of 
everybody interested. However, the 
President vetoed the bill, thereby killing 
all price and rent control, and insisted 
that he be given a whole loaf or none at 
all. In other words, he made it clear 
that he would not accept any bill ex- 
tending price or rent control which at- 
tempted to limit the power of Chester 
Bowles, or any Administrator, as pro- 
vided in the compromise bill. He asked 
for a 20-day extension of the OPA law 
in order that the Congress might recon- 
sider, and in the hope that it would give 
to him the authority which he de- 
manded. 

The House granted this request and 
voted the 20-day extension. However, 
the Senate, after deliberate considera- 
tion, passed a new bill which is now be- 
fore the House. In many respects this 
bill is like the bill which the President 


- vetoed. In some particulars, it is cer- 


tainly more obnoxious from his stand- 
point. If he meant what he said when 
he vetoed the first bill, certainly he can- 
not consistently approve this bill. The 
majority leadership in the House has 
been unable to give any assurance that 
the President wants this bill, and this 
notwithstanding their conference with 
him on yesterday after its terms were 
made public. 

The compremise has been spectacular- 
ized in the press. The high lights of this 
new bill are about like this: 

First. Restores price and rent’ control 
until June 30, 1947, but with sharply cur- 
tailed OPA discretion, and divided au- 
thority. 


Second. Sets up a new three-man De- 


control Board, which will have powers to 
reestablish controls. The Board could 
override OPA and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to remove controls on any com- 
modity. It could restore controls on any 
of the basic foods and other items previ- 
ously exempted by the Senate. 

Third, Ceilings on five of these com- 
modities—meat, dairy products, grains, 
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cottonseed, and soybeans—will go back 
August 21 unless the Board decides other- 
wise. These items must remain ceiling- 
free until that date. 

Fourth. No controls can be imposed on 
poultry, eggs, petroleum, or tobacco un- 
less the Board orders. In no event can 
the Board recontrol these before August 
21. 

Fifth. In addition, the Board has the 
same broad powers to order removal of 
ceilings on other commodities it was 
granted in the recently vetoed bill. 

Sixth. Subject to the Board's final say, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, rather than 
OPA, would decide what farm commodi- 
ties can be controlled. 

Seventh. OPA’s rent control authority 
is continued unchanged, 

Eighth. Subject to the Decontrol 
Board’s over-all orders, OPA would con- 
tinue to set ceilings on industrial goods. 
But its discretion would be sharply cur- 
tailed by the bill's new pricing formula. 

Ninth. Both rent controls and indus- 
trial price ceilings would be restored on 
the day the President signs the bill. OPA 
is expected to issue interim regulations 
covering the 30 days allowed for working 
out the higher ceilings required by the 
new pricing formula. 

Tenth. This formula requires OPA to 
set ceilings for manufacturers on an in- 
dustry-wide basis, reflecting their average 
1940 price for each product, plus in- 
creases in cost since. OPA could refuse 
the increase to manufacturers already 
receiving cost plus a reasonable profit 
if the increase would not aid production, 
or if it would reduce production of 
equally needed items. 

Eleventh. OPA still would retain con- 
siderably more discretion than under the 
Taft amendment. For example, it could 
make “reasonable adjustments for condi- 
tions resulting from abnormal volume of 
production.” 

Twelfth. OPA would have to give 
wholesale and retail distributors ceilings 
reflecting their “current cost of acquisi- 
tion of any commodity plus such average 
percentage discount or mark-up as was 
in effect March 31, 1946.” 

Thirteenth. Subsidies largely for hold- 
ing down food prices trimmed from the 
$2,000,000,000 asked by OPA to about 
$1,000,000,000. No food subsidies could 
be paid after next April 1. 

Mr. Speaker, can you conceive of our 
farmers, our businessmen, our manufac- 
turers, and all the rest, being compelled 
to conform to the new swarm of rules, 
regulations, and directives following the 
passage of this law? 

Even if the President does have the 
temerity to sign this monstrosity, it is 
impossible of administration. A three- 
man Board, selected by the President, is 
brought into the picture. Now, if these 
were supermen, or were all practical, 
common-sense businessmen, and func- 
tioned as such, possibly this new pro- 
posal could be made to work. If they 
were all men like Chester Bowles the con- 
fusion would be just three times as bad 
as it was when he had a one-man Admin- 
istration. Under this new bill there will 
not only be uncertainty, but the chances 


are a hundred to one that there will be 


chaos, Imagine the task. of going back 
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to June 30 and starting all over again. 
Who would know what or when? 

Mr. Speaker, the very idea of con- 
trolling the price of agricultural prod- 
ucts, for instance, with a declaration in 
the beginning that there can be, which 
means that there probably will be, a re- 
adjustment of these prices every 30 days. 
What in the world is the farmer going to 
do if he knows that some bureau in 
Washington may change his selling price 
every 30 days? Will this get food and the 
things we need and the production we 
must have? Surely, no one familiar with 
agriculture can entertain any such belief. 
This is just one of the many incongruous 
possibilities inherent in this conference 
report. 

Today there is no price-fixing control 
at all. Under this bill there will be 
selective control, entirely in the discre- 
tion of the new three-man bureau set up. 
On some commodities there cannot be 
any control before August 21. On other 
commodities there can be no control at 
all. The words control and decontrol 
are used carelessly and promiscuously. 
It is a case of going and coming at the 
same time. The old story about “on 
again, off again, gone again, Finnegan,” 
has nothing on this bill. 

Mr, Speaker, I have received liter- 
ally hundreds of letters and telegrams 
from constituents demanding that the 
price-control law which was in effect be 
continued without any crippling amend- 
ments. These groups and individuals 
protested bitterly about the action of the 
House in passing the bill which the 
President vetoed. Certainly they do not 
want this pending bill with these addi- 
tional crippling amendments. 

Because I voted for the bill which the 
President vetoed, I was severaly con- 
demned by these advocates of OPA. If 
I follow their instructions today, I cer- 
tainly cannot vote for this bill. In 
short, I doubt if a single Member of the 
House has been asked by one of his con- 
stituents or one group from his district 
to support this proposal now before us. 
I shall, therefore, vote to recommit the 
bill to the conference committee in the 
hope that the glaring inequalities, im- 
possibilities, and inequities may be elim- 
inated if price control is to be continued. 
If the majority of the House refuses to 
make such request, then I shall be con- 
strained to vote against this conference 
report. 

I have taken the position from the be- 
ginning that OPA control should be elim- 
inated just as soon as the economy of 
the country would permit. However, I 
have felt that the best interests of a 
majority of the people required that it be 
removed gradually. When the President 
permitted wages and the cost of produc- 
tion to rise, then the line was broken. 
When he purposely discontinued all price 
control, the result on our economy was 
not at all as he had predicted. Yes; 
there were increases in some prices. 
When subsidies were removed and the 
consumer paid his own grocery bill, he 
necessarily paid about 12 cents more a 
pound for round steak and about 18 cents 
a pound more for butter, if the producer 
was to get the same price he received 
when the Federal Government paid the 
producer these amounts in subsidies; 
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that is, the taxpayer paid the subsidy, or 
a part of the consumer’s grocery bill, 
Few of our people expect these subsidies 
to be continued permanently. Yes; 
prices in many instances are much higher 
and there are profiteers, but not nearly 
so many as we who believed in the effi- 
cacy of OPA, as a war measure, antici- 
pated. é 

If this conference report is not ac- 
cepted, it will mean the conferees must 
work out a bill not so intricate, not so 
involved, and one that has a possibility of 
accomplishing the purpose for which the 
original OPA law was enacted. There is 
no hope of such benefits coming from the 
bill now before us. Its enactment will 
but add to the uncertainty. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, we can- 
not have free enterprise without a pub- 
lic to patronize it. Unless we control in- 
flation the public’s purchasing power 
will be wiped out. Some of this Repub- 
lican talk about free enterprise, while 
completely ignoring the welfare of the 
people, reminds me of Mr. Chesty D. 
Breathedeep in this article from the 
Southern Teamster of July 3, as follows: 

ONLY ENTERPRISE IS FREE 
(By John Payne) 


Con Stumblebum loudly cleared 
his throat. The meeting will come to order,” 
he said. 


“We are privileged to have appearing be- 
fore our committee today,” the Congressman 
continued, “Mr. Chesty D. Breathedeep, who 
is national president of the Fresh Air Sup- 
ply Corp. of America. Mr. Breathedeep will 
now do our committee the honor of answer- 
ing whatever questions you gentlemen may 
care to ask him.” 

Mr. Breathedeep looked expectantly around 
the room. 

“Ask me any questions at all, gentlemen,” 
he invited. “The Fresh Air Supply Corp. of 
America keeps no secrets from the public.” 

“Is it true, Mr. Breathedeep,” asked Con- 
gressman Gravestone, “that your corpora- 
tion plans to sell air for breathing to the 
people of America?” 

“Yes,” said Mr. Breathedeep, wiggling with 
pride. “The Fresh Air Supply Corp. aims to 
be of service to each and every American 
from the cradle to the grave. We will sell air 
suitable for breathing to young and old at 
moderate rates, payable on the first of every 
month.” 

“Does this mean, Mr. Breathedeep,” asked 
Senator Foghorn, “that everybody will hence- 
forth have to purchase his or her supply 
of air from your corporation?” 

“Quite so,” answered Mr. Breathedeep, 
continuing to wriggle. “Our corporation 
will render service to the American people in 
much the same manner as the water com- 
panies do when they sell water or the power 
companies when they sell electricity. In 
other words, we plan to operate in the true 
spirit of free enterprise.” 

“But doesn’t the Fresh Air Supply Corp. 
expect competition from other companies?” 
asked Congressman Frogface. 

“No,” answered Mr. Breathedeep. “Our 
corporation has taken the trouble to buy up 
exclusive rights to the invention which ra- 
tions the air. And the original inventor, poor 
chap, died of a mysterious ailment a short 
time ago.” 

“Isn't your corporation operating in viola- 
tion of antitrust laws, Mr. Breathedeep?” 
asked Congressman Fishcake. 

“No, indeed,” answered Mr. Breathedeep 
quickly. “Our corporation is not a monopoly. 
We merely are the only business enterprise 
in our own particular field. We take pride 
in serving the public. Why, in addition to 
providing our customers with pure, unadul- 
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terated air without gasoline fumes, obnoxious 
odors, and flying insects, we also supply each 
and every client with a free air meter which 
locks easily to the nose and shows at a glance 
how much fresh air each person has con- 
sumed for a given period.” 

“But, Mr. Breathedeep,” asked a Congress- 
man from the far end of the room, “wasn’t 
the air we breathe meant to be free just like 
the sunshine?” 

An angry murmur spread through the 
room. Congressman Stumblebum rapped for 
order. 

“You don’t have to answer that question, 
Mr. Breathedeep,” advised Congressman 
Stumblebum with an apologetic look. 

Mr. Breathedeep ran a finger between his 
collar and his perspiring neck. 

“Gentlemen,” he said, “the Fresh Air Sup- 
ply Corp. is proud that it is ending the waste- 
ful practice of careless breathing of air. If 
air and water and electricity were free to 
everybody, gentlemen, I ask you, what would 
happen to our system of free enterprise?” 


Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, this bill will 
bring neither price control nor full pro- 
duction. Instead it will bring utter 
chaos, black markets, scarcities, higher 
prices, inflation. I will vote against the 
bill, and in doing so, I am voting in the 
interest of people of small means. 

Mr. RABIN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
often stated that I am for a strong OPA. 
I voted against the last conference report 
because I did not think that under the 
bill then proposed, price ceilings could 
have been enforced. I believe the Con- 
gress would do best if it would extend 
the OPA for 1 year without change, leav- 
ing it to the OPA to lift controls in the 
meantime on such commodities when it 
deems it safe to do so. The majority 
of the Congress, it seems, does not wish 
to do that. 

The present conference report pro- 
poses the passage of an OPA bill which 
I am informed can be enforced. To be 
sure, it is not as good a bill as I would 
like to see enacted. However, it is the 
best that we can possibly get from this 
Congress, and much as I do not like it, I 
think it is in the best interests of our 
country that it be passed. I shall, there- 
fore, vote for it. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, in con- 
sidering the present conference report on 
price control, the membership is required 
to accept this legislation or nothing. 
When this bill was before the House sev- 
eral months ago, I opposed the crippling 
amendments. which were adopted. I 
later upheld the President's veto of the 
emasculated bill which he was called 
upon to sign or veto. 

This legislation is a slight. improve- 
ment over the bill which the President 
vetoed, but it is the only protection the 
consuming public can expect, to keep 
down the cost of living. 

Since OPA was discontinued on July 1, 
slightly over 3 weeks ago, prices have 
risen rapidly. This increase has taken 
place in spite of the fact that manufac- 
turers, wholesalers, retailers, and so 
forth, through propaganda and other- 
wise, urged everybody to keep prices 
down. One would infer that their cam- 
paign was carried on for the purpose of 
holding down prices until Congress re- 
cessed with the hope that no price con- 
trol legislation would be enacted. 

According to a survey conducted on 
over 900 commodities, the following index 
reveals: 
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First. In all of 1945 the general price 
index rose 2.4 points, from 104.6 to 107. 
That is a 2.3 percent increase. 

Second. In 6 months of 1946 before 
OPA died the index jumped from 107 
percent to 112.7 percent of the 1926 base. 
That rise was at a rate five times as great 
as in 1945. 

Third. In 1946 after OPA, in the first 
two control-free weeks, prices of these 
900 commodities at wholesale shot up 
from 112.7 to 120.7—4.5 points in the first 
week and 3.5 in the second. That rise 
was at a rate more than 80 times as fast 
as the 1945 rate. 

Food prices lead the increase. One can 
easily understand the effect this will have 
on over 9,000,000 families in America 
whose income is under $1,000 a year— 
12,000,000 families whose income is under 
$2,009 a year—10,000,000 families whose 
income is under $3,000 a year. 

I hope this legislation will be suffi- 
ciently effective to revert to the July 1 
prices on rents, food, clothing, and other 
necessary commodities. 

OPA NOT NEEDED 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, the American people have had 
3 weeks without price control. The 
shackles have been removed from in- 
dustry and the food-producing sections 
of our economy. It is interesting to note 
just what has happened during these 3 
weeks without OPA. 

It is only natural that some foods in 
short supply, because of previous OPA 
actions, should go up in price. The price 
increases have not been as much as the 
Bowles-Porter administration machine 
said they would be. In the case of poul- 
try and. eggs, the price has actually de- 
clined under the original OPA prices. 
Butter teday is slightly below the OPA 
ceiling of 3 weeks ago. It should also 
be remembered that there was a subsidy 
of 12 to 17 cents a pound on butterfat. 
Many people in the country did not 
realize that they were not paying their 
entire grocery bill when they bought meat 
and butter over the counter. 

In the case of meat, we have seen the 
largest run of cattle and hogs since the 
pig-killing days of 1934 and the drought 
years for cattle in 1936. Yesterday the 
stockyards of Kansas City and other 
leading markets had the largest run of 
cattle that they have had in a quarter 
of a century. The supply of cattle sur- 
passed the all-time high in the Kansas 
City market, which was in 1920. Meat, 
under a free market, is filling up the sup- 
ply lines, the cooling rooms, and the 
lockers of the country. No longer do 
we see meat and butter lines. These 
products are abundant in all stores of 
the country. 

It is interesting to note, Mr. Speaker, 
that all of the large metropolitan stores 
of the country are having clearance sales 
on many staple articles. Many other 
items in the stores are priced far below 
the original OPA price. For the first 
time it is possible to buy white shirts and 
many articles that were formerly not to 
be found. It is true that there are some 
merchants that have boosted the price 
of meat and butter and other necessary 
items of living. They have taken ad- 
vantage of a public hungry for meat and 
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butter. They have found, as have the 
black-market boys, that free competition 
soon asserts itself and prices come down. 
It is estimated that the black-market 
operators have lost more than $10,000,000 
in meat alone since the 1st of July. 

It is only natural that there will be 
some maladjustments and some shock to 
our economy by the immediate termi- 
nation of OPA. This would happen 
whenever the Congress decided to stop 
OPA and the subsidies involved. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the 
reading and the discussion of the con- 
ference report on the OPA. It is my 
considered opinion that the bill as writ- 
ten is unworkable. It will add chaos 
to confusion. It is a Frankenstein 
monstrosity that cannot be adminis- 
tered. The people already have nullified 
OPA as they did the old NRA and na- 


. tional prohibition when they were in 


effect. The bill is confusing and will 
cause more and more unrest not only in 
the agricultural section but the indus- 
trial sections of the country. 

It is only natural that the black- 
market boys are now lobbying in the 
halls of Congress asking that OPA be 
continued. They know that with the 
passage of this bill that the legitimate 
market will dry up and they again will 
come into their lush untaxable profits. 

I am certain, Mr. Speaker, that if the 
controls are placed back upon cattle, 
dairy and other products that the market 
will dry up and these products can only 
be found at black-market prices. 

How can you expect the man who feeds 
cattle, for instance, to buy and place 
in the feed lot cattle when the price 
can be changed every 30 days? The 
provisions for a Decontrol Board would 
require the employment of thousands 
of decontrol boards in order to handle 
the requests for price changes. The 
prices are subject to change every 30 
days. This is an impossible situation. 

I note, Mr. Speaker, that there is a sec- 
tion of the bill which provides that the 
Decontrol Board can operate on a re- 
gional basis. I am wondering if we 
might expect this Board, controlled by 
the administration, just a few weeks be- 
fore election to remove all the controls 
on meat, butter, and agricultural prod- 
ucts in the areas that produce them, but 
at the same time keep price controls to 
satisfy the CIO and other radical groups, 
in the large industrial centers. Controls 
were removed first before the elections 
in 1944 and I would expect the same 
maneuvering again. 

If I were selfish, I would secretly hope 
that OPA would continue because I am 
satisfied it will make more Republicans 
than the National Republican Committee 
or any other group could possibly make. 
If this bill is enacted, it will certainly 
mean that the Republicans will control 
this House after January 1947. 

I am convinced, Mr. Speaker, that this 
bill will cause so much confusion in the 
agricultural and industrial centers that 
production will drop and food and scarce 
articles will again be hard to find in the 
legitimate markets of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for rent con- 
trols in areas where needed, but I can- 
not support a bill which places the 
shackles of bureaucracy back upon a free 
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enterprise which to date has demon- 
strated beyond the question of a doubt 
that it can produce and sell items needed 
by a hungry public below the original 
OPA ceilings and without the bureau- 
cratic regimentation and red tape which 
must follow the enactment of this bill. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, the 
present bill which is under consideration 
at this time and sent to us under a par- 
liamentary situation which prohibits 
amendments on the floor of the House 
is in my opinion much worse from an ad- 
ministrative standpoint than the price 
contro] bill which was sent to the Pres- 
ident and which received his veto on 
June 29. Mr. Speaker, his action in veto- 
ing the previous OPA extension bill places 
me in a position for the first time of vot- 
ing to permit controls to be taken off 
specific items for any length of time. My 
voting record on the amendments to the 
bill which he vetoed June 29 will show 
that I voted against the elimination of 
controls on any specific items such as 
meat, poultry, dairy products, and so 
forth. However, this bill permits these 
items to remain uncontrolled until Aug- 
ust 20, 1946. 

The controversy over the extension of 
price control has never been a question of 
what Senator Tarr wanted or what 
Chester Bowles wanted, but it has been 
a question of whether or not a law enacted 
by Congress and signed by the President 
can be ignored by those who are placed 
in charge of its administration and their 
own judgment substituted for the terms 
of law. * 

As of July 15, 1946, I wired the Presi- 
dent as follows: 


Present OPA controversy calls for frank 
statement from you to the American public 
as to whether you condone the administra- 
tive disregard for statutory law in substitu- 
ting discretion and expediency for fairness 
and equity. OPA law since June 1942, re- 
quired administration “to control price in a 
fair and equitable manner.” Zenas Potter, 
Congressional Information Director, advised 
me in March 1945 that OPA could not stand 
an investigation as to fairness and equity be- 
cause OPA had not been fair and equitable. 
Chester Bowles in June 1945 advised 50 Con- 
gressmen in the Labor Committee meeting 
room that if OPA was extended for 1 year 
without amendments he would personally 
guarantee a fair and equitable administra- 
tion. July 7, 1945, Chester Bowles advised 
Congress in a mimeographed letter that it 
was impossible for him to conduct the OPA 
in a fair and equitable manner because his 
assistants insisted on discretion and expe- 
diency for their guide, This condition con- 
tinues under Paul Porter and is the cause 
of congressional dissatisfaction at this time. 
The controversy is on the question of whether 
the retreat to natural economic law shall be 
gradual or abrupt. A statement from you to 
the public that you will not appoint to the 
Price Decontrol Board anyone who has been 
or is connected with the OPA at any policy 
making or supervisory level in the district, 
regional, or national offices, will go far to re- 
storing confidence of the American people in 
the possibility that laws as enacted by Con- 
gress will be carried out by the administrative 
officials for whom you are responsible, Fail- 
ure on your part to issue such a statement 
would justify the presumption that you con- 
done the illegal position of Chester Bowles 
and Paul Porter as well as all officials charged 
with writing the price control regulations of 
OPA and would justify complete statutory 
elimination of these controls as the only 
method of assuring equal justice to all. 
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He has not seen fit to issue a public 
statement concerning his position on the 
administrative disregard for statutory 
law by both Zenas Potter and Chester 
Bowles who have left the Office of Price 
Administration. He has not seen fit to 
publicly announce whom he will select 
for the Decontrol Board or whether he 
will attempt to reestablish some of those 
who were guilty of malfeasance in office 
by disregarding the text of existing law 
or whether he will look further for mem- 
bers of this Decontrol Board. 

Mr. Speaker, I have consistently fought 
for administrative respect for the statu- 
tory law, and I shall continue to fight to 
see that the laws as passed by Congress 
are administered in accordance with 
their terms. I have always felt that the 
laws passed by Congress should contain 
the exact wording and the exact philoso- 
phy intended by Congress and that noth- 
ing should be left to the discretion of the 
Administrator by reason of skeleton law. 

The bill we have under consideration 
here complies with that fundamental 
view of mine and for that reason I in- 
tend to vote for it at this time. 

The bill extends the life of the Office 
of Price Administration until June 30, 
1947, and states that on that date the 
Office of Price Administration shall be 
abolished. It requires the President of 
the United States to make recommenda- 
tions by January 15, 1947, concerning 
needed legislation to establish monetary, 
fiscal, and other policies which are ade- 
quate to supplement the control of prices 
and wages during that balance of the 
fiscal year 1947, and to insure that gen- 
eral prices and wages can be terminated 
by the end of that fiscal year without 
danger of inflation thereafter. 

My affirmative vote in favor of the 
passage of this legislation cannot be con- 
strued as a vote in favor of all the con- 
tents of this bill. But because of the 
legislative parliamentary predicament in 
which we find ourselves at this time 
which prohibits amendments to the bill 
in the House of Representatives, there 
will be some features in this bill per- 
mitted to become law which are much 
worse than any provision contained in 
the bill that was vetoed June 29. 

I hope that the President of the United 
States in fulfilling the requirement of 
this bill by appointing the members of 
the Price Decontrol Board will make it 
a mandatory consideration for his ap- 
pointment that members shall act on the 
law as written by Congress and shall not 
bring into consideration of their duties 
any personal philosophy such as domi- 
nated the Office of Price Administration 
during the term of Chester Bowles when 
Mr. Bowles advised that he was not fair 
and equitable, had no intention of being 
fair and equitable at the beginning of 
his administration, and, therefore, could 
not stand an investigation of his admin- 
istration as to fairness and equity. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
voted for the bill extending OPA over 
the President’s veto. I believe that bill 
would have worked, if it had passed, to 
stabilize rents and prices, to encourage 
production. But OPA is dead, as a re- 
sult of the President’s veto. This bill 
is an attempt, not to continue and taper 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


off a live operation, but an attempt to 
revive and build up something that is 
very dead. It would take a very good 
bill to do this. I have attempted to 
analyze this long complicated, comprom- 
ise presented here. It is full of excep- 
tions, duplications, decontrols, recon- 
trols, subcontrols, demicontrols, sleepers, 
and words and phrases that mean differ- 
ent things to different people. The com- 
promise apparently consisted of putting 
in everything anybody wanted, and then 
taking it out again by interpretations 
and exceptions. I would vote for a work- 
able and effective price control bill. I 
cannot see how this bill will work, or be 
effective for any purpose except political 
purposes; to keep 37,000 OPA employees 
on the pay roll, so as to spend the sev- 
enty-five millions appropriated for them, 
and add a billion dollars to the public 
debt for subsidies. 

A majority of this House has never 
before voted in favor of consumers’ sub- 
sidies. We repeatedly showed by our 
votes that we thought consumers’ sub- 
sidies were unsound and immoral. All we 
ever did was to vote limitations on sub- 
sidies which the President had already 
put into effect. Today is the first time 
we have ever voted on this question 
when there were no subsidies in effect. 
I cannot see how we are justified in re- 
instating subsidies, now that the coun- 
try has weathered the shock of remov- 
ing them. It is as if a cripple who had 
learned to get along without crutches 
deliberately took to wearing them again. 
My guess is that if this bill becomes law 
you will see a subsidized price rollback 
just before election, and that will be the 
only price reduction ever accomplished 
by this bill. 

I am voting to continue rent con- 
trols, although I believe this can be done 
better by the States. 

I have thought about voting for this 
bill as a gesture to show that I wish we 
had effective price control. I know that 
many of my colleagues, who share my 
pessimism about this bill, are voting for 
it on this basis. I cannot bring myself 
to doit. I believe it is almost as phony 
as the 20-day bill the House passed July 1, 
and time has already demonstrated that 
that bill was a 100-percent phony. 

Nothing will happen under this bill 
until August 20. The country will then 
have been without price control for 7 
weeks. It would be difficult to reinstate 
price control under such circumstances 
with any bill. It would be almost impos- 
sible to do it with this bill. It will be 
completely impossible to do it with this 
bill under an administration that has al- 
ready demonstrated its impotence under 
past OPA laws, and already confessed its 
impotence to administer a law like this. 
The confusion, uncertainty, and exas- 
peration that will be caused by the del- 
uge of new regulations and orders under 
this bill will hamper production and dis- 
locate our economy, but will not keep 
prices down for long, if at all. Mean- 
while, the black markets will fiourish 
once more. 

I think this bill should go back to con- 
ference for another try. If not, then it 
should be sent to the President by those 
who have confidence in the administra- 
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tion that will put it into effect. I am 
voting “no” on this conference report. 


EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL 


Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened to the reading of House Report 
No. 2629, being the conference report on 
the extension of the Emergency Price 
Control and Stabilization Acts, and 
meanwhile have read it to myself. I 
have supported the extension of price- 
control and stabilization legislation and 
all necessary appropriations, but this 
conference report is something I cannot 
support. If the provisions of this con- 
ference report become law, it will not 
prove effective in the control of prices, 
while its administrative features are 
strong enough to permit the OPA to cru- 
cify everyone concerned, and the bill it- 
self is so balled up as to confuse every- 
one and anyone who may attempt to 
abide by it. The American people have 
a faculty for ignoring laws which they 
feel to be unjust, and I believe that will 
be the course of action taken with this 
extension of price-control and stabiliza- 
tion legislation. 

My colleague the gentleman from Cal- 
ifornia [Mr. Les] has stated that he in- 
tends to move to recommit the bill with 
instructions to strike out everything but 
the rent- control provisions. I intend to 
vote against that motion for two reasons: 
First, because it is unjust to remove price 
controls on everything else but rents, and 
then expect rental property owners to be 
able to maintain their premises and pay 
taxes. Rents are the only prices that 
have not been increased since the Price 
Control Act went into effect, but prop- 
erty owners must pay, double and treble 
the prices for their maintenance-and re- 
pairs, and taxes have increased from 25 to 
40 percent. Furthermore, the legislative 
bodies in Los Angeles County and in the 
city of Los Angeles and Glendale, Calif., 
have instituted rent controls, allowing a 
15-percent increase in rents as an interim 
measure, and it is my firm belief that to 
cause the roll-back of such rentals will 
serve only to decrease the number of 
rental units that would be made avail- 
able at a time when housing is short 
enough. I have long taken the position 
that if the OPA Rent Control Division 
were as considerate of the owners of 
rental property as they have been with 
certain suppliers of needed merchandise, 
that many thousands of rental units 
would be made available for rent in the 
Los Angeles area. That assumption has 
been proved by the investigation of an 
interim committee of the California 
State Legislature. That committee re- 
ported earlier this summer to the effect 
that in the city of Los Angeles alone, 
such consideration would result in mak- 
ing available rental units that would 
house more than 125,000 people. } 

When the vote comes on the question 
of agreeing with the conference report, 
I must vote against it, because I am con- 
vinced that it will create utter confusion, 
create more black markets, and dry up 
the supply of more goods, thereby accen- 
tuating shortages, than the bill which I 
voted for and which the President vetoed 
on July 29 last. 
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My vote against the conference report 
does not mean that I am opposed to prop- 
er price control, for my position in that 
matter has been clearly indicated in the 
recent past by my votes in favor of ex- 
tending price control. The pending 
measure, however, borders on being a 
legislative monstrosity, as I read it. 


A BILL TO LEGALIZE CHAOS 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, the new OPA bill, in my judg- 
ment, will be a bitter disappointment 
and I cannot vote to approve it in the 
form now before us. 

This bill will legalize chaos and estab- 
lish uncertainty by statute. 

Until the 20th of August, producers 
and processors of the major food items 
such as meat, milk, grains, and soybeans, 
will not know whether they are to be 
placed under control again or not. They 
may expect to be, but until the decontrol 
board speaks, they will not know. They 
will be in the state of mind of the man 
in the death cell who has taken an ap- 
Peal, 

And the other group of food producers 
who deal with poultry and eggs will be 
in the position of the convict who is out 
on parole. They will never know when 
the parole will be forfeited. 

Both groups will be on a 30-day basis. 

If business in this country can operate 
on a 30-day basis, it will be something to 
see. Dealers will be forced to speculate 
on inventories. Producers and manu- 
facturers will either gamble or go out of 
business. 

How can you feed, how can you buy 
livestock to feed, unless you know wheth- 
er normal and seasonal factors will gov- 
ern the price when you sell? 

The ideas of three men, whose whims 
and tendencies are not known, will de- 
termine the capricious course of prices 
and production. 

I have voted consistently to give price 
control a chance, Mr. Speaker when 
there was a chance. I have voted as 
consistently against fooling the people 
by giving them an unworkable act. That 
is why I voted against sending to the 
President the bill he vetoed and I shall 
certainly vote against sending him this 
bill although he and his spokesmen ap- 
parently are asking for it. 

To be specific, I voted to send to the 
Senate the first bill because it was neces- 
sary that the other body have a whack 
at it if any bill was to develop, but I could 
not see anything but futility in the Sen- 
ate amendments and voted against con- 
currence in them. And, of course, I 
voted to sustain the veto. 

I voted for the 20-day temporary ex- 
tension, in the belief that time should be 
provided for getting a workable bill if 
that was possible. If the bill now before 
us is the best bill obtainable, then I must 
conclude that a satisfactory general price 
control bill is impossible to get at this 
time. 7 

I shall vote for continuing rent con- 
trol alone if we are given an opportunity 
to do so, because there is a serious short- 
age of housing and it cannot be ended 
overnight. With most foods and cloth- 
ing, it is possible to get along or find 
something else that will do. Supply will 
respond to the demand, in most things, 
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but it will take time for housing to do 
so. 
It is interesting to note, Mr. Speaker, 
that tobacco and petroleum are decon- 
trolled by the bill now-presented to us. 
I am reminded of the remark credited to 
a distinguished gentleman, the other day, 
when another body had completed its 
work on the bill. It was to the effect 
that there must be some sore backs 
around because there had been so much 
back scratching. 

The history of price-control efforts in 
World War II is the story of an attempt 
to control the other fellow. 

The first stabilization bill put a ceil- 
ing on farm products but left the lid off 
wages and things the farmer had to buy. 
The second act continued the ceiling on 
farm products and propped up wages 
with a floor—the so-called Little Steel 
formula of a 15-percent boost. 

When the fighting war ended, wage 
controls were abandoned and the Presi- 
dent said, in effect, that any group which 
called a strike for it could get an 18 per- 
cent increase, and to insure the increase 
in Big Steel, he approved a $5-per-ton in- 
crease for steel across the board. 

Farm machinery was needed by the 
farmer to produce food. Higher steel 
and higher wages force higher prices for 
machinery. The average farmer would 
gladly pay more if he could but get the 
machinery. For the average farmer is 
just too trusting; he simply cannot be- 
lieve that the powers that be will actually 
put a lid on what he has to sell while 
pushing up the price of what he has to 
buy. Or is he? 

This bill, if it becomes law, will teach 
him. 

Sooner or later, Mr. Speaker, this 
country and all the people in it will have 
to learn that we cannot have our cake 
and eat it, too. You cannot permanently 
put prices in a strait-jacket and let costs 
run wild. The taxpayers of this Nation 
will dig up over $6,000,000,000 to foot the 
bill for consumer subsidies paid out of 
the Treasury between 1940 and 1945— 
that with interest for the part of the 
grocery bill passed on to the future. 

We have been deluded by the talk 
about prices and goods. Men have for- 
gotten that in this country we have an- 
other way to control the value of money. 
That is the use of our gold reserves. 

We really do not need OPA to guard 
against a runaway inflation as long as 
we have a gold supply and can readily 
convert the value of our paper currency 
to its original basis or to any other gold 
ratio basis that Congress may see fit to 
adopt. Paper money can be given a real 
value whenever we want to do it; that is 
where our situation is unlike that of 
China or Germany or Austria. 

To be sure, I do not know how long it 
would take some of the current con- 
trollers to accept the idea that gold talks 
an international language and has a real 
value independent of rules and regula- 
tions. Some day, however, the chips will 
be down and gold will be admitted to be 
what it is. 

It is hard to kick against the stubborn 
law of supply and demand. Eventually, 
artificial decrees on prices must cease 
and the country must fit prices to costs 
and let demand inspire or check produc- 


9775 


tion as the case may be. During the 
past 3.weeks we had begun to do that. 
Why now try to decree artificial prices by 
fiat and have to adjust all over again? 
And, especially, why do it by requiring 
uncertainty and confusion as this bill 
does? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor- 
MACK]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, sev- 
eral days ago when we sent this bill to 
conference my good and valued friend 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
cort], whom I admire very much, ex- 
pressed serious doubt, in fact I think he 
probably expressed himself more frank- 
ly, as to the inability of the conferees to 
get together and agrec upon a bill. Re- 
specting his views, as I always do, I could 
not agree with him, and I expressed opti- 
mism and confidence that if the bill 
went to conference the conferees would 
be able to get together and adopt an ac- 
ceptable bill. A majority, the great ma- 
jority, of the conferees have done that. 
The bill before us, in my opinion, consti- 
tutes an acceptable bill. It is a bill which, 
in my opinion, and I am expressing my 
opinion only, will become law. As Icon- 
fidently expressed my opinion several 
days ago about the ability of the con- 
ferees to get together and agree upon a 
bill, I now express with equal confidence 
the statement that this bill is acceptable, 
and if the conference report is adopted by 
both branches it will become law. 

This bill enables control, a control suf- 
ficient under the circumstances, to meet 
the national interests of our country and 
the best interests of our people. It pos- 
sesses something that was lacking in the 
last bill which was sent to the President 
and which he vetoed. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Murray] in com- 
menting upon the remarks made by the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Brown] 
misconstrued, as I understand it, what 
the gentleman from Georgia said. The 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Brown] 
said that his amendment in the present 
conference report covering reasonable 
profits, and so forth, is workable and will 
be workable, whereas the provisions of 
the Taft amendment were such that if 
they had been incorporated into law 
they would not have been workable. I 
will ask the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. Brown] if my understanding of his 
statement is correct? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. That is 
practically true. I think reasonable 
profit was the goal Mr. Tarr was shoot- 
ing at, but in his language it would have 
been most difficult to enforce. On my 
amendment Mr. Tart has agreed with me 
by voting for it. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KUNKEL. There is a similar 
amendment in the OPA Act and has been 
since 1944. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, I understand 
that. 
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Mr, KUNKEL. It has been adminis- 
tered since that time by the OPA. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The last 
page of the original bill that came from 
the Banking and Curreney Committee 
shows that cotton was taken care of just 
as much as the Taft amendment took 
care of all the rest of the businesses in 
the United States. 

Mr. McCORMACK, I think I have 
corrected any misunderstanding the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin in good faith had 
about the remarks made by the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Brown]. Cer- 
tainly the gentleman from Georgia has 
clarified it and the gentleman from Wis- 
consin ought to accept the statement 
made by the gentleman from Georgia 
LMr. Brown]. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. If the 
gentleman from Georgia leaves his re- 
marks in the Recorp as he made them, 
then we may find out. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Iam surprised at 
the gentleman from Wisconsin making 
an observation of that kind. He amazes 


me. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Getting back to the 
statement made by the gentleman from 
Georgia, subsection (f) starts out by 
saying: 

If the maximum prices of a product on 
the average equal its average current total 
cost plus a reasonable profit. 


No further adjustment must be made. 

One of the alternate standards under 
the Barkley amendment is almost ex- 
actly the same language where it says 
that the maximum prices for a product 
shall be deemed in compliance with this 
standard if such prices on the average 
are equal to the average total cost of 
the product plus the industry’s aver- 
age over-all profit margin on sales in 
the base period. 

What is the reason for bringing in 
there that repetition if the words fol- 
lowing that do not control, and if the 
words following that do control then 
the Administrator is given authority to 
control production. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, we 
have before us a bill that we will have 
to vote up or down. The bill consti- 
tutes, in my opinion, the most accept- 
able bill that the conferees could arrive 
at. We are in a legislative situation 
where amendments cannot be offered. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
Lea] has served notice that if he is rec- 
ognized he is going to offer a motion 
to recommit. In order for the gentle- 
man from California to be recognized, 
the Republican Members who have the 
prior right to be recognized, and this 
means anyone of them, will not offer 
such a motion to recommit. No Member 
of the Republican Party will offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The gentleman says he is going to offer 
a motion to recommit to strike out every- 
thing but rents. How does he think rents 
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are going to be stabilized or frozen if 
everything else goes sky high? That 
would not be fair to the owners of prop- 
erty if we do not control prices on other 
things that people eat and which they 
have to buy, and then freeze rents. On 
the other hand, if you let this condition 
exist it would not be fair to the public 
where you confine it to rents only, be- 
cause you cannot in practical operation 
freeze rents only. It would not be fair 
all along from that angle. It would not 
be fair to the tenant, and it would not be 
fair to the owner. Certainly it would not 
be fair to the man who wore the uniform 
in the last war and came back and ex- 
pected to buy something for the dollar 
he receives either as a pension or the 
salary he now receives from private em- 
ployment. 

This is an acceptable bill. I use the 
word “acceptable” and not the word 
“agreeable.” It is the best bill, I think, 
we could obtain. I think the conferees 
did a remarkable job. Those who did 
not sign the report exercised their con- 
science and their judgment, and I re- 
spect them deeply in disagreement. But, 
a great majority of the conferees in 
both bodies signed the report. With the 
difficulties that confronted them, I think 
the conferees on both sides rose to the 
heights of statesmanship. They agreed 
upon & bill under the most difficult con- 
ditions. That bill is now before us. We 
cannot very well adjourn Congress with- 
out passing under the present conditions 
some kind of price-control legislation. 
There ought to be some kind of price- 
control legislation on the books in the 
interest of the American people. If we 
adjourn Congress and prices go pyra- 
miding as they are likely to—because 
they rose over 75 percent on an average 
in the 9 months after controls were tak- 
en off following the first World War, and 
we are going to undergo some additional 
experiences because there are more 
shortages now than after the first World 
War—and if prices increase now, coupled 
with no price control, I am inclined to 
think that the people of the United 
States in November, particularly in close 
districts, no matter who represents that 
district, Republican or Democrat, are 
likely to exercise some control of their 
own. 

But, we ought to have the interest of 
the people at heart. This is an accept- 
able bill, and I hope the conference re- 
port will be agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the conference 
report. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo- 
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will 
recognize the gentleman if no Member 
on the minority side desires to offer a 
motion to recommit. 

Is the gentleman from California op- 
posed to the conference report? 

Mr. LEA. I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual- 
ifies. The Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Lea moves to recommit House Joint 
Resolution 371 to the Committee on Con- 
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ference with instructions to the conferees 
on the part of the House to insist on striking 
out all of the provisions of the Senate 
amendments other than those relating to 
rent control. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The question is on the motion to 
recommit. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. WADSWORTH) 
there were—ayes 120, noes 159. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 135, mays 219, answered 
“present” 2, not voting 74, as follows: 


[Roll No. 234] 
YEAS—135 

Allen, I Gillette Miller, Nebr. 
Andersen, Gillie Mundt 

H. Carl Goodwin Murray, Wis. 
Andresen, Graham Norblad 

August H Griffiths O'Hara 
Arends Gross Phillips 
Arnold Gwinn, N. Y. Pickett 
Barden Gwynne, Iowa Plumley 
Beall Hagen 
Bennett, Mo. Hale Reed, II 
Bishop Hall, Reed, N. Y. 
Blackney Edwin Arthur Rees, Kans. 
Brehm cock Rich 
Brown, Ohio Harness, Ind. Rizley 
Brumbaugh Henry Robertson, 
Buck Hess N. 
Buffett Hoeven Robsion, Ky. 
Butler Hoffman, Mich. Rodgers, Pa 
Byrnes, Wis Hoffman, Pa. Schwabe, Mo 
Cannon, Mo. Hope Schwabe, Okla 
Carlson Howell Scrivner 
Case, S. Dak. Jenkins Shafer 
Chiperfield Jennings Sharp 
Church Jensen Simpson, Ill 
Clevenger Johnson, II. Simpson, Pa 
Cole, Mo. Johnson,Ind. Smith, Ohio 
Cole, N. Y. Jones Smith, Wis. 
Cunningham Jonkman 
Curtis Kelly, Il Stefan 
D'Ewart Kinzer Stockman 
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Mr. Bennet of New York for, with Mr. Brad- 
ley of Michigan against. 

Mr. Kerr for, with Mr. Roe of Maryland 
against. 

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr. 
Chenoweth against. 


Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Cole of Kansas 


against. 

Mr. John J. Delaney for, with Mr. Wood 
against. 

Mr. Izac for, with Mr. Wolfenfen of Penn- 
sylvania against. 

Mr. Welch for, with Mr. Clippinger against. 

Mr. Bryson for, with Mr. Rivers against. 

Additional general pairs: 

Mr. Priest with Mr. Reece of Tennessee. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Kilburn. 

Mr. De Lacy with Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Daughton of Virginia with Mr. An- 
drews of California. 

Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Gillespie. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Wickersham with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Maloney with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. Sparkman with Mr. Engel of Michigan, 


Mr. Ricwarps changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
paired with the gentleman from South 
Carolina, Mr. Bryson. If present he 
would vote “yea.” I voted “nay.” I 
withdraw my vote and vote “present.” 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am paired with the gentleman 
from Colorado, Mr. CHENOWETH. If he 
were present he would vote “nay.” I 
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote of 
“yea” and vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

House Resolution 670 was laid on the 
table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 


Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the pressure of time in the closing days 
of the Congress, and due to the impor- 
tance of certain bills to come before 
the Congress, including social-security 
amendments, the reorganization of Con- 
gress, and other important pending mat- 
ters, and since there is no particular point 
to be served in the preservation of Cal- 
endar Wednesday tomorrow, I move that 
Calendar Wednesday business be dis- 
dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 192, noes 34. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So (two-thirds having voted in the af- 
firmative) the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in 
view of the motion just adopted, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet to- 
morrow at 11 o'clock. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO and Mr. POW- 
ELL objected. 

4 COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Education may be permitted to sit 
this afternoon during general debate. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIEN- 

TIFIC, AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 

Mr. BLOOM submitted a conference 
report and statement on the Resolution 
(H. J. Res. 305) providing for member- 
ship and participation by the United 
States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organ- 
ization, and authorizing an appropria- 
tion therefor. 

RAILROAD REORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5924) to en- 
able debtor railroad corporations, whose 
properties during a period of 7 years have 
provided sufficient earnings to pay fixed 
charges, to effect a readjustment of their 
financial structure without further pro- 
ceedings under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, as amended. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 5924, with Mr. 
Foranp in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not as familiar with the pending bill as 
the members of our subcommittee on 
bankruptcy who have given it a great 
deal of close study, but I have read 
enough of the hearings to convince my- 
self that it is a meritorious measure. 

As has been explained, a great many, 
if not most of the railroad systems of the 
country were thrown into bankruptcy 
during the dark decade between 1930 and 
1940, and reorganization plans were 
made and approved under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act based on the de- 
pressed values and low earnings of the 
thirties. Under those plans the holders 
of junior securities and the stockholders 
were completely wiped out. Since those 
plans were approved the railroads have 
enjoyed several lush years. A number of 
them have made their fixed charges and 
have accumulated large reserves, suffi- 
cient to pay fixed charges, rehabilitate 
the properties, pay defaulted interest, 
and provide working capital. Railroads 
which had no equity values in 1939 and 
1940 are now entirely solvent. 

This bill merely provides that in the 
case of bankrupt railroads which have 
made fixed charges for 7 years and whose 
reorganization plans have not been con- 
summated, the Court may return the 
management and properties to the form- 
er owners for a period of 18 months with- 
in which they may have the opportunity 
of working out compositions with their 
creditors. They may not be successful 
but I feel that the stockholders should 
have a chance to save some of their in- 
vestments from the wreckage. 

During the depression New York State 
passed a law declaring a moratorium on 
mortgage foreclosures for nonpayment 
of principal when due. Thousands of 
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home owners were losing their life’s sav- 
ings because of their financial difficulties 
and the unwillingness or inability of 
banks and other financial institutions to 
lend money for refinancing mortgages 
when they fell due. This law has saved 


thousands of homes and has caused com- 


paratively trivial losses to mortgagees. 
Congress took cognizance of a similar 
situation in the Dust Bowl States where 
thousands of thrifty, hard-working 
farmers were losing their properties be- 
cause of a succession of poor crop years. 
We passed the Fraser-Lemke bill to give 
these unfortunate men a chance to save 
their farms. 

If final orders are now made to put the 
reorganization plans of railroads, made 
6 or 7 years ago, into effect, it would be 
equivalent to depriving a Dakota farmer 
of his property after the rains have come 
and crops are abundant. 

If the humane principle underlying 
the New York mortgage moritorium act 
and the Fraser-Lemke Act is sound, then 
the Reed bill we are considering is sound, 
and so far as I am concerned I see no 
reason why there should be any excep- 
tions. 

I believe this bill should be passed to 
protect thousands of small investors in 
railroad stocks against total loss of their 
investments. I want them to have a 
chance for their white alley. 

If this bill is not passed the ownership 
and management of the railroads of the 
country will fall into the hands of the 
holders of the senior securities who are 
a comparatively small group of banks 
and insurance companies. The passage 
of the bill can cause them no loss, but it 
may have the effect of preventing their 
unjust enrichment at the expense of 
many little men. 

With a few powerful financial institu- 
tions owning the railroads it is a short 
step to Government ownership. 

In my judgment, and that of many 
others more competent than I to judge, 
the passage of the bill will do much to 
restore the credit of the railroads. In- 
vestors will be far more willing to buy 
railroad stocks if they know their equities 
will have some measure of protection. 

It seems to me that the passage of this 
bill is in the interest of hundreds of thou- 
sands of good, thrifty, hard-working 
American citizens, and that it is in the 
interest of the railroads themselves. 
ONLY CONGRESS CAN SAVE RAILROAD INVESTORS 

FROM BUREAUCRATIC EXECUTION 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, the purpose of this legislation is 
to halt as quickly as possible the further 
destruction of over $2,000,000,000 of rail- 
road securities that represent the sav- 
ings of hundreds of thousands of Amer- 
ican men and women distributed 
throughout the Nation. 

To fully understand the present prob- 
Jem it is necessary to review briefly the 
reorganization proceedings under sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act which 
produced the lamentable condition 
which this bill seeks to remedy. 

When our railroads were struck by 
the inescapable fury of the unprece- 
dented national depression of the early 
1930's, augmented by serious drought and 
other adverse conditions, there existed 
in the law only the equity receivership 
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procedure for foreclosing the lien of 
obligations which defaulted in payment 
of either interest or principal or both, 
That procedure had theretofore re- 
sulted in such wanton losses of railroad 
investments, that Congress hastily 
passed a new law in 1933 to grant relief 
to these financially imperiled railroads. 
That law, now known as section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, was intended by 
Congress to avoid the enormous sacri- 
fices of investments and the tremendous 
cost of railroad receiverships. 

, In actual practice, however, as con- 
strued and applied by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and the courts, 
section 77 has proved to be a procedure 
whereby over $2,000,000,000 of railroad 
investments, both bonds and stocks, 
either have been or will be needlessly 
wiped out unless Congress acts promptly 
to prevent it. 

To understand how this has happened 
and how it will continue to occur unless 
Congress halts it requires a brief review 
of the procedure under section 77. Un- 
der that statute, when a debtor railroad 
corporation is unable to meet its obliga- 
tions as they mature, it files a petition 
in the Federal district court in which it 
seeks to be reorganized. The court then 
appoints trustees to take over and man- 
age the railroad’s property. The debtor 
railroad is required to file a plan Of re- 
organization with the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, which then holds 
hearings, in which all parties in interest, 
including creditors and mortgage trus- 
tees, are permitted to intervene and be 
heard. Other parties are also allowed to 
submit plans of reorganization. After 
such hearings, the Commission issues an 
approved plan of reorganization which 
may be one of the plans submitted, or a 
modification or combination of any such 
plans, or it may be the Commission’s own 
plan. In any event the Commission is- 
sues an approved plan which thereby be- 
comes the Commission’s plan regardless 
of how it originated. Section 77 also 
provides a procedure under which the 
district court may first approve and 
later confirm a plan of reorganization 
theretofore approved by the Commis- 
sion. 

However, the Supreme Court has held 
repeatedly that the courts cannot inde- 
pendently review the Commission’s valu- 
ation or pass upon whether the plan un- 
justly or inequitably limits the proposed 
capitalization of the new company, with 
the consequent elimination of old securi- 
ties in excess of such limit of capitaliza- 
tion, but the courts are restricted to de- 
termining merely whether the Commis- 
sion’s findings of value and of capitaliza- 
tion are supported by some evidence and 
whether the Commission complied with 
the procedure and standards specified in 
the act. After the district court has ap- 
proved a plan, section 77 provides that 
the Commission shall submit the plan to 
a vote of the old security holders to 
accept or reject it. But stockholders and 
creditors whose interests have been 
found by the Commission to be of no 
value, and hence have been wiped out, 
are not entitled to vote on the plan at all. 
Moreover, even if those voting on the 
plan reject it, the plan nevertheless may 
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be made binding upon them. This was 
done, for example, in the Denver & Rio 
Grande Western reorganization where 
90 percent of the $43,000,000 claim of the 
general mortgage bondholders is wiped 
out, even though the plan was over- 
whelmingly rejected by them. The re- 
sult has been that as a practical matter 
the Commission exercises complete and 
final authority over the revaluation and 
recapitalization of these railroads, in- 
cluding the determination of which in- 
vestments in bonds and stocks should be 
wholly wiped out or drastically reduced. 

Pursuant to this broad and conclu- 
sive power, the Commission, in 1939 and 
1940, revalued and fixed the capitaliza- 
tion in approved plans of reorganization 
for almost all of these distressed rail- 
roads. Under these plans the capitali- 
zations were cut so drastically that over 
$2,500,000,000 in the bonds and stocks of 
those railroads were completely wiped 
out and in addition many senior securi- 
ties were harshly treated. 

To understand clearly the procedure 
by which the Commission’s plans wipe 
out these investments it is necessary to 
keep in mind that the financial struc- 
tures of railroads consist generally of five 
classes or kinds of security holders; 
namely: 

First. First or prior lien bondholders, 
whose bonds are secured by first mort- 
gages on the whole or major portions of 
the railroad. Their claims must be 
satisfied ahead of all others. 

Second. Second or junior lien bond- 
holders, whose bonds are secured by sec- 
ond or other junior mortgages on prop- 
erty covered by the first and prior claim 
of the first group or sometimes just on 
less important mileage. 

Third. Unsecured bondholders or other 
creditors to whom the railroad owes 
money but who do not hold mortgages 
on the railroad to secure the payment of 
their claims. 

Fourth. Holders of preferred stock, 
whose interests in the railroad are sub- 
ject to and inferior to the claims of all 
creditors in each of the prior groups, but 
whose claims usually come ahead of those 
of the holders of common stock. 

Fifth. Holders of common stock whose 
interests are below and subject to all of 
the above groups. 

Under the law the claims of these se- 
curity holders must be fairly and equi- 
tably provided for in the order of their 
priority. If there are not sufficient as- 
sets to satisfy all these interests, then the 
common stockholders must make the 
first sacrifice, then the preferred stock- 
holders, then the unsecured creditors if 
any, and finally if necessary even the 
junior bondholders. 

The procedure by which the Commis- 
sion wiped out investments is very sim- 
ple. It estimated the value of the rail- 
road, basing that value primarily upon 
its guesses as to future average earnings, 
and those guesses were in turn based 
largely upon the extremely low earnings 
of the depression years. That estimated 
total value of the railroad was then taken 
as the limit of its new capitalization, and 
the Commission’s approved plan pro- 
vided for the issuance of new bonds and 
stocks only to the total amount of that 
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estimated value. In the case of every 
one of these railroads the value so esti- 
mated by the Commission was drastically 
less than the old capitalizations of the 
roads as represented by outstanding 
bonds and stocks, the issuance of almost 
all of which had been previously ap- 
proved by the Commission itself before 
those old securities had been sold and 
distributed. The Commission then made 
a finding that the old securities in ex- 
cess of the new valuation were without 
value, and the holders thereof were de- 
nied any participation whatever in the 
new company. They were simply wiped 
out. 

In other words, under such plans of re- 
organization, there were just not enough 
new securities for distribution among the 
holders of all of the old securities, and 
hence the plans provided for the dis- 
tribution of the new securities in the 
order that the old security holders were 
entitled to priority. That is, the senior 
or first lien bondholders are entitled to 
have their claims covered before the 
junior or second lien bondholders’ claims 
are covered, and then, if there are any 
new securities left, the preferred stock- 
holders are entitled to receive them, and 
if there still remain any new securities 
the common stockholders are entitled to 
them. But since the Commission’s valu- 
ations were so drastically less than the 
total of old bonds and stocks outstand- 
ing, the new securities—limited to the 
amount of that low valuation—were in 
practically all cases not sufficient to reach 
down to even the old preferred stock, and 
in no case, I believe to the common 
stockholders. These preferred and com- 
mon stockholders simply receive nothing 
under the plans, consistently with the 
Commission’s finding that their interests 
are without value, because those secu- 
rities are in excess of the Commission’s 
estimate of the total value of the rail- 
road which limits the total permissable 
capitalization. Thus, such stockholders 
are wiped out. 

Moreover, the Commission’s valua- 
tions—based primarily, as I said, on the 
depression earnings—were so extremely 
low in most cases, that in addition to the 
interests of stockholders the claims of 
unsecured creditors and second-lien 
bondholders also were not fully covered 
by new securities and a great many cred- 
itor claims were likewise wiped out. In- 
deed, even the senior first-lien bond- 
holders were sometimes very harshly 
treated. There is hardly a major secu- 
rity issue in any reorganization before 
the Commission that was not diluted by 
being offered, at least in part, a new se- 
curity inferior in character to the old. 

Then a great, unexpected change oc- 
curred. Beginning in 1940 and continu- 
ing at an accelerated rate, the earnings 
of these railroads rose by leaps and 
bounds. The 1939-40 guesses of the 
Commission as to future earnings were 
proved to be grossly wrong year after 
year for five full years. The accumula- 
tion of large cash surpluses by these rail- 
roads and the expenditure, year after 
year, of huge amounts in the vast im- 
provement of their properties, resulted 
in a complete transformation of their 
financial and physical status. 
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Two examples will suffice to illustrate 
this change: 

During the period from January 1, 
1941, to January 1, 1946—5 years—the 
earnings on the wiped-out stocks of the 
St. Louis-Southwestern Railroad, after 
allowing full interest on all bonds, 
amounted to $149.89 per share of pre- 
ferred and $144.45 per share of common, 
an aggregate of $29,801,000. On Decem- 
ber 31, 1940, the St. Louis-Southwestern 
System had a deficit in net current assets 
of $1,778,894 and its cash on hand at the 
beginning of 1941 was only $1,448,484, 
but at the close of 1945, it had net current 
assets of $21,240,000 and cash and cash 
items of $31,383,000. On March 31, 1946, 
net current assets amounted to $23,- 
018,000 and cash and cash items were 
$32,086,000. 

For the year 1944 alone, the St. Louis- 
Southwestern paid Federal Excess Profit 
Taxes of $21,398,441—over $124 per share 
of common stock. Even after the pay- 
ment of all fixed charges and taxes, in- 
cluding these enormous excess-profits 
taxes, this railroad earned in this single 
year over $41 per share of common stock. 
The earnings per share of preferred 
stock were, of course, greater still. These 
are the same stocks that the Commission 
in its plan of March 9, 1942 declared to 
have no value. 

The Gulf Coast Lines—New Orleans, 
Texas & Mexico—for the 5-year period 
1941-45, inclusive, after allowing full 
interest on all bonds, earned $103.82 per 
share of common stock, an aggregate of 
$15,392,000. On December 31, 1940, net 
current assets of the Gulf Coast Lines 
were but $1,585,481, with cash of only 
$609,901. By December 31, 1945, net cur- 
rent assets of this system had risen to 
$13,839,490, while cash and cash items 
had mounted to $18,905,464. On March 
31, 1946, net current assets of the Gulf 
Coast Lines were $15,489,774, with cash 
and cash items of $21,907,207. For the 
year 1944 alone the Gulf Coast Lines 
paid Federal excess profits taxes of $1,- 
522,61l—over $67 per share of common 
stock. Even after the payment of all 
fixed charges and taxes, including these 
excess profits taxes, this railroad earned 
more than $27 per share of common stock 
in this single year. This is the same 
common stock that under the Commis- 
sion’s latest plan will receive a mere 
pittance for each share, namely, one- 
quarter share of class A stock, and one- 
half share of class B stock, plus thirty- 
seven one-hundredths purchase war- 
rants, of the proposed reorganized Mis- 
souri Pacific Railroad. 

And so it goes with all the rest of 
these great railroad systems. 

The corresponding figures on the Den- 
ver & Rio Grande Western Railroad are 
contained in my remarks made before 
the House on June 11 and appear in the 
Record at page 6702. 

In spite of these changes the Com- 
mission has persistently refused to re- 
vise its original 1939-40 plans of reor- 
ganization except to an almost negli- 
gible extent. 

Take the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad, This railroad in 
4\%4 years—1941 to June 1945—earned 
$140.91 in its wiped-out preferred stock— 
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and that is after covering all of its in- 
terest and fixed charges—and earned 
$34.14 on its wiped-out common. The 
total amount earned in these 4½ years 
on its wiped-out stocks was $69,097,592. 

Mr. TALBOT. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. I yield. 

Mr. TALBOT. I notice the statement 
is made in the report accompanying the 
bill that the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford earned all its fixed charges and 
$46,000,000 more. I assume the gentle- 
man is aware of the fact that the New 
York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
Co. owes to its creditors over $102,000,000 
and that even if it earned another $50,- 
000,000 it still would not have enough to 
Pay its creditors. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. And at the 
present time the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford has in its till in cash $63,691,- 
780, which it can pay to its creditors 
without having to give them the railroad 
as well. 

Mr. TALBOT, It can do nothing of the 
kind. If the gentleman will yield again, 
it owes the Federal Government in taxes, 
it owes the State government in taxes, it 
owes every municipality in the State of 
Connecticut, and the same in Massachu- 
setts in taxes more than $30,000,000 of 
that $60,000,000; and until the United 
States District Court orders the New 
Haven Railroad to make those payments 
it cannot. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. It paid the Fed- 
eral Government itself in excess profits 
taxes alone $8,458,123 in 1944. 

The earnings of the Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway over this 4⁄2- 
year period from January 1, 1941, to 
June 30, 1945, on its wiped out preferred 
stock was $121.45, and on its wiped-out 
common stock $67.52. The total amount 
earned by this railroad in the 4% -year 
period on its wiped out stocks amounts to 
$71,291,766. 

The St. Louis-San Francisco Railroad 
earned in this 42-year period on its 
wiped out stock $36,321,158, amounting 
to $67.04 on the preferred and $34.53 on 
the common. It paid an excess profits 
tax of $9,829,000 in 1944 alone. 

The Missouri Pacific earned in the 
42-year period on its wiped-out pre- 
ferred stock $107.58 on each share, and 
on its wiped-out common stock it earned 
$73.74, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman five additional min- 
utes. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul earned $52.95 on its 
wiped-out preferred stock in this 41⁄2- 
year period, and its wiped-out common 
stock $31.32. This railroad paid an 
excess-profits tax on $11,146,146 in the 
single year of 1944. 

On June 28, less than 3 weeks ago, 
Judge Michael L. Igoe a former distin- 
guished Member of this House, and now 
judge of the district court in Chicago, 
handed down an opinion in the case of 
the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail- 
way proceedings in which he said: 

It must be remembered, in fairness, that 
practically all of the major plans of reor- 
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ganization were worked out by the Commis- 
sion in the year 1940 or prior thereto. Hence 
they do not and cannot reflect the extensive 
strengthening of cash resources, the im- 
portant retirement of debt, and the very con- 
siderable improvements to road and equip- 
ment made possible by the huge revenues re- 
ceived during the ensuing war years, 
. * > * * 

In the present case we have a plan that, ex- 
cept for slight modifications, was prepared by 
the Commission in 1940 and rests on studies 
of earnings, etc., going back to 1937 and even 
beyond. 

Against that we find the debtor today with 
cash or equivalent of over 870,000,000; with 
an RFC loan aggregating, principal and in- 
terest, in excess of $18,000,000, paid in full; 
with the entire first mortgage of the Peoria 
Terminal Co., to all intents and purposes 
paid in full; with over 20 percent of the Choc- 
taw & Memphis first mortgage retired; and 
with an amazing reduction in the interim of 
equipment debt. Three classes of creditors 
set up in the original plan have disap- 
peared—the banks, the RFC, and the Peoria 
Railway Terminal Co. 

The above recital does not take into ac- 
count the tremendous sums expended over 
the period on improvement of road and 
equipment, nor does it include the retire- 
ment of debt on jointly owned facilities such 
as the Joliet and Denver terminals, 


Judge Igoe refused to confirm the 
Commission-approved plan which wiped 
out seventy-four million of common 
stock, fifty-four and one-half million of 
preferred stock, and tens of millions of 
dollars of junior mortgage bond claims 
as well. He sent the case back to the 
Commission for the consideration of 
modifications to the present plan or the 
proposal of a new plan. 

Of course, his action in that respect 
will probably be appealed. It will go to 
the Supreme Court, but, as I stated this 
morning, Justice Reed in his opinion 
rendered on behalf of the Supreme Court 
in the Denver & Rio Grande case said 
that it was up to Congress, that legisla- 
tion had already been introduced in the 
Congress, and he actually referred in his 
opinion to the report of the committee on 
this particular bill. He threw the ball 
to Congress and said, “It is up to you.” 
Now before the order of the court goes 
into effect a mandate must issue from 
the Supreme Court to the lower court. 
It is a significant fact that, after the Su- 
preme Court decided the Denver & Rio 
Grande case by sustaining the district 
court and reversing the Circuit Court 
of Appeals, Justice Reed stayed that 
mandate. He stayed it until August 1, 
and it is significant that he, as well as 
the other Members of the Supreme 
Court, knew that Congress would be in 
session until August 1; knew that this bill 
was pending; knew that thé Wheeler 
bill had already passed the Senate; and 
that legislation might be passed which 
would relieve that situation. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Is H. R. 5924 the bill 
that is now before us? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understood there was 
an additional section added. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. There were 
some committee amendments added. 
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Thus section 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, which was enacted in 1933 for the 
relief of railroads in financial distress, 
unwittingly placed within the jurisdic- 
tion of a Federal bureau the power to 
destroy the very financial and corporate 
structures Congress intended it to con- 
serve. Congress no less unwittingly gave 
that bureau the power to determine the 
future financial and corporate existence 
of the Nation’s railroads; to choose the 
individuals who were to control those 
roads; and to decree the forfeiture of 
$2,500,000,000 of the invested savings of 
American citizens. 

Everyone agrees that it would be wrong 
to base a plan of reorganization primarily 
upon earnings during the war years, just 
as it is wrong to base such plans pri- 
marily upon earnings during the depres- 
sion years. But the demonstrated earn- 
ing capacity of these railroads and their 
present improved properties and finan- 
cial condition as compared with the sit- 
uation which existed when the Commis- 
sion’s plans were formulated in 1939-40, 
have conclusively proved those plans to 
be grossly unfair and inequitable and the 
shocking sacrifice of hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars of railroad investments 
wholly unwarranted and unnecessary. 

The point is that the cash is in the 
till, and the properties have been ac- 
tually rehabilitated and improved by 
huge cash expenditures out of earnings. 
Whatever may be the source of these 
great changes in the financial conditions 
of these railroads, those changes have 
actually occurred. The old plans of the 
Commission are completely outmoded. 

It is noteworthy that even under the 
abnormal conditions resulting from the 
steel strike, the automobile strike, and 
other strikes this year, many of these 
railroads made good showings. Take, for 
example, the two railroads to which I 
have already referred. In the first 4 
months of 1946, the Gulf Coast Lines 
earned $16.18 per share on the wiped- 
out common stock, even though gross 
revenues fell from $17,000,000—for 
the corresponding period in 1945—to 
$14,000,000. The St. Louis South- 
western, in the same 4 months of 1946, 
earned $5.51 on the wiped-out preferred 
stock and $4.45 on the wiped-out com- 
mon stock despite a drop in gross reve- 
nues during the same period from 
$25,000,000—for 1945—to $14,000,000. 
This ability thus to meet unexpected and 
abnormal situations is proof of the re- 
siliency which has been built into our 
railroads by their rehabilitation pro- 
grams, 

Now note that these showings were 
made under extremely difficult condi- 
tions. Not only did the Nation-wide 
strike situation cause drastic declines 
in gross earnings, but the declines came 
suddenly, erratically and were hard to 
meet. Think what these railroads can 
do when the present uncertainties are 
resolved and our national economy is 
functioning smoothly in the vast pro- 
duction program that lies ahead—when 
we are actually producing steel to the 
limit of our capacity, building millions 
of homes, automobiles, refrigerators, and 
myriads of other products to fill the 
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enormous pent-up demands, and after 
that the normal demands, of the Nation. 
We have a prospect of a national income 
of 2½ to 3 times the 1930-40 average. 
A special committee of this House is 
now in the process of making an exten- 
sive study of our prospective period of 
industrial expansion and prosperity. 
Mr. Chairman, under those conditions 
the Nation will need these wiped-out, 
private-enterprise investors in our rail- 
roads—will need all their loyalty, in- 
genuity, acumen, energy, and resource- 
fulness that gave this Nation the great- 
est transportation system in the world. 

In essence, the situation which exists 
with reference to these railroads may be 
readily illustrated by a simple example. 
Let us assume a man owned and oper- 
ated a successful, profitable - hardware 
store before the depression. To equip 
and stock his store he had borrowed 
funds from a bank, giving a chattel 
mortgage on his store fixtures to secure 
the loan. Then, for necessary working 
capital, he had borrowed some money 
from a friend who loaned it merely on 
general credit. Then came the depres- 
sion and his trade was so reduced that 
he was unable to earn enough to pay the 
installments due on his loan to the bank. 
He was forced into bankruptcy. Let us 
then assume that all his store property 
and assets were decreed to be turned over 
to the bank to satisfy their secured claim. 
But before this decree becomes finally 
effective his business picks up. Indeed, 
his profits soar. He earns enough cash 
year after year to install new fixtures 
and equipment and otherwise completely 
modernize his store and pay for it all 
with cash out of earnings—and still 
accumulates a large cash surplus. His 
present assets are much more than suffi- 
cient to fully satisfy his bank’s secured 
claim, leave ample to satisfy the unse- 
cured claim of his friend, and also sal- 
vage a substantial value and the going 
business for himself. Would it be just or 
equitable to allow the bank to take all 
this greatly improved property, plus the 
cash in the till, and to completely wipe 
out the unsecured claim of the friend 
who loaned money on credit as well as 
the owner’s interest in his again-profit- 
able business? Obviously not. Let this 
is exactly analogous to what will happen 
with these railroads if Congress does not 
promptly prevent it by passing a law such 
as H. R. 5924. 

H. R. 5924 is designed to grant relief 
and to quickly halt these useless sacri- 
fices of investments. 

The simple procedure by which this 
bill proposes to accomplish this purpose 
is as follows: 

When a Federal judge finds that a 
railroad corporation, a debtor in pend- 
ing proceedings under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, has had average annual 
earnings during the latest period of seven 
preceding calendar years suflicient to 
pay its fixed charges during those years, 
he shall, upon application by any party 
to the proceedings, direct the return of 
the possession of the properties, their 
management and operation, to the 
debtor railroad, in order that it may 


9781 


proceed to effectuate a voluntary adjust- 
ment of its financial obligations and 
through such adjustment secure its dis- 
missal from bankruptcy proceedings. To 
accomplish such a voluntary adjustment 
the bill provides a period of 18 months 
or such additional time as the judge may 
allow. It permits the debtor railroad 
to effect its financial readjustment un- 
der any Federal statute that makes pro- 
vision for the relief of railroad corpora- 
tions or under which its financial struc- 
ture may be readjusted without resort to 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act. 

Certain amendments, unanimously 
approved by the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, will be offered in due course to 
further improve the effectiveness of the 
bill in accomplishing its main purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER]. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, dur- 
ing the course of the discussion on the 
rule we heard a lot of talk about this 
being a fight between Wall Street and 
Main Street. Well, if it is that, then I 
want to assure all of you that Main Street 
must be interested in the defeat of this 
hybrid legislation. I say that for this 
reason: The depositors in the savings 
banks on both sides of Main Street, the 
residents on both sides of Main Street, 
are interested in the security of their 
insurance policies. If this bill did what 
the distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
claims it would do, I am quite certain 
that every Member of this House would 
be for it. But, do not forget this, that 
when we enacted the original railroad 
reorganization law we did it because we 
realized full well that the capital struc- 
ture of our railroads could not be main- 
tained, and in the enactment of that leg- 
islation we knew that somebody’s inter- 
est, in whatever piece of paper they held, 
was going to be affected. 

I want to say very frankly to the com- 
mittee that I was for the Hobbs bill. I 
do not think that the Reed bill is a bad 
bill, but bear this in mind, that neither 
the Reed bill nor the Hobbs bill will be 
the law when we are called upon for final 
action. We have adopted a rule that is 
the most unusual rule that this House 
has ever adopted. I say that because it 
makes in order the consideration of the 
Wheeler bill which would never have been 
reported out of the Committee on the 
Judiciary or of the committee to which 
it would properly have been referfed. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Alabama. 

Mr. HOBBS. I want to call the gen- 
tleman’s attention to the fact that it is 
proposed also by committee amendment 
to engraft also into the body of the Reed 
bill the McLaughlin or the Kefauver bill, 

Mr. WALTER. May I ask the gentle- 
man from Alabama this question? 
Would the gentleman have urged the 
Committee on the Judiciary to have re- 
ported favorably the Wheeler bill? 

Mr. HOBBS. No. 

Mr. WALTER. No; of course not. 
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What is the practical situation? We 
are going to enact something here today, 
perhaps, and that will go to the Senate 
under a Senate number, under the num- 
ber of a bill that the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Hopss], one of the spon- 
sors of this bill, says would never have 
been reported by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and then a group of conferees 
will write a bill, a bill that is of the ut- 
most importance, because it very vitally 
affects the economy of this Nation. 
Thousands of savings banks have invested 
the depositors’ money in what they call 
gilt-edged rail securities. 

Insurance companies have invested 
their money in this form of security. 
Do you not think that in all fairness 
whatever is done by the committee of 
conference ought to be submitted to the 
representatives of the insurance compa- 
nies and to the representatives of the 
Savings banks so that they can deter- 
mine whether or not they can properly 
and safely continue to invest their 
money in this form of security? 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KEEFE. Will the gentleman 
make some further statement that will 
give me some light as to just how I as a 
banker and the owner and purchaser of 
the bonds I am permitted to purchase of 
railroad securities, or representing an 
insurance company that owns the first- 
mortgage bonds on any railroad com- 
pany, or a savings bank that owns the 
first-mortgage bonds, which it has 
bought and put into its portfolio, will be 
affected as to the securities held, which 
are senior securities, in any proposal that 
may come up for reorganization? 

Mr. WALTER. I am glad my distin- 
guished friend asked that question be- 
cause I have the same interest for the 
same reasons in the securities invest- 
ments of a national bank. This is the 
-reason why banking groups and insur- 
ance groups are opposed to the bill and 
are worrying about the action we will 
take here today. 

The roads that are now in receivership 
have had plans for their reorganization 
studied for periods of upward of 11 
years. A great deal of time and money 
has been expended in the preparation 
and submission of those plans. If we 
should suddenly remove the control of 
the court, then, of course, the operation 
and management of those roads will re- 
vert to those people who were in control 
at the time the road went into bank- 
ruptcy, or those people who have been 
speculating in the last several years and 
who will gain control of the roads. 
These people feel that the inevitable re- 
sult of turning the roads back to the 
stockholders will be another bankruptcy 
and another expensive reorganization, 
with the resultant whittling down of the 
securities in any plan that may be 
adopted, assuming, of course, that we 
will have on the books the same sort of 
railroad reorganization legislation that 
is on the books today. 

Mr. KEEFE. I understand the gentle- 
man complains that if the Reed bill is 
passed the stockholders will be given 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


absolute control of the management of 
the railroads. 

Mr. WALTER. Of course. Who is it 
that controls the roads? It is the stock- 
holder, it is not the bondholder, after all. 

Mr. KEEFE. I understand the voting 
stock, of course, does the operating. 

Mr. WALTER. That is right. 

Mr, KEEFE. I understood the gen- 
tleman from Illinois to say that, these 
roads being subject at the present time 
to the jurisdiction of the court, that 
period of management is limited to a 
period of 18 months, I believe I heard 
him say, and that the district court still 
has some supervisory power. If that is 
true, I should like to have the gentleman 
say something about it, because I do not 
want to be misled in the matter of voting 
on this bill. 

Mr. GEELAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question right 
along the same line? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. GEELAN. Does not the plan also 
have to be approved by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission before going to 
the court? 

Mr. WALTER. The plan is approved 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
of course. The plans have all been ap- 
proved by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. Bear this in mind: Under this 
proposed procedure the Commission 
would have to take into consideration 
their earnings during the last 7 years, 
1946, 1945, 1944, 1943, 1942, 1941 and 1940, 
years during which the earnings of the 
roads were way beyond anything any- 
body by the wildest stretch of the imagi- 
nation could conceive for the next 7 
years. Of course, they made some money, 
But they have not done as well as Mr. 
Reed would have you believe. For exam- 
ple, in the case of the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford Railroad, he talks 
about the $64,000,000 that they have in 
the till, as he puts it. But while they 
were accumulating this $64,000,000, they 
incurred an indebtedness of $1,200,000,- 
000. So, Mr. Reed, you cannot very well 
argue that there would be $64,000,000 for 
the benefit of stockholders unless the new 
management should decide, if they got 
control, to declare a stock dividend and 
ignore the creditors. Conceivably, that 
could happen. Let me point out to you 
some things about this legislation that 
worry me. In the first place, all of us 
have received telegrams this morning 
signed by a member of a protective or- 
ganization. I think they call it the Na- 
tional Conference of Investors. Those 
telegrams came from a man who in 1936 
was found to have been engaged in some 
vicious lobbying by the Black committee, 
That man sent to every common stock- 
holder a request for funds. That request 
contained a little pledge as follows: 

I enclose check for blank dollars as my sub- 
scription for defraying expenses connected 
with legislation which will protect my rail- 
road stock in reorganization, 

I do not know what these common 
stockholders who were solicited expect. 
But I think it is cruel to make people be- 
lieve—the few little people who have 
stock, and they are not many—as I say, 
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I think it is cruel to make them believe 
that at some time or other, somehow or 
other, the Congress is going to pump 
some breath into a dead horse. We must 
be realistic about this. We must recog- 
nize the fact that the capital structure 
of the railroads cannot be carried for- 
ever. Sooner or later somebody is going 
to have to be wiped out. 

I want to say one thing more about 
the man who has been making these 
stockholders believe that at some time 
or other they will benefit through the 
enactment of this legislation. In the 
opinion of Judge Hinks, of Connecticut, 
in approving the New York, New Haven, 
and Hartford plan, he said concerning 
this group: 

The National Conference of Investors was 
an organization engaged in the business of 
forming and servicing protective commit- 
tees for companies in reorganization. A 
reading of the record underlying the pend- 
ing petition can leave little doubt that the 
dominant motive underlying the formation 
of this committee was the desire of the 
national conference and * * * its chair- 
man, to obtain a gainful retainer, rather 
than any spontaneous desire on the part of 
stockholders generally to be represented by 
such a committee. The national conference 
paid a salary to * * * as its chairman, 
to his son-in-law as an office manager and 
furnished occasional secretarial work to his 
daughter. 

The work of the conference was confined, 
as he himself testified, to “all the secre- 
tarial, managerial, solicitation, and corre- 
spondence with authorizing and nonauthor- 
izing stockholders.” 


That is the group who are urging the 
enactment of this legislation. I would 
like to say something further about the 
legislation that they are urging our 
favorable action on. In the Washington 
Post of May 8 there appeared this article: 

Railroad reorganizations have long been 
a happy hunting ground for financial adven- 
turers, and for political maneuvers in Wash- 
ington, but a bill now pending in Congress 
(the so-called Wheeler bill, S. 1253) — 


That is the bill which this rule pro- 
poses to substitute for the bill that the 
House committee reported— 
comes close to setting a high-water mark in 
vicious finance since the days when the 
Goulds and the Fisks plundered the Erie. 
Unless some attention is paid to it, another 
financial scandal will be added to the check- 
ered history of railroad finance. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the gentleman five addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. WALTER. Under date of July 12, 
1946, there appeared this editorial in the 
Journal of Commerce: 

Congress is being asked to bail out the 
stockholders who took a flier in junior se- 
curities of railroads in receivership. 


Now, let us not deceive ourselves. That 
is exactly what the enactment of the 
Wheeler bill would do. There is no ques- 
tion about that. It seems to me—and I 
say this will all seriousness at my com- 
mand—that before we take action on a 
bill as far-reaching as will be the con- 
ference report, I think we ought to have 
a bill introduced containing all of these 
provisions so that we know what we are 
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acting on. Nothing can be gained by 
speedy action today. These roads are all 
under the jurisdiction of the courts, No 
money can be spent without a court or- 
der. Even the $64,000,000 that Judge 
Reed talks about cannot be expended 
without permission from the courts. So 
what is there to be gained? There is 
nothing to be saved, because in every one 
of these railroads the cost of administra- 
tion under the receivers is less than was 
the cost of operation before the receiver- 
ship. That is the truth. It being the 
truth, what can be gained by taking a 
chance on having the finger of suspicion 
pointed to Congress? I do not like these 
two editorials from which I just read. 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. THOM. The gentleman concedes 
that under the trustees these railroads 
made money in increasing amounts. 
Now the gentleman says that if they are 
returned to the original owners there is 
danger that loss would be sustained. 
Does the gentleman mean to imply that 
the owners of the railroads would be less 
efficient in the management of the rail- 
roads, and is it not a fact that business 
is on the uptrend now and the earnings 
that were made during the period of 
trusteeship would continue under private 
ownership? 

Mr. WALTER. I will try to answer 
the gentleman's questions seriatim. In 
answer to the last question I noticed in 
the Wall Street Journal the other day 
where the Pennsylvania Railroad had 
paid dividends out of surplus. They did 
not earn their dividend the last quarter. 
If the Pennsylvania Railroad cannot 
earn its dividend, then what railroad 
can? 

Mr. THOM. Will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. WALTER. No. You have asked 
me 95 questions and I only have a minute 
in which to answer them. I would like to 
answer the other questions which the 
gentleman has asked. 

During the lush years, as I said dur- 
ing the debate on the rule, the railroads 
that will be affected by this legislation 
lost. over $1,240,000,000. If the railroads 
lost that much money or lost any money 
during that period, how could they pos- 
sibly make money during the period 
ahead of us? 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. THOM. In your report on the 
Pennsylvania Railroad you failed to take 
into consideration the fact that the 
country was plagued with strikes and 
that business was away down in the first 
3 months of the year. 

Mr. WALTER. I do not know as that 
materially affected the car loadings of 
the Pennsylvania Railroad. 

There is just one thing more I want 
to say: The enactment of this bill will 
instanter turn over to Robert Young, 
who acquired the Van Sweringens’ in- 
terest, 14,000 miles of railroad. 

Let me call your attention to the part 
of the testimony that was adduced in 
the hearings on the bill in the Senate. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the gentleman five addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. WALTER. This is part of the 
testimony of the vice president of the 
Prudential Life Insurance Co., Mr. Sted- 
man. He stated: 

Having in mind Mr. Young’s well-publi- 
cized record, the bitter vindictiveness he dis- 
played before this committee with respect to 
his defeat in the Pullman Co, case, and the 
inferential identification of himself with 
the former railroad magnates, whom he 
mentioned by name, Messrs. Hill, Harrison, 
Gould, Vanderbilt, Van Sweringen, et al., 
may it not be reasonably inferred that his 
aim and purpose are actually personal dom- 
inance of as many as possible of the Ameri- 
can transportation systems? Alleghany 
Corp. owns a majority of the common 
stock of the Missouri Pacific; Missouri Pacific 
owns 50 percent of the common stock of the 
Denver & Rio Grande; 74 percent of the 
preferred and common stocks of Texas & 
Pacific; 93 percent of the common stock of 
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico, which in 
turn owns 100 percent control of Interna- 
tional-Great Northern. If this bill passes, 
Mr. Young will at one stroke, without any 
effort on his part, extend his railroad empire 
to include an additional 14,000 miles of rail- 
road. Furthermore, as introduced, this bill 
would leave control in Mr. Young indefi- 
nitely, pending the negotiations of a read- 
justment agreement with the creditors of 
those roads. In view of the attitude dis- 
played by Mr. Young last Thursday before 
this committee, what chance would the cred- 
itors of any of those roads have in a pro- 
ceeding in which all the cards were stacked 
in favor of Mr. Young and his Alleghany 
Corp.? 


Mr. Chairman, I say that the only 
thing involved in this legislation is the 

control of the railroads; that is all. Do 
vou want to leave the control where it 
is until the plans are worked out, plans 
made in accordance with provisions of 
the law that we enacted? Plans that 
have been approved by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission after hearings 
over a period of months and years? 
Plans that contemplate the interest of 
every kind of stockholder? Or do you 
want to wipe out at one fell swoop all 
of that work and turn the railroads back 
to the people who, in all probability, will 
find themselves unable to carry this ter- 
rific financial structure and we will again 
find the railroads in reorganization? 

Mr. RABIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. Gladly. 

Mr. RABIN. Once we return the 
railroads to the owners is there any- 
thing to prohibit those in control from 
declaring a dividend before the finan- 
cial reorganization is effected? 

Mr. WALTER. Of course not, and 
that is what happened with one of the 
railroads which was turned back. I 
forget the name of it, but the first thing 
that the directors did was to declare a 
dividend on the common stock, leaving 
the bonds in default. Now, that may 
happen with any one or all of these 
roads; I do not know; but conceivably it 
could happen, 
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Mr. RABIN. Actually, a dividend may 
be declared before creditors are pro- 
tected. 

Mr. WALTER. Of course, they may 


be. 

Mr. GEELAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. GEELAN. And do the various 
plans of reorganization which have al- 
ready been submitted to the courts, and 
in some instances approved if not in all 
instances, protect the bondholders for 
whom you are now speaking 100 percent, 
and the rights of savings banks and in- 
surance companies which have money 
invested in these bonds? 

Mr. WALTER. Of course not. Some 
of the bonds have been scaled down. 

Mr. GEELAN. That is an answer to 
the question. 

Mr. WALTER. None of the plans pro- 
vide for payment in full, or at least to 
value of the bonds; and under some of 
the plans stock is issued to bondholders 
and creditors of every degree. They will 
become the owners of the railroads, not 
the insurance companies, as the gentle- 
man from Connecticut, Mr. Rabin, has 
stated. That is not. the fact. The own- 
ership will go to those people who are 
creditors in any sense of the word of the 
railroad property. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. In reference to some of 
those roads it is highly important that 
they be operated as neutral in their deal- 
ings with other roads. Will that be pro- 
moted by this bill? 

Mr. WALTER. I am sure that just 
the opposite will happen. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. TALBOT]. 

Mr. TALBOT. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
we had more time to talk over this bill 
and its consequences. I do not know how 
any member of this committee can 
thoroughly understand the bill in the few 
minutes that we have to discuss it. I 
doubt if the members of the Judiciary 
Committee understand it wholly. 

In the few moments at my disposal I 
want to go over the background and the 
reasons for these reorganizations. In the 
twenties and in the thirties the railroad 
companies of this country lost money 
and continued to lose money. Why? 
Because new competition came in. The 
trucks started operating for the first time 
and we had cross-country competition 
against the railroads. It is also true 
that the railroads in the beginning were 
overcapitalized. We had to cut that 
overcapitalized structure out. We had 
to cut the cancer out and that is what 
we have been trying to do for the last 15 
years under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act. 

The railroads are faced, and I say this 
in answer to the question raised by the 
gentleman from Ohio, with another kind 
of competition, that of the airplane, 
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which will come on us in the years to 
come, 

Mr. Chairman, the New Haven Rail- 
road, with which I am particularly ac- 
quainted, in the month of May of this 
year had a net deficit of $1,500,000, show- 
ing that the pendulum has begun to 
swing the other way. 

What is this bill? Frankly, it is a crap- 
shooter’s bill. That is the only term I 
can apply to it. Many statements have 
been made here today that this is a fight 
between Wall Street and Main Street. I 
say, yes, it is a fight between Wall Street 
and Main Street, but be sure you know 
which end of the tail Wall Street holds 
in this matter. 

I have here a list of the 50 principal 
stockholders of the New Haven Railroad. 
I mention this to you because for some 
years in the position I held as treasurer 
of the State of Connecticut I was closely 
associated with the workings of the New 
Haven Railroad, then in bankruptcy, and 
was an ex-officio trustee of that railroad. 
I know the struggle that it has been 
going through since 1935. It will be 11 
years next month that they have been 
going through section 77. They are now 
all but out of it except for the bill before 
us. 
Who owns the stock of the New Haven 
Railroad? Eighty-five percent of it is 
owned by the Pennsylvania Railroad and 
a group of Wall Street, Chicago, and 
Boston brokerage houses. Those are the 
people who own it. Of the 50 largest 
stockholders 47 of them are brokerage 
houses. There is not a brokerage house 
in New York of any size that is not on 
this list with thousands and thousands 
of shares of New Haven Railroad stock, 
bought up, mind you, at 25 and 50 cents 
a share. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALBOT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. What value has the 
Pennsylvania placed on the 209,000 plus 
shares of stock it has? 

Mr. TALBOT. I do not know, but I 
imagine it has a book value of exactly 
nothing. If it were not for the Hell Gate 
route that allows us to go from Washing- 
ton through to Boston without changing 
in New York, we would not have that 
set-up. It has no book value. None of 
this stock has a book value. What we 
wanted to see was something entirely 
different. The New Haven Railroad has 
gone through all this thing for 11 years. 
This is not a 1940 plan as the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. REED] would have you 
believe. This plan was approved by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in 1945, 
last year. Judge Hincks of the United 
States district court approved this plan 
in August 1945, and again in April of 
1946, this year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the gentleman five addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. TALBOT. The plan has already 
been approved by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. It has been ap- 
proved by the United States district 
court, and the New Haven Railroad 
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would not be affected by this bill today, 
except that on the day after the Reed 
bill was filed, the stockholders, or the 
stockholders’ committee, took an appeal 
to the circuit court of appeals, and the 
case is now pending in that court. 

I think that what the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania said is true, when he said 
that the railroads were being operated 


‘cheaper under the reorganization system, 


and again, in answer to the gentleman 
from Ohio, said that practically every 
official from the president down of these 
railroads has voluntarily allowed his 
salary to be cut in half, and again in half. 
In some cases the salaries have gone from 
$150,000 down to $30,000. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALBOT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. RAMEY. I am not concerned 
with the courts here but I am concerned 
about what some Members of the House 
and some members of the Committee on 
the Judiciary have been troubled about. 
When the bill came over from the Sen- 
ate known as the Wheeler bill, and after 
this bill was filed, they said there would 
be a meeting of the Committee-on the 
Judiciary, and you could get in. When 
you asked about it they said it was in 
executive session. When you further 
asked about it, they said it was not held, 
and when you asked about the report 
they said there was none, but they had 
one 3 days before. Can the gentleman 
clear up the mystery of the confusion, 
caused, evidently, by the folks in charge 
of the bill? Can the gentleman help me 
out? 

Mr. TALBOT. I could clear it up, but 
I do not think this is the place to do it. 

Mr. RAMEY. Why should they send 
out a bill with mist on it? 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALBOT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KEEFE. I am interested in hav- 
ing the gentleman discuss the question 
as to what is the present value of this 
worthless stock that is nuw held by the 
brokers, in the event that this bill passes. 
Just how by that process of legerdemain, 
does that stock which is considered 
worthless by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and which, as the gentle- 
man says, these brokers have brought up 
for 25 cents a share—just how, by the 
passage of this bill, does that stock 
achieve value? That is what I would 
like to have the gentleman explain. 

Mr. TALBOT. The stock actually 
achieves no value and never can and 
never will, but the minute this bill is 
passed by both Houses and signed by the 
President, every brokerage house in this 
country will have an advertisement in 
the newspapers telling you of the en- 


hancement or the possible or probable 


enhancement of this stock, and they will 
then unload on the American public mil- 
lions and millions of shares of stock that 
they bought in at practically no value 
at all. They will unload at a price of 
$10 a share, $20 a share, $30 a share, or 
even some people believe $100 a share. 
Mr. KEEFE. Of course, that is rather 
an unusual prophecy in view of the con- 
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trols that are exercised today. I under- 
stand that these stocks have been taken 
off their listings on the boards; that they 
are no longer listed. Does the gentle- 
man mean to tell me that in this en- 
lightened age these brokers can go out 
willy-nilly and peddle worthless stock 
to the people of this country without be- 
ing subjected to the controls of SEC or 
somebody else? I am seeking infor- 
mation on this subject. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALBOT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. I would like to call the 
gentleman’s attention to the fact that a 
Philadelphia newspaper is conducting a 
very strong drive now to educate the peo- 
ple in my State against buying of the 
kind of stock that the gentleman is talk- 
ing about. 

Mr. KEEFE. I still do not have an 
answer to my question as to how you 
would get value out of money that is not 
worth anything. 

Mr. TALBOT. I might answer the 
gentleman this way, that I might say to 
my friends from the South that they 
might just as well put an amendment on 
this bill making Confederate money 
worth the value printed on its face. They 
have more right to do that, I say to them, 
because they certainly had 100 percent 
of its value taken away by some of us 
northerners up here. I think it would be 
more equitable to pay the outstanding 
currency of the Confederacy than to put 
life into this stock that is absolutely dead. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill is an involved bill. It first came be- 
fore us as H. R. 5924, which is known as 
the Reed bill, and that bill was com- 
posed of 4 pages. That is the bill that 
went before the Committee on Rules, and 
it was upon that abbreviated bill, which 
I now hold in my hand, that the rule 
was granted. But the bill which is before 
the Committee this afternoon is a bill 
which consists of 32 pages. It contains 
the Reed bill, it contains the so-called 
Hobbs bill, and it contains portions at 
least of the so-called Kefauver or Mc- 
Laughlin bill. And what have you? 

I do not happen to be a member of 
the Subcommittee on Bankruptcy but I 
happen to be a member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and I know I 
was never satisfied about what this bill 
which is now before the Committee 
would do or what the repercussions 
would be if it were enacted into law. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. RAMEY. I wonder if the gentle- 
man can make clear to some of us why 
we could not find out about it from the 
subcommittee of the Committee on the 
Judiciary and could not get reports and 
hearings, in line with what I asked the 
gentleman from Connecticut. Will the 
gentleman clear up why that confusion 
started the thing off? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I can clarify it in 
part. I know the Subcommittee on 
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Bankruptcy held hearings, at least on 
the original Reed bill to which I have 
referred. Those hearings are entitled 
“Railroad Reorganization.” They were 
rather extensive and rather voluminous. 
It was several days before I could get a 
copy of those hearings. I finally secured 
such copy late last week on the same 
day that the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. WALTER] was able to secure 
a copy of the hearings, although he and 
I are both members of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Did the gentle- 
man from Indiana ask for any hearings 
from the committee prior to that time? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I had not person- 
ally asked, but I had received informa- 
tion that members of the Committee on 
the Judiciary had asked for them and 
had been refused copies of the hearings. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Did the gen- 
tleman know the hearings were at each 
Member's desk when we voted on the 
various committee amendments? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I had no hearings 
at my desk. The only copy I have had 
access to and the only copy I have studied 
is the one that I received late last week. 

This bill, at least the portion of the 
bill which is now before the Committee, 
which is the so-called Reed bill, contains 
on the first page the provision that if the 
properties of any railroad corporation 
shall have produced annual earnings 
during the period of the seven preceding 
calendar years sufficient to pay its fixed 
charges, then it has the right to come 
within the provisions of this bill. 

This bill, as I understand, will apply 
insofar as its provisions are concerned 
to either seven or eight railroads, Four 
of those railroads are now and have been 
for many years in the process of re- 
organization under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act. Reference was made 
to the New Haven Railroad, That road 
has been under reorganization for ap- 
proximately 11 years. They have spent 
tremendous sums of money. They have 
gone through all the processes of reor- 
ganization. Finally, as provided by law, 
they filed a petition with the Federal 
court in which it was first necessary 
that they obtain the consent of the ma- 
jority—60 percent to be exact—for the 
petition to be filed and for this proceed- 
ing of reorganization’ to go forward. 
Sixty percent of the stockholders and 
the creditors joined in that petition. 
The, petition was filed and they started 
the program of reorganization. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. SPRINGER. They started through 
the process of reorganization. The court 
submitted it to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission and the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission approved it and sub- 
mitted a plan for such reorganization. 
It came back to the court and the court 
made the necessary orders, Then, a 
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stockholders’ committee, as has been ex- 
plained, took an appeal, and that appeal 
is now pending in the circuit court of 
appeals. I understand indirectly that 
the circuit court of appeals has not con- 
firmed the reorganization plan, awaiting 
to see what Congress will do in these 
very bills now pending in the House. 
Then, if this measure is enacted into law, 
these roads which have gone through 
the process of reorganization will be 
brought back under the provisions of this 
bill and will have to start all over again, 
because this measure provides that if 
within 18 months, or such extended pe- 
riod as the judge may grant, they work 
out a plan of reorganization, then they 
have a right to go ahead and perfect it. 
If they do not, then they still are in the 
throes of bankruptcy. These roads want 
to get out and they want to have an 
opportunity to- go forward and make 
some progress. They desire to operate 
their roads without any court supervi- 
sion, and they desire to make progress 
in the future. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. GORSKI]. 

Mr. GORSKI. Mr. Chairman, in sup- 
porting H. R. 5924 and endorsing the able 
presentation of this bill by my colleagues, 
I want to bring out to the House some 
excerpts of the decision of the courts 
which have a bearing on this legislation. 

In the recent decision of the Supreme 
Court in the Denver & Rio Grande West- 
ern case. This is a case appealed by the 
general mortgage bondholders—a cred- 
itor class. They were practically wiped 
out by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission plan. They voted against the 
plan. The district court under the provi- 
sions of section 77 confirmed the plan 
over their protest. The circuit court of 
appeals upheld their appeal, but the Su- 
preme Court denied it. 

In this opinion, denying their appeal, 
the Supreme Court actually noted that 
they might have some justice on their 
side, but the law was against them. The 
Court quoted extensively from report No. 
1838, which reports this very bill to this 
House, setting forth a great many of the 
complaints of small investors about the 
results of section 77 reorganization. 
Then the Supreme Court said, and I 
quote: 

Although the results of reorganization un- 
der this section, as thus construed, have been 
criticized as unfortunate and changes have 
been suggested, no different legislation has 
been enacted. Indeed, a different method for 
reorganization, enacted in 1939 and designed 
to meet the requirements of railroads not in 
need of financial reorganization of the char- 
acter provided by section 77 but only of an 
opportunity for voluntary adjustments with 
their creditors, terminated on July 31, 1940. 
This was the Chandler Act, and a comparable 
provision made in 1942 was allowed to lapse 
on November 1, 1945. This was the McLaugh- 
lin Act. This situation leaves clear the duty 
of the agencies of the Government entrusted 
with the handling of reorganizations under 
section 77, including this Court, to admin- 
ister its provisions according to their best 
understanding of the purposes of Congress 
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as expressed in the words of section 77 read 
in the light of the contemporaneous discus- 
sion in Congress, Changes in economic con- 
ditions cannot affect the powers of the re- 
organization agencies even though such 
changes may require a reexamination into the 
present fairness of the former exercise of 
these powers, 


Mr. Chairman, there is hardly any 
more comment necessary. The Supreme 
Court has said it. They say, “We must 
construe the law in accordance with the 
ideas prevailing in 1935, unless and until 
Congress changes the law.” The Court 
even admits that this may be unfair but 
that nothing can be done about it until 
Congress acts. We must, therefore 
realize that the decrees of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission have a deadly 
finality. Under existing law as con- 
strued by the Supreme Court there is no 
appeal from those decrees except to the 
Congress itself. And it has taken 3 years 
to get this appeal where it is today. 

Now let us look at one or two other de- 
cisions. Justice Phillips of the Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, 
in the same case of the Denver & Rio 
Grande Western, remarked: 

It is my conclusion that only through cor- 
rective legislation or a more liberal attitude 
of the Commission can junior security hold- 
ers obtain relief. 


But what does the Commission think? 
In the North Western case, the Commis- 
sion said: 

We are deeply sympathetic with the at- 
tempt to find some method by which the 
present stockholders might be lawfully af- 
forded a continuing interest in this property 
* + + (but) we reluctantly express the 
view that this is impossible, for the law as it 
stands is inexorably against such a course. 


Judge Evans, of the Circuit Court of 


Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, in the 


Rock Island case, said: 

I had quite a little part in the St. Paul 
Railroad, and it was always shocking to think 
that there should be such an absolute denial 
of any right for any stockholder, notwith- 
standing that money was just rolling into the 
St. Paul and the North Western Railroad, but 
notwithstanding that, it was decided, “You 
are out.” That don’t set very well on your 
conscience. If you did wrong, it is about 
time you correct it. 


Now all these judges and Commission- 
ers knew something was wrong. Maybe 
their legal feelings were not jarred but 
their consciences were. And when the 
administrators of the law are compelled, 
by what they believe the law to be, to act 
against their consciences, it is time to 
change the law. 

The Reed bill is intended to give relief 
to stockholders and junior bondholders, 
who would otherwise be wiped out and 
lose their investments. The bill provides 
that railroads who are in trusteeship 
under section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
whose average earnings for a period of 
7 years have been sufficient to pay their 
fixed charges shall have 18 months to 
complete a plan to adjust their financial 
structure without further proceedings 
under section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act. 

The passage of this bill would enable 
the management of the railroads which 
can qualify, to adjust and settle between 
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the debtors of the railroad, whatever 
outstanding obligations there may be. 
The passage of this bill would not take 
away any right of the senior bondhold- 
ers, but because of improved economic 
conditions would create a better market 
for railroad securities, would enable the 
railroads to reduce their fixed charges, 
by borrowing at lower rates of interest 
and would in many other ways bring 
about savings for the railroad, where 
the entire management is in the hands 
of expeiienced officials who have con- 
ducted its affairs for many years and 
who are best qualified to operate it. 

Because of improved economic condi- 
tions and a large backlog of purchasing 
power, we can look forward to several 
years of prosperity. The railroads will 
do a large part of this business and will 
share in the prosperity. Their earnings 
should be maintained in the next 5 or 6 
years at about the same level as the past 
few years. They should be able to oper- 
ate more efficiently because of experi- 
enced help which they could not obtain 
during the war. The reduction in the 
cost of operation will result in savings 
which will inure to the benefit of the 
stockholders. 

The need for relief here is thus clearly 
shown. But I want to emphasize the 
fact that unless this remedial legislation 
is finally passed at this session, it will 
be too late to save these investments. 

To make sure of enactment at this 
session, we must pass this bill now. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, may I inquire how the time stands? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas has 22 minutes remaining, 
the gentleman from Illinois, 21. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. GEELAN]. " 

Mr, GEELAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
vitally interested in this bill. Ihave been 
trying for some time to resolve my think- 
ing so that I would know just exactly 
whether if I voted in favor of the bill I 
might be doing an injury to the railroads 
or if I voted against it might be doing an 
injury to the stockholders. I have heard 
many statements made on this floor 
which I have difficulty in understanding. 
Inasmuch as I happen to represent that 
particular district in Connecticut which 
is the home city of the New Haven Rail- 
road and contains its general offices, and 
inasmuch as that road has been referred 
to here a number of times, the last by 
my colleague from another district in 
Connecticut, I, too, shall refer to this 
same road. I understood him to state 
that 85 percent of the stock of the road 
was in the control of Wall Street. In 
answer to that statement and using the 
same set of figures which he used in mak- 
ing the statement, I assume, the total 
outstanding preferred stock in round 
numbers amounts to 490,000 shares, Of 
that amount of outstanding preferred 
stock 160,000 shares are owned by these 
50 Wall Street corporations referred to, 
leaving a balance of 329,000 shares of 
preferred stock not owned by Wall Street. 

In the common stock the picture is that 
there are 586,000 shares owned by these 
50 corporations or Wall Street brokers 
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out of a total issuance of 1,571,000 shares, 
leaving 984,000 shares obviously in the 
hands of small investors. 

It has also been stated on this floor 
that the promotion activities on the part 
of certain investment companies behind 
this bill was the main pressure for the 
passage of this bill. That I can state from 
my mail is not the case. Thousands of 
small investors, people of small income 
who have been dependent for years past 
upon the return from the proceeds of the 
stock in the New Haven and other roads 
live in my district and they are not neces- 
sarily represented. They do not write 
me that they are represented by any pro- 
tective company. 

I think that the bill is fair and I can- 
not for the life of me see the argument 
against its adoption. When a company 
or a railroad has been in receivership 
for 10 or 11 years I cannot see how an 
additional delay of 18 months would 
harm them, It seems that whatever 
plan is perfected has to be submitted 
ultimately to a judge and to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission for ap- 
proval. What harm can result if there 
is a delay? The stock value is based 
upon the formula set up in this bill, and 
in the case of those roads which have 
earned their fixed charges during the 
past 7 years, why should not the stock- 
holders in those companies have it even 
though at the same time it should hap- 
pen that some brokerage houses in Wall 
Street owned some of this stock might be 
potential gainers in any plan of reorgan- 
ization which may be submitted now? 
What harm is there to that? How can 
you prevent it? The fact is that more 
than two-thirds of the stock of this par- 
ticular road is still owned and controlled 
not by Wall Street but by small individ- 
ual stockholders. I submit that the 
Reed bill is fair. I do not like the parlia- 
mentary situation that we find ourselves 
in. I would like to have the full bill 
before us as a result of complete hear- 
ings on the part of the committee, to- 
gether with a report so that we could 
review it. However, I am in favor of 
the Reed bill. You cannot have the 
Reed bill by voting down the motion to 
make the Wheeler bill in order. I think 
we should give that consideration in view 
of the past earnings during the last sey- 
eral years of these roads when most re- 
organization plans have been approved 
on the basis of adverse operating ex- 
perience in the depression period. I 
think this is a fair and equitable bill, 
and I shall support it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut has expired. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. JENNINGS]. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, fun- 
damentally I am opposed to the Govern- 
ment being in business and I am also 
opposed to the idea that the purpose and 
function of courts is to take charge of 
any business and run it. It is about the 
most expensive method of operating a 
business that I know of. 

I presided over a court of equity, the 
chancery court, in Tennessee, with juris- 
diction over 11 counties for 5 years. That 
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court in Tennessee is the court that ap- 
points receivers. In all my practice of 
the law and in all my experience as a 
court I have never seen but two profitable 
receivership operations. It is the most 
costly operation of a property in the 
world. 

As proof of the pudding I have here a 
list of 13 railroads that have been in the 
hands of trustees under the Bankruptcy 
Act as it now is and during the period of 
their operation by these trustees in their 
present status they have taken in about 
$21,000,000. Here is what has become of 
that money, according to the records 
furnished by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission: 

To creditors and representatives, 40 
percent of the $21,000,000. 

To bankruptcy trustees and their 
counsel, 35 percent. 

To reorganization managers, 18 per- 
cent. 

To debtor corporation for their ex- 
penses, 5 percent. 

To stockholders and their representa- 
tives, 2 percent. 

The small sum the stockholders got 
reminds me of the story of the damage- 
suit lawyer. He would take personal in- 
jury cases, generally on the basis of the 
Dutchman’s 10 percent, which was half. 
On one occasion he represented a fellow 
who had lost his leg on a railroad. The 
lawyer finally wrangled $500 out of the 
railroad company. He gave his client 
only $5. The fellow took the money and 
went home to his wife. In a few days he 
and his wife came back to the lawyer and 
he said, “Jim, my wife and I do not think 
we got enough out of this case. We only 
got $5. My leg is gone. Can you not do 
a little better by me?” Jim said, “Well, 
now, how would $2.50 more strike you?” 
The fellow says, “That is all right.” Then 
his wife spoke up and said, “Bill, I told 
you Jim would treat you right.” 

The truth about the matter is there is 
just one way to handle this thing and 
that is to end this operation of railroads 
through the courts. Take these railroads 
that have earned enough money each 
year for the past 7 years to meet all of 
their current obligations as they mature 
and give those who are interested in them 
a chance to work out a reorganization 
plan. When a corporation meets its 0b- 
ligations in the due course of business, as 
they mature, it is considered to be a 
solvent, going concern. 

Pray, when will we stop this trustee- 
ship business? Just listen to this. I can 
understand why there are people who 
do not want this operation by these trus- 
tees to end. 

Just listen to this. I am reading from 
a statement furnished by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. Chicago & 
North Western Railway bankruptcy, 
trustees’ compensation, $262,125. 

Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul, $306,300 
compensation to the trustees. 

C. M. & S. St. M. Railway Co., $666,000 
to the trustees and $180,000 to their 
counsel, and then when we get to the 
indenture trustees they get $192,050; 
other expenses, $113,517. Counsel fees 
for the debtor corporation $80,000. Other 
expenses $14,025. Counsel fees, creditor 
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groups, $337,550. Other expenses $103,- 
145. Counsel fees, $10,000. Other ex- 
penses $860,656. 

Now, that is a bonanza for the counsel 
and the trustees. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. What about 
the OPA? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Well, the OPA might 
come in yet under that picture, I think. 
But really, I think these trustees and 
attorneys have a monopoly on it. 

Let us pass this bill and turn these 
properties over to their owners and stop 
these excessive fees. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. KEEFE]. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been said that this is a bill that vitally 
affects all the banks and savings banks 
and trust companies and insurance com- 
panies of America. If that is true I 
should think that it would excite a little 
interest on the part of Members of Con- 
gress so that we would have a little more 
than a mere corporal’s guard out here 
to hear the debates on this bill that is 
described as being of such vital impor- 
tance. 

I have had the privilege of sitting here 
during the period of the debate on this 
bill and I am going to vote for it because 
I think the arguments that have been 
adduced in its favor have not been an- 
swered by any of those who oppose it. 
It seems to me that the situation is yery 
simple. 

In the reorganization plans under 
which these railroads are in bankruptcy 
under section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
submits a plan to the district courts for 
reorganization and scaling of indebted- 
ness. The statement has been made, and 
I think it has escaped the attention of a 
great many Members of Congress, that 
under the law as it now exists a finding 
of valuation made by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission—back in 1939 and 
1940—if there is any evidence at all to 
support it, becomes final and is binding 
on the court. None of the creditors or 
stockholders of any kind or character in 
the reorganization proceedings in the 
district court can successfully challenge 
the findings of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in the matter of values. 

As a result we have this situation, as 
I understand it. A railroad is em- 
barrassed. It is compelled to seek relief 
under the provisions of section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act. It comes before the 
district court and asks for relief. What 
happens? The district court appoints 
trustees and refers the matter to the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission for a 
plan of reorganization. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission decides that the 
assets of that railroad company—and 
I am thinking of one—are worth $450,- 
000,000. They send that back to the 
court and the court in effect is told, 
“Now, you scale down the indebtedness 
and capital structure of this company so 
as to bring it down to $450,000,000. The 
new securities to be issued shall not ex- 
ceed $450,000,000.” 

Mr. THOM, Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. KEEFE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. THOM. Does not the gentleman 
mean to say the capital is scaled down, 
instead of the indebtedness? 

Mr. KEEFE. The gentleman is essen- 
tially correct. Usually the capital struc- 
ture consists of first mortgage bonds, 
junior mortgage bonds, debentures of 
various classes, preferred stock and com- 
mon stock; all told this represents the 
capital structure. In addition there is 
the unsecured indebtedness of the com- 
pany. In bankruptcy the latter may be 
classified as to priority. 

So what happens is this: Here is this 
company with so many outstanding first 
mortgage bonds, so many second mort- 
gage bonds, so many debenture bonds, 
so much preferred stock, and so much 
common stock, and so much of unse- 
cured creditors, as against a valuation 
of $450,000,000 set by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. This value is 
binding and conclusive upon the court. 

What happens? The court adopts or 
at least suggests a plan—perhaps all of 
the capital structure and unsecured 
debts total $650,000,000. Clearly then, if 
new securities are to be issued under the 
plan the total cannot exceed the $450,- 
000,000 value set by the Commission. 
This means scaling the capital’ structure 
and perhaps the unsecured debt. The 
secured bondholders come first and then 
the unsecured creditors in order of pri- 
ority. Thus the common stockholders 
and in many cases the junior bond- 
holders and unsecured creditors are 
wiped out. The plans usually take care 
of the voting arrangements by issuing 
no-par common stock. Thus the bond- 
holders come into possession of the prop- 
erty and its operation. This legislation 
simply proposes that in those cases where 
the company has met its fixed charges 
for 7 years, the court shall turn the 
company back to its stockholders and 
give them 18 months in which to work 
out a plan with the creditors and bond- 
holders. If this is done and operating 
income permits perhaps something can 
be saved for the stockholders. If such 
a plan is worked out it must be approved 
by the court and the Commission. If 
no plan can be worked out it must go 
back under section 77 for further pro- 
ceedings. It is at this point that the 
Hobbs amendment comes into play and 
gives a little further opportunity for the 
little fellow to save something. 

As the situation stands now, the stock- 
holders are out. They were kicked out 
in the Milwaukee Road case, thcy were 
kicked out in the Chicago & North West- 
ern case, they will be kicked out in all 
these cases. The ones that are going to 
get the ax in every one of these pro- 
ceedings are the little stockholders, the 
men and women out in my country that 
for 60 years invested their money in 
these railroad stocks that were consid- 
ered to be gilt-edge securities. 

As far as I am concerned, I have no 
fears whatsoever that the bonds that 
the banks have in their portfolios will 
be adversely affected in any way, shape, 
or manner by the Reed bill. Such bonds 
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might possibly be worth more money 
than they are today after the reorgani- 
zation is complete, but any accretion 
that will come to those bonds will come 
as a result of cutting off any interest 
that these stockholders may have in 
their own property. 

I think this bill is an equitable bill. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the balance of the time to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROB- 
SION]. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. 
Chairman, this bill primarily affects 
seven important railroads. None of 
them penetrate my district. Our rail- 
roads have always been honestly and 
efficiently managed and prosperous. 
None of them have gone into bankruptcy. 
Therefore, I think I can look at this 
matter in a very fair and impersonal 
way. There is no provision in this bill 
that will hurt the bondholders in any 
way. It matters not what may happen 
under this bill—it cannot hurt the bond- 
holders. I am trying to find some relief 
for those who put up the money and 
created the property and made it possi- 
ble for these men who had money to in- 
vest their money in the securities of these 
railroads. 

Seven railroads are very similarly sit- 
uated as the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad, and since the New 
York, New Haven & Hartford has been 
discussed most I shall discuss that rail- 
road. Incidentally, it grieves me very 
much to oppose the amendment that will 
be offered by our good friend, the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. TALBOT]. 
The New York, New Haven & Hartford 
for 7 years has been paying every dime of 
operating costs and charges, taxes and 
interest to the bondholders. It has met 
and paid each and every bond that 
matured for the last 7 years. To whom 
does that property belong? To the men 
and women, yes; railroad workers, who 
bought the stock at par. The Inter- 
state Commerce Commission declared at 
that time that the loan of that money 
to the railroad company was necessary 
and that the investment was a valid in- 
vestment and the stock worth par. After 
they invested their money and created a 
property, now come the money lenders 
and take a first mortgage on all of that 
property. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission 
and some other folks propose to fix the 
value of the property as of 1939 and 1940, 
when the Commission fixed its value, 
and they say that there is nothing left 
now for the junior stockholders, the pre- 
ferred stockholders, the common stock- 
holders, and the common creditors. The 
value was fixed as of 1939 and 1940—at 
$75,000,000, when it turns out it was of 
much greater value. The first-mort- 
gage bonds amount to approximately 
$62,000,000. For the last 7 years this 
railroad has paid all fixed charges, oper- 
ating expenses, excess-profits taxes, re- 
tired bonds as they matured, paid in- 
terest charges, and now has a surplus 
of $64,000,000—more than enough to pay 
off in full all of these first-mortgage 
bonds. Yet these bondholders insist 
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that the junior securities, preferred 
stockholders, common stockholders have 
no interest in their railroad—and they 
must be cleaned out without a dollar 
on a valuation made by the Commission 
in 1939 and 1940, which valuation cannot 
be reviewed by the courts in the present 
law. Unless this is passed, the first- 
mortgage bondholders will be able to 
gobble up this railroad for less than the 
surplus now in the railroad company’s 
treasury. 

When they do take over, what do they 
get according to this record?—$64,000,- 
000 of surplus in the treasury and all 
the physical property of this great rail- 
road. What for, if this bill does not 
pass? To help these professed creditors, 
who put nothing in. They have been 
putting nothing in, but they have been 
taking out all these years, standing back 
and clipping coupons with absolute 
safety, while these other folks have been 
receiving nothing, and they will be de- 
stroyed if this bill is not passed. 

I would not want to take away any 
right of a preferred bondholder. That 
is a contract. I believe in carrying out 
contracts, but I am opposed to cutting 
down with one fell swoop the people who 
furnished the money that helped to 
make possible the construction and op- 
eration of that great property, the New 
Haven Railroad. 

What does this bill do? And it does 
that and no more. You cannot touch 
any reorganization program unless for 
seven consecutive years the road has 
earned on an average sufficient money to 
cover all of the charges against the rail- 
road, discharge the bonds when matured, 
paid the interest, taxes, and costs as the 
New Haven and the other seven railroads 
have been doing for seven long years. 
Yet, the New Haven has $64,000,000 in 
the till. They have been paying divi- 
dends and excess-profit taxes. Now, you 
tell me that the junior bondholders and 
the preferred stockholders and the com- 
mon stockholders and the common cred- 
itors have no equity in the property that 
they have created and helped to main- 
tain. It is not right. Therefore this bill 
is before us to correct that injustice to 
junior bondholders, preferred and com- 
mon stockholders of these railroads. If 
you do not pass this bill this property 
will be taken over by the preferred bond- 
holders who have enjoyed the profits 
and benefits for the last 7 years—the 
people who live on Wall Street. 

I agree with the statements of my 
friend from Connecticut, who lives in 
the city of the headquarters of this great 
railroad system. He knows something 
about it. He knows that engineers, con- 
ductors, firemen, and, if you please, sec- 
tion men, bought stock. They will be 
wiped out, as well as hundreds of thou- 
sands of other stockholders in this and 
the seven other railroads all over the 
country in receiverships. 

What harm can come to the preferred 
bondholder? I am anxious that the 
equities of those who toil, those who put 
their savings into the junior securities, 
preferred stock and common stock, shall 
be protected. There are many thousands 
of these. Iam interested in them. This 
law will give them at least a rain check. 
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And it does something else—the courts 
will have something to say about wheth- 
er the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion back in 1939 and 1940 made a 
finding that must control in 1946, when 
we know that values have gone up. We 
want to give the folks who put up the 
money a chance. Let us get the rail- 
roads out of the hands of the preferred 
bondholders and restore these railroads 
to the owners and give them a chance to 
get a piece of the pie. They had nothing 
for 11 or 12 years. Of course these first- 
mortgage bondholders will get theirs. 
Get these railroads out of the hands of 
expensive receiverships. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Rossion] 
has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the remainder of the time on 
this side to the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. Hopss]. 

Mr. HOBBS. I would appreciate very 
deeply, Mr. Chairman, the attention of 
the Members present to some documen- 
tary proof in answer to some of the 
charges that have been made. I think 
my dear friend, one of the most valuable 
members of our committee, the gentle- 
man from Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER] is 
slightly mistaken between the copy of 
the hearg and the copy of the com- 
mittee print. I believe he meant to say 
he was unable to get until recently a copy 
of the committee print, which sets out 
the nine amendments to the Reed bill 
approved by the full Judiciary Commit- 
tee; and it is true that that was available 
only from the day the committee ap- 
proved those nine amendments or 2 or 3 
days later, when the prints came out. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I shall be delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. SPRINGER. When I made my 
request I asked for a copy of the bill and 
also the hearings, and finally obtained 
them, but I understood they had not been 
available before that time. 

Mr. HOBBS. They were available 
since December 1945, and they were 
mailed to every member of the commit- 
tee. Whether or not they were delivered 
to the member or were held in his office 
by some of his secretaries we do not 
know, but the hearings were concluded 
in December 1945, and the hearings were 
printed and distributed at least quite 
widely at that time. 

Let me now give you a little informa- 
tion as to the history of this reorganiza- 
tion. It was a sincere attempt on the 
part of the Subcommittee on Bankruptcy 
and Reorganization in the rewrite to 
complete revision of the Bankruptcy Act, 
the only one ever attempted in the his- 
tory of that act, under the leadership of 
that distinguished gentleman and 
scholar, Walter Chandler, who became 
chairman of that subcommittee some 12 
years ago. We rewrote the whole Bank- 
ruptcy Act with the aid of 12 of the best 
brains in bankruptcy who sat here at 
their own expense and worked with us 
and for us for 2% years. One of the 
chapters in that bill was the railroad- 
reorganization chapter; another was 
corporate reorganization; another was 
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what was called a poor man’s bank- 
ruptcy composition; and so on. It was 
found in 1935 that we were on the tobog- 
gan and that the depression was not over 
as we had hoped it would be. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission 
came before us and asked us to amend 
the chapter on railroad reorganization. 
We did so and we worked for nearly a 
year over it with the experts who volun- 
teered again; and the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission by its counsel who 
was the Honorable Leslie Cravens, at 
that time one of the outstanding lawyers 
in this field, told us that what we feared 
might be the result of the amendments 
they proposed could not possibly happen, 
that no court would hold that that abol- 
ished judicial review; and yet in the 
cross-examination of the witnesses from 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
when we found out after the two decis- 
ions in the Western Pacific and the Mil- 
waukee cases, that that which they had 
assured us could not happen had hap- 
pened and that they had held in those 
two suits that the creature, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, the crea- 
ture of Congress, was superior to its cre- 
ator and superior to the courts, even to 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 

So we had to do something about that 
situation. We reported unanimously the 
so-called Hobbs bill which passed the 
House with only one dissenting vote. It 
has been in the Senate ever since and 
nothing has happened, as is true of sev- 
eral other bills. But that was unani- 
mously reported and we came then to the 
question of the treatment of those rail- 
roads that were not insolvent and under 
an amendment which was sponsored by 
the then chairman of bankruptcy sub- 
committee, the Honorable Charles Mc- 
Laughlin, another great man, a great ex- 
pert in this field as was his predecessor, 
the Honorable Walter Chandler, who had 
gone back to his knitting in Tennessee to 
become mayor of Memphis, which he still 
is and has only recently given notice of 
his retirement, we amended it so as to 
give those roads that were not insolvent 
a chance to escape the prodigious cost of 
bankruptcy and reorganization in that 
line. 

We gave them the voluntary compo- 
sition of their debts, under which ma- 
turities were postponed and interest 
rates reduced, but without missing a 
single run of either freight or passenger 
train. The B. & O. reorganized under 
that bill and it was the law for several 
years until the Kefauver bill which this 
House passed to extend and make per- 
manent the McLaughlin Act failed to 
pass the Senate after it had been passed 
here, until under its terms the McLaugh- 
lin Act ceased to be. Then we came to 
the proposition of what we should do. 
The Hobks bill was stymied, the Mc- 
Laughlin bill was dead, and the Kefauver 
bill was stymied. So the Reed bill was 
drawn up by another distinguished 
member of our committee who has been 
with us all the time, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. REED], who proposed this 
bill which was also unanimously ap- 
proved after full hearings by the Ju- 
diciary Committee. That was to take 
the best of the roads that were in reor- 
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ganization, that had made all of their 
fixed charges for 7 years, and give them 
a chance in a situation similar to that 
created by the McLaughlin Act. That 
is all it does, sit around the table with 
your creditors and make up a new plan 
of reorganization that will not wipe out 
$2,000,000,000 of invested capital by the 
little people of this country if the finan- 
cial conditions changed for the better 
and warranted such treatment. That 
is all it does. 

In the meantime there was conducted 
a thorough investigation of this business 
of railroad reorganization over in the 
Senate, and eventually the Wheeler bill, 
S. 1253, I believe it is, came forward. 
It was not reported until April. It was 
not acted on until June. So we did not 
even know what the bill would provide, 
nor what amendments would be neces- 
sary to the House bill then pending. 
Then, and then only, did we begin to 
study it, because we had not seen it be- 
fore, and we found that it was in our 
judgment necessary to amend the Reed 
bill by nine amendments. We proposed 
it to the committee. We had a com- 
mittee print made which, of course, was 
confidential until the committee adopted 
those amendments and authorized us to 
print them, and since that good day they 
have been available to everybody, and 
we are proud of them, and they, in sub- 
stance, amend the Reed bill by adding 
the Hobbs bill and the Kefauver bill, 
which was the extension of the Me- 
Laughlin bill. So they, with the Reed 
bill, according to the rule adopted and 
given us by the Committee on Rules, 
will enable us to substitute these bills 
for the Wheeler bill and work out of the 
four the best bill possible. 

I want to say just a word or two about 
the New Haven. I hold in my hand 
copies, year by year, certified by the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, of the 
reports as to the New Haven stockhold- 
ers, and they show year by year how 
they run. 

There has never been a stockholding 
in the New Haven averaging more than 
$97 per stockholder, speaking of the com- 
mon stock, and $61.32 average for the 
preferred stock. The gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. GEELAN] has very 
kindly given us a synopsis of the situa- 
tion with regard to the New Haven. 
When in 1940 the plan for the reor- 
ganization of the New Haven was ap- 
proved as I told the committee this 
morning, they found that the common 
stock, which was held by more than 
21,000 stockholders, above the 50 that 
Mr. WALTER read a few from, was com- 
pletely wiped out, and so were all of the 
preferred stockholders. At that time 
there was only $4,000,000 to the credit of 
those 21,000 stockholders in the financial 
structure of that road. They said it was 
worthless; that it could not possibly 
come back, and the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Tarlgor! told us it has had 
no chance to produce anything in the 
way of a profit since, nor will it in the 
future, he said this afternoon, and yet 
since they said it was worthless and did 
not have a chance to earn anything more 
than the fixed charges, it has made a net 
over-all profit of $60,000,000. So instead 
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of having $4,000,000 they have got now 
$64,000,000 in the till. What would be- 
come of it if you kill our efforts to give a 
chance to those whose stock interests 
earned that money which is in the till 
now? Of course, it would go to the only 
ones left, which are the bondholders, 47 
of them, I believe. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. KEAN. If there is so much equity 
in the stock that has been mentioned by 
the gentleman and others, why is it that 
the New Haven bonds are selling on the 
Stock Exchange so far below par? I 
see here that the New Haven first mort- 
gage 314’s are selling at $54, first mort- 
gage 6’s selling at $63, and New Haven 
4˙8 $57, selling at $39? 

Mr. HOBBS. I do not know, sir. I 
am just a country boy from Alabama. 

Mr. KEEFE. The reason is that there 
is no equity in the common stock. 

Mr. HOBBS. I know very little about 
stock equities. All I know is that 
whether there is any advantage to be 
gained by the bondholders, that millions 
of “when issued” stock is being bought 
by those same bondholders every day! 
I know that millions of “when issued” 
stocks are being bought by those same 
bondholders today, and I know they are 
paying nothing for it. 

Mr. KEAN. Of course the people who 
are trading in this “when issued” stock 
are the chief opponents of this bill. 

Mr. HOBBS. Yes, sir. You are ex- 
actly right in that statement. 

Mr. KEAN. They have a gamble in 
this thing, and if the bill is passed all 
their profits are wiped out. 

Mr. HOBBS. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s contribution, and I challenge him 
to show me a single proponent of this 
bill or a single person that favors this 
bill who has been allowed to buy a single 
share of “when issued” stock. 

Mr. KEAN. I do not mean people here, 
of course. 

Mr. HOBBS. I am talking about peo- 
ple anywhere. 

Mr. KEAN. Yes. 

Mr. HOBBS. You could not get into 
that circle with a crowbar or a jimmy. 
That is a real closed shop. It is only the 
favored few, who can get on this “gravy 
train” and buy this “when issued” stock. 
They do not want their ride interrupted 
and so are fighting this bill. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Is it not an indispu- 
table fact that the bondholders whose 
bonds are secured by first mortgages on 
these properties cannot be hurt by this 
bill, but that on the other hand this is 
the only method suggested by which the 
common stockholders and the junior 
creditors can get anything? 

Mr. HOBBS. Yes, sir. If they get 
anything the preferred stockholders and 
the bondholders will, too. We want to 
protect railroad credit from top to bot- 
tom, from the first mortgage bondholder 


on down, We are fighting for fairness _ 
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toall. None can be safe, nor sure, unless 
all are treated fairly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama has expired. 
All time has expired. 

The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That if the properties 
of any railroad corporation, debtor in a pro- 
ceeding pending under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, as amended, shall have pro- 
duced average annual earnings during the 
period of the preceding seven calendar years 
sufficient to pay the fixed charges of the said 
debtor in the said years, and the judge shall 
so find, the judge upon application therefor 
by the debtor or by any other party in the 
proceedings shall enter an order directing 
the return of the possession of the said prop- 
erties and the management and operation 
thereof to the debtor upon the following 
condition: 

1. That the debtor shall proceed immedi- 
ately to effect such readjustment of its finan- 
cial structure as in the light of the present 
prospective earnings and of other relative 
facts and circumstances may be consistent 
with sound financial practice; 

2. That if within a period of 18 months, or 
such extended periods as the judge upon 
application therefor may approve, following 
the entry of such order, (a) the several 
Classes of security holders shall provide a 
plan for readjustment of such financial 
structure, and (b) such readjustment pro- 
vides for such reduction in fixed charges as 
may be consistent with sound financial prac- 
tice, and (c) the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission shall authorize the issuance of such 
new securities as may be required by such 
readjustment, and (d) the judge shall so 
find, the judge upon application therefor by 
the debtor or by any other party in the pro- 
ceedings, shall enter an order dismissing the 
proceedings under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, as amended, and providing for or 
requiring, the transfer by the trustees or 
any other party or parties in possession of 
the properties of the debtor pursuant to 
order of the court of all their right, title, 
and interest in and to the properties to the 
debtor, and the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, shall dismiss the proceedings before 
that Commission for the reorganization of 
the debtor under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, as amended. 

3. That if upon termination of the said 
period of 18 months or such extended period 
as the judge may approve, an order shall not 
have been entered by the judge as provided 
in the foregoing subdivision 2, the judge shall 
enter an order providing for the return of 
possession of the properties to the trustees 
or to such successor trustees as may be ap- 
pointed pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, 
or to any other party or parties previously in 
possession of the properties of the debtor 
pursuant to order of the court, and direct- 
ing that the proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, shall be 
resumed and brought to a conclusion, sub- 
ject to the provisions and requirements of 
said section. 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Foranp, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 5924) to enable debtor railroad 
corporations, whose properties during a 
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period of 7 years have provided sufficient 
earnings to pay fixed charges, to effect 
a readjustment of their financial struc- 
ture without further proceedings under 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 225) to quiet the titles of 
the respective States, and others, to 
lands beneath tidewaters and lands 
beneath navigable waters within the 
boundaries ot such States and to prevent 
further clouding of such titles, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 3, after line 21, insert: 

“The United States excepts from this dis- 
claimer and retains all right, title, and in- 
terest claimed and asserted by Presidential 
Proclamation No. 2667 of September 28, 1945, 
or otherwise to the subsoil and sea bed of or 
the resources in the Continental Shelf lying 
oceanward from the area described in the 
first clause (1) of the preceding paragraph.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I have an 
amendment which I intend to offer to 
the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Sumners]? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, I understood 
from the chairman that the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary was unanimously in 
favor of the Senate amendment. If we 
are going to take up other amendments, 
then I believe it had better be done in 
the regular way. If other amendments 
are going to be offered to the Senate 
amendment, I do not think it ought to 
be brought up at this time. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Alabama intend to insist on offer- 
ing an amendment to the Senate amend- 
ment if unanimous consent is granted for 
the consideration of the Senate amend- 
ment? 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
intention of inconveniencing the House 
or anything of that kind, but I feel very 
deeply that this amendment to the Sen- 
ate amendment should be offered in or- 
der to protect the interests of our Gov- 
ernment. 

The SPEAKER. If amendments other 
than the Senate amendment are to be 
considered, the Chair would prefer that 
the gentleman withdraw his request at 
this time. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I withdraw my request. 


CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
4718) to amend the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1950, as amended, 
and esk unanimous consent that the 
reading of the report be dispensed with. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committes of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of tha Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4718) to amend the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to provide 
annuities for certain officers and employees 
who have rendered at least twenty-five years 
of service, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 

“That section 1 of the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“*(e) Any officer or employee to whom this 
Act applies who, after haying attained the 
age of fifty-five and after having rendered at 
least twenty-five years of service computed as 
prescribed in section 5 of this Act, 

“*(1) shall have been involuntarily sepa- 
rated from the service not by removal for 
cause on charges of misconduct or delin- 
quency between July 1, 1945, and June 30, 
1947, both dates inclusive; or 

%) shall have been voluntarily separated 
from the service between such dates if such 
officer or employee had accepted a position 
with a lower rate of basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation after having been involuntarily 
separated (not by removal for cause on 
charges of misconduct or delinquency) be- 
tween such dates from a position with a 
higher rate of basic salary, pay, or compensa- 
tion, and was receiving less than such higher 
rate at the time of his voluntary separation, 
shall be paid an immediate life annuity 
beginning on the first day of the month fol- 
lowing the date of final separation from the 
service. Such annuity shall have a value 
equal to an annuity computed as provided in 
section 4 of this Act reduced by one-sixth of 
1 per centum for each full month any such 
officer or employee is (A) under the age of 
sixty years if he has rendered at least thirty 
years of service computed as prescribed in 
section 5 of this Act, or (B) under the age of 
sixty-two years if he has rendered less than 
thirty years of service computed as prescribed 
in section 5 of this Act.’” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Henry M. Jackson, 
CARTER MANASCO, 
LEO RAYFIEL, 
Epwarp H. REES, 
JoHN W. BYRNES, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
SHERIDAN DOWNEY, 
WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Harry F. BYRD, 
WILLIAM LANGER, 
THos. C. HART, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
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STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4718) to amend the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, to provide annuities for certain 
officers and employees who have rendered at 
least 25 years of service, submit the follows 


ing statement in explanation of the effect of 
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the action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

The Senate amendment strikes out all of 
the House bill after the enacting clause. The 
committee of conference recommends that 
the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate, with an amend- 
ment which is a substitute for both the House 
bill and the Senate amendment, and that the 
Senate agree to the same, 

The House bill added a new subsection to 
section 1 of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
of May 29, 1930. The Senate amendment 
adds a new proviso to section 7 (a) of such 
act. An employee retiring under section 1 
of such act may elect to receive, in lieu of 
the full annuity to which he is entitled, a 
reduced annuity and an annuity after his 
death payable to his beneficiary. Employees 
retiring under section 7 (a) of such act have 
no such right of election. The conference 
substitute is the same as the House bill. 

The Senate amendment provides that an 
officer or employee must have attained the 
age of 55 and have completed at least 25 
years of service prior to involuntary separa- 
tion from the service in order to be eligible 
for the retirement benefits of the proposed 
legislation. The House bill had no such age 
requirement; but extended the benefits of the 
bill to officers and employees who are volun- 
tarily separated from the service if they have 
accepted positions with lower rates of basic 
compensation after having been involuntarily 
separated from positions with higher rates of 
basic compensation and were receiving less 
than such higher rates at the time of their 
voluntary separation. The conference sub- 
stitute adopts the provisions of the Senate 
amendment with respect to the age require- 
ment, but retains the language of the House 
bill with respect to voluntary separations. 

The benefits of the House bill were limited 
to officers and employees separated from the 
service between August 14, 1945, and August 
14, 1947, while the Senate amendment in- 
cluded 8 4 Sr and employees separated from 
the service between July 1. 1945, and June 30, 
1947, both dates inclusive. The conference 
substitute adopts the Senate provision. 

The House bill provided that annuity shall 
he paid beginning on the Ist day of the 
month following the date of separation from 
the service or the Ist day of the month fol- 
lowing the date of enactment of the proposed 
legislation, whichever date is the later. The 
Senate amendment prescribes that the an- 
nuity shall, in every case, be paid beginning 
on the Ist day of the month following the 
date of separation from the service. The 
conference substitute follows the Senate 
amendment. 

HENRY M. JACKSON, 

CARTER MANASCO, 

LEO RAYFIEL, 

Epwarp H. REES, 

JOHN W. BYRNES, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, this re- 
port simply modifies the bill as it passed 
the House. The House version provided 
for no age minimum on retirement. The 
Senate had a retirement age of 55. The 
Senate insisted on that and the House 
yielded. The report is unanimous. 
There are no requests for time and, 
therefore, Mr. Speaker, I move the pre- 
vious question; 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
i 10 motion to reconsider was laid on the 

able. 
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TRAINING OF OFFICERS IN THE NAVAL 
SERVICE 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2304) pro- 
viding for the training of officers in the 
naval service, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no objection to this bill except that there 
is an agreement by the members of the 
Committee that the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CoLe] be allowed to offer an 
amendment to section 16. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
my purpose in reserving the right to ob- 
ject was to point out that the Senate 
bill being called up is identical to the bill 
which was reported by the Committee on 
Naval Affairs of the House except in 
some minor instances. The bill as re- 
ported by the House committee contains 
a section which was controversial. With 
the understanding that that section will 
be omitted from the Senate bill, there 
will be no objection to the consideration 
of the Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Drewry]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That a naval and Ma- 
rine Corps officer candidate training program, 
supplementary to existing programs, is hereby 
established, which shall be administered by 
the Secretary of the Navy in accordance with 
the provisions of this act and with such regu- 
lations as the President may prescribe. 

Sec. 2. No individual shall be enrolled in 
the training program which this act estab- 
lishes unless (a) he be a male citizen of the 
United States; (b) with the consent of his 
parent or legal guardian in the case of a 
minor, he shall have entered into a contrac- 
tual agreement with the Secretary of the 
Navy, acting for and on behalf of the United 
States, in which said individual obligates 
himself to the United States for such periods 
as may be necessary to effectuate the purposes 
of this act; and (c) he signs an agreement to 
accept a commission in the Navy or Marine 
Corps if offered and, having accepted such 
commission, he will, in the event of termina- 
tion thereof, accept such commission in the 
organized Naval or Marine Corps Reserve that 
may be offered him and thereafter will not 
resign from the Reserve prior to the sixth an- 
niversary of the date of rank stated in his 
original commission in the Regular Navy or 
Marine Corps. The Secretary of the Navy 
may release any individual from such obliga- 
tion and separate the individual from the 
training program at any time that, in the 
opinion of the Secretary of the Navy, the best 
interest of the naval service requires such 
action. 

Src. 3. The Secretary of the Navy is author- 
ized to ‘enroll in the training program— 

(a) any person (1) who, on May 1, 1946, 
was a member of the Naval Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps or (2) who subsequent to 
such date may be admitted to such corps and 
who will not be more than 25 years of age on 
July 1 of the calendar year in which eligible 
for appointment to commissioned ranks pur. 
suant to subsection 6 (a). Upon enrollment 
such persons shall be appointed midshipmen 
in the Naval Reserve. 
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(b) as a naval aviation officer candidate 
(1) any high-school graduate or person of 
equivalent educational level, or any person 
who has completed satisfactorily less than two 
scholastic years’ work in an accredited college 
or university, and who will not be more 
than 21 years and 6 months of age on July 1 
of the calendar year of his appointment as 
midshipman as hereinafter prescribed; each 
such candidate shall be enlisted as an ap- 
preiitice seaman, United States Naval Reserve, 
and shall, following enrollment, be required 
to attend such accredited college or univer- 
sity as may be authorized by the Secretary 
of the Navy as a regular student until he 
shall have satisfactorily completed not less 
than two scholastic years of work and in 
addition shall be required to participate in 
such military or civil aviation training activi- 
ties as may be prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Navy; following the satisfactory com- 
pletion of such scholastic work and aviation- 
training activities, such candidates shall be 
appointed midshipmen in the Navy and or- 
dered to duty for flight training; (2) any 
member of the Naval Reserve Officers’ Train- 
ing Corps who has satisfactorily completed 
two scholastic years’ training in such corps 
and any other person who shall have satis- 
factorily completed not less than two scho- 
lastic years’ work in an accredited college or 
university, and any enlisted man of the Navy 
or Marine Corps who shall demonstrate by a 
test the attainment of an educational level 
equivalent to that of two scholastic years of 
work in an accredited college or university; 
such candidates shall be not more than 21 
years and 6 months of age on July 1 of the 
calendar year of enrollment as an aviation 
officer candidate and, upon enrollment, shall 
be appointed midshipmen in the Navy and 
ordered to duty for flight training. 

Serc. 4. Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, each midshipman appointed pursu- 
ant to part (a) of section 3, while continuing 
in such status, and each apprentice seaman 
enlisted pursuant to part (b) of section 3, 
until the completion of scholastic instruc- 
tion, shall, except while on active duty, re- 
ceive retainer pay at the rate of $600 per 
year and shall, in addition, be entitled to the 
benefits provided for him by section 10: Pro- 
vided, That such benefits and retainer pay 
may be received by midshipmen appointed 
pursuant to part (a) of section 3 for a period 
not exceeding four academic years. Each 
midshipman and apprentice seaman enrolled 
pursuant to this act shall be entitled to an 
allowance for (a) initial travel to the college 
or university in which matriculated, (b) 
travel while under orders, and (c) travel 
upon discharge while in a noncommissioned 
status, in the manner and to the same extent 
provided for midshipmen at the United States 
Naval Academy: Provided further, That no 
allowance for travel upon discharge shall be 
paid if the dischargee continues his scho- 
lastic instruction at other than Government 
expense in the same college or university in 
which matriculated. While in flight train- 
ing or on other flight duty midshipmen ap- 
pointed under part (b) of section 3 shall 
be entitled to the pay and allowances now or 
hereafter provided by law for midshipmen 
under instruction at the United States Naval 
Academy and to the same percentage in- 
creases of their pay as are now or hereafter 
provided by law for officers of the Navy 
assigned to duty involving flying, and shall 
be issued at Government expense necessary 
uniforms and equipment as directed by the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

Sec. 5. All midshipmen appointed under 
part (b) of section 3 may, upon satisfactory 
completion of flight training, be ted 
naval aviators and assigned to duty inyolving 
fiying. 

Sec, 6. (a) Midshipmen appointed pursu- 


ant to section 3 (a) may be commissioned as 
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ensigns in the line of the Navy, second lieu- 
tenants in the Marine Corps, or with the rank 
of ensign in the appropriate commissioned 
grade in such staff corps of the Navy in which 
the rank of ensign is now or may hereafter be 
authorized, following the satisfactory com- 
pletion of all the academic and naval science 
Tequirements of the established 4-year 
Naval Reserve Officers’ Training Corps course. 

2. Midshipmen appointed pursuant to sec- 
tion 3 (b) may be commissioned as ensigns 
in the line of the Navy or second lieutenants 
in the Marine Corps following the satisfactory 
completion of 2 years’ flight training and 
flight duty as midshipmen as prescribed in 
part (b) of section 3 and in section 5. 

(b) There may also be commissioned as 
ensign in the line of the Navy or second lieu- 
tenant in the Marine Corps, or with the rank 
of ensign in the appropriate commissioned 
grade in such staff corps of the Navy in which 
the rank of ensign is now or may hereafter 
be authorized, any male citizen of the United 
States who is not more than 25 years of age 
on July 1 of the calendar year in which ap- 
pointed: (1) Who shall have satisfactorily 
completed a 4-year course at an accredited 
college or university, or (2) who is an enlisted 
man of the Navy or Marine Corps who shall 
demonstrate by a test the attainment of an 
educational level equivalent to that of an 
individual who has satisfactorily completed a 
4-year course at an accredited college or uni- 
versity: 

(c) Officers commissioned pursuant to this 
act in the rank of ensign in a staff corps 
shall be selected for appointment by a board 
of commissioned officers of the staff corps 
concerned. 

(d) The date of rank stated in the com- 
missions of officers commissioned in any year 
pursuant to the foregoing subsections of this 
section shall be the date of graduation of 
midshipmen from the Naval Academy in 
that year and all ensigns of the line of the 
Navy and second lieutenants of the Marine 
Corps of the same date of rank, upon being 
commissioned, shall have precedence among 
themselves in such order as may be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Navy to insure 
that the precedence of the officers shall be in 
accord with their demonstrated performance 
regardless of the source from which pre- 
scribed, and giving due consideration to 
whatever differences may exist in the methods 
of assigning grades between the various edu- 
cation institutions at which the officers have 
been educated. Each officer commissioned 
in a staff corps of the Navy pursuant to the 
foregoing subsections of this section shall, 
upon being commissioned, have assigned as 
his running mate such line officer of the same 
rank and same date of rank as the Secretary 
of the Navy may determine. 

Sec. 7. Any officer commissioned under 
subsection 1 of subsection 6 (a) or under 
subsection 6 (b) may, upon his own appli- 
cation, after not less than 15 months or 2 
years, respectively, of satisfactory service as 
a commissioned officer, have his commis- 
sion in the Regular Service terminated and 
be commissiorted in the Naval Reserve or the 
Marine Reserve and in the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Navy be released from 
active duty. The date of rank in such com- 
mission in a reserve component shall be the 
same as that of the commission previously 
held in the regular service. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary of the Navy shall in 
each calendar year cause to be examined (a) 
the records of all ensigns of the line of the 
Navy and second lieutenants of the Marine 
Corps commissioned pursuant to subsection 
2 of section 6 (a) who apply for retention 
in the Regular Service as permanent officers 
and who in the then current calendar year 
will reach the first anniversary of the date 
of rank stated in their respective commis- 
sions, selecting from among such officers the 
number that he may determine necessary for 
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retention, and (b) the records of all other 
Officers appointed pursuant to this act who 
apply for retention in the Regular Service 
as permanent officers and who in the then 
current calendar year will reach the third 
anniversary of the date of rank stated in 
their respective commissions, selecting from 
among such officers the number that he may 
determine necessary for retention. 

Sec. 9. (a) The commission of each officer 
commissioned pursuant to subsection 2 of 
section 6 (a) who, prior to June 1 of the 
calendar year following that in which com- 
missioned, shall not have applied for reten- 
tion in the regular service and of each officer 
not selected for retention under clause (a) 
of section 8 shall be terminated on June 30 
of the appropriate calendar year, Upon ter- 
mination of commission, each such officer 
who thereupon accepts appointment to com- 
missioned rank in the Naval or Marine Corps 
Reserve may apply for and receive retainer 
pay at the rate of $100 for each calendar 
month or part thereof during which, while 
an officer of the Naval or Marine Corps Re- 
serve, he pursues full-time instruction in an 
accredited college or university but not to 
exceed a total of $2,000, such instruction to 
commence not later than a date to be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Navy; in addi- 
tion, each such officer shall be entitled to 
the benefits provided for him by section 10 
of this act. ` 

(b) The commission of each officer com- 
missioned pursuant to subsection 1 of sec- 
tion 6 (a) and pursuant to section 6 (b) 
who, prior to June 1 of the third calendar 
year following that in which commissioned, 
shall not haye applied for retention in the 
regular service and of each officer not se- 
lected for retention under clause (b) of 
section 8 shall be terminated on June 30 
of the appropriate calendar year. Upon ter- 
mination of commission, each such officer 
may be commissioned in the Naval or Ma- 
rine Corps Reserve in the grade of lieutenant 
(junior grade) or first lieutenant, as the case 
may be (if in a staff corps, with the rank of 
lieutenant (junior grade) in the grade ap- 
propriate to that rank) and to rank from a 
date 3 years after the date of rank stated in 
his original commission in the Regular Navy 
or Regular Marine Corps, 

Sec. 10. The Secretary of the Navy may 
provide, by contract or otherwise, for pay- 
ment of all expenses incident to the admin- 
istration of this act, including but not 
limited to, payment for tuition, fees, books, 
and laboratory expenses of midshipmen in 
‘the Naval Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, 
naval aviation officer candidates, and of 
officers released under subsection 9 (a) of 
this act. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of the Navy may, 
in his discretion, give to any enlisted man 
in the naval service or any male citizen who 
has had active military or naval service such 
advance standing in any program provided 
by this act as the previous education and 
training of such person justifies, 

SEC. 12. The Secretary of the Navy, under 
such regulations as he may prescribe, may 
révoke the commission of any officer of the 
Regular Navy or the Regular Marine Corps 
who at the date of revocation has had less 
than 6 years of continuous service as a com- 
missioned officer, and each officer whose com- 
mission is so revoked shall be discharged 
from the service without advance pay or al- 
lowances. 

Sec. 13. National service life insurance in 
the amount of $10,000, the premiums for 
which shall be paid at Government expense, 
shall be issued to the following persons: (a) 
Apprentice seamen, United States Naval Re- 
serve, enrolled as aviation officer candidates, 
at the commencement of flight-training 
activities and until the termination of their 
status as aviation officer candidates; (b) mid- 
shipmen, United States Navy, upon enroll- 
ment as aviation officer candidates and until 
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the termination of that status; (c) midship- 
men at the United States Naval Academy, at 
the commencement of flight-training activi- 
ties and until the termination of their status 
as midshipmen. Upon being commissioned 
in the Regular Navy or Marine Corps such 
persons shall have the option of continuing 
such insurance at their own expense. 

Sec. 14. In the event that the quota of mid- 
shipmen authorized by law to be appointed 
annually to the Naval Academy from (1) 
enlisted men of the United States Navy and 
Marine Corps, (2) enlisted men of the Naval 
Reserve or Marine Corps Reserve, or (3) by 
the President at large, is not filled, the Secre- 
tary of the Navy may fill the vacancies in such 
quota by appointing other candidates from 
any other of such sources who were found 
best qualified on examination for admission 
into the Academy and not otherwise ap- 
pointed. 

Sec. 15. Each midshipman hereafter ap- 
pointed to the Naval Academy shall be 
required to sign an agreement that, in the 
event of the acceptance of his resignation 
from a commissioned status in the Regular 
Navy or Marine Corps prior to the sixth anni- 
versary of his graduation from the Naval 
Academy, he will accept such commission 
in the Organized Naval or Marine Corps Re- 
serve to which he may be appointed and 
will not resign from the Reserve prior to such 
sixth anniversary. 

Src, 16. (a) The act of December 20, 1917 
(40 Stat. 430), as amended, is hereby further 
amended to read as follows: “There shall be 
allowed at the United States Naval Academy 
eight midshipmen for each Senator, Repre- 
sentative, Delegate in Congress, and Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, and from the 
District of Columbia, 160 appointed annually 
from enlisted men of the Navy and Marine 
Corps and 160 appointed annually from en- 
listed men of the Naval Reserve and Marine 
Corps Reserve by the Secretary of the Navy 
under similar conditions so far as applicable 
as prescribed by law for appointments from 
enlisted men of the Navy.” 

(b) Until the necessary additional physical 
facilities and teaching personnel at the 
Naval Academy are available in the opinion of 
the President, the latter may, in each year, 
specify the number and sources, of additional 
appointments as midshipmen herein author- 
ized which may be made for the ensuing 
academic year. 

Sec. 17. The President may appoint an- 
nually 75 midshipmen to the United States 
Naval Academy from among the sons of 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps personnel. 

Sec, 18, There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such funds as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this act. 

Sec. 19. (a) Subsection (a) of section 22 of 
the act of March 4, 1925 (43 Stat. 1276), as 
amended by the act of February 13, 1945 
(Public Law No. 1, 79th Cong.), is hereby 
further amended by substituting for the 
words “fourteen thousand” in the last pro- 
viso thereof the words “fifteen thousand four 
hundred.” 

(b) Of the number of Naval Reserve Of- 
ficers' Training Corps members authorized by 
subsection (a) of this section, not more than 
14,000 shall at any one time be enrolled in 
the training program established by this act, 

Sec. 20. No person shall be appointed as- 
sistant paymaster in the Navy who, on July 1 
of the calendar year in which appointed will 
not be less than 21 or more than 25 years 
of age, nor until his physical, mental, and 
moral qualifications have been established to 
the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Navy, 

Sec. 21, The following acts and parts of acts 
are hereby repealed: 

(a) Section 2 of the act of May 6, 1932 
(47 Stat. 149). 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 14 of the 
act of June 23, 1938 (52 Stat. 951). 

(c) Section 307 of the act of June 25, 1938 
(52 Stat. 1182). 
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(d) Sections 2 and 3 of the act of January 
30, 1941 (55 Stat. 4). 

(e) Section 8 of the act of February 28, 
1925 (43 Stat. 1082). 

(t) Section 1379 of the Revised Statutes. 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, S. 2304 
is a bill to provide for the training of 
Officers for the naval service, and for 
other purposes. The need for this legis- 
lation arises from the fact that the au- 
thorized line officer strength of the Navy 
has been established by the Congress at 
35,000. The annual increment of junior 
officers to maintain this strength will be 
approximately four times the number 
that can be graduated from the United 
State Naval Academy. It is therefore 
essential that additional sources of of- 
ficers be developed immediately. 

The plan proposed in this bill is that 
the additional officers be educated at 
civilian colleges and universities under 
programs which make full use of the 
experience gained before and during 
World War II. We would utilize the 
NROTC, which is now firmly established 
in 52 colleges and universities through- 
out the country. We would continue, 
in a slightly modified form, the naval 
aviation preparatory program and the 
aviation cadet program, which have 
proved highly successful during the war. 
And we would permit the commissioning 
in the Navy and Marine Corps of certain 
other college graduates and enlisted men 
with comparable education who have 
special qualificaticns, 

These three groups would supplement 
the output of the 4-year course at the 
Naval Academy, which would remain un- 
changed. Candidates from all four 
sources would be given identical com- 
missions in the Regular Navy or Marine 
Corps, and would serve together on ac- 
tive duty for a period of from 15 months 
to 3 years. At the end of that time, 
the Navy would select, from those who 
desire to continue in the service, the 
number necessary to meet requirements, 
The others would be placed on inactive 
duty for an extended period of service 
in the Organized Reserves, 

This plan is definitely practical. It 
can be operated without any expansion 
of the Navy Academy, although the 
Naval Affairs Committee believes with 
the Navy Department that it would be 
desirable to increase the size of the Acad- 
emy to the point where Academy grad- 
uates would constitute approximately 
one-half of the junior officers joining 
the fleet. It utilizes the facilities of 
accredited colleges and universities 
throughout the United States, thus 
avoiding the great expense of attempt- 
ing to duplicate such facilities at the 
Naval Academy or elsewhere. And by 
using these facilities, it permits flexi- 
bility in the size of the program. We 
avoid the risk of building an enormous 
educational plant at Government ex- 
pense and finding at some later date, 
that a substantial portion of it is no 
longer required. 

The evidence presented to the Naval 
Affairs Committee in extended hearings 
also proves conclusively that the plan as 
a whole will effectively meet its objec- 
tives. Although there was some skepti- 
cism at the beginning, the committee 
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now agrees with the Navy Department 
that the principle of procuring officers 
from several sources, and merging them 
into the Regular Navy through a period 
of common service experience, is sound. 
Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz has 
made a striking statement on this point. 
He says: 

A team is strengthened rather than weak- 
ened by having members with different quali- 
fications and different aptitudes. A graduate 
of the University of California or Princeton 
can be quite as valuable to the Navy as a 
graduate of the Naval Academy, and the 
Navy as a whole will benefit by having both 
on the same team. 

The peacetime Navy, as it is now being 
reorganized under recent legislation, will be 
such a team. We are now in the process of 
transferring to the Regular Navy thousands 
of Reserve officers who have proved their com- 
petence in the war. I believe it will be a 
strong Navy, carrying forward with undimin- 
ished vigor the high tradition of the past, 
and approaching new problems with flexi- 
bility of mind that comes from variety of 
experience and of outlook. The Holloway 
Board. plan, embodied in this bill, will per- 
petuate the advantages of bringing into the 
Navy men with civilian as well as strictly 
naval backgrounds, 


The committeee concurs in this view, 
which has also been expressed by the 
Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval 
Personnel, the members of the Holloway 
Board which was composed of both 
civilian and naval members and which 
drew up the plan for the Navy Depart- 
ment, and a lumber of distinguished 
educators who appeared before the 
committee. 

In brief, H. R. 5426 contains the fol- 
lowing provisions: 

First. Members of the Naval Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps, to a maximum 
number of 14,000, will be given free tui- 
tion, fees, books, and uniforms while 
pursuing a 4-year college course, includ- 
ing 24-semester hours of instruction in 
naval science, at one of the 52 NROTC 
colleges. They will also receive retainer 
pay at the rate of $50 per month. In re- 
turn for these advantages, they will agree 
to serve three full summers on active duty 
on ships or at naval shore establish- 
ments before graduation, and then to 
serve not less than 6 years in the Navy 
or Marine Corps, of which at least 15 
months will be on active duty immediate- 
ly after commissioning. Candidates for 
the NROTC will be selected on the basis 
of a Nation-wide examination and ap- 
proval by State or regional selection 
boards similar to those established for 
the V-12 program during the war. The 
number from each State will be propor- 
tional to the number of high-school 
graduates in that State. Special quotas 
will also be established for enlisted men 
of the Navy and Marine Corps. 

Second. Aviation candidates will at- 
tend accredited colleges of their own 
choice for 2 years, with free tuition, fees, 
books, and $50 a month retainer pay. At 
the end of that time, they will enter 
flight training, since they will be approx- 
imately 20 years old, by far the best age 
to enter such training. After 3 years of 
service in the Regular Navy or Marine 
Corps, they will be selected to continue 
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in the Navy or to go into the Naval Re- 
serve. If they remain in the Navy, they 
will receive 2 years of college-level edu- 
cation at the Naval Academy or a simi- 
lar school; if they go into the Reserve, 
they will be aided in completing their 
college education at civilian institutions 
of their own choice to the extent of 
free tuition, fees, and books, and $100 
per month, Aviation candidates, like 
NROTC candidates, will be selected by 
a Nation-wide examination and by re- 
gional selection boards, which will take 
into consideration their aptitude for 
flight. Quotas will be established for 
enlisted men of the Navy and Marine 
Corps. . 

Third. Civilian graduates of colleges 
and universities, and enlisted men of the 
Navy and Marine Corps who have the 
equivalent of a college education, may be 
commissioned to meet special require- 
ments established by the Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps. 

As I have said, this bill makes no 
change in the 4-year course at the Naval 
Academy or in the method of congres- 
sional appointments. The committee 
felt it wise, however, to insert a provi- 
sion that the number of congressional 
appointments will be increased if and 
when the facilities of the Naval Acad- 
emy are expanded. 

The Navy Department has estimated 
that the proposed plan, including an in- 
crease in the size of the Naval Academy, 
if approved in subSequent legislation, will 
cost approximately $49,000,000 per year. 
This figure is misleading, however, when 
applied directly to the programs author- 
ized in this bill and not covered or paral- 
leled in previous legislation. The only 
new items not authorized for previous 
peacetime programs are the college 
training of the aviation candidates, a 
portion of the college expenses of 
NROTC candidates, and the expense of 
indoctrination for men commissioned di- 
rectly from college. The annual cost of 
these portions of the program, when all 
provisions of this bill are in effect, will be 
approximately $24,500,000. Because the 
number of trainees entering the program 
with full financial aid during the year 
beginning July 1, 1946, will be well below 
the authorized total, the Navy Depart- 
ment has informed us that no additional 
funds will be required in the budget for 
the next fiscal year. The Congress will 
be called upon merely to authorize the 
shifting of certain funds among author- 
ized appropriations. 

This bill, in the view of the committee, 
has several outstanding merits. It is 
thoroughly democratic, in that it broad- 
ens the base from which future officers 
of the Navy will come. Every qualified 
young man in the United States will have 
an opportunity through this program to 
become a naval officer. It also offers 
the opportunity to every accredited col- 
lege and university of the Nation to con- 
tribute toward the education of naval 
officers. For this reason, the bill has 
the support of the American Council on 
Education, which officially represents 
the colleges, and has been strongly ad- 
vocated before the committee by such 
distinguished college presidents as 
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Frank P. Graham, of the University of 
North Carolina; James P. Baxter II, of 
Williams College; Frederick A. Middle- 
bush, of the University of Missouri; Ed- 
mund E. Day, of Cornell University; 
Leonard Carmichael, of Tufts College; 
Henry T. Heald, of the Illinois Institute 
of Technology; and Father Edward V. 
Stanford, rector of Augustinian College, 
in Washington. 

The committee believes, with the 
Navy Department, that the dill will meet 
the Navy’s needs without resorting to 
any untried measure. Every element in 
the plan has been tested and found suc- 
cessful. Through the Naval Academy, 
NROTC, the aviation program, and the 
commissioning of specially qualified 
college graduates, the Navy will secure a 
continuing supply of fully qualified offi- 
cers from sources sufficiently varied to 
insure flexibility adequate to meet any 
emergency. These programs will also 
provide a constantly replenished reser- 
voir of young, vigorous Reserve officers. 
Furthermore, the Navy will always have 


‘a large number of qualified junior of- 


ficers for short-term service, thus per- 
mitting promotions in reasonably short 
times without building up an unduly 
large retired list. All these advantages 
will accrue at a minimum cost to the 
Government. 

After extended hearings and thorough 
investigation, the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee has concluded that there is no 
satisfactory alternative to the program 
embodied in this bill. We urge ap- 
proval by the House. Furthermore, we 
urge immediate action, in order that this 
plan may be put into effect in the fall 
of this year for the 10,000 officer candi- 
dates now under instruction. We must 
avoid any interval of confusion and dis- 
ruption between the Navy’s wartime of- 
ficer candidate programs, which end this 
summer, and a comprehensive peacetime 
program which will protect our national 
security in the future. As the Secretary 
of the Navy said a few days ago: 

There may never be another opportunity, 
such as we have had twice in the last gen- 
eration, to train officers after an emergency 
has come. 


Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cote of New 
York: On page 13, strike all of section 16. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 5426) was 
laid on the table. 


OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 5911) en- 
titled “An act to establish an Office of 
Naval Research in the Department of 
the Navy,” with Senate amendments, 
and agree to the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 2, line 4, after “initiation”, insert 
“and.” 

Page 2, line 5, strike out “and control.” 

Page 2, line 5, strike out “all.” 

Page 2, lines 23 and 24, strike out “in ad- 
dition, report to the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions, and shall.” 

Page 4, line 17, after “5”, insert “(a).” 

Page 5, after line 5, insert: 

“(b) Any funds appropriated to enable 
the Office of Naval Research to carry out its 
functions as provided for herein shall, if 
obligated during the fiscal year for which 
appropriated, remain available for expendi- 
ture for 4 years following the expiration of 
the fiscal year for which appropriated. After 
such a 4-year period, the unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations shall be carried to 
the surplus fund and covered into the 
Treasury.“ 

Page 5, lines 9 and 10, strike out (acting 
through and under the Chief of Naval Re- 
search) .” 

Page 6, after line 8, insert: 

“SEC. 7. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to transfer to the Office of Naval 
Research, as in his judgment may be neces- 
sary and appropriate, such research and de- 
velopment functions as are now assigned to 
the various bureaus and other agencies and 
offices of the Navy Department, together with 
any or all personnel, buildings, facilities, and 
other property used in the administration 
thereof, including without limitation the 
Special Devices Division and the Naval Re- 
search Laboratory.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Drewry]? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, this bill as 
amended by the Senate is in substantially 
the same form as passed by the House 
= the Senate amendments are accept- 
able. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. DREWRY]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were agreed 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


REHABILITATION ON THE ISLAND OF 
GUAM 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 1466) au- 
thorizing rehabilitation on the island of 
Guam. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, the House 
committee reported a bill covering the 
Same subject matter, authorizing $15,- 
000,000. The Senate bill which it is now 
asked to be considered, authorizes 
$6,000,000 for the same purpose, to re- 
habilitate the island of Guam. It is our 
purpose to accept the Senate authoriza- 
tion of $6,000,000 and to yield on the 
$15,000,000. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. DREWRY[? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 
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Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Navy is hereby authorized to construct 
such permanent facilities for the civil popu- 
lace of the island of Guam as he may deem 
necessary for their economic rehabilitation 
at a cost not to exceed $6,000,000 in aggre- 
gate amount. 

SEC. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such 
sums as may be necessary to effectuate the 
purpose of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill was laid on the 
table. 


ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN LANDS ON THE 
ISLAND OF GUAM 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2246) to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Navy to ac- 
quire in fee or otherwise certain lands 
and rights in land on the island of Guam, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, as indicated 
by the title, the purpose of the bill is to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
acquire additional lands in Guam for two 
purposes. One, to make available for the 
Navy lands which can be exchanged for 
lands confiscated under private owner- 
ship because of the war operations, and 
also to make available to the Navy lands 
which can be used for the construction 
of naval establishments and military 
works on the island. 

I should like to point out that this is 
the first time the Navy Department has 
requested of Congress authority to fortify 
the island of Guam. This grant of au- 
thorization to acquire lands is the initial 
step to that end. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Navy is hereby authorized to acquire in 
the name, and for the use, of the United 
States, by purchase or otherwise, land and 
rights pertaining thereto situated on or 
within the island of Guam, including in- 
terests in fee, leasehold interests with or 
without option to purchase interests in fee, 
and rights-of-way and.easements both tem- 
porary and perpetual for highways, drainage 
system, water supply and water distribution 
facilities, power lines, communication sys- 
tems, and communication distribution fa- 
cilities, upon conveyance of title acceptable 
to him or to such other officer as he may 
designate without regard to and notwith- 
standing section 355 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended (U. S. C. A., title 40, sec. 255), 
or any other provision of law requiring ap- 
proval of title by the Attorney General of 
the United States. The authority contained 
herein may include, but shall not be limited 
to, acquisitions for the purpose set forth in 
Public Law 225 of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, approved November 15, 1945. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
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$1,630,000 to effectuate the purposes of this 
act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 6547) was 
laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BARRY asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a short letter writ- 
ten by himself. 

Mr. SAVAGE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a column from the 
Southern Teamster in the remarks he 
made on the OPA conference report. 


UNIFORM ADMINISTRATION OF 
EFFICIENCY RATINGS 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 5590, an 
act to provide for the uniform admin- 
istration of efficiency ratings, with a Sen- 
ate amendment, and agree to the Sen- 
ate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

After line 15, insert: 

“Sec. 2. The provisions of this act shall be 
effective upon enactment, except that, with 
respect to employees in the field services 
whose-positions are not subject to the Classi- 
fication Act of 1923, as amended, such of the 
provisions of section 9 of the Classification 
Act of 1923, as amended, as require the Civil 
Service Commission to approve reductions in 
compensation and dismissals for inefficiency, 
or confer the right to a hearing and review 
of efficiency ratings by boards of review, 
shall not become effective until such boards 
of review in the field services are established 
as provided in section 7 of the act of No- 
vember 26, 1940 (54 Stat. 1215), under reg- 
ulations prescribed by the Civil Service Com- 
mission, with the approval of the President.” 


The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
A — 8 to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


RESOLUTION LAID ON THE TABLE 


The SPEAKER. Without objection,. 
House Resolution 638 will be laid upon 
the table. 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. WASIELEWSKI asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in six separate instances and to include 
a newspaper article in each. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks and include a short editorial. 

Mr. WOODRUFF (at the request of 
Mr. MICHENER) was given permission to 
extend his own remarks in the RECORD 
and include an editorial. 

Mr. KNUTSON (at the request of Mr. 
MICHENER) was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in two instances and 
include articles. 

Mr. PITTENGER (at the request of 
Mr. MICHENER) was giyen permission to 
extend his remarks in the Recorp and 
include newspaper items. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
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in the Appendix of the Recorp and in- 
clude a Nation-wide survey of the vet- 
erans’ housing program. 

Mr. WEICHEL (at the request of Mr. 
Reep of Illinois) was given permission 
to extend his remarks in the Recorp and 
include newspaper articles. 

Mr. DEWART asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include cer- 
5 7 remarks he made in connection with 
REA. 

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the Recorp and in- 
clude an editorial recently appearing in 
the Boston Globe. 


EXPLANATION 


Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been in my district over the week end. 
I started back in ample time to be here 
to vote for House Joint Resolution 371. 
Unfortunately, the plane on which I was 
to have traveled was grounded south of 
my city and there was no other way to 
travel, so I was a bit late. I arranged 
by wire, however, for a live pair with my 
distinguished colleague the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. Rivers]. 

Had I been present I would have voted 
for the passage of the measure. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
10 minutes today at the conclusion of 
the other special orders. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 3 minutes today fol- 
lowing the other special orders and to 
include a telegram from the Federation 
of Labor regarding the bill to provide cars 
for amputees. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a special order of 10 minutes to- 
day. I ask unanimous consent that it 
may be vacated and transferred to to- 
morrow, following the legislative busi- 
ness of the day and special orders hereto- 
fore granted. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special or- 
der I had to address the House for 30 
minutes today may be transferred to a 
week from today, following the legislative 
business of the day and other special 
orders heretofore entered for that day. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MADDEN] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 


LEGISLATIVE PROBLEMS FACING THE 
CONGRESS 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people are more interested in 
congressional legislation today than at 
any time in our history. Two genera- 
tions of Americans now living have suf- 
fered and endured the sacrifice and grief 
of two World Wars. The veterans, their 
families, and all other Americans are 
concerned with discussions and agree- 
ments between nations which will guar- 
antee to their children and future gen- 
erations a permanent peace. 

The Seventy-ninth Congress has been 
in session almost continually since Jan- 
uary 3, 1945. This Congress has been 
called upon to solve unprecedented 
domestic and international problems 
which are the natural aftermath of a 
world war. . 

It is the duty of every citizen to give 
serious thought to the problems which 
confront our Government. After all, the 
decisions of Congress is a reflection of 
public opinion back home. 

PERMANENT PEACE 


It is my belief that our people have 
not forgotten the sad and costly lesson 
they learned by following the pathway 
of isolation after World War I. This 
fact was demonstrated over a year ago 
when 51 nations sent delegates to San 
Francisco to write a United Nations 
Charter for a new world organization to 
insure future peace. From now on the 
one supreme task not only of America 
but of every nation is to build a new 
world relationship on a foundation of 
just social, economic, and spiritual prin- 
ciples. Law must take the place of brute 
force everywhere. Understanding and 
mutual helpfulness must gradually 
smother the fires of class and racial hate, 
suspicion, and fear. 

We stand at this moment in the dark 
dawn of a new age. For the first time in 
the long and tragic history of man we 
face a task which only the entire human 
race, working together, can finish. 

Every brave boy who paid the supreme 
sacrifice in war did so with the thought 
that the future generations would not be 
called upon to repeat the destruction and 
slaughter of another world conflict. 

In the preliminary meetings already 
held by the United Nations delegates 
difficult problems have been solved, but 
we must realize that we are pioneering in 
the art of world arbitration—the road 
will not be smooth. Time and experience 
will gradually educate the nations of the 
world as to the necessity of compromise 
and mutual understanding. 

Our greatest obligations to the World 
War II veteran and future generations is 
to do everything possible to construct 
barriers against the possibility of World 
War III. Our Government has already 
assumed its rightful place of world lead- 
ership, and it would be a calamity if we 
retreated at this time. 

TRADE AND COMMERCE 

Last week the Congress passed the res- 

olution ratifying the British loan. One 
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of the prime reasons for favorable action 
on this loan was that international trade, 
on a sound and nondiscriminatory basis 
among nations is the best preventative of 
an economic war which might be the seed 
for future armed conflict. 

The A. F. of L., CIO, chambers of 
commerce of the United States, Ameri- 
can Bankers Association, several Farm 
Bureau groups, and about 50 other out- 
standing national organizations ratified 
the British loan proposal as not only good 
business for America, but a forward step 
in international cooperation. 

The testimony of witnesses, experi- 
enced in finance and international com- 
merce, who appeared before the Banking 
and Currency Committee, revealed the 
necessity of reestablishing Britain and 
her colonies so they can resume their 
former export and import business with 
America. Furthermore, without England 
as a member of the Bretton Woods finan- 
cial agreement, it would be impossible for 
America to support a world bank alone. 
Financial isolation would cripple Ameri- 
can industry, destroy the hope of full 
employment, and our much-needed, 
after-war prosperity. 

DOMESTIC PROBLEMS 


Many people recollect the period of in- 
flation and industrial strife which our 
country endured after World War I. This 
abnormal condition threw our economy 
off its equilibrium and brought us the 
fabulous years of real estate and stock 
market speculation which led us to the 
crash of October 1929, and four sad years 
of panic and depression. That was truly 
the “boom and bust” period. I am fear- 
ful that the unfortunate policies of the 
1920’s may be reestablished. We must 
not set into motion the forces of inflation 
as there will be but one result—the most 
chaotic depression this country has ever 
known. The American people are en- 
titled to a firm assurance from Congress 
that rents and the prices of food, cloth- 
ing, and other essentials will be held in 
line. These controls should not be re- 
moved until this war emergency has 
passed and the supply can meet the con- 
sumers’ demand. 

Unfortunately sufficient Members on 
the Democratic side of the House joined 
the great majority of the Republicans to 
pass crippling amendments to the price 
control bill. 

In 1945 the Federal Reserve Board and 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
made a survey to determine the annual 
income levels of the Nation’s families. 
Their report follows: 

One out of five families (approximately 
9,300,000 families), under $1,000 a year. 

One out of two families (12,400,000 fami- 
Hes), under $2,000 a year. 

Two cut of three families (10,300,000 fami- 
lies), less than $3,000 per year. 

Seven million families, less than $4,000 per 
year. 

Three million one hundred thousand fami- 
lies, less than $5,000 per year. 

Two million two hundred thousand fami- 
lies, less than $7,500 per year. 


The study showed that savings, to an 
even greater extent than incomes, were 
concentrated in relatively few hands. In 
the first low-income group set out above, 
the report showed that these families 
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spent more than they earned in 1945, thus 
dipping into their past savings to make 
both ends meet. Their liquid assets, on 
the average, were $20 per family. This 
group offers little market for anything ex- 
cept the bare necessities of life; and a 
sharp rise in prices would eliminate ap- 
proximately 30,000,000 families as pos- 
sible purchasers for automobiles, refrig- 
erators, washing machines, and so forth. 

The above should convince the average 
manufacturer and retailer that an effec- 
tive OPA is their greatest insurance 
policy for prosperity. 

It is amusing to observe that individu- 
als and pressure groups who oppose price 
control have in the past consistently 
fought the demand for increased wages. 
It is fundamental that higher wages to 
the workers of America is of no value if 
living costs continue to rise. This would 
create a vicious cycle which will end only 
in industrial ruination and chaos. 

MINIMUM WAGE 


The minimum-wage legislation which 
we are now trying to bring on the floor 
of the House by a discharge petition 
should have been passed by this Congress 
long ago. This legislation would have 
given millions of our citizens the right to 
earn enough to provide adequate food, 
clothing, recreation, and security for 
themselves and their families. It would 
add to national contentment and pros- 
perity. 

FEPC 


Two years ago both political parties 
incorporated in their platforms a pro- 
gram calling for the abolition of discrim- 
ination in employment. This legislation 
outlawed the injection into our economy 
of racial or religious prejudice as a yard- 
stick for the right to secure a job. 

It is my firm belief that had Congress 
enacted President Truman's legislative 
recommendations on full employment, 
minimum wages, FEPC, social security, 
and other progressive measures, most of 
our industrial and management’s dis- 
putes of the last year would have been 
averted. 

VETERANS 


This Congress can indeed be proud of 
the legislation is has passed in behalf 
of the war veteran. Although legisla- 
tion of this magnitude is not perfect, 
nevertheless, Congress has willingly 
amended and revised parts of this legis- 
lation whenever the necessity arises or 
requested by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. It is indeed a difficult task to prop- 
erly administer to over 12,000,000 veter- 
ans without mistakes and inequalities. 
Time does not permit me to review the 
extended provisions of veterans’ legisla- 
tion passed by this Congress. 

Owing to curtailment of building mate- 
rial to civilians during the war period, 
home building was suspended almost 5 
years. When the war ceased, millions of 
veterans returned to their homes to face 
the problem of an already acute housing 
shortage. The Congress has made every 
effort to bring about mass production of 
houses in the shortest possible time to 
provide homes for the veterans and their 
families. The accomplishment of this 
task will require patience and sacrifice, 
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not only on the part of the veterans, but 
also civilians, and industrial manage- 
ment. 

Unfortunately the veterans' housing 
legislation was sadly crippled by the de- 


feat of the provisions for ample subsidies 


for building materials. In spite of the 
above mentioned handicaps, surprising 
progress is being made in the difficult task 
of providing homes for veterans. 

Our greatest housing problem and 
bottleneck today is the lack of low-priced 
houses now under construction. Bankers 
and government officials have had to tell 
many veterans that a man who cannot 
afford more than $40 a month rent, is 
ill-advised to buy a house costing more 
than $5,000. The original goal of build- 
ing half of the new houses to sell for 
$5,000 or less, has been abandoned as 
building costs have gone up. Instead of 
$5,000, the price of what is called low-cost 
housing has been raised to $8,000 or 
$9,000. 

I hope the Congress does not recess for 
the summer without acting favorably 
upon the pending Wagner-Ellender-Taft 
housing bill. At present, construction is 
being channeled into speculative building 
for quick sale and most of the houses will 
meet a minimum standard of quality. 

LABOR 


Over 2 years ago, Congress enacted the 
so-called Smith-Connally bill for the 
purpose of curbing industrial difficulties 
and strikes, This legislation proved to be 
a great mistake and a failure. Its spon- 
sors have openly admitted that it was 
ill-advised and impractical. Recently 
during the confusion and frenzy incident 
to numerous labor-management disputes, 
the Congress passed the so-called Case 
bill. This legislation would practically 
nullify the National Labor Relations Act 
and the Norris-LaGuardia Anti-Injunc- 
tion Act. If this bill became a law, la- 
bor would lose almost all the gains it has 
made during the last 15 years. President 
Truman vetoed the Case bill and the 
Congress sustained his veto by only a 
margin of 5 votes. The Case bill was 
overwhelmingly supported—152 to 16— 
by Republican Members of the House. 
Had this legislation become a law, it 
would have haunted its sponsors, con- 
tributed to industrial strife, and post- 
poned reconversion and peacetime pros- 
perity indefinitely. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 


The Committee on Ways and Means 
has, for a number of weeks, been holding 
hearings on legislation calling for the 
expansion of our social-security program. 
Numerous witnesses from all parts of the 
country testified, urging the necessity for 
an expansion and complete revision of 
our social-security laws. Unfortunately 
the committee has reported out a bill 
which fails to deal with the most im- 
portant aspects of social-security expan- 
sion, It is my firm hope that one of the 
first acts of the new Congress will be to 
pass comprehensive and broad legisla- 
tion dealing with social security. 

Our democracy can thrive only when 
it adequately respects and preserves the 
dignity of the common people. Only by 
strengthening and upholding the eco- 
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nomic freedom, independence, and self- 
respect of the aged, the individual and 
the family, can we guard democracy 
against the world-wide challenge of 
communism and socialism, 

AGRICULTURE 


For the first time in our history, farm 
income has risen more rapidly than the 
income of any other group in our econ- 
omy. The farmers of America should not 
forget the deplorable 1920’s when they 
paid a great penalty for governmental 
misrule. 

In 1932, corn was selling for 8 cents a 
bushel, wheat for 32 cents, and milk for 
$1.08 per hundredweight. We will recol- 
lect in the Middle West farmers gathered 
in certain localities and defied judges and 
lawyers against foreclosure proceedings 
on their farms. Since March 4, 1933, our 
Government has cooperated in every way 
with the farm organizations in America 
to enact laws and inaugurate policies 
which has placed agriculture on its 
present high pedestal of prosperity. 

UNITED NATIONS 


The future of modern civilization is de- 
pendent upon the success of the United 
Nations organization. This experiment 
in world government to prevent war must 
function carefully until firmly estab- 
lished. : 

The United Nations eventually must 
enforce the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter. There can be no permanent 
peace unless liberty and self-government 
is given to all nations, great and small. 
Freedom’s greatest ally is the truth. 
One of the future tasks of United Nations 
organization is to give the world true in- 
formation on freedom and self-govern- 
ment in Poland, Czecloslovakia, Italy, 
Romania, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Lithu- 
ania, Greece, and other Balkan areas 
where oppression might furnish the seed 
for future conflict. This equally applies 
for the necessity to establish a perma- 
nent Jewish homeland in Palestine. 

This organization must start to enforce 
the provisions of the Atlantic Charter. 
Aggression on the part of any nation will 
eventually culminate in another terrible 
war. 

The United Nations must exercise 
vision, courage, and world leadership 
now to establish respect and permanence. 
It must succeed or America, the world, 
and future generations will live under 
the dark cloud of fear, suspicion, world 
insecurity, and the constant threat of 
war. 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gon! is recognized for 
10 minutes. 


AMENDMENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, on tomor- 
row, as I understand the present plans, 
it is anticipated that we shall consider a 
resolution, or rule, determining the man- 
ner of considering a bill amending the 
Social Security Act. The mere fact that 
Congress is to consider amending the 
Social Security Act and to consider the 
question of increasing direly needed 
benefits to the needy old people of the 
country and the blind and the dependent 
children must gladden the hearts, mus 
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kindle a flame of hope in the hearts of 
these unfortunate people; but, Mr. 
Speaker, that hope will be dimmed in the 
hearts of those needy people in a great 
many States and turned into disappoint- 
ment, disillusionment, and despair if 
the rule which is proposed is not 
amended because it is a closed rule, 
closed tight, airtight, closed so tight that, 
if adopted unamended, the membership 
will foreclose themselves from offering 
amendments or even considering amend- 
ments. Indeed, they will foreclose 
themselves from any opportunity to give 
adequate consideration to the needs of 
the millions of these unfortunate of our 
citizens. 

These people who have reached the 
evening shadows of life and face stark 
want, these people with unseeing eyes, 
these dependent children, unable now to 
speak for themselves, deserve better 
treatment at our hands. Shall we, by our 
own votes, put upon ourselves a yoke of 
impotency to give succor to the wants of 
the poor old, blind, and dependent chil- 
dren? Not I, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. RAMEY: Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. RAMEY. I agree in toto with what 
the gentleman says. However, is there 
any need for the Congress having to 
shackle itself? Have we not an oppor- 
tunity to take the shackles off and enact 
proper legislation? : 

Mr. GORE. We will be afforded the 
opportunity of determining the manner 
in which we will consider this bill. The 
Congress is the master of itself tomorrow 
on this question. The issue will be be- 
tween adequate consideration of a prob- 
lem vital to millions of American people 
and an inadequate consideration, indeed, 
a denial of an opportunity to consider. 
It is also a denial of the rights of these 
needy old people, the dependent and 
blind, to have their problems considered 
by the Congress. 

An effort will be made to vote down 
the previous question on the rule which, 
if voted by a majority of the Congress, 
will make the rule subject to amendment 
and thereby the Congress itself can de- 
termine how we will consider this ques- 
tion. The issue is plain. It is an issue 
between a careful, full consideration of 
the country’s social security needs by 
Congress on the one hand and a hasty 
go-home, quick abandonment of our re- 
sponsibility on the other. It is an issue 
between tying our own hands or keeping 
them free to work our majority will on 
questions affecting the millions of Ameri- 
can citizens concerned with social se- 
curity. It is an issue between fair and 
more equitable treatment of the coun- 
try’s needy old, the blind, the dependent 
children, or in increasing the existing 
discrimination and unequal treatment, 
Indeed, Mr. Speaker, it is an issue be- 
tween giving adequate consideration to a 
vital question and a self-imposed denial 
of an opportunity to do so. 

Even if we, the Members of this body, 
were willing to deny ourselves the right 
of full consideration of this question, I 
say we should not deny the right of these 
millions of needy old people, the depend- 
ent children, and the helpless sightless to 
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have their problems considered by the 
Congress. This is their problem as well 
as ours, and I dare say more pressing to 
them. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. The bill that 
comes before the House tomorrow pro- 
vides for an increase in the grants that 
the Federal Government will make from 
$20 to $25 and the State is to match the 
payments made by the Federal Govern- 
ment. There are many States, however, 
that have not been taking advantage of 
the full amount that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is contributing today. 

Mr. GORE. And for that reason it is 
a snare and a delusion to hold out this 
hope to the needy old people in those 
States where the State governments 
cannot even match that which is already 
available. How does it cperate? It op- 
erates only to bring increased benefits to 
those people who live in States that have 
already qualified, or in the future qualify, 
to meet the matching requirements. 
The program would begin October 1. 
Only a few States are now qualified to 
take advantage of the increased bene- 
fits and a great many States simply can- 
not qualify. The bill results in 90 per- 
cent of the new Federal expenditures 
under present circumstances going to 
five States; in fact nearly half going to 
one State; while the increase for 17 
States is exactly zero. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. Early in the 
first session of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress $50,000 was appropriated by the 
House for the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee to make a comprehensive study of 
the social-security structure. 

A committee of experts has been 
working on this matter for over a year 
and a half. Last January they brought 
in a comprehensive study under the 
leadership of Commander Calhoun, and 
the committee then went into hearings 
on this matter late in February and con- 
cluded its hearings, I think, early in 
June. But we were interrupted re- 
peatedly with other important legisla- 
tion, and as a result the committee has 
not had adequate time to make a full 
evaluation of the recommendations of its 
experts. This legislation is merely tem- 
porary to carry us over into the next 
session when it is expected that a com- 
prehensive social-security study will be 
made by the committee and a total re- 
vision of the whole act willbe made. We 
did not feel that it would be proper for 
us to do this job in a piecemeal fashion, 
and for that reason this bill will proba- 
bly, on its face, seem inadequate and 
probably is inadequate but was intro- 
duced because this was all that could be 
brought out at this time without getting 
into an extended controversy. 

Mr.GORE. The gentleman is a mem- 
ber of the great Committee on Ways and 
Means which is headed by a great citizen, 
a gentleman who is held in the highest 
esteem, love, and respect by this body, 
the gentleman from North Carolina, the 
Honorable ROBERT L. DOUGHTON. 

It is true that the Congress author- 
ized this committee to expend $50,000 for 
the employment of a technical staff to 
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study the social-security program and 
to make recommendations for needed 
changes. The gentleman says that this 
staff of experts gave to the committee a 
comprehensive report away back last 
January. And yet, the gentleman pleads 
inadequate time for consideration. Ido 
not wish to criticize the gentleman’s 
committee; I think it is one of the great 
committees of the House; but the Con- 
gress and the country have a right to ex- 
pect of the committee expeditious con- 
sideration of a problem so pressing as 
the need for amendments to the Social 
Security Act. The record of the gentle- 
man's fine committee, however, is not as 
laggard as this colloquy thus far would 
indicate, because on July 1 his commit- 
tee reported a bill much more compre- 
hensive than the one for which a closed 
rule will be proposed tomorrow. This 
was H. R. 6911 and, although it did not 
go far enough, it was a great improve- 
ment over the bill which his committee 
reported on July 15. For reasons un- 
known to me, the gentleman’s committee 
reversed its position within this 2-week 
period which, incidentally, shows that the 
gentleman’s committee can act with dis- 
patch under certain circumstances. I 
think the first bill which the gentleman’s 
committee reported received the most 
careful consideration. Indeed, accord- 
ing to the gentleman’s statement, his 
committee considered the question for 5 
months and then after this diligent con- 
sideration reported H. R. 6911, so this 
bill must have represented the best 
judgment of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. I am not acquainted with the 
executive sessions of the gentleman’s 
committee, but I have heard it said sev- 
eral times that H. R. 6911 was reported 
by the Ways and Means Committee by 
the overwhelming vote of 17 to 8. On 
the other hand, the last bill reported by 
the committee on which a closed rule 
is now reported of necessity must have 
been conceived rather hastily. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the Ways and Means 
Committee has reported two bills amend- 
ing the Social Security Act within a 
2-week period: It is unreasonable, then, 
to ask that the House be allowed to con- 
sider the contents of both of these bills? 
This seems entirely reasonable. And, 
yet, by the rule we would not only be 
denied the right to consider both bills 
but we would not even be allowed to 
select the bill which must have repre- 
sented the best judgment of the Ways 
and Means Committee after an unusually 
long period of consideration. 

If the rule is amended so as to permit 
it, I propose to offer H. R. 6911, the better 
and more comprehensive of the two bills 
reported by the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, as a substitute for the hastily 
contrived, inadequate bill, H. R. 7037, 
which only worsens the existing unfair- 
ness and inequity. 

H. R. 7037 is wholly inadequate. It 
gives more to those who need it less, and 
nothing to those who need help most. 

It increases the present inequity and 
discrimination in treatment of the coun- 
try’s needy citizens. 

It increases rather than diminishes the 
disparity in the amount of Federal grants 
for old-age assistance, aid to the blind, 
and aid for dependent children. 
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It will do nothing to help raise the 
admittedly inadequate assistance pay- 
ments in those low-income States which 
are unable to match Federal funds al- 
ready available. 

It but beguiles the majority of our old 
citizens and the blind by showing them 
the promised land which they can never 
reach because they live in the wrong 
State. 

It is contrary to every sound principle 
of social justice, equality of treatment, 
public finance, and national policy. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am in accord 
with the gentleman’s view that this leg- 
islation should not come before the 
House under a closed rule. I have at 
other times objected or found fault with 
the Committee on Ways and Means for 
bringing legislation to the floor under a 
closed rule. But I think that this leg- 
islation, of all legislation that we have 
had, ought to come out on the floor and 
be fully and completely discussed, and 
above all things, the Members ought to 
certainly have a right to offer amend- 
ments. As the gentleman has suggested, 
the only way to get at it now is to vote 
down the previous question on the rule. 
I think also that it is extremely unfor- 
tunate that this great committee of ours, 
for whose members we have the highest 
respect, should bring this legislation to 
the floor at this late hour. It should 
have come up before now so that we 
would have had a chance to get at it and 
discuss it and know what it contains, be- 
cause as I view it, in looking at the tables 
already placed in the Recorp it is cer- 
tainly inequitable. 

Mr. GORE. The able gentleman is 
eminently correct. You know, when 
I hear it said here that this great House 
of Representatives cannot consider by 
an open rule a bill dealing with the Social 
Security program, I wonder how the great 
august body on the other side of the 
Capitol ever manages to pass a Social 
Security bill. They have no gag rules. 
They have open debate. Cloture is only 
voted about once every decade. They can 
consider any and all amendments that 
any Member offers. And yet, by some 
legislative miracle I suppose, they suc- 
ceed in passing every bill that becomes 
law. I resist the suggestion that this 
House is incapable of giving adequate 
consideration to a measure so vitally af- 
fecting millions of people. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Can 
the gentleman tell me, is there a pro- 
vision in the bill that would allow the 
widows of veterans to collect the sums 
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that would be due their husbands if they 
had lived? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. WASIELEWSEI. Yes; it gives 
them the same rights as would go to any- 
one under the Social Security Act. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
mean that if the veteran had lived he 
probably would have had certain moneys 
coming to him. This bill takes care of 
that? Up to now the widow could not 
collect that money. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. It takes care of 
his social-security credit for 3 years after 
he leaves the Army. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Then 
it accrues to her? 

Mr. WASIELEWSEI. That is right. 

Mr. GORE. Both H. R. 6911 and H. R. 
7037 contain these provisions. And I 
understand that a separate bill embody- 
ing those features of this bill which affect 
veterans passed the Senate. It could be 
called up by the Chairman and I am sure 
passed by unanimous consent. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
have introduced a bill myself for that 
purpose, in connection with the accrued 
money. 

Mr. GORE. I congratulate the gen- 
tlewoman. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Do I correctly 
understand this bill will not be subject 
to amendment under the rule? 

Mr. GORE. If the rule is adopted un- 
amended, but I propose that we vote 
down the previous question in order that 
we can offer amendments to this bill, 
which is vital to our people. Even if we 
ourselves are willing to foreclose our own 
rights, we ought not to be willing to fore- 
doom the right of these needy people to 
have the problem of increasing their 
benefits considered in the House. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I am not de- 
fending a closed rule, but it is a fact that 
this whole problem of social security is 
extraordinarily intricate and compli- 
cated. It is not an easy matter to under- 
stand unless you make a special study of 
it. Is not that a fact? 

Mr. GORE. It certainly is, but I think 
the gentleman from Ohio and every 
Member of this House have made a spe- 
cial study, because it affects so vitally 
the people whom they represent. I know 
the gentleman, for instance, has given 
long hours of study to the whole question 
of social security in order that he can 
represent the best interests of the many 
elder citizens in his district who need 
assistance and also the best interests of 
his blind and dependent children con- 
stituents. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Yes, but the 
gentleman from Ohio does not claim to 
understand it. 

Mr. GORE. The gentleman is modest. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. HOBBS. I simply wish to voice 
my appreciation, both personally and of- 
ficially, for the leadership which the 
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distinguished gentleman from Tennessee 
is giving us in this matter. I hope that 
he may rally the support which I am sure 
his zeal and his knowledge of this sub- 
ject challenge and demand. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Alabama. His great 
State, for instance, would receive only a 
measly $4,000 increase over the 1943-44 
rate of Federal expenditure for old age 
assistance for the entire State, This 
might be a nickel apiece. 

Before going further I would like to 
insert a table which shows the actual 
amount of increased Federal expendi- 
ture provided for each State by H. R. 7037 
for old age assistance. 


Increase over 
1943-44 rate of 

State expenditure 
Nein seine oleae $4, 000 


2. 000 
969, 000 
72, 000 
Minnesota 40. 000 
A ncn pnt pet i iis feel 
MBIO nper |, a a 
MONTANE- serin mae menma apa 10, 000 
eee E AEB A L R arco 
Wan... T 82, 000 
New Hampshire 6. 000 
New Jersey. $250, 000 
New Mexico— 155, 000 
New Pork... 2, 810, 000 
North Carolina 8 
North Dakota 32, 000 
C TTT 32, 000 
Oklahoma 60, 000 
Omen 71, 000 
Pennsylvania 58. 000 
Rhode Island 85, 000 
South Carolina 
Sind A cei 


Source: Social Security Board. 


Mr. Speaker, I submit that this is 
wrong; that by this bill the gross in- 
equity now prevailing is only made worse. 

I am not opposed to providing an in- 
creased Federal grant to the more fa- 
vored States, nor am I trying to defeat 
it. Indeed, I favor a greater increase 
than is provided in H. R. 7037. H. R. 
6911 provides larger increases in benefits 
for all States than H. R. 7037, but recog- 
nizes, also, differences in the ability of 
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the States to finance their share of pub- 
lic assistance. 

I object, and I think my objection is 
reasoned, to any bill which further in- 
creases the disparity, inequity, and un- 
fair discrimination by the Federal Gov- 
ernment between its citizens. Already 
the Federal Government is paying more 
than three times as much in assistance 
grants to citizens of one State as to citi- 
zens of some other State. Under the 
50-50 matching system the Federal Gov- 
ernment grants most assistance to the 
States which need it least and grants 
least to the States which need it most. 
Both the Social Security Board and the 
committee’s technical staff recom- 
mended that the formula be modified so 
as to correct these gross inequities. After 
long and diligent consideration, the 
Ways and Means Committee itself said 
in its report on July 1, 1946: 


Increase in Federal share in low-income 
States: Federal grants-in-aid for public as- 
sistance are intended to help in aiding needy 
aged and blind persons and dependent chil- 
dren in all parts of the country and to some 
extent to equalize the financial burden 
throughout the Nation. The present system 
of equal matching, however, has not ade- 
quately fulfilled these objectives. The pres- 
ent 50-percent basis for Federal participation 
does not recognize differences in the ability 
of States to finance public assistance, nor 
does it recognize the greater incidence of 
poverty in States with low economic re- 
sources. To assist their needy people, the 
low-income States must make greater tax 
effort than States with larger resources where 
relatively fewer persons are in need. This is 
illustrated by the fact that, in 1942, the 
latest year for which complete information 
is available, two-thirds of the States with 
less than average per capita income appre- 
ciably exceeded the average for all States in 
tax effort to finance the special types of 
public assistance. In contrast, only one- 
sixth of the States with per capita income 
above the national average exerted above- 
average tax efforts for this purpose, 


The variable matching formula is not a 
perfect method for allocation of Federal 
funds for old-age assistance, but, at least, 
it is an improvement over the present 
method, and an even greater improve- 
ment over the provision of H. R. 7037, It 
is a step in the direction of equality of 
treatment. 

I would like to quote an explanation 
of the variable matching formula from 
the Ways and Means Committee repo 
of July 1: i 

For States with per capita income below 
the average for the Nation, the committee 
proposes an increase in the proportion of as- 
sistance costs borne by the Federal. Govern- 
ment, The share of the cost to be paid by 
each low-income State will depend upon how 
its per capita income compares with that for 
the country as a whole. The State propor- 
tion will be equal to one-half the percent- 
age which its per capita income is of the na- 
tional per capita income. For example, a 
State whose per capita income is only 80 
percent of the national per capita income 
would contribute 40 percent of its expendi- 
tures for assistance; the Federal share would 
be 60 percent in this State. All States whose 
per capita income falls below two-thirds of 
the national per capita income will pay 334% 
percent of assistance costs from State and 
local funds and will receive 6634 percent 
of such costs from Federal funds. 
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No change in relative State and Federal 
shares of assistance payments is proposed for 
the States with per capita income equal to 
or greater than that for the Nation, In no 
State will the increased Federal share apply 
to individual payments in excess of $60 in 
old-age assistance and aid to the blind, and, 
in aid to dependent children, in excess of 
$27 for the first child in the home and $18 
for each additional child. Though the Fed- 
eral Government stands ready to pay a larger 
percentage of the cost of individual payments 
in low than in high-income States, it will 
not contribute a larger sum to any payment 
in low-income States than in those with rela- 
tively more resources, 

The bill provides that the relative State and 
Federal shares shall be published by the So- 
cial Security Board in even-numbered years, 
to take effect the following July, so that the 
public-assistance agencies and State legisla- 
tures will have ample time to plan their re- 
quirements and to make appropriations. Leg- 
islatures in 39 States meet only every other 
year in odd-numbered years. Such shares 
shall be determined on the basis of the per 
capita income figures determined by the De- 
partment of Commerce and shall be com- 
puted from figures for the three most recent 
years for which data are available. The per- 
centages of Federal and State participation, 
based on per capita income data for the 8 
years 1941 to 1943, are given for each State 
in table 1. 


The variable matching formula would 
give additional Federal funds, varying in 
amounts, to 31 States. These States and 
the proportion of Federal assistance 
funds under H. R. 6911 are as follows: 


Federal proportion under H. R. 6911 


Both H. R. 6911 and H. R. 7037 con- 
tain provisions relating to World War II 
veterans and unemployment compensa- 
tion for maritime workers. 

There is another big difference, how- 
ever, between H. R. 6911 and H. R. 7037. 
H. R. 6911 provides an increase in the 
Federal contribution of from $20 to $30 
to those States which will match same, 
while H. R. 7037 increases the Federal 
contribution to $25. In order that the 
Members may see just how H. R. 6911 
would apply to each State, I am insert- 
ing below the amount of Federal expendi- 
tures for old-age assistance to each State 
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in the 1943-44 period, and the amount 
which would be provided by H. R. 6911: 


Old-age assistance from Federal funds in 
1943-44 and under H. R. 6911 


H, R. 6911 
H. R. 6911 | increase to 
each State 


State 


Total. 8328, 870, 00008428, 444, 0008101, 574, 000 


Alabama 4, 650, 000 2, 325, 000 
Alaska 273, 000 20, 
Arizona 8, 153, 000 968, 
Arkansas. 4,944, 000 2. 474, 000 
California. 36, 522, 000| 52,038,000) 15, 517, 000 
Colorado.. 8, 907, 000| 11, 390, 000 2, 482, 000 
Connecticut. 2, 708, 000} 3, 080, 000 292, 
Delaware. 130, 000 139, 000 
District of Co- 
lumbi: 497, 000 501, 000 4, 
4, 272,000) 6, 414, 000 2,142, 
4,412,000} 8, 827, 000 4, 415, 
171, 000 171, 000 
1, 683, 000] 2, 055, 000 873, 
24, 609, 000] 25, 706,000) 1, 007, 
8, 601, 000 8, 601, 000 
8, 268, 000} 9, 446, 000 1, 177, 
4,617, 000 5, 700, 000 1, 089, 
3, 408, 000 6, 810, 000 3, 408, 
4, 633, 000 9, 457,000 4, 824, 
2, 273,000 2, 564, 000 291, 
1,884, 000} 1, 919, 000 35, 
16, 261, 000| 20, 236, 000 3, 975, 
14, 742, 000 15, 179, 000 437, 
9, 658, 000] 12,299, 000| 2,638, 
1, 402, 000 2, 922, 000% 1,461, 
18, 382, (00 17,031,000] 3, 648, 
1. 886, 000 1, 940, 000 60, 
3, 948,000} 5, 236, 000 1, 283, 
457,000 528, 000 72, 
1.082, 000 1, 496, 000) 414, 
4, 003, 000} 4, 203, 000 200, 
920, 000 1, 846, 000; 926, 
205,000} 22, 458, 000 2. 253, 
276, 000 4, 549, 000] 2, 273, 
380, 000 1, 865, 000 485, 
390, 000 21, 710, 000 320, 
409, 000 22, 812,000 11, 403, 
525,000 3. 731, 000) 206, 
872, 000) 15, 250, 000) 378, 
271, 000 1,339, 000 69, 
667,000) 3, 336, 000 1, 669, 
706, 000 2, 695, 000 899, 
693,000) 7, 380, 000 3, 686, 
357, 000 30, 509, 000 14, 153, 
828, 000 3, 452, 000 625, 
627, 000 831, 000 204, 
1, 185, 000} 1, 706, 000 521, 
13, 537, 000 15, 582,000} 2,045, 
1,741,000} 3, 380, 000 1, 639, 
7, 743, 000 8, 383, 000 641, 
640, 000 694, 000 53, 


SESSSSESSSSESSSSSESESSSSSSSSESSSESSEES.22.E22 8 


While H. R. 7037 provides a freezing of 
the social security tax rate, H. R. 6911 
provides that the social security tax rate 
be modestly increased. That, too, was 
recommended by the supporting staff 
which the Ways and Means Committee 
employed. Along with the recommenda- 
tions of the committee’s technical staff 
and of the social security order, I hold 
it imperative that the social security tax 
rate undergo a gradual increase. Other 
Members, however, may feel differently 
about this question. Surely this simple 
question of whether the social security 
tax rate should be increased is not too 
complicated for the Congress to pass 
judgment upon it. I see no reason why 
we should deny or shield ourselves the 
responsibility of reaching a decision upon 
the question apart from other consider- 
ations. If the rule is amended so as to 
permit it, the majority could easily de- 
termine this question. That is our right 
and that is our responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I see no reason why we 
should be asked to delegate all responsi- 
bility for righting the country’s social- 
security laws to one committee and then 
gag our own selves out of an opportunity 
to represent the will of our constituents 
on so vital a subject. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. VOORHIS of California asked and 
Was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Record and include a letter 
and a petition. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, on June 13, 
at page 6882 of the Recorp, and on June 
14, at page 6971 of the Recorp, I was given 
permission to extend my remarks. I ask 
unanimous consent to extend that per- 
mission granted previously. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

DISABLED VETERANS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the following telegram has 
come to me from Mr. W. C. Hushing, 
chairman, national legislative commit- 
tee, American Federation of Labor: 

Because of the fact that many of our mil- 
lion and a half members who served in the 
armed services are amputees and as a 
humanitarian act of justice to all amputees 
the American Federation of Labor approves 
H. R. 6304 now before the House Committee 
on World War Veterans legislation and 
hopes that you will use every effort possible 
to secure enactment by Congress. 


Mr. Speaker, the American Federation 
of Labor has endorsed this measure a 
number of times and, as was stated, has 
done a great deal of work for it just as 
have members of the CIO. Mr. Speaker, 
the chairman of the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation said that he is 
going to call the members of the com- 
mittee together and hes received permis- 
sion from the House for the committee 
to sit while the House is in session in 
order to consider legislation for the am- 
putees and paraplegics. 

Mr. Speaker, while we were at war 
these halls rang and rang and rang with 
speeches about our love and gratitude to 
our veterans we promised so much. Mr. 
Speaker, today, these halls ring, ring, 
and ring with speeches about loans to 
England and loans to other countries and 
gifts to other countries, about our debt 
to other countries, and there are hours 
and hours and hours of debate upon those 
measures and the benefits that should 
be given to other countries. What about 
the debt to our own? Even our Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legis- 
lation spent an entire morning 2 days 
ago on legislation to help the Filipino, 
That was administration “must” legis- 
lation. What is being done for our own 
amputees? The administration should 
make that “must” legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, our disabled are being 
forgotten during this past year. We are 
doing very little in the way of benefits 
for them. We spend no time in debate 
upon them. Comparatively, we have 
done so much more for the able-bodied 
than for the disabled. They are our first 
duty and our great and endless re- 
sponsibility. They ought to be our first 
privilege and not just a duty or an ob- 
ligation. Mr. Speaker, I hope this will 
be the last speech I will have to make 
in appealing for help for the amputees 
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and the paraplegics, the men whom it 
will be too late to help as they should 
be helped. These men need proper con- 
veyances at once in order to get to and 
from their work. Many of these boys 
are not going to be able to wear their 
artificial legs for 2 years. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars have 
suggested a bill which I introduced to- 
day and which they call the VFW’s bill 
for amputees and which they endorse. 
Its objective is the same as 6304 only they 
leave out the cash payment provision of 
6304. The bill reads as follows. They 
are forward looking as always: 

A bill to authorize the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs to furnish funds for the 
purchase of an automobile by certain dis- 
abled veterans and for other purposes 
Be it enacted, etc., That there shall be 

available to any veteran having a service in- 
curred disability due to loss, or loss of use of, 
one or more limbs, a credit not to exceed 
$1,500 toward the purchase price of an auto- 
mobile, which amount shall be payable to 
the seller by the Veterans’ Administration 
upon the submission of evidence as to the 
value of the automobile involved, the terms 
of the sales agreement, and evidence that a 
good title will pass to the veteran upon com- 
plete settlement of the purchase price: Pro- 
vided, That the Administrator may issus 
such rules and regulations as may be appro- 
priate to accomplish the purpose of the act 
which is to facilitate the rehabilitation of 
such veterans by enabling them to purchase 
an automobile for their own use: And pro- 
vided further, That only one such payment 
on the purchase price on an automobile shall 
be made for the benefit of any one veteran. 

Sec. 2. The penal provisions under Public 
Law No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, as 
amended, shall be for application under this 
act. 


The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. > 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for another minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentlewoman may proceed for an ad- 
ditional minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I hope I will not have to ask for 
ani more time upon this subject after 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. RAMEY. Is the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation going 
to meet tomorrow morning? I have not 
been notified, but I understand that the 
committee is going to meet tomorrow 
morning. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
hope so, in order that.a bill may be 
brought up and passed. A bill for this 
purpose has been before the committee 
for months. May I say to the gentleman 
from Ohio that it is incredible to me 
that something should not be done to 
rehabilitate these veterans. In 2 years 
the stumps of their legs will be in better 
condition and they may then perhaps be 
able to walk to their jobs. By then they 
may have better artificial legs. Many 
can never walk. It is just a matter of 
rehabilitation, a matter of their treat- 
ment. The condition of the servicemen's 
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amputations are different from that of 
civilian amputations. Their injuries are 
different and last longer. Many doctors 
and many persons in the armed services 
have expressed a great hope that this bill 
will pass. It is just a question of giving 
the men prosthetic appliances, an added 
crutch for awhile. I do not and cannot 
believe that the Congress will adjourn 
sine die without doing justice or at least 
a measure of justice to these men. Per- 
sons stop me and ask, Has Congress a 
heart? This is not a matter of just the 
heart. It is a matter of the head. But 
has Congress a heart? Has it? 

The letter referred to is as follows: 

JUNE 26, 1946. 
Representative Eorrm Nourse ROGERS, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Mrs. Rocers: Regarding your bill 
now before Congress which would provide, at 
Government expense, specially equipped au- 
tomobiles for amputees and paralyzed vet- 
erans of World War II. 

As delegate to the county convention on 
the Democratic Party ticket to represent 
ward 1, district 44 here in Detroit; I speak not 
only for myself but for all the people in my 
ward and district, when I say that we heartily 
approve of this bill. 

I have, at various meetings, asked the peo- 
ple of my county to write to their Congress- 
men in favor of your bill. Naturally, I have 
also written personally to my own Congress- 
man, GEORGE D. O'Brien, pleading for the 
Passage of this bill. 

Inasmuch as I feel that you did an unusu- 
ally fine thing to introduce this bill, I wish 
to give you all the support I can. Please 
advise in what manner I can further help. 

Sincerely, 


DOROTHY SCHOENBRUN, 
Derrorr, MICH. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 


S. 2142. An act to provide for two heads 
of departments of military science and tactics 
in the public schools of thé District of Co- 
lumbia; and 

S. 2352. An act to authorize increases in 
the salary rates of teachers, school officers, 
and other employees of the Board of Educa- 
tion of the District of Columbia whose pay 
is fixed and regulated by the District of Co- 
lumbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as 
amended. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
bills of the House of the following titles: 


H. R.1151. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of James Lemuel Muzzall, a 
minor; 

H. R. 1754. An act for the relief of Edwin 
Doyle Parrish; 

H. R. 4590. An act to authorize the use by 
industry of silver held or owned by the 
United States, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4616. An act for the relief of the 
Maryland Sanitary Manufacturing Corp. of 
Baltimore, Md.; 

H. R. 5025. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Opal Riley and Robert R. Riley; 

H. R. 5053. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Jasper A. Mealer; 

H. R. 5508. An act to authorize the return 
of the Grand River Dam project to the Grand 
River Dam Authority and the adjustment 
and settlement of accounts between the Au- 
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thority and the United States, and for other for printing and reference to the proper director, Public Health Service; Vance B. 
purposes; calendar, as follows: Murray, medical director, Public Health Serv- 


H. R. 6371. An act to amend certain pro- 
visions of the National Service Life Insurance 
Act of 1940, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 6372. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act; 

H. R. 6532. An act to provide a method for 
payment in certain Government establish- 
ments of overtime, leave, and holiday com- 
pensation on the basis of night rates pur- 
suant to certain decisions of the Comptroller 
General, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6739. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6885. An act making appropriations 
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, 
and for prior fiscal years, to provide supple- 
mental appropriations for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1946, to provide appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6983. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment in any and 
all claims which the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flathead 
Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or band 
thereof, may have against the United States, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7052. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr, GORE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o'clock and 3 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 24, 1946, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND 
GROUNDS 


There will be a meeting of the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds 
at 10 a. m. on Wednesday, July 24, 1946, 
for consideration of H. R. 6952. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1473. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting a 
supplemental estimate of appropriation for 
the fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $600,000 
for the Department of Commerce (H. Doc. No, 
712); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1474. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En- 
gineers, United States Army, dated April 17, 
1946, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers and illustrations, on a 
preliminary examination and survey of Mc- 
Craney Creek, Hadley Creek, Kiser Creek, Six 
Mile Creek, and Bay Creek, and their tribu- 
taries in Pike County, Ill., authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved on June 28, 1938 
(H. Doc. No. 713); to the Committee on 
Flocd Control and ordered to be printed, with 
two illustrations, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTION, 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 


Mr.. JARMAN: Committee on Printing. 
House Concurrent Resolution 160. Concur- 
rent resolution authorizing the printing of 
the handbook entitled “Laws Relating to the 
Physically Handicapped” as a House docu- 
ment, and providing for additional copies 
thereof; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2630). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DEWART: Committee on the Public 
Lands. H. R. 6896. A bill to grant to the 
city of Miles City, State of Montana, certain 
land in Custer County, Mont., for industrial 
and recreational purposes and as a museum 
site; with amendment (Rept. No. 2631). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 5361. A bill to permit the city of New 
York to maintain a road over Federal land; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 2633). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of th- Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 5€92. A bill to relinquish the mineral 
rights of the United States under certain 
lands in the country of Santa Barbara, Calif.; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 2634). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 7063. A bill to provide for the selec- 
tion for elimination and retirement of of- 
ficers of the Regular Army, for the equaliza- 
tion of retirement benefits for members of 
the Army of the United States, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 2635). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Joint Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. House Re- 
port No. 2637. Report on the disposition of 
certain papers of sundry executive depart- 
ments. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida: Committee on 
the Public Lands. H. R. 5125. A bill to es- 
tablish the Castle Clinton National Monu- 
ment, in the city of New York, and for other 
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2638). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RANKIN: Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. S. 2235. An act to 
provide a system of relief for veterans, and 
dependents of veterans, who served during 
World War II in the organized military forces 
of the Government of the Commonwealth 
of the Philippines while such forces were in 
the service of the armed forces of the United 
States pursuant to the military order of July 
26, 1941, of the President of the United States, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 2640). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries submits a re- 
port pursuant to House Resolution 38 (79th 
Cong., 1st sess.), investigation of the Colonial 
Navigation Co. (Rept. No. 2643). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr, BLOOM: Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. House Joint Resolution 387. Joint 
resolution granting permission to Thomas 
Parran, Surgeon General of the Public Health 
Service; Rolla E. Dyer, Assistant Surgeon 
General, Public Health Service; Howard F. 
Smith, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Herbert A. Spencer, medical 


ice; and Gilbert L. Dunnahoo, medical di- 
rector, Public Health Service, to accept and 
wear certain decorations bestowed upon them 
by France, Cuba, Mexico, Chile, Finland, and 
Luang-Prabang; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2632). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 1471, A bill for the relief cf Nicholas 
Sevaljevick, now known as Nicholas Horn- 
acky; without amendment (Rept. No. 2639). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 976. A bill for the relief of Chet 
Walker; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2641). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. MAY: Committee en Military Affairs. 
H. R. 2622. A bill for the relief of George 
N. Cox, Jr.; without amendment (Rept. 2642). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BIEMILLER: 

H.R.7108. A bill to promote the general 
welfare of the people of the United States by 
establishing a publicly supported labor ex- 
tension program for wage and salary earn- 
ers, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor, 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: 

H. R.7109. A bill to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: ' 

H. R.7110. A bill to promote the general 
welfare of the people of the United States 
by establishing a publicly supported labor 
extension program for wage and salary earn- 
ers, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor. 

By Mr. WHITE: 

H.R.7111. A bill to provide for the pro- 
tection -of forests against destructive insects 
and diseases, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 7112. A bill to amend section 307 of 
chapter XV, Public Law No. 299, of August 
7, 1939, providing for the administration of 
the United States courts (53 Stat. 1223; title 
28, sec. 449, U. S. C.); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. DOUGLAS of California: 

H. R. 7113. A bill to promote the general 
welfare of the people of the United States by 
establishing a publicly supported labor ex- 
tension program for wage and salary earners, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor. ’ 

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia: 

H. R. 7114. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of Co- 
lumbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, 
and for other purposes,” approved February 
27, 1925; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. R.7115. A bill to authorize the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs to furnish funds 
for the purchase of an automobile by certain 
disabled veterans, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg- 
islation. 

By Mr. JARMAN: 

H. Con. Res. 163, Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the printing of a revised edition of 
the Biographical Directory of the American 
Congress up to and including the Eightieth 
Congress; to the Committee on Printing. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXH, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. DOLLIVER: 
H. R.7116. A bill for the relief of the 
Garner Auto Co.; to the Committee on Claims, 
By Mr. FARRINGTON: 
H. R. 7117. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Lo 
Shee; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 
By Mr. KING: 
H. R. 7118. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Helen 
Almond; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. ROGERS of New York: 
H.R.7119. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Shizuye Mayemura and Atsuko Mayeda; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2120. By Mr. VOORHIS of California: Peti- 
tion of Frances Muir Pomeroy and 23 others, 
all citizens of California, urging passage of 
legislation by Congress (H. J. Res, 325), which 
would authorize the President and Secretary 
of Agriculture to issue directives preventing 
the use of grain for beverage purposes until 
the world’s food shortage is relieved; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

2121. Also, petition of Mae Robinson and 43 
others, all citizens of Kansas, urging passage 
sage of legislation by Congress (H. J. Res. 325), 
which would authorize the President and 
Secretary of Agriculture to issue directives 
preventing the use of grain for beverage pur- 
poses until the world’s food shortage is re- 
lieved; to the Committee on Agriculture. 


SENATE 


WEDNESDAY, JuLy 24, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Edward Gardiner Latch, D. D., 
minister, Metropolitan Memorial Meth- 
odist Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


O eternal God, who art man’s rock of 
refuge in every age, without whom no 
one is strong and no one is secure, we 
pray that our lives may be built not upon 
the shifting sands of those who hear Thy 
word and do it not but upon the eternal 
rock of those who hear Thy word and do 
it daily. So we dedicate ourselves to 
Thee in body, in mind, and in spirit. 

Keep our hearts, O God, in the realm 
of the spirit where love abides, where 
wisdom abounds, where insight is in- 
spiration, and where desire is devotion to 
the highest. Help us courageously to 
contend against all evil, to make no 
peace with oppression, to be just to all 
men, and to so use our freedom that men 
everywhere may be free. By Thy spirit 
may we learn to love mercy, do justly, 
and walk humbly with Thee. 

We pray in the name of Him who ever 
summons us to life that is noble and true 
and just, our Lord and Master, Jesus 
Christ. Amen. 
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THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar days Monday, July 22, and Tues- 
day, July 23, 1946, was dispensed with, 
and the Journal was approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomi- 
nations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed without amendment 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 1466. An act authorizing rehabilitation 
on the island of Guam; and 

S. 2246. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to acquire in fee or otherwise 
certain lands and rights in land on the 
island of Guam, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5580) to 
provide for the uniform administration 
of efficiency ratings. 

The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to each of 
the following bills of the House: 

H. R.5311. An act to amend Revised 
Statutes, 4921 (U. S. C. A., title 35, Patents, 
sec. 70), providing that damages be ascer- 
tained on the basis of compensation for in- 
fringement; and 

H. R. 5911. An act to establish an Office of 
Naval Research in the Department of the 


Navy: to plan, foster, and encourage scientific 


research in recognition of its paramount im- 

ce as related to the maintenance of 
future naval power, and the preservation of 
national security; to provide within the De- 
partment of the Navy a single office, which, 
by contract and otherwise, shall be able to 
obtain, coordinate, and make available to all 
bureaus and activities of the Department of 
the Navy, world-wide scientific information 
and the necessary services for conducting 
specialized and imaginative research; to 
establish a Naval Research Advisory Com- 
mittee consisting of persons preeminent in 
the fields of science and research, to consult 
with and advise the chief of such office in 
matters pertaining to research. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
78) for the relief of the estate of William 
Edward Oates. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 2091) for the relief of Joseph E. 
Bennett. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4718) to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
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amended, to provide annuities for certain 
officers and employees who have ren- 
dered at least 25 years of service. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 305) providing for 
membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Edu- 
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Or- 
ganization, and authorizing an appro- 
priation therefor. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6702) to 
clarify the rights of former owners of 
real property to reacquire such property 
under the Surplus Property Act of 1944; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Ma- 
wasco, Mr. WHITTINGTON, Mr. Hart, Mr. 
Horrman of Michigan, and Mr. BENDER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4051) to grant to enlisted personnel of 
the armed forces certain benefits in lieu 
of accumulated leave; asked a confer- 
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
Mr. May, Mr. THomason, Mr. Brooks, Mr. 
ARENDS, and Mr. CLaso were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to a concurrent reso- 
lution (H. Con. Res. 160) authorizing the 
printing of the handbook entitled “Laws 
Relating to the Physically Handicapped” 
as a House document, and providing for 
additional copies thereof, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 23, 1946, he presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills and joint resolution: 


S. 346. An act to amend section 21 of the 
act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 184; 28 U.S. C., 
sec. 597) prescribing fees of United States 
commissioners; 

S. 920. An act to fix the salaries of certain 
Judges of the United States; 

S. 1801. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of an additional judge for the district 
of Delaware; 

S. 2142. An act to provide for two heads of 
departments of military science and tactics 
in the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia; 

S. 2352. An act to authorize increases in 
the salary rates of teachers, school officers, 
and other employees of the Board of Educa- 
tion of the District of Columbia whose pay 
is fixed and regulated by the District of Co- 
lumbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as 
amended; 

S. 2372. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct the Lewiston 
Orchards project, Idaho, in accordance with 
the Federal reclamation laws; and 

S. J. Res. 4. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection on public grounds in Springer- 
ville, Ariz., of a memorial to Gustav Becker, 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 


AMENDMENT TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
IMMUNITIES ACT 

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans- 

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 

amend the International Organizations Im- 

munities Act (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on Finance. 


PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS 

A letter from the President of the United 
States Civil Service Commission, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, an estimate of per- 
sonnel requirements for that Commission 
for the second quarter of the fiscal year 1947 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com- 
mittee on Civil Service. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

A letter from the Archivist of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list 
of papers and documents on the files of 
several departments and agencies of the 
Government which are not needed in the 
conduct of business and have no permanent 
value or historical interest, and requesting 
action looking to their disposition (with ac- 
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com- 
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the 
Executive Departments. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap- 
pointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER 
members of the committee on the part 
of the Senate. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate and referred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A resolution adopted by the Association 
of Commerce, Paducah, Ky., relating to the 
approval by the Civil Aeronautics Board of 
schedules of intrastate air-line service by 
the Bluegrass Airline, Kentucky; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
E. C. Morrow, of Portland, Maine, relating to 
civil-service regulations governing the em- 
ployment of substitutes in place of veterans 
of World War II; to the Committee on Civil 
Service, 

A petition of sundry citizens of Los Angeles 
County, Calif., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to continue the Office of Price 
Administration; ordered to lie on the table. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
Paul A. Strachan, president, American Fed- 
eration of the Physically Handicapped, Inc., 
relating to Public Law 176, providing Na- 
tional Employ the Physically Handicapped 
Week; ordered to lie on the table. 

A telegram in the nature of a memorial, 
from the National Retail Furniture Asso- 
ciation, by Leo J. Heer, vice president, Wash- 
ington, D. C., remonstrating against the 
averaging provisions of section 10, paragraph 
T, of House Joint Resolution 37, providing 
for the continuation of price control; ordered 
to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

H. R. 6646. A bill to establish the Office of 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Af- 
fairs; without amendment (Rept. No. 1824), 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

H. R. 2871. A bill to create a commission 
to be known as the Alaskan International 
Highway Commission; without amendment 
(Rept. No, 1825). 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

S. 1650. A bill to provide for the incorpo- 
ration of the National Women’s Relief Corps, 
Auxiliary to the Grand Army of the Repub- 
lic, organized 1883, 62 years old; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 1826); 

S. 2127. A bill to create an Evacuation 
Claims Commission under the general su- 
pervision of the Secretary of the Interior, 
and to provide for the powers, duties, and 
functions thereof, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1827); and 

S. 2442. A bill to supersede the provisions 
of Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1946 by re- 
establishing the offices of registers of land 
Offices, and providing for appointment of 
the Director and Associate Director of the 
Bureau of Land Management, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No, 
1828). 

By Mr. RADCLIFFE, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 

H. R. 4428. A bill to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation on its capital 
stock and to decrease the premium charge 
for its insurance; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1829). 

By Mr. BUSHFIELD, from the Committee 
on Indian Affairs: . 

S. 2426. A bill providing for the conveyance 
to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the Canton 
Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln County, 
S. Dak.; without amendment (Rept. No, 
1830). 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF 
SENATE DOCUMENT NO, 244, REPORT OF 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATION 
OF PEARL HARBOR ATTACK 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Printing, I ask unani- 
mous consent to report favorably, with- 
out amendment, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 74, submitted by the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] on July 
23, 1946, and I request its immediate 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the concur- 
rent resolution was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed 8,000 additional copies of Senate 
Document No, 244, being the report of the 
Joint Committee on the Investigation of the 
Pearl Harbor Attack pursuant to Senate Con- 
current Resolution 27, a concurrent resolu- 
tion to investigate the attack on Pearl Har- 
bor on December 7, 1941, and events and 
circumstances relating thereto, including the 
additional views of Mr. KEEFE and the mi- 
nority views of Mr. FEercuson and Mr, 
Brewster, of which 6,000 copies shall be for 
the use of the said joint committee, 1,000 
copies for the use of the Senate document 
room, and 1,000 copies for the use of the 
House document room, 


REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 


Mr. BARKLEY, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu- 
tive Papers, to which was referred for ex- 
amination and recommendation a list 
of records transmitted to the Senate by 
the Archivist of the United States that 
appeared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, submitted a report 
thereon pursuant to law. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the sec- 
ond time, and referred as follows: 
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By Mr. MEAD: 

S. 2470. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth 
Krebs; and 

S. 2471. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Jacinta 
Santos Harn, Dr. Charles S. Harn, Helen Harn, 
Winifred Mary Harn, and James Harn; to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

By Mr. GEORGE: 

S. 2472. A bill to amend Public Law 291, 
the so-called International Organizations Im- 
munities Act, approved December 29, 1945; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BYRD: 

S. 2473. A bill to authorize the acquisition 
of land for addition to the Fredericksburg 
National Cemetery; to the Committee on Mil- 
itary. Affairs. £ 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah: 

S. 2474. A bill to create the Medical Service 
Corps in the Medical Department of the Army, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 2475. A bill to establish the Women's 
Army Corps in the Regular Army, in the Offi- 
cers’ Reserve Corps, and in the Enlisted Re- 
serve Corps, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. 2476. A bill granting the consent of Con- 
gress to the State of Washington to construct, 
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge 
across Port Washington Narrows between 
Bremerton, Wash., and Manette, Wash., and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr, 
GEORGE, Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. Corpon, Mr. 
STEWART, and Mr. HILL): 

S. 2477. A bill to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for yet- 
erans, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, 


INVESTIGATION OF CONTROL BY FEDERAL 
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION OF 
RADIO BROADCASTING PROGRAMS 


Mr. TOBEY submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 307), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized and directed 
to make a full and complete investigation 
with respect to (1) the exercise of control by 
the Federal Communications Commission 
over radio broadcasting programs and the 
extent to which said Commission claims to 
have the right, and exercises the right, to 
censor or control the operating and program 
policies of radio broadcasting stations, and 
the extent to which such censorship or con- 
trol has restricted or may restrict freedom of 
speech in radio broadcasting as guaranteed 
by the Constitution of the United States; 
(2) the effect upon the public interest of 
such censorship and control or attempted 
censorship or control; (3) the manner in 
which the Commission has administered the 
matter of allocation of frequencies to broad- 
casting stations; (4) the effect which the 
Commission’s order transferring frequency 
modulation from its former position in the 
radio spectrum would have on the rural 
population of our States and whether there 
is not involved discrimination against the 
farmers of America in the matter of facili- 
ties for radio reception; (5) the matter of 
allocation of frequencies to that type of 
broadcasting known as frequency modula- 
tion, and the effect of the recent reallocation 
of frequencies to such type of broadcasting 
stations, and the reasons therefor, together 
with the matter of the effect of such reallo- 
cation on the public and the radio and 
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broadcasting industries and also the effect 
thereof on the measure or extent of con- 
trol generally of radio broadcasting by said 
Federal Communications Commission; and 
(6) the administration generally by the Fed- 
eral Communications Commission of those 
provisions of the Communications Act of 1934, 
as amended, which relate in any manner to 
radio communication. The committee shall 
report to the Senate, at the earliest practica- 
ble date, the results of its investigation, to- 
gether with its recommendations, if any, for 
necessary legislation. 

For the purposes of this resolution the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized to hold such 
hearings, to sit and act at such times and 
Places during the sessions, recesses, and ad- 
journed periods of the Seventy-ninth and 
succeeding Congresses, to employ such cleri- 
cal and other assistants, to require by sub- 
pena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such records, 
transcripts, correspondence, books, papers, 
rules and regulations, orders, and documents, 
to administer such Oaths, to take such testi- 
mony, and to make such expenditures as it 
deems advisable. The cost of stenographic 
services to report such hearings shall not be 
in excess of —— cents per hundred words, 
The expenses of the committee, which shall 
not exceed dollars, shall be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman. 


INVESTIGATION OF SENATORIAL CAM- 
PAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS AND EXPENDI- 
TURES—INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EX- 
PENDITURES 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 
the following resolution (S. Res. 308), 
which was referred to the Committee To 
Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the special committee au- 
thorized by Senate Resolution 224, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, to investigate senatorial cam- 
paign contributions and expenditures in the 
1946 elections is authorized to expend from 
the contingent fund of the Senate $40,000 in 
addition to the amount heretofore author- 
ized for the same purpose. 


INVESTIGATION OF NATIONAL DEFENSE 
PROGRAM—INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EX- 
PENDITURES 


Mr. MEAD submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 309), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee To Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate: 

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures 
under Senate Resolution 71, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, first session, agreed to March 1, 
1941; Senate Resolution 6, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, first session, agreed to January 25, 
1943; and Senate Resolution 55, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, first session, agreed to Jan- 
uary 29, 1945 (relating to the investigation 
of the national defense program) is hereby 
increased by $65,000. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR SPECIAL COMMIT- 
TEE INVESTIGATING NATIONAL DE- 
FENSE PROGRAM TO FILE ADDITIONAL 
REPORTS AFTER ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MEAD submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 310), which was or- 
dered to lie on the table: 

Resolved, That the Special Committee In- 
vestigating the National Defense Program be 
authorized to file additional reports with the 
Secretary of the Senate following the sine 
die adjournment of the Senate and that they 


be printed as parts of Senate Report No. 110. 
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AMENDMENT OF RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC.—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HAWKES submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 


PRINTING OF REPORT ON LEWISTON OR- 
CHARDS PROJECT, IDAHO (S. DOC. NO. 
247) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a report on the Lewiston Orchards 
project, Idaho, by the regional director 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, region 1, 
concurred in by the Commissioner of 
Reclamation and the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed as a Senate docu- 
ment, with illustrations. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


TRIBUTE TO SENATOR WHEELER— 
ARTICLE BY GEORGE E. SOKOLSKY 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked and ob- 
tained leave to have printed in the RECORD 
an article on Senator WHEELER, by George E. 
Sokolsky, published in the Washington 
Times-Herald of July 24, 1946, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 


THE ARMY AND PUBLIC OPINION—AD- 
DRESS BY MAJ. GEN. FLOYD L. PARKS 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina asked 
and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Record and address on the subject, The Army 
and Public Opinion, delivered by Maj. Gen. 
Floyd L. Parks, United States Army, Chief of 
the Public Relations Division, War Depart- 
ment, at the State American Legion Conven- 
tion at Greenville, S. C., July 22, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


TRADE WITH GREAT BRITAIN—ARTICLES 
FROM THF NEW YORK TIMES 


[Mr. BREWSTER asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp two articles 
from the New York Times of July 24, 1946, 
the first entitled “Britain To Relax Policy on 
Imports,” the second entitled “Would Drop 
Order To Ship Tractors,” which appear in the 
Appendix. ] ) 


PEARL HARBOR REPORT PLAINLY FIXES 
BLAME—ARTICLE BY DAVID LAWRENCE 


[Mr. WILLIS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an article by 
David Lawrence entitled “Pearl Harbor Re- 
port Plainly Fixes Blame,” published in the 
Washington Star of July 23, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


THE KU KLUX KLAN—ARTICLE BY 
VICTOR RIESEL 


[Mr. MAGNUSON asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the Recorp an ar- 
ticle by Victor Riesel, dealing with the Ku 
Klux Klan, published in the July 22, 1946, 
issue of the New York Post, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 


ASCERTAINMENT OF CAUSE AND CURE OF 
CANCER—STATEMENT BY REPRESENTA- 
TIVE MATTHEW M. NEELY 


[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record a statement made 
by Representative NEELY, of West Virginia, 
on the bill authorizing expenditures by the 
Federal Government for the purpose of find- 
ing the cause and cure of cancer, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 
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RECOGNITION OF SERVICES OF CERTAIN 
CIVILIAN OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES 
ENGAGED IN CONSTRUCTION OF PAN- 
AMA CANAL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives announcing its dis- 
agreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 3748) to amend 
an act entitled “An act to provide for the 
recognition of the services of the civilian 
officials and employees, citizens of the 
United States, engaged in and about the 
construction of the Panama Canal,” ap- 
proved May 29, 1944, and requesting a 
conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. STEWART. I move that the Sen- 
ate insist upon its amendments, agree to 
the request of the House for a confer- 
ence, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr, 
STEWART, Mr. Macnuson, Mr. HAWKES, 
and Mr. BUSHFIELD conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hawkes Overton 
Andrews Hayden Pepper 
Austin Hill Radcliffe 
Ball Hoey Reed 
Barkley Huffman Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Brewster Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Brooks Kilgore Shipstead 
Buck Knowland . Smith 
Burch La Follette 
Bushfield Langer Stewart 

rd Lucas Swift 
Capehart McCarran Taft 
Capper McClellan Taylor 
Carville McFarland Thomas, Okla. 
Chavez McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Connally McMahon Tobey 
Cordon Magnuson Tunnell 
Donnell Maybank Vandenberg 
Downey Mead agner 
Eastland Millikin Walsh 
Ferguson Mitchell Wheeler 
Pulbright Moore Wherry 
George Morse White 
Gerry Murdock Wiley 
Green Murray lis 
Guffey Myers Wilson 
Gurney O'Daniel Young 
Hart O'Mahoney 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr, Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs] and the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. McFartanp] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typ1ncs] are absent on offi- 
cial business, having been appointed to 
the Commission on the part of the Sen- 
ate to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies, 
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Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is neces- 
sarily absent, 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the Commission 
appointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-six Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present, 


TIDELAND PLUNDER—EDITORIAL FROM 
THE WASHINGTON POST 


Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point a very strong 
editorial entitled “Tideland Plunder,” 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
this morning. I commend it to the 
Members of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TIDELAND PLUNDER 


The Senate’s concurrence in the joint reso- 
lution to renounce all Federal claim to the 
mineral resources of the tidelands amounts 
almost to a direct demand for a Presidential 
veto. The sponsors of this raid upon the 
national heritage could scarcely have sup- 
posed that any President of the United States 
would acquiesce in it. The question at issue 
here is not whether the rich oil deposits lying 
off the shores of this country belong to the 
separate States or to the Nation as a whole. 
That is a question for the courts to decide. 
The question here is simply whether the ju- 
diciary should be circumvented by legislative 
action. We think there is only one answer 
which the President can give. 

The whole history of the tideland oil issue 
has been one of circumvention and evasion. 
When Harold L. Ickes as Secretary of the 
Interior instituted legal proceedings to de- 
termine if there is any valid Federal claim 
to this oil, the attorney general of California 
at once sought to evade a court test by hav- 
ing Congress renounce a title which he in- 
sists it does not possess. If he is right in 
his contention, and if the title of the States 
is indisputable, then he has nothing to fear 
from a verdict of the Supreme Court which 
now has the case before it, and the action 
taken by Congress would be altogether mean- 
ingless. But if there is validity to the Fed- 
eral claim, then the action taken by Con- 
gress is irresponsible and profligate. 

Under State control, the tidelands have 
been extensively leased for private exploita- 
tion. The most conspicuous of the private 
exploiters, Mr. Edwin W. Pauley, was re- 
cently denied confirmation as Under Secre- 
tary of the Navy on the ground that his pri- 
vate interests were in conflict with those of 
the Navy and the Nation. This was trans- 
parently the case, It is ironic, however, is 
it not, that the same Senate which so sancti- 
moniously blocked his appointment has now 
put its stamp of approval on the very piece 
of plunder he advocated? There is irony, 
too, perhaps, in the sudden return of Mr. 
Pauley to Washington from his reparations 
duties abroad at the precise moment when 
this slick legislative deal is being passed on 
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to the President. There is now a splendid 
opportunity for him to exhibit the disin- 
terestedness with which Mr. Truman has 
credited him, 

By obfuscation and delay, the attorney 
general of California has managed to prevent 
a Supreme Court ruling on the tideland 
issue prior to the action by Congress. The 
Supreme Court should be heard, neverthe- 
less. The President has it within his power, 
by a simple veto, to afford the Supreme Court 
an opportunity to speak. It was precisely 
for the purpose of checking irresponsible 
legislative acts of this character that the pre- 
rogative of the veto was conferred upon the 
President by the Constitution. 


REPORT OF THE SENATE DELEGATION ON 
THE BERMUDA MEETING OF THE EM- 
PIRE PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, last 


evening near the end of the session the- 


Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Green] 
made his report on the Bermuda meeting 
of the Empire Parliamentary Association. 
I intended to follow his remarks, but due 
to the confusion at the end of the session, 
I did not do so. 

Mr. President, in view of the fine re- 
port on the Conference to the Senate by 
the chairman of our delegation, the dis- 
tinguished and able Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GREEN], there is not much 
that Ican say. We were very fortunate 
in having as our Chairman the Senator 
from Rhode Island. The dignity and 
wisdom of his remarks at the Conference 
and at the informal meetings in every 
respect upheld the finest traditions of 
the Senate of the United States. 

The discussions at the Conference be- 
ing informal, off-the-record meetings 
were much more informative and inter- 
esting than is usually the case. I feel 
that the delegates stated exactly what 
they had on their minds, and I came 
away from the Conference with a much 
better conception of the points of view 
of the other countries than I had when 
I arrived in Bermuda. It was very in- 
teresting to me to find how similar to our 
own are the problems, the trials, and 
tribulations of the legislators of other 
countries. 

Within the past few days we have had 
reports from the recent Conference of 
Foreign Ministers at Paris. They met 
for the purpose of reaching definite 
agreements on urgent controversies now 
disrupting the orderly return to peace, 
At Bermuda we did not meet for the 
purpose of making decisions on anything. 
We met for an exchange of ideas, for 
the development of understanding 
among the representatives who in turn 
will undoubtedly carry that understand- 
ing back to their people. It is my belief 
that from such meetings as we had at 
Bermuda conditions may be developed 
which will make it possible for our for- 
eign ministers to reach more progres- 
sive and enlightened decisions in the 
future. 

Quite often the decisions of the diplo- 
mats are predetermined by conditions 
which have been developing over the 
course of many years. I believe that 
meetings such as the one at Bermuda 
will tend to create conditions favorable 
to the conclusion of rational agreements 
among the various nations concerned. 
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I think these meetings of elected rep- 
resentatives of the people can do a great 
deal to dissipate the silly and ridiculous 
prejudices which plague the world today 
and which contribute so greatly to the 
recurrence of war and strife and conse- 
quently to the misery and wretchedness 
of the people. 

I realize that in matters of human re- 
lationships and government it is not 
easy to prove definitely and conclu- 
sively the causal connection between 
conferences and specific results, but I 
cannot help believing that regular meet- 
ings of the legislators of democratic 
countries will contribute to more effec- 
tive cooperation among these peoples, 
and therefore to a strengthening of de- 
mocracy and the preservation of peace. 

I hope such conferences will be held 
annually from now on, and that the 
various Members of both the House and 
the Senate will be permitted to par- 
ticipate. 


THE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, be- 
fore I begin a very brief statement con- 
cerning the conference report on the 
OPA legislation, I wish to state to the 
Senate that I think it desirable that be- 
ginning tonight we hold some night ses- 
sions, in order that we may clear our pro- 
gram, looking forward to a sine die ad- 
journment next week. We have two or 
three matters which will consume some 
time, and I think it is the general feel- 
ing that there is no need for Congress to 
be in session any longer than next week, 
and I hope not longer than Wednesday 
or Thursday. Therefore I am sure Sen- 
ators will be willing to remain at night 
a reasonable length of time in order that 
we may clear up the program, looking to- 
ward an adjournment. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, 
could the Senator give us any indication 
as to what will be the program for the 
remainder of today? 

Mr. BARKLEY. For the remainder of 
today the program is to consider and dis- 
pose of the conference report on the OPA 
as soon as possible, and then proceed with 
the bill to amend the railroad retire- 
ment acts, which is the unfinished busi- 
ness. 

Mr. WILEY. That means night work. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Perhapsso. That is 
what I suggested, that we begin tonight 
to hold some night sessions in order to 
clean up our business. 


THE MEDITERRANEAN FRUITFLY 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, our 
distinguished leader will recall that I 
addressed a letter to him, together with a 
partial report, on the Mediterranean 
fruitfly reimbursement bill. That ques- 
tion has been before the Senate for about 
7 years, and we have spent a good deal 
of money making inquiries into the jus- 
tice of the claims of the people of Florida 
arising out of that situation. The De- 
partment of Agriculture has gone into 
the subject thoroughly, and, although it 
seems comparatively very trivial, has de- 
termined on the basis of computing the 
amounts, on each class of fruit and vege- 
tables what should be allowed in the way 
of damages. 
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A joint committee went to Florida in 
1940, held several hearings and made a 
report, in which they recommended reim- 
bursement for certain damages, which 
were caused by the Federal Government, 
and they gave their reasons why they 
thought the Federal Government should 
pay the claims. 

Citizens of Florida, myself among 
others, and of owners in 25 other States, 
suffered damages to the extent of mil- 
lions of dollars. The bill now on the 
calendar authorizes the appropriation of 
only $10,000,000, and I do not know how 
much of that would be required to settle 
the claims. Many of those who suffered 
losses have died or moved away in the 
meantime, and probably only the larger 
proportion of the $10,000,000 will be re- 
quired. 

The bill is S. 1250, Calendar No. 494. 
Inasmuch as I do not know whether the 
Senate will reconvene again before Jan- 
uary next, after we adjourn in a few 
days, and inasmuch as I do not expect to 
be a Member of the Senate after January 
1 next, I should like very much indeed 
to have the bill considered on its 
merits. In addition to the letter and re- 
port which I have recently sent to vari- 
ous Senators, I should like to give notice 
now that I wish to call up the bill either 
some day the latter part of this week 
or early next week. I want to be fair 
about the matter. I wanted Senators to 
know what was in the bill; therefore I 
submitted to all of them information re- 
specting it. I should not ask for con- 
sideration of the bill on its merits if I 
did not feel that the bill represented 
- justifiable claims. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s statement. He has written me a 
letter and also spoken to me in person 
about it. There are several odds and 
ends in the way of legislation that the 
Senate will no doubt want to consider on 
their merits before we conclude our work. 
So far as I am personally concerned, I 
certainly should have no objection to the 
bill referred to by the Senator from 
Florida being brought before the Senate 
at some convenient time before we finish, 
and let it be passed upon on its merits. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the distin- 
guished leader. The reason I have made 
this statement, Mr. President, is that I 
did not want the bill to be brought up 
suddenly and Members of the Senate not 
know what it contained. I wanted to be 
sure that Members of the Senate would 
be advised about it. The older Senators, 
Senators with longer periods of service, 
know about the subject. Senators now 
have an up-to-date report on the sub- 
ject. It happens that the chairman of 
the Claims Committee, the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER], who intro- 
duced the bill, is away in the Pacific, and 
I have been waiting for him to return, 
‘Let me state the reason why we have 
not brought up this claim during the 
past 5 years. The reason for delay was 
because the question always arose, “Will 
it help win the war?” We delayed 
bringing it up because we believed the 
war should be won first. We have 
waited now a year after the war is over, 
and I have waited the last few days for 
the Senator from Louisiana to return 
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from the Pacific. I do not know whether 
he will return before we adjourn, but if 
he does not, I should like to call up this 
measure. I thought I should make that 
explanation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr, ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor as a part of my remarks copy 
of a letter which I sent to Senators, and 
a statement by the Special Committee on 
Claims on the subject under discussion, 
for the further information of the Sen- 
ate. I hope the Senators will read it. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and statement were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


JuLy 10, 1946. 
Re: S. 1250, Report 492, Mediterranean Fruit- 
fly. 
Hon, ALBEN W. BARKLEY, 
United States Senate. 

Deak Senator BARKLEY: The attached 
statement is being called to your personal 
attention at this time for the reason that 1 
plan to call up S. 1250 within the next few 
days and I wanted you to be informed on 
the facts involved. Attached also is copy of 
Senate Report 491 which sets forth all the 
essential facts upon which I recommend the 
payment of this long-delayed and just claim, 
and I will appreciate your using whatever 
spare time you may have in looking into this 
matter. 

I am retiring from the Senate on January 
3, 1947, and if we adjourn sine die during 
July or August, we may not meet again until 
I am no longer a Member of the Senate, 

I-am vitally interested. I made a pledge 
when I was elected to the Senate, to the 
people who were damaged, many of whom 
lost all they had, that I would do every- 
thing in my power to see that they were com- 
pensated and justly treated for the 
done them in the effort to save the whole 
Nation from what might have been a ter- 
rible catastrophe. I was a rather extensive 
fruit grower and was also at the time vice 
president and general counsel of the Florida 
Citrus Growers Association and personally 
experienced these damages first-hand. Thus 
my knowledge of these facts is neither hear- 
say nor guesswork. 

Your assistance will be personally appre- 
ciated by me. 

Most sincerely yours, 
CHARLES O. ANDREWS. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES O, ANDREWS ON 
S. 1250 WITH ACCOMPANYING SENATE REPORT 
NO. 491, WHICH IS A BILL TO REIMBURSE 
FLORIDA GROWERS FOR DAMAGES WHICH THEY 
SUFFERED IN THE CAMPAIGN FOR THE ERADICA= 
TION OF THE MEDITERRANEAN FRUITFLY 

Senate bill 2020 was introduced in the 

Seventy-seventh Congress for the relief of 

certain claimants who suffered loss and sus- 

tained as a result of the campaign 
carried out by the Government for the erad- 
ication of the Mediterranean fruitfly in the 

State of Florida. 

Before the Senate Claims Committee would 
pass on the matter, a joint resolution was 
adopted by the House and Senate in March 
and April, of 1940, authorizing and directing 
a special committee of the Senate and House 
to make a full and complete investigation 
with respect to the losses sustained by the 
campaign and quarantine conducted by the 
United States in 1929 and 1930 with a view 
to determining, among other things, the cir- 
cumstances under which such losses 8 
the nature, and amount of such 
losses and the persons by whom such losses 
were sustained; and that the committee 
should report to the Congress the result of 
its investigation, together with its recom- 
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mendations if any, for necessary legislation. 
The special committer was composed of Sen- 
ators Swartz, Ellender, and Wiley, on the part 
of the Senate, and Congressmen Ramspeck, 
Thomas, and Kennedy, on the part of the 
House, 

The committee held hearings in Florida 
in several locations from December 4 to 7. 
1940, taking the testimony of approximately 
114 witnesses. After consideration of the 
facts and the extent of the methods pursued 
with consequent unnecessary damages to 
those engaged in the citrus and vegetable 
industries, the joint committee in its Report 
No. 491, Seventy-ninth Congress, found that 
obligation rested upon the Congress to com- 
pensate those who suffered losses under cer- 
tain circumstances and among others for 
reasons set forth, as follows: 

(a) That the Mediterranean fruitfiy eradi- 
cation campaign, carried out ir Florida dur- 
ing 1929 and 1930, was a Federal Government 
undertaking, and that the Federal Govern- 
ment has accepted full and complete respon- 
sibility for everything that was done at its 
direction in carrying out the eradication pro- 

am. 

(b) That the Mediterranean fruitfly is not 
and never was indigenous to Florida, and 
that under the Constitution the Feceral 
Government has exclusive jurisdiction of 
foreign commerce and inspections at all re- 
ceiving ports and therefore the responsibil- 
ity for the original infestation is theoretically 
Federal. 

(c) That the unnecessary damage suffered 
by fruit and vegetable growers was due 
mainly to failure of the Federal Government 
to formulate a safe and effective plan of 
eradication and prevention, as in the case 
of other insect pests which have heretofore 
threatened crops in other parts of the United 
States. 

(d) That some of the damage suffered was 
due to direct infestation but the greater por- 
tion of the damage was due to the drastic 
method and manner of eradication, 

(e) That the records show that official 
statements were made to growers at the 
time the eradication program was being 
carried out that they would be entitled to 
compensation for the losses suffered, 

The committee further finds: 

1. That the agricultural program of the 
Federal Government and particularly the 
policies of the present administration fur- 
nish ample precedent for reimbursing the 
losses sustained as a result of the fruitfly- 
eradication program. 

2. That the citizens of Florida suffered 
other losses much larger than the damages 
claimed which they have from the be g 
expressed a willingness to absorb, but it is 
the opinion of the committee that morally, 
if not strictly legally, they are entitled to 
be compensated by the Federal Government 
for losses they sustained for the protection 
of the fruit and vegetable industry of the 
other States of the Union. 

In addition, the price measure of damages 
for fruits, vegetables, and field crops were 
made through the Department of Agricul- 
ture (H. Doc. No. 290), transmitted May 10, 
1939, to the Senate and House by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture containing carefully tab- 
ulated report made by Dr. Ben Galloway. 
then connected with the United States Plant 
and Quarantine Commission. His report was 
made from the records of the Department of 
Agriculture, together with a personal exam- 
ination of all other pertinent records avail- 
able which would aid in securing definite 
data and figures on the price measure of 
damages for fruits, vegetables, and field crops 
destroyed. 

Dr. Galloway's report shows the number of 
commercial crates and boxes of oranges and 
bushels of vegetables and other fruits de- 
stroyed, together with prevailing prices; also 
other losses caused by poison spray and other 
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damages set out in Report No. 491, Calendar 
No. 494, which accompanies Senate bill 1250, 
reintroduced by Senator ELLENDER early in 
this session, 

This matter has been postponed from 1940 
to the present date because of war conditions. 
We were advised and so agreed that every 
dollar we could afford should be devoted to 
the winning of the war. The war is now over 
and although many of the original claimants, 
being elderly people, have passed on and 
many are living in other States of the Union, 
I feel that the matter should now be acted 
upon. 


EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the report of the committee of confer- 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 371) 
extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
conference report now before the Senate 
on the OPA extension does not call for 
any lengthy explanation, in my judg- 
ment, and I hope it will not elicit lengthy 
debate before it is finally acted upon. 

I might say in a general way that the 
Joint resolution which is before us, with 
two or three exceptions, is in substance 
the measure which Congress passed pre- 
viously and which the President vetoed. 
The general pricing formula and the 
general provisions for decontrol of agri- 
cultural products on initiation of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and also on 
his initiation with reference to the ad- 
justment of prices of agricultural prod- 
ucts, remain practically as they were in 
the original bill, and as it was in the bill 
which I submitted in the committee as 
a substitute for the House joint resolu- 
tion extending the price-control law un- 
til the 20th day of July. 

The provisions of the original bill set- 
ting up the Decontrol Board are retained, 
with some minor differences, practically 
as contained in the original bill and in 
the joint resolution which the Senate 
passed the other day. It will be recalled 
that the Board is created as a Decontrol 
Board; that industrial committees may 
make application to the Administrator 
for the decontrol of nonagricultural prod- 
ucts, and they can go from him to the 
Decontrol Board. The Decontrol Board 
has the authority to direct the Adminis- 
trator with respect thereto, and give him 
not to exceed 30 days in which to act, 
at the expiration of which time, if he does 
not act, the product involved in the ap- 
plication becomes automatically decon- 
trolled. That is practically what was in 
the original bill. It is practically what 
was in the joint resolution we passed the 
other day, so far as the general powers 
of the Decontrol Board are concerned. 

The two main problems before the con- 
ference committee involved the specific 
decontrols in the joint resolution, some 
of which were put in by the committee, 
some of which were added here on the 
floor, and the so-called Barkley substi- 
tute to the original Taft amendment 
involved in section 11 of the joint reso- 
lution which would set up a new section 
6 of the Price Control Act. 
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I think I shall discuss the specific de- 
controls first. When the joint resolution 
was passed by the Senate and went to the 
House, and the House disagreed to the 
amendment of the Senate, and accepted 
our invitation to a conference, the con- 
ferees met, and the House conferees took 
the same position in this conference that 
they had taken in the previous confer- 
ence, that they would not agree to specific 
decontrols. The Senate conferees felt 
it their duty, although some of them had 
not supported the specific decontrols 
either in committee or on the floor, to 
represent the Senate viewpoint as long 
as it was reasonably expected that they 
would, recognizing that one side or the 
other, or both sides, must make some con- 
cessions if we were to get any bill at all, 

The House conferees voted a number 
of times in their capacity and separately 
as House conferees, with reference to de- 
controls, and at each session of the House 
conferees separately they declined to 
yield with respect to decontrols. So it 
became necessary to work out some basis 
on which the two Houses could get to- 
gether. 

The Senate had specifically decon- 
trolled livestock, and food and feed prod- 
ucts processed therefrom; poultry and 
eggs, and food and feed products proc- 
essed therefrom; milk and dairy prod- 
ucts, and food and feed products proc- 
essed therefrom; grains.as a whole that 
come under the Grain Stabilization Act, 
and in addition to that feed products 
produced from grain for livestock and 
poultry purposes. It did not specifically 
decontrol the products of grain for hu- 
man food. So that the Senate rather 
split the situation in regard to grains. 
It decontrolled all grains coming under 
the Grain Stabilization Act, but did 
not go beyond that, except as to livestock 
and poultry feed processed from grain. 

The Senate also decontrolled specifi- 
cally petroleum, tobacco, cottonseed, 
and soybeans. I think that is the list of 
products which the Senate specifically 
decontrolled. 

The conferees finally arrived at this 
sort of compromise, which I think is fair, 
in view of the fact that the OPA law 
and price control had lapsed during the 
period from the 30th of June, and in 
view of the fact that in these categories 
it was recognized that it was impossible 
overnight to slap on the ceilings with ref- 
erence to some of these products, espe- 
cially meats, and put them back under 
control. 

The conferees divided these specially 
decontrolled items into two categories. 
They put grain, livestock, and meat, dairy 
products, cottonseed, and soybeans in 
one category, and provided that they 
could not be decontrolled prior to the 
20th day of August 1946; and that the 
Decontrol Board was authorized and di- 
rected in the meantime to consider 
whether, at the expiration of that pe- 
riod, any or all of those five commodities 
should be recontrolled. The Board 
would have no power to recontrol them 
prior to August 20, although it is ex- 
pected to go into the question immedi- 
ately as to whether they should be re- 
controlled on that date. 


9807 


I may say that August 20 was fixed be- 
cause of the situation existing in the 
cattle industry. The conferees first con- 
sidered a period of 30 days after the en- 
actment of the law, but that might take 
the period beyond the time when feeders 
are beginning to assemble cattle in the 
feed lots for feeding purposes. That ac- 
tivity begins around the 10th of August, 
or the 15th. So there would be a period 
of uncertainty in which those who en- 
gage in the feeding of cattle for market, 
and who begin that process about the 
middle of August, would not know what 
to do until they knew what to expect. 
The 30-day period might extend beyond 
a reasonable date for that activity, so 
we agreed on the 20th of August as a 
suitable date. Assuming that the Presi- 
dent will appoint the Decontrol Board 
promptly, which he has indicated that 
he would do, and that the Senate will 
promptly confirm the Decontrol Board, it 
would have from the day on which the 
bill was signed until the 20th of August 
to go into the question of whether these 
five commodities should be recontrolled 
on that date or whether they should be 
left free from control, 

The conference measure provides that 
if the Decontrol Board takes no action 
by the 20th of August these items auto- 
matically go back under control; but 
they are subject later to be decontrolled 
under a formula and a category of re- 
quirements set out in the joint resolution 
and which I shall read later. 

As to the other specifically decontrolled 
items, such as tobacco, petroleum, and 
poultry, they do not automatically go 
back under control until the 20th of Au- 
gust, nor at any other time unless they 
are affirmatively put back under con- 
trol, under the same formula applicable 
to the other five commodities which I 
have just mentioned. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask a 
question with regard to the recontrol of 
dairy products. In permitting the Board 
to recommend reestablishment of maxi- 
mum prices for milk on a regional basis, 
is it intended that that provision shall 
apply to the so-called marketing agree- 
ment areas, as well as areas where no 
marketing agreement is in effect? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the language 
of the joint resolution merely authorizes 
decision on a regional basis. The Board 
can consider the marketing agreements; 
or in regions where there is no market- 
ing agreement I think the Board would 
have the authority to decide whether 
dairy products should come under con- 
trol on a regional basis. 

Mr. AIKEN. If price ceilings are re- 
established for milk in specific marketing 
areas, does that mean that products de- 
rived from milk, produced in the particu- 
lar area, would also automatically come 
under control? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Board would have 
discretion in that regard, and so would 
the Administrator. They are not re- 
quired automatically to put everything 
made from milk under control if they 
put milk in any given region under con- 
trol and fix ceiling prices. 
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Mr, AIKEN. I think the Senator’s in- 
terpretation is correct, but I wished to 
make it clear. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my idea about 
it. 

The provision with respect to decontrol 
is subdivision (B) of paragraph (8), on 
page 4 of the conference report: 

(B) The Price Decontrol Board shall pro- 
ceed forthwith to consider whether the com- 
modities listed in subparagraph (A) shall 
continue, after August 20, 1946, to be free 
from regulation under this act and the Sta- 
bilization Act of 1942, as amended. Such 
Board, after due notice of a public hearing 
and full opportunity for representatives of 
affected industries and consumers to present 
their views orally or in writing, shall have 
power to determine whether or not any com- 
modity listed in subparagraph (A) shall be 
regulated after August 20, 1946, under this 
act and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended. Such Board shall direct that any 
such commodity shall not be so regulated 
unless it finds— 

(i) that the price of such commodity has 
risen unreasonably above a price equal to the 
lawful maximum price in effect on June 30, 
1946, plus the amount per unit of any sub- 
sidy payable with respect thereto as of June 
29, 1946, and 

(ii) that such commodity is in short supply 
and that its regulation is practicable and 
enforceable, and 

(ili) that the public interest will be served 
by such regulation. 

If, in the case of any commodity listed in 
subparagraph (A), such Board fails to direct, 
on or before August 20, 1946, that such com- 
modity shall not be regulated under this act 
and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, 
maximum prices and regulations and orders 
under such acts shall be applicable with re- 
spect to such commodity without regard to 
this paragraph (8). 


In other words, if the Board fails to 
act by the 20th, either to leave them out 
of control following the 20th, or to take 
them in on the 20th, they automatically 
go back under control for such period as 
would be determined, but they would be 
subject to decontrol thereafter, as other 
products are subject to decontrol. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator 
should point out in connection with that 
statement, however, that under subpara- 
graph (8) (B) the Price Decontrol Board 
is directed to proceed forthwith to con- 
sider whether those commodities shall be 
controlled or decontrolled, and shall have 
public hearings and shall determine 
whether they shall be decontrolled after 
August 20, which I think is a direction by 
Congress that the Decontrol Board shall 
give consideration and shall make deter- 
mination one way or the other as to what 
is to be done on August 20. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. I have just 
read subparagraph (8) (B), which speci- 
fies that the Price Decontrol Board shall 
proceed forthwith to consider the situ- 
ation in regard to the five commodities 
that are listed in subparagraph (A). 
The Board is to give affected industries 
and consumers an opportunity to be 
heard, and this subparagraph is a direc- 
tion to the Board to proceed forthwith to 
consider these matters, in order that it 
may come to a conclusion not later than 
the 20th of August as to whether any of 
them or all of them shall remain under 
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control or shall be taken out from under 
control. But if for any reason the Board 
fails to act either way, those commodi- 
ties go back under control on that date. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Do I correctly under- 
stand that in case the Price Decontrol 
Board fails to act, the several classes of 
commodities listed go back under price 
control, without reference to whether or 
not any of the conditions set out in sub- 
paragraphs (i), (ii), and (iii) of subdi- 
vision (8) (B) obtain? In other words, 
the Price Decontrol Board does not need 
to find that those conditions obtain, if 
it fails to find them. Is that correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator propound that question 
again, please? I was examining some of 
the provisions of the report, and I may 
not have correctly understood the import 
of his question. 

Mr. CORDON. On the 21st day of 
August, if no action has been taken by 
the Price Decontrol Board, the five com- 
modities mentioned by the Senator from 
Kentucky will go back under control, 
without any necessity for anyone’s find- 
ing that the several conditions exist, 
namely, the conditions under which the 
Price Decontrol Board would act. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true. 

Mr. CORDON. In other words, if the 
Board goes into this matter, in case the 
conference report becomes law, and if 
by the 20th day of August for any reason 
the Board has been unable to make up 
its mind, then on the 21st day of Au- 
gust all these commodities will be back 
under control, and will remain under 
control, unless under the succeeding sub- 
division (C) the Price Decontrol Board 
thereafter finds that these several con- 
ditions exist. Is that correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. In 
other words, if the Board takes no action 
at all and makes no finding of any kind 
up until the 20th of August, all five com- 
modities will automatically go back un- 
der control. As to the conditions to ap- 
ply thereafter, subdivision (C) goes on 
to say that 


If in the case of any commodity listed in 
subparagraph (a)— 

Which are these same ones— 
such Board, on or before August 20, 1946, 
does direct that such commodity shall not 
be regulated under such acts, the Board may 
at any subsequent time direct that such com- 
modity shall be so regulated if it finds: 

(i) that the price of such commodity— 


Practically the same three categories 
which I mentioned in regard to their 
finding prior to the 20th of August with 
respect to whether they should go back 
under control, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield first to the 
Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
the distinguished majority leader if it is 
his understanding in reference to the 
Board that the members of the Board 
will be appointed prior to the adjourn- 
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ment of Congress, so that the Senate will 
have an opportunity to act upon the 
nominations. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes. I may say 
that I have conferred with the President 
about that; and if the conference report 
is signed and becomes law, he is as anx- 
ious as anyone that the Board shall be 
set up as promptly as possible and that 
that will be done before the Congress 
adjourns, so that the Senate will have an 
opportunity to pass upon the nomina- 
tions. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. What would happen in 
the case of a contract for the delivery of 
grain? Frequently farmers contract 
with their local elevators, millers, and 
others to deliver grain at a future date, 
perhaps 30 days in the future, perhaps in 
September. Will those contracts be 
voided if controls are restored? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I may say to the 
Senator that this morning I talked with 
the Price Administrator about that very 
problem, because it presents a serious sit- 
uation. In the case of grain, I think, 
probably as much as, if not more than, 
in the case of any other commodity, ele- 
vators and other purchasers of grain 
were compelled, if they bought any grain 
at all, to pay the current price for grain, 
which was greater than the ceiling prices 
existing on the 30th day of June. The 
Administrator feels, and I think prop- 
erly and wisely so, that in such a situa- 
tion as that, efforts will have to be made 
to work out an adjustment of those mat- 
ters that will not require elevators or 
other purchasers of grain who are legiti- 
mately in the market to suffer by reason 
of that transaction. 

Of course, if the transaction had been 
completed, if the elevators had bought 
grain and had sold it during the interim, 
that would present no problem. But 
where they have bought grain at in- 
creased prices and where those commod- 
ities automatically go back under con- 
trol on the 20th of August and the pur- 
chasers have on hand a large amount 
of grain for which they have paid during 
the interim more than the ceiling price, 
I have the very positive assurance and 
statement on the part of the Adminis- 
trator that an effort will be made to work 
out and to adjust prices in such cases, so 
as to go as far as possible toward bailing 
out people who are caught in that situa- 
tion. Of course, they naturally have un- 
til the 20th of August to dispose of such 
grain as they may have purchased under 
such circumstances, and I imagine they 
may do so in many cases. 

Mr. YOUNG. I come from a State 
where most of the grain is marketed in 
September and October. There may be 
a rush now for farmers to contract for 
September and October delivery of their 
grain, 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think I can say that 
the Administrator thoroughly under- 
stands that situation and is disposed to 
adjust the matter in order to be fair to 
everyone, under those conditions. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

. BARKLEY. I yield. 
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Mr. TOBEY. Does not the Senator 
agree with me that when, as, and if the 
authorities of the OPA start to roll back 
and make the adjustments to which the 
Senator has been referring, the natural 
result and the expected result will be a 
number of severe headaches? 

Mr. BARKLEY. There will be, ob- 
viously. Yet under the new pricing pro- 
gram and formula contained in the con- 
ference report, the administrator will be 
required to adjust prices in such a way 
as to take account of possible increases 
above the ceilings which existed on June 
30, because the very formula itself would 
require the consideration of elements not 
theretofore necessarily considered. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. At the time when the 
Price Control Act was before the Senate 
on the previous occasion, I called to the 
attention of the Senator the fact that 
operators could not make delivery of 
grain which they had purchased from 
the farmers. As the Senator knows, in 
Kansas there is much grain on the 
ground. The same condition prevails in 
the States farther north, all because 
there are not sufficient railroad boxcars 
to move the grain. Therefore, an ele- 
vator man purchasing at the interim 
prices has not been able to make de- 
livery to the terminal elevators. He has 
not been able, through no fault of his 
own, to make delivery and sale of grain; 
and he surely will not be able to deliver 
all of it by August 20. In fact, new grain 
is coming in every day. The farmers 
must get rid of it. They cannot pile it 
up on their farms. The elevators are 
compelled to take it and to spread it out 
on the ground, to await arrival of empty 
boxcars with which to make shipments 
to the terminal markets. Therefore, as 
I see the situation, unless some exact 
provision is made in the conference re- 
port in order to save the elevator men, 
they will be liable to have an extremely 
large loss. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Sen- 
ator in that regard that we discussed 
before, and we discussed in the confer- 
ence, the question of what constituted a 
completed contract. It was the con- 
sensus of opinion, and I think as a mat- 
ter of law it would hold, that where the 
purchaser takes title to the grain, re- 
gardless of whether it has been delivered, 
it is a completed transaction within the 
meaning of the statute. In other words, 
if he purchases grain at a certain price 
per bushel and has paid for it, or has 
entered into a contract with the owner 
of the grain so that the purchaser takes 
title to it, it is just as much his grain out 
in the field as if it had been delivered 
to the elevator. 

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator has given 
a different enswer than he gave to me 
when I propounded a similar question 
about 2 weeks ago when the price-control 
matter was before the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not so sure. 

Mr. GURNEY. At that time the Sen- 
ator said that delivery must be made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I may have been un- 
der that impression at that time. It 
was a perfectly sincere answer, but it was 
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a mistaken answer. If the title is taken 
by the purchaser, that fact controls the 
question of whether the transaction has 
been completed. 

Mr. GURNEY. Let us assume, then, 
that the transaction is supposed to be 
completed. The flour mill has bought 
the grain and will receive it later when 
the boxcars are available. In what posi- 
tion does that place the millingman? 

Mr. BARKLEY, While fiour is still 
retained under control, regardless of 
what happens to grain, the Price Admin- 
istrator will have to take into consider- 
ation, in fixing ceilings on flour and other 
products of grain, the conditions under 
which the grain was bought. If grain is 
decontrolled, fiour will not necessarily 
go out from under control. But in de- 
termining the price of flour and in deter- 
mining the ceiling to be placed on flour 
and flour products, the Price Adminis- 
trator will, of course, be required to take 
into consideration the increased price of 
the grain which the miller had pur- 
chased, out of which he ground the flour. 

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator says that 
the Price Administrator will, of course, 
be required to do that. Is he required 
to do it under the conference report? 
Will he do it? 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no specific 
requirement to that effect in the lan- 
guage of the conference report, but I 
believe, as a matter of equity, fair deal- 
ing, and good administration, he would 
be required to do it. I think that the 
Administrator would expect to do it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, while we 
are on the subject of grain, I should like 
to have the majority leader clear up one 
other point. 

As is well known, in certain parts of 
the country there was a grain famine 
during June. When controls were re- 
moved the commercial feed mixers found 
that they were able to obtain corn and 
other grains, but in the case of corn, in 
particular, they were required to pay 
much higher than the ceiling price in 
order to obtain the corn. I understand 
from what has been said here that if the 
feed mixers have taken title to the corn 
at a price, say, of $2 or $2.20 a bushel, 
even though it has not been delivered to 
their own feed-mixing establishments in 
the East, and if on August 20 the price 
of corn is rolled back, they would not be 
required to absorb the loss which might 
be incurred by paying the higher price 
for the grain, after the grain is received, 
and is put into the dairy and poultry 
feed which they will later sell. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I believe that the 
same rule would apply where they have 
direct title to the grain, no matter where 
it is, that would apply if the grain had 
actually been delivered into the bin, ele- 
vator, or whatever the receptacle may be 
that is used for storing the grain. 

Mr, AIKEN. Then, if they have al- 
ready taken title to the grain they will 
not be required to take a loss on the grain 
by reason of prices being rolled back at a 
later date. It would amount to some $8 
to $10 a ton in the case of dairy feed. 
They bought the grain while they could 
get it. Now they are apprehensive lest 
they will be required to take a loss on it. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. The price of mixed 
feeds is now fixed on a cost-plus basis. 
So under that situation they would not 
be required to absorb the cost. 

Mr. AIKEN. It is apparent, then, that 
the committee believes those persons are 
protected from being required to sustain 
an abnormal loss on this commodity. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator be kind enough to explain his 
interpretation of the concluding sen- 
tence of paragraph 8 (B) on page 5 of the 
conference report? The sentence there 
reads: 

If in the case of any commodity listed in 
subparagraph (A) such Board fails to direct, 
on or before August 20, 1946, that such com- 
modity shall not be regulated under this act 
and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amend- 
ed, maximum prices and regulations and or- 
ders under such acts shall be applicable with 
respect to such commodity without regard to 
this paragraph (8). 


Mr. BARKLEY. From what page is 
the Senator reading? 

Mr. DONNELL. From page 5, begin- 
ning at about line 14. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is the Senator read- 
ing the paragraph which provides as 
follows: 

If in the case of any commodity listed in 
subparagraph (A) such Board fails to direct, 
on or before August 20, 1946, that such com- 
modity shall not be regulated under this act 
and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amend- 
ed, maximum prices and regulations and or- 
ders under such acts shall be applicable with 
respect to such commodity without regard to 
this paragraph (8)? 


Mr. DONNELL. Yes; that is the lan- 
guage to which I have reference. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the Sena- 
tor’s question? 

Mr. DONNELL. My inquiry relates 
particularly to the last two lines of the 
paragraph which has just been read. 

Suppose that the Decontrol Board 
waits until the 20th day of August to 
make its determination and then fails to 
direct that some commodity embraced 
under this paragraph shall not be regu- 
lated. I understand that maximum 
prices and regulations and orders, under 
this act and under the Stabilization Act 
of 1942, shall then be applicable. Sup- 
pose that up until and including August 
20, 1946, the Office of Price Administra- 
tion shall not have taken any action 
toward revising the maximum prices of a 
given commodity, so that on the morn- 
ing of August 21 no action has been taken 
by the Office of Price Administration 
with respect to the price of that com- 
modity; does this language, in the 
opinion of the Senator from Kentucky, 
mean that the price of that commodity 
would be the price prevailing on June 30, 
1946, or would it be necessary to wait 
until the Office of Price Administration 
had thereafter fixed a new maximum 


_price in order to determine what maxi- 


mum price shall be applicable with re- 
spect to the said commodity? - 
Mr. BARKLEY. In that case my 
opinion is that the price would be the 
price which prevailed on June 30. The 
conference report provides that maxi- 
mum prices and regulations and orders 
in effect on that date shall be regarded 
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as being in effect thereafter. Of course, 
I may say to the Senator that what this 
language does is to put these commodi- 
ties back under control. If there is any 
failure to act on the part of the Board 
those commodities go back under con- 
trol under the same standards as those 
pertaining to other commodities, just as 
if the paragraph was not in the bill. 

It may be that some institutions or 
persons may be caught for a brief period 
of time by reason of the fact that prices 
go back to those of June 30. But in the 
interim it is provided that the Price 
Administrator shall not institute or 
maintain maximum prices except under 
the standards of this act, and the Office 
of Price Administration would be com- 
pelled to reconsider the price structure 
of any such commodity so as to work it 
out under the more liberal standards 
which are contained in the bill, although 
for a brief period of time it might be 
possible that some prices would go back 
to where they were on June 30. 

Mr. As I understand, 
then, if there has been no fixation of a 
price by the Office of Price Administra- 
tion after the conference report goes 
into effect, and up to and including 
August 20, it is the opinion of the Sen- 
ator that the price which prevailed un- 
der the orders in effect on June 30, 1946, 
would still prevail. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the para- 
graph which the Senator has read per- 
tains to the commodities referred to in 
paragraph (8). The Office of Price Ad- 
ministration is out of that picture until 
after the 20th of August, because the 
Decontrol Board moves in to consider 
whether any of them shall go back under 
control or shall be allowed to remain free 
of control. So there is nothing the Price 
Administrator can do between the enact- 
ment of this legislation and the 20th of 
August; and there would not be any- 
thing the Price Administrator could do 
after that if the Decontrol Board decided 
that any or all of the commodities set out 
in paragraph (A) should remain out 
from under control. In that event the 
Price Administrator would have no func- 
tion to perform. 

Mr. DONNELL, Might there not, 
then, in some cases be an interim at any 
rate after August 20 during which the 
prices which prevailed on June 30 as to 
any given commodity might not accord 
with the standards set up in this bill, 
and would it not be impossible for the 
price of such commodity to be made to 
accord with the standards of this bill 
until the Board or the Office of Price Ad- 
ministration had adequate time to in- 
vestigate and determine? 

Mr. BARKLEY. In a case where one 
of these commodities went back under 
control automatically as of August 21, 
we will say, it is possible that for a brief 
interval, until the Price Administrator 
could work out a new price for the com- 
modity, there might be a brief hiatus 
during which the price prevailing on 
June 30 would have to be enforced. 

Mr. DONNELL, I thank the Senator. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Ohio. 

Mr, TAFT. I merely want to say on 
the subject that has been raised as to 
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elevators and also processors there are 
certain provisions of the bill which pro- 
tect them. In other words, even under 
the abbreviated Wherry amendment, 
they are entitled to cost plus a reason- 
able margin. The bill now provides: 

In establishing maximum prices applicable 
to wholesale or retail distributors, the Ad- 
ministrator shall allow the average current 
cost of acquisition of any commodity. 

People who bought in this interval 
bought legally and whatever they paid 
in this interval, it seems to me, is clearly 
cost. So, I believe the provisions of the 
act require both in the case of dis- 
tributors and processors that that cost 
be recognized as an actual cost and that 
they shall be allowed a margin on that 
cost in the disposition of those goods in 
such a way as to return them a reason- 
able profit and the prewar mark-up. 

So, while it is true, as the Senator says, 
that these rules are automatically ef- 
fective when recontrol is established, 
there certainly is a direction to the Price 
Administrator to change them immedi- 
ately and to recognize the increased costs 
that have occurred by reason of paying 
more during the interval. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think that is gen- 
erally true. I do not think it would go 
to the extent of requiring the Adminis- 
trator to add increases in labor costs 
not approved by the Wage Stabilization 
Board, or to include black-market prices 
paid indiscriminately for products dur- 
ing the interim or at any other time. 

Mr. TAFT. There were no black- 
market prices during the interval be- 
cause there was no law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What I mean is I 
do not think there is anything in this 
bill to require the Administrator to add 
in all costs to the price which he must 
take into account, such as unauthorized 
increases in wages, not approved by the 
Wage Stabilization Board, or black-mar- 
ket prices or what is equivalent to black- 
market prices, since there was no such 
thing as black-market prices during the 
interval because no ceilings were fixed. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. DONNELL. I desire to ask a fur- 
ther question. Is it not possible that 
considerable confusion might arise in 
this interim? If, for example, the price 
of a given commodity were, we will say, 
$5 as of June 30, and in the meantime, 
between then and August 20, the cost of 
that article had gone up, so that its 
actual cost was $5.50, and yet there had 
been no order made by the Office of Price 
Administration in the interim in accord- 
ance with the standards set forth in this 
act, Would it not be true that a reversion 
must be had to the price as of June 30? 
Would there not be very great confusion 
in the mind of the person who had such 
a commodity as to what price he could 
charge, namely, that of June 30 or that 
which would be defined subsequently? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Undoubtedly there 
would be a few days in which there 
would be some confusion but the con- 
ferees of the two Houses had to deter- 
mine whether to revert back to June 30 
in the orders and regulations as to prices 


JULY 24 


or to equalize the prices prevailing now. 
which have increased in many cases 50 
percent. The conferees felt—and I think 
the two Houses of Congress felt—that 
we could not justify undertaking to 
freeze present prices, which have gone 
up in many cases since the 30th of June, 
and that the fairest and best thing to 
do, recognizing that there would be some 
confusion for a period, was to make the 
law effective as of June 30, just as if it 
had been enacted on that date. We 
thought less injustice would result by 
adopting that course than by undertak- 
ing to legalize the prices prevailing on 
the day when this law becomes effective. 

Mr. DONNELL., Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief observa- 
tion? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. In making this ob- 
servation I am not at all critical but am 
simply seeking information. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand. 

Mr. DONNELL. The thought in my 
mind at this moment is whether or not 
there is any assurance that the interim 
between August 20 and the time when 
the Office of Price Administration can 
fix new maximum prices will be brief 
or whether, if great numbers of com- 
modities will be embodied and embraced 
within these categories, a very consider- 
able period may be necessary before the 
Office of Price Administration can ac- 
commodate itself to the changes made 
by the bill. 

Mr: BARKLEY. Of course, the num- 
ber of applications or of such situations 
would necessarily have some effect on 
the promptness with which the Admin- 
istrator could adjust them, but I think 
I may say with assurance, after con- 
ferring with the Administrator about 
this very problem, that he fully appre- 
ciates it and realizes that there is bound 
to be a brief period—as brief as it can 
be made—after the enactment of this 
bill in which adjustments must be made. 
It is his purpose to facilitate and expe- 
dite the consideration of all those ques- 
tions as promptly as possible so that 
whatever confusion may arise will be as 
brief as possible. It is impossible to 
say on what day or how many days after 
the enactment of this legislation that 
ean be done. If we could say that the 
bill would be signed tomorrow, tomorrow 
being the 25th of July, it would be im- 
possible to say whether by the 30th of 
July or any other day these problems 
could be considered by the Administra- 
tor and adjusted; but I think the Ad- 
ministrator thoroughly understands the 
difficulties growing out of this hiatus be- 
tween the 30th of June and the effective 
date of the enactment of the law, and he 
will, to the fullest extent possible, facili- 
tate the consideration and the termina- 
tion of those matters, so as to work as 
little injustice as possible. 

Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate the very 
courteous and helpful response of the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. I am somewhat con- 
cerned with reference to a reconciliation 
of the provisions of the conference re- 
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port, appearing on vage 3, subsection (e), 
entitled Agricultural commodities.” 
This subsection provides authority to the 
Secretary of Agriculture within 30 days 
to certify prices to the Administrator 
agricultural commodities which are in 
short supply. Succeeding provisions 
provide for decontrolling unless the com- 
modities are certified to be in short 
supply. 

Referring to those provisions, and then 
to the provisions beginning on page 4 
which refer to the five commodities 
which were decontrolled, and with refer- 
ence to which there is provision for con- 
tinuing decontrol to the 20th day of 
August, and for action in the interim by 
the Decontrol Board, or for the applica- 
tion of price control on the articles on 
the 20th of August, with reference to 
those five agricultural commodities after 
the 20th day of August, what authority 
does the Secretary of Agriculture have, 
under the report, to certify them in 
short supply, and if he does so certify 
them, in what position is the Decontrol 
Board with reference to such certifica- 
_tion under the provisions which seem to 
give it exclusive control of those 
commodities? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would say to the 

Senator that in my judgment no matter 
what the Decontrol Board does up to the 
20th of August, these commodities there- 
after are subject to the certification of 
the Secretary of Agriculture, just as they 
are under the general provisions of the 
agricultural sections of the bill. In 
other words, if the Decontrol Board 
should decide by August 20 that these 
items should return under control, and 
they do return under control, or if the 
Board does nothing and they go back 
under control, they are subject to certi- 
fication later by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture under this provision, as if the 
Board had taken no action at all. 

Mr. CORDON. Then would they not 
be subject to certification by two differ- 
ent authorities, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture on the one hand and the De- 
control Board under paragraph (C) on 
the other? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. Incase the cer- 
tification is made by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to the Administrator that 
they are not in short supply, then it is 
the duty of the Administrator, under the 
provision, to decontrol them. If he does 
not do so, then, of course, the matter 
can be taken to the Decontrol Board. It 
is the same Decontrol Board which may 
or may not have decided on the 20th of 
August to return them to control. That 
is my interpretation of the provision, 
that these five commodities are not taken 
out of the authority of the Secretary of 
Agriculture after the 20th of August to 
certify to the Administrator that they 

are not in short supply, in which event 
it is his duty to decontrol them. 

Mr. CORDON. The reason which 
prompted my inquiry was the fact that 
poultry and tobacco, two products which 
the Senator discussed as being in a dif- 
ferent category with reference to 
decontrol—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. They are in a differ- 
ent category in this respect, that they do 
not go back under control unless 
ordered. 
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Mr. CORDON. And that is up to the 
Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is up to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am sorry 
to say that I differ with the Senator’s 
interpretation as to the conflicting pow- 
ers of the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Price Decontrol Board. My under- 
standing is that, so far as these special 
products, both kinds, are concerned, 
they are absolutely placed under the ju- 
risdiction of the Price Decontrol Board 
until the Price Decontrol Board deter- 
mines that they shall be regulated again, 
or until, in the case of some commodities, 
they return to regulation on August 20. 
So long as they remain decontrolled, I 
do not think the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture has any power whatever to recon- 
trol them. However, if the Decontrol 
Board returns them to control, then I 
think the ordinary operation of the act 
becomes effective, and the Secretary of 
Agriculture may at a later date certify 
that they are not in short supply, and 
thereby decontrol them. But I do not 
think there is any machinery in the act 
for recontrol of any of these commodi- 
ties except that stated in paragraph (8). 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to state that my answer to the Senator’s 
question was based on the assumption 
that these articles had been placed under 
control, had been recontrolled. 

Mr. CORDON. If they once have been 
recontrolled—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. Then they come un- 
der the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. So long as they are out of 
control, of course, there is no occasion 
for him to take jurisdiction, unless he 
should certify, under the general provi- 
sions of the act, that they are in short 
supply. 

I was assuming that the Senator from 
Oregon had in mind the fact that all 
these 8 articles, the 5 in one category and 
the 3 in another, had come under recon- 
trol, in which event the Secretary of 
Agriculture would have the same right to 
certify to the Administrator with refer- 
ence to their short supply that he would 
regarding other agricultural products. 

Mr. TAFT. I was speaking of meat 
and other items. The Senator is more 
interested, perhaps, in poultry and eggs, 
and I agree that under paragraph (7) on 
page 4— 

No maximum price and no regulation or 
order under this act or the Stabilization Act 
of 1942, as amended, shall be applicable with 
respect to poultry or eggs or food or feed prod- 
ucts processed or manufactured in whole or 
substantial part therefrom, or in the case of 
leaf tobacco or tobacco products processed or 
manufactured in whole or substantial part 
therefrom, except that, after August 20, 1946, 
maximum prices with respect thereto may be 
reestablished pursuant to the provisions of 
paragraph (3) of this subsection (e), but only 
under the standards prescribed in paragraph 
(8) (C) of this subsection (e). 


Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Then, if I have the cor- 
rect understanding of the legal effect 
of these provisions with reference to 
poultry and eggs and products manu- 
factured therefrom, and leaf tobacco and 
products manufactured therefrom, there 


9811 


will be no control until the Secretary of 
Agriculture affirmatively finds— 

(i) That the price of such commodity has 
risen unreasonably above a price equal to the 
lawful maximum price in effect on June 30, 
1946, plus the amount per unit of any sub- 
sidy payable with respect thereto as of June 
29, 1946; and 

(ii) that such commodity is in short sup- 
ply and that its regulation is practicable and 
enforceable; and 

(iii) that the public interest will be served 
by such regulation. 


In other words, those findings must be 
made by the Secretary of Agriculture 
with reference to these two major prod- 
ucts and these two only? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, these 
two, speaking of tobacco and poultry. 
The Secretary of Agriculture would have 
to be governed, as to those, by the 
formula set out in provisions (i), (ii), 
and (iii), which the Senator has just 
read. I might say also that the finding 
has to be concurred in by the Board 
itself. 

Mr. CORDON. The next question, 
then, is with reference to livestock, cot- 
tonseed, soybeans, and so forth, the prod- 
ucts mentioned in paragraph (8) (A). 
Is it the Senator’s view that the direct 
intervention of the decontrol board into 
this price picture, authorized and di- 
rected to be made on or before the 20th 
day of August, under which, let us as- 
sume, prices are again authorized to be 
fixed, is not exclusive authority after that 
date, and that thereafter the general 
provisions of subparagraph (e) being the 
provision fixing authority in the Secre- 
tar} of Agriculture, will attach to not 
only these agricultural products, but all 
agricultural products, and they will re- 
main under control or without control, 
depending upon the finding of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture that they are or are 
not in short supply? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my interpre- 
tation of those provisions. 

Mr, YOUNG. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
McManon in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. I am not quite clear 
on the matter of the validity of the grain 
contracts. Would a contract for grain 
be valid if made after the date of the 
going into effect of the proposed law, or 
would it be valid until August 20, whether 
delivery was made or not? 

Mr. BARKLEY. A contract under 
which title has been taken and owner- 
ship has been transferred would be valid 
either before or after August 20. I mean 
that if title had been taken by a pur- 
chaser there is in my judgment no time 
limit as to the existence of that title. 

Mr. YOUNG. That contract would be 
valid until August 20? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If it is a contract in 
which the title has passed, it would not 
only be valid up to the 20th of August, 
but it would be valid after the 20th of 
August. 

Mr. TAFT. If title has passed before 
the 20th of August. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Les; if title has 
passed before the 20th of August, 
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Mr. YOUNG. I imagine that with re- 
spect to at least half the grain contracts 
delivery is not made until 30 days after- 
ward, 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think the 
date of delivery has anything to do with 
the legality of title. If purchasers have 
bought the grain and have taken title 
to it, it is their grain, although it is still 
in the granary of the farmer who pro- 
duces it, or is in the possession of some- 
one else. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I find it necessary to 
come back again to this question. I 
cannot get my thinking clarified. 

Mr, BARKLEY. If the Senator from 
Oregon cannot get his clarified, I won- 
der what he thinks is going to happen 
to mine? 

Mr. CORDON. Assuming, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the Decontrol Board does not 
act until the 20th day of August, and 
livestock, grain, and so forth, should 
come again under price control, then 
assuming that 30 days elapsed thereafter 
with no other action excepting that the 
prices are fixed, and the OPA goes for- 
ward with its controlling of prices, what 
happens with reference to the sentence 
which I am now reading from subsec- 
tion (e), paragraph (1), about the mid- 
dle of page 3: 

No maximum price shall be applicable 
with respect to any agricultural commodity 
during any calendar month which begins 
more than 30 days after the date of en- 
actment of this section, unless such com- 


modity is certified to the Price Adminis- 
trator— 


I interpolate “by the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture“ 
under this paragraph as being in short 
supply. 


Mr. BARKLEY. I think this sentence 
would apply. This would be the law 
by which the Secretary of Agriculture 
would be governed. 

Mr. CORDON. Then it would oper- 
ate substantially in this way: If the De- 
control Board does not function before 
the 20th of August, and these commodi- 
ties go back under price control, they 
remain under price control for 30 days, 
and no longer, unless the Secretary of 
Agriculture certifies they are in short 
supply. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. It might be 
longer than 30 days. It might be 10 
days. beyond the 1st of September. 

Mr. CORDON. Yes; I understand. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But this provision 
would apply, that at the end of the 30 
days beginning on the first of the month 
following the enactment of this legisla- 
tion, if the secretary should certify that 
these commodities are no longer in short 
supply, they would be released from con- 
trol, and at another date subsequent to 
that 30-day period, if the Secretary cer- 
tified, they would be released, although 
they came back under control automati- 
cally on the 20th of August. 

Mr. CORDON. I suggest that I do not 
envy the Secretary. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield. 
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Mr. WILEY. It would appear that the 
processor and distributor and manufac- 
turer and wholesaler and retailer are in 
some way protected under the measure 
by having their margins and mark-ups 
protected. I am asking if there is any 
such protection for the livestock pro- 
ducer, the milk producer, the farmer? 
Is he part of an industry, or is his cost 
guaranteed? 

Mr. BARKLEY. There are two cost 
formulas in the joint resolution, and they 
have not been changed materially ex- 
cept by the addition of the words “plus 
a reasonable profit” in subsection (f) of 
the so-called Barkley substitute for the 
previous Taft amendment. We put in 
the words “producer, manufacturer, and 
processor,” so as to include the farmers, 
the producers of whatever they produce, 
Originally the measure did not carry the 
word “producer.” It carried the words 
“manufacturer and processor.” We 
added “producer” in order to be sure to 
cover the situation which the Senator 
from Wisconsin has in mind. 

Mr. WILEY. Then it is clear in the 
mind of the Senator that the livestock 
producer, the milk producer, the farmer, 
is covered so that he is more or less guar- 
anteed his cost? 

Mr. BARKLEY. He is put on the same 
basis and under the same formula as 
manufacturers and processors. 

Mr. WILEY. There is one other ques- 
tion, and that relates to rent, I under- 
stand the general proposition is that the 
OPA rent control authority continues 
unchanged. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. WILEY. Since this measure may 
become law, it might be well to obtain 
the Senator’s own idea as to the power to 
do equity, as the law provides, in case of 
rents. Putting it concretely, in com- 
munities such as Washington, when OPA 
began to operate rents were relatively 
high. In other communities rents were 
very low because they had not felt the 
impact of war. I think it is important 
that the people generally should know, 
and especially that the OPA officials 
should realize their obligation, if this 
measure should become law, as to what 
they should do by way of seeking to do 
equity in the low-rent areas; what the 
function of the Administrator is in such 
cases. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The rent control law 
is not changed. There is no formula in 
this measure for rent, like there is for 
producers, manufacturers and processors. 
Of course, in cases where rents have been 
raised since the 30th of June and the 
increased rent has been paid, I take it for 
granted that the Rent Administrator 
cannot compel a refund of that money, 
because it was a legal transaction, espec- 
ially if agreed to and the increased rent 
Was paid by the lessee. But in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia of course rents are not 
controlled under the OPA. For the Dis- 
trict of Columbia there is a special law, 
and rent control has continued without 
any hiatus at all. But in the other areas 
which are described as defense areas, 
where provision is made for rent control, 
rents revert to the rates of the 30th of 
June. The Administrator of course has 
the same power, in view of what has taken 


JULY 24 


place, to consider whether increases 
should be allowed from now on, whether 
there has been an increase in rent, or 
whether there has not been an increase 
in rent, and in determining that question 
he has of course the perfect right, if not 
the duty, to consider any increased cost 
in the operation of the apartment house, 
if it happens to be an apartment house, 
or whatever increases in outlay have been 
necessary. He has a right to consider 
such factors, and no doubt would con- 
“sider them on any application for an in- 
crease in rent in any given community 
where the law operates, but it does not 
operate in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Taytor in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Kentucky yield to the Senator from 
Missouri? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senate amend- 
ment which provided that “whenever a 
State has established or establishes pro- 
visions for control and regulation of the 
rent of housing accommodations,” and 
so forth, does not appear in the confer- 
ence report. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the conferees 
eliminated that, because it was the gen- 
eral feeling that even in States which had 
temporarily undertaken to take over 
during the hiatus, on the theory that a 
Federal law might not be enacted, it 
was the feeling and information of the 
conferees that the States and communi- 
ties really preferred the National Gov- 
ernment to handle this matter from now 
on during the remainder of the year, 
until the time of the expiration of the 
law. At any rate, only four States had 
acted to undertake to control rents within 
their boundaries. Under all the circum- 
stances the conferees felt that it was 
better for the next year to pursue the 
course we had pursued during rent con- 
trol, and allow it to be exclusively a Fed- 
eral function. Therefore it was elimi- 
nated from the bill. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. What happened to pe- 
troleum under the conference report? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Petroleum is in the 
same category as tobacco and poultry. 

Mr. CORDON. It is not mentioned in 
that paragraph. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. Petroleum was 
mentioned in another paragraph, and we 
left it there—like Niobe, in all her soli- 
tude. Was not Niobe the mythological 
character who stood alone? 

Mr. CORDON. I think perhaps she 
had something to do with crying; and I 
suspect there will be a great deal of that 
before we are through, 

Mr. BARKLEY. At any rate, petro- 
leum occupied a special paragraph in the 
bill, and we left it in its special situation, 
but fixed for it the same standard and 
the same requirement with regard to re- 
control which applied to tobacco and 
poultry. 

Mr. CORDON. What was done with 
reference to price control of raw cotton? 

Mr. BARKLEY. There has never been 
any ceiling on raw cotton, and under one 
of the paragraphs of the bill which pre- 
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viously passed the Senate, and which was 
in the bill which the President vetoed, 
and is now in this joint resolution, there 
can be no ceiling put on raw cotton, be- 
cause that paragraph provided that no 
regulation, order, or anything else that 
had not been in effect prior to April 1, 
1946, could have any application with 
5 thereto. So raw cotton is still 
g. 

Mr. CORDON. What about wool? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If there has been a 
price ceiling on wool it will, of course, 
come under the same provisions as other 
commodities. If there has been no price 
ceiling on wool it will come within the 
terms of the same paragraph to which 
reference has been made. 

Mr. CORDON. I merely wondered if 
any special action was taken. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to say 
a brief word with referencc to the much- 
disputed and controversial Taft-Bark- 
ley-Taft amendment. 

Mr. WILEY. Which comes first? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the name 
“Tarr” comes first. I was rather 
squeezed in the middle. 

The provision in the joint resolution 
which is now before the Senate is pre- 
cisely the same as the bill passed by the 
Senate, with the exception that in sub- 
division (f) on page 13 the words “rea- 
sonable profit” were added. The provi- 
sion reads as follows: 

If the maximum prices of a product on the 
average equal its average current total cost— 


The conference added “plus a reason- 
able profit”— 
nothing herein shall require any further ad- 
justment of such maximum prices for any 
period with respect to which it appears that 
a substantial expansion in the production or 
use of the product would not be practicable 
or would be practicable only by reducing the 
production of at least equally needed prod- 
ucts. 


That is the language as it was in the 
joint resolution when it passed the Sen- 
ate, with the exception of the addition of 
the four words “plus a reasonable prof- 
it.“ The conferees felt that under the 
circumstances that was not out of har- 
mony with other provisions of the joint 
resolution and of the law which expired 
‘on June 30, when the Administrator was 
required to consider increases and de- 
creases in cost, profits, and other factors. 
We have never eliminated from the joint 
resolution consideration of profits, so we 
felt that it was not inconsistent with 
the general provisions of the joint reso- 
lution to add those four words in the 
formula. Otherwise the provision is just 
as it was when it passed the Senate. 

After we had finished our work in the 
conference on Saturday night I was asked 
by representatives of the press whether 
this was a better or worse measure than 
the one which the President vetoed. I 
said I did nop know. That was a per- 
fectly honest answer. We had been in 
session for 8 or 10 hours, and I was in 
no mood to try to assess the advantages 
or disadvantages as between this meas- 
ure and the bill which the President 
vetoed. However, on the whole, I believe 
that this is a better measure than the 
bill which the President vetoed. In the 
bill which the President vetoed no de- 
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control of anything was stipulated by 
Congress, and therefore he was under no 
obligation to discuss the question of de- 
control. It was not in the bill. He did 
not have to pass upon it. He did not 
discuss it, and he did not pass upon it. 
To the extent that there are decontrols 
in the joint resolution, or were decon- 
trols in it when it was passed by the 
Senate, I should say that from the stand- 
point of the President and the Price 
Administrator, that is a disadvantage 
and a defect as compared to the bill 
which the President vetoed. But inas- 
much as the law expired, and inasmuch 
as there has now been a period of nearly 
4 weeks during which there has been no 
law at all, and inasmuch as the Senate 
added eight specific items of decontrol, 
it was necessary for the conferees to 
recognize the situation and to deal with 
it in a practical and realistic way. I 
think we have done so by providing a 
period up to the 20th of August, which 
gives time to the Decontrol Board to give 
consideration to all the items and ele- 
ments involved. I felt that that provi- 
sion was necessary because price con- 
trols could not be slapped back on over- 
night with respect to things which had 
been specifically decontrolled. This pro- 
vision is better than the outright decon- 
trol of specific items by the Congress, 
without any right to recapture control 
unless later there should be some pro- 
vision under the existing law or the gen- 
eral provisions for recapture which 
might make it possible. So I believe that 
so far as the decontrolled items are con- 
cerned, the joint resolution is better than 
it was when it left the Senate. That is 
one category. 

On the question of the price formula 
involved in the dispute as between sec- 
tion 11 of the bill which the President 
vetoed and the joint resolution as it now 
stands, I think there is a distinct ad- 
vantage in the present joint resolution 
over the bill which the President vetoed 
3 or 4 weeks ago. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. It may be that the Sen- 
ator has already answered the question. 
If so, I apologize. I was not able to be 
present to hear the beginning of the 
Senator’s remarks. 

In considering paragraph 8 (B) on 
pages 4 and 5 of the conference commit- 
tee report, was it the intention of the 
committee that the Price Decontrol 
Board could force certain commodities 
back under price control simply by fail- 
ure to act? Or was it the intention that 
the Board should be required to make a 
definite finding or determination before 
milk, for example, could be recontrolled? 
To put it another way, would those who 
would be affected by failure of the Board 
to act be given an opportunity to present 
their case before August 20? 

Mr. BARKLEY. With respect to the 
five items which automatically go back 
under control on August 20 or 21 in the 
event the Board fails to do anything, the 
committee felt that the Board was given 
a direction to give priority to the con- 
sideration of those matters, because the 
Board is directed promptly to consider 
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whether, on the 20th of August, those 
commodities shall go back under control. 
The Board is ordered to hold a public 
hearing to give interested parties, both 
producers and consumers, an opportunity 
tobe heard. We recognized that it might 
possibly turn out that there would be 
such a demand or request for hearings on 
the part of both sides that in some cases 
the Board might not be able to make a 
finding by August 20. That provision 
was not inserted for the purpose of en- 
couraging the Board to do nothing. But 
the situation was that if, for good and 
sufficient reasons, the Board should not 
take action by August 20, we had to de- 
cide whether those commodities should 
go back under control or should be de- 
controlled until recaptured by some other 
conditions. So we had to take one of two 
alternatives. The conference committee 
felt that, even with all the diligence 
which the Board might exercise in ar- 
riving at a decision and making a finding, 
after giving the interested parties an op- 
portunity to be heard, it might not be able 
to reach its decision or make its findings 
by that time, and in that case the com- 
modities would go back under control. 

Mr.MORSE. Ithink I understand the 
Senator’s explanation, but I should like 
to restate it in my own words, if I may, 
in order to make sure that I correctly un- 
derstand. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. MORSE. It is my understanding 
that in case the Price Decontrol Board 
does not decide or is unable to decide by 
August 20 that dairy commodities shall 
not be regulated under the Price Control 
Act, such commodities will automatically 
come under control on August 20 I fur- 
ther understand that it is the intention 
of the committee that if that should be 
the situation on August 20, the Price 
Decontrol Board shall proceed as soon as 
possible thereafter to hold hearings as to 
those commodities. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Board is required 
to do that before August 20. All these 
items are held in suspense and are held 
out from under price control until Au- 
gust 20. In the meantime the Board is 
charged with the duty of giving priority 
of consideration to those matters and to 
hold hearings, if they are requested, and 
to reach a finding, and by August 20 to 
determine whether any of these items 
shall come back under control or whether 
any or all of them shall remain out from 
under control. 

Mr. MORSE. Then, it is the intention 
that the parties affected by the decon- 
trol of such items on August 20 shall have 
a right and an opportunity to be heard 
before August 20? ; 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes; that is true. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to ask a question 
in this connection. Rather large sub- 
sidies have been paid for the production 
of milk, during recent years. Of course, 
the subsidies were to have been increased 
on July 1, but actually they simply went 
out of existence, instead. 

However, on July 5, the Department of 
Agriculture issued a release in which 
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Secretary Anderson asked all the dairy- 
men to hold the line and not increase 
their prices. He stated that he would 
urge the Congress to provide funds to 
cover dairy production subsidy payments 
during the period when milk producers 
held the line pending settlement of the 
price control and subsidy issues. 

Dairymen in some parts of the country 
did not hold the line more than 2 days. 
Dairymen in other parts of the country 
held the line for 10 days, before they in- 
creased the price of milk. In large sec- 
tions of the country, strange as it nay 
seem, the dairymen are still holding the 
line and are still receiving for their milk 
the same price which they received on 
June 30. Is there any provision at all in 
the conference report that if the subsidies 
are restored, those who held the line in 
accordance with the request of the De- 
partment will not be severely penalized 
for doing so? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I may say that the 
conference report contains provision for 
payment of the same amount of subsi- 
dies—namely, a billion dollars’ worth— 

-and it requires that the subsidies shall 
end by the 1st of next April, just as was 
required before. The Secretary will have 
authority to retain the subsidies until 
April 1. He is not required to do it, but 
he has authority to do it. 

Mr. AIKEN. On page 9, paragraph 
(4) of subsection (a) of section 6 pro- 
vides in part that— 

Operations shall not be carried out under 
authority of this subparagraph (4) with 
respect to any commodity for any period oc- 
curring after the date of the enactment of 
this act during which maximum prices on 
such commodity are not in effect under the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, or the Stabilization Act of 1942, 
as amended. 


It would seem that that is a directive 
for him not to pay the subsidies between 
the time of the adoption of this confer- 
ence report and August 20, when they 
might be restored again. This was in 
the non-crop-subsidy program. But I 
believe some of the subsidies on cheese 
and butter have been paid out of the 
noncrop subsidies. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That applies to the 
situation after the enactment of this 
joint resolution. They have the right to 
go back to June 30 and to pay those sub- 
sidies in any case in which a milk pro- 
ducer has not increased the price of his 
milk, under the advice of the Secretary 
of Agriculture or the request of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture or if for any other 
reason he has not done so. In other 
words, it is optional with the Secretary 
whether those subsidies shall be paid 
Pt Spe aa He has the power to do 
that. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is the Senator sure 
about the situation? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The subsidy appro- 
priation in the amount authorized is 
sufficient to enable him to do it. 

Mr, AIKEN. But I wish to be sure 
that this is not a directive for him not 
to pay subsidies on cheese, let us say, 
between the date of the enactment of 
this measure and August 20. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Is the Senator from 
Vermont referring to cheese alone? 

Mr. AIKEN. I refer to any com- 
modity. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I do not think 
he could, in that case, pay subsidies as 
between June 30 and the date of the 
enactment of this measure. 

Mr. AIKEN. I did not mean that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Perhaps I did not 
understand the Senator’s question. 

Mr. AIKEN. I mean that paragraph 
(4), with respect to the noncrop subsidy 
program, states that— 

Operations shall not be carried out under 
authority of this subparagraph (4) with re- 
spect to any commodity for any period oc- 
curring after the date of the enactment of 
this act— 


Which may be tomorrow— 
during which maximum prices on such com- 
modity are not in effect under the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, or the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, 


Mr. BARKLEY. According to my 
judgment, that provision means that af- 
ter this measure is enacted, subsidies 
shall not be paid upon any of these com- 
modities upon which maximum prices are 
not in effect from now on. 

Mr. AIKEN. That would mean that 
the man who has held the line up to now 
will be penalized for the next 3 weeks if 
he continues to hold the line. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If there is no price on 
his product, it is one of those little 
hiatuses where someone will be burnt. 
There is no way to avoid that. Because 
of the fact that there has been a hiatus, 
it is simply impossible to write any law 
which will take care of every human be- 
ing who gets caught during that period, 

Mr. AIKEN. But the Senator from 
Kentucky does feel, does he not, that in 
regard to the milk subsidies, at least, 
the subsidy payments could be retroac- 
tive until June 30? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I feel sure that 
the Secretary can have authority to do 
that, although he is not required to do so. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the fact that the Senator from 
Kentucky has been on his feet a con- 
siderable length of time, and I shall make 
the question I have as brief as possible. 

I call the Senator’s attention to sub- 
section (f) of section 6 on page 13 of the 
conference report, which, in turn, is a 
new section incorporated under section 
11 of the conference report. As I under- 
stand the Senator’s explanation, subsec- 
tion (f), to which I have referred, is the 
same as the one which was in the previous 
bill, except that the words “plus a rea- 
sonable profit” have been added. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator means 
the previous bill, the bill which the Pres- 
ident vetoed, the answer would be “No.” 
This is the same provision as the one 
which was in the bill passed by the Sen- 
ate the other day. 

Mr. DONNELL, That is what I should 
have said. 

Mr. BARKLEY. With the exception of 
the addition of the words “plus a rea- 
sonable profit.” 
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Mr. DONNELL. I am not quite clear as 
to the purpose of the inclusion of those 
words. Under the bill which was recently 
passed by the Senate, there appeared the 
following language: A 

If the maximum prices of a product on the 
average equal its average current total costs, 
nothing herein shall require the adjustment 
of such maximum prices for such period, if 
any, as it appears that a substantial expan- 
sion in the production or use of the product 
would not be practicable or would be prac- 
ticable only by reducing the production of 
at least equally needed products. 


In other words, that provision, as I 
understand, was designed to cover the 
situation in which the prices reached a 
point equivalent to total costs and in 
the particular situation described in that 
subsection there was no obligation to 
raise the price. As the language now 
reads, it provides that if the maximum 
price equals its average current total cost 
plus a reasonable profit, nothing herein 
shall require a further adjustment of 
such maximum prices for certain specific 
periods. That would seem to imply, 
would it not, that there are periods other 
than those mentioned in this subdivision 
as to which the law at some place re- 
quires a further adjustment of the maxi- 
mum price even though the maximum 
price already equals the cost plus a rea- 
sonable profit? My inquiry of the Sena- 
tor is: Is there, to his knowledge, any- 
thing in the conference report which re- 
quires a further adjustment of the max- 
imum price where the maximum price 
already equals the current total cost plus 
a reasonable profit? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator will re- 
call that this subsection is a part of sec- 
tion 11 which added section 6 to the 
existing law. This is the substitute which 
I proposed in the committee to the origi- 
nal Taft proposal which was the subject 
of some critical comment on the part of 
the President. This was a new section 
designed to take the place of the other, 
and creating a new formula. We went on 
to fix the base period as 1940. Then, in 
order to undertake to tie in price in- 
creases with production and employ- 
ment, we provided that: 

(b) In order that adequate general price 
levels shall be established for all commodi- 
ties to bring about maximum production and 
employment, no maximum prices shall be 
established or maintained for any product of 
a producing, manufacturing, or processing 
industry (including any industry furnishing 
service or transportation the charges for 
which are subject to the Administrator's con- 
trol) which do not return on the average to 
the industry not less than the average dollar 
price of such product during the base period, 
plus the average increase in cost of producing, 
manufacturing, or processing the same ac- 
cruing since the base period, but the maxi- 
mum prices for a product shall be deemed in 
compliance with this standard if such prices 
on the average are equal to the average cur- 
rent total cost of the product plus the indus- 
try's average over-all profit margin on sales 
in the base period. 


In other words, we said that an indus- 
try is entitled to its over-all average cur- 
rent costs plus its margin of profit dur- 
ing the base period; that is, 1940. 


1946 


Subsection (f) is a part of the section 
to which I have referred. The language 
reads: 

If the maximum price of a product on the 


average equals its average current total costs, 
plus a reasonable profit— 


And so forth. That may be a little 
different from what is stated in the para- 
graph above, which is based on the aver- 
age price in 1940, the base period. The 
words “plus a reasonable profit” were 
not in the joint resolution as it passed 
the Senate. The House conferees in- 
sisted that they be put in. What the 
language says is that if the maximum 
price of a product on the average equals 
its average current total cost, and in 
addition to that there is reasonable 
profit allowed, nothing here shall require 
any further adjustments. That is, any 
additional adjustment unless the chances 
are that it will not bring about increased 
production. So we tried to tie in not 
only the current total cost of the product, 
but also the reasonable profit. 

Mr. DONNELL. There might be con- 
tingencies under which, even though 
there was a reasonable profit on a cer- 
tain commodity, there would be an obli- 
gation on the part of the OPA authori- 
ties to authorize the higher maximum 
price. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
with regard to the provisions of subsec- 
tions (A) and (B) of section (8) on pages 
4 and 5 of the conference report, as the 
Senator will recall, the Director of Eco- 
nomic Stabilization on April 15 an- 
nounced a program for increasing the 
level of the return to dairy farmers in 
order to offset higher costs. In that 
statement he repeated the assurance 
that the returns to the producers would 
either be by subsidy or by price. He an- 
nounced, effective during May and June, 
an increase of 20 cents per hundred- 
weight for milk and 5 cents per pound for 
butterfat over the subsidy rates paid in 
the same months of last year. If the 
Senator will recall, the Director of Eco- 
nomic Stabilization then announced 
there was to be further increases of sub- 
sidy rates of 20 cents and of 5 cents, re- 
spectively, over last year’s levels after 
July 1 and that these subsidies were to 
be 40 cents per hundredweight for milk 
and 10 cents a pound for butterfat higher 
than during the same months in 1945. 

On May 29 he announced another 20- 
cent increase in dairy returns in order to 
compensate for higher feed costs result- 
ing from increases in feed-price ceilings. 
This increase, together with the increase 
of 20 cents on July 1, was made effective 
by price-ceiling adjustments during June. 
As I understand, the Administrator of 
Economic Stabilization had, by July 1 
committed himself to a program of subsi- 
dies or price ceiling increases of 60 cents 
per hundredweight for milk and 15 cents 
a pound for butterfat over last year’s 
seasonal levels of ceiling prices, plus sub- 
Sidies. 

The question which arises in my mind 
is this: Since the date inserted in sub- 
section (i) of section 8 (B) —— 

Mr. BARKLEY. What page does the 
Senator refer to? 
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Page 5. I refer 
to the following language: 

That the price of such commodity has 
risen unreasonably above a price equal to the 
lawful maximum price in effect on June 30, 
1946, plus the amount per unit of any sub- 
sidy payable with respect thereto as of June 
29, 1946. 


My question is this: Could those com- 
mitments which were made by the Office 
of Economic Stabilization to go into effect 
on July 1, be taken into consideration, 
or would the date fixed in the conference 
report preclude their consideration? In 
other words, the program had been an- 
nounced. Of course the OPA law died, 
and the program did not go into effect. 
Could the Board, in taking into consider- 
ation the subsidies, consider that what 
had been in effect was really an order 
which was put into effect 2 days after 
its date? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Those were orders 
which were to become effective on July 1, 
but because of the lapse of the law did 
not. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no doubt that 
they would be taken into consideration in 
determining the reasonableness or un- 
reasonableness of any price under that 
subparagraph. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In other words, 
any order that was to go into effect, but 
whicu was cut off because of the fact that 
the law expired, could be put into effect, 
even though it was to go into effect on 
July 1 instead of June 29? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think undoubtedly 
it could be taken into consideration in 
regard to the reasonableness or unrea- 
sonableness of any price, and also in re- 
gard to any moral obligation which might 
grow out of the fact that there was an 
order which was to go into effect on a 
day when it could not take effect. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I shall 
not consume any more time. A while 
ago I was attempting to say what I 
thought as to whether the present bill, 
on the whole, is a better bill than the 
one which the President vetoed. I had 
said that, insofar as there were no de- 
controls at all in the bill which the 
President vetoed, and inasmuch as there 
were decontrols put into this joint reso- 
lution by the Senate, which are still re- 
tained in a modified way, subject to ac- 
tion on the part of the board, from the 
standpoint of the President and from 
the standpoint of the Administrator I 
would say that the fact that the joint 
resolution contains any specified decon- 
trols at all would be a defect as compared 
with the other bill, because it contained 
none. But inasmuch as these decontrols 
were put into the joint resolution by the 
Senate and inasmuch as nearly a month 
has elapsed since there has been no law 
at all, I think the provisions which the 
conferees wrote into the joint resolution 
with reference to these decontrolled 
items, and the requirements of the board, 
constitute a decided improvement over 
the bil! as it passed the Senate in respect 
to those matters. 
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Now in regard to the original Taft 
amendment, with which the President 
found himself in disagreement, and the 
provision of this particular joint resolu- 
tion, I think that from the standpoint 
of the President, and from the stand- 
point of the administration of the act, 
and from the standpoint of the general 
public, the provision in the pending 
measure, from my viewpoint, is decidedly 
better and more workable, as compared 
with the similar provision of the bill 
which was vetoed by the President. 

I shall not go into details to analyze 
the original Taft amendment or the pres- 
ent Barkley amendment. They speak 
for themselves. I am sure this provi- 
sion can be administered. I know it is 
workable. I feel that the Administrator 
of the OPA feels himself that it is work- 
able and that it can be administered. 

As I have said, I have not been told by 
the President whether he will sign the 
bill. I have not asked him to tell me 
whether he would sign it. I have every 
reason to believe he will, and I certainly 
express the fondest hope that he will. 

On the whole, as a completed piece of 
legislation I state without reservation 
that in my judgment the conference re- 
port bill is an improvement over the bill 
which the President vetoed. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, before the 
Senator concludes, I should like to make 
one thing perfectly clear in my own 
mind; I would go back to the colloquy 
we had regarding the purchase of grain 
by the feed mixers at higher than ceiling 
prices, in order to break the feed famine 
which existed in the Northeast. 

The Senator expressed the opinion 
that if the title to the grain had been 
passed and a contract completed, the 
feed mixers would not be penalized, but 
would be permitted to pass on the addi- 
tional cost of the grain in the price 
which they would charge for the dairy 
and poultry feed. 

What I should like to make sure of is 
this: Would any contracts completed be- 
tween the date of the passage of the act 
and the 20th of August be subject to the 
same interpretation? In other words, 
can the purchasers continue to buy on 
the open market, without fear of being 
caught in a squeeze if prices are rolled 
back on that date? 

Mr, BARKLEY. I think similar con- 
tracts made between now and the 20th 
of August and those heretofore entered 
into since the 30th of June would be on 
a parity. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I apologize to the 
Senate for taking so much time, but my 
remarks have been made in an effort to 
elucidate the bill so far as I could do so, 
and I appreciate the patience of the 
Senate. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I intend to 
vote for the conference report, although 
I am not very well pleased with it. The 
main reason why I am not pleased with 
the report is that it has become intermin- 
ably complicated, to such an extent that 
it is very difficult to understand exactly 
the meaning of the compromises which 
have been made. I do not think it is any- 
thing like as satisfactory, from the 
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standpoint of straightforwardness, as 
the original bill passed by the Senate 
and the House and vetoed by the Presi- 
dent, nor is it as clear as the joint reso- 
lution passed by the Senate. 

I should like to explain what I think 
the conference report means, because, as 
I have said, it is certainly extremely com- 
plicated. 

First, I should like to deal with section 
11, which, is the Barkley amendment, 
proposed by the distinguished majority 
leader in lieu of the amendment which 
the Senate adopted, and which I offered 
in the Senate when the original bill was 
passed. 

Under the formula as originally passed 
it was required that the cost of each 
product of an industry should be figured 
as of 1941, and that the industry should 
be entitled to add to the price which it 
received in 1941 the increased costs since 
that date. That was a fairly simple idea. 
The OPA contended that it was difficult 
to administer, but the formulas con- 
tained in the pending conference re- 
port, or some of them at least, are just as 
difficult of administration. In fact, the 
basic theory of the Barkley amendment 
is almost exactly the same as that of the 
Taft amendment. 

I think it is fair to say that, as an over- 
all proposition, the Barkley amendment, 
like the Taft amendment, destroys the 
over-all industry standard which the 
OPA has used and insisted upon for the 
last 3 years. That was the standard 
under which they said that, if an indus- 
try was making a profit on one or two 
things, it could be made to sell some 
other product at a loss or at cost. The 
principal purpose of the amendment I 
offered was to destroy that standard and 
to provide that every product had to 
stand on its own feet, and had to return 
to the industry, on the average, at least, 
the cost of production, plus a reasonable 
profit; although I made the exception 
that, if the industry had never sold a 
product at a profit, it was not entitled 
to do so now. 

Under the Barkley amendment three 
different formulas are applicable at the 
discretion of the OPA, either this way or 
that way or some other way. Each of 
those standards is different. All of them 
destroy the over-all industry standard. 
All of them for the first time put the 
pricing of products on a product basis 
under all circumstances. So that I think 
they accomplish the main purpose of the 
Taft amendment, and are in every way 
similar to it. 

The differences are rather minor and 
complicated, and also difficult to explain. 
The basic Barkley formula, contained in 
section 11 (6) (B), provides that— 

No maximum prices shall be established or 
maintained for any product of a producing, 
manufacturing, or processing industry * * * 
which do not return on the average to the 
industry not less than the average dollar 
price of such product during the base period 


Which is 1940— 
plus the average increase in cost of producing 
it since the base period. 

That formula is exactly the same as 
that of the Taft amendment, except that 
1940 is used instead of 1941, and that the 
costs, instead of being added to the indi- 
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vidual manufacturer’s price of 1941, are 
added to the average price of 1940. I do 
not think that is very important, but so 
far as it has any effect, it discriminates 
against the smaller manufacturer. The 
smaller manufacturer is usually getting 
more for his product, his costs are some- 
what higher, and by reason of his being 
closer to his customers, or furnishing 
some special service, or having friends 
over a long period, he got little more than 
the regular large-scale manufacturer, 
and had to get a little more in order to 
pay his increased costs. The Barkley 
formula abolishes that difference and 
says the two must sell at exactly the 
same price. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I have been very much 
disturbed about that feature of the con- 
ference measure. As I interpret it, we 
are going to do business on an average 
in America under this plan. We are go- 
ing to have average production, are we 
not? Will we get the production out of 
the bill that we need to supply the quan- 
tity of things America needs, and will it 
be necessary to bring the prices down in 
competition? 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think it is quite 
so promising as the Taft formula, but I 
think it does something, because it does 
away with that iniquitous practice of the 
OPA to make a producer sell an article at 
a loss. It makes the OPA allow the 
manufacturer a profit at least. Now 
that profit is on the average. 

Mr. WILLIS. What happens to the 
man who can not make it on the average? 

Mr. TAFT. It is true that for various 
reasons, the small producer often re- 
ceived a higher price, and when every- 
thing is reduced to a standard such as 
this, he loses that advantage. While it 
may encourage production for the large 
manufacturer, it is not so effective to 
accomplish that purpose for the small 
manufacturer, or for the encouragement 
of the establishment of a great many 
smaller manufacturers. I think that is 
unfortunate. As to the total overall pro- 
duction, I think probably it would have 
the same effect, but I believe we ought to 
encourage the small business instead of 
the large business. 

Mr. WILLIS. It is likely to work a 
hardship on the small producer. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIS. Who has suffered under 
OPA during the 4 years of its existence. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. The small producer 
suffers under price regulation. He can 
not adjust himself as well as can the 
large manufacturer. 

There was put in at the end of para- 
graph (b) an alternative standard for 
OPA. This language was inserted: 
but the maximum prices for a product shall 
be deemed in compliance with this standard 
if such prices, on the average, are equal to 
the average current total cost of the product 
plus the industry's average over-all profit 
margin on sales in the base period. 


That means it must be done on a prod- 
uct basis. But the OPA can say every 
product must be sold on the basis of its 
present cost, but there must be added a 
profit margin, and that profit margin 
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may be the average profit margin the 
manufacturer had on all his product in 
1940, instead of the profit margin he had 
on the particular product. That, Mr. 
President, is another average. But I do 
not think it changes substantially the net 
result, except that every one will have to 
figure both ways, and the OPA will have 
to figure both ways before they can apply 
the standard. It simply makes the work 
more complicated. 

The joint resolution as it passed the 
Senate contained two provisions which 
practically gave the OPA power not to 
apply the standard if it did not want to 
do so. Both provisions have been 
changed by the conference committee on 
the insistence of the conferees on the 
part of the House of Representatives. 
So, in effect, to a large extent, we have 
accomplished what I was attempting to 
accomplish when I tried to strike out 
those three provisions. The first provi- 
sion was one which said that after the 
Administrator had figured these costs 
he could then say, “Well, that is all very 
well. You are figuring that on the basis 
of a million and a half automobiles this 
year, but I think a normal production, 
say next year, will be four or five million 
automobiles. So I am going to give you 
this year’s profit on the basis of what 
you are going to do next year in the way 
of costs, which will be lower, I think, than 
the cost you are going to have this year 
with a smaller volume.” That is changed 
so that in figuring cost they can only 
look 3 months ahead. I think that met 
entirely the objections which I had. 

Subparagraph (f) provided originally 
that if maximum prices of a product 
equal its costs, and if the Administrator 
found that increased production was not 
necessary in his opinion, or would inter- 
fere with some other production, then he 
did not have to apply the formula. In- 
stead of that he could simply say “Here 
are your costs without any profit at all,” 
and perhaps even without overhead. As 
changed by the conference committee it 
is now required that, even if the Admin- 
istrator finds that increased production 
is not practical or necessary, still he must 
apply a formula on the product basis. He 
must still say that every product must 
return its costs, plus a reasonable profit, 

That is a third formula in section 11. 
But again it preserves the principle that 
it must be figured on a product basis; 
that every product must stand on its own 
feet, and that the OPA cannot force a 
product to be sold at cost or at a loss. 
The only change is that if increased pro- 
duction is not practical the Administrator 
may then say “This is a reasonable 
profit,” instead of having to apply the 
1940 profit. As a matter of fact, the Ad- 
ministrator in many cases has held that 
the 1940 profit was reasonable. He might 
chisel 1 or 2 percent off the formula by 
making the finding that increased pro- 
duction is not possible, but the total re- 
sult, I think, Mr, President, of the change 
in this formula, when we get all through, 
is that possibly there might be a 4 per- 
cent lower price on manufactured goods 
than there would be under the Taft for- 
mula as originally proposed, 

That is certainly not of tremendous 
importance to the people of the United 
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States, and while I do not think it fs as 
encouraging to production, or as fair, I 
believe that this formula, like the other 
formula, abolishes the over-all industry 
standard and forces the OPA to price 
every product so that there will be an 
encouragement to people to produce, and 
fill up the shelves, which in so many re- 
spects today are completely empty. 

So, I would say that the net result of 
this change over the former measure 
meets in some respects the criticism of 
the President, but substantially carries 
out the principle of the amendment 
which I offered. Apart from the compli- 
cation of 3 different formulas, the chief 
difference is that it is based on 1940, in- 
stead of 1941. I chose the 1941 date, be- 
cause that was in the price control law, 
but it is true that the margin before taxes 
was about 3 percent higher in 1941 than 
in 1940. The margin after taxes was 
less. Both those matters have to be 
taken into consideration. So that while 
this basis is somewhat slightly lower on 
manufactured goods, it is not very much 
different. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hoey in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Ohio yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. Was it not a fact that 
under the Senator’s amendment in the 
original bill the Office of Price Adminis- 
tration was forced to do certain things 
in respect to which it is now left very 
substantially, in my opinion, to their op- 
tion or judgment as to what is reasonable 
under certain conditions? I think that is 
a very important change. 

Mr. TAFT. No, that is not entirely 
true. It is true of the measure passed 
by the Senate, but the changes made in 
conference result in this, that OPA must 
apply a cost plus formula, and they must 
apply it to every product. That is not in 
their discretion. They do have discre- 
tion to vary the profit, and instead of be- 
ing forced, as they were under my 
amendment, to apply the 1941 profit, if 
you please—that was the effect of the 
formula, to state it backward really— 
they now may apply the formula of a 
reasonable profit. A reasonable profit 
is a profit, but it is not so adequate as the 
provision of my amendment. They can 
only do that if they find that increased 
production is not practicable, but they 
can always find that. 

Mr. HAWKES. The distinguished 
Senator from Ohio has done a tremen- 
dous amount of work in this connection, 
and I believe it has been in the interest 
of the welfare of the ordinary people of 
the United States. But I cannot help 
feeling, from what I have heard here to- 
day, and from what I have read and seen 
in connection with the conference re- 
port, that the Office of Price Administra- 
tion hes a power in connection with de- 
termining what is a reasonable profit 
that it was never the intention of the 
Senate should be left to the judgment 
of one man. I know the Senator feels 
that there are certain instructions given 
to the Decontrol or the Control Board, 
or whatever one has in mind to call it. 
I wonder whether we will know what 
those instructions will be when we get 
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through with the measure. I know the 
Senator feels there are certain definite 
instructions in the report, but I con- 
tend that when it gets down to the point 
where it says that the Price Administra- 
tor does not have to do this thing, or 
that he can determine what is a reason- 
able profit, and, under certain conditions 
which are left entirely in his discretion 
and control, he can reach a decision 
from which there is only an appeal to 
the Emergency Court of Appeals, the re- 
sult will be to stymie business through- 
out the United States and very seriously 
interfere with the production we are all 
seeking to obtain in order to get the 
prices down where they belong and there- 
by to give the people what they need. 

Mr. TAFT. Of course, the decontrol 
matter has nothing to do with this, and 
the discretion given with respect to de- 
control has no relation whatever to the 
question of what price shall be fixed if 
an article is recontrolled. As I have 
stated before, the respect in which this 
is completely similar to the Taft formula 
is that it destroys the over-all industry 
standard once and for all. It requires 
every product to be priced on a product 
basis, on the basis of the cost of the 
particular product, and to the cost of 
that product must be added a reasonable 
profit. I agree that the difference is 
that the Price Administrator is given 
some discretion and power to say that 
he is going to apply the formula, with a 
reasonable profit, instead of the 1941 or 
1940 profit which formerly existed. But 
as I say, I do not think that that will 
make a tremendous difference. I know 
it will not make much difference in 
prices. I do not think the President 
has gained a great deal by that particu- 
lar concession, and it still forces every 
product to be priced in such a way as to 
bring about greater production of it. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. I assume the Senator 
is discussing section 11? 

Mr. TAFT. Les. 

Mr. McMAHON. I have received an 
inquiry with respect to roofing material. 
The particular concern I have in mind is 
engaged in roofing, siding, and insulat- 
ing work. Is it the Senator's interpreta- 
tion as to the meaning of the language 
that those engaged in doing this kind of 
work come within the meaning of sub- 
paragraph (e) and are protected the 
same as producers, manufacturers, and 
processors? 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is referring 
to a company which repairs roofs, is he 
not? 

Mr. McMAHON. That is correct. 

Mr. TAFT. Such a company is sub- 
ject to control as a service industry; and 
service industries are included in the pro- 
visions of section 6 (b). 
to the product of a producing, manufac- 
turing, or processing industry, that para- 
graph contains the following language in 
parentheses: 

(including any industry furnishing serv- 
ice or transportation the charges for which 
are subject to the Administrator's control.) 


So the general formula of section 6 
(b) applies to such a concern. In other 


After referring ` 
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words, initially it is permitted to charge 
what it charged in 1940 plus increased 
costs since that date. But the Admin- 
istrator may apply another formula 
which provides, in effect, that it must 
get his present costs plus a reasonable 
profit. : 

Mr. MCMAHON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. TAFT. The part of the joint reso- 
lution which I like least, and the change 
with which I most completely disagree, 
and against which I voted at every point, 
is the change in the Wherry amendment, 
in paragraph (t) on page 12. In the 
joint resolution as it passed the Senate 
the provision was as follows: 

In establishing maximum prices applicable 
to wholesale or retail distributors, the Ad- 
ministrator shall allow for the current cost 
of acquisition of any commodity, plus such 
percentage discount or mark-up as was in 
effect on June 29, 1946. 


The date in the bill which originally 
passed the Senate was January 1, 1946. 
The Senate passed the joint resolution 
with the date June 29, 1946, and the con- 
ference made it March 31. It so hap- 
pens that very few of the distributors’ 
margins were cut before January 1, so 
the original bill in effect provided that 
the distributor should not be forced to 
absorb increases made since January 1, 
when prices began to increase. From 
the Ist of January to the ist of July 
there were approximately 650 general 
price increases made for manufacturers. 
Of those, about 150 were prior to March 
1, and approximately 250 prior to April 1. 
About 400 were made since April1. The 
result is that those who were required to 
absorb before March 31 are still required 
to absorb. Those who were required to 
absorb after March 31 may now return 
to their original margin. That is a dis- 
criminatory provision. It was said that 
it was discriminatory when the date was 
made January 1. It was, but there were 
very few price increases prior to January 
1, so that was a rather minor fault. But 
it seems to me that this date is very un- 
satisfactory. I think it is unfair to the 
distributors who were forced to absorb 
prior to March 31, and now must con- 
tinue to absorb forever, or as long as 
price control lasts. 

The decontrol section is the most im- 
portant section of the joint resolution. 
Under the terms of the bill originally 
passed by the Congress and presented to 
the President, the only substantial 
change that was made was with respect 
to the requirement for the pricing of 
manufactured products. I do not be- 
lieve that in any event the increase could 
have amounted to more than 10 percent 
over present prices. In many cases 
there would be no increase at all. In 
many cases increases had already been 
granted. The President chose to veto 
the bill because of the threatened in- 
crease, which, incidentally, would not 
have occurred until 90 days after the 
passage of the measure, and in most 
cases not until the first of the year, when 
we would have been in sight of the end 
of price control anyway. Because he 
chose to object to that particular pro- 
vision, he decontrolled everything, and 
everything is now decontrolled. Par- 
ticularly he decontrolled foods and rents, 
and by his veto he brought about an 
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increase in the price of food which is 
general and which undoubtedly it will 
be almost impossible to reverse. He de- 
controlled foodstuffs and rents. 

My general impression is that, so far 
as the people are interested in continuing 
OPA, the great majority of them are in- 
terested only in food and rents. One of 
the newspapers in Cincinnati conductéd 
a poll on the basis of the general ques- 
tion, “Do you think OPA ought to be con- 
tinued?” The vote was perhaps 2 to 1 
in favor of it. Another question was, 
“Do you think it ought to be confined to 
food and rents?” A slight majority were 
in favor of confining it to food and rents. 
In general, the people are interested only 
in food and rents. So far as manufac- 
tured goods are concerned, they are will- 
ing to wait. If they think the price is 
too high today, the will wait until the 
price is lower. In many instances they 
do not have to buy clothing. Suits and 
other things can be made to last a great 
deal longer than we thought possible 
before the war. But we must have shel- 
ter and must eat food every day. Those 
are the things with respect to which it 
was important to continue price controls. 
The President, by his veto, has decon- 
trolled food, and has permitted increases 
in the price of food which may or may 
not be justifiable, but which in any event 
it will be almost impossible to reverse. 

We have the problem of what we are 
going to do. Personally, I feel that the 
things which have been decontrolled had 
better stay decontrolled. We have had 
the shock. I feel that in time the law 
of supply and demand will bring prices 
into line, particularly in the case of grain. 
We have large grain crops. Other con- 
ditions will take care of grain prices. In 
the case of meat I feel that it is almost 
impossible to control or recontrol meat. 
I think it is unfortunate that we could 
not obtain the provisions of the joint 
resolution as it passed the Senate. What 
we have is an unsatisfactory compromise, 
but it is a compromise; and, if carried 
out in good faith, in my opinion, it must 
result in the decontrol of a great many 
products. 

The decontrol provisions have been de- 
scribed. We took the commodities which 
were decontrolled by the Senate and di- 
vided them into two categories. By this 
measure, poultry, eggs, tobacco, and pe- 
troleum are decontrolled. In the case 
of tobacco, poultry, and eggs the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is given the power, 
with the approval of the Price Decontrol 
Board, to put those controls back at any 
time when prices appear to be getting 
out of line. But he must find three 
things 

Mr. MOORE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. MOORE. That is an entirely dif- 


ferent formula from what was provided . 


as to decontrol of petroleum in the 
other bill. The other bill provided that 
if there were a short supply, if supply 
did not equal demand, it could be re- 
controlled. Nothing was said about 
profits. 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct; but the 
pending measure would make it more 
difficult to recontrol petroleum than 
would the original bill. The provision 
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with respect to petroleum in the pend- 
ing measure is as follows: 

Nothing contained in this act shall be 
construed to authorize the Administrator to 
impose or maintain price controls with re- 
spect to petroleum or petroleum products 
processed or manufactured in whole or in 
substantial part from petroleum, except that, 
after August 20, 1946, maximum prices with 
respect thereto may be reestablished pursu- 
ant to the provisions of paragraph (3) of this 
subsection (d), but only under the stand- 
ards prescribed in paragraph (8) (C) of sub- 
section (e). 


That means that the Administrator, 
with the consent in writing of the Price 
Decontrol Board, may reestablish con- 
trol, but only under the standards pre- 
scribed in paragraph (8) (C) of subsec- 
tion (e). 

In order to recontrol, the Price Admin- 
istrator and the Price Decontrol Board 
must find, first, that the price of such 
commodity has risen unreasonably above 
a price equal to the lawful maximum 
price in effect on June 30; and second, 
that such commodity is in short supply. 
In other words, they must make the find- 
ing which they had to make under the 
Senate provision, and in addition they 
must find that the price has risen un- 
reasonably. In the third place, they 
must find that the regulation is prac- 
ticable and enforceable. 

Mr. MOORE. Does the word “supply” 
mean supply for world needs, or supply 
for domestic demand? 

Mr. TAFT. My impression is that it 
is exactly the same as in the original 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. MOORE. Under the former 
amendment it was confined to the do- 
mestic demand. 

Mr. TAFT. The commodity must be 
found to be in short supply. That means 
supply in this country. As I understand, 
we do not export any substantial amount 
of petroleum. So I do not think that 
makes any difference. I should say with- 
out question that the provision with re- 
spect to recontrol of petroleum is better 
than it was in the original amendment 
offered by the Senator, which permitted 
recontrol. I believe that petroleum is 
treated better under the terms of this 
measure than is any other commodity, 
when we compare the present measure 
with that which was previously passed. 

As to the commodities to which refer- 
ence has been made, there must be a 
finding that the price has gone up un- 
reasonably. In the case of dairy prod- 
ucts, as suggested by the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. La FOLLETTE], an increase 
already granted by the Price Adminis- 
tration, and which did not go into effect 
because the Price Control Act expired, 
must be admitted by the Price Adminis- 
trator to be a reasonable increase. So 
unless the prices of dairy products go 
up more than the subsidy plus the 
granted increase, there could be no claim 
that prices had risen unreasonably. 

As to the other three commodities, the 
provision is less satisfactory. It depends 
upon action by the Price Decontrol 
Board before August 20. If the Board 
does not act at all, controls are restored. 
I think that would be a gross breach of 
faith on the part of the Board and a 
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failure to follow the instructions, which 
are that— 

The Price Decontrol Board shall proceed 
forthwith to consider whether the commodi- 
ties listed in subparagraph (A) shall con- 
tinue, after August 20, to be free from regu- 
lation under this act and the Stabilization 
Act of 1942, as amended. 


The Board will be considering a ques- 
tion which will become a moot question 
on August 20. So it seems to me per- 
fectly clear that the Board is directed to 
make a finding before August 20. 

The report also contains the following 
provision: 

Such Board after due notice of a public 
hearing and full opportunity for representa- 
tives of affected industries and consumers to 
present their views orally or m writing. 


In other words, we do not want the 
Board to be permitted to say, “Well, these 
people want to be heard; and since they 
want to be heard, we cannot decide it.” 

The Board may shut off oral hearings, 
as we considered, 3 weeks before August 
20, and in the time intervening between 
then and August 20 they will be able to 
consider the matter and to arrive at 
their decision. That situation would ap- 
ply to all categories of commodities men- 
tioned at this point in the report—name- 
ly, grain, wheat, dairy products, feed, and 
meat. So I believe the Board must act 
before August 20 one way or the other. 
The Board might not have as much in- 
formation as it would like to have, but 
the problem is a very definite one. The 
decision is not dependent upon the col- 
lection of a great many statistics. It is a 
decision which, I think, the Board will 
be able to reach—namely, whether the 
price has risen unreasonably and wheth- 
er the commodity is in short supply. 
Those matters can be determined. The 
Secretary of Agriculture can give the 
Board figures on those matters overnight. 

As I have said, the report provides 
that— 

Such Board shall direct that any such com- 


modity shall not be so regulated unless it 
finds— 


Not only that the price has risen un- 
reasonably above the price on June 30 
and that the commodity is in short sup- 
ply, but— 

That its regulation is practicable and en- 
forceable, and 

(ili) that the public interest will be served 
by such regulation. 


In other words, even though the Board 
may find that there is a short supply and 
that there is an increase in price, the 
Board still may find that the public in- 
terest does not require control. 

I personally do not see how the Board 
can find, particularly as to meat, and 
certainly as to beef, that such a regula- 
tion is practicable and enforceable. Cer- 
tainly it will be much less practicable 
and enforceable after the period of free- 
dom from OPA, which by that time will 
have amounted to 7 weeks. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Then why did not the 
Senate conferees adhere to the Senate’s 
provision for the specific decontrol of 
meat, as provided for in the joint res- 
olution as passed by the Senate, 
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Mr. TAFT. I was in favor of it, and 
I voted for it every time I could. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Ohio may have been in favor of it, but 
the conference report does not provide 
for the decontrol of meat. 

Mr. TAFT. That is obvious, and we 
have so stated. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I should like to 
emphasize that the Senate conferees 
made repeated efforts to have the con- 
ference report include the decontrol of 
meat, as provided by the joint resolution 
as passed by the Senate. The point of 
divergence is that the provision now un- 
der consideration was not accepted by 
all of the conferees until the conferees on 
the part of the House took the attitude 
that they would not accept the proposal 
originally submitted by the Senate. We 
were in deadlock for days. We had 
reached a stalemate, and both groups of 
conferees were about to report a dis- 
agreement. Then my first proposal of 
compromise was made by me, in the hope 
that an agreement could be reached. 
This was rejected but my modified prop- 
osition was eventually adopted with 
some slight change. But I think the 
conferees on the part of the Senate 
pressed their points and emphasized the 
position of the Senate about as far as 
they could with any prospect of success. 

Mr. Y. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. TAFT. I do not yield for the 
moment, Mr. President. 

Let me say that this amendment pro- 
viding this formula for decontro] or re- 
control was offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland, who throughout 
the conference stood out against giving 
up provision for decontrol. As I have 
said, I thought that one night we were 
going to reach a disagreement. Then 
the Senator offered this amendment. It 
was somewhat better in the form in 
which he offered it than it was in the 
form in which the conference finally 
wrote it in. But in substance the for- 
mula is here, and it still governs all ac- 
tion under the amendment. I think the 
Senator was justified in trying to reach 
a compromise. I say frankly that my 
only doubt is whether this amendment 
will be carried out in perfectly good 
faith from a judicial standpoint, apply- 
ing this formula, and not from an ideo- 
logical standpoint, as I fear it may be 
carried out. 

I was very much pleased, indeed, to 
have the assurance of the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky, which I may say 
we also had in the conference committee, 
that the Decontrol Board will be imme- 
diately appointed, before the Congress 
adjourns, and that the Senate will have 
an opportunity to pass on the members 
who are appointed to the Board. I think 
that is the most important key to the 
whole question of decontrol. 

I have stated that under this formula 
I do not see how meat can be recon- 
trolled, because I do not think any rea- 
sonable man can maintain that its regu- 
lation is practicable or enforceable un- 
der present-day conditions. 
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As to the matter of unreasonable price, 
I myself do not think wheat can be rea- 
sonably recontrolled. Wheat has gone 
up about 5 percent. There is every pros- 
pect for the largest wheat crop we have 
ever had in this country. There is a 
prospect that wheat will be received from 
other countries. I hold in my hand a 
telegram which I have received from the 
president of the New York Produce Ex- 
change, who is well informed, although 
of course I do not vouch for the facts 
that are stated in the telegram. He 
Says: 

New York, N. Y., July 19, 1946, 
Hon. ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I hope you will stand firm for the decontrol 
of grain and grain products as well as meat, 
poultry, and dairy products, especially in view 
of the fact that I today learn that Russia 
is now soliciting the various European gov- 
ernments seeking buyers for one and a half 
million tons of wheat, rye, and barley and of 
course it is possible that they have larger 
stocks available for export than these figures 
would indicate. Certainly in view of the 
prospects of large crops of grain in this coun- 
try according to the most recent figures is- 
sued by the Department of Agriculture and 
the necessity to export some of this grain 
in order to enable the American farmer to 
Obtain good prices for his products it now 
seems possible that Russia is about ready to 
disrupt the entire world price structure as 
far as grains are concerned. If I am correct 
in my assumption regarding this situation 
so much more reason for releasing controls 
on meat, poultry, and dairy products since 
the farmer will necessarily have to look to the 
feeding of animals for the disposal of a good 
part of his crops which in turn will naturally 
mean a tremendous production of meat and 
other dairy products. I am more concerned 
about the prospective decline in farm prices 
than I am of the possibility of sharp ad- 
vances above former OPA ceiling prices. For 
your further guidance oats declined 5 cents 
per bushel today in the leading markets of 
the country and are now selling 16 cents 
per bushel under the previous ceiling es- 
tablished by OPA. For your guidance I have 
also wired Senators GEORGE L. RADCLIFFE and 
CHARLES W. TOBEY. 

CHARLES B. CROFTON, 
President, New York Produce Exchange. 


That is a fair indication that if the 
Board acts according to the facts, it will 
be wholly unable to find that wheat, in 
any event, is in short supply or that its 
price has risen unreasonably above a 
price equal to the price in effect on June 
30 


Corn is in a somewhat different status, 
because the old corn crop has gone, and 
corn is selling at a very high price. Ias- 
sume there would be justification for the 
recontrol of corn and perhaps for the re- 
control of hogs. But I certainly see none 
for the recontrol of wheat or the recon- 
trol of meat, after the Board is set up. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr.CAPEHART. Ishould like to have 
the Senator from Ohio explain why he 
thinks corn and hogs should be recon- 
trolled? 

Mr. TAFT. I did not say I think they 
should be recontrolled. I said I think 
they might be recontrolled. Corn is now 
selling at $2.25 a bushel on the Chicago 
market, because there is very little corn 


9819 


left. That is the reason for that price. 
With a three and one-half billion bushel 
crop of corn coming in, I suppose that 
strictly speaking, the Board should take 
that into account and should find that 
corn is not in short supply. But I do 
not think that is a perfectly clear case, 
or as clear as the others are, 

Mr. CAPEHART. I think the records 
show that there is a 550,000,000 bushel 
carry-over of corn, and that there is the 
possibility of the largest corn crop in the 
history of the Nation—approximately 
3,500,000,000 bushels, as against a pre- 
vious high mark of 3,200,000,000 bushels. 

Mr. TAFT. I am in favor of decon- 
trolling corn. I was then discussing 
whether under this formula the Board 
would have to recontrol it. I do not 
think it would have to. Of course, to- 
day corn is selling for more per bushel 
than wheat is selling. Certainly that 
shows an abnormal condition, insofar as 
corn is concerned. As the Senator from 
Indiana knows, corn always sells for 
probably 30 percent or 40 percent less 
per bushel than wheat sells for. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me ask this 
question: Suppose that when the corn 
crop is harvested in October and Novem- 
ber, we find that we have a crop of 
3,500,000,000 bushels, which in normal 
times would be a crop which would re- 
duce the price of corn approximately 50 
percent; in normal times, if corn had 
been selling for 80 cents a bushel, with a 
crop of that size corn would automati- 
cally drop to a price of 40 cents a bushel, 
Does not the Senator think that decon- 
trol is justified under those circum- 
stances? 

Mr. TAFT. As I understand the mat- 
ter, if the Board decides not to control 
on August 20, its powers to recontrol then 
cease. But thereafter the Secretary of 
Agriculture, with the consent of the De- 
control Board, may decide that the short 
supply justifies control, and then control 
may be placed on the commodity. The 
sole question is whether corn is in short 
supply. It could be decontrolled by the 
Secretary of Agriculture later, even 
though the Board should refuse to de- 
control it. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator 
has repeatedly referred to the necessity 
for good faith in the administration of 
this compromise proposal, if it is to suc- 
ceed. I have always been under the im- 
pression that the fundamental reason 
why there has been a long stalemate be- 
tween Congress and the OPA in respect 
to this whole problem has been the stub- 
born and often stupid refusal of the 
OPA to recognize the congressional de- 
sire for maximum decontrol at the earli- 
est possible safe moment, and a com- 
plete refusal to cooperate with that 
point of view. 

I now ask the Senator whether we 
are confronting a similar situation in 
respect to the conference report? Does 
not the Senator agree with me that the 
conference report and the system cre- 
ated by it will not succeed, either to the 
satisfaction of the country or the Con- 
gress, if it continues to be administered 
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by an OPA and an associated authority 
which undertakes to see how long and 
how much control can be maintained, 
instead of undertaking to see how soon 
and how safely decontrols can be made 
permanently effective? 

Mr. TAFT. I agree entirely with what 
the Senator has said, and the success of 
this measure will depend on the Decon- 
trol Board. Of course, that Board, so far 
as we can make it so, will be completely 
independent of the OPA and the Price 
Administrator. It will be appointed di- 
rectly by the President. It will set up 
its own organization and will be, there- 
fore, a new body. Provision for it was 
made in the original bill. It did not have 
the extensive powers that it will have 
under the present measure, but it did 
have considerable powers. The OPA is 
‘dominated by what I believe to be an 
ideology instead of common sense, and 
unless we get away from it I do not be- 
lieve we will accomplish what we want to 
accomplish in respect to petroleum, to- 
bacco, poultry, and eggs. If we mean 
what we have said we mean, we are 
starting to decontrol. What I have 
strenuously objected to heretofore is 
that we were only renewing controls. 
We are now actually starting to decon- 
trol, but, in my opinion, we have not 
gone far enough. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is it not true 
that, even from the point of view of those 
who will support the conference report, 
it would be better not to adopt this com- 
promise if it is to be administered in 
the same old spirit of total opposition to 
the congressional point of view that 
maximum decontrol should be brought 
about as soon as it can be safely ob- 
tained? 

Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Senator. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator 
care to comment on the statement which 
the former OPA Director, Mr. Porter, 
made, namely, that the present measure 
is much better than the one which the 
President vetoed? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Porter will have to 
say that if the President signs this 
measure; otherwise the President will be 
made ridiculous. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not know how 
we can have much confidence in a man 
who makes a statement that the measure 
which we are now considering is a better 
one than the one which the President 
vetoed a few weeks ago. 

Mr. TAFT. What is a good bill and 
what is a better bill depends on from 
what point of view the bill is looked at. 
I would say that the present measure will 
hold down by a few percent the price of 
manufactured products, which is not im- 
portant in connection with inflation. 
But, at the same time, the bill in- 
creases prices in the case of some food- 
stuffs, which is important from the 
standpoint of inflation. The President 
certainly has succeeded in getting con- 
siderable decontrol of a great many food 
products which will be almost impossible 
to roll back to the point where they 
previously were. Any attempt to roll 

meat back under control would simply 
result in a complete elimination of the 


supply of meat. There would not be 
any. The President, by his veto, has, 
himself opened the door to a condition 
with which he can no longer interfere. 
We are asking that some of the decon- 
trols be continued. Therefore, I should 
think that the net result, from the stand- 
point of inflation, if that be a danger, is 
that the pending measure will be far 
more inflationary than was the bill which 
the President vetoed. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
questioned the sincerity of the former 
OPA Director when he made the state- 
ment to which I have referred. It seems 
to me that any 6-year-old child should 
know that the measure which is now be- 
fore the Senate is, from the President’s 
standpoint, a much worse measure than 
the bill which he vetoed a few weeks ago. 
The pending measure decontrols many 
things which the former measure did not 
decontrol. The pending measure de- 
controls many products until August 
20. Unless the President dictates to 
the Decontrol Board—of course he will 
appoint the members of the Board—they 
will keep under decontrol livestocks, 
grains, and other commodities which are 
in long supply. So I question the sin- 
cerity of the former Administrator of the 
OPA, just as I have questioned it for 
many months, ever since I became a 
Member of the Senate. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator from Indiana is entirely correct 
in what he has said. The measure now 
before the Senate is more inflationary 
than was the bill which the President 
vetoed. So, I would think that it is a 
worse bill from the President’s stand- 
point. I do-not think that it will result 
in an increase in prices greater than will 
be absolutely required because of in- 
creases in costs and wages which have 
already taken place, and largely as a 
result of the policy of the Administration 
itself. But, from the standpoint of high- 
er prices, the pending measure un- 
doubtedly is more inflationary than was 
the one which the Senate passed a few 
weeks ago and which the President ve- 
toed. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, what 
commodities does the conference report 
operate to decontrol except at the dis- 
cretion of the Decontrol Board and the 
Administrator? a 

Mr. TAFT. The joint resolution, which 
is the subject of the conference report 
now before the Senate, decontrols many 
commodities from now until August 20, 
or a period of several weeks. That alone 
will be a substantial freeing of the mar- 
ket for a while. In the second place, 
formulas have been laid down on which 
recontrols may be imposed, and I have 
tried to explain to the Senate that, in 
my opinion, if the act is administered in 
good faith, almost all the decontrols will 
continue in effect. That is my answer 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MOORE. Does the measure per- 
mit the Decontrol Board and the Admin- 
istrator to recontrol every commodity 
produced in the country? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes, if they find first, that 
a commodity is in short supply; second 
that the price has risen unreasonably; 
third, that control is practicable and en- 
forceable, and fourth, that it is in the 
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public interest—which, I agree, does not 
mean very much. But those require- 
ments are laid down by the Congress, 
and certainly we have the right to be- 
lieve that some attention will be paid 
to them. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I have been attending 
a very important meeting of the Judici- 
ary Committee and therefore was not 
able to be present in the Chamber dur- 
ing the entire time the conference re- 
port has been under discussion. I should 
like to ask one or two questions. 

The threshing season ir South Dakota 
and Nebraska will be over by August 20, 
whereas in North Dakota and Montana 
the grain will be coming in. Just how 
will the law affect that situation? 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is talking 
about wheat primarily? 

Mr. LANGER. Les; and also flax. 

Mr. TAFT. In my opinion, as I stated 
before the Senator came into the Cham- 
ber, those commodities are to be decon- 
trolled until August 20, in any event. 
If the grower of wheat can dispose of it 
by August 20, he may charge whatever 
price he can receive for it. Of course, 
that depends somewhat on whether the 
grower can get his wheat to the market. 
If wheat is recontrolled, the present 
measure will result in the cancellation of 
contracts for wheat after August 20. 
The Board of three, as provided for under 
the measure, will decide whether wheat 
will be decontrolled, or recontrolled. I 
do not think. the Board will be able to 
find that wheat is in short supply; but if 
it refuses to make that finding and per- 
mits recontrol, the situation thereby 
created will be very complicated. Then 
the OPA may roll back the price. If they 
are wise they will not roll back the price 
on wheat. They will accept a new price 
which will not be unreasonable, as the 
Senator knows. On the other hand, 
they have the power to roll back the price 
and thereby leave many persons holding 
the bag, they having paid more for wheat 
than they could sell it for. Legally, I 
believe they would have a right to go to 
the OPA and insist that what they had 
paid for wheat was a legitimate trans- 
action, was therefore a legitimate cost, 
and must be reflected in their prices. 
Whether they would be able to obtain 
favorable action from the OPA I cannot 
assure the Senator. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La 
FOLLETTE in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Ohio yield to the Senator from 
North Dakota? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Where a local elevator 
has purchased wheat and actually has 
it on hand, and bought at a higher price, 
how would that be affected in case the 
bill should be enacted? 

Mr, TAFT. The elevator may have 
paid a higher price and since it has not 
disposed of the wheat and still owns it, 
it may, under the ceiling price which 
will be imposed, be unable to sell except 
at a loss. I think the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky made the state- 
ment, which I think the Senator might 
examine in the ReEcorD, that the Price 
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Administrator assured him that that 
situation would be taken care of in a 
higher price for wheat, which could be 
obtained by the elevator. But that is 
not required by the conference bill. 

Mr. LANGER. I was going to say that 
if it is not required, it might break nearly 
every elevator in the Northwest. 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 

Mr. STANFILL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. STANFILL. Let me ask the Sen- 
ator from Ohio a question about subsidies, 
How much does the Government subsi- 
dize meat, for instance, and poultry? 
How much has it subsidized dairy prod- 
ucts and the other products? 

Mr. TAFT. The subsidy on meat has 
run about 5 or 6 cents a pound. It has 
cost the Federal Treasury $720,000,000 
a year. 

Mr. STANFILL, On meat alone? 

Mr. TAFT. On meat alone. The sub- 
sidy on dairy products runs 2 cents a 
quart on milk, 12 cents a pound on but- 
ter, and I think 7 or 8 cents on cheese. 
In a good many places it runs 3 cents a 
quart on milk. The increases in the 
prices of the milk and butter and cheese, 
which have taken place recently, have 
been almost equivalent to the subsidy; 
very little more. The actual increase in 
the price of butter from 57 cents to 69 or 
71 cents wholesale has just about reflect- 
ed the amount of the subsidy which was 
removed, That cost the Government 
about $515,000,000, and was going to cost 
it around $750,000,000 if the OPA had 
gone on with the plans they had for in- 
creasing the subsidy instead of increas- 
ing the price. 

Mr. STANFILL. Approximately how 
much, in all, during the period just prior 
to June 30, 1946, did the Government pay 
out in subsidies in order that OPA might 
say it was holding the line on prices? 

Mr. TAFT. The total subsidy program 
submitted, which was in force in June, 
was at the rate of $2,000,000,000 a year. 
That $2,000,000,000 was reduced by the 
committee to $1,000,000,000, and the con- 
ference report measure requires that sub- 
sidies be eliminated, with a few excep- 
tions, on April 1 of next year. So all sub- 
sidies will have to be reduced, even if 
there is recontrol. No subsidy can be 
paid on a commodity which is not con- 
trolled. If the commodity is controlled, 
the subsidy may be paid, but not in the 
volume in which subsidies have been paid 
in the past. They have to be gradually 
reduced. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Is there any way 
to estimate, with a degree of accuracy, 
the difference between the subsidies 
paid in the past, per annum, by the OPA, 
and the subsidies which will be paid if 
the joint resolution shall be enacted? 

Mr, TAFT. The difference is just one- 
half. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It will reduce it 
50 percent? 

Mr. TAFT. It will reduce it 50 percent, 
with the requirement that subsidies will 
end on the 1st of April. Because of the 
President’s action subsidies were taken 
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off all at once, and the increases in the 
price of food which are widely adver- 
tised are largely the result of the re- 
moval of the subsidies, which were 
brought about by the President's veto, 
not gradually, as we contemplated, but 
all at once. Of course, the increase 
in the price of food is not a real increase. 
It simply means that the increase is 
paid by the citizen as a consumer instead 
of as a taxpayer. We now pay more for 
food, but it should be reflected in a de- 
crease in the percentage of the income 
tax that is taken off consumers, or most 
of the consumers. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I did 
not get the figure as to the total sub- 
sidies which had been paid on food dur- 
ing the period of the war. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think I can give 
the Senator that figure. In the year 
ended, on the first of July, it was about 
$2,000,000,000, It had been an increas- 
ing amount. It started in 1943, I think, 
and probably built up gradually frem 
$500,000,000 to about $2,000,000,000 a 
year. Now we have reduced it to $1,- 
000,000,000. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That means that 
the population was eating food and was 
to pay for it on a deferred basis in the 
future? 

Mr. TAFT. At a time when the con- 
sumer was well off and wages were high, 
I never could see why the consumer 
should not have paid the real cost of 
what he ate. I always thought the pol- 
icy adopted was unsound. I was always 
fighting to limit subsidies. The only 
question now is how fast we can get 
rid of them. I think it is generally agreed 
they should be brought to an end. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. But they will have 
to be paid for out of taxes in the fu- 
ture? 

Mr. TAFT. They will have to be paid 
for out of taxes in the future, and at 
the present moment they have to be 
paid for out of bonds, and that is, there- 
fore, to my mind, more inflationary than 
increasing the price of food to take care 
of them. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. In connection 
with what the able Senator from Ohio 
said to the able Senator from North 
Dakota regarding wheat, I should like 
to ask if there is any means provided in 
the conference report of protecting the 
feeder or producer of livestock. At the 
moment probably 50 percent of the lambs 
have been contracted, in my State cer- 
tainly, and many of the feeder beef 
steers have been contracted. Is there 
any paragraph or clause which would 
protect the feeder who purchased that 
livestock for feeding, if the conference 
report should be agreed to and be signed 
by the President, and the prices were 
reduced? 

Mr. TAFT. The feeder who bought 
them for feeding? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Who contracted 
for them, which they do generally 
months ahead. 

Mr. TAFT. The feeder would have 
made a mistake, I think, to make a con- 
tract at the higher price. I doubt if 
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many feeders made contracts at higher 
prices than the ceiling prices, if there 
were ceiling prices. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. About 50 percent 
of the lambs in Wyoming have been con- 
tracted for September and October de- 
livery. 

Mr. TAFT. The feeders are not pro- 
tected under the joint resolution. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. In no way? 

Mr. TAFT. In a general way, yes; in 
that there are a good many provisions all 
through the joint resolution that the 
Administrator must recognize actual 
costs, and of course what the dealers pay 
are actual costs. But whether they can 
succeed in getting that change made be- 
fore they lose money I do not want to 
promise, because that has not been the 
history. The history has been that the 
delay in securing the adjustments is ma- 
terial. I think the Senator might pro- 
pound his inquiry to the Senator from 
Kentucky. The Senator from Kentucky 
gave assurance that the Administrator 
was going to take care of grain bought 
at higher prices, but whether that re- 
lated to livestock I do not remember. I 
do not remember the exact wording of 
his statement. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I shall try to seize 
the opportunity to ask the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. STANFILL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield again? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. STANFILL. The sum of $2,000,- 
000,000, which the Senator from Ohio 
says was paid out by OPA in subsidies 
during the year just ended, June 30, 1946, 
is so staggering to me that I can hardly 
conceive of that amount of money. I 
heard the Senator from Ohio some days 
ago, when we were considering the price- 
control bill in the Senate, speak about 
OPA propaganda. Did the Senator ever 
find any part of their propaganda in 
which they said that they paid out 
$2,000,000,000 of the taxpayers’ money in 
order to try to hold down prices? 

Mr. TAFT, I think the Senator is cor- 
rect in his implication. I think that 
subject was avoided in the propaganda. 
Subsidies were referred to in a general 
way. They said they should be con- 
tinued, but I do not think the sums, paid 
were ever mentioned, certainly not 
emphasized. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I ask for information, 
because I have not observed the subject 
covered in the bill. There was a practice 
on the part of OPA, which was very 
detrimental to industry, of making a new 
price on current costs to a new producer 
of an article, while the old producer, 
whose costs were based on those of 1941, 
which, as I recall, was the base period, 
was obliged to hold to his old price, and 
he could not meet the competition of 
the new article. Is there any provision 
of the bill which requires that when 2 
price is fixed for a new producer it shall 
also apply to all the industry? 

Mr. TAFT. No; there is no such pro- 
vision. 

Mr. WILLIS. There is nothing done 
to remedy that discrimination? 
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Mr. TAFT. The only remedy is that 
we have forced them to let the old pro- 
ducer obtain a more reasonable price. 
That is the general effect of section 11, 
but it is not quite so good as the original 
Taft amendment in that regard. 

Mr. WILLIS. It does not require that 
the old producer be taken care of? 

Mr. TAFT. There is a general provi- 
sion in the original act that the Adminis- 
trator may treat anybody as a hardship 
case and give him the right to charge a 
higher price. In the long run, that is not 
going to do him much good. He is not 
going to be able to get a higher price, as 
in the case of the larger manufacturer 
who is manufacturing in quantity. The 
difficulty has been that the established 
manufacturer has been forced to Sell his 
goods at a loss, and the new manufac- 
turer is able to get a much higher price. 
The general effect is to raise the price of 
the whole product. If the old estab- 
lished manufacturer is given a fair price, 
computed on his present costs with a 
reasonable profit, his production will 
soon reach such a point that the new 
manufacturer is not going to be able to 
get away with the higher price granted 
by the OPA. 

Mr. WILLIS. But there has been a 
great divergence, a widespread differ- 
ence, in the prices. The prices allowed 
to the old producer are low when com- 
pared with those allowed to the new 
producer. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIS. And great hardships 
have been worked on old established 
producers. Some have been obliged to 
reduce their production. Some have 
refused to continue to produce. 

Mr. TAFT. That comes about more 
from the fact that they have not been 
given any return at all, rather than from 
the fact that someone else was given a 
higher price. The average businessman 
under ordinary circumstances does not 
mind having a competitor who charges 
50 percent more. He marks him off the 
book. He is not afraid of him. 

Mr. WILLIS. And the old established 
producer would have been willing to pro- 
duce at a higher price than that fixed 
by OPA, and produce a better article, 
than if he were allowed merely enough 
to take care of his current costs. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to ask 
the Senator if he deems the period be- 
tween the time of the passage of this 
measure and August 20 to be an ade- 
quately long period within which the 
Decontrol Board can perform the vari- 
ous duties required of it? May I indi- 
cate the particular illustration I have 
in mind. Under subparagraph (B) of 
paragraph (8), on pages 4 and 5, it is 
provided, as I understand, that if the 
Price Decontrol Board shall fail to direct 
on or before August 20, 1946, that the 
respective commodities therein men- 
tioned shall not be regulated, such com- 
modities go back under maximum prices, 
regulations, and orders, under the two 
acts. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 
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Mr. DONNELL. Therefore, if the Price 
Decontrol Board shall find that the task 
of determining whether or not all types 
of livestock, milk, food or feed products, 
processed or manufactured in whole or 
in substantial part from livestock, from 
milk, cottonseed, soybeans, or food or 
feed products processed or manufac- 
tured in whole or in substantial part from 
cottonseed or soybeans, and grains which 
have been established under the United 
States Grain Standards Act, or livestock 
or poultry feed processed or manufac- 
tured in whole or substantial part there- 
from—if the Board during the period 
between the time of the enactment of 
this law, or rather the time of the ap- 
pointment of the Board, and August 20, 
shall find it impossible to ascertain 
whether any of those commodities should 
or should not be decontrolled, then they 
go back under the control. That is 
correct, is it not? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Now may I as the 
Senator: Is there any provision in the 
conference report which designates how 
long a time the President has within 
which to appoint the Decontrol Board? 

Mr. TAFT. If the Senator was pres- 
ent at the time, he heard the distin- 
guished Senator from Kentucky assure 
the Senate that the Board would be ap- 
pointed immediately before the adjourn- 
ment of the Senate. As we expect to 
adjourn on the 1st of August, I take it 
that the Board will be appointed before 
that time. I covered this question when 
the Senator was not in the Chamber. 
I stated that the Board would have pre- 
sumably 3 weeks, and I estimated that it 
might take them a week to get organized, 
and they may have a week for the public 
hearings, which would have to be short. 
We placed in the measure language pro- 
viding that the views of those interested 
would have to be presented in writing, so 
it was clear that the Board did not have 
to let everyone talk indefinitely. The 
Board could assign 2 or 3 days, we will 
say, to hearing the industries, and the 
OPA, and would then have a week to 
decide. Of course the Board may say, 
“We cannot decide.” But I notice the 
Senate did not have any trouble in de- 
ciding for instance, on cottonseed and 
soybeans in 10 minutes the other day 
when that question arose, without pre- 
vious notice. I see no particular reason 
why a group of intelligent men, after 
spending a week in listening to the two 
sides, should not make a decision yes or 
no on these questions. But it does de- 
pend, as I have pointed out, upon the 
President’s action in appointing the 
Board immediately, which he has as- 
sured us he will do. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I add to the 
Senator’s comment, with his permission, 
this statement: As I see it, under the 
wording of lines 7 and 8 on page 7 of the 
conference report the Decontrol Board 
is to be composed of three members ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. It 
seems to me that with the tremendous 
importance attached to this particular 
Board, the Senate of course will desire 
to use at least reasonable care in giving 
its advice and consent, Now, suppose, 
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for illustration, that the President shall 
make his appointments, as we will esti- 
mate, on next Monday, and the Senate 
desires to adjourn on Wednesday or 
Thursday, we will say. It is entirely 
possible, is it not, that the personnel 
which he might select might be men 
comparatively unknown to the Senate; 
or with respect to whose views the Sen- 
ate might desire to make very consider- 
able investigation? Suppose, ſos illus- 
tration, that the appointments are made 
on Monday; that the action of the Senate 
with respect to them is not taken until, 
we will say, Thursday. There would only 
remain approximately 20 days within 
which the Board could exercise the vari- 
ous functions under the act prior to 
August 20? That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. Now returning to the 
first question I asked the Senator, Does 
he regard that length of time as suffi- 
cient to enable the Decontrol Board ade- 
quately to make the various findings of 
fact contemplated by subparagraph (B) 
on pages 4 and 5 of the conference 
report? ; 

Mr. TAFT. I think the Board can do 
it just as I think the Senator could do 
it if he were a member of the Board. I 
think he could make up his mind and 
come to a decision on the basis of the 
evidence presented to him, and I think 
he could do so in 2 weeks. 

I may say that there is this difficulty 
about making the time longer, namely, 
that while that time lags the country is 
in a state of uncertainty and indecision. 
In fact, I think it is a very proper criti- 
cism of the measure that we are not 
making this decision ourselves now in- 
stead of leaving it to the board. But it 
seemed to be impossible to have a meas- 
ure which contained such a provision, 
It is important, for instance, in the live- 
stock industry that the feeders know by 
August 20 whether they can go ahead. 
Cottonseed is now being brought in in 
Texas, and no one knows what can be 
paid for cottonseed. No one has the 
faintest idea of what can be paid for 
cottonseed. In fact, it probably will re- 
sult in there not being any purchases 
made of cottonseed until the question is 
settled as to whether or not it shall be 
controlled, and what the price shall be. 
So we have a balancing of convenience. 
The longer we put it off the longer we 
keep the country in uncertainty. And 
also the shorter the time is, the more 
difficult it is for the Board to decide. 
But I see no reason at all why the Board 
should not decide. It is directed to do 
so. Its decision may not be correct, but 
certainly I see no reason why it should 
not make a decision, 

Mr. DONNELL. I well understand the 
Senator’s position, and I thank him for 
his statement. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. f 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I should like to say 
to the Senator from Missouri that this 
date was not reached casuctly or with- 
out most careful consideration. The 
first suggestion was that the moratorium 
be fixed at 30 days. The Senate con- 
ferees felt that even such a period would 
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be too short a time, but the House con- 
ferees insisted upon 15 days. Reluctant- 
ly they then agreed to the date of Au- 
gust 15. The point was made that the 
problem was so complicated and there 
was so much for the Board to do, that it 
would be almost physically impossible 
for it to move efficiently in that time. 
After further consideration, the date of 
August 18 was proposed and was accept- 
able. It was considered by some, in- 
cluding myself, that the concession of 1 
day or 2 days more on the part of the 
House conferees would be of real value. 
I felt very strongly that every day was 
exceedingly vital, because there was so 
much to be done that even a day’s grace 
would be very helpful. Then with con- 
siderable reluctance the House conferees 
finally agreed to move the date to Au- 
gust 20. That was as far as they would 
go, and that date was fixed only after 
the various stages to which I have just 
referred had been gone through. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr.CORDON. My inquiry goes to the 
question of whether if the conference 
report is adopted, the provision found 
on page 16, section 18, that all orders, 
price schedules, and so forth, in effect 
on the 30th day of June shall be deemed 
in effect under this extension of the act 
or reenactment of the act, or whether 
under the terms of that section, the sev- 
eral industry advisory committees which 
were appointed under the Price Control 
Act which expired on June 30 will be con- 
tinued as advisory committees. 

I ask the question because the pro- 
visions of section 11, beginning on page 
12, limiting the authority of the Office 
of Price Control in the fixing of prices 
and providing certain standards, with 
the requirement that such standards 
shall be followed, also carries the pro- 
vision that the only way that the action 
can be tested is by an application by 
an industry advisory committee. If 
there are no industry advisory commit- 
tees there is no way by which to test it. 

Mr. TAFT. I would suppose that the 
words “all regulations, orders, price 
schedules, and requirements under the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, 
as amended, in effect on June 30, 
shall be in effect in the same manner,” 
and so forth, would be broad enough to 
cover the appointment of advisory com- 
mittees. Such committees are appointed 
under section 2 (a) of the Price Control 
Act. It says that “the Administrator 
shall, at the request of any substantial 
portion of the industry subject to such 
maximum price,” and so forth, “appoint 
an industrial advisory committee or com- 
mittees, consisting,” and so forth. 

I would think such appointments would 
be under an order of the Administrator 
and would be continued in effect under 
the provisions of section 18. 

Mr. CORDON. I think the construc- 
tion placed upon the act with reference 
to that matter is very important, because 
if industry advisory committees must be 
appointed again, and perhaps appointed 
with a different personnel, all the value 
that could come from the experience of 
the committees which have acted through 
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the war period, will have been lost, and 
any action taken by the new committees 
would be so delayed that any opportunity 
to test the action of OPA with reference 
to the standards would be delayed so 
long as to make the committees almost 
worthless. 

Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Senator; 
and I think my opinion is correct. 

Mr. President, I wish to conclude by 
saying that I have felt from the begin- 
ning that it was somewhat too soon to 
take off all controls. It is. unfortunate 
that this law expired on the 1st of July. 
I think if it had expired at the end of the 
year, by that time we would have reached 
a point at which all serious danger would 
have been removed. I have been afraid, 
however, that if all controls were re- 
moved we might find speculative in- 
creases in goods with respect to which 
there are still serious shortages. The 
principle of that statement is illustrated 
by rents. In the case of rents everyone 
admits that rents would probably double 
if controls were completely removed. 
The same thing is true with respect to a 
certain number of commodities, in my 
opinion. I have always felt that there 
should be a renewal of controls. Unfor- 
tunately we were faced in the beginning, 
as we have always been faced, with the 
choice between no control at all and con- 
trol by an organization which in my 
opinion is completely wrong in many ap- 
plications of the principles of the Price 
Control Act, and principles seem to have 
been adopted which are not in the Price 
Control Act. Ihad that problem in con- 
nection with the last bill. I have it now. 
I do not like controls. I do not like the 
discretion given to the Price Adminis- 
trator. , I would prefer to have a better 
measure. But in the final analysis my 
own conclusion is that it would still be 
dangerous entirely to remove controls; 
and rather than have no bill at all, I 
intend to support the conference report. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills of the Sen- 
ate, each with amendments, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 1253. An act to enable debtor railroad 
corporations expeditiously to effectuate reor- 
ganizations of their financial structures; to 
alter or modify their financial obligations; 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 2304. An act to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service, and for other 
purposes. 

EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the report of the committee of confer- 
ence on the. disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 371) 
extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, any- 
one who has listened to the questions 
which have been asked since noon rela- 
tive to the provisions of the conference 
report on the pending joint resolution, 
the faltering answers which have been 
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given, and the conjecture as to what may 
happen, has ample evidence that the con- 
ference report is not clear. Members of 
the Senate, and particularly the Senate 
conferees, do not know what provisions 
of this measure might be interpreted by 
a board in a manner which would be un- 
favorable to a decontrol program. 

If there was any doubt in my mind as 
to whether I would oppose the confer- 
ence report, it was entirely removed by 
the very pertinent questions asked by the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG]. In view of the his- 
tory of OPA officials in the past and their 
stubborn resistence to constructive price 
legislation, I think it would be impossible 
for a thinking person to vote for the con- 
ference report. Every Senator knows 
that this measure is no better than the 
interpretation of a board, which in my 
opinion will be averse to a decontrol pro- 
gram, averse to a program which would 
bring about maximum production. The 
truth of that statement has been demon- 
strated during the past 4 years. i 

The questions propounded to the ma- 
jority leader reveal a pitiful situation. 
There are to be three decontrol agencies 
and six pricing formulas. Senators have 
asked whether certain businesses or in- 
dividuals would be included under the 
provisions of the joint resolution. We 
do not know. I expect to touch on that 
subject. But first I wish to stress that 
we do not know what is in this measure. 

I remember the words of the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
when he spoke on this subject recently 
over the radio. He stated that this meas- 
ure would give the Price Administrator 
more power than ever before. Yet in 
all this confusion—— 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I will gladly yield 
when I am through with my speech. I 
asked the Senator to yield a while ago, 
but he was unable to do so. 

Senators speak against this report, but 
say that they intend to vote for it. Under 
its terms we are granting more power to 
the OPA. We are granting power to a 
Board. If the experience of the future 
proves to be anything like the experience 
of the past, we shall be giving power to 
a Board which will be averse to free enter- 
prise, a Board which will not decontrol, 
a Board which will not permit profit in 
industry. We shall destroy maximum 
production. That is the kind of a Board 
we shall have. 

This morning I received a clipping 
from a New York newspaper. It reads 
in part as follows: 

A Wall Street rumor that Chester Bowles 
may return to the revived OPA as a member 
of the Decontrol Board touched off heavy 
selling in the stock market today and prices 
cracked 1 to 5 points. 


What would Senators think of him on 
this Board? Would they like it? Then 
add to that Board Leon Henderson, and 
down would go stock-market prices an- 
other 15 or 20 points. Then if a fellow- 
traveler were added to the Board, busi- 
ness in this country would have abso- 
lutely no confidence in such a Board. 
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Iam not saying that the President would 
appoint such men. 

Mr. PEPPER rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La 
FoLLETTE in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska yield to the Senator 
from Florida? 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to com- 
plete my statement. After I have con- 
cluded I shall be glad to yield to any Sen- 
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska declines to yield 
at this time. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I call 
to the attention of Members of the Sen- 
ate the fact that they are voting for 
something in the dark, something they 
do not understand, something which will 
have a terrific impact on the economy 
of this country. And we are to rely upon 
a Decontrol Board. I wish Senators 
could know the problems which have 
come before those of us who have worked 
with various complaint committees. 
There have been many orders which have 
been absolutely impracticable. Many 
have not been understandable. Since 
1936 more than 107,000 orders have been 
issued requiring 90,000,000 words to 
write them. And yet we expect to do 
business under the orders and directives 
of a decontrol board which I, for one, 
feel will not be in full sympathy with 
maximum production, which is the Amer- 
ican way. 

OPA officials are here taking notes. I 
think they ought to take notes. They 
will have a headache when they get this 
measure. I do not know how they are 
going to interpret it. 

Last night there was published in the 
Washington Evening Star a cartoon de- 
picting a certain many-headed animal 
being presented at the White House, 

The comment of the President was, 
“There ain’t no such animal.” This is 
a conglomeration of compromises put 
together in a so-called Price Control Act 
which is not a price control act at all. 

Mr. President, we are not extending the 
old act. The old act is dead. Not very 
long ago the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
O'DANIEL] told us time and time again 
that the old act was dead. The OPA act 
is dead, and we are now writing a new 
price stabilization act for the coming 
year. The proposed new act contains 
many loopholes. It is a surrender of 
power to the bureaucrats to a greater 
extent than ever before, even in time of 
war. Our entire trust must be placed 
in a board, which I think will be no more 
friendly than the OPA has been in the 
past. So Iam against it. If we are to 
have a new price-control act, we ought 
to have an act which will control every 
factor entering into prices, This meas- 
ure does not do so. There is no control 
over wages. There is no control over 
half a dozen items which enter into the 
cost of acquisition. Yet in the closing 
hours of the session we say, “We have 
done the best we can. We have made 
every effort we could. We will pass 
this act and give it to the businessmen, 
the farmers, the producers, and the 
processors of the country under the 
theory that it will stop inflation.” 
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If we are to write a new price stabiliza- 
tion act, let us write one which is clear, 
Let us write one which is capable of in- 
terpretation. Let us write one in which 
Congress sets down the principles, rather 
than delegating congressional authority 
to a board. 

Time and time again I have heard 
Senators say that we should overthrow 
bureaucracy, and that we should not del- 
egate congressional power to bureaus 
and boards; yet it is proposed by this 
measure to grant to a board greater 
power than was given to any similar 
agency during the war. 

The conference report submitted to 
the Senate presents an unparalleled de- 
parture from the legislative processes 
which this honorable body has heretofore 
employed in the discharge of its duties. 
It is so serious a matter that it chal- 
lenges the very foundations upon which 
this segment of the legislative branch of 
our Government rests. 

If the Senate condones what is here 
presented and what the report plainly 
reveals as having been done, it may just 
as well permanently delegate its legis- 
lative authority to the conferees who 
have signed the report. 

By its action the Senate authorized an 
appointed number of Senators to meet 
with Members of the House for the pur- 
pose of ironing out the differences be- 
tween the legislative enactments of the 
Senate in the Price Control Extension 
Act and those of the House. 

The conference report submitted to 
the Senate, however, plainly establishes 
that our conferees, instead, proceeded to 
substitute a new bill in place of the one 
which had so painstakingly been adopted 
by the Senate. In so doing, our con- 
ferees not only disregarded all the proper 
limits of their authority, but plainly 
frustrated the purpose and intendment 
of their appointment. 

Thus, there emerges a new legislative 
technique—at least it is new to me— 
brought forth by an ill-conceived strata- 
gem which can find sanction only in the 
philosophy that the end to be attained 
thereby justifies the means. 

Such a philosophy, if approved as a 
rule of conduct for the guidance of this 
Senate, can only result in the subservi- 
ence of the Senate to the will of the 
Executive, and the disruption and dis- 
organization of the balance which our 
Government was intended to have. We 
simply will not have that any more. If 
there is any doubt about whether the 
Executive has had something to say 
about the writing of the conference re- 
port, if the conferees will tell the truth, 
and I think they will, it will be found 
that he had something to say about the 
writing of the report, and so did the OPA 
authorities, insofar as the. conference 
committee was concerned. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator will 
permit me, I prefer not to yield at this 
point. I think I should not do so, in- 
asmuch as I have already refused to 
yield when other Senators have re- 
quested that I yield to them. 

Mr. HAWKES. I shall take only a 
moment or two, 
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Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate that and 
I appreciate the enthusiasm of the Sen- 
ator in regard to this matter and the 
contributions he has made; but I should 
like to complete my statement first, and 
then if the Senator will ask me to yield 
to him, I shall be glad to do so. 

Mr. HAWKES. Very well. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, our 
conferees did not proceed to iron out 
differences or to compromise on the mat- 
ter of price control. In one fell swoop, 
they abjectly surrendered the principles 
which the Senate has time and again 
established by overwhelming affirmative 
votes. 

I am speaking about the decontrol of 
meat and the decontrol of milk. The 
Senate voted overwhelmingly to decon- 
trol them. The vote was 2 to 1 in favor 
of decontrolling them. Legislative in- 
tegrity demanded that the distinguished 
majority leader, as well as our other con- 
ferees who were designated to represent 
the Senate, should have carried out the 
will and the mandate of the Senate 
which appointed them. 

Our conferees, however, did not even 
report an impasse in their deliberations, 
and request further instructions from the 
Senate, before yielding the principles 
which this Senate established after 
countless hours of debate and effort. 
Neither did the Senate conferees dis- 
agree and demand that the conferees on 
the part of the House take the question 
of specific decontrols before the House 
and haye the House vote upon them, as 
should have been done before the Senate 
conferees made any compromise, and 
came back with this report. 

What I have just suggested is the usual 
procedure. The House had not acted 
upon that matter. So the conferees on 
the part of the Senate could have and 
should have stood their ground. They 
should have demanded that the con- 
ferees on the part of the House take back 
to the House the question of the specific 
decontrols as provided by the Senate, and 
have those matters voted upon by the 
House. But our conferees did not do 
that. They compromised before they 
reported to the Senate that there was a 
total disagreement, if there was. They 
now say, “Here is the conference report; 
take it.” 

In the report they have deleted the 
provisions for the decontrol of meat. 
That provision was adopted by the Sen- 
ate by a vote of 49 to 26, almost 2 to 1, 
and the Senate also had voted for the de- 
control of milk and dairy products by a 
vote of 51 to 27. But the conferees have 
omitted such provisions from the confer- 
ence report. So all this talk about wheth- 
er these commodities will be decontrolled 
or will be controlled is just so much 
poppycock, because, as I said, it is left to 
the Board. If we give the Board authority 
to control, it will control. There is no 
question about what the result will be. 

Mr. President, reasonable men uninflu- 
enced in their tasks could have readily 
resolved the differences between the Sen- 
ate’s views on this all-important legisla- 
tion and those of the House, and reason- 
able minds—and if the conferees are not 
reasonable, they should resign—are 
always open to compromise on debatable 
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issues; but I rise in protest against the 
manifest prostitution of the Senate’s re- 
corded position on the legislation which 
we all recognize as so vital to the sound 
economy of this Nation. 

Let me quote what the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] said during the debate 
in the Senate, that he would do if he were 
made a conferee on the proposed legisla- 
tion. The debate to which I now refer 
occurred when the distinguished Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire and the distin- 
guished Senator from Kentucky were at- 
tempting to resolve their differences 
about writing in a provision about grain. 
Someone suggested to the Senator that 
he accept a compromise and that the 
compromise be taken to conference and 
worked out there. The distinguished 
Senator from Ohio said this: 

If I am one of the conferees I shall insist 
upon every provision the Senate places in the 
joint resolution, We are not going to rewrite 
the joint resolution in conference. In my 
opinion the conferees should stick by what- 
ever the Senate places in it, unless the House 
is willing to vote on the measure and turn it 
down for some particular reason, because the 
House has taken no action. I dissent from 
the theory that we are going to put something 
in the joint resolution and then rewrite the 
whole measure in conference. (CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp, July 12, 1946, p. 8755.) 


That is exactly the position which I 
thought the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio would take. But the conference 
report comes back to us with those pro- 
visions deleted. Meat is not decon- 
trolled; milk is not decontrolled. All 
this talk about letting the matter go to 
August 20, and then perhaps meat will 
be decontrolled and perhaps it will not 
be decontrolled is just so much window- 
dressing. No one ca: put his faith in a 
proposal such as this. No feeder will 
put his faith in it; no manufacturer will 
put his faith in it; and no one at all 
will put his faith in it. Such an ar- 
rangement will simply stymie produc- 
tion in the United States. Yet, in the 
face of this statement, which is more 
than an assurance; it is a positive repre- 
sentation made to the Senate upon the 
basis of which he was made a Senate 
conferee, the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio, has signed the report and now says 
he is going to vote for it, although I think 
it wrecks the decontrol provisions which 
were written into the joint resolution by 
the overwhelming vote of the Senate. 
Moreover, he agreed to delete from the 
joint resolution the specific exemptions 
which were written into it by the Sen- 
ate, and by which he agreed to abide. 

The technique which was employed by 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle to subvert the will of the Senate 
is revealed in the remarks of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. McManon]. 

It will be recalled that after he had 
turned to the majority leader and had 
said, “What about this,” and after the 
majority leader replied, the Senator from 
Connecticut then said: 

I may say to the Senator [Mr. BARKLEY] 
that I have decided to vote against the 
amendment because I am relying on the 
strong right arm of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky in the conference to do away with the 
meat decontrol amendment, and also the 
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poultry decontrol amendment. Therefore I 
have decided, after considerable thought, to 
support the Senator’s position so far as this 
amendment is concerned, and shall so vote, 
I believe that the seed which has been sown 
by the other side of the aisle will be harvested 
in November to their intense disappointment, 
(CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, July 10, 1946, p. 
8573.) 


Our distinguished majority leader per- 
formed exactly as some of our colleagues 
relied upon him to do. His strong arm 
is plainly evident in the language of the 
conference report. Those who expected 
him to ignore the express will of this 
Senate in rewriting the bill the Senate 
passed were in no wise disappointed. 
Their expectations were overwhelmingly 
fulfilled. 

It would also have been more appro- 
priate if the will of this body had been 
carried out, instead of the will and wishes 
of advisers to the Chief Executive. We 
have reached the point in this legisla- 
tion where the will and views of indi- 
viduals associated with the executive 
branch of the Government have been 
superimposed upon the Senate, and that 
is more dangerous a condition and more 
threatening to the security of our Nation 
than the absence of any price-control 
law at all. 

This man Porter and this man Bowles 
think they can write the legislation 
which will apply to 130,000,000 people, 
and now an attempt is being made to 
have the Congress give them the author- 
ity to do so, without attaching any 
strings at all. What else will the Senate 
mean if it approves the conference re- 
port? Do we wish to have the Executive 
govern us? If so, there is no need for 
price control and no need to take such 
a long time in discussing and debating it, 
if we are then to let some representative 
of the White House tell us what the 
White House will accept, and make us 
feel that we must follow that dictation, 
for fear the White House will veto the 
measure. Mr. President, such leader- 
ship as that is weak-kneed, spineless, 
and does not meet the need of the legis- 
lative authority and the legislative 
branch of Government in passing upon 
legislation. 

Nevertheless, it is significant to note 
that the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY] got tobacco decontrolled; that 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Rap- 
CLIFFE] got poultry decontrolled; and 
that the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
did succeed in getting somebody’s ver- 
sion of the Taft amendment written into 
the surrender. And the cotton boys 
were untouched. I refer to it as a sur- 
render because it is not a compromise. 
The rest of us, however, I presume, are 
supposed to take what is left. And, 
mind you, Mr. President, we are sup- 
posed to take it in good grace. We are 
supposed to take the rest of it as the 
hindermost part of the whip. 

Mr. President, this legislation is not a 
party question, nor are the charges I 
have made matters for party or partisan 
consideration. This legislation is as im- 
portant to the economy of the Nation as 
the legislative process, which the confer- 
ence report has swept away, is to the 
stability of our Government. I trust 
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that the votes Senators will cast will re- 
fieet due appreciation of that fact. 

Mr, President, the conference report 
is a complete abdication of legislative 
authority. I think there are other rea- 
sons why it should not be adopted. The 
conferees have rewritten section (e), 
eliminating specific exemptions of meat, 
poultry, poultry products, eggs, milk, 
dairy products, and butter. It reads as 
follows: 

(e) (7) No maximum price and no regula- 
tion or order under this act or the Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 1942, as amended, shall be appli- 
cable with respect to poultry or eggs or food 
or feed products processed or manufactured 
in whole or substantial part therefrom, or in 
the case of leaf tobacco or tobacco products 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part therefrom, except that, after 
August 20, 1946, maximum prices with re- 
spect thereto may be reestablished pursu- 
ant to the provisions of paragraph (3) of 
this subsection (e), but only under the 
standards prescribed in paragraph (8) (C) 
of this subsection (e). 

(e) (8) (A) No maximum price and no 
regulation or order under this act or the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended, shall 
be applicable prior to August 21, 1946, with 
respect to livestock, milk, or food or feed 
products processed or manufactured in whole 
or substantial part from livestock or milk 
with respect to cottonseed or soybeans, or 
food or feed products processed or manufac- 
tured in whole or substantial part from cot- 
tonseed or soybeans; with respect to grains 
for which standards have been established 
under the United States Grain Standards 
Act, as amended, or any livestock or poultry 
feed processed or manufactured in whole or 
substantial part therefrom. 


Mr. President, it is significant that 
the conferees have provided for the de- 
control of poultry, unless the Board de- 
cides to put poultry back under control. 
The conferees have taken affirmative ac- 
tion, and they have provided for the de- 
control of poultry, and it is out of the 
picture unless the Decontrol Board puts 
it back under control. 

But in paragraph (8) the situation is 
entirely different; the provision is stated 
in the reverse. The conferees say we 
are not going to provide for the decon- 
trol of meat, and we are not going to 
provide for the decontrol of milk; no— 
unless there is a hearing and unless vari- 
ous other things are done and unless all 
of that is completed by August 20, and 
then the Decontrol Board decides 
whether controls should be left off. In 
one place the conference report provides 
affirmative action. In the other there is 
negative action or, rather, a failure to 
act. There is a reversal of position as 
between the two amendments. 

The Senate had overwhelmingly voted 
to exempt these and a group of inter- 
related farm commodities from price 
control. Indeed all commodities under 
(7) and (8) were exempted, and they did 
not come in that order, and that de- 
cision was not made by the Senate. 

The vote to exempt meat, poultry, and 
eggs was 49 to 26. 

The vote to exempt milk and dairy 
products was 51 to 27. 

The conference report completely 
wrecked the decontrol of these commodi- 
ties and reestablished controls in this 
area of our economy which is so vital to 
the stability of our entire economic 
structure, 
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Our colleague, the able and respected 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOL- 
LETTE] made the point on July 10, page 
8551 of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, that 
very serious potential repercussions 
would result from the decontrol of meats 
without the decontrol of milk. 

The distinguished Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. AIKEN], and the distinguished 
senior and junior Senators from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES and Mr. TOBEY] 
pointed out on July 12, pages 8752, 8753, 
and 8754 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
that economic necessity demanded simi- 
lar treatment for meats, poultry, milk, 
and grain. 

The distinguished Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. EASTLAND] in his speech on 
July 10, at page 8535 of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, in arguing for the decon- 
trol of cottonseed and soybeans as a nec- 
essary incident to the decontrol of meat, 
pointed out the poor logic and unsound- 
ness of anything less than consistent ac- 
tion in this area of our economy, and no 
one disputed his statement. 

Our conferees, however, not only de- 
leted some of these categories of products 
but pulled out others for separate treat- 
ment, and, in so doing, they opened the 
door for further discriminatory treat- 
ment by giving discretionary authority 
to the executive branch to recontrol 
these fields. 

The Members of the Senate have a 
right to know just why its mandate was 
ignored, and particularly why such in- 
consistent and illogical action was taken. 
What factors did the conferees consider? 
What wisdom did they have with which 
the body of the Senate had not been 
endowed? What facts had they which 
the Senate did not know? What argu- 
ments did they consider in reaching a 
decision to give separate treatment to 
meats as compared to poultry products? 

To argue that tobacco, and poultry 
products, meats, milk, cottonseed and 
feed grains can be variously dealt with is 
to deny what even a farm boy knows. 

Let me remind the Members of the 
Senate that the Decontrol Board which 
will be established by the Chief Execu- 
tive under the provisions of this legis- 
lation, will, in fact, be a Recontrol Board 
to the precise extent that the Senate 
and the House grant the Board discre- 
tionary authority in any field. The 
members of the Board will be appointed 
by the President, and will be responsible 
to the President, not to the Congress. 

I dare say that not even the distin- 
guished majority leader would seriously 
take issue with me on the proposition 
that it is evident from the entire course 
of the President’s action, and from his 
every public utterance, that the adminis- 
tration’s policy is to retain control rather 
than to restore to the Nation the bene- 
fits of free enterprise as rapidly as that 
may be done consistent with safety. 

So, I have no hesitancy in predicting 
that the Decontrol Board will, in fact, 
be a Recontrol Board in every sphere in 
which such action is authorized as a 
matter of discretion in the legislation 
under consideration. As it is proposed 
in the conference report, the Recontrol 
Board will even have authority beyond 
anything which has heretofore been en- 
visioned by the Congress, and it will be 
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authorized to employ a new technique 
which has never been authorized before. 

It will have the power to regulate and 
control profits, and will have the power 
to decide and determine what is and 
what is not a reasonable profit in con- 
nection with any nonagricultural com- 
modity. 

This is the first time Congress has ever 
made such provision. Chester Bowles has 
placed cost absorption on the shoulders 
of industry—and I shall later put the 
figures in the Recorp—but we have never 
ratified it by Congressional authoriza- 
tion. However, under the pending meas- 
ure, it would be done, for in subsection 
(t)—the so-called Wherry amendment 
which was not only modified but 
wrecked—there is laid down a provision 
whereby the Congress authorizes the 
practice of cost absorption. So the new- 
ly proposed act, about which we boast 
as being a price stabilization act, turns 
out not to be that at all, but to be a 
profit control act. One man out of 140,- 
000,000 is to be allowed to determine 
what profit the rest of us shall receive, 
There can be no doubt about that. If 
history repeats itself, that is exactly 
what will happen during the coming 
months of the life of this so-called OPA 
extension act. 

The new criterion and the unparalleled 
standard which the Decontrol Board will 
be authorized to employ, when it is func- 
tioning in its decontrol capacity, would 
authorize the Board to reimpose ceiling 
prices notwithstanding we might have 
an abundant oversupply of the commod- 
ity. To me, that is very silly. 

Subsection (d) (3) of section 1 (A) 
provides as follows: 

(3) Whenever, after a reasonable test pe- 
riod, it appears that the supply of a nonagri- 
cultural commodity which has been decon- 
trolled is no longer consistent with the ap- 
plicable decontrol standard, the Administra- 
tor, with the advance consent in writing of 
the Price Decontrol Board established under 
subsection (h), shall reestablish such maxi- 
mum prices for the commodity, consistent 
with applicable provisions of law, as in his 
judgment may be necessary to effectuate the 
purposes of this act. The supply of a non- 
agricultural commodity shall be deemed in- 
consistent with the applicable decontrol 
standard in any case where the prices of the 
commodity have risen to and after a reason- 
able test period remain at unreasonable and 
inflationary levels. 


What does that mean? It means that 
the question of supply is to be determined 
by the price and, still worse, it is to be 
such price as the Decontrol Board finds 
to be unreasonable. That is the stand- 
ard. Yet, because of economic conditions 
or factors beyond our control, if a man 
puts cattle in the feed lot and his labor 
costs and the cost of corn increased to 
such an extent that, by all rules of equity 
and fairness, he should be allowed an 
increase in the price of his product com- 
parable to the increased costs which he 
has been compelled to pay, and if he 
charges more than the June 30 price 
range, it can be determined that the 
price is unreasonable, and even though 
there were 20,000,000 surplus head of 
cattle in the United States, cattle could 
not be decontrolled. That was the in- 
terpretation placed on that section by 
one of the ablest attorneys: I have ever 
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known, a man in whom I have the utmost 
confidence. I assert that if that section 
is examined it will be seen that the in- 
terpretation I have placed upon it is a 
very reasonable one. n 

It will be noted that under this provi- 
sion of the act, the supply is to be deter- 
mined by the price, and still worse, it is 
to be such price as the Price Control 
Board finds to be unreasonable. It seems 
obvious that although we may have an 
abundance or oversupply of any com- 
modity, if the cost of production or re- 
placement, because of other economic 
forces, was greater than the previously 
controlled price, it would readily be held 
to be unreasonable and automatically, 
under the bill, the commodity would be 
in short supply and subject to be recon- 
trolled. 

It should be perfectly evident to all 
Senators that not even the strong right 
arm of the distinguished majority leader 
authorized or penned this formula, 

The one thing which manufacturers, 
processors, farmers, and other producers 
have asked of us is that we give them 
legislation which will enable them to deal 
with reasonable certainty in the realm of 
prices. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to all Mem- 
bers of the Senate that recently I re- 
turned to my State, and the next day I 
went to my own home town, I asked 
some of those cattle feeders there whas 
they wanted and what was bothering 
them, I asked, “Why do you not have 
cattle in the feed lots?” They replied, 
“Why, we don’t know what the Gov- 
ernment is going to do from one day to 
another. One day corn is $1.02 a bushel. 
The next day it is $1.32 a bushel, and 
the next day the price is still higher, 
How can we operate under those con- 
ditions?” 

Mr. President, what is true with regard 
to the producer of meat is also true with 
regard to the producer of petroleum, the 
producer of milk, the processor, and the 
miner. The uncertainty of the effect of 
@ measure such as this will not result 
in maximum production, It will stymie 
production because of the confusion 
which will be bound to result in inter- 
preting the act. 

The Senate proposed to restore to the 
Nation that reasonable certainty with- 
out which there can neither be progress 
nor stability. But, the conferees took it 
back. They have said and proposed that 
we too shall say to the producers of live- 
stock, “you may have price control again 
on August 20; we do not know yet.” They 
have said and they propose that we too 
say, “Poultry may not be under price con- 
trol, but you, as a livestock producer may 
be controlled.” ` 

Mr. President, what do you think of 
that? Here is a man who buys feed, and 
who might engage in the production of 
milk, or who might engage in the pro- 
duction of beef. He is not controlled 
as to his poultry, but the man dealing 
in meat and the man who produces milk 
is controlled, in different areas, different 
segments of industry. It is proposed 
that we say, “However, probably, there 
will be no ceilings on dairy products or 
on feed; we do not know; but please go 
ahead and produce lots of hogs and beef 
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cattle, because we must have production 
in order to lick inflation.“ 

I will yield to any Senator who desires 
to speculate on the kind of answer such 
a statement would evoke from anyone 
concerned therewith. 

The joint resolution in the form in 
which it has been brought back by the 
conferees is the worst possible threat to 
production. How can it be called sound 
in the face of unanimous opinion that 
volume production is the real answer to 
preventing run-away inflation? It will 
be worse in this respect than the mon- 
strous control we have endured these 
past 12 months. We voted in the Sen- 
ate to correct this problem, and re- 
move this uncertainty. We must now 
reaffirm that conviction by turning down 
the report. 

So much has been said before this 
Senate in recent weeks and months about 
black markets that one hesitates to bring 
the subject up again. The almost cer- 
tain rebirth of widespread black markets, 
however, is unavoidably a major con- 
sideration in this matter. If we want to 
properly name the joint resolution, it 
should be called the “black-market ex- 
tension bill.” 

Extending the black market is exactly 
what it will do between now and August 


20. That is what it should be named, ` 


because when we control meat we are 
going along hand in hand with the black- 
market operators. The testimony before 
the committee, of those who know, is that 
80 percent of the meat handled up to 
June 30, 1946, went through the black 
market. That is understood. That is 
admitted. Yet what are we going back 
to with controls? We are not going back 
to legitimate competition. We are going 
back to dealing hand in hand with the 
black-market operators and are going to 
again promote wholesale disrespect for 
law. 

Before June 30, black markets had 
grown so bad in meats and butter—and 
previously they had been as bad or worse 
in poultry and eggs—that the United 
States Department of Agriculture was 
forced to begin open reporting of black- 
market prices in order to cover the mar- 
kets. 

Just think of that. That is an open 
admission by a department of the Gov- 
ernment of the black markets operating 
so extensively. 

This type of situation is bad, Mr. 
President, bad for public morale, bad for 
honest producers, bad for honest manu- 
facturers and processors. It breeds dis- 
respect for Government. It is dangerous 
from a public health standpoint. It 
breeds violation of income-tax laws. 
Above all, it penalizes directly all the 
virtues in business and among the public, 
which we must encourage in order to 
move forward toward a better Nation 
and a better world. 

How does a black-market operator re- 
act to regulations which are on one day, 
off the next, back on the next, and maybe 
off again the next, and with an ever-de- 
creasing force to control black-market 
operators? If he is human—and he is— 
he will figure that the chances are even 
greater than before not only that the 
public will keep him in business and pro- 
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tect him, but that OPA will not get 
around to catch up with him before the 
regulation is off again. 

Mr. President, in order to save time, 
because I do not intend to detain the Sen- 
ate a minute longer than is necessary, 
I should like to have printed in the REC- 
orp at this point a letter from the 
Grange, which I offered nearly 3 weeks 
ago. The Grange says we should decon- 
trol meat because law enforcement has 
broken down and is completely out of 
control. They conclude the letter by say- 
ing that anything that is completely out 
of contro] should be decontrolled in order 
to obtain respect for law on the part of 
citizens of the United States. I ask that 
the letter be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

THE GRANGE VIEW 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


DEAR SENATOR WHERRY: You have asked in 
regard to the position of the National Grange 
on the present Senate bill extending the life 
of OPA. You pointed out that the Grange 
recommended that unless the OPA could 
give Congress adequate assurance that it 
would adjust its price-ceiling program 80 
as to assure recognition of production costs, 
the agency should be abolished. 

You ask if “in the light of the failure of 
OPA to give any such assurance with refer- 
ence to meat, dairy, and poultry products” we 
would support abolishment of the agency, 
or would prefer to see its control over these 
particular products abolished. 

Our position in regard to the extension 
of OPA has not changed. We believe some 
types of controls should be continued where, 
because of war-created or other abnormal 
shortages, production has not yet caught up 
with demand. Where production is being 
hindered by controls, we believe in an early 
and orderly removal of those controls. 

The Grange had hoped that the Congress 
would develop a formula which would com- 
pel the OPA to comply with the spirit and 
the letter of the law and encourage maxi- 
mum production as the most effective means 
of combating inflation. No such provision 
has been included in the measure as it passed 
the House or has been reported to the Senate. 

We have sought assurances from the OPA 
of a price policy which would encourage 
rather than discourage production and have 
had no satisfactory assurances that such a 
policy would be followed. It is, therefore, 
our conclusion that Congress should remove 
from control those items: 

1. Where control has hopelessly broken 
down or is retarding production. 

2. Where the OPA has given no adequate 
assurance that it can restore workable con- 
trols. 

3. Where the black markets resulting from 
such break-down are resulting in unsanitary 
conditions or loss of needed products. 

4. Where producers are forced either to pa- 
tronize black markets or go out of business. 

In considering the amendment for decon- 
trol of livestock, dairy, and poultry products, 
we must forego wishful thinking and be real- 
istic. Conviction that controls on those 
items have hopelessly broken down should 
carry with it the courage to act decisively. 

Sincerely yours, 

ALBERT S. Goss, 
Master, the National Grange. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I real- 
ize that these remarks by me may be 
heard by someone who is encouraged 
thereby to go “black” on his operations. 
I hope, though, that it influences Sena- 
tors as statesmen to reassert their con- 
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sidered judgment that we must wipe out 
these black markets once and for all by 
insuring decontrol, instead of practically 
legalizing them by this weak and uncer- 
tain aproach. 

With respect to decontrol and recontrol 
there are other questions we need to have 
answered for us here by the gentlemen 
who bring back this report for adoption. 
At what levels will price ceilings be put 
back on? What will be the timing of 
recontrol in the various channels of dis- 
tribution? It takes 2 weeks or more to 
fill up these channels. A great host of 
small dealers in meat, grain, butter, eggs, 
and countless other commodities now 
own high-priced inventories. Are we to 
slap roll-back prices on them and force 
them to go bankrupt in order to absorb 
the inventory losses? Sure, some of them 
made inventory profits, but we do not 
know who they were. Are we going to 
entertain claims against the Govern- 
ment for all the small cooperative grain 
elevators in the corn and wheat States? 

And what about subsidies? Do we go 
back to milk and meat subsidies? If so, 
at what rates? If we do not plan to do 
so, why do we provide a billion dollars? 
Last year we, here in Congress, practical- 
ly set the subsidy rates, and thereby re- 
moved a major uncertainty. This new 
proposal does neither. It does not get rid 
of subsidies, although definite proof is be- 
fore us that subsidies are false economy, 
and do not encourage production. 

Frankly, I do not know what this re- 
port calls for in respect to these matters. 
I do not think producers will know, and 
I do not think that processors and deal- 
ers will know. In my opinion there can 
only be one set of results from our enact- 
ing a measure such as this into law. It 
will be the most serious demoralization 
and disruption of our agricultural econ- 
omy that any of us have ever known. 
Trade will be stagnated for an extended 
period. 

Beginning immediately no one will pur- 
chase goods they cannot be sure of selling 
before August 20, for fear of the inven- 
tory losses. And after August 20, the 
same condition will prevail as long as the 
Board delays action. Even if the Board 
acts promptly, it will take another 2 to 
3 weeks for the trade channels to fill up 
again. Thus, at a minimum we will have 
4 to 6 weeks of stagnated trade in our 
leading agricultural products. 

We have been so bombarded with 
scare propaganda on price rises in re- 
cent weeks that it is difficult for a lay- 
man to appraise properly just what has 
taken place. The broad outlines are 
clear, however. All dairy products have 
gone up to just about the amount of the 
subsidy. 

That is a general statement, and of 
course there are exceptions to it in lo- 
calities, there are exceptions to it in 
areas, but if the figures for the different 
areas throughout the United States are 
taken, and the price is averaged, it will be 
found that the general statement is ap- 
proximately correct. I do not want to 
say one thing in my remarks that is ex- 
cessive, in pleading for votes against 
the conference report. 

Butter, for example, was selling for 56 
cents a pound on the wholesale markets 
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at the end of June. The same wholesale 
price has settled off at around 69 cents 
during the last few days. This new price 
is less than the old price of 59 cents, plus 
the subsidy of slightly more than 14 cents 
a pound of butter. 

Fluid milk prices in most markets have 
gone up by just about the amount of the 
subsidy, including, in some markets, the 
subsidies to milk distributors. The pro- 
duction reports on butter are more fa- 
vorable than they have been for several 
months. Reports are coming in that 
butter is available in such markets as 
Boston and New York for the first time 
in many months. 

At this point I should like to insert the 
very latest figures, given to me by the 
Milk Producers Cooperative Association, 
which summarize the price today com- 
pared with what it was the last week in 
June, and summarize the price by areas 
throughout the country. If Senators 
will read this it will prove to them that 
the general statement I made about milk 
and dairy products is approximately cor- 
rect. 
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I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


EXHIBIT A 
Butter prices—Chicago, grade A (92 score), 
wholesale 
Cents 
per pound 
Bg he Se AAA 56.5 


Subsidy (butter equivalent of pay- 
ments on butterfat sold by farm- 


ers): 
6)Ubw Ä ARL 12. 0 
S i FIRE TS 14.4 


Total returns at wholesale: 
June (actual price plus subsidy). 68.5 
July (expected price plus sub- 


Source: USDA Market News Service. Sub- 
sidy calculations based on announcement of 
Office of Economic Stabilization. 


Exnursirt B 
Prices of milk to producers and consumers, June and July, 1946 


Market 


Nee 


te 2er 
S 


Subsidy rates 


————— 2 —— 


prices (de- 


Total returns to producers ke to homes) 


price plus|price plus 
subsidy) | subsidy) 


Cents per 93 Cents per | Cents per | Cents per 


quart quart 

4 9.2 9.0 9.5 18.0 
4 &8 9,2.) 19.4-9.7 18.0 20.5 
4 9.4 9.8 9. 5 16.0 18.0 
4 9.2 9.6 10.0 14. 5 16.5 
4 8.4 8.8 8.6 15.0 17.0 
4 9.2 9.6 19,4 17.0 19.0 
4 9.0 9.4 9.4 12.0 15.0 
4 9.0 9.4 9.4 14. 5 16.0 
4 8. 3 8. 7 9.2 ® ® 


1 Estimated, as minimum prices are not determined until after the close of the month by formulas. 
?Not available. 


Source: Reports of producers’ marketing associations. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, as I 
came into the Senate Chamber this after- 
noon an editorial was handed to me 
which came from the Daily Mirror of 
New York City. Ishall not take the time 
to read it, but it compares the OPA range 
of prices the last week in June, it gives 
the black-market range of prices on the 
same date, it gives yesterday’s priees, 
and it gives the prices on butter, sirloin 
steak, round steak, rib roast, chuck roast, 
veal rib chops, and a list of others. 

Let us turn to the first item, butter. 
In New York City the last week in June 
butter cost 67 cents a pound, if it could 
be procured. That was the fiction price. 
It could not be obtained. The black- 
market price was 95 cents. Yesterday’s 
price of butter in New York City—and it 
could be gotten—was 74 cents, and to- 
day’s price in New York City is 73 cents. 

The market report has just come in. 
Butter is pouring into the market every 
day. Every housewife in America knows 
that for the first time in 6 months the 
counters are filled with butter, and if the 
controls remain off the price of butter 
will go much lower than the black-mar- 
ket price or the OPA price that was in 
vogue the last week in June. 


The meat story should be familiar to 
all of us by now. I hope it is. I hope I 
have not worn out my welcome this after- 
noon. I have done my level best to bring 
this subject to the attention of the Sen- 
ate on numerous occasions, I come from 
the Middle West. Eighty-five percent of 
the people of Nebraska are farmers. I 
know that percentage does not hold true 
in all States; but a large percentage of 
the people in the Middle West are farm- 
ers. They produce meat, they produce 
milk, they produce the staff of life. There 
is no group on earth that works longer 
hours or harder and ‘receives less money 
for its labor than the group composed of 
the farmers. Do not ever forget that. 
If anyone does not believe so let him go 
out and operate a farm. He will get up 
earlier in the morning than most of our 
Government workers do and stay on the 
job much later at night. He will spend 
less time in bed and on holidays than do 
Government workers, I make that state- 
ment conservatively. People in the city 
of Washington have little conception of 
what a farmer has to go through in the 
raising of a crop. The Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Witey] placed in the 
Record several days ago a statement to 
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the effect that the man who produces 
milk, who enables it to be brought to 
everyone’s door, who feeds and milks his 
cows, receives for all his work about 53 
cents an hour. Yet we complain about 
the price of milk. 

Mr. President, I am interested in meat, 
because I am interested in those who pro- 
duce meat. I am also interested in the 
consumer, because if we can obtain maxi- 
mum production we can lick inflation, 
and we can get meat for the consumer 
cheaper than he will ever get it under 
OPA. Oh, if I could simply get that fact 
over to the country. If it could be pro- 
claimed over the radio. But what do we 
get? We get poisoned propaganda that 
prices are skyrocketing, that they have 
risen to new heights today in the central 
markets. That is all fear propaganda. 
We have fear peddlers everywhere 
preaching the scare propaganda.. 

Mr. President, a few moments ago I 
said I would not read an editorial which 
I have from the New York Mirror. I 
shall now ask the Senator’s indulgence 
and patience, and shall read the edi- 
torial, because if fits right in with the 
matter I have just discussed. 

The Phony Prophets. 


That is the headline in an editorial in 
the New York Daily Mirror of Wednes- 
day, July 24, 1946. 

The American people belied the prophets 
of doom after President Truman vetoed the 
first revised OPA bill. 

Prices did not spiral. They went up, with 
few exceptions, only in the amount of sub- 
sidy removed. 


How I wish the people would under- 
stand that when subsidies are taken off, 
naturally the price must go up the 
amount represented by the subsidy. 
That is all there is to that. If we have 
had to pay more temporarily for our 
meat or butter, it was because we have 
had to absorb the subsidy which was for- 
merly paid by the Government. But the 
price did not rise. What happened was 
that the subsidy was withheld and the 
consumers paid it directly; that is all. 

Prices did not spiral. They went up, with 


few exceptions, only in the amount of the 
subsidy removed. 

The American people did not go on an 
“inflation spree.” 

The American storekeeper did not gouge 
his neighbors and customers. 

Buyer and seller behaved with admirable 
self-restraint. They gave the laugh to Red- 
inspired ‘“‘buyers’ strikes.“ 

The angry warnings of the President, the 
breast beating of Chester Bowles, the scream- 
ing of the Communists and sii! stooges 
seemed pretty silly. 

This is the Daily Mirror of New York 
City. 

The Truman administration's score for 
wrong guesses remained perfect. Remember 


when it guessed there would be 8,000,000 to 
10,000,000 unemployed? 


Do Senators remember that? We had 


to pass an unemployment bill immedi- 
ately, right away, without any delay. 


CEILING WAS JUST A WORD 
Food prices during the past year were not 


‘the published ceiling prices. 


By one device or another, the black mare 
kets prevailed. 
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Without exception, food prices in New 
York yesterday were under black-market 
prices. They were higher than the ceiling 
price, which was always unrealistic. 


I call them “fiction prices.” 

Ceilings, particularly as regards meats, 
produced a nominal price for an unobtain- 
able commcedity. 

But goods were plentiful in the black 
market. 

If to the ceiling is added the subsidy, 
which was paid out of taxes and is realis- 
tically part of the price, the cost of foods, 
particularly meats and dairy products, was 
always higher than the OPA ceiling price. 

Yesterday, these were typical prices, as 
published in the New York Sun’s box score. 


Butter 67 cents under OPA the last 
week in June. The price in the black 
market was 95 cents. -Yesterday’s price 
74 cents. Today's price 73 cents. 

Sirloin steak. The consumers can get 
sirloin steak now for the first time in 
6 months. Sirloin steak. OPA price— 
and this is the fiction price, when con- 
sumers could not even get a mouthful 
of meat—the range was 40 to 46 cents. 
The black market price—oh, meat could 
be gotten on the black market all right— 
the price range was 95 cents to 81.25. 
Yesterday’s prices 63 cents. I am quot- 
ing from the Daily Mirror of New York 
of today. Sirloin steak, today’s price 55 
cents a pound. 

Round steak, 40 cents to 46 cents un- 
der the OPA for the last week in June. 
The black market price $1. Yesterday’s 
price 49 cents. Today’s price 49 cents. 

Rib roast. The OPA price the last 
week in June, 32 cents to 36 cents. The 
black market price 90 cents to $1.10. 
Yesterday's price 45 cents. Today's price 
45 cents. 

Chuck roast. OPA price, 27 cents to 
32 cents. The black market price range 
85 cents to $1. Yesterday’s price 38 cents, 
Today’s price 45 cents. 

Ground beef—Senators know what 
that is. I have had a great deal of it in 
the last 6 months or a year. OPA price 
28 cents. Black market price 75 cents to 
$1. Yesterday’s price 35 cents. Today’s 
price 40 cents. 

Veal loin chops: OPA price 41 cents— 
when it could be obtained. Black mar- 
ket price 85 cents to 95 cents. Yester- 
day’s price 55 cents. Today’s price 60 
cents. 

Veal rib chops. OPA price the last 
week in June, 38 cents to 43 cents. Black 
market price 80 cents to 95 cents. Yes- 
terday’s price 47 cents. Today’s price 
52 cents. 

This is from the editorial published 
in today’s issue of the New York Mirror. 
I continue to read the editorial: 

What was the reason? 

No matter how one looks at it, this does not 
represent a spiral inflation. It does not rep- 
resent gouging. It does represent self-re- 
straint. 


I agree with that statement thor- 
oughly. 

It also proves that two economic laws were 
functioning truly: The law of supply and de- 
mand and the law of diminishing returns. 

OPA “liberal” and communistic— 

This is printed in bold type. 


OPA, “liberal” and Communist propaganda 
was designed to frighten the American peo- 
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ple into believing that a run-away inflation 
was actually occurring. 
This was a lie! 


I am quoting, Senators, understand, 

Government spending and Government 
borrowing plus increased wages without in- 
creased production are the causes of such in- 
flation as is present in our economy today. 

Passing of the “denatured” OPA bill won't 
cure it. 

What it will do is secure some 34,000 OPA 
bureaucrats in their jobs for another year— 
to continue the process of Government 
spending and Government borrowing! 


That is the end of the editorial from 
the Daily Mirror of New York, today’s 
issue. 

Mr. President, as I have said, the meat 
story should be familiar to all of us by 
now. Receipts of cattle and hogs at the 
principal markets have been unusually 
heavy and a full variety of the different 
cuts of meat have become available to 
consumers in the eastern markets during 
the last week or so for the first time in 
several months. 

Everyone is quite agreed on that. 
Every time one passes a grocery store he 
sees great big streamers saying “Beef to- 
day.” “Veal today.” Everyone has to 
agree that today we have meat on the 
meat counters. That was not the case 
under OPA. 

Naturally there has been some inde- 
cision and preliminary uncertainty with 
respect to prices. No one knew just how 
much meat consumers would buy or what 
prices they would be willing to pay after 2 
or 3 years of subsidized prices and wholly 
inadequate supplies. 

There is evidence in the last day or two 
that prices are settling off with trade be- 
coming more normal every day. Itis not 
at all unreasonable that there has been 
some degree of price fluctuation during 
this trial period of free markets. I ad- 
mit that. I believe that the facts will 
show that livestock producers, the meat 
industry, and the public have demon- 
strated a statesmanlike attitude during 
these last 3 weeks and have demonstrated 
that the black markets can be licked 
quickly and effectively and that honest 
people can buy honest grades of meat at 
honest prices if livestock and meats are 
left free of control. I think the last 3 
weeks have demonstrated the correctness 
of that statement. Senators must re- 
member that we have a wheat crop of 
1,100,000,000 bushels. The Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. REED] is my authority for 
that figure which he has received from 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. REED. One billion one hundred 
and forty-five million bushels. 

Mr. WHERRY. One billion one hun- 
dred and forty-five million bushels, which 
is the second largest wheat crop in the 
history of the United States. The esti- 
mate released a few days ago by the De- 
partment of Agriculture is that the corn 
crop will reach a figure in excess of 3,- 
000,000,000 bushels. 

Mr. REED. Three billion four hun- 
dred and seventy-five million bushels. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
I do not want to make an extravagent 
statement. It is 3,000,000,000—— 

Mr. REED. Three billion four hun- 
dred and seventy-five million bushels. 
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Mr. WHERRY. I did not want to give 
any New Deal figures to the Senate. 
Three billion and how many million? 

Mr. REED. Three billion four hun- 
dred and seventy-five million bushels. 

Mr. WHERRY. Three billion four 
hundred and seventy-five million bushels 
of corn. That I believe is the second 
largest corn crop in the history of the 
United States. 

Mr. REED. It is the largest crop we 
have ever had. 

Mr. WHERRY. My statement is sub- 
ject to change without notice. I will 
revise my statement and say it is the 
largest corn crop we have had. 

Mr. REED. And one and one-half bil- 
lion bushels of oats. 

Mr. WHERRY. One and one-half bil- 
lion bushels of cats. God has blessed us. 
We have tremendous crops of wheat, 
corn, and oats, and we have feed. There 
is no shortage of feed. We have 10,- 
000,000 more cattle than the average for 
the 10-year prewar period. Is it not a 
pity that we cannot feed them the grain 
and give the people the meat? That is 
all there is to it. If the Senator from 
Ohio means what he says—and I am sure 
he does—there is no excuse in the world 
for not decontrolling meat. The surplus 
is here; the feed is here. Why hang on 
to controls? Why control meat? Why 
cause black markets? I appeal to Sen- 
ators. That is not the American way. 
Let us get rid of controls when there is 
a surplus. Let us use the feed. It is 
here. There is nothing to worry about. 
If we will do as we have been doing for 
the past 3 weeks, my prediction is that 
there will be a wholesale—and wholesale 
means more than retail; it means unus- 
ual liquidation of cattle. The counters 
will be full of meat. That will be the 
quickest way to get prices down to meet 
the family income. The best feature 
about it is that we shall have meat, and 
we did not have it under OPA. 

On the whole, it is highly significant 
to me that the editorial policies of most 
of the newspapers have shown a gradual 
shift in the past few days toward a feel- 
ing that these important food products 
should be left free of control, not as an 
experiment, but because producers and 
distributors have proved during the past 
22 days that they can and will operate 
in the public interest if they are free from 
the entangling and burdensome restric- 
tions and uncertainties imposed by sub- 
sidies and price ceilings. 

I believe that is a statement that meets 
with general acceptance. There is no 
doubt about it. We have demonstrated 
it. It has been my position since I be- 
came a Member of the United States 
Senate that under the Price Stabilization 
Act the way to combat inflation was to 
get maximum production. It has been 
demonstrated in the past 3 weeks that we 
can get maximum production when the 
price impediments which have been im- 
posed under the Bowles price-fixing pro- 
gram are removed. Certainly if we can 
retain all the advantages in the way of 
greater production with less Government 
expenditures for subsidies and more ade- 
quate supplies, which we have had in the 
past 3 weeks, then we should continue 
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without price ceilings and give the farm- 
ers, the processors, and the American dis- 
tributors their chance under a free en- 
terprise system to help combat infla- 
tionary forces. That is the tried and 
true American way. 

To keep faith with agriculture and ag- 
ricultural industry the Senate must voice 
its firm disapproval of the hodge-podge 
of uncertainty which is presented to us 
today in the form of a conference sur- 
render—not a compromise, but a sur- 
render. It settles none of the problems 
which have been of such serious concern 
to us, and leaves those most affected by 
price regulations in a greater state of 
uncertainty than they have been at any 
time since OPA was started. I sincerely 
hope that those who joined with me in 
voting for the exemption amendments 
on the floor of the Senate 2 weeks ago will 
stand by their convictions and refuse to 
approve the conference report. 

With respect to the so-called Wherry 
amendment, it is not pride of authorship 
which prompts me again to call it to the 
attention of the Senate. I ask that the 
simplicity of the Wherry amendment be 
considered in contrast to the magnificent 
compendium of averages proposed in the 
conference report, and which take the 
place of subsection (t) of the original 
Wherry amendment. 

The legislation which this body au- 
thorized used the calendar or fiscal year 
1940 as the base period for the structure 
of the prices authorized for the next 12 
months. One of the reasons for selecting 
1940 as the base period was that in that 
prewar year, when competition existed at 
all levels of our economy, discounts and 
mark-ups prevailing at every level were 
competitively established, and it was gen- 
erally recognized that prewar discounts 
and prewar mark-ups, having been com- 
petitively established, were not inflation- 
ary and would not be inflationary in 
the future. But the conferees propose 
that we abandon that standard in a 
tremendous realm of price control and 
that we sanction the very evil which 
was practiced when Chester Bowles 
brought the Nation to the economic chaos 
with which we are now obliged to cope. 

I referred to cost absorption in my 
opening remarks. If Senators believe 
that cost absorption is not advocated by 
the conferees, I assure them that they are 
misled and beguiled. 

Paragraph (t) provides: 

In establishing maximum prices applicable 
to wholesale or retail distributors, the Ad- 
ministrator shall allow the average current 
cost of acquisition of any commodity, plus 
such average percentage discount or mark-up 
as was in effect on March 31, 1946. 


With respect to Chester Bowles’ cost 
absorption theory I quote from exhibit 
D. Exhibit D shows that there were 514 
price increases from December 31, 1945, 
to and including June 30, 1946. Of those 
514 increases, 302 had to be completely 
absorbed by the little retailer, the corner 
grocer, the baker, and candlestick maker 
throughout the country. There were 
also partial absorptions of price increases. 
What do we do when we establish the 
date of March 31, 1946? While it is true 
that we permit current costs, yet we 
freeze the mark-ups, with those absorp- 
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tions in them. That means, for example, 
that furniture dealers who get their fur- 
niture from Michigan and other North- 
ern States or from Southern States must 
absorb 12 percent of the cost. That is 
frozen in the 1946 price list as of March 
31. If we had gone back to 1940, it would 
not have been frozen. 

For the first time the Congress is au- 
thorizing the cost absorption program and 
policies of Chester Bowles, which we have 
never previously authorized. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Record at this point the 
table known as exhibit D. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Summary of cost absorption required by 
OPA of retailers 
GENERAL PRICE INCREASES PERMITTED 
MANUFACTURERS 
Apr. 22, 1942-Dec. 31, 1948 268 
Jan. 1-Apr. 17, 1946 
Apr. 18-June 30, 1946 


prua 


TOTAL ABSORPTION OF INCREASES 
REQUIRED OF RETAILERS 


1. Apr. 22, 1942-Dečċ. 31, 1945. 201 
2. Jan. 1-Apr. 17, 1946——- 70 
3. Apr. 18-June 30, 1946_........-..... 31 
. 2 S SAn 302 
INSTANCES WHERE COST ABSORPTION 
WAS NOT REQUIRED 
1. Apr. 22, 1942-Dec. 31, 1945 14 
2. Jan. 1-Apr. 17, 1946 5 
3. Apr. 18-June 30, 1946——— 31 
„ ee 
PASS THROUGH TO CONSUMER OF 
DOLLAR INCREASES IN PURCHASE 
cost 
1. Apr. 22, 1942-Dec. 31, 1945. 36 
2. Jan. 1-Apr. 17, 1946. 16 
3. Apr. 18-June 30, 1946. 52 


PASS THROUGH TO CONSUMER OF LESS- 
THAN-DOLLAR INCREASES IN PUR- 
CHASE COST 


1. Apr. 22, 1942-Dec. 31, 1945. 17 
2. Jan. 1-Apr. 17, 1946. 21 
3. Apr. 18-June 30, 19462 17 

Waun . ee abe 55 


JULY 11, 1946. 


Mr. WHERRY. To approve the pro- 
vision as it is now written in the joint 
resolution would be to perpetuate the 
evils of cost absorption and give legisla- 
tive sanction to the continued disrup- 
tion of the distributor segments of our 
economy. When Senators go to various 
towns and meet the retailers they will 
find that Congress will be blamed for 
authorizing for the first time the cost 
absorption policy throughout the whole 
United States. 

As I previously stated, this is not a 
price stabilization act. It is a profit con- 
trol act; and the Congress never in- 
tended it to be such. We shall again be 
confronted with the spectacle of all busi- 
ness being obliged and compelled to find 
means to evade and avoid the applica- 
tion of such folly. This will further tend 
to destroy respect for law, which is the 
foundation of a sound American society. 
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If I may return to the prices of meat 
as of today, certain information has just 
been handed to me. This information 
comes from a compilation of figures 
from the American Meat Institute and 
the Department of Agriculture. This 
table shows today’s prices on all classes 
of beef on the hoof, the feeder realiza- 
tion, and the percentage change as com- 
pared with the last week of June 1946, 
under OPA price control. 

With respect to choice steers, from 
1,100 to 1,300 pounds, the average price 
on July 22 at the 12 principal markets 
was $23.50 a hundred. Those cattle fur- 
nish the best meat that can be obtained. 
We are not getting many of them today. 
Senators will have to take my word for 
that. According to the figures of the 
Department of Agriculture, for last year 
the percentage of prime cattle sold in 
the market was 14 percent. Bear that in 
mind. Those are the double A cattle, 
the choice steers, the prices of which hit 
the top. Those are the prices about 
which the fear peddlers are talking. 
The Department of Agriculture did not 
have the figures for this year. That 
class of cattle, constituting only 14 per- 
cent of all the cattle sold in the 12 prin- 
cipal central markets last year, the 
double A prime grade, brought an aver- 
age price on July 22 at the 12 principal 
markets of $23.50 a hundred. The feeder 
received a subsidy of 50 cents a hundred. 
The processor got a subsidy of $4.50, but 
the feeder received only 50 cents. So if 
we subtract 50 cents from the price of 
$23.50 on July 22, the feeder realized $23 
on the average, for 14 percent of all cattle 
sold, if the percentages are the same as 
for last year. 

How does that compare with the price 
for the last week in June? The average 
price during the last week in June for 
that class of cattle which, as we know, 
were not on the market, was $17.80. In 
percentage, that represents an increase 
of 29 percent, on only 14 percent of all 
the cattle sold. 

The next grade is what are called good 
to choice. Last year this class consti- 
tuted 31 percent of all the cattle sold. 
That is where we get the good steaks 
which we take home. On Monday, July 
22, the average price for that 31 percent 
of cattle sold on the 12 markets was $19. 
The subsidy was 50 cents, so the feeder 
realized $18.50. 

What was the average price under the 
Bowles system?—$17.12. So actually 
there is an increase of only 8 percent on 
31 percent of the meat sold on the meat 
counters of the country. That is an 8- 
percent increase. It is only eight-tenths 
of 1 cent a pound. That is all the in- 
crease there has been in the price re- 
ceived by the men who have fed the 
cattle. I wish the Senate to understand 
that. 

Medium grade cattle constitute 27 per- 
cent of the total number of cattle graded. 
They are classed as the commercial 
grade. That is where we get the lower- 
grade cuts of beef, and that grade con- 
stitutes 27 percent of the total supply 
that is graded. 

On Monday, July 22, at the 12 princi- 
pal markets the price was $15.25 a hun- 
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dred. The subsidy was 50 cents. The 
feeder realized $14.75. Now let us con- 
sider what the average price under 
Bowles was. It was $15.12. So this price 
is a decrease in the amount of 2 percent 
for 27 percent of the meat that is sold on 
the hoof today. 

What about the Common grade of 
meat—and many of us are eating 
Common-grade meat today, regardless 
of whether we know it. On Monday the 
price was $13. There is no subsidy on 
that class of meat, so the feeder realized 
$13. The average price under Bowles 
was $13.78. So there has been a de- 
crease of 5 percent from the Bowles price, 
as compared to the price on last Mon- 
day. Some persons have said that the 
prices on meat are skyrocketing, but 
there is a comparison of the prices on 
all grades of beef. 

Mr. WILEY. And 80 percent of it 
was sold on the black market, under the 
Bowles system. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin for that comment, 
which is entirely correct. Of course, I 
am comparing present prices with the 
theoretical price under Bowles. But if 
we Wish to make the actual comparison, 
as the Daily Mirror did, we should com- 
pare present prices with the black- 
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market prices, because last year 80 per- 
cent of the meat was sold in the black 
market. So we must remember that 
when we consider the conference report. 

Now let us look at the market report. 
I have given the prices. I think this is 
arevelation. It shows that we now have 
what we were waiting for. This is the 
proof. Here is what is being done with- 

out price control. If I remember cor- 
rectly, one of the fine statements made 
by the senior Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. VANDENBERG] before he went to 
Paris was—although I cannot quote his 
exact words Let us have an experiment 
on meat.” I think he used the words 
“trial and error,” and he said, “Let us 
see whether we can decontrol meat.” 
So the Senate voted to do that. But 
now, under the conference report, we 
shall not have a chance to do it. It is 
obvious that under the provisions of the 
conference report, no one will be able to 
justify the removal of controls from 
meat. Under the report, it will not be 
possible to do that. 

Mr. President, I submit the compara- 
tive statement of prices, and ask that it 
be printed in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Prices of beef steers, heifers, cows at Chicago 


Dollars per hundredweight] 

Average of 
Monday, Feeder Feeder Percent | range week 

July 22 subsidy | realization | change ending 

June 29 

teers: 

Choice, 1,100 to 1,300 pounds $23.00 +29 817. 80 
Good, 600 to 1,100 pounds 18, 50 +8 17.12 
Medium, 700 to 1,100 pounds. 14.75 —2 15, 12 
Common, 700 to 1,100 pounds. 13, 00 —5 13. 68 


Heiſers: 


Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, 


Mr, President, what about the receipts 
of meat? I read from the market re- 
port. It shows that— 

Salable receipts at 12 markets for first 3 
weeks of July on cattle amounted to 771,000 
head, compared with 411,000 head, last 3 
weeks in June, and 552,000 in 1945. 


What do you think of that, Mr. Presi- 
dent? Yet we are told that meat must 
be controlled. We should give these 
people a chance to liquidate. 

The report also states: 


Calf receipts at 12 markets, same periods, 
as follows: 154,000— 


For the 3 weeks just ended, as com- 
pared with 103,000 under Bowles, and 
109,000 a year ago. 

Mr. President, rather than read the 
remainder of the report, I submit the 
entire report for printing in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Salable receipts at 12 markets for first 3 
weeks of July on cattle amounted to 771,000 
head compared with 411,000 head last 3 weeks 


in June and 552,000 in 1945. In other words, 
cattle receipts for first 3 weeks in July up 
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88 percent from last 3 weeks in June, and 
up 40 percent for comparable 3 weeks a year 
ago. Calf receipts at 12 markets, same 
periods, as follows: 154,000, 103,000, 109,000. 
In other words, calf receipts up 50 percent 
from last 3 weeks in June and up 42 percent 
from comparable 3 weeks in July year ago. 
Sheep receipts for same periods, 385,000, 
664,000, 414,000, off 42 percent from last 3 
weeks in June (marketings were encouraged 
by the ending of subsidies) and off 7 percent 
from comparable 3 weeks in July. Hog re- 
ceipts first 3 weeks in July amounted to 
930,000, compared with 313,000 last 3 weeks in 
June and 554,000 for comparable 3 weeks in 
July a year ago. In other words, hog receipts 
were up nearly 3 times, 197 percent from last 
3 weeks in June, and up double from year 
ago, 105 percent. 

Market supplies of cattle and hogs this 
morning continued to exceed substantially 
supplies for the comparable period of a year 
ago. Larger livestock receipts mean in- 
creased meat production, and increased meat 
production has resulted in the largest supply 
of meat available for consumers since last 
January, 

Salable receipts of livestock for the first 3 
weeks in July have shown tremendous in- 
creases over the last 3 weeks in June and the 
comparable 3 weeks in July 1945. During 
both latter periods impractical and unen- 
forceable price-control regulations were in 
effect. 
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Cattle receipts at 12 markets for the first 3 
weeks in July totaled 771,000 head, up 88 
percent from the last 3 weeks in June and up 
40 percent from the comparable 3 weeks in 
July 1945. Hog receipts for the first 3 weeks 
in July were at record levels for this time of 
the year, being nearly 3 times the receipts 
for the last 3 weeks in June, when OPA con- 
trols were still in effect, and more than twice 
the reecipts received at 12 markets for the 
comparable 3 weeks in 1945. 

Reinstatement of controls on livestock and 
meat may have the effect not only of drying 
up immediately these large supplies of live- 
stock coming to market but also discourage 
any future prcduction thus jeopardizing the 
meat situation for the spring and summer of 
1947 especially in view of the indicated all- 
time record corn crop of 3,500,000,000 bushels. 

A report on the livestock market this 
morning is summarized as follows: 

Cattle receipts at 12 important markets 
today amounted to 53,400 head, off 39 per- 
cent from the large receipts of a week ago 
but still 28 percent larger than a year ago. 
Receipts for the first three days at 12 markets 
amounted to 192,600 head, up 12 percent 
from the same three weeks of a year ago. 

The Chicago office of the USDA comments 
on the cattle market yesterday as follows: 

“The actual top on steers mounted to 
within 35 cents of the recent all-time record 
peak, as one load of Choice to Prime 1,177 
pounds. Iowa fed offerings commanded $26, 
These cattle stood head and shoulders above 
the average run of Choice steers as indicated 
by the fact that the next highest price was 
$25.35. Most Good and Choice fed steers 
and yearlings brought $21.50, including 1,025 
pounds, Yearlings up to the latter price. 
Common and Medium native and southwest 
straight grass steers in loadlots cleared un- 
evenly from $12.50 to $17.50, including 
Medium 950 pounds. Missouri offerings at 
$17 on which the best bid was $16.25 at the 
recent low point. Quite a few loads of steers 
fed grain on grass and grading Medium to 
Good found outlet from $18.50 to $21.” 

The cattle market opened active at Chicago 
this morning up 25 to 50 cents when com- 
pared with yesterday’s close. Early top was 
reported to be $26.25 per hundredweight . 
for only 7 loads of fancy cattle, which com- 
pares with an extreme top yesterday of 
$26 brought by one load of Choice to Prime 
fed steers and with the top of $26.35 paid 
last Wednesday. A large number of cattle 
are still selling at prices well below last 
week's peak, in spite of sharply decreased 
receipts. 

Receipts of calves at 12 markets this 
morning amounted to 12,400 head, off 19 per- 
cent from the comparable receipts a week 
ago but were 49 percent larger than receipts 
for the comparable Wednesday a year ago, 
Calf receipts for the first three days of this 
week were up 47 percent for the comparable 
three days a year ago. 

Sheep and lamb receipts at 12 markets of 
40,200 head, were off 22 percent from the 
large receipts on Wednesday a week ago 
but were 6 percent larger than the receipts 
for the comparable day a year ago. For the 
first three days of this week sheep and lamb 
receipts were off 11 percent from a week ago 
but were up 11 percent from the comparable 
3 days a year ago, 

Receipts of hogs at 12 markets this morn- 
ing amounted to 48,300 head, which were 34 
percent less than receipts for the large re- 
ceipts on Wednesday a week ago but were 
65 percent larger than receipts for the com- 
parable Wednesday a year ago. For the first 
8 days hog receipts have amounted to 
128,800 head, up 23 percent from the com- 
parable 3 days a year ago. 

Hog prices at the Chicago market this 
morning were reported steady 25 to 50 cents 
higher than yesterday's close, with a top of 
$22 per hundredweight. Sows, which now 
comprise one-third, or 40 percent of the 
supply, are also selling at 25 to 50 cents 
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higher prices, with a top of 620 per hun- 
dredweight. 

The effect of liberal increased supplies of 
all meats and consumer resistance to the 
extremely high prices charged by black-mar- 
ket operators is shown by the fact that upper 
limit quotations on the key New York mar- 
ket have dropped from $13 to $15 per hun- 
dredweight. The Government wholesale 
meat trade report today indicates that some 
in-between sales of beef on the New York 
market are under $1 to $2 per hundred- 
weight lower than yesterday. They report 
the supply of beef and veal very liberal, 
pork around normal but more than suffi- 
cient. Demand is very slow and prices for 
beef and veal and pork are weak. 


Mr. WHERRY. Now let us consider 
the situation as to hogs, which supply 
fats. The poor people need fats. They 
must have fats as a part of their diet, 
and they must get fats either from butter 
or bacon. Such meat is a necessary part 
of their diet. We find that for the 3 
weeks just ended, hog receipts amounted 
to 930,000 head, as compared with 313,000 
head for the last 3 weeks of June, and as 
compared with 554,000 head for the cor- 
responding 3 weeks a year ago. So three 
times as many hogs come in during the 
last 3 weeks as came in during the same 
3 weeks in the month of June, and yet 
we are told that meat must be controlled. 

I think the figures I have submitted are 
positive evidence that meat should be 
decontrolled. I think we should not wait. 
I think we should decontrol it now. I 
think the feeders of hogs and the feeders 
of cattle should have assurance from the 
Senate that it will not keep them in a 
state of confusion and in all this un- 
certainty. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. And remember 
that 80 percent was sold in the black 
market. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. President, as the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming said a short time 
ago, in Wyoming 50 percent of the lambs 
are contracted for now. So those people 
are not going to take the chance. There 
is plenty of grain and there is plenty 
of livestock. All that it is necessary to do 
is to bring them together, and meat will 
be produced. But the producers are not 
able to do that because of the impedi- 
ment of price control. 

Mr. President, I should like to have 
printed at this point in the Recorp fur- 
ther memoranda relative to the livestock 
and meat situation. 

There being no objection, the mem- 
oranda were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

MEMORANDUM FURNISHED BY AMERICAN MEAT 
INSTITUTE TO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, JULY 12, 
1946, REGARDING CURRENT LIVESTOCK AND 
MEAT SITUATION 
Market receipts of cattle at twelve of the 

principal livestock markets of the country to- 

day amounted to 17,300 head, which is about 
one-third smaller than the unusually large 
marketings of last Friday, but more than 
double cattle receipts for the corresponding 

Friday a year ago. 

A of the week, however, shows the 
total cattle receipts at the same 12 markets 
this week amounted to 277,000 head, which is 
87 percent larger than receipts at those mar- 
‘kets for a week earlier, 36 percent larger than 
the market supply in the corresponding week 
a year earlier, and almost twice as large as 
receipts in those markets in the same period 
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of the last week in June, which was the last 
week of the life of OPA. 

Even more striking is a comparison of the 
market supply for the 2-week period since 
price controls were eliminated on livestock 
and meats. Total cattle receipts at the 12 
markets for the first 2 weeks of July, which 
amounted to 425,000 head, was 53 percent 
larger than receipts at those markets in the 
last 2 weeks of June, and 19 percent larger 
than those in the corresponding period in 
July last year. 

The Chicago cattle market opened this 
morning slightly higher than prevailing yes- 
terday. The top this morning was $23.25 per 
hundredweight, for only 11 head. This com- 
pares with a top of $23 for the two previous 
days. However, since this price is paid for 
only an exceptionally small proportion of the 
total cattle market supply (frequently less 
than 5 loads out of a 100 or more loads), 
such exceptional sales should not be con- 
sidered as the real trend or level of the pre- 
valling cattle market because such quota- 
tions really are misleading as a measure of 
the cattle market. Most of the cattle sell 
substantially below this so-called premium 
level and cattle prices for most classes and 
grades at the end of this week were only 
slightly higher than prices prevailing at the 
end of the preceding week. 

The behavior of the cattle market during 
the past 2 weeks is about what would be 
expected in view of the abnormal and dis- 
located conditions that naturally prevailed 
after 4 years of artificial and restrictive 
controls imposed by OPA, and the substan- 
tially curtailed market supply of cattle avail- 
able in recent weeks, especially in the last 
2 weeks of June. 

As soon as more normal conditions are re- 
stored and the distributive pipe lines have 
filled up to reasonable normal levels, an 
orderly supply of livestock may be expected 
to be shipped to market and prices will be- 
come adjusted to such normal and natural 
circumstances. This situation, however, 
cannot be expected to happen instantly. It 
must take some time. 

The hog market yesterday reflected in- 
creased available supplies, especially for the 
heavier-weight hogs and sows. Although 
the market top yesterday at Chicago was 
$17.75, most of the heavier weights of bar- 
rows and gilts declined about 25 cents per 
hundredweight and sows were from 25 to 
50 cents lower yesterday than in the pre- 
ceding day. Approximately one-third of 
the hog marketings at this time of the year 
consist of sows. Some hogs were carried 
over unsold yesterday at Chicago. 

The hog market today opened stronger 
with an early extreme top of $18.25, but the 
more typical price was around $18. The 
top price at the beginning of last week was 
$18.50. 

Receipts of hogs today at the 12 mar- 
kets, amounted to 44,000 head, were sub- 
stantially smaller than receipts earlier this 
week, although larger than the market offer- 
ings on Friday a year ago. 

Total marketings of hogs for the current 
week at the 12 markets and also at a number 
of important market centers in Iowa and 
Minnesota were 52 percent larger than the 
market supply in the same period a week ago 
and 79 percent larger than the market supply 
in the corresponding period a year ago. Total 
hog marketings for the first 2 weeks of July 
at 12 market centers have amounted to 615,- 
000 head, which is double the market supply 
in the corresponding 2-week period a year 
ago, and almost four times as large as mar- 
ketings in the last 2 weeks of June—the 
period immediately preceding the demise of 
OPA. 

A spot check of retail meat prices as ad- 
vertised this week end in various cities of 
the country shows meat being offered at prices 
well below old black-market prices. For ex- 
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ample, consumers in Chicago were being 
offered rib roasts at 41 cents, sirloin steaks at 
49 cents, round steaks at 48 cents, and roasts 
at 35 cents and pork loin roasts at from 35 to 
87 cents. In St. Louis, top grade rib roasts 
were being offered at 50 cents. In Kansas 
City, hamburger was offered at 20% cents 
with lamb legs and rib lamb chops at 39 
cents and lamb stew at 25 cents. Phila- 
delphia had AA sirloin steak (bone-in) at 
49 cents, ham at 43 cents, and spring leg 


` of lamb at 45 cents. 


A forecast of the probable supply of meat 
for civilian consumption this summer, which 
was made recently by the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, may be of interest 
at this time. This review of the prospective 
meat situation reads as follows: 

“Supplies of meat for civilian consump- 
tion this summer will continue quite short 
of consumer demand at present ceiling 
prices. If the general level of food prices 
were to rise only moderately and controls on 
meat prices were removed, retail meat prices 
might be expected to rise sharply for a few 
weeks. By fall, when production increases 
seasonally, retail prices would be likely to 
settle to an average perhaps 15 to 20 percent 
above present ceilings. If subsidies to proc- 
essors-are removed, a substantial increase in 
retail prices would be necessary before any 
increase would be received by farmers. With 
tight feed supplies, meat production would 
not increase much from the rate expected 
under present prices.” 


MEMORANDUM FURNISHED BY AMERICAN MEAT 
INSTITUTE TO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, JULY 19, 
1946, REGARDING CURRENT LIVESTOCK AND 
MEAT SITUATION . F 
The free play of the natural law of sup- 

ply and demand, unincumbered by unneces- 
sary and restrictive price control regulations, 
resulted in sharp price declines in yesterday's 
livestock market, with the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture reporting a gen- 
eral cattle trade collapse” and hog prices 
dropping $3 per live hundredweight from 
the previous day’s top “in one of the sharpest 
price reactions in trade history.” 

The beneficial effect of increased meat 
supplies, coupled with strong consumer re- 
sistance to former black-market prices, is 
shown by the fact that upper limit beef 
price quotations in New York City, as re- 
ported by the United States Department of 
Agriculture, yesterday dropped $11 per hun- 
dredweight from the peak for good grade beef 
carcasses. The United States Department of 
Agriculture reports, in an early flash from 
the New York market today, that another 
$4 to $6 drop in wholesaler dressed beef 
quotations has occurred from yesterday's 
close. 

A spot check of retail meat prices, as ad- 
vertised in newspapers in different parts of 
the country yesterday, indicates prices to con- 
sumers were well below old black-market 
Prices. For example, consumers in Chicago 
were being offered ground beef at 35 cents 
a pound, beef short ribs at 25 cents, beef pot 
roast at 39 cents, bacon at 50 cents, and sir- 
loin steak at 49 cents. In Cleveland, pork 
loins were offered at 36 cents and beef rib 
roast at 40 cents. In St. Louis, newspaper 
advertisements listed rolled beef sirloin at 45 
cents, lamb stew at 20 cents, rib roasts at 42 
cents, ground beef at 39 cents, and whole or 
half hams at 49 cents. In Cincinnati, legs 
of lamb were advertised at 41 cents, sirloin 
steak at 47 cents, and hamburger at 33 cents. 

A report on the livestock market this morn- 
ing is summarized as follows: Cattle receipts 
at 12 markets today continued large for Fri- 
day, amounting to 24,900 head, up 53 percent 
from a week ago and more than three times 
the receipts for the same day a year ago. 
Total cattle supplies at these markets for 
the week were 25 percent larger than re- 
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ceipts a week ago and 77 percent larger than 
for the same period a year ago. This is the 
third consecutive week that cattle market- 
ings have exceeded those of the preceding 
week. This confirms the contention made 
right along that, with price controls removed 
from livestock and markets, meat would be- 
come increasingly available for American 
consumers, 

The extent of the collapse of cattle prices 
yesterday is summarized by the United States 
Department of Agriculture for the Chicago 
market as follows: Today's general trade 
collapsed. Even the top on Choice steers 
dropped to $25.65, with the practical top at 
$25. However, none of these steers had the 
beef yielding merits of the several loads at 
$26.25 and $26.35 paid Wednesday. Never- 
theless, it was a 50 cents to $1 lower market 
on Choice yearlings and weighty steers; with 
Common, Medium, and low-Good kinds not 
only $1 to $1.50 lower but many Medium to 
low-Good grassy and short-fed light kinds 
without bids at the close. Much of the same 
condition featured Medium and low-Good 
heifers; the supply that sold standing $1 
or more lower, with even strictly Good and 
Choice kinds 75 cents to $1 down. Average 
Choice heifers sold at $21.50 and high Choice 
mixed offerings stopped at $24. Strictly Good 
beef cows and heiferettes lost 50 cents on top 
of crumbling declines on Wednesday. But 
this proved to be a relatively small loss com- 
pared with the $1 to $1.50 break on cutters 
and common and Medium beef cows, a lib- 
eral proportion of which were without bids 
at the close. Most beef bulls dragged at $2 
lower prices than last week, with sausage 
Offerings $1.50 lower.” 

Cattle prices this morning again dropped 
sharply with most grades quoted from 50 
cents to $1 lower than the substantially re- 
duced prices prevailing yesterday. The early 
top on cattle in Chicago this morning was 
$24, which was off $2.35 from the extreme top 
paid here for a few head Wednesday. The 
Government also reports this morning that 
indications are that there may be a consid- 
erable hold-over of cattle today unless further 
price reductions occur in the market. 

Receipts of calves and sheep and lambs 
also were unusually large this week. Calf 
receipts were 18 percent larger than last 
week and 73 percent above a year ago. 

Hog receipts at 12 markets today amounted 
to 34,000 head, which is a reduction from 
last Friday but is 75 percent larger than 
Friday a year ago. The large salable supply 
of hogs today, however, will be augmented 
with a heavy carry-over from yesterday at 
a number of markets. At Chicago, 4,000 hogs 
were reported carried over from yesterday. 
Total hog receipts for the week were slightly 
smaller than the large receipts of the pre- 
ceding week but were more than double the 
supply for the corresponding week a year ago. 

Hog prices at Chicago this morning opened 
slow, steady with yesterday’s close, with sows 
selling about 50 cents lower. The top today 
at Chicago was $19.65 which compares with 
the top earlier this week of $22 per live 
hundredweight. The toboggan in hog prices 
yesterday was described by the United States 
Department of Agriculture as follows: “In 
one of the sharpest price reactions in trade 
history, hog values were off $1.50 to $2.50 
today. The comparison is with the general 
trading Wednesday. Even at the decline 
buyers refused to take all offerings and at 
the close approximately 4,000 hogs remained 
unsold carrying bids at least $2.50 or more 
lower. The practical top of the market 
dropped to $20 after having reached $22 on 
Wednesday, similar weight hogs had to sell 
late in the day at $19. 

The following table compares the price of 
the upper limit quotations for each grade 
of dressed beef at New York City on Thurs- 
day, July 18, with upper limit quotations 
for Friday, July 5 (largely representing prices 
charged by former black-market operators). 
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Beef carcass prices New York City 
Dollars per hundredweight, dressed] 


Upper limit quotations reported by the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 


These upper limit quotations, of course, do 
not reflect the selling price of the bulk of 
sales, but they do illustrate strikingly the 
extent of the slash of the black-market prices 
since price control was removed in the major 
meat consuming center of the country. 

The experience of the first 3 weeks with- 
out price controls on livestock and meats is 
convincing proof that a tremendous increase 
in supplies of meat is being made available 
on a much more equitable basis and at rea- 
sonable, competitive prices which are lower 
than black-market prices prevailing prior to 
the elimination of price controls. The in- 
dustry is well on its way to returning to 
stable conditions notwithstanding the fact 
that it had to recover from “famine condi- 
tions” prevailing at the time controls were 
eliminated at the beginning of the month, 
Meat distribution pipe lines, which were al- 
most exhausted in the closing days of price 
controls, had to be replenished. This takes 
time, but it is being done. 


MEMORANDUM FURNISHED BY AMERICAN MEAT 
INSTITUTE TO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, JULY 
22, 1946, REGARDING CURRENT LIVESTOCK AND 
MEAT SITUATION 
The market supply of both cattle and hogs 

today was somewhat less than for the com- 
parable day a week ago and prices were steady 
to moderately higher. However, marketings 
of cattle were still substantially larger than 
at this time a year ago and reports from large 
meat consuming centers indicate that the 
meat distribution pipe ines are being filled 
up and that there will be even more meat 
available for consumers this week than there 
has been in many, many weeks. 

Cattle receipts at 12 midwestern markets 
today amounted to 92,300 head, which is 
about 8 percent less than the receipts at these 
markets on Monday a week ago but 17 percent 
larger than the corresponding Monday a year 


ago. 

The Chicago office of the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture comments on the 
sharp drop in cattle prices on Thursday and 
Friday of last week as follows: “Augmented 
by a liberal carry-over from Thursday, bur- 
densome supplies of common, medium, and 
good grassy and short-fed steers and year- 
lings sold 50 cents to $1 lower than Thursday, 
when buyers could be found, but many loads 
and lots carried bids which suggested an even 
greater decline. The break, meanwhile, has 
operated to throw increased numbers of year- 
lings and typical two-way cattle with weight 
into feeder channels, but at prices $3 to $4 
or more lower than packers were paying for 
we same kind of cattle early this week, 

* œ Insofar as cows are concerned, a 
aa part of the sharp advance scored over 
the last 244 weeks has been all but wiped out 
in the last 2½ days. Many distress sales 
today were as much as $1 lower than Thurs- 
day with the general market on all grades 
$1.50 to $3 under the recent high time. Can- 
ners and cutters bulked at $7.25 to $10 and 
most common to low-good beef cows went at 
$10.50 to $14.50.” 

The cattle market opened at Chicago this 
morning at steady levels for steers and year- 
lings with cows 25 cents to 50 cents lower 
than at the close of last week. The early top 
was reported to be $24.75 per hundredweight 
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for a few loads of fancy steers which com- 
pares with $24.50 last Friday and with the 
extreme top reached early last week of $26.35. 
Only a relatively small number of cattle sell 
for these so-called top prices. Most cattle 
sell at much lower levels. 

Receipts of calves at 12 markets this morn- 
ing amounted to 18,600 head, up 4 percent 
from a week ago and up 59 percent from the 
same day a year ago. 

Sheep and lamb receipts at 12 markets aleo 
were up today, amounting to 60,200 head, 8 
percent larger than a week ago and up £9 
percent from a year ago. 

Receipts of hogs at 12 markets this morn- 
ing amounted to 34,200, off 29 percent from 
the market supply of last Monday and i2 
percent less than receipts for the comparable 
Monday a year ago. 

The early top on the hog market at Chicago 
this morning was 620.50, about $1 per hun- 
dredweight higher than the practical top of 
$19.50 paid last Friday, but still $1.50 per 
hundredweight below the top of $22 reached 
the early part of last week. 

In a review of the general market condi- 
tions for the week, the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture report for western 
dressed meats at New York indicated since 
July 1 outside prices (upper limit quota- 
tions) have dropped as follows: “Beef, $5 to 
$11 with good and choice grades off most; 
commercial to choice vealers, $6 to $11 with 
good and choice off most; commercial to 
choice lamb, $3 to $5 with gocd and choice off 
most; pork loins, $5 to $7; Boston butts, $4.” 

The Department of Agriculture concludes 
that “since the bulk of dressed meats have 
been selling at near or outside price ranges 
for many months,” average prices are con- 
siderably lower in spite of the price advances 
shown by the established meat packers. On 
Friday, last week, the Department of Agricul- 
ture reported another drop in the upper 
limit quotations for beef carcasses at New 
York City so that Choice beef by the end 
of last week had dropped $13 per hundred- 
weight and Good beef $15 per hundredweight 
from the peak reported on July 5 (and repre- 
senting the black-market price, at which the 
Department of Agriculture states, that the 
bulk of dressed meats has been selling for 
many months). This indicates that former 
black-market price levels are being effec- 
tively destroyed under free economy by in- 
creased volume and by resistance on the part 
of consumers. 

The situation at the week end proves that, 
without OPA controls, beef cattle, on which 
prices had been run up well above ceilings 
by black-market operators, are seeking rea- 
sonable levels, both in prices and supply. It 
also proves, as the meat industry has con- 
tended all along, that without the protection 
of artificial price barriers set up by OPA reg- 
ulations, black-market operators cannot com- 
pete with the established meat industry and 
its know-how in economical and efficient 
operation. 


Average weekly livestock prices at Chicago 


July Percent] June 
Item 280 change 29th 
Hogs: 
Barrows. and gilts: 
Good Choice, 180-200.] $21. 38 +43 | $14.85 
Good Choice, 220-240.| 21.25 + 14. 85 
Good Choice, 270-300. 20.95 +41 14, 85 
WS: 
Good Choice, 300-330_| 19. 63 +39 14.10 
Good Choice, 300-400. 19. 50 +38 14.10 
Good, 450-550........-| 19.38] +37 14.10 
Sheep and lambs: 
8 lambs, Good 
S 19. 50 +21 | 118.15 
Ene: ‘Good Choice. ..... 9. 00 +5| 28.54 


— —— EE SS — 
1 Plus price subsidy, $2, equals $18.15. 
3 Plus price subsidy, 81. equals 80.54. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am 

sorry to have taken this much time. I 
believe what I have said from the bottom 
of my heart. I want to help this admin- 
istration. I want to help get meat on 
the table. -I want to help the consumers. 
There is no politics insofar as my posi- 
tion is concerned. There is no selfish- 
ness about it. It has been demon- 
strated that the situation will be taken 
care of if the administration will give 
us just half a chance. 
. Now let us consider section 18. Re- 
member all the questions that have been 
asked about it. We recall the question 
which was asked by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Tosry], who ended 
his statement by saying that there will 
be a lot of headaches as the result of 
section 18. The question, “What will 
- happen under section 18?” is one of the 
$64 questions involved in this matter. 

We find that under section 18, the 
conferees are asking the Senate of the 
United States, as I think, to bankrupt 
every grain elevator in the United States. 

Mr. President, please note what subsec- 
tion (2) of section 18 provides. I read 
it: 

All regulations, orders, price schedules, and 
requirements under the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended— 


Except what, Mr. President? 
(except regulations or requirements under 
section 2 (e) thereof relating to meat, flour 
or coffee) 

Those three 
and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as amend- 
ed, which were in effect on June 30, 1946, 
shall be in effect in the same manner and to 
the same extent as if this act had been 
enacted on June 30, 1946. 


Mr. President, all the Senators who 
asked questions about what will happen 
to the men who have grain under con- 
tract just as soon as this conference re- 
port is signed by the President should 
realize that it will make it mandatory 
that the Price Stabilizer put into effect 
the prices which were in effect on the 
last day of June, under the OPA, and 
that those who have the grain must sell 
it at the legal price or else they will be 
black-market operators. Those persons 
will not have a chance to clean up. They 
will have to sell the grain and take a 
loss, if they are to keep within the law. 
That is exactly what the conference re- 
port will require. It cannot be inter- 
preted in any other way. 

Mr. President, in the face of the intent 
of the Senate, why should the Senate go 
back to the price levels as of June 30, 
1946, and the prices which were in effect 
on that day? The consequences of the 
enforcement of the provisions of section 
18 are so plain that no Senator requires 
any elaboration upon it. 

Insofar as the provisions of the pro- 
posed legislation require the Price Ad- 
ministrator to make any change in any 
maximum price, such provisions “shall 
not be deemed to require such change to 
be made before the thirtieth day follow- 
ing the date of enactment of this act.” 

In other words, after the conference 
report is agreed to, no one can apply to 
the Price Administrator for a change of 
price, for the conference report will pre- 
clude the Administrator from doing any- 
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thing about it before 30 days have 
elapsed. So the elevator men will not be 
able to obtain relief; they will simply 
have to sell at the OPA price which was 
in effect on the last day of June. 

What difference will a contract make? 
Of course, if someone has a contract 
which he will agree to maintain, and if 
title to the grain has passed and if the 
man who is subject to the contract will 
pay for the grain in accordance with the 
provisions of the contract, that will be 
all very well. But every grain operator 
and every small elevator man who bought 
grain at present prices will be compelled 
by the conference report, if it is enacted, 
to charge the legal price which was in 
effect on the last day of June 1946. Do 
not let anyone tell you otherwise, Mr. 
President. That is exactly what that 
provision of the conference report 
means. But our conferees would, never- 
theless, have the Senate of the United 
States roll back all prices to those which 
prevailed on June 30, 1946, except those 
relating to meat, flour, or coffee, as soon 
as the President signs this measure. 

It is contended by the attorneys for 
OPA that section 2 (e) of the original 
Price Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended, relating to meat, flour, or 
coffee, is put in this measure so that the 
subsidies will not be paid after June 30, 
1946, and that.that is the intention of 
this provision. But I ask anyone in the 
Senate Chamber whether this measure 
can be interpreted differently than the 
way I have interpreted it, namely, that 
the minute this bill is signed it will re- 
quire that all segments of industry so 
affected shall immediately comply with 
the regulations and the orders and the 
price ceilings that were in effect on June 
30, 1946. 

If anyone has a different interpreta- 
tion, he should be quite sure about it. 
It was said, “Oh, they can authorize them 
to change it. But the conference re- 
port authorizes the imposition of every 
order and price structure and regulation 
which was in effect from the last day of 
June. It authorizes the imposition of a 
great many regulations that I do not 
even know about. I shall not give my 
approval. The OPA shall not have my 
consent to restore every regulation which 
it previously had in effect on the 30th 
of June. I do not know what other Sen- 
ators will vote for, but what I have just 
stated is what will be done under au- 
thority of section 18 of the conference 
report. If that is not the intent, subsec- 
tion 2 (e), relating to meat, flour, or 
coffee should be stricken from the bill, 
and the Price Administrator should is- 
sue new regulations and new orders that 
comply with section 8 of subsection (e) 
of the proposed measure, so as to pro- 
vide that controls shall not be established 
on meat or milk or products related 
thereto until after August 20. 

Our conferees would, nevertheless, 
have the Senate of the United States, as 
soon as the President signs the bill, roll 
back all prices to those which prevailed 
on June 30, 1946, except those relating 
to meat, flour, and coffee. 

There is another reason why subdi- 
vision (2) of section 18 ought not to be 
incorporated into the law. 
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I am advised that the language of the 
subdivision may conceivably validate 
every OPA regulation which was then in 
effect, not as an OPA regulation but as 
a regulation which has all the effect of 
congressional enactment or congressional 
approval. 

Certainly the Senate has no such in- 
tention. It has never scrutinized all of 
such regulations nor does it have any in- 
tention of so doing. 

In conclusion, I wish to ask the Sen- 
ate if we are ever to get back to a free 
economy. Are we ever to get back? 
If so, when will we have decontrol? Will 
we have it next year? ‘There will be an- 
other emergency just like the one as- 
serted today. There will be the same 
inflationary forces at work then that are 
at work now, whether the Congress 
passes the present OPA measure or not. 
And whether they are at work then will 
not make any difference. The fact that 
we have had OPA off our backs for 3 
weeks does not in any sense counteract 
the inflationary forces which are at work 
today. The Nation now faces a $285,- 
000,000,000 debt, greater than we ever 
thought we could possibly carry. So 
long as the Government continues to de- 
preciate the value of the dollar infla- 
tionary forces will be at work. 

Mr. President, why do we want to be 
permanently regimented? Do we want 
to have shackled upon our backs a per- 
manent price-control program? Is 
America afraid to go back to her tradi- 
tional free-enterprise system? Have we 
not demonstrated that, without these 
price impediments, we can obtain maxi- 
mum production? Has it not been ad- 
mitted by all of us that if we obtain max- 
imum production it will be the best way, 
under a price-control program, to fight 
inflation? 

Mr. President, I conclude with the 
reading of an editorial. I am not sure 
from what newspaper it has come, but 
I should like to give the newspaper credit 
for it, and would if I knew its name. The 
editorial reads as follows: 


THE AGONY GOES ON 


A Senate-House conference committee has 
decided to prolong the OPAgony for an- 
other year, with remedies to ease the pain of 
its final demise. 

The measure is expected to get congres- 
sional approval this week. 


And I suppose it will receive it. 

President Truman is reported ready to sign 
it, reluctantly, as the best bill he can get. 

Paul Porter, the harried head of OPA, says 
a lot of damage has been done. He says 
many of the eggs in the price-control basket 
have been smashed. He says some of the 
eggs that have just rolled out of the basket 
can be recovered. 


Mr. President, if it is such a poor Price 
Control Act why do the OPA officials 
want it? Why do they want it if it will 
not do them any good? 

It is unfortunate that OPA is getting a new 
lease on life in any form. 

OPA died a Lazarus-like death June 30, and 
since then the good sense of American house- 
wives, the good sense of American business- 
men, and the forces of a free, competitive 
economy have operated—as they always do— 
to check and balance the markets. 


What a wonderful statement. The 
truth of it has been proven by the figures 
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which I have already read into the REC- 
ORD. 
I read the remainder of the editorial: 


Butter went down 4 cents a pound last 
week, Poultry fell off 6 cents. The black 
market virtually went out of business. 

Organized buyers’ strikes were a flop, ac- 
cording to a survey of the New York Times. 
But the shopping skill of housewives, coupled 
with the end of hoarding, was extremely 
effective, 

The housewife learned during the war how 
to turn to substitutes. She varied her fam- 
ily's fare with many beneficial, low-priced 
items. Her experience is a valuable family 
asset today and a potent weapon against 
inflation. 

Now the new OPA bill again will substitute 
artificial controls for the natural laws of 
supply and demand over much of the Na- 
tion’s economy. 

And we will probably have to go through 
the agony all over again next year—if, indeed, 
the habit of control-by-Washington has not 
by that time become permanently en- 
trenched. 

One thing, and one alone, as we see it, can 
cut the Nation free of all these controls: 
Production. 

Production such as we haven't had since 
war's end. 

Production which has been held back by 
strikes, greed, selfishness, ceilings. 

Sometimes one wonders what America is 
afraid of. America, the giant, lagging along 
like a pygmy. 

America worrying first about deflation and 
then inflation. 

America talking about depression when 
there is enough pent-up demand in our own 
country alone to keep every factory chimney 
spouting smoke for 5 years. 

America, afraid of its own strength. 

America, still toying with the phony idea 
of an economy of scarcity. 

America, suspicious of its mighty produc- 
tive capacity—when every other country in 
the world, including Communist Russia, is 
striving and straining to emulate our produc- 
tion methods. 

We hold in our hands the cure for all our 
economic ills—and we turn supinely to 
Washington. 

We cry for help. We cry for protection. 
And how the bureaucrats love it. How it 
puffs up their sense of self-importance. 

We need a new definitiomof freedom from 
fear. Freedom from fear of ourselves. 

We need a reaffirmation of faith and self- 
reliance. They were the virtues of our fore- 
fathers, They made this country great. 
Their opposites, fear and dependence, can 
drag this country down. 


Mr, President, I thank the Senate for 
the time which I have been allowed to 
consume. If any Member of the Senate 
wishes to ask me a question, I shall be 
glad to try and answer it. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the Senator that I 
think he has presented a very masterful 
argument in behalf of the viewpoint 
which he sustains. 

I wish to ask a question for my own 
information. The Senator has pre- 
sented figures respecting meat produc- 
tion and meat prices. Under the terms 
of the pending conference report, if a 
decontrol board honestly and sympa- 
thetically administered the proposal, 
would it not be the Senator’s conclusion 
that there would be no renewal of meat 
controls? 

Mr. WHERRY. First, Mr. President, 
I wish to say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Michigan that I appreciate his 
complimentary remarks. 
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In answer to his question, I may say 
that I believe the machinery necessary to 
control the situation is at hand. If the 
statute is honestly administered by the 
OPA, and if it views the situation in the 
light in which it has been presented, it 
will be compelled, under the formula, to 
decontrol meat. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Fermanently? 

Mr. WHERRY. Permanently, or 
within a 30-day period. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, again 
I wish to say that the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Michigan has placed his fin- 
ger on the crucial question. He did it 
this afternoon before any other Senator 
did it. I should like to have the honor 
of having done so myself. 

If we judge the future by the past, we 
will not obtain the kind of an admin- 
istration as that to which the Senator 
and I have referred. My theory is that 
the pending measure is a control meas- 
ure, and control will be in effect for an- 
other year. One more reason for it being 
in effect is that the OPA wants to pay 
subsidies because—well, I shall not say 
why. Senators can ‘igure it out for 
themselves. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. REED. I wish to say that I sub- 
scribe to the statement which was made 
by the able Senator from Michigan with 
respect to the magnificent and effective 
address which the Senator from Nebras- 
ka has made this afternoon. He has 
covered the subject completely and thor- 
oughly. 

I wish to inquire of the Senator from 
Nebraska whether in his opinion, with 
a 3,500,000,000 bushel corn crop almost 


assured, with a winter wheat crop almost 


harvested, with a spring wheat crop now 
being harvested, the aggregate of which 
will be 1,140,000,000 or 1,150,000,000 
bushels and with a billion and a half 
bushels of oats available for human food, 
animal feed, and for famine relief, there 
is the remotest need for the restoration 
of controls on grain? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I say 
to the distinguished Senator from Kan- 
sas that I wish to thank him also for his 
remarks. 

In my opinion, there is not the slight- 
est need for control of grain. I was in- 
formed recently by one of the top flight 
men in agriculture that if the controls 
had been left off, and the buying coun- 
tries were compelled to buy on the world’s 
markets instead of under ceiling prices, 
the only thing we would have to worry 
about in this country would be the plac- 
ing of floors under grain instead of es- 
tablishing ceiling prices by the 15th day 
of September. 

Mr. REED. I agree with what the 
Senator from Michigan has said. I 
agreed in a conversation with the Sena- 
tor from Maryland, who is on his feet, 
and who is one of the conferees who has 
done at least a conscientious job, that if 
the Decontrol Board provided for by the 
pending measure honestly administers it 
in good faith, it will probably be the best 
way by which to handle the problem. 
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I think the Senator from Nebraska 
will agree with that statement. But I 
ask him if there is a single page in the 
history of the administration of the OPA, 
and in any utterance of Paul Porter or 
Chester Bowles, which would give Con- 
gress any right to assume for a moment 
that the pending measure, if enacted in- 
to law, would be administered in good 
faith. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, in an- 
swering the distinguished Senator's ques- 
tion, I answer from my own experience. 
There is not. I just do not have faith. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? , 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. If the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Ohio were on 
the floor, I should be glad to yield to him. 
I am through with my statement, and I 
should be glad to give him an opportunity 
to ask me any question he desired to ask. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. We will all agree, 
of course, that we cannot draft any 
legislation which can be guaranteed to 
prevent malfeasance or nonfeasance. 
When the provisions in regard to the 
Decontrol Board were under considera- 
tion and were being drafted, we tried to 
throw every reasonable safeguard around 
the plan we could think of. We tried to 
insist that the Board should be an in- 
dependent Board. We endeavored to 
make such provision as would set forth 
unmistakably that principle, and, as far 
as possible for us to do in a legislative 
way, to lay down that requirement. 

Mr. WHERRY. I do not know whether 
the Senator was on the floor when I 
made my opening remarks, but I shall 
always believe to my dying day that when 
the conferees on the part of the Senate 
went into the conference, after the ex- 
perience we had had with the first bill, 
and after the instructions given the Sen- 
ate conferees, after the remarks made 
by the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
that the Senate conferees could not have 
kept meat decontrolled and milk decon- 
trolled, the Senate conferees should have 
come back to the Senate for further 
instructions. Furthermore, they should 
have demanded from the House con- 
ferees, because they had reached an 
impasse, that they take those two pro- 
visions back and have a vote in the 
House. If our conferees had done that 
and had then come back and said, it 
could not be effected, that it was not 
possible, that the House conferees voted 
the Senate conferees down, I would say 
our conferees had some justification for 
bringing this compromise measure back 
to the Senate. But they did not do that. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE, Of course, some 
things you can do in conference and 
some things you cannot do. We did 
suggest to the House conferees again and 
again that they go back and get an ex- 
pression of opinion from the House, but 
we were not in a position to demand 
that course of them. 

Mr. WHERRY. I fail to understand. 
If I had been on a conference committee 
and found that I could not retain de- 
controls, after the Senate had put them 
in by a vote of 2 to 1, and after it was 
the second bill we had sent to them, I 
would have come back for further in- 
structions, or resigned as a conferee. 
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Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, all 
those were, theoretically speaking, pos- 
sible actions, and it may be that a re- 
turn for fresh instructions would have 
been desirable. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is my opinion. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Wecould not, how- 
ever, demand that the House conferees 
go back, but we did insist on our own 
views. Then, when this Soard was being 
set up by law, we did try to see to it that, 
so far as possible, it would be an inde- 
pendent board, that the members would 
be men of high standing, men of inde- 
pendence, men who would be more or less 
independent, not connected with the op- 
erations in the past of the OPA. 

Furthermore—and I think this is a 
matter of considerable importance—we 
also tried to see to it that these men 
would have nothing else todo. If mem- 
bers of such a board, or any other kind 
of administrators, have general admin- 
istrative duties, and in addition have 
powers to decontrol or recontrol, it can 
readily be seen they have a combination 
of duties which causes some to be slight- 
ed or deferred in order of precedence. 
So we did see to it that these men would 
be charged with one thing only, that is 
powers of decontrol and recontrol. 

Let me ask the Senator from Nebraska, 
would the Senator have preferred that 
there be a roll-back of meat as of the 
date of the passage of the bill? I as- 
sume not. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to an- 
swer the Senator’s question. I am not 
in favor of a roll-back; I am not in favor 
of control of meat at all. I think that is 
what the Sendte conferees should have 
stood for, because the Senate voted 49 to 
26, nearly 2 to 1, that meat should be 
decontrolled. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE, I voted that way on 
the floor, and I voted that way in con- 
ference as long as I had a chance of suc- 
cess, 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator should 
have kept on voting that way. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. It was not possible 
to put over the Senate’s position, and we 
reached the stage when we decided on 
a disagreement. Possibly the thing to 
have done was to disagree and come back 
for instructions. But from my experi- 
ence as a conferee, when a bill comes 
back because of disagreement, no one 
knows what will happen, and therefore, 
whether our judgment was wise or not 
in seeking a return is a matter of risky 
speculation. We thought it our duty to 
try to get the best bill we could in con- 
ference. I happened to make the sug- 
gestion in regard to the 30 days, which 
later was changed to August 20, because 
that provided something of a turn- 
around period. Then, when we set up 
our standards, as we did, these standards 
are so definite and so far-reaching that 
no recontrol or decontrol board could put 
the controls back, if the conditions were 
met, unless they violated their oath of 
office. I think there is a considerable 
amount of weight to be attached to the 
fact the program laid down for the new 
board is a very specific one, going about 
as far as legislation could outline. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have a high regard 
for the Senator from Maryland. He did 
a good job, especially for poultry. The 
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vote to decontrol meat in the Senate was 
49 to 26. I will always believe that if 
the House conferees would not accept 
that, the Senate conferees should have 
had the House vote on it. If they had 
voted on it, they might have concurred, 
and it would not have been a subject for 
compromise. It was so far reaching, and 
we had had so much debate about it, 
there was such an understanding about it 
the last time we passed the bill, I think 
it was the duty of the conferees to come 
back to the Senate, if they could not get 
it agreed to, and ask for further instruc- 
tions, whether they should compromise 
or stand by the specific decontrols 
adopted in the Senate. 

Mr. President, I think I am absolutely 
sound in that position. If that is not to 
be done, what is the use debating a bill 
for 30 days, what is the use of taking the 
time of the Senate, if the conferees are 
going into the conference and wreck the 
bill? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Nebraska yield to the 
Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that when we passed the joint 
resolution we provided for recontrol? 

Mr. WHERRY. I will answer the Sen- 
ator from Ohio in this way: When we 
passed the joint resolution, there was a 
specific exemption for decontrolling meat 
and poultry, there was a specific exemp- 
tion for decontrolling milk and butter. 

Mr. TAFT. Let me read to the Sen- 
ator what the bill contained when it 
passed the Senate: 

Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture de- 
termines that an agricultural commodity 
with respect to which maximum prices have 
been removed is in short supply and that the 
yeestablishment of maximum prices with re- 
spect thereto is necessary to effectuate the 
purposes of this act, the Secretary, with the 
written consent of the Price Decontrol Board, 
may recommend to the Administrator, and 
the Administrator shall establish, such maxi- 
mum prices with respect to such commodity, 
consistent with applicable provisions of law, 
as in the judgment of the Secretary are neces- 
sary to effectuate the purposes of this act. 


When we had the bill before us on the 
floor of the Senate, I asked the distin- 
guished Senator from Kentucky whether 
in his opinion that applied to commodi- 
ties which were specifically decontrolled, 
and he replied that in this opinion it 
did. The Senator from Nebraska was 
here. No one raised any question as to 
that interpretation of the Senator from 
Kentucky. So that as a matter of fact 
the bill has always provided for recontrol, 
and the modifications made in the con- 
ference committee were not in fact sub- 
stantial changes in the effect of the joint 
resolution as it was passed by the Senate. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to say, just as 
forcefully but as courteously as I can, 
that the bill does not provide that; and 
I have just as much right to my inter- 
pretation as the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio has to his. There are two 
specific decontrols in the joint resolution, 
just as specific as decontrolling co‘ton is 
in it. I guarantee cotton will never be 
controlled. If the conferees had stood 
fast by the meat decontrol amendment 
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and the milk decontrol amendment, re- 
gardless of how the Senator may inter- 
pret it, they would never recontrol it un- 
der the joint resolution as it passed the 
Senate. That is my answer. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator says so, but 
it is not so. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have just as much 
right to my opinion as the Senator has 
to his. 

Mr. TAFT. It says agricultural com- 
modity with respect to which maximum 
prices have been removed“! 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; the Senator is 
trying to read in from another section. 

Mr. TAFT. “Is in short supply, and 
that the“ 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. The Senator is trying to read 
into the decontrol of meat, which was 
passed in the Senate by a 2 to 1 vote, a 
section which is outside of the specific 
decontrols. I do not care whether the 
Senator from Ohio or the distinguished 
majority leader interpret it that way or 
not. Every man who voted to decontrol 
milk and butter understood and voted to 
decontrol milk and butter, and Senators 
voted to decontrol meat, and the Sena- 
tor from Ohio knows it, and so does the 
Senator from Kentucky. I think it is 
a very poor defense now to back up a 
conference report by saying that there 
are not decontrols in the measure, re- 
gardless of the fact that we put them in. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. But I want 
to say another thing. We thought when 
we decontrolled meat we had it decon- 
trolled. We did not have it decontrolled 
2 all, according to the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. What are they going 
to do with this? How are they going to 
interpret this measure? How can they 
interpret an act about which the Senator 
from Ohio and the Senator from Ken- 
tucky do not even agree now? I guess 
they did finally®get together, but they 
did not agree on what the decontrol pro- 
visions were. How will they interpret 
it? They will do just what they want 
todo. The Board will do just what they 
want to do, and will do just what the 
President tells them to do. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I wish to say that I 
agree that the Senator’s last statement 
sums up the whole thing he has been 
discussing for 2 hours, that when all is 
said and done they are going to do ex- 
actly what they want to do in adminis- 
tering controls. 

Let me say to the Senator from Ne- 
braska that I have had letters on this 
subject from some of the ablest men in 
the United States, and I should like to 
suggest to Senators that in a period of 
30 days plans cannot be made which will 
produce the results which are necessary 
in the United States. There is not a 
man in this Chamber who would put his 
money into a production enterprise for 
30 days, not knowing what the Decon- 
trol Board and the Administrator of OPA 
are going to do. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is true. 
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Mr. HAWKES. Without even raising 
the question of good faith, I say to the 
Senate that the uncertainty represented 
by the language of this measure will 
retard production, it will injure the 
American people, and they will go right 
back to the same black market and all 
that we were in when we passed a bill 
which really meant something. 

May I go one step further and say 
while I am on my feet that I read to the 
Senate on the night of the vote on the 
last OPA bill the story of what happened 
in France in 1793 and 1794, when they 
even got to the point where they cut the 
heads off the citizens by the dozen, and 
there is a list of them in the Recorp, for 
going into the black market and refus- 
ing to produce and abide by the price 
regulations. I want to say to the Sen- 
ate that today at this minute a new bill 
is ready for introduction in the legis- 
lative body of France pronouncing the 
death sentence upon anyone who deals 
in the black market or who fails to abide 
by the laws in regard to the production 
and sale of foods and necessities of life. 
Think of that, Senators! They are back 
to the same thing again. And why are 
they back to it? Because they are fail- 
ing to obtain production through the 
control and the regulation of the 
individual. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. President; I have sent for the re- 
cord. I did not have it before me when 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
read what he said he thought was a pro- 
vision in the former bill to decontrol 
meat and milk. I wish to call the at- 
tention of the Senate to page 10, sections 
7 and 8 of the bill, which the Senate 
passed, I read section 7 as follows: 

(7) No maximum price and no regulation 
or order under this act or the Stabilization 
Act of 1942, as amended, shall be applicable 
with respect to livestock, poultry, or eggs, or 
food or feed products processed or manufac- 
tured in whole or substantial part from live- 
stock, poultry, or eggs. 

Section 8 is as follows: 

(8) No maximum price and no regulation 
or order under this act or the Stabilization 
Act of 1942, as amended, shall be applicable 
with respect to cottonseed, soybeans, or 
products processed or manufactured in whole 
or substantial part from cottonseed.or soy- 
beans. 


Section 9 makes the same provision 
respecting milk and food and feed pro- 
duced in the processing of milk. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I can realize that 
for the period of 30 days until August 
20 is a very short time. No one ques- 
tions that fact for a moment, but we were 
seeking to secure the best terms avail- 
able. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator asked 
me a question 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Let me suggest 
first 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator asked me 
a question and I will answer him now. 
What is proposed to be done will lead 
all the elevator men in the country to 
believe that they have until August 20 
to get rid of the grain at the price at 
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which they bought it. That is not what 
we have done at all. By section 18 there 
are put into effect immediately all the 
orders, prices and regulations that OPA 
had in effect in the last week in June, 
and that means that if today a man has 
grain which he bought at the price at 
which the Senator from Ohio said he 
bought it for, and the President signs 
this measure tonight, he will have to 
take the ceiling price of the last week in 
June until he gets relief and he can ob- 
tain relief in 30 days if I understand the 
procedure with respect to application for 
relief. So it will cause the elevator own- 
ers and the feed merchants to become 
involved in a chaotic market which will 
force many of them into bankruptcy. 

Mr. . Ido not follow the 
interpretation of the Senator. 

Mr. WHERRY. No two individuals 
would interpret the measure the same, I 
presume. There are 96 men in the Sen- 
ate who would no doubt interpret it in 
different ways. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. May I be permitted 
to comment for just a moment? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; I will be glad to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Much stress has 
been laid on the fact that the members 
of the Decontrol Board may not do their 
duty. How can we guarantee that they 
will do their duty? How can we guar- 
antee that any official in an adminis- 
trative cffice will always perform satis- 
factorily all of his duties? But what 
have we done by way of direction? We 
have set up standards, and we require 
findings of fact. It purely would not be 
within the caprice and the discretion of 
the Decontrol Board to do whatever they 
wanted to do, if in conflict with the 
standards set up and without the neces- 
sity for making of findings as to facts. 
If the members of this Board determine 
upon findings and follow out the stand- 
ards which are set up for them, then 
they must be doing what ought to be 
done. It does seem to me that it is very 
much better to require findings and to 
require standards than not to have any 
such requirement. That is what we have 
attempted to arrange for in this partic- 
ular matter. I do not see how, when we 
attempt to make provisions as to the 
performance of duties by public officials, 
that we can do better than set up stand- 
ards, require findings, or do otherwise 
then set forth requirements. What else 
can the legislative branch do? 

Mr. WHERRY. I will answer that 
question. Congress ought to decontrol 
meat and milk. We ought to tell the OPA 
officials that that is what they are to do, 
and not leave it up to them. The pro- 
vision in that respect should be made by 
statute. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I voted that way. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am not complaining. 
The Senator asked me the question, and 
I answered him. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. It was not possi- 
ble to secure full approval of the Sen- 
ate’s position. 

Mr. WHERRY. I think it was. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. That adherence to 
the Senate’s position was not possible if 
the conferees disagreed, and then no one 
could tell what would eventually result, 
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that is, whether the Congress would ever 
agree upon a bill, and, if so, what would 
be its provisions and what would happen 
to industry because of such delay and 
confusion. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I was very greatly in- 
terested in the Senator’s comments re- 
specting section 18, and it is with refer- 
ence to that that I desire to ask him his 
judgment. I note the language in that 
section: 

Sec. 18. (1) The provisions of this act shall 
take effect as of June 30, 1946, and (2) all 
regulations, orders, price schedules, and re- 
quirements under the Emergency Price Con- 
trol Act of 1942, as amended, and the Stabil- 
ization Act of 1942, as amended, which were 
in effect on June 30, 1946, shall be in effect 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
155 this act had been enacted on June 30, 
1946. 


I wanted to ask the Senator two or 
three questions to enable me to under- 
stand clearly his position. -Am I to un- 
derstand that the Senator construes the 
language I have read, particularly the 
reference to price schedules, to mean 
that if the conference report is approved 
and becomes law, the prices we will say of 
grain and of livestock and of poultry and 
of milk products which prevailed on June 
20, 1946, will go into effect immediately? 

Mr. WHERRY. That is my under- 
standing of the conference report. 

Mr. DONNELL. That leads me to the 
further question. Back on page 4 of the 
report, paragraph 8, subparagraph (A) 
contains the following language: 

(8) (A) No maximum price and no regu- 
lation or order under this act or the Stabili- 
zation Act of 1942, as amended, shall be ap- 
plicable prior to August 21, 1946, with respect 
to livestock, milk, or food or feed products 
processed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from livestock or milk; with 
respect to cottonseed or soybeans, or food or 
feed products processed or manufactured in 
whole or substantial part from cottonseed or 
soybeans; with respect to grains for which 
standards have been established under the 
United States Grain Standards Act, as 
amended, or any livestock or poultry feed 
precessed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part therefrom. 


The question I wish to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nebraska is 
this: Obviously there appears to be a 
conflict between the two sections. Sec- 
tion 18 would seem to put into effect all 
price schedules in effect June 30, 1946. 
On the other hand, the section I have last 
read would indicate, as I have quoted 
from it, very clearly that no maximum 
price and no regulation or order under 
this act or the Stabilization Act of 1942, 
as amended, shall be applicable prior to 
August 21, 1946. 

Now I want to ask the Senator, Is it 
not a general rule of statutory construc- 
tion that a court will endeavor to harmo- 
nize all portions of the act? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Would it not be true, 
therefore, that it would be a permissible 
construction for the court to hold the 
language in section 18 to be a generaliza- 
tion, and the portion on page 4 to be a 
particularization, to quote substantially 
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from my distinguished friend the Sen- 
ator from Oregon IMr. Corpon]? 
Would it not be permissible therefore 
for the court to hold that while section 
18 provides generally for a reduction of 
price schedules, as to the particular 
things stated, from which I have quoted 
on page 4, there shall be no reduction of 
maximum prices until August 21, 1946, 
and would not that, under the settled 
rules of statutory construction, be the 
normal construction for a court to place 
on this legislation? 

Mr. WHERRY. In answer to the dis- 
tinguished Senator I will say that we are 
the ones who are called upon to pass 
upon that when we vote upon this re- 
port. I agree that there is that provi- 
sion on page 4 which the Senator read. 
I agree that section 18 provides for a 
general price control, that is, it is gen- 
eral in that it puts into effect all the 
prices of June. But whether it is con- 
trolling, or whether the other portion is 
controlling, or whether the time will 
come when we have to pass upon it, 
it is my theory that in the next 20 days 
the act will be construed in such a way 
that section 18 will be controlling, and 
that the only relief that can be obtained 
is through some court action, and if it 
shall be construed that the language on 
page 4 is controlling, then section 18 
should be stricken from the measure en- 
tirely. Does the Senator see what I 
mean? 

Mr. DONNELL. I see the Senator’s 
point, and I can well understand it. I 
can see where there is obviously an ap- 
parent contradiction between the two 
sections. On the other hand while it 
devolves on the Senate to decide now at 
this time what this measure means and 
whether we are going to support it, yet 
it seems to me that in deciding it we 
should employ the well-established rules 
of statutory construction, and that if it 
be possible to harmonize the two sec- 
tions along the lines I have indicated, 
namely, that section 18 is a generaliza- 
tion which, as to particular matters em- 
braced in earlier portions of the measure 
would not apply, it would seem to me that 
the Senate would be justified in assum- 
ing that that is the correct meaning of 
the proposed legislation. 

Mr. WHERRY. I submit to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Missouri that, 
eyen though we accept his premise and 
his conclusion, what the Senate should 
do is to write into the act what we mean, 
and only what we mean. We should not 
make it impossible for any segment of 
industry to rely upon a court for a judi- 
cial decision to determine whether sec- 
‘tion 18 is applicable, or whether the sec- 
tion on page 4 is applicable. The pro- 
posed law will create complete confusion. 
My experience, in the light of section 18, 
leads me to believe that OPA will say 
that not only did Congress intend that 
price control should be reestablished, but 
that it intended to validate every price 
regulation and order written by OPA, 
when we make the act effective as of 
June 30, 1946. 

Mr. DONNELL. If OPA were to take 
the position that section 18 would re- 
store the prices on grain, livestock, milk, 
soybeans, and so forth, mentioned on 


page 4. how could OPA explain away the 
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provision on page 4? I see the Sena- 
tor’s point, but does it not follow that in 
determining whether to approve the 
proposed act which is now before us for 
consideration we should take into con- 
sideration, not the apparent conflicts, 
but the well-established rules of statutory 
construction, under which it would ap- 
pear that both the provisions of section 
18 and the provisions on page 4 can be 
harmonized? 

Mr. WHERRY. This brings up the 
very thing mentioned by the Senator 
from Ohio. ‘There were two specific ex- 
emptions in the former bill, and yet in 
another section in the bill there was a 
provision that no maximum price should 
be established. The distinguished Sen- 
ator says that there can be recontrol. 
What is controlling? Is the general sec- 
tion controlling, and can recontrol be 
established regardless of the two special 
exemptions, or are the two special ex- 
emptions controlling? My opinion is 
that if we leave section 18 in the joint 
resolution, that is exactly how the OPA 
will construe it. It will establish prices 
as of June 30, and they will involve 
everyone who operates in the grain mar- 
ket or in the livestock market. Those 
will be the prices at which they will have 
to sell between now and August 20. 
That is my opinion. The OPA will go 
to court and will have every reason in 
the world why its interpretation of sec- 
tion 18 should be controlling. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I find myself in agree- 
ment with the Senator from Missouri 
with reference to the question of statu- 
tory construction. But I wish to make 
this point with reference to the practi- 
cal situation which will be faced by those 
who have purchased grain in the markets 
since price control was removed. Let 
us assume that the Senator’s construc- 
tion is correct. Let us assume that there 
is no legal objection to any man who has 
made grain purchases going into the open 
market and selling the grain for any 
price he can get. As a practical matter, 
where will he find a buyer after this pro- 
vision becomes law? Who would un- 
dertake to pay a price above what may 
be expected to be the ceiling in the pe- 
riod between the time this act becomes 
law and the time when the Decontrol 
Board may operate? This seems to me 
to be the only possible answer—and if 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
agrees with me, I hope he will give me 
his opinion on this point: The only an- 
swer I can see will rest in the power—if 
there be power—in the Government, by 
another subsidy or the equivalent of a 
subsidy, to make up to those people the 
difference between the price they paid 
in an open, uncontrolled market, and 
the price at which they could have 
bought the product later in a controlled 
market. If that cannot be done, I can 
see no alternative to taking a heavy loss, 
directly attributable to this legislation. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield in connection with this 
matter? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
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Mr. TAFT. No subsidy can be im- 
posed unless it was formerly imposed. 
The joint resolution specifically so pro- 
vides. So the only way the OPA could 
take care of the situation would be by in- 
creasing the price which may be charged. 
That is what I understood the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. BARKLEY] to say 
would be done in the case of grain. But I 
do not find that assurance in the case of 
other commodities. The problem today 
is no different from what it was a week 
ago. It is exactly the same. People 
have been buying commodities, although 
they knew that Congress might restore 
price control. The situation on the 10th 
of August will be no different from that 
on the 20th of August. The situation is 
very undesirable, but it is no different 
in kind from what has been the case 
during the entire intermission. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I am in accord with 
the Senator from Ohio. Everyone who 
has made a purchase or sale in this pe- 
riod has been on notice that the Con- 
gress could not make up its mind to 
come to any conclusion as between the 
two Houses, or any conclusion that it 
felt 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue would ap- 
prove. After all, that was the trouble. 
In my opinion the conference report is 
not a meeting of minds on the basis of 
compromise between the two Houses of 
Congress. It is a face-saving device for 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. i 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. After listening to 
the arguments as to the interpretation 
of section 18 and the provisions on page 
4, it seems to me that we are called upon 
to vote on something with respect to 
which there is a conflict of opinion which 
can be settled only by a court in the 
application of a statutory rule of con- 
struction. We are in a position where 
something must be done by August 20, 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is impossible to 
have a construction by any court within 
that period of time. So we say to the 
people, “Allow the construction of the 
OPA board to take effect. You will deal 
at your peril. We in the Senate cannot 
agree as to what the law means. Go 
ahead and act, and if you are wrong 
you will be sued by the United States 
Government.” Is not that exactly the 
position in which we find ourselves? 

Mr. WHERRY. I think that states 
the position exactly. 

Mr. TAFT. Of course, these provi- 
sions were in the original law. This 
question could have been debated fully 
at the time the original law was enacted. 
Exactly the same problem rose at the very 
beginning in connection with the origi- 
nal bill. It may be an objection to the 
entire joint resolution, but the problem 
existed at that time, and was discussed 
to some extent. . 

Mr. FERGUSON. The fact that it 
was in the original bill does not make 
any difference now. We now find our- 
selves confronted with this question, and 
we are saying to the people of the United 
States. Make your choice at your peril.” 
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Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the Senator will 
permit me, I should like to make this 
observation: There is a great deal of talk 
to the effect that those who have been 
making purchases and forward orders, 
and who have been filling the pipe lines 
with goods were doing so at their peril. 
I think that is an utterly fallacious and 
completely dangerous doctrine. From 
the moment of time when the President 
vetoed the bill there was no presumption 
that there would be another bill; and 
under my view no American citizen 
should suffer for what he did during 
the interim. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. That is exactly the way 
I tried to put it. He has done it force- 
fully, and his suggestion is crystal clear 
as to the position which I take. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives announcing its dis- 
egreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4051) to grant 
to enlisted personnel of the armed forces 
certain benefits in lieu of accumulated 
leave, and requesting a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I move that 
the Senate insist upon its amendments, 
agree to the request of the House for a 
conference and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
Tuomas of Utah, Mr. Jonnson of Colo- 
rado, Mr. HILL, Mr. Gurney, and Mr. 
Revercoms conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to be absent from 
the Senate for 1 week. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 
EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL—CON- 

FERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 371) 
extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended. 

WHY OPA SHOULD NOT BE REVIVED 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I shall not 
detain the Senate long. First of all, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed an article entitled “High Lights 
of Compromise for Price Control Re- 
vival,” as set forth in one of the Wash- 
ington newspapers. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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HIGH LIGHTS OF COMPROMISE FOR PRICE CONTROL 
REVIVAL 


Here’s what the price control compromise 
does: 

1. Restores price and rent until June 30, 
1947, but with sharply curtailed OPA discre- 
tion, and divided authority. 

2. Sets up a new three-man Decontrol 
Board, which will have powers to reestablish 
controls, The Board could override OPA and 
the Secretary of Agriculture to remove con- 
trols on any commodity. It could restore 
controls on any of the basic foods and other 
items previously exempted by the Senate. 

3. Ceilings on 5 of these commodities— 
meat, dairy products, grains, cottonseed and 
soybeans—will go back August 21 unless the 
board decides otherwise. These items must 
remain ceiling-free until that date. 

4. No controls can be imposed on poultry, 
eggs, petroleum or tobacco unless the Board 
orders. In no event can the Board recontrol 
these before August 21. 

5. In addition, the Board has the same 
broad power to order removal of ceilings on 
other commodities it was granted in the re- 
cently vetoed bill. 

6. Subject to the Board's final say, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, rather than OPA, 
would decide what farm commodities can be 
controlled. 

7. OPA’s rent-control authority is con- 
tinued unchanged. 

8. Subject to the Decontrol Board's over- 
all orders, OPA would continue to set ceilings 
on industrial goods. But its discretion 
would be sharply curtained by the bill’s new 
pricing formula. 

9. Both rent controls and industrial price 
ceilings would be restored on the day the 
President signs the bill. OPA is expected 
to issue interim regulations covering the 30 
days allowed for workng out the higher ceil- 
ings required by the new pricing formula. 

10. This formula requires OPA to set ceil- 
ings for manufacturers on an industry-wide 
basis, reflecting their average 1940 price for 
each product, plus increases in cost since. 
OPA could refuse the increase to manu- 
facturers already receiving costs “plus a 
reasonable profit” if the increase would not 
aid production, or if it would reduce produc- 
tion of equally needed items. 

11, OPA still would retain considerably 
more discretion than under the Taft amend- 
ment. For example, it could make “reason- 
able adjustments for conditions resulting 
from abnormal volume of production,” 

12. OPA would have to give wholesale and 
retail distributors ceilings reflecting their 
“current cost of acquisition of any com- 
modity plus such average percentage discount 
or mark-up as was in effect March 31, 1946.“ 

13. Subsidies largely for holding down food 
prices trimmed from the $2,000,000,000 asked 
by OPA to about $1,000,000,000. No food sub- 
sidies could be paid after next April 1. 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I wish to 
compliment the “Nebraska Bomber” [Mr. 
Wuerry]. He has done a great job to- 
day, just as the second bomb at Bikini 
did this afternoon at 4:30. The report 
from Bikini is that it destroyed prac- 
tically everything, and those who heard 
the sound over the radio sensed some- 
thing almost uncanny. 

I think it was the senior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], who was ab- 
sent in Europe while we were living 
through the period of readjustment be- 
tween the demise of OPA and the pres- 
ent, who asked a question which indi- 
cated to me that he had a sense of fear 
as to what the consequences might be 
of not continuing OPA. 


As I listened to that discussion there- 


came to my mind the illustration of an 
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eaglet which was captured when only a 
few days old. A chain was fastened 
around its leg. Through the months it 
would go as far as the chain would per- 
mit. Eventually the eaglet grew into a 
mature eagle, but it had lived through 
a long period when it was chained. One 
day the chain, which had rusted, broke. 
It made no difference. The eagle had 
been chained. It did not know how to 
fiy. In recent times we have seen nation 
after nation chained in its thinking by 
government action. Never before have 
we in America permitted ourselves to be 
chained. We never permitted it until 
the war came. Then we said, It is a war 
necessity.” 

But, Mr. President, month after month 
has passed since the war ended. I call 
attention to the fact that the question 
involved in the pending conference re- 
port may not necessarily seem of such 
great importance to those of us here, be- 
cause we are not merchants, we are not 
farmers, we are not producers, we are 
not manufacturers. We have not had to 
deal with the 107,000 directives. of OPA, 
which took $0,000,000 words to write. We 
have only had them thrown at us from 
time to time, as we have had to take 
them up with- various members of the 
OPA or before our constituents. 

So, Mr. President, I say that if we 
consider the understandings which were 
had at the time when the OPA came into 
being, we find that it was strictly under- 
stood that the OPA would not operate 
after the cessation of hostilities. There 
were other understandings which it 
would be very interesting for us to review, 
but I shall not take time to do that now. 
I shall simply state briefly my own con- 
clusions, . 

I have lived through these 4 weeks dur- 
ing which we have had no OPA, and I 
have heard the Bowles and the Porters 
and their political kinfolk, as all Ameri- 
ca has heard them. I wish that every- 
one in America could have heard the dis- 
tinguished young Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. WHERRY] today, when he gave us 
the facts of the case. I shall not restate 
them now. 

During the war we found that our great 
people were willing to be chained during 
that period of time in order to produce 
for the 15,000,000 men who were fighting 
our battles. However, just as soon as the 
war ended, thank God, the inherent 
American spirit manifested itself, and 
our people no longer wanted to be 
chained. When the chains came off, as 
a result of the President's veto of the 
OPA extension bill, the men who were 
supposed to be the leaders of thought, 
psychologically and otherwise, did noth- 
ing but plug the radios with expressions 
of their thoughts of fear and of the in- 
adequacy of the American people, the 
American merchant, the American farm- 
er, the American producer. I wonder 
what President Roosevelt would have 
thought if he could have heard his polit- 
ical kinfolk preaching the doctrine of 
fear. He said to us, “The only thing we 
have to fear is fear itself.” 

Mr. President, I have made these re- 
marks in leading up to a submission of 
my own reasons for opposing the confer- 
ence report, this compromise measure for 
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price-control revival. Unless I am con- 
vinced to the contrary by what is said on 
the floor of the Senate, I shall vote 
against the conference report. What I 
have heard thus far today does not con- 
vince me to the contrary. 

Indeed, the word “compromise” is a 
good word to use to describe the confer- 
ence report. It would compromise the 
American system of private enterprise. 
I believe it would create chaos in indus- 
try and agriculture and would place the 
strangle hold of state socialism upon us. 
I do not say that idly. State socialism 
means what was so well described to the 
Senate by the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. Hawkes], when recently he referred 
to the historical incident in France. Un- 
der state socialism, the state regulates 
every activity of the human family. 
Thank God, we in America revolted 
against such a system when the war was 
over. But now it is proposed that we 
have it again. The real question now is 
whether there is any need for it. Mr, 
President, has the need been demonstrat- 
ed? During the debate, Senators have 
been arguing about technicalities of this 
“compromise.” But the question is 
whether there is any need at all for the 
system proposed by the pending measure. 

After listening to the undisputed facts 
which have been presented today by the 
Senator from Nebraska, I ask you, Mr. 
President, Is there any need for what the 
conference report proposes? Is there 
still an element of fear, caused by fear 
propagandists, lurking in us? If there 
is, let us cast it out. Let us remember 
how we were able to get along very nicely 
before we had OPA. 

Mr. President, I desire to present, point 
by point, my own conclusions and my 
own reasons for opposing this hodge- 
podge, patchwork legislative proposal. 

1, OUR EXPERIENCE DURING FREE PERIOD 


What has happened during more than 
3 weeks of freedom from OPA has proved 
the soundness of Americans and the 
American system of free enterprise. Our 
experience during the time since.the OPA 
has been out of existence has strength- 
ened me in the conviction that, in spite 
of the hamstringing effects of OPA in the 
past, we have enough strength, honor, 
and integrity in the American economy 
for a complete revival of private enter- 
prise and all-out production. During 
this time of more than 3 weeks Ameri- 
cans have breathed the free air of gen- 
uine competition. 

Mr. President, let me say, to digress for 
a moment, that since the OPA went out 
of existence, I have talked to merchants 
in my own State. Today an important 
milk producer telephoned to me. I say 
that we of the Senate personally have 
lived without the clutch of government 
gestapo on our shoulders, without hav- 
ing the price of every commodity fixed by 
Government, without the storekeeper 
being compelled to pay a fine of $25 if 
even one commodity in his store was sold 
for a fraction of a cent above the so- 
called legal price, without the threat 
hanging over him of being haled into 
court. 

We personally can scarcely realize 
what has happened since we have been 
free from OPA control. Our merchants 
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and our storekeepers and our farmers 
and our producers are again breathing 
the free atmosphere of what is rightfully 
theirs. Let us remember that they are 
the sound, clear-thinking segment of 
American society. 

Mr. President, there has been a sigh of 
relief and joy throughout our whole econ- 
omy, throughout industry, commerce, 
and agriculture, as private enterprise 
has gotten into production in the Ameri- 
can way. Today my son-in-law came to 
Washington from Boston, where he has 
been teaching. He said that not until 
the OPA went out of existence were he 
and his family able to get meat, and that 
since the OPA has ended they have been 
able to get meat—at the prices shown 
today by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. President, the price rises which 
have occurred in the free period follow- 
ing the death of OPA have been neg- 
ligible. Generally speaking, the increases 
in prices since OPA ended have amounted 
to approximately the subsidies which 
formerly were paid by the Government. 

Let me say that I wish that the state- 
ment which has been made today by the 
Senator from Nebraska could have been 
heard by all our people, so that they 
might understand what he has said, 
namely, that by getting along without 
the OPA we are avoiding the diabolical 
practice of paying $2,000,000,000 a year 
in subsidies, as we did last year. 

In this connection, let me ask this 
question, With American purchasing 
power at $170,000,000,000, with produc- 
tion coming into its own in every line, un- 
hampered by Government directives and 
restrictions, with the Government debt 
mounting so tremendously because of 
Government spending, is it not just com- 
mon sense, as well as good economics, 
that we do away with all subsidies except 
in the few cases, such as copper, lead, 
and zine mining, where it is imperative 
to provide an incentive to stimulate pro- 
duction? 

2. DANGER OF RENEWED BLACK MARKET 


Mr. President, not only should we end 
the OPA because the American economy 
has ample strength to get along without 
it and because we must stop paying use- 
less subsidies, but also because the OPA, 
if continued or extended by the pending 
conference report, will reintroduce the 
terrible black market. We in Washing- 
ton knew about the black market. Here 
in the capital of the United States black 
markets ran rampant. Eighty percent 
of the meat sold in the United States 
was sold on the black market, until the 
OPA went out of existence. All of us 
realize what the black market has meant 
to the morals and health of the people. 

No one can estimate what it means to 
the rejuvenation of America to get rid of 
something that produced such a crime 
wave, for that is what the OPA and the 
black market produced. It caused some 
of our best citizens to become criminals, 
and they set a horrible example for the 
rising generation, the youth of our coun- 
try. It has been an extremely bad in- 
fluence for them to see respectable men, 
who have to live, violate the law. 

However, in recent weeks, as a result 
of the death of the OPA, that situation 
has changed. The importance of doing 
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away with those conditions cannot be 
minimized. Once before we learned that 
lesson, namely, when the bootlegger oper- 
ated during prohibition. It is reliably 
reported that the black marketeers who 
profited so much from OPA maladminis- 
tration and ineptitude are using their 
influence to have OPA reinstated, just as 
the bootleggers strove to prevent the 
repedl of the prohibition amendment. 
Mr. President, we must realize the im- 
portance of these matters and influences 
which I have been discussing, these evil 
influences upon the future life of 
America. We must consider them. 
3. TESTING THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 


Mr. President, my third reason for op- 
posing the conference report and for 
wanting a further breathing spell for 
America is that during this further free 
period, we shall be able to test further 
our great American people. 

I have faith in our people, although 
the Bowles and Porters and their eco- 
nomic kinfolk do not. 

Mr. President, go to your merchant. 
I do not care who he is, or what line 
he handles, Ask him how he feels about 
the situation. Talk with him. If the 
subject is groceries, meat, hardware, or 
clothing, find out how he feels. You 
will note that the fear which was for- 
merly in his eye has now gone. Previ- 
ously he thought that he might be in 
danger of making a petty mistake, and 
if he made one, he would be held up as 
a criminal to the people of the com- 
munity. On the other hand, he would 
be told to pay. And, Mr. President, how 
many thousands of merchants were re- 
quired to pay when they made an unin- 
tentional mistake. 

Senators, the OPA gestapo came as 
close in its operations to the gestapo of 
Europe as any gestapo ever came. If 
Congress had an opportunity to investi- 
gate in some of the States, it would find 
conditions which smell to high heaven— 
and I know whereof I speak. Do we 
wish to return to that condition in free 
America? Think it over! 

Mr. President, I have faith that the 
American people will be proved not to 
be a bunch of gougers and chiselers. It 
will be proved that they will be satisfied 
with a reasonable profit. It will be 
proved that they can meet the challenge 
of production, unhampered and un- 
chained. It will be proved that they can 
get all the goods they need at fair prices, 
and of good quality, by allowing the law 
of supply and demand to operate in a 
free, competitive economy. ; 

4. CURB BUREAUCRATIC POWER 


My fourth reason for opposing the con- 
ference report is that, by rejecting it, we 
will be thwarting the power-drunk am- 
bitions of many of the OPA hirelings who 
want to remain in office indefinitely, with 
their stranglehold on the American peo- 
ple undiminished. Those are strong 
words. 

I wish to pay a compliment to many 
of the men in the OPA who have proved 
themselves to be real servants of the peo- 
ple, and real honest hard-working per- 
sons. However, I could present a list 
of other persons who have shown utter 
disregard of a servant’s position and have 
possessed the master complex which was 
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demonstrated at every turn of the road. 
We will prove that we do not intend to 
be the blind foils or tools of collectivist 
superplanners. 

Mr. President, how did other nations 
go down? They went down by disre- 
garding the mandate of the legislative 
branch. When the administrative 
branch became super, when it began to 
rule the lives and the actions of the 
people, the nation then started to sink. 

Controls like OPA are justified in war. 
In peace, however, they are never justi- 
fied in a free America. 

We will prove that we will not be stam- 
peded by terrorist propaganda of the 
OPA fear-mongers. When the OPA goes 
out of existence, with it will go thirty-odd 
thousand employees and America will 
be saved an expense of $150,000,000 a 
year. Thirty-odd thousand employees 
of the OPA will be turned back into the 
private economy of the country. 

5. ADEQUACY OF FREE ECONOMY NOW 


Mr. President, my fifth reason for op- 
posing the OPA extension measure is 
that there never was a better time than 
now to test our free economy. It will be 
remembered how fear was injected into 
the minds of the people throughout the 
country by the use of every possible 
means, such as the radio, the newspapers, 
and others. If we kill the OPA we will 
wipe out chaos. 

It will also be remembered how the 
dairy industry and all manufacturing in- 
dustries were compelled to resort to the 
press and to tell the American people 
that they would keep faith. They have 
kept faith. The retailers, the whole- 
salers, the small businessmen and the 
big businessmen have kept faith, and 
they will continue to keep it. 

Mr. President, at what other time than 
the present will we be better situated to 
test our free enterprise system? The 
time is here to rid ourselves of the dam- 
pening influence of OPA. Never will we 
be better situated than we are at the 
present time? 

I inquire again, When will the time 
come which will find us better situated 
to test our free enterprise system? Like 
the eagle, we have been chained, but we 
know now what to do. We will walk out 
to the end of the chain and beyond. Mr. 
President, the OPA situation is one which 
the American people will not long stand. 
We are freemen. We are not like the 
eagle even though we agreed to be 
chained temporarily during the war. 
But when the war was over we broke 
those chains. We are once again free- 
men, and we desire to continue on our 
way as freemen. 

I accepted in full the implication of the 
Senator from Nebraska who inquired, 
If we put ourselves under the influence 
of OPA, what will be the situation a year 
from now? Consumers who are listen- 
ing should ask themselves the same ques- 
tion. What will be the situation then? 
If we submit to OPA for another year it 
will result in weakening our resistance to 
OPA. 

It is not idle fancy to say that that is 
what some folks want. I am not saying 
that all of them want it. But any one 
among us who has his eyes open knows 
what is taking place throughout the 
world. At the present time two great 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ideologies are in conflict. One is repre- 
sented by Russia and the other is repre- 
sented by America. Russia tells us 
plainly that the two ideologies are in con- 
flict, and that only one can endure. Two 
methods have always been found; one, 
to conquer the territory ouright; the 
other, to weaken the enemy and create a 
division. So perhaps there is something 
more involved than the mere question of 
whether the small extra amount which 
we pay for our meat or our butter is to be 
paid by us for those commodities or paid 
indirectly by the Treasury as a subsidy. 

6. LATER OPPORTUNITY FOR RESTORATION OF 

CONTROLS 

Mr. President, my sixth reason for op- 
posing the OPA extension measure is that 
later there will be ample opportunity 
after a further breathing spell period, for 
Congress to take care of any undue price 
rises which may occur during the coming 
months. It is now just 3% months or so 
before the November elections. If Con- 
gress were to adjourn late this week, or 
by the middle or the end of next week, 
it would give our free economy a mini- 
mum of about 15 weeks to demonstrate 
its soundness without the exercise of 
Government controls. At any time 
thereafter, between the middle of No- 
vember and the end of December, Con- 
gress could, if necessary, be called back 
into session in order to meet any case of 
inflationary prices which may possibly 
have developed in the meantime. 

7. NEED FOR UNDERSTANDING NOW 


My seventh reason for opposing the 
present OPA extension measure is that 
it is imperative that an understanding 
be reached between the various groups 
of America and that the distrust, the 
suspicion, and the hatred which has been 
bred by OPA be eliminated. 

If we get into the picture a proper 
understanding, we will dispose of those 
men who profited by OPA-created mis- 
understandings, and by class differences. 
When men work in harmony, the great- 
est results are attained. In any office, in 
any home, in any manufacturing plant, 
if men are at sixes and sevens the re- 
sult is the impairment of efficiency. On 
the other hand, if harmony prevails, re- 
sults increase. 

Mr. President, I have given a simple 
analysis of what is wrong in America 
today. It is time that we awakened to 
the challenge and ask ourselves who is 
begetting this condition, 

8. NEED FOR JUSTICE FOR FARMERS 


Mr. President, in no single sphere is 
there greater need for more understand- 
ing than there is for understanding be- 
tween farm and city folks. OPA has 
perverted the idea of economic justice 
to the farmer by imposing on him orders 
and directives which deny him his cost 
of production plus a reasonable profit. 

In the last 13 years, 10,000,000 people 
have left the farms. Why? Because 
the hourly wage on farms did not com- 
pare favorably with the hourly wage of 
the city laborer, to name one reason. 

In my State, farmers have been aver- 
aging approximately 50 cents an hour 
for their labor. Consider how unfavor- 
ably that compares with the compensa- 
tion on an 8-hour-day basis that town 
folks get. Does that sound like chiseling 
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or gouging—if the farmer gets a mere 
50 cents an hour for his labor? 

If we get rid of OPA, we shall be re- 
storing the basis for economic justice for 
the farmer, as well as for the small busi- 
nessman, the factory owner, the retailer, 
the distributor. 

But, Mr. President, simply getting rid 
of OPA will not do it. We have to get 
into the picture the understanding of 
what is involved in this whole matter, 
understanding the 50 cents an hour to 
the farmer for farm labor as compared 
with $1, $1.25, or $1.50 paid to city labor. 
So now we will come to a little apprecia- 
tion of why OPA propagandists were able 
to get this fury of fear started through- 
out the land, and get big editorials writ- 
ten in the newspapers and articles by 
columnists exploding fear like the atomic 
bomb in Bikini today. 

Almost 4 weeks have gone by since 
OPA expired. Have any of these folks 
acknowledged they were wrong? Has 
Bowles or has Porter? We have heard 
the editorials read today by the distin- 
guished Senator from Nebraska. Some 
of them are coming through. We told 
them that America would be adequate, 
but we were unheeded. 

By eliminating OPA we shall be lay- 
ing the basis for understanding between 
the farmer and the city man. We know 
that if the farmer ever stopped produc- 
ing and went on a strike, the situation 
would be grave indeed for the welfare of 
America. We shall make such a strike 
completely impossible and unnecessary 
if we have the courage of our convictions 
now and rid the country at least for a 
breathing spell of OPA. 

I want to cite the example of butter as 
an instance wherein the farmer is simply 
getting his cost of production plus a rea- 
sonable profit. It takes 10 quarts of 4 
percent butterfat milk to produce a 
pound of butter. Out in my State farm- 
ers have been getting from 6 to 7 cents a 
quart for milk. At 6 cents a quart, that 
adds up to 60 cents a pound for butter. 
The Government subsidy on butter, when 
OPA was in effect, was 14% cents per 
pound. Add that sum to the farmer’s 
return—60 cents plus 144% cents—and 
you get 7442 cents per pound of butter. 

To the average citizen, that may seem 
like a high price. Why? Go downtown 
and buy a box of Fanny Farmer candy 
or some other candy and pay $1.50 or $2 
a pound for it. Buy any drink of liquor, 
and it will be 60 or 65 cents. 

Some may say they used to buy butter 
at about 45 or 50 cents. That was before 
the farmer’s feed prices and everything 
else went up. Now the price of butter 
has risen to approximately 70 cents. I 
think that today it was below that. Im- 
mediately, someone wants to hit the fel- 
low who produces it. I want to get rid of 
that idea right here, because that pre- 
sents the opportunity for all the “leftist” 
thinkers, for all the “Reds,” for the 
Communists, to put in a wedge, and that 
is what I want to get rid of. The only 
way to do that is to have an under- 
standing of the situation. 

Rumor has it that some of the labor 
leaders have been here telling the Gov- 
ernment again what should be done. 
They should get an understanding of this 
butter situation, the meat situation, the 
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cheese situation. They should collaborate 
with those who produce them. 

I said the other day, in speaking about 
conditions, that people should ask how 
much butter we eat. I suppose there is 
not a man in this Chamber who eats half 
a pound of butter a week. If the subsidy 
is 14 cents, that means 14 cents, over and 
above what was paid, before, for two 
weeks, or 28 cents a month, and 12 times 
that is the increase for a year. 

But you have been paying that into the 
Treasury, and the Treasury has been pay- 
ing it to the farmer. That is why the 
argument of the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska today was so illuminating. 
I hope it added light, and that the facts 
can go out to all our people. I should 
like to see this fine group of newspaper- 
men who sit in the press gallery take hold 
of this and be enthused with the thought 
that they are “bringers af light” to the 
people of this country, so that the people 
can get the real truth. We are told it is 
the truth that makes men free. 

9. NEED FOR ADEQUATE LABOR POLICY 


A ninth and concluding reason for op- 
posing the OPA extension bill is that we 
shall be laying the basis for a sound labor 
policy in America. So long as the em- 
ployer is denied his cost of production 
plus a reasonable profit, he lacks an ade- 
quate basis for insuring fair and correct 
returns for labor. That again some 
might question, Mr. President, but it is 
fundamental. 

If a manufacturing plant cannot get 
cost of production plus a reasonable re- 
turn, it cannot pay labor reasonable 
wages. We have heard the discussion 
today indicating how that arrangement 
could be interfered with under the pres- 
ent compromise joint resolution, if it were 
to become law. 

If I were in the councils of labor, I 
would not come to Washington to pres- 
sure the Government and the President 
to keep a stranglehold on the producers 
of goods. I would urge my national rep- 
resentatives to give the green light to pri- 
vate enterprise—to give the food produc- 
ers and the machinery producers and the 
appliance producers of America the 
chance to get into all-out production, 
free of Government directives, so as to 
produce a vast supply of goods for our 
own Nation and for all other nations of 
the world. 

If I were in the councils of labor, I 
would not aid and abet the poisonous fear 
propaganda of OPA’s minions—question- 
ing the integrity and the character of the 
farmers, the wholesalers, the distributors 
of America. 

By opposing this OPA extension bill, I 
believe we are paving the way for a re- 
turn to a natural economy under which 
labor and management can bargain col- 
lectively while management gets its cost 
of production plus a reasonable profit. 

These, then, are nine reasons for op- 
posing the OPA extension resolution. 

Mr. President, because the subject has 
already been so fully covered, I ask unani- 
mous consent that a brief statement com- 
ing from the meat packers in the West- 
ern States asking that the Senate reject 
the conference report, be printed follow- 
ing my remarks. 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 


The meat packers in the Western States 
hope the Senate will reject the conference 
report on the OPA extension bill and send 
it back for the purpose of decontrolling live- 
stock and meat. 

We feel the proposed Price Control Act re- 
storing price controls to livestock and meat 
August 20 will only create confusion and 
chaos in the industry. 

For the next month the industry will have 
to be on a day-to-day basis as far as pur- 
chases of livestock and sales of meat are con- 
cerned. This would particularly apply to 
many meat products which it takes time to 
process and in which time is required either 
in aging, freezing, pickling, or other methods 
before meat is used in the final product. 

With such a sword hanging over the head 
of the industry who would buy with pros- 
pects of reduced price at time of sale. This 
present bill would not allow the industry to 
operate on a practical basis but only to op- 
erate in a confused manner which would 
deny the industry the opportunity that it 
now has to get-its operations back on a law 
of supply-and-demand basis. 

Also livestock will be rushed to market to 
beat the August 20 deadline causing disrup- 
tion of orderly marketing and many imma- 
turely finished livestock will be sent to mar- 
ket. This will tend to create a shortage in 
future months when they normally would 
have been marketed. 

Meat markets over the whole western coun- 
try are becoming filled with meat, prices are 
dropping, and if this industry was allowed 
to go ahead without such a threat over it, 
we are sure there would never be any reason 
for placing controls back on livestock and 
meat in the future. 

We hope the Senate will reject the con- 
ference report and insist that the controls 
be taken off livestock and meat and the in- 
dustry given an opportunity to demonstrate 
that it can furnish meat to the people at 
reasonable prices. If the bill goes through 
in the form recommended by the conference 
committee, we consider it a victory for the 
black market. 

It is time for all of us to realize and admit 
that the actual cost of living is on the black- 
market prices and not the fictitious ceiling 
prices posted by the OPA. The Senate vote 
on the floor of 49 to 26 in favor of decon- 
trolling of livestock and meat indicated that 
the Senate took this into consideration. 

Legitimate packers of the nine Western 
States cannot operate another year under the 
intolerable and restricted conditions imposed 
upon the industry by the offices of the OPA 
and Economic Stabilization. 

Is the Senate willing to assume the re- 
sponsibility of the return of the black mar- 
ket with all of its evils and under the OPA 
cause practically every retail market in the 
country to be again converted into a speak- 
easy? 

WESTERN STATES MEAT PACKERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
By E. F. Forses, President. 
JULY 23, 1946, 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, follow- 
ing what I have already had inserted in 
the Recorp, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp a statement 
in relation to production and distribu- 
tion of butter, showing the improved 
condition since July 1. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF BUTTER 

IMPROVED SINCE JULY 1 

According to official reports from the 

United States Department of Agriculture the 
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production of butter for the week ending 
July 11 was 23 percent lower than the same 
week 1 year ago. Carefully prepared sta- 
tistics from the American Butter Institute, 
after a study of production reports from 211 
member companies in various States, reveal 
that production during the second week of 
July was 20 percent less than 1 year ago. 
During the first 6 months of 1946 the pro- 
duction of butter, as revealed by official 
documents from the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and from reports from 
members of the American Butter Institute, 
was 30 percent to 35 percent under the same 
week in 1945. Thus over-all production has 
improved at least 10 percent, even during 
this brief period and at a time when total 
milk production in the United States is be- 
low that of a year ago. 

Telegraphic reports dated July 17 from two 
large butter processing companies operating 
in several Midwestern States follow: 

“Our butter production week ending the 
13th increased 10 percent over week ending 
July 6 in normal years these 2 weeks would 
be about even production everything indi- 
cates that butter production will continue 
to grow under a free economy and still sell 
at ceiling plus subsidy or under.” 

“Production of butter through diversion 
from other channels into butter showing sub- 
stantial increase in our production plants. 
Assembly operations in Minnesota and Iowa 
which have been at a standstill due to 
higher markets for cream and other prod- 
ucts converting back to butter in substantial 
way. Butter values around the country al- 
ready showing effect of greater supply; 
prices moving down.” 

Practically unlimited consumer supplies 
of butter are available in all principal cities. 
Retail prices for butter have ranged from 69 
cents to 85 cents in most every instance, 
with the average retail price being consid- 
erably less than the legal OPA price on June 
30 plus the 15-cent Government subsidy 
paid directly to dairy farmers and canceled 
by the expiration of OPA on July 1. Con- 
sumers formerly paid these subsidies through 
taxes. Since the farmer has received the di- 
rect price in lieu of subsidies, butter pro- 
duction has been increased. 

The consumer price for butter on the free 
market has been considerably less than that 
charged on the black market and supplies 
are distributed equitably to all consumers in 
all parts of the United States. The black 
market in butter, which handled more than 
60 percent of the supplies prior to June 30, 
has been almost entirely eliminated. 


Mr. WILEY. I also ask to have placed 
in the Recorp a telegram from D. K. 
Howe, president, American Butter In- 
stitute, respecting increase in butter pro- 
duction. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


CHICAGO, ILL., July 22, 1946. 
RUSSELL FIFER, 
Washington, D. C.: 

With price controls removed butter produc- 
tion increased 10 percent in four large cream- 
ery groups second week July. Contrary to 
customary seasonal trend this indicates nat- 
ural economic forces correcting unbalanced 
dairy situation which existed under OPA. 
Please note average dairy prices to date not 
above OPA prices plus subsidies. These con- 
ditions prove wisdom of decontrol of dairy 
products with resulting sane price situation 
and elimination of confusion and uncertainty 
and stimulation of production which was 
goal of postwar planning. 

D. K. Howe, 
President, American Butter Institute. 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, we have 
heard many times that the OPA measure 
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Was a compromise measure, and that it 
will do the job it has been hoped it would 
do. I remember clearly that American 
industry was quoted over the radio as 
stating, as I have said heretofore, that 
the disposal of OPA would not start a 
ruinous price raising spiral; that it would 
give a chance for America to be renewed 
and strengthened in its vitals. Mr. 
President, almost 4 weeks of free econ- 
omy have definitely proved that industry 
was correct. I believe firmly that it 
would be a mistake once more to strangle 
the economy of our country by putting 
into operation any kind of an OPA set- 
up. 

Economie common sense demands that 
if we want production we must let the 
people of this country be free as they 
pursue their course in the same manner 
as they did before the war. Economic 
common sense and fair play demand that 
the Government must not play favorites 
with its citizens when, under the guise 
of an emergency it interferes with the 
production of its citizens. That is just 
what happened time after time under 
OPA. Economic common sense demands 
that subsidies must be done away with. 
We can save $2,000,000,000 a year by not 
paying subsidies. 

Mr. President, for the reasons I have 
stated I shall vote against the confer- 
ence report. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I am 
strongly opposed to the conference re- 
port. The sentiment of the farmers of 
my section of the country is overwhelm- 
ingly in opposition to the OPA measure 
as it comes to us at this time. That is 
true especially of the farming area. I 
have received word from Kansas that 
the people think this would be a destruc- 
tive measure. I am glad to say that the 
Representatives from the State of Kan- 
sas in the House of Representatives voted 
solidly against adoption of the confer- 
ence report yesterday, and they reflected 
the sentiment and wishes of the great 
body of the agricultural producers of the 


REPLANNING AND REBUILDING OF SLUM, 
BLIGHTED, AND OTHER AREAS OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. O’DANIEL obtained the floor. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield to me so 
that I may ask that the amendments of 
the House to Senate bill 1426 be laid 
before the Senate? 

Mr. ODANIEL. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representa- 
tives to Senate bill 1426. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOHN- 
ston of South Carolina) laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 1426) to 
provide for the replanning and rebuilding 
of slum, blighted, and other areas of the 
District of Columbia and the assembly, 
by purchase or condemnation, of real 
property in such areas and the sale or 
lease thereof for the redevelopment of 
such area in accordance with said plans; 
and to provide for the organization of, 
procedure for, and the financing of such 
planning, acquisition, and sale or lease, 
and for other purposes, which were on 
page 5, strike out lines 16 to 23, inclusive, 
and insert: 

(k) “Public low-rent housing” means low- 
rent housing constructed by a public agency 
for families of low income, at rentals which 
(including the value or cost to tenants of 
heat, light, water, and cooking fuel) shall 
not exceed one-fifth of the highest net fam- 
ily income of families eligible for tenancy 
in such housing, as herein provided. The 
dwellings in public low-rent housing shall 
be available solely for such families of low 
income whose net family income does not 
exceed the maximum net family income fall- 
ing within the lowest 20 percent by number 
of all family income in the District of Co- 
lumbia, as such maximum net family in- 
come shall have been determined, or from 
time to time redetermined after public hear- 
ing, by the District Commissioners. At the 
end of 1 year after the enactment of this 
act this definition shall be reexamined by 
the Commissioners for the District of Co- 
Tumbia and a public hearing shall be held 


State. thereon to determine whether administra- 
I hope the conference report will be tive or interpretive difficulties or unsatis- 
rejected. ` factory progress in the provision of low-rent 
housing requires a modification thereof. 

MODIFICATION OF RAILROAD FINANCIAL Upon the conclusion of such hearing the 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Burcu in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate the amendments of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 1253) to enable 
debtor railroad corporations expedi- 
tiously to effectuate reorganizations of 
their financial structures; to alter or 
modify their financial obligations; and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendments of the House, ask a con- 
ference with the House on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. WHEELER, 
Mr. Jounson of Colorado, Mr. TuNNELL, 
Mr. REED, and Mr. Moore conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 
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Commissioners shall forthwith make recom- 
mendations to Congress whether said defi- 
nition should be modified and, if so, to what 
extent. 


On page 14, lines 17 and 18, to strike 
out Attorney General” and insert “Chief 
Justice of the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia”; on 
page 29, line 22, to strike out “3 years” 
and insert “1 year”; on page 30, line 3, to 
strike out “3-year” and insert “1-year”; 
on page 30, line 25, after “Act”, to in- 
sert “The National Capital Housing Au- 
thority shall keep regular books of ac- 
count in accordance with standard audit- 
ing practices, covering all properties op- 
erated by it, showing detailed construc- 
tion costs, Management costs, repairs, 
maintenance, other operating costs, 
rents subsidies, grants, allowances, and 
exemptions; such books shall be subject 
to annual audit by the General Account- 
ing Office, and the annual report of the 
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National Capital Housing Authority shall 
include a summary of all transactions 
covered by such books and shall be made 
available to the public upon request.“; 
on page 31, strike out lines 1 to 13, in- 
clusive, and insert: 

AMENDMENT TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALLEY 

DWELLING ACT 

Sec. 18. (a) Section 4 (b) of the act known 
as the “District of Columbia Alley Dwelling 
Act,” approved June 12, 1934, as amended, 
is further amended to read as follows: 

“(b) On and after July 1, 1955, it shall be 
unlawful to use or occupy any alley building 
or structure as a dwelling in the District of 
Columbia.” 

(b) Section 6 of such act, as amended, is 
further amended by striking “1947" and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “1955.” 


On page 32, line 6, after Act.“, to 
insert “Any life-insurance company or- 
ganized under the laws of the District or 
formed or organized under an act of 
Congress is authorized, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, to make loans 
or advances for the purpose of making 
repairs, alterations, additions, or im- 
provements to homes or other buildings 
on improved real estate upon which it 
then holds a first lien to secure a loan 
previously made, without additional se- 
curity: Provided, That no such loan or 
advance shall be made in a sum in excess 
of $2,000: And provided further, That 
the amount of such loan or advance when 
added to the balance due on the original 
indebtedness shall not exceed the 
amount originally secured by the first 
lien.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator explain the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. There is but 
one controversial amendment made by 
the House. It will be recalled that the 
slum-clearance bill was passed by the 
Senate several months ago. It has been 
under study by the House for a long 
time. The question has been with re- 
spect to the definition of low-cost public 
housing. The House refused to accept 
the Senate language on that subject and 
inserted language which in reality was 
the language of the committee of the 
Senate when the committtee reported 
the bill, which language was stricken 
from the bill on the floor of the Senate. 
The House took the Senate committee’s 
language rather than the language of 
the Senate. 

If we were to send this bill back to 
conference, in all probability we should 
lose the bill. There is so much of value 
in the bill, generally speaking, that I 
have conferred with the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WacnER], who has been 
very much interested in this particular 
phase of the subject. He joins with me 
in the thought that it is best for us to 
take the bill as amended, with the idea 
that before the amendments would come 
into operation we should have ample 
time in which to amend the law. 

I, therefore, move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendments. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Who signed the con- 
ference report? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. There is no confer- 
ence report. There was no conference. 
The House studied the bill which came 
from the Senate and amended it in cer- 
tain particulars. It passed the House 
day before yesterday, and has been mes- 
saged to the Senate. I could move to 
send the bill to conference, which I do 
not propose to do. I am moving that 
the Senate concur in the House amend- 
ments. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. O’DANIEL. Mr. President, I did 
not yield for that purpose. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I hope the Senator 
will not insist on his point of no quorum, 
because I did not wish to take the time 
of the Senator from Texas for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Would the Senator 
be willing to defer consideration of his 
motion until some of our Members can 
be present? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Certainly. 

I thank the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. I am glad to accom- 
modate the Senator. 

Mr. McCARRAN subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I have conferred with the 
Senator from Ohio, the Senator from 
Wisconsin, and the Senator from New 
York, all of whom in times past have 
been interested in this line of legislation. 
The language of the House amendments 
is not exactly the same as the language 
of the measure as passed by the Senate, 
but in my judgment it is language which 
the Senate can well afford to accept now, 
with the view of amending the bill at a 
later time if it does not work out. So 
much of value in the way of slum clear- 
ance is provided for by the bill that I am 
forced to conclude that we had better 
accept the House amendments. 

Therefore, I move that the Senate con- 
cur in the amendments of the House. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MCCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I understand that it is the 
Senator’s opinion that if the bill were 
sent to conference, in the first place the 
House conferees probably would insist 
upon the House amendments, and, in the 
second place, the effect might be to kill 
the bill entirely. 

Mr. McCCARRAN. That is my judg- 
ment; I believe it would kill the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. If that is the Senator’s 
opinion, I think the House amendments 
should be concurred in. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, let me 
ask the Senator from Nevada if I cor- 
rectly understand that he has moved that 
the Senate concur in the amendments of 
the House? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran) that the Senate concur in 
the amendments of the House to the bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL— 

CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 371) 
extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended. 

Mr. ODANIEL. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to detain the Senate very long, 
because I have discussed the subject of 
OPA heretofore and tried to make my 
position well known and clear that I am 
unalterably opposed to OPA in any way, 
shape, manner, or form, About 4 weeks 
ago, just before June 30, I recognized the 
fact that there might be some reason for 
extended remarks to be made concerning 
this measure because OPA was scheduled 
to expire or to die a natural death at 
midnight on June 30, and, while it seemed 
hopeless to be able to delay extension of 
that legislation long enough to cause 
OPA to die, I took a chance and did 
speak. I am not wholly responsible for 
the death of OPA, but I do claim credit 
for what little part I did play in causing 
OPA to die a natural death at midnight 
on June 30. 

In taking the floor at that time it 
seemed to give renewed hope to many of 
our American citizens who had lost faith 
in their Government and lost hope of 
ever getting rid of OPA and some other 
New Deal bureaucrats and bureaucracies. 
The telegrams began to pour in from 
every nook and corner of this grand old 
Nation of ours, from those citizens. The 
telegrams came from citizens who did not 
belong to organizations which main- 
tained lobbies in Washington and paid 
representatives to defend their interests 
or protect their interests. They did not 
come from those who had sufficient 
money to buy railroad tickets and come 
here and ask that OPA be abolished. 
They came from the rank and file of what 
I like to call the common citizens of this 
great Nation, because I am a common 
citizen myself; was born in the direst 
poverty, and was brought up rubbing 
shoulders with the common folk of this 
great Nation. I know their honesty, their 
hopes, their aspirations, their desire to 
do their part in maintaining our Govern- 
ment and protecting our Nation. Those 
telegrams came from families that had 
given their sons and their fathers and 
other relatives to the great cause of free- 
dom in the recent war. 

So I took occasion to read part of those 
telegrams on the Senate floor. I termed 
those telegrams the voice of the people. 
For a few hours I read those telegrams. 
Since then telegrams have continued to 
pour in to me, and I have many thou- 
sands of telegrams from the rank and 
file of the citizens of this great Nation 
expressing their disapproval of OPA, 
their hope that it would be killed, and 
their great joy in its death. They ex- 
press the hope that it will never be 
revived. 

Mr. President, I see no reason at this 
time to engage in lengthy debate, because 
there is at this time no deadline to meet. 
June 30 has passed. OPA died and is 
still dead. Lengthy debate can do no 
good now. It looks like it is simply taken 
for granted that this Nation must have a 
new OPA. I do not think anything can 
save us now from the infliction of that 
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great calamity on this Nation by the re- 
enactment of OPA. Nothing can save us 
but God Himself. I do not see for the 
life of me, Mr. President, why God would 
want to save us from that fate in view 
of the way Congress acts. He may have 
pity on us anyhow. I hope so. I pray 
that He will provide some means whereby 
this law will never be reenacted. That 
would have to be a miracle, however. 

Before discussing the bill in detail I 
want to state again that I am a Demo- 
crate—not a New Deal Democrat, but a 
Jeffersonian Democrat. I come from the 
State of Texas, where we have many 
good Jeffersonian Democrats who are sick 
and tired of the New Deal dynasty which 
has almost ruined our Nation. I have 
always been a Democrat. I was born a 
Democrat. I lived in Republican States 
where I had to take the abuse which was 
hurled at me by a majority of the people 
because I was a Democrat. But I sur- 
vived that. I finally wound up in the 
great State of Texas, which is Demo- 
cratic. I found that my views on democ- 
racy coincided with those of the majority 
of the citizens of Texas. The good citi- 
zens of the great State of Texas in large 
numbers requested that I abandon my 
life in private enterprise, that of farming 
and ranching, and become their gover- 
nor. They made good. We straight- 
ened out a few of the political kinks in 
the State of Texas while I was governor, 
and then I was sent to the Senate. So 
my record is complete as a Democrat, 
from the time I was born up to the 
present time. 

I do not intend at this time to eulogize 
the Republican Party, but I do wish pub- 
licly to congratulate a young statesman 
on the other side of the aisle, the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], who rose 
above political affiliations today in the 
delivery of a statesmanlike message on 
the floor of the Senate, proving conclu- 
sively that he places his country above 
his political party. I think we shall hear 
more from that young statesman, be- 
cause it requires a great deal of courage 
for a man in his capacity to stand up 
against great odds and contend for what 
he knows is absolutely right and best for 
the American people, even though he 
may not be supported by certain other 
members of his party. 

The Senator from Nebraska made 
clear in his discussion today many 
points, two of which were outstanding. 
He made clear that it made little or no 
difference what was written into this 
measure if it should become law, because 
we know from past experience that those 
who administer the legislation pay abso- 
lutely no attention to what is written in 
the law. They are above the law, in their 
own estimation, and they administer 
OPA according to the way they think 
it should be administered. The Senator 
from Nebraska made that point perfectly 
clear, and I concur in his opinion. 

He inadvertently brought out another 
fact, not specifically stating it as such, 
but making it perfectly clear that the 
issue before the Senate at the present 
time is purely and unequivocally a politi- 
cal issue. I do not know that every 
Member of the Senate would interpret 
OPA, as the conference report stands be- 
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fore us now, as a politica] issue. Each 
Senator has the right to interpret it as 
he pleases; but I interpret it as purely a 
political issue. 

Regardless of how much I dislike to see 
it, OPA is recognized as a Democratic 
bureau, because the Democrats are sup- 
posed to be the controlling factor in our 
Government. The OPA monkey is on the 
back of the Democratic Party. Everyone 
should know that if he does not. I know 
it. I do not know that any Republican 
Senators have ever thought about it. I 
have not talked to them about it, but I 
consider that the political thing for the 
Republicans to do until the next election 
is keep the OPA monkey on the backs of 
the Democrats, because it will be a great 
factor in the coming elections, Conse- 
quently Republican Senators who have 
not given this question much considera- 
tion may be seriously thinking in favor 
of OPA, but it is my contention that 
whether they are serious or not, they are 
certainly doing their party no injustice 
in trying to reinstate OPA. 

I would not accuse them of trying to 
sell out their Nation for the sake of their 
party. I do not think they would do that. 
But political strategy—and I do not be- 
lieve anyone has accused Republican 
Senators of being entirely lacking in po- 
litical strategy—would dictate that 
course. On the other hand, as I have 
stated, it is our baby, and we cannot turn 
it loose without losing the votes of all the 
Comrsunists, Reds, radicals, black mar- 
keters, labor-leader racketeers, and a 
horde of other undesirable citizens who 
have swarmed into our party and are 
trying not only to ruin our Nation but 
entirely to destroy the democracy hand- 
ed down to us by the great founder of 
the Democratic Party, Thomas Jefferson. 

That is the situation. It has become 
& political situation in my opinion 
whether anyone else so interprets it or 
not. That is the way I interpret it. 
That is the reason why we have this 
fight, which has gone on for many 
weeks. We have the OPA, and the Re- 
publicans want us to keep it. That is 
the reason why I publicly congratulate 
and commend the young statesman from 
Nebraska. I will not go into details by 
naming other Senators on that side of 
the aisle. I am doing pretty well when 
I congratulate one Republican. 

Apparently the situation is so political 
that the people of the Nation will have 
to put up with it. We shall have to 
endure the destructive influence of OPA. 
We shall have to go without meat and 
butter, and get along with very few 
clothes. We shall have to do without a 
thousand and one things which the 
citizens of this Nation want now, the 
production of which has been thwarted 
or entirely stopped by the machinations 
of the OPA and other New Deal bureaus 
of this Government. It is bound to 
come. There is no way to stop it that 
I can see, except by a miracle. That 
was what almost stopped it before that 
and President Truman’s veto. I shall 
never understand why he vetoed the bill. 
It is not necessarr that I understand it. 
I am glad that he did so. He certainly 
was either purposely or inadvertently 
doing everything he could to save the 
Democratic Party when he vetoed it. I 
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hope that he vetoes the OPA measure 
the next time it comes before him, be- 
cause I think it will get there. I do not 
see any way to stop it. 

Mr. President, I do not know why 
nearly every Member of the Senate 
seems to think that we must have an 
OPA. There is no reason to have it at 
all. We got along without it for 150 or 
160 years. Then we had it for a little 
more than 4 years, and it got us into a 
terrible condition. Now we are without 
it, and slowly and gradually returning 
to the American way of life. Slowly and 
gradually—yes, but gloriously. Down in 
east Texas the lumber industry is be- 
ginning to operate again. I have re- 
ceived word from Mr. T. G. Tilford down 
at Nacogdoches, and Mr. W. L. Johnson 
and Mr. Willard W. Johnson, over at 
Palestine, and what they say is borne 
out by a telegram I have received from 
Mr. Gene Ebersole of the Lumbermen’s 
Association of Texas. Without OPA the 
lumber for housing was beginning to 
come through. On Monday, I rose to 
ask the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] if he knew of the situation in 
livestock on the San Antonio markets. 
I was reliably informed that cattle sold 
Saturday on that market were slightly 
under the maximum livestock ceiling 
prices of the former OPA, whieh meant 
that the Government has been wrong in 
their position, for this not only saves the 
payment of subsidies but makes it pos- 
sible for retailers to sell their product 
at former ceiling prices. Today I have 
a telegram from the manager of the 
Fort Worth Stockyards, Mr. W. L. Pier, 
who advises me that meat prices are 
dropping steadily due to supply and de- 
mand. The St. Louis Butter, Egg, and 
Poultry Exchange advises me, by tele- 
gram, that prices are steady and that 
supply and demand are beginning to op- 
erate. From down Florida way, the sec- 
retary of the Florida Feed Dealers Asso- 
ciation, Mr. R. D. Jackson, informs me 
that meat, milk, poultry, eggs, and feed 
are all related and have been adjusting 
their prices since the death of OPA and 
he expresses grave fears if this new 
legislation is enacted. The same thought 
is echoed by Mr. Victor C. DeWein, presi- 
dent of the Illinois Feed Association. 
And the Texas Grain and Feed Dealers 
Association have expressed their con- 
tinued opposition to any continuation of 
OPA policies and practices. 

So we do not need OPA at all. But 
there seems to be a general impression 
that we ought to have it. Some Sena- 
tors will perhaps say, “It is all right 
to have it if we can write an amendment 
into the law with our names attached to 
it.” Some persons think it is all right if 
they can administer it, but that it is all 
wrong if the law is amended, or if some- 
one else gets the credit for it. 

So we now have before us an OPA 
measure, As was stated on the floor of 
the Senate a little while ago, there are 
96 Senators, and 96 different interpreta- 
tions of OPA. 

Mr. President, as I was saying, it has 
been said on the floor of the Senate that 
this measure might have 96 different in- 
terpretations by 96 Senators. It is just 
a mass of words and a mass of confusion. 
But that will make no difference to the 
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OPA, because the OPA will interpret it 
just as it wishes to do, and will go merrily 
on its way. The present situation re- 
minds us something of the folks who, in 
ancient times, thought they could build 
a tower that would take them to heaven, 
so that they could go to heaven without 
being good while they were on earth. 
But they got so confused that they sim- 
ply could not understand one another, 
and so they could not go ahead with that 
work. So that project was never com- 
pleted. 

This legislative project resembles that 
building project. There is so much con- 
fusion about it that no one understands 
anyone else, and we have another Tower 
of Babel. I hope the result will be that 
this legislation will never be completed 
and will never go to the President for 
his signature. 

The OPA was first established by the 
late President Roosevelt. Shortly after 
the New Deal decided to strip the United 
States in order to supply foreign nations, 
through lend-lease, the theory of price 
control was brought into the picture. 
Executive Order 8734, which established 
the Office of Price Administration and 
Civilian Supply in the Executive Office of 
the President, was issued April 11, 1941. 
Now that the New Deal is still determined 
to strip the United States of the food- 
stuffs and other things essential to our 
economy, in order to give those things to 
foreign nations, we are still faced with ` 
price control. On March 11, 1941, the 
lend-lease bill was signed. One month 
later, on April 11, 1941, President Roose- 
velt issued the Executive order which set 
up price control. 

As long as the New Deal stays in power, 
Mr. President, in my judgment we shall 
have a constant effort to take away from 
the American people the things they 
should have and the things which our 
country can provide, and to give them 
away, and in that way to attempt to 
justify control of the American people 
in all their activities, and in that way to 
deprive them of the things that are pro- 
duced in the United States. If the at- 
tempt is successful, those things will be 
given for the benefit of other people who 
not only do not appreciate them, but who 
abuse our Nation and our people. 

As I have said, that Executive Order— 
No. 8734—-was issued by President Roose- 
velt on April 11, 1941. The first para- 
graph of the order says: 

By virtue of the authority vested in me by 
the Constitution and the statutes, and in 
order to define further the functions and 
duties of the Office for Emergency Manage- 
ment with respect to the national emer- 
gency— 

Note that, Mr. President— 
as declared by the President on September 
8, 1939, for the purpose of avoiding profiteer- 
ing and unwarranted price rises, and of 
facilitating an adequate supply and the 
equitable distribution of materials and com- 
modities for civilian use, and finding that 
the stabilization of prices is in the interest 
of national defense and that this order is 


necessary to increase the efficiency of the 
defense program, it is hereby ordered: 


Then the Executive order continues. 
That shows very conclusively, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the only reason for ever think- 
ing about controlling prices in the United 


9846 


States was that we were in a state of na- 
tional emergency preceding a war which 
most of those in authority knew would 
come. 

Later, after the President instituted 
price control, he sent a message to Con- 
gress, on July 30, 1941, requesting the 
Congress to enact legislation stabilizing 
the prices of various commodities and 
rents. In that message he specifically 
stated that— 


We are now spending more than $30,000,- 
000 a day on defense. 


That is the way he characterized the 
request, and it was understood to be in 
its entirety a request for legislation on 
account of the national emergency which 
existed and the war which was to follow. 

When that message reached the Con- 
gress, it was debated on the floor of the 
Senate. No one ever mentioned or even 
suggested on the floor of the Senate, to 
my knowledge, that it was to be an all- 
time affair, that we were to have the OPA 
and price fixing forever. It was under- 
stood and it was considered to be a war 
measure, and was so stated by many of 
the Senators on this floor. It was par- 
ticularly stated by the then Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Clark]. Senator Clark of 
Missouri said on January 10, 1942, as 
shown at page 237 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 


Mr. CLank of Missouri. Mr. President, 
I will detain the Senate only a moment on 
this matter, but I feel that I should like to 
express my opinion about the amendment of 
the Senator from Ohio, and, incidentally, on 
the present state of the bill. 


Listen to this, Mr. President. Senator 
Clark, of Missouri, was stating, I think, 
the opinion of every Senator on this 
floor: 

Mr. President, this is a bill which is abso- 
lutely, or should be absolutely and peculiarly, 
& war measure. As I see it, the only justi- 
fication for. the Government of the United 
States ever to authorize a policy such as price 
fixing, which is entirely alien and antagonis- 
tic to our whole theory of government and of 
business and of our way of life, is as a war 
measure. 

No one ever thought at that time that 
after our brave soldiers, both men and 
women, fought in all the different fields 
of battle and whipped every one of the 
Axis powers and every one of our foreign 
enemies, and drove them to their knees 
in absolute, unconditional surrender, we 
would still have fastened upon us, long 
after the war ended, this iniquitous price- 
control measure. 

I have many other quotations which I 
am prepared to read to the Senate, but 
I think I shall not take the time of the 
Senate to read everything which was said, 
So far as I could find it, with reference 
to the fact that the OPA was entirely 
foreign to our American way of life in 
peacetime, and that it was adopted only 
as a War measure. 

Mr. President, on previous occasions I 
have called attention to the wisdom of 
the Members of this great body, the Sen- 
ate of the United States. There is no 
doubt that we have wise men here. But 
in discussing this OPA, they get involved 
in the details of a great many words and 
Sentences and paragraphs and language 
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that has various meanings. They dis- 
cuss all that around and around, until, 
as I have said, they get so confused that 
no one knows what the provisions mean. 

Mr. President, the issue today is not the 
further salaries of some 33,000 OPA polit- 
ical job-holders. The issue is not one be- 
tween the President and the Congress, or 
between Republicans and Democrats. 
Today, we stand facing two possible 
courses of action, and the issue we face 
today is which of these two courses shall 
our Nation pursue. For the vote that 
we cast in this matter will commit our 
Nation and its people and our children 
and their children to an economic policy 
which shall determine the lives of those 
citizens yet unborn. The issue in this 
vote is, therefore, between two theories 
of economy; private endeavor or col- 
lectivism. 

By our actions on this issue we shall 
determine if this Nation is to continue 
under the system of free enterprise or 
under a program of collectivism. For 
the economic forces of the past decade 
have brought us to a position where we 
must now restore our system of individual 
freedoms or virtually deny our form of 
constitutional democracy and take, along 
with economic planning and direction by 
Government, the revision of all our sys- 
tem of political and ethical philosophy. 

For individual freedom of action in the 
economic field cannot be suppressed ex- 
cept by suppressing it also in those fields 
of human interest which are not eco- 
nomic, which otherwise would be used 
as a medium for nullifying the control 
sought for in the economic field. Reli- 
gious and social freedom cannot exist in 
association with economic collectivism. 
History has yet to show a single instance 
of economic concurrently or subsequently 
by suppression of every form of freedom 
of action and individual liberty. 

Therefore, Mr. President, the issue to- 
day is whether we shall continue to live 
under the system that has given us free- 
dom and dignity—or whether we shall 
vote to overthrow our system of govern- 
ment. For when we vote to pursue a 
course of economic collectivism, we in- 
evitably cast our vote for a departure 
from democracy. and toward political col- 
lectivism as well. Such a political col- 
lectivism in the other nations has been 
identified by various labels. In Russia 
it is called communism, in Italy it was 
called fascism, and in Germany it was 
called nazism. It existed in feudal form 
in Japan. Today it has become a sort 
of materialistic credo for the credulous 
who permit their wishes to overcome 
their knowledge. In the United States it 
became the New Deal, and the citizen 
gave way to the platitudes of political 
promises nor heeded the rumble of the 
distant drum. And today we are at the 
day of decision; today we have reached 
what the navigator has come to call the 
point of no return. We must embark 
on a course of collectivism or we must 
correct our course to regain the safe 
passage of democratic free human en- 
deavor. Our vote on this issue will de- 
cide. The men in this Chamber today 
will become either the heroes of future 
generations or the forgotten pallbearers 
of personal liberties. 
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Collectivism is that form of social or- 
ganization that creates dependence upon 
government and discourages individual 
initiative and self-reliance. In its eco- 
nomic aspects it is characterized by either 
control or ownership of the facilities of 
production and distribution. In its final 
form the facilities of living also are 
owned and controlled by Government. It 
substitutes for the voluntary division of 
labor and assigned or allocated division 
of labor, this being an essential concom- 
itant of controlled production, for the 
control of production necessarily carries 
with it the allocation of employment. 
And because production cannot be con- 
trolled unless distribution is also con- 
trolled, collectivism also substitutes for 
the free exchange of goods a controlled 
exchange involving rationing, quotas, and 
allocations. And for the institution of 
private property, guaranteed under our 
charter of authority, the Constitution of 
the United States, collectivism substitutes 
the concept of publically owned property 
or privately owned property politically 
controlled. 

Briefly, Mr. President, let us examine 
the implications of such a departure from , 
democracy. Such a political control over 
economy is basically a question of own- 
ership of production facilities. It in- 
volves the question as to whom shall it 
be who will furnish the capital resources 
required by the economy? Shall it be 
private citizens through the accumula- 
tion and investment of their savings in 
private enterprise, or shall it be the Goy- 
ernment through the accumulation of 
capital resources by taxation for the cre- 
ation of public and political ownership? 
Private ownership secures the invest- 
ments of citizens through the hope for 
gain, through the hope for private im- 
provement. Returns are based on the 
investment of capital representing thrift 
and conservation of the fruits of their 
labors. Government ownership de- 
mands the investments of citizens 
through compulsory taxation. Returns 
are based on public services determined 
by the political bosses in power, These 
private earnings of the citizens are used, 
theoretically, for the benefit of the col- 
lective citizenry, but such a theory must 
be tempered by the realism of political 
expediency. Thus, governmental con- 
trol or ownership is inexorably based 
upon the taxation of the citizens for the 
benefit of various politically potent 
minorities. 

How shall this departure from de- 
mocracy effect our production of goods 
and services for the citizen? We need 
not look to the records of Germany or 
Italy or Russia or Japan, for the an- 
swer—for here in America we have the 
example of the New Deal for examina- 
tion. The question must be answered: 
Shall we work toward economic produc- 
tion or politically controlled production? 
The size and complexity of present-day 
production units are already so great as 
to tax the intellectual capacity of man 
to grasp, assimilate, and deal with. If 
these characteristics of size and com- 
plexities have become so marked under 
our system of private enterprise, what 
would be the effect upon them of public 
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enterprise or of national economic 
control? 

Prior to the New Deal, our people had 
moved toward the regulation and decen- 
tralization of our economic patterns. 
Regulation and control are two very dif- 
ferent functions. Regulation functions 
from the outside and fixes in advance 
the rules of procedure impartially and 
applicable to all. Control penetrates in- 
to the interior and becomes a part of 
managerial authority. Regulation and 
decentralization was achieved through 
the Sherman Antitrust Act, the Clay- 
ton Fair Trade Practice Act, the regula- 
tory laws for public utilities, rail rates, 
and certain periodic attempts to peg 
agricultural prices. Collectivism is 
achieved through the control granted 
under the old NIRA, the Wagner Act, 
the OPA, and the proposed bills for 
Federal control of our educational sys- 
tems, for nationalized medicine, for fed- 
erally subsidized and directed housing 
program, and through the various re- 
strictions on investment capital in pro- 
duction work. 

The question to be answered, Mr. Pres- 
ident, is whether we shall secure pro- 
duction through regulation and private 
endeavor or through politically con- 
trolled work and Government ownership? 
Will proper understanding and a healthy 
development of our economic life come 
from massing the control of these activi- 
ties together into ever-larger aggregates 
under centralized governmental bureaus 
politically organized, or by diffusion of 
this control throughout the entire social 
group of our citizenry by continued em- 
phasis upon decentralization? If the 
business activity consists of thousands 
of individual transactions, each subject 
to separate judgment and decision, the 
composite judgment is likely to be in the 
right direction. Being diverse, there will 
only be individual failures amply com- 
pensated for by many individual succes- 
ses. Those individuals, free to exercise 
their own judgment, can overcome po- 
tential failure by responding to environ- 
ment and circumstances and following 
the correct course, For the flexibility of 
free independent endeavor not only per- 
mits but encourages such action. If, 
however, these individual transactions 
are enclosed within the frame of rigid 
governmental control, based on a nation- 
al economic plan enforced by the coer- 
sion of law, progress will be in the right 
direction only so long as the small cen- 
tral bureaucracy who conceives and di- 
rects the plan is right. When the bu- 
reaucracy is wrong, the resulting error 
will be of such magnitude and intensity 
as to be catastrophic in effect upon thè 
economy and the safety of the entire 
Nation. 

Mr. President, the resulting error of the 
OPA is evidence in support of this anal- 
ysis. Never before have our people been 
so close to real hunger. Never before 
has actual shortage of food and goods 
threatened our people and their security. 

And as the production of goods is con- 
trolled under a collective system, so also 
is the distribution of those goods and 


services to be controlled by governmental . 


experts. The question that must be an- 
swered in the vote to be taken is, then, 
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who shall determine the character and 
quantity of goods and services to be con- 
sumed by each citizen? Who shall deter- 
mine the food or the clothing necessary 
to the citizen? Shall it be the citizen 
himself and the members of his imme- 
diate family—or shall it be a bureau- 
cratic Government by means of coercion, 
quotas, ration stamps, and allocations? 

Under the American system of enter- 
prise the distribution of goods and serv- 
ices was moving toward a correction of 
earlier discriminations. Antitrust laws 
and fair trade practices were adopted. 
Regulatory bodies were created to prevent 
debased standards in food products, dilu- 
tions, and freight rate inequities. Action 
was in the direction of the elimination 
of unfair distribution. 

Under political collectivism the distri- 
bution of goods and services is controlled 
by political consideration. Antitrust laws 
and fair trade practice laws are abro- 
gated. Food standards are debased and 
lowered, dilutions are ordered, and 
freight rate inequities are retained. Po- 
litical considerations replace economic 
principles. 

Therefore, I repeat, Mr. President, the 
question involved in the vote on this 
issue is who shall determine the char- 
acter and the quantity of goods and serv- 
ices to be consumed by each citizen. 
Who shall determine the food or the 
clothing necessary to each person? 
Shall it be the citizen himself and the 
immediate members of his family or 
shall it be a little algebraic tribe of neo- 
economists ensconced in a governmental 
bureau, empowered with the authority 
of coercive regulations—of quotas, ra- 
tion stamps, and allocations? 

And as the production and the distri- 
bution of all goods must be earned by the 
labors of the citizen, the individual as a 
worker must fully understand his status 
in a collective economy. For the two 
great motivating impulses of man in the 
economic field are hope and fear. In 
America man’s labors are stimulated 
through hope of acquiring, owning, and 
enjoying the fruits of his individual ac- 
complishment. Collectivism cannot em- 
ploy hope in similarly stimulating effort, 
because by its very nature it deprives 
the individual of the right to acquire and 
own the products of endeavor. Under 
collectivism the stimulation of labor has 
been through fear of starvation and 
punishment. Labor becomes compul- 
sory. The voluntary division of labor 
attained under the American system of 
free enterprise is replaced by an as- 
signed or allocated division of labor. 
Collectivism produces compulsory labor 
and the citizen becomes a slave. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I desire to 
repeat the statement I made when I be- 
gan these remarks: The issue involved 
in this vote is not the further salaries 
of some 33,000 OPA political jobholders. 
The issue is not one between the Presi- 
dent and the Congress, nor between Re- 
publicans and Democrats. The issue is 
between two theories of economics—col- 
lectivism or free endeavor. 

By the vote of the Senate, we shall be 
determining if we are to have a system 
of economy in America that will guar- 
antee the citizen a right to own property 
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or if he will be deprived of this constitu- 
tional right. We.shall be determining 
whether we have political production or 
economic production. We shall be de- 
ciding if we are to have a free determi- 
nation of the food and clothing necessary 
for our citizens or whether that selection 
and amount shall be determined for the 
citizen by a politically chosen bureau. 
We shall be determining if the working 
men and women of this Nation shall 
earn and retain the fruits of their labors 
or if they shall become compulsory ser- 
vants in a politically controlled economic 
kingdom. 

The decision to be made by the vote in 
the Senate on this question will deter- 
mine if we shall condone the departure 
from democracy and acquiesce in an- 
archy. This vote may do to our Repub- 
lic what all the legions of Hitler could 
never do—this communistic, cockeyed 
philosophy of government may, in fact, 
it eventually will, unless stopped, over- 
throw our system of constitutional gov- 
ernment. 

But to boil the thing right down to the 
common language of America, it simply 
means that the public officials who domi- 
nate this Government have lost confi- 
dence in the wisdom and ability of the 
rank and file of American citizens to con- 
duct their own business. 

I, for one, have not lost that confidence. 
I still have it in the rank and file of the 
American people, and I think they have 
done a swell job in carving out of the 
wilderness the greatest Nation the world 
has ever known. They did it without 
the benefit of the wisdom of the New Deal 
bureaucrats which, for the past 13 years, 
have been endeavoring to destroy this 
great Nation and overthrow our American 
form of government. I will cling to the 
rank and file of the American people. 

Mr. President, I have always consid- 
ered that an American citizen had the 
right to own property. After we complete 
the discussion of all the details and con- 
fused paragraphs of this monstrosity 
which is now pending before us, we will 
get back to the question of whether Mrs. 
O Leary has lost her right to own a cow, 
milk it, skim the milk, take the cream 
and churn it into butter, and take the 
butter to town and sellit. That is a right 
we are about to give away. We are about 
to deprive Mrs. O’Leary of her right to 
own that cow, and sell the butter which 
she may make from the milk which the 
cow produces. We Are taking that right 
away through.this pending legislation. 

Mr. President, when we take Mrs. 
OLeary's rights away from her, at the 
same time we take away many other 
rights. Mrs. O’Leary, out on the plains, 
does not belong to any organization which 
has high-power representatives in Wash- 
ington for the purpose of protecting her 
rights, so I am standing here on the 
floor of the Senate in an endavor to pro- 
tect those rights for her. If she owns 
that cow and works hard and wishes to 
sell the products from that cow, she 
should have the right to do so. 

I know what it means to live in the 
country and work hard. I lived on a 
ranch when I was a boy. I know how 
hard my father worked on that ranch in 


9848 


feeding thousands of head of livestock 
and in planting and harvesting the feed 
which the livestock consumed. During 
those 17 years of hard work which, in the 
end, netted nothing except a debt which 
grew greater and greater as time went on, 
my mother had a cow and some chickens. 
The milk which the cow furnished, to- 
gether with the eggs, the butter, and the 
chickens, represented the only sources of 
revenue which the family had for use 
in buying books and clothes for the chil- 
dren so that they could go to school. My 
mother was poor and she worked out her 
life in poverty and hard drudgery for her 
children. But she had American free- 
dom, American liberty, and the American 
right to work and to own property, and 
-sell whatever she had for any price she 
could obtain for it. 

Mr. President, these great men of wis- 
dom in the United States Senate are 
right on the verge of taking rights away 
from the American people so that when 
Mrs. O'Leary takes that pound of butter 
to town, as well as the eggs which her 
chickens produce, she will not be able to 
get for them the price which purchasers 
might be willing to pay. She may meet 
the banker or someone whom she knows 
well, with wealth but with no butter, and 
she will be in a position to sell the butter 
to him. Every penny that she can get 
for that pound of butter means some- 
thing to her. The banker says, “Well, 
that is a beautiful pound of butter.” She 
has put it in a mold and it came out of 
the mold with a flower on top of it. It 
was 1 pound of butter. The banker 
says, “I will give you a dollar forit.” He 
has a dollar and she needs it. She has 
the butter and he does not have any. 
But the Congress of the United States 
says, “No, Mrs. O'Leary, you cannot take 
that dollar, you must take only 52 cents, 
or 62 cents, or 78 cents.” She may take 
only the amount which some bureaucrat 
in Washington says that she may take. 
And yet, Mr. President, it is said that 
that bureaucrat is trying to protect Mrs. 
O'Leary from inflation. The only infla- 
tion we have in this country is the infla- 
tion which is in the minds and hearts of 
the bureaucrats in Washington. I hope 
that they may become more inflated. I 
hope that they will become inflated to the 
busting point, and then perhaps the Con- 
gress will turn this Government back to 
the people and will recognize the fact 
that Government officials and employees 
are servants of the people of this country 
and not their masters. 

We are not satisfied at this time, Mr. 
President, with having a bureaucrat as 
the Administrator of the OPA. It is 
proposed to have a board to consist of 
threemembers. Mr. President, you can- 
not change a bureaucrat by putting three 
of them in a pen together any more than 
you can change a hog or a bull on the 
farm by putting three of them together. 
They are still hogs or bulls or bureau- 
crats. [Laughter.] The only reason I 
can discover, Mr. President, for setting 
up this board of three members—to con- 
sist of three big fat bureaucrats—is the 
way the elections have been going 
throughout the country. The elections 
apparently will result in the New Dealers 
being turned out of office throughout the 
country. Bureaucrats must be taken 
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care of, and defeated candidates must 
be given new berths when the New Deal 
is defeated. 

Mr. President, we are getting back to 
the political phase of the situation. 
Yesterday, in Oklahoma, three incum- 
bent Democrats were turned down by 
the voters en masse. They were candi- 
dates for the office of Representative in 
the United States Congress. I know one 
of them. He is a mighty nice fellow, 
and my sympathies are with all of them 
because they are Democrats. I do not 
know whether they were in favor of the 
New Deal or opposed to it, but I assert 
that the Democratic Party has the stamp 
of the New Deal on its forehead, and the 
people back home do not ask whether a 
candidate has been in favor of the New 
Deal or opposed to it; they defeat him 
anyway. As I have said, three candi- 
dates were defeated in Oklahoma. The 
people had the record of those candidates 
who were already in Washington, and 
they decided to nominate some new Dem- 
ocrats. It is now proposed to establish 
a Decontrol Board to consist of three. 
After a while the Board will be increased 
to 6, or 9, or 12, or 15 in order to take 
care of the defeated Democrats who are 
loyal adherents of the New Deal. 

Mr. President, we must look at both 
sides of the situation. Some of the more 
optimistic Senators have been talking 
about how nice this measure will be. I 
will not call any names or cast any in- 
sinuations. I will not impugn the mo- 
tives of any person, especially a United 
States Senator. I will not do that, I 
assure Senators. It would be against 
the rule. But I do assert that while 
some of the Senators have said we can 
expect this Board will do the right thing 
and be perfectly honest, we must not 
place our confidence in them. I will 
stand square on the basis of the philoso- 
phy of Thomas Jefferson. I shall not 
trust bureaucrats to do the right thing. 
I shall always go on the theory that they 
will do the wrong thing. Thomas Jef- 
ferson said: 

Do not put any confidence in men, Bind 


them down by the chains of the Consti- 
tution. 


There are many honest men and many 
honest women in this country, but I am 
not willing to completely put my trust 
in the ones who will be appointed on 
this board of bureaucrats which will run 
the OPA. I may say further, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that it is my honest opinion that 
no honest man would accept appoint- 
ment on the Board. At least, he would 
not accept appointment on the Board if 
he had sense enough to know what would 
be his responsibilities. He will be placed 
on the Board for the express purpose of 
destroying our American form of gov- 
ernment. I have already made the 
statement that the OPA was established 
as a machine for that express purpose, 
and the record shows that my prophecy 
was correct. 

They have done more to overthrow our 
American form of Government than any 
other department of the New Deal. 
These three members of this Board, ac- 
cording to the new bill, which has not 
been passed but it looks as if it is going 
to be, do not even have to be confirmed 
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by the Senate until a considerable period 
of time has elapsed should the Congress 
adjourn before the appointments are 
made. The President can appoint them. 
The President may try to get some hon- 
est men, but he is going to have difficulty 
because an honest man will not take the 
job. It is an impossible job. I do not 
care how smart anyone is; he may have 
the wisdom of Solomon, but he cannot 
administer OPA under our form of Gov- 
ernment. If there is anything that is 
impossible, that is it. It just cannot be 
done, because by it the Government 
would take away from Mrs. O’Leary the 


-right to say what she will take for her 


pound of butter. That is not American- 
ism. No honest man would take the ad- 
ministrative task of administering a dis- 
honest law like that. 

We might absolve ourselves of any bad 
intention by saying we are passing this 
law and we believe it will be honestly 
administered. Men may say that if they 
so desire. I believe it will be dishonestly 
administered, and I say that because it 
has been dishonestly administered. 

I am not going to place the blame on 
Chester Bowles or Leon Henderson. I 
said from the start, and it is right there 
on the book, January 8, 1942, when I was 
talking about the first OPA bill before 
we enacted it, that I did not know who 
the Administrator was going to be, but 
thought that possibly before we got 
through with it we would have many dif- 
ferent Administrators. There is no use 
blaming them. They are hired for a pur- 
pose, and if they do not perform, they 
are fired. They did not keep Senator 
Brown there very long. Senator Brown 
was an honest man, in my opinion. He 
did not stay with them very long. Some 
of the boys who are hired in these bu- 
reaus have to make a living, I suppose. 
Do not blame them. Let us look at the 
law, and see what kind of a law we 
passed. 

I said in 1942 that the law laid the door 
open for the biggest racketeering and 
biggest black marketing and gambling 
we ever had in this country, the most 
terrible outbreak of lawlessness. It will 
be much worse under the new board. 
You can put the blame on one Adminis- 
trator, but get three, and then on whom 
will you lay the blame? They are going 
to dodge the issue. It is not going to be 
a Decontrol Board, but it will decontrol, 
recontrol, uncontrol, control, anything 
they want to do. 

What are they going to do? They 
might act themselves, and they may do 
so, but they are going to have a few 
friends around who go out to a big party 
and get loved up by the women, who like 
to speculate. They are going to have a 
swarm of these speculators who will 
know in advance when they will raise the 
price on a commodity, and they will get 
in there and buy the commodity and get 
the benefit of the advance. They will 
get a tip-off and take the profit, and this 
Decontrol Board will say, “We are going 
to control it again, we are going to put 
it back down.” They will have the prices 
running up and down faster than a 
squirrel running up and down a tree. 

It will make possible the most crooked 
administration of any bureau that was 
ever set up, It is placing the control of 
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prices on everything in America in the 
hands of three men. Not only that, but 
it is in my judgment going to become a 
great scandal and instrument of cor- 
ruption. I am making this as a proph- 
esy, and if you do not believe I know how 
to prophesy—and I am not bragging 
about it, but Iam glad I said it—go back 
and see what I said on January 8, 1942, 
would happen if we passed the OPA bill. 
Everything I said would happen did 
happen. Everything I prophesied was 
something bad, and everything that has 
happened has been bad, but things are 
going to get a lot worse. 

Set up this board and give them the 
power and the opportunity to dodge re- 
sponsibility, give them the power to run 
the cotton market up, to run the wheat 
market up, and the prices of hogs and 
cattle up, and run them back down again, 
and you destroy production, and you are 
going to make possible a lot of corrup- 
tion. There is already a lot of it, but I 
think conditions can get worse and, un- 
der a law such as this, certainly will. 

I believe another thing will happen. 
Some folks may not believe this, but I 
have a right to believe it, and I am a 
Senator and have a right to say it. I 
am not making any accusations at all, but 
I say, based on what I know, that I am 
firmly convinced that when the cold 
steel pen of the unbiased historian writes 
the record of the New Deal Administra- 
tion, it will go down in the pages of his- 
tory as the most corrupt government that 
ever governed any nation on the face of 
the earth at any time. We are seeing 
some signs in the newspapers of what has 
been done, but to use a colloquial expres- 
sion you ain’t seen nothing yet. 

OPA is bad. That is what I am try- 
ing to tell the Senate. It is bad because 
it is unconstitutional, it is un-American, 
it is communistic, it is socialistic, and it 
is destroying everything Americans hold 
dear. 

I know there are some good Americans 
citizens who favor OPA, and I am not 
going to criticize the good ones, but Iam 
going to ask them to look into this thing 
a little further. You do not have to be 
a fool to be fooled. Some of the wisest 
people are fooled, and some very wise 
people and some mighty good citizens are 
fooled about this thing. 

Mr. President, a Socialist could not be 
elected President of the United States. 
One never has been elected. The peo- 
ple simply do not believe in socialism— 
at least not very many of them do— 
to the extent of going to the polls and 
voting the Socialist ticket, but whenever 
you say you believe in OPA, you are ad- 
vocating socialism in America; you are 
advocating that your great Government 
use the arm of the law to go down into 
the pocket of Mrs. O’Leary and open it 
and take out the money from her pocket 
and give it to some rich man on Wall 
Street in the price of butter. That is 
pure socialism, issuing some bonds and 
taking the proceeds of the bonds and 
spending them for subsidies, giving them 
away. 

To whom are they to be given? The 
subsidies are given to many people, but 
it is my belief that most of the subsi- 
dies go to the friends of the New Deal- 
ers, the black-marketeers. How do they 
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get to those black-marketeers? They 
do not write out a check and give it to 
them. No; they do not do anything on 
the level. They pay the subsidy check 
to the processor, which is supposed to 
represent the difference between what 
he paid for the commodity and what he 
sells it for; in other words, to represent 
his loss, so that he can sell it for less 
than what he paid for it. 

Let us say it is 17 cents a pound on 
butter, for illustration. The processor 
gets that 17 cents a pound, he sells the 
butter for 17 cents less than it cost him. 
To whom does he sell it? He sells some 
to legitimate merchants, but it is believed 
by many that he sells the most of it to 
the black marketeers. How are you go- 
ing to know who they are? Go to any 
of the grocery stores in Washington and 
walk in. You would not have argued 
with them before OPA died. If you 
could get a little bit of a quarter of a 
pound of butter, you were not going to 
argue about 25 cents. The merchant did 
not look like a black marketeer. Some 
of them are, we all know. Therefore, a 
large part of the subsidy that is paid 
out—most of it, I believe; I do not know 
the percentage, there is no way to check 
it, but I would say most of it—goes indi- 
rectly into the profits of the black mar- 
keteers. That is where it goes. No one 
can deny that. After all, a survey 
showed that, shortly before OPA died, 80 
percent of all the meat was sold in the 
black market. 

Many of those fellows do not make out 
any income tax returns. So the whole 
bill is just something to encourage law- 
lessness, and, inadvertently, to make a 
potential lawbreaker out of every Amer- 
ican citizen. 

Talk about juvenile delinquency. 
Why would we not have juvenile delin- 
quency when the children go with their 
mothers and fathers to do the shopping 
and know that mother and dad are deal- 
ing in the black market contrary to law? 
What are they going to think about them 
when they see that disregard for law? 
Some do not think it amounts to any- 
thing, but it does. 

I know that there are many honest cit- 
izens in this country who have simply 
been fooled by the laws which have been 
passed by the New Deal administration. 
You get in your automobile and start 
down the street, the speed limit being 30 
miles an hour, and you hear the putt- 
putt-putt of the motorcycle police coming 
down the street behind you, and old fear 
takes hold of you right then, and you look 
at your speedometer and you find that 
you are exceeding the speed limit, and 
you slow down kind of gradually, not too 
fast so it will be noticeable, but you are 
violating the law, and you have respect 
for the law in your heart. That respect, 
however, is disappearing. The more you 
violate the law the more callous your 
conscience becomes. Morality appears 
to be at a low ebb today in this country. 
Lawlessness is increasing. So is juvenile 
delinquency. It is all nurtured and 
brought about largely by the corrupt 
leadership of this New Deal gang. 

Before that, Mr. President, we had a 
wonderful country. We want to get it 
back again. But we are not going to get 
it back again by going in the wrong di- 
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rection and passing laws like this. We do 
not need this law. We can get along all 
right without it. 

Mr. President, in the heat of debate 
and haste to destroy our Government to- 
day by rushing through this monstrosity 
of a bill, it might be well to remember 
the signs of hysteria that gripped this 
body yesterday while we were consider- 
ing the means of paying off an honest 
debt to the soldiers who saved us from 
foreign foes and who had been over- 
looked while others in the services had 
been paid. I became fearful as I heard 
Senators discuss the terrible and deplor- 
able condition of our voluntary system. 
We are on the verge of going to the bow 
wows. The Secretary of the Treasury 
and the Bureau of the Budget and the 
big boys in the administration say our 
money is getting so low that we cannot 
pay these boys in money. No, we cannot 
pay them in money. We have to pay 
them in IO U's. We are out of money. 
We have to pay the boys with auto- 
graphed pictures of our United States 
Treasury Building. Yesterday we were 
simply in a terrible fix. It is a good thing 
that the hysteria did not grab the Con- 
gress a few days earlier when John Bull, 
the British Government, was pounding 
at the teller’s window here for $3,750,- 
000,000. We had plenty of money then. 
If we had just been notified by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Bureau 
of the Budget before we passed the 
British loan measure, we might have paid 
Britain off with Confederate currency, or 
autographs of bureaucrats, or anything 
except money. Oh, no; we had plenty 
of money when it was going to be given 
away to some foreign country. 

Now, Senators, look at what we have 
before us today. We have another meas- 
ure before us today and it requires 
money. What are we going todo? Yes- 
terday we did not have any. It was all 
gone. The printing presses had broken 
down. We were entirely out of money. 
Just after we had paid John Bull $3,750,- 
000,000, then the boys come along and 
want to get the little balance that we 
owe them, the boys who went overseas 
and fought for us, and were lucky enough 
to get back alive. They wanted to get 
their money. But then it was said “Oh 
no, boys, we are out of money. We will 
take these pieces of paper with pictures 
on them and have bureaucrats’ auto- 
graphs put on them and give them to 
you.” It was said that that measure 
would be inflationary. But now we have 
a measure before us today which requires 
$1,000,000,000 to be expended. The OPA 
admits it will require $1,000,000,000, and 
that means of course that it will require 
two or three billion dollars, because they 
never admit to as much as will be re- 
quired. Mr. President, with what are 
we going to pay these subsidies? With 
potatoes? We have to look around and 
find something else to use for money. 
I heard someone say we had a surplus of 
potatoes. Perhaps we can pay subsidies 
with potatoes. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SWIFT 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Texas yield to the Senator from Min- 
nesota? 
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Mr. ODANIEL. I shall be delighted to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does not the Sena- 
tor realize that there will never be a 
shortage of money so long as the poplar 
and the spruce lasts in northern Min- 
nesota, Wisconsin, and Canada? They 
make good paper. 

Mr. ODANIEL. I recognize that, Mr. 
President, but I am not going to let the 
Senator from Minnesota get away with 
the suggestion that pulp from Minnesota 
provides all the paper that is used, be- 
cause we produce wood pulp in Texas, 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Well, that adds to 
the supply of money. 

Mr. O’DANIEL. That adds to the 
supply. It took a great deal of the supply 
of pulp and paper for OPA propaganda, 
and we ran short of paper. We cannot 
print any more money. We are out of 
currency. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Short on paper? 

Mr. ODANMIEL. Yes; that is what is 
said. It was contended that we cannot 
pay the boys in currency because we are 
short on money. I guess they have some 
kind of paper down there on which to 
print the autographs. We now have a 
measure before us which is going to re- 
quire a great deal of money if we pass it. 

Mr. President, there is a way to prevent 
all this, to keep out of all this trouble 
I am talking about, and that is to vote 
down the conference report. 

When I discussed this matter after 
OPA expired, when we received the 
House joint resolution and amended it, 
and it had to go to conference, I ex- 
pressed the pious hope that the con- 
ference committee would not make a 
farce out of our legislative machinery. 
Well, in my opinion, the conferees tried 
their best to do it, but they did not quite 
make the grade. If our legislative ma- 
chinery is going to turn out to be a 
farce, it is we ourselves in Congress 
who will conduct that operation. What 
the conferees labored and brought forth 
is now back in the Senate. It is now 
up to us to act. We cannot lay the 
blame on the conferees. We have a 
right to turn down the conference re- 
port. Whether it is good or whether 
it is bad, we have that right. So we 
cannot blame the conference commit- 
tee for making a farce out of our legis- 
lative machinery. It is like the old man 
who got mad at his wife, and was talk- 
ing to her. He said, “You are trying 
to make a fool out of me.” She kind 
of smiled and said, “No; I am too late. 
You did that yourself.” So that is the 
way with this matter. The conference 
committee cannot make a farce out of 
our legislative machinery. If a farce is 
to be made of it, we ourselves must do 
it, and in my opinion we will be doing 
it if we pass this OPA legislation. 

Mr. President, it was brought out on 
the floor of the Senate today and has 
been brought out every day by the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] that 
an enormous number of cattle and hogs, 
and other livestock, were being rushed 
into the market when the farmers found 
out that OPA was dead. They then began 
to pour their livestock into the market. 
The meat has now seeped through the 
usual channels and is coming to the 
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meat market now. But what I want to 
point out is that dead cows do not eat 
grain, and dead hogs do not eat grain. 
We have been talking about a grain 
shortage. Part of that grain shortage 
was caused by the livestock backing up 
in the feed lots because the feeders were 
not willing to sell them at OPA prices, 
and they had to feed that livestock. That 
required a great deal of grain. As soon 
as those animals are slaughtered it 
stopped that much feeding of grain. 
That is going to give us a more abundant 
supply of grain to take care of the poul- 
try in those sections of the United States 
where the shortage of poultry feed has 
been discussed on the floor of the Senate. 
If we permit the law of supply and de- 
mand to prevail we will do well. 

Mr. President, we do not hear of the 
housewife paying exorbitant prices for 
anything. She has common sense. I 
wish the housewives were in the Senate 
and we were out there doing their work. 
They would fix this OPA measure, I 
think they have more sense than we 
have. They have kept prices under con- 
trol. The housewives and other buyers 
have kept the prices of this Nation under 
control for 150 years. We have had 2% 
years of OPA, and everything got out of 
joint, everything got out of line. Now 
we have been free of OPA control for 24 
days, and a pretty good job has been 
done under the old law of supply and 
demand, The farmer and the stock 
raiser is satisfied because he has an open 
market. That is what he wants. If he 
simply has the hope of receiving more 
for his produce he will produce. He will 
be disappointed this year under the nor- 
mal market of supply and demand, but 
that will not stop him. He will try it 
another year. But when we set down 
definitely what he is going to get, and 
he knows he is not going to get his cost 
of production, he is not going to plant. 

The farmer is the most independent 
individual in the whole country. That is 
the reason why the New Deal is trying 
to destroy agriculture in this country— 
because the farmers are independent. 
They think for themselves. When I said 
the New Deal is trying to destroy them, 
I mean all the New Deal has done is to 
run 5,000,000 of them off the farms. 
First, they put them under OPA, and if 
they did not starve them to death, then, 
after the war came, they put them in the 
Army, and 5,000,000 or more are off the 
farms. 

I do not know whether everyone listen- 
ing to me knows of the plans of the New 
Dealor not. They have various ramifica- 
tions, but one function of the New Deal 
is to destroy agriculture, and for two 
purposes. The first purpose is to run 
the independent farmers off the farms 
where they have control of themselves 
and they feel like they are masters of the 
situation out there, and run them into 
the cities where they can regiment them, 
and get them into certain communistic 
labor unions, and tell them when to get 
up, and when to go to work, and what 
wages they will get, and what store they 
will buy at, and how much of that they 
can have and how much of this they 
can have. They can control them—and 
control their votes, too. That is the rea- 
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son why they are trying to destroy agri- 
culture and run the farmers off the 
farms. 

When we were speaking here the other 
day about paying the boys off with auto- 
graphed pictures instead of money it 
was said that that was recommended by 
the Treasury Department and the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. It was said that we 
must do that or have inflation, because 
there is so much money in the country. 
I looked up the figures. There is a great 
deal of money in circulation—approxi- 
mately $23,000,000,000. The Bureau of 
the Budget says, “We cannot turn the 
boys loose with this money. They would 
start spending it right and left, and 
bring on more inflation. We must pay 
them off in autographed pictures.” 

Then one Senator started to explain 
that that was what the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Treasury Department 
had said in 1933. I looked up the figures 
showing the amount of money in circu- 
lation when we paid the bonus in bonds. 
There was only about $6,000,000,000. 
We had deflation then, and we have in- 
flation now. Both extremes are used as 
an argument against paying the boys off 
in cash. That shows how the New Deal 
bureaucrats in the Treasury and the 
Bureau of the Budget work both sides of 
the street. 

I could say a great deal more, but I do 
not see any use in delaying this game. I 
wished to make these few remarks so that 
the Record would show that there is at 
least one Senator on this side of the aisle 
who is against this skulduggery. There 
may be more, but there is at least one. 

Mr. President, I believe that the con- 
ference report should be rejected. I do 
not believe that we need OPA. I think 
we could get along better without it. If 
we do not reject it now, how are we ever 
going to get rid of OPA? As one man 
wrote me, you cannot sober up a drunk 
by continuing to pour whiskey down his 
throat. We cannot get rid of OPA by 
continually renewing, extending, or re- 
instating it. 

We are having a very pleasant time in 
this country now. Even some of the 
newspapers which favored OPA are try- 
ing to outdo each other by writing edi- 
torials showing how pleasant it is since 
we got rid of OPA, and how everything 
is going along all right. One can go to 
the butcher shop and get butter, meat, 
and eggs. The people can buy clothes, 
and many other things at prices no 
higher than they were under OPA, tak- 
ing into consideration the subsidies. 

Of course, many persons do not under- 
stand subsidies. The name “subsidy” 
is a very pleasant sounding word. It 
sounds almost good enough to eat, but 
we cannot eat it. When one buys a 
pound of butter the Government helps 
to pay for it. That means that he gets 
the bill from the Government, not only 
for what it paid, but for compound in- 
terest, because everyone knows that we 
Shall never be able to pay the debt. All 
the money which is borrowed and paid 
out in the form of subsidies is added to 
the huge public debt we already have. 
It immediately begins to draw interest, 
and there are handling charges and 
other expenses. So we are paying part 
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of the price at the grocery store and 
part of it at the Treasury Department 
in income taxes, and all paid as income 
tax also carries a substantial overhead 
charge. 

There may be some who do not realize 
just what subsidies are, but their children 
and grandchildren will find out what 
they are. When you are dead and gone 
and a big tombstone marks your final 
resting place, your children will throw 
rotten eggs at that tombstone every time 
they receive a bill from the Treasury De- 
partment for taxes to pay subsidies on 
the butter and meat which you ate and 
charged up to them. Our grandchildren 
will not have the same love of their fore- 
fathers that we have for our forefathers. 
One should remember that. He had bet- 
ter not have a tombstone erected over his 
grave, so that there will be no means 
of identification to enable his posterity 
to find him. 

We talk about fickle financing. There 
never was a stock promotion or blue-sky 
financing in any part of the world which 
in any way compares with the New Deal 
fickle financing. So far the New Dealers 
have made it stick. But the people are 
getting wise. Yesterday I received a tele- 
gram from a man living in Chicago. His 
name is Robert A. Stough and he lives at 
608 South Dearborn. Mr. Stough posed 
the question: “If living unearned income 
caused 1929 crash, what kind of crash 
will continued Government deficit spend- 
ing cause? Why not save expense OPA 
and black market costs?” Yes, the peo- 
ple are getting wise to the New Deal. But 
they still have support. Of course the 
New Deal has support. It does not get 
it by logic, eloquence, or common sense. 
It gets it by buying it, the only way it ever 
got anything. It prints the money or 
borrows it, charges it up to us, and gives 
it back to us, and says, “Please vote for 
me.” The people put the New Deal in 
power, and it is still in power. But it is 
going out fast. I do not see any way to 

save this country until every New Dealer 
is run out of Washington. I should like 
to place a great chain and padlock on 
every one of the bureaus. Before closing 
them up I would throw in some DDT, 
after giving those inside an opportunity 
to get out and go back home and enjoy 
themselves. We do not want any casual- 
ties. 

Let us close these great mausoleums 
and lock them up. Let us make this city 
look like the Deserted Village. Anyone 
who came here and wanted to know 
where America was could be told, “It is 
back there on the broad acres where the 
people live, and not here in this interna- 
tional city.” That is what I should like 
to see, But we are not going to accom- 
plish it by putting three bureaucrats in 
the place of one. 

I had some additional material to read, 
to show that OPA does not know that it 
is out of business. It is still doing busi- 
ness at the same old stand. The people 
of Texas still receive letters, regulations, 
rules, and instructions from OPA, telling 
them how to operate their businesses. 
The OPA does not know that it is out of 
business. It is still on the telephone 
calling up housewives and saying, “Be 
sure to wire your Congressman to put us 


back in business.” To use an expression 
of President Truman’s, they are at the 
“battle stations.” Perhaps that is the 
reason why Congress does not know that 
the war is over. Everyone knows it but 
Congress, and here we are in a state of 
war—a war with OPA, I suppose. 

I have received a letter from Paul 
Porter, OPA Administrator, dated July 
22. He is still in business. Until the 
OPA went out of business it was difficult 
to get replies from him. I wrote him a 
letter on June 14, and he answered it on 
July 22. He is catching up with his cor- 
respondence during this breathing spell. 

Here is a letter from a lady in Austin, 
Tex. Ishall not read her name, because 
the OPA would pounce on her and put 
her in jail if I were to read her name. 
The letter is dated July 11. It reads in 
part as follows: 

I am enclosing two items I received in the 
mail this morning, although the OPA ex- 
pired on June 30, 1946. We must be paying 
the wages of the 68,000— 


I do not know whether that number is 
correct, but that is what she says in the 
letter— 

We must be paying the wages of the 68,000 
snoopers, and the taxpayers are paying for 
the printing and mailing of the forms and 
circulars. Why should we be forced to even 
open mail that has not any meaning? 


Here are all the instructions, telling 
us how to operate a grocery store. There 
is an envelope full of material. I will 
wager that Paul Porter would be mad 
if he knew that that material was sent 
up here without reading. That lady was 
so glad to get rid of it that she spent 
15 cents to send it to me. 

The OPA does not know that it is out 
of business. Perhaps it is not. It does 
not seem so, judging from the way this 
measure is going through Congress. The 
OPA will be back on the job. 

Mr. President, here is another letter. 
It comes from Oceanside, Calif., and is 
written on stationery of the Office of 
Price Administration. It reads in part as 
follows: 

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION, 
Oceanside, Calif., July 8, 1946. 
Senator O'DANIEL, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR O’DANIEL: Will you please 
take time to read the enclosed cases that ac- 
tually happened in the OPA office that I 
managed for a year in Oceanside, where I had 
3,000 rent registrations. 


She goes on to record what she did 
while she was there. 

Mr. President, I have a number of other 
letters and a number of advertisements. 
One of them reads: 

Throw out OPA, and give America back to 
the people. 


Well, we did it. That is one thing we 
accomplished. We did it the hard way. 
I introduced a resolution, a long time 
ago, to abolish the OPA, but it got hid 
under a rug in some committee, or it fell 
down behind a desk, or something else 
happened to it. At any rate, it never got 
back to the Senate. However, it got 
passed anyhow, with the help of God and 
Mr. Truman, 

A great many of these telegrams have 
come from people who seem to appreciate 
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what I have done up here in prolonging 
this thing until the OPA expired, and 
they have sent me some mighty fine let - 
ters. 

Here is one of them that I shall read, 
because it comes from the dean member 
of the Texas House of Representatives. 
He was in the House of Representatives 
when I was Governor of Texas. We did 
not always see eye to eye, but it is nice 
to get converts, and I wish to read his 
letter. I prize it highly. It just came to 
me. It is dated July 17; and it is marked 
“Personal and Confidential,” so I do not 
want any of you folks to tell anybody. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, here is the letter: 

Port Necues, TEX., July 17, 1946. 
Hon. W. Lee O'DANIEL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR O’DANIEL: Though we may 
have privately differed at times in the matter 
of methods, I have never had reason to com- 
plain about your courage; or about your 
loyalty to the heritage which national and 
State constitutions sought to bequeath to 
the people of America. 

While your efforts against the trend into 
chaos, as symbolized by the term “New Deal,” 
might be said to be opposed to the wishes of 
the majority, their separate spheres of sel- 
fishness, lack of responsibility, levels of in- 
ertia and ignorance considered, you have 
earned the self-respect and peace of con- 
science that associates with certainty that 
you have fought in behalf of the right, and 


the best interests of a Nation and its people. 


I want you to know that as far as I am 
concerned, your dimensions are singularly 
impressive in a field where little other is to 
be seen, than the yielding of convictions and 
character to the emoluments of office and 
the stress of mob rule. 

Thinking of America as it was—the frame- 
work of implements, principles, and prac- 
tices upon which it ascended to the pinnacle 
of accomplishment—and thinking of the 
America of today, thrown back generations 
by a shameful catalog of governmentally 
imposed interferences and restraints, the ex- 
cuses of those who stay the death of OPA, 
the Wagner Labor Act, and the other imple- 
ments of chaos and decay, no longer, to my 
mind partake even of appeasement the sor- 
riest of substance. 

I congratulate you, Senator, upon your 
dimensions as a statesman. 

Yours very truly, 
C. E. NICHOLSON, 
Dean, Member of the Texas House of 
Representatives. 


Mr. President, I know something about 
the destruction wrought by the OPA, be- 
cause citizens of my State engaged in 
practically every line of industry have 
written to me and have explained how 
they have been penalized and put out of 
business. I have talked to officials in the 
OPA offices in Washington, where I have 
found very little sympathy toward pri- 
vate enterprise, but where I could detect 
a smile of satisfaction whenever the OPA 
officials received definite assurance or 
proof that they were putting somebody 
out of business. I know what the atti- 
wee down there is; no one need tell me 

t. 

I wish to read a letter which shows the 
extent to which a citizen in my State 
went to try to provide some houses, and 
how he was blocked at every turn of the 
road. It is almost unbelievable that we 
would have an organization of power in 
Washington that would do the things 
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that are stated in this letter. The letter 
comes from Amarillo, Tex., and it reads 
as follows: 


AMARILLO, TEX., April 23, 1946. 
Senator W. LEE O’DANIEL, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR ODAN NL: What with all 
the uproar about the housing situation and 
the House action last week, you no doubt 
are receiving a lot of letters from your con- 
stituents telling you what you should do and 
shouldn't do. This letter contains neither of 
the above, but it is a right interesting com- 
mentary on how the various rules and regu- 
lations are working in the housing situation. 

From July 1941 to early in 1942 I built 
approximately 75 low-cost homes on some 
lots I owned in North Amarillo. I didn’t 
build them through FHA, but arranged to 
carry the paper through banking connec- 
tions, and really sold these houses at a very 
low price strictly because I wanted to sell 
the lots. Believe it or not, I sold a house 
and lot, four rooms and bathroom, for $1,825, 
water, lights, and gas. This didn't include a 
garage or sidewalk or the tub installed in 
the bathroom. The idea was to sell these 
houses to men who were making a reasonable 
salary and had a lot of time after 5 o’clock 
to do what improving they wanted to around 
the home and later on to put up another 
hundred dollars to finish the bathroom. Of 
the 75 houses, which we sold at from $150 to 
$300 cash down and $19.75 per month, more 
than a third have paid out in full, and no- 
body is in arrears. The $19.75 monthly pay- 
ment includes taxes and simple interest at 
6 percent with no fixed charges of any kind 
for deed, abstract, loan, et cetera. I didn't 
go into this as a philanthropic enterprise, 
but it has been gratifying to know everybody 
has been happy in their purchase. 

We closed down our operations when the 
freeze came in early 1942 and prepared to 
Open up again in January of this year, inas- 
much as there was a crying demand for 
houses, and the Government was asking for 
homes and more homes, especially of the low- 
cost type. I found that in order to furnish 
the same kind of house on the same lot, it 
would have to sell for $2,750, which is ap- 
proximately $750 less than anybody else can 
or does build a house of this type. The rea- 
son for our economy is that we had our own 
lumber yard, bought everything wholesale, 
sublet the carpentering, painting, and elec- 
trical work, but furnished the material our- 
selves. I merely wanted to sell the lots and 
get a house there that would be paid for 
without any burden to the purchaser. I am 
still not a philanthropist; I merely want to 
sell the lots, 

The first thing I had to do was to get a 
priority before I could buy lumber. 


He was in the lumber business, but first 
he had to get a priority. 
I read from the letter: 


I took this up with the local authorities 
and was referred to Fort Worth where I re- 
ceived priority without any delay. I sub- 
mitted the complete information on the 
house and they gave me a base of $3,500, 
which is $750 more than we expect to charge 
for the house. So far so good. The next 
step was that Mr. Frank Hardin, my as- 
sociate and the man who handles this en- 
tire business, started through east Texas and 
southern Louisiana armed with a priority 
ready to bring back several carloads of lum- 
ber, sash and doors and other building ma- 
terial. He was gone 2 weeks and couldn't 
buy one single dollar’s worth of material. 
The big mills merely said “nothing to sell” 
and the little mills offered to sell at black 
market in which we were not interested. 

After contacting some twenty or twenty- 
five sources of supply I came back empty 
handed and with the same answers. 

A man with any sense would have stopped 
right there, but by that time I was determined 
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we were going to overcome the obstacles and 
my next move was to go into Arkansas to 
try to get in with some sawmill outfit where 
we would have a permanent source of supply. 
The story was the same kind, and I wound 
up by buying some $30,000 of standing timber, 
a big sawmill, kiln and manufacturing plant 
capable of turning out several carloads of 
lumber a week, 


Mr. President, this letter is somewhat 
long, but very interesting because it ex- 
plains how a patriotic American citizen 
was trying to construct some houses in 
order to help out the housing-shortage 
situation. 

I continue reading from the letter. 


This would take care of everything but the 
sash and doors and roofing. The sash-and- 
door people gave us the same answer as the 
lumber people, so I went to Albuquerque, 
N. Mex., and put a man in the sash-and-door 
manufacturing business. 


The writer of this letter was bound to 
build those houses. He had the lumber- 
yard and went out to buy a forest and a 
sawmill, Then he had to go to New 
Mexico and put a man in the sash-and- 
door manufacturing business. 

I continue reading from the letter. 


This gives us our sash and doors. I was 
able to maintain hardware and nails from 
local sources, but it still left me without 
roofing. Up to the present time I am still 
without roofing because a priority seems to 
mean nothing whatever to roofing manufac- 
turers, any more than it did to lumber mills, 
when it comes to actually selling you what 
you need, but we can buy it from Sears, 
Roebuck one at a time if no other way. 

Understand, I want to finish 2 houses a 
week until I have built 311 houses, which 
covers all the lots we own, and I have already 
got the deal financed through a bank in St. 
Louis. Now here I am with timber and a 
sawmill in Arkansas, a retail lumberyard in 
Amarillo, and the next thing that comes up is 
OPA says I can't own them both. 


Mr. President, was not that man in a 
terrible fix? OPA said that he could not 
own a lumberyard in Amarillo, but could 
own a sawmill and a forest over in 
Arkansas. 


To overcome this obstacle I get out of the 
retail business in Amarillo, but am allowed 
to sell the lumberyard by lots, although I 
have to help this company finance the build- 
ing, “this company” being owned by some 
other member of my family but which, of 
course, is entirely legal. 


He had to get the family all mixed up 
in organizing the different companies in 
order not to have them owned by the 
same persons. 

I continue reading: 


I think everything is all set and yesterday 
comes out the ruling that 25 percent of the 
houses must be built for rent, which means 
that out of the first 100 houses we build in 
Amarillo, 25 will be for rent and will require 
a permanent investment on my part of 
$68,750 (25 houses at $2,750 each) per year 
for 3 years and I simply am not in financial 
condition to go into the business of building 
houses for rent, which means that if this is 
really the final word there will be 311 houses 
less built in Amarillo than otherwise. 

I have been a pretty strong supporter of 
OPA until I have noticed how the black 
market works in the lumber business. It 
isn’t going to affect me if I continue build- 
ing, because my mill can sell at ceiling prices 
to the lumberyard in Amarillo and make 
expenses, the lumberyard will have sufficient 
lumber to build and I can still dispose of 
my lots, but I have found the following to be 
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the case. All over the lumber-producing 
States of the South there are a number of 
large mills which must adhere to the ceil- 
ing prices, which for example on softwood 
we will say averages $48 a thousand and on 
which price they cannot make any money. 
As a result they have cut down their pro- 
duction, In all these States small outfits 
have put in portable sawmills turning out 
4,000 to 6,000 feet of lumber a day and the 
trucks from Texas, Illinois, Indiana, Mis- 
souri, and other States are filling the high- 
ways in the South backing up to the small 
Sawmills and paying $75 black market for 
green lumber sawed yesterday. The truckers 
take this load and sell it to a contractor or 
some black-market source for $100 or more 
per thousand and when it gets into the house 
it has cost the home buyer $150 a thousand 
and it’s green lumber which in 6 months will 
curl up and the house owner has a poorly 
constructed home at the price which should 
have given him a good home, 

If the big sawmills were allowed a price 
that they could make money on, say the 
price that the black market is charging, $75 
a thousand, they would go into the woods and 
cut down the timber, increase their produc- 
tion 100 percent, run the lumber through 
their planing mills, through their kilns, and 
furnish high-grade lumber for $75 a thou- 
sand. When it reaches the ultimate con- 
sumer in a home it has cost him no more 
than through the black market and he has 
gotten good lumber. The big mills will fur- 
nish so much good lumber that the black- 
market operators will have no customers and 
then it is a scrap between the big mills, and 
if they are allowed to furnish enough lumber 
competition will arise among them and prices 
will take care of themselves without any OPA 
control. 

I don't know why I wrote this letter, be- 
cause I don’t seem to be able to find any 
moral to the story. Maybe I just wanted to 
let you know how hard it is to build homes 
with all the restrictions which we have to 
overcome, and to cry on somebody’s shoulder, 


Mr. President, that concludes the 
reading of the letter. Every time this 
man turned the corner with a hammer or 
a saw or something which indicated he 
wanted to build a house, the OPA sicked 
the dogs on him. 

Ves, Mr. President, that man had 
trouble because of the OPA in getting 
houses built for the returned servicemen. 
But a man like that will, somehow, suc- 
ceed. Then, those veterans will have to 
furnish those houses, and the OPA, if we 
recreate it, will have them again. For, 
in this bill, under section 10, paragraph 
T of the bill, the entire furniture busi- 
ness is placed between a “rock and a hard 
place.” Let me read a brief telegram 
sent to me by Mr. Leo J. Heer, vice presi- 
dent of the National Retail Furniture 
Association: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 23, 1946, 
Hon. W. Lee O' DANIEL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Representing 7,000 merchants doing 80 
percent of annual furniture-store sales we 
protest the averaging provisions of section 10, 
paragraph T of House Joint Resolution 37 
extending price control. If objectionable 
paragraph becomes law it could distort entire 
pricing structure creating serious margin de- 
pressing result for those above average and 
providing windfall for those below average. 
Total outlay by consumers as a whole for 
any commodity would remain exactly same 
with or without the averaging technique. 
We urge no parliamentary situation be per- 
mitted interfere with correcting the pros- 
pective gross inequity. From OPA adminis- 
trative viewpoint substitution of actual in- 
dividual cost of acquisition plus actual in- 
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dividual discounts or mark-ups is tremen- 
dously more practicable and workable in con- 
trast to highly intangible, artificial, and dis- 
criminatory nature of averages derived in 
varied types of retail stores, Our consist- 
ent record of sincerity and objectivity cn 
problem of price control as reflected in com- 
mittee hearings of House and Senate evl- 
dences this has been our position from the 
inception of price control. 
NATIONAL RETAIL FURNITURE 
ASSOCIATION, 
By Leo J. HEER, Vice President. 


I wish to read something about what 
other people think the new OPA bill will 
do. But, Mr. President, before doing so 
I wish to say in connection with the sub- 
ject of the letter which I completed 
reading a moment ago, which had been 
written by the person at Amarillo, Tex., 
who tried to build some houses, that I 
have found the same situation in connec- 
tion with every other line of industry in 
my State. We have large acreages of 
fertile soil in the Magic Valley of Texas, 
where we raise an abundance of vege- 
tables, such as cabbage, spinach, onions, 
radishes, and so forth. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ODANIEL. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MOORE. I assume from what the 
Senator has been saying that he must 
agree with what the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. WHERRY] said today, name- 
ly, that to enact this measure into law 
would be to stymie production of every 
kind and character. 

Mr. ODANIEL.. I sincerely believe 
that that is the purpose of the OPA. I 
agree with the Senator from Nebraska, 
and earlier in my speech I said what I 
thought about his statesmanship. 

But what I was about to say in con- 
nection with the destruction of private 
enterprise in this country is that it is 
to be seen how the OPA prevented the 
writer of the letter which I read from 
building houses. I have been in the Rio 
Grande Valley when the farmers there 
were plowing under hundreds of acres of 
the finest cabbages—I have photographs 
of it—spinach and other vegetables. 
Why? Those vegetables had matured 
and were ready for harvesting. Men 
with great large tractors were plowing 
under that food. Why were they doing 
it, Mr. President? Because the OPA had 
established ceiling prices on those vege- 
tables and the farmers were able to save 
money by plowing the vegetables under 
rather than by harvesting them and put- 
ting them into crates and shipping them 
to the market where they could be con- 
sumed by the American public. No 
wonder there has been a shortage of 
food. 

In the region near San Antonio, Tex., 
where there used to be a great poultry 
industry, farmers bought baby chicks by 
the thousands and took them out to the 
farms. In a few weeks those baby chicks 
would grow into broilers and fryers for 
the market. What did the OPA do when 
they found out that those farmers were 
raising those chickens for food? They 
figure out a price by which the farmers 
would be unable to get back their cost of 
purchasing the baby chicks, raising them 
and feeding them. Most cf those fami- 
lies were put completely out of business, 
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A large number of these poultrymen were 
returned service men, many of whom 
had financed their enterprise through 
the GI bill of rights. 

I went down to interview the OPA and 
asked them why they wanted to put those 
poultry raisers out of business. They 
said, “Why, we don’t want to put them 
out of business, but we want to hold the’ 
price of the poultry down so that the con- 
sumer will not have to pay so much for 
it.” Some of those farmers in Texas 
received statements from various stores 
to the effect that they would pay more 
for the poultry and would not increase 
the price to the consumer, Did that 
result in the OPA saying to those farm- 
ers that they would allow them to in- 
crease their price to the dealer provided 
that he did not increase the price to the 
consumer? No. The OPA was not in- 
terested in anything of that kind. The 
OPA was interested only in putting the 
poultrymen out of business. That was 
their objective. Putting businessmen 
out of business is what the OPA was 
created todo. Thatis what the OPA was 
set up to do. That is what they did. 
Not only that, Mr. President, but 
throughout all Texas wherever there 
were little dairies the farmers were un- 
able to obtain a sufficient price for their 
milk to pay for the cost of feeding the 
cows. There were mothers with children 
who wanted to buy milk and were per- 
fectly willing to pay an additional penny 
or two for a quart of milk. Were those 
farmers allowed to increase the price of 
their milk? They were not. 

Many of those farmers were compelled 
to drive their cows to the slaughter pens 
and have them butchered. They were 
put out of business. That happened in 
many instances all over the State of 
Texas. I know of one case, because I 
know the man involved. He received a 
check for $25,000 and gave up the opera- 
tion of his business. He had been in the 
dairy business for a long time and had 
built up a wonderful business. He re- 
quired a great deal of feed in order to 
maintain his dairy. He would go to the 
feed dealer who would sell him 100 sacks 
of feed but would not allow him to take 
home more than 25. 

Then he had to come back, whenever 
they specified, on a certain day. He 
had to drive 35 or 40 miles with his 
truck. The tires were blowing out, gas- 
oline was rationed, there was difficulty 
in getting help, and he had to make all 
those extra trips, when he could have 
bought a hundred sacks at one time; 
but OPA regulations would not permit it, 
is it surprising that I receive telegrams 
such as—and I quote: 

New Yor, N. Y., July 23, 1946. 
Hon. W. LEE O'DANIEL, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

You and 50 other Senators voted to adopt 
Wherry amendment decontrolling dairy 
products. You did this because you real- 
ized that impractical administration of con- 
trols over dairy products was rapidly cur- 
tailing production and denying to the con- 


sumer the right to purchase dairy products 
he wanted. We have now had 3 weeks with 
free markets and dairy products are readily 
available and prices are leveling. To again 
impose regulations on dairy industry would 
cause a chaotic condition, tremendous 
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losses to dairy industry, and irreparable 
damage to small manufacturers of dairy 
products. We ask you to kindly continue 
your support in permanent elimination of 
dairy products from any revamped OPA leg- 


islation. 
MIDLAND COOPERATIVE DAIRY 
ASSOCIATION, 
WALTER PAGE, 

Converters for more than 25,000 
farmers located in 9 Middle West- 
ern States. 

Houston, TEx.. July 24, 1946. 
Senator W. LEE O'DANIEL, 
Senate Office Building: 

Since termination of hostilities milk pro- 
duction has declined consistently. Under 
OPA farmers have had no particular incen- 
tive to produce milk and many herds are 
being sold. Since OPA expiration interest 
has picked up; sales prices reflect increase 
only about amount equal to subsidy, in some 
cases lower. Cannot urge too strongly your 
favorable action toward decontrol of dairy 
products if the dairy industry is to continue 
to produce the milk and milk products so 
critically needed the world over today. 

A. F. C. KENNEKOHL, 


Corpus CHRISTI, TEX., July 23, 1946. 
W. LEE O’DANIEL, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge defeat conferees OPA bill. Include 
decontrol on livestock, dairy, poultry, and 
eggs as written by Senate. No runaway 
prices in local dairy market. 

Henry F. New, 
Manager, Coastal Bend Milk Pro- 
ducers Association, 


HOUSTON, TEX., July 23, 1946. 
Hon. W. LEE O'DANIEL, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Dairy industry settling down to substantial 
program. Please do not put us back under 
OPA with all the confusion and unreason- 
able restrictions they will place on our in- 
dustry. Urge you vote against conferees’ 


report. 
B. E. STALLONEs, 
Manager, South Teras Producers 
Association. 


Not only that, but in the meat industry, 
truckload after truckload of cattle were 
hauled to market. They had quotas, 
and the buyer would say, “Our quota has 
all been filled, we cannot take the cattle.” 
Then the farmer would have to haul the 
cattle back home, and given them some 
more feed, which was needed so badly, 
just to keep them alive until some time 
when the OPA would give them a quota 
so that they could get their cattle sold. 
That ran through all lines of business. 

Talk about the shortage of butter. 
There was a man in Texas who was man- 
ufacturing churns so that the housewife 
could churn butter. The OPA would not 
let him manufacture churns. They 
stopped the manufacture. They stopped 
the manufacture of hundreds of articles 
that were made in Texas, when all the 
raw material was there for the manu- 
facture. The farmers were unable to 
buy parts for their farm machinery. Did 
they want to save the metal, or stop the 
farmer from producing? Let us see what 
happened. 

A big skyscraper was being built in 
Texas when the metal and other mate- 
rials that entered it were sorely needed 
by the farmers in Texas for replacements 
for machinery and parts. It is my opin- 
ion they showed that the sole intent was 
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to destroy production in America and not 
only to do that, but to destroy our Ameri- 
can form of government, bring us to com- 
munism and totalitarianism; and that is 
what they have almost succeeded in 
doing. It was said that when Congress 
passed this bill the OPA was going to ex- 
pire on June 30, 1946, and, thank God, it 
did. But they did just everything within 
their power to keep it from expiring. 

They passed another bill and sent it 
to the White House, and it did not suit 
the President. He thought he would get 
a better one, I suppose. 

Mr. President, that is the history of 
OPA. As if it were not bad enough, 
under the domination of one bureaucrat, 
they want to set up three of them, three 
in one. When they get those three set 
up, then you will see some high financing 
in this country. That is when you are 
going to see speculation rampant. I have 
no doubt that the information will leak 
out through different sources to the faith- 
ful of the New Deal. They will say, “We 
are going to take the ceilings off oats” or 
“We are going to take it off barley” or 
something else, “on a certain date.” You 
had better get in and buy something. 

There will be need of more investigat- 
ing committees to investigate these scan- 
dals, if they keep on increasing the bu- 
reaus three to one. They will need more 
investigators than they can find in Wash- 
ington; and there are many people here. 
Then they are going to need a lot of in- 
vestigators to investigate the investiga- 
tors. [Laughter.] It is just one of those 
cancers that grows and grows and grows, 
and will keep on growing until our great 
Republic, that was founded by our fore- 
fathers and handed down to us as a gra- 
cious heritage, is destroyed; or the Amer- 
ican people take proper steps at the polls 
to cure the political cancer by defeating 
all those who adhere to the philosophy of 
the New Deal. 

Why is there so much more prosperity 
in this country than in some of the other 
countries of the earth where there are 
natural resources and more people than 
we have? It is because of the system of 
free private enterprise that was con- 
nected with our system of free democracy, 
that was devised and written by our wise 
forefathers, and inscribed in the Consti- 
tution of the United States, the greatest 
document ever penned by the hand and 
brain of civilized man outside of the Holy 
Bible. We followed it as honest citizens 
and built this great Nation, and now it is 
being destroyed and torn down. 

We passed a price-control bill, and 
then all we heard on the floor of the 
Senate and in other places was “There 
is a great big corporation making too 
much money.” They are talking about 
controlling profits instead of controlling 
prices. With the graduated income-tax 
law on the books, I do not think anyone 
needs to be excited about any big cor- 
poration or anyone else making too much 
money and keeping it because they have 
to make a great deal in order to keep a 
very small amount. We have that safe- 
guard to level things off and bring the 
excess profits back. If we think it is not 
severe enough, we can make it more 
severe. 
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If you want to control prices, adopt a 
100-percent excess-profits tax. You are 
not going to find very many merchants 
or manufacturers or businessmen in this 
country who are going out to rob their 
customers for the purpose of putting the 
loot into the United States Treasury 
through the system of profits taxes. 

Mr. President, that is not what this 
crowd wants. They do not want to con- 
trol prices. They want to ruin our free 
economy. If they wanted to control 
prices, we have a lawmaking body here 
which could act. Why do we fool around 
and set up an administrative power to 
regulate every turn of the wheel—to reg- 
ulate everything that is done—when all 
we have to do is to pass a law making 
it a felony for anybody to buy or sell any 
product in the United States above the 
price at which it was sold on a certain 
date? Then we would have price con- 
trol. They do not want that. That is 
not what the New Deal dynasty wants. 
If they wanted it, they could get it more 
quickly because they control Congress. 
They could put prices on everything—set 
the price of wages, set the price of sala- 
ries, set the prices of all commodities— 
everything—as of December 6, 1941, or 
any other date—June 30, 1946, for in- 
stance. If you want to hold prices, all 
you have to do is pass a law. We already 
have the enforcement officers all over the 
country, in every little district and every 
State—State police, county police, city 
police, Federal police. 

As I have said, that is not what they 
want. They want to destroy our Gov- 
ernment. If they want to control prices, 
it is easy to do that. I recommended it 
back on January 8, 1942. What I said 
is right in the Recorp. I said then, “If 
you want to control prices, all you have 
to do is to pass a tax law, or amend the 
present tax law. You already have the 
Internal Revenue Bureau set up, with 
employees. They would not have to 
handle any more papers, just different 
figures on the papers. Pass a tax law. 
Let everybody go back and pick the 
schedule he wants to choose, or the one 
Congress chooses for him, before the 
national emergency.” Then say, “You 
will be permitted to make this wage, this 
salary, this profit, to the extent you made 
it before we got into the war. But of 
everything above that your Government 
is going to take 100 percent.” 

Mr. President, that would have been 
easy. But there were some who did not 
want that passed. Although our late 
President, Mr. Roosevelt, said, “There are 
not going to be any war millionaires,” we 
have them. He said there would not be 
any war millionaires, but did Congress 
back him up with a tax law that would 
prevent that? No. Many war profiteers 
got their profits, and got them in big 
gobs. Some of them did and some of 
them did not. It depended on whether 
they belonged to the New Deal or not. 

That is what OPA has already done to 
us. We are in a bad fix. We have a 
deficit. The way it adds up, it is more 
than $276,000,000,000. But we have so 
many bureaus and departments and cor- 
porations, and so many hip pockets in old 
Uncle Sam’s pants, that I do not believe 


JULY 24 


there is any way for anyone to know how 
much we owe or how much we have, or 
anything else. There are some figures, 
but I do not believe they reflect the true 
situation. You see a big expenditure of 
money, and even though you are a United 
States Senator and try your very best, 
you cannot find out where the money is 
coming from, or what department is 
spending it. We are just throwing it 
around loosely and wildly, not only in the 
United States, but all over the world. 

As I have said before, there are two 
positive ways of destroying an individual 
economically or of destroying a business 
concern or of destroying a government. 
One of those ways is to destroy produc- 
tive capacity. The other is to squander 
or destroy or get rid of the accumulated 
savings. 

When you have done that you will put 
anybody out of business, and OPA and 
the New Deal have been practicing and 
doing both ever since March 4, 1933. 
They have the people of this Nation now 
in debt in an amount of approximately 
$300.000,000,000. It will not be paid off 
in 100 years, if it is ever paid off. 

I started to read what the meat pack- 
ers have to say. This is a report which 
came to me, and I will read it for what 
it is worth. I have confidence in it. I 
read as follows: 


The meat packers in the Western States 
hope the Senate will reject the conference 
report on the OPA extension bill and send it 
back for the purpose of decontrolling live- 
stock and meat. 

We feel the proposed Price Control Act re- 
storing price controls to livestock and meat. 
August 20 will only create confusion and 
chaos in the industry. 

For the next month the industry will have 
to be on a day-to-day basis as far as pur- 
chases of livestock and sales of meat are con- 
corned. This would particularly apply to 
many meat products which it takes time to 
process and in which time is required either. 
in aging, freezing, pickling, or other methods 
before meat is used in the final product. 

With such a sword hanging over the head 
of the industry who would buy with pros- 
pects of reduced price at time of sale. This 
present bill would not allow the industry to 
operate on a practical basis but only to oper- 
ate in a confused manner which would deny 
the industry the opportunity that it now has 
to get its operations back on a law of supply- 
and-demand basis. 

Also livestock will be rushed to market to 
beat the August 20 deadline causing disrup- 
tion of orderly marketing and many imma 
turely finished livestock will be sent to mar- 
ket. This will tend to create a shortage in 
future months when they normally would 
have been marketed. 

Meat markets over the whole western coun- 
try are becoming filled with meat, prices are 
dropping and if this industry was allowed to 
go ahead without such a threat over it, we 
are sure there would never be any reason for 
placing controls back on livestock and meat 
in the future. 

We hope the Senate will reject the confer- 
ence report and insist that the controls be 
taken off livestock and meat and the industry 
given an opportunity to demonstrate that it 
can furnish meat to the people at reasonable 
prices. If the bill goes through in the form 
recommended by the conference committee, 
we consider it a victory for the black market. 

It is time for all of us to realize and admit 
that the actual cost of living is on the black- 
market prices and not the fictitious ceiling 
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prices posted by the OPA. The Senate vote 
on the floor of 49 to 26 in favor of decon- 
trolling of livestock and meat indicated that 
the Senate took this into consideration. 

Legitimate packers of the nine Western 
States cannot operate another year under the 
intolerable and restricted conditions imposed 
upon the industry by the offices of the OPA 
and Economic Stabilization. 

Is the Senate willing to assume the respon- 
sibility of the return of the black market with 
all of its evils and under the OPA cause 
practically every retail market in the country 
to be again converted into a speak-easy? 

WESTERN STATES MEAT PACKERS 
ASSOCIATION, INc., 
By E. F. Forsss, President. 
JULY 23, 1946. 


That is the opinion of the people en- 
gaged in the meat industry, and that is 
the opinion of people in other industries. 
Certain items were picked out here, and, 
because those interested in those items 
were able to convince a sufficient num- 
ber of Senators that certain products 
should receive special consideration in 
the OPA measure, amendments were 
added to the measure and those products 
and commodities received what we 
thought was special consideration, until 
we found out that the Senate does not 
have much voice in these conference 
committees. It appears that some con- 
sideration should be given to the judg- 
ment of Senators as expressed by the 
votes on the floor of the Senate. But 
while some commodities were excluded 
from price control, why should some be 
excluded and others be included in the 
measure? If we are going to have price 
control, why should we decontrol prices 
on certain commodities when the pro- 
ducers or processors or manufacturers of 
those commodities are of sufficient size 
and financial strength to employ repre- 
sentatives to come here and explain their 
case? If it is right to exclude meat and 
butter, why not exclude everything else? 
Why should we include anything? 

It is the old socialistic system under 
which everyone thinks it is right to take 
everything away from the other fellow, 
providing he does not have anything of 
that particular commodity, but when it 
comes to taking his stuff away, he says, 
“Leave me alone.” So we have been 
adopting amendments which were favor- 
able to some people and not favorable 
to others. There is no doubt that there 
was justification for those amendments, 
But I claim there was justification for 
amendments covering other articles in 
which people who could not come here 
were interested and in which the citizens 
of this great land who sent telegrams to 
me, who are “the voice of the country,” 
are interested. There were thousands of 
them. The telegrams I have received 
from them would cover two or three of 
the Senators’ desks. There was no con- 
certed drive for these telegrams. The 
telegrams were not inspired. They came 
from people who received a little hope 
when some of us got up on the floor of 
the Senate in an effort to kill OPA. They 
wanted to let us know that they appre- 
ciated our efforts. They wanted to get 
back to the American form of govern- 
ment. That is what is wanted by every 
American citizen who understands the 
true situation. I place myself squarely 
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on the side of the rank and file of the 
common people. That is where I belong. 
That is where I was raised, that is where 
I still am, and that is where I shall re- 
main. I am perfectly satisfied to take 
the judgment of the rank and file of the 
American citizens, providing the Ameri- 
can citizens are in possession of the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth. 

But I am satisfied that wise people can 
be misled, and I am satisfied that some 
of our best citizens have been misled by 
the propaganda that has been put out 
by OPA at Government expense, and by 
the bureaucrats in Washington and in 
other places. They swarm all over the 
Nation. They are to be found at every 
cross road, in every city and village, tell- 
ing the people what to do. 

Mr. President, I say it is time to call a 
halt, and I am trying to call the halt. 
We may not be successful in doing so. 
This measure may be crammed down the 
throats of the American people. I am 
not criticizing any Senator who takes a 
part in cramming it down by voting for 
it, because he has a right to vote for it. 
He has a right to do anything he wants 
to do respecting legislation in the Sen- 
ate. He may be right and I may be 
wrong. But I tell you I am not wrong. 
(Laughter.] I am just as right as can 
be on this subject. I was not schooled 
in politics, but I was schooled in American 
industry and in American life. I came 
up the hard way on the ladder of success, 
and I came a long way up until I reached 
the Senate. No one thought when I was 
a little boy on the ranch that I would be- 
come a Member of this great body of 
United States Senators. Some of my 
enemies claim it was a mistake. But 
Iam here. That is the American system, 
and every other little boy on a ranch or 
in a small town or in any other place 
in the United States should have the 
same opportunity. I want to keep the 
road clear all the way up so that he does 
not have to obtain the approval of a 
bureaucrat in Washington before he can 
have a chance to go to school or start 
a grocery store or run for office or do 
anything else. I want to keep the ladder 
of success open from the bottom rung 
clear up to the top. It can be done. It 
has been done. I am not holding my- 
self up as any example. I am merely 
telling the Senate that every American 
citizen has that right. 

But if we trade our American citizen- 
ship for a mess of New Deal communis- 
tic pottage our children and our chil- 
dren’s children will never have that op- 
portunity. It will be taken from them. 
They will be reduced to wearing shackles 
by a government which has gone down 
into the depths of socialism, communism, 
and totalitarianism. Our Nation stands 
today as the greatest Nation on the face 
of the earth, but we are at the cross- 
roads. There are some people—I shall 
not mention anyone in the House or 
even in the United States Senate, but 
some people in Washington, public of- 
ficials, have the idea that they are the 
masters instead of the servants of the 
people. They tell the people what to do. 
I am pleading the case of the common 
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man. Most of these demagogs get up 
and holler and say that the taxes are 
all going to be paid by the rich people 
and by the big corporations. They are 
not going to fool very many persons who 
know the truth, because it is the man 
on the street, the man who labors, who 
pays the taxes. We have had some 
taste of it in the withholding tax, but I 
say that the taxes come from the hidden 
places. Mr. President, when you buy a 
pair of shoes, when you buy a railroad 
ticket, when you use the telephone, when 
you ride the street car, when you buy a 
pair of stockings or a suit of clothes or a 
necktie, whatever you buy, the taxes are 
hidden in that purchase, and it is the 
American people, 140,000,000 of them, 
who have to pay the national debt of 
$275,000,000,000 or $300,000,000,000 if it 
is to be paid. 

Let the demagogs cry and shout from 
the housetops that the large corpora- 
tions are going to be taxed and pay this 
great debt. The large corporations are 
merely the tax gatherers for the Ameri- 
can Government. An examination of the 
income-tax reports of any corporation 
in America will disclose that back in the 
old days after the taxes were paid, and 
the taxes were very small, the net income 
remaining for distribution as dividends 
was a certain amount. As the taxes were 
raised the corporation simply added 
them on to the price of the commodities 
they were selling and after they collected 
the increased taxes from the purchasers 
they paid them to the Treasury. After 
they had collected those hidden taxes 
from the purchaser they paid them to 
the United States Treasury, and they 
still had practically the same amount 
of profit left with which to pay divi- 
dends. That certainly did not do any 
harm. I am not pleading the cause of 
the great corporations, but I believe in 
being honest. The records of the large 
corporations show that they have many 
stockholders who have only small 
amounts invested in the stock. The stock 
is not all owned by the great moneyed 
interests, as the demagogs would have 
us believe. There are more than 65,- 
000,000 life-insurance policies in effect in 
America, with an average face value of 
$1,500. Women are beneficiaries of more 
than 80 percent of these, and these wom- 
en realize as never before that the assets 
behind these policies should not be sub- 
ject to political trends or whims. They 
are, in the last analysis, the stockholders 
who make up the “bonded interests” the 
demagogs scorn. 

It is the individual, the citizens of the 
country who have to pay. When public 
Officials and politicians, especially when 
they advance so far as to be bureaucrats, 
get into trouble, it is the citizens who 
have to pay. When they get us into war 
it is the individual citizen who goes in 
and fights the war. The common people 
are the ones who clean up the mess after 
the politicians get us into trouble, and 
they are the ones who have to clean up 
che mess in connection with the public 
debt of $275,000,000,000 or $300,000,000,- 
000. We are still making appropriations 
by the billions of dollars. We are passing 
out to Great Britain $3,750,000,000. 
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When it comes to the soldier boys we 
have to give them autographed pictures 
ofthe Treasury. We are “out” of money 
when it comes to paying the boys. Only 
today the President signed the third de- 
ficiency bill, which included $75,000,000 
for OPA’s operation in the current fiscal 
year, and there is another $1,000,000,000 
involved in this measure. Some Senators 
say they are against subsidies, but will 
vote for the joint resolution. It con- 
tains $1,000,000,000 worth -of subsidies. 
It is time to call a halt. It is time to quit 
this business. It is time to get back to 
our American system of free enterprise 
and our American system of government. 
After appropriating billions of dollars 
during the war, when we ease off and get 
out of the war we do not seem to be ap- 
propriating very much, although we are 
appropriating seven or eight times as 
much as we appropriated before we get 
into the war. It is a matter of relativity. 
Those large sums are added to the public 
debt, and the public debt is drawing 
interest. 

I have received a letter containing an 
analysis of this measure. It comes from 
the Women Investors Research Institute, 
of Washington. Cathrine Curtis is the 
president. I do not know a thing about 
this organization. I do not vouch for the 
authenticity of the information con- 
tained in this letter, or the facts stated. 
I read it simply as it is. I have an in- 
bred confidence in almost everything the 
women do. I have great respect for the 
women. This letter is from a women’s 
organization. If it had not been for the 
women, there would not be very many of 
us here. 

This is an analysis of the conference 
report reinstating OPA. It is dated 
dated July 22. 

Acceptance by Congress of the price con- 
trol bill recommended by the report of the 
Senate and House OPA conferees apparently 
means reinstatement of all original price con- 
trol powers with additional more far-reaching 
controls over the production of agriculture 
and industry than existed under the price- 
control system that was ended June 30 by 
Presidential veto. 


In my opinion, the OPA measure which 
we have before us is one of the most yi- 
cious pieces of legislation that has ever 
been introduced in the Congress. The 
New Deal propaganda outfit has sent 
word over the country that the joint res- 
olution does not involve very much con- 
trol; that so far as they are concerned 
it is a rather bad measure; and that the 
President will sign it very reluctantly. 
They are doing so to fool the people, be- 
cause this is the strongest control meas- 
ure that we have ever had before us. It 
will permit the OPA to do anything under 
the shining sun that it wishes to do to 
destroy America; and there will be three 
bureaucrats to do it instead of one. They 
can do three times as much damage as 
they have done. 

In my opinion this is the worst 
measure that has ever been put before 
us. Whenever the American people are 
told that Mr. Truman is going to sign 
this measure very reluctantly, indicating 
that it does not grant as much power as 
he would like to have, someone is trying 
to fool the people. Unless Mr. Truman 
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wishes to save this Nation and save the 
Democratic Party he will break his leg 
to get a pen and get to the desk to sign 
it before it can be jerked away from him. 
He will be anxious to sign it. He vetoed 
a previous measure and got into trouble. 
It seemed for a time that he might never 
get another one. So if he ever gets any- 
thing on his desk again that has the 
semblance of an OPA measure, let no 
one worry about his not signing it—un- 
less he suddenly reaches the conclusion 
that by vetoing it he can save the Nation 
and save the Democratic Party. He may 
do so. I hope he does. I have never 
been able correctly to forecast what 
President Truman may do. But he has 
that power. We cannot kill the measure. 
I am afraid that too many Senators will 
vote for it. I do not know, but I am 
afraid that we shall pass it. Then it 
will be up to God and Mr. Truman to 
decide whether or not it shall be killed. 
It is my prediction that if the President 
listens to the advice which he receives 
from the OPA and all those connected 
with it, and from the Communists, Reds, 
and Socialists who are supporting it, he 
will sign it in a hurry.. They would not 
care if the measure contained nothing 
except the name OPA and an appropri- 
ation of a billion dollars. They would 
not care if the Holy Bible were printed 
in it. We can print anything in it, good 
or bad. They do not care. They will 
operate this agency to suit themselves. 
They have proved that. Senators need 
not rely exclusively upon my word for 
that. I have heard Senator after Sen- 
ator make the same statement about 
maladministration and disregard for the 
will of Congress on the part of the OPA 
officials, who operate the agency to suit 
themselves. It has been operated in that 
way before. 

How do we expect to bring about a 
change or to purify the OPA simply by 
providing for the appointment of a 
board? We do not know who will con- 
stitute the Board. The Board does not 
even have to be approved by the United 
States Senate. Of course, theoretically 
it does; but if we pass the joint resolu- 
tion and then adjourn and go home, 
leaving it on the President’s desk, he 
can sign it and make his appointments. 
We cannot confirm his appointees until 
Congress reassembles. That may not be 
for a long time. I hope so. The longer 
we can stay in recess the better off the 
country will be. We have been in session 
entirely too long, passing the wrong kind 
of laws, according to my opinion. I 
think they are wrong. They may not be, 
but that is what I think; and I have a 
right to think that way, and to express 
my opinion. However, I do not criticize 
any Senator for the way he votes. There 
is nothing to prevent a Senator from 
voting for bad legislation if he wishes 
to do so. 

I was reading from the report of the 
Women Investors Research Institute. 
The report continues: 

Congressional approval of this report also 
evidently will mean that all future business, 
industrial and agricultural programs must 
be planned on the assumption that price 


control will be a permanent part of our 
economy. 
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There you are. 

Analysis of advance copies of this report 
indicates that if accepted without change by 
Congress— 


It has not yet been changed; under 
the Senate rule, we cannot amend it— 
it will grant greater control powers to the 
“economic planners” than they were able to 
obtain under the original OPA bill enacted 
in 1942. 

New board all powerful. 

If the conferees’ proposals are accepted by 
Congress without change, they will: 

1. Give complete control over our economy 
to three individuals (the Decontrol Board) 
who will be unknown to Congress when it 
votes on this legislation. 


Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’DANIEL. I gladly yield to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MOORE. The Senator knows, 
does he not, that in the consideration 
of the conference report—which is only 
a conference report, and not an act of 
either House—we have no opportunity 
to amend it or change it in any way? 
We must either vote it up or down. 

Mr. O DANIEL. I will say to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma that it is my under- 
standing that this view is correct, be- 
cause even if the Senate should give 
unanimous consent to amending the 
conference report it would have no effect 
unless the House should agree also as. 
conference reports are handled on the 
basis of what is practically a joint rule 
of the two Houses. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true from the 
parliamentary standpoint that the only 
way we can change this report is to re- 
commit it to the conference? 

Mr. O’DANIEL. From a practical 
standpoint I believe that is correct. But 
as to the conference report before us, 
gazing at us in all its ugly viciousness, 
we must take it as it is or turn it down. 
I do not see much use in my standing 
here talking about it any longer. I sim- 
ply wish to make my position clear. I 
am against it. . 

I continue reading from the report: 

2. Compel business, industry, and agri- 
culture to operate on 30-day schedules. 


A man operating a manufacturing or 
processing plant, planning crops, or man- 
ufacturing anything, could not figure 
ahead more than 30 days. On the basis 
of present prices, with a Decontrol Board 
and a Recontrol Board, as the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] so aptly 
termed it, one would not wish to stock 
up with merchandise from which to man- 
ufacture the finished product at a cer- 
tain price, if he thought the price would 
be lowered about the time his storage 
house was filled. If a manufacturer can- 
not fill his storage house he cannot proc- 
ess or manufacture the things which his 
customers urgently need, because he does 
not have the stock. So what is he to do? 
Everything is thrown into confusion. 
Time is required to manufacture finished 
products. It takes time to harvest a 
crop of wheat, haul it to the country 
elevator, grade it, load it into cars, and 
ship it to terminal markets. It must go 
through all the processes of grading, 
storage, and resale to the flour millers or 
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the corn processors. Millions of bushels 
of grain must be owned by someone, and 
it is usually owned by those who do the 
processing to make the flour which is 
shipped to bakers all over the country. 

Some of the bakers want to keep their 
flour in storage, because it improves with 
age if it is stored for a certain length of 
time. The corn-product manufacturers 
want to manufacture corn syrup and 
hominy and breakfast foods and all the 
other corn-product foods we need, and 
it takes more than 30 days to do that. 

Who in the world is going to lay in a 
supply of raw material when he does not 
know what he will be able to charge for 
the finished products? So the producers 
simply will have to go on a hand-to- 
mouth basis. 

Mr. President, I read further from the 
report: 
3. Make it extremely difficult—if not im- 
possible—for medium and small business to 
obtain current production costs; 

4. Give OPA legal authority to control 
both profits and production; and 

5. Cause continuing shortages in both 
durable and consumer goods that can only 
result in perpetuating price control within 
the specific provisions of this legislation. 

The compromise bill does include the spe- 
cific Senate decontrols of livestock, dairy 
products, petroleum, tobacco, poultry, eggs, 
grain, cottonseed, and soybeans, and their 
byproducts. 

BROAD RECONTROL POWERS 


It grants the Decontrol Board power to put 
any or all of these products again under 
control by August 20—or at any time there- 
after—when, in the Board’s opinion— 

1. The price of any of these products has 
risen unreasonably above former ceilings; 

2. The product in question is in “short 
supply”; or 

3. The “public interest will be best served” 
by reinstating controls. 


Those decisions will be up to the three 
bureaucrats in the decontrol or recon- 
trol board. They will have to decide 
whether the publie interest will best be 
served. They might guess wrong, and 
they might manipulate prices in such a 
way as to let their friends get in on the 
grain and cotton exchanges and make a 
lot of money. 

I continue to read from the report: 

Therefore, under the compromise provi- 
sions, it is evident that these presently un- 
known three individuals will have sole power 
to determine whether products decontrolled 
by Congress will be bought and sold in free 
or OPA-controlled markets. 

The bill also provides that—on the appli- 
cation of any industry advisory commit- 
tee—the Board may decontrol any product 
when it finds that the supply of that prod- 
uct approximates demand. However, it also 
stipulates that the Board may—any time 
after 30 days following the issuance of such 
decontrol order—reinstate controls when- 
ever it finds that any of the three rules cited 
above apply. 

It would seem evident that this presently 
unknown three-individual Board—having 
sole power to determine from month to 
month whet products are and are not under 
control—will have practically complete con- 
trol over our economy. 

Since agriculture, business, and industry 
can know only from month to month what 
products will be subject to price control, it 
is difficult to see how such activities can be 
planned on other than a month-to-month 
basis. 
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BRAKE ON MASS PRODUCTION 


OPA officials—in testimony before both 
Senate and House Banking and Currency 
Committees—have repeatedly stated that 
the only way present shortages and price 
control can be ended is by a steady flow of 
products from our mass-production ma- 
chine operating in high gear. 

Business and industry may be able to op- 
erate.on a month-to-month basis—but it is 
extremely doubtful that any mass production 
schedules can be planned on such a basis. 
It is highly improbable that our great mass 
production machine will be able to run in 
better than “low gear” under such restric- 
tions and uncertainties. f 

This can only result in low production, con- 
tinued shortage, and price control becoming 
permanent under section 1A (c) (2) of the 
bill, which provides for the transfer—to 
established departments or agencies of the 
Government price control over “commodities 
or classes of commodities, including housing 
accommodations * mim such critically 
short supply as to necessitate in his (the 
President's) judgment, the continuance of 
the powers granted by this act beyond June 
30, 1947.” 

Just how agriculture can plan crops and 
production on a month-to-month basis is a 
problem beyond the solution of all except 
perhaps the present crop of OPA “book 
farmers.” 

There is only one apparent restriction 
placed on the powers of the presently un- 
known Decontrol Board to control, decon- 
trol, and recontrol any or all products. That 
is when supply approximates demand, they 
must decontrol. 

It generally is conceded that the supply 
of any given product can be estimated with 
some degree of accuracy. But estimating 
demand for that product is a complex prob- 
lem—at least under OPA interpretation of 
“demand.” 

WHAT Is “DEMAND”? 

If the question of demand is limited to 
domestic demand and prices are normal, then 
it is possible to estimate that domestic de- 
mand with some accuracy, to OPA 
Administrator Porter in testifying before the 
Senate committee May 10. 

But, according to Mr. Porter’s testimony, 
if prices are kept below normal, as he ad- 
mitted has been the OPA policy, it is impos- 
sible then to estimate domestic demand 
against the subnormal price. 

By eliminating the word “domestic” from 
the supply-demand formula, as this bill 
does, then a number of additional factors 
must be considered before demand can be 
estimated, according to Mr. Porter's testi- 
mony. 

These factors include actual foreign de- 
mand (demand by foreign countries in the 
course of normal trade), demand created by 
commitments—known and unknown, made 
and to be made—of the administration to 
feed and rehabilitate the entire world, plus 
the demand that will result from foreign 
purchases due to the administration's for- 
eign loan policy just approved by Congress. 

Considering that the Decontrol Board will 
have power to recontrol any decontrolled 
product whenever it is in short supply or 
in the public interest—it should be re- 
membered the present acute feed shortage in 
the poultry industry is the result of the 
administration's foreign food and feed policy, 
which is being carried forward in the pub- 
lic interest, 

LEGALIZES PROFIT AND PRODUCTION CONTROLS 

‘Two of the principal charges placed against 
OPA during Senate and House committee 
hearings—charges that were thoroughly sub- 
stantiated by a mass of unrefuted evidence— 
were: 
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1. That the OPA pricing system and poli- 
cies prevented manufacturers from obtain- 
ing production costs and, thereby, retarded 
production, created and increased shortages 
in durable and consumer goods; and 

2. Prevented old line, well known producers 
from obtaining production costs—thereby 
preventing production—-while new manufac- 
turers were given production costs plus profits, 
enabling them to cash in on the present ab- 
normal consumer demand, while making the 
consumer pay high prices for inferior prod- 
ucts. 

It was this mass of evidence that caused 
Congress to adopt the so-called Taft and 
Wherry amendments in the bill vetoed by the 
President. These amendments were intended 
by Congress to protect and assure continu- 
ance of the profit system in this country, and, 
when selected by the President as the chief 
target of his veto message, placed him and 
those supporting that portion of his message 
on record as being opposed to the profit sys- 
tem in this country. 

It is apparent—under the conferees’ com- 
promise proposal of the revision of the Bark- 
ley-Porter substitute for the Taft amend- 
ment—that OPA will be permitted to con- 
tinue its old pricing policies and practices. 

Subsection (e) of section 11 of the bill will 
permit OPA to continue its preferential treat- 
ment of new manufacturers against old pro- 
ducers. That is, it can continue the prac- 
tice—expressly forbidden by Congress in past 
amendments to OPA law—of banishing the 
well-known brand products of old producers 
from the market in favor of the unknown 
products of the new manufacturer—with 
added expense to the consumer. 

Subsection (f) of section li—even as 
amended by the conferees—will permit OPA 
to evade granting needed price increases for 
many, many months. It is known that Mr. 
Porter has said of this section, “I don’t care 
what they do with the first few lines, as long 
as they don't change the language after 
‘nothing herein’ in the second line of the 
section.” 

OPA officials admit that this language will 
make it almost impossible for a manufac- 
turer to obtain any price increase, as long as 
they—OPA—can show that a price equals the 
industry-wide cost average, plus what they 
consider a reasonable profit. As one OPA 
Official put it—"If industry doesn't like what 
we do to them under this section, they can 
take us to court—the Emergency Court of 
Appeals.” 

It also has been repeatedly charged that 
OPA has usurped power, under old OPA law, 
to control profits and production. OPA offi- 
cials originally denied this charge, but—as 
unrefuted evidence piled up in committee 
hearings to support it—OPA officials then 
took the position that Congress knew of these 
policies and had taken no legislative action 
to forbid them. The record of OPA debate 
in both Houses of Congress now denies such 
powers to OPA. 

However, under subsection (c) of section 
11, the power for OPA to control both profits 
and production will be written into law, if 
enacted into law without change in the 
language of the bill. OPA officials admit 
that the language “including reasonable ad- 
justments (in prices) for conditions re- 
sulting from abnormal value of production” 
can be interpreted as granting power to ad- 
just prices downward whenever increased 
production tends to increase profits. Under 
such an interpretation, there would be no 
incentive for any manufacturer to increase 
his production. 

As to the compromise revision of the so- 
called Wherry amendment, it is doubtful 
if this will prove helpful to wholesalers 
and retailers. The original OPA extension 
bill vetoed by the President directed no 
cost-absorption discount cutbacks after 
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January 1, 1946... The Senate bill changed 
this to June 29 and the compromise sets the 
date back to March 31. It is not surprising 
that OPA officials raised no objection to this 
compromise since the majority of cost-ab- 
sorption discount cutbacks were ordered by 
OPA prior to March 31. 

RESPONSIBILITY RESTS WITH HOUSE 

In view of the foregoing, there seems little 
doubt that if the conferees’ proposed report 
is accepted without change by Congress, our 
economy can be placed under tighter con- 
trols by September 1 than it was on June 30, 
and the road back to a free economy, free 
markets, and the profit system in this coun- 
try will be more difficult than at any time 
since December 8, 1941. 

Under the rules for considering conferees’ 
reports, the House has the only opportunity 
to amend such a report. Senate rules com- 
pel that body either to accept or reject a 
report in its entirety. House rules permit 
that body to amend portions of a report by 
instructing its conferees to return to the 
conference and insist on certain changes. 

This means that Senators are in the posi- 
tion of being compelled to vote either for 
or against reinstatement of price controls. 
But House Members can vote for reinstate- 
ment of price controls while insisting on 
changes in the report that will assure speedy 
termination of such controls. 

It, therefore, seems evident that in this 
instance entire responsibility for determin- 
ing whether this country will function on 
either a free or a planned economy rests en- 
tirely on the Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 


Mr. President, that report comes from 
the Women Investors Research Insti- 
tute, of Washington, and it condemns 
this OPA measure as being worse than 
any OPA law we have ever had before, 
and it says it will place all of the busi- 
ness of the country on a month-to-month 
basis. The report might just as well have 
said that it will place all American busi- 
ness on a hand-to-mouth basis, because 
it will simply stymie and stall business 
and will obstruct, curtail, and stop pro- 
duction, and thereby create more 
shortages. 

In fact, the situation will be just like 
the situation described in the letter which 
I read a few minutes ago which came 
from a man in Amarillo, Tex., who had 
a lumber yard and some lots, and who 
went to great lengths to try to build 
some houses at $750 less than the Gov- 
ernment ceiling; but the Government 
bureaucrats put so many rocks in his way 
that he could not operate, and the 311 
houses which he was ready to build could 
not be built. At every turn in buying the 
lumber, or selling the lots, or financing 
the building of the houses, the OPA and 
other Government bureaus and depart- 
ments were impeding his progress. 

If we had had the OPA years ago, when 
this country was growing, we never 
would have had any Henry Ford. If 
Henry Ford had wanted to build an auto- 
mobile, back in the days when he started, 
and if we then had had an OPA, the OPA 
would have said, “Oh, no; you can’t be 
engaged in the business of building a 
wheel for an automobile, and at the same 
time be in the business of building a 
steering gear and a windshield and a 
cushion for the seat and a door and a 
crankshaft. You cannot do all those 
things. You must organize separate 
companies to build every part of your 
automobile“ —in the same way that the 


war. 
OPA was necessary because we were in 
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OPA required the man whose letter I 
read to organize separate companies to 
produce every part that was needed for 
the 311 houses he wanted to build at 
Amarillo, Tex. 

Mr. President, Henry Ford never would 
have gotten started in building automo- 
biles if he had had to battle with the 
OPA. I wish to point out that we have 
a great many potential Henry Fords, in 
the little boys all over the United States. 
Very likely some of them will develop into 
men who can be just as big or bigger than 
Henry Ford or any other great man of 
this country. They are just waiting for 
their opportunity. If we tie them down 
with restrictions so that they will not 
have an opportunity, they will not de- 
velop, and we shall never hear about 
them, because they will not be able to get 
going, simply because the OPA will not 
let them start. 

But, Mr. President, in this connection, 
Mr. Henry Ford, or even Mr. Henry 
Kaiser, could do little without the won- 
derful achievements of the petroleum in- 
dustry. Petroleum is the lifeblood of our 
economy. And the OPA boys certainly 
did not overlook their opportunity for a 
little bloodletting. In this connection, 
I wish to read a telegram received from 
Mr. Walter G. Hallanan, of Pittsburgh, 
Pa.: 

PITTSBURGH, PA., July 20, 1946. 
Hon. W. LEE O'DANIEL, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

May I respectfully urge that another year 
of OPA meddling and confusion will mean 
not only another year of black markets and 
chaos in production, but it means the de- 
struction of our American economy. Why 
not terminate these wartime emergency con- 
trols now before it is too late? Regardless of 
all the OPA communistic propaganda the peo- 
ple are sick and tired of it and want to be 
freed from it once and for all. With regard 
to the petroleum industry the compromise 
bill makes that industry half slave and half 
free with a Damocletian sword in the hands 
of another bureaucratic board that will be 
chosen of the Bowles-Porter type hanging 
over it. I hope you will not approve this 
so-called compromise to perpetuate OPA as 
an economic monstrosity. If Congress ap- 
proves this compromise it thereby gives ap- 
proval to policies which OPA has arbitrarily 
imposed upon the country and which it will 
expect to continue. 

WALTER G. HALLANAN, 
President, Plymouth Oil Co. 


So the Nation is on the down grade, 
and it will continue to be on the down 
grade so long as the bureaucrats in 
Washington stymie and throttle the 
brain power and ability of 140,000,000 
American citizens. That is what hap- 
pens under the OPA. We do not know 
what boy will have an idea today or what 
little girl will have an idea tomorrow 
that will revolutionize some phase of our 
social or industrial life. The OPA will 
throttle our people. Our progress de- 
pends upon freedom. The OPA is now 
denying our people that freedom. First 
we were told that we must let our free- 
dom be taken away by the OPA because 
we were faced with a national emer- 
gency and we were going to get into a 
Then, later, we were told that the 


the war. Now we are told that we must 
have the OPA because we won the war. 
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Just think of it, Mr. President. We have 
whipped all our foreign enemies and put 
them entirely out of business. But still 
some of the bureaucrats want to control 
the American people and to dictate what 
the American people shall do. They want 
to write it all down into a law. The Lord 
only knows who wrote this bill, but here 
it is; it is before us now. Here is our 
majority leader, who has just returned 
to the Chamber. I have been hoping he 
would come back. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What did the Sena- 
tor say about me? 

Mr. ODANIEL. I did not say a bad 
thing about the distinguished Senator— 
not one word. I cannot say a bad word 
about the Senator. I was just praying 


all the time that the Senator from Ken- 


tucky would change his mind about the 
OPA, but I am afraid I cannot persuade 
him to change it. Ihave been killing time 
until the Senator from Kentucky re- 
turned to the Chamber, and I am ready 
to stop now if the Senator from Ken- 
tucky will decide to kill the OPA. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I can appreciate the 
Senator’s willingness to have the OPA 
este and I shall be glad to have him 
stop. 

Mr. ODANIEL. Well, I hope some- 
thing will happen to kill the OPA, because 
I am heartbroken about the present sit- 
uation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Iam anxious to have 
a vote taken. 

Mr. O’DANIEL. There did not seem 


-to be anyone who was willing to say 


anything very much about the OPA, so 

I got up to say a few words about it. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I am sure the coun- 

try is not under any delusion about the 


Senator's attitude toward the OPA. 


Mr. O’DANIEL. If I have accom- 
plished that much, that is something 
gained. I am sure I want to cooperate 
with the Senator, and so I shall yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator 
very much, 


NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I feel 
that it is necessary, even at this late hour, 
to take 5 or 10 minutes to comment upon 
an extraneous subject, because I wish the 
Record to show that on the day follow- 
ing that on which the remarks to which 
I shall refer were made by various of my 
able colleagues, I responded to the com- 
ments they made. I address myself to 
the statements which were made yester- 
day by the able Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. DONNELL] and to comments which 
were made by other Senators, to wit, the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], 
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], 
relative to a report of the subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor, known as the Subcommittee 
on Wartime Health and Education, of 
which I have had the honor to be 
chairman. 

That committee, Mr. President, was 
authorized by a resolution of the Senate 
in 1943. The resolution authorized, in 
substance, a study of the health condi- 
tions of the people of this country, par- 
ticularly because of disclosures with re- 
spect to selective service that some 40 


1946 


percent of the selectees were rejected 
because of mental and physical disability, 

The committee consisted of five Sen- 
ators appointed by the chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, and 
the junior Senator from Florida was 
named as chairman. That subcommit- 
tee was continued by resolution of the 
Senate in February 1945 and was further 
extended and additional funds were pro- 
vided for its use in March of this year. 

It was also provided in March of this 
year, when the last appropriation was 
made, that the committee’s services 
should be terminated on the 1st of Au- 
gust—all by agreement of the chairman 
and the members of the committee. 

The committee has held many hear- 
ings and has published five reports. The 
first report was published in the second 
session of the Seventy-eighth Congress 
and dealt with the general subject of the 
margins of living of the people and the 
desirability of improving their economic 
status in order that their health condi- 
tions might also be improved. 

The second report was issued in the 
second session of the Seventy-eighth 
Congress, particularly in September 1944, 
dealing with the subject of juvenile de- 
linquency. 

The third report was issued in January 
1945 and dealt with general health con- 
ditions throughout the country. 

Mr. President, I do not like to suggest 
anything which might be related to self- 
praise of the members of the committee, 
but I will mention the fact that the 
American Medical Journal commented 
editorially upon the report in the follow- 
ing language: 

The report, in general, would seem to be a 
more scientific, carefully considered docu- 
ment than has heretofore been available as 
a result of previous hearings in this field. 
The committee emphasizes that its findings 
are preliminary and that the subcommittee 
expects to continue its work with further 
hearings and with studies of the various as- 
pects of the health problem, such as rural, 
industrial, and school health, the health 
needs of veterans, medical research, and 
medical education. 


Editorials from the Washington Post, 
the Washington Evening Star, the New 
York Times, the Philadelphia Record, 
the Tampa Morning Tribune, and other 
newspapers commented favorably on the 
report. 

General Kirk, the Surgeon General of 
the United States Army, was gracious 
enough to write some words of com- 
mendation on the report. The report 
dealt, as I have said, with the general 
health conditions of the people, but it 
made no suggestion as to what method 
should be employed by the Government 
in meeting the challenge of poor health 
conditions. 

The subcommittee proceeded to make 
a study of whether or not the private 
fee for medical service system prevailing 
in the country, and the volunteer health 
systems which had been growing in 
strength and usefulness throughout the 
United States, were adequately meeting 
the challenge of the poor health condi- 
tions of the people. About the latter 
part of March that report had been 
prepared by the subcommittee staff, and 
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was sent to the members of the subcom- 
mittee. : 

Mr. President, I have referred to the 
committee as the committee, although it 
was a subcommittee. However, it was 
authorized by a Senate resolution. It 
Was generally known in the press and in 
common parlance as the Senate Com- 
mittee on Wartime Health and Educa- 
tion. 

As I say, Mr. President, the staff of 
the subcommittee prepared the report 
and a draft of it was submitted to the 
members of the subcommittee, The de- 
sire was that the study which had been 
made by the staff should be made avail- 
able to the full Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor, to the Senate and to the 
public for such value as it might have. 
Let the Senate remember, that this com- 
mittee was an investigating committee, 
and that it had a staff for the purpose 
of ascertaining data which might be of 
some public interest. 

As I have already said, the proposed 
report was submitted to the members of 
the subcommittee. That was in March 
of this year. Immediately a response 
was received from the chairman of the 
full committee, the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Murray], indicating his com- 
plete agreement with the proposed find- 
ings of the subcommittee. A report in 
complete conformity with the findings of 
the staff was also submitted by the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] and, 
of course, I as chairman of the sub- 
committee had already given the report 
my complete approval. That makes 
three members of the subcommittee who 
gave immediately their unqualified ap- 
proval to the publication of the proposed 
report. 

I then received the following letter 
from the able Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. AIKEN]: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
March 11, 1946. 
Hon. CLAUDE PEPPER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 
Healt]. and Education, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CLAUDE: I must confess that I haven’t 
had time to study the proposed Interim Re- 
port from the Subcommittee on Health and 
Education on Health Insurance. Neither 
did I have an opportunity to hear the testi- 
mony which was presented at the hearings, 

However, I am in hearty sympathy with 
an effort to provide medical care for those 
who cannot afford it and even though I may 
later find cause to disagree with some of 
the recommegdations which we as a com- 
mittee make, I, nevertheless, feel that the 
publication of this report will serve to call 
public attention to the dire needs of our 
low income people. 

Therefore, reserving the right to disagree 
with any detailed portions of this report, I 
am in favor of submitting it to the full 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN. 


On page 9705 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recor of July 23, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. AIKEN] said as follows: 

I wish to reiterate the statement which I 
made a few minutes ago, that this report was 
submitted tome. I was given an opportunity 
by the clerk of the committee to read it. I 
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cannot say that I had time to study it thor- 
oughly. But it did have my approval; that 
is, in placing it before the full committee, 
or before the Senate, and if I inadvertently 
and prematurely passed judgment on a com- 
pulsory health bill, that is purely my own 
fault and not the fault of anyone else. a 


Mr. President, I received also the fol- 
lowing letter from the able Senator from 
Hew Jersey [Mr. SMITH] dated March 19, 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS, 
March 19, 1946. 
Hon. CLAUDE PEPPER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: A short time ago I re- 
ceived a subcommittee report entitled 
“Health Insurance" and I have been trying 
to get an Opportunity to make a real study 
of it ever since. With the other matters 
pending it has not been possible to make the 
study of it I wanted to before commenting on 
the report. However, I note it seems to ap- 
prove a compulsory insurance plan, I do 
not want to approve the report until I have 
had time to give it further study. 

In the event you feel that the report must 
be made immediately to the Committee on 
Education and Labor, I would like to have it 
appear in the record that I dissent from some 
of the conclusions of the report. 

I will try to get at the detailed study im- 
mediately and advise you further of the spe- 
cific points I have in mind, 

Always cordially yours, 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH. 


I received also on March 18, 1946, the 
following letter from the senior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., March 18, 1946. 
Hon. CLAUDE PEPPER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear CLAUDE: I regret the delay in reading 
the interim report of the Subcommittee on 
Health and Education to the Committee on 
Education and Labor covering the subject 
of health insurance. 

While there are a good many statements in 
the report with which I agree, there are oth- 
ers, including the recommendation of na- 
tional health insurance, with which I em- 
phatically disagree. Unfortunately I cannot 
at the present moment prepare a minority 
report. I should be obliged, therefore, if you 
would simply note at the end of the report 
that I dissent from some of the findings and 
conclusions reached in the report. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT A, TAFT. 


Mr. President, there were three mem- 
bers of the committee, the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. TUNNELL], the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], and the Sena- 
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morse], who had 
not responded and had not had an oppor- 
tunity to complete their study of the re- 
port or of the subject. The staff was de- 
sirous of making the report public and 
submitting it to the full committee in 
view of the fact that an agreement had 
been reached that the subcommittee 
would go out of existence on the ist of 
August. So in view of the fact that only 
a few days remained between the last 
week end of July and the 1st of August, 
we were desirous of getting the report 
before the full committee and before the 
public before the Ist of August. There- 
fore I personally approached the Senator 
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from Delaware [Mr. TUNNELL], the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse}, and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], and 
it was agreed between them and me, as 
chairman of the subcommittee, that at 
the end of the report there should be 
added the following language: 

Senators HILL, TUNNELL, and MoRsE, be- 
cause of the pressure of other business, have 
not completed their study of the subject of 
this report. 


I am sure those Senators will agree 
that that was the understanding. 

Also at the end of the report appears 
the following: 

Senators Tarr and SmITH dissent from 
some of the findings and conclusions of the 
report. 


The report was signed by CLAUDE PEP- 
PER, ELBERT D. THOMAS, JAMES A. Murray, 
and GEORGE D. AIKEN. 

Mr. President, while only four mem- 
bers gave their assent to the publication 
and filing of the report, it has been shown 
that only four of the nine had given their 
assent in that way, and it was shown that 
two of the Senators said that they dis- 
sented from some of the conclusions con- 
tained in the report, and it was shown 
that three of the Senators said they had 
not had time to complete their study of 
the subject. So it certainly was not in- 
tended to lead anybody into the conclu- 
sion that all members of the subcom- 
mittee had agreed to everything that was 
contained in the report. 

Mr. President, there was some slight 
inaccuracy in the press release which, 
although prepared by the staff, I take full 
responsibility for. In one paragraph it 
was said that: 

The report represents the substantial ap- 
proval of President Truman's health message 
of November 1945 and the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell national health bill by a bipartisan 
group of Senators, but neither are specifically 
endorsed. 


As a matter of fact, the Wagner-Mur- 
ray-Dingell bill is not mentioned in so 
many words in the report. All the report 
purports to do is to make a study of the 
various voluntary insurance plans in 
existence in the country, to conclude that 
they serve only by complete coverage in 
all about 3 percent of the people, that 
only about 25 percent of the people, if I 
remember the figures correctly, have any 
kind of insurance, and that we can never 
provide adequate medical care for the 
people unless we have a plan supported 
by taxation levied by the Federal Gov- 
ernment and perhaps in addition to that, 
Federal appropriations to supplement it. 
But the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill is 
not specifically mentioned in the report 
and it was not intended to commit any- 
body to any particular piece of legisla- 
tion but to emphasize the necessity of 
there being some kind of compulsory in- 
surance system for the country. 

Inasmuch as there was only one mem- 
ber on the other side of the aisle, the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr, AIKEN] who 
had given his assent to making public 
for whatever value they had, the facts 
the committee report discloses, perhaps 
it was not proper to say “bipartisan,” 
when only one member of the minority 
party had given his assent. If that is an 
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inaccuracy it certainly is an uninten- 
tional one. k 

In no sense of the word am I minimiz- 
ing the value of the comment made by 
the able Senator from Missouri or any 
other Senator. All the other reports 
were prepared by the staff under my di- 
rection as chairman. They were from 
time to time discussed on occasion, indi- 
vidually, with some members, perhaps 
not all, and finally the report was sub- 
mitted before it was ever filed with the 
full committee to every member of the 
committee and the assent of the mem- 
bers of the committee was given before 
the report was filed with the full com- 
mittee. 

As I said, that was done with the pre- 
vious four reports since 1943, as well as 
with report No. 5, which happens to have 
been the occasion of the comment. 

So, Mr. President, while there may be 
some technical delinquencies—there no 
doubt are—on the part of the chairman, 
not in any sense attributable to other 
members of the committee, the chair- 
man certainly thought that the Senators 
had given their assent either to say that 
the report might be published, though 
they had not had an opportunity to fin- 
ish their study, but the report might be 
filed and data the staff had gathered 
after many months of tedious labor 
might be made available to the full 
committee and to the public for such 
value as they had. 

If any Senator’s position has in any 
way been incorrectly stated, it certainly 
was unintentional, and I am exceedingly 
sorry that inadvertently such a thing 
may have occurred. 

I wish to say further that the Senator 
from Missouri was most gracious in call- 
ing my office yesterday to advise me 
that he expected to make some criticism 
on the issuance of the report. I hap- 
pened to be unavoidably detained from 
the Senate at the time he made his re- 
marks, or I should have been here to 
hear them. The Senator has been most 
courteous. He has indicated that there 
was not anything personal in what he 
said, and I have tried to give this ex- 
planation of what occurred. 

Mr. President, I regretted to take the 
time of the Senate at this late hour to 
make this explanation, but since the able 
Senator from Missouri had made his re- 
marks yesterday, and I had had no previ- 
ous opportunity, I thought that, in jus- 
tice to myself, if not to the committee, 
I was duty bound to make some state- 
ment on the matter. 

Mr. DONNELL rose. ° 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish now to address 
myself to the conference report for & 
few minutes, but I gladly yield to the 
Senator from Missouri if he desires that 
I do so. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. I shall endeavor 
to make my remarks as brief as possible. 

First, I wish to say that we have here 
a situation in which a subcommittee, 
without even a majority of the commit- 
tee approving its report, gives out to the 
press, through its chairman, a release, 
which was referred to yesterday. 

In the first place, the able Senator 
from Florida has referred to the subcom- 
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mittee as being known as a committee. 
Yet Senate Resolution 74, by which au- 
thorization is granted for the creation 
of the subcommittee, distinctly terms it 
a subcommittee: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor or a subcommittee thereof 
appointed by the chairman of the Education 
and Labor Committee be authorized and di- 
rected to make investigation. 


And so forth. It then provides that the 
committee—not the subcommittee, but 
the committee—shall report to the Sen- 
ate as soon as practicable the results of 
its study and investigation, together with 
its recommendations. 

Mr. President, as I see it, what has 
happened is that, without the subcom- 
mittee itself authorizing the issuance of 
a report, there has been given out to the 
press of the country a very important 
report, the importance of which I shall 
emphasize in a very few minutes, and the 
report which goes out to the public ac- 
tually contains the names of less than 
a majority of the members of the sub- 
committee as signers of the report. 

The distinguished Senator from Flor- 
ida referred to the fact that there might 
be a slight error, and I do not in any 
sense undertake to impugn either the sin- 
cerity or the motives of the Senator, but 
when he terms what appears on the re- 
lease given out on the twenty-second of 
this month as a “slight error”, I must 
most respectfully disagree with him. 

In the first place, Mr. President, the 
study which is referred to in-the release 
as being given out is stated to be “issued 
today.” As a matter of fact, the study 
to which reference was made was issued 
back in March of this year, and bore at 
that time in heavy black type the words 
“Subcommittee Print.” 

Under a date in July 1946—I think 
only a day or so ago—the document was 
reprinted under a July date, the only 
changes I find in it being certain head- 
ings above certain tabular or pictorial 
illustration. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. Iam sure the able Sen- 
ator does not mean that it was given to 
the press for publication on that date. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not know, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. PEPPER. What the Senator 
means is that the chairman appeared at 
the hearings on S. 1606 and stated that 
that had been prepared and would be 
published if agreed to by the subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
point to which I address myself will be- 
come more evident in a moment. I 
quoted from the release of July 22 in 
which the document which now comes 
forth under date of July 1946, is referred 
to as having been “issued today” by the 
Senate subcommittee. That document 
is stated to represent, quoting from the 
release, “the substantial approval of 
President Truman’s health message of 
November 1945 and the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell national health bill by a biparti- 
san group of Senators, but neither are 
specifically endorsed.” 
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Then the release states: 

These Senators are members of the full 
Committee on Education and Labor, before 
which hearings on S. 1606, the Wagner- 
Murray-Dingell bill started on April 2 and 
have continued until July of this year. 


So, Mr. President, this document, 
which was originally prepared and dated 
March 1946, described upon its exterior 
as a “subcommittee print,” now appears 
under date of July 1946 according to the 
release, as representing the substantial 
approval of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell 
national health bill by a bipartisan group 
of Senators, though not one word of 
testimony in the 35 hearings that have 
been held, involving hundreds and hun- 
dreds of pages, has yet been taken with 
respect to the Wagner-Murray-Dingell 
health bill. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I stated a moment ago 
that this was a study which had been 
conducted by the committee during 2 or 
3 or 4 years, at least 3 years, a study 
of the subject whether the voluntary 
health plans in existence were adequate 
to meet the needs of the people. It con- 
cluded that the voluntary plans were not 
adequate, and that there would have to 
be some kind of compulsory plan. It 
was prepared and ready for publication 
before the hearings were begun on S. 
1606. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
point I make is that here in July there 
comes both a document, consisting of 30 
pages, presented to the public with a re- 
lease entitled “Senator Pepper Reports 
on Study of Health Insurance,” stating 
that the report represents the substan- 
tial approval of the Wagner-Murray- 
Dingell health bill. Yet, Mr. President, 
the document had been prepared and 
printed before one word of testimony 
had been taken with respect to the Wag- 
ner-Murray-Dingell health bill. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator said a 
while ago—and I am sure he would not 
want to omit it now—that the press re- 
lease immediately added, after the words 
he has quoted, “but neither are specifi- 
cally endorsed.” 

Mr. DONNELL. I read that, I will say 
to the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. PEPPER. In fact, neither was 
mentioned. The Wagner-Murray-Din- 
gell bill was not mentioned in the report, 
was it? 

Mr. DONNELL. Ido not know wheth- 
er it was or not. But the point I make, 
Mr. President, is that the release goes out 
as representing the substantial approval 
of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell national 
health bill, although the testimony on 
that bill had not been taken when the 
release itself was prepared. 

But, Mr. President, there is a more 
fundamental question involved than this. 
As I see it, the statute to which I have 
referred authorized the creation of this 
subcommittee by the chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
And, secondly, the report of the sub- 
committee should have been given to 
the Committee on Education and Labor, 
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rather than to the press at large. The 
Committee on Education and Labor 
would have had the right then to de- 
termine whether it should be given out. 
Without authority emanating from the 
Committee on Education and Labor, as 
I see it, the subcommittee had no right 
to give out publicity. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. OVERTON. What is the status 
of this report? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is not familiar with the report. 

Mr. OVERTON. Perhaps the Sena- 
tor from. Missouri can tell us. What is 
the status of this report? 

Mr. DONNELL. . Of which report? 

Mr. OVERTON. The report which the 
Senator from Missouri and the junior 
Senator from Florida are discussing so 
extensively? 

Mr. DONNELL. The status of it, so 
far as I know, Mr. President, is that the 
report has been printed without au- 
thority even from the subcommittee, for 
there are only four out of nine members 
of the subcommittee who have author- 
ized their signatures to it. Three mem- 
bers of the subcommittee, because of 
pressure of other business, have not com- 
pleted their study of the subject matter 
of the report, and two of them have dis- 
sented from some of the findings of the 
report. f 

Mr. OVERTON. Has it been reported 
to the Senate? 

Mr. DONNELL. It has not. 

Mr. OVERTON. Why this discussion 
now? We are now waiting to act upona 
very important matter which concerns 
the whole Nation, and Senators are now 
discussing a matter which is not even 
before the Senate. With all due respect 
to my colleagues I wish we could proceed 
with the regular order of business, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will state to the Senator that un- 
der the rules of the Senate Senators can 
talk about anything they wish. 

Mr. OVERTON. I understand that. I 
merely am expressing a pious hope. 

Mr. PEPPER. I know that is the wish 
of the whole Senate, and perhaps I 
should not at all have responded, but at 
the same time I felt that inasmuch as 
the Senator from Missouri had men- 
tioned the matter yesterday, I should 
offer a word of explanation, and if the 
Senator might feel disposed that we 
might carry the matter forward to a 
future date for further discussion, I am 
sure we will oblige the Senate very much 
by addressing ourselves directly to the 
conference report. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I shall 
be very glad to follow that course of pro- 
cedure, except to utter a very few con- 
cluding words, although I should like at 
a later date, probably tomorrow, to em- 
phasize certain thoughts that are in my 
mind. 

I want to say, Mr. President, that the 
issuance of this release has gone from 
one end to the other of the United States. 
It has been treated as outstanding, highly 
important news. In the New York Times 
of Monday of this week it appears as one 
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of the 12 items of world news summar- 
ized on the first page of the newspaper, 
and on a subsequent page, namely page 
18, there appears a very extensive signed 
article entitled “Senate Body Backs 
Health Insurance, Educational Subcom- 
mittee Endorses a Federal System Based 
on Contributions.” 

I shall not impose further on the time 
of the Senate at this moment save only 
to say that I have upon my desk news- 
rapers from St. Louis, the Chicago Trib- 
une, the Herald-Tribune, also of New 
York City, with an extended article en- 
titled “Federal Health Bill Backed By 
Subcommittee.” Yet, Mr. President, the 
fact is, as has been noted here upon the 
Recor, that, in the first place, the sub- 
committee itself has not met, has not au- 
thorized the issuance of the release, and 
has not authorized the issuance of the 
report. The report should have been 
made to the committee itself, and not to 
the public, and not even a majority of 
the subcommittee had signed the alleged 
report. 

I may say, Mr. President, that the press 
understands that the report does apply 
a the Wagner-Murray-Dingell health 

I shall not impose further upon the 
time of the Senate tonight, but I think 
a very great principle is involved, namely, 
whether or not a subcommittee should 
report to the committee itself, whether 
the subcommittee could act without a 
majority of its own members concurring, 
and whether or not the subcommittee 
should itself, or rather through one mem- 
ber of the subcommittee, the chairman 
of the subcommittee, undertake to give 
out officially to the public letters which 
can easily be misapprehended, and have 
been very much misapprehended, as they 
are, by the press. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able Sena- 
tor from Missouri very much. 


EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 371) extend- 
ing the effective period of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, 
and the Stabilization Act of 1942, as 
amended. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I just 
want to comment briefly upon the con- 
ference report. 

We all know that it would set up a 
3-man Decontrol Board, appointed by 
the President, with the approval of the 
Senate. The Board could remove the 
controls on any commodity. Price ceil- 
ings on meats, dairy products, grains, 
cottonseed, and soybeans would be re- 
stored on August 21, but would remain 
ceiling free until that day. No controls 
would be placed on poultry, eggs, petro- 
leum, or tobacco, unless the Board recon- 
trols them after August 21. Subject to 
the Decontrol Board the OPA could set 
price ceilings on industrial goods. The 
OPA would be required to set ceilings for 
manufacturers on an industry-wide basis 
for each product to reflect the average 
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1940 price plus cost increases to manu- 
facturers. It would have to give whole- 
salers and retail distributors price ceil- 
ings reflecting their current cost of pur- 
chases plus their average percentage dis- 
count or mark-up in effect March 31, 
1946. Subsidies largely designed to hold 
down food prices are trimmed from $2,- 
000,000,000 to about $1,000,000,000. 

There were being paid in subsidies 
about a billion and a half dollars a year 
to keep the cost of living down about 
8 percent. So if we take away that bil- 
lion and a half dollars in subsidies I 
estimate that the cost of living will go up 
in some proportion comparable to that. 
So inevitably there will be a price rise 
due to the removal of subsidies. 

Mr. President, a laudable provision of 
this bill is the fact that it retains rent 
controls as they were on the 30th day 
of June, and I commend those who have 
made the report possible in that respect. 

The consumer will pay for this meas- 
ure out of his own pay envelope and sav- 
ings. The cost to the consumer of the 
decontrol of poultry, eggs, fish, and 
petroleum would be $1,200,000,000, of to- 
bacco $250,000,000, of the elimination 
of low-cost clothing $800,000,000. The 
effect of the guaranty to wholesalers 
and retail distributors and the guaranty 
of 1940 average prices plus cost increases 
to manufacturers is incalcuable. 

I do not know, nor has the OPA any 
information to indicate the effect of res- 
toration of controls on August 21, on 
meats, dairy products, grains, cotton- 
seed and soy beans. But the OPA esti- 
mates that, if controls on these products 
were removed on August 21 by the De- 
control Board, the consumers of the 
United States would have to pay out of 
their pockets a total of at least $4,300,- 
000,000. A recent report of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to the President on 
increases in prices since July 1 states that 
the daily spot market prices for 28 com- 
modities have risen 25 percent since the 
lapse of OPA. These prices increased 
despite the fact that many selfish groups 
lobbying against price control have at- 
tempted to hold the line by informal 
agreements. In other words, price 
changes might have gone higher if this 
had not been done. 

It should also be noted that wholesale 
prices rose 35 percent since VJ-day, 
whereas, in the 11 months after World 
War I, wholesale prices rose only 22 
percent. 

A part of the recent rise in prices is 
attributable to the elimination of sub- 
sidies. However, livestock prices have 
increased to such an extent as to reflect 
more than a removal of the subsidy. 

Mr. President, who is going to be af- 
fected by what has been done? The 
profits of all corporations in 1945 before 
taxes were $20,000,000,000 as compared 
to $5,300,000,000 in 1936-39. The profits 
after taxes in 1945 were about $9,800,- 
000,000 as compared with about $4,000,- 
000,000 in 1936-39. It is estimated that 
1946 earnings after taxes for many cor- 
porations, particularly in the retail field, 
will be above 1945 profits. 

Who are the people who have to worry 
and struggle because of the lapse of 
OPA? First the wives of wage earners. 
Average weekly earnings of workers in 
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manufacturing industries in April 1946 
were about $42 in comparison with about 
$47.50 in March 1945. So it will be seen, 
Mr. President, there was an average 
weekly reduction of $5.50 in March 1946 
as related to March 1945 against the 
worker. 

In the same period consumers’ food 
prices rose as much as 3 percent, and all 
items which are a part of their cost of 
living rose about 2 percent. 

Mr. President, what is going to be the 
effect of these price increases on the 
1,700,000 persons receiving various types 
of old-age insurance from the Federal 
Government ranging from an average of 
about $23 to $81 a month? What is go- 
ing to happen to the 2,100,000 aged per- 
sons receiving an average of about $31.50 
for old-age assistance permonth? What 
is going to happen to the 310,000 fami- 
lies with children getting aid for them at 
about $54 a month. 

And, lest we forget the veterans, Mr. 
President, how are they going to exist, 
the 926,000 veterans going to school un- 
der the GI bill of rights, who are getting 
$65 a month without dependents and $80 
a month with dependents? And what 
is going to happen to our 2,000,000 heroes 
of all our wars who have undergone some 
horrible disablement in the fight for free- 
dom and democracy, who are getting an 
average of $45.50 a month? 

In addition there are millions of school 
teachers, college professors, clergymen, 
and great masses of millions of white- 
collar workers who also are going to have 
the cost of living increased without any 
increase in their annual compensation, 

How are all these millions going to 
live under the proposed legalizing of in- 
flation which would be brought about by 
the conference report? In 1945, 47 per- 
cent of our families had total incomes 
of less than $40 a week, and had only 
20 percent of the total liquid assets of 
the country. Families with annual in- 
comes of less than $1,000 a year had only 
$20, on the average, in liquid assets. 

A very large percentage of the pop- 
ulation of this country—I am speaking 
of families, not individuals—live on less 
than $1,000 a year. Those families, ac- 
cording to a survey which has been 
made, have savings of less than $20. 
How are they going to weather the in- 
flation storm? Those having incomes 
between $1,000 and $2,000 per family 
have $230 in average savings. Actually 
more than 50 percent of those with yearly 
income of less than $1,000 were unable 
to save anything in 1945. Twenty per- 
cent of those having incomes between 
$1,000 and $2,000 failed to save in 1945. 

So, Mr. President, when we are speak- 
ing of profits to some, we must remem- 
ber that we are dealing also with the 
livelihood of many milions of the peo- 
ple of this country who happen to be 
poor. 

That leads me to say, in summary of 
the effect of this measure, that the meas- 
ure was intended to increase the profits 
of a portion of our population. No one 
wants any producer, manufacturer, or 
processor to furnish his goods or services 
to the public without fair compensation. 

But, Mr. President, we are going 
through a period of reconversion. We 
are just getting out of the aftermath of 
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the war, and upon the tableland of peace. 
That is a peculiar condition, and not a 
normal condition. Therefore we cannot 
afford to strike down all the wartime 
controls applicable to wartime conditions 
until we have more nearly and com- 
pletely approximated peacetime condi- 
tions, under which we do not need war- 
time controls. 

Mr. President, the effort here has been 
precipitate, in my opinion. The effort 
on the part of the administration to 
remove wartime price controls was pre- 
cipitate with the end of the war. It 
Was a grievous mistake, and I am sure 
the Government realized that it was a 
grievous mistake, in view of what has 
happened, because when the disastrous 
results of a precipitate effort to remove 
controls appeared to the Government it 
almost frantically tried to restore those 
controls. But I must say that the Gov- 
ernment has not had all the help which 
the Government and the people might 
have expected from the Congress of the 
United States. 

We knew that price control was going 
to expire on the 30th of June, because 
the law so provided. We could have 
started months ago to thrash out our 
differences with respect to the price- 
control bill; but we let the time drag 
along until we almost reached the date 
of expiration of the law. Then con- 
gressional disagreement could not be re- 
solved without the price-control program 
going out of effect entirely. Even though 
we tried to bring about some kind of 
reenactment of the program, it is now 
the 24th day of July, and price control 
went out of existence on the 30th of June, 
and we have left the American people to 
be the victims of this abnormal condi- 
tion, and to be tyrannized by a few of 
our citizens who would take advantage of 
the people for profit, even almost to the 
point of extortion. So while we have 
debated and tried to reconcile our dif- 
ferences the American people have been 
robbed of any kind of price control with 
respect to commodities, services, or rents. 
As every housewife knows better than 
any statistician can tell her, prices have 
gone up to a very great extent, in rela- 
tion to nearly all the essential items 
which are identified with the cost of 
living throughout the land. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The distinguished 
Senator from Florida will admit, I am 
sure, that the country would not have 
been without controls from the 30th of 
June to the 24th of July, including con- 
trols over rentals and other commodities, 
if the President had not vetoed the form- 
er bill. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, in law 
school I took a very interesting course on 
the subject of proximity of causation. I 
do not know of any subject which is more 
delicate and interesting than speculating 
as to who is the proximate and efficient 
cause of the country not having price 
control—whether it was the Congress, 
which passed an insufferable law or 
whether it was the President, who would 
not give his approval to a bad law. That 
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is a subject of almost metaphysical, if 
not legal, speculation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I merely desire to ex- 
press a pious hope that we will not, at 
this stage of the legislative procedure, 
indulge in speculative debate over who 
killed Cock Robin, and whether he is 
thoroughly dead, since we are now trying 
to use a pulmotor to revive him. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. How- 
ever, Cock Robin should have the right 
to say whether the adequacy of the pul- 
motor has been established or not. Un- 
fortunately, that is what I am afraid we 
are not able to demonstrate here. 

In my opinion the President was abso- 
lutely correct in vetoing the last bill that 
was sent to him, because it was better to 
have no control at all, and let the people 
do their own policing, than to have legal- 
ized infiation when the Government has 
the responsibility to police, but cannot 
effectively discharge that obligation. So 
in my opinion, the President not only 
correctly, but courageously, vetoed the 
last bill that went to him. 

I commend the efforts of the able Sen- 
ator from Kentucky, our distinguished 
leader, and all those who cooperated with 
him in trying to secure price control for 
this country. I believe that every poll 
which has been taken indicates that the 
people of the country favor price control. 
I respect those who have a different opin- 
ion and different information; but every 
-poll I have seen indicates that the peo- 
ple of the country—and by the people I 
mean exactly what we intimate when we 
say the “peepul’’—the people of America, 
the men, women, and children who con- 
stitute the masses of America’s millions, 
and especially the housewives, who, with 
limited budgets, have the responsibility 
of feeding, clothing, and sheltering fam- 
ilies, favor price control. So I commend 
the efforts of those who have tried to pre- 
serve price control. I think they have not 
only tried to do social, political, and eco- 
nomic justice, but they have been serving 
the rich as well as the poor in the efforts 
which they have made. 

But -now we are faced with another 
measure; and however commendable 
may be the efforts of those who brought 
it forth, I have grave doubts as to wheth- 
er this measure is better than the bill 
which the President vetoed. I say that 
because, for all practical purposes, I am 
afraid it decontrols permanently, as it 
does until August 21, price controls on the 
essential items of the family diet—meat, 
and meat products, dairy products, and 
other items which constitute the essen- 
tials of the family diet. I realize that the 
conference report provides that the De- 
control Board may put those prices back 
into effect after the 21st of August; but 
we are legislating here as a Congress, 
and I think the essential responsibility 
is the responsibility of the Congress to 
determine whether or not we are to have 
price control. 

We are not giving the OPA authority 
to put these controls back. The author- 
ity goes to a Decontrol Board. We do 
not know what the personnel of that 
Board will be. While we have laid down 
general policies, in the third paragraph 
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of the standards which are set out to 
govern the Decontrol Board we have 
allowed an absolutely untrammeled 
authority in the Board to determine 
whether or not it is in the public interest 
to put the controls back. So we are 
practically saying that we take them off 
and then leave it up to the Board to put 
them back if it thinks they should be put 
back after August 21. 

What will be the situation on the 21st 
of August? What is it now? I realize 
the application of the old saw that while 
figures do not lie, sometimes liars figure. 
I realize also that there are statistical 
differences among statisticians. Yet, 
Mr. President, I do not believe that we 
could convince the housewives of Amer- 
ica that there has not been a very sub- 
stantial and burdensome increase in the 
family cost of living because of OPA 
going out at midnight on the 30th of 
June. That has occurred in the face of 
the prospect that any day the Congress 
may restore price control. None of us 
imagined when we debated this question 
that it would be the 24th of July before 
we would finally be ready to vote upon 
the conference report. In spite of all the 
haste and effort which has been exerted 
on the part of our leadership and our 
colleagues in this body and in the House, 
it is now 24 days—nearly a month— 
since the country was suddenly deprived 
of price control. 

Not only that, Mr, President, but we 
give to the country the punishment and 
we deprive the people of the country of 
the protection of price controls for sub- 
stantially another month; for today is 
the 24th of July, and controls cannot in 
any case go back into effect on these es- 
sential food items until the 2ist of Au- 
gust, which lacks 3 days of being another 
month. That means that for practically 
2 months the people will have been de- 
prived of price controls on the things 
which today are essential to their diet. 

I do not believe that will be in the 
public interest. I do not believe it will 
be to the permanent, long-range advan- 
tage of anyone. I should have preferred 
very much to see a clear-cut issue made 
in the Senate on the question whether we 
would continue price control as it was on 
June 30 and have effective price enforce- 
ment or whether we would have no con- 
trol at all. I think I have been consis- 
tent in taking that position, because, as 
Senators will recall, when we had this 
subject up the first time, when the bill 
Was passed, 17 of us voted favorably on 
the amendment which I had the honor 
to offer, which would have provided, as a 
substitute for the then pending bill, a 
simple resolution continuing OPA as it 
then was. 

Later on, after the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee reported the joint reso- 
lution which is the basis of the pending 
measure, the present conference report, 
and when it was under consideration on 
the floor of the Senate, again there were 
23 of us who, on an amendment bearing 
my name, voted for a substitute to con- 
tinue price control as it was on the 30th 
of June. I should much prefer to see a 
clear-cut issue made in the Senate on the 
question, “Do you want effective price 
control or do you not want any control at 
all,” and let the Senate vote on that is- 
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sue. I believe it would have been more 
in accord with the-right course and more 
to the benefit of the people of the Nation. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I wish to say that I 
am entirely in accord with the statement 
the Senator from Florida has just made, 
If I could have had my way, the issue 
before the Senate would have been 
whether we wanted any price-control bill 
or no price-control bill. The measure 
we have received from the conference 
committee is neither fish nor fowl, and, 
in my opinion, it will do more to be- 
fuddle the Nation and keep down pro- 
duction than anything else we might do. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I must 
say that I am in accord with what the 
able Senator from New Jersey has said, 

Prices are already out of line, accord- 
ing to various estimates, anywhere from 
25 percent on the general level to 35 
percent on wholesale prices. Imagine 
how difficult it would be, if we were to 
adopt the pending conference report and 
it were to be put into effect tomorrow, 
for the OPA or the Decontrol Board or 
any other Government agency to put 
prices back to where they were on the 
30th of June. But how much more dif- 
ficult it will be to do that after waiting 
until the 21st of August. Where will 
prices be then? What will the situation 
be then? How difficult will it be then for 
an administrative agency to try to pick 
up the broken pieces of OPA and put 
them into a pattern that will make sense 
of any consequence? 

So, Mr. President, to do anything effec- 
tive at all, it would have seemed desir- 
able for the conferees to have brought 
from the conference a report which 
would have provided that OPA be put 
back into effect immediately—at least, as 
to the essential food products. 

For instance, let us consider grain. I 
assume that grain will be affected be- 
cause it is in the same category with 
other essential food products which I 
have mentioned, namely, livestock and 
dairy products. When we consider grain 
and livestock and dairy products most 
of the essential food items are included. 

So, Mr. President, it seems to me that 
what we have done is to give further 
license and encouragement to the fur- 
ther disarrangement of the economy of 
the country, and, not only that, but by 
the pending measure. itself we provide 
that that situation shall continue for 
another month. 

What are the people to do? In the 
first place, what will the manufacturers 
do in respect to making commitments 
for the purchase of commodities with 
which to manufacture finished products? 
They must buy raw materials and manu- 
facture them into finished products, and 
they must hire labor and must make 
contracts. If they make contracts on 
the present market for delivery after the 
21st of August, when prices may be 
pushed back, how are they to know how 
to buy or how to price the things they 
will manufacture for sale? 

Furthermore, what are the laboring 
people going to do? We know that a 
little while ago contracts of a year’s du- 
ration were made by labor engaged in the 
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essential industries, such as railroads, 
mining, the electrical industry, the meat- 
packing industry, the petroleum indus- 
try, and several other of the major in- 
dustries. We had relative stability in 
the labor situation because of the year- 
long contracts which had been executed, 
the first peacetime contracts which had 
been executed between management and 
labor. What will labor do? We already 
have a general increase of 25 percent 
and a wholesale commodity increase of 
35 percent, at least, and we have a pros- 
pect of a further increase in the cost of 
living. So what are these working people 
to do about their contracts? Are they 
going to give notice to their employers 
that conditions have been changed by act 
of Congress and that they have a right 
to obtain redress of their wrongs by a 
renegotiation of their contracts? If 
they are going to do that, what will man- 
agement say? Suppose management 
should say, “No; you are bound by your 
contract. You cannot change this wage 
scale.” Suppose labor then says, “Yes, 
but we thought we had a stable economy. 
The Government said it would hold the 
line, except for slight bulges and bends. 
We had a right to believe that Congress 
would back up the Government and 
would hold the line except for those 
bulges and bends. But the Congress has 
gone back on both the Government and 
the people.” If management then says, 
“Nevertheless, we are not going to re- 
negotiate these contracts,” what redress 
will labor have? Will labor be able to 
go into court and secure a change in the 
wage scale? Of course not. If no relief 
or redress is permitted them, it is nat- 
ural that they will think of strikes. 
Strikes will bring about a recurrence of 
the situation which existed a few months 
ago, a situation which almost struck a 
death blow to the reconversion program. 

So, Mr. President, what shall we have 
obtained? We have disarranged the Na- 
tion’s economy and we have burdened a 
great many of our people. What have 
we gained, except to profit a minority of 
the people at the expense of the great 
majority. As I have said, of course we 
know that some people were experiencing 
hardship under the former situation. 
But I submit that it would have been 
better to go on under that situation and 
to have let those few people suffer some 
hardships, rather than to disrupt and 
disarrange the entire American econo- 
my, and indirectly, perhaps, the economy 
of the whole world, because what this 
measure will do in my opinion, to the 
price of wheat and the price of other 
grains and commodities will affect the 
loans we have made, and indirectly will 
affect the economies of the countries to 
which we have already given financial 
assistance, and I believe it will take food 
out of the mouths of the starving mil- 
lions of people of the world, whom we 
have been generously trying to help. 

So, Mr. President, it seems to me that 
the proposed step would be a mistake in 
regard to public policy. If only this one 
measure would do that, the step might 
be forgivable. But I say these few words 
because I find that the step now proposed 
is symbolic and symptomatic of a point 
of view which is becoming dominant in 
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the Congress; and there lies the danger 
to the future. I believe that when we 
turn our eyes from the greatest good to 
the greatest number, and begin to legis- 
late for the few, at the expense of the 
many, that is a danger to the security 
and strength of the Republic. I think 
that is what we are doing; and I think 
what we have done in connection with 
this OPA bill is paralleled in many other 
instances by the action or omissions of 
this Congress of which we have the 
honor to be Members. 

Mr. President, that point of view will 
inevitably lead to economic disaster for 
the Nation, and it may disastrously affect 
the economies of other countries of the 
world. That tendency is essentially iso- 
lationist in character; and if it is al- 
lowed to continue it will inevitably lead 
us back to the situation which existed 
after the First World War, when the 
symbol of this country was isolationism 
and a lack of concern for the situation of 
the rest of the world. The history of 
these matters tells us, Mr. President, 
that the sequence of events in such cir- 
cumstances is, first, inflation, then defla- 
tion, then depression, and then war. Be- 
lieve me, Mr. President, for a long time 
men have been saying that history re- 
peats itself. 

As we look down the calendar of this 
Congress and find bills which have been 
passed and the bills which have not been 
passed, it will be seen that my statement 
can be confirmed. The housing bill is 
still in the sister body. The health leg- 
islation has never come out of the com- 
mittee. The full employment bill was 
so loaded down with amendments that 
it was not meaningful. The minimum 
wage bill is doomed to defeat in this ses- 
sion of the Congress. Yesterday it was 
decided not to allow terminal leave bene- 
fits in cash to millions of veterans of the 
country, and, generally speaking, many 
persons feel that during the reconver- 
sion program we have put more empha- 
sis on the money interests involved than 
on the humanitarian interests which are 
related to this period and this problem. 

So, Mr. President, we are in a dilemma 
as to what to do about this particular 
measure. We do not know whether we 
should vote for the conference report or 
not. We all want to contribute as much 
as we can to price control, and yet we 
have grievous doubts as to whether we 
can effectively have price control by vot- 
ing for the conference report. One of 
the things it will do is that it will act as 
an opiate and cause the people to believe, 
perhaps, that their Government will pro- 
tect them, but only to be disillusioned 
later when they find that the Govern- 
ment does not have the power to protect 
them. On the other hand, if they knew 
in the beginning that their Government 
had abandoned them, they would be able 
to rely on self-help. I have sufficient 
confidence in the character of the Amer- 
ican people to believe that in any crisis 
they can defend themselves just as did 
the Minute Men of another period in the 
Nation’s history against another tyranny. 
I fear we would do the people an injus- 
tice by leading them to believe that their 
Government can protect them, 
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Mr. President, I have petitions signed 
by 7,500 persons. ‘The petitions hap- 
pened to be brought to me one day. I 
believe those who signed them reside in 
the city of St. Louis. 

We have seen throughout the country 
a spreading protest on the part of the 
American people who are going on a buy- 
ers’ strike. I should like to see the con- 
sumers of this country put a sign over 
certain places or certain industries read- 
ing, “This place is unfair to the con- 
sumer.” We know that labor sometimes 
puts signs in front of industries or stores 
or places of one kind or another, or puts 
pickets in front of them who carry signs 
reading “Unfair to labor.” I do not 
know but what it would be a good thing 
for consumers to follow that pattern and 
in some proper way, and in cases where 
it was justified, to express public indigna- 
tion by putting up an appropriate sign 
reading, “This dealer or manufacturer 
is unfair to the public of the United 
States.” 

It seems now, Mr. President, that, after 
all, this Congress having abandoned 
them to the profiteers, we shall have to 
rely on the people to protect themselves. 
For that reason, with extreme reluctance 
and grievous misgivings as to whether it 
is the right thing to do, although I have 
tried to do what I could in my own indi- 
vidual way to preserve effective price 
control, I am disposed to vote against the 
conference report. I think that if we 
are to cause the people the irritation, 
vexations, and annoyances of govern- 
mental control, we should give them gov- 
ernmental control which will mean some- 
thing. If we are not going to do that, I 
think the people should know it in the 
beginning so that they may plan ac- 
cordingly. I realize that the poor people 
will be in more desperate straits in pro- 
tecting themselves than will be people 
who are in other classes. The poor peo- 
ple cannot go on a buyers’ strike very 
long without hearing children cry and 
seeing them receive an inadequate diet. 

They know, Mr. President, that they 
cannot weather an inflationary storm 
with less than $20. Two out of five of 
the families of this country have less 
than $40 saved up, and millions have no 
savings at all. I do not know what such 
persons will do. But I believe that we 
are going to hear from them in the 
future. I believe that we will receive 
many protests from them. They feel 
that we have not courageously stood up 
against the profiteer. They believe that 
we have come too readily to the rescue of 
a few and overburdened the many 
through the program which we are 
about to present to the President and to 
the country. 

Mr. President, I believe it is the opin- 
ion of the majority of the people that 
they either want price control which will 
be meaningful, or none whatever, so 
that they may plan accordingly. I 
would rather let the people know that 
they must rely on their own strength 
than to lead them to believe that they 
may rely on the Government and later 
realize that the Government is not in 
position to protect them. Once the peo- 
ple know that they can rely only upon 
their own strength, it will be seen that 
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they will rise to another glorious victory 
over that which challenges their secu- 
rity. Weshall hear from the people, Mr. 
President. Count upon it. 

Mr. SHIFSTEAD. Mr. President, with 
the exception of sugar, there was no 
shortage of any commodity following 
World War I, and there was no black 
market at that time with the exception 
of a black market in sugar. I believe 
that the greatest cause of the shortages 
and black markets is lack of production. 
Certainly the OPA has been the cause of 
a shortage of production in the case of 
many commodities. 

I believe it was in the fall of 1942 that 
the President served notice on the Con- 
gress that unless the Congress fixed a 
price on farm products he would do so 
himself. The Congress passed a bill 
containing a formula for the fixing of 
farm prices. The President signed it. 
Mr. Henderson was made head of the 
OPA. Mr. Byrnes was appointed as 
some kind of adviser. Prices were fixed 
by fiat. The arrogance of such an act 
should be sufficient to repudiate the OPA. 

The OPA was called before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
asked upon what basis and upon what 
authority they had changed the formula 
for fixing farm prices which had been 
established by the Congress and ap- 
proved by the President. They replied 
that they did so by higher authority 
than that of Congress, or the law of 
the land. They were asked by what au- 
thority they had done what they did, 
and they replied that their authority 
was an Executive order of the Presi- 
dent. They were asked by what au- 
thority the President of the United 
States could issue an Executive order 
overriding the Congress. The commit- 
tee was told that the President had 
issued the order. I asked, “May we 
have a copy of the Attorney General’s 
approval?” I was told, “I do not know 
whether the Attorney General wrote an 
opinion. He does not have to. All he 
needs to do is to approve or disapprove.” 

Mr, President, I have had experience 
with the OPA. In the textile industry 
10,000,000 bales of cotton were lying un- 
used more than a year ago. The OPA 
had raised wages of textile workers, and 
I am not here to say that they should 
not have done so. But the OPA refused 
to permit the textile manufacturer to 
add the increased wages to the price of 
the product, and therefore he could not 
afford to buy cotton. For more than a 
year the textile industry was idle and 
practically no textiles were manufac- 
tured. 

In the dairy industry the OPA fixed a 
ceiling on butter and not on cream. It 
drove cream into the black markets and 
closed creameries. The result was that 
butter cost 90 cents a pound on the black 
market. 

Last winter, rye in the markets of 
America was worth $2.07 a bushel. The 
OPA issued an order on January 1 to the 
effect that the ceiling on rye should be 
$1.35 a bushel. Under that arrangement, 
speculators in the United States could 
buy rye for $1.35, pay to Canada the im- 
port duty, and receive $2.81 a bushel. 
That ceiling remained in effect until a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


short time ago when the OPA ceased to 
operate. r 

I have here the market report for rye 
in Winnipeg on July 19, which shows the 
price to be $2.81, and the cash price for 
rye at Minneapolis on that date was $2.51, 
showing that the speculators who could 
buy rye here for $1.35 reaped a profit by 
shipping it to Canada, and, after paying 
the import duty, selling it for $2.81, where 
it stayed in the Canadian market. 

Mr. President, these are merely a few 
items, and because of the lateness of the 
hour I shall not go into more than one 
or two details. Perhaps it has been ex- 
plained to the Senate how the juggling 
of the price of corn prevents cattle rais- 
ers feeding corn to their beef. It is 
possible to put 500 pounds on a steer by 
feeding it corn, but there was a shortage 
because of lack of feed. There was a 
shortage not only of butter, but of meat, 
because there was no corn to feed to the 
animals. 

To mention just one other instance, 
the OPA put a ceiling on muskrat skins. 
I do not know what the ceiling was. 
There was none on mink. That re- 
sulted in another black market. The 
black marketeers would go to a man rais- 
ing muskrats—and it is a large indus- 
try—and if he had some muskrat hides 
the producer might refuse to sell for 
more than the ceiling. But the black 
marketeers, if the man had a mink, per- 
haps worth $20, in order to get the musk- 
rat hides away from the competitor might 
bid on the mink fur, or the skin of the 
mink, from $150 to $200 or $300 in order 
to get the muskrat hides. 

These are a few examples of what was 
going on under the administration of 
OPA. I called these things to their at- 
tention time and time again, but was 
met only with arrogance. 

I could take up the time of the Senate 
for another hour giving any number of 
instances of this kind. In my opinion, 
the only excuse for voting for the con- 
ference report at all would be to keep 
rents from being used for profiteering 
purposes. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I shall de- 
tain the Senate for only a few moments. 
The fundamental difference between 
those who are in favor of the report and 
those opposed is that those who are in 
favor of it feel that there should be an 
OPA of some kind, some price control, 
during the next 6 months to 9 months. 
Those who are opposed to the report are 
really those who believe there should be 
no price control. I certainly recognize 
the strength of that position, and the 
fairness of it. But it seems to me that all 
the talk about the conference report and 
the details of the joint resolution is really 
by the way. 

We are up against the same proposition 
we have faced before. If anyone thinks 
there should be some control other than 
rent control—which perhaps might be 
provided for by special resolution—it 
seems to me there could be no choice ex- 
cept to vote for the report. If one thinks 
there should be no control, except in the 
case of rents, he should oppose the re- 
port. 

I feel very strongly that the criticism 
made of the conference report and the 
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conferees is wholly and completely un- 
justified. In the first place, it was said 
that I had said that the joint resolution 
gave Mr. Porter more power than he had 
ever had before. I never said anything 
of the kind. In fact, every provision, 
every section of the bill, is a restriction 
on the power of the Office of Price Ad- 
ministration. There is no section which 
does not reduce the power which that 
office enjoyed until the 30th of June. 
That is true of decontrol. 

Without the elaborate provisions, the 
OPA would have complete power to con- 
trol or decontrol, control one day and 
decontrol the next, and recontrol the 
following day, if they wished to do so. 
All the decontrol provisions are restric- 
tions on the power of OPA. 

Nor is the bill in any sense, as was 
alleged, a surrender to the President. 
Looking at his veto message, we find that 
he makes a number of stipulations as to 
what the bill should contain. He says 
in his veto message: 

The bill should authorize the continuance 
of stabilization subsidies on a scale sufficient 
to avoid serious increases in food prices dur- 
ing the next 6 months and to permit the 
orderly termination of subsidies during the 
first half of 1947. In my judgment, an au- 
thorization for the expenditure of a billion 
and a quarter dollars during the year as a 
whole is the minimum necessary for these 
purposes. 

We are giving him the same billion 
dollars which we gave in the first bill, 
which he criticized. 

He says further in his message: 

The bill should lay down a congressional 
policy with respect to the termination of 
price controls and subsidies. I approve the 
provisions of paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) 
of the proposed new section 1A of the Price 
Control Act contained in section 3 of the 
present bill, These provisions call for the 
orderly removal of all price controls and sub- 
sidies during the course of the coming year, 
with the exception only of those commodi- 
ties which, on or before April 1, 1947, the 
President finds to be still in critically short 
supply and for which he asks and secures 
authority for continued control to be admin- 
istered by some established department or 
agency of the Government other than the 
Office of Price Administration. 

I would not oppose the formulation of 
standards for the decontrol of particular 
commodities, as provided in H. R. 6042, or the 
establishment of an independent Price De- 
control Board to review these applications— 
provided that the standards were modified to 
make sure that, during the next crucial 
6 months, ceilings do not have to be lifted 
where it is clear that serious price rises 
would result, 


Yet we require in this report that 
ceilings must be lifted in the case of 
most of the commodities if supply is 
equal to demand, regardless of what hap- 
pens to price. In other words, we turn 
down the President’s formula for decon- 
trol. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. Does the Senator mean 
by that statement to say that the price 
of the commodity is not to be taken into 
consideration in determining the rela- 
tionship between supply and demandT 

Mr. TAFT. Correct. It says the De- 
control Board shall not decontrol avy 
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agricultural commodities unless, first, 
they are in short supply, no matter 
what may happen to the price. Then 
it must be found, in addition to that, 
that the price has already increased sub- 
stantially. Then it must also be found 
that the commodity is one which can 
be effectively controlled, as obviously 
meat cannot be. 

Mr, PEPPER. If the Senator from 
Ohio will allow one further question, does 
he think it is possible to establish any 
relativity between supply and demand 
without any price criteria? 

Mr. TAFT. I think it is a proper thing 
to be introduced into the formula, but 
the formula in the bill which was passed 
by the Senate, the formula in the joint 
resolution, and the formula in the con- 
ference report, all say that there shall 
be decontrol if supply equals demand, 
regardless of the price. The President 
wanted to have the right to say, “I think 
the price may go up even though supply 
equals demand, and therefore I want 
control.” We do not give him that power. 
He said further: 

I ask the Congress also, if it gives me 
responsibility for carrying out a measure of 
the kind I am urging, to permit me to do 
this through a unified or effectively coordi- 
nated administrative organization and not to 
handicap me by legislating an unsound split 
of authority. 


In other words, he objects to the inde- 
pendent powers given to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and we have added to 
that the additional separate power of a 
price decontrol board, with very con- 
siderable discretion taken away from the 
Price Administrator. 

The President says further: 

I would not object to a provision which 
expressly requires the adjustment of price 
ceilings wherever this is necessary and would 
be effective to increase the total production 
of needed goods. 


We disregard entirely his formula, 
and state that there must be a formula 
regardless of whether production is 
needed or not. The formula is not quite 
so strong, but it is substantially the 
same formula. 1 

So I think the charge that the con- 
ferees have yielded to the President is 
entirely and utterly unwarranted, and 
one which those who make it cannot 
sustain. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out, 
further, that the conferees sat, I think, 
for 5 days. We met a situation in which 
four of the House conferees absolutely 
refused to agree to the permanent de- 
control of anything. Those four con- 
ferees were appointed by the House, 
The House had the joint resolution back, 
and had an opportunity to instruct their 
conferees. The matter was considered 
in the House, and that was not done. 
Knowing who the conferees were, the 
House voted to them absolute power to 
take any position they desired to take, 
and they took the position that there 
should be no decontrol expressly and 
permanently provided in the joint reso- 
lution. 

There was no way I could see to change 
that situation. I do not know how many 
votes we took, but at least a majority 
of the Senate conferees voted to insist 
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upon decontrolling specific commodities, 
exactly as provided in the joint resolu- 
tion as it passed the Senate. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the Senator to say, and I un- 
derstand the majority leader to say, that 
in their respective opinions this is the 
best compromise that could come out of 
the conference. I accept their statement. 
However, I want to get my mind clear 
on this point: The Senator from Ohio 
just stated that the House conferees abso- 
lutely refused to go along with any provi- 
sion for decontrol of specific items on a 
permanent basis. Were they as adamant 
on the proposition of decontrol of specific 
items with the right of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to recontrol? Would they 
have gone along on that? 

Mr. TAFT. I think they might have 
gone along with that, yes. The appoint- 
ment of the members of the Decontrol 
Board, however, was more satisfactory 
to me than to give the power to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture. 

Mr. CORDON. The reason I make 
that inquiry, if the Senator will yield 
further, is that with reference to the 
items of livestock, and so forth, found in 
8 (A), on page 4 of the report, the Con- 
gress knows that as to those items they 
are not in scarce supply. They are now 
in boom supply. All the hearings which 
have been held by all committees have 
given us that information and impres- 
sion. As to grain and livestock, we have 
the Department of Agriculture itself on 
record as to the fact. In other words, as 
I view it there can be no dispute about 
that fact. The supply is available to fill 
the demand, and in some instances there 
is a greater supply than there is demand, 
which will continue, not for a month or 
so, but will be available for the full year 
for which it is proposed to extend price 
control. In view of the fact that there 
can be no question about the adequacy 
of that supply, how can we justify turn- 
ing over to the Decontrol Board the re- 
sponsibility of determining a fact, which 
we ourselves know, as the result of 
months of hearings, is a fact? 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator makes a very 
good argument, an argument which was 
made by the Senator from Colorado and 
myself and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire in the conference committee. I 
am not arguing with him. I stated 
earlier my views on the subject of supply, 
which are not unlike those stated by the 
Senator. I am only trying to answer 
briefly the charge that the conferees gave 
away something that they did not have 
to give away. My only desire is to point 
out that the House Members, four of 
them, refused to do anything in the way 
of specific decontrol. And I think Friday 
night, if I remember correctly, the Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] 
moved that the conferees agree to dis- 
agree. 

Mr. TOBEY. I did. 

Mr. TAFT. We attempted to report 
back a disagreement to both Houses, 
which was the only possible way to bring 
about a vote in the House. We were un- 
able to obtain a majority in favor of any 
efforts to agree to disagree. So then we 
were faced with the problem of simply 
sitting there and having the conferees 
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say, “The conferees on the part of the 
two Houses have reached a disagree- 
15 and consequestly there is no OPA 

Personally I would rather have those 
who do not want a bill vote it down. I 
do not object if Senators vote it down. 
If that is the sentiment they entertain, 
they ought to vote it down. But I cer- 
tainly do not desire to go to the country 
with the statement that the conferees 
had broken down in their efforts to do 
anything about OPA because the House 
and the Senate conferees could not agree. 
It seemed to me that when we reached 
that point, the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Rapcrirre] was entirely justified in 
offering the compromise which was 
offered and which I think was not an un- 
reasonable compromise. I think before 
the conference committee got through 
with it they got it into such a compli- 
cated state that it is difficult to under- 
stand, but I think the basic idea of the 
compromise was a reasonable one. It 
had been contained in the various bills 
from the time we began to consider them, 
because if we go back to the first bill 
which was introduced and reported from 
the Banking and Currency Committee, 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND] to decon- 
trol meat and decontrol dairy products, 
which was adopted by the Banking and 
Currency Committee, provided expressly 
that they could be recontrolled. 

On the Senate floor it was stated that 
it was at that time intended that they 
should be subject to recontrol. No one 
tried to change it on the Senate floor. 
It was in the former bill until it went to 
conference, and decontrols came out en- 
tirely. Then when the measure came 
back to the Senate, when we were dis- 
cussing it here before, I do not think it 
was as clearly set forth in the new bill 
that there was to be recontrol. Certainly 
it was ambiguous. I read the section 
in the Senate at that time to the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky, and said this on 
July 12: 

The question I want to ask the Senator 
is whether he thinks that applies not only 
to the commodities which have been decon- 
trolled by the Secretary, but also those which 
have been specifically decontrolled. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That question arose, as the 
Senator from Ohio no doubt recalls in the 
committee while the Decontro] Board pro- 
vision was under consideration, and also 
while the provision of the bill putting the 
authority and responsibility on the Secretary 
of Agriculture to recommend decontrol was 
being considered. My recollection is that it 
was the consensus of opinion of the mem- 
bers of the committee that that provision of 
the law would authorize the recontrol of ar- 
ticles taken out from under control, whether 
by the Administrator or by the Congress it- 
self. 


I read only part of the discussion— 

Mr. Tart. It occurs to me it is a point of 
great importance, and one that should be 
clearly settled. 

Mr. BaRK LEV. It is a matter of great im- 
portance, because if there is any theory upon 
which we would assume that an article decon- 
trolled by the Secretary of Agriculture could 
be recontrolled under conditions which might 
subsequently exist, the same reason for a re- 
control with the written consent of the De- 
control Board, without which it cannot be 
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done, ought to apply to any decontrolled 
article, regardless of the process by which it 
was decontrolled. 


The Senator from Vermont then asked 
the same question. 

Mr, AIKEN. Then the purpose of this section 
of the measure is this: If after certain agri- 
cultural commodities are decontrolled the 
price rises temporarily, and then settles back 
to a level perhaps a little higher than it was 
before the decontrol, under such conditions 
the Secretary of Agriculture would not have 
any power to restore controls over those com- 
modities. However, if the price rises after de- 
control and does not stop, but keeps right on 
rising and appears to be going to a dangerous 
height, then the Secretary would have the 
power to recommend that controls be replaced 
on such agricultural commodities, and the 
Administrator would be required to do that, 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. But the 
Secretary of Agriculture would have to have 
the written consent of the Decontrol Board in 
any event. 


We had that discussion. No one ques- 
tioned it. I myself thought it was some- 
what ambiguous, and that when we went 
into conference we at least would have to 
clarify it. But certainly no one in the 
Senate objected. No one rose on his feet 
and said, “It is outrageous that you 
should give the Board power to recontrol 
when we have given specific power to de- 
control.” When we came to compromise 
that was a very sound ground, it seemed 
to me, on which to make a compromise, 
and that was the basis of the compro- 
mise proposed by the Senator from 
Maryland. I may say this discussion re- 
lated to the measure which went to con- 
ference, and which is now back in the 
Senate. It did not relate to the former 
bill. 

Mr. CORDON. My question goes not 
to the power to recontrol by affirmative 
action upon the establishment of any 
given state of facts, such as too high a 
price, if it is based upon price alone, or 
scarcity, but to recontrol being author- 
ized negatively by nonaction upon the 
part of the Decontrol Board, without any 
finding of fact. I wish to ask the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio whether in 
his opinion, if this conference report 
were rejected and the matter were sent 
back to another conference by reason of 
insistence upon the Senate’s amend- 
ments, that incongruity could be taken 
out of the measure. It would be rational 
legislation with that out; and it is sense- 
less with it in. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not agree with the 
Senator. I admit that it is awkward, but 
all I have to say is that the Board is di- 
rected to make that finding and consider 
the important commodities with respect 
to which decision should be made at the 
earliest possible moment. The Board is 
directed to take that question into con- 
sideration and decide it. If it acts in 
good faith, it makes no difference what 
happens on August 20, when it does not 
act, because I am quite satisfied that it 
must act on these commodities by Au- 
gust 20. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me with reference to the 
attitude of the House conferees, which he 
was discussing a moment ago? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. The House conferees 
were adamant with respect to decontrol. 
They took a separate vote after a long 
conference by themselves. They came 
back and reported that they would not 
accept decontrol. My recollection is that 
they did so more than once. They never 
yielded on that subject until the Senate 
conferees offered this compromise with 
respect to the Decontrol Board. Iam cer- 
tain that the House conferees never in- 
dicated any willingness to yield on the 
question of decontrols until this proposal 
had been made, which resulted in the 
provisions of the joint resolution as they 
now appear, not only giving the Decon- 
trol Board authority, but directing it to 
consider the prior importance of decon- 
trolled items, and to take action by the 
20th of August. 

Mr. TAFT. The compromise offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Rapciirre] simply provided 
that there would be a recontrol board 
which might recontrol any of the articles 
at any time. The House refused to ac- 
cept that provision. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. TAFT. They then introduced the 
idea of going backward and providing 
that action must be taken on these com- 
modities within 15 or 20 days. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Until the Senate 
conferees indicated a willingness to give 
the Decontrol Board the power to deal 
with the subject the House conferees 
indicated no intention, desire, or willing- 
ness to yield on the decontrolled items. 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 

I have only one further point to make. 
In effect charges have been made that 
members of the conference committee 
looked after their own interests and paid 
no attention to the interests of the Sen- 
ate. That charge related to a number 
of members of the committee. It was 
suggested that the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] took care 
of cotton, and therefore cared about 
nothing else. As a matter of fact, the 
situation with respect to cotton has been 
the same in all the bills. Cotton has 
never been controlled. All the joint 
resolution provides is that a commodity 
which has not heretofore been controlled 
shall not hereafter be controlled. Cer- 
tainly this is no time to extend regula- 
tion to include controls which were never 
imposed during the war. That seemed 
to me to be a reasonable provision. The 
subject was never a matter of discussion 
in the committee, and so far as I know, 
that provision was never objected to by 
anyone. 

In the second case it was suggested 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland took care of his poultry and 
eggs. I can testify that the Senator from 
Maryland was always more interested in 
the decontrol of meat than he ever was 
in the decontrol of poultry and eggs. 
If I remember correctly, the suggestion 
regarding poultry and eggs came from 
the House members, who, in a way, 
sorted out the group of meat, dairy prod- 
ucts, and grain, which must go together. 
They felt that poultry and eggs could be 
handled separately. The Senator from 
Maryland had nothing whatever to do 
with the proposal. 
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As to the decontrol of tobacco, that has 
always been agreed upon if there were 
to be any specific decontrols at all. 

With respect to petroleum, the for- 
mula for recontrol is more difficult in the 
joint resolution as it now stands than it 
was in the measure as it passed the 
Senate. That subject was certainly of 
no particular interest to any member of 
the committee. 

So far as my amendment is concerned, 
my amendment was insisted upon by a 
majority of the House conferees. They 
made it a condition of any action; and 
the changes which were made, which 
strengthened the amendment, were made 
at the suggestion and insistence of the 
House conferees, without suggestion from 
me. ‘The House conferees took the curi- 
ous position, from the standpoint of the 
Senate, of insisting that we must have 
a proper price formula, but that we must 
have no decontrol—a more or less logical 
position, perhaps, but opposite to that of 
the Senate in both respects, so it was 
not easy to agree. Both that amend- 
ment and the amendment formerly 
called the Wherry amendment were 
strengthened in the committee at the 
insistence of the House conferees, to 
which, of course, I was perfectly willing 
to yield. As a matter of fact, I believe 
the Senator from Kentucky was not un- 
willing to yield. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that the 
charge that the conferees have in any 
way given away anything to the Presi- 
dent, or given away anything to the 
House, or have tried to feather their own 
nests, is utterly and completely unsup- 
portable. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to answer the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio briefly. Some of the 
things which I said this afternoon seem 
to have got under his hide. He is excita- 
ble. Let us get the record straight. The 
Senator from Ohio stated that I said that 
the majority leader took care of cotton. 
If the Senator will look at the record, 
he will find that I did not say that. I 
said that he took care of tobacco. Is 
not that correct? 

Mr. TAFT. No; I heard the Senator. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator can look 
at the record. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment. I 
have the floor. I wish to answer the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not deny that 
the Senator has the floor. I merely wish 
to ask the Senator to yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator can go 
ahead. 

Mr. WHERRY. It is perfectly all 
right. Apparently I got under the hide 
of both the Senator from Ohio and the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. TAFT. Why not, if my motives 
are impugned? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, my 
motives have been impugned. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio says that the conferees 
did not give away anything. They did 
give away something. They deleted meat 
control from the joint resolution. They 
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gave that away. They deleted milk con- 
trol from the joint resolution. They gave 
that away. They did not come back to 
the Senate and say that there was a dis- 
agreement. They did not offer to resign. 
They did not come back for further in- 
structions. They gave those things away 
after the Senate voted 49 to 26 to decon- 
trol meat, and 51 to 27 to decontrol milk. 

It is a pretty weak defense for the Sen- 
ator from Ohio to rise on the floor and 
try to prove by some theory that the con- 
ferees did not give away something. I 
wish to read the words of the Senator 
from Ohio: 

Mr. ‘Tart. Mr. President, in the first place, 
I wish to express violent opposition to the 
idea that we are going to put in something 
which is to be rewritten in conference, or 
that the joint resolution is going to be re- 
written in conference. : 


I do not have time to look up all the 
references in the Record to show whether 
or not the senior Senator from Ohio 
stated that Paul Porter would have more 
power. I distinctly remember his state- 
ments—and I shall produce the REcorp— 
wherein the Senator from Ohio stated 
that Paul Porter would have the right to 
determine what could be produced in this 
country, what the price should be, and 
what the profit should be. If that is not 
more power than any Price Administra- 
tor ever had, then I should like to be 
shown where it can be found. I wish to 
quote from the Record showing what the 
Senator from Ohio said he would not do. 
The Senator from Ohio said: 

My. President, in the first place, I wish to 
express violent opposition to the idea that 
we are going to put in something which is 
to be rewritten in conference, or that the 
joint resolution is going to be rewritten in 
conference. 


That is exactly what was done. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. The statement was made 
in connection with the proposal that an 
amendment be put in to be taken to con- 
ference—that is, not to be taken seri- 
ously by the Senate, but to be taken to 
conference. 

I was objecting very strenuously to the 
theory that we would accept something 
with the understanding in advance that 
we would rewrite it. That statement had 
nothing to.do with what might neces- 
sarily result from a conference. 

Mr. WHERRY. In reply to that state- 
ment, I wish to say that I had a talk with 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio. I 
had a motion prepared to instruct the 
conferees not to recede from the Senate 
amendments. He stated, “I think this 
matter has been clearly taken care of by 
the statement which was made on the 
floor of the Senate.” He told me per- 
sonally, “I am going into that conference, 
and we are not going to rewrite this 
measure. We are going to stand by the 
things we wrote into it.” 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly, I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Let me state what the sit- 
uation was. At the time when the con- 
ferees were to be appointed the Senator 
from Nebraska was thinking of offering 
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a motion to instruct the conferees not to 
recede from the specific decontrol provi- 
sions adopted by the Senate. I advised 
him that I was very much afraid that the 
motion would be defeated and that then 
we would be in a weaker position than if 
we let the matter alone. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, let me 
say—— 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? 

Mr. TAFT. But let me say that I still 
believe that if that motion had been 
offered it would have been defeated. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nebraska has the floor. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to read what 
was said at that time, and then T shall 
conclude. It is not necessary for anyone 
to break in on the reading. Of course, 
I realized that when I read the Senator’s 
statement about how he would defend 
the amendments in the conference, he 
probably would not like to have that 
statement read. But what he said then 
is what I relied on and it is what other 
Senators relied on: 

If I am one of the conferees I shall insist 
upon every provision the Senate places in 
the joint resolution. 


He said he would insist on every one of 
them. He further said: 

We are not going to rewrite the joint res- 
olution in conference. In my opinion, the 
conferees should stick by whatever the Sen- 
ate places in it, unless the House is willing 
to vote on the measure and turn it down for 
some particular reason, because the House 
has taken no action. 


But the conferees did not do that. 
They did not disagree. They did not 
come back and report on the situation. I 
relied upon that statement, and I think 
every other Senator relied upon it. 

The Senator from Ohio said further as 
I have just stated: 


The House has taken no action, 


That was true, and the House never did 
take any action in that respect before 
the conference report was brought back 
by the conferees. We did not give the 
House an opportunity to vote on those 
matters before the conference report dis- 
continuing the specific decontrols, as 
provided for by the Senate, was brought 
back from the conference. 

I read further from the statement 
made at that time by the Senator from 
Ohio: 

I dissent from the theory that we are going 
to put something in the joint resolution and 
then rewrite the whole measure in confer- 
ence. 

In the second place, so far as the proposal 
of the Senator from Kentucky is concerned, 
I think it is utterly and completely imprac- 
ticable. We cannot control the price of wheat 
for one purpose and not for another purpose. 


And so forth. Mr, President, I appeal 
again to the Members of the Senate that, 
as one of the Members of this body, I 
depended entirely upon the good faith of 
the Senator from Ohio, when those words 
were spoken and placed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. I say now, on this very 
night, that if the conferees had dis- 
agreed, and if the conferees on the part 
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of the Senate had come back to the Sen- 
ate for instructions, and if we had forced 
the House to take a vote on the specific 
decontrols, I think we probably might 
not have had the difficulty with some of 
the controls that we now have. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? I should like to 
make one statement. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. 

Mr. TAFT. As I have stated before, 
we found that there was no choice except 
either to agree or to continue to dis- 
agree and do nothing. There was no 
way in which we could come back for 
instruction. There was no way, over the 
opposition of the House, by which the 
House could be made to vote. 

Consequently, the question is a very 
simple one. This conference report pro- 
vides the best terms we could make. 
The Senate is free to reject the report. 
Personally, I had great doubt whether to 
vote for it myself, but I decided to do so. 
That is the way the Senator from Ne- 
braska can obtain the decision. If a 
majority of the Senate does not like the 
report, it has authority to vote it down. 
Under those circumstances, the confer- 
ence report will be defeated, but we can 
request a further conference with the 
House of Representatives and can ascer- 
tain whether we can do better in work- 
ing out the matter with the House. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am in agreement 
with the Senator. 

Mr. TAFT. So that is the question. 
After all, the question is not whether the 
conferees should or should not have done 
what was done, although, as I have 
stated, I think we did all that we pos- 
sibly could do unless we wanted to pre- 
sent to the country and to the Congress a 
picture of the efforts breaking down 
entirely. 

So if the Senate does not like this 
compromise, the Senate can vote against 
it, and can send it back for a further 
conference with the House. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator from Ne- 
braska has, if I understand the English 
language, impugned the good faith of 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]. I 
wish to say that I have been associated 
in the Senate with the Senator from 
Ohio since 1938. I have not always 
agreed with him. We have had different 
viewpoints on legislation, both national 
and otherwise. But I wish to pay trib- 
ute to him today. I do not rise in his 
defense, but I do rise to pay tribute to 
my colleague the Senator from Ohio as 
a man of great ability and a man of 
intellectual honesty. Whenever he takes 
a position, he is sincere in it, and he goes 
through with it. 

I have served with him on two con- 
ference committees. I sat with him on 
hearings which lasted 542 weeks. I say 
that Boe Tart, of Ohio, has measured up 
to the highest standards of American 
citizenship and of statesmanship and of 
service in the Senate and in the con- 
ference committees. I resent the impu- 
tations which have been made against 
the work of Bos Tarr. He did his very 
best. I worked with him. We have 
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worked together on many matters. I 
affirm that he did the best job that it was 
possible to do. 

Iam very earnest in saying with all the 
sincerity of which I am capable that we 
did the best we could do, going through 
to the limit with no strings on us, trying 
earnestly to maintain the position of the 
Senate on the specific decontrols it voted. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Hampshire for his 
contribution. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, let me 
say that I did not sign the conference 
report. For a number of reasons, I did 
not do so. One of them was that I 
thought the House conferees outsat us 
and outmaneuvered us. 

Another reason was that the result 
which we were asked to bring back to the 
Senate, and which we did bring back to 
the Senate, was, in my opinion, a com- 
plete reversal of the strongly expressed 
re a of the Senate on price decon- 

rol. 

I am not interested in these charges 
regarding personal motives, nor am I in- 
terested in whether the President will or 
will not be pleased with what we have 
done. But I did not sign the report be- 
cause I thought we were outsat and out- 
maneuvered and that the report reversed 
the sentiment of the Senate. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado dearly for those words. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. Ishall be glad to yield 
the floor, unless the Senator wishes to 
ask me some questions. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
most certainly am not going to trespass 
on the time of the Senate at this late 
hour. I merely wish to state what has 
previously been stated: namely, that the 
Senate and the House disagreed, and 
there was no possibility of having one 
yield to the other. Of course, the con- 
ferees on the part of both Houses could 
have disagreed, and the disagreement 
could have been reported to the respec- 
tive Houses. But such a delay would 
have caused distress or, at least, con- 
fusion. 

Then we tried to do what people 
usually try to do under such circum- 
stances. We tried to ascertain some 
basis of agreement. That is what con- 
ferees are expected to do, and that is 
what they usually try to do. 

I had the pleasure of offering an 
amendment by which each side made 
some concessions. I do not know how we 
can measure exactly whether the points 
the conferees on the part of the Senate 
yielded were larger than the points the 
conferees on the part of the House yield- 
ed; but there were substantial conces- 
sions by both sides, and then we agreed 
on the report. That seemed to be the 
orderly way to proceed. It seemed to be 
the only way we could proceed, and un- 
der the circumstances it was the best 
measure we could bring out, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do 
not care to delay a vote, but in view of 
the controversy which has arisen with 
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reference to the conferees and the result 
of the conference, I wish to make a very 
brief statement. 

We will all recall that in the first bill 
which the Senate passed, and which the 
President vetoed, there were inserted, on 
the floor of the Senate, certain decon- 
trols, including decontrols over livestock, 
meat, poultry, dairy products, tobacco, 
and petroleum. They were practically 
the same decontrols as those which were 
contained in the bill which was passed 
later, except with reference to cotton- 
seed and soybeans. 

That bill went to conference. The 
House conferees would not yield on any 
of those specific decontrols, and in order 
to reach an agreement the Senate con- 
ferees yielded on them,- When the con- 
ference report came to the Senate, all 
the specific decontrols in that bill had 
been eliminated. The conference report 
was adopted. There was some objection 
to the elimination of the decontrols, but 
there was nothing like the fuss which 
has been made over the provisions in 
the pending conference report. When 
House Joint Resolution 371, the pending 
measure, went to conference it had, in 
addition to the decontrols of the former 
bill, decontrols of cottonseed and soy- 
beans. 

When we got into conference we rec- 
ognized, of course, that we could not ask 
the House conferees to yield on every- 
thing. They would not ask us or expect 
us to yield on everything. It must also 
be recalled that when the House passed 
House Joint Resolution 371 it merely 
continued price control as it existed on 
June 30, until July 20. That is practi- 
cally all there was to it. So the measure 
that went to conference was the joint 
resolution as passed by the Senate which 
contained everything in the previous bill 
which had been passed by the Senate, 
except as to soy beans and cottonseed. 
It changed section 11 involving the so- 
called Taft and Barkley amendment. 

When we reached the conference we 
met with the same situation as that 
which existed in the previous conference. 
The House conferees would not yield on 
the question of decontrols. They stood 
adamant. They held a private confer- 
ence of their own and returned to us 
and reported that they would not yield 
to us. We sat from Tuesday until Sat- 
urday. We made no progress. We dis- 
cussed whether we should report a dis- 
agreement to the respective Houses. In 
any event, whatever we did had to go 
back first to the House and be voted 
upon there. We had no power to com- 
pel the House conferees to take the mat- 
ter back to the House for a vote. We 
recognized that, after all the efforts we 
had made, and after all the discussion 
we had had on the question of price con- 
trol, it would somewhat discredit the 
Congress for the conferees to break up 
and admit that they could not get to- 
gether on any kind of an agreement. 

Late Friday afternoon a suggestion was 
made with respect to a compromise with 
regard to decontrol. We adjourned with 
the understanding that we would think it 
over. The next day we assemlbed at 10 
o’clock in the morning and remained in 
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session until 8 o’clock Saturday night and 
worked out this compromise. To say that 
the Senate was out-maneuvered or out- 
Played is not accurate, because prac- 
tically everything in this conference re- 
port is the Senate measure which was a 
substitute for the joint resolution passed 
by the House. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. On the Friday night 
to which the Senator refers, the distin- 
guished Senator from Maryland came in 
with a full compromise for decontrol 
which, had it stopped there, so far as I 
am concerned, would have been accept- 
able. But we were reversed in that for- 
mula, and in suffering that reversal we 
suffered a complete defeat in the view of 
the Senate so far as decontrol is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do 
not agree with the Senator from Colo- 
rado. We presented a formula to the 
House conferees which they would not 
accept, and then the two sets of con- 
ferees worked out what is now in the con- 
ference report. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have no crystal 
globe, and I cannot say it with certainty, 
nor can the Senator rebut with cer- 
tainty what I am about to say, but it 
seemed to me that had we sat a little 
longer and remained adamant a little 
longer, or at least had we come back to 
the Senate for instructions, or had pro- 
voked a situation wherein the House con- 
ferees found it necessary to go back to 
the House for instructions, we could 
have come back to the Senate and said, 
“Gentlemen, we have done the best we 
can do and this is the best compromise 
we could reach.” 

I do not believe that we handled our- 
selves in such a way as to produce either 
a clean-cut expression of opinion on the 
part of the House, or a clean-cut ex- 
pression of opinion on the part of the 
Senate. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, 
whether we handled ourselves accord- 
ing to the standards by which the Sen- 
ator from Colorado would like to have 
seen us handle ourselves, is a specula- 
tive question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I did not sign the re- 
port. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that. 
Evidently we did not handle ourselves 
in a way which suited the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Precisely. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Precisely. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If we had handled 
ourselves as the Senator desired 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would have signed 
the report. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; and I would not. 
{Laughter.] 
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Mr. RADCLIFFE and Mr. TAFT ad- 
dressed the chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Kentucky yield, and 
if so to whom? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield first to the 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
wish to call attention to a matter which 
may not be of importance, but it is one 
of chronology. 

The proposition which I brought for- 
ward was not brought forward on Friday, 
but 2 days previously. The first propo- 
sition submitted to the House was earlier 
in the week. It was turned down and 
another was tendered, which was modi- 
fied, but the proposition which I sug- 
gested did not become acceptable. I 
want to emphasize that the conferees 
did not consider only one proposition for 
a few hours and then stop. The propo- 
sition which I presented was before the 
conferees in various forms for several 
days. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I have studied consider- 
ably the parliamentary situation. We 
could not get the House to agree to dis- 
agree, . 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. 

Mr. TAFT. We must first agree to dis- 
agree before the conferees will go back 
to the House. All we could do was to sit 
there and continue disagreeing day after 
day and throughout the week, and 
finally, as many conference committees 
have done, just pick up and quit. I do 
not know what we could have done ex- 
cept to agree on something and bring it 
back to the Senate. We had no other 
choice. We could not come back for in- 
structions. There was no provision for 
it, nor could the House conferees return 
for instructions. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I do not know 
what we could have done except to agree 
on something and bring it back to the 
Senate for the Senate to say yes or no. 
The Senate is now in position to do that. 
The Senate can say no and ask for an- 
other conference. But, because of the 
position which the majority of the House 
conferees took, we could have sat there 
until doomsday without accomplishing 
anything. I may say that I do not be- 
lieve they were particularly anxious to 
get a bill. In fact, if the Senators want 
to know it, I am not at all sure that the 
President wants a bill. I want a bill. I 
think there should be controls to a cer- 
tain extent, and, so far as I was con- 
cerned, I was willing to pursue the policy 
which would have made it possible for 
the Senate, at least, to get a bill or not 
get one. I think that the conferees on 
the part of the Senate took the only right 
course which they could have taken, 
namely, by submitting the best amend- 
ment we could get the House conferees to 
agree to. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
agree with what has been said by the 
Senator from Ohio except that I disa- 
gree with his statement that the Pres- 
ident does not want a bill. I do not be- 
lieve that what the Senator has said is 
an accurate statement of the President’s 
viewpoint. I Know the President wanted 
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a bill and still wants one. I still main- 
tain, as I did in the beginning when I 
urged him to sign the other bill, that I 
have not changed my mind. But that 
is a different matter. The President ex- 
ercises his authority under the Constitu- 
tion, and we are here now with another 
bill. As I said a moment ago, we could 
not compel the House conferees to disa- 
gree. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will yield in a mo- 
ment. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, I wish 
the Senator to yield so that I may ask a 
question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr.MOORE. The Senator from Ken- 
tucky has said that he believes the Pres- 
ident will sign this bill. Does the Sen- 
ator believe that this is a better price 
control bill than the one which the Pres- 
ident vetoed? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I said 
this morning, in my explanation of the 
conference report, that in my judgment, 
on the whole, it is a better measure than 
the bill the President vetoed. 

I do not know that any word of com- 
mendation from a Democratic Senator 
would be welcomed by the Senator from 
Ohio, or would be of any value to him. 
Nevertheless, I wish to state for the ben- 
efit of his colleagues, if it is worth any- 
thing, that during these 5 days no man 
stood out more firmly and more vigor- 
ously for the terms of the Senate joint 
resolution than did the Senator from 
Ohio. But the Senator from Ohio, as all 
other Senators, must recognize the fact 
that when there is a fundamental dis- 
agreement between the House and Sen- 
ate on important legislation, somebody 
must step forward at least a little in 
order that the two Houses may get to- 
gether, and the Senator from Ohio, in 
working out this compromise, was con- 
structive and broadminded, and he con- 
tributed to the possibility of an agree- 
ment of any kind on the legislation which 
now presents itself. 

Now just one further word 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not going to 
yield any further to any Senator at the 
moment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kentucky declines to yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senate has a 
right to reject the conference report if 
it desires to do so, but I wish to state that 
if it should do so, it would take a 
great risk of there not being any legisla- 
tion whatever. 

It is a peculiar situation we face. 
Those who do not want any control at all 
are going to vote against the conference 
report, and apparently some of those who 
want more control than the joint resolu- 
tion contains are going to vote against 
the conference report. 

Mr. President, that presents a very 
grotesque bedchamber scene. It re- 
minds me, if I may illustrate what I have 
in mind, of a story I heard not long ago, 
of an elderly unmarried lady who went 
into a furniture store and said to the 
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clerk, “I have an old-fashioned double- 
bed, and I want to trade it in for twin 
beds.” 

“Well,” he said, “that is an unusual 
request. What is the object?” 

“Well,” she replied, “I am an old maid, 
and I live alone, and every night before 
I retire I look under the bed to see if 
there is a man there. If I have two beds, 
my chances will be double.” [Laughter]. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a word 
about the Decontrol Board. In the lan- 
guage of the joint resolution, we have set 
up what we describe as an independent 
board, a bipartisan board. Not more 
than two of the three members can be 
members of the same party. When we 
wrote into the proposed legislation the 
provision that it should be an independ- 
ent Board, we meant independent; we 
meant that it was not to be an appendage 
of any other department. 

The members of the Board are to be 
confirmed by the Senate. I feel certain 
that I speak the sentiments of the Presi- 
dent, because, without quoting him, he 
has indicated his desire to appoint the 
best possible board that can be obtained, 
a board which will be independent, a 
board which cannot be charged with be- 
ing a stooge of any department of the 
Government of the United States. It 
may depend upon the independence and 
integrity and ability and character of the 
Board, in the next period, whether the 
Board will be successful in operation or 
not. 

Therefore, I am going to take the lib- 
erty to say that I do not believe anybody 
should be appointed to the Board who 
has at any time had any connection with 
the OPA, because no matter how out- 
standing or able or independent such a 
man might really be, if one were ap- 
pointed who had had any connection in 
the past with the OPA, he immediateiy 
would be under the suspicion that in some 
way or other he had been appointed to 
carry out the policies of the old OPA. 

I have no doubt that the President will 
appoint the best Board he can appoint. 
It is not easy to find men who will give 
up their business for a year, even under 
patriotic impulses, but I know the Presi- 
dent will seek to find such men, and I 
hope he will find them, and will send 
their names to the Senate for confirma- 
tion before the Congress adjourns. 

Mr. President, I hope the conference 
report will be agreed to because we need 
legislation, and if the report is not agreed 
to there is a grave risk we may*have no 
legislation on the subject at all. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, I real- 
ize that we have been here considering 
this matter for 11 hours, and that is en- 
tirely too long. I think the exertion of 
such pressure is not justified, because of 
the importance of the matter under con- 
sideration. I could not let this oppor- 
tunity go without expressing my views 
to the Senate as to what I think the 
legislation is going to do. I do not be- 
lieve this question should be voted upon 
tonight, but I think it is going to be. 
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Mr. President, I am not conscious of 
ever in my life wanting anything more 
than that the American people be re- 
lieved from the reimposition of price con- 
trol on them. I have no consideration 
whatever for the political repercussions 
in reference to it. As the Senator from 
Nebraska has said, I believe that this 
measure will strangle production. I be- 
lieve that it is my duty to do everything 
I can to prevent the adoption of this 
proposed legislation, yet I am not naive 
enough to expect I can change any votes 
of the Senate, but I am going to do every- 
thing I can to that end. 

I think, Mr. President, that the speech 
made today by the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. WHERRY] was one of the 
finest that has been made on this floor 
since I have been a Member of the Sen- 
ate. If it does not change any votes, it 
will at least make those more uncom- 
fortable who vote for the conference re- 
port. I hope at least it will have that 
effect. 

I do not expect to devote very much 
time to my remarks, because I know that 
what I may say will not be welcome, but I 
wish to read, with my full approval, a 
statement made today by Arthur Krock 
as a special contribution to the New York 
Times. The article reads: 

Face Savinc on OPA—SeEconp CONTROL COM- 
PROMISE POSES ACADEMIC AND POLITICAL 
ARGUMENT 

(By Arthur Krock) 

WASHINGTON, July 23.—There will be an 
argument, partly for face-saving purposes, as 
to whether the second legislative compromise 
on price controls is nearer to or further from 
the administration’s position than the first 
one, which President Truman vetoed. The 
argument is academic as well as political 
because only the second can be put to the 
test of operation. But what is certain and 
demonstrable, if the bill becomes law, is that 
the administration will retain mechanical 
control of such price fixing as remains. And 
this means that, subject only to popular 
opinion and compliance, the measure can be 
used to supervise the national economy to 
the uttermost limits obtainable by elastic 
interpretations of its text. 

This mechanical control is retained 
through the provision that over the Office of 
Price Administration there shall be a Board 
of Decontrol appointed by the President, who 
already has his own nominee, Paul Porter, at 
the head of the OPA. The Senate must con- 
sent to those chosen by Mr. Truman to be 
the three members of the Board before they 
can serve during a session of Congress. But 
in the event the Senate should reject one or 
all of those appointees, the President would 
still hold the upper hand for these reasons: 
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Congress wants to adjourn next week or 
as soon thereafter as possible. If the Senate 
adjourns without acting on the nominations, 
or after rejecting one or more of them, Mr. 
Truman can then invest the same persons 
with the same duties by making recess ap- 
pointments, which would be yalid until the 
Senate meets again. In that period the ad- 
ministration could manage price control as it 
chose, subject only to the limitations of the 
act as construed by Government attorneys, 
also executive appointees. 

The Senate, if a controversy over nominees 
should arouse its majority to that extent, 
could sit out a contest with the President, 
during which there would be no Board of De- 
control. But the will to adjourn makes this 
improbable. And then also, automatically, 
on August 21, controls would go back on 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


meats, dairy products, grains, cottonseed and 
soybeans and their products, and the admin- 
istration has been fighting hard for this resti- 
tution. The Senate might also, by rejecting 
one or more of the nominees for the board, 
persuade the President to substitute other 
names before adjournmnt. But that is about 
the only possibility that congressional influ- 
ence can play any part in-the mechanical 
control of price fixing for the remainder of 
the life of the OPA, and this part would be 
indirect. 
PRESIDENT'S POWERS A FACTOR 

This situation, which arises from the con- 
stitutional power given to the President to 
administer the laws passed by Congress, may 
explain why the new measure is being called 
acceptable by executives who opposed the 
first extension bill. It contains many of the 
sections which Chester Bowles called “crip- 
pling” and “booby-traps.” It removes, for a 
period at least, controls on meat and other 
articles for which the administration fought 
long and uncompromisingly. Senator 
ROBERT A. Tart, whose price-control ideas 
the President singled out for the major part 
of his attack on the former comprise, says 
that in large measure the latest version 
meets two of his most important objectives: 
Profit margins sufficient to restore produc- 
tion, and a single industry standard instead 
of an over-all standard. Moreover, the bill 
sets up the Board of Decontrol against the 
original wishes of the Administration. 

But it leaves operation to the Executive 
and the power to appoint those who will do 
the operating. The discretion it does not 
invest in the Board it leaves to the OPA, an- 
other executive arm. If the President signs 
this measure, a part of the explanation is to 
be found in those provisions, for section by 
section the bill, as Senator ALBEN W, BARK- 
Ley, the majority leader, prophesied is no 
better (from the administration standpoint) 
than that vetoed by the President. And, 
comparing these sections with various state- 
ments by Mr. Bowles, it is worse, as Mr. BARK- 
LEY said it might be. 

ECONOMIC CONTROL MAINTAINED 

However, control over the national econ- 
omy is maintained as a principle, and this 
condition is dear to the hearts of the New 
Deal social economists and the labor leaders 
with whom they are in political alliance. 
They appear also to have persuaded the Pres- 
ident that, if after this bill becomes law, 
production spurts and price levels stabilize— 
even if they are higher—he can claim and get 
public credit for these results and for having 
prevented inflation by vetoing the former 
measure. 

On the other hand, they have advised Mr. 
Truman, if the consequences are near the 
Executive predictions of what would follow 
any modification of the old law, he can hedge 
sufficiently in his message of reluctant ap- 
proval so that Congress will get all the blame, 


Mr. President, I have read that article 
with full approval. Notwithstanding 
that the majority leader the Senator 
from Kentucky . [Mr. BARKLEY], has 
stated to the press today that the oppo- 
sition to this OPA measure has broken 
down and that there will not be more 
than a few speeches made against it, we 
are here now until 11 o'clock tonight. 
Notwithstanding that the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tart] has said that there will 
not be more than 25 votes cast against it, 
I am still here urging the Senate to re- 
ject this measure. 

Before I close, Mr. President, I am 
going to give the honor and the credit 
to a few people, from a diversified num- 
ber of places in the country, by reading 
into the Record the statements con- 
tained in their telegrams which I have 
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recently received. The first telegram I 
shall read comes from San Francisco, 
Calif. I haye picked telegrams from 
various communities and dealing with 
various subjects: 


San Francisco, CALIF., July 22, 1946. 
Hon, E. H. Moore, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Understand that compromise bill makes no 
provision for rent relief. Without the 
Knowland amendment this industry is 
greatly prejudiced. Either rent should be 
included with all other commodities to cover 
increased costs or there should be a general 
15-percent increase as has been allowed in 
most States and municipal remedial bills. 

OWNERS AND LESSEES APARTMENT 
HOUSE ASSOCIATION, 
CHARLES A. CHRISTIN, President. 


Here is one from Minneapolis, Minn.: 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., July 23, 1946. 
Hon. E. H. Moore, 
Washington, D. C.: 

OPA conference bill setting up super con- 
trol board to be followed by Truman appoint- 
ment of left wingers as members is a double- 
crossing trick repeating the board of review 
set-up in the 1944 amendments and would 
leave manufacturing industries subject to 
same illegalities and vicious practices as be- 
fore. This is Paul Porter's evident reason 
for favoring conference bill. I urge rejection. 

JOHNSTON Mrs. Co., 
W. E. JOHNSTON, President. 


Here is one from St. Louis, Mo.: 


Sr. Lovis, Mo., July 23, 1946. 
Hon. E. H. MOORE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Dressed beef prices continuing considerably 
lower. This leveling of prices applies to 
wholesome federally inspected meats. Ample 
supplies available. Reenactment of any type 
of meat control provisions may prove official 
blessing to black market operators, 
Sr. Louis LOCAL MEAT PACKERS ASSN., 
A. F. CERSEN, Secretary. 


Here is one from Columbus, Ohio: 


Cotumsvus, OHIO, July 22, 1946. 
Hon, E. H, MOORE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The new OPA bill is about the most mud- 
dled thing ever devised. If passed will leave 
the country in more confusion, just what is 
wanted by Socialists and Communists. If a 
business wants decontrol it will take four or 
five months or more to get a decision. No 
business can operate successfully under these 
conditions, Rent control should rest with the 
State, if national should contain a clause, 
local boards must make decisions within 
30 days. : 
W. S. TAYLOR. 


Here is one from my State of Okla- 
homa: 


CHICKASHA, OKLA., July 22, 1946. 
Senator Ep H. MOORE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We hope conference OPA report will be 
defeated. Think the people should not be 
forced under a government by presidential 
appointees. We are entitled to a free market 
under a government of law. 

M. E. HUMPHREY. 


And here is a telegram from New York: 


New York, N. Y., July 23, 1946. 
Hon. E. H. Moore, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D C.: 
You and 50 other Senators voted to adopt 
the Wherry amendment decontrolling dairy 
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products. You did this because you real- 
ized that impractical administration of con- 
trols over dairy products was rapidly cur- 
tailing production and denying to the con- 
sumer the right to purchase dairy products 
he wanted. We have now had 3 weeks with 
free markets and dairy products are readily 
available and prices are leveling. To again 
impose regulations on dairy industry would 
cause a chaotic condition, tremendous 
losses to dairy industry, and irreparable dam- 
age to small manufacturers of dairy products. 
We ask you to kindly continue your sup- 
port in permanent elimination of dairy prod- 
ucts from any revamped OPA legislation. 
MIDLAND COOPERATIVE DAIRY 


Here is one from Oklahoma City: 


OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA, July 23, 1946. 
Senator Ep MOORE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

It doesn’t make sense that the cost of 
maintaining 35,000 OPA ers for precinct work- 
ers in November will reduce prices, They 
should be fired now so they can find jobs 
producing something other than chaos and 
confusion, n 

W. E. AMEND. 


Here is one from Fredericksburg, Va.: 


FREDERICKSBURG, VA., July 23, 1946. 
Hon. E. H. MOORE, 
United States Senate, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D. C.: 

You and I both know food prices will level 
off quickly if Congress keeps OPA dead. A 
dead OPA means a dead black market. Re- 
vive OPA and you revive the black market. 
You cannot expect the producer of meat and 
food to expand while at the mercy of un- 
reasonable controls, and most people know 
they have been unreasonable in the past. 
OPA sings a nice song that they will reform 
but we all doubt it. America was free. Do 
your duty and keep it free. 

O. C. ZEICHEL. 


Here is one from Chicago, III.: 


CHICAGO, ILL., July 21, 1946. 
Hon. E. H. MOORE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

From what I read of compromise on OPA 
bill it looks like a “half slave and half free” 
proposition on commodities which should be 
completely free from price control. So far as 
petroleum industry is concerned it would 
retain power to restore price control in hands 
of Control Board and OPA, and certainly 
would deprive the industry of being restored 
to any semblance of running its own business 
under competitive principles of free economy 
as well as holding continual threat of re- 
control. Another year of OPA price control 
under authority granted in compromise will 
in my judgment lead to utter chaos. It has 
been shown we can get along without OPA 
regimentation, and the longer it survives the 
more difficult it will be for the country to get 
back to an even keel. If they do not intend 
to reassert price-control powers, why give 
to this power-seeking group the authority 
which you know they seek to retain over 
our whole economy. I hope you will oppose 
this compromise as an economic mon- 
strosity. 

WALTER S. HALLANAN. 


I have read these statements coming 
from men with whom I have slight, if 
any acquaintance. I assume that they 
represent the interests which they pur- 
port to represent. 

Mr. President, the adoption of the con- 
ference report would reimpose complete 
price control and at the same time de- 
control the price controllers, The con- 


ference report is a complete victory for 
the regimenters and a socialistic-minded 
administration, which is bent on giving 
the American people a permanent con- 
trolled economy. Through the press and 
by innuendo the President has thrown 
up a thin and obvious smoke screen to 
the effect that the bill will be signed re- 
luctantly. The fact is—and any child 
knows it to be true—that the adminis- 
tration and its gang of regimenters are 
tickled to death with the legislation. 
They have far more latitude under this 
bill than they ever had under the origi- 
nal Price Control Act. It is a travesty 
upon justice, an insult to the legislative 
body, and a double-cross of the Ameri- 
can people. When a small group of ad- 
ministration-controlled conferees can 
force through both Houses of the Con- 
gress a piece of legislation that neither 
House would have originally passed, then 
the legislative branch of our Government 
has broken down. Through scare prop- 
aganda, the threat of purges, and the 
threat of a veto, of which some Members 
of Congress are politically fearful, the 
conference report will be pushed through 
Congress, probably with a substantial 
majority, and the economy of this coun- 
try will be held in the palm of the ad- 
ministration’s hand, to manipulate as 
whim or fancy may dictate. 

The standards set up in the act are no 
standards at all and would be imme- 
diately stricken down by any bona fide 
court. The tragedy of the situation, 
however, is that we do not have a court 
to which an appeal may be made. The 
present Supreme Court would find the 
unlimited authority delegated to the 
price controllers in this act a perfectly 
legitimate legislative act. The fatal day 
is put off until August 20, which simply 
means more and greater confusion in the 
meat and dairy industries and all allied 
business. Likewise the uncertainty and 
confusion will continue in the petroleum 
and tobacco industries. If we are to sub- 
mit to a controlled economy, then why 
do we not frankly put the controls back 
on now and end the uncertainty, because 
everybody knows, under the standards set 
up, what will happen? 

The administration is to appoint a De- 
control Board under this act that will 
have complete freedom of action, accord- 
ing to their own whim or fancy. What 
type of man do Senators think will be ap- 
pointed to this Decontrol Board? If 
Chester Bowles and Leon Henderson are 
not proposed as members of the board, 
then others of the same type, character, 
and thinking will be proposed, and the 
Senate, as in the past, will approve them 
on the theory that they are personal 
appointees of the President; and if they 
have not actually been convicted of crime 
they will be confirmed. 

Meat, poultry, and dairy products were 
relieved from price control by one vote 
less than a 2-to-1 majority. That 
was the considered judgment of the Sen- 
ate, after long and careful deliberation. 
It was the considered judgment of the 
Banking and Currency Committee when 
the bill that the President vetoed was 
written. It was the judgment of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. It was the unanimous judg- 
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ment of the meat, cattle, dairy, and 
poultry industries. It was the judgment 
of an overwhelming majority of the peo- 
ple of the United States. But, of course, 
it was not the judgment of the regimen- 
ters and the administration which, as I 
have said before, is a captive of the CIO- 
Communist front. Yet I anticipate that 
a majority of the Senate will meekly and 
humbly submit to the demand of an ad- 
ministration that has already proved it- 
self wholly incompetent in every respect. 

The standards by which these indus- 
tries are to be returned to the black 
marketeers are: 

First. That prices have risen “unrea- 
sonably” above the unfair and unreason- 
able prices that were in effect on June 
30, 1946. What is “unreasonable”? 
“Unreasonable” is anything that the ad- 
ministration decontrol board may say it 
is. 

Second. When the commodity is in 
short supply and its regulation is “prac- 
ticable and enforceable.” What does 
that mean? Can the majority leader or 
any other Member of the Senate say 
what is meant by “short supply” or what 
the administration decontrol board will 
determine is short supply? 

Does it mean domestic consumptive 
demand? Does it mean the backlog of 
supplies that are on the farms, in the 
warehouses, and on the counters of the 
country? Is our obligation that we have 
assumed to feed Communist Europe and 
Asia to be included in this consideration? 
Then what is “practicable”? The prac- 
ticability of price control, and we all 
know this to be true, will depend upon 
the whim or fancy of this administra- 
tion-dominated Board; and is there any- 
one who does not believe the adminis- 
tration is in full sympathy with the idea 
of having a permanently controlled 
economy? 

Third, that the public interest will be 
served by recontrols. Has this Senate 
forgotten that it is the constitutional 
duty and obligation of the Congress to 
determine what is in the public interest? 
Are we now to delegate that exclusive- 
ly legislative function to an appointive 
Board that we know will be made up of 
starry-eyed crackpots like Henderson, 
Bowles, and Porter, or perhaps Rosen- 
man? 2 

Who is this fellow Porter who is to run 
our controlled economy? He is a young 
advertising man who managed the pub- 
licity campaign for the New Dealers in 
the last campaign and was paid off by 
being given a job in the Federal Com- 
munications Commission. Now, because 
of his knowledge of publicity propaganda 
and mass-selling tactics, he is given the 
job of managing the economy of the 
whole country. What industrial experi- 
ence has this fellow ever had that would 
qualify him to understand the mecha- 
nism of free enterprise? 

In the first place, he does not believe 
in the principles of free enterprise. He 
does not believe in the law of supply and 
demand, and he frankly told the Senate 
committee that he was in the business of 
causing the law of supply and demand 
not to work. His predecessor, from 
whom he took lessons in the art of regi- 
menting the people, has frankly said that 
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we can no longer depend upon tradition- 
al methods in this country, and that we 
must return to and continue the con- 
trols imposed upon the people during 
the emergency of war. 

Mr. President, let no one be fooled by 
this act. It is exactly what the price 
controllers want. The President is tick- 
led to death with it, and he will sign it 
the minute it hits his desk; and then 
the New Deal will be back in partnership 
with the black market, just as it has been 
in partnership with the labor racketeers, 
and just as some of the New Dealers went 
into partnership with the war-contract 
crooks during the war. And then the 
American people will again be shackled 
with the chains of regimentation, and 
our country will continue on the same 
road that brought ruin and destruction 
to Germany and Italy. 

Now is the time for liberty-loving 
Americans who cherish the Constitution 
and believe in our form of government to 
take a stand. We have taken many steps 
down the road to destruction. A few 
more steps such as this will be fatal, not 
only to those who resisted it, but to all 
those who supported it, as well, because 
when collapse does come and production 
bogs down and the inflation spiral gets 
out of hand because of lack of produc- 
tion, the regimenters and the controllers 
will be consumed, just the same as the 
other people. 

Some of the supporters of OPA point 
to the inflation in China and the infla- 
tion in the Communist-dominated coun- 
tries of Europe as examples of the infla- 
tion that threatens us. Do they not know 
that the inflation that is consuming those 
countries has been brought on because 
of the kind of government under which 
those countries labor? Do they not know 
that it is the stoppage of production that 
has caused it? Do they not realize that 
the inflation is the direct result of regi- 
mentation of the people in those coun- 
tries? The same people who now sup- 
port a controlled economy for the United 
States have been the beneficiaries of our 
form of government. Their standards of. 
living have been raised above those of all 
other peoples of the world because of the 
constitutional freedom of our business 
enterprise. They should understand that 
these principles, and only these prin- 
ciples, will bring back to America the sta- 
bility of economy that means the happi- 
ness and the well-being of all of our peo- 
ple, and incidentally, of all the other 
peoples of the world. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I wish to 
take just a few moments to read an edi- 
torial which appeared in the Washing- 
ton News of July 19. The editorial ex- 
presses very well and a little humorously 
my own good faith in the American con- 
sumer’s ability to take care of himself 
without having Paul Porter or Chester 
Bowles hold his hand 24 hours a day. I 
have not been greatly concerned over 
the controversy as to whether the con- 
ference report is good, bad, or indifferent, 
because I am against the continuation 
of OPA in any form, shape, or manner, 
So regardless of whether the conference 
report is good or bad, I am against it. 
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The editorial reads as follows: 
THEY COULD BE WRONG 


Back in the intimate recesses of Washing- 
ton's cocktail lounges the small-fry Presi- 
dent-makers speak of long-term strategy. It 
goes something like this: 

Forget about OPA. Let prices skyrocket. 
Let the consumers get a bellyfull. They will 
then be in a mood for some real planned 
economy. That will be the clear-cut issue 
to elect a President in 1948. 

This newspaper will do its best to avoid 
crystal gazing, but there are signs, however 
inconclusive, that these serious-minded and 
self-appointed architects of a new day may 
have their blueprints balled up. 

Such signs as, for instance, strong re- 
sistance to rising prices dating from the end 
of OPA, including Wednesday’s break in poul- 
try quotations, Thursday's drop in Chicago 
livestock prices, reductions in butter prices 
when Mama refused to pay 90 cents to a dol- 
lar a pound, a note in the Wall Street Journal 
that big retailers are beginning to worry 
about getting stuck with high-cost inven- 
tories, ads offering much-wanted goods at 
less than OPA prices, and so on, 

It is basic in the philosophy of one type of 
liberal that the American consumer is a poor, 
forlorn lug with no spunk and less sense. If 
you don't hold his hand on the way to the 
grocery, he'll blow the roll on a pack of gum, 
with nothing left for such necessities as rent, 
gin, hamburger, nylon hose, and thin little 
books about the wonderful world of tomor- 
row. 

It could be that these liberals are right. 
If so, they may have something in this argu- 
ment for a totalitarian planned economy as 
a desperate measure to save this American 
fool from his folly. 

But even assuming the necessity, there is 
reason to fear that their cure may be at 
least as bad as the disease. 

For planned economy requires planners— 
and planners, as well as consumers, may 
sometimes be mistaken. 

Recall, for instance, the assumption that 
depression would follow the war's end. Un- 
employment would be 8,000,000 up. Disas- 
trous deflation was on the way. So the plan 
called for wages to be forced up abruptly to 
provide “purchasing power” in this new 1933. 
The idea that wages had anything to do with 
retail prices was brushed aside as a mere 
detail. Get away boy, you're bothering me. 

Instead of deflation we got inflation. In- 
stead of unemployment we actually have 
labor shortage in many spots, men’s clothing 
for instance. 

The tendency toward runaway prices, 
which started well before the end of OPA, 
may be attributed, at least in major part, to 
this just slightly cockeyed plan. 

We do not share this “liberal” low opinion 
of the American consumer. 

We dislike to view this consumer as a digit 
in a Government book of statistics. We pre- 
fer to personify her in the form of Mama, 
pay check in one hand and market basket in 
the other. 

It is risky, we think, to assume that Mama 
is fool enough to pay whatever is asked. In 
the first place she is limited by Papa’s pay 
check. In the second place, even if she had 
the money, her pride would prevent her from 
playing sucker, 

Mama is the person the Washington store- 
keeper had in mind when he explained to a 
reporter why he still didn’t have any meat, 

“Meat at that price?” said the storekeeper. 
“I won't fool with it, My customers 
wouldn't stand for it.” 

Multiply Mama by a few million and you 
have what an economist might term a 
“strong anti-inflationary influence.” Your 
merchant, your manufacturer, your farmer 
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are a lot more scared of Mama than they 
ever were of Chester Bowles or Paul Porter, 

And if Mama and her tribe, who constitute 
the American people, are such fatheads as 
these liberals think, how did we ever do so 
well in the days before planned economy got 
into the language? 

How did we ever cut down the trees, build 
the homes, farms, and factories which made 
us big and strong to lick Hitler, arm and feed 
the world? 

If the country has lost the spunk and com- 

mon sense which made it, may the Lord help 
us. We doubt if these long-term planners 
can. 
We are not, as we said, going into the pre- 
dicting business, but we think there is some 
slight justification for the belief and hope 
that these cocktail-room strategists may be 
wrong—again. 


SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I cannot 
allow this issue to come to a vote with- 
out associating myself, at least for the 
Recor, with the Senators who have this 
day fought so valiantly for the restora- 
tion and preservation of the American 
free way of life. 

Only 3 weeks ago we got out from 
under the baneful influence of the OPA. 
A great deal of relief was felt throughout 
America, and for the 3 weeks, during 
which we got along without the OPA, I 
must say that we did a very good job. 
We have seen returned to our tables those 
things which had been missing for a 
long time, and we have seen evidences 
of a feeling of great relief on the part 
of the American people. Tonight we are 
deciding the issue of whether, on the 
20th day of August, we are automatically 
to return under the same controls, and 
under the same system of regimentation 
and restrictions on the American people 
which has existed so long. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to the 
adoption of the conference report because 
of several reasons. First, by adopting 
the report we will tell the people of Amer- 
ica that we have lost faith in their abil- 
ity to discipline themselves, despite the 
fact that for 3 weeks they have demon- 
strated that they can discipline them- 
selves in a very creditable manner. 

Second, the conference report pro- 
vides for an average productivity abil- 
ity in America. We are asked to see that 
the American people shall be placed on 
an average economy instead of telling 
them to go ahead and produce at full 
speed the things which are needed in 
order to stop inflation and meet the 
needs of the American way of life. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to the 
conference report because it freezes again 
upon the National economy the inequi- 
ties, the injustices, and the uneconomic 
practices which have stymied produc- 
tion, hindred business, and denied the 
American people goods which they so 
much need and to which they are en- 
titled. 

I am also opposed to the conference 
report because, under it, in 3 weeks we 
will again be forced to live not under the 
institution of law but under the rule 
of boards and bureaus, a procedure which 
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is poison to the American way of life 
and which we must get rid of if we ever 
wish to restore the well-balanced econ- 
omy which has made America prosper- 
ous and happy. 

I am further opposed to the confer- 
ence report because it says, in effect, 
to the people of the Nation that they 
are not able to discipline themselves, 
and must put themselves under the 
guardianship of men who have given no 
demonstration of ability to conduct the 
business and affairs of the American 
people better than they themselves can 
conduct them. 

Mr. President, in the few words which 
I have uttered, I want the Recorp to 
show my reasons why I shall vote to 
return this report to the conference com- 
mittee and ask that they bring back one 
which is consonant with the wishes of 
the American people. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, to- 
night the Senate is confronted with the 
necessity of making a very difficult and a 
very serious decision. This is no occa- 
sion for us to try to favor this one or 
that one, or someone else. But, as we 
vote tonight we must try in all serious- 
ness and sincerity to do, under the cir- 
cumstances and under the issue which 
is presented to us, what is best for the 
great group of Americans whom we 
strive to represent. 

Mr. President, from the time the issue 
arose I have felt that during the transi- 
tion and reconversion period there was 
the need for authority in connection with 
the establishment of ceiling prices which 
would serve the best interests of America. 
For that reason, I have favored a measure 
of controls. 

The price-control law, under which we 
operated during the war was to termi- 
nate and did terminate on June 30. With 
that fact confronting us, there de- 
veloped in America two divergent view- 
points. There were those who thought 
that all the rigid controls of the war 
should be continued for some time at 
least, and I believe that some thought 
such controls should be continued in- 
definitely. There were those who 
thought that there should be no con- 
trols whatever, and that we should im- 
mediately revert to the American system 
of free enterprise without any controls. 

Mr. President, between these two ex- 
tremes I have tried to find a sound 
course, and I believe there is one. With- 
out any controls at all during the recon- 
version period there would be those who 
would take full advantage of the situa- 
tion. If I wanted to be specific I could 
cite rents. If we take off all controls 
from rents there are many persons who 
will take advantage of the free oppor- 
tunity to impose intolerable hardships 
upon tenants by raising rents to extor- 
tionate levels in order to get rid of 
tenants who were undesirable, or pur- 
posely for the opportunity to gain and to 
make profit. 

Mr. President, there are many issues 
before us in connection with the pending 
joint resolution which might very well 
lead us to vote for no controls at all and 
yet serve the interests of the country, 
but, in my judgment, we cannot abolish 
controls over rents and allow rents to go 
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unchecked so that any landlord who may 
desire can raise them to any level he 
wishes. 

There are many things which, if the 
prices go too high or become unreason- 
able, the consumer or user can do with- 
out. But that is not true with reference 
to shelter. Today there is not an ade- 
quate supply of shelter, of housing, of 
facilities for living quarters for Ameri- 
cans. We all know that to be so. It 
does not exist, and I know, as every other 
Member of the Senate knows, that it will 
not exist tomorrow. Supplying housing 
is a program which will take perhaps a 
year, and when I say a year, I think I 
am being most conservative. I think it 
will take possibly 3 or 4 years, under 
favorable conditions, to supply the hous- 
ing and living quarters needed to meet 
the demand. That is a reality. It is 
not an exaggeration or an extreme state- 
ment. During that period, in justice to 
every American, and certainly in justice 
to our servicemen who went away and 
fought the battles of democracy and 
made the sacrifices on foreign soil, there 
should be a continuation of rent controls. 

I do not believe that rent controls 
should be held at the level at which they 
were originally established in every case. 
I think that the increased cost of main- 
tenance and other conditions warrant 
some allowance, and I would feel we were 
fully justified in enacting a provision of 
law which would authorize the making of 
some allowance for the changed condi- 
tions with respect to rental values. 

I have no interest in landlordship. 
The only buildings I owned did not have 
the rents raised during wartime. They 
were commercial buildings, and I might 
have raised the rent at any time. The 
point I am trying to make is that, al- 
though there may be the authority in 
this instance to raise rents, we are not 
justified in doing it simply because there 
is the authority. Though we may not be 
justified, there are many who, with or 
without justification, would take advan- 
tage of the opportunity to do it. 

Therefore one of the principal reasons 
why I shall vote for the conference report 
is that rent control is involved. I shall 
vote for the conference report, but pass- 
ing from that, I wish to comment about 
some other features of the measure. 

Throughout the tortuous course of this 
legislation there has been a great fight 
to decontrol certain commodities and 
certain foods and other things which are 
essential to the life of the individual cit- 
izen. In the past in the case of most of 
the basic foods of the country we have 
always operated on the basis—and it is 
true of any democracy—of the law of 
supply and demand. Today we are try- 
ing to regulate and control and place 
ceilings on many commodities which are 
vital to the life and to the existence of 
Americans. 

At the time price control ended, at 
the time the law expired, and at the time 
Americans, as many would say, were set 
completely free to proceed under the law 
of independent enterprise and free en- 
terprise and the law of supply and de- 
mand, there were a great many supplies, 
a great many food products, which were 
not on the market for the average citi- 
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zen. People might walk into the grocery 
store and ask for butter, or they might 
ask for steak, or they might ask for 
bacon, or something else, but under the 
ceiling prices it was not available to the 
legitimate buyers; it was not available 
in the legitimate market. Since controls 
have been removed and since OPA died, 
as every Member of the Senate knows, 
the truth is, and it cannot be refuted, 
that as the opportunity was given the 
markets were supplied. The goods were 
there. They were at a little higher price, 
and everybody knows that, because we 
had to take into consideration the fact 
that subsidy ceased, and that prices of 
foods which had been subsidized would 
naturally rise at least to the point of 
the subsidy. 

Mr. President, I shall support the con- 
ference report, and I hope the results 
flowing from it will not be as bad as some 
seem to fear. What we are trying to do 
is to prevent inflation and prevent prices 
of the necessities of life from getting out 
of control. Under OPA we had rigid 
controls. We had controls which were 
arbitrary and under which the average 
man—and we hear a great deal about 
the common citizen—did not have butter 
on his table and could not buy steak. 
The common citizen was the one who was 
handicapped. But, Mr. President, the 
millionaire, the man who had plenty of 
cash, could go into any night club any- 
where in America, in Washington, D. C., 
or any place else, and get the choicest 
steak, and it was not a steak which was 
bought at OPA ceiling prices, and every- 
one knew it. 

In the war period we all agreed that 
controls were necessary. Although they 
caused injustices, yet we were fighting a 
war which we were determined to win, 
and controls were fully justified. But in 
that transition period back to something 
like normalcy, I feel there should be 
practical sense applied to any sort of 
controls. When I say that I mean that I 
believe—and want to make the state- 
ment emphatic for the record—that 
under the Price Control Administration 
as it existed at the time the OPA ex- 
pired, price control was not responsive 
to practical application at all, but was 
absolutely arbitrary and was never used 
or administered to bring about decon- 
trols, but instead was operated and ad- 
ministered for the sole purpose of per- 
petuating eternally economic controls in 
America. For that reason, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have not agreed with Mr. Bowles, 
who was the Administrator of OPA and 
later Stablization Administrator. I be- 
lieve that his philosophy was directed 
toward the perpetuation of OPA and not 
towards decontrol. 

This measure provides for a Decontrol 
Board. I am voting for it in the hope— 
and I emphasize the statement—that de- 
control means decontrol. I do not 
mean decontrol without justification, but 
I mean decontrol where justification is 
manifest and the reason for it establised. 

Mr. President, I believe the adminis- 
tration owes to the American people 
simple honesty. If we can have simple 
honesty, and let decontrols as they are 
justified become operative and estab- 
lished, I predict, Mr. President, that in 
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less than a year, we will be back to the 
system under which Americans are 
Americans; that we will have free enter- 
prise, that fair prices will be fixed by 
those who want to sell which will be ac- 
cepted by those who want to buy, and 
if prices are too high and if those who 
have goods to sell want to sell them at 
prices that the public will not pay, they 
will encounter such sales resistance as 
will compel them to reduce their prices. 
That is the American system, and I hope 
we will return to that system. 

Mr. President, there is one compelling 
need for control—if I did not think so 
I would vote against the conference re- 
port—but I think it is compelling be- 
cause I think the home is the most im- 
portant thing we have to consider in 
connection with this measure, a place in 
which to live, in which to find shelter. 
That is something we cannot ignore in 
considering the measure. We cannot 
brush that point aside. If the confer- 
ence report is defeated there will be no 
controls over rent, there will be no con- 
trols over housing. I believe we ought 
to have some controls over rent and hous- 
ing. I do not say that the present ceil- 
ing is right. I think it is wrong. I 
think many injustices are done to land- 
lords and I think such injustices ought 
to be corrected, and that we ought to 
legislate to correct them. I voted for an 
amendment to the previous bill which 
would make some allowances and in- 
creases. It was not the kind of amend- 
ment I would prefer to see adopted, but 
it was one which gave some considera- 
tion to this subject. Yet at the same 
time, I am not taking up the cudgels 
for the landlord as such, or as a group, 
because I know many landlords who, 
if we should throw the doors wide open, 
would become extortionists and use their 
position, and their power and their 
ownership to become exacting, to be al- 
most cruel to many of their tenants, 
and I do not want such a thing to occur. 
I want to keep reasonable controls over 
this absolute necessity of life. 

Mr. President, we are trying tonight 
to reenact some form of a price-control 
law. The success of this law and the 
efficacy of it in the end will not be deter- 
mined by the vote we cast here tonight. 
We may pass the measure, and I assume 
we shall do so, but, the test of this law is 
not in what Congress does. The test of 
it is in how it is interpreted and con- 
strued, and administered. I want the 
Recorp to show that, because this 
measure is so complicated, there is not a 
Senator on the floor who knows exactly 
what it means. I challenge any Senator 
to stand up and to tell me and the Amer- 
ican people that he knows exactly what 
the measure means. 

So it will have to be interpreted. We 
are hoping. We are trusting. We are 
trying to do something right. We are 
trying to do the best we can under the 
circumstances for the American people. 
I know that to be true as I vote for it. I 
know that in its interpretation by the ad- 
ministrative agency of the Government, 
and in its actual application after we 
pass it, it may prove to be not a boon to 
our economy, not a measure which may 
‘bring order out of chaos, but an imple- 
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ment which may be used to produce 
greater chaos and more disrespect for 
OPA and for price control. There is a 
great deal of disrespect today for OPA, 
and it is the result of arbitrary powers 
and unreasonable and irrational con- 
3 placed upon the Price Control 
et. 

Mr. President, I am a Democrat. I 
want my party to endure and to be suc- 
cessful. But whether a Senator be a 
Democrat or a Republican, I believe that 
any Member of this body owes conscien- 
tious expression to those whom he 
represents. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LUCAS. I have been in and out 
of the Senate Chamber during the day. 
Is there any understanding as to the 
time when we shall vote upon the confer- 
ence report? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. None 
whatever. We have passed the hour of 
12 o’clock; and if the Senator wishes to 
know what the Chair thinks, in the 
opinion of the Chair we have only 
started. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in 
conclusion let me say that I realize that 
the Members of the Senate are weary. 
They have very diligently and honestly 
sought a solution to this serious and try- 
ing problem. The hour is late. I regret 
that I have spoken for so long; but, Iam 
sincere. The efficacy of the measure we 
are about to adopt will depend—and I 
say it with all the emphasis in my soul— 
upon the integrity, honesty, and intelli- 
gence of those who administer it. I hope 
that ultimately it will be administered 
for the best interests and welfare of 
America. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. d 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. REVERCOMB (when his name 
was called). I have a pair with the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERT- 
son]. If he were present and voting, he 
would vote “nay.” IfI were at liberty to 
vote I would vote “yea.” 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah (when his name 
was called). I have a general pair with 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BrīıpcEs], who if present would vote 
“nay.” I transfer that pair to the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], who 
if present would vote as I intend to vote. 
Being at liberty to vote, I vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN- 
DREWS], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'Mahoney], and the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER) are necessarily 
absent. 
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The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHavez], and the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCFARLAND] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Txrprxes! are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

On this question the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], who would 
vote “yea” if present, is paired with the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HICKENLOOPER], 
who would vote “nay” if present. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. Anprews], the Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. BRIGGS], the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is neces- 
sarily absent. He has a general pair 
with the Senator from Utah IMr. 
THOMAS]. If present he would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine Independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HicKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts {Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Ros- 
ERTSON] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] has a pair on this question with 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney]. If present the Senator 
from Iowa would vote “nay,” and the 
Senator from Wyoming would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 26, as follows: 


YEAS—53 
Aiken Hayden Morse 
Austin Hill Murdock 
Barkley Hoey urray 
Brewster Huffman Myers 
Burch Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Byrd Johnston, S.C. Radcliffe 
Carville Kilgore Russell 
Connally Knowland Smith 
Cordon La Follette Stanfill 
Donnell Lucas Stewart 
Downey McCarran Swift 
Eastland McClellan Taft 
Pulbright McKellar Taylor 
George McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Gerry Magnuson Tunnell 
Green Maybank Wagner 
Guffey d alsh 
Hart Mitchell 

NAYS—26 
Ball Bushfleld Gurney 
Bilbo Capehart Hawkes 
Brooks Capper Langer 
Buck Ferguson Millikin 


Moore Thomas, Okla. Wiley 
O'Daniel Tobey Willis 
Pepper Vandenberg Wilson 
Reed Wherry Young 
Shipstead White 

NOT VOTING—17 
Andrews Ellender Revercomb 
Bailey Gossett Robertson 
Bridges Hatch Saltonstall 
Briggs Hickenlooper Tydings 
Butler McFarland Wheeler 
Chavez O'Mahoney 


So the conference report was agreed to, 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the conference 
report was adopted be reconsidered. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Texas to lay on the 
table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 

ACTS, ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin- 
ished business, being the bill (H. R. 1362) 
to amend the Railroad Retirement Acts, 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, and subchapter B of chapter 9 of 
the Internal Revenue Code; and for oth- 
er purposes. 


ADDITIONAL REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. FERGUSON, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 2456) to provide for the re- 
establishment of the United States Em- 
ployees’ Compensation Commission with 
the same functions which it had prior 
to the time reorganization plan No. 2 
became effective, reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report (No. 
1831) thereon. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, d 
The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

James Clement Dunn, of New York, now 
an Assistant Secretary of State, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to Italy; 

Harry F. Hawley, of New Yorx, now a For- 
eign Service officer of class 2 and a secretary 
in the diplomatic service, to be also a consul 
general; 

The following- named persons to be rep- 
resentatives of the United States to the sec- 
ond part of the first session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations to be held 
in New York City, September 1946: 

Warren R. Austin, United States Senator 
from the State of Vermont; . 

Tom Connally, United States Senator from 
the State of Texas; 

Arthur H. Vandenberg, United States Sen- 
ator from the State of Michigan; 

Mrs. Anna Eleanor Roosevelt, of New York; 
and 
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Sol Bloom, a Member of the United States 
House of Representatives from the State 
of New York. 

The following-named persons to be alter- 
nate representatives of the United States 
to the second part of the first session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations to be 
held in New York City, September 1946: 

Charles A. Eaton, a Member of the United 
States House of Representatives from the 
State of New Jersey; 

Helen Gahagan Douglas, a Member of the 
United States House of Representatives from 
the State of California; 

John Foster Dulles, of New York; and 

Adlai E. Stevenson, of Illinois. 

Sundry persons to be Foreign Service 
Officers, unclassified, vice consuls of career, 
and secretaries in the diplomatic service. 

By Mr. MCCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Herry E. Kalodner, of Philadelphia, Pa., 
to be judge of the United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, vice 
Charles Alvin Jones, resigned; and 

Donald A. Draughon, of Puerto Rico, to be 
United States marshal for the district of 
Puerto Rico. 

By Mr. McCARRAN (for Mr, O'MaHONEY), 
from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys: 

Mastin G. White, of Texas, to be Solicitor 
of the Department of the Interior. 

By Mr. FERGUSON, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Theodore Levin, of Michigan, to be United 
States district judge for the eastern district 
of Michigan, vice Edward J. Moinet, retired. 

By Mr. MURDOCK, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Dan B. Shields, of Utah, to be United States 
attorney for the district of Utah. 


CONFIRMATION OF FEDERAL TRADE 
COMMISSION NOMINATION 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there 
is only one nomination on the Executive 
Calendar, namely, that of Ewin Lamar 
Davis to be a Federal Trade Commis- 
sioner. As in executive session, I ask 
unanimous consent for the confirmation 
of the nomination; and if it is confirmed, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Presi- 
dent be notified forthwith of the confir- 
mation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
nomination will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Ewin*Lamar Davis, of Ten- 
nessee, to be Federal Trade Commis- 
sioner for a term of 7 years from Sep- 
tember 26, 1946. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, as in executive session 
the nomination is confirmed; and, with- 
out objection, the President will be noti- 
fied forthwith. 


RECESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon 
today. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
12 o’clock and 12 minutes a. m.) on 
Thursday, July 25, 1946, the Senate took 
a recess until 12 o’clock meridian the 
same day. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 24 (legislative day of July 5), 
1946: 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Louis G. Dreyfus, Jr., of California, now 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo- 
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tentiary to Iceland, to be Envoy Extraordinary 
and Minister Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Sweden. 


POSTMASTERS 


The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: 


ALABAMA 


Lyde Houston Kelley, Black, Ala., in place 
of C. A. Austin, resigned. 

Alice P. Prowell, Faunsdale, Ala., in place 
of A. M. Chambers, resigned. 


ARIZONA 


James N. Caretto, Bisbee, Ariz., in place of 
John Campbell, retired. 


ARKANSAS 
Gratia M. Vinson, Armorel, Ark, Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Thomas A. Morris, Tupelo, Ark, 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


CALIFORNIA 


Esther R. Globin, Al Tahoe, Calif. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Cora A. Richardson, Camp Richardson, 
Calif, Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Maudelene M. Cleveland, Camptonville, 
Calif. Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Dorothy M. Barnes, Cazadero, Calif. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Bettie B. Malcom, Cedar Glen, Calif. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Hazel E. Gill, Costa Mesa, Calif., in place of 
H. E. Wilcox, removed. 

Stella Sprague, Fulton, Calif. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Mae L. Nowlan, Marshall, Calif, 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Gertrude A. Reilly, Philo, Calif. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


COLORADO 


Ethel Dunn, Hesperus, Colo. 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 


CONNECTICUT 


Herman W. Smith, Redding, Conn. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


FLORIDA 


Theron J. Griffin, Bronson, Fla., in place of 
F. B. Marshburn, resigned. 

James C. Russell, Islamorada, Fla. 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Lena R. Estell, Lady Lake, Fla. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Jennie D. White, Rattlesnake, Fla. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


GEORGIA 
Emma L. Johnson, Allentown, Ga. 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Helen W. Johnson, Denton, Ga. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Effie L. Joines, Hartsfield, Ga. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
IDAHO 
Hugh E. Detwiler, Stites, Idaho. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
ILLINOIS 
Edith J. Hudson, Manchester, II. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946, 
KANSAS 
Sarah Elizabeth Belford, Andover, Kans. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Vesa C. Bitner, Manter, Kans. Office be- 


Office be- 


Office be- 


Office became 


Office 
Office be- 


Office 
Office be- 
Office be- 


came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


Hazel M. Hedge, Oketo, Kans. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


KENTUCKY 
Bessie Cundiff, Beech Creek, Ky. in place 
of R. M. McPherson, removed. 
W. Everett Burdette, Lebanon, Ky., in place 
of S. J. Spalding, deceased. 
LOUISIANA 


Stella B. Wells, Benson, La. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. i 


Offce be- 


1946 


Esther S. Mistric, Leonville, La. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


MAINE 

Blanche D. Lizotte, Fort Kent Mills, Maine. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Donald L. Needham, Hebron, Maine. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Herbert H. Hanscom, Ocean Park, Maine, 
in place of C. E. Hamlen, removed. 

Hilda M. Bishop, St. Albans, Maine. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Archie J. Laliberte, Stillwater, Maine. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Jessie F. Greenleaf, West Boothbay Harbor, 
Maine. Office became Presidential July 1, 
1946. 

MARYLAND 

Edward P. Ganley, Derwood, Md. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Etta M. Huttenlocher, Fayette, Miss., in 

place of B. D. Corban, declined appointment. 
MISSOURI 

Gizella B. Homolos, Ilasco, Mo. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Lorraine A, Luesse, Portage Des Sioux, Mo, 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Rosa L. Miller, Trimble, Mo. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 


NEBRASKA 


Office be- 


Office be- 


Forrest G. Pool, Colon, Nebr, Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
NEVADA 
Helen C. Thrasher, Gerlach, Nev. Office be- 


came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Helen Barnum, Logandale, Nev. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


NEW JERSEY 


Mary M. Thorp, South Seaville, N. J. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


NEW YORK 


Mildred E. Colegrove, Leonardsville, N. Y. 
in place of F. A. Howland, resigned. 

Harry J. Pimstein, Loon Lake, N. Y. 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Ernest Beesmer, Olivebridge, N. Y. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Betsy Vonder Osten, Shokan, N. Y. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Richard A. Job, Hatteras, N. C. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1945. 

John W. Bradshaw, Relief, N. C. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

OHIO 

Anna L. Ward, Richmond Dale, Ohio. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Pearl Guillozet, Yorkshire, Ohio. 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

OREGON 

Edith Dica Smith, Elmira, Oreg. Office be- 

came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


PENNSYLVANIA 


Office be- 


Office 


Office be- 


Office 


Earl K. McDaniel, Cooperstown, Pa. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
Carolina R. Mrowca, Oliver, Pa. Office 


became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
George W. Lauck, Pine Grove Mills, Pa. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
PUERTO RICO 
Rafael Carrillo Maldonado, Palmer, P. R. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Ray C. Page, Sellers, S. C., in place of N. B. 
Watson, transferred. 
TEXAS 
Maud Swanner, Scroggins, Tex. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
WASHINGTON 


Minnie S. Willms, Bridgeport, Wash., in 
place of T. M. Livingston, deceased. 
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Anna M. Stone, Dishman, Wash., in place 
of J. A. Bush, deceased. 

June M. Kincaid, Elk, Wash. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Mary J. Vanhoy, Glenwood, Wash. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


WYOMING 


Mary M. Stanga, Diamondville, Wyo. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate July 24 (legislative day of 
July 5), 1946: 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Ewin Lamar Davis, to be a Federal Trade 
Commissioner for a term of 7 years from 
September 26, 1946. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, JuLy 24, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, who art of all friends 
the nearest and of all teachers the wisest, 
we rejoice that when our minds are 
baffied and bewildered, and we wander in 
doubt and in darkness, we may find our 
refuge from fear and foreboding in the 
glad assurance of Thy continuing love 
and care. 

Enrich our souls with a greater faith 
in Thee from whom nothing can ever 
separate and estrange us. Grant that 
with increasing tenacity of purpose we 
may lay hold of the glorious promise 
that they who wait upon the Lord shall 
mount up with wings as eagles, they shall 
run and not be weary, they shall walk 
and not faint. 

We pray that we may also have a 
greater faith in one another. May hu- 
man hearts become more sympathetic 
and enlarge with attitudes and feelings 
of good will toward all mankind. Hasten 
the day when the sinister forces and 
influences which create bitterness and 
strife among men and nations shall be 
submerged and supplanted by the kind 
and gentle spirit of our Lord and Saviour. 

In His name we pray. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with 
amendments in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H. R. 4051. An act to grant to enlisted per- 
sonnel of the armed forces certain benefits 
in lieu of accumulated leave. : 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu- 
tion of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 74. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for the printing of additional copies 
of the report of the Joint Committee on 
the Investigation of the Pearl Harbor Attack, 
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The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 6702. An act to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reacquire 
such property under the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the foregoing bill, requests a confer- 
ence with the House on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. O’MaHoney, Mr. Murray, 
Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. REvERcomsB, and Mr. 
Wi:son to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 3748) entitled “An act to 
amend an act entitled ‘An act to provide 
for the recognition of the services of the 
civilian officials and employees, citizens 
of the United States, engaged in and 
about the construction of the Panama 
Canal,’ approved May 29, 1944,” dis- 
agreed to by the House; agrees to the 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. Stewart, Mr. 
Macnuson, Mr. HAWKES, and Mr. BUSH- 
FIELD to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
mittees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to a bill and a joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
titles: 

H. R. 2091. An act for the relief of Joseph 
E. Bennett; and 

H. J. Res. 305. Joint resolution providing 
for membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 
and authorizing an appropriation therefor. 


The message also announced that the 
President pro tempore has appointed Mr. 
BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER, members 
of the joint select committee on the part 
of the Senate, as provided for in the 
act of August 5, 1939, entitled “An act 
to provide for the disposition of certain 
records of the United States Govern- 
ment,” for the disposition of executive 
papers in the following departments and 
agencies: 

1. Department of the Navy. 

2. Department of the Treasury. 

3. Department of War. 

4. General Accounting Office. 

5. National Archives (general sched- 
ule No. 4). 

6. National Archives (general sched- 
ule No. 5). 

7. Selective Service System. 

8. Veterans’ Administration. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. PLUMLEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, a week 
or 10 days ago I was granted permis- 
sion to include an article which I am 
advised by the Public Printer exceeds 
the limit allowed by the Joint Commit- 
tee on Printing and will cost $240 to 
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print. Notwithstanding the cost, I ask 
unanimous consent that the extension 
may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
cost, without objection, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimousconsent to extend my remarks 
in the Appendix of the Rrecorp and in- 
clude therein certain excerpts of speeches 
I have previously made. I understand 
there will be a slight excess beyond the 
limit allowed by the Joint Committee on 
Printing. Notwithstanding, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the extension may 
be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
excess, without objection, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and include a 
speech I made before the National Fed- 
eration of Business and Professional 
Women’s Clubs in Cleveland, Ohio, on 
July 8, 1946. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCOWEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record on the bill H. R. 6304. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include a short state- 
ment by William Green. 

Mr. CARLSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. CARLSON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend the re- 
marks he expects to make in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the social-secu- 
rity bill and to include certain tables. 

Mr. GRIFFITHS asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 
Mr. RICH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include an 
editorial from the Bristol Courier of 
Tuesday, July 23, entitled “More Federal 
Jobs.” 

a MORE FEDERAL JOBS 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, this article 
I insert in the Appendix, More Federal 
Jobs, I think it would be well for all to 
read. It certainly is timely now when 
we consider the fact that we have 
2,848,000 or more people on the Federal 
pay roll. We have been adding to the 
Federal pay roll ever since the end of 
the war, when we should be releasing 
employees. We have been taking them 
off the Army and the Navy but adding 
them to the various departments of the 
Government. This is something the 
Federal taxpayers have got to stand. 
They must pay the bill; this will in- 
crease their taxes. 
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We have more people on the pay roll 
that are not necessary than any other 
organization with which I have had any 
association. If the Congress is going to 
continue to permit these bureaucrats to 
build up these organizations for expe- 
diency and political purposes rather 
than to fill honest needs for Govern- 
ment operation, it is about time the 
people of this country recognize that 
fact and send others here to look after 
their interests. They changed some in 
Oklahoma yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 


gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 


pired. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDonouen addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.) 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to include cer- 
tain excerpts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? ‘ 

There was no objection. 


MY VOTE ON THE ATOMIC ENERGY BILL 


Mr. GROSS: Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, there are a 
few people who have been questioning 
my vote on the atomic control bill the 
other day. I voted “nay.” The reason 
for that was simply this. I followed 
earnestly as I could and as intently as 
I could the debates here and after listen- 
ing to them for two whole days I could 
not get any light on the subject. I did 
not hear anyone talking about it who 
did not admit that they knew little or 
nothing about the matter. The hearings 
indicated that every man who appeared 
before the committee had a different 
idea, and they came from the Army, 
Navy, and State Department. You no 
doubt remember each witness recalled 
changed their minds from day to day. 

As a matter of fairness to myself per- 
haps I should have voted “present”; at 
the same time I thought it was better 
to retain control in the Army where it is 
located now, than to delegate it to a 
board appointed by some one and not 
knowing who might be appointed on the 
board. Then, too, the war has not been 
declared at an end. So I feel all right 
about my vote. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


THE HOUSING SITUATION IN CALIFORNIA 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 


dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the housing situation in Cali- 
fornia is nothing short of desperate, 
especially for the thousands of veterans 
in our State. It is my belief Mr. Wyatt 
and the people working with him are 
doing an earnest, conscientious job. But 
evidently the program is not going for- 
ward as fast nor as smoothly as the 
needs demand. Material bottlenecks re- 
main serious and in some instances at 
least veterans have not been given priori- 
ties which they need. Therefore I sug- 
gest that in the interest of seeing this 
housing program expedited with all 
possible speed it might be very well for 
the Special Committee of the House To 
Investigate Executive Agencies to con- 
duct an investigation into this matter in 
the next few weeks. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, so far as I 
am concerned I am quite willing to see 
us stay in Washington as long as may be 
necessary to pass any legislation in this 
field that may be helpful, I believe that 
the Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill should 
have been passed long ago and that it 
would help materially in this whole hous- 
ing problem. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I thoroughly 
agree with the gentleman, but I do not 
know for certain whether there is an 
earnest effort being made because too 
many veterans have been denied priori- 
ties where there was every reason for 
them to be given priorities. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Under 
such circumstances veterans never 
should be denied priorities in my opinion. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 


GI TERMINAL PAY BILL 


Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min- 
ute, to revise and extend my remarks, 
and include a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the Senate passed the GI terminal pay 
bill, providing that payment shall be 
made in nonnegotiable bonds due 5 
years hence. Some days ago we passed 
a similar bill providing that payment 
shall be made in cash, immediately. 

Within the next day or two we will take 
up the legislative reorganization bill, 
which provides for a salary increase of 
$5,000 for Senators and Members of the 
House. If we finally adopt the Senate 
version of the GI terminal-pay bill—and 
I hope we do not—I suggest that serious 
consideration be given to the proposition 
that any salary increase of Senators or 
Members of the House be paid in non- 
negotiable bonds due 5 years after the 
salary has been earned, just as the Sen- 
ate has done to the GI's. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired, 
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THE PALESTINE SITUATION 


Mr. CELLER. Mr, Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I deplore 
the terrorism that killed and maimed the 
British as well as Jews in Palestine. The 
perpetrators must be punished. But it 
is important to understand the setting 
for the violence of a few fanatical des- 
peradoes. 

Britain left the suffering Jews nothing 
but despair and terrorism as its symbol. 
Britain seized the Jewish leaders, impris- 
oned 3,000 Jews, and raided the Jewish 
agency. The people became enraged 
and confidence was destroyed. 

Britain dare not go down the slippery 
path of vindictive reprisals. Force only 
begets force. 

It would be tragic if Britain used this 
catastrophe as a pretext to deny entrance 
of 100,000 Jews into Palestine. That 
would be visiting punishment upon the 
innocent. President Truman must con- 
tinue to press for the admission of the 
100,000. His plea is as just now as it 
was a year ago. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. KOPPLEMANN asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Record and include an address by 
Hon. CLAUDE PEPPER. 

Mr. BUCKLEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD, 

Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a platform adopted 
at a convention of the Affiliated Young 
Democrats of New York State. 

Mr. PATTERSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD, 

Mr. OUTLAND asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial from 
the Washington Post of July 23, 1946. 

Mr. TRAYNOR asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include newspaper articles. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACT 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
House consumed nearly 4 hours in the 
consideration of the railroad reorganiza- 
tion bill yesterday. The House will con- 
sume several more hours today on that 
same bill with opportunity to amend it. 
Promptly after that the House will con- 
sider the Social Security Act. This 
measure, Mr. Speaker, will affect 10,000 
times the number of persons that the 
railroad reorganization bill will affect. 
It will have 10 times the effect on the 
economy of this country that a railroad 
organization bill will have, and yet they 
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ask us to decide this issue without an 
opportunity to amend, with only 1 hour 
of debate on a “take it or leave it” basis, 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Members of 
this House will vote down the previous 
question and give us an opportunity to 
consider the social-security amendments, 
a measure of the most vital importance 
to all of the people of this country. 


TERMINAL LEAVE PAY 


Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
Boe Squee of the gentleman from Flor- 

a 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I am very much delighted that the Sen- 
ate passed H. R. 4051, known as the 
Rogers bill, granting terminal leave pay 
to enlisted personnel. The Senate 
amended the House bill by providing, 
instead of cash as we passed it here, for 
the payment in bonds. I hope that this 
House will not get into a tangle, even 
though we might want to make payment 
in cash, and in that way defeat this 
legislation. It is possible that the Presi- 
dent might not be in a position to ap- 
prove the bill if we absolutely insist on 
cash payment. I favor cash payment but 
will accept bonds rather than nothing, 

I hope that the House will look at it 
in a reasonable way and pass this meas- 
ure. The boys deserve it. Let us pass it. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr, GAVIN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial. 

Mr, ANGELL asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include a short article. 

Mr. PITTENGER (at the request of 
Mr. MIcHENER) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the Recorp and 
include three editorials and a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp and include an edi- 
torial, 

Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper article, 


ACTION ON WAGES AND HOURS ACT—DE- 
SIRED HOUSING LEGISLATION SHOULD 
BE ACTED ON NOW 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, on 
day before yesterday I called attention 
to the necessity, as I understood it, for 
this House to act in voting either up or 
down the amendment to the Wages and 
Hours Act of 1938, keeping in mind the 
fact that the Senate acted on this matter 
several months ago. The Senate has 
also passed general housing legislation, 
and I feel we should not recess or adjourn 
0 both these matters are considered 

ere. 
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Inadvertently the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. SasaTH] said yesterday in a 
colloquy with the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. BrapLey] that the wages- 
and-hours legislation was still in com- 
mittee. This measure is not in the Labor 
Committee. It was reported from the 
committee June 19, and a request was 
made on June 26 of the Committee on 
Rules to bring this legislation to the fioor. 
I appeared with other members and 
urged that the bill be sent to the House. 
It is important to remember that at least. 
25 to 30 percent of our workers in man- 
ufacturing receive less than 65 cents per 
hour. With high living costs these cit- 
izens can barely meet obligations of 
existence. I just want the facts to be 
known to the Members of the House. 


JOSEPH E. BENNETT 


Mr. FERNANDEZ submitted the fol- 
lowing conference report and statement 
on the bill (H. R. 2091) for the relief of 
Joseph E. Bennett: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. 
R. 2091) for the relief of Joseph E. Bennett, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its eer 
ment to the title of the bill. 

That the House recede from its 8 
ment to the amendment ot the Senate to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: Restore the mat - 
ter stricken out by the Senate amendment 
with the figures in line 7, page 1, namely. 
“$39,129” stricken out and the figures 830. 
000“ inserted in lieu thereof, and the Senate 
agree to the same, 

E. H. HEDRICK, 

JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House, 

JAMES W. HUFFMAN, 

Gro. A. WILSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate, 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2091) for the relief 
of Joseph E, Bennett, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report: 

The bill as passed the House appropriated 
the sum of $39,129 to Joseph E. Bennett, of 
Boston, Mass., in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for losses sustained 
under contract (DAW 175-eng-22, dated Sep- 
tember 5, 1941) in the construction of certain 
temporary buildings at the airport at Presque 
Isle, Maine, beginning in September 1941. 

The Senate amended the bill conferring 
jurisdiction upon the United States Court 
of Claims, and at the conference the sum of 
$30,000 was agreed upon. 

E. H. HEDRICK, 
JOHN JENNINGS, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report on 
the bill (H. R. 2091) for the relief of 
Joseph E. Bennett. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the con- 
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


WILLIAM EDWARD OATES 


Mr. FERNANDEZ submitted the fol- 
lowing conference report and statement 
on the bill (S. 78) for the relief of Wil- 
liam Edward Oates: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 78) 
entitled “An act for the relief of the estate 
of William Edward Oates,” having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the sum passed by the 
House, insert “$5,953”; and the House agree 
to the same, 

J. M. COMBS, 

E. H. HEDRICK, 

W. A. PITTENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

W. LEE O’DANIEL, 

Gero, A. WILSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 78) entitled “An act 
for the relief of the estate of William Ed- 
ward Oates,” submit the following statement 
in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon and recommended in the ac- 
companying conference report: 

The bill as passed the Senate appropri- 
ated the sum of $6,453 to the estate of William 
Edward Oates, late of Birmingham, Ala., in 
full settlement of all claims against the 
United States for the death of the said Wil- 
liam Edward Oates, who was killed when the 
motorcycle which he was riding was struck 
by a United States Army truck on United 
States Highway No. 31, near Montgomery, 
Ala., on December 2, 1943. 

The House reduced the sum to $5,453, and 
at the conference the sum of $5,953 was 
agreed upon. 

J. M. COMBS, 

E. H. HEDRICK, 

W. A. PITTENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report on 
the bill S. 78. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
i 5 motion to reconsider was laid on the 

able. 
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PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. Saar addressed the House. 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES 


Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
table the bill (H. R. 4051) to grant to en- 
listed personnel of the armed forces 
certain benefits in lieu of accumulated 
leave, with a Senate amendment there- 
to, disagree to the Senate amendment, 
and agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. May, THOMASON, 
Brooks, ARENDS, and CLASON, 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 10 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


GEN. ALEXANDER PAPAGOS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
Record at this point a splendid telegram 
received by the Speaker from Gen. Alex- 
ander Papagos, whom the House hon- 
ored recently when it took a recess in 
order that the Members might have the 
opportunity to meet him personally. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 


There was no objection. 
The telegram is as follows: 


New York, N. Y., July 24, 1946. 
The Honorable Sam RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I wish to assure you, and through you all 
and each one of the honorable Members of 
the House of Representatives, that the high 
honor bestowed upon me in the glorious hall 
of the House of Representatives will never 
be forgotten. Iam most grateful to you and 
to the honorable Members of the House. I 
will always treasure in my heart the cordial 
reception and welcome extended to me by 
you Mr. Speaker, as well as by your eminent 
colleagues and I assure you, that the Greek 
people hold in their hearts the glorious and 
great American Nation, which you so worthly 
and ably represent. The honors so gener- 
ously bestowed by you and the House belongs 
exclusively to the Greek people and armed 
forces who are proud of having fought side 
by side with the gallant American forces in 
the two World Wars. 

The Greek people will not forget the as- 
sistance given to them since their war of 
independence in the 1820's and the voice of 
the great congressmen and all the great 
Americans still ring in their heart. They 
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also do not forget the help they received 
from the United States at any time, and 
during this last World War. Now on the 
occasion of the next Paris Conference, my 
countrymen cherish the hope, that the 
United States delegation led by an outstand- 
ing American, who already has defended the 
liberation of the Dodecanese Islands, will also 
insist for the award to Greece of northern 
Epirus, recognized as Greek since 1920 by 
your Senate’s resolution of May 17, 1920, as 
well as for the ratification of the Greek- 
Bulgarian border line, to make Greece safe 
from any further Bulgarian invasion, 

An invasion which was undertaken three 
times in the last 30 years. The Greek people 
are grateful and have faith in the glorious 
American Nation, champion of world liberty, 
and expects that its great leadership will in- 
spire justice, throughout the world. Please 
accept my grateful thanks and highest 
regards. 

Gen. ALEXANDER PAPAGOS, 
Royal Greek Army. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. BIEMILLER addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


MINIMUM-WAGE LEGISLATION 


Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include an editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr, Speaker, I hope we 
will stay in session long enough to pass 
some of the important legislation that is 
now pending that will help the people. 
We have taken care of almost every spe- 
cial interest in the country. The mini- 
mum- wage bill is badly needed. A per- 
son who gets only 40 cents an hour, $16 a 
week, cannot live and keep a family in 
decency with prices as they are now. 
We will probably raise our salaries by 
passing the reorganization bill; we have 
already raised the judges’ salaries, the 
ambassadors’ salaries, and servicemen’s 
pay. Iam not saying these raises should 
not have been granted, in fact I sup- 
ported these raises, but what I am saying 
is that we should not stop raising wages 
until we raise these lowes{-paid workers 
who naturally need it most. Let us be 
consistent and pass the minimum-wage 
bill. We need a few more signatures on 
discharge petition No. 34 to bring this bill 
out on the floor as the Rules Committee 
refuses to bring it out. The Rules Com- 
mittee should have brought the bill out 
because that committee brought out the 
other salary raises. If this bill passes, 
it will create, it is estimated, as much as 
$12,000,000,000 additional purchasing 
power per year in America, and that will 
go a long way toward stabilizing our 
economy and maintaining prosperity. 
The Government would not have to do 
so much for the people if Congress would 
see to it that they have wages enough to 
do things for themselves. We should also 
pass the housing bill before we leave 
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here. We should not quit and go to our 
homes until we do the things necessary 
that will eventually provide other people, 
especially veterans, with homes to go to. 
These two bills have passed the Senate 
and it would be almost a crime to ad- 
2 without passing them through the 
ouse. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that after the dispo- 
sition of business on the Speaker's desk 
and the conclusion of special orders here- 
tofore granted I may address the House 
for 1 hour today. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and include an edi- 
torial from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
on the able and distinguished services of 
the gentleman from Missouri, Repre- 
sentative JACK COCHRAN. 


PATENT INFRINGEMENTS 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill H. R. 5311, an 
act to amend Revised Statutes, 4921 
(U. S. C. A., title 35, Patents, sec. 70), 
providing that damages be ascertained 
on the basis of compensation for in- 
fringement, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “decree” and in- 
sert “judgment.” 

Page 2, line 4, strike out all after “reason- 
able” down to and including “occurred” in 
line 7 and insert “royalty therefor, together 
with such costs, and interest, as may be fixed 
by the court. The court may in its discre- 
tion award reasonable attorney’s fees to the 
prevailing party upon the entry of judgment 
on any patent case,” 

Page 3, line 9, strike out “decree” and 
insert “judgment.” 

Page 3, line 15, strike out all after “wrap- 
per” down to and including “suit” in line 18, 

Page 3, line 21, after “concluded”, insert 
: Provided, however, That pending causes of 
action in which the taking of the testimony 
has been concluded are to be governed by 
the statute in force at the time of approval 
of this act as if such statute had not been 
amended.” 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
bill providing that damages be ascer- 
tained on the basis of compensation for 
infringement of patents. The bill was 
introduced by our colleague the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Henry] a 
minority member of the Committee on 
Patents. The Senate amendments do 
not interfere with the purport of the bill. 
There is a provision with reference to at- 
torney’s fees and how they shall"be paid. 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It 
really is decreasing the attorney’s fees? 

Mr. LANHAM. It provides how they 
shall be awarded by the courts. It is 
purely a procedural amendment. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, may I ask the gentleman 
if the Committee on Patents is going to 
bring out the bill which was introduced 
extending the time of patents for service- 
men who are in the Army so that they 
will have an opportunity to take ad- 
vantage of their patent rights? 

Mr. LANHAM. The chairman of the 
committee is absent from the city at this 
time. In spite of the many official mat- 
ters demanding my attention, I am very 
anxious that a meeting of the committee 
be held and a bill along that line be re- 
ported. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. LANHAM]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a special order for today. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be vacated 
and the time be granted me for tomor- 
row. 3 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 


ACCEPTANCE OF GRATUITIES BY EM- 
PLOYEES OF WAR ASSETS ADMINIS- 
TRATION 


Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
uanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
discuss briefly the War Assets Adminis- 
tration and the final order put out by the 
previous Administrator of the War As- 
sets Administration on July 15. This 
order says, in part: 

Officials and employees in all grades of 
the WAA are forbidden to accept social 
entertainment or other special favor from 
persons with whom they may transact busi- 
ness * * *, Every offer of such entertain- 
ment or favor to a War Assets employee will 
be declined with a courteous explanation 
that it is forbidden by these instructions— 


Then the order also says: 


though without any unfavorable implication 
with respect to the offer— 


Now, rather than just have the re- 
fusal of any offered favor or bribe re- 
fused by the WAA employee, “without 
any unfavorable implication with respect 
to the offer,” I think there should be a 
specific instruction in the order to turn 
such offer over to the Department of Jus- 
tice for an investigation. Therefore, I 
ask the new War Assets Administrator 
who is just taking office to change this 
order quickly. Instead of such caution 
to avoid injuring the feelings of proposed 
law breakers, he should instruct the em- 
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ployees that it be turned over to the 
Department of Justice for investigation. 
The people will have greater respect for 
the departments of the Government if 
an uncompromising stand is taken in 
such orders. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIEN- 
TIFIC, AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 305) providing for 
membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Edu- 
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Organ- 
ization, and authorizing an appropria- 
tion therefor, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the statement be read in 
lieu of the report. 

x The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
on. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Broom]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement, 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 305) providing for mem- 
bership and participation by the United 
States in the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization, and 
authorizing an appropriation therefor, hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1 to 6, inclusive, and agree to the same. 

SoL BLOOM, 

JOHN KEE, 

CHESTER E. MERROW, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Managers on the Part oj the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 305) 
providing for membership and participation 
by the United States in the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organi- 
zation, and authorizing an appropriation 
therefor, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the conferees and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report: 

Amendments 1 and 6 relate to citizenship 
requirements. As the bill passed the House, 
it contained a restriction on citizenship, re- 
quiring that representatives and alternates 
to UNESCO must be American citizens and 
must have been such for at least 15 years. 
The bill also contained a restriction that 
members of the National Commission must 
have been American citizens for at least 5 
years. The Department of State asked that 
these two provisions on citizenship be elimi- 
nated. The Department pointed out that it 
is extremely unlikely—probably impossible— 
that a recently naturalized citizen would ever 
be selected by this Government or by his fel- 
low citizens as a spokesman for American 
education or culture, It was also pointed out 
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that any law which implies that a native- 
born citizen is superior to a foreign-born 
citizen, or that a citizen naturalized for 15 
years is better than one naturalized for 5 
years, is unsound law and is an unnecessary 
reflection on all citizens of foreign birth. In 
its present form the bill simply specifies that 
representatives, alternates, and members of 
the Commission be American citizens. The 
House recedes. 

The second, third, fourth, and fifth amend- 
ments relate to the organization of the Na- 
tional Commission on Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Cooperation, as provided for in 
section 3 of the bill. It is felt that the 
changes made by the Senate represent a 
compromise between different plans pre- 
sented and considered which are believed by 
many of the sponsors of the bill to be an im- 
provement. The House recedes. 

SoL BLOOM, 

JOHN KEE, 

CHESTER E. MERROW, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 

Mr. RICH. How much appropriation 
are you going to ask for to carry this 
out? 

Mr. BLOOM. Well, that has not been 
decided yet. I do not know exactly what 
it will cost. 

Mr. RICH. Is Great Britain going to 
be a partner in this? 

Mr. BLOOM. There are 14 nations 
that have already signed. There are 20 
yet to sign before it goes into effect. 

Mr. RICH. Is the money to be paid 
Great Britain to be paid out of the loan 
we gave them? 

Mr. BLOOM. Oh, no. 
nothing to do with this. 

Mr. RICH. They are going to have to 
raise the money somehow. 

Mr. BLOOM. Then, they will try to 
raise it. 

Mr. RICH. The money is going to 
come out of the taxpayers of America for 
our share. 

Mr. BLOOM. Yes; and I will say they 
will get a great deal back in return. 

Mr. RICH. I do not know what you 
will get except promises. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I would 
like to be clarified as to who can serve on 
the committee, as to citizenship. 

Mr. BLOOM. There were many dif- 
ferent plans proposed. Some wanted 20 
organizations, some wanted 100, and 
some wanted 50. This is a compromise, 
and left it up to the State Department. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Must they 
all be American citizens? Citizens of 
this country? 

Mr. BLOOM. Citizens of this coun- 
try. The limit of time of citizenship has 
been changed. That is all. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What is 
the change in that regard? 

Mr. BLOOM. The change is that they 
must be citizens but not for any specific 
number of years. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am very 
much concerned about the amount of 
foreign interference with our domestic 
economy. It seems to me the economy 
at home is being directed by people who 
are not citizens of America. 


That has 


Mr, 
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Mr. BLOOM. I think the gentleman 
is right. The committee has gone into 
that very thoroughly. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I hope 
that is taken care of in this particular 
resolution. 

Mr. BLOOM. It is. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Following the re- 
marks by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. RıcH], is it not a fact that 
the amount of this appropriation is en- 
tirely within the control of this body 
and is fixed? 

Mr. BLOOM. Oh, no. The amount 
of the funds required is to be prorated, 
the same as with other organizations of 
the kind. 

Mr. MATHEWS. But the proration is 
determined by a body outside of this 
Congress. 

Mr. BLOOM. But there is a form and 
custom that has been followed for years. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Whether it be form 
and custom, it is the fact, is it not? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. Certainly. 

Mr. RICH. If it is prorated, will we 
have to pay a third of the cost, the same 
as we did with Bretton Woods and the 
stabilization fund? Are we going to 
have to pay one-third of this? 

Mr. BLOOM. No, no; not at all. It 
is a different situation entirely. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


RIGHTS OF FORMER OWNERS UPON 


REACQUIRING PROPERTY FROM THE 
GOVERNMENT 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 6702) to 
clarify the rights of former owners of 
real property who reacquired such prop- 
erty under the Surplus Property Act of 
1944, with Senate amendments, disagree 
to the Senate amendments and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. Manasco, WHITTING- 
TON, HART, HorrmMan of Michigan, and 
BENDER. 


RAILROAD REORGANIZATION 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H. R. 5924) 
to enable debtor railroad corporations, 
whose properties during a period of 
7 years have provided sufficient earnings 
to pay fixed charges, to effect a read- 
justment of their financial structure 
without further proceedings under sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended. ° 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
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on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 5224, 
with Mr. Foranp in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday the first section 
of the bill had been read. It is now open 
to amendment. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I expressed my views 
in reference to this legislation yester- 
day, but I would like to have the atten- 
tion of the sponsor of the bill, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. REED], and the 
attention of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. Hosss] because I desire to 
ask a question which I wish to have 
answered in the Recorp as a matter of 
legislative reference when this matter is 
ultimately construed. 

As I understand the situation, there 
was a reorganization of the Chicago & 
North Western Railroad Co., full and 
complete; also a reorganization of the 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific 
Railroad, known as the Milwaukee road, 
full and complete, and the road turned 
back to its new security holders and new 
managers. 

Under those circumstances, is there 
anything in this bill that in any way 
interferes with or changes the status of 
the present management of those two 
roads? I will ask the gentleman from 
Alabama first. 

Mr. HOBBS. My answer is, sir, that 
my understanding of the status of the 
two reorganizations is that there is no 
hope for the North Western. There is for 
the Milwaukee. The gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. REED], the distinguished 
author of this bill, is more familiar than 
Iam with the details of those two plans. 

Mr. KEEFE. I would like to have that 
question kept pretty clearly in mind be- 
cause I understand that the plan of re- 
organization which reorganized the Chi- 
cago & North Western Railway Co. has 
been approved by the court, new securi- 
ties issued, and the road is now being 
operated by the new security holders, is 
that correct? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin is absolutely correct. 

Mr. KEEFE. So far as that railroad 
is concerned this bill nor any of the pro- 
posed amendments do not in any way 
change the established and present 
status so far as the North Western is 
concerned? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. It does not, and 
I do not know of any manner in which 
any legislation could be enacted which 
would change the status of the North 
Western. 

Mr. KEEFE. As to the Milwaukee road 
I understand that the reorganization 
there has been completed, the order has 
been executed and signed by the district 
court, and that company is likewise back 
in the hands of the new security owners. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That company 
has been turned over to the new security 
holders. I understand there is a matter 
pending in the Supreme Court on a writ 
of certiorari in connection with some 
matters’ having to do with that reorgan- 
ization, but the road has been turned 
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over to the new owners and new securi- 
ties have been issued. 

Mr. KEEFE. In connection with the 
writ of certiorari which has gone up to 
the United States Supreme Court in a 
matter involving this reorganization so 
far as the Milwaukee road is concerned, 
if the Supreme Court does not review and 
set aside the findings of the district 
court, then there is nothing in this bill 
that will in any way interfere with the 
management or the securities that have 
been issued, is that right? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That is correct. 

Mr. KEEFE. And the stockholders of 
the Milwaukee road, like the stockholders 
of the Chicago & North Western, can 
look for no hope so far as this particular 
legislation is concerned? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That is right. 

Mr. KEEFE. We find nothing in this 
legislation that will throw any glimmer 
of light to the stockholders of those two 
roads now that the reorganization plans 
have been approved and the roads have 
been turned back to their stockholder 
management under those plans? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That is right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the further 
reading of the bill be dispensed with and 
that amendments may be considered at 
any point in the bill to which they are ad- 
dressed. I make this request solely in 
the interest of economizing in time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The balance of the bill follows: 

Sec. 2. In effecting any such readjustment 
of financial structure, the debtor may pro- 
ceed under any Federal statute or statutes 
providing for the relief of railroad corpora- 
tions or under which such financial struc- 
ture may be readjusted without resort to 
the provisions of section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, as amended, and for jurisdic- 
tional or other purposes under any such 
statute or statutes, the debtor shall be con- 
sidered as though it had not been involved 
in any proceeding or proceedings under sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended. 

Sec. 3. The provisions hereof shall not 
limit or affect any rights which the debtor 
or any party in any such proceedings under 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended, may otherwise have to effect a 
voluntary readjustment of financial struc- 
ture, or to a dismissal or discontinuance of 
proceedings pending under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, as amended. 

Sc. 4. The provisions hereof shall not ap- 
ply if at the time of filing the petition for 
reorganization under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, as amended, more than 90 per- 
cent of the outstanding voting stock of the 
debtor railroad corporation shall have been 
owned or controlled by another railroad cor- 
poration. 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, after 
conferring with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] and gentle- 
men on the other side, I would like to 
make this additional request: Since there 
is no opposition, as I understand it, to 
the nine committee amendments which 
had the unanimous approval of the Judi- 
ciary Committee and the authorization 
that they be offered as amendments to 
the Reed bill, I ask unanimous consent 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


— these amendments be considered en 
loc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
the nine committee amendments and I 
ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of them be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Chair- 
man, reserving the right to object, I do 
not know what these amendments are. 

Mr. HOBBS. If the gentleman will 
allow me to make a very brief synopsis 
of them, it will answer his question. 

In the first place, one committee 
amendment approved unanimously by 
the full Committee on the Judiciary 
would add as section 7 to the Reed bill, 
what we know as the Kefauver bill, in 
its entirety. That was the original Mc- 
Laughlin Act which had been approved 
by the House, approved by the Senate, 
signed by the President, and had been 
the law for some years until, according 
to its terms, it expired by reason of the 
fact that the Senate did not enact as we 
did the Kefauver bill which extended the 
operation of that act. This engrafts it 
as section 7 into the Reed bill. 

Similarly, the eighth amendment, to be 
known as section 8 of the Reed bill, adds 
the first seven sections of the Hobbs bill, 
which was passed by the House 350 to 1, 
and has been pending in the Senate for 
more than a year, 

I believe there can be no possible ob- 
jection to those two amendments, since 
the House is merely now engrafting them 
into the body of the Reed bill, and they 
are the two bills that have had unani- 
mous approval or practically unanimous 
approval of the House, but both of these 
amendments incorporate the full bill as 
passed by the House except section 8 of 
the Hobbs bill does not now have appli- 
cation to the needy situation that has 
arisen because of the progress of reor- 
ganization in some of these roads we 
have left out section 8 of the Hobbs bill. 

Aside from those two lengthy amend- 
ments the others are very short. There 
can be no objection at all, of course, after 
a most thorough study. For instance, 
the first amendment merely adds with- 
in 60 days from the effective date of this 
act“ meaning that application to pro- 
ceed under the Reed bill should be filed 
within a reasonable time. They have 60 
days after the adoption of this act. 

The second amendment merely strikes 
out a comma, for the sake of proper 
punctuation. 

Amendment No. 3 strikes out three 
lines on page 3 and inserts new provisions 


‘referring the case back to the Commis- 


sion, that is, the ICC, in case no ad- 
justment is effected within the 18 months 
allowed here. In other words, we do 
not want to leave the reorganization up 
in the air so far as the ICC is con- 
cerned if the remedial provisions of the 
Reed bill fail. 

Amendment No. 4 strikes out section 
4 and inserts a new provision to restrict 
holding companies, such as the Alle- 
gheny Corp. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

: The committee amendments are as fol- 
ows: 


Page 2, line 1, after “therefor”, insert 
“within 60 days from the effective date of 
this act.” 

Page 3, line 3, after “Commission”, strike 
out the comma, 

Page 3, line 16, after “directing that the”, 
strike out “proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, shall be 
resumed and brought to a conclusion, sub- 
ject to the provisions and requirements of 
said section,” and insert the following: 
“most recent plan of reorganization certified 
to the court by the Commission and the pro- 
ceedings shall be retired back to the Com- 
mission for such further proceedings under 
said section 77, as amended, as would be had 
if an order was thereupon entered by the 
judge refusing to confirm such plan and re- 
ferring the case back to the Commission 
under the applicable provisions of subsection 
(e) of said section 77, as amended.” 

Page 4, line 12, after “Sec. 4”, strike out 
all of section 4 and insert the following: 

“No holding company, individual, group, 
partnership, association, corporation, or 
other entity (excluding any operating com- 
mon carrier subject to part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, but not excluding any 
holding company or other nonoperating cor- 
poration which has been held or which may 
be held to be a common carrier within the 
meaning of said act)— 

“(A) which exercises direct or indirect con- 
trol of one or more railroad corporations the 
properties of which are not in the custody 
of a court in proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act; and 

“(B) which also owns shares of voting stock 
of any railroad corporation to which this act 
is applicable, in sufficient number to enable 
the owner thereof to control such carrier, 
shall, during the period the debtor shall be 
in possession of its properties and in control 
of the management and operation thereof 
under this act, vote such shares for the elec- 
tion of more than a minority of the directors 
of any railroad corporation to which this 
act is applicable. 

“Sec. 5. With respect to any debtor railroad 
corporation of which at the time of filing 
the petition for reorganization under section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, the 
outstanding voting stock of the debtor rail- 
road corporation shall have been owned or 
controlled, directly or indirectly, by voting 
trust or otherwise, by another railroad cor- 
poration and by a corporation owning or con- 
trolling the outstanding voting stock of an- 
other railroad corporation, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission is hereby invested 
with plenary power and authority to require 
the maintenance and operation of the prop- 
erties of such controlled debtor railroad cor- 
poration (including solicitation by its traffic 
organization) to be without discrimination 
in favor of one route over any other route or 
in favor of one connecting carrier over any 
other connecting carrier, to the end that the 
neutrality of such controlled debtor railroad 
corporation with respect to the solicitation 
and interchange of traffic with competing 
connecting carriers shall be assured. The 
term ‘corporation’ as used in this paragraph 
shall be deemed to include its trustees ap- 
pointed under the aforesaid section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, as amended. 

“Sec. 6. The provisions hereof shall not 
apply if at the time of filing the petition for 
reorganization under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, as amended, more than 90 per- 
cent of the aggregate number of the out- 
standing shares of all classes of stock of the 
debtor railroad corporation shall have been 
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owned or controlled by another railroad cor- 
poration which had not on the same day nor 
prior thereto filed a petition for reorganiza- 
tion under said section 77. 

“SEC. 7. The act of July 1, 1898, entitled 
‘An act to establish a uniform system of 
bankruptcy throughout the United States,’ 
as amended, is hereby further amended by 
inserting after chapter XIV the following: 


“CHAPTER XV—RAILROAD ADJUSTMENTS 
“*‘ARTICLE I—JURISDICTION 


“Sec. 700. In addition to the jurisdiction 
otherwise exercised, courts of bankruptcy 
shall exercise original jurisdiction, as pro- 
vided in this chapter, for postponements or 
modifications of debt, interest, rent, and ma- 
turities or for modifications of the secur- 
ities or capital structures of railroads. 


“ ‘ARTICLE II—DEFINITIONS 


“ ‘Sec, 705. The following terms, as used in 
this chapter, unless a different meaning is 
plainly required by the context, shall be con- 
strued as follows: 

“*(1) “Petitioner” means any carrier as 
defined in section 20a of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, excluding any corporation in 
equity receivership or in proceedings for re- 
organization under section 77 of this act, pe- 
titioning for a plan of adjustment, as here- 
inafter defined, or any corporation filing a 
petition under the provisions of section 711 
of this chapter, 

“*(2) “Claims” includes debts whether 
liquidated or unliquidated, certificates of de- 
posits of securities (other than stock and op- 
tion warrants to subscribe to stock), includ- 
ing demands and obligations of whatever 
character made, assumed, or guaranteed by 
the petitioner. 

“*(3) Debt“ shall be considered to include 
all claims held or owned by “creditors” as 
herinafter defined. 

“*(4) “Creditors” shall include all holders 
of claims, demands, and obligations of what- 
ever character against the petitioner or its 
property, whether or not such claims would 
otherwise constitute probable claims in bank- 
ruptcy, including the holders of claims, made, 
assumed, or guaranteed by the petitioner. 

“*(5) “Securities” shall include those de- 
fined in section 20a of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, as amended, also securities in re- 
spect of which any carrier, as defined in sec- 
tion 20a, has assumed any obligation or lia- 
bility as lessor, lessee, guarantor, endorser, 
surety, or otherwise and also certificates of 
deposit and all other evidences of ownership 
of or interest in securities. 

“*(6) “Commission” refers to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. 

%%) “Adjustment” shall include post- 
ponements or modifications of debt interest, 
rent, and maturities and modifications of the 
securities or capital structures. 

“Sec, 706. No creditor shall be deemed to 
be affected“ by any plan unless such plan 
proposes a modification of the evidence of 
debt or other instrument defining the rights 
of such creditor, or a modification of the 
security, if any, for the claim of such creditor. 


“ ‘ARTICLE III—PETITION AND POWERS OF COURT 


“Sec. 710. Any railroad corporation not 
in equity receivership or in process of reor- 
ganization under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act at the time of filing its petition 
hereunder, and which has not been in equity 
receivership or in process of reorganization 
under said section 77 within 10 years prior 
to the filing of such petition, which shall 
have— 

“*(1) prepared a plan of adjustment and 
Secured assurances satisfactory to the Com- 
mission of the acceptance of such plan from 
creditors holding at least 25 percent of the 
aggregate amount of all claims affected by 
said plan of adjustment (including all such 
affected claims against said corporation, its 
parents, and subsidiaries); and 

“*(2) thereafter obtained an order from 
the Commission (but not of a division there- 
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of) under section 20a of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act authorizing the issuance or modi- 
fication of securities (other than securities 
held by, or to be issued to, Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation) as proposed by such 
plan of adjustment as filed, or as modified by, 
or with the approval of, the Commission, 
such order of the Commission to include 
also specific findings— 

“*(a) that such corporation is not in need 
of financial reorganization of the character 
provide for under section 77 of this act; 

„b) that such corporation’s inability to 
meet its debts matured or about to mature 
is reasonably expected to be temporary only; 
and 

e) that such plan of adjustment, after 
due consideration of the probable prospec- 
tive earnings of the property in the light of 
its earnings experience and of such changes 
as may reasonably be expected— 

“*(i) is in the public interest and in the 
best interests of each class of creditors and 
stockholders; 

(11) is feasible, financially advisable, and 
not likely to be followed by the insolvency of 
said corporation, or by need of financial reor- 
ganization or adjustment; 

“‘(iii) does not provide for fixed charges 
(of whatsoever nature including fixed 
charges on debt, amortization of discount 
on debt, and rent for leased roads), in an 
amount in excess of what will be adequately 
covered by the probable earnings available 
for the payment thereof; 

„(y) leaves adequate means for such fu- 
ture financing as may be requisite; 

“‘(y) is consistent with adequate main- 
tenance of the property; and 

“*(vi) is consistent with the proper per- 
formance by such railroad corporation of 
service to the public as a common carrier, 
will not impair its ability to perform such 
service: 

Provided, That in making the foregoing 
specific findings the Commission shall scru- 
tinize the facts independently of the extent 
of acceptances of such plan and of any lack 
of opposition thereto: Provided further, 
That an order of the Commission (or of a 
Division thereof) under section 20a of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, made prior to the 
effective date of this chapter, authorizing 
the issuance or modification of securities as 
proposed by a plan of adjustment (other than 
securities held by, or to be issued to, Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation), shall be ef- 
fective for the purpose of this subparagraph 
(2) of the first sentence of section 710, not- 
withstanding failure to include therein the 
foregoing specific findings, if such order did 
include the specific findings that such pro- 
posed issuance or modification of securities 
is compatible with the public interest, is 
consistent with the proper performance by 
the railroad corporation of service to the 
public as a common carrier, and will not im- 
pair its ability to perform such service; and 

3) secured assents to such plan of ad- 
justment, or such plan of adjustment as 
modified by, or with approval of, the Com- 
mission, by creditors holding more than 
two-thirds of the aggregate amount of the 
claims affected by said plan, which two- 
thirds shall include at least a majority of 
the aggregate amount of the claims of each 
affected class, 
may file in the United States district court 
in whose territorial jurisdiction such rail- 
road corporation has had its principal execu- 
tive or principal operating office during the 
preceding 6 months or a greater period 
thereof, its petition averring that it is un- 
able to meet its debts, matured or about to 
mature, and desires to carry out the plan 
of adjustment. 

A copy of the order obtained from the 
Commission, as above provided, shall be filed 
with the petition and made a part thereof. 

“ ‘Sec. 711. Any corporation which has com- 
plied with subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3) 
of the first sentence of section 710, and in 
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which corporation the majority of the capl- 
tal stock having power to vote for the elec- 
tion of directors is owned directly, or indi- 
rectly through an intervening medium by 
any railroad corporation which has filed a 
petition hereunder, or any corporation which 
is a lessor of the petitioning corporation and 
which has complied with the aforesaid sub- 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 710, 
or any corporation which is liable or obli- 
gated, contingently or otherwise, on securi- 
ties issued by or on which the obligation or 
liability has been assumed by, the petition- 
ing carrier corporation and which has com- 
plied with the aforesaid subparagraphs (1), 
(2), and (3) of section 710, may file its peti- 
tion in the same court in which the petition 
first aforesaid shall have been filed, and such 
petitions shall be heard and disposed of in 
a single proceeding. Any corporation liable 
or obligated, contingently or otherwise, upon 
the securities of a carrier shall, with respect 
to such securities and any securities issued 
in lieu thereof and for the purposes of this 
chapter, be deemed a carrier within the 
intent and meaning of section 20a of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, and 
if such corporation is a holding company, 
controlling two or more carriers, it shall, to 
the extent provided by the Commission in 
its order, be subject to such of the provisions 
of the Interstate Commerce Act as, under 
the provisions of paragraph (3) of section 5 
thereof, are applicable to a person, not a 
carrier, authorized by an order entered un- 
der paragraph (2) of that section to acquire 
control of any carrier or two or more carriers. 

“ ‘Sec. 712. The petition shall be accom- 
panied by payment to the clerk of a filing 
fee of $100, which shall be in addition to the 
fees required to be collected by the clerk 
under other sections of this act or any other 
act. 

“Sec, 713. Immediately following the fil- 
ing of the petition, there shall be convened 
a special court of 3 judges in the manner 
provided by section 266, as amended, of the 
Judicial Code, and thereafter all proceedings 
relative to such plan or any modification 
thereof shall be conducted before such court, 
Such 3-judge court shall be vested with and 
shall exercise all the powers of a district 
court sitting in equity and all the powers 
as a court of bankruptcy necessary to carry 
out the intent and provisions of this chap- 
ter, including the classification of claims 
at such time and in such manner as the 
court may direct: Provided, however, That 
any one of the 3 judges constituting the 
special court who may be designated by the 
special court, may perform all functions, con- 
duct all proceedings, and enter all orders, 
except that such single judge shall not hold 
a hearing for approval of a plan as provided 
in section 720 or for confirmation of a plan 
as provided in section 725 or enter the final 
decree. Any act of a single judge hereby 
permitted shall be subject to review by the 
special court on application by any party in 
interest filed within 30 days after said act 
or by order of such court on its own mo- 
tion made within such period of 30 days. 

“Sec. 714. The special court, after hear- 
ing, promptly shall enter an order approving 
the petition as properly filed under this 
chapter if satisfied that such petition com- 
plies with this chapter and has been filed in 
good faith, or dismissing such petition if not 
so satisfied. 

“ ‘Sec. 715. If the petition is approved by 
the special court, the said court, during the 
pendency of the proceedings under this chap- 
ter, shall have exclusive jurisdiction of the 
petitioner and of its property wherever lo- 
cated to the extent which may be necessary 
to protect the same against any action which 
might be inconsistent with said plan of ad- 
justment or might interfere with the effective 
execution of said plan if approved by the 
court, or otherwise inconsistent with or con- 
trary to the purposes and provisions of this 
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chapter: Provided, however, That nothing 
herein contained shall be construed to au- 
thorize the court to appoint any trustee or 
receiver for said properties or any part there- 
of, or otherwise take possession of such prop- 
erties or control the operation or adminis- 
tration thereof. 


“ARTICLE IV—-HEARINGS 


“Sec. 720. The special court shall fix a 
date for a hearing to be held promptly after 
the filing of the petition and notice of such 
hearing or hearings shall be given to all per- 
sons in interest in such reasonable manner 
as the court shall direct. In such proceed- 
ing, the court may allow such interventions 
of persons in interest as it may deem just 
and proper, but any person in interest shall 
have the right to present evidence and be 
heard thereon, in person or by attorney, with 
or without intervention. Any person or per- 
sons in interest who shall be permitted to 
intervene or who shall present evidence and 
be heard thereon, in person or by attorney, 
with or without intervention, proposing any 
modification of the plan of adjustment, 
which modification shall be adopted and 
which shall be found by the court to be 
oi benefit to the petitioner or to any class 
of creditors of petitioner or to be in the 
public interest, may be allowed actual and 
reasonable expenses (including reasonable 
attorneys’ fees), which expenses may be en- 
tered as a part of the decree approving and 
confirming the plan and the adjustment pro- 
vided thereby pursuant to the provisions of 
section 725 of this chapter. 

“ ‘Sec. 721, After such hearing, the special 
court may approve the plan as filed or pro- 
pose to modify such plan and as hereinafter 
provided approve the same as so modified, 
If the court shall propose to modify the 
plan, then: (a) if such modification substan- 
tially alters the basis for the specific findings 
included in the order made by the Commis- 
sion under section 20a of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, the plan as sa proposed to be 
modified shall be resubmitted to the Com- 
mission and shall not be finally approved by 
the court until the Commission (but not a 
division thereof) has authorized the issuance 
or modification of securities as proposed by 
the plan as so modified (other than securi- 
ties held by, or to be issued to, Reconstrue- 
tion Finance Corporation) making the find- 
ings required by clause (c) of subparagraph 
(2) of the first sentence of section 710, even 
in a case where the original order of the 
Commission under said section 20a was made 
prior to the effective date of this chapter; 
and (b) if such modification substantially 
or adversely affects the interests of any class 
or classes of creditors, such plan shall be re- 
submitted, in such manner as the court may 
direct, to those creditors so affected by such 
modification and shall not be finally approved 
until after (1) a hearing on such modifica- 
tion, to be held within such reasonable time 
as the court may fix, at which hearing any 
person in interest may object to such modi- 
fication, and (2) a reasonable opportunity 
(within a period to be fixed by the court), 
following such hearing, within which such 
affected creditors who have assented to the 
plan may withdraw or cancel their assents 
to the plan, and failure by any such credl- 
tor to withdraw or cancel an assent within 
such period shall constitute an acceptance 
by such assenting creditor of the plan as so 
modified, After such authorization and 
finding by the Commission, where required 
hereby, and after such hearing and oppor- 
tunity to withdraw or cancel, where required 
hereby, the court may make the proposed 
modification, and as provided in section 725 
finally approve and confirm the plan as so 
modified. 

“Sec, 722. If the United States or any 
agency thereof, or any corporation (other 
than the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion) the majority of the stock of which is 
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owned by the United States, is a creditor or 
stockholder, the Secretary of the Treasury 
is hereby authorized to act in respect of the 
interests or claims of the United States or of 
such agency or other corporation. If in any 
proceeding under this chapter the United 
States is a creditor on claims for taxes or cus- 
toms duties (whether or not the United 
States has any other interest in or claim 
against the debtor as creditor or stockholder), 
no plan which does not provide for the pay- 
ment thereof shall be approved or confirmed 
by the court except upon the acceptance of a 
lesser amount or of a postponement by the 
Secretary of the Treasury certified to the 
court: Provided, That if the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall fail to accept or reject such 
lesser amount or such postponement for 
more than 60 days after receipt of written 
notice so to do from the court, accompanied 
by a certified copy of the plan, the consent 
of the United States insofar as its claims for 
taxes or customs duties are concerned shall 
be conclusively presumed. 


“ARTICLE V—PROCEEDINGS SUBSEQUENT TO 
APPROVAL OF PETITION 


“Sec. 725. If the special court shall find 

(1) that, at the time of the filing of said 
petition as provided in article III hereof, the 
proposed plan of adjustment had been as- 
sented to by not less than two-thirds of the 
aggregate amount of all claims of the peti- 
tioner affected by such plan, including at 
least a majority of the aggregate amount of 
claims of each such class; 

2) that the plan of adjustment as sub- 
mitted or as modified by the court has been 
accepted as submitted or, if modified, then as 
modified by or on behalf of creditors affected 
by such plan holding more than three- 
fourths of the aggregate amount of the 
claims affected by said plan, including at 
least three-fifths of the aggregate amount of 
the claims of each affected class; 

“*(3) that the plan meets the requirements 
of clause (c), and the petitioner meets the 
requirements of clauses (a) and (b) of sub- 
paragraph (2) of the first sentence of sec- 
tion 710, and that the plan is fair and equi- 
table as an adjustment and as such will: 
(a) afford due recognition to the rights of 
each class of creditors and stockholders and 
fair consideration to each class adversely af- 
fected and (b) will conform to the law of 
the land regarding the participation of the 
various classes of creditors and stockhold- 
ers: Provided, That in making the findings 
required by this clause (3), the court shall 
scrutinize the facts independently of the ex- 
tent of acceptances of such plan, and of any 
lack of opposition thereto, and of the fact 
that the Commission, under section 20a of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, has authorized 
the issuance or modification of securities as 
proposed by such plan, and of the fact that 
the Commission has made such or similar 
findings; 

“‘(4) that all corporate action required to 
authorize the issuance or modification of se- 
curities pursuant to such plan shall have 
been duly taken either before or since the 
enactment of this chapter; 

“*(5) that the petitioner has not, in con- 
nection with said plan or the effectuation 
thereof, done any act or failed to perform any 
duty which act or failure would be a bar to 
the discharge of a bankrupt, and that the 
plan and the acceptance thereof are in good 
faith and have not been made or procured 
by any means, promises, or acts forbidden by 
this act; 

“*(6) that, after hearings for the pur- 
pose, all amounts or considerations, directly 
or indirectly paid or to be paid by or for the 
petitioner for expenses, fees, reimbursement, 
or compensation of any character whatsoever 
incurred in connection with the proceeding 
and plan, or preliminary thereto or in aid 
thereof, together with all the facts and cir- 
cumstances relating to the incurring thereof, 
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have been fully disclosed to the court so far 
as such amounts or considerations can be 
ascertained at the time of such hearings, 
that all such amounts or considerations are 
fair and reasonable, and to the extent that 
any such amounts or considerations are not 
then ascertainable, the same are to be so 
disclosed to the court when ascertained, and 
are to be subject to approval by the special 
court as fair and reasonable, and except with 
such approval no amounts or considerations 
covered by this clause (6) shall be paid; 
and— 

) that the provisions of sections 722, 

736, and 737 of this chapter have been com- 
plied with, 
Said court shall file an opinion setting forth 
its conclusions and the reasons therefor and 
shall enter a decree approving and confirm- 
ing such plan and the adjustment provided 
thereby, which decree shall be binding upon 
the petitioner and upon all creditors and 
security holders of the petitioner; and there- 
after the petitioner shall have full power and 
authority to and shall put into effect and 
carry out the plan and the orders of the 
special court relative thereto and issue the 
securities provided by the plan without fur- 
ther reference to or authority from the Com- 
mission or any other authority, State or 
Federal, except where required by any law re- 
lating to the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration, and the rights of all creditors and 
security holders with respect to claims and 
securities affected by the plan shall be those 
provided by the plan as so approved and 
confirmed: Provided, however, That the title 
of any owner, whether as trustee or other- 
wise, to rolling-stock equipment leased or 
conditionally sold to the petitioner, and any 
right of such owner to take possession of 
such property in compliance with the provi- 
sions of any such lease or conditional sale 
contract, shall not be affected by the pro- 
visions of this chapter. 

No plan shall be approved under this 
chapter unless the special court finds that 
with respect to the continuation of, or any 
change in, the voting rights in the petitioner, 
control of the petitioner, and the identity 
of, and the power and manner of selection 
of the persons who are to be directors, offi- 
cers, or voting trustees, if any, upon the 
consummation of the plan and their respec- 
tive successors, the plan makes full disclo- 
sure, is adequate, equitable, in the best in- 
terests of creditors and stockholders of each 
class, and consistent with public policy. 

“Sec, 726, After the special court shall 
have approved as properly filed a petition pur- 
suant to article III hereof, the special court 
from time to time during the pendency of 
the proceedings hereunder, may enjoin the 
institutions of, or stay, for a reasonable time, 
any action or proceeding to enforce any right 
against the petitioner or its property based 
upon claims affected by the proposed plan of 
adjustment in any court, State or Federal, 
whether for the enforcement of any such 
claim or for the appointment of receivers in 
equity or of the institution or prosecution of 
& proceeding under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act or otherwise: Provided, however, 
That no such stay shall affect any proceed- 
ing based on or to enforce any claim which 
would be required to be paid if the plan of 
adjustment proposed by the petitioner were 
then in effect. 

“ ‘Sec, 727. Unless the plan of adjustment 
as submitted or as modified shall have been 
confirmed by the special court within 1 year 
from the date of filing the petition, the pro- 
ceedings shall be dismissed unless, for good 
cause shown, on motion of any party in in- 
terest, the court, if satisfied that confirma- 
tion of a plan is in immediate prospect, shall 
determine otherwise. 

“Sec. 728. Without prejudice to existing 
rights of all creditors, including those affected 
by the plan, and as a condition to the ap- 
proval of any plan by the special court, the 
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Petitioner, from and after the filing of the 
petition with the court and until the making 
of a final order by the special court approv- 
ing a plan or dismissing the petition, shall 
continue to make or tender payments to all 
creditors affected by the plan of sums cur- 
rently payable to such creditors equal to the 
amounts proposed to be paid to such credi- 
tors under the plan: Provided, That the 
making of such payments shall not consti- 
tute a preference within the meaning of the 
Bankruptcy Act, nor shall acceptance of such 
payments constitute an acceptance of a plan. 
If, from and after the filing of the petition 
with the special court, there shall be any 
failure to make or tender such payments, the 
special court, unless there is good cause 
shown for the failure, shall dismiss the pro- 
ceedings. In finally approving any plan, the 
court may make or require to be made such 
adjustments with respect to said payments 
or any of them as may be necessary to make 
the same conform to the provisions of said 
plan as finally approved, 

“ ‘Sec. 729. In providing for any such pay- 
ments the petitioner may require any bond 
or other security, including interest coupons 
affected by such payments to be presented to 
.or deposited with a paying agent or deposi- 
tary named by the petitioner for appropriate 
stamping to show the amounts of such pay- 
ment. 

“ ‘ARTICLE VI—TAX PROVISIONS 


„Sc. 735. The provisions of sections 1801, 
1802, 3481, and 3482 of the Internal Revenue 
Code and any amendments thereto, unless 
Specifically providing to the contrary, shall 
not apply to the issuance, transfer, or ex- 
change of securities or the making or deliv- 
ery of conveyances to make effective any plan 
of adjustment confirmed under the provi- 
sions of this chapter. 

“ ‘Sec, 736. In addition to the notices else- 

-where expressly provided, the clerk of the 
court in which any proceedings under this 
chapter are pending shall forthwith transmit 
to the Secretary of the Treasury copies of— 

“*(1) every petition filed under this chap- 
ter; 

%) the orders approving or dismissing 
petitions; 

(3) the orders approving plans as filed or 
as modified, together with copies of such 
plans as approved; 

“*(4) the decrees approving and confirm- 
ing plans and the adjustments provided 
thereby, together with copies of such plans 
as approved; 

“*(5) the injunctions or other orders made 
under section 726 of this chapter; 

“*(6) the orders dismissing proceedings 
under this chapter; and 

„%) such other papers filed in the pro- 
ceedings as the Secretary of the Treasury may 
request or which the court may direct to be 
transmitted to him. 

“Sec. 737. Any order fixing the time for 
confirming a plan which affects claims or 
stock of the United States shall include a 
notice of not less than 30 days to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. 

“Sec. 738. The special court shall have 
power to determine the amount and legality 
of claims of the United States for taxes or 
customs duties, and to order payment there- 
of; and the order of the special court (pro- 
vided for in sec. 714) approving the peti- 
tion shall have the effect of an adjudication 
of bankruptcy of the petitioner for the pur- 
poses of section 274 of the Internal Revenue 
Code and the corresponding provisions of 
prior and subsequent revenue acts. The 
running of the statute of limitations on the 
assessment or collection of any internal- 
revenue tax shall be suspended while a pro- 
ceeding under this chapter is pending and 
until it is finally dismissed. 


“ ‘ARTICLE VII—INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


“ ‘Sec. 740. If, in any application filed with 
the Commission pursuant to section 20a of 
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the Interstate Commerce Act for authority to 


issue or modify securities, the applicant shall 


allege that the purpose in making such ap- 
plication is to enable it to file a petition 
under the provisions of this chapter, the 
Commission shall take final action on such 
application as promptly as possible, and in 
any event within 120 days after the filing of 
such application, unless the Commission 
finds that a longer time, not exceeding 60 
days, is needed in the public interest. 


“ ‘ARTICLE VIII—FINAL DECREE AND REVIEW 


“ ‘Sec. 745. Any final order or decree of the 
special court may be reviewed by the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon application 
for certiorari made by any person affected by 
the plan who deems himself aggrieved with- 
in 60 days after the entry of such order or 
decree, pursuant to the applicable provisions 
of the Judicial Code. 

“ ‘Sec. 746. In the decree approving and 
confirming the plan the court may require 
such reports of the action taken by the peti- 
tioner thereunder in the execution of the 
plan-as may be necessary to a final disposi- 
tion of the cause, and in its final decree dis- 
posing of the cause the court shall retain 
jurisdiction in the district court to the ex- 
tent necessary to protect and enforce the 
rights of the parties under said plan and the 
orders of the court thereon. 


“ ‘ARTICLE IX—FILING RECORD WITH COMMISSION 


“ ‘Sec, 750. The clerk of the court in which 
any proceedings under this chapter are pend- 
ing, shall forthwith transmit to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission copies of all 
pleadings, petitions, motions, applications, 
orders, judgments, decrees, and other papers 
in such proceedings filed with the court or 
entered therein, including copies of any 
transcripts of testimony, hearings, or other 
proceedings that may be transcribed and filed 
in such proceedings together with copies of 
all exhibits, except to the extent that the 
court finds that compliance with this section 
would be impracticable. 

“ ‘ARTICLE X—TERMINATION OF JURISDICTION 


“Sec. 755. The jurisdiction conferred upon 
any court by this chapter shall not be ex- 
ercised by such court after November 1, 1950, 
except in respect to any proceeding initiated 
by filing a petition under section 710 hereof 
on or before November 1, 1950.’ 

“Sec. 8. Section 77 of the act of July 1, 1898, 
entitled ‘An act to establish a uniform system 
of bankruptcy throughout the United States,’ 
as amended, is amended as follows: 

“1, Subsection (b) of such section is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

The capitalization of the reorganized 
company shall not be less than the capitali- 
zation existing on the date on which the 
debtor’s petition to the court was approved 
as properly filed, with such adjustment 
therein as may result from the issue or re- 
tirement of securities during the reorganiza- 
tion proceedings: Provided, That such exist- 
ing capitalization does not exceed either— 

0) the actual investment in the debtor's 
properties; or 

“*(il) the valuation found by the Commis- 
sion under section 19 (a) of part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended (to- 
gether with investments), plus expenditures 
for additions and betterments less retire- 
ments since the date of such valuation, 
whichever is the lower: And provided jur- 
ther, That any part of such capitalization in 
excess of the value of all of the debtor's 
property as certified by the Commission pur- 
suant to subsection (e) shall be represented 
by shares of stock without par value of the 
reorganized company at the rate of 1 share 
of such stock for each $100 of such excess.’ 

“2. That so much of subsection (d) of 
such section as reads as follows: ‘After the 
filing of such a plan, the Commission, unless 
such plan shall be considered by it to be 
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prima facie impracticable, shall, after due 
notice to all stockholders and creditors given 
in such manner as it shall determine, hold 
public hearings,’ is hereby amended to read 
as follows: ‘After the filing of such a plan, 
the Commission shall name one of its mem- 
bers to confer with the parties in interest 
and to endeavor as a mediator to reconcile 
differences which may exist between them 
and unless such plan shall be considered by 
it to be prima facie impracticable, shall, 
after due notice to all stockholders and cred- 
itors given in fruch manner as it shall deter- 
mine, hold public hearings.’ 

“3. That so much of subsection (e) of such 
section as reads as follows: ‘After such hear- 
ing, and without any hearing if no objec- 
tions are filed, the judge shall approve the 
plan if satisfied that (1) it complies with 
the provisions of subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion, is fair and equitable, affords due recog- 
nition to the rights of each class of creditors 
and stockholders, does not discriminate un- 
fairly in favor of any class of creditors or 
stockholders, and will conform to the re- 
quirements of the law of the land regarding 
the participation of the various classes of 
creditors and stockholders;", is hereby 
amended to read as follows: “After such 
hearing, and without any hearing if no ob- 
jection is filed, the judge shall make full and 
independent judicial reexamination and re- 
view of the plan and of the evidence pre- 
sented at such hearing, in the event of such 
hearing, and thereafter shall approve the 
plan if, in the exercise of his independent 
judgment based upon such judicial reexami- 
nation and review, he is satisfied that (1) the 
plan complies with the provisions of subsec- 
tions (b) and (d) of this section, is fair and 
equitable, affords due recognition to the 
Tights of each class of creditors and stock- 
holders, does not discriminate unfairly in 
favor of any class thereof, and will conform 
to the requirements of the Constitution and 
statutes of the United States; (2) the deter- 
mination of value made by the Commission 
and certified to the court under the provi- 
sions of this subsection is supported by sub- 
stantial evidence, adequately reflects the true 
value of the property at the time of hearing, 
or at the time of certification of the plan by 
the Commission, in the event no hearing is 
had before the court, and does not omit 
consideration of any relevant facts;’ 

“4. Subsection (e) of such section is 
amended by redesignating clauses (2) and 
*(3)’ as ‘(3)’ and ‘(4)’, respectively. 

“5. So much of the first proviso of subsec- 
tion (e) of such section as reads as follows: 
‘Provided, That submission to any class of 
stockholders shall not be necessary if the 
Commission shall have found, and the judge 
shall have affirmed the finding,’ is amended 
by striking out ‘shall have affirmed the find- 
ing,’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘in the 
exercise of his independent judgment, after 
consideration of the evidence presented at 
the hearing before the court, in the event 
of such hearing, shall also find.’ 

“6. So much of the second proviso of sub- 
section (e) of such section as reads as fol- 
lows: ‘Provided further, That submission to 
any class of creditors shall not be necessary 
if the Commission shall have found, and the 
judge shall have affirmed the finding,’ is 
amended by striking out ‘shall have affirmed 
the finding,’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘in the exercise of his independent judgment, 
after consideration of the evidence presented 
at the hearing before the court, in the event 
of such hearing, shall also find.’ 

J. So much of the fourth paragraph of 
subsection (e) of such section as reads as 
follows: The value of any property used in 
railroad operation shall be determined on a 
basis which will give due consideration to 
the earning power of the property, past, pres- 
ent, and prospective, and all other relevant 
facts. In determining such value only such 
effect shall be given to the present cost of 
reproduction new and less depreciation and 
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original cost of the property, and the actual 
investment therein, as may be required 
under the law of the land, in light of its 
earning power and all other relevant facts,’ 
is amended by striking out ‘as may be re- 
quired under the law of the land’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘as will conform to the 
requirements of the Constitution and statutes 
of the United States.“ 

Amend the title as follows: After “as 
amended”, insert a comma and the follow- 


ing: “and to further amend said act, as 
amended.” 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am certain the collo- 
quy that took place a moment ago be- 
tween the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KEEFE] and the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Hosss] has set at rest once 
and for all any idea that any common 
stockholders anywhere at all will ever 
get a dime out of the properties. The en- 
actment of this legislation is just going 
to provide a field day for speculators. 
The biggest stockholder in the New York, 
New Haven & Hartford is the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad, with about 209,000 shares 
of stock. On yesterday I was informed 
by a member of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission that that stock was carried 
on the books of the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road as being of no par value. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. I understand from the 
colloquy between the gentleman from 
Wisconsin and the gentleman from 
Alabama that it applied only to those 
railroads whose reorganization plans 
have already been approved by the court. 

Mr. WALTER. That is right; those 
who have gone through the wringer. 

Mr. RICH. But I did not think that 
it applied to any whose plan has not been 
approved, 

Mr. WALTER. The earnings of other 
roads where the plans have not been fi- 
nally approved are even lower than the 
earnings of the roads where the plans 
were approved, and in the case of which 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Hoses] stated that the stockholders will 
not profit to any extent at all. 

I am very much in favor of the amend- 
ment that the committee adopted unani- 
mously, and I am certain that my dis- 
tinguished friend from Tennessee had 
that in mind when he said on yesterday 
that I sat quietly by in the committee 
discussions on this legislation and did 
not raise my voice. Yes, I am very much 
in favor of making section 15 of section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act permanent 
legislation. 

Bear in mind that the roads that are 
now in reorganization are there under 
the provisions of an act known as the 
McLaughlin Act, which the Congress ap- 
proved, for the purpose of trying to 
squeeze the water out of the financial 
structures of our railroads. That was 
temporary legislation. But the Reed bill 
proposes to change the method the Con- 
gress determined was proper in order to 
reach that most desirable end. The 
committee, the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. Hoses] offering the amendment, 
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makes this section permanent legislation. 
I say that that is very significant and a 
very impelling reason for voting for the 
motion to recommit that I intend to offer, 
for this reason: The mere fact that the 
proponents of this legislation want to 
provide a method of reorganization 
which will be permanent proves conclu- 
sively to me that they know that within 
a very few years, perhaps months, these 
roads that are now in the process of be- 
ing reorganized will again find them- 
selves in reorganization. I do not want 
to see the kind of inequitable receiver- 
ships that existed before the enactment 
of the McLaughlin law, so I think that 
this amendment is most important, be- 
cause just so sure as we are in the House 
of Representatives today, the railroads 
will, if their plans that have already 
been approved do not become effective, 
all find themselves in the process of 
reorganization again. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we all love the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, Francis WAL- 
TER, in our committee, but we cannot go 
along with him on things of this kind 
when he makes a statement such as the 
one he just made. For instance, he says 
that one of the reasons he is going to 
move to recommit this bill is because we 
make the Kefauver bill permanent leg- 
islation signifying that we know these 
roads will go back into reorganization. 
Well, I read from page 28, which is the 
section he is talking about: 

The jurisdiction conferred upon any court 
by this chapter shall not be exercised by 
such court after November 1, 1950, except 


in respect to any proceeding initiated by 


filing a petition under section 710 thereof 
on or before November 1, 1950. 


In other words, just as the other 
McLaughlin Act had, there is a derailing 
switch and it is not permanent. It is 
strictly limited to the emergency in 
which we are now still wallowing. We 
want to make it possible for these rail- 
roads to get on their feet and get out of 
bankruptcy. We limit the act strictly to 
November 1, 1950. I think that is enough 
on that subject. 

I want to call attention to another 
mistake of our good friend. I will read 
from yesterday’s REcorp—Mr. MARCAN- 
TONIO speaking to Mr. WALTER: 

Will the gentleman state to the House 
just how many subsidiaries of Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co. have been cornering and garnering the 
shares during the last year? 


They are talking about the New York, 
New Haven & Hartford Railroad. 

Mr. WALTER replied: 

Mr. WalrEn. One of the members of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission told me on 
yesterday that Kuhn, Loeb & Co, bought, 
either for themselves or somebody else, every 
share of stock that has been sold this year 
in the New York, New Haven, & Hartford. 


Of course, the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. WALTER] would not make 
that statement on his own authority. 
He gave his authority. But whoever 
gave it to him was simply mistaken. So 
I wired Kuhn, Loeb & Co, and asked 
them about it. They say: 

Replying to your telegram, during 1944, 
1945, and 1946, we did not purchase nor offer 
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to buy any shares of the common or preferred 
stock of the New York, New Haven & Hart- 
ford Railroad for the account of customers 
or for our own account, 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS, I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. WALTER. I have in my hand a 
sworn statement from the secretary of 
the New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad showing that during this year 
Kuhn, Loeb purchased 15,940 shares of 
stock. In 1945 they had but 450 shares. 
This is a sworn statement of the secre- 
tary of the railroad and shows the pur- 
chases that have been made. 

Mr. HOBBS. Yesterday you quoted 
as your authority “one of the members 
of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion.” Today you shift your ground. 

I also wired because of the argument 
on the floor here with reference to the 
Pennsylvania Railroad, and I have this 
reply: 

Your message yesterday. Neither directly 
nor indirectly has Pennsylvania Railroad 
purchased any common or preferred stock of 
New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
since 1944. 


. The same answer comes from the 
Pennroad Corp. saying that they had 
actually sold 10,000 shares of their hold- 
ings and had acquired none. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hoss! 
has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 


man, I offer an amendment, which is at 


the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Rocers of Flor- 
ida: On page 6, line 24, substitute for the 
period a semicolon, and all the following: 
“nor shall the provisions hereof apply to any 
debtor railroad corporation, which did not 
have more than five stockholders (exclusive 
of directors holding only qualifying shares) 
none of whom is a railroad corporation, at 
the time of filing the petition for reorganiza- 
tion under said section 77.” 


Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have submitted this amendment 
to the gentleman from Illinois IMr. 
Reep], the author of the bill, and also 
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Hoses]. It is satisfactory to them and I 
will not take time to discuss it. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The amend- 
ment is satisfactory. 

Mr. WALTER. Well, Mr. Chairman, 
my confusion over what we are acting 
on grows by the minute. We have 
adopted three laws. They are incorpo- 
rated in the Reed bill. Now an amend- 
ment is offered that neither the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. REED] nor the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HOBBS] 
objected to. I would like to know what 
effect that will have on the McLaughlin 
bill. Will the gentleman explain that? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That amend- 
ment will have no effect upon the Mc- 
Laughlin Act. It merely provides that 
the provisions of this entire act will not 
apply in the case mentioned by the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. WALTER. By the entire act do 
you mean the act as amended or the act 
as reported by the Judiciary Committee? 
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Mr. REED of Illinois. Oh, no. It 
would not apply to the McLaughlin Act, 
because the McLaughlin Act is merely 
tied on to this, giving the railroads that 
come in under this act and can qualify 
within 60 days, the opportunity to come 
in under the provisions of the McLaugh- 
lin Act. If a road in this particular in- 
stance does not apply, it would not be 
able to qualify anyway. 

Mr. WALTER, Mr. Chairman, may we 
have the amendment again reported? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
again reported the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
ROGERS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. ROGERS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Pickett: On 
page 4, after line 17, add a new section: 

“Sec. 5. No readjustment of financial 
structure or other proceeding under this act 
and no order of the court or Commission in 
connection therewith shall relieve any car- 
rier from the obligation of any final judg- 
ment of any Federal or State court rendered 
prior to January 1, 1929, against such car- 
rier or against one of its predecessors in title, 
requiring the maintenance of offices, shops, 
and roundhouses at any place, where such 
judgment was rendered on account of the 
making of a valid contract or contracts by 
such carrier or one of its predecessors in 
title.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes 
on his amendment. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKETT. I yield. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
voice my personal conviction that this 
amendment is all right and in order, and 
wish to make this word of explanation: 
This amendment would simply guarantee 
to Palestine, Tex., rights which have been 
held by the Supreme Court to be cove- 
nants running with the land. Many 
years ago that covenant was made. This 
is simply to reenact the same amend- 
ment which was included in the act of 
1935, so there is no harm that could come 
from reenacting that saving clause which 
the attorneys representing Palestine, 
Tex., asked us to put in, to be abundantly 
cautious. 

Mr. PICKETT. I thank the gentle- 
man from Alabama for that statement, 
analysis, and explanation. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKETT. I yield. 

Mr. WALTER. In view of the fact 
that this amendment is designed obvi- 
ously to meet just a local situation, can 
the gentleman tell me whether or not the 
roundhouse at Thayer, Pa., is affected 
because of the language to which the 
gentleman from Alabama referred? 

Mr. PICKETT. I regret to say to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania that I 
have no knowledge of the situation to 
which he addresses his inquiry. 

Mr. WALTER. But the gentleman 
will admit that the language is so broad 
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that it might affect literally hundreds of 
situations throughout the United States 
similar to the one that he is attempting 
to legislate for. 

Mr. PICKETT. I believe if the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania would study 
the history of the case he would see that 
the amendment is directed probably to 
only one type of situation and that is 
where the validity of a contract entered 
into by the parties in the beginning was 
sustained in a final judgment of the 
Supreme Court of the United States prior 
to June 1, 1929. 

I have submitted this amendment to 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Hosss], and to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. REED]. They are familiar 
with it and other members of the com- 
mittee are familiar with it. Ido not care 
to take the time of the Committee to dis- 
cuss it unless there is some objection to 
it. But I say this to the members of 
the committee that the amendment is 
designed to preserve the integrity and 
maintain the status quo of a situation 
that was created as far back as 1872 
when the original railroad, on one hand, 
contracting with the county of Anderson 
and the city of Palestine in the State of 
Texas on the other, agreed to maintain 
the shops, general offices, and round- 
houses of that railroad in the city and 
county in perpetuity. Adequate con- 
sideration in keeping with the contract 
was paid on behalf of the city and county 
in the sum of $150,000 in bonds, which 
were subsequently paid in full. A suc- 
cessor in title to the original contracting 
railroad company, for an additional con- 
sideration in the form of lands which 
were granted and buildings which were 
constructed, resulted in a continuation 
of the validity of that contract. The 
status was not changed until in 1911 liti- 
gation was started by the action of the 
railroad company which was not re- 
solved finally until 1918 by the Supreme 
Court of the United States sustaining the 
court and views of the city and county. 
Notwithstanding that judgment, time 
and again the railroad company has 
sought to mitigate the effect of that con- 
tract and move the shops, general offices, 
and roundhouses out of Palestine, and 
to do that under the authority of the 
railroad reorganization provisions in the 
Bankruptcy Act. It has been necessary 
to have further litigation since the 
Supreme Court decision in 1918 was ef- 
fectuated. It has been necessary for 
representatives of the city and county to 
appear before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission when the railroads sought 
permission for reorganization and adop- 
tion of a reorganization plan in which 
their announced intention was to abro- 
gate the validity of the Supreme Court 
decision and the contract upon which it 
is based. An amendment to the same 
effect was adapted by the Seventy-fourth 
Congress in its consideration of H. R. 
6249. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman may proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. All the gen- 
tleman is seeking to do by this amend- 
ment is to prevent the legislation now in 
process from disturbing the situation 
that has been established by decisions 
of the court? 

Mr. PICKETT. That is entirely cor- 
rect. I may say that there can be no 
possible reasonable objection to the 
amendment to maintain the status quo 
of a situation that the Supreme Court 
of the United States said in 1918 was a 
proper status based upon a valid con- 
tract. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. Is the gentleman fear- 
ful if this legislation be enacted that the 
decision of the Supreme Court might be 
affected? 

Mr. PICKETT. It might possibly be, 
and I base that statement upon the fact 
that in 1933 after that Supreme Court 
decision the railroad company sought the 
adoption of a reorganization plan in 
which it expressly stated at that time 
that if adopted it would be its intention 
to abrogate the decision based upon that 
contract and move the facilities. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. To get back 
to the kernel in the shell, all the gentle- 
man wants to do is for Congress not to 
change by legislation the status of any 
existing contract? 

Mr. PICKETT. That is all my amend- 
ment will have the effect of doing. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the adoption of 
this amendment by the Committee at 
this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Pickett] to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, a number of claims 
have been made by both the proponents 
and opponents of this legislation. Cer- 
tainly I want all parties treated with 
fairness. It must be very clear, however, 
that one of the things involved in this 
legislation is the control of certain rail- 
road companies and lines. Whenever 
we approach that problem we must ap- 
proach it with due consideration for the 
public interest. 

The situation with the railroads in the 
United States today and their relation 
to the Government, as well as the Gov- 
ernment’s relation to the railroads, is not 
of our making. It is something that has 
grown up over the years. You will real- 
ize that it is not exactly on a par with 
other business transactions in the Nation. 

I want to call attention to section 5 
of this proposal in H. R. 5924, It does 
not do what it purports to do. Section 
5 would indicate that the Interstate 
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Commerce Commission would have au- 
thority to see that these roads that are 
now operating as a neutral with respect 
to other railroads will continue to do so, 
This language is very misleading. We 
should have the Johnson amendment 
that is contained in the Senate bill. 

Section 5 is not self-executing. There 
are no penalties provided. The Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has no set- 
up whereby it can police a railroad and 
its solicitation of traffic. In the Senate 
bill there was exempted from the provi- 
sions of the bill the D. & R. G. Railroad, 
which means much to the territory I 
represent, The First Congressional Dis- 
trict is about 400 miles long and is tra- 
versed from east to west by the Burling- 
ton Lines. If those lines are going to 
share in transcontinental freight ship- 
ments it will mean much to every town 
on their line from Chicago to Denver. It 
means much to all of the railroad work- 
ers, and I have heard from some of them. 
But it cannot continue to do that, and 
Denver cannot continue to be a gateway 
to the West unless the Moffat Tunnel 
Line of the D. & R. G. is operated as a 
neutral. If this bill passes without the 
Johnson amendment the control of the 
D. & R. G, for all practical purposes will 
go to the Missouri Pacific. The Missouri 
Pacific has another gateway and the 
Moffat Tunnel Line will not be used. 

I do not stand here and profess to be 
an expert on railroad finance, but I am 
thoroughly convinced that it is in the 
public interest to have the D. & R. G. 
operate as a neutral, and that it will 
serve the country better and it will be in 
line of efficient operation. I urge the 
Johnson amendment of the Senate bill. 

Mr. WALTER, Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WALTER: 

Page 27, line 3, after the word “court”, 
strike out the word “may” and insert 
“shall.” 

Page 27, line 4, strike out the words 
“application for certiorari” and insert “upon 
appeal.” 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I en- 
deavored during the course of the dis- 
cussion of this bill in our committee to 
ascertain the need for a special method 
of taking an appeal to the courts. That 
was just because recently we passed, and 
the President signed, an administrative 
procedure bill which provides a uniform 
method of appealing from decisions of 
all agencies. However, for some reason 
unknown to me, and a reason I cannot 
understand, a special court of appeals is 
provided for. From that court there 
may or may not be an appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States, so 
that the effect of the language in one of 
the bills, in the one I happen to have be- 
fore me, will be to have a three-judge- 
court judgment substituted for that of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

It is contrary to every precept to give 
to any court original and final jurisdic- 
tion, and the effect of the amendment 
that the Clerk has just read will be to 
provide an appeal from the decision of 
that three-judge court to the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

Mr. TALBOT. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. TALBOT. In other words, this is 
the only place in American jurispru- 
dence where at least one right of appeal 
is not given. 

Mr. WALTER. This is the only in- 
stance in any statute where there is no 
right of appeal from the decision of the 
court having original jurisdiction, and it 
just adds to the suspicion that I have 
about this whole picture. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut, 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. I am concerned 
about a great many people that I know 
personally who have had in their fami- 
lies for generations common stock in 
these railroad companies. I am won- 
dering why at this time, when railroads 
are beginning to get on their feet and 
are earning dividends, those folks, who 
have held these bonds in the hope that 
someday they will get some return, are 
to be frozen out entirely, and why this 
bill does not have a concern for them. 

Mr. WALTER. Iwill say to my distin- 
guished friend, who is always so solici- 
tous of the welfare of the little fellow, 
that if they are smart, if the people the 
gentleman is talking about are wise, they 
will today dump on the market whatever 
shares of common stock they have, while 
there is some speculation in that stock, 
because there is nothing behind any of 
the stock about which the gentleman has 
talked. I think those who arouse in the 
breasts of these unfortunate investors 
the feeling that they are going to get 
something are working a cruel hoax on 
them. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in answer to the last 
statement of the distinguished gentle- 
man, I call attention of the Members, the 
few of you who were not present yester- 
day afternoon, tó the fact that I pro- 
duced here then and showed and read to 
the House part of the certified copy made 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
showing that there are 21,000 individual 
stockholders, none of whom own an ayer- 
age of more than 97 shares of the com- 
mon or preferred stock of the New Haven 
Railroad, who have been absolutely 
wiped out in that reorganization, be- 
cause the stock was certified as being 
absolutely worthless, common and pre- 
ferred, whereas since then—and that 
was 1940—they have made over and 
above all fixed charges a net profit of 
$60,000,000, and instead of having only 
$4,000,000 in the till they now have 
$64,000,000. 

Mr. TALBOT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. The gentleman can 
smile all he pleases, but the sworn affi- 
davit of his own people, whom he repre- 
sents, proves it, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission certifies it, and there is not 
a shadow of a doubt about it. I know 
he is going to say they are now running 
at a loss, but I can wreck any railroad 
I run if I want to. I know what the 
proposition has been. 

I will be delighted to yield to the gen- 
tleman. 
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Mr. TALBOT. I just want to bring to 
the gentleman's attention that during 
the years they have accumulated that 


662,000,000 
Mr. HOBBS. $64,000,000. What is 
$2,000,000 among friends? 


Mr. TALBOT. During that time they 
have also accumulated $102,000,000 of 
debts that are owed today to the bond- 
holders, to the United States Goveyn- 
ment, and to others. 

Mr. HOBBS. I challenge that state- 
ment. I do not believe it is true. I 
think that is the aggregate indebtedness 
of the road in its whole lifetime. Mark 
you, for 50 years it never missed a divi- 
dend, and when the squalls come up, and 
the storm broke, they missed a few divi- 
dends, and then merciless creditors had 
the stockholders completely wiped out. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. MayTI first go ahead and 
finish my statement with regard to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr, WALTER]? I 
hate to quarrel with my dear friend. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman, a distinguished member 
of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. CHELF, Assuming they do owe 
$102,000,000, the fact that they have $64,- 
000,000 in the till means that they have 
an indebtedness of approximately $38,- 
000,000. 

Mr. HOBBS. Of course, that is true. 

Mr. CHELF. If I owe a debt of $102 
and I have $64, I do not figure that I owe 
but $38. 

Mr. HOBBS. That is right. 

ae: KNUTSON. How about the as- 
sets? 

Mr. HOBBS. The whole thing runs 
over $500,000,000, according to the cer- 
tificate of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 

May I answer the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER], about his 
amendment. We did not care particu- 
larly about that amendment. We are 
perfectly willing if the Congress sees fit 
to upset the law that it has already writ- 
ten to give anybody the right of appeal 
to the Supreme Court. But our policy 
has been since the enactment of the gen- 
eral appellate law that we have made the 
decisions of the circuit court of appeals 
final, except in those cases in which the 
Supreme Court has granted a writ of 
certiorari. We do not have any objec- 
tions to writing that amendment into 
the bill, and I told the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] so, provided 
he could show me any basis in law 
to justify that change from the general 
law. I will be glad to accept his amend- 
ment insofar as I am concerned if he 
can show me any authority for it. 

Mr. WALTER. In every one of the 
three-judge courts that have been estab- 
lished, the appeal to the Supreme Court 
is an appeal as a matter of right and not 
on certiorari. In every single special 
court, even in some of the antitrust cases 
that go to the three-judge court. the 
case can be appealed to the Supreme 
Court as a matter of right. 

Mr. HOBBS. I would be delighted to 
accept the gentleman’s amendment if 
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there is any authority for that statement. 
If the gentleman wants that amendment 
in, it does not matter to me. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the amend- 
ment is well taken. The proposed stat- 
ute is unque among the statutes creating 
special district courts in that no review 
is, granted as a matter of right to the 
party seeking redress. Under our 
Anglo-Saxon jurisprudence we always 
have the right to appeal, Using the 
word “may” does not give the litigants 
the right of appeal as a matter of right. 
It becomes then only a matter of discre- 
tion. As has been stated, in all these 
special courts and in all the laws creating 
the special courts there is specifically 
given the right to an appeal, not by suf- 
ferance, but as a matter of right. I be- 
lieve it would be highly unjust to deny 
the right of appeal in this particular 
instance. ‘The right of appeal should al- 
ways be safeguarded by the Congress. 
We should never take that right away. 
If you gentlemen use the word “shall” 
instead of the word “may,” then the dis- 
gruntled litigant or the defeated litigant 
has.no right to go to a court higher than 
that court which rendered the adverse 
decision. To my mind, that would be 
eminently unfair. I hope the amend- 
ment will be approved. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been 
said about the small stockholder who 
owns stock in these railroads that are 
now under reorganization, and that this 
bill contemplates to return to their origi- 
nal owners, I think everyone here 
knows there is no small stockholder who 
owns stock in the road we are talking 
about who is going to ever realize a dime 
for his stock. In that case, it seems to 
me we should start to think about the 
public interest. What is going to hap- 
pen to the communities that are served 
by these railroads? I want to speak 
especially about the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western Railroad Co. which was men- 
tioned by the gentleman from Nebraska, 
(Mr, Curtis]. I happen to know some- 
thing about that railroad. During its 
lifetime it has either been in receivership 
or in trusteeship four times. To Say the 
least, it is a marginal railroad. It al- 
ways has had to struggle to exist. 

Under this bill it would be compelled, 
now that it has its reorganization almost 
perfected, to start all over again. 

I was a member of the Public Service 
Commission of my State of Utah, and 
as late as 1940 when this railroad, the 
Denver & Rio Grande, had to borrow 
for operating expenses. Then they come 
along now and say, “We are going to take 
the last 7 years of their operation, and if 
they have made operating expenses they 
will be returned to their owners.” That 
is so ridiculous, in my opinion, that it 
should not be considered, because this 
railroad never has made operating ex- 
penses for many years except during the 
time of the war when all railroads have 
had all they could do to assist in the 
prosecution of the war. It has probably 
made expenses during this war period, 
and it will come under the provisions of 
this bill and will be set back 18 months 
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in its reorganization. I am here to tell 
you if it goes back to its original owners 
it will be in reorganization again within 
2 years. 

The poor little stockholder is all 
washed out. It will be the public that 
will suffer, because this railroad has ren- 
dered a great community service to the 
West, because it has tried to serve the 
people, 

I am going to vote against this bill. I 
am going to vote for its recommittal. If 
that fails, I am going to urge that the 
conference committee keep in the Sen- 


ate bill the Johnson amendment which 


will take care of this railroad. It will be 
an injustice to the people that this rail- 
road serves if this bill is passed and the 
reorganization is not allowed to be per- 
fected. I am told it can be perfected 
within the year if you just let it alone. 

I was hopeful the committee would 
accept the Johnson amendment and take 
this railroad out from the provisions of 
this bill. The author has refused to ac- 
cept the amendment and says there is 
language in section 5 covering it, but in 
my opinion it does not meet the situa- 
tion at all. In fact, it goes to the point 
where it sets up the Interstate Commerce 
Commission as the operator of a rail- 
road, which is not the function of the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, as you 
all know. 

I hope this bill will be either recom- 
mitted or defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. GRANGER] has 
expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there is some indica- 
tion the proponent of the amendment 
presently before the Committee of the 
Whole apparently wants to cast suspi- 
cion upon those who are the proponents 
of this measure which he hopes to 
amend. 

I have a slogan in mind that the coun- 
try was taught to remember in 1898. It 
was “Remember the Maine.” In connec- 
tion with this bill I would have you Re- 
member the North Western.” 

There has been discussion that the 
hearings did not come to the member- 
ship in time. I sent a page boy to the 
Judiciary Committee last Friday, almost 
a week after the majority leader said this 
bill would be on the calendar last week 
for consideration, and I had no trouble 
getting the hearings. I have had 4 or 5 
days to read the entire hearings and the 
report of the Judiciary subcommittee re- 
porting the bill presently before you. 
That is 4 or 5 days to consider a bill that 
does not cost the Federal Government 
anything. For years we have voted for 
billions of dollars and we had to vote up 
or down legislation appropriating as high 
as $75,000,000,000 in one bill, and with 
only one night to read several thousand 
pages of testimony. I find no merit in 
the claim of the opponents of the bill, 
that they have not had an opportunity 
to read the hearings. Last night and the 
night before I read, studied and under- 
scored the hearings on the present bill. 

So, “remember the North Western” 
case. I want to point out some of the 
facts in the hearings because this bill 
brings back stark realities and injustice 
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to people in my home community. I 
know a little stockholder there who 
owned a few shares of stock in the old 
North Western—before reorganization. 
The difference between the estates of 
many of these little stockholders, in my 
opinion, being solvent and insolvent, 
depends upon whether these railroads 
are reorganized with or without the en- 
actment of the Reed bill. 

Let us look at what the ICC did in the 
North Western case. They promulgated 
a plan in 1940. At that time the North 
Western Railroad had $12,000,000 of sur- 
plus. Let us see what the counsel for 
the stockholders tried to do. By May 15 
of 1943, the railroad had $83,000,000. Let 
me say again when the reorganization 
plan of the ICC was conceived they had 
$12,000,000. You will find that on page 
57 of the hearings. At page 58 the 
amount on hand had increased to $83,- 
000,000. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 

Mr. WALTER. If the gentleman will 
look at page 169 of the hearings he will 
find a letter from Commissioner Mahaffie 
concerning the North Western plan out- 
lining this increase. The average earn- 
ings of the North Western during this 
10-year period were far from sufficient to 
service even the debt provided for in the 
new capitalization. 

Mr. JONES. I saw page 169 of the 
hearings, but the fact still remains the 
counsel, Mr. Walter, for the North West- 
ern stockholders’ group attempted to 
have a large part of this $83,000,000 used 
to pay off the RFC loan and he did not 
get permission. That was in April 1943. 

Just to show you the extent of injustice 
of the present law without the Reed bill, 
counsel for the small stockholders went 
to the court and asked for a change of 
the reorganization plan in view of the 
increased earnings. The court denied 
his petition. I will call to your attention 
that when this reorganization plan of the 


- ICC was conceived the national income 


of the country was much lower than it is 
today. You will find in the hearings 
that the average annual income of the 
Nation, which is some key to carload- 
ings and railroad earning power, was 
less than $60,000,000,000 a year. There 
has not been an economist inside or out- 
side of the Government who thinks today 
that the national income will be less than 
$125,000,000,000 a year. That should be 
reflected in the reorganization plan of 
the railroads. Without the Reed bill the 
enlarged national income will not be con- 
sidered. The stockholders will be wiped 
out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. i 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for an 
additional 5 minutes. £ 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES. Changed and improved 
conditions in the Nation should be re- 
fiected in the reorganization plan, be- 
cause it means that much more goods 
will be hauled over these railroads. Now, 
the proponents of this amendment stand 
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here in the well of the House and say to 
the public, to the small stockholders who 
invested $100 par for each and every 
share, that their stock is valueless, when 
you look at the record of the North 
Western, and remember that the reor- 
ganization plan was conceived in 1940 by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
When the national income was low the 
reorganization plan allowed the North 
Western capitalization of $660,000,000 for 
rate making purposes to be reduced to 
$440,000,000. When you take off the 
RFC loan the rzorganized capitalization 
is somewhat lower than that. The ICC 
1940 reorganization plan washed out all 
of the common and preferred stockhold- 
ers, gave it to a closed group, the insur- 
ance and banking group, the first and 
second bondholders, and let them take 
the $100,000,000 nearly all earned during 
bankruptcy operations and declare a 
dividend with it of $15-plus per share in 
the reorganized company. Is that hon- 
est? Is that fair dealing with the com- 
mon and preferred stockholders who in- 
vested their $100 a share in this old 
corporation? At least there should have 
been a refiection in that reorganization 
plan amended as of 1944 so that at the 
very least that $15 a share in the re- 
organized company that went exclusively 
to the insurance companies and to the 
investment banks should -have gone to 
the old company junior security holders, 
the common and preferred stockholders 
and the unsecured creditors of the old 
company who were washed out by the 
ICC 1940 plan. t 

That would have been the decent thing 
to do. But the insurance and banking 
groups did not do the decent thing. They 
washed out the common and preferred 
stockholders and passed among them- 
selves the $15-per-share dividend from 
the $100,000,000, approximately, earned 
during bankruptcy proceedings. “Re- 
member the North Western.” 

The opponents of the Reed bill do 
not want to return the railroads to the 
stockholders of the unreorganized com- 
panies. They have no confidence in the 
stockholders’ management. The insur- 
ance and banking groups however bought 
the bonds when the stockholders man- 
aged the railroads. That makes the 
issue crystal clear. The insurance and 
banking groups want to run the rail- 
roads and run the stockholders out. 
“Remember the North Western.” 

The insurance companies and the in- 
vestment bankers today say, “Close out 
the small stockholders; wipe them out; 
their interest is valueless.” Oh, their 
memories are so short. Do you remember 
when the bankers were running to the 
State legislatures asking for a mora- 
torium on the repayment of demand de- 
posits or authority to put a limit on the 
amount that could be withdrawn from 
deposit accounts. Banking groups said 
to legislatures, “Do this so that we will 
not have to close our doors.” Do you 
remember the march of the insurance 
companies to the insurance commission- 
ers of the 48 States to save them during 
the depression? Did you try in 1933 to 
get the cash surrender value of your life 
insurance policy? You could not get it 
because insurance commissioners gave 
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them moratoriums. Now these same 

folks come before you when the small 

stockholders are up against the 1939 and 

1940 reorganization plans, conceived 

when the national economy was $60,- 

000,000,000, compared with the present- 

day estimates of $125,000,000,000, in effect 

advocating now when the drought is 
over, when the old mortgaged farm has 
fields full of grain, the livestock are fat, 
that they will foreclose the old home- 
stead and dispossess the farmer. Now 
they say, We will confiscate stock of the 
common and preferred stockholders of 
the railroads and give the property, 
lands, and rolling stock to the insurance 
companies, free of their investment, and 
with it whatever cash increment during 
bankruptcy we pass among ourselves as 

a dividend to the banks and insurance 

companies.” 

Why are they so deficient of the milk 
of human kindness? 

No; I shall not vote for this amend- 
ment because I feel that the proponent 
of the amendment is against the bill. He 
has already announced he is going to file 
a motion to recommit. Before this pend- 
ing amendment is acted upon he an- 
nounces he is going to try to recommit 
the bill, kill it, wipe out, as he says, the 
thousands of stockholders, advise them 
to sell that stock on the market for the 
present market value of 3, 4, and 5 cents 
on the dollar. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, before 
there is a vote on the pending amend- 
ment, which, of course, the gentleman 
from Ohio did not discuss at all, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be rereported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reread the Walter amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] 
to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WALTER) there 
were—ayes 65, noes 4. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

FIGHT ON RAILROAD REORGANIZATION BILL SIMI- 
LAR TO FIGHT ON SPECIAL COMMITTEE INVESTI- 
GATING BONDHOLDERS’ PROTECTIVE COMMITTEES 
Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WAL- 

TER] in his first speech opposing the bill 

stated that a good many bankers bought 

a large quantity of these stocks. Later 

on he said that they are worthless and 

the holders will not get a dollar for them. 

Now, I do not know which of his contra- 

dictory statements is correct. I do not 

think these bankers would have bought 
them had they considered them value- 
less. 

REALTY BOND IN SIMILAR SITUATION 

In the next place, I do not quite agree 
that these securities are worthless. I 
well remember, Mr. Chairman, how in 
1934 the House created a special com- 
mittee, of which I was chairman, to in- 
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vestigate the so-called bondholders’ pro- 
tective committees, the receivers, trus- 


tees, and so on of defaulted real-estate 


securities. At that time there were out- 
standing, in the hands of people through- 
out the United States, some $20,000,- 
000,000—$20,000,000,000, which is twenty 
thousand millions—of defaulted bonds 
outstanding, selling for the most part, at 
2, 3, or perhaps 5 cents on the dollar. 
BONDS ROSE AFTER INVESTIGATION 


After that committee began its investi- 
gation, and showed the market prices 
had been beaten down by milking and 
manipulation by the bondholders’ protec- 
tive committees themselves, within only 
a few months many of these worthless 
securities reached 25 cents or more of par, 
and many of them eventually reached 
full face value on the market. I believe 
if this railroad reorganization bill be- 
comes law, many of the junior security 
holders will realize some fair considera- 
tion on their investments which they 
made on the tacit approval of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission which per- 
mitted issue of these bonds and stocks. 
Railroad financiers lost no time in un- 
loading them on the public, just as the 
houses of issue made the American peo- 
ple believe, in the lush boom days of the 
twenties, that real-estate bonds were 
gilt-edged securities. 


JUNIOR OWNERS SQUEEZED OUT 


In 1934 and 1935, however, the smart 
railroad lawyers and stock manipulators, 
taking advantage of the loopholes in the 
law and the depressed conditions, applied 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
for the benefit of the first mortgagees, 
the insurance companies, and big banks, 
for reorganization and for declaration of 
repudiation of the secondary securities. 
The ICC permitted these shrewd lawyers 
to influence them, and the junior securi- 
ties were wiped out. 

Even at that time I considered such 
action unfair and unjustified, and soon 
thereafter the railroads began coming 
back by improved business rather than 
because of any great relief through re- 
pudiation, and have continued to in- 
crease their earnings so that they have 
been able to repay most of their indebt- 
edness, have paid back interest on the 
first securities, and have accumulated 
vast surpluses. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Alabama. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to say that the committee appreci- 
ates the leadership of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SaBatH], who back in 
the dark days of 1932 began this move- 
ment to clean up and stamp out the 
racket of prodigious attorneys’ fees, re- 
ceivers’ fees, and trustees’ fees in the re- 
organization of corporations and rail- 
roads. He was the trail blazer in this 
movement. 

Mr. SABATH, I think the gentleman 
from Alabama, an outstanding member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, with 
whom I may have differed on some legis- 
lation, but who aided me in obtaining 
the passage of the so-called Chandler 
Act to protect the interests of real-estate 
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bondholders and who materially assisted 
me in obtaining favorable action in the 
House on a second measure which I had 
introduced which provided for a Conser- 
vator in Bankruptcy in real estate and 
other business reorganizations, and the 
placing of receivers and referees on a 
salary basis with the elimination of ex- 
cessive fees allowed by the courts. Un- 
fortunately this second bill died in the 
Senate in the closing days of the Seven- 
ty-fourth Congress. 
QUOTATIONS FROM DEBATE 


While I am satisfied that many thou- 
sands of bondholders at that time appre- 
ciated what was done for them, I regret 
the failure of the legislation, which would 
have put to an end the allowance by the 
courts of excessive fees to the commit- 
tees, and to receivers, trustees, and law- 
yers. I wish to say to the gentleman from 
Alabama that while I appreciated the 
many commendatory letters which I re- 
ceived from bondholders for my efforts I 
appreciate more today his laudatory 
statement than those complimentary let- 
ters. In this connection, I shall take the 
privilege of inserting in the RECORD ex- 
cerpts from speeches of Members who 
served on the Select Committee To In- 
vestigate Real Estate Bondholders Re- 
organizations bearing on the work and 
accomplishments of the committee, and 
made some 6 months after the commit- 
tee had concluded its work and ceased its 
functions, 

First I shall quote from the remarks 
of the Honorable Thomas O'Malley, of 
Wisconsin, who served on that commit- 
tee, and who, since leaving the House, has 
made a wonderful record as an admin- 
istrator of the Wages and Hours Act in 
the western district, and in that capacity 
has recovered millions of dollars in wages 
for employees; this is quoted from the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 81, part 3, 
at page 2906: 

Mr. O’Matrey. The last report of our com- 
mittee, which I have before me, shows that 
we have forced reduction of fees in over 600 
cases, and in the Paramount-Publix case 
alone we forced a reduction of a fee, when 
the judge was ready to grant it, of $3,000,000, 
and that money went back into the assets 
of the bondholders, and the bondholders will 
eventually receive it in interest and divi- 
dends, 

This last report of our committee gives a 
comprehensive summary of the work we 
. have performed. More than 20 public hear- 
ings have been held, extending over 56 full 
days. We have forced reductions in scores 
of cases by submitting to the judges sitting 
on these cases facts which our investigators 
produced in the course of the hearings. 
Many of the judges have written our com- 
mittee praising us for the aid we have been 
to their courts in seeing that justice was 
done the bondholders. 

Tam going to conclude by saying this about 
the chairman of the committee, under whom 
I have been proud to serve: He has conducted 
this committee without fear or favor to any- 
one * è Iam proud to stand on the 
side of our dean. 


I now quote from the speech of the 
Honorable Francis D. Culkin, Republi- 
can, of New York, who served on the 
Select Investigating Committee for over 
2 years, who ably worked in ferret- 
ing out the machinations of many of 
the unscrupulous bondholders protective 
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committees, and whose aid and counsel I 
always sought. Excerpts from his re- 
marks are from the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
ORD, volume 81, part 3, at page 2908, as 
follows: 


Some months ago at the request of the 
distinguished minority leader I went upon 
the Sabath committee for the purpose of in- 
vestigating the issue of real estate bonds 
and the maladministration of the committees 
that had been in charge. I did so unwill- 
ingly, but under the urge of the distinguished 
minority leader I entered upon that task. 

The situation in America then was appall- 
ing. Approximately $10,000,000 of these 
bonds were in default. These bonds were 
not held by the conventional stock market 
gambler but by people who had reached the 
evening of life, people who had invested their 
little all for old-age security, retired school 
teachers, retired businessmen, under the 
high-powered salesmanship of that group 
that peddled those bonds. They were as- 
sured that these bonds rested upon the soil, 
upon the land, and that in their values they 
were eternal. 

So this investment reached to the life 
savings, to the life earnings of some 4,000,000 
people of America, who, as I said, had reached 
the evening of life. 

Mr. Speaker, what did we find in this in- 
vestigation? We found that bonds totaling 
some twelve to fourteen billion dollars had 
in fact been issued on deliberately inflated 
values. These bonds were predestined to de- 
fault. When the dark hours of 1929 and 
subsequent years came they did default. 

Then what happened? Protective com- 
mittees were formed by the houses of issue, 
which called the bonds in and obtained 
powers of attorney from these far-scattered 
bondholders. 


* s * * * 


The bonds were then turned over by these 
houses of issue to the real estate sharks who 
usually bought the property at 15 cents on 
the dollar or less. The mortgage was fore- 
closed, and then another pilgrimage was 
made to the court and another division of 
proceeds was made. Thus, the bondholders 
were wiped out. 

Mr. Speaker, this is what was occurring 
when the committee came into the picture. 

+ * * . s 


I was impressed when I saw these bond- 
holders who were cursing, if you please, the 
impotence of the Federal and State Govern- 
ments. When this bond committee came 
into being we stopped that sort of perform- 
ance. We were not always polite. We called 
@ spade a spade. We were vigorous, but we 
stopped the performance. Mr. Speaker, we 
saved these bondholders at least $2,000,000,- 
000 as a result of our labors. 


* * 7 . * 


Now in the conduct of the affairs of this 
committee, I have been greatly impressed 
with the sound character and absolute de- 
cency of the distinguished chairman, Judge 
SapatH. I am going to stay on the side of 
Judge Sanarg in this controversy. I have 
not always agreed with Judge SABATH on the 
proceedings of the committee. We have 
differed. * * * I insist that, working 
with the tools it had, this committee has 
done a splendid job; not always, perhaps, en- 
tirely formal in its methods, but ever on the 
side of the bondholders, and ever against 
these oppressive, high-powered groups, these 
ghouls who were picking the carcasses of 
those properties even as did the carpetbaggers 
that of the fallen Confederacy. 


Mr. Chairman, I now include excerpts 
from a speech by another Republican 
who was a member of that committee 
during its entire life, and has established 
a splendid record of constructive legis- 
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lation, who said in part, as shown in 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, volume 81, 
part 3, at page 2910: 

Mr. DirKsEN. Mr. Speaker, I have served on 
the Sabath committee from its inception. 
I have attended every hearing in Chicago, 
every hearing in Detroit and in Milwaukee, 
and some of the hearings in New York and 
Philadelphia. I could speak an hour upon 
the accomplishments of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, and when it was 
all over it could be boiled down into these 
words: I have found him to be of unim- 
peachable integrity ever since he has been 
a member of the committee and ever since 
he has been a Member of this House. 

I shall allude to only one thing that may 
be of interest. This committee delved into 
a situation in one of the Northeastern States, 
where men who it is alleged bore my own 
party label, had been dipping into the treas- 
ury of a defunct corporation long after it 
had gone into insolvency, and dissipated 
the money of the stockholders to the extent 
of several million dollars. It came to our 
attention just shortly before election day, 
1934. The distinguished chairman of this 
committee, who is a Democraat, out of re- 
spect for any sensibility that the minority 
members might have and to repel the faintest 
breath of suspicion that the committee was 
being used as an instrument for political 
advantage, said to us that he would let the 
matter ride until election day was over, 
* * * It is only added evidence of the 
great and fine spirit with which the chair- 
man conducted this committee and how 
solicitious he was about the interest of the 
minority members. 

He has labored early and late, in season 
and out, at the expense of his own health to 
achieve an excellent piece of work. 


I could quote at length from many 
other Members of that Congress—from 
Republican Leader Bertrand Snell, of 
New York, from former Congressman 
Claude Fuller, of Arkansas, and from 
many others—but I shall not encumber 
the Record with so many remarks laud- 
ing the work of the committee and, if I 
may be permitted to say so, its chairman, 

Mr. Chairman, coming back to the 
railroad reorganization legislation now 
before us, I have in my possession hun- 
dreds upon hundreds of letters from 
aged men and women from every section 
of the United States pleading for the 
passage of this legislation to enable them 
to recover at least a portion of what was, 
in many instances, their life savings in- 
vested in these railroad securities. 

Some of the railroads have been in re- 
ceivers’ hands many times and for many 
years, and I feel that the bondholders 
who are the rightful owners should have 
the right to eliminate the receivers, trus- 
tees, and lawyers who have been grow- 
ing fat from the exorbitant fees which 
they have been receiving to the detri- 
ment of thousands of junior security 
holders. Just a few days ago it came to 
my notice that a judge had approved the 
payment of $850,000 or $860,000 in fees 
to receivers, trustees, and lawyers in 
a railroad reorganization proceeding. 
That is a fair example of the allowance 
of unconscionably high fees paid in other 
railroad reorganizations, 

Had my “conservator in bankruptcy” 
been enacted, receivers and referees in 
bankruptcy would have been placed on a 
fixed salary, and these exorbitant and 
unjustified fees would have been prohib- 
ited, and railroads and other corpora- 
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tions and real estate would have been 
kept out of the clutches of receivers and 
self-appointed trustees. + > . 

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, let me 
say that the bill before us aims to replace 
the roads in the hands of the actual 
owners who, it is believed, will deal fairly 
and decently with the thousands of jun- 
ior security holders, and I believe that 
the bill should pass. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, statements were made 
yesterday and today by opponents of this 
bill that the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad now owes Federal, 
State, and municipal governments vari- 
ous taxes to the total of $30,000,000. I 
hold in my hand a certified copy 
dated the 24th day of July 1946 of the 
title page and pages 200 and 201 of the 
1945 annual report of the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford Railroad Co. as filed 
with the Secretary of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. In the balance 
sheet on page 201, taxes accrued at the 
beginning of the year 1945 are shown as 
$20,251,665, but at the end of 1945 they 
are shown to be only $4,813,101, so prac- 
tically all of the taxes had been paid. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Jones] 
spoke about the North Western. Your 
Committee on the Judiciary had that in 
mind several years ago. We foresaw 
what would happen to the North West- 
ern, and discussed it many times in our 
Subcommittee on Bankruptcy and Reor- 

. ganization. In the Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Hosss] introduced his bill, which we be- 
lieve would have taken care of the North 
Western and would have saved the pre- 
ferred and common stockholders and the 
unsecured creditors from being elimi- 
nated. But the thing that defeated us 
in the Seventy-eighth Congress was de- 
lay, delay, delay, and more delay. We 
held extensive hearings upon that bill. 
All the persons who were interested ap- 
peared before our subcommittee. They 
asked for additional time to file briefs, 
statements, and so on, and we allowed 
it to them, but we allowed it once or 
twice too often. We came to the end 
of the session just as we are coming to 
the end of this session, and we were un- 
able to get that bill onto the floor of 
the House. 

In the next session the Hobbs bill 
came to the floor of the House early and 
was passed with only one dissenting vote, 
But in the meantime the North Western 
case was disposed of. The preferred 
and common stocks of that great railroad 
were wiped out, as well as $40,000,000 of 
unsecured claims. 

By the time this reorganization was 
completed, there was over $100,000,000 in 
the treasury, all of which was turned 
over to the new organization. It is a 
significant fact that when this new com- 
pany elected its directors—who were 
these directors elected by the new own- 
ers of the Chicago & North Western? 
And who were the voting trustees se- 
lected? Three of those directors and 
voting trustees were men who had ap- 
peared before the subcommittee—men 
who did everything in their power to de- 


feat the Hobbs bill in the Seventy- 
eighth Congress. They were successful. 
Delay was what defeated us in the Sev- 
enty-eighth Congress, and they are hop- 
ing that the same tactics will be able to 
defeat this legislation today. 

Willful men with the same purposes in 
mind appeared a few months ago before 
the Senate committee which was con- 
sidering legislation similar to that now 
before the House. The same technique 
was employed. If by any chance this 
legislation should not be enacted into 
law, I suggest a perusal of the list of wit- 
nesses opposing the Senate bill, for can- 
didates for future directorships on these 
other roads that are held in captivity by 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ForanD, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 5924) to enable debtor railroad 
corporations, whose properties during a 
period of 7 years have provided sufficient 


earnings to pay fixed charges, to effect a 


readjustment of their financial structure 
without further proceedings under sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amend- 
ed, pursuant to House Resolution 687, he 
reported the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. WALTER. Iam, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Warrer moves that the bill, H. R. 5924, 
be recommitted to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WALTER) there 
were—ayes 41, noes 83. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 94, nays 229, answered “pres- 
ent” 2, not voting 105, as follows: 
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Bailey 
Bates, Mass. 
Biemiller 
Bishop 
Brown, Ga. 
Bulwinkle 
Canfield 
Carnahan 
Case, N. J. 
Chapman 
Cole, Mo. 
Colmer 


Granger 
Grant, Ind. 
Harness, Ind. 
Harris 


Havenner 
Hays 

Hoch 

Holmes, Wash. 
Horan 

Howell 


Huber 


Abernethy 

Allen. La. 

Andersen, 
H. Carl 


Cannon, Mo. 
Carlson 
Case, S. Dak, 
Celler 

Chelf 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clark 
Clason 
Clements 
Clevenger 
Cole, N. Y. 
Cooley 
Corbett 


Doughton, N. C. 
Drewry 
Dworshak 
Eaton 
Eberharter 


[Roll No. 236] 
YEAS—94 


Jackson 
Johnson, Calif. 
Johnson, Ind. 


NAYS—229 
Elliott 
Ellis 


Ellsworth 
Elsaesser 


Elston 
Engle, Calif. 
Ervin 


Hedrick 
Heffernan 
Hendricks 


Hoeven 
Hoffman, Mich. 
Hoffman, Pa. 
Hope 

Hull 

Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jennings 


K 

Kelley, Pa. 
Kelly, Il. 
Kinzer 
Kirwan 
Knutson 
Kopplemann 


McConnell 
McCowen 
McDonough 
McGlinchey 
McMillen, Il. 
Manasco 
Mason 
Mathews 
Michener 
Miller, Nebr. 


Robertson, 
N. Dak. 
Robertson, Va. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rodgers, Pa. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, N, Y. 
Rowan 
Ryter 
Sabath 
Sasscer 
Savage 
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Schwabe, Mo, Stevenson Towe 

Shafer Voorhis, Calif, 
Sharp Sumner, III. ‘ursell 
Sheppard Sumners, Tex. Wadsworth 
Sikes Ta Weaver 
Simpson, HI. Talle Weichel 
Simpson, Pa, Tarver White 

Smith, Maine Taylor Whitten 
Smith, Ohio Thom Whittington 
Smith, Wis. Thomas, N. J. Wolverton, N. J. 
Somers, N. T. Thomas, Tex. Woodruff 
Stefan Tibbott Worley 


ANSWERED “PRESENT’’—2 
Auchincloss Rabaut 
NOT VOTING—105 


Adams Engel, Mich. Mansfield, Tex. 
Allen, Ill. Gary May 
Almond Gathings Merrow 
Anderson, Calif. Gillespie Miller, Calif. 
Andrews, N. Y. Gossett Morrison 
Arends ‘all, Norton 
Baldwin, Md. Edwin Arthur O’Konski 
Bates, Ky. Halleck O'Toole 
Beckworth Patrick 
Bennet, N. T. Hébert Peterson, Ga 
Bland Herter Pfeifer 
Boren Hill Plumley 
Boykin Holifield Powell 
Bradley, Mich. Holmes, Mass. Priest 
Broo! Hook Quinn, N. Y. 
Buffett Izac Reece, Tenn. 
Bunker Jensen Rich 
Camp Johnson, Okla. Robinson, Utah 
Chenoweth Johnson, Tex. Rockwell 
Clippinger Judd Roe, N. Y. 
Kefauver Russell 
Coffee Kerr Sadowski 
Cole, Kans, Kilburn Scrivner 
Combs Kilday Sheridan 
Cooper Lea Short 
Courtney Luce Slaughter 
Cox Ludlow Sparkman 
Cravens McCormack Stewart 
Crawford McGehee Tolan 
Curley McKenzie Torrens 
Daughton, Va. McMillan, S. C. Vinson 
Dawson Mahon Welch 
Delaney, Maloney West 
John J, Mankin Wickersham 
Dingell Mansfield, Wolfenden, Pa. 
Mont. Wood 
So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
On this vote: 


Mr, Rabaut for, with Mr. Judd against. 

Mr. Izac for, with Mr. John J. Delaney 
against. 

Mr. Rich for, with Mr. Hart against. 

Mrs, Luce for, with Mr. Holmes of Massa- 
chusetts against. 

Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Quinn of New 
York against. 

Mr. Miller of California for, with Mr. Boy- 
kin against, 


General pairs until further notice: 

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. Sparkman with Mr. Short. 

Mr. Camp with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Scrivner. 

Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Hook with Mr. Clippinger. 

Mr. Wood with Mr. Allen of Illinois, 

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Jensen. 

Mr, Dingell with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 

Mr. McGehee with Mr, Herter. 

Mr, Sheridan with Mr. Cole of Kansas, 

Mr, Vinson with Mr, Buffett. 

Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Almond with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 

Mr. Priest with Mr. Kilburn. 

Mr. O'Toole with Mr. Merrow. 

Mr. Maloney with Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Anderson of Call- 
fornia. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Ben- 
net of New York. 

Mrs, Norton with Mr. Arends. 

Mr, Gathings with Mr. Gillespie, 

Mr, Cooper with Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Johnson of Texas with Mr. Plumley. 
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Mahon with Mr. F 


Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr. 
O’Konski. 

Mr, McKenzie with Mr. Wolfenden of Penn- 
sylvania, 


Mr. JENKINS and Mr. McCoweEn 
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. Rooney changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
pair with the gentleman from Minnesota, 
Mr. Jupp. If he were present he would 
vote “nay.” I voted “yea.” I withdraw 
my vote and vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule, 
the Chair lays before the house the bill 
(S. 1253) to enable debtor railroad cor- 
porations expeditiously to effectuate re- 
organizations of their financial struc- 
tures; to alter or modify their financial 
obligations; and for other purposes, for 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That it is hereby de- 
clared to be the policy of the Congress, in or- 
der to promote the public interest in avoid- 
ing the deterioration of service by railroads 
and the interruption of employment which 
inevitably attend the threat of financial 
difficulties and which follow upon financial 
collapse and in order to promote the public 
interest in increased stability of values of 
railroad securities with resulting. greater 
confidence therein of investors, to assure, 
insofar as possible, continuity of sound 
financial condition of said common carriers, 
to preserve the investments of security 
holders to the fullest possible extent, to 
prevent forfeitures of investments, and to 
enable said common carriers, insofar as pos- 
sible, to avoid prospective financial diffi- 
culties, inability to meet debts as they 
mature, and insolvency. To assist in ač- 
complishing these ends and because certain 
classes of the obligations of such carriers 
are in the usual case held by a very large 
number of holders, and further to enable 
modification and reformation of provisions 
of the aforesaid classes of obligations and of 
provisions of the instruments pursuant to 
which they are issued or by which they are 
secured in cases where such modification 
and reformation shall have become neces- 
sary or desirable in the public interest in 
order to avoid obstruction to or interference 
with the economical, efficient, and orderly 
conduct by such carriers of their affairs, it 
is deemed necessary to provide means, in 
the manner and with the safeguards herein 
provided, for the alteration and modifica- 
tion, without the assent of every holder 
thereof, of the provisions of such classes of 
obligations and of the instruments pursuant 
to which they are outstanding or by which 
they are secured. 

Sec. 1. It shall be lawful (any express pro- 
vision contained in any mortgage, indenture, 
deed of trust, or other instrument to the 
contrary notwithstanding), with the ap- 
proval and authorization of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission (hereinafter referred 
to as the Commission), as provided in para- 
graph (2) hereof, for a carrier as defined in 
eection 20a of part I of the Interstate Com- 
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merce Act (1) to alter or modify (a) any 
provision of any class or classes of its bonds, 
notes, debentures, or other evidences of in- 
debtedness (whether secured, 

matured, or unmatured), issued under any 
mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or other 
instrument of like nature, such bonds, notes, 
debentures, or other evidences of indebted- 
ness being hereinafter in this section some- 
times called “obligations”; (b) any provision 
of any mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, 
or other instrument pursuant to which any 
class of its obligations shall have been issued 
or by which any class of its obligations is 
secured: Provided, That the provisions of this 
section shall not apply to any equipment- 
trust certificates in respect of which a carrier 
is obligated, or to any evidences of in- 
debtedness of a carrier the payment of which 
is secured in any manner solely by equip- 
ment, or to any instrument, whether an 
agreement, lease, conditional-sale agree- 
ment, or otherwise, pursuant to which such 
equipment-trust certificates or such evi- 
dences of indebtedness shall have been issued 
or by which they are secured. 

(2) Whenever an alteration or modifica- 
tion is proposed under paragraph (1) hereof, 
the carrier seeking authority therefor shall, 
pursuant to such rules and regulations as the 
Commission shall prescribe, present an appli- 
cation to the Commission, Upon presenta- 
tion of any such application, the Commission 
may, in its discretion, but need not, as a 
condition precedent to further consideration, 
require the applicant to secure assurances of 
assent to such alteration or modification by 
holders of such percentage of the aggregate 
principal amount outstanding of the obliga- 
tions affected by such alteration or modifica- 
tion as the Commission shall in its discretion 
determine.. If the Commission shall not re- 
quire the applicant to secure any such assur- 
ance, or when such assurances as the Com- 
mission may require shall have been secured, 
the Commission shall set such application 
for public hearing and the carrier shall give 
such notice of such hearing in such manner, 
by advertisement or otherwise, as the Com- 
mission may find practicable and may direct, 
to holders of such of its classes of securities 
and to such other persons in interest as the 
Commission shall determine to be appropriate 
and shall direct. If the Commission, after 
hearing, in addition to making (in any case 
where such alteration or modification in- 
volves an issuance of securities) the findings 
required by paragraph (2) of said section 20a, 
shall find that, subject to such terms and 
conditions and with such amendments as it 
shall determine to be just and reasonable, 
the proposed alteration or modification— 

(a) is within the scope of paragraph (1); 

(b) will be in the public interest; ; 

(c) will be in the best interests of the 
carrier and of the holders of each class of 
its obligations affected by such modifica- 
tion or alteration; and 

(d) will not be adverse to the interests of 
the holders of any other class of the carrier’s 
securities or to the interests of any creditor 
of the carrier not affected by such modifica- 
tion or alteration, 
then (unless the applicant carrier shall with- 
draw its application) the Commission shall 
cause the carrier, in such manner as it shall 
direct, to submit the proposed alteration or 
modification (with such terms, conditions, 
and amendments, if any) to the holders of 
each class of its obligations affected thereby, 
for acceptance or rejection. All letters, cir- 
culars, advertisements, and other communi- 
cations, and all financial and statistical 
statements, or summaries thereof, to be used 
in soliciting the assents or the opposition of 
such holders shall, before being so used, be 
submitted to the Commission for its approval 
as to correctness and sufficiency of the ma- 
terial facts stated therein. If the Commis- 
sion shall find that as a result of such sub- 
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mission the proposed alteration or modifica- 
tion has been assented to by the holders— 

(i) of at least 6634 percent of the aggre- 
gate principal amount outstanding of each 
class of obligations affected thereby; or 

(ii) of less than 6634 percent but not less 
than 51 percent of any particular class or 
classes of securities affected, and the Com- 
mission, after hearing, finds that such re- 
duction in percentage will be just and rea- 
sonable and in the public interest; or 

(iii) in any case where 6624 percent 
thereof is held by fewer than 25 holders, of 
such larger percentage, if any, as the Com- 
mission, after hearing, finds will be just and 
reasonable and in the public interest; 


the Commission shall enter an order ap- 
proving and authorizing the proposed alter- 
ation or modification upon the terms and 
conditions and with the amendments, if any, 
so determined to be just and reasonable. 
Such order shall make provision as to the 
time when such alteration or modification 
shall become and be binding, which may be 
upon publication of a declaration to that 
effect by the carrier, or otherwise, as the 
Commission may determine. Any alteration 
or modification which shall become and be 
binding pursuant to the approval and au- 
thority of the Commission hereunder shall 
be binding upon each holder of any obliga- 
tion of the carrier of each class affected by 
such alteration or modification, and upon any 
trustee or other party to any instrument 
under which any such class of obligations 
shall have been issued or by which it is 
secured, and when any alteration or modifi- 
cation shall become and be binding the rights 
of each such holder and of any such trustee 
or other party shall be correspondingly 
altered or modified. 

(3) For the purposes of this section a class 
of obligations shall be deemed to be affected 
by any modification or alteration proposed 
only (a) if a modification or alteration is 
proposed as to any provision of such class of 
obligations, or (b) if any modification or 
alteration is proposed as to any provision of 
any instrument pursuant to which such class 
of obligations shall have been issued or shall 
be secured: Provided, That in any case where 
more than one class of obligations shall have 
been issued and be outstanding or shall be 
secured pursuant to any instrument, any 
alteration or modification proposed as to any 
provision of such instrument, which does not 
relate to all of the classes of obligations is- 
sued thereunder, shall be deemed to affect 
only the class or classes of obligations to 
which such alteration or modification is re- 
lated. For the purpose of the finding of the 
Commission referred to in paragraph (2) of 
this section as to whether the required per- 
centage of the aggregate principal amount 
outstanding of each class of obligations af- 
fected by any proposed alteration or modifi- 
cation has assented to the making of such 
alteration or modification, any obligation 
which secures any evidence or evidences of 
indebtedness of the carrier or of any com- 
pany controlling or controlled by the carrier 
shall be deemed to be outstanding unless the 
Commission in its discretion determines that 
the proposed alteration or modification does 
not materially affect the interests of the 
holder or holders of the evidence or evidences 
of indebtedness secured by such obligation. 
Whenever any such pledged obligation is, for 
said purposes, to be deemed outstanding, as- 
sent in respect of such obligation, as to any 
proposed alteration or modification, may be 
given only (any express or implied provision 
in any mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, 
note, or other instrument to the contrary 
notwithstanding) as follows: (a) where such 
obligation is pledged as security under a 
mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or other 
instrument, pursuant to which any evidences 
of indebtedness are issued and outstanding, 
by the holders of a majority in principal 
amount of such evidences of indebtedness, or 
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(b) where such obligation secures an evi- 
dence or evidences of indebtedness not issued 
pursuant to such a mortgage, indenture, deed 
of trust, or other instrument, by the holder 
or holders of such evidence or evidences of 
indebtedness; and in any such case the Com- 
mission, in addition to the submission re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2) of this section, 
shall cause the carrier in such manner as it 
shall direct to submit the proposed altera- 
tion or modification (with such terms, con- 
ditions, and amendments, if any, as the Com- 
mission shall have determined to be just and 
reasonable) for acceptance or rejection, to 
the holders of the evidences of indebtedness 
issued and outstanding pursuant to such 
mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or other 
instrument, or to the holder or holders of 
such evidence or evidences of indebtedness 
not so issued, and such proposed alteration or 
modification need not be submitted to the 
trustee of any such mortgage, indenture, 
deed of trust, or other instrument, but as- 
sent in respect of any such obligation shall 
be determined as hereinbefore in this section 
provided. For the purpose of any such assent 
the evidences of indebtedness issued and 
outstanding under any such mortgage, in- 
denture, deed of trust, or other instrument 
shall be determined by the Commission. 

(4) (a) Any authorization and approval 
hereunder of any alteration or modification 
of a provision of any class of obligations of 
a carrier or of a provision of any instrument 
pursuant to which a class of obligations has 
been issued, or by which it is secured, shall 
be deemed to constitute authorization and 
approval of a corresponding alteration or 
modification of the obligation of any other 
carrier which has assumed liability in re- 
spect of such class of obligations as guar- 
antor, endorser, surety, or otherwise: Pro- 
vided, That such other carrier consents in 
writing to such alteration or modification 
of such class of obligations in respect of 
which it has assumed liability or of the in- 
strument pursuant to which such class of 
obligations has been issued or by which it 
is secured, and such consent having been 
given, any such corresponding alteration or 
modification shall become effective, without 
other action, when the alteration or modifi- 
cation of such class of obligations or of such 
instrument shall become and be binding. 

(b) Any person who is liable or obligated 
contingently or otherwise on any class or 
classes of obligations issued by a carrier shall, 
With respect to such class or classes of obli- 
gations, for the purposes of this section, be 
deemed a carrier. 

(5) The authority conferred by this section 
shall be exclusive and plenary and any car- 
rier, in respect of any alteration or modifi- 
cation authorized and approved by the Com- 
mission hereunder, shall have full power to 
make any such alteration or modification and 
to take any actions incidental or appropriate 
thereto, and may make any such alteration 
or modification and take any such actions, 
and any such alteration or modification may 
be made without securing the approval of 
the Commission under any other section of 
the Interstate Commerce Act or other para- 
graph of this section, and without securing 
approval of any State authority, and any 
carrier and its officers and employees and any 
other persons, participating in the making 
of an alteration or modification approved 
and authorized under the provisions of this 
section or the taking of any such actions, 
shall be, and they hereby are, relieved from 
the operation of all restraints, limitations, 
and prohibitions of law, Federal, State, or 
municipal, insofar as may be necessary to 
enable them to make and carry into effect the 
alteration or modification so approved and 
authorized, in accordance with the condi- 
tions and with the amendments, if any, im- 
posed by the Commission. Any power 
granted by this section to any carrier shall 
be deemed to be in addition to and in modi- 
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fication of its powers under its corporate 


- charter or under the laws of any State. The 


provisions of this section shall not affect in 
any way the negotiability of any obligation 
of any carrier or of the obligation of any 
carrier which has assumed liability in respect 
thereto. 

(6) The Commission shall require periodi- 
cal or special reports from each carrier which 
shall hereafter secure from the Commission 
approval and authorization of any altera- 
tion or modification under this section, which 
shall show, in such detail as the Commission 
may require, the action taken by the carrier 
in the making of such alteration or modifi- 
cation. 

(7) The provisions of this section are per- 
missive and not mandatory and shall not 
require any carrier to obtain authorization 
and approval of the Commisssion hereunder 
for the making of any alteration or modifica- 
tion of any provision of any of its obliga- 
tions or of any class thereof or of any provi- 
sion of any mortgage, indenture, deed of 
trust, or other instrument, which it may be 
able lawfully to make in any other manner, 
whether by reason of provisions for the mak- 
ing of such alteration or modification in any 
such mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or 
other instrument, or otherwise: Provided, 
That the provisions of paragraph (2) of said 
section 20a, if applicable to such alteration 
or modification made otherwise than pur- 
suant to the provisions of this section, shall 
continue to be so applicable. 

(8) The provisions of paragraph (6) of 
said section 20a, except the provisions there- 
of in respect of hearings, shall apply to appli- 
cations made under this section. In connec- 
tion with any order entered by the Commis- 
sion pursuant to paragraph (2) hereof, the 
Commission may from time to time, for good 
cause shown, make such supplemental orders 
in the premises as it may deem necessary 
or appropriate, and may by any such sup- 
plemental order modify the provisions of any 
such order, subject always to the require- 
ments of said paragraph (2). 

(9) The provisions of subdivision (a) of 
section 14 of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 shall not apply to the solicitation 
by or on behalf of a carrier of assents (or 
assurances of assents) by holders of its obli- 
gations to a proposed alteration or modifica- 
tion pursuant to this section. 

(10) The Commission shall have the power 
to make such rules and regulations appro- 
priate to its administration of the provisions 
of this section as it shall deem necessary or 
desirable, 

Sec. 2. (1) All proceedings under section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act, whether before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission or 
United States courts, relating to the prepa- 
ration or effectuation of plans of reorgani- 
zation of each carrier by railroad as defined 
in said section 20a (1) whose properties on 
the effective date of this section or at any 
time thereafter are in the custody of the 
United States courts, and— 

(a) whose gross railway operating revenues 
for any of the calendar years 1942 to 1944, 
inclusive, were in excess of $50,000,000; or 

(b) if its gross railway operating revenues 
were not in excess of such amount, such car- 
rier is a debtor in any such proceeding, or is 
a party defendant in any proceeding ancil- 
lary thereto, with another such carrier whose 
revenues were so in excess; 
shall be forthwith suspended and discon- 
tinued as of the effective date of this sec- 
tion. 

(2) Carriers to which paragraph (1) of this 
section is applicable shall institute proceed- 
ings and file application under section 1 of 
this act as expeditiously as possible but in 
no event later than 6 months after the ef- 
fective date of this section, of such longer 
period as the Commission, on application, 
may approve, 
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(3) The properties of any carrier specified 
in paragraph (1) of this section shall con- 
tinue in the custody of the United States 
courts having custody of them; except that, 
the following portions of said section 77 shall 
not be applicable in any such case: 

(a) The first two paragraphs of subsection 


(b). 

(b) Subdivision (1) of subsection (c). 

(e) The first five sentences and the first 
seven words of the sixth sentence of subdivi- 
sion (2) of subsection (c). 

(d) Subsections (d), (e), (f), and (k). 
In addition to the foregoing exceptions and 
for the purpose of applying to such carriers 
in the cases in which and during the period 
for which such custody is held under said 
section 77, and pending the consummation 
of proceedings under section 1 of this act, 
the word “debtor” shall be sübstituted for the 
words “trustee or trustees” wherever such 
latter words occur in subdivisions (3), (5), 
(9), and (10) of subsection (c), and subsec- 
tions (i) and (0), of said section 77. The 
final determination heretofore or hereafter 
made in the United States courts with respect 
to the relative priorities as between the re- 
spective classes of security holders, the sub- 
ordination of the interest of a creditor or 
security holder of the debtor to the interest 
of other creditors or security holders, or the 
validity, amount and priority of any claim 
shall continue in full force and effect. Noth- 
ing herein is intended or shall be construed 
to modify or rescind any such determina- 
tion or to prevent or delay the prosecution 
to final determination of any such issue now 
pending, and not yet finally determined, in 
the United States courts. 

(4) The proceedings with respect to any 
such carrier specified in paragraph (1) of 
this section under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act shall be dismissed upon consum- 
mation of proceedings affecting such carrier 
under section 1 of this act, or upon payment 
of its matured, unpaid obligations, or the 
making of other arrangements with refer- 
ence to such obligations satisfactory to the 
owners of the claims therefor, and such pro- 
ceedings may be dismissed under the condi- 
tions and in the manner prescribed in sub- 
section (g) of section 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act. 


(5) The appointment, term of office, pow- 
ers, authority, compensation and fees of each 
trustee appointed by the court, and of each 
counsel of such trustee, shall be termi- 
nated on or before 30 days after the effective 
date of this section. The United States court 
having custody of the properties of any car- 
rier specified in paragraph (1) of this sec- 
tion shall have the power, in its discretion, 
to require the carrier to appoint the present 
trustee or trustees in a managerial or lesser 
capacity, for the performance of such duties 
in behalf of such carrier as the court may 
specify, for such period or periods during 
said proceeding and under such terms and 
conditions as the court may specify; the 
court shall also have the power to terminate 
such services and appointment. 

(6) If the United States of America, or any 
agency thereof, or any corporation (other 
than the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion) the majority of the stock of which is 
owned by the United States of America, is a 
creditor or stockholder of any such carrier, 
the President of the United States or any 
officer or agency he may designate, is hereby 
authorized to act in respect of the interest or 
claims of the United States or of such agency 
or other corporation. 

(7) The Commission shall designate one or 
more qualified members of its staff to serve 
as mediator or mediators in each of the pro- 
ceedings under section 1 with respect to car- 
riers specified under paragraph (1) of this 
section for the purpose of bringing the dif- 
ferent classes of creditors and other security 
holders together, of being available to advise 
with them, of assisting in the effectuation of 
changes, compromises, arrangements, nego- 
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tiations, and dealings with the various classes 
of creditors and other security holders and 
with individuals, groups, and committees 
representing creditors or other security hold- 
ers, of assisting in expediting all stages of 
the proceedings and the early termination 
and the consummation of -all transactions 
hereunder, including all steps requisite for 
the effectuation thereof. 

(8) In proceedings under section 1 with 
respect to a carrier specified in paragraph (1) 
of this section the Commission shall have the 
power. in its discretion, to submit to holders 
of obligations, any proposed alteration or 
modification affecting them which the Com- 
mission has caused the carrier to submit to 
such holders under the provisions of the 
fourth sentence of paragraph (2) of section 1 
hereof; in the event that it is satisfied that 
such aiteration or modification has been ac- 
cepted by or on behalf of creditors of each 
class to which submission is required under 
section 1 holding more than two-thirds in 
amount of the total of the allowed claims 
of such class which have voted on said alter- 
ation or modification, the Commission shall 
enter an order approving and authorizing the 
proposed alteration or modification as pro- 
vided in said paragraph (2) of section 1 
hereof; Provided, That it shall enter such 
order in any case in which such alteration or 
modification has not been so accepted by the 
creditors of any class or classes if it finds, 
after hearing, that such rejection is not rea- 
sonably justified in the light of the respec- 
tive rights and interests of those rejecting 
them and all the relevant facts. 

(9) If after having submitted a proposed 
alteration or modification to holders of af- 
fected obligations as provided in paragraph 
(8), the Commission shall not have entered 
an order approving and authorizing such pro- 
posed alteration or modification within a 
period of 12 months following the date of 
the filing of an application in accordance 
with paragraph (2) of this section, or such 
extended periods as the Commission on ap- 
plication therefor may approve, then the 
Commission, after hearings, shall formulate 
and submit to holders of affected obligations 
such alteration or modification as in its opin- 
ion meets the standards set forth in section 
1 above; in applying such standards of sec- 
tion 1 for the purpose of any such alteration 
or modification under this paragraph, the 
Commission shall give full effect to all 
changes, facts, and developments since 1940, 
including, without limitation, for such period 
total railway operating revenues, operating 
expenses and other charges, net earnings, the 
full effect of amortization deductions on 
earnings of past and future years, improve- 
ments to the property, the effect of the re- 
leased collateral through past or future pay- 
ment of loans, cash and net current assets, 
retirements and purchases of debt, including 
retirements and purchases at a discount that 
have been made or that can reasonably be 
made, adjustment and reduction of interest 
rates on outstanding debt that may be made 
including the adjustment and reduction of 
interest rates for prior years. In the event 
the Commission is satisfied that such altera- 
tion or modification has been accepted by the 
percentages required for acceptance under 
the provisions of section 1 or of paragraph 
(8) of this section (or, if not so accepted, its 
finds after hearing as provided in paragraph 
(8) that such rejection is not reasonably 
justified) it shall enter an order approving 
and authorizing such alteration or modifica- 
tion, unless it finds that, prior to the entry 
of such order, the alteration or modification 
submitted under paragraph (8) has been 
accepted by the perceritages required by the 
provisions of that paragraph or of section 1, 
in which event it shall enter an order ap- 
proving and authorizing such alteration or 
modification submitted under paragraph (8). 

(10) No holding company, individual, 
group, partnership, association, corporation, 
or other entity (excluding a common carrier 
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subject to part I of the Interstate Commerce 
Act)— 

(A) which exercises direct or indirect con- 
trol of one or more carriers the properties 
of which are not in the custody of a court 
in proceedings under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act; and 

(B) which also owns shares of voting stock 
of any carrier to which paragraph (1) of this 
section is applicable, in sufficient number to 
enable the owner thereof to contro] such 
carrier, 


shall, during the proceedings under section 
1, vote such shares for the election of more 
than a minority of the directors of such 
carrier to which paragraph (1) of this section 
is applicable. 

(11) The provisions of this section shall 
not apply if at the time of filing the petition 
for reorganization under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act as amended, more than 90 
percent of the outstanding voting stock of 
the debtor railroad corporation shall have 
been owned or controlled, directly or indi- 
rectly, by voting trust or otherwise, by an- 
other railroad corporation and/or by a cor- 
poration owning or controlling more than 90 
percent of the outstanding voting stock of 
another railroad corporation. The term Cor- 
poration” as used in this paragraph shall be 
deemed to include its trustees appointed un- 
der the aforesaid section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act. 

Src. 20d. If any provision of section 1 or 
2, or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances, is held invalid, the re- 
mainder of such sections and the application 
of such provision to other persons or cir- 
cumstances, shall not be affected thereby. 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Hoses moves to strike out all after the 
enacting clause of the bill S. 1253, and imsert 
the provisions of the bill H. R. 5924, as 
amended, as follows: 

“That if the properties of any railroad cor- 
poration, debtor in a proceeding pending 
under section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended, shall have produced average annual 
earnings during the period of the preceding 
seven calendar years sufficient to pay the 
fixed charges of the said debtor in the said 
years, and the judge shall so find, the judge 
upon application therefor within 60 days from 
the effective date of this act by the debtor 
or by any other party in the proceedings shall 
enter an order directing the return of the 
possession of the said properties and the 
management and operation thereof to the 
debtor upon the following condition; 

“1, That the debtor shall proceed imme- 
diately to effect such readjustment cf its 
financial structure as in the light of the 
present prospective earnings and of other 
relative facts and circumstances may be con- 
sistent with sound financial practice; 

“2. That if within a period of 18 months, or 
such extended periods as the Judge upon ap- 
plication therefor may approve, following the 
entry of such order, (a) the several classes 
of security holders shall provide a plan for 
readjustment of such financial structure, and 
(b) such readjustment provides for such re- 
duction in fixed charges as may be consistent 
with sound financial practice, and (c) the 
Interstate Commerce Commission shall au- 
thorize the issuance of such new securities 
as may be required by such readjustment, 
and (d) the judge shall so find, the judge 
upon application therefor by the debtor or by 
any other party in the proceedings, shall 
enter an order dismissing the proceedings 
under section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended, and providing for or requiring, the 
transfer by the trustees or any other party 
or parties in possession of the properties of 
the debtor pursuant to order of the court of 
all their right, title, and interest in and to 
the properties to the debtor, and the Inter- 
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state Commerce Commission shall dismiss the 
proceedings before that Commission for the 
reorganization of the debtor under section 77 
of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended. 

“3. That if upon termination of the said 
period of 18 months or such extended period 
as the judge may approve, an order shall not 
have been entered by the judge as provided 
in the foregoing subdivision 2, the judge shall 
enter an order providing for the return of 
possession of the properties to the trustees or 
to such successor trustees as may be ap- 
pointed pursuant to the provisions of section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, or to 
any other party or parties previously in pos- 
session of the properties of the debtor pur- 
suant to order of the court, and directing 
that the most recent plan of reorganization 
certified to the court by the Commission and 
the proceedings shall be referred back to the 
Commission for such further proceedings 
under said section 77, as amended, as would 
be had if an order was thereupon entered by 
the judge refusing to confirm such plan and 
referring the case back to the Commission 
under the applicable provisions of subsection 
(e) of said section 77, as amended. 

“Sec. 2. In effecting any such readjust- 
ment of financial structure, the debtor may 
proceed under any Federal statute or statutes 
providing for the relief of railroad corpora- 
tions or under which such financial structure 
may be readjusted without resort to the pro- 
visions of section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
as amended, and for jurisdictional or other 
purposes under any such statute or statutes, 
the debtor shall be considered as though it 
had not been involved in any proceeding or 
proceedings under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, as amended. 

“Sec. 3. The provisions hereof shall not 
limit or affect any rights which the debtor or 
any party in any such proceedings under 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, 
may otherwise have to effect a voluntary re- 
adjustment of financial structure, or to a 
dismissal or discontinuance of proceedings 
pending under section 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, as amended. 

“Sec. 4. No holding company, individual, 
group, partnership, association, corporation, 
or other entity (excluding any operating com- 
mon carrier subject to part I of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, but not excluding any holding 
company or other nonoperating corporation 
which has been held or which may be held to 
be a common carrier within the meaning of 
said act)— 

“(A) which exercises direct or indirect con- 
trol of one or more railroad corporations the 
properties of which are not in the custody of 
a court in proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act; and 

((B) which also owns shares of voting 
stock of any railroad corporation to which 
this act is applicable, in sufficient number to 
enable the owner thereof to control such 
carrier. 
shall, during the period the debtor shall be 
in possession of its properties and in control 
of the management and operation thereof 
under this act, vote such shares for the elec- 
tion of niore than a minority of the directors 
of any railroad corporation to which this act 
is applicable, 

“Sec, 5. No readjustment of financial struc- 
ture or other proceeding under this act and 
no order of the court or Commission in con- 
nection therewith shall relieve any carrier 
from the obligation of any final judgment 
of any Federal or State court rendered prior 
to January 1, 1929, against such carrier or 
against one of its predecessors in title, re- 
quiring the maintenance of offices, shops, and 
roundhouses at any place, where such judg- 
ment was rendered on account of the making 
of a valid contract or contracts by such car- 
rier or one of its predecessors in title. 

“Src. 6. With respect to any debtor railroad 
corporation of which at the time of filing the 
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petition for reorganization under section 77 
of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended, the out- 
standing voting stock of the debtor railroad 
corporation shall have been owned or con- 
trolled, directly or indirectly, by voting trust 
or otherwise, by another railroad corporation 
and by a corporation owning or controlling 
the outstanding voting stock of another rail- 
road corporation, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is hereby invested with plenary 
power and authority to require the mainte- 
nance and operation of the properties of such 
controlled debtor railroad corporation (in- 
cluding solicitation by its traffic organiza- 
tion) to be without discrimination in favor 
of one route over any other route or in favor 
of one connecting carrier over any other con- 
necting carrier, to the end that the neutrality 
of such controlled debtor railroad corporation 
with respect to the solicitation and inter- 
change of traffic with competing connecting 
carriers shall be assured. The term ‘corpo- 
ration’ as used in this section shall be deemed 
to include its trustees appointed under the 
aforesaid section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
as amended. 

“Sec. 7. The provisions hereof shall not 
apply if at the time of filing the petition for 
reorganization under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, as amended, more than 90 per- 
cent of the aggregate number of the out- 
standing shares of all classes of stock of the 
debtor railroad corporation shall have been 
owned or controlled by another railroad cor- 
poration which had not on the same day nor 
prior thereto filed a petition for reorganiza- 
tion under said section 77; nor shall the pro- 
visions hereof apply to any debtor railroad 
corporation, which did not have more than 
five stockholders (exclusive of directors hold- 
ing only qualifying shares) none of whom is 
a railroad corporation, at the time of filing 
the petition for reorganization under said 
section 77. 

“Sec. 8. The act of July 1, 1898, entitled ‘An 
act to establish a uniform system of bank- 
ruptcy throughout the United States,’ as 
amended, is hereby further amended by in- 
serting after chapter XIV the following: 


“ ‘CHAPTER XV—RAILROAD ADJUSTMENTS 
“ ‘ARTICLE I—JURISDICTION 


“Sec. 700. In addition to the jurisdiction 
otherwise exercised, courts of bankruptcy 
shall exercise original jurisdiction, as pro- 
vided in this chapter, for postponements or 
modifications of debt, interest, rent, and ma- 
turities or for modifications of the securities 
or capital structures of railroads. 

“ “ARTICLE II—DEFINITIONS 

“ ‘Sec. 705. The following terms, as used in 
this chapter, unless a different meaning is 
plainly required by the context, shall be con- 
strued as follows: 

“*(1) “Petitioner” means any carrier as 
defined in section 20a of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, excluding any corporation in 
equity receivership or in proceedings for re- 
organization under section 77 of this act, 
petitioning for a plan of adjustment, as here- 
inafter defined, or any corporation filing a 
petition under the provisions of section 711 
of this chapter. 

“*(2) “Claims” includes debts whether 
liquidated or unliquidated, certificates of de- 
posits of securities (other than stock and 
option warrants to subscribe to stock), in- 
cluding demands and obligations of what- 
ever character made, assumed, or guaranteed 
by the petitioner. 

“*(3) “Debt” shall be considered to include 
all claims held or owned by “creditors” as 
hereinafter defined. 

“*(4) “Creditors” shall include all holders 
of claims, demands, and obligations of what- 
ever character against the petitioner or its 
property, whether or not such claims would 
otherwise constitute provable claims in bank- 
ruptcy, including the holders of claims made, 
assumed, or guaranteed by the petitioner, 
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“*(5) “Securities” shall include those de- 
fined in section 20a of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, as amended, also securities in 
respect of which any carrier, as defined in 
section 20a, has assumed any obligation or 
liability as lessor, lessee, guarantor, endorser, 
surety, or otherwise, and also certificates of 
deposit and all other evidences of ownership 
of or interest in securities. 

“*(6) “Commission” refers to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, 

„%) “Adjustment” shall include post- 
ponements or modifications of debt, interest, 
rent, and maturities and modifications of 
the securities or capital structures. 

“Sec. 706. No creditor shall be deemed to 
be “affected” by any plan unless such plan 
proposes a modification of the evidence of 
debt or other instrument defining the rights 
of such creditor, or a modification of the 
security, if any, for the claim of such creditor, 


“ ‘ARTICLE III—PETITION AND POWERS OF COURT 


“ ‘Sec. 710. Any railroad corporation not in 
equity receivership or in process of reorgani- 
zation under section 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act at the time of filing its petition here- 
under, and which has not been in equity 
receivership or in process of reorganization 
under said section 77 within 10 years prior to 
the filing of such petition, which shall have— 

(1) prepared a plan of adjustment and 
secured assurances satisfactory to the Com- 
mission of the acceptance of such plan from 
creditors holding at least 25 percent of the 
aggregate amount of all claims affected by 
said plan of adjustment (including all such 
affected claims against said corporation, its 
parents, and subsidiaries); and 

“*(2) thereafter obtained an order from 
the Commission (but not a division thereof) 
under section 20a of the Interstate Commerce 
Act authorizing the issuance or modification 
of securities (other than securities held by, 
or to be issued to, Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation) as proposed by such plan of 
adjustment as filed, or as modified by, or with 
the approval of, the Commission, such order 
of the Commission to include also specific 
findings— 

a) that such corporation is not in need 
of financial reorganization of the character 
provided for under section 77 of this act; 

“*(b) that such corporation’s inability to 
meet its debts matured or about to mature is 
reasonably expected to be temporary only; 
and 

„e) that such plan of adjustment, after 
due consideration of the probable prospective 
earnings of the property in the light of its 
earnings experience and of such changes as 
may reasonably be expected— 

„) is in the public interest and in the 
best interests of each class of creditors and 
stockholders; 

“ (ii) is feasible, financially advisable, and 
not likely to be followed by the insolvency of 
said corporation, or by need of financial re- 
organization or adjustment; 

„(t) does not provide for fixed charges 
(of whatsoever nature including fixed 
charges on debt, amortization of discount on 
debt, and rent for leased roads), in an amount 
in excess of what will be adequately covered 
by the probable earnings available for the 
payment thereof; 

(iv) leaves adequate means for such fu- 
ture financing as may be requisite; 

„) is consistent with adequate mainte- 
nance of the property; and 

„(i) is consistent with the proper per- 
formance by such railroad corporation of 
service to the public as a common carrier, 
will not impair its ability to perform such 
service; 

Provided, That in making the foregoing spe- 
cific findings the Commission shall scrutinize 
the facts independently of the extent of 
acceptances of such plan and of any lack of 
opposition thereto; Provided further, That 


9898 


an order of the Commission (or of a division 
thereof) under section 20a of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, made prior to the effective 
date of this chapter, authorizing the issu- 
ance or modification of securities as proposed 
by a plan of adjustment (other than secu- 
rities held by, or to be issued to, Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation), shall be effective 
for the purpose of this subparagraph (2) of 
the first sentence of section 710, notwith- 
standing failure to include therein the fore- 
going specific findings, if such order did in- 
clude the specific findings that such proposed 
issuance or modification of securities is com- 
patible with the public interest, is consistent 
with the proper performance by the railroad 
corporation of service to the public as a com- 
mon carrier, and will not impair its ability 
to perform such service; and 

(3) secured assents to such plan of ad- 
justment or such plan of adjustment as modi- 
fied by, or with approval of, the Commission, 
by creditors holding more than two-thirds of 
the aggregate amount of the claims affected 
by said plan, which two-thirds shall include 
at least a majority of the aggregate amount 
of the claims of each affected class. 


may file in the United States district court 
in whose territorial jurisdiction such railroad 
corporation has had its principal executive 
or principal operating office during the pre- 
ceding 6 months or a greater period thereof, 
its petition averring that it is unable to meet 
its debts, matured or about to mature, and 
desires to carry out the plan of adjustment. 

A copy of the order obtained from the 
Commission, as above provided, shall be filed 
with the petition and made a part thereof. 

"Sec, 711. Any corporation which has com- 
plied with subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3) of 
the first sentence of section 710, and in which 
corporation the majority of the capital stock 
having power to vote for the election of di- 
rectors is owned directly, or indirectly through 
an intervening medium by any railroad cor- 
poration which has filed a petition hereunder, 
or any corporation which is a lessor of the 
petitioning corporation and which has com- 
plied with the aforesaid subparagraphs (1), 
(2), and (3) of section 710, or any corporation 
which is liable or obligated, contingently or 
otherwise, on securities issued by or on which 
the obligation or liability has been assumed 
by, the petitioning carrier corporation and 
which has complied with the aforesaid sub- 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 710, 
may file its petition in the same court in 
which the petition first aforesaid shall have 
been filed, and such petitions shall be heard 
and disposed of in a single proceeding. Any 
corporation liable or obligated, contingently 
or otherwise, upon the securities of a carrier 
shall, with respect to such securities and any 
securities issued in lieu thereof and for the 
_purposes of this chapter, be deemed a carrier 
within the intent and meaning of section 
20a of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended, and if such corporation is a holding 
company, controlling two or more carriers, 
it shall, to the extent provided by the Com- 
mission in its order, be subject to such of the 
provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act 
as, under the provisions of paragraph (3) of 
section 5 thereof, are applicable to a person, 
not a carrier, authorized by an order entered 
under paragraph (2) of that section to ac- 
quire control of any carrier or two or more 
carriers. 

“ ‘Src. 712. The petition shall be accom- 
panied by payment to the clerk of a filing 
fee of $100, which shall be in addition to the 
fees required to be collected by the clerk 
under other sections of this act or any other 
act. 


“Sec. 713. Immediately following the fil- 
ing of the petition, there shall be convened 
& special court of three judges in the manner 
provided by section 266, as amended, of the 
Judicial Code, and thereafter all proceedings 
relative to such plan or any modification 
thereof shall be conducted before such court, 
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Such three-judge court shall be yested with 
and shall exercise all the powers of a district 
court sitting in equity and all the powers as 
a court of bankruptcy necessary to carry 
out the intent and provisions of this chapter, 
including the classification of claims at such 
time and in such manner as the court may 
direct: Provided, however, That any one of 
the three judges constituting the special 
court who may be designated by the special 
court, may perform all functions, conduct all 
proceedings, and enter all orders, except that 
such single judge shall not hold a hearing 
for approval of a plan as provided in section 
720 or for confirmation of a plan as provided 
in section 725 or enter the final decree. Any 
act of a single judge hereby permitted shall 
be subject to review by the special court on 
application by any party in interest filed 
within 30 days after said act or by order of 
such court on its own motion made within 
such period of 30 days. 

“ ‘Sec. 714. The special court, after hearing, 
promptly shail enter an order approving the 
petition as properly filed under this chapter 
if satisfied that such petition complies with 
this chapter and has been filed in good faith, 
or dismissing such petition if not so satisfied, 

“ ‘Sec. 715. If the petition is approved by 
the special court, the said court, during the 
pendency of the proceedings under this chap- 
ter, shall have exclusive jurisdiction of the 
petitioner and of its property wherever lo- 
cated to the extent which may be necessary 
to protect the same against any action which 
might be inconsistent with said plan of ad- 
justment or might interfere with the effective 
execution of said plan if approved by the 
court, or otherwise inconsistent with or con- 
trary to the purposes and provisions of this 
chapter: Provided, however, That nothing 
herein contained shall be construed to au- 
thorize the court to appoint any trustee or 
receiver for said properties or any part thereof, 
or otherwise take possession of such prop- 
erties or control the operation or adminis- 
tration thereof. 

“ARTICLE IV—HEARINGS 

“‘Sec. 720. The special court shall fix a 
date for a hearing to be held promptly after 
the filing of the petition and notice of such 
hearing or hearings shall be given to all per- 
sons in interest in such reasonable manner 
as the court shall direct. In such proceeding, 
the court may allow such interventions of 
persons in interest as it may deem just and 
proper, but any person in interest shall have 
the right to present evidence and be heard 
thereon, in person or by attorney, with or 
without intervention. Any person or persons 
in interest who shall be permitted to inter- 
vene or who shall present evidence and be 
heard thereon, in person or by attorney, with 
or without intervention, proposing any modi- 
fication of the plan of adjustment, which 
modification shall be adopted and which shall 
be found by the court to be of benefit to the 
petition or to any class of creditors of peti- 
tioner or to be in the public interest, may be 
allowed actual and reasonable expense (in- 
cluding reasonable attorneys fees), which 
expenses may be entered as a part of the 
decree approving and confirming the plan and 
the adjustment provided thereby pursuant to 
the provisions of section 725 of this chapter. 

“ ‘Sec. 721. After such hearing, the special 
court may approve the plan as filed or propose 
to modify such plan and as hereinafter pro- 
vided approve the same as so modified: If 
the court shall propose to modify the plan, 
then: (a) if such modification substantially 
alters the basis for the specific findings in- 
cluded in the order made by the Commission 
under section 20a of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, the plan as so proposed to be modified 
shall be resubmitted to the Commission and 
shall not be finally approved by the court 
until the Commission (but not a division 
thereof) has authorized the issuance or modi- 
fication of securities as proposed by the plan 
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as so modified (other than securities held by, 
or to be issued to, Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation) making the findings required 
by clause (c) of subparagraph (2) of the 
first sentence of section 710, even in a case 
where the original order of the Commission 
under said section 20a was made prior to the 
effective date of this chapter; and (b) if such 
modification substantially or adversely affects 
the interests of any class or classes of credi- 
tors, such plan shall be resubmitted, in such 
manner as the court may direct, to those 
creditors so affected by such modification and 
shall not be finally approved until after (1) 
a hearing on such modification, to be held 
within such reasonable time as the court 
may fix, at which hearing any person in in- 
terest may object to such modification, and 
(2) a reasonable opportunity (within a pe- 
riod to be fixed by the court), following such 
hearing, within which such affected creditors 
who have assented to the plan may withdraw 
or cancel their assents to the plan, and fail- 
ure by any such creditor to withdraw or 
cancel an assent within such period shall 
constitute an acceptance by such assenting 
creditor of the plan as so modified. After 
such authorization and finding by the Com- 
mission, where required hereby, and after 
such hearing and opportunity to withdraw 
or cancel, where required hereby, the court 
may make the proposed modification, and as 
provided in section 725 finally approve and 
confirm the plan as so modified. 

“ ‘SEC. 722. If the United States or any 
agency thereof, or any corporation (other 
than the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion) the majority of the stock of which is 
owned by the United States, is a creditor or 
stockholder, the Secretary of the Treasury is 
hereby authorized to act in respect of the 
interests or claims of the United States or 
of such agency or other corporation. If in any 
proceeding under this chapter the United 
States is a creditor on claims for taxes or 
customs duties (whether or not the United 
States has any other interest in or claim 
against the debtor as creditor or stockholder), 
no plan which does not provide for the pay- 
ment thereof shall be approved or confirmed 
by the court except upon the acceptance of a 
lesser amount or of a postponement by the 
Secretary of the Treasury certified to the 
court: Provided, That if the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall fail to accept or reject such 
lesser amount or such postponement for more 
than 60 days after receipt of written notice 
so to do from the court, accompanied by a 
certified copy of the plan, the consent of the 
United States insofar as its claims for taxes 
or customs duties are concerned shall be 
conclusively presumed, 


“ ‘ARTICLE V—PROCEEDINGS SUBSEQUENT TO 
APPROVAL OF PETITION 


“ ‘Sec. 725. If the special court shall ind— 

1) that, at the time of the filing of said 
petition as provided in article III hereof, the 
proposed plan of adjustment had been as- 
sented to by not less than two-thirds of the 
aggregate amount of all claims of the peti- 
tioner affected by such plan, including at 
least a majority of the aggregate amount of 
claims of each such class; 

2) that the plan of adjustment as sub- 
mitted or as modified by the court has been 
accepted as submitted or, if modified, then 
as modified by or on behalf of creditors af- 
fected by such plan holding more than three- 
fourths of the aggregate amount of the claims 
affected by said plan, including at least three- 
fifths of the aggregate amount of the claims 
of each affected class; 

“*(3) that the plan meets the requirements 
of clause (c), and the petitioner meets the 
requirements of clauses (a) and (b) of sub- 
paragraph (2) of the first sentence of sec- 
tion 710, and that the plan is fair and equi- 
table as an adjustment and as such will: 
(a) afford due recognition to the rights of 
each class of creditors and stockholders and 
fair consideration to each class adversely 
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affected and (b) will conform to the law of 
the land regarding the participation of the 
various classes of creditors and stockholders: 
Provided, That in making the findings re- 
quired by this clause (3), the court shall 
scrutinize the facts independently of the ex- 
tent of acceptance of such plan, and of any 
lack of opposition thereto, and of the fact 
that the Commission, under section 20a of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, has authorized 
the issuance or modification of securities as 
proposed by such plan, and of the fact 
that the Commission has made such or simi- 
lar findings; 

4) that all corporate action required to 
authorize the issuance or modification of 
securities pursuant to such plan shall have 
been duly taken either before or since the 
enactment of this chapter; 

5) that the petitioner has not, in con- 
nection with said plan or the effectuation 
thereof, done any act or failed to perform 
any duty which act or failure would be a bar 
to the discharge of a bankrupt, and that the 
plan and the acceptance thereof are in good 
faith and have not been made or procured 
by any means, promises, or acts forbidden by 
this act; 

(6) that, after hearings for the purpose, 
all amounts or considerations, directly or 
indirectly paid or to be paid by or for the 
petitioner for expenses, fees, reimbursement, 
or compensation of any character what- 
soever incurred in connection with the pro- 
ceeding and plan, or preliminary thereto or 
in aid thereof, together with all the facts 
and circumstances relating to the incurring 
thereof, have been fully disclosed to the court 
so far as such amounts or considerations can 
be ascertained at the time of such hearings, 
that all such amounts or considerations are 
fair and reasonable, and to the extent that 
any such amounts or considerations are not 
then ascertainable, the same are to be so 
disclosed to the court when ascertained, and 
are to be subject to approval by the special 
court as fair and reasonable, and except with 
such approval no amounts or considerations 
covered by this clause (6) shall be paid; and— 

“*(7) that the provisions of sections 722, 

736, and 737 of this chapter have been com- 
plied with. 
Said court shall file an opinion setting forth 
its conclusions and the reasons therefor and 
shall enter a decree approving and confirming 
such plan and the adjustment provided 
thereby, which decree shall be binding upon 
the petitioner and upon all creditors and 
security holders of the petitioner; and there- 
after the petitioner shall have full power and 
authority to and shall put into effect and 
carry out the plan and the orders of the 
special court relative thereto and issue the 
securities provided by the plan without fur- 
ther reference to or authority from the 
Commission or any other authority, State or 
Federal, except where required by any law 
relating to the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration, and the rights of all creditors and 
security holders with respect to claims and 
securities affected by the plan shall be those 
provided by the plan as so approved and eon- 
firmed: Provided, however, That the title of 
any owner, whether as trustee or otherwise, 
to rolling-stock equipment leased or condi- 
tionally sold to the petitioner, and any right 
of such owner to take possession of such 
property in compliance with the provisions 
of any such lease or conditional sale contract, 
shall not be affected by the provisions of this 
chapter. 

No plan shall be approved under this 
chapter unless the special court finds that 
with respect to the continuation of, or any 
change in, the voting rights in the petitioner, 
control of the petitioner, and the identity of, 
and the power and manner of selection of the 
persons who are to be directors, officers, or 
voting trustees, if any, upon the consumma- 
tion of the plan and their respective suc- 
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cessors, the plan makes full disclosure, is ade- 
quate, equitable, in the best interests of 
creditors and stockholders of each class, and 
consistent with public policy, 

“Sec. 726. After the special court shall 
have approved as properly filed a petition 
pursuant to article III hereof, the special 
court, from time to time during the pendency 
of the proceedings hereunder, may enjoin the 
institution of, or stay, for a reasonable time, 
any action or proceeding to enforce any right 
against the petitioner or its property based 
upon claims affected by the proposed plan 
of adjustment in any court, State or Federal, 
whether for the enforcement of any such 
claim or for the appointment of receivers in 
equity or of the institution or prosecution of 
a proceeding under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act or otherwise: Provided, however, 
That no such stay shall affect any proceeding 
based on or to enforce any claim which would 
be required to be paid if the plan of adjust- 
ment proposed by the petitioner were then 
in effect. 

“Sec, 727. Unless the plan of adjustment 
as submitted or as modified shall have been 
confirmed by the special court within 1 year 
from the date of filing the petition, the pro- 
ceedings shall be dismissed unless, for good 
cause shown, on motion of any party in inter- 
est, the court, if satisfied that confirmation 
of a plan is in immediate prospect, shall de- 
termine otherwise. 

“Sec. 728. Without prejudice to existing 
rights of all creditors, including those affected 
by the plan, and as a condition to the ap- 
proval of any plan by the special court, the 
petitioner, from and after the filing of the 
petition with the court and until the making 
of a final order by the special court approving 
a plan or dismissing the petition, shall con- 
tinue to make or tender payments to all 
creditors affected by the plan of sums cur- 
rently payable to such creditors equal to the 


amounts proposed to be paid to such eredi- 


tors under the plan: Provided, That the mak- 
ing of such payments shall not constitute a 
preference within the meaning of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, nor shall acceptance of such pay- 
ments constitute an acceptance of a plan, 
If, from and after the filing of the petition 
with the special court, there shall be any 
failure to make or tender such payments, the 
special court, unless there is good cause shown 
for the failure, shall dismiss the proceedings. 
In finally approving any plan, the court may 
make or require to be made such adjust- 
ments with respect to said payments or any 
of them as may be necessary to make the 
same conform to the provisions of said plan 
as finally approved. 

“Sec. 729. In providing for any such pay- 
ments the petitioner may require any bond 
or other security, including interest coupons 
affeoted by such payments to be presented to 
or deposited with a paying agent or deposi- 
tary named by the petitioner for appropriate 
stamping to show the amounts of such pay- 
ment. 

“ “ARTICLE VI—TAX PROVISIONS 

“ ‘Sec. 735. The provisions of sections 1801, 
1802, 3481, and 3482 of the Internal Revenue 
Code and any amendments thereto, unless 
specifically providing to the contrary, shall 
not apply to the issuance, transfer, or ex- 
change of securities or the making or delivery 
of conveyances to make effective any plan of 
adjustment confirmed under the provisions 
of this chapter. 

“Sec. 736. In addition to the notices else- 
where expressly provided, the clerk of this 
court in which any proceedings under this 
chapter are pending shall forthwith transmit 
to the Secretary of the Treasury copies of— 
“*(1) every petition filed under this chap- 
ter; 
“*(2) the orders approving or dismissing 
petitions; 

“*(3) the orders approving plans as filed, 
or as modified, together with copies of such 
plans as approved; d 
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(4) the decrees approving and confirm- 
ing plans and the adjustments provided 
thereby, together with copies of such plans 
as approved; 

“*(5) the injunctions or other orders made 
under section 726 of this chapter; 

“"(6) the orders dismissing proceedings 
under this chapter; and 

“*(7) such other papers filed in the pro- 
ceedings as the Secretary of the Treasury may 
request or which the court may direct to be 
transmitted to him. 

“Sec. 737. Any order fixing the time for 
confirming a plan which affects claims or 
stock of the United States shall include a 
notice of not less than 30 days to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. 

“ ‘Sec. 738. The special court shall have 
power to determine the amount and legality 
of claims of the United States for taxes or 
customs duties, and to order payment thereof; 
and the order of the special court (provided 
for in section 714) approving the petition 
shall have the effect of an adjudication of 
bankruptcy of the petitioner for the purposes 
of section 274 of the Internal Revenue Code 
and the corresponding provisions of prior and 
subsequent revenue acts. The running of 
the statute of limitations on the assessment 
or collection of any internal-revenue tax shall 
be suspended while a proceeding under this 
chapter is pending and until it is finally dis- 
missed. 


“ ‘ARTICLE VII—INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


“ ‘Sec. 740. If, in any application filed with 
the Commission pursuant to section 20a of 
the Interstate Commerce Act for authority 
to issue or modify securities, the applicant 
shall allege that the purpose in making such 
application is to enable it to file a petition 
under the provisions of this chapter, the 
Commission shall take final action on such 
application as promptly as possible, and in 
any event within 120 days after the filing of 
such application, unless the Commission 
finds that a longer time, not exceeding 60 
days, is needed in the public interest, 


“ARTICLE VIII—FINAL DECREE AND REVIEW 


“ ‘Sec. 745. Any final order or decree of the 
special court shall be reviewed by the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon appeal made 
by any person affected by the plan who deems 
himself aggrieved within 60 days after the 
entry of such order or decree, pursuant to 
the applicable provisions of the Judicial 
Code. 

“ ‘Sec. 746. In the decree approving and 
confirming the plan the court may require 
such reports of the action taken by the peti- 
tioner thereunder in the execution of the plan 
as may be necessary to a final disposition of 
the cause, and in its final decree disposing 
of the cause the court shall retain jurisdiction 
in the district court to the extent necessary 
to protect and enforce the rights of the 
parties under said plan and the orders of the 
court thereon. 


“ ‘ARTICLE IX—-FILING RECORD WITH COMMISSION 


“ ‘Sec. 750. The clerk of the court in which 
any proceedings under this chapter are pend- 
ing, shall forthwith transmit to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission copies of all 
pleadings, petitions, motions, applications, 
orders, judgments, decrees, and other papers 
in such proceedings filed with the court or 
entered therein, including copies of any 
transcripts of testimony, hearings or other 
proceedings that may be transcribed and filed 
in such proceedings together with copies of 
all exhibits, except to the extent that the 
court finds that compliance with this section 
would be impracticable. 

“ARTICLE X—-TERMINATION OF JURISDICTION 

“ ‘Sec. 755. The jurisdiction conferred upon 
any court by this chapter shall not be exer- 


cised by such court after November 1, 1950, 
except in respect of any proceeding initiated 
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by filing a petition under section 710 hereof 
on or before November 1, 1950.“ 

“Sec. 9. Section 77 of the act of July 1, 1898, 
entitled ‘An act to establish a uniform system 
of bankruptcy throughout the United States,’ 
as amended, is amended as follows: 

“1, Subsection (b) of such section is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

The capitalization of the reorganized 
company shall not be less than the capitali- 
zation existing on the date on which the 
debtor’s petition to the court was approved as 
properly filed, with such adjustment therein 
as may result from the issue or retirement 
of securities during the reorganization pro- 
ceedings: Provided, That such existing capi- 
talization does not exceed either— 

) the actual investment in the debtor's 
properties; or 

(i) the valuation found by the Commis- 
sion under section 19 (a) of part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended (to- 
gether with investments), plus expenditures 
for additions and betterments less retire- 
ments since the date of such valuation, 
whichever is the lower: And provided further, 
That any part of such capitalization in ex- 
cess of the value of all of the debtor’s prop- 
erty as certified by the Commission pursuant 
to subsection (e) shall be represented by 
shares of stock without par value of the reor- 
ganized company at the rate of one share 
of such stock for each $100 of such excess.’ 

“2. That so much of subsection (d) of such 
section as reads as follows: ‘After the filing of 
such a plan, the Commission, unless such 
plan shall be considered by it, to be prima 
facie impracticable, shall, after due notice to 
all stockholders and creditors given in such 
manner as it shall determine, hold public 
hearings,’ is hereby amended to read as fol- 
lows: ‘After the filing of such a plan, the 
Commission shall name one of its members to 
confer with the parties in interest and to 
endeavor as a mediator to reconcile differences 
which may exist between them and unless 
such plan shall be considered by it to be 
prima facie impracticable, shall, after due 
notice to all stockholders and creditors given 
in such manner as it shall determine, hold 
public hearings.’ 

3. That so much of subsection (e) of such 
section as reads as follows: ‘After such hear- 
ings, and without any hearing if no objec- 
tions are filed, the judge shall approve the 
plan if satisfied that (1) it complies with 
the provisions of subsection (b) of this 
section, is fair and equitable, affords due 
recognition to the rights of each class of 
creditors and stockholders, does not discrimi- 
nate unfairly in favor of any class of credi- 
tors or stockholders, and will conform to the 
requirements of the law of the land regarding 
the participation of the various classes of 
creditors and stockholders;’, is hereby ameng- 
ed to read as follows: ‘After such hearing, 
and without any hearing if no objection is 
filed, the judge shall make full and independ- 
ent judicial reexamination and review of the 
plan and of the evidence presented at such 
hearing, in the event of such hearing, and 
thereafter shall approve the plan if, in the 
exercise of his independent judgment based 
upon such judicial reexamination and review, 
he is satisfied that (1) the plan complies 
with the provisions of subsections (b) and 
(d) of this section, is fair and equitable, 
affords due recognition to the rights of each 
class of creditors and stockholders, does not 
discriminate unfairly in favor of any class 
thereof, and will conform to the requirements 
of the Constitution and statutes of the 
United States; (2) the determination of value 
made by the Commission and certified to the 
court under the provisions of this subsection 
is supported by substantial evidence, ade- 
quately reflects the true value of the property 
at the time of hearing, or at the time of 
certification of the plan by the Commission, 
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in the event no hearing is had before the 
court, and does not omit consideration of any 
relevant facts;’. 

“4, Subsection (e) of such section is 
amended by redesignating clauses ‘(2)’ and 
(8) as ‘(3)" and ‘(4)’, respectively. 

“5. So much of the first proviso of subsec- 
tion (e) of such section as reads as follows: 
‘Provided, That submission to any class of 
stockholders shall not be necessary if the 
Commission shall have found, and the judge 
shall have affirmed the finding,’ is amended 
by striking out ‘shall have affirmed the find- 
ing,’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘in the 
exercise of his independent judgment, after 
consideration of the evidence presented at 
the hearing before the court, in the event of 
such hearings, shall also find.“ 

“6. So much of the second proviso of sub- 
section (e) of such section as reads as fol- 
lows: ‘Provided further, That submission to 
any class of creditors shall not be necessary 
if the Commission shall have found, and the 
judge shall have affirmed the finding,’ is 
amended by striking out ‘shall have affirmed 
the finding,’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘in 
the exercise of his independent judgment, 
after consideration of the evidence presented 
at the hearing before the court, in the event 
of such hearing, shall also find.’ 

“7, So much of the fourth paragraph of 
subsection (e) of such section as reads as 
follows: The value of any property used in 
raliroad operation shall be determined on a 
basis which will give due consideration to the 
earning power of the property, past, present, 
and prospective, and all other relevant facts. 
In determining such value only such effect 
shall be given to the present cost of repro- 
duction new and less depreciation and orig- 
inal cost of the property, and the actual in- 
vestment therein, as may be required under 
the law of the land, in light of its earning 
power and all other relevant facts,’ is 
amended by striking out ‘as may be required 
under the law of the land’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘as will conform to the require- 
ments of the Constitution and statutes of 
the United States.“ 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table, 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to enable debtor railroad corpo- 
rations, whose properties during a period 
of 7 years have provided sufficient earn- 
ings to pay fixed charges, to effect a re- 
adjustment of their financial structures 
without further proceedings under sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amend- 
ed, and to further amend said act, as 
amended.” 

The proceedings by which the bill 
(H. R. 5924) was passed were vacated 
and that bill laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the Clerk will correct the section num- 
bers of the bill. 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. TABER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp and include several 
tables which he prepared. 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Education may have until midnight 
tonight to file a report, 
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD and 
include a table showing the loans to the 
Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to extend his own 
remarks in the Recor and include cer- 
tain newspaper articles and letters. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I pre- 
viously was granted permission to extend 
in the REcorp a certain document as part 
of my remarks. I am informed by the 
Public Printer that the extension will 
comprise two and one-third pages of the 
RecorD, at a cost of $140. Notwithstand- 
ing the cost, I ask unanimous consent 
that the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
cost and without objection, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BENDER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in four instances and to include 
articles from the Cleveland Plain Dealer. 

Mr. CHURCH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include a 
brief letter and a petition. 

Mr. JENNINGS asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks in 
the Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial from the 
Cleveland Plain Dealer. ‘ 


SOCIAL-SECURITY LEGISLATION 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 710 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. 
R. 7037) to amend the Social Security Act 
and the Internal Revenue Code, and for 
other purposes, and all points of order 
against said bill are hereby waived. That 
after general debate, which shall be con- 
fined to the bill, and shall continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and the rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the bill shall be consid- 
ered as having been read for amendment. 
No amendment shall be in order to said bill 
except amendments offered by direction of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and 
said amendments shall be in order, any 
rule of the House to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Amendments offered by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Ways and Means 
may be offered to any section of the bill 
at the conclusion of the general debate, but 
such amendments shall not be subject to 
amendment. At the conclusion of the con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas- 
sage without intervening motion, except 
one motion to recommit. 
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Brown]. 

I now yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a very poor dis- 
position for speaking to people who do 
not want to be spoken to and try not to 
do it. I thought there might be some 
interest in the legislative situation that 
confronts the House now. 

This rule, if adopted, will make in 
order consideration of social-security 
legislation and is what is frequently re- 
ferred to as a gag rule. It is a closed 
rule, that permits amendments to be of- 
fered only by members of the legislative 
committee, which in this instance is the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

As a matter of fact, there is not any 
power that can gag this House except a 
majority of the House itself. On this rule 
you can pursue one of three courses. 
You can accept the rule as written, you 
can vote down the rule, or you can vote 
down the previous question and amend 
the rule to suit your own taste. That is 
true in every case. I have never seen an 
instance in which the majority of this 
House could not work its will in a matter 
presented here, if it is of a mind to do so. 

The Ways and Means Committee at 
first sharply divided on the original bill 
that was reported. They felt that the 
situation was so complicated and the leg- 
islation in question was so involved that 
it should be considered on the floor under 
a closed rule. The Rules Committee was 
reluctant, with a divided legislative com- 
mittee, to grant a closed rule. Even- 
tually, the Ways and Means Committee 
was able to get together and unanimously 
asked us to grant a closed rule on this 
particular legislation. The House does 
not have to accept that, but if you do not 
accept the judgment of your Ways and 
Means Committee, which is certainly one 
of the great committees of this House, 
you will then yourselves undertake to 
write legislation on the floor; legislation 
of a very involved and complicated na- 
ture. I think practically all the Mem- 
bers have seen that in the Congress and 
know what confusion and poor results 
were arrived at in that way. 

It may be suggested by some who are 
opposed to the adoption of this rule that 
they only want to substitute a bill 
adopted by the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee prior to this bill and that on that 
they want a closed rule. Either we must 
have a closed rule for the consideration 
of this bill or the previous bill or we 
must throw the whole situation open to 
any kind of amendment that anybody 
may wish to offer. 

I cannot see how it is logical for Mem- 
bers to oppose this rule because it is a 
closed rule on this particular bill and 
then advocate substituting the other bill 
under a closed rule, for exactly the same 
situation would prevail. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Does not the gen- 
tleman feel that it would be logical, 
though, to vote against any closed rule so 
we could all be given an opportunity to 
vote our sincere opinions on legislation? 

Mr. CLARK. My own opinion is, sir, 
if you do that and open up this subject 
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under present conditions we will not be 
able to accomplish much of anything. 

Mr.EBERHARTER. Do younot think 
it would be better to let the House vote 
on the matters that are in controversy in 
the committee? 

Mr. CLARK. That is entirely up to the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
North Carolina has consumed 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as has been explained by the gentleman 
from North Carolina, this resolution 
makes in order H. R. 7037 under a closed 
rule which would prohibit any amend- 
ments to the measure being considered. 
The Rules Committee was very reluctant, 
as it always is, to grant a closed rule on 
this legislation, and the rule was granted 
simply because of the realization that this 
legislation is very complicated. It deals 
with the whole field of social security, 
and if a closed rule is not adopted and an 
open rule becomes in order, then all sorts 
of amendments and substitute measures 
could be considered in the most contro- 
versial fields. In fact, when this bill was 
first presented to the Rules Committee 
there was a controversy existing within 
the Ways and Means Committee over 
some of the provisions of the bill, and the 
Rules Committee, feeling that a con- 
troversial measure, on which the great 
Ways and Means Committee itself could 
not agree, should not be sent to the floor 
under a closed rule, held several hearings 
and discussed this matter rather fully. 
In the meantime the Ways and Means 
Committee had subsequent meetings and 
reached an agreement on H. R. 7037, as 
it now appears before us, whereby the 
committee eliminated the controversial 
sections of the original bill so as to per- 
mit the Congress to give certain very 
necessary relief under the social security 
laws at this time. In these closing days 
of the session I believe it is often neces- 
sary for us to compromise our differences 
and try to work out some sort of a pro- 
gram upon which all of us can agree. I, 
therefore, compliment the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House for the 
manner in which they met this particular 
problem, worked out their differences, 
and presented to the House agreed leg- 
islation of this type. For that reason the 
Rules Committee has granted a closed 
rule so that this matter can be decided 
quickly by passing a bill that I believe is 
not controversial. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I want the gen- 
tleman to name one single controversial 
section that has been eliminated in the 
bill reported by the House. Every sec- 
tion that was in the previous bill is still 
in this bill in a different form, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No. The gen- 
tleman is a member of this great com- 
mittee, but he will find that the section 
providing for variable grants is not in 
this bill. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. You change the 
formula, that is all. 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The provision 
is not the same. I am sorry that the 
gentleman has not given more careful 
study to a bill that has been reported by 
his own committee. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I would like to 
a to that. The section is still in the 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It certainly is 
not in the bill in the same form, and the 
controversy over that provision has been 
eliminated. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina, 
In response to the statement of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania may I say 
there are many controversial matters in 
the bills which were worked out in the 
committee. It was a matter of give and 
take. There are other amendments that 
are still in controversy. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. May I ask the gen- 
tleman from Ohio if this is not the situa- 
tion: An effort will be made to vote down 
the previous question. If the previous 
question is voted down, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] may offer a 
motion to amend the rule, if he is recog- 
nized by the Speaker. He will then have 
1 hour. The Rules Committee will lose 
control. Then the next gentleman who 
is recognized will have 1 hour. This 
procedure will continue until the previ- 
ous question is ordered. We might be 
here indefinitely if the previous question 
is voted down. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman for his comment. That is 
exactly the thing as I expected to say in 
connection with this measure. If the 
previous question is voted down and this 
bill is considered under an open rule, 
then we will have before the House, im- 
mediately, all sorts of controversial legis- 
lation on the general subject of social 
security. We will be endeavoring to con- 
sider such important matters on the 
floor of the House where technical and 
intricate legislation cannot be considered 
logically and properly. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. LYNCH. It was brought out be- 
fore the Rules Committee that there 
were some eighty-odd bills introduced 
into the present Congress with respect 
to social security. If this is considered 
under an open rule all of those eighty- 
odd bills may be offered as amendments? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
from New York is entirely correct, and 
let me go one step further and say to the 
House that the presentation of this bill 
by the Ways and Means Committee does 
not mean that that great committee has 
completed its work on social security, 
but instead is only presenting to the 
House legislation which it can approve 
and recommend at this time. In the 
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next session it will continue the study 
of social security legislation. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Carrying the sug- 
gestion of the gentleman from New York 
one step further, if the rule is voted down 
the chances are we will turn out a legis- 
lative Mother Hubbard that will cover 
everything and produce nothing. 

Mr, D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp at this point and 
include a letter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. The letter by J. 
Milton Patterson, director, State Depart- 
ment of Public Welfare of Maryland, is 
as follows: 


Re H. R. 6911: Amendments to Social 

Security Act. 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Baltimore, Md. July 3, 1946. 
Hon. THOMAS D'ALESANDRO, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran CONGRESSMAN D’ALESANDRO: The 
Ways and Means Committee has reported 
H. R. 6911, which is a bill prepared to cover 
amendments to the Social Security Act, in- 
cluding some amendments to our public as- 
sistance program. 

While it does not cover all of the things 
that the public welfare people have been 
recommending, it does include provision for 
raising ceilings that will make it possible 
for us to provide more adequately for those 
people who receive public assistance. 

I notice that there has already been some 
attack upon the bill on account of the vari- 
able grant provision that would make addi- 
tional funds available to the low-income 
States. Maryland, of course, would not be 
the beneficiary under this provision, but 
it is a philosophy that we believe in within 
the State, whereby we make funds avail- 
able to the low-income counties to enable 
them to meet their actual need. 

The point has been raised that if some- 
thing isn’t done to make available funds to 
these low-income States and we get into an 
emergency situation, we will have another 
WPA where the Federal Government pays 
the entire bill. 

I am sure that you will give this matter 
your serious consideration when you have 
the opportunity to act on it. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
J. MILTON PATTERSON, 
Director. 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. COLMER]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. The way this strikes 
me is this: We had the OPA bill and it 
was considered under a wide-open rule, 
It was of interest to the whole of the 
Nation. Now, every time we get a bill 
from the Ways and Means Committee 
the House is prevented from offering any 
amendment. We can just take it or 
leave it. Then we go before the country 
and brag that the House writes this type 
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of legislation. We have been handing 
it to the Senate and that body amends 
it as it pleases. For one, I am tired of 
such procedure. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, this 
question of the adoption of the rule as 
granted by my distinguished Committee 
on Rules is most important. It affects 
the lives of many thousands of our aged 
needy and the blind. 

This rule was granted by the Rules 
Committee at a time when I was unfor- 
tunately detained in Mississippi in a 
primary election contest. Had it been 
possible for me to have been here and in 
attendance at the Rules Committee, as 
I should like to have done, when this rule 
was granted, I would have exercised my- 
self to see that a different type of rule 
was granted. For, Mr. Speaker, I am 
most concerned about this matter of in- 
creasing the amounts paid to the aged 
needy of this great country of ours. Par- 
ticularly am I interested in seeing the in- 
equalities which now exist in the Federal 
contributions to this worthy cause 
righted. 

For several years, in fact from the 
time that the first social-security bill was 
passed, I have vigorously opposed this 
formula by which the several States are 
required to match dollar for dollar the 
amount contributed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. In fact, when that bill was 
first considered by the Ways and Means 
Committee, I appeared before that com- 
mittee and pointed out with all of the 
logic and force that I could command 
that such a formula was unjust and un- 
fair to the so-called poorer States. I 
emphasized that States like Mississippi 
in the deep South, where agriculture pre- 
dominated and where the State revenue 
was small as compared with the indus- 
trial States, that these less wealthy 
States could not match the amount then 
proposed of $15 per month, I empha- 
sized that the result would be that the 
aged of the wealthier States would re- 
ceive larger pensions than the needy 
aged in the southern or agricultural 
States. 

When my efforts did not prevail be- 
fore the committee and when the bill 
reached the floor of the House, I offered 
an amendment there to equalize these 
payments by requiring-the Federal con- 
tribution of $15 to be paid in all States 
regardless of State contribution. Had 
my amendment prevailed those qualified 
to receive pensions in these so-called 
poorer States then would have received 
$19 as against $8 which they received un- 
der the bill as finally passed. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, when this matter 
was up in 1939 I appealed to the Ways 
and Means Committee to adopt a more 
just and equitable program so that the 
pensioners throughout the country would 
have received a more uniform pension. 
At that time I asked that the States 
only be required to contribute $1 for 
every $4 that the Federal Government 
put up, up to the Federal Government’s 
limit of $20, as proposed in the 1939 bill. 

Under this formula thus proposed by 
me, if adopted, in a State that was only 
able to put up $5 the Federal Government 
would have put up $20 and the aged 
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needy of States like mine would have 
received a pension of $25. Moreover, 
under this formula every other State 
that was unable to match the $20 Federal 
contribution would have benefited. At 
that time there was only one State, Cal- 
ifornia, that was fully matching the 
Federal contribution. But again the 
powerful Ways and Means Committee 
of the House rejected my amendment. 
Thereupon, I issued an invitation to all 
Members of the House interested in this 
worthy subject to meet with me and join 
with me in the fight that I then pro- 
posed to make upon the floor of the 
House. At that meeting there were 
some 86 Members present and others 
expressed sympathy with our efforts. At 
this point, Mr. Speaker, I quote from 
an extension of my remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl- 
ume 84, part 13, at page 2489, as follows: 


Mr. Cortmer. Mr. Speaker, under leave to 
extend my remarks, I desire to call the at- 
tention of the Members of the House to the 
developments that have taken place in the 
last 24 hours with reference to the concerted 
effort that is being made by those of us who 
are interested in seeing benefits for the aged 
needy liberalized. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a disposition upon the 
part of this Congress to liberalize these bene- 
fits to the aged needy. The bill as reported 
out by the powerful Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, with all due deference to the distin- 
guished gentleman of that committee, does 
not in any sense liberalize these pensions 
over and above that provided in the existing 
law. The increase granted from $15 of Fed- 
eral contribution to $20 is at the most a ges- 
ture. The truth of this statement can readily 
be verified by glancing at the chart which I 
placed in the Recorp on June 6, showing that 
at present there is only one State in the 
Union that matches the present $15. So far 
as the aged needy are concerned, the Ways 
and Means Committee could just as well have 
provided a Federal contribution of $100 pro- 
vided the States matched it. 

The membership realizing this status of af- 
fairs, and desiring to see these benefits in- 
creased for these aged people, is giving this 
matter considerable thought and study. In 
response to a few hours’ notice which I gave 
from the floor yesterday, and by letter this 
morning, there were 86 Members who met in 
the caucus room of the Old House Office - 
Building this morning to consider this prop- 
osition of liberalizingf the old-age pensions. 
In spite of the short notice and the fact that 
Their Majesties the King and Queen of Eng- 
land were expected on the Capitol Grounds 
this morning, this large number appeared and 
discussed this momentous question, 

After a discussion thereof the following 
things were done. The group— 

First. Adopted a resolution favoring the 
Colmer amendment. 

Second. Resolved itself into a steering com- 
mittee to foster a liberal amendment, 

Third. Elected a chairman and a secretary, 
WILLIAM M. COLMER (Mississippi) and John J. 
Dempsey (New Mexico), respectively. 

Fourth. Authorized the chairman to ap- 
point a committee of not less than 15 mem- 
bers from the steering committee to serve 
as an executive committee. 

The following Members of the House were 
present and constituted the steering com- 
mitte: 

Alabama: Sam Hobbs, Pete Jarman, John 
J. Sparkman, Joe Starnes. 

Arizona: John R, Murdock. 

Arkansas: W. F. Norrell, David D. Terry, 
Wade Kitchens, E. C. Gathings, Clyde T. Ellis, 

California: Lee E. Geyer, Richard J. Welch, 
H. Jerry Voorhis, Harry R. Sheppard, Thomas 
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F. Ford, Thomas M. Eaton, Leland M. Ford, 
Albert E. Carter. 

Connecticut: Thomas R. Ball. 

Florida: Millard F. Caldwell. 

Georgia: Robert Ramspeck, Paul Brown, 
Stephen Pace. ` 

Illinois: Frank W. Fries, Anton J. Johnson, 

Indiana: Gerald W. Landis. 

Iowa: Henry O. Talle. 

Kansas; John M. Houston. 

Kentucky: John M. Robsion. ‘ 

Louisiana: René L. DeRouen, A. Leonard 
Allen, Overton Brooks, John K. Griffith. 

Maine: James C. Oliver. 

Michigan: Clarence J. McLeod. 

Minnesota: H. Carl Andersen. 

Mississippi: John E. Rankin, Aaron Lane 
Ford, Dan R. McGehee, Will M. Whittington, 
Wiiliam M. Colmer, Ross A. Collins, Wall 
Doxey. 

Missouri: C. Arthur Anderson. 

Montana: James F. O'Connor. 

Nevada: James G. Scrugham. 

New Hampshire: Foster Stearns. 

New Mexico: John J. Dempsey. 

New York: Pius L. Schwert, Caroline O'Day. 

North Carolina: Harold D. Cooley. 

North Dakota: William Lemke. 

Ohio: John F. Hunter. 

Oklahoma: Jed Johnson, Phil Ferguson, 
Sam Massingale, Jack Nichols, Will Rogers, 
Wilburn Cartwright, Mike Monroney. 

Oregon: James W. Mott, Homer D. Angell, 

Pennsylvania: Guy L. Moser, Ivor D. Fen- 
ton, Charles L. Gerlach. 

South Carolina: Hampton P. Fulmer, But- 
ler B. Hare, Joseph R. Bryson, James P. 
Richards. — 7 

South Dakota: Karl E. Mundt. 

Tennessee: J. Will Taylor, Joseph W. Byrns, 
Jr., Herron Pearson, 

Texas: Wright Patman, W. R. Poage, Clyde 
L. Garrett. 

Utah: J. W. Robinson, Abe Murdock. 

Virginia: Howard W. Smith. 

Washington: Charles H. Leavy, Knute Hill. 
West Virginia: Jennings Randolph, A. C. 
Schiffler. 

Wisconsin: Merlin Hull, Lewis D. Thill, 

Wyoming: Frank O. Horton. 

Many others who did not have an oppor- 
tunity to attend due to the shortness of the 
notice and other unavoidable circumstances 
have expressed a desire to foster this legisla- 
tion and be considered on the steering com- 
mittee. Their names will be added to the 
list and will appear in a future issue of the 
RECORD. 

Unfortunately, we have not been able to 
get an accurate figure as to what the addi- 
tional cost to the Federal Government would 
be if this amendment is adopted. The best 
figures obtainable upon the basis which the 
Social Security Board is now operating indi- 
cate that the additional cost to the Federal 
Government would be $114,000,000. Of 
course, if more people qualified it would cost 
more, just as it would cost more if more 
people qualified under the bill as reported 
out by the Ways and Means Committee. But 
in no event will the additional cost amount 
to more than the additional cost of the 
present bill under consideration, providing 
for a $20 Federal contribution, if the several 
States matched that $20 Federal contribu- 
tion. In fact, it would not amount to nearly 
as much. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of the mem- 
bership and the country at large, I have 
secured a statement, which was prepared by 
an officer of the Federal Social Security 
Board, which shows how our amendment 
would affect the aged who qualify under the 
bill. This chart discloses that upon the pres- 
ent basis, with the adoption of our amend- 
ment, the aged needy of every State of the 
Union would be benefited and their pensions 
increased, as follows: 
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Average amount of old-age assistance per 
aged needy individual for April 1939, by 
States, compared with mazimum possible 
average amount under a revised plan of 
four-fifths Federal matching on $25 per 
month per aged individual 

[Based apon assumption that States continue to expend 


as much as they now expend and use all the additional 
Federal funds for increased grants to the aged) 


Maximum 
possible 
Average amount 
amount payable 
paid for under 
April 1939 | revised 
four-fifths 
plan 
Region l: 
Conneetieut ---»----- $25. 88 $32. 94 
Malne 20. 54 30. 27 
Massachusetts 28. 57 34. 29 
New Hampshire.. 23. 54 31.77 
Rhode Island 18.85 29.43 
Vermont 15.04 27. 52 
Region II. New York. 24. 20 32. 10 
Region III: . 
: 10.89 25.45 
19. 52 29. 76 
17.65 28. 83 
Regi 
25. 62 32.81 
17, 28 28. 64 
9.55 23. 90 
9.64 24. 10 
13.89 26.95 
Region 
* 8. 67 21. 70 
16. 64 28.32 
22. 55 31.28 
Region V 
18. 97 29. 49 
17.01 28. 51 
Ree em 21.09 30. 55 
ion 
“ed 9.38 18.76 
13.83 26, 92 
Georgia 8. 55 21.40 
Mississippi. 7.22 18.05 
South Carol 7.79 19. 50 
Tennessee. 13, 22 26.61 
Region VIII: 
I 19. 85 29. 93 
20. 65 30.33 
15.72 27.86 
17. 66 28. 83 
18. 98 29.49 
6.05 15, 15 
18.71 29. 36 
18. 67 29, 34 
19.79 29. 90 
10. 46 25. 23 
11. 80 25. 90 
14.02 27.01 
26. 26 33.13 
28. 12 34. 06 
21.31 30. 66 
16. 99 28. 50 
20. 66 30.33 
21.85 30. 93 
32. 46 36. 23 
26. 57 33. 29 
21.32 30. 66 
22. 16 31.08 
27. 50 38,75 
Hawaii 12. 69 26. 35 


— — ́ äſ— — 

Nork.— The average payments shown for the revised 
plan are made on the assumption that each State main- 
tains the number of recipients as at present and uses all 
the additional Federal funds for increased grants to the 
aged. Those States which wish to put additional indi- 
viduals on the rolls and also raise the payment some- 
what would have different averages than shown above. 


In conclusion, allow me to say that there are 
many who favor a larger pension. There 
are some who do not favor as much. All 
legislation is a compromise. Many Members 
who have bills pending and who are pre- 
pared to offer amendments have, out of their 
very fine and broad spirit, seen fit to sub- 
jugate their own private opinions and bills 
on the theory that this is the best that we 
can hope to do. In other words, they have 
realized that this is a common ground upon 
which we who favor a more adequate pen- 
sion can all get together. They are willing 
to lay aside pride of opinion and author- 
ship. Moreover, they are willing to agree 
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upon the principle that this is an oppor- 
tunity to render some real service to the 
aged needy of this country rather than to 
render lip service. We respectfully submit 
our views to the House Members as a whole 
and ask you to go along with us, 


Again, Mr. Speaker, on June 6, 1939, 
when the social-security bill was under 
consideration on the floor of the House, 
I addressed the House in support of my 
amendment, in part, as follows (Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 84, pt. 6, at p. 
6683) : 


Mr. COLMER. The gentleman is entirely cor- 
rect. This bill does not help the needy of 
his State one dollar. 

Mr. Dempsey. In other words, the people 
who need help most are to receive no bene- 
fits by it. 

Mr. COLMER. Quite so. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 7 

Mr. COLMER. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN: Not only will this not bene- 
fit the old people in those States, what are 
called the poor States, but the poor States 
off which the other States have grown rich 
are agricultural States, where the social- 
security part of this bill and the social- 
security part of the original bill deft the 
farmers out of it entirely. 

Mr. COLMER. Quite so. 

Mr. RANKIN. So the only thing the people 
in the farming. States get is the privilege of 
paying the bill? 

Mr. CoLMER. I thank my colleague for his 
contribution, When this bill is considered 


under the 5-minute rule—and we have an 


open rule on this bill and will have an op- 
portunity to legislate, as we did not have 
the other day—lI will offer an amendment on 
page 3, line 9, strike out “one-half” and 
insert “four-fifths”; on page 4, line 6, strike 
out “one-half” and insert “fourth-fifths”; 
and in line 15, strike out the word “forty” 
and insert the words “twenty-five.” 

That would do simply this: That would 
say that for every dollar that the States put 
up the Federal Government would match it 
by $4 up to the $20 limitation of the Federal 
Government. In other words, it would not 
cost the Federal Government one cent more 
as far as those States that are able to match 
it are concerned; but it would benefit the 
aged needy of the less wealthy States by in- 
creasing their present pittance by $4 for 
every dollar their State new contributes. The 
need of the aged in New Mexico is just as 
great as it is in California or Massachusetts. 

Mr. Voornis of California. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER, I yield. 

Mr. Voornis of California. Since I come 
from California, I would like to say that I 
would be glad to support the gentleman's 
amendments. 

Mr. CotmerR. I appreciate the gentleman's 
statement. He is always fair and broad- 
minded. 

Mr. Leavy. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. Commer. In just a moment. Not only 
that but let me call the attention of the 
gentleman from California to the fact that if 
my amendment is adopted the aged people of 
his State, which now matches the full $15 
that the Federal Government puts up, will 
get $5 more per capita than they are now 
getting. In other words, they would get $20 
for the $15 contributed where they are now 
getting $15 from the Federal Government. 

I now yield to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. Leavy. Under the gentleman’s plan, as 
I understand it, if a State matched fully the 
$20, the maximum pension would be $25 per 
month. 

Mr. Cotmer. Oh, no, not at all. The max- 
imum pension would be $40, as it is now 
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written in the bill, where the State puts 
up $20. 

Mr. Leavy. But in order to get $20 from 
the Federal Treasury a State would only be 
required to put up $5? 

Mr. COLMER. That is correct. 

Mr. Leavy. And that would make a $25 
pension? 

Mr. COLMER. Quite so. 

Mr. O'Connor, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cotmer. I yield. 

Mr. O’Connor. In my State of Montana 
where the State and counties put $10, under 
the gentleman's amendment, how much pen- 
sion would go to my qualified people in 
Montana, assuming that they continue to 
put up the amount of money they are now 
advancing, namely, approximately $10? 

Mr. Cotmer. If they put up $10 they would 
get a maximum of $20 from the Federal Goy- 
ernment, That would make a $30 pension. 

Mr. O’Connor. That is, under your pro- 
posed amendment? 

Mr. Cotmer. Under my proposed amend- 
ment; yes. 

Now, let me say that we had before this 
House the other day a utopian scheme that 
would give people as much as $200 a month; 
$400 for an aged couple. This House, by an 
overwhelming vote, turned down that propo- 
sition, as was expected. Aged pensions are 
something new in our governmental scheme. 
I think it is cruel to attempt to lead these old 
people to believe that a $200 or $300 pension 
is an attainable goal. But I say to you that 
this question of pensions for the aged is one 
of the most pertinent questions, one of the 
most pressing questions that confronts this 
country today. I want to say to you further, 
you people from Massachusetts and Cali- 
fornia, if you think you are getting some- 
thing out of this and the other States are 
not, let me remind you that if this continues 
you are going to have the same proposition 
in pensions for the aged that you now have 
in the WPA and these other relief agencies. 

You are going to have the aged and needy 
from those States that cannot match this 
proposition coming to your State to live with 
you, and you are going to have to take care 
of them. That is what is being done in the 
WPA, That is what is being done in the other 
relief agencies. We ask by this amendment 


that you treat the aged needy of these so- ` 


called less wealthy States not as well as they 
are treated in Massachusetts and California 
and some of the other States, but to give 
them a break; give them an opportunity to 
get something. They should in justice all 
receive the same treatment. In my own State 
of Mississippi it would require more money 
than all of the money that is now collected 
for general revenue purposes in the State of 
Mississippi, to match the proposition of $20 
with $20. It is therefore apparent that It is 
impractical and not feasible for them to 
match it on an equal basis. 

I want you to think seriously about this 
proposition, which I am advocating. It 18 
something this House ought to consider and 
correct, 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentle- 
man one additional minute. 

Mr. Cotmer. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
call attention, in conclusion, to the fact that 
the Senate committee on relief and unem- 
ployment recognized the justice of this cause 
which I am advocating, in its Report No. 2, 
part 1, submitted by Senator Byrnes on 
January 4, 1939, wherein it is stated: 

“In certain States this grant is so in- 
adequate as to be of little value. It is 
recommended that the contribution of the 
United States for public assistance to the 
aged, the blind, and dependent children be 
50 percent of the amount paid, but that in 
those States where the average per capita 
income is less than the average per capita in- 
come of the United States, the Federal con- 
tribution be increased in proportion to such 
differences, and that a provision of the grant 
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should be the guaranty of certain minimum 
payments, as follows: To the aged, $15; to the 
blind, $15; to the dependent children, 820.“ 

For the benefit of the membership and for 
their consideration between now and the 
time that we vote on the bill, I want to 
quote the amendment again, as follows: 

“Amendment: On page 3, line 9, strike out 
‘one-half’ and insert ‘four-fifths’; and in line 
15 strike out the figure ‘40’ and insert the 
figure ‘25’, and on page 4, line 6, strike out 
‘one-half’ and insert one-fifth.“ 

This report recommends a minimum to 
the aged of $15, to the blind $15, and to de- 
pendent children $20 as the Federal Govern- 
ment’s contribution. 

The President’s Board recognized this prin- 
ciple in its report to the President which the 
President sent to this Congress with this 
statement: 

“The Board believes it is essential to change 
the present system of uniform percentage 
grants to a system whereby the percentage 
of the total cost in each State made through 
a Federal grant would vary in accordance 
with the relative economie capacity of that 
State.” 

Mr. Speaker, the following table graphi- 
cally describes the unjust discrepancies in the 
amount received under the present set-up 
which this amendment would tend to 
equalize: 


Amount 
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In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me say 
that I have given much thought and con- 
sideration to this subject. I was never more 
convinced of anything in my life than I am 
of the injustice of this set-up. Pensions for 
the aged needy will eventually be recognized 
as a national problem. We are not going that 
far here. We are merely asking for a little 
better treatment for those aged, needy people 
who live in the less densely populated areas 
of the country, This is by no means as far 
as I would like to see the Congress go, but 
this is as far as I have any assurance or the 
right to feel that the Congress will go at this 
time. And so far as I am concerned, I would 
prefer to get something tangible like this 
than to render lip service to these poor, aged 
people, as has been such a popular pastime 
with so many of our public people, and 
especially candidates for office. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] A 


Mr. Speaker, I have referred to this 
past history of this legislation to impress 
upon the membérship here today that 
this fight is not a new one. Today we 
are faced with the practical proposition 
of an effort to give this House an oppor- 
tunity to pass upon this question again. 
The learned Ways and Means Commit- 
tee, as has already been pointed out, first 
reported H. R. 6911 of the so-called va- 
riable grant provision which is in effect 
and principle the same system for which 
I have been fighting for these past 6 or 
7 years. 

But something happened in that Com- 
mittee which is not clear to the House. 
It is charged that our Republican breth- 
ren brought sufficient pressure to change 
the minds of some gentlemen on the 
Committee, and as a result the Ways and 
Means Committee reported out H. R. 
7037, which embodies the old principle 
of requiring the States to match the Fed- 
eral Government’s contribution dollar 
for dollar. It is true that H. R. 7037 in- 
creases the Federal Government's con- 
tribution from $20 to $25, but this is 
purely an idle gesture so far as those 
States, like my own, are concerned where 
they are unable because of the lack of 
revenue to match the $20 now provided. 

Under the provisions of H. R. 6911 all 
of the States would benefit, whereas un- 
der provision of H. R. 7037, which the 
Committee is now trying to jam down 
our throats under a closed rule, only one 
or two States who are now able to match 
the present Federal contribution of $20 
would benefit. 

The following table, computed by the 
Social Security Board, illustrates how 
the Federal expenditures for old age as- 
sistance to each State in the 1943-44 pe- 
riod would be provided by H. R. 6911. I 
quote: 


Old-age assistance from Federal funds in 
1943-44 and under H. R. 6911 


253, 273, 000 

2,185,000) 3,153, 

2, 470, 000) 4, 044, 
522, 000| 52, 038, 
907, 000] II. 390, 
798, 000 3,090, 

39, 000 139, 
7, 000 501, 
2.00% % 6, 414. 
2,000! 8,827, 
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Old-age assistance from Federal funds in 
1943-44 and under H. R. 6911—Continued 


H. R. 6911 

State 1943-44 | H. R.6911 | increase to 

ea tate 
$171, 000 $171, 000 0 
1.683. 000 2, 055, 000 $373, 000 
24, 609, 000| 25, 706,000) 1, 097,000 
8, 601,000} S, 601, 000 0 
8, 268,000) 9. 446, 000 1, 177, 000 
4, 617, 000 5. 706, 000 1, 089, 000 
3. 408, 000 6, 816,000) 3. 408, 000 
4, 633,000) 9, 457, 000 4, 824, 000 
2, 273,000) 2. 564, 000 291, 000 
1, 884, 000} 1. 919, 000 35, 000 
16, 261, 000 20, 236,000) 3, 975, 000 
Michigan 14, 742, 000 15, 179, 000 437, 000 
Minnesota 9, 658, 000 12. 299,000) 2, 638, 000 
Mississipp 1, 462. 000 2. 922, 000 1. 461, 000 
Missouri 13, 382. 000 17,031,000) 3, 648, 000 
Montana. 1,886, 000| 1. 946, 000 60, 000 
Nebraska. 3,948,000) 5, 236,000) 1, 283. 000 
Nevada 457. 000 528, 000 72, 000 
New Hampshire.. 1, 082,000} 1,498, 000 414, 000 
New Jersey. 4,003, 000} 4. 203, 000 200, 000 
New Mexico 920,000} I. 846, 000 926, 000 
Now Vork. 20, 205, 000) 22, 458,000) 2, 253, 000 
North Carolina. 1, 276,000) 4,549,000) 2. 273, 000 
North Dakota 1, 380, 000| 1, 865, 000 485, 000 
Ohio 21, 390, 000| 21, 710, 000 320, 000 
11, 409, 000| 22. 812. 000 11, 403, 000 
8, 525,000) 3. 731, 000 206, 000 
#ennsylvania....| 14,872,000) 15, 250, 200 378, 000 
Rhode Island 1, 271,000} 1. 339, 000 69, 000 
South Carolina... 1, 667, 000 3. 336, 000) 1. 669, 000 
South Dakota 1, 796, 000} 2. 695, 000 899, 000 
‘Tennessee. --| 3,693,000} _ 7,380,000) 3. 686, 000 
Texns 22. 357, 000 36, 509,000) 14, 153, 000 
Utah. ... 2, 828, 000 3, 452, 000 625, 000 
Vermont 627, 000 831, 000 204, 000 
Virginia 1, 185, 000| 1. 706, 000 521, 000 
Washington. -| 13, 887, 000 15, 582,000) 2,045, 000 
West Virginia. 1,741,000) 3, 380,000) 1, 639, 000 
Wisconsin... 8 7, 743, 000 8, 383, 000 641, 000 
Wyoming 640, 000 694, 000 53, 000 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
I am reliably informed that those figures 
the gentleman now alludes to are sta- 
tistics for 1943 and that later statistics 
for the last part of 1945 would not sup- 
port those figures. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield, the source of that in- 
formation was the Social Security Board. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
I still stand by my statement. 

Mr. COLMER. It will be noted that 
under this provision the aged needy of 
my State would receive as a Federal con- 
tribution $2,922,000 if H. R. 6911 is 
adopted, whereas under the present sys- 
tem it receives only $1,462,000, just a 
little more than double. Now, I am con- 
vinced that if this House is permitted to 
work its will, it will adopt H. R. 6911 
with the variable grant provision and 
not H. R. 7037 as finally voted out of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, there is only one thing 
for the House to do if it wants to do that, 
and that is to vote down the previous 
question on the rule. If this is done, as 
a member of the Rules Committee, I 
propose to offer H. R. 6911 as an amend- 
ment in lieu of H. R. 7037. Then if this 
is adopted, the aged needy and the blind 
of all States will benefit rather than just 
those in a few States. This is simple 
justice. It should be done. Need is not 
confined to States. It should not be 
hampered by State lines. All aged needy 
citizens should receive equal and fair 
treatment at the hands of their Federal 
Government, regardless of State lines, 
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Mr. Speaker, should we fail in this, I 
have reason to believe that the Senate 
will make the correction. In fact, I have 
already contacted that distinguished and 
able southern Senator, Senator WALTER 
F. GEORGE, of Georgia, who has promised 
me that he would use his best efforts to 
that end. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBERTSON]. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, as the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio has said, this is a compromise 
bill. A compromise seldom suits any- 
one in toto. This bill does not com- 
pletely suit any member of our commit- 
tee, and we would not expect it to com- 
pletely suit any Member of the House. 
But I tell you in all sincerity that after 
we have spent nearly 6 months in hear- 
ings and study and then were unable to 
bring you a complete bill on the subject 
of social security, those of you who so 
far have spent no time on it need not 
expect that you can write a bill on the 
floor: It cannot be done. 

There are two practical things you can 
do. If you do not like this bill, vote the 
rule down. If you do like this bill, vote 
the rule up, which will mean that you are 
going to vote for the bill. 

The bill does three things that most 
people will like to see done. It freezes 
the social-security tax for another year 
at 1 percent. Otherwise on January 1. 
it goes up to 2% percent on both industry 
and the employees. 

It covers maritime workers, and every- 
body has conceded for the past 2 or 3 
years that they are richly entitled to be 
covered by unemployment compensation 
benefits. 

It covers veterans for 3 years on the 
same basis as if they had been in covered 
industry during their war service. 

Those three things I think everybody 
would like to see done. Bear in mind 
that when you vote this bill down you 
take a chance on whether or not on 
January 1 the tax goes up to 21⁄2 percent. 

The controversial matter is the $25 
maximum, which benefits a few States. 
It will benefit more than 5; it will benefit 
about 39 States on the basis of 1945 fig- 
ures. In the case of dependent children 
it will benefit all except five States. Vir- 
ginia, for instance, will gain about $153,- 
000 and more as State contributions are 
increased. I asked the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee of 
the Senate about 10 days ago what would 
be the action in the Senate if we sent 
them a bill with variable grants. He 
said, “It is so highly controversial we 
will not even consider it.” We will be 
engaging in a futility to debate variable 
grants on this floor, and no one knows, 
if you vote the previous question down, 
whether the only amendment that will 
be adopted will be one dealing with vari- 
able grants. I tell you, if you have a 
lot of amendments added to this bill, the 
chairman of our committee will never, 
with my consent, ask for the bill to be 
called up for any action at all. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota, 

Mr. KNUTSON. In the event we do 
not get legislation, the pay-roll tax goes 
up to 2½ percent on the worker as well 
as the employer? i 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia, That 


is true. 
KNUTSON. Better remember 


Mr. 
that when you vote. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. It is 
up to you whether you want that to go 
up or not, but we thought it was of suffi- 
cient importance to bring a compromise 
measure out which does not satisfy us 
and does not satisfy you, but it was the 
best we could do in a limited time. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. LYNCH. The increase to $25 
carries only for the period up until 
December 31, 1947, 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. That 
is correct. Next year we expect to go 
into the full subject of proper treatment 
for the aged, for the blind, for dependent 
children, for increased coverage, and the 
other things we did not have time to go 
into now. It was just too big a subject 
for the few days we had in executive 
session. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. I call the attention of 
the gentleman to the fact that this does 
increase the allowance for the blind and 
for dependent children, 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Yes; 
and more, if you match it. 

Mr. CURTIS. It will benefit them in 
a good many States. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. 
in all except five. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
naturally I am of the minority side. We 
are trying to cooperate with the major- 
ity side, and we have gone a long way in 
an endeavor to do that. I say to you, 
and I think every man on the floor will 
agree with me, that we hold your chair- 
man in the highest admiration, respect, 
and esteem. I marvel at the work he has 
been able to do. It has been no easy 
matter to work out this bill, for this very 
reason, that we have had 157 witnesses 
who were heard during the last 6 months. 
Here is a book that is literally a text- 
book for everybody in this country who 
is interested in social legislation, It is 
so comprehensive and has so many prob- 
lems in it that for us to attempt, even 
after the completion of the hearings and 
a study of this book with the aid of the 
experts, to frame a bill is utterly impos- 
sible. What we have done is to bring 
forth a few essential things that could be 
passed by this House and eventually be 
passed in the Senate in the short period 
which remains of this Seventy-ninth 
Congress. Every man on this floor knows 
from his experience here that you just 
cannot write a bill of this character on 


I yield 


Yes; 
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the floor of the House. This bill lends 
itself naturally to the heart throbs of 
every man in the House. 

Another thing: At this season of the 
year when people are interested in poli- 
tics there is a great temptation to offer 
every type of amendment that will bring 
some of this money to the deserving 
blind, the children, the aged, and what 
not. If this bill is opened up to amend- 
ment and we start in on that kind of a 
program, we will not only render the 
committee ridiculous but render the 
House of Representatives ridiculous be- 
fore the country. Here is a great study 
by experts. It is only a question of time 
when each one of the problems brought 
forth by this intensive study will be 
brought to the floor. They have broad 
implications because they relate to the 
financial ability and stability of this 
country te meet all these problems. 
Every one of us knows that the social se- 
curity bill is a bill of discriminations. 
There are large groups of people which 
would like to be covered under social 
security. I would like to see them 
covered. 

Well, now is the time when pressure 
groups are very effective, but under an 
open rule you will load the bill down 
with provisions which have not been 
thought out. The result will be that if 
amendments are permitted you may work 
an injury to the whole social-security 
plan. We have lined up here to help 
your distinguished chairman and the ma- 
jority to bring in a bill that can be passed 
and which will accomplish great good 
to a large number of people. It will ac- 
complish some good for the elderly 
people, the veterans, and for the blind 
and dependent children. All of us would 
like to do more. Each of us would like 
to go home and say, “I offered an amend- 
ment to the social security bill to pay 
you a large pension.” We would love to 
do that. We would be champions of the 
unfortunate. We would get their votes. 
There would not be any question about 
that, but let us be realistic about this 
and let us realize that our job here is to 
treat the people fairly who are covered 
in the bill. Let us look forward to the 
time when we can take this study that 
has been brought out here and frame a 
bill that will work justice, equality, and 
equity to those folks who should eventu- 
ally be covered. I hope the rule as 
brought in will be supported by the 
House in the interest of just legislation. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

-I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SIMPSON). 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I hope very much that this rule 
is adopted. I fear, that if it is not 
adopted we will not have any Social Secu- 
rity Act amendments during the present 
session of Congress. If we adopt this rule 
and pass the bill as it is before us, we 
will accomplish a great deal of good. We 
will not do the best we could have done 
if at the beginning of the session we had 
available the information that we now 
have, but I suggest to you that as the 
committee found, as we studied this leg- 
islation, it is too late for us today to at- 
tempt to write in detail the full amend- 
ments needed to properly amend the So- 
cial Security Act, 


‘and Means Committee, 
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By adopting this bill we will settle for 
another year the question of social secur- 
ity taxes. We will temporarily provide 
some benefits to the survivors and heirs 
of deceased soldiers, men who died in 
action during the war just closed or die 


_ within 3 years of its close. I hope very 


much that we may give that benefit to 
those people in the near future. We will 
provide unemployment compensation for 
that great mass of maritime workers who 
are today without unemployment-com- 
pensation coverage, and we will increase, 
under certain conditions, the old-age and 
survivors’ assistance payments. 

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? f 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 


Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman ex- 
plain to the House how it happened that 
on July 1 the great Ways and Means 
Committee reported one bill and then 
on July 15 they reported another bill sub- 
stantially different? Under the first bill 
the State of North Carolina would have 
received in excess of $2,250,000 and un- 
der the bill before the House the old-age 
people of the State of North Carolina 
do not receive a dime. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. If I 
might suggest to the gentleman, if the 
State of North Carolina saw fit to in- 
crease by its own legislative action pen- 
sions payable to its old-age citizens who 


are eligible for old-age assistance, the 


State of North Carolina would under this 
bill, and under existing law today, re- 
ceive from the Federal Government the 
amount of money the gentleman sug- 
gests. 

Mr. COOLEY. The fact is that our 
legislature does not meet until January. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
fact is that your legislature, when it met 
in years past, saw fit to overlook what you 
now suggest are the needs of the citizens 
of your State. 

Mr. COOLEY. This bill goes into 
anne on October 1. That is right, is it 
not? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
bill goes into effect on October 1; yes. 

Mr. COOLEY. So it means that North 
Carolina gets not a dime under this bill, 
whereas it would have gotten $2,250,000 
under the former bill. : 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. It 
means specifically that those States 
which in the past have seen fit to recog- 
nize the needs existing in those States 
for old-age citizens will immediately re- 
ceive benefits. It means further that in 
the gentleman’s State, if your legisla- 
ture either in October, or subsequently, 
sees fit to increase the benefits to the 
aged citizens of your State, they will 
then receive increased benefits from the 
Federal Government, 

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not unreasonable 
for the General Assembly of North Caro- 
lina to anticipate the acts of the Ways 
when they 
change their minds in a 15-day period? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Let 
me suggest that under the bill as it was 
on the 1st day of July, there would have 
been required in many States legisla- 
tive acts before they would have re- 
ceived any benefits. May I also say 
that the gentleman’s State, and any of 


JULY 24 


the States which do not begin to re- 
ceive benefits under this bill immediately 
on its passage, may if the demand within 
that State is sufficiently great, call its 
legislature together and change their law 
and immediately, on a matching basis, 
begin to receive benefits under this law. 
It is the States obligation to declare the 
needs of its citizens. 

Mr.GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. GORE. But the difficulty is there 
are many States in the Union which are 
simply not financially able to match the 
Federal funds already available. So this 
merely holds a delusion and an empty 
snare before the people, promising them 
something they can never obtain. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
{Mr. Smupson] has expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Gore]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, this is a very 
unusual situation. After 5 months of 
study and after the employment of a 
fine technical staff and deliberate con- 
sideration extending over this entire 
year, on July 1 the great Ways and Means 
Committee reported a bill embodying 
some of the recommendations of this ex- 
pert technical staff which the Congress 
had authorized them to employ. Then 2 
weeks later, for some reason unknown to 
me, the committee has completely 
changed its mind on two very important 
matters and now it is said that we shall 
put upon ourselves a yoke, self-imposed, 
to deny ourselves even the right and 
privilege of considering the two bills 
which the Ways and Means Committee 
has reported. What manner of men are 
we? I resist the suggestion that this 
House is incapable of giving considera- 
tion to the problems of the old and needy 
people of this country, of the blind, and 
of the dependent children. I do not 
know how it ever happens, unless it is by 
some legislative miracle, that the body 
at the other end of the Capitol, with no 
gag rule, ever succeeds in passing a social 
security bill. Mr. Speaker, we consid- 
ered a bill on the OPA applying to 8,000,- 
000 commodities and yet no closed gag 
rule was requested. The issue here is 
whether this Congress wants to dodge 
its responsibility or whether they want 
to keep their hands free to work their 
majority will on fundamental questions 
of social security. 

The question is—the issue is—hetween 
adequate consideration, on the one hand, 
of a problem vital to millions of people 
in this country or a go-home-quick aban- 
donment of our responsibility, on the 
other. Why hold up this empty delu- 
sion to the millions of old people and de- 
pendent children who cannot speak for 
themselves and to those with sightless 
eyes—this delusion that we will in- 
crease the Federal appropriation if it 
is matched? The fundamental fact 
stands—and the committee in their re- 
port of July 1 gave eloquent recognition 
of the fact—that in many States the 
program is operating inequitably, un- 
justly, and unfairly, for the simple rea- 
son that many States cannot match Fed- 
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eral funds already available, though the 
record shows that the poor States are 
making a relatively greater effort than 
the rich States. How does it operate? 
The proof of the pudding is in the eating. 
The Federal Government is now paying 
more than three times as much to a 
needy old man or woman or a blind per- 
son in one State as in another, and this 
bill would but worsen that inequity. 
Need cannot be measured by State lines, 

Mr. Speaker, the issue here is whether 
the Congress wants to stay on the job 
long enough to give adequate considera- 
tion to a pressing human problem and 
to consider giving succor to the wants of 
the people who so direly need assistance 
or shackle our ability and right to do so, 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. If the 
previous question is voted down would 
the amendment suggested by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee permit the bill to 
be amended so as to require equal treat- 
ment for persons who receive aid on the 
basis of no discrimination on account of 
race, creed, or condition of servitude? 

Mr. GORE. I understand the gentle- 
man's question. The Congress, as 
pointed out by the distinguished gentle- 
man from North Carolina, has three 
choices; One is to vote down the previous 
question. If the previous question is 
voted down then the rule by which this 
bill will be considered is within the hands 
of Congress. We can then amend it as 
majority desires. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER]. 

Mr. TER. Mr. Speaker, it 
is ironic that a member of the committee 
gets but 2 minutes in which to discuss 
this very important measure under this 
proposed gag rule. Mr. Speaker, how 
can the Committee on Ways and Means 
after sending a report to you on July 1 
recommending the adoption of a bill and 
asking for a closed rule, come to you 2 
weeks later and ask for a closed rule on a 
þill that reverses the position it took 2 
weeks before? It reversed itself after 
6 months of study and now wants you 
to accept, and ram it down your throats, 
an entirely different proposition without 
having an opportunity to amend it. If 
this House accepts that proposal, Mr. 
Speaker, it might as well adjourn right 
this minute. It is a proposition of take 
it or leave it. What are you going to do, 
stand up or lay down? 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to legis- 
late on matters in that way we better 
quit. We appropriated $50,000 to study 
this subject. In 2 weeks the com- 
mittee reverses itself. Let it report a 
bill here on which there was unanimous 
agreement in the committee, those pro- 
visions on which there was a unanimous 
agreement. I dare them to do that, then 
let them ask for a closed rule. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 
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Mr. GORE. Does not this mean that 
the increased Federal expenditures to the 
extent of about 90 percent will go to 
five States? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. It means, ac- 
cording to the figures I have, that 76 per- 
cent will go to 3 States; 84 percent will 
go to the 10 richest States and the 
10 poorest States will not get one cent. 
Are we going to legislate that way under 
a gag rule? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Vooruts]. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I shall vote against the previous 
question so as to try to secure an open 
rule on this bill for the following reasons: 

In the first place, because the cost of 
living has risen and many of us believe 
that the old-age provisions of this bill 
ought to be more generous than they are, 
We believe the House should have an op- 
portunity to vote on amendments that 
would give this Nation a true national 
old-age-pension system. 

In the second place, the freezing of the 
taxes in this bill is wrong from an eco- 
nomic standpoint and unsound from 
every point of view. I think these taxes 
ought to have been allowed to go up at 
the beginning of the war. I believe with 
economic conditions as they are now the 
taxes should to be allowed to go up at this 
time. 

Further I believe the coverage of the 
act should be extended to those groups 
not now covered, farmers, agricultural 
workers the self-employed and others. 

In the next place I should like to see a 
provision in the bill so that the blind peo- 
ple will be encouraged to make earnings 
besides their pension. I have introduced 
such a bill. 

I come from a State that would benefit 
under the provisions of the bill as writ- 
ten and I am certainly for the bill with 
the exception of the tax provisions. 
However, I believe the variable grant 
feature is a sound feature and is socially 
desirable. 

In the next place I want to say that 
several States in the Union have passed 
disability insurance laws. California is 
one of them. I believe those States ought 
to be able to recover their own tax money 
so that they may make those disability 
payments. 

I fully realize I cannot have my way 
about all the things. But I do think the 
House should have a chance to consider 
them. 

The SPEAKER protempore. The time 
of the gentleman from California has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may have 
five legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ANGELL]. 
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Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I regret 
that the social-security bill now under 
consideration was brought up under 
closed rule. I will vote against the rule 
and against the previous question. This 
is putting a gag upon all the Members of 
the House who desire to offer amend- 
ments to the bill and particularly those 
of us who are urging modification of the 
social-security program in order to pro- 
vide a reasonable allowance for our 
elderly citizens who are now denied a 
sufficient income to keep body and soul 
together. I urge that this rule be voted 
down so that we may then offer amend- 
ments to the social-security legislation, 
providing for increased allowances to the 
old people of our country who are in dire 
need. 

On February 16, 1945, I introduced 
H. R. 2230 which was a companion bill to 
H. R. 2229 and which had for its purpose 
the providing of monthly annuities to the 
aged as well as to certain disability and 
hardship cases. These bills were re- 
ferred to the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. Eighty-seven Members of this 
House filed a petition with the Ways and 
Means Committee urging that a hearing 
be granted on these bills and the legisla- 
tion reported out for consideration on 
the floor. The hearing was granted and 
extensive testimony was taken on the 
merits of the legislation. However, the 
Ways and Means Committee has taken 
no action to date on the bills, and with 
the imminent recess of the Congress, we 
will not have an opportunity to pass upon 
the legislation. 

At the hearings I exhibited petitions 
signed by citizens throughout the United 
States in almost every State of the Union, 
aggregating 14,000 petitions requesting 
that legislation of this type be passed. 
In my own State alone an excess of 
35,000 citizens signed the petition. 
These petitions show the widespread in- 
terest throughout the Nation for the en- 
actment of old age security legislation. 
If this rule is voted down and the social- 
security bill is thereupon considered un- 
der an open rule, it is our purpose to offer 
this legislation as an amendment so that 
the House may have an opportunity to 
express its will on this most important 
legislation. 

The Social Security Board reports that 
for August 1945 the average monthly 
allowance for aid to the aged in all the 
States of the Union was $29.97. It 
ranged from the high of $49.25 to the 
low of $12.79. In these postwar days, 
with high costs prevailing for the neces- 
sities of life, it does not require argu- 
ment to demonstrate that such a nig- 
gardly payment for the care of our old 
folks is not only indefensible but a blot 
upon the good name of America which 
is presumed to be foremost in providing 
care for its citizens. We are expending 
billions from the Federal Treasury for re- 
lief in foreign countries, but we permit 
our old people to eke out an existence in 
this land of plenty on the miserly sum of 
$29.97 a month, which is wholly insuffi- 
cient to maintain an old person in de- 
cency and health. 

Under the provisions of these proposed 
bills, all of our people would contribute 
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in proportion to their income in provid- 
ing funds to meet these monthly pay- 
ments, and every citizen, on attaining 
the age of 60 years and not gainfully 
employed, would be entitled to share on 
equality with every other citizen in like 
circumstances in the fund. Further- 
more, it would replace many elderly citi- 
zens with younger men in the industrial 
and commercial work of our country and 
thereby give additional jobs to those on 
the unemployed rolls. 

Before our entry into the war, it was 
estimated that in 1941 of the persons 60 
years of age and over in the United 
States, 54.9 percent were supported 
wholly or partially by public or private 
social agencies or were dependent on 
children, relatives, or friends for their 
Subsistence and care. A considerable 
proportion of the remainder received 
part or all of their support from various 
pension systems—Federal, State, mu- 
nicipal, industrial, or private. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not my intention or 
purpose in this brief statement to discuss 
the merits of this or similar legislation, 
but merely to call the attention of my 
colleagues to the necessity of action now 
upon this important legislation which 
was sidetracked during the war. As a 
result of our ingenuity and accomplish- 
ments in adapting scientific processes 
and power machinery for mass produc- 
tion, our workers have not only been able 
to produce a much greater volume and 
variety of goods than heretofore to pro- 
vide food, clothing and shelter, as well as 
a higher standard of living for our peo- 
ple, but in the process we have elimi- 
nated a large segment of our population 
from participation in the processes. As 
a result, together with other contributing 
factors, from 1929 to the beginning of our 
national defense program, some 10,000,- 
000 or more of our workers were unable 
to find employment in productive enter- 
prise, and even now with the increased 
demand for manpower in postwar pro- 
duction, we still have many unemployed 
workers. These calculations in the main 
do not take into consideration that larger 
group of unemployed who are 60 years of 
age or over, most of whom are denied the 
right to participate in productive enter- 
prise. It is interesting to note that the 
United States census for 1890 shows at 
that time 75 percent of all our people over 
65 years of age were gainfully employed. 
At the present time, 80 percent of our 
citizens 60 years of age or over are unable 
to obtain the minimum for decency and 
health, 

The science of production has sub- 
merged the science of distribution. The 
very achievement of our goal, maximum 
of production with minimum of employ- 
ment, has undermined our economy by 
reason of our failure to provide that dis- 
wen shall keep pace with produc- 

on. 

If we are to preserve the American 
way of life and protect our own democ- 
racy from disintegration and collapse, we 
must find a solution for our unemploy- 
ment problems as well as providing a de- 
cent living for those of our citizens who 
under our economy are unable to be pro- 
vided with remunerative employment in 
our system of production, The severest 
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indictment that has been lodged against 
us is that while we are the richest and 
most favored Nation on earth, and while 
we have developed the greatest and mòst 
effective productive enterprise the world 
has ever known for providing the neces- 
sities of life—more than sufficient for 
all—we have failed miserably to provide 
a method by which the fruits of our in- 
dustry may be shared equitably by all 
groups of our people. 

National recovery without inflation in 
the United States is entirely dependent 
upon full production and an adequate 
and sustained purchasing power in the 
hands of the American people. If busi- 
ness and industry are to be assured of 
opportunity for the steady production 
of goods with reasonable profits, and if 
labor is to be assured stable and suffi- 
cient employment, with fair wages, pur- 
chasing power must keep pace with pro- 
duction. Economic stability depends to- 
day almost entirely upon the expansion 
of demand balanced with full production. 
With the adequate purchasing power 
available, demand for commodities and 
services will come naturally, and this de- 
mand will force increased production and 
in turn stabilize employment and make 
more work available. 

The aged, through no fault of their 
own, cannot take part in production. In 
this age it is almost impossible for a man 
to get a job after he reaches the age of 
60. This group over 60 years of age, who 
have toiled the longest, should not be 
deprived of taking part in the consump- 
tion of goods. They are the victims of 
an industrial system for which they are 
not responsible. We owe a duty to our 
old folks, and we can perform this duty 
by establishing a national annuity system 
on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

Mr. Speaker, the present bill, as finally 
reported by the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, provides only $5 per month in- 
crease to our elderly citizens in the way 
of Federal help. This is a ridiculously 
low sum and with the existing allow- 
ances, will be wholly insufficient to pro- 
vide for the bare necessities of life. We 
must not overlook the fact that they, 
too, must pay the high and inflated 
prices now prevailing for their needs and 
to provide a roof over their heads. I 
hope the rule will be voted down and an 
opportunity given to do justice to our 
elderly citizens. I am willing to forego 
our recess and stay in session until we 
pass legislation along the lines of H. R. 
2230 and do justice to our old people who 
are in dire need. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sorry that my distinguished colleague 
on the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
EBERHARTER] was not able to be present 
at the last session of the Ways and Means 
Committee, when this bill was reported 
out. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I am glad to yield to 
iny distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, 
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Mr. EBERHARTER. I may say to the 
gentleman that I was present and voted 
on every proposition before the commit- 
tee up until the time it reported the 
first bill. It is too bad that the com- 
mittee reversed its position on the other 
proposition. 

Mr. JENKINS. Yes; I know that the 
gentleman was there quite regularly at 
first but the gentleman was not there 
when the bill was finally passed on by 
the committee, That is the only point I 
want to establish. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ways and Means 
Committee is made up of 15 Members 
from the Democratic side and 10 Mem- 
bers from the Republican side. That 
committee is usually set up so as to give 
the party in power in the House a good 
working majority, for the Ways and 
Means Committee is considered the most 
important committee of the House. 

The committee has worked for months 
on these social-security matters. It be- 
came evident a few weeks ago that we 
were not going to be able to bring out a 
bill that would deal with all phases of 
the social-security laws, so we decided 
to bring out a bill covering the most 
pressing matters and those that were 
noncontroversial. We went along pretty 
well and agreed on the first four sections 
of this bill. Then we decided that we 
should do something for the aged who 
draw old-age assistance and for the blind 
and for the dependent children. Of 
course I was strong for this plan as I 
had always voted for assistance for 
the aged and the dependent children, 
and if you will pardon me, I am proud 
to say that I am generally considered 
as having been the author of the blind 
pension. We decided to raise the Fed- 
eral contribution to the aged by $5 per 
month and the blind by the same amount, 
and to raise the allowance for dependent 
children by a proportionate amount, 
when we had gotten this far, some mem- 
bers sought to adopt a new plan for dis- 
tributing these amounts to these recip- 
ients. The plan is known as variable 
grants. This means that they would 
abandon the principle that has obtained 
from the beginning which was the prin- 
ciple of requiring the States to match 
every dollar that the Government paid. 
The new principle would require the 
Government in many instances to put 
up $2 while the State was only putting 
up $1. This precipitated a terrific battle 
in the committee which finally ended by 
the advocates of the new principle giv- 
ing up the fight. We agreed unani- 
mously to bring in the present bill and 
to ask for a closed rule. Many members 
of the committee today who are support- 
ing this rule were on a different side, as 
it were, previously. 

One of my colleagues who has preceded 
me made a remark or asked the question, 
“Why did the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee change its mind?” The Ways and 
Means Committee changed its mind be- 
cause there was involved in this propo- 
sition that some were advising a de- 
parture from any principle ever before 
announced in any social-security legis- 
lation. I think that the social-security 
legislation is one of the most compre- 
hensive pieces of legislation that has 


1946 


ever been passed since the Constitution 
was adopted. Frequently the Ways and 
Means Committee is criticized for asking 
for closed rules. It may be that the 
Ways and Means Committee should be 
criticized for asking for a closed rule. 
But it does not request closed rules only 
when a complicated bill is being con- 
sidered. When the original social-secu- 
rity bill was before the House no closed 
rule was requested. It took the House 
2 weeks to write that bill that the com- 
mittee had considered for 9 weeks. 

As I have said this is not a gag rule. 
Here is what happened. Some members 
of the committee sought to inject a new 
principle, a principle we call the variable 
grant theory. That is the principle that 
the gentleman from Tennessee wants in- 
corporated in this law. He wants to beat 
the previous question and then have the 
right to offer his new plan as a part of 
the bill. He in his own power wants to 
supplant in a few minutes here this af- 
ternoon what 24 members of the com- 
mittee declined to ask for after months 
of study. Many of you who would 
like to offer the Townsend plan or any 
one of about 80 amendments that might 
be made, all of which are sensible and 
right proper, you have been led to believe 
that you could have that right if the rule 
is voted down, will not get a chance to 
put your plans before the House. You 
may think that you will have the chance, 
but may I say neither time nor expe- 
diency will permit as we are nearing the 
close of this session. You know how 
things move here. It is not the inten- 
tion of those who are most active in their 
attempt to defeat this rule to permit the 
Townsend leaders to get a vote on their 
bill. I say this because all of you who 
know the history of Doctor Townsend 
and his efforts to get hearings before this 
House know that these hearings were had 
more because of the insistence of Repub- 
licans than that of the New Dealers. You 
well remember the flippant remarks 
made by Mrs. Roosevelt when Dr. Town- 
send first came to Washington in be- 
half of his plan. I know and the Town- 
send leaders of the early days will know 
what the Republican Members on the 
Ways and Means Committee did to pro- 
cure hearings for him and his friends. I 
know because I did my humble part in 
securing complete hearings for them. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me devote a 
minute or two to the matter of the Ways 
and Means Committee changing its 
mind—I refer to the remarks made by 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore], 

Do you mean that our good friend, the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DovucutTon] did not have a right to change 
his mind? Do you mean to say that the 
gentleman from North Carolina had to 
come to you and ask you if he could 
change his mind? I say to you that we 
Republican members of the committee 
are defending the action of the gentle- 
man from North Carolina and the 13 
other Democratic members of this com- 
mittee. They saw that if any legislation 
was to be passed it must be legislation 
without any new-fangled doctrines. 

Now then, let us talk about this social- 
security section of this bill. Some are 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


disappointed because of a table of figures 
that has been passed around and placed 
in the Record by the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore]. It shows that if 
this bill is passed some States will receive 
more Government funds than others— 
that is only natural. The States with 
larger populations should have more than 
the small States. But, my friends, do 
not forget that no State will get this $5 
increase from the Government unless 
and until that State has matched it with 
a $5 contribution. 

The State that will receive little or 
nothing are those that have declined to 
pay the aged and blind the limit of $20 
that is now paid by the Government. If 
those States only want to pay $8 or $10 
to their recipients then they cannot com- 
plain if the Government only pays $8 
or $10. The Government stands ready 
to match up to $20 per month and under 
this bill, if passed, the Government is 
willing to raise its matching up to $25. 
If the State will do the same the recipient 
will then receive $25 per month from the 
Government and $25 from the State. 

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from 
Tennessee will go down to his State and 
have his State legislature raise the State 
payments up to $25 and will pay $25 then 
he will get as much for his State per 
capita as any other State. This chart of 
figures shows that Ohio will receive a cer- 
tain sum from this law. Let me say to my 
good friend from Tennessee that Ohio 
will not receive $1 from this law unless 
the legislature of our State meets and 
raises the State contribution from $20 to 
$25. In order to receive we must first be 
ready to pay. i 

What are you complaining about? Do 
you want to get something for nothing? 
Do you expect the people in my State to 
provide for the people of your State? 
Why does not your legislature get to- 
gether and act? As I have heretofore 
said several times, the great command- 
ing principle of social security is that the 
State determines who is entitled to re- 
ceive benefits and how much he is to re- 
ceive; that the Government will then pay 
one-half of that amount if the State will 
pay the other half. Your distinguished 
floor leader was a member of the Ways 
and Means Committee when the original 
social-security bill was written, and he 
knows what I am saying is true. The 
very basic principle of it is matching. 
The Federal Government said to every 
State, “If you want to get money out of 
the Federal Government, you go back to 
your State and you pass a law meeting 
the requirements prescribed by the Fed- 
eral law and when you come forward with 
$5 we will come forward with $5, and if 
you will come forward with any sum up 
to $20 we will do the same. 

I appreciate that some States are not 
as wealthy as others, but it is not ex- 
pected that those States will pay as 
much as some others, but it is left to 
the people of each State to determine 
for themselves. It is strictly a home 
rule local matter to decide how much 
they want to pay to those people. 

Somebody referred to California. Cali- 
fornia having so many visitors has a 
very difficult problem and that State pays 
an allowance to its aged and blind and 
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certainly is entitled to a larger contribu- 
tion from the Government. They have 
more social-security problems than we 
have in many of these States in the 
interior. 

In conclusion to you who say you will 
not get anything let me say that you 
should throw the responsibility on the 
shoulders of the members of the legisla- 
tures of your respective States. You 
may not know it, but it is to the credit 
of all of your States that gradually year 
by year your States are becoming more 
liberal to your aged and blind and un- 
fortunates. The passage of this bill will 
encourage them to increase their con- 
tribution in order to secure the amount 
which the Government is ready to pay 
under this matching system. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNUT- 
son]. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Tennessee is trying to 
get us all into an old skin game; you 
know the old game of put one and take 
two, and he is grousing because we re- 
ported out a bill that will not permit 
him to get away with it. He has not 
been entirely fair with the House in pre- 
senting the figures that he did. He pre- 
sented figures for 1943 to 1944. If he 
had called up the Social Security Board 
and asked for the figures for 1945, he 
would have found a considerably dif- 
ferent picture presented. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I do not yield. The 
gentleman has had his time. 

We might just as well face this thing 
frankly. It is either this bill or nothing, 
From a political angle, if I wanted to 
play politics, I would join the gentleman 
from Tennessee and help kill this legis- 
lation, but there is too much involved. 
You are taking care of the soldiers in this 
bill; you are taking care of the seamen 
in this bill; you are taking care of the 
aged in this bill, the blind, and the de- 
pendent children. It is either this bill or 
nothing. The gentleman is willing to 
sacrifice everything in order to play the 
old skin game of put one and take two. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS. Is it not true that the 
Senate has already passed the provision 
with reference to the soldiers, and we 
must do this out of justice to ourselves? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Certainly. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No; I do not yield. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI., Is it not true 
that prior to 1935 the Federal Govern- 
ment made no contribution to old-age 
assistance, and it is only since 1935 that 
the Federal Government has stepped 
into the picture? It stepped in then at 
a time when the States were practically 
broke; but today the picture is reversed; 
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it is the Federal Government that prob- 
ably needs some help from the States. 

Mr. KNUTSON, Of course. As usual, 
the gentleman is right. When I say that 
I mean it. He is a valuable member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. GEARHART. The point that 
seems to be overlooked by everybody who 
has talked on the other side of this ques- 
tion is that the amount of money that 
should be paid to every oldster is fixed by 
the State Legislature of the State and 
not by the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. KNUTSON. That is absolutely 
true. 

Mr. GEARHART. The only thing is 
that they want the Federal Government 
to come in and reimburse the State for 
one-half of what the State fixed by its 
own legislature. Every State would get 
the same if they fixed the maximum that 
is now allowed by law. 

Mr. KNUTSON. That is right. I may 
say to the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina that our great chairman would not 
have consented to bring in a bill that 
would work an injustice on his own State. 
If the gentleman will also call up the 
Social Security Board and ask for the 
1945 figures instead of juggling around 
with a lot of old chestnuts, the gentleman 
will be better informed. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No; I cannot, my time 
is so limited. I think I have been pretty 
generous. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am going to yield 
to my good friend from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Is 
there any truth to the report that the 
Committee on Rules refused a rule on 
the original recommendation of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means and said they 
would not give a rule unless this bill em- 
bodied such provisions? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I do not know. Iam 
not a member of the Committee on Rules, 
neither am I in the confidence of the 
great Committee on Rules. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As a member of 
the Committee on Rules, may I advise 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
that report is absolutely false. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I thought it was but 
I could not speak authoritatively. I try 
to be careful with my facts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. LYNCH. May Isay that the Com- 
mittee on Rules heard us on four or five 
different occasions, I think, and gave us 
every consideration. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The committee was 
most generous. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 


Mr. Speaker, 
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Mr. EBERHARTER. Why did they 
not grant you a rule on the bill on which 
you requested a rule? Why did they 
refuse? 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman is 
asking a leading question and the 
speaker is not informed. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gentle- 
man will yield, I can answer the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania by saying that 
the Committee on Rules did grant the 
rule that was requested by the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and we are now 
asking for the adoption of that rule. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I think that is the 
reason we have all this griping. 

There is another thing I want to say 
in the brief time that is left. If we do 
not pass this legislation the pay-roll tax 
automatically goes up to 242 percent on 
the worker and the employer. Person- 
ally, I strongly feel that we now take 
altogether too much in the way of taxes 
out of the toiler’s pay envelope. They al- 
ready have a surplus of $7,000,000,000 in 
the fund. The committee took that into 
consideration when they reversed them- 
selves and arranged to freeze the present 
rate of 1 percent on both employer and 
employee for another year. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I must yield to the 
gentleman, of course. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the Committee on 
Ways and Means exercises their right to 
change their mind why does the com- 
mittee want to prevent the House from 
exercising the right to change its mind 
and adopt the first bill that you approved 
in committee? I assume the committee 
did that. 

Mr. KNUTSON. If the gentleman 
would give the matter some study he 
would know that we cannot write tax 
legislation on the floor of the House. 

Mr. COOLEY. The committee re- 
ported the bill out on July 1 and said it 
was a good bill. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Your party came into 
power in 1931. You then tried to pass a 
tax bill with an open rule. The result 
was so disastrous that the bill had to be 
recommitted to the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. COOLEY. You reported the bill 
out after 5 months’ study. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Yes; but I cannot 
yield further. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the rule will be 
adopted. I may say that there is less 
friction and less politics in the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means than any 
other committee in the House with the 
possible exception of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, which seems to 
think along with its chairman on any 
and all questions. But in our case, it is 
a matter of meeting of minds. There is 
no politics. We went before the Com- 
mittee on Rules and both majority and 
minority members joined in asking for 
the rule. I do not recall a single vote 
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Ways and Means that was along party 
lines. Majority and minority members 
were found voting on both sides of each 
question. So when I appear before you 
today and urge you to adopt this rule I 
am merely carrying on the spirit of non- 
partisanship that is always practiced 
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among ourselves when we are in com- 
mittee. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina, the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, my 
colleague [Mr. DoucHTon]. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, we are dealing today with 
a condition and not with an opinion. 
It is a question of either this bill which 
the Committee on Rules has reported for 
the consideration of the House or it is 
no legislation or worse than none. That 
is my honest opinion about the situa- 
tion. I yield to no one so far as my 
physical and mental track goes in my 
desire to do everything that is reason- 
ably possible for the blind, dependent 
children, and needy old people. I have 
lived with this subject of social security 
since 1935 and I am acquainted with all 
its ups and downs. I know something 
about it. I tried to have something 
provided in this bill that would do more 
to help my State and other States simi- 
larly situated in providing more adequate 
help to needy old people, the blind, and 
dependent children. I found that it was 
impossible to go further at this time 
than is provided in the bill and that we 
would fail to do anything and the other 
desirable provisions of this bill would be 
lost and the work of the committee for 
months and months would be lost unless 
this bill were accepted. 

The House was good enough to allow 
us $50,000 for expenditures for a tech- 
nical study. We secured as good a staff 
as we could have obtained for twice this 
sum but spent less than $20,000. We 
have more to show for our work than 
any other committee that I have ever 
known. We have a report by the staff 
that will be an invaluable asset to the 
future work on this- subject. The gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] with 
great zeal and enthusiasm has been 
going around here buttonholing Mem- 
bers for 3 days and has made two long 
speeches in the Record. I should like 
to ask where he was when we were labor- 
ing and holding public hearings on this 
subject? Why did he not appear before 
our committee and state his position 
then? We were doing all we could. He 
Was as absent as the dead. We never 
heard from him. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
No; I do not yield at this time. 

After reporting H. R. 6911 on July 1 on 
a divided vote, we encountered a minor- 
ity report, signed by six members of the 
Committee, and when we applied to the 
Rules Committee for a rule, those who 
had signed the minority report appeared 
in opposition to the type of rule we had 
agreed from the outset would be neces- 
sary if any legislation on the subject were 
to be adopted before the recess or ad- 
journment of Congress. 

In fact, owing to the long time re- 
quired by our special staff studying so- 
cial security, and the lengthy hearings, 
beginning February 25 and running until 
June 7, it was recognized and agreed by 
all, I think, at least that was the under- 
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standing in our committee that it would 
be impossible to enact a bill which was 
controversial and for the consideration 
of which a special rule could not be ob- 
tained and adopted. Those of the ma- 
jority had hoped and expected that we 
would be able to reach an agreement with 
the minority on the type of rule which 
we could operate under, but failing in 
this after three different appearances 
before the Rules Committee, and the op- 
position apparently more and more de- 
termined that a rule should not be 
granted that would make possible the 
enactment of the bill, we then realized 
that we were dealing with a stubborn 
condition and not with an opinion or 
a hope. 

Those of us who were so anxious to 
have some legislation before Congress ad- 
journed realized that unless a compro- 
mise was reached, it was futile to attempt 
to go ahead with an effort to pass the bill. 
So, after different conferences, the com- 
mittee unanimously reported the bill un- 
der consideration, H. R. 7037, and the 
Rules Committee granted the type of rule 
we requested. 

I believe if those who are opposing the 
bill in its present form and the adoption 
of the rule had been present in our ef- 
forts to agree on a bill which we could 
hope to have enacted, that they would 
have been convinced that the bill now 
under consideration was the best that 
could possibly be secured at this time. 
Unfortunately, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania IMr. EBERHARTER] who has 
submitted a minority report, was not to 
be found and did not attend the various 
meetings and conferences from that time 
until after the bill now under considera- 
tion was agreed upon and a rule secured 
for its consideration. The trouble with 
the position taken by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] is that 
he is dealing with things as he would like 
to have them and not as they actually 
are. He is at least one Congress ahead of 
what it is possible to do. We have not 
finished our work, and the provisions of 
the bill to which he so strenuously ob- 
jects in the minority report are only tem- 
porary and for 1 year, 1947, until the 
committee can have time and opportu- 
nity to go into the matter more fully and 
until the House could have time to debate 
and consider a bill containing the objec- 
tives which not only the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] but 
many of us earnestly favor and for which 
we fought as long as there was hope of 
success. To consider this bill under a 
rule other than the one under considera- 
tion would mean I plan no legislation or 
worse than no legislation. There are now 
before our committee some 87 bills deal- 
ing with changes in the social-security 
law, and if the previous question should 
be voted down and the rule open to 
amendments, then every one of these 87 
bills could be offered as an amendment, 
and perhaps others might be, requiring 
days of debate. 

Of course I would not take the respon- 
sibility of calling up the bill or giving the 
matter further consideration if the 
House should take this action. There are 
many good provisions in the bill con- 
cerning which there were no objections 
and upon which we all agreed, and if 
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the House wants to take the responsibil- 
ity of having no legislation whatever 
rather than what is contained in the bill, 
that is its responsibility. 

Those of us who have struggled with 
the matter day in and day out for months 
have done the best we could. We do not 
claim the bill is perfect nor contains all 
we would like for it to contain. We know 
it does not. Neither is our task com- 
pleted, as it will be the duty and respon- 


‘sibility of the Committee on Ways and 


Means, either in the present or in the 
new Congress, to take up this legislation 
where we left off and to consider the sub- 
jects which we did not have time to deal 
with and to legislate permanently on the 
peo Mabey provisions omitted from the 

No one could possibly more strongly 
favor more than is being done for the 
old people than myself. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DoucHTON] has expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from North Carolina IMr. 
DovucutTon] made an observation in re- 
lation to legislation of this kind that 
those of us who have served on the Ways 
and Means Committee and lived through 
the development of the original Social 
Security Act, as he and I and the Mem- 
bers in 1935 did, know merits the deep 
consideration of the House, that “we are 
confronted with a condition and not a 
theory.” I served on the Ways and 
Means Committee for 10 years before I 
was elected by my Democratic colleagues 
as majority leader, I served on that 
committee when we drafted the original 
Social Security Act which is the keystone 
of social reform in America. The mem- 
bers of the committee at that time and 
later when we made the important 
changes in 1938 or 1939, both Republi- 
cans and Democrats, have made marked 
contributions to the best interests of the 
average person in America. 

Now, this is a condition and not a 
theory. There are important matters in 
this bill whereby people will be bene- 
fited. I think it is either this bill or 
nothing. The gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Gore] has exercised his rights 
under the rules. There is no finer Mem- 
ber than he, in my opinion. He is exer- 
cising his rights, but I think he took the 
wrong course. If I were in his position, 
I would have taken the course of action 
that while I regretted the closed rule, I 
would not oppose it, and then I would 
state in debate what I thought should 
be done and that I hoped when the bill 
went to the Senate, an amendment along 
such lines would be incorporated in the 
bill and then the House could either 
agree or the bill could go to conference. 

In 1938, when changes were made, I 
took the position then, not departing 
from the matching system, which I would 
not want to do, that this should not be 
taken away. from local control. We do 
not want to get away from local control 
in the handling of applications, and in 
the determination of the amounts that 
the aged applicant should receive and 
leaving it to the local people to handle 
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the problems. I suggested that two- 
thirds of the first $15 should be contrib- 
uted by the Federal Government, with- 
out regard to the States. I considered 
it favorably as a member of the Ways 
and Means Committee. At that time I 
could not see my way clear to support 
this variable plan. If that bill came up 
with the variable plan, this House would 
be engaged in debate for a long while. 

Under the circumstances I doubt very 
much if we would get any legislation 
through. As I understand it, the com- 
mittee did not change its course, but 
they adopted the practical course that 
any legislators would, wanting to get the 
best they could through in the closing 
days of the session, eliminated the con- 
troversial features of the bill first re- 
ported out and then reported this bill 
knowing that there is no controversial 
feature in it. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS. Is it not a fact that all 
through the social-security theory runs 
the matching basis? 

Mr. McCORMACK. You cannot get 
away from it. If you get away from it 
you get into the Federal Government with 
its vast machinery in absentia, away from 
the fellow who gets the benefit and whom 
we want to have the benefit. The local 
people must administer it. That is the 
basis of the social-security system, 

I hope the rule will be adopted and 
then if in the Senate an amendment is 
put in somewhat along the lines consist- 
ent with the matching system we can con- 
sider it when it comes back from the 
Senate. 

Mr, HAND. Mr. Speaker, it is regret- 
table that on such a very important mat- 
ter as the social-security bill the debate 
on the rule has been limited to 1 hour, 
which means that even members of the 
committee are extremely limited in time, 
and other Members of the House have 
little or no opportunity to discuss the 
question. 

This rule is, of course, a closed rule, 
and it provides that no amendments may 
be offered to the pending social-security 
bill, except those offered by the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. Two argu- 
ments are advanced in favor of such a 
procedure: One is that the House is un- 
able to properly write this bill on the 
floor, and the other is, as I understand it, 
that it would take too long. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am certainly as 
anxious as any other Member to close 
this session of Congress at the earliest 
possible time, but I am not willing to 
sacrifice social-security legislation for 
that purpose. The truth is that the bill 
unamended—as has been admitted by 
members of the committee—is a very 
little approach to a very big problem. 

The bill only attempts to make a few 
minor changes. Title I freezes the rate 
of contribution at 1 percent instead of 
permitting it to go up to 2% percent. 
Title II provides some benefits for de- 
ceased veterans, but gives no considera- 
tion to veterans who are fortunately 
alive as contemplated by my bill, H, R. 
5487, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means on February 
14, 1946. Title III includes maritime 
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workers, but continues to leave out mil- 
lions of other workers in the United 
States. Title IV makes a number of 
technical and miscellaneous provisions. 
Title V makes a few minor increases in 
grants for old-age assistance, dependent 
children, and aid to the blind. 

Mr. Speaker, it can be truly said of 
this legislation that the mountain has 
labored and brought forth a mouse. 
Granting the difficulty and complexity 
of the subject, the present bill, as I have 
said, is an inconsequential approach to 
a very great social problem. That such 
a bill has to be either passed or rejected 
without the opportunity of any one of 
our 435 Members to offer the important 
amendments it needs is a position which 
I cannot subscribe to, and I, therefore, 
must oppose this gag rule. 

I can only say, in conclusion, that this 
is one more piece of unfinished business 
which I hope the Eightieth Congress will 
dispose of in its earlier days instead of 
putting it off for haphazard and brief 
consideration at the end of the session, 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
this legislation providing for amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act came 
to the floor this afternoon under what 
is known as a closed rule—a better name 
is gag rule. I realize it is rather unpop- 
ular to criticize the action of the great 
Ways and Means Committee of the House 
with respect to legislation it has pro- 
posed as well as the manner in which it is 
submitted. I have the highest regard 
for every member of that committee. It 
is composed of leading Members from 
both sides of the aisle. But, Mr. Speak- 
er, I think it is unfortunate, I think 
it is wrong that the committee has seen 
fit to bring this importaut bill compris- 
ing more than 60 pages to the floor of the 
House under a rule whereby no amend- 
ments, no changes, no substitute meas- 
ures are permitted to be offered. We are 
told by the leadership of this committee 
that we must either vote for or against 
this bill exactly as written or there will 
be no legislation dealing with social secu- 
rity this year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is unfair to the people 
of this country, and especially to the mil- 
lions affected by this legislation, that this 
bill should come to the House during the 
last few days of the session with only 2 
hours during which to consider and de- 
bate it. The bill affects the welfare of 
millions of needy people. It ought to 
have been presented several months ago 
instead of being brought to the floor at 
the eleventh hour with a demand that 
we either pass it or have no legislation. 
The rule should be voted down and op- 
portunity given to offer amendments. 
Why should the Members of this House 
surrender their right to amend legisla- 
tion if they see fit to do so? This is no 
ordinary measure. It is entitled to full 
and complete discussion. 

Only a few weeks ago this House spent 
many hours discussing legislation whose 
importance did not begin to compare with 
this proposal. If the Membership of the 
House is not in favor of amendments that 
may be offered, then it could vote them 
down but it ought not to foreclose itself 
by failing to permit a right to which it is 
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entitled. Now I want to call your atten- 
tion somewhat briefly to some of the in- 
equities in this legislation. There are 
four titles. I call especial attention to 
the grants for old-age assistance, At the 
present time expeditures for old-age 
assistance amount to $327,000,000. These 
funds are, of course, matched by the 
States. This bill provides for an increase 
of Federal old-age assistance in the sum 
of $27,000,000. Now let us see how it is 


divided. Under the present bill, Kansas 


will receive an increase of $302,000. Colo- 
rado, with no more population than our 
State, will get four times as much or 
$1,496,000. Massachusetts has a popula- 
tion of three times that of Kansas but she 
will get 15 times as much money or $4,- 
960,000. The State of Washington, which 
compares in size with my State, will get 
$2,200,000 which is seven times as much 
as my State will receive. Now take a look 
at California, Of course, it is a big State. 
It is larger than Kansas but not so much 
larger that it should receive over $13,- 
000,000 which is almost one-half of all the 
increase under this bill. You are giving 
90 percent of all of the increased funds to 
10 States. Mr. Speaker, I submit that 
this is wrong. The bill is a gross inequity 
and absolutely unfair. It is not right 
that the people of Kansas and other 
States should receive small allocations 
but are required to pay Federal taxes in 
order to take care of the allowances in 
the favored States. The formula in this 
bill is wrong. It ought to be corrected. 

I was given to understand that the 
membership of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee at the beginning of this year were 
going to give careful study to the whole 
problem of old-age assistance and aid to 
dependent people. Fifty thousand dollars 
was appropriated to furnish advice and 
information to this committee so it could 
be carefully studied, but at this late hour 
we are handed a piece of legislation that 
is wholly inadequate, inequitable, and 
disappointing. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, here again we have another 
tragic case where the mountain has 
labored and brought forth a mouse. 
H. R. 7037, presented to us under a 
closed rule today, is totally inadequate 
from any point of view. 

I happen to come from one of the 10 
richest States in the country whose aged 
would get 90 percent of the increase in 
old-age-assistance money we are asked 
to vote on today. Of course, I will vote 
for the bill. Naturally I want our needy 
old people in California to get $50 a 
month instead of $40 a month. But I 
cannot help thinking of the old people 
in Georgia whose average monthly grant 
is $11.81 and will remain there under this 
bill. Or the old people in Kentucky who 
can look forward to no improvement in 
their present average of $11.67, or in 
North Carolina with $13.78, or Alabama 
with $15.86. 

The Ways and Means Committee re- 
ported to this House a bill, H. R. 6911, 
which, while far from adequate, at least 
was equitable in that it gave some benefit 
to all States through a larger Federal 
contribution to the poorer States and 
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was reasonably realistic in recognizing 
the increase in cost of living by raising 
ceilings in old-age assistance and aid to 
the blind to $60 a month. 

But where is H. R. 6911? Why do we 
have to vote today on this miserable 
substitute? 

Even H. R. 6911 was a pitiful answer to 
the crying need of our people for secur- 
ity. Last year we appropriated $50,000 
to the Ways and Means Committee for a 
comprehensive social-security study so 
that never again would we have to be 
confronted with a last-minute expedient 
on the ground that our time was too 
short, our knowledge too inadequate. 
The committee produced an excellent 
technical survey, 742 pages of analyses, 
statistics and graphs, all going to show— 
so that even a child could scarcely be 
confused—the inadequacy of our whole 
social-security system; the need for 
breader coverage and more adequate 
benefits in the insurance programs, the 
need for new kinds of benefits and the 
need for a comprehensive assistance pro- 
gram which would really put a floor un- 
der poverty in this country. The com- 
mittee held hearings that lasted for 
months. Group representatives of every 
interest in this country—business, la- 
bor, churches, welfare administrators, 
women’s clubs, veterans, assistance re- 
cipients and dozens of others plead with 
the committee for a more liberal social- 
security program. 

And what did they get? A modest lit- 
tle bill, H. R. 6911, which was so inade- 
quate that many of those interested in a 
real social-security program ignored it. 
It’s one real contribution to an improve- 
ment in our total situation was the recog- 
nition of the need for more equitable dis- 
tribution of Federal assistance funds. 
But now it appears that we in the House 
are not to be permitted to vote even on 
this modest improvement in our social- 
security program. 

I have never been an advocate of any 
pension system other than the social-se- 
curity program. I have felt that we 
must protect the interest of those who 
have contributed to our old-age and 
survivors’ program and make that pro- 
gram adequate both as to coverage and 
benefits. I want to see everybody under 
that system, even—if it is humanly pos- 
sible—those elder citizens who have al- 
ready retired from the labor market. I 
want them to get benefits which are ade- 
quate to live on in decency, dignity and 
health and to get them as a matter of 
legal right. I want the assistance pro- 
gram to take its rightful role as the com- 
prehensive, residual program to take care 
of the unusual situation, to put a safety 
net under the insurance program and a 
floor under poverty as contemplated in 
H. R. 5686, the Forand bill. 

But what are we who want a reason- 
able progressive liberalization of our so- 
cial-security program to do? Where 
are we to turn for action if even the ma- 
jority of the Ways and Means Committee 
cannot bring us a bill in which to express 
the wishes of our people? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution, 
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The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Gore) there 
were—ayes 163, noes 82. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of H. R. 7037, to 
amend the Social Security Act and the 
Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 7037, with 
Mr. THomason in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, TI appreciate very much 
the action of the House in making pos- 
sible the consideration of this bill re- 
ported by the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee, and that is said with no criticism 
whatever of those who took a different 
view. The matter of changing the so- 
cial-security law and amending it is a 
controversial subject. As I stated previ- 
ously, I have lived with this subject ever 
since 1935. I had the honor and privi- 
lege of being chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means when that commit- 
tee reported to the House the first bill 
ever reported by any committee on so- 
cial security and I have always felt very 
proud of that. At that time we set up 
the social-security system and, while 
the law has been amended from time to 
time since, while not yet perfect, it still 
retains its original framework as that 
has been tested and found sound. The 
present bill is the best we can get under 
the conditions that obtain today, the 
conditions under which we were com- 
pelled to work. 

Mr. Chairman, we held lengthy hear- 
ings on this matter from the 25th of 
February to about the 5th of June. It 
is said that we had months and months. 
Of course, there were months and 
months occupied in the consideration of 
this matter, but most of that time was 
used by our staff, a very competent and 
efficient staff, which we selected as the 
result of the generosity of the House in 
implementing our committee with funds 
to make the study, I think we-had the 
most competent staff I have ever known. 

After the staff had completed their 
work and made their report, which has 
been mentioned here today, we began 
then an extensive consideration of the 
subject. The reason we got at it rather 
late was not because we were slow in 
getting out a report. While our com- 
mittee is not perfect, it does work. Our 
committee would have been able to re- 
port a bill earlier had it not been for 
the fact that we had to consider the 
Reciprocal Trade Act and that took quite 
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a lot of time. It was a very controver- 
sial subject. Then we had the Philip- 
pine Independence Act, on which we 
worked for months. We found when we 
went to work on it that it was not as 
simple as we at first thought. Then we 
found that the departments were not in 
agreement, so we took a little time to 
work that out, in order to report a bill 
that we could truly be responsible for. 

We began work on the social-security 
bill as early as we could and worked as 
continuously as it was reasonably pos- 
sible. We realized that due to the early 
adjournment of Congress, the limited 
time, and the importance of the subject 
that it would be impossible to get any- 
thing enacted during the remainder of 
this session of the Congress that was of 
a controversial nature or upon which 
disagreement could not be reconciled by 
members of our committee. We proceed- 
ed all the way with that understanding; 
that is, that we would have to leave con- 
troversial matters for future study and 
future determination. We proceeded 
that way until we had completed our 
work, completed our hearings, completed 
our executive sessions, and got ready to 
report out our bill, and when we did that 
we found that there was a difference of 
opinion as to what we could get through, 
as to what should go in the bill. When 
we reported the bill out after extended 
executive sessions we had a minority 
which was unyielding and inflexible, but 
just as sincere as the majority. They 
believed that certain provisions the ma- 
jority wanted should not go into the bill. 
But we reported the bill with these provi- 
sions. We thought perhaps we could 
reconcile those differences. The minor- 
ity submitted a very strong minority re- 
port, so we could not reach an agreement 
on the bill as reported. Finally, to make 
possible enactment of legislation, we 
made changes in two titles of the bill. 
If we had not done this it would have 
been impossible to get through any legis- 
lation and we could not assume respon- 
sibility for it. 

I should like to explain briefly the pro- 
visions of H. R. 7037. At the outset, I 
want to make it plain that this bill does 
not represent the final consideration of 
social-security legislation by the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. Instead, it 
should be regarded largely as a tem- 
porary measure designed to freeze the 
old-age and survivors’ insurance tax rate 
and to somewhat liberalize old-age as- 
sistance, aid to dependent children, and 
aid to the blind for the next year while 
permanent changes in both the insur- 
ance and assistance programs are being 
perfected. The legislation also takes 
care, for the time being, of old-age and 
survivors’ insurance protection of fami- 
lies of veterans who die within 3 years 
after discharge. 

I share with many of you the feeling 
that both the insurance and the assist- 
ance provisions in the bill fall far short 
of what is desirable for permanent legis- 
lation. Public assistance recipients, par- 
ticularly those in low-income States, re- 
ceive inadequate assistance under exist- 
ing law and there should be some basic 
changes to remedy this situation. 
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The bill does, however, contain several 
permanent provisions which are worthy 
of note. 

For many years coverage of maritime 
service for unemployment compensation 
has been a troublesome issue before the 
Congress. Numerous bills have been in- 
troduced on the subject, and there has 
been a great division of opinion as to 
what would be appropriate legislation in 
this field. Your committee believes that 
the problem is effectively solved by the 
provisions of H. R. 7037, which have been 
cooperatively worked out among the sev- 
eral interested groups. Enactment of 
these provisions has been recommended 
by representatives of the State unem- 
ployment compensation agencies, ship 
owners, maritime employees, the social- 
security administration, and the chair- 
man of the subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries who has long and faithfully en- 
deavored to perfect legislation in this 
field. 

The bill also has amendments which 
would extend child welfare services to 
the Virgin Islands, thus placing them 
on a par under the Social Security Act 
with Puerto Rico. 

In addition, the legislation contains a 
substantial number of perfecting amend- 
ments which correct anomalies and in- 
equities in the old-age and survivors’ in- 
surance system. 

Thus H. R. 7037 attains valuable per- 
manent changes as well as temporary 
provisions, and is a bill which should 
be speedily enacted. 

I might summarize the pending bill 
very briefly by titles. Title I amends 
the Federal Insurance Contributions Act 
s0 as to fix employer and employee con- 
tribution rates at 1 percent each for the 
calendar year 1947. It also repeals a 
section added to the Social Security Act 
in 1943 authorizing the Congress to make 
any necessary appropriations to the old- 
age and survivors’ insurance trust fund. 

Title II amends the old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance provisions by adding 
provisions with respect to veterans who 
die within 3 years after their discharge. 
In general, it guarantees survivors of 
veterans within its purview the same old- 
age and survivors’ insurance benefit 
rights they would have enjoyed had the 
veteran died fully insured under old-age 
and survivors’ insurance with $160 per 
month average wage and as Many years 
of covered employment as the calendar 
years in which he had military service 
after September 16, 1940. 

Title III amends the Unemployment 
Compensation Tax Act so as to include 
maritime employment and authorizes 
the States to subject maritime employ- 
ment to their State unemployment com- 
pensation laws. It also provides during 
a temporary period ending June 30, 1949, 
credit for maritime service with the Fed- 
eral Government on vessels operated by 
the Maritime Commission, and provides 
for using this credit for benefits under 
State unemployment compensation laws. 

Title IV extends title V of the Social 
Security Act, Child Welfare Services to 
the Virgin Islands, and contains tech- 
nical changes facilitating payments and 
adjusting certain minor anomalies and 
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inequities under old-age and survivors’ 
insurance. 

Title V, for the last quarter of this 
year and for next year, raises the ceiling 
on old-age assistance and aid to the 
blind from the present $40 maximum to 
a $50 maximum. It also raises the ceil- 
ing for aid to dependent children from 
the present $18 for the first child in a 
family to $27 and the $12 ceiling for other 
children in the family to $18. 

The estimated costs for providing 
social-security benefits for families of 
deceased servicemen through the year 
1959 would amount to some $175,000,000, 
according to estimates of the Social Se- 
curity Board. The cost of extending 
title V of the Social Security Act to the 
Virgin Islands would be some $65,000 per 
year. The cost of the temporary protec- 
tion extended to maritime employees 
should not exceed $3,000,000 if the gen- 
eral rate of maritime and nonmaritime 
unemployment gets no higher than at 
present. This amount would, of course, 
be substantially increased in case unem- 
ployment gets higher than at present 
during the reconversion period. 

The cost of raising the ceilings on 
public assistance may be estimated 
roughly as from $47,000,000 to $50,000,- 
000. The actual cost, of course, will de- 
pend upon the State expenditures under 
the public-assistance programs. The 
cost to the Federal Government would 
be substantially greater if the States in- 
crease the amount of State and local ex- 
penditures much beyond the expendi- 
tures for the fiscal year 1943-44, upon 
which the estimates are based. 

I should like at this point to report 
briefly on the investigation of the Social 
Security Act which has been made by 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
pursuant to House Resolution 204, 
adopted on March 26, 1945. 

The committee was very careful in its 
selection of a technical staff which was 
employed to review and report on opera- 
tions under the act and problems of cov- 
erage, benefits, and taxes related thereto. 
This staff filed a comprehensive report in 
January of this year, covering all these 
matters, and extensive hearings have 
been held subsequently. There hearings 
were started toward the end of February 
of this year and completed on June 7. 
As I stated on the concluding day, the 
committee worked with reasonable reg- 
ularity during the entire period and 
heard each and every witness who asked 
to appear. The hearing was in three 
parts—the first part on old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance, the second on public 
assistance, and the third om unemploy- 
ment compensation. The printed report 
of these hearings is 1,510 pages in length 
and covers the testimony of 157 wit- 
nesses, some of whom appeared more 
than once. In addition to the witnesses 
who appeared a large number submitted 
statements to the committee. 

As a result of the investigation and 
hearings, the Congress now has available 
a body of information essential to mak- 
ing needed changes in the various social- 
security programs. The Committee on 
Ways and Means is impressed with the 
importance of very careful and painstak- 
ing consideration of many types of per- 
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manent changes such as fixing an appro- 
priate tax schedule, extension of cover- 
age, the benefit formulas, the improve- 
ment and extension of benefits, and other 
matters which will improve the system, 
all of which are found to be most closely 
interrelated. 

The committee has, of course, from 
time to time been faced with pressing 
matters other than social security, such 
as the Philippine Trade Act, which re- 
quired extended consideration and nec- 
essarily interrupted the work on social- 
security legislation. The committee was 
also faced with the fact that an early ad- 
journment of the Congress is in pros- 
pect. Accordingly, the time for consid- 
eration of social-security legislation has 
been quite limited and the committee has 
been in full agreement that it would be 
unwise to effect any basic changes on a 
piecemeal basis. Consequently, as I 
have above outlined, H. R. 7037 is lim- 
ited in scope and deals only with com- 
paratively simple and noncontroversial 
legislative changes which could be 
speedily considered and enacted by the 
Congress. 

All of us know that basic changes must 
and will be made in the programs and 
many of us wish that the pending legis- 
lation could contain those permanent 
changes. However, we are faced with an 
actuality of limited time and the neces- 
sity for noncontroversial legislation if its 
passage is to be secured within that time. 
Each member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means gave up insistence on some 
provisions which he felt important so as 
to insure that the legislation would be 
unanimously reported by the committee. 
I feel certain that each Member of the 
House will likewise be relinquishing con- 
sideration of provisions which he feels 
to be important. But members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means—and, I 
am sure, Members of the House as well— 
feel that it is highly important that the 
provisions of H. R. 7037 should be speed- 
ily enacted into law and will vote accord- 
ingly. 

While there is hardly a State in this 
Union, in my opinion, that is not able 
to do more for the needy old people than 
it is doing, they are very inadequately 
provided for in many States. Many of us 
wanted to change the law to make it so 
that low-income States, under a variable 
grant formula, would not have to put up 
50 percent but the matching would be 
done on a more liberal basis than the 
50 percent. This would have given the 
needy old people additional benefits. I 
shall continue to fight for this more 
liberal approach in Federal grants. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Is it not a rather 
peculiar thing that the Members who 
want to rewrite the bill on the floor of 
the House failed to come before us and 
give us the benefit of their wisdom while 
we were considering this legislation? 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Of course, that would have been equally 
as appropriate and possibly more help- 
ful, but they did not do it. Those that 
are making the greatest noise about it 
now and have been exercising them- 
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selves so strenuously for the last few 
days, we did not hear a word from them. 
But now it is close to the election. I do 
not impugn anybody’s motives; I do not 
do that. But if they had been as anxious 
and as much interested and as zealous 
then, and if their zealousness had been 
accompanied by knowledge, and they 
had appeared before our committee, pos- 
sibly they could have converted the mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. GEARHART]. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, the 
instant bill does not satisfy any member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means. 
Every one of us, upon whatever side of 
the aisle we sit, would like to have 
brought in a more comprehensive meas- 
ure. The party conventions of both 
political parties in 1940 declared in favor 
of an expanded and a more generous 
old-age security program. But the time 
consumed in the preparatory investiga- 
tions—the preliminary studies which 
would make it possible for us to formu- 
late that kind of legislation—was so great 
that there simply was not enough time 
left when we commenced our labors—our 
efforts to write the kind of a bill which 
every one of us hoped we would be able 
to write at the beginning of the year. 
However, we have done pretty well. We 
have brought in some constructive 
amendments which, when added to the 
social-security law, will greatly improve 
the system, I am quite sure. A great 
deal of dissatisfaction has been expressed 
today because a few States—among them 
my own—will be allotted much more 
money by increasing the Federal con- 
tribution from $20 to $25 than others. 
Every State in the Union can get just 
as much as the States which now get 
more money if they are willing to con- 
tribute more themseives. In other 
words, the amount to be paid to each 
individual oldster under our social-secu- 
rity scheme is determined not by the 
Congress but by the legislature of the 
particular State. California has decreed 
that pensions can be paid up to $50 per 
month to each oldster. That sets’ in 
motion the Federal law. Depending, 
therefore, on what the State does, the 
Federal Government will contribute to 
the extent of 50 percent up to a maxi- 
mum of $25. The point I make is simply 
that the amount to be paid every State 
is not to be determined by the Congress 
of the United States but is determined 
by the legislature of each particular 
State, and that is the way it ought to be. 

I yield to my colleague the gentleman 
from California [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California, My col- 
league -has studied this problem for a 
number of years. May I inquire from 
his knowledge of the subject, whether he 
believes the principle of matching con- 
tributions on a 50-50 basis should be re- 
tained permanently or whether it should 
be abandoned at this time, as some 
advocate? 

Mr. GEARHART. I think that it can 
be said after all these years that we have 
had a Federal Social Security System, 
this, insofar as old-age assistance is con- 
cerned, that the matching principle is 
sound, since it has worked so well all 
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these years it ought to be adhered to, at 
least until a better system is devised, and, 
certainly, the variable grant, with all of 
its inequities, cannot be so regarded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Also, is 
it not a good principle to keep that con- 
tributory system close to the people who 
get the benefits? They know what the 
local conditions are. California has one 
condition. Tennessee has another. By 
adhering to this matching principle, we 
leave the problem to each State to solve 
in its own way, this as they understand 
their own problems. 

Mr. GEARHART. Each individual 
State under this system reserves the right 
to determine for itself just how much is 
to be paid to its own oldsters in the form 
of old-age assistance. And this, it would 
seem to me, is the way it should be, at 
least until we embark upon a Federal sys- 
tem which is supported by a Federal tax 
based upon the principle of pay as you go. 

I yield to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBERTSON]. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I þe- 
lieve, in view of the fact that previous 
figures were printed in our report and 
we now have the figures based on 1945, it 
should be brought out and stressed that 
with respect to dependent children all 
the States in the Union except five will 
receive benefits. With respect to old- 
age assistance, 39 of the States will re- 
ceive benefits under the pending bill. 

Mr. GEARHART. I thank the gentle- 
man from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON] for 
that contribution. 

Under the aid-to-the-blind system, 
that, too, is based upon equal contribu- 
tions by the Federal Government and the 
States, a just system which leaves to each 
of the States the privilege of determining 
for itself what it thinks should be paid to 
its blind citizens, It is a form of decen- 
tralization of which we have too little 
these days. It is State’s rights at its 
best, establishing a balance in State and 
Federal relationships which is highly de- 
sirable. 

So let us go a little slow when it comes 
to taking from the individual States the 
right to determine what shall be done 
within the boundaries of the States, es- 
pecially in respect to a subject matter so 
intimately related to the general welfare 
and the ability of the State to operate 
within the limitations of its own econ- 
omy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr, 
CARLSON]. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is most unfair to consider this 
legislation under a closed rule. We must 
remember this legislation affects, di- 
rectly or indirectly, the present and 
future welfare of every citizen of our 
Nation. This legislation should be con- 
sidered under an open rule where every 
Member has an opportunity to offer 
amendments. There are many who be- 
lieve we should have a Federal old-age 
insurance program that is federally sup- 
ported. Under the rule their proposal 
cannot be voted on by the House. 

We have had 10 years’ experience with 
a social-security program—a program 
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that so vitally affects every citizen that 
in future years it might become more 
powerful and influential in our national 
economy than the Government itself. 

A social-security program must be 
geared to the national economy. It can- 
not remain static. Benefit payments 
made either under the contributory title 
or under the Federal-State matching 
provisions of the law must meet changing 
economic conditions. Social security 
based on conditions of 10 years ago may 
not only be impractical but may be in- 
solvent. The retired worker, the needy 
aged, the dependent children and the 
blind of our Nation must buy the neces- 
sities of life with present-day purchas- 
ing power of the dollar, not the dollar 
of 10 years ago. Every other group in 
the Nation has received pay increases 
and the beneficiaries of this program 
must have the same consideration. 
There are many features of this bill that 
I do not approve but as Congress is going 
to recess within the next few days, it is 
this legislation or nothing. Personally, 
I am disappointed. 

The Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, realizing the great impor- 
tance of this legislation, adopted, on 
March 26, 1945, House Resolution No. 
204, which authorized the Ways and 
Means Committee to hire a technical 
staff and make a complete study of the 
present social-security program. The 
committee was fortunate in securing the 
services of Leonard J. Calhoun, who, to- 
gether with other members of his staff, 
have made a complete study and report 
to the committee. With this back- 
ground the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee began open hearings on proposed 
changes in the legislation. These hear- 
ings were concluded on June 7 of this 
year. Our committee heard 157 wit- 
nesses and their testimony covers over 
1,500 printed pages. 

It had been my hope that Congress 
would, as a result of this study and com- 
mittee hearings, enact legislation which 
would correct inequities and injustices to 
millions of our people who qualify or who 
fail to qualify under the provisions of 
this act. 

OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE 

While our present social-security pro- 
gram is recognized as national in scope, 
it is, in reality, national in theory only. 
For instance, the payments to over 
2,000,000 needy aged persons under title I 
averaged in 1945 $31.20. These average 
payments ranged from $11.64 in Ken- 
tucky to $52.86 in the State of Washing- 
ton. Not only do the payments vary 
among the States of the Nation, but they 
vary among counties within States. In 
one State, for example, the average old- 
age-assistance payment varied from a 
low of $13 in one county to a high of 
$36 in another county. 

While it is true that economic condi- 
tions and costs of living vary in different 
sections of the Nation and in different 
States, surely no one would contend that 
the difference is as wide as is demon- 
strated by the above figures. The ability 
of the richer States to provide more ade- 
quately for their aged and needy brings 
about another glaring discrimination 
among the aged of the different States. 
While a number of States are able to take 
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advantage of the full 50 percent match- 
ing of the $20 per person under existing 
law, low-income States are unable to do 
so. The average Federal contribution 
for old-age assistance in the States 
ranges from $5.80 to $19.45. One State 
alone drew nearly three times as much 
from the Federal funds for old-age assist- 
ance as five poorer States which had 
about the same aged population. 

The pending bill increases from $40 to 
$50 the maximum State expenditure for 
old-age assistance to any individual on 
the basis of equal matching by the Fed- 
eral Government. The increase in Fed- 
eral contribution for the entire Nation is 
some over $27,000,000. As many States 
are unable to take advantage of this in- 
creased Federal contribution the in- 
equalities in distribution is further ex- 
emplified. For instance, of this total 
amount California will receive $13,000,- 
000, or approximately one-half of the 
entire amount carried in the bill. The 
pending bill increases the Federal con- 
tribution for dependent children by 50 
percent and increases.the payments to 
the blind on the same basis as the aged. 
Under the bill as drawn Kansas will 
receive a total for the three programs of 
approximately $1,000,000. . 

Under unanimous consent, I include 
the following tables: 


TaBe 1.—Old-age assistance: Recipients and 
payments to recipients, by State, April 
1946 


Payments to 
Number recipients 
State of recip- 
ients Total 
amount 
2,088,025 | $65, 444, 935 
37, 763 638, 087 
1,357 55, 104 
9,617 872, 623 
26, 578 448, 385 
160,811 7, 640, £09 
40, 537 1, 681, 219 
14, 525 598, 646 
, 198 22, 558 
308 77, 561 
44,611 | 1,347, 755 
„643 , 896 
1, 467 36, 375 
9, 828 $21, 865 
124,834 | 4, 211, 859 
54,162 426, 508 
48, 378 1, 622, 805 
29, 140 896, 409 
44, 832 524, 919 
37, 264 782, 664 
15, 097 464, 561 
11, 455 323, 569 
2 78, 720 3, 638, 808 
8 88, 618 2, 959, 507 
— = 54, 308 1, 807, 24 
Mississippi. R 27, 038 443, 224 
Missouri... - 108, 857 2, 863, 602 
Montana. š 10,759 349, 77 
Nebraska... = 4, 158 775, 835 
Nevada 5 1,940 75,170 
New Hampshire 6, 583 , 188 
New Jersey... > 938 758, 458 
New Mexico.. A 6,475 202, 104 
New York...- 2 103,868 | 3, 972, 291 
North Carolina. 32,7 451, 647 
North Dakota. è 8,695 301, 800 
W $ 116,355 | 3,668,799 
Oklahoma.. = 84, 3, 006, 691 
regon 3 20, 782 814, 224 
Pennsylvania 85, 345 2, 633, 205 
Rhode Island 7, 263, 179 
South Carolina 22, 540 361, 078 
South Dakota 12, 678 341, 816 
‘Tennessee... 3 38, 026 618, 301 
Texas 8 178, 806 „399, 
Utah. N 12, 792 499, 539 
Vermont 5,199 123, 282 
Virginia 14, 889 226, 608 
Washington.. 64, 794 3, 443, 361 
West Virginia 18, 669 319, 207 
Wisconsin — 46, 093 1, 420, 930 
Wyoming 3, 496 136, 269 
. —. es ee ee 
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Taste 2.—Aid to dependent children: Re- 
cipient and payments to recipients, by 
State, April 1946+ 


Number of 


Payments to 
recipients 


recipients 


20, 320 

48, 796 

6, 223, 958 
4, 120, 296 
610 42, 950 

1, 380 85, 025 
21, 564 1, 450, 997 
6, 416 243, 695 
3, 526 118, 962 
3,422 195, 953 
5, 656 121, 293 
9.324 330, 179 
1, 589) 115, 730) 
3, 687 139, 696) 
8, 105 693, 825 
16, 281 1, 122, 839 
5, 077 272, 445) 
3, 275 86, 138 
14,070 509, 035 
1,457 80, 380 
2, 487 162, 072 
51 1, 688 
$20) 65, 440 

3, 520 226, 077 
2.781 102, 790 
27, 632 2, 265, 167 
6, 404 178, 318 
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1 Italic figures represent program administered without 
Federal * Data exclude programs adminis- 
tered without Federal participation in Florida, Ken- 
tucky, and Nebraska, which administer such programs 
concurrently with programs under the Social Security 
Act; see the Bulletin, April 1945, p. 26. All data subject 
to revision. 

Under plans approved by Social Security Board. 


Taste 3.—Aid to the blind: Recipients and 
payments to recipients, by State, April 
1946+ 


Payments to 
Number recipients 
State of recip- 
lents Total Aver- 
amount age 

N 72,738 | $2,462,533 | 883. 85 

e. -a 

Total 47 States*_ 56, 796 1. 856, 212 32.68 
Alabama S41 34, 704 | 17. 56 
Arizona... 512 23, 96 46. 80 
Arkansas.. 1, 162 21, 814 18.77 
California. 5, 743 333, 121 58. 00 
Colorado 446 16, 314 36. 58 
Connecticut. 137 5, 224 38. 13 


1 Italie figures represent programs administered with- 
out Federal participation. Data exclude program 
administered without Federal participation in Connec- 
ticut which administered such program concurrently 
with program under the Social Security Act; see the 
Bulletin, April 1945, p. 28. Alaska does not administer 
aid to the blind. All data subject to revision. 

Under plans approved by the Social Security Board. 
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Taste 3.—Aid to the blind: Recipients and 
payments to recipients, by State, April 
1946—Continued 


Payments to 
Number recipients 
State of recip- 
ients Total Aver 

amount age 

Delaware 40 $1, 221 @) 
District of Columbia_ 198 204] $36.84 
Florida pe 2,325 73,031 31.41 
2, 060 $1, 820 15. 45 
63 1, 688 26.79 
200 7,004 35. 02 
5,016 175, 750 35. 04 
1,920 56, 534 29. 44 
1.212 46, 302 38. 20 
1,065 36, 020 33. 82 
1, 552 20, 542 13. 24 
1,382 33, 567 24. 29 
789 25, 054 31.75 
446 14, 191 31.82 
1,049 49, 314 47.01 
1,320 47, 567 36. 04 
941 37, 411 39. 70 
1, 533 34, 909 22.77 
2, 786 483,580 | 430.00 
344 12,231 | 35. 56 
435 14, 136 32. 50 

£7 1, 252 0 
285 9, 119 32. 00 
550 55 34.83 
244 6,900 | 28.28 
8, 066 131, 641 42.94 
2, 543 , 399 21. 00 
116 4, 047 34.89 
3, O87 87,004 | 28.18 
1, 963 71,712 36. 53 
369 17, 605 47.71 
18, 129 521, — 89. 75 
107 3. 34. 44 
1,001 21, 018 21, 00 
216 5, 214 24.14 
1, 549 30, 941 19. 97 
4,775 125, 100 26. 20 
140 5, 828 41. 63 
1 5,192 31.66 
$69 18, 382 18. 96 
629 36, 753 58. 43 
824 15, 997 19. 41 
1,354 41, 964 30. 99 
114 4.772 41.86 


ZSC 0 ee ene 
3 Not computed. Average payment not calculated on 
base of less than 50 recipients. 
4 Represents statutory monthly pension of $30 per 
recipient; excludes payments for other than a month. 


OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS’ INSURANCE 


Title II of the Social Security Act is 
the contributory section on which em- 
ployers and employees contribute equal 
amounts toward a fund for payments to 
aged workers. It has been supported for 
the past few years by a contribution of 
1 percent by the employee and 1 per- 
cent by the employer. Under this pro- 
gram over 30,000,000 of our workers are 
in covered employment and over 20,000,- 
000 in uncovered employment. In other 
words, it extends coverage to about three 
jobs out of five. 

This program is most unfair to mil- 
lions of our citizens and is especially 
unfair to the agricultural sections of the 
Nation. The employer’s contribution to 
this fund is no doubt passed on to the 
purchasers of the commodities manu- 
factured. This means that those in the 
agricultural States who purchased trac- 
tors, automobiles, farm machinery, and 
other items manufactured by those 
under covered employment must pay into 
an insurance fund for which they can 
receive no benefit. This situation should 
be corrected. 

The average benefit payment under 
this program is now $24 to $25 per 
month. As these payments are less than 
payments made under the old-age as- 
sistance program, 10 percent of the bene- 
ficiaries of this insurance are receiving 
additional support from the old-age as- 
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sistance section. Many are asking: 
Why should we contribute a percentage 
of our income to this fund when at the 
age of 65 we will receive less in the form 
of a monthly annuity than those who 
receive benefits under the old-age assist- 
ance? In my opinion, this differential 
in payments between these two programs 
may have far-reaching effects on the 
entire social-security program in years 
to come. 

The pending bill does not increase the 
benefit payments under title II but it does 
freeze the present 1 percent rate on 
employer and employee for one more 
year. 

There has been much discussion on 
the future effects of this low rate in view 
of the accruing liabilities for future years. 
We must remember that when Congress 
enacted this title of the Social Security 
Act it in reality wrote $50,000,000,000 
worth of annuity insurance. Every ac- 
tuary will admit it is not a 1 percent pro- 
gram. Rates will have to be increased. 

During the hearings I discussed this 
with Dr. Altmeyer and am including his 
testimony: 


Mr. Cartson. Doctor, I would like to ask 
a question. Let us assume now that we do 
not change this coverage, nor do we change 
the present 2-percent tax, and using as a 
basis an annual average wage of $1,500 for 
men and $900 for women, which is one of 
the low estimates submitted to this com- 
mittee, in what year will the benefits catch 
up with the receipts on the basis of that 
income? 

Mr. ALTMEYER. Would you repeat that 
question, please? I don’t know whether I 
got it all. 

Mr. CARLSON. I probably didn’t express it 
correctly. My thought is this: Using the 
low estimate submitted on average income 
of $1,500 for men, and $900 for women, and 
following through with the present tax, 1 per- 
cent on employer, and 1 percent on employee, 
in what year will the benefit payments catch 
up with the receipts? 

Mr. ALTMEYER. You mean if no changes 
were made in benefits at all? 

Mr. Cartson. No changes at all. 

Mr, ALTMEYER. Well, I would assume prob- 
ably in 10 years. 

Mr. CARLSON. That would be 1955, 

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. 

Mr. CARLSON. Could you give me an esti- 
mate as to how much the reserve fund would 
be at that time? 

Mr. ALTMEYER. I made an estimate run- 
ning 5 years, and it would be about $11,000,- 
000,000 at the end of 5 years, as I recall, at 
the present rate. 

Mr. CARLSON. Then we can legislate on the 
basis that if we do not increase the coverage, 
do not change the rates, that we will have in 
reserve in 1955, or approximately then, 
$11,000,000,000? 

Mr. ALTMEYER. I said 5 years from now. 
That would be 1952. 

Mr. CARLSON, In 1952? 

Mr, ALTMEYER. Yes. 

Mr. Cartson. Is it your thought then that 
the line would cross the benefits? 

Mr, ALTMEYER. The lines would not cross, 
as I say, until possibly 10 years from now 
at the very earliest, so that the reserve would 
be higher than $11,000,000,000 before the 
lines crossed, 

Mr, CARLSON. What will it be, then, in 1955, 
if that is when the lines cross? 

Mr. ALTMEYER. I haven't made any calcula- 
tions beyond 5 years, but it probably might 
increase another two to three billion, be- 
tween 1952 and 1955. 

Mr, Caruson. Let us assume 812,000,000. 
000—— 
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Mr. ALTMEYER. I would say it would be close 
to $13,000,000,000 to $14,000,000,000 in about 
10 years. 

Mr. CARLSON. All right. Then if the lines 
cross in 1955, the benefits equal the receipts, 
when will we dissipate this $14,000,000,000 
reserve we anticipate will accrue 

Mr, ALTMEYER. I will have to make some 
calculations on that basis. 

Mr. Carson. In other words, anyone who 
follows it closely can plainly see 

Mr. ALTMEYER. Excuse me, you mean on a 
1-percent basis? 

Mr. CARLSON. The present rates. 

Mr. ALTMEYER. It might run at least 20 
years, if you exhausted the reserve in the 
meantime. 

Mr. Cartson. That is the problem we are 
facing then, if we are going to keep the pro- 
gram solvent. There must be, in my opinion, 
e increased taxes or Federal contribu- 

on, 

Mr. ALTMEYER. If we keep the present 
taxes, yes; there is no question about it, 

VETERANS’ BENEFITS 

Title II of the pending bill provides 
benefits in case of deceased World War 
II veterans. This provision is very lim- 
ited in scope and is of no benefit to de- 
pendents of veterans until after the 
death of the veteran. This is a step in 
the right direction but in my opinion the 
act should be extended so as to give full 
coverage to men and women for the time 
they spent in the military service. These 
credits should be added to credits they 
had previously earned or credits they are 
building up after their return from the 
Service. 

CONCLUSION 

I have endeavored to point out the in- 
justices and inequities in the present so- 
cial-security program. Changes must 
be made in it from time to time and we 
will not have a program that is fully ac- 
cepted by our people until we make 
changes that provide equal consideration 
for all. Need and payments for aged 
people are not a matter of geography but 
security should be provided on a national 
basis. It can only be done with many 
important amendments to the law. It 
is unfortunate we did not have an oppor- 
tunity to write them into this bill. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
EBERHARTER |]. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
those who are present, of course, know 
I am not going to make any prepared 
statement right now. During the several 
minutes that have elapsed since I made 
any remarks, my mind has been in a 
rather confused state. 

I will say it is my considered judgment 
that I believe every Member of this House 
should have at least respect for the other 
Members of the House. I believe it has 
been the rule of this House for many 
years that what transpires in executive 
sessions of the committee is confidential. 
That rule is not always adhered to, but 
in the 10 years that I have been a Mem- 
ber of this House, and I have been in 
attendance at a great portion of the 
sessions of this House, I have never 
heard the chairman of any committee of 
this House vilify another Member by 
calling attention to the fact that he was 
not present at a meeting or two that 
was held, or try to emphasize that a par- 
ticular certain named Member did not 
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perform his duties as he should have per- 
formed them. Naturally, when that 
circumstance happened to me I resented 
it. Nothing that I have said in my col- 
loquy today will I change in the RECORD. 
The Recorp will stand just as I made the 
remarks, 

This is a body in which I think we earn 
the respect of each other. We want to 
have the respect of the country. We all 
try to do our duty as we see it. I need not 
enter any defense of my conduct and my 
attendance at committee hearings. The 
record will show that. My constituents 
know whether I work faithfully in their 
interests; whether I follow their wishes, 
or whether I try to chart a course which 
is in the best interest of the Nation at 
large. 

I may say that on June 27 I voted for 
various provisions that appeared in the 
bill which was reported out by this com- 
mittee. I am only saying that to cor- 
rect any impression that the membership 
may have gotten from the remarks here- 
tofore made that I was not present. I 
do not think I was absent from a single 
executive session of the committee from 
January 1946 until June 27, 1946, except 
perhaps—I will change that word 
“single,” I will say not more than two 
or three times. I am just saying this to 
emphasize my belief that the attack that 
was made upon me was not justified by 
the facts, was contrary to the rules of 
the House, and was not in consonance 
with the customs of this House; and I 
leave it to the membership to draw what- 
ever conclusions they may under the 
circumstances. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendments extend 
the present rates for employer and em- 
ployee contributions under the Federal 
Insurance Contributions Act for a period 
of 1 year beginning January 1, 1947. It 
would appear desirable that the present 
rate should be continued a year pending 
decision as to various proposed basic 
changes in the old-age and survivors’ 
insurance program. 

BENEFITS IN CASE OF DECEASED WORLD’ WAR IIT 
VETERANS 

The amendments bridge temporarily 
the gap in survivorship protection which 
a serviceman experiences when he shifts 
from wartime military service to estab- 
lished civilian employment. It provides 
survivors’ insurance protection for a 
period of 3 years following discharge 
from the armed forces to veterans of 
World War II. 

In general, an individual must fulfill 
one of two requirements in order to be 
insured for survivors’ benefits under the 
old-age and survivors’ insurance pro- 
gram. Either he must have worked in 
employment under the program for ap- 
proximately half of the time elapsing 
after 1936, or after age 21, and prior to 
the time of his death or he must have 
worked in covered employment for one- 
half of the 3 years immediately preced- 
ing his death. Since service in the armed 
forces is not credited for old-age and 
survivors’ insurance purposes, Many vet- 
erans, upon discharge from service, will 
have lost whatever protection they may 
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have acquired under the program or by 
reason of their military service will have 
failed to gain the protection they might 
otherwise have acquired. Moreover, in 
computing a veteran’s average monthly 
wage upon which old-age and survivors’ 
insurance benefits are based, it is usually 
necessary under present law to include 
in the computation the months in which 
the veteran was in service, even though 
wages are not credited for 3 months, 
Consequently, even where the veteran 
does not lose his protection entirely by 
reason of his military service, his aver- 
age wage and the benefits based on it 
will be reduced. 

The veteran who engages in covered 
employment after discharge will have 
old-age and survivors’ insurance protec- 
tion after gaining the necessary amount 
of coverage. It is thought that 3 years 
is a reasonable time within which the 
veteran may be expected to acquire or 
reacquire old-age and survivors’ insur- 
ance protection. In consequence, this 
section provides survivorship protection 
to the veteran’s family for 3 years after 
discharge from service. 

The veteran who meets the require- 
ments and who dies, or who has died 
within 3 years after separation from ac- 
tive military or naval service, is deemed 
insured. His survivors will be eligible 
for any of the various types of benefits 
provided under old-age and survivors’ 
insurance. The benefits will be the 
amount based on the $160 average 
monthly wage. The basic amount will 
be increased for each year of military 
service by 1 percent. Enactment of H. R. 
7037 thus assures the survivors of vet- 
erans covered by the measure of a guar- 
anteed minimum level of benefits. In 
the event of death within 3 years, if no 
compensation or pension is payable by 
the Veterans’ Administration, his widow, 
if she has a child of the veteran in her 
care or upon attainment of age 65, will 
be eligible to receive a monthly benefit 
amounting to around $24 a month. His 
children under age 18 will each be 
eligible for around $16 a month; and 
his dependent parents, in the absence of 
a wife or child surviving the veteran, will 
each be eligible to receive the same 
amount. The maximum amount of ben- 
efits payable in any month on the basis 
of any one veteran’s death would be 
around $64 a month. 

In concluding this brief description 
of benefits for the deceased World War 
II veterans, I should like to add that 
further study will be given to the problem 
of crediting military service for old-age 
and survivors’ insurance purposes. Un- 
questionably there will be cases where 
death occurs more than 3 years after 
discharge where benefits will depend 
whether or not military service is 
credited for old-age and survivors’ in- 
surance. The amount of benefits will 
also depend upon whether military 
service has been credited. The 1946 
amendments do not cover situations like 
this, nor do these amendments cover 
cases of retirement in the years to come. 
Thus, the present amendments, while 
affording satisfactory temporary solu- 
tion, do not afford a permanent solution 
to the problem arising because of mili- 
tary service. 
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR MARITIME 
WORKERS 


The amendments are designed, first, to 
_effect permanent coverage of maritime 
employment under State unemployment- 
compensation systems; and, second, to 
provide temporary protection for persons 
whese maritime employment has been 
with general agents of the War Shipping 
Administration and thus has been tech- 
nically Federal employment. 

To accomplish the first of these pur- 
poses the Federal Unemployment Tax 
Act is amended to extend coverage to 
private maritime employment—with the 
same definition of maritime employment 
as was used in extending old-age and 
survivors’ insurance to maritime employ- 
ment in 1939. 

In addition the bill authorizes the 
State in which operations of a vessel 
are regularly supervised, managed, 
directed, and controlled, to extend its 
unemployment-compensation law to, 
and require contribution with respect to 
employment of, seamen on such vessel. 

To accomplish the second purpose of 
the title, immediate protection is pro- 
vided seamen whose employment could 
not have been covered by State laws be- 
cause they were employed on behalf of 
the United States by general agents of 
the War Shipping Administrator. This 
protection in no event would extend be- 
yond June 30, 1949. 

The bill provides in general that these 
seamen shall receive the same benefits 
as would have been payable had their 
Federal maritime employment been un- 
der the State unemployment compensa- 
tion law. Payments normally would be 
made pursuant to agreements between 
the State and the Federal Security Ad- 
ministrator, the States being reimbursed 
for additional costs incurred in making 
payments under the agreement. Only in 
case of failure of such an agreement 
would a direct payment be made the 
seaman by the Administrator, and in 
such case the terms, conditions, and 
amount of the payment would follow the 
State law. 

CHILD HEALTH AND WELFARE 


The amendments extend the pro- 
visions of title V of the Social Security 
Act—child health and welfare services— 
to the Virgin Islands, The amendments 
also authorize increased appropriations 
for maternal and child welfare. The 
authorization for maternal and child 
health service grants is increased from 
the present amount of $5,820,000; serv- 
ices to crippled children from the present 
amount of $3,870,000; child welfare 
grants are increased from $1,510,000 or a 
total of $11,200,000 to a total of $23,090,- 
000. 

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


The amendments increase the existing 
ceilings on the Federal share of old-age 
assistance payments from $20 to $25, 
make the same change in the case of aid 
to the blind, and in the case of aid to 
dependent children increase the Federal 
share from $9 for the first child in the 
home and $6 for additional children to 
$13.50 and $9, respectively. The amend- 
ments also provide a formula under 
which the Federal share will be two- 
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thirds of the first $15 of monthly pay- 
ments of old-age assistance or aid to the 
blind and one-half the remainder of the 
payment up to the over-all Federal maxi- 
mum share of $25. Similarly, in the case 
of aid to dependent children, the Fed- 
eral share would be two-thirds, of the 
first $9 of the payment and one-half of 
the balance up to the over-all Federal 
maximum share of $13.50 or $9. 

I will not at this point go further than 
to say that the temporary provisions for 
public assistance I have above referred 
to will be found very helpful during the 
period ending December 31, 1947, during 
which it is in effect. I shall outline later 
the practical effect of this provision on 
grants which States such as my own 
State, North Carolina, will receive. I 
shall also point out the principal of the 
variable grant provision, and the ad- 
vantages of that approach as a perma- 
nent solution of the problem. 

HISTORY OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


To many of us who are members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
Social Security Act represents much la- 
bor, including three major hearings, one 
in 1935, one in 1939, and one which we 
have just concluded. 

On January 17, 1935 I introduced H. R. 
4120, which was the administration bill 
on social security, and beginning Janu- 
ary 21, 1935, as chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, I presided 
over the first hearings ever held by Con- 
gress on social security. The committee 
held extended hearings from January 21 
to February 12, at which more than 1,100 
pages of testimony was taken. At the 
conclusion of the hearings the measure 
had received the constant attention of 
the committee and numerous changes in 
the content and form were agreed upon. 
These changes required a complete re- 
vision of the original bill and introduc- 
tion by me of H. R. 7260 on April 4, 1935. 
H. R. 7260 was enacted as the Social 
Security Act. 

The committee had worked, literally 

night and day, for 3 months when this 
bill was reported out by it. The measure 
was practical, workable, and met a situa- 
tion which in those times of unemploy- 
ment and destitution was particularly 
pressing. What is more important the 
measure set up a permanent program for 
dealing with the problems of old-age 
security, security for the needy blind, and 
for dependent children. This program is 
so sound that during the decade it has 
been in operation there has been no de- 
parture from its basic principles. 
* At this point I should like to quote 
from our 1935 report to the Congress 
which accompanied our bill H. R. 7260, 
the Social Security Act. 

We said this about old-age assistance: 

To encourage States to adopt old-age-pen- 
sion laws and to help them carry the burden 
of providing support for their aged depend- 
ents, this bill proposed that the Federal 
Government shall match the expenditures 
of the State and local governments for old- 
age pensions, except that the Federal share 
is not to exceed $15 per month per indi- 
vidual. A few standards are prescribed which 
the States must meet to entitle them to 
Federal aid, but these impose only reason- 
able conditions and leave the States free of 
arbitrary interference from Washington. 
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We also said: 

Experience, both in this country and in 
other lands, has demonstrated that the best 
way to provide for old people who are de- 
pendent upon the public for support is 
through old-age-assistance grants, more 
commonly called old-age pensions. Twenty- 
nine States and the Territories, Alaska and 
Hawaii, have old-age pension laws. Approxi- 
mately 200,000 old people are now in receipt 
of old-age assistance under these laws, and 
while the grants are often inadequate, the 
lot of the pensioners is distinctly less hard 
than that of old people on relief. But due 
in part to restrictive provisions in the State 
laws, and still more to the financial embar- 
rassment of many State and local govern- 
ments, the old-age pension laws are limited 
in their application and do not provide ade- 
quately for all old people who are dependent 
upon the public for support. 


Since enactment of the Social Security 
Act in 1935, old-age-assistance laws have 
been enacted by every State, and despite 
the fact that times are much better now, 
destitution in old age is such that there 
are now more than 10 times as many old- 
age recipients on the rolls as there were 
prior to the Social Security Act. The 
report showed that the average pension 
of the 200,000 on the rolls was $16.48, 
while figures for April 1946, show that 
the average pension for the 2,088,025 
now on the rolls is $31.54, or almost twice 
that figure. 

North Carolina had no old-age assist- 
ance in 1935, but with the encourage- 
ment of Federal grants under the Social 
Security Act, soon enacted one. Today, 
under the North Carolina plan about 
32,700 needy old people are receiving as- 
sistance. Unfortunately, their benefits 
average only $13.81, according to the 
figures for April of this year. This is 
less than the $16.48 average paid in 
States with systems in 1935 and less than 
half of the present national average of 
$31.54, and less than a fourth of the 
$47.51 paid by California. 

It might be mentioned at this point 
that payments to recipients of assistance 
for the blind for North Carolina are also 
substantially below the average paid in 
the entire United States. The national 
average is $32.50, while payments in 
North Carolina average $21. North Car- 
olina is also far below the national av- 
erage per family in the case of depend- 
ent children. The national average is 
$53.32, while in North Carolina the April 
1946 payments were $27.84 per family. 

Under all of these programs the State 
and not the Federal Government deter- 
mines the amount which will be paid. 
Even prior to the amendments the Fed- 
eral Government was prepared to match 
Federal expenditures up to $40 per 
month per recipient in the case of both 
the aged and the blind. The figures I 
have given for North Carolina are typi- 
cal for a very great number of the 
States whose per capita income is less 
than the per capita income of the 
United States as a whole. Studies con- 
ducted by the technical staff of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means indicated 
clearly that a large percentage of total 
public expenditures of the State which 
goes for public assistance in these 
States is as large if not larger than the 
percentage of public revenue in States 
which paid much larger benefits, The 


1946 
study also indicated rather clearly that 
from the viewpoint of tax effort the 
States with low per capita income were 
making at least as much effort in raising 
more as were the more wealthy States. 

There were many of us on the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means who felt and still 
feel that the only equitable solution is for 
the Federal Government to match a 
larger part of the public assistance ex- 
penditures of the low per capita income 
States than is matched for the high per 
capita income States. In furtherance of 
this belief, the committee reported out 
by a large majority of the committee 
H. R. 6911, which provided for grants 
varying from half of the expenditures to 
two-thirds of the expenditures, depend- 
ing upon the per capita income of the 
State as measured by the National per 
capita income. If it were possible to 
have this bill enacted North Carolina 
would receive two-thirds of its public as- 
sistance costs from Federal grants. I 
fought for this principle and will con- 
tinue to do so. 

The legislative situation was such that 
no rule could be obtained on the bill I 
have just mentioned, and in an effort to 
get the necessary social-security legisla- 
tion covering protection of persons who 
had been discharged from military serv- 
ice, maritime employment and other im- 
portant aspects of social security, as well 
as to prevent the tax rate from rising to 
2% percent on employer and on em- 
ployee, it was found necessary by our 
committee to scrap the variable grant 
provision in the original bill and to re- 
port out a new bill which could be unani- 
mously agreed upon by the members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

This new bill, H. R. 7037, was enacted 
by the House and, as I had hoped, was 
amended by the Senate by providing for 
variable grants taken from the original 
House bill. The amended bill, however, 
was returned to the House only 3 days 
prior to adjournment and it was impos- 
sible to get a rule without compromising 
the variable grant provisions, as the 
legislative situation permitted the entire 
legislation to be blocked unless a rule 

could be won permitting a conference 
with the Senate and a vote on the con- 
ference report. 

In order to obtain a conference report, 
a temporary provision effective for 1 year 
was agreed upon as a temporary compro- 
mise on the question of variable grants. 
Under the temporary provision, the State 
of North Carolina will get for the coming 
year almost as much as would have been 
obtained under the variable-grant pro- 
posal. If the State of North Carolina 
continues to spend from its own funds 
for public-assistance expenditures the 
same monthly amounts that were spent 
from State funds the last half of 1945, 
the State of North Carolina will receive 
an increase in Federal funds of some 
$2,682,000. About $1,969,000 of this 
would be an increased amount for the 
aged, about $570,000 an increase in as- 
sistance for children, and about $143,000 
an increase in assistance for the blind. 
In the case of the aged and blind, this 
increase will amount to almost the 6623 
percent which would have been obtained 
under the variable-grant formula for the 
same period. 
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I do not believe the principle of the 
temporary proposal which was adopted 
is as satisfactory as the variable-grant 
principle. For example, so long as as- 
sistance payments for the aged do not 
exceed $15 under the temporary pro- 
posal, the State of North Carolina would 
receive two-thirds of its old-age-assist- 
ance payments from the Federal Govern- 
ment, but to the extent that the average 
assistance payments exceed $15 the State 
of North Carolina would receive only a 
50-50 matching on the excess. I do not 
believe that it is a good principle for the 
Federal Government by this matching 
approach to put a premium, so to speak, 
on the assistance payments down to a 
$15 level. It would seem equitable and 
fair that the Federal Government should 
pay two-thirds of the cost in the lower- 
income States so long as the total Fed- 
eral share for those States does not ex- 
ceed the $25 maximum put on the Fed- 
eral contribution per recipient and ap- 
plicable to the several States. I do feel 
particularly happy, however, that with 
the recent change in the law it will be 
possible to increase very substantially 
the benefits payable to our old people. 
The average increase can be $5 per case 
without requiring additional expendi- 
tures of State funds over the amount 
which is being currently spent. I am 
also happy for the similar increases in 
the case of children and the needy blind 
People. 

The comments I have made with re- 
spect to the recent changes in the pro- 
visions relating to old-age assistance are 
in general applicable to the temporary 
liberalization in the case of needy blind 
people. The ceiling is similarly raised 
to $25 and the first $15 of assistance 
payments is matched two to one by Fed- 
eral grants. 

Similarly in the case of aid to depend- 
ent children the ceilings are raised by 
50 percent over those existing prior to 
the amendments, and the first $9 of as- 
sistance payments is subject to match- 
ing on a two for one basis. 

I have consistently fought for and will 
continue to fight for a permanent change 
in the law which will give more liberal 
and equitable treatment for the blind, 
for dependent children, and for the needy 
old people of my State and of the United 
States as a whole. I believe that the 
approach of variable grants is a suit- 
able and equitable approach to this end, 
and it is my hope that the Congress will 
adopt this approach permanently cor- 
recting the inequities which have existed 
since the inauguration of these Federal- 
State programs. 

OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS’ INSURANCE 

Inasmuch as the 1939 amendments to 
the Social Security Act made no sub- 
stantial changes as to old-age assistance, 
aid to the needy blind, and aid to de- 
pendent children except changes rais- 
ing the ceiling for Federal participation, 
I have not so far referred to the 1939 
amendments to the Social Security Act. 
However, in 1939 very substantial 
changes were made in the old-age and 
survivors’ insurance, and I should like 
at this point to refer briefly to those 
changes. 


In January 1939, the President trans- 


mitted to the Congress a report of the 
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Social Security Board recommending 
changes in the old-age and survivors’ 
insurance program. The basic changes 
recommended were along the lines 
unanimously recommended by the Ad- 
visory Council on Social Security con- 
sisting of some 25 outstanding repre- 
sentatives of employees, employers, and 
the general public. These recommenda- 
tions included proposals for increasing 
early benefit payments and the estab- 
lishment of survivors’ benefits. Hearings 
commenced the first of February 1939, 
and witnesses were heard on some 50 
separate days. 

The report of the hearings covered 
over 2,500 pages and contained the 
statements of nearly 200 witnesses. 

Following the hearings the Committee 
on Ways and Means basically modified 
old-age and survivors’ insurance, chang- 
ing the basis of benefits from a formula 
based on the total amount of wages in 
covered employment to a formula basing 
benefits on average wages, with a 1 per- 
cent increase for each year of coverage. 

Further, the system was changed from 
one which provides benefits only for re- 
tired wage earners to one which pro- 
vided in addition benefits payable to 
wives and children of retired wage earn- 
ers and to widows, orphans, and parents 
of deceased wage earners. 

Under the system so changed, at pres- 
ent more that a million of the aged are 
eligible for benefits under old-age and 
survivors’ insurance. A large part of 
these are presently working and accord- 
ingly are not receiving benefits, but will 
receive benefits at any time they cease 
gainful employment. This number will 
be enormously increased within the next 
few years as a larger and larger portion 
of our working population is becoming 
eligible for old-age and survivors’ insur- 
ance on reaching retirement age. 

One of the most important effects of 
the 1939 amendments is the protection 
offered children. At the present, over a 
third of a million children are receiving 
benefits under the system and an in- 
crease in this number will likewise occur 
in later years. Rough estimates are 
that even if coverage of gainful employ- 
ment is not extended some million four 
thousand children will be receiving bene- 
fits in the year 1960. 

A most important question presented 
to the committee at the hearings held 
this year is the question of extending the 
scope of employment covered under old- 
age and survivors’ insurance. Under the 
existing limited coverage of the system, 
it is possible for people to make substan- 
tinal contributions without becoming 
eligible for monthly benefits in case of 
their retirement or without their widow, 
parents, or orphans becoming eligible in 
case of death. The present restrictive 
eligibility requirements were established 
because otherwise benefits in large 
amounts might be payable in the case of 
persons who had been under and con- 
tributed to the system only a small part 
of the period since the system was estab- 
lished. It is apparent that broadly ex- 
tending coverage would permit modifica- 
tion in the present eligibility require- 
ments. It would also permit other equi- 
table changes to be made in the system. 
Extending coverage to some employment 
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not now covered of course likewise raises 
many very important and controversial 
questions. Due to the short period 
elapsing after the hearings and before 
the adjournment of the Congress, it was 
accordingly felt that it would be unwise 
to make substantial changes in the old- 
age and survivors insurance system. 

It is my hope that early in the next 
Congress legislation can be perfected by 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
which will greatly improve old-age and 
survivors’ insurance, as well as perma- 
nently improve old-age and assistance 
aid to the blind and aid to dependent 
children. 

The social-security program is of great 
importance to all the people of the United 
States. It is a program which requires 
intense and long-continued study prior 
to making basic changes. The Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means has learned 
through the years that the system is far 
from perfect and doubtless will be much 
improved as time goes on. It is impor- 
tant that it be improved. It is also of 
great importance that changes be made 
only after long and careful considera- 
tion. Often changes which, when first 
viewed, seem highly desirable may be 
found undesirable after careful study. 
That is why the committee insists upon 
such careful consideration before taking 
action. I believe that this cautious pro- 
cedure is the only safe procedure to 
follow. 

The people of this country may rest as- 
sured that while the system upon which 
they rely for their protection will be from 
time to time improved, any changes 
which may be made will be given care- 
ful consideration so as to avoid jeopard- 
izing the integrity and soundness of the 
system. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise the remarks 
I made earlier this afternoon and to re- 
vise and extend the remarks I am about 
to make at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
Ishall not take 5 minutes but I should like 
to take just a little time to impress on 
you what this bill really does. In the 
heat of debate over the rule I am afraid 
we may have forgotten some things that 
we ought to know about. I am glad that 
the rule passed, because it is very evident 
from the debate on the rule what would 
happen if we had failed to pass a rule 
and tried to legislate on the floor of the 
House. 

There are five sections in this bill. I 
am not going to talk about all five of 
them but just want to touch on them. 

Two of these sections we were just al- 
most morally and parliamentarily bound 
to do something about, and one of these 
is a subject that has been discussed but 
very little. The Senate of the United 
States passed a bill with reference 
to benefits to veterans. Here is what it 
does—and when I say soldiers, I mean 
servicemen. Here is what it does. It 
gives @ serviceman who was away in the 
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service the right to come under social 
security. He gets a chance to come under 
social security. The veterans are very 
much interested in this, and all the dif- 
ferent veterans’ organizations, we under- 
stand, have agreed on it. All agree on 
it. Therefore we must do something 
about it. 

Let us take title I, that refers to freez- 
ing the pay-roll tax for another year. 
The law now provides that the employer 
pays 1 percent and the employee pays 
1 percent. If we had increased this to 
1% percent for each that would mean 
that the employers and the employees 
would each pay an additional $250,- 
000,000. If we do not do anything with 
reference to this matter then next year 
at the beginning of January the em- 
ployer would pay 2% percent, and so 
would the employee. This would be more 
than is necessary at this time. It would 
not be wise to increase the contributions 
of the employers or the employees un- 
less we are going to include more persons 
under the coverage of the law. When we 
decide to increase coverage then we will 
be compelled to increase the amount of 
money collected. As I said in my re- 
marks when I spoke on the rule there 
are some Members here very much in- 
terested in the Townsend program and 
I am sorry they were deluded into a 
belief they might have a chance this 
afternoon; they did not have a chance 
at all, and I hope that they may have a 
chance when we take up the social se- 
curity laws for general amendments. 
Mr. Chairman, this social security that 
we talk so much about and that we take 
pride in does not provide as much in 
benefits as we generally think. It is ac- 
tually rather pitiful. For example, a 
man who starts in working when he is 
20 years old would have to earn $3,000 
a year until he is 65 in order that he 
might be entitled to draw $85 a month 
retirement. Suppose a man without 
children pays in 20 years, what does his 
wife get? Very little. Just enough to 
bury him, and then she must wait until 
she is 65 before she can secure her bene- 
fits. I am not trying to give exact fig- 
ures here but I am just trying to state 
the principle. We have a long way to go 
before we have this matter worked out 
completely. If we were to increase the 
amount of contribution to 2½ percent 
by each party we would have to provide 
more adequate benefits. We could not 
do that here on this floor today. 

I may say to you that we have taken 
only one new group under the coverage of 
the law in this bill. That is the group 
known as maritime workers. I shall not 
discuss this further. I am sure my good 
friend from New York [Mr. LYNcH] will 
discuss that proposition. Here is what 
I would have done this afternoon if this 
bill had been thrown open for consid- 
eration under a wide open rule. I would 
have been bound to ask that the nurses 
of the country be covered under social 
security; also this large group of girls 
and men who work in the canning fac- 
tories as agricultural employees; I would 
have been bound to ask that the State 
and city employees who want to come in 
be taken in. Many of them want to 
come in. There are literally thousands 
if not more than a million additional 
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persons who want to come in. If we had 
thrown this bill open for amendments 
whom would you leave out and whom 
would you take in? This is a very im- 
portant matter and cannot be handled on 
the floor. There are many groups that 
I have not mentioned that would deserve 
consideration. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I was sorry that I 
could not yield to the gentleman earlier 
today, and I gladly yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask the 
gentleman to tell the committee why it 
was that the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee abandoned the bill that was reported 
on July 1 and now seems to be unani- 
mously supporting the one reported on 
July 15? 

Mr. JENKINS. I think I told the gen- 
tleman. At least I tried to answer this 
question when I spoke earlier today. 

i Mr. COOLEY. No one has answered 


Mr. JENKINS. I will give you my 
opinion. Of course, I cannot speak for 
the other 24 members of the committee. 
Here was the problem: We went along 
in the beginning to include within the 
bill only those matters that were 
noncontroversial. This variable-grants 
matter was a controversial matter and we 
decided not to include it. Then there 
was the 1½ -percent matter. When we 
were giving consideration to increasing 
this contribution to 142 percent we were 
considering bringing additional groups 
under coverage. When we decided not 
to bring in these additional groups we 
decided not to raise the contribution to 
14% percent. These are some reasons 
why the committee changed its mind. 

Further I might say to the gentleman 
that the first bill that the committee 
discussed did not contain any pension 
for the aged and the blind or the de- 
pendent children. But this bill does do 
something for these groups. This bill 
provides $5 more for the old people in 
every State that will match it. It pro- 
vides for the blind and it provides for the 
dependent children. That was not in the 
original bill. Our distinguished chair- 
man has worked hard on this matter. 
Everybody knows how he feels toward 
these groups, as do all of us. If an open 
rule had been adopted here this after- 
noon with the result that this bill would 
not pass, somebody would have had to 
answer to the people of this country why 
we declined to do anything for the aged, 
and the blind, and the dependent. 

As the gentleman well knows that the 
relief heretofore accorded these deserv- 
ing groups has always been on a match- 
ing basis; any attempt to change this 
basis that would have resulted in no bill 
being passed would have called for an 
explanation to these groups. 

When the variable grants principle was 
first suggested some of us made it clear 
that we would oppose it vigorously on 
the floor, we also stated that we would 
oppose a closed rule. Thus the issue was 
well defined and we prepared for the 
fight. We threshed that out for days in 
the committee. The final decision was 
to abandon this variable grants system 
from consideration in this legislation. 
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What is the basis of this variable grants 
proposition? It is a new theory. It is 
based on income. The States in which 
the people have a large total income will 
be compelled to assist the aged and blind 
in the States which have a small average 
income. They will take the national in- 
come as the basis and then will average 
the income of the various States and 
then determine how much each State 
should pay. Some States would pay in 
$2 and get out $1, and some States would 
pay in $1 and take out $2. This would in- 
evitably result finally in the Government 
paying the whole amount and then the 
Government would have the full control 
of all relief to the aged, the blind, and 
the dependents. This is in line with 
the socialistic trend of the country under 
the New Deal. 

Let me speak about the South for a 
minute, without saying that there is any- 
thing wrong about it at all. Why is it 
that in the South they do not pay as 
much as they do in other States? I do 
not unduly criticize them for that. They 
do not need to pay as much. It is not 
as cold down there, it does not cost so 
much to live down there; conditions are 
not the same down there. Take an aged 
couple living in Milwaukee for instance 

on the fifth floor of a big apartment 
house. They must have to pay for elec- 
tric lights, and to pay for water. Andin 
the winter their coal billis heavy. They 
must wear heavy clothes. But a couple 
that live in the South do not have to 
pay so much. There is a difference. We 
must recognize that difference. It will 
always be there. You cannot solve it on 
the basis of earnings. You have to solve 
it on some other basis. If the States in 
the warm sections of the country do not 
desire to pay their aged and blind as 
much as the people in other States want 
to pay to their aged and blind then why 
should the Federal Government seek to 
coerce them? And if these States fix a 
sum that they think is adequate why do 
they try to force the passage of a law 
that will compel the Government to pay 
them more than what they think is 
adequate? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr, KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman one additional min- 
ute. 

Mr. COOLEY. I want to get it clear. 
I understand that the proposal has merit 
and I can understand that it might have 
some evils, as the gentleman has stated. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is right. 

Mr. COOLEY. But the proposition 
before the House is why did the Ways 
and Means Committee change its mind? 
Nobody has answered that. 

Mr, JENKINS. I am surprised at the 
gentleman’s persistence when I think I 
have answered his question several times. 
How can I speak for the other 24? Ican 
assure the gentleman that I did not 
change my mind. 

Mr, COOLEY. I know, but the gen- 
tleman convinced the others. Some 
changed their minds. 

Mr. JENKINS. As far as this is con- 
cerned, I did not change my mind. I 
stand where I always stood. It is true 
that this variable grant theory is pro- 
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vocative of much discussion and I am 
glad that those who sought to inject it 
into the discussion this afternoon failed 
miserably. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to my chair- 
man the distinguished gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
I will fight for variable grants as long as 
there is a reasonable possibility of get- 
ting them. 

Mr. JENKINS. Certainly, and the 
gentleman from North Carolina put out 
a magnificent fight to get it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the r two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. The gentleman from Ohio 
said that if the opportunity presented 
itself he would include the cannery work- 
ers and agricultural workers under the 
coverage. Would not the gentleman 
want to go further and include those who 
produce the commodities that are 
canned, the farmers of this Nation, so 
that they might have some hope for 
the future? 

Mr. JENKINS. The gentleman is 
asking another question, that is very 
controversial. His question is a very 
appropriate one that shows how broad 
this problem of coverage really is. In 
his question he takes in all the farm help, 
Maybe that is the right thing to do. I 
am not attempting to decide that. Agri- 
culture labor includes a large number of 
people. This large group and the do- 
mestics, the girls that work in the homes 
at house work are also to be considered 
as needing social-security coverage. 

Mr. PACE. Does not the gentleman 
think that the man that works in the 
sun, and by the sweat of his brow pro- 
duces food, is entitled to the same pro- 
tection as the girl that works in a place 
that cans food? 

Mr. JENKINS. That makes me think 
of the days when I used to walk up and 
down the long corn rows behind a culti- 
vator, and it makes me think of how 
hard it was on a hot day to drive three 
or four horses hitched to a wheat 
binder. I am sure that then I would 
have thought that I was a very useful in- 
dividual. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Is it not a fact that there were a lot of 
things that we would have considered if 
we had time? It is left as unfinished 
business, and we will continue it in the 
future. 

Mr. JENKINS. Surely. Nobody says 
that this is the last day. We will have 
social security with us for a long time. 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. , Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 


9921 


Mr. CLASON. Do I understand from 
the gentleman’s remarks, which are also 
backed up by the words of the Chair- 
man, that in another year the Congress 
will pursue this matter further and re- 
port further legislation to extend cover- 
age under this particular bill and fur- 
ther to increase payment to those per- 
sons who are covered, and that ulti- 
mately all persons will be covered? 

Mr. JENKINS. I cannot make any 
promises, but I said in the committee if 
this was an open rule I was going to go 
on this floor and ask that many more 
groups be included under coverage. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to my distin- 
— friend, the gentleman from New 

ork. 

Mr. REED of New York. The question 
was raised by the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Coorry], I believe, in re- 
gard to the difference between this bill 
and the other bill. There was a principle 
involved. We had always with us the 
matter of 50-50 matching. Then there 
was advanced the variable grants, and 
that created a very serious controversy 
among the Members, so the bill was final- 
ly compromised on the present formula 
which is 50-50. That is the answer to 
that question. 

ray JENKINS. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the bill is speed- 
ily passed. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Jackson]. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not satisfied with many of the provisions 
in this bill. I do not think it has gone 
far enough, but I do want to compliment 
the committee for the fine job it did in 
connection with the amendment to title 
III, namely, unemployment compensa- 
tion for maritime workers. I want to 
compliment the chairman, and partic- 
ularly the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. LyncH] who introduced the orig- | 
inal bill providing for unemployment 
insurance for seamen. 

The bill reported out by the committee 
in my opinion is inadequate in many 
respects. 

It continues freezing the social-security 
contributions when everyone knows that 
the present 1-percent contributions will 
not be sufficient in the long run to pay 
even the existing low level of benefits. 

The bill does nothing to improve the 
old-age and survivors insurance system 
either by broadening coverage, increasing 
the amount of benefits, reducing the re- 
tirement age, or extending insurance pro- 
tection to cover permanent total dis- 
ability. 

The public assistance provisions in title 
V of the bill are grossly inadequate. 
Nothing is done to help raise assistance 
payments in the States which now make 
payments of $10, $12, or $15 a month. 
How can anyone live on such inadequate 
amounts? 

Many months ago I introduced a social- 
security bill, H. R. 4551, which was re- 
ferred to the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee. The bill improved and extended the 


9922 


insurance program. The following is a 
statement I presented some time ago to 
the Ways and Means Committee on H. R. 
4551: 


STATEMENT BT Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND 
District OF WASHINGTON, BEFORE THE HOUSE 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS IN SUPPORT 
or H. R. 4551, a BILL To AMEND THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


I appreciate this opportunity to present 
to the Committee on Ways and Means the 
reasons why I am urging the broadening and 
liberalization of the Federal old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance provisions of the Social Se- 
curity Act as provided in the bill which I 
have introduced, H. R. 4551. 

The Social Security Act was signed by 
President Roosevelt on August 14, 1935. The 
passage of the act was a historic milestone 
in social legislation in this country. It 
marked the beginning of a new era in our 
concern for the welfare of human beings; it 
established the fundamental principle that 
the Federal Government has a basic responsi- 
bility for providing for the general welfare 
through social insurance. 

We now have had 10 years of experience in 
the administration of the present law. Much 
experience has been gained and ways have 
‘been worked out to overcome difficulties 
which seemed insurmountable in 1935. The 
time has come, therefore, to revise, amend, 
and extend the law so as to better meet the 
needs of the American people. 

The bill which I have introduced provides 
for extending the coverage of the existing 
Federal old-age and survivors’ insurance pro- 
gram, liberalizing the benefits, and provid- 
ing insurance benefits in case of permanent 
disability. I am attaching a summary of the 
major provisions of the bill to the end of this 
statement. 

I believe that it is essential that we take 
the present insurance program as a starting 
point and improve it as much as possible. 
The American people are the most insurance- 
minded people in the world. I believe that 
they want a system of social insurance which 
will give substantial protection to the aged, 
to widows and dependent children, and to 
the disabled. I believe they want insurance 
protection as a matter of right—not charity, 
nor a dole. 


SURVIVORS’ INSURANCE BENEFITS 


Few people appreciate that the existing 
Federal old-age and survivors’ program pro- 
vides very valuable life-insurance benefits in 
the form of monthly survivors’ benefits to the 
widow and children of a deceased insured 
worker. These survivors’ benefits under the 
existing law already have a face value total- 
ing in excess of $50,000,000,000. This is more 
than any private life insurance in the world. 
The bill which I have introduced would in- 
crease the life-insurance protection to sur- 
vivors so that the total face value of protec- 
tion to all policyholders would probably be 
in excess of $75,000,000,000. 

Even under the present law if a worker 
earning $200 a month should die leaving a 
widow and two children after being in the 
insurance system for 10 years the monthly 
benefit payable to the family would be 
$67.38 per month. This amount would be 
equivalent to $808.56 per year. If the chil- 
dren were 8 years old the benefits would con- 
tinue for 10 years, making a total of over 
$8,000. If the children were still younger 
and the payments continued for 15 years, 
the total payable to the family would be 
$12,000. These calculations of the life-insur- 
ance protection available to the family do not 
include any amount for the old-age benefit 
payable to the widow when she becomes 65. 

The bill which I have introduced increases 
these benefits so that in the case cited above 
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the family would receive $82.25 per month 
or $987 per year, making a total payment of 
nearly $10,000 in the case of payments last- 
ing for 10 years, and $15,000 in the case of 
payments lasting 15 years. ; 

The bill provides for maximum family 
benefits of $120 per month in which case 
the maximum total family payments could 
be more than $25,000. 


OLD-AGE INSURANCE 


The present level of old-age and survivors’ 
insurance benefits as provided in the existing 
law was enacted in 1939. Since that time the 
cost of living has increased by at least one- 
third, The cost of food and clothing, the 
basic elements in the cost of living for most 
low-income groups, has increased at least 
50 percent. Various studies made by the 
Social Security Board have shown present 
benefits were inadequate even before the in- 
crease in cost of living took place. It is 
essential, therefore, that the present system 
be amended to provide more adequate 
benefits. 0 

The bill which I have introduced provides 
for a general modification of the method by 
which the insurance benefits will be deter- 
mined so that all insured persons would 
receive higher benefits than those provided 
under the existing law. In addition, my bill 
provides tnat the minimum benefit for a re- 
tired worker is increased from $10 to $40 a 
month and for a man and his wife from $15 
to $60 a month. Similarly, minimum bene- 
fits for the child and parent are increased 
to $20 per month and for the widow to $30 
a month. The maximum amount which may 
be paid on one worker’s record is increased 
from $85 a month to $120. There is attached 
to this statement two tables which show 
illustrative benefits which would be paid 
under the bill which I have introduced. 

The bill also provides that retirement 
benefits would be payable at age 60 instead 
of age 65 as is provided in existing law. 
This would enable many workers who cannot 
now keep up with the pace of modern in- 
dustry to retire on a modest, guaranteed in- 
surance benefit. The bill does not require an 
individual to retire at age 60 but merely 
gives the individual the opportunity to do 
so if he wishes.. Thus, persons who wish to 
continue to work will be able to do so while 
those persons unable to continue working 
will be eligible for benefits. 

The bill also extends coverage to several 
million persons now excluded from the in- 
surance system. The new groups included in 
the bill would be self-employed persons, lay 
employees of religious organizations, persons 
employed by nonprofit and educational insti- 
tutions, and States and local governments. 
The latter would be permitted to cover their 
employees by voluntary compacts with the 
Social Security Board. 

Several States have already enacted legis- 
lation which would enable them to take ad- 
vantage of the opportunity to cover State and 
local employees. The State of Washington 
enacted legislation in 1941 (ch. 205, laws 
1941) to permit the State and local subdi- 
visions to participate in the program in the 
event the Social Security Act is amended to 
permit such participation. In addition Bel- 
lingham, and King County enacted resolu- 
tions in 1941 favoring the extension of the 
insurance program to public employees. 

State employees who have talked to me are 
anxious to obtain the protection afforded by 
the Federal insurance program since it gives 
them substantial protection at a minimum 
cost. In the first place the cost of admin- 
istering the Federal insurance program is very 
low because of its broad and compulsory 
coverage. At the present time administrative 
costs for the entire program are less than 2 
percent of premiums collected. State and 
local employees as well as other employees 
brought into the insurance system will gain 
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the advantage of the low administrative costs 
as compared with the administrative costs of 
other forms of insurance, public and private, 
which are now available to them. 

Nothing in the bill would prevent State 
or local employees or any other group from 
having supplementary pension plans of their 
own to provide more adequate benefits than 
those of the Federal program. At the present 
time it is estimated there are over 8,000 com- 
panies which have private pension plans 
which supplement the benefits provided un- 
der the Federal system. There is no reason 
why the same arrangement cannot apply to 
State and local employees as well as to other 
groups covered by the insurance program. 

In addition credit for military service is 
given in my bill, the cost to be borne en- 
tirely by the Federal Government, Thou- 
sands of families of deceased servicemen 
would receive insurance benefits under this 
provision. Many servicemen lost their in- 
surance protection by going into military 
service. It is only fair and proper that the 


-Federal Government should safeguard the 


social-security rights of those who served our 
country. 


DISABILITY INSURANCE 


At the present time the United States is 
the only industrial country in the world 
which has an old-age insurance plan which 
does not include disability benefits. Disa- 
bility is among the most important causes of 
insecurity. According to the Social Security 
Board 3,500,000 persons are suffering from 
disability for 6 months or more, and 1,500,000 
are in the ages of 15 to 65 and but for their 
disability. would have been engaged in pro- 
ductive work. In general all groups are in 
favor of the addition of disability-benefit 
provisions to the existing program. The AFL 
and the CIO, the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, and the American Medical Asso- 
ciation, as well as a number of other groups, 
have recommended that permanent disabil- 
ity insurance be included under the existing 
law. 

At the present time if a person becomes 
disabled prior to age 65 he not only does not 
receive any benefits during his period of disa- 
bility but his old-age benefits may be re- 
duced or even completely lost. The bill 
which I have introduced corrects all of these 
defects not only by providing insurance bene- 
fits to the individual and additional benefits 
to his family, but also safeguards the old- 
age and survivors rights during the entire 
period of disability. The only alternative for 
a disabled person without other resources at 
the present time is to apply for general relief 
when he has exhausted any savings he might 
have. The amendment to the present law to 
provide permanent disability benefits would, 
therefore, provide benefits to an individual 
as a matter of right without having to take 
a means test. At the same time it would 
reduce the cost of relief which now must be 
borne entirely by States and localities which 
in many parts of the country fall on the 
small home owner and the farmer. 


COSTS 


Much has been said about the costs of a 
broad and comprehensive system of social 
insurance such as is contained in my bill. 
During the course of the hearings before the 
Committee on Ways and Means, it has been 
pointed out that actuaries have estimated 
that the annual cost of the present insurance 
program will reach about 10 percent of pay 
roll in about 50 years. I believe that these 
actuarial estimates are unrealistic and much 
too high for the simple reason that they as- 
sume a static wage for alt employees for the 
next 50 years. This is an assumption con- 
trary to all historic fact. If we are going to 
maintain an economy of continually increas- 
ing productivity per worker, then wages 
must—and will—increase. Mr. Altmeyer, 
Chairman of the Social Security Board, has 
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already stated to this committee that “as the 
average wages of insured persons increase, the 
relative costs of the present benefits will de- 
crease as a percentage of pay roll.” 

I believe, therefore, that the long-run 
annual cost of the present law will not be 10 


percent of pay rolls but will be closer to 6 


percent of pay rolls. 

Mr. Altmeyer has also pointed out: 

“In addition, comprehensive coverage 
would cover all the wages of many indi- 
viduals who are already under the insurance 
system part of the time, thus increasing their 
taxable wages and reducing the relative cost 
of the insurance plan.” 

In my opinion, the long-run eventual an- 
nual cost of the present law if amended to 
provide comprehensive coverage—would be 
closer to 5 percent than to 10 percent. 

Under the bill that I have introduced the 
contributions would be 2 percent each on 
employer and employee, self-employed per- 
sons would pay the total 4 percent on their 
net income. Provision is made in the bill, 
as under the existing law, for the Govern- 
ment to make contributions to the system if 
the pay roll contributions from employer and 
employee are not sufficient to finance the 
benefits under the system. With the broad 
coverage provided it is entirely possible and 
logical for the Government to contribute to 
the cost of the insurance system since a 
comprehensive insurance plan reduces the 
cost of assistance and reliet which would 
otherwise have to be borne by Federal, State, 
and local governments. Most foreign sys- 
tems provide for Government, employer, and 
employee contributions to the system. 

Thus, when the cost of the benefits pro- 
vided in my bill reach 6 percent of pay rolls; 
employers, employees, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment would each be contributing 2 per- 
cent. The bill provides, as does existing law, 
for the Board of Trustees of the Insurance 
Fund to make annual reports to the Congress 
on the status of the fund. In this way the 
Congress can have all the information to 
make any necessary changes in the financing 
of the program as experience indicates may 
be desirable. 


SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE JACKSON 
BILL 


The bill which I have introduced modifies 
title II of the Social Security Act and related 
provisions. The following major changes in 
the Federal old-age and survivors insurance 
program would result from the enactment 
of the bill. 

1. Disability benefits would be payable to 
insured permanently disabled workers and 
their dependents. 

2. Retirement benefits would be payable to 
all insured workers at age 60, and old-age de. 
pendents’ benefits to wives, widows, and par- 
ents would be payable at age 60. 

3. The amount of money a beneficiary can 
earn without deduction from benefits would 
be increased to $25 a month. 

4. Benefits would be computed on the 
basis of a liberalized formula with the fol- 
lowing minima: 

(a) Benefit for the insured worker, $40. 

(b) Wife, child, parent, $20. 

(c) Widow, $30. 

5. Maximum family benefits would be $120 
a month, or 80 percent of average monthly 
wage, but the 80 percent maximum would 
never operate to reduce benefits below $60 
monthly. 

6. Coverage would be extended to self- 
employed persons, to lay employees of reli- 
gious organizations, and to persons employed 
by nonprofit or educational institutions. 
State and local governments would be per- 
mitted to cover their employees by voluntary 
compacts with the Social Security Board. 
Changes in eligibility and average monthly 
wage provisions would remove the handicap 
of late entrance for persons covered under the 
program after 1936. 
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7. Credit under the program would be given 
for military service. 

8. Technical and minor changes would be 
made to liberalize and simplify the program 
and to remove, insofar as possible, any exist- 
ing anomalies and inequities. 


DETAILED SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 
Disability 


The bill provides protection against dis- 
ability which lasts 6 months or more, in addi- 
tion to the protection for death and retire- 
ment now provided under the Federal old- 
age and survivors’ insurance program, Bene- 
fits for disabled workers would be figured in 
the same Way as benefits for retired workers, 
and dependents would receive the same pro- 
portionate amounts whether the worker was 
disabled or retired. 


Benefits increased 


Changes proposed by the bill in the benefits 
formula and method of determining the aver- 
age monthly wage would result in benefits 
that are in general higher than those now 
provided under the existing insurance pro- 
gram. The minimum benefit for the disabled 
or retired worker is increased from $10 to $40, 
and for his wife from $5 to $20, and benefits 
under the retirement program will be payable 
at age 60, rather than at age 65, as at present, 
The maximum amount which may be paid 
on one worker's wage record is increased from 
$85 a month to $120; or 80 percent of his aver- 
age monthly wage. if that is less. However, 
the maximum of 80 percent would not apply 
if it would make the benefits for a family 
less than $60. The minimum and maximum 
provisions apply to old-age, survivors’, and 
disability benefits. 

In death cases, a lump-sum payment equal 
to six times the amount computed as the 
worker’s primary insurance benefit would be 
paid to the widow or widower of the worker. 
If there is no widow or widower, the payment 
would b: made to the person or persons pay- 
ing the burial expenses. Under the present 
law, lump-sum payments are made only if no 
one survives who is eligible in the month of 
death for monthly benefits. Under the bill, 
the payment would be made whether or not 
monthly benefits are paid. 

Eligibility liberalized 

The bill would change the provisions for 
determining eligibility of an individual, so 
that all persons engaged in Government 
arsenals, or any other type of work not cov- 
ered by the insurance program would not 
have the period before the effective date of 
the bill count against them in determining 
their eligibility for retirement, survivors, 
and extended disability insurance benefits. 

Under the present act, beneficiaries may 
not receive their benefits for any month in 
which they earn more than $14.99. Under 
the bill, this amount is raised to $25. 


Credit for military service 


Men and women in the armed service 
would receive credit for wages of $160 a 
month for the entire period of their mili- 
tary service, but there would be no deduc- 
tions from their pay during military service. 
The cost of this insurance protection would 
be borne by the Federal Government out of 
general revenue, 

Coverage of insurance system 

In addition to the workers now covered by 
the insurance program the bill would bring 
into the insurance system all persons in in- 
dustry and commerce (except railroad work- 
ers), seamen, and employees of nonprofit in- 
stitutions (except ministers and members of 
religious orders), and self-employed individ- 
uals (persons owning small businesses, farm- 
ers, and professional persons). Employees of 
State or local governments may come into the 
program by a voluntary compact made be- 
tween the appropriate State or local govern- 
mental unit and the Social Security Board. 
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Federal employees, except hourly employees 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority, are not 
covered by the bill. 
Social insurance contributions 

The bill provides for contributions of 2 
percent of wages on employees and 2 percent 
of wages paid on employers. Self-employed 
individuals would pay the total 4 percent on 
their net income. 


TaBLE 1.—Illustrative monthly old-age retire- 
ment or total disability benefits under the 
bill 


Insured|Insured Terson 


Number of years of |Insured| person | person, wif 
coverage person | and | wife,1 eh 
wife | child 
Average monthly wage, $100 
10 years’ coverage. 


20 years’ coverage. 
20 years’ coverage 
40 years’ coverage 


10 years’ coverage. 
20 years’ coverage. 
20 years’ coverage. 
40 years’ coverage. 


10 years’ coverage... 
20 years’ coverage. 
30 years’ coverage. 
40 years’ coverage. 


TABLE 2.—Illustrative monthly survivors 
benefits under the bill 


7 Widow 
Widow 1 child 

Number of years of | yw dow a3 
coverage ; 214 chil- e i t 


10 years’ coverage. . $30.00 
20 years’ coverage. . 

30 years’ coverage. 
40 years’ coverage. 


10 years’ coverage. 
20 years’ coverage. 
30 years’ coverage 
40 years’ coverage 


. 


10 years’ coverage 
20 years’ coverage... 
30 years’ coverage. 
40 years’ coverage. 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr, Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. LANE]. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, we now 
have under consideration a measure 
which is domestic, one which is clearly 
related to our national welfare and the 
welfare of our own citizens, whose intent 
is the elimination of want, of insecurity 
and fear. H. R. 7037, the bill which pro- 
poses strengthening amendments to the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, is concerned with the ex- 
tension of further assurances of security 
to our own people. 
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We Americans have accepted the re- 
sponsibility of mitigating the world’s suf- 
fering after having shared the responsi- 
bility of eliminating the world’s oppres- 
sors. We have recognized the necessity 
of participating with the other nations 
of the world in an international organi- 
zation, the United Nations, in a common 
effort to secure peace, to assure interna- 
tional harmony and to promote interna- 
tional welfare. We bave added our re- 
sources, talents, and efforts to those of 
other nations politically. economically, 
scientifically, and culturally. We have 
responded to our duty to bring relief to 
the war-ravaged, suffering peoples of 
the world through UNRRA and through 
countless private relief organizations. 
We have proposed to share the weapon 
of the atomic bomb with the other na- 
tions in an effort to forever outlaw its 
use as a weapon of destruction. And we 
have loaned great sums of money to 


‘other nations to enable them to rescue 


their economies from the shattering im- 
pact of war. The people of the United 
States have renounced isolationalism and 
have resolved henceforth to share with 
the other nations of the world the mu- 
tual responsibility of seeking peace and 
international welfare. For without the 
participation of the world’s wealthiest 
nations, peace would surely be but a fool’s 
dream, world relief merely a bitter token 
and the “four freedoms” would surely be 
overthrown by the Four Horsemen of the 
Apocalypse. 

But what a harsh anomaly it would be 
if we crusaded for the “four freedoms” 
around the globe and let them perish, 
any one of them, at home. How incon- 
gruous it would be if the hope of many 
millions throughout the war-scarred 
globe should be the despair of her people 
at home. What a mockery it would be 
if the richest Nation in the world were 
again to be stricken by a depression in 
which she could not assure her own peo- 
ple the minimum requirements of sub- 
sistence. The most destructive weapon 
the world has known we pussess and have 
used for destruction. Butin our produc- 
tive capacity, our inventive skill, our 
natural resources, and our democratic 
respect for the dignity of the common 
people we possess the elements required 
for the greatest instrument for hope and 
peace to be gained, in the words of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, “by so ordering 
society as to assure the masses of men 
and women reasonable security and 
hope for themselves and their children.” 

Yet we have no assurance sufficient to 
dispel grave doubts and fears that the 
possession of these elements guarantees 
security for all our people. The mem- 
ory of the depression of the last decade 
sticks relentlessly with us and casts its 
shadow before us. For our productive 
capacity was great then, as were our re- 
sources, our inventive genius, yes, and 
our democratic respect for the dignity 
of the common people. Yet we suffered 
in those days and many people went 
without the primary needs of life and 
more than a few even gave up the.very 
life itself. 

We have made no conclusive changes 
in our economy or way of life to assure 
that such a depression shall not oceur 
again, and certainly the great majority 
of our people are not a little apprehen- 
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sive that such a stagnation of our vitality 
with its accompanying privations may 
strike again. We are resolved, it is true, 
that however crippled our economy may 
be, that none of our people will be bereft 
of all security nor denied the essentials 
of life again. We know that our econ- 
omy cannot be permanently crippled nor 
our national vitality permanently im- 
paired. 

Our reconversion from the total-war 
economy to the peacetime economy has 
been, despite dire predictions and great 
difficulties, remarkably rapid and reas- 
suring. An accurate measure of the 
speed and vigor of that reconversion is 
evident in the national employment 
figures. Early in 1947 we will have 
achieved the goal of 60,000,000 employed, 
which was regarded as a courageous but 
daring and optimistic challenge when 
first set by President Roosevelt. By the 
first part of 1947 there will be 13,000,000 
more employed in civilian jobs than in 
1939. Here is the measure of what we 
can achieve. However, we now must 
face simultaneously a sharp rise in 
prices—so sharp that unless we can con- 
trol them they threaten to wipe out with- 
in a relatively short period the savings 
of 60 percent of our people—and ulti- 
mately we will again face the uncom- 
fortable dilemma of full production and 
inadequate purchasing power to consume 
what we produce. The consequences, as 
we know, are a sharp curtailment in pro- 
duction, the exodus of goods and capital 
to foreign markets and investment, un- 
employment, and depression. This is 
the over-all picture. It is not an inevi- 
table result and we have, in fact, taken 
some steps to prevent the recurrence or 
to lessen its impact, 

Not the least of these are the Social 
Security Act and the Federal Unemploy- 
ment Tax Act, which give some measure 
of security to our people. But we know, 
or we should recognize, that present 
social-security provisions are not suffi- 
cient. They need strengthening and in- 
tegrating Our great need is a compre- 
hensive, basic national system of social 
security, covering all major risks to eco- 
nomic independence and all workers and 
their dependents to whom such risks 
apply, and as Franklin D, Roosevelt said 
in his message to Congress on social secu- 
rity in June 1934: g 

This seeking for a greater measure of wel- 
fare and happiness does not indicate a change 
of values. It is rather a return to values lost 


in the course of ovr economic development 
and expansion, 


H. R. 7037 does not provide for the 
comprehensive, basic national system, 
of social insurance of which I spoke. It 
fails, primarily, to initiate comprehen- 
sive insurance protection against the 
leading cause of poverty and dependency 
in our country, the costs and losses oc- 
easioned by sickness and disability. It 
fails to extend coverage for unemploy- 
ment insurance and old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance to great numbers of our 
people who are still without such funda- 
mental protection. It does not recom- 
mend increases in benefits which are now 
inadequate, particularly as measured by 
current prices. r 

But thè amendments which are pro- 
posed to the Social Security Act by H. R. 
7037 are designed to strengthen the pro- 
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visions of the original act, to remedy 
existing inequities and provide another 
progressive step toward the full security 
of our people which must be the goal of 
all believers in democracy. While I con- 


_ tinue to look forward to the day when all 


our people will be protected against the 
vicissitudes of our money economy in a 
coordinated program of national social 
security, I endorse the present measure 
as a step forward and urge its passage. 

The provisions of H. R. 7037 are spe- 
cific, if inadequate. None will deny, I 
think, the necessity of the provision 
which would guarantee survivors of vet- 
erans within the purview of the Social 
Security Act the same old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance benefit rights they 
would have enjoyed had the veteran died 
fully insured under old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance, this with respect to 
veterans who die within 3 years after 
discharge. Since service in the armed 
forces is not credited for such purposes, 
many veterans upon discharge will have 
lost whatever protection they may have 
acquired under the program or by means 
of their military service will have failed 
to gain the protection they would other- 
wise have acquired. In 3 years the vet- 
eran may reasonably be expected to ac- 
quire protection since he need only work 
during one-half of the 3 years imme- 
diately prior to death in order to have 
survivorship protection. An average 
monthly wage of $160 is provided to in- 
sure a certain minimum level of benefits. 
Certainly this provision is not as liberal 
as it might be, yet it corrects an inequity 
immediately consequent on military 
service. Yet, as a reminder of the over- 
all inadequacy of present rates it should 
be noted that the maximum amount of 
benefits payable in any month on the 
basis of any one veteran’s death would 
be, if he had no other covered employ- 
ment, for a widow and child, $64.48 a 
month, Perhaps by approaching the 
problem of security for all our people 
through the sympathetic attention we 
are more likely to give to the veteran, 
we may realize more forcibly the press- 
ing need for the extension and increase 
ol benefits. 

The bill further provides for the per- 
manent coverage of maritime employ- 
ment under State employment-com- 
pensation systems and temporary protec- 
tion for persons whose maritime employ- 
ment has been with general agents of 
the War Shipping Administration and 
thus has been technically Federal em- 
ployment. The substantial increase in 
wartime employment heightened the 
necessity of including merchant mariners 
in the scope of social security. I have 
frequently in the past introduced and 
endorsed legislation to accord equivalent 
benefits to these men, for the nature of 
their employment and service has often 
caused them to be overlooked. The pos- 
sibility of a permanent decline in em- 
ployment in the maritime labor force en- 
forces our present decision to extend in- 
surance coverage to them. And the 
technicality of Federal service of the 
men who were nominally under the War 
Shipping Administrator is prevented 
from being a deterrent to proper protec- 
tion by this provision. The extension of 
social-security coverage to merchant sea- 
men should be a precedent which would 
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lead us eventually to completely correct 
the present inequity under which less 
than 2 out of every 5 of our workers 
are included and under which one-half 
of the 72,000,000 who have been covered 
are not now insured against old age. It 
should be pointed out, however, that this 
provision can only grant permission to 
State legislatures to include maritime 
workers. It remains for the several 
States to carry out the intent of Congress 
in this matter. 

Other provisions of H. R. 7037 include 
the Virgin Islands within the purview of 
the Social Security Act and provide an 
increase in the Federal share of assist- 
ance payments in States with per capita 
income below the average of the Nation 
and an increase in the Federal matching 
maximums. The Ways and Means Com- 
mittee has deemed it necessary to ex- 
tend the provisions of the Social Secu- 
rity Act to the Virgin Islands for reasons 
similar to those which earlier dictated 
the inclusion of Puerto Rico. And in 
order to guarantee help in aiding needy 
aged and blind persons and dependent 
children in States with low economic re- 
sources where the need is greater, it is 
provided that there shall be an increase 
in the Federal share of assistance pay- 
ments in such States. 

Once again dispute has arisen over the 
necessity of increasing the contribution 
rates under the Federal Insurance Con- 
tribution Act. The bill originally pro- 
vided that the rate during the calendar 
years 1947 to 1951 should be 14 percent 
and that after December 31, 1951, the 
rate should be 3 percent for both em- 
ployees and employers. Although there 
has been a substantial increase in the 
balance in the trust fund, it is even more 
pertinent to note that there has been a 
substantial increase in prospective bene- 
fits which must be paid from the fund. 
It seems manifest that orderly and sound 
financing of the insurance system makes 
appropriate an immediate increase in 
the present contribution rates. Con- 
tributions levied under social security 
represents a method of distributing the 
burden of already existing costs. And 
it is significant to note that the average 
age of our people is increasing. By 1950 
more than 30 percent of our population 
will be over 45 years of age and almost 

.15 percent over 60. We must be ready 
with an adequate insurance plan for our 
older people before mounting social and 
economic tensions create a new and dis- 
ruptive minority. A 

Of more immediate concern with ref- 
erence to our older people is the present 
and pressing necessity of reducing the 
age requirements for old-age assistance 
from 65 to 60 years. Such a reduction is 
a matter of practical necessity, first be- 
cause it guarantees protection for the 
older worker when his productive ca- 
pacity is impaired and when it is near 
impossible for him to obtain employment 
when he is out of work. For a great 
number of men and women who were 
employed in defense plants during the 
war have beer replaced by veterans. 
Not only because of their valuable serv- 
ice during our period of peril, but because 
of their inability to gain employment 
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now we should lower the age for their 
protection. 

Such a reduction would work the fur- 
ther advantage of relieving many thou- 
sands more of older men who continue 
working only because they are not now 
eligible for public assistance. If the se- 
curity provisions were extended to them 
now by reducing the age to 60 the further 
advantage would accrue of opening em- 
ployment opportunities to a correspond- 
ing number of veterans. Such a plan, 
which would benefit the aged worker and 
the veteran seeking employment would 
have the further merit of increasing our 
productive capacity and efficiency. It 
would be in harmony with our common 
desire to provide security for the old and 
opportunity for the young. 

These are the provisions of the present 
proposal to amend the Social Security 
Act. Each amendment has merit, 
furthers our policy of extending security 
and should be voted. But as I have 
stated before, and here repeat, we are 
still far from the goal of a comprehen- 
Sive, basic national system of social in- 
surance. Toward that goal we shall con- 
tinue to strive, warned by the grim ex- 
perience of the past and not content with 
the achievements thus far obtained. For 
an antidote to social disease, by which I 
mean privation, malnutrition, insecurity, 
and fear, which applies only to a limited 
number of our people is not sufficient. 
Medical science would never be content 
with an antidote, a remedy to disease 
which could but counteract the effects 
of a death-dealing disease in a few or- 
gans of the body, leaving the other vital 
organs susceptible to its deadly effect. 

Unprotected by social security today 
are 1,000,000 domestic servants, 4,000,000 
farm workers, excluding farm owners; 
9,000,000 self-employed persons; 1,- 
000,000 employees of nonprofit organi- 
zations; 3,000,000 State and local gov- 
ernment employees; and 2,000,000 Fed- 
eral employees. 

More than 20,000,000 workers includ- 
ing many whose employment conditions 
are most uncertain, whose pay is lowest, 
who are least able to safeguard them- 
selves, are presently deprived of a fun- 
damental right to security. 

Moreover, we have not yet provided 
against the major cause of poverty in 
American families, except for mass un- 
employment, namely, sickness and disa- 
bility. On an average day there are 
7,000,000 disabled by sickness or injury 
and unable to work. The loss of earnings 
each year from temporary disability 
amounts to between 3 and 4 billion dol- 
lars. One half of the 7,000,000 disabled 
are so disabled for more than 6 months. 
It is not necessary for me to remind my 
colleagues that such disability not only 
cuts off the income of the victim but is 
paralleled by the extraordinary medical 
and hospital expenses. 

It is against such gross impacts on our 
people that we must build defenses. 
Even in prosperous times insecurity 
haunts our country in the persistence of 
sickness and death, old age, and sporadic 
employment. We cannot afford to be 
without complete and adequate social 
security. We must more than match 
our record of wealth with one of deep 
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respect for the dignity and worth of 
each of our citizens. If we are to be 
called the world’s hope, let us be at 
least the citizen’s safeguard. If we are 
to stump for democracy, let us apply 
it unequivocally at home. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. Murpocx]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, many 
of my constituents have appealed to me in 
recent days and weeks, asking that I exert 
my influence in this body toward incor- 
porating in any social-security legisla- 
tion proposed either the principles of 
H. R. 2229 and H. R. 2230 for the benefit 
of our elderly citizens; or legislation so 
broadened in its scope as to include some 
large group of labor now excluded under 
existing law; or more aid to dependent 
children; or some special legislation fa- 
voring the blind; or at the least some im- 
provement of the Social Security Act 
benefits for old age assistance. I am 
pleased to note that H. R. 7037, which is 
before us today, on pages 32 and 33 con- 
tains these latter provisions. I know it 
will be regarded by many as not enough, 
but after listening carefully to the de- 
bates today, I do know that it is all we 
may expect to get at this session of 
Congress. 

I do not know when I tave heard, dur- 
ing the 10 years of my membership in 
the House, more bitter argument than 
we have heard this afternoon, I have re- 
frained from engaging in it. I simply 
hope that I may be able to explain to the 
elder citizens who have appealed to me 
why it is impossible to expect more than 
title V of this bill provides for them. Not 
being a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee, I can only surmise the heated 
arguments and struggle which must 
have gone on in the committee’s execu- 
tive sessions by what I have heard on the 
floor this afternoon. 

I am personally not well pleased with 
this bill, but I know it is the best we can 
get. I want my constituents to know that 
it is brought to the House under a closed 


. rule, which permits of no amendment. 


We must either vote for it or against it, 
and I propose to vote for it. Of course, 
a half loaf is better than no loaf at all, 
and I might expand that simile by saying 
that a quarter loaf, or even a slice, is bet- 
ter than no bread at all. 

Naturally, many of our citizens, espe- 
cially the old folks, will demand to know 
why we cannot amend this bill to make 
it more liberal. That of course is a long 
explanation, too long to be gone into 
here. The parliamentary situation is 
such that with the ending of the session 
so near we cannot hope for a broader 
and more generous social-security meas- 
ure at this time. 

The first provision under title V of 
this measure amends section III (a) of 
the Social Seeurity Act, by striking out 
$40 and inserting in lieu thereof $50. 
In a State like Arizona, that will mean 
a substantial increase in old age assist- 
ance. My State has been more generous 
than the average among the 48, in 
matching the Federal allowance, and 
while Arizona now, by law, provides for 


9926 


only $20 to match the Federal $20 as a 
maximum for the individual, I feel sure 
that soon after the enactment of this 
Federal law, Arizona will modify her law 
so as to match $25 for the Federal $25 
contribution. 

While the increase of aid for depend- 
ent children and aid to the blind may be 
heartily approved in this measure, we 
cannot overlook the fact that there are 
some serious omissions in this bill. We 
have been assured by more than one 
speaker that it will take time to work out 
some of the other provisions we have 
hoped for and which are needed, and we 
may confidently hope that early action 
in the next Congress may be had in 
remedying the defects and omissions of 
this bill, With that understanding I 
Shall vote for this measure. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MICH- 
ENER]. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, of 
course, I shall support this’ bill. If it 
does nothing else, the fact that it freezes 
the social-security tax at present rates 
for another year is ample justification 
for its enactment. 

Additional .benefits are provided in 
case of deceased World War II veterans. 
Marine workers receive unemployment 
compensation. There are additional 
grants for old-age assistance and aid to 
dependent children and the blind. Nu- 
merous miscellaneous provisions in the 
bill clarify present law and are most 
salutary in their effect. 

In short, the bill is most commenda- 
ble so far as it goes, but candor compels 
me to say that there is disappointment 
because the Ways and Means Committee 
has not found it possible to develop the 
field of social security as had been con- 
templated by the committee and earnest- 
ly anticipated by the people. 

Mr. Chairman, present provisions of 
law providing assistance to our elderly 
people are entirely inadequate. I sup- 
ported social security when it was ini- 
tiated, and I have continued to support 
its expansion down through the years. 
As an experiment, it has worked well. It 
is necessary, if social security is to serve 
the purposes for which it was intended, 
that it be kept financially and actuarially 
sound. The Ways and Means Commit- 
tee is to be congratulated on its insist- 
ence upon this fundamental principle. 

The past several months have been 
given by that committee to an intensive 
study of the possibilities of expanding 
the coverage under the law so that addi- 
tional groups of our people may enjoy its 
benefits. This must and will be done; 
therefore, if eventually, why not now? I 
do not mean that literally because I know 
this committee has worked hard and 
long, and I am not unmindful of the ob- 
stacles in its way. While there is disap- 
pointment, yet I entertain fervent hope 
that in the next Congress a more com- 
prehensive law can and will be written, 
and that these groups now outside of the 
social-security fold will be covered or that 
other provisions be made for their old- 
age security. This is simple justice. 
Yes; it is more than that. It is neces- 
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pete if all of our people are to be treated 
alike. 

Many of our elderly people are being 
neglected. Times have changed. The 
cost of living has skyrocketed. Old-age 
benefits and old-age assistance, which 
were adequate a few years ago, will not 
furnish the necessities of life at the mo- 
ment. It seems strange to me that in 
the view of some we have plenty of 
money to spend for other things, but the 
cupboard is bare when we look for any- 
thing for the aged. These people are 
not asking charity. They should not be 
made to feel that thty are receiving alms, 
and the sooner our legislatures and our 
people in general appreciate that more 
reasonable allowances must be made for 
this worthy group the sooner we will be 
doing our duty and paying off an obli- 
gation which we rightfully owe. 

The fact that there have been lobby- 
ists and exploiters of some of these 
groups should not militate against them. 
Too many false hopes and extravagant 
promises have been made by promoters 
and selfish interests. Our job is to do 
something about this condition in a fair, 
reasonable and adequate fashion. I be- 
lieve and hope that when Congress re- 
convenes one of the first things embarked 
upon should be proper consideration for 
those aged people who have been so long 
neglected. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LYNCH]. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, it may 
appear to some that this bill is not as 
extensive as it might be, yet it should 
be borne in mind that after all it is what 
might really be called a temporary ex- 
pedient, The committee intends to go 
further next year with respect to cover- 
age of various classes of people, par- 
ticularly those referred to by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia, the agricultural 
workers, and domestic workers and the 
self-employed. There appeared to be 
some controversy during our executive 
sessions with respect to whether or not 
it is feasible or possible to cover agricul- 


` tural workers and whether or not it is 


desirable to cover agricultural workers, 
For my own part I feel that as many peo- 
ple as possible should be covered, but 


not being very familiar with the agri- 


cultural situation I was willing to defer 
voting upon that question until next 
year. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. All the millions who proc- 
ess the farm commodities are covered by 
the law, but the people who work in the 
fields, who produce the commodities that 
provide the jobs and the security for the 
other fellow, are left out. Certainly I be- 
lieve the distinguished gentleman from 
New York can find some way to over- 
come the administrative difficulties in 
order that they, too, may have some hope 
for security in their old age. 

Mr. LYNCH. I think it is to the ad- 
vantage not only of the agricultural 
workers but of the entire social-security 
system that agricultural workers and all 
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other workers, including the self-em- 
ployed, be covered under this law. I can 
assure the gentleman that every effort 
will be made to cover them next year 
if I have anything at all to say with re- 
spect to them. 

Mr. PACE. I am delighted with the 
response of the gentleman from New 
York, 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. Can the gentleman tell 
the House why it was the committee 
changed its mind and abandoned the bill 
of July 1? I still have not had an 
answer. 

Mr. LYNCH. Yes. The answer is that 
we got our tail in a crack and we had to 
get out of it. The only way we could 
get out of it was by coming in here with 
a bill that would not be controversial. I 
think that answers the question as fairly 
as it can be answered. 

Mr. COOLEY. It does. 

Mr. LYNCH. Let me say further that 
there are things in this bill with which, 
I do not agree. I do not agree with 
title I, but rather than have everything: 
go overboard, especially the maritime 
workers, in whom I am particularly in- 
terested, I was willing to go along for 1 
year to carry this tax at 1 percent. As 
to the variable grants, that involves a 
new procedure or departure, as the gen- 
tleman from Ohio so aptly described it. 
Instead of a 50-50 matching it involved 
a 6624 percent contribution, which like- 
wise was controversial. 

Mr. COOLEY. I know that, but if the 
gentleman thinks the Committee on 
Ways and Means had a perfect right to 
change its mind on this fundamental 
proposition, why is it that the committee 
is unwilling for me to change my mind 
or the other members to change their 
minds and elect between the two bills? 

Mr. LYNCH. Ido not think the com- 
mittee has any objection to your chang- 
ing your mind. 6 

Mr. COOLEY. I cannot change it. I 
cannot do anything about it. That is all. 

Mr. LYNCH. As a matter of fact, we 
would like you to change your mind and 
vote for this bill. 

Mr. COOLEY. I probably will, but 
that still does not give me a chance to 
elect as between the two propositions. 

Mr. LYNCH. I appreciate that very 
much. 

Now, with respect to the maritime 
workers, there are two problems involved 
with respect to these seafaring men. 
The first has to do with permanent un- 
employment compensation. For some 
9 years the maritime workers have been 
without unemployment compensation. 
Thanks to the splendid cooperation of 
the members of the committee, both 
Democrats and Republicans, we were 
finally able to get title III in this bill 
which was, strangely enough, unani- 
mously agreed upon. I might further 
state that these provisions with respect 
to maritime workers met with the ap- 
proval of the labor unions, the ship oper- 
ators, and the State agencies, 

There is in this bill also a temporary 
feature with respect to those maritime 
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workers who for the past 3 years have 
been in reality employed by the War 
Shipping Administration. The Federal 
Government agrees to reimburse the 
State agencies for payments made by 
them to the maritime workers who 
earned credits as employees of the War 
Shipping Administration. 

I regret that time does not permit me 
to go into more detailed elaboration of 
the maritime provisions of this bill. 
However, I cannot let this opportunity 
pass without a word of thanks to my 
colleagues on the committee, to the 
technical staff, and to Mr. Jackson, of 
Washington, for their splendid coopera- 
tion and assistance. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. Curtis]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not very happy about this legislation. 
There is merit in the variable-grant 
proposal. Neither am I very happy 
about everything that has taken place 
preliminary to bringing legislation on 
the floor of the House. I shall vote for 
it, however. It covers some things that 
must have attention. It will bring to the 
State of Nebraska, according to the 
figures of the Social Security Board, 
based upon the last half of 1945, an 
additional amount of approximately 
$334,000. The greater share of this 
$270,000 will go to our fund for aid for 
dependent children. It raises the ceil- 
ing to $27 for the first child and $18 for 
each additional child on a Federal 50-50 
matching basis. It also will give some 
help to old people and to the blind. It 
raises the ceiling to $50 for both pro- 
grams. However, my State happens to 
be one of those States that has a fixed 
ceiling on old-age assistance of $40 and 
probably nothing can be done until the 
legislature meets. In reference to this 
bill, there are a few things that I would 
like to point out. We are doing some- 
thing for the soldiers here but not all 
that should be done. Under the provi- 
sions of the old age and survivors insur- 
ance section, there are two parts—one 
pays a benefit when the wage earner 
reaches 65 years of age, and another one 
takes care of the situation when he dies 
while covered. We extend to the veter- 
ans 3 years’ coverage of the survivors’ 
insurance only. If there is anything 
Congress needs to revamp, revise, and 
restudy, it is our treatment of the aged. 
In most of our communities you can 
find about four categories of old people. 
First, there is the individual over 65 
who is covered and who is paid benefits 
regardless of need. Then you find an- 
other group who have paid in and have 
had the deductions made from their pay 
checks but they have not been in covered 
employment long enough to get any 
benefit and they do not even get the 
taxes back. They may have the pay-roll 
deductions for 8 or 9 years and still they 
do not even get the taxes back. They 
are paid nothing. Then you have the 
other group who because of a needs test 
can be paid under old-age assistance. 
Then you have the fourth group that 
are not covered and are never paid any- 
thing. It is full of discrimination 
throughout. I certainly want to see a 
better and more equitable deal for our 
older citizens. Today we are dealing 
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only with the old-age assistance. The 
ceiling is raised from $40 to $50, one- 
half of which is paid by the Federal Gov- 
ernment if the State can match it. 

Our social-security program is not 
sound. It is class legislation and it will 
be costly. It has been stated that if the 
tax goes up some of the Members will 
insist on increased benefits. If you do 
not increase the benefits but leave them 
as at present levels, 50 years from now 
your pay-roll tax will equal 10 percent— 
5 percent on employer and 5 percent on 
employees. This whole matter of the 
care for our aged must be treated at one 
time and a program worked out that is 
fair to the individual who is covered and 
who is not covered, and that is fair to 
the public. At the present time that is 
not the situation. Under our social-se- 
curity program the president of the 
greatest corporation in the United States 
is covered. The cobbler, or the individual 
merchant in your home town, or the 
farmer is not covered. Perhaps the farm- 
ers do not want it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] 
has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not disposed to strongly defend the pend- 
ing bill (H. R. 7037) amending the So- 
cial Security Act, because I am obliged to 
make apologies for it. The bill is not 
altogether bad and it does contain some 
good provisions. In fact, according to 
the study made by the experts, it never 
should have provided for the freezing of 
the social-security tax at 1 percent. The 
grants-in-aid for old-age assistance, aid 
to dependent children, and aid to the 
blind should have been more liberal. 

The benefits under title II for World 
War II veterans are, in my estimation, 
insufficient. They should have been pro- 
vided at least on a permanent, not a 
temporary, basis. It seems to me that 
the veteran, in order to obtain the bene- 
fit for his dependents, must die to con- 
form with the objectives contained in 
the bill. 

The freeze of the tax, if kept at 1 per- 


-cent, weakens the fund and makes it, as 


the actuaries would say, actuarially un- 
sound. 

We tried to put into the bill what is 
known as a variable grant, which should 
be of particular assistance to the aged 
and needy pensioners, and which would 
do most good in the States where the 
wealth of the citizens is below the av- 
erage. This was stricken out because it 
was said to be a new departure and un- 
fair to the more fortunate States which 
are able to carry their own full load. But 
according to actual figures, the provi- 
sions of this bill, supposedly, without a 
variable grant to the States does in fact 
give the bulk of the aid of Federal moneys 
to a very few privileged and wealthy 
States. The amount of assistance to be 
granted to Michigan, on the other hand, 
is ridiculously low, as pointed out in the 
supplemental views submitted to the 
House by our distinguished colleague, 
Mr. EBERHARTER, of Pennsylvania, to 
which I subscribe in principle and which 
I desire to make a part of my remarks: 
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SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS 
[To accompany H. R, 7037] 


The undersigned member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means is deeply disappointed 
at the inadequacies of the provisions of the 
social-security bill reported out by the com- 
mittee, H. R. 7037. 

It is recognized that the bill contains some 
provisions which are desirable, such as title 
II: Benefits in Case of Deceased World War 
II Veterans, and title III: Unemployment 
Compensation for Maritime Workers. 

However, I feel it my duty to point out par- 
ticular provisions which are not only inade- 
quate, but unfair; and the failure of the 
committee to include in the bill amendments 
of pressing and vital national importance. 

By House Resolution 204 passed on March 
26, 1945, the House authorized the expendi- 
ture of $50,000 for the Committee on Ways 
and Means to make a study of “the need 
for the amendment and expansion of the 
Social Security Act, with particular reference 
to old-age and survivors insurance and the 
problems of coverage, benefits, and taxes re- 
lated thereto.” Pursuant thereto, the com- 
mittee selected a competent staff of experts 
which presented a complete and well docu- 
mented report early in 1946 on all aspects 
of the present social-security program, and 
a future comprehensive expanded program. 
The committee held executive sessions early 
in February, and held numerous public hear- 
ings beginning on February 25 and continuing 
over a period of several months. 

Numerous witnesses came from all parts 
of the country to testify, on the expectation 
that the committee was making a complete 
revision of our social-security laws. After all 
this expenditure of time, money, and effort, 
the committee has reported out a bill which 
fails to deal with the most important as- 
pects of social security, as covered either in 
the staff's report of the hearings before the 
committee. 


INADEQUACY AND INCONSISTENCY OF TITLE I: 
SOCIAL-SECURITY TAXES 

Title I of the bill freezes for the eighth 
consecutive year the social-security contri- 
butions for the year 1947 at the present rate 
of 1 percent each on employers and em- 
ployees. Just 2 weeks before this bill was 
reported out, the committee voted for an in- 
crease in the contributions to 1½ percent. 
In the committe report on the earlier bill 
(H. R. 6911) filed July 1, 1946, the committee 
stated: 

“It would appear to be for the best interests 
of all concerned if the rate could be fixed at 
this time for a reasonable period rather than 
that the matter should come up each year 
(p. 3).” 

No reasonable explanation for the change 
in the views of the committee on this im- 
portant issue has been advanced. The 
change is contrary to both the previous ac- 
tion of the committee and recommendation 
No. 10 at the bottom of page 122 of the com- 
mittee’s social-security technical staff in its 
report, “Issues in Social Security.” 

The reasons given by the committee's 
technical staff for an increase in the social- 
security contribution rates are as follows: 

“It is a foregone conclusion that social- 
security taxes must increase in the future if 
they are to pay a substantial part of the 
benefit totals which we know are going to 
increase in a major way; that we want no 
irregularities or sudden breaks in our social- 
security tax schedule and that anything that 
may be undesirable about a modest further 
growth in the trust fund during favorable 
economic conditions is far less important 
than the painful processes of meeting un- 
usually high benefit loads in years of eco- 
nomic depression after we have been some- 
what lulled into complacency by an un- 
usually low benefit load and unusually high 
contribution totals, due to unheard-of em- 
ployment conditions (top of p. 122).” 
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In addition to freezing the contribution 
rate, section 103 of the bill provides for 
repeal of the provision added to the law in 
1943, which was inserted for the purpose of 
guaranteeing the payment of old-age and 
survivors insurance benefits, in case the con- 
tributions to the fund should be inadequate 
because of the continued freezing of the con- 
tribution rates, The repeal of this proviso 
by the committee bill is absolutely incon- 
sistent with the action taken in freezing the 
contribution rate. 


INADEQUACY OF TITLE V: STATE GRANTS FOR OLD- 
AGE ASSISTANCE, AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN, 
AND AID TO THE BLIND 
Title V of the bill increases Federal contri- 

butions to States for aid to the needy aged, 
blind, and dependent children. The maxi- 
mum Federal contribution to the aged and 
the blind would be increased from $20 to 
$25 a month, and for aid to dependent chil- 
dren from $9 to $13.50 for the first child, and 
from $6 to $9 for each additional child. 

Originally the committee voted to increase 
the Federal contribution from $20 to $30 for 
the aged and the blind and to provide addi- 
tional Federal funds to States with low per 
capita incomes, which would permit a 
graduated increase in the Federal contribu- 
tion up to 66% percent of the amount paid 
to the recipient. These provisions reported 
out by the committee in H. R. 6911 are 
omitted from H. R. 7037. We feel this omis- 
sion is a grave mistake. 

The variable matching formula originally 
adopted by the committee in H. R. 6911 
would have given additional Federal funds to 
31 States. The 31 States which will lose Fed- 
eral funds because of the omission from H. R, 
7037 of the variable matching formula, and 
the Federal proportion of the amounts paid 
to recipients which they would have re- 
ceived under H. R. 6911 are as follows: 


Federal proportion under H. R. 6911 
ec” 
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Federal proportion under H. R. opti- con: 


6624 


The provisions of title V of H. R. 7037 will 
cost the Federal Government an additional 
$47,538,000. Many States will not get one 
single additional cent of this money from the 
Government. This is so because at the pres- 
sent time one-half of tha States do not make 
payments to needy eged persons in amounts 
greater than the maximum of $40 per month 
for which Federal matching funds are avail- 
able. Among these States are Arizona, Ar- 
kansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon- 
tana, Nebraska, Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, West 
Virginia, Wisconsin. 

While some States may amend their ire 
at their next regular session or at a special 
session of their State legislatures, many States 
undoubtedly will be discouraged from mak- 
ing such an important permanent change 
since section 504 of the bill provides that 
the additional Federa) contribution is only 
for a temporary period—up through Decem- 
ber 31, 1947, 

The provisions of title V of the bill do 
nothing to help raise the admittedly in- 
adequate assistance payments in the low- 
income States such as Kentucky where the 
average payment was $11.71 in April; in Geor- 
gia, $12.67; in North Carolina, $13.81; in Vir- 
ginia, $15.22; in Mississippi, $16.39, etc. 

One State, California, will get 48 percent 
of the additional Federal funds for the aged. 
Three States, New York, Massachusetts, and 
California, will get 76 percent of the addi- 
tional Federal funds tor the aged. 

Under the bill 86 percent of the additional 
Federal funds for old-age assistance will go 
to the 10 richest States with 29 percent of 
the aged population, while the 10 poorest 
States with 14 percent of the aged popula- 
tion will get only 1 percent of the additional 
Federal funds, 

This rank discrimination against the 
neediest States is shocking. It is unwar- 
ranted and unsound. 

It results in the Federal Government us- 
ing revenue raised from persons in the low- 
income States to help finance assistance in 
the richest States. 

It is a soak-the-poor plan. 

It increases the disparity in the amounts 
of assistance payments between States, 

It is a policy of neglecting to improve 
conditions where the need is the greatest. 
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It is contrary to every sound principle of 
public finance, social policy, and justice. 

It is contrary to the policy of this country 
since its establishment—that we are a Na- 
tion indivisible; that Congress should enact 
laws for the benefit of all the people. 

The very minimum which should be ac- 
ceptable at this time is the restoration of 
the provisions of title V as contained in 
H. R. 6911, as 5 reported out by the 
committee. 


IMPORTANT PROVISIONS COMPLETELY OMITTED 
FROM THE BILL 


The bill does not contain any provisions 
whatsoever on such vital matters covered by 
the committee's technical staff report or in- 
cluded in the hearings before the committee 
as: 

1, Broadening the coverage of the old-age 
and survivors insurance program to include 
at least those groups which it is universally 
recognized are entitled to inclusion. 

2. Increasing the amount of insurance 
benefits. The amount of insurance benefits 
was fixed in 1939, and are now inadequate. 
There has been about a 50-percent increase in 
the cost of living since 1939, while at the same 
time the total premiums paid into the fund 
have increased due to increased employment. 

3. Increasing the amount of earnings which 
& beneficiary is permitted to earn while 
drawing an insurance benefit. 

4. Providing a more flexible retirement age 
by establishing insurance protection in case 
of permanent total disability. 

Some provisions on each of these matters 
could and should have been included in the 
bill, Each year of delay in enacting these 
provisions into law means hardship and 
privation for thousands of Americans in every 
State in the Union. 

SUMMARY 

Further delay is unjustified. The proper 
approach to this entire program is to 
strengthen and broaden the insurance fea- 
tures, and from that base proceed to improve 
the assistance and related features, and only 
in that manner can a comprehensive, intelli- 
gent, and workable program be evolved. 

The hearings before the committee con- 
clusively prove that the American people 
want the Social Security Act broadened and 
expanded now. The bill reported out by the 
committee does very little to carry out this 
objective. 

The bill in its present form is a sad disap- 
pointment. 

HERMAN P.. EBERHARTER. 


The figures, however, are somewhat 
deficient and are subject to slight cor- 
rections. 

Later and more authentic figures were 
made available by the Social Security 
Board and I desire to make these figures 
a part of my remarks. 


Public assistance: Annual cost to Federal Government under Federal-matching maximums‘ proposed in H. R. 7037 with 50-50 match- 
ing and increase over current expenditure rate 


Based on operation in July-December 1945 


State 


Amount from 
Federal funds 


000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
000 
Delawai 000 
District o of Columbia. 802, 000 
Florida... bee 
Georgia 411, 000 


Amount from Federal funds under 50-50 matching 


Old-age assistance Aid to dependent children Aid to the blind 
Tnerease-over A Increase over Increase over Increase over 
t from Amount from Amount from 
current expend-| moun current expend- current expend- current expend- 
ture rate! | Federal funds |" itureratea Federal ſunds iturerate: | Federal funds ture rate 3 
$68, 703, 000 $17, 877, 000 $10, 611, 600 $1, 166, 000 
841, 600 30, 000 0 
11,000 Ei N PA SSI DRAN. SIS d Se 
000 8, 000 29, 700 
621, 000 3, 000 0 
2, 110, 000 738, 000 411, 300 
1, 023, 000 330, 000 000 
686, 000 249, 000 4, 200 
89, 000 25, 000 400 0 
203, 000 47, 000 51, 500 8, 800 
1, 239, 000 30, C00 428, 200 11, 900 
597, 000 3, 000 173, 900 0 
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Public assistance: Annual cost to Federal Government under Federal-matching maximums proposed in H. R. 7037 with 50-50 match- 
ing and increase over current expenditure rate—Continued 


Amount from Federal funds under 50-50 matching 


All programs Old-age assistance Aid to dependent children Aid to the blind 


State 


Amount from | Increase over Amount from Increase over Amount from Increase over. | Amount from | Increase over 

current expend- current expend- current expend- current expend- 
Federal funds iture rate? | Federal funds ture rate? Federal funds ture rate? Federal funds ure ratos 

Hawaii. $383, 000 $55, 000 $209, 000 $7, 000 $164, 000 $48, 000 $9, 600 0 
Idaho. 352, 000 204. 000 1, 924, 000 159, 000 385, 000 130, 000 43, 200 $4, 800 
Illinois. 32, 083, 000 3, 963, 000 24, 576, 000 1, 453, 000 6, 419, 000 2, 443, 000 1, 088, 200 67, 100 
Indiana 10, 270, 000 360, 000 8, 461, 000 40, 000 1, 458, 000 315, 000 351, 000 5, 300 
OW8...... 10, 556, 000 728, 000 9, 722, 000 688, 000 562, 000 9, 000 271, 600 31, 500 
ansas. 6, 347, 600 800, 000 5, 206, 000 422, 000 929, 000 354, 000 211, 700 23, 500 
Kentue’ 3, 980, 000 0 8, 220, 000 0 638, 000 0 122, 400 0 
Louisiana. 7, 834, 000 871, 000 5, 122, 000 113, 000 2, 488, G00 747, 000 223, 600 10, 800 
Maine. 3, 295, 000 193, 000 2, 701, 000 57, 000 439, 000 130, 000 155, 000 6, 200 
Maryland... 2, 730, 000 48, 000 1, 975, 000 31, 000 674, 000 14, 000 80, 700 3, 000 
Massachuset! 25, 145, 000 7, 408, 000 22, 512, 000 6, 484, 000 2, 339, 000 847, 000 204, 400 76, 800 
Michigan 21, 167, 000 2. 110, 000 16, 624, 000 494, 000 4, 262, 000 1, 597, 000 280, 800 18, 500 
Minnesota 12, 181, 000 1, 032, 000 10, 460, 000 459, C00 1, 479, 000 623, 000 241, 900 50, 000 
Mississippi.. 7 3, 223, 000 @) 2, 563, 000 0 463, 000 0 196, 800 0 
AM TTT 17, 528, 000 88, 000 15, 068, 000 33, 000 2, 460, 000 r O S 
2, 554, 000 197, 000 2, 070, 000 44, 000 410, 000 148, 000 73, 700 5, 100 
5, 116, 000 834, 000 4, 345, 000 63, 000 689, 000 270, 000 81, 600 1, 400 
522, 000 80, 000 522, 000 eee . ONAA SE EEE 
1, 515, 000 122, 000 1, 207, 000 28, 000 256, 000 92, 000 000 1, 600 
5, 760, 000 795, 000 4, 611, 000 288, 000 1, 032, 000 389, 000 116, 900 17, 800 
, 869, 000 263, 000 1, 168, 000 103, 000 659, 000 159, 000 42, 000 600 
32, 819, 000 7, 467, 000 24, 956, 000 4, 618, 000 7,023, 000 2, 621, 000 839, 800 228, 200 
3, 786, 000 5, 000 2, 569, 000 0 942, 000 5, 000 275, 400 0 
2, 363, 000 450, 000 1, 889, 000 292, 000 450, 000 154, 000 23, 700 3, 800 
24, 222, 000 990, 000 21, 330, 000 180, 000 2, 389, 000 804, 000 503, 200 6, 400 
—ůů — — —2—ů— 21, 522, 000 1, 017, 000 17, 705, 000 $72, 000 8, 371, 000 107, 000 445, 500 37, 900 
5, 411,000 802, 000 4. 902, 000 628. 000 396, 000 144, 000 112, 700 30, 100 
23, 123, 000 2, 950, 000 15, 467, 000 432, 000 7, 656, 000 2 CIB UO AA AA -babevoxassacesin= 
2.077, 000 382, 000 1, 613, 000 218, 000 442, 000 160, 000 21, 800 3, 500 
2, 647, 000 0 2, 011, 000 0 518, 000 0 117, 600 0 
South Dakota. 2, 385, 000 108, 000 1, 975, 000 2, 000 380, 000 106, 000 30, 100 100 
Tennessee... 5, 857, 000 14, 000 3, 648, 000 0 2, 025, 000 14, 000 183, 600 0 
Texas. 26, 819, 000 0 24, 798, 000 0 1, 367, 000 0 653, 900 0 
Utah.. 3, 788, 000 537, 000 3, 164, 000 334, 000 589, 000 196, 000 34, 500 7,100 
Vermon 871, 000 4, 000 718, 000 0 121, 000 3, 000 31, 800 „500 
Virginia 2, 155, 000 153, 000 1, 301, 000 0 747, 000 153, 000 107, 100 0 
Washington. 10, 955, 000 4, 610, 000 18, 560, 000 4, 149, 000 1, 219, 000 422, 000 175, 600 38, 700 
West Virginia... 3, 067, 000 3, 000 1, 755, 000 0 1, 223, 000 3, 000 89, 000 0 
Wisconsin... 10, 141, 000 850, 000 8, 112, 000 142, 000 1, 780, 000 704, 000 249, 000 4, 200 
Wyoming 11, 000 116, 000 790, 000 000 91, 000 27, 000 29, 700 4,700 


1 $50 for old-age assistance and aid to the blind; for aid to dependent children, $27 for 


At any rate, I shall have to vote for the 
bill because it provides unemployment 
compensation for the maritime workers 
and limited benefits for World War II 
veterans, and the additional financial as- 
sistance under title V to the aged, to the 
dependent children, and to the blind. I 
want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I have 
been advocating and fighting for the in- 
clusion of maritime workers from the 
time the Social Security Act was 
proposed. i 

The disappointment of the bill comes 
to me through the fact we have not in- 
cluded other deserving elements of our 
people in the Social Security Act, such as 
casual employees, domestics, those em- 
ployed in charitable and institutions of 
the church, and various other classifica- 
tions, not to forget the farmer, who may 
well have been included under the benefi- 
cent provisions of the act. So I shall 
vote for the bill because it does provide 
some additional coverage and some ad- 
ditional benefits for certain limited 
classes of our people. I hope that in the 
new year we shall be able to increase the 
number of our people who insist upon 
their rights as citizens and who should 
not be discriminated against by exclu- 
sion because they are unorganized, or 
because in their particular classification 
there may be some little difficulty in 
levying and collecting the premium or 
tax, for certainly there never will be any 
trouble granting them the benefits to 
which they are entitled. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 


may desire to the gentleman from Loui- 
siana [Mr. LARCADE]. 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to join my colleagues who have spoken 
in opposition to some of the provisions of 
the bill under consideration. 

Speaking for my State, I wish to quote 
from a telegram which I have received 
in regard to the amendment proposed in 
regard to the social-security law, as fol- 
lows; ; 

The Louisiana State Board of Public Wel- 
fare has considered the most recent proposal 
of the House Ways and Means Committee to 
amend the social-security law by merely in- 
creasing maximum grants for Federal partici- 
pation without including variable grant fea- 
ture. The board considers this proposal as 
being detrimental to the interests of Loui- 
siana since it would obviously increase the 
amount of Federal money to the wealthier 
States without making any material change 
in amount of Federal funds available to 
Louisiana, The board has instructed me to 
request you to oppose such an amendment 
unless variable grant formula can be in- 
cluded. 


Mr, Chairman, the rule granted for the 
consideration of this H, R. 7037 is a 
closed rule—closed tight, airtight—closed 
so tight that it is not possible under the 
rule to offer any amendment or amend- 
ments, and therefore, the membership 
of the House is precluded from any op- 
portunity to give consideration to 
amendments which would give proper 
consideration to the needs of thousands 
of unfortunate people who are desper- 
ately in need of consideration. 


first child in family and $18 for each additional child. 
2 Based on operation in July-December 1945 of current provisions of titles I, IV, and X. 
Less than $500. 


Mr. Chairman, since my time is limited 
it is impossible for me to discuss the 
subject any further; however, I think 
that the reason for my opposition, and 
the opposition of others from the South 
is fully covered in the discussion on yes- 
terday by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr, GORE]. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret exceedingly 
that the House granted this closed rule 
and as a result makes it impossible for 
me and others to offer amendments, and 
I am sorry that more consideration was 
not given by the committee to this im- 
portant and serious matter; however, we 
hope that when the bill reaches the 
Senate that this bill will be given fur- 
ther consideration and the inequities and 
discrimination of which we complain will 
be adjusted. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hays]. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
support this bill although I regret very 
much that under the rules we are not 
free to consider amendments to provide 
a more equitable allocation of funds to 
the respective States. It is obviously 
unfair that States with a higher per 
capita income should receive a greater 
amount from the Federal Treasury than 
the States that are less able to take care 
of their aged citizens. There is a dis- 
crimination against the agricultural 
States growing out of the higher incomes 
enjoyed by industrial States. The diffi- 
culties are not altogether limited to the 
South although if Texas and Florida are 


9930 


left out of consideration the Southern 
State making the highest payment for 
old-age assistance is still unable to pay 
as much as the State outside the South 
making the lowest payment. This should 
not be regarded as a sectional issue since 
three States in the Northeast, Vermont, 
New Hampshie, and Maine—all agricul- 
tural States—are confronted with the 
same difficulties and there are Western 
States equally discriminated against. As 
stated in the debate, sooner or later the 
Congress must decide this issue and I 
insist that if full justice is accorded the 
States with low per capita incomes there 
must be a new formula for social-secu- 
rity payments. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLEY]. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I have for some time hoped 
that the Congress would seize the oppor- 
tunity to broaden the scope of the Social 
Security Act in order to provide ample 
funds for the aged, as well as lower the 
age limit from 65 to, supposedly, 55. 
While this bill, H. R. 7037, has made some 
needed improvements, in general it falls 
far short of providing for the needs of 
the aged. 

The Congress could do nothing more 
beneficial for the vast group of our citi- 
zens than to think seriously of the de- 
pendency of the aged people, and in 
many, many cases their destitution. 
Since the bill as enacted will carry for a 
year, my efforts shall be directed toward 
having the committee grant serious rec- 
ognition to the interests of the aged. 
The time will come when the Congress 
must enact legislation to keep these peo- 
ple in decency and comfort when they 
have passed the age of physical use- 
fulness. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, relative to the social security legis- 
lation, I am just going to discuss one 
point, because I am vitally interested 
in it. I think when the country thor- 
oughly understands it, the people of this 
country will demand a great reform in 
the social security legislation. We are 
simply following the example that was 
set by Louis XVI of France. When they 
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were very hard pressed for finances and 
facing bankruptcy, his Minister of 
Finance devised a plan, with his col- 
laborators, to put in an annuity system 
to raise money. The people of France 
went wild over the idea of buying an- 
nuities for their babies and for other 
members of the families. The result was 
that the government took this money and 
spent it. So that after a time when the 
government faced bankruptcy and the 
King let his Finance Minister go, the 
people realized that their fund was 
bankrupt. That, in many respects led 
to the French Revolution and the ulti- 
mate removal of the head of Louis XVI. 

Under our social security program that 
is precisely what we Lave been doing. 
We have a fake reserve. It has taken a 
long time for the people to realize it, and 
there are still millions of people who do 
not realize that the money that has been 
collected, some $7,000,000,000 or more, 
has been spent. All there is of the re- 
serve are some certificates or bonds. 
But when the benefits have to be paid 
the people will be taxed again to pay 


them. Of course that will be another 


group of persons than have paid the 
pay-roll taxes. But if our country should 
face another war, if it should face bad 
crops and insolvency, then the trouble 
would begin. It might ultimately 
weaken this Republic or even destroy it. 
It did that to France where they finally 
in desperation confiscated the church 
property and then went the complete 
limit of fiat money and ultimately bloody 
revolution. The point here is we must 
put the finances of social security in 
order. If you read the report now of 
the tax foundation in New York you will 
find that its experts point out very 
clearly that this money has been spent 
and that the people will have to be taxed 
over again. So there is great work ahead 
for the Ways and Means Committee to 
do to put this social security on a sound 
fiscal basis. It is actuarially sound now, 
but it must be made actuarially sound so 
as not to cause trouble in the future. 
Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 5 
Mr. REED of New York. I yield. 
Mr. THOM. The Bell Telephone Co. 
has a private pension system and its 
funds collected from workmen and em- 
ployees are invested in United States 
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bonds; so it has the same base as the 
social security funds; it is a first charge 
against the country’s income. 

Mr. REED of New York. That does 
not make any difference because these 
moneys which went into the Treasury of 
the United States have been spent on 
boondoggling, war, and a lot of other 
things, whatever they wanted to appro- 
priate it for. It is the laborers and the 
manufacturers who have to pay this tax. 
I just want to make that point perfectly 
clear as to why you should not increase 
this social security payroll tax, because 
there is enough there to pay the benefits. 
There is no reason to collect one dol- 
lar more to pour into the ratholes and 
the wild program of spending that has 
been carried on here over a long period 
of time. 

I present the findings of the Tax 
Foundation of New York: 


The so-called reserve in both the Federal 
old-age and the Federal unemployment- com- 
pensation accounts is obviously nothing 
except the Government's debt to these funds. 
What actually is happening is: (a) taxes in 
excess of current benefit payments are being 
collected; (b) these excess receipts are bor- 
rowed from the fund and spent for general 
governmental purposes; and (c) if and when 
the reserve must be drawn upon through 
liquidation, funds to meet the draft must be 
obtained by selling to the public some of the 
fund assets. This would result in transfer- 
ring the Government’s debt from the fund 
to the public. If the traditional policy with 
respect to that debt should be followed, 
namely, to retire it at maturity, it would, 
therefore, become necessary to levy taxes for 
amortization as well as for interest. Hence, 
the taxation whereby the reserve had been 
created originally would have been in vain, 
for a second tax levy would eventually be- 
come necessary in order to provide the money 
for the future social-security payments, 
This second levy would be, directly, for inter- 
est and amortization of the bonds taken from 
the reserve. But the existence of these 
bonds is evidence that someone had already 
contributed the money to buy them and is 
supposed to be proof that no further taxa- 
tion would be required to pay the benefits 
represented by the bonds. 

The plain truth is that the program which 
is now operative in the United States in- 
volves, for a considerable period, a tax levy 
used in part for general purposes and in part 
for bona fide security payments. The taxes 
now being collected are principally devoted 
to general purposes and only in minor degree 
to genuine social-security purposes, (Social 
Security, the Tax Foundation.) 
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3 Less than $500 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. WASIELEWSKI]. 

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
when the Social Security Act was adopted 
in 1935 about one-third of the States had 
old-age assistance provisions in their 
laws. In 1935, as we all recall, we were 
in the middle of a depression and many 
of the States had considerable financial 
difficulties. Today the situation is in re- 
verse. In order to help the States along, 
the Federal Government stepped into the 
picture by offering to match the State 
payments of benefits, dollar for dollar, up 
to $20, thus making it possible in very 
needy cases to pay up to $40. Individual 
States might pay more if they so desired, 
but the matching runs only up to a total 
of $40. The bill before the committee 
increases this sum to $50. 

Old-age assistance is on a sound basis. 
For example, in the State of Wisconsin 
any citizen 65 years of age may make 
application by applying to the county 
court of the county in which he resides, 
The county court holds hearings, inves- 
tigates the needs of the individual, and 
checks to see whether his family can con- 
tribute to his support. If the individual 
members of the family cannot contribute, 
the State determines the needs of the 
individual applicant and sets the bene- 
fits. If the family members are able and 
willing to contribute to the support of the 
applicant, the court authorizes a supple- 


mentation of the amounts that are con- 
tributed by members of the family as the 
situation warrants. 

Early last session the Committee on 
Ways and Means was authorized to make 
a complete study of the social-security 
structure in order to determine whether 
it was actuarially sound and also to de- 
termine what liberalizing steps were war- 
ranted. In January of 1946 a report was 
prepared under the guidance of Mr. Cal- 
houn. It consists of over 700 pages and is 
about as complete a study of this subject 
matter as can be found anywhere. 

Subsequently, your committee con- 
ducted hearings over a period of 4 or 5 
months. These hearings, however, were 
interrupted intermittently by considera- 
tion of other legislation such as the Phil- 
ippine Trade Act, reciprocal trade agree- 
ments, and a number of other important 
measures. In the hearings over 157 wit- 
nesses testified and the hearings num- 
bered some 1,160 printed pages. 

These hearings were completed early 
in June. Your committee appreciated 
that a comprehensive bill on this subject 
could not be worked out in the time re- 
maining in the session. It was therefore 
agreed that at this time we would only 
deal with those phases of the subject as 
were urgent and noncontroversial, thus 
leaving to future consideration those 
matters involving a change in policy and 
practical mechanics that required further 
study. It is important because of the in- 


terrelation of the various phases of the 
subject that it be dealt with in the whole 
rather than piece-meal fashion. 

The bill before the committee is not a 
perfect one, it falls short in several re- 
spects as I see it, but a majority of the 
committee members have agreed on its 
separate provisions and I am willing to 
go along in view of the fact that this is 
mere stopgap legislation and not in- 
tended to be the last word of your com- 
mittee on this subject. A 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 
All time has expired. 

Under the rule the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. THomason, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the So- 
cial Security Act and Internal Revenue 
Code, and for other purposes, he reported 
the bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
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House Resolution 348 was laid on the 
table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend as a part of 
the remarks he made in the Committee 
of the Whole a table on social security. 

Mr. THOM asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial from 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch reviewing 
the record of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri, Mr. JOHN COCHRAN. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 30 minutes on Friday next, after dis- 
position of business on the Speaker’s 
desk and at the conclusion of any spe- 
cial orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under special order 
previously granted by the House, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Ramey] is recog- 
nized for 40 minutes. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special or- 
der granted me for today may be trans- 
ferred to Wednesday, July 31. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FLoop! is recognized 
for 1 hour. 


YALTA CONFERENCE 


Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, at this time 
when millions of words recorded during 
the congressional investigation of the 
greatest military disaster our beloved 
United States has yet suffered—and I 
speak of the calamity of Pearl Harbor— 
at this time, when millions of recorded 
words of testimony presented to our com- 
mittee investigating the circumstances of 
the Pearl Harbor disaster are being di- 
gested and the report has reached the 
Senate and the House and the world— 
at this time I wish to draw the attention 
of the Members of this House to another 
disaster we suffered during the war. 

It is a disaster which, although it in- 
volved no immediate military losses, will 
bear upon the whole future of this coun- 
try and of the entire world. I might call 
it “the diplomatic Pearl Harbor” were it 
not more than a diplomatic defeat for, in 
reality, it is a defeat of our policy and 
of our American principles and ideals 
fraught with danger for our entire 
future. 

Mr. Speaker, I have in mind the event 
known as the Crimea Conference or the 
Conference at Yalta held in February 
1944, on Soviet Russian territory in the 
summer resort of Yalta, on the Crimean 
Peninsula projecting into the Black Sea. 

It is my intention today to prove that 
this conference, which brought together 
our late President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
the Prime Minister of Great Britain, Mr. 
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Winston Churchill and the dictator of the 
Soviet Union, Marshal Joseph V. Stalin, 
placed upon the United States responsi- 
bilities which by far exceed all that this 
Nation can take if it wants to preserve 
a clear conscience, to maintain its pres- 
tige abroad and to safeguard its most 
vital interest of national security. 

On March 1, 1945, we had the honor of 
listening in this very hall to President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt making a report 
on the Yalta Conference. At that time 
he disclosed to us, in adidtion to a press 
release which was published at the con- 
clusion of the meeting, several details of 
different agreements and arrangements 
arrived at by the participants of the Big 
Three caucus. I call this conference a 
caucus because it was kept from the eyes 
and ears of the press, of the politicians, 
and no one in the whole world has ever 
been informed of what really went on in 
the sumptuous rooms of the Tsarist pal- 
ace at Yalta. 

On this March 1, 1945, we learned only 
a fraction, and a very small fraction only, 
of what was agreed upon and decided at 
the Crimea Conference. We did not like 
this fraction and the late President him- 
self admitted that he did not like it. The 
tone of his speech was apologetic. He 
termed many of the Yalta decisions a 
“compromise” and particularly he re- 
ferred to the decisions concerning our 
most faithful ally—Poland—as a “com- 
promise.” He said, “I did not agree with 
all of it by any means.“ 

As time went on we learned more about 
the Crimea decisions. The more we 
learned about them the less we liked 
them. Our apprehension grew and -we 
became more and more uneasy with each 
new disclosure. 

We learned that in order to buy Rus- 
sia’s adhesion to the United Nations or- 
ganization we had to give her three votes 
instead of one. By implication we thus 
recognized two Soviet Republics com- 
pletely subservient to the Moscow Gov- 
ernment—Soviet Ukraine and Soviet 
White Ruthenia—as independent states 
entitled to their own representation in 
the international organization. It was 
clear to everybody at that time, and it is 
still more clear today, that the two pup- 
pet republics as independent states meant 
only an increase of Soviet Russia’s power 
within the United Nations. In fact, it 
means more, because by agreeing to treat 
these two Soviet republics as if they were 
independent states, we were in fact ad- 
mitting a dangerous precedent of recog- 
nizing as independent and sovereign 
states countries bordering on Russia, gov- 
erned by Soviet sponsored puppet govern- 
ments and political police, which in real- 
ity are totally deprived of any vestige of 
independence and sovereignty. 

Every American almost instinctively 
rejected this deal, but there appeared to 
be nothing we could do about it. 

We were shocked again when it was 
disclosed that at Yalta it was agreed vir- 
tually to condone Soviet Russian looting 
and robbery of every country upon which 
Stalin’s Red legions set their foot. We 
could do nothing about this calamity 
which will make European nations suffer 
for generations to come and there was 
nothing else for us to do but accept at 
Potsdam this other Yalta deal. 
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We were most profoundly shocked 
when we learned that at Yalta also the 
Soviet Russian Government was granted 
the right to annex the chain of the Kurile 
Islands and the southern half of the 
Sakhalin Peninsula. I want to stress, 
Mr. Speaker, that this permission has 
been granted to Russia in flat violation 
of our obligations toward another of our 
faithful allies, the Republic of China. 

But more than that—the disposition 
of insular and peninsular territory in the 
Pacific, as provided by the Yalta agree- 
ment, constitutes a direct threat to our 
American security by the fact that it 
brings Russian military, naval, and air 
bases dangerously close to Alaska and to 
our northwestern Pacific Coast cities and 
establishments. 

I purposely avoid further considera- 
tion of the military aspect of this issue, 
but I would like to hear about it from 
our military, naval, and air experts at a 
closed session of one of our House com- 
mittees, and I am sure that their testi- 
mony will be startling to many of my 
colleagues who were not in a position to 
give this problem all the study it not only 
deserves, but requires, 

Let us turn our eyes now toward Eu- 
rope and let us face squarely the results 
of the Yalta Conference projected upon 
our own security and the security of the 
British Empire. Let us, however, look 
first and foremost at the terrible havoc 
which the Yalta decisions brought upon 
Europe—its nation, its culture, and its 
centuries-old ties with western Christian 
civilization. 

Speaking at Fulton, Mo., a short time 
ago, Mr. Winston Churchill said that an 
iron curtain has fallen upon the eastern 
half of Europe and he specifically out- 
lined where this iron curtain was placed. 
From Stettin in the north to Trieste 
in the south, a line has been drawn be- 
hind which Soviet Russia firmly estab- 
lished its totalitarian reign of terror. 
What Mr. Churchill did not say is that 
he is one of the coauthors of the Yalta 
agreements which have in fact drawn 
that line and which have in fact helped 
build this iron curtain behind which over 
a dozen Christian countries are locked in 
a mass prison called the Soviet sphere 
of security by people who deal in under- 
statements. 

It has been long agreed that the fate 
of Poland is the test case of our dealing 
with postwar problems. 

I do not need to stress before this 
body Poland's record as a fighting mem- 
ber of the United Nations during the war. 
The magnificent resistance put up by 
the Poles to German aggression in 1939, 
the heroism of the Polish Army, Navy, 
and Air Force displayed in every cam- 
paign the United Nations had to fight 
in the war, and the truly fabulous deeds 
of Poland’s underground home army, 
found recognition many times in this 
House. I cannot refrain, however, from 
mentioning that Poland was the only 
country of Europe which had no quis- 
ling, which has never collaborated with 
the Germans, and which paid the high- 
est price for having stood on our side 
during the entire war. The graves of 
Polish soldiers in Norway, in France, at 
Tobruk in Africa, at Monte Cassino in 
Italy, in Normandy, in Belgium, in Hol- 
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land, and in Germany, alongside of the 
uncounted graves of victims of the Ger- 
man barbarism in Poland itself, and par- 
ticularly the graves of the Polish fliers 
who saved Great Britain in 1940—these 
graves and not my words testify to the 
magnificent role played by the Polish 
Nation in this war. 

It was Poland that President Roose- 
velt called the inspiration to liberty- 
loving people, and it was Poland that 
our friend, Frank C. Walker, then a 
member of President Roosevelt’s Cab- 
inet, publicly described as “the mother 
of the United Nations.” 

While the war lasted Poland’s war 
effort was appreciated by all the United 
Nations and declarations of admiration 
and encouragement were heaped upon 
the Polish Nation. This noble nation 
took all the words it heard at their face 
value. The Toles believed in the sin- 
cerity of the words spoken and the 
pledges given to them on behalf of the 
United States. 

And then came Yalta. Scrapping the 
Atlantic Charter and all provisions of 
international law, the agreement on Po- 
land reached at Yalta made the United 
States a party to the deal which, first, 
incorporated into the Soviet Union 46 
percent of Poland’s territory; second, 
forcibly deprived the constitutional gov- 
ernment of Poland of the possibility of 
performing its duties on the liberated 
territory of Poland; third, handed over 
the administration of Poland to a hand- 
ful of puppets subservient to a foreign 
power; and fourth, unleashed the dread- 
ed and vindictive Soviet secret police 
known as the NKVD. 

Last fall members of a subcommittee 
appointed by the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs went to Poland and sub- 
mitted to us a most appalling report of 
conditions prevailing there. I wish at 
this point, Mr. Speaker, to quote briefly 
from a report made by my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois, 
Mr. THOMAS S. GORDON: 

The Russian Occupation Army is behaving 
very badly. We saw their arrogance in tak- 
ing advantage of the poor people (of War- 
saw). We saw the nearby highways jammed 
with hundreds of heads of cattle, horses, and 
farming implements being taken out of 
Poland by the Russians. Pillaging of the 
shops on the streets was going on most free- 
ly, and the snatching of purses from Polish 
women is a daiiy occurrence. There is also 
wholesale raping of Polish women. When 
resistance is offered, the Russian soldiers kill. 
The Poles do not speak openly about their 
troubles. They whisper in one another's 
ears. Public meetings are run and controlled 
by the Communists and there is no free dis- 
cussion in the press, despite the fact that 
newspapers are numerous. There is a very 
strict censorship. There is no self-rule any- 
where—even in the villages. All officials are 
appointed by the government. Any reported 
anti-Soviet talk subjects one to immediate 
arrest and a word uttered against Stalin is 
fatal. There is the general belief that 90 
percent of the population are against the 
present dictatorship. 


I wish to quote also briefly at this time 
from a report submitted officially to our 
military authorities by a lieutenant colo- 
nel of the United States Army, attached 
to General Eisenhower’s headquarters in 
Frankfurt-on-the-Main in Germany. 
This officer traveled extensively all over 


Poland in his official capacity and I wish 
to read a few passages of his report: 


The liberation cf Poland by Russian armies 
brought with it pillage, loot, rape, mass ar- 
rests, executions and deportations. The first 
phase of this—the inexpert handling—died 
down, only to be replaced by the dreaded 
systematic NKVD (Russian gestapo) meth- 
ods. Now only leaders of every category are 
arrested and executed. Those deported are 
deprived of their Polish identification and 
given German papers on their trip eastward. 
The Russians are moving all machinery and 
rolling stock eastward. Farm tractors and 
farm horses are confiscated and moved to 
Russia, Large estates are divided up into 
tracts of approximately 12 acres and given 
to former farm laborers, but no implements 
with which to improve that land are given 
the new owners, compelling them to conclude 
that those 12 acres are not their private prop- 
erty but part of collectivism. 

While there is a considerable movement of 
Russian armies eastward, Poland contains a 
very large Russian army. But the worst fac- 
tor of this army of “liberation” is that large 
elements of it are being demobilized in Po- 
land and the individuals given Polish citi- 
zenship, creating for the future either a 
troublemaking minority or flooding the 
country with NKVD members. 

There is no self-rule anywhere, 
even in villages and small towns. All offi- 
cials are appointed by the government, who 
regardless of political party affiliation must 
take oath of loyalty to the government and 
to Russia. The actual ruler of Poland is the 
Soviet Ambassador sitting in Warsaw. 


The name of the officer who is the 
author of this report is known to me, 
but Jam not at liberty to use it at this 
time. 

I may, however, use the name of an- 
other eye-witness of conditions prevail- 
ing in Poland, and he is Mr. Ivan H. (Cy) 
Peterman, a very able and responsible 
newspaperman who recently published in 
the Philadelphia Inquirer a series of ar- 
ticles on Poland. With your permission 
I want to quote again from one of his 
articles the following brief passages: 


Among all the countries Hitler conquered, 
Poland may have suffered most. Of its 35,- 
000,000 people, at least 7,000,000 were extermi- 
nated, killed in battle, in the resistance, 
worked to death as slaves impressed into 
Nazi divisions, tortured in concentration 
camps. 

The capital Warsaw, is 90 percent de- 
stroyed. The Warsaw ghetto massacre con- 
stitutes the sadistic low in the Nazi book of 
crimes, Poland's clergy, its Jewry, its landed 
class and its peasants have in turn suffered, 
lost their property, died. 

The persecution of Poland began with the 
September march of the panzers, increased 
with their 1945 rout by the Russians, con- 
tinues under the Red-garrisoned occupation 
beside a puppet Polish provisional govern- 


ment of Charley McCarthys for Stalin. 


But the territorial losses, the degradation 
of its populace and the mass suffering of 
World War II are not the end of Poland's 
tragedy. Today of all the liberated nations 
in Europe, least happy, least settled, least 
liberated, in fact, is Poland. 

Why should this be? Why has one of 
Europe’s oldest, bravest, most patient peo- 
ples been kicked around both by enemy and 
ally? 

Why, with friends like Great Britain, 
France, and America, must Poland live amid 
a terror little different in some areas from 
that which its wartime underground re- 
sisted? Why, during December-January just 
passed, were approximately a million Poles, 
including many of the surviving Jews, thrust 
from their homes, cast adrift, and pushed 
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toward the Anglo-American zones of occupa- 
tion? Why did the Poles have to make room 
for a million homeless Russians? 

The answer is again twofold: Realistic 
Russianism, and Anglo-American appease- 
ment. Nobody has been able or willing to 
say “No!” to the Soviets. They’ve done as 
they wished with helpless Poland. 

Following the imperialistic tradition of the 
Czarist regime, the power-conscious Soviets 
let position and possession dictate policy 
toward neighboring lands. * 


All this is a direct result of the agree- 
ments reached at the Lalta Conference. 
It was there that we disclaimed all ties 
and obligations with and toward the 
constitutional Polish government-in- 
exile under whose leadership the Polish 
Nation fought in the war on our side, 
the constitutional legality of which our 
Government had fully recognized and 
which had been represented here in 
Washington throughout the war by its 
duly appointed Ambassador accredited 
to our President. It was that Govern- 
ment which continued Poland’s gallant 
fight after the initial Polish defeat in 
1939. It was that Government which, 
despite German and Soviet hindrance 
and with Anglo-American blessing smug- 
gled out of Poland thousands of young 
Poles, trained them as parachutists, 
tankers, infantrymen, and the hottest 
fighters of the Royal Air Force. It was 
that Polish Government which kept in 
constant touch with the Polish under- 
ground, which provided us with most 
valuable information about the situation 
behind the German fronts, which di- 
rected all the sabotage, thus helping the 
Soviet Russian armies in their drive 
westward. It was under the guidance 
of that Polish constitutional govern- 
ment that the heroes of the Polish under- 
ground fought for 63 days in the Battle 
of Warsaw, tying up considerable Ger- 
man forces and thus helping once again 
the Russian offensive. 

It is true that President Roosevelt 
wanted this Government to participate 
in the formation of a new government in 
liberated Poland. Some of the members 
of that Polish Government who spent the 
entire war in Poland miraculously per- 
forming their duties as an underground 
cabinet, agreed to reveal themselves to 
the Russian authorities in the hope of 
coming to terms. They revealed them- 
selves with full knowledge of our own and 
British authorities but they were caught 
in a trap and were shipped to Moscow 
where one of the typical Bolshevik show 
trials was arranged at which they were 
sentenced and put in prison. Our Sec- 
retary of State, Mr. Stettinius, and the 
British Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Mr. 
Eden, raised their voices at the San 
Francisco Conference on behalf of these 
true leaders of the Polish Nation, but 
soon we abandoned their case. The late 
Harry Hopkins, accompanied by a minor 
official of our State Department, Mr. 
Charles E. Bohlen, went to Moscow and 
promptly agreed to the creation of a 
government which all available evidence 
describes as a group of .Moscow-trained 
Communist agents, Soviet citizens, ad- 
venturers, and social engineers who, with 
Mr. Hopkins’ and Mr. Bohlen’s blessing 
embarked on the adventure of sovietizing 
Poland. 
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The Yalta agreement kept our hands 
tied. There was nothing we could do at 
that time and we had to recognize this 
hand-picked group of foreign agents as a 
government of Poland. No shame was 
spared us, and the President of the 
United States had a most unpleasant 
duty to perform: At the White House he 
had to accept credentials from a man 
posing as the Ambassador of Poland, a 
man who only 2 years earlier disclaimed 
all allegiance to foreign princes and po- 
tentates and took the oath of allegiance 
to the United States, accepting the high 
honor of becoming a citizen in our 
country. It is the same man who, while a 
citizen of the United States, traveled to 
Moscow, went into a huddle with Joseph 
V. Stalin and emerged as a champion of 
the cause of enslavement of his former 
country by a foreign country. I do not 
want to mention his name speaking be- 
fore this distinguished body. But I want 
to say this, the acceptance of the ap- 
pointment of a naturalized American 
citizen as ambassador of a foreign 
country is unique in our history, and, 
in my opinion, Soviet Russia purposely 
selected him in order to humiliate us and 
to prove to the world that Americans 
would take anything. 

Having thus delivered Poland into the 
hands of its oppressors, and having our 
hands tied by the secret deals made at 
Yalta, we are now witnessing the onward 
march of Soviet Russian forces and mak- 
ing only a few futile gestures of dissatis- 
faction, and we have to accept the virtual 
incorporation into Russia of states like 
Yugoslavia, Rumania, Hungary, Bul- 
garia, Austria, Finland, Lithuania, Lat- 
via, and Estonia. 

It seems indeed superfluous to repeat 
what every honest American newspaper- 
man who had the opportunity of visiting 
Europe recently is saying to his readers: 
Our prestige among European nations 
has sunk below any mentionable level. 
But our material losses are equally ap- 
palling. Over 160,000,000 slave workers 
have been added to the Soviet state-con- 
trolled economy. I want at this point to 
draw the attention of the House to a 
magnificent report, No. 1527, submitted 
to the House on February 7, 1946, by our 
Special Committee on Postwar Econcmic 
Policy and Planning, headed by the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Mississippi, 
Mr. WILLIAM M. Cotmer. This report 
analyzes—on page 37 and subsequent— 
the economic meaning of the acquisition 
by Russia of tremendous new resources 
of manpower, raw materials, industrial 
equipment, and so forth. It is clear that 
both free world trade and our American 
ability to trade freely our raw materials 
and our manufactured goods have been 
endangered by the situation created in 
Europe, and every American worker, 
wage earner, and businessman, as well 
as our industry, will feel the most dan- 
gerous impact of Soviet economy en- 
riched by blood and sweat of the en- 
slaved nations—very soon. 

The American people rightly shudder 
when they look today at the results of 
our “Second Pearl Harbor,” as the Yalta 
disaster has rightly been termed, and I 
think, Mr. Speaker, that it is within our 
responsibility to the American people to: 
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First. Try to find remedies in order to 
save American prestige, American inter- 
ests, and American security, all three 
greatly endangered as a result of the 
Crimea Conference. 

Recently several authoritative voices 
were raised expressing grave apprehen- 
sions which the American people have 
about Yalta. The leading newspaper, 
the Washington Post, had an editorial, 
and I wish to quote its most pertinent 
passages: 


It is clear from the revelation of the secret 
Yalta agreement to give the whole of the 
Kuriles to the Russians that Mr. Roosevelt 
proceeded to the Crimea in January 1945, 
not only a sick man but also with an imper- 
fect grasp of the situation in the Pacific. 
Perhaps the sickness and the lack of grasp 
went together, At any rate, Mr. Roosevelt 
seems to have labored under two misappre- 
hensions. One was that the struggle with 
Japan would be protracted, and the other 
was that, either because of the prospect of a 
long conflict with Japan or because of uncer- 
tainty about Russie, it was necessary to buy 
Russia’s entry. The misapprehensions com- 
bined to make the conference at Yalta a 
monumental blunder. 

+ + * It looks as if the President was 
neither as well served in the Pacific nor so 
well equipped to evaluate or w understand 
the forces in operation. * 

* © The blunder at Ee 080 shows that 
the President counted on the long and 
sanguinary struggle for which the American 
people were prepared. 

+ + * Evidently, however, the conferees 
at Yalta sought to persuade the Russians to 
come in, the price being all the Kuriles and 
two extra seats for the Ukraine and White 
Russia respectively in the United Nations. 
In return the United States got a mess of 
pottage in the form of promises of a demo- 
cratic eastern Europe and a frontier line in 
Poland which never materialized. The 
clumsiness and mistake of the Yalta pro- 
ceedings yielded nothing but unnecessary 
headache over eastern Europe, a legacy of 
trouble at San Francisco, and the jeopardiza- 
tion of a sensible and cooperative trusteeship 
system in the Pacific. It was a tragedy for 
the United States that Mr. Roosevelt was 
sick at Yalta and his advisers asleep. 


A man best qualified to tell us about 
the secrets of the war, Maj. Gen. William 
H. Donovan, former head of the Office of 
Strategic Services, said publicly in New 
York City on February 28, that—and I 
quote him: 


At the time of the Yalta Conference it had 
been estimated that in Manchuria, Japan had 
its Kwantung Army, highly trained and well 
led. * It may not be known that 
the American forces in China had been for- 
bidden to send intelligence agents into that 
area either openly or clandestinely. The bar- 
gain struck at Yalta with the Soviet Union 
in return for her entry against Japan was 
based upon the estimate of the Kwantung 
Army in the absence of intelligence reports. 

In truth, the Kwantung Army had been 
largely depleted by the transfer of most of 
its strength to the Philippines and Okinawa. 
So that in Manchuria there was a far weaker 
force than had been previously reported which 
offered little or no resistance to the Russian 
troops, 

Did we pay Russia too much for the risk 
and sacrifice she made? 

* + There was an impression among 
many Americans, rightly or wrongly, that at 
a critical moment in the war we were so 
fearful—unjustifiably as it now appears—that 
Russia would lessen in its resistance to Ger- 
many that we went on our knees, and Russia 
has kept us there ever since, 
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That is not a very self-respecting posture 
for any nation. * * And the sooner 
the people of this country are made certain 
we are squarely on our feet the better it will 
be for ourselves, for the Soviet Union, and 
for the world. 


Mr. Speaker, the time has come to find 
out who is responsible for the fact that 
the United States has been dealing on its 
knees with Soviet Russia. Mr. Speaker, 
I take the liberty of introducing to the 
House the following resolution: 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives is hereby authorized to 
appoint a special committee of investiga- 
tion of the circumstances, proceedings, and 
results of the Crimea Conference. 

(1) It shall be the duty of the special 
committee to conduct a comprehensive study 
of all phases of the preparation, conduct, and 
execution of the agreements reached at the 
Crimea Conference, and particularly of agree- 
ments dealing with rights of foreign coun- 
tries, territorial changes, and changes in ex- 
isting obligations of the United States to- 
ward foreign countries. 

(2) For the purpose of carrying out this 
resolution a special committee or any sub- 
committee thereof is authorized to sit and 
act during the present Congress at such times 
and places within or outside the United 
States, whether or not the House is sitting, 
has recessed, or has adjourned, to hold such 
hearings, to require the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
papers, and documents, and to take such tes- 
timony as it deems necessary. Subpenas 
may be issued over the signature of the 
chairman of the special committee or any 
member designated by him, and may be 
served by any person designated by such 
chairman or member. 

(3) The findings and recommendations ôf 
the special committee shall be embodied in a 
report to the House (or to the Clerk of the 
House if the House is not in session). 

(4) The first interim report of the special 
committee should be made within 60 days 
after the date of passage of this resolution 
and the final report should be made on or 
before December 31, 1946, 


This desperate situation in Poland 
continues. Now the much discussed 
referendum has been held. If it were not 
so tragic I would call it a farce. Why 
do I speak? What concern is it of a 
Member of the House of Representatives 
of the United States Congress? Ah, Mr, 
Speaker, who should be more concerned 
than a Member of this House? Every 
fiber in my being cries out against this 
shameful treatment of Poland and at 
every opportunity I shall keep this mat- 
ter before the Congress and the American 
people. 

So now we have the latest scene played 
in this fantastic pageant of current his- 
tory. 

Vice Premier Stanislaw Mikolajezyk 
has charged in an address that the War- 
saw regime was trying to destroy his 
Polish Peasant Party through force, 
armed bands and secret police. 

Mikolajczyk, who formerly was pre- 
mier of the Polish Government in exile, 
spoke before the general council of his 
party, but the text has not been pub- 
lished here because of censorship. 

He declared that the government rail- 
roaded the June 30 referendum, charg- 
ing that Peasant Party members were re- 
jected as polling clerks in all but 3 of 
Poland’s 17 provinces. 

The vice premier charged that the 
government was using secret police to 
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plant evidence purporting to show the 
Polish Peasant Party was linked with 
terrorist bands. 

“This is nothing but a political fight 
which tries to make our work impossible 
and perhaps wipe us off the face of the 
earth,” Mikolajczyk said. 

He declared that instructions had been 
issued that Polish citizens of German de- 
scent and even Germans be supplied with 
counterfeit Peasant Party memberships 
“so that it will be possible to say after 
the referendum that our party is not only 
antidemocratic but pro-German.” 

“The breaking up of our party is to be 
accomplished through the citizens mili- 
tia reserve organization, special courts, 
and through gangs,” he said, adding that 
gangs were often recruited from the 
Communist-backed Workers’ Party and 
outcast Poles of German descent. 

The peasant leader charged that the 
recent action of the security police in 
padlocking and suspending activities of 
six peasant district headquarters vio- 
lated the 1921 constitution. He ques- 
tioned the legality of the government’s 
formation of the reserve militia, which 
had placed guns in the hands of 30,000 
in the last 60 days. 

“There are those who ask what we the 
unarmed can do, although there are mil- 
lions of us, when brutal force attacks 
us?” he said. “I told Gomulko, the 
Workers’ Party leader: ‘You will not be 
able to break the freedom of every per- 
son in Poland.“ 

He predicted the 50-year-old party 
would continue, despite threats. 

Mikolacjczyk said Stanislaw Radz- 
kiewicz, minister of public security, ad- 
mitted in parliament that his own se- 
cret-police organization contained 
armed bandits from the forest, 

Diplomatic informants tell me that 
political conditions in Poland are ap- 
proaching a critical, perhaps explosive 
point. Terrorism is widespread and the 
possibility of a bloody upheaval is not 
discounted. 

The State Department, as the latest 
in a series of moves reflecting concern 
over the situation, has asked Ambassador 
Arthur Bliss Lane at Warsaw for a full 
report on action of the Polish Govern- 
ment in closing six district offices of the 
Polish Peasant Party in the last 6 weeks. 

The Peasant Party is the political sup- 
port of Vice Premier Stanislaw Mikolaj- 
czyk, who is a member of the Commu- 
nist-dominated coalition government be- 
cause the United States and Britain in- 
sisted that he should be there. Russia, 
on the other hand, backs in general the 
other members of the government. 

Poland had the trick referendum June 
30 on a Communist-supported proposal 
to create a unicameral legislature. 
Mikolajezyk fought this change. 

Next fall Mikolajczyk’s power will be 
directly at issue in general elections. 

Whatever happens in Poland is certain 
to be of direct concern to the United 
States, Britain, and Russia. London and 
Washington are particularly interested 
in seeing that Mikolajczyk’s power is not 
- smashed by repressive police measures 
deliberately designed to wreck his lead- 
ership. 
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There are in the country an estimated 
350,000 Russian troops, officially to pro- 
tect supply lines to the Soviet zone in 
Germany. There is a small but power- 
ful underground army known as the 
“NSZ” which has a disciplined force of 
an estimated 50,000 or more. There are 
uncounted hundreds if not thousands of 
ordinary bandits of no political signifi- 
cance. 

Officials here contend that popular po- 
litical thinking in Poland is against the 
government, that the Peasant Party 
could carry a free election without diffi- 
culty and that all the anti-government 
elements try to attach themselves to the 
Peasant movement. 

Thus, they say, Mikolajczyk may find 
himself backed by persons whose sup- 
port is not solicited and with whom he 
has no direct connection. 

Yet if the government is seriously try- 
ing to break him it could use any evi- 
dence of such backing for that purpose. 
Ambassador Lane’s job evidently is to 
find out just what is the Warsaw govern- 
ment’s purpose. 

The communiqué of the Potsdam Con- 
ference, signed by Premier Stalin, Pres- 
ident Truman, and Prime Minister 
Attlee, declared: 

The three powers note that the Polish Pro- 
visional Government, in accordance with the 
decisions of the Crimea Conference, has 
agreed to the holding of free and unfettered 
elections as soon as possible on the basis 
of universal suffrage and secret ballot, in 
which all democratic and anti-Nazi parties 
shall have the right to take part and put 
forward candidates. 


Eleven months have passed since Pots- 
dam, and no Polish elections have been 
held. Instead the Communist-domi- 
nated Provisional Government has just 
staged a national referendum which was 
conceived in fraud, carried through un- 
der terror, and is therefore productive of 
fraudulent results. Created by alien Pol- 
ish people, and afraid to submit itself to 
their judgment, the Provisional Govern- 
ment has sought to gain strength by ap- 
pealing to both national and individual 
greed sharpened by the national and in- 
dividual losses of the war. 

In this referendum the government 
asked approval of the extension of Po- 
land’s western frontier to include all the 
German territory placed at Potsdam un- 
der Polish administration, though inter- 


national frontiers obviously cannot be . 


fixed by national plebiscites. It asked 
approval of the nationalization of indus- 
try and the partition of larger farms into 
subsistence lots which, as in the early 
stages of the Russian revolution, prom- 
ises land to landless peasants but is mere- 
ly the sure preliminary to ultimate col- 
lectivization. Finally, it asked approval 
of something which would permit the 
Communists to maneuver themselves into 
permanent control of the country—a 
proposal which the French people voted 
down for that reason. 

Fortunately, the Provisional Govern- 
ment could not evade one part of its 
Potsdam pledge: it had to admit repre- 
sentatives of the allied press who have 
told the truth about this referendum. 
And the truth, concurred in by corre- 
spondents most favorably disposed to- 
ward leftist regimes, is that while the vote 
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itself took place without excessive vio- 
lence, nevertheless the referendum itself 
was a farce and a sham, The electorate 
had been terrorized by the security po- 
lice, against whose brutality the Ameri- 
can and British Governments protested. 
The Peasant Party, representing the ma- 
jority of the Polish people, had been vir- 
tually suppressed, many of its leaders ar- 
rested, and its campaign inhibited by 
strong-arm methods. Finally, the gov- 
ernment’s own henchmen took charge of 
most polling places. 

The Government could not lose. Yet 
in the larger sense the Government has 
already lost, irrespective of the vote, for 
it has lost in the confidence of the Polish 
people and of the outside world. 

This is all part of the general picture 
of a country in a state of simmering 
revolt. Opposition to the hand-picked, 
Communist-controlled regime is so fierce 
that despite the suppression of its news- 
papers and the arrests and disqualifica- 
tion of many of its candidates, the Peas- 
ant Party polled 40 percent of the vote 
in the recent election, The strongest 
indictment of the repressive and un- 
popular character of the Government is 
that so much of the opposition has been 
forced to go underground. Today the 
Poles are caught in the dilemma of all 
countries on the Soviet border. If they 
elect the kind of government which re- 
liable reports indicate they want, the 
present four-party front, backed by 
Moscow, will resist its assumption of 
power. And if there is resistance from 
the other side, Russia will certainly in- 
tervene and the people will lose the nom- 
inal independence they now possess, 

The choice is to be or not to be—to 
settle for a modicum of self-rule or to 
risk subjugation—and encouraging words 
from the western powers cannot change 
the situation. It becomes more and 
more apparent, indeed, that the only 
hope of solution for every problem of this 
kind lies in perseverance against every 
set-back in building up the international 
structure which will render “cordons 
sanitaires” absurd and guarantee secu- 
rity and freedom to nations in every 
neighborhood of the world. 

Despite the referendum returns 
counted by and announced by the gov- 
ernmental majority composed of four 
Leftist parties, Stanislaw Mikolajczyk’s 
Peasant Party leaders are still confident 
that they would get an overwhelming 
majority in the parliamentary elections 
this fall if the vote should be free and 
unfettered and the counting honest. 

In any event Poland's course in the 
next few months is not an easy one and 
is one that requires the continuing and 
closest study of all available evidence. 

Some persons say there is very little 
actual Soviet interference in its conduct 
of Bierut government. That is because 
the Russians do not have to intervene— 
they are well satisfied with President 
Boleslaw Bierut, Premier Edward B. 
Osubka-Morawski, Vice Premier Wlady- 
slaw Gomutka, Marshal Michal Rola- 
Zymerski and Industry Minister Hilary 
Minc, who are loyal followers of the 
Moscow line. 

On Mr. Mikolajczyk’s part, he asserts 
he is not unfriendly to the Soviet Union 
and is willing to cooperate with it as 
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well as Britain and the United States for 
the future peace and prosperity of Po- 
land, Europe, and the whole world. 

In government quarters there is in- 
creasing criticism of the United States 
and British policy favoring Mr. Miko- 
lajezyk. 

Sources close to Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, 
Agriculture Minister and leader of the 
opposition, asserted today that he might 
ask Russia, the United States, and Brit- 
ain to supervise the Polish parliamentary 
elections scheduled for November, unless 
the present electoral laws were basically 
amended to prevent a repetition of the 
experience in the referendum which, he 
said, was a fraud. 

As outlined, Mr. Mikolajczyk’s first 
strategy will be a vigorous campaign to 
amend the present law so as to insure 
that his party will have representation 
at each voting and counting place— 
which it did not have in the referen- 
dum—so that candidates and election 
commissioners will receive immunity 
from the security police, and that in- 
ternal censorship of the Polish press and 
the ban on political meetings be relaxed 
so as to insure that the Polish Peasant 
Party program shall be put before the 
populace on an equal opportunity with 
the left-wing bloc that controls the 
present government. 

If better election laws are denied and 
international supervision is refused, it is 
not unlikely that Mikolajczyk and his 
party will refuse to put up candidates for 
parliament and will boycott the election 
itself. 

As Mr. Mikolajezyk sees it, this is a 
step to be taken only as a last alternative 
because the Polish people must not lose 
faith in orderly democratic balloting as 
a way to settle a political quarrel. If they 
do, he fears civil war. 

These few weeks must decide whether 
Poland is to be a genuine democracy, with 
the people receiving the free right to 
choose their own leaders, or whether it 
will continue to be ruled by one party. 

The proposal for Anglo-Soviet-Amer- 
ican election supervision is justified on 
the grounds that they were the three 
parties to the Yalta and Potsdam agree- 
ments, in which free and unfettered elec- 
tions were promised, and they all have 
equal responsibility with the present in- 
terim, nonelected Polish Government to 
insure to the Polish people that such an 
undertaking will be carried out. 

Mr. Speaker, all during this session of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress, whieh will 
go down into history known as the Vic- 
tory Congress, I have been the spokes- 
man for the brave people of the true Po- 
land and of their millions of friends in 
the United States, in whose veins flows 
the proud blood of Polish ancestry. I 
felt that coming from one who is not of 
Polish blood, these pleas and these argu- 
ments of mine would receive closer and 
more widespread attention since they 
could not be branded as prejudice. I 
speak only from the bottom of my heart, 
because of my deep concern in behalf of 
downtrodden peoples and minority groups 
everywhere. But, Mr. Speaker, I was 
born and raised in the hard-coal fields 
of Pennsylvania, in the County of Lu- 
zerne, with men and women of Polish 
ancestry as my friends, schoolmates, and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


neighbors since childhood. I know how 
deep in their hearts is the deep and 
abiding love and affection for the land 
of their ancestors, which is exceeded only 
by their great patriotism as 100-percent 
American citizens. 

A great injustice has been done to 
Poland. A great injustice has been done 
to these Americans of Polish ancestry. I 
know how they think and I know how 
they feel. They are sad and disillusioned 
and becoming bitter. I do not dwell upon 
the horrors that occurred in Poland— 
words cannot describe the full extent of 
those tragic events. But as an American 
citizen and as a Member of this honor- 
able body, I feel that this is the proper 
forum to use, for this is the sounding 
board of the last great democratic and 
free assemblage on earth. Where, if not 
here, can I plead the cause of Poland and 
the cause of the “four freedoms” and 
the rights of man. 

Mr. Speaker, may I paraphrase the 
words eloquently spoken in behalf of 
another much abused people and let me 
say—if I were a sculptor I would chisel 
from the marble my ideal of a hero. I 
would make it a Pole sacrificing his life 
and his liberty upon the altar of his 
homeland. If I were a poet I would melt 
the world to tears with the pathos of my 
song; I would wring the heart of 
humanity with my sad and mournful 
tale. But if I were a painter, ah, Mr. 
Speaker, I would make the canvas 
eloquent with the deeds of as brave a 
race as ever lived, whose proud spirit no 
power can ever conquer; and whose 
loyalty and devotion to the hopes and 
dreams of a free and independent gov- 
ernment no tyrant can ever crush; and 
I would call that picture “Poland.” 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the RECORD. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.RABIN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o’clock and 49 minutes p. m.) the 
House, under its previous order, ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, July 
25, 1946, at 10 o'clock a. m. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 


The Banking and Currency Committee 
will begin hearings on House Joint Reso- 
lution 341, to extend the succession, lend- 
ing powers, and functions of the Recon- 
struction Corporation, at 10:30 a. m., 
Thursday, July 25, 1946, in the Banking 
and Currency Committee room, room 
1301, New House Office Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


1475. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed amend- 
ment to the International Organizations Im- 
munities Act, approved December 29, 1945; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1476. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
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mental estimate of appropriation for the fis- 
cal year 1947 in the amount of $265,000 for 
the War Department for the Alaska commu- 
nication system (H, Doc. No. 715); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. KEOGH: Committee on Revision of 
the Laws. H. R. 7124. A bill to revise, codify, 
and enact into law title 28 of the United 
States Code entitled “Judicial Code and Judi- 
ciary” with amendments (Rept. No. 2646), 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. O'TOOLE: Committee on the Library. 
Senate Joint Resolution 153, Joint resolu- 
tion providing for the comprehensive observ- 
ance of the bicentennial of John Paul Jones; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2647). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts: Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. S. 
2036. An act granting the consent of Con- 
gress to the State of Rhode Island to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a free highway 
bridge across the Sakonnet River between 
the towns of Tiverton and Portsmouth in 
Newport County, R. I; without amendment 
(Rept. No, 2648). Referred to the House 
Calendar, 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. S. 2310. An act to 
further extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near Friar 
Point, Miss., and Helena, Ark.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2649). Referred to 
the House Calendar, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio: Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 6899. A 
bill to authorize the Indiana State Toll Bridge 
Commission to construct, maintain, and op- 
erate a toll bridge, or a free bridge, across 
the Ohio River at or near Lawrenceburg, 
Dearborn County, Ind.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2650). Referred to the 
House Calendar, 

Mr. CHAPMAN: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 6953. A bill 
authorizing the city of Eart St. Louis, Dl, 
its successors and assigns, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across 
the Mississippi River at or near a point be- 
tween Delmar Boulevard and Cole Avenue 
in the city of St. Louis, Mo., and a point op- 
posite thereto in the city of East St, Louis, 
III.; with amendments (Rept. No, 2651), Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CROSSER: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 7030. A bill 
granting the consent of Congress to the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across 
the Allegheny River, between a point in or 
near the borough Tarentum, in the county 
of Allegheny, and a point near the boundary 
of the city of New Kensington and Lower 
Burrel Township in Westmoreland County 
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2652). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 7046. A bill 
to revive and reenact the act entitled “An 
act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State Highway Commission, Commonweajth 
of Kentucky, to construct, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge across the Cumberland 
River at or near Burkesville, Cumberland 
County, Ky.,” approved May 18, 1928; with 
amendments (Fept. No. 2653). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 
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Mr. CHAPMAN: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 7109, A bill 
to amend section 6 of Public Law No, 516 of 
Seventy-ninth Congress, approved July 16, 
1946; with amendments (Rept, No. 2654). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MANASCO: Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. S. 2085. An act 
to amend title V of the act entitled “An act 
to expedite the provision of housing in con- 
nection with the national defense, and for 
other purposes,” approved October 14, 1940, as 
amended, to authorize the Federal Works Ad- 
ministrator to provide needed educational 
facilities, other than housing, to educational 
institutions furnishing courses of training or 
education to persons under title II of the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended; with amendments (Rept. No. 
2657). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House cn the State of the Union. 

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education, 
S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 
8, 1936, relating to vocational education, 
so as to provide for the further development 
of vocational education in the several States 
and Territories; with amendment (Rept, No. 
2658). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. KEOGH: Committee on Claims, H.R. 
6683. A bill for the relief of Agricultural In- 
surance Co., and others; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 2655). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr, KEOGH: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
6112. A bill for the relief of Petrol Corp.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2656). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of XXII, public bills 
and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan: 

H. R. 7120: A bill to amend the act of 
July 6, 1945, relating to the classification 
and compensation of employees of the postal 
service, so as to provide proper compensation 
to supervisors in the largest post offices and 
in other postal services; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. PLUMLEY (by request): 

H. R. 7121. A bill to provide gold-star 
medals for widows and parents of members 
of the armed forces who lost their lives in 
World War II; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITE: 

H. R. 7122. A bill relating to the applica- 
tion of State grazing and fencing laws with 
respect to public lands; to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mr. LaAFOLLETTE: 

H. R. 7123. A bill to promote the general 
welfare of the people of the United States by 
establishing a publicly supported labor ex- 
tension program for wage and salary earners, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor. 

By Mr. HAGEN: 

H. R. 7125. A bill providing direct Federal 
old-age assistance at the rate of $60 per 
month to needy citizens 60 years of age or 
over; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HEALY: 

H. R. 7126. A bill to amend section 2 of the 
act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and 
operation in the District of Columbia of 
nurseries and nursery rchools, so as to permit 
payment of compensation for services ren- 
dered after June 30, 1946, and prior to the 
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enactment of such act; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, 
By Mr. PITTENGER: 

H. R. 7127. A bill to provide a preference 
for veterans in the purchase of new automo- 
biles; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation, 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 7128. A bill to remove the racial re- 
strictions upon naturalization and to amend 
the immigration laws, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

By M. CLASON: 

H. R. 7129. A bill to provide certain bene- 
fits for civilian flying instructors of person- 
nel for the armed forces in World War II; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RANKIN: 

H. R. 7130. A bill to authorize the Vet- 
erans’ Administration to reimburse State and 
local agencies for expenses incurred in ren- 
dering services in connection with the ad- 
ministration of certain training programs for 
veterans, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 7131. A bill to enable veterans pur- 
suing courses of vocational rehabilitation or 
courses of education and training under the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, as amended, 
to obtain medical and dental care and treat- 
ment from the Veterans’ Administration 
while pursuing such courses; to the Commit- 
tee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr, JACKSON: 

H. R. 7132. A bill to promote the general 
welfare of the people of the United States 
by establishing a publicly supported labor 
extension program for wage and salary earn- 
ers, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BENDER: 

H. R. 7133. A bill for the relief of Raul 
Pereira Dias; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

H. R. 7134. A bill for the relief of Manuel 
Leite Silva Brandao; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

H. R. 7135. A bill for the relief of Agostinho 
Pereira de Souza; to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

H. R. 7136. A bill for the relief of Cipriano 
Margues Fraqueia; to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

H. R. 7137. A bill for the relief of Joao Maria 
Garganta; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization, 

By Mr. ROE of Maryland: 

H. R. 7138. A bill for the relief of Fred O. 

Greenwood; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. WASIELEWSKI (by request): 

H. R.7139. A bill for the relief of Harry 
Emanuel Varelakis; to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2122. By Mr. COLE of Missouri: Petition 
of Mrs. O. B. Salisbury and 51 other citizens 
of Stewartsville, Clarksdale, and Easton, Mo., 
to pass the Voorhis resolution (H. J. Res. 
325), which provides that as long as famine 
conditions exist no grain shall be allowed for 
the raanufacture of liquor or other nonessen- 
tial purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

2123, By Mr. HANCOCK: Petition of Mrs. 
Genevieve J. Spadaro and other residents of 
Onondaga County, N. Y., protesting against 
the reduction in the amount of grain allo- 
cated to the brewing industry; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 
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Tuurspay, Juty 25, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rey. C. Leslie Glenn, D. D., rector, St. 
John's Episcopal Church, Washington, 
D. C., offered the following prayer: 


Most gracious God, we humbly beseech 
Thee, as for the people of these United 
States in general, so especially for their 
Senate in Congress assembled, that Thou 
wouldst be pleased to direct and prosper 
all their consultations, to the advance- 
ment of Thy glory; the good of Thy 
church; the safety, honor, and welfare 
of Thy people; that all things may be so 
ordered and settled by their endeavors, 
upon the best and surest foundations 
that peace and happiness, truth and jus- 
tice, religion and piety may be estab- 
lished among us for all generations. 

These and all other necessaries, for 
them, for us, and Thy whole church, we 
humbly beg in the name and mediation 
of Jesus Christ, our most blessed Lord 
and Saviour. Amen, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. Grokdx, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Wednesday, July 24, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was ap- 
proved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
July 24, 1946, the President had ap- 
proved and signed the following acts: 

S. 141. An act to clarify the law relating 
to the filling of the first vacancy occurring 
in the office of district judge for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania, and to provide for 
the appointment of an additional United 
States district judge for the eastern, middle, 
and western districts of Pennsylvania; 

S. 661. An act for the relief of Harold H. 
Rhodes; 

S. 706. An act to amend Veterans Regula- 
tion No. 9 (a), as amended, so as to increase 
the limit of amounts payable thereunder in 
connection with the funeral and burial of 
deceased veterans; 

S. 1801. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of an additional judge for the district 
of Delaware; and 

S. 2291. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to transfer a vessel to the Amer- 
ican Antarctic Association, Inc, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read- 
ing clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

CLAIM OF STEPHEN S. PLAUT AND EDITH 
ANDERSON 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Ad- 
ministrator of the National Housing 
Agency, transmitting a draft of proposed 
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legislation for the relief of Stephen S. 
Plaut and Edith Anderson, which, with 
the accompanying paper, was referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and referred as indicated: 


By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A resolution adopted by the National Re- 
tail Credit Association in annual conference 
assembled at Cleveland, Ohio, praying for 
the enactment of House bill 2647, providing 
for reduction in first-class mail for local 
delivery to 2 cents; to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A petition of sundry citizens of Millington, 
Mad., praying for the enactment of Senate 
bill 599, to prohibit the advertising of 
alcoholic beverages in periodicals and news- 
papers and over the radio; to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. McMAHON, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 1002. A bill for the relief of Marvin 
Sachwitz; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1833). 

By Mr. HAYDEN (for Mr. McKetiar) from 
the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads; 

H. R. 5560. A bill to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1834). 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah: 

From the Committee on Military Affairs: 

H. R.3944. A bill authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; without amendment 
(Rept. No, 1832). 

From the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions: 

S. Res. 196. Resolution proposing accept- 
ance of compulsory jurisdiction of Inter- 
national Court of Justice by United States 
Government; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1835). 

By Mr. O'DANIEL, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 2480. A bill for the relief of Wesley A. 
Mangelsdorf; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1836). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MEAD: 

S. 2478. A bill to amend section 22, sub- 
division (b), paragraph (2), of subparagraph 
(B) of the Internal Revenue Code; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BILBO: 

S. 2479. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

(Mr. HUFFMAN introduced Senate bill 
(S. 2480) authorizing the appointment of 
Robert Sprague Beightler as permanent 
brigadier general of the line of the Regular 
Army, which was referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs, and appears under a 
separate heading.) 

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE— 

AMENDMENTS 


Mr. DOWNEY (for himself, Mr. 
O’Manoney, Mr. Murpock, Mr. Macnu- 


son, and Mr. MITCHELL) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
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them, jointly, to the bill (H. R. 7037) to 
amend the Social Security Act and the 
Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes, which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to 
be printed. 


PROMOTION OF CONSERVATION OF WILD- 
LIFE, FISH, AND GAME—AMENDMENT 


Mr. OVERTON submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 6097) to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to pro- 
mote the conservation of wildlife, fish, 
and game, and for other purposes,” which 
was referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, and ordered to be 
printed. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE— 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. PEPFER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit for refer- 
ence to the Committee on Finance an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
me to the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, 
and I request that an explanatory state- 
ment of the amendment be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be re- 
ceived and referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and the explanatory statement 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

A The explanatory statement is as fol- 
ows: 


EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 
H. R. 7037 


TITLE VI. ĮNCREASE IN AMOUNT OF INSURANCE 
BENEFITS 

The amendment adding a new title VI to 
the bill increases the primary Federal old-age 
and survivors’ insurance benefits under title 
II of the Social Security Act by an average 
of about $7 or $8 per month. 

At the present time these insurance bene- 
fits average about $24 a month for an aged 
retired worker, $38 for a retired worker and 
wife, $20 for a widow, and $13 for a child. 

The basis for computing these amounts 
was established in the law in 1939. Although 
the cost of living has incresed at least 40 to 
50 percent since then, the insurance benefits 
have not been increased. 

The amendment increases the average pri- 
mary benefit of $24 a month by about $8, or 
one-third. The other benefits are increased 
proportionately. 

Under the present law, the primary benefit 
is calculated by taking 40 percent of a per- 
son's average monthly wage up to $50 per 
month and 10 percent of the next $200 of 
average monthly wage. The amendment in- 
creases the benefit by allowing the full 40 
percent on the first $75 instead of only $50. 


All other provisions in the law remain as 


they are now. 

This amendment has been recommended 
by the Social Security Administration. 
Since the wages upon which contributions 
are paid under the insurance system have 
increased since 1939, there would be no rela- 
tive increase in cost by this amendment 
based upon the 1939 actuarial estimates, 

Under title V of the bill, provision is made 
for increasing the maximum payment for as- 
sistance to the aged, upon which Federal 
funds are available, from $40 to $50 a month. 
In this connection it should be noted that 
assistance payments to the aged have in- 
creased over 60 percent since 1939 while the 
insurance payments have not been increased. 

It would seem only just to take account of 
these facts and increase the insurance bene- 
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fits by the modest amount provided in the 
amendment, 


TITLE VII. TOTAL DISABILITY INSURANCE 
BENEFITS 

Title VII provides insurance benefits for 
total permanent disability under title II of 
the Social Security Act. The payment of 
such benefits would remove an anomaly in 
the existing ol. -age and survivors’ insurance 
program. Benefits are now paid when the 
family’s income is discontinued owing to the 
breadwinner's death or retirement after age 
65, but not when the loss of wages is due to 
permanent total disability, Disability insur- 
ance would also remove a handicap under 
which the disabled worker is now placed un- 
der the present system. Prolonged disability 
impairs or destroys the rights he has accumu- 
lated under old-age and survivors’ insurance, 
so that when he attains age 65 or dies his 
insurance benefits will be reduced or may 
not even be payable. With disability insur- 
ance this could not occur. His old-age and 
survivors’ benefits could not lapse or diminish 
during his disability. 


PRESENT LACK OF DISABILITY PROTECTION 


Insurance against the loss of wages when 
the individual is incapacitated for work is the 
most common form of social insurance. At 
this time the United States is the only nation 
which insures workers against old age but 
not against permanent disability. ; 

Disability insurance has long been avail- 
able in this country through fraternal organ- 
izations and labor unions, commercial in- 
surance carriers and pension plans instituted 
by employers for their employees. A very 
small proportion of workers, however, are 
covered by these schemes. Public permanent 
disability programs are at present limited 
to Federal and certain State and municipal 
employees and to work-connected accidents 
and injuries. For most wage earners in the 
United States, disability insurance exists only 
for work-connected disabilities under State 
and Federal workmen's compensation laws. 
Permanent disabilities of work- connected 
origin constitute not more than 5 percent of 
all permanent disabilities. 

THE EXTENT OF PERMANENT TOTAL DISABILITY 

On any day approximately 1,500,000 persons 
between the ages of 16 and 64 who would 
normally be in the labor force have been dis- 
abled 6 months or longer. Were it not for 
their long-continued disability, they would 
presumably be employed or seeking work. 
There is ample evidence that permanent total 
disability occurs more frequently and is more 
severe among families of very low incomes 
than among those with higher incomes. The 
burden of invalidity falls most heavily on 
those least able to bear it. 


THE ECONOMIC BURDEN OF EXTENDED DISABILITY 


To the worker the cost of extended dis- 
ability is likely to be fourfold—the cessation 
of income, the cost of medical care and re- 
lated items, the reduction or complete loss 
of his old-age end survivors’ insurance pro- 
tection, and, in many instances the constant 
services of an attendant, usually the wife 
or some other member of the family. There- 
fore, the threat to income security resulting 
from permanent disability is more catastro- 
phic than that from old age or even prema- 
ture death of the breadwinner. Disability, 
unlike old age, is unpredictable. It comes 
often prior to the termination of the pro- 
ductive years of life, even long before the 
individual has had a chance to make any 
substantial savings. Its victims are, by and 
large, individuals in the prime of life, often 
with family responsibilties, including young 
children. Its economic consequences, espe- 
cially at present when there is no benefit 
protection, are much more burdensome than 
even death. At present, when the insured 
worker dies, the family with young children 
can look forward to some aid from social in- 
surance, but in case of disability there is no 
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such aid, yet the family has the added burden 
of caring for the disabled breadwinner, meet- 
ing his medical costs, and frequently pro- 
viding constant attendance to the disabled. 
DESIRABILITY OF THE INSURANCE METHOD POR 
DISABILITY 

The insurance method is a desirable one 
for dealing with the risk of permanent dis- 
ability. The cost of such disability falls with 
overwhelming effect on most families who 
are so unfortunate as to have the wage earn- 
er incapacitated for work. The unpredict- 
ability of the incidence of permanent 
disability and sometimes the suddenness of 
its onset make it an emergency for which 
individual foresight and saving are inade- 
quate except through insurance. Only by 

this means can extended disability become a 
budgetable expense for the vast majority of 
wage earners. The risks of old age and death 
have been made a budgetable expense for 
these workers through the Federal old-age 
and survivors’ insurance program, whereby 
they, with the help of their employers, can 
provide an income for themselves and their 
dependents after they have retired from 
gainful work, and for their survivor: in the 
event of their death. The social insurance 
method is as applicable to the risk of dis- 
ability as to that of old age or of death. 
Cash benefits paid in the event of total, 
permanent disability would enable the dis- 
abled wage earner and his family to live on 
income from his insurance and avoid resort 
to relief and public assistance. Thus, by 
enacting disability insurance the Congress 
would substitute dignified insurance bene- 
fits for relief based om a means test. 


PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR PERMANENT DISABILITY 
INSURANCE 


The need for partial wage replacement 
when the breadwinner is incapacitated and 
the reasonableness of social imsurance as a 
method of dealing with the risk of permanent 
disability has been generally recognized. The 
Social Security Administration has long rec- 
ommended such a program. The Advisory 
Council on Social Security, appointed by 

ess in 1938, agreed unanimously on the 
social desirability of insurance protection 
against permanent disability. 

The major labor groups—American Federa- 
tion of Labor and the Congress of Industrial 
Organizations—have continuously urged the 
establishment of a program giving social im- 
surance protection to permanently disabled 
Wage earners. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, through a membership referendum of 
1944, went on record in favor of a public 
system of cash insurance benefits for perma- 
nently disabled workers. Approval of a social- 
insurance program for workers forced to re- 
tire from work prematurely owing to total 
and permanent disability was expressed in 
1945 by the Social Security Committee of the 
American Life Convention, the Life Insur- 
ance Association of America, and the Na- 
tional Association of Life Underwriters. 

The American Medical Assoctation, 
through its House of Delegates, in 1938 ex- 
pressed unreserved endorsement of the prin- 
ciple of cash compensation for loss of 
earnings owing to disability. This was re- 
affirmed in recent years. 

Representatives of agriculture, business, 
and labor, under the auspices of the National 
Planning Association, stated in 1944 that m- 
come losses attributable to disability should 
be provided against by social insurance. 
Many other religious, civic, fraternal, pro- 
fessional, and other organizations, such as 
the Council for Social Action of the Con- 

tional Christian Churches; National 
Conference of Catholic Churches; National 
Council of Jewish Women in Washington, 
D. C.; National Farm Labor Union; National 
Farmers’ Union; National Veterans’ Com- 
mittee; American Public Welfare Associa- 
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tion; Fraternal Order of Eagles; National 
Federation of Settlements; and New York 
Academy of Medicine have endorsed a Fed- 
eral insurance against permanent 
disability. Experience under old-age and 
survivors’ insurauce has revealed to workers 
a serious gap in their protection left by lack 
of disability benefits, and an illogical dis- 
tinction between provision for two similar 
economic risks of their employees—retire- 
ment owing to age and retirement owing to 
disablement. 
DISABILITY PROVISIONS OF TITLE vn 

Insurance protection against permanent 
total disability is provided in title VII by ad- 
ding a new section at the end of title II of 
the Social Security Act. Disability insurance 
is thereby linked with old-age and surviv- 
ors’ insurance and fitted into the framework 
of that system. A primary insurance benefit 
would be payable to the insured wage earner 
who is determined to be incapable of work 
by reason of disability, and who has been dis- 
abled for at least 6 months. The amount 
of the primary benefit payable for disability 
will be calculated by the identical formula 
which applies in calculating the primary 
benefit payable for retirement, f. e., in rela- 
tion to the average monthly wage of the in- 
sured person and his length of time under 
the insurance system. The individual's wife 
and child, and, in the event of his death, 
his survivors, would also receive benefits 
based on the insurance benefit. To 
be eligible the claimant must have both fully 
insured status, which assures his having had 
substantial attachment to covered employ- 
ment, and currently insured status, which 
assures recent attachment. The disability 
benefit will terminate when the beneficiary 
recovers or when he dies, Thus, insurance 
protection will be available and benefits win 
be payable partially to replace the wage in- 
come which is discontinued owing to dis- 
ability as well as owing to death or old age. 

The bill, furthermore, provides for the 
continuation of old-age ard survivors’ insur- 
ance protection for the disabled person. The 
period of his disability is excluded in de- 
termining his average monthly wage and his 
insured status. Thus the absence of wage 
credits during the period of disability will 
not impair the rights of his survivors, should 
he die, nor his own rights to old-age benefits, 
should he recover and later reach retrement 
age. 

The disability benefits provided in title VII 
are estimated to cost an average of about 
one-half of 1 percent of pay rolls to 1 per- 
cent of pay rolls over the long run of the 
insurance system. The actual disbursements 
in the early years would be less while they 
would be somewhat more 20 to 30 years 
from now. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

The bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the So- 
cial Security Act and the Internal Reve- 
nue Code, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

INVESTIGATION OF TEXTILE INDUSTRY 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to submit a resolu- 
tion providing for an investigation to be 
made by the Federal Trade Commission 
of the textile industry, and I request that 
following the resolution a statement I 
have prepared be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the resolution will be re- 
ceived and appropriately referred, and 
the statement presented by the Senator 
from Connecticut will be printed in the 
Record following the resolution. 
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The resolution (S. Res. 311) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion is hereby directed to inquire into and 
report to the Senate, by filing with the Sec- 
retary thereof, within each 30 days after 
the passage of this resolution and finally on 
the completion of the investigation (such in- 


pany the partial and final reports) upon (1) 
the extent to which manufacturers of textiles 


or indirect, of facilities for the manufacture 
of clothing and other textile end products 


other textile end products for sale in inter- 
state commerce and persons controlling or 
under common control with such manufac- 
turers have, by the purchase of securities, 
physical assets or any other means, acquired 
control, direct or indirect, of facilities for 
the manufacture of textiles; (3) whether the 
integration under common control, direct or 
indirect, of facilities for the manufacture of 
textiles and facilities for the manufacture of 
clothing and other textile end products ad- 
versely affects the ability of nonintegrated 
manufacturers of clothing and other textile 
end products for sale in interstate commerce 
to secure adequate supplies of textiles for 
such manufacture for their own account; 
(4) the effect, if any, of such Integration on 
the volume of production of clothing and 
other textile end products for sale in inter- 
state commerce and the number of persons 
and man-hours employed in such manufac- 
ture; (5) any regional industrial dislocations 
eaused, directly or indirectly, by such in- 
tegration; and (6) the value or detriment to 
the public of such integration under com- 
mon control, direct or indirect, of facilities 
for the manufacture of textiles and facilities 
or the manufacture of clothing and other 
textile end products for sale in interstate 
commerce, with the extent of such integra- 
tion, and particularly what legislation, if any, 
should be enacted by the Congress to cor- 
rect any evils that may result from such in- 
tegration. 

The Commission is hereby further directed 
to report particularly whether the integra- 
tion heretofore referred to in this resolu- 
tion tends to create a monopoly or to re- 
strain trade or constitutes a violation of the 
Federal antitrust laws. 


The statement presented by Mr. 
Mecano is as follows: 


Mr. McManon. Mr, President, the textile 
and apparel industries are of the greatest 
importance to the economy of the United 
States and the welfare of its people. Em- 
Ploying millions of people in mills and fac- 
tories in many parts of the Nation, these 
industries contribute substantially to the 
support, directly and indirectly, of huge 
segments of our population, both in rural 
and urban areas and in all parts of the 
country. The welfare, prosperity, and effec- 
tiveness of the textile and apparel industries 
are the direct concern of cotton growers, 
sheep raisers, and lumber growers, to millers 
of cotton, woolen goods, and rayon, the 
chemical and dye industries, manufacturers, 
wholesalers, and retailers of under and 
outer clothing, and the countless millions 
who earn their livelihoods in such pursuits, 

The well-being of our economy, both agri- 
cultural and industrial, is thus intimately 
bound in with the prosperity of these indus- 
tries. For this reason, we must be prepared 
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to gage the consequences of any major 
changes in their organization and in the 
relationships of their component parts. 

Traditionally, cotton mills wove or knit 
their fabric from yarn made by spinners, 
placed it with converters, who had it processed 
by bleachers and dyers and sold it to inde- 
pendent manufacturers of end-products and 
dealers in yard goods. Rayon, although 
usually spun in the same mill which later 
wove or knit it, was normally made available 
to independent manufacturers and dealers 
in yard goods through similar means. To- 
day, however, there is a strong tendency 
toward the formation of what are called 
vertical organizations. These enterprises 
buy out existing facilities for production 
and distribution for the purpose of combin- 
ing in one organization the spinning of the 
yarn, the weaving and knitting of the fabric, 
and, finally, the manufacture and distribution 
of the end-products themselves. This de- 
velopment is having the effect of limiting 
the sources of supply and the supply of 
goods available to independent manufac- 
turers, 

Thus, an apparel manufacturer who for 20 
or 30 years has been purchasing the fabric 
of a particular mill, suddenly finds that his 
source of supply has vanished, unless he is 
prepared to manufacture his product under 
contract for the mill, This means that un- 
less he can secure another source of supply— 
almost an impossibility particularly in these 
days—he must either go out of business and 
abandon his employees, or become a mere 
contractor, supplying only distributors se- 
lected by the mill, and abandoning the cus- 
tomers whose good will and trade he has se- 
cured by years of effort. If this tendency 
continues, the independent manufacturers, 
as such, will be faced with extinction. Thus, 
the apparel industry, which traditionally has 
been comprised of small businesses, may soon 
be added to the growing list of industries 
dominated by three or four large concerns, 
which can swallow up at will any threatening 
competitor. 

One of these integrated organizations has 
already bought control of 12 southern mills 
and 13 mills in New England; it is integrated 
from raw yarn to the finished product; it 
covers the field of house furnishings and 
clothing, employs its own designers, and 
chooses its own retail outlets. At one end, 
it has eliminated 24 competing purchasers 
of agricultural raw material; at the other end 
it has eliminated an equal number of sources 
of supply for independent manufacturers, 

It may be that integration in the textile 
field has its virtues. At the moment, how- 
ever, they are not apparent. It is the object 
of the resolution I offer, to instruct.the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission to conduct a thor- 
oughgoing investigation of this trend, its 
consequences and legality, and to recommend 
legislation, if any be deemed necessary, to 
correct any evils that may result from such 
integration. 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR CONNALLY TO THE 
PEOPLE OF TEXAS ON NATIONAL AND 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


[Mr. HILL asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recor a radio address 
delivered by Senator CONNALLY to the people 
of Texas on July 23, 1946, dealing with na- 
tional and international affairs, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


EDITORIAL COMMENT ON SENATOR 
WILEY’S EFFORTS ON BEHALF OF WIS- 
CONSIN AND AMERICA 


[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a series of news- 
paper editorials and articles relating to his 
efforts on behalf of his State and the country 
during the Seventy-ninth Congress, which 
appear in the Appendix.] 
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FEDERAL AID FOR EDUCATION—LETTER 
BY SENATOR SMITH 


[Mr. SMITH asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record a letter dated 
July 25, 1946, written by him to Dr. John H. 
Bosshart, commissioner of education of New 
Jersey, on the subject of Federal aid for edu- 
cation, which appears in the Appendix.] 


INVESTIGATION OF WAR CONTRACTS— 
INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR MEAD 

[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an interview with 
himself by Albert Warner, dealing with the 
investigation into war contracts, broadcast 
over the Mutual Broadcasting System on 
July 24, 1946, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix.] 


WAR PROFITEERING—INTERVIEW WITH 
SENATOR MEAD 

Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an interview with 
himself by Leif Eid, dealing with the subject 
of war profiteering, which was broadcast over 
the National Broadcasting System on July 19, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


LINCOLN DAY ADDRESS BY SENATOR 
MORSE 

[Mr. MORSE asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record a Lincoln Day ad- 
dress delivered by him at the Lincoln Day 
Republican banquet at Vale, Oreg., on Feb- 
ruary 12, 1946, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix. ] 


EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL WORK—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM NEW YORK HERALD TRIB- 
UNE 


Mr. MORSE asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “A Universal Principle,” published in 
the New York Herald Tribune of June 27, 
1945, which appears in the Appendix.] 
CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION OF RAISING 

OF THE AMERICAN FLAG AT MON- 

TEREY—ADDRESS BY SENATOR KNOW- 

LAND 

[Mr. KNOWLAND asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address 
delivered by him at a celebration commemo- 
rating the centennial of the raising of the 
American flag at the old Custom House at 
Monterey, which appears in the Appendix.] 
PROPOSED MERGER OF THE ARMY AND 

= NAVY 


Mr. LANGER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold the suggestion for a 
few moments? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from North Dakota with- 
hold his suggestion of the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. LANGER. Very well, I withhold 
it 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, I came to 
the Senate with the intention of taking 
no active part in any business connected 
with my former profession. At the be- 
ginning it was proposed that I might be 
assigned to the Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs. The distinguished chairman of 
that committee expressed a cordial invi- 
tation, but I advised against that assign- 
ment. Now, near the close of my incum- 
bency, I am impelled to discuss the af- 
fairs of the Navy by speaking against the 
merger of the two services. 

I use the word “merger” not as mean- 
ing anything invidious, but because 
there is too much uncertainty about the 


JULY 25 


other words, “unity” and “unification.” 
While cooperation and collaboration by 
the Army and Navy are of course essen- 
tial, and the word “unity” is descriptive, 
the controversy of the past few months 
has been so disruptive of unity of spirit 
that its derivatives are not descriptive. 

I shall not take much of the Senate’s 
time on the points and arguments about 
which so much has been said and written 
concerning the Army and Navy merger. 
My endeavor is to set forth other and, I 
hope, new considerations, particularly on 
various intangibles which are more ab- 
stract than concrete; features on which 
not enough thought has been given, and 
which, to my mind, are fully as important 
as anything to be gained by studying or- 
ganization blueprints and discussing ad- 
vantages and disadvantages which are 
more theoretical than real. 

I first heard of the merger project 
during the spring of 1942 from an Army 
officer with whom I had long been as- 
sociated in work and otherwise. His 
was one of the best minds I have ever 
known, and had he not been very seri- 
ously handicapped in health, I think he 
would have been a prominent figure in 
World War II. That officer told me in 
April or May 1942, that a merger project 
was brewing, and gave me the reasons, 
roughly, as follows: 

He said that, during the war, the Army 
Air Corps would separate more and more 
from the rest of the Army and work to- 
ward its cherished idea of a fully separate 
air force, against which movement the 
Army ground forces would make little 
or no effort. He thought that such sepa- 
ration would not occur within the Navy, 
which would stay closely integrated in 
allits elements. Moreover, that the Ma- 
rine Corps, being the specialists in am- 
phibious war, would be very successful 
and would come into greater prominence 
before the Nation than ever before. 
Consequently, the trend would be such 
that, after we won the war, the Navy 
would have a powerful force, complete 
in all elements—sea and air—and with a 
very efficient and very mobile body of 
troops. As thus constituted, the Navy 
alone would be entirely ready for quick 
action anywhere outside our continen- 
tal limits, for policing or any other ac- 
tivity which did not require ground 
forces on a large scale. 

Facing that probable development, the 
Army ground forces would foresee that 
after the war there was great danger 
that their activities would be confined to 
this continent, and that the prospect for 
them was not much better than as a 
rather glorified training service. Conse- 
quently my Army friend thought that in 
order to retain their traditional part in 
the national picture, the ground army 
would join up with the Air Corps in some 
sort of a merger project, under which it 
would have a better chance of retaining 
its power and prominence. Whether his 
reasoning was correct or not, my friend 
back in the spring of 1942, was a true 
prophet as regards events. 

I suspect, Mr. President, that a certain 
amount of conversations along that line 
was going on at that very time, but the 
Navy was not apprised of it until some 
time had elapsed. We now see that all 
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components of the Army found time 
during the war to discuss and evolve 
the merger project. Even when they 
learned of it, the Navy seems not to have 
taken the project very seriously, at least 
not to the extent of taking time out from 
the war to give it much consideration. 
The energy of the Navy remained en- 
gaged in preparing for and fighting 
through the greatest achievement on the 
sea in the entire history of the world; 
that was fighting the way to the enemy’s 
heartland, at long distances across the 
oceans. Perhaps the Navy should have 
given adequate time and thought to the 
merger project during the war, but the 
fact is that they did not. For instance, 
Admirals Nimitz and Halsey, while very 
busy out in the middle of the Pacific, 
were called upon to advise concerning 
the merger project. Each took a stand 
which he, when he had time for study, 
found to be incorrect, and each of them 
reversed his advice. That was most un- 
fortunate. Both of those admirals have 
been criticized for shifting their posi- 
tions, but anyone who realizes the con- 
ditions and circumstances under which 
their first advice was given should under- 
stand it. 

That is an illustration of the state of 
mind of the entire Navy during the war 
years, They were extremely busy in 
doing something which had never been 
done before, and all their thought and 
effort went into the work at hand. Con- 
sequently, the Navy did not obtain a gen- 
eral realization of what was happening 
until the merger had acquired great 
momentum. 

Now, Mr. President, the men in the 
Army and in the Navy, in all components 
in both services, are originally just the 
same kind of material. They come from 
all over the country, from all elements 
of our population, and in the beginning 
they average exactly alike. After spend- 
ing some years in the respective armed 
services, those men are found to have 
developed rather differently and that is 
largely because of the different circum- 
stances of work and of living. The Army 
lives in contact with the people during 
peace. The Navy does not. Naval per- 
sonnel are outside the country much of 
the time; and, even when on our coasts, 
they are at sea on ships and are denied 
the contacts with the people which are 
normal for everyone else. Despite that 
detachment, their loyalty to their coun- 
try and their observance of the tradi- 
tional words, “service before self,” are 
not excelled by any other body of this 
Nation. 

From the circumstances of their lives, 
I think naval personnel tend to view the 
affairs of their own Nation somewhat 
more objectively than they would other- 
wise do. However that may be, the 
processes of thought and the outlook 
upon various questions do become dif- 
ferent, because of their restricted asso- 
ciation with their fellow countrymen, 
and the effect becomes manifest in vari- 
ous ways. One difference which has re- 
sulted is that development under which 
the Navy has become known as the silent 
service. They are just that, and Navy 
personnel has been so for generations. 
Navy men do not talk very much. Con- 
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sequently, they cannot talk well and they 
are not good at stating the case. 
Strangely enough, there is a tendency 
among Navy men toward some suspicion 
of the glib talker; and, though they 
eventually come to appreciate the value 
of the ability for ready expression, their 
effort to acquire it is much too sparse. 

The result is that the Navy's case often 
suffers because it is not well stated. That 
is a rather normal situation. Since, as 
I have said, the Navy was quite inarticu- 
late about the merger while the move- 
ment was acquiring so much momentum, 
there is a decided difference in the way 
the respective viewpoints have been set 
forth to the country. I think it is com- 
mon knowledge that, as far as so-called 
publicity is concerned, the Navy is com- 
paratively inept. In fact, it is years be- 
hind in the development of what has be- 
come so considerable and important a 
feature in this Nation’s activities. 

On the other hand, the Army, which 
does live in contact with the people, has 
developed quite differently in those re- 
spects. The Army seems to have its fair 
proportion of those well able to state the 
case and many of them are very good 
speakers indeed. Similarly, the Army 
has always been laps ahead of the Navy 
in its flair for publicity, and that portion 
of the Army which became the Army Air 
Corps certainly does stand out above the 
rest of the Army in its advertising ability. 

In setting forth the merger project be- 
fore the country, the men of the Army 
Air Corps have found time to be very 
active, and they have often gone rather 
far in publicity—so far that, to my own 
mind, they have become decidedly out of 
order. I shall take some time on that 
angle of the situation. 

A few weeks ago the distinguished 
junior Senator from Wyoming told the 
Senate of one instance of Army Air 
Corps publicity, and he thought it propa- 
ganda, which emanated from a post in 
southern California. That instance was 
in a lower echelon, and it is an example 
and cross section of what has been going 
on generally in promoting the merger 
idea, and particularly the ideá of the so- 
called autonomy of the Army Air Corps, 
which really means the separate Air 
Force. 

Mr. President, at a somewhat higher 
level I will, in illustration, mention the 
activities of one Major de Seversky. He 
is a Russian, a very brave man, and was 
a splendid flyer during World War I, in 
which he was seriously wounded. Since 
coming to this country, he has engaged 
in various commercial activities, mostly 
in connection with aircraft, but with 
little success. He turned into a writer 
and publicist and for years, has been 
prominent in publicity and promotion, as 
we all know. 

Last spring Major de Seversky pub- 
lished an article in the Reader’s Digest 
comparing the damage which he, him- 
self, had observed at Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki caused by the atomic bombs, as 
against the accomplishments in mass de- 
struction by Army Air Corps planes using 
ordinary high explosives De Seversky 
also testified before the Senate Special 
Committee on Atomic Energy and re- 
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peated the extravagant statements of his 
article, a salient one of which was that 
practically the same damage caused by 
either of the atomic bombs would have 
been matched by one 10-ton block buster 
loaded with ordinary explosives. He 
also went into some detail, such as, for 
instance, saying that the Mitsubishi tor- 
pedo plant at Nagasaki had, previous to 
the explosion of the atomic bomb over 
Nagasaki, been very seriously damaged 
by ordinary air attack of Army bombers. 
The Mitsubishi works were ruined all 
right, but the detailed investigation by 
proper authorities disclosed that the 
Army’s bombing attacks had resulted in 
only three small bomb hits into the tor- 
pedo factory. In consequence, it was 
only lightly damaged thereby, and suf- 
fered no interruption in production. The 
really authoritative testimony before the 
Senate committee presided over by my 
colleague, the senior Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McMaxon], disproved all 
statements made by Major de Seversky 
in his Reader's Digest article and in his 
testimony. 

Mr. President, Major de Seversky 
stated that he was at Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki as an official representative of 
the Secretary of War, sent out there to 
examine and make an official report on 
the damages in the capacity of an expert. 
He presented no evidence to show that 
he was an expert in the effects of high 
explosives and, in fact, he is without 
experience in that field. His qualifica- 
tions as an expert are those of a high- 
pressure propagandist, and that alone. 
However, it is to be noted that he went 
to Japan and back in an official capacity, 
according to his own statements, and 
naturally at Government expense. 

I submit, Mr. President, that such 
action is very much out of line with 
proper ethics and the entire incident is 
such that anyone who fostered and 
furthered Major de Seversky's mission to 
Japan has something to explain. We 
have heard of propaganda in other fields 
for which the Federal Treasury has foot- 
ed the bills and, although Major de Sever- 
Sky's exploits probably did not cost much, 
such a procedure is not in order. The 
objective is very clear. The effects of the 
atomic bomb were clouding the destruc- 
tion caused by ordinary bombing and 
whoever was behind Major de Seversky 
was interested in changing that impres- 
sion no matter what distortion of fact 
might result. Major de Seversky’s widely 
circulated argument was that the Army 
Air Corps won the war before the atomic 
bomb was used. 

Mr. President, this part of my subject 
is distasteful to me but I must mention 
the activities of the Air Power League. 
During the war years that organization 
was building up by representing itself 
as nonpartisan and interested solely in 
promoting the interest of all kinds and 
phases of American aviation. Its original 
name was the Air Force_League, but it 
was changed to the Air Power League 
to prevent any implication that it was 
partisan to the Army Air Corps. The 
Air Power League received naval en- 
dorsement, many naval aviators joined 
it, and it cmbarked on a drive for mem- 
bers and funds, and it seemed to have 
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accumulated an ample supply of both, 
particularly of funds. 

In its drive for funds, the Air Power 
League informed prospective contribu- 
tors that funds contributed to it would 
be tax-exempt and, in proof thereof, 
used a letter from the. Treasury De- 
partment, of which I have a copy. That 
letter, which is an official letter from the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
states: 

It has been stated in your behalf, (in the 
Air Power League's behalf), that you will 
not engage in propaganda or otherwise at- 
tempt to influence legislation. Ii is the 
opinion of this office, based on the infor- 
mation furnished and outlined above, that 
if you are operated strictly in accordance 
with your stated purposes, you will be ex- 
empt from Federal income tax. Contribu- 
tions made to you will be deductible by the 
donors in arriving at their taxable net in- 
come. 


Some months after the date of the 
Treasury Department's letter, from 
which I have quoted a few sentences, the 
executive committee of the Air Power 
League adopted the following resolu- 
tions: 

Resolved, That the Air Power League un- 
qualifiedly endorse the establishment of a 
Department of National Defense with coequal 
Status for Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

It was directed that telegraphic approval 
of this resolution be requested of the direc- 
tors and that any statement of the League's 
position be announced after consultation 
with the Army Air Forces. 

On motion duly made and seconded, the 
executive vice president was directed to serve 
on any committee of strategy that General 
Spaatz might designate. 

On motion duly made and seconded, it was 

Resolved, That up to $50,000 would be 
spent in support of the campaign for a De- 
partment of National Defense. 


I shall not quote further from the res- 
olutions. That was the beginning. As 
far as I know, not more than $50,000 has 
been appropriated to this purpose, but I 
doubt that that is the case. 

The Air Power League is in the hands 
of gentlemen who have been in or closely 
connected with the Army Air Corps. In 
the beginning, one naval aviator served 
as a vice president for a short time, and 
resigned when the executive vice presi- 
dent said that once the League finished 
its program of widespread organization 
over the country, it would have control 
of one of the most powerful and virile 
political organizations in the country. 
After the naval contingents learned that 
the Air Power League was far from a 
nonpartisan organization, they drew out 
ofit. The definitive action in that with- 
drawal was semiofficial, because on the 
10th of December last the leader of the 
naval aviators, who had been the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Air and had just be- 
come the Under Secretary of the Navy, 
wrote a letter formally drawing out of 
the League. His letter asked for the same 
publicity that had been given to the 
Navy’s original endorsement which was 
spread widely over the country. That 
request, I find upon inquiry, has never 
been complied with. 

Mr. President, it is going very far when 
an organization, controlled by men who 
held positions of honor, obtains money 
and memberships under false represen- 
tations. The propaganda activities, 
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which seem to head up in this Air Power 
League, have been extensive and, to great 
extent, those activities have been, to my 
mind, just as misrepresentative of facts 
as was the misrepresentation in the 
financial field. 

I hold in hand a photostat of a clip 
sheet which was sent in by a somewhat 
irate editor who does not like to receive 
so Many propagandizing hand-outs. The 
sheet is called the Air Power News and, 
as was published some months ago, the 
employed publishing agency is known 
as the Hal Leyshan Associates—a high- 
pressure advertising firm of New York 
City. The clip sheet indicates that it 
is widely circulated and this number 
boasts that the Air Power League is sup- 
plying material to 2,000 women’s clubs. 
Another boast concerns financing schol- 
arships for education along air promo- 
tion lines. I have made mention of the 
finances of the League—this clip sheet 
clearly indicates what the money which 
was collected is going into. 

The only name for these representa- 
tions which go all over the country is 
propaganda—it is propaganda to pro- 
mote legislation for the merger and for 
separating the Army Air Corps in any 
case. It is clever propaganda. It uses 
pictures. One picture shows the new 


executive vice president of the Air Power 


League. It shows him in civilian clothes, 
calls him a veteran and intends to con- 
vey that he is in civil life. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the facts are thet he is on the 
Regular Army list and pay roll as a field 
officer of the Army Air Corps attached 
to General Eaker's office, and carried as 
on duty with the Air Power League. I 
wonder if the officer is drawing flying 
pay for his propagandizing activities. 

I greatly dislike to handle dirty linen, 
and it is far from pleasant to bring out 
these illustrations. I do it because it is 
a menacing situation when extreme mis- 
representation is spread over this land 
concerning anything so vital as the com- 
mon defense. President Truman has re- 
proved the Navy for certain publicity 
which some of its individuals gave out. 
I hold that it was entirely right that the 
President should do so if he became con- 
vinced that the Navy was out of order. I 
have not heard that the President has 
taken any action whatever about the 
Army Air Corps’ propagandizing activi- 
ties. There appears to be ample ground 
for such action. 

All of these factors go back many 
years, when, between wars, there was so 
much agitation for a separate Air De- 
partment per se. During much of the 
period between wars a considerable 
number of Navy aviators believed in the 
separated airforce. Probably more than 
a majority were for it. But such is not 
now the case, Mr. President, for the 
Navy’s aviators want none of it and are 
just as much opposed to the merger proj- 
ect as is any other part of the Navy. I 
mentioned intangibles, Mr. President. 
An important one is the resentment 
which the clever but false propaganda 
has caused in the Navy. We all will 
grant that a unification which does not 
unify is not going to improve the Nation’s 
security. This propaganda does not 
unify. 
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I cannot see that the Navy has been 
resistive to change and improvement in 
economy, cooperation, and collaboration. 
There is a considerable area of agree- 
ment and, without new legislation, agen- 
cies have been set up—or existent ones 
improved—to that very end. After 
Senate bill 2044 was placed on the cal- 
endar, further negotiations occurred 
between the Secretaries of War and 
Navy, during which the areas of agree- 
ment were further defined. The Presi- 
dent took on himself the settlement of 
the remaining differences, then ad- 
dressed a letter to the committees of 
the Senate and House, and the Senate 
Committee on Military Affairs resumed 
work. In that work, and, indeed, in the 
President’s very presentation of the prob- 
lem, I venture to submit that there is 
an initial defect: There is no defining of 
the functions with which the various 
arms are charged, or should be charged. 
There is no clear and specific defining 
of fields of action. Many things are 
nebulous, and the future of the Navy is 
most unclear. 

For instance, as the merger project 
now stands, the Marine Corps is neither 
abolished nor absorbed, but there is no 
assurance that the Navy will continue to 
have the closely integrated and highly 
efficient amphibious corps which has so 
well proven its value in every war we 
have ever had. In fact, all indications 
are that future development would be 
exactly the reverse. The Navy is par- 
ticularly disquieted and worried by the 
proposed limitation against its posses- 
sion and control of certain types of air- 
craft. That would be a first step toward 
squeezing the Navy into the British mold 
and breaking up the sea-air team which, 
with small bodies of splendid troops, per- 
formed so splendidly. 

Now, the Navy appears not to have 
opposed setting up the Army Air Corps 
as a separate force. Since the Air Corps 
has always been a part of the Army, the 
Navy feels that it should leave that ques- 
tion to the Army. And so that so-called 
autonomy has been part of the project 
all along. However, Mr. President, in 
behind all the merger arguments along 
specific lines lies the Navy’s concern that 
under any of the arrangements proposed 
the Navy will be a numerical minority. 
The Army and the Army Air Force, 
spread over the country, will always be 
in a stronger political position than will 
the Navy. Despite any probable good 
will of the Army and an Air Force split 
off from the Army, the political position 
of those services will be used toward the 
disadvantage of the Navy. That disad- 
vantage would be coupled with the other 
of being the numerical minority of 1 
to 2. Is there any wonder that, in 
that situation and in the climate which 
has existed, the Navy fears for its future 
under an organization in which it would 
no longer have free and direct access to 
the President and to the Congress? 

Now, Mr. President, wholly apart from 
any Navy considerations, I wish to put 
forward some views which concern 
that old question of simple separation of 
Army’s air components from the rest of 
the Army. That separation was the 
subject of much inquiry, investigation, 
and report between the two wars. Most 
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of the reports—and certainly the most 
authoritative ones—were against the 
separation. I submit that the events 
and developments of the art of war since 
1940 strongly tend to prove rather than 
to disprove the correctness of the prewar 
decisions, 

It is absolutely certain—to my mind at 
least—-that the Navy’s experiences are 
the strongest possible proof that, in am- 
phibious war and the projection of our 
power over the sea areas of this world, 
air components must be most closely 
integrated with the rest. There is suc- 
cess when the various components live 
and work in contiguity, when they know 
each other’s minds and appreciate each 
other’s part in the common tasks. 

The situation on land should be closely 
parallel, in the case of those ground and 
air components which likewise must 
work closely together. That necessity, 
that essential, will not be met if there is 
a separation of ground and air personnel 
into separate watertight compartments. 
The men will not know each other, 
there will be a trend toward igno- 
rance of each other’s qualities and diffi- 
culties, a lack of appreciation of each 
other's functions, and a drift toward an- 
tagonism and jealousy. It is being ad- 
mitted that special attention and pre- 
caution against that trend must be taken 
so far as the tactical air forces are con- 
cerned—those air groups which are to 
work with the ground army, though be- 
longing to the separated Air Force. 
Then, Mr. President, why separate 
them? Why organize into a separation 
and create difficulties in cooperation, co- 
hesion, and nearly everything else? 

The argument for the separate air 
force—autonomy for the air—which con- 
stitutes much of the motivation for the 
entire merger project, is mostly based 
on the so-named strategic part of the 
Army Air Corps. That means the large 
planes of heavy cargo capacity and with 
long range. The planes and their per- 
sonnel have amply demonstrated their 
high quality. They can cover great dis- 
tances at high speed. They can observe 
things on the land or on the sea from 
some distance—at as low an altitude as 
circumstances permit—but they defin- 
itely cannot examine anything on the 
land or sea. Where the planes of the 
strategic air force see something wrong 
on the surface, or find something sus- 
picious, the only possible next step open 
to them is to drop bombs. That is the 
built-in limitation of the strategic air 
force. Itis a war weapon, and it is noth- 
ing else. Mr. President, as a part of the 
international negotiations looking to 
outlawry of atomic bombs, we ourselves 
have included other weapons of mass de- 
struction. Well, strategic bombing is 
mass destruction, the results in Germany 
and Japan certainly show that very 
clearly. So in the existing situation, 
while the international negotiations are 
in progress, the necessities of the stra- 
tegic air force provide a poor argument 
for setting up an air force separated from 
the rest of the Army. All logical reason- 
ing points to close integration, just as in 
the Navy, where sea and air team to- 
gether so well. Any other course means, 
at least to me, taking grave chances with 
the power of our forces on the land. 
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Furthermore, if the Navy’s position is 
not menaced by that prospective 1-to-2 
minority status, a considerable part 
of its present concern and objections to 
merger should die out. So, from all as- 
pects, Army and Navy, I think the sep- 
arate Army Air Force is the least defen- 
sible feature of the merger project. 

The idea was originally British, Mr. 
President, and the visit of the RAF Lan- 
casters brings it to mind. It has been 
stated that in the 30-day tour of our 
country the Lancasters are on “operation 
good will.” I thought that we had well 
demonstrated our good will toward the 
British. We certainly do not know of any 
lack of British good will toward us. If 
one asked what is the real, possibly the 
hidden, purpose of the visit of the Lan- 
casters, some interesting speculations 
come to mind. I will not speculate, but 
one thing is certain—the 30-day tour is 
not in the interest of the Navy’s aviation. 

The Lancasters are good planes, and 
very charming gentlemen will be found 
in the crews. They will make fine im- 
pressions, and a good show will be put on 
over our country. Many civilians will 
get rides. Our Army Air Corps planes 
will participate, will compare splen- 
didly, and will add much to the show. 
It will cost something, but no doubt we 
can stand it. One circumstance is un- 
fortunate; this show comes at a time 
of shortage in the Army Air Corps, a time 
when it has insufficient personnel to man 
the planes of the Transport Command. 
In consequence, that organization has to 
give contracts for much of its work, at 
least its overseas work, to the commer- 
cial companies. I understand that $49,- 
000,000 have been set aside to pay for 
that service. When Army personnel is 
used, the cost is about one-half. 

To get back to the British separated 
air force idea, I hold in my hand an 
article by an officer of the British Ground 
Army who had 6 years’ combat experi- 
ence. The article has been printed and 
reprinted in reputable British magazines, 
and it is rather authoritative. It is 
somewhat technical, and it is too long 
for inclusion in the Record. I shall only 
say that the article goes very far toward 
proving that the British Army was not 
at all satisfied with the history of the 
cooperation that was obtained from the 
RAF during World War II. The article 
makes out a very good case on the ne- 
cessity for close integration of all planes, 
except defensive fighters and strategic 
bombers, with the ground army. The 
writer states that the American record 
was much better, and he seems to think 
that our existent organization is better 
than is theirs. 

I think it is already known that the 
British Navy was in a bad plight 
throughout the war because of the fail- 
ure to build up the same kind of a sea- 
eir team which we had. However, an- 
other article I have before me, which 
is by a British naval officer, is brief; 
and I ask to have it printed at the end 
of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. HART. I also ask consent to have 
an editorial from the New Haven Reg- 
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ister printed at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD. 3 

(See exhibit B.) 

Mr. HART. The general picture, Mr. 
President, is that British experiences do 
not afford good reasons for our copying 
their separate air force. 

In closing, Mr. President, I submit 
that we made a wrong start in the Con- 
gress in our approach to this subject. 
The idea of unification, or merging, of 
organizations of certain similarity has a 
strong appeal to us; itisin our blood. We 
started with the idea of first effecting 
that separation of the Army’s air compo- 
nent, and then tying three services, thus 
given coequal status, together at the top. 
The thought was that all the consequent 
and extremely variant problems would 
somehow be shaken down and solved 
within the rough framework of the pro- 
posed law. Starting with those broad 
premises, exceedingly able Senators of 
the Committee on Military Affairs have 
spent many arduous days in framing leg- 
islation. As the situation has unfolded, 
more and more difficulties are seen by 
those most affected, and the only net re- 
sult at this moment lies in much damage 
to the unity of spirit without which any 
unification will in the end be a failure. 

There undoubtedly are defects in the 
organization of our defenses. A portion 
of those defects are within, rather than 
without, the War and Navy Departments 
themselves. Other defects do lie in the 
relationships of these two departments 
with each other and with other depart- 
ments and organizations of the executive 
branch of the Government which also 
have war functions. There is a consider- 
able area of agreement covering improve- 
ments which can and undoubtedly must 
be made to remedy those defects. 

I think, Mr. President, that a new 
start should be made; and at the very 
outset, it seems to me, the task should be 
to lay out the functions which are to be 
met. That means fixing upon the re- 
sponsibilities and activities to be covered 
in the various fields of action, and then 
making decisions on the best agencies for 
their fulfilment. When the proper over- 
all functions are defined, the field of 
overlapping interests of the armed serv- 
ices can be adjusted to improve real unity 
of administrative and strategic effort. 
Then we shall have begun to formulate 
the heart of the new legislation. In that 
way we can avoid such an error, as, for 
instance, restricting the Navy on the 
types of airplanes which it may operate. 
The Navy’s weapons of the future will 
automatically develop to conform to the 
functions assigned to the Navy. 

The Navy will be found in a cooperative 
attitude, as, in fact, it usually is. If any- 
thing, that arm sometimes gives way too 
far in cooperation. In the first Bikini 
experiment—and we had a second Bikini 
experiment yesterday—the atomic bomb 
was dropped from an Army Air Corps 
bomber from so high that the overadver- 
tised pinpoint accuracy was bound to be 
a delusion. It has always been a delu- 
sion. The bomb exploded several hun- 
dred yards off center, which naturally 
affected results and the quantity of 
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scientific data obtained. The proper 
method—the way to insure that the ex- 
plosion would be right where it was 
wanted—would have been to suspend the 
bomb from an anchored kite balloon. 
That method would have been sure, 
would have eliminated great difficulties 
in the timing of the entire operation, 
and made it simpler and cheaper all 
around. Those facts are so evident that 
anyone would ask, Why did not the Navy 
use a kite balloon? The answer is just 
as evident, and is that the Army Air 
Corps insisted on being in the show. It 
could not be left out and thus miss the 
chance for publicity. We all remember 
that much of the mass of publicity was 
about the Army Air Corps participation, 
and the flying generals gave out many 
words. So the Air Corps succeeded. The 
Navy cooperated and is open to the 
charge of having overcooperated and 
thus needlessly imperiling the results of 
an expensive experiment. 

Mr. President, it has been announced 
that the unification project is to be taken 
up anew by the next Congress. I shall 
not have the satisfaction and pleasure of 
being here, to my very great regret. I 
hope I am not too presumptuous in offer- 
ing suggestions for the future. One of 
those suggestions is that the Senate work 
on the subject with a joint committee and 
not one of the standing committees alone, 
I think the task should begin with that 
delineation of functions to be fulfilled 
which has been mentioned. I do not 
think that we should start with the the- 
sis that the Army Air Corps is to be au- 
tonomous, coequal, or anything else 
which will disintegrate the Army’s air 
from its ground forces. That proposal 
heeds a reexamination, and it should be 
as thorough as was the work of the Mor- 
row Board of some years ago. 

Whatever may be the decisions on 
these points, I think the case for reduc- 
ing the armed forces departments from 
two to one would have to be very amply 
proven because thus far that has failed 
wherever it has been tried on a large 
scale. We all hope that we may, in the 
years to come, safely reduce our armed 
forces to very small dimensions. When 
that time comes it will be much more 
feasible to combine our forces under one 
Cabinet officer. Those forces are large 
now and there are many complexities 
because of the dimensions alone. There 
are certain improvements which can be 
effected under the traditional two-de- 
partment set-up which, after all, has 
done pretty well in two big wars. 

Lastly, Mr. President, I most earnestly 
request that the deliberations in this 
body give due attention to those im- 
ponderables of spirit and morals which 
are so essential to a military service. 
Those are intangibles which are price- 
less and, once lost, they may never be 
regained. 

EXHIBIT A 

In the British magazine the Naval Review 
for August 1945, in an article entitled “The 
Naval Air Fleet,” there appear the following 
paragraphs; 

“It was possible to make out a good case for 
a single air force, with all its advantages in 
regard to standardization and supply of 
equipment, with specialized branches’ for 
naval cooperation and army support. The 
case was made. The history of exactly how 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


it was put over has never, so far as the 
writer knows, been authoritatively presented 
to the public, particularly the Admiralty 
side. In the official histories the subject will 
be found to be very lightly skated over, from 
which fact anyone is entitled to draw his own 
conclusions. It must, however, be re- 
membered that the Prime Minister was to all 
intents and purposes a dictator. The Board 
of Admiralty appears to have been some- 
what supine, but it was probably subjected 
to very severe pressure. The Board was in 
any case extremely preoccupied with the 
antisubmarine war, then just beginning to 
be brought to a victorious conclusion after 
months of terrible peril. Sir John Jellicoe 
had been succeeded as First Sea Lord by Sir 
Rosslyn Wemyss. Whatever the cause, the 
Board of Admiralty seems to have been either 
unable or unwilling to put up any effective 
opposition to the proposal to rob the Royal 
Navy of its air force. 

“Service with the fleet air arm was usually 
for 2 years. It was allowed to count as 
foreign service, even in home waters. Offi- 
cers lost many of their shore allowances while 
serving in it, thus assuring its unpopularity 
among them, Having once served his 2 years, 
it was unusual for even a long-service officer 
ever to serve in it again, so that the time 
and effort spent in training him was lost to 
the Navy forever. Under this system it was 
obviously impossible for the Navy ever to 
train younger officers in naval aviation to fill 
the higher positions; later this became ob- 
vious when the Air Ministry had to nominate 
Officers as wing commanders of carriers who 
were without previous sea experience. This 
is in no way to belittle the excellent work 
done by many wing commanders and squad- 
ron leaders, RAF, who served as senior air 
officers in aircraft carriers, but there was not 
sufficient continuity, there were divided 
loyalties, and no provision was being made 
for the future. Few, if any, air force officers 
would be prepared to jeopardize their careers 
by continuous service with the Navy, even if 
the Air Ministry would allow it. 

“The Admiralty, continually prodded by 
the successive commanders in chief of the 
principal fleets, made several attempts to 
have the whole question reviewed, but with- 
out success, The Prime Minister eventually 
ordered that the subject was not again to be 
broached. Naturally, the situation was not 
hidden from the ambitious young naval ofi- 
cer, who, having selected the Navy as his 
career, became doubtful of the wisdom of 
specializing in a branch whose future ap- 
peared shaky.” 

Exutsir B 
[From the New Haven Register of June 17, 
1946] 


DEFINITE MILITARY POLICY 


President Truman once more has called 
upon the Congress to enact legislation pro- 
viding this Nation with unification of its 
armed forces. His action follows a so-called 
compromise on vital Army-Navy differences 
over previously offered merger proposals. De- 
spite high-sounding words and assurances 
that the plan as now presented by the Presi- 
dent carries the support of the military and 
civilian chiefs of the Army and Navy, cold 
analysis forces the conclusion that little or 
nothing has been changed in the current 
unification plan, 

It carries features as unsound and as ob- 
jectionable as those which made it clear that 
neither Congress nor the American people 
would bless it with their approval. In its 
present form, Congress can serve the best 
interests of the Nation and of its security 
only by rejecting the President’s plea for 
adoption. Mr. Truman’s unification offering 
reveals insular rather than global thinking. 
It must be placed in the discard for this 
reason, if for no other, until such time as 
unification thinking can be placed upon a 
world-wide security basis, which is the only 
method which will give this country the well- 
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balanced striking force necessary for na- 
tional protection in an age of fearsome weap- 
ons and swift-striking threat. 

It is unfortunate indeed that the Presi- 
dent's insistence in this program has brought 
about a situation in which our Army appears 
as opposing our Navy. The American people 
have great pride, and rightfully so, in both 
branches of the service, and in our Air Forces. 
They should not, in so vital an issue, be 
arrayed in even an appearance of being on 
opposite sides, or of pulling and hauling 
against each other, Despite Mr. Truman, it 
should not be permitted to escape public 
attention that the services have now reached 
accord on 8 of the 12 unification objectives. 
Only four remain to be cleared away into 
acceptable form. Congress, if bullheaded- 
ness is removed, should be able to clear these 
away in sensible and satisfactory fashion and 
give us the definite military policy for which 
the President makes such eloquent plea. 
This should be accomplished by calm and 
careful consideration, not by attempts to 
foist a hasty and ill-conceived plan down the 
national throat. 

Mr. Truman calls this compromise, If so, 
it is one vastly more satisfactory to the 
Army than to the Navy or to the American 
idea of actual security. It should be noted 
by Congress that Mr. Truman consistently 
has taken his stand on the so-called Army 
side. As far back as last December 19, he 
urged Congress to adopt the Army plan, with- 
out a second look. He followed this up by an 
attempt to crack down and silence what he 
chose to term Navy lobbyists. Fortunately 
for the Nation, this backfired. Now Mr. Tru- 
man, by bowing to realism and accepting 
retention of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, rather 
than the Army-proposed single Chief of Staff, 
has in actuality admitted the weakness of 
the single civilian secretary proposal. 

National security must not be made the 
subject for “trade.” It is a subject for long 
and deep thought. Congress must provide 
this thought. The call is to make haste 
slowly. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. LANGER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, 


and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Alken Hart O'Daniel 
Andrews Hawkes O'Mahoney 
Austin Hayden Overton 
Ball Hill Pepper 
Barkley Hoey Radcliffe 
Bilbo Huffman Reed 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Brooks Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Buck Kilgore Shipstead 
Burch Knowland Smith 
Bushfield La Follette Stanfill 
Byrd Langer Stewart 
Capehart Lucas Swift 
Capper McCarran Taft 
Carville McClellan Taylor 
Connally McFarland Thomas, Okla 
Cordon McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Donnell McMahon Tobey 
Down Magnuson Vandenberg 
Eastland Maybank Wagner 

Fe: n Mead ‘alsh 
Fulbright Millikin Wheeler 
George Mitchell Wherry 
Gerry Moore White 
Green Morse Wiley 
Guffey Murdock Willis 
Gurney Murray Young 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAvez], the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Myers], and the Senator 
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from Delaware [Mr. TuNNELL] are de- 
tained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation. Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr, Typrncs] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is neces- 
sarily absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 


- SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 


ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
Rosertson] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-one Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 


SENATOR FROM NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. BARKLEY obtained the floor. 

Mr. LANGER, Mr. WILEY, and Mr. 
DONNELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does 
the Senator from Kentucky yield to the 
Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. For what purpose? 

Mr. LANGER. So that I may present 
the credentials of the junior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Youne]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on the 
death of our late colleague, John Moses, 
approximately a year and a half ago, 
Governor Aandahl, of North Dakota, ap- 
pointed Mr. Mirton R. Younse, one of 
our foremost citizens, to the office of 
United States Senator. Mr. Younc has 
now been our distinguished colleague for 
approximately a year and a half. To 
show the esteem in which he is held by 
the citizens of my State, I wish to an- 
nounce that in the last election in North 
Dakota he carried every county in the 
State. I now present to the Senate his 
certificate of election. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
credentials will be read. 

The credentials were read by the legis- 
lative clerk and ordered to be placed on 
file, as follows: 

To the PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE OF THE UNITED 
STATES SENATE: 

This is to certify that on the 25th day 
of June 1946, Mmton R. Younc was duly 
chosen by the qualified electors of the State 
of North Dakota, a Senator from said State, 
to fill the vacancy in the term ending 
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January 2, 1951, caused by the death of 
Hon. John Moses. 

Witness: His Excellency our Governor, 
Fred G. Aandahl, and our seal hereto affixed 
at Bismarck, N. Dak., this 23d day of July 
in the year of our Lord 1946. 

By the Governor: 

FRED G. AANDAHL, 
Governor. 
THOMAS HALL, 
Secretary of State. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the 
Senator-elect will come forward to the 
desk, the oath will be administered to 
him 


Mr. YOUNG, escorted by Mr. LANGER, 
advanced to the desk, and the oath pre- 
scribed by law was administered to him 
by the President pro tempore. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
unfinished business before the Senate is 
the railroad retirement bill, which was 
laid aside temporarily in order to take 
up the conference report which was dis- 
posed of last night. We are anxious to 
move on with that legislation, and with 
all the other legislation which we must 
dispose of before the adjournment of 
Congress. In order that we may do 
that, I am compelled to ask the Senate 
to indulge in the luxury of night sessions 
until we have been able to clean the 
calendar up and are in such a position 
that we may be able to adjourn. 

At the moment there is a treaty on 
the Senate calendar known as the avia- 
tion treaty. There have been some con- 
troversies with reference to it but the 
controversies have been resolved, so that 
the treaty is now in a position to be con- 
sidered. I think it will take only an 
hour or so to dispose of it, and it is 
necessary to do it now in order that the 
action of the Senate may harmonize with 
a release from the State Department to- 
day with reference to the matter. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of executive business. I think it will take 
not more than an hour to dispose of the 
treaty, upon the conclusion of which we 
will resume consideration of the railroad 
retirement bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Kentucky that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of executive 
business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 


[SEAL] 


fore the Senate messages from the Pres- 


ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 
PROTOCOL AMENDING THE INTERNA- 

TIONAL AGREEMENT FOR THE REGULA- 

TION OF WHALING—REPORT OF A 

COMMITTEE 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
ask unanimous consent to report favor- 
ably Executive I, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, second session, a protocol signed 
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at London on November 26, 1945, for the 
United States of America, the Union of 
South Africa, the Commonwealth of 
Australia, Canada, Denmark, the Pro- 
visional Government of the French Re- 
public, the United Mexican States, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, and 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, amending in certain 
particulars the international agreement 
for the regulation of whaling signed at 
London on June 8, 1937, as amended by 
the protocol signed at London on June 
24, 1938, and I submit a report (Ex. 
Rept. No. 9) thereon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the report will be received, 
and the protocol will be placed on the 
Executive Calendar. 


CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL CIVIL 
AVIATION 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of Executive A, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, first session, a convention on 
international civil aviation, concluded at 
the International Civil Aviation Confer- 
ence at Chicago on December 7, 1944. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded 
to consider Executive A, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, first session, a convention on 
international civil aviation, concluded at 
the International Civil Aviation Confer- 
ence at Chicago on December 7, 1944, 
which was read as follows: 

CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION 
(Preamble) 

Whereas the future development of inter- 
national civil aviation can greatly help to 
create and preserve friendship and under- 
standing among the nations and peoples of 
the world, yet its abuse can become a threat 
to the general security; and 

Whereas it is desirable to avoid friction 
and to promote that cooperation between na- 
tions and peoples upon which the peace of 
the world depends; 

Therefore, the undersigned governments 
having agreed on certain principles and ar- 
rangements in order that international civil 
aviation may be developed in a safe and 
orderly manner and that international air 
transport services may be established on the 
basis of equality of opportunity and operated 
soundly and economically. 

Have accordingly 5 this conven- 
tion to that end. 

PART I, AIR NAVIGATION 
Chapter I. General principles and application 
of the convention 
Article 1. Sovereignty 

The contracting States recognize that every 
State has complete and exclusive sovereignty 
over the airspace above its territory. 

Article 2. Territory 

For the purposes of this Convention the 
territory of a State shall be deemed to be 
the land areas and territorial waters adjacent 
thereto under the sovereignty, suzerainty, 
protection or mandate of such State. 

Article 3. Civil and State Aircraft 

(a) This Convention shall be applicable 
only to civil aircraft, and shall not be ap- 
Plicable to State aircraft. 

(b) Aircraft used in military, customs and 
police services shall be deemed to be State 
aircraft. 

(c) No State aircraft of a contracting State 
shall fly over the territory of another State 
or land thereon without authorization by 
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special agreement or otherwise, and in ac- 
cordance with the terms thereof. 

(d) The contracting States undertake, 
when issuing regulations for their State air- 
craft, that they will have due regard for 
the safety of navigation of civil aircraft. 


Article 4. Misuse of Civil Aviation 


Each contracting State agrees not to use 
civil aviation for any purpose inconsistent 
with the aims of this Convention. 


Chapter II. Flight over territory of 
contracting States 


Article 5. Right of Nonscheduled Flight 


Each contracting State agrees that all air- 
craft of the other contracting States, being 
aircraft not engaged in scheduled interna- 
tional air services shall have the right, sub- 
ject to the observance of the terms of this 
Convention, to make flights into or in transit 
non-stop across its territory and to make 
stops for non-traffic purposes without the 
necessity of obtaining prior permission, and 
subject to the right of the State flown over 
to require landing. Each contracting State 
nevertheless reserves the right, for reasons 
of safety of flight, to require aircraft desiring 
to proceed over regions which are inacces- 
sible or without adequate air navigation fa- 
cilities to follow prescribed routes, or to ob- 
tain special permission for such flights. 

Such aircraft, if engaged in the carriage of 
passengers, cargo, or mail for remuneration 
or hire on other than scheduled interna- 
tional air services, shall also, subject to the 
provisions of Article 7, have the privilege 
of taking on or discharging passengers, cargo, 
or mail, subject to the right of any State 
where: such embarkation or discharge takes 
place to impose such regulations, conditions 
or limitations as it may consider desirable. 


Article 6, Scheduled Air Services 


No scheduled international air service may 
be operated over or into the territory of a 
contracting State, except with the special 
permission or other authorization of that 
State, and in accordance with the terms of 
such permission or authorization. 


Article 7. Cabotage 


Each contracting State shall have the right 
to refuse permission to the aircraft of other 
contracting States to take on in its territory 
passengers, mail, and cargo carried for re- 
muneration or hire and destined for another 
point within its territory. Each contracting 
State undertakes not to enter into any ar- 
rangements which specifically grant any such 
privilege on an exclusive basis to any other 
State or an airline of any other State, and 
not to obtain any such exclusive privilege 
from any other State. 


Article 8. Pilotless Aircraft 


No aircraft capable of being flown with- 
out a pilot shall be flown without a pilot over 
the territory of a contracting State without 
special authorization by that State and in 
accordance with the terms of such author- 
ization. Each contracting State undertakes 
to insure that the flight of such aircraft with- 
out a pilot in regions open to civil aircraft 
shall be so controlled as to obviate danger 
to civil aircraft. 


Article 9. Prohibited Areas 


(a) Each contracting State may, for rea- 
sons of military necessity or public safety, 
restrict or prohibit uniformly the aircraft of 
other States from flying over certain areas 
of its territory, provided that no distinction 
in this respect is made between the aircraft 
of the State whose territory is involved, en- 
gaged in international scheduled airline 
services, and the aircraft of the other con- 
tracting States likewise engaged. Such pro- 
hibited areas shall be of reasonable extent 
and location so as not to interfere unneces- 
sarily with air navigation. Descriptions of 
such prohibited areas in the territory of a 
contracting State, as well as any subsequent 
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alterations therein, shall be communicated 
fs soon as possible to the other contracting 
States and to the International Civil Aviation 
Organization. 

(b) Each contracting State reserves also 
the right, in exceptional circumstances or 
during a period of emergency, or in the in- 
terest of public safety, and with immediate 
effect, temporarily to restrict or prohibit 
flying over the whole or any part of its terri- 
tory, on condition that such restriction or 
prohibition shall be applicable without dis- 
tinction of nationality to aircraft of all other 
States. 

(c) Each contracting State, under such 
regulations as it may prescribe, may require 
any aircraft entering the areas contemplated 
in subparagraphs (a) or (b) above to effect 
a landing as soon as practicable thereafter 
at some designated airport within its terri- 
to 


ry. 

Article 10, Lanaing at Customs Airport 

Except in a case where, under the terms 
of this Convention or a special authoriza- 
tion, aircraft are permitted to cross the 
territory of a contracting State without 
landing, every aircraft which enters the ter- 
ritory of a contracting State shall, if the 
regulations of that State so require, land at 
an airport designated by that State ior the 
purpose of customs and other examination. 
On departure from the territory of a con- 
tracting State, such aircraft shall depart 
from a similarly designated customs airport. 
Particulars of all designated customs air- 
ports shall be published by the State and 
transmitted to the International Civil Avia- 
tion Organization established under Part II 
of this Convention for communication to all 
other contracting States. 


Article 11. Applicability of Air Regulations 


Subject to the provisions of this Conven- 
tion, the laws and regulations of a contract- 
ing State relating to the admission to or de- 
parture from its territory of aircraft engaged 
in international air navigation, or to the 
operation and navigation of such aircraft 
while within its territory, shall be applied to 
the aircraft of all contracting States without 
distinction as to nationality, and shall be 
complied with by such aircraft upon entering 
or departing from or while within the terri- 
tory of that State. 


Article 12. Rules of the Air 


Each contracting State undertakes to adopt 
measures to insure that every aircraft flying 
over or maneuvering within its territory and 
that every aircraft carrying its nationality 
mark, wherever such aircraft may be, shall 
comply with the rules and regulations relat- 
ing to the flight and maneuver of aircraft 
there in force. Each contracting State un- 
dertakes to keep its own regulations in these 
respects uniform, to the greatest possible 
extent, with those established from time to 
time under this Convention. Over the high 
seas, the rules in force shall be those estab- 
lished under this Convention. Each con- 
tracting State undertakes to insure the prose- 
cution of all persons violating the regula- 
tions applicable, 


Article 13. Entry and Clearance Regulations 


The laws and regulations of a contracting 
State as to the admission to or departure 
from its territory of passengers, crew or cargo 
of aircraft, such as regulations relating to 
entry clearance, immigration, passports, cus- 
toms, and quarantine shall be complied with 
by or on behalf of such passengers, crew or 
cargo upon entrance into or departure from, 
or while within the territory of that State. 


Article 14. Prevention of Spread of Disease 


Each contracting State agrees to take ef- 
fective measures to prevent the spread by 
meant of air navigation of cholera, typhus 
(epidemic), smallpox, yellow fever, plague, 
and such other communicable diseases as the 
contracting States shall from time to time 
decide to designate, and to that end con- 
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tracting States will keep in close consulta- 
tion with the agencies concerned with in- 
ternational regulations relating to sanitary 
measures applicable to aircraft. Such con- 
sultation shall be without prejudice to the 
application of any existing international con- 
vention on this subject to which the con- 
tracting States may be parties. 

Article 15. Airport and Similar Charges 

Every airport in a contracting State which 
is open to public use by its national aircraft 
shall likewise, subject to the provisions of 
Article 68, be open under uniform condi- 
tions to the aircraft of all the other con- 
tracting States. The like uniform condi- 
tions shall apply to the use, by aircraft of 
every contracting State, of all air navigation 
facilities, including radio and meteorological 
services, which may be provided for public 
use for the safety and expedition of air 
navigation. 

Any charges that may be imposed or per- 
mitted to be imposed by a contracting State 
for the use of such airports and air naviga- 
tion facilities by the aircraft of any other 
contracting State shall not be higher, 

(a) As to aircraft not engaged in sched- 
uled international air services, than those 
that would be paid by its national aircraft 
of the same class engaged in similar opera- 
tions, and 

(b) As to aircraft engaged in scheduled 
international air services, than those that 
would be paid by its national aircraft en- 
gaged in similar international air services. 

All such charges shall be published and 
communicated to the International Civil 
Aviation Organization: provided that, upon 
representation by an interested contracting 
State, the charges imposed for the use of air- 
ports and other facilities shall be subject to 
review by the Council, which shall report and 
make recommendations thereon for the con- 
sideration of the State or States concerned. 
No fees, dues or other charges shall be im- 
posed by any contracting State in respect 
solely of the right of transit over or entry 
into or exit from its territory of any aircraft 
of a contracting State or persons or property 
thereon, 


Article 16. Search of Aircraft 


The appropriate authorities of each of the 
contracting States shall have the right, with- 
out unreasonable delay, to search aircraft of 
the other contracting States on landing or 
departure, and to inspect the certificates and 
other documents prescribed by this Conven- 
tion. 


Chapter III. Nationality of aircraft 
Article 17, Nationality of Aircraft 


Aircraft have the nationality of the State 
in which they are registered. 


Article 18. Dual Registration 
An aircraft cannot be validly registered in 


more than one State, but its registration may 
be changed from one State to another. 


Article 19, National Laws Governing 
Registration 
The registration or transfer of registration 
of aircraft in any contracting State shall be 
made in accordance with its laws and regula- 
tions. 
Article 20, Display of Marks 


Every aircraft engaged in international air 
navigation shall bear its appropriate nation- 
ality and registration marks. 


Article 21. Report of Registrations 


Each contracting State undertakes to sup- 
ply to any other contracting State or to the 
International Civil Aviation Organization, on 
demand, information concerning the regis- 
tration and ownership of any particular air- 
craft registered in that State. In addition, 
each contracting State shall furnish reports 
to the Internationa] Civil Aviation Organiza- 
tion, under such regulations as the latter may 
prescribe, giving such pertinent data as can 
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be made available concerning the ownership 
and control of aircraft registered in that State 
and habitually engaged in international air 
navigation. The data thus obtained by the 
International Civil Aviation Organization 
shall: be made available by it on request to 
the other contracting States. 


Chapter IV. Measures to facilitate air 
navigation 

Article 22. Facilitation of Formalities 
Each contracting State agrees to adopt all 
practicable measures, through the issuance of 
special regulations or otherwise to facilitate 
the expedite navigation by aircraft between 
the territories of contracting States, and to 
prevent unnecessary delays to aircraft, crews, 
passengers and cargo, especially in the ad- 
ministration of the laws relating to immigra- 

tion, quarantine, customs and clearance, 


Article 23. Customs and Immigration 
Procedure 

Each contracting State undertakes, so far 
as it may find practicable, to establish cus- 
toms and immigration procedures affecting 
international air navigation in accordance 
with the practices which may be established 
or recommended from time to time, pursuant 
to this Convention. Nothing in this Conven- 
tion shall be construed as preventing the es- 
tablishment of customs-free airports. 

Article 24. Customs Duty 

(a) Aircraft on a flight to, from, or across 
the territory of another contracting State 
shall be admitted temporarily free of duty, 
subject to the customs regulations of the 
State. Fuel, lubricating oils, spare parts, reg- 
ular equipment and aircraft stores on board 
an aircraft of a contracting State, on arrival 
in the territory of another contracting State, 
and retained on board on leaving the terri- 
tory of that State shall be exempt from cus- 
toms duty, inspection fees or similar national 
or local duties and charges. This exemption 
shall not apply to any quantities or articles 
unloaded, except in accordance with the cus- 
toms regulations of the State, which may 
require that they shall be kept under cus- 
toms supervision. 

(b) Spare parts and equipment imported 
into the territory of a contracting State for 
incorporation in or use on an aircraft of an- 
other contracting State engaged in interna- 
tional air navigation shall be admitted free 
of customs duty, subject to compliance with 
the regulations of the State concerned, which 
may provide that the articles shall be kept 
under customs supervision and control. 

Article 25. Aircraft in Distress 

Each contracting State undertakes to pro- 
vide such measures of assistance to aircraft 
in distress in its territory as it may find 
practicable, and to permit, subject to con- 
trol by its own authorities, the owners of 
the aircraft or authorities of the State in 
which the aircraft is registered to provide 
such measures of assistance as may be ne- 
cessitated by the circumstances, Each con- 
tracting State, when undertaking search for 
missing aircraft, will collaborate in coordi- 
nated measures which may be recommended 
from time to time pursuant to this Conven- 
tion. 

Article 26. Investigation of Accidents 

In the event of an accident to an aircraft 
of a contracting State occurring in the terri- 
tory of another contracting State, and in- 
volving death or serious injury, or indicating 
serious technical defect in the aircraft or air 
navigation facilities, the State in which the 
accident occurs will institute an inquiry into 
the circumstances of the accident, in accord- 
ance, so far as its laws permit, with the pro- 
cedure which may be recommended by the 
International Civil Aviation Organization. 
The State in which the aircraft is registered 
shall be given the opportunity to appoint 
observers to be present at the inquiry and 
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the State holding the inquiry shall com- 
municate the report and findings in the 
matter to that State. 


Article 27. Exemption From Seizure on Patent 
Claims 


(a) While engaged in international air navi- 
gation, any authorized entry of aircraft of a 
contracting State into the territory of an- 
other contracting State or authorized transit 
across the territory of such State with or 
without landings shall not entail any seizure 
or detention of the aircraft or any claim 
against the owner or operator therof or any 
other interference therewith by or on behalf 
of such State or any person therein, on the 
ground that the construction, mechanism, 
parts, accessories or operation of the aircraft 
is an infringement of any patent, design, or 
model duly granted or registered in the State 
whose territory is entered by the aircraft, it 
being agreed that no deposit of security in 
connection with the foregoing exemption 
from seizure or detention of the aircraft 
shall in any case be required in the State en- 
tered by such aircraft. 

(b) The provisions of paragraph (a) of this 
Article shall also be applicable to the storage 
of spare parts and spare equipment for the 
aircraft and the right to use and install the 
same in the repair of an aircraft of a con- 
tracting State in the territory of any other 
contracting State, provided that any pat- 
ented part or equipment so stored shall not 
be sold or distributed internally in or ex- 
ported commercially from the contracting 
State entered by the aircraft. 

(c) The benefits of this Article shall apply 
only to such States, parties to this Conven- 
tion, as either (1) are parties to the Inter- 
national Convention for he Protection of In- 
dustrial Property and to any amendments 
thereof; or (2) have enacted patent laws 
which recognize and give adequate protection 
to inventions made by the nationals of the 
other States parties to this Convention, 


Article 28, Air Navigation Facilities and 
Standard Systems 

Each contracting State undertakes so far 
as it may find practicable, to: 

(a) Provide, in its territory, airports, radio 
services, me cal services and other 
air navigation facilities to facilitate interna- 
tional air navigation, in accordance with the 
standards and practices recommended or es- 
tablished from time to time, pursuant to 
this Convention; 

(b) Adopt and put into operation the ap- 
propriate standard systems of communica- 
tions procedure, codes, markings, signals, 
lighting and other operational practices and 
rules which may be recommended or estab- 
lished from time to time, pursuant to this 
Convention; 

(c) Collaborate in international measures 
to secure the publication of aeronautical 
maps and charts in accordance with stand- 
ards which may be recommended or estab- 
lished from time to time, pursuant to this 
Convention. 


Chapter V. Conditions to be fulfilled with 
respect to aircraft 

Article 29. Documents Carried in Aircraft 

Every aircraft of a contracting State, en- 
gaged in international navigation, shall carry 
the following documents in conformity with 
the conditions prescribed in this Conven- 
tion: 

(a) Its certificate of registration; 

(b) Its certificate of airworthiness; 

(c) The appropriate licenses for each mem. 
ber of the crew; 

(d) Its journey log book; 

(e) If it is equipped with radio apparatus, 
the aircraft radio station license; 

(f) If it carries passengers, a list of their 
names and places of embarkation and desti- 
nation; 

(g) If it carries cargo, a manifest and de- 
tailed declarations of the cargo. 
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Article 30. Aircraft Radio Equipment 
(a) Aircraft of each contracting State may, 
in or over the territory of other contracting 
States, carry radio transmitting apparatus 


only if a license to install and operate such 


apparatus has been issued by the appropriate 
authorities of the State in which the aircraft 
is registered. The use of radio transmitting 
apparatus in the territory of the contracting 
State whose territory is flown over shall be 
in accordance with the regulations prescribed 
by that State. 

(b) Radio transmitting apparatus may be 
used only by members of the flight crew who 
are provided with a special license for the 
purpose, issued by the appropriate authori- 
ties of the State in which the aircraft is 
registered. 


Article 31. Certificates of Airworthiness 


Every aircraft engaged in international 
navigation shall be provided with a certificate 
of airworthiness issued or rendered valid by 
the State in which it is registered. 


Article 32. Licenses of Personnel 


(a) The pilot of every aircraft and the 
other members of the operating crew of every 
aircraft engaged in international navigation 
shall be provided with certificates of com- 
petency and licenses issued or rendered valid 
by the State in which the aircraft is reg- 
istered. 

(b) Each contracting State reserves the 
right to refuse to recognize, for the purpose 
of flight above its own territory, certificates of 
competency and licenses granted to any of 
its nationals by another contracting State. 


Article 33. Recognition of Certificates’ and 
Licenses 

Certificates of airworthiness and certifi- 
cates of competency and licenses issued or 
rendered valid by the contracting State in 
which the aircraft is registered, shall be 
recognized as valid by the other contracting 
States, provided that the requirements under 
which such certificates or licenses were issued 
or rendered valid are equal to or above the 
minimum standards which may be estab- 
lished from time to time pursuant to this 
Convention. 

Article 34. Journey Log Books 

There shall be maintained in respect of 
every aircraft engaged in international navi- 
gation a journey log book in which shall be 
entered particulars of the aircraft, its crew 
and of each journey, in such form as may be 
prescribed from time to time pursuant to 
this Convention. 

Article 35. Cargo Restrictions 

(a) No munitions of war or implements of 
war may be carried in or above the territory 
of a State in aircraft engaged in interna- 
tional navigation, except by permission of 
such State. Each State shall determine by 
regulations what constitutes munitions of 
war or implements of war for the purposes of 
this Article, giving due consideration, for the 
purposes of uniformity, to such recommenda- 
tions as the International Civil Aviation 
Organization may from time to time make. 

(b) Each contracting State reserves the 
right, for reasons of public order and safety, 
to regulate or prohibit the carriage in or 
above its territory of articles other than those 
enumerated in paragraph (a): provided that 
no distinction is made in this respect be- 
tween its national aircraft engaged in inter- 
national navigation and the aircraft of the 
other States so engaged; and provided fur- 
ther that no restriction shall be imposed 
which may interfere with the carriage and 
use on aircraft of apparatus necessary for 
the operation or navigation of the aircraft 
or the safety of the personnel or passengers. 

Article 36. Photographic Apparatus 

Each contracting State may prohibit or 
regulate the use of photographic apparatus in 
aircraft over its territory. 
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Chapter VI. International standards and rec- 
ommended practices 

Article 37, Adoption of International Stand- 
ards and Procedures 


Each contracting State undertakes to col- 


laborate in securing the highest practicable 
degree of uniformity in regulations, stand- 
ards, procedures, and organization in rela- 
tion to aircraft, personnel, airways and aux- 
iliary services in all matters in which such 
uniformity will facilitate and improve air 
navigation. 

To this end the International Civil Avia- 
tion Organization shall adopt and amend 
from time to time, as may be necessary, 
international standards and recommended 
practices and procedures dealing with: 

(a) Communications systems and air nay- 
igation aids, including ground marking; 

(b) Characteristics of airports and landing 
areas; 

(c) Rules of the air and air traffic control 
practices; 

(d) Licensing of operating and mechan- 
ical personnel; 

(e) Airworthiness of aircraft; 

(f) Registration and identification of air- 
craft; 

(g) Collection and exchange of meteoro- 
logical information; 

(h) Log books; 

(i) Aeronautical maps and charts; 

(j) Customs and immigration procedures; 

(k) Aircraft in distress and investigation 
of accidents; and such other matters con- 
cerned with the safety, regularity, and effi- 
ciency of air navigation as may from time 
to time appear appropriate. 


Article 38. Departures From International 
Standards and Procedures 

Any State which finds it impracticable to 
comply in all respects with any such inter- 
national standard or procedure, or to bring 
its own regulations or practices into full ac- 
cord with any international standard or pro- 
cedure after amendment of the latter, or 
which deems it necessary to adopt regula- 
tions or practices differing in any particular 
respect from those established by an interna- 
tional standard, shall give immediate notifi- 
cation to the International Civil Aviation 
Organization of the differences between its 
own practice and that established by the 
international standard. In the case of 
amendments to international standards, any 
State which does not make the appropriate 
amendments to its own regulations or prac- 
tices shall give notice to the Council within 
sixty days of the adoption of the amendment 
to the international standard, or indicate the 
action which it proposes to take. In any 
such case, the Council shall make immedi- 
ate notification to all other States of the 
difference which exists between one or more 
features of an international standard and the 
corresponding national practice of that State. 
Article 39. Endorsement of Certificates and 

Licenses 

(a) Any aircraft or part thereof with re- 
spect to which there exists an international 
standard of airworthiness or performance, 
and which failed in any respect to satisfy 
that standard at the time of its certification, 
shall have endorsed on or attached to its 
airworthiness certificate a complete enumer- 
ation of the details in respect of which it so 
failed. 

(b) Any person holding a license who does 
not satisfy in full the conditions laid down 
in the international standard relating to 
the class of license or certificate which he 
holds shall have endorsed on or attached 
to his license a complete enumeration of 
the particulars in which he does not satisfy 
such conditions. 


Article 40, Validity of Endorsed Certificates 
and Licenses 


No aircraft or personnel having certificates 
or licenses so endorsed shall participate in 
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international navigation, except with the 
permission of the State or States whose ter- 
ritory is entered. The registration or use of 
any such aircraft, or of any certificated air- 
craft part, in any State other than that in 
which it was originally certificated shall 
be at the discretion of the State into which 
the aircraft or part is imported. 


Article 41. Recognition of Existing Standards 
of Airworthiness 


The provisions of this Chapter shall not 
apply to aircraft and aircraft equipment of 
types of which the prototype is submitted to 
the appropriate national authorities for cer- 
tification prior to a date three years after the 
date of adoption of an international stand- 
ard of airworthiness for such equipment. 


Article 42. Recognition of Existing Standards 
of Competency of Personnel 


The provisions of this Chapter shall not 
apply to personnel whose licenses are origi- 
nally issued prior to a date one year after ini- 
tial adoption of an international standard of 
qualification for such personnel; but they 
shall in any case apply to all personnel whose 
licenses remain valid five years after the 
date of adoption of such standard. 


PART II. THE INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION 
ORGANIZATION 


Chapter VII. The organization 
Article 43. Name and Composition 


An organzation to be named the Interna- 
tional Civil Aviation Organization is formed 
by the Convention. It is made up of an 
Assembly, a Council, and such other bodies 
as may be necessary. 


Article 44. Objectives 


The aims and objectives of the Organiza- 
tion are to develop the principles and tech- 
niques of international air navigation and to 
foster the planning and development of in- 
ternational air transport so as to: 

(a) Insure the safe and orderly growth of 
international civil aviation throughout the 
world; 

(b) Encourage the arts of aircraft design 
and operation for peaceful purposes; 

(c) Encourage the development of airways, 
airports, and air navigation facilities for in- 
ternational civil aviation; 

(d) Meet the needs of the peoples of the 
world for safe, regular, efficient and economi- 
cal air transport; 

(e) Prevent economic waste caused by un- 
reasonable competition; 

(f) Insure that the rights of contracting 
States are fully respected and that every con- 
tracting State has a fair opportunity to oper- 
ate international airlines; 

(g) Avoid discrimination between con- 
tracting States; 

(h) Promote safety of flight in interna- 
tional air navigation; 

(i) Promote generally the development of 
all aspects of international civil aeronautics. 
Article 45. Permanent Seat 

The permanent seat of the Organization 
shall be at such place as shall be determined 
at the final meeting of the Interim Assembly 
of the Provisional International Civil Avia- 
tion Organization set up by the Interim 
Agreement on International Civil Aviation 
signed at Chicago on December 7, 1944. The 
seat may be temporarily transferred else- 
where by decision of the Council. 


Article 46. First Meeting of Assembly 
The first meeting of the Assembly shall be 
summoned by the Interim Council of the 
above-mentioned Provisional Organization as 
soon as the Convention has come into force, 
to meet at a time and place to be decided by 
the Interim Council, 


Article 47. Legal Capacity 


The Organization shall enjoy in the terri- 
tory of each contracting State such legal ca- 
pacity as may be necessary for the perform- 
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ance of its functions. Full juridical person- 
ality shall be granted wherever compatible 
with the constitution and laws of the State 
concerned. 

Chapter VIII. The Assembly 
Article 48. Meetings of Assembly and Voting 

(a) The Assembly shall meet annually and 
shall be convened by the Council at a suitable 
time and place. Extraordinary meetings of 
the Assembly may be held at any time upon 
the call of the Council or at the request of 
any ten contracting States addressed to the 
Secretary General. 

(b) All contracting States shall have an 
equal right to be mepresented at the meetings 
of the Assembly and each contracting State 
shall be entitled to one vote. Delegates rep- 
resenting contracting States may be assisted 
by technical advisers who may participate 
in the meetings but shall have no vote. 

(c) A majority of the contracting States 
is required to constitute a quorum for the 
meetings of the Assembly. Unless otherwise 
provided in this Convention, decisions of the 
Assembly shall be taken by a majority of the 
votes cast, 

Article 49. Powers and Duties of Assembly 

The powers and duties of the Assembly 
shall be to: 

(a) Elect at each meeting its President 
and other officers; 

(b) Elect the contracting States to be rep- 
resented on the Council, in accordance with 
the provisions of Chapter IX; 

(c) Examine and take appropriate action 
on the reports of the Council and decide on 
any matter referred to it by the Council; 

(d) Determine its own rules of procedure 
and establish such subsidiary commissions 
as it may consider to be necessary or de- 
sirable; 

(e) Vote an annual budget and determine 
the financial arrangements of the Organiza- 
tion, in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter XII; 

(f) Review expenditures and approve the 
accounts of the Organization; 

(g) Refer, at its discretion, to the Coun- 
cil, to subsidiary commissions, or to any 
other body any matter within its sphere of 
action; 

(h) Delegate to the Council the powers 
and authority necessary or desirable for the 
discharge of the duties of the Organization 
and revoke or modify the delegations of au- 
thority at any time; 

(i) Carry out the appropriate provisions 
of Chapter XIII; 

(j) Consider proposals for the modifica- 
tion or amendment of the provisions of this 
Convention and, if it approves of the pro- 
posals, recommend them to the contracting 
States in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter XXI; 

(k) Deal with any matter within the 
sphere of action of the Organization not 
specifically assigned to the Council. 


Chapter IX. The Council 


Article 50. Composition and Election of 
Council 


(a) The Council shall be a permanent 
body responsible to the Assembly. It shall 
be composed of twenty-one contracting 
States elected by the Assembly. An election 
shall be held at the first meeting of the 
Assembly and thereafter every three years, 
and the members of the Council so elected 
shall hold office until the next following 
election. 

(b) In electing the members of the Coun- 
cil, the Assembly shall give adequate repre- 
sentation to (1) the States of chief impor- 
tance in air transport; (2) the States not oth- 
erwise included which make the largest con- 
tribution to the provision of facilities for 
international civil air navigation; and (3) the 
States not otherwise included whose desig- 
nation will insure that all the major geo- 
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graphic areas of the world are represented 
on the Councils Any vacancy on the Coun- 
cil shall be filled by the Assembly as soon as 
possible; any contracting State so elected to 
the Council shall hold office for the unex- 
pired portion of its predecessor's term of 
office. 


(c) No reperesentative of a contracting 
State on the Council shall be actively asso- 
ciated with the operation of an international 
air service or financially interested in such 
a service, 


Article 51. President of Council 


The Council shall elect its President for a 
term of three years. He may be reelected, 
He shall have no vote. The Council shall 
elect from among its members one or more 
Vice Presidents who shall retain their right 
to vote when serving as acting President. 
The President need not be selected from 
amang the representatives of the members 
of the Council but, if a representative is elect- 
ed, his seat shall be deemed vacant and it 
shall be filled by the State which he repre- 
3 The duties of the President shall 

e to: 

(a) Convene meetings of the Council, the 
Alr Transport Committee, and the Air Navi- 
gation Commission; 

(b) Serve as representative of the Coun- 
eil: and 

(c) Carry out on behalf of the Council the 
functions which the Council assigns to him, 

Article 52. Voting in Council 

Decisions by the Council shall require ap- 
proval by a majority of its members. The 
Council may delegate authority with respect 
to any particular matter to a committee of 
its members. Decisions of any committee 
of the Council may be appealed to the Coun- 
eil by any interested contracting State. 
Article 53. Participation Without A Vote 

Any contracting State may participate, 
without a vote, in the consideration by the 
Council and by its committees and commis- 
sions of any question which especially affects 
its interests. No member of the Council 
shall vote in the consideration by the Coun- 
cil of a dispute to which it is a party. 


Article 54. Mandatory Functions of Council 


The Council shall: 

5 (a) Submit annual reports to the Assem- 

y: 

(b) Carry out the directions of the Assem- 
bly and discharge the duties and obligations 
which are laid on it by this Convention; 

(c) Determine its organization and rules 
of procedure; 

(d) Appoint and define the duties of an 
Air Transport Committee, which shall be 
chosen from among the representatives of 
the members of the Council, and which shall 
be responsible to it; 

(e) Establish an Air Navigation Commis- 
sion, in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter X; 

(1) Administer the finances of the Organ- 
ization in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapters XII and X: 

(g) Determine the emoluments of the 
President of the Council; 

(h) Appoint a chief executive officer who 
shall be called the Secretary General, and 
make provision for the appointment of such 
other personnel as may de necessary, in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of Chapter XI; 

(i) Request, collect, examine and publish 
information relating to the advancement of 
air navigation and the operation of inter- 
national air services, including information 
about the costs of operation and particulars 
of subsidies paid to airlines from public 
funds; 

(j) Report to contracting States any in- 
fraction of this Convention, as well as any 
failure to carry out recommendations or de- 
terminations of the Council; 
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(k) Report to the Assembly any infraction 
of this Convention where a contracting 
State has failed to take appropriate action 
within a reasonable time after notice of the 
infraction; 

(1) Adopt, in accordance with the provi- 
sions of Chapter VI of this Convention, inter- 
national standards and recommended prac- 
tices; for convenience, designate them as An- 
nexes to this Convention; and notify all con- 
tracting States of the action taken; 

(m) Consider recommendations of the Air 
Navigation Commission for amendment of 
the Annexes and take action in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter XX; 

(n) Consider any matter relating to the 
Convention which any contracting State re- 
fers to it. 


Article 55. Permissive Functions of Council 


The Council may: 

(a) Where appropriate and as experience 
may show to be desirable, create subordinate 
air transport commissions on a regional or 
other basis and define groups of States or 
airlines with or through which it may deal 
to facilitate the carrying out of the aims of 
this Convention; 

(b) Delegate to the Air Navigation Com- 
mission duties additional to those set forth 
in the Convention and revoke or modify such 
delegations of authority at any time; 

(c) Conduct research into all aspects of 
air transport and air navigation which are 
of international importance, communicate 
the results of its research to the contracting 
States, and facilitate the exchange of in- 
formation between contracting States on air 
transport and air navigation matters; 

(d) Study any matters affecting the organ- 
ization and operation of international air 
transport, including the international own- 
ership and operation of international air 
services on trunk routes, and submit to the 
Assembly plans in relation thereto: 

(e) Investigate, at the request of any con- 
tracting State, any situation which may ap- 
pear to present avoidable obstacles to the 
development of international air navigation; 
and, after such investigation, issue such re- 
ports as may appear to it desirable. 


Chapter X. The Air Navigation Commission 


Article 56. Nomination and Appointment of 
Commission 
The Air Navigation Commission shall be 
composed of twelve members appointed by 
the Council from among persons nominated 
by contracting States. These persons shall 
have suitable qualifications and experience 
in the science and practice of aeronautics. 
The Council shall request all contracting 
States to submit nominations, The Presi- 
dent of the Air Navigation Commission shall 
be appointed by the Council. 


Article 57. Duties of Commission 


The Air Navigation Commission shall: 

(a) Consider, and recommend to the Coun- 
cil for adoption, modifications of the An- 
nexes to this Convention; 

(b) Establsh technical subcommissions on 
which any contracting State may be repre- 
sented, if it so desires; 

(c) Advise the Council concerning the 
collection and communication to the con- 
tracting States of all information which it 
considers n and useful for the ad- 
vancement of air navigation. 

Chapter XI. Personnel 
Article 58. Appointment of Personnel 

Subject to any rules laid down by the As- 
sembly and to the provisions of this Con- 
vention, the Council shall determine the 
method of appointment and of termination 
of appointment, the training, and the sala- 
ries, allowances, and conditions of service of 
the Secretary General and other personnel of 
the Organization, and may employ or make 
use of the services of nationals of any con- 
tracting State. 
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Article 59. International Character of 
Personnel 


The President of the Council, the Secre- 
tary General, and other personnel shall not 
seek or receive instructions in regard to the 
discharge of their responsibilities from any 
authority external to the Organization. 
Each contracting State undertakes fully to 
respect the international character of the 
responsibilities of the personnel and not to 
seek to infiuence any of its nationals in the 
discharge of their responsibilities. 

Article 60. Immunities and Privileges of 

Personnel 

Each contracting State undertakes, so far 
as possible under its constitutional pro- 
cedure, to accord to the President of the 
Council, the Secretary General, and the other 
personnel of the Organization, the immu- 
nities and privileges which are accorded to 
corresponding personnel of other public in- 
ternational organizations. If a general in- 
ternational agreement on the immunities 
and privileges of international civil servants 
is arrived at, the immunities and privileges 
accorded to the President, the Secretary Gen- 
eral, and the other personnel of the Organ- 
ization shall be the immunities and privileges 
accorded under that general international 
agreement. 

Chapter XH. Finance 


Article 61. Budget and Apportionment of 
Expenses 

The Council shall submit to the Assembly 
an annual budget, annual statements of ac- 
counts and estimates of all receipts and ex- 
penditures. The Assembly shall vote the 
budget with whatever modification it sees fit 
to prescribe, and, with the exception of as- 
sessments under Chapter XV to States con- 
senting thereto, shall apportion the ex- 
penses of the Organization among the con- 
tracting States on the basis which it shall 
from time to time determine. 

Article 62. Suspension of Voting Power 

The Assembly may suspend the voting 
power in the Assembly and in the Council 
of any contracting State that fails to dis- 
charge within a reasonable period its finan- 
cial obligations to the Organization. 


Article 63. Expenses of Delegations and 
Other Representatives 

Each contracting State shall bear the ex- 
penses of its own delegation to the Assembly 
and the remuneration, travel, and other ex- 
penses of any person whom it appoints to 
serve on the Council, and of its nominees or 
representatives on any subsidiary committees 
or commissions of the Organization. 


Chapter XIII. Other international 
arrangements 
Article 64. Security Arrangements 

The Organization may, with respect to air 
matters within its competence directly af- 
fecting world security, by vote of the As- 
sembly enter into appropriate arrangements 
with any general organization set up by the 
nations of the world to preserve peace. 
Article 65. Arrangements With Other Inter- 

national Bodies 

The Council, on behalf of the Organiza- 
tion, may enter into agreements with other 
international bodies for the maintenance of 
common services and for common arrange- 
ments concerning personnel and, with the 
approval of the Assembly, may enter into 
such other arrangements as may facilitate 
the work of the Organization. 

Article 66. Functions Relating to Other 

Agreements 

(a) The Organization shall also carry out 
the functions placed upon ft by the Inter- 
national Alr Services Transit Agreement and 
by the International Air Transport Agree- 
ment drawn up at Chicago on December 7, 
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1944, in accordance with the terms and con- 
ditions therein set forth. 

(b) Members of the Assembly and the 
Council who have not accepted the Interna- 
tional Air Services Transit Agreement or the 
International Air Transport Agreement drawn 
up at Chicago on December 7, 1944, shall not 
have the right to vote on any questions re- 
ferred to the Assembly or Council under the 
provisions of the relevant Agreement. 

PART III. INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT 
Chapter XIV. Information and reports 
Article 67. File Reports with Council 

Each contracting State undertakes that its 
international airlines shall, in accordance 
with requirements laid down by the Council, 
file with the Council traffic reports, cost 
statistics and financial statements showing 
among other things all receipts and the 
sources thereof. 


Chapter XV. Airports and other air 
navigation facilities 


Article 68. Designation of Routes and Airports 


Each contracting State may, subject to the 
provisions of this Convention, designate the 
route to be followed within its territory by 
any international air service and the airports 
which any such service may use. 


Article 69. Improvement of Air Navigation 
Facilities 


If the Council is of the opinion that the 
airports or other air navigation facilities 
including radio and meteorological services 
of a contracting State are not reasonably 
adequate for the safe, regular, efficient, and 
economical operation of international air 
services, present or contemplated, the Coun- 
cil shall consult with the State directly con- 
1 985 and other States affected, with a view 

o finding means by which the situation may 
be remedied, and may make recommenda- 
tions for that purpose. No contracting State 
shall be guilty of an infraction of this Con- 
vention if it fails to carry out these recom- 
mendations, 


Article 70. Financing of Air Navigation 
Facilities 


A contracting State, in the circumstances 
arising under the provisions of Article 69, may 
conclude an arrangement with the Council 
for giving effect to such recommendations. 
The State may elect to bear all of the costs 
involved in any such arrangement. If the 
State does not so elect, the Council may 
agree, at the request of the State, to provide 
for all or a portion of the costs. 


Article 71. Provision and Maintenance of 
Facilities by Council 


If a contracting State so requests, the 
Council may agree to provide, man, maintain, 
and administer any or all of the airports and 
other air navigation facilities, including radio 
and meteorological services, required in its 
territory for the safe, regular, efficent and 
economical operation of the international air 
services of the other contracting States, and 
may specify just and reasonable charges for 
the use of the facilities provided. 


Article 72. Acquisition or Use of Land 


Where land is needed for facilities financed 
in whole or in part by the Council at the re- 
quest of a contracting State, that State shall 
either provide the land itself, retaining title 
if it wishes, or facilitate the use of the land 
by the Council on just and reasonable terms 
and in accordance with the laws of the State 
concerned. 


Article 73. Expenditure and Assessment of 
Funds 


Within the limit of the funds which may be 
made available to it by the Assembly under 
Chapter XII, the Council may make current 
expenditures for the purposes of this Chapter 
from the general funds of the Organization, 
The Council shall assess the capital funds re- 
quired for the purposes of this Chapter in 
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previously agreed proportions over a reason- 
able period of time to the contracting States 
consenting thereto whose airlines use the fa- 
cilities. The Council may also assess to States 
that consent any working funds that are re- 
quired. 

Article 74. Technical Assistance and Utiliza- 

tion of Revenues 


When the Council, at the request of a con- 
tracting State, advances funds or provides 
airports or other facilities in whole or in part, 
the arrangement may provide, with the con- 
sent of that State, for technical assistance in 
the supervision and operation of the airports 
and other facilities, and for the payment, 
from the revenues derived from the opera- 
tion of the airports and other facilities of the 
operating expenses of the airports and the 
other facilities, and of interest and amortiza- 
tion charges. 


Article 75. Taking Over of Facilities From 
Council 

A contracting State may at time discharge 
any obligation into which it has entered un- 
der Article 70, and take over airports and 
other facilities which the Council ha~ pro- 
vided in its territory pursuant to the provi- 
sions of Articles 71 and 72, by paying to the 
Council an amount which in the opinion of 
the Council is reasonable in the circum- 
stances. If the State considers that the 
amount fixed by the Council is unreasonable 
it may appeal to the Assembly against the 
decision of the Council and the Assembly 
may confirm or amend the decision of the 
Council. $ 


Article 76. Return of Funds 


Funds obtained by the Council through re- 
imbursement under Article 75 and from re- 
ceipts of interest and amortization payments 
under Article 74 shall, in the case of advances 
originally financed by States under Article 
73. be returned to the States which were origi- 
nally assessed in the proportion of their as- 
sessments, as determined by the Council. 


Chapter XVI. Joint operating organizations 
and pooled services 
Article 77. Joint Operating Organizations 
Permitted 

Nothing in this Convention shall prevent 
two or more contracting States from consti- 
tuting joint air transport operating organi- 
zations or international operating agencies 
and from pooling their air services on any 
routes or in any regions, but such organiza- 
tions or agencies and such pooled services 
shall be subject to all the provisions of this 
Convention, including those relating to the 
registration of agreements with the Council. 
The Council shall determine in what manner 
the provisions of this Convention relating to 
nationality of aircraft shall apply to aircraft 
operatec by international operating agencies. 

Article 78. Function of Council 

The Council may suggest to contracting 
States concerned that they form joint organ- 
izations to operate air services on any routes 
or in any regions. 

Article 79. Participation in Operating 
Organizations 

A State may participate in joint operatin; 
organizations or in pooling arrangements, 
either through its government or through an 
airline company or companies designated by 
its government. The companies may, at the 
sole discretion of the State concerned, be 
state-owned or partly state-owned or pri- 
vately owned. 

PART IV. FINAL PROVISIONS 


Chapter XVII. Other aeronautical agree- 
ments and arrangements 

Article 80. Paris and Habana Conventions 

Each contracting State undertakes, imme- 
diately upon the coming into force of this 
Convention, to give notice of denunciation 
of the Convention relating to the Regulation 
of Aerial Navigation signed at Paris on Octo- 
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-ber 13, 1919 or the Convention on Commer- 


cial Aviation signed at Habana on February 
20, 1928, if it is a party to either. As between 
contracting States, this Convention super- 
sedes the Conventions of Paris and Habana 
previously referred to. 


Article 81. Registration of Existing 
Agreements 


All aeronautical agreements which are in 
existence on the coming into force of this 
Convention, and which ar> between a con- 
tracting State and any other State or between 
an airline of a contracting State and any 
other State or the airline of any other State, 
shall be forthwith registered with the 
Council. 


Article 82. Abrogation of Inconsistent 
Arrangements 


The contracting States accept this Con- 
vention as abrogating all obligations and un- 
derstandings between them which are in- 
consistent with its terms, and undertake not 
to enter into any such obligations and un- 
derstandings. A contracting State which, be- 
fore becoming a member of the Organization 
has undertaken any obligations toward a 
noncontracting State or a national of a con- 
tracting State or of a non-contracting State 
inconsistent with the terms of this Conven- 
tion, shall take immediate steps to procure 
its release from the obligations. If an air- 
line of any contracting State has entered in- 
to any such inconsistent obligations, the 
State of which it is a national shall use its 
best efforts to secure their termination forth- 
with and shall in any event cause them to be 
terminated as soon as such action can law- 
fully be taken after the coming into force of 
this Convention. 


Article 83. Registration of New Arrangements 


Subject to the provisions of the preceding 
Article, any contracting State may make ar- 
rangements not inconsistent with the provi- 
sions of this Convention. Any such arrange- 
ment shall be forthwith registered with the 
Council, which shall make it public as soon 
as possible. 


Chapter XVIII. Disputes and default 
Article 84. Settlement of Disputes 


If any disagreement between two or more 
contracting States relating to the interpre- 
tation or application of this Convention and 
its Annexes cannot be settled by negotiation, 
it shall, on the application of any State con- 
cerned in the disagreement, be decided by the 
Council. No member of the Council shall 
vote in the consideration by the Council of 
any dispute to which it is a party. Any con- 
tracti-g State may, subject to Article 85, 
appeal from the decision of the Council to 
an ad hoc arbitral tribunal agreed upon with 
the other parties to the dispute or to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. 
Any such appeal shall be notified to the 
Council within sixty days of receipt of noti- 
fication of the decision of the Council. 


Article 85. Arbitration Procedure 


If any contracting State party to a dis- 
pute in which the decision of the Council is 
under appeal has not accepted the Statute 
of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice and the contracting States parties 
to the dispute cannot agree on the choice 
of the arbitral tribunal, each of the contract- 
ing States parties to the dispute shall name 
a single arbitrator who shall name an um- 
pire. If either contracting State party to 
the dispute fails to name an arbitrator within 
a period of three months from the date of 
the appeal, an arbitrator shall be named on 
behalf of that State by the President of the 
Council from a list of qualified and available 
persons maintained by the Council, If, with- 
in thirty days, the arbitrators cannot agree 
on an umpire, the President of the Council 
shall designate an umpire from the list pre- 
viously referred to. The arbitrators and the 
umpire shall then jointly constitute an 
arbitral tribunal. Any arbitral tribunal 
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established under this or the preceding 
Article shall settle its own procedure and 
give its decisions by majority vote, provided 
that the Council may determine procedural 
questions in the event of any delay which in 
the opinion of the Council is excessive. 
Article 86. Appeals 

Unless the Council decides otherwise, any 
decision by the Council on whether an inter- 
national airline is operating in conformity 
with the provisions of this Convention shall 
remain in effect unless reversed on appeal. 
On any other matter, decisions of the Coun- 
cil shall, if appealed from, be suspended un- 
til the appeal is decided. The decisions of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice 
and of an arbitral tribunal shall be final and 
binding. 
Article 87. Penalty for Non-Conformity of 

Airline 

Each contracting State undertakes not to 
allow the operation of an airline of a con- 
tracting State through the airspace above its 
territory if the Council has decided that 
the airline concerned is not conforming to 
a final decision rendered in accordance with 
the previous Article. 


Article 88. Penalty for Non-Conformity by 
State 


The Assembly shall suspend the voting 
power in the Assembly and in the Council 
of any contracting State that is found in de- 
fault under the provisions of this Chapter. 

Chapter XIX. War 
Article 89. War and Emergency Conditions 

In case of war, the provisions of this Con- 
vention shall not affect the freedom of action 
of any of the contracting States affected, 
whether as belligerents or as neutrals. The 
same principle shall apply in the case of any 
contracting State which declares a state of 
national emergency and notifies the fact to 
the Council, 

Chapter XX. Annexes 


Article 90. Adoption and Amendment of 
Annexes 

(a) The adoption by the Council of the 
Annexes described in Article 54, subparagraph 
(1), shall require the vote of two-thirds of 
the Council at a meeting called for that 
purpose and shall then be submitted by the 
Council to each contracting State. Any such 
Annex or any amendment of an Annex shall 
become effective within three months after 
its submission to the contracting States or 
at the end of such longer period of time as 
the Council may prescribe, unless in the 
meantime a majority of the contracting 
States register their disapproval with the 
Council. 

(b) The Council shall immediately notify 
all contracting States of the coming into 
force of any Annex or amendment thereto. 


Chapter XXI. Ratification, adherences, 
amendments, and denunciations 


Article 91. Ratification of Convention 


(a) This Convention shall be subject to 
ratification by the signatory States. The 
instruments of ratification shall be deposited 
in the archives of the Government of the 
United States of America, which shall give 
notice of the date of the deposit to each of 
the signatory and adhering States. 

(b) As soon as this Convention has been 
ratified or adhered to by twenty-six States 
it shall come into force between them on the 
thirtieth day after deposit of the twenty- 
sixth instrument. It shall come into force 
for each State ratifying thereafter on the 
thirtieth day after the deposit of its instru- 
ment of ratification. 

(c) It shall be the duty of the Government 
of the United States of America to notify the 
government of each of the signatory and ad- 
hering States of the date on which this Con- 
vention comes into force. 
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Article 92. Adherence to Convention 


(a) This Convention shall be open for ad- 
herence by members of the United Nations 
and States associated with them, and States 
which remained neutral during the present 
world conflict. 

(b) Adherence shall be effected by a no- 
tification addressed to the Government of 
the United States of America and shall take 
effect as from the thirtieth day from the 
receipt of the notification by the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America, which 
shall notify all the contracting States. 


Article 93. Admission of Other States 


States other than those provided for in 
Articles 91 and 92 (a) may, subject to ap- 
proval by any general international organ- 
ization set up by the nations of the world 
to preserve peace, be admitted to participa- 
tion in this Convention by means of a four- 
fifths vote of the Assembly and on such con- 
ditions as the Assembly may prescribe: pro- 
vided that in each case the assent of any 
State invaded or attacked during the pres- 
ent war by the State seeking admission shall 
be necessary. 

Article 94. Amendment of Convention 


(a) Any proposed amendment to this 
Convention must be approved by a two- 
thirds vote of the Assembly and shall then 
come into force in respect of States which 
have ratified such amendment when ratified 
by the number of contracting States speci- 
fied by the Assembly. The number so speci- 
fied shall not be less than two-thirds of 
the total number of contracting States. 

(b) If in its opinion the amendment is of 
such a nature as to justify this course, the 
Assembly in its resolution recommending 
adoption may provide that any State which 
has not ratified within a specified period after 
the amendment has come into force shall 
thereupon cease to be a member of the Or- 
ganization and a party to the Convention. 

Article 95. Denunciation of Convention 

(a) Any contracting State may give notice 
of denunciation of this Convention three 
years after its coming into effect by notifica- 
tion addressed to the Government of the 
United States of America, which shall at 
once inform each of the contracting States. 

(b) Denunciation shall take effect one 
year from the date of the receipt of the noti- 
fication and shall operate only as regards the 
State effecting the denunciation. 

Chapter XXII. Definitions 
Article 96 

For the purpose of this Convention the 
expression: 

(a) “Air service” means any scheduled air 
service performed by aircraft for the public 
transport of passengers, mail or cargo. 

(b) “International air service’ means an 
air service which passes through the -air 
space over the territory of more than one 
State. 

(c) “Airline” means any air transport en- 
terprise offering or operating an interna- 
tional air service. 

(d) “Stop for non-traffic purposes” means 
a landing for any purpose other than taking 
on or discharging passengers, cargo or mail. 

Signature of Convention 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned pleni- 
potentiaries, having been duly authorized, 
sign this Convention on behalf of their re- 
spective governments on the dates appearing 
opposite their signatures. 

Done at Chicago the seventh day of De- 
cember 1944, in the English language. A 
text drawn up in the English, French, and 
Spanish languages, each of which shall be 
of equal authenticity, shall be open for sig- 
natures at Washington, D. C. Both texts 
shall be deposited in the archives of the 
Government of the United States of America, 
and certified copies shall be transmitted by 
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that Government to the governments of all 
the States which may sign or adhere to this 
Convention. 


For Afghanistan: 
A. Hosayn Aziz. 


For the Government of the Commonwealth 
of Australia: 
ARTHUR S. DRAKEFORD. 


For Belgium: 
For Bolivia: 
Tecnu. At. PACHECO. 

For Brazil: 
For Canada: 

H J SYMINGTON. 
For Chile: 

R SAFNz. 

G. BISQUERT, 

R MAGALLANES B. 
For China: 


Cuanc KIA NGAU. 
For Colombia: 


For Costa Rica: 
For Cuba: 
For Czechoslovakia: 


For the Dominican Republic: 
C. A. MCLAUGHLIN. 


For Ecuador: 
J. A. CORREA. 
FRANCISCO GOMEZ JURADO, 
For Egypt: 
M HASSAN. 
M Rousnpy. 
M. A. KHALIFA. 


For El Salvador: 


For Ethiopia: 


For France: 
M. HYMANS. 
C. LEBEL. 
BOURGES. 
P. LOCUSSOL, 
For Greece: > 


D Nott Borzartz. 
A. J, ARGYROPOULOS. 


For Guatemala: 


For Haiti: 
Epovarp Roy. 
For Honduras: 


E. P. LEFEBVRE. 
For Iceland: 
THOR THORS. 
For India: 
G BEwoor. 
For Iran: 
M. SHAYESTEH. 
For Iraq: 
ALI JAWDAT. 
For Ireland: 
ROBT. BRENNAN. 
JOHN LEYDON. 
JoHN J. HEARNE. 
T. J. O'DRISCOLL. 
For Lebanon: 
C CHAMOUN. 
F EL-Hoss. 
For Liberia: 


WALTER F WALKER. 
For Luxembourg: 


For Mexico: 
PEDRO A CHAPA. 


COPES. 
F. E. ARONSTEIN. 
For the Government of New Zealand: 
DANIEL GILES SULLIVAN. 


For the Netherlands: 


For Nicaragua: 
For Norway: 


For Panama: 
The Delegation of the Republic of Panama 


R. E. FRIZELL. 


—— 
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signs this Convention ad referendum, and 
subject to the following reservations: 

1. Because of its strategic position and re- 
sponsibility in the protection of the means 
of communication in its territory, which 
are of the utmost importance to world trade, 
and vital to the defense of the Western Hem- 
isphere, the Republic of Panama reserves 
the right to take, with respect to all flights 
through the air space above its territory, all 
measures which in its judgment may be 
proper for its own security or the protection 
of said means of communication. 

2. The Republic of Panama understands 
that the technical annexes to which refer- 
ence is made in the Convention constitute 
recommendations only, and not binding 
obligations. 

For Paraguay: 

For Peru: 

A REVOREDO. 

J. S. KOECHLIN, 

Luis ALVARADO. 

F ELGUERA. 

GUILLERMO VAN OORDT. 

For the Philippine Commonwealth: 

J HERNANDEZ. 
URBANO A. ZAFRA, 
J. H. FOLEY, 
For Poland: 
ZBYSLAW CIOLKOSZ, 
Dr. H. J. GORECKI. 
STEFAN J. KONORSKI. 
WITOLD A. URBANOWICZ. 
Lupwick H. GOTTLIEB. 
For Portugal: 
MåRrIO De FIGUEIREDO. 
ALFREDO DELESQUE Dos SANTOS CINTRA. 
Duarte DE GUMAO. 
Vasco VIEIRA GARIN. 


For Spain: 
E. TERRADAS. 
GERMÁN BARAIBAR, 
For Sweden: 
R. KUMLIN. 
For Switzerland: 
For Syria: 
For Turkey: 
S. KOCAK. 
F. SAHINBAS, 


ORHAN H. EROL. 
For the Union of South Africa: 


For the Government of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland: 
SWINTON. 
For the United States of America: 
ADOLF A. BERLE, Jr. 
ALFRED L. BULWINKLE. 
CHAS. A. WOLVERTON. 
F. LAGUARDIA, 
EDWARD WARNER, 
L. WELCH POGUE. 
WILLIAM A. M, BURDEN. 
For Uruguay: 
CARL CARBAJAL. 
Col. MEDARDO R. FARIAS. 
For Venezuela: 


For Yugoslavia: 
For Denmark: 


For Thailand: 
M. R. SENI PRANOJ. 


I CERTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true copy 
of the Convention on International Civil 
Aviation dated December 7, 1944, concluded 
at the International Civil Aviation Confer- 
ence at Thicago, Illinois, in the English lan- 
guage, the signed original of which is de- 
posited in the archives of the Government of 
the United States of America. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I, E. R. Stettinius, 
Jr., Secretary of State, have hereunto caused 
the seal of the Department of State to be 
affixed and my name subscribed by an Assist- 
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ant Chief, Division of Central Services of the 
said Department, at the city of Washington, 
in the District of Columbia, this twenty- 
second day of January, 1945. 
E. R. STETTINIUS, Jr., 
Secretary of State. 
M. L. KENESTRICK, 
Assistant Chiej, Division of 
Central Services. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to enter into a prolonged dis- 
cussion of this treaty. I merely wish to 
call attention to certain facts. 

Mr. President, at the Chicago Conven- 
tion the four agreements regarding in- 
ternational civil aviation were drawn up. 
It was the opinion of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee of the Senate that the 
particular convention which is now be- 
fore the Senate is independent of the 
other three agreements; that is to say 
that its provisions are not dependent 
upon the provisions of the other agree- 
ments and the Nation which becomes a 
party to the convention does not thereby 
become a party to any of the other agree- 
ments. 

The interim agreement, one of the 
other three documents drafted at Chi- 
cago, provides for a provisional organi- 
zation, the principal function of which is 
the preparation of aviation standards for 
the consideration of the permanent or- 
ganization envisaged by the convention. 
The provisional organization, known as 
PICAO, is now functioning in Montreal. 
This provisional organization, under the 
terms of the interim agreement, can exist 
for only about two more years, or until 
the coming into force of the convention 
establishing the permanent Interna- 
tional Civil Aviation Organization. 

The other two agreements which were 

drawn up at Chicago are the interna- 
tional air-service transit agreement, 
known as the “two freedoms” agreement, 
and the international air-transport 
agreement, referred to as the “five free- 
doms” agreement. The first agreement 
exchanges the rights to fly over and make 
nontraffic stops in the territory of the 
other signatories, and the second agree- 
ment grants, in addition to the rights in- 
cluded in the “two freedoms” agreement, 
commercial traffic rights to all signa- 
tories. 
It was the opinion on the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee that the so- 
called “five freedoms” agreement as well 
as the “two freedoms” agreement were 
separate and apart from this convention; 
but a controversy arose, particularly re- 
specting the so-called “five freedoms” 
agreement. That controversy has beer 
resolved by a press release issued today 
by the Department of State. I shall read 
the release into the Record. It is dated 
July 25, 1946, and reads as follows: 

On February 8, 1945, the United States 
Government accepted as binding upon it the 
international air transport agreement (com- 
monly known as the “five freedoms” agree- 
ment) which was one of the documents 
drawn up at the international civil aviation 
conference held at Chicago from November 
1 to December 7, 1944. 

This multilateral agreement provides that 
each contracting state grants to the other 
contracting states, not only the privileges of 
flight over its territory without landing and 
the privilege to land for nontraffic purposes 
(which are included in the international air 
transit agreement and known as the “two 
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freedoms”), but in addition the privileges of 
taking on and discharging passengers, mail 
and cargo destined for or taken on in the 
territory of the state whose nationality the 
aircraft possesses and the privilege of carry- 
ing passengers, mail and cargo between the 
territories of any of the contracting states. 
The agreement also sets forth the conditions 
under which the above-mentioned privileges 
may be exercised. 

Only 15 countries have accepted the in- 
ternational air transport agreement and of 
this number, only 2 besides the United States, 
have developed international air services to 
any extent. The failure of the nations prin- 
cipally concerned with the operation and 
development of air-transport services, gen- 
erally to accept the agreement, and the 
dissatisfaction with it as reflected at the 
meeting of the assembly of the provisional 
international civil aviation organization 
held at Montreal have made it clear that 
the agreement cannot be relied upon as 
an effective medium for the establishment 
of international air routes for operation by 
United States carriers. Consequently, the 
United States has decided to withdraw from 
this agreement. 

In accordance with article 5 of the agree- 
ment, any contracting state may withdraw 
from it on 1 year’s notice. It is the duty of 
the United States at once to inform all other 
contracting States of this decision. This 
Government, therefore, will at once inform 
all the other states which have accepted the 
international air transport agreement of 
its intention to withdraw from the agree- 
ment dating from today in accordance with 
article 5. 


Mr. President, I may say that this 
release was issued at 11 o’clock, and of- 
ficial notice of the withdrawal has been 
transmitted to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

It was the view of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, although there were 
differences of judgment upon the point, 
that it was unnecessary to determine 
whether or not the so-called “five free- 
doms” agreement was a proper and valid 
exercise of executive authority, it having 
been executed as an executive agreement 
and not having been submitted to the 
Senate as a treaty. But aside from that 
fact, the committee was of the opinion 
that the convention now before the Sen- 
ate was independent of the so-called 
“five freedoms” agreement or the “two 
freedoms” agreement. However, the ac- 
tion taken by the Department of State 
today goes far to relieve the present situ- 
ation, and it is hoped and believed that 
the Senators who were quite directly 
interested in this matter will no longer 
oe active opposition to the convention 

elf. 

In that connection, Mr. President, I 
should say that the Committee on Com- 
merce of the Senate has been very 
seriously concerned about the so-called 
“five freedoms” and other executive 
agreements, believing that these agree- 
ments were in fact treaties, or rose to 
the dignity of treaties, and should have 
been treated as such. But so far as the 
“five freedoms” agreement is concerned, 
the notice given today removes that 
question from the consideration of this 
convention. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. In that connection, 
the acting chairman of the Committee 
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on Commerce, the Senator from Loui- 
siana [Mr. Overton], asked that there 
should be presented at some proper 
time—perhaps the Senator from Nevada 
has it in contemplation—the resolution 
of the Committee on Commerce dealing 
with the much broader question of bi- 
lateral agreements. If the Senator from 
Nevada is going to present it, that will 
take care of the situation, but I think 
it should be in order to keep the record 
straight in the matter. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I am 
not prepared to present it. I thought 
the acting chairman of the Committee 
on Commerce, the Senator from Loui- 
siana [Mr. OVERTON], would present it, 
I do not see him in the Chamber at 
present. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would it be in or- 
der to offer it at this time in order to 
complete the RECORD? 

Mr. GEORGE. Is that the report 
which was submitted to the Senate some- 
time ago? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes; and copies were 
sent to the President, presenting what 
the Committee on Commerce considered 
to be the applicable law under the Civil 
Aeronautics Act, of which the Senator 
from Nevada, I think, was the father. 

Mr. GEORGE. Ishall have no objec- 
tion to it being offered for the REcoRD at 
this point, and it can be supplied if it 
is not presently available. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I have a copy of it 
here, and I shal] read the resolution. It 
is as follows: 


Whereas there has recently been announced 
and presented by the State Department to 
the Senate Committee on Commerce the so- 
called Bermuda agreement, between the 
United States and the United Kingdom, re- 
garding international commercial aviation; 
and 

Whereas the Committee on Commerce has 
held extended hearings on the subject of 
commercial air transport agreements be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations; 
and 

Whereas witnesses and counsel represent- 
ing major American transportation interests, 
including organized labor, have testified as to 
the prejudicial effect of such agreements to 
the United States and especially to the in- 
terests they represent, as well as the illegality 
of such agreements unless approved as trea- 
ties as prescribed by the Constitution; and 

Whereas the Congress provided in sections 
402 and 801 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938 (1) that no foreign-flag air line be al- 
lowed to engage in air transportation to and 
from United States territory unless such 
foreign-flag air line has obtained a permit 
issued by the Civil Aeronautics Board and ap- 
proved by the President; and (2) that no 
such permit should be issued unless the Civil 
Aeronautics Board found, after public hear- 
ing, that the foreign-flag air line was fit, 
willing, and able properly to perform the air 
transportation sought and that such service 
would be in the public interest; Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Com- 
merce advise the Senate that it is the opinion 
of this committee— 

1. That no agreements of this character 
should be made except in the form of treaties 
to be considered and ratified by the Senate; 
that any executive agreement which purports 
to grant to any foreign country the right to 
have an air line or air lines nominated by 
it operate to or from United States territory 
without public hearing in advance and the 
determination of public interest by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board called for under section 
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402 of the Civil Aeronautics Act is incon- 
sistent not only with the Constitution but 
with the letter and spirit of said act, and 
therefore illegal and void; and that any and 
all proceedings thereunder should be forth- 
with terminated by appropriate notice to the 
governments concerned. 

2. That notwithstanding the international 
air transport agreement and the bilateral 
agreements above mentioned this Govern- 
ment is not bound by such agreements so 
long as the same have not been ratified as 
treaties, but the Civil Aeronautics Board and 
the President continue to have the duty and 
the obligation of passing, without prejudg- 
ment, upon the question whether any pro- 
posed operation by a foreign-flag air line is 
in the public interest, as defined in the Civil 
Aeronautics Act. 


This resolution was adopted by the 
Committee on Commerce on April 15, 
1946, by a majority of 17 to 1. The chair- 
man of the committee, the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], concurred, 
and the acting chairman, the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Overton], con- 
curred, as did all the other members of 
the committee, with one exception, the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

As I understand, Mr. President—and 
I should like to know whether the Sena- 
tor from Georgia agrees—this is not a 
matter which comes directly in question 
here, that is, there is nothing in the 
treaty before us which has a bearing on 
the question one way or the other. The 
ratification of the treaty will in no way 
imply or involve an expression of opinion 
by the Senate as to whether or not the 
bilateral approach is lega! or illegal, void 
or valid. ; 

Mr. GEORGE. It does not; it has no 
bearing upon it whatever. That was the 
view taken by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations when it reported favorably upon 
the treaty. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I concur in that 
view. 

Mr. GEORGE. And the formal report, 
which I submitted as the acting chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 


tions, in the absence at the recent Paris 


Conference of the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee, the senior Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY], express- 
ly states that the committee is not ap- 
proving or disapproving any of these bi- 
lateral agreements, or implying that they 
are in any way involved in the ratifica- 
tion of the convention which is now be- 
fore the Senate. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The reference is 
possibly pertinent, because, as the Sena- 
tor will observe in the President’s letter 
to the Senator, he called attention to 
that, but said that he was going ahead 
with the other arrangements. So, un- 
less the Senate took cognizance of that 
statement, and indicated very clearly 
that our ratification of the treaty would 
not involve any approval of the Presi- 
dential action in other respects, there 
might possibly seem to be an implication 
of accepting the present executive view- 
point with regard to bilateral agreements. 
I gather that is clearly not the case. 

Mr. GEORGE. Before yielding to the 
Senator from Nevada, I wish to read 
from the committee report. 

The committee has taken due note of the 
objections raised to certain aspects of the 
other three agreements concluded at the 
Chicago Aviation Conferene Due consid- 
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eration has also been given to the resolu- 
tion of the Senate Committee on Commerce, 
which questioned the authority of the execu- 
tive branch to enter into such important 
agreements as the international air-trans- 
port agreement without submitting them to 
the Senate in the form of treaties. In the 
discussion which took place in the Foreign 
Relations Committee it was made clear that 
the committee's approval of the convention 
in no way constituted approval, either di- 
rectly or indirectly, of any of the other agree- 
ments. However, the committee concluded 
that the ratification of the pending conven- 
tion should not be held in abeyance because 
of disagreements relating to matters inde- 
pendent of the convention. 


I now yield to the Senator from 
Nevada, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Georgia. I de- 
sire at the outset of this discussion to 
express my personal appreciation for the 
wholehearted, fine, clear-minded assist- 
ance and support which I have received 
during all this controversy from the able 
junior Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER]. The Senator and I have seen eye 
to eye on this matter from the very 
beginning. I say this is a day of re- 
joicing in that we are in receipt of the 
release from the State Department in 
which the Department definitely with- 
draws the so-called “five-freedoms” 
agreement. 

Mr. President, the news is still fresh 
that the United States has denounced 
the international air transport agree- 
ment, which was agreement No. 4 nego- 
tiated at the International Civil Avia- 
tion Conference in Chicago late in 1944. 
This is the so-called “five-freedoms” 
agreement which the United States ac- 
cepted as a so-called executive agree- 
ment. 

eBriefly described, the purport of this 
agreement was to extend to foreign-flag 
aircraft the right to transport air traffic, 
including passengers, freight, and mails, 
between United States cities and foreign 
countries without securing a specific 
permit or franchise from the United 
States, as required by the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act. i 

Mr. President, news of the action 
which has been taken in denouncing this 
agreement is good news. It is encour- 
aging news to all of us who are inter- 
ested in seeing the United States main- 
tain its rightful position of leadership in 
the field of international air transpor- 
tation. 

Before I discuss this matter further, it 
might be well to recount a little history. 
Four separate and distinct air agreements 
were drawn up at the Chicago Aviation 
Conference. Agreement No. 1 provided 
for the creation, during an interim pe- 
riod, of a temporary organization known 
as the International Civil Aviation Or- 
ganization, with a maximum life of 3 
years. Agreement No. 2 provided for the 
organization on a permanent basis of the 
International Civil Aviation Organiza- 
tion, along the same lines as the pro- 
visional. organization covered by agree- 
ment No. 1. Agreement No. 3, the so- 
called international air services transit 
agreement, extended to foreign flag air- 
craft of nations signing the agreement 
the right to fly on regular schedules 
across the United States and to land for 
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refueling and traffic purposes without se- 
curing a specific permit or franchise from 
the United States. Agreement No. 4 I 
have already described. 

Mr. Adolph Berle, who was chairman 
of the American delegation at the Chi- 
cago Conference, announced at the close 
of the Conference that agreements No. 1, 
No. 3, and No. 4 would be accepted by the 
United States as executive agreements, 
and that agreement No. 2 would be sub- 
mitted to the Senate for consideration 
as a treaty. As might have been ex- 
pected, by those who knew that Mr. Berle 
ran the Chicago Conference almost sin- 
gle-handed, and had his way in virtually 
everything that was done there, his pre- 
diction was promptly carried out. 
Agreements No. 1, No. 3, and No. 4 were 
accepted by the United States as execu- 
tive agreements, and agreement No. 2 
was submitted to the Senate for con- 
sideration as a treaty. That agreement 
is the so-called convention on interna- 
tional civil aviation which is now before 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, and I 
think in the opinion of a substantial ma- 
jority of the transportation industry of 
this country, as well as in the opinion 
of organized labor, agreements No. 3 and 
No, 4 were bad. They were agreements 
exceedingly favorable to the “cheap la- 
bor” trading nations. They were agree- 
ments which inherently were opposed to 
the best interests of the United States 
because they embodied a fundamentally 
new policy. Furthermore, adherence to 
these agreements by the United States, 
under purported executive authority, 
was illegal, in the opinion of a majority 
of the authorities on international and 
constitutional law, since they violated 
statutory provisions and could, therefore, 
properly be accepted by the United 
States only as treaties, and with the 
approval of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I have called both of 
these agreements bad. Of the two, how- 
ever, agreement No. 4, the so-called five- 
freedoms agreement, was by far the 
worst. Under this agreement, if a do- 
mestic air line were authorized to oper- 
ate to a particular country abroad— 
for example, to Soviet Russia—all com- 
peting domestic lines would be driven 
into traffic alliances with the Soviet air 
line monopoly, operating the reciprocal 
international service to the United 
States. 

Mr. President, the Chicago confer- 
ence was where the United States took 
the first step down a path leading, devi- 
ously but surely, away from United 
States supremacy in international air 
transportation, and toward rule of the 
air by Great Britain and the interna- 
tional cartels which Great Britain con- 
trols. 

We have taken other steps down that 
path, Mr. President. One of the longest 
steps we took was when we entered into 
the so-called Bermuda agreement with 
Great Britain. That agreement, like 
agreements No. 3 and No. 4 of the Chi- 
cago Conference, was entered into by the 
United States as an “executive agree- 
ment,” in spite of the fact that there 
was no authority to do so. I shall men- 
tion the Bermuda agreement further in 
just a moment, 
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This path that we have been following, 
Mr. President, toward international car- 
telization of air transportation, has been 
so far afield from the best interests of 
the United States that I am vastly re- 
lieved and greatly encouraged by the an- 
nouncement that we are abandoning it— 
at least, to the extent of denouncing the 
five-freedoms agreement. 

I am led to hope, Mr. President, that 
perhaps in the near future our State 
Department may also take a more realis- 
tic view of the Bermuda agreement. At 
the Bermuda conference, where Mr. 
Berle again pulled the strings, the United 
States again got the short end of a very 
bad bargain, and the extremely able 
diplomatic negotiators of Great Britain 
won another victory. 

Mr. President, I have so fully expressed 
my views with regard to the Bermuda 
agreement, both on the floor of this body 
and before the Commerce Committee of 
the Senate, that I will not take time now 
to repeat them. In passing, however, I 
wish to mention that I have read with 
great interest the letter from the Attor- 
ney General to the Secretary of State, 
dated June 18, 1946, which is printed as 
a part of the report of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee on the aviation treaty 
which is now before the Senate. That 
letter from the Attorney General is a 
very interesting document. It repeats, 
almost verbatim, arguments advanced 
earlier by the State Department in sup- 
port of the authority of the President 
to enter into the Bermuda agreement as 
an “executive agreement,” in spite of the 
fact that it violated provisions of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I have great respect for the present 
Attorney General, and perhaps I should 
be chagrined because he has expressed 
a view so directly contrary to that which 
I have previously taken, and which I still 
hold. However, I am comforted by the 
knowledge that my views are supported 
by the leading authorities on the ques- 
tion. I am also comforted, Mr. Presi- 
dent, by the conviction that Mr. Clark 
is too good a lawyer to have signed the 
letter which he sent to the Secretary of 
State on June 18, if he had previously 
consulted the authorities, or even if he 
had read the explanation of the law 
which I made before the Commerce 
Committee of the Senate. The argu- 
ments of the State Department, which 
Mr. Clark repeats, had already been 
advanced, and were completely an- 
swered during the Commerce Committee 
hearings on my bill—Senate bill 1814. 
Obviously, Mr. Clark did not have time 
to read these hearings or to consult the 
authorities on this question. Apparent- 
ly he consulted only the State Depart- 
ment. I hope, Mr. President, that the 
Attorney General may find time, in the 
near future, to go into this matter more 
thoroughly and obtain a deeper under- 
standing of it. 

Mr. President, what was done at the 
Chicago conference was not done blind- 
ly. Cogent warnings were sounded by 
the representatives of the United States 
Senate who attended that conference— 
the senior Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Battey], who is chairman of the 
Committee on Commerce, and the junior 
Senator from Maine (Mr. BREWSTER], 
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These Senators pointed out where the 
path was leading and warned against 
entering upon it, but their warnings 
went unheeded. Mr. Welch Pogue, then 
Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
who as counsel for that Board had clear- 
ly recognized the principles which dem- 
onstrate the complete illegality of doing 
by executive agreement what was done 
at Chicago, and what was done at Ber- 
muda, gave sound advice to Mr. Berle 
and to others, but he, too, was unheeded. 

Ever since the Chicago conference 
the junior Senator from Maine and 
the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] in the Senate, and many 
others outside the Senate, who are 
also interested in seeing this country ful- 
fill its destiny in the field of international 
aviation, have been hammering away at 
the defects and dangers of the five-free- 
doms agreement. The news that this 
agreement has been denounced will be 
widely welcomed all over this country. 
It will not be so welcomed on the other 
side of the Atlantic because this action 
may, perhaps, be considered as an indi- 
cation that the United States is at last 
waking up. I pray that may be so. It 
is time we woke up. I earnestly hope 
that this action is the forerunner of other 
and further actions which will free us 
from commitments against our own best 
interests. I even venture to hope, Mr. 
President, that before it is entirely too 
late the United States may wake up to 
the fact that in order to preserve our 
place of leadership in international avia- 
tion we must present a united front 
against the competition of the European 
cartelists, the empire statesmen, and the 
big-business diplomats, by adopting the 
principle of a single, privately cor trolled 
but Government-regulated air line to 
carry the American flag across the oceans 
and through the skies of the world. 

Mr. President, so long as the United 
States was an adherent to the five-free- 
doms agreement, I felt—and I know that 
other Members of this body held the 
some view—that the convention on in- 
ternational civil aviation, which is now 
before us, providing for the setting up of 
the permanent international civil-avia- 
tion organization, held dangers so great 
that it would be my duty to oppose it. 
Even with the five-freedoms agreement 
denounced by the United States, I still 
have grave doubts about the wisdom of 
entering into this treaty. I think the 
time will come—perhaps so soon as the 
early part of next year—when we shall 
regret having entered into it. However, 
Mr. President, I am so greatly relieved 
that we have pulled out of the five-free- 
doms agreement that I shall not now op- 
pose the treaty. If I could have any as- 
surance that we would similarly de- 
nounce the Bermuda agreement I might 
even, with good conscience, cast my vote 
in favor of the treaty. The proposed 
convention has much in it which is good. 
If we are to be realistic from now on, rec- 
ognize our own interests, and act accord- 
ingly, the Permanent International Civil 
Aviation Organization can perhaps be 
made a vehicle for the advancement of 
international aviation consistent with 
the interests of the United States. It is 
in the hope that we shall be realistic 
from now on, shall recognize where our 
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interests lie, and shall not again be mis- 
led into a course opposed to our own in- 
terests, that I shall withdraw my oppo- 
sition to the pending treaty. 

Mr. President, in regard to the opinion 
of the Attorney General, in regard to the 
attitude of the Committee on Commerce, 
of which I have the honor of being a 
member, and in regard to the question of 
Executive agreements, I desire now, at 
the conclusion of my remarks, to have 
inserted in the REcorp my remarks and 
my statement before the Committee on 
Commerce when this matter was pend- 
ing, and before the Committee on Com- 
merce arrived at the statement which 
has been referred to so ably by the 
junior Senator from Maine. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the statement made 
by me before the Committee on Com- 
merce on the subject may be printed in 
the Recor at this point. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


Members of the committee have asked me 
to make some comment on the authority by 
which the Bermuda agreement was consum- 
mated ard implemented. 

This question divides itself into two parts. 
First, the authority by which the State De- 
partment entered into the agreement. Sec- 
ond, the authority under which the Civil 
Aeronautics Board approved the IATA con- 
ference procedure agreement. There are 
some other questions of authority, such as 
the apparent commitment of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board under the Bermuda agreement 
to review rates of United States air carriers 
in international air transportation; but 
since, so far, there has been no attempt by 
the Civil Aeronautics Board to exercise au- 
thority in these other fields I speak of, the 
question of authority narrows down to the 
two points I have just mentioned. 

With respect to the authority of the State 
Department to negotiate the Bermuda agree- 
ment, the State Department’s position was 
made clear in a memorandum read by Mr. 
Blake, which members of the committee will 
recall Mr. Blake said was in answer to an 
anonymous memorandum which he said had 
been circulated among Members of Congress. 
In the State Department memorandum which 
Mr. Blake read, the following statement was 
made: 

“Under the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 
the President is empowered to grant air 
transport rights to foreign nations through 
the CAB by means of agreements negotiated 
by the Department of State in consultation 
with the Board. These agreements must be 
within the framework of the existing statute. 
The State Department believes that the air 
transport agreement with Great Britain was 
negotiated within these powers and condi- 
tions.” 

Mr. Chairman, I have already pointed out 
that the State Department did not contend 
that its authority to negotiate an executive 
agreement at Bermuda was derived from the 
constitutional powers of the President, but 
that it was statutory authority. The quo- 
tation I have just made from the State De- 
partment memorandum sums the Depart- 
ment's position up quite clearly; and since 
Mr. Blake told us that memorandum was 
prepared in answer to criticism on this point 
of authority, I think we may quite properly 
take this statement from the State Depart- 
ment memorandum as the basis for discus- 
sion of this point. 

Let me read it again: 

“Under the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 
the President is empowered to grant air 
transport rights to foreign nations through 


the CAB by means of agreements negotiated ' 


by the Department of State in consultation 
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-with the Board. These agreements must be 


within the framework of the existing statute. 
The State Department believes that the air 
transport. agreement with Great Britain was 
negotiated within these powers and condi- 
tions.” 

Mr, Chairman, section 801 of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act provides that: 

“The issuance, denial, transfer, amend- 
ment, cancellation, suspension, or revocation 
of, and the terms, conditions, and limitations 
contained in, any certificate authorizing an 
air carrier to engage in overseas or foreign 
air transportation, or air transportation be- 
tween places in the same territory or posses- 
sion, or any permit issuable to any foreign 
air carrier under section 402, shall be sub- 
ject to the approval of the President. Copies 
of all applications in respect to such certifi- 
cates and permits shall be transmitted to the 
President by the Authority before hearing 
thereon, and all decisions thereon by the 
authority shall be submitted to the Presi- 
dent before publication thereof. This sec- 
tion shall not apply to the issuance or denial 
of any certificate issuable under section 401 
(e) or any permit issuable under section 
402 (c) or to the original terms, conditions, 
or limitations of any such certificate or per- 
mit.” 

Section 802 of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
reads as follows: 

“The Secretary of State shall advise the 
Authority of, and consult with the Authority 
concerning, the negotiation of any agree- 
ments with foreign governments for the es- 
tablishment or development of air naviga- 
tion, including air routes and services.” 

Section 1102 of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
reads as follows: 

“In exercising and performing its powers 
and duties under this act, the Authority 
shall do so consistently with any obligation 
assumed by the United States in any treaty, 
convention, or agreement that may be in 
force between the United States and any 
foreign country or foreign countries, shall 
take into consideration any applicable laws 
and requirements of foreign countries and 
shall not, in exercising and performing its 
powers and duties with respect to certificates 
of convenience and necessity, restrict com- 
pliance by any air carrier with any obliga- 
tion, duty, or liability imposed by any for- 
eign country: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to any obligation, duty, or 
liability arising out of a contract or other 
agreement, heretofore or hereafter entered 
into between an air carrier, or any officer or 
representative thereof, and any foreign coun- 
try, if such contract or agreement is dis- 
approved by the Authority as being contrary 
to the public interest.” 

Now, gentlemen of the committee, each of 
these three sections of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act has at one time or another been cited 
by one or more proponents of the Bermuda 
agreement as the basis for the authority to 
negotiate that agreement. Let us consider 
them one by one. 

Section 801 comes closest to meeting the 
statement of the State Department that 
“under the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 the 
President is empowered to grant air-trans- 
port rights to foreign nations through the 
CAB by means of agreements negotiated by 
the Department of State in consultation with 
the Board.” Actually, of course, both sec- 
tions 801 and 802 must be considered to- 
gether to get any such concept. And, if we 
examine these sections very, very perfunc- 
torily, it might appear that they do grant 
such authority. A somewhat closer exami- 
nation, however, reveals several interesting 
facts. 

First, section 801 does not grant the Presi- 
dent the right to give air-transport rights to 
foreign nations. It does provide that the 
CAB can act in this regard only subject to 
the approval of the President. That may 
sound like a technical distinction, but it is 
a very important one. It is important be- 
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cause, on the one hand, you have an as- 
sumption that the President may do what- 
ever he pleases about granting rights to for- 
eign air lines, and merely use the CAB as 
an implement for his actions. On the other 
hand—and this, gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, is what the Civil Aeronautics Act pro- 
vides—the President is given only what 
amounts to a veto power over the actions 
of the CAB in connection with rights granted 
to foreign air carriers, or to United States 
air carriers to engage in overseas or foreign 
air transportation. I believe it is going en- 
tirely too far to assume that this veto power 
implies the power of the President to go 
ahead, after he has disapproved a CAB find- 
ing, and make whatever agreement or grant 
whatever rights he may see fit to make or 
The President does not have that 
power under the Civil Aeronautics Act. Let 
me point out further that section 801 re- 
quires that copies of all applications in 
respect to certificates and permits for over- 
seas or foreign air transportation shall be 
transmitted to the President before hear- 
ing. That portion of the section was not 
complied with in the case of the Bermuda 
agreement. As a matter of fact, as we all 
know, the Bermuda agreement granted rights 
to foreign air carriers without any hearing 
whatsoever. Gentlemen of the committee, it 
is axiomatic in the law that he who seeks 
to invoke a statute must himself comply 
with it. I do not see how the State Depart- 
ment or the Civil Aeronautics Board can 
claim any authority under section 801 of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act unless the authority 
in question was exercised in full compliance 
with that section, 

Now let us consider section 802. This sec- 
tion does not, as the State Department mem- - 
orandum would lead us to believe, convey 
any authority to the State Department to 
negotiate agreements granting air-transport 
rights to foreign nations. Let me read the 
language of section 802 again, at the hazard 
of your patience: 

“The Secretary of State shall advise the 
authority of, and consult with the authority 
concerning, the negotiation of any agree- 
ments with foreign governments for the 
establishment or development of air naviga- 
tion, including air routes and services.” 

All that section says is that when the Sec- 
retary of State is about to negotiate or is 
negotiating any agreements with foreign 
governments for the establishment or de- 
velopment of air navigation, including air 
routes and services, he shall advise the Civil 
Aeronautics Board of the negotiations and 
shall consult with the Board concerning 
them. This is not a grant of power; it is a 
restriction upon the authority of the State 
Department. The authority to negotiate 
agreements with foreign governments for the 
establishment or development of air naviga- 
tion, including air routes and services, lies 
outside this section; it lies outside the Civil 
Aeronautics Act. All this section does is say 
that in exercising whatever authority he may 
have for the negotiation of such agreements, 
the Secretary of State shall advise the Civil 
Aeronautics Board of, and consult with the 
Board concerning, the negotiation of agree- 
ments of the type specified. If the Secretary 
of State has authority to negotiate a certain 
agreement by treaty, and only by treaty, then 
section 802 of the Civil Aeronautics Act says 
that if that agreement concerns establish- 
ment or development of air navigation it 
can be negotiated only after advice to and 
consultation with the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. 

The State Department complied with sec- 
tion 802 of the Civil Aeronautics Act in 
negotiating the Bermuda agreement, since 
the representatives of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board were present in Bermuda and, in fact, 
we are told, actually negotiated the agree- 
ment, the State Department representative 
only signing what had been negotiated by 
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the CAB. However, the fact that the depart- 
ment complied with the provisions of this 
section has no bearing on the question of 
whether the Department had any authority 
in law to negotiate the agreement. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us look at section 
1102 of the Civil Aeronautics Act. This is 
the other side of the coin. Whereas section 
802, as we have seen, put a limitation on the 
power of the State Department, namely, that 
in negotiating agreements with foreign gov- 
ernments for the establishment or develop- 
ment of air navigation, whether by treaty or 
otherwise, it should advise and consult with 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, section 1102 
provides that the Board, in exercising and 
performing its powers and duties under the 
Civil Aeronautics Act, shall have due regard 
fer obligations assumed by the United States 
in any treaty, convention, or agreement that 
may be in force between the United States 
and any foreign country or foreign countries, 
Section 1102 does not convey any authority to 
the Civil Aeronautics Board. It is a restric- 
tion upon the board. It refers to the powers 
and duties of the board “under this act.” 
That is, the powers and duties granted by 
sections of the act other than section 1102, 
It provides that in exercising and perform- 
ing its powers and duties under the act, the 
Board shall do so consistently with any ob- 
ligation of the United States that may be 
in force between the United States and any 
foreign country or foreign countries. Note 
the language of the section: 

“Any obligation assumed by the United 
States in any treaty, convention, or agree- 
ment that may be in force.” This clearly 
contemplates that treaties, conventions, or 
other agreements may be entered into; and 
it provides that when they have been entered 
into, the Civil Aeronautics Board shall exer- 
cise and perform its powers and duties con- 
sistently with any obligations thus assumed 
by the United States. I think members of 
the committee will agree with me that a 
treaty, convention, or agreement is not in 
force between the United States and any 
foreign country unless it has been negotiated 
and entered into under existing constitu- 
tional or statutory authority. Thus, the 
question of whether the Bermuda agreement 
was entered into under proper authority, 
and is therefore binding on the United States, 
is a question preliminary to determination of 
whether the Civil Aeronautics Board, under 
the provisions of section 1102 of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act, must exercise and perform 
its powers and duties under that act con- 
sistently with the Bermuda agreement. 
Since it is necessary to show conclusively 
that the agreement is in force before we can 
apply to the Civil Aeronautics Board the re- 
striction imposed by section 1102, certainly 
we may not put the cart before the horse and 
say that section 1102 makes the Bermuda 
agreement good, regardless of whether it was 
negotiated and consummated under proper 
authority. 

So much for the question of the authority 
under which the Bermuda agreement was 
entered into. Now, Mr. Chairman, let us 
consider the question of the authority of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board to approve the 
IATA conference procedure. 

Members of the committee will recall that 
Mr. Pogue took issue with Senator BREWSTER 
when the Senator made reference to the 
“legal validity of the Board’s assumption of 
jurisdiction here.” 

Mr. Pogue said, at that time, and I quote, 
“The authority to decide on this specific kind 
of a set-up is in section 412, and it specifi- 
cally mentions this kind of thing on rates.” 

Section 412 of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
provides as follows: 

“(a) Every air carrier shall file with the 
authority a true copy, or, if oral, a true and 
complete memorandum, of every contract or 
agreement (whether enforceable by provi- 
sions for liquidated damages, penalties, 
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bonds, or otherwise) affecting air transpor- - 


tation and in force on the effective date of 
this section or hereafter entered into, or any 
modification or cancellation thereof, between 
such air carrier and any other air carrier, 
foreign air carrier, or other carrier for pooling 
or apportioning earnings, losses, traffic, serv- 
ice, or equipment, or relating to the establish- 
ment of transportation rates, fares, charges, 
or classifications, or for preserving and im- 
proving safety, economy, and efficiency of 
operation, or for controlling, regulating, pre- 
venting, or otherwise eliminating destructive, 
oppressive, or wasteful competition, or for 
regulating stops, schedules, and character of 
service, or for other cooperative working 
arrangements. 

“(b) The authority shall by order dis- 
approve any such contract or agreement, 
whether or not previously approved by it, 
that it finds to be adverse to the public 
interest, or in violation of this act, and 
shall by order approve any such contract or 
agreement, or any modification or cancella- 
tion thereof, that it does not find to be 
adverse to the public interest, or in viola- 
tion of this act.” 

Gentlemen of the committee, I was inti- 
mately concerned with the framing and en- 
actment of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938. I spent a good deal of my time for 
many weary years laboring with this subject. 
We tried as best we could to anticipate every 
possible contingency, and to phrase the 
language of the act so carefully as to cover 
every such contingency. I am sorry if we 
failed. But I want to say, here and now, 
that if we had anticipated that any such 
interpretation would have been placed upon 
section 412 as has been placed upon it by the 
Civil Aeronautics Board in connection with 
the Board’s approval of the IATA con- 
ference procedure, we should certainly have 
amended the language. This is one con- 
tingency we did not foresee. This section 
was intended to require the filing of tariffs 
by United States air carriers engaged in air 
transportation within the United States, 
over whose rates and fares the Board has 
jurisdiction. It was intended also to require 
the filing of agreements for joint rates and 
fares, for divisions of such fares, for pooling 
of equipment, and for various other matters 
which might be the subject of agreements 
between air carriers, whether foreign or do- 
mestic. It was also intended to require the 
filing of any agreements between an air 
carrier and any other carrier—rail or steam- 
ship, for instance; to the end that all such 
fares and agreements might be scrutinized 
by the Board before becoming effective. In 
writing the provisions of the act with respect 
to agreements between air carriers and other 
common carriers—those provisions are con- 
tained in section 1003 of the act—we used 
language which makes it clear that the rates, 
fares, and charges referred to were joint 
rates, fares and charges. In writing the lan- 
guage of section 412, we were not, perhaps, 
quite so careful. But I submit to you that the 
intent of the Congress in this connection is 
readily ascertainable from a reading of the 
act as a whole, even though it is not spelled 
out in the section cited. In fact, it is my 
belief that a reading of section 412 as a 
whole, without tearing any single phrase out 
of its context, makes it clear what the Con- 
gress intended. I am happy to say that at 
least one member of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board understood well enough what the Con- 
gress intended. I hope every member of the 
committee will read carefully, if he has not 
already done so, the minority opinion of Mr. 
Josh Lee in connection with the CAB decision 
on the IATA case. Let me quote one para- 
graph from Mr. Lee’s opinion: 

“I further recognize that it will be neces- 

-sary for the carriers to arrive at understand- 
ings in order to facilitate the establishment 
of through service and joint rates. The 
Board can, therefore, at its discretion look 
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favorably upon the agreements between con- 
necting carriers for the interchange of traffic, 
for the coordination of schedules, for the 
establishment of through services, and for 
the fixing of joint rates. If these agreements 
are worked out directly between the connect- 
ing carriers themselves without involving 
other carriers, such agreements should have 
no adverse effects upon the reservation of 
competitive. incentives and the determina- 
tion of competitive rates by the action of 
each carrier. That is, I believe, the type of 
agreement which Congress anticipated might 
receive the Board’s approval under section 
412 (b) of the act.” 

Gentlemen of the committee, I have spent 
perhaps too much time on the question of 
the intent of Congress in enacting section 
412 of the Civil Aeronautics Act. I have 
done so because I feel particularly well quali- 
fied to express an opinion as to that intent, 
and because it is my belief the committee 
is entitled to whatever light I may be able 
to throw on that question. The real crux 
of the situation, however, is whether the 
Civil Aeronautics Board has acted within 
the authority conveyed by section 412, what- 
ever that authority may be. 

On this point, I can do no better than to 
again quote Mr. Lee: 

“The IATA traffic conference resolution 
or agreement is admittedly intended to 
facilitate rate fixing and other joint action 
with regard to the kind and amount of 
service to be furnished by international air 
carriers. Such negotiations or agreements 
would constitute violations of the antitrust 
laws of the United States unless the basic 
agreement providing for this concerted action 
is approved by the Board, which approval 
will, pursuant to section 414 of the act, 
relieve the persons affected from the appli- 
cation of the antitrust laws. 

“Section 412 of the act directs that the 
Board disapprove any contract or agreement 
submitted to it that it finds to be adverse 
to the public interest. In my opinion“ 
and I want to say there, Mr. Chairman, that 
is not only Mr. Lee’s opinion, it is my opinion 
as well—“the traffic conference agreement 
submitted to us herein is adverse to the 
public interest for the reason that it is in- 
compatible with the carefully established in- 
ternational air policy of the United States, 
and no sound reasons have been advanced 
why we should abandon this policy, per- 
manently or temporarily.” 

Mr. Chairman, it has been stated at this 
hearing that the IATA conference procedure 
for fixing rates in international air trans- 
portation is a cartel agreement. I do not 
wish to labor this point, but so that mem- 
bers of the committee may ponder the matter 
for themselves, I want the Recorp to contain 
a statement of what a cartel is. 

Broadly speaking, a cartel is an agreement 
beween companies, nominally competitive, 
to eliminate competition between them. 
Most cartel ments contain provisions 
for the limitation of output, Divison of Mar- 
kets, and often for the fixing of prices. The 
word is often used interchangeably with the 
word “monopoly,” although such use is prob- 
ably not technically correct since the word 
“monopoly” also connotes the control of an 
industry by a single company as well as con- 
trol by many companies operating through 
agreements. The word “cartel” does not ap- 
ply to single company domination, but rather 
applies to the understandings and agree- 
ments between companies for the joint con- 
trol and private regulation of production and 
marketing. Cartel agreements are not neces- 
sarily formal or in writing. 

The encyclopedia of the social sciences 
describes a cartel as an association based 
upon a contractual agreement between en- 
terprises in the same field of business, which, 
while retaining their legal independence, as- 
sociate themselves with a view to exerting a 
monopolistic influence on the market. 
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In common parlance the word more often 
refers to agreements between companies of 
different countries (sometimes cartels have 
been called private international economic 
governments), but the term does not neces- 
sarily refer merely to international agree- 
ments. It has also sometimes been used to 
refer to agreements between domestic com- 
panies, to regulate domestic production and 
marketing. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me call the atten- 
tion of the committee to a paragraph from 
the statement made by Mr. L. Welch Pogue, 
before this committee, on February 27. Mr. 
Pogue said, and I quote: “In addition to 
air transport rights in * * * strategic 
United Kingdom territories, it is also essen- 
tial to obtain rights in several other strate- 
gic areas whose governments are guided by 
the United Kingdom in their policy and atti- 
tude toward air transport. Although obvi- 
ously this agreement could not award land- 
ing rights in the territories of these sover- 
eign countries, there is little doubt that the 
manifested willingness of the United King- 
dom not only to cooperate with the United 
States but in large part, to embrace its basic 
air-transport policy, will be of great assist- 
ance in obtaining the necessary traffic rights 
in these other countries.” Mr. Chairman, 
Mr, Pogue was talking about the Bermuda 
agreement. I submit that the language 
which I have just quoted means only one 
thing: That, in negotiating the Bermuda 
agreement, we were dealing with Great Brit- 
ain as the head of a cartel, and that we 
recognized that fact. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I promised 
to discuss the question of the difference be- 
tween a treaty and an executive agreement. 
We have had considerable difficulty with that 
question during the course of these hearings. 

The letter of the Secretary of State, which 
was read to the committee by Mr. Miller, 
reporting on this bill, refers to numerous 
agreements with foreign countries respecting 
aviation, and declares that “in all of these 
cases the agreements have been consistent 
with and could be carried out under the 
terms of existing legislation.” A little later 
in that statement, the Secretary of State 
points out that “throughout the history of 
this country, there have been numerous in- 
stances where foreign negotiations have been 
concluded through agreements authorized or 
approved by acts of Congress in one of the 
fields of congressional responsibility under 
the Constitution. So long as these agree- 
ments remain within the scope of declared 
congressional policy, there would appear to 
be no objection whatever to this procedure.” 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, the Secre- 
tary of State recognizes the principle that 
executive agreements must be carried out 
consistent with and under the terms of ex- 
isting legislation, and within the scope of 
declared congressional policy. The authority 
for executive agreements, therefore, is stat- 
utory. Now, that being the case, certainly 
Congress can withdraw that authority, either 
with respect to specific statutes or with re- 
spect to any particular field of negotiations. 
That should dispose of any contention that 
S. 1814 is either unconstitutional or im- 
proper. The authority for making executive 
agreements comes from Congress; and Con- 
gress can take it away or modify it or cir- 
cumscribe it, as Congress will. 

In that connection, I call the attention 
of the committee to the statement made by 
Mr. Miller on the occasion of his appear- 
ance before the committee on March 7, that 
the Bermuda agreement “was only deemed 
to be within the power of the Executive be- 
cause of the existing authority vested in the 
Executive by virtue of previous legislation 
in Congress.” 

I am rather inclined to approve the defi- 
nition of executive agreement offered by our 
chairman, who said that “an executive agree- 
ment is an agreement entered into by the 
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executive department with another country, 
on behalf of the United States, founded upon 
an existing treaty or derived from an act of 
Congress and existing only so long as the 
authority of the Congress exists.” 

While Mr. Miller, of the State Department, 
in his discussion of executive agreements, 
contended that one source of authority 
whereby foreign agreements may be con- 
cluded, other than as treaties, is the in- 
herent constitutional power of the President 
as the Chief Executive and diplomatic officer 
of the Government and Commander in Chief 
of the armed forces, to conclude agreements 
with foreign countries within the scope of 
his constitutional responsibilities, Mr. Miller 
went on, as I have pointed out, to make it 
clear that he does not consider the authority 
for making the Bermuda agreement, or simi- 
lar agreements, to stem from this source. In 
fact, Mr. Miller cited what he referred to as 
and I quote The various so-called executive 
agreements in the field of international civil 
aviation,” as examples of agreements con- 
cluded by the executive branch in conjunc- 
tion with legislative action by the Congress 
under one of its delegated powers.” And 
Mr. Miller went on to say that “while for 
want of a better term such an agreement is 
customarily referred to as an ‘executive 
agreement,’ it might with equal correctness 
be called a ‘congressional agreement’,” since 
in the nature of this type of instrument its 
provisions could not be binding upon, or car- 
ried out by, the United States without legis- 
lative action by the Congress.” Pointing out 
that there may be several different methods 
in which action by the legislative and execu- 
tive branches may be combined to bring into 
being an agreement of this nature, Mr. 
Miller said that “in the first place, an agree- 
ment may be entered into with a foreign 
country under general powers vested in the 
executive branch through previous action by 
Congress.” He then cited “the various so- 
called executive agreements in the filed of in- 
ternational civil aviation” as examples of this 
type of agreements. 

On this question of treaties versus execu- 
tive agreements, I am somewhat inclined to 
agree with William Ephraim Mikel, who wrote, 
in his book, Limitations on the Treaty-Mak- 
ing Power, that “something has been written 
on the extent of the treaty-making power of 
the President and the Senate. Little has 
been decided.” 

Article TI of the Constitution, section 2, 
clause 2, gives the President the power to 
make treaties by and with the advice and 
consent of two-thirds of the Senate present 
at the time, and such treaties are the supreme 
law of the land. These constitutional provi- 
sions contain no definition of the word 
“treaty” or the words “executive agreements.” 

It has long been recognized that a treaty 
is not immutable, but rather is subject to 
acts of Congress. In 112 U. S. 580, the Su- 
preme Court, back in 1884, declared that: 
“We are of opinion that, so far as a treaty 
made by the United States with any foreign 
nation can become the subject of judicial 
cognizance in the courts of this country, it 
is subject to such acts as Congress may pass 
for its enforcement, modification, or repeal.” 

Bouvier's Law Dictionary, third revision, 
volume 2, page 3312, defines a treaty as “a 
compact made between two or more inde- 
pendent nations with a view to the public 
welfare.” Bouvier's continues: “Treaties are 
for a perpetuity, or for a limited time. Those 
matters which are accomplished by a single 
act and are at once perfected in their execu- 
tion are called agreements, conventions, and 
pactions, but the distinction in name is not 
always observed.” 

Here is another pertinent quotation from 
Bouvier's: “A treaty may supersede a prior act 
of Congress, and an act of Congress may su- 


_persede a prior treaty.” And again; “When a 


treaty is inconsistent with a subsequent act 
of Congress, the latter will prevail; the Con- 
stitution does not declare that the law estab- 


9957 


lished by a treaty shall never be altered or 
repealed by Congress; and while good faith 
may cause Congress to refrain from making 
any change in such law, if it does so, its en- 
actment becomes the law. No person ac- 
quires any vested right to the continued op- 
eration of a treaty. Although the other 
party to the treaty may have ground of com- 
plaint, still everyone is bound to obey the 
latest law passed.” 

In the case of Aliman and Co. v. U. S. 
(224 U. S. 588) the question was raised but not 
decided, as to whether under the provisions 
of the Constitution of the United States an 
agreement is a treaty unless made by the 
President and ratified by two-thirds of the 
Senate. 

Black’s Law Dictionary, third edition, page 
1752, defines a treaty as “an agreement, 
league, or contract between two or more 
nations or sovereigns, formally signed by com- 
missioners properly authorized, and solemnly 
ratified by the several sovereigns or the su- 
preme power of each state.“ 

Mr. Charles Cheney Hyde's textbook on in- 
ternational law, volume 2, page 1405, care- 
fully points out that the Constitution con- 
tains “no definition of a treaty and no state- 
ment declaring under what circumstances 
a conventional arrangement purporting to 
bind the United States must be dealt with 
according to the procedure that is manda- 
tory in the case of treaties,” 

Mr. Green Haywood Hackworth, in his Di- 
gest of International Law, volume 5, page 
390, cites with approval a memorandum pre- 
pared by a former solicitor of the Department 
of State, classifying agreements made by the 
Executive and not submitted to the Senate 
as (1) “agreements made pursuant to author- 
ity contained in acts of Congress”, and (2) 
“agreements entered into purely as executive 
acts without legislative authorization.” 

On page 402 of the same volume, Mr. Hack- 
worth quotas under Secretary of State Grew, 
as follows: 

“In addition to the authority of the Presi- 
dent under the Constitution to negotiate 
and sign treaties with foreign governments 
and by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate to ratify them, the Executive is 
empowered without legislative sanction to 
conclude with foreign governments certain 
classes of agreements which are not classified 
as treaties in the sense in which that term 
is used in the Constitution. These agree- 
ments are concluded by virtue of the author- 
ity inherent in the Chief Executive under 


the Constitution, and are confined to subject 


matter within the purview of his constitu- 
tional authority.” 

Mr. Wallace Mitchell McClure, in his book 
International Executive Agreements, at page 
277, says: “Perhaps there is no exact defini- 
tion possible of the expression ‘Executive 
agreements.’ It is doubtless used to include 
international agreements made by the Execu- 
tive (whether under statutory authority or 
not), but excluding those made by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. In 
this sense it is obvious that the term com- 
prises agreements and acts of a quite varied 
nature; for while such an agreement may 
finally be made by the President or under 
his direction, it may in some cases have a 
very different basis of authority from others; 
it may rest on a statute; it may follow a 
treaty; it may be an exercise of the power 
of the President under the Constitution and 
without the aid of statute or treaty, such as 
a modus vivendi or an agreement for the 
determination of claims of American citizens 
against another country; or it may, as in 
the case of an armistice, be his act as com- 
mander in chief.” 

An article in the Illinois Law Review, vol- 
ume 35, page 375, expresses the opinion that 
executive agreements “are not the supreme 
law of the land,” that they “cannot invalidate 
conflicting previous legislation,” and “that 
they are not binding on individual citizens,” 
but then expresses the final conclusion that 
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they are “nonetheless binding on the Nation 
as a whole.” 

The article in the Yale Law Journal, which 
was quoted approvingly to this committee 
by Mr. Miller, of the State Department, ap- 
pears in volume 54. The committee might be 
interested to know that Mr. Miller deleted a 
phrase from the passage which he quoted. 
The full passage is as follows: “Despite many 
attempts to make distinctions between trea- 
ties and executive agreements in terms of 
form, subject matter and legal, practical con- 
sequences, and however surprising or even 
shocking the conclusion may be to any who 
have not examined the record, this common 
usage is the only distinction that the facts 
of our constitutional law and practice will 
sustain.” This article continues: There are 
no significant criteria, under the Constitu- 
tion of the United States or in the diplomatic 
practice of this Government, by which the 
genus ‘treaty’ can be distinguished from the 
genus ‘Executive agreement’ other than the 
single criterion of the procedure or authority 
by which the United States consent to rati- 
fication is obtained. More explicity, agree- 
ments with other governments, when con- 
summated pursuant to congressional authori- 
zation or when subsequently sanctioned by 
Congress, have the identical legal and prac- 
tical consequences both under the municipal 
law of the United States and under inter- 
national law, as treaties, consented to by 
two-thirds of the Senate. Agreements with 
other governments made pursuant to the 
President's authority alone, when within the 
scope of his independent powers, has, fur- 
thermore, substantially the same status as 
treaties, except in some cases where there is 
contradictory legislation.” Mr. Chairman, 
although the writer there states definitely 
his opinion that everything which is not a 
treaty is an executive agreement, he cer- 
tainly implies by his choice of language that 
Executive agreements fall into two classes, 
namely, agreements with other governments 
consummated pursuant to congressional au- 
thorization or subsequently sanctioned by 
Congress, and agreements with other govern- 
ments made pursuant to the President’s au- 
thority alone and within the scope of his 
independent powers. That is, to my way of 
thinking, coming a good deal closer to a 
definition than Mr. Miller led us to believe. 

This same article in the Yale Law Journal 
contains a very interesting comparison be- 
tween treaties and executive agreements. It 
is printed in parallel columns. I believe the 
distinctions made are so important, particu- 
larly in view of the fact that the State De- 
partment has quoted this article with ap- 
proval, that it is worth while to take up the 
time of the committee to call attention to at 
least some of them. 

A treaty, this article points out, is like a 
constitutional amendment. It car deal 


with any subject appropriate to international N 


negotiations. On the other hand, the article 
states, an executive agreement is strictly lim- 
ited. It can deal only with subjects espe- 
cially delegated by Congress or, if made inde- 
pendently by the President, can deal only 
with normal powers vested in the Commander 
in Chief and principal diplomatic officer. 

A treaty, says this article which the State 
Department regards as authoritative, can do 
what Congress cannot. It confers legisla- 
tive power on Congress. On the other hand, 
the article declares, an executive agreement 
cannot do what Congress cannot. It cannot 
confer on Congress powers of legislation it 
did not have before. 

A treaty, says this article, must be ratified 
to be binding. An executive agréement, on 
the other hand, “need not be ratified by the 
United States.” Mr. Chairman, that lan- 
guage is interesting and the reason for it is 
explained in the next distinction which the 
article makes between treaties and executive 
agreements. 
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A treaty, says the article, binds the United 
States for its duration. It cannot be repealed 
by act of Congress except for domestic pur- 
poses only. The international obligation re- 
mains binding. An executive agreement, on 
the other hand, this article points out—and 
I quote—“binds only as long as it suits both 
sides. It morally binds only the signing ex- 
ecutive, not his successors. If they wish it 
to continue, it is by voluntary act. An ex- 
ecutive agreement is subject to repeal by 
act of Congress domestically and interna- 
tionally. Unilateral indication of desire to 
terminate suffices. Repeal of authorizing 
statute suffices.” 

Mr. Chairman, it surprised me somewhat 
to find this comparison in the article from 
which the State Department representative 
was quoting. If Mr. Miller read this com- 
parison, I cannot understand why he did not 
bring it to the attention of the committee. 
Perhaps he did not have time to read the 
whole article. The portion which he quoted 
was from about page 181. The comparison 
from which I am now quoting begins on 
page 628. 

“A treaty,” says this article, “has a special 
significance in constitutional law. It can 
repeal an act of Congress. An executive 
agreement is unmentioned in the Constitu- 
tion and has grown only through the neces- 
sity of making agreements of a character not 
to warrant submission to the Senate. It can 
be repealed by Congress at any time, but 
cannot repeal an act of Congress. It can, 
of course, be nullified or abrogated by treaty, 
prior or subsequent.” 

The article points out that a treaty, under 
the Constitution, is the supreme law of the 
land, whereas an executive agreement, ‘with 
a few exceptions as to contrary State law or 
when made pursuant to act of Congress” is 
not supreme law of the land. 

The article then points out that a treaty 
lasts, with unimportant exceptions, as long as 
its terms provide. On the other hand, the 
article states, an executive agreement—and I 
quote—“is termmable at any time at the uni- 
lateral wish of one of the parties. This is 
true even if it purports to run for a given 
number of years. No successor to the Presi- 
dent is bound by the latter’s agreement, al- 
though he may consent to permit it to stand.” 

Mr. Chairman, this comparison concludes 
with what I consider to be something of a 
masterpiece of understatement. Pointing 
out that “no secret treaty can be made by the 
United States,“ the article states that: An 
executive agreement invites secrecy since the 
President can make it without notifying any- 
body. Several secret agreements are now 
known.” 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have just one more 
matter to discuss and I shall be through. 

It has been loosely stated that S. 1814 
would prohibit the executive branch of the 
Government from making any agreements 
respecting aviation. That is not so. The 
bill merely requires that certain types or 
kinds of agreements, in the field of interna- 
tional aviation, shall be made in the form 
of treaties if they are to be made at all. The 
kinds and types of agreements to which this 
requirement would be applied are carefully 
delineated in the bill. I know the commit- 
tee will wish to consider this point, so let me 
paraphrase the bill to make this point clear. 

One of the kinds of agreements which the 
bill would require to be made by treaty is an 
agreement with any foreign government re- 
stricting the right of the United States or its 
nationals to engage in air transport opera- 
tions. That seems to me a perfectly proper 
provision. Restrictions on the right of Amer- 
ican citizens to engage in international air 
transportation should not be made effective 
by this Government except through the or- 
derly and constitutional processes which 
guarantee an opportunity for the persons af- 
fected by the proposed restrictions to have 
their day in court. 
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The next kind of agreement which the 
bill would require to be made by treaty is 
an agreement with any foreign government 
generally granting to such government or 
its nationals, or to any air line representing 
such government, any right or rights to 
operate in air transportation or air com- 
merce other than as a foreign air carrier in 
accordance with the provisions of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938. 

The Civil Aeronautics Act sets up a spe- 
cific procedure and method for granting to 
foreign air lines operating rights in the 
United States. It provides for notice and 
opportunity for hearing. It provides for 
findings with respect to public convenience 
and necessity. It provides for Presidential 
approval. That is the pattern laid down 
by the Congress. Nothing in S. 1814 would 
change that pattern. On the contrary, en- 
actment of S. 1814 would insure that the pro- 
cedure set forth by the Congress shall be 
followed. Since this procedure is laid down 
by an act of Congress, it cannot legally be 
changed by an executive agreement. If it 
is to be changed, it must be changed by 
treaty or by a subsequent act of Congress. 
Therefore, the provision of S, 1814 that no 
attempt may be made to change this pro- 
cedure except by treaty certainly does no 
violence either to the Constitution or to the 
principles of international law. 

One other kind of agreement would be 
required, under S. 1814, to be made by treaty, 
if at all. That is, agreements with foreign 
governments respecting the formation of, 
or the participation of the United States in, 
any international organization for regulation 
or control of international aviation. 

Mr. Chairman, participation of the United 
States in an international organization for 
regulation or control of international avia- 
tion necessarily involves giving up some part 
cf the sovereignty of the United States. No 
such waiver of sovereignty should ever be 
made by the mere action of the executive 
branch. Here, if anywhere, is a proper field 
for the exercise of treaty powers. Here, 
again, is a matter of vital interest to the 
public; a matter upon which all interested 
persons should have an opportunity to be 
heard, and upon which the will of the people, 
expressed through their elected representa- 
tives, should be listened to. 

Participation by the United States in an 
international organization for regulation or 
control of international aviation is a continu- 
ing matter, of considerable permanency. By 
any accepted definition, arrangements for 
such participation must be regarded as prop- 
erly the subject of a treaty, rather than an 
Executive agreement. 

Those are the provisions of S. 1814. It 
does not usurp any powers of the President. 
It does not take away from the executive 
branch of the Government any powers which 
it legally has or can lawfully exercise. In a 
very large degree, this bill is only an attemp- 
ted assertion of what is already the law. 

This bill is an effective vehicle for the ex- 
pression of the will of the Congress on this 
subject. A mere resolution by the Senate 
would not be effective. 

This is a matter which cries out for asser- 
tion by the Congress of its rights to form and 
control the policy of the United States. 
This bill is a means for asserting that right 
effectively and unequivocally, in the present 
instance. If the Congress, with all the evi- 
dence before it, refuses to assert its rights 
now, it will by its silence assume responsibil- 
ity for what the executive agencies of the 
Government have done and may do; and if 
the result is loss by this country of its right- 
ful place in world aviation, the fault will lie, 
in the eyes of the future, not with any official 
or department in the executive branch, but 
at the door of Congress, where it will then 
belong. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor at this point. 
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RECOGNITION OF SERVICES OF “BILLY” 
MITCHELL 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I think it 
will not be out of order for me to say 
a few words of commendation of the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] and 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
for the valiant fight they have made 
through the months and years, which 
has culminated today in at least 80 per- 
cent success for their side. The Senate 
is made up of men who have strong con- 
victions, and these two Senators have 
stood out for a long time, almost alone, 
until they have been able to sell their 
ideas, on the merits, to other members 
of the committee. So I congratulate 
them and I congratulate the country for 
having such able public servants who 
have waged a valiant and most success- 
ful fight. 

However, Mr. President, probably it 
will not be out of order, when we are con- 
sidering this aviation treaty, for me to 
say a few words about a great birdman 
of the past, “Billy” Mitchell. I am mak- 
ing this statement because today the 
House has passed Representative ROB- 
ERTSON’s bill conferring a special medal 
upon “Billy” Mitchell, and that bill is 
coming to the Senate. 

Mr. President, can men never forgive 
and forget? Three times the Senate of 
the United States has passed the joint 
resolution conferring posthumously upon 


“Billy” Mitchell the rank of major gen- 


eral. Three times now it has died in the 
House, because of blind brass-hat re- 
venge. 

Today, the House passed Representa- 
tive Ropertson’s bill conferring a special 
medal upon “Billy” Mitchell—not the 
Congressional Medal of Honor. I want to 
point out, Mr. President, that on “Billy” 
Mitchell’s record it still appears that he 
was “busted” from a brigadier general to 
a colonel because he had the same kind 
of courage that has been manifested by 
the two Senators I have referred to, the 
Senator from Nevada and the Senator 
from Maine, in their fight on the avia- 
tion treaty. 

Mr. President, under the provisions of 
my joint resolution, “Billy” Mitchell’s 
military record would be corrected, and 
instead of having his former rank of 
brigadier general restored, he would be 
elevated, in accordance with the Senate’s 
wishes, to the rank of major general. 
Three times the Senate has spoken on 
this matter, and three times now the 
House of Representatives has turned 
down the Senate request. 

As a military man, Mitchell is entitled 
to this minimum military honor, namely 
a major general’s commission. 

I call attention again to the fact that 

-General MacArthur, the greatest admin- 
istrator of this age, wrote me in Novem- 
ber 1945, commending my joint resolu- 
tion. I had written to him, respectfully 
asking him to confirm the long uncon- 
firmed report that he had voted against 
the court-martial verdict that had cash- 
iered “Billy” Mitchell. This is what 
General MacArthur said in his reply: 

Dran Senator WILEY: Thank you very 
much for the many kind and generous ex- 
pressions contained in your letter which has 
just reached me. 
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I was one of “Billy” Mitchell’s most inti- 

mate and devoted friends from the beginning 
totheend. Our families came from the same 
spot, Milwaukee, and enjoyed the most cor- 
dial intimacy for many decades. Your recol- 
lection of my part in his trial is entirely cor- 
rect. It was fully known to him and he 
never ceased to express his gratitude for my 
attitude. It would be ridiculous for any- 
one to say that any posthumous honors that 
might be granted him would be embarrassing 
to me. He was a rare genius in his profes- 
sion and contributed much to aviation his- 
tory. 
I know nothing of the discussion involved 
in your resolution, but do know that any 
part I played in his career should have no 
bearing whatsoever on the matter. 

Out here we are making excellent prog- 
ress. With renewed expressions of thanks 
and appreciation. 

Very faithfully, 
DOUGLAS MACARTHUR, 


As will be observed in that letter Gen- 
eral MacArthur said I was absolutely 
correct, namely, that he voted against 
the report of the majority when “Billy” 
Mitchell was court-martialed. Today 
we find that in connection with the mat- 
ter we are considering the majority has 
been reversed. So I think the House of 
Representatives might well take heed. 

Now the Robertson bill is coming over 
from the House. I ask that the chair- 
man of the Military Affairs Committee 
and the committee immediately report 
it to the Senate, so that we can do this 
little bit for the memory of a great 
American. 

BRASS-HAT REVENGE 


In talking with Members of the House 
I have tried to find out why the deliber- 
ate, three-time action of the United 
States Senate has been set at naught. 
The answer is that the brass hats cannot 
forget or forgive “Billy” Mitchell for 
being so decidedly right. It appears, too, 
that there are those in the Congress who 
cannot forgive and forget “Billy” 
Mitchell for being so decidedly right. 

My bill, Senate Joint Resolution 34, in 
its most recent excursion, was passed 
unanimously by the Senate on April 25, 
1945. Ihave had written commital from 
Representative May, chairman of the 
House Military Affairs Committee, that 
favorable action on the bill in that com- 
mittee would be speeded. But nothing 
has been done. 

I have contacted both Democratic and 
Republican members on the committee 
and they have promised action. But 
nothing has been done. Mr. President, 
who owns the House Military Affairs 
Committee? Who owns the House of 
Representatives? Do the brass hats 
own it? 

Some sinister influence has blocked 
that action three times now, and, my 
resolution for “Billy’s” major general 
commission is apparently going to die 
again in the House Military Affairs 
Committee. 

I can assure my associates in the Sen- 
ate that when we convene again they will 
have a chance to pass my resolution 
once more and send it to the House. I 
hope that by that time the people of this 
country will have spoken in no uncertain 
terms in relation to the vital issues be- 
fore the country. If they do they will 
speak emphatically as to the rotten man- 
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ner, the unmilitary manner, the be- 
grudging manner with which this great 
American of Wisconsin origin has been 
treated by blind brass-hat influence. 


CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL CIVIL 
AVIATION 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of 
Executive A, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
first session, a convention on interna- 
tional civil aviation, concluded at the 
International Civil Aviation Conference 
at Chicago on December 7, 1944. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
wish to express my appreciation of the 
kind and generous comments of the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin regarding the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] and 
myself. 

Mr. WILEY. The Senator from Maine 
admits they are true, does he not? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall not deny 
them. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak regarding 
this treaty and the situation in regard 
to international air transportation, be- 
cause it seems to me of importance that 
the records of the Senate at this mile- 
stone in our progress should indicate 
very clearly the considerations which 
have affected the action of at least some 
of the Members of the Senate. First, I 
wish to pay a tribute of gratitude for 
the leadership of my associate, the senior 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], 
the nestor of the Senate in air matters, 
and under whose leadership I have been 
happy to carry on my education in a 
field which is coming to be recognized as 
being of increasing significance. Not 
only in connection with the development 
of commercial aviation in America’s fu- 
ture, but in regard to the security of the 
Nation, it stands in the same relation- 
ship as the merchant marine stands to 
our Navy, for it has long been recognized 
as a vital factor in the national defense. 
That is a very small parallel in regard 
to the significance of international avi- 
ation of a commercial character to the 
defenses of America in this aerial age. 
As American international aviation goes, 
so eventually must go the defenses of 
America, so far as concerns making the 
air secure. 

Having but recently returned from ob- 
serving from the air the explosion at 
Bikini, it seems to me that as we con- 
template the narrowing of this globe as 
a result of aerial communication, as we 
establish weather obesrvation posts in 
the Arctic in order to enable us to over- 
fiy the poles, as will be easily feasible and 
as we shall demonstrate perhaps within 
the coming months, it becomes evident 
that a new day has dawned. While 
everyone agrees with these statements 
and while they seem trite because they 
are so true, yet I regret to say that there 
is also abundant evidence that the 
United States as a whole and that even 
the Members of Congress have not ap- 
preciated sufficiently the significance of 
the international commercial operations 
of this country and other countries in re- 
gard to the future progress and security 
of our land. So Irise to make clear in the 
Record that in the Senate, as we con- 
sider the International Convention on 
Aviation which was concluded at Chicago 
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a year ago last November, there shall 
be no doubt as to how some of us, at 
least, feel regarding the significance of 
these steps and their profound impor- 
tance to the future of our country. 

I share the gratification expressed by 
the Senator from Nevada as to the an- 
nouncement by the State Department 
this morning that notice is being served 
upon the other countries, parties to the 
agreement, that the so-called five-free- 
doms agreement is not one to which the 
United States will longer subscribe. 
From the inception of that agreement, 
proposed to the nations of the world 
at Chicago under the sponsorship of 
Adolph Berle, Under Secretary of State, 
I have firmly opposed it as being nicely 
calculated to wreck the future of Ameri- 
can international aviation. And so it is 
with profound gratification that I read 
this morning the announcement of the 
State Department that approval given 
by executive action, without reference 
to this body, and, as most of us who are 
Members of the Commerce Committee 
believe, utterly without legislative or con- 
stitutional warrant, has now been with- 
drawn. That action marks a long step 
in the direction of the recognition of the 
policies which have seemed to many of 
us as being vital if America is to progress, 

So I am prepared, along with the Sen- 
ator from Nevada and other Senators 
who have been and are interested in the 
matter, not at this time actively to op- 
pose the ratification of this convention, 
although I wish to suggest reasons why 
I think it would be much better if action 
were deferred for another 6 months. 

I am ready to withdraw active opposi- 
tion to the ratification of this treaty, 
first, because of the elimination of the 
five-freedoms agreement by the an- 
nouncement of the State Department; 
and, second, because of the confidence 
which I have developed over an associa- 
tion of many years with two of the gen- 
tlemen who have recently entered the ex- 
ecutive department with primary respon- 
sibility for aeronautics. I refer first, of 
course, to Mr. Edwin A. Locke, now spe- 
cial adviser to the President on aviation 
matters, who has come into this picture 
fresh from his experience with Donald 
Nelson of the War Production Board, 
where he was the liaison man with the 
Truman Committee, es it was then 
known, and where we formed a most 
favorable impression of his talents for 
public service, and his devotion to the 
public interest. Our favorable impres- 
sion of him is also based on his subse- 
quent association with Mr. Donald Nel- 
son on his trip to China and the high 
responsibilities which he bore there, and 
later, after Mr. Nelson retired as active 
representative of America, in liquidating 
the remaining responsibilities of Mr. 
Nelson in that area. Since coming to 
the White House last spring as Special 
Assistant to the President on aviation 
matters, he has devoted himself to the 
single- purpose of becoming informed 
with regard to this great field. While I 
cannot speak with regard to his influence, 
I cannot resist the impression that it is 
the result of the point of view which he 
has brought to this matter, and the ad- 
vice which he has given, that we have 
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had a new orientation of executive policy 
in this regard. 

Mr. President, another reason for my 
willingness to withdraw my opposition 
to the ratification of this treaty is the 
recent appointment to the chairman- 
ship of the Civil Aeronautics Board of 
Mr. James M. Landis, dean for many 
years of Harvard University Law School, 
whom I have known for 20 years, of 
whose devotion to the public service we 
have had great evidence in his former 
public services and particularly in his 
activities in the Middle East as repre- 
sentative of the United States in that 
very difficult area during recent years 
where he had an opportunity at first 
hand to be educatec regarding the impli- 
cations of international diplomacy, and 
where he accumulated a background 
which cannot but be of inestimable serv- 
ice not only to his Board but to the 
country in the position of great respon- 
sibility which he now occupies. 

It is too early to expect that either of 
these gentlemen, coming so recently to 
this field, should have completed studies 
of policy which would enable them to go 
forward on lines which meet with the 
complete concurrence of members of the 
Senate who have studied the matter, but 
it is, at any rate, with profound gratifi- 
cation that we welcome this evidence of 
progress. During the recess of the 
Congress for the next few months, 


studies of these men who have so much 


authority and responsibility in the ex- 
ecutive department, in association with 
whomever shall come to bear the re- 
sponsibility in the State Department, will 
guarantee that American interests will 
be far more carefully considered than it 
has seemed to us hitherto has been the 
case. 

When I speak regarding the State De- 
partment I wish it to be made clear that 
my statement contains no questioning 
with reference to.the talents or capacity 
of Mr. Will Clayton, who, as Assistant 
Secretary, bears the primary responsi- 
bility in connection with this matter. 
But I think that Mr. Clayton has been 
the first to admit that, on account of a 
vast variety of other responsibilities 
which rest upon him, particularly in 
connection with the economic develop- 
ments of recent years and months, it has 
not been possible for him to give but a 
very modicum of his time to the con- 
sideration of matters affecting aviation. 
Meanwhile, in the remainder of the 
State Department we have had a proces- 
sion of men concerned with the matter 
since the early days when Mr. Adolph 
Berle, as Under Secretary, called the 
Chicago Conference and conducted it to 
which, by the designation of the Presi- 
dent of the United States the senior 
Senator from North Carolina IMr. 
Bary], the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, and myself were 
designated as delegates and served 
there as advisers in connection with the 
international efforts, and came away 
from there—I believe I am speaking for 
the Senator from North Carolina be- 
cause he has publicly so expressed him- 
self—profoundly concerned over the 
consequences of the United States ad- 
hering to the third, fourth, and fifth 
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freedoms contained in the five freedoms 
we are considering today. The Senator 
from North Carolina went so far as to 
say that he thought it might be disas- 
trous to American aviation interests if 
that policy continued to be the policy 
of the United States. In that behalf he 
expressed, I believe, the grave conclu- 
sion of the members of the Commerce 
Committee charged with the responsi- 
bility and discussion of this matter. 

Mr. Berle was precipitately removed 4 
days before the conclusion of the Inter- 
national Aviation Conference in Chicago, 
constituting one of the most amazing re- 
versals in the history of our diplomatic 
relations, While Mr. Berle was per- 
mitted to go on and sign the agreement 
for this country, he obviously was dis- 
credited by the President on the very eve 
of consummating the negotiations which 
had been taking place at Chicago for 4 
weeks. Thereafter Mr. Berle retired and 
went to South America as Ambassador, 
where, it seemed to me, his unfortunate 
influence on aviation policy was still ap- 
parent. 

Following that time, Mr. Morgan, who 
was counsel in aviation matters, Mr. 
Baker, and other representatives of the 
State Department carried on, but there 
has been throughout the past 18 months, 
I believe, a feeling that the State Depart- 
ment, at any rate, preoccupied with all 
the other problems incident to the war, 
had utterly failed to grasp the profound 
significance of international aviation so 
far as America was concerned. 

I would not say that it reflected the 
influence of any foreign countries, but 
certainly some of our fareign competitors 
in this field could have wished nothing 
more than that change of personnel and 
the relegation of the problem to the 
lower echelons of the State Department 
should be the policy we followed, while 
the number 1 man, and some of our lead- 
ing authorities in this field were giving 
this problem some of their attention. 
Men of the first rank in diplomacy, com- 
merce, and international affairs, were 
guiding the course against our competi- 
tors, while our problems were being re- 
solved by men holding very humble posi- 
tions in the State Department, and with 
practically no knowledge whatever, 
rather than by those in the upper 
echelons, such as the Assistant Secretary 
of State, or those in the position of 
Cabinet officers, or others in responsible 
places. 

So it was in that atmosphere that a 
year ago last February it was announced 
that the “five freedoms” had been ac- 
cepted by the President of the United 
States, and were going into effect with- 
out reference to the Senate, which is 
presumably, along with the House, the 
policy-making body of the country. 

Thus the “five freedoms,” which 
completely reversed the entire course of 
American policy so far as international 
operations were concerned, were declared 
in effect. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
FarLanp in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Maine yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
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Mr. WHERRY. I am one of a group 
here that is trying to get the facts before 
us so that we can intelligently act on the 
treaty. As I recall, in Chicago four 
documents were signed. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. I think I understand 
that the first two were what we call 
executive agreements. 

Mr. BREWSTER. No. The first one 
was the provisional convention. The 
second one is the treaty we now have 
before us. The third and fourth were 
the two transit and transport arrange- 
ments. 

Mr. WHERRY. The other two were 
made by executive agreement? 

Mr. BREWSTER. There were three 
which the Executive purported to accept, 
the first, which was the provisional, the 
third, which was the transit, and the 
fourth, which was the “five freedoms.” 
Those three were accepted by executive 
agreements, or purported to be. 

Mr. WHERRY. What we call the 
transport agreement is the treat 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is No. 4. 

Mr. WHERRY. And No. 4 is the one 
to which the Senator has reference to- 
day, as to which we are serving notice 
that we are going to withdraw? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. The treaty now un- 
der consideration is the one in which we 
participated in the set-up? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is primarily 
concerned with technical problems, as 
we shall point out, to complete technical 
arrangements regarding our operations, 
but not committing us to the freedoms 
of the third. 

Mr. WHERRY. Why do we have one 
of these documents come in as a treaty, 
for the Senate to act upon, and the other 
documents made apparently as execu- 
tive agreements, which the Senate was 
not asked to ratify? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That presents a 
problem which has been troubling a good 
many of us for 2 years, and it involved 
a very heated discussion in the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, and in the com- 
mittee we finally came to the conclusion, 
by a vote of 17 to 1, that it was illegal. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
considered the matter, and, so far as I 
know, they never passed upon it. The 
three executive agreements have never 
been submitted to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations for ratification. 

A very interesting constitutional ques- 
tion is presented as to how such a thing 
can be brought about. Assuming that 
the President makes executive agree- 
ments of any character, and does not 
submit them to the Foreign Relations 
Committee or to the Senate, how will 
the Senate take cognizance of such a 
situation? How will we bring the Pres- 
ident to accotnt? If it involved con- 
gressional action, appropriations, or 
designation of ambassadors, we would 
come into the picture, but otherwise we 
are presented with a very difficult prob- 
em. 

Mr. WHERRY. Then, we are involved 
in this particular treaty because there is 
an appropriation connected with it? 

Mr. BREWSTER. The State Depart- 
ment has from the beginning taken the 
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position that this convention, of treaty, 
is a matter upon which the Senate must 
act, because it would run for a consider- 
able period of time, and because it con- 
tains other obligations, for appropria- 
tions, as the Senator suggests, and other 
things, which require Senate consider- 
ation. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
that regard I think it might be well, to- 
gether with what is so ably said by the 
Senator from Maine, to state that, with 
regard to the first one, that could well be 
handled by executive agreement, because 
it is only temporary in duration anyway. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Running for: 3 
years 2 

Mr. WHERRY. For 3 years? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield to me? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How did we get 
notice of the executive agreement con- 
cerning the “five freedoms”? 

Mr. BREWSTER. All we got was 
through the press. We read it in the 
newspapers. A press announcement was 
issued stating that the President had ac- 
cepted the “five freedoms.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. For how long a pe- 
riod was the agreement which contained 
the “five freedoms” to run? 

Mr. BREWSTER. There was no limi- 
tation on its duration, and it could be 
denounced on 1 year’s notice; and that 
is the action which is being taken today. 

Mr. FERGUSON. So that it will con- 
tinue for 1 year? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Even now; yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The executive 
agreement will actually continue for an- 
other year? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It will be as valid 
for the next year as it is today. Some 
of us do not believe it is valid today; but 
that is a matter which is still being 
argued. 

I might point out that in connection 
with the treaty the situation is differ- 
ent; and that is one reason why I feel 
that it would be wiser to defer action 
on the treaty until next January, and 
for other reasons I shall point out. The 
treaty obligates us for 3 years, and there- 
after we may retire on 1 year’s notice. 
So that we are committed by this treaty 
for 4 years. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Has the Senator 
ever seen the agreement containing the 
“five freedoms”? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Oh, yes; we have 
a copy of it here. We formulated that 
at Chicago. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does that in any 
way conflict with the treaty we are con- 
sidering today? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is called an ap- 
pendix to it. It makes reference to it. 
Only those who are members of the 
international convention may become 
subscribers to the “five freedoms.” You 
have to join the club before you can 
come into the “five freedoms.” But you 
do not have to give the “five freedoms” 
because you are a member of the club. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But the “five free- 
doms” conflict with the present treaty? 

Mr. BREWSTER. No; they are en- 
tirely in accord with it. They are sup- 
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posed to be a related part. It was all 
developed at Chicago, and the idea was 
that we would set up this international 
tribunal, and then all the countries that 
wanted to would accord the “five free- 
doms,” and if they subscribed to them, 
would be obligated by them. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, in the 
Senator’s judgment, if the “five free- 
doms” agreement is adhered to, is it not 
far more important than the treaty we 
are considering? 

Mr. BREWSTER. By all odds. That 
is the whole gravamen of the thing. The 
“five freedoms” were the things that gave 
away America’s air to all the world. 
Fifty-four nations could come here and 
do about as they pleased. 

Mr. BROOKS. That was agreed to, 
and it started to be adhered to by the 
United States, without any consultation 
with the Senate at all? 

Mr. BREWSTER. The President, in 
February 1945, announced our adher- 
ence, and notified the countries of the 
world that we were subscribers. 

Mr. BROOKS. Now let me ask about 
the treaty. Does not that in effect set 
up an international board to deal with 
regulations and techniques? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. BROOKS. And are we not by the 
pending treaty obliged to take the know- 
all of American aviation, which is by all 
odds superior to any aviation in the 
world, and put it in a common pot, so 
that any country can see it and use it? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It goes further than 
that, because we are not only obliged to 
contribute American know-all, but also 
obliged to continue to contribute publicly 
all the agreements which United States 
air lines have with any foreign countries, 
or any foreign air lines, regarding opera- 
tions. So that the complete story of how 
we built American international avia- 
tion to the position of preeminence, 
which it occupied before the war, has to 
be fully disclosed. That is one of the 
aspects of the agreement which I would 
wish could be further considered, and 
why I would prefer that we wait until 
next January before we ratify the 
treaty. 

Mr. BROOKS. Is there any immediate 
necessity for ratification of this treaty? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It has been urged by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
think I may say, on the ground that we 
needed to go forward, although the pro- 
visional arrangement has a year and a 
half to run—a year from next November. 
I cannot speak for the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, but I, at any rate, was not 
clear in my thought about the resolution 
at Montreal, which it seems to me has a 
very pertinent bearing on this matter. I 
refer to the resolution recently adopted 
at the conference in Montreal by the 
Provisional Assembly looking to its rati- 
fication, and seeming to me to make it 
very clear that we need be in no hurry. 
I shall read the first article of the reso- 
lution. It is an extract from the minutes 
of the fifth plenary meeting of the First 
Assembly, Appendix B, held at Montreal 
this spring, entitled “Article 18, Prepara- 
tion of the International Civil Aviation 
Organization.” 
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Resolved: 1. That all member states be 
urged to ratify the Convention on Interna- 
tional Civil Aviation as soon as possible that 
the Interim Council be requested, as ratifica- 
tion progresses, to recommend to member 
states the ure for depositing their in- 
struments of ratification so that— 


That is what to me is profoundly sig- 
nificant. I do not recall that our atten- 
tion was called to it in the hearing before 
the Committee on Foreign Relations— 


so that all states which have not yet done so 
may deposit simultaneously their ratifica- 
tions on the 1st of March 1947. 


There are seven more articles, which I 
shall not read, but I ask that the entire 
excerpt be inserted in the Rxconp at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Excerrt From MINUTES, FIFTH PLENARY 
MEETING, FIRST ASSEMBLY (APPENDIX B) 


XVIII. PREPARATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL CIVIL 
AVIATION ORGANIZATION 

Resolved: 

1. That all member states be urged to ratify 
the Convention on International Civil Avia- 
tion as soon as possible and that the Interim 
Council be requested, as ratification pro- 
gresses, to recommend to member states the 
procedure for depositing their instruments 
of ratification so that all states which have 
not yet done so may deposit simultaneously 
their ratifications on the ist March 1947. 

2. All member states should notify the In- 
terim Council as early as possible, and if pos- 
sible, during the present session of the As- 
sembly, whether they are prepared or expect 
to conform to the preceding resolution. 

3. That all member states should notify 
the Interim Council as and when they have 
accomplished the necessary preliminary leg- 
islative and other measures to enable them to 
deposit their instruments of ratification and 
that the Interim Council should notify all 
states of the progress of these measures. 

4. That the Assembly, recognizing the ne- 
cessity of continuity between the provisional 
and permanent organizations, directs that 
on the coming into force of the Convention 
the Interim Council, its officers, the secre- 
tariat, and other organs of the provisional 
organization shall continue to function un- 
der existing rules and regulations until they 
are replaced by corresponding organs of the 
permanent organization, or until the perma- 
nent Assembly or Council shall otherwise 
direct. 

5. That on the coming into force of the 
Convention, the Interim Council shall call 
the first session of the Assembly, fix the 
time and place of its meeting and prepare its 
draft agenda, and that the president of the 
Interim Council shall open the Assembly 
and preside over it until a president has been 
elected. 

6. In fixing the date for the convening 
of the first permanent Assembly, the Interim 
Council shall have regard to the importance 
of ensuring the widest representation of 
states on the Council of the permanent or- 
ganization. 

7. That the Interim Council shall prepare 
recommendations for the first permanent as- 


sembly with respect to the general organiza-— 


tion of its work, basing such recommenda- 
tions on the experience of PICAO, the de- 
velopment of international civil aviation and 
the powers conferred on the permanent or- 
ganization by the Convention; and that the 
Interim Council shall prepare draft rules of 
procedure for the conduct of work in the 
Assembly, Council, commissions, and com- 
mittees of the International Civil Aviation 
Organization. 
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8. That the first Assembly of the perma- 
nent organization shall be authorized to ap- 
prove the statements of accounts of the last 
fiscal year of the provisional organization. 


Mr. BREWSTER. The significance 
of that is that it is clearly indicated that 
the permanent convention is not to go 
into effect until March 1 under that res- 
olution, which makes it very clear that 
if we should wait until January, when I 
think we will know a great deal more 
about this situation, because of the speed 
with which it is developing, we could 
ratify this treaty with equal effect, and 
we should be prejudiced in no way, and 
meanwhile there is functioning the pro- 
visional organization, to the support of 
which America is contributing most of 
the funds and most of the personnel that 
has carried on its activities. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
interpose to say that some nine countries 
have already ratified this convention, 
and they are necessarily building up an 
organization. When a sufficient number 
of countries have ratified they will form 
the council, and if we have not ratified 
we will have no part in it. If there is 
anything that is of supreme importance 
to this country it is to have some say-so 
in planning anc mapping aviation stand- 
ards for commercial aviation through- 
out the earth during the immediate fu- 
ture ahead of us. The extreme impor- 
tance of it lies in the fact that we should 
become an early ratifying member so 
that we may have some opportunity of 
asserting our not inconsiderable influ- 
ence in a field in which we have made so 
great progress. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Georgia did not 
appreciate the significance of the resolu- 
tion which I read. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, I think I do ap- 
preciate its significance. I saw it in the 
newspapers at the time. The Foreign 
Relations Committee considered it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. On what does the 
Senator base the suggestion then that 
other countries may move in, when the 
resolution clearly provides that all re- 
maining countries shall deposit ratifica- 
tions simultaneously on March 1, and 
only nine have so far ratified out of the 
26 that are required. 

Mr. GEORGE. That simply means, as 
I take it, that the countries which do not 
ratify, so as to give life and validity to 
this treaty, are invited to be ready to 
deposit ratifications by March 1. If there 
are 26 countries which should ratify, 9 
having already ratified, many of them 
now being ready to ratify, and we are 
not among the ratifying countries, we 
will naturally have no voice in the set- 
ting up of this technical international 
organization which will fix standards 
that will be so important in the general 
picture of commercial civil aviation in 
the future. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I.am sure the Sen- 
ator at any raie does not interpret this 
language as I do, which clearly contem- 
plates that—I read again: 

Resolved, That all member states 


Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is entirely 
overlooking the first and early statement 
in which they urge immediate ratifica- 
tion of the identical convention which 
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is now before the Senate. Then they 
proceed to say that the nations which 
do not ratify, however, are invited—that 
is the effect of it—and urged to be ready 
to deposit evidences of their ratifica- 
tion by next March. , 

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall read the 
language again. 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator read 
the first part? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 
the entire resolution. 

Resolved, That all member states be urged 
to ratify the Convention on International 
Civil Aviation as soon as possible. 


Mr. GEORGE. Yes. That does not 
say anything about March 1. March 1 
relates to a different category. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Let us go on. The 
only trouble is that there is no period 
and no semicolon there. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not know from 
what the Senator is reading. Is he read- 
ing from a newspaper article? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am not. I regret 
that the Senator from Georgia was com- 
pelled to obtain his views regarding this 
matter from the newspapers, as I was, 
until from Montreal—not from our State 
Department—I secured a copy of the en- 
tire resolution, which completely demol- 
ished the foundation upon which the 
State Department had urged this ratifi- 
cation, I am happy to hand to the Sena- 
tor from Georgia a copy of this excerpt 
from the minutes, so that he may be 
informed regarding it, as I think the 
State Department should have furnished 
it to him when this matter was under 
consideration. 

I now proceed to read. After the ini- 
tial statement 

That all member states be urged to ratify 
the Convention on International Civil Avia- 
tion as soon as possible— 

It continues— 


and that the Interim Council be requested, 
as ratification progresses— 


Mark that language, “as ratification 
progresses” — 
to recommend to member states the pro- 
cedure for depositing their instruments of 
ratification so that all states which have not 
yet done so may deposit simultaneously their 
ratifications on the Ist of March, 1947. 


Now I should like to make it clear why 
in my judgment that was adopted. It 
was adopted so that there should be no 
danger that the permanent convention, 
which would come into effect on the rati- 
fication by 26 states, should happen in- 
opportunely. In other words, the interim 
council clearly contemplated that it 
should continue to function until next 
March 1, and meanwhile if they could 
secure the necessary 26 states they 
wanted them to come in at that time and 
file their instruments of. ratification so 
that the permanent convention could 
then go into effect. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator’s inter- 
pretation of the resolution cannot be 
correct, because the convention does 
come into being, into life, and does super- 
sede the interim agreement when 26 
nations sign. This obviously refers only 
to those who have not previously 

Mr. BREWSTER. Who have not “yet.” 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well, who have 
not yet. 


I shall read 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Who have not yet 
done so, meaning all the states except 
nine. . 

Mr. GEORGE. Who have not yet done 
so on the 1st of March next year. 

Mr. BREWSTER. No; who have not 
yet done so, referring to the present time. 

Mr. GEORGE. In my opinion, the 
resolution is not subject to such interpre- 
tation. I read: 

That all member states be urged to ratify 
the Convention on International Civil Avia- 
tion— 


The convention which is now before 
the Senate— 
as soon as possible, and that the Interim 
Council be requested, as ratification pro- 
gresses, to recommend to member states the 
procedure for depositing their instruments 
of ratification so that all states which have 
not yet done so may deposit simultaneously 
their ratifications on the 1st of March 1947. 


It clearly contemplates that if all 
states can be persuaded to ratify or see 
fit to ratify even before March 1, that 
they will proceed, because the conven- 
tion itself is controlling, and it comes 
into being, and the Council is set up 
when 26 states actively ratify. If we are 
not among the ratifying states, we will 
not have any voice in setting up the 
international organization. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the difficul- 
ty of the Senator is because he does not 
distinguish between “ratification” and 
“deposit of ratification.” 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes; I do. The 
deposit of ratification is simply 

Mr. BREWSTER. We are going to, 
we hope, ratify it. That is ratification. 
But not until its deposit with the named 
government does it become effective and 
the convention go into effect, and this 
resolution is obviously drawn with that 
distinction clearly in mind. The Senator 
will notice that the next section, section 
2, reads: 

That all member states should notify the 
Interim Council as early as possible, and, if 
possible, during the present session of the 
Assembly, whether they are prepared or ex- 
pect to conform to the preceding resolution, 

Sec.3. That all member states should no- 
tify the Interim Council as and when they 
have accomplished the necessary prelimi- 
nary legislative and other measures to enable 
them to deposit their instruments of ratifi- 
cation and that the Interim Council should 
notify all states of the progress of these 
measures. 


In other words, they draw clearly and 
all the time, the distinction between the 
ratification by the competent constitu- 
tional tribunal, and deposit of the instru- 
ments of ratification in order that the 
convention may not go into effect until 
the 1st of March 1947, when it will then 
proceed. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. BROOKS. Will the Senator ex- 
plain the Interim Council? In the mean- 
time, what organization is set up? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That council was 
set up under what was called the In- 
terim Convention for 3 years from No- 
vember 1944 at Chicago, and has been 
functioning. It is a council of 21 mem- 
bers, and they have been doing a great 
deal of preliminary ground work on tech- 
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nical arrangements as to international 
aviation. 

Mr. BROOKS. Is it the Senator’s un- 
derstanding that the 21 individuals con- 
stituting the Interim Council will con- 
tinue to act? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes, until on the 
first of March the ratifications are de- 
posited, and then the new arrangement 
is set up. Then they will form the per- 
manent convention or the permanent 
assembly and council. 

Mr. BROOKS. Do we, as in connec- 
tion with almost everything else, con- 
tribute the major portion of the fund 
to this Interim Council? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Under the provi- 
sions of both the interim and the perma- 
nent organization the Assembly deter- 
mines the assessments. That was one 
thing the executive department recog- 
nized it could not do, and so in the an- 
nouncement of adherence the executive 
department stipulated that so far as the 
payment of the assessment was con- 
cerned the United States could not be 
committed without action of the Con- 
gress. That was reserved in respect to 
the interim organization. With respect 
to the permanent organization of course 
it will be covered by the ratification by 
the Senate, if that takes place. 

Mr. BROOKS. I desire to join in the 
Senator’s view that this could very well 
be left until the next Congress, when we 
shall have ample time, before the Ist of 
March, to consider it in the light of 
events occurring between now and then. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The discussion re- 
garding the situation in Montreal is one 
of the major reasons why I felt it would 
be very well to defer action on the treaty 
until January, without incurring any 
possibility of confusion in the function- 
ing of the permanent council. 

I desire now to discuss the permanent 
treaty, which is the matter we are con- 
Sidering today. At the time of the Chi- 
cago conferences there was a proposal 
by New Zealand that all international air 
services should be operated by one world 
air line. That was the proposal of New 
Zealand, which, however, was rejected. 

Subsequent to the agreement, Mr. 
Berle in a magazine article outlining his 
views, indicated that the world air line 
was the ultimate solution. That was a 
world air line in which all nations should 
participate, and no nation should be al- 
lowed to maintain any international air 
service of its own, either privately or 
publicly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
interrupt the Senator again? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. This seems to be a 
matter that is troublesome to some Sen- 
ators. The convention itself which we 
are now called upon to consider provides 
that it shall be subject to ratification by 
the signatory states. I read from the 
convention: 

The instruments of ratification shall be 
deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the United States of America, which shall 
give notice of the date of the deposit to 
each of the signatories and adhering states. 

When 26 states adhere the permanent 
organization goes into effect, and we shall 
have no part in it unless we shall have 
adhered to it by the time of the organi- 
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zation of the permanent council. What 
the interim council in Canada was trying 
to do was undoubtedly to stimulate an 
interest in the early ratification, and ask- 
ing those who had not ratified to get 
ready to do so, to take the preliminary 
steps, and finally to make the deposit of 
their notices of ratification by at least 
March 1. The document is here before 
the Senate. There is no doubt that when 
26 nations ratify it and notify the United 
States Government in Washington that 
they have ratified, the international or- 
ganization will go into effect; and if we 
are not then a party to it, we shall be 
on the side lines. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I have had no dis- 
position at any time to dispute the posi- 
tion of the Senator in that regard. 
That is clearly the provision of the con- 
vention which we are considering. But 
I am also entirely clear that the resolu- 
tion of the international provisional 
group will undoubtedly control, because 
the 21 states which are most interested 
were meeting at Montreal! 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not care to argue 
the matter with the Senator now, but the 
interim organization itself is purely tem- 
porary. When this convention is rati- 
fied it will take the place of the interim 
organization. That is the whole purpose 
of the program. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will permit me to conclude 
what I was saying, the resoution of the 
21 states meeting at Montreal will be 
conclusive, not on the matter of the in- 
terpretation of the agreement, but on 
the matter of the policy of the adhering 
states, because those 21 states are the 
ones most concerned with aviation. I 
believe that my interpretation of their 
resolution is correct, but I shall not seek 
further to labor the point. It seems to 
me that nothing could be clearer than 
that the 21 states meeting at Montreal 
desired that the deposit of the ratifica- 
tions should be delayed for the very pur- 
pose of bringing the whole thing into 
operation on March 1, 1947. That was 
the first reason why I felt it would be 
wiser to wait. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. How many States have 
already ratified? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Nine. 

Mr. AIKEN. If we ratify, we shall be 
the tenth. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Let me add that nine 
have already ratified, and we have notice 
that several other States are now taking 
steps to ratify. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, in the light of what 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
has said? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. Let me correct the last 
statement. Iam informed that 11 States 
have now ratified. 

Mr. WHERRY. If we were not to rat- 
ify this convention today, and were to 
proceed under the theory that if we rati- 
fied it by March 1 we would come under 
the provisions of the permanent inter- 
national body, is it the Senator's position 
that we would not jeopardize our rights, 
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that we could operate under the Interim 
Council up until March 1, and that at 
any time we might ratify the conven- 
tion, up until that time, we would become 
a member of the international organiza- 
tion? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Again it is appar- 
ently entirely a question of construction 
of language, and of procedure. The 
Senator from Georgia is quite correct 
when he says that if 26 States should 
deposit their instruments of ratification 
with this Government the convention 
would go into effect. 

Mr. WHERRY. Would that fore- 
close us? 

Mr. BREWSTER. No. We could 
then ratify. The argument has been 
that the convention might go into ef- 
fect during the next 4 months, while the 
Congress was in recess. My position is 
that the resolution at Montreal clearly 
indicated that the deposit of instruments 
of ratification would be deferred until 
March 1, for what I think are very good 
and sufficient reasons. I have no con- 
cern whatever that there will be any pre- 
mature action; but that is a matter which 
I presume honest men may argue. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one further observa- 
tion? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. It does not seem to me 
that the point is even arguable. Here is 
a convention which provides expressly 
that it shall go into effect when 26 states 
have ratified it by depositing in Wash- 
ington, with our Government, their in- 
struments of ratification. They are not 
to be deposited with the interim coun- 
cil. The interim council has no power 
on earth to change or modify the con- 
vention; and if the convention is rati- 
fied by 26 states, then under the terms 
of the convention itself those 26 states 
must set up the permanent organiza- 
tion. The interim council has no au- 
thority or power to change the treaty. 
We could thereafter come into the or- 
ganization. We could wait until March 
of next year, or longer if we so desired. 
We could then come into the interna- 
tional organization. But the first 26 na- 
tions ratifying it will set up the perma- 
nent organization, and will, of course, 
have a voice with respect to many im- 
portant matters which affect our inter- 
est. We now have a considerable in- 
fluence in the control of the existing or- 
ganization; but if 26 other states should 
precede us in ratification the permanent 
organization would go into effect, and we 
would have no voice in the matter. We 
might subsequently join and become a 
party to the convention. That is true; 
but the interest of the United States un- 
doubtedly is to have some voice in the 
establishment of the organization itself 
commensurate with the considerable in- 
fluence which we have in the field of com- 
mercial international aviation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia advise the 
Senate whether or not he has any assur- 
ance that, assuming that we ratify this 
convention, the instrument of ratifica- 
tion will be duly deposited with the 
United States Government immediately, 
rather than being deferred until March 
1, 1947? 
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Mr. GEORGE. According to the in- 
formation which I have, it will be de- 
posited immediately with the United 
States Government. Eleven states have 
already deposited their instruments of 
ratification. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Can the Senator 
say who has given him that information? 

Mr. GEORGE. It has come to me from 
the State Department, from the Assist- 
ant Secretaries who have appeared be- 
fore the committee. 

Mr. BREWSTER. So the Senator, 
acting for the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, is entirely confident that our 
instrument of ratification would be im- 
mediately deposited? 

Mr. GEORGE. Undoubtedly, if we 
should ratify the convention. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the 
conyention which we are considering 
runs for 3 years, with the right of de- 
nunciation on 1 year’s notice after that 
time. It commits us for 3 years. 

When I was interrupted, I was speak- 
ing of the world air line which was ad- 
vocated by New Zealand, which Mr. 
Berle, in his magazine article, advocated 
as the ultimate solution of this whole 
problem, eliminating all international air 
transport except that of one interna- 
tional service—a most interesting indica- 
tion of the internationalization of one of 
the most important functions in the 
world of transportation. It is very in- 
teresting to note that subsequently, at 
Montreal, Great Britain indicated that 
it was giving serious consideration to a 
plan of that character which might re- 
sult from the pooling arrangements 
which it has had under consideration. 

As has been previously stated, the con- 
vention has no direct relation to the bi- 
lateral arrangements under which Amer- 
ican policy has been carried on. The 
Committee on Commerce has expressed 
itself 17 to 1, and has filed with the Sen- 
ate -its opinion, that the bilateral ar- 
rangements are beyond the executive 
power under the Civil Aeronautics Act 
which was recommended to the Senate by 
the Commerce Committee, and which all 
those responsible for its formulation 
agree was to be interpreted as requiring 
a quasi-judicial hearing before the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, exactly as is required 
in the case of domestic air lines, before a 
foreign air line should be granted a per- 
mit to operate in the United States. 

All the legal opinions previously have 
been to the same effect—not only the 
opinion of the Members who sponsored 
this measure in the Congress in 1938, but 
the opinion of Mr. L. Welch Pogue, who, 
as general counsel of the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Board, was asked this question, and 
who filed an extended opinion on October 
18, 1939, in which he laid down very 
clearly his views on the subject. Subse- 
quently Mr. Pogue was chairman of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board and served until 
very recently. He is still actively identi- 
fied with aeronautics. I have before me 
the memorandum opinion of Mr. Pogue, 
filed with the Civil Aeronautics Board in 
response to this question. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have the opinion printed 
in the Record at this point as a part of 
my remarks, 
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There being no objection, the opinion 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: . 
OCTOBER 18, 1939. 


OPINION MEMORANDUM 


To: The Authority. 
From: The General Counsel (Hon. L. Welch 


Pogue). 

Subject: Relation between sections 402, 1102, 
and other pertinent provisions of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938. 

This opinion memorandum is submitted 
in response to your request of August 15, 
1939, submitting the difficulties introduced 
into international negotiations by section 
402 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, here- 
inafter generally referred to as the “Act,” if 
it must be held to prevail over all other pro- 
visions of the act dealing with problems of 
foreign air transportation; and pointing out 
the impossibility (if that section must be so 
interpreted) of giving a foreign government 
any specific assurance that one of its air 
carriers will be admitted to the United States 
on a particular international route as a con- 
sideration for the granting by such foreign 
government to American air carriers of an 
appropriate reciprocal right of admission to 
the country concerned. Acting upon your 
request, I have reviewed the pertinent pro- 
visions of the act and a memorandum on this 
question, a. copy of which is attached, has 
been prepared for me by Mr. Sarber of my 
staff. 


I, CONCLUSIONS 


In reply to the specific question which 
you submitted to me I submit the following 
general conclusions: 

1. A self-executing treaty,’ of the type de- 
scribed below between the United States and 
any foreign country or countries would, if 
properly worded, legally supersede any pro- 
vision of section 402 which might be incon- 
sistent therewith so that, for example, foreign 
air carriers could enter the United States 
under the terms set forth in such treaty. 
The term “self-executing treaty” when used 
herein means a treaty complete in itself, and 
which requires no further action by Con- 
gress to clarify it or render its provisions 
operative, such as a treaty specifically pro- 
viding, among other things, that foreign air 
carriers, certified or otherwise identified by 
the foreign government, be admitted to the 
United States, notwithstanding and without 
regard to the provisions of section 402 which 
requires notice and hearing and the exercise 
of the Authority’s judgment in the premises, 
and providing means by which any permits 
(or other specified authorization) should be 
issued. 


2. No international agreement, as distin- 
guished from a treaty, can be made between 
the United States and any foreign country or 
countries which will have the legal effect of 
dispensing with the notice and hearing, and 
the exercise of the Authority’s judgment, 
called for by section 402 of the act; and the 
provisions of any such agreement designed 
to accomplish such an end could not be en- 
forced in our courts. Thus, in the absence 
of any self-executing treaty, section 402 must 
be observed in the issuance of permits to 
foreign air carriers and in the alteration, 
modification, amendment, suspension, can- 
cellation, or revocation thereof. 


II. DISCUSSION 


A brief statement of my reasons for the 
above-mentioned conclusions follows, and a 


1 The word “treaty” as used herein means a 
treaty ratified by the Senate of the United 
States, and includes any convention (i. e., an 
agreement between the United States and 
foreign countries) when so ratified. The 
word “agreement” when used herein includes 
all other forms of agreement between the 
United States and a foreign country or coun- 
tries. 
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detailed review of the various authorities on 
the legal questions involved appeared in Mr. 
Sarber’s above-mentioned memorandum. 


A. SECTION 402 


Section 402 of the act not only requires 
notice and hearing upon an application be- 
fore a permit may be issued to a foreign air 
carrier but also requires the Authority to 
exercise its judgment upon the question of 
whether or not the particular applicant 
should receive a permit. The test on this 
matter is couched in the following language 
in clause (b) of section 402: 

“(b) The Authority is empowered to issue 
such a permit if it finds that such carrier is 
fit, willing, and able properly to perform such 
air transportation and to conform to the 
provisions of this act and the rules, regula- 
tions, and requirements of the Authority 
hereunder, and that such transportation will 
be in the public interest.” 

It should be noted particularly that section 
402 contains an absolute prohibition against 
any foreign air carrier engaging in foreign air 
transportation without a permit. The per- 
tinent part of clause (a) of section 402 deal- 
ing with this point reads as follows: 

“No foreign air carrier shall engage in for- 
eign air transportation unless there is in 
force a permit issued by the Authority au- 
thorizing such carrier so to engage.” 

It should also be noted that in connection 
with altering, modifying, amending, suspend- 
ing, cancelling, or revoking any permit, a 
notice and hearing and the exercise of the 
Authority's judgment are likewise required 
by clause (g) of section 402. 

But even though section 402 seems clear in 
terms, the question arises as to whether or 
not the control, particularly and specifically 
granted to the Authority by section 402, has 
beer in whole or in part superseded or modi- 
fied by any other statutory provision. The 
first of the other statutory provisions to be 
considered in this connection is section 1102 
of the act. i 

B. RELATION OF SECTIONS 402 AND 1102 


Does section 1102 require the issuance of 
permits pursuant to the terms of any agree- 
ment (as distinguished from a treaty) with- 
out regard to the provisions of section 402? 
Section 1102 provides as follows: 

“Sec. 1102. In exercising and performing 
its powers and duties under this act, the Au- 
thority shall do so consistently with any obli- 
gation assumed by the United States in any 
treaty, convention, or agreement that may be 
in force between the United States and any 
foreign country or foreign countries, shall 
tāke into consideration any applicable laws 
and requirements of foreign countries and 
shall not, in exercising and performing its 
powers and duties with respect to certificates 
of convenience and necessity, restrict com- 
pliance by any air carrier with any obliga- 
tion, duty, or liability imposed by any foreign 
country: Provided, That this section shall not 
apply to any obligation, duty, or liability 
arising out of a contract or other agreement, 
heretofore or hereafter entered into between 
an air carrier, or any officer or repesentative 
thereof, and any foreign country, if such con- 
tract or agreement is disapproved by the Au- 
thority as being contrary to the public in- 
terest.” 

Deferring for a moment a consideration of 
the authority necessary for the creation of 
a valid treaty, convention, or agreement, let 
us assume that an international argeement 
is made on behalf of the United States by 
the President with a foreign country, pro- 
viding that any person designated by the 
competent air authorities of the foreign 
country should be permitted to fly over a 
designated route into the United States, to 
a named point, on a stated frequency in 
exchange, let us say, for certain reciprocal 
privileges granted to the United States by 
such foreign country, The question then 
arises as to whether or not such person 
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would be required to file an application and 
secure a permit under the provisions of sec- 
tion 402; and, if so, whether or not the 
Authority in passing upon any such appli- 
cation so filed would be required to hold a 
public hearing but, because of the provi- 
sions of section 1102 (requiring the Author- 
ity to exercise its powers and duties con- 
sistently with the obligations assumed in 
such agreement), merely to go through the 
form of exercising its judgment in a perfunc- 
tory manner and without giving effect to the 
standards established in section 402. 

It will be remembered that certain pro- 
visions of clause (a) of section 402 prohibit 
any foreign air carrier from engaging in 
foreign air transportation unless there is in 
force a permit issued by the Authority au- 
thorizing such air carrier so to engage. 
There is no express provision in section 1102 
that the Authority shall disregard any other 
express requirements or prohibitions of the 
act, or that the Authority shall fail to exer- 
cise any of its powers and duties to be per- 
formed under any of the other provisions 
of the act. On the contrary, the provisions 
of this section clearly assume that such 
other powers and duties will, in general, be 
performed. Accordingly, it seems clear that 
an application would have to be filed and a 
permit issued under section 402 before the 
carrier could engage in foreign air transpor- 
tation, 

As to the question of whether or not the 
Authority would have to hold a hearing 
but merely go through the form of exer- 
cising its judgment in a perfunctory man- 
ner, a difficult question of statutory con- 
struction arises. In a situation of this kind 
where provisions of the same act are appar- 
ently inconsistent, it becomes necessary to 
resort to means other than the use of the 
plain meaning of the language to ascertain 
the underlying legislative intent. In this 
connection, it is important to bear in mind 
certain fundamental principles of statutory 
construction. It will not be presumed that 
Congress has done a vain thing and every 
effort must be made to give each provision 
of the statute its intended meaning and 
effect so that each provision will, insofar as 
possible, harmonize with other provisions of 
the statute, thus permitting each provision 
to be effective. Accordingly, it will not be 
presumed that Congress has done a vain 
thing in providing in section 402 for notice 
and hearing and the exercise of the Author- 
ity’s judgment, and, therefore, if the opera- 
tion of the provisions of that section comes 
in conflict with the operation of the provi- 
sions of section 1102, established principles 
of statutory construction require that the 
more particular and specific provisions of 
section 402 must prevail over the broader 
and more comprehensive provisions of sec- 
tion 1102 and that the latter must be limited 
to cases not within the language of the par- 
ticular or specific provisions. As indicated 
above, section 1102 refers to “powers and 
duties under this act,” i. e., all powers and 
duties in general, whereas section 402 con- 
fers upon the Authority the power and duty 
to take action for the accomplishment of 
objectives specifically set forth in that sec- 
tion pursuant to standards therein estab- 
lished, 

Entirely apart from the statutory construc- 
tion problem with respect to the relation- 
ship of section 402 and 1102, is the question 
of whether or not there is in the statutory 
or nonstatutory law a basis for making of a 
treaty or agreement which could have the 
legal effect of superseding or modifying some 
or all of the provisions of section 402. This 
question will now be considered, 

It is clear that a self-executing treaty made 
after the enactment of the act, if properly 
worded, would legally supersede any provi- 
sions of section 402 which might be incon- 
sistent therewith, This result follows be- 
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cause by article VI of the Constitution of the 
United States, the Constitution, the laws of 
the United States made in pursuance there- 
of, and all treaties made under the author- 
ity of the United States, are the supreme law 
of the land. Thus, treaties and laws of the 
United States are placed on the same plane 
and a treaty would supersede any provisions 
inconsistent therewith contained in a law of 
the United States theretofore enacted; and 
any treaty would in turn be superseded by 
provisions inconsistent therewith contained 
in any later law of the United States. It 
should be noted, however, that no provisions 
of either a law of the United States or a treaty 
will be superseded by any later treaty or 
law, respectively, except pursuant to express 
language or pursuant to necessary implica- 
tion such as would exist if a provision of a 
treaty were inconsistent with a provision of 
a law of the United States theretofore en- 
acted so that it would be impossible to give 
effect to both provisions. The vital impor- 
tance of careful draftsmanship is, therefore, 
apparent, 

However, as to an agreement made on be- 
half of the United States by the President 
(and not ratified by the Senate) as distin- 
guished from a treaty, a different problem is 
presented, 

The legal status of such agreements de- 
serves notice. In the absence of authoriz- 
ing legislation, agreements made by the 
President (and which have never attained 
the status of a treaty) cannot be regarded 
as creating law which our courts are called 
upon to recognize or enforce because that 
would involve the approval of an improper 
delegation of the treaty power. However, 
certain agreements may, in the absence of 
authorizing legislation, be made by the Pres- 
ident, which are legal and enforceable in our 
courts (to the extent of their power to en- 
force them). Thus, if the act had not been 
enacted and if there were no other applicable 
statute dealing with the matter, the Presi- 
dent would have power to make agreements 
with foreign countries relating to the access 
to this country of foreign aircraft. His right 
to do this flows from the general power of 
the Executive to prohibit physical contact 
with our territory in a manner prejudicial to 
the interests of the United States; but the 
exercise of that power would be subject to 
subsequent action of Congress. However, it 
seems to be well established that where Con- 
gress has acted with respect to the method 
or means of permitting or prohibiting physi- 
cal contact with our territory the President 
alone has no power to make agreements on 
the same subject, but must carry out the 
provisions of the statute. In the case be- 
fore us, Congress has acted specifically with 
reference to the way in which foreign air 
carriers may obtain permission to enter the 
United States. Accordingly (unless there 
exists specific statutory authorization for 
the Executive to make such agreements), no 
executive agreement can legally be made 
based on the Executive’s general nonstatu- 
tory power, referred to above, which would 
have the effect of interfering with the oper- 
ation of the provisions of section 402. 

We next turn to see whether or not there 
exists specific statutory authorization for 
the Executive to ener into agreements con- 
cerning the entry of foreign air carriers into 
the United States which is clear enough to 
authorize the making of agreements which 
would supersede or modify the provisions of 
section 402. Section 1102 contains no lan- 
guage specifically authorizing the making of 
such agreements, but merely states, among 
other things, that the Authority shall per- 
form its powers and duties consistently with 
the obligations assumed by the United States 
in any agreements. No such specific statu- 
tory authorization has been found, but the 
provisions of section 802 should be noted in 
this connection. 
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C. SIGNIFICANCE OF SECTION 802 IN ITS RELATION 
TO SECTIONS 402 AND 1102 


` The provisions of section 802 harmonize 
with the principles and conclusions hereto- 
fore reached with respect to the status of 
the provisions of section 402. Section 802 
provides as follows: 

“Sec. 802. The Secretary of State shall ad- 
vise the Authority of, and consult with the 
Authority concerning, the negotiation of any 
agreements with foreign governments for the 
establishment or development of air navi- 
gation, including air routes and services.” 

The legislative history of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act reveals that in a bill considered 
on the fioor of the Senate this section au- 
thorized the Secretary of State to negotiate 
with foreign countries with a view to enter- 
ing into such agreements and to conclude 
such agreements “as may be satisfactory to 
the Authority and to the President.” This 
proposal provoked considerable debate in the 
Senate, the objection being that it was an 
improper attempt to curtail the power of the 
President and his agent, the Secretary of 
State, to conduct foreign negotiations and 
enter into agreements and treaties. After 
this debate, the section was changed to its 
present form, leaving it very difficult to as- 
certain the exact effect which Congress in- 
tended by the change. However, the Com- 


mittee hearings indicate the general under-. 


standing to have been that the agreements 
referred to would be of a nature dealing 
generally with such matters as the freedom 
of innocent passage from one country to 
another, the honoring by each country of 
pilot certificates issued by the other, and 
the recognition by each country of certifi- 
cates of air worthiness for export issued by 
the other country; and that any specific op- 
eration by an individual carrier to a foreign 
country would be authorized by permit 
issued to such carrier by the foreign country 
concerned, 

Whatever may be the exact scope of section 
802 in recognizing by implication that agree- 
ments may be made with foreign countries 
for the “establishment and development of 
air navigation, including air routes and serv- 
ices”, it is clear that the thrust of section 
802 is merely that the Secretary of State 
shall advise the Authority at some time of, 
and consult the Authority at some time con- 
cerning, the negotiation of agreements of the 
kind specified. Section 802 contains no 
affirmative grant of power but, as just indi- 
cated, imposes certain responsibilities and 
obligations upon the Secretary of State in 
connection with the negotiation of the 
agreements therein mentioned. In any event, 
it seems clear that this section with its very 
general language cannot be deemed to have 
authorized the President to make agreements 
inconsistent with the provisions of section 
402. 


D. THE PRESIDENT’S SUPREME POWER UNDER 
SECTION 801 DOES NOT ELIMINATE THE AU- 
THORITY’S DUTY UNDER SECTION 402 


Finally, it must be observed that the issu- 
ance, denial, transfer, amendment, cancella- 
tion, suspension or revocation of, and the 
terms, conditions and limitations contained 
in, any certificate authorizing an air carrier 
to engage in overseas or foreign air transport- 
ation “shall be subject to the approval of the 
President” with the result that he is the 
final and supreme judge of these matters. 
Section 801 of the act provides as follows: 

“Sec. 801. The issuance, denial, transfer, 
amendment, cancellation, suspension, or rev- 
ocation of, and the terms, conditions, and 
limitations contained in any certificate au- 
thorizing an air carrier to engage in overseas 
or foreign air transportation, or air trans- 
portation between places in the same Terri- 
tory or possession, or any permit issuable to 
any foreign air carrier under section 402, 
shall be subject to the approval of the Presi- 
dent. Copies of all applications in respect of 
such certificates and permits shall be trans- 
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mitted to the President by the Authority be- 
fore hearing thereon, and all decisions there- 
on by the Authority shall be submitted to 
the President before publication thereof. 
This section shall not apply to the issuance 
or denial of any certificate issuable under 
section 401 (e) or any permit issuable under 
section 402 (c) or to the original terms, con- 
ditions, or limitations of any such certificate 
or permit.” 

From this section it appears that it was 
the intent of Congress to make the President 
the final and supreme judge of whether af- 
firmative or negative action should be taken 
with respect to the matters specified, includ- 
ing the question of whether or not a per- 
mit should be issued in any given case. As 
illustrating the power of the President under 
this section, let us consider the result where 
the President disapproves of the issuance by 
the Authority of an application for a permit 
filed with it under section 402. Section 1006 
(a) specifically exempts orders of the Au- 
»thority which are subject to the approval of 
the President from judicial review, and here, 
again, is indicated the intent of Congress 
to give the President the power to take final 
action with respect to the matters specified 
in section 801. In case the President should 
disapprove a denial by the Authority of an 
application for a permit, it is assumed for 
the purposes of this opinion memorandum 
that a court, upon petition by the appro- 
priate party, would, by some applicable legal 
action, compel the Authority to issue a per- 
mit in accordance with the decision of the 
President. 

Under these circumstances, the question 
arises as to why it is not possible, if the 
President is the final judge of such matters, 
for the President to enter into commitments 
in advance with respect to the disposition 
ultimately to be made by the President of 
applications filed under section 402. In the 
first place, as has already been pointed out, 
there would be no legal authorization for 
the making of such an agreement and con- 
sequently it might be difficult to persuade 
a particular foreign government to become a 
party thereto. In the second place, such 
moral obligation as might be created by such 
an agreement could not possibly be binding 
upon any President other than the one mak- 
ing it and this, again, would be a factor pre- 
sumably making it difficult to persuade a 
foreign government to become a party to the 
agreement. Thus it may be assumed that no 
such agreement can be depended upon to 
accomplish the desired result because of its 
legal invalidity and, as a result of that fact, 
of the impossibility of giving the foreign 
country the assurances which it will pre- 
sumably require. 

Furthermore, no valid implication of an 
intent on the part of Congress to authorize 
the President to enter into such agreements 
is contained in the provisions of section 801. 
It seems clear that questions of international 
reiations and national defense may well be 
of overruling importance so that the Execu- 
tive should have the right to make the ulti- 
mate decision as to whether or not a permit 
should be issued in a particular case. It 
appears to have been the intent of Congress 
to require a public hearing for the disclosure 
of such facts as may be made thereat by the 
applicant and other interested persons 80 
that the President would have the advantage 
both of the record and of the Authority’s 
judgment (exercised under the standards 
established in sec. 402) before he is called 
upon in connection with reaching a final 
decision to superimpose his judgment formed 
after he has analyzed such additional facts 
relating to international relations and na- 
tional defense as he, alone, may have. The 
disclosure of facts at a public hearing, re- 
ferred to above, would presumably include 
facts bearing on questions of public interest, 
including (a) the carrier’s fitness, willing- 
ness, and ability properly to perform the 
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air transportation service in question, and to 
conform to the provisions of the act and 
the rules, regulations, and requirements of 
the Authority thereunder; (b) relevant in- 
formation concerning the effect of the pro- 
posed operation upon the operations of Amer- 
ican air carriers serving the point within the 
United States proposed to be served by an 
applicant for a permit, or serving points 
competitive therewith; (c) relevant infor- 
mation concerning foreign air carriers from 
whatever country desirous oi serving the 
same or competitive points; and (d) relevant 
facts to be used as a basis for attaching to 
the permit by the Authority of such rea- 
sonable terms, conditions, or limitations as 
the public interest may require involving 
various questions of safety, competition, and 
the proper coordination of the air transport 
system. 

My conclusion, therefore, is that except 
with respect to self-executing treaties 
(which, by appropriate language might not 
only supersede the provisions of sec. 402 
but also those of sec. 801), no agreements 
can be made, while the act retains in its 
present form unamended, which will elimi- 
nate the necessity for compliance with the 
provisions of section 402. 


Mr. BREWSTER. I shall quote only 
one passage from the opinion, as afirm- 
ing the position which I take. In re- 
sponse to the question as to whether this 
subject could be handled by executive 
agreements, Mr. Pogue stated, in para- 
graph 2 on page 2 of the opinion, in a 
summary: 

No international agreement, as distin- 

ed from a treaty, can be made between 
the United States and any foreign country 
or countries which will have the legal effect 
of dispensing with the notice and hearing 
and the exercise of the Authority’s judg- 
ment 


Subsequently the Board's judgment 
called for by section 402 of the act; and the 
provisions of any such agreement designed 
to accomplish such an end could not be en- 
forced in our courts. Thus, in the absence 
of any self-executing treaty, section 402 must 
be observed in the issuance of permits to 
foreign air carriers, and in the alteration, 
modification, amendment, suspension, can- 
celation, or revocation thereof. 


Mr. Pogue discusses the legal reasons 
for that opinion at some length, with 
arguments which are completely com- 
pelling. 

Subsequently, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board asked the Congress to amend the 
Civil Aeronautics Act so as to authorize 
the President to develop our foreign air 
routes by bilateral executive agreements 
in the broad fashion which now is being 
done without the amendment of the law, 
inasmuch as the Congress had never seen 
fit to adopt the recommendation of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board in its annual 
report of 1942. Here again was con- 
trolling evidence that at that time the 
Board considered that it was utterly 
beyond its powers to carry out such an 
arrangement without a further statutory 
amendment of the law. ‘Subsequently, 
Mr. Wiprud, who at that time was in 
charge of the Transportation Division of 
the Department of Justice, retiring there- 
from about a year ago, wrote an extend- 
ed opinion, which was published in the 
George Washington Law Journal of April 
1945, with the permission of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, although that does not 
necessarily imply the Department's ac- 
ceptance of his views. But he was the 
man then counseling with the Depart- 
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ment in regard to its transportation mat- 
ters, and he wrote a most extensive and 
authoritative exposition of the law and 
the precedents in this case, showing his 
complete agreement with the opinion of 
Mr. Pogue. 

I say all this, not because it is directly 
related to our problem here but because 
the President in submitting the treaty to 
the Senate stated that he was carrying 
on the matter in the same fashion—a 
fashion which the Committee on Com- 
merce had found to be utterly beyond his 
powers. 

Assuming the ratification of the treaty, 
which, as the Senator from Georgia has 
said, in no way implies approval or dis- 
approval of that procedure, I hope that 
the executive department may exercise 
the greatest self-restraint in regard to 
the assumption of powers in this regard 
and in the execution of bilateral agree- 
ments, either pending the time when the 
Congress accepts the recommendation of 
the Civil Aeronautics Boad to amend the 
law and to confer. upon the President 
such additional powers, which have been 
allocated by the Executive, or until there 
is a further determination of policy by 
the Congress. 

I think we have fully discussed the 
general matter of delay, and I shali not 
discuss it further. It is an interpreta- 
tion of the language of the Interim 
Council, at Montreal. It seems to me it 
is very definite as to what their plans 
are, and I shall be very much surprised 
if the construction which I have placed 
upon this instrument is not confirmed by 
those immediately concerned with this 
matter and by Mr. Wanner, who was the 
representative of the United States at 
Montreal. 

There are two other provisions of the 
agreement which I think the Senate 
should at least understand thoroughly 
in connection with the question of ratifi- 
cation of the treaty. One is as to the 
nonschedule operations. This is a field 
which is developing increasing signifi- 
cance. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield to me? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. Some time since either 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. BROOKS] 
or the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WuHERRY] asked a question as to which of 
these instruments namely, the Conven- 
tion or the other arrangements embody- 
ing the “five freedoms,” was of the 
greater importance. I should like to 
have the Senator’s comment on that 
point. The message which the Fresi- 
dent sent to the Senate in connection 
with the transmittal of this convention 
to the Senate contains the following 
statement: 

The convention makes no attempt to cover 
controversial questions of commercial avia- 
tion rights. It leaves these questions to be 
settled by other international agreements, 
which are entirely independent of the con- 
vention, and which provide for the reciprocal 
exchange of commercial air transport rights. 
Under authority vested in me, I have actively 
undertaken to consummate such agreements, 
in order to assure the most favorable develop- 
ment of international civil aviation. Na- 
turally, agreements of this nature to which 
the United States is a party are consistent 
with the requirements of the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Act, are valid under its terms, and fully 
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protect the public interest. Under these 
agreements, before foreign air-carrier per- 
mits are issued by the United States to for- 
eign airlines, they must qualify under the 
provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act. 


Mr. President, I pause at this point in 
reading the President’s letter of trans- 
mittal to say that I take it from the dis- 
cussion which I have heard in part that 
the Senator has the view that the other 
agreements, so-called, are of greater 
importance and deal with matters of 
more concern to the United States in the 
aviation field than does the convention 
itself, and that the President in his 
message to the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee recognizes that distinction. Am 
I correct about that? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct, 
and that is why it has given us so much 
concern that the major determinations 
on our foreign air policy were being 
made by executive action, whereas the 
comparatively minor phases as to tech- 
nical developments are being submitted 
to the Senate. 

Mr, WHITE. Yes. Then, up to this 
time, at least, the President’s proposal 
has been to leave the matters of moment 
or controversy or consequence to him- 
self, and he was proposing to deal with 
them by executive agreements, whereas 
he was proposing to leave to the Senate 
only the matters of lesser consequence. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes; matters of far 
lesser consequence. 

Mr. WHITE. This matter has both- 
ered me greatly. I had the feeling that 
we were ready to go forward with rati- 
fication of the treaty if—and I shall read 
from the hearings— 

If the convention or treaty which is con- 
sidered here— 


In other words, the treaty now before 
us— 
could be entirely separated from the implica- 
tions of the other agreements which are pro- 
ceeding, I do not think anyone would have 
any question about the desirability of imme- 
diately going forward. 


I suppose that means going forward 
with the ratification of this treaty. 

I have not heard read the statement 
which comes from the State Department, 
and I do not know its terms. But I 
should like to have my colleague’s opin- 
ion as to whether this treaty is separated 
from the implications of the other agree- 
ments which are proceeding, or whether 
it is not separated. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think it was a 
little unfortunate as to the terminology 
which was used in the so-called five 
freedoms, as characterized in the docu- 
ment submitted by the State Department 
and in the official agreements as appen- 
dix 4 of the convention which we are 
considering. 

However, I think the action of the 
United States Government this morning 
in denouncing that agreement makes it 
perfectly clear that we are in no way 
committed under it. While it is cer- 
tainly interwoven, and while it is true 
that no one may be a party to appendix 
4 who is not a party to the convention, 
the reverse is not true, namely, that we 
are now committed to appendix 4 because 
we signed the permanent convention. 

Mr. WHITE. Taking all the factors 
into consideration, I wonder, then, 
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whether those of us who had indicated 
our disapproval of the other arrange- 
ments, but had found no great fault with 
the treaty itself, are in a position in good 
faith to vote to ratify the treaty or 
whether we are free, under the circum- 
stances, to exercise our judgment and to 
=. ga our fears by casting an adverse 
vote. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I certainly should 
not undertake to dictate the course of 
my colleague’s vote. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator has never 
undertaken to do so, but the senior 
Senator from Maine usually feels much 
safer when he follows his colleague. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I have indicated 
that in view of the denunciation of the 
“five freedoms,” I was not prepared 
actively to oppose—I think those were 
the words which were used—the ratifica- 
tion of the treaty at this time, although 
I did preserve in all the preliminary dis- 
cussions the right to state fully the 
situation so that there would be no mis- 
apprehension on the part of the Senate 
as the considerations which were in- 
volved, and I did indicate clearly to those 
in the executive department with whom 
I discussed the subject that I thought it 
would be very much better judgment for 
them to defer action on this treaty until 
January. If, however, they force action 
at this time, I hesitaie to take the very 
serious responsibilities involved in indi- 
cating such dissension on matters of our 
foreign policy and on a matter which is 
rendered of very much less moment be- 
cause of the denunciation of the “five 
freedoms.” So if I vote for the treaty 
today, I shall do so with reluctance and 
with an indication that I believe the 
Executive is unwise in pressing for it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if I 
may intervene at this point, let me say 
that confusion has arisen in the minds 
of some Senators, I think, regarding the 
exhibit or appendix 4, which is the “five 
freedoms” agreement. It is not an ex- 
hibit to this treaty at all. The treaty, 
too, is an appendix. That is simply an 
appendix to the Chicago Convention— 
the International Convention which was 
assembled at Chicago for quite a time. 

Number 2 is the treaty upon which we 
are passing, No. 4 is not directly connect- 
ed with it in any manner. It is not an 
appendix to the treaty, but it is merely 
an appendix to the work of the Conven- 
tion as a whole. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia is quite correct, 
namely, that these various matters are 
appendices to the Chicago agreement. 
Whether appendix 4 has any relation to 
appendix 2, is a question which I shall 
have to leave to the authorities on 
anatomy. I think it is unfortunate 
terminology. I think it would have 
been better if they had called them 
something else than appendices. 

However, in connection with the Sena- 
tor’s statement and the statement in the 
President’s letter that, under these agree- 
ments, before foreign air carrier per- 
mits are issued to foreign air lines, they 
must qualify under the Civil Aeronautics 
Act, Mr. Pogue, the predecessor to Mr. 
Landis, has testified before the Com- 
merce Committee that he would consider 
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the President’s agreement controlling; 
that while they might be permitted to 
pass upon technical problems concern- 
ing the safety of the foreign air lines, 
they could not enter into the question of 
public interest, since that would be con- 
sidered as concluded by the President’s 
agreement, which we believe to be in vio- 
lation of the law requiring quasi-judicial 
determination by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, and I think the statute is clearly 
opposed to this procedure. I think itisa 
very small hole out of which they crawl 
in the justification of that procedure. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator is perfectly sound in what 
he has said in that respect. I recall very 
definitely, following the line of thought 
of my colleague, that the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Battery), when he 
appeared before the committee, clearly 
stated as his opinion, and I believe the 
opinion of the members of the Com- 
merce Committee which have been study- 
ing this matter for 2 years or more, that 
what was being proposed in this agree- 
ment was a clear violation of the civil 
aeronautics authority law, and being a 
violation of the law it was wholly with- 
out Presidential authority. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think that has 
been the opinion of most Senators who 
have considered the matter. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President; may I 
say that I think a careful reading of the 
testimony of the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. BAILEY] will show that his 
statement was confined to the so-called 
“five freedoms.” Ido not think he ques- 
tioned the validity of the other agree- 
ments which were reached at Chicago. 
But he did question the authority of the 
executive branch to enter into the agree- 
ment with respect to the “fifth freedom.” 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the third, 
fourth, and fifth freedoms were con- 
cerned in his final statement of the mat- 
ter. I think he questioned very seri- 
ously the legal authority of the third, the 
fourth, and fifth freedoms. The transit 
arrangements, 1 and 2, were the subject 
of much less doubt in his mind. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recor at this 
point as a part of my remarks a letter 
which I wrote on November 26, 1944, to 
the Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. 
Berle, regarding the Chicago agree- 
ments, in which I stated the reasons why 
I found myself unable entirely to go 
along with the agreements. I will read 
two paragraphs from that statement in 
order to indicate a position which I 
think is still as persuasive as then. One 
paragraph of the letter indicates the su- 
preme importance of our guarding our 
air. The paragraph reads as follows: 

Air power treacherously mobilized at Pearl 
Harbor on December 7, 1941, brought us 
one of the greatest disasters in our history 
and set back our war potential in the Pacific 
for at least a year. 


I have always been concerned with 
the fact that under the “five freedoms” 
we were opening up the possibility of any 
foreign power, friendly or otherwise, 
fiying freely over Pearl Harbor, the doing 
of which in this atomic age might mean 
the destruction of all the instruments 
which we may assemble there. 
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The other paragraph to which I refer 
reads as follows: 


For these reasons, among others, I earnestly 
hope that this present conference may be 
adjourned without generalizing to the world 
either the right of nontraffic transit or the 
right of commercial access to the United 
States, continuing for the present to rely 
upon the policies of service to other coun- 
tries that proved so successful before the 
war. 


That paragraph stated my position 
then and now. The repudiation of the 
“five freedoms” has enabled us to be 
much nearer to that ideal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the letter will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 


NOVEMBER 26, 1944. 
The Honorable ADOLPH A. BERLE, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary of State. 

Dear MR. BERLE: I have deeply appreciated 
the opportunity to see at first-hand the op- 
erations of an international conference and 
I have accumulated a very wholesome respect 
for those charged with the responsibility of 
conducting a gathering of this character. 

As a Member of a body with certain con- 
current responsibilities in the conduct of 
our foreign relations, I am sure I shall have 
a far more sympathetic understanding here- 
after of the difficulties that face our State 

ent in these unsettled times. I hope 
it may not be fe% that my education has been 
secured at too high a price. 

I regret that prior engagements of long 
standing prevent my remaining beyond the 
3 weeks originally planned. 

Somewhat to my regret all that I have 
learned here has only tended to confirm my 
conviction that at this time I could not as- 
sent to a plan that proposes to give to the 
world 51 franchises to fly into the United 
States—the richest potential market for air 
travel in the world since it seems generally 
expected that Americans will furnish per- 
haps 75 percent of international air travel in 
the decade following the war. 

‘The Committee on Commerce of the United 
States Senate has had under study for the 
past year the postwar policy of the United 
States in international air and on 
August 19, 1944, addressed a letter through 
its chairman, Senator Josian W. Batter, to 
the President as the one finally responsible 
in the conduct of our foreign relations. 
Copy of this letter is attached, but I quote 
certain paragraphs that seem pertinent. 

“The question of whether or not the United 
States should now modify its historic posi- 
tion as to sovereignty of the air above its 
borders and to what extent the United States 
may wisely go in subscribing to the various 
doctrines being proposed that contemplate 
general agreements with another nation or 
group of nations concerning freedom of the 
air or freedom of innocent transit seem to 
the committee to invite the most careful 
consideration by both the executive and leg- 
islative branches of the Government and par- 
ticularly of those concerned with the deter- 
mination of policy. 

“Whether or not operating franchises in 
foreign countries should in general continue 
to be secured by direct application of the 
American flag airline concerned or through 
governmental negotiations is also pressing 
for a decision. Prior to the war, operating 
franchises in approximately 50 foreign coun- 
tries and colonies had been granted to the 
American flag airlines system by the foreign 
governments concerned. The advantages or 
disadvantages of any change in this previ- 
ously prevailing practice may well be weighed 
carefully. 

“The committee will appreciate continuing 
to be kept advised, and meanwhile would 
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request that no action be taken regarding 
international air transport applications for 
new routes or acquisition of existing services 
outside the continental United States and 
Canada until full consideration of Govern- 
ment policy can be had by Congress. 

“In view of this time lag, the committee 
feels no prejudice to the national interest 
would be involved in deferring definitive de- 
cision on international applications until 
the Congress shall have reassembled and 
had opportunity for considering all phases 
of the situation and for taking such legis- 
lative action as might then seem wise.” 

The suggestion or insistence of other 
countries that now was the time to fix the 
pattern for postwar aviation does not seem 
to have been justified by events. 

The very prudent provision in the call 
of the conference for division into three main 
objectives in the agenda affords appropriate 
opportunity for deferring for the present the 
most difficult of these objectives in the light 
of the present unsettled condition of affairs. 

Without adequate knowledge of the diplo- 
matic discussions that preceded the calling 
of this conference, I was not in a position 
to judge its necessity but in the light of 
what has now transpired I feel more strongly 
than ever that now is not the time to freeze 
our position in the postwar aeronautical 
world for the indefinite future. 

There will never be any difficulty in giving 
away franchises to fly into the United States. 
There will be very grave difficulty in recalling 
these franchises once they are granted. 

If 10 Americans fiy to Europe for every 
single European that files to the United 
States, the American people will never be able 
to understand the equity of a plan that pro- 
poses to start us out.on a 50-50 basis or that 
reckons Americans embarked in Europe as 
credits to European air lines. 

America has been very generous in its 
relations with the world. In a matter of 
this character that is not directly connected 
with the conduct of the war, it would seem 
well for our country to proceed with the 
prudence in postwar matters that charac- 
terizes the other great nations of the world 
and reserve such assets as are not essential 
to the successful prosecution of the war until 
we can see a little more clearly the shape of 
things to come. 

Air power treacherously mobilized at Pearl 
Harbor on December 7, 1941, brought us one 
of the greatest disasters in our history and 
set back our war potential in the Pacific for 
at least a year. 

The right of nontraffic transit of the Pacific 
by way of Hawaii or Alaska in the possession 
of 50 nations of varying ideals and ideologies 
may well furnish the stage setting for an- 
other disaster of even greater magnitude in 
the aerial world of tomorrow. 

Hawaii is the strategic key of the Pacific 
that we are now securing at a terrific price. 
Why give this pearl to the world in the very 
hour of its reestablishment as our guardian 
of the Pacific when there can be no guarantee 
at present that other aggressors may not rise 
in the cloak of at present friendly, or at 
least neutral, nations, that may once again 
threaten the peace of the world? 

Is it asking too much of the world that we 
shall not at present be expected to throw 
away this key to the Pacific that we are 
securing at such a price? 

In future decades with world order well 
established America may well liberalize its 
policy, but in the present a proper concern 
for the lives lost in the Pacific argues very 
persuasively for not at once relinquishing 
this heritage. 

The world may well have more confidence 
in American altruism than in its own ca- 
pacity to prevent aggression once again rear- 
ing its ugly head in some corner of the world 
and moving with devilish ingenuity to use 
the tools that may be available—among 
which one of the most dangerous to peace- 
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loving nations may be the complete freedom 
of commercial transit envisioned in the cur- 
rent discussions. 

In the past 2 decades 50 nations have wel- 
comed American air transports without sug- 
gestion of requiring reciprocal rights. Cer- 
tainly this experience would argue very 
strongly for continuing a tested policy that 
has demonstrated such a success that Amer- 
ican air transportation was the leader in the 
international field. 

All the world is looking to America for 
aid in reestablishing a sound economic or- 
der and one of the greatest contributions 
America can make to world understanding 
and world order is the establishment of an 
all-American system of air transport that 
shall enable America to see and sell the 
world on the things that have enabled Amer- 
ica in a century to become one of the great 
powers of the earth and one that un- 
doubtedly outweighs in human happiness 
and material comforts all the nations of 
the earth. 

For these reasons among others I earn- 
estly hope that this present conference 
may be adjourned without generalizing to 
the world either the right of non-traffic tran- 
sit or the right of commercial access to the 
United States continuing for the present 
to rely upon the policies of service to other 
countries that proved so successful before 
the war. 

One further consideration may also per- 
haps properly be urged. 

Particularly is it of the higest importance 
at this time to avoid so far as practicable 
controversy within our country or with for- 
eign countries over subsidiary matters while 
our major relationships in the postwar 
world are still in process of formulation, 
Nothing must be permitted to distract Amer- 
ican thought from this all-important objec- 
tive. 

The turn of events in the past week has 
seemed to make it rather easily possible 
without serious controversy to dispose of 
two of the items on the agenda of the con- 
ference of very real significance in the field 
of technical and operational control and to 
set up an organization to consider the unfold- 
ing problems of air transport in the postwar 
world in the light of conditions that shall 
then prevail which it is now obviously most 
difficult to anticipate. 

While I recognize the primary responsibil- 
ity of the Executive in the conduct of our 
foreign relations, I am sure we are all agreed 
also in recognizing the very great desirabil- 
ity at this crisis in our affairs of accomplish- 
ing that coordination between the executive 
and legislative branches of our Government 
under our Constitution since our history is 
unfortunately replete with examples of the 
disasters that have come to us when that co- 
ordination was lacking. 

When you first indicated on last Thursday 
that you desired unanimous approval in the 
American delegation of any action which you 
might take, I was confronted with the neces- 
sity of leaving you under no possible doubt 
as to my position, 

I trust that any failure on my part to press 
my objections more vigorously as the dis- 
cussions proceeded will be understood as 
arising only from my desire not to obtrude 
my views, which I believed were rather well 
understood by you if they had not been so 
fully expounded to other members of the 
delegation, 

I want again to express my appreciation 
for the very courteous consideration you have 
constantly accorded me under all the pres- 
sure of this conference and to express the 
hope that time may vindicate in some meas- 
ure your experiment in inviting me, as a 
member of the Committee on Commerce of 
the Senate, to participate in these delibera- 
tions. 

Cordially yours, 
OWEN BREWSTER. 
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Iam required to 
leave the floor because of a conference 
on atomic energy legislation. I wish to 
make a brief statement in the Senator’s 
time. 

It has been impossible, because of my 
absence from the country, to follow as 
intimately as I should like to have fol- 
lowed the developments which the Sen- 
ator is now discussing. The Senator and 
I have been in close contact throughout 
the entire affair, and I merely wish to 
state for the Recorp that what the Sena- 
tor has been saying has been said for me 
as well as for himself. I concur com- 
pletely in his attitude and his conclu- 
sions, and I should like to add my felici- 
tations for the zeal and vigilance with 
which he has pursued the subject, as the 
result of which we have witnessed the 
action of the State Department today, 
which makes some concession to the pro- 
tection of America in the air. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
certainly appreciate very profoundly the 
comment of the Senator from Michigan 
who has been so active in our foreign re- 
lations. I appreciate the generosity of 
his comment, however little it may be 
deserved. 

There are two other items which I 
think the Senate should have in mind. 
I apologize to the majority leader for the 
time which I have consumed, but it has 
resulted from questioning, perhaps, 
rather than my assertions. I have taken 
a little more time than I had anticipated 
being required to consume. 

Mr. President, I wish to refer to the 
provision on pages 5 and 6 regarding non- 
scheduled operations. Nonscheduled op- 
erations are rather freely allowed, 
though the Civil Aeronautics Board may 
be in control. This is one of the phases 
the significance of which has become as 
important as that of scheduled opera- 
tions domestically. There are almost as 
many planes flying in the United States 
under nonscheduled contract operations 
as there are in the scheduled air lanes, 
resulting in the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
in recent weeks, demanding that the 
operators of all nonscheduled operations 
file schedules with them and submit to 
control. That same situation will de- 
velop in the foreign field. Already this 
very method has been announced by the 
British, Three months ago the Duke of 
Hamilton, on whose estate Mr. Hess 
landed, was in this country for the pur- 
pose of arranging for nonscheduled con- 
tract operations, and the British are 
moving very definitely into this field. I 
trust that the authorities concerned will 
recognize this very grave danger and not 
permit a situation to develop whereby 
the nonscheduled contract-carrier op- 
erations in the foreign field shall threaten 
the entire basis of American interna- 
tional aviation. 

The other consideration which gives 
me pause in connection with my consid- 
eration of the treaty is that with regard 
to the filing of copies. That means that 
we must file reports of all our financial 
operations. Article 67 states: 


Each contracting state undertakes that its 
international air lines shall, in accordance 
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with requirements laid down by the Council, 
file with the Council traffic reports, cost sta- 
tistics, and financial statements showing 
among other things all receipts and the 
sources thereof. 


That means that we must bare all 
the intimate details of our operations. 
If we can be sure that every other coun- 
try will do the same, it may seem fairer 
to the American people; but it must be 
realized that in other countries every 
major operation is a government opera- 
tion. There is no other country in the 
world which pursues our policy of private 
airlines operations. That means that 
our companies must bare their books to 
all lines operating in other countries. 
Meanwhile, the operators in other coun- 
tries will be filing reports of receipts and 
expenditures; but there are 100 differ- 
ent methods by which subsidies may be 
secured. The result will be that Amer- 
ica will be operating under a very great 
handicap under this compulsion of filing. 

Secondly, Mr. President, we must file 
immediately all aeronautical agreements, 
private or public. That requirement 
alone may result in very hazardous de- 
velopments with regard to our national 
defense. If that requirement had been 
in effect during recent years it might 
have revealed activities which would 
have very vitally affected our national 
defense. When such a situation oc- 
curred preceding our entrance into the 
war, action was taken by our Govern- 
ment which, if provisions of the kind to 
which I have referred had been in effect, 
it would have been utterly impossible, 
and America could not have taken the 
steps which she did take and which re- 
sulted greatly to our advantage. 

For the two reasons which I have 
given, the provisions regarding non- 
scheduled operations, and the require- 
ments concerning filing copies of reports 
are not well calculated to serve the inter- 
ests of the United States. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. BROOKS. Were those matters 
thoroughly brought out and discussed 
before the Foreign Relations Committee 
when it considered the general subject. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from 
Nevada and myself did the best we could 
do there, although this matter has been 
one which has not engaged such wide- 
spread interest or attention as I would 
feel its importance warrants. 

Mr. BROOKS. I concur in the Sena- 
tor’s position. I think that the matter is 
of such great importance that it ought 
not to be acted upon at the present time, 

Mr. BREWSTER. Iam glad the Sen- 
ator from Illinois is at least impressed 
with the desirability of delay, which I 
continue to believe would be wise. 

Now I come to speak, perhaps, as a 
member of the minority, as the devil's 
advocate, in connection with pointing 
out something of our problem, and how, 
as it seems to me, our policy to the pres- 
ent time has utterly failed to achieve our 
objective, or to measure up to the stand< 
ards of other countries. So this nat- 
urally involves matters of comparison. 

At the present time Britain, of course, 
is a major country in the international 
aviation fleld, while Russia looms on the 
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horizon. A seat had been kept vacant 
in the Interim Council for Russia, and 
contemplated in the 21 seats in the Per- 
manent Council. That had extended for 
a year or so, and Russia had shown no 
indication of coming in. Immediately 
after the Bermuda agreement in Febru- 
ary with the British, under which Amer- 
ica and Britain were to secure 109,000 
miles of international air routes, Russia 
held a national conference at Moscow, 
and announced that they were going to 
have 108,000 miles of air routes; they did 
not indicate whether domestic or for- 
eign, but they indicated they were to be 
in the air picture in a 5-year program. 

I speak of this because it seems to me 
that while the pending treaty deals only 
with technical aspects, we must yet rec- 
ognize that today, perhaps, is the only 
time the Senate will consider the matter, 
and the executive department should at 
least understand that ihe Senate itself 
is vitally concerned with the prosecu- 
tion of a successful air policy, which 
thus far has certainly not been de- 
veloped. 

What do we find in the British white 
paper on air policy, which they issued 
about a year ago under the former Gov- 
ernment, and which has been continued 
under the present one? 

They changed the former policy to 
eliminate participation by the shipping 
lines in the British air service to South 
America, and of the railroad lines in the 
British air service to Europe. 

There has been made available for the 
British Overseas Air Line $600,000,000. 
That is the importance which Britain, 
with its impoverished treasury, to which 
we have just contributed nearly $4,000,- 
000,000, attached to the future of inter- 
national air so far as Great Britain is 
concerned—$600,000,000, $300,000,000 of 
which is available for the auxiliary serv- 
ices of the associated countries to whom 
Britain, in its air policy, is offering, first, 
British equipment on any terms it may 
be determined are desirable; second, 
British servicing; third, training of the 
personnel; fourth, traffic arrangements 
with any countries which may decide 
to enter the British sphere of influence 
in international air. 

I am pointing this out in no spirit of 
envy and no spirit of criticism, but in 
order that those responsible for our avia- 
tion activities shall realize that we here 
in America are fully conscious of the fact 
and of the extent to which America, 
under present policies, is spending much 
more time in internal disagreements 
than we are in the uniting of America, of 
all aviation interests alike, in order to 
achieve the position in international 
aviation which is vital not only to our 
commercial development, to our trade- 
following-the-flag, but to our national 
defense as well. 

I welcome the fact that we are seeing 
the entry of new blood into the aviation 
field in our Government. I spoke in 
opening of Mr. Locke and Mr. Landis 
Mr. Landis fresh from his experience in 
the Middle East where he has had op- 
portunity to study conditions and Mr. 
Locke fresh from China. In both fields 
American aviation efforts are seriously 
e and in South America as 
well. 
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I wish at this point to insert in the 
REcorD, by unanimous consent, an article 
from the New York Herald-Tribune of 
July 24, yesterday. The heading is 
“British block United States air rights 
in Middle East. Iraq only Arab state 
to permit American lines to carry local 
traffic.“ 

I read a paragraph from the article: 


Efforts of American air lines to obtain 
operating rights in Syria, Lebanon, and Iraq 
are being continually hamstrung by British 
opposition exerted through diplomatic chan- 
nels, according to Americans attending In- 
ternational Air Transport Association meet- 
ings at the Aley mountain resort near here, 


This is a wireless to the Herald: Tribune 
from Allen Raymond at Beyrouth: 


This opposition, the Americans allege, con- 
sists of pressure on the governments in- 
volved— 


Those are the Arab governments— 


in addition to advice to newly formed Arab 
air lines—in which the British are heavily 
interested—not to let_American competition 
enter the field. The result of this pressure 
was visible, they assert, in the decision of the 
recent Arab League aviation conference not 
to grant to other than Arab air lines the so- 
called fifth freedom of the air—the right to 
pick up and discharge passengers within the 
Arab states, 

At the same time. the Americans said, the 
Arabs rebuffed a move, believed to have been 
inspired by British advisers, to make a single 
consolidated Arab League air line, the capital 
of which could have been proportional to 
each government's share in supporting the 
league. This would mean that Egypt, 
through its Misr air line, which is dominated 
by the British, would have been in complete 
control of local air transport throughout 
the Middle East. 


I ask for the insertion of the whole 
article in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


BRITISH. BLOCK UNITED STATES AIR RIGHTS IN 
MIDDLE EAST—IRAQ ONLY ARAB STATE TO PER- 
MIT AMERICAN LINES TO CARRY LOCAL TRAFFIC 

(By Allen Raymond) 

BEYROUTH, LEBANON, July 23.—Efforts of 
American air lines to obtain operating rights 
in Syria, Lebanon, and Iraq are being con- 
tinually hamstrung by British opposition ex- 
erted through diplomatic channels, accord- 
ing to Americans attending International Air 
Transport Association meetings at the Aley 
mountain resort near here. - 

This opposition, the Americans allege, con- 
sists of pressure on the governments involved, 
in addition to advice to newly formed Arab 
air lines—in which the British are heavily 
interested—not to let American competition 
enter the field. The result of this pressure 
was visible, they assert, in the decision of the 
recent Arab League aviation conference not 
to grant to other than Arab air lines the 
so-called fifth freedom of the air—the right 
to pick up and discharge passengers within 
the Arab states. 

At the same time, the Americans said, the 
Arabs rebuffed a move, believed to have been 
inspired by British advisers, to make a single 
consolidated Arab League air line, the capital 
of which could have been proportional to 
each government’s share in supporting the 
league. This would mean that Egypt, 
through its Misr air line, which is dominated 
by the British, would have been in com- 
plete control of local air transport through- 
out the Middle East. 

There are four relatively new national air 
lines in this region developing passenger and 
freight services—Egypt’s Misr Line, two Leb- 
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anese lines in the Middle East, the Com- 
pagne Generale de Transport, and the Iraqui 
Line. So far they have only a few planes 
and scheduled runs are infrequent. But they 
cover a great territory—north to Turkey, west 
to Cyprus, south to the Sudan, and east to 
the Persian Gulf. 

Their services cut across routes to Pan 
American Airways and Trans-World Air Line 
on the way to India, but they are not in any 
way competitive, in the opinion of American 
air transport officials, who want the right to 
pick up and discharge passengers in their 
territory, but who believe this would foster 
growth of the Arab air lines as feeders to 
the great world trunk systems. 

Negotiations lasting over many months 
have thus far failed to win operating rights 
for American air lines in Lebanon, and only 
a verbal concession has been obtained to 
date at Damascus, which is likely to be re- 
scinded any time the Arab League decides to 
get really tough with the United States for 
fostering the migration of additional Jews to 
Palestine. Temporary rights, however, have 
been obtained in Iraq. 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, this 
article appears to me to be a spur which 
comes to urge American aviation, in co- 
operation with the Government, to enter 
into these fields where we have not here- 
tofore ventured. 

Now as to American superiority in the 
air. That has been our proudest boast, 
established incident to the war, with the 
vast productive facilities of America 
turning out airplanes without limit for 
war and for transportation. We gave 
them to our allies freely and without let 
or hindrance. Meanwhile we fondly 
imagined that American planes would 
continue supreme in the era to come. 

It is my advice, which I have received 
from those expert in this field, not only 
in operation, but in construction—Mr. 
Glenn H. Martin, of the Martin Co., is 
one of my authorities—that the prob- 
abilities are that within the coming year 
British aviation, will launch passenger 
transport across the Atlantic with jet 
turbine engines, which are already de- 
veloped and in production for operation. 
Meanwhile our own country is producing 
the first of 40 jet turbines for the Army; 
the next 40 are to go to the Navy, and 
the next 40 to Glenn Martin, with the 
result that the necessary experimenta- 
tion will take us at least 18 months to 
develop and try out the engines pre- 
liminary to use in transport service. The 
British are altogether likely in that 
period to sweep the sky. I hope this is 
not true, although in this class of compe- 
tition we cannot challenge the right of 
our British friends to carry on in this 
way. We must admire their enterprise 
while we regret the threat to our position. 
But if British passenger transportation 
in the next year shall establish 5-hour 
service between London and New York, 
it will bring home to us with compelling 
force recognition of the fact that we 
cannot rest on our laurels, that we must 
use every instrument at our command in 
order to retain the position which w 
should rightfully enjoy. ( 

It is to that end that I address myself 
in asking that our Government, having 
given up the “five freedoms,” so that we 
are entirely free to accord to such lines 


-or countries as we see fit the access to 


our area, the policy shall be exercised 
with an eye primarily single to the in- 
terest of the United States. 
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Everybody says, Why not reciprocity? 
If we let them come into our area, they 
will let us go into theirs. The difficulty 
is that 80 percent of international air 
traffic is of American origin, and it is 
extremely difficult to know why foreign 
countries should furnish 1 in 10 of the 
travelers on any plane, but expect that 
there should be a 50-50 division with the 
United States in the transportation that 
shall be carried on. 

Whether or not we can secure access to 
any foreign country must depend on our 
arrangements. I only point out that in 
the period before the war 52 countries 
had afforded us access to their areas 
without reciprocal rights of any charac- 
ter, that in only two instances was reci- 
procity required, the countries of Brit- 
ain and France, with a subsidiary ar- 
rangement with Colombia. So there was 
every reason from past experience to 
know that, if we should permit Ameri- 
can companies to go forward aggressive- 
ly, they might continue the remarkable 
record established in the decade before 
the war in securing the establishment of 
American international aviation opera- 
tion upon a scale commensurate with our 
interests and calculated to serve the very 
great values which we have. 

As a result of the developments of the 
past few weeks and months, when it has 
become evident that the administration 
is beginning somewhat belatedly, as we 
feel, to recognize the soundness of the 
position which some of us have taken in 
this matter hitherto, these are the rea- 
sons why we believe it would be in the in- 
terest of America, as well as of interna- 
tional aviation, to defer action on the 
treaty until January, when we might con- 
sider it in the light of what, in my judg- 
ment, will be the very tremendous devel- 
opments in the interim. > 

However, as I stated in the beginning, 
I repeat, in the light of the denunciation 
of the five freedoms, in the glow result- 
ing from that tremendous step in prog- 
ress, I have indicated that I should not, 
more actively than I have, oppose the im- 
mediate action which is being urged by 
the administration. I shall simply ask 
that the Senate make it perfectly clear 
that those in the administration who are 
asking the ratification of this treaty as- 
sume full responsibility for the conse- 
quences which may result if some of the 
perils which I have pointed out should 
befall us. The Senate should make plain 
that the responsibility is clearly in their 
hands, and I express the fervent hope 
that Mr. Locke and Mr. Landis, who is 
now the Chairman of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, will continue to contrib- 
ute their very great talents to the formu- 
lation of an American policy far better 
calculated than in the past to achieve the 
goal of an American international air 
operation commensurate with our pro- 
ductive capacity and with the skill and 
the organizing ability of American busi- 
nessmen, 

Mr. WHERRY. 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Returning to the in- 
quiry which I made in the beginning of 
the Senator’s discussion, and reading the 
last paragraph of the release which was 
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Mr. President, will the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


put out on July 25 by the Department of 
State, which is as follows: 

In accordance with article 5 of the agree- 
ment, any contracting state may withdraw 
from it on 1 year’s notice. It is the duty 
of the United States at once to inform all 
other contracting states of this decision. 
This Government, therefore, will at once in- 
form all the other states which have accepted 
the international air transport agreement 
of its intention to withdraw from the agree- 
ment dating from today, in accordance with 
article 5. 


Can the Senator explain why it is that 
the United States is withdrawing from 
the multilateral international air-trans- 
port agreement in which we accepted? 
Why are we withdrawing? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think that those 
now responsible for formulating our 
policy have come to the considered con- 
clusion that the “five freedoms” present 
a very great hazard to the safety and the 
progress of American aviation. They 
have come to that considered conclusion 
somewhat belatedly, but I am delighted 
that they have arrived at it, for it repre- 
sents a tremendous advance. 

Mr. WHERRY. Are all in agreement 
with that, or is that a question of con- 
troversy? > 

Mr. BREWSTER. The State Depart- 
ment are the only ones I think who have 
urged speedy action. I have not heard 
any Member of this body do so. If I 
should include the Senator in the chair 
at the present time, the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], I know 
that he, as one familiar with aviation, 
and as a member of our committee, has 
repeatedly expressed the strong opinion 
that the “five freedoms” was not calcu- 
lated to serve our interests, and I think 
every one else who has studied the sub- 
ject in the Senate has come to the same 
conclusion. 

Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator will in- 
dulge me a little further, I am trying to 
obtain all the information I can on this 
matter. Iam not a member of the com- 
mittee. The Senator was in Chicago with 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
BatLey] and others when the whole pro- 
gram was discussed, and, as I under- 
stand, it was there that the announce- 
ment was made, or there at least was 
where the executive agreements were 
entered into. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The President did 
not actually advocate our adherence un- 
til February 1945, following November 
1944. 

Mr. WHERRY. Who in the State De- 
partment negotiated those treaties for 
the United States? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Berle was the 
chairman of our delegation at Chicago 
and in charge of our procedure, though 
he was out of the Government subse- 
quently, so that when it came to the 
finality it was handled by Mr. Acheson, 
the Under Secretary, who did have a 
rather serious misunderstanding with the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Battey] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
ConnaLty[. As a result of a misunder- 
standing with each of them the adher- 
ence was announced when the Committee 
on Foreign Relations had adopted a reso- 
lution asking that no action be taken un- 
til there was further consideration by the 
Foreign Relations Committee. Mr. Ache- 
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son apparently misunderstood the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina and the Senator 
from Texas, and announced the adher- 
ence without further action by either 
committee. That is how the adherence 
came about. It was later rather thor- 
oughly thrashed out and great regret ex- 
pressed on both sides, but it was then 
urged that it would be a serious “loss of 
face” if the United States should imme- 
diately withdraw its announcement. 
Now, the Department has done it; so we 
feel very much gratified over having 
finally brought that to pass. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield to me? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. I am utterly unwilling 
that this debate should come to a close 
without speaking a brief though wholly 
inadequate word of tribute to my col- 
league for the great labor he has put 
forth in the study of this whole prob- 
lem, for the zeal with which he has made 
his presentations, both to the gathering 
at Chicago and to the members of the 
Commerce Committee of the Senate and 
lastly to the members of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee of which I and other 
Senators who are present are members. 

Mr. President, he has stated this prob- 
lem in all its phases. He has brought to 
these efforts an analytical mind and 
power of speech, a persuasiveness of 
speech, that is unsurpassed in this body. 

Mr. President, he has been motivated 
at all times by a burning patriotism, a 
desire that America’s interest in the air 
throughout the world should be fully 
realized and should be adequately pro- 
tected, and that in all the steps that we, 
as Senators, take, the interest of the 
United States shall be first and foremost 
in our consideration and in our loyalty. 

I am very proud of my colleague, and I 
am happy to say this wholly inadequate 
word in appreciation of what he hasdone. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
express my deep appreciation of the fine 
and overgenerous words of my colleague, 
which I fear are colored by the sentiment 
of our association. 

I also want to express my apprecia- 
tion of the consideration which the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] has 
shown during the year which has elapsed 
during which this treaty has been be- 
fore the committee, for the constant 
courtesy and consideration he has always 
accorded me in laboring my views at 
very great length, because of my 
concern. 

Finally, my apologies to the majority 
leader for this matter having taken some- 
what more time than was estimated. 
For my participation in that I present 
my humble apologies. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator need not 
apologize to me. I had understood that 
the matters involved in this treaty, 
which had been so controversial, had 
been resolved, so that it would not take 
a great while to dispose of. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator has 
no idea what time would have been re- 
quired had it not been for the arrange- 
ment which he suggests had been made. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate that, 
and, of course, as we in the Senate know, 
We can never be assured that any pro- 
position which we may think may con- 
sume an hour may not consume 3 or 4 
hours. So that if we can obtain a vote 
on the matter and have the treaty rati- 
fied we will absolve the Senator from 
Maine from any self-imposed difficulties 
under which he may feel he rests. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to pro- 
pound another question to the distin- 
guished Senator from Maine. I, too, 
want to utter the same sentiments ex- 
pressed by the minority leader for the 
services rendered by my colleague from 
Maine. I want him to know that I have 
appreciated his work, and not only that, 
but that, to a great extent, I follow 
his judgment on certain matters, be- 
cause he is so well-informed and has 
brought such help and aid to me in- 
dividually in the Senate. I am deeply 
appreciative of it. But I should like 
to ask the Senator a question. Inas- 
much as we were led, by executive agree- 
ment, into signing a multilateral agree- 
ment which did not come before the 
Senate, and which was entered into, ap- 
parently, under misunderstanding, but 
which it now seems, it has turned out 
apparently to our disadvantage to par- 
ticipate in, is that not a lesson to us 
that we should not rush into ratifying 
the pending treaty until we can perfect 
it after further knowledge and further 
deliberations between now and the 1st 
of March next year? That is contin- 
gent upon the fact that we do not lose any 
advantage, or become foreclosed from 
any of our rights by not ratifying it be- 
fore that time. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That, Mr. President, 
is why I have indicated that I should pre- 
fer to see this matter deferred. On the 
other hand, if the administration, which 
after all is primarily responsible for the 
conduct of our foreign policy, insists on 
our consideration of the treaty today, I 
have indicated that I would not vote 
against its ratification, as I feel that to 
indicate such a division in our foreign 
relations, after having achieved the 
progress we have, would be unfortunate. 
I hope the administration will appreciate 
whatever small contribution this is to 
domestic as well as to international har- 
mony and will seek very earnestly in the 
next few months to continue to make 
progress toward what I believe to be a 
much sounder policy. As I have sug- 
gested, I have great confidence in Mr. 
Locke and in Mr. Landis to that end. 
That is one of the considerations that 
greatly reassures me. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. e Will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say in answer 
to the question asked by the Senator from 
Nebraska, that I think there is oppor- 
tunity for us to lose advantage which we 
might otherwise gain. There is much 
more opportunity for us to lose an ad- 
vantage that we might gain by this treaty 
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than there is for us to gain advantage 
by delay. What I mean by that is that 
I think we should be in the forefront of 
all these movements, and by this treaty, 
with the warning that we have had, with 
some of us watching the situation quite 
closely, with new personnel in charge of 
the matter in the administration, I be- 
lieve that much is to be gained by ratifica- 
tion of the treaty. That is my personal 
opinion. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator from 
Nevada mean by new leadership, new 
leadership in aviation or in the Depart- 
ment of State? 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; by new leader- 
ship I mean Judge Landis in the CAB and 
Mr. Locke in the White House. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will Mr. Acheson, to 
whom reference has been made, have 
anything to do in the perfecting of any 
further treaties or agreements relative to 
this particular matter? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Iam not able to an- 
swer who may have charge in the State 
Department. But I think, with the vig- 
ilance that is being put forward and with 
the new blood, if I may so term it, in 
the CAB, we can better afford to go for- 
ward with this treaty than we can to 
delay it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I may say on that 
particular point that there is pending 
legislation creating the position of Assist- 
ant Secretary, which, as I understand, 
will be for Air. If there is action upon 
that legislation at this session I think it 
is contemplated that there shall be an 
Assistant Secretary for Air in the State 
Department, which I think is of the very 
highest importance. If there can be ob- 
tained for that position a man compara- 
ble with Mr. Locke or Mr. Landis, with 
the same character, background and ex- 
perience, it will certainly be the dawn of 
a very happy day. I say that without 
disparagement of Mr. Clayton. He has 
been preoccupied with other matters, so 
that he has not been able to give time 
to this subject. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
hope that the new man in charge of this 
program will be a man of the caliber of 


Mr. Landis and Mr. Locke, men who are- 


interested in furthering the interests of 
America rather than the interests of 
Great Britain. I hope to see American- 
minded men in charge. In some in- 
stances in the past we have not had such 
men. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate as in 
Committee of the Whole, and open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment 
to be proposed, the convention will be 
reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Execu- 
tive A, Seventy-ninth Congress, first session, 
a convention on international civil aviation, 
concluded at the International Civil Aviation 
Conference at Chicago on December 7, 1944. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of ratifi- 
cation is agreed to, and the convention 
is ratified. 


CONVENTION ON REGULATION OF INTER- 
AMERICAN AUTOMOTIVE TRAFFIC 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate 
Executive C, Seventy-eighth Congress, 
second session, a Convention on the Reg- 
ulation of Inter-American Automotive 
Traffic, which was signed on behalf of 
the United States on December 31, 1943. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
vention is laid before the Senate. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the Con- 
vention on the Regulation of Inter-Amer- 
ican Automotive Traffic, in the Spanish, 
English, Portuguese, and French lan- 
guages, which was opened for signature 
at the Pan American Union in Washing- 
ton on December 15, 1943. Signed on 
behalf of the United States on December 
31, 1943, which was read, as follows: 
CONVENTION ON THE REGULATION OF INTER- 

AMERICAN AUTOMOTIVE TRAFFIC 


The Governments of the American Repub- 
lics, desirous of establishing uniform rules 
among themselves to control and regulate 
international automotive traffic on their 
highways, and to facilitate the movement of 
motor vehicles among such States, 

Have decided to conclude the present Con- 
vention in order to effectuate the foregoing 
purposes, and have agreed upon the following 
articles: 

ARTICLE I 

It is recognized that each State has ex- 
clusive jurisdiction over the use of its own 
highways, but agrees to their international 
use as specified in this Convention. 

ABTICLE II 

Under the terms of the present Convention, 
a motor vehicle shall be defined as any self- 
propelled vehicle circulating upon a public 
highway without the need of rails and used 
for the transport of persons or merchandise. 

A highway shall be defined as any public 
way maintained for and open to the use of 
the public for purposes of vehicular travel, 

An operator shall be defined as any person 
who drives or is in actual physical control 
of a motor vehicle upon a highway. 

ARTICLE III 

The operator of a motor vehicle circulating 
in any State which is a party to this Conven- 
tion is subject to the traffic laws and regula- 
tions in force in that State or subdivision 
thereof. 

A copy of such laws and regulations may be 
handed to the operator at the time of enter- 
ing each State, by the customs authorities 
who are clearing the vehicle for entry, or by 
any authorized agency. 


ARTICLE IV 


The Contracting States shall not allow cus- 
toms measures to be put into effect which 
will hinder international travel. 

Simplified customs and other regulatory 
measures which have been or may be put 
into effect by any contiguous States parties 
to this Convention, for the facilitation of in- 
ternational automotive traffic, shall be con- 
sidered to be in furtherance of this Con- 
vention and shall be encouraged, 


ARTICLE V 


Before admission to international traffic, 
every vehicle shall be registered by the State 
of origin in the manner prescribed by its laws, 
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or by any subdivision thereof having legal 
authority to register vehicles. 


ARTICLE VI 


Every motor vehicle operator before ad- 
mission to international traffic shall have such 
driving license as may be required by the 
laws of his State or such as may be issued 
by any political subdivision thereof having 
legal authority to issue driving licenses. In 
the event that no such driving license is re- 
quired by his State or any political subdi- 
vision thereof, a special international driving 
license such as is specified in Article XIII 
shall be valid. No operator shall be admitted 
to international travel who is less than 18 
years of age. 

ARTICLE VII 

Evidence of compliance with the conditions 
of this Convention shall entitle motor ve- 
hicles and motor vehicle operators to circu- 
late on the highways of any of the Contract- 
ing States, 

ARTICLE VIII 

Each State or its political subdivisions shall 
maintain central bureaus of registration with 
facilities for the exchange of informaton 
with other States as to registration of ve- 
hicles and operators. 

ARTICLE IX 

In addition to the registration plate or 
plates of the State of origin or of its legally 
empowered political subdivisions each vehicle 
shall display an international registration 
marker indicating the country of origin. 
This marker shall be in the form of an oval 
plate not less than 3 inches (8 cm.) wide by 
10 inches (26 cm.) long bearing capital Latin 
letters painted black on a white background. 

The distinctive names or letters indicating 
the several countries shall be the following: 


Argentina. 


.. URUGUAY 
— SS A VENEZUELA 


This distinctive plate shall be issued by 
the State or its authorized representatives. 

All registration plates shall be plainly 
visible. 

Motor’ vehicles bearing the international 
registration markers provided for by the In- 
ternational Convention for the Circulation 
of Automobiles, 1909, as amended in 1926, 
shall be recognized as having complied with 
the foregoing conditions concerning inter- 
national registration markers, 

For admission to international travel, 
each motor vehicle shall bear in a readily 
accessible location the name of the manu- 
facturer of the vehicle, the manufacturer's 
number of the chassis, and the manufac- 
turer’s number of the engine. 

ARTICLE X 

Unless otherwise provided by the laws or 
regulations of the respective States or sub- 
divisions thereof, the size of vehicles and 
loads shall be limited to the following: 

1. No vehicle shall exceed a total outside 
width, including any load thereon, of 8 feet 
(2.44 meters). 
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2. No vehicle with or without load shall 
exceed a maximum height of 12 feet, 6 inches 
(3.80 meters). 

3. No vehicle shall exceed an over-all 
length of 35 feet (10.70 meters) and no com- 
bination of vehicles coupled together shall 
exceed a total length of 45 feet (13.75 meters). 

4. No vehicle shall carry any load extend- 
ing more than 3 feet (91 centimeters) be- 
yond the front thereof. 

5. No passenger vehicle shall carry any load 
extending beyond the line of the fenders on 
the left side nor extending more than 6 
inches (15.2 centimeters) beyond the line of 
fenders on the right side thereof; provided 
however that in States in which the left- 
hand drive is compulsory the provisions of 
this paragraph referring to the side of loads 
shall be reversed. 

6 Special permits for vehicles or combi- 
nations of vehicles exceeding these limits 
may be issued by the competent authorities 
of the States. 


ARTICLE XI 


Unless the laws and regulations of the re- 
spective States or political subdivisions there- 
of provide otherwise, the following require- 
ments as to equipment shall be indispensable 
for motor vehicles admitted to international 
traffic. 

1. Every motor vehicle shall have brakes 
adequate to control the movement of and 
to stop and hold such vehicle. The brakes 
shall be capable of stopping the vehicle on 
a dry, smooth, level road within a distance 
of 30 feet (9 meters) when travelling at a 
speed of 20 miles (32 kilometers) per hour. 

2. Every motor vehicle shall have a suit- 
able horn or other warning device satisfac- 
tory to the regulatory authorities. É 

3. Every motor vehicle other than a motor- 
cycle shall be equipped with two head lamps, 
at the front of and on opposite sides of the 
vehicle, which shall at night, under normal 
atmospheric conditions and on a level road, 
produce light sufficient to render clearly dis- 
cernible a person not less than 350 feet (107 
meters) ahead and shall be capable of op- 
eration so as not to project a glaring or 
dazzling light. Every motorcycle shall have 
at least one head lamp. 

4. Every motor vehicle, and every trailer 
or semitrailer which is being drawn at the 
end of a train of vehicles, shall carry at 
the rear a lamp which exhibits a red light 
plainly visible at night under normal at- 
mospheric conditions from a distance of 500 
feet (152 meters) to the rear of such vehicle. 
The registration plate carried on the rear 
of such vehicle shall under like conditions 
be so illuminated by a white light as to be 
read from a distance of 50 feet (15 meters) 
to the rear of the vehicle. 

5. Every motor vehicle shall have a muffler 
in good working order and in constant op- 
eration to prevent excessive or unusual noise. 

6. Every motor vehicle which is so con- 
structed or loaded as to obstruct the driver’s 
view to the rear thereof from the operator's 
position shall be equipped with a mirror so 
located as to reflect to the driver a view of 
the highway for a distance of at least 200 
feet (70 meters) to the rear of such vehicle. 

7. Every motor vehicle other than a motor- 
cycle shall have a windshield wiper in good 
working order. 

ARTICLE XII 

A special international automobile cer- 
tificate, In addition to the registration re- 
quired by Article V, may be required for 
each motor vehicle for admission to and cir- 
culation in any individual State party to 


this Convention, if the State so elects. Pro- 


vision for the issuance of such certificate 
shall be made by each Contracting State, 
and such document shall be issued by the 
State, or by any authorized political sub- 
division thereof, or by an association duly 
empowered by such authorities, or by an au- 
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thorized representative of either the Con- 
tracting State or of one of its political sub- 
divisions, having legal authority to issue such 
certificates. The validity of such special in- 
ternational automobile certificate shall be 
recognized by all officials having jurisdiction 
over matters involving legal ownership of 
the vehicle. The certificate shall be in the 
form, of the size, and contain the informa- 
tion prescribed in Annex A to this Conven- 
tion, and shall be valid for one year from 
date of issuance. e 

The international automobile certificate 
issued in accordance with the International 
Convention of 1926 on Automobile Circula- 
tion shall be deemed to meet the require- 
ments of this Article. 

ARTICLE XIII 

A special international driving license may 
be required for each operator admitted to 
circulation in any individual State party to 
this Convention, if the State so elects. Such 
a special license shall be required for each 
operator who does not possess a domestic 
driving license as required in Article VI. Pro- 
vision for the issuance of such international 
driving license shall be made by each Con- 
tracting State, and such document shall be 
issued by the State, or by any authorized 
political subdivision thereof, or by an asso- 
ciation duly empowered by such authorities, 
or by an authorized representative of either 
the Contracting State or one of its political 
subdivisions having legal authority to issue 
driving licenses. The validity of such special 
international driving license shall be recog- 
nized by all officials having regulatory powers 
over automotive traffic. The license shall be 
in the form, of the size, and contain the in- 
formation prescribed in Annex B to this Con- 
vention, and shall be valid for one year from 
date of issuance. 

The international driving license issued in 
accordance with the International Conven- 
tion of 1926 shall be deemed to meet the 
requirements of this Article. 

ARTICLE XIV 


A general bond guaranteeing payment of 
customs charges on any motor vehicle to be 
admitted to international traffic, due and 
payable within the country in which such 
charges may be incurred, may be required 
by any State party to this Convention. 

The international customs pass (carnet de 
passage en douane) of the Association Inter- 
nationale des Automobile Clubs Reconnus or 
of the Alliance Internationale de Tourisme 
shall be deemed to satisfy the requirements 
of this Article for any Contracting State in 
which a bond is required. 

No bond shall be required in any Contract- 
ing State if the stay of the foreign vehicle 
therein does not exceed the period allowed. 
for free stay. 

ARTICLE XV 


Each State may establish such require- 
ments as it may deem necessary to record 
the passage into and out of its territory, of 
vehicles and operators admitted to interna- 
tional traffic. If such records are maintained, 
they shall include a notation that the vehicle 
has complied with the provisions of Articles X 
and XI. 

ARTICLE XVI 


The hours and routes dedicated to the 
crossing of frontiers by properly registered 
vehicles shall be fixed by common consent 
of the adjacent States and their decisions 
communicated to the corresponding custom 
authorities. 

ARTICLE XVII 

Infractions of this Convention shall be 
punished in conformity with the laws and 
Tegulations of the country in which com- 
mitted. 

Infractions which shall have incurred judi- 
cial penalty shall be communicated by the 
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judge or magistrate to the proper authorities, 
who in turn shall communicate them to the 
authorities of the State or its political sub- 
division in which the vehicle and its owner 
or operator were originally registered. 
ARTICLE XVIII 

Any vehicle or operator admitted to inter- 
national traffic under the provisions of the 
International Convention for the Circulation 
of Automobiles, 1909, as amended in 1926, 
and holding the documents required there- 
under, will be recognized as fulfilling the 
requirements of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE XIX 


The original of the present Convention in 
Spanish, English, Portuguese, and French 
shall be deposited with the Pan American 
Union and opened for signature by the Amer- 
ican republics. The Convention shall also be 
opened for the adherence and accession of 
American States which are not members of 
the Pan American Union. The Pan Amer- 
ican Union shall transmit authentic certified 
copies to the Governments for the purpose 
of ratification. 

ARTICLE XX 


The present Convention shall be ratified 
by the High Contracting Parties in conform- 
ity with their respective constitutional pro- 
cedures. The instruments of ratification 
shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan 
American Union in Washington, which shall 
notify the signatory Governments of said 
deposit. Such notification shall be consid- 
ered as an exchange of ratifications. 


ARTICLE XXT 


The present Convention shall come into 
force between the High Contracting Parties 
in the order in which they deposit their re- 
spective ratifications. 


ARTICLE XXII 


The present Convention shall remain in 
effect indefinitely, but may be denounced by 
means of one year’s notice given to the Pan 
American Union, which shall transmit it to 
the other signatory Governments. After the 
expiration of this period the Convention shall 
cease in its effects as regards the party which 
denounces it, but shall remain in effect for 
the remaining High Contracting Parties. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned 
Plenipotentiaries, having deposited their full 
powers found to be in due and proper form, 
sign this Convention in Spanish, English, 
Portuguese, and French, at the Pan American 
Union, Washington, D. C., on behalf of their 
respective Governments and affix thereto 
their seals on the dates appearing opposite 
their signatures. 


ANNEX A—INTERNATIONAL AUTOMOBILE 
CERTIFICATE 


(Name of country) 
INTERNATIONAL AUTOMOBILE CERTIFICATE 
[Size of form when printed, 594“ x 33%”] 

The validity of this certificate shall be rec- 
ognized by all officials having regulatory pow- 
ers over the registration of motor vehicles in 
the following countries, with the exception of 
the country in which issued: 

Argentina, Bolivia, Brasil, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, México, Nica- 
ragua, Panamá, Paraguay, Peru, Republica 
Dominicana, United States of America, Uru- 
guay, Venezuela. 

(Draw lines through names of countries 
which have not ratified the Convention at 
time of issue.) 

INTERNATIONAL AUTOMOZILE CERTIFICATE 


English 
ay See cette <a glee iments hr ec eel 
INTERNATIONAL AUTOMOBILE CERTIFICATE 


Issued in accordance with the provisions of 
the Convention on the Regulation of Inter- 
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American Automotive Traffic signed at Wash- 
ington, D. C., U. S. A., in 1943. 


(x) Signature of Authority or signature ot 
Association empowered by the Authority, and 
“visa” of the latter. 

Good for 1 year from date of issue. 

Owner or Holder: 


— . a 

Other names 

Home address — 
Class of vehicle - 
Name of maker of chassis — 
Type of chassis. -_s-- oo oo. 


Serial number of type or maker’s number of 
eT ee a So ee ee 
Engine: 
Number of cylinders 
Engine number 
Stroke 


Body: 


Number of seats cere Soke ose. 
Weight of vehicle without load (in kilos) 
Weight of vehicle fully loaded (in kilos) if 
exceeding 3,500 kilos 
Identification marks on plates. 
ENTRANCE VISA 

(The entrance visa should contain the fol- 


, lowing data: country, place, date, signature 


and seal of the authority granting the visa.) 


ANNEX B—INTERNATIONAL DRIVING LICENSE 
(Name of country) 


INTERNATIONAL DRIVING LICENSE 
[Size of form when printed, 594“ by 334’"] 

The validity of this license shall be recog- 
nized by all officials having regulatory powers 
over automotive traffic in the following coun- 
tries, with the exception of the country in 
which issued: 

Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nica- 
ragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Republica 
Dominicana, United States of America, Uru- 
guay, Venezuela. 

(Draw lines through names of countries 
which haye not ratified the Convention at 
time of issue.) 


INTERNATIONAL DRIVING LICENSE 


. Page 
( ——— See Sea 33-35 
Sc / E E S 42 


INTERNATIONAL DRIVING LICENSE 


Issued in accordance with the provisions 
of the Convention on the Regulation of 
Inter-American Automotive Traffic signed at 
Washington, D. C., United States of America, 
in 1943. 


(x) Signature of Authority or signature of 
Association empowered by the Authority, and 
visa of the latter. 

Valid for 1 year from date of issue. 


PARTICULARS CONCERNING THE DRIVER 


(Photograph) 

(Oficial seal) 
Surname ä 1 
Other mee —2 2 
Place: of: birth... T 3 
Date of birth 4 
Home address ---.. 5 
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(Name of country) 
REVOCATION 
M. (surname and other names) 
authorized as above by the authority of 
(country) 
is deprived of the 
(country) 
by reason of 


PARTICULARS CONCERNING THE DRIVER 
(for the photograph, see above (page 34) ) 


Surname: 
Other names: 


(The three categories of driving licenses 
indicated below—A, B, and C—are established 
in order to permit States or subdivisions 
thereof which have special requirements dif- 
ferentiating among drivers of light vehicles, 
heavy vehicles and combinations, and motor- 
cycles, to issue appropriate licenses for each 
or all of these classes. A separate seal of 
authority is provided for use in such case or 
cases 


A- Motor vehicles of which the weight with 
load does not exceed 3,500 kilos. 
A—Seal of Authority. 
B—Motor vehicles of which the weight with 
load exceeds 3,500 kilos. 
B—Seal of Authority. 
C—Motorcycles with or without side-car, 
C—Seal of Authority. 
[Translation] 
For Bolivia: 
(s) Luis F. GUACHALLA, 
December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 
For Brazil: : 
(s) FERNANDO LOBO, 
December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 
For Cuba: 
(s) AURELIO F. CONCHESO, 


December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 
For Ecuador: 
(s) C. E. ALFARO. 
December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 
For Guatemala: 
(s) ADRIÁN RECINCOS, 
December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 


For Haiti: 
(s) A. LIAUTAUD, 
December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 

For Nicaragua: 

; (s) GUILLERMO SEVILLA S. 

December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 

For Peru: 

(s) M. DE FREYRE y S. 

December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 

For the Dominican Republic: 

The Plenipotentiary of the Dominican Re- 
public signs the Convention with the fol- 
lowing reservation: 

That the provision in Art. XIV does not 
mean that the term of one year indicated by 
Art. XII refers to the time during which 
a vehicle may travel in a Contracting State 
without having posted bond or without pay- 
ing the duties which its laws require, but 
to the period after which the certificate of 
admission which the State may require will 
lapse. Likewise, that this Convention does 
not affect treaties, conventions or other inter- 
national agreements which the Dominican 
Republic may have agreed to or may agree 
to, nor its immigration laws. 

(s) A. COPELLO 

December 15, 1943 [SEAL] 

For the United States of America: 

Signed subject to the understanding and 
reservation that nothing in Article XV shall 
be construed to require the use of personnel 
and facilities of the United States of America 
for the purpose of determining compliance 
with the provisions of Articles X and XI by 
vehicles whenever, in the opinion of the com- 
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petent authorities of the United States of 
America, there would result an impairment 
of essential services performed by such per- 
sonnel and facilities or an undue hindrance 
to the movement of automotive traffic into 
and from the territory of the United States 
of America, 
(s) CORDELL HULL 

December 31, 1943 [SEAL] 

For El Salvador: 

(s) Hécror Davin CASTRO 

January 6, 1944 [SEAL] 

I hereby certify that the foregoing docu- 
ment is a true and faithful copy of the origi- 
nal, with the signatures affixed thereto up 
to the present date, of the Convention on 
the Regulation of Inter-American Auto- 
motive Traffic, deposited in the Pan Ameri- 
can Union and opened for signature by the 
American States on December 15, 1943. 

Washington, D. C., January 17, 1944, 

[SEAL] PEDRO DE ALBA, 

Secretary of the Governing Board 
of the Pan American Union. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee 
[Mr. CONNALLY 1, who is present, handled 
this convention before he went to Paris, 
It simply provides for reciprocal treat- 
ment among the inter-American coun- 
tries of automobiles, recognition of li- 
censes, license plates, and registration. 
It is an attempt to do between the Amer- 
ican states substantially what the States 
of the Union do by way of reciprocal ar- 
rangements. 

I do not believe that this matter will 
require any discussion whatever. The 
protocol was not controversial in the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and it 
speaks for itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
convention is before the Senate as in 
Committee of the Whole, and open to 
amendment. If there be no amendment 
to be proposed, the convention will be 
reported to the Senate. 

The convention was reported to the 
Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive C, Seventy-eighth Congress, second 
session, & convention on the regulation of 
inter-American automotive traffic, which was 
opened for signature at the Pan American 
Union in Washington on December 15, 1943, 
and which was signed on behalf of the United 
States of America on December 31, 1943. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of ratifi- 
cation is agreed to, and the convention is 
ratified. 


PROTOCOL TO PROLONG INTERNATIONAL 
SANITARY CONVENTION 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate 
Executive D—Seventy-ninth Congress, 
second session—a protocol to prolong the 
International Sanitary Convention, 1944, 
which was signed on behalf of the 
United States on April 30, 1946. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
protocol is laid before the Senate. The 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to consider the protocol to 
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prolong the International Sanitary Con- 
vention, 1944, modifying the Interna- 
tional Sanitary Convention of June 21, 
1926, which was signed in Washington 
on behalf of the United States of Amer- 
ica on April 30, 1946, with the reserva- 
tion, “subject to ratification,” which was 
read as follows: 


Protoco. To PROLONG THE INTERNATIONAL 
SANITARY CONVENTION, 1944, MODIFYING THE 
INTERNATIONAL SANITARY CONVENTION OF 
JUNE 21, 1926 
The Governments signatory to the present 

Protocol, 

Considering that, unless prolonged in force 
by action taken for that purpose by the in- 
terested Governments, the International 
Sanitary Convention, 1944, Modifying the In- 
ternational Sanitary Convention of June 21, 
1926, will expire on July 15, 1946, the expira- 
tion of eighteen months from the date on 
which the said 1944 Convention entered into 
force; and 

Considering that it is desirable that the 
said 1944 Convention shall be prolonged in 
force after July 15, 1946, between the Gov- 
ernments parties thereto; 

Have appointed their respective Plenipo- 
tentiaries who, having deposited their full 
powers, found in good and proper form, have 
agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


Subject to the limitation provided for in 
Article II of the present Protocol, the In- 
ternational Sanitary Convention, 1944, Modi- 
fying the International Sanitary Conven- 
tion of June 21, 1926, shall be prolonged in 
force on and after July 15, 1946, in respect 
of each of the Government parties to the 


present Protocol, until the date on which - 


such Government shall become bound by a 
further Convention amending or supersed- 
ing the said 1944 Convention and the said 
1926 Convention. 
ARTICLE II 

The United Nations Relief and Rehabilita- 
tion Administration (hereinafter referred to 
as UNRRA) shall continue to perform the 
duties and functions assigned to it by the 
said 1944 Convention, as prolonged by the 
present Protocol, until such time as a new 
International Health Organization shall be 
established, at which time such duties and 
functions shall be transferred to and shall be 
assumed by such new International Health 
Organization, provided that if the new Inter- 
national Health Organization has not been 
formed or, having been formed, is unable 
to perform the above duties and functions by 
the date on which UNRRA, owing to the ter- 
mination of its activities in Europe or for 
any other reason, ceases to be able to per- 
form them, those duties and functions shall 
be entrusted to the Office International 
d’Hygiene Publique and the countries signa- 
tory to this Protocol will, in that event, make 
appropriate financial provisions so as to en- 
able the Office to perform those duties and 
functions. 


ARTICLE III 


The present Protocol shall remain open for 
signature until May 1, 1946. 


ARTICLE IV 


The present Protocol shall come into force 
when it has been signed without reservation 
in regard to ratification, or instruments of 
ratification have been deposited or notifica- 
tions of accession have been received on be- 
half of at least ten governments. The pres- 
ent Protocol shall come into force in respect 
of each of the other signatory Governments 
on the date of signature on its behalf, unless 
such signature is made with a reservation in 
regard to the ratification, in which event the 
present Protocol shall come into force in 
respect of such Government on the date of 
the deposit of its instrument of ratification. 


9975 


ARTICLE V 

After May 1, 1946, the present Protocol 
shall be open to accession by any Govern- 
ment which is a party to the 1944 Conven- 
tion and is not a signatory to the present 
Protocol. Each accession shall be notified 
in writing to the Government of the United 
States of America. 

Accessions notified on or before the date 
on which the present protocol enters into 
force shall be effective as of that date. Ac- 
cessions notified after the date of the entry 
into force of the present Protocol shall be- 
come effective in respect of each Govern- 
ment upon the date of the receipt of that 
Government’s notification of accession. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned 
Plenipotentiaries sign the present Protocol, 
on the date indicated opposite their respec- 
tive signatures, in the English and French 
languages, both texts being equally authen- 
tic, in a single original which shall be de- 
posited in the archives of the Government 
of the United States of America and of which 
certified copies shall be furnished by the 
Government of the United States of America 
to each of the signatory and acceding Gov- 
ernments and to each of the Governments 
parties to the said 1944 Convention or the 
said 1926 Convention. 

Done at Washington this twenty-third day 
of April 1946. 

For New Zealand: 

C. A. BERENDSEN 


April 23, 1946 
For Belgium (sous réserve de ratification) : 
SILVERĊRUYS 
April 24, 1946 
For Canada: 
LESTER B. PEARSON 
April 25, 1946 
For Nicaragua: 
ALBERTO SEVILLA SACASA 
April 26, 1946 


For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 
HALIFAX 
April 29, 1946. 
For the United States of America (subject 


to ratification) : 
DEAN ACHESON 


April 30, 1946 
For Greece: 
P. ECONÓMOU-GOURAS 
April 30, 1946 
For China: 
Wer Tao-MING 
April 30, 1946 


For Luxembourg: 
HUGUES LE GALLAIS 


April 30, 1946 

For Ecuador (subject to ratification) : 
L. N. Ponce 

April 30, 1946 


For Australia (subject to the reservations 
with which Australia acceded to the 1944 
Convention to which this Protocol relates): 

J. B. BRIGDEN 


April 30, 1946 
For Haiti: 
DANTÉS BELLEGARDE 
April 30, 1946 
For France: 
H. BONNET 
April 30, 1946 


I CERTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true copy 
of the Protocol to Prolong the International 
Sanitary Convention, 1944, Modifying the 
International Sanitary Convention of June 
21, 1926, which was open for signature in 
the English and French languages at Wash- 
ington, D. C., from April 23, 1946, until May 
1, 1946, the signed original of which is de- 
posited in the archives of the Government 
of the United States of America. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I, Dean Acheson, 
Acting Secretary of State of the United States 
of America, have hereunto caused the seal 
of the Department of State to be affixed and 
my name subscribed by the Acting Authen- 
tication Officer of the said Department, at 
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the city of Washington, in the District of 
Columbia, this sixth day of May 1946. 
[SEAL] DEAN ACHESON, 
Acting Secretary of State. 
By EpRIE C. May, 
Acting Authentication Officer, 
Department of State. 


MEMORANDUM SETTING FORTH THE RESERVA- 
TIONS WITH WHICH AUSTRALIA ACCEDED TO 
THE 1944 SANITARY CONVENTIONS 
The accession of the Australian Govern- 

ment to the 1944 Sanitary Conventions was 

subject to the following reservations: 

(1) As regards the International Sanitary 
Convention, 1944: 

“(a) Under Article No. 24 the Australian 
Government declares that the Convention 
does not apply to the Territories of Papua 
and Norfolk Islands or the Mandated Terri- 
tories of New Guinea and Nauru. 

“(b) The Australian Government reserves 
the right in respect of certificates of inocula- 
tion against cholera, typhus, yellow fever, and 
certificates of vaccination against smallpox, 
to accept only those certificates which are 
signed by a recognized official of the Public 
Health Services of the country concerned, 
and which carry within the text of the cer- 
tificate an intimation of the office occupied 
by the person signing the certificate. 

“(c) The Australian Government reserves 
full rights under Articles Nos. 7 and 9 of the 
1926 Convention, especially with reference to 
the last paragraph on the reestablishment of 
the Eastern Bureau or analogous agencies as 
regional bureaux for Asia or the Pacific zone.” 

(2) As regards the International Sanitary 
Convention for Aerial Navigation, 1944: 

“(a) Pursuant to Article No. 21, the Gov- 
ernment declares that the Convention does 
not apply to the Territories of Papua and 
Norfolk Islands or the Mandated Territories 
of New Guinea and Nauru. 

“(b) The Australian Government reserves 
the right in respect of certificates of inocula- 
tion against cholera, typhus, yellow fever, 
and certificates of vaccination against small- 
pox, to accept only those certificates which 
are signed by a recognized official of the Pub- 
lic Health Services of the country concerned 
and which carry within the text of the cer- 
tificate an intimation of the office occupied 
by the person signing the certificate. 

“(c) The Australian Government, for tem- 
porary reasons of a practical nature, is not 
in a position to accept the full obligations 
arising out of Section 1, Part 1 of the 1933 
Convention in relation to aerodromes within 
its territory which are within operational 
areas or under the control of the Air Forces of 
the Commonwealth or any Allied power. 

“(d) Notwithstanding Article No. 35 or 
other provisions of the 1933 or the present 
Convention, the Australian Government re- 
serves the right to require that every mem- 
ber of the crew and every passenger on every 
aircraft arriving from overseas shall, on ar- 
rival at the first landing place in Australia, 
produce to the quarantine officer there a cer- 
tificate of recent vaccination against small- 
pox as defined in the Convention, or a cer- 
tificate that he has given proof that he is 
adequately immune to smallpox, failing both 
of which certificates he shall submit to be 
vaccinated against smallpox. 

“(e) The Australian Government reserves 
the right to prohibit the importation into 
Australia on any aircraft of any animal other 
than approved insects and parasites.” 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, I do not 
believe that any explanation is required. 
The committee was unanimous in report- 
ing the protocol. It is simply an at- 
terapt to preserve the health of the coun- 
try against epidemic diseases. Execu- 
tive E follows along the same line, and 
relates to a sanitary convention for aerial 
navigation. Both are health measures. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro- 
tocol is before the Senate as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and open to amend- 
ment. If there be no amendment to be 
proposed, the protocol will be reported to 
the Senate. 

The protocol was reported to the Sen- 
ate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring), That the Senate advise and 
consent to the ratification of Executive D, 
Seventh-ninth Congress, second session, a 
protocol to prolong the International Sani- 
tary Convention, 1944, modifying the Inter- 
national Sanitary Convention of June 21, 
1926, which was signed on behalf of the 
United States of America on April 30, 1946, 
with the reservation, “subject to ratification.” 


PROTOCOL TO PROLONG INTERNATIONAL 
SANITARY CONVENTION FOR AERIAL 
NAVIGATION 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate 
Executive E, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
second session, a protocol to prolong the 
International Sanitary Convention for 
Aerial Navigation, 1944, which was 
signed on behalf of the United States on 
April 30, 1946. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


protocol is laid before the Senate. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the protocol 
to prolong the International Sanitary 
Convention for Aerial Navigation, 1944, 
modifying the International Sanitary 
Convention for Aerial Navigation of April 
12, 1933, which was signed on behalf of 
the United States of America on April 30, 
1946, with the reservation, “subject to 
ratification,” which was read as follows: 


Prorocot To PROLONG THE INTERNATIONAL 
SANITARY CONVENTION FOR AERIAL NAVIGA- 
TION, 1944, MopIFYING THE INTERNATIONAL 
SANITARY CONVENTION FOR AERIAL NAVIGA- 
TION OF APRIL 12, 1933 
The Governments signatory to the present 

Protocol. 

Considering that, unless prolonged in force 
by action taken for that purpose by the 
interested Governments, the International 
Sanitary Convention for Aerial Navigation, 
1944, Modifying the International Sanitary 
Convention for Aerial Navigation of April 12, 
1933, will expire on July 15, 1946, the expira- 
tion of eighteen months from the date on 
which the said 1944 Convention entered into 
force; and 

Considering that it is desirable that the 
said 1944 Convention shall be prolonged in 
force after July 15, 1946, between the Gov- 
ernments parties thereto; 

Have appointed their respective Plenipo- 
tentiaries who, having deposited their full 
powers, found in good and proper form, have 
agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE I 


Subject to the limitation provided for in 
Article II of the present Protocol, the Inter- 
national Sanitary Convention for Aerial Navi- 
gation, 1944, Modifying the International 
Sanitary Convention for Aerial Navigation 
of April 12, 1933, shall be prolonged in force 
on and after July 15, 1946, in respect of each 
of the Governments parties to the present 
Protocol, until the date on which such Gov- 
ernment shall become bound by a further 
Convention amending or superseding the 
said 1944 Convention and the said 1933 Con- 
vention. 
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ARTICLE II 


The United Nations Relief and Rehabili- 
tation Administration (hereinafter referred 
to as UNRRA) shall continue to perform the 
duties and functions assigned to it by the 
said 1944 Convention, as prolonged by the 
present Protocol, until such time as a new 
International Health Organization shall be 
established, at which time such duties and 
functions shall be transferred to and shall be 
assumed by such new International Health 
Organization, provided that if the new In- 
ternational Health Organization has not been 
formed or, having been formed, is unable to 
perform the above duties and functions by 
the date on which UNRRA, owing to the 
termination of its activities in Europe or for 
any other reason, ceases to be able to per- 
form them, those duties and functions shall 
be entrusted to the Office International 
d'Hygiene Publique end the countries signa- 
tory to this Protocol will, in that event, 
make appropriate financial provisions so as 
to enable the Office to perform those duties 
and functions. 


ARTICLE II 


The present Protocol shall remain open for 
signature until May 1946. 


ARTICLE IV 


The present Protocol shall come into force 
when it has been signed without reserva- 
tion in regard to ratification, or instruments 
of ratification have been deposited or no- 
tifications of accession have been received 
on behalf of at least ten Governments. The 
present Protocol shall come into force in 
respect of each of the other signatory Gov- 
ernments on the date of signature on its be- 
half, unless such signature is made with a 
reservation in regard to ratification, in which 
event the present Protocol shall come into 
force in respect of such Government on the 
date of the deposit of its instrument of rati- 
fication. 

ARTICLE V 


After May 1, 1946, the present Protocol 
shall be open to accession by any Govern- 
ment which is a party to the 1944 Convention 
and is not a signatory to the present Pro- 
tocol. Each accession shall be notified in 
writing to the Government of the United 
States of America. 

Accessions notified on or before the date 
on which the present Protocol enters into 
force shall be effective as of that date. Ac- 
cessions notified after the date of the entry 
into force of the present Protocol shall be- 
come effective in respect of each Government 
upon the date of the receipt of that Gov- 
ernment’s notification of accession. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersinged 
Plenipotentiaries sign the present Protocol, 
on the date indicated opposite their respec- 
tive signatures, in the English and French 
languages, both texts being equally authen- 
tic, in a single original which shall be de- 
posited in the archives of the Government 
of the United States of America and of which 
certified copies shall be furnished by the 
Government of the United States of Amer- 
ica to each of the signatory and acceding 
Governments and to each of the Govern- 
ments parties to the said 1944 Convention 
or the said 1933 Convention. 

Done at Washington this twenty-third day 
of April 1946. 

For New Zealand: 

C. A. BERENDSEN 


April 23, 1946 
For Belgium (sous réserve de ratification): - 
SILVERCRUYS 

April 24, 1946 
For Canada: 

LESTER B. PEARSON 
April 25, 1946 
For Nicaragua: 


ALBERTO SEVILLA SACASA 
April 26, 1946 


1946 


For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 
HALIFAX 
April 29, 1946 
For the United States of America (subject 
to ratification): 
DEAN ACHESON 
April 30, 1946 
For Greece: 
P. Economou-Gouras 
April 30, 1946 


For China: 
WEI Tao-MING 
April 30, 1946 8 
For Luxembourg: 
HucvueEs LE GALLAIS 


April 30, 1946 
For Ecuador (subject to ratification) : 
L. N. PONCE 
April 30, 1946 
For Australia (subject to the reservations 
with which Australia acceded to the 1944 
Convention to which this Protocol relates) : 


J. B. BRIGDEN 
April 30, 1946 
For Haiti: 
Dantés BELLEGARDE 
April 30, 1946 
For France: 


H. BONNET 

April 30, 1946 

I CERTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true copy 
of the Protocol to Prolong the International 
Sanitary Convention for Aerial Navigation, 
1944, Modifying the International Sanitary 
Convention for Aerial Navigation of April 12, 
1933, which was open for signature in the 
English and French languages at Washing- 
ton, D. C., from April 23, 1946, until May 
1, 1946, the signed original of which is de- 
posited in the archives of the Government 
of the United States of America, 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I, Dean Acheson, 
Acting Secretary of State of the United 
States of America, having hereunto caused 
the seal of the Department of State to be 
affixed and my name subscribed by the Act- 
ing Authentication Officer of the said De- 
partment, at the city of Washington, in the 
District of Columbia, this sixth day of May 
1946. 

[SEAL] DEAN ACHESON, 
Acting Secretary of State, 

By Eprre C. Way, 
Acting Authentication Officer, 
Department of State. 


MEMORANDUM SETTING FORTH THE RESERVA- 
TIONS WITH WHICH AUSTRALIA ACCEDED TO 
THE 1944 SANITARY CONVENTIONS 
The accession of the Austrialian Govern- 

ment to the 1944 Sanitary Conventions was 

subject to the following reservations: 

(1) As regards the International Sanitary 
Convention, 1944: 

“(a) Under Article No. 24 the Australian 
Government declares that the Convention 
does not apply to the Territories of Papua 
and Norfolk Islands or the Mandated Terri- 
tories of New Guinea and Nauru. 

“(b) The Australian Government reserves 
the right in respect of certificates of inocula- 
tion against cholera, typhus, yellow fever, 
and certificates of vaccination against small- 
pox, to accept only those certificates which 
are signed by a recognized official of the 
Public Health Services of the country con- 
cerned, and which carry within the text of 
the certificate an intimation of the office 
occupied by the person signing the 
certificate. 

“(c) The Australian Government reserves 
full rights under Articles Nos. 7 and 9 of the 
1926 Convention, especially with reference to 
the last paragraph on the reestablishment of 
the Eastern Bureau or analogous agencies as 
regional bureau for Asia or the Pacific zone.” 

(2) As regards the International Sanitary 
Convention for Aerial Navigation, 1944: 
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“(a) Pursuant to Article No. 21, the Gov- 
ernment declares that the Convention does 
not apply to the Territories of Papua and 
Norfolk Islands or the Mandated Territories 
of New Guinea and Nauru. 

“(b) The Australian Government reserves 
the right in respect of certificates of inocula- 
tion against cholera, typhus, yellow fever, 
and certificates of vaccination against small- 
pox, to accept only those certificates which 
are signed by a recognized official of the Public 
Health Services of the country concerned, 
and which carry within the text of the cer- 
tificate an intimation of the office occupied 
by the person signing the certificate. 

“(c) The Australian Government, for tem- 
porary reasons of a practical nature, is not in 
a position to accept the full obligations aris- 
ing out of Section 1, Part 1 of the 1933 Con- 
vention in relation to aerodromes within its 
territory which are within operational areas 
or under the control of the Air Forces of the 
Commonwealth or any Allied power, 

“(d) Notwithstanding Article No, 35 or other 
provisions of the 1933 or the present Conven- 
tion, the Australian Government reserves the 
right to require that every member of the 
crew and every passenger on every aircraft 
arriving from overseas shall, on arrival at the 
first landing place in Australia, produce to 
the quarantine officer there a certificate of 
recent vaccination against smallpox as de- 
fined in the Convention, or a certificate that 
he has given proof that he is adequately 
immune to smallpox, failing both of which 
certificates he shall submit to be vaccinated 
against smallpox. 

“(e) The Australian Government reserves 
the right to prohibit the importation into 
Australia on any aircraft of any animal other 
than approved insects and parasites.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
protocol is before the Senate as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and open to amend- 
ment. If there be no amendment to be 
proposed, the protocol will be reported to 
the Senate. 

The protocol was reported to the Sen- 
ate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive E, Seventy-ninth Congress, second 
session, a protocol to prolong the Inter- 
national Sanitary Convention for Aerial Navi- 
gation, 1944, modifying the International 
Sanitary Convention for Aerial Navigation 
of April 12, 1933, which was signed on behalf 
of the United States of America on April 30, 
oe with the reservation, “subject to ratifi- 
cation.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of ratifi- 
cation is agreed to, and the protocol is 
ratified. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, does 
that conclude the treaties? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
concludes the treaties. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the Execu- 
tive Calendar be called. 


AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES TO UNITED 
NATIONS 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of WARREN R. Austin, United States 
Senator from the State of Vermont, to 
be a representative of the United States 
of America to the second part of the first 
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session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I again 
express my deep regret at the departure 
of our friend from the Senate, and con- 
gratulate the President, the country, and 
the Senator himself upon his selection 
for this high station. I wish him all the 
success which his character, ability, and 
earnestness in the cause merit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination of the distin- 
guished Senator from Vermont is con- 
firmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Tom ConnaLLy, United States 
Senator from the State of Texas, to be a 
representative of the United States of 
America to the second part of the first 
session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination of the distin- 
guished Senator from Texas is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of ArTtHUR H. VANDENBERG, United 
States Senator from the State of Michi- 
gan, to be a representative of the United 
States of America to the second part of 
the first session of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations. 2 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination of the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan is con- 
firmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Mrs. Anna Eleanor Roosevelt to 
be a representative of the United States 
of America to the second part of the first 
session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Sot BLOOM, a Member of the 
United States House of Representatives 
from the State of New York, to be a rep- 
resentative of the United States of Amer- 
ica to the second part of the first session 
of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of CHARLES A. Eaton, a Member 
of the United States House of Represent- 
atives from the State of New Jersey, to 
be an alternate representative of the 
United States of America to the second 
part of the first session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of HELEN GAHAGAN DOUGLAS, a 
Member of the United States House of 
Representatives from the State of Cali- 
fornia, to be an alternate representative 
of the United States of America to the 
second part of the first session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of John Foster Dulles to be an 
alternate representative of the United 
States of America to the second part of 
the first session of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Adlai E. Stevenson to be an 
alternate representative of the United 
States of America to the second part of 
the first session of the General Assembly 
of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Foreign Serv- 
ice. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nomi- 
nations in the Foreign Service be con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations in the 
Foreign Service are confirmed en bloc. 


UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF 
APPEALS 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Harry E. Kalodner to be judge 
of the Third Circuit, United States Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Theodore Levin to be United 
States district judge for the eastern dis- 
trict of Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Dan B. Shields to be United 
States attorney for the district of Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


UNITED STATES MARSHAL 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Donald A. Draughon to be United 
oe marshal for the district of Puerto 

co, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Mastin G. White to be Solicitor 
of the Department of the Interior. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

That completes the calendar. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of all nomi- 
nations confirmed this day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate resume the consideration of legisla- 
tive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed the bill (S. 1477). to authorize 
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relief in certain cases where work, sup- 
plies, or services have been furnished for 
the Government under contracts during 
the war, with amendments, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 371) 
extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended, and it was signed by 
the President pro tempore. 


MODIFICATION OF RAILROAD FINAN- 
CIAL STRUCTURES—PRINTING OF BILL 
SHOWING HOUSE AMENDMENTS 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill (S. 1253) 
to enable debtor railroad corporations 
expeditiously to effectuate reorganiza- 
tion of their financial structures; to alter 
or modify their financial obligations; and 
for other purposes, be printed showing 
the House amendments. 

The PRESIGING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PRINTING OF HANDBOOK ENTITLED- 


“LAWS RELATING TO THE PHYSICALLY 
HANDICAPPED” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 160, which was read as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the handbook 
entitled “Laws Relating to the Physically 
Handicapped” be printed as a House docu- 
ment, and that 12,000 additional copies shall 
be printed for the use of the Committee on 
Labor of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

There being no objection, the concur- 
rent resolution was considered and 
agreed to. 


WAR CONTRACT HARDSHIP CLAIMS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1477) to authorize relief in certain cases 
where work, supplies, or services have 
been furnished for the Government un- 
der contracts during the war, which 
were, on page 1, line 4, to strike out 
“December 7, 1941” and insert Septem- 
ber 16, 1940”; or page 2, line 7, to strike 
out December 7, 1941” and insert Sep- 
tember 16, 1940”; and on page 2, line 20, 
to strike out “December 7, 1941” and 
insert “September 16, 1940.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. Let me say by way 
of very brief explanation that the bill 
passed the House as it passed the Senate, 
except that the House changed the date 
from December 7, 1941, to September 16, 
1940, which was the date on which the 
Selective Service Act was passed. It 
merely extends the period retroactively 
during which the law may be effective. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Nevada. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
not in charge of the bill which is the 
unfinished business of the Senate. The 
Senator from Colorado {Mr. JOHNSON], 
who was chairman of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce which dealt with this proposed 
legislation, will be in charge of it and 
will make a detailed explanation of it. 
However, I wish to make a very brief 


-statement witb reference to it, so that 


the Senate may understand the situation 
in which we find ourselves with reference 
to this bill. 

It has been suggested that probably 
there should be as full an attendance as 
possible while this bill is under consid- 
eration. I therefore suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hart O'Daniel 
Andrews Hawkes O'Mahoney 
Austin Hayden Overton 
Ball Hill pper 
Barkley Hoey Radcliffe 
Bilbo Huffman 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Brooks Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Buck Kilgore Shipstead 
Burch Knowland Smith 
Bushfield La Follette Stanfill 
Byrd Langer Stewart 
Capehart Lucas Swift 
Capper McCarran Taft 
Carville McClellan Taylor 
Connally McFarland Thomas, Okla. 
Cordon McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Donnell McMahon Tobey 
Downey Magnuson Vandenberg 
Eastland Maybank Wagner 
Ferguson ead Walsh 
Fulbright Millikin Wheeler 

ge Mitchell Whe: 
Gerry Moore White 
Green Morse Wiley 
Guffey Murdock Willis 
Gurney Murray Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty- 
one Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. B KLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a very brief general preliminary 
statement with reference to this pro- 
posed legislation. The Senator from 
Colorado, as I indicated a moment ago, 
who was the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce handling this bill, will give a 
more detailed explanation of it. 

I wish to state that for many years it 
has been recognized that amendments 
to the Railroad Retirement Act have 
been necessary. In the first place, for a 
long time it has been recognized that 
the fund itself, out of which retirements 
are paid, has been on an unsound basis, 
and that the contributions both by the 
carriers and by the employees would 
have to be increased in order that the 
fund might be placed on a sound basis. 
I do not think there is any serious dis- 
agreement as to the need of strengthen- 
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ing the fund and putting it upon a sound 
basis. 


The pending bill provides that the 
contributions shall be increased on a 
gradual basis, reaching their ultimate 
peak in 1952. The present rate of con- 
tribution is 342 percent of the pay roll, 
and that is contributed by each side. 
The pending bill provides for an in- 
crease of that rate until in 1952 it will 
reach a maximum of 6% percent. But 
the process is a gradual one, increasing 
a fraction of a percent each year, until 
1952, and that increase is applicable to 
the retirement payments, not to unem- 
ployment insurance. The bill will not 
add to the fund insofar as unemploy- 
ment insurance is concerned, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. President, for 5 or 6 years the rail- 
road brotherhoods, who are primarily 
interested in this legislation, have been 
urging that amendments increasing the 
contributions and making other changes 
in the law be enacted. Of course, as in 
all such cases, a large amount of infor- 
mation and organization and presenta- 
tion of the matter before congressional 
committees and, prior to that, before the 
organizations themselves, were required 
in order that a program might be worked 
out. 

On May 11, 1944, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER], chairman of 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce, 
and the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Wacner] introduced in the Senate the 
amendments which had been discussed 
and had been agreed upon, the bill at 
that time being identified as Senate bill 
1911. 

A similar bill was introduced in the 
House of Representatives by Repre- 
sentative Crosser, of Ohio, on May 15, 
1944. It carried the number House bill 
4805. Hearings in connection with 
House bill 4805 got under way before 
the House Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on May 23, 1944, and 
extended: intermittently through June 
1, on which date the Railway Labor 
Executives’ Association committee con- 
cluded presentation of testimony in sup- 
port of the bill then pending in the House 
of Representatives, House bill 4805. 

The opposition to the measure suc- 
ceeded in preventing resumption of the 
hearings up until the time the Congress 
recessed, on June 23. Congress recon- 
vened on the ist day of August 1944, 
and efforts were made by the Railway 
Labor Executives’ Association, through 
its executive committee, to have the 
hearings before the House committee 
resumed. But on the 30th of August 
1944, the House committee voted not to 
resume the hearings at that time. Con- 
gress adjourned without hearing the 
opponents of the bill. 

When the Seventy-ninth Congress con- 
vened in January 1945, Representative 
Crosser, of Ohio, on the 11th of January 
1945, introduced House bill 1362, which is 
the bill now pending before the Senate. 
The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] and the Senator from New 
York (Mr. WAGNER] introduced Senate 
bill 293, on January 15, 1945. Hearings 
before the House committee got under 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


way on January 31, 1945, and continued 
until February 16, when a recess was 
taken until February 27, on which date 
the opponents of the bill began the intro- 
duction of their testimony. Presentation 
of the testimony by the opponents was 
concluded on March 21, 1945. The hear- 
ings were resumed on April 18, and they 
were concluded on April 26, 1945. 

Hearings on Senate bill 293 com- 
menced on July 23, 1945, before the 
Senate committee, and were concluded 
on July 26, 1945. 

In March 1946 a subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, whose chairman was the Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON], re- 
ported to the full committee. On April 
9, 1946, the subcommittee of the House 
committee made a report to the full com- 
mittee. 

The petition to discharge the House 
committee from consideration of the bill 
was filed in the House on April 18, 1946. 
That was more than a year following the 
introduction of the bill in the House, 
and nearly a year following the con- 
clusion of the hearings before the com- 
mittee of the House. On May 9, 1946, the 
House Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign. Commerce reported the bill 
amended in substantial conformity with 
the recommendations of the subcommit- 
tee of that committee. 

House bill 1362, as originally intro- 
duced by Representative CROSSER, was 
passed by the House of Representatives 
on July 3, 1946. It came to the Senate 
and was referred to the Committee on In- 
terstate Commerce, and on July 13, 1946, 
the committee reported the bill with the 
recommendation that it be passed with- 
out amendment. 

I might say Mr. President, that this 
bill, involving as it does a tax upon the 
employer and the employee, could not be 
taken up and considered by the Senate 
until it had been acted upon by the 
House. Therefore, when the subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Committee on Com- 
merce, of which the Senator from 
Colorado was chairman, reported to the 
full committee it called attention to the 
full committee of the fact that the Sen- 
ate could not act upon this legislation 
because it provided for a tax and, under 
the Constitution, it would have to origi- 
nate in the House of Representatives. 

The House bill came to the Senate and 
was referred to the committee. As 
promptly as possible, in the absence of 
the chairman of the committee, the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]. 
I, as the ranking member of the com- 
mittee, called the committee into session 
and the bill was reported to the Senate. 

Mr. President, there is an unfortunate 
parliamentary situation which has 
grown out of the delay elsewhere than 
in the Senate. I do not wish in any 
way to say anything which might be re- 
garded as critical of the procedure in 
the other body which had this bill before 
it for so long a time. But the result of 
the situation is that the bill, having 
come to us only in July, and having been 
referred to the committee, and having 
been reported by the committee on the 
15th of July, has come before the Sen- 
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ate so late that we are in such a parlia- 
mentary situation that, if the bill is 
amended in any particular, it will fail 
of enactment at this session of the 
Congress. That is an unfortunate cir- 
cumstance for which the Senate is not 
responsible. I myself believe that the 
bill needs some clarification. 

A great deal of confusion has been 
created in the country with respect to 
the coverage carried in the section of 
the bill dealing with coverage. The in- 
tent of the bill is to increase the tax òn 
both the employers and the employees, 
that is, the carriers and their workers, 
in order that the fund may be strength- 
ened and placed upon a sound basis. 
That is absolutely essential, It is un- 
thinkable that this fine, progressive piece 
of legislation, which was conceived and 
advocated by the railway employees of 
the United States, should continue on 
crutches so that it will not have the full 
strength which it should have in order 
that it may be properly administered, 
and in order that the time will never 
come when the fund will be inadequate 
to meet the requirements of the law 
and the requirements and needs of the 
railway employees. 

Purthermore, Mr. President, I may 
say that the bill contemplates including 
within its coverage railroad-owned 
trucks. In the case of railroads owning 
trucks, to all intents and purposes the 
operators of the trucks are employees 
of the railroads. The bill contemplates 
also including within its coverage 
freight forwarders, who, we understand, 
now occupy a special status with respect 
to transportation in interstate com- 
merce. They are just as much a part 
of the transportation systems of the 
country as are the railroads themselves, 
or as are the railroad-owned busses or 
trucks. 

In my judgment, there has been a 
great deal of confusion injected into 
the consideration of this legislation, 
whether by design or otherwise I would 
not say, as to the coverage of all sorts of 
activities and organizations which crest- 
ed within their own minds the fear that 
they were being taken into the bill. 
Among them are the ice companies. 
There is nothing in the bill which either 
specifically or indirectly refers to ice- 
manufacturing companies, or to ice com- 
panies which service the railroad cars. 
In the report of the committee it has 
been made clear that such companies 
are not intended to be covered by the 
coverage section of this bill. Warehouse 
companies which store articles of various 
kinds and operate as warehouse ‘con- 
cerns, and may have commerce trans- 
ferred from them to railroad cars and to 
railroad tracks, have developed the fear 
that they are covered under the lan- 
guage of the bill. I tried to make it clear 
in the report that that is not the inten- 
tion of the bill, and so far as a report can 
clarify the bill to which it refers, I think 
that the report has done that. I do not 
mean to say that those fears do not bear 
on their face some justification, because 
the coverage section of the bill, from a 
technical standpoint, has not been as 
clearly drawn as it might have been. 
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Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. I wish to say to the Sen- 
ator that I do not know who is respon- 
sible for sending persons from Chicago 
and other parts of Illinois to see me 
about this bill. But I do not believe, in 
connection with any bill, that more per- 
Sons have come to see me with opinions 
of what the bill does or does not do. 

The individuals who believe they are 
tovered by this bill are not in accord with 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky has stated in his report. Iam 
in favor of the fundamental principles of 
the bill, but certainly icemen, ware- 
housemen, and a dozen others whom I 
could name should not be covered in a 
bill of this character. If there is any 
question about it, they should be exclud- 
ed. That is the position I wish to take, 
and I have so advised persons from my 
State. 

For example, men who are engaged in 
the trucking business in Chicago, and 
teamsters’ groups there, are vitally in- 
terested in this bill and its provisions, 
especially the section regarding cover- 
age. Their lawyers or representatives 
have advised them that, under the strict 
construction of the bill, they are covered. 
I do not know whether they are or not. 
I have not had an opportunity to ana- 
lyze the bill from every angle. But not 
only one but at least eight or nine sep- 
arate concerns have sent representatives 
to see me who have said definitely that 
they were covered under the bill, and 
have asked me, “Will you please take us 
out by an amendment?” 

I do not know anything about the par- 
liamentary situation. In fact, I thought 
an amendment or two might not hurt 
the bill. I more or less promised two 
men that I would support amendments 
of that nature. I now find, according 
to the Senator from Kentucky, that if 
I do that, I will defeat the bill because 
of a parliamentary situation which ex- 
ists about which I did not know. 

Mr. President, that is the situation I 
am in, and I wanted to make myself clear. 

I think there is strong disagreement 
with the Senator’s conclusions so far as 
paragraphs 2 and 4 of section 1 are con- 
cerned. After all, we have seen that the 
administrative agencies at the other end 
of the avenue do not always follow what 
Congress has recommended. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in that 
connection I might say that I have been 
visited by representatives of some of the 
interests who indulge in fears such as 
the Senator from Illinois has described. 
I refer to representatives of such indus- 
tries as ice companies, warehouse com- 
panies, and other companies of that na- 
ture. They came to me because I have 
supported the bill and filed the report on 
behalf of the committee. I have assured 
the ice companies that they are not cov- 
ered, and there is a letter from the Rail- 
way Retirement Board itself in which 
they state that they would not interpret 
the law, even if amended, to cover those 
companies. 

I am afraid that somebody has stirred 
up this fear. It is not so much a con- 
viction as it is a fear which has been 
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fostered, I am afraid, by those who op- 
pose the legislation or do not want any 
legislation passed. 

Mr, WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER, This morning there 
was handed to me this communicatron 
from the National Association of Refrig- 
erated Warehouses, and I imagine every 
Senator received a copy. It says: 

Section 1 (a) (2) of the bill specifically 
states that the term “employer” shall mean, 
among other things, “any person other than 
a carrier which performs any service within 
the term ‘transportation’ as defined in sec- 
tion 1 (3) of the Interstate Commerce Act.” 

The services included within the term 
“transportation” as defined in section 1 (3) of 
the Interstate Commerce Act are receipt, de- 
livery, elevation, and transfer in transit, 
ventilation, refrigeration or icing, storage and 
handling of property, consequently the true 
meaning of section 1 (a) (2) of H. R. 1362 
is as follows: 

“The term ‘employer’ shall mean any per- 
son other than a carrier which performs, for 
hire any service in connection with the re- 
ceipt, delivery, elevation, transfer in transit, 
ventilation, refrigeration or icing, storage 
and handling of property transported, being 
transported, or to be transported,” 


I call attention to the fact that if that 
interpretation had been adopted by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission it 
would have been the duty of the Com- 
mission to regulate every one of them, 
but the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion has never taken the position that 
these groups, which are not owned or 
controlled or operated by the railroad 
companies, come within the provisions of 
the act, and they have never attempted 
to regulate them. 

Those who drafted the bill took the 
phraseology of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, which had been construed by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and I think by the courts, and they used 
this language in section 1, namely— 

Any person, other than a carrier reg- 
ulated under part I of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, which, pursuant to arrange- 
ments with a carrier or otherwise, performs, 
for hire, with respect to passengers or prop- 
erty transported, being transported, or to 
be transported by a carrier, any service in- 
cluded within the term “transportation.” 


But the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has put an entirely different con- 
struction upon the term “transporta- 
tion” from what these people are now 
seeking to put on it. The testimony be- 
fore the Senate committee and before 
the House committee was exactly to the 
effect that it was not intended to in- 
clude anything which was not either 
owned or operated by the railroads them- 
selves. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield so that 
I may make a comment to the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I attended practically 
all the hearings of the subcommittee, 
probably as many as any of its members 
except the chairman, as I think he will 
agree. The testimony before the sub- 
committee clearly showed that there was 
a difference of opinion, and even the pro- 
ponents of the bill admitted that the 
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language of the bill might very easily in- 
clude workers of an ice company which 
sent ice to a depot. I recall reference 
being made to a small ice company in 
Phoenix, Ariz. They sent ice to the 
depot, and delivered the ice to refrigerate 
the cars. The representatives of the 
railroad brotherhoods contended very 
positively that the men who took the ice 
to the depot and serviced the trains 
would come under the proposed law. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator is entirely wrong about that. 
I have not the testimony of one of the 
representatives of the railway companies 
who testified on the subject, but the ques- 
tion was definitely asked him in the 
House committee as to whether an ice 
company was included, and he said defi- 
nitely and positively that it was not. 

If the word “transportation” should be 
interpreted as those who are making this 
contention claim, it would not only have 
been the right of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, it would have been 
their duty to regulate such companies; 
but the Commission has never construed 
it in that way. 

I am sure the Senator is wrong in re- 
ferring to the testimony on the part of 
representatives of the railroad brother- 
hoods, because everybody who was con- 
nected with the drafting of the bill said 
definitely that it did not cover such ac- 
tivities. 

Mr. HAWKES. I dislike to disagree 
with my distinguished friend from Mon- 
tana, but I have a very clear recollection. 
and I am sure the hearings will show, and 
I am also sure the chairman of the sub- 
committee will recall, that Mr. Schoene, 
who represented the railroad brother- 
hoods, and several others at the hearings, 
admitted that there was confusion in this 
definition, and that it should be cor- 
rected. 

How about subsection 4, which reads: 

Any person engaged in rendering, pursuant 
to any arrangement for one or more carriers, 
any service which (i) is of such a nature as to 
be susceptible of indefinitely continuous per- 
formance and (ii) constitutes a part of or is 
necessary or incidental to the operation or 
maintenance of way, equipment or structures 
devoted to transportation use, or constitutes 
a clerical, sales, accounting, protective, or 
communications service necessary or inci- 
dental to the conduct of transportation car- 
ried on by a carrier, or is rendered with re- 
spect to passengers or property transported 
by railroad, at point of departure or ship- 


ment or at destination or between such 
points, 


Mr. WHEELER. If the Senator is 
directing his question to me, I say that 
the language in subsection 4 is not in- 
tended to include an independent con- 
tractor. The language is intended ex- 
pressly to eliminate an independent con- 
tractor. 

Mr. HAWKES. What is the Senator’s 
definition of an independent contractor? 

Mr. WHEELER. An independent con- 
tractor is one who does a specific job at 
a certain time, and is not carrying on 
regular work for the railroad; for in- 
stance, a building contractor who does 
building work on the railroad. 

Let me suggest what I think the lan- 
guage of section 4 is aimed at. For in- 
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stance, the Santa Fe railroad during 
the war was unable to get men to work 
on the sections because it could not raise’ 
wages sufficiently high to attract men. 
So it let out contracts to someone who 
was not a railroad man at all, and who 
could pay higher wages. He contracted 
to do the work of the upkeep of the road. 
He had a wage scale which he could pay, 
and which would attract men to work on 
the railroad. But he was doing nothing 
but repair work, the same as the Penn- 
Sylvania, the Northern Pacific, or any 
other road would do. The only reason 
why the Santa Fe road did that was that 
it was the only way by which they could 
attract men to do the repair work and 
the section work which ordinarily would 
be done by the railroad itself 

This language is inserted expressly for 
the purpose of enabling the roads to have 
essential work done. That is why there 
is included the language I have just 
read. In other words, where a railroad 
contracts with somebody to do essential 
railroad work, the section covers that, 
and it is intended to cover it. 

Mr. HAWKES. It may be that the 
Senator is correct, and that that is what 
it is intended to cover, but the fact re- 
mains that warehouses, icing plants, 
those who serve the railroads with ice 
to refrigerate the cars, even the port 
authority in New York, and the public- 
service organizations which send elec- 
tric cars to depots to pick up passengers 
are all concerned. The lawyers of most 
of them, some of the most eminent 
counsel in the United States, very defi- 
nitely say that, as the bill now reads, 
they think it covers them, and they do 
not want to be covered. If it be true 
that there is a question of their being 
covered, why should we not correct the 
language of the bill now? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will permit me to continue, I 
may say that I did not rise to discuss the 
details of the bill section by section, be- 
cause the Senator from Colorado, who is 
chairman of the subcommittee, and the 
Senator from Montana, who is chair- 
man of the full committee, who intro- 
duced the legislation more than 2 years 
ago, will undertake that. I rose to make 
a preliminary statement calling atten- 
tion to the difficulties we confront from a 
parliamentary standpoint. 

I do not deny that the bill needs clari- 
fication with respect to coverage; but I 
think that any amendment to the bill at 
this time will mean that it will be dead, 
and that there will be no legislation look- 
ing to this end. 

I have prepared a concurrent resolu- 
tion to introduce to clarify the bill, so 
that there can be no question with respect 
to ice companies, warehouse companies, 
or others who should not be or are not 
intended to be covered. That can be 
attended to after the passage of the bill, 
But if we undertake to do it in the bill, 
under the unfortunate circumstances 
which I have described, it will mean that 
there will be no legislation at all. After 
all these years of efforts made to 
strengthen the law, and after we have 
gotten this close to final enactment, to 
fail merely because of delay somewhere 
for which we are not responsible, and 
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when mistakes can be corrected later, 
where correction is needed, seems to 
be most unfortunate. That is all I have 
to say about it at this time. I did not 
intend to go into a discussion of the bill 
section by section. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Bunch in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Kentucky yield to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to sug- 
gest in connection with the criticism of 
paragraphs (2) and (4) particularly, 
that those who are interested in the mat- 
ter should, in connection with those two 
paragraphs, read paragraph (11) on 
pages 6 and 7, which is an expression of 
clarification of paragraphs (2) and (4), 
specifically limiting coverage. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; that is un- 
doubtedly true, and I thank the Senator 
for calling my attention to it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Did the Senator say that 
because of some parliamentary situation 
we cannot undertake to amend a bill 56 
pages long, full of indefinite controver- 
sies, affecting millions of employees, and 
billions of dollars before we get through, 
simply because in some way it may delay 
the enactment of the bill into law? 
That seems to me to be the most ex- 
traordinary proposition I have ever 
heard advanced on the floor of the Sen- 
ate in regard to important legislation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It grows out of an 
extraordinary situation regarding this 
legislation. I do not say that the Senate 
could not amend the bill. The Senate 
has a perfect right to amend it all it 
wants to amend it. But I felt it my duty 
and feel it my duty to call the attention 
of the Senate to the fact that if it is 
amended it will fail of enactment. I 
would not agree-with the Senator from 
Ohio as to the bill being full of indefinite 
controversies, or as to the number of con- 
troversial points in it, but whatever clari- 
fication is needed so as to express the in- 
tention of Congress can be made by a 
concurrent resolution after the bill is 
passed, and it is to that end that I have 
had a joint resolution prepared under- 
taking to do that. Of course, the 
concurrent resolution itself could be 
amended when it comes before the Sen- 
ate for action. 

Mr. TAFT. I cannot understand how 
we can be sure of the passage of a joint 
resolution. If the House will not take our 
amended bill, why on earth will they take 
@ joint resolution? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the chances 
would be more favorable of getting ac- 
tion on the concurrent resolution than of 
getting action on the bill if it is amended 
because—well, Mr. President, I do not 
wish to discuss the parliamentary situa- 
tion that exists, or say anything about 
it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. We have a great social- 
security system in the United States, and 
we have this particular security situation 
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under discussion which is confined to a 
certain group. Further action on the 
social-security system has been post- 
poned. It also ought to be improved. 
Yet we propose to take a system which 
is handed to us to cover a certain num- 
ber of employees, and accept it just as it 
is presented, dollar for dollar, setting an 
example for the social-security system 
for the rest of the people of the United 
States, for all other persons in the United 
States. I cannot understand why the 
Senate should not consider on its merits 
@ measure so important as is this, and 
consider it, section by section, in connec- 
tion with whatever amendments may. be 
presented, and decide the amendments 
on their merits. If the House will not 
take them, that is the privilege of the 
House. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senate 
can do that. It has a perfect legislative 
and parliamentary right to do that. It 
has the right to cut the bill to pieces and 
to change it in any way it sees fit to do. 
But what I felt it my duty to do and 
which I feel it my duty to do, under a 
situation for which we are not responsi- 
ble, is to say to the Senate that that 
course means the death of the legisla- 
tion. And we can, by a concurrent reso- 
lution, correct whatever needs to be cor- 
le subsequent to the passage of the 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not true that the 
author of the bill himself has proposed 
many amendments which he wished to 
have incorporated? 

Mr. Latimer of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board has something like 50 
amendments which he wants incorpo- 
rated, which the House did not incorpo- 
rate, which our committee have even re- 
fused to consider. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know wheth- 
er Mr. Latimer has any amendments, or 
if he has any, how many he has. If he 
had any amendments they may have 
been presented to the House committee. 
I will also say in that connection, that 
when the House committee, after a peti- 
tion had been filed in the House to dis- 
charge the committee from further con- 
sideration, reported the bill with amend- 
ments, certain amendments were adopted 
by the House in the Committee of the 
Whole, and after the House went out of 
the Committee of the Whole and into the 
House, the amendments were rejected. 

Mr. TAFT. By reason of that extraor- 
dinary procedure, as I understand, the 
House eliminated not only the contro- 
versial amendments proposed by the 
committee, but eliminated approximately 
100 other amendments which were ad- 
mitted by all persons to be necessary to 
clarify and improve the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It may be that 
amendments which had been agreed to 
in committee were eliminated in the 
House. We are not responsible for that. 
I have told the Senate what would be 
the result of amendment by the Senate 
of the bill. The Senate of course can 
act in its own wisdom and judgment. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I wish to call atten- 
tion to the language of the Interstate 
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Commerce Act, and then to explain the 
construction which has been placed upon 
that language by the courts and by the 
Commission. I submit that it is not at 
all necessary to amend the bill. The only 
reason advanced for amending it is to 
quiet the nerves of some individuals who 
are becoming excited. Some of the 
amendments have been suggested by in- 
dividuals who desire to defeat the bill. 
For instance, in my own State persons 
have come to me with suggestions for 
amendment, and I have tried to explain 
the whole situation to them. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I have had the 
question put to me by some persons who 
were extremely desirous of having the 
situation clarified, and who had no pur- 
pose of stirring up controversy. For in- 
stance, as a concrete example, I mention 
the small ice company, the independent 
ice producer, who services the refrigera- 
tor cars of a railroad company under 
contract, perhaps from year to year or 
from month to month. The question 
arises whether the men who service the 
cars, and are in the employ of the ice 
company, come under this measure. 
Mr. WHEELER. I do not think they 
would. They are employees of an inde- 
pendent ice company, not controlled by 
the railroad in any way, shape, or form. 
Mr. BARKLEY. And their services 
are paid for by the ice company, and not 
by the railroad. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The question is, 
Do those men come under the act? 
Mr. WHEELER. No, they do not. 
Mr. TAFT. Why are they not covered 
by section 4? The ice companies are 
independent contractors. They have to 
service the cars, day and night. It is a 
continual performance. I do not see how 
the language of section 4 can be con- 
strued not to include such companies. 
Mr. WHEELER. The language in the 
Transportation Act of 1940 is as follows: 
The term “transportation” as used in this 
part. shall include locomotives, cars, and 
other vehicles, vessels, and all instrumentali- 
ties and facilities of shipment or carriage, 
irrespective of ownership or of any contract, 
express or implied, for the use thereof, and 
all services in connection with the receipt, 
delivery, elevation, and transfer in transit, 
ventilation, refrigeration or icing, storage, 
and handling of property transported. 


If the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion had put the construction upon that 
language which is being contended for by 
ice companies and others, it would be the 
duty of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to regulate every single one of 
these concerns. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is dealing 
with section 2. But section 4 says 
“transportation use not related to the 
Interstate Commerce Act in any way.” 

Mr. WHEELER. I am referring to 
section 2. 

Mr. TAFT. I was dealing with sec- 
tion 4. I do not know enough about the 
Transportation Act to know what section 
2 would cover, but section 4, it seems to 
me, clearly would cover the situation, 

Mr. WHEELER. It certainly does not 
cover an independent ice company, and 
it certainly does not cover any independ- 
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ent storage company or any concern of 
that kind. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator says, “It cer- 
tainly does not cover,” but why not? 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me finish my 
statement. The Senator does not give 
me time to finish. I cannot cover the 
whole subject in one sentence. I first 
desire to call attention to the fact that 
the first objection made with respect to 
the coverage of this bill, and the big out- 
cry against it, was with reference to sec- 
tion 2, because of the fact that the lan- 
guage of the Transportation Act, in sec- 
tion 3 (a), was used. The reason the 
language in section 3 (a) of the Trans- 
portation Act was used was that the 
courts and the Commission itself had 
construed that language and had inter- 
preted it. I can understand how some- 
one might go to an independent ice com- 
pany or an independent refrigerator 
company and say, “You are included in 
this provision, because the language is 
broad enough to include you.” But I 
cannot understand how a lawyer who has 
looked into the question and found how 
the courts and the Commission have 
construed the act could come to that 
conclusion. In dealing with this lan- 
guage of the Transportation Act, it is 
necessary to look at the construction 
which has been placed on it by the courts 
and by the Commission. 

With respect to paragraph (4) on page 
2, the question was asked by the Senator 
from West Virginia with reference to a 
company which furnished ice alone to the 
railroad company. Is that correct? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. No, in the case 
that I mentioned, the general ice manu- 
facturer merely furnished ice to the rail- 
road company more as an accommoda- 
tion because the railroad company’s own 
supply of ice had gotten away from it. 
A contract was made with the ice com- 
pany to furnish ice and refrigerate the 
cars at one or two stations. The em- 
ployees—the men who did that work—are 
employees paid solely by the ice maker. 

Mr. WHEELER. Frankly, that would 
be a very much closer case than the case 
of the ordinary ice company. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. This is an or- 
dinary ice company which furnishes ice 
to the public generally. 

Mr. WHEELER. In my judgment, a 
company which furnishes ice to the pub- 
lic generally would not be included un- 
der the terms of the bill. If its principal 
business were the furnishing of ice to a 
railroad company under a contract, the 
situation might be different. The rail- 
roads own certain ice companies. There 
are certain ice companies which are ex- 
clusively in the business of furnishing ice 
for icing railroad cars. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. This is an inde- 
pendent ice company. 

Mr. WHEELER. Suppose the com- 
pany, instead of itself furnishing the ice, 
sublets the contract to another com- 
pany. Then I should say it would come 
under the terms of the bill. But in the 
case which the Senator cites, in which 
a company is engaged in the general ice 
business, and the furnishing of ice to the 
railroad is only incidental, in my judg- 
ment the company would not be covered, 


JULY 25 
Mr. REVERCOMB. This inquiry is 


made in a very serious way by the per- 


sons who are interested. They are rela- 
tively small businesses. The companies 
are in the general business of furnish- 
ing ice to the public, and one of their 
customers is the railroad. They furnish 
ice for the icing of railroad cars. That 
is the case which I have laid before the 
Senator. Why could not the whole ques- 
tion be taken care of by a simple amend- 
ment providing that those who come un- 
der the act shall be the employees of the 
railroad company? 

Mr. WHEELER. That is what this 
language is intended to do. I cited a 
concrete example of the purpose of sec- 
tion 4. Take the Santa Fe railroad as 
an example. During the war it was not 
permitted to raise the wages of its sec- 
tion workers to the point where it could 
attract labor. In order to obtain the 
labor it had to deal with someone who 
was not in the railroad business at all, 
but who had a sufficiently high wage 
scale for common laborers to attract la- 
bor. He did the railroad work. He had 
never done any railroad work before, but 
he used employees who had formerly 
worked for the railroad, and he used rail- 
road equipment. Under the language 
which the Senator suggests, those men 
would not come under the Retirement 
Act, although they are engaged in the 
business of taking care of the railroads, 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I see the point of 
the able Senator. The railroad employ- 
ees who have talked to me want the act 
kert as a railroad employees’ retire- 
ment act. It is intended for railroad 
men. Why not clarify the whole situa- 
tion by having the act apply only to the 
employees of the railroads, or those 
whose entire work is in the service of the 
railroads? 

Mr. WHEELER. If we were to use the 
language “in the service of the rail- 
roads,” there would be many instances 
in which railroad contracts would be in- 
volved. The courts have held that cer- 
tain dock workers who formerly worked 
for the railroad, and who were perform- 
ing services for the railroad under a 
contract which had been let to someone 
else, were not railroad employees. But 
they were really doing railroad work. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. They may not be 
working for the railroad if the work is 
performed under a contract which is let 
to someone else; but their work is devoted 
to the purposes of the railroad and so 
long as they are solely in railroad work 
they may well come under the retire- 
ment act. Let the language of the pro- 
posed bill be made clear on this point 
and remove this doubt about it, then the 
bill can be passed as truly a railroad 
employees’ retirement act. 

Mr. WHEELER. I feel quite positive 
that the interpretation which would be 
placed upon such language, and which 
should be placed upon it, would be that 
they would not be considered as coming 
under the Retirement Act. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if 
Members of the Senate will take the 
trouble to read the section of the com- 
mittee report on pages 6 and 7, begin- 
ning with the subhead “Coverage,” ap- 
proximately a third of the way down on 
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page 6, and extending to the end of the 
next to the last paragraph on page 7, I 
think they will get a very clear idea of 
what was intended to be covered by this 
legislation. The committee report goes 
into that question and points out the 
fact that the bill is intended to include 
two additional classes beyond those now 
covered: First, those who are engaged in 
what we call freight forwarding, whose 
services are indistinguishable from rail- 
road services; and a second category in- 
cluding workers on railroad-owned 
trucks. Both of those categories include 
not more than 10,000 additional em- 
ployees to be covered under the act, as 
compared with a million and a half rail- 
road employees now covered by the act. 

It seems to me that the report of the 
committee clarifies the situation so far as 
the intention of the sponsors of the bill 
is concerned. 

Mr. President, I have said all I care to 
say, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. Is it not a fair state- 
ment that what the Senator is now advo- 
cating is that the Senate shall pass this 
legislation without the dotting of an “i,” 
the crossing of a “t,” or the insertion of 
a comma, practically eliminating our- 
selves as a part of the legislative ma- 
chinery of the Government, and turning 
over full power and responsibility to the 
other body? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator can 
place his own interpretation on the ac- 
tion of the Senate, and can couch it in 
whatever language he chooses to use. 
What I have suggested to the Senate is 
that in view of the situation which 
exists—which I agree is an unfortunate 
situation—to change this bill in any par- 
ticular would mean that it might not be 
enacted at this session of Congress. 

Mr. WHITE. If that is the situa- 
tion 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is the situation. 

Mr. WHITE. If that is the situation, 
I would much prefer, instead of a com- 
plete surrender of our functions, to send 
this legislation in amended form to the 
other body, and let that body take some 
responsibility for what happens. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senate has the 
right to do that, but I would prefer to 
pass this legislation as it is. After all 
these years of study, interminable hear- 
ings, and delays, I would rather pass it 
es it is and run the risk of correcting 
whatever ought to be corrected inde- 
pendently of a vote on the bill than to 
amend it and thereby make it impossible 
to legislate on the subject. 

Mr. STEWART and Mr. CAPEHART 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Kentucky yield; and 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
occupied the floor longer than I intended. 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN- 
son] and the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. WHEELER] are in charge of this leg- 
islation. I made this preliminary state- 
ment because, in the absence of the 
Senator from Colorado, I called the com- 
mittee together and made the report. 
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Mr. STEWART. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Kentucky one question. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, have 
I the floor? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I still 
have the floor, I believe. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Kentucky claim the 
floor? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I had intended to 
yield the floor, but if any Senator wishes 
to ask me a question, I shall be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. STEWART. Did the Senator 
place in the Recor the interpretation by 
the committee which appears on page 7 
of the report? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think it has 
been placed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
ORD, if that is what the Senator refers to. 

Mr. STEWART. I wonder if the Sen- 
ator would mind placing in the RECORD 
that particular part of the report which 
interprets the provisions of the bill re- 
lating to coverage? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator 
for the suggestion. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed in the Recorp at this point as 
a part of my remarks the section of the 
report beginning on page 6 with the sub- 


head “Coverage” and extending over to 


page 7, down to the subparagraph en- 
titled, “Elimination of Inequities and 
Facilitation of Administration.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Kentucky? 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recor», as follows: 

Coverage: The bill, in section 1, redefines 
the term “employer” by spelling out in more 
detail the application of the act to companies 
and associations that are a part of the rail- 
road industry but are not technically “car- 
riers.” It was the purpose of the present law 
to cover not only technical “carriers” but 
all other elements in the railroad industry 
such as railroad subsidiaries engaged in per- 
forming service in connection with railroad 
transportation, railroad associations, tariff 
bureaus, demurrage bureaus, railway labor 
organizations, and so forth. 

The bill brings under the Railroad Retire- 
ment and Unemployment Insurance Acts two 
new groups of employers, namely, railroad- 
controlled trucking companies and those 
freight forwarders that are not now covered. 
The railroad-controlled trucking companies 
are operated as part of the raiload plant for 
the performance of railroad transportation. 
(See Interstate Commerce Commission et al. 
v. Harry A. Parker et al., Supreme Court of 
the United States No. 507, October term, 1944, 
and brief of Pennsylvania Railroad Co. filed 
therein.) The reason they have been here- 
tofore treated differently from other railroad 
subsidiaries performing service in connection 
with railroad transportation is merely histor- 
ical accident. The employer definition of 
the Railroad Retirement Act and the Rail- 
road Unemployment Insurance Act was 
largely copied from the Railway Labor Act 
where trucking subsidiaries were excepted 
because at the time of the Railway Labor 
Act amendments of 1934 the labor relations 
of these companies were governed by the 
NRA trucking code and it was not considered 
desirable to disturb the then existing situa- 
tion. That condition has long since passed 
and in any event there has never been any 
valid reason in principle for making a spe- 
cial exception of trucking subsidiaries as dis- 
tinguished from other railroad subsidiaries 
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so far as the Railroad Retirement and Unem- 
ployment Insurance Acts are concerned. 
Freight forwarders are intimately associat- 
ed with the railroad industry. The great bulk 
of their employees perform work that is in- 
distinguishable from the handling of less- 
than-carload lot freight by regular railroad 
employees. The employees are nearly all rep- 
resented by a standard railway labor organi- 
zation, the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks. 
Two of the largest of the companies are held 
by the Railroad Retirement Board to be rail- 
road- controlled and, therefore, covered under 
present law as railroad affiliates performing 
services in connection with railroad trans- 
portation. The anomalous position that 
these companies occupied in relation to the 
railroad industry for regulatory purposes was 
brought to an end in 1940 when they were 
brought under regulation by the Interstate 
Commerce Act. They should now similarly 
be uniformly covered by the Railroad Retire- 
ment and Unemployment Insurance Acts. 
The total number of employees brought 
into the system by such extensions Of cover- 
age is estimated not to exceed 10,000 as 
against some million and a half carrier em- 
ployees currently covered. The inclusion of 


these relatively few additional employees 


could in no event impose any ascertainable 
burden on the railroad retirement account 
as a result of their not having been subject 
to tax in the period since 1937; and the prob- 
abilities are that these circumstances impose 
no financial burden at all since the em- 
ployees involved are on the whole of a 
younger-age group than carrier employees on 
the whole. 

Many representations have been made to 
the committee indicating that persons (other 
than carriers subject to part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act) engaged in manufactur- 
ing, harvesting, storing, distributing, selling, 
or delivering refrigeration or ice to or into 
equipment used for refrigeration purposes in 
connection with the transportation of pas- 
sengers or property are included in the term 
“employer,” and that therefore their em- 
ployees will be considered to be railroad em- 
ployees. The committee would like to state 
categorically that there is no purpose or in- 
tent to include such persons as employers 
under the act and that it is the unanimous 
understanding of the committee that such 
persons are not so covered. The committee 
also unanimously understands that notwith- 
standing the provisions of subsections (2) 
and (4) of section 1, there is no purpose or 
intent to include warehouse or trucking com- 
panies, or individuals carrying on either of 
such businesses, within the term “employer,” 
if they are not owned or controlled, directly 
or indirectly, by, or under common control 
with, a carrier subject to part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act. 


Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, may 
I ask the Senator a further question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. STEWART. Is it the opinion of 
the Senator that if there is any am- 
biguity in the bill the interpretation of 
the committee will govern? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the report 
of a committee interpreting a bill is not 
always automatically binding upon a 
court or administrative agency. But it 
certainly has great weight, and ought to 
have great weight, in elucidating the in- 
tention of Congress in enacting the legis- 
lation. 5 

Mr. STEWART. As I understand the 
Senator from Kentucky, in the light of 
the report on the bill, there is no ques- 
tion that the companies to which refer- 
ence has been made are not included. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my interpre- 
tation. Let me say, also, that I believe 
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-that will be the interpretation of the 
Railroad Retirement Board itself. 

Mr. STEWART. As I understand, 
that is the interpretation of the chair- 
man of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, there 
is no question about it. I have gone into 
the question very thoroughly, not only 
with the attorneys for the Railroad Re- 
tirement Board, but with members of the 
Board. I am sure that that is the con- 
struction which the present Retirement 
Board places upon the bill. That is the 
construction placed upon it by the law- 
yers for the railroad men, and that is the 
construction that was placed upon it by 
the majority of the committee. 

Mr. STEWART. And that construc- 
tion would carry weight. 

Mr. . If the Retirement 
Board should place any other construc- 
tion on it, I should say that it would be 
placing a construction upon it which was 
never intended. 

Mr.CAPEHART. Mr. President, being 
a member of the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce, I feel that I have some 
slight responsibility in connection with 
this proposed legislation. I believe that 
the Recorp should be made perfectly 
clear with respect to what has happened 
up to date in connection with this 
measure. 

I think it is a fact that the subject was 
studied in the House, and that hearings 
were held over a period of possibly 2 years. 
A subcommittee of the Senate committee 
also held hearings. The Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce in the 
House held 37 hearings and approxi- 
mately 20 executive sessions, It spent 
many days on this legislation. It finally 
reported a bill to the House, which I 
offered as an amendment the other day 
and asked that it lie on the table. I of- 
fered it as a substitute for this bill. The 
House committee, after days and weeks 
and months of study—the sort of study 
I presume that the majority leader was 
referring to a moment ago—of the so- 
called Crosser bill, finally reported to the 
floor of the House a bill which was com- 
pletely and entirely ignored by the House. 
The House passed the original bill, not- 
withstanding the fact that the Chairman 
of the Railroad Retirement Board was 
anxious to have many perfecting amend- 
ments added to that bill, and notwith- 
standing the fact that there were many 
other amendments which it was admitted 
should have been incorporated in the bill. 
The bill which the House passed—not 
the bill which was recommended by the 
House committee, which spent so long in 
studying it, as the Senator from Ken- 
tucky has said—finally came to the Sen- 
ate. The Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee held a hearing which lasted about 
30 minutes, at which time the chairman 
of the subcommittee, the able Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNson], admitted 
that the bill possibly should be corrected 
and that there were many errors in it. 
However, he suggested that the errors 
could be corrected next year. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. BARKLEY. I simply wish to an- 
nounce to the Senate that the President 
has signed the OPA bill. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, after 
30 minutes in the full committee, we 
listened to the same story which the able 
Senator from Kentucky told us a moment 
ago, namely, that we must take this bill 
just as it is, because if we amend it one 
iota, no matter what the reason, there 
will be no legislation on the subject. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me call attention 
to the fact that the House committee re- 
ported no bill until a petition was cir- 
culated in the House to discharge the 
committee from further consideration 
of the bill. In our judgment, if that peti- 
tion had not been circulated, the com- 
mittee probably would not have reported 
any bill on the subject. That shows, to 
my mind, that the House committee 
did not give very serious consideration 
to the subject, although the committee 
had the bill before it for a long period 
of time. 

Furthermore, let me call attention to 
the fact that, while the House gave con- 
sideration to it and likewise the Senate 
committee gave consideration to it, and 
held long hearings on the bill 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator means 
the subcommittee; does he not? 


Mr. WHEELER. Yes; the subcommit- ` 


tee. 

Mr. CAPEHART. And the chairman 
of the subcommittee reported to us in 
the full committee that the bill did con- 
tain many errors and imperfections 
which should be corrected. 

Mr. WHEELER. No report of that 
kind was made to the full committee. 

Mr. CAPEHART, The chairman of 
the subcommittee, the able Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Jonnson], reported 
to the full committee that the bill did 
have some errors in it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
want the Senator to misstate my posi- 
tion, although unintentionally, of course. 
I did state to the whole committee that 
the subcommittee was of the opinion 
that the bill could very well stand some 
amendment, and that in our opinion 
amendments on coverage were very de- 
sirable. I also stated to the committee 
that if we attempted to place any amend- 
ments in the bill, even amendments of 
a clarifying nature or merely in the na- 
ture of making a correction o? a typo- 
graphical error, the bill would go to 
conference, and there it might possibly 
be held, and in that case there would 
be no legislation on the subject at all. 

The Senator will recall that I pre- 
sented the matter in that light before 
the committee. Although I said that 
perhaps some amendments were desir- 
able and that the subcommittee would 
suggest a few amendments, not many, 
I also said that under the parliamentary 
situation which we were facing it was not 
desirable to amend the bill. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, if I 
remember correctly, at the same meeting 
we likewise asked a representative of the 
Office of the Legislative Counsel whether 
in his opinion the language of the bill 
was such as to bring under the terms of 
the bill the ice companies and the for- 
warders and the terminal people. He 
stated to us that in his opinion it was. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? f 

ew CAPEHART. I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I do not care what 
the representative of the Office of the 
Legislative Counsel may have said. I 
was not there when he testified. But I 
say that in view of the construction which 
has been placed on the Transportation 
Act by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission and by the courts, how any one, 
whether he is member of the Office of 
the Legislative Counsel or is holding any 
other position, can say that the ice com- 
panies will come under this bill is beyond 
my comprehension. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator whether 
in his opinion, if it were possible to have 
the bill amended and enacted at this ses- 
sion of the Congress, the Senator would 
recommend that it be amended. 

Mr. WHEELER. I do not know. I do 
not know whether amendments are 
necessary. 

Let me say that the only reason why 
the majority leader suggested the pas- 
sage of the joint resolution is that every 
time a bill is introduced in the Senate, 
someone representing certain groups ex- 
presses the fear that the proposed legis- 
lation will do this or will do that. After 
the measure is enacted, the fears dis- 
appear. I have never seen any impor- 
tant legislation come before this body but 
that some lawyers in the business of rep- 
resenting certain parties would attempt 
to conjure up in the minds of their clients 
certain fears. That seems to be their 
work, and that seems to be the way they 
earn their money. 

I do not think it is necessary to amend 
the bill. But if it would calm the fears 
which some people seem to have, I say 
that for that purpose the joint resolution 
suggested by the Senator from Colorado 
would be all right. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? F 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. REED. With the permission of 
the Senator from Indiana, I wish to call 
the attention of the Senator from Mon- 
tana to the construction recently placed 
upon the term transportation“ and the 
effect of paragraph (2) of section 1 of 
this bill. One must go back to the be- 
ginning of section 1. 

I read subdivision (a) of section 1: 

The term “employer,” except as otherwise 
provided in this section, shall mean— 

> * * * * 

(2) Any person, other than a carrier regu- 
lated under part I of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, which, pursuant to arrangements 
with a carrier or otherwise, performs, for 
hire, with respect to passengers or property 
transported, being transported, or to be 
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transported by a carrier, any service included 
within the term “transportation.” 


Mr. President, I hold in my hand a 
copy of the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Mr. WHEELER. So dol. 

Mr. REED. This copy is corrected up 
to January 1, 1946. Here is what is 
included in paragraph (3) of section 1, 
as included in the Transportation Act: 

All services in connection with the receipt, 
delivery, elevation, and transfer in transit, 
ventilation, refrigeration or icing, storage, 
and handling of property transported. 


If that is not broad and all-inclusive, 
according to the language of paragraph 
(2) of section 1 of House bill 1362, I 
would have difficulty in understanding 
what would be. 

Mr. WHEELER. But the Senator is 
an expert on transportation, and I am 
sure he understands that if this language 
were as broad as it is contended to be, 
then it would be the duty of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission to regulate 
every one of the ice companies and every 
one of the other companies. 

Mr. REED. I beg the pardon of the 
Senator from Montana, but that is not 
-a correct interpretation of the law. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission regu- 
lates the carrier. The carrier can hire 
and can pay for the icing and for his 
various other activities under the act. 
They are not brought under regulation 
as a common carrier. But this bill pro- 
vides that, within regulations— 

The term “employer” except as otherwise 
provided in this subsection, shall mean— 


4 we go to paragraph (2), we find 


(2) Any person, other than a carrier regu- 
lated under part I of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act— 


So let us leave that out and read it in 
this way: 

(2) Any person * * which, pur- 
suant to arrangements with a carrier or 
otherwise, performs, for hire, with respect to 
passengers or property transported, being 
transported, or to be transported by a car- 
rier, any service included within the term 
“transportation” as defined in section 1 (3) 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, whether or 
not such service is offered under railroad 
tariffs. 


Here is section (1), paragraph 3, of the 
Interstate Commerce Act: 

The term “transportation” as used in this 
part shall include locomotives, cars, and 
other vehicles, vessels, and all instrumen- 
talities and facilities of shipment or car- 
riage, irrespective of ownership or of any 
contract, express or implied, for the use 
thereof, and all services in connection with 
the receipt, delivery, elevation, and transfer 
in transit, ventilation, refrigeration or icing, 
storage, and handling of property trans- 
ported. 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
wish to make a statement for the REC- 
orD. I believe it to be a true statement, 
and if it is not, I shall be very glad to 
have any Senator correct it. 

I assert that the bill which was studied 
for 2 years, as the Senator from Ken- 
tucky has stated, and considered by the 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee consisting of some twenty- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


odd members, which held 37 hearings on 
it, is, in form, the bill which I hold in 
my hand. It was recommended by the 
House committee but is not the bill we 
are considering today. The bill we are 
considering today is the original Crosser 
bill, and it is not the bill which the In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee of the House reported to the 
House. 

Mr. WHEELER. But the bill reported 
by the House committee was promptly 
voted down. The pending bill is the one 
which was studied in the Interstate 
Commerce Committee of the Senate. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I admit that the 
House passed the bill, or otherwise it 
would not be before us at this time. I 
still believe that the Recorp should show 
that the bill we are now considering is 
not the one the Members of the House 
committee reported to the floor of the 
House. Therefore, what we are now 
considering has not received 2 years of 
study, as the Senator from Kentucky 
has stated. 

Mr. WHEELER. The bill before us 
now is the bill which the House studied 
because it was introduced by Represent- 
ative Crosser, and it was studied for 2 
years. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am glad the Sen- 
ator hac made that statement. He is 
correct. The bill which the House 
originally studied and held hearings on 
for 2 years is the bill which the House 
threw aside as being undesirable and, 
in its place, passed a different bill. I 
have in my hand the original bill. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, is the 
bill which the Senator is holding in his 
hand, namely, the one which the House 
had presented to it after a prolonged 
study, the same as the one which the 
Senator from Indiana is offering as an 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, which I hold 
in my hand, is, word for word, the bill 
that was reported to the House following 
a great number of hearings, as I have 
stated. 

Mr. DONNELL, I thank the Senator. 

Mr, CAPEHART. The bill which I 
hold in my hand is the one which, after 
2 years of study and hearings, was rec- 
ommended by the committee to the 
House, but was not passed by the House. 

Mr. DONNELL. The amendment of 
the Senator from Indiana in the nature 
of a substitute, which was presented on 
July 19 and ordered to be printed and 
lie on the table, was not passed by the 
House. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Is it not 
also correct that the version prepared by 
the House committee was rejected by the 
House by an overwhelming vote, after 
which the House itself returned to the 
version which the Senate has now before 
it? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is obvious that 
the House passed the version now before 
the Senate or it would not be before the 
Senate. But I rose solely to keep the 
Record straight, inasmuch as the able 
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Senator from Kentucky tried to leave the 
impression that we are now considering 
a bill which had received approximately 
2 years of study on the part of a House 
committee, that the House had passed it, 
and that it was the last word on legisla- 
tion of this character. The facts are as 
I have described them. The committee 
which held hearings and studied the bill 
for a period of approximately 2 years or 
more reported to the House a bill en- 
tirely different from the one we are now 
considering. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I think 
the Members of the Senate should know 
that this question is not one concerning 
alone a change in the definition of cover- 
age. The bill goes to the fundamentals 
of everything in the social security set-up 
and the social economic set-up in the 
United States. 

Some time ago the Government made 
a horrible mistake under which officers 
received terminal leave. The other day 
the Senate passed a bill to give terminal 
leave pay to millions of enlisted men. 
Every other Senator to whom I talked 
said, and I agreed with him, that we had 
to vote this $3,000,000,000 or $4,000,000,000 
more in order to do justice to the en- 
listed man. 

I ask Senators if we have a right to 
pass a bill which would put a railroad 
man into a separate classification and 
place him on a separate and distinct un- 
employment compensation basis from all 
the other workers in the United States? 
If we make that mistake, we will be 
asked later to vote for a bill to adjust 
every single classification of workingmen 
and all other groups of workers in order 
to do justice. No member of this body 
has a greater respect for the railroad 
workers than do I. I also have respect 
for the other industrial workers through- 
out the United States. I assert that this 
bill has in it more to be cured than mere- 
ly a definition of coverage. 

There must be something done about 
the unemployment compensation fund of 
$790,000,000 already collected. Over the 
past 5 years, excluding this year, there 
has been used less than $10,000,000 a year. 
I understand that this year, because of 
the coal strikes, the railroad strikes, and 
so forth, resulting in the payment of un- 
employment compensation, the require- 
ment will be somewhere between $18,- 
000,000 and $20,000,000. As I say, there 
is in the fund approximately $790,000,- 
000. The withdrawals from the fund 
over the past 5 years, excluding this year, 
have been less than $10,000,000 a year. 
The interest on the compensation fund 
of the railroads at the present time is 
more than $15,000,000 a year, or almost 
as much as the greatest expenditure of 
any year in connection with unemploy- 
ment insurance. 

Mr. President, I want the Senate to 
realize that before an amendment I have 
introduced is disposed of I shall bring 
certain facts to the attention of the Sen- 
ate. I believe them to be facts which it 
will be the duty of the Senate to consider 
and carefully analyze before embarking 
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this Nation straight on the road to 
socialism. 

I wish to make another statement the 
truth of which all Senators well know. 
This bill was voted out of the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee in a way 
which amazes me more than anything 
which I have before seen in the 3½ years 
I have been here. . The bill was reported 
by the committee by a vote of 11 to 9. 
Three proxies were used in order to ob- 
tain the 11 votes in favor of reporting the 
bill. I am not saying that the action 
taken by the committee was not proper 
and not in accord with the practices of 
the Senate, but I do assert that no busi- 
ness institution in the United States 
which expected to live would follow a 
process of that kind. The merit of the 
bill was never considered in any way by 
the main committee. I asked every mem- 
ber of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee if he had read the report and 
knew what the bill contained, and 
whether he had read the House report, 
and most everyone answered in the nega- 
tive. The chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, the senior Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. JoHNsoNn], who is a very dear friend 
of mine and whom I respect very highly, 
undoubtedly has read all the reports as 
well as the bill. 'The Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. WHEELER], who is also a friend 
of mine and whom I respect very highly, 
has undoubtedly read all the reports and 
the bill. But all the remaining mem- 
bers of the committee then present ad- 
mitted to me that they knew nothing 
about what the bill contained. No hear- 
ing has ever been held on the bill in the 
Interstate Commerce Committee. The 
subcommittee reported to the main com- 
mittee, but the main committee never 
gave the matter any consideration. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAWKES. I do not have the 
floor. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I merely want to 
say that I read the bill. 

Mr. HAWKES. But the Senator from 
Minnesota did not read the hearings, 
did he? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. 
of them. 

Mr. HAWKES. Very well; I will give 
the Senator credit. He was not at the 
meeting of the committee the other day, 
was he? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. No; I was not in 
Washington. 

Mr. HAWKES. Therefore, the Sena- 
tor was not present to vote. I am re- 
ferring to the members who were at the 
meeting of the committee the other day. 
I did not mean to leave any implication 
with regard to the Senator from Minne- 
sota, but he was not present, and his 
proxy was used to vote out the bill which 
had never been considered by the main 
committee. 

Mr. DONNELL, Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana yield to me 
at this point for a brief statement? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator from 
New Jersey referred to the fact that 
proxies were used in connection with the 
vote of the committee. I ask the Senator 
if there is any rule of the Senate which 


I read a great deal 
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directly or indirectly authorizes the use 
of proxies for voting in committees? 

Mr. HAWKES. Ican only answer the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri by 
saying that I have been told, I believe by 
the majority leader, and by other Sena- 
tors who have been in the Senate for a 
great many years, that it is-a custom 
which is followed. Whether or not it is 
a rule of the Senate, I cannot answer. 

Mr. DONNELL. Has the Senator ever 
seen a rule of the Senate that authorizes 
the use of proxies to vote in a committee? 

Mr. HAWKES. I have not. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD: Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana yield 

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I have been a 
Member of the Senate for 24 years, and 
through all those years I have seen prox- 
ies given for voting in committees when 
members were absent. 

Mr. HAWKES. The Senator from 
Missouri did not ask me that question. 
He asked me if I had ever seen a rule 
which authorized it. I have not. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Oh, that is different. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAWKES. So that I may make 
this statement to the Senate a little con- 
secutive, I should like to proceed, then I 
shall be glad to answer any question. 

The question was raised in the com- 
mittee as to whether we should not defer 
the consideration of the bill for just 2 
days. Does the Senator from Indiana 
remember that? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do, distinctly. 

Mr. HAWKES. A motion was made to 
vote the bill out, when every member of 
the committee, excepting possibly two or 


_three, admitted that he knew little or 


nothing about it. The distinguished 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED] offered 
a substitute motion that the bill be laid 
on the table until Monday, so that we 
could have a chance to understand it. 

I am not a parliamentarian, but with- 
out any refiection on the majority leader, 
he refused to put the substitute motion 
of the Senator from Kansas to a vote. 
We debated the question, and discussed it, 
and he finally put the original motion to 
vote the bill out. The bill was voted out. 

I have talked with parliamentarians 
around the Senate, and the best informed 
men in the Senate, and they tell me that 
the majority leader should not have done 
that, that the substitute motion should 
have had the right of way before the 
committee. 

Now let me say one more thing, Mr. 
President, and then I shall be through, 
I assure the Senator from Indiana, but I 
want to get something in the RECORD 
whe backs up what the Senator is say- 

g. 

When this bill was returned from the 
subcommittee to the main committee, as 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN- 
son] knows, it contained 17 major 
changes in the existing railroad retire- 
ment and compensation laws, and it had 
in it 73 less important changes. 

I ask, how can we expect to have the 
respect of the people of the Nation if we 
put a bill of this vast importance through 
a committee, and are willing to enact it 
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into law as it is written, just because we 
are coming to the close of a session? 

I have not seen anyone particularly in- 
terested in some of my bills because the 
session is coming to a close. No one was 
interested at the end of the last session, 
when there was on the calendar a very 
important bill, which had been before the 
Congress for 7 years, which had been 
passed four times by the House and three 
times by the Senate, with amendments. 
Nobody worried about that bill dying. 
We had to let it die, because it was con- 
sidered necessary to give it careful 
thought and attention, because it affected 
the economy of the Nation. 

Mr. President, with the kind indul- 
gence of the Senator from Indiana, I 
wish to read just the first paragraph of 
the report of the subcommittee to the 
main committee, and if that does not 
show that this bill is important and 
needs attention and thought, and in- 
volves a great many things, I do not 
understand the English language. I 
read: 

The subcommittee, consisting of Senators 
JoHNSON of Colorado, Horry; BRIGGS, SHIP- 
STEAD, and HAWKEs, to whom was referred the 
bill S. 293, a bill to amend the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act, the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act, and subchapter B of chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code; and for 
other purposes, having held full and com- 


‘plete hearings, report back to the full com- 


mittee the major controversial— 


Mark that word controversial“ 


items contained in the bill. The House Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
also held extended hearings on a companion 
bill, H. R. 1362, extending over the period 
January 31, 1945, to April 26, 1945. Said 
hearings have been printed in three volumes 
and are available for study by the commit- 
tee. 


Mark right here, the committee ad- 
mitted that outside of two or three, no 
member had ever had time or oppor- 
tunity to read the hearings. 

The questions of policy needing decision 
are of such great importance that the full 
committee will find, after study and de- 
liberation, that it will of necessity have to 
make the decisions itself— 


I ask right there, how could the full 
committee make any decision when they 
never studied the bill and never studied 
the hearings, and had but 1 hour and 20 
minutes together, in which they debated 
only the question of voting out the bill? 
and the subcommittee therefore felt that 
no useful purpose would be served by de- 
ciding such questions and reporting them in 
the form of a finished bill to the full 
committee. A comprehensive and important 
report dealing with the over-all issues re- 
lating to national social security is pending 
before the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House of Representatives and the 
problems raised by S. 293— ; 


Which is identical with H. R. 1362— 
should be studied carefully in connection 
with the recommendations made in that 
report, 


Mr. President, I submit to every Sen- 
ator that the very first sentence of the 
report of the subcommittee shows con- 
clusively that the bill is of vast impor- 
tance, that it affects our whole structure 
of American life, and, regardless of the 
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merits of this or that contention, that it 
needs consideration, 

I for one take issue with some of my 
very good friends on the committee. I 
would not rather have an imperfect bill, 
that would wreck the whole United 
States, than to have nothing at all be- 
cause we are reaching the end of the ses- 
sion. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I do 
not think there is any question that the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 should 
be amended and overhauled and rewrit- 
ten, and many inequities corrected. 
There is no question that the fund is 
insolvent for the purpose intended, there 
is no question that legislation is needed 
on this subject. But I certainly cannot 
understand why in the case of legislation 
so important and so far reaching as this 
the majority leader should tell the mem- 
bers of the Interstate Commerce Commit- 
tee, and then rise on the floor and tell 
the Senate, that, if amended, the bill 
will die with this session of the Congress. 
I do not understand it. I wish the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky were present and I 
wish he would give us the reasons why 
he thinks it is impossible for us to amend 
the bill, to correct the bill, as everyone 
agrees it should be corrected. 

I have talked with a number of high 
ranking officials of the railway brother- 
hoods, and they do not want the ice com- 
panies and other companies included in 
the bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President 

Mr. CAPEHART. Just a moment. 
Why cannot we be told the reason why 
it is impossible for us to amend the bill 
and perfect it? What is the reason? 
Why can we not amend the bill and send 
it to conference? Why can we not hold 
a conference with the House, and agree 
on a decent piece of legislation which will 
protect the interests of all involved? 
What is the reason for it? 

Mr. WHEELER. Will the 
yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I thought the Senator 
from Kentucky made it perfectly clear 
that, in the legislative situation in which 
we are at the present time, to amend the 
bill would mean to kill it, that we would 
not be able to get a conference. We are 
asking for a conference now with the 
House on another bill, and it is necessary 
to get a vote in the House in order to 
determine the question, because someone 
may rise and object, and so they have to 
have a vote on it. It would be physically 
impossible to have a conference on this 
bill. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Do physical condi- 
tions constitute the reason why it cannot 
be done? 

Mr. WHEELER. Physical conditions. 
I am told that as a matter of fact there 
will not be a quorum in the House after 
Saturday. 

I am sorry more Senators are not pres- 
ent, because I wish to present an in- 
terpretation of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission on the question we are dis- 
cussing. I happen to have before me ex- 
cerpts from some of their decisions, and 
I wish to read them, as follows: 

XCII——629 


Senator 
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Storage of property transported is a trans- 
portation service only to the extent that 
it is necessarily incidental to the transporta- 
tion of such property, and the term has been 
used in section 1 (3) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act in that limited sense. (Guaranty 
claim of Central Elevator & Warehouse Co. 
(72 I. C. C. 169); Storage Rules on Fruits 
and Vegetables (95 I. C. C. 871).) 

Storage of commodities outside railroad 
cars for convenience of shippers while mar- 
kets are being sought is not properly a rail 
carriers’ function. (Reconsignment and 
storage of lumber and shingles (27 I. C. C. 
451).) 

Storage of grain beyond the 10-day eleva- 
tion period is no part of elevation nor a 
transportation service. (Allowances to ele- 
vators by Union Pacific Railroad Co. (14 
I. C. C. 315).) 

Transportation ceases with unloading of 
railroad car at the warehouse. (Storage Rules 
on Fruits and Vegetables (95 I. C. C. 87).) 


That, Mr. President, is exactly what I 
have called attention to. It is said, “This 
service is transportation.” The Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has passed 
on this question, and has said, Trans- 
portation ceases with unloading of the 
railroad car at the warehouse.” 

Compression of cotton is not a transporta- 
tion service for the shipper, and no obliga- 
tion rests upon the carrier to perform the 
service or to pay for it if it is performed 
by shippers. (New Orleans Cotton Exchange 
1 1 sy & Florida Railway Co. (146 I. C. C. 


So the reason for the use of the lan- 
guage in this measure was because of 
the limited construction that has been 
placed upon 3 (a) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act. 

Mr, CAPEHART. May I say in clos- 
ing that the individual Senators are 
asked to be rubber stamps and to put 
their seal of approval upon a bill which 
it is proposed to have passed, without 
having the right of amending it. If 
they do not put their stamp of approval 
on it, if there are some things they dis- 
like about the bill, if they wish to amend 
the bill to take care of things they dis- 
like in it, they will be placed in the posi- 
tion, in the eyes of the proponents of this 
legislation of being against them. I am 
not so certain, Mr. President—I dislike 
to say this—that there is not a certain 
amount of politics tied up in the han- 
dling of this bill. 


AMENDMENT OF THE SENATE RULES 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
other day when certain legislation was 
pending in the Senate a situation arose 
relative to the placing of an amendment 
on a bill, which was not germane to the 
subject matter of the bill. I believe the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] at 
that time probably performed a very 
useful service, because I am frank to say 
that, using the British expression, I took 
a rather dim view of his attempt to place 
a nongermane amendment upon a piece 
of legislation which I had advocated on 
the floor of the Senate. But I think that 
it forcefully brought home to this body 
the importance of having a rule relative 
to germaneness, because as the result of 
the move by the Senator from Oregon we 
were almost precipitated into an incipi- 
ent filibuster at a time when the Senate 
was trying to transact the public’s busi- 
ness. 
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For that reason, Mr. President, I am 
proposing today two amendments to the 
rules of the Senate, one relative to the 
question of germaneness, which is a 
short rule, and I wish to read it into the 
Recorp at this time: 

Resolved, That the Standing Rules of the 
Senate are amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new rule: 


“RULE XLI 
“GERMANENESS 

“No amendment to any bill or resolution 
pending in the Senate which is not germane 
or relevant to the subject matter contained 
in such bill or resolution shall be received 
or considered; nor shall any amendment to 
any item or clause of any such bill or reso- 
lution be received or considered which does 
not directly relate thereto. All questions of 
germaneness or relevancy of amendments 
under this rule, when raised, shall be sub- 
mitted to the Senate and decided without 
debate.” 


I ask unanimous consent to submit this 
resolution and have it referred to the 
Committee on Rules. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 312), submitted by Mr. 
KNOWLAND, was received and referred to 
the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
have one other resolution relative to the 
cloture rule. The amendment provides, 
as does the present rule, that a petition 
shall be signed by 16 Senators. It pro- 


-vides that when any one of the 16 Sen- 


ators moves that the cloture resolution 
be drawn up, it can be drawn up on such 
a motion. Then, as under the present 
rule, the matter may lie over with one 
intervening day. Then, as under the 
present rule, a quorum call is had prior 
to the vote on the cloture resolution. But 
instead of requiring a two-thirds vote, 
this amendment would require a major- 
ity vote of the full membership of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to submit the resolution and ask 
that it be referred to the Committee on 
Rules. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 313), submitted by Ir. 
KNOWL AND, was received and referred to 
the Committee on Rules, as follows: 

Resolved, That the second, third, and 
fourth paragraphs of rule XXII of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate are amended to read 
as follows: 

“Tf at any time a motion to bring to a close 
the debate upon any pending measure is 
signed by 16 Senators, any Senator signing 
such motion shall upon a request for recog- 
nition be recognized by the Chair for the pur- 
pose of presenting such motion to the Senate, 
and when such motion is so presented to the 
Senate the Presiding Officer shall at once 
state the motion to the Senate, and 1 hour 
after the Senate meets on the following cal- 
endar day but one, he shall lay the motion 
before the Senate and direct that the Secre- 
tary call the roll, and, upon the ascertain- 
ment that a quorum is present, the Presiding 
Officer shall, without debate, submit to the 
Senate by an aye-and-nay vote the question: 

Is it the sense of the Senate that the 
debate shall be brought to a close?’ 

“And if that question shall be decided in 
the affirmative by a majority vote of the en- 
tire membership of the Senate, then said 
measure shall be the unfinished business to 
the exclusion of all other business until dis- 
posed of.“ 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
conclusion I wish to say that it seems to 
me vitally important in this atomic age 
in which we are living that this legislative 
body should not permit itself to be tied 
up, and, using an Army expression, to be 
“snafu” in its legislative processes. All 
over the world people are questioning the 
ability of representative government to 
be able to meet the problems of this gen- 
eration, and I feel that, as Members of 
the Senate of the United States, we have 
an obligation to take whatever reasonable 
steps may be necessary in order to pre- 
vent the Senate from becoming en- 
tangled, thus endangering the public 
business. 

COMPILATION OF PRECEDENTS OF THE 

SENATE— AMENDMENT OF SENATE 

RULES 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to take a minute or two to comment 
on the statement made by the Senator 
from California. First, I assure the Sen- 
ator from California that I shall sup- 
port the two proposed changes in the 
rules which he has suggested this after- 
noon. Publicly on more than one occa- 
sion I have supported the principles set 
forth in the Senator’s proposals. I have 
gone further and suggested some other 
changes in the rules which I think should 
be adopted. However, I wish to make 
-one comment in view of the fact that 
he raised the point concerning the pro- 
cedure which I adopted the other day in 
offering a rider to the tidelands bill. 

I think it was generally agreed, even 
by the opponents of my position in the 
matter, that I was well within my par- 
liamentary rights, and that I was doing 
nothing more than has been done on the 
floor of the Senate a great many times 
during the past year and a half while I 
have been a Member of the Senate. I 
shall do likewise in the future so long as 
the archaic rules of the Senate permit 
of such procedure, if for no other reason 
than to continue to demonstrate the 
need for modification of the rules so 
that such procedure cannot be followed. 

I wish the record to be very clear 
that I believe that in that particular in- 
stance the ruling of the Chair, which per- 
mitted the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
"BarKLEY] to offer an amendment to the 
tidelands bill after 3 o’clock, was a ruling 
from which there should have been an 
appeal, because, having made some study 
of that particular ruling since the other 
day, I am inclined to believe that it is 
not in accordance with the precedents 
of the Senate. But in view of the fact 
that the majority leader saw fit to adopt 
that strategy in seeking to attain his 
ends in connection with the tidelands bill, 
I thought it my duty—and I use the word 
“duty” advisedly—to offer to the bill an 
amendment of the nature of that which 
I offered, because I think it makes crystal 
clear the importance of adopting just 
such a rule of germaneness as the Sena- 
tor from California has suggested this 
afternoon, and which I shall most cer- 
tainly support. 

In closing, let me say that following 
the study of the whole problem of prece- 
dents which I have made since the other 
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day, I have prepared, and submit at this 
time, the following resolution: 

Resolved, That the Parliamentarian of the 
Senate be authorized and directed to pre- 
pare a complete and annotated digest, with 
a full index, of the precedents and the deci- 
sions on points of order in the Senate down 
to the close of the Seventy-ninth Congress, 
and that 1,000 copies be printed and bound 
for the use of the Senate. 


I believe that such a study is of great 
importance, especially to the younger 
Members of the Senate, who have not 
had the opportunity to sit here and learn 
by observation, as have some of the older 
Members, the workings of the precedents 
of the Senate. We are at a great disad- 
vantage if we do not have readily avail- 
able to us a digest of the precedents of 
the Senate. We are constantly facing 
the type of criticism which my good 
friend from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL] of- 
fered the other day when, within the 
proprieties of parliamentary forms of the 
Senate, he offered certain criticisms of 
the strategy used by the junior Senator 
from Oregon. I know of no one in the 
Senate better versed in parliamentary 
strategy than is the Senator from 
Georgia, nor one who uses strategy more 
frequently in connection with legislation 
in which he is interested. He does it so 
well that he has my highest admiration. 
The fact that I followed in his footsteps 
the other afternoon should not reflect 
However, it illustrates the 
importance of making available to all of 
us the precedents of the Senate. 

The Parliamentarian advises me that 
a few years ago a similar request was 
made, that it is on the books, and that 
he has been diligently working on the as- 
signment, but that the long sessions of 
the Senate have not afforded him ample 
time to complete the assignment. How- 
ever, he states that he intends to proceed 
to complete that assignment at the 
earliest opportunity. Not with the idea 
in mind of having my resolution adopted 
if another resolution has already been 
adopted by the Senate—which the Par- 
liamentarian assures me to be the case— 
but as a matter of record, so that the 
Recorp may show that the issue was 
again raised in this session of Congress, 
I submit the resolution and ask that it 
be appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the reso- 
lution (S. Res. 314) submitted by Mr. 
Morse was received and referred to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say in closing 
that I hope that at the beginning of the 
next session of Congress we may proceed 
thoroughly to study the rules of the Sen- 
ate, to the end of completely revising 
them. I think the word “completely” is 
the proper word to use in connection with 
the rules of the Senate. I think they 
must be completely revised if we are to 
function as a democratic parliamentary 
body charged with the responsibility of 
carrying out our obligations to 140,000,- 
000 people. 

Let me say to the senior Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes] that I was very 
much interested in his remarks this after- 
noon with regard to the exercise of 
proxies. Although he did not say so spe- 
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cifically, I judged that he meant to im- 
ply by his remarks that he is opposed 
to the exercise of proxies. If that be 
true, I am sure that the senior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL] and the 
junior Senator from Oregon will wel- 
come him as a recruit into our frater- 
nity, which is a fraternity which is seek- 
ing to abolish the exercise of proxies in 
Senate committees. - 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I should like to say to 
the Senator from Oregon that I am op- 
posed to the use of proxies, not only in 
the Senate, but in directors’ meetings 
and other places. It seems to me that a 
man who cannot be present to hear what 
is going on, so that he may vote intelli- 
gently, should lose his vote. 

I also wish to say that if I had my 
way there would never be a vote in the 
Senate on an important and fundamental 
issue which would not be a yea-and-nay 
vote. Every Senator should be willing 
to stand before the public for exactly 
what he does and says in this body. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIRE- 
MENT ACTS, ETC, 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado obtained 
the floor. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. I should like to ad- 
dress an inquiry to the Senator from 
Colorado, and possibly in his explana- 
tion of the bill and in his discussion of it, 
he can cover some of these points. I am 
not entirely unacquainted with this pro- 
Posed legislation, because as a freshman 
Member of this body about 6 years ago 
I had quite an argument about the in- 
creased railroad rates which were being 
requested, as I recall in 1940. I am not 
now a member of the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee, so I do not know about 
this legislation in detail. As I remem- 
ber, the measure we have before us covers 
two points, retirement and unemploy- 
ment. With respect to retirement, we 
have an employer contribution of about 
3% percent of the pay roll, and an em- 
ployee contribution for retirement of the 
same amount, 344 percent. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct, as of this year; yes. 

Mr. GURNEY. Then for unemploy- 
ment purposes, the employee does not 
contribute, but the employer, the rail- 
road, contributes about 3 percent. 

As I understand, under this bill, it is 
intended to leave the unemployment 
contribution as is, at 3 percent. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Les. 

Mr. GURNEY. And for retirement 
purposes the contribution is practically 
doubled. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; it is 
increased 244 percent on both employers 
and employees. 
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Mr. GURNEY. It is practically dou- 
bled. It is raised from 34 percent to 
6 percent for both employees and em- 
ployers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In 1949 
the 3½ percent automatically goes to 
834 percent, and then there is an in- 
crease to 5 percent which becomes fully 
effective in 1952. 

Mr. GURNEY. The net effect of it, 
though, is a large increase for retirement 
purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. GURNEY. And it is proposed to 
leave the unemployment contribution 
about the way it is. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. GURNEY. The question I want 
answered is this: If we are going to 
make these huge increases, almost 
double, do they not eventually fall on the 
user of the railroads, the shipper? 
Eventually rates will have to be raised, 
will they not, to cover these increases? 
I want to be sure that that question is 


answered. Because of the huge fund, - 


$780,000,000 or $790,000,000, as it is at 
the moment, is it necessary to continue 
the employer contribution of 3 percent, 
merely to add to that fund? It seems 
to me that we ought to cut down on the 
unemployment contribution by the em- 
ployer, always being sure, of course, to 
keep the fund of sufficient size to take 
care of any possible contingency or un- 
employment. But why could that not 
be transferred over to the retirement 
fund? That is, the employers’ contri- 
bution now for unemployment should 
possibly go to build up the retirement 
reserve. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
think it would be a sound solution to 
transfer it. The Senator will agree that 
in the case of social security there is 
a 3 percent tax levy altogether on the 
employer. What has happened in con- 
nection with social security is that there 
has been some relaxation in the pay- 
ments. The employers do not pay the 
full 3 percent. 

Mr. GURNEY. We are holding it at 
1 percent all the time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
payment varies throughout the States. 
Some States require a greater payment 
and some States a lesser payment. The 
payment varies also with the industries. 
An industry which has a record of low 
unemployment does not pay as much 
tax as an industry which has a high 
record of unemployment. 

Mr. GURNEY. I understand that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
the way the States regulate the payment. 
But all States have a maximum of 3 per- 
cent, and I think it is advisable and 
necessary to have such a maximum. 
The matter of having some relaxation 
could very well be considered. 

Mr. GURNEY. I do not like to get 
the social security question mixed up 
with the railroad question. I simply 
want to make the point and see if the 
Senator is going to tell us whether or 
not increased charges are in prospect for 
the shipper and also for the passenger on 
the railroad. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Quite 
obviously the only source of railroad rev- 
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enue is out of the shippers and the users 
of the railroads. All wages and all bene- 
fits of the employee must come out of the 
shippers eventually. I do not want to 
argue the question. I think that cate- 
gorical answer perhaps is sufficient. But 
I would say to the Senator from South 
Dakota that the shipper is also interested 
in good service, and good service comes 
from having contented, interested em- 
ployees on the railroad. So if the shipper 
is going to have to pay the costs one way 
or the other, he had better pay them for 
an excellent service than pay a smaller 
rate perhaps and receive very poor serv- 
ice. 

Mr. GURNEY. Then, as I understand 
the Senator’s answer, if we raise these 
contributions to the retirement fund or 
unemployment fund, then that does make 
for increased railroad service costs and 
the shippers can contemplate increased 
rates in order to bring about a balance 
in the future. Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The ship- 
pers must pay the bill. 

Mr. GURNEY. There is one further 
point to which I should like to invite the 
Senator’s attention. I refer the Senator 
to pages 458 and 459 of the hearings on 
Senate bill 293. Evidently an effort was 
made to justify the request for higher 
rates by showing that there would be 
railroad unemployment in the postwar 
period. I notice that for the year after 
victory in Europe it was estimated that 
75,000 men would be unemployed, because 
they would be displaced by servicemen. 
In the first postwar year it was expected 
that 100,000 would be unemployed; and 
70,000 in the second postwar year. No 
figures on the subject are given for the 
third and fourth postwar years, so far 
as servicemen are concerned. In my 
judgment the justification shown by that 
table is now out the window, because the 
Supreme Court has held that servicemen 
may not displace nonveteran employees. 
That decision would apply to railroads. 
Also the railroads had a seniority con- 
tract of employment, and they never did 
let a nonveteran go in order to give a 
veteran a job. That testimony was given 
last week before the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator for his views on this subject. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to take 
very much time. We have before us two 
reports from the committee. There is 
the original report, and also a supple- 
mentary report. Those reports deal with 
the provisions of the bill in great detail. 
I think they offer a full explanation of 
the bill. I do not think it is necessary 
for me to go through the bill section by 
section at this time and tell what the 
bill does or does not do. 

The debate on the bill so far has been 
very disappointing to me. We have not 
seen the forest for the trees. As a matter 
of fact, we let one tree get in our way so 
that we could not see the forest at all. 
We have been quibbling over whether 
or not serving railroad equipment with 
ice brings certain employees under the 
provisions of the act. The answer is 
that there was no intention to bring 
them in. There was no such intention 
on the part of those who wrote the bill. 
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The committee by unanimous vote—and 
I made the motion in committee—placed 
certain language in the report showing 
that the committee was of the opinion 
that the ice companies and certain other 
services somewhat connected with the 
railroads were not to be brought under 
the terms of the bill. 

There are important matters in the bill 
which ought to recommend themselves 
very strongly to Members of the Senate, 
I agree with the majority leader that we 
are in a rather unfortunate parliamen- 
tary situation, with Congress getting 
ready to adjourn, the House having 
passed the bill at a very late date. Since 
it was a revenue bill we were estopped 
from considering the subject until the 
House sent us a bill. In the closing of the 
session perhaps every member of the 
committee will not have a full opportun- 
ity to satisfy himself as to all of the pro- 
visions of the bill. The bill is rather 
large, comprising 60 pages. It is a tech- 
nical bill; it is not a bill which may be 
read in half an hour and be thoroughly 
understood in all its particulars. 

The provision relating to coverage, to 
which I referred a moment ago, is a very 
difficult one to write into the bill. The 
proponents of the bill were trying to 
bring under the bill and into the retire- 
ment system only the men who are doing 
railroad work. Sometimes, as was stated 
by the Senator from Montana a few 
moments ago, the railroads contract for 
some of the work which formerly was 
done by railroad employees. In that way, 
of course, the railroad retirement sys- 
tem has lost certain employees, unless 
they are also brought within the system. 

It was to take care of situations of that 
kind and to meet arguments made on 
that basis that the bill was introduced. 
There have been a number of suits in 
the courts on the point of whether cer- 
tain employees were covered. The pro- 
ponents of the bill and its authors were 
trying to correct that situation and to 
make it perfectly plain to everyone who 
was covered and who was not covered. 

I agree with the majority leader that 
their efforts left something to be desired, 
and even today the matter of coverage is 
not clear. But all that can be corrected. 
If we wish to pass the bill, if we are in 
favor of the larger provisions of the bill, 
the matter of coverage can be corrected, 
if it is necessary to correct it. Frankly, 
I doubt whether it is necessary to do so. 
I think perhaps the report which came 
from the committee clears up the whole 
matter in a satisfactory way, and I do 
not believe anything will come from it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall not prolong the 
discussion on that point, because, as the 
Senator from Colorado has said, no doubt 
it has already been unduly magnified. 
However, I wish to say that I do not see 
anything in sections 2, 4, and 5, which 
I think are the pertinent sections on this 
point, which would prevent the carrying 
out of the declared intention of the com- 
mittee, as stated in its report, which has. 
been called to the attention of the Sen- 
ate and has been put in the RECORD, 
namely, that ice plants and warehouse 
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plants, unless they are owned and con- 
trolled directly or indirectly by the rail- 
roads, are not affected, nor are trucking 
companies or companies engaged in the 
trucking business, unless they are directly 
or indirectly controlled by a common car- 
rier, as defined in the Interstate Com- 
merce Act. 

In addition to that, I do not find in 
those three sections or in any other sec- 
tion language as to coverage which in my 
opinion would be held by a court to out- 
weigh the declarations of opinion which 
have been expressed on this floor or which 
are stated now by the Senator from Colo- 
rado, who is handling the measure, which 
previously has been handled in the Sen- 
ate by the able Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WHEELER], the chairman of the In- 
terstate Commerce Committee, and by 
the able Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY], the majority leader. 

So it seems to me that these expres- 
sions by the committee and by Senators 
who have debated and discussed this 
matter should make it preeminently clear 
that any possible ambiguity should be re- 
solved in favor of limited coverage; and, 
as a matter of fact, it seems to me that 
the people who fear they would be cov- 
ered unintentionally have no justifica- 
tion for such a fear, because we know 
that the courts in interpreting ambigu- 
ous language in a legislative enactment 
will always look at the legislative history 
of the enactment, to see what was the in- 
tention of Congress, and they will read 
the congressional debates in order to see 
what was the purpose and the intention. 
So the courts will read this debate in 
order to see what was the purpose and 
the intention of the Senate when it gave 
its assent to this measure, if it does do so. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield to 
the Senator from New Jersey if he wishes 
to ask a question. 

Mr. HAWKES. I simply wish to ask a 
question and to say a word to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
well; I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. Let me say that I agree 
with the Senator that the courts can look 
to the debates on the floor of the Senate, 
in order to obtain the proper interpreta- 
tion of the language contained in the bill, 
unless the language in the bill is so clear 
that the courts think they do not need 
to refer to the debates. But let us al- 
ways remember that the courts are not 
bound by the debates on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr, PEPPER. Yes; we all know that, 
Mr. President. 

But I wish to call attention to the fact 
that, taking the interpretation as it is 
intended here, and as we are now dis- 
cussing it upon this floor—as being the 
meaning of the language—there is still 
a scope and a sphere in which all the 
other language of the pertinent sections 
will have meaning and force and effect. 
For example, the provision that people 
who have arrangements with a carrier 
or otherwise under section 2 are covered, 
can exclude the ice people and the ware- 
house people and the trucking people, 
and at the same time it can cover all 
the many other independent contractors 
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who are rendering service for the rail- 
roads. So that language will have mean- 
ing and significance, even if we interpret 
it as not covering the ice people, the 
warehouse people and the trucking peo- 
ple whom we do not wish to have covered. 

It appears to be clear that in the clos- 
ing hours of this session of the Congress 
we are faced with the question whether 
we wish to pass a bill which will confer 
benefits on more than a million faithful 
railroad workers, a bill which will make 
provision for them in sickness, for their 
security in their old age, and for their 
support and sustenance when they are 
out of employment, and the like. I re- 
peat, Mr. President, that the question is 
whether we wish to benefit more than a 
million faithful railroad workers by 
passing this bill, or whether the fear that 
a few people who are not intended to be 
included may possibly be included should 
keep us from passing this bill. 

In the first place, I think it is without 
doubt that the courts cannot give to the 
words referred to a meaning contrary 
to that stated in the committee and in 
the debates on the floor of the Senate. I 
would not include one of these people; 
certainly not one of the truck people. 
If I thought they were going to be in- 
cluded, I would not vote for the bill, but 
I am confident they are not included. I 
do not wish, however, to deprive the 
faithful railroad workers of the benefi- 
cial provisions of this legislation. For 
that reason I shall vote for the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I thank the Senator from 
Plorida for the very fine statement he 
has made. It seems to me he has placed 
the issue squarely before us. The ques- 
tion is whether we are for the bill or 
whether we are against it. Of course, 
the matter of whether we shall cover into 
the system a few persons whom we do 
pret bt to have included is not the issue 
at all. 

In addition to what has already been 
said, I should like to state that when Mr. 
Robertson appeared at the House com- 
mittee hearings—and the testimony I 
shall read will be found at page 956 of 
part 3 of the House hearings—the fol- 
lowing occurred: 

Mr. Harris. * * * Now, Mr. Robertson, 
I would like to ask, merely for clarification 
in my own mind, about the intent with ref- 


erence to coverage that is proposed in this 
legislation. 

Could you or would you state whether or 
not it was the intention to take in such 
industries as ice companies, the ice indus- 
try, cold-storage warehousing industry, cot- 
ton compresses, and so forth? 


Mr. Robertson, we should remember, is 
president of the Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Firemen and Enginemen, and he 
is one of the proponents of the bill. In 
fact, he has taken the leadership in try- 
ing to have the bill enacted. This was 
Mr. Robertson's reply: 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Well, I can make a definite 
answer to that. No; it was not. We might 
just as well face the facts. We did not come 
here with any legislation designed to impose 
a railroad-retirement act on ice companies. 
We do not work for ice companies, 


Of course, Mr. President, it is perfectly 


obvious that the folk who are interested 
in this whole program, in this whole sys- 
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tem of retirement, are not interested in 
covering a number of others who do not 
work for the railroads. They want all 
the railroad employees to be covered, but 
they do not want to include any others, 
because that would place an extra bur- 
den on the railroad employees. For that 
reason, if for no other, they are glad 
enough to stay within their own industry. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, for 
the benefit of Senators who were not 
present a few minutes ago, let me say 
that I called attention to the fact that 
section 2 of the bill, which was being 
construed as taking in ice-company em- 
ployees and storage-company employees 
and other employees of that kind, should 
be considered in connection with the con- 
struction placed by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission on section 1 (3) of 
the Interstate Commerce Act. The con- 
struction the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has placed on that provision 
would absolutely eliminate entirely the 
ice companies and other companies from 
coverage. 

At this point I should like to call at- 
tention to some decisions of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. I hope 
these will be sufficient to do away with 
the fears of those who are afraid that 
ice companies or independent contrac- 
tors will be included. 

The first decision to which I wish to 
call attention is as follows: 

Storage of property transported is a trans- 
portation service only to the extent that it 
is necessarily incidental to the transporta- 
tion of such property, and the term has been 
used in section 1 (3) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act in that limited sense. 


It will be noted that reference is had 
to transportation as defined in section 1 
(3). That case is the guaranty claim of 
Central Elevator & Warehouse Co. (72 
I. C. C. 169), Storage Rules on Fruits 
and Vegetables (95 I. C. C. 87). 

Here is another decision: 

Storage of commodities outside railroad 
cars for convenience of the shippers while 
markets are being sought is not properly a 
rail carriers’ function. 


That case concerns the reconsignment 
and storage of lumber and shingles (27 
I. C. C. 451). 

In the matter of allowances to eleya- 
tors by the Union Pacific Railroad Co. 
(14 I. C. C. 315), it is said: 

Storage of grain beyond the 10-day ele- 


vation period is no part of elevation nor 
transportation service. 


In Storage Rules on Fruits and Vege- 
tables (95 I. C. C. 87), it is said: 


Transportation ceases with unloading of 
railroad car at the warehouse. 


In New Orleans Cotton Exchange v. 
Georgia & Florida Railway Co. (146 
I. C. C. 245), it is said: 

Compression of cotton is not a transporta- 
tion service for the shipper, and no obliga- 
tion rests upon the carrier to perform the 
service or to pay for it if it is performed by 
the shipper. 


So a conclusive and absolute inter- 
pretation has been placed upon section 
1 (3) by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
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mission. This language was used in the 
bill solely because the interpretations 
which I have cited had been made. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield to me while the chairman 
of the committee is on the floor? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall 
be glad to yield in just a few minutes. 

I thank the Senator for reading into 
the Record the evidence to which he has 
referred. It seems to me that it should 
clear up the entire matter. Of course, 
that is what the proponents of the bill 
were trying to do. Many decisions have 
been made with respect to the question. 
Whether the language of the bill could be 
improved or not, is beside the point. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator now 
yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish to address a 
question to the able chairman of the 
Interstate Commerce Committee. z 

As specifically mentioned, those de- 
cisions pertain to ice manufacturers. I 
wish the Senator would give his opinion 
with regard to the coverage of trucking 
companies, and let us see if the Senator 
is in accord with the language of the re- 
port which reads as follows: 

The committee also unanimously under- 
stands that notwithstanding the provisions 
of subsections (2) and (4) of section 1, there 
is no purpose or intent to include warehouse 
or trucking companies or individuals carry- 
i.g on either of such businesses 


That is the carrying on of a business 
by truck— 
within the term “employment,” if they are 
not owned or controlled, directly or indirect- 
ly, by, or under common control with a car- 
rier subject to part 1 of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, 


If the Senator is in accord with that 
statement in the report of the commit- 
tee, is it his opinion that trucking com- 
panies, trucking workers, truck drivers, 
and so forth, would not be covered unless 
the trucking company were owned and 
controlled directly or indirectly by car- 
riers subject to part 1 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act? 

Mr. WHEELER. That is absolutely 
correct. Of course, if a trucking com- 
pany or a bus company is owned by the 
railroad system it is, of necessity, a part 
of the railroad company and comes with- 
ing its control. 

I have in my hand a decision by Mr. 
Justice Murphy in which he states: 

The motor trucks transport less-than- 
carload lots of freight in complete coordina- 
tion with the railroad service. The railroad 
instituted this additional method of trans- 
portation in order to furnish an improved 
and more convenient freight service to the 
public in certain areas of light traffic and 
in order to curtail car mileage way-freight 
service. Motor vehicle transportation, in 
~ other words, is merely a new method of carry- 
ing on part of its all-rail freight business in 
which it had been engaged for many years. 

Protestants, in contending that the appli- 
cation in this case must be denied unless it is 
found that the existing motor and rail 
facilities are physically inadequate to handle 
the freight in question, are guilty of a funda- 
mental confusion. They have confused 
cases like the present one, which involve 
simply an attempt by a railroad to improve 
its own existing service through the substi- 
tution of motor for rail handling of certain 
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freight and the use of its motor carrier sub- 
sidiary for that purpose, with the quite dif- 
ferent type of case in which an independent 
motor carrier seeks to inaugurate a new serv- 
ice, as, for example, a general over-the-road 
service, in addition to and in competition 
with other existing motor carriers who pro- 
vide the same type of services. 


In other words, the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Co. itself contended in its applica- 
tion that what it was using was motors 
and trucks as a part of its all-rail service 
and, of course, as such they must be and 
should be included in this bill, just as 
they are included generally under the 
Transportation Act. But the independ- 
ent companies do not come under the bill, 

Mr. PEPPER. It is not intended to 
cover the men who act as independent 
contractors in hauling materials to and 
from the railroad within towns and 
cities, and so forth? 

Mr. WHEELER. Definitely not. 

Mr. PEPPER. The railroad must have 
a proprietary interest in the truck in 
order to be brought under the act? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, is anyone 
covered under this bill who is not al- 
ready covered? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; the 
trucking companies owned by the rail- 
roads are covered, and the freight-for- 
warding companies are covered. I do 
not know of anyone else who is covered. 

Mr. LUCAS. Am I correct in my un- 
derstanding of the bill, that the two 
classes of persons the Senator has now 
designated are specifically set out in the 
bill as being covered? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; 
they are specifically covered. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the Senator read 
the language to which he refers? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Para- 
graph (3) on page 2 of the bill reads in 
part, as follows: 

Any freight forwarder: 
warder“ is any person 


And then the language describes him. 
He comes under the bill. 

Then on page 3, in paragraph (5) the 
following language appears: 

Any person which, through any form of 
property interest is directly or indirectly sub- 
ject to control by or to common control with 
a carrier— 


Then if we turn to page 4 of the bill, 
in line 2, we find the words: 


is engaged in transportation by motor ve- 
hicles. 


So they are pointed out and named, 
They are covered by the bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, allow me 
to give the Senator an example and see 
whether or not the warehouseman whom 
I have in mind would be a freight for- 
warder under the construction of the 
terms as found in this bill. 

Assume that I want to ship household 
goods from Washington to Chicago, and 
wish to place them in Chicago tempo- 
rarily for a period of 2 weeks, not know- 
ing whether I will want to ship them 
into Wisconsin or into southern Illinois. 
I place those goods in a warehouse for 
2 weeks’ time. Are the employees in the 
warehouse at Chicago, as the result of 
that storage, covered under this bill? 


A “freight for- 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does the 
warehouse company belong to a railroad 
company? 

Mr. LUCAS. No; it does not. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It isa pri- 
vately owned warehouse? 

Mr. LUCAS. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Such a 
Warehouse and its employees are not 
covered by the bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. But they are a part of 
the transportation activity which is tak- 
ing place. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
freight forwarder who took the goods and 
shipped them to Chicago would be, if 
he issued a bill of lading, under the bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. What is a freight for- 
warder under this bill? What does the 
term include? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The term 
“freight forwarder” is well known. 

Mr. LUCAS. I know it is well known. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I will 
read from page 2 of the bill what is said 
there about a freight forwarder. 

A “freight forwarder” is any person, other 
than a carrier, which holds itself out to the 
general public to transport, or provide trans- 
portation of property for hire, and which in 
the ordinary and usual course of its under- 
taking assembles and consolidates, or pro- 
vides for assembling and consolidating, ship- 
ments of such property, and performs, or 
provides for the performing of, break-bulk 
and distributing operations with respect to 
such consolidated shipments, and assumes 
responsibility for the transportation of such 
property from the point of receipt to point of 
destination, and regularly and substantially 
utilizes, for the transportation of such ship- 


ments, the service of one or more carriers. 


That is what a freight forwarder is 
under the bill, and a freight forwarder 
and employees of a freight forwarder are 
covered in the bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. And they are not cov- 
ered under the present law? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Some of 
them are covered and some of them are 
not. There have been court decisions 
on that point. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. First I 
want to read what the committee had 
to say about paragraph (3). Iread from 
the supplemental report, page 2: 

Paragraph (3): Freight forwarders, while 
they have the characteristics of shippers rel- 
ative to the railroads, have most of the 
characteristics of carriers with respect to 
their own clientele. Regulatory policy with 
respect to them was controversial for many 
years, and was finally settled by the Trans- 
portation Act of 1940. 


As the Senator from Kansas well 
knows. 

They are now subjected to regulation of 
much the same character as that applicable 
to carriers, and the fact that the regulatory 
policy is expressed in a separate title of the 
Interstate Commerce Act so as to permit 
more precise adaptation to the particular 
aspect of transportation carried on by these 
companies affords no sound basis for differ- 
entiating the employees from railroad em- 
ployees. In any realistic sense they are part 
of the railroad industry and are carrying on 
railroad transportation. 

Two of the three largest freight forwarders 
have been held, administratively, to be rail- 
road controlled and are consequently cov- 
ered under present law as interpreted by the 
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Railroad Retirement Board and the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue. 

The definition here used to describe freight 
forwarders is taken from the Interstate Com- 
merce Act with only such adaptations as are 
necessary to confine it to companies regu- 
larly and substantially utilizing railroads as 
the means of transportation. 


So under existing law some freight 
forwarders were covered and some 
freight forwarders were not, but if the 
pending bill is approved, then all freight 
forwarders will be covered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I prom- 
ised to yield to the Senator from Kansas. 
I wish to finish up with the Senator from 
Ilinois, and then I shall yield to the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from Kansas would like to have the 
Senator from Illinois listen, if he will, to 
what he is going to say about the error 
made by the Senator from Montana and 
the Senator from Colorado, both of 
whom very earnestly desire that the facts 
be stated. But they have put them- 
selves a little crosswise. 

The Interstate Commerce Act gives the 
Interstate Commerce Commission au- 
thority to regulate common carriers by 
railroad. In performing railroad service 
there are various things included in the 
term “transportation.” I read the provi- 
sion before, and I shall read it again, 
This is what is included in the definition 
of the word “transportation”: 

The receipt, delivery, elevation, and trans- 
fer in transit, ventilation, refrigeration or 
icing, storage, and handling of property 
transported. 


Those all may be included and are in- 
clued as incidental services under “trans- 
portation.” But the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission does not regulate the 
warehouseman. The icing man is not a 
carrier, but is performing an incidental 
service. If the railroad puts in its tariff 
a charge, as it does, for icing and other 
incidental services, it collects it, but the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has 
never undertaken to regulate these inci- 
dental services for carriers. That is the 
error into which the Senator from Mon- 
tana and the Senator from Colorado have 
fallen. 

The bill for the first time in my knowl- 
edge of interestate-commerce legislation 
and administration does include these 
people. The bill defines “employer,” as 
follows: 

The term “employer,” except as otherwise 
provided in this subsection, shall mean— 

(1) Any carrier: A “carrier” is any express 
company, sleeping-car company, or carrier by 
railroad, subject to part I of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, 

(2) Any person, other than a carrier regu- 
lated under part I of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, which, pursuant to arrangements with 
a carrier or otherwise, performs, for hire, 
with respect to passengers or property trans- 
ported, being transported, or to be trans- 
ported by a carrier, any service included with- 
in the term “transportation” as defined in 
section 1 (3) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, whether or not such service is offered 
under railroad tariffs. 


That is as plain as anything can be. 
These people for the first time, in my 
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knowledge of interstate-commerce legis- 
lation and interstate-commerce admin- 
istration, are brought within the terms of 
the act. 

Mr. WHEELER. Will the Senator 
from Colorado yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield to 
the Senator from Dlinois. 

Mr. WHEELER. Since I have been 
referred to, the Senator will pardon me, 
I am sure. 

I appreciate that the Senator from 
Kansas is a great lawyer and under- 
stands the law, but he entirely miscon- 
ceives the purpose of the act. I read 
a portion of the act a moment ago which 
he read, but the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has repeatedly interpreted 
and defined the word “transportation” 
as used in this bill. They have said that 
an elevator, for instance, and other ac- 
tivities, icing companies, and the like, 
are not included in the term “transpor- 
tation.” They have specifically said that 
when a carload of wheat, or of a similar 
commodity is in an elevator, it is not in- 
cluded under the term “transportation,” 
and that the railroad cannot be held 
liable. They have held that an article 
that is waiting to be transported does not 
come within the term “transportation.” 
There cannot be any question about it 
at all. 

While I respect the view of the Senator 
from Kansas on transportation, I cannot 
say that his conclusions with reference 
to matters of law in reference to this 
question are at all sound. I challenge 
anyone who has read the decisions of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to 
come to any other conclusion than that 
which I have suggested. 

The reason why that language was 
used in the bill was because the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission itself had 
interpreted the word “transportation” in 
a limited sense, as it said in the case 
which I read just a moment ago. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I do not 
underestimate the opinion of the chair- 
man of the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, and his interpretation of 
what the bill means. Candidly, I have 
had no opportunity to analyze it from 
a legal angle. I presume it would take 
some time for one to go into a careful 
analysis of the decisions which have been 
made from time to time. However, it is 
something which is new, as I understand, 
and what I cannot understand is why so 
many people have been worrying me if it 
is as clear as the Senator from Montana 
claims it is. I do not say that in any 
disrespect at all, but I do not think there 
has been any piece of legislation before 
us in connection with which as many dif- 
ferent people who were involved, or at 
least thought they were covered by the 
bill, came to see me. 

I have heard some insinuations on the 
floor of the Senate to the effect that some 
want us to believe that the railroads are 
responsible for stirring up this agitation. 
I hold no brief for the railroads whatso- 
ever, but I wish to say that so far as rail- 
road men are concerned, no railroad man 
has ever talked to me at any time about 
the bill. But the iceman has been to 
see me, the truckman has been to see 
me, the warehouseman has been in, the 
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man who makes the cups which go on the 
trains for drinking purposes has been in 
to see me, and I have another list some- 
where in my files, which I am not 
able to find at the moment. These people 
are all asking for exemption from the 
bill. 

When I talk to the brotherhood men 
they tell me they do not want these men 
included, and others who are widely in- 
terested in the bill do not want them 
included. Because of a parliamentary 
situation, we cannot offer an amendment 
to exclude these men, and make it cer- 
tain that they are not included. It seems 
to me to be a rather unfortunate situa- 
tion in which we find ourselves. When 
I talk to the brotherhood men, they say 
“Of course we do not want these men 
included,” and I tell the men, “Yes, I 
will vote for an amendment under those 
circumstances to eliminate them, and I 
Pledge myself to vote for the amend- 
ment.” Then when I come to the floor 
of the Senate I learn from the majority 
leader that because of the parliamentary 
situation in the House we have to take 
the bill as it is or we get no bill at all, 
That is a very unfortunate situation in 
which to place Members of the Senate. 

So far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if there is any question about any 
of these people being included in the 
over-all provision which we find in the 
first section of the bill, I am going to 
vote for an amendment that will strike 
it out, because I do not think they should 
be included, and I do not think we should 
take any chance of a board or a court 
following what the committee says in its 
interpretation. I have seen how courts 
and boards function, and we have all 
observed it, and the one thing we have 
been contending about as much as any- 
thing on the floor of the Senate is the 
failure of the bureaus of the Government 
to follow the interpretations, and the rec- 
ords made in the Senate in the way of 
interpretations of certain bills. The 
only way we can be sure about a thing of 
this kind is to write what we want into 
the law. That is my position. 

I regret that I am in this position. I 
want to make it clear that I am defi- 
nitely in favor of the fundamental and 
basic principle of the Railroad Act. I 
say these men are entitled to what they 
are asking for. But in order to give 
them what they are entitled to, I do not 
think it is fair to include every Tom, 
Dick, and Harry all over the country 
whose work is incidental to the transpor- 
tation system, and who feel, simply be- 
cause they serve some part of it, that 
they are covered by the act. We must 
do something about that. So far as I 
am concerned, I shall vote to exclude 
them when the time comes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 3 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I merely want to 
ask a question. I do not disagree with 
the statement made by the able chair- 
man of the committee as to how the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has 
interpreted the present Interstate Com- 
merce Act. But we have before us a 
new measure. Is it not true that the 
measure contains greater coverage than 
the present law? 
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Mr. WHEELER, It does, and is 
meant to provide greater coverage. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; it 
is meant to cover two different categories 
which were not included in the original 
act. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me ask a ques- 
tion about a freight forwarder. Suppose 
a freight forwarder forwards one-third 
his business by rail, another third by 
trucks, and the time is not far distant 
when he will forward one-third by air. 
Does he come under this act? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He 
comes under the act in that case. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say that 
practically all the clerks working in 
freight-forwarding organizations belong 
to the railroad brotherhoods. A great 
part of the business they do is absolutely 
incidental to railroad transportation. 
Consequently there is no reason in the 
world why they should not come under 
the act. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think that situa- 
tion is changing considerably. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say that the 
freight forwarders themselves have beg- 
ged for legislation which would put them 
under the Interstate Commerce Act. I 
have sought to have that done, although 
there has been a tremendous amount of 
opposition to that suggestion. How- 
ever, I thought it would be right to have 
them placed under the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, because they render valuable 
service in connection with transporta- 
tion. I think we have done the right 
thing to include them and to bring them 
under the act. But, Mr. President, they 
cannot come in and blow hot and cold 
on this question. They cannot blow hot 
one minute and cold the next minute. 
Yet that is what they are doing. One 
minute they say, “We are engaged in 
transportation and we want to be under 
the Interstate Commerce Act, and be 
regulated by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission.” The next minute they 
say, “We do not want to be included.” 
I have no sympathy with them when 
they do that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I want to finish my answer 
to the Senator from Washington. I was 
interrupted, and so, did not finish it. 
In paragraph (3) on page 2 of the bill, 
after describing what a freight for- 
warder is, the following language occurs: 

And regularly and substantially utilizes, 
for the transportation of such shipments, 
the services of one or more carriers. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. That is rail car- 
riers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Then on page 6 there is a paragraph 
on segregation, that is assigning certain 
services here and there. The effect of 
that paragraph is to bring within the 
purview of the bill only that part of the 
freight-forwarder’s activity which is in 
the service of the railroad. It does not 
bring into the bill the services the freight 
forwarder renders to air or to some other 
kind of transportation. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. How can the em- 
ployer I refer to be brought in? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He can 
be brought in if he can separate his 
business. 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. That is the thing 
that bothers me. At least 90 percent of 
the freight forwarders are freight for- 
warders for railroads. But I can see a 
condition in the very near future when 
a freight forwarder may use another 
means of transportation, and he would 
2 be under the Railroad Retirement 

ct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Not if he 
uses that other means of transportation 
exclusively. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. But if he divides 
his business, what then? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If he is 
unable to make a separation himself, that 
is something else. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Another thing that 
bothers me is this: Let me give my own 
experience. When I was in school I 
worked for an ice company. The rail- 
roads would ship truck and produce and 
lettuce out of the city of Seattle. They 
needed their cars iced only about 3 days 
a week. We would go down to the yards 
and ice the railroad cars. The other 2 
or 3 days of the week we would go about 
our other business for private individuals. 
The railroads paid us for our service to 
them. That is, they paid the company, 
and the company turned the money over 
to us. That portion of the service would 
be included under the act, would it not? 
We were paid by the railroads for the 
time we iced the cars for the railroads. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No, it is 
not meant to bring such individuals un- 
der the act at all. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I mean for the time 
we were paid by the railroads? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If one is 
a railroad employee, and is paid by the 
railroad, that is a different thing. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. For the 2 or 3 or 
4 days we worked and iced the railroad 
cars, for the number of days of work we 
were paid by the railroads. But the rest 
of the week we worked for someone else. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. For the 
part of the time the Senator and his as- 
sociates were employed by the railroads 
and were paid by the railroads for the 
time they were on the pay roll of the 
railroads they would of course be in- 
cluded in the Railroad Retirement Acts. 
But for the time they got their pay from 
a private ice company they would not be 
included. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Then, as the Sen- 
ator from Michigan pointed out, I would 
have social security 3 days a week and 
railroad-retirement benefits three other 
days of the week. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, most of the ice servicing is not 
handled in that way any more, 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is on the small 
sidings where the produce comes in per- 
haps only 2 or 3 days a week that it is 
necessary to re-ice the cars. It is still 
done in my State in the fruit and berry 
industry. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Anyone 
who works for the railroad and receives 
pay from the railroad is brought under 
the act. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I take the same po- 
sition as does the Senator from Illinois. 
I want to do what is sought to be done 
under the basic purposes of the bill. But 
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coverage. All of us want to vote for this 


measure, but we are all concerned about 
the coverage. There is no question that 
oe bill goes further than the original 
act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It goes 
further with regard to freight forwarders 
and to truckers that are controlled and 
owned by the railroad company. 

On the point of segregation, I want to 
read these words with respect to a person 
who works for more than one type of 
transportation. The language is found 
on page 6, line 15: 

If the Board finds that a person is prin- 
cipally engaged in activities other than em- 
ployer activities and that its employer ac- 
tivities are conducted as an operation or 
operations separate and distinct from the 
operations in which it is principally engaged, 
such person shall be an employer only with 
respect to such employer operation or oper- 
ations. 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr, TAFT. As a matter of informa- 
tion, does the Senator then include 
motorbus operators? I have a number 
of telegrams from motorbus operators 
protesting very strenuously against the 
bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If motor- 
bus operations are owned and controlled 
by the railroads they are already cov- 
ered in the act. 

Mr. TAFT, I do not know for certain, 
but my impression is that the Pennsyl- 
vania Greyhound, for instance, one of 
the largest operations in the country, is 
owned 50-50 by the Pennsylvania. Rail- 
road, and that some other Greyhound 
operations are similarly owned half and 
half. Would they be covered? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
Railroad Retirement Board has never 
held that the Greyhound Lines are cov- 
ered by the act. 

Mr. TAFT. Is the new bill exactly the 
same on that subject or not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; it 
is exactly the same on that subject. The 
bill extends coverage on truck lines that 
are controlled, whereas the present act 
does not include truck lines that are 
owned by the railroads. 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not true that every- 
one who is not included under this sys- 
tem is included under the Social Secu- 
rity System? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
that is correct. 

Mr. TAFT. What is the difference 
then? Why change the present cover- 
age? Why transfer somebody from one 
system which we have set up as adequate 
for the people of the country generally, 
to some other system, and introduce this 
complication? What is the reason for 
it? I think it is somewhat doubtful 
whether we should have two systems, but 


I think 


‘what is the use of shifting people from 


one to the other? Why not leave them 
where they are? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In these 
two categories I think it was advantage- 
ous to put the individuals where they 
belonged. They should have been put 
there in the first instance. 
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Mr. TAFT. What differences does it 
make? Have any of the employees of 
these companies asked to be transferred? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. So far as 
I know they have not. 

Mr. TAFT. Then, why should we 
transfer them? If they prefer the Social 
Security System, why not let them stay 
there? 
~ Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Because 
they are railway employees and ought to 
be included. 

Mr. TAFT. There are many other cir- 
cumstances that would determine the sit- 
uation. If we do not want the railroads 
to farm out their work they can all come 
under the Interstate Commerce Act. But 
why is not one system just as adequate as 
the other? Why give special privilege to 
certain persons and exclude others? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
were inadvertently left out of the origi- 
nal act. I think it is very proper that 
they be brought in now under this meas- 
ure. But no one wants to extend the 
coverage beyond that. 

Mr. TAFT. Who wants them brought 
in? Iknow the trucking unions are vio- 
lently opposed to being brought in. Why 
should we step in from a supreme height 
and suddenly transfer a great number 
of persons from one system to another, 
when no one wants them transferred? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The rail- 
road brotherhoods and the employees of 
the railroads want them transferred be- 
cause they belong in that category. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not understand that 
they want most of those who are protest- 
ing transferred. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
want those in the two categories which I 
have mentioned transferred. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the 
Senator from Ohio that the railroad 
brotherhoods put up one-half of what- 
ever is put up under the Railroad Retire- 
ment Acts, and the railroads put up the 
other half. What is happening is that 
the railroads, in order to get around the 
provisions of the law, have started to 
farm out some of their work. 

Mr. TAFT. Is there any evidence that 
that has been done? 

Mr. WHEELER. Definitely. 

Mr. TAFT. Was there any evidence 
before the committee that there had 
been any serious abuse in that connec- 
tion? . 

Mr. WHEELER. Definitely. Refer- 
ence has been made to the Santa Fe 
Railroad, and other railroads. 

Mr. TAFT. What has been described 
here was done during the war, because 
of war conditions, and not because of 
any particular effect of this act. Is it 
nòt natural to suppose that at the end 
of the war the railroads will go back to 
normal methods of operation? 

Mr. WHEELER. Unquestionably the 
Santa Fe Railroad will do so. How- 
ever, a short time ago, I called attention 
to a case involving the Pennsylvania 
Railroad. The Pennsylvania Railroad 
wanted to use trucks as a part of its 
transportation system, and filed an ap- 
plication for a truck line. The Penn- 
sylvania Railroad applied to the Inter- 
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state Commerce Commission for au- 
thority to operate a truck line or bus 
line—I believe it was a truck line. The 
Pennsylvania Railroad was called upon 
to make a showing that adequate trans- 
portation did not already exist. The 
railroad company took the position that 
it was not required to make such a 
showing, because it was in an entirely 
different category from that of an in- 
dependent trucking company or bus line. 
It contended that the truck line or bus 
line was part and parcel of its railroad 
service as a whole. 

All we are seeking to do in the bill 
is to place the employees of truck lines 
or bus lines which are part and parcel 
of the whole transportation system in 
the same category with other railroad 
workers. When truck lines and bus 
lines are owned by the railroad, there is 
no reason why the employees of such 
truck lines or bus lines should not be in- 
cluded under the provisions of the act. 

Mr. TAFT. One truck line happens to 
be owned by a railroad. Another truck 
line, alongside, is not owned by a rail- 
road. One pays 15 percent and the other 
pays 5 percent, or whatever the social- 
security tax is. Why should there be a 
difference? A man working on one truck 
line gets certain benefits, and a man 
working on the other truck line gets 
something else. What is the reason or 
justification for each system? 

Mr. WHEELER. If we followed the 
line of argument of the Senator from 
Ohio—— 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, who has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


Burcu in the chair). The Senator from 
Colorado has the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam per- 
fectly willing to yield, but I cannot hear 
what the Senators are saying, and con- 
fusion seems to reign supreme. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall 
be glad to yield in a moment, but I wish 
to ask the Senator from Ohio a question. 

Does the Senator from Ohio believe 
that railroad employees who are under 
the retirement system should allow their 
work to be farmed out to contractors, 
simply because the social-security rates 
are lower than their own rates? Does 
the Senator think that is fair? 

Mr. TAFT. The effect of the rates is a 
very incidental question. The question 
whether the railroads shall be permitted 
to escape the operation of certain rail- 
road laws by operating truck lines is 
something which must be dealt with on 
a far broader basis. I believe that it is a 
great mistake to create two systems 
which will be as radically different as 
these two will be when we get through 
with the bill. It seems to me that the 
two systems should be gradually brought 
together so that they will be substan- 
tially the same—if we are to have two 
systems. If we make such a vast dif- 
ference as is proposed in the bill, then 
we have problems arising as to someone 
on one side of the street paying three 
times as much as someone on the other 
side of the street. Such a situation gives 
rise to all the problems which have been 
presented here. Fundamentally, the 
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difficulty is in having two systems, which 
we are now making even more radically 
different than they were before. I be- 
lieve that that part of the bill which con- 
forms the Railroad Retirement Act and 
the Social Security Act by providing pay- 
ment for survivorship, and even provid- 
ing further benefits, is all right. But it 
seems to me that the railroad retirement 
system goes far beyond the Social Se- 
curity System. It provides infinitely 
greater benefits and involves infinitely 
larger taxes. There is no real justifi- 
cation for the distinction. I think that 
is the problem which we must face in 
considering a bill of this kind. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Railroad 
employees see their work getting away 
from them and being farmed out to con- 
tractors. Naturally they are not pleased 
with that kind of a condition. The 
question has been in the courts. One 
case was in the courts for 8 years before 
it was decided. 

I should like to place in the Recorp at 
this point a description of four or five 
cases. 

The first case involved the coaling, 
sanding, and cleaning of locomotives. 
That was one railroad service which was 
taken away from railroad employees and 
farmed out under contract. Another 
case involved maintenance-of-way work. 
The Senator from Montana IMr. 
WHEELER] mentioned that case. Main- 
tenance-of-way work has always been 
done by railroad workers. It is being 
farmed out to contractors. 

Another case involved the handling of 
locomotive coal and sand, unloading 
coal, removal of locomotive cinders, 
cleaning cars, and similar services. 
That work was let out to contractors. 
It is work which has always been done 
by railroad workers. 

Another case involved freight-han- 
dling services. That work was farmed 
out under contract. 8 

Still another case involved operations 
on railroad- owned ore docks, coal docks, 
sand houses, and cinder pits, and opera- 
tions of railroad boarding camps—work 
which has always been done by railroad 
workers, and which is now farmed out 
under contract, 

Another case involved railroad-con- 
trolled warehouses. In that case the 
warehouse was owned and controlled by 
the railroad. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Does not the Senator be- 
lieve that the difficulty was perhaps as 
much due to the fact that the railroad 
workers received higher wages than other 
workers, as it was to the Social Security 
System? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to read a paragraph from a memo- 
randum regarding railroad-controlled 
warehouses 

Mr. TAFT. The Social Security System 
is only incidental to the problem which 
the Senator is raising, as to whether or 
not railroads should farm out work. The 
railroads probably find that by doing so 
they can escape from the operation of 
the rules of railroad unions, and that it 
is cheaper to have the work done in that 
way. If we wish to stop the railroads 
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from farming out work, we ought to enact 
a law directly on the subject, and pro- 
hibit them from doing so. But I do not 
see what bearing that question has on 
whether or not certain workers are to be 
included in the Social Security System or 
the railroad retirement system. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
think we ought to enact a law prohibiting 
the railroads from doing what is com- 
plained of. I thought the Senator was 
a great believer in the free enterprise 
system. But when a railroad takes work 
away from its own employees, certainly 
such employees ought to come under the 
same retirement system that covers rail- 
road employees, = 

Let me read a paragraph from the 
memorandum with regard to railroad- 
controlled warehouses. The case re- 
ferred to has been in the courts for 8 
years. 


One wholly-owned railroad subsidiary 
(Duquesne Warehouse Co.) operates two 
warehouses owned and leased to it by the 
parent railroad (Pennsylvania Railroad Co.). 
At one warehouse the railroad subsidiary 
handles and stores carload sugar (all of 
which comes in and goes out over the rail- 
road) under a so-called storage-in-transit 
privilege covered by tariffs filed by the rail- 
road with the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. At the other warehouse, the railroad 
subsidiary handles freight which has come 
in, or is destined to movement, over the par- 
ent railroad's fines. The Railroad Retire- 
ment Board and the Bureau of Internal Rev- 
enue ruled that the railroad subsidiary was 
an “employer” under the Railroad Retire- 
ment and Carriers Taxing Acts because the 
unloading, storage in transit, and the subse- 
quent loading of the sugar and other freight 
under the circumstances were services in 
connection with railroad transportation. 
The railroad subsidiary contested these rul- 
ings and after nearly 8 years of controversy 
the United States Supreme Court upheld the 
Railroad Retirement Board's decision, 


Mr, President, I ask unanimous con- 


sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point descriptions of the several ex- 
amples of cases to which I have referred, 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


LIVING EXAMPLES OF THE FARMING OUT OF RAIL- 
ROAD WORK TO CONTRACTORS OR RAILROAD 
SUBSIDIARIES AND OF THE PERNICIOUS CONSE- 
QUENCES THEREOF 


COALING, SANDING, AND CLEANING LOCOMOTIVES 


One contractor (Colianni & Dire Co.) 
undertook to provide for two railroad com- 
panies (Boston & Maine Railroad Co. and 
Chicago & North Western Railway Co.) cer- 
tain services consisting of coaling and sand- 
ing of locomotives, knocking and cleaning of 
locomotive fires and the wiping of engines. 
On one of the railroad companies the con- 
tracts cover the work in question at only four 
of the company’s engine houses, at 18 of its 
other engine houses the work is being con- 
ducted by the railroad through individuals 
who are admittedly its own employees. 
Moreover, prior to the inauguration of the 
contracts, the operations at the four engine 
houses covered by the contracts were also 
performed directly by the railroad through 
individuals admittedly its own employees, 
and after the contracts became effective no 
particular changes occurred in the nature or 
manner of the work. The Railroad Retire- 
ment Board, after holding a hearing, issued a 
decision holding that the men in question 
had been employees of the two railroad com- 
panies and as such were entitled to the bene- 
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fits of the Railroad Retirement Act, because 
the work was of such a nature as to make 
it impossible for the railroads to relieve 
themselves of the right to supervise the 
work, for otherwise the railroads could not 
possibly maintain their railroad time sched- 
ules. And the evidence was to that effect. 
The Bureau of Internal Revenue made a 
similar ruling in both cases. One of these 
companies (Chicago & North Western) ac- 
cepted these rulings so that the employees 
doing this work on this road experience no 
difficulties in having their claims adjudi- 
cated, but the other company (Boston & 
Maine) has not accepted these rulings so 
that the employees doing the same work on 
this road have the adjudication of their 
claims unduly delayed. This not only 
demonstrates the lack of uniformity among 
railroad carriers in this respect, but shows 
further that the rights of employees to bene- 
fits are gambled with by some carriers by the 
means of employing a contractor to intervene 
between themselves and their employees. 
MAINTENANCE-OF-WAY WORK 

A construction contractor (Morrison- 
Knudsen Co., Inc.), agreed to perform main- 
tenance-of-way work for one railroad 
(Southern Pacific Co.). The railroad fur- 
nished all materials, supplies, and equip- 
ment used in the rendition of the work; the 


contractor was merely a supplier of labor and ` 


was brought into the picture only because 
under the stabilization program the railroad 
could not pay the men prevalent higher 
wages, while the contractor could. The Rail- 
road Retirement Board held the services to 
be covered as “employees” services performed 
for the railroad. The Board's decision is, 
however, being contested and may be thrown 
into the courts. 


HANDLING LOCOMOTIVE COAL AND SAND, UN- 
LOADING COAL, REMOVAL OF LOCOMOTIVE 
CINDERS, CLEANING CARS, AND SIMILAR 
SERVICES 
One contractor (Shipley Co.) entered into 

contracts with one railroad (Chicago, St. 

Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Co.) 

covering the performance of labor in connec- 

tion with the handling of locomotive coal 
and sand, the unloading of coal and 
briquets, the removal and disposal of cin- 
ders, the cleaning of cars, and similar serv- 
ices. The Railroad Retirement Board found 
that the individuals engaged in the per- 
formance of such work were subject to the 
railroad's authority to supervise and direct 
the manner of rendition of their work, and 
that such individuals were, therefore, em- 
ployees of the railroad and entitled to bene- 
fits under the Railroad Retirement Act. The 

Bureau of Internal Revenue made a similar 

ruling. The railroad paid taxes to the Bu- 

reau of Internal Revenue under protest and 
thereafter brought suit against the Bureau 

for a refund of taxes paid. On June 14, 1946, 

a Federal district court (United States Dis- 

trict Court, District of Minnesota, Third Di- 

vision, Civil No. 712) found against the Gov- 

ernment, The Department of Justice is pres- 
ently considering whether an appeal should 
be instituted in the higher courts, 


FREIGHT-HANDLING SERVICES 


One contractor (New England Handling 
Co.) performed freight-handling services for 
carrier lessees (New York Central and Hud- 
son River Railroad Co., and the New York 
Central Railroad Co.) of a railroad (Boston 
& Albany Railroad). The Railroad Retire- 
ment Board found that the individuals per- 
forming the contract work were subject to 
the railroad lessees’ supervision and direction, 
and that their services were, therefore, cred- 
itable for benefits under the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act. The Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
however, ruled the freight-handling company 
itself to be an “employer” under the Carriers 
Taxing Act of 1937 as a carrier-controlled 
company performing services in connection 
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with railroad transportation. Subsequent- 
ly, the freight-handling company success- 
fully contested the Bureau of Internal Rev- 
enue’s ruling, the court finding that the 
company was not “directly or indirectly 
owned or controlled” by a carrier within the 
meaning of the Carriers Taxing Act of 1937 
and, therefore, not properly taxable itself 
as an “employer” under that act. The Rail- 
road Retirement Board's ruling was not af- 
fected in any way by the court’s decision 
since it was based on the theory that the in- 
dividuals performing the contract work were 
the employees of the railroad lessees, and 
not on the theory that the freight-handling 
company itself was an employer under the 
Railroad Retirement Act. 

This leaves the situation in a very un- 
desirable state. The Board has to pay ben- 
efits but the Bureau of Internal Revenue is 
not collecting taxes. 


OPERATIONS ON RAILROAD-OWNED ORE DOCKS, 
COAL DOCKS, SAND HOUSES, AND CINDER PITS; 
AND OPERATIONS OF RAILROAD BOARDING CAMPS 


One contractor (Addison Miller Co.) un- 
dertook to perform for a railroad (Northern 
Pacific Railway Co.) the operation of the 
latter's ore docks, coal docks, sand houses, 
cinder pits, and car-cleaning facilities, all 
owned by the railroad. In loading the ore 
from railroad cars into shipside, and vic> 
versa, the contractor is performing the work 
which the railroad is obligated to do under 
its tariffs. 

The same contractor also performed board- 
ing camp operations for a number of rail- 
roads (Northern Pacific Railway Co., the Soo 
Line, the Great Northern Railway Co., and 
the Spokane, Portland, & Seattle Railway 
Co). Such operations consisted of furnish- 
ing meals and lodging to road gangs of the 
railroad companies, Both the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue and the Railroad Retirement 
Board ruled that the individuals performing 
such services worked subject to the railroads’ 
control and were, therefore, employees of 
the railroad companies and entitled to bene- 
fits under the act. The railroads (Northern 
Pacific Railway Co. and Great Northern Rail- 
way Co.) brought suit against the Govern- 
ment for a refund of taxes paid the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue on the basis of such 
agency’s ruling. A Federal district court 
found in favor of the raï roads, and the Gov- 
ernment is now considering whether an ap- 
peal should be taken from such adverse de- 
cision. 


RAILROAD-CONTROLLED WAREHOUSES 


One wholly-owned railroad subsidiary 
(Duquesne Warehouse Co.) operates two 
warehouses owned and leased to it by the 
parent railroad (Pennsylvania Railroad Co.). 
At one warehouse the railroad subsidiary 
handles and stores carload sugar (all of which 
comes in and goes out over the railroad) 
under a so-called storage-in-transit privilege 
covered by tariffs filed by the railroad with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. At 
the other warehouse the railroad subsidiary 
handles freight which has come in, or is 
destined to movement, over the parent rail- 
road's lines. The Railroad Retirement Board 
and the Bureau of Internal Revenue ruled 
that the railroad subsidiary was an em- 
ployer” under the Railroad Retirement and 
Carriers Taxing Acts because the unloading, 
storage in transit, and the subsequent load- 
ing of the sugar and other freight under the 
circumstances were services in connection 
with railroad transportation. The railroad 
subsidiary contested these rulings and after 
nearly 8 years of controversy the United 
States Supreme Court upheld the Railroad 
Retirement Board's decision. 

RAILROAD-CONTROLLED REPAIR SHOPS 

1. One railroad subsidiary (Despatch Shops, 
Inc.) whose stock is wholly owned by the 
parent railroad (New York Central Railroad 
Co.), owns and operates railroad freight-car 
repair shops at a point along the parent 


9996 


railroad’s main line; and has regularly per- 
formed various kinds of freight-car repairs 
for this parent company. The Railroad Re- 
tirement Board and the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue found that the railroad subsidiary 
was an “employer” under the Railroad Re- 
tirement and Carriers Taxing Acts because 
these repair services were in connection with 
railroad transportation. After nearly 6 years 
of controversy, the Board’s decision was up- 
held by the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit and for the District of 
Columbia. 

2. A copper company (Utah Copper Co.) 
which owns a railroad (Bingham & Garfield 
Railway Co.) operates a repair shop for the 
railroad’s equipment. The Board held the 
company to be an employer with respect to 
this repair shop only because the repairing 
of railroad equipment is a service in connec- 
tion with railroad transportation. After 
nearly 4 years of controversy, the Board was 
upheld by the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Tenth Circuit, and the United States 
Supreme Court refused certiorari. 

3. One railroad subsidiary (Lenoir Car 
Works) wholly owned by its parent railroad 
(Southern Railway Co.) manufactured rail- 
road cars, supplies, and parts, and made re- 
pairs to the railroad equipment of its parent 
railroad. The Railroad Retirement Board 
found that such railroad subsidiary was an 
employer under the Railroad Retirement 
Act because such services were in connection 
with railroad transportation. After nearly 
2 years of controversy, the company accepted 
the Board's ruling without court litigation. 


LOADING AND UNLOADING OF FREIGHT CARS 


One contractor (Jersey Contracting Corp.) 
agreed to perform for one railroad (Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co.) the loading and unload- 
ing of freight to and from cars, vessels, and 
platforms, and the transfer between cars, 
vessels, and platforms of freight arriving by 
vessel or car at certain piers and docks. The 
piers and docks are all owned by the railroad 
company, which also owns the machinery 
used by the contractors in the handling of 
the freight. The Railroad Retirement Board, 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, and the 
Social Security Board all ruled the individ- 
uals performing the contract work to be the 
employees of the railroad company, since it 
was being performed subject to the railroad’s 
supervision and direction. The railroad 
company’s reply to all three rulings is a suit 
in the United States Court of Claims against 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue for a refund 
of taxes paid pursuant to that agency's rul- 
ing. To date that suit has not been decided 
by the court, and the rights of the employees 
in question to benefits under the act have 
changed from a reality intended by the act to 
a question mark. 


FREIGHT-FORWARDING COMPANIES 


Freight-forwarding companies assemble 
freight in less-than-carload lots from various 
shippers, and when they have accumulated 
enough to make a carload going to the same 
destination they ship it via the railroads 
under carload, rather than less-than-carload, 
rates, thus competing with trucks by taking 
away the business from them and giving it 
to the railroads. 

The services they perform are clearly load- 
ing and unloading of railroad freight and 
should be covered under the act, regardless 
of whether they are railroad controlled. 
Whether or not freight forwarders are ship- 
pers as far as the railroads are concerned, 
they are clearly carriers of railroad freight 
as far as the public is concerned. 

Of the three major freight-forwarding 
companies in existence, the Board ruled that 
two of them (National Carloading Corp. and 
Universal Carloading and Distributing Co., 
Inc.) are railroad controlled, and, therefore, 
are covered by the act. The third (Acme 
Freight Forwarding Co.) has not been found 
to be railroad controlled, and for this reason 
the Board, under the present law, could not 
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rule it to be an employer under the act. The 
result is that the first two are being discrim- 
inated against because the third has a com- 
petitive advantage over them. Of those two, 
one (National) has complied with the Board's 
ruling for several years, but the other one 
(Universal) has questioned the Board's rul- 
ing all along. Because of this, the first (Na- 
tional) is now also questioning the Board’s 


Since all three of them perform the same 


_ railroad services, regardless of whether they 


are railroad controlled, the only sane solu- 
tion to the problem (and in order not to give 
any of them unfair competitive advantages 
over the others) is to cover them all, regard- 
less of railroad control over them. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam sure 
the Senator from Ohio does not advo- 
cate that each of these border-line cases 
go through the courts and remain in 
the courts for perhaps 8 years before a 
decision can be obtained. It would be 
better for the employees of the compa- 
nies, as well as for everyone else con- 
cerned, to have the matter settled by an 
act of the Congress. That is exactly 
2 we are attempting to do at this 

e. 

- Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator sus- 
pend long enough to permit a message 
from the President, addressed to the 
Congress, to be read? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam glad 
to yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, in 
that request, I predicate it on the under- 
standing that the Senator from Colorado 
will not thereby lose the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
that the message from the President of 
the United States to the Congress be 
laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Burcu in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate the following message from the Pres- 
ident of the United States, which was 
read by the Chief Clerk and ordered to 
lie on the table. 

(For President’s message, see today’s 
proceedings of the House of Represent- 
atives on p. 10107.) ; 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
on today, July 25, 1946, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 


S. 1132. An act for the relief of Aeronauti- 
cal Training Center, Inc.; and 

S. 1748. An act for the relief of Ivor E. 
Nicholas. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the Rail- 
road Retirement Acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter D of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Colorado a 
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question. In paragraph 4, beginning on 
page 2 and ending on page 3, it is pro- 
posed to cover any person engaged in 
rendering certain services. The lan- 
guage at the end of the paragraph is, in 
part, as follows: 

With respect to passengers or property 
transported by railroad, at point of depar- 
ture or shipment or at destination or be- 
tween such points. 


The words “or between such points” 
are what I should like to have cleared up. 

As an illustration, suppose that a ship- 
ment of forest products, such as cross 
ties, timbers, piling, poles, or anything of 
that nature, is shipped from a point in 
the Gulf coast area under a through bill 
of lading to, let us say, Chicago. On that 
bill of lading there is a stop-over privi- 
lege for treatment of the shipment. The 
privilege is accorded to the shipment to 
stop at Cairo, Ill., for example, for creo- 
soting. That shipment is handled by the 
railroad on a through bill of lading from 
the point of origin to final destination. 
But, as I have said, a stop is made at the 
plant at Cairo for treatment. The plant 
has an arrangement with the railroad to 
treat such articles in transit. Would the 
employees of that treating plant be 
covered? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
would not. The same situation was sug- 
gested in regard to milling Wheat, for 
example, is shipped on a railroad and 
goes to a mill. It is then ground into 
flour and the flour is shipped from the 
mill. Under those circumstances the em- 
ployees of the mill would not come under 
the act. 

The Senator referred to the words “or 
between such points.” That language 
takes care of the cleaning of engines, the 
cleaning of cars, examining and treating 
hotboxes, or matters of that kind which 
would ordinarily be handled by employees 
of the railroad, 

The Senator is talking about ship- 
ments, While, of course, shipments are 
closely related to transportation, a dis- 
tinction must be made between the ship- 
ment itself and the equipment used in 
the transportation of the shipment. 

Mr. SWIFT. The language first refers 
to services. Near the end of the para- 
graph at the top of page 3 the language 
reads: 

Property transported by railroad, at point 
of departure or shipment or at destination 
or between such points. 


Reference is there made to property 
transported by railroads between certain 
points. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator may read what is said in line 1, 
page 3. There the language is, in part: 

Constitutes a part of or is necessary or in- 
cidental to the operation or maintenance of 


way, equipment or structures devoted to 
transportation use 


And so forth. I wanted to invite the 
attention of the Senator to that limita- 
tion. 

On page 2 the language is, in part: 

Is of such nature as to be susceptible of 
indefinitely continuous performance— 


And so forth. That refers to services 
to cars and engines which are beginning 
to be farmed out to contractors. 
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Mr. SWIFT. The language near the 
end of the paragraph at top of page 3 
contains the words “with respect to pas- 
et or property transported by rail- 
road.’ - 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, or 
services rendered with respect to pas- 
sengers. Passengers or property are 
hauled. That would be service which 
was rendered. But passengers are not 
covered under the bill, and neither is the 
freight. - 

Mr. SWIFT. Iam receiving many re- 
quests from persons to tell them whether 
they come under the bill. I am really 
trying to clear up the matter in my own 
mind. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I know 
the Senator is. I may say that I have 
been called out. of bed many times dur- 
ing the past 10 days by persons who 
called me over the telephone and asked 
whether they came under this bill. 

Mr. SWIFT. The difficulty is that 
some folks have a habit of calling us late 
at night and others have a habit of call- 
ing us early in the morning. 

Mr. President, allow me to cite an- 
other illustration of the point which I 
have in mind. Let us take, for example, 
manufactured articles such as agricul- 
tural machinery, which is moving from a 
point on the Great Lakes or on the Ohio 
River from Pittsburgh, say, or Cincinnati, 
down to Tennessee over the TVA inland 
waterway system, under a through bill of 
lading from the factory, first. by water 
transportation and then by rail transpor- 
tation to a ship at some port, as, for ex- 
ample, Savannah. 

Let us say that the shipment has moved 
from Chicago to Savannah. There are 
many points on the Tennessee River 
where commodities are taken from the 
barge line, reloaded into cars, trans- 
ported by the railroad to the port, and 
the bill of lading is a through bill of 
lading from the point of origin to the 
ship. Do the stevedores or other persons 
handling that commodity, when it is 
taken off the barge, put on the car, and 
at the port taken off the car and delivered 
to the ship, come under the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The sery- 
ice rendered by the railroad would of 
course come under the bill and the em- 
ployees taking part in that service would 
be covered. But all others would not 
be covered. I invite attention to page 5, 
line 5, where the following language ap- 
pears: 

By reason of operations in the conduct of 
which such person holds itself out directly 
to the public as a common carrier by water, 
air, or motor- or animal-drawn vehicle, or as 
a contract carrier by any of such means, other 
than contract carrier service regularly offered 
to railroad passengers, shippers, or consignees 
pursuant to arrangements with an employer 
such as defined herein. 


At the beginning of the paragraph it is 
stated that those are exceptions. 

Mr. SWIFT. I thank the Senator for 
his explanation. The Senator has said 
there are only two categories which are 
not already included. - 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SWIFT. But there are nine num- 
bered sections of the bill describing the 
persons who are included. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That was 
for purposes of clarification. As I indi- 
cated once before, there are many cases 
in the courts in connection with the pro- 
blem of coverage. The question is not 
exactly a new one. It has been a difficult 
one from the beginning. The reason for 
the language in the bill is to clarify the 
subject of coverage. As I have already 
said, the authors of the bill have left 
something to be desired in connection 
with the clarity of some of the statements 
which the bill contains, but the intention 
was to keep those cases out of the courts 
so that they could be determined by an 
act and not be drawn out through the 
courts year after year. We wanted to in 
this bill settle the question of coverage. 

Mr. SWIFT. If the Senator will per- 
mit one more observation, did it not take 
a great many words to clear it up, and is 
not the use of too many words by those 
who draw an act a very good way of get- 
ting the matter into court? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
claim to be an expert at drafting laws, 
and I had nothing to do with drafting the 
pending bill. That is a very technical 
job. It requires technicians, and it seems 
to me that sometimes too much language 
is inserted in laws. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I think it has already 
been made clear, by the report of the 
committee, and by the statements pre- 
viously made by the Senator from Colo- 
rado, and the chairman of the commit- 
tee, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER], and the majority leader, that 
operations carried on by trucking com- 
panies are not such as to bring the em- 
ployees within the coverage of the law, 
unless the trucking companies are owned 
or controlled, directly or indirectly, by a 
common carrier subject to part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act. 

To make the matter doubly sure, I wish 
to put to the able Senator in charge of 
the bill one additional hypothetical case. 
Suppose a trucking company does busi- 
ness in a city, and that a part of its busi- 
ness is under contract with a railroad 
company, under which they pick up and 
deliver certain property for the railroad 
company. Would the fact that an in- 
cidental part of the business of that gen- 
erally operated trucking company is pick- 
up and delivery service for the railroad 
bring the trucking company within the 
coverage of the act, if the trucking com- 
pany is not owned or controlled, directly 
or indirectly, by a railroad or carrier cov- 
ered by part I the Interstate Commerce 
Act? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
quite understand the contract the Sen- 
ator mentions. He says it is delivery serv- 
ice that is contracted by the railroad com- 
pany. Will he clarify that a little? 

Mr. PEPPER. Does the very fact that 
a trucking company, engaged in the gen- 
eral trucking business about a city, under 
an agreement with a railroad company 
does some pick-up and delivery service 
for the railroad company, although it is 
not owned or controlled, directly or in- 
directly, by the railroad company, bring 
it under the coverage of the act? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. In 
that case the employees of the delivery 
service would not be covered. I call the 
Senator's attention to page 3 of the bill, 
paragraph (5), line 10, where he will find 
this provision: 

Any person which, through any form of 
property interest, is directly or indirectly 
subject to control by or to common control 
with a carrier and which— 


Then, skipping over the intervening 
language, the sentence is finished with 
the words on page 4, line 2: 


is engaged in transportation by motor ve- 
hicles, 


Mr. PEPPER. In other words, in the 
case I put, the employees of the trucking 
company would not be covered by the 
act? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct; they would not be covered. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator. 
I wanted to make the point doubly clear. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. During the course of 
the debate the majority leader intro- 
duced into the Recor a portion of the 
report of the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce appearing on pages 6 and 7. 
In the course of the portion of the report 
that was introduced is this language: 

Many representations have been made to 
the committee indicating that persons (other 
than carriers subject to pt. I of the Interstate 
Commerce Act) engaged in manufacturing, 
harvesting, storing, distributing, selling, or 
delivering refrigeration or ice to or into equip- 
ment used for refrigeration purposes in con- 
nection with the transportation of passengers 
or property are included in the term “em- 
ployer," and that therefore their employees 
will be considered to be railroad employees. 
The committee would like to state cate- 
gorically that there is no purpose or intent 
to include such person as employers under 
the act and that it is the unanimous under- 
standing of the committee that such persons 
are not so covered. The committee also 
unanimously understands that notwith- 
standing the provisions of subsections (2) 
and (4) of section 1, there is no purpose or 
intent to include warehouse or trucking com- 
panies, or individuals carrying on either of 
such businesses, within the term “employer,” 
if they are not owned or controlled, directly 
or indirectly, by, or under common control 
with, a carrier subject to part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, 


Does the Senator regard the para- 
graph which I have read as of importance 
in determining the intent of the Senate in 
adopting the proposed legislation, if we 
do adopt it? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think it 
is important to show the intent of Con- 
gress in enacting the legislation inas- 
much as so many persons throughout the 
country have become concerned about 
the matter. Telegrams and telephone 
calls have come in from veterans and 
others inquiring whether they were cov- 
ered and the committee thought it ad- 
vantageous to make it clear to them that 
they were not covered by the proposed 
legislation. It is included as much as 
an assurance to the inquirers who have 
sent in the messages, indeed, more so, 
than for any other purpose, because we 
wanted to show the intent of Congress, 
and we wanted to assure people who were 
concerned, and industries concerned, 
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Mr. DONNELL. Does not the Senator 
agree that this paragraph could not do 
more than express the intent of the Sen- 
ate, namely, one branch of the Congress, 
and could not directly or indirectly ex- 
press the intent of the House of Repre- 
sentatives? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Oh, of 
course, we could not express the intent of 
the House of Representatives. But I 
call the Senator’s attention to the fact 
that the bill could not pass without the 
action of the Senate. 

Mr. DONNELL. But does not the Sen- 
ator think this paragraph, directly or in- 
directly, indicates, or tends to indicate, 
what the House of Representatives felt 
and what it understood when it passed 
the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course we have no way of knowing, at 
least the Senator from Colorado has no 
way of knowing, what the intent of the 
House of Representatives is, other than 
from the hearings. 

Mr. DONNELL. There is no state- 
ment the Senator knows of, is there, is- 
sued officially by any Member of the 
House of Representatives or by the 
House itself, as a declaration, which 
would define, in similar effect as does 
the quoted paragraph, what the conclu- 
sion of the House of Representatives is 
as to whether these various refrigera- 
tion, ice, and other companies are 
included? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. This is 
the only thing I know of on that point: 
A Representative whose name is Harris 
asked Mr. Robertson, the president of 
the Locomotive Firemen and Engine- 
men, the following question in the House 
hearings: 

Now, Mr. Robertson, I would like to ask, 
merely for clarification in my own mind, 
about the intent with reference to coverage 
that is proposed in this legislation. 

Could you or would you state whether or 
not it was the intention to take in such 
industries as ice companies, the ice industry, 
cold-storage warehousing industry, cotton 
compresses, and so forth? 


Mr. Robertson, who was a witness be- 
fore the House committee, replied—— 

Mr. DONNELL. He was a witness; he 
was not a Member of the House of 
Representatives? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He was 
a witness appearing before the committee 
of the House. Mr. Harris is a Member 
of the House, and propounded the ques- 
tion to Mr. Robertson. Mr. Robertson, 
who is the president of the Locomotive 
Firemen and Enginemen, as I have said, 
made this reply: 

Mr. Rosertson. Well, I can make a definite 
answer to that. No; it was not. We might 
just as well face the facts. We did not come 
here with any legislation designed to impose 
a railroad-retirement act on ice companies. 
We do not work for ice companies. 


That is the only evidence I have, other 
than the fact that certainly the House 
has received many letters and telegrams 
and inquiries, as the Senate has. Mem- 
bers of the House no doubt have received 
just as many inquiries as we have, or 
more. Yet they were satisfied with the 
bill as is, and passed the bill as is. So 
I take it for granted that the House must 
have given consideration to these points 
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and satisfied itself with respect to the 
matter and passed the legislation with 
that knowledge. 

Mr. DONNELL, But the Senator does 
not know of any declaration similar to 
the paragraph I have quoted from page 7 
of the report of the Senate Committee 
on Interstate Commerce which was 
issued by the committee of the House. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; I 
do not. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator says that a 
company icing cars is not subject to the 
provisions of the act. Suppose the rail- 
road itself in some cases were icing cars 
and proceeded to transfer that function 
to a private company. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is, 
farm it out by contract? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; farm it out by con- 
tract. Would the Senator say that the 
new company was subject to the act? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; if 
the railroad company owned the ice 
house and owned the ice and simply 
made a contract with someone to ice the 
cars out of the railroad’s ice house. 

Mr. TAFT. Suppose the railroad sold 
its ice house.to someone and transferred 
the whole business to him. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
think he would be covered by this 
measure. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator thinks he 
would not be covered. So it depends 
upon the character of service as to 
whether there is coverage or not. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It de- 
pends on the service rendered to the 
railroad. If men are working for the 
railroad company most of their time, they 
are employees of the railroad company, 
of course. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Is not this one of 
the tests? For instance, the railroads in 
many cases operate their own trucks as 
a part of their business. In such a case, 
of course, the employees on the trucks 
would be covered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY. But on the other 
hand, if a trucking company simply 
brings the goods to the railroad and de- 
livers them to the railroad, its employees 
would not be covered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Because they are 
working for the trucking company, and 
it is only an incident of their employ- 
ment that they haul the freight to the 
depot or put it on the cars. But if the 
men are in the employ of the railroad 
they would be covered. Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct. That is my interpretation. 

Mr. CONNALLY. That is the Sena- 
tor’s theory at least. That is the con- 
tention of those who favor the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
the contention of the proponents of the 
bill and the authors of the bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY, I am sympathetic 
with the Senator’s attitude. If that be 
true, would there be any objection to 
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an amendment making that absolutely 
clear? ‘There is evidently some con- 
fusion, because some contend one way 
and some contend another way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The dif- 
ficulty in amending the bill is this: The 
parliamentary situation is such that 
there is not likely to be a conference on 
this bill. If any amendment goes into 
it, there probably will not be a confer- 
ence and the bill will not be enacted into 
law. That is the reason we are trying 
to get away from amendments to the 
bill. The bill contains 60 pages, It is 
unreasonable to expect that anyone can 
write a bill and have it perfect in all 
details and in all particulars, and have it 
satisfactory in every way. That sim- 
ply cannot be done. It is a physical im- 
possibility to do so, and every Senator 
knows it. I do not care how expert the 
author may be; he cannot write that 
kind of a bill. Of course, there are little 
things about the bill that perhaps should 
be corrected. But the major things in 
the bill are so much more important 
than the little matters which should be 
corrected and perhaps clarified by 
amendment, and since we are in the par- 
liamentary situation in which we find 
ourselves, I for one am willing to accept 
some of the small matters that are not of 
such great importance in order to get 
the larger things which I consider to be 
of great importance. Every Senator, of 
course, will have to make up his own 
mind and take his own position on that 
matter. Therefore, so far as I am con- 
cerned, I am willing to accept the bill 
as it is, because after going over it from 
one end to the other and studying it very 
carefully I find that it contains much 
merit. It contains many splendid provi- 
sions. We either have to take the bill, 
unsatisfactory as it is in some details, in 
order to get any bill at all, or have no 
bill. So far as that is concerned, an- 
other bill could be started through the 
House and through the Senate to correct 
any of these matters that need to be 
corrected and clarified before any great 
harm can be done. No harm will be 
done anyway. 

Another bill can follow this bill which 
will correct such matters. I have no 
doubt it will do-that. The sponsors of 
the bill have certain amendments which 
they are ready to offer to the bill, all 
amendments dealing with little details 
that need to be corrected. So the op- 
ponents and the proponents both are in 
favor of some amendments. No doubt a 
bill will come along which will correct 
all the things that will need to be cor- 
rected in this piece of legislation. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to say 
to the Senator first of all that it seems 
to me to be very bad legislative practice 
to have legislation of this importance 
and of this magnitude and so far-reach- 
ing as this is, come to the Senate under 
the general theory, as propounded by the 
majority leader and by the able Senator 
from Colorado who is handling the bill, 
to the effect that due to the limitations 
of time under which we are laboring the 
Senate has either to take it or leave it, 
so to speak. I do not think we are per- 
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forming our correct legislative function 
if we become jockeyed into such a posi- 
tion. It seems to me that if the facts are 
as the Senator presents them—and I 
have no doubt he feels they are—that 
certain ice companies and others are not 
expected to be included under the bill, it 
would be a very simple process to have 
an amendment put into the bill making 
is a sound piece of legislation, so that 
there could be no question of doubt in 
anyone's mind, and then have the House 
accept the Senate’s amendment. If the 
facts are as presented in the report of 
the committee, there is no question of 
doubt on the part of any Member of 
the Senate, be he a proponent or an 
opponent of this legislation, that such 
amendments are sound and are reason- 
able. So I do not believe the argument 
that we are running up against a time 
limitation should prevent us from cor- 
recting the bill so that there could be no 
question of doubt in anyone’s mind 
about it. 

Now I call the able Senator’s attention 
to this fact: He will notice in the com- 
mittee report—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
Senator will permit me, I should like to 
comment on his observations on that 
point. This legislation has been pending 
for a long long time in the House. This 
is not the first bill dealing with the mat- 
ter. Similar bills were pending even be- 
fore this session of the Congress. This 
bill went to a committee in the House. 
I am not criticizing the House. They 
were acting as they thought they should 
act, and patriotically, and I do not quar- 
rel with them. But the fact is that the 
bill did not come out of the committee 
that handled the matter on the House 
side until it was petitioned out, and then 
when it was petitioned out it was delayed, 
and House action was very slow on it, and 
it came to the Senate only in recent days. 
We completed our hearings on the meas- 
ure in 1945, but the Senate could not 
proceed because this bill affects the rev- 
enue, so it must originate in the House. 
The Senate was helpless in the matter. 

I am informed—I do not know wheth- 
er the information is correct, but I be- 
lieve it to be—that if we amend this bill 
in any particular, the committee which 
is handling it in the House is very likely 
to*hold it and not take it to conference. 
So the bill will die. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator, in response to his statement, 
that it seems to me that as Members of 
the Senate of the United States we have 
a responsibility to see to it that no bill 
is passed by the Senate which is not in 
as sound shape as it can possibly be put 
into, because to do otherwise is to avoid 
our responsibilities, 

I might observe in passing that this 
seems to me to be a very great argument 
for some streamlining of Congress such 
as proposed by the able Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE], who has 
worked in this body over a period of 
many months in order to streamline the 
legislative processes, so that in the clos- 
ing hours of a congressional session we 
will not be presented with what in effect 
is an ultimatum that we have to take 
this without even crossing a “t” or dot- 
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ting an “i.” I sincerely believe that that 
is a most unsound legislative procedure. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, I yield 
to the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator has—I do 
not know whether “complained” is the 
right word or not, but the Senator made 
reference to the fact that there has been 
an inadequacy of time to give consid- 
eration to this legislation. The truth 
of the matter is that this bill passed the 
House and came to the Senate on the 3d 
day of July. Today, I believe, is the 25th 
day of July. More than 3 weeks have 
passed since the bill came from the House 
to the Senate. The Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce in that 3 weeks of time 
has held one meeting of approximately 
1 hour, given to this bill, and that en- 
tire time was devoted, I think I am jus- 
tified in saying, to making explanations 
as to why Senators knew nothing about 
the legislation, and why they regretted 
to vote upon the bill. The fault is not 
altogether with the calendar and with 
the clock. The fault lies with the Mem- 
bers of the Senate, and particularly with 
the members of the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Let me 
say in reply to the Senator that accord- 
ing to the data we have here, the bill 
came from the House on July 5, and it 
came out of committee on July 12. That 
is a period of 7 days. We have had the 
bill on the calendar for 12 days, of course; 
but the Senator from Maine knows very 
well that our calendar has been full. We 
have been working all the time. We have 
had to handle many important matters 
as quickly as possible. 

Mr. WHITE. I recognize all that. It 
is perfectly true that we have been work- 


ing all the time. We have been over- 


working all the time. To me that is an- 
other reason why we should not attempt, 
in the closing days of a session of Con- 
gress, with no adequate consideration 
having been given to a measure 60 pages 
long, to pass it without even looking it 
over once. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen- 
ator will have to reach his own determi- 
nation on that point. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. I should like to ask a few 
questions of the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado with regard to the pend- 
ing measure. I wish to clear up my own 
thinking. Possibly it may be helpful to 
have some of these questions answered in 
the RECORD. 

As I understand, the bill involves two 
separate funds. The first is the so-called 
retirement fund, which is contributed to 
by both the employer and the employee— 
that is the railroads and their employees. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
the retirement system. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand from my 
study of this matter that that fund is 
not adequately financed, and that there 
should be some strengthening of the 
financing of the fund. That is one of 
the purposes of the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is ad- 
mitted to be not actuarially sound. 
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Mr. SMITH. That is what I under- 
stand. On the other hand, there is a 
fund known as the unemployment-insur- 
ance fund, which has an accumulation 
of approximately $790,000,000 in it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Seven 
hundred and thirty million dollars, ac- 
cording to the latest figures I have heard. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand that the 
drain on that fund up to date has been 
not to exceed $14,000,000 or $15,000,000 
a year, so far as it has been used to 
meet the unemployment requirements. 
Therefore, there is a larger amount in 
that fund than is immediately needed. 
The suggestion has been made to me by 
those who have studied the bill that an 
adjustment might be made—and this is 
a very fundamental part of the bill—be- 
tween the money which comes into the 
retirement fund and the money which 
comes into the unemployment-insurance 
fund, to the end that the railroads may 
not be called upon to increase their con- 
tributions to the fund because of the fact 
that if they do increase their contribu- 
tion, as called for in the bill, possibly 
$100,000,000 more a year will be required, 
which will inevitably mean an increase 
in freight and passenger rates and a ten- 
dency to boost prices—something that 
we are trying to avoid all along the line 
to prevent inflation. 

Iam raising the question as to whether 
those conclusions are correct, and what 
the Senator has to say with regard to 
them. Let me make one further obser- 
vation before the Senator answers the 
question. q 

I understand that objection is raised 
to making a change in the amount which 
goes into the unemployment insurance 
reserve because of the desire to increase 
the benefits from that reserve. Yet if 
those benefits are increased such action 
will throw that reserve out of line with 
unemployment insurance benefits in 
other industries, thereby placing railroad 
employees in a preferred position as 
compared with other industrial workers. 

I should like to have those points 
clarified in my own mind, because it 
seems to me that they have a great bear- 
ing on the soundness of legislating to 
prefer one group of our society over other 
groups. It seems to me that we should 
be thinking in terms of the general 
policy under the Social Security Act, as 
well as under this act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The gen- 
eral Social Security Act may be all right; 
but the fact is that the railroads and the 
railroad employees pioneered in this 
field. 

Mr. SMITH. I realize that, I give 
them great credit for it. I am for their 
fund. I think they are working on the 
right basis, and I think every group 
should try to improve its position. But 
it seems to me that if we are to legislate 
for one special group we should think 
of our national policy on the subject and 
consider whether we should give one 
group privileges which another group 
does not have. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The rail- 
road employees and the railroads are 
financing their own railroad retirement 
system. Both parties are trying to put 
it on a sound actuarial basis. 
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I do not know that I completely under- 
stand the Senator’s question in regard to 
the unemployment insurance fund. I 
hope that he is not advocating taking 
money out of one fund and transferring it 
to the other. 

Mr. SMITH. No. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That 
ought not to be done. The unemploy- 
ment insurance fund is contributed sole- 
ly by the railroad companies, by the em- 
ployers. I think, perhaps, one or two or 
three States have permitted employees 
to participate in social security unem- 
ployment insurance; but the railroad 
fund is contributed entirely by the rail- 
roads themselyes. I think, perhaps, the 
reserve is larger than it needs to be, and 
that with the proper kind of legislation 
perhaps the railroads could be tempo- 
rarily relieved of contributing to that 
fund, which, of course, would give them 
considerable relief without endangering 
the fund. Whenever the fund dropped 
below a certain point, of course, their 
contribution would have to be increased. 

But that is not in this bill. I hope that 
before too long some legislation will come 
from the House on that subject, which 
will give the railroads some relief, which 
I think they could very safely have with- 
out jeopardizing the unemployment fund. 
So far as the Senator from Colorado is 
concerned, he would vote for that kind 
of a bill. I would vote for that kind of a 
provision in this bill if I thought that we 
could go to conference and come out of 
conference—as we usually can—with leg- 
islation. But we face a situation in 
which we almost know that if we amend 
this bill in any way we cannot come out 
of conference with a bill. Of course, that 
does not give us a fair opportunity to 
make the proper arrangement. 

Mr. SMITH. I should like to make 
my position clear. I did not intend for 
a moment to be understood as advocating 
taking any of the unemployment insur- 
ance fund for the retirement fund, I did 
intend to suggest that inasmuch as the 
railroads are paying 3 percent a year, as 
I understand, into the unemployment 
insurance fund, so long as a large reserve 
exists they might pay a smaller percent- 
age into the insurance fund and a larger 
percentage into the retirement fund; 
and, as the Senator suggested a moment 
ago, as the reserve became lower and 
lower they would pay a higher percentage 
into the reserve. I think the Senator’s 
suggestion is sound. I understood that 
such an amendment was suggested in the 
House, and that the amendment was in- 
corporated in the committee version in 
the House. I understood that both the 
brotherhoods and the railroads were 
willing to adopt that kind of a plan. Now 
a change is made, and the railroads are 
called upon to increase their participa- 
tion, which it seems to me inevitably will 
call upon them to go to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and request an 
increase in freight and passenger rates. 
If that is to be the result, I think we are 
legislating pretty fast in determining a 
policy of that kind overnight. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does not 
the Senator believe that another bill 
could follow? This is not the last Con- 
gress that will ever sit. That idea could 
be incorporated in a subsequent bill, and 
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I am sure it would meet with favor in 
this body. It seems to me that the idea 
is perfectly logical. No one wishes to 
collect a great deal more money from 
the railroads than is needed to build up 
the reserve to its proper level. The re- 
serye should not be built up far beyond 
the need. Iam sure that we do not want 
to do that. 

Mr. SMITH. If I may say so to the 
Senator, with all due respect to him, the 
fallacy in his suggestion is that this bill 
contemplates an increased tax on the 
railroads and increased benefits from the 
insurance fund, which no other social 
security group enjoys. I refer to health 
benefits and other benefits. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The in- 
creases in benefits do not amount to very 
much. I think they have been over em- 
phasized. 

Mr. SMITH. That is the point on 
which I am seeking information. What 
are the differences? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I know 
that the pending bill does not provide 
for spending all the accumulated re- 
serves. The increases in benefits are 
very moderate. Iam sure that if we pass 
this bill as it is, legislation will follow 
which will do what the Senator is sug- 
gesting. Some relief will be given to the 
railroads with respect to the payment 
of unemployment insurance, to as great 
an extent as it is safe to go. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not want relief for 
the railroads. Let me make myself clear. 
I do not believe that the railroads are 
asking for relief. But they are asking 
not to be taxed more now if they are to 
be compelled to request rate increases. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think 
the Senator must keep the two systems 
separate. We must not run them to- 
gether, because they are two entirely dif- 
ferent systems. I think it is unfortu- 
nate that the two of them are in this bill. 
I think they should be legislated on sep- 
arately. That is my own private opinion. 
But we have legislation on both systems 
in the same bill. However, another bill 
could follow from the House if such is 
the desire of the House. I am sure that 
the railroads could be granted relief if it 
were properly safeguarded. It would 
have to be properly safeguarded so that 
whenever the reserve fell below a certain 
amount the rates would be increased. 

Mr. SMITH. I agree with the Sena- 
tor on that point. I think that is the 
real way to deal with a fund of that 
kind. When the reserve gets down to 
the danger point the rate should be in- 
creased, and it should be adjustable 
along that line. 

I am simply suggesting now that with 
this large reserve the amount needed 
for the retirement fund could be taken 
care of by reducing the rate which the 
railroads pay for the other fund. If that 
were reduced to approximately 2½ per- 
cent, exactly what is needed for this fund 
could be obtained. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, Mr. President, I do not think the 
railroads are entirely without blame in 
this matter. I think they did every- 
thing they possibly could do to obstruct 
the passage of the proposed legislation 
in the House and in the Senate. I do 
not think they tried to reach a basis of 
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equity as between their employees and 
themselves. If they had made a differ- 
ent approach to this whole matter I 
think that today we would have a much 
better bill. But they have been obstruc- 
tionists, so far as this proposed legisla- 
tion is concerned, all the way along. 

Mr. SMITH. Then, does not the Sen- 
ator think that a matter of this kind 
should be adjusted on the basis of the 
collective-bargaining principle, as be- 
tween the railroads and their employees, 
rather than to have us serve as arbiters 
between the employees and the rail- 
roads? That is what troubles me. I be- 
lieve in the insurance fund. I wish to 
make the system as strong as possible. 
But I am seriously concerned about be- 
ing required to vote in haste “yea” or 
“nay,” when I think the proposal is fis- 
cally unsound. T also think it will involve 
an increase in freight rates, and that will 
be another element in the picture. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think 
that that position is sound. I do not 
think the Senate often has an oppor- 
tunity to vote for perfect legislation. 
But this measure is a long step in the 
right direction, and it could be followed 
by other steps. Other corrections can 
come from the House and from the Sen- 
ate, and we can fix up the matters that 
are troubling the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator. I 
feel a great sense of responsibility in 
a situation of this kind. 

I feel that what the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. KNOWITAN DI said a moment 
ago is very much to the point. I feel 
that we are abdicating our responsibili- 
ties as Members of this body if we say 
that we cannot make any changes or 
any amendments because it is too late in 
the session to do so. That position 
seems to me to be indefensible. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; I 
think it is a matter of taking two bites 
at it. I think two bites should be taken. 
That is my position. 

Mr. SMITH. Is the Senator from 
Colorado willing to eliminate from this 
bill certain features which can be fitted, 
into the next bill; and is the Senator will- 
ing to have this bill passed in that way, 
without having it contain those features? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to have this bill passed as it is, and 
I should like to see separate legislation 
enacted later. I think that is the only 
way we can handle the matter. We must 
take into consideration the long months 
of delay which this bill encountered in 
the other body. We cannot ignore that. 
I say to the Senator that this is not the 
first bill on this subject which has been 
in such a situation. At other sessions 
of Congress the railroad employees have 
tried to obtain legislation to correct the 
situation insofar as they were concerned, 
and such bills have been introduced 
early in the session; but they simply 
were placed in pigeonholes, and nothing 
came of them. 

Now this bill has gotten this far. It 
had to be petitioned out of the House 
committee; and on the floor of the House 
amendments were offered to it both by 
the proponents and by the opponents. 
That indicates, of course, that the bill 
is not exactly perfect. But the only 
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way we can secure the enactment of this 
measure—and we know it—is to pass 
the bill as it is, and then let the correc- 
tions come, as they will come. 

If we pass this bill as it is, I think 
I can almost assure the Senator from 
New Jersey that the corrections which 
he has in mind will come about. They 
will follow. It will not be nearly so dif- 
ficult to get those corrections as it has 
been to get this original bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Colorado yield to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Relative to the in- 
formation which was obtained at the 
hearings before the House committee, let 
me inquire whether it is a fact that a bill 
substantially the same as the bill now 
before us was introduced in the House 
and was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and 
that committee held on that bill exten- 
sive hearings, which lasted over a num- 
ber of months? Witnesses were heard. 
Witnesses from labor, from management, 
and from other interested groups testi- 
fied. The committee worked on the 
measure and finally rewrote it. The bill 
was reported from the committee. 
Then on the floor of the House an 
amendment was offered, and it complete- 
ly did away with the bill as reported by 
the committee and returned the bill to 
substantially the same form as when it 
had been originally introduced, the form 
in which it was prior to the time when 
the hearings were held. It not that a 
substantially correct statement of the 
facts? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; that 
is correct. The bill now before us was 
passed by the House of Representatives, 
without amendment, by a vote of 235 to 
49. The hearings were held, as the Sen- 
ator has stated; and I have procured for 
the benefit of the Senate the House hear- 
ings on the bill. I have kept them all 
these months. I got 100 copies of them 
from the House committee just as soon 
as the hearings were finished. The 
hearings before the House committee be- 
gan on January 31 and ended on April 
26. As soon as the hearings were con- 
cluded I asked the chairman of the House 
committee to give me 100 copies. So 
those hearings are now on the desks of 
all Senators. I have kept the copies for 
that very purpose. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is the very 
point I am raising. The hearings were 
held, and all of us have the several 
volumes on our desks now. As a result 
of those hearings, the members of the 
committee, who had listened to all the 
testimony contained in the three 
volumes, completely or substantially re- 
wrote the bill, based on the testimony 
which had been presented to them. The 
committee submitted its report to the 
House of Representatives. Then, on the 
floor of the House, the recommendations 
of the committee were ignored, even 
though the committee had gone through 
such extensive hearings; and on the 
floor of the House there was offered as an 
amendment to the bill as reported by 
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the committee, the original bill which 
had been introduced prior to the hold- 
ings of any hearings whatsoever. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The ma- 


jority of the committee did rewrite the 


bill; there is no question about that. The 
committee was sharply divided, however. 

But I desire to call the Senator’s at- 
tention to this fact, which is very sig- 
nificant: They did not rewrite the bill 
and they did not prepare legislation, as 
I understand it, until the petition was 
filed and until sufficient signatures were 
secured to the petition to force the bill 
to the floor of the House. When that 
was done, I am informed, a majority of 
the committee hurriedly prepared the 
substitute and reported it from the com- 
mittee. That substitute was rejected by 
the House. Then the original bill finally 
came before the Committee of the Whole 
of the House, and it was amended. It 
was amended by the opponents of the 
bill and by the proponents of the bill, 
until virtually the same language as that 
of the substitute proposal was placed in 
the bill. That was done by the House, 
sitting in Committee of the Whole. 
When the House came out of Committee 
of the Whole, the House voted out all of 
the amendments which had been put in 
by the proponents and the opponents, 
and that brought them back to the 
original bill, and the House finally passed 
the original bill and sent it to the Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his statement. 

Again I call the Senator’s attention to 
the section of the committee report deal- 
ing with the fact that it was not the in- 
tent of the Senate committee to cover 
refrigerating plants and warehouses and 
trucking companies. I understand that 
the Senator from Colorado has stated 
that there is no intent that they be cov- 
ered by the bill, although there is grave 
doubt in the minds of many persons 
regarding that matter. 

What concerns me at that point is 
that inasmuch as the committee report 
lists three or four specific cases, I won- 
der what the situation is in the case of a 
firm of a type which is not listed in the 
report. Is not the impression then given 
that anyone else, anyone except those 
that are mentioned in the report, would 
be covered under the act? 

Specifically I wish to ask the able Sen- 
ator from Colorado this question: In his 
opinion, are water carriers covered under 
the bill as now written? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; wa- 
— carriers are not covered under the 

ill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. So far as I can 
ascertain from the report, water carriers 
are not among the groups listed as being 
exempt, in the view of the committee or 
according to the intention of the com- 
mittee. I may have missed the state- 
ment, and I wonder whether the Senator 
from Colorado can call my attention to 
a place in the report where such a state- 
ment appears. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There 
Was no necessity for including such a 
statement. No one ever intended or 
considered that water carriers would be 
covered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let us consider the 
situation of a water carrier on the Great 
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Lakes, for instance, where the cargoes 
are unloaded from the railroads and are 
loaded onto barges or ships, and then 
move in transit, and finally are unloaded 
from the barges or the ships and are 
placed back on the railroads, again. Is 
it the Senator’s statement that in his 
opinion such a water carrier is not cov- 
ered under the bill as now written and 
is not intended to be covered? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; such 
a water carrier is not covered in the bill 
now pending before us. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. And is it the Sen- 
ator’s opinion that no water carrier is 
covered under the bill, except one that 
might be owned by a railroad? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Owner- 
ship and control applies to trucks, and 
no one who was considered to be a water 
carrier would in any way be covered by 
the bill. Water carriers and their em- 
ployees are not covered by the bill. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
However, I have promised the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] that I will 
yield to him. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the minority 
leader, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to consider Calendar No. 
1698, Senate 2359. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the 
Senator from Nevada withhold his re- 
quest for a moment? I wish to com- 
plete my reply to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. McCARRAN, I withhold my re- 
quest. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I invite 
the attention of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia to page 5 of the bill where a list 
of exclusions is set forth. He will notice 
the words: “by reason of operations in 
the conduct of which such person holds 
itself out directly to the public as a com- 
mon carrier by water, air, or motor or 
animal-drawn vehicle, or as a contract 
carrier by any of such means, other than 
contract carrier service regularly offered 
to railroad passengers,” and so forth. 

That is the language which covers the 
point which the Senator from California 
has raised, and it excludes a water car- 
rier from the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it the Senator’s 
opinion that it is not the intention of 
House bill 1362 to extend coverage to 
maritime employees, seamen, longshore- 
men, dock clerks, warehousemen, and 
others who are not employed on a rail- 
road? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. For the 
most part, the answer is that they are 
not included, but in some cases stevedores 
‘are included. However they are in- 
cluded already under the present act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator said 
“in some cases.” For the benefit of the 
record, in the event that a judicial de- 
termination is made later, will the Sena- 
tor differentiate between some who might 
be included and some who might not be 
included? a 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Where 
freight is unloaded by a stevedore from 
a freight car directly onto a ship, and he 
is paid by the railroad company, of 
course he would be covered. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; if he is a rail- 
road employee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If he is 
paid by the railroad company he would 
be covered. j 

Mr. KNOWLAND. But if he is not 
paid by the railroad company, what then? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
employment is railroad employment, of 
course the man would be covered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. We understand 
that railroad employees are covered. I 
do not believe there is any question in 
any Senator’s mind on that point. But 
the question which we are now trying to 
determine is whether a person who is 
not a railroad employee, and is not on 
the pay roll of a railroad, is covered un- 
der this bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. He is 
covered under the bill if railroad employ- 
ment is farmed out to him. If he con- 
tracts to do railroad work, he is covered 
under the act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. How does the Sen- 
ator differentiate with reference to some 
other type of firm, such as an icing firm 
which, perhaps, is furnishing services and 
materials to railroads, and to others in 
connection with similar activities? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There 
are many borderline cases and when the 
bill is finally enacted into law it will be 
the purpose of the sponsors of the bill to 
offer a concurrent resolution correcting 
some of the typographical changes which 
need to be made in the bill. The con- 
current resolution will also contain a 
provision attempting to clarify the cov- 
erage points which have been raised. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. With all due re- 
spect to my able colleague from Colo- 
rado, I feel very strongly that the correct 
place to clarify these matters so that 
there can be no question about them 
later, is in the bill. If it is the inten- 
tion of the proponents of the bill that 
such persons or such firms as those to 
which the Senator has referred are not 
included, I can see no objection to the 
Senate making the necessary correction 
by amendment on the floor, and sending 
the bill back to the House where the 
amendment can be accepted. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I will 
yield in a moment. I wish first to reply 
to the Senator from California. 

Mr. WHERRY. There are other Sen- 
ators who are very much interested in 
the points which the Senator from Colo- 
rado is attempting to clarify. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the 
Senator allow me, please, to answer the 
question of the Senator from California? 

Mr. WHERRY. I merely wished to 
ask the Senator from Colorado to yield 
in order that I might suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wish 
first to complete my answer to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. He asked me what 
distinction could be made. When a rail- 
road company holds itself out to deliver 
freight to a ship, for example, and the 
employment of a stevedore is a part of 
the fulfillment of the contract, of course 
the stevedore is covered by the bill. 

If the railroad company holds itself 
out to deliver freight to a dock, the steve- 
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dore who takes the freight from the dock 
and puts it on the ship is not covered 
by the bill. 

I know that these lines of demarcation 


are difficult, but I think there is no ques- 


tion about the point which I have just 
explained. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I now 
yield to the Senator from Nevada, but it is 
perfectly all right with me to have a 
quorum call. 

Mr. WHERRY. I did not want to take 
the Senator. off his feet, but I knew that 
the point the Senator from Colorado 
was discussing with the Senator from 
California was of interest to many Sen- 
ators who are not present at this time, 
and before a vote is taken on the bill they 
will probably be asking similar questions 
of the distinguished Senator. Many of 
the questions already asked will be asked 
all over again. 

Mr. President, I feel that if we are to 
continue to hold night sessions there 
should be a quorum present in the Senate 
Chamber. At the present time there are 
present only a few Members of the Sen- 
ate. So far as Iam concerned, I shall not 
object to the Senate proceeding to con- 
sider the bill which the Senator from 
Nevada desires to have disposed of, but I 
know there are Senators who are inter- 
ested in the pending bill and want to be 
present. 

If the Senator from Colorado feels as 
I do, I will suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does the 
Senator insist on suggesting the absence 
of a quorum before the Senator from 
Nevada succeeds in having the Senate 
dispose of the bill which he wishes the 
Senate to consider? 

Mr. WHERRY. I do not insist on do- 
ing anything at all, but I think there 
should be a quorum present in the Cham- 
ber. 5 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Let us 
first allow the Senator from Nevada to 
make his request. The bill to which he 
refers is a noncontroversial measure, 


CLOSING OF OFFICE OF THE RECORDER 
OF DEEDS ON SATURDAYS 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to consider Senate bill 2359, a 
bill to close the office of the Recorder of 
Deeds on Saturdays. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, does the 
bill apply only to the office of the Re- 
corder of Deeds of the District of Co- 
lumbia? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. It is the only 
Office in the District which does not close 
on Saturdays, 

Mr. WHITE. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2359) to 
close the office of the Recorder of Deeds 
on Saturdays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 
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There being no objection, the Senate 
preceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, with an amend- 
ment, on page 1, after line 5, to insert a 
new section so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions of any other act, the Office of 
the Recorder of Deeds for the District of 
Columbia shall be closed on every Saturday. 

Sec. 2. Any writing, the time for record- 
ing of which expires on a Saturday, or on a 
Sunday, shall be deemed to have been re- 
corded within the time prescribed if such 
writing be recorded on the first day there- 
after other than Sunday or a legal holiday. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B and chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Colorado does not object, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I 
should like to say also that we want a 
Sey eins present if we are to have any 
a Š 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The call- 
ing of a quorum will not take me off the 
floor, will it? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Colorado be allowed to resume the 
floor immediately after the quorum call 
has been disposed of. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Austin Hawkes Moore 
1 Hayden Morse 
Barkley Hill Murdock 
Brewster Hoey Radcliffe 
Brooks Huffman Reed 
Buck Johnson, Colo, Revercomb 
Capehart Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Capper Kilgore Shipstead 
Carville Knowland Smith 
Connally La Follette Swift 
Cordon Langer Taft 
Donnell Thomas, Okla 
Ferguson McClellan ‘Thomas, Utah 
Fulbright McFarland Vandenberg 
rge McKellar Wheeler 
Green McMahon Wherry 
Guffey Magnuson White 
Gurney Mead Wiley 
Hart Millikin Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty- 
seven Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
BILLS SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 1426. An act to provide for the replan- 
ning and rebuilding of slum, blighted, and 
other areas of the District of Columbia and 
the assembly, by purchase or condemnation, 
of real property in such areas and the sale 
or lease thereof for the redevelopment of 
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such area in accordance with said plans; and 
to provide for the organization of, procedure 
for, and the financing of such planning, 
acquisition, and sale or lease; and for other 


purposes; 

S. 1466. An act authorizing rehabilitation 
on the island of Guam; and 

S. 2246. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to acquire in fee or otherwise 
certain lands and rights in land on the 
island of Guam, and for other purposes. 


WAR ASSETS ADMINISTRATION ADVER- 
TISING 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was in- 
terested in one particular suggestion of 
the President. Now at long last he has 
come to the idea that we should cut ex- 
penses. 

There was brought to my attention to- 
day a short column under the headline 
“Veterans’ Affairs,” by Tyrrell Krum, 
which is published in a Washington pa- 
per. In this article he brings to our at- 
tention that Congress was prevailed upon 
to hand the WAA, that is, the War Assets 
Administration, $20,000,000 for the pur- 
pose of advertising its sales. Instead of 
utilizing the WAA’s own organization, 
those on its pay roll, certified by the 
Civil Service Commission to handle the 
agency’s advertising, the War Assets Ad- 
ministration high command retains a 
New York advertising agency not only to 
write the ads, but to select the media 
in which they are to be placed, 

Mr. Krum calls attention to the fact 
that that means a cool $3,000,000 for this 
agency. Bear in mind, Mr. President, 
that this $20,000,000 was given the War 
Assets Administration, which has on its 
own pay rolls employees certified by the 
Civil Service Commission to perform this 
function. So I think that we had better 
check up a little and see whether or not 
the President’s long delayed suggestion 
that we reduce expenses is being followed 
by the administrative departments under 
his control. 

I ask that the entire article by Mr. 
Krum be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: a 

VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
(By Tyrrell Krum) 

One of the most ridiculous of the many 
activities being carried on by the War Assets 
Administration is that of the so-called adver- 
tising section, charged with placing tax-paid 
advertisements in newspapers around the 
country designed to bring to the public in- 
formation on surplus property sales coming 
along. 

Coates Was prevailed upon to hand the 
WAA advertising boys upward of $20,000,000 
for this purpose. And what do you think 
happened? 

Instead of utilizing the WAA’s own organi- 
zation of pay-rollers certified by Civil Service 
to handle the agency’s advertising activities, 
the WAA high command goes out and retains 
a New York advertising agency—Fuller, 
Smith & Ross—to not only write the ads but 
to select the medium in which they are to be 
placed. 

And, it is interesting to note, the agency 
collects the usual 15 percent retainer going 
to all advertising agencies for handling dis- 
play advertising—which in this case should 
net #3,000,000—right nice chunk of the tax- 
payers’ money! 

With a New York advertising agency han- 
dling this big job we can’t help but wonder 
what the WAA advertising division has to do. 

xXCII——630 
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And you should see the type of advertising 
on which they spend these millions, 

For instance, in the latest batch of ads 
plastered all over the country, the WAA is 
asking for bids on the Valesco Texas mag- 
mesium plant, on an aluminum plant at Ta- 
coma, Wash., and the ferrosilicon plant 
at Wenatchee, Wash. Each of these plants 
cost many millions of dollars to build and 
operate. 

What earthly gooa could full-page adver- 
tisements in newspapers—big and small 
alike—possibly do? Only a few persons at the 
very most would be interested in such a huge 
financial operation. 

On the other hand, the thing that Congress 
undoubtedly had in mind when it handed 
over the money for paid advertising was a 
rational and well-thought-out program of 
letting the little guy down along the line 
know-when there was going to be something 
available in which he might be interested. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC, 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B and chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I wish to refer very briefly to 
some of the things the bill does. Cer- 
tainly the Senate does not have freedom 
from fear, because we have been discus- 
sing provisions which appear in the bill 
of which the Senators seem to be afraid. 
I wish now to discuss some of the things 
which the pending measure really does. 

First let me say that the railroads and 
the railroad employees were the pioneers 
in developing security. For more than 
50 years they have had pension plans, 
which have been of great advantage to 
the railroad companies, to the employ- 
ees, and to the shippers. The shipper is 
very directly interested in good service. 
He receives good service when the rail- 
road employees are enthusiastic about 
their vocation and their industry. So 
everyone has been benefited by it. 

But during the depression, in the early 
thirties, it was disclosed that the pension 
system which had been set up by the 
railroad companies had no reserves, and 
the men were being paid out of current 
receipts of the railroad companies. So 
when the hard times came, when the de- 
pression came, at the very time when 
the pension moneys were needed most, 
the railroad companies had to curtail 
the pensions from 10 to 40 percent. 
The late Joseph Eastman, who was one 
of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sioners, was considerably troubled by the 
plans which the railroad companies had 
of paying the pensions out of current 
receipts instead of building up reserves. 
So the matter came to the Congress, and 
in 1934 a retirement plan was passed by 
the Congress. The Supreme Court de- 
clared it unconstitutional. Then an- 
other plan was worked out by the 
Congress, and passed, and immediately 
litigation ensued. I do not know that 
the second plan which was passed in 
1935 was declared unconstitutional. I 
do not recall, but at least there was liti- 
gation in connection with it, so it never 
became operative. 

About that same time the social se- 
curity law was made effective, and the 
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1935 statute exempted railroads from 
the social-security law. Then finally 
the railroad companies and the railroad 
operatives sat around the table together 
and worked out a retirement plan and 
an unemployment-insurance plan, and 
both sides agreed at that time that no 
question would be carried to the courts 
in regard to the validity of the retire- 
ment plan. The companies and their 
operatives worked out a very good plan, 
but the plan which they worked out is 
not actuarially sound. The Railroad 
Retirement Board, which is made up of 
a@ representative of the railroads, a rep- 
resentative of the employees, and a 
representative appointed by the Treas- 
ury, representing the public interest, 
declared in 1941 that the plan which 
had been set up by the Congress for the 
railroad men was not actuarially sound, 
and that the rate would have to be in- 
creased. The employees themselves 
reached the decision that the rates 
would have to be increased. Congress 
passed the law, and Congress must 
assume responsibility for making the 
plans actuarially sound. Congress has 
a responsibility in this matter. 

I know that social security is not ac- 
tuarially sound—everyone knows that— 
yet Congress keeps postponing year after 
year the increased payment on the part 
of the employees and on the part of 
industry by way of contribution which 
each shall make to social security. Con- 
gress has been warned by Mr. Altmeyer 
time without number that if that shall 
be continued, and a reserve not be built 
up, sooner or later the Government will 
have to make a contribution to social 
security. But no one has offered the 
suggestion that the railroad-retirement 
plan is eventually going to be supported 
by-the Federal Treasury. No one has 
that idea in mind. The railroads them- 
selves and the railroad workers want to 
make the plan actuarially sound so it will 
stand on its own feet, and be contributed 
to solely by the railroad employees and 
by the railroads themselves. 

So much for that, Mr. President. I 
think it also should be said that the 
railroads require as workers the most 
alert persons who can be secured. Rail- 
roading is a serious business. A few 
weeks ago an engineer on a train moving 
out of Chicago at 80 miles an hour, an 
old engineer of the road, a trusted and 
faithful and dependable man, for some 
reason or other had some sort of a men- 
tal*lapse for a second or two. He did 
not observe that the signal was in “cau- 
tion.” In another split second he no- 
ticed a stop signal ahead of him, and, 
of course, he slapped on the brakes, but 
it was too late. He plowed into another 
passenger train and there was a tremen- 
dous loss of life, and a million dollars’ 
worth of property was destroyed. Such 
things are apt to occur in railroading all 
thetime. Railroad men have to be alert. 
They have to be enthusiastic about their 
work. There is no industry which de- 
pends so much upon alertness and effi- 
ciency—and I might say enthusiasm—on 
the part of the employees for success as 
does the railroad business. That is one 
of the reasons why the railroad com- 
panies were so anxious 50 years ago to 
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establish pension systems, and that is 
why the railroad-pension systems have 
worked so well because mankind has al- 
ways wanted security. That is instinc- 
tive in mankind. A man tries to get 
security. If he is working in an indus- 
try which furnishes him security, he is 
going to be more satisfied and do better 
work. At least that has been the expe- 
rience of the railroad companies. 

The plans which were worked out in 
1937, through collective bargaining, be- 
tween the employees and the employers, 
while they represented a great step for- 
ward, did not do a perfect job. The most 
glaring deficiency in the present law is 
in regard to disability benefits. This bill 
corrects that deficiency in respect to dis- 
ability benefits. What d Senators think 
of a provision which requires a man, be- 
fore he can draw annuities, to be total- 
ly disabled for employment in any ca- 
pacity, of any kind, not simply railroad 
employment? He must be unable to do 
anything at all, to entitle him to draw 
annuities. He must be 65 years old, or 
he must have served 30 years for the rail- 
road company. If he does not meet these 
qualifications he does not get his total 
disability payment. 

Under the pending bill that situation 
is being corrected, as it ought to be cor- 
rected. The previous situation was dis- 
graceful, if I may say so. Under the pro- 
visions of this bill a man who has served 
a railroad for 10 years, I think it is, and 
becomes totally disabled for railroad 
work, is entitled to disability benefits. 
What does that cost the railroad com- 
panies? It costs the companies $10,625,- 
000 to make that change in respect to 
disability. Those figures are based on a 
pay roll of $2,500,000,000, and which is 
what the railroads contend the pay roll 
is going to be. So making that change 
in disability benefits will cost the rail- 
roads $10,625,000, and it wil! cost the men 
that much too. This is a 50-50 proposi- 
tion. Whatever it costs the railroads it 
costs the men. The men are anxious and 
willing to meet that requirement. 

About one-fourth of the 60-page bill 
which Senators have before them pro- 
vides for survivor and death benefits, 
The survivor and death benefits, with a 
pay roll again of $2,500,000,000, are going 
to cost the railroads $29,375,000 and they 
are going to cost the men $29,375,000. 
But the survivor and death benefits 
which the railroad employees are going 
to receive are all contained in the social- 
security law. They are in the social*se- 
curity plan. The only difference is that 
under the pending bill they are increased 
about 25 percent above the benefits under 
the social-security plan. But we must 
remember that railroad employees pay 
six times the amount of pay-roll taxes 
that a person pays under the social-se- 
curity plan, and why should not they be 
entitled to a little more benefit when they 
pay six times as much? They are given 
a 25-percent better arrangement than is 
provided in connection with the social- 
security plan. 

Another change which is made by the 
bill is that the minimum annuity pay- 
able to railroad men is increased from 
$40 to $50 for men who have had 17 
years of experience. If a man has had 
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17 years of experience on a railroad, his 
minimum annuity is increased by the bill 
from $40 to $50. That increase will cost 
the railroads $375,000 and it will cost 
the men $375,000. 

The provision that a maximum of 
$120, as the total amount, can be paid is 
not changed by this bill. The average 
annuity payment under the retirement 
plan is $67. Does not the Senator think 
that is moderate? Does he think there 
is anything extravagant or luxurious 
about such a payment? Of course, the 
answer is that there is not. 

Something has been said about the 
great benefits that are to be given under 
the unemployment-insurance plan. The 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] 
asked some questions about that a while 
ago. He inquired about the great bene- 
fits that are now proposed by the bill, in 
connection with unemployment insur- 
ance. Let me state what the benefits will 
be. Under the provisions of the bill, un- 
employment due to sickness will be re- 
garded the same as unemployment due 
to lack of a job. That may be an innova- 
tion, but is it not justice? The older 
railroad men are in no danger of losing 
their jobs, because they have seniority. 
If such a man has worked for a railroad 
company for 10, 15, or 20 years, he will 
not have any unemployment due to a 
shortage of jobs, because if there are any 
shortage of jobs in the division in which 
he works, the men without seniority will 
be laid off. 

But the older men, in many instances 
the gray-haired men, will have sickness, 
and they are entitled to insurance to take 
care of their situation when they are 
sick. 

Another change which the bill pro- 
vides is in connection with unemployment 
insurance. The present law provides for 
the payment of-$4, in the case of men 
whose salaries are $1,600 and over. Un- 
der the pending bill a ceiling is estab- 
lished. Under existing law, every man 
is paid $4 a day if he draws $1,600 or 
more a year. That is the top. Under 
the bill he will get $4 a day if his annual 
salary is between $1,600 and $2,000. If 
his salary is above $2,000 and under $2,- 
500, he will get $4.50 a day; and if his 
salary is above 82,500, his unemployment- 
insurance payment will be $5 a day. Mr. 
President, there is nothing extravagant 
about that. These rates were deemed 
necessary in order to bring the unemploy- 
ment-insurance plan within some range 
of the social-security benefits. We do 
not go way beyond the social-security 
benefits. We are simply attempting to 
bring the railroad unemployment-in- 
surance benefits within the range of 
those benefits. The benefits I have enu- 
merated are, in many instances, below 
the social-security rates in some of the 
Siates. 

So there is nothing extravagant about 
this bill. There is nothing about it which 
should not be adopted by the Congress. 
We have a few fears ahout a few of the 
details of the bill. But the bigger things, 
the important things, are not extrav- 
agant. They should be adopted, and I 
am sure they will be adopted by the Sen- 
ate. 
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I notice that the railroad companies 
claim that the bill will cost them $100,- 
000,000. The part of the bill which 
makes the unemployment system or the 
retirement system actuarially sound 
takes up 60 percent of that amount. 
Sixty percent of the $100,000,000 is 
needed in order to make the system 
sound, as Congress promised the men 
it would be. If the figure of $100,000,090 
is correct, 60 percent of that amount 
will go to make the system actuarially 
sound. When the law was first enacted, 
Congress pledged that the system would 
be actuarily sound; and 60 percent of 
the $100,000,000 will do that. Forty- 
three million dollars-plus will be for the 
so-called increased benefits and in- 
creased annuities. I cannot see why a 
Piece of legislation should be hailed as 
completely devastating, when it provides 
for benefits of 40 percent of $100,000,000 
for increased annunities and for in- 
creased benefits. 

I am sure the bill is nothing of the 
kind. I am sure it is a very progressive 
piece of legislation. I think it should be 
passed by a very large vote in the Senate, 
just as it was passed by a large vote in 
the House of Representatives. In the 
House, the vote was 235 to 49. I believe 
that the Senate should pass the bill by 
at least a corresponding majority. 

I realize that there are 60 pages of very 
technical language in the bill, and of 
course there will be a great many ques- 
tions. I have tried to answer the ques- 
tions which have been propounded up to 
now. As other questions occur to other 
Senators while the bill is under consider- 
ation, we shall try to supply the answers. 

I do not think it is necessary for me 
to attempt to describe the bill any fur- 
ther. If there is any particular interest 
in any special part of the bill, we shall 
try to supply the answers to the ques- 
tions which may be propounded. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. WiH the Chair state 
vas the present parliamentary situation 

s? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is pending before the Senate and is open 
to amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. REED 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Indiana yield for that purpose? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Ido. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: i 


Alken Capper Gurney 
Andrews Carville Hart 

Austin Connally Hawkes 

Ball Cordon Hayden 
Barkley Donnell Hill 

Bilbo Downey Hoey 

Brewster Eastland Huffman 
Brooks Ferguson Johnson, Colo. 
Buck Fulbright Johnston, S. OC. 
Burch George Kilgore 
Bushfield Gerry Knowland 
Byrd Green La Follette 
Capehart Guffey Langer 


Lucas Murray Taft 
McCarran O'Daniel Taylor 
McClellan O'Mahoney Thomas, Okla 
McFarland Overton Thomas, Utah 
McKellar Pepper Tobey 
McMahon Radcliffe Vandenberg 
Magnuson Wagner 
Maybank Revercomb Walsh 

Mead Russell Wheeler 
Millikin Shipstead Wherry 
Mitchell Smith White 

Moore Stanfill Wiley 

Morse Stewart Willis 
Murdock Swift Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty- 
one Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all of section 1, and renumber 
the remaining sections of the bill; and 
on page 60, it is proposed to strike out 
lines 18 through 20. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, the pur- 
pose of this amendment is clearly indi- 
cated by the language of the amend- 
ment. It would strike out section 1 
of the bill. This section is the one which 
increases the coverage of the law. If 
this section were stricken out the cov- 
erage of the bill would be exactly as it 
now is in the law. 

I cannot subseribe to the view that 
we ought not to make any change in the 
bill. The House of Representatives did 
not have the opportunity to pass upon 
any of the several amendments which 
were offered in the House, because the 
vote was had upon the amendments en 
bloc. When the committee in the House 
of Representatives considered the bill 
it made more than 20 amendments. The 
Committee of the Whole in the House 
adopted almost all those amendments. 
Then when the matter came before the 
House of Representatives the vote was 
had upon the amendments en bloc. So 
no opportunity was given to the House 
to vote on any of those amendments. 
The House either had to kill all of them 
or adopt all of them, and therefore they 
were not adopted and the bill was passed 
as introduced. 

The suggestion is made that the com- 
mittee report will allay the fears of those 
who believe that the bill would cover 
them. I cannot subscribe to that posi- 
tion. The language of the bill is clear 
and unequivocal. It denotes just who is 
to be included. There is no means by 
which the statement of a committee in 
support of a bill can modify or change 
the plain written words of the bill. 

If there is any ambiguity about this, 
the report of the committee might be 
useful in enabling the court properly to 
interpret the matter; but when the lan- 
guage is clear and unequivocal no pur- 
pose would be served because the court 
would construe the act according to its 
language. 

Mr. President, let us see what is the 
purpose of section 1. The committee 
says that it is not the purpose to cover a 
large number of persons who apprehend 
they are covered. If the object is not to 
cover them, why is section 1 placed in 
the bill? It covers nearly 8 pages. There 
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are 11 subsections under section 1. Why 
was it necessary to write in the bill 11 
subsections? 

In the committee report, on page 6, 
there is the following statement: 

The bill brings under the Railroad Retire- 
ment and Unemployment Insurance Acts two 
new groups of employers, namely, railroad- 
controlled trucking companies and those 
freight forwarders that are not now covered. 
The railroad-controlled trucking companies 
are operated as part of the railroad plant 
for the performance of railroad transporta- 
tion, 


If the purpose of the bill is to include 
only those two classes, why does not the 
bill say so? Why was it necessary to 
write 11 subsections to section 1? If it 
is the purpose of those who are sponsor- 
ing the bill to cover only those two 
classes, why does the bill contain 8 pages 
in setting forth the first section? 

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 

enator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish the Senator from 
Colorado would state what he stated ear- 
lier in the day. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. z 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I stated 
this afternoon that the reason for all 
the language to which the Senator has 
referred is to enable the entire matter 
of coverage to be clarified. A great many 
cases with regard to the subject have 
been in the courts and some of them 
have been in the courts for a long time. 
It was necessary to have a clarification 
of the point which has been raised. 
Otherwise every little question which 
might be raised would have to go through 
the courts and finally to the Supreme 
Court. Of course, no one wants that to 
be made necessary. So it was essential 
in the bill to clarify the matter of cov- 
erage. 

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. GERRY. I cannot understand 
the argument of the Senator from Colo- 
rado. When a new statute has been er- 
acted for the purpose of clarifying some- 
thing, the courts then have to pass upon 
the matter. Therefore, we are no better 
off than before. 

Mr. HOEY. The Senator is correct. 
Let us examine the statement of the 
Senator from Colorado. He is a good 
lawyer. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; I 
am not a lawyer at all. 

Mr. HOEY. I submit that section 1, 
instead of clarifying, confuses the whole 
issue. That section not only confuses 
the question but leaves an absolute doubt 
as to who is covered. Under the present 
law it has been practically settled, and 
in recent years there have been prac- 
tically no cases in the courts with regard 
to who was covered by the law. The 
Senator is as familiar with Supreme 
Court decisions in regard to this subject 
as I am, and he knows that in recent 
years there has been very little contro- 
versy with regard to who is covered, be- 
cause the matter was previously settled, 
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The language of this bill would open 
Pandora’s box. 
Pd us consider a few passages of the 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I think that I.may be 
in position to throw a little light on the 
reason for consuming so Many pages in 
setting forth the section to which the 
Senator from North Carolina has re- 
ferred, in an effort to define coverage. 
In the hearings before the subcommit- 
tee on Senate bill 293, I wish to read 
briefly from the testimony of Mr. Leo M. 
Nicolson, warehousing consultant. Mr. 
Nicolson said: 


Well, I would think, Senator, that you 
might just as well scrap the Social Security 
Act and let everybody come under the Rail- 
road Retirement Act, and treat them uni- 
formly, and then go along from there, be- 
cause I can't think of any industry which 
manufactures any product— 


He then mentioned some of the prod- 
ucts— 


which are subsidiaries, stores for hire its 
steel products in normal peacetime opera- 
tions. Most everybody buys a quantity of 
a certain type and kind of bar or sheet or 
something else, and they want it stored for 
them until they call for it. The steel com- 
pany. or through its warehouse, assesses a 
storage charge for this service. That is stor- 
age for hire of freight which has been trans- 
ported or will be transported by a common 
carrier, 


I am now coming to a portion of the 
8 which I wish particularly to 
read: 


We can’t get away from the wording of that 
section. If that subparagraph (2), gentle- 
men, is confined to transportation as that 
term is interpreted by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, I think all of the private 
industry that is opposing this bill will walk 
out and say, “We are entirely satisfied. We 
have, no complaint at all. We will be per- 
fectly willing to rely upon the wisdom of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in deter- 
mining what is a transportation function and 
what is not a transportation function under 
the Transportation Act.” 

Senator WHEELER. Well, wouldn't the thing 
to do be to write a definition in, not leave it 
to a changing definition? In other words, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission might 
at some future time change their definition 
of what was transportation, and so forth; 
whereas, if you wrote definitely into the act 
a definition, then you would have something 
that would be stable, 


I now skip a portion of the hearings 
and come to Mr. Nicolson again, 

The Senator from Colorado said to the 
Senator from Montana, “He is talking 
about the law.” I continue reading 
from the testimony: 


i Senator WHEELER. I am talking about the 
aw. 

Mr. Nicotson. Oh, 

Senator WHEELER. I am talking about the 
law; I am not talking about the agency. 
After all, when you leave it up to the agency 
to define it, your agency may change its views 
onit. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
sometimes change their views, and certainly 
the courts of the country have changed their 
views quite frequently. 

Senator JOHNSON of Colorado. The trouble 
is, somebody has to interpret the law. 

Senator WHEELER. Surely. 
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Senator Hawkes. Mr. Chairman, may I, for 
the benefit of Senator WHEELER, the chair- 
man of the Interstate Commerce Committee, 
say that Mr. Schoene— 


Mr. Schoene was the attorney for the 
labor group— 
who will appear in a few moments, has stated 
before this hearing that he recognized this 
problem and that it was a very difficult thing 
to define. 

Is that right? Am I quoting you cor- 
rectly, Mr. Schoene? 


And I turned to Mr. Schoene and asked 
him that question. 
Mr. ScHOENE. You are, Senator; yes. 


Mr. President, I wish to bring that 
testimony to the attention of the Senate 
while we are discussing the amendment 
of the Senator from North Carolina be- 
cause it was clearly shown at the time 
of the hearing that my good friend, the 
Senator from Montana, felt that the 
matter should be defined in the law. 

Mr. HOEY. I thank the Senator. It 
is very evident that no one at the hear- 
ing maintained at any time that this 
bill contained a clear statement of who 
was covered. I maintain that under the 
coverage of the bill ice manufacturers 
who refrigerate cars of railroads are cov- 
ered. I maintain that the bonded ware- 
houses which store goods in transit, or 
goods which are to be transported on the 
railroad, are covered. I maintain that 
the truckers who haul any goods for a 
railroad company to be shipped by the 
railroad company, are covered. I main- 
tain that any trucking company in which 
the railroad has an interest, is covered, 
and a trucking company in which the 
railroad has no interest would also be 
covered. I maintain that every commis- 
sary which furnishes anything to a rail- 
road is covered. I maintain that steve- 
dores are covered. Is it not beyond any 
question unwise for the Senate to pass a 
bill which contains matters about which 
many of the persons who are involved 
may be apprehensive, especially those 
who are engaged in business and who 
have any relations with railroads? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator will 
permit me, I should like to propose some 
amendments to the bill for the purpose 
of having them printed. I think it is 
quite obvious that a final vote on the 
bill will not be taken tonight. These 
amendments relate to matters in which 
the Treasury is very much concerned. 
While they consist of 13 pages, they re- 
late to the same subject, and I am ask- 
ing that they be printed and lie on the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. Am I correct in under- 
standing that the Senator is a member 
of the Interstate Commerce Committee? 

Mr. HOEY. Yes; and I am also a 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. President, the subcommittee heard 
testimony covering a period of many 
days. It submitted a report on March 
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15 to the full committee. In the report 
it was stated that this subject was so 
complicated that the members of the sub- 
committee wished the full committee to 
settle the matter of policy. We sub- 
mitted the report, which had been writ- 
ten by the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado, and in which the controverted 
question was set forth. We said that 
before a matter of this importance 
should be passed on by the subcommit- 
tee, the full committee should decide on 
the question of policy. 

I shall not discuss the entire bill to- 
night, but I assert that in its present 
condition it is a monstrosity. No legisla- 
tive body should passit. It does not meet 
any of the requirements. Those who are 
engaged in labor service, and are famil- 
iar with the bill, will not subscribe to it 
because it includes many persons to 
whom they do not wish it to be applied. 

The railroads have mutually agreed 
about this legislation. They have agreed 
on former occasions. The pending bill 
ignores the possibility of any kind of 
conference being held between railroad 
unions and railroads in an attempt to 
agree about what must be done. 

The railroads pay 3 percent on their 
entire pay roll for purposes of unemploy- 
ment benefits. The employees them- 
selves do not contribute a cent to that. 
That is 3 percent of the entire pay roll. 
Then they divide equally 344 percent 
each of the pay roll for purposes of main- 
taining the retirement fund. It is neces- 
sary, because of an approaching deficit in 
the fund, and because it is not sufficient 
to maintain the present retirement bene- 
fits on the present basis, on the levy 
which is now made. In this proposal 
they increase it by three-fourths of 1 
percent on the entire pay roll, to make 
up for what would be a deficit, and 
actuaries say that is necessary, and cer- 
tainly that should be done, because those 
who are now paying in should not be de- 
nied at some future date what may be 
due them from the retirement fund. 
Unless this fund is increased in the years 
to come it will be insufficient to meet 
the needs. 

Furthermore, there will be this addi- 
tional amount levied equally on employ- 
ers, the railroads, and on the employees. 
It is a rather large sum, and if this pro- 
posal is enacted in this sort of fashion, 
it is going to dislodge, it is going to dis- 
satisfy, it is going to change the attitude 
of all the people who are covered by so- 
cial security, because it will mean to the 
railroad employees an amount far beyond 
anything that is granted to the others. 

The railroad employees have been 
pretty well taken care of and I am glad 
they have been. They are a very fine 
body of men. I have much admiration 
for the railroad employees of the country. 
Some have described them as the aristo- 
crats of labor. Iam perfectly willing that 
they be so designated. I think they have 
a great spirit of loyalty to their work, 
and they render excellent service. I 
should like to see their retirement com- 
pensation increased. I think it should be 
done, but I believe it should be done after 
due consideration, and after we have 
weighed all the conditions, and after we 
see what effect it will have on the whole 
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social-security fabric of our people. It 
should not be done in haste, it should 
not be done without consideration, it 
should not be done when the Senate does 
not know what it is doing. 

There is not a single Senator, outside 
of those on the subcommittee, who had 
opportunity to hear the testimony in this 
case, and even those who heard it do not 
understand it. I place myself among 
that number, because it is a very compli- 
cated question; it involves a great many 
considerations, and is not the sort of 
matter which should be rushed through 
without giving it due consideration. 

Mr. President, I am anxious to see 
everything done for the railroad em- 
ployees which should be done, but I do 
not believe we should select one group 
and pass a bill benefiting them without 
giving it any consideration, and saying, 
“Here is a measure we are going to pass, 
and if there is anything wrong with it 
we will take care of that in the future.” 
I Go not believe that is sound legislative 
policy and I do not feel the Senate should 
do that. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President 

Mr. HOEY. Iam glad to yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thought the Sena- 
tor had concluded. 

Mr. HOEY. Oh, no; I have a great 
deal more to say. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I have made it my 
business in the last 2 or 3 weeks to talk 
to a number of conductors and brake- 
men who are very dear friends of mine, 
and I wish to say to the Senator that 
they tell me almost precisely what he 
said a few minutes ago. They are in- 
terested in one thing more than anything 
else in the world, that is, to be certain 
that the retirement fund is actuarially 
sound, and is kept so. They are very 
deeply interested in that. Of course, 
like everynody else in the world, they 
want a little more here and a little 
more there. So far as I am concerned, 
I believe, with the Senator, that this 
question of making the retirement fund 
sound should have our attention. If we 
will take a little time we can attend to 
that. I believe everybody is in favor of 
it, but I must say that I agree with the 
Senator from North Carolina that this 
question involves matters which affect 
the entire structure of the economy of 
the United States, and certainly affect 
a very vital part of the social-security 
system. 

Mr. HOEY. I thank the Senator. It 
is not my purpose to discuss the merits 
of the entire bill. I mentioned this one 
matter incidentally to meet the argu- 
ment that it is so important to have the 
bill passed immediately, 

Even if the bill does not become a law 
until next year, when we meet in Janu- 
ary, we can take time enough to pass a 
bill which will meet the situation and 
which will take care of the employees, 
will increase proportionately and prop- 
erly their retirement pay, and will make 
secure their status for the future. I 
think that would be better for the rail- 
road employees. I know it would be bet- 
ter for the country. 
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What I want to address myself to par- 
ticularly is the amendment I am offer- 
ing, which relates to the method of cov- 
erage, Let us analyze for just a moment 
the fact that the bill does not cover all 
the people I mention. As I said, I shall 
not read it at all, because it begins on 
the first page and embraces several sec- 
tions. So I go to section 5. After men- 
tioning several other people who are in- 
cluded, it says this, and these are the 
people to be covered: 

Is engaged in performing services neces- 
sary or incidental to the conduct of the trans- 
portation carried on by such carrier, or serv- 
ices in the manufacture of equipment or 
equipment parts or in the processing of ma- 
terlals for use in the operation, servicing, 
or maintenance of way, structures, or equip- 
ment devoted to use in transportation— 


And this especially— 
or services in connection with the storage— 


That is, warehouses— 
elevation— 


Grain plants, or anything like that— 
or handling of property transported, being 
transported, or to be transported if such 
storage, elevation, or handling services are 
provided with respect to property accorded 
privileges of storage in transit. 


It not only provides as I have read, but 
it takes in the other services. Let us con- 
sider the word “service” in transporta- 
tion. What does it mean if it does not 
mean service by refrigeration plants, and 
all that? That language indicates just 
that. 

Let us consider the definition given. 
It has been said in the argument tonight 
that the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion would not interpret the bill in the 
way some contend, and that they do not 
deal with it. Let us read from the Inter- 
state Commerce Act and see whether or 
not that is a proper interpretation of it, 
Icome to section 3 of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, together with amendments, 
which defines the term “common car- 
rier,” and we find this language: 

The term “transportation” as used in this 
part shall include locomotives, cars, and other 
vehicles, vessels, and all instrumentalities 
and facilities of shipment or carriage, irre- 
spective of ownership or of any contract, 
express or implied, for the use thereof, and 
all services— 


In connection with what? 
in connection with the receipt, delfvery, 
elevation, and transfer in transit, ventila- 
tion, refrigeration or icing, storage, and han- 
dling of property transported, 


That is the Interstate Commerce Act 
defining just what is meant. 

When it is said that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission would not for 1 
minute include this, I say it is already 
included, and it is included under the 
law creating the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. The very language that 
is used in the bill would cover icing, re- 
frigerating plants, bonded warehouses, 
and any use in transportation. Then it 
reaches out to cover many other em- 
ployees. 

What sort of confusion would that 
cause in the minds of all these employees 
and employers? Let us take a bonded 
warehouse, for instance. Suppose it has 
500 employees. If 50 of them are en- 
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gaged in loading anything on cars, if they 
put in 50 percent of their time on such 
work, the warehouse has to separate 
them and take them out of social secu- 
rity—they are all covered by social secu- 
rity now—and put them under railroad 
retirement. They have to keep a rec- 
ord of the time they work, because if 
they work more than 40 percent of the 
time in the loading they have to come 
from under social security and be placed 
under this proposed law. What sort of 
confusion would that bring to ice manu- 
facturers and trucking plants? 

Let us consider a trucking concern— 
and such concerns operate all over the 
country—in which a railroad has no in- 
terest, direct or indirect, but let us sup- 
pose it has a contract to do hauling for 
a railroad. It would have to take all 
its employees who have to haul anything 
to be shipped under the contract, and put 
them under the law. The company 
would have to keep a record of their time, 
because if the hauling takes more than 
40 percent of their time, they have to be 
included. If less than that, they are left 
out. 

Does the Senate want to impose that 
sort of obligation on all those who are 
engaged in the trucking business? Does 
it want to impose that sort of obligation 
on those engaged in operating bonded 
warehouses or on ice manufacturers, and 
various other businesses? 

It is no answer to tell us that it can 
be interpreted in some other way. Here 
is the law written plainly, and when it 
is written that way, how can anyone get 
around it? Does the Senate want to leg- 
islate with the idea that someone will 
come along and correct the mistakes 
we make? 

Mr. President, I am offering the 
amendment in the utmost faith. If it 
is said that it would delay the passage 
of the bill, the Senate is not responsible. 
If the House of Representative desires, it 
can accept the bill when it goes over 


` there with this amendment in it. All 


it does is change the coverage. The 
House would not even have to appoint a 
conference committee, if they were un- 
willing to accept it. The House has not 
had an opportunity to pass on this ques- 
tion separate and apart from the dis- 
position of 21 amendments which were 
offered en bloc on the floor of the House. 
I submit that in legislating about this 
matter it is the duty of the Senate to 
deal with the measure on the basis of 
what is right from the legislative stand- 
point, and let results take care of them- 
selves. If it should result in the defeat 
of the measure I think it would be for the 
benefit of allconcerned. If it is reviewed 
and dealt with in a common-sense man- 
ner, and these problems worked out so 
that when the bill is passed it will deal 
with the needs and administer to the 
necessities of the railroad employees, I 
believe they would be better satisfied. 
They may be momentarily disap- 
pointed at not having the bill passed 
immediately. I know it has been in Con- 
gress in one form or another for some 
time; I heard it said this evening it has 
been here 3 years. If it has been here 
that long, is it not better to take a little 
longer and pass a bill concerning which 
we will know what it provides and what 
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it will cost, rather than rush one through 
about which we are in doubt? 

I am offering the amendment because 
I believe it would tend to relieve and 
would relieve the apprehensions—which 
I think are well founded—of those who 
think they are covered under the bill, 
and that they are going to be subjected 
to all the penalties and burdens imposed 
without either themselves or their em- 
ployees desiring to be covered, against 
the protests of a great many railroad 
employees. 

I have a number of telegrams from 
conductors and from engineers and from 
other railroad employees saying, “We do 
not want these other people taken into 
our organization.” It is said that this 
bill would take in not more than 10,000. 
But it is not the number of individuals 
who are taken in that causes concern; it 
is the disruption and the confusion that 
will be caused every employer of labor 
who employs any of those who would be 
included in the law. It would disrupt 
the organization of the employer, for 
some men would be under the Railroad 
Retirement Act and others would. be 
under the Social Security Act. Some 
would be getting the railroad retirement 
pay while others would be receiving other 
benefits, and they would be in different 
amounts. 

I do not care to trespass longer on the 
time of the Senate, but I feel deeply that 
it would be a serious mistake to pass the 
bill in its present form. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by my good friend the Senator from 
North Carolina, who, I am sure, is 
opposed to the legislation, aside from the 
amendment which he has offered. 

I think it ought to be stated that there 
has never been any effort on the part of 
Congress nor any sentiment on the part 
of the people, so far as I know, to merge 
the Railroad Retirement Act and the 
benefits derived from it by railroad em- 
ployees with the general social-security 
law of the United States. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. I understood the Senator 
to say that I was opposed to the bill with- 
out regard to my amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY, I understood the Sen- 
ator to be in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. HOEY. I said I was opposed to it 
in its present form. Iam in favor of in- 
creases in pay from the retirement fund. 
I am in favor of increased disability ben- 
efits. But I am not in favor of the bill 
in its present form. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understood the Sen- 
ator to say that, even if his amendment 
to the bill were adopted and the bill were 
not changed otherwise, he would still not 
support it. 

Mr. HOEY. I would not be in favor of 
it. I did not say that I would not sup- 
port it. But I think there are other 
changes necessary to be made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There may be a tech- 
nical difference between not being in 
favor of a measure and not supporting it. 

Mr. HOEY. I want to say distinctly 
that I am not opposed to increase in pay- 
ments to these employees. I should like 
to have it done. But I think it ought to 
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be done with fair regard for all the cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand the 
Senator, and I thank him for the cor- 
rection. 

As I was saying, Mr. President, there 
has never been any sentiment in Con- 
gress or any effort made to merge the 
railroad retirement benefit laws with the 
general social-security laws of the coun- 
try. The same is true of labor legisla- 
tion. When we enacted the National 
Labor Relations Act and set up the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board we exempt- 
ed the railroad employees from its oper- 
ations, because we had long before that 
passed a Railway Labor Act applicable 
to railway labor, because Congress recog- 
nized that, engaged as they were in inter- 
state transportation, being the employ- 
ees of our great transportation system, 
they occupied a situation which entitled 
them to special treatment and prior 
treatment before any other similar legis- 
lation was enacted in the history of the 
United States. 

The first labor laws we passed dealt 
only with railroad labor. In the Adam- 
son law away back yonder in 1916, the 
Transportation Act of 1920, the Railway 
Labor Act of 1926, and the amendments 
that have been added thereto, covering a 
period of more than 30 years, we always 
dealt with railroad labor separate and 
apart from the dealing by Congress with 
other labor in regard to labor relations 
or benefits conferred upon labor by any 
legislation that we might enact. 

So we passed the Railway Labor Re- 
tirement Act before we passed to social- 
security law, and in that legislation we 
still kept railway labor separate and 
apart from the general run of employ- 
ees in the United States with respect to 
the benefits. It would be a very diffi- 
cult thing, and in my judgment an un- 
wise thing, to try to level off and scram- 
ble the situation as between railway la- 
bor all over the United States and other 
classes of labor with which Congress has 
attempted to deal. 

So that it seems to me that the argu- 
ment that we ought not to deal with 
amendments of this law because it is not 
a part of the social-security system are 
not well founded. The coverage in the 
law as it now exists has not been changed 
by legislation since 1937—9 years. 

All of section 1, which the Senator 
from North Carolina seeks to strike out, 
is nothing more than a rewriting, noth- 
ing more than a spelling out of the cover- 
age of the present law in such a way as 
to clarify it and not leave it up to indi- 
vidual interpretation, which it has been 
for the last 9 years, plus the coverage of 
two other classes not now covered. One 
is the freight forwarder. The freight 
forwarder is engaged in interstate com- 
merce. He is not under the act to reg- 
ulate commerce. We passed a special 
law through the Congress of the United 
States dealing with freight forwarders 
because they are a part of our transpor- 
tation system, and it is impossible to dis- 
tinguish in their ordinary operations be- 
tween their employees and the employees 
of the railroads. Therefore, in section 
1 we have included this new class of 
freight forwarders under the coverage 
of the law. 
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The other class is the railroad-owned 
or controlled truck lines. The reason 
that they were not included when the 
original coverage was enacted into law 
was because they were under the NRA 
and were operating a code which was 
adopted in the NRA while it was in exist- 
ence, and, therefore, railroad-owned 
trucks were not included in the coverage 
which we are seeking now to provide. 

There is nothing complicated about it. 
Section 1 does take up several pages, but 
it is a mere rewriting of the present law, 
spelling out the coverage, clarifying it, 
so as not to leave it to individual cases 
for the Retirement Board to interpret 
whether they are covered or are not cov- 
ered. We are trying to write out 
whether they are covered or are not 
covered. 

The only important respect in which 
the legis'ation, as interpreted and ap- 
plied by the Railroad Retirement Board, 
is broadened with respect to coverage is 
by the inclusion of freight-forwarding 
companies not railroad-owned or con- 
trolled and by the inclusion of railroad- 
connected trucking services. 

In paragraph (1) of the long section 1 
the definition of carrier covers the em- 
ployers of the great bulk of the em- 
ployees affected. That is merely a re- 
writing of the present law. 

Paragraph (2) is directed to the inclu- 
sion of companies which are performing 
railroad transportation as defined in the 
Interstate Commerce Act and, therefore, 
are under the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Paragraph (3) refers to freight for- 
warders who are not now included. 

Paragraph (4) is addressed to the 
coverage of work which is not itself 
transportation, but is a part of the reg- 
ular operations which a railroad must 
carry on in order to perform transpor- 
tation. 

Paragraph (5) is an effort to spell out 
in more detail the provisions of the pres- 
ent law making the legislation applicable 
to carrier-controlled companies engaged 
in performing services in connection with 
railroad transportation. The specific 
services spelled out by this paragraph are 
all services which the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board and the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue have held to be covered by pres- 
ent law when performed by carrier-con- 
trolled companies, except that the pres- 
ent law omitted trucking services. Ob- 
viously freight forwarders ought to be 
included. They are a part of the trans- 
portation system of the country. The 
work they do in and around the railroads 
is interchangeable and indistinguishable 
as far as railroad services are concerned. 
Obviously a trucking company engaged 
in transportation as a part of the rail- 
road system, ought to be covered, because 
there has been an effort made to make 
individual contracts in order to avoid the 
present law, instead of having a con- 
tinuous service rendered by a railroad- 
owned or controlled trucking company. 

Paragraph (6) of this section makes no 
change at all in the present law. 

Paragraph (7) makes no change in the 
present law. 

Paragraph (8) covers railroad-con- 
trolled hospital and recreational associa- 
tions which have uniformly been held 
to be covered under existing law as rail- 
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road-controlled companies performing 
services in connection with railroad 
transportation. 

Paragraph (9) makes no change at all 
in the present law. 

Paragraph (10) places certain limita- 
tions upon the preceding paragraph in 
part to express limitations now in the 
law, and in part to avoid possibilities of 
too broad an interpretation of the pre- 
ceding paragraphs. 

So that all that this long section, which 
is denounced as a monstrosity, attempts 
to do is to rewrite and clarity the present 
law so that it cannot be subject to mis- 
interpretation and misunderstanding, 
and to add two categories, railroad- 
owned and railroad-controlled trucking 
companies, and freight forwarders, which 
have been heretofore dealt with by Con- 
gress and taken under the act to regu- 
late commerce, 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will my good friend the 
Senator from Kentucky explain to me 
how a subcommittee considered this bill 
for days, and then one of its prominent 
members comes in on the Senate floor 
and tells the Senate that he does not 
know what it means that no member 
of the subcommittee could understand 
what it means, while now we hear the 
distinguished leader state that the bill is 
a measure which spells out the provisions 
of the present law, and clarifies them, 
and presents them in understandable 
terms? I must say that I am in doubt 
as to what course to follow when I hear 
my distinguished leader on the one hand 
Say that, and my distinguished friend, 
the Senator from North Carolina say 
that he does not know what it means. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am afraid that the 
Senator from North Carolina did him- 
helf a great injustice when he said he 
did not understand this legislation. 


The Senator from North Carolina is one 


of the ablest lawyers and best legisla- 
tors ever to sit in the Congress of the 
United States. I served with him years 
ago in the House of Representatives, 
and I have enjoyed his service in the 
Senate. I think he does his intellect a 
grave injustice when he says that he 
does not understand the bill. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. I appreciate the Sena- 
tor’s compliments; but if this section is 
clear why is it necessary for the commit- 
tee to write a page or two to explain how 
it ought to be construed? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Because a great deal 
of dust has been thrown into the eyes 
of many persons with respect to the 
meaning of this section, and the commit- 
tee felt that it was its duty to try to 
clarify it. ` 

Mr. HOEY. Did not the committee 
write this explanation immediately be- 
fore the bill was reported from the com- 
mittee, and before any dust had been 
thrown? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. A great deal of 
dust had been thrown in the other 
branch of Congress, and a great deal of 
dust had been thrown over here. The, 
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committee could not write the explana- 
tion until it was ready to report the bill. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Taking the argu- 
ment of the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina, if the language of the 
bill itself is ambiguous and is not clear, 
and he does not understand it, if it has 
been clarified in the report, as I under- 
stand the law, if the courts or the Com- 
mission should find ambiguity in the 
bill itself they would have the right to 
look at the history of the legislation and 
the report in order to clarify it. I do not 
think that is a proper way to legislate; 
but if the language is really as bad as 
the Senator from North Carolina says 
it is, then certainly the court would have 
a right to refer to the report to clarify it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think that is un- 
doubtedly true as a matter of legislative 
interpretation. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. The distinguished Sena- 
tor from Utah misapprehended my state- 
ment if he thought I said that the whole 
bill was ambiguous. I said that it was 
clear from a reading of the bill that 
ice manufacturers, warehousemen, and 
truckers were covered, but that there 
was a great deal of ambiguity in the sec- 
tion, and that it lacked clearness. I do 
not think there is any doubt about the 
fact that the classes to which reference 
has been made are covered, because 
they are named. If the bill is not in- 
tended to cover warehousemen why does 
it refer to storage, and goods in transit? 
If it is not intended to cover those en- 
gaged ir. furnishing ice, why does it make 
reference to servicing refrigerator cars? 
I stated that in that respect the bill 
was clear beyond question. I empha- 
sized the fact that the report of the 
committee would be helpful only in case 
of ambiguity. There are many ambigui- 
ties in this particular section; but it is 
clear that the various classes which have 
been mentioned are covered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina should be adopted it 
would nullify the effort which the com- 
mittee has made in collaboration with 
the Railroad Retirement Board. The bill 
was not written under a tree by some 
individual. It was studied long and care- 
fully. In writing it the committee con- 
sulted with the Railroad Retirement 
Board, and considered the fact that for 
9 years the Board has been compelled, 
by reason of the ambiguity in the pres- 
ent law, to make interpretations in in- 
dividual cases as to whether or not cer- 
tain persons were covered. Acting upon 
that information and that experience 
of the Railroad Retirement Board, and 
in cooperation with the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board, this effort to clarify the cov- 
erage in the existing law was written 
into the bill, plus two additional cate- 
gories. ö 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Is it not a fact that if 
this amendment were adopted and the 
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section were stricken, by virtue of the 
provisions of the present law there would 
be greater ambiguity facing the adminis- 
trative agency than possibly could exist 
if the amendment were defeated and sec- 
tion 1 were to remain in the bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Absolutely, because 
the ambiguities and individual interpre- 
tations which have been necessary under 
the law as it has been on the statute 
books for the past 9 months would be 
multiplied and perpetuated. So if the 
Senator’s amendment were adopted and 
section 1 were eliminated, the ambiguity 
of the law as it now exists would be per- 
petuated. Also, there would be elimi- 
nated the coverage of the two categories 
which everyone admits ought to be cov- 
ered. One category includes freight for- 
warders, who are an integral part of the 
transportation system of our country, 
and have been so recognized by the Con- 
gress. The other category includes work- 
ers on railroad-owned or controlled 
trucks engaged in interstate commerce. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Earlier in the ev- 
ening I asked the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Jonson] a question. 
Ordinarily when we speak of freight for- 
Warders we are speaking in terms of 
railroads; but there are many freight 
forwarders who forward by other means 
of transportation. In the future freight 
will be forwarded probably to a greater 
extent by other means than railroads; 
and freight forwarders would be perma- 
nently placed under the terms of the 
Railroad Retirement Act. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not so interpret 
the bill. I shall be glad to yield to the 
Senator from Colorado in this connec- 
tion. I do not believe that every com- 
pany which gathers and forwards freight 
by a means wholly disconnected from 
railroads would necessarily be covered 
by the statute. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me ask a hy- 
pothetical question 

Mr. BARKLEY. The freight forward- 
ers referred to are the freight forwarders 
covered by the act to regulate commerce 
which Congress enacted several years 
ago. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Suppose that half 
of the business were forwarded by air 
or by truck. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Colorado has called my attention to sub- 
section 11, on page 6, which is what is 
called the segregation clause. It reads 
as follows: 

(11) Segregation: Any person who is an 
employer as defined in this subsection shall 
be an employer with respect to all activities 
carried on by it, except that (i) any person 
who is an employer by reason of paragraph 
(9) shall be an employer only in the capacity 
described in that paragraph; (ii) if the Board 
finds that a person is principally engaged 
in activities other than employer activities 
and that its employer activities are con- 
ducted as an operation or operations separate 
and distinct from the operations in which it 
is principally engaged, such person shall be 
an employer only with respect to such em- 
ployer operation or operations; and (iil) if 
the Board finds that a person who is an em- 
ployer solely by reason of paragraph (2) or 
(4) of this subsection, is principally engaged 
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in activities other than employer activities 
but does not, pursuant to clause (ii) find 
that the employer activities of such person 
are conducted as an operation or operations 
separate and distinct from the operations in 
which it is principally engaged, such person 
shall be an employer only with respect to all 
work performed in its employ by individuals 
who regularly and substantially perform work 
on property structures or equipment de- 
voted to transportation use. 


Under that clause I believe that any- 
one who forwarded freight by air would 
not be covered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Suppose the busi- 
ness were a combination of truck, rail- 
road, and air transportation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If it were a combina- 
tion, that part of it which would be cov- 
ered by the Act to Regulate Commerce 
would be included. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I invite attention to 
the fact that carriers by air are ex- 
pressly exempted from the act, as are 
those by water, even though they are 
railroad- owned. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. My point-was that 
a freight forwarder might forward 
freight by several other means of trans- 
portation, although at the present time 
I presume most of them forward by rail. 
My question was this: Under the pro- 
posed legislation, if a freight forwarder 
forwarded, say, 70 percent of its busi- 
ness by rail, another 10 percent by air, 
and 20 percent by truck, would such a 
freight forwarder come under the terms 
of the bill? The answer is that it would. 
Suppose that half the freight were for- 
warded by rail and half by air. The 
freight forwarder would come under the 
terms of the Railroad Retirement Act. 
So other forms of transportation would 
be brought under the terms of the act. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. After all, the busi- 
ness of a freight forwarder is done 
largely by clerical help. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

Mr. WHEELER. Practically all the 
workers belong to the railroad brother- 
hoods. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The railroad clerks’ 
organization. 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. Moreover, as I 
pointed out today, the freight forwarders 
themselves have begged the Congress to 
place them under the regulation of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. So 
far as the freight forwarders are con- 
cerned, they have no complaint. How- 
ever, this bill would not take them all 
in. It would include only those owned 
or controlled by the railroads. They 
ought to be covered because they are a 
part of the railroad transportation 
system. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If they are owned 
or controlled by the railroads 

Mr. WHEELER. If they are owned or 
controlled by the railroads they would 
come under the terms of the act, as 
would a bus company or truck company 
which was owned or controlled by a rail- 
road. So far as the freight forwarders 
are concerned all the bill does, and all 
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anyone contends it does, is to take in 
about 10,000 employees who are not now 
under the terms of the act. Let us be 
frank. There is nothing to the bugaboo 
about the great number of persons who 
would be taken in. The bill was drawn 
up in collaboration with the Railroad 
Retirement Board itself. The Board 
went over every provision of it. The bill 
was drawn up with the idea of clarifying 
many of the ambiguities now in the law. 
The idea that every ice company and 
every other company is to be taken in 
*is perfectly preposterous, as will be seen 
from a study of the language of the bill 
and the interpretation placed upon it. 
I am perfectly willing to concede that 
if I had been drafting that provision I 
would have clarified it a little further. 
But to say that everyone is to be taken 
in is pure, unadulterated poppycock. 
No lawyer who has studied the decisions 


of the Interstate Commerce Commission . 


and the decisions of the Supreme Court 
would contend that the bill would in- 
clude ice companies and all the other 
companies which have been mentioned. 
The bill simply does not include them. 
I know that word has gone out from the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
and other organizations for the purpose 
of defeating the pill. 

If Senators wish to defeat the bill, let 
them defeat it. But they should not 
predicate their action on the ground that 
the bill will take in ice companies and 
other companies because that simply is 
not the fact under the interpretations 
which have been made. 

In the hearings I did say that I felt it 
would have been better if certain mat- 
ters had been specifically clarified in the 
bill because of the fear in the minds of 
some people. I also said that because 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
has defined what is meant by “transpor- 
tation” and has limited the definition in 
the decision to which I called attention 
we should bear in mind that sometimes 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and other commissions change their 
minds. 

But that language was used because 
when the bill was drafted it was felt that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
had time and time again passed upon a 
limitation of the meaning of section 
3 (1) of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
That is the reason that provision was in- 
cluded; namely, to take care of certain 
matters, but to limit the provision to the 
companies which are engaged in railroad 
transportation, and to eliminate those 
that are not. The matter probably could 
have been handled in a better way. I 
think probably it could have been. 

But when it is claimed that various 
other companies are included, to my 
mind that is merely an attempt to draw 
a red herring across the trail. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
am seeking information. 

Mr. WHEELER. I understand. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers ever talked to 
me about this. I am seeking informa- 
tion, because the bill goes much further 
than the present Railroad Retirement 
Act goes. 
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Mr. WHEELER. Yes; it does. It 
takes in approximately 10,000 additional 
employees, d 

Not only is it the testimony of the 
railroad brotherhoods and their lawyers, 
but it is my recollection that it was also 
the testimony of the members of the 
board—at least, that is the interpreta- 
tion which they themselves have placed 
upon it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I sincerely believe 
that if this bill did not extend further 
coverage, as it does, regardless of 
whether the interpretation is right or 
wrong, the bill would be passed by the 
Senate by a unanimous vote. 

But the bill goes further than that. If 
the bill had been before the Senate on 
May 1, I am sure the Senator from Mon- 
tana and the Senator from Kentucky 
would have agreed to accept amend- 
ments. The legislative procedure pro- 
vided for is a complicated one. 

Mr. WHEELER. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. So the friends of 
railway labor and the friends of some 
other groups who have some doubts and 
fears about this matter are placed in an 
embarrassing position. 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. But everyone 
knows that as a practical matter if we 
adopt amendments to the bill, we shall 
kill the bill. If Senators wish to kill the 
bill, that is the way to kill it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I may say that the 
legislative procedure is that if the bill is 
amended and subsequently goes back to 
the House, then unanimous consent will 
be required in order to have the House 
concur in the amendments of the Senate 
or in order to have the House disagree 
to the amendments of the Senate and 
request a conference with the Senate on 
the matters in disagreement. .We assume 
that objection would be made to either 
proposal. 

Mr. WHEELER. That is correct. 

Mr.MAGNUSON. Then the bill would 
lie on the Speaker’s desk. It could be 
taken from the Speaker’s desk only by a 
petition or by having the Rules Com- 
mittee grant a rule, 

Mr. WHEELER. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the bill is passed 
by the Senate with amendments and if a 
concurrent resolution is adopted, as sug- 
gested by the Senator from Kentucky, 
that will go to the House of Representa- 
tives and will be in the Rules Committee. 

So the friends of the measure on both 
sides are in the following dilemma: 
Either the amended bill will be in the 
Rules Committee, under its jurisdiction, 
or the concurrent resolution will be in 
that committee. The Rules Committee 
will have to act on one or the other. 

Objection has been made on the ground 
that the amended bill would “cover the 
whole water front,” and that many per- 
sons would object to that, whereas the 
concurrent resolution will be limited. 

So that is the situation confronting us. 


Mr. WHEELER. Yes. Assuming that 
the concurrent resolution could not be 
adopted at the present time, in view of 
the sentiments of the leaders and every- 
one else, everyone knows that if it were 
not adopted at this particular time, it 
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would be adopted at the next session of 
Congress. There can be no question 
about that. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the Senator 
might pick up some votes for the bill if 
the concurrent resolution were acted 
upon first. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, that is a 
parliamentary impossibility. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say in con- 
clusion, in reference to the pending 
amendment, that the Board has been ad- 
ministering this law for 9 years. The 
Board has felt for some time that the 
coverage clause needs clarification. We 
are dealing now with the increase in the 
tax. 

As I have said, the Board has admin- 
istered this law for 9 years, and during 
that time the Board has discovered cer- 
tain defects in the coverage. ‘The Board 
has been required to make individual 
interpretations. 

As a result of that experience the 
Board, in collaboration with the authors 
of the bill, including the Senator from 
Montana, who in 1944, in conjunction 
with the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Wacner], introduced a bill which did not 
secure passage in either House, although 
hearings were held on it, the Board, the 
committee, and others interested in such 
legislation have felt that there should be 
a new statement of the law so as to 
clarify it, so that it would be spelled out. 
That is all that section 1 tries to do and 
that is all it does, except to include the 
two categories of freight forwarders and 
railroad-owned or railroad-controlled 
trucks. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. We have not been able 
to hear the Senator very distinctly thus 
far, over at this side of the Chamber; but 
I should like to ask this question: From 
time to time during the debate, some 
mention has been made of a concurrent 
resolution to be submitted to the Senate 
in the event the bill is passed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Would it be proper to 
inquire of the Senator from Kentucky, so 
that we might know in advance, what the 
ag | of the concurrent resolution will 

e? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I have it pre- 
pared for submission, and I shall have it 
printed, so that every Senator may know 
what it will entail. 

Mr. DONNELL. May we learn that in 
advance, so that if we pass the bill we 
shall know? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes. It will be 
printed tonight, and it will be available 
tomorrow morning to every Senator. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to make 
a further statement with respect to the 
concurrent resolution. In the first place, 
I should like to ask the Senator, without 
having him read the concurrent resolu- 
tion, unless he prefers to do so, what the 
general nature of the proposed concur- 
rent resolution is. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I intend to refer to 
it after discussing the amendment now 
before the Senate, and I shall do so be- 
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fore I take my seat. I should prefer to 
wait until I get to it. It is very simple, 
and it will not take long to discuss. 

Mr. DONNELL. Very well, When the 
Senator gets to it, I should like to ask 
one or two questions. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I would not interrupt 
at this point except for the fact that the 
Senator from Missouri has been calling 
attention to the point that the present 
Board has been faced with the necessity 
of determining which of the employees 
of the various employers connected with 
transportation might be subject to the 
Railroad Retirement Act. I note on page 
409 of the Senate committee hearings a 
statement by the Board that— 

As of June 30, 1944, the Board has formu- 
lated about 5,600 rules and practices affecting 
764 different employers. 


In an attempt to set up some kind of 
policy and basis upon which it might 
administer the present law. The Board 
takes the position that section 1 does, in 
fact, carry into legislative effect its own 
practices, which it has been compelled to 
adopt by reason of the construction and 
interpretation of the present law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I thank the 
Senator for that reference. It confirms 
what I have said about what has been 
the experience of the Board in the 9 years 
in which it has been administering this 
law. 

Mr. President, without in any way 
casting any reflection on the good faith 
of the Senator from North Carolina, 
which I would not attempt to intimate 
in any way whatever, under any circum- 
stances, let me say that the amendment 
will not help in any way in the adminis- 
tration of the law. So I hope the amend- 
ment will be rejected, because, as I said 
earlier in the day, under the present cir- 
cumstances the adoption of any amend- 
ment whatever will result in the failure 
to enact any legislation at all. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator’s ref- 
erence to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from North Carolina will apply, 
as I understand the situation, to any 
amendment which might be offered on 
the floor of the Senate. Is that correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. 

This morning I said I was preparing 
a concurrent resolution, and I have now 
prepared it. Much of it deals with 
changes in the dates stated in the bill, 
simply because the bill was introduced 
early in 1945, and it provided dates which 
were appropriate for 1945. So the con- 
current resolution deals in part with 
changing the dates which are stated in 
the bill. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry at this 
point? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. Will not the Senator 
be kind enough to let us have the body 
of the concurrent resolution read so that 
we will know what it is? 
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Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator will be 
patient enough for me to get to the read- 
ing of the concurrent resolution, that is 
what I propose to do. 

Mr. DONNELL. Very well. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say that the 
first part of the concurrent resolution 
deals with a change in dates. The bill 
was introduced in 1945 and those dates 
are not appropriate because this is 1946. 
The substance of the concurrent resolu- 
tion deals with three things. If Sena- 
tors will examine the bill on pages 5 
and 6, under subsection 10, beginning 
near the top of page 5, they will see that 
the subsection deals with exclusions from 
the operations of the bill. On page 5 
there are excluded four categories. On 
page 6, in the second line, the exclusions 
end with the words “motive power.” I 
propose to strike out the period and in- 
sert a semicolon. 

Mr. DONNELL. On what page and 
in what line? 

Mr. BARKLEY. On page 6, in the sec- 
ond line, after the words “motive power.” 
I propose to strike out the period, insert 
a semicolon, and the following: 

Or (v) other than a carrier subject to part 
I of the Interstate Commerce Act, by reason 
of its being engaged in manufacturing, 
harvesting, storing, distributing, selling, or 
delivering refrigeration or ice to or into 
equipment used for refrigeration purposes in 
connection with the transportation of pas- 
seng ers or property 


That language would certainly exclude 
from the operations of the act all ice 
companies or refrigeration activities in 
connection with railroad systems— 
or (vi) engaged in the warehouse business 
if such person is not owned or controlled by 
a carrier subject to part I of the Interstate 
Commerce Act; or (vii) engaged in the 
transportation of property by motor vehicle 
if such person is not owned or controlled by 
a carrier subject to part 1 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, 


Therefore, in this concurrent resolu- 
tion all ice companies, all refrigeration 
companies, and all refrigeration activi- 
ties not owned by a railroad company it- 
self, would be excluded. All warehouse 
activities not owned by a railroad com- 
pany itself would be excluded. All 
trucking, all hauling by motor vehicles 
not owned or controlled by carriers, 
would be excluded. So, Mr. President, 
it seems to me that that covers the entire 
situation. I realize that after the bill 
is passed in its present form it will go 
to the President for his signature. If the 
concurrent resolution were not agreed 
to the bill would be left in its present 
form. But later the law could be 
changed by an amendment, and I have 
no doubt that the overwhelming senti- 
ment of both Houses would be to declare 
some clarification of the coverage provi- 
sion of the bill if, in the meantime, it had 
been enacted into law. But if the concur- 
rent resolution is adopted by both 
Houses, following the adoption of the 
pending bill by the Senate, it will be- 
come immediately a part of the bill, and 
will be in the bill when it is transmitted 
to the President for his signature. So 
that seems to be a logical move by which 
we can do what we all want to do, with- 
out endangering the enactment of the 
bill into law, 
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Mr. President, I present the concur- 
rent resolution and 

Mr. TAFT, Mr. DONNELL, and other 
Senators objected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is it in order for me 
to move that I be permitted to present 
the concurrent resolution at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Only by 
unanimous consent may the Senator 
present the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Very well. I am glad 
to know that the Senator from Ohio and: 
other Senators object to the clarifica- 
tion of this bill by the method which I 
have proposed. 

Mr. TAFT, Mr. DONNELL, and other 
Senators addressed the Chair. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall seek some 
other method. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I decline to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky yielding to me, but 
in view of the fact that he has refused to 
yield to the Senator from Ohio, I will 
not make any extensive remarks but will 
merely ask the Senator from Kentucky 
if he has completed his argument. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have completed my 
argument on the amendment. 

Mr. DONNELL. Then I wish to ask a 
few questions. 

First, I think it is proper to object to 
the concurrent resolution because, as I 
see it, the concurrent resolution would be 
void even if adopted. In other words, 
concurrent resolutions, as a general prop- 
osition, and as I understand the situa- 
tion, are offered for the purpose of cor- 
recting minor clerical details of one kind 
or another. But the concurrent resolu- 
tion which the Senator from Kentucky 
has sought to present, and which he has 
described, obviously goes far beyond the 
purpose which I have in mind for con- 
current resolutions, and undertakes, in 
effect, to amend the bill which we are 
asked to pass. In other words, the con- 
current resolution, if passed by both 
Houses of Congress, would not be signed 
by the President, but would undertake to 
amend a bill to be passed by both Houses 
of Congress and signed by the President 
of the United States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator needs some clarification on that 
subject, I will read him the first part of 
the concurrent resolution. It reads as 
follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives in the enroll- 
ment of the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the 
railroad retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and subchapter 
B of chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue Code; 
and for other purposes; is authorized and 


directed to make the following changes in 
the bill. 
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Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the 
language which the Senator has read 
confirms exactly what I have already 
said. If we pass this bill in the form in 
which it is now before the Senate, and 
the enrolling clerks of the two Houses are 
authorized to change the bill, I under- 
take to say that what the Senator is try- 
ing to do by a concurrent resolution, not 
to be signed by the President of the 
United States, is to enact legislation, and 
to amend the bill which we are asked to 
pass. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, allow 
me to say—— 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I wish 
to complete the remainder of what I was 
about to say. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator is so mistaken in the first part 
of his statement that it seems to me 
unnecessary for him to complete what 
he was about to say. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, there 
may be some difference of opinion on 
that point. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If this concurrent 
resolution is agreed to by both Houses 
and the Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives is instructed to make these 
correctional changes, the changes will 
be in the bill when the President receives 
it just as though they had been made by 
an amendment on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. DONNELL. The fact still remains, 
Mr. President, that the bill will have 
been passed in the language in which we 
pass it. Then we will have adopted a 
concurrent resolution, not a joint reso- 
lution, which would go to the President, 
to amend the bill which, in the first in- 
stance, was passed. By adopting the con- 
current resolution we will have adopted 
a measure which will simply direct the 
enrolling clerks of the two Houses to 
change what we ourselves have passed. 
That would be a clear effort to amend the 
bill without first having it enacted into 
law. 8 

Mr. President, in the case of F. H. E. 
Oil Co. against Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue in the United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals, Fifth Circuit, the court, 
in speaking on August 21, 1945 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the Senator’s desire to discuss 
the legal question, but I did not yield to 
him for that purpose. However, if it 
will not take the Senator too long I will 
yield to him. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not believe that 
it will take very long, Mr. President. 

The court passed on a resolution which 
the Members of the Senate will well re- 
Member was adopted by this body last 
year. It was House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion No. 50, which was agreed to by the 
Senate on July 21, 1945. I read only a 
few sentences from the opinion of the 
court which may be found in 150 Federal, 
second series, at page 858: 

Resolution No. 50 adopted by the House of 
Representatives June 22, and agreed to by 
the Senate July 21, 1945, is urged as requir- 
ing a reconsideration. The resolution is not 
an act of Congress approved by the President 
or passed over his veto. It does not make 
law, or change the law made by a previous 
Congress and President. It does not alter 
the statutes as they existed when the taxes 
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in controversy accrued. As an expression of 
opinion on a point of law it would of course 
be entitled to most respectful consideration 
by the courts, which under the Constitution 
exercise the judicial power, that is, the power 
to decide cases. 


Mr. President, I will trespass only a 
minute longer on the Senator’s time. 

If we adopt the proposed plan of pass- 
ing House bill 1362 we will then have 
passed a bill in the language of the bill 
which I now hold in my hand. When 
signed by the President it would become 
law, but in the interim if we adopt the 
concurrent resolution to which the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has referred, and 
it is ther sent to the other House of 
Congress, the resolution will never go 
to the President for his signature. Thus, 
if we undertake in that manner to amend 
the law which we pass tonight, we will 
undertake to amend it through a docu- 
ment which will never receive the signa- 
ture of the President of the United 
States. I believe that no attempt should 
be made to correct more than mere 
clerical errors. The adoption of the pro- 
posal which was submitted a few minutes 
ago by the Senator from Kentucky, and 
which is clearly invalid and void, 
would have one of two effects, namely, 
either the incorporation into the final 
bill of the concurrent resolution and thus 
make invalid by a species of spoliation 
the whole bill, or the adoption of the 
concurrent resolution would itself be 
void, and the bill would stand as passed 
tonight. So my objection to the con- 
current resolution is based on law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do 
not yield any further. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky has the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say, in re- 
gard to the expostulation of the Senator 
from Missouri—— 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject to the word “expostulation.” I have 
a right to express myself on the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is talk- 
ing 

Mr. DONNELL. 
“expostulation.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. 


I object to the word 


Well, go on and ob- 
ject. 

Mr. DONNELL. I am objecting now. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not yielding 
any further to the Senator from Mis- 
souri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator does 
not like the word “expostulation,” which 
is a perfectly good English word, he has 
a right to object to it. 

Mr. DONNELL. I object to any slight- 
ing language. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is ex- 
postulating, and when anybody expostu- 
lates he is indulging in expostulation. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that the 
Senator from Missouri entirely miscon- 
ceives the object of the concurrent reso- 
lution. I am not so inexperienced as to 
think that Congress by concurrent reso- 
lution can enact a law that is a law that 
would require the signature of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. Frequently 
we pass concurrent resolutions which 
have to be adopted by both Houses, 
directing the Clerk of the House and the 
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Secretary of the Senate, in the enroll- 
ment of a bill, to make certain correc- 
tions in the bill, and those corrections are 
embodied in the bill. If the President 
approves it they are just as much a part 
of it as if they had been originally writ- 
ten into it. 

In this case, if the bill has passed both 
Houses, and the concurrent resolution 
should not pass the two Houses, and the 
President signed the bill, the concurrent 
resolution would be dead, and it would 
not be part of the bill signed by the 
President. That is perfectly simple, and 
there is no argument about it. 

Mr. WHITE and Mr. MURDOCK ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Kentucky yield, and, if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not going to 
yield until I read this concurrent resolu- 
tion into the Recorp. Inasmuch as ob- 
jection is made to its presentation, I shall 
read it: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives in the enroll- 
ment of the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the 
railroad retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and subchapter 
B of chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes, is authorized and 
directed to make the following changes in 
the bill: 

On page 10, line 17, change 1946“ to 
“1947"; and in line 19, change “1945” to 
“1946.” 

On page 12, line 2, change 
“1946.” 

On page 12, line 25, strike out through 
line 3 on page 13, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

“1. With respect to compensation paid 
after June 30, 1946, and prior to January 1, 
1949, the rate shall be 5% percent.” 

On page 13, strike out lines 11 through 13, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“1. With respect to compensation paid after 
June 30, 1946, and prior to January 1, 1949, 
the rate shall be 11% percent.” 

On page 14, line 2, change “1946” to “1947.” 

On page 15, lines 2 and 4, change “1946” 
to “1947”; and in lines 3 and 10, change 
“1945” to “1946.” 

On page 15, strike out lines 13 through 
15 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“The transfer of certain sections from sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code to title II of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act of 1937 and the repeal of certain 
other sections of such subchapter, as pro- 
vided in this section, shall not affect any act 
done or any right accruing or accrued, or 
any suit or proceeding had or commenced in 
any civil cause, before such transfer and re- 
peal, but all such acts, rights, and liabilities 
under such subchapter shall continue, and 
may be enforced in the same manner, as if 
such transfer and repeal had not been made.” 

On page 15, line 21, change “date of” to 
“date if.” 

On page 16, line 1, change “1946” to “1947”; 
in line 3, “1945” to “1946”; in lines 11 and 
14, “1944” to “1945”; and in line 22, “nine” 
to “ten.” 

On page 23, line 16, change “1946” to 
1947“; and in line 18, “1945” to “1946.” 

On page 26, line 15, change “1946” to 
“1947.” 

On page 28, line 22, change “1946” to 
“1947.” 

On page 29, line 6, change "1946" to “1947.” 

On page 32, line 23, change “1946” to 
“1947.” 

On page 33, line 17, change 1946“ to 
“1947.” 


“1945” to 


1946 


On page 34, in lines 7, 10, and 16, change 
“Social Security Board” to “Federal Security 
Administrator’; and in line 23, strike out 
“either board” and substitute therefor “the 
Board or the Federal Security Administrator.” 

On page 25, in line 2, strike out “board 
which” and substitute therefor “Board or 
the Federal Security Administrator, which- 
ever“; and in line 25, change “1946” to “1947.” 

On page 38, line 11, change “1947” to 
41949.“ 

On page 51, line 3, after “Sec. 318.“ in- 
sert (a).“ 

On page 51, between lines 23 and 24, insert 
the following: 

“(b) Subsection (h) of section 8 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

„h) All provisions of law, including 
penalties, applicable with respect to any tax 
imposed by section 1800 or 2700 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, and the provisions of 
section 3661 of such code, insofar as applica- 
ble and not inconsistent with the provisions 
of this act, shall be applicable with respect 
to the contributions required by this act: 
Provided, That all authority and functions 
conferred by or pursuant to such provisions 
upon any officer or employee of the United 
States, except the authority to institute and 
“prosecute, and the function of instituting 
and prosecuting. criminal proceedings, shall, 
with respect to such contributions, be vested 
in and exercised by the Board or such officers 


and employees of the Board as it may desig- . 


nate therefor,” 

On page 57, lines 7, 10, 11, 16 and 20, change 
“1946” to “1947"; in line 15, strike out “sec- 
tions” and substitufe therefor the following: 
“Section 306 shall become effective on July 
1, 1946, and sections”; in line 16, strike out 
“306”; and in lines 18 and 19, strike out “July 
1, 1945” and insert in lieu therof “on the 
date of enactment of this act.” 

On page 58, lines 11 and 19, change “1946” 
to “1947”; and in line 20, 1947“ to “1948.” 

On page 59, lines 2, 4, and 20, change “1946” 
to „1947.“ 

On page 60, line 15, change "1945" to 
“1946”; and “1946” to „1947.“ 

On page 60, after line 20, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

“Sec. 411. Section 1426 (b) (9) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code and section 209 (b) (9) 
of the Social Security Act, as amended, are 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(9) Service performed by an individual 
as an employee or employee representative as 
defined in section 1 of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act of 1987.“ 

On page 6, line 2, after “power”, insert a 
semicolon and the following: “or (v) other 
than a carrier subject to part 1 of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, by reason of its being 
engaged in manufacturing, harvesting, stor- 
ing, distributing, selling, or delivering re- 
frigeration or ice to or into equipment used 
for refrigeration purposes in connection with 
the transportation of passengers or property; 
or (vi) engaged in the warehouse business 
if such person is not owned or controlled by 
a carrier subject to part 1 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act; or (vii) engaged in the trans- 
portation of property by motor vehicle if 
such person is not owned or controlled by a 
carrier subject to part 1 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act.” 


Mr. President, that is the end of the 
concurrent resolution. 

I yield to the Senator from Maine, 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, first may 
I compliment the Senator on his reading 
of the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator. 
I am sorry I had to do it. 

Mr. WHITE. Then may I call atten- 
tion to the fact that yesterday we sat for 
more than 12 hours 
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Mr. BARKLEY. I am just getting 
ready to move a recess. 

Mr. WHITE. We have already been 
in session today more than 10 hours. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE. I hope that it will suit 
the Senator to take a recess now. 

Mr. B . If I had not been 
compelled to read this concurrent reso- 
lution, we would have been on our way 
home now. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. In presenting this curious 
method of legislation, which I never 
heard of before, does the Senator claim 
that a concurrent resolution of this char- 
acter can be passed by a majority of the 
Senate, or does it require unanimous con- 
sent? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it can be 
passed by a majority of both Houses. 
It is an instruction to the Clerk of the 
House, where the bill originated, that in 
the enrollment of the bill these changes 
shall be made. We have done it fre- 
quently, not so extensively, perhaps. 

Mr. TAFT. I never heard of it being 
done except by unanimous consent. Cer- 
tainly I should object to this method of 
legislation. It seems to me to set a very 
strange precedent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. We have done it by 
majority vote, during the time I have 
been in the Senate. Frequently it is done 
by unanimous consent. No one ever ob- 
jected before that I ever heard of, but 
any Senator has a right to object to any- 
thing. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I send to the desk 
an amendment and ask that it be printed 
and lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be re- 
ceived and printed and lie on the table, 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a second amendment to 
be printed and lie on the table. - 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be re- 
ceived and printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY: I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I wanted to call the 
Senator’s attention to the fact that when 
we had under consideration the Export- 
Import Bank bill, the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. Typr1ncs] called the at- 
tention of the Senate to the fact that 
the Philippine Islands should be included 
in the bill. They were not included. A 
concurrent resolution was submitted and 
adopted by the Senate and sent to the 
House. I do not remember whether it 
was agreed to by the House. But I call 
the attention of the Senator from Mis- 
souri, if the Senator from Kentucky will 
indulge me, to the fact that, as he will 
remember, I objected very strenuously, 
and argued, or expostulated, whichever 
is the right term, to the effect that the 
Congress could not by concurrent resolu- 
tion amend a law nor could it, as was 
attempted by Concurrent Resolution 50, 
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amend or modify a decision of the court. 
But here we have a concurrent resolu- 
tion being used for a purpose which in 
my opinion is a very appropriate and 
proper purpose, and I think that I have 
studied the concurrent resolution and its 
functions about as thoroughly as any 
Senator I know of. I know that I have 
expostulated on the floor of the Senate 
about it more than almost any other Sen- 
ator has. Now all we do here, as I see it, 
is to instruct the enrolling clerk of the 
House to do what both Houses of the 
Congress want to have done. It will be 
placed in the bill before it ever goes to 
the President, so we do not, as the Sena- 
tor from Missouri has endeavored to 
point out, attempt to legislate by concur- 
rent resolution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the ref- 
erence of the Senator from Utah to the 
situation which existed when the Senator 
from Maryland submitted the concur- 
rent resolution instructing the enroll- 
ing clerk to include in che bill the 
Philippine Islands, which had not been 
included in either House. I do not recal) 
whether it was done, but I think it was. 
And when the bill went to the Presi- 
dent it carried in it the Philippine Islands 
just as though it had been in the bill 
when it was introduced. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I wonder 
whether the Senator sees any difference 
in what is now being attempted to do 
by employment of a concurrent resolu- 
tion, and what was done in the case the 
Senator from Utah speaks of? 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no difference 
in principle, of course. 

Mr. DO With respect to the 
matter of the Philippine Islands, does the 
Senator recall whether it was obviously 
the intention that the Philippine Is- 
lands should be included? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I’; had not been 
thought of. 

Mr. DONNELL. It had not been 
thought of? 

Mr. BARKLEY. It had not been 
thought of by either House, and the Sen- 
ator from Maryland called attention to 
it after the bill had passed the Senate, 
and it was agreed that it ought to have 
been included, and was included by con- 
current resolution, and by direction to 
15 enrolling clerk to include it in the 

ill. 

Mr. DONNELL. And wasit not on the 
theory that it was an obvious error ever 
to have left it out; or was that the 
theory? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the inclusion 
of the Philippine Islands was in the na- 


‘ture of an afterthought, and it was 


thought wise to include them, and it was 
done by concurrent resolution. 

The object of this concurrent resolu- 
tion is to clarify, so far as these dates 
are concerned, what is an obvious cleri- 
cal mistake, because the bill was intro- 
duced early in 1945, and carried dates 
which were then appropriate, but when 
the bill was passed by the House all 
amendments were rejected, so it carried 
these original dates. Obviously, they 
ought to be corrected. 

Mr. DONNELL., Will the Senator be 
kind enough to state whether he thinks 
correction is necessary with respect to 
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other portions of the bill which the Sen- 
ator mentioned, provisions which go be- 
yond the matter of mere correction of 
an oversight or the mere inclusion of an 
afterthought or the mere correction of 
an inadvertent omission? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No, I do not think 
that these corrections are necessary so 
far as the law itself is concerned, but in 
view of the fact that the scarecrow has 
been erected in the watermelon patch 
which would shoo some people away, it 
seems obvious that the corrections might 
well be made in order to assure them 
that the law is not intended to cover 
them. That is all it is intended to do. 

Mr. DONNELL. If it is contemplated 
to submit a concurrent resolution which 
would require the assent of the other 
House of Congress, why cannot the same 
identical material be offered to the bill 
itself and included in the regular order, 
in the regular way, rather than to have 
the Senate pass a bill and then rely on 
the possibility of the other House of Con- 
gress agreeing to something that many 
of us would like to have in the bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Ihave explained that 
so often that I am sure the Senator 
from Missouri understands it. It can be 
offered in the regular way. Every one of 
these amendments or suggestions con- 
tained in the concurrent resolution, can 
be offered as amendments to the bill 
and the Senate can adopt them. There 
is no doubt about that if a majority of 
the Senate see fit to do so. But in do- 
ing so we render it impossible to com- 
plete the legislation at this session, in 
my judgment; and in this manner, by 
concurrent resolution, we escape that 
danger. 

Mr. CONNELL. Of course if the Sen- 
ator please, if we adopt the plan which 
the Senator proposes we will pass a 
statute and be bound by it and take our 
chances as to whether the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall agree to what many 
of us would like to have in the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. We are not bound by 
it unless it becomes a part of the statute, 
and it would not become a part of the 
statute unless both Houses agreed to it, 
and in the enrollment of the bill it would 
be included in the bill before it ever left 
the Congress to go to the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator stated that 
the correction of the dates is obviously 
a correction of a clerical mistake. How 
can we correct a clerical mistake before 
a mistake is made? If we pass a bill 
there is no clerical mistake involved in 
what we pass. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would expect that 
sort of an argument to be made by a 
pettyfogging lawyer before a justice of 
the peace, but I would not expect it from 
the great Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. When the Senator says 
that we must correct a clerical error be- 
fore the error is made, it seems perfectly 
obvious that that is talking nonsense. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is not proposed to 
adopt this concurrent resolution until we 
pass the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Before we arrange to 
make the mistake. 
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Mr. DONNELL. Then it is proposed 
to correct the mistake which we shall 
make subsequently. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan and then I am not going 
to yield to any other Senator. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I merely want to 
ask a question in relation to the concur- 
rent resolution. Do I correctly under- 
stand that if we pass the bill as it is, and 
agree to the concurrent resolution, the 
House will not have to concur in the bill 
itself, because they have already passed 
it? But if the House should fail to agree 
to the concurrent resolution will the bill 
go to the President just as it is without 
the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the bill is passed 
by the Senate in the form in which it has 
come to it from the House, and in the 
form in which it is presented here now, 
and no concurrent resolution making 
these corrections is agreed to by both 
Houses, the bill would go to the President 
in exactly the form in which it is now. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, but if the 
House agrees to the concurrent resolu- 
tion, then it would become part of the 
bill, and the bill would go to the Presi- 
dent with the corrections that are pro- 
posed in the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Absolutely, and they 
would become a part of the bill, just as 
if they had been included in the bill 
originally without any concurrent reso- 
lution. 

Bi FERGUSON. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, we 
have already disposed of the Executive 
Calendar. It is obvious that we cannot 
conclude the bill this evening. 


NOMINATION OF MAJ. GEN. ROBERT S. 
BEIGHTLER TO BE BRIGADIER GEN- 
ERAL OF THE LINE IN THE REGULAR 
ARMY 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. I should like to ad- 
dress the Senate for a few moments on a 
subject apart from the pending legis- 
lation. 

Mr. President, the Senate has today 
received from the President of the United 
States the nomination of Maj. Gen. 
Robert S. Beightler to become a brigadier 
general of the line in the Regular Army. 

This nomination requires special legis- 
lation because Maj. Gen. Robert S. 
Beightler is not a Regular Army officer. 
In fact, he is the only National Guard 


officer who commanded a division 


throughout World War II. 

It gives me distinct pleasure to rise 
to pay tribute to General Beightler for 
his outstanding service in two world 
wars, and especially for his distinguished 
service as commander of the Thirty- 
seventh Infantry Division in the Pacific. 
This is the Buckeye Division and all 
Ohioans are proud of its heroic accom- 
plishments — accomplishments which 
were made possible through the leader- 
ship that the division enjoyed, as well as 
through the courage and patriotic de- 
votion of the men he led. 

Mr. President, it has been my privilege 
to know General Beightler for more than 
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a quarter of a century. Many years ago 
when I was executive secretary to the 
Governor of Ohio, Bob Beightler was an 
efficient engineer in the State highway 
department. He later served as director 
of highways for the State of Ohio. He 
has always been an outstanding figure 
whether serving in civil or military 
affairs. He has grown in stature with 
the years and I am glad to see him re- 
ceive this recognition. On October 18, 
1945, Gen. Jacob L. Devers, commanding 
general of the Army Ground Forces in 
the Pacific, said of his division: 


Soldiers of the Thirty-seventh Infantry 
Division—and there are none more heroic— 
are deserving of the hearty congratulations 
of a grateful Nation. Their valor, combined 
with sacrifice and a strong devotion to duty, 
did much to break a fanatical enemy’s 
stranglehold on peace-loving nations in the 
Asiatic-Pacific area and stamp out the threat 
to our cherished American way of life. The 
distinguished role played by the Buckeye 
Division in carving our glorious victory is 
already history. 


Indeed, words are inadequate to ex- 
press the tributes and praises which are 
due to General Beightler and his division. 
America is grateful. It will not forget. 

Under the command of General 
Beightler, the Thirty-seventh Division, 
in 592 days of combat, killed 33,590 Japa- 
nese and took 2,161 prisoners of war. 
This was a remarkable feat, considering 
the fact that the Japanese were taught 
never to surrender. In fact, they did not 
know the term “surrender.” The glori- 
ous victories of the Thirty-seventh 
were won on New Georgia, Bougainville, 
and Luzon, where, beneath the palms of 
those far-away islands, sleep hundreds 
of the heroes of the division in soil hal- 
lowed by their patriotic efforts. 

The spirit, confidence, and determina- 
tion of the leader of the Thirty-seventh 
Division were reflected throughout its 
ranks. The steadfast loyalty of the men 
of the Thirty-seventh reflected their 
belief in the general they followed. This 
was a combination that did not know the 
meaning of defeat. It pressed ever for- 
ward to victory. 

So, Mr. President, it is with pardonable 
pride and pleasure that I recommend to 
the Senate the speedy enactment of spe- 
cial legislation which will make General 
Beightler a brigadier general of the line 
in the Regular Army. I know of no more 
fitting recognition for the unusual and 
brilliant record of an outstanding soldier. 

I send to the desk a bill which I ask 
to have appropriately referred. 

There being no objection the bill (S. 
2480) authorizing the appointment of 
Robert Sprague Beightler as permanent 
brigadier general of the line of the Reg- 
ular Army, introduced by Mr. HUFFMAN, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 


BOOKER T. WASHINGTON MEMORIAL 
COIN 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House bill 6528, Calendar 
No. 1861. The bill provides for the coin- 
age of not to exceed 5,000,000 silver 50- 
cent pieces of standard size, weight, and 
fineness, of a special appropriate design 
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to be fixed by the Director of the Mint, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. The coins would be issued at 
par and only upon request of the Booker 
T. Washington Birthday Memorial. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
6528) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent 
pieces to commemorate the life and per- 
petuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand, this follows the established 
form for the issuance of such coins, 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE. Was the bill unani- 
mously reported by the Committee on 
Banking and Currency? 

Mr. WAGNER. The bill was unani- 
mously reported by the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as I 
understand, this is a bill to provide for 
the issuance of the Booker T. Washing- 
ton memorial coin. 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be absent from 
the Senate until next Wednesday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 


RECESS 


Mr, BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate take a recess until 11 o'clock a. m. 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; 1R (at 10 
o'clock and 28 minutes p. m.), the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 26, 1946, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 25 (legislative day of July 
5), 1946: 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Richard Seymour Roäney, of Delaware, to 
be United States district judge for the dis- 
trict of Delaware. (New position.) 

GOVERNOR OF PUERTO Rico 

Jesús T. Piñero, of Puerto Rico, to be 
Governor of Puerto Rico, vice Rexford Guy 
Tugwell. , 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

The following-named persons to be mem- 
bers of the Council of Economic Advisers: 

Leon H. Keyserling, of New York 

John Davidson Clark, of Wyoming 


OFFICE OF WAR MOBILIZATION AND 
RECONVERSION 
The following-named person to be a mem- 
ber of the Advisory Board, Office of War 
Mobilization and Reconversion: 
PUBLIC MEMBER 


George W. Taylor, of Pennsylvania, vice O, 
Max Gardner. 
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SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

Commander John F. Robinson for ap- 
pointment as State director of selective 
service for Connecticut, under the provisions 
of section 10 (a) (3) of the Selective Train- 
ing and Service Act of 1940, as amended. 

(Compensation for the position of State 
director of selective service will be at the 
rate of $7,581 per annum.) 


In THE ARMY _ 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States: 

TO BE BRIGADIER GENERAL 


Maj. Gen. Robert Sprague Beightler, Na- 
tional Guard of the United States. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 25 (legislative day of 
July 5), 1946: 

UNITED NaTIONS—GENERAL ASSEMBLY To BE 
HELD IN New YORK CITY, SEPTEMBER 1946 
TO BE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES 

OF AMERICA TO THE SECOND PART OF THE FIRST 

SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE 

UNITED NATIONS 


Warren R. Austin, United States Senator 
from the State of Vermont. 

Tom Connally, United States Senator from 
the State of Texas. 

Arthur H. Vandenberg, United States Sen- 
ator from the State of Michigan. 

Mrs. Anna Eleanor Roosevelt, of New York. 

Sol Bloom, a Member of the United States 
House of Representatives from the State of 
New York. 


TO BE ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE SECOND PART OF 
THE FIRST SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
OF THE UNITED NATIONS 


Charles A, Eaton, a Member of the United 
States House of Representatives from the 
State of New Jersey. 

Helen Gahagan Douglas, a Member of the 
United States House of Representatives from 
the State of California. 

John Foster Dulles, of New York, 

Adlai E. Stevenson, of Illinois, 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO ITALY 


James Clement Dunn 


TO BE A CONSUL GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA 


Harry F. Hawley 


TO BE FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS, UNCLASSIFIED, 
VICE CONSULS OF CAREER, AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA 


Edward B. Bergman Jobn J. Ingersoll 
Mrs. Katherine W. David K, Marvin 
Bracken Vincent T. McKenna 
Jack E. Conner Joseph P. Nagoski 
Bruce R, Crooks Albert V. Nyren 
Thomas A. Donovan James F. O'Connor, Jr. 
Charles T. Dougherty John Newton Smith 
Thomas J. Duffield, Jr. Thomas B. Stauffer 
George M. Finch Richard H. Stephens 
William Dale Fisher Robin E. Steussy 
Tibor A, Galambos Robert W. Stookey 
Meyer L. Goldman J. Charles Thompson 
Deane R. Hinton Parker D. Wyman 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Mastin G. White, to be Solicitor of the 
Department of the Interior. 
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT Court or APPEALS 
E. Kolodner, to be judge of the 
United States Circuit Court of Appeals for 
the Third Circuit. 
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UNITED STATES District JUDGE 
Theodore Levin, to be United States dis- 
trict judge for the eastern district of 
Michigan. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Dan B. Shields, to be United States at- 
torney for the district of Utah. 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL 


Donald A, Draughon, to be United States 
marshal for the district of Puerto Rico. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuurspay, Jury 25, 1946 


The House met at 10 o’clock a. m. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D.D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby- 
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


O Thou who art the Lord and Master 
of us all, grant that in the midst of the 
strain and stress of our days we may have 
a vivid assurance of Thy sovereignty, not 
as an arbitrary power, but as the guid- 
ing intelligence whose wisdom never 
errs and the overruling Father whose 
thoughts concerning us are those of love 
and peace. 

We humbly confess that we try to plan 
wisely and labor conscientiously, and yet 
how feeble our human wisdom and how . 
fruitless all our efforts! May we respond 
more earnestly and eagerly to the leading 
of Thy spirit as Thou dost seek to instill 
within us a sense of what Thou wouldst 
have us do. 

Emancipate us from weakness and 
weariness, from doubt and despair, from 
impatience and timidity as we are chal- 
lenged to give life and all its experiences 
a more valiant reading. 

Help us enter into a deeper and more 
joyous fellowship with Thee and with all 
mankind by making a daring trial of 
those cardinal virtues of trust, obedience, 
and fidelity, and those lofty principles of 
justice, righteousness, and good will 
which Thou hast ordained. 

Make us one with Thee and our fellow 
men in the spirit of the Christ in whose 
name we offer our prayers. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Gatling, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend- 
ments of the House to a bill of the Senate 
of the following title: 

S. 1426. An act to provide for the replan- 
ning and rebuilding of slum, blighted, and 
other areas of the District of Columbla, and 
the assembly, by purchase or condemnation, 
of real property in such areas and the sale 
or lease thereof for the redevelopment of 
such area in accordance with said plans; and 
to provide for the organization of, procedure 
for, and the financing of such planning, 
acquisition, and sale or lease; and for other 
purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1253) entitled 
“An act to enable debtor railroad corpo- 
rations expeditiously to effectuate reor- 
ganizations of their financial structures; 
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to alter or modify their financial obli- 
gations; and for other purposes; requests 
a conference with the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. WHEELER, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, Mr. TUNNELL, Mr. REED, and 
Mr. Moore to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The messege also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee cf conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the joint resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 371) entitled “An act 
extending the effective period of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, as 
amended, and the Stabilization Act of 
1942, as amended.” X 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 4051) entitled “An act to 
grant to enlisted personnel of the armed 
forces certain benefits in lieu of accu- 

nulated leave,” disagreed, to by the 

ouse; agrees to the conference asked 
by the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Hcuses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. THomas of Utah, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Colorado, Mi. HILL, Mr. Gurney, and 
Mr. Revercoms to be the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
President pro tempore has appointed Mr. 
BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER members of 
the joint select committee on the part 
of the Senate, as provided for in the act 
of August 5, 1939, entitled “An act to 
provide for the disposition of certain 
records of the United States Govern- 
ment,” for the disposition of executive 
papers in the following department and 
agencies: 

1. Department of the Navy. 

2. Government Printing Office. 

3. National Archives. 

4. Veterans’ Administration. 


KARL E. BOND 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 783) for 
the relief of Karl E. Bond, with a Sen- 
ate amendment thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendment, and ask for a con- 
ference with the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? [After a pause.) The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees’ Messrs. FERNANDEZ, HEDRICK, 
and JENNINGS. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp and include two 
newspaper items. 

Mr. BALDWIN of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Record and include a brief 
article by Mr. Horace Fisher Fuller, Jr. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. BALDWIN of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks and in- 
clude a poem. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection, 
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(Mr. BALDWIN of New York addressed 
the House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix.] 


REPUBLICAN ADMINISTRATION WILL RE- 
DUCE FEDERAL EXPENDITURES 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, a Repub- 
lican-controlled- House of Representa- 
tives next year will reduce Federal ex- 
penditures below $32,000,000,000 for the 
fiscal year following its election, will 
balance the budget, and provide a surplus 
to be applied on the reduction of the 
national debt. 

Total expenditures during the current 
fiscal year have been estimated at $42,- 
000,000,000 by Government economists 
and at $47,400,000,000 by Senator Tart. 
This means a deficit of $8,000,000,000 to 
$10,000,000 .000. 

It is futile for the Democratic Party, 
which has become the pliant servant of 
Federal bureaucrats, to promise much- 
needed reductions in Government spend- 
ing. A Republican controlled House 
would be under no obligation to the 
personnel in Federal departments and 
bureaus and would consider all appro- 
priation bills with the interest of the 
country as a whole in mind. It will be 
the definite purpose of Republicans on 
the appropriation committee and in 
charge of the legislative machinery of 
the House to dismantle this vast Govern- 
ment machine built up by the New Deal 
in the thirtics and overexpanded dur- 
ing the war years. ` 

It will be history repeating itself. 
After the First World War, the country 
turned from the Democratic Party to the 
Republicans. The Republicans disman- 
tled the war government, balanced the 
budget, reduced taxes three times, and 
had surpluses of $10,000,000,000 to apply 
on the national debt. The pattern of 
what is ahead of us in 1947 and 1948 is 
identical. Governor Dewey’s famous 
slogan “Tim? for a change” is most 
appropriate. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call 
the first bill on the Consent Calendar. 


COAST GUARD ENLISTMENTS FOR DUTY 
AT LIFEBOAT STATIONS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6219) 
to authorize the Commandant of the 
United States Coast Guard to accept en- 
listments of certain individuals for duty 
at lifeboat stations during the year 1946. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER PARKWAY 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6609) to 
authorize the survey of a proposed Mis- 
sissippi River Parkway for the purpose 
of determining the feasibility of such a 


national parkway, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


FIRST WAR POWERS ACT, 1941 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6890) 
to amend the First War Powers Act, 1941. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
ve ters of the gentleman from New 

ork? 


There was no objection. 
INDIAN SERVICE IRRIGATION PROJECTS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 115) to 
modify sections 4 and 20 of the Perma- 
nent Appropriation Repeal Act, 1934, 
with reference to certain funds collected 
in connection with the operation of 
Indian Service irrigation projects, and 
for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That on and after July 
1, following approval of this act, collections 
made from water users on each Indian irri- 
gation project on account of assessments 
levied to meet the cost of operating and main- 
taining such project shall be deposited into 
the Treasury for credit to a trust-fund ac- 
count pursuant to section 20 of the Perma- 
nent Appropriation Repeal Act, 1934 (48 Stat. 
1233), and shall be available for expendi- 
ture in carrying out the purposes for which 
collected. 

Sec. 2. There shall be credited to each 
trust-fund account so established the excess, 
if any, of (1) the unexpended balance c? any 
repealed special fund appropriation to which 
operation and maintenance collections were 
credited prior to July 1, 1935, and (2) the 
amount of receipts covered into the Treasury 
pursuant to section 4 of the Permanent 
Appropriation Repeal Act, 1934 (48 Stat. 
1227), over expenditures from appropria- 
tions provided for the operation and main- 
tenance of the irrigation project from which 
such unexpended balance or receipts were 
derived, and the amount so credited shall be 
subject to expenditure as prescribed in sec- 
tion 1 hereof. 

Sec. 3. Revenues hereafter collected from 
power operations on each Indian irrigation 
project and deposited into the Treasury for 
credit to miscellaneous receipts pursuant to 
section 4 of the Permanent Appropriation 
Repeal Act, 1934 (48 Stat. 1227), or pursuant 
to other provisions of iaw, are hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated annually, in specific 
or in indefinite amounts, equal to the collec- 
tions so credited, for the following purposes 
in connection with the respective projects 
from which such revenues are derived: (1) 
Payment of the expenses of operating and 
maintaining the power system; (2) creation 
and maintenance of reserve funds to be 
available for making repairs and replace- 
ments to, defraying emergency expenses for, 
and insuring continuous operation of the 
power system, the fund for each project to 
be maintained at such level, within limits 
set by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, as may from time to time be pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Interior; (3) 
amortization, in accordance with the repay- 
ment provisions of the applicable statutes 
or contracts, of construction costs allocated 
to be returned from power revenues; and (4) 
payment of other expenses and obligations 
chargeable to power evenues to the extent 
required or permitted by law. 


1946 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 3, strike out the words “and 
after July 1, following.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


USE OF FUNDS OF INDIAN TRIBES 
FOR INSURANCE 


The Clerk calied the bill (S. 1235) to 
authorize the use of the funds of any 
tribe of Indians for insurance premiums. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act authorizing the use of the funds of 
any tribe of Indians for payments of insur- 
ance premiums for protection of the prop- 
erty of the tribe against fire, theft, tornado, 
and hail,” approved April 13, 1926 (44 Stat. 
242), is amended to read as follows: 

“That hereafter the funds of any tribe of 
Indians under the control of the United 
States may be used for payments of insur- 
ance premiums for protection of the property 
of the tribe against fire, theft, tornado, hall, 
earthquake, or other elements and forces of 
nature, and for protection against liability 
on account of injuries or damages to per- 
sons or property and other like claims.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider laid on the 
table. 


COMPENSATION TO EMPLOYEES OF 
GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS OUTSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6997) 
to amend the act entitled “Compensation 
for injury, death, or detention of em- 
ployees of contractors with the United 
States outside the United States,” as 
amended, for the purpose of making the 
100-percent-earning provisions effective 
as of January 1, 1942. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act to provide benefits for the injury, 
disability, death, or enemy detention of em- 
ployees of contractors with the United States, 
and for other purposes,” approved December 
2, 1942 (42 U. S. C. 1701), is amended by add- 
ing to the final proviso in the last paragraph 
of section 101 (b) (1) thereof, as added by 
title I of the act approved December 23, 1943 
(57 Stat. 626), upon changing the final period 
to a semicolon, the following: “and in such 
cases benefits for detention shall accrue from 
January 1, 1942, unless the beginning of ab- 
sence occurred upon a later date in which 
event benefits shall accrue from such later 
date, and for the period of such absence shall 
be 100 percent of the average weekly wages, 
determined as herein provided: And provided 
further, That compensation for disability un- 
der this title (except under allowance for 
scheduled losses of members or functions of 
the body, within the purview of section 102 
(a)) shall not be paid in any case in respect 
to any period of time during which benefits 
for detention may accrue under this title in 
the same case, and should a person entitled 
to benefits for detention also be entitled to 
workmen’s compensation or similar benefits 
under any other law, agreement, or plan (ex- 
cept allowances for scheduled losses of mem- 
bers or functions of the body), where such 
other benefits are paid or to be paid directly 
or indirectly by the United States, the amount 
thereof accruing as to the period of absence 
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shall be taken into account and the benefits 
credited to the account of the detained per- 
son reduced accordingly: And provided fur- 
ther, That where through mistake of fact, 
absence of proof of death, or error through 
lack of adequate information or otherwise, 
payments as for detention have in any case 
been erroneously made or credited, any re- 
sulting overpayment of detention benefits 
(the recovery of which is not waived as other- 
wise provided for in this section) shall be 
recouped by the Commission in such manner 


as it shall determine from any unpaid ac- 


cruals to the account of the detained person, 
and if such accruals are insufficient for such 
purpose, then from any allowance of com- 
pensation for injury or death in the same 
case (whether under this title or under any 
other law, agreement, or plan, if the United 
States pays, or is obligated to pay, such bene- 
fits, directly or indirectly), but only to the 
extent of the amount of such compensation 
benefits payable for the particular period of 
such overpayment, and in cases of erroneous 
payments of compensation for injury or 
death, made through mistake of fact, whether 
under this title or under any other law, agree- 
ment, or plan (if the United States is obli- 
gated to pay such compensation, directly or 
indirectly), the Commission is authorized to 
recoup from any unpaid benefits for deten- 
tion, the amount of any overpayment thus 
arising; and any amounts recovered under 
this section shall be covered into such com- 
pensation fund, and for the foregoing pur- 
poses the Commission shall have a right of 
lien, intervention, and recovery in any claim 
or proceeding for compensation.” 

Sec. 2. The provisions of section 1 of this 
act shall apply in all cases within the 
purview of section 101 (b) of such act of De- 
cember 2, 1942, and shall be applied retro- 
spectively to January 1, 1942; and the United 
States Employees’ Compensation Commission 
is authorized to review any case affected by 
such provisions, and to make the adjustment 
of benefits which they require. In cases in 
which claims for benefits under such section 
101 (b) have been adjudicated, and the de- 
tained person has died since such adjudica- 
tion, any amounts found to be due upon such 
review shall be paid to his legal represent- 
ative. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


DISPOSAL AGENCY FOR SURPLUS 
PROPERTY 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1636) to 
amend the Surplus Property Act of 1944 
to designate the Department of State as 
the disposal agency for surplus property 
outside the continental United States, its 
Territories and possessions, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
in view of the fact that this bill contains 
items of major importance and consider- 
ation, I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 


UNITED STATES CAPITOL GROUNDS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6968) 
to define the area of the United States 
Capitol Grounds, to regulate the use 
thereof, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection, 
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a similar Senate 
bill, S. 2405, be considered in lieu of the 
House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the United States 
Capitol Grounds shall comprise all squares, 
reservations, streets, roadways, walks, and 
other areas as defined on a map entitled 
“Map showing areas comprising Unitec States 
Capitol Grounds,” dated June 25, 1946, ap- 
proved by the Architect of the Capitol and 
recorded in the Office of the Surveyor of the 
District of Columbia in book 127, page 8, and 
the jurisdiction and control over the United 
States Capitol Grounds, heretofore vested by 
law in the Architect of the Capitol, is here- 
by extended to the entire area of tho United 
States Capitol Grounds as defined on the 
aforementioned map, and the Architect of 
the Capitol shall be responsible for the main- 
tenance and improvement thereof: Provid- 
ed, That those streets and roadways in said, 
United States Capitol Grounds shown on said 
map as being under the jurisdiction and con- 
trol of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia shall continue under such juris- 
diction and control, and said Commission- 
ers shall be responsible for the maintenance 
and improvement thereof: Provided further, 
That the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia shall be permitted to enter any 
part of said United States Capitol Grounds- 
for the purpose of repairing or maintaining 
or, subject to the approval of the Architect 
of the Capitol, for the purpose of construct- 
ing or altering, any utility service of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government. 

Sec. 2. Public travel in and occupancy of 
said United States Capitol Grounds shall be 
restricted to the roads, walks, and places pre- 
pared for that purpose by flagging, paving, or 
otherwise, 

Sec, 3. It is forbidden to occupy the roads 
in said United States Capitol Grounds in 
such manner as to obstruct or hinder their 
proper use, or to use the roads in the area of 
said United States Capitol Grounds, south of 
Constitution Avenue and B Street and north 
of Independence Avenue and B Street, for 
the conveyance of goods or merchandise, ex- 
cept to or from the Capitol on Government 
service. 

Sec. 4. It is forbidden to offer or expose any 
article for sale in said United States Capitol 
Grounds; to display any sign, placard, or 
other form of advertisement therein; to solicit 
fares, alms, subscriptions, or contributions 
therein. ; 

Sec. 5. It is forbidden to step or climb 
upon, remove, or in any Way injure any 
statue, seat, wall, fountain, or other erection 
or architectural feature, or any tree, shrub, 
plant, or turf in said United States Capitol 
Grounds, 

Sec. 6. It is forbidden to discharge any 
firearm, firework or explosive, set fire to any 
combustible, make any harangue or oration, 
or utter loud, threatening, or abusive lan- 
gauge in said United States Capitol Grounds, 

Sec. 7. It is forbidden to parade, stand, 
or move in processions or assemblages in 
said United States Capitol Grounds, or to 
display therein any flag, banner, or device 
designed or adapted to bring into public 
notice any party, organization, or movement, 
except as hereinafter provided in sections 11 
and 12 of this act. 

Sec. 8. Offenses against sections 2 to 7, 
both inclusive, of this act shall be punishable 
by a fine not exceeding $100, or imprison- 
ment not exceeding 60 days, or by both such 
fine and imprisonment, prosecution for such 
offenses to be had in The Municipal Court for 
the District of Columbia, upon information 
by the United States attorney or any of his 
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assistants: Provided, That in cases where 
public property is damaged in an amount 
exceeding $100, the offense shall be punish- 
able by imprisonment for not more than 
5 years. 

Sec. 9. The Capitol Police shall police the 
United States Capitol Buildings and Grounds 
under the direction of the Capitol Police 


Board, consisting of the Sergeant at Arms 


of the United States Senate, the Sergeant at 
Arms of the House of Representatives, and 
the Architect of the Capitol, and shall have 
the power to enforce the provisions of this 
act and regulations promulgated under sec- 
tion 14 thereof, and to make arrests within 
the United States Capitol Buildings and 
Grounds for any violations of any law of the 
United States or of any State, or any regula- 
tion promulgated pursuant thereto: Provided, 
That the Metropolitan Police force of the 
District of Columbia are hereby authorized 
to make arrests within the United States 
Capitol Buildings and Grounds for any viola- 
tions of any such laws or regulations, but 
such authority shall not be construed as 
authorizing the Metropolitan Police force, 
except with the consent or upon the request 

cot the Capitol Police Board, to enter such 
buildings to make arrests in response to 
complaints or to serve warrants or to patrol 
the United States Capitol Buildings and 
Grounds, with the exception of the streets 
and rozdways shown on the map referred to 
in section 1 of this act as being under the 
jurisdiction and control of the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia. For the 

purpose of this section, the word “grounds” 

shall include the House Office Building park- 
ing area. z 

Sec. 10, It shall be the duty of all persons 

employed in the service of the Government 
` in the Capitol or in the United States Capi- 
` tol Grounds to prevent, as far as may be 
in their power, offenses against. this act, and 
to aid the police, by information or other- 
wise, in securing the arrest and conviction 
of offenders. 

Sec. 11. In order to admit of the due ob- 
servance within the United States Capitol 
Grounds of occasions of national interest be- 
coming the cognizance and entertainment 
of Congress, the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
acting concurrently, are hereby authorized 
to suspend for such proper occasions so much 
of the prohibitions contained in sections 2 
to 7, both inclusive, of this act as would pre- 
vent the use of the roads and walks of the 
said grounds by processions or assemblages, 
and the use upon them of suitable decora- 
tions, music, addresses, and ceremonies: Pro- 
vided, That responsible officers shall have 
been appointed, and arrangements deter- 
mined which are adequate, in the judgment 
of said President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, for 
the maintenance of suitable order and de- 
corum in the proceedings, and for guarding 
the Capitol and its grounds from injury. 

Sec. 12. In the absence from Washington 
of either of the officers designated in section 
11, the authority therein given to suspend 
certain prohibitions of this act shall de- 
volve upon the other, and in the absence 
-from Washington of both it shall devolve 
upon the Capitol Police Board: Provided, 
That notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tions 7 and 11 of this act, the Capitol Police 
Board is hereby authorized to grant the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia au- 
thority to permit the use of Louisiana Ave- 
nue for any of the purposes prohibited by 
said section 7. 

Sec. 13. Nothing in the foregoing sections 
shall be construed to prohibit the giving of 
concerts in the Uinted States Capitol 
Grounds, at such times as will not interfere 
with the Congress, by any band in the service 
of the United States, when and as author- 
ized by the Architect of the Capitol. 

Sec. 14. (a) The Capitol Police Board, con- 
sisting of the Sergeant at Arms of the United 
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States Senate, the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House of Representatives, and the Architect 
of the Capitol, shall have exclusive charge 
and control of the regulation and movement 
of all vehicular and other traffic} including 
the parking and impounding of vehicles and 
limiting the speed thereof, within the United 
States Capitol Grounds, except on those 
streets and roadways shown on the map 
referred to in section 1 of this act as being 
under the jurisdiction and control of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia; 
and said Board is hereby authorized and em- 
powered to make and enforce all necessary 
regulations therefor and to prescribe penal- 
ties for violation of such regulations, such 
penalties not to exceed a fine of $300 or im- 
prisonment for not more than 90 days. Not- 
withstanding the foregoing provisions of this 
section those provisions of the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act of 1925, as amended, for 
the violation of which specific penalties are 
provided in said act, as amended, shall be 
applicable to the United States Capitol 
Grounds. Prosecutions for violation of such 
regulations shall be in the Municipal Court 


- for the District of Columbia, upon informa- 


tion by the Corporation Counsel of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia or any of his assistants. 
(b) Regulations authorized to be promul- 
gated under this section shall be promul- 
gated by the Capitol Police Board within 6 
months after approval of this act: Provided, 
That until such regulations are promulgated 
and become effective, the traffic regulations 
of the District of Columbia shall be appli- 
cable to the United States Capitol Grounds. 
(c) All regulations promulgated under the 
authority of this section shall, when adopted 
by the Capitol Police Board, be printed in 
one or more of the daily newspapers pub- 
lished in the District of Columbia, and shall 
not become effective until the expiration of 
10 days after the date of such publication. 
(d) It shall be the duty of the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia, or any 
officer or employee of the government of the 
District of Columbia designated by said Com- 
missioners, upon request of the Capitol Po- 
lice Board, to cooperate with the Board 
in the preparation of the regulations author- 
ized to be promulgated under this section, 
and any future amendments thereof. 
Sec. 15. The act entitled “An act to regu- 
late the use of the Capitol Grounds,” ap- 
proved July 1, 1882 (22 Stat. 126), the sec- 


ond sentence of the first paragraph under 


the heading “Capitol Police,” contained in 
section 1 of an act entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the legislative, executive, 
and judicial expenses of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1897, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 28, 1896 (29 
Stat. 143; U. S. C., title 40, sec. 213), the pro- 
viso in the paragraph “Lighting the Capitol 
and Grounds,” contained in an act entitled 
“An act making appropriations for sundry 
civil expenses of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1901, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 6, 1900 (31 
State, 613; U. S. C., title 40, sec. 205), and 
sections 881 to 890, both inclusive, of the act 
entitled, “An act to establish a code of law 
for the District of Columbia,” approved March 
3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1333, 1334), are hereby re- 
pealed: Provided, however, That any viola- 
tion of any of the provisions of said acts 
hereby repealed, occuring before the date 
of this repeal, may be prosecuted to the same 
extent as if this act had not been enacted. 
Sec. 16, (a) The provisions of the foregoing 
sections of this act, except section 9, shall 
not be construed to extend inside the Capi- 
tol Buildings; and the words “Capitol Build- 
ings” as used in this act, shall be construed 
to include the United States Capitol, Senate 
Office Building, House Office Buildings, Capi- 
tol Power Plant, and Legislative Garage. 
(b) Nothing in this act shall be construed 
to repeal, amend, alter, or supersede (1) sec- 
tion 1820 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
title 40, sec, 193); (2) an act entitled “An 
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act to protect the public property, turf, and 
grass of the Capitol Grounds from injury,” 
approved April 29, 1876 (19 Stat. 41; U. S. C., 
title 40, sec, 214); (3) except as provided in 
section 9 of this act, section 15 of an act en- 
titled “An act for the preservation of the 
public peace and the protection of property 


within the District of Columbia,” approved 


July 29, 1892 (27 Stat. 325; U. S. C., title 40, 
sec. 101); (4) the second proviso in the item 


Capitol garages” under the caption “Capi- 


tol Buildings and Grounds” contained in an 
act entitled “An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and 


for other purposes,“ approved June 30, 1932 


(47 Stat. 382, 391; U.S. C., title 40, sec. 185a); 
or (5) an act entitled “An act to authorize 
the use of part of the United States Capitol 
Grounds east of the Union Station for the 
parking of motor vehicles,” approved July 
8, 1943 (57 Stat. 390). 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 


- time, was read the third time, and passed, 


and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 6968) was 
laid on the table. 


- DISPOSITION. OF VESSELS, TROPHIES, 


RELICS, AND MATERIAL OF HISTORICAL 
INTEREST BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1547) to 
provide for the disposition of vessels, 
trophies, relics, and material of histori- 
cal interest by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 


read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Navy is authorized, upon such terms 
and conditions as he may in his discretion 


- prescribe, to transfer by gift or otherwise 


obsolete or condemned vessels of the United 
States Navy or captured vessels in the pos- 
session of the Navy to any of the several 
States, Territories, or possessions of the 
United States, and political subdivisions, or 
municipal corporations thereof, the District 
of Columbia, Canal Zone, or to corporations 
or associations whose charter or articles of 
agreement denies them the right to operate 
for profit. The transfer agreement for the 
disposition of any vessel shall include a stipu- 
lation that the transferee shall maintain the 
vessel in a condition satisfactory to the Navy 
Department and that no expense shall re- 
sult to the United States as a consequence 
of such transfer or as a consequence of such 
terms and conditions prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of the Navy: Provided, That the pro- 
visions of section 34 (a) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 765; 50 U. S. C. 
1611) shall apply to this act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized, in his discretion, to loan or give 
to any of the several States, Territories, or 
possessions of the United States, and po- 
litical subdivisions or municipal corporations 
thereof, the District of Columbia, Canal 
Zone, Soldiers’ Monument Associations, posts 
of the Grand Army of the Republic, posts 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States, posts of the American Legion, 
and other recognized war veteran associa- 
tions, State museums, libraries, historical 
societies, and museums operated and main- 
tained for educational purposes only, whose 
charter denies them the right to operate 
for profit, and posts of the Sons of Vet- 
erans Reserve, educational institutions whose 
graduates or students fought in World War I 
or World War II, captured, condemned, or 
obsolete ordnance, guns, projectiles, books, 
manuscripts, works of art, drawings, plans, 
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models, and other condemned or obsolete 
material, trophies, and flags, and other ma- 
terial of historic interest which may not 
be needed in the service of the Navy 
Department. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to loan or give to any individual 
who sponsored a ship or vessel, the name 
plate or any small article of a negligible or 
sentimental value, from that ship or vessel, 
and any person, State, group, or organization 
named in section 2 of this act who donated 
any article. material, or equipment includ- 
ing donations of silver service, may receive 
such articles, equipment, or material at the 
discretion of the Secretary of the Navy. The 
loans or gifts described in sections 2 and 3 
of this act shall be made subject to such 
rules and regulations as may be prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Navy, and the Gov- 
ernment shall be at no expense in connec- 
tion with any such loan or gift. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized to transfer, without reimburse- 
ment, such devices and tophies as he may 
in his discretion determine, to the Secretary 
of the Treasury for the promotion of the sale 
of war or victory bonds, and to any other 
Government agency for scientific, experi- 
mental, monumental, or display purposes. 
The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
to sell or donate such war devices and tro- 
phies for the promotion of the sale of war 
or victory bonds. 

Sec. 5. Any person who gave or loaned 
binoculars to the United States or to the 
United States Navy in order that such 
binoculars might be used in the naval serv- 
ice during World War II and to whom the 
binoculars given or loaned cannot be 
returned, shall be entitled to receive from 
the Secretary of the Navy binoculars similar 
in type to the binoculars given or loaned. 

Sec. 6. No transfer, loan, or gift authorized 
by section 1 or 2 of this act shall take effect 
until information of the proposal to make 
such transfer, loan, or gift has been trans- 
mitted to the Congress. The transfers au- 
thorized by section 1 of this act shall take 
effect upon the expiration of the first period 
of sixty calendar days of continuous session 
of the Congress following the date on which 
information of the proposal to make such 
transfer is transmitted to the Congress; but 
only if, between the date of transmittal and 
the expiration of such sixty-day period, there 
has not been passed by the two Houses a 
concurrent resolution stating in substance 
that the Congress does not favor the pro- 
. posed transfer. The loans and gifts author- 
ized by section 2 of this act shall take effect 
upon the expiration of the first. period of 
thirty calendar days of continuous session 
of the Congress following the date on which 
information of the proposal to make- such 
loan or gift is transmitted to the Congress; 
but only if, between the date of transmittal 
and the expiration of such thirty-day period, 
there has not been passed by the two Houses 
a concurrent resolution stating in substance 
that the Congress does not favor the pro- 
posed loan or gift. 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ELLIOTT: Amend 
section 2 by adding in line 4, page 3, after 
the word “Department” a semicolon and the 
following language: “Provided, That the 
material authorized by this section to be 
loaned or given by the Secretary of the Navy 
shall not include any records of the Federal 
Government as defined in the act approved 
July 7, 1943 (57 Stat. 880, U. S. C. 366).” 


Mr. DREWRY..- The committee ac- 
cepts the amendment, 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
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passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


CERTAIN CLAIMS. AGAINST THE UNITED 
STATES CAUSED BY THE NAVAL 
SERVICE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2247) to 
permit the Secretary of the Navy to dele- 
gate the authority to compromise and 
Settle claims against the United States 
caused by vessels of the Navy or in the 
naval service, or for towage or salvage 
services to such vessels, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of July 3, 
1944 (58 Stat. 726), be amended by adding 
another section thereto as follows: 

“Sec. 9. When the net amount paid in set- 
tlement does not exceed $1,000, the authority 
of the Secretary of the Navy as set forth in 
section 7, may be exercised by such person 
or persons as he may designate.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third timc, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


ACTING ASSISTANT SURGEONS IN THE 
NAVY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6992) 
to amend the act of May 4, 1898 (30 Stat. 
369) , as amended, to authorize the Presi- 
dent to appoint 250 acting assistant sur- 
geons for temporary service. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING THE ACT TO PROVIDE FOR 


RETIREMENT AND RETIREMENT AN- 
NUITIES OF CIVILIAN MEMBERS OF 
TEACHING STAFF AT UNITED STATES 
NAVAL ACADEMY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6993) 
to further amend the act of Jannary 16, 
1936, as amended, entitled “An act to 
provide for the retirement and retire- 
ment annuities of civilian members of 
the teaching staff at the United States 


Naval Academy and the Postgraduate 


School, United States Naval Academy.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to substitute the bill 
S. 2253. 
The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. ` 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request o? the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of Janu- 
ary 16, 1936 (49 Stat. 1092; 34 U. S. C. 1073- 
1073e), entitled “An act to provide for the 
retirement and retirement annuities of civil- 
ian members of the teaching staff at the 
United States Naval Academy and the Post- 
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graduate School, United States Naval Acad- 
emy,” as amended by the act of November 
28, 1943 (57 Stat. 594), is hereby further 
amended by inserting therein two new sec- 
tions Nos. 4B and 4C, reading as follows: 

“Sec, 4B. Any civilian member of the teach- 
ing staffs to whom this act applies who shall 
have served for a total period of not less 
than 5 years, and who, before becoming 
eligible for retirement under the conditions 
defined in the preceding sections hereof, be- 
comes totally disabled for useful and effi- 
cient service in his position, by reason of 
disease or injury not due to vicious habits, 
intemperance, or willful misconduct on the 
part of the civillan member of the teaching 
staffs, shall upon his own application or upon 
the request or order of the Secretary of the 
Navy be retired on an annuity computed in 
accordance with provisions of section 4A of 
this act. The annuity which the Govern- 
ment pays to a civilian teacher who is forced 
to retire under this section shall be the 
difference between his total annuity as com- 
puted under section 4A of this act and the 
immediate life annuity to which he is en- 
titled at the time of such retirement under 
the annuity policy provided by the act. 
Every annuitant retired under the provi- 
sions of this section, unless the disability 
for which he was retired be permanent in 
character, shall at the expiration of 1 year 
from the date of such retirement and an- 
nually thereafter, until reaching retirement 
age as defined in section 3 hereof, be exam- 
ined by a board of medical officers appointed 
by the Superintendent of the Naval Acad- 
emy. If the annuitant is found to be sufi- 
ciently recovered for useful and efficient 
service in his position and if he is offered 
reemployment by the Superintendent of the 
Naval Academy, the annuity being paid him 
by the Government shall cease immediately. 
If an annuitant who has been retired under 
the provisions of this section is subsequently 
reemployed by the Government, the annuity 
being paid to him by the Government shall 
be terminated. If the annuitant is reem- 
ployed as a civilian teacher at the Naval 
Academy, the annuity which the Government 
will pay him at the time of subsequent re- 
tirement shall be the difference between the 
total annuity, computed under section 4A 
of this act, and the immediate life annuity 
which the total premiums, paid on his an- 
nuity contracts provided by this act, would 
purchase. No person shall be entitled to 
receive an annuity under the provisions of 
this act, and compensation under the provi- 
sions of the act of September 7, 1916, entitled 
‘An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering in- 
juries while in the performance of their 
duties, and for other purposes,’ covering the 
same period of time; but this provision shall 
not bar the right of any claimant to the 
greater benefit conferred by either act for 
any part of the same period. 

“Src. 4C. Any civilian member of the teach- 
ing staffs retiring under the provisions of 
this act, as amended, may at the time of 
his retirement elect to receive in lieu of the 
life annuity to be paid by the Secretary of 
the Navy under the provisions of this act a 
reduced annuity payable to him during his 
life, and an annuity after his death payable 
to his beneficiary, duly designated in writ- 
ing and filed with the Secretary of the Navy 
at the time of retirement, during the life of 
such beneficiary (a) equal to or (b) 50 per- 
cent of such reduced annuity and upon the 
death of such surviving beneficiary all pay- 
ments shall cease and no further annuities 
shall be due or payable. The amounts of 
these two annuities shall be such that their 
combined actuarial value on the date of re- 
tirement as determined under the provi- 
sions of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
shall be the same as the actuarial value of 
the single life annuity provided by this act.” 
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The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 6993) was 
laid on the table. 


SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS FOR DAMAGE TO 
PROPERTY UNDER THE JURISDICTION 
OF THE NAVY DEPARTMENT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6994) 
to permit the Secretary of the Navy to 
delegate the authority to compromise 
and settle claims for damages to prop- 
erty under the jurisdiction of the Navy 
Department, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present. consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to substitute a simi- 
lar bill, S. 2349. 

Shona Clerk read the title of the Senate 

1. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the act of Decem- 
ber 5, 1945 (Public Law 246, 79th Cong.) is 
hereby amended by adding another section 
thereto as follows: 

“Sec. 4. Where the net amount received in 
settlement does not exceed $1,000, the au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Navy as set 
forth in section 1 may be exercised by such 
person or persons as he may designate.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 6994) was 
laid on the table. 


AMENDING SECTION 304 OF THE NAVAL 
RESERVE ACT OF 1938 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7039) 
to further amend section 304 of the Naval 
Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, so as 
to grant certain benefits to naval per- 
sonnel engaged in training duty prior 
to official termination of World War I. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 304 of the 
Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, is 
hereby further amended as follows: 

Insert the following new proviso imme- 
diately before the final proviso of the said 
section: “Provided further, That any member 
of the Naval Reserve performing active duty 
with or without pay for periods of 30 days 
or less, training duty with or without pay, 
drills, equivalent instruction or duty, appro- 
priate duty, or prescribed duty, or while per- 
forming authorized travel to or from such 
duties, prior to the official termination of 
World War II, shall be entitled to all the 
benefits provided by this section to members 
of the Naval Reserve in time of peace.” 

Sec. 2. This amendment shall be effective 
as of December 1, 1945. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 


time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


ATOMIC ENERGY CONFEREES 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Brooks] 
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has been called out of the city. He is 
ore ef the conferees on the bill S. 1717, 
the atomic energy bill. Due to his en- 
forced absence, I ask unanimous consent 
that he be excused from serving as a 
conferee and that the Speaker appoint 
some other Member in his place. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DURHAM] as a conferee; and the Sen- 
ate will be notified of this action. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
WAR CONTRACT HARDSHIP CLAIMS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1477) to 
authorize relief in certain cases where 
work, supplies, or services have been fur- 
nis :d for the Government under con- 
tracts during the war. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That where work, sup- 
plies, or services have been furnished between 
December 7, 1941, and August 14, 1945, under 
a contract or subcontract, for any depart- 
ment or agency of the Government which 
prior to the latter date was authorized to 
enter into contracts and amendments or 
modifications of contracts under section 201 
of the First War Powers Act, 1941 (50 U. S. C., 
Supp. IV, app., sec. 611), such departments 
and agencies are hereby authorized, in ac- 
cordance with regulations to be prescribed by 
the President within 60 days after the date 
of approval of this act, to consider, adjust, 
and settle equitable claims of contractors, 
including subcontractors and materialmen 
performing work or furnishing supplies or 
services to the contractor or another subcon- 
tractor, for losses (not including diminution 
of anticipated profits) incurred between De- 
cember 7, 1941, and August 14, 1945, without 
fault or negligence on their part in the per- 
formance of such contracts or subcontracts. 
Settlement of such claims shall be made or 
approved in each case by the head of the de- 
partment or agency concerned or by a cen- 
tral authority therein designated by such 
head. 

Sec. 2. (a) In arriving at a fair and equi- 
table settlement of claims under this act, the 
respective departments and agencies shall 
not allow any amount in excess of the 
amount of the net loss (less the amount of 
any relief granted subsequent to the estab- 
lishment of such loss) on all contracts and 
subcontracts held by the claimant under 
which work, supplies, or services were fur- 
nished for the Government between Decem- 
ber 7, 1941, and August 14, 1945, and shall 
consider with t to such contracts and 
subcontracts (1) action taken under the Re- 
negotiation Act (50 U. S. C., Supp. IV, app., 
sec. 1191), the Contract Settlement Act of 
1944 (41 U. S. C., Supp. IV, sec. 101-125), or 
similar legislation; (2) relief granted under 
section 201 of the First War Powers Act, 1941, 
or otherwise; and (3) relief proposed to be 
granted by any other department or agency 
under this act. Wherever a department or 
agency -considering a claim under this act 
finds that losses under any such contract or 
subcontract affected the computation of the 
amount of excessive profits determined in a 
renegotiation agreement or order; and to the 
extent that the department or agency finds 
such amount was thereby reduced, claims 
for such losses shall not be allowed under 
this act. 

(b) Every claimant under this act shall 
furnish to the department or agency con- 
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cerned any evidence within the possession of 
such claimant bearing upon the matters re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) of this section. 

Sec. 3. Claims for losses shall not be con- 
sidered unless filed with the department or 
agency concerned within 6 months after the 
date of approval of this act, and shall be lim- 
ited to losses with respect to which a written 
request for relief was filed with such depart- 
ment or agency on or before August 14, 1945, 
but a previous settlement under the First 
War Powers Act, 1941, or the Contract Settle- 
ment Act of 1944 shall not operate to pre- 
clude further relief otherwise allowable un- 
der this act. 

Sec. 4. Appropriations or funds available 
for work, supplies, or services of the char- 
acter involved in the respective claims at the 
time of settlement thereof shall be available 
for payment of the settlements: Provided, 
That where no such appropriations are avail- 
able, appropriations for payment of such 
settlements are hereby authorized. 

Sec. 5. Each department and agency shall 
report to the Congress quarterly the name of 
each claimant to whom relief has been grant- 
ed under this act, together with the amount 
of such relief and a brief statement of the 
facts and the administrative decision. 

Sec. 6. Whenever any claimant under this 
act is dissatisfied with the action of a de- 
partment or agency of the Government in 
either granting or denying his claim, such 
claimant shall have the right within 6 
months to file a petition with any Federal 
district court of competent jurisdiction, ask- 
ing a determination by the court of the equi- 
ties involved in such claim, and upon the 
filing of such a petition, the court, sitting as 
a court of equity, shall have jurisdiction to 
determine the amount, if any, to which such 
claimant and petitioner may be equitably 
entitled (not exceeding the amount which 
might have been allowed by the department 
or agency concerned under the terms of this 
act) and to enter an order directing such 
department or agency to settle the claim in 
accordance with the finding of the court; and 
thereafter either party may appeal from the 
decision of the court as in other equity cases. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out “December 7, 1941” 
and insert “September 16, 1940.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AMENDING THE FUGITIVE FELON ACT 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 496) to 
make it a criminal offense for certain 
escaped convicts to travel from one State 
to another. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act making it unlawful for any person 
to flee from one State to another for the 
purpose of avoiding prosecution or the giv- 
ing of testimony in certain cases”, approved 
May 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 782; 18 U. S. C. 408e), 
be, and it hereby is, amended to read as 
follows: 

“That it shall be unlawful for any person 
to move or travel in interstate or foreign 
commerce from any State, Territory, or pos- 
session of the United States, or the District 
of Columbia, with intent either (1) to avoid 
prosecution, or custody or confinement after 
conviction for murder, kidnaping, burglary, 
robbery, mayhem, rape, assault with a dan- 
gerous weapon, or extortion accompanied by 
threats of violence, or attempt to commit 
any of the foregoing, under the laws of the 
place from which he flees; or (2) to avoid 
giving testimony in any criminal proceed- 
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ings in such place in which the commission 
of a felony is charged. Any person who vio- 
lates the provision of this act shall, upon 
conviction thereof, be punished by a fine of 
not more than $5,000 or by imprisonment for 
not longer than five years, or by both such 
fine and imprisonment. Violations of this 
Act may be prosecuted only in the Federal 
judicial district in which the original crime 
was alleged to have been committed or in 
which the person was held in custedy or con- 
finement.” 


The bill was ordered to be-read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


SALE OF PUBLIC LANDS FOR USE AND 
BENEFIT OF STATE PUBLIC EDUCA- 
TIONAL INSTITUTIONS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7038) 
to provide for the sale of certain public 
lands in the States for the use and ben- 
efit of the State public educational insti- 
tutions. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior, through the Bureau of Land 
Management, shall, as soon as possible, ad- 
vertise for sale all of the lands presently 
leased under secticn 15 of the Taylor Grazing 
Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1275), as 
amended (49 Stat. 1978; 43 U.S. C., sec. 315m), 
which the Secretary finds are in isolated or 
disconnected tracts or parcels of 2,560 acres 
or less, and are unsuitable or undesirable for 
settlement under the homestead law or for 
any present or future Federal use or project. 
In the event that a tract or parcel subject to 
sale under this act is not sold pursuant to 
such offer, it shall be reoffered for sale at any 
subsequent time upon the application of any 
person. The word “person” as used in this 
act includes corporations, partnerships, and 
associations. 

Sec. 2, Such land shall be sold to the high- 
est bidder, but at not less than its appraised 
value, as determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior, after at least 30 days’ notice of the 
sale published in a newspaper of general cir- 
culation in the county or counties in which 
such land is located. For a period of not less 
than 30 days after the time for presenting 
bids has expired, however, a preference right 
to purchase the offered land at the highest 
price bid or at twice the appraised value, 
whichever is lower, shall be given: First, to 
the person who is then the grazing lessee of 
the offered tract or tracts and who is also the 
owner of lands contiguous to or near said 
tract or tracts; and second, to the owners of 
contiguous land who do not qualify for a first 
preference. Where two or more persons apply 
to exercise the highest preference right 
claimed in a sale the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to make an equitable division 
of the land among such applicants. In addi- 
tion to the sales price the purchaser shall pay 
to the United States the cost of advertising 
for sale the tract or tracts purchased by him. 

Sec. 3. In any case where the Secretary of 
the Interior shall determine that the land 
to be offered for sale under this act in and 
by itself forms an economic unit, it shall be 
first offered for sale only to persons who have 
served in the military or naval forces of the 
United States for a period of at least 90 days 
during Worid War II and who have been 
honorably discharged. The land shall be sold 
to the highest bidder among such persons, 
but at not less than its appraised value as 
determined by the Secretary of the Interior. 
In addition to the sales price, the purchaser 
shall pay to the United States the cost of 
advertising for sale the tract or tracts pur- 
chased by him. The preferences stated in 
section 2 of this act shall not apply to sales 
under this section. If land offered for sale 
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under this section is not sold, it shall there- 
after be subject to sale under sections 1 and 
2 of this act. 

Sec. 4, Sales under this act may be made 
upon such terms of deferred payment as the 
Secretary of the Interior may prescribe, and 
upon completion of payment the Secretary 
shall cause a patent to issue for the land 
sold, 

Sec. 5. Any sale under this act shall be 
made subject to leases, easements, or other 
rights existing in or to the land at the date 
the land is offered for sale. but any rentals 
or other charges except those relating to 
the mineral rights retained by the United 
States, accruing after the patent has been 
issued, shall be paid to the purchaser or to 
his successors in interest. No sale shall de- 
feat any valid right which has already at- 
tached to the land under any pending entry 
or location. 

Sec. 6. Patents for any land purchased un- 
der this act shall contain a reservation to 
the United States of oil, gas, coal, and all 
other mineral deposits in the land, together 
with the right to prospect for, mine, remove, 
or lease the same. 

Sec. 7. All moneys received for the sale of 
lands under this act shall be deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States and at 
the end of each fiscal year 90 percent of 
all such moneys except the amounts paid 
to cover the cost of advertising shall be re- 
mitted by the Secretary of the Treasury to 
the State in which the lands for which such 
moneys were received are situated, to be ex- 
pended for the use and benefit of the public 
schools or other public educational institu- 
tions, as the legislature of the State may 
direct: Provided, That the funds remitted to 
the State of Wyoming shall be used for the 
benefit of the University of Wyoming for 
either or both of the following purposes: 
Construction of permanent buildings for the 
university or for the retirement of indebted- 
ness on existing permanent buildings, 

Sec. 8. The Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to make such rules and regulations 
as may be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this act. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

On page 3, line 9, after the word “dis- 
charge”, delete the period and insert a 
comma; also insert the following language: 
“and who will personally use the land or will 
use it to establish and maintain their own 
grazing enterprise.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LEMKE: Page 2, 
line 9, after the comma, insert the words 
“at not more than $1.50 per acre”; page 2, 
line 17, strike out the word white“; and 
page 2, line 17, strike out the word “lower” 
and insert the word “higher”. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BARRETT of 
Wyoming: Page 5, line 5, insert a new sec- 
tion as follows: 

“Sec. 9. As used in this act an economic 
unit is defined to be an area capable of sup- 
porting year around sufficient cattle or sheep 
to provide a livelihood for a family at a 
reasonable level.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


Mr. 
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COMPILATION OF PRELIMINARY EX- 
AMINATION, SURVEY AND REVIEW RE- 
PORTS OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


The Clerk called House Resolution 
716, directing that the Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors prepare a 
revised edition of a compilation of all 
preliminary examination and survey and 
review reports transmitted to Congress 
prior to July 31, 1946. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, according to the re- 
port it has been customary to make a 
survey every 15 years. Under this bill 
it is to be made 10 years from the last 
report. I should like to know from some 
member of the committee why they want 
a change from the usual practice. 

Mr. RANKIN. What bill is that? 

Mr. KEAN. For the compilation of a 
preliminary examination, survey, and 
review reports for the Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

Mr. RANKIN. I will say to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey that the letter 
from the War Department, which is in 
the report, explains the situation fairly 
well. General Wheeler states in that let- 
ter the following: 

Since this compilaticn was published, a 
considerable number of additional reports 
has been transmitted to Congress, and, 
therefore, the listing in this document is now 
largely incomplete. 

The publication of an up-to-date compi- 
lation of all such reports similar in general 
form to that printed on pages 1-369 of the 
above-mentioned document would be valu- 
able for reference purposes and convenient 
for Members of Congress and others con- 
cerned with studies of rivers and harbors for 
navigation and flood control as authorized by 
Congress. Accordingly, it is recommended 
that an up-to-date listing of all preliminary 
examination and survey and review reports 
be printed as a House document at this time. 


Mr. KEAN. In the past it has been 
done only every 15 years. Why do they 
want to change the practice to 10 years? 

Mr. RANKIN. Simply because a great 
deal of this activity has been carried on 
in the last 10 years. 

Mr. KEAN. Does the gentleman mean 
that the Army engineers have been so 
busy during the war that they have done 
more work of this sort than they did be- 
fore the war? 

Mr. RANKIN. We did not get into the 
war until 1941. 

Mr. KEAN. That is right. 

Mr. RANKIN. That was 5 years after 
the last report was made, and during 
that time a large number of these inves- 
tigations were authorized and carried on. 
A great many of them are being carried 
on at the present time. I believe the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey will find that 
General Wheeler is right in asking for 
this compilation at this time, and I hope 
he will not object. 

Mr. KEAN. Does the gentleman know 
approximately how much it will cost the 
Government to make tkis compilation? 
Is it a large sum of money? 

Mr. RANKIN. I doubt if it costs very 
much. 

Mr. KEAN, Does the gentleman think 
it would be establishing a precedent to 
provide for the publication every 10 years 
instead of 15? 
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Mr. RANKIN. I do not know about 
that. 

Mr. KEAN. In other words, in the 
past it has been done only once in 15 
years. 

Mr. RANKIN. I do not know whether 
it would establish a precedent; it would 
depend upon conditions in the future, as 
to whether the practical thing in the 
situation might be to publish them more 
frequently. 

Mr. KEAN. It certainly would be a 
convenience to the Members of Con- 
gress; there is no doubt about that. 

Mr. RANKIN. I agree with that 
statement. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the reso- 
lution? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, created under section 3 
of the River and Harbor Act, approved June 
13, 1902, be, and is hereby, requested to pre- 
pare a revised edition of pages 1 to 369 of 
House Document No. 106, Seventy-sixth Con- 
gress, first session, being a compilation of all 
preliminary examination and survey and re- 
view reports transmitted to Congress prior 
to July 31, 1946. 


The resolution was ordered to be en- 
grossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


ENACTMENT OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS 
NOW INCLUDED IN THE NAVAL APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 1946 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1917) to 
enact provisions now included in the 
Naval Appropriations Act, 1946, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That when authorized 
by the Secretary of the Navy, and when in 
his opinior. it will be of benefit to the con- 
duct of the work of the Navy Department, 
personnel of the Naval Establishment may 
attend meetings of technical, professional, 
scientific, and other similar organizations 
and may be reimbursed for their expenses 
at the rates authorized by law. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Navy may 
provide for the physical examination by 
civilians of employees engaged in hazardous 
occupations where the professional services 
of the Medical Department are not available, 
and may compensate such civilians on a 
contract or fee basis for such professional 
services at the rates customary in the lo- 
cality. 

Sec. 3. In addition to all other allowances 
authorized by law, the following amounts 
may be paid annually, out of the naval ap- 
propriations available for pay, to the officers 

in the following capacities, such 
amounts to be expended in their respective 
discretions for the contingencies of such 
offices: Director of Naval Intelligence, $2,000; 
President of Naval War College, $1,000; Su- 
perintendent of Naval Academy, $5,200; 
Commandant of Midshipment at the Naval 
Academy, $800; Head of the Postgraduate 
School at the Naval Academy, $400. 

Sec. 4. Under such regulations as the Sec- 
retary of the Navy may prescribe, there may 
be allowed and paid out of naval appropria- 
tions the cost of installation and use (other 
than for personal long distance calls) of ex- 
tension telephones connecting public quar- 
ters occupied by naval personnel with the 
switchboards of their official stations. 


. 
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Sec. 5. The third paragraph under the 
head “Navy ent” in the act of 
March 18, 1904 (33 Stat. 117; 5 U. S. C. 415), 
is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 6. Within the limits of appropriations 
made therefor, the Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized to provide for all emergencies and 
extraordinary expenses arising in the Naval 
Establishment, but impossible to be antici- 
pated or classified, and when so specified in 
an appropriation such funds may be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Navy and for such purposes 
as he may deem proper, and his determina- 
tion thereon shall be final and conclusive 
upon the accounting officers of the Govern- 
ment, and he may make a certificate of the 
amount of such expenditures as he may 
think it advisable not to specify and every 
such certificate shall be deemed a sufficient 
voucher for the sum therein expressed to have 
been expended. 

Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized to employ such civilian professors, 
lecturers, and instructors as he may deem 
necessary for the proper instruction of naval 
personnel at the Naval War College and the 
Naval Academy, and the professors, lecturers, 
and instructors so employed shall be paid out 
of naval appropriations such compensation 
as he may prescribe. 

(b) The first paragraph under the head 
“Naval Academy” in the act of August 29, 
1916 (39 Stat. 607), as amended (34 U. S. C. 
1071), and section 1528, Revised Statutes (34 
U. S. C. 1072), are hereby repealed. 

Sec, 8, The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to award medals, trophies, badges, 
and cash prizes to naval personnel or groups 
thereof (including personnel of the reserve 
components thereof whether or not on ac- 
tive duty), for excellence in accomplishments 
related to naval service, to incur such ex- 
penses as may be required to enter such 
personnel in competitions, and to provide 
badges or buttons in recognition of special 
service, good conduct, and discharge under 
conditions other than dishonorable. 

Sec. 9. Uniforms and other equipment or 
material issued to the Naval Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps in accordance with law may 
be furnished from surplus or reserve stocks 
of the Navy without payment. 

Sec. 10. Officers and enlisted personnel of 
the Naval Reserve or Marine Reserve 
on active duty shall not be entitled to receive 
pay, allowances, travel, or other expenses 
while drawing a pension, disability allow- 
ance, disability compensation, or retired pay 
(other than as members of the Fleet Reserve 
or Fleet Marine Corps Reserve or as members 
on the honorably retired list of such Reserve 
forces) from the Government of the United 
States. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to provide for the maintenance and 
operation of the Naval Home including the 
transportation, admission, entertainment, 
support, and care of beneficiaries, hospitali- 
zation of beneficiaries in naval hospitals, 
transportation and subsistence of attendants 
of beneficiaries where required, and the 
burial and care of graves of deceased bene- 
ficiaries. 

Sec. 12, The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to provide for the maintenance and 
operation of naval prisons and prison farms 
and for the subsistence, welfare, recreation, 
and education of all naval prisoners. 

Sec. 13. The Secretary of the Navy may, 
when authorized in an appropriation, con- 
tribute to the support of schools in localities 
where naval activities are located if he finds 
that the schools, if any, available in the 
locality are not adequate for the welfare of 
dependents of personnel of the Naval Estab- 
lishment stationed at the activity, and may 
provide for the transportation of such de- 
pendents between the schools and the activi- 
ties when such schools are not accessible to 
such dependents by regular means of trans- 
portation. ‘ 
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Sec. 14. Under such regulations as the 
Secretary of the Navy may prescribe, enlisted 
naval personnel may receive additional com- 
pensation at the rate of $5 per month while 
assigned to duty as messmen. 

Sec. 15. (a) Within such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy, 
naval personnel, including members of the 
Nurse Corps, may be furnished public quar- - 
ters, including heat, light, water, and re- 
frigeration. 

(b) Where sufficient quarters are not pos- 
sessed by the United States, the Secretary of 
the Navy is authorized to provide lodging 
accommodations for naval personnel, includ- 
ing naval personnel on sea duty at such times 
as they may be deprived of their quarters 
on board ship due to repairs or other con- 
ditions which may render them uninhabit- 
able: Provided, That such accommodations 
shall not be occupied by the dependents of 
naval personnel. 

Sec. 16. (a) No table linen, dishes, glass- 
ware, silver, and kitchen utensils shall be 
furnished for use in the residence or quarters 
occupied by officers with their dependents 
except for messes temporarily set up on shore 
for bachelor officers and officers attached to 
seagoing or district defense vessels, to avia- 
tion units based on seagoing vessels, to the 
fleet air bases, to the submarine bases, or to 
landing forces and expedi ions. 

(b) Enlisted naval personnel may be as- 
signed to duty in a service capacity in officers’ 
messes and public quarters, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of the Navy may 
prescribe, where the Secretary finds that the 
use of such personnel for such work is de- 
sirable for military reasons. No provision of 
law shall be construed as preventing the 
voluntary employment in any such capacity 
of a retired enlisted person or a transferred 
member of the Fleet Reserve without addi- 
tional expense to the Government. 

(e) The sale of meals by general messes 
afloat and ashore is authorized under such 
regulations as the Secretary of the Navy may 
prescribe, 

Sec. 17. (a) All enlisted naval personnel 
while on active duty or on authorized leave 
or furlough therefrom, midshipmen and 
cadets shall be allowed a ration, or commu- 
tation thereof in money, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of the Navy may 
prescribe. Such regulations shall establish 
rates at which rations shall be commuted in 
money. Members of the Nurse Corps may 
be subsisted in kind, but, if so subsisted, 
there shall be deducted from the allowances 
which they are otherwise entitled to receive, 
one subsistence allowance. 

(b) The proviso in the first paragraph un- 
der the head “Bureau of Provisions and 
Clothing” in the act of January 30, 1885 (23 
Stat. 291; 84 U. S. C. 901); the proviso in the 
first paragraph under the head “Maintenance, 
Quartermaster’s Department, Marine Corps” 
in the act of July 11, 1919 (41 Stat. 154; 
34 U. S. C. 976); and section 1585 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (34 U. S. C. 
907) are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 18. During the existence of war or 
national emergency as declared by the Presi- 
dent, there may be transported and subsisted 
on naval vessels at Government expense such 
persons as the Secretary of the Navy may 
authorize by regulation. 

Sec. 19. Until September 1, 1946, enlisted 
men of the Navy and the Marine Corps and 
the Reserve components thereof, if otherwise 
eligible, shall be eligible for appointment to 
the Naval Academy by the Secretary of the 
Navy if they will have completed 9 months’ 
active service on the date of entrance, 

Sec. 20. (a) Candidates for appointment as 
midshipmen at the Naval Academy or as 
cadets at the Coast Guard Academy shall re- 
ceive a mileage allowance at the rate of 5 
eents per mile for travel performed while 
proceeding from their homes or duty stations 
to the Naval Academy or the Coast Guard 
Academy for examination and appointment, 
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(b) Midshipmen and cadets discharged or 
dismissed from the Naval Academy or the 
Coast Guard Academy shall be furnished 
transportation in kind and subsistence from 
the place of discharge to their homes. 

Sec. 21. Section 126 of the act of June 3, 
1916, as amended (10 U. S. C. 752; 34 U. S. C. 
895), is hereby further amended to read as 
follows: . 

“An enlisted person of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard, including re- 
serve components thereof, upon discharge ex- 
cept by way of punishment for an offense, 
retirement, or relief from active duty, shall, 
under such regulations as the head of the 
department concerned may prescribe for per- 
sonnel under his jurisdiction, receive a money 
allowance of 5 cents per mile for the distance 
from the place of discharge or release from 
active duty to his home, or place of accept- 
ance for active duty, or place from which or- 
dered to active duty, or such other place as 
may be determined to be most appropriate 
by the head of the department concerned. 
For sea travel involved in travel between 
place of discharge or release from active duty 
and place to which travel is authorized only 
transportation. in kind and subsistence en 
route shall be allowed.” 

Sec. 22. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to make such expenditures out. of 
available naval appropriations as he may 
deem necessary for the apprehension and 
delivery of deserters, stragglers, and prison- 
ers and for the operation of shore patrols, 

Sec. 23. Naval appropriations chargeable 
for transportation or travel shall be avail- 
able for the payment or reimbursement of 
ferry, bridge, and similar tolls and streetcar, 
bus, and similar fares paid in connection 
with such transportation or travel. 

Sec. 24. (a) The Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized to make such expenditures as he 
may deem appropriate for scientific investi- 
gations and research out of and in accord- 
ance with naval appropriations available for 
such purposes. 

(b) The Secretary of the Navy is author- 
ized to make such expenditures as he may 
deem appropriate for promotion and mainte- 
nance of the safety and occupational health 
of, and the prevention of accidents affect- 
ing, personnel of the Naval Establishment, 
including the purchase of clothing, equip- 
ment, and other materials necessary thereto, 
and naval appropriations available for the 
activities in which such personnel are en- 
gaged shall be available for the foregoing 
purposes. 

Sec. 25. Without deposit to the credit of 
the Treasurer of the United States and with- 
drawal on money requisitions, receipts of pub- 
lic moneys from sales or other sources by 
officers of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast 
Guard on disbursing duty and charged in 
their official accounts may be used by them 
as required for current expenditures, all nec- 
essary bookkeeping adjustments of appro- 
priations, funds, and accounts to be made in 
the settlement of their disbursing accounts. 

Sec. 26. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to expend out of naval appropria- 
tions available for construction or mainte- 
nance such amounts as may be required for 
minor construction (except living quarters), 
extensions to existing structures, and im- 
provements at naval activities, but the cost 
of any project authorized under this section 
which is not otherwise authorized shall not 
exceed $20,000. 

xc. 27. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to furnish materials for the manu- 
facture or production by patients of prod- 
ucts incident to the convalescence and re- 
habilitation of such patients in naval hos- 
pitals and other naval medical facilities, and 
ownership thereof shall be vested in the pa- 
tients manufacturing or producing such 
products, except that the ownership of items 
manufactured or produced specifically for the 
use of a naval hospital or other naval medi- 
cal facility shall be vested in the Government 
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and such items shall be accounted for and 
disposed of accordingly. 

Sec. 28. The annual appropriations for the 
pay of the Marine Corps shall be available 
for the payment of post exchange indebted- 
ness of deserters and personnel discharged or 
sentenced to terms of imprisonment while in 
debt to the United States, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of the Navy may 
prescribe. 

Src. 29. Proceeds from the sale by the Coast 
Guard of rations, supplies, uniforms, and 
other clothing shall be credited to the cur- 
rent appropriations from which purchase of 
these articles are authorized. 

Sec. 30. When personnel of the Navy, Ma- 
rine Corps, and Coast Guard are ordered to 
make any permanent change of station mo- 
tor vehicles owned by them may be trans- 
ported to their new posts of duty on Gov- 
ernment-owned vessels. 

Sec. 31. The first sentence of section 10 
(a) of the act of June 6, 1940 (54 Stat. 248; 
14 U. S. C. 135), is hereby amended by in- 
serted in the first line thereof the words 
“working parties in the field,” after the 
words “enlisted men of the Coast Guard.” 

Sec. 32. The Coast Guard may pay rewards 
for the apprehension and conviction, or for 
information helpful therein, of persons found 
interfering in violation of law with aids to 
navigation maintained by the Coast Guard. 

Sec. 33. Existing limitations on the num- 
ber of enlisted personnel of the Coast Guard 
who mav be detailed for duty in the District 
of Columbia or at Coast Guard headquarters 
shall not apply while the Coast Guard is op- 
erating as a part of the Navy. 

Sec. 34. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized to provide, out of naval appropria- 
tions available for the purchase or manufac- 
ture of equipment or material, for the pur- 
chase of letters patent, applications for let- 
ters patent, and licenses under letters patent 
and applications for letters patent that per- 
tain to the equipment or material for which 
the appropriations are made. 

Sec, 35. (a) The Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized, in his discretion and under such 
rules and regulations as he may prescribe, to 
pay cash rewards to civilian personnel of the 
Naval Establishment or other persons in civil 
life when, due to a suggestion or series of 
suggestions by them, there results an im- 
provement or economy in manufacturing 
process or plant or naval material, or in effi- 
ciency or economy in the operation or ad- 
ministration of the Navy Department or the 
Naval Establishment. Such sums as may be 
awarded to employees in accordance with this 
section shall be paid them out of naval ap- 
propriations in addition to their usual com- 
pensation. No employee or other person in 
civil life shall be paid a reward under this 
section until he has properly executed an 
agreement to the effect that the use by the 
United States of the suggestion or series of 
suggestions made by him shall not form the 
basis of a further claim of any nature against 
the United States by him, his heirs, or 
assigns. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (a) 
hereof, civilian personnel of the Naval Es- 
tablishment shall not be paid any premium 
or bonus or cash reward in addition to their 
regular salaries. 

(c) The last paragraph appearing on page 
718 of volume 40 of the Statutes at Large (5 
U. S. C. 416) which is a part of the act of 
July 1, 1918 (40 Stat. 704), is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 36. The Secretary of the Navy, in re- 
questing competitive bids for the construc- 
tion of naval vessels, shall require each bidder 
to file with its bid the estimates on which the 
bid is based. x 

Sec, 37. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized in time of war to exceed the statu- 
tory limit on repairs and alterations of 
vessels, whenever he deems it necessary, 

Sec. 38. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized, out of any naval appropriation made 
therefor, to provide for (1) the administra- 
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tion by the Navy of liberated and occupied 
areas; (2) expenses for special compensation 
and for travel and subsistence of officers and 
students of Latin-American countries, and 


other expenses deemed necessary by the Sec- 


retary for Latin-American cooperation; and 
(3) payment of rewards, not to exceed $500 
in any one instance, for information leading 
to the discovery of missing naval property or 
the recovery thereof. 

Sec. 39. The authority conferred upon the 
Secretary of the Navy in this act or in the 
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, as now or 
hereafter amended, except the authority to 
prescribe regulations, may be delegated by 
him to such persons in the Naval Establish- 
ment and to such extent as he may deem 
proper, with or without authority to make 
successive redelegations. 

Sec. 40. As used in this act (a) the term 
“Naval Establishment” includes the Navy De- 
partment, the Marine Corps, and the Coast 
Guard while operating as a part of the Navy; 
(b) the term “naval personnel” includes all 
personne! of the Navy, the Marine Corps, and 
the Coast Guard while operating as a part 
of the Navy, including personnel of the Re- 
serve components while on active duty, and 
personnel of the Coast and Geodetic Survey 
when serving with the Navy; (c) the term 
“personnel of the Naval Establishment” in- 
cludes both civilian (departmental and field) 
and naval personnel; and (d) the term 
“Naval appropriations” includes all appropri- 
ations for the Naval Establishment, including 
those made for departmental purposes, 

Src. 41, The President, in his discretion, is 
authorized to appoint, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, graduates of 
reputable schools of osteopathy as commis- 
Sioned medical officers in the Navy, in such 
numbers as the President should determine 
to be necessary to meet the needs of the naval 
service for officers trained and qualified in 
osteopathy. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


On page 2, in line 10, strike out “$2,000” 
and substitute therefor “$5,200.” 

On page 5, in lines 5 and 6, strike out the 
words “when authorized in an appropria- 
tion” and substitute therefor the words “out 
of funds specifically appropriated for that 
purpose.” 

On page 7, in lines 7 to 10, inclusive, strike 
out the words “members of the Nurse Corps 
may be subsisted in kind but, if so subsisted, 
there shall be deducted from the allowances 
which they are otherwise entitled to receive, 
one subsistence allowance.“, and substitute 
therefor the words: “active duty enlisted 
personnel, active and inactive retired en- 
listed personnel and members of the Fleet 
Reserve when sick in hospitals, and enlisted 
personnel on duty in hospitals may be sub- 
sisted in kind in hospital messes and, when 
so subsisted, the appropriation chargeable 
with the maintenance of the hospital mess 
shall be credited, when applicable, at such 
rate as may be prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Navy as the value of the hospital ration. 
Members of the Nurse Corps may be subsisted 
in hospital messes under such regulations 
as the Secretary of the Navy may prescribe, 
and nurses so subsisted shall pay therefor 
at rates to be fixed by such regulations: 
Provided, That nothing herein contained 
shall deprive such nurses of allowances for 
subsistence now or hereafter provided by 
law.” 

On page 9, in lines 16 and 17, strike out the 
words “paid in connection with such trans- 
portation or travel”. 

On page 11, in line 21, after the word 
“them” insert the words “for their personal 
use, not to exceed one vehicle per person,“. 

On page 13, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

“(d) The provisions of section 12 of title 
22, United States Code, together with the 
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provisions of regulations prescribed there- 
under, are hereby made applicable to civilian 
officers and employees of the Navy Depart- 
ment who are citizens of the United States 
and who are permanently stationed in for- 
eign countries.” 

On page 14, in line 1, after the word “war” 
insert the following: “, and until the end of 
the first fiscal year thereafter,”. 

Or page 15, add title II, as follows: 


“TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE PAY 
READJUSTMENT ACT 


“SECTION 201. The third paragraph of sec- 
tion 10 of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Enlisted men entitled to receive allow- 
ances for quarters or subsistence shall con- 
tinue, while their permanent stations remain 
unchanged, to receive such allowances while 
sick in hospital or absent from their perma- 
nent-duty stations in a pay status: Provided, 
That allowances for subsistence shall not 
accrue to such.an enlisted man while he is 
in fact being subsisted at Government ex- 
pense. Enlisted personnel not receiving 
allowances for subsistcnce shall be entitled 
to commutation in lieu of rations while on 
furlough or authorized leave or when au- 
thorized to mess separately, under such reg- 
ulations and at such rates as may be pre- 
scribed by the head of the executive depart- 
ment concerned.’ 

“Sec. 202. The first paragraph of section 12 
of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, as 
amended by section 9 of the Act of Septem- 
ber 7, 1944 (37 U. S. C. 112), is amended to 
read as follows: 

“ ‘Officers of any of the services mentioned 
in the title of this act, including active and 
retired personnel of the Regular Establish- 
ments and members of the Reserve compo- 
nents thereof and the National Guard, while 
on active duty in the Federal service, when 
traveling under competent orders without 
troops, including travel from home to first 
station in connection with their appoint- 
ment or call to active duty and from last 
station to home in connection with relief 
from active duty or discharge not the result 
of their own misconduct, shall receive a 
mileage allowance at the rate of 8 cents per 
mile, distance to be computed by the short- 
est usually traveled route and existing laws 
providing for the issue of transportation re- 
quests to officers of the Army traveling under 
competent orders, and for deduction to be 
made from mileage accounts when transpor- 
tation is furnished by the United States, are 
hereby made applicable to all the services 
mentioned in the title of this act: Provided, 
That the head of the executive department 
concerned may, in his discretion, direct that, 
in lieu of mileage, actual and necessary ex- 
penses shall be allowed to officers traveling 
on official business and away from their 
designated posts of duty, without regard to 
the length of time away from such posts. 
Actual expenses only shall be paid for travel 
under orders in Alaska and outside the limits 
of the United States in North America.’ 

“Sec, 203. The second paragraph of section 
12 of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Unless otherwise expressly provided by 
law, no officer of the services mentioned in 
the title of this act shall be allowed or paid 
any sum in excess of expenses actually in- 
curred for subsistence while traveling on 
duty away from his designated post of duty, 
nor any sum for such expenses actually in- 
curred in excess of $8 per day. The heads of 
the executive departments concerned are 
authorized to prescribe per diem rates of 
allowance, not exceeding $7, in lieu of sub- 
sistence to officers traveling on official busi- 
ness and away from their designated posts 
of duty without regard to the l:ngth of time 
away from such posts. Officers, midship- 
men, and cadets of the Navy, Marine Corps, 
and Coast Guard when absent from a vessel 
or designated post of duty while assigned to 
shore-patrol duty may be paid their actual 
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expenses, and nayal personnel on duty with 
or under training for the Naval Air Transport 
Service and away from their permanent sta- 
tions may be paid their actual expenses, or 
per diem in lieu thereof, at rates not ex- 
ceeding those prescribed for naval officers in 
a travel status, without in either case the 
issuance of orders for specific travel: Pro- 
vided, That for travel by air under com- 
petent orders on duty without troops, under 
regulations to be prescribed respectively by 
the heads of the departments concerned, 
members (including officers, warrant officers, 
contract surgeons, enlisted men, aviation 
cadets, and members of the Nurse Corps) of 
the services mentioned in the title of this 
act, and of the legally constituted Reserves 
of said services while on active duty, and of 
the National Guard while in Federal service, 
or while participating in exercises, or per- 
forming duties under sections 92, 94, 97, or 
99 of the National Defense Act, shall, in lieu 
of mileage or other travel allowances, be 
allowed and paid their actual and necessary 
traveling expenses not to exceed $8 per day, 
or, in lieu of subsistence, per diem allowances 
at rates not to exceed $7 per day. Without 
regard to the monetary limitations in this 
act, and in accordance with regulations pré- 
scribed by thé President, the heads of the 
departments concerned may authorize the 
payment to members of the services men- 
tioned in the title of this act on duty out- 
side continental United States or in Alaska, 
whether or not in a travel status, of actual 
and necessary expenses or per diem in lieu 
thereof, considering all elements of cost of 
living, including cost of quarters, subsist- 
ence, and other necessary incidental ex- 
penses.’ 

“Sec. 204. Section 12 of the Pay Readjust- 
ment Act of 1942 is amended by inserting 
between the fourth and fifth paragraphs 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“ ‘Under regulations prescribed by the head 
of the department concerned, (1) officers en- 
titled to transportation (as distinguished 
from mileage) and enlisted personnel of any 
of th^- services mentioned in the title of this 
act may be paid, in advance or otherwise, a 
money allowance of 3 cents per mile in lieu 
of transportation, regardless of the mode of 
travel; (2) rpplicants for enlistment (includ- 
ing rejected applicants) in such services may 
be furnished or reimbursed for transporta- 
tion and subsistence incident to recruitment 
of such personnel; and (3) insane patients 
may be furnished transportation and sub- 
sistence from military hospitals to other hos- 
pitals or their homes.“ 

“Sec, 205. (a) Section 12 of the Pay Re- 
adjustment Act of 1942 is amended by insert- 
ing between the fifth and sixth paragraphs 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“ ‘Upon changes of station, members of the 
services mentioned in the title of this act 
shall be entitled to transportation (including 
packing, crating, drayage, temporary storage, 
and unpacking) of baggage and household 
goods and effects, or reimbursement there- 
for, as authorized by regulations prescribed 
by the heads of the department concerned, 
which shall be uniform for the services men- 
tioned and shall be approved by the Presi- 
dent. Such transportation may be by rail, 
water, or van, without regard to comparative 
costs.’ 

“(b) The fifth paragraph of section 12 of 
the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 is amend- 
ed by striking out the following proviso: 
‘Provided further, That the personnel of all 
the services mentioned in the title of this act 
shall have the benefit of all existing laws 
applying to the Army and Marine Corps for 
the transportation of household effects.“ 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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ACCEPTANCE BY THE TREASURY OF DE- 
POSITS OF PUBLIC MONEYS FROM THE 
PHILIPPINE ISLANDS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2348) 
authorizing the continuance of the ac- 
ceptance by the Treasury of deposits of 
public moneys from the Philippine 
Islands. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I see no justification 
for the United States to continue in- 
definitely acting as depository for a 
foreign government; therefore I object. 


RETURN OF CERTAIN SECURITIES TO THE 
PHILIPPINE COMMONWEALTH GOV- 
ERNMENT 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2210) pro- 
viding for the return of certain securi- 
ties to the Philippine Commonwealth 
Government. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
War is hereby authorized and directed to 
return to the Philippine Commonwealth Gov- 
ernment certain securities in the principal 
amount of $6,269,750, which securities were 
deposited with the Government of the United 
States and now in the custody of the Treas- 
urer of the United States, in accordance with 
Commonwealth Act No. 282, approved June 
3, 1938, as security to the United States 
against the loss, damage, or destruction of 
military supplies and equipment made ayail- 
able by the United States for the use of the 
armed forces of the Philippine Common- 
wealth Government. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: . 

Page 1, line 4, strike out “return” and in- 
sert “transfer and deliver”, and strike out 
“Philippine Commonwealth Government“ 
and insert “Republic of the Philippines.” 

Page 1, line 8, after the word “States”, 
insert “by the Philippine Commonwealth 
Government.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AMENDMENT TO PHILIPPINE REHABILITA- 
TION ACT OF 1946 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6802) 
to amend the Philippine Rehabilitation 
Act of 1946 for the purpose of making a 
clerical correction. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, only to 
point out that the committee report does 
not comply with the rules of the House 
by showing wherein this bill amends 
existing law. It is only because of the 
urgency of the law and the imminence 
of adjournment that we waive the re- 
quirement that they comply with the 
rules, and I bring this up now so that 
the committee staff may take notice of it 
and realize their oversight. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to substitute the 
Senate bill, S. 2259, for the House bill. 
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: 1 Clerk read the title of the Senate 
ill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 104 (c) 
of the Philippine Rehabilitation Act of 1946 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) All of the provisions of this title shall 
be subject to the requirement that, to the 
fullest extent practicable, the Commission 
shall require that the lost or damaged prop- 
erty be rebuilt, replaced, or repaired before 
payments of money are actually made to 
claimants under this title: Provided, That if 
the Commission determines it is impossible 
for any reason beyond the control of the 
claimant, or is impractical to rebuild, re- 
place, or repair the lost or damaged prop- 
erty, the Commission may make payment to 
the claimant without making said require- 
ment: Provided, however, That as a condi- 
tion to the making of such payment, the 
Commission shall require that the whole of 
such payment shall be reinvested in such 
manner as will further the rehabilitation 
or economic development of the Philip- 
pines: And provided further, That nothing 
in this subsection shall preclude the par- 
tial payment of claims as the rebuilding, 
replacing, or repairing of the property pro- 
Dresses.“ 

Sec. 2. Section 105 of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 105. Not later than 6 months after 
its organization, and every 6 months there- 
after, the Commission shall make a report 
to the Congress concerning operations under 
this title.” 

Sec. 3. Section 201 of such act is amended 
on page 8, lines 12 and 17, after the word 
“Philippines”, by addition of the following 
“(Republic of the Philippines) ,”. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GRANTING TO MILES CITY, MONT., 

CERTAIN LAND IN CUSTER COUNTY, 

MONT. 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6896) to grant to the city of Miles City, 
State of Montana, certain land in Custer 
County, Mont., for industrial and recre- 
ational purposes and as a museum site. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to` 
the request of the gentleman from Flor- 
ida? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, may I point 
out to the gentleman from Florida that 
the last committee amendment proposed 
to be added to this bill does not appear 
to be very coherent or sensible. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I shall ask unanimous consent 
to withdraw that amendment. It is 
repetition and is simply a typographical 
error. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Interior be, and he hereby is, author- 
ized and directed to convey by patent to 


the city of Miles City, a municipal corpo- 
ration organized and existing under the laws 
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of the State of Montana, the following tracts 
of public lands, to wit: 

Thirty-seven and twenty-six one hun- 
dredths acres of land, to be used for indus- 
trial and recreational purposes, said land 
being more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at a point on the north right- 
of-way line of United States Highway Nos. 
10 and 12, said point being north forty-two 
degrees forty-four minutes west a distance 
of nine hundred and seventy-one and one- 
tenth feet from the section corner of sec- 
tions 4 and 5, township 7 north, range 47 
east, and sections 32 and 33, township 8 
north, range 47 east; thence north sixty de- 
grees fifteen minutes west a distance of one 
thousand five hundred and sixty-six and 
twelve one-hundredths feet more or less to 
the south right-of-way line of the Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad sta- 
tion 3209 plus 88.5; thence north forty-seven 
degrees sixteen minutes east five hundred 
and eighty-eight and five-tenths feet along 
the south right-of-way line; thence north 
forty-two degrees forty-four minutes west a 
distance of one hundred and fifty feet along 
the right-of-way jog at station 3204 plus 00; 
thence north forty-seven degrees sixteen 
minutes east along the south right-of-way 
line a distance of six hundred feet to sta- 
tion 3198 plus 00; thence south forty-two 
degrees forty-four minutes east a distance 
of fifty feet; thence north forty-seven de- 
grees sixteen minutes east along the south 
right-of-way line a distance of one thousand 
one hundred and five and eight one-hun- 
dredths feet more or less to the intersection 
of the south right-of-way line and the line 
between A P No. 1 and A P No. 2 south 
thirty-two; thence south twenty degrees 
thirty minutes east a distance of one 
hundred and thirty-six and twenty-seven 
one-hundredths feet more or less to A P 
No. 1 south thirty-two; thence south 
fifty-three degrees forty minutes east a dis- 
tance of seventy-five and twenty-two one- 
hundredths feet more or less to a point three 
hundred and fifty feet at right angles to the 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific 
Railroad; thence south forty-seven degrees 
sixteen minutes west a distance of one thou- 
sand and sixty-seven and seventy-nine one- 
hundredths feet; thence south forty-two de- 
grees forty-four minutes east a distance of 
one thousand one hundred and twenty-four 
and six-tenths feet more or less to a point 
on the north right-of-way ci United 
States Highway Nos. 10 and 12; thence 
along the are of a circular curve (radius one 
thousand nine hundred and seventy feet 
through an angle of ten degrees fifty-one and 
five-tenths minutes) a distance of three hun- 
dred and seventy-three and four-tenths feet, 
more or less, to the point of curve (highway 
station 207 plus 73.2); thence south twenty- 
four degrees fifty minutes west a distance of 
three hundred and ninety-one and eight- 
tenths feet, more or less, to the point of 
beginning: Provided, That a strip of land 
fifty feet in width will remain open and be 
used as a road, the center line of said road 
being Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & 
Pacific Railroad station 3198 plus 25 and bear- 
ing south forty-two degrees forty-four min- 
utes east to United States Highway Nos. 10 
and 12. 

Twenty-five and three-tenths acres of land, 
to be used as a museum site, said land being 
more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at a point on the south side of 
the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pa- 
cific Railroad, said point being three hun- 
dred and fifty feet from the center line of 
the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pa- 
cific Railroad measured at right angles to 
the tract at Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & 
Pacific Railroad station 3198 plus 00; thence 
south forty-two degrees forty-four minutes 
east a distance of one thousand one hun- 
dred and twenty-four and six-tenths feet, 
more or less, to the north right-of-way line 
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of United States Highway Nos. 10 and 12; 
thence along the are of a circular curve of 
radius one thousand nine hundred and sey- 
enty feet through an angle of ten degrees 
forty-six minutes to a point on the west 
boundary of tract C and the north right-of- 
way line of United States Highway Nos. 
10 and 12; thence north sixteen degrees fifty 
minutes east along the west line of tract C 
a distance of seven hundred and ninety-seven 
and seven-tenths feet, more or less, to A P 
No. 5 of tract C; thence north sixty-eight 
degrees east a distance of three hundred 
and thirty-nine and nine-tenths to A P 
No. 6; thence south thirty-five degrees 
fifty-five minutes east along the boundary 
of tract C a distance of three hundred and 
sixty-four and two-tenths feet, more or less, 
to the north right-of-way line of United 
States Highway Nos. 10 and 12; thence 
north sixty-five degrees eight one-hundredths 
minute east along said right-of-way line a 
distance of one hundred and fifty-five and 
one-tenth feet, more or less, to the west 
boundary of tract B; thence north thirty-six 
degrees twenty-two minutes west along the 
boundary of tract B a distance of three hun- 
dred and forty-one and seven-tenths feet, 
more or less, to the northwest corner of 
tract B; thence north eighty degrees west 
a distance of one hundred and fifty-three 
and forty-four one-hundredths feet to A P 
No. 5 south thirty-three F. K. M. R.; 
thence north sixty degrees west a distance 


-of four hundred and thirty-five and six- 


tenths feet; thence north fifty-three degrees 
forty minutes west a distance of three hun- 
dred and fifty-nine and six one-hundredths 
feet; thence south forty-seven degrees six- 
teen minutes west a distance of one thousand 
and sixty-seven and seventy-nine one-hun- 
dredths feet, more or less, to the point of 
beginning. 

Said patent shall be issued upon the ex- 
press condition that the city of Miles City 
shall use said tracts of land for industrial 
and recreational purposes and as a museum 
site, respectively, for the benefit of the citi- 
zens of that city: Provided, That whenever 
said lands shall cease to be used by said city 
for the purposes aforesaid or their sale or 
conveyance is attempted, then, and in that 
event, title to such lands and the whole 
thereof shall revert to the United States: 
Provided further, That such patent shall con- 
tain a reservation to the United States of all 
gas, oil, coal, and other mineral deposits as 
may be found in such lands ànd the right 
to the use of the lands for extracting and 
removing the same. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 5, line 5, delete the words “one-hun- 
dredths minute” and insert “minutes.” 

Page 5, line 22, after the word “use”, in- 
sert “or cause to be used.“ 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read the following commit- 
tee amendment: 


Page 6, line 2, after the word “used”, insert 
“or cause to be used.” 


The committee amendment was re- 
jected. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


EAST ST. LOUIS, ILL., TOLL BRIDGE 


Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6953) authorizing the city of East St. 
Louis, Ill., its successors and assigns, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
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bridge across the Mississippi River at or 
near a point between Delmar Boulevard 
and Cole Avenue in the city of St. Louis, 
Mo., and a point opposite thereto in the 
city of East St. Louis, Ill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is the first time I knew that this bill 
was to be brought up. I suggest that the 
gentleman withdraw it for the present 
until I have a chance to look it over. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I withdraw it 
for the present, Mr, Speaker. 


COMPENSATION FOR INJURY, DEATH, OR 
DETENTION OF EMPLOYEES OF CON- 
TRACTORS WITH THE UNITED STATES 
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 1561) to 
amend the act entitled “Compensation 
for injury, death, or detention of em- 
ployees of contractors with the United 
States outside the United States,” as 
amended, for the purpose of making the 
100-percent-earning provisions effective 
as of January 1, 1942, a similar House 
bill having just passed on the Consent 
Calendar. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act to provide benefits for the injury, 
disability, death, or enemy detention of em- 
ployees of contractors with the United 
States, and for other purposes,” approved 
December 2, 1942 (42 U. S. C. 1701), is 
amended by adding to the final proviso in 
the last paragraph of section 101 (b) (1) 


thereof, as added by title I of the act approv- . 


ed December 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 626), upon 
changing the final period to a semicolon, the 
following: “and in such cases benefits for 
detention shall ‘accrue from January 1, 1942, 
unless the beginning of absence occurred 
upon a later date in which event benefits 
shall accrue from such later date, and for the 
period of such absence shall be 100 percent 
of the average weekly wages, determined 
as herein provided: And provided further, 
That compensation for disability under this 
title (except under allowance for scheduled 
losses of members or functions of the body, 
within the purview of section 102 (a) shall 
not be paid in any case in respect to any 
period of time during which benefits for de- 
tention may accrue under this title in the 
same case, and should a person entitled to 
benefits for detention also be entitled to 
workmen's compensation or similar benefits 
under any other law, agreement, or plan 
(except allowances for scheduled losses of 
members or functions of the body), where 
such other benefits are paid or to be paid 
directly or indirectly by the United States, 
the amount thereof accruing as to the period 
of absence shall be taken into account and 
the benefits credited to the account of the 
detained person reduced accordingly: And 
provided further, That where through mis- 
take of fact, absence of proof of death, or 
error through lack of adequate information 
or otherwise, payments as for detention have 
in any case been erroneously made or cred- 
ited, any resulting overpayment of detention 
benefits (the recovery of which is not waived 
as otherwise provided for in this section) 
shall be recouped by the Commission in such 
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manner as it shall determine from any 
unpaid accruals to the account of the de- 
tained person, and if such accruals are 
insufficient for such purpose, then from any 
allowance of compensation for injury or 
death in the same case (whether under this 
title or under any other law, agreement, or 
plan, if the United States pays, or is obli- 
gated to pay, such benefits, directly or in- 
directly), but only to the extent of the 
amount of such compensation benefits pay- 
able for the particular period of such over- 
payment, and in cases of erroneous payments 
of compensation for injury or death, made 
through mistake of fact, whether under this 
title or under any other law, agreement, or 
plan (if the United States is obligated to pay 
such compensation, directly or indirectly), 
the Commission is authorized to recoup from 
any unpaid benefits for detention, the 
amount of any overpayment thus arising; 
and any amounts recovered under this sec- 
tion shall be covered into such compensation 
fund, and for the foregoing purposes the 
Commission shall have a right of lien, inter- 
vention, and recovery in any claim or pro- 
ceeding for compensation.” 

Sec. 2, The provisions of section 1 of this 
act shall apply in all cases coming within 
the purview of section 101 (b) of such act 
of December 2, 1942, and shall be applied 
retrospectively to January 1, 1942; and the 
United States Employees’ Compensation 
Commission is authorized to review any case 
affected by such provisions, and to make the 
adjustment of benefits which they require. 
In cases in which claims for benefits under 
such section 101 (b) have been adjudicated, 
and the detained person has died since such 
adjudication, any amounts found to be due 
upon such review shall be paid to his legal 
representative. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

By unanimous consent, the proceed- 
ings by which the bill H. R. 6997 was 
passed were vacated and the bill was 
laid on the table. 


CASTLE CLINTON NATIONAL MONUMENT 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 5125) to establish the Castle Clin- 
ton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
notice in the report of the Attorney 
General that he disagrees with some 
parts of the bill. 
rected? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Yes; 
that was corrected by an amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is 
the gentleman going to offer that 
amendment? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to accept, on be- 
half of the United States, title to the site, 
comprising approximately 1 acre and sit- 
uated in Battery Park, New York City, of the 
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historic structure known as Castle Clinton, 
together with such structure and any other 
improvement on or appurtenant to such site. 
The title to land, interests in land, and 
structures to be acquired pursuant to this 
act shall be acquired subject to the approval 
of the Secretary. When title to such prop- 
erty is vested in the United States,.it shall 
constitute the Castle Clinton National 
Monument. $ 

SEC. 2. The administration, protection, and 
development of the Castle Clinton National 
Monument shall be under the supervision of 
the Secretary of the Interior, subject to the 
provisions of the act entitled “An act to 
establish a National Park Service, and for 
other purposes," approved August 25, 1916, as 
amended. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 8, after the period, strike out 
the balance of the line down to and including 
all of line 1 on page 2. 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. ; 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ALLEGHENY RIVER TOLL BRIDGE 


Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7030) 
granting the consent of Congress to the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the Borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, 
and a point near the boundary of the 
city of New Kensington and Lower Bur- 
rel Township in Westmoreland County 
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania? 


There being no objection,.the Clerk i 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of 
Congress is hereby granted to the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania to construct, main- 
tain, and operate a bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Allegheny River, at a point 
suitable to the interests of navigation, at or 
near the Borough of Tarentum, and in the 
county of Allegheny, and a point near the 
boundary of the city of New Kensington and 
Lower Burrel Township in Westmoreland 
County, in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania, in accordance with the provisions of 
the act entitled “An act to regulate the con- 
struction of bridges over navigable waters,” 
approved March 23, 1906, and subject to the 
conditions and limitations contained in this 
act. 

Sec. 2. If tolls are charged for the use of 
such bridge, the rates of toll shall be so 
adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient to 
pay the reasonable cost of maintaining, re- 
pairing, and operating the bridge and its 
approaches under economical. management, 
and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to 
amortize the cost of the bridge and its ap- ~ 
proaches, including reasonable interest and “ 
financing cost, as soon as possible under rea- 
sonable charges, but within a period of not 
to exceed 20 years from the completion there- 
of. After a sinking fund sufficient for such 
amortization shall have been so provided, 
such bridge shall thereafter be maintained 
and operated free of tolls. An accurate rec- 
ord of the costs of the bridge and its ap- 
proaches, the expenditures for maintaining, 
repairing, and operating the same, and of the 
Gaily tolls collected, shall be kept and shall 
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be available for the information of all per- 
sons interested. 

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


LAWRENCEBURG (IND.) TOLL BRIDGE 


Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous concent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 6899) to 
authorize the Indiana State Toll Bridge 
Commission to construct, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge, or a free bridge, 
across the Ohio River at or near 
Lawrenceburg, Dearborn County, Ind. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That in order to promote 
interstate commerce, improve the postal 
service, and provide for the military and 
other purposes, the Indiana State Toll Bridge 
Commission be, and is hereby, authorized to 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Ohio 
River at a point suitable to the interest of 
navigation at or near Lawrenceburg, Dear- 
born County, Ind., in accordance with the 
provisions of the act entitled “An act to 
regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906, 
and subject to the conditions and limitations 
contained in this act. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby conferred upon the 
Indiana State. Toll Bridge Commission all 
such rights and powers to enter upon land 
and to acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, 
and use real estate and other property 
needed for the location, construction, main- 
tenance, and operation of such bridge and 
its approaches as are possessed by railroad 
corporations for railroad purposes ‘or by 
bridge corporations for bridge purposes in 
the State in which such real estate or other 
property is situated, upon making just com- 
pensation therefor, to be ascertained and 
paid according to the laws of such State and 
the proceedings therefor shall be the same 
as in the condemnation or expropriation of 
property for public purposes in such State, 

Sec. 3. The Indiana State Toll Bridge 
Commission is hereby authorized to fix and 
charge toll for transit over such bridge, and 
the rate of toll so fixed shall be the legal 
rates until changed by the Secretary of War 
under the authority contained in the act 
of March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 4. In fixing the rates of toll to be 
charged for the use of such bridge, the same 
shall be so adjusted as to provide a fund 
sufficient to pay for the reasonable cost of 
maintaining, repairing, and operating the 
bridge and its approaches under economical 
management, and to provide a sinking fund 
sufficient to amortize the cost of such bridge 
and its approaches, including interest at a 
rate of not to exceed 5 percent per annum 
and reasonable financing cost, as soon as 
possible, under reasonable charges, but with- 
in a period of not to exceed 30 years from 
the completion thereof. After a sinking 
fund sufficient for such amortization shall 
have been so provided, such bridge shall 
thereafter be maintained and operated free 
of toll. An accurate record of the cost of 
the bridge and its approaches, the expen- 
ditures for maintaining, repairing, and 
operating the same, and the daily tolls col- 
lected shall be kept and shall be available 
for the information of all persons interested. 

Sec, 5. The right to alter, amend, or 
repeal this act is hereby expressly reserved. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


EAST ST. LOUIS, ILL., TOLL BRIDGE 


Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6953) authorizing the city of East St. 
Louis, Ill., its successors and assigns, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at 
or near a point between Delmar Boule- 
vard and Cole Avenue in the city of St. 
Louis, Mo., and a point opposite thereto 
in the city of East St. Louis, Ill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That in order to facili- 
tate interstate commerce, improve the postal 
service, and provide for military and other 
purposes, the city of East St. Louis, Ill., its 
successors and assigns, be, and is hereby, 
authorized to construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate a toll bridge across the Mississippi River, 
at a point suitable to the interests of navi- 
gation, at or near a point between Delmar 
Boulevard and Cole Avenue in the city of 
St. Louis, Mo., and a point opposite thereto 
in the city of East St. Louis, Ill., in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the act entitled 
“An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions 
and limitations contained in this act. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby conferred upon the 
city of East St. Louis, Ill., its successors and 
assigns, all such rights and powers to enter 
upon lands and to acquire, condemn, occupy, 
possess, and use real estate and other prop- 
erty needed for the location, construction, 
maintenance, and operation of such bridge 
and its approaches as are possessed by rail- 
road corporations for railroad purposes or 
by bridge corporations for bridge purposes 
in the State in which such real estate or 
other property is situated, upon making just 
compensation therefor, to be ascertained and 
paid according to the laws of such State, and 
the proceedings therefor shall be the same 
as in the condemnation or expropriation of 
property for public purposes in such State. 

Sec. 3. The said city of East St. Louis, 1l., 
its successors and assigns, is hereby author- 
ized to fix and charge tolls for transit over 
such bridge, and the rates of toll so fixed 
shall be the legal rates until changed by 
the Secretary of War under the authority 
contained in the act of March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 4. In fixing the rates of toll to be 
charged for the use of such bridge the same 
shall be so adjusted as to provide a fund 
sufficient to pay for the reasonable cost of 
maintaining, repairing, and operating the 


bridge and its approaches under economical 


management, and to provide a sinking fund 
sufficient to amortize the cost of such bridge 
and its approaches, including reasonable in- 
terest and financing cost, as soon as possible, 
under reasonable charges, but within a 
period not to exceed 30 years from the com- 
pletion thereof. After a sinking fund suf- 
ficient for such amortization shall have been 
so provided, such bridge shall thereafter be 
maintained and operated free of tolls, cr 
the rates of toll shall thereafter be so ad- 
justed as to provide a fund of not to exceed 
the amount necessary for the proper main- 
tenance, repair, and operation of the bridge 
and its approaches under economical man- 
agement. An accurate record of the cost of 
the bridge and its approaches, the expendi- 
tures for maintaining, repairing, and operat- 
ing the same, and of the daily tolls collected 
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shall be kept and shall be availabe for the 
information of all persons interested. 

Sec. 5. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, line 2, strike out the word “Avenue” 
and insert the word “Street.” ‘ 

Page 3, line 14, strike out the comma, in- 
sert a period, and strike out the balance of 
the line down to and including the word 
“management” on line 18. 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill authorizing the city of East St. 
Louis, III., its successors and assigns, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or 
near a point between Delmar Boulevard 
and Cole Street in the city of St. Louis, 
Mo., and a point opposite thereto in the 
city of East St. Louis, III.“ 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


FREE HIGHWAY BRIDGE ACROSS THE 
SAKONNET RIVER, NEWPORT COUNTY, 
R.I. 


Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2036) grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the State 
of Rhode Island to construct, maintain, 
and operate a free highway bridge across 
the Sakonnet River between the towns of 
Tiverton and Portsmouth in Newport 
County, R. I. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of 
Congress is hereby granted to the State of 
Rhode Island to construct, maintain, and 
operate a free highway bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Sakonnet River, at a 
point suitable to the interests of naviga- 
tion, between the towns of Tiverton and 
Portsmouth in Newport County, R. I., in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the act en- 
titled An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions 
and limitations contained in this act. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that today, at the 
conclusion of the legislative program of 
the day and following any special orders 
heretofore entered, I may be permitted 
to address the House for 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky (at the 
request of Mr. MARTIN of Massachucetts) 
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was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the RECORD. 

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. CHURCH esked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial from the 
Chicago Daily Tribune headed Republi- 
can Program.” 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp relative to the 
charter of the World Health Organiza- 
tion. One woman delegate signed, our 
own Dr. Martha Eliot, Associate Direc- 
tor of the United States Children’s 
Bureau. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and include a com- 
mencement address delivered by Alex- 
ander Brin, of Boston. I am informed 
by the Public Printer that it will cost 
$135, but I ask that it be printed notwith- 
standing that fact. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 


PRIVATE CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call 
the first bill on the Private Calendar. 


RALEIGH B. DIAMOND 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2132) 
for the relief of Raleigh B. Diamond. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

QUALITY ELECTRIC CO., LTD. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4592) 
for the relief of the Quality Electric Co., 
Ltd. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

DIXIE MARGARINE CO. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5279) 
for the relief of the Dixie Margarine 
Co., a Tennessee company, of Memphis, 
Tenn. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 


There was no objection. 
BAXTER CAMPBELL AND GLESTIE 
CAMPBELL JONES 
The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1268) 


for the relief of Baxter Campbell and 
Glestie Campbell Jones, 
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Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 


HEMPSTEAD WAREHOUSE CORP. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R, 1349) 
for the relief of Hempstead Warehouse 
Corp. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 


MARIE VALIDA ANTONIA MICHAUD 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1063) 
for the relief of Marie Valida Antonia 
Michaud. ‘ 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


ANNE ROBINSON NORWOOD 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4496) 
for the relief of Anne Robinson Norwood. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed «ver without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 


DR. THEODORE A. GEISSMAN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6321) 
for the relief of Dr. Theodore A. Geiss- 
man. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consént that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

LEGAL GUARDIAN OF ROBERT OLSEN, A 
MINOR 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1004) 
for the relief of the legal guardian of 
Robert Olsen, a minor. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to pay the sum of $3,000 to the legal guard- 
ian of Robert Olsen, a minor, of Brooklyn, 
N. Y., for personal injury by reason of the 
negligent driving of an Army truck which 
resulted in certain injuries: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following amendment: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out “$3,000” and in- 
sert “$140.” 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
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time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MR. AND MRS. J. W. WILLIAMS, JR. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1459) 
for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. J. W. Wil- 
liams, Jr. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $5,000 to Mr. and Mrs. J. W. Wil- 
liams, Jr., of Petal, Miss., in full settlement 
of any and all claims against the United 
States for the death of their son, Rodney 
Edwin Williams, as a result of being struck 
and killed by a United States Army truck at 
Fort Knox, Ky., on August 30, 1944: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated by this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 5, strike out “$5,000” and in- 
sert “$3,000.” 


gene committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MRS, LEROY A. ROBBINS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1887) 
for the relief of Mrs. Leroy A. Robbins. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Leroy A. Rob- 
bins, Gonzales, La., the sum of $98.05. The 
payment of such sum shall be in full settle- 
ment of all claims of the said Mrs. Leroy A. 
Robbins against the United States on ac- 
count of personal injuries sustained by her 
as the result of an accident in Alexandria, 
La., on September 20, 1941, involving the 
automobile in which she was riding and a 
United States Army truck. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CLYDE O. PAYNE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3219) 
for the relief of Clyde O. Payne. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Clyde 
O. Payne, of Tacoma, Wash., the sum of $246.- 
64, in full satisfaction of all claims against 
the United States for personal injuries sus- 
tained by his daughter and expenses incurred 
resulting from a collision on or about the 
18th of April 1943, in which the car being 
driven by Clyde O. Payne collided with a 
United States Army “jeep” in Tacoma, Wash.: 
Provided, That no part cf the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in execess of 10 per- 
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cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection with 
this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$246.64” and in- 
sert “$218.60.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


HARRY D. KOONS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3619) 
for the relief of Harry D. Koons. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Harry D. Koons, of York, Pa., the sum of 
$1,433, in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States for personal] injuries and 
loss of wages and personal property, as a. 
result of an accident involving a National 
Youth Administration vehicle on March 24, 
1943: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the came shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$1,433” and insert 
“$646.18.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MARTIN A. TUCKER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3855) 
for the relief of Martin A. Tucker and 
Emma M. Tucker. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Martin A. Tucker, 
Kernersville, N. C., the sum of $4,700, and to 
Emma M. Tucker, Kernersville, N. C., wife 
of the said Martin A. Tucker, the sum of 
$2,500. Such sums represent damages sus- 
tained and expenses incurred by the said 
Martin A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker as 
& result of the partial destruction of their 
home and injuries to the said Emma M. 
Tucker, on August 2, 1944, when a vehicle 
owned by the Army of the United States 
and operated by one Pyt. Harold M. Murphy 
crashed into the front of the home of the 
said Martin A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker 
at Kernersville, N. C.: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
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connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause of 
said bill and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, to Martin A. Tucker and 
Emma M. Tucker, wife of the said Martin A. 
Tucker, both of Kernersville, N. C., the sum 
of $7,200, in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for property 
damage sustained by said Martin A. Tucker 
and Emma M. Tucker and for personal in- 
juries sustained by Emma M. Tucker and for 
medical and hospital expenses incurred by 

reason thereof, all resulting from an acci- 
dent which occurred on August 2, 1944, when 
an Army vehicle operated by one Pvt. Harold 
M. Murphy crashed, into the front of the 
home of the said Martin A. Tucker and Emma 
M. Tucker at Kernersville, N. C.: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


PITTSBURGH DUBOIS CO. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4815) 
for the relief of Pittsburgh DuBois Co. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


PAN AMERICAN PETROLEUM & 
TRANSPORT CO. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4827) to 
confer jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claim of Pan 
American Petroleum & Transport Co. 
against the United States. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction be, 
and the same is hereby, conferred upon the 
Court of Claims of the United States, not- 
withstanding any prior determination, any 
statute of limitations, release, or prior ac- 
cepance of partial allowance, to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim 
of Pan American Petroleum and Transport 
Co. against the United States, with interest, 
as described and in the manner set out in 
section 2 hereof, which claims arise out of the 
construction by it of the naval fuel oil sta- 
tion and storage facilities at Pearl Harbor, 
T. of H., and the fuel oil and other petroleum 
products furnished by it to the United States 
o° America. 

Sec. 2. The Court of Claims is hereby di- 
rected to determine and render judgment for 
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the actual cost to the said Pan American Pe- 
troleum and Transport Co. of constructing 
of the storage facilities at Pearl Harbor and 
the actual cost to it of the 1,453,275 barrels of 
fuel oll furnished and place in such storage, 
for which said work and for which said fuel 
oil and petroleum products it has not been 
paid, but of which the Government has re- 
cived the use and benefit, all pursuant to 
contracts dated April 25 and December 11, 
1922, between it and the United States of 
America, and which said work was duly per- 
formed and said fuel oil furnished pursuant 
to the terms and conditions of the contracts 
aforesaid. 

Sec. 3. Any suit brought under the provi- 
sion of this act shall be instituted within 1 
year from the date of the approval hereof, 
and the court shall consider as evidence in 
such suit for the purpose of deter mining the 
actual cost to the Pan American Petroleum 
and Transport Co. of the construction work 
performed and the actual cost to it of the 
fuel oil furnished and delivered into such. 
storage facilities, all pursuant to the terms 
of the aforesaid contracts, all evidence here- 
tofore taken by either party in the case of 
United States of America against the Pan 
American Petroleum et al., in the District 
Court for the Southern District of California, 
and the findings of fact and conclusions of 
law and the decree of the court in said case 
entered July 11, 1925. 

Sec. 4. From any decision or judgment ren- 
dered in any suit presented under the au- 
thority of this act, a writ of certiorari to the 
Supreme Court of the United States may be 
applied for by either party thereto as is 
provided by law in other cases. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 1, line 8, after the name “States”, 
strike out “with interest.” 

Page 2, line 17, after the word “aforesaid”, 
strike out tLe period and insert in lieu there- 
of “: Provided, however, That in determining 
the amount of any such judgment, the Court 
of Claims is authorized and directed to de- 
duct from the costs found to have been ac- 
tually incurred by the claimant herein any 
amounts which haye been repaid to the 
claimant by any individual by reason of any 
contract or otherwise.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MATERIALS HANDLING MACHINERY CO., 
INC. 


The Clerk called he bill (H. R. 4860) 
for the relief of Materials Handling 
Machinery Co., Inc. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $3,326.10 to Materials Handling Ma- 
chinery Co., Inc., in full and final settlement 
of all claims for price adjustment as agreed 
to by the Government but not paid, growing 
out of War Department contract No. W-2789- 
te-2160, as amended and modified, dated 
August 25, 1943, for the furnishing of 14,000 
pallets, hardwood: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with the presentation of this 
claim to the proper committees of Congress, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any con- 
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
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and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MRS. CECILE W. McAFEE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5287) 
for the relief of Mrs. Cecile W. McAfee, 
Sarah McAfee, and Haven H. McAfee. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted,.etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any monéy in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $5,000 to Mrs. Cecile W. McAfee; to 
Sarah McAfee, #1,000; and to Haven H. Me- 
Afee, the sum of $5,000, in full settlement of 
all claims of each of said named persons 
against the United States for damages sus- 
tained by them on May 11, 1944, while the 
said Haven H. McAfee, accompanied by his 
wife, the said Mrs. Cecile W. McAfee, and his 
daughter, the said Sarah McAfee, was driv- 
ing his 1937 Ford DeLuxe Tudor sedan in 
which his wife and said daughter were riding 
with him, west on United States Highway No. 
70, North, approximately 14 miles east of 
Lebanon, Tenn., when his Ford automobile 
was run into by a United States Army truck 
which was operated carelessly, negligently, 
and unlawfully and at a high and dangerous 
rate of speed by a United States soldier in 
line of his duty on, over, and from a narrow 
side road which ran into the paved, heavily 
traveled United States Highway No. 70, North, 
from the south and which said Army truck 
while thus negligently and unlawfully oper- 
ated was run into and against the left side 
of the automobile of the said Haven H. Mc- 
Afee with such force and violence that a 
large steel hook fastened to the front bumper 
of the said Army truck was rammed through 
the left side of the McAfee car and it was 
dragged for a distance of 75 feet down High- 
way No. 70 toward Lebanon, until the Ford 
car in which the McAfees were riding was 
rammed into the curbing of a bridge, when 
said hook was jerked from said automobile 
and the Army truck ran on 50 feet farther, 
as a result of which said collision Mrs, Cecile 
W. McAfee and Sarah McAfee were thrown 
with great violence from said Ford automo- 
bile to the pavement of the highway and the 
humerus of Mrs. McAfee’s left arm was 
shattered, crushed, and broken, and she was 
otherwise cut, bruised, and wounded through- 
out her entire head, body, legs, and arms; 
Sarah McAfee was hurt, bruised, cut, and 
wounded throughout her entire head, body, 
legs, and arms; Haven H. McAfee was cut, 
bruised, and wounded in the head, legs, body, 
and arms; and his Ford automobile totally 
destroyed; and he was forced to and did pay 
out the sum of $657.30 for the treatment and 
hospitalization of his said wife and daughter 
and sustained a loss of $1,119.70 on account 
of the damage to his automobile and the loss 
of the use of said automobile and was and 
will hereafter be deprived of the aid of his 
said wife: Provided, That no part of the 
amounts appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
Shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 5, after the words “sum of”, 
strike out the remainder of the bill down to 
the colon in line 12, page 3. Insert in lieu 
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thereof: "$3,500 to Mrs. Cecil W. McAfee; to 
pay the sum of $1,200 to Haven H. McAfee, 
and to pay the sum of $200 to the legal guard- 
ian of Sarah McAfee, a minor, all of Sevier- 
ville, Tenn., in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States on account of dam- 
ages sustained by them as a result of a col- 
lision which occurred on May 11, 1944, on 
United States Highway No. 70-N, near Rome, 
Tenn., when the automobile in which they 
were riding was struck by an Army truck.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Mrs. Cecile W. 
McAfee, the legal guardian of Sarah Mc- 
Afee, a minor, and Haven H. McAfee.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

WATSON AIRFOTOS, INC. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5847) 
for the relief of Watson Airfotos, Inc. 

There being no objection, tho Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Watson Airfotos, 
Inc., of Long Beach, Calif., is relieved of all 
liability to the United States in the principal 
sum of $4,007.06, plus any accrued interest. 
Such sum represents an indebtedness claimed 
by the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, Soil Conservation Service, against the 
said Watson Airfotos, Inc., by reason of the 
latter’s default in 1941 in the performance 
of a contract with the United States dated 
June 8, 1940, for an aerial survey of certain 
areas in the State of California. The indebt- 
edness includes an item of $815.21, which 
represents the excess cost over the original 
contract price of procuring performance of 
such contract by other parties, anc an item 
of $3,191.85, which represents liquidated 
damages claimed for delay in performance 
of such contracts. The breach of contract 
was caused by the inability of Watson Air- 
fotos Inc., to obtain qualified pilots for the 
work under imminent war conditions and by 
the absence of the president of Watson Air- 
fotos, Inc., Col. Harry B. Watson, on military 
leave for service in the United States Army. 
Any surety company acting as surety on a 
performance bond given to secure such con- 
tract is also relieved of liability to the United 
States to the same extent as Watson Airfotos, 
Inc. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 5, strike out “$4,007.06” and 
insert 83.690.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


MRS. MILLICENT MOORE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5848) 
for the relief of Mrs. Millicent Moore. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Millicent 
Moore, of Hollywood, Calif., the sum of $2,- 
464,60. The payment of such sum shall be 
in full settlement of all claims of the said 
Mrs. Millicent Moore against the United 
States on account of personal injuries sus- 
tained by her, on April 14, 1942, when an 
automobile in which she was a passenger 


JULY 25 


was struck by a United States Army ve- 
hicle at the intersection of Paramount Boule- 
vard and Imperial Highway, Downey, Calif. 
No part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding 81.000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MRS. FUKU KUROKAWA THURN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6376) 
for the relief of Mrs. Fuku Kurokawa 
Thurn. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral is directed to cancel forthwith any out- 
standing warrant of arrest, order of deporta- 
tion, warrant of deportation, and bond, if 
any, in the case of Mrs. Fuku Kurokawa 
Thurn, and is directed not to issue any furth- 
er such warrants or orders in her case insofar 
as any further warrants or orders are based 
ypon the same gounds as the warrants or 
orders required by this act to be canceled. 
For the purposes of the immigration and nat- 
uralization laws, the said Mrs. Fuku Kuro- 
kawa Thurn shall be considered to have been 
lawfully admitted at the time of her last 
entry. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: “That notwithstanding section 
303 of the Nationality Act of 1940, as amended 
(54 Stat. 1140; 8 U. S. O. 703, 57 Stat. 600), 
and section 13 (c) of the Immigration Act of 
1924 (43 Stat. 161-162; 50 Stat. 165; 46 Stat, 
581; 8 U. S. C. 213 (c)), the Attorney Gen- 
eral is directed to record the admission of 
Mrs. Fuku Kurokawa Thurn to the United 
States at the port of New York on September 
9, 1937, as a lawful admission to the United 
States for permanent residence.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table, 


RUDOLPH K. BARTELS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4374) 
for the relief of Rudolph K. Bartels. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to Rudolph K. Bartels, 1920 Dillingham 
Boulevard, Honolulu 12, T. H., the sum of 
$1,500, in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States on account of personal 
injuries suffered by his son, Rudolph K. Bar- 
tels, Jr., a minor, who was seriously burned 
when two bombers of the United States Army 
crashed in the Kalibi kai district of the city 
and county of Honolulu, T. H., on June 8, 
1944: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the sam> shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
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Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out “Rudolph K, 
Bartels”, and all of lines 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10, 
legal guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., of 
Honolulu, T. H., the sum of $500, in full set- 
tlement of all claims against the United 
States on account of personal injuries sus- 
tained by the said Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., 
a minor, as a result of the crash of an Army 
airplane in the Kalihi-Kai district of the 
city and county of Honolulu, T. H., on Janu- 
ary 8, 1944.” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of the legal guardian 
of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a minor.” 

a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


was 


JOSEPH A. BROWN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4924) 
for the relief of Joseph A. Brown. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay. out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Joseph A. Brown, 
138 North First Street, Pleasantville, N. J., the 
sum of $5,000. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full settlement of all claims of 
the said Joseph A. Brown against the United 
States on account of personal injuries sus- 
tained on January 25, 1945, when he was 
struck by an Army jeep belonging to the 
United States of America at the intersection 
of Michigan and Pacific Avenues in the city 
of Atlantic City, county of Atlantic, and 
State of New Jersey. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$5,000” and the 
balance of line 6, all of lines 7, 8, 9, and 10, 
and on page 2, strike out lines 1 and 2, and 
all of line 3, down to and including the word 
“New Jersey” and insert “$5,000, in full set- 
tlement of all claims against the United 
States for personal injuries, loss of earnings 
and property damage sustained, and medical 
and hospital expenses incurred, as the result 
of an accident which occurred at the inter- 
section of Michigan and Pacific Avenues, in 
Atlantic City, N. J., on January 25, 1945, when 
he was struck by an Army vehicle: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and 
the came Shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

ERNEST C. HEINE AND HARRIET W. HEINE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5031) 
for the relief of Ernest C. Heine and Har- 
riet W. Heine. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Ernest C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine, 2334 
Waiomao Street, the sum of $650, in full 
settlement of all claims against the United 
States on account of property damage caused 
by the United States engineers on April 23, 
1943, while blasting in a quarry adjacent to 
this property: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed, 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


RAPHAEL ELDER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5166) 
for the relief of Raphael Elder. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Raphael Elder, Avon Park, Fla., the sum 
of $5,000. The payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims against the 
United States on account of personal in- 
jury sustained by the said Raphael Elder, on 
April 15, 1943, when the automobile in which 
he was a passenger was in collision with an 
Army vehicle.in the city of Avon Park, Fla.: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000, 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$5,000” and insert 
“$3,000.” 

Page 1, line 8, strike out the word “injury” 
and all of lines 9 and 10, down to and includ- 
ing the word “passenger” and insert “injuries 
and loss of earnings sustained and medical 
and hospital expenses incurred by the said 
Raphael Elder as the result of an accident 
which occurred on April 15, 1943, when the 
automobile operated by him.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WARREN M. MILLER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5288) 
for the relief of Warren M. Miller. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Warren M. Miller, 
Philadelphia, Pa., is relieved of all liability to 
refund to the United States amounts paid to 
him for part-time services as an employee of 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department 
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of Commerce, during the period when he was 
not eligible because of being in the service of 
the War Department, Philadelphia Engineer 
District, to receive compensation from funds 
appropriated for the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey. Any amounts heretofore credited to him 
or refunded to the United States by him on 
account of such unauthorized payment to 
him shall be repaid to him out of any money 
available for the payment of salaries of em- 
ployees of the Coast and Geodetic Survey. In 
the audit and settlement of the accounts of 
any disbursing officer of the United States the 
payment of such amounts for such part-time 
services shall be considered to have been 
authorized, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


HIRAM H. WILSON 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5463) 
for the relief of Hiram H. Wilson. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto. That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to Hiram H. Wilson, the sum of $10,000, in 
full settlement of all claims against the 
United States for the death of Mrz. Hiram H. 
Wilson, who died February 10, 1945, and per- 
sonal irjury sustained by the said Hiram H. 
Wilson, on February 10, 1945, when the auto- 
mobile in which they were passengers was in 
collision with an Army vehicle between Bowl- 
ing Green and Wauchula, Fla.: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio- 
lating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$10,000” and 
insert “$5,200.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


THOMAS A. BEDDINGFIELD AND HIS WIFE, 
OPAL MAY BEDDINGFIELD 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6255) 
for the relief of Thomas A. Beddingfield 
and his wife, Opal May Beddingfield. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury Be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Thomas A. Beddingfield and his wife, Opal 
May Beddingfield, of Pyote, Tex., the sum of 
$5,000 for the death by drowning of their 
son Bobbie Glenn Beddingfield in the en- 
listed men’s swimming pool at Pyote Army 
air base, and to compensate them properly 
for funeral expense, 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 7, strike out “$5,000” and the 
balance of line 7, all of lines 8 and 9, and line 
1 on page 2 down to and including the word 
“expense” and insert “$2,400, in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States 


amendment was 
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for damages sustained by them as a result 
of the death by drowning of their minor son, 
Bobbie Glenn Beddingfield, in the enlisted 
men’s swimming pool at the Pyote Army 
Air Base, Pyote, Tex., on December 23, 1945, 
and for the expenses incurred in connection 
with the burial of said minor: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000.” e 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


THOMAS L. BRETT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6381) 
for the relief of Thomas L. Brett. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to Thomas L. Brett, the sum of $2,500 in 
monthly installments of $100 per month 
commencing on the first day of the calendar 
month subsequent to the enactment of this 
act and in addition the sum of $86.75 to 
cover medical and hospital expenses in- 
curred, Such sums shall be in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States 
for personal injuries sustained on May 14, 
1943, when a United States Army truck 
struck and knocked down Thomas L, Brett 
at the intersection of Fourth Street and 
Exchange Avenue, in Santa Rosa, Sonoma 
County, Calif.: Provided, That no part 
of the amounts appropriated by this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent or 
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account 
of services rendered in connection with said 
claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent 
or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, 
collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof on account of services 
. rendered in connection with said claim, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, strike out all of lines 6, 7, 8, 9, and 
10, and on page 2, lines 1, 2, 3, 4, and down 
to and including the word “California” in 
line 5, and insert “of Santa Rosa, Calif., the 
sum of $2,500, in full settlement of all 
claims against the United Skates for per- 
sonal injuries sustained by him on May 14, 
1943, when he was struck by a United States 
Army truck at the intersection of Fourth 
Street and Exchange Avenue, Santa Rosa, 
Sonoma County, Calif.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
t 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was leid on the table. 
CAESAR HENRY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6399) 
for the relief of Caesar Henry. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Caeser Henry, of 
Crowley, La., the sum of $10,000. The pay- 
ment of such sums shall be in full settle- 
ment of all claims of the said Caeser Henry 
against the United States for personal in- 
juries, pain and suffering, and loss of pres- 
ent, past, and future earnings sustained as 
the result of a collision on January 26, 1944, 
on United States Highway No. 165, near Kin- 
der, La., involving the truck in which he 
was a passenger and a United States Army 
truck: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, lines 5 and 6, strike out “Caeser” 
and insert in lieu thereof “Caesar.” 

Page 1, line 6, strike out 810,000 and 
insert “$2,000.” 


Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Larcane to the 
committee amendment: Page 1, line 6, strike 
out “$2,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$5,000.” 


Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
was originally for $20,000. The claim 
results from personal injury arising 
through the negligence of an Army truck 
driver. The man was totally and per- 
manently disabled. Congress has estab- 
lished the precedent of awarding $5,000 
in cases of this kind. The War Depart- 
ment admits liability. I hope the House 
will follow its usual custom in allowing 
$5,000 in similar cases. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendment as 
amended was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Caesar Henry.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

THADDEUS C. KNIGHT 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 528) for 
the relief of Thaddeus C. Knight. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill may be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 


ACQUISITION BY UNITED STATES OF 
CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY IN THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1640) to 
provide for the acquisition by the United 
States of certain real property in the 
District of Columbia. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
War is hereby authorized and directed to 
acquire on behalf of the United States, by 
purchase or otherwise, the tract of land con- 
sisting of parcels 251/42 and 251/64 in the 
District of Columbia, together with the im- 
provements thereon, such tract fronting on 
Chesapeake Street, Second Street, and Nichols 
Avenue SW., and the premises being known 
as 199 Chesapeake Street SW., in order to 
eliminate hazards to life and property result- 
ing from frequent flights directly over the 
dwelling house upon such property by air- 
craft taking off from and landing at Bolling 
Field. Any appropriation available to the 
War Department for the acquisition of real 
property shall be available for carrying out 
the provisions of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

JESSE A. LOTT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1144) 
for the relief of Jesse A. Lott. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill may be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


RAYMOND CROSBY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1633) 
for the relief of Raymond Crosby. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Raymond Crosby, 
of Roachdale, Ind., the sum of $411.79, in full 
settlement of all claims against the United 
States for payment to the postmaster at 
Roachdale, Ind., by said Raymond Crosby for 
the purchase of War Savings stamps in 1918, 
which said amount was embezzled by the said 
postmaster, and said War Savings stamps 
were never delivered to said Raymond Crosby: 
Provided, That no part of the emount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding: 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WALTER S. FAULENER 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 162) for 
the relief of Walter S. Faulkner, 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Walter S. Faulkner, 
of Lebanon, Tenn., the sum of $1,576, in 
full satisfaction of his claims against the 
United States for (1) compensation for per- 
sonal injuries and property damage sustained 
by him when his personally owned automo- 
bile which he was driving was struck by 
a United States Army truck near Martha, 
Tenn., on September 13, 1943, and (2) for 
reimbursement of medical and other ex- 
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penses incurred by him as a result of such 
injuries: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CROSBY YACHT BUILDING & STORAGE 
CO., INC, 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1880) for 
the relief of the Crosby Yacht Building 
& Storage Co., Inc. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Crosby Yacht 
Building & Storage Co., Inc., of Osterville, 
Mass., the sum of $2,238.27, in full satisfac- 
tion of its claim against the United States 
for compensation for work performed by it 
in the removal of certain boats from tem- 
porary shelters and in the removal of such 
shelters, pursuant to an agreement entered 
into by such company with the Engineer 
Amphibian Command, Camp Edwards, Mass., 
on or about July 2, 1942: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

EDWARD A. MASON 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3209) 
for the relief of Edward A. Mason. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the 
Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Ed- 
ward A. Mason, of Tacoma, Wash., the sum 
of $21,425.33, in full satisfaction of all claims 
against the United States for personal in- 
juries sustained, and the loss of his wife, 
as a result of a collision on or about the 
4th of February 1944, in which the car driven 
by Edward A. Mason collided with a United 
States Army truck on United States High- 
way 99, near Grants Pass, Oreg.: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated 
in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 


ment: 


Page 1, line 6, after the dollar sign strike 
out the bill down to the colon in line 1, 
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page 2. Insert in lieu thereof “12,563.27, in 
full settlement of all claims against the 
United States for personal injuries, pain and 
suffering and loss of earnings sustained and 
medical and hospital expenses incurred by 
him, for the death of his wife, Mrs. Lina L. 
Mason, and for expenses incurred by him 
incident to her burial, all resulting from an 
accident involving an Army vehicle which oc- 
curred on February 4, 1944, on United States 
Highway No. 99, near Grants Pass, Oreg.” 


i The committee amendment was agreed 
0. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MINNIE P. SHOREY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5050) 
for the relief of Minnie P. Shorey. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Minnie P. Shorey, 
Tampa, Fla., the sum of $1,120. Such sum 
represents the amount of compensation 
which the said Minnie P. Shorey would have 
received as an employee of the War Depart- 
ment at Drew Field Tampa, Fla., for the 
period beginning September 4, 1944, and end- 
ing May 2, 1945, if she had not been sus- 
pended for alleged insubordination on Sep- 
tember 3, 1944. On an appeal taken by the 
said Minnie P. Shorey from the order of 
suspension, she was held not guilty of in- 
subordination by a board of officers and was 
restored to her employment on May 3, 1946: 
Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$1,120” and in- 
sert “$640.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CLARENCE W. OHM 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5134) 
for the relief of Clarence W. Ohm. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Clarence W. Ohm, 
Compton, Md., the sum of $330.80. The pay- 
ment of such sum shall be in full settle- 
ment of all claims of the saic Clarence W. 
Ohm against the United States on account 
of personal injuries sustained by him on 
August 22, 1945, when the automobile in 
which he was riding on Route No. 5, was 
struck, at Camp Springs, Md., by a United 
States Navy truck: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
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trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding ¢1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


BERTHA LILLIAN AND CHARLES ROBBINS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5469) 
for the relief of Bertha Lillian Robbins 
and Charles Robbins. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to Bertha Lillian Robbins and Charles 
Robbins, of Tacoma, Wash., the sum of 
$10,000 to be granted in full satisfaction of 
all claims against the United States for 
permanent physical injuries, medical ex- 
penses, and working time lost as a result of 
a collision on May 31, 1943, when the car 
in which they were riding was struck by an 
Army jeep on Airport Way in Seattle, Wash.: 
Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 7, after the word “of”, strike 
out the balance of the line, also lines 8, 9, 
and 10 and lines 1 and 2 on page 2, and insert 
the following: ‘$4,500, in full settlement of 
all claims against the United States for per- 
sonal injuries, hospital and medical expenses, 
and loss of earnings sustained as a result of 
an accident involving a United States Army 
jeep on Airport Way in Seattle, Wash., on 
May 31, 1943.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WILFORD B. BROWN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5603) 
for the relief of Wilford B. Brown. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he Is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Wilford B. Brown, of Islip, Suffolk County, 
N. Y., the sum of $10,000 in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States on 
account of personal injuries sustained as a 
result of an accident involving an Army vehi- 
cle, occurring on March 18, 1944, on North 
King Street, in Honolulu, T. H.: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this Act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


amendment was 
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With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out 810,000“ and in- 
sert 86,299.25.“ 

Page 1, line 8, after the word “injuries”, in- 
sert “and loss of earnings.” 

Page 1, line 10, strike out “1944” and insert 
“1945.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider laid on the table. 


MRS. GRACE A. PHILLIPS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5849) 
for the relief of Mrs. Grace A. Phillips. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Grace A. 
Phillips, Long Beach, Calif., the sum of 
$15,000. The payment of such sum shall be 
in full settlement of all claims of the said 
Mrs. Grace A. Phillips against the United 
States on account of the death, on February 
7, 1943, of her husband, Arthur D. Phillips, 
as the result of injuries sustained by him, 
February 6, 1943, on Pennington Avenue (also 
known as Henry Ford Avenue), Los Angeles, 
Calif., when he was struck by a United States 
Army vehicle. No part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$15,000” and 
insert “$3,310.48.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


SECOND LT. FRANCIS W. ANDERSON 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5851) 
for the relief of Second Lt. Francis W. 
Anderson. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Second Lt. Francis 
W. Anderson, United States Army, the sum 
of $38.66. Such sum represents the amount 
which the Office of Price Administration de- 
termined that the said Second Lt. Francis W. 
Anderson had been overcharged for rent of 
room 13A of building 13, Davis Court, Pem- 
berton, N. J., during the period from March 
24, 1945, to May 18, 1945. When such de- 
termination was made, the said Second Lt. 
Francis W. Anderson had departed for parts 
unknown and, efforts to locate him having 
failed, the amount of such overcharge was 
paid, pursuant to regulations governing such 
cases, by the landlord to the Treasurer of 
the United States. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 2, line 6, after the words “United 
States”, insert “Provided, That no part of 


amendment was 
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the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


LIPPERT BROS. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6012) 
for the relief of Iippert Bros. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Lippert Bros., 
general contractors, Oklahoma City, Okla., 
the sum of $15,456.75. The payment of 
such sum shall be in full settlement of all 
claims of the said Lippert Bros. against 
the United States arising out of the con- 
struction of Federal Works Agency project 
No, La 16-102~N: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$15,456.75” and 
insert 812,000.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 


amendment was 


to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


LEGAL GUARDIAN OF SAMUEL ROSCOE 
THOMPSON 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6161) 
for the relief of the legal guardian of 
Samuel Roscoe Thompson, a minor. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to the legal guardian of Samuel Roscoe 
Thompson, a minor, of Leesville, La., the sum 
of $5,000, the said sum to be in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States 
for personal injuries sustained by Samuel 
Roscoe Thompson on January 25, 1944, at 
which time the minor was struck down and 
run over by the lead truck of an Army convoy 
as he alighted from a school bus, in the 
neighborhood of the Camp Polk, La., Army 
Reservation: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or agents, 
attorney or attorneys, on account of services 
rendered in connection with said claim. It 
shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, 
attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, with- 
hold, or receive any sum of the amount ap- 
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propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof on account of services rendered in 
connection with said claim, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 7, strike out 85,000“ and insert 
“$597." 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ALBERT WHILDEN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5093) 
to confer jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claim of Albert Whil- 
den. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon, notwithstanding the lapse of time or 
any provision of law to the contrary, the 
claim of Albert Whilden, Millville, N. J., 
against the United States, on account of per- 
sonal injuries sustained by him on June 27, 
1945, as the result of being struck in Mill- 
ville, N. J., by certain falling towing apparatus 
which became separated from a United States 
Army airplane engaged in towing a target 
for aerial gunnery practice. The court shall 
have such jurisdiction if suit is instituted 
within 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this act, and the liability of the United 
States in such suit shall be determined upon 
the same principles and measures of liability 
as in like cases between private individuals. 
The judgment, if any, rendered in such suit 
shall not exceed the sum of $10,000, 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert the following: “That the 
Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $4,500 to Albert 
Whilden, of Millville, N. J., in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States 
for damages sustained by him as the result 
of an accident which occurred on the south- 
east corner of High and Main Streets, in 
Millville, N. J., on June 27, 1945, when he 
was struck by a piece of equipment which 
had fallen from an Army airplane: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio- 
lating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MRS, IVAN B. HOFMAN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6423) 
for the relief of Mrs, Ivan B. Hofman. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $114, to Mrs. Ivan B. Hofman, of Gulf- 
port, Miss., in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States, as reimbursement 
for the said sum for money lost through 
burglary at the Gulfport, Miss., office of In- 
ternal Revenue, for which she was held ac- 
countable, on April 19, 1946: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


FORWARD COLUMBUS FUND 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 357) for 
the relief of the Forward Columbus Fund, 
of Columbus, Nebr. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


WILLIAM S. BROWN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1277) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claim of William S. 
Brown. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete, That jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims 
of the United States to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claim or claims of 
William S. Brown, of Greenville, S. C., for 
any losses sustained under contracts W-38- 
040Q (SC IV)-4, W-38-040Q (SC IV)-10, W- 
38-0400 (SC IV)-14, W-38-040Q (SC IV) -29, 
W-2416Q (SC IV)-34, W-38 040Q (SC IV)-3, 
W-38-040Q (SC IV)-9, W-38-040Q (SC IV)- 
13, and W-38-040Q@ (SC IV)-30: Provided, 
That such action may be brought in the Court 
of Claims within 1 year of the date of the ap- 
proval of this act, with right of appellate re- 
view as in other cases, 


Mr.MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MADDEN: Page 
1, line 3, after the word “the”, strike out the 
words “Court of Claims” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “United States District 
Court for the Western District of South Caro- 
lina,” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A pill conferring jurisdiction upon the 
United States District Court for the 
Western District of South Carolina to 
hear, determine and render judgment 
upon the claim of William S. Brown.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
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DUANE N. THOMPSON 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1549) for 
the relief of the legal guardian of Duane 
N. Thompson, a minor. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the legal guardian 
of Duane N. Thompson, a minor, of Berkeley, 
Calif., the sum of $3,753.70 in full satisfac- 
tion of all claims against the United States 


“for compensation for personal injuries sus- 


tained by the said Duane N. Thompson, and 
for medical expenses incurred as a result of 
an accident which occurred when he was 
struck by a United States Government vehi- 
cle, at the intersection of Ninth Street and 
University Avenue, in Berkeley, Calif., on De- 
cember 28, 1944: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding, Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


JAMES H. WILKINSON 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1573) for 
the relief of James H. Wilkinson. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to James H. Wilkin- 
son, of Weymouth, Mass., the sum of $8,000, 
in full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for compensation for personal 
injuries and loss of earnings sustained by 
him, and for reimbursement of hospital, 
medical, and other expenses incurred by him 
and for any and all property damage sus- 
tained by him, as a result of an accident 
which occurred when the automobile which 
he was driving was struck by a United States 
Navy vehicle, at the intersection of Quincy 
Avenue and Mount Pleasant Avenue, in 
Braintree, Mass., on February 5, 1945: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MICHAEL JOSEPH BENNETT 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1674) for 
the relief of Michael Joseph Bennett, a 
minor. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the legal guardian 
of Michael Joseph Bennett, a minor, of Dover, 
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N. H., the sum of $149, in full satisfaction of 
all claims against the United States for com- 
pensation for personal injuries sustained by 
the said Michael Joseph Bennett when he 
was accidentally shot by a member of the 
United States Marine Corps who was search- 
ing for escaped naval prisoners, in Dover, 
N. H., on. November 24, 1943, and for reim- 
bursement of medical expenses incurred as 
a result of such injuries: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

LESTER A. DESSEZ 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1731) for 
the relief of Lester A. Dessez. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Lester A. Dessez, 
colonel, United States Marine Corps, the sum 
of $808.95. Such sum is to be in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States 
for emergency travel of dependents (less a 
payment of $47.03 already made) to which 
the said Lester A. Dessez would have been 
entitled, if he had had the necessary orders, 
for the period August 1, 1941, to September 
15, 1941, for travel of dependents from 
Tutuila, American Samoa, to Washington, 
D. C.: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection with 
this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


DESMARK WRIGHT AND OTHERS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1733) for 
the relief of Desmark Wright; the estates 
of Alberta Wright, Desmark Wright, Jr., 
and Harold Evans; and the legal guard- 
ians of Bobby Dennis Wright and Irvin 
Lee Wright, minors. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, (1) to Desmark 
Wright, of Little Rock, Ark., the sum of 
$2,325.09; to the estate of Alberta Wright, 
deceased, the sum of $5,000; to the estate of 
Desmark Wright, Jr., deceased, the sum of 
$2,000; to the estate of Harold Evans, de- 
ceased, the sum of $2,000; to the legal guardi- 
an of Bobby Dennis Wright, a minor, the 
sum of $500; and to the legal guardian of 
Irvin Lee Wright, a minor, the sum of $750, 
in full settlement of all claims of each of 
the said named persons and estates against 
the United States on account of damages 
sustained by them as the result of the crash 
of an Army airplane near Adams Field, Little 
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Rock, Ark., on September 12, 1945: Provided, 
That no part of the amounts appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with these claims, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. SPRINGER: 

Page 1, iine 8, strike out 82,000“ and in- 
sert “1,000.” 

Page 1, line 9, strike out “$2,000” and in- 
sert 81.500.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


WAYNE PARKER 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1751) for 
the relief of Wayne Parker. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Wayne Parker, of 
Portland, Oreg., the sum of $1,500, in full 
satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for compensation for personal injuries 
sustained by him as a result of having been 
accidentally shot by a member of the United 
States naval forces who was acting as an 
armed guard on a naval vessel, at the Wil- 
lamette Iron & Steel Corp., in Portland, 
Oreg., On May 7, 1945: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. & 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GEORGE D. KING 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1910) for 
the relief of George D. King. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enucted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to George D. King, 
of Phoenix, Ariz., the sum of $500, in full 
satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for compensation for personal in- 
juries and loss of earnings sustained and 
medical expenses incurred by him as a result 
of an accident which occurred when the 
automobile in which he was riding was struck 
by a United States Army airplane, near 
Phoenix, Ariz., on June 22, 1944: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio- 
lating the provisions of this act shall be 
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deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ROY M. DAVIDSON 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2260) for 
the relief of Roy M. Davidson. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Roy M. Davidson, 
of Atlanta, Ga., who was suspended from 
active duty as an investigator for the Office 
of Price Administration, Atlanta regional 
office, during the period beginning on August 
24, 1944, and ending on October 16, 1944, in 
contravention of the provisions of section 14 
of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, a sum 
equal to the amount of compensation he 
would have received had he not been sus- 
pended, less the amount of any compensa- 
tion which he may have recrived from the 
United States for any part of such period: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding 81.000. 

Sec. 2. The Price Administrator of the Office 
of Price Administration is authorized and 
directed to restore to the credit of the said 
Roy M. Davidson the total amount of annual 
leave with which we was charged during the 
period of the above-described suspension. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table: 


COI.. S. V. CONSTANT 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2369) for 
the relief of Col. S. V. Constant, General 
Staff Corps. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller 
General of the United States be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to credit in 
the accounts of Col. S. V. Constant, Gen- 
eral Staff Corps, the sum of $1,179.27, public 
funds for which he is accountable, and 
which represent payments made under the 
act of March 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 466), which 
have been disallowed by the Comptroller 
General: Provided, That the payees there- 
under shall not be held pecuniarily lable. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


YELLOW CAB TRANSIT CO. OF OKLAHOMA 
CITY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6215) 
for the relief of the Yellow Cab Transit 
Co., of Oklahoma City. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Yellow Cab 
Transit Co., of Oklahoma City, Okla., the 
sum of $9,702.87, Payment of such sum 
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shall be in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States by claimant and 
in payment of all losses incurred by claimant 
resulting from the death of its employee, 
Charles Marion Overcash, driver of claimant's 
vehicle, which occurred in a collision with a 
United States Army truck on United States 
Highway 66, near Hazlegreen, Mo., on August 
10, 1941: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WILLIAM MITCHELL 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 881) au- 
thorizing the President of the United 
States to award posthumously in the 
name of Congress a Medal of Honor to 
William Mitchell. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the President is 
authorized to award posthumously, in the 
name of Congress, a Medal of Honor to the 
late William Lendrum Mitchell, formerly a 
colonel, United States Army, in recognition 
of his outstanding pioneer service and fore- 
sight in the field of American military avia- 
tion. The President may present such Medal 
of Honor to Mrs. Martin Fladoes, of Milwau- 
kee, Wis., sister of the said William Lendrum 
Mitchell. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: “That the President of 
the United States is requested to cause a 
gold medal to be struck, with suitable em- 
blems, devices, and inscriptions, to be pre- 
sented to the latc William Lendrum Mitchell, 
formerly a colonel, United States Army, in 
recognition of his outstanding pioneer service 
and foresight in the field of American mili- 
tary aviation, 

“SEC. 2, When the medal provided for in 
section 1 of this act shall have been sirucls 
the President shall transmit the same to Mrs. 
Martin Fladoes, of Milwaukee, Wis., sister of 
the said William Lendrum Mitchell, to be 
presented to her in the name of the people 
of the United States. 

“Sec. 3. A sufficient sum of money to carry 
this act into effect is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MARGARET DUNN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 957) 
for the relief of Margaret Dunn, 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Mar- 
garet Dunn the sum of $3,228 to cover pen- 
sion which would have been paid to her had 
her name not been dropped from the pension 
rolls for the period from February 3, 1917, to 
February 20, 1929. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ACCEPTANCE OF CERTAIN FOREIGN 
DECORATIONS 


The Clerk called the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 387) granting permission to 
Thomas Parran, Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service; Rolla E. Dyer, 
Assistant Surgeon General, Public Health 
Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant Sur- 
geon General, Public Health Service; 
Herbert A. Spencer, medical director, 
Public Health: Service; Vance B. Murray, 
medical director, Public Health Service; 
and Gilbert L. Dunnahoo, medical direc- 
tor, Public Health Service, to accept and 
wear certain decorations bestowed upon 
them by France, Cuba, Mexico, Chile, 
Finland, and Luang-Prabang. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That Thomas Parran, Sur- 
geon General of the Public Health Service, is 
authorized to accept and wear the decoration 
and diploma of the Ordre de la Sante Pub- 
lique, bestowed by the Government of France; 
the Decoration of the Order of Carlos Finlay, 
bestowed by the Government of Cuba; and 
the Dr. Eduardo Liceaga Medal, bestowed by 
the Government of Mexico; and to accept the 
titie of knight commander of the Orden al 
Merito, bestowed by the Government of Chile, 
and wear the decoration therefor; that Rolla 
E. Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service, is authorized to accept and 
wear the decoration of the Order of Carlos 
Finlay, bestowed by the Government of Cuba; 
that Howard F. Smith, Assistant Surgeon 
General, Public Health Service, is authorized 
to accept and wear the Cross of Officer of the 
Order of a Million Elephants, bestowed by 
His Excellency the Governor General of 
French Indochina, and His Majesty the King 
of Luang-Prabang; that Htrbert A. Spencer, 
medical director, Public Health Service, is 
authorized to accept the title of commander 
of the Order of the White Rose of Finland, 
bestowed by the President of the Republic 
of Finland, and wear the decoration therefor; 
that Vance B. Murray, medical director, Pub- 
lic Health Service, is authorized to accept the 
title of knight, first-class, of the Order of the 
White Rose of Finland, bestowed by the 
President of the Republic of Finland, and 
wear the decoration therefor; that Gilbert 
L. Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, be authorized to accept and wear the 
decoration of the Order of Carlos Finlay, be- 
stowed by the Government of Cuba; the fore- 
going decorations and titles having been be- 
stowed upon these officers by the respective 
governments in recognition of assistance ren- 
dered by them in matters relating to sanita- 
tion and health. The Department of State 
is hereby authorized to deliver to Thomas 
Parran, Rolla E. Dyer, Howard F, Smith, Her- 
bert A Spencer, Vance B. Murray, and Gilbert 
L Dunnahoo, respectively, the above-men- 
tioned decorations which have been be- 
stowed on them. 


The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NICHOLAS SEVALJEVICK 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1471) 
for the relief of Nicholas Sevaljevick, 
now known as Nicholas Hornacky. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


CHET WALKER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 976) 
for the relief of Chet Walker. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administra- 
tion of any laws conferring rights, privileges, 
and benefits upon honorably discharged sol- 
diers Chet Walker, who was a member of 
Company A, Eighth Regiment United States 
Infantry, shall hereafter be held and con- 
sidered to have been honorably discharged 
from the military service of the United States 
as a member of that organization on the 9th 
day of December 1941: Provided, That no 
bounty, back pay, pension, or allowance shall 
be held to have accrued prior to the passage 
of this act.- 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


GEORGE N. COX, JR. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2622) 
for the relief of George N. Cox, Jr. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr, Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to - 


the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 


AGRICULTURAL INSURANCE CO., AND 
OTHERS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6683) 
for the relief of Agricultural Insurance 
Co., and others. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, we 
have had no copy of this bill or the report 
on it. Iask unanimous consent that the 
bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


PETROL CORI. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6112) 
for the relief of Petrol Corp. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 237] 
Adams Bates, Mass. Bunker 
Almond Beckworth Camp 
Anderson, Calif. Bell Cannon, Fla. 
Andrews, N. Y. Bennet, N. Y. Chenoweth 
Baldwin, Md. Boren ason 


Barden Boykin Clements 
Barrett, Pa. Bradley, Mich, Cochran 
Barrett, Wyo. Brooks Coffee 
Barry Buckley Cole, Kans, 
Bates, Ky. Buffett Combs 


Cooper Holifield Peterson, Ga. 
Courtney Holmes, Mass. Pfeifer 
Cox Hook + Ploeser 
Cravens Horan Powell 
Crawford Izac Priest 
Curley Johnson, Okla, Reece, Tenn, 
Daughton, Va, Johnson, Tex. Rizley 
Davis . Kefauver Robinson, Utah 
Dawson Kelly, I, Robsion, Ky. 
Delaney, Kerr Rockwell 

John J Kilburn Roe, N. Y. 
D'Ewart Kilday Russell 
Dingell Sheridan 
Domengeaux LaFollette Short 
Dondero Landis Slaughter 
Durham LeCompte Somers, N. Y 
Earthman Luce Sparkman 
Engel, Mich Ludlow Starkey 
Ervin McGehee Stewart 
Fallon McKenzie Stigler 
Fellows McMillan, S.C, Stockman 
Fernandez Mahon Sumner, III 
Gary Maloney Thomas, N. J. 
Gathings Mankin Tolan 
Geelan Mansfield, Torrens 
Gibson Mont. Traynor 
Gillespie Mansfield, Tex. Vinson 
Gossett Marcantonio Voorhis, Calif. 
Granger May Wasielewski 
Hall, Merrow Welch 

Edwin Arthur Miller, Calif. West 
Halleck Morrison White 
Hare Norton Wickersham 
Harless, Ariz. O’Konski Winter 
Hart O'Toole Wolfenden, Pa. 
Hébert Patrick Wood 
Hendricks Patterson 

Peterson, Fla. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 288 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT 
OF 1946 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I call up House Resolution 717 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 
2177) to provide for increased efficiency in 
the legislative branch of the Government, 
and all points of order against said bill are 
hereby waived. That after general debate, 
which shall be confined to the bill and con- 
tinue not to exceed two hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, and the 
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. MICHENER, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to 
consider without the intervention of any 
point of order as a substitute for the bill 
the provisions contained in the committee 
print of July 20, 1946, and printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of July 19, 1946, page 
9496, and such substitute for the purpose 
of amendment shall be considered under the 
five-minute rule as an original bill. At the 
conclusion of such consideration, the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, aud any Member may demand 
a separate vote in the House on any of the 
amendments adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole to the bill or committee substi- 
tute. The previous question shall be con- 
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without in- 
tervening motion except one motion to re- 
commit, 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
this rule makes in order S. 2177, com= 
monly known as the congressional reor- 
ganization bill. The time for general 
debate is 2 hours. Under the rule the 
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time is to be equally divided between the 
majority and minority members of the 
select committee who, for over a year, 
have been working so arduously on this 
subject. It waives points of order. 

We had to have a rather unusual rule 
on this matter. It makes in order as a 
substitute for the Senate bill the bill 
which has been devised by the House 
members of the select committee. 
There is also a provision in this resolu- 
tion that the substitute bill may be 
treated as an original bill in order that 
after it is substituted it will be in order 
in the House to obtain a separate vote 
on any amendment which may be 
adopted in the Committee of the Whole. 

The rules waives all points of order, 
due to the fact that the bill deals with 
a number of subjects, and so might be 
considered subject to a point of order 
unless that were done. 

I may say to the House that I do not 
expect to consume much time on this 
side and I understand that it is not de- 
sired on the other side to consume very 
much time under the rule, in order that 
we may get down to general debate and 
try to dispose of this bill today. I do 
want to say while I have the floor, how- 
ever, that I am supporting the rule and 
I am supporting the bill. I think this is 
a bill of tremendous importance to the 
Members and to the country at large. 
We have been operating here under ma- 
chinery that has long since outgrown its 
usefulness and is outmoded. While all 
the provisions of this bill will not suit 
anybody, if you take the bill as a whole 
the good in it so much outweighs the 
bad, and the improvement of the ma- 
chinery of Congress is so very important, 
that the bill cught to be passed. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker. 
I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as has been explained to you by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia, this resolution, 
House Resolution 717, makes in order 
this special bill, to provide for increased 
efficiency in the legislative branch of 
the Government. The measure con- 
tains a number of amendments to the 
original bill which have been worked out 
by the committee to especially apply to 
the House of Representatives. The 
committee has eliminated, for instance, 
the provision that each House Member 
shall be furnished an $8,000 executive 
assistant, but has left the same pro- 
vision in the Senate portion of the bill. 

This bill which comes before us is a 
very much needed piece of legislation if 
we are to make the legislative branch of 
the Government more efficient and more 
effective. 

At the proper time, as I stated in the 
Committee on Rules, I expect to offer 
an amendment to section 601 which you 
will find on page 93 of the bill. My 
amendment will provide for a reduction 
of the congressional rate of pay from 
$15,000 to $12,000 per year, and will con- 
tain an additional paragraph which will 
provide for the payment of an expense 
allowance of $3,000 per annum to assist 
each legislator in defraying expenses re- 
lating to or resulting from the discharge 
of his official duties, for which no tax 
liability shall incur or accounting be 
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made, and that such sum is to be paid in 
equal monthly installments. This 
amendment is a very simple one. Yet I 
think it is one that should prevail in 
connection with this important legisla- 
tion. The amendment fixes the annual 
salary $12,000 instead of $15,000, and 
makes absolutely legal, without question, 
the authority needed for the payment of 
$3,000 a year to each Member to assist in 
the defraying of his expenses in connec- 
tion with his official duties. We debated 
and argued on this floor, some time ago, 
the whole problem or question of whether 
a Member of Congress should be the only 
public official anywhere in America who 
is requir.d to pay his own official ex- 
penses out of his salary. The Congress, 
by its action some time ago on an appro- 
priation bill, did come to the proper con- 
clusion that, after all, a Member of Con- 
gress is just as much entitled to be re- 
imbursed for his expenditures in con- 
nection with his official work as any 
public official, or as any individual en- 
gaged in private business or professional 
activities. I do not want to see this bill 
enacted as it is presented because the 
American people will believe we have 
raised our salaries by 50 percent. Actu- 
ally, we would not be doing so, for 
under this original bill we would be re- 
quired to take care of our expenses out 
of the $15,000 salary. In any event I 
doubt we can justify such a salary in- 
crease. Instead, I think we can justify 
an increase of 20 percent. I think we 
are entitled to that, and probably more. 
We can justify the 20 percent increase 
because it is in line with the present 
wage policy of the administration, a 
similar pay increase has been granted in 
industry everywhere. We -have also 
allowed the same sort of an increase for 
Federal employees. Certainly we can 
justify, without question, that we are en- 
titled to reimbursement for the money 
which we pay out of our own pockets 
for expenses incurred in connection with 
our official work. 

Mr, JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. JENNINGS. We all will recall 
that when the $2,500 expense item was 
enacted into law some Members were 
apprehensive about public reaction. 
There has been no public reaction about 
it except a favorable reaction. 

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. May I say to 
the gentleman, of course, my amend- 
ment eliminates that $2,500 expense 
payment and substitutes a $3,000 pay- 
ment, or $250 a month, to take care of 
our official expenses. If you pass the 
bill with a $15,000 salary provision and 
no expense allowance, in actuality you 
will be receiving no more money than 
you are now. But the people will be- 
lieve, that is, the average citizen will 
believe, you are getting a huge increase 
in salary, and that you are also receiv- 
ing your expenses. They know it is the 
usual thing for all workers, including 
public officials, to be reimbursed for offi- 
cial expenses, and would rightfully pre- 
sume Members of Congress were being 
reimbursed for their expenses. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 


will 
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Mr. MASON. In fact, if you have a 
little outside income in addition to your 
salary, you would be getting less than you 
are getting now. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes. If you 
figure out the amounts one would have to 
pay under our tax laws, you will find 
that is true. 

This amendment I suggest will elimi- 
nate all question as to the legality of 
such an expense account. I believe the 
American people generally appreciate 
that any person employed in any business 
or public position is entitled to receive 
his expenses before there is any talk 
about what salary he shall be paid, 
That is just common sense. However, 
if this bill becomes law as introduced I 
know my constituents will think I am in- 
creasing my own salary by 50 percent, 
while increasing the pay of others only 
20 percent, when, in fact, we will not 
actually be increasing our salary at all. 
However, we will receive all the blame 
for doing so, just the same. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman plans to 
offer an amendment to increase the ex- 
pense allowance by $500, making it a 
total of $3,000? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does that in any way 
affect the mileage allowance? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No. The mile- 
age allowance does not mean anything to 
most Members anyway. The fact is the 
mileage allowance does not cover one- 
tenth of the expense most of us have in 
connection with our travel. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Does your 
amendment have anything to do with 
fixing the situs of residence of Member 
of Congress? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No. Nothing at 
all. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Would the 
gentleman have any objection to in- 
cluding such an amendment? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I think that - 
could be done, but I would not want my 
amendment confused by that issue, be- 
cause the issue as to whether a Member 
of Congress is to be recompensed for 
his official expenses is fundamental, ac- 
cording to my view. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 2177) to provide for 
increased efficiency in the legislative 
branch of the Government. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
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on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill S. 2177, with Mr, 
Smiru of Virginia in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Mownroney] is recognized for 1 hour, and 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
MICHENER] is recognized for 1 hour. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma iMr. 
Monroney]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, 
this bill comes to the House of Repre- 
sentatives as the end result of more than 
18 months’ work of the joint committee 
of the House and the Senate on the reor- 
ganization of Congress. 

The bill represents no individual views 
and no individual authorship. It is a 
combination, a compilation, of the very 
best testimony, the very best evidence 
that your Special Committee on Reor- 
ganization of the Congress could acquire 
in more than 5 months of hearings in 
which over 102 witnesses were heard. 

SIXTY MEMBERS TESTIFIED 


More than 60 Members of Congress 
appeared to testify on various phases to 
inform your Committee on what in their 
considered judgment based on experience 
were the defects of our legislative sys- 
tem and things which needed improve- 
ment. 

Senate bill 2177 is being amended by 
substitution of a committee print agreed 
to by the House Members of the Com- 
mittee on the Reorganization of Con- 
gress. 

There is only one primary purpose con- 
sidered in this bill. It is nonpolitical in 
its approach. It deals not with any 
ideologies or anything except the func- 
tional reorganization of the Congress. 

ONE TEST ALONE 


One test and one test alone has been 
applied to every suggestion that has been 
incorporated in the bill in the commit- 
tee’s recommendation and that is simply 
this question: “Will it help the Congress 
to do a better job?” 

Every Member sitting before me knows 
that the work load of the Congress has 
increased by geometric proportions 
through the several years just passed. 

This is the trend: In the last few 
months we have had legislation on the 
atomic bomb, we have had legislation on 
OPA dealing with the economy of $140,- 
000,000,000 annual business, with the 
draft extension, with the problems of 
the United Nations organization, with 
UNRRA, with the disposal of many bil- 
lions of surplus property, of finding 
housing for 15,000,000 veterans, dealing 
with the problems of the veterans in the 
postwar period, and also the grave prob- 
lems of how to handle a $265,000,000,000 
public debt and keep this Nation afloat 
with that debt load, the greatest any 
nation has ever carried. 

MUST EQUIP OURSELVES 


I believe anyone will say that we sim- 
ply cannot struggle along under this type 
of work load unless we equip ourselves 
to answer the challenge that the Con- 
stitution framers intended the Congress 
to carry. They talk of the giants of the 
past, the men who once walked these 
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Halls back in the 1850’s and 1870’s; but, 
Mr. Chairman, they were not dealing 
with the complex problems that we are 
dealing with in this Congress. 

Most of the Congresses in those past 
years had three important bills before 
them. Usually they would meet and de- 
cide which cities and towns needed new 
post offices, which rivers and harbors 
had to be deepened and improved, and 
then if the Republicans were in power 
they might tinker with the tariff a little 
bit. That in general was much of the 
work load of the Congresses that once 
sat in this Hall. 

TOOLS HOPELESSLY OBSOLETE 


Today we are confronted and con- 
founded by the problems of a $35,000,- 
000,000 government trying to do the job 
with tools so absolutely obsolete and 
antiquated that 435 saints could not pos- 
sibly do with our present equipment and 
organization. 

Yes; reform is long overdue, it is over- 
due in many ways. We are using the 
tools of the gay nineties and, Mr. Chair- 
man, you might as well try to repair a 
B-29 airplane with a monkey wrench as 
to try to work on the problems that con- 
front the Congress today with the obso- 
lete tools we have to work with. 

Mr. Chairman, we are sitting before 
this country today serving as the board 
of directors of the world’s largest enter- 
prise. It is a hundred times larger than 
General Motors, Ford Motor Co., A. T. 
& T., the Pennsylvania Railroad System, 
and General Electric all rolled into one. 
Yet we are trying to do this work sitting 
on an old-fashioned high bookkeeper’s 
stool with a slant-top desk, a Civil War 
ledger, and a quill pen. Unless we get 
new techniques, the tools, the organiza- 
tion, we simply cannot handle the work 
load that the country expects us to carry. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman 
think that a reactionary provision which 
requires a legislative budget to be put 
through which could not be put through 
under the machinery set up here before 
the Ist of April and would not allow the 
Appropriations Committee to function is 
a forward-moving step or is it one that 
really should be thrown out? Iam won- 
dering if the gentleman believes that a 
step forward is the way to progress? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois, 

Mr, DIRKSEN. In the first place, the 
gentleman from New York is entirely 
mistaken in his dates; secondly, it can 
come within the flexibility of the provi- 
sions that have been written herein, and 
third, it has the endorsement of men like 
the former Secretary of the Treasury, 
the present Acting Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Dr. Fairchild of Yale Uni- 
versity, fiscal adviser to the United States 
Chamber of Commerce, and a great many 
others. I would not say that it is reac- 
tionary or that it is particularly difficult 
or insuperable. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the gen- 
on from Illinois for that contribu- 

ion, 
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LAST BASTION OF DEMOCRACY 


Mr. Chairman, we in America and we 
in Congress are the last firm bastions of 
democracy. All around the rest of the 
world, with the exception of England, 
the parliamentary system of representa- 
tive government has disintegrated and 
disappeared. If we fail here, we fail the 
world which looks to us to make democ- 
racy work. 

The framers of our Constitution in- 
tended the Congress to be coequal. In 
the small agricultural economy that we 
had for over a century, the Congress was 
able without improved staffs, without in- 
creasing our facilities, to rely only on 
the judgment that the Members of the 
Congress had themselyes, without re- 
search or without data and careful in- 
vestigation and analysis, to largely an- 
swer the questions that then came up. 


CONSTITUTIONAL DUTY 


We cannot be coequal; we cannot do 
this fundamental task of supervision that 
the framers of the Constitution had in 
mind unless the Congress is virile, 
strong enough and well equipped enough 
to handle this magnitude of work that 
is dumped on us. 

Five hundred and thirty-one men that 
compose the membership of the House 
and Senate are going to have a pretty 
hard time in handling, in supervising, in 
surveying the work of over 3,000,000 men 
scattered throughout the executive de- 
partment. It is like trying to move a 
battleship with a jeep or a model T Ford. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE, I want to ask a question 
about the disposition of court claims as 
provided in title IV. As I understand it, 
the Committee on Claims and the Com- 
mittee on War Claims are abolished and 
provision is made that all claims accru- 
ing after January 1, 1945, may be settled 
by the administrative agencies if they 
are less than $1,000 or may be the sub- 
ject of court action if they are more than 
$1,000. My question is, What happens to 
those claims accruing before January 1, 
1945, under this procedure? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Under this, pro- 
cedure those bills would still be admis- 
sible in the Congress. There is pro- 
vision in the Senate bill which will be 
adjusted in conference, making it pos- 
sible to consider bills only for permit- 
ting court action on arising from 1939 to 


1945. 


That is a difference we will have to 
adjust; but in this claims section every 
time we have closed the door of ad- 
mittance of a claim on the floor of Con- 
gress we have opened up another door 
in the administrative departments or in 
the courts of the land so that those 
claims can be adequately’ adjudicated. 
Therefore, there will be no claims 
blocked, 

Either they have a right to come up 
on the floor of the House or to come be- 
fore the Congress or they can go into 
the courts. 

Mr. HOPE. Well, under the legisla- 
tion then what committee would have 
jurisdiction of the residue claims? 
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Mr. MONRONEY. The Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I woulc direct the 
attention of my friend from Kansas to 
section 123 on page 46, which has a 
residuary clause. In the case of claims 
of a foreign nature they go to the Foreign 
Affairs Committee and all other claims 
would go to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. HOPE. I thank the gentleman. 
That answers the question. 


CORNERSTONE OF PLAN 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
cornerstone and keystone of this reor- 
ganization is in the recognition of the 
fact that the committee structure of this 
Congress has so grown in importance 
that the committees actually comprise 
little congresses of the Congress. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I would like to 
have the matter clarified with reference 
to tort claims. I understand if it is less 
than $1,000 the percentage for attorney 
fees does not apply. 

Mr. MONRONEY. On tort claims? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. But suppose you 
had a case involving $1,500. As I under- 
stand, the attorneys’ fees amount to 10 
percent. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I think the attor- 
neys’ fees are 20 percent if suit is filed 
and 10 percent if adjudication is made 
by the department. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. On $1,500, that 
would be $300. Does the gentleman 
think that a person with such a small 
claim is going to be able to get competent 
counsel to go into the Federal Court to 
represent him? 

Mr. MONRONEY. This does not pro- 
vide for a jury trial. It is heard before 
the judge sitting without a jury. I un- 
derstand there will be some discussion 
later on changing the amount of attor- 
neys’ fees. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. When a Member 
of Congress handles a case there are no 
attorneys’ fees. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Here 10 percent is 
allowed for attorneys’ fees, for the claim- 
ants’ attorney. 

Mr, HENDRICKS. But we handle it 
quite adequately without attorneys’ fees. 

Mr. MONRONEY. But a general at- 
torney has to dig up the facts and obtain 
affidavits for his clients, much as he 
would have to dig up evidence if the mat- 
ter was heard before a Federal court. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. My interest is in 
the client, in that he is not able to get an 
able attorney for that amount. 

COMMITTEE SYSTEM IMPORTANT 


Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his contribution. 

The first point I would like to particu- 
larly stress to the membership of the 
House is that in our operation of the 
Congress the committee system has be- 
come of paramount importance. Ninety- 
five percent of all the legislation that 
becomes law passes the Congress in the 
shape that it came from our committees, 
Therefore, if our committee work is 
sloppy, if it is bad, if it is inadequate, our 
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legislation in 95 percent of the cases will 
be bad and inadequate as well. 

It is on this vital and important point 
on which the keystone of reorganization 
rests. If you are not willing to reorganize 
this overlapping crazyquilt pattern of 
committee structure, then just do not 
try to do any reorganizing, because it is 
the basis and the keystone of this reor- 
ganization bill. 

You cannot continue to operate in the 
year 1945 with committees that just grew 
like Topsy from the beginning o- this Na- 
tion. We have got to reorganize their 
functions and realine them, so that the 
members of the committeer will have a 
chance to specialize on one major com- 
mittee and have the time to devote to it. 

We have now 970 committee seats filled 
by the Members of this House. That is 
2.2 seats per Member on an average. 
Many men have five, six, and seven com- 
mittees. It is impossible for them to spe- 
cialize and do the kind of a job that is 
necessary. Fortunately, in the House we 
have a large number of major commit- 
tees that are of great importance in 
handling the major part of the legis- 
lation. 

REDUCES FROM 48 TO 19 


So the committee has recommended 
and in the bill we provide that basically 
our committee structure shall all be com- 
posed of major committees. We are in- 
debted to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. WapswortH] for the contribution 
of the committee reorganization; a man 
who has served both in the Senate and 
the House, who thoroughly understands 
from a practical standpoint the impor- 
tance of this thing, and I believe whose 
judgment can be greatly relied on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself three additional minutes. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. ‘ 

Itr. COLE of New York. I should like 
to have the gentleman point out what 
advantages there are in the consolida- 
tion which will result in a large com- 
mittee having quite extensive jurisdic- 
tion and which, in order to function, 
must inevitably break down into sub- 
committees. I would like to have the 
gentleman elaborate on that. 

Mr, MONRONEY. Idonot quite agree 
with the gentleman that they should all 
be broken down in subcommittees. Some 
committees will undoubtedly operate 
either temporarily or permanently 
through subcommittees; others will op- 
erate through full committees. 

But you get away from the tremendous 
overload of one committee and the com- 
plete absence of any work on the part of 
many other committees. You will give 
a Member a chance to specialize on the 
line of work that he is interested in. He 
can become familiar in all respects with 
the legislation that he handles. 

SURVEILLANCE BY COMMITTEES 

Another very important reason for this 
consolidation is that we intend in this bill 
to provide for legislative surveys of the 
Government departments which operate 
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under these reorganized committees. We 
want to try to keep them in line with the 
intent of Congress, to keep a continuing 
review, if you please, of these depart- 
ments and agencies downtown over which 
the reorganized committees have juris- 
diction. 

We think that only half the job of a 
standing committee is finished when it 
passes the legislation. We feel that the 
other half should be in seeing how that 
legislation is carried out and seeing if the 
agencies are living up to the mandates 
of the Congress and living within the re- 
strictions which we provide. 


STAFFS FOR NEW COMMITTEES 


I want to hurry on to touch on two or 
three other points. You could not pos- 
sibly justify the staffing of all of our 48 
committees with expert staffs for each. 

We propose in this bill to provide for 
all of the 19 reorganized major commit- 
tees to have 4 experts to be paid up 
to $8,000 a year. If the committees were 
not reorganized the cost of providing 
4 experts each for 48 standing commit- 
tees would be tremendous. 

We provide for reducing these to 19 
standing committees. We feel you will 
save more money for the country by 
properly staffing these reorganized com- 
mittees, particularly the Subcommittees 
on Appropriations, with experts than by 
almost anything else in the bill. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. The Constitution pro- 
vides that each House will make its own 
rules of procedure. I wonder if there is 
any question as to the constitutionality 
of this legislation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is a very im- 
portant question. It was raised in the 
Senate, may I say to my distinguished 
chairman. The provisions of the Con- 
stitution are that each House shall be 
the judge of its own rules. It does not 
prohibit us from acting in concert with 
the Senate in the exercise of our rule- 
making powers. We are not touching 
the Senate rules, we are changing our 
rules. The Senate changes its rules at 
the same time. A 

At points where the two rules come 
together we must provide by joint legis- 
lation for their assimilation. The most 
distinguished lawyers on the other side 
proved conclusively in the debate that 
this is well within the constitutional 
limitation on the two Houses as to chang- 
ing the rules. When we meet in January 
the House can wipe out everything we 
are doing today if it so desires. 

Mr. SPENCE. In other words, you do 
not derogate any power from the House? 
The House still has the power to change 
its rules? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The House has 
the power to change at any minute the 
authority it has. 

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET PROVISIONS 


Another subject of tremendous im- 
portance is the legislative budget provi- 
sion. I feel that the adoption of this 
section will for the first time since the 
Civil War give the Congress an over-all 
viewpoint on its fiscal policy. 
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For years we have been operating our 
revenue-raising committees and our 
revenue-spending committees com- 
pletely and apart from any relationship 
one with the other. You simply cannot 
have adequate budgetary control by such 
an inadequate procedure. 

This section provides that these two 
committees of the House, and the two 
committees of the Senate, must con- 
sider the entire fiscal situation at the 
start of each session. They will then re- 
port to the Congress on a legislative 
budget. If the expenditures exceed the 
income, the Congress must authorize the 
creation of additional public debt for 
that year. If we are going to run into 
debt, I think we should be businessmen 
enough and have courage enough to do 
it for a certain amount and do it before 
we start to appropriate. 

Today we start out without any idea 
of how much we will spend, or where the 
money is to come from. We wind up the 
year wondering how many billions we 
are in the red or in the black. Surely it 
is not asking too much to consider these 
two important things, income and outgo, 
together. 

I am certain if the Congress adopts 
this budget section we will save many 
many times over the cost of this congres- 
sional reform. 

COST IS $4,601,735 


Careful studies have been made on the 
entire cost of this project, including all 
necessary expenses to the Government. 
While it is a considerable amount of 
money, I am certain that it will save 
many hundred times the annual cost in 
increased efficiency and in decreased ex- 
penditure of government. Often good 
auditors save many businesses far more 
than their salaries. 

The total cost of the entire reorganiza- 
tion of Congress, including improve- 
ments in staff help, improved research in 
the Library of Congress, doubling of the 
Legislative Drafting Service, and all ex- 
penses, totals $4,601,735. This includes, 
I might add, the entire cost for the in- 
crease in Members salary at $15,000 a 
year as Well as the full annual contribu- 
tion of the Government to the congres- 
sional retirement plan. 

A total of $4,601,735 is the complete 
annual cost of the reorganization. Does 
it run the cost of the Congress too high? 
As one of the three great divisions of 
government, I think we should put a 
yardstick against it and measure it 
against one of the smallest of all the 
governmental bureaus. ` 

Take the Office of Indian Affairs, which 
supervises the business of the Nation’s 
Indians. Their annual operating cost in 
1945 was a total of $29,100,591. Under 
present operation, without reorganiza- 
tion, the Congress, including both House 
and Senate, salaries of all Members, their 
clerks, staffs, investigators, mileage—all 
legislative expense of both bodies totaled 
$16,325,790. 

In other words, the Congress today is 
spending just under 52 percent of what it 
costs to operate the Office of Indian Af- 
fairs—just a little more than half as 
much for the entire Government job that 
Congress does, 
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With this new additional expense, we 
will run 72 percent of the cost of the 
Office of Indian Affairs. I think the 
country will feel we were wise in making 
this improvement, even if we do cost 
72 percent of what it costs to manage 
the affairs of the Nation’s Indians. 

SYSTEM ON TRIAL IN WORLD 


Gentlemen, representative democracy 
is on trial. We must make it work and 
make it work well. Around the world 
the lights of democracy have gone out. 
They burn here alone, bright enough to 
rekindle the fires of freedom and democ- 
racy. If we fail, we fail the world which 
looks to us for leadership in this perilous 
hour. 

Remember, gentlemen, that in other 
countries overseas, where dictators have 
taken over, they took over when the leg- 
islative branches of those nations dis- 
integrated and failed. Then, when their 
representative system proved incapable 
of properly handling the problems which 
faced them, the road to total power was 
easy. 

The representative system is the best 
guardian of the people’s liberty in the 
world. It can only be able to guard 
liberty where it is strong enough and 
well organized enough to carry the load 
that present day problems place upon 
them. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUM- 
LEY], a member of the joint committee. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
joint special committee of which I have 
the honor to be a member, which was 
created by your act has discharged its 
duty under your cOmmand and has 
brought to you a report now in the na- 
ture of a substitute bill. I think it should 
be understood by the Members that each 
and every member of this joint special 
committee does not necessarily endorse 
every recommendation which is included 
in the report or incorporated in this bill. 

We have had a difficult task to perform. 
We worked: over a year before we sub- 
mitted our report. I suppose there were 
at least 50 Members of Congress who 
came before the committee with 50 dif- 
ferent ideas as to what ought to be done. 
We sifted and we sorted and we finally 
got into the picture a composite of such 
ideas and recommendation as we thought 
under your command we should submit 
to you. 

That is what is now before you in the 
nature of a bill. It is in your lap. It is 
your responsibility from now on. Con- 
gress should act. The time for talking 
has passed. 

There is one thing which has been 
suggested which is so very true that we 
should bear it in mind. If we are going 
to make progress we must go ahead. 
Nothing we do is irreparable. It is true 
all progress is change, but not all change 
is progress. Everything we may do to- 
day is subject to change next January. 
We should not feel that the end of the 
world is coming when we adjourn. We 
should take our responsibilities seriously. 

There are necessary changes to be 
made in order to enable the Congress of 
the United States to function properly, 
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wisely, and expeditiously. Some of the 
methods which should be employed are 
incorporated in this bill. 

The responsibility of handling the bill 
on the floor has Leen delegated by the 
House membership of the joint special 
committee to Representatives MONRONEY 
and DIRKSEN, who are well advised and 
competent to assume the responsibility 
we have placed upon them. Let me say 
as I conclude, for time is the essence to- 
day, it was made very clear to us 
throughout the tedious and lengthy hear- 
ings held that there are defects which 
should be corrected in order to organize 
Congress to meet modern situations and 
to equip it to perform adequately its 
main functions. This substitute bill for 
the one which passed the Senate meets 
some objections made to the Senate bill, 
and, generally speaking, it satisfies the 
leadership on both sides of the aisle. 

It may be that when the bill becomes a 
law some of its features will work out to 
be impracticable and unworkable, nev- 
ertheless it certuinly is a chart we may 
well follow till we strike any hidden reefs 
which do not appear thereon. 

We certainly should have the courage 
of our convictions and pass this bill. The 
people demand it. The Congress should 
assume and discharge its responsibility. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Keocu]. 

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not intended to ask for any time to 
speak on the pending bill but recent 
events in connection with an extremely 
important phase of our legislative proc- 
ess—the codification of the laws—have 
impelled me to seek this opportunity to 
inform the Members about a serious as- 
pect of those functions. When, as chair- 
man of the Committee on Revision of 
the Laws, I appeared before the Joint 
Committee on the Reorganization of 
Congress, I said that I was not there to 
plead for the continuation of that com- 
mittee as a separate standing committee 
so long as the reorganization would in- 
sure the carrying on of the important 
functions of revision of the laws. 

During the 8 years that I have been 
chairman of the Committee on the Re- 
vision of the Laws we have engaged in 
the preparation of two editions of the 
United States Code, one edition of the 
District of Columbia Code and a total of 
12 cumulative supplements to those 
codes. As the Members well know those 
codes contain all the general and per- 
manent laws enacted by Congress and 
constitute prima facie evidence of the 
law. Without them the public would be 
at a complete loss readily to determine 
the present status of any of our laws. 
It has been our policy that making the 
laws understandable is as important as 
making the laws, and I feel very strongly 
that the Federal laws should attain the 
standard set Ly the majority of the 48 
States and that we should have a code 
which would be legal evidence of the laws. 
Tt is not to the credit of the greatest law- 
making body in the world that it is far 
behind every State in the Union in this 
regard. 

With this in mind we have prepared 
seven separate bills and are still engaged 
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in the preparation of two others to enact 
into law certain titles of the United 
States Code, which will be legal evidence 
of all the laws in the respective titles. 
Five of these bills have been passed by 
the House of Representatives on three 
separate occasions, in 1941, 1943, and 
1945. Last week this body also passed 
our bill (H. R. 2200) revising the crimi- 
nal laws of the United States for the 
first time -since 1909. Unfortunately, 
these bills have never been reported out 
of the standing committee of the other 
body to which they were referred. Asa 
result, the laborious and important work 
of codification and revision has been nul- 
lified because the standing committee of 
the other body to which the bills were re- 
ferred has been too busy with its regular 
matters to give adequate consideration 
to these bills. I intend no reflection on 
either the ability or the industry of the 
members of that committee. They are 
just too busy with their regular assign- 
ments to permit them to consider these 
bills, and I can understand and sympa- 
thize with their situation. 

However, the fact that five codification 
bills; which were reported from the House 
Committee on the Revision of the Laws 
and which passed the House in the Sev- 
enty-seventh, Seventy-eighth, and Sev- 
enty-ninth Congresses, have never been 
reported out of the Senate standing com- 
mittee even though the bills make abso- 
lutely no change, seems to me complete 
and conclusive proof that our present 
system of this phase of our functions is 
inadequate. The pending bill, in my 
opinion, would do nothing to improve 
the situation. 

There seems to me to be only one solu- 
tion of the problem. That is the crea- 
tion of a Joint Committee on the Revi- 
sion of the Laws. Many of the benefits 
of the establishment of such a joint com- 
mittee are obvious. For example, only 
by speedy action in both Houses can 
codification bills be kept up to date and 
such speedy action would be insured by 
having the work done by a joint commit- 
tee. A splendid example of the working 
of a joint committee was the enactment 
of the Internal Revenue Code as Public 
Law No. 1 of the Seventy-sixth Congress. 
The period of time between the passage 
of the bill in the House and in the Senate 
was so short that no additional legisla- 
tion affecting internal revenue was en- 
acted which would require an amend- 
ment of the bill in the Senate after it 
had passed the House. 

It is inconceivable to me that the Con- 
gress should permit such a serious defect 
in our legislative process to continue. It 
is not necessary to take the time of the 
Members now in explaining the great 
need for codification of our laws. That 
is a well-established fact. We have 
made some progress, but there is still 
much to be decided, and it is my sincere 
hope that some provision will be made 
for continuing the work in the most ef- 
ficient manner possible, 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot pretend to possess the knowledge 
of these intricate problems that is pos- 
Sessed by the members of the special com- 
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mittee because I was not a member of it. 
My principal concern from the beginning 
of all this discussion has been in the com- 
mittee organization of the House. I 
would like to say a few words about that. 

Cold machinery does not necessarily 
work efficiently. We might set up some- 
thing that is apparently agreeable in the 
way of organizing the legislative body, but 
unless it appeals to the Members and 
gives each Member an opportunity to be 
useful in the line of work which appeals 
to him, the machinery itself is not effec- 
tive. It is from the human standpoint— 
perhaps I may use that expression—that 
I have approached this question of the 
consolidation of committees. 

It so happens I have served on the 
Committee on Committees of the Re- 
publican minority for some time. I came 
into contact with the ambitions and de- 
sires of individual Members with respect 
to assignments to committees. I noticed 
especially how difficult it is, under the 
committee system as we now have it, to 
take a new Member who is anxious to 
serve and who is equipped with intelli- 
gence, and give him a job that is worth- 
while. In a large number of instances, 
we are compelled, under the present set- 
up, to put that Member upon a committee 
which seldom meets, or perhaps on two 
or three committees, no one of which 
meets frequently, in an endeavor to make 
it appear to outsiders that he is being 
accorded recognition. As a matter of 
fact, for many years I have had a deep 
sympathy with newly elected Members of 
the House on both sides of the aisle, in 
that it takes so long for them to reach 
a committee which appeals to them, holds 
their attention, and gives them a chance 
to serve the country to the best advan- 
tage. 

Therefore, I was very much in favor 
of thewearrangement or consolidation of 
the committees of the House in such fash- 
ion that every committee of the House 
shall be important, and that every Mem- 
ber of the House, be he a newcomer or 
an oldster, shall be on an important com- 
mittee. With this provision as proposed 
by the special committee, we are to have 
19 committees instead of 48, and, as I 
understand it, the members of the special 
committee have made distribution of the 
membership to those 19 committees in 
such fashion that every Member of the 
House will be on one important com- 
mittee, whose work will hold his attention, 
and the performance of which will give 
him satisfaction and pride. I think there 
is a morale program here and I have 
thought so for years. A newcomer should 
be given a better chance than he is given 
today under this curious old conglomera- 
tion of 48 committees. 

You will note that 3 of the commit- 
tees out of the 19 as proposed by the 
special committee are not regarded as 
“exclusive.” They are the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, the Commit- 
tee on Un-American Activities, and the 
Committee on House Administration. It 
is specifically provided that a Member 
assigned to one of those committees, 
which are obviously of less importance 
than the other 16, may serve on one of 
the others. That is so that every Mem- 
ber of the House in accordance with the 
numerical distribution committee by 
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committee will have a chance to serve 
to the best of his ability; and I think 
that will do more for ‘he spirit and 
morale of this House than any other 
change that could occur. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. I fully 
agree with what the gentleman is say- 
ing but I should like to have his sugges- 
tions and interpretation of how the 
theory is to be applied to the present 
standing committees of the House on 
which men are now serving who next 
year we might not think were peculiarly 
fitted for service on that particular com- 
mittee. Will their seniority prevail and 
they stay there, or will there be a new 
deal all the way around? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. A new Congress 
will be elected this coming autumn and 
that Congress will organize itself. We 
have got to trust the next Congress to 
put this machinery to work. I cannot 
stand here at this time and say exactly 
what is going to happen to every Mem- 
ber of this Congress when he comes 
back upon being reelected to the next 
Congress. We will all be treated alike, 
at least. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I believe we all 
know it to be a fact that oftentimes a 
man on an important committee, one 
of our exclusive committees, under the 
present set-up will find some man run- 
ning against him and allege that John 
Jones over here is a member of five com- 
mittees or seven committees and for that 
reason this man is not rendering any 
service to Congress and ought to be de- 
feated; and many have been defeated on 
that very argument. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Quite frequently 
the public misunderstands the commit- 
tee system here and the method by which 
Members of the House are placed on 
committees. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS. Is not this proposal 
that the House shall elect the chairman 
of the standing committees the same as 
the present procedure? Is there any 
change over present procedure? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It would be no 
change at all because the House today 
elects all the chairmen. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? > 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. JARMAN. I imagine the gentle- 
man had in mind exactly what I had in 
mind when he propounded that question. 
According to the press, there was a senti- 
ment on the part of this committee in its 
inception to change the method of select- 
ing committee chairmanships from the 
old-established seniorjty rule, and in 
that, as the gentleman just said a mo- 
ment ago, we have to trust the next Con- 
gress. But I am wondering if the gen- 
tleman knows whether there is any dis- 
position on the part of this committee 
at this time to change the method of 
selecting committee chairmen. 
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Mr. WADSWORTH. I remind the 
gentleman that I am not a member of 
the special committee and consequently 
have not been able to read their minds. 
-I have not heard of any such disposition. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. May I say to my 
friend from Alabama that there was no 
disposition on the part of the joint com- 
mittee to go into that party machinery 
as distinguished from the machinery un- 
der the rules of the House. On this side 
the committee on the committees and on 
the other side the Committee on Ways 
and Means will function just as they do 
now. There is no change there. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I say a 
word—very briefly it must be—with re- 
spect to what I believe will be increased 
efficiency of the legislative body as a 
whole. It must be admitted that we 
scatter out amongst too many commit- 
tees the work of legislation. There are 
instances where two or three commit- 
tees now existing under the present or- 
ganization actually pass upon very sim- 
ilar things. The proposal here is that 
when there is a group of functions to be 
performed by the Federal Government, 
functions similar one with the other, then 
a committee of the House as well as a 
committee of the Senate shall be so con- 
stituted as to get an over-all view of 
the whole problem involved in those par- 
ticular functions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman five additional 
minutes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
we know perfectly well, of course, that 
we have three pension committees. It 
is obvious that the pension policy of the 
United States should be standardized 
under one statute or one series of stat- 
utes and that the best way to have those 
policies formulated in the way of legis- 
lation is to have the Senate and the 
House study the whole question of mili- 
tary pensions and benefits and be in po- 
sition to bring to us better conceived pro- 
grams, Then, too, the Federal Govern- 
ment in recent years has embarked upon 
a large number of public works involv- 
ing authorization of literally hundreds 
of millions of dollars; indeed, they go up 
into the billions of dollars. 

There is Rivers and Harbors, there is 
Flood Control, there is Roads, citing 
three, all of them involving construction. 
We have three different committees to 
handle the problem of public works gen- 
erally and each committee works in its 
own compartment with seldom an op- 
portunity of ascertaining what another 
committee is doing in a similar field and 
what the effect of the other committee’s 
action will be on the Federal finances. 
Would not our legislation be sounder and 
better considered if a strong central com- 
mittee of the House screened these pub- 
lic works, measured their effect down 
into the future, not only upon the prog- 
ress of the country but upon the fiscal 
position of the Federal Government, and 
be in a position to present to the House 
an over-all view of the public works pro- 
gram of the United States? That, in 
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my opinion, would be a more effective 
way of doing it for the long view than 
having it done by three or four separate 
committees, no two of which consult each 
other. 

Very much the same thing can be said 
with respect to the support of the mili- 
tary forces. I have myself encountered 
instances in which one particular com- 
mittee, we will say the Committee on 
Military Affairs, reports a recommenda- 
tion to the House as to the size of the 
Army and its composition, including the 
Air Corps, yet no member of the Military 
Affairs Committee has ever heard what 
the Navy is proposing. And vice versa. 
May I cite one instance on the floor 
here. When the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee, exercising its functions perfectly 
correctly under our custom, under our 
system, brought in a resolution fixing 
the size of the Navy—that was only last 
year—at so many ships, I think 1,079 
and 550,000 enlisted men, at an estimated 
cost of so many billion dollars, I asked 
the chairman of the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee on the floor whether or not his 
committee had any knowledge of what 
the War Department was going to pro- 
pose with respect to the size of the Army, 
its composition, and its cost. The an- 
swer was in the negative. I pursued the 
inquiry further. I went to the War De- 
partment and asked the officers of the 
General Staff whether or not the War 
Department or the General Staff had 
ever been consulted by the Navy as to 
the size of the Navy. No. Now, the same 
thing will happen in the opposite direc- 
tion. The Military Affairs Committee 
of the House may bring in a bill fixing the 
size of the peacetime Army. We have 
only an interim Army now. If it does so, 
under the present system there will be 
no consultation between the members 
of the Committee on Military Affairs and 
the Committee on Naval Affairs with re- 
spect to an over-all military policy. My 
hope has been for years dating back to 
the time when I was chairman of the 
Committee on Military Affairs of the 
Senate, that the Congress would seize 
control of the military policy of the 
United States, and my belief is that it 
can do so by having the admirals and 
the generals come before the same com- 
mittee in the presence of each other to 
tell their stories. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. JARMAN]. 

Mr. JARMAN, Mr. Chairman, although 
it has not been my privilege to become 
as familiar with these matters as the dis- 
tinguished gentleman who just preceded 
me, and as many Members of this com- 
mittee, I cannot refrain from confess- 
ing my inability to agree with the pes- 
simism which seems to prevail about 
Congress. I do not agree, for instance, 
with this sentence on the first page of 
the report accompanying this bill. After 
referring to legislative machinery and 
procedure, the report says: 

They must be modernized if we are to 


avoid an imminent break-down of the legis- 
lative branch of the National Government, 
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My colleagues, I cannot bring myself to 
agree with that. I do not believe that the 
legislative branch of this Government is 
going to break down if this bill does not 
pass as it is written, or if it does not 
pass at all, and I am not sure that we 
are performing any great service either 
to ourselves—witness Georgia and Okla- 
homa in the past week—to this Congress, 
or to this country in publicizing state- 
ments of that kind. Some reorganization, 
of course, is justified and necessary. 

However, I am not at all sure that I 
can get my consent to vote for this bill 
as introduced. There are several pro- 
visions of which I am doubtful. I am 
not at all sure that time will be saved 
and business expedited by requiring the 
actual presence of a majority of a com- 
mittee to report a bill. I am equally 
doubtful about the requirement that the 
testimony of witnesses before commit- 
tees be in writing. Nor do I think that 
a majority vote of a committee should 
be necessary to an executive session ex- 
cept those for marking up bills or vot- 
ing. On the other hand, I think that 
the chairman of a committee who wishes 
to call an executive session for the pur- 
pose of securing confidential testimony, 
for instance during war, should be au- 
thorized to do so without any vote by 
the members of the committee. Under 
this bill he cannot do so because of the 
requirement of a majority vote of the 
members. I am very doubtful whether 
the statute of limitation which would 
bar claims after a year allows sufficient 
time to always prove equitable. : 

While I consider these objections worth 
while, and could mention others, they 
really fade into insignificance in com- 
parison with one which to me stands 
out. The fact has been published 
throughout the Nation that this bill 
would raise our salaries to $15,000 or 50 
percent, as it ostensibly does; in fact, 
on page 41 of the report we find the 
statement: “It increases the compensa- 
tion of Members of Congress to $15,000 
per annum.” While this is technically 
true, we all know that the fact is no such 
actual increase occurs. This results 
from the fact that this bill, while raising 
the actual salaries from $10,000 to $15,- 
000, repeals the $2,500 nontaxable ex- 
pense allowance we have received for 2 
years. Consequently, the raise is actu- 
ally from $12,500 to $15,000, or 20 percent. 
If this bill becomes law, I do not wish it 
to go out to the country that we have 
raised our salaries 50 percent, whereas 
the actual raise is 20 percent. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to propound to you a question or 
two. The distinguished gentleman heard 
the references made a while ago to com- 
mittee chairmanships. The gentleman 
will recall that in the press—I do not 
know whether it was the attitude of the 
members of his committee, but it was so 
publicized—it was stated that there was 
an attitude on the part of some members 
of the committee to change the estab- 
lished seniority custom regarding exist- 
ing chairmen. I recognize that is a pre- 
rogative of the House, and it, was pub- 
licized that the gentleman’s committee 
was going to take it up. I would like to 
know if there is any disposition on the 
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part of the gentleman’s committee to 
change that custom. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I would like to as- 
sure the gentleman from Alabama that 
under the rule by which the committee 
was established, our committee was de- 
nied the right to recommend any change 
in either practice, precedent, custom, or 
tradition of either House, and under that 
rule we felt we were bound by the rule 
not to go into the matter of seniority, 
although we had witnesses to testify re- 
garding it. We had testimony to that 
effect. I think the gentleman is con- 
cerned with whether any attempt will be 
made to change, as this new committee 
goes into gear after the first of the year, 
the established practice regarding the 
assignment of Members to committees 
and the positions on the committees upon 
which they sit, and the time-honored 
custom of the Congress that the chair- 
man of the committees shall be elected 
by the House. I am able to say to the 
gentleman that we did not change the 
rule in any regard concerning the elec- 
tion of committees by the House. We 
did feel that we had no jurisdiction or 
right, for instance, to recommend any 
changes regarding committees on the 
Republican side, who must assign Mem- 
bers to committees and determine their 
positions on the committees, and I as- 
sure the gentleman, with my respect for 
the strength of the Committee on Ways 
and Means and its influence in the House, 
that we did not intend to say to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means what they 
should do in this instance. 

So as the House meets the first of next 
year the machinery of the House will be 
exactly the same regarding the assign- 
ment of Members to committees and 
their positions thereon, 

Mr. JARMAN. I thank the gentleman 
very much. In view of the remark 
a while ago of the gentleman from New 
York about trusting the next Congress, 
and in view of the publicity which oc- 
curred, I was naturally interested. 

One more question: There appears on 
page 33 of the bill, line 13, a provision 
which I am certain the gentleman does 
not mean, and if it has not been cor- 
rected I propose to offer an amendment 
to correct it. That is the provision that 
the Committee on House Administration 
shall have jurisdiction over the employ- 
ment of persons by the House, includ- 
ing clerks for Members and committees. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That has nothing 
to do with the appointment of clerks of 
Members. However, the Accounts Com- 
mittee is charged with determining the 
allocation of the $9,500 clerical hire and 
Seeing that it does not run over that. 
This has no relationship. whatever to 
the employment of the clerks, but they 
do have to administer the appropria- 
tions which are made for clerk hire. 

Mr. JARMAN. It has nothing to do 
with the selection of the personnel? 

Mr. MONRONEY. No, indeed. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. REES]. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I regret bcannot go along with what ap- 
pears to be a majority of the House in 
support of this bill described as a meas- 
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ure “to provide increased efficiency in 
government.” Of course I am for effi- 
ciency. I have legislation pending to do 
that very thing. I have spoken on that 
subject many times. There are some 
provisions in this bill I should be glad to 
support. There are others to which Iam 
opposed. 

I am opposed to the increase of $5,000 
to Members of Congress, in this bill. 
This is 50 percent. No one knows better 
than I that expenses have increased for 
Members of this body, since they were 
fixed 20 years ago. Living costs in Wash- 
ington are higher than anywhere in the 
country: But, Mr. Speaker, times are 
unsettled. Members of Congress should 
not establish these increases when we are 
expected to hold the line in other places. 
This is not the first time I have ex- 
pressed opposition to this sort of thing. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also opposed to 
the next section in the bill that allows 
Members of Congress to come under the 
retirement system similar to that af- 
forded civil-service employees. They 
are a different group. They are ap- 
pointed career people. We are elected 
and serve at the will of the electors, If 
Members were required to pay full con- 
tribution during the entire period of 
service, it would not be quite so inequi- 
table, but this section contains a provi- 
sion that would allow a Member to re- 
tire after 6 years’ service after paying 
about $3,000 and get about $2,000 per 
year the remainder of his life. As I 
have said, if he drew according to his 
contribution, it would not be quite so 
inequitable. This is certainly asking too 
much, even if you favor the policy of 
allowing retirement pay to elective offi- 
cials. At the proper time I shall expect 
to offer to strike the retirement section 
from the bill. If offered by another 
Member, I shall support such amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, unless the bill is 
amended in line with my proposal to 
strike both these sections from the bill, 
I shall vote against it. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Curtis), 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, this pro- 
posal for reorganizing Congress has some 
meritorious features. Those things relat- 
ing to committee changes and the like, 
which will add to the efficiency of Con- 
gress, are commendable. 

I do not approve, nor will I support, 
those provisions raising the pay for Mem- 
bers of Congress and providing for their 
retirement benefits. The Federal budget 
has not been balanced, we are still go- 
ing into debt, and in view of my opposi- 
tion to excessive spending in other fields, 
I cannot support this proposal. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. Murpock]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
am in favor of this general plan of re- 
organization. I think we can improve 
our product, that is, wise legislation, by 
improvement in congressional organiza- 
tion. I hope we will not lay so much 
stress upon organization that we over- 
look the need for the better product, 
wise legislation. I was impressed with 
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the suggestion made by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Prown] that he intended 
to offer an amendment at a certain 
page in the bill. I, too, have had diffl- 
culty in bringing myself to approve a 
50 percent increase in salary for Mem- 
bers. On the other hand, I have no dif- 
ficulty whatever bringing myself to 
approve a sane retirement provision for 
Members of Congress. In fact I heart- 
ily approve—not of pensions for 
Congressmen—but a proper, self con- 
tributory retirement plan for Members 
of Congress. This is not only for in- 
dividual security but for the general 
benefit. Without a retirement plan 
Congress may tend to become a rich 
man’s club. I have spoken in favor of 
congressional retirement on at least one 
or two earlier occasions. 

I think I shall support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
when it is offered, for I believe we will 
be unable to face our constituents and 
say to them, “We have increased our own 
pay all out of proportion to that which 
we have provided for employees of the 
Government and permitted in the case 
of employees generally throughout the 
country.” I recall we have not been 
generous with our elderly citizens, nor 
other groups which could be mentioned. 

I want to ask the chairman a question. 
I notice on page 38, lines 20, 21, and 22, 
there is set out part of the former juris- 
diction of the Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation which would be in- 
cluded in the jurisdiction of the pro- 
posed Committee on Public Lands. At 
present the Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation deals with acquired private 
lands as well as public lands. Does the 
gentleman feel this language covers the 
entire ground? 

Mr. MONRONEY. No; may I say to 
the gentleman that in the matter of these 
jurisdictional specifications we could not 
attempt without reporting a bill which 
would probably be several hundred pages 
long to cover every specific matter that 
would come under a committee’s juris- 
diction, 

Where not otherwise specified, the 
precedents of the House will apply. I 
believe the gentleman’s committee now 
has the jurisdiction to acquire the lands 
of which he speaks. There is no effort to 
take that away from the committee. We 
just felt that we dic not have space 
enough to cover everything that could 
possibly arise on the question of com- 
mittee jurisdiction. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I thank the gentle- 
man. It may be that on further thought 
I shall want to offer an amendment here 
to make the matter clear. As chairman 
of that Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation today, I have no particular 
pride in chairmanship on my own part, 
but I do have a pride in committeeship— 
I have a pride in this committee. I have 
an obligation to the committee and to 
the great cause of reclamation not to 
be taken lightly. I do not want the 
functions of the present committee to 
be impaired or to be reduced if it should 
be merged with another committee. 

The Bureau of Reclamation was estab- 
lished in 1902. It has built about a bil- 
lion dollars worth of projects, adding 
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greatly to the new wealth of the Nation. 
Yet, I feel its task is only beginning. We 
must center in any future committee the 
full authority and functions now exer- 
cised by the Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation. That is the point that 
I have in mind which prompts me to ask 
the question. Unless I can be positively 
assured of the sufficiency of this author- 
ity, I shall want to offer an amendment 
at the end of line 22, page 38, when we 
read the bill for amendment. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, as 
we consider the structure of the Congress 
of the United States and the practices 
and procedures of our national legisla- 
ture, we find there are many questions 
involved as we read carefully, as I am 
sure most of the Members have, the pro- 
visions presented in S. 2177. Perhaps it 
would be interesting and informative to 
the committee for me to discuss, although 
presumably it will be developed by Mr. 
Dirksen and others, the retirement plan 
which is contemplated if this legislation 
becomes law. I do so on the premise that 
the House Committee on Civil Service 
gave many weeks of study to this prob- 
lem. As you recall, we attempted to re- 
port a retirement measure to the floor 
for action. I recall at that time the 
very able gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Monroney] said to me in private 
conversation off the floor of the House— 
and I think he said it publicly at the 
time the rule was considered—that he 
believed we should hold all of these reor- 
ganization features together in the legis- 
lation and bring them here in one com- 
prehensive legislative proposal for action 
of our colleagues. 

I differed with him at that time. I 
thought we were presented with a proper 
challenge; yet I have come to feel that 
perhaps he was correct. For that reason 
I made no serious attempt at that time 
to impress on my colleagues the neces- 
sity for voting on the retirement subject 
matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I now discuss and 
analyze the retirement provisions con- 
tained in the measure. 

Subsection (a) of section 602: This 
subsection excludes from retirement the 
elective officers who are “in the execu- 
tive branch of the Government” and 
thus permits retirement coverage for 
elective officers in the legislative branch 
of the Government under conditions 
mentioned in the next subsection. The 
President and Vice President are accord- 
ingly excluded from retirement coverage. 

Subsection (b) of section 602—new 
provisions: This entire subsection adds 
a new section to the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act, setting up special provi- 
sions relating to retirement obligations 
of and benefits for Members of Congress. 

Paragraph (1)—coverage: Provides 
that the Retirement Act shall not apply 
to any Member of Congress until he ex- 
ercises an option to come within the pur- 
view thereof and gives notice in writing 
to the disbursing officer by whom paid 
of his desire to make contributions. to 
the retirement fund and otherwise par- 
ticipate as a member of that fund. 
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The required notice may be given by a 
Member of Congress within 6 months 
after the date of enactment of the pend- 
ing bill, or within 6 months after any 
date on which he takes an oath as a 
Member of Congress. 

Election could not be made by a for- 
mer Member of Congress unless and until 
he again takes oath as such Member. 

Paragraph (2)—contribution rate: 
Provides that each Member who elects 
to come within the retirement law shall 
contribute 6 percent of his basic com- 
pensation for all service after the effec- 
tive date of the pending bill. 

All others subject to the Retirement 
Act now contribute 5 percent of basic 
pay. 

Purchase of past service: Deposit for 
the purpose of purchasing credit for past 
service performed prior to the date of 
enactment of pending bill would be at 
the same rate as required of all others 
subject to the retirement law, as follows: 

Two and one-half percent of base pay 
for service August 1, 1920, to June 30, 
1926. 

Three and one-half percent of base pay 
for service July 1, 1926, to June 30, 1942. 

Five percent of base pay for service 
from July 1, 1942. 

No deposit is required for service be- 
fore August 1, 1920, but credit is auto- 
matically granted therefor in all cases. 

Paragraph (3), requirements for an- 
nuity: Requires that a Member of Con- 
gress shall have served at least 6 years 
as such and have reached the age of 62 
before he shall be entitled to receive an 
annuity except, that if a Member becomes 
disabled, a minimum of 5 years of serv- 
ice shall be required, irrespective of age 
requirements. 

For all except Members of Congress, at 
least 5 years of service is required for a 
discontinued service benefit at age 62. 

Members of Congress and all other 
members of the retirement fund must 
have a minimum of 5 years of service for 
a disability benefit and there is no age 
requirement in any disability case. 

Paragraph (4), must contribute for 
at least 5 years for annuity benefit: Pro- 
vides that a Member shall make con- 
tributions to the fund for at least 5 years, 
or deposit the equivalent thereof with 
interest, to be entitled to anv annuity 
benefit. 

No such requirement for other mem- 
bers of the retirement fund. 

Paragraph (5), annuity rate: Assum- 
ing deposit for all past services as a 
Member of Congress subsequent to July 
31, 1920, the annuity would be 24% per- 
cent of a Member’s average basic salary 
as such Member, multiplied by the num- 
ber of years of such service, but no an- 
nuity shall exceed an amount equal to 
three-fourths of the salary received at 
18 time of his separation from the serv- 
ce. 

If a Member of Congress fails to make 
deposit for all his years of congressional 
service—beyond the 5 years actually re- 
quired—the years for which he did not 
contribute or make a deposit would be 
counted in computing his annuity, but 
the annuity would be reduced by the 
amount of annuity purchasable with the 
deposit not made. : 
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See chart of comparative rates of an- 
nuity payable as proposed to Members of 
Congress and to those under the regular 
provisions of the Retirement Act. 

When regular annuity begins: If a 
Member of Congress is age 62 or over 
when he leaves office, his annuity would 
begin to accrue on the 1st of the month 
following the month in which he sep- 
arates. 

If the Member separates prior to at- 
taining age 62 his annuity would become 
effective on the Ist day of the month 
following the month in which he attains 
age 62. 

Interest on deposits between separa- 
tion and date of annuity: In the case 
last mentioned above, his contributions 
would draw interest from the date of 
separation, to beginning date of annuity, 
at the rate of 3 percent compounded 
annually. 

Types of annuity: A Member of Con- 
gress could elect any one of three kinds 
of annuity as follows: 

Life annuity with return of any un- 
expended balance in case of death; 

Increased life annuity with forfeiture 
of any unexpended balance in case of 
death; 

Joint and survivor annuity by which 
the Member may share his annuity with 
a survivor ‘either in an equal amount or. 
one-half of the Member’s annuity. 
Most persons name the spouse under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act. 

Paragraph (6), refunds: A Member 
who elects to contribute to the retire- 
ment fund and is separated before be- 
coming eligible for annuity would be 
entitled to the return of his credited 
contributions with interest at the rate of 
4 percent compounded annually. 

No Member who receives a refund as 
provided above may subsequently be- 
come eligible for annuity as such Mem- 
ber, unless he redeposits the refund 
with interest, but no interest would be 
required during any period of separation 
from the service. 

Paragraph (7), reelected Member 
drawing annuity: If a retired Member 
of Congress, drawing annuity is again 
elected to Congress he may either (a) 
have his annuity suspended during his 
subsequent service and resume the same 
annuity when subsequently separated, or 
(b) elect to become again a member of 
the retirement fund and contribute 6 
percent of base pay, during his subse- 
quent service so that his annuity would 
be recomputed, with the inclusion of the 
additional service upon subsequent sepa- 
ration—annuity to be suspended. 

Paragraph (8) certain congressional 
service under pending bill not creditable 
toward annuity for service in the execu- 
tive branch: This section is designed 
primarily to prevent a continuance of 
existing practice under which a Member 
of Congress after separation as such 
may receive appointment in the execu- 
tive branch of the Government and be 
accorded credit toward annuity for all 
his service as a Member of Congress. 

Under S. 2177 a Member of Congress 
who has served for at least 6 years, any 
part of which occurs after the enact- 
ment of the bill, may not have credit for 
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his service as such Member toward regu- 
lar civil-service annuity. 

If, however, the Member of Congress 
has less than 6 years of such service, or 
if all of his service was before the effec- 
tive date of the pending bill, such serv- 
ice may be credited toward any annuity 
under Civil Service Retirement Act for 
which he may be eligible. 

No service is creditable toward an an- 
nuity for a Member of Congress, under 
the bill, except the service as such 
Member. 

No period of service creditable for the 
purpose of a congressional annuity com- 
put: tion shall be used also for the pur- 
pose of a regular annuity computation 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

Paragraph (9) no separation age: All 
laws relating to automatic separation 
from the service on account of age are 
waived for Members of Congress. 

Paragraph (10): Defines the term 
“Member of Congress.” 

Cost figures: It is estimated that the 
normal cost for the retirement benefits 
of the pending bill will be $198,000 a year. 

Normal cost is that figure resulting 
when both the Member and the Govern- 
ment contribute their shares of the cost 
currently. 

The deficiency cost, or accrued liability, 
would total $3,000,000. If this cost be 
-amortized over a period of 52 years—fol- 
lowing the procedure of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act—there would be an an- 
nual cost of about $136,000 until the lia- 
bility be liquidated. 

The deficiency cost or accrued liability 
arises because of credit allowance for 
past or previous service. 

The above figures are in line with 
those arrived at by the Retirement Divi- 
sion of the Civil Service Commission 

If we take into consideration that a 
Member of Congress may now, upon fail- 
ure of reelection, secure an appointment 
in the executive service, and upon retire- 
ment therefrom secure credit for his 
congressional service, the figures given 
are an overstatement because the prac- 
tice would not obtain under S. 2177. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has again 
expired. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend and revise 
my remarks so that Members will have 
for their information in the RECORD, my 
discussion of the retirement pay pro- 
visions as contained in this bill so that 
the material appears in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRE- 
SEN]. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I have long felt the need for 
a reorganization of the committees of 
Congress, as well as the procedure of the 
House. Streamlining of Congress is long 
past due. I feel that the provisions pro- 
viding for congressional reorganization, 
as provided in the committee amend- 
ment will bring far greater dispatch 
and efficiency in the handling of legisla- 
tive matters. I am also convinced that 
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the consolidation of committees with 
more efficient staffs, will make possible 
closer scrutiny of all legislative proposals, 
which will result in the saving of billions 
of dollars annually for American taxpay- 
ers. Ishall vote for the rule to bring. this 
proposal up for consideration. 

I cannot agree to the provision which 
increases the salary of Members up to 
$15,000, and I will, therefore, vote for the 
amendment to retain the present salary. 
I do not feel that Congress should in- 
crease the salary of its Members until 
the budget has been balanced. While 
the proposed salary increase does not 
affect the Members of the present Con- 
gress, it is my opinion that a mistake will 
be made to take such action now. We 
should take the leadership in keeping 
expenses of government down. 

I recognize that many Members are 
interested in the retirement fund pro- 
posed in this legislation. I want to hear 
the proposal fully discussed by the mem- 
bers of the committee. If the retirement 
fund is established, I suggest that all 
Members desiring to join should be re- 
quired to make full payment retroactive- 
ly for the number of years of service, in 
order that the system may be considered 
in accordance with sound actuarial prin- 
ciples. No Member of Congress should 
receive anything for nothing after his 
service has been terminated. He should 
be required to pay the same as though he 
purchased an annuity from a private 
insurance company. 

The reorganization of Congress should 
not be a personal matter with any of the 
present membership. We are legislating 
for the future. Congress needs stream- 
lining now. We are dealing with the 
largest business in the world, and our 
constituents expect us to handle their 
affairs in a businesslike manner, with the 
realization that we are the official repre- 
sentatives selected by them to protect the 
economy of our country and safeguard 
their interests. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, no in- 
formed person presently contends that 
the Congress is adequately organized or 
equipped to perform the duties which the 
framers of the Constitution anticipated it 
would perform. The framers of the Con- 
stitution thought in prospect and showed 
marvelous vision in what they wrought. 
It was impossible, however, for them to 
even visualize, much less contemplate, 
the duties of the legislative branch of 
the Government in the year 1946. They 
provided for changes in the Constitution 
and in the law of the land. They ex- 
pected coming generations to keep 
abreast of the times. Their plans have 
worked well. Needed changes to the Con- 
stitution have been made; however, the 
Congress has been derelict about im- 
proving its own procedure. We are 
naturally conservative people, and it is 
well that we are that way. Any changes 
made should be of a progressive nature, 
inspired by necessity and not the result 
of emotional or radical appeal on the 
part of that minority which feels that our 
form of government has outlived its use- 
fulness, and which is sympathetic to for- 
eign ideologies. 


The bill which we bring you today had 


its genesis in study on the part of stu- 
dents of government, political scientists, 
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efficiency engineers, and Members of 
Congress. It is not a hasty conclusion 
inspired by any particular pressure 
group of our people. It reflects the con- 
siderate thought and almost unanimous 
approval of all of these groups. 

I do not agree with those sincere and 
enthusiastic pessimists who believe that 
Congress must be modernized if we are 
to avoid an imminent break-down of the 
legislative branch of the National Gov- 
ernment. It is not as bad as that. 
Present laws, rules, and regulations gov- 
erning the Congress are the result of 
trial and error. The rules and the regu- 
lations of the first Congress are not at 
all like those of today. Congress after 
Congress, appreciating the experiences 
of the past, has yielded to progress but 
has made only such changes as were im- 
perative. 

There is a difference between that 
which is essential to function and that 
which is advisable in order that func- 
tioning may be more effective. Congress 
has stumbled along during the last few 
years when the shackles of outworn 
precedents should have been removed. 
The purpose of this proposed legislation 
is to remove these shackles and not only 
to make it easy but to make it possible 
for the Congress to fulfill the duties for 
which it was created. During the last 
10 years the legislative picture has be- 
come extremely involved. The Federal 
Government is participating in an alarm- 
ing extent in State, local, and community 
affairs. The present committee system 
is a glaring example of the horse-and- 
buggy days brought up to date, but still 
using the horse and buggy. There are 
three times as many committees as there 
were a few years ago. Additional com- 
mittees are added, while useless commit- 
tees are continued. We all know the pri- 
mary reasons for the continuance of 
these unnecessary committees. I think 
the people are beginning to understand 
the facts and, when they are fully ad- 
vised, will insist upon doing away with 
this inefficiency. The fact that it does 
reflect glory on needless committee 
chairmen and on the membership of out- 
worn standing committees does not war- 
rant its perpetuation. 

Every committee in a way is a minia- 
ture legislature where policies are con- 
sidered, determined, and the pros and 
cons of legislation evaluated. If this is 
true, then these committees should be 
active, representative, and as large as 
possible in keeping with accomplishment. 
This bill envisions such a condition. 
Who can justify the present jurisdic- 
tional committee set-up where four 
House committees deal with public 
works, six deal with public land prob- 
lems, and three with veterans’ affairs, 
and so on down the list. None of these 
committees dealing with like subject 
matter has any contact with or knowl- 
edge of similar matters being worked 
upon by the other committees. This is 
not only committee inefficiency but, as a 
rule, militates against the best interests 
of the groups primarily affected. 

It is hoped by the proponents of the 
bill to correlate the legislative activities 
of the House and the Senate to avoid 
duplication, conserve time of the Mem- 
bers, as well as the time of innumerable 
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executive and agency representatives, 
who spend weeks appearing before dif- 
ferent House and Senate committees 
dealing with the same subject, and are 
compelled to tell their stories and make 
their cases over and over again. Mr. 
Speaker, all of this just does not make 
sense. This bill will not cure all of the 
evils, but it will help. Neither the Senate 
bill nor the House bill were hastily pre- 
pared. For more than a year the joint 
congressional committee, assigned the 
task of making this study and reporting 
to the Congress, has worked at that job. 
As a member of that committee I know 
whereof Ispeak. The committee has had 
the very able and enthusiastic assistance 
of Dr. George Galloway, the committee 
counsel, who has pioneered in this field 
for a number of years. The legislative 
counsel of the House and the Senate has 
given generously of its time and knowl- 
edge, and is entitled to much credit for 
the form in which the committee’s views 
are brought to you. 

Time for general debate is limited, and 
I can render no better service in explain- 
ing the bill than by adopting as a part 
of my remarks an excerpt of the com- 
mittee report, which reads as follows: 


At present the combined membership of 
all the standing committees in the House is 
908 and of the 10 exclusive committees is 
291. In addition, there are 6 special com- 
mittees of the House, with a total member- 
ship of 62. Altogether the 439 Representa- 
tives, Delegates, and Resident Commissioners 
of the Seventy-ninth Congress occupy 970 
seats on its standing and special committees, 
an average of 2.2 seats per Member. Under 
the bill, Representatives would serve on one 
standing committee each and no more, with 
the exception of the District and Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committees, whose members 
would serve on two committees each, and of 
the Expenditures and Administration Com- 
mittees, whose majority members would 
serye on two standing committees each. 

The bill would also define the jurisdiction 
of each reorganized committee so as to avoid 
jurisdictional disputes between them. It 
would expand the present meager staff facil- 
ities of our standing committees, which are 
the real workshops of Congress; permit each 
committee to appoint four experts in its field; 
and strengthen the legislative reference and 
legislative counsel services which are our 
own unbiased research and legal arms, 

As further steps toward improving the 
policy-determining machinery of Congress, 
the bill would regularize committee proced- 
ure as regards hearings, meetings, and rec- 
ords. It would expedite the reporting of bills. 
Committee powers are defined, and permis- 
sion to sit while the Senate is in session is 
restricted. The bill also seeks to confine 
conference committees to the consideration 
of matters in disagreement between the two 
Houses and outlaw legislative riders on ap- 
propriation bills. 

In the last analysis, Congress is the center 
of political gravity under our form of gov- 
ernment because it reflects and expresses the 
popular will in the making of national policy. 
Too often, however, the true attitude of pub- 
lic opinion is distorted and obscured by the 
pressures of special-interest groups. Beset 
by swarms of lobbyists seeking to protect 
this or that small segment of the economy 
or to advance this or that narrow interest, 
legislators find its difficult to discover the 
real majority will and to legislate in the pub- 
lic interest. As Government control of eco- 
nomic life and its use as an instrument of 
popular welfare have increased, the activities 
of these powerful groups have multiplied. 
As the lawmaking, money-raising, and appro- 
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priating agency in the Federal Government, 
the acts of Congress affect the vital interests 
of these organized groups, many of which 
maintain legislative agents on or near Capitol 
Hill. These agents seek to transform the aims 
and programs of their groups into public 
policy by having them embodied in general 
legislation, by changing the tax laws to suit 
their own purposes, by using their influence 
to reduce or eliminate the appropriations for 
agencies they dislike and to increase the ap- 
propriations of agencies they favor, and by 
pressing for the ratification or rejection of 
treaties. Presidential nominations, and con- 
stitutional amendments. A pressure-group 
economy gives rise to government by whirl- 
pools of special-interest groups in which the 
national welfare is often neglected. The 
pulling and hauling of powerful pressure 
groups create delays and distortions which 
imperil national safety in wartime and 
threaten paralysis and bankruptcy in time of 
peace. The public welfare suffers in the war- 
fare of private groups and Congress becomes 
an arena for the rationalization of group and 
class interests. 

Without impairing in any way the right 
of petition or freedom of expression, the bill 
provides for the registration of organized 
groups and their agents whose principal ac- 
tivity is seeking to influence legislation. It 
also requires them to file detailed quarterly 
accounts of their receipts and expenditures. 
Full information regarding the membership, 
source of contributions, and expenditures of 
such organized groups would prove helpful 
to Congress in evaluating their representa- 
tions and weighing their worth. Publicity 
is a mild step forward in protecting Govern- 
ment under pressure and in promoting the 
democratization of pressure groups. 


IMPROVED FISCAL PROCEDURES 


A second set of provisions is designed to 
strengthen Congress in the performance of 
its appropriating function for the administra- 
tive establishment. Hitherto the efforts of 
Congress to compel compliance with the laws 
making specific appropriations have been too 
often frustrated. Congress has permitted 
transfers between appropriations, authorized 
the unlimited use of departmental receipts, 
and set up credit corporations with separate 
budgets. The executive has mingled appro- 
priations, brought forward and backward 
unexpended and anticipated balances, in- 
curred coercive deficiencies, and otherwise 
escaped the rigors of congressional control. 

To correct these conditions, at least in part, 
the substitute provides for several improve- 
ments in the legislative phase of the budget 
process. It would provide for open hearings 
on appropriation bills and require all such 
bills to be fully and carefully considered by 
the entire Appropriations Committees of 
both Houses. It would allow Members time 
to study the committee hearings and reports 
on appropriation bills before their floor con- 
sideration. It would provide each appropria- 
tion subcommittee with a staff of not more 
than four qualified specialists in its par- 
ticular expenditure province with a view to 
making a more thorough scrutiny of depart- 
mental estimates and to serve both the ma- 
jority and minority members. The substitute 
would also forbid the reappropriation of un- 
obligated balances except for continuing pub- 
lic works, which were estimated at $12,300,- 
000,000 for the fiscal year 1946; and take 
steps toward limiting permanent appropria- 
tions which amounted to $5,600,000,000 in the 
fiscal year 1946. 

Although Congress is charged by the Con- 
stitution with the power of the purse, there 
now is no correlation between income and 
outgo. Control of the spending power is 
divided between the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, and within each House 
between its revenue and appropriating com- 
mittees. Taxes are levied and appropria- 
tions made by many separate committees. 
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The right hand does not know what the left 
hand is doing. 

To strengthen budget control, 8. 2177, as 
it passed the Senate, provided for the adop- 
tion of annual Federal Budget totals by joint 
action of the revenue and appropriating 
committees of both Houses. If total esti- 
mated expenditures for the ensuing fiscal 
year exceed the total estimated Federal 
Teceipts, Congress would be required by rec- 
ord vote to authorize the creation of addi- 
tional Federal debt in the amount of the 
excess. If it appeared midway in the fiscal 
year that the total appropriations would ex- 
ceed the total approved Budget figure, the 
President was directed by proclamation to 
reduce such appropriations by such amounts 
(to be fixed by him) so as to bring total ex- 
penditures within the limit previously set. 
These limitations would not apply in time of 
war or during a national emergency. 

The substitute strikes out the provisions 
contained in the Senate bill explained above 
and inserts a provision requiring the same 
committees to meet jointly at the beginning 
of each Congress and after study and consul- 
tation report to their respective Houses a 
legislative budget for the ensuing fiscal year. 
Such budget will include the estimated over- 
all Federal receipts and expenditures for such 
year and will contain a recommendation for 
the maximum amount to be appropriated 
for expenditure in such year. Within such 
maximum amount it is contemplated that 
the committees will reserve a sufficient 
amount for subsequent deficiency appropri- 
ations as the need becomes apparent, It is 
realized that such amounts that may be re- 
served for deficiency will, of necessity for a 
few years, be on the trial and error method; 
however, it is believed that with a few years’ 
experience such amount will be susceptible 
of definite determination in advance under 
ordinary circumstances. If said committees 
estimate that the receipts will exceed expen- 
ditures, the report will contain a recommen- 
dation for a reduction in the public debt. 
A concurrent resolution will accompany such 
report and will contain language adopting 
such budget and fixing the maximum allow- 
ance to be appropriated for expenditure in 
such year. In addition, if an estimated 
deficit will result, the concurrent resolution 
will also include a section stating that it is 
the sense of Congress that the public debt 
— be increased in an amount equal to such 

eficit. 


OVERSIGHT OF ADMINISTRATIVE PERFORMANCE 


A third group of provisions in the substi- 
tute is designed to strengthen congressional 
surveillance of the execution of the laws by 
the executive branch. Congress has long 
lacked adequate facilities for the continuous 
inspection and review of administrative per- 
formance. We often delegate the rule-mak- 
ing power to administrative departments and 
commissions, without making any provision 
for follow-up to see if administrative rules 
and regulations are in accord with the intent 
of the law. Several of the postwar acts, for 
example, require certain agencies to submit 
quarterly reports to Congress, but assign the 
responsibility for scrutinizing these reports 
to no legislative committees. 

To remedy this situation, the substitute 
would authorize the standing committees of 
both Houses to exercise continuous surveil- 
lance of the execution of the laws by the ad- 
ministrative agencies within their jurisdic- 
tion. Staffed with qualified specialists in 
their respective provinces of public affairs, 
these committees would conduct a continu- 
ous review of the activities of the agencies 
administering laws originally reported by the 
legislative committees. The reconstructed 
standing committees will, it is hoped, rough- 
ly parallel the reorganized administrative 
structure of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment and will be utilized as vehicles of 
consultation and collaboration between Con- 
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gress and the corresponding administrative 
agencies within their respective jurisdictions. 

As a further check upon the financial op- 
erations of the Government and its care in 
handling public funds, the substitute au- 
thorizes and directs the Comptroller Gen- 
eral to make expenditure analyses of each 
agency in the executive branch, including 
Government corporations. Such analyses, 
with those made by the Bureau of the Budget, 
will furnish Congress a double check upon 
the economy and efficiency of administra- 
tive management. Reports on such analyses 
would be submitted by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral to the Expenditures, Appropriations, and 
apprcpriate legislative committees of the two 
Houses. 

SAVING CONGRESSIONAL TIME 


Congress is overburdened by many local 
and private matters which divert its atten- 
tion from national policy making and which 
it ought not to have to consider. It func- 
tions as a common council for the District of 
Columbia. It serves as a tribunal for the 
settlement of private claims. It spends much 
time on pension bills, the construction of 
brides over navigable waters, and other pri- 
vate and local matters. The substitute bans 
the introduction in either House of private 
claims and pension bills, bridge bills, and 
other local and private legislation. Title IV 
provides for the administrative and judicial 
adjustment of tort claims against the United 
States which Congress is poorly equipped to 
settle. Title V grants the consent of Congress 
to the construction of bridges over navigable 
waters, subject to the approval of the Chief of 
Engineers and the Secretary of War. Self- 
government for the District of Columbia—a 
reform long overdue and a step toward reduc- 
ing the legislative work load—is separately 
provided for in legislation introduced by 
Senator McCarran and pending on the Senate 
Calendar. 

These time-saving devices will not only 
make for a more efficient use of congressional 
time, they will also enable the Congress, 
which has been in almost continuous session 
since 1940, to take a regular annual recess. 
The substitute provides that, except in time 
of war or national emergency, the two Houses 
shall stand adjourned at the end of July 
each year. Such a regular adjournment at 
definite annual intervals will insure the re- 
turn of Members to their constituents for 
that refreshment of contact and exchange of 
opinion and experience so essential to re- 
sponsive representative government. 

The substitute also provides the Senate and 
House caucus rooms, for the more efficient 
assignment of available space within the 
Capitol, and more convenient dining facili- 
ties. 

The usefulness of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recor to all its readers would be increased 
by the printing in it of a daily calendar of 
legislative events, together with a résumé of 
congressional activities and an index of its 
conte: ts. 


Mr. Speaker, in addition, provision is 
made for increased compensation for the 
Members of the House and the Senate. 
It is also provided that Members, if they 
So desire, may take advantage of a re- 
tirement system; that is, under certain 
conditions, Members of Congress may 
contribute toward an annuity to be paid 
when they retire, but not before they 
reach the age of 62 years. This feature 
is entirely optional. In order to get the 
benefit of this retirement provision, the 
Member must pay 6 percent per annum 
on his salary, and the amount of the 
annuity is based upon this feature. There 
is no need in taking time to explain the 
provisions of this section because every 
Member here is familiar with it. Suf- 
fice it to say, that there is no apparent 
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reason why Members of Congress should 
not be permitted to purchase annuities 
when they retire, the same as are now 
available to all civil service and other 
employees. No retirement or pension, or 
whatever you want to call it, should be 
allowed except by contribution by those 
who desire to purchase this type of 
security. 

This bill may be amended in any way a 
majority of the House desires. No limi- 
tations are placed on amendments. A 
free and open discussion will be had 
and the House will be permitted to work 
its will for or against any provision or 
amendments. That is fair, and it is to 
be hoped that the membership will for- 
get any prejudices or personal interests 
and in the final analysis vote for that 
which they believe to be in the best 
interests of the country as a whole. 

The entire bill will be read during its 
consideration and will be printed in the 
Recorp so that no further explanation of 
the terms is necessary at this time. I 
shall vote for some amendments and 
shall then vote for the bill. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON]. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
I believe that the reorganization of the 
Congress is long overdue. I think it 
would be a mistake if the House failed to 
go along with the Senate in the matter of 
the reorganization of both the Senate and 
the House. I have been a Member of the 
House for a good many years. I speak 
from my experience. 

The fundamental thing that influences 
me in the consideration of this bill is 
the consolidation of the committees of 
the House so that every Member may be 
given an important assignment. It is a 
matter of common knowledge that there 
are many similar functions considered by 
different committees. The consolidation 
therefore of the committees and the con- 
solidation generally as provided in the 
pending bill will make for efficiency and 
will promote morale and better service 
in my judgment in the discharge of our 
Official duties. 

In respect to the increase in the sal- 
aries of Members I should like to say that 
personally I oppose the increase from our 
existing salary of $10,000 to $15,000. I 
am unable to square an increase now of 
50 percent in our salaries, when I main- 
tain it would be unwise for such a gen- 
eral increase in wages or salaries to be 
made in industry, manufacturing, and 
agriculture. Personally, I favored in- 
creasing salaries within the Little Steel 
formula, but, inasmuch as wages and sal- 
aries have been increased about 30 per- 
cent, I now feel salaries should be in- 
creased to $12,500. 

I do believe, however, that there should 
be an increase in the aggregate of ap- 
proximately $5,000 in the total compensa- 
tions of Members. I think it would be 
wise for $2,500 of that amount to be for 
the payment of our expenses of living 
that we duplicate in being required to 
maintain residences in our districts and 
in Washington. I therefore favor an 
amendment that our salaries be increased 
to $12,500 and that in addition thereto 
there be allowed a definite stipulated 
amount of $2,500 for each Member to 
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provide for the duplication of our ex- 
penses. I think that would be prefer- 
able to a straight-out increase of $5,000, 
as provided in the bill. I have insisted 
for years that rent and similar expenses 
be allowed as deductions, as Members 
have homes in their districts and must 
duplicate home expenses in Washington. 

Another matter—it is rather minor— 
is the so-called stenographic pool. There 
are a number of details in the bill about 
which I am in doubt. I speak, therefore, 
with respect to the over-all matter of 
reorganization, but I do not believe that 
any Member of the House should be given 
an advantage with respect to additional 
stenographic assistance that is not ac- 
corded to every other Member. We pro- 
vide for the chairmen of committees and 
we provide for staffing those committees, 
but I urge on the special committee in 
charge of the bill that there ought to be 
one yardstick with respect to salaries and 
with respect to stenographic allowances 
that is applicable to every Member of 
the House. 

If that provision is not made definite 
and certain in this bill, the provision or 
section should be eliminated. 

Personally, I oppose retirement bene- 
fits for elected public officials, whether 
those officials be the President or Vice 
President of the United States, Senators 
and Representatives of the United States, 
or senators and representatives in the 
State legislatures. I advocate eliminat- 
ing the retirement section, which is 602, 
from the bill. 

Under the terms of the proposed bill 
there will be congressional retirement 
benefits. It is said they are optional, 
but that is no answer. We merely put 
ourselves in the same category that our 
clerical help is now in with respect to 
the optional feature. Favoring as I do 
the principle of retirement in business 
and in the Government services where 
there are careers, I cannot bring myself 
to believe that that principle could be 
applicable with respect to elected public 
officials. Members of the Senate and 
Members of the House must pass upon all 
legislation for the retirement of other 
Government employees. If the Presi- 
dent and the Vice President are to be 
eliminated from retirement benefits, as 
provided in this bill, in my judgment, in 
principle, I believe that retirement bene- 
fits should not be made applicable to 
elected public officials, including Sena- 
tors and Representatives, and I there- 
fore oppose that provision in this bill and 
favor its elimination. Retirement bene- 
fits for elected officials is contrary to 
sound public policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman for Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
a member of the joint congressional com- 
mittee and one who has given much at- 
tention to this whole matter over a pe- 
riod of years. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr, BAILEY. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Illinois to take the time 
while he is addressing the Committee to 
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explain title IIT, particularly the section 
with reference to legislation concerning 
lobbyists. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I shall be glad to do 


so. 

Mr. Chairman, open confession is good 
for the soul and I do not mind indicating 
to the House that the particular measure 
before you today has been of extremely 
high interest to me for a great many 
years. I have never felt, and I came here 
nearly 14 years ago, that I should permit 
myself to become so inert in my thinking 
that the old-time religion of congres- 
sional procedure was good enough for me 
if it was good enough for those who an- 
tedated me in service; that if there was 
some improvement we could make in ef- 
ficiency and economy, if there is some 
little thing we can do to retrieve the 
esteem in which this body ought to be 
regarded by the people in a constitu- 
tional, representative democracy, I felt 
I should lend what feeble talent and zeal 
I might have to that cause. I have been 
at it now for about 6 years. The fruition 
of that feeble effort and even more so 
the undiminished efforts of the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma, MIKE Monroney, 
who early and late has carried water and 
done chores to help bring this about, is 
before you today. 

The joint committee had long hear- 
ings and heard many witnesses. Finally 
a bill was drawn. It received thorough 
discussion on the floor of the United 
States Senate for 4 days, and was con- 
cluded on the 10th day of June 1946. 

When the roll was called the vote was 
45 to 16, meaning that, by a vote of 3 to 1 
of the Senators who voted, this measure 
was adopted. Well, of course, our hopes 
were high and we looked forward to the 
day when action might be gotten on this 
measure before the curtain of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress might be pulled 
down. 

Here and now I want to pay testimony 
to the beloved Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. We have had some 
conferences with Sam Raysurn—and I 
call him Sam affectionately—and sit- 
ting in those conferences were the ma- 
jority ieader the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. McCormack], the minor- 
ity leader the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. MARTIN], the Parliamen- 
tarian, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Monroney] and myself. I shall 
be everlastingly grateful to Sam Ray- 
BURN for the great interest that he has 
manifested in this matter for a long 
period of time and for his anxious desire 
to see that action was taken thereon 
before this Congress expires. So, Mr. 
Chairman, speaking as a member of the 
joint committee, and speaking as one 
who has been so vitally interested in 
this matter, I accord you my personal 
gratitude, and I think the House and 
the Senate of the United States also 
owe you a debt of gratitude for the 
splendid and fine way in which you have 
looked upon these efforts. 

It was with a sense of distress that I 
read an editorial in one of the news- 
papers this week that so indefensibly 
and so unwarrantably attacked the 
Speaker of this House on the theory that 
he was the one who occasioned the 
deletion of one portion of this bill, 
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That is an unconscionable distortion of 
the facts, for when we were sitting in 
quiet fellowship in the Speaker’s office 
we explored every item in the bill. We 
wanted to get a bill that we thought 


would be given consideration and re- 


ceive favorable action by the House. So, 
what was finally contrived was con- 
trived out of a rare and understanding 
fellowship. So, I salute the gentleman 
from Texas, Sam RAYBURN, the beloved 
Speaker of this House, for having helped 
to give direction and help to pilot this 
thing so that before this Congress ex- 
pires some final action can be had on 
this bill and, I hope, on the conference 
report that will follow. b 

Now, Members of the House, it is a 
question of the approach to this thing. 
I have not the slightest doubt that you 
can find lots of things in this bill that 
can be attacked. Obviously, no finite 
minds, if they were imbued with all the 
wisdom of 10 Solomons, could bring a 
bill of such magnitude, with so much 
detail and modification, to the attention 
of this House but what some item would 
be subject to attack. 

We have tried to carry out a basic and 
fundamental premise. The first part of 
that premise or formula is to save and 
economize on time for the Members. I 
have emphasized and echoed and re- 
echoed in the well of this House the need 
for more time so that you can get your 
feet on the desk, so that you can reflect, 
free from the pressure and the chores, 
and do a responsible legislative job. I 
know that when you get to your offices in 
the morning the telephone rings. There 
is a pile of mail, there are callers from 
here and everywhere. Everybody is in- 
terested in the operation of government, 
and if this is in the early season of the 
Congress, by the time your committees 
begin, has there been any opportunity to 
reflect? You hear witnesses, and in the 
afternoon you are on the floor trying to 
digest the legislative proposals that come 
before us. What time is left, when night 
after night you have to lug your brief 
case full of legislation to your hotel room 
or apartment or to your home, and there 
find a little time free from the jingle of 
the telephone bell that strikes like, oh, 
some great discordant note in your re- 
fiections when you are trying to piece out 
a little something by way of legislation 
for the country. 

What is done here with respect to ban- 
ning private bills under a residual clause, 
those that are not covered by the tort 
claims title, by title can go to the Judi- 
ciary or Foreign Affairs Committee. On 


the average,about 2,500 private claims are 


introduced in every session of Congress. 
Somewhere between 250 and 300 get ac- 
tion. But there is a committee that has 
to go through all that matter. You as a 
Member representing a constituent must 


do it. Could we devise any better pro- 


gram, for instance, than to draw a line 
and say, “Now, look. In connection with 
tort claims, where money and property 
are involved, and personal injury and 
death, why not confer upon the adminis- 
trative heads of the departments the 
authority to consider that matter where 
not more than $1,000 is involved”? Let 
him wrestle with it and let him make a 
report to Congress. In other cases, what 
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better than to endow upon the citizen of 
the country the right and the authority, 
notwithstanding the old doctrine under 
which the king could not be sued by a 
subject, to go into the district courts? 
We confer upon the district courts of 
the country the right to hear these suits, 
and that immunity is waived. Let the 
district judge do it. After all, it is his 
responsibility. So that is the essence 
of the tort claims title that is here. I 
think it is very good. 

Such a bill was passed a long time ago 
in the administration of President 
Coolidge. It passed both Houses and it 
was vetoed, as I recall, for only one rea- 
son, and that was that the General Ac- 
counting Office instead of the Attorney 
General was made the monitor of the 
public interest in that respect. Then 
again it passed either the Senate or the 
House another time, and as of this good 
hour there is on the Union Calendar of 
this House a bill which is almost identical 
with the tort claims title carried in the 
pending bill, and it may come on for 
action before the present session is over. 
All that is in the interest of time and 
economy, to get rid of some of these 
private bills. 

Secondly, there is the bridge title. I 
have introduced bills to secure authority 
to build bridges over navigable streams, 
and in a sense of confusion and bewilder- 
ment I have often wondered what it was 
all about. When a bill like that is in- 
troduced, what happens to it? It has 
to go to the War Department. Having 
been a marine contractor once upon a 
time and having something to do with 
bridges I know what the mechanics are. 
First of all, the Department engineers 
must determine whether the location is 
suitable and whether or not it will ob- 
struct navigation. If some dredges and 
pile drivers are to be brought in to pick 


up spoils where the caissons are to be 


sunk, will it constitute an obstruction to 
navigation in the stream? Who deter- 
mines that? The War Department. 
What is the nature of the bridge that is 
to be built? Does it run at right angles 
with the stream or does it run diag- 
onally? Is it a traffic hazard? Is the 
clearance sufficient to take care of the 
stacks of the inland steamers and other 
boats and smaller river craft? When 
they have made that determination they 
send it up and the committee considers 
it and sends in the committee report. 
Is not that a sensible thing to do? Very 
well. Let us give the War Department 
blanket authority to consider this ques- 
tion of bridge bills. They have to do the 
work anyway. We enlarge their author- 
ity a little bit under existing bridge acts, 
and those are not invalidated by the title 
that is contained in this bill. 

The purpose is, you understand, to save 
time from those chores and those routine 
matters that are of course indispensable 
to the country and to the people and 
particularly to our constituents, but to 
have them done with dispatch by the 
staff of your committee and to give you 
more time. The staffing provisions have 
the same thing in mind. 

Then in addition to the time element 
we were thinking in terms of efficiency 
and economy. The staff of the Legisla- 
tive Reference Service of the Library of 
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Congress is an instance in point. 
provide and authorize more money for 
the Legislative Reference Service. I am 
very devoted to that Service. I think it 
is a very fine thing. I have often thought 
what a fantastic business it is, too, with 
over 12,000,000 exhibits, books, charts, 
and documents in the Library, the great- 
est volume of them, not even the Bod- 
leian in London excepted, and then to 
have it there in undigested form. What 
good does it do, unless we have senior 
experts to digest it when legislation is 
before the committees? That is what 
the people expect, and that is the use we 
should make of our Library. It is de- 
signed, of course, to bring information, 
to bring data, and to bring a finer degree 
of efficiency in the discharge of our legis- 
lative responsibilities. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. TABER. I just want to say that 
my experience with that outfit has been 
discouraging. Just yesterday a very im- 
portant matter came up which I wanted 
to work on and I tried to reach the head 
of the outfit through my secretary and 
Was unable to do so—he was too busy. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. In two Congresses be- 
fore the present one I appeared before 
the Subcommittee on Legislative Appro- 
priations and asked for $100,000 for the 
Legislative Reference Service. I did not 
get it. If my memory serves me correct- 
ly, and I apologize in advance if it does 
not, my distinguished friend from New 
York was one of those who opposed it. 
They have been understaffed. They have 
been so loaded with work the marvel is 
that they have done as much work as 
they have. 

Mr. TABER. But the attitude of the 
outfit toward Members of Congress is 
wrong. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have never found 
anything wrong with the attitude of the 
Library of Congress, and I have espe- 
cially found nothing wrong with the atti- 
tude of Mr. Ernest Griffith, the Director 
of the Legislative Reference Service, who 
has been so helpful and so cheerful 
about it, and he has assumed every re- 
sponsibility that I have ever placed in 
his lap. I think the Record will show 
that I probably use the Library of Con- 
gress as much as any Member of the 
House or of the Senate. I have found 
them a great instrumentality in helping 
me to do my work. I use them freely. 
I have never had occasion to doubt their 
patriotism, to doubt their loyalty, or to 
doubt their diligence, but I have had oc- 
casion to wonder why the Congress year 
after year has starved them to death. 
Here we make authorizations for neces- 
sary funds so that they can have spe- 
cialists in every branch of economic en- 
deavor, which is so essential if they are 
going to be able to advise the Members 
and committees of this House. What I 
am trying to spell out for you is the gen- 
eral approach to this thing, to develop 
more time to reflect upon our work, and 
to produce a greater efficiency in the 
structure of the Congress and a greater 
economy, particularly in the matter of 
time. 

There are some other things that we 
seek to do for ourselves. There is the 
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We ~ increase in pay. I do not know what 


disposition the House will make of that. 
I am only going to make this comment 
on that item, When this bill was in the 
Senate it carried the same item of 
515,000 per year. Zut there was a pro- 
vision written in when it went to the 
Senate which provided for the deducti- 
bility of the expenditures under the 
Internal Revenue Code. That was de- 
feated in the Senate and for a very good 
reason—not that the Senate objected to 
it, but on the ground that it was a reve- 
nue provision. When you examine that 
very fresh and virile Constitution of the 
United States you will find that all 
revenue proposals must originate in the 
House of Representatives. That is the 
only reason it was taken out. So if the 
increase in salary was interpreted along 
with that deductibility provision, then 
it would make a perfect picture, do not 
you know—so it ought to be restored. 
I think I am free to say that the majority 
leader of the House of Representatives 
has the language and will offer that 
deductibility clause when we read the 
bill under the 5-minute rule. 

Just a word in reference to the retire- 
ment system. I know there are many 
people in the country who feel we ought 
to make no provision for the retirement 
of elective officers. I see no reason why 
we should not. I see no reason why we 
should not enjoy the same security pro- 
visions that are extended by the civil- 
service retirement system and the social- 
security system to almost every person in 
the country. It is a good system. On 
one occasion several years ago when 
we inherited all these bundles for Con- 
gress, and I got my share—they did not 
bother me any—we brought in a retire- 
ment proposal here which was really no 
retirement proposal at all. It was 
enough on which to starve to death and 
I did not care for anything like that. 
Now, we bring you a real retirement sys- 
tem, and you will find the annuities 
spelled out in the report that accompa- 
nies this bill. You make a 6-percent 
contrbution and then at age 62 if you 
pay in the entire amount you get 2½ 
percent of your basic salary times the 
number of years that you served. 

If you pay back only $2,500, which we 
accept arbitrarily for the purpose of let- 
ting this pay out in the 22-year period, 
there also you get a reasonably substan- 
tial annuity. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Is it 
true that with this 6-percent contribu- 
tion it will make this fund self-sufficient 
in a period of 20 years? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is right; either 
20 or 22 years. 

I want to add one little thing on this 
question of salaries and retirement. I 
want to read to you, with the indulgence 
of the House, and I hope you will not 
think I am transgressing when I read 
what Senator BARKLEY said on the last 
day this was under consideration in the 
Senate. I want to read this to you be- 
cause I think it is priceless. I quote! 

I remember when I was in the House of 
Representatives, when the last increase in 
salaries occurred for Members of Congress, 
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The salaries were increased from $7,500 to 
$10,000 a year. I voted against that salary 
increase. I voted against it in part, at least, 
because 2 or 3 weeks before that I had voted 
against a general increase in the salaries of 
Government employees, and I was not willing 
to vote myself an increase when I had voted 
against increases for others. The news- 
papers in my congressional district men- 
tioned rather favorably the fact that I had 
voted against that increase in salary. Some 
of them had editorials after this fashion: 
“Old BARKLEY stood by the people; he did not 
engage in this raid on the Treasury,” and so 
forth. 

Congress adjourned shortly after that, and 
I expected to be patted on the back by every- 
one I saw when I got home because I had 
voted against the increase in the salaries of 
Members of Congress, I was at home for a 
week. I went up and down Broadway in my 
home city and into the stores to see my 
friends and visit with them. I spent an 
entire week there, and no one mentioned the 
subject. No one said a word about it. 
Finally an old farmer friend of mine, much 
older than I was, but a very dear friend who 
always. came to town when he heard that 
Congress had adjourned, heard that I had 
returned home, and he wanted to talk about 
what was going on. He was a well-informed 
man. We stood in the shade of a brick wall 
for about an hour and talked about what 
had happened in Congress. Finally he said, 
“I see that you fellows in Congress increased 
your salaries.” I replied, “Yes, Uncle Jack. 
They did, but I voted against it.” He looked 
straight into my eyes for about 5 minutes, 
and finally he said, “You are just a damn 
fool.” 


Now, Mr. Chairman, if the minority 
whip is present I am going to say this, 
with hisindulgence. Yes. He is here. 

You remember when we had this last 
bill on retirement under consideration. 
The issue was raised out in his district 
in Illinois. He is my beloved friend and 
he is my congressional neighbor. He 
called up one day and he said, “I wish 
you would come over here, if you can 
spare the time.” 

I went over there. They had a party 
meeting. They had a great dinner. A 
very charming and capable lady, fortified 
with plenty of money, who was an op- 
ponent of his in the primary, was there, 
on my special invitation. She was the 
one who had advertised in the newspapers 
in great flaming headlines that the Con- 
gressman from that district had voted 
himself $348 a month pension. And 
then, in fine type that you could see only 
through bifocals, was the rest of the ex- 
planation. That gracious lady was sit- 
ting there in a company of 500 other 
members of my party at that dinner. I 
went particularly that night to discuss 
that very thing, in the Masonic Temple 
in Bloomington, Ill. When it was all 
over and finished the whole issue had 
been dispelled. 

It is time that we on our own responsi- 
bility go back home and, without cring- 
ing, without showing some kind of public 
and legislative cowardice, we say to our 
people, “Sure, I did it, and here is the 
reason why.” We have been running 
around, too often, and they do not un- 
derstand our positions. Perhaps that 
is one of the reasons why the prestige 
of Congress has gone down in public 
esteem. Let us not doit. Let us say and 
do the things that we believe contribute 
to the better discharge of our responsi- 
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bilities here, even if it does cost some 
more money. 

Finally, I have said not once but a 
dozen times, up in Madison, Wis., over 
in Fort Wayne, Ind., over in South Bend, 


over in Youngstown, Ohio, recently over - 


in Dayton, and elsewhere where I have 
had an opportunity to crusade for con- 
gressional reorganization, I said: Write 
your Congressman and make him do it, 
because the one way to get an independ- 
ent Congress that will stand up squarely, 
face every issue no matter how feverish 
or controversial it may be, is to give 
them also as we have given to all the 
other millions of this country a little 
sense of security in their jobs. 

One other item has been a pet of mine. 
I have been so distressed about the ap- 
propriations procedure in the Congress. 
I have served on the Appropriations 
Committee for quite a long time. I try 
to be diligent in my efforts and I leave 
the verdict in your hands. 
so often on this floor that a lot of it is 
farcical; and let me under the probabil- 
ity that I may be guilty of violating a 
confidence, just reach into one meeting 
and pull out the truth. It is good for 
the country and it is good for us that 
we be shocked on occasions. When Paul 
Porter and the OPA people came before 
the deficiency subcommittee recently and 
we had hearings there about next year’s 
operations, the amount asked was $142,- 
000,000. We had some sessions on the 
matter and finally we put it on a 9 
months’ basis and gave them $106,000.000 
which is about two-thirds of $142,000,- 
000. We virtually took Mr. Porter at 
his word. Was there somebody who 
could examine into the techniques and 
the office procedure, into the investiga- 
torial techniques of OPA and see whether 
they were spending too much or too 
little? No; we had no investigation, 
even though we passed resolution No. 
50 several years ago under which we have 
a staff. But it was not investigated, and 
that is one reason why these committees 
must be equipped with investigators who 
do not go down there for a week or 10 
days at a time. 

They must go and live in the struc- 
ture of Government and find the weak- 
nesses and then they must sit at the el- 
bows of the Members of Congress as they 
are assembled in committees and say: 
“Ask him this question; ask him that 
question; ask him how he justifies this 
expense or that procedure.” That is 
the only way you are finally going to get 
economy in this country. So we gave 
them $106,000,000 for 9 months. It went 
across the floor of the House and was 
approved and sent to the other body. 
When it got to the Senate they did not 
have a single member of the OPA before 
a Senate committee and when the bill 
went across the Senate floor and finally 
got to conference it had been cut from 
$106,000,000 to $56,000,000; and I do not 
know why. Then we went to conference 
and we ragged around. Some said: “Oh, 
give them $106,000,000; do not penalize 
them.” Some said: “They should not 
have that much.” One conferee said: 
Let's give them only $25,000,000.” Then 
I reached up into thin air and pulled out 
a figure. I said: “Mr. Chairman, I sug- 
gest we give them $75,000,000.” And that 
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- propriating? 


I have said . 
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is the figure that went up to the White 
House in the bill. Is that intelligent ap- 
I say to you we do not 
get to the vitals of the thing we do in the 


- subcommittee. If we do not, how are 


we going to balance the budget at a 
time when the public debt is $275,000,- 
000,000? There is a way, and that way 
is written into this bill. It is to have 
subcommittees of Ways and Means and 
Appropriations of the House and a sub- 
committee of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, five or seven men from 
each—and we are going to amend the 
language here so that it does not require 
the full committee—we provide that 
members from the two committees which 
wrestle with the question of revenue in- 
come that is sweated out of the people 


and filters into the Public Treasury shall 


work together with the spending com- 
mittees of the House and Senate in con- 
triving an over-all fiscal policy. 

Here is another group from the two 
committees charged with the responsi- 
bility of appropriating money out of the 
Federal Treasury. In all the days I have 
been in Congress, there never has been 
a meeting of the Ways and Means. Com- 
mittee and the Appropriations Commit- 
tee, not one. If I am wrong, let any 
Member stand in his place and chal- 
lenge that statement. Is that not an 
amazing thing? 

What do the taxpayers think about 
it? They are the people who are in in- 
terest, after all. Here in the files are 
telegrams from taxpayers associations 
in Connecticut, Illinois, Ohio, and else- 
where, insisting that the provision to set 
up a legislative over-all budget be pre- 
served in this bill. An effort will be 
made to knock it out. I hope you will 
rise, be patient and see that it is pre- 
served. It requires this group of people 
from these four committees to get to- 
gether and examine the President’s 
budget that comes here the first of the 
year, then to spell out an over-all ceiling. 
We can kick it over if we want to. But 
think of the moral effect on the tax struc- 
ture of our country to be able to say that 
men skilled in finance and in expendi- 
tures have contrived a revenue structure, 
an over-all appropriation structure, that 
will result in a balanced budget and we 
can look down the corridors to the year’s 
end, June 30, 1947, let us say, and there 
at that point we know we will find a 
balanced budget. 

Now, then, who is for this sort of pro- 
posal? Does the name of Dr. Fred A. 
Fairchild, of Yale University, mean any- 
thing, one of the greatest financial men 
of the United States, so great that thou- 
sands of hard-headed businessmen who 
belong to the United States Chamber of 
Commerce have hired him as a fiscal ad- 
viser? Mr. Fairchild came before the 
committee and said on page 53 of the 
hearings: 

That a budget committee be established 
in the House of Representatives and in the 
Senate to set annually an over-all figure for 
appropriations. 


That is what we have written into this 
bill. Here is our good friend from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Herter], who made such 
a great record in the Massachusetts Leg- 
islature. He was explaining the prin- 
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ciple before the joint committee, and 
said: 

In the financial operation of Congress, on 
the other hand, there is no fiscal pattern, and 
appropriations are made in a vacuum. 


You never knew how right you really 
were unless we can set a ceiling, then we 
can move on in the direction of that 
ceiling and ccrrelate our revenues and 
our expenditures to get a balanced 
budget when the new fiscal year begins, 

There is Harold Smith, Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, now with the 
Bretton Woods organization. Here is 
what he said: 

The Budget and Accounting Act (the act 
of 1921) contemplated close relationships be- 
tween the Bureau of the Budget and the 
committees dealing with revenues and ex- 
penditures. Unfortunately, these relation- 
ships have never been fully developed. 


Oh, Mr. Former Budget Director, how 
right you are. They have not been de- 
veloped. 

Here is Mr. Adkins, director of the 
Connecticut Public Expenditure Council, 
on page 776 of the hearings: 

We suggest that procedures be developed 
to set up an over-all fiscal plan. The present 
procedure is weak because appropriation bills 
are passed piecemeal. 


Here is former Secretary of the Treas- 
ury Morgenthau, who served a long time 
as Sécretary of the Treasury, and you 
will find this on page 273 of the hearings: 

If, for instance, the Ways and Means and 
Appropriations Committees of the House and 
the Finance and Appropriations Committees 
of the Senate could meet each session as a 
joint committee on fiscal policy to consider 
the over-all aspects of the expenditure and 
revenue programs, simplification and greater 
effectiveness would result. 


That from a former Secretary of the 
Treasury, Finally, here is what the Act- 
ing Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
said in a letter to Senator Murray, mem- 
ber of the joint committee, dated June 
10, 1946: 

So far as section 130 is concerned, it seems 
entirely proper for the Congress in the spring 
of each year to state the sense of the Con- 
gress in respect to total Federal expendi- 
tures, revenues, and deficits. 


I submit this question: If the argu- 
ment is made here that there are no 
committee rooms in which we can meet, 
are we going to let a hundred-billion- 
dollar business suffer because of some 
momentary physical difficulty? They 
say, “Oh, your subcommittees cannot 
start hearings.” Is that so? I have al- 
ways served on one committee that start- 
ed in December, and you can go on with 
your hearings just the same and hold up 
the marking of the bill until the gentle- 
men who are ieferred to in that over-all 
joint committee come in and say, “Look, 
here is the ceiling.” Is there anything 
to prevent it? There is no argument 
that can be made against it. 

Notwithstanding that fact, I feel im- 
pelled to say to you that the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, who 
has never been for s‘treamlinir= the Con- 
gress, staged a meeting of the Committee 
on Appropriations yestercay morning, 
and out oi 43 Members there were 21 
present, and only 20 voted; and he came 
along with a substitute proposal which 
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carried by a vote of 17 to 3, which sim- 
ply recites what the section contained in 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, 
and the chairman moved to strike this 
out. I hope the House will not go along 
with that proposal. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I am cer- 
tain the gentieman wants to be accurate. 
The chairman did not move to strike it 
out. The chairman made no motion at 
all. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The gentleman has 
brought in a substitute motion. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Tarver] made 
the motion. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; but who brought 
the resolution to us. Who was the mov- 
ing spirit that brought in the resolution 
that lay on the committee table yester- 
day morning? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman begs the question. The gentle- 
man says the chairman made the mo- 
tion when all who were present will re- 
call that he did not make the motion. In 
answer to the gentleman’s last question, 
the ranking majority and minority mem- 
bers of the committee met with the two 
ranking majority members of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Appropriations and 
all agreed that section 138 should be 
stricken from the bill. It was decided 
to submit it to the entire membership 
of the Committee on Appropriations and 
get their reaction. I had supposed it 
would be submitted orally but when the 
committee convened the clerk, with his 
usual efficiency, had prepared for each 
member of the committee the print to 
which the gentleman refers. I had never 
seen it before. I had not directed that 
it be printed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Who engineered it? 
The clerk certainly does not engineer 
things like that. Somebody did it. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman has had the exact facts in the 
case. 

Mr, DIRKSEN. Maybe it came from 
Mars. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. And the 
gentleman made many other misstate- 
ments. i 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There is a good deal 
involved here, and I do not take this sort 
of thing lying down. I never did. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. There is 
too much involved to make misstate- 
ments. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations has been 
busy getting out this booklet entitled “An 
Anvil Which Has Worn Out Many Ham- 
mers—Congress and Its Traducers.” 
There are three speeches made there. 
One was made when the resolution cre- 
ating the joint committee was before 
this House. You should read that little 
booklet. He is not for staffing. He is 
opposed to committee realinement. He 
is opposed to making a legislative body. 
He wants to carry on in the dim dark 
past, and if you are going to stand for 
that sort of thing, then we might just 
as well have no bill. Let it never be 
said of us by the American people that 
we are going to reach out for extraordi- 
nary benefits, with increased pay, and 
not give the taxpayer a little show for 
his money. I admonish you with all the 
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fervor that I-can bring to you, if you 
strike that out, the last hope of a bal- 
anced budget may go glimmering. Have 
we become so accustomed to deficits and 
deficit spending that we will leave a sin- 
gle stone unturned, a single method un- 
explored to get back to a budget that will 
infuse confidence in our people. It is 
indeed astonishing that Members argue 
that lack of time, or lack of facilities, 
or some other equally unsubstantial rea- 
son makes this impracticable. 

Let me point out to you that this pro- 
posal was well considered in the Senate. 
When the final vote came, 10 members 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
voted for the bill and only 3 voted against 
it. Is it to be presumed that members 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
are so untalented in the fiscal field that 
they were unable to spell out the mean- 
ing and intent of this proposal for a 
legislative budget. I think not. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Admit- 
ting, as I personally do, the very great 
desirability of achieving some coordina- 
tion between the possible revenues of the 
Government in a given year and the 
probable appropriations, I am wondering 
if paragraph (b) of the proposed bill 
really gets us anywhere. In the first 
place, a concurrent resolution would have 
no effect whatsoever upon the reduction 
of the public debt; it would not be a law. 
In the second place, there can be no guar- 
antee that the Congress would adopt it, 
and even if it would adopt it, a bill might 
be proposed the next day that would ac- 
complish something else in violation of 
it, and the subsequent action of Con- 
gress would be controlling. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That can be done. 
The House, having passed a bill, in my 
judgment would be pretty reluctant to 
kick over that which it had done the day 
before, unless you made a pretty 
persuasive case. Besides that, would you 
not hear from the people back home who 
have to pay these taxes that we appro- 
priate? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If you 
really want to make it effective, when 
you adopt a budget based upon your an- 
ticipated revenues, should you not pro- 
vide that upon the passage of such legis- 
lation no bill should be passed in cases 
of that kind unless it were done by two- 
thirds? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wrote a provision like 
that that I placed before the Committee 
on Ways and Means in 1943, In fact, we 
also had language in this bill that we 
acted upon. However, we did not want 
to be too inflexible with that sort of 
thing and then delete some of the pro- 
visions passed by the Senate. Our dis- 
position was entirely correct in the mat- 
ter, but we thought if we went too far it 
might yet work out properly. We left it 
with certain flexibility, and after we have 
a year or two experience under it, we can 
then approach this question again and 
analyze this whole technique. We did 
not do this overnight. 

Mr. TABER. Iam anxious that we do 
everything that can be done construc- 
tively toward improving the operation of 
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Congress. I want to see every forward- 
looking move made. But I do not like to 
see something undertaken here without 
the slightest explanation of how it would 
work or whether or not it could work. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield five additional minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. I should like to see this 
thing explored on the floor. I do not 
care what somebody says about it who is 
not familiar with congressional proce- 
dure. I should like to see the thing 
brought out clearly. If you are going to 
have an over-all ceiling upon a budget— 
a legislative budget—you have to explore 
for a time and then you have to appor- 
tion that proposition. You are going to 
be subject to all sorts of pulling and 
hauling and pressure. It is going to be 
just like an omnibus appropriation bill, 
where you would have logrolling. We 
have adopted the other method of appro- 
priation because it has been found that 
it was possible to cut things down by 
proceeding with people who were not in- 
terested in special projects. I hope the 
thing will be explored before we get 
through so people will understand what 
you are shooting at and how you propose 
to proceed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is the whole 
weakness of the whole fiscal procedure 
of Congress today. We get so interested 
in the trees that we cannot see the forest. 
We get so interested in a few $5,000 and 
$10,000 items that the whole business of 
an over-all budget finally escapes us. 
The thing to do is to see it on broad lines 
and in perspective, to get a real policy, 
to kick out the policies we do not want 
that cost money, and then finally re- 
solve it and let your subcommittees work 
under that ceiling, and even make that 
a target under which they can effectu- 
ate even greater reductions in appropri- 
ations and finally in the national debt. 

As to the exploration, if you want some 
interesting reading sometime, get down 
the old volumes of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record when the Budget and Accounting 
Act was debated in 1921. It is marvelous. 
On that occasion one might have heard 
the familiar cry, “It will not work.” How 
often that was reechoed in the well of 
this House. How do we know it is not 
going to work unless we try it? 

There is just enough 3f adventurous 
and the pioneering instinct in me to want 


- to try it, because the great goal is an 


ordered budget, a reconstruction of the 
whole structure of confidence, that is so 
necessary in the hearts and souls of the 
American people today, and a better 
and a more improved Congress than we 
have ever had before. That is a goal 
worthy of any pioneer and of any ad- 
venturer who wants to move down into 
the great caverns and abysses of fiscal 
relations in government where adven- 
ture really lies. Let no small argu- 
ment be permitted to prompt the re- 
moval of that thing out of the bill, be- 
cause you will rue it all the days of your 
congressional service. 

Let it not be said that we are so self- 
ish that we take staff aid—we take cleri- 
cal help—we take retirement—we take 
increases in salary—we take deductibil- 
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ity from income—and then not have 
something constructive and useful to 
give to the 140,000,000 people who pay 
the money that is expended and appro- 
priated by this body. 

I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The orig- 
inal bill in the Senate had a provision for 
an administrative assistant. I believe 
that is not contained in the House ver- 
sion. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is taken out. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I wish to 
inquire whether with the consolidation of 
the committees does the gentleman feel 
the individual member will have more 
work placed upon his shoulders and that 
he might therefore be in need of an ad- 
ministrative assistant? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am hoping that he 
will have less. As a member of the com- 
mittee that has one or more senior spe- 
cialists attached to it, he can do more 
work and perhaps have a little time for 
leisure. 

Members of the House, we have brought 
you an integrated bill. If you are going 
to kick it around, it will be like taking 
the mainspring out of a watch. It will 
not work. It will be like taking one of 
the jewels out of the works of a watch. 
The watch will not run Of course, Iam 
not so arbitrary as to feel that you can- 
not offer an amendment here. But so 
far as the committee structure is con- 
cerned and the staffing of these commit- 
tees—that has been integrated and 
worked out. If you kick out one of these 
things without good and persuasive rea- 
sons, then, of course, you are going to 
break up the definite and precise proce- 
dures we are trying to write into this bill. 
Let the amendments be very persuasive 
before you permit them to be written into 
the bil) 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
member of the committee the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. LANE]. 


THE REORGANIZATION OF CONGRESS 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, it was en- 
couraging. It was compelling. It was 
extraordinary. I refer to the outstand- 
ing single fact observed by the Special 
Committee on the Organization of Con- 
gress on which I served as a member, 
As you know, this special committee, 
composed of Members of both the Senate 
and House, devoted a year’s full and 
complete study to the pressing question 
of congressional reorganization. And 
the outstanding single fact observed by 
the committee was the virtual accord of 
criticism and suggestion proposed by the 
numerous and expert observers who ap- 
peared before us. Here in Congress 
where the urgent interests of the Nation 
meet and toss turbulently before being 
channeled into legislative direction, we 
rarely meet such a concord of deliberate 
opinion. The prevailing impulses, the 
dire need and the vital interest of all our 
people are represented here and the 
diversities of public opinion find their 
expression here. It is as if the waters 
of our great rivers and our countless 
streams all flowed in one great sea, met 
and thrashed and tossed violently before 
being finally channeled and directed into 
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a great and mighty canal which served 
the entire Nation. 

The special committee devoted a full 
year’s study to this vital question. It 
heard a great variety of testimony from 
Members of Congress, political scientists, 
students of government, and so forth. 
Yet despite the significant and funda- 
mental nature of the study and the great 
diversity of testifiers, a substantial, 
unanimous opinion prevailed. Without 
exception the witnesses, as we may call 
them, were thoughtful and thorough, 
their criticisms reasoned and penetrat- 
ing, their suggestions basic and forma- 
tive. I impress this fact because it 
sounds as a trumpet call to positive and 
immediate action. 

And this clear trumpet call sounds as 
an impressive contrast to the confused 
disagreeable sound of isolated and often 
violent cries raised not infrequently 
against Congress and its individual Mem- 
bers. No Member of either of our Houses 
can have failed to hear often in the past, 
and ever continuing, the attacks on this 
body and its Members. When such at- 
tacks have been bitter, harsh, unjust, 
and mean, as they often have been, we 
have had either to ignore them, which is 
dignified but not rebuking, or protest 
them, which is to expose one to degrad- 
ing controversy. But when there has 
been a measure of truth in such attacks 
we have had to bear their entire burden 
while knowing at the same time that our 
efforts have been arduous, our intentions 
sincere. And we have realized more and 
more, as the burden becomes greater, 
and the criticisms more insistent, that 
the fault lay not in ourselves so much as 
in the legislative machinery we have been 
operating with. 

The problems we face daily are of the 
complexity of our times, of the variety of 
our people and its concerns. Legislative 
work has multiplied, committee work 
grown more demanding, office work has 
become staggering. At the same time cur 
effectiveness has been limited, our legis- 
lative prerogative greatly deferred to the 
executive branch, our power of policy 
making disorganized, our oversight of 
administrative performance negligible, 
our access to essential information cut 
off. Small wonder that our great and 
unceasing efforts have often ended in 
an “The mountain was in la- 

or.“ 

And small wonder too that there has 
been a tremendous surge in recent years 
in and out of Congress for reorganiza- 


tion, a surge which we hope will gain 


the highest level. There is not one of 
us in Congress who did not know that 
our constant and often distressing bur- 
den must be eased, our vigor restored. 
There are many of us who made specific 
proposals, And beyond our walls there 
have been since 1941 a series of inde- 
pendent surveys of the machinery and 
methods of our National Legislature by 
public and private organizations. The 
work and study of the joint committee 
was the culmination of that surge and 
the bill proposed, passed by the Senate, 
and now before us, is the peak of that 
surge which should sweep over the top. 
Here in Congress we know the necessity 
of reorganizing our machinery. The 
most astute observers of political science 
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have urged it with compelling force. 
And we owe it to the people we represent 
to guarantee that their National Legisla- 
ture is strong and effective. Recent his- 
tory is too full of pointed warnings of the 
consequence of the default of legisla- 
tures. The decay of national vigor or 
the surrender of all power to the dictator 
have been the product of the impotence 
of the legislature in modern times. 

The joint committee has proposed, 
and the Senate has passed with some 
limiting amendments, a bill designed to 
eliminate most of the defects in our pres- 
ent machinery and to enable Congress 
to perform adequately its main func- 
tions of determining policy, authoriz- 
ing administrative organization and ap- 
propriations to carry out policy, and su- 
pervising execution of the resultant pro- 
gram. The term “streamlining Con- 
gress” is frequently heard in reference 
to these proposals. Such a term ignores 
the structural and basic element of re- 
organization incorporated. We are 
equipping ourselves with a modern and 
more efficient engine which eliminates 
waste, restores power, utilizes energy to 
the fullest, and assures continued per- 
formance. 

Mr, Chairman, I refer to the proposed 
changes as basic and structural, de- 
signed to improve the machinery and 
method of both Houses and of the Con- 
gress as a whole. Before I analyze the 
separate provisions and indicate their 
structural improvements, I would like 
to point out that there is one proposal 
which I regard as extraneous and not 
basic. It is a proposal which I do not 
believe should be part of a constructive 
plan whose design is reorganization. In 
the select committee I affirmed for the 
Recorp as noted in the committee report 
my opposition to the proposed increase 
in salary for Members of Congress. I 
repeat here in insistence that this pro- 
vision should not be included in the bill, 
that it is alien to the basic intent of the 
bill, and declare that if it remains as 
part of the bill, I must object to its 
passage. 

My endorsement and unstinting sup- 
port of the reorganization bill is a mat- 
ter of record and I reiterate that endorse- 
ment here. Consequently, I feel obliged 
to state why my objection to this single 
provision is so strong. In so doing I 
regret the necessity of disagreeing with 
the other capable and distinguished 
members of the committee. My opinion 
is a minority one and this emphasizes 
the necessity for declaring my reasons. 
But in so doing I am most anxious to as- 
sert, since the issue might be regarded as 
a delicate one, that this difference of 
opinion reflects no discredit on either 
party to opinion. . 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has pro- 
posed to correct the practice of attaching 
riders to appropriation bills, a proposal 
we should all endorse since such riders 
are alien to the intent of the particular 
bill. These riders tagged on to bills 
which are assured of final passage thus 
ride into the realm of law not on their 
own merits, but despite them, for often 
they are provisions which would not 
otherwise receive the approval of Con- 
gress. So they are extraneous to the 
intent of the bill, usually quite unrelated 
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and even alien, and they do not stop for 
review and approval before passing into 
the realm of law. This is not right; we 
propose to eliminate such a practice. 

But in including a salary proposal in a 
bill which is designed to improve the 
machinery of Congress, we are doing 
much the same thing. The salary ques- 
tion is extraneous; -it is alien to the 
proper intent of the bill. We would 
condone, and, it might be noted, to our 
own advantage, an abuse of legislative 
purpose which at the same time we pro- 
pose to eliminate. This is a weakening 
inconsistency. Let the question of salary 
pass or fail on its own merits, debated 
and voted under open scrutiny. 

But it is argued that such a proposal 
is at one with the intent of the bill, 
namely to improve the functioning of 
Congress, since a salary increase would 
Substantially improve the caliber of the 
membership. I regard this as a gratui- 
tous assumption. I believe that the sal- 
ary received by Members of Congress is 
of slight weight in determining its mem- 
bership. Men are elected to Congress on 
the support of the voters of the Nation 
because their record of public service has 
been meritorious or their qualifications 
are outstanding. Men seek election to 
Congress because they are devoted to or 
fascinated by public service, enjoy its 
responsibilities, desire the prestige and 
accolades that accompany it, are re- 
solved to participate in forming the poli- 
cy of the Nation and for similar reasons. 
It is significant in this respect to note 
that most Members seeks reelection year 
after year, that comparatively few resign, 
except in wartime, to work elsewhere in 
public service, and salary is rarely the 
decisive factor. No, membership in Con- 
gress appeals to most of us quite apart 
from the salary, which obviously does 
not enrich us, and membership in Con- 
gress is determined by a popular vote 
which imposes @ challenging demand on 
candidates. I am quite sure that a read- 
justment in our salary would scarcely 
affect the calibre of Congress. The op- 
posite assertion is gratuitous. 

Charles A. Beard, the eminent his- 
torian, has been one, and among the 
most astute, who has pointed out that our 
deficiencies lie in the system, not the 
men. He, while making cogent observa- 
tions on present structural limitations 
pertinent to our study, has rebuked the 
oft-expressed opinion that the calibre of 
Congress has seriously declined. He 
says: 

It is possible to pick out of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp for the past 10 years addresses 
(not orations) which for breadth of knowl- 
edge, technical skill, analytical argument, 
close reasoning, and dignified presentation 
compare favorably with similar utterances 


made in the preceding century by the so- 
called great orators, 


The improvements proposed by the 
reorganization bill in the structure of 
Congress are not only long overdue but 
they are so thorough and far-reaching 
that they will modernize Congress. They 
are not only urgently needed but they 
promise extremely beneficial results. 
The study which produced them was 
thorough. The spirit that proposed 
them was ambitious. The consensus of 
opinion that aided in formulating them 
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was of the highest order. They are an 
integrated series, with the single excep- 
tion of this salary proposal. While I 
believe that it would be a mistake to re- 
tain this extraneous provision, I will 
strongly protest against any attempt to 
reduce the essential body of proposals to 
segments. It is unfortunate that the 
salary question has been included; it does 
not belong. But all else is integral to 
the purpose and plan, vital to its intent, 
essential for its efficacy. 

The committee has proposed changes 
which would seek to secure a firm follow- 
through between legislative decision and 
executive action, which would not only 
determine broad policies clearly and de- 
cisively but would also review the effec- 
tiveness of the policy and the subsequent 
administration of the policy. Most im- 
portant of these is a simplified system of 
standing committees corresponding with 
the major areas of public policy and pub- 
lic administration. First, the correlation 
of the committee systems of the two 
Chambers with each other would facili- 
tate joint action on specific measures by 
means of joint hearings. And the co- 
ordination of the congressional commit- 
tee system with the pattern of the ad- 
ministrative branch of the National Gov- 
ernment would, as the report states: 

Improve the performance by Congress of 
its legislative and supervisory functions, pro- 
vide direct channels of communication be- 
tween the two branches, promote more har- 
monious and unified action in the develop- 
ment of public policies, and go a long way 
to bridge the gap between the legislative and 
executive branches of the Government. 


The proposed committee realinement 
would certainly increase committee ef- 
ficiency, of prime importance since com- 
mittee work is the center and nucleus of 
our system. It is provided, for example, 
that the Appropriations and Ways and 
Means Committees of the House shall 
confer and by such conference guarantee 
a balance between money obtained in 
revenue and money expended. The right 
and left hands of our monetary policy 
would not only know what the other was 
doing, but would work together. And 
working together the committees could 
exercise more effective insight into ad- 
ministrative policy, as is variously pro- 
vided. No longer will the tremendous 
sums of money we appropriate vanish 
into the great morass of Federal agen- 
cies and Government corporations to be 
freely employed and easily interchanged. 
We will now appropriate funds knowing 
what the Federal income will be, and in- 
structing all agencies specifically in the 
expenditure of those sums. And the com- 
mittee has further provided against sup- 
plemental appropriations by requiring 
the President to take specific steps to 
assure that allotted funds are not ex- 
ceeded. 

Of great interest to all of us is the 
reduction in the number of standing 
committees and the elimination of spec- 
ial committees. We have all had the ex- 
perience of being members of separate 
committees which were meeting at the 
same time. One of the chief difficulties 
of the special committee was this very 
conflict of demands on our time. Not in- 
frequently I was unable to hear the testi- 
mony of authorities of special note be- 
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cause of the meetings of the Judiciary 


Committee of which I serve. The reduc- 
tion in the number of committees, the 
specific assignments of committee re- 
sponsibility and province, and the provi- 
sion for joint hearings of both the Sen- 
ate and the House on important matters 
are all designed to speed up and 
strengthen our system while minimizing 
wasted time and confusion, overlapping, 
and conflict of claim. 

Mr. Chairman, as regularly as the 
clock strikes the hour, and enforced by 
that striking, every Member is reminded 
every day of two facts, as closely allied as 
the hands of the clock. The first is that 
the demands on his time are incessant 
and even oppressive, and that his sources 
of information and assistance inade- 
quate. In the Seventy-seventh Congress 
a total of 10,793 bills were introduced and 
541 joint resolutions. Out of this fiood 
Congress passed 1,078 House bills and 
476 Senate bills. Again in the second ses- 
sion of the Seventy-eighth Congress 953 
bills and resolutions were passed, of 
which only 86 were subject to any real 
discussion. The other 867 were passed 
by voice vote or without objection. But it 
is not only in this flood of legislation that 
we are overwhelmed. I have mentioned 
the demands of committee work; yet 
we know too well that this is only part of 
the demand. The tremendous detail of 
office work, which we are unwilling to 
stint, the public appearances, the special 
investigations, the trips to or consulta- 
tions with officers of the Federal agen- 
cies, meeting constituents, radio appear- 
ances, and so forth—the fact is, as we 
know well, that we are trying to do a 
great deal too many things which we re- 
gard as our responsibility without being 
able to do any of them as well as we 
would like or are able to do. 

Furthermore we have hard-working, 
but. greatly overburdened, assistants 
whose - extraordinary efforts cannot 
keep pace with the demands placed on 
them. We have five legal counsels try- 
ing to assist in drafting legislation not 
only for 435 Members but for the House 
committees as well. The committees 
are forced to do their work with staffs 
that are but a fraction of corresponding 
staffs in the executive branch. We must 
rely on the very representatives of the 
Federal agencies for information when 
we are trying to exercise our supervision 
of their carrying out of the policy we 
have prescribed. These and many more 
inadequacies in our modus operandi 
have been cited insistently as draw-backs 
to our efficient operation. 

So comprehensive are the many 
changes proposed, so significant is each 
to our policy and procedure, and so 
worthy is each of special note that it is 
impossible here to attend to all. A quick 
review will, however, show us an im- 
pressive array, revolutionary yet fitting, 
Witness. Improved fiscal procedure. 
Private bill banned; the claims deferred 
to the courts. Definite adjournment 
provided annually. Improved commit- 
tee procedure. Special committees 
banned, and committee jurisdiction bet- 
ter defined. Conference rules are de- 
fined to prevent the introduction of pro- 
visions not approved by either House. 
Standing committees will exercise con- 
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tinuous surveillance of the execution by 
the administrative agencies concerned of 
laws within the jurisdiction of respec- 
tive committees. Committee hearings 
will be preserved. More adequate pro- 
vision made for information on the leg- 
islative day. Transfer of appropriations 
is prohibited to executive departments 
and units therein, and administrative 
management analysis are called for from 
the Comptroller General on efficient and 
economic administration and expendi- 
ture of public funds. The CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp to be improved. Com- 
mittees on the Library and Printing re- 
organized. Lobbying regulated. This 
requires a word without curtailing the 
rights of free speech, of freedom of the 
press and the right of petition, without 
applying to publishers of newspapers or 
other periodicals or limiting people who 
appear openly and frankly before com- 
mittees of Congress, lobbying will be reg- 
ulated by provisions which include de- 
tailed account of contributions, filed 
statements and registration with spe- 
cific penalties for violations. 

Here are a few of the numerous wise 
and progressive provisions that make 
the reorganization bill the epoch-mak- 
ing legislative proposal that it is. 

Charles A. Beard, in an article entitled 
“In Defense of Congress,” remarked: 

It has spent time, energy, and money in- 
vestigating every conceivable subject of 
national concern, but it has never made a 
thorough inquiry into its own record, into 
its own weaknesses, and into need of raising 
its standing and competence as a principal 
branch of National Government. 


That inquiry has now been made, a 
systematic, courageous, and comprehen- 


sive inquiry. We have an historic op- 


portunity. We can effect a moderniza- 
tion of Congress by approving the most 
significant changes in its structure since 
its very first session. And simul- 
taneously we can lessen our burden and 
heighten our accomplishments. We can 
restore ours prestige and effectiveness. 
We can free our hands then to be able 
to grip the great issues of these crucial 
days. We can refute the thesis of the 
managerial revolution and maintain the 
instrument of representative govern- 
ment. We can restore the democratic 
process to government action. 

The words of Walton H. Hamilton, 
professor of law, Yale Law School, in a 
New York Times article entitled “Blue- 
print for a Virile Congress” are per- 
tinent: 

These proposals are addressed to a situa- 
tion already overripe for reform. They all 
stand directly in the line of our great 
common tradition. They represent the 
very minimum of adjustment of our accept- 
ed political order to the conditions under 
which the Government must operate today. 
Administration is an adaptation of the ways 
of business to the state. And in a world 
in which the national economy is made up 
of huge corporate estates, the pressures to- 
ward Presidential rule are relentless. But 
lest the historical trend write its own ticket 
in an irresponsible Executive or an oligarchy 
of pluralistic agencies, the American system 
should be accorded another chance. So, let 
us restore to Congress, the institution tied 
up most closely with the liberties of the 
people, its vital role in the conduct of public 
affairs. For we are inventive; new tech- 
niques must serye ancient ends, and even if 
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administration is here to stay, we need not 
sacrifice representative government, 


I feel that I would be neglecting what 
almost constitutes a duty if I were to 
fail to speak my praise of the great ef- 
forts and accomplishments of Senator 
La FOLLETTE and Congressman Mon- 
RONEY, chairman and vice chairman, 
respectively, of the joint committee to 
whose creative initiative, patient per- 
severance, and deep understanding we 
are indebted for these historic proposals. 
And we all must feel indebted to Mr. 
George B. Galloway, chairman of the 
Committee on Congress of the American 
Political Science Association, who served 
with remarkable vigilance and admira- 
ble devotion as staff director of the 
committee. From his profound knowl- 
edge of the National Legislature and the 
Wational Government and his penetrat- 
ing, analytical insight came not only 
many of the concrete proposals, but the 
moving and sustaining spirit of our 
study. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of the time, 7 
minutes, to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. OUTLAND], 

Mr. OUTLAND. Mr. Chairman, I join 
with those others who have spoken this 
afternoon in paying tribute to the chair- 
man of the House part of the joint com- 
mittee which has brought in this bill, the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon- 
RONEY], and to the other Members on 
both sides of the aisle who, in my judg- 
ment, have brought before us today one 
of the most important bills to come be- 
fore the present Congress. It is not per- 
fect. It has flaws. 
enough in many respects, but if we are 
going to perform the duty that we as 
public officials should perform and do 
that job adequately, we are going to have 
to make a great many changes in con- 
gressional procedure. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DirKsEN] made a splendid presentation 
of the more important phases of that bill 
and there is no point in my duplicating 
them. I would say in passing, however, 
that the heart of this bill is the reorgani- 
zation of the committee system. When- 
ever we start to make any change, some- 
body’s toes get stepped on. Whenever 
we start to reduce the number of com- 
mittees, there is going to be an auto- 
matic reduction in the number of com- 
mittee chairmen. But I am sure we 
realize, Mr. Chairman, that committees 
are not ends in themselves. Committees 
are a means to an end, and that goal is 
the better performance of the job we 
have been sent here to do. If by a re- 
duction of the number of committees and 
the consolidation of their functions we 
can perform a more effective job for the 
American people, then we should be glad 
to reduce the number of committees and 
glad to reduce the number of committee 
chairmen, 

It is quite true that each committee 
will lose certain functions which it has 
had in the past. I am proud of the fact 
that I am a member of the great Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency of this 
House. I think our chairman is one of 
the most splendid men in this House. 
Our committee will lose some functions. 
So will other committees. But the loss 
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of prestige on the part of any particular 
committee is not the main issue; the 
point is better over-all congressional 
functioning. 

I may say in passing that it just might 
have been that if our committee had not 
had so many jobs on our hands this year, 
we could have turned out a report on the 
Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill and gotten 
it through and obtained a vote on it at 
this session. But the tremendous load 
of work this particular committee has 
been carrying unfortunately has delayed 
hearings on this vital housing measure. 
If the other committees had not had so 
much on their hands they might have 
turned out legislation that is very im- 
portant. So I think in the long run this 
consolidation of committees is an ex- 
cellent thing. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OUTLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HAYS. I want to join my col- 
league from California in emphasizing 
this matter of surrendering committee 
functions. He would agree, would he not, 
that it is incumbent upon us to think 
not solely of one committee and its func- 
tions if we are to make this tremen- 
dously forward step in efficiency? I 
would call attention to the fact that un- 
der this set-up the Committee on Bank- 
ing, of which both of us are members, 
loses some of its jurisdiction over for- 
eign loans and agricultural loans. That 
we would surrender to the Agriculture 
Committee and the other to the Foreign 
Affairs Committee functions which we 
have been jealous of heretofore. 

Mr. OUTLAND. Iagree with the gen- 
tleman completely. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two or three 
additional things I want to mention. 
One is the registration of lobbyists here 
in Washington, I do not care from what 
source an individual receives money or 
to whom he gives it, but if this Congress 
is to do its full duty to the American 
people it should make every individual 
who represents an outside organization 
state his income and his outgo. It is a 
worth-while provision. I hope it will be 
adopted. 

Then, finally, there is a provision 
which I think is excellent, which sets a 
definite date for congressional adjourn- 
ment. If we had had a definite date set 
for the adjournment of this House when 
we started this year we would not do so 
little work on Mondays and do so little 
work on Fridays, but we would be here 
5 and 6 days a week and the work of the 
House would have been finished before 
today. It will be a very good thing to 
have Congress set a definite date for ad- 
journment. Then it will be possible for 
us to return to our districts more often 
and keep more closely in touch with our 
people. Then it will be fair to the 48 
States instead of just a few located near 
the seat of government. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the chairman comment on the provision 
that is made to consider legislation 
which might not be considered under 
present rules? 

Mr. OUTLAND. Yes; I would like to, 
but I may say to the gentleman from 
West Virginia that my time is nearly up. 
I wanted to make two or three other 
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points first. I will try and get to the 
gentleman’s point before I conclude. 

I said a few moments ago that in my 
judgment this bill did not go far enough. 
I would like to see restored on the floor of 
the House the provision for an admin- 
istrative assistant for each Member of 
Congress. Why should there not be 
one? Are Members afraid to vote them- 
selves that additional help if they need it 
to properly perform their duties? I was 
going to introduce such an amendment 
but I now understand that the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. Woop- 
HOUSE] is going to introduce the amend- 
ment. Ishall support it here on the floor. 

May I say too that I hope joint com- 
mittees of the House and Senate will be 
set up to expedite committee hearings; 
that measures will be taken to take out 
of the hands of congressional patronage 
appointment of men to both service 
academies. I can see no reason why it 
should be a congressional prerogative to 
appoint the future Army and Navy offi- 
cers. It should be on a civil-service basis, 
on the basis of merit, alone, and upon 
no other basis. 

I think also the appointment of post- 
masters should be based on merit and 
should not be retained in the hands of 
Congress. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OUTLAND. In just a moment. I 
have only a few minutes and I still have 
several points to bring out, if the gentle- 
man will pardon me. i 

I would like to see eventually the pro- 
vision reinstated in a measure of this 
nature which will provide for more joint 
sessions of the two Houses of Congress 
and for joint committees of the two 
Houses. One way in which we are going 
to expedite our work even more than 
is provided for in this measure is by 
seeing that committees which are con- 
sidering the same legislation do not call 
the same man back to give exactly the 
same testimony before each one of them. 
It has come to my attention that in one 
instance a very important governmental 
official, one high in the ranks of govern- 
ment, had to come up here eight dif- 
ferent times to give exactly the same 
testimony on the same subject matter 
before eight different committees. If we 
make some provision in our reorganiza- 
tion plans to correct that kind of situa- 
tion I think we will be doing a great serv- 
ice to the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this bill is 
passed by a tremendous majority. I 
trust also that the splendid work begun 
by this joint committeé this session will 
be continued in the Eightieth Congress. 
Only as we criticize and improve our 
own procedure will we be able to make the 
legislative branch of our Government 
achieve its full and rightful place in the 
American system of government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired, 
all time has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk-read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete.— 

SHORT TITLE 


That (a) this act, divided into titles and 
sections according to the following table of 
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contents, may be cited as the “Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946“: 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a committee substitute in the nature 
of a committee print dated July 20, 1946, 
which is at the Clerk’s desk. I offer that 
as a substitute for the Senate bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Substitute offered by Mr. MONRONEY: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: 


SHORT TITLE 

That (a) this act, divided into titles and 
sections according to the following table of 
contents, may be cited as the “Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946”: 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 
TITLE I—CHANGES IN RULES OF SENATE AND 
> HOUSE 
Sec. 101. Rule-making power of the Senate 
and House. 


Part 1—Standing rules of the Senate 
Sec, 102. Standing committees of the Sen- 


ate. 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
Committee on Appropriations, 
Committee on Armed Services. 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
Committee on Civil Service. 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 
Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 
Committee on Finance. 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
Committee on Public Lands. 
Committee on Public Works. 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 
Sec. 103. Appropriations. 


Part 2—Rules of the House of Representatives 


Sec. 121. Standing committees of the 


House of Representatives. 

Committee on Agriculture 

Committee on Appropriations. 

Committee on Armed Services. 

Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Committee on Civil Service. 

Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Committee on Education and Labor. 

Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Committee on House Administration. 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

Committee on the Judiciary. 

Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries, 

Committee on Public Lands. 

Committee on Public Works. 

Committee on Rules. 

Committee on Un-American Activities. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Committee on Ways and Means. 

Sec, 122. Delegates and Resident Commis- 
sioner. 

Sec. 123. Reference of private claims bills. 


Part 3—Provisions applicable to both Houses 


Sec. 131. Private bills banned. 

Sec. 132. Congressional adjournment, 

Sec 133. Committee procedure. 

Sec. 134. Committee powers. 

Sec. 135. Conference rules on amendments 
in nature of substitute. 

Sec. 186. Legislative oversight by standing 
committees. 

Sec. 137. Decisions on questions of commit- 
tee jurisdiction. 

Sec. 138. Legislative Budget. 

Sec. 139. Hearings and reports by Appro- 
priations Committees. 

Sec. 140. Records of Congress, 
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Sec. 141, Preservation of committee hear- 
in 


gs. 
Sec. 142. Effective date. 
' TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS 


Part 1—Statutory provisions relating to Con- 
gressional personnel 


Sec. 201. Stenographic pool. 

Sec. 202. Increase in compensation for cer- 
tain congressional officers. 

Sec. 203. Committee staffs. 

Sec. 204. Legislative Reference Service, 

Sec. 205. Office of the Legislative Counsel. 

Sec. 206. Studies by Comptroller General. 

Sec. 207. Expenditure analyses by Comp- 
troller General. 


Sec. 208. Correction of Military and Naval 
Records. 


Part 2—Statutory provisions relating to com- 
mittees of Congress 

Sec. 221. Improvement of CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 
. Joint Committee on Printing. 
- Joint Committee on the Library. 
. Transfer of functions. 
. Joint Committee on the Economic 


Economie Report of the President. 


Part 3—Provisions relating to Capitol and 
pages 
Sec. 241. Remodeling of caucus rooms and 
restaurants. 
Sec. 242, Assignment of Capitol space, 
Sec, 243. Senate and House pages, 
Sec, 244, Effective date. 


TITLE II—REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 
Sec. 301. Short title. 
Sec. 302. Definitions. 
Sec. 303. Detailed accounts of contribu- 
tions. 
Sec. 304. 
Sec. 305. 
of House. 
Sec. 306. 


Receipts for contributions. 
Statements to be filed with Clerk 


Statement preserved for 2 years, 
Sec. 307. Persons to whom apnlicable. 

Sec. 308. Registration with Secretary of the 
Senate and Clerk of the House. 

Sec 309. Reports and statements to be 
made under oath. 

Sec. 310, Penalties. 

Sec. 311. Exemption. 


TITLE IV—FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT 
Part 1—Short title and definitions 


Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec. 402. Definitions. 


Part 2—Administrative adjustment of tort 
claims against the United States 


Sec. 403. Claims of $1,000 or less, 
Sec. 404, Reports. 


Part 3—Suits on tort claims against the 
United States 

Sec. 410. Jurisdiction. 

Sec. 411. Procedure. 

Sec, 412. Review. 

Sec. 413. Compromise. 


Part 4—Provisions common to part 2 and 
part 3 


Sec, 420, One year statute of limitations. 
Sec. 421. Exceptions. 

Sec. 422. Attorneys’ fees. 

Sec. 423, Exclusiveness of remedy. 

Sec. 424. Certain statutes inapplicable. 


TITLE V—GENERAL BRIDGE ACT 
Sec. 501. Short title. 

Sec. 502. Consent of Congress. 
Sec. 503. Tolls. 

Sec. 504. Acquisition by public agencies. 
Sec. 505. Statements of cost. 

Sec. 506. Sinking fund. 

Sec. 507. Applicability of title. 
Sec. 508. International bridges. 
Sec. 509. Eminent domain. 

Sec. 510. Penalties. 

Sec. 511. Rights reserved. 
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TITLE VI—COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT PAY 
OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Sec. 601. Compensation of Members of Con- 


gress, 
Sec. 602. Retirement pay of Members of 
Congress. 


Mr. MONRONEY (interrupting read- 
ing of amendment). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask that the reading of the substitute 
over to line 1, page 4, be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SEPARABILITY CLAUSE 

(b) If any provision of this act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum- 
stances is held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of the act and of the application 
of such provision to other persons and cir- 
cumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to say that this substitute is now being 
read as an original bill subject to 
amendment. It will be read section by 
section. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am one of those who 
advocate and who believe that there 
are many things that need to be done 
for the purpose of improving congres- 
sional procedure and I want to congrat- 
ulate the committee on the very effec- 
tive and constructive work it has done 
on this bill, I am in full accord with 
all of the provisions of the bill insofar 
as they affect legislative procedures in 
the House. Of course, I accord to every 
Member of this Committee the same 
privilege and prerogatives that I hope 
they accord me. 

I am against the retirement provision 
for elective officials not only for Mem- 
bers of Congress but of any other legis- 
lative body. I think it is wrong in prin- 
ciple. I do not believe it was ever con- 
templated that the legislative branches 
of government which must pass upon re- 
tirement laws and retirement benefits 
for ordinary civil-service employees and 
many others should ever be placed in 
the same category or should ever place 
themselves in the same category as those 
appointed officials or appointed employ- 
ees who become a part of the working 
system of the Federal Government. It 
was intended by the founding fathers 
when they so wisely set up this system 
of government that the Congress itself 
would not be a professional Congress, if 
you please, but a citizens’ Congress of 
independent individuals, not pensioners 
of the taxpayers, and if this Congress 
goes that far I believe that we destroy 
some of the very things we are attempt- 
ing to cure. 

I am one of those who believe that the 
Members of Congress should be paid an 
adequate salary and should be paid an 
adequate expense account for their 
actual necessary and legitimate ex- 
penses. There is no sound argument or 
reason why Members of Congress should 
be required to pay legitimate expenses 
incurred in conducting official business 
out of their salaries, 

I know that very fine and sympathetic 
arguments can be made with respect to 
retirement benefits, I know there are 
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many cases that come to our attention 
of Members of Congress of splendid citi- 
zens, who have given the best part of 
their lives in faithful and long service 
here in the House who are insecure in 
their declining years, but at the same 
time I do not think that because of those 
few cases we can afford, as Members of 
Congress, to place the Congress of the 
United States in the category of pension- 
ers. It is not a matter, as I see it, of 
whether we have the courage to do some- 
thing for ourselves. I voted for the ex- 
pense account because I thought the 
Members of Congress were entitled to it. 
That is not the question in this bill, but 
it is a question whether or not the prin- 
ciples of retirement shall be applied to 
Members of Congress. That is the way 
I feel about it. 

Certainly, we do not cripple the things 
that my distinguished friend, the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] talked 
about by striking from the bill the re- 
tirement feature. I think he made a 
splendid argument in connection with 
the need for an improved fiscal policy for 
this Government, and the coordination 
that must be had between the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
Ways and Means. We certainly do not 
weaken that provision or any other pro- 
vision of the so-called streamlining of 
Congress by striking from this bill the 
provisions for retirement benefits. At 
the proper time I shall offer an amend- 
ment to strike out that language. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask two ques- 
tions of the vice chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Reorganization, the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney]. 
First, I ask this question: There is enu- 
merated the jurisdiction of the various 
committees. For example, take the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, as enumerated on page 36. I 
find that there are not mentioned certain 
subject matters over which the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary has always had 
jurisdiction; for instance, war powers, 
salary increases of Congressmen, Alien 
Property Custodian, prohibition, flags. 
What will be the rule if those subject 
matters are not specifically mentioned 
in this bill? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for a very, very good question, 
It was the feeling of the Committee on 
Reorganization that it was a physical 
impossibility to spell out in complete de- 
tail every single possible jurisdictional 
matter that would be before a committee. 
We tried to erect this as a guidepost from 
the House precedents. 

The feeling of the committee is—and 
I am sure it will be the feeling of the 
House—that unless otherwise specifically 
provided the existing precedents of the 
House will apply to committee jurisdic- 
tions. j 

Mr. CELLER. I thank the gentleman. 
I now ask this question: What about the 
question of seniority? For instance, the 
Committee on the Judiciary, of which I 
am the ranking Democratic member, 
assumes the duties and prerogatives of 
the Committee on Claims, the Committee 
on Patents, the Committee on Revision of 
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the Laws, and the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. I presume 
that some Members of those committees 
will try to get membership on the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. What will be 
their status in reference to seniority? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will reply to the 
gentleman that I cannot say. We do not 
change or interfere in any degree with 
existing practices in the House regarding 
committee assignments or the places 
which are assigned by the Committee on 
Ways and Means on our side and the 
Committee on Committees on the Re- 
publican side. 

That is still left a matter for the two 
major parties to determine. The only - 
place that that actually comes before the 
House is the existing House rule that the 
chairman of committees of the House 
shall be elected by the House, which is 
the existing rule of the House. 

Mr. CELLER. It is not the gentle- 
man’s recommendation, then, that the 
seniority rule that now prevails should 
not be changed? 

Mr. MONRONEY. We do nothing 
whatsoever about the seniority rule or 
try to regulate the places on the com- 
mittees. 

Mr. CELLER. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last 3 words, and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
that this question of section 138 should 
be brought out in the open and that we 
should discuss it from the standpoint of 
its merit and not from the standpoint of 
generalities. Section 138 creates the 
legislative budget. It is my desire and 
my hope that whatever comes out of this 
bill will help to make the Congress a bet- 
ter legislative body and will permit us to 
do things in a better way than we can 
now. 

The first question is, is that legislative 
budget to be anything more than a pious 
gesture? What would happen at the 
present time? If we are going to have a 
legislative budget set up after the Presi- 
dent’s budget is sent in here approxi- 
mately the middle of January, what would 
be the procedure? Either the joint com- 
mittee of the Appropriations and Ways 
and Means Committees and the Senate 
Finance Committee and the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, containing 104 
members, can go ahead and go into the 
details through subcommittees or other- 
wise of the Budget estimates that are sent 
down here and establish a ceiling relat- 
ing to each appropriation bill, after com- 
plete and thorough hearings, and that 
ceiling would have to go through that 
joint committee, or we can have a very 
cursory examination of the picture by 
that large committee and they can then 
present a resolution, if the thing is going 
to be any good it has to be after thorough 
hearings. We might just as well be hon- 
est with the people back home and these 
organizations that have been interested 
in this thing. What earthly use would 
the Bureau of the Budget’s recommenda- 
tions be if they did not over a period of 4 
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or 5 months before the Budget is pre- 
sented to the Congress, hold hearings 
which are conducted by representatives 
of the Budget as to each particular de- 
partment? They have a large number 
of these hearings running at the same 
time. If the legislative budget is to be 
of any value and is to have any integrity, 
it means 2 or 3 months’ work. What does 
that mean? It means before the Ap- 
propriations Committee could go to work 
and put through its bills and get any- 
where it would probably have to wait 
until that legislative budget was estab- 
lished. Under the amendment, that pro- 
posed by the chairman of the committee, 
-the date at which the report would have 
to be made by that committee would be 
February 15. They have changed it from 
the way the proposed bill stood. Would 
that legislative budget then have to go 
through the House. and the Senate? 
There is nothing said here as to whether 
it is proposed that that be done. We 
were not enlightened on that subject 
when our friends discussed the matter. 
I do not know. 

In other words, it is a kind of a pig in 
a poke. We do not know where we are 
at in connection with it. If we were to 
wait until after that resolution could be 
considered by the House and Senate, we 
could not start the detailed hearings of 
the committees until then. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case]. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I simply 
want to point out that the bill, of course, 
makes no requirement that the Congress 
shall adopt the report of the Budget. 

Mr. TABER. No; that is true. It 
could make no such requirement. But 
I do not know what their program is or 
what idea they have in mind. I could 
get a little better idea of what might be 
done if I knew. 

Let me look at another feature of this. 
Is this going to result in an omnibus 
appropriation bill? Is it going to be an 
omnibus appropriation bill where log- 
rolling can be done? It was the idea of 
Martin Madden in charge of the Appro- 
priations Committee very shortly after 
the Budget and Accounting Act was 
passed that no one should serve on one 
of the subcommittees if he had a special 
interest which could be promoted by such 
an arrangement. As a result of the way 
he laid out the procedure for the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, the committee 
has been able to approach that with men 
on the subcommittees who have no spe- 
cial interest to serve and has been able 
to cut large sums out of those bills. 
Whether we are to continue that practice 
or whether we are as a result of this oper- 
ation to get an omnibus appropriation 
bill and have it put through by special 
interests as a result of logrolling is the 
question involved. All of these recom- 
mendations of the Budget must be con- 
sidered by this 104-man committee and 
decided in that way. Is it going to be 
that kind of a budget or it is going to be 
a budget gotten up by members of the 
committee who do not represent special 
interests? Iam interested in finding out 
something about it—as to what is pro- 
posed and how it could work. We have 
had nothing but generalities. If we are 
going to be delayed until the 1st of March 
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or the middle of March or the Ist of April 
before we can start Appropriations Com- 
mittee hearings—and that is the way it 
looks—I do not see how it is going to be 
possible ever to get these bills out and 
have them considered in time to be 
enacted into law before the end of the 
fiscal year and in time for them to take 
effect. I would like to see what these 
people have in mind. Of course, if it 
is nothing but a pious gesture and if it 
is to done in a slipshod way with ideas 
that these people have in their heads— 
ideas taken out of the air—that is one 
thing. But if we are going to have a 
thorough attempt to go through our 
Budget estimates which are sent down to 
us by the President, we must work on 
them just as soon as the Congress is 
organized, and that work must be done 
intensively or otherwise we are not going 
to accomplish any results. I am pro- 
jecting these thoughts because I want to 
see the right thing done. I want to see 
it done because it is the right thing and 
not because a lot of people have been 
putting out propaganda or because peo- 
ple who do not understand it have sug- 
gested it. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr, H. CARL ANDERSEN. Can the 
gentleman tell me how it is possible for 
any group to meet along about the 15th 
of February or the 1st of March and place 
a ceiling on appropriations without hear- 
ings having been held previously to de- 
termine what is necessary? 

Mr. TABER. If you are going to have 
the job done intelligently, you must have 
hearings as a basis for it. If not, your 
work will be utterly useless. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. In the 
summer of 1945, when the Ways and 
Means Committee had before it a bill to 
repeal the excess-profits tax, did not the 
Secretary of the Treasury testify before 
that committee that the budget for the 
fiscal year 1947 would be approximately 
$25,000,000,000, and is it not a fact that 
it went up to $42,000,000,000? 

Mr. TABER., I think it is. I remem- 
ber when he went over there once and 
was $20,000,000 off on his estimate for the 
current year. I was asked to come be- 
fore the committee and I gave my figures 
about 6 months before the end of the 
fiscal year, and I was within a billion or 
two of the total. But I do feel that this 
is a serious thing. 

Now, look at this budget-ceiling propo- 
sition that they have in here. Suppose 
you put on a budget ceiling, and without 
having that ceiling allocated to different 
appropriation bills and different depart- 
ments the Appropriations Committee 
should attempt to bring in bills. The 
first 8 or 10 bills that were brought in 
might be under the ceiling or they might 
wipe out the ceiling without getting any- 
where at all. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Does 
not the gentleman realize the position in 
which the tax committee is placed if it 
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proceeds on the assumption that you will 
have a budget of $25,000,000,000 and then 
make a tax cut, and then we find later 
on the appropriation bills have amounted 
to $45,000,000,000? 

Mr. TABER. That is a terrible thing. 
I appreciate the necessity for a balanced 
budget. Ihave worked for that ever since 
I have been here. A great many times it 
was not effective. On the other hand, at 
times it has been effective. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, I think 
if this committee met approximately 
the 15th of June and went over the work 
of the various subcommittees and all 
the discussions which had been held upon 
the floor, and then perhaps that com- 
mittee could recomend to the Congress to 
slice the personnel throughout the Gov- 
ernment by a certain percentage to bring 
it down to the proposed ceiling, that 
would be using a little common sense. 

Mr. TABER. That might be a good 
suggestion. I can see how that might 
work. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. GEARHART. I notice it is neces- 
sary for the new committee of 104 mem- 
bers to first give consideration to the 
Presidential Budget. 

Mr. TABER. Yes, 

Mr. GEARHART. In order to prop- 
erly analyze and understand the Presi- 
dential Budget, it must take this commit- 
tee of 104 almost as long as it took the 
Bureau of the Budget to prepare it. Can 
the gentleman tell us how long it takes 
the Budget to be sent to us? 

Mr. TABER. At least 4 months. 

Mr. GEARHART. Then, this com- 
mittee would have to do that and com- 
plete the Budget and have it before the 
House before the 15th of February. 

Mr. TABER. They could not possibly 
do it short of 3 or 4 months. 

Mr, O’NEAL. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. O’NEAL. The Bureau of the 
Budget met in June and is meeting again 
this month in the consideration of Budget 
items for 1948. 

Mr. TABER. In other words, they are 
laying out a program where they will 
have over 6 months to work on the 
Budget. 

Mr. O'NEAL., And in 30 days this 
committee expects to tell them where 
they are wrong. 

Mr. TABER. Well, I want to see 
something done that will help. I want 
to see these specialists that are going 
to be provided here go to work and 
I want to see them have authority. to 
do something, but I do not want to do 
something destructive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last four words. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope I am not the 
only Member of this body who thinks that 
this is a very good section of the legis- 
lative program and who feels that, if 
it is properly considered, it will be 
thought to be workable. As one who has 
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spent much time in the past quarter 
century with the very thing which is 
being discussed here, I wouid like at least 
to suggest that we translate this into 
simple language. Perhaps we can un- 
derstand it better. 

If you were preparing a household 
budget for yourself for the calendar year, 
you would first set up, from some knowl- 
edge on your part, the probable amount 
of money that you expected to have dur- 
ing that year. Then you would set up 
the groups of expenditures into which 
you expected to put your personal in- 
come for that year. You would not 
worry at the beginning of the year about 
the details of every group of expendi- 
tures, but you would divide your income 
under the general classifications. You 
would be very sure in your family, which 
no government ever is, that you have only 
so much money to spend, and you would 
have to keep within it. So here the pro- 
posal is to set up the amount of money 
the Government may properly spend in 
its financial situation, and then to real- 
ize that the Appropriations Committee 
and the Ways and Means Committee 
should work together, first to appro- 
priate economically and within limits 
which do not exist at the present time, 
and then for the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee to raise the money as it may safely 
be raised and still preserve safely our 
form of government. I think you will 
see that it will work, and if you will 
realize that at the present time there is 
little coordination between the subcom- 
mittees in the Committee on Appropria- 
tions you will see that anything of the 
kind would be an improvement over 
present methods. At the present time 
you have each subcommittee consider- 
ing appropriations separately from the 
other appropriations.. 

I think the principal thing that must 
be understood is that in the first year of 
the application of this new procedure, 
there would be difficulty. No one here 
should deny it. It would be the first 
year, but in subsequent years the ex- 
perience of the preceding years would 
tend to help the preparation of the new 
budget, and in the long run the taxpayers 
of the United States and the country as 
a whole would be infinitely benefited. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, PHILLIPS. I yield. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. To carry 
the gentleman’s analogy of a family 
budget a little further, if the family were 
setting up its budget and it appeared 
they might want to spend more money 
than they had immediately in sight, 
would the gentleman think they should 
immediately go out and try to borrow 
the money that would be necessary to 
meet the excess? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. That is what the Gov- 
ernment does not do and that it what I 
do not think it should do. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Nor I, 
but I am afraid that is what is proposed 
in paragraph (b) here. I cannot under- 
stand why in advance of maturing obli- 
gations Congress should adopt a resolu- 
tion saying the public debt should be 
increased until there is an actual need 
for the cash. That is why I think (b) 
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should be revised to accomplish the ap- 
parent objective. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. That may be, but I 
think even if we left it in we would be 
trying to decide how much we want to 
spend, and then to consider the ability 
of the taxpayers to pay. Taxes have 
already gone beyond. the historic 25 per- 
cet set down as a safe limit. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And cer- 
tainly I think there should be coordina- 
tion between revenues and expenditures. 
Tat part of the bill I think aims at a 
most desirable objective; but I do not see 
why the Government should go out and 
increase the public debt in advance of 
actual cash needs for maturing obliga- 
tions. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman makes 
a good point. : 

Mı. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike cut the last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, having been on the Ap- 
propriations Committee for many years 
and also having. handled the legislative 
budget estimate and being tremendously 
interested in the reorganization of Con- 
gress, I have had some occasi n to review 
the history of legislation of this char- 
acter. Everything suggested now in this 
paragraph of the bill presented has been 
discussed by Members of Congress for 
50 years. The proposals that are in this 
bill today on that subject were discussed 
on the floor of Congress at least 30 years 
ago and Congress during that period of 
time, having investigated the matter 
thoroughly, has found that such way of 
handling the business is not the scientific 
nor the Fest way. 

On the question of saving money and 
handling appropriations, in my humble 
judgment, the most authoritative and 
most expert witnesses that you could pos- 
sibly call into this picture would be the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Taser]. I know of no two men who have 
done more to help balance the budget or 
who are more sincerely interested in 
those things than the gentleman from 
Missouri and the gentleman from New 
York. They have lived with this thing. 
It has been their daily occupation for 
years. They know what has happened 
for many, many years, and they tell you 
without the slightest doubt in their minds 
that this provision is impractical, it is 
idealistic, it is wishful thinking, that it 
will not do a thing to better the situation. 
In fact, they tell you it will interfere with 
the proper handling of business on the 
floor of the House. I concur entirely with 
their expressions. 

There is absolutely nothing construc- 
tive or practical in this provision, and 
anyone who will take the time to go into 
the matter can see why it is a futile ges- 
ture and the result of a futile gesture 
develops a lack of confidence next year or 
at some other time when nothing has been 
accomplished by it. 

Mr. Chairman, these budgets come to 
us after a thorough study of from 4 to 6 
months by 850 employees of the Bureau 
of the Budget. They have sat there and 
are sitting there today on the . 1948 
budget, examining évery item. They 
bring it to us after cuts, the best that 
they can do under the circumstances. 
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They bring it to us, and the Appropria- 
tions Committee divides this vast budget 
among subcommittees which sit down 
for months and try to cut and trim 
where it should be cut and trimmed. We 
do everything we can to save a dollar for 
the taxpayers. The result is that vast 
amounts of money are being saved. 
Think of the ridiculousness of the 
proposition offered here. They are going 
to call the Ways and Means Committee 
in to help the Appropriations Committee 
on the proposition. and we are going over 
to the Ways and Means Committee end 
tell them how to do their taxing, what 
they should put in their revenue bills. 
Then the Senate is coming over here to 
tell us about our budget and we are going 
to tell them about theirs. The result will 


be confusion because under this bill as 


it stands today all of this vast and intelli- 
gent anatysis that is so necessary will 
have.to be done in 30 days under the bill. 
Mr. Chairman, it is preposterous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, these 
estimates are worked on by the Bureau 
of the Budget with 850 employees, with 
their experts, trying to do a job, and then 
the Appropriations Committee works on 
them, to cut them intelligently; yet all 
of that is to be superseded by a 30-day 
study by this super committee made up 
of Ways and Means Committee of the 
House and the Appropriations Commit- 
tee, together with the same two corre- 
sponding bodies in the Senate. In that 
30 days they will tell you what you should 
appropriate. 

Gentlemen, it is ridiculous, and it will 
bring nothing toward orderly and better 
Government. : 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not here to offer 
any crippling amendments or to make 
suggestions that would throw monkey 
wrenches into the works, but when I 
heard the last speech made by the gen- 
tleman who just preceded me, extolling 
the virtues of the Bureau of the Budget, 
and how hard they labored to save money 
for the taxpayers, I could not help 
thinking about the President’s reorgani- 
zation plans that this House defeated 
overwhelmingly. The gentleman who 
was in charge of the Bureau of the 
Budget, Mr. Smith, on that occasion, 
even though this House passed the bill 
providing for a 25 percent decrease in 
the cost of government, when asked re- 
garding that decrease, said that it had 
not ever been considered. 

I have great respect for the gentle- 
man from Kentucky, and he is most con- 
vineing, and because he is so eloquent 
and convincing, I felt the need to rise on 
this occasion to point out the fact that 
the Bureau of the Budget is not so very 
much interested in saving money. Ob- 
viously they were not interested in sav- 
ing money in the reorganization plans: 
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I personally feel that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma (Mr. MONRONEY], who 
sponsored this legislation, and the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] are 
on the right track. We have been talk- 
ing about improving our machinery, and 
now we have an opportunity to act. 
Frankly, the cost of government is going 
up all the time. I do not think so much 
of the economy job they are doing. I do 
not think the Bureau of the Budget is 
so wonderful. I am for this bill, and I 
am for the amendment suggested by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. I 
think we are doing a good job for the 
country by voting up this resolution and 
voting for it unanimously. I trust the 
gentleman from Kentucky will change 
his mind as far as this particular feature 

is concerned. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. O'NEAL. If the gentleman is at- 
tacking the amendment that we offered, 
I wish he would stick to the amendment. 
As far as the bill is concerned, we are all 
for the bill. 

Mr, BENDER. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. O'NEAL. If the gentleman had 
been on the floor he would have under- 
stood it. 

Mr. BENDER. I have been on the 
floor all the while. 

Mr. O'NEAL. But the gentleman di- 
rects his remarks against the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. BENDER, I would not make any 
argument against the gentleman from 
Kentucky, because I like the gentleman 
too well. He is a fine public servant. But 
I will say this about his statement re- 
garding the Bureau of the Budget econ- 
omy program. I do not share his view 
at all. 

Mr. O'NEAL. I think the Congress has 
gotten into a very bad habit of attacking 
the Budget and giving no credit to many 

- hard-working men down there who are 
trying to do their job as sincerely as the 
gentleman is trying to do his. 

Mr. BENDER. Frankly I do give credit 
to them. I think they are a fine agency 
and I think there are many good men 
working there. I have no criticism of 
them except when you tell us how much 
money they saved and how anxious they 
are to save money, all I know is that the 
public debt is going up all the time, and 
obviously they are not saving any money. 

Mr. O’NEAL. Let me say to the gentle- 
man that if he will put it on the doorstep 
of Congress he will find the answer. It 
is not the Bureau of the Budget. In this 
very Congress we appropriated $3,000,- 
000,000 over and above what the Budget 
sent up here, $50,000,000 for airports, 
$3,750,000,000 for a loan, $400,000,000 for 
housing and other vast amounts. The 
Budget cannot change it. They carry out 
what the gentleman and I vote for. 

Mr. BENDER, But the Budget has 
made many recommendations that we 
revised downward, and we do it regularly, 
on every appropriation bill. 

There are many pressing and difficult 
issues before the Nation today which 
demand our keenest thinking. Virtually 
every one of these problems requires leg- 
islative analysis and action, Yet Con- 
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gress finds itself in the position of seek- 
ing to battle a multitude of complex eco- 
nomic, social, and political difficulties 
with archaic legislative weapons. Our 
procedure has proven itself painfully 
slow, cumbersome, and expensive. 

A Congress which is forever prodding 
the Executive to cut down on unneces- 
sary expenditures cannot itself sanction 
the wastefulness of duplicating commit- 
tees, hearings, and functions. Nor is 
there any justification in these days for 
the expensive double employment of ex- 
perts by the executive branch of our 
Government and by special congressional 
committees. 

Congress will do well to take action at 
once on the proposal now pending to 
modernize its functions. 

The Nation’s pressing problems will be 
better solved and more adequately con- 
sidered if this congressional reorganiza- 
tion takes place. Under the terms of the 
bill now before us, each one of the com- 
mittees remaining in existence would 
have a staff of full-time experts keep- 
ing its membership informed and work- 
ing in close contact with executive agen- 
cies carrying out the legislative intent of 
Congress in its field. A joint committee 
of Senate and House to assure effective 
cooperation would be set up. Another 
joint committee representing the ma- 
jority and minority parties in Congress 
would be created. Still a third joint 
committee would become a legislative 
executive council. i 

The need for change in our legislative 
procedure is apparent to every citizen 
who follows the daily news. Duplication 
of investigations, long delays in consid- 
ering legislation, the ease with which 
issues distasteful to a few individuals can 
be effectively shelved are all too evident 
in Washington. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, section 138, the legisla- 
tive budget, is something I have been 
wishing would come before the House of 
Representatives for a long, long, long 
time. I tried many times to get the Ap- 
propriations Committee and the Ways 
and Means Committee to get together 
and determine how much money the 
Congress was going to have to spend for 
a session of Congress, and then figure 
out just how they were going to raise the 
money they wanted to spend. By that 
means, a joint committee of those com- 
mittees of the House and similar com- 
mittees of the Senate Would determine 
just what our budget would be, and then 
we would try to hew to the line of a bal- 
anced budget. 

Mr. VORXS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Does not this 
section provide the answer to the gentle- 
man’s famous question, “Where are we 
going to get the money?” 

Mr. RICH. Yes; it provides the an- 
swer to the mechanics of how we are 
going to get the money. It does not pro- 
vide the money, exactly. 

The situation is this. Let us take the 
home as an example. In any home the 
father and mother know what the earn- 
ing power of the home is. Then from 
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that they know just exactly what they 
can spend in that home. If they spend 
more than they take in, when they have 
to go in debt for it they know that it is 
a burden on the family in future days to 
get rid of that debt. The only way to get 
rid of it is to pay it off. That is the only 
honest and honorable thing to do, to pay 
it off. 

In operating its business the directors 
of a corporation get together and say, 
“We are going to do this and we are go- 
ing to make additions or improvements” 
and they figure the cost. They know it 
will cost so much money. But before 
they determine that they are going to 
spend that money they know exactly 
where they are going to get every dollar 
of it. They do not obligate themselves 
for hundreds of thousands of dollars 
when they do not know where it is com- 
ing from. They make arrangements 
with the banks or somebody else to 
finance them, and then they know how 
much they have to make from day to 
day to pay that debt off. 

For 14 years I have been very much 
dissatisfied with the way we have been 
squandering, unintelligently, the money 
of the taxpayers of this country, and I 
Say we have been squandering it, and I 
say it advisedly. Look at our financial 
statement and it will reveal its terribly 
terrible condition to you. We have not 
used business procedure or business 
methods in Congress in our financing the 
Federal Government. If we now adopt 
section 138 and carry out its provisions, 
as I hope will be the case, I believe we 
will be able to do something that will 
eventually cause us to have a Budget we 
can balance. If we do not do that, our 
Government is hopelessly lost, because 
our indebtedness of $268,000,000,000 now 
certainly is an amount that ought to 
make every one of you shudder. Each 
one of you owes $2,000 of that debt, and 
every man, woman, and child in your 
district owes the sum of $2,000. A fam- 
ily of five owes $10,000 of that debt of 
this country, and they have to pay it. 
It is for this reason if for no other rea- 
son that we ought to adopt section 138. 
Also we should not vote any increased 
salaries to Members at this itme, the 
country 1s not in condition to accept the 
increase and they cannot afford to pay 
it. You must cut down the expenses of 
government and show the taxpayers that 
the majority party are worthy of their 
hire. The stockholders of a corporation 
would not elect directors that would 
wreck the corporation and put it into 
bankruptcy if they knew it. Do you 
think they would? No; they would vote 
them out. I say to you, watch out if 
your stockholders do not do likewise. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been privileged 
to be a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations for a number of years 
and have tried in the performance of 
my duties on that committee to give 
everything I possess in the way of energy, 
talent, and ability. I want to place my- 
self four-square with the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. The gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] has 
today given to the House of Repre- 
sentatives a challenge. So far as I 
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am concerned as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, I endorse what 
he has said 100 percent. I know the 
House of Representatives is not going 
to turn its back upon the provisions in 
this bill which the sponsors of the bill 
say, and the distinguished Senator from 
my own State of Wisconsin [Mr. La 
FOLLETTE] says, are the very guts of this 
bill. Now, let us see what they are argu- 
ing about. They say, “Oh, nothing is 
going to happen if you set up this great 
superduper committee and if you bring 
the representatives of the Committee 
on Ways and Means and the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House together 
with the representatives of the Finance 
Committee and the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the Senate in a joint 
meeting to take a look at this budget 
which the President submits at the be- 
ginning of each session.” Why not? I 
ask you. Why should they not take a 
look? Why should they not examine 
that budget? Why should they not raise 
the question as to whether or not it is 
possible to adopt a legislative budget— 
a legislative mark, if you please—that 
the committees of Congress may shoot 
at in an attempt to balance the budget? 
The budget that the President will sub- 
mit in January 1947 is in process of 
being prepared right now. The chances 
are that the figures contained in that 
budget will be G months old when they 
are submitted on the 3d of January. 
Why should not the Congress, through 
this committee, have up-to-the-minute 
estimates of the Treasury Department as 
to the revenues? Why should not they 
have the up-to-the-minute figures of 
these departments submitted so that we 
can have an up-to-the-minute legisla- 
tive budget? Perhaps it may interfere 
somewhat with this Subcommittee on 
Deficiency Appropriations that has al- 
ready reported out 3 deficiency bills in- 
volving billions of dollars which never 
were considered by any of the subcom- 
mittees of Congress charged with appro- 
priating for the items contained in those 
deficiency appropriation bills. So far 
as I am concerned, I am willing to take 
this step in the direction of an effort to 
secure a balanced budget. Despite the 
things that my friend from New York 
has said and despite the argument made 
by my friend the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. O'NEAL] I have not heard 
one sound argument adduced which to 
me is a compelling argument against 
the adoption of the provisions of this 
reorganization bill which will give this 
joint committee an opportunity to go 
over the Presidential budget to try to 
set up an over-all budget, if you please, 
that will be up to date on the basis of 
up-to-date finanvial estimates from the 
Treasury Department and set a ceiling 
that the subcommittees of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations can shoot at. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, there is 
nothing in this proposal that stops the 
subcommittees from going to work. 
They will have the Presidential budget 
before them and there is nothing to stop 
them from going ahead with their 
hearings. 

I want to tell you, if you sat in these 
hearings, despite all this breast beating 
year after year down here, the whole sit- 
uation of appropriating money, as I have 
experienced it, is “by guess and by God.” 
That is about what it amounts to. I 
think it is about time that we began to 
take some steps in the direction of hav- 
ing a more scientific approach to this 
matter of budget making and the matter 
of appropriating the public’s money. It 
is because I have such a sincere convic- 
tion in that regard that I, as one mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee who 
has spoken on this question many times 
before, want to endorse to the Congress 
of the United States the sentiments so 
ably and magnificently expressed by the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has again 
expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate on 
this paragraph and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many fea- 
tures of this bill which I think are im- 
portant. The Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr, La FoLLETTE] and the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] and 
their committee have worked long and 
hard in preparing a measure reorgan- 
izing the activities of Congress. Prac- 
tically all of us are in sympathy with 
their views, even though some points may 
be controversial. But, because it is a 
good bill, because it will do the job and 
help improve congressional procedures, 
there is no reason why some other con- 
troversial features should be introduced 
at this time. In other words, features 
which might not be adopted if they inde- 
pendently came before the House. 

It was only a few months ago that this 
House had the privilege of voting di- 
rectly on the question of pensions for 
Congressmen. The bill was sent back to 
committee. The House refused to take 
any action whatsoever regarding it. 
Previously that question has been before 
the Congress and has been discussed and 
turned down. Yet, because this is an 
important bill and because it is a step in 
the right direction, even though it is not 
complete in all particulars, again we 
have this question of congressional pen- 
sions inserted. I happened to be among 
those who opposed congressional pen- 
sions during many Congresses and I con- 
tinue to oppose them. 

Another is the provision for the in- 
crease of salaries of Senators and Rep- 
resentatives. There is a way of increas- 
ing the salaries of Members of Congress 
if that should be wise to do so, and that 
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is to bring a bill out of the proper legis- 
lative committee, let it receive favorable 
consideration in the Committee of the 
Whole, and then a vote by the House, 
on a yea and nay vote. That is the way 
to increase salaries and do it fairly and 
squarely. There is no reason why that 
particular salary provision should be put 
into this bill. There is nothing in the 
procedures of Congress that depends 
upon the salaries that Members receive. 
Unless those two features are stricken 
out, notwithstanding that I favor the 
purposes of this bill, I shall not vote for it. 

Only yesterday the House passed the 
so-called social-security bill. There are 
some 60,000 pensioners in the State of 
Wisconsin depending more or less upon 
Federa] aid for social security in the 
small amount allotted to them. Such 
old-age assistance amounts to about $30 
a month, half payable from Federal aid 
and the rest by the State and county. 

Under the so-called social-security 
bill passed by the House, yesterday, the 
old-age pensioners, blind persons, and 
those children under pension in the 
State of Wisconsin will receive an addi- 
tional $640,000 per year as Federal aid. 
That will be for the 46,000 pensioners 
drawing old-age assistance and about 
14,000 more on the pension lists of the 
blind and children’s aid. The increase 
of Federal aid for them will probably 
amount to not to exceed $20 per year 
for every pensioner on the lists. Cer- 
tainly if there is any reason why salaries 
should be increased in Congress, or why 
there should be a wage increase every- 
where else, there is every reason in the 
world why these people, two million and 
a quarter of them in our country should 
receive a more reasonable increase in 
their assistance payments. 

Unless amendments are adopted to 
strike out these, the provision for con- 
gressional pension and pay increases, 
which I do not think are properly in this 
bill, I shall be compelled to vote against 
it even though I am heartily in favor of 
the general purposes of the measure. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE I—CHANGES IN RULES oF SENATE AND 
House 
RULE-MAKING POWER OF THE SENATE AND 
HOUSE 

Sec. 101. The following sections of this 
title are enacted by the Congress: 

(a) As an exercise of the rule-making 
power of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives, respectively, and as such they 
shall be considered as part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, or of that House 
to which they specifically apply; and such 
rules shall supersede other rules only to the 
extent that they are inconsistent therewith; 
and 

(b) With full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure in 
such House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of such House. 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the portions 
of the bill from line 12, page 5, to line 13, 
page 24, be considered as read and 
printed in the Record. That portion of 
the bill deals exclusively with the rules of 
the Senate over which the House exer- 
cises no real jurisdiction, and it would 
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expedite consideration of the bill to treat 
it in this manner. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

(The portion of the bill referred to 
follows:) 

PART 1—STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE 

Standing committees of the Senate 


Sec. 102. Rule XXV of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate is amended to read as follows: 
“RULE XXV 
“Standing committees 

1) The following standing committees 
shall be appointed at the commencement of 
each Congress, with leave to report by bill 
or otherwise: 

“(a) Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla- 
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“1, Agriculture generally. 

“2. Inspection of livestock and meat prod- 
ucts, 

“3 Animal industry and diseases of ani- 
mals. 

“4, Adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and 
protection of birds and animals in forest 
reserves. 

“5. Agricultural colleges and experiment 
stations. 

“6. Forestry in general, and forest reserves 
other than those created from the public 
domain. 

“7. Agricultural economics and research. 

“8. Agricultural and industrial chemistry. 
. “9. Dairy industry. 

“10. Entomology and plant quarantine. 

„11. Human nutrition and home eco- 
nomics. 

“12. Plant industry, soils, and agricultural 
engineering. 

“13. Agricultural 
services. 

"14 Extension of farm credit and farm 
security. 

“15. Rural electrification. 

“16. Agricultural production and market- 
ing and stabilization of prices of agricultural 
products. 

“17. Crop insurance and soil conservation. 

“(b) Committee on Appropriations, to 
consist of 21 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, 
messages, petitions, memorials, and other 
matters relating to the following subjects: 

1. Appropriation of the revenue for the 
support of the Government. 

“(c) Committee on Armed Services, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Common defense generally. 

“2. The War Department and the Military 
Establishment generally. 

“3. The Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment generally, 

“4, Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes. 

“5. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces. 

“6. Selective service. 

7. Size and composition of the Army and 
Navy. 8 

“8. Forts, arsenals, military reservations, 
and navy yards. 

“9. Ammunition depots. 

“10. Maintenance and operation of the 
Panama Canal, including the administration, 
a and government of the Canal 

e. 

“11. Conservation, development, and use 

of naval petroleum and oil-shale reserves. 


educational extension 
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“12. Strategic and critical materials neces- 

for the common defense. 

(d) Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other matters 
relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Banking and currency generally. 

“2, Financial aid to commerce and indus- 
try, other than matters relating to such aid 
which are specifically assigned to other com- 
mittees under this rule, 

“3. Deposit insurance. 

“4, Public and private housing. 

“5. Federal Reserve System. 

“6. Gold and silver, including the coinage 
thereof. 

7. Issuance of notes and redemption 
thereof. 

“8. Valuation and revaluation of the dollar, 

9. Control of prices of commodities, rents, 
or services, : 

“(e) Committee on Civil Service, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1. The Federal civil service generally. 

“2. The status of officers and employees of 
the United States, including their compensa- 
tion, classification, and retirement. 

“3. The postal service generally, including 
the railway mail service, and measures re- 
lating to ocean mail and pneumatic-tube 
service, but excluding post roads. 

“4, Postal-savings banks. 

“5. Census and the collection of statistics 
generally. 

“6. The National Archives. 

“(f) Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla- 
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
— matters relating to the following sub- 

ects: 

“1. All measures relating to the municipal 
affairs of the District of Columbia in general, 
other than appropriations therefor, includ- 


ing— 

“2. Public health and safety; sanitation, 
and quarantine regulations. 

“3. Regulation of sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 7 

“4, Adulteration of food and drugs. 

“5, Taxes and tax sales. 

“6. Insurance, executors, administrators, 
wills, and divorce. 

“7, Municipal and juvenile courts. 

“8, Incorporation and organization of 
societies. 

“9. Municipal code and amendments to 
the criminal and corporation laws. 

“(g) (1) Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, to consist of 13 Sen- 
ators, to which committee shall be referred 
all proposed legislation, messages, petitions, 
memorials, and other matters relating to the 
following subjects: 

“(A) Budget and accounting measures, 
other than appropriations. 

„)  Reorganizations in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

EN Such committee shall have the duty 
01— 

“(A) receiving and examining reports of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and of submitting such recommendations to 
the Senate as it deems n or desir- 
able in connection with the subject matter of 
such reports; 

“(B) studying the operation of Govern- 
ment activities at all levels with a view to 
determining its economy and efficiency; 

“(C) evaluating the effects of laws enacted 
to reorganize the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government; 

“(D) studying intergovernmental relation- 
ships between the United States and the 
States and municipalities, and between the 
United States and international organiza- 
tions of which the United States is a member. 
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“(h) Committee on Finance, to consist of 
18 Senators, to which committee shall be 
referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Revenue measures generally. 

“2. The bonded debt of the United States. 

“3. The deposit of public moneys. 

“4, Customs, collection districts, and ports 
of entry and delivery. 

“5. Reciprocal trade agreements. 

“6. Transportation of dutiable goods. 

“7. Revenue measures relating to the in- 
sular possessions, 

“8. Tariffs and import quotas, and matters 
related thereto. 

“9. National social security. 

“10. Veterans’ measures generally. 

“11, Pensions of all the wars of the United 
States, general and special. 

“12. Life insurance issued by the Govern- 
ment on account of service in the armed 
forces. 

“13. Compensation of veterans. 

i) Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, 
messages, petitions, memorials, and other 
matters relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Relations of the United States with for- 
eign nations generally, 

“2. Treaties. 

“3. Establishment of boundary lines be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations. 

“4, Protection of American citizens abroad 
and expatriation. 

“5. Neutrality. 

“6. International conferences and con- 
gresses. 

J. The American National Red Cross. 

“8, Intervention abroad and declarations 
of war. 

“9. Measures relating to the diplomatic 
service. 

“10. Acquisition of land and buildings for 
embassies and legations in foreign countries, 

“11, Measures to foster commercial inter- 
course with foreign nations and to safeguard 
American business interests abroad. 

“12. United Nations Organization and in- 
ternational financial and monetary organ- 
izations. 

“13. Foreign loans. 

“(j) Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to consist of 13 Senators, 
to which committee shall be referred all pro- 
posed legislation, messages, petitions, me- 
morials, and other matters relating to the 
following subjects: 

“1. Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally. 

“2. Regulation of interstate railroads, 
busses, trucks, and pipe lines, 

“3. Communication by telephone, 
graph, radio, and television. 

“4, Civil aeronautics. 

“5, Merchant marine generally. 

“6. Registering and licensing of vessels and 
small boats. 

“7, Navigation and the laws relating there- 
to, including pilotage. 

“8, Rules and international arrangements 
to prevent collisions at sea. 

“9. Merchant marine officers and seamen. 

“10. Measures relating to the regulation of 
common carriers by water and to the inspec- 
tion of merchant marine vessels, lights and 
signals, life-saving equipment, and fire pro- 
tection on such vessels. 

“11. Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

“12. The Coast Guard, including life-saving 
service, lighthouses, lightships, and ocean 
derelicts. 

“13. The United States Coast Guard and 
Merchant Marine Academies. 

“14. Weather Bureau. 

“15. Except as provided in paragraph (c), 
the Panama Canal and interoceanic canals 
generally. 

“16. Inland waterways, 
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“17, Fisheries and wildlife, including re- 
search, restoration, refuges, and conserva- 
tion. 

“18. Bureau of Standards including stand- 
ardization of weights and measures and the 
metric system. 

“(k) Committee on the Judiciary, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

1. Judicial proceedings, civil and crimi- 
nal, generally. 

“2. Constitutional amendments, 

“3. Federal courts and judges. 

4. Local courts in the Territories and pos- 
sessions. 

“5. Revision and codification of the stat- 
utes of the United States. 

“6. National penitentiaries. 

“7. Protection of trade and commerce 
against unlawful restraints and monopolies. 

“8. Holidays and celebrations. 

“9. Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 
counterfeiting. 

“10. State and Territorial boundary lines. 

“11. Meetings of Congress, attendance of 
Members, and their acceptance of incom- 
patible offices. 

“12. Civil liberties. 

“13. Patents, copyrights, and trade-marks, 

“14. Patent Office. 

“15. Immigration and naturalization. 

“16. Apportionment of Representatives. 

“17. Measures relating to claims against 
the United States. 

“18. Interstate compacts generally. 

“(1) Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla- 
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: $ 

“1, Measures relating to education, labor, 
or public welfare generally. 

2. Mediation and arbitration of labor dis- 
putes. 

“3. Wages and hours of labor. 

“4, Convict labor and the entry of goods 
made by convicts into interstate commerce. 

“5. Regulation or prevention of importa- 
tion of foreign laborers under contract. 

“6. Child labor. 

“7. Labor statistics, 

“8, Labor standards. 

“9, School-lunch program. 

“10. Vocational rehabilitation. 

“11. Railroad labor and railroad retirement 
and unemployment, except revenue measures 
relating thereto. 

“12. United States Employees Compensa- 
tion Commission. 

“13. Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 
Dumb, and Blind; Howard University; Freed- 
man's Hospital; and Saint Elizabeths Hos- 
pital. 

“14. Public health and quarantine. 

“15. Welfare of miners. 

“16. Vocational rehabilitation and educa- 
tion of veterans. 

“17. Veterans’ hospitals, medical care and 
treatment of veterans. 

“18. Soldiers’ and sailors’ civil relief. 

“19, Readjustment of servicemen to civil 
lite. 

(m) Committee on Public Lands, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Public lands generally, including en- 
try, easements, and grazing thereon. 

“2. Mineral resources of the public lands. 

“3. Forfeiture of land grants and alien 
ownership, including alien ownership of 
mineral lands. 

“4, Forest reserves and national parks 
created from the public domain. 

“5. Military parks and battlefields, and na- 
tional cemeteries. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


“6, Preservation of prehistoric ruins and 
objects of interest on the public domain. 

“7. Measures relating generally to Ha- 
wali, Alaska, and the insular possessions of 
the United States, except those affecting their 
revenue and appropriations. 

“8, Irrigation and reclamation, including 
water supply for reclamation projects, and 
easements of public lands for irrigation proj- 
ects. 

“9, Interstate compacts relating to appor- 
tionment of waters for irrigation purposes, 

“10. Mining interests generally. 

11. Mineral land laws and claims and en- 
tries thereunder. 

“12. Geological survey. 

“13. Mining schools and experimental sta- 
tions. 

“14. Petroleum conservation and conserva- 
tion of the radium supply in the United 
States. 

“15. Relations of the United States with 
the Indians and the Indian tribes. 

“16. Measures relating to the care, educa- 
tion, and management of Indians, including 
the care and cllotment of Indian lands and 
general and special measures relating to 
claims which are paid out of Indian funds. 

“(n) Committee on Public Works, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1. Flood control and improvement of 
rivers and harbors. 

“2. Public works for the benefit of naviga- 
tion, and bridges and dams (other than inter- 
national bridges and dams). 

“3. Water power. 

“4. Oil and other pollution of navigable 
waters. 

“5. Public buildings and occupied or im- 
proved grounds of the United States gen- 
erally. 

“6. Measures relating to the purchase of 
sites and construction of post offices, custom- 
houses, Federal courthouses, and Government 
buildings within the District of Columbia. 

“7, Measures rclating to the Capitol build- 
ing and the Senate and House Office Build- 
ings. 


“8, Measures relating to the construction 
or reconstruction, maintenance, and care of 
the buildings and grounds of the Botanic 
Gardens, the Library of Congress, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

“9. Public reservations and parks within 
the District of Columbia, including Rock 
Creek Park and the Zoological Park. 

“10. Measures relating to the construction 
or maintenance of roads and post roads. 

“(o) (1) Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration, to consist of 13 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed legis- 
lation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“(A) Matters relating to the payment of 
money out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate or creating a charge upon thie same; 
except that any resolution relating to sub- 
stantive matter within the jurisdiction of 
any other standing committee of the Sen- 
ate shall be first referred to such committee. 

“(B) Except as provided in parapragh (n) 
8, matters relating to the Library of Con- 
gress and the Senate Library; statuary and 
pictures; acceptance or purchase of works of 
art for the Capitol; the Botanic Gardens; 
management of the Library of Congress; pur- 
chase of books and manuscripts; erection of 
monuments to the memory of individuals. 

“(C) Except as provided in paragraph (n) 
8, matters relating to the Smithsonian In- 
stitution and the incorporation of similar 
institutions. 

“(D) Matters relating to the election of 
the President, Vice President, or Members of 
Congress; corrupt practices; contested elec- 


- tions; credentials and qualifications; Federal 


elections generally; Presidential succession, 
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“(E) Matters relating to parliamentary 
rules; floor and gallery rules; Senate Res- 
taurant; administration of the Senate Office 
Building and of the Senate wing of the 
Capitol; assignment of office space; and serv- 
ices to the Senate. 

“(F) Matters relating to printing and cor- 
rection of the CoNGRESSIONAL 8 

“(2) Such committee shall also have the 
duty of examining all bills, amendments, and 
joint resolutions after passage by the Senate; 
and in cooperation with the Committee on 
House Administration of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, of examining all bills and joint 
resolutions which shall have passed both 
Houses, to see that the same are correctly en- 
rolled; and when signed by the Speaker of 
the House and the President of the Senate, 
shall forthwith present the same, when they 
shall hare originated in the Senate, to the 
President of the United States in person, and 
report the fact and date of such presentation 
to the Senate. Such committee shall also 
have the duty of assigning office space in the 
Senate wing of the Capitol and in the Sen- 
ate Office Building. 

“(2) Each standing committee shall con- 
tinue and have the power to act until their 
successors are appointed. 

“(3) Each standing committee is author- 
ized to fix the number of its members (but 
not less than one-third of its entire mem- 
bership) who shall constitute a quorum 
thereof for the transaction of such business 
as may be considered by said committee, sub- 
ject to the provisions of section 133 (d) of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

“(4) Each Senator shall serve on two 
standing committees and no more; except 
that Senators of the majority party who are 
members of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia or of the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments 
may serve on three standing committees and 
no more.” 

Appropriations 


Sec. 103. Rule XVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate is amended to read as follows: 


“RULE XVI 
“Amendments to appropriation bills 


“1. All general appropriation bills shall be 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and no amendments shall be received to any 
general appropriation bill the effect of which 
will be to increase an appropriation already 
contained in the bill, or to add a new item of 
appropriation, unless it be made to carry 
out the provisions of some existing law, or 
treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution previ- 
ously passed by the Senate during that ses- 
sion; or unless the same be moved by direc- 
tion of a standing or select committee of the 
Senate, or proposed in pursuance of an esti- 
mate submitted in accordance with law. 

“2. The Committee on Appropriations shall 
not report an appropriation bill containing 
amendments proposing new or general legis- 
lation or any restriction on the expenditure 
of the funds appropriated which proposes a 
limitation not authorized by law if such re- 
striction is to take effect or cease to be 
effective upon the happening of a con- 
tingency, and if an appropriation bill is re- 
ported to the Senate containing amendments 
proposing new or general legislation or any 
such restriction, a point of order may be made 
against the bill, and if the point is sustained, 
the bill shall be recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

“3. All amendments to general appropria- 
tion bills moved by direction of a standing or 


select committee of the Senate, proposing to 


increase an appropriation already contained 
in the bill, or to add new items of appropria- 
tion, shall, at least 1 day before they are con- 
sidered, be referred to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, and when actually proposed to 
the bill no amendment proposing to increase 
the amount stated in such amendment shall 
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be received; in like manner, amendments 
proposing new items of appropriation to 
river and harbor bills, establishing post roads, 
or proposing new post roads, shall, before 
being considered, be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

“4. No amendment which proposes general 
legislation shall be received to any general 
appropriation bill, nor shall any amendment 
not germane or relevant to the subject matter 
contained in the bill be received; nor shall 
any amendment to any item or clause of such 
bill be received which does not directly relate 
thereto; nor shall any restriction on the 
expenditure of the funds appropriated which 
proposes a limitation not authorized by law 
be received if such restriction is to take effect 
or cease to be effective upon the happening 
of a contingency; and all questions of 
relevancy of amendments under this rule, 
when raised, shall be submitted to the 
Senate and be decided without debate; and 
any such amendment or restriction to a gen- 
eral appropriation bill may be laid on the 
table without prejudice to the bill. 

“5. No amendment, the object of which is 
to provide for a private claim, shall be re- 
ceived to any general appropriation bill, un- 
less it be to carry out the provisions of an 
existing law or a treaty stipulation, which 
shall be cited on the face of the amendment. 

“6. (a) Three members of the following- 
named committees, to be selected by their 
respective committees, shall be ex officio 
members of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, to serve on said committee when the 
annual appropriation bill making appropria- 
tions for the purposes specified in the fol- 
lowing table opposite the name of the com- 
mittee is being considered by the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

Purpose of appropria- 
Name oj committee tion 
Committee on Agri- For the Department 
culture and Fores- of Agriculture. 


try. 

Committee on Civil For the Post Office 
Service. Department. 

Committee on Armed For the Department 


Services. of War; for the De- 
partment of the 
Navy. 
Committee on the For the District of 
District of Columbia, Columbia. 


Committee on Public For rivers and har- 

Works. bors. 

Committee on Foreign For the diplomatic 

Relations. and consular sery- 

ice. 

„b) At least one member of each com- 
mittee enumerated in subparagraph (a), to 
be selected by his or their respective com- 
mittees, shall be a member of any conference 
committee appointed to confer with the 
House upon the annual appropriation bill 
making appropriations for the purposes 
specified in the foregoing talle opposite the 
name of his or their respective committee, 

J. When a point of order is made against 
any restriction on the expenditure of funds 
appropriated in a general appropriation bill 
on the ground that the restriction violates 
this rule, the rule shall be construed strictly 
and, in case of doubt, in favor of the point of 
order.” 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the further 
reading of the bill be by the titles of the 
sections, each section to be open for 
amendment when the title has been 
read. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, and I shall not, 
I want to ask the gentleman from Okla- 
homa a question: Would we by the pro- 
visions embodied in this bill have the 
right to change the rules of the next 
Congress despite the fact that this bill 
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was passed by the Senate and the 
House? 

Mr. MONRONEY. No. It specifically 
recognizes the right of either House to 
change its rules at any time. We are 
merely doing it jointly for the purpose 
of convenience and clarification. The 
rules can be changed by the new Con- 
gress or by this Congress at any time. 

The . Will the gentle- 
man restate his request? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
read by titles of sections, each section 
to be considered open for amendment 
when the titles are read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
means to read the title and not the sec- 
tion? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, how many 
sections are there in the bill? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Probably a hun- 
dred sections. 

Mr. PATMAN. Will the reading by 
sections be according to the consent 
request? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Clerk will 
read the titles of the sections. 

Mr. PATMAN. All right; starting 
now with section 121, how far would the 
Clerk read before an amendment would 
be offered? 

Mr. MONRONEY. He would read the 
first part, of course, and then an amend- 
ment would be in order. 

Mr. PATMAN. The first part down 
to where? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Clerk would 
read: 

Rule X of the rules of the House of Repre- 
sentatives is amended to read as follows. 


And then the section would be con- 
sidered as read. 

Mr. PATMAN. Then he would get 
down to page 27? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Then rule XI on page 
27 would next be in order? 

Mr. MONRONEY. That would be the 
next subtitle the Clerk would read and 
it would be open to amendment. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object. I think if the gentle- 
man wants to give us a chance he will let 
the bill be read by sections. He can call 
the sections without reading them, then 
let us offer amendments. 
ate MONRONEY. I was trying to do 

at. 

Mr. TABER. Let him call the number 
of the section and ask for amendments 
to that section. I think that would be 
all right. The titles are so hard to find, 
unless one is exceedingly familiar with it. 
It will be difficult for anyone to follow, 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will be glad to 
modify my request. 

Mr. TABER. Let the Chairman call 
off the section numbers one at a time and 
amendments may be offered. I would be 
willing to do that. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I agree with that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, will the Chair 
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just state what the request is so that all 
Members will be advised? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Oklahoma asks unanimous consent that 
the sectior numbers be read as they are 
reached, that the reading of the language 
in the section be dispensed with but that 
when the section number is read it will 
then be in order to offer amendments to 
any part of that section. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The Chair will 
announce the page of the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


PART 2—RULES OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 


Standing committees of the House of 
Representatives 
Sec, 121. (a) Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives is amended to read 
as follows: 
“RULE X 
“Standing committees 


“(a) There shall be elected by the House, 
at the commencement of each Congress, the 
following standing committes: 

“1, Committee on Agriculture, to consist 
of 27 Members. 

“2. Committee on Appropriations, to con- 
sist of 43 Members. 

“3. Committee on Armed Services, to con- 
sist of 33 Members. 

“4, Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to consist of 27 Members. 

“5. Committee on Civil Service, to consist 
of 25 Members. 

“6. Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, to consist of 25 Members. 

7. Committee on Education and Labor, 
to consist of 25 Members. 

“8. Committee on Expenditures in the Ex- 
ecutive Departments, to consist of 25 Mem- 
bers. 

“9, Committee on Foreign Affairs, to con- 
sist of 25 Members. 

“10. Committee on House Administration, 
to consist of 25 Members, 

“11. Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to consist of 27 Members. 

“12. Committee on the Judiciary, to con- 
sist of 25 Members. 

“13; Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, to consist of 25 Members. 

“14. Committee on Public Lands, to consist 
of 25 Members. 

“15. Committee on Public Works, to consist 
of 27 Members. 

“16, Committee on Rules, to consist of 12 
Members. 

“17. Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties, to consist of nine Members. 

“18. Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to 
consist of 27 Membere. 

“19. Committee on Ways and sain to 
consist of 27 Members. 

“(b) (1) The Speaker shall appoint all 
select and conference committees which shall 
be ordered by the House from time to time. 

“(2) At the commencement of each Con- 
gress, the House shall elect as chairman of 
each standing committee one of the mem- 
bers thereof; in the temporary absence of the 
chairman, the member next in rank in the 
order named in the election of the commit- 
tee, and so on, as often as the case shall 
happen, shall act as chairman; and in case 
of a permanent vacancy in the chairmanship 
of any such committee the House shall elect 
another chairman. 

“(3) All vacancies in standing commit- 
tees in the House shall be filled by election 
by the House. Each Member shall be elected 
to serve on one standing committee and no 
more; except that Members who are ‘elected 
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to serve on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia or on the Committee on Un- 
American Activities may be elected to serve 
on two standing committees and no more, 
and Members of the majority party who are 
elected to serve on the Committee on Expen- 
ditures in the Executive Departments or on 
the Committee on House Administration may 
be elected to serve on two standing commit- 
tees and no more.” 

(b) Rule XI of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“RULE XI 
“Powers and duties of committees 

“(1) All proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the subjects listed under the stand- 
ing committees named below shall be re- 
ferred to such committees, respectively: 

„(a) Committee on Agriculture. 

“1. Agriculture generally. 

“2. Inspection of livestock and meat prod- 
ucts, 

“3. Animal industry and diseases of ani- 
mals. 

“4, Adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and 
protection of birds and animals in forest 
reserves, 

“5. Agricultural colleges and experiment 
stations. 

“6. Forestry in general, and forest reserves 
other than those created from the public do- 
main. 

“7. Agricultural economics and research. 

“8, Agricultural and industrial chemistry. 

“9. Dairy industry. 

“10. Entomology and plant quarantine. 

“11, Human nutrition and home economics, 

“12. Plant industry, soils, and agricultural 
engineering. 

“13. Agricultural educational extension 
services. 

“14. Extension of farm credit and farm 
security. 

“15. Rural electrification. 

“16. Agricultural production and market- 
ing and stabilization of prices of agricul- 
tural products. 

“17. Crop insurance and soil conservation. 

“(b) Committee on Appropriations. 

“1, Appropriation of the revenue for the 
support of the Government. 

„(e) Committee on Armed Services. 

“1. Common defense generally. 

“2. The War Department and the Military 
Establishment generally. 

“3. The Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment generally, 

“4, Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes, 

“5. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces. 

“6. Selective service. 

“7, Size and composition of the Army and 
Navy. 

“8, Forts, arsenals, military reservations, 
and navy yards. 

“9. Ammunition depots, 

“10. Maintenance and operation of the 
Panama Canal, including the administra- 
tion, sanitation, and government of the Canal 
Zone. 

1. Conservation, development, and use of 
naval petroleum and oil shale reserves. 

“12. Strategic and ertitical materials 
necessary for the common defense. 

“(d) Committee on Banking and Currency. 

“1, Banking and currency generally. 

“2. Financial aid to commerce and indus- 
try, other than matters relating to such aid 
which are specifically assigned to other com- 
mittees under this rule, 

“3. Deposit insurance. 

“4, Public and private housing. 

“5. Federal Reserve System. 

“6. Gold and silver, including the coinage 
thereof. 

“7. Issuance of notes and redemption 
thereof. 
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“8. Valuation and revaluation of the dollar. 

“9. Control of prices of commodities, rents, 
or services. 

de) Committee on Civi) Service. 

“1. The Federal civil service generally. 

“2. The status of officers and employees of 
the United States, including their compen- 
sation, classification, and retirement. 

“3. The postal service generally, including 
the railway mail service, and measures relat- 
ing to ocean mail and pneumatic-tube serv- 
ice, but excluding post roads. 

“4, Postal-savings banks, 

“5. Census and the collection of statistics 
generally. 

“6. The National Archives. 

“(f) Committee on the 
Columbia. 

“1. All measures relating to the municipal 
affairs of the District of Columbia in general, 
other than appropriations therefor, includ- 


District of 


“2. Public health and safety, sanitation, 
and quarantine regulations. 

“3. Regulation of sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 

“4. Adulteration of food and drugs. 

“5, Taxes and tax sales. 

“6. Insurance, executors, 
wills, and divorce. 

“7, Municipal and juvenile courts. 

“8. Incorporation and organization of 
societies. 

“9. Municipal code and amendments to the 
criminal and corporation laws. 

“(g) Committee on Education and Labor. 

“1, Measures relating to education or labor 
generally. 

“2. Mediation and arbitration of labor dis- 
putes. 

“3. Wages and hours of labor. 

“4, Convict labor and the entry of goods 
made by convicts into interstate commerce. 

“5, Regulation or prevention of importa- 
tion of foreign laborers under contract. 

“6, Child labor. 

“7, Labor statistics. 

“8, Labor standards. 

“9. School-lunch program. 

“10. Vocational rehabilitation. 

“11. United States Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Commission. 

“12. Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 
Dumb, and Blind; Howard University; Freed- 
men’s Hospital; and St. Elizabeths Hospital. 

“13. Welfare of miners. 

“(h) (1) Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments. 

“(A) Budget and accounting measures, 
other than appropriations. 

“(B) Reorganizations in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

“(2) Such committee shall have the duty 
of— 

“(A) receiving and examining reports of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and of submitting such recommendations to 
the House as it deems necessary or desirable 
i~- connection with the subject matter of 


administrators, 


such reports; 


“(B) studying the operation of Govern- 
ment activities at all levels with a view to 
determining its economy and efficiency; 

“(C) evaluating the effects of laws enacted 
to reorganize the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government; 

“(D) studying intergovernmental relation. 
ships between the United States and the 
States and municipalities, and between the 
United States and international organiza- 
tions of which the United States is a member. 

“(i) Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

“1, Relations of the United States with 
foreign nations generally. 

“2. Establishment of boundary lines be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations. 

“3. Protection of American citizens abroad 
and expatriation. 

“4. Neutrality. 

“5. International conferences and con- 
gresses. 


10065 


“6. The American National Red Cross. 

7. Intervention abroad and declarations of 
war. 

“8. Measures relating to the diplomatic 
service. 

“9. Acquisition of land and buildings for 
embassies and legations in foreign countries. 

“10. Measures to foster commercial inter- 
course with foreign nations and to safeguard 
American business interests abroad. 

“11. United Nations Organization and in- 
ternational financial and monetary organiza- 
tions. 

“12. Foreign loans. 
= “(j) (1) Committee on House Administra- 

on. 

“(A) Employment of persons by the House, 
including clerks for Members and committees, 
and reporters of debates. 

“(B) Expenditure of the contingent fund 
of the House. 

“(C) The auditing and settling of all ac- 
counts which may be charged to the contin- 
gent fund. 

“(D) Measures relating to accounts of the 
House generally. 

“(E) Appropriations from the contingent 
fund. 

“(F) Measures relating to services to the 
House, including the House Restaurant and 
administration of the House Office Buildings 
and of the House wing of the Capitol. 

“(G) Measures relating to the travel of 
Members of the House. 

“(H) Measures relating to the assignment 
of office space for Members and committees. 

“(I) Measures relating to the disposition 
of useless executive papers. 

“(J) Except as provided in paragraph (o) 
8, matters relating to the Library of Con- 
gress and the House Library; statuary and 
pictures; acceptance or purchase of works of 
art for the Capitol; the Botanic Gardens; 
management of the Library Hl Congress; pur- 
chase of books and manuscripts; erection of 
monuments to the memory of individuals. 

“(K) Except as provided in paragraph (0) 
8, matters relating to the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution and the incorporation of similar insti- 
tutions. 

“(L) Matters relating to printing and cor- 
rection of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

“(M) Measures relating to the election of 
the President, Vice President, or Members 
of Congress; corrupt practices; contested 
elections; credentials and qualifications; and 
Federal elections generally. 

“(2) Such committee shall also have the 


duty o 


„(A) examining all bills, amendments, and 
joint resolutions after passage by the House; 
and, in cooperation with the Senate Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration, of ex- 
amining all bills and joint resolutions which 
shall have passed both Houses, to see that 
they are correctly enrolled; and when signed 
by the Speaker of the House and the Presi- 
dent of the Senate, shall forthwith present 
the same, when they shall have originated 
in the House, to the President of the United 
States in person, and report the fact and 
date of such presentation to the House; 

“(B) reporting to the Sergeant at Arms 
of the House the travel of Members of the 
House; 

“(C) arranging a suitable program for each 
day observed by the House of Representatives 
as a memorial day in memory of Members 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
who have died during the preceding period, 
and to arrange for the publication of the 
proceedings thereof. 

“(k) Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

“1, Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally. 

“2. Regulation of interstate 
busses, trucks, and pipe lines. 

“3. Communication by telephone, 
graph, radio, and television. 

“4, Civil aeronautics. 


railroads, 
tele- 
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“5. Weather Bureau. 

“6g, Interstate oil compacts. 

“7, Railroad labor and railroad retirement 
and unemployment, except revenue measures 
relating thereto. 

“8, Public health and quarantine, 

“9. Inland waterways. 

“10. Bureau of Standards, including stand- 
ardization of weights and measures and the 
metric system. 

“(1) Committee on the Judiciary. 

“J, Judicial proceedings, civil and crim- 
inal, generally. 

“2. Constitutional amendments. 

“3. Federal courts and judges. 

“4, Local courts in the Territories and pos- 
sessions, 

“5, Revision and codification of the stat- 
utes of the United States, 

“6. National penitentiaries, 

“7, Protection of trade and commerce 
against unlawful restraints and monopolies. 

“8. Holidays and celebrations. 

“9, Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 
counterfeiting. 


“10, State and Territorial boundary lines. 


“11. Meetings of Congress, attendance of 
Members, and their acceptance of incompat- 
ible offices. 

“12, Civil liberties. 

“13. Patents, copyrights, and trade-marks, 

“14, Patent Office. 

“15. Immigration and naturalization. 

“16. Apportionment of Representatives. 

“17. Measures relating to claims against 
the United States, 

“18, Interstate compacts generally. 

“19, Presidential succession. 

“(m) Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

“1, Merchant marine generally. 

"2. Registering and licensing’ of vessels 
and small boats, 

“3. Navigation' and the laws relating there- 
to, including pilotage. 

“4, Rules and international arrangements 
to prevent collisions at sea. 

“5. Merchant marine officers and seamen. 

“6. Measures relating to the regulation of 
common carriers by water and to the inspec- 
tion of merchant marine vessels, lights and 
signals, lifesaving equipment, and fire pro- 
tection on such vessels. 

7. The Coast Guard, including lifesaving 
service, lighthouses, lightships, and ocean 
derelicts. 

“8. United States Coast Guard and Mer- 
chant Marine Academies. x 

9. Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

“10. Except as provided in paragraph (c), 
the Panama Canal and interoceanic canals 
generally. 

“11. Fisheries and wildlife, including re- 
search, restoration, refuges, and conservation. 

“(n) Committee on Public Lands. 

“1, Public lands generally, including entry, 
easements, and grazing thereon. 

“2. Mineral resources of the public lands. 

3. Forfeiture of land grants and alien 
ownership, including alien ownership of 
mineral lands. 

“4, Forest reserves and national parks 
created from the public domain. 

“5, Military parks and battlefields, and 
national cemeteries. 

“6, Preservation of prehistoric ruins and 
objects of interest on the public domain, 

“7, Measures relating generally to Hawaii, 
Alaska, and the insular possessions of the 
United States, except those affecting the 
revenue and appropriations. 

“8, Irrigation and reclamation, including 
water supply for reclamation projects, and 
easements of public lands for irrigation 
projects. 

“9. Interstate compacts relating to appor- 
tionment of waters for irrigation purposes. 

“10. Mining interests generally. 

“11, Mineral land laws and claims and 
entries thereunder. 

“12. Geological survey. 
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“13. Mining schools and experimental sta- 


ons. 
“14. Petroleum conservation and conserva- 
tion of the radium supply in the United 


States. 

“15. Relations of the United States with 
the Indians and the Indian tribes. 

“16. Measures relating to the care, educa- 
tion, and management of Indians, including 
the care and allotment of Indian lands and 
general and special measures relating to 
claims which are paid out of.Indian funds. 

„(o) Committee on Public Works. 

“1, Flood control and improvement of 
rivers and harbors. 

“2. Public works for the benefit of naviga- 
tion, and bridges and dams (other than 
internationcl bridges and dams). 

“3. Water power. 

“4. Oil and other pollution of navigable 
waters. 

“5, Public buildings and occupied or im- 
proved grounds of the United States gen- 
erally. 

„6. Measures relating to the purchase of 
sites and construction of post offices, custom- 
houses, Federal courthouses, and Govern- 
ment buildings within the District of 
Columbia. 

J. Measures relating to the Capitol Build- 
ing and the Senate and House Office Build- 
ings. 

“8. Measures relating to the construction 
or reconstruction, maintenance, and care of 
the buildings and grounds of the Botanic 
Gardens, the Library of Congress, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

“9. Public reservations and parks within 
the District of Columbia, including Rock 
Creek Park and the Zoological Park. 

“10. Measures relating to the construction 
or maintenance of roads and post roads, other 
than appropriations therefor; but it shall 
not be in order for any bill providing general 
legislation in relation to roads to contain 
any provision for any specific road, nor for 
any bill in relation to a specific road to em- 
brace a provision in relation to any other 
specific road. 

“(p) Committee on Rules. 

“1. The rules, joint rules, and order of 
business of the House. 

“2. Recesses and final adjournments of 
Congress. 

“(q) (1) Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities. 

“(A) Un-American activities, 

“(2) The Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, as a whole or by subcommittee, is 
authorized to make from time to time inves- 
tigations of (i) the extent, character, and 
objects of un-American propaganda activi- 
ties in the United States, (ii) the diffusion 
within the United States of subversive and 
un-American propaganda that is instigated 
from foreign countries or of a domestic origin 
and attacks the principle of the form of gov- 
ernment as guaranteed by our Constitution, 
and (iii) all other questions in relation’ 
thereto that would aid Congress in any 
necessary remedial legislation. 

“The Commerce on Un-American Activi- 
ties shall report to the House (or to the Clerk 
of the House if the House is not in session) 
the results of any such investigation, to- 
gether with such recommendations as it 
deems advisable. 

“For the purpose of any such investigation, 
the Committee on Un-American Activities, or 
any subcommittee thereof, is authorized to 
sit and act at such times and places within 
the United States, whether or not the House 
is sitting, has recessed, or has adjourned, to 
hold such hearings, to require the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, papers, and documents, and to take 
such testimony, as it deems necessary. 
Subpenas may be issued under the signature 
of the chairman of the committee or any 
subcommittee, or by any member designated 
by any such chairman, and may be served by 
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any person designated by any such chair- 
man or member. 

“(r) Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

“1, Veterans’ measures generally. 

“2. Pensions of all the wars of the United 
States, general and special. 

“3. Life insurance issued by the Govern- 
ment on account of service in the armed 
forces, 

“4. Compensation, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, and education of veterans. 

“5, Veterans’ hospitals, medical care, and 
treatment of veterans. 

“6 Soldiers and sailors’ civil relief. 

“7, Readjustment of servicemen to civil 
life. 

“(s) Committee on Ways and Means. 

“1, Revenue measures generally. 

“2. The bonded debt of the United States. 

“3. The deposit of public moneys. 

“4. Customs, collection districts, and ports 
of entry and delivery. 

“5. Reciprocal trade agreements, 

“6. Transportation of dutiable goods. 

“7, Revenue measures relating to the in- 
sular possessions 

“8. National social security. 

“(2) (a) The following-named committees 
shall have leave to report at any time on 
the matters herein stated, namely: The Com- 
mittee on Rules—on rules, joint rules, and 
order of business; the Committee on House 
Administration—on the right of a Member 
to his seat, enrolled bills, on all matters re- 
ferred to it of printing for the use of the 
House or the two Houses, and on all mattess 
of expenditure of the contingent fund of the 
House; the Committee on Ways and Means— 
on bills raising revenue; the Committee on 
Appropriations—on the general appropria- 
tion bills; the Committee on Public Works— 
on bills authorizing the improvement of riv- 
ers and harbors; the Committee on the Pub- 
lic Lands—on bills for the forfeiture of land 
grants to railroad and other corporations, 
bills preventing speculation in the public 
lands, bills for the reservation of the public 
lands for the benefit of actual and bona fide 
settlers, and bills for the admission of new 
States; the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs— 
on general pension bills. 

“(b) It shall always be in order to call up 
for consideration a report from the Commit- 
tee on Rules (except it shall not be called up 
for consideration on the same day it is pre- 
sented to the House, unless so determined 
by a vote of not less than two-thirds of the 
Members voting, but this provision shall not 
apply during the last 3 days of the session), 
and, pending the consideration thereof, the 
Speaker may entertain one motion that the 
House adjourn; but after the result is an- 
nounced he shall not entertain any other- 
dilatory motion until the said report shall 
have been fully disposed of. The Committee 
on Rules shall not report any rule or order 
which shall provide that business under par- 
agraph 7 of rule XXIV shall be set aside by a 
vote of less than two-thirds of the Members 
present; nor shall it report any rule or order 
which shall operate to prevent the motion 
to recommit being made as provided in para- 
graph 4 of rule XVI. 

„(e) The Committee on Rules shall pre- 
sent to the House reports concerning rules, 
joint rules, and order of business, within 
three legislative days of the time when or- 
dered reported by the committee. If such 
rule or order is not considered immediately, 
it shall be referred to the calendar and, if 
not called up by the Member making the 
report within seven legislative days there- 
after, any member of the Rules Committee 
may call it up as a question of privilege and 
the Speaker shall recognize any member of 
the Rules Committee seeking recognition for 
that purpose. If the Committee on Rules 
shall make an adverse report on any resolu- 
tion pending before the committee, providing 
for an order of business for the consideration 
by the House of any public bill or joint res- 
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olution, on days when it shall be in order 
to call up motions to discharge committees 
it shall be in order for any Member of the 
House to call up for consideration by the 
House any such adverse report, and it shall 
be in order to move the adoption by the 
House of said resolution adversely reported 
notwithstanding the adverse report of the 
Committee on Rules, and the Speaker shall 
recognize the Member seeking recognition for 
that purpose as a question of the highest 
privilege. 

“(d) The Committee on House Adminis- 
tration shall make final report to the House 
in all contested-election cases not later than 
6 months from the first day of the first 
regular session of tke Congress to which the 
contestee is elected excep®in a contest from 
the Territory of Alaska, in which case the 
time shall not exceed 9 months. 

“(e) A standing committee of the House 
shall meet to consider any bill or resolution 
pending before it (A) on all regular meeting 
days selected by the committee; (B) ugon 
the call of the chairman of the committee: 
(C) if the chairman of the committee, after 
3 days consideration, refuses or fails, upon 
the request of at least three members of the 
committee, to call a special meeting of the 
committee within seven calendar days from 
the date of said request, then, upon the filing 
with the clerk of the committee of the writ- 
ten and signed request of a majority of the 
committee for a called special meeting of the 
committee, the committee shall meet on the 
day and hour specified in said written re- 
quest. It shall be the duty of the clerk of 
the committee to notify all members of the 
committee in the usual way of such called 
special meeting. 

“(f) The rules of the House are hereby 
made the rules of its standing committees 
so far as applicable, except that a motion to 
recess from day to day is hereby made a 
motion of high privilege in said committees.” 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer several committee amendments 
which are on the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: 

On page 25, line 15, after the word “of”, 
strike out “25” and insert “27.” 

On page 26, line 11, strike out “27” and 
insert “25.” 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
is simply a clarifying amendment chang- 
ing the number of members on the Ways 
and Means Committee from 27, which 
the committee had provided back to 25. 
Or, I should say, taking it back to its 
historic number. 

The committee did not know it, but the 
Ways and Means Committee has always 
been a 25-man committee. The division 
within the committee has been 15 and 10 
between majority and minority. We did 
not wish to disturb that historical re- 
lationship. We add to the 25 members 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee 2, mak- 
ing that 27 so as to preserve the numeri- 
cal balance for the committee. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman tell us why the Committee on 
the Judiciary was reduced from 27 to 25 
members in view of the fact that that 
committee absorbs under this bill the 
jurisdiction of four other committees? 
Why should it not be 27 instead of 25? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The difference be- 
tween 25 and 27 was largely to see that 
the mathematical balance of the House 
was preserved. If the gentleman wishes, 
he can offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 
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— committee amendment was agreed 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: 
Page 27, line 16, after the word “respec- 
tively”, insert a colon and the following: 
“Provided, That unless otherwise provided 
herein any matter within the jurisdiction of 
a standing committee prior to January 2, 
1947, shall remain subject to the jurisdiction 
of that committee or of the consolidated 
committees succeeding generally to the juris- 
diction of that committee.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Monroney: 
On page 29, strike out lines 5 to 7, inclusive; 
and on page 38, strike out lines 1 and 2, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“10. The Panama Canal and the mainte- 
mance and operation of the Panama Canal, 
including the administration, sanitation, 
and government of the Canal Zone; and in- 
teroceanic canals generally.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MoNRONEY: 
Page 29, line 24, after the word on“, insert, 
“Post Office and.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Monroney: 
Page 35, strike out lines 18 to 24, inclusive, 
and lines 1 to 7, inclusive, on page 36 and 
insert the following: 

“1. Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally. 

“2. Regulation of interstate and foreign 
transportation, except transportation by wa- 
ter not subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

“3. Regulation of interstate and foreign 
communications. 

"4. Civil aeronautics. ` 

“5. Weather Bureau. 

“6, Interstate oil compacts; and petroleum 
and natural gas, except on the public lands. 

7. Securities and exchanges. 

“8. Regulation of interstate transmission 
of power, except the installation of connec- 
tions between Government water-power 
projects. 

“9, Railroad labor and railroad retirement 
and unemployment, except revenue meas- 
ures relating thereto. 

“10, Public health and quarantine. 

“11. Inland waterways. 

“12. Bureau of Standards, standardization 
of weights and measures, and the metric 
system.” 


Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word for the 
purpose of asking the chairman of the 
committee if he will refer to the matter 
of rural electrification under “agricul- 
ture” and tell me whether this in any way 
conflicts with that. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will say to the 
gentleman this does not conflict in any 
way with rural electrification. The pur- 
pose of this amendment was to clearly 
specify that the jurisdiction of the gen- 
eration of electric power by water and 
connecting grids for those projects was 
in the public-works domain, and this 
leaves the rate-making activities and the 
stock relationships in the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: 
Page 37, line 17, after the word water“, in- 
sert “(except matters subject to the jurisdic- 
Bo of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion).” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: 
Page 38, line 22, after the word “projects”, 
strike out the period and insert a comma, and 
the words “and acquisition of private lands 
when necessary to complete irrigation proj- 
ects.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, MONRONEY: 
Page 39, line 5, after “Petroleum conserva- 
tion”, insert “on the public lands.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: 
Page 39, line 16, strike out “and” and in- 
sert “including.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CELLER: Page 25, 
line 21, strike out “25” and insert 27.“ 


Mi. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, there is 
reduced by this bill the number of 
Members on the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary from 27 to 25, despite the fact 
that a great deal more work is imposed 
on the committee. Because of the ava- 
lanche of business before the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, we have divided our 
committee into five subcommittees; one 
on bankruptcy and four separate sub- 
committees on general legislation. 
Those committees are now behind in 
their work, because a tremendous num- 
ber of bills are continually being referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Added to the work of that committee 
is the work of the Committee on Claims. 
Over 2,000 claims bills were filed in this 
very session of Congress. The Federal 
tort claims bill, which will be passed by 
the passage of this bill, might reduce the 
number of claims bills filed, perhaps cut 
it in half, to 1,000 claims bills, but there 
will have to be a separate subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary to 
handle those additional claims bills. 

It will be essential to set up a separate 
subcommittee to consider bills involving 
patents, copyrights, and trade-marks, 

We also have the added work of the 
Committee on Immigration and Natural- 
ization. There will be several hundred 
more bills involving immigration and 
naturalization. 

We have the added work of the Com- 
mittee on Revision of the Laws. There 
will be considerable additional work in 
that regard assigned to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. It took that commit- 
tee on law revision about 3 months to re- 
vise and codify the criminal code. There 
are about four or five other sections of 
the United States Code that must be 
codified. It will be necessary to have a 
separate subcommittee to handle those 
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revisions. How we are going to do all 
that work with 25 members is beyond 
my comprehension. I earnestly hope 
that you will give us at least two more 
members to help us out in the difficult 
tasks that will confront the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr.CELLER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the gentleman 
permit an amendment to his amendment 
changing the membership of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary from 25 to 27, 
and reducing the membership of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs from 27 to 
25, so we will keep our numerical bal- 
ance? 

Mr. CELLER. That is agreeable. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer that amendment to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MoNRONEY to 
the amendment offered by Mr. CELLER: On 
page 25, line 21, strike out “twenty-five” and 
insert “twenty-seven” and in line 15 on that 
page strike out “twenty-seven” and insert 
“twenty-five.” 


The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
_the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York as amended. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CANNON of Mis- 
souri: On page 45, line 12, after the word 
“House”, insert “other than the Committee 
on Appropriations.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, the bill requires that the commit- 
tees of the House meet on regular days, 
such meeting days to be selected by the 
committees. It is not applicable to the 
Committee on Appropriations for the 
reason that that committee has no stated 
days of meeting and could have no 
stated days of meeting. The committee 
meets only in response to reports from 
subcommittees. It is very seldom there 
is a meeting of the full committee for 
other purposes. It would be impractica- 
ble to call this committee of 42 members 
together at a stated time when there 
could be no business for the consideration 
of the committee. I therefore haye of- 
fered this amendment to except the 
Committee on Appropriations from this 
requirement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WADSWORTH: 
On page 29, line 11, after the period, insert: 

“13. Scientific research and development in 
support of the armed services.” 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
the chairman of the special committee, 
of course, will understand that that is a 
perfectly simple amendment. Certainly 
the committee on the armed services 
should have jurisdiction over legislation 
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relating to scientific research and devel- 
opment in support of the armed services. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
think that is an entirely logical amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Lyte: On page 
25, after line 24, insert: 

“14. Committee on Post Office and Post 
Roads to consist of 25 members.” 

On page 30, strike out lines 4 through 7. 

On page 38, after line 4, insert: 

“(n) Committee on Post Office and Post 
Roads: All legislation relating to the post 
office and post roads.” 

On page 40, line 11, strike out the words 
“and post roads.” 


Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, old soldiers 
die very hard, and the Committee on 
Post Office and Post Roads is one of the 
oldest and best soldiers. that has ever 
served this Congress. Perhaps no other 
committee in Congress is so intimately 
associated with the lives and happiness 
and sometimes the sorrow of the people 
as is the Committee on Post Office and 
Post Roads. I know that many of you 
Members started in that committee, and 
have worked on it as I have during the 
long, long “years” of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress. We have a deep affection for 
that committee and for its work. We 
have a great admiration for it and for 
the things it has done, especially during 
this Congress. We feel it deserves more 
recognition and consideration than it is 
receiving in this measure. As the Post 
Office Department is represented by a 
member in the President’s Cabinet, much 
of the work of the Civil Service Commit- 
tee to which the Post Office and Post 
Roads Committee has been assigned 
under this bill deals with personnel. 

Much of the work of our committee 
deals with the laws and problems of the 
Post Office Department and does not deal 
with personnel. We feel it has an im- 
portant place in the work of Congress. 
Of course, there is not anything exciting 
about it. We do not report any OPA bills 
to you. We do not report any national- 
service legislation or draft legislation, 
but we never get you in trouble when we 
do report out bills to you because they 
are generally popular. We would.like 
to continue to serve as a committee of 
this House. We feel it is important to 
the welfare of the country and to the 
Congress. We feel we can well earn the 
position that we are asking for. Per- 
haps there will be some confusion, Mr. 
Chairman, with reference to the number 
on the committee, but I believe that can 
be worked out quite easily in conference 
if the amendment is adopted. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe it would 
be very difficult. 

Mr. LYLE. I would be glad to help you. 
I think it could be worked out. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I must say to the 
gentleman from Texas that we are 
forced to oppose the gentleman’s amend- 
ment because we think this is a very, very 
important part of this whole matter of 
committee reorganization, If we knock a 
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hole in it now for the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads, then we will 
have to knock a hole in it for the Com- 
mittee on Disposal of Executive Papers 
and many others. Then, as a result, the 
whole overlapping committee structure 
will grow back up again. I would cer- 
tainly have to oppose the amendment 
vigorously because it throws the whole 
set-up out of gear and destroys the plan 
which the committee has so laboriously 
attempted to work out. 

Mr. LYLE. When I was in the Texas 
Legislature, every year just as soon as 
they could, they usedeto try to do away 
with some of te district courts down 
there. There was an old judge who had 
had his court for a long time. This situ- 
ation reminds me of this story, and I am 
going to tell it. 

One of the Senators called on him and 
said, “Judge, we are going to do away 
with your court.” 

He said, “My goodness, who is doing 
that?” 

The Senator said, “Well, there is an 
old lawyer from Dallas who came down 
and testified against your court.” 

He said, “He came down to testify 
against your Honor.” The judge said, “I 
knew he would.” He said, “I have known 
him for 30 years and he has hated me 
ever since I beat him for county attorney. 
He is no good.” He said, “Who else is 
down there?” He named another lawyer. 
He said, “He don’t like me either. I 
caught him stealing money from a widow 
one time and he has never liked me 
since.” The Senator said, “Wait a 
minute. Nobody is down here to try to 
tear up your court.” And the old judge 
said, “Senator, you have made me say 
awful things, awful things, about two of 
the best friends I ever had.” 

I thought the gentleman handling this 
measure was going to agree to this 
amendment, so he has made me say 
some nice things about one of the worst 
enemies the Post Office Committee has 
ever had. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LYLE] has 
expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the House will 
turn down this amendment by a very re- 
sounding vote. Let it be remembered 
that this bill passed the Senate on the 
10th day of June. That is 6 weeks ago. 
In the Senate they joined up the Post 
Office Committee and the Civil Service 
Committee, precisely as we are doing in 
the House. We have heard no single com- 
plaint or protest in all that time. It was 
not until this morning that I under- 
stand a few telegrams filtered in to Mem- 
bers of Congress, probably inspired right 
down town, telegrams about which that 
earnest and diligent mail carrier who car- 
ries the mail in the cities out home or the 
man who plods down the country road 
delivering mail never heard anything. 

It can work out very effectively this 
way. If you are going to disturb this 
committee structure now, then it will be 
like pushing over a little tin soldier in 
a whole row of soldiers, you start push- 
ing them all over. 

Iam heartbroken over the entreaty ex- 
pressed by the distinguished gentleman 
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from Texas [Mr. LYLE], but I do hope 
you will roll back this amendment by a 
very substantial vote. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the amendment, 
and I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr, Chair- 
man, this select committee originated by 
a resolution of the House in February 
1945. Under a resolution to investigate 
and report, they held hearings for some 
ensuing weeks and months. No bill was 
ever introduced in the House until today. 
A bill was introduced in the Senate. No 
reference was made to a legislative com- 
mittee in the other body. The statement 
was made by the majority leader in the 
other body that undoubtedly in the House 
the bill would be referred to a legislative 
committee and there would be hearings. 

This bill has been brought before you 
today, introcuced from the floor. There 
have been no heaiings by a legislative 
committee in regard to this bill. I say 
that merely introductory of this: The bill 
contains in this section which is now be- 
fore us a provision abolishing the Com- 
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads 
of the House of Representatives. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Lyte] would continue 
the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads in this House. That is the 
issue presently before the House, 

In the hearings held by this select 
committee on this resolution to investi- 
gate and report there is not a scintilla 
of evidence, there is not the record of 
any person with knowledge of postal 
matters testifying before that commit- 
tee in behalf of this change. There is 
a statement by one Member of Congress 
in the hearings which the committee had 
published to the effect that the personnel 
of the Post Office Department being un- 
der civil service, therefore the legislative 
committee dealing with the Post Office 
Department should be the Committee on 
the Civil Service. It is my understand- 
ing that the entire civilian personnel of 
the Government is under civil service, 
so with equal logic one might say that 
the Committee on Agriculture, the Com- 
mittee on Labor, the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and practically every other 
committee of the House should be abol- 
ished and all should be absorbed into the 
Civil Service Committee. Obviously, the 
fact that the personnel of the Post Office 
Department, like the personnel of every 
other department of che Government is 
under civil service is not a just reason 
for inferring that all the body of the law 
relating to the Post Office Department 
should be referred to the Civil Service 
Committee. Now, what is that body of 
law? Let anybody who wishes to in- 
quire, and especially members of this se- 
lect committee who made no inquiry into 
the subject whatsoever, as is revealed by 
the printed testimony—let them step 
into the library off the floor of this House 
and ask for the United States Code and 
see the body of law relating to postal 
matters. The Post Office Department 
is the largest single—what shall we say, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


business, utility, or enterprise?—not in 
the United States only but in the world. 
Its functions circle the globe; its func- 
tions relate to much more than person- 
nel, but even in the matter of personnel 
it has always been the judgment of those 
who were aware of postal matters that 
such legislation should be separate and 
apart from general civil service legisla- 
tion. But apart from personnel matters, 
the committee functions deal with legis- 
lation concerning the policy and opera- 
tion of the Post Office Department. The 
functioning of this enterprise, the Post 
Office Department, is a business whose 
annual revenues approximate $1,600,- 
000,000. It is a business enterprise or 
utility, whatever you call it, which is gov- 
erned in its operations by laws of the 
Congress. To say that all the functions 
of that large enterprise, international in 
character, far more than personnel, in- 
volving finance, involving air mail, in- 
volving postage rates, involving foreign 
mail, should be referred to a committee 
that has to do with reports from the 
Civil Service Commission is ridiculous. 

I think I can make the statement with 
absolute accuracy that no one connected 
with the postal service whether as em- 
ployee, supervisor, Postmaster General, 
or anyone else in this far-flung enter- 
prise has advised this committee to do 
the thing they have recommended. 

I have in my hand a letter from the 
Acting Postmaster General. He has been 
a career man in the postal service, Jesse 
Donaldson. There is no partisanship in 
his statement. I wish to read this para- 
graph which is in response to my request 
for advice. He writes as follows: 


Title 5 of United States Code, deals with 
executive departments and Government offi- 
cers and employees. Title 39 of United States 
Code contains 22 chapters dealing entirely 
with the Postal Service. These chapters cover 
laws involving all postal-service problems 
such as classification of post offices, city-de- 
livery service, rural-delivery service, estab- 
lishment of post offices, money-order service, 
postal-savings service, air-mail service, rural- 
delivery service, foreign service, as well as 
rates and accounts and revenues of the 
postal service. It would, therefore, appear 
to me that there should be some distinction 
between postal legislation and purely civil 
service or employee problems. I would think 
that the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads would be better equipped to handle 
these various postal problems, aside from the 
employee problems than would a committee 
handling civil-service matters. There are 
many problems handled by the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads having to do 
with the conduct of the Postal Service, espe- 
cially with reference to legislation affecting 
the Postal Service which have little or noth- 
ing to do with the employee civil-service 
problems. 


I do not know what motive might have 
existed in the mind of the committee to 
make this recommendation. It certainly 
had nothing to do with any testimony 
produced in the hearings and it certainly 
had nothing to do with legislative efi- 
ciency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on the pending amendment close in 15 
minutes, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The . The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Mason] is recognized. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, I am in 
full accord with the objectives of the 
special committee in the streamlining of 
Congress, at least I am in full accord 
with the objectives that they announce 
on this floor. One was increased effi- 
ciency in the legislative department, an- 
other effectiveness, another the saving 
of time, and so forth. In order to bring 
that about they propose to telescope 48 
committees of the House into 19 com- 
mittees, doing away with 29 committees. 
I have no objection to that if it will ac- 
complish the objectives that they say 
they want to accomplish. But I call the 
attention of the committee to the fact 
that the Post Office and Post Roads 
Committee of this House is a major com- 
mittee and always has been. This major 
committee has departmental rank he- 
cause the head of the postal service is a 
member of the President’s Cabinet. This 
Post Office and Post Roads Committee 
handles not only the personnel, which 
is a small part of it, but handles the com- 
plicated rates and the complicated 
schedules of the Post Office Department. 
I know something about tariff rates and 
I know something about tax rates, and 
these postal rates are as complicated as 
the tariff rates and tax rates which the 
Ways and Means Committee handle. 
When you telescope that major commit- 
tee, which is a board of directors for a 
corporation handling a billion dollars 
a year—it takes in a billion dollars and 
spends a billion dollars—into the Civil 
Service Committee that has had nothing 
to do with rates, are you bringing about 
efficiency or effectiveness or are you 
saving time? I want to ask if anyone 
in this House can justify that kind of 
telescoping? It is a billion-dollar cor- 
poration, the largest in the Nation, yet 
you propose to do away with its board 
of directors and hand that billion-dollar 
business over to another committee 
which has had no experience whatever 
in the major field that this committee 
handles. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is 
bringing about effectiveness, I do not 
think that is bringing about efficiency; 
in fact, in my opinion, it is going to bring 
about a period of chaos, and goodness 
knows, we have had enough of that. 

We ought to adopt this amendment 
which would preserve the Post Office 
and Post Roads Committee in order to 
handle the very complicated business 
of the postal service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Coie]. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, 
the Post Office and Post Roads Commit- 
tee of the House is one of the oldest com- 
mittees of the House. Its 25 members are 
the board of directors of the Post Office 
Department. We all know that the post- 
master General is changed with each 
change of administration and we all know 
that most postmasters throughout the 
United States are changed with each 
change in administration; therefore it is 
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the Post Office and Post Roads Commit- 
tee that is the balance wheel for the Post 
Office Department, the greatest business 
in the world. 

It would be a serious mistake to change 
this committee and place the business of 
the Post Office Department under the 
Committee on Civil Service, a committee 
that has heretofore dealt entirely with 
the Civil Service employees. But that is 
what this reorganization bill proposes to 
do. The members of the Post Office and 
Post Roads Committee have made a study 
of the postal services. At this session of 
Congress we have reported and passed 
bills pertaining to postage, to air mail, to 
air mail parcel post, and to salary in- 
creases for postal employees. We are 
familiar with these subjects. We are 
familiar with all the workings of the 
Post Office Department. To do away with 
this committee and place it under a com- 
mittee that has had nothing to do with 
and no knowledge of the workings of the 
Post Office Department would, in my 
opinion, be detrimental to the postal 
service. 

I sincerely hope that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas will 
prevail. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Monroney]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr.. Chairman, 
this is not just an amendment to rees- 


tablish the Post Office Committee. This 


is an amendment to decide whether you 
want a sprawling, overlapping, crazy- 
quilt of 48 standing committees or 
whether you want to do a job of reor- 
ganizing these committees as proposed. 

You vote this amendment up and the 
House will be here until next week estab- 
lishing other committees, giving back 
old jurisdictions, and we will find our- 
selves in the same hopeless morass of 
legislative difficulties that we are now 
certainly under. 

I regret very much that some Members 
might be displaced from a standing com- 
mittee called the Post Office Committee, 
but aside from that I can see no legiti- 
mate objection to the proposal as made 
in the committee bill. 

We have changed the name of the 
committee from the Civil Service Com- 
mittee to the Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice Committee. We make that a major 
committee. The Civil Service Commit- 
tee is now composed of 21 Members. 
Many of those Members enjoy high 
seniority on other committees, and they 
will choose their committees. You have 
the opportunity not to waste the learn- 
ing, the astute understanding, the com- 
plete mastery of all the postal laws that 
have accumulated during the years by 
Hee Members of the Post Ofdee Commit- 

e. 

They surely will be eligible for mem- 
bership on this merged committee and 
they will be able to enjoy and exercise 
this learning that they have. At the 
same time you will be putting their learn- 
ing on the Civil Service Committee which 
handles practically the entire load of the 
Government personnel and personnel 
problems and now will include post-office 
personnel as well. 
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I surely think with the capable and 
intelligent gentlemen of the Post Office 
Committee who will go on this merged 
committee, that the rate-making difficul- 
ties that have been worried about here 
can surely be resolved. 

I have more confidence in the Members 
of Congress who are placed on the com- 
mittee, who are doing a good, hard job 
wherever they are placed, to not believe 
that we work in an absolute vacuum; 
that members of the Civil Service cannot 
know or learn anything about the post- 
office work. 

My experience is that when legisla- 
tion comes to us from the departments 
for consideration, it is pretty adequately 
documented and adequately explained, so 
the man who is conscientiously working 
to understand this thing will be able to 
understand what the department is try- 
ing to do. 

Mr. O’BRiEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Would 
the gentleman tell us what testimony he 
had before his select committee to sup- 


port this recommendation? I have read’ 


the testimony all the way through and 
I have not been eble to find anybody 
informed on postal matters that made 
the recommendation to support this 
provision in the bill. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will say to the 
gentleman that if we had called in all of 
the hundreds of agencies of govern- 
ment, whose business is scattered over 
the 48 overlapping committees, to testify, 
that the year would be 1956 before you 
would ever have a report from this com- 
mittee. We placed the Post Office De- 
partment in the same position that we 
placed other departments of govern- 
ment. This is a congressional reorgani- 
zation and I, for one, as a Member. of 
Congress do not intend to let the execu- 
tive agencies tell us what our organiza- 
tion should be on Capitoi Hill. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Are we put- 
ting the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads under the Committee on 
the Civil Service, or are we putting the 
Committee on the Civil Service under the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads by this move? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The committees go 
together. We have explained time af- 
ter time that we are not interfering with 
the prerogatives of the Committee on 
Committees on the Republican side or 
the Committee on Ways and Means on 
the Democratic side to determine these 
committee assignments. I think that 
has been rather well and adequately 
handled by the two parties of the House 
and under the traditions of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. LYLE]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Cote of Mis- 
souri) there were—ayes 46, noes 92. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BIeEMILLER: On 
page 26, strike out all of lines 6 and 7. 


Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, 
when the Seventy-ninth Congress con- 
vened an amendment to the rules of the 
House was passed. That amendment 
created the Committee on Un-American 
Activities as a permanent committee of 
the House. Previously that committee 
had been a special committee. You will 
recall that when that amendment was 
adopted there was a sharp division of 
opinion among the Members. It was 
not adopted by a large majority. Those 
who voted against it were of the opinion 
that the creation of such a committee 
would not add anything of value to the 
work of the House. 

I am offering this amendment today 
so that Members who were dissatisfied 
on the opening day of the session and 
do not believe that there should be such 
a permanent committee will have an 
opportunity to voice their opinion. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I do not yield. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield for a cór- 
rection? 

Mr, BIEMILLER. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. When this 
committee was adopted as a permanent 
committee of the House, as I recall, there 
were only 81 votes cast against it. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I think the gentle- 
man is in error. He will find there were 
in excess of 180 votes cast against it. 

Mr. MASON. There were only 81. 
Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BIEMILLER, Mr. Chairman, I 
will not yield further at this time. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I do not yield on 
that point. 

Mr. MASON. Will the gentleman yield 
to clarify that? 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Yes; surely. 

Mr. MASON. I looked the matter up 
Yesterday in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of May 17 this year and just 81 votes 
were cast against it. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, let 
us keep the record straight. I suggest 
that when gentlemen try to correct a 
Member who has the floor they make 
sure they know what the Member was 
talking about. I stated that the Un- 
American Activities Committee was cre- 
ated in January of 1945 and there were 
over 180 votes cast against the adoption 
of the committee at that time. The 
exact figure is 186. 

Since that committee has been func- 
tioning certain things have happened 
that many of us have not liked. I am 
going to refer only briefly to one of those 
things to illustrate my point as to why 
I do not believe this committee should 
bé in existence. 

You will recall that an employee of 
this committee, a certain Mr. Adamson, 
has written threatening and insulting let- 
ters to several people in the United States 
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wanting to know why they used the word 
“democracy” to describe the Govern- 
ment of this country. He has inferred 
they were un-American because they 
used the word “democracy” and the 
Committec might have to investigate 
them. I think most of the Members of 
- the House are aware of the fact, for 
example, that in the ritual of initiation 
proceedings of the American Legion the 
Government of the United States is de- 
scribed as a democracy. Furthermore 
this country has fought two wars in de- 
fense of democracy. Who is this man, 
Adamson, who says democracy is un- 
American? We cannot let this type of 
activity continue and think we are going 
to enhance the prestige of the House of 
Representatives. So, I repeat, I simply 
offer this amendment today to give to 
those Members who are opposed to ma- 
neuvers like those of Mr. Adamson a 
chance to express their opinions. We 
are debating a bill to create a new com- 
mittee structure in the House and I do 
not believe we need the Committee on 
Un-American Activities. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this amendment close in 4 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
REED] 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have taken the floor quite a num- 
ber of times heretofore when the House 
has not seen fit to pass some of the pro- 
visions which you find in this bill. The 
reason I am taking the floor now is sim- 
ply that I do not like to hear the Mem- 
bers, although they have a perfect right 
to do so, take the floor and speak as if 
this bill was going to bring in a new 
civilization. As a matter of fact, this old 
country of ours for more than 150 years 
has met every crisis that our country has 
had to meet and it has met each crisis 
under the system by which we legislated 
for a century and a half. We went 
through the Civil War which tore this 
country from one end to the other. We 
went through the Spanish-American 
War. We went through the First World 
War, and we went through the Second 
World War successfully. We not only 
met the issue ourselves, but we helped 
other countries to meet the issues in- 
volved in these wars. I think the com- 
mittees of Congress have functioned 
very well. To get up here and call the 
rules and procedure a “crazy quilt” is 
something of which I do not approve. 
The country has done well in the past 
under time-tested rules of procedure. 
Of course, there are certain provisions 
in this bill that I do not like, but there 
are others of which I do approve. I know 
members of the special committee have 
worked hard and conscientiously and 
they feel that they have brought forth 
something constructive for the American 
people—I hope they have. With certain 
modifications of the bill, I shall support 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946. : 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MONRONEY]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment would completely wreck 
the committee reorganization and it 
really has no place in the project that 
we are now undertaking. 

I happen to have opposed the estab- 
lishment of the Committee on Un- 
American Activities when it was before 
the House for consideration, but we have 
vigorously tried to keep out of this bill 
everything except that which deals with 
the functional reorganization of Con- 
gress, 

There are no political considerations 
or ideological considerations involved in 
this. I do hope the committee will allow 
us to go ahead so that we can provide 
ourselves with better-running machinery 
which we so badly need in this day and 
age. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed to the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BIEMILLER] to abolish the Un-American 
Activities Committee. In my opinion 
this committee is serving a definite and 
necessary function to the Congress and 
the Nation in revealing subversive and 
un-American activities which are detri- 
mental to the best interests of national 
security. 

In spite of the criticism that has been 
leveled at this committee as to its func- 
tions it nevertheless must be continued 
and the dignity of the House and its 
power to subpena witnesses in order to 
bd subversive activities must be pro- 
tected. 


There are underground forces operat- 
ing in this Nation which must be con- 
tinually watched, there are forces oper- 
ating under the guise of democracy that 
have no other purposes than to weaken 
or if possible overthrow this Govern- 
ment. These forces operate under the 
privilege of freedom of speech and free- 
dom of the press who would, if they suc- 
ceeded in gaining power, abolish the 
freedom of speech and freedom of the 
press which they now use to gain their 
objective. Due to the nefarious and 
subtle manner in which these forces 
operate they have succeeded in enlisting 
many influential citizens in their cause. 
They have succeeded in obtaining large 
sums of money for propaganda purposes. 
They have succeeded in electing to public 
office many candidates that espouse their 
causes in legislative bodies throughout 
the Nation. 

We need this committee to unearth 
these activities. We need this commit - 
tee to put these forces on notice that we 
as a Nation will not stand for these 
activities. If we want to change our 
form of government we can do it by con- 
stitutional processes provided for in our 
Constitution. We do not need the de- 
moralizing activities of these foreign and 
communistic influences usually found in 
these subversive groups that try to intro- 
duce foreign ideas and ideals into our 
body politic. 

I have consistently supported the Un- 
American Activities Committee since it 
was established. When it was estab- 
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lished I would have preferred to have 
seen it set up as a special committee. 
with equal representation of both major 
parties on its personnel. My position in 
that regard was misunderstood as mean- 
ing that I was opposed to investigation 
of subversive and un-American activities. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 

I shall always oppose any un-American 

or subversive force or group that at- 

tempts to weaken or demoralize the Gov- 

ernment of the United States, the 

greatest government in the world for 

555 benefit of all of the people all of the 

time. 

I urge the defeat of the amendment 
submitted by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. BIEMILLER] to abolish the 
Un-American Activities Committee of 
the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BIEMILLER]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. BIEMILLER) 
there were—ayes 25, noes 127. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Delegates and Resident Commissioner 


Sec. 122. Rule XII of the Standing Rules 
of the House of Representatives is amended 
to read as follows: 


“RULE XH 
“Delegates and Resident Commissioner 


“1. The Delegates from Hawaii and Alaska, 
and the Resident Commissioner to the United 
States from Puerto Rico, shall be elected to 
serve as additional members on the Commit- 
tees on Agriculture, Armed Services, and Pub- 
lic Lands; and they shall possess in such com- 
mittees the same powers and privileges as in 
the House, and may make any motion except 
to reconsider.” 


Reference of private claims bills 


Sec. 123, Paragraph 3 of rule XXI of the 
Standing Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives is amended to read as follows: 

“3. No bill for the payment or adjudica- 
tion of any private claim against the Govern- 
ment shall be referred, except by unanimous 
consent, to any other than the following 
committees, namely: To the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and to the Committee on the 
Judiciary.” 

PART 3—PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO BOTH HOUSES 
Private bills banned 

Src. 131. No private bill or resolution (in- 
eluding so-called omnibus claims or pension 
bilis), and no amendment to any bil or res- 
olution, authorizing or directing (1) the pay- 
ment of money for property damages, for per- 
sonal injuries or death for which suit may 
be instituted under the Federal Tort Claims 
Act, or for a pension (other than to c: out 
a provision of law or treaty stipulation); (2) 
the construction of a bridge across a navi- 
gable stream; or (3) the correction of a mili- 
tary or naval record, shall be received or con- 
sidered in either the Senate or the House of 
Representatives. 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that we may pass by the 
first paragraph of section 131 and return 
to it after the Committee has acted on 
title V. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Congressional adjournment 
Sec. 132. Except in time of war or during 
a national emergency proclaimed by the 
President, the two Houses shall adjourn sine 
die not later than the last day (Sundays 
excepted) in the month of July in each year 
unless otherwise provided by the Congress. 


Committee procedure 


Sec. 133, (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives shall fix regular weekly, biweekly, or 
monthly meeting days for the transaction 
of business before the committee, and ad- 
ditional meetings may be called by the chair- 

man as he may deem necessary. 

A (b) Each such committee shall keep a com- 
plete record of all committee action. Such 
record shall include a record of the votes on 
any question on which a record vote is de- 
manded. 

(c) It shall be the duty of the chairman 
of each such committee to report or cause 
to be reported promptly to the Senate or 
House of Representatives, as the case may 
be, any measure approved by his committee 
and to take or cause to be taken necessary 
steps to bring the matter to a vote. 

(d) No measure or recommendation shall 
be reported from any such committee unless 
a majority of the committee were actually 
present. 

(e) Each standing committee shall, so far 
as practicable, require all witnesses appearing 
before it to file in advance written statements 
of their proposed testimony, and to limit 
their oral presentations to brief summaries 
of their argument. The staff of each com- 
mittee shall prepare digests of such state- 
ments for the use of committee members. 

(f) All hearings conducted by standing 
committees or their subcommittees shall be 
open to the public, except executive sessions 
for marking up bills or for voting or where 
the committee by a majority vote orders an 
executive session. 


Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HERTER: On page 


49, after line 4, insert a new subsection to 
read as follows: 

“(g) Each standing committee of the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives shall 
set atside a regular period during each month 
to afford opportunity to Members who have 
introduced any bill or resolution to appear 
before the committee to explain the measure 
and outline the nature and character of the 
considerations which in their Judgment sup- 
port its passage.” 


Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is phrased in the exact lan- 
gauge of the provision carried in the bil] 
originally reported by the select com- 
mittee and passed by the Senate. Ap- 
parently it was left out in the drafting 
of the bill that is now before us, for 
reasons with which I am not familiar. 

It is a very simple amendment which, 
to my mind, carries out in part the argu- 
ment used by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WADSWORTH], in regard to the 
morale of Members of the House, and 
likewise performs a really useful service. 
Today a great many Members of the 
House, particularly the younger Mem- 
bers, are humiliated by having to go back 
to their districts and tell the people in 
their districts that a certain bill which 
they filed with the House of Representa- 
tives had not only never been acted upon, 
but that the chairman of the committee 
in charge of the bill had never even al- 
lowed the Member 5 minutes before the 
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committee in which to explain the pur- 
poses of the bill. 

All this amendment would do would 
be to require committees either in execu- 
tive session or through subcommittees or 
in whatever way they might choose to 
allow Members to come before them at 
regular times to say in a few words as to 
why they had faith in a particular bill 
that had been referred to that com- 
mittee. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTER. I yield. 

Mr. RIVERS. Does the gentleman’s 
amendment provide that they shall also 
take action or just give a hearing? 

Mr. HERTER. It does not require 
them to take action of any kind and does 
not even order them to give hearings. 
It merely permits a Member who wants 
to come before the committee and say a 
few words in support of a bill he had 
pending before the committee to explain 
his bill and why he feels it is of sufficient 
importance to warrant consideration. 
From that point on it does not compel 
the committee to do anything. 

Mr. RIVERS. Does not the gentle- 
man think there should be disposition 
made of the bill after hearing? 

Mr. HERTER. I do not think so nec- 
essarily. This would not be a full hear- 
ing. It would merely allow the Member 
to appear before the committee and say 
a few words in support of the bill. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTER. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. Would the gentleman’s 
amendment allow a Member to get his 
bill before the committee despite unfa- 
vorable action on the part of a particular 
chairman regardless of the reason for his 
action? 

Mr. HERTER. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely correct. I have had that experi- 
ence and I think other Members have. 

Mr. JUDD. I am heartily in favor of 
the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. HERTER. We have all had ex- 
periences where the chairman of a com- 
mittee or a subcommittee arbitrarily re- 
fuses to let certain bills come before the 
committee. This amendment would at 
least secure to the Members an oppor- 
tunity to say a few words in support of 
their bill and not face their constituents 
and say they could not even get five min- 
utes’ time in which to speak before a 
committee on the bill. It would not be 
left entirely up to the whim of the chair- 
man. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, 
I would just like to explain this amend- 
ment. It was in the original Senate bill. 
In conference with the leadership we 
agreed to delete it from the bill because 
of controversy that would seem to arise. 
I do not, therefore, feel that the commit- 
tee could accept the amendment and 
must register our opposition to its adop- 
tion. 

It is up to the House to determine the 
question on that basis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to return to page 
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46 for the purpose of offering an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection. 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered bY Mr. PITTENGER: On 
page 46, line 19, strike out all pf lines 19 to 
24, inclusive; and on page 47, line 6, strike 
out all of lines 1 to 16, inclusive. 


Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
realize that an amendment at this time 
with the present disposition in evidence 
may be more or less futile, but I want the 
Record to show that I think the House 
is making a mistake to abolish one of the 
old, historic committees of the House and 
Senate, namely, the Committee on 
Claims. There would have to be some 
perfecting amendment if this one were 
adopted. 

In my opinion the machinery set up 
in this bill for handling claims against 
the Government is worse than any ob- 
jection that may be found with existing 
committees. I hope the House will re- 
tain the Committee on Claims, unless we 
have reached a point where we want to 
make a brand new departure in the his- 
tory and theory of government and re- 
verse the theory that you cannot sue the 
sovereign. If you do not want to do that 
then you had better adopt this amend- 
ment; otherwise you establish a new 
principle to the effect that people who 
have a claim against the Government 
can sue the Government. Those who 
may think they have a claim have no re- 
dress whatever under this bill if it is 
passed, except as their case is author- 
ized in the courts. 

I hope the House will adopt the amend- 
ment and retain the Committee on 
Claims. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, 
this does not reestablish the Committee 
on Claims. This merely messes the 
whole thing up because there would be 
no committee to which we could refer 
these matters. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend- 
ment be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. PITTENGER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CANNON of 
Missouri; 

On page 48, line 1, after the word “Rep- 
resentative”, insert “except the Committee 
on Appropriations.” 

Page 48, line 18, after the word “each”, 
insert “such.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, this section deals with meetings of 
committees to hear those who have sub- 
mitted legislation which has been re- 
ferred to committees. The proposition 
is not applicable to the Committee cn 
Appropriations for the reason that it 
originates its own bills. It considers no 
bills introduced by Members of the 
House and, as a matter of fact, no bills 
are referred to the Committee on Appro- 
priations except legislative bills in which 
may inadvertently be embodied an op- 
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propriation clause. Such bills are never 
considered by the committee. 

The hearings of the committee are 
practically confined to representatives of 
the various departments of the Govern- 
ment. Their testimony is submitted in 
justifications which are printed and 
which are available to the members of 
the committee before the item involved 
is taken up. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend- 
ment be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not here in the 
well of the House advocating the sepa- 
rate retention of a committee that is to 
be merged with others under the pend- 
ing bill, although some are to be merged 
which I would have remain separate. I 
merely inquire about the powers, pre- 
rogatives, and the duties formerly held 
by a committee. Will the jurisdictions 
be merged as the committees are 
merged? Would the chairman explain 
a bit further what provision has now been 
adopted regarding retention of the juris- 
diction of the various committees in the 
merger? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The jurisdiction of 
the new committees is as contained in 
the printed bill, with the addition of the 
provision by an amendment which was 
adopted a short while ago by the House. 
This provides that where not otherwise 
specified in the bill the jurisdiction will 
be according to the precedents estab- 
lished in the House for the assignment 
of legislation to the committees. 

That amendment was adopted a short 
time ago in the list of committee amend- 
ments. Several chairmen and committee 
members asked that it be placed in there 
since we could not make the jurisdic- 
tional list all-inclusive to cover every- 
thing that might possibly come up in the 
course of the introduction of bills and 
the consideration of legislation. 

Mr. MURDOCK. It was the intention 
of the special committee to retain the 
functions, but merely gather them into 
the new committee organization? 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct, 
but unless the jurisdiction is otherwise 
specified in here the precedents of the 
House will apply. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I thank the gentle- 
man for this explanation. As an illus- 
tration, I call attention to the fact that 
the Bureau of Reclamation has for many 
years under numerous acts of Congress 
passed since 1902 to the present had 
charge of hydroelectric power produced 
on irrigation projects and incidental 
thereto. I assume that the new com- 
mittee with which the present Commit- 
tee on Irrigation and Reclamation is to 
be merged will have all the jurisdiction 
over irrigation and reclamation possessed 
by the existing committee. I am not 
only proud of my committee but jealous 
of its functions and I insist on preserving 
them fully. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee powers 


Sec. 134. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate, including any subcommittee of 
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any such committee, is authorized to hold 


such hearings, to sit and act at such times 


and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjourned periods of the Senate, to require 
by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu- 
ments, to take such testimony and to make 
such expenditures (not in excess of $10,000 
for each committee during any Congress) as 
it deems advisable. Each such committee 
may make investigations into any matter 
within its jurisdiction, may report such hear- 
ings as may be had by it, and may employ 
stenographic assistance at a cost not exceed- 
ing 25 cents per hundred words. The ex- 
penses of the committee shall be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman. 

(b) Every committee and subcommittee 
serving the Sen te and House of Representa- 
tives shall report the name, profession, and 
total salary of each staff member employed 
by it, and shall make an accounting of funds 
appropriated to it and expended by it to the 
Secretary of the Senate and Clerk of the 
House of Representatives, as the case may 
ba, at least once every 6 months, and such 
information shall be published periodically 
in the Congressional Directory when and as 
the same is issued and as Senate and House 
documents, respectively, every 3 months. 

(c) No standing committee of the Senate 
or the House, except the Committee on Rules 
of the House, shail sit, without special leave, 
while the Senate or the House, as the case 
may be, is in session. 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CELLER: Page 
49, line 6, after the word “Senate”, add the 
words “and House of Representatives.” 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, you 
will note if you read the committee print 
that section 134 (a) provides that only 
the standing committees of the Senate 
shall have the express power of investi- 
gation with the right to subpena and 
require the attendance of witnesses, to- 
gether with the subpenaing of books, 
papers, documents, and correspondence, 
and so forth. 

The original bill provided that not 
only the Senate standing committees 
but the House standing committees 
should have the same right. Why are 
we being treated like stepchildren? 
Why should the Senate standing com- 
mittees have the right of subpena and 
that right be denied to the standing 
committees of the House? Is not our 
work just as important as the work of 
the Senate? Is not our work just as 
painstaking? Should not we have the 
concomitant right with the Senate to 

*subpena? The power of investigation is 
a very important power. It should not 
be denied us. We should have it with- 
out being compelled to go to the Rules 
Committee and then to the House. It 
is unavailing that we have witnesses 
appear before our standing committees 
voluntarily. We may need the right, in 
order to do our work properly, to compel 
witnesses to divulge certain information 
that we seek. We should have the right 
to demand the production of books and 
documents and letters and correspond- 
ence. We cannot have that right unless 
you adopt my amendment. We must 
first get permission from the House. 

In addition you will note that the Sen- 
ate standing committees can spend for 
purposes of investigation $10,000 each 
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without authorization whatsoever. Now 
why should not our standing committees 
likewise have the right to spend upwards 
of $10,000 for purposes of investigaton? 
If you feel that our work is just as im- 
portant as is the work of the Senate, you 
must adopt my amendment. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this was rather care- 
fully considered by the House committee, 
and our set-up is considerably different 
from the set-up in the Senate. The 
Senate is plagued with a great many 
special committees. It is a rash that has 
broken out over there which practically 
destroys the continuity and the power 
of the standing committees. 

In order to get away from that out- 
break of special committees the Senate 
wrote in this provision for subpena power 
by their standing committees. 

In discussing this with the leadership 
on both sides of the aisle and with many 
of the other leaders of the House it was 
determined that we have the machinery 
and the facilities in the House at this 
time; that we can arm our special or our 
standing committees with subpena pow- 
ers anytime we wish. 

An amendment is going to be offered 
to the appropriation section by the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cannon], that is going to arm all of the 
investigators and clerks of the new Com- 
mittee on Appropriations with the proper 
power. 

But I do not think that this House 
at this time wants to vote $10,000 to 
all committees, without reference to the 
House itself, to be spent in investiga- 
tions, having the right to take added 
testimony, and then also to have them 
running around, whether Congress is in 
session or out of session, with the right 


of subpenaing records. 


Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In view of the fact 
that it is still possible to set up select 
committees in the House where the sub- 
pena power can be lodged, it is a pretty 
broad power to grant to all of the stand- 
ing committees, is it not? 

Mr. MONRONZY. I thank the gen- 
tleman. It is also possible to give sub- 
pena power to any of the standing com- 
mittees if they go to the Committee on 
Rules and ask for that power. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. Would the gentleman 
be willing to give that power to standing 
committees without the $10,000 provi- 
sion? 

Mr. MONRONEY. No; I do not be- 
lieve so. I think we are either going to 
have to maintain the integrity of this 
House bill on the floor or tear up the 
carefully planned and considerate judg- 
ment given it by all. 

This bill is not coming into this House 
at this late date simply because I want it 
to or because the gentleman from Illinois 
Mr. Dirksen] wants it to. Somebody in 
the leadership had to take the time and 
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the care to go over this bill section by 
section and line by line. E 

I refuse to be a party to breaking any 
agreement that has been made for the 
changing of this bill. I think the dis- 
tinguished Speaker and the majority and 
minority leaders, who helped us bring 
this bill to the floor, are entitled to more 
consideration than that. 

Mr. CELLER. I agree with the gentle- 
man that the bill is an exceptionally fine 
one and I want to vote for it, but that is 
no reason why we should not offer 
amendments if we think the amendments 
are proper and just. I think the amend- 
ment I have offered is a proper amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MONRONEY. It is perfectly all 
right for the gentleman to offer the 
amendment, but I differ with the gentle- 
man and I hope the Committee will vote 
down the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Hoox: On page 
50, after line 11, insert the following: 


“HEARINGS OF LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES 


“(a) A legislative committee may hold 
either public or private hearings and may ex- 
amine witnesses and receive documentary 
evidence in such hearings. 

“(b) If the testimony of a witness in a 
private hearing shall be reported steno- 
graphically, he shall be entitled to a steno- 
graphic copy of such testimony, upon pay- 
ment of the costs of such transcript, as soon 
as the committee shall make any public ref- 
erence to such testimony. 

“(c) A witness at a private hearing shall 
have the right to have his attorney present: 
Provided, That such attorney shall be al- 
lowed only to observe the proceeding and not 
to participate in it nor to advise the witness 
while on the witness stand, unless the com- 
mittee member conducting the hearing shall 
at his discretion allow such attorney other 
privileges. 

“(d) A witness who testifies in a public or 
private hearing shall have the right at the 
conclusion of his testimony either to make 
an oral statement or at his option to file a 
sworn statement, which shall be made part 
of the record of such hearing. 

“(e) If a witness at a public hearing shall 
by oral testimony or documentary evidence 
defame, allege misconduct by, or otherwise 
comment adversely upon any individual, 
partnership, association, corporation, or gov- 
ernmental agency or officer or employee there- 
of, and the committee shall not strike such 
material from the record, such individual, 
partnership, association, corporation, or gov- 
ernmental agency, or officer or employee 
thereof, shall have the right to file with the 
committee a sworn written denial, defense, 
or other explanation, which shall be made 
part of the record of such public hearing, and 
in addition the person individually defamed 
or otherwise the subject of adverse comment 
shall have the right to testify in person con- 
cerning such adverse comment in a public 
hearing to be conducted by the committee. 

“(f) No witness shall be deemed in con- 
tempt of a legislative committee for refus- 
ing to obey a subpena issued by one or more 
of its members, unless and until the full 
committee has, upon notice to all its mem- 
bers, met, considered the alleged contempt, 
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and by a majority of those present voted such 
witness in contempt of such committee: Pro- 
vided, That this subdivision shall not apply 
to a witness who having obeyed a subpena 


- declines to answer a question at such hear- 


ing or otherwise acts contumaciously. 


“REPORTS OF LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES 

“(a) A legislative committee shall not pub- 
lish or file any report, whether interim or 
final, unless and until a meeting of the com- 
mittee has been called upon proper notice 
and such report has been approved by a ma- 
jority of those voting at such meeting. 

“(b) A legislative committee, its members, 
counsel, employees, or agents, shall not pub- 
lish or file any statement or report alleging 
misconduct by or otherwise commenting ad- 
versely upon any individual, partnership, as- 
sociation, corporation, or governmental 
agency, unless and until such individual, 
partnership, association, corporation, or gov- 
ernmental agency has been advised of the 
alleged misconduct or adverse comment and 
has been given a reasonable opportunity to 
present its sworn written denial, defense, or 
other explanation to such committee; nor 
shall any such statement or report be pub- 
licly released unless &nd until the committee, 
upon notice to all of its members, has met 
and approved such public release. 

“NO PRIVATE PROFIT FOR COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
OR STAFF 

“No member of a legislative committee, 
its counsel, employees, or agents, shall for 
compensation speak, lecture, or write about 
such committee, its purposes, procedures, ac- 
complishments, or reports, during the exist- 
ence of such committee.” 


Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, this is 
procedure governing legislative investi- 
gating committees. I have talked about 
this amendment before. I think the 
membership. of the House is well ac- 
quainted with it. I do believe there 
should be proper procedures of investi- 
gating committees set up in the House. 
You and I know that we do not have 
them at the present time. You know 
and I know that a very prominent Mem- 
ber of this House asked to be given the 
very privileges that are set forth in this 
bill for his own protection. I think that 
for the protection of witnesses brought 
before committees, and persons being 
investigated, and in the interest of 
orderly procedure, we should adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment close in 1 minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered, 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
confident this matter was not submitted 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma IMr. 
Mownroney] or myself or to any member 
of the joint committee. So far as I 
know, it was not submitted at the time 
the joint-committee hearings were in 
progress. Here is a long textual amend- 
ment which is very prolix. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HOOK. This was submitted to 
the committee. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It has never come to 
my attention, I am sorry to say, and I 
sincerely hope the House will vote down 
the amendment. It may have been sub- 
mitted to the committee but it has not 
currently come to my attention. 


JULY 25 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 


the amendment offered by the gentleman 


from Michigan [Mr. Hook]. 
The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


CONFERENCE RULES ON AMENDMENTS IN NATURE 
OF SUBSTITUTE 


Sec. 135. (a) In any case in which a dis- 
agreement to an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute has been referred to con- 
ferees, it shall be in order for the conferees 
to report a substitute on the same subject 
matter; but they may not include in the re- 
port matter not committed to them by either 
House, They may, however, include in their 
report in any such case matter which is a 
germane modification of subjects in disagree- 
ment. 

(b) In any case in which the conferees vio- 
late subsection (a) the conference report 
shall be subject to a point of order. 


LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT BY STANDING COMMITTEES 


Sec. 136. To assist the Congress in apprais- 
ing the administration of the laws and in 
developing such amendments or related leg- 
islation as it may deem necessary, each stand- 
ing committee of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives shall exercise continuous 
watchfulness of the execution by the admin- 
istrative agencies concerned of any laws the 
subject matter of which is within the juris- 
diction of such committee; and for that pur- 
pose shall study all pertinent reports and 
data submitted to the Congress by the agen- 
cies in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. 


DECISIONS ON QUESTIONS OF COMMITTEE 
JURISDICTION 


Sec. 137. In any case in which a controversy 
arises as to the jurisdiction of any standing 
committee of the Senate with respect to any 
proposed legislation the question of jurisdic- 
tion shall be decided by the presiding officer 
of the Senate without debate in favor of that 
committee which has jurisdiction over the 
subject matter which predominates in such 
proposed legislation, but such decision shall 
be subject to an appeal. 


LEGISLATIVE BUDGET 


Sec. 138. (a) The Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Committee on Finance and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, are authorized 
and directed to meet jointly at the beginning 
of each regular session of Congress and after 
study and consultation, giving due consid- 
eration to the Budget recommendations of 
the President, report to their respective 
Houses a legislative Budget for the ensuing 
fiscal year, including the estimated over-all 
Federal receipts and expenditures for such 
year. Such report shall contain a recom- 
mendation for the maximum amount to be 
appropriated for expenditure in such year 
which shall include such an amount to be 
reserved for deficiencies as may be deemed 
necessary by such committees. If the esti- 
mated receipts exceed the estimated ex- 
penditures, such report shall contain a rec- 
ommendation for a reduction in the public 
debt, Such report shall be made by March 1. 

(b) The report shall be accompanied by 
a concurrent resolution adopting such 
Budget, and fixing the maximum amount to 
be appropriated for expenditure in such year. 
If the estimated expenditures exceed the 
estimated receipts, the concurrent resolu- 
tion shall include a section substantially as 
follows: “That it is the sense of the Con- 
gress that the public debt shall be increased 
in an amount equal to the amount by which 
the estimated expenditures for the ensuing 
fiscal year exceed the estimated receipts, such 
amount being $ 3 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a committee amendment, which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment proposed by Mr. 
Monroney: On page 51, line 23, after the 
comma, insert “or duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof.” A 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman explain the amendment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. This section deals 
with the legislative budget. The ques- 
tion was raised, that full committees of 
the House and Senate Appropriations 
Committees and full committees of the 
Ways and Means and Senate Finance 
Committees would be unwieldy because 
of their large number. It was not in- 
tended that subcommittees would not 
be permitted, in fact it was anticipated 
that the initial work would be done by 
them. 

The language of the bill is broad 
enough to permit subcommittee action, 
but we are specifying in this amendment 
now that duly authorized subcommittees 
of the four committees joining in the 
preparation of this legislative budget will 
meet to take it up. 

The committee 
agreed to. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment offered by Mr. 
Monroney: On page 52, line 11, strike out 
“March 1” and insert in lieu thereof “Feb- 
ruary 15.“ 


The committee 
agreed to. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, TABER: On page 
51, line 19, to page 52, line 20, inclusive, 
strike out all of section 138. 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I took 
the ficor a little while ago and explained 
what this amendment would do. I was 
hopeful that the proponents of this sec- 
tion would have something to offer other 
than bald generalities and would explain 
how the thing would work. We have 
received nothing in support of the sec- 
tion but bald generalities. 

I am offering this amendment from a 
deep sense of public duty. It will abso- 
lutely destroy the operations of the 
Appropriations Committee in the House 
of Representatives. It will increase 
spending. It will prevent any kind of 
orderly procedure by the House. In- 
stead of it being a progressive, forward- 
looking proposal, it is a reactionary pro- 
posal and a step backward. We might 
just as well be honest about it. If this 
proposal is adopted and an attempt is 
made to set up a legislative budget on 
any kind of a scale that is accurate 
enough to be any good, it means long, 
arduous hearings upon those items, just 
as our committees are obliged to give 
that situation. If it is to mean nothing, 
I do not know why we have it here. 

In addition to that, the committee 
that is set up is absolutely cumbersome— 


amendment was 


amendment was 
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104 members of the committee. Of 
course, under this provision it can act 
through subcommittees, but they would 
know absolutely nothing about it unless 
they conducted hearings. Then, what 
would happen? They would have to 
establish by resolution what that ceiling 
might be. If it was to be effective, we 
would have to break down into bills for 
agencies and departments a ceiling for 
each one. If we were to do that, it 
would be absolutely impossible for the 
Appropriations Committee to start hear- 
ings upon any of the bills until after that 
procedure had been followed. 

The question here is whether we want 
to do the right thing and do a construc- 
tive thing or whether we want to do 
something that will destroy legislative 
processes. I want to see the House a 
better representative agency of the peo- 
ple, but if you pass this section and try 
to put it into effect, you will fix things so 
that it will be absolutely impossible to 
have thorough hearings upon appropria- 
tion bills and make the cuts that need to 
be made if this Government is going to 
be preserved. If you undertake to do 
this job in this way it will be impossible 
for the House of Representatives to con- 
trol the initiative on appropriation bills. 
It is going to result in an over-all omni- 
bus appropriation bill, with all kinds of 
logrolling and all kinds of efforts to 
destroy any economy in government. 

The Appropriations Committee was 
set up by Martin Madden originally in 
such way that the men would be judges, 
independent of special interests. No 
one was permitted on the subcommit- 
tees who had any special interest or 
wanted favors. If you throw this thing 
into a mass where there are representa- 
tives of every special interest, and allow 
lobbying and logrolling to fix the origi- 
nal Budget and then cut down the time 
within which the Appropriations Com- 
mittee can operate by itself, you are just 
absolutely destroying that independence 
that was set up when the original Ap- 
propriations Committee was set up. No 
one has presented anything but generali- 
ties and the statement that lots of peo- 
ple outside were looking for this and in- 
terested in it. There has been no ex- 
planation as to how it could possibly 
work, and work effectively and efficiently. 
To my inquiries I received no answer ex- 
cept generalities; I will receive none be- 
cause there is none. If this were work- 
able I would support it and I would go 
along with it wholeheartedly, but I know 
it is not, and I cannot. 

I hope this amendment will be adopt- 
ed and that we will try to follow a pro- 
cedure in the House of Representatives 
where the Congress can cut down the 
bureaus of the Government and we will 
not have the appropriations of the Gov- 
ernment in the hands of bureaucrats and 
self-seekers. That is the thing that 
would be sustained if this proposal were 
put through, and I do not like to see it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this section close in 25 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not talked on this bill at all. I should 
like to have 10 minutes on this section. 
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This is the only section I wish to talk 
about. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will modify my 
request and make it 30 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. I may say that the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] 
has not talked on the bill, neither have 
I. Each of us would like 10 minutes. 
I do not think that is an unreasonable 
request. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will not insist on 
closing debate at this time; but, after 
all, this was discussed for an hour and 
20 minutes this morning under the 
5-minute rule, I do hope Members will 
limit themselves to a reasonable time. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not talked on this bill at all, either on 
the rule or in general debate, and this 
is perhaps the only time I will ask rec- 
ognition. I therefore ask unanimous 
consent that I may proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I must 
object. The hour is getting late, and 
many Members are going home tomor- 
row. 

Mr. PATMAN,. I do not think it was 
very kind of the gentleman to have ob- 
jected. We have not objected to any- 
body having an extension of time. It 
does seem that on a bill of this impor- 
tance we should have just a little time 
to discuss it. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Texas may proceed for 
10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a very important amendment; I am in 
favor of its adoption. It sets up what 
really might be properly termed a caste 
system in Congress. It leaves to 2 com- 
mittees in the House and 2 committees 
in the Senate the power to control all 
important legislation involving appro- 
priations for 435 Members of the House 
and 96 Members of the United States 
Senate. That is what it does. 


HOUSE RULES UP TO DATE 


Iam not joining this anvil chorus pro- 
claiming that our House rules are so 
obsolete and unworkable that we should 
absolutely make every radical change 
that is proposed. I am in agreement on 
a number of these proposed changes, 
but I consider the document that con- 
tains the rules of the House of Repre- 
sentatives as the most modern document 
in the Library of Congress or here in 
the House of Representatives. For 157 
years these rules have grown up under 
trial and error. A majority of the House 
can always work its will under the rules 
of this House. We have gone through 
the greatest depression in all history and 
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we have gone through the greatest war 
in all history. We whipped them both 
under the present rules of the House of 
Representatives. Now, this is a depar- 
ture from the rules and this proposal 
is bad and the amendment striking it 
out should be adopted. Any time you 
propose to set up a caste system here 
and make it impossible for the majority 
of the Members of the House to do what 
they want to do, I say we should look 
into it and carefully consider it. 

Here is what the result will be. These 
committees will meet and will say: “We 
will appropriate money for certain 
things only, just certain things only.” 
Something like the terminal-leave bill 
comes up. If we had had this proposal 
in force this year we could not have 
passed the terminal-leave bill. If we 
were to have some kind of emergency 
arise, of course, unexpectedly, we could 
not take care of that if it required money. 
It would be a violation of the rule that 
we adopt on February 15 each year. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a far-reaching 
proposal and should be stricken from 
the bill. Of course, it would be easy to 
say, “Now, we would like to pay old- 
age assistance, we would like to pay so- 
cial security, we would like to appro- 
priate money for highways, flood control, 
and soil conservation, but we have tied 
our hands. We gave four committees the 
power to say how much money we can 
appropriate this year and they have 
stated, we have adopted their suggestion, 
and we cannot exceed it.” Of course, if 
we pass a resolution we could increase 
the national debt, then we could go ahead 
and do it. But why not allow an in- 
crease in the taxes, if necessary, with- 
out increasing the national debt to pro- 
vide for something that we want? 

This puts the House definitely on the 
spot to the extent that it will say, “Now, 
we have no money left. We would like 
to provide all these benefits; they are 
-worth while, like terminal leave, and 
other things; but we cannot do it. These 
four all-powerful committees have met.” 
They would meet with logrolling priv- 
ileges and opportunities. They can 
swap among themselves. That is con- 
trary to our form of government. 

It was always intended that one House 
should be a balance on the other House. 
This is consolidating the two Houses, al- 
lowing the four most powerful commit- 
tees to get together, trade among them- 
Selves, if they desire, and run the Con- 
gress like they want to runit. It is go- 
ing too far and this amendment should 
be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amendment, 

Mr. Chairman, it looks to me as if cer- 
tain people are trying to make a moun- 
tain out of a molehill, to use a homely 
expression. When the gentleman from 
Texas speaks about members of the two 
tax committees and the two appropria- 
tions committees getting together and 
logrolling, I do not think he really meant 
what he said, because that would be ex- 
pressing a rather low opinion of four very 
important committees of the Congress. 
It so happens that I am a member of the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
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Taxation and I know with what benefit 
to the country and to the taxing struc- 
ture of the country that committee has 
functioned and continues to function. If 
a joint committee having broad super- 
visory powers over taxation is good for 
the tax structure, then why would not 
a joint budget committee be good for the 
spending program? 

We have been going along for years, 
as the gentleman from New York so ably 
pointed out this morning, and there has 
been absolutely no liaison between the 
taxing committees and the spending 
committees. The purpose of title III is 
to coordinate the work of the two com- 
mittees. The Ways and Means Com- 
mittee should know what the budget is 
going to be before it brings in a tax bill 
and, on the other hand, the Appropria- 
tions Committee should know approxi- 
mately what they are going to have to do 
with before they start reporting appro- 
priation bills. Of course, I appreciate 
the fact that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee views with distaste, if not with 
general alarm, any attempt on the part 
of the Congress to place even a small de- 
gree of supervision over spending. 

We all know that the way we have 
been going for many years has not 
worked to the country’s advantage. The 
budget has been out of balance for 12 
or 15 years. The national debt continues 
to grow apace. It has not worked. Now 
let us try something else. 

This need not necessarily be perma- 
nent legislation to the extent that it can- 
not be changed in a few years by a fu- 
ture Congress. We are embarking on 
something quite new in the way of gov- 
ernment financing so we will have to pro- 
ceed through trial and error. As this 
thing works out, we will see where it 
needs strengthening and perhaps where 
it should be cut down. This country is 
not going to expire next year, and neither 
is Congress going out of business next 
year. Let us try it. I maintain that it 
certainly cannot be any worse than the 
present system. To my way of thinking 
title III is the very heart of the proposal 
before us. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this section close in 25 minutes, the 
last 5 minutes to be reserved to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. JONES. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr, Chairman, I shall try to be very 
brief. Of course, I know that all of us 
want to complete this matter promptly, 
but let us look at this thing just very 
honestly and fairly and see how much 
there is to it and how much logic there 
is in it. All in the world that the provi- 
sion in the bill does is to have a group of 
men, members of these committees, get 
together, probably on January 15 of 
each year, and make a decision by Feb- 
ruary 15 on all matters contained in 
the Budget. They are going to be in 
session for a long period of 30 days and 
are expected to tell us intelligently what 
we should do. Of course, they cannot. 
Everyone knows that it will be simply 
an offhand expression of opinion, be- 
cause they can no more know all the de- 
tails of the various appropriations than 
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they could know about what is going to 
happen during the next year. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEAL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is it not clear 
in this. proposal that this special com- 
mittee shall be required merely to recom- 
mend the maximum amount to be spent 
and not the details of its expenditures? 

Mr. O'NEAL. But that is the whole 
question. How can they make an intel- 
ligent decision? In fact, every year large 
appropriations are necessary because of 
legislation passed after February 15. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? ; 

Mr. O’NEAL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. JONES. The provision in section 
138 is meaningless because it does not 
bind anybody. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Certainly not. Further- 
more, let me say again that billions of 
dollars are appropriated after February 
15 that they could not possibly know 
about. Exigencies arise and emergencies 
occur. They could not possibly tell what 
it is going to be, and it is the most futile 
gesture that I could imagine. Just listen 
to what the present law is. All we have 
to do is to carry out the present law and 
we will accomplish whatever we would by 
the provisions of this bill. The present 
law says: 

1. If the Budget indicates an excess of 
expenditures (not appropriations) over re- 
ceipts, the President is required to include 
in the Budget recommendations for new 
taxes, loans, or other appropriate action to 
meet the estimated deficiency. 

2. If the estimated receipts exceed the 
estimated expenditures, the President is re- 
quired to make such recommendations as in 
his opinion the public interests require. 

3. If deficiency or suppiemental estimates 
alter the regular Budget proposals as regards 
deficits or excesses, the President is required 
to submit recommendations as in the case of 
the regular Budget. 


That is the law today. If we have ad- 
ditional appropriations the President is 
required to make that certification, and 
all we have to do is to take that and act 
upon it. But how ridiculous it is to say 
that any group of men in 30 days’ time 
can examine a thirty-five or forty billion 
dollar budget, anticipate what is going 
to be spent after February 15, and tell 
you then that you must live within it. 

Gentlemen, the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and the ranking 
member of the committee, two men who 
have had more experience than anybody 
in the House with this subject, feel that it 
would very strongly work against the best 
interests of the country and the work of 
the Committee on Appropriations. The 
committee met and discussed the prob- 
lem, and all of them are more or less 
experts on this proposition. My recol- 
lection is that the vote was 17 to 3 against 
this being in the bill. If you want to put 
something in the bill just to support the 
Reorganization Committee, all right; 
otherwise, I think the amendment of the 
gentleman from Missouri should be sup- 
ported. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
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on this amendment close in 30 minutes. 
We have been over this subject for an 
hour in general debate and for over an 
hour under the 5-minute rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. JONES. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, may I say to the 
chairman of the special committee 
handling this matter that I have two 
amendments that I wish to offer. I 
think they are very important. This 
matter is very important to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. We feel that 
the bill proposed by the special commit- 
tee as far as it concerns the Committee 
on Appropriations is ill-conceived, and 
we feel very strongly about it. I ask the 
gentleman to reserve his request for a 
few moments. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, the way our 
program stands now we must, if hu- 
manly possible, complete consideration 
of this bill today. Even though debate 
is not closed in a reasonable time, I trust 
the committee will stay in session until 
we complete the consideration of this 
bill today. If we are to do that, we will 
have to make more progress than we 
have been making in the last 2 hours. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
regret very much that I am compelled 
to ask unanimous consent that all de- 
bate close in 40 minutes. Only eight 
Members are standing at this time, and 
that will give each Member standing 5 
minutes. I further ask that the last 5 
minutes be reserved to the committee. 

Mr. JONES. Is the request that de- 
bate close in 40 minutes on this section 
or on this amendment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. On this section and 
all amendments thereto. 

Mr. JONES. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
am reluctantly compelled to move that 
all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 40 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I am opposed to this section of 
the bill because I feel it is unworkable. 
The reorganization features are mainly 
very good and certainly the number of 
the House committees should be cut 
down. The Members of the House 
should take into consideration the opin- 
ion of the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations and the opinion of the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, as well as the 
opinion of 17 out of the 20 men on that 
committee who voted yesterday in our 
committee against including this partic- 
ular section in the bill. 

I would suggest as I have suggested 
heretofore that if the proposed joint 
commitee be scheduled to meet June 15 
and then go over the work of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations up to that date 
and decide whether or not we had appro- 
priated too much money for the session, 
then that joint committee could really 
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be effective in saving money. That joint 
committee would decide perhaps that 
Congress has appropriated too much 
money and it is necessary to have a gen- 
eral percentagewise cut through the 
Federal personnel with certain excep- 
tions, such as Veterans’ Administration, 
for example. Then we would really have 
something to work upon. That com- 
mittee could check over the general ap- 
propriation bills and make recommenda- 
tions to the Congress as to what could be 
eliminated so that the budget could be 
balanced. We must have balanced budg- 
ets; and personally I have voted to cut 
out hundreds of millions of dollars of 
excessive expenditures. The Nev: Deal- 
ers have shown, however, no inclination 
to save the taxpayers money, nor do I 
expect them to do so in the future. The 
House will be doing a great disfavor to 
the people of America by retaining this 
particular section. I hope Mr. TABER’S 
amendment will be adopted. 

Mr, Chairman, at this time let me say 
that I cannot vote for this bill if the 
provisions for salary increases to Mem- 
bers and retirement pay for Members re- 
main in the measure. The old people of 
America have had little, if any, consid- 
eration from this Congress. In the past 
8 years I have voted against all increases 
in our own salaries, feeling that, unless 
I oppose my own pay raise, no justifica- 
tion can be had in opposing increases 
for those in the Government employ. 
Unless we here in Congress show some re- 
sistance to the tide of inflation sweeping 
upon America, how can we expect other 
groups to do so. It is my hope that the 
House will not approve the raise in our 
own salaries nor the provision for retire- 
ment pay. Otherwise, I must vote “no” 
on this bill. j 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, I hesi- 
tate very much to get into a debate on 
what is a fairly technical matter with the 
distinguished members of the Ways and 
Means Committee who have spent many 
years in handling the technical processes 
of appropriations in the House. I do so 
only with great reluctanee, but I feel 
qualified in a small way because I had to 
struggle with this problem for many 
years in our home legislature, and also 
as chairman of a committee of the Coun- 
cil of State Governments, working on the 
same subject. 

The proposal the committee has of- 
fered is certainly no cure-all. Claiming 
too much for it would be just as serious 
as criticizing it too badly. Personally, I 
wish the committee had gone much far- 
ther in what to my mind are the most dif- 
ficult processes in our appropriations. To 
begin with, I am convinced that as long 
as the credit of the United States can 
be used with the ease with which it is 
now used, in other words, as long as we 
can continue borrowing all the money 
we want to borrow by simple majorities 
in raising the debt limit, it is an open 
invitation to spend more money than 
you have got coming in from current 
revenue. 

In the second place, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. Taser] talked a lot 
about the evils of an omnibus bill. It 
is only through an omnibus bill that the 
Members of the House can tell where it is 
currently going, because when we vote 
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on each individual appropriation bill we 
have no idea what is going to follow it, 
perhaps a week or 2 weeks or a month 
later. We never have a chance to see 
the full fiscal picture before us. In other 
words, each appropriation as it comes 
along is a temptation to spend more 
money on the ground that perhaps we 
can cut it off of a future appropriation 
bill for some other department later on. 
We never know from day to day whether 
the money we are appropriating is com- 
ing out of current revenue in accordance 
with the plans of the Ways and Means 
Committee, whether it is coming out of 
the sale of surplus material, the proceeds 
of which should be reducing our public 
debt, or whether it is coming out of bor- 
rowings. 

I remember a short time ago a state- 
ment was issued by the White House say- 
ing that this year we were going to bal- 
ance our budget for the reason that we 
had borrowed last year more money than 
we actually used. Of all the silly finan- 
cial statements I have ever heard that is 
the silliest, and shows how muddled is 
our financial picture. 

The particular provision in this bill is 
not going to cure the situation, but I 
think it is helpful. It is helpful because 
of the psychology that is established. If 
the committee, call it what you will, 
made up of joint committees of the two 
branches that control taxation and con- 
trol expenditures, gives a financial pic- 
ture to the House, even if it is no more 
than their best guess as to where we are 
going to come out if we appropriate as 
much money as shown by the budgetary ` 
recommendation of the President, then I 
think psychologically we can more in- 
telligently take the point of view that we 
are either going to save money, we are 
going to stop borrowing money, or we 
are going to cut down progressively all 
along the line; or perhaps that this year 
because of the revenues predicated upon 
tax returns, we can appropriate a little 
more for public works. At least we will 
have a little more of the picture. Today 
we have none as we progress from one 
appropriation bill to the other. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTER, I yield. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. We had the 
same situation in the Postwar Eco- 
nomic and Planning Committee. My 
impression was when they came before 
the Banking and Currency Committee 
that they were forced to add to extrava- 
gance rather than detract. The chair- 
man and the ranking member came be- 
fore our committee and they were 
specially committed to this extravagance. 
So psychologically they were for the ex- 
travagance. 

Mr. HERTER. What the lady says is 
true almost all along the line. 

A moment ago the gentleman from 
Kentucky made the statement that the 
Appropriations Committee did not know 
by February 15 what kind of measures 
were going to come up in the form of 
other legislation that would require 
spending. That to my mind is one of the 
additional reasons for the section under 
debate. The most dangerous thing that 
happens is being uncertain in your mind 
as to what you can spend within a year, 


10078 


and then have unexpected legislation 
come along that completely upsets an 
orderly program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Jones] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, it is in- 
deed regrettable that a matter so im- 
portant as this has to be decided in so 
short a time. Let us see what the ap- 
parent purpose of section 138 is. It is 
to lead the people to believe that some 
way, somehow, appropriations will be 
limited to the amount of the income of 
the Government. That is the intended 
general impression: “That somehow this 
reorganization of Congress will limit ap- 
propriations to the amount of income 
the Government receives.” There is 
nothing in section 138 that will do that. 
This section makes in order, makes legal, 
the very thing that the Joint Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments has done for the last 5 years. 
I have seen reams of material from that 
committee. 

One of its most outstanding publicity 
stunts is an appeal to take one-third of 
the employees off the Federal pay roll, 
reduce the number by a million. What 
happened? Why did Congress not cut a 
million employees from the Federal pay 
roll? Because the chairman and some 
members of that joint committee are 
never on the floor to fight when individual 
appropriation items are before their par- 
ticular body of Congress. They are not 
on the floor of Congress to cut down the 
number of employees provided for in 
those separate appropriation bills. They 
yell to the public some distance away. 
from the appropriation debate. 

The way to cut the appropriations or 
take people off the pay rolls is not to 
write magazine articles or get out bro- 
chures under the name of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Federal Expenditures; the only 
way to do it is to get people in both 
Houses of Congress who want to cut ex- 
penditures to vote against the increases. 
Then they will be cut, if you can find a 
majority of Congressmen who want to 
stop deficit spending. An election, in my 
opinion, would help. 

If you permit this section 138 to re- 
main in the bill you are going to be em- 
barrassed just as you are embarrassed to- 
day by having someone in your district 
say to you: “Why do you not get on 
the band wagon of the chairman of the 
Joint Committee on Nonessential Ex- 
penditures?” Why! Constituents have 
even written thus to Doc Smit, who has 
voted “No” so many times that he may 
doubt whether he has ever voted for an 
appropriation. Constituents have even 
asked my colleague, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. CLEVENGER], and me why we 
did not get on the Byrd bandwagon. 
CLIFF CLEVENGER, of the Fifth, Doc 
SMITH, of the Eighth, and I, of the Fourth 
Districts of Ohio, have voted “No” on 
appropriations bills so often Chairman 
Byrp cannot find our band wagon or hear 
the music. And there is going to be a 
lot of confusion on the majority side for 
sponsoring this provision. You are go- 
ing to be embarrassed. Project yourself 
into the future under this bill. The 
President sends to Congress a $35,000,- 
000,000 budget. It will be examined by 
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this committee provided by section 138 
of 104 members or a subcommittee there- 
of, representing the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. Thus super committee will 
get publicity. Headlines will be spread 
stating how they recommended a decrease 
to the President’s $35,000,000,000 budget 
to $25,000,000,000. Then we proceed to 
start to commence to appropriate on in- 
dividual appropriation bills just as we do 
now and we will wake up after all bills 
have passed to find fhat the present 
spending — deficit spending — member- 
ship of both Houses want to appropriate 
more than this “superduper” appropria- 
tion ceiling committee has recommended. 

You find Congress has appropriated 
$45,40U,000,000 and Congress has the 
same Members, the same administration, 
New Deal majorities, who want to spend, 
and spend, and spend; and then you will 
be embarrassed to the tune of $20,000,- 
000,000 and the folks back home will think 
they nave a bunch of nit-wits in Congress 
for not following this “superduper” syn- 
thetic ceiling committee. On the other 
hand your “superduper” committee will 
have to throw an ax at the $35,000,000,- 
000 budget, as the gentleman from Illi- 
nois said he threw an ax at the OPA 
budget of $156,000,000 and finally OPA 
got $76,000,000. Under present proced- 
ure for a Budget estimate of $156,000,000 
for OPA, the House allowed or appro- 
priated $106,000,000. The Senate had a 
different idea and the item went to con- 
ference. The gentleman from Illinois 
says they threw an ax at the OPA in 
conference. It is silly to think the pro- 
cedure will be otherwise with a $35,000,- 
000,000 Presidential budget and in 1, 
2, or 3 months’ time, not having any 
analytical or scientic foundation or basis 
upon which to act, that this superduper“ 
committee can throw anything but an 
ax at it and cut $10,000,000,000 or $5,- 
000,000,000 cff or any amount that seems 
politically expedient. This section 138 
is ill-advised, silly, ridiculous, will make 
fools out of the Members of Congress 
unless you adopt an amendment which 
says that the recommendations of this 
committee will be the ceiling, item for 
item, and that any amendment or bill 
offered by the Appropriations Commit- 
tees, or any Member increasing the 
amount above the “superduper” commit- 
tee’s recommendation will be subject to a 
point of order and illegal. Then you 
make this “superduper” committee do 
what you are trying to make the public 
believe section 138 provides, to wit: A 
ceiling on expenditures based upon a 
Budget estimate and upon the best brains 
of the “superduper” committee. 

I will offer amendments to make sec- 
tion 138 do what you say you want to 
do: “Make expenditures balance in- 
come.” My amendments will legally 
make the section 138 “superduper” com- 
mittee ceilings the legal ceilings on ap- 


pPropriations that Congress or the Appro- 


priations Committees of the House and 
Senate cannot break through. Without 
such amendments section 138 is silly, 
meaningless, and an expression of a will- 
o’-the-wisp hope, published for political 
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purposes, which will rise to plague Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
what about subsection (b) of section 138? 
Let me read what that says: 

(b) The report shall be accompanied by & 
concurrent resolution adopting such budget 
and fixing the maximum amount to be ap- 
propriated for expenditure in such year. If 
the estimated expenditures exceed the esti- 
mated receipts, the concurrent resolution 
shall include a section substantially as fol- 
lows: “That it is the sense of the Congress 
that the public debt shall be increased in 
an amount equal to the amount by which 
the estimated expenditures for the ensuing 
fiscal year exceed the estimated receipts, such 
amount being $ 22 


What kind of a proposition is that? 
What does it do? Why, it gives sanc- 
tion to deficit spending. It is bad 
enough to have this curse of deficit 
spending on us without any law, but 
why pass a law specifically legalizing 
deficit spending? I would like to have 
somebody answer that for me. 

This language would give sanction to 
the whole program of deficit spending 
that has been going on for the last 15 
years. This would have the effect of 
putting our stamp of approval on the. 
deficit spending that the New Deal plan- 
ners are contemplating for the future. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? ; 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Does not 
the gentleman think it is absolutely 
futile to pass a law like this to reform 
Congressmen’s uneconomical habits? 
To retorm Congress you have to reform 
Congressmen; is that right? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I am reminded 
again of the statement made by a promi- 
nent historian who spoke about the great 
delusion, faith in the sovereign power of 
political machinery. Let the people of 
this country understand that there is 
nothing in this bill whatsoever that 
promises them any more statesmanship 
than they have been receiving in recent 
years. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. This bill 
just gives Congress a face-lifting? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Take out from 
this measure pensions and the increase 
of salary for Congressmen and I fear 
there will be left little interest in it. 
The gentleman from Virginia IMr. 
SmitH] was unable to get the attention 
of the committee until he mentioned 
pensions and salary raise for Congress- 
men. Then he got some attention. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Does not 
the gentleman think this bill could be 
defeated very easily if it were not being 
log-rolled through? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Certainly. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Has the 
gentleman ever seen a regular appro- 
priation bill leave the House and go to 
the Senate without it being increased 
considerably in that body? 
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Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I know it is a 
common practice for the other body to 
increase appropriations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Case] is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Case of South 
Dakota: On page 52, line 14, strike out the 
period and the balance of the paragraph, 
lines 14 to 20, inclusive, and insert “and 
upon passage of that concurrent resolution 
no appropriation bill shall be passed appro- 
priating funds in excess of the budget so 
adopted except by a vote of two-thirds of 
the Members voting in each House, a quorum 
being present.” 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, on the whole, I think it must 
be said that the special committee has 
done a good job in the sections on com- 
mittee reorganization. I think an at- 
tempt to establish a review of appropria- 
tions in the light of prospective revenues 
is especially to be commended; but if I 
may have the attention of the chairman 
of the special committee, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Mownroney], I 
would like to ask a question about its 
operation. The first paragraph of sec- 
tion 138 concludes by saying that such 


reports shall be made by March 1 or Feb- - 


ruary 15, as now amended. Then, sec- 
tion (b) says: 

The report shall be accompanied by a con- 
current resolution adopting such budget, and 
fixing the maximum amount to be appro- 
priated for expenditure in such year. 


Now, I want to ask the gentleman 
what would happen if nothing is done 
with the report? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I will say to the 
distinguished gentleman that there will 

be no further restriction on appropria- 
tions. Congress can break the financial 
budget which we set. But the country 
will know that we are morally bound, the 
newspapers and Members of the Con- 
gress will know it by voting affirmatively 
for this resolution adopting the budget. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Wait just 
a minute. All that this language re- 
quires is that such report shall be made 
by such and such a date. There is noth- 
ing in here that says that Congress has 
to adopt the report. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thought the gen- 
tleman was referring to the next section 
relating to the adoption of the concur- 
rent resolution, fixing the total over-all 
appropriation figure, and if a deficit is 
running, to specify that the Congress au- 
thorizes the creation of that much debt 
for the fiscal year. I think properly we 
are making an approach to a definitely 
improved fiscal policy. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I thank 
the gentleman for his frank reply which, 
in effect, is that there is nothing to give 
effect to the budget ceiling except public 
opinion. That is my objection to para- 
graph (b). It does not go far enough. 
In fact, it does nothing to give real effect 
to the findings. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ParmMan] complained about 
this section on the ground that it ties 
the hands of Congress. My complaint is 
that it does no such thing. It merely 
holds out a little gesture to the country 
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and says that we told a committee to 
make a report and recommend a ceiling 
on appropriations, but it does not bind 
the Congress to that ceiling. It does 
nothing about it except to require that 
the report shall be accompanied by a 
resolution which Congress may or may 
not adopt, saying that the national debt 
should be increased if the ceiling is ex- 
ceeded. If Congress ignores the resolu- 
tion nothing happens; if Congress adopts 
the resolution nothing happens except 
that Congress has said it thinks the na- 
tional debt should be increased. 

In my judgment the section needs 
something to give effect to the ceiling. 
So the amefidment which I have offered 
says that if the concurrent resolution is 
adopted, then an appropriation in excess 
of that amount may be passed only by a 
two-thirds vote. That is in harmony 
with the provision which a great many 
State legislatures have; that deficiency 
appropriations may not be made except 
by a two-thirds vote and that appropria- 
tions may not be made immediately 
available on an emergency basis except 
by a two-thirds vote. 

The language of the bill does not have 
any teeth in this section. It merely 
creates a committee and requires it to 
make recommendations. If the over-all 
budget idea is to be effective, you have 
to do something more than that. No- 
body guarantees that Congress will adopt 
this resolution. The bill simply requires 
a report by a committee by a certain 
date recommending a ceiling for ap- 
propriations. If we really want to do 
something about joining expenditures 
and revenues, we must give effect to that 
ceiling. My amendment says that if 
Congress exceeds this budget, the excess 
may be adopted only by a two-thirds 
vote. 

The latter part of (b) is not needed. 
As a matter of fact, we put Congress in 
a somewhat ridiculous position to require 
that the proposed resolution say that the 
public debt should be increased in ad- 
vance of any demonstrated need for it. 
The Treasury does not go out and sell a 
lot of securities until it has demands for 
cash to meet maturing obligations. 
Many times receipts run ahead of the 
estimates. That has been true in the 
past and it is true currently, I think. 
Why then increase the public debt in ad- 
vance of the time when the cash is needed 
to meet maturing obligations? 

Consequently, I have offered .an 
amendment dropping that language and 
providing instead that appropriations in 
excess of the ceiling may be adopted only 
by a two-thirds vote. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at an appropriate place ir the 
Recorp prior to the vote on the amend- 
ment with relation to the Committee on 
Un-American Activities. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. Gore}. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, not hav- 
ing spoken on this bill, I want to begin 
my remarks on this amendment by say- 
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ing that my good friend and our distin- 
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] has done a 
monumental work. I want to praise 
him, although there are some features 
of the bill with which I disagree. This 
particular feature of the bill appears to 
be sound and I think it is a forward step. 
We have heard the situation described 
as some Members think it might prove 
to be under this provision. For in- 
stance, I have heard the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio, my able friend 
[Mr. Jones], descrie how silly a fiscal 
policy we might develop under this pro- 
cedure. I wondered if he was not de- 
scribing the ridiculous procedure which 
we have under our present system. Mr. 
Chairman, let us think a minute. Does 
the Congress have a fiscal policy? Does 
it? Let me ask you another question: 
Is there anything which will loom before 
the Congress within the next decade 
more important than fiscal affairs? 
Under the present system, we have no 
formal way of developing a fiscal policy, 
and what is more, we have no way of 
sensibly following a policy if we had one. 
Mr. Chairman, much has been said 
about the workability of this. For 4 
years I have been on the Committee on 
Appropriations. The members of that 
committee work very hard. But I say 
to you that appropriations are made by 
the Congress and by the Committee on 
Appropriations with less accurate 
knowledge of the amount that should be 
appropriated than is healthy for the 
country. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. Always, to my distin- 
guished and able and lovable friend, the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. O’NEAL. Does the gentleman 
with his sound business experience and 
the experience he has had on the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations feel that any 
group of men could pass on appropria- 
tion estimates in 30 days from January 
15 to February 15, and do an intelligent 
job? 

Mr. GORE. In specific items, no. If 
you mean by your question, Can the 
Congress in 30 days decide how much 
money they are going to appropriate for 
every item, this or that project, hither 
and yon?—no. But if the Congress can- 
not within 30 days make up its mind on a 
sensible over-all fiscal policy for the year, 
then I think Congress is a laggard insti- 
tution and it is time that we were reor- 
ganizing. It is time we bestirred our- 
selves again and again to improve this 
institution. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Will the gentleman in- 
dicate how this provision as recom- 
mended by the Committee on Reorgani- 
zation could possibly accomplish such a 
result? 

Mr. GORE. That is the purpose. I 
hope it can accomplish that result. I 
do not think it could be worse than the 
present helter-skelter procedure. We 
now have no definite goals for either 
over-all appropriations or revenue. And 
while we talk so much about appropria- 
tions, remember also that the revenue 
end of fiscal affairs is to be considered. 
Perhaps if the national need is sufficient 
to warrant an increased appropriation, 
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the great Committee on Ways and Means 
would be spurred on to an earlier con- 
sideration and presentation of their bills 
and perhaps that committee then might 
not feel constrained to ask for a gag rule 
on every bill from that committee. This 
is the very heart of the effort made by 
this bill to implement the Congress and 
its methods of procedure to the end that 
the Congress itself may formulate and 
at least attempt to follow a sound fiscal 
policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DirksENn] is recognized for 5 minutes to 
close debate. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Chairman, there 
have been some rather astounding argu- 
ments here today. It has been said by 
the gentleman from Kentucky that this 
is a futile gesture. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Taser] said it would be 
dangerous. The gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Jones] said it would be absurd and 
embarrassing to the Congress. The gen- 
tleman from Ohio said it would be an 
urge for deficit spending. Another Mem- 
ber said it restricts Congress and the 
country too closely. Just make up your 
minds. But what you see today is the 
recurring pattern of history. When the 
Keating-Owen Child Labor Act was in- 
troduced in 1916 it was Senator Beve- 
ridge who said it would not work. When 
women’s suffrage was first given to the 
country, omniscient minds stood in this 
well and said, “It will not work.” When 
the income-tax amendment was first pro- 
posed to the Constitution of the United 
States they said, “It will not work.” 
There are Members sitting in this Cham- 
ber this afternoon who, when the Gen- 
eral Accounting Act of 1921 was pro- 
posed, which first set up an Appropria- 
tions Committee with exclusive power to 
appropriate, said, “It will not work.” 
Yes. That is the inertia of age talking. 
“It will not work.” Have they given you 
a single persuasive argument why half 
a dozen Members from four committees 
of the House and Senate cannot sit down 
in a comfortable committee room and 
discuss the over-all aspects of the ex- 
penditure of revenue for this great cor- 
poration called the United States of 
America? 

What an awful confession has been 
made here today, and members of my 
own committee, great committee that it 
is, have come into this well and con- 
fessed their ineptitude, they have con- 
fessed the inflexibility of the very com- 
mittee of which I have the honor to be 
a member. God save the mark! Oh, let 
us not be put to one side by the talk that 
there is no time and that there are re- 
strictive rules. You go out to Portland or 
Seattle or San Francisco or Cleveland or 
Milwaukee or elsewhere and tell one of 
your taxpayers that you would like to put 
a ceiling on the budget but there were 
rules obstructing it. They will say, “Rules 
do not register in my pocketbook.” _ 

What I want to do is to exercise a little 
flexibility of mind and judgment and I 
want some real, honest-to-God construc- 
tive effort to balance the budget of the 
United States that has been out of bal- 
ance for 17 long years. We offer you 
now a simple device, a simple proposal 
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that has a great deal of moral force in 


it for the country and a great deal of 


force to retrieve the esteem for Congress 
that is ebbing away and leaching away. 
Be not disillusioned or dismayed or put 
aside or fooled by all this unsubstantial 
argument that has been made here. 
They are the arguments of every genera- 
tion in the history of the country. But, 
thank God, we move forward in a pro- 
gressive line. 

I suggest that all amendments, includ- 
ing the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York IMr. TABER] be 
voted down. 

If the proposal which we present in 


this bill does not work, I shall be the 


first to confess my error if it has had a 
fair trial. But I do not propose to suc- 
cumb to the defeatism which has been 
expressed over and over on this floor that 
it will not work. The taxpayers of the 
Nation are entitled to an opportunity to 
see whether or not it will work. Perhaps 
you recall the old expression, “Where 
there is a will, there is a way.” Instead 
of the defeatist attitude expressed here 
today, let us determine that it can be 
made to work and it will work. We have 
used red ink a long time in chalking up 
recurring deficits. Let us see what can 
be done about changing the color to 
black. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- 
pired. 

The question recurs on the perfecting 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Case] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment may again be reported. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
again reported the amendment offered by 
Mr. Case of South Dakota. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota (Mr. Case] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer another amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Case of South 
Dakota: š 

On page 52, after line 20, insert: 

e) Until the concurrent resolution speci- 
fied in subsection (b) has been agreed to by 
both Houses by record vote no general appro- 
priation bill appropriating money for the 


ensuing fiscal year shall be passed by either 
House.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs 
on the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Taser]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Taser) there 
were—ayes 27, noes 101. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: On page 
52, line 8, after the word “committee” and 
the period, insert No amendment to any 
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general appropriation bill shall be in order 
in either House proposing an increase in such 
bill which will result in an increase in the 
over-all amount which may be appropriated 
for any executive department or agency; and 
the over-all amount which may be appropri- 
ated for each executive department and for 
the several independent establishments in- 
cluding the District of Columbia shall be al- 
located by the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives prior to the 
consideration of the estimate of appropria- 
tions by the several subcommittees thereof.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
another amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: On page 
52. after line 20, insert a new paragraph as 
follows: 

“(c) No appropriation contained in any 
appropriation bill which in percentage ratio 
to the estimate of the Bureau of the Budget 
for any such appropriation is in excess of 
the percentage ratio that the total recom- 
mended maximum appropriations contained 
in said legislative budget bears to the total 
budget estimates of the President as con- 
tained in the annual Budget for any such 
year, shall be considered or received in either 
House.” $ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 


the amendment. 


The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


HEARINGS AND REPORTS BY APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEES 


Sec. 139. (a) No general appropriation bill, 
other than deficiency appropriation bills, 
shall be considered in either House unless, 
prior to the consideration of such bill, printed 
committee hearings and reports on such bill 
have been available for at least three calendar 
days for the Members of the House in which 
such bill is to be considered. 

(b) The Committees on Appropriations of 
the two Houses are authorized and directed, 
acting jointly, to develop a standard appro- 
priation classification schedule which will 
clearly define in concise and uniform ac- 
counts the subtotals of appropriations asked 
for by agencies in the executive branch of 
the Government. That part of the printed 
hearings containing each such agency's re- 


quest for appropriations shall be preceded 


by such a schedule. 

(c) No general appropriation bill or 
amendment thereto shall be received or con- 
sidered in either House if it contains a provi- 
sion reappropriating unexpended balances of 
appropriations; except that this provision 
shall not apply to appropriations in continu- 
ation of appropriations for public works on 
which work has commenced. 

(d) The Appropriations Committees of 
both Houses are authorized and directed to 
make a study of (1) existing permanent ap- 
propriations with a view to limiting the num- 
ber of permanent appropriations and to rec- 
ommend to their respective Houses what per- 
manent appropriations, if any, should be dis- 
continued; and (2) the disposition of funds 
resulting from the sale of Government prop- 
erty or services by all departments and agen- 
cles in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment with a view to recommending to their 
respective Houses a uniform system of con- 
trol with respect to such funds, 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jensen: On 
page 52, after the word bill“, beginning on 
line 22, strike out the words “other than 
deficiency appropriation bills.” 
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Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
section reads: 

No general appropriation bill, other than 
deficiency appropriation bills, shall be con- 
sidered in either House unless, prior to the 
consideration of such bill, printed commit- 
‘tee hearings and reports on such bill have 
been available for at least three calendar days 
for the Members of the House in which such 
bill is to be considered. 


My amendment seeks to eliminate the 
words “other than deficiency appropria- 
tion bills.” 

Mr. Chairman, it is very plain to see 
why I have offered this amendment, the 
main reason being that the regular sub- 
committees of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee sit for weeks and months hear- 
ing the testimony of people from the 
departments who come before the re- 


this 


stamces the subcommittee reduces the 


habit for the departments to continue 
to spend as though they were not re- 
stricted simply because they know they 


available 3 days previous to the time the . 


bill is considered on the floor for the 
Members of Congress to examine. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota? 

Mr. JUDD. If the amendment of the 
gentleman is accepted and deficiency ap- 
propriation bills also have to be brought 
i.. with a report 3 days before they are 
considered and a real emergency arises, 
requiring immediate action, all we need 
to do is to suspend the rules on a two- 
thirds majority. The Congress would 
do that in a real emergency. This would 
prevent them from using it on every 
deficiency bill when there is no emer- 
gency. 

Mr.JENSEN. The gentleman is right. 
The Appropriations Committee has been 
criticized severely, and rightly so, be- 
cause great appropriation bills come to 
the floor and the Members have not had 
an opportunity to see the report or the 
bill until it comes to the floor. Even 
the members of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee rarely see a bill from any other 
subcommittee except the ones they are 
on until the day it is brought before the 
full committee some forenoon and often 
the same afternoon it is brought before 
the House. 

The criticiim has been justified and 
certainly if any subcommittee should 
be required to bring a committee report 
‘before the House 3 days in advance of 
action, it should be the deficiency com- 
mittee because it is less understood than 
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any other report that comes before the 
House. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The - gentleman's 
amendment is a most excellent one, and 
I hope it will carry. 

Mr. JENSEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his support. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that the 
regularly established subcommittees’ 
procedure is fixed, well known, and more 
or less standardized? 

Mr. JENSEN. Certainly. 

Mr. CURTIS. This 3-day availability 
of hearings and reports is not nearly 
as necessary for them as it is the defi- 
ciency committee which might take up 


member of the Appropriations Commit- 


tee. He knows whereof he speaks. I 


want to congratulate him on his courage 
and his forthrightmess in stating these 
facts as they are. 

Mr. JENSEN. I thank the gentleman 


tures. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the salary in- 
crease and retirement pay section of this 
bill can be eliminated so I can support 
the bill on final passage, because in my 
studied opinion the reorganization of 
Congress would be beneficial to some 
degree. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section close in 4 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. HESELTON]. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman; 
throughout the day I have been consid- 
ering offering an amendment similar to 
the one offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Jensen]. I decided not to do 
so upon the advice of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], because I sin- 
cerely support the obvious improve- 
ment in the organization and operation 
of Congress in this legislation as sub- 
mitted by the committee. But I think 
this amendment would be most construc- 
tive. I call your attention to the fact 
that when this measure passed the other 
body, this language was not contained in 
the legislation. I would like to read the 
comments from the joint committee re- 
port, because it emphasizes another 
phase of this matter which I think is of 
real importance to all of the Members: 


of the full committee on major 
bills customarily reach the floor soon after 
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committee approval. Under these circum- 
stances, the findings and printed hearings 
‘on appropriation bills are usually not avail- 
able for careful and sustained study by the 
membership at large before the bills are re- 
ported to the House for its action. The hear- 
ings are naturally massive in size and com- 
plex in detail. As a result, it is not easy 
for Members of the House fully to inform 
themselves on the complex contents of ap- 
propriation bills before they come up for 
final action on the floor. 


In my judgment, if this same principle 
were applied to legislative bills, we would 
have far more efficiency and much better 
legislation in the House. I urge that the 
amendment be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. MONRONEY]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, in 
considering this matter there was a very 
well and carefully made case by the 
leaders on the Committee on Appropri- 
ations that they have to have some elbow 
room for urgent deficiencies. We re- 
cently had an emergency appropriation 
for the veterans; to pay within a day or 
two the fund necessary for unemploy- 
ment compensation. If we nailed down 
tightly the proposition for 3 days on all 
appropriations, those urgent matters 
would be delayed. 

The section that has just been 
adopted does exactly what the gentle- 
man wants to do in discouraging defi- 
ciencies. I am heartily in favor of re- 
ducing this practice. The bill provides 
that all appropriations will have to come 
in in the regular way, with a 3-day in- 
terim, and only excludes from this rule 
deficiency appropriations. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. I knew the gentleman 
was going to bring that up and talk about 
the veterans, but if it is already taken 
care of, why not string this language out 
and then we will know it is taken care of. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I do not think the 
3-day elbow room on deficiencies is going 

«to hurt or help particularly the thing 
that the gentleman seeks to accomplish. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. As as matter of fact, 
there have been occasions when we had 
to work fast and include deficiences and 
bring them in as an emergency measure. 

Mr. JENSEN. That was during the 
war. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That was recently 
when General Bradley came before us 
and said that he ran out of money for the 
payment of unemployment money for 
soldiers. We had to bring that in here 
and get immediate action, so you have a 
bit of a flexible factor. I hope the 
amendment of my good friend will be 
voted down. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The other section 
of the bill will help a lot by eliminating 
so many deficiencies, which is important, 
too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. 
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The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. JENSEN). 
there were—ayes 86, noes 79. 


So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Records of Congress 

Sec. 140. (a) The Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives are authorized and directed, acting 
jointly, to obtain at the close of each Con- 
gress all of the noncurrent records of the 
Congress and of each committee thereof and 
transfer them to the National Archives for 
preservation, subject to the orders of the 
Senate or the House, respectively. 

(b) The Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives is authorized and directed to collect all 
of the noncurrent records of the House of 
Representatives from the First to the Sev- 
enty-sixth Congress, inclusive, and transfer 
such records to the National Archives for 
preservation, subject to the orders of the 
Senate or the House, respectively. 

Preservation of committee hearings 

Sec, 141. The Librarian of the Library of 
Congress is authorized and directed to have 
bound at the end of each session of Congress 
the printed hearings of testimony taken by 
each committee of the Congress at the pre- 
ceding session. 

Effective date 

Sec. 142. This title shall take effect on Jan- 
uary 2, 1947; except that this section and 
sections 140 and 141 shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this act. 

Trrte II—MIscELLANEOUS 


PART 1—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
CONGRESSIONAL PERSONNEL 


Stenographie pool 

Sec. 201. The Secretary of the Senate and 
Clerk of the House of Representatives shall 
establish a stenographic pool in each of the 
Senate and House Office Buildings for the use 
of Members during peak periods when their 
existing clerical facilities are inadequate to 
their needs, and shall make its facilities 
available, within proper limits, to the Mem- 
bers of Congress, under such rules and regu- 
lations as they may prescribe. 


Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITTINGTON: 
On page 55, lines 6 to 14, inclusive, strike out 
section 201. 3 


Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
I shall detain the Committee but a mo- 
ment, and only to say that I favor the 
general purposes of the pending bill and 
am supporting it. This bill contemplates 
a reduction in the number of commit- 
tees, more adequate staffs, clerical assist- 
ance, and stenographic service for the 
committees. The section under consid- 
eration, section 201, provides that the 
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of 
the House shall establish a stenographic 
pool in the Senate and in the House Office 
Buildings that shall be available to Mem- 
bers of Congress in periods of peak work. 
My amendment would strike out that 
section. It is stated that the pool is 
needed in the Senate. I answer that if 
we strike it out here it will still be in 
conference. It is said that stenographic 
pools are used in the departments of the 
Government. I answer that if they are, 
they are used under the general direction 
of the chief of the department. My 
thought is that it will not be satisfactory 
for the Clerk of the House and the Sec- 
retary of the Senate to be the supervisors 


-from Mississippi. 
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of the offices of 435 Members of the 
House and 96 Members of the Senate. 
This bill makes no change in the allow- 
ances for clerk hire to each Member of 
Congress. All are treated exactly alike. 
If this pool remains in the bill, there will 
be discrimination that will be irritating 
and that will lead to worse than confu- 
sion and to great dissatisfaction. For 
that reason, I have offered this amend- 
ment to strike out the section. I trust 
the Committee will adopt the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MICHENER. I quite agree with 
the gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. How would the ste- 
nographers in the pool be compensated? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I understand 
they would be hired and compensated by 
appropriations from the Federal Treas- 
ury, but I do not know what they would 
be doing while they were waiting around 
to be assigned to Members. At all 
events, I think that all Members of the 
House should be treated alike. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. How 
would you allocate them? That is what 
we want to know. 


Mr. WHITTINGTON. I do not be- 


lieve they could be allocated to all Mem- 
bers alike. There would be discrimina- 
tion. Ioppose the pool. I urge that the 
section be eliminated. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this section close in 10 minutes, 2 
minutes to be reserved to the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PoaceE). 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Poack as a sub- 
stitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
WHITTINGTON: 

On page 55, lines 7 and 8, strike out the 
words “and clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives.” 

In line 9 strike out the words “each of” and 
the words “and House.” 

In line 13, strike out the word “Congress” 
and insert the word “Senate.” 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I had 
prepared an amendment identical to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
But on further con- 
sideration it seemed to me there was no 
occasion for the House taking it upon 
itself to legislate regarding the preroga- 
tives of the other body. The only dif- 
ference between the substitute and the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi is simply that the sub- 
stitute relates only to the prerogatives of 
this body and not to any other body. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will not that 
matter be better promoted by striking out 
this section, thus allowing the Senate 
section.to remain and the matter could 
then be adjusted if it is still insisted on 
in conference? 
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Mr. POAGE. I do not think so, else 
I would have accepted the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi. It is my opinion there is no oc- 
casion for us to do something that might 
be considered as an affront or lack of 
proper courtesy to the other body. I* 
fully concur in the ideas of the gentle- 
man from Mississippi that there is no 
occasion for this stenographic pool. I 
think it would be nothing but a source 
of irritation, annoyance, and trouble. 

The proposal to reorganize many of 
the procedures and activities of the Con- 
gress.saworthyone. Iam for it. Most 
of the Members of this House are for it. 
We want to wipe out useless committees 
and to make those which remain actu- 
ally function. We want to provide the 
committees with adequate help to intel- 
ligently perform their duties. I believe 
this bill does that in a rather acceptable 
manner. But, important as committee 
work is, it falls far short of covering all 
of a Member's work. 

Unless a Congressman has an adequate 
and efficient office staff, it becomes im- 
possible to do any work satisfactorily. 


No Congressman is going to be able to 


do any outstanding work with regard to 
pending legislation if he knows that he 
is neglecteing fifty or a hundred letters 


‘about the OPA, housing, or the draft. 


Nor will he be able to give his best, either 
in the committee or on the floor, if he 
realizes that he has done nothing about 
the requests of dozens of veterans who 
each day ask for numerous contacts. In 
short, the work in our own offices is 
basic. This bill falls far short in caring 
for the ever-increasing load of individual 
office work—yet this work, particularly 
veterans’ werk—is sure to rapidly in- 
crease. 

Originally it was suggested that each 
Member be given an executive assistant. 
Many Members do not like that name. 
That provision was stricken out. The 
only relief offered by this bill for your 
pressing office work is the creation of a 
stenographic pool. I do not believe that 
such a pool will be of any practical value. 
When one Member has extra work, most 
other Members are likely to have extra 
work. If the pool were large enough to 
provide help for all when it was needed, 
we might just as well assign extra help 
directly to each Member. In fact, this is 
the only way that the extra help will be 
at all efficient. I, therefore, ask that you 
adopt the substitute amendment and not 
offer gratuitous offense to anybody else. 
I a you to abandon this stenographic 
pool. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. How will the pool be 
compensated? Will they be paid out of 
the general fund or will each Member 
have to pay for the services he gets? 

Mr. POAGE. I assume it will be paid 
out of the general fund. 

Mr. COOLEY. I agree with the gen- 
tleman that there is no reason for it. 

Mr. POAGE. The bill is not clear on 
it and it seems to me we might as well 
wipe out that uncertainty. 

If I can gain recognition, I shall follow 
this amendment with another to provide 
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an extra clerk at $5,000 per year for each 
Member. This clerk would in my office, 
and doubtless in most offices, find that 
veterans’ matters would consume prac- 
tically his full time. 

I have fixed the sum at $5,000 per 
year simply because I feel that it is the 
absolute minimum for which we can ex- 
pect to secure the help we so clearly 
need. I have also taken into considera- 
tion the fact that the bill provides an 
increase of $£,000 in congressional sal- 
aries. I propose, if recognized, at the 
proper time to offer an amendment to 
strike out all of the provisions relative 
to an increase in salary for the Members. 
In short, I propose that we forego any 
increase in our own salaries in an effort 
to contribute to the maintenance 
of economic stability. On the other 
hand, I suggest that we devote the same 
amount of money to providing our con- 
stituents with a better service from our 
offices. I could use the salary increase 
just as well as the next Member. My ex- 
penses have gone up just as have yours. 
I know that Congressmen have had no 
increase for more than 20 years, but I 
also know that our action on our own 
salaries will be taken as a basis for other 
wage and salary adjustments. I do not 
want to be responsible for setting off a 
new wave of inflation. I believe that the 
national interest should control. At the 
same time the provisions for an extra 
clerk would not profit the Members at 
all. It would not set a precedent for 
higher wages and higher prices. It 
would, however, help each Congressman 
to serve his people and would, I feel sure, 
aid in making each Member a better leg- 
islator. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
STEFAN]. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, I favor 
some reorganization of Congress in order 
to eventually bring about a balanced 
budget, but I cannot support this bill. 
I know that this is a rather unpopular 
position. This bill contains many provi- 
sions which in my opinion would elim- 
inate overlapping work. There are pro- 
visions which would consolidate com- 
mittees and save much time. There are 
provisions which would make better 
budgeting work. There are provisions 
which, in my opinion, would make better 
scrutiny of expenditures. But there are 
other provisions which do not belong in 
the bill. I feel that this bill should come 
to us with all of the provisions which 
would save the taxpayers’ money and 
eliminate numerous committees which 
could be consolidated with others. But 
the retirement and salary-increase sec- 
tions should be stricken out or brought 
up in some other bill and debated sepa- 
rately on their merits. It is one thing 
to say thet we should streamline Con- 
gress in order to balance the budget and 
bring our legislative business up to date. 
But it is another thing when you put into 
the same bill two items which in my 
opinion would nullify the real purpose of 
the bill—mainly, balance the budget. I 
cannot see how you can start balancing 
the budget with this legislation when you 
include in it increase of salaries and also 
include retirement benefits. I fear, Mr, 
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Chairman, this is just another addition 
to the salary-increase bills which have 
recently come before this House. I have 
not supported them all because they 
just add to inflation and merely build 
walls against any attempt to balance the 
budget. They just add to our tremen- 
dous public debt, which should be re- 
duced instead of increased. The only 
place you can get this money is from the 
taxpayers, and their load is heavy 
enough. 

This House recently passed a bill in- 
creasing the salaries of Federal em- 
ployees. That added hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars annually to the taxpayers’ 
burden. I did not support that measure. 
This House recently passed a bill increas- 
ing salaries of the Foreign Service. This 
bill gave $25,000 annually to some of these 
employees plus $25,000 a year for enter- 
tainment for each of them. I fought 
against this measure and voted against 
it. This House recently passed the Brit- 
ish gift or loan which included $4,000,- 
000,000. I opposed that measure because 
we do not have the money and because 
it was not a business loan. I felt it would 
add to our infiction. There was some 
other salary-increase legislation which I 
opposed for the same reasons. So I can- 
not consistently support this measure 
which will just add millions more toward 
our annual expenses. 

What this Congress should do—and 
what I have been consistently trying to 
do for a long time is to stop this wild 
spending and cut down the number of 
Federal employees and cut down the 
number of these useless bureaus. 

In spite of what some of us have been 
endeavoring to do toward cutting down 
the Federal pay roll; in spite of our con- 
tinued demands for elimination of over- 
lapping Federal work; in spite of our de- 
mands that the number of unnecessary 
employees be cut down, there are still 
about three million people on the Fed- 
eral pay roll and demands are coming 
from them for still another wholesale in- 
crease in salary. At least 1,000,000 of 
these people should be eliminated at 
once. If that is done it would really be 
a contribution toward balancing the 
Budget and also a contribution toward 
putting some brakes on inflation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
is not just a casual amendment that was 
dropped in here. It was placed in after 
testimony was given by the organization 
of your secretaries, men who have to 
handle the mail and the inquiries from 
constituents and problems that come to 
every congressional office. 

One of the criticisms against giving 
ourselves additional clerk hire is always 
true, that with part of the Members at 
certain times they are completely over- 
loaded and swamped with correspond- 
ence from their home districts, when 
down the hall perhaps four or five or six 
Members are sitting almost idly, or with 
very little correspondence. 

We are trying to reach the situation of 
furnishing additional help where peak 
loads occur so that we will not have to 
give every single Member an additional 
secretary at $2,500 or $3,000 a year, but 
give it only in the places where it is 
needed. j 
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I think it is good, sound business prac- 
tice and I think the Congress can make 
gocd use of this. If the Congress is afraid 
it would not work, then we must say it 
will not work because we lack the busi- 
ness and administrative ability to make it 
work. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does the ` 
gentleman not think there should be 
some provision in there that there should 
be no discrimination because of race, 
color, age, or sex. or something like that? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I had hoped we 
woma be able to keep this on a functional 

asis. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
what I was trying to do, because who 
would want to function with some of 
the secretaries they would hire? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe when the 
Members use this for a year they will 
find it is a great help to them in carry- 
ing on their business, instead of adding 
to their offices extra clerks that they 
might not need most of the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

The question is on the perfecting 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTING- 
TON]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WHITTINGTON) 
there were—ayes 141, noes 56. 

So the amendment was agreed to, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

INCREASE IN COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN 

CONGRESSIONAL OFFICERS 

Sec. 202. (a) Effective January 1, 1947, the 
annual basic compensation of the elected of- 
ficers of the Senate and the House of Rep- 
resentatives (not including the Presiding Of- 
ficers of the two Houses) shall be increased 
by 50 percent; and the provisions of section 
501 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945, as amended by section 5 of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1946, shall not be ap- 
plicable to the compensation of said elected 
officers. 

(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated annually for the “Office of the 
Vice President” the sum of $23,130; and there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated an- 
nually for the “Office of the Speaker” the 
sum of $20,025. 

(c) The Speaker, the majority leader, and 
the minority leader of the House of Repre- 
sentatives are each authorized to employ an 
administrative assistant, who shall receive 
basic compensation at a rate not to exceed 
$8,000 a year. There is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be 
e for the payment of such compen- 
sation. 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to section 202. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Poace: On page 
56, line 8, add a period and a new sentence 
to read as follows: 

“Each Member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives is authorized to employ an extra 
clerk to assist on veterans’ and other matters. 
He shall receive compensation at a rate not 
to exceed $5,000 a year.” 
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this section close in 12 minutes, the 
last 2 minutes to be reserved to the 
committee. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, will there be an op- 
portunity to offer a substitute for the 
Poage amendment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I would think the 
Chair would recognize the gentleman to 
offer a substitute and recognize him for 
5 minutes to be heard on the substitute. 
That would still leave 2 minutes to the 
committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Pose! is recognized. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is the one I mentioned a 
few moments ago to provide an addi- 
tional clerk at $5,000 a year for each 
Representative. It seems to me that in 
no manner can this House do a better 
thing for the people we represent than 
to give ourselves the assistance neces- 
sary to perform the duties that are daily 
becoming heavier. It seems to me that 
only in that way can we hope for any 
opportunity for the Members to devote 
more serious attention to vital public 
legislation. 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr. MICHENER. As a matter of fact, 
the gentleman’s amendment would re- 
store the executive assistant that was 
stricken from the Senate bill at a les- 
ser salary and under another name. 

Mr. POAGE. I think that is probably 
a fair statement. I think it was the name 
that was given in the original bill that 
brought about a good deal of unjustified 
criticism because a great many people did 
not like the title. If you do not like the 
title we will call him something else, 
call him a clerk. Call him what you 
will. What I want is to get some work 
done in our offices and to leave the Mem- 
bers some opportunity to devote more 
time to truly legislative matters. What 
I want is somebody I can call on to 
handle some of the details of the office. 
What I want and what I believe you want 
is someone who can do the job for the 
people of your districts. I do not care 
what you call him, whether you call him 
a clerk or whether you call him a mes- 
senger, The title is insignificant. The 
work is the thing that is important, and 
the work is for the people of your dis- 
tricts. If you think this work is not 
going to increase next year all you have 
to do is to see the number of veterans’ 
cases that are building up for you. If 
you think these veterans’ cases do not 
require a man somewhat learned in that 
work, you just try turning these cases 
over to somebody out of a stenographic 
pool. If you think that you can sat- 
isfy the veterans of your district by turn- 
ing over their cases which mean so much 
to them to some $1,800 a year stenog- 
rapher, just try doing it. I think it is 
perfectly clear that you must be able to 
employ somebody with some judgment 
and some experience and some ability, 
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and I do not think you can get such a 
person for less than $5,000 a year. It is 
for that reason I believe it is good for 
the people we represent. In other words, 
I am trying to see to it that instead of 
simply aiding the Members of Congress 
that this bill should aid the people we 
represent. Therefore, if I can secure 
recognition when we come to the section 
of Members’ salaries, I shall offer an 
amendment to strike out the proposed 
$5,000 per year increase. I realize that 
the gentleman from Ohio, a Member of 
the Rules Committee, has given notice 
that he will claim recognition on this 
item and that if he does, I will have no 
opportunity to offer my amendment, but 
I am sure that in one way or another we 
will get a chance to vote to reduce our 
own salary, and in view of the present 
effect that this increase may have on 
our national economy, I feel that we 
should vote against an increase in our 
own salary, but that we should use the 
same money to provide a better service 
for the people. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
substitute amendment for the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Poace]. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 


Substitute amendment offered by Mr. Jupp 


to employ an administrative assistant whose 
duty it shall be to assist the Members in 
carrying out their departmental business and 
other duties in Washington. Each such ad- 
ministrative assistant shall receive compen- 
sation at a rate not to exceed $6,000 a year.” 


Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, this sub- 
stitute amendment is almost exactly the 
language that was in the bill passed by 
the Senate. There are only two changes. 
One is that I have specified that the 
administrative assistant must work “in 
Washington” because the objection was 
raised that some individuals conceivably 
might hire a man at $6,000, $7,000, or 
$8,000 a year—$8,000 was the original 
figure—to carry on political work in his 
own district; or that it might become 
just a patronage plum. That is not the 
purpose of the amendment, so I have 
modified it to read that it shall be the 
duty of the administrative assistant “to 
assist the Member in carrying out his 
departmental business and other duties 
in Washington.” It would be permissible 
for the Member to send him to his dis- 
trict to investigate some problem, of 
course, but the primary obligation of the 
assistant would be to work not in the 
home district but in the Congressman’s 
office in Washington. This should cor- 
rect that objection by some. 

The second change is that the basic 
compensation is reduced from a manda- 
tory salary of $8,000 a year to “at a rate 
not to exceed $6,000 a year.” A basic 
salary of $6,000 a year actually means 
$8,339.10. If you were to leave it at 
$8,000 as in the Senate bill, the indi- 
vidual would get $10,000, exactly the 
same salary a Congressman now gets. 
Eight thousand, three hundred and 
thirty-nine dollars and ten cents, it 
seems to me, is enough to get a top- 
notch assistant. Furthermore, I do not 
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think the Member should be required to 
hire at the full amount or nothing. 
Probably one would not want to hire such 
an assistant at first at the full rate, with- 
out chance for increase. I would prefer 
to hire him at four or five thousand dol- 
lars base, and then raise him gradually 
to the full amount if and as he makes 
good. 

Mr. Chairman, to me this is the single, 
most valuable part of the bill, from the 
standpoint of the Congressman’s work. 
If the purpose of this bill is, as has been 
said, to save our time and to increase our 
efficiency, no single thing can do more 
toward that end than to enable us to get 
a capable high-grade individual who can 
do far more than clerical work. He can 
exercise initiative, prepare material for 
our use, and take responsibility, espe- 
cially in handling matters with the ex- 
ecutive departments, thereby freeing us 
for our primary responsibilities, namely, 
to study national problems and devise 
and enact wise legislation to deal with 
them. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. I have such an admin- 
istrative assistant now, only she gets 
$5000 a year, not $6,000, and every 
Member of this House could have done 
the same if they wanted to. 

Mrs. WOODHOUSE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut. 

Mrs. WOODHOUSE. Would the gen- 
tleman agree that this will greatly im- 
prove our legislation Ly giving Members 
of Congress the opportunity to do what 
is really their job, that is, to understand 
our economic problems? 

Mr. JUDD. I certainly do. The 
gentlewoman I know had prepared a 
similar amendment and I am glad that 
she and many others approve. I hope 
everyone will agree. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. I want to compli- 
ment the gentleman for offering the 
amendment. I think it goes to the very 
heart of our problem here and that is to 
give the Members more opportunity to 
look after affairs on the floor of the 
House. 

Mr. JUDD. I hope the Committee will 
accept the amendment, not for the sake 
of the Congressmen but for the sake of 
the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pending amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee as you 
know considered very carefully the ques- 
tion of an administrative assistant. That 
was in the bill when it passed th: Senate. 
In an effort to bring this bill to the floor 
of the House, as I told you before, it was 
necessary not only for the members of 
the special committee to consider this, 
but to take it up with the leadership on 
both sides of the aisle. 
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They have considered the bill as care- 
fully as we have, and it was their con- 
sidered, conscientious opinion that we 
should not vote ourselves an administra- 
tive assistant at this time. 

They felt that the matter was being 
tried out in the other body. Being only 
£6 of them, they have a great deal more 
administrative work per Member than 
we have to do. There was no question 
that they had to have it in order to re- 
main on the floor to consider legislation. 
I feel if this plan works in the other body 
that the House can later adopt it. 

The difficulty is in trying to handle the 
unequal work load that districts have. 
If you could be sure that only the Mem- 
bers who absolutely have to have this 
assistant would take it, then I would say 
it would be a very fine thing for the House 
to adopt the amendment. But I am 
afraid that would not be the case. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. I can see 
where you would have just about one 
potential candidate for Congress for 
every Member of the House and you 
would have to spend more time in your 
district to keep him from defeating you. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I do not agree with 
the gentleman at all. I would hate to 
believe that Members of Congress could 
not choose a secretary or an assistant 
who would be loyal to him. 

But, gentlemen, I believe we have a 
definite obligation because of the help 
and the cooperation ikat the leadership 
gave us in getting this bill to the floor. 
It has been carefully considered by them, 
and I do hope that you will give due 
weight to their suggestions as we con- 
sider the adoption of these other two 
amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 
All time has expired. 

The question is on the substitute 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp] for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE]. 

The substitute amendment was re- 
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Poace]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Poace) there 
were—ayes 32, noes 162. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


COMMITTEE STAFFS 


Sec. 203. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
(other than the Appropriations Committees) 
is authorized to appoint by a majority vote 
of the committee not more than four pro- 
fessional staff members in addition to the 
clerical staffs on a permanent basis without 
regard to political affiliations and solely on 
the basis of fitness to perform the duties of 
the office; and said staff members shall be 
assigned to the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member of such committee as the 
committee may deem advisable. Each such 
committee is further authorized to terminate 
the services by a majority vote of the commit- 
tee of any such professional staff member as 
it may see fit. Professional staff members 
shall not engage in any work other than com- 
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mittee business and no other duties may be 
assigned to them. 

(b) The Committee on Appropriations of 
each House and each subcommittee thereof 
is authorized to appoint by a majority vote 
of the committee not more than four pro- 
fessional staff members in addition to the 
clerical staff on a permanent basis without 
regard to political affiliations and solely on 
the basis of fitness to perform the duties of 
the office; and said staff members shall be 
assigned to the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of each Committee on Appro- 
priations and each subcommittee thereof as 
the committee or subcommittee may deem 
advisable. Such committee or subcommittee 
is further authorized to discharge by a ma- 
jority vote of the committee or subcommittee 
any such professional staff member as it may 
see fit. Professional staff members shall not 
engage in any work other than committee 
business and no other duties may be as- 
signed to them. In addition to other duties, 
such professional staff members shall aid the 
chairmen and ranking minority members in 
making careful studies of budget requests 
with a view to eliminating unnecessary ex- 
penditures. 

(c) The clerical staff of each standing 
committee, which shall be appointed by a 
majority vote of the committee, shall consist 
of not more than six clerks, to be attached 
to the office of the chairman, to the ranking 
minority member, and to the professional 
staff, as the committee may deem advisable; 
and the position of committee janitor is 
hereby abolished. The clerical staff shall 
handle committee correspondence and sten- 
ographic work, both for the committee staff 
and for the chairman and ranking minority 
member on matters related to committee 
work. 

(d) All committee hearings, records, data, 
charts, and files shall be kept separate and 
distinct from the congressional office records 
of the Member serving as chairman of the 
committee; and such records shall be the 
property of the Congress and all members of 
the committee and the respective Houses 
shall have access to such records. Each com- 
mittee is authorized to have printed and 
bound such testimony and other data pre- 
sented at hearings held by the committee. 

(c) The professional staff members of the 
standing committees shall receive annual 
compensation, to be fixed by the chairman, 
ranging from $6,000 to $8,000 and the clerical 
staff shall receive annual compensation rang- 
ing from $2,000 to $6,000. 

(f) No committee shall appoint to its staff 
any experts or other personnel detailed or 
assigned from any department or agency of 
the Government, except with the written per- 
mission of the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration of the Senate or the ittee 
on House Administration of the House of 
Representatives, as the case may be. 

(g) No individual who is employed as a 
professional staff member of any committee 
as provided in this section shall be eligible 
for appointment to any office or position in 
the executive branch of the Government for 
a period of 1 year after he shall have ceased 
to be such a member. 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CANNON of 
Missouri: 

Page 57, line 1, in lieu of the matter in- 
serted as subsection (b), insert the following: 

“Subject to appropriations which it shall 
be in order to include in appropriation bills, 
the Committee on Appropriations of each 
House is authorized to appoint such staff, in 
addition to the clerk thereof and assistants 
for the minority, as each such committee, by 
a majority vote, shall determine to be neces- 
sary, such personnel, other than the minority 
assistants, to possess such qualifications as 
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the committees respectively may prescribe, 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House also is authorized to conduct studies 
and examinations of the organization and 
operation of any executive agency (including 
any agency the majority of the stock of which 
is owned by the Government of the United 
States) as it may deem necessary to assist 
it in connection with the determination of 
matters within its jurisdiction and in accord- 
ance with procedures authorized by the Com- 
mittee by a majority vote, including the 
rights and powers conferred by House Reso- 
lution No, 50, adopted January 9, 1945.” 

Page 58, line 15, strike out “$6,000” and 
insert 85,000.“ 

Page 58, line 17, strike out 86,000“ and 
insert “$8,000.” 

Page 58, line 18, after “(f)”, insert “Except 
as otherwise provided in this act.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have offered this series of amend- 
ments to section 203 after consultation 
with the gentleman in charge of the bill, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MownroneEy], and his colleague on the 
committee, the gentleman from Ilinois 
[Mr. Dirksen], to whom they are satis- 
factory. 

The first, offered as a complete sub- 
stitute for the text of subsection (b), 
provides for the staffing of the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House and 
Senate, in accordance with needs as de- 
termined by those committees, and 
makes permanent provision for the in- 
vestigative system of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, which the 
House heretofore has approved through 
the medium of House resolutions. This 
system has been in operation since 
March 1943, and has proven to be highly 
effective. It has resulted in the saving 
of millions of dollars. One of its features 
is its small cost incident to the employ- 
ment of experts only when there is work 
to be done and their prompt dismissal 
when the work is concluded. We employ 
a chief investigator continuously, and he 
recruits experts in matters assigned to 
him for investigation as and when au- 
thorized by the committee. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman agree to strike out the last 
item, on page 58, line 18? We will agree 
to the others without argument, but we 
cannot agree to that last one. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be modified to exclude the 
last item. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Missouri as modified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer a further amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cannon of 
Missouri: On page 59, after line 3, insert 
the following new subsection: 

“(h) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro- 
visions— 

“(1) The committee employees of the ex- 
isting Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate and of the existing Committee on 


Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives shall be continued on the rolls of the 
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respective appropriations committees estab- 
lished under title I of this act during the 
fiscal year 1947, unless sooner removed for 
cause. 

“(2) Committee employees of all other 
existing standing committees of each House 
shall be continued on the pay rolls of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, re- 
spectively, through January 31, 1947, unless 
sooner removed for cause by the Secretary 
of the Senate or the Clerk of the House, as 
the case may be. 

“(3) The appropriations for the compensa- 
tion of committee employees of standing 
committees of the Senate and of the House 
of Representatives contained in the Legisla- 
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, shall 
be available for the compensation of em- 
ployees specified in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection and of employees of the standing 
committees of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives succeeding to the jurisdiction of 
the standing committees specified in such 
Appropriation Act; and in any case in which 
the legislative jurisdiction of any existing 
standing committee is transferred to two or 
more standing committees under title I of 
this act, the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration of the Senate, with respect to 
standing committees of the Senate, and the 
Committee on House Administration, with 
respect to standing committees of the House, 
shall allocate such appropriations in an 
equitable manner.” 

On page 67, line 14, strike out “and (t)“ 
and insert in lieu thereof “(f), and (h).” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, this is to continue in status quo the 
items carried in the annual appropria- 
tion bills as to standing committees, ex- 
cept those to be abolished, as to which 
special provision is made. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, 
the committee agrees to that amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE 


Sec. 204. (a) The Librarian of Congress 18 
authorized and directed to establish in the 
Library of Congress a separate department 
to be known as the Legislative Reference 
Service. It shall be the duty of the Legis- 
lative Reference Service— 

(1) upon request, to advise and assist any 
committee of either House or any joint com- 
mittee in the analysis, appraisal, and evalua- 
tion of legislative proposals pending before it, 
or of recommendations submitted to Con- 
gress, by the President or any executive 
agency, and otherwise to assist in furnish- 
ing a basis for the proper determination of 
measures before the committee; 

(2) upon request, or upon its own initia- 
tive in anticipation of requests, to gather, 
classify, analyze, and make available, in 
translations, indexes, digests, compilations 
and bulletins, and otherwise, data for or 
bearing upon legislation, and to render such 
data serviceable to Congress, and committees 
and Members thereof, without partisan bias 
in selection or presentation; 

(3) to prepare summaries and digests of 
public hearings before committees of the 
Congress, and of bills and resolutions of a 
public general nature introduced in either 
House. 

(b) (1) A director and assistant director 
of the Legislative Reference Service and all 
other necessary personnel, shall be appointed 
by the Librarian of Congress without regard 
to the civil-service laws and ‘without refer- 
ence to political affiliations, solely on the 
ground of fitness to perform the duties of 
their office. The compensation of all em- 
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ployees shall be fixed in accordance with the 
provisions of the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended: Provided, That the grade of 
senior specialists in each field enumerated 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection shall not 
be less than the highest grade in the execu- 
tive branch of the Government to which re- 
search analysts and consultants without 
supervisory responsibility are currently as- 
signed. All employees of the Legislative 
Reference Service shall be subject to the pro- 
visions of the civil-service retirement laws. 

(2) The Librarian of Congress is further 
authorized to appoint in the Legislative Ref- 
erence Service senior specialists in the fol- 
lowing broad fields: Agriculture; American 
government and public administration; 
American public law; conservation; educa- 
tion; engineering and public works; full em- 
ployment; housing; industrial organization 
and corporation finance; international af- 
fairs; international trade and economic 
geography; labor; mineral economics; money 
and banking; price economics; social wel- 
fare; taxation and fiscal policy; transporta- 
tion and communications; and veterans’ 
affairs. Such specialists, together with such 
other members of the staff as may be neces- 
sary, shall be available for special work with 
the appropriate committees of Congress for 
any of the purposes set out in section 
204 (a) (1). 

(c) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated for the work of the Legislative 
Reference Service the following sums: (1) 
For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
$550,000; (2) for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948, $650,000; (3) for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1949, $750,000; and (4) for each 
fiscal year thereafter such sums as may be 
necessary to carry on the work of the Service. 

OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 

Sec. 205. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the work of the Office of 
the Legislative Counsel the following sums: 

(1) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, $150,000; 

(2) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1948, $200,000; 

(3) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1949, $250,000; 

(4) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1950, $250,000; and 

(5) For each fiscal year thereafter such 


sums as may be necessary to carry on the 
work of the Office. 


Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr, Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not be in politics 
any more and I have no personal inter- 
est in this matter, but we of the prole- 
tariat do not like this bill. I think it is 
a heads-I-win tails-you-lose proposition. 
You go to the country and you say, “What 
you do not like about what the Congress 
has been doing is all the fault of the way 
the Congress was run. It is not going 
to be run that way any more. From now 
on it is going to be economical, because 
we passed a law making Congress eco- 
nomical.” 

Then if the people believe it and you 
win, you come back and get $15,000 a 
year for 6 months’ work, and that is all 
right providing it improves the breed, 
which it may not, probably will not, and 
at the same time means raising the sal- 
aries of bureaucrats inevitably. But 
if you get defeated in spite of all that, 
what happens? If you have been here 6 
years, and most Members have, and in 
view of the legislation that has been 
passed they ought to come back—it seems 
they have passed laws to give anybody 
who has a vote something in the last 6 
years—but if you are defeated and you 
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have been here 6 years then you are put 
on a pension. It seems to me that is un- 
fair to the people. I personally do not 
want to speak against it and I have noth- 
ing against it personally. I notice it is 
as difficult to separate Members from this 
bill as it is to separate a dog from a bone. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As long 
as the gentlewoman is not coming back, 
it does not make any difference to her. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. No; not to 
me personally, but as a taxpayer. I am 
a member of the so-called proletariat. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I know 
the gentlewoman is, and a very capable 
one, and I expect to be some time. I 
only wish she had consented to stand for 
reelection. Under this bill I will have to 
bet that an old man like myself will live 
4 years in order to get his money back. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. The gentle- 
man is smart; he will get along. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 1 thank 
the lady. I do not expect to live that 
long but I do expect to be able to take 
care of myself as long as I live. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I will pay 
you a compliment. I think you are all 
smart enough to get along without that 
pension of $3,000 a year or whatever it is 
for a few years. It is a challenge to start 
out at that age and try to make good. 
After all, this ought to be the kind of a 
country where there is no place for a 
man of leisure. If we get too many 
people from the bureaucracy and the 
Congress—and this bill just makes the 
Congress a sort of bureaucracy, and we 
seem to be heading in that direction— 
if we get too many people spending all 
their active life in politics and then the 
balance of their days on a pension, it 
certainly is not America. It is just too 
much like Russia or Germany or what- 
ever you call it, the kind of a state where 
the government owns and controls every- 
thing and everybody and the rest of us 
poor worms have to pay for it. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I yield. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. You see this 
pension is only to go to those who have 
reached 62 years of age and, of course, 
many think a man or woman is not of 
very much use in a business sense after 
that age, generally speaking, and that is 
when the pension is payable. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Well, after 
all, what is wrong with 62 years of age? 
It has always been the case in govern- 
ment that the wise men were the old 
men. You remember what Plato said in 
the Republic that the old men were the 
ones with wisdom and experience. I, for 
one, if this bill would bring such a thing 
about, am not for any bill that would 
root out the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Doucuton]. I think he is 
worth 100 of the young fry. It ought to 
be a suspicious circumstance to you that 
the big drive for this bill has come from 
the same people and the same magazines 
and the editors who were for all this 
legislation that has caused the disin- 
tegration of the Government and of the 
Congress. 


1946 


The Clerk read as follows: 
Studies by Comptrolier General 


Sec. 206. The Comptroller General is au- 
thorized and directed to make a full and 
complete study of restrictions placed in 
general appropriation acts limiting the ex- 
penditure of specified appropriations there- 
in, with a view to determining the cost to the 
Government incident to complying with 
such restrictions, and to report to the Con- 
gress his estimate of the cost of complying 
with such restrictions and such other 
recommendations with respect thereto as he 
deems necessary or desirable. 

Expenditure analysis by Comptroller General 

Sec, 207. The Comptroller General is au- 
thorized and directed to make an expendi- 
ture analysis of each agency in the executive 
branch of the Government (including 
Government corporations), which, in the 
opinion of the Comptroller General, will 
enable Congress to determine whether public 
funds have been economically and efficiently 
administered and expended. Reports on 
such analyses shall be submitted by the 
Comptroller General, from time to time, to 
the Committees on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, to the Appropria- 
tions Committees, and to the legislative 
committees having jurisdiction over legisla- 
tion relating to the operations of the re- 
spective agencies, of the two Houses. 

Correction of military and naval records 

Sec. 208. The Secretary of War, the Secre- 
tary of the Nayy, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury with respect to the Coast Guard, 
respectively, under procedures set up by 
them, and acting through boards of civilian 
Officers or employees of their respective de- 
partments, are authorized to correct. any 
military or naval record where in their 
judgment such action is necessary to correct 
an error or to remove an injustice. 


PART 2—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
Improvement of Congressional Record 
* Sec. 221. The Joint Committee on Print- 
ing is authorized and directed to provide for 
printing in the daily Recorp the legislative 
program for the day, together with a list of 
congressional committee meetings and hear- 
ings, and the place of meeting and subject 
matter; and to cause a brief résumé of 
congressional activities for the previous day 
to be incorporated in the Recorp, together 
with an index of its contents. Such data 
shall be prepared under the supervision of 
the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, respectively. 


Joint Committee on Printing 


Sec. 222. Section 1 of the act entitled “An 
act providing for the public printing and 
binding and the distribution of public docu- 
ments,” approved January 12, 1895 (28 Stat. 
601), is amended to read as follows: “That 
there shall be a Joint Committee on Printing, 
consisting of the chairman and two members 
of the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion of the Senate and the chairman and two 
members of the Committee on House Admin- 
istration of the House of Representatives, 
who shall have the powers hereinafter 
stated.” 


Joint Committee on the Library 


Sec. 223. The Joint Committee of Congress 
on the Library shall hereafter consist of the 
chairman and four members of the Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration of the Sen- 
ate and the chairman and four members of 
the Committee on House Administration of 
the House of Representatives. 


Transfer of functions 
Sec. 224. The functions, powers, and duties 
imposed by statute, resolution, or rule of 
either House of Congress on the effective date 
of this section on a standing committee of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
(or the chairman thereof) are, insofar as 
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they are consistent with this act, hereby 
transferred to that standing committee cre- 
ated by this act (or the chairman thereof) 
to which is transferred the legislative juris- 
diction over the subject matter to which such 
functions, powers, and duties relate; except 
that the respective chairmen of the Commit- 
tees on Civil Service of the two Houses cre- 
ated by this act shall be members of the 
National Archives Council. 

Joint Committee on the Economic Report 

Sec. 225. Section 5 (b) (3) (relating to the 
time for filing the report of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Economic Report) of the Em- 
ployment Act of 1946 is amended by striking 
out “May 1” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“February 1.” 

Economic report of the President 

Sec. 226. Section 3 (a) (relating to the time 
for filing the economic report of the Presi- 
dent) of the Employment Act of 1946 is 
amended by striking out “within 60 days 
after the beginning of each regular session” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “at the begin- 
ning of each regular session.” 


PART 3—PROVISIONS RELATING TO CAPITOL AND 
PAGES 


Remodeling of caucus rooms and 
restaurants 

Sec. 241. The Architect of the Capitol is 
authorized and directed to prepare plans and 
submit them to Congress at the earliest prac- 
ticable date for the remodeling (a) of the 
caucus rooms in the Senate and House Office 
Buildings to provide improved acoustics and 
seating facilities and for the presentation of 
motion picture or other visual displays on 
matters of national interest; and (b) of the 
Senate and House restaurants to provide for 
more convenient dining facilities. 

Assignment of Capitol space 

Sec. 242, The President pro tempore of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall cause a survey to be made 
of available space within the Capitol which 
could be utilized for joint committee meet- 
ings, meetings of conference committees, and 
other meetings, requiring the attendance of 
both Senators and Members of the House of 
Representatives; and shall recommend the 
reassignment of such space to accommodate 
such meetings. 

Senate and House pages 

Sec. 243. (a) The Secretary of the Senate 
and the clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives, acting jointly, are authorized and di- 
rected to enter into an arrangement with the 
Board of Education of the District of Co- 
lumbia for the education of congressional 
pages and pages of the Supreme Court in the 
public-school system of the District. Such 
arrangement shall include provision for re- 
imbursement to the District of Columbia for 
any additional expenses incurred by the pub- 
lic-school system of the District in carrying 
out such arrangement. 

(b) There are hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated such sums as may be necessary to 
reimburse the District of Columbia in ac- 
cordance with the arrangement referred to 
in subsection (a). 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of this section, said page 
or pages may elect to attend a private or 
parochial school of their own choice: Pro- 
vided, however, That such private or paro- 
chial school shall be reimbursed by the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives only in the 
same amount as would be paid if the page or 
pages were attending a public school under 
the provisions of paragraphs (a) and (b) of 
this section. 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a committee amendment on page 
67, line 10. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MONRONEY: On 
page 67, line 10, insert: 
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“Sec. 244. All necessary funds required to 
carry out the provisions of this act by the 
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the 
House are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, and the Secretary of the Senate and 
the Clerk of the House are hereby further 
authorized to employ such administrative 
assistants as may be necessary in order to 
carry out the provisions of this act, under 
their respective jurisdictions.” 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
simply authorizes the Secretary of the 
Senate and the Clerk of the House to 
carry out the provisions of this act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 


The Clerk read as follows: 
Effective date 
Sec. 244. This title shall take effect on the 
date of its enactment; except that sections 
203 (a), (b), (c), (e), and (f), 222, 223, 224, 
and 243 shall take effect on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes. 


TITLE III—REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 
Short title 


Sec. 301. This title may be cited as the 

“Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act.” 
Definitions 

Sec. 302. When used in this title— 

(a) The term “contribution” includes a 
gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money or anything of value and includes 
a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or 
not legally enforceable, to make a contribu- 
tion. 

(b) The term “expenditure” includes a 
payment, distribution, loan, advance, de- 
posit, or gift of money or anything of value, 
and includes a contract, promise, or agree- 
ment, whether or not legally enforceable, to 
make an expenditure. 

(c) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, committee, association, 
corporation, and any other organization or 
group of persons. 

(d) The term “Clerk” means the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States. 

(e) The term “legislation” means bills, 
resolutions, amendments, nominations, and 
other matters pending or proposed in either 
House of Congress, and includes any other 
matter which may be the subject of action 
by either House. 

Detailed accounts of contributions 

Src. 303. (a) It shall be the duty of every 
person who shall in any manner solicit or 
receive a contribution to any organization 
or fund for the purposes hereinafter desig- 
nated to keep a detailed and exact account 
of—. 

(1) all contributions of any amount or of 
any value whatsoever; 4 

(2) the name and address of every person 
making any such contribution of $500 or 
more and the date thereof; 

(3) all expenditures made by or on behalf 
of such organization or fund; and 

(4) the name and address of every person 
to whom any such expenditure is made and 
the date thereof. 

(b) It shall be the duty of such person to 
obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating the 
particulars, for every expenditure of such 
funds exceeding $10 in amount, and to pre- 
serve all recelpted bills and accounts required 
to be kept by this section for a period of at 
least 2 years from the date of the filing 
of the statement containing such items. 

Receipts for contributions 

Sec. 304. Every individual who receives a 
contribution of $500 or more for any of the 
purposes hereinafter designated shall with- 
in 5 days after receipt thereof render to the 
person or organization for which such con- 
tribution was received a detailed account 
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thereof, including the name and address of 
the person making such contribution and 
the date on which received. 


Statements to be filed with clerk of House 

Sec. 305. (a) Every person receiving any 
contributions or expending any money for 
the purposes designated in subparagraph 
(a), (b), or (c) of section 307 shall file with 
the Clerk between the first and tenth day 
of each calendar quarter, a statement con- 
taining complete as of the day next preceding 
the date of filing— 

(1) the name and address of each person 
who has made a contribution of $500 or more 
not mentioned in the preceding report; ex- 
cept that the first report filed pursuant to 
this title shall contain the name and address 
of each person who has made any contribu- 
tion of $500 or more to such person since 
the effective date of this title; ` 

(2) the total sum of the contributions 
made to or for such person during the calen- 
dar year and not stated under paragraph (1); 

(3) the total sum of all contributions 
made to or for such person during the cal- 
endar year; . 

(4) the name and address of each person 
to whom an expenditure in one or more 
items of the aggregate amount or value, 
within the calendar year, of $10 or more has 
been made by or on behalf of such person, 
and the amount, date, and purpose of such 
expenditure; 

(5) the total sum of all expenditures 
made by or on behalf of such person during 
the calendar year and not stated under 
paragraph (4); 

(6) the total sum of expenditures made 
by or on behalf of such person during the 
calendar year. 

(b) The statements required to be filed 
by subsection (a) shall be cumulative during 
the calendar year to which they relate, but 
where there has been ho change in an item 
reported in a previous statement only the 
amount need be carried forward. 

Statement preserved for 2 years 

Sec. 306. A statement required by this title 
to be filed with the Clerk— 

(a) shall be deemed properly filed when 
deposited in an established post office within 
the prescribed time, duly stamped, regis- 
tered, and directed to the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives of the United States, 
Washington, D. C., but in the event it is not 
received, a duplicate of such statement shall 
be promptly filed upon notice by the Clerk 
of its nonreceipt; 

(b) shall be preserved by the Clerk for a 
period of 2 years from the date of filing, shall 
constitute part of the public records of his 
office, and shall be open to public inspection. 

Persons to whom applicable 

Sec. 307. The provisions of this title shall 
apply to any person (except a political com- 
mittee as defined in the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act, and duly organized State or 
local committees of a political party), who 
by himself, or through any agent or em- 
ployee or other persons in any manner what- 
soever, directly or indirectly, solicits, collects, 
or receives money or any other thing of value 
to be used principally to aid, or the prin- 
cipal purpose of which person is to aid, in 
the accomplishment of any of the following 


(a) The passage or defeat of any legisla- 
tion by the Congress of the United States. 

(b) To influence, directly or indirectly, 
the passage or defeat of any legislation by 
the Congress of the United States. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly trespass 
on the patience of the Committee at this 
late hour, but I thought I should do so 
because the antilobbying title is quite 
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an important title and there has been 
N concern about it in certain quar- 

8. 

This has been examined by a good 
many organizations to see whether or 
not it would be actually restrictive. As 
a matter of fact, a number of sugges- 
tions were made to the committee and 
those suggestions were carefully con- 
sidered. Later on, some of the organ- 
izations which suggested amendatory 
language thought it was just as well not 
to have it included. 

The gist of the antilobbying provision 
is contained in section 307. What this 
is designed to do is to bring about regis- 
tration, and a statement of receipts and 
expenditures on the part of a person who 
is employed for the principal purpose of 
accomplishing two things. First, the 
passage or defeat of any legislation by 
the Congress of the United States; the 
second is to influence, directly or indi- 
rectly, the passage or defeat of any legis- 
lation by the Congress of the United 
States. 

The question has been raised as to 
whether or not an organization that pays 
a man to be vigilant upon legislation here 
would have to schedule all of their assets 
and all of their receipts and probably file 
a very long administrative record with 
the Clerk of the House. That is certain- 
ly not the intent of the committee. 
There are some clarifying sections and 
some exclusions which you will find in 
section 308. I thought some word should 
be addressed to that point at this time. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Is not this the 
situation, that the definition of “person,” 
which includes both a person, associa- 
tion, or corporation, makes it perfectly 
clear that while an association might not 
be principally engaged in that work and 
would therefore not have to make a re- 
port, its employee who was principally 
engaged in that kind of work would have 
to make a full report? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That was my own 
conception of what is intended. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr, CURTIS. Would the represent- 
ative of a chamber of commerce or a 
manufacturers’ association or the farm 
bureau or labor union have to register? 
They are created for broad general pur- 
poses. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If he comes here and 
appears before committees, you will find 
excluding language on page 73, which 
says the provisions of this section shall 
not apply to any person who merely ap- 
pears before a committee of the Con- 
gress of the United States in support of 
or in opposition to legislation. I raised 
the question whether or not if the rep- 
resentative of an industry in my area 
came down here and appeared before 
a committee and then went back home 
and struck off some mimeographed data 
or appeared on the radio in support of 
or opposition to legislation, it could be in- 
ferred that he was a lobbyist within the 
meaning of this title. There was some 
additional language as that bill left the 
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Senate. If he went home and in fur- 
therance of that activity carries on any 
kind of endeavor then he would come 
within the purview of the section. That 
language has been stricken out. 

What we are trying to do here is to 
reach those whose principal purpose, 
not incidental purpose, but whose prin- 
cipal purpose is to come here and en- 
deavor to influence the passage of legis- 
lation either by bringing about its de- 
feat or its enactment. 

Mr. CURTIS. What is the situation 
in reference to the executive department 
of the Government lobbying? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. With reference to the 
Government lobby, as the gentleman re- 
fers to it, there is a provision here that 
that shall not apply to an official of the 
Government who comes here in his of- 
ficial capacity. Certainly if they are go- 
ing to send a lot of folks up here who do 
not come in their official capacity we are 
going to find it out quickly and we know 
what to do with them through the in- 
strumentality of an appropriation bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. Just one more question: 
The lobbying that takes place at the 
present time is not approaching the 
Congress directly but it is radio appeals 
that causes thousands if not millions 
of people to contact their Congressmen 
or somebody else in connection with the 
Government. What does this bill do 
to reach that situation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If it is anywhere in 
the country and the principal purpose is 
to bring about the influencing of legis- 
lation then the person would come within 
the purview of this legislation. 

Now at this point, I want to insert 
the comment contained in the House 
report on this title so thet it may have 
wide circulation and come to the atten- 
tion of those who are particularly inter- 
ested in this title: 


TITLE UI—REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


This title deals with a subject that has 
frequently been before the Congress, in the 
form of bills to regulate lobbying activities. 
In order that there may be no misunder- 
standing of the purposes of this title it is 
desirable to make a statement as to what the 
title does and what it does not do. There 
follow some of the things that the title 
does not do: 

First. It does not curtail the right of free 
speech or freedom of the press or the right 
of petition. 

Second. It has no application to the pub- 
lishers of newspapers, magazines, or other 
publications, acting in the regular course of 
business. 

Third. It has no application to persons who 
merely appear, openly and frankly, before 
the committees of Congress. 

Fourth. It does not require any reports 
of any persons or organizations now required 
to report under the provisions of the pres- 
ent Corrupt Practices Act. 

Fifth, It does not apply in any manner to 
persons who appear voluntarily without com- 
pensation. i 

Sixth. It does not apply to organizations 
formed for other purposes whose efforts to 
infiuence legislation are merely incidental to 
the purposes for which formed. 

On the other hand the title applies chiefiy 
to three distinct classes of so-called lobbyists: 

First. Those who do not visit the Capitol 
but initiate propaganda from all over the 
country in the form of letters and telegrams, 
many of which have been based entirely upon 
misinformation as to facts. This class of per- 


1946 


sons and organizations will be required under 
the title, not to cease or curtail their activ- 
ities in any respect, but merely to disclose 
the sources of their collections and the meth- 
ods in which they are disbursed. 

Second. The second class of lobbyists are 
those who are employed to come to the Cap- 
itol under the false impression that they 
exert some powerful influence over Members 
of Congress. These individuals spend their 
time in Washington presumably exerting 
some mysterious influence with respect to the 
legislation in which their employers are in- 
terested. The title in no wise prohibits or 
curtails their activities. It merely requires 
that they shall register and disclose the 
sources and purposes of their employment 
and the amount of their compensation. 

Third. There is a third class of entirely 
honest and respectable -representatives of 
business, professional, and philanthropic or- 
ganizations who come to Washington openly 
and frankly to express their views for or 
against legislation, many of whom serve a 
useful and perfectly legitimate purpose in 
expressing the views and interpretations of 
their employers with respect to legislation 
which concerns them. They will likewise be 
required to register and state their compen- 
sation and the sources of their employment, 

Section 301. Short title: This section pro- 
vides a short title, namely, the “Federal 
Regulation of Lobbying Act.” 

Section 302, Definitions: This section con- 
tains definitions and for convenience of 
reference the definitions of “contribution,” 
“expenditure,” and “legislation” are included 
herein as follows: 

“(a) The term ‘contribution’ includes a 
gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money or anything of value and includes 
a contract, promise, or agreement, whether 
or not legally enforceable, to make a con- 
tribution, 

“(b) The term ‘expenditure’ includes a pay- 
ment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or 
gift of money or anything of value, and in- 
cludes a contract, promise, or agreement, 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
an expenditure. 

“(e) The term ‘legislation’ means bills, 
resolutions, amendments, nominations, and 
` other matters pending or proposed in either 
House of Congress, and includes any other 
matter which may be the subject of action 
by either House.” 

Section 303. Detailed accounts of contribu- 
tions: This section makes it the duty of 
every person soliciting or receiving contribu- 
tions (as defined above) to any organization 
or fund for the purposes defined in section 
307 (post) to keep a detailed and exact ac- 
count of all contributions; the name and ad- 
dress of every person making a contribution 
of $500 or more and the date thereof; all 
expenditures made by or on behalf of the 
organization or fund; and the name and ad- 
dress of every person to whom any expen- 
diture was made, and the date thereof. It is 
further made the duty of such person to 
keep receipted bills for expenditures in ex- 
cess of $10, and to preserve the receipted 
bills and accounts required to be kept for at 
least 2 years from the date of filing of the 
statement containing such items, 

Section 304, Receipts for contributions: 
This section requires every individual who re- 
ceives a contribution of $500 or more for the 
purposes specified in section 307 (post) with- 
in 5 days after receipt, to render to the per- 
son or organization for which it was received 
a detailed account thereof, including the 
name and address of the person making the 
contribution and the date on which received. 

Section 305. Statements to be filed with 
Clerk of House: This section requires every 
person receiving any contributions or ex- 
pending any money for the purposes speci- 
fied in section 307 (post) to file with the 
Clerk of the House a statement showing the 
names and addresses of persons contributing 
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$500 or more; the total sum of the contribu- 
tions made to or for such person during the 
calendar year and not stated under the fore- 
going requirement; the total sum of all con- 
tributions made to or for such person during 
the calendar year; the name and address of 
each person to whom an expenditure of $10 
or more has been made within the calendar 
year by or on behalf of such person and the 
amount, date, and purpose of such expendi- 
ture; the total sum of all expenditures made 
by or on behalf of such person during the 
calendar year and not stated under the fore- 
going requirement, and the total expendi- 
tures made by or on behalf of such person 
during the calendar year. Statements re- 
quired to be filed hereunder shall be cumu- 
lative during the calendar year to which they 
relate. 

Section 306. Statement preserved for 2 
years: Statements required to be filed with 
the Clerk must be preserved for a period of 
2 years from the date of filing, shall con- 
stitute part of the public records of his 


- Office, and shall be open to public inspec- 


tion. 

Section 307. Persons to whom applicable: 
This section defines the application of the 
title and includes any person who by himself 
or through any agent or employee or other 
person in any manner whatsoever, directly 
or indirectly, solicits, collects, or receives 
money or any other thing of value to be used 
principally to aid, or the principal purpose 
of which person is to aid, in the accomplish- 
ment of any one of the following purposes: 

(a) The passage or defeat of any legislation 
by the Congress of the United States. It 
will be noted in this connection that under 
the definition set forth above “legislation” 
means bills, resolutions, amendments, nom- 
inations, and other matters pending or pro- 
posed in either House and includes any other 
matter which may be the subject of action 
by either House. 

(b) To influence, directly or indirectly, the 
passage or defeat of any legislation by the 
Congress. 

Section 308. Registration with Secretary 
of Senate and Clerk of House: This section 
requires any person who engages himself for 
pay or for any consideration, for the purpose 


ot attempting to influence the passage or de- 
. feat of legislation, to register with the Clerk 


of the House and the Secretary of the Senate 
giving full details of his employment, and 
to report each calendar quarter details con- 
cerning money received and expended by him 
during the preceding calendar quarter in car- 
rying on his work. There are excepted from 
the provisions of this section persons who 
merely appear before committees in support 
of or in opposition to legislation; public of- 
ficials acting in their official capacity; and 
newspapers and periodicals acting in the 
regular course of business. All information 
required to be filed with the Clerk and Sec- 
retary shall be compiled by them, acting 
jointly, and printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, 

Section 309. Reports and statements to be 
made under oath: This section requires all 
reports and statements to be made under 
oath. 

Section 310. Penalties: This section makes 
it a misdemeanor to violate any of the pro- 
visions of the title and provides punishment 
by fine of not more than $5,000 or imprison- 
ment for not more than 12 months, or both. 
In addition to these penalties any person 
convicted of the misdemeanor specified above 
is prohibited for a period of 3 years from 
attempting to infiuence directly or indirectly 
the passage or defeat of any proposed legis- 
lation or from appearing before a committee 
of the Congress in support of or in opposi- 
tion to proposed legislation; and any person 
who violates this provision is guilty of a 
felony and subject to punishment by a fine 
of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment 
for not more than 5 years, or both. 
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Section 311. Exemption: This section pro- 
vides that the title shall not apply to practices 
or activities regulated by the Federal Corrupt 


.Practices Act nor be construed as repealing 


any portion of said act. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, by way of further 
clarification, I want to follow with that 
portion of the Senate report accompany- 
ing this bill, which deals with the lobby- 
ing title. 

It should prove helpful in a determina- 
tion of those cases and persons to whom 
the title does not apply and then specifies 
three broad groups who would be re- 
quired to comply with its provisions. 


TITLE II—REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


This title deals with a subject that has 
frequently been before the Congress, in the 
form of bills to regulate lobbying activities. 
In order that there may be no misunder- 
standing of the purposes of this title the 
committee desires to make a statement as 
to what the title does and what it does not 
do. There follow some of the things that 
the title does not do: 

First, It does not curtail the right of free 
speech or freedom of the press or the right 
of petition. 

Second, It has no application to the pub- 
lishers of newspapers, magazines, or other 
publications, acting in the regular course of 
business. 

Third. It has no application to persons who 
appear openly and frankly before the com- 
mittees of Congress and engage in no other 
activities to influence legislation. 

Fourth. It does not require any reports of 
any persons or organizations now required 
to report under the provisions of the present 
Corrupt Practices Act. 

Fifth. It does not apply in any manner to 
persons who appear voluntarily without com- 
pensation. 

Sixth. It does not apply to organizations 
formed for other p es whose efforts to 
influence legislation are merely incidental to 
the purposes for which formed. 

On the other hand the title applies chiefly 
ee distinct classes of so-called lobby- 

First. Those who do not visit the Capitol 
but initiate propaganda from all over the 
country in the form of letters and telegrams, 
many of which have been based entirely 
upon misinformation as to facts. This class 
of persons and organizations will be required 
under the title, not to cease or curtail their 
activities in any respect, but merely to dis- 
close the sources of their collections and the 
methods in which they are disbursed. 

Second. The second class of lobbyists are 
those who are employed to come to the Capi- 
tol under the false impression that they ex- 
ert some powerful influence over Members of 
Congress. These individuals spend their 
time in Washington presumably exerting 
some mysterious influence with respect to 
the legislation in which their employers are 
interested, but carefully conceal from Mem- 
bers of Congress whom they happen to con- 
tact the purpose of their presence. The 
title in no wise prohibits or curtails their 
activities. It merely requires that they shall 
register and disclose the sources and pur- 
poses of their employment and the amount 
of their compensation. 

Third, There is a third class of entirely 
honest and respectable representatives of 
business, professional, and philanthropic or- 
ganizations who come to Washington openly 
and frankly to express their views for or 
against legislation, many of whom serve a 
useful and perfectly legitimate purpose in 
expressing the views and interpretations of 
their employers with respect to legislation 
which concerns them. They will likewise be 
required to register and state their compen- 
sation and the sources of their employment. 
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Section 301. Short title: This section pro- 
vides a short title, namely, the Federal Reg- 
ulation of Lobbying Act. 

Section 302. Definitions: This section con- 
tains definitions and for convenience of ref- 
erence the definitions of “contribution,” “ex- 
penditure,” and “legislation” are included 
herein as follows: 

“(a) The term ‘contribution’ includes a 
gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money or anything of value and includes 
& contract, promise, or agreement, whether 
or not legally enforceable, to make a con- 
tribution. 

“(b) The term ‘expenditure’ includes a 
payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value, and 
includes a contract, promise, or agreement, 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
an expenditure. 


“(e)) The term ‘legislation’ means bills, 
resolutions, amendments, nominations, and 
other matters pending or proposed in either 
House of Congress, and includes any other 
matter which may be the subject of action 
by either House.” 

Section 303. Detailed accounts of contri- 
butions: This section makes it the duty of 
every person soliciting or receiving contribu- 
tions (as defined above) to any organization 
or fund for the purposes defined in section 
307 (post) to keep a detailed and exact ac- 
count of all contributions; the name and ad- 
dress of every person making a contribution 
of $500 or more, and the date thereof; all 
expenditures made by or on behalf of the 
organization or fund; and the name and ad- 
dress of every person to whom any expendi- 
ture was made, and the date thereof. It is 
further made the duty of such person to keep 
receipted bills for expenditures in excess of 
$10, and to preserve the receipted bills and 
accounts required to be kept for at least 2 
years from the date of filing of the statement 
containing such items. 

Section 304. Receipts for contributions: 
This section requires every individual who 
receives a contribution of $500 or more for 
the purposes specified in section 307 (post), 
within 5 days after receipt, to render to the 
person or organization for which it was re- 
ceived a detailed account thereof, including 
the name and address of the person making 
the contribution and the date on which re- 
ceived, 

Section 305. Statements to be filed with 
Clerk of the House: This section requires 
every person receiving any contributions or 
expending any money for the purroses speci- 
fied in section 307 (post) to file with the 
Clerk of the House a statement showing the 
names and addresses of persons contributing 
$500 or more; the total sum of the contribu- 
tions made to or for such person during the 
calendar year and not stated under the fore- 
going requirement; the total sum of all con- 
tributions made to or for such person during 
the calendar year; the name and address of 
each person to whom an expenditure of $10 or 
more has been made within the calendar 
year by or on behalf of such person and the 
amount, date, and purpose of such expendi- 
ture; the total sum of all expenditures made 
by or on behalf of such person during the 
calendar year and not stated under the fore- 
going requirement, and the total expendi- 
tures made by or on behalf of such person 
during the calendar year. Statements re- 
quired to be filed hereunder shall be cumu- 
lative during the calendar year to which they 
relate, 

Section 306. Statement preserved for 2 
years: Statements required to be filed with 
the Clerk must be preserved for a period of 
2 years from the date of filing, shall consti- 
tute part of the public records of his office, 
and shall be open to public inspection. 

Section 307. Persons to whom applicable: 
This section defines the application of the 
title and includes any person who by him- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


self or through any agent or employee or 
other person in any manner whatsoever, di- 
rectly or indirectly, solicits, collects, or re- 
ceives money or any other thing of value to 
be used principally to aid, or the principal 
purpose of which person is to aid, in the ac- 
complisbment of any one of the following 
purposes: (a) The passage or defeat of any 
legislation by the Congress of the United 
States. It will be noted in this connection 
that under the definition set forth above 
“legislation” means bills, resolutions, amend- 
ments, nominations, and other matters pend- 
ing or proposed in either House and includes 
any other matter which may be the subject 
of action by either House. (b) To influence, 
directly or indirectly, the passage or defeat 
of any legislation by the Congress. 

(c) To influence, directly or indirectly, the 
election or defeat of any candidate for any 
elective Federal office. 

Src. 308. Registration with Secretary of 
Senate and Clerk of House: This section re- 
quires any person who engages himself for 
pay or for any consideration, for the pur- 
pose of attempting to influence the passage 
or defeat of legislation, to register with the 
Clerk of the House and the of the 
Senate, giving full details of his employment, 
and to report each calendar quarter details 
concerning money received and expended by 
him during the preceding calendar quarter in 

on his work. There are excepted 
from the provisions of this section persons 
who merely appear before committees in sup- 
port of or in opposition to legislation but 
who engage in no further or other activities 
in connection with the passage or defeat of 
such legislation, public officials acting in 
their official capacity, and newspapers and 
periodicals acting in the regular course of 
business. All information required to be 
filed with the Clerk and Secretary shall be 
compiled by them, acting jointly, and printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Sec. 309. Reports and statements to be 
made under oath: This section requires all 
reports and statements to be made under 
oath. 

Sec. 310. Penalties: This section makes 
it a misdemeanor to violate any of the pro- 
visions of the title and provides punishment 
by fine of not more than $5,000 or imprison- 
ment for not more than 12 months, or both. 
In addition to these penalties any person 
convicted of the misdemeanor specified above 
is prohibited for a period of 3 years from 
attempting to influence directly or indirectly 
the passage or defeat of any proposed legis- 
lation or from appearing before a committee 
of the Congress in support of or in opposition 
to proposed legislation; and any person who 
violates this provision is guilty of a felony 
and subject to punishment by a fine of not 
more than $10,000 or imprisonment for not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

Sec. 311. Exemption: This section pro- 
vides that the title shall not apply to prac- 
tices or activities regulated by the Federal 
Corrupt Practices Act nor be construed as 
repealing any portion of said act. 


I believe I can say for members of the 
committee that we have no desire to re- 
strict in the slightest way the right of a 
citizen to petition his Government for a 
redress of grievances by urging the pas- 
sage or defeat of legislation that might 
be prejudicial or harmful or adverse to 
his interests. It is not the desire of the 
committee to place upon any citizen a 
brand that is sometimes regarded as 
sinister. Nor is it the intent of the com- 
mittee to cause undue inconvenience or 
hardship for bona fide organizations who 
must necessarily keep in close touch with 
all varieties of legislation because of the 
impact of such legislation upon their 
legitimate activities. After all, govern- 
ment having moved so deeply into the 
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whole business, economic, and social field 
that the many fine organizations which 
represent various economic interests 
would be almost remiss in their obliga- 
tions if they failed to keep abreast of de- 
velopments in the legislative field. 

But where men are engaged and paid 
for the primary and principal purpose of 
encompassing the defeat or enactment of 
legislation it is not asking too much that 
such persons register and file a state- 
ment. Many States have such acts upon 
the statute books today and these do 
not appear to have imposed undue hard- 
ships on any person, group, or organ- 
ization. 

Note particularly the language in sec- 
tion 308. It says: 

Any person who shall engage himself for 
pay or for any consideration for the purpose 
of attempting to influence the parasse or 
defeat of any legislation * * 


a I believe is the key to this title. 
Chairman, I 
Dees to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, with the centralization 
of government which has grown up in the 
past number of years, it is almost neces- 
sary for organizations like the Grange 
and the Farm Bureau Federation to have 
their representatives here practically all 
the time to try to keep them apprised as 
to legislation affecting millions of farm- 
ers throughout the Nation. 

I am not in favor of corrupt lobbyists, 
yet at the same time when you bring 
about a condition where all of the activi- 
ties controlling the Government of this 
country and the industry of this country 
is lodged here in Washington, if you 
estop the people of this country from 
being able to come down here in decent 
form and under the Constitution peti- 
tion this Congress you are doing a- great 
disservice to this country and you are 
playing right into the hands of those 
people who are trying to subvert the bet- 
ter purposes of government, the radio 
commentators who have been trying to 
destroy the confidence of the people in 
representative government by berating 
the Members of Congress. I do not know 
what the answer to this is but I do not 
want to exclude the right of the people 
to petition, guaranteed to them in the 
Constitution of this country, and bring 
about a condition that will deprive them 
of their constitutional rights. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that all debate on this section do 
now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Registration with Secretary of the S nate 
and Clerk of the House 

Sec. 308. (a) Any person who shall engage 
himself for pay or for any consideration for 
the purpose of attempting to influence the 
passage or defeat of any legislation by the 
Congress of the United States shall, before 
doing anything in furtherance of such object, 
register with the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate and shall give to those officers in writing 
and under oath, his name and business ad- 
dress, the name and address of the person 
by whom he is employed, and in whose in- 
terest he appears or works, the duration of 
such employment, how much he is paid and 
is to receive, by whom he is paid or is to be 
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paid, how much he is to be paid for ex- 
penses, and what expenses are to be in- 
cluded. Each such person so registering shall 
between the first and tenth day of each cal- 
endar quarter, so long as his activity con- 
tinues, file with the Clerk and Secretary a 
detailed report under oath of all money re- 
ceived and expended by him during the pre- 
ceding calendar quarter in carrying on his 
work; to whom paid; for what purpose; and 
the names of any papers, periodicals, maga- 
zines, or other publications in which he has 
caused to be published any articles or edi- 
torials; and the proposed legislation he is 
employed to support or oppose. The pro- 
visions of this section shall not apply to any 
person who merely appears before a com- 
mittee of the Congress of the United States 
in support of or in opposition to legislation; 
nor to any public official acting in his official 
capacity; nor in the case of any newspaper 
or other regularly published periodical (in- 
cluding any individual who owns, publishes, 
or is employed by any such newspaper or 
periodical) which in the ordinary course of 
business publishes news items, editorials, or 
other comments, or paid advertisements, 


which directly or indirectly urge the passage - 


or defeat of legislation, if such newspaper, 
periodical, or individual, engages in no fur- 
ther or other activities in connection with 
the passage or defeat of such legislation, 
other than to appear before a committee of 
the Congress of the United States in sup- 
port of or in opposition to such legislation. 

(b) All information required to be filed 
under the provisions of this section with the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives and 
the Secretary uf the Senate shall be compiled 
by said Clerk and Secretary, acting jointly, 
as soon as practicable after the close of the 
calendar quarter with respect to which such 
information is filed and shall be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 


Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word 
to make a few comments on the subject 
of lobbyists. 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, we are 
violating the Constitution. It is directly 
implied in the Constitution that we have 
no right to intimidate people or to make 
any effort to intimidate them so that 
they cannot petition the Congress. What 
is this but intimidation? It is the same 
sort of curb you put on enemy agents 
during the war. Registration—do you 
remember? It is the same curb you put 
on enemy agents during the war. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not intended to 
prevent corruption. It would be very 
simple to put in here language providing 
for a heavy fine or a heavy jail sentence 
for anyone who tried to bribe or who 
offered a job to a Congressman or in- 
dulged in any of the ways that are known 
as corrupt. If that were the intention it 
would be the easiest thing in the world 
to insert language in this section. You 
can see what this is. 1 

How have the damaging bills that have 
come through this Congress heretofore 
been brought up? They have been 
brought here by a group of financiers in 
New York who see somebody down here 
in the bureaucracy and start these things 
like Bretton Woods, the British loan, and 
all of these other things that are uncon- 
stitutional. The bureaucracy sees all 
these CIO’s, women’s clubs, business 
groups, and so forth, and lines them up; 
then day after day we are bombarded 
with letters. We have seen that in the 
committees. Of course, they do not 
register because everybody knows they 
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are around and that they are influencing 
legislation. 

What does this bill do? It says that 
if the man whose business is going to be 
taken by the OPA or the Bretton Woods 
agreement or the British loan or some 
of the rest of this iniquitous legislation 
hires a lawyer, the lawyer has to register 
exactly the same as an enemy agent 
registered during the war. 

Mr. Chairman, the people are going to 
soon rise up and stop this totalitarian 
way into which this Government has 
fallen recently. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Illinois has expired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Reports and statements to be made under 
oath 

Sec. 309. All reports and statements re- 
quired under this title shall be made under 
oath, before an officer authorized by law to 
administer oaths. 

Penalties 

Sec. 310. (a) Any person who violates any 
of the provisions of this title, shall, upon con- 
viction, be guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 
or imprisonment for not more than 12 
months, or by both such fine and impris- 
onment. 

(b) In addition to the penalties provided 
for in subsection (a), any person convicted 
of the misdemeanor specified therein is pro- 
hibited, for a period of 3 years from the date 
of such conviction, from attempting to influ- 
ence, directly or indirectly, the passage or 
defeat of any proposed legislation or from 
appearing before a committee of the Congress 
in support of or opposition to proposed leg- 
islation; and any person who violates any 
provision of this subsection shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be guilty of a felony, and 
shall be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000, or imprisonment for not more than 
5 years, or by both such fine and imprison- 
ment. 

Exemption 

Sec. 311. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to practices or activities regulated 
by the Federal Corrupt Practices Act nor be 
construed as repealing any portion of said 
Federal Corrupt Practices Act. 


TITLE IV—FEDERAL Tort CLAIMS Act 
PART 1—SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS 
Short title 


Sec. 401. This. title may be cited as the 
“Federal Tort Claims Act.” 


Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to see 
this part of the bill, but there is one sit- 
uation I desire to call to the attention 
of the chairman of the special committee 
as well as the gentleman from Illinois 
‘Mr. Dirksen]. There are a good many 
claims that have been investigated by 
Government authority and have been 
approved by the Committee on Claims. 
We had a call of bills on the Private 
Calendar this morning. The one I was 
especially interested in has passed, so 
far as that is concerned, but there are 
some that have not. 

Yet the Government has gone to great 
expense in investigating these claims. 
They have sent certain members of the 
War Department, in cases of tort, to dif- 
ferent parts of the country.. Many cases 
have been decided. They have reported 
some favorably and on others acted un- 
favorably. If this act takes effect as of 
the date of its enactment, as it does do, 
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and if these claims are not disposed of, 
vou have to drive these people back into 
the courts, and you have lost all the ex- 
pense that the Government has gone to. 
It seems to me that there ought to be 
some method by which the claims that 
have at least been favorably acted upon 
by the committee should not be covered 
by the provision, having to go back into 
the court and over the whole thing again 
and, if there is cost to be added, the 
Government will have to pay the cost if 
the claimants succeed in these suits. 

What I am getting at is this: It does 
seem to me that there ought to be an 
amendment that this provision should 
not apply to claims or bills that have 
been filed and favorably acted upon by 
the Committee on Claims. We have a 
great many cases now in that situation. 
Some have been there for a year and a 
half before the Army ever got around to 
it, and they spent a good deal of time 
investigating whether these claims were 
just or not. They finally made their re- 
port to the Claims Committee, and the 
Claims Committee heard the evidence 
and approved it, and it passed the House 
this morning, but it is not by the Senate. 
There might be a race between the two. 

The rest of it relates to further claims 
that may be on the calendar or in com- 
mittee. There are some statutes of lim- 
itation put in here, too, that might inter- 
fere. I do not think the bill ought to 
apply to claims that have been favorably 
reported. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentlewoman 
from Illinois was speaking, I felt that I 
agreed with her very heartily. I know 
the Members of Congress join me in being 
very glad that the amputees have felt 
that they were welcome in the Congress 
to plead the cause that they ought not 
to have to plead, but it is their Capitol; 
it is their country; the country that they 
were wounded for. I know Members 
have made them welcome. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been brought 
to my attention a fact that I am loath 
to believe and I cannot believe, because 
it is no laughing matter, that the re- 
quest of amputees who have been to see 
their Congressmen on Capitol Hill has 
been ridiculed. They have asked for 
legislation to provide an automobile as a 
means of locomotion to make up for 
their lost mobility. Several Members in- 
troduced bills for that purpose. They 
felt their idea sound and would serve a 
useful and greatly needed purpose. 

I know that 176 or more Members 
signed the petition to bring that bill out 
of committee. With more names 
pledged I know that some of the mem- 
bers of our Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation have been working 
very hard to bring out a bill from that 
committee. In order to aid them other 
Members have worked tirelessly on the 
floor. Also Members on the subcommit- 
tee worked very hard to perfect a bill. 

I would like to tell the House that one 
of the amputees is Sergeant Andrew 


Martin, of Long Island. He was in the 


Army 6 years and 10 months and had not 
had a furlough. He got a 45-day fur- 
lough from Walter Reed Hospital, 
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through the kindness of the commanding 
officer, General Beach, and on Decem- 
ber 21, this last Christmas, he went to the 
Union Station to take the 2 o’clock train. 
Sergeant Martin was knocked down and 
trampled and finally rescued and taken 
back to Walter Reed when, after 6 
months he was again able to travel and 
finally got his first furlough after 7 years 
and 4 months. You remember how the 
newspapers of the Nation and the world 
were filled with the story of how Ser- 
geant Martin was trampled at the Union 
Station in the Nation’s Capital. 

I hope you will join me in voting to 
give these amputees anything they need, 
and if that be a new automobile, I am 
for it. Certainly they deserve it in or- 
der to prevent them from being tram- 
pled and knocked down and injured. 
They have suffered too much already. 
The chairman of the World War Veter- 
ans’ Committee promised me to hold an- 
other meeting. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Definitions 


Sec. 402. As used in this title, the term 

(a) “Federal agency” includes the execu- 
tive departments and independent establish- 
ments of the United States, and corporations 
whose primary function is to act as, and 
while acting as, instrumentalities or agen- 
cies of the United States, whether or not au- 
thorized to sue and be sued in their own 
names: Provided, That this shall not be con- 
strued to include any contractor with the 
United States. 

(b) “Employee of the Government” in- 
cludes officers or employees of any Federal 
agency, members of the military or naval 
forces of the United States, and persons act- 
ing on behalf of a Federal agency in an 
official capacity, temporarily or permanently 
in the service of the United States, whether 
with or without compensation. 

(c) “Acting within the scope of his office 
or employment,” in the case of a member 
of the military or naval forces of the United 
States, means acting in line of duty. 


PART 2—ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT OF TORT 
CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 


Claims of $1,000 or less 


. Sec. 403. (a) Subject to the limitations 

of this title, authority is hereby conferred 
upon the head of each Federal agency, or his 
designee for the purpose, acting on behalf 
of the United States, to consider, ascertain, 
adjust, determine, and settle any claim 
against the United States for money only, 
accruing on and after January 1, 1945, on 
account of damage to or loss of property or 
on account of personal injury or death, 
where the total amount of the claim does 
not exceed $1,000, caused by the negligent or 
wrongful act or omission of any employee 
of the Government while acting within the 
scope of his office or employment, under 
circumstances where the United States, if a 
private person, would be liable to the claim- 
ant for such damage, loss, injury, or death, 
in accordance with the law of the place where 
the act or omission occurred. 

(b) Subject to the provisions of part 3 
of this title, any such award or determina- 
tion shall be final and conclusive on all of- 
ficers of the Government, except when pro- 
cured by means of fraud, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law to the contrary. ` 

(c) Any award made to any claimant pur- 
suant to this section, and any award, com- 
promise, or settlement of any claim cogniz- 


able under this title made by the Attorney ` 


General pursuant to section 413, shall be paid 
by the head of the Federal agency concerned 
out of appropriations that may be made 
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therefor, which appropriations are hereby 
authorized. 

(d) The acceptance by the claimant of any 
such award, compromise, or settlement shall 
be final and conclusive on the claimant, and 
shall constitute a complete release by the 
claimant of any claim against the United 
States and against the employee of the 
Government whose act or omission gave rise 
to the claim, by reason of the same subject 


matter. 
Reports > 

Sec. 404. The head of each Federal agency 
shall annually make a report to the Congress 
of all claims paid by such Federal agency 
under this part. Such report shall include 
the name of each claimant, a statement of 
the amount claimed and the amount award- 
ed, and a brief description of the claim. 


PART 3—SUITS ON TORT CLAIMS AGAINST THE 
UNITED STATES 


Jurisdiction 


Sec. 410. (a) Subject to the provisions of 
this title, the United States district court for 
the district wherein the plaintiff is resident 
or wherein the act or omission complained of 
occurred, including the United States dis- 
trict courts for the Territories and posses- 
sions of the United States, sitting without a 
jury, shall have exclusive jurisdiction to hear, 
determine, and render judgment on any 
claim against the United States, for money 
only, accruing on and after January 1, 1945, 
on account of damage to or loss of property 
or on account of personal injury or death 
caused by the negligent or wrongful act or 
omission of any employee of the Government 
while acting within the scope of his office or 
employment, under circumstances where the 
United States, if a private person, would be 
liable to the claimant for such damage, loss, 
injury, or death in accordance with the law 
of the place where the act or omission oc- 
curred. Subject to the of this 
title, the United States shall be liable in 
respect of such claims to the same claimants, 
in the same manner, and to the same extent 
as a private individual under like circum- 
stances, except that the United States shall 
not be liable for interest prior to judgment, 
or for punitive damages. Costs shall be 
allowed in all courts to the successful claim- 
ant to the same extent as if the United States 
were a private litigant, except that such costs 
shall not include attorneys’ fees, . 

(b) The judgment in such an action shall 
constitute a complete bar to any action by 
the claimant, by reason of the same subject 
matter, against the,employee of the Govern- 
ment whose act or omission gave rise to the 
claim. No suit shall be instituted pursuant 
to this section upon a claim presented to 
any Federal agency pursuant to part 2 of this 
title unless such Federal agency has made 
final disposition of the claim: Provided, That 
the claimant may, upon 15 days’ notice given 
in writing, withdraw the claim from consid- 
eration of the Federal agency and commence 
suit thereon pursuant to this section: Pro- 
vided further, That as to any claim so dis- 
posed of or so withdrawn, no suit shall be 
instituted pursuant to this section for any 
sum in excess of the amount of the claim 
presented to the Federal agency, except 
where the increased amount of the claim is 
shown to be based upon newly discovered 
evidence not reasonably discoverable at the 
time of presentation of the claim to the Fed- 
eral agency or upon evidence of intervening 
facts, relating to the amount of the claim. 
Disposition of any claim made pursuant to 
part 2 of this title shall not be competent evi- 
dence of liability or amount of damages in 
proceedings on such claim pursuant to this 
section. 


Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 


Mr. Chairman, before addressing my 
remarks to this particular section to ask 
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a question, I think it should be stated in 
all fairness that I am quite sure in answer 
to the statement by the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts that not a single 
one of these disabled American ‘veterans 
has ever been ridiculed for his attempts 
to procure legislation by any Member 
of Congress. I will say further that the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg- 
islation has been giving this subject a 
great deal of serious consideration, and 
that this committee is the best friend 
the disabled veterans of this country 
have. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Committee on Claims, I for one have no 
objection whatsoever to this legislation 
taking away part of its duties. The 
Members of Congress may be aware of 
the fact that almost half the bills in- 
troduced in this House are private bills. 
May I ask whether or not any considera- 
tion was given to limiting the amount 
of awards that may be made by the Fed- 
eral courts in various types of cases? 

Mr. MONRONEY. In this bill we are 
placing jurisdiction in the Federal courts 
to determine the amount of the awards. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. The reason I asked 
the question is this. As the gentleman 
well knows, the Committee on Claims 
has for a number of years followed the 
practice of limiting the amounts in death 
cases to $5,000, and other types of cases 
are likewise limited. If I read this lan- 
guage correctly, the recovery will be 
against the Government just exactly as 
against the private individual. I say 
frankly that you are opening the doors 
of the Treasury in all of these suits, and 
thousands of them will be filed every 
year. In all fairness to the Nation and 
to the taxpayers of the Nation there 
should be some limitation on the amounts 
to be recovered in these actions, and no 
one knows that better than the objec- 
tors on both sides of the aisle. Without 
such limitation I cannot support this 
measure. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana, one of the ob- 
jectors. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The provision is also 
contained in section 410 that these trials 
must be had before the district court 
without a jury. What is the gentle- 
man’s thought on that subject? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. There are advan- 
tages in trial before the court without a 
jury, namely, that the cases can be much 
more expeditiously handled than they 
can in the case of a jury trial. There is 
another advantage in that quite often, 
inasmuch as the Government is the de- 
fendant and the money comes out of the 
Treasury, the juries will decide cases 
with their hearts rather than their heads, 
just as they do when an insurance com- 
pany is the defendant, so the awards in 
jury trials would probably be much 
larger, in view of the sympathy the jurors 
might have, than they would be in trials 
before the court. If these cases are to 
be tried by the Federal courts, they 
should be court trials rather than jury 
trials, in my opinion. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The committee 
discussed putting a limitation on these 
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awards, and one of the reasons such a 
limitation was not adopted is that we 
might be setting a pattern for making 
larger awards on claims. If we put a 
$25,000 limitation in the bill, we would 
be inviting such awards rather than 
limiting them. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Yes; but we have 
had that limitation in the Committee on 
Claims on private bills during all these 
years. The danger is not that you will 
do that but that you will open up the 
floodgates for inroads on the Federal 
Treasury by unlimited judgments, which 
might run as high as $50,000, $75,000, or 
$100,000. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. I am glad the gentle- 
man makes that statement because the 
Committee on the Judiciary has already 
approved my bill which provides for the 
settlement of Federal tort claims in the 
district courts and we have placed a 
limitation upon judgments in the dis- 
trict courts of $10,000. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I think such a limita- 
tion should be in this bill, and if the 
House were in a mood to consider amend- 
menis, which it has shown it is not, I 
would offer an amendment to limit the 
amount of recovery. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Procedure 


Sec, 411. In actions under this part, the 
forms of process, writs, pleadings, and mo- 
tions, and the practice and procedure, shall 
be in accordance with the rules promulgated 
by the Supreme Court pursuant to the act 
of June 19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1064); and the 
same provisions for counterclaim and set-off, 
for interest upon judgments, and for pay- 
ment of judgments, shall be applicable as in 
cases brought in the United States district 
courts under the act of March 3, 1887 (24 
Stat. 505). 

Review 

Sec, 412. (a) Final judgments in the dis- 
trict courts in cases under this part shall be 
subject to review by appeal— 

(1) in the circuit courts of appeals in the 
same manner and to the same extent as other 
judgments of the district courts; or 

(2) in the Court of Claims of the United 
States: Provided, That the notice of appeal 
filed in the district court under rule 73 of 
the Rules of Civil Procedure shall have affixed 
thereto the written consent on behalf of all 
the appellees that the appeal be taken to the 
Court of Claims of the United States. Such 
appeals to the Court of Claims of the United 
States shall be taken within 3 months after 
the entry of the judgment of the district 
court, and shall be governed by the rules 
relating to appeals from a district court to 
a circuit court of appeals adopted by the 
Supreme Court pursuant to the act of June 
19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1064). In such appeals 
the Court of Claims of the United States shall 
have the same powers and duties as those 
conferred on a circuit court of appeals in 
respect to appeals under section 4 of the act 
of February 13, 1925 (43 Stat. 939). 

(b) Sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended, shall apply to cases under 
this part in the circuit courts of appeals and 
in the Court of Claims of the United States 
to the same extent as to cases in a circuit 
court of appeals therein referred to. 

Compromise 

Src, 413. With a view to doing substantial 
justice, the Attorney General is authorized 
to arbitrate, compromise, or settle any claim 
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cognizable under this part, after the institu- 
tion of any suit thereon, with the approval 
of the court in which such suit is pending. 


PART 4—PROVISIONS COMMON TO PART 2 AND 
PART 3 


One-year statute of limitations 


Sec. 420. Every claim against the United 
States cognizable under this title shall be 
forever barred, unless within 1 year after 
such claim accrued or within 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this act, which- 
ever is later, it is presented in writing to the 
Federal agency out of whose activities it 
arises, if such claim is for a sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000; or unless within 1 year after such 
claim accrued or within 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this act, whichever is later, 
an action is begun pursuant to part 3 of 
this title. In the event that a claim for a 
sum not exceeding $1,000 is presented to a 
Federal agency as aforesaid, the time to in- 
stitute a suit pursuant to part 3 of this title 
shall be extended for a period of 6 months 
from the date of mailing of notice to the 
claimant by such Federal agency as to the 
final disposition of the claim ur from the 
date of withdrawal of the claim from such 
Federal agency pursuant to section 410 of this 
title, if it would otherwise expire before the 
end of such period. 


Exceptions 


Src. 421. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to— 

(a) Any claim based upon an act or omis- 
sion of an employee of the Government, exer- 
cising due care, in the execution of a statute 
or regulation, whether or not such statute or 
regulation be valid, or based upon the exer- 
cise or performance or the failure to exercise 
or perform a discretionary function or duty 
on the part of a Federal agency or an em- 
ployee of the Government, whether or not 
the discretion involved be abused. 

(b) Any claim arising out of the loss, mis- 
carriage, or negligent transmission of letters 
or postal matter, 

(c) Any claim arising in respect of the 
assessment or collection of any tax or cus- 
toms duty, or the detention of any goods or 
merchandise by any officer of customs or 
excise or any other law-enforcement officer. 

(d) Any claim for which a remedy is pro- 
vided by the act of March 9, 1920 (U. S. C., 
title 46, secs. 741-752, inclusive), or the act 
of March 3, 1925 (U. S. C., title 46, secs. 781- 
790, inclusive), relating to claims or suits in 
admiralty against the United States. 

(e) Any claim arising out of an act or 
omission of any employee of the Government 
in administering the provisions of the 
Trading with the Enemy Act, as amended. 

(f) Any claim for damages caused by the 
imposition or establishment of a quarantine 
by the United States. 

(g) Any claim arising from injury to ves- 
sels, or to the cargo, crew, or passengers -of 
vessels, while passing through the locks of 
the Panama Canal or while in Canal Zone 
waters. 

(h) Any claim arising out of assault, bat- 
tery, false imprisonment, false arrest, ma- 
licious prosecution, abuse of process, libel, 
slander, misrepresentation, deceit, or inter- 
ference with contract rights. 

(i) Any claim for damages caused by the 
fiscal operations of the Treasury or by the 
regulation of the monetary system. 

(j) Any claim arising out of the activities 
of the military or naval forces, or the Coast 
Guard, during time of war. 

(k) Any claim arising in a foreign coun- 
try. 

(1) Any claim arising from the activities 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Monroney: On 
page 84, line 1, before the word “activities” 
insert the word “combatant.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Attorneys’ fees 


Sec. 422. The court rendering a judgment 
for the plaintiff pursuant to part 3 of this 
title, or the head of the Federal agency or his 
designee making an award pursuant to part 2 
of this title, or the Attorney General mak- 
ing a disposition pursuant to section 413 of 
this title, as the case may be, may, as a part 
of the judgment, award, or settlement, de- 
termine and allow reasonable attorney’s fees, 
which, if the recovery is $500 or more, shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the amount re- 
covered under part 2, or 20 percent of the 
amount recovered under part 3, to be 
paid out of but not in addition to the 
amount of judgment, award, or settlement 
recovered, to the attorneys representing the 
claimant. Any attorney who charges, de- 
mands, receives, or collects for services ren- 
dered in connection with such claim any 
amount in excess of that allowed under this 
section, if recovery be had, shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor, and shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be subject to a fine of not more than 
$2,000 or imprisonment for not more than 1 
year, or both. 

Exclusiveness of remedy 

Sec, 423. From and after the date of 
enactment of this act, the authority of any 
Federal agency to sue and be sued in its own 
name shall not be construed to authorize 
suits against such Federal agency on claims 
which are cognizable under part 3 of this 
title, and the remedies provided by this title 
in such cases shall be exclusive. 


Certain statutes inapplicable 


Sec, 424. (a) All provisions of law author- 
izing any Federal agency to consider, ascer- 
tain, adjust or determine claims on account 
of damage to or loss of property, or on ac- 
count of personal injury or death, caused by 
the negligent or wrongful act or omission of 
any employee of the Government while act- 
ing within the scope of his office or employ- 
ment, are hereby repealed in respect of 
claims cognizable under part 2 of this title 
and accruing on and after January 1, 1945, 
including, but without limitation, the provi- 
sions granting such authorization now con- 
tained in the following laws: 

Public Law No. 375, Sixty-seventh Con- 
gress, approved December 28, 1922 (42 Stat. 
1066; U. S. C., title 31, secs. 215-217). 

Public Law No. 267, Sixty-sixth Congress, 
approved June 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 1054; U. S. C., 
title 33, sec. 853). 

Public Law No. 481, Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, approved March 20, 1936 (49 Stat. 1184; 
U. S. C., title 31, sec. 224b). 

Public Law No. 112, as amended, Seventy- 
eighth Congress, approved July 3, 1943 (57 
Stat. 372; U. S. C., title 31, secs. 223b, 223c, 
and 223d). 

Public Law No. 182, as amended, Sixty- 
fifth Congress, approved July 1, 1918 (40 Stat. 
705; U. S. C., title 34, sec. 600). 

Section 4 of Public Law No. 18, Sixty- 
seventh Congress, approved June 16, 1921 (42 
Stat. 63), as amended by Public Law No. 456, 
Seventy-third Congress, approved June 22, 
1934 (48 Stat. 1207; U.S. C., title 31, sec. 224c). 

(b) Nothing contained herein shall be 
deemed to repeal any provision of law author- 
izing any Federal agency to consider, ascer- 
tain, adjust, settle, determine, or pay any 
claim on account of damage to or loss of 
property or on account of personal injury or 
death, in cases in which such damage, loss, 
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injury, or death was not caused by any negli- 
gent or wrongful act or omission of an em- 
ployee of the Government while acting with- 
in the scope of his office or employment, or 
any other claim not eognizable under part 2 
of this title. 


TITLE V— GENERAL BRIDGE Act 


Short title 


Sec. 501. This title may be cited as the 
“General Bridge Act of 1946.” 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LEA: Beginning 
at the top of page 87, strike all of title 5: 
General Bridge Act. 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, the effect of 
this amendment if adopted would be to 
leave the granting of permits for bridges 
over navigable streams as the situation 
stands at present. I would not ask the 
Committee of the Whole of the House to 
consider this matter from the standpoint 
of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce which has jurisdic- 
tion of the subject. If there is any rea- 
son why the law should be left as it is, 
the reason is that Members of Congress 
may have the benefit of securing bridge 
permits through the committee of Con- 
gress instead of going to the War Depart- 
ment for that purpose. Every Member 
of Congress realizes there are two dis- 
tinct lines of work of the Members of the 
House. One is as to their legislative 
duties and the other is a very important 
part of a Congressman’s work, and that 
is contact with the executive depart- 
ments of the Government. Whether we 
like it or not, in the last 40 or 50 years 
there has been an accumulation of Fed- 
eral activities that frequently bring the 
Members of Congress in contact with the 
departments of Government. Whether 
you adopt the provisions that are in this 
bill or stay with the existing law, that 
responsibility will rest upon the Members 
very much as it is now so far as securing 
bridge permits for their district is con- 
cerned. This year, for instance, there 
have been over 100 Members of Congress 
who have come to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce to 
handle these measures. We have found 
frequently that it has been a great ad- 
vantage to Members of the House to have 
this body to which they can apply in 
securing permits for their districts. 

We feel it is probably true that our 
committee can be of service to the 
Members of this House, that justifies 
retaining jurisdiction where it is. 

I will be followed by our colleague, 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
CHAPMAN], who for a great many years 
has had charge of this work as chair- 
man of the subcommittee. I think he 
will give you substantial reasons why 
the House might determine it would be 
to the advantage of the Membership of 
the House and to the country if this 
jurisdiction should be maintained in the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Lea] has 
expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this section close in 10 minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce has said, this 
amendment was introduced not to pre- 
serve the jurisdiction of a committee but 
to safeguard the proper functions of the 
Congress. 

This is another of the constantly re- 
curring attempts to induce the Congress 
to abdicate its power and prerogative to 
the executive branch of the Government. 
It is a proposal that Members of Con- 
gress surrender their rights in the enact- 
ment of bridge bills at the behest of the 
War Department. Such proposals have 
been sent more than once by the War 
Department to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce in the form 
of bills. No action has ever been taken 
in favor of such a proposal, and no one 
has ever been found to introduce such 
a bill. 

We took the position that no officer in 
the War Department knows as much 
about the need for a bridge, its proper 
location, its relation to the highway sys- 
tem, its financing, and its feasibility as 
does the Member of Congress from that 
district. A city, a county, a State— 
sometimes two cities, counties, or 
States—desire construction of a bridge. 
They would rather secure the authority 
through their Congressman than through 
some bureaucrat in the War Department. 
The Congressman takes justifiable pride 
in piloting a bridge bill through for the 
benefit of his constituents. It is an im- 
portant bill to them; frequently to that 
constituency it is the most important bill 
pending in Congress. The Congressman 
knows local conditions. He and mem- 
bers of the committee having jurisdiction 
speak the same language and understand 
one another’s problems. No Member of 
Congress desiring to expedite the con- 
struction of a needed bridge with a sound 
financial structure has ever failed to re- 
ceive sympathetic and cordial coopera- 
tion from the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, Within the last 
few days, on the eve of adjournment, sev- 
eral Members have introduced bridge 
bills and have received favorable reports. 
I wonder if they would not prefer to con- 
tinue to bring their bills to a committee 
of their colleagues rather than depend on 
the caprices of some autocratic bureau- 
crat, who was not elected by the people, 
and has no feeling of responsibility to the 
people. 

The Congress, through the years, has 
authorized a fine system of bridges as 
a part of the highway system. We 
have practically eliminated private toll 
bridges, which would be revived if this 
title should become law. We have elim- 
inated many privately owned ferries, 
dangerous bottlenecks to modern high- 
way traffic. We authorize free bridges 
and publicly owned toll bridges, which, 
at the expiration of a reasonable amorti- 
zation period, become free bridges—just 
as free to traffic as any other part of the 
highway. This bill would fix a definite 
amortization period of 20 years. That 
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is the usual period, but we have found 
situations in which it was necessary in 
the public interest to establish a different 
period of amortization. The bridge pro- 
gram will be more satisfactory if left to 
the discretion of the Congress than if 
placed in a bureaucratic strait-jacket. 

If this title becomes a law the Member 
of Congress will have no part in author- 
izing a bridge in his district; but woe unto 
the highway commissioner, the mayor, 
city councilman, the county judge, or 
member of the fiscal court, who fails to 
obey implicitly every rule and order pro- 
mulgated by some major or captain in 
the War Department who will hold the 
power of life or death over the desire of 
a city, county, or State for a bridge, be- 
cause failure to comply with any order 
or specific condition imposed by the Sec- 
retary of War or Ghief of Engineers— 
and that means the functionary or mar- 
tinet in charge of the bridge bureau—will 
be punishable by a fine not to exceed 
$5,000, or by imprisonment for not more 
than a year, or both. 

The enactment of bridge bills has never 
clogged the legislative machinery; it has 
never slowed the legislative processes. 
Bridge bills have been handled expedi- 
tiously and efficiently and, I believe, to 
the satisfaction of the Congress and the 
country. Beginning with the Seventieth 
Congress, 112 who are now Members of 
the House have introduced bridge bills 
which have been reported by the com- 
mittee and passed by the House. There 
has never been the slightest degree of 
partisanship in reporting bridge bills. 
No Member can say that he has ever 
failed to receive fair and courteous treat- 
ment by that committee. 

Scores of Members have bridges in 
their respective districts that are pointed 
out by their constituents as monuments 
to the public service of the Congress- 
man who introduced the bills that au- 
thorized their construction. 


Not only has there been a constantly in- 
creasing tendency to concentrate power in 
the Federal Government at the expense of 
the local governments, but the executive de- 
partment has continued to encroach upon 
numerous prerogatives of the legislative de- 
partment. Even worse than the arrogation 
of power by the executive department is the 
abdication by Congress of its rights and the 
abandonment of its obligations. 


* * . * 


We witness the shameful, pitiful spectacle 
of the Congress of the United States, clothed 
by the Constitution with all legislative power, 
invested with all legislative responsibility, 
year after year, in session after session, bow- 
ing more and more obsequiously to the dic- 
tates of a bureaucratic clerk. 

* — * . > 


Unless we stop drifting as we have been 
drifting, and are drifting now, representative 
government will be undermined and de- 
stroyed, and on its ruins will rise an auto- 
cratic, arrogant, paternalistic, centralized bu- 
reaucracy. Then constitutional government 
will be dead. Let us get back to the prin- 
ciples of the fathers, maintain this Govern- 
ment as an “indissoluble Union of indestruc- 
tible States,” as a “government of laws and 
not of men,” preserve the separation of pow- 
ers under a dual form of government, and 
restore the equipoise which, as the result of 
executive usurpation and legislative abdica- 
tion, has been destroyed. 


Those words which I uttered in this 
Chamber May 18, 1928, were true then. 
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They are truer now. Let us stop this 
supine surrender of legislative preroga- 
tives; this shameless abdication of legis- 
lative responsibility. 

The bridge program will be more sat- 
isfactory if left to the discretion and 
judgment of Congress than if placed in 
a bureaucratic strait-jacket. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
quite confident every Member of the 
House who may be interested in the con- 
struction of a bridge across a navigable 
stream would be genuinely delighted to 
enjoy the fellowship of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, but 
this was the most ingenious argument I 
have ever heard for striking out a title 
of this bill. It was for all practical pur- 
poses nothing more than an argument 
to preserve the little opportunity for the 
Member of Congress to enjoy the fellow- 
ship that goes along with presenting a 
bridge bill before the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. ` 

You could introduce a thousand bills, 
you could fill this Chamber with bills and 
never get a bridge until after the War 
Department had explored every engi- 
neering aspect of it. It has got to go 
there anyway, it has to have the approval 
of the War Department engineers, so 
why have the Consent Calendar of this 
House cluttered from one year’s end to 
the other with a hundred bridge bills 
when the work has to be done by the War 
Department engineers? 

I hope that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California will be 
voted down by a resounding vote. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York who has had a great 
deal to do with this bridge business. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I used to be on 
the bridge subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce; and it was a nuisance. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Did you hear that? 
The gentleman was a member of the sub- 
committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce dealing with bridges; and the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
says it is a nuisance. 

Now let us eliminate this nuisance by 
voting down this amendment by a good 
vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Consent of Congress 


Sec. 502. (a) The consent of Congress is 
hereby granted fof the construction, mainte- 
nance, and operation of bridges and ap- 
proaches thereto over the navigable waters 
of the United States, in accordance with the 
provisions of this title. 

(b) The location and plans for such 
bridges shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and the Secretary of War before 
construction is commenced, and, in approv- 
ing the location and plans of any bridge, 
they may impose any specific conditions re- 
lating to the maintenance and operation of 
the structure which they may deem necessary 
in the interest of public navigation, and the 
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conditions so imposed shall have the force of 
law. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsections (a) and (b), it shall be unlawful 
to construct or commence the construction 
of any privately owned highway toll bridge 
until the location and plans thereof shall 
also have been submitted to and approved by 
the highway department or departments of 
the State or States in which the bridge and 
its approaches are situated; and where such 
bridge shall be between two or more States 
and the highway departments thereof shall 
be unable to agree upon the location and 
plans therefor, or if they, or either of them, 
shall fail or refuse to act upon the location 
and plans submitted, such location and plans 
then shall be submitted to the Public Roads 
Administration and, if approved by the Pub- 
lic Roads Administration, approval by the 
highway departments shall not be required. 


Tolls 


Sec. 503. If tolls shall be charged for the 
transit over any interstate bridge of engines, 
cars, streetcars, wagons, carriages, vehicles, 
animals, foot passengers, or other passengers, 
such tolls shall be reasonable and just, and 
the Secretary of War may, at any time, and 
from time to time, prescribe the reasonable 
rates of toll for such transit over such bridge, 
and the rates so prescribed shall be the legal 
rates and shall be the rates demanded and 
received for such transit. 


Acquisition by public agencies 


Sec. 504. After the completion of any in- 
terstate toll bridge constructed by an indi- 
vidual, firm, or corporation, as determined by 
the Secretary of War, either of the States 
in which the bridge is located,- or any 
public agency or political subdivision of 
either of such States, within or adjoining 
which any part of such bridge is located, or 
any two or more of them jointly, may at any 
time acquire and take over all right, title, 
and interest in such bridge arid its ap- 
proaches, and any interest in real property 
for public purposes by condemnation or ex- 
propriation. If at any time after the expira- 
tion of 5 years after the completion of such 
bridge the same is acquired by condemnation 
or expropriation, the amount of damages or 
compensation to be allowed shall not include 
good will, going value, or prospective reve- 
nues or profits, but shall be limited to the 
sum of (1) the actual cost of constructing 
such bridge and its approaches, less a rea- 
sonable deduction for actual depreciation in 
value; (2) the actual costs of acquiring such 
interests in real property; (3) actual financ- 
ing and promotion costs, not to exceed 10 
percent of the sum of the cost of construc- 
ing the bridge and its approaches and acquir- 
ing such interests in real property; and (4) 
actual expenditures for necessary improve- 
ments. 

Statements of cost 

Sec. 505, Within 90 days after the comple- 
tion of a privately owned interstate toll 
bridge, the owner shall file with the Secre- 
tary of War and with the highway depart- 
ments of the States in which the bridge is 
located, a sworn itemized statement showing 
the actual original cost of constructing the 
bridge and its approaches, the actual cost 
of acquiring any interest in real property 
necessary therefor, and the actual financing 
and promotion costs. The Secretary of War 
may, and upon request of a highway depart- 
ment shall, at any time within 3 years after 
the completion of such bridge, investigate 
such costs and determine the accuracy and 
the reasonableness of the costs alleged in 
the statement of costs so filed, and shall 
make a finding of the actual and reasonable 
costs of constructing, financing, and promot- 
ing such bridge, For the purpose of such 
investigation the said individual, firm, or 
corporation, its successors and assigns, shall 
make available all of its records in connection 
with the construction, financing, and promo- 
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tion thereof, The findings of the Secretary 
of War as to the reasonable costs of the con- 
struction, financing, and promotion of the 
bridge shall be conclusive for the purposes 
mentioned in section 504 of this title, sub- 
ject only to review in a court of equity for 
fraud or gross mistake. 


Sinking fund 


Sec. 506. If tolls are charged for the use 
of an interstate bridge constructed or taken 
over or acquired by a State or States or 
by any municipality or other political sub- 
division or public agency thereof, under the 
provisions of this title, the rates of toll shall 
be so adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient 
to pay for the reasonable cost of maintaining 
repairing, and operating the bridge and its 
approaches under economical management, 
and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to 
amortize the amount paid therefor, includ- 
ing reasonable interest and financing cost, as 
soon as possible under reasonable charges, but 
within a period of not to exceed 20 years 
from the date of constructing or acquiring 
the same. After a sinking fund sufficient 
for such amortization shall have been so 
provided, such bridge shall thereafter be 
maintained and operated free of tolls. An 
accurate record of the amount paid for ac- 
quiring the bridge and its approaches, the 
actual expenditures for maintaining, repair- 
ing, and operating the same, and of the daily 
tolls collected, shall be kept and shall be 
available for the information of all persong 
interested. 

Applicability of title 

Sec, 507, The provisions of this title shall 
apply only to bridges over navigable. waters 
of the United States, the construction of 
which is hereafter approved under the pro- 
visions of this title; and the provisions of 
the first proviso of section 9 of the act of 
March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1151; U. S. C., title 
33, sec..401), and the provisions of the act 
entitled “An act to regulate the construction 
of bridges over navigable waters”, approved 
March 23, 1906, shall not apply to such 
bridges. à 
International bridges 


Sec. 508. This title shall not be 8 
to authorize the construction of any bridge 
which will connect the United States, or any 
Territory or possession of the United States, 
with any foreign country. 


Eminent domain 


Sec. 509. There are hereby conferred upon 
any individual, his heirs, legal representa- 
tives, or assigns, any firm or corporation, its 
successors or assigns, or any State, political 
subdivision, or municipality authorized in 
accordance with the provisions of this title to 
build a bridge between two or more States, 
all such rights and powers to enter upon 
lands and acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, 
and use real estate and other property in the 
respective States needed for the location, 
construction, operation, and maintenance 
of such bridge and its approaches, as are 
possessed by railroad corporations for rail- 
road purposes or by bridge corporations for 
bridge purposes in the State in which such 
real estate or other property is situated, upon 
making just compensation therefor to be 
ascertained and paid according to the laws 
of such State, and the proceedings therefor 
shall be the same as in the condemnation or 
expropriation of property for public purposes 
in such State. 

Penalties 

Sec. 510. Any person who fails or refuses to 
comply with any lawful order of the Secre- 
tary of War or the Chief of Engineers issued 
under the provisions of this title, or who 
fails to comply with any specific condition 
imposed by the Chief of Engineers and the 
Secretary of War relating to the maintenance 
and operation of bridges, or who refuses to 
produce books, papers, or documents in 
obedience to a subpena or other lawful re- 
quirement under this title, or who otherwise 
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violates any provisions of this title, shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be punished by a 
fine of not to exceed $5,000 or by imprison- 
ment for not more than 1 year, or by both 
such fine and imprisonment, 


Rights reserved 


‘Sec. 511. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this title is hereby expressly reserved as 
to any and all bridges which may be built 
under authority hereof. 


TITLE VI—COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT 
Pay OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Compensation of Members of Congress 


Src. 601. (a) Effective on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes, the com- 
pensation of Senators, Representatives in 
Congress, Delegates from the Territories, and 
the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico 
shall be at the rate of $15,000 per annum 
each; and the compensation of the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and the Vice 
President of the United States shall be at 
the rate of $20,000 per annum each. 

(b) The sentence contained in the Legisla- 
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1946, which 
reads as follows: “There shall be paid to each 
Representative and Delegate, and to the 
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 
after January 2, 1945, an expense allowance 
of $2,500 per annum to assist in defraying 
expenses related to or resulting from the 
discharge of his official duties, to be paid in 
equal monthly installments.”, is hereby re- 
pealed, effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes. 

(c) The sentence contained in the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, which 
reads as follows: There shall be paid to each 
Senator after January 1, 1946, an expense al- 
lowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in de- 
fraying expenses related to or resulting from 
the discharge of his official duties, to be paid 
in equal monthly installments.“, is hereby 
repealed, effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes. 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Brown of Ohio: 
In line 18, page 93, after the word “of”, strike 
out “$15,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$12,500.” 

Beginning with line 22 on page 93 strike 
out all of the following matter up to and 
including line 13 on page 94 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“(b) Effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes there shall be 
paid to each Senator, Representative in Con- 
gress, Delegate from the Territories, Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, an expense 
allowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in 
defraying expenses relating to, or resulting 
from, the discharge of his official duties, for 
which no tax liability shall incur, or ac- 
counting be made. Such sum to be paid in 
equal monthly installments. 

“(c) The sentence contained in the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1946, which 
reads as follows: There shall be paid to each 
Representative and Delegate, and to the 
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 
after January 2, 1945, an expense allowance 
of $2,500 per annum to assist in defraying 
expenses related to, or resulting from, the 
discharge of his official duties, to be paid in 
equal monthly installments.’, is hereby re- 
pealed, effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes. 

“(d) The sentence contained in the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, which 
reads as follows: “There shall be paid to each 
Senator after January 1, 1946, an expense 
allowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in 
defraying expenses related to, or resulting 
from, the discharge of his official duties, to be 
paid in equal monthly installments.’, is 
hereby repealed, effective on the day on 
which the Eightieth Congress convenes.” 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
earlier today when I first read this 
amendment that I said I would introduce 
at this time, the amount of annual sal- 
ary for Members of Congress in the 
amendment was fixed at $12,000 and the 
expense account at $3,000. Since that 
time, however, I have had a number of 
conferences with different Members of 
the House and, as a result, we have ar- 
rived at a compromise arrangement 
which will reduce the salary as given in 
the bill from $15,000 to $12,500 per year 
for each Member of the House and Sen- 
ate and will provide that the expense 
allowance shall remain as it has been for 
the past 2 or 3 years, namely, $2,500 per 
year, with this single exception: The 
amendment does fix without any ques- 
tion the fact that the expense allow- 
ance shall be tax-free; in other words, 
that there shall be no tax liability in- 
curring on this particular expense al- 
lowance, or accounting made thereon. 

That is done for the reason that every 
expense allowance made in business or 
industry or in a profession is a deductible 
item for tax purposes. There is no ques- 
tion about that. But there is a question 
under the internal-revenue laws of the 
United States with reference to the tax- 
allowance arrangement we now have as 
the result of a section of a bill recently 
passed. There is a question as to 
whether or not a Member of Congress 
has the right to claim and to obtain an 
exemption for the money that he ac- 
tually expends in the conduct of his 
work, his official work as a Member of 
Congress, because it has been held in 
some cases that a Member of Congress is 
not engaged in a business or a profes- 
sion, therefore he cannot claim a deduc- 
tion as a business expense or as a pro- 
fessional expense. So we fixed that very 
firmly in this amendment. 

I want to call attention to one other 
thing, and I especially would like to get 
the attention of the Speaker and of the 
minority leader, that in my amendment 
I do not reduce in any way the salaries 
fixed for the Speaker of the House or 
the Vice President of the United States. 
I think they are worthy of receiving 
$25,000 each, and I am glad that the 
committee put that provision in the bill. 

We have debated this question. I 
think everyone understands it. I think 
this is the direct and the honest and the 
honorable way to do this thing. I do not 
believe that anyone can contend that a 
Member of Congress is not entitled to a 
reasonable expense allowance, just as 
every other public official in the United 
States is given a reasonable expense al- 
lowance. This money is to be spent, of 
course, on official business, and there is 
no Member of Congress worthy of his 
salt that does not spend more than $2,500 
a year in transacting the affairs of his 
constituents and the public business of 
the United States. I think we are being 
honest not only with the public but with 
ourselves. The reason I offered this 
amendment is because the bill provided 
that you would receive $15,000 salary, out 
of which you pay your own expenses on 
official business, and there is no other 
public official in the country, and I know 
of none in private business, that is re- 
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quired to pay his expenses on official 
business out of his own pocket. 

Therefore, I hope this amendment will 
be adopted. 

Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Members of the Committee, let us un- 
derstand just exactly what we are doing. 
We are talking about $15,000 that will 
come to every Member of the House and 
Senate, and whether we should go about 
it by saying $15,000 is our salary, or 
$12,500 plus $2,500 for expenses, is a 
matter for the House to determine, but 
I believe that every Member of the House 
and Senate should realize that the board 
of directors of the Federal Government 
cannot continue to get men of the ability 
needed to face the problems that we face 
today at far below the going rate in 
business or industry or in other lines. 
Government service will not keep a man 
here if he is losing money. I had occa- 
sion to investigate the amounts of time 
that Members of Congress have spent on 
the job. Since 1925, when the congres- 
sional salary was raised from $7,500 to 
$10,000, until 1938, the Congress spent 
47.4 percent of the time in those years 
on the job in Washington. Since 1938 
until 1946 we have spent 94 percent of 
the time on the job in Washington; just 
almost exactly double the amount of 
time. 

You can also consider with this the 
cost-of-living increase, which in all of 
these statistics, considering the much 
higher Washington living costs, does 
come up to about the 50-percent increase 
that we are considering at this time— 
either in the committee bill or in the 
amendment. 

You can consider the Federal pay in- 
crease we have granted almost all other 
Federal employees, which approaches 
and almost equals, since 1925, 50 percent. 

So I think if you measure it on any 
index and on the average weekly earn- 
ings of workers in industry, it might be 
interesting, because that has been the 
yardstick. Since 1925, it has increased 
76.9 percent up to the present time. 

So I believe if we are honest with the 
people we will say that it should require 
the payment of $15,000 to keep the type 
of men that Congress must have on the 
job. I do not mean to say that you can- 
not get 435 men to sit in the House for 
$10,000, or for $8,000, or for $5,000, or for 
$4,000. But government, like everybody 
else, is going to get just exactly what it 
pays for, and year after year you are 
going to see your top men dropping out, 
men that we can ill afford to lose, and go 
into other types of business. 

Neither of these provisions, either the 
committee bill nor the Brown amend- 
ment, apply to Members of this Congress. 
The people themselves will decide in the 
November elections just who will receive 
this increased pay. We do have the re- 
sponsibility of placing the salary on the 
job which will be held by the people who 
the people select to represent them. 

Congress must make this decision, for 
there is no other agency which can set 
the salary of Members of Congress. I 
wish there could be a separate board or 
some other means to relieve us of this 
onerous task. 
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But if you are aiming at a stronger 
Congress, and we are in this bill, then I 
feel you must consider whether the salary 
will be great enough to keep your best 
men in Congress—and attract the best 
men in the district to seek the job. 

Although I differ, I have no quarrel 
with the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. I feel 
that the committee recommendation 
saying that it is a $15,000 job is a clean- 
cut statement, on top of the table, it is 
direct, it makes it a fixed sum for the 
job, and it hires the Congressman for a 
definite salary for the year. 

I do not like the $2,500 expense allow- 
ance because I think every Member with- 
in range of my voice knows that the 
$2,500 does not come within a fraction of 
paying the additional expense that it 
costs to sit in this body: 

I do not want to have it go out to my 
constituents and the people of this coun- 
try that I am receiving $12,500 net with 
all expenses paid. I believe that is our 
principal difference. I believe the Con- 
gress would stand in a far better light to 
say that it is a $15,000-a-year job and 
that we are paying that definite and cer- 
tain amount. 

On the deductibility, I believe the ap- 
proach that is being made by the com- 
mittee in an amendment to be offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] is a correct one. 

It would put a Member of Congress in 
exactly the same position as a business- 
man coming to Washington. It would 
reverse, by the amendment the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts will offer, an old 
Tax Court decision that holds for some 
reason, I know not what, that our place 
of residence for Federal income-tax pur- 
poses is in Washington. 

Does any Member think he could come 
here and serve his district in Washington 
and not retain a residence in his home 
district? I am sure you realize that no 
Member could do that. So this amend- 
ment will be offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] 
to permit income-tax deductibility for 
one of the duplicating residences that a 
Congressman must maintain. He can 
deduct only then up to $2,500 a year for 
this. The matter is in your hands. I 
feel it is a more straightforward step to 
say it is a $15,000-a-year job rather than 
to adopt the Brown amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Bock: On page 
93, line 13, strike out section 601, paragraphs 
(a) and (b). 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. This amendment is 
word for word the amendment I intend- 
ed to offer. I shall support the gentle- 
man’s amendment, and shall not offer 
my amendment. 

Mr. O'NEAL. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. O'NEAL. It is my understanding 
that the language in the bill has been 
amended. The amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York is to strike 
out the original language, which has been 
amended. Therefore, the language of 
the amendment is not in proper form. 

The CHAIRMAN, The amendment is 
to strike out the section as amended. 
The point of order is overruled, 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this amendment with considerable reluc- 
tance. I know that every Member of the 
Congress earns, is entitled to, and in 
many instances needs a higher salary 
and expense allowance. On the other 
hand, I have continuously advocated a 
curtailment in Government expenses to 
the end that the Federal budget be bal- 
anced as an essential safeguard against 
rampant inflation. To be consistent, I 
must therefore advocate that these well- 
merited increases be postponed until a 
balanced budget is an accomplished fact. 
Such postponement is the purpose of my 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Bock]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Members 
may have permission to extend their re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the enactment of the so-called 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
insofar as it would raise the salaries of 
Members of Congress. 

It behooves all of us and especially the 
lawmakers to prevent insofar as is pos- 
sible to do so all trends toward inflation. 
With millions of people struggling at 
their present income to meet increased 
costs of living, it certainly appears to be 
a bad example if Congress raises their 
own pay. 

While it is generally admitted that it is 
difficult to make ends meet on present 
legislative salaries, nevertheless, I find it 
possible to do so. 

It has been necessary for our Govern- 
ment to involve itself in unprecedented 
debt by reason of the war. Until such 
time as our country is in better financial 
condition I cannot justify a vote increas- 
ing the salary of Members of Congress, 

I am also opposed to that provision in 
the measure which provides for retire- 
ment pay to Members of Congress. I be- 
lieve it a bad policy to have elected offi- 
cials participating in any plans for re- 
tirement benefits, 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, on various occasions in the 
past I have spoken and voted against 
Treasury grabs by the bureaucrats and 
Congress, I shall do so again today on 
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the pending measure. It is unfortunate 
that many worth-while proposals have 
been lumped in with pay increases and 
pensions for Congressmen. I would like 
to have the opportunity to vote for a 
congressional streamlining bill without 
these objectionable features in it. That 
opportunity is not presented today. I 
want my position on this matter to be 
clear in case this bill is passed without 
a roll call. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, on a 
previous occasion when this matter of in- 
creasing the salary of Members of Con- 
gress was up for consideration a few 
months ago, I stated then that I was op- 
posed to increasing the salary of Mem- 
bers either directly or indirectly. I fur- 
ther pointed out on the matter of so- 
called pensions for Congressmen that 
Members of Congress were in a different 
category from Federal employees. They 
are elected by the people and occupy po- 
sitions of trust. Moreover I stated on 
the occasion when this pension matter 
was being considered here on the floor a 
few months ago this country has the 
greatest national debt of any country in 
the history of the world and it is there- 
fore more appropriate that we, as Mem- 
bers of Congress, set the pace by tighten- 
ing our belts and voting for economy 
rather than increasing our salaries, 
either directly or indirectly. Therefore, 
Mr. Chairman, I shall vote against both 
the salary increase and the pension 
provision. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I see 
much good in this reorganization bill. 
The Congress is very much in need of 
reorganization. However, I cannot sup- 
port the section of the bill which would 
increase the salary of a Member of Con- 
gress or grant him retirement benefits. 
The cry throughout the country is for 
economy in government and Members 
of Congress therefore should set the ex- 
ample. Under the circumstances I feel 
duty bound to vote against the bill. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I understand that the congres- 
sional pay was increased in 1925 from 
$7,500 to $10,000. It has remained at. 
this figure until 2 years ago we voted a 
$2,500 expense account to each Member. 
I do feel that increase is sufficient and 
the additional increase of $2,500 sug- 
gested by the Brown amendment is not 
needed. Men who come to Congress 
have great responsibility. It does not 
seem that with the unbalanced budget 
that the additional increase is now justi- 
fied. The increased-pay amendment 
should be defeated. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, 
heretofore, when legislation of this char- 
acter was presented to the House, I spoke 
against its passage, and I voted against 
it. I took the position then, as I now 
take that same position, because our 
Nation is involved in the greatest debt 
that any nation has faced; our people 
are bowed down in debt; this is not a 
proper time for increases in salaries, 
and this is not a proper time to think 
of retirement. I am opposed to it, and 
I will vote against this measure. 

Mr. Chairman, while I am in full ac- 
cord with streamlining Congres“ when it 
can be done properly, yet there are 
many items in this plan to reorganize 
Congress with which I cannot agree. 
Yet, with great care—and with ample 
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time—a plan of reorganization can be 
worked out, but I cannot subscribe to 
this plan. I will cast my vote against 
this bill. I will vote for the best interest 
of the people I represent and against 
any increase of taxes upon the people 
for this proposed plan. 

We must quit spending. We must be- 
gin paying our debt. We cannot pay if 
these programs are continued. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ex- 
pect to vote against this bill and I am 
opposed to the increase in salary pro- 
vided in this legislation. I am also op- 
posed to the retirement plan commonly 
known as a congressional pension. 

I favor a reorganization of Congress 
but not in the manner attempted by this 
legislation. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
gret that I cannot vote for an increase 
in the salary of Members of Congress 
and the pension program for Congress- 
men. If realize that our compensation is 
too low and that our official expenses 
here in Washington and at home are 
heavy and take a good part of our sal- 
aries. However, I cannot vote to in- 
crease my own salary without giving in- 
creases to our low-income workers. I 
also feel we should make adequate pro- 
vision for our old folks before increasing 
our own pay. I therefore am voting 
against increase in pay and pensions for 
ourselves. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I 
support the amendment of the gentle- 
man from New York. With the Federal 
budget in its present situation this Con- 
gress should consider its duty to the tax- 
payers. I cannot support legislation to 
raise the salaries of Congress, nor can I 
support pensions for Congress. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming. Mr. 
Chairman, I am in entire agreement 
with many provisions of this bill. I think 
the streamlining of the Congress is long 
overdue. However, I cannot agree with 
the section under consideration wherein 
the compensation of the Members is in- 
creased. Nor can I agree with the retire- 
ment benefits to the legislative branch 
of the Government. Just yesterday we 
had under consideration the increase in 
the Federal contribution for old-age as- 
sistance and while I voted for that legis- 
lation I felt then and feel now that we 
did not go far enough. It seems to me 
that a Member of Congress is in a far 
different position than an employee in 
the civil service and for that reason I 
shall vote against the retirement section. 
Everyone knows the country faces a tre- 
mendous debt and if we are to insist upon 
economy in others we must practice it 
ourselves and for that reason I shall vote 
against the increase in salaries to Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota. 
Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the com- 
mittee for their excellent work on this 
bill, the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946. In it are many needed reforms. 
I should like to vote for these separately. 
Inasmuch as the salary increases and 
security features are all part of the same 
bill, I cannot with good conscience sup- 
port it. I feel it to be the first duty of 
Congress to balance the Nation’s budget. 
All expenses should be held down until 
this has been accomplished. 
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Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
this is no time for Congressmen to vote 
themselves a salary increase. If there is 
one organ in our whole social and eco- 
nomic structure rather than any other 
which ought to set an example for stay- 
ing the pending inflationary forces, that 
organ is the Congress of the United 
States. It is this body which primarily 
the public must look to for the adoption 
of measures to prevent the further prog- 
ress of inflation. Since the raising of our 
salary would be in principle definitely in- 
fiationary, we would by such act entirely 
destroy the basis without which no con- 
duct on our part could possibly effectuate 
any control over inflation. 

One frequently hears the contention 
advanced that all except Congressmen 
have received increases in their income. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 
There are still a great many people whose 
income has not been increased since 1939 
and a great many more whose income 
has by no means kept pace with rising 
living costs. Should the Congress now 
raise the salary of its Members, those 
groups would be forced to pay, out of their 
inequitably low income, taxes to meet this 
increase. A legislative body cannot vio- 
late such a principle as this and still re- 
tain that independence which is essential 
for the maintenance of its integrity, self- 
respect, and even its very preservation. 

One more important point should not 
be overlooked. Congress possesses the 
arbitrary power to raise the salary of its 
Members. This alone should deter us. 
Argue as we may that our services are 
worth more than $10,000 a year, this can- 
not be proven. In saying this I am not 
contending that the work we do may not 
be worth more than the compensation 
we now receive, but I, for one, want to 
make my own position clear. I am not 
sure that the services which I render to 
my constituents and to my country are 
worth more than $10,000, if even that 
much. Were I to vote for this proposed 
increase I could find no other reason to 
Satisfy my conscience and answer to my 
constituents except that I simply happen 
to occupy a.position which gives me arbi- 
trary power to do this. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
vote against this bill. There are certain 
features in it relating to reorganization 
of the Congress which I believe to be 
constructive. Those features I favor. 
There are, however, other features which 
I find myself unable to support. Those 
features have to do with salaries and 
annuities. My vote will, therefore, be in 
the negative when the bill comes up for 
final passage. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
heartily in favor of all the provisions of 
this bill, save one. In fact I wish it went 
still further in some respects, in stream- 
lining congressional procedures. I am 
sorry the committee did not see fit to 
accept my amendment to restore the 
provision for an administrative assistant 
that would free us more for our primary 
duties as legislators. I hope that the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon- 
RONEY ] will help, as he suggested, in mak- 
ing this change at-a later date. 

Probably the most important pro- 
visions are first, the reduction of House 
committees from 47 to 19, eliminating 
overlapping and giving each Member a 
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real job to do on a major committee as 
soon as he is sent here by his constitu- - 
ents; and, second, the legislative budget 
provision that those who raise the Gov- 
ernment’s money and those who spend 
it get together to do over-all planning 
and keep within our means—cut the gar- 
ment of our appropriations to the cloth 
of our income. 

I heartily support the inclusion of 
Members of Congress in the retirement 


allowance system long in effect for other 


Government employees. It is not a grant. 
It is a sound annuity system to which a 
Member contributes 6 percent of his 
salary and receives a retirement allow- 
ance after reaching 62 years of age, the 
amount depending directly on the num- 
ber of years he has contributed. In my 
judgment this provision is far more val- 
uable from the standpoint of leading to 
better government than the 25 percent 
increase in salary that has been voted. 
The retirement allowance does two very 
important things: First, it gives the 
Member a degree of economic security 
for his old age which inevitably enables 
him to be more independent in his vot- 
ing, to make up his mind more on the 
basis of the rightness or wrongness of a 
piece of legislation, rather than on the 
possible political effect, good or bad, on 
himself. Second, it enables him to quit 
when he is through—when he is no long- 
er able to function at his best. After a 
man has been here 25 or 30 years, what 
can he do for a living? His professional 
skill, his clientele, his business are gone. 
It is almost impossible to start over. So 
the inevitable tendency is to hang on, 
term after term, because economic. neces- 
sity requires it. So I say that it is long 
overdue for Members of Congress to be 
made eligible for our regular civil-serv- 
ice retirement allowance system—not 
primarily for their sake, but for the sake 
of the country’s welfare. 

One major change I am strongly op- 
posed to at this time—that is the 25 per- 
cent raise in salary. I have for 3 years 
consistently counseled against general 
wage increases for labor. I have main- 
tained that we ought not to increase 
our purchasing power widely until our 
production could be turned to civilian 
goods and more adequate supplies of 
commodities could be made available. 
Just as soon as it is clear that we are over 
the hump on these inflationary pressures, 
just as soon as supply approximates de- 
mand so that prices are stabilized, or 
even decline a little because of natural 
forces, then I shall urge the raising of 
wages wherever it can be done without 
increasing prices to consumers, and I 
shall then favor increasing the salaries 
of Members of Congress which have re- 
mained unchanged since about 1927, even 
though the time spent in Washington has 
doubled, our work has at least trebled, 
and the cost of living has advanced 
greatly for us as for everyone. 

But it does not seem to me wise or 
justifiable to raise our salaries just at 
this time when prices have risen sharply, 
when there are strong pressures by some 
to start another series of strikes to get 
further wage increases. I cannot ask 
others to hold steady a few more months, 
until we have achieved full production 
and ended the threat of inflation, and at 
the same time vote for a salary increase 
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for ourselves, even though I recognize 
fully the necessity of higher remunera- 
tion if the Congress is to hold and to at- 
tract the ablest men in our country, 
which it so badly needs. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment offered by my distinguished col- 
league the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Buck]. Let me remind you that 
section 132 of this bill, which has al- 
ready been adopted by this Committee. 
provides that Congress adjourn sine die 
not later than the last day of July each 
year. This means that hereafter the 
Congress will be in session 7 months or 
less each year. How, may I ask, can you 
justify the 50 percent increase in salary 
provided in section 601 of this bill? 
Should this provision remain in the bill 
would not all other Government em- 
ployees be entitled to a similar increase? 
Could they not justly present this as a 
basis for their demands? Only yester- 
day we passed the social-security bill 
allowing the old-age pensioners an in- 
crease of only $5 per month, which 
amounts to 20 percent. What are we to 
say to them if we pass this? How can 
we ever contend that we are practicing 
economy ahd trying to reduce Govern- 
ment spending and balance the budget 
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session by almost half and yet increase 
salaries by 50 percent? Gentlemen, 75 
percent of the people of my district earn 
Jess than $2,500 per year. They are the 
ones who pay the taxes that in turn pay 
our salaries. Do you think they will 
approve this provision? I am sure they 
will not. 

The Buck amendment strikes this pro- 
vision from the bill and I hope it will be 
adopted. 

I am also opposed to the provisions 
of section 602 of this bill. This section 
provides retirement pay for Members of 
Congress. I shall support an amendment, 
which I understand is to be offered, to 
strike this section from the bill. Should 
sections 601 and 602 remain in this bill I 
will vote against its final passage even 
though I favor most of its other pro- 
visions. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, in a few minutes we shall vote 
on the question of raising our own sala- 
ries and also pensions for Congressmen. 
I hope enough of us will demand a record 
vote rather than pass the bill by a stand- 
ing vote only. 

My experience in Washington, nearly 
4 years, has shown that while the cost of 
living is high, yet if one is content to live 
on about the same scale to which he was 
accustomed back home he can not only 
get along but save a considerable portion 
of $10,000 per year. My observation is 
that those Members who attend to busi- 
ness and work hard have less time for 
Washington society and consequently less 
opportunity for spending money. 

I oppose pensions for elected officials 
not that the amount involved in this in- 
stance will break the country but it is 
the wrong principle. We should be an 
example for the whole country. We pro- 
pose to fight inflation on the one hand 
with the silly OPA and then turn right 
around and yote ourselves increased sala- 
ries plus lifetime pensions. How then 
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are we going to refuse every other group 
that comes along requesting handouts? 
Surely we can wait until the Budget is 
balanced and the scare of inflation has 
passed. By our action today we symbo- 
lize and put our stamp of approval on 
the Government spending orgy which is 
wrecking our economy. 

With nearly 3,000,000 Federal civilian 
employees drawing many billions of dol- 
lars per year the purchasing power of 
our dollar is being slowly but surely de- 
stroyed. It is one way of robbing the 
old-age pensioner, the veteran, and all 
holders of Government bonds as well as 
other money contracts. Their meager 
income and savings buy less and less of 
goods and commodities. 

If the good people of this country ever 
awaken to the way they are being plun- 
dered by their own spendthrift Govern- 
ment their wrath and righteous indigna- 
tion will mount to unknown heights. 
Mr. Chairman, my voting record will 
show that I have refused to open the 
Treasury of the United States to all com- 
ers and I do not propose to abandon that 
course today. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that debate on 
this section do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Sec. 602. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
words “elective officers” the words “in the 
executive branch of the Government.” 

(b) Such act, as amended, is further 
amended by adding after section 3 the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“Sec. 3A. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this act— 

“(1) This act shall not apply to any Mem- 
ber of Congress until he gives notice in 
writing, while serving as a Member of Con- 
gress, to the disbursing officer by whom his 
salary is paid of his desire to come within 
the purview of this act. Such notice may be 
given by a Member of Congress within 6 
months after the date of enactment of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 or 
within 6 months after any date on which he 
takes an oath of office as a Member of Con- 
gress. 

“(2) In the case of any Member of Con- 
gress who gives notice of his desire to come 
within the purview of this act, the amount 
required to be deposited for the purposes of 
section 9 with respect to services rendered 
after the date of enactment of the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, shall be a 
sum equal to 6 percent of his basic salary, 
pay, or compensation for such services, to- 
gether with interest computed at the rdte of 
4 percent per annum compounded on De- 
cember 31 of each year; and the amount to 
be deducted and withheld from the basic 
salary, pay, or compensation of each such 
Member of Congress for the purposes of sec- 
tion 10 shall be a sum equal to 6 percent of 
such basic salary, pay, or compensation. 

“(3) No person shall be entitled to receive 
an annuity as provided in this section until 
he shall have become separated from the 
service after having had at least 6 years of 
service as a Member of Congress and have 
attained the age of 62 years, except that any 
such Member who shall have had at least 
5 years of service as a Member of Congress 
may, subject to the provisions of section 6 
and of paragraph (4) of this section, be 
retired for disability, irrespective of age, and 
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be paid an annuity computed in accordance 
with paragraph (5) of this section. 

“(4) No Member of Congress shall te en- 
titled to receive an annuity under this act 
unless there shall have been deducted and 
withheld from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation for the last 5 years of his service 
as a Member of Congress, or there shall have 
been deposited under section 9 with respect 
to such last 5 years of service, the amounts 
specified in paragraph (2) of this section 
with respect to so much of such 5 years of 
service as was performed after the date of 
enactment of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 and the amounts specified in 
section 9 with respect to so much of such 
5 years of service as was performed prior to 
such date. 

“(5) Subject to the provisions of section 9 
and of subsections (c) and (d) of section 4, 
the annuity of a Member of Congress shall 
be an amount equal to 2% percent of his 
average annual basic salary, pay, or compen- 
sation as a Member of Congress multiplied 
by his years of service as a Member of Con- 
gress, but no such annuity shall exceed an 
amount equal to three-fourths of the salary, 
pay, or compensation that he is receiving at 
the time he becomes separated from the 
service. 

“(6) In the case of a Member of Congress 
who becomes separated from the service be- 
fore he completes an aggregate of 6 years of 
service as a Member of Congress, and who is 
not retired for disability, the total amount 
deducted from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation as a Member of Congress, together 
with interest at 4 percent compounded as of 
December 31 of each year shall be returned 
to such Member of Congress. No such Mem- 
ber of Congress shall thereafter become eligi- 
ble to receive an annuity as provided in this 
section unless the amounts so returned are 
redeposited with interest at 4 percent com- 
pounded on December 31 of each year, but 
interest shall not be required covering any 
period of separation from the service. 

“(7) If any person takes office as a Member 
of Congress while receiving an annuity as 
provided in this section, the payment of such 
annuity shall be suspended during the period 
for which he holds such office; but, if he 
gives notice as provided in paragraph (2) of 
this section, his service as a Member of Con- 
gress during such period shall be credited 
in determining the amount of his subsequent 
annuity. 

“(8) Nothing contained in this act shall be 
construed to prevent any person eligible 
therefor from simultaneously receiving an 
annuity computed in accordance with this 
section and an annuity computed in accord- 
ance with section 4, but in computing the 
annuity under section 4 in the case of any 
person who (A) has had at least 6 years’ 
service as a Member of Congress, and (B) has 
served as a Member of Congress at any time 
after the date of enactment of the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, service as a 
Member of Congress shall not be credited. 

“(9) No provision of this or any other act 
relating to automatic separation from the 
service shall be applicable to any Member of 
Congress. 

“(10) As used in this section, the term 
Member of Congress’ means a Senator, 
Representative in Congress, Delegate from a 
Territory, or the Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico; and the term ‘service as a 
Member of Congress’ shall include the period 
from the date of the beginning of the term 
for which a Member of Congress is elected 
or appointed to the date on which he takes 
office as such a Member.” 


Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Rızıey: On 
page 94, line 14, strike out all of the line 
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and all of the remaining lines of the para- 
graph on said page and all of pages 95, 96, 
97, and 98. 


Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I sug- 
gested to the committee this morning that 
I would at the proper time offer this 
amendment. All this amendment does is 
to strike out all of the provisions of the 
bill with reference to retirement benefits 
or, as it is commonly called throughout 
the country, pensions for Congressmen. 
As I suggested in my remarks this morn- 
ing, I do not believe that Members of the 
legislative branch of the Government 
who must necessarily pass upon retire- 
ment benefits and social security for 
civil-service employees and all other peo- 
ple in that category should include them- 
selves in the same category and become 
pensioners of the Federal Government 
and themselves try to pass upon the 
claims of these other people that must 
come before them. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I com- 
pliment the gentleman for offering his 
amendment. I concur in his arguments. 
There is a vast difference between Con- 
gressmen who are elected and who have 
to pass on the claims of employees and 
the employees themselves. We should 
hold ourselves independent by not ap- 
proving this for ourselves. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 

Mr.MUNDT. The gentleman will also 
agree with me that those of us who have 
consistently voted against pensions for 
Congressmen should not be put in posi- 
tion of having to vote “yes” or “no” on a 
bill for the streamlining of Congress 
which is used as a vehicle to provide pen- 
sions for Congressmen. There is no con- 
nection between the two. The two issues 
should not be mixed in this manner. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I thank the gentleman 
and agree with him fully. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. Icompliment the gen- 
tleman for offering this amendment, 
which I support His amendment, if 
passed, takes out of this bill part of the 
stultifying part of the bill. I wanted to 
vote for the many fine reorganization 
features of the bill but I cannot vote for 
this section nor the tax-exempt salary 
increase part of the bill. I shall vote 
“no” on final passage of the bill. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. FISHER. I am in complete agree- 
ment with the gentleman's position on 
this amendment. I think it is a proper 
amendment. I certainly think the Mem- 
bers of Congress are in a different cate- 
gory from that of. the civil-service em- 
ployees and judiciary employees. I shall 
support the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 
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Mr. PICKETT. I expect to support 
the gentleman’s amendment for the rea- 
sons heretofore stated by him. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I wish to congratu- 
late the gentleman upon his offering of 
this amendment. I intend to support 
the amendment. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BRYSON. I also concur with the 
gentleman’s views and intend to support 
the amendment. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment in nowise conflicts with the 
claims of the committee who purported- 
ly are trying to streamline legislative 
procedure. I am perfectly willing to 
streamline the Congress but not to pen- 
sion it. Members of Congress come here 
and at the end of 6 years, under this bill, 
they can have the Federal Government 
join in a plan and contribute to their 
retirement—of course they join in the 
plan too, but as the gentlewoman from 
Tliinois [Miss SUMNER] stated a while 
ago—we then become a part of the Gov- 
ernment bureaucracy. We all know that 
when the executive branch of this Gov- 
ernment presents a program at the be- 
ginning of the year, every person work- 
ing for the Federal Government, who is 
under civil service and who expects re- 
tirement, immediately becomes an ardent 
advocate for the program recommended 
by the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. I will not vote for this bill with 
the pension benefits in it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, RIZLEY] 
has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this section close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I object. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that all debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto close in 15 min- 
utes and that all Members may extend 
their remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I am in 
favor of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY] 
I agree with him that elected officials are 
in a different category than those who 
make service in the Federal service a life 
career, All of us followed some other 
career or profession before we came to 
Congress. When we leave these halls 
either voluntarily or by action of our con- 
stituents we can, and most of us will, 
return to our former careers. In general 
I favor this reorganization bill. I think 
the committee has done a splendid job. 
I shall, however, vote for the Rizley 
amendment. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I am op- 
posed to pensions for Congress and I 
Series they will be eliminated from the 
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Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not in favor of any law providing pen- 
sions for Members of Congress. I have 
always voted against such proposed leg- 
islation. I wish I had time to mention a 
few of the reasons why I do not favor 
such legislation. However, I do concur 
in what has been said by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. RIzLEY] and I am 
going to vote for his amendment to strike 
from this bill title 6, providing pensions 
for us. If the amendment is not adopted 
I possibly may find myself unable, for 
this reason, to support the bill upon final 
passage in the House. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I do not believe that the Members 
of Congress should become a part of the 
pension system of the Government. If 
they accept this type of pension they 
become a part of the great Federal bu- 
reaucracy. The Congress should be free 
and have no taint of becoming a part of 
a Federal pension system so liberal that 
in 6 years’ service you can participate. 
This part of the bill should not be re- 
tained. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment of 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, to strike 
the retirement provisions from this bill. 
I have always opposed retirement bene- 
fits for Members of Congress. Only a 
few weeks ago, I vigorously opposed sim- 
ilar legislation that was defeated on the 
floor of this House. This legislation 
should be stricken from the bill. If it is 
not stricken, then I shall vote against the 
entire measure. The motion of the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma should prevail. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
whatever we do here today let us not 
deceive ourselves or our constituents. 
This bill provides fat pensions for Con- 
gressmen. Make no mistake about that. 
Take my own case. I will have served 
8 years at the close of this term. Sup- 
pose this provision is left in the bill and 
it passes and I should wish to avail my- 
self of benefits provided therein. 

I could retire at the end of this year, 
pay to the Government $4,030 to make 
up certain back contributions and receive 
a pension of $2,000 per year. If I were 
to live my normal life of expectancy, 15 
years, I would receive a total of pensions 
amounting to $30,000, or approximately 
$26,000 net. Should I die before receiv- 
ing an amount equal to the $4,030 back 
contributions paid in, the difference plus 
4-percent interest would be paid to my 
widow or estate. I would be risking 
nothing. 

Take the case of a Congressman who 
has served 10 years and retires at the 
age of 62. He would pay in back contri- 
butions $5,026 and if he lived to the age 
of expectancy, according to mortality 
tables, he would receive a total of $37,500 
or approximately $32,500 net. 

A Congressman who has served 14 
years and retires at the age of 62 and 
lives to the age of expectancy would draw 
a total net of $44,700. 

A Member who had served 20 years, 
retired at 62 and lived to the age of 
expectancy, would receive a total net of 
more than $63,000. 

A Member having served 30 years and 
retiring at 62, if he lived to the age of 
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expectancy, would draw a total net 
amount of approximately $90,000. 

All these cases are predicated on the 
assumption that the full amount of back 
contributions would be paid in. 

There is an alternative where a less 
amount is paid in, covering 5 years of 
back contributions instead of 8 years, but 
I shall not discuss that phase of the 
program now. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the fourth time 
this question has been considered by this 
body. We all recall the unpleasant, and 
in my opinion unfortunate, experience 
we underwent several years ago when, 
having passed a bill providing pensions 
for Congressmen, this body was forced by 
an adverse public opinion to reverse its 
position and repeal the act which set up 
that program. I recall that much was 
said at that time and has been uttered 
since to the effect the public did not 
understand the measure granting Con- 
gressmen pensions which had been 
passed; that if it had understood it would 
not have taken the position it did. 
When that bill was passed I followed its 
provisions very closely, and I must re- 
peat what I have said on previous occa- 
sions—that the public was not misin- 
formed in respect to the provisions of 
that bill. It did understand, and, in my 
opinion, it was justified in taking the 
position it did. 

Only a few months ago this same ques- 
tion was before this body and was voted 
down overwhelmingly. 

Now we are at it again, seeking for 
ourselves a pension. And what is the 
argument for it? Everybody else is get- 
ting a pension, why should not we. 
That is one of the compelling reasons 
why the National Legislature should not 
vote pensions for its Members. How, 
possibly, can this body unbiasedly treat 
the big problem of pensions in general if 
it itself becomes a participant in this 
program? How can it possibly be ex- 
pected that the Legislature could equi- 
tably represent the many and varied 
pension systems if its Members have an 
interest in this field? 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, now that 
the committee has voted to retain the 
increase of salary and the pension pro- 
vision for Congressmen in the bill, I will 
be obliged to vote against the bill and 
hope we may have a recorded vote there- 
on. I do this with reluctance as I am in 
favor of the reorganization of the Con- 
cren to provide greater efficiency in our 
work. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Monroney]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The . The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is recognized. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I trust 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr, Riztey] will be 
voted down. 

We have had a long day and I think 
we have accomplished a splendid job in 
piloting an integrated bill right up to 
the Jast section. Let us not spoil that 
handiwork that has had a lot of time and 
attention by acceding to this amendment 
and striking out the retirement provi- 
sions of this bill. 
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It is so easy to characterize this as a 
pension, but is it? Under the proposed 
Plan we ask you to go into your pockets 
for 6 percent every year on your base 
salary. We ask you, before you become 
eligible, to pay back for all of your serv- 
ice since 1920 or for 5 years. This is noth- 
ing other than an insurance annuity. 
The participation of the Federal Govern- 
ment is nothing more than what it is for 
every one of the hundreds of thousands 
of civil-service employees on the rolls 
today. 

We have covered millions of people 
by social security. There are over 100 
Federal district judges in the country to- 
day who can retire at a substantial an- 
nuity without having contributed one 
dime while they were on the bench. In 
the course of World War II, there were 
probably over 1,800 brigadier generals 
and probably 450 major generals, and the 
day will come when they can retire at a 
very substantial annuity and not have 


- expended a single dime out of their 


pockets for an annuity that shall be paid 
out of the Treasury of the United States. 
They are public servants also. Now we 
put ourselves in this position, therefore, 
instead of taking an annuity like a Fed- 
eral judge without contribution, or a 
general officer of the Army or Navy with- 
out contribution, we require that you 
pay 6 percent every year during your 
service. If you have been here for 6 
years, then you are eligible for retirement 
at age 62, but in every case you are buy- 
ing your retirement annuity which has 
been carefully worked out with the actu- 
aries of the Civil Service Retirement 
Board. Every dollar that will be re- 
quired by them now and in the future 
will be amortized under this system in a 
period of about 20 years. It is one of 
the finest things in this bill, and I hope 
the House will not succumb to some of 
the unfounded statements that have been 
made on this matter. I hope you will 
complete the good work that has been 
going on since high noon of today and 
finally put the capstone on this bill and 
provide the kind of retirement system 
every Member of Congress is so richly 
entitled to by reason of the feverish ef- 
fort they have made over the years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SMITH] 
is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio: Mr. Chairman, 
I can only tell you what this will do for 
me. I will be 62 years old this week 
sometime. I could retire at the end of 
this term paying in $4,000, or a little more 
than that, and if I lived the normal ex- 
pectancy, I would draw a net pension 
from this bill amounting to $26,000. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. With this 
provision in the bill you would have more 
old, broken-down politicians trying to 
run for Congress so they can get this 
pension. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Others, of course, 
will receive in proportion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 
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The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. VUR- 
SELL] is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. VURSELL. I am glad to note a 
few minutes ago that the amendment to 
provide an assistant to each Congress- 
man at $5,000 a year was defeated. Such 
extra help is not necessary and in most 
instances would be a waste of that 
amount of money. 

Now we are considering an amendment 
to increase the salary of the Congress- 
men by $2,500 a year. This amendment 
will be followed by a section in the bill 
which will provide retirement benefits for 
a Congressman after he has served 5 
years upon his paying in a certain per- 
cent of his salary. Some will refer to 
this provision as a pension for Congress- 
men. 

It is true that it is a retirement bene- 
fit which requires the Congressmen to 
pay more for such retirement than any 
other Federal employee pays to secure 
retirement. It will be argued that over 
100 Federal judges are provided with re- 
tirement after a certain length of service 
without paying anything into the Federal 
Government. 

I am opposed at this time to the in- 
crease of the salary for Congressmen and 
I am unalterably opposed to the retire- 
ment provision for Congressmen after 
they have left the service. 

I am opposed to the increase in salary 
because I believe that one who aspires 
to come to Washington to represent the 
people of his district in the greatest 
legislative body of the world should be 
willing to make some financial sacrifice 
for the honor and opportunity of serving 
his country in this great body. I be- 
lieve you will maintain here a higher type 
of men if you leave the salary at a level 
that will cause one to be willing to make 
some financial sacrifice in his public serv- 
ice. If you make the salary too attrac- 
tive, you will encourage men who have 
not been successful in their own business 
to make a greater effort to be elected 
to Congress because they would be able 
to make more money here than they 
could in their own private business. 

I am opposed to the retirement or 
pension section of this bill largely on 
the same grounds. One who aspires to 
represent the people in this Congress 
should by his ability be able to take care 
of his own financial conditions before, 
when, and after his services are con- 
cluded here. The Members of Congress, 
the board of directors so to speak, who 
managed the affairs of the business of 
this country so far as the Federal Gov- 
ernment is concerned should not support 
a bill to provide Government retirement 
when they have concluded such services, 
even though they pay in a sufficient 
amount to such retirement fund as will 
make the financial load on the Govern- 
ment not of too great consequence. 

I hope the House votes down both of 
these propositions, and on the final 
passage of the bill I hope that we may 
have a roll call so that those who are 
opposed to these two provisions of the 
bill may be able to register their vote 
expressing their opposition on the pages 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I urge 
the Members to defeat both of these 
propositions. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

The gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
Ramey] is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Chairman, you re- 

member the old adage “Slice it as thin as 
you please, it still is baloney.” We con- 
gratulate the authors of this bill for it is, 
in most part, good. However, those skill- 
ful artisans of semantics, who on the 
floor today have coined phrases in re- 
gard to the latter sections of this bill, 
cannot make an annuity of those sec- 
tions simply by calling it an annuity. As 
long as the taxpayers pay their part in it, 
that much is still a pension and to call 
it an annuity is a subterfuge. [Page 
Stuart Chase.] It has been stated by one 
of our most distinguished Members that 
a former Member of the House at one 
time spoke of a certain bug. Yes, it isa 
shame that a bill brought to us in good 
faith should be wrought out with such 
eel-like dexterity by allowing bugs to 
enter it. The good part of the bill tum- 
bles a bug here and tumbles a bug there. 
Colleagues, do not shout “Vote, Vote” 
and then blindly pass the whole bill 
through mob psychology but let us vote 
on this bill section by section and stand 
up and be counted. 

Some have stated that the judicial 
raise was passed like lightning; the 
raise for ambassadors was passed like 
lightning. That was not proper. We 
should streamline Congress and, above 
all, no bill should pass under suspension 
of rules. No legislation should be en- 
acted unless each and every Representa- 
tive of the people has the opportunity to 
stand up and be counted. 

Originally, a pension was an allowance 
made by a government to retired public 
officers, disabled soldiers, and families 
of soldiers in the service. Recently, by 
reason of the complexity of our Govern- 
ment and by further reason of the fact 
that citizens through long unemployment 
are unable to provide for maintenance 
and sustenance during their declining 
years, a benevolent Government has ac- 
corded to those who have supported their 
country by taxation throughout the 
years, pensions. Is it right to pension 

-those who have had opportunities and 
forget those who have not been able by 
reason of unemployment, illness, and 
otherwise to provide for those said de- 
clining years? Should we grant an al- 
lowance, call it by whateyer name you 

please, to those who are able to provide 
for themselves and refuse it to those who 
are not? Just yesterday, the Ways and 
Means Committee succeeded in placing 
a gag rule before the House, thus pre- 
venting pension allowances for those who 
needed it the most. I grant, however, 
that this committee would match each 

State in the amount the State allotted 
by raising the monthly allowance for the 
blind $5 and the aged $5 provided each 
State should do the same, up to the 
amount of $25; that is, if any State 
should allow $25, the Government would 
match it for that much, However, the 
gag rule prevented the Representatives 
of the people from being heard at the 
proper time, of presenting the proper 
amendments and then allowing each 
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Representative to stand up and be 
counted. 

I concur in the judgment of those who 
have stated that Members of Congress 
many times leave this body in distress 
and without maintenance and suste- 
nance, I further concur in the view of 
those who have stated that only those of 
means can afford to come to Congress 
and leave their professions. However, it 
does seem to me that this great body is 
a position of honor, that the man who 
seeks to represent the people in this, the 
most honorable body on the face of the 
earth, must completely forget himself, 
not thinking of material things and what 
his reward is—he has left a good name— 
what greater reward can there be? Yes, 
I understand that there are several ex- 
Members who have served honorably in 
this body, who are now in poorhouses 
of the United States. There are several 
in our State.. But there are ex-members 
of every profession and every activity in 
those institutions. Would not the more 
honorable thing to do be to grant an 
allowance to each and every citizen in 
order that there be no such a thing as a 


. poorhouse, that no longer would the 
-words of Will Carleton, “Over the Hills 


to the Poorhouse,” be known in this 
country, and when the peace of the world 
is wrought out that it be unknown in any 


. country. There is enough in God’s great 


world for everybody. Let us share, 
and, if there be pensions—call it what 


- you will—let there be cqual pensions al- 


lotted to each and all of the masses 
instead of just to classes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

The gentleman from South Dakota 
(Mr. MunDT] is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY] 
to strike the provision from this legisla- 
tion which would provide pensions for 
Congressmen, as they are commonly 
called or the retirement provisions of 
this legislation as their supporter prefers 
to designate them. By either name, 
however, I am opposed to them. I have 
always voted against pensions for Con- 
gressmen and I shall vote against them 
again today. 

During one of my first years in Con- 
gress, Mr. Chairman, I spoke and voted 
against pensions for Congressmen. So I 
am only being consistent in again urg- 
ing the defeat of these pensions today. 

I also voted to support the amendment 
of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Bucx] to strike out the salary increases, 
because I am opposed to the raising of 
congressional salaries at this time. Un- 
til we are able to balance the Federal 
Budget and until the present inflationary 
pressures have been effectively curbed, 
Mr. Chairman, I shall continue to op- 
pose legislation to increase congressional 
salaries although under normal condi- 
tions I realize such salaries should be in- 
creased. However, at this particular 
juncture in our national economic exist- 
ence, I believe it is a mistake to either 
vote pensions for Congressmen or con- 
gressional salary increases. I hope we 
can defeat the salary increases when this 
legislation gets in the House. I hope you 
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will now join me in defeating the provi- 
sions of this bill which provide pensions 
for Congressmen. 

Mr. Chairman, I was one of the early 
and active supporters of this move to 
streamline and modernize Congress. I 
am in hearty accord with most of the 
provisions of the present bill. I think 
it will tend to increase the efficiency of 
Congress. However, in my mind it is a 
mistake to mix pensions for Congress 
and salary increases with a bill pri- 
marily designed to remodel and modern- 
ize the legislative processes. For one, I 
refuse to be maneuvered into a position 
whereby my zeal for modernizing Con- 
gress must require me to vote for pen- 
sion and salary provisions which I feel 
are both undesirable and untimely. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I am reluc- 
tantly compelled to announce that un- 
less the pension and salary provisions 
are removed from this legislation, I shall 
have to vote against it, despite my ap- 
proval of most of the reform provisions 
of the bill. Earlier today the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Hutu] rather 
effectively and clearly summarized my 


reasons for my decision. 


Since there may not be a roll call on 
final passage of this bill—although I 
shall be among those standing up to ask 
for one—I take this means of announc- 
ing for the Recorp that I shall vote “no” 
on final passage if the salary increases 
and pension provisions remain in this 
bill. If they are not part of this bill, I 
shall vote “aye.” 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
point out that pensions for Congressmen 
are in a different class from pensions for 
civil-service employees, Army officers, or 
judges. We are in a very real sense the 
board of directors of the world’s largest 
business institution. The country de- 
pends upon our collective judgment for 
its stability and security. Surely, if we 
have economic sense enough to manage 
the finances of the Government, we 
should have economic ability enough to 
manage our individual finances without 
benefit of a Government pension sys- 
tem. We can purchase private annuities 
and pension plans from commercial in- 
surance companies. We can plan for 
our own retirement. We can show con- 
fidence in the private-enterprise institu- 
tions which our great Government is 
designed to preserve. Let us defeat this 
pension proposal and thus reaffirm our 
faith in the private-enterprise system 
which has made America great. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. Chairman, dur- 
ing the hearings on this legislation testi- 
mony in favor of optional retirement for 
Members of Congress was vigorously ad- 
vocated by former Senator, now Justice 
Burton, of Ohio, Senator White, the 
minority leader of the Senate of the 
United States, Senator Bridges, of New 
Hampshire, Beardsley Ruml, and many 
other business and professional leaders 
of the country who realize that what has 
been beneficial in commerce and in- 
dustry will be beneficial to the procedures 
and services of the Members of the Con- 
gress of the United States. 
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Senator Brinces stated: 

I think just as other Government officials 
have the benefit of retirement provisions, 
that we of the Congress should have them. 


Dr. Meyer Jacobstein, staff member, 
Brookings Institution, said: 

A retirement plan plus a more liberal salary 
would go far toward giving Representatives 
and Senators that feeling of financial security 
which they deserve. 


The then Senator Burton had this to 
Say: 

I think it is a good thing to have a pen- 
sion for all kinds of Government service, 
but upon the basis of a contribution. 


Mr. Rum! indicated that unlike most 
activities in life, being a Member of Con- 
gress does not lead to something else. 
There is no other Congress that you can 
get a job in for example. There is no 
way you can be promoted to chairman of 
the board of directors. I mean it has a 
peculiarly hazardous nature; it is a haz- 
ardous occupation from that point of view 
unlike a university president or profes- 
sional man, or some one who is building 
from his experience, if it is meritorious, 
a future for himself. 

I direct your attention to the words of 

Senator WHITE: 

3 I personally have been very strongly in 
favor of a retirement system, a retirement 
system to which the beneficiary must make 
his contribution. I think a retirement sys- 
tem would make a contribution to independ- 
ence of thought and independence of action, 
to a courageous attitude on the part of the 
Representative toward problems which are 
constantly confronting him. 


Dean W. Reed West, of George Wash- 
ington University had the following to 
say: 

Retirement pay for Members based on age 
and long service would be a means of over- 
coming this almost inevitable tendency of 
individuals to weaken in their independence 
of the Executive. 


The CHAIRMAN. The chair recog- 
nizes the gentlewoman from Illinois [Miss 
Sumner]. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr, Chair- 
man, there will be headlines in every 
newspaper tomorrow morning saying 
that the Congress worked overtime 
voting itself a pension. How are the 
people going to like that? They are not 
going to mind the fact that you handed 
yourselves $15,000 for 6 months’ work. 
They will believe that perhaps they will 
be able to get good men to come here 
to represent them; but when they find 
out that you have voted yourself a pen- 
sion so that after they fire you they have 
to go on paying you separate mainte- 
nance, if will be just too much. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr, WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
supported the Buck amendment believ- 
ing adequate pay is now provided for the 
Congress. True we must live within our 
income. Who does not? After all, work, 
hard work, if you please, of the individ- 
ual American citizen, who lived within 
his means, set aside for his insurance 
and to take care of his own security is 
what has made American great. Today 
when we complain rightly, that everyone 
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seems to be looking to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for grants, for allocations, when 
we hear on this floor the complaints 
about the States wanting Federal grants 
at a time when the various States are in 
a much better financial condition than 
the Federal Government, certainly it will 
be a mistake to provide a pension for 
Members of Congress. Of course, you 
argue that the Member pays into such 
fund just as he would for an insurance 
annuity. Why not take the same money 
and buy such insurance annuity then? 

If Members of Congress are not stable 
enough, if they do not have foresight 
enough to live within their own means 
and provide for their own security, who 
can the Congress expect to work, and 
provide for their own welfare? 

Mr. Chairman, by all means this 
amendment should be adopted, and pro- 
visions of this bill providing for a pen- 
sion, stricken out of the bill. If the bill 
is passed without this amendment what 
defense will this Congress have to the 
millions who came asking security at 
the hands of the Government without 
effort on their part. You will have 
opened the gates and instead of preach- 
ing individual enterprise, with individ- 
ual attention to a man’s own security, 
you say to everyone, “Look to the Gov- 
ernment.” The old, the incapacitated 
have a right to look for assistance. You 
invite all others to quit trying and to 
look to the Government. You say to 
them there is no need for you to be sav- 
ing, there is no need to live within your 
means, there is no need for you to work, 
the Federal Government will look after 
you.” There is too much of that atti- 
tude already. After all the Government 
is the people, and if all quit work and 
look to the Government, there will be no 
one to pay taxes and the promise of the 
Government will not be worth the paper 
it is written on. 

This House should adopt this amend- 
ment, and strike out the pension fea- 
tures of this bill. Keep this Congress 
where is can say “No” to those who want 
the Government to provide everything. 
Keep a sound Government, and a sound 
Congress, an independent Congress if 
you please. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
WHITE). 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, there 
are a great many influences that flew 
around the individual Members of 
Congress—influence of departments and 
from other sources that we all know 
about. If there is one thing that the 
individual Congressman needs more 
than anything else, and that the people 
of the United States need, is those who 
represent them in Congress, it is stamina. 

We pension our judges to keep them 
from temptation. Why should we not 
give security to Congressmen so that 
they might have a little independence to 
stand up and protect the interest of the 
American people; in considering and 
passing legislation? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
favor the amendment offered by the gen- 
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tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY]. 
It is difficult to understand how Mem- 
bers of this body, men and women who 
have established themselves as success- 
ful in one field or another else they 
would not be honored as they are today, 
can vote a pension for Congressmen. 
Certainly, Congress could not pass fair 
judgment on similar calls if the law pro- 
vides such pensions for its Members, even 
though the Member does pay toward 
such pension funds. 

The principal object of this bill is to 
streamline the Congress. It is intended 
to eliminate bottlenecks, to promote effi- 
ciency, to speed up the business of the 
Congress that we might do a better job 
for our constituency and the country. 
What place or what part does a congres- 
sional pension feature play in such 
worthy objectives? It would contribute 
not one iota to the good causes for which 
this bill is intended. 

The pension feature should be consid- 
ered on its own merits. The same ap- 
plies to salary increases for Members, 
which I opposed by voting for the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Buck]. 

I shall vote for the pending amend- 
ment. If it should not prevail, I shall 
vote against the bill, on which T hope we 
will have a roll-call vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WINSTEAD]. ` 

Mr. WINSTEAD, Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to this so-called pension for 
Congressmen and therefore for this 
amendment for many reasons. Many 
sound reasons have been offered by other 
Members here this afternoon. I also 
supported the Buck amendment to pre- 
vent the increase in salary for Congress- 
men. 

It would be a mistake to provide for a 
congressional pension even though, as 
has been argued, payments are taken 
from the salaries of the Members just as 
they are from the salaries of the rural 
carriers, postmasters, and other Federal 
workers. Different from them, the Con- 
gress must sit as judges, we must pass on 

,the requests of others and by bringing 
the Members of Congress into such a 
program, you almost make them inter- 
ested parties. The aged and the infirm 
have a right to look to society to assist 
them, but I still believe that an able- 
bodied American citizen should look after 
himself, and provide for his own security. 
The retirement provisions of the Civil 
Service Act whereby the worker builds 
up the funds for his own retirement I be- 
lieve are sound. But, Mr. Speaker, we 
are the judges, and I believe by providing 
for congressional pensions that the Na- 
tion will be weakened and the American 
people will be further led along the road 
of not working, but looking to the Federal 
Government for everything. 

I hope this amendment will be adopted 
and the pension provisions stricken out 
of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not care to indulge in debate on this 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
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from Oklahoma. I take the floor at this 
time to express the hope that when we 
get into the House the so-called Herter 
amendment will be defeated. That 
amendment says each standing commit- 
tee of the Senate and of the House shall 
set aside time each month. I fear that 
if 20 out of the 435 Members in the House 
sa a bill in the committee far down the 
line ahead of them they might introduce 
20 bills and take up the time of the com- 
mittee. I have faith and confidence in 
the chairmen of committees. Some of 
them may be a little autocratic, of course, 
but most of them respond to Members 
of Congress when they ask to be heard 
on a bill that is introduced by them. I 
can see implications in this that I think 
may be very harmful. I know that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts does not 
have that in mind, but having served 
many years on committees and 6 years as 
chairman of one committee, I do not 
think that amendment is necessary. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. RIZLEY]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. RiztEy) there 
were—ayes 63, noes 166. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee substitute to the Senate 
bill. 

The committee substitute was agreed 


The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr, Suir of Virginia, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera- 
tion the bill (S. 2177) to provide for in- 
creased efficiency in the legislative 
branch of the Government, pursuant to 
House Resolution 717, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 


The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 


previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a separate vote on the so-called 
Herter amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment on which a separate 
vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Herter: Page 
49, after line 4, insert a new subsection to 
read as follows: 

“(g) Each standing committee of the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives shall 
set aside a regular period during each month 
to afford opportunity to Members who have 
introduced any bill or resolution to appear 
before the committee to explain the measure 
and outline the nature and character of the 
considerations which in their Judgment sup- 
port its passage.” 


The amendment was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
12 7 committee substitute for the Senate 
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The committee substitute was agreed 


0. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Tennessee rise? 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Does any member of 
the minority claim the right to offer a 
motion to recommit? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. KNUTSON. In its present form, 
Mr. Speeker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Knutson moves that the bill be re- 
committed, 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the motion 
to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The motion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Murray of Ten- 
nessee) there were—ayes 229, noes 61. 

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee, Mr. 
ABERNETHY, and Mr. LECOMPTE de- 
manded the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Clerk of the 
House be authorized and directed in the 
engrossing of the amendment to the bill 
(S. 2177) to provide for increased eff- 
ciency in the legislative branch of the 
Government, to make all necessary cleri- 
cal and technical changes, including 
changes in section numbers and cross 
references, and changes in the table of 
contents. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


ATOMIC ENERGY BILL 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees on 
the atomic energy bill S. 1717, have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference 
report. 

The SPEAKER, Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. MANASCO submitted a confer- 
ence report and statement on the bill 
(H. R. 6702) to clarify the rights of for- 
mer owners of real property to reacquire 
such property under the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
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cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one cf 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
joint resolutions of the House of the 
following titles: 


On July 3, 1946: 

H. R. 32. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to protect trade and commerce 
against interference by violence, threats, 
coercion, or intimidation,” approved June 
18, 1934; 

H. R.4512. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for research 
relating to psychiatric disorders and to aid 
in the development of more effective meth- 
ods of prevention, diagnosis, and treatment 
of such disorders, and for other purposes; 
and ; 

H. R. 5244. An act to authorize the ap- 
pointment of additional Foreign Service 
Officers in the classified grades. 

On July 5, 1946: 

H. R. 1654. An act to provide for the regis- 
tration and protection of trade-marks used 
in commerce, to carry out the provisions of 
certain international conventions, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 6056. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of State, Justice, Com- 
merce, and the Judiciary, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, and for other purposes; 
and 

H. R 6516. An act to increase the salaries 
of the Metropolitan Police, the United States 
Park Police, the White House Police, and the 
members of the Fire Department of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

On July 8, 1946: 

H. R. 6496. An act making. appropriations 
for the Navy Department and the naval sery- 
ice for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
and for other purposes. 

On July 9, 1946: 

H. R. 5990. An act making appropriationa 
for the government of the District of Cu- 
lumbia and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes. 

On July 11, 1946: 

H. R. 5258. An act granting a renewal of 
Patent Numbered 113,244 dated February 7, 
1939, relating to the flag of the Church of 
God, 

On July 12, 1946: 

H. R. 6428. An act making appropriations 
for the Coast Guard, Treasury Department, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 6477, An act to amend section 32 
of the Emergency Farm Mortgage Act of 
1933, as amended, and section 3 of the Fed- 
eral Farm Mortgage Corporation Act, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

On July 13, 1946: 

H. R. 6285. An act authorizing the State 
of Delaware, by and through its State high- 
way department, to construct, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge across the Delaware 
River near Wilmington, Del. 

On July 16, 1946: 

H. R. 541. An act authorizing and direct- 
ing the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to construct two 4-lane bridges ` 
to replace the existing Fourteenth Street or 
Highway Bridge across the Potomac River, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5356. On act to provide assistance 
to the Republic of China in augmenting and 
maintaining a Naval Establishment, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 5641. An act to authorize the at- 
tendance of the Marine Band at the National 
convention of the United Spanish War Veter- 
ans, to be held in Milwaukee, Wis., August 
4 to 10, inclusive, 1946; 

H. R. 5933. An act to authorize and direct 
the Board of Public Welfare of the District 
of Columbia to establish and operate in the 
public schools and other suitable locations 
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a system of nurseries and nursery schools 
for day care of school-age and under-school- 
age children, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 6837. An act making appropriations 
for the Military Establishment for the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1947, and for other 
purposes. 

On July 17, 1946: 

H. R. 3424, An act to permit renewal of 
certain trade-mark registrations after expiry 
thereof, and for other purposes. 

On July 20, 1946: 

H. R. 5452. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 6777. An act making appropriations 
for Government corporations and independ- 
ent executive agencies, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, and for other purposes. 

On July 23, 1946: 

H. R. 6885. An act making appropriations 
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1946, and for prior fiscal years, to provide 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1946, to provide appro- 
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes. 

On July 24, 1946: 

H. R. 3533. An act to authorize revisions 
in the boundary of the Hopewell Village Na- 
tional Historic Site, Pennsylvania, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 3821. An act to amend sections 4 and 
8 of the act of September 2, 1937, as amended; 

H. R.3993. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of War to sell and convey to the South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Co. a right-of-way and 
easement for railroad purposes across a por- 
tion of Camp Booke Military Reservation, 
Calif.; 

H. R. 4180. An act to amend the law relat- 
ing to larceny in interstate or foreign com- 


merce; 

H. R. 4484. An act relating to the construc- 
tion and maintenance of building and im- 
provements for banking purposes on the Fort 
Ord Military Reservation, Calif.; 

H. R. 4651. Ar act to amend section 6 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended; 

H. R.4701. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Utah, Idaho, and 
Wyoming to negotiate and enter into a com- 
pact for the division of the waters of the 
Bear River and its tributaries; 

H. R. 4917. An act for the relief of the 
Western Union Telegraph Co.; 

H. R. 5800. An act to authorize school dis- 
tricts in Alaska to issue bonds for school 
construction, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5820. An act relating to mail service 
on Lake Winnepesaukee, N. H.; 

H. R. 5831. An act to include the heads of 
executive departments and independent 
agencies within the purview of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930; 

H. R. 6041. An act authorizing the State of 
Indiana to construct, maintain, and operate 
a free highway bridge across the Wabash Riv- 
er at or near Montezuma, Ind.; 

H. R. 6065. An act authorizing the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge or a free 
bridge across the Ohio River at or near Can- 
nelton, Ind.; 

H. R. 6081. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Iowa State Highway Com- 
mission to construct, maintain, and operate 
a free highway bridge across the Des Moines 
River at or near the town of Eddyville, Iowa; 

H. R. 6222. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Calcasieu River at 
or near Lake Charles, La.; 

H.R.6407. An act authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for 
other purposes; 
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H. R. 6515. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An Act authorizing the Nebraska- 
Iowa Bridge Corp., a Delaware corporation, 
its successors and assigns, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
Missouri River between Washington County, 
Nebr., and Harrison County, Iowa,“ approved 
March 6, 1928; 

H.R.6597. An act authorizing the con- 
struction of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors for flood control, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6889. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a toll bridge across the Saint Louis 
River between the States of Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 336. Joint resolution relating to 
cotton marketing quotas under the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution relating to 
peanut marketing quotas under the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
and 

H. J. Res. 364. Joint resolution to provide 
for the establishment of an international 
animal quarantine station on Swan Island, 
and to permit the entry therein of animals 
from any country and the subsequent im- 
portation of such animals into other parts 
of the United States, and for other purposes. 

On July 25, 1946: 

H. R. 247. An act for the relief of E. D. 
Williams; 

H. R. 271. An act for the relief of Eleanor 
McCloskey, also known as Evely Mary Mika- 
laukas; 

H. R. 844 An act for the relief of John P. 
Hayes, postmaster, and the estate of Edward 
5 5 former postmaster, at Albany, 

H.R.1331. An act for the relief of the 
Hatheway Patterson Corp.; 

H. R. 1345. An act for the relief of David 
M. Matteson; 

H. R. 1797. An act for the relief of Arcadio 
Saldana Agosto; 

H. R. 1957. An act for the relief of the Ohio 
Valley General Hospital, Wheeling Clinic, 
Rosetta Snyder, Virginia Barron, Dr. Paul 
H. Cope, and Dr. J. E. Ricketts; 

H. R. 2269. An act for the relief of Dr. 
William A. Schumacher and Magdalen M. 
Schumacher; 

H. R. 2287. An act for the relief of Susan 
S. Wiseman; 

H R. 2319. An act for the relief of J. B. 
Shropshire; 

Ae, R. 2489. An act for the relief of Gaylon 
hu; 

H. R. 2962. An act for the relief of Justin 
P. Hopkins; 

H.R.3145. An act for the relief of A, C. 
McMeans; 

H. R. 3341. An act for the relief of J. E. 
and Minerva Mitchell, and Rosie Monroe; 

H. R. 3360. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
W. H. (Agnes) Holmes; 

H. R. 3397. An act for the relief of Claude 
S. Crouse; 

H. R. 3827. An act for the relief of Fred W. 
Grant; 

H. R. 3848. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Johnnie Pollock, a minor; 

H. R. 3857. An act for the relief of Warren 
H. Thompson and Madeline Parent; 

H. R. 4090. An act for the relief of Roy 
Hesselmeyer; 

H.R.4215. An act for the relief of Jane 
O'Malley: 

H. R. 4247. An act for the relief of Jesus 
Lassalle and Mrs. America Bonet Medina: 

H. R. 4357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of the late Alberto Ramos; 

H. R. 4492. An act for the relief of Charles 
Marvin Smith; 

H. R. 4577. An act for the relief of Dolores 
Joyce; 

H. R. 4673. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Minnie Jenkins Ward; 
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H. R. 4834. An act for relief of the estates 
of Katherine Delores Booth and Agnes Jane 
True; 

H. R. 4862. An act for the relief of Walter 
R. Newcomb, Sr., Corbin A. Newcomb, and 
Walter R. Newcomb, Jr.; 

H. R. 4919. An act for the relief of Archi- 
bald J. Alcorn; 

H. R. 4996. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Joan Esther Hedin, a minor; 

H. R. 5026. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Drury Lee Jordan; 

H. R. 5030. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Lim Shee Chang; 

H. R. 5178. An act for the relief of Marian 
Antoinette McCloud; 

H. R. 5228, An act for the relief of Stephen 
Lisay; -~ 

H. R. 5351. An act for the relief of Charles 
Booker; 

H. R. 5352. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Ippolito; 

H. R. 5510. An act for the relief of Newton 
William Lowery; 

H. R. 5538. An act for the relief of Mae 
Mexine Stone; 

H. R. 5539. An act for the relief of Andrew 
M. Halvorsen; 

H. R. 5541. An act for the relief of F. B. 
Sweat; 

H R.5722. An act for the relief of Charles 
L. Cannon; 

H. R. 5739. An act for the relief of Frances 
Fitzgerald; 

H. R. 5806. An act for the relief of Etta 
Yoakam; 

H. R. 5872. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Walter Keaton. 

H. R. 5878. An act for the relief of Elsie 
Elmhorst; 

H. R. 5884. An act for the relief of Frances 


Krzys; 

H. R. 6213. An act for the relief of Brevet 
First Lt. Margaret Utinsky; 

H. R. 6459. An act to extend the period 
within which the Secretary of Agriculture 
may carry out the purposes of the Soil Con- 
servation and Domestic Allotment Act by 
making payments to agricultural producers; 

H. R. 6472. An act for the relief of John E. 
Peterson, James M. Hiler, Vivian Langemo, 
Floy Sibrie, and Ross Lee Brown; and 

H. R. 6327. An act for the acquisition of 
buildings and grounds in foreign countries 
for the use of the Government of the United 
States of America. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. McGLINCHEY asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. GREEN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances, in one to in- 
clude a speech and in the other to include 
a speech made by John Stelle, com- 
mander of the American Legion. 

Mr. PATTERSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
REcorD. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on Monday next, after 
the disposition of business on the Speak- 
er’s desk and the conclusion of special 
orders heretofore entered, I may address 
the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. HOOK asked and was given per- 


mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a speech he made on 
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June 1, and in another instance to in- 
sert a radio speech he made last week. 


MINERAL LEASING ACT 


Mr. FERNANDEZ submitted the fol- 
lowing conference report and statement 
on the bill (S. 1236) to amend the Min- 
eral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended, in order to. promote the devel- 
opment of oil and gas on the public do- 
main, and for other purposes: 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. GRANAHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an article from the 
National Legionnaire. 

Mr. BARRETT of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOCH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and insert an address made by 
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. 
TRAYNOR], 

Mr. FLOOD asked and was given per- 
mission to revise and extend his remarks 
and include a resolution. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include a memorial address. I am 
informed by the Public Printer that the 
extension will cost $80. Notwithstand- 
ing the cost, I ask unanimous consent 
that the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
cost and without objection, the extension 
may be made. : 

There was no objection. 


REORGANIZATION OF RAILROADS 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (S. 1253) to 
enable debtor railroad corporations ex- 
peditiously to effectuate reorganizations 
of their financial structures, to alter or 
modify their financial obligations, and 
for other purposes, with House amend- 
ments thereto, insist on the House 
amendments, and agree to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? [After a pause.) The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. Sumners of Texas, 
Hoses, Gorski, Reep of Illinois, and 
Gwynne of Iowa. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor an article entitled “15,000,000 


Will Die,” which appears in Roger Bab-’ 


son’s report for the 4th of March 1946. 
I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp a poem entitled 
“A Ballade of the Peace,” by Robert 
Permar, of West Virginia. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROWAN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Record and include an 
article from the Chicago Tribune. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


COSTS OF LIVING MUST BE ACCURATELY 
TABULATED—BILL IS PRESENTED TO 
ACCOMPLISH THIS NECESSARY SERVICE 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 5 minutes and revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States today 
signed the bill to continue the Office of 
Price Administration for another year, 
Of great importance to American citi- 
zens is the knowledge of the facts rela- 
tive to economic data with reference to 
food, rents, and many other items. 

Unquestionably the most efficient or- 
ganization in keeping the country in- 
formed on this subject is the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in the United States 
Department of Labor. This Bureau has 
received many, many commendations on 
the accuracy and value of its reports to 
the Nation. It can certainly be relied on 
to point out true facts in relation to our 
economy. There are regular indexes 
issued of basic commodities and the 
wholesale prices weekly, but its service 
has been necessarily limited to some de- 
gree under its powers. Never has there 
been a time when information such as is 
published by this great Bureau of Labor 
Statistics is more needed. 

It will be, Mr. Speaker, perhaps 4 
months before any other rent surveys, 
for example, can be made. It is impor- 
tant that we have reports on the rents 
charged the American public as well as 
many other items. 

I am today introducing a joint resolu- 

tion authorizing the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics to carry forward the studies 
necessary for the emergency or recon- 
version period. 
This joint resolution provides that for 
the purpose of furnishing information 
and reports to Congress, various Federal 
agencies, and private groups and in- 
dividuals, the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
of the United States Department of 
Labor is authorized and directed to col- 
lect information and report on the prices 
of foodstuffs, rents, and other living 
essentials more frequently .and in a 
larger number of cities than now covered 
in the Bureau's program to the extent 
necessary to describe the course of 
prices and living essentials and of rents 
in principal localities and on a nation- 
wide basis. 

The legislation is as follows: 

Joint resolution to authorize the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics to collect price and rent 
information in additional cities and at 
more frequent intervals 
Resolved etc., That for the purpose of 

furnishing information and reports to the 

Congress, various Federal agencies, and 

private groups and individuals during the 

price emergency, the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics of the United States Department of 

Labor is hereby authorized and directed to 

coliect information and report on prices of 

foodstuffs, rents, and other living essentials 
more frequently and in a larger number of 
cities than now covered in the Bureau's pro- 
gram to the extent necessary to describe the 
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course of prices of living essentials and of 
rents in principal localities and on a Nation- 
wide basis. 

For the purpose of making these studies, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated the sum of $250,000 to be 
available until expended. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on tomorrow, after 
the legislative business and any other 
special orders, I may address the House 
for 15 minutes. f 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include a 
statement by Col. G. H. Rarey, United 
States Army, retired, upon the need for 
rehabilitation of those afflicted with Han- 
sen’s disease. . 

Mr. CORBETT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in thi 
RECORD. ` p 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recor in three instances 
and to include certain excerpts. 

Mr. SHAFER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor in two instances, in one to in- 
clude a letter. 

Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the 
Recor in two instances and to include 
two newspaper editorials. 

Mr. GWINN of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recor and include a speech 
by Virgil Jordan of the Industrial Con- 
ference Board. 

Mr. CARLSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a statement by the 
Republican Postwar Tax Study Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. HOPE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include a radio program in 
connection with the National Farm 
Safety Week. 

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcorp and include an editorial from the 
Washington Star. 

Mr. GAVIN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an article by Gould 
Lincoln. : 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp and in- 
clude two bills that I understand were 
sent to the Speaker today—one a bill for 
a permanent corps for the Army nurses 
and another for a permanent corps for 
the Wacs. I am delighted the Army 
appreciates the work of the Wacs and 
will continue them as a part of the Army. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the reorgani- 
zation bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp in two instances 
and include therewith certain articles. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent tc ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
would like to inquire of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the distinguished 
majority leader, the program for tomor- 
row. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The first order of 
business will be the atomic energy con- 
ference report. 

Then there will be several suspensions. 

S. 191, the hospital construction bill. 

H. R. 6917, providing for site acquisi- 
tions and design of Federal buildings. 

S. 1636 designating the State Depart- 
ment as disposal agency of surplus prop- 
erty abroad. 

S. 2085, a bill to authorize the Federal 
Works Administrator to provide needed 
educational facilities other than housing, 
in relation to veterans. 

A companion bill has passed the Sen- 
ate and already an appropriation of 
$75,000,000 has been provided for. The 
passage of this bill is necessary to allow 
that appropriation t) operate. 

Then the bill H. R. 4502, the cancer 
control legislation, reported out of the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

E S. 619, which I understand the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Barven] conferred with the gentleman 
from Massachusetts regarding. It is the 
Vocational Educational Act of 1946. If 
it is not passed by unanimous consent. 

There is also a bill amending the War 
Powers Act, I think the first one, which 
relates to the Alien Property Custodian’s 
Office. Unanimous consent for its con- 
sideration will be asked. I understand 
there is some objection to section 33 of 
an organic act which is the first section 
of that bill, but that has been stricken 
out by the Senate committee and I 
understood the request will be to pass 
what would be the Senate bill as amended 
eliminating the objectionable features of 
the bill as reported out of the House 
committee. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is it 
quite probable all that will not be done 
tomorrow, in which event the rest will 
be taken up on Saturday? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 
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Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. Will the Philippine aid 
bill come up for consideration in the 
next day or two? Does the gentleman 
know whether a rule has been granted 
on it yet? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks in 
all probability some of those bills may 
be handled by consent. We are all very 
anxious to pass the Philippine bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. There is the Phil- 
ippine loan bill reported out today; and 
there is a bill extending the RFC. 
Whether or not they can be considered 
by unanimous consent I am unable to 
state, but every effort will be made to 
bring them up. 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman 
from Massachusetts will permit, the 
Chair will also say that the Chair will 
recognize the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Sumners] to ask consent to take up the 
so-called tidelands bill tomorrow and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 


SUSPENSIONS IN ORDER TOMORROW, 
JULY 26, 1946 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
in order tomorrow for the Speaker to 
recognize for the purpose of suspending 
the rules. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 12 

O'CLOCK 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
also want to announce that we will meet 
tomorrow at 12 o’clock. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 


Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Did I understand 
the Chair correctly to say that consent 
bag be asked to consider the tidelands 

The SPEAKER. Yes; consent will be 
asked to consider the Senate amendment 
to the House bill. It is a bill that passed 
the House several months ago. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES—PRICE CONTROL 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States which was 
read, and together with the accompany- 
ing papers referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency and ordered 
printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I have today signed House Joint Reso- 
lution 371 amending the price-control 
laws and extending them for another 
year. I have signed this measure with 
reluctance. 

I had hoped for a bill under which 
the Government could with full confi- 
dence assure the people that prices would 
remain generally stable in these last few 
critical months of the transition to a 
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free economy. This bill falls far short 
of that hope. I am advised, however, 
that it is the best bill the Congress will 
now pass, It is clear, moreover, that it 
is a better bill than the one I was forced 
to veto on June 29. If that bill had 
become law, inflation would have been 
inevitable. While the present measure 
by no means guarantees that inflation 
can be avoided, it offers a sufficient pros- 
pect of success to warrant the making of 
a whole-hearted effort to keep cur econ- 
omy on an even keel until a flood of goods 
makes further controls unnecessary. 

The behavior of prices and rents in 
the last 4 weeks has given the country a 
frightening foretaste of what would hap- 
pen to the cost of living without price 
and rent control. Even though many 
factors were operating to restrain prices 
during this period, prices have neverthe- 
less risen steadily and ominously. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics index 
of 28 basic commodities in the primary 
markets has shown an increase of 24.8 
percent in the 26 days since June 28, 
1946, as against an increase of only 13.1 
percent in the 3 years and 42 days be- 
tween the signing of the hold-the-line 
order on May 17, 1943, and June 28, 1946. 
Of this increase, only about 2 percent 
can be attributed to the removal of sub- 
sidies. These, it must be remembered, 
are prewholesale figures. The impact 
of the increases has not yet been fully 
felt by consumers. Retailers have for 
the most part held to their OPA prices so 
long as their old inventories lasted. 

These increases have occurred in spite 
of the restraining influences at work to 
keep prices down. I had requested that 
the price line be held while the Congress 
considered the enactment of a workable 
law. Businessmen hesitated to build up 
inventories at high prices and thus risk 
serious loss if prices were rolled back to 
the June 30 levels. This risk was height- 
ened by the prompt passage in the House 
of Representatives of a resolution which 
would restore the June 30 prices and 
rents. In addition, consumer resistance 
to increased prices developed immedi- 
ately. 

In view of the alarming rise in prices 
which took place under these conditions, 
it is not difficult to predict what would 
happen if a free market were operating 
without restraint. 

These facts demonstrate that the con- 
tinuance of effective price control is a 
vital necessity to our people. There are 
millions of families for whom a sharp 
rise in living costs means immediate suf- 
fering. There are others who can get 
along well enough for a while, but ulti- 
mately inflation exacts its toll from all. 

The present legislation makes the task 
of staving off inflation even more diffi- 
cult than it has been in the past. Cloth- 
ing prices in particular will be difficult 
to hold at reasonable levels, and there are 
some other things that consumers will 
have to go without, or pay higher ceiling 
prices for them than they should. It is 
particularly unfortunate that many of 
these increases result from concessions 
to special interest pressures, rather than 
from the adoption of principles designed 
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to expand production within a stable 
price structure. 

The present bill, despite its inade- 
quacies, is an improvement in many re- 
spects over the bill which I vetoed. In 
my veto message, I emphasized the dis- 
astrous consequences which would flow 
from the Taft amendment and its com- 
panion the Wherry amendment. These 
provisions are fundamentally changed in 
the present bill. A comparison of the 
two bills demonstrates this fact. 

Although its professed objective was to 
increase production, the Taft amend- 
ment would have required prices to be 
increased for already profitable indus- 
tries even where no increase in produc- 
tion was possible. While the present bill 
will require some price increases where 
there will be no substantial expansion in 
production, it reduces materially both 
the number and the size of.these in- 
creases. 

It was mandatory under the Taft 
amendment tó increase prices so that all 
industries could earn the profits they 
earned in the year 1941 on every major 
item they make. This was a year of ab- 
normally high profits. The base for 
measuring profits under the present bill 
is the year 1940, in which profits were 
more nearly representative of normal 
peacetime operations. At the same time, 
the use of 1940 margins of profit offers 
every incentive for full production be- 
cause 1940 was à highly profitable year. 

Another serious deficiency of the Taft 
amendment is corrected by the present 
bill. It is obvious that costs go down as 
volume of production goes up. Yet that 
amendment would have compelled the 
Price Administrator to base prices on 
current costs even though it was perfectly 
clear that in many industries volume 
would be increasing so rapidly that the 
use of current costs would result in ex- 
orbitant prices. The present bill permits 
adjustments to be made for increases in 
volume that can be reasonably antici- 
pated to occur within 3 months. This 
change will cut down substantially the 
price increases on consumer goods which 
were out of production during the war. 

Another major objection to the Taft 
amendment was the damage it would 
have done to compliance and enforce- 
ment. OPA has developed uniform dol- 
lar-and-cent prices for many important 
products. This is the most readily un- 
derstood and easily enforced kind of pric- 
ing. Since prices under the Taft amend- 
ment were based on each individual 
manufacturer's own 1941 price, uniform 
prices could not have been maintained 
in any case where prices in 1941 varied. 
The present bill cures this defect. The 
formula works from the average price for 
the industry in the base period, and this 
permits the continuance of enforceable 
dollar-and-cent prices. 

The Wherry amendment would have 
restored to wholesalers and retailers the 
percentage mark-ups which prevailed on 
January 1, 1946. In the months since 
that time OPA has not passed on to con- 
sumers all the increases granted to man- 
ufacturers. Instead, the distributors 
have been required to absorb some of the 
increases. This was a fair policy because 
the sales volume was so high that even 
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with reduced mark-ups distributors were 
generally faring far better than in any 
recent peacetime year. The present bill 
gives to distributors the mark-ups which 
prevailed on March 31, 1946. This 
change in date means that, without hard- 
ships to distributors, consumers are as- 
sured of considerably lower prices than 
would have been required under the 
Wherry amendment. 

Thus, price increases will be far fewer, 
and those that occur will be far smaller, 
under the present bill than under the 
vetoed measure. The saving will be most 
significant in the basic industries, like 
steel. Since price increases in basic ma- 
terials mean price increases in all the 
industries using those materials, an 
alarming upward spiral cf costs and 
prices on a wide front seemed inescapable 
under the vetoed bill. Now there is a 
sound basis for the hope that such a 
spiral can be prevented. 

Furthermore, by drastically reducing 
the number and size of required price 
increases, the present bill minimizes two 
other dangers inherent in the vetoed bill. 
First, the administrative burden on the 
Office of Price Administration, while still 
serious, is not impossible, as it was under 
the vetoed measure. Secondly, the dan- 
ger of widespread interruptions of pro- 
duction while industry is waiting for 
price increases is materially lessened. 
Unless, however, the Congress promptly 
provides OPA with an adequate appro- 
priation there are bound to be serious de- 
lays in the granting of required price 
adjustments. These delays would in turn 
mean slow-downs in production. And 
it is maximum production that will has- 
ten the day when price contro] can safely 
be abandoned. 

Finally, the vetoed bill contained a 
clause which would have destroyed wage 
stabilization by requiring the inclusion 
of unapproved wage increases as costs in 
the price-increase formula. That clause 
has been omitted from the present bill. 
The invaluable work of the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board can therefore be continued. 

I regret that the Congress did not com- 
ply with my request to refrain from com- 
pelling administrative changes that will 
make our task more difficult. Good gov- 
ernment requires that a law be admin- 
istered consistently in all the fields where 
it is applicable. Consistency of policy is 
difficult to achieve when, as in the pres- 
ent bill, the Congress has provided for 
division of responsibility. I am confi- 
dent, however, that the Price Administra- 
tor and the Secretary of Agriculture will 
work closely together to maintain unified 
policies. s 

I shall proceed promptly to appoint the 
Price Decontrol Board provided for by 
this statute. We are all anxious, on the 
one hand, not to cling to these controls 
too long and, on the other hand, not to 
release them too soon. The standards 
prescribed by the Congress for removing 
and restoring controls are reasonable 
standards. As I said in my veto message, 
I have not been opposed to the creation 
of an independent board to resolve these 
difficult questions of timing the removal 
of controls. I propose to appoint as 
members of the Board men in whose 
judgment and fairness the Congress and 
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the country will have complete con- 
fidence. 

Price control is but one of the means 
of combatting inflation. Under the best 
of circumstances price control alone could 
not preserve economic stability. Because 
of the defects in the present legislation 
and because of the months of delay in 
its enactment, it is all the more apparent 
that more extensive use of the power to 
allocate scarce materials may be required 
and that sterner fiscal and monetary 
measures than would otherwise be called 
for may prove to be necessary. 

In order to bring spendable income 
more closely in balance with the supply 
of goods, attention must be given to 
strong anti-inflationary policies such as 
further reduction of Federal expendi- 
tures. If, despite such measures, infla- 
tion still threatens, consideration must 
then be given to the formulation of a 
more vigorous tax policy Such a tax 
program would, I realize, be unpalatable 
at a time when we are doing our utmost 
to increase production, but if it is the 
only alternative to the ravages of infla- 
tion, we would have no choice. 

I pledge the administration to do its 
full part in this struggle, but it must not 
be forgotten that the battle against in- 
flation is not the Government’s battle 
alone—it is the people’s battle as well. 
Consumers must vigorously resist exorbi- 
tant prices. Black markets cannot be 
suppressed solely by enforcement meas- 
ures. Businessmen must, as controls are 
progressively removed, exercise self-re- 
straint and forego the opportunity for 
short-run gain from profiteering in favor 
of the long-run advantage of stable 
prices and fair profits. 

If it appears that all the efforts of the 
Government and the people will not be 
enough under the present legislation, I 
shall have no alternative but to call the 
Congress back in special session to 
strengthen the price control laws and to 
enact such fiscal and monetary legisla- 
tion as we need to save us from the 
threat of economic disaster. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, July 25, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
California [Mrs. DoucLas] is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 


THE HUMAN BUDGET MUST BE BALANCED 
FOR PEACE 


Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, now, when we were about to go 
home to take part in the first peacetime 
political campaign and election in 4 
years, it seems worth while to ask our- 
selves some searching questions. If we 
do so, perhaps we will be better able to 
answer the very searching questions that 
the voters will put to us between now 
and November 5. Some of us Will survive 
and pass that examination, that supreme- 
ly democratic test; some of us will flunk 
out and be replaced. 

-I do not propose today to recall in 
detail the specific legislative issues, On 
those the record has been made, even on 
those that by one means or another have 
been stored away in the deep-freeze 
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locker for the new Congress to thaw out 
and bring to life. 

Each one carries home his own record 
and his own conscience. 

I propose to state some very basic 
questions. They are questions which, I 
believe, are deeply troubling to the peo- 
ple of my State and to the whole Ameri- 
can people. 

They are questions to which answers 
must be given. Upon finding the right 
answers—and in time—depend the sur- 
vival and further flowering of our Ameri- 
can democracy. Upon the answers de- 
pend the very survival of civilization it- 
self. To those who have ears to hear, 
brains to understand, and hearts to care, 
the whirring of the atomic bomb is 
louder and more compelling than the 
ticking of any clock. Even those who 
may try to escape the tension by hysteri- 
cal attempts at humor betray the fact 
that, as part of the human race, they, 
too, are involved and concerned about the 

answers. 

Les, many questions hang over us, too 
many of them unanswered as we prepare 
to leave. 

The answers I shall give may not be 
the right answers, or not complete an- 
swers. But they are answers in which I 
believe and for which I propose to speak 
and fight and pray until the polls close on 
election day. 

What is the issue in this political cam- 
paign? Is it peace, or world organiza- 
tion, or full employment, or free enter- 
prise, or balance the budget? 

The issue is peace, not peace at any 
price, but a peace for which we are will- 
ing to work and think and vote here at 
home and in the United Nations. It 
must be a peace, not of capitulation 
which is no peace, but of cooperation and 
accommodation. 

With power goes responsibility. We 
who have the power of the atomic bomb, 
unmatched today but perhaps surpassed 
tomorrow as history is counted, have the 
heaviest responsibility for the making of 
such a peace. 

All the other issues are part of, and 
effect, the big issue. 

Today, as we prepare to adjourn for 5 
months, we have been too late with too 
little in preparing for peace. God grant 
us time to catch up when we come back, 
those who do come back. 

“Peace, it’s wonderful.” 
you get it? 

There is nothing miraculous nor in- 
stantaneous about peace. It does not 
just happen. It develops, grows, or with- 
ers from day to day. We can get it by 
creating such conditions here at home 
and helping to create such conditions 
abroad as will make sure that there will 
never again be war. 

Never? 

That is right. This time there is no 
fooling. I quote from the findings of the 
Senate Special Committee on Atomic 
Energy, April 19, 1946, page 5: “It turns 
out that the real protection against the 
atomic bomb lies in the prevention of 
war.” 

And, at page 6, the final sentence sum- 
marizing the testimony of the scientists, 
military officials, industrialists, and 
others who had been closely connected 
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with the Manhattan district—atomic 
bomb—project: 

Since the only real solution to the whole 
problem (created by the development of 
atomic energy) lies in continued world peace, 
legislation should be directed in specific 
terms toward that end and should contain a 
practical expression of our desire for inter- 
national cooperation. 


As an American citizen, I am proud of 
the report of that committee, of the bill 
passed by the Senate, of the Lilienthal 
report and recommendations, of the Ba- 
ruch proposal to the United Nations, all 
made with the support and approval of 
President Truman. As a Member of this 
House, I am not proud of the atomic- 
energy bill passed by this body. I hope 
it will be improved in conference. I hope 
that the new Congress may further im- 
prove its provisions. 

Let us look at that final sentence again. 
If we fail to heed its warning it may 
become the epitaph of civilization. Note 
that it says “the only real solution.” Is 
what? “Continued world peace.” Note 
the word continued. That means that 
peace cannot be broken, suspended, and 
resumed later. Peace must be continu- 
ous from now on. 

It recommends legislation in specific 
terms and finally “a practical expression 
of our desire for international coopera- 
tion.” 

Who says so? Are these words, “the 
only real solution lies in con- 
tinued world peace,” the words of the 
Congresswoman from California? Oh, 
no. Not at all. They are the words of 
a Senate committee, summarizing the 
testimony of the men who split the atom 
and who know how the release of atomic 
energy, which is now going on, can split 
and destroy our world. 

Who are they? 

Let me read their names. I read from 
the Senate report: 

Dr. Alexander Sachs, economist. 

Maj. Gen. L. R. Groves, United States Army, 
Director, Manhattan engineering district. 

Dr. Harold C. Urey, professor of chemistry, 
University of Chicago, 

Dr. Irving Langmuir, associate director of 
research laboratory, General Electric Co. 

Dr. Vannevar Bush, Director, Office of Sci- 
entific Research and Development. 

Dr. J. R. Oppenheimer, professor of physics, 
California Institute of Technology. 

Dr. Hans A. Bethe, professor of physics, 
Cornell University. 

Dr. Philip Morrison, physicist, Los Alamos 
Laboratory. 

Dr. S. A. Goudsmit, professor of physics, 
University of Michigan. 

Dr. Leo Szilard, staff member, metallurgi- 
cal laboratory, University of Chicago, 

Dr. John A. Simpson, physicist, University 
of Chicago. 

Dr. Clarke Williams, physicist, College of 
the City of New York. 

Dr. Alvin M. Weinberg, physicist, Clinton 
Laboratories, Oak Ridge. 

Dr. Ross Gunn, Naval Research Laboratory. 

Commodore W. S. Parsons, Assistant to the 
Deputy Chief, Naval Operations for Special 
Weapons, ; 

Vice Admiral W. H. P. Blandy, Deputy 
Chief, Naval Operations for Special Weapons. 

Rear Adm. William R. Purnell, Assistant 
Chief of Naval Operations for Matériel. 

Rear Adm. Lewis L. Strauss, Deputy Chair- 


man of the Army-Navy Munitions Board and 


special assistant to the Secretary of the Navy. 
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Frank R. Creedon, formerly with Stone & 
Webster Engineering Corp. 

H. E. Thompson, vice president, Carbide & 
Carbon Chemicals Corp. 

H. A. Winne, vice president, General Erec- 
tric Co. 

Edwin H. Brown, vice president, Allis- 
Chalmers Manufacturing Co. 


Mr. Speaker, we are all too apt to make 
negative, defensive statements about 
matters that are very important and very 
dear to us. Instead of saying “peace” 
we say “not war,” or “no more war” or 
“a warless world.” 

I prefer to make it positive, to take 
the offensive, to say a world full of peace 
is what we must have. As a woman, I ` 
know how deep is the instinct and the 
desire for peace, for the conserving, for 
the saving and the cherishing and the in- 
finite improvement of human life. Ina 
Nation and a world still too much con- 
trolled by fear, it is also true that peace 
does keep breaking out all over. It is 
part of the divine optimism of mankind. 
Today, living on a planet that is small 
and getting smaller, it is literally true 
that we must have a world full of peace 
or no world at all. Man’s destiny de- 
mands it. 

“What do you mean, a peaceful world? 
Why not get down to earth, to brass 
tacks?” 

Bigger profits, higher wages, a new 
washing machine, two chickens in every 
pot, lower taxes—are these the condi- 
tions of peace? They are all desirable. 
Yes; and they are all possible in a Na- 
tion as rich as ours. We can even have 
bigger profits and higher wages at the 
same time—if we manage to keep our 
vast economic and productive machine 
rolling out goods in capacity volume for 
ready sale. 

We want all these things and we can 
have them. But is that all we want? Is 
that our ultimate goal, our deepest con- 
cern, our inmost yearning as we bend 
over our children and think of the years 
ahead? 

No; beyond and beneath and before 
and after everything else, we want a war- 
less world, a peaceful world, a world full 
of peace—all of us, men and women alike, 
farmer, wage earner, businessman, big 
and small, veteran and nonveteran, those 
who went and those who stayed home 
and waited, Democrat and Republican. 
That is our goal. Peace. Not a cold 
marble shaft, a remote ideal, honored in 
the breach more than in the observance, 
but a lively, active, all-pervasive sense of 
economic and political and social good 
health running through all our commu- 
nities, our Nation, and other nations. 
With this goal always in mind all other 
issues, which are part and parcel of the 
big issue, will fall into their proper 
place. 

“How about balancing the Budget?” 
Is it not true that unless we stop increas- 
ing the national debt, begin living within 
our income, and start reducing the enor- 
mous debt we shall have neither peace 
nor prosperity, but loss of confidence in 
our money, our Covernment, and finally 
a break-down and another war? Why 
not be practical and start with the budget 
and taxes?” 

With this cry of “balance the budget,” 
especially at campaign time, the very 
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strong suggestion is made that the can- 
didate who pledges to work toward that 
end first, last, and always, putting that 
goal above all else, is the candidate who 
alone has the real interest of the people 
at heart. “Balance the budget and all 
will come out all right.” “Balance the 
budget and put our house in order.” 
“Balance the budget and save ourselves 
from all the dangers in the catalog of 
horrors.” 

Well, let us make this issue hold still 
a moment while we look at it. (Never 
mind the political danger of having to 
suggest to homeless veterans that they 
put their house in order. What house? 
is likely to be their very apt reply.) Let 
us talk about taxes. None of us likes to 
pay taxes. But there are many things we 
dislike a whole lot more. Death, the loss 
of dear ones, bloodshed and horror, the 
slow readjustment to what we call peace 
for those who have lived years in weeks 
of war—there is no need to belabor the 
point. But there is no excuse for for- 
getting or omitting it. 

The fact is that, even if we balance the 
budget and there is World War III, the 
balanced budget will bring no happiness, 

the balanced budget will prove no shield 
against danger. (France had billions in 
gold when the Nazis took Paris.) There 
may not even be anyone around to enjoy 

_or record a balanced budget if there is 
World War III. A balanced budget, in 

and of itself, is no guaranty of happiness 

` and no guaranty of future life. 

A balanced budget is desirable, of 
course, but we can go on eating and sleep- 
ing, working, loving our dear ones, rais- 
ing our families, whether we as a Nation 
add the column on the deficit or the plus 
side. We can do this as long as we are 
not afraid of ourselves as a people, a na- 
tion, and a race. 

. Why is this possible? Because we are 
a rich nation, the richest in the world in 
money and goods and the equal of any 
nation in raw materials. Our budget is 

. unbalanced, but we are in debt to no one. 
We have borrowed from ourselves. 

I recall the words of a very prominent 

Republican, a former Senator, now an 
employee, I believe, of the Republican 
National Committee, to the effect that, 

if you feel you have had your money’s 
worth, the budget can be said to have 
been balanced. I believe the American 
people—even those who have paid the 
highest taxes—think they have had their 
money’s worth in the past 14 years of 


peace and war. We are free and strong, . 


stronger internally and abroad than in 
1932. I do not believe we are afraid, 
even of bookkeeping. I do not believe 
we can be scared by bookkeepers’ talk 
that puts dollars first and people second. 

If we keep the individual’s budget bal- 
anced so that every family in America is 
well-housed, well-clothed, and well-fed, 
the national budget will take care of it- 
self when the time comes to cast up ac- 
counts, We are not keeping books for 
the sake of keeping books, or of making 
money, but of saving lives, saving our 
national strength. 

The issue, the great overriding na- 
tional issue, is Peace, peace within this 
Nation and among nations. We balance 
the budget now if we contribute our full 
share to peace. Nothing less is enough. 
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If we find that health, Federal aid to 
equalize education throughout the 48 
States, housing, and scientific research 
are the real foundations of peace here 
and abroad, we will be balancing the bug- 
get by laying those foundations. 

If the use of fiscal policy in credit, taxa- 
tion and expenditures for useful public 
works and services is helpful in substi- 
tuting steady and rising employment and 
incomes for another and more violent 
boom and bust, then I say, let us use it. 
Let us keep the national ledger free of 
the blood and tears that smudged the 
figures for 1929 to 1933. 

I mention these minor issues to empha- 
size the fact that, if we are not to bring 
our civilization down in ruins, we must 
fit every act into a pattern that permits 
of a future. As with nuclear fission, so 
with politics and economics. Chain re- 
actions are inevitable. They happen all 
the time. They can be good or bad. Our 
job, if we want to survive, is to make 
them good, and to relate each of them to 
the others and to the whole structure and 
habit of peace. 

Every principle, every struggle is 
senseless from here out if there is to be 
no future. Therefore, for each of us 
who sometimes must meet a child’s trust- 
ing eyes, every act must fit into a pattern 
that permits of a future. 

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion it is the 
human budget that we must balance first. 


- As never before, people must be mobilized, 


not as slaves or puppets, but as free, 


healthy, aspiring, working, enjoying and 


friendly individuals, unafraid of each 
other, tomorrow or themselves. This is a 
great country, in those terms. It must be 
made a better country, more healthy, 


-more optimistic, with more security and 


opportunity for the individual man and 
woman and young person. That is the 
way to mobilize to make peace. The same 
all-out vigor and determination that we 
put into the war must be invested in the 
peace. 

From here out, human values must be 
put first. They must be the test in 
weighing every issue, budget balancing, 
taxes, whatever it is. 

“But where do human values get us? 
We cannot run a world WPA,” the hard- 
boiled realists will be saying in the next 
few months. “Let us shut down on all 
this relief. Take care of our own first 
and let the rest pay cash on the barrel 
head.” 

Oh, Mr. Speaker, such realism is no 
realism at all. 

We have Bretton Woods, a World 
Bank, Food and Agriculture Organiza- 
tion, UNESCO, the United Nations, but 
unless we continue to go to the rescue of 
a starving world, this year and the next 
at least, those fine brave plans for a 
world of peace can go for nothing. 
Money and trade, learning, culture, and 
scientific programs will never have a 
chance to be worked out and used by 
mankind. We simply cannot build any- 
thing lasting as long as 500,000,000 people 
face starvation. Peace and misery can- 
not live together. 

It is people, remember, with whom we 
are primarily and ultimately con- 


_cerned—not governments but people, 
Russian people, Polish people, Dutch peo- 


ple, French people, English people, Ital- 
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ian people, Chinese people, hungry, sick, 
homeless people—people with war- 
shocked nerves, people suffering for 
years during German occupation and 
the disaster of war from malnutrition. 
It is with these people we must live and 
work and play and build, not only com- 
merce, trade, air travel, international 
organizations, but friendship, sympathy, 
understanding, trust—the essential in- 
gredients of a happy family life—wheth- 
er it be on main street or the world 
family along the international highways 
and airways that lace the earth together 
in one great neighborhood. 

And what of human values at home? 
There is a lesson to be learned from the 
war. We had a 15,000,000-man Army. 
It was a great Army. It helped to win a 
great victory. It routed the forces of 
evil, winning freedom and a chance for 
greater freedom—losing would have 
meant slavery for all the people of the 
world—slavery to the Axis nations. 

“But what did we win when we won 
the war?” ask the self-styled realists. 

Let no one tell you this war was fought 
for nothing. We won freedom. Every 


“town in Germany had its slave battalion, 
made up of the conquered people of 


Europe. Every town had its. stinking 


. concentration camps with their human 


furnaces heated for the slaves in case 
they did not perform to suit their 


masters. 


Let no one ever tell you we gained 
nothing when we won this war. 

A 15,000, 000-man army it took for 
us to do the job. But it took more for 
war demands courage and a spirit and a 
will to win. It demands intelligence and 
a physical hardihood, a capacity of man’s 
body to measure up to his spirit and his 
intellect. It took the best that we had. 
We spent our finest manhood. 

There is a shameful fact connected 
with the building of that great 15,000,- 


-000-man army which does not at first 


appear. We discarded because of mental 
or physical defects almost as many men 


_as we took into the Army. 


The shameful story is told in the 
record of the Selective Service. It is a 
stark incontrovertible story of unequal 
educational. opportunities, the story of 
malnutrition here at home, of the rav- 
ages of disease and physical defects 
because of lack of medical attention, the 
story of low wages in cities, low incomes 
on farms and insecurity, like a malaria 
eating into the blood and the bones of 
our people. It is the story of human 
erosin, unnecessary and preventable in 
the richest of all countries, It all show- 
ed up in the records of the Selective 
Service when we had to choose only the 
sound and healthy to win the war. 

This story must not continue if we are 
to build a sound healthy society, free 
from the germs of war—healthy enough 
to give the world leadership that is asked 
of us. If in war, courage and the will 
to win must be fortified by intelligence 
backed up by a healthy sturdy body, I 
declare that these things are doubly 
needed now. 

Is it too much to ask that all Ameri- 
cans, Democrat or Republican, look at 
economic and social legislation in this 
light? A job at a living wage on the 
farm, in the factory, in the offices of 
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America with reasonable hours, a fair 
wage to keep the machinery of our 
Government going—for the Federal 
worker and postal employee—are the 
foundations of a healthy mind and body. 
They are likewise the insurance to busi- 
ness of enough customers with enough 
money to buy the plenty our economy 
can and must preduce year in and year 
out. 

Business and agriculture can and must 
be free from fear of monopoly, free for 
all, free so that initiative and imagina- 
tion can flower, so that healthy, normal 
ambition is something for the many and 
not for the few—so that there is an ever- 
widening horizon for all. This does not 
just happen. Government must make 
and enforce the rules of the road, of com- 
merce, of fair competition, and give help 
to small business in its contest with big 
business. 

I think in a government of the people— 
our Government—we, the elected repre- 
sentatives, must ever fight the deadening 
hand of monopoly, recognize it for what 
it is—the real enemy of free enterprise, 
and, finally, if allowed to grow, the death 
of democracy itself. 

A man’s spirit and courage expand in 
a society where the rules are fair and just, 
where the same rules apply to all, where 
the only limit on one’s advancement is 
one’s own application and ability. 

Health is not the pious dream of 
welfare workers and Senator MURRAY. 
Health is the heavy bomber of peace. 
Doctors, nurses, hospitals—we must not 
stop until we have the number we need 
to insure health for all. 

Playgrounds, recreation centers, parks 
contribute to health. 

A decent home with enough room 
where children can grow up normally, 
happily; where grownups can rest their 
bodies, relax, restore their strength for 
the job they have chosen to do, is funda- 
mental to healthy minds and healthy 
bodies and to a sound spirit. 

- Senior citizens must be provided for 
adequately in a society that is secure, 

Science must be used as an instrument 
to open the doors of business opportunity 
for all, not just a special few. 

Science must be used to bring about 
better working conditions, better health 
and new communities. Science must be 
used for all the people to develop greater 
resources. 

The opportunities are limitless if we 
keep the goal in mind, if we remember 
what we are trying to do. 


To achieve our goal, to build a world 


full of plenty and peace and empty of 
want and war, we can no longer afford 
old prejudices, old hates. We are so 
blind—all of us—so unfeeling, so un- 
knowing when it comes to the science 
and art of human relations. We must 
master that science. 

We must hand in hand learn to walk 
and see and feel and work together, each 
a part of whatever future there will be. 
We must be vigilant daily of ourselves. 

We must measure our own action, 
search our own hearts, test every pro- 
posal, every act, by the question that is 
the sum of all questions, all issues: 

Will it help or harm the making of 
real peace within our Nation and among 
nations? 
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Mr. Speaker, that is the issue, the test 
in the months and years to come. 

We have won the war. We must prove 
ourselves worthy of peace. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. REES] is recognized for 10 minutes. 


INVESTIGATION OF LOYALTY IN 
GOVERNMENT 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
have asked for permission to speak at 
this time to make a rather brief state- 
ment in support of my supplemental re- 
port as a member of the subcommittee 
of the House Civil Service Committee, 
appointed, among other things, to inves- 
tigate the problem of loyalty of employ- 
ees in Government. I shall also make a 
few brief observations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is of extreme impor- 
tance to our country at this time that 
people employed in all departments of 
Federal service be of the highest integ- 
rity and unquestioned loyalty. The peo- 
ple of this country are entitled to that 
consideration. Employment in Govern- 
ment should at all times be respected as 
a high privilege. Very unfortunately, 
there is no uniform, consistent policy 
among our agencies with regard to in- 
vestigating and removing employees who 
are known to be disloyal. Right now we 
have employees in Government who have 
been rejected on loyalty grounds by one 
agency but who are accepted for em- 
ployment in another agency. The Civil 
Service Commission is responsible for 
permitting hundreds of employees to re- 
main on the pay roll, even though their 
loyalties have been challenged. In deal- 
ing with these cases the policy of “reas- 
onable doubt” on questions of loyalty 
has not been carefully followed. Too 
much attention and susceptibility is 
given to outside influences, not only in 
civil service, but in other agencies of 
Government, in making final decisions 
with respect to fitness of many em- 
ployees. 

Mr. Speaker, conditions that are in- 
excusable with respect to this problem 
were brought to the attention of the sub- 
committee, even during the few days in- 
vestigations were being held. These con- 
ditions will not be cured entirely by mere 
changes in technique or issuance of 
directives. I am informed that the Civil 
Service Commission is giving considera- 
tion to new directives with regard to in- 
vestigation of applicants for employ- 
ment. I have no objection to these new 
directives, but little will be accomplished 
thereby with respect to those who are 
already on our pay rolls. We ought to 
determine who is responsible for per- 
mitting any person with doubtful loyalty 
to remain in Government and then see 
to it that such persons, after careful ex- 
amination, are immediately removed. 

Mr. Speaker, after all, this Congress is 
responsible to the people to see to it that 
our national security is preserved and the 
most important place to start up to do 
it is within the Government itself. 

Mr. Speaker, we ought to do that as a 
matter of fairness to the hundreds of 
thousands of loyal, patriotic employees in 
Government. They are entitled to that 
protection and consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on the Civil 
Service ought to continue its investiga- 
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tions and hearings with respect to this 
entire question of loyalty. It should not 
be a witch-hunting proposal, but it 
should be a careful, firm, and construc- 
tive investigation in the various agencies 
so that we can find out not only who are 
the people that are being held in Govern- 
ment with questionable loyalties, but 
also who is responsible for their being in 
such positions. And, furthermore, see 
that action is taken by legislation or 
otherwise to deal with this problem. 

My attention has just recently been 
called to an agency where a number of 
people have been employed whose loyalty - 
is questioned, but who claim they cannot 
be released except by going through civil 
service. The Civil Service Commission 
claims it is not in position to take any 
action with respect to an employee after 
he has once been investigated and placed 
permanently on the payroll. This situa- 
tion should be definitely solved. Let us 
fix the responsibility and see that that 
responsibility is carried out. 

Of course, the Civil Service Commis- 
sion is entitled to sufficient funds to make 
proper investigation, but more important 
it must have the will to see that those 
already in service who do not belong 
there are removed. If the Civil Service 
cannot remove them, then they ought to 
recommend removal to the agency where 
they are employed. We need more defi- 
nite action and less directives in civil 
service. 

Mr. Speaker, our attention has just 
been called to a glaring situation of a 
man named Jacobson, who was employed 
as a clerk for $1,200 or $1,400, and within 
a short time rose to a position of impor- 
tance and responsibility so that he re- 
ceives more than $9,000 per year. That 
is a case of sheer neglect on the part of 
Officials in our Government. It was not 
difficult to find out about this man’s rec- 
ord. He had been recommended for dis- 
barment. His record was not good, and 
yet he was not only approved for employ- 
ment, but further approved for advance- 
ment to which common sense would tell 
anyone he was not entitled. Somehody 
is responsible for permitting that thing 
to happen. Not only should Jacobson 
have been thrown out of the Govern- 
ment before now, but those who recom- 
mended him should be held accountable. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to deal 
with this question, we cannot do it by 
just appointing interdepartmental com- 
mittees. We have got to take action, 
and we have got to fix responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed in the 
lack of many agencies of Government in 
their lack of interest and support in co- 
operating with our committee and Con- 
gress in dealing with this question. Mr. 
Speaker, the problem of subversive ac- 
tivities in Government ought to be in- 
vestigated from top to bottom. A com- 
mittee of this Congress should make in- 
vestigation, and in doing so it ought to 
have the loyal and complete coopera- 
tion of every agency and department of 
Government. If they hesitate to coop- 
erate, we should know the reason why. 
The problem is too serious and too im- 
portant to the American people to per- 
mit vacillation or “buck passing” on the 
part of anyone or any agency. We can 
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solve it if we have the will and the cour- 
age to do it. 


THE HONORABLE JOHN J. COCHRAN 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, our 
distinguished and beloved colleague, and 
my close and valued friend, Hon. JOHN J. 
Cocuran, after 11 consecutive terms of 
faithful, efficient service to his country, 
his State, and his constituency, has de- 
cided not to return to the Halls of Con- 
gress. The contemplation of the ending 
of my close relationship with him during 
all the years of my office as Member of 
Congress brings a feeling of personal sad- 
ness, not merely that our relations have 
been so pleasant and agreeable, or that 
our duties have been so mutually inter- 
woven, as for the personal feeling of loss 
in not being able to look to him for aid 
and assistance in the many important 
legislative problems which are present 
and which only those with the knowledge, 
ability, and power of clear thought pos- 
sessed by JOHN COCHRAN can properly 
solve. This present state of the world 
calls for men in public office who can 
meet the complex and difficult condi- 
tions of daily life with courage and vision. 
We can ill afford to lose the valued serv- 
ice of JOHN Cocuran. We need pause but 
momentarily to consider the varieties 
and intricacies of legislative work to be 
absolutely convinced that integrity in 
government demands the effort of men 
of his first talents. 

The future happiness of the world is 
dependent upon the wisdom, impartiality 
and independence of all who hold posi- 
tions of public trust and confidence. 
JOHN CocuHran, throughout his distin- 
guished career as a Member of Congress 
has ever maintained the honor and 
dignity of his high office. His every 
thought and action has had one ob- 
jective—the maintenance of constitu- 
tional government and the preservation 
of the rights of men, wherever resident 
or however situated. Tolerance has 
been his credo. Integrity is his shield. 
He has ever striven to protect the minor- 
ity against unjust claims of the majority 
and to maintain peace and order in our 
Nation through legislation designed to 
guarantee the rights of the majority 
when threatened by the ill-advised ag- 
gression of any minority. America is 
today the greatest and the most power- 
ful Nation in the world. Jack COCHRAN 
has contributed immeasurably to this 

national greatness and power. 

Jack CocHRAN was secretary to Hon. 
William L. Igoe and Hon. Harry B. Hawes 
who represented St. Louis in Congress for 
14 years. He was secretary to Senator 
William J. Stone, being with the Senator 
at the time of his death. While secre- 
tary to Senator Stone he acted as secre- 
tary to the Foreign Relations Committee 
of the Senate. Elected to the Sixty- 
ninth Congress, he has served as Member 
of the House during each succeeding 
Congress. During his term of office he 
has served with distinction on many 
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committees. His sagacity and devotion 
to duty has perhaps best been exempli- 
fied by his outstanding accomplishment 
in the cause of good government as 
chairman of the Committee on Accounts. 
His loyalty and fidelity to our late be- 
loved President, Franklin Delano Roose- 
velt, is a matter of common knowledge. 
His fearless and sympathetic under- 
standing of every problem which con- 
cerns the veteran has endeared him to 
all heroes of World War I and of World 
War II. The longer men associate with 
him, the deeper grows affection and ad- 
miration. Brilliant, faithful, courage- 
ous—he has won for himself the respect 
and confidence of all his associates. 
Fortunate indeed are those who enjoy his 
friendship. 

Ever a valiant warrior for those prin- 
ciples of liberty, equality, and justice 
which are our most treasured heritage, 
JOHN CocHRAN has lived and fought for 
the attainment of his ideals—the high 
ideals of honor in government, security 
and happiness in America, permanent 
peace in the world. He has been untir- 
ing in his endeavor to bring social secu- 
rity to mankind. Stricken by physical 
infirmity which would have defeated all 
but the strong of heart, he has carried 
high, with unflinching courage, the 
standard of patriotic devotion to God, 
to country, to man. Wise counselor, 
patient adviser, keen and astute citizen, 
we will miss him and his inspirational 
example as a real American. It was 
once said that a king who is willing 
to be the man of his people is the great- 
est king in the world. “Jack” COCHRAN 
is truly the man of his people. 

His absence from our deliberations will 
leave a vacant chair. His experience, 
integrity, loyalty to country, and fidelity 
to God, are attributes of his character 
which having endeared him to all, in- 
crease the sentiments of deep regret that 
he will no longer be among us. 

With him go our heartfelt wishes for 
the best health possible and, above all, 
for happiness. 

He has ably served his God and coun- 
try—may he throughout his life enjoy 
the fruits of his undying service for his 
fellow man. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. REES of Kansas asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include a magazine 
article. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. WASIELEWSKI, for 1 week on 
account of official business. 

To Mr. Hare, for 3 days. 

To Mr. Batpwin of New York, for 10 
days. 

To Mr. Bryson, for the period end- 
ing August 14, on account of official busi- 
ness. 

To Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia, for Fri- 
day and Saturday this week, on account 
of official business, 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a joint resolution of 
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the House of the following title, which 
was thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 371. Joint resolution extending 
the effective period of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, and the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 1426. An act to provide for the replan- 
ning and rebuilding of slum, blighted, and 
other areas of the District of Columbia and 
the assembly, by purchase or condemnation, 
of real property in such areas and the sale 
or lease thereof for the redevelopment of 
such area in accordance with said plans; and 
to provide for the organization of, procedure 
for, and the financing of such planning, ac- 
quisition, and sale or lease; and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1466. An act authorizing rehabilitation 
on the island of Guam; and 

S. 2246. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to acquire in fee or otherwise 
certain lands and rights in land on the island 
of Guam, and for other purposes. 


JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day 
present to the President, for his approval, 
a joint resolution of the House of the 
following title: 

H. J. Res. 371. Joint resolution extending 
the effective period of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, and the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended. 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 7 o’clock and 44 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 26, 1946, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1477. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to 
create the Medical Service Corps in the Medi- 
cal Department of the Army, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

1478. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to 
establish the Women’s Army Corps in the 
Regular Army in the Officers’ Reserve Corps 
and in the Enlisted Reserve Corps, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Military 
Affa'rs. 

1479. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to es- 
tablish the Army Nurse Corps, the Dietitian 
Corps, the Physical Therapist Corps, and the 
Occupational Therapist Corps in the Medical 
Department of the Regular Army and in the 
Officers’ Reserve Corps, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1480. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation in the 
amount of $20,000,000 for the payment of 
claims by employees and former employees 
of the Government for increased overtime, 
leave, and holiday compensation on the basis 
of night rates pursuant to certain decisions 
of the Comptroller General in accordance 
with the provisions of H. R. 6532, Seventy- 
ninth Congress (H. Doc. No. 716); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed, 
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1481. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation in the 
amount of $2,679,493,000 for the cost of ter- 
minal leave and accumulated leave in excess 
of 90 days for members of the armed forces 
in accordance with the provisions of H. R. 
4051, Seventy-ninth Congress (H. Doc. No. 
717); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1482. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the report 
of the Federal Trade Commission entitled 
“Distribution Methods and Costs, Part IX— 
Cost of Production and Distribution of Fish 
on the Pacific Coast” (H. Doc. No. 718); to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce and ordered to be printed, with 
illustrations. 

1483. A letter from the President, United 
States Civil Service Commission, transmit- 
ting one set of the Commission's requests for 
personnel for the second quarter of the fiscal 
year 1947; to the Committee on the Civil 
Service. 

1484. A letter from the Administrator, Na- 
tional Housing Agency, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed bill for the relief of Mr. Stephen 
S. Plaut and Mrs. Edith Anderson; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

1485. A letter from the President, Board 
of Commissioners, District of Columbia, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to 
amend the act entitled “An act to regulate 
within the District of Columbia the sale of 
milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other 
purposes,” approved February 27, 1925; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1486. A letter from the Administrator, Na- 
tional Housing Agency, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed bill for the relief of James E. 
Culbreth; to the Committee on Claims. 

1487. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting report on rec- 
ords proposed for disposal by various Gov- 
ernment agencies; to the Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. 

1488. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting report on records 
proposed for disposal by various Government 
agencies; to the Committee on the Disposi- 
tion of Executive Papers. 

1489. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a record of 
judgment rendered against the Government 
by the District Court of the United States for 
the Western District of Kentucky, as sub- 
mitted by the Department of Justice through 
the Treasury Department, and which requires 
an appropriation of $218.92, together with an 
indefinite appropriation to pay interest (H. 
Doc. No. 719); to the Committee on Appro- 
priations and ordered to be printed. 

1490. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1947 in the amount of $250,000 for the 
Price Control Board (H. Doc. No. 720); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

1491 A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $26,000,000 
for the Office of Price Administration (H. Doc. 
No. 721); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1492. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1947 in the amount of $750,000 for the 
Atomic Energy Commission (H. Doc. No. 
722); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1493. A communication from the President 


of the United States, transmitting a supple- _ 


mental estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $375,000 
for the Council of Economic Advisers (H. Doc. 
No. 723) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 
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1494. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting an esti- 
mate of appropriation under the Treasury 
Department for payment of certain claims 
allowed by the General Accounting Office, 
amounting to 830,591.32 (H. Doc. No. 724); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and or- 
dered to be printed. 

1495. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting esti- 
mates of appropriation submitted by the 
several executive departments and independ- 
ent offices to pay claims for damages to or 
losses of privately owned property, in the 
sum of $1,425.57 (H. Doc. No. 725); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

1496. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting a 
schedule of judgments rendered by the Court 
of Claims which has been submitted by the 
Treasury Department and requires an appro- 
priation for payment, amounting to $70,738.47 
(H. Doc. No. 726); to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

1497, A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting an esti- 
mate of appropriation submitted by the 
Public Roads Administration to pay claims 
for damage to roads and highways of States 
or their subdivisions, in the sum of $21,- 
012.64 (H. Doc. No. 727); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

1498. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting estimates 
of appropriation amounting to $506,223.53, 
to cover claims allowed by the General Ac- 
counting Office and for the services of the 
several departments and independent of- 
fices (H. Doc. No. 728); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Select Committee 
To Investigate Executive Agencies submits a 
report pursuant to House Resolution 88 (79th 
Cong., Ist sess.), for the continuation of the 
Special Committee To Investigate Acts of 
Executive Agencies Which Exceed Their Au- 
thoiity (Rept. No. 2659). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. i 

Mr. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture. 
S. 1198. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to sell certain property in the 
State of Michigan now occupied by the 
Weather Bureau and to acquire land in the 
State of Michigan for the erection of a 
Weather Bureau station; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2660). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Joint Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. House Re- 
port No. 2661. Report on the disposition of 
certain papers of sundry executive depart- 
ments. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania: Committee 
on Labor. H. R. 3922. A bill to provide for 
the general welfare by enabling the several 
States to make more adequate provision for 
the health and welfare of mothers and chil- 
dren and for services to crippled children, 
and for other purposes; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2662). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. BLAND: Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 5892. A bill 
providing for a medal for service in the 
merchant marine during the present war; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2663). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 
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Mr. BLAND: Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 6910. A bill re- 
lating to the authority of the Secretary of 
the Treasury to exchange sites at Fort 
Lauderdale, Brownard County, Fla., for Coast 
Guard purposes; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2664). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PHILLIPS: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 7101. A bill to protect American agri- 
culture, horticulture, livestock, and the pub- 
lic health by prohibiting the unauthorized 
importation into, or the depositing in the 
territorial waters of, the United States of 
garbage derived from products originating 
outside of the continental United States, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2665). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN: Committee on Agricul- 
ture. H. R. 6043. A bill to provide support 
for wool, to amend the Agricultural Market- 
ing Agreement Act of 1937 by including wool 
as a commodity to which orders under such 
act are applicable, to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to fix wool standards and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2666). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. Senate Joint Resolution 156, 
Joint resolution to extend the succession, 
lending powers, and the functions of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 2667). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BENDER: 

H. R. 7140. A bill to provide for the reduc- 
tion of appropriations to the extent neces- 
sary to balance the Budget for the fiscal year 
1947; to the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments. 

By Mrs. NORTON: 

H.R.7141. A bill to promote the general 
welfare of the people of the United States by 
establishing a publicly supported labor ex- 
tension program for wage and salary earners, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 7142. A bill to increase the compen- 
sation of the Governors of Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands; to the 
Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH (by request): 

H. R. 7143. A bill to exempt certain interns, 
student nurses, and other student employees 
of hospitals of the Federal Government from 
the Classification Act and other laws relating 
to compensation and benefits of Federal em- 


ployees; to the Committee on the Civil 
Service. 
By Mr. HAND: 


H. R. 7144. A bill to amend the act of April 
14, 1930, to provide increased retired pay for 
certain members of the former Life Saving 
Service; to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. HOOK: 

H. R. 7145. A bill to suspend deportation of 
Indonesians; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 

H. R. 7146. A bill to amend the act of May 
18, 1928, so as to authorize a per capita dis- 
tribution of certain funds to the Indians of 
California; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 
By Mr. HOBBS: 

H. R. 7147. A bill to repeal certain statutes 
relating to the war and emergencies; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


10114 


By Mr. DE LACY: 

H. R. 7148. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the State of Washington to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a free highway 
bridge across Port Washington Narrows be- 
tween Bremerton, Wash., and Manette, Wash., 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina: 

H. R. 7149. A bill to amend Public Law No, 
291, the International Organization Immuni- 
ties Act; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: 

H. R. 7150. A bill to repeal an act granting 
certain public lands situated in Mono County 
in the State of California, to the city of Los 
Angeles; to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. LEA: 

H. R. 7151. A bill to amend section 12 of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as 
amended, for the purpose of affording pro- 
tection to investors in certain unregistered 
Securities; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 

H. R. 7152. A bill providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. WEICHEL: 

H. R.7153. A bill to provide for the issu- 
ance of a special postage stamp in com- 
memoration of Thomas Alva Fdison; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 

H. J. Res. 388. Joint resolution to authorize 
the Secretary of the Treasury to render finan- 
cial aid to the Republic of the Philippines, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 

H. J. Res. 389. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the Bureau of Labor Statistics to collect 
price and rent information in additional 
cities and at more frequent intervals, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan: 

H. Res. 740. Resolution requesting infor- 
mation from the War Department; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: 

H.R.7154. A bill for the relief of Freda 

Wahler; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. DWORSHAK: 

H. R. 7155. A bill for the relief of Dionisio 
R. Trevino; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. KEARNEY: 

H.R.7156. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe 
Antonio Saraco; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization, 

By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. R. 7157. A bill for the relief of Alex Bail; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

By Mr. KEEFE: 

H. R.7158. A bill for the relief of Neal E. 

Will; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. LESINSKI: 

H. R. 7159. A bill for the relief of Georgios 
Ekaterinis; to the Committee on nee 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. LEA: 

H. R. 7160. A bill for the relief of Walter R. 
and Kathryn Marshall; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

. By Mr. SADOWSKI: 

H. R.7161. A bill for the relief of George 
Elly Vasu; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 


By Mr. ROWAN: 
H. R.7162. A bill for the relief of Tsuyoshi 
Matsumoto; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

2124. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Fed- 
eral Bar Asscciation of New York, New Jer- 
sey, and Connecticut, petitioning considera- 
tion of their resolution with reference to 
requesting Congress to appoint an appro- 
priate committee to investigate all questions 
of fact, law, and public policy arising out of 
the public charges made by Mr. Justice Jack- 
son, of the United States Supreme Court, 
against Mr. Justice Black; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

2125. Also, petition of the Common Coun- 
cil of the City of Rome, N. Y. petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with 
reference to their endorsement of adequate 
price control; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, 

2126. Also, petition of Southwest Shippers 
Advisory Board, petitioning consideration of 
their resolution with reference to their op- 
position to railroad retirement bills 8, 93 
and H. R. 1362; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 


SENATE 
Frinay, Jury 26, 1946 


(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Ralph C. John, S. T. M., assistant 
minister, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 


O God, most merciful Father, our be- 
ginning is with Thee; our continuation— 
to live and to serve—is a gift of Thy 
providence; and our hope for the near 
and the far reaches of time is engendered 
through Thy divine love. We would not 
accept the challenge of the high tasks 
to which we look except for the assurance 
that in matters great and small we do 
not stand in a feigned self-sufficiency, 
but that supporting in infinite power are 
the everlasting arms. Make us conscious 
of Thy presence in that which Thou hast 
given us to accomplish; and may every 
fruit of labor find its roots in a wisdom 
which Thou dost bestow. 

Incline Thine ear unto us as the sup- 
plications of our hearts ascend in the 
dear Redeemer’s name. Amen. 


DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESIDENT 
PRO TEMPORE 


The Chief Clerk read the following 
letter: 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. C. July 26, 1946. 
To the Senate: 
Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY, & Senator 
from the State of Kentucky, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence, 
KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. BARKLEY thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 
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JULY 26 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. WHITE, and by unani- 
mous consent, the reading of the Journal 
of the proceedings of the calendar day 
Thursday, July 25, 1946, was dispensed 
with, and the Journal was approved. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Aiken Hayden Overton 
Andrews Hill Pepper 
Austin Hoey Radcliffe 
Ball Huffman Reed 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Brewster Kilgore Shipstead 
Brooks Knowiland Smith 

Buck La Follette Stanfill 
Burch Langer Stewart 
Bushfleld Lucas Swift 
Capper McCarran Taft 
Carville McClellan Taylor 
Connally McFarland Thomas, Okla 
Cordon McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Donnell McMahon Tobey 
Downey Magnuson Tunnell 
Eastiand Mead Vandenberg 
Ferguson Millikin Wagner 
Fulbright Mitchell Walsh 
George Moore Wheeler 
Gerry Morse Wherry 
Green Murdock White 
Guffey Murray Wiley 
Gurney Myers Willis 

Hart O'Daniel Young 
Hawkes O'Mahoney 


Mr. HILL. I announce ihat the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is absent because of illness in 
his family. 

The Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Briccs] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. CHAvEz] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Bynp! is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, hay- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Typ1ncs] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to par- 
ticipate in the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Brivces] is necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART] and the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. ROBERTSON] are absent by leave of 
the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa | Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
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ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. . 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty 
Senators having answered to their names, 
a quorum is present. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. TOBEY.. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be absent 
from the Senate until some time about 
the middle of next week. It is imperative 
that I be absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, at the 
conclusion of today’s session I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may be absent for 
the following week. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr, President, I ask 
consent to be absent from the Senate for 
1 week. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were com- 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUS™ 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 


S. 162. An act for the relief of Walter S. 
Faulkner; 

S. 496. An act to make it a criminal of- 
fense for certain escaped convicts to travel 
from one State to another; 

S. 1235. An act to authorize the use of the 
funds of any tribe of Indians for insurance 
premiums; 

S. 1549. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Duane N. Thompson; 

S. 1561. An act to amend the act entitled 
“Compensation for injury, death, or deten- 
tion of employees of contractors with pe 
United States outside the United States,” 
amended, for the purpose of making the 100- 
percent earning provisions effective as of 
January 1, 1942; 

S. 1573. An act for the relief of James H. 
Wilkinson; 

S. 1640. An act to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by the United States of certain real 
property in the District of Columbia; 

S.1674. An act for the relief of Michael 
Joseph Bennett, a minor; 

S. 1731. An act for the relief of Lester A. 
Dessez; 

5.1751. An act for the relief of Wayne 
Parker; 


5.1880. An act for the relief of the Crosby 


Yacht Building & Storage Co., Inc.; 


S. 1910. An act for the relief of George D. 


King: 

S. 2036. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State of Rhode Island to 
construct, maintain, and operate a free high- 
way bridge across the Sakonnet River be- 
tween the towns of Tiverton and Portsmouth 
in Newport County, R. I.; 

S. 2247. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims against the United 
States caused by vessels of the Navy or in the 
naval service, or for towage or salvage serv- 
ices to such vessels, and for other purposes; 
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S. 2253. An act to further amend the act 
of January 16, 1936, as amended, entitled “An 
act to provide for the retirement and retire- 
ment annuities of civilian members of the 
teaching staff at the United States Naval 
Academy and the Postgraduate School, United 
States Naval Academy”; 

S. 2259. An act to amend the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Act of 1946, for the purpose 
of making a clerical correction; 

S. 2260. An act for the relief of Roy M. 
Davidson; 

S. 2349. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims for damages to 
property under the jurisdiction of the Navy 
Department, and for other purposes; 

S. 2369. An act for the relief of Col. S. V. 
Constant, General Staff Corps; and 

S. 2405. An act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes. 


The message notified the Senate that 
Mr, DuruaM, of North Carolina, had been 
appointed a manager on the part of the 
House at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the- two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill 
(S. 1717) entitled “An act for the devel- 
opment and control of atomic energy,” 
vice Mr. Brooxs, of Louisiana, excused. 

The message also announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendments to 
the bill (S. 1°53) to enable debtor rail- 
road corporations expeditiously to effec- 
tuate reorganizations of their financial 
structure; to alter or modify their finan- 
cial obligations; and for other purposes, 
disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Sumners of Texas, 
Mr. Hosss, Mr. GORSKI, Mr. REED of Illi- 
nois, and Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
783) for the relief of Karl E. Bond; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. FERNANDEZ, Mr. 
HEDRICK, and Mr. JENNINGS were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 


LEGISLATION PASSED BY LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL OF 
St. THOMAS AND ST. JOHN, V. I. 


A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a copy of leg- 
islation passed by the Municipal Council of 
St. Thomas and St. John, V. I. (with an ac- 
companying paper); to ‘the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Affairs. 


REPORT ON COST OF PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBU- 
TION OF FISH ON PACIFIC COAST 


A letter from the Chairman of the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission, transmitting a re- 
port of that Commission entitled “Distribu- 
tion Methods and Costs, Part IX: Cost of 
Production and Distribution of Fish on the 
Pacific Coast” (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, 

AUDIT Report OF UNITED STATES SPRUCE 

PRODUCTION CORPORATION 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an audit report of the United States 
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Spruce Production Corporation for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1945 (with an accompa- 
nying report); to the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments. 


REPORT OF RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE ConronA- 
TION ON SMALL BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 


A letter from the Chairman of the Board 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the bimonth- 
ly report of that Corporation's small busi- 
ness activities during the period April 1 
through May 31, 1946 (with an accompany- 
ing report); to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 


PETITION 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a resolution adopted by 
the City Council of the City of Boston, 
Mass., praying for the enactment of the 
bill (S. 1592) to establish a national 
housing policy and provide for its execu- 
tion, which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: > 

By Mr. HUFFMAN, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

S. 2378. A bill to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1829). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 

S. 2318. A bill to amend the act of May 
11, 1938, for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River, and for 
other. purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1837). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Distriet of Columbia: 

S. 2374. A bill authorizing the appoint- 

ment of three additional judges of the mu- 
nicipal court for the District of Columbia, 
prescribing the qualifications of appointees 
to the municipal court and the municipal 
court of appeals, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1838). 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the 
Committee on Finance: 

S. 2477. A bill to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for vet- 
erans, and for other purposes; withogt 
amendment (Rept. No. 1840). 

By Mr. MILLIKIN, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

H.R. 2377. A bill to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
one-hundredth anniversary of the admission 
of Iowa into the Union as a State; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1841). 

By Mr. HART, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

H. R. 6030. A bill to amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, so as to 
improve international collaboration with re- 
spect to meteorology; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1842). 

By Mr, RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

H. R. 6932. A bill to provide for further re- 
search into basic laws and principles relat- 
ing to agriculture and to improve and facili- 
tate the marketing and distribution of agri- 
cultural products; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1843). 

By Mr. WHEELER, from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs: 

H. R. 4114, A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell certain land of Alice 
Scott White on the Crow Indian Reservation, 
Mont.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1844). 

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE, from the Commit- 
tee on Indian Affairs: 
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H. R. 6141. A bill to provide funds for co- 
operation with the school board of Hunter 
school district for the construction and equip- 
ment of a new school building in the town 
of Hunter, Sawyer County, Wis., to be avail- 
able to both Indian and non-Indian children; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1845). 

By Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

S. J. Res. 181. Joint resolution to authorize 
the Secretary of the Treasury to render fi- 
nancial aid to the Republic of the Philippines, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No, 1846). 

By Mr. RADCLIFFE, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 5 

S. 2236. A bill providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1847); 

H. R. 1519. A bill relating to marine insur- 
ance in the case of certain employees of the 
War Department who suffered death, injury, 
or other casualty prior to April 23, 1943, as 
a result of marine risks; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1848); and 

H. R. 3973. A bill to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide reemployment rights 
for persons who leave their positions to serve 
in the merchant marine, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162), 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1849). 

By Mr. BILBO, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia: 

S. 2479. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1850); and 

H. R. 5756. A bill for the retirement of pub- 
lic-school teachers in the District of Colum- 
bia; without amendment (Rept. No. 1851). 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs: 

§. 2480, A bill authorizing the appointment 
of Robert Sprague Beightler as permanent 
brigadier general of the line of the Regular 
Atmy; without amendment (Rept. No. 1852). 


REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 


Mr. BARKLEY, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu- 
tive Papers, to which was referred for ex- 
amination and recommendation a list of 
records transmitted to the Senate by the 
Archivist of the United States that ap- 
peared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, submitted a report 
thereon pursuant to law. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. GUFFEY, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

George H. Taylor, of Pennsylvania, to be a 
member of the Advisory Board, Office of War 
Mobilization and Reconversion, vice O. Max 
Gardner. 

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 
Naval Affairs: 

Sundry officers for appointment in the 
United States Marine Corps. 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Richard Seymour Rodney, of Delaware, to 
be United States district Judge for the dis- 
trict of Delaware. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were in- 
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
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unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 
By Mr. THOMAS of Utah: 

S. 2481. A bill to establish the Army Nurse 
Corps, the Dietitian Corps, the Physical 
Therapist Corps, and the Occupational Ther- 
apist Corps in the medical dep: rtment of the 
Regular Army and in the Officers Reserve 
Corps, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

(Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. Murray, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. TAY- 
LOR, Mr. Krcore, and Mr. Younc) intro- 
duced Senate bill 2482, to establish a con- 
sistent and coordinated antimonopoly pro- 
gram, prevent or eliminate monopoly and 
monopolistic practices, and protect the pub- 
lic interest, wherever necessary, through ef- 
fective methods of public control over mo- 
nopoly and monopolistic practices, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, and appears under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 

S. 2483. A bill to amend section 23 of the 
Internal Revenue Code to permit deductions 
from gross income: by corporations that turn 
over their facilities for a period of time to 
veterans’ organizations; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. GREEN: 

S. 2484, A bill to provide annuities under 
section 1 (e) of the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to certain 
officers and employees under the age of 55; 
to the Committee on Civil Service. 

(Mr. WALSH introduced Senate bill 2485, 
to increase the subsistence allowances for 
veterans receiving educational benefits under 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, 
as amended, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, and appears under a 
separate heading.) 

By Mr. WHERRY: 

S. 2486. A bill to provide for the relief of 
Mr. Eric Seddon; to the Committee on Im- 
migration. 

By Mr. MURRAY: 

S. 2487. A bill for the relief of H. C. Bier- 
ing; to the Committee on Claims. 

(Mr. MURRAY (for himself and Mr. Morse) 
introduced Senate Jcint Resolution 182, to 
authorize the Bureau of Labor Statistics to 
collect price and rent information in addi- 
tional cities and at more frequent intervals, 
and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Education and Labor, 
and appears under a separate heading.) 


SUBSISTENCE ALLOWANCES FOR VETER- 
ANS RECEIVING EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap- 
propriate reference a bill to increase the 
subsistence allowances for veterans re- 
ceiving educational benefits under the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, 
as amended, and I request that a state- 
ment by me explaining the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the bill will be received 
and appropriately referred, and the 
statement presented by the Senator from 
Massachusetts will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2485) to increase the sub- 
sistence allowances for veterans receiv- 
ing educational benefits under the Serv- 
icemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The statement presented by Mr. WALSH 
is as follows: 

At the request of veterans who are in edu- 
cational institutions under the GI bill, I am 
introducing in the Senate today a bill to 
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amend the GI bill of rights to provide for a 
$25 increase in the monthly subsistence al- 
lowance for veterans attending college under 
the GI bill. Should the bill giving terminal 
leave to the veterans be passed, providing for 
a cash payment, instead of in bonds, the 
increase sought in the bill would not be so 
necessary and urgent at this time. 

In pointing out the need for the $25 in- 
crease, typical student budgets indicate that 
$45 a month is required for meals and an 
average of $30 a month or more for room rent. 
Thus, in paying for only room and meals, the 
average student has already exceeded his 
subsistence allowance by $10 or more. In 
addition, of course, the student must meet 
the costs of laundry, clothing, haircuts, 
transportation, recreation, and numerous in- 
cidentals. The problem is even more acute 
with respect to married veteran Students and 
their families. 

Part-time jobs would give relief, but part- 
time jobs for students are difficult to find. 
Moreover, part-time jobs are affecting the 
scholastic work of many veteran students 
who are taking intensified speed-up courses. 

Reports indicate that many students are 
becoming discouraged because of their finan- 
cial status. I am of the opinion that, if many 
of these promising students and potential 
leaders are forced to give up their education, 
the cost to the country in wasted talent 
would be immeasurable. 


COLLECTION OF PRICE AND RENT IN- 


FORMATION BY BUREAU OF LABOR 
STATISTICS 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from Oregon IMr. 
Morse] and myself, I ask unanimous 
consent to introduce a joint resolution 
and make a brief statement explaining it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the joint res- 
olution (S. J. Res. 182) to authorize the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics to collect price 
and rent information in additional cities 
and at more frequent intervals, and for 
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Mur- 
RAY (for himself and Mr. Morse), was 
received, read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, aside 
from the war itself, no problem with 
which the Nation has been confronted 
has been of greater concern to the Amer- 
ican people and the Congress than the 
regulation and control of prices and 
their effect upon our economy. This is 
only natural since, like the war, it affects 
each and every individual in the Nation. 

The cost of living and the changes in 
the prices of commodities have been 
front-page news for the past few months. 
The people are extremely concerned as 
to the facts. However, there has been 
much controversy as to what the facts 
really are. There is even more contro- 


- versy as to what will happen to prices in 


the future. The people are entitled to 
the best current and reliable information 
on this very important subject. The one 
agency in the Government that can do 
the job is the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
in the United States Department of 
Labor. 

Time and time again widely recog- 
nized experts and scholarly organiza- 
tions and the public generally have 
praised the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
for its impartiality and efficiency in re- 
porting accurately the economic data 
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with which the Nation is so vitally con- 
cerned. It is therefore unnecessary for 
me to detail why the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics can be relied upon to do the 
job as it should and must be done. 

During this emergency the demand 
upon the Bureau has been extremely 
heavy. Not only has it issued its regu- 
lar indexes of basic commodities daily 
and of wholesale prices weekly, but it 
has also obtained telegraphic reports on 
food prices for 15 foods in 12 large cities 
and made them available within 48 
hours. However, all of us recognize that 
12 large cities cannot at this time be 
typical of the whole United States. They 
are certainly not typical of what has 
happened in small towns, Ata time like 
this, it is especially important to know 
about many cities, not just a few, be- 
cause practices have been very different 
in different parts of the country. I am 
informed that this service cannot be 
maintained much longer without severe 
delay to two other important reports 
which the Bureau is providing to the 
country, namely, the regular monthly 
consumers’ price index—which gives the 
picture of the price rise for the whole 
family budget—and the estimates of the 
dollar cost of living for a workingman's 
family now in preparation. For some 
time at least it will be very important to 
have these prompt weekly reports on food 
prices from more cities than the Bu- 
reau’s present program provides, and in 
my opinion the Congress’ wish should be 
clearly expressed that these facts are de- 
sired, 

There is another very serious aspect of 
the situation about which the public will 
need facts in the coming months, and 
that is rents. Information on rents also 
is collected only by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. It is available for a limited 
group of only 34 large cities—not for any 
small- or medium-sized towns on a cur- 
rent basis—and this information, be- 
cause of continued rent control over a 
long period, has been collected only twice 
a year. A partial survey for August 
rather than September is now planned. 
Therefore, it will be another 4 months 
before any other rent surveys will be 
made. It is of the utmost importance 
for us all to have up-to-the-minute re- 
ports on the rents charged the Ameri- 
can public. 

On behalf of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr, Morse] and myself, I am therefore 
introducing a joint resolution authoriz- 
the appropriation of $250,000 to enable 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics to carry 
on the studies required for the emer- 
gency period. This will enable the Bu- 
reau to incur a deficiency for which we 
can make an appropriation in the next 
session of Congress. 

AMENDMENT OF FIRST WAR POWERS 

ACT, 1941—AMENDMENT 

Mr. WALSH submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (S. 2378) to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 
AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE— 

AMENDMENT 

Mr. FULBRIGHT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and ordered to be printed. 


PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT ON 
GREAT LAKES TO HUDSON RIVER 
WATERWAY (S. DOC. NO. 252) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a report dated April 14, 
1942, from the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, together with accompany- 
ing papers and an illustration, on a re- 
view of the report on the Great Lakes to 
Hudson River Waterway, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce 
and be printed as a Senate document, 
with an illustration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS ON 
NEWARK BAY, N. J. (S. DOC. NO. 250) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a report dated May 20, 1942, 
from the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, together with accompany- 
ing papers and an illustration, on a re- 
view of reports on Newark Bay, N. J., 
with a view to determining whether 
or not deepening of the channel in the 
bay between Kill van Kull and the city 
docks of Newark is advisable, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce 
and be printed as a Senate document, 
with an illustration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PRINTING OF LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT 

(S. DOC. NO. 248) 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, some 
months ago there was passed by both 
Houses and signed by the President what 
is known as the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act (Public Law 404, 79th Cong.). 
The American Bar Association and the 
entire bar of the country are very anxious 
to have copies of this law. Copies, when 
produced, will be sold at 50 cents each, 
so we know that the sales will more than 
pay for printing. I therefore ask that 
the manuscript, which is the act to- 
gether with the legislative history there- 
of, be printed as a Senate document. 
Copies may be purchased from the 
Superintendent of Documents, Govern- 
ment Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 
at 50 cents per copy. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

LIGHT ON THE MEXICAN WATER TREATY 

FROM RATIFICATION PROCEEDINGS IN 

MEXICO (S. DOC. NO. 249) 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a report to the 
Colorado River Water Users’ Association, 
February 11, 1946, Salt Lake City, Utah, 
by Northcutt Ely, Washington, D. C., en- 
titled “Light on the Mexican Water 
Treaty From the Ratification Proceed- 
ings in Mexico,” be printed as a Senate 
document, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS ON 
THE MIAMI (FLA.) HARBOR (S. DOC. 
NO. 251) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a report dated June 24, 1942, 
from the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, together with accompany- 
ing papers, on a review of reports on 
Miami Harbor, Fla., with a view to de- 
termining the advisability of additional 
improvements in the interest of air com- 
merce and national defense, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce 
and be printed as a Senate document, 
with illustrations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


THE CONSTITUTION, DEMOCRACY, AND 
LABOR—STATEMENT FROM THE CON- 
NECTICUT ECONOMIC COUNCIL 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, the last 
time the railroads were particularly in 
our minds was in connection with a very 
paralyzing transportation strike. Much 
has been said about the right to strike, 
and in connection with that question I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp the Fortnightly Letter of 
the Connecticut Economic Council, which 
has a bearing on that question. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

THE CONSTITUTION, DEMOCRACY, AND LABOR 


There is no simple cure for the recurrent 
wave of strikes which have recently been 
afflicting our Nation. This cure can only be 
found by resting it upon the spirit as well as 
the letter of our democratic ideals and Con- 
stitution, 

The founders of our Nation set up in the 
Constitution a trio of checks and balances by 
which they hoped to control the political 
power of government, There was nothing 
our founders feared more than unlimited or 
totalitarian power. 


Congress was to be a check upon the power 
of the President, the President upon that of 
Congress, and the Supreme Court upon that 
of both. Throughout our 165 years of his- 
tory, these checks on th: three independent 
branches of the Government have worked, in 
the main, effectively. These curbs, plus the 
Bill of Rights added to the Constitution, were 
thought to be all that was necessary to 
restrain the Government from imperiling the 
public welfare. 

Our recent experiences have proved the 
contrary. The development of powerful po- 
litical parties with their political machines 
and of pressure groups with huge political 
funds has made it possible to control the 
electorate, so that minorities have come to 
exercise an unlimited balance of power. They 
have shown themselves able to overrule both 
the President and Congress and, through the 
President's power of appointment, to control 
the Supreme Court. How, then, are we going 
to devise a political curb which will effective- 
ly restrain these minorities from becoming 
the oppressors of all of the people? Our re- 
spect for justice has been so lowered as to 
give to certain pressure groups the power to 
impose monopolies and agreements in re- 
straint of trade upon the whole people to the 
complete disruption of our way of life. 

The recent crippling strikes, as is recog- 
nized by all, were not really strikes against 
management, capital, or government. They 
were assaults against the public which so 
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imperiled the health, safety, and welfare of 


the people as to create one of the gravest 


political crises we have been confronted with. 
It is plain that this condition has resulted 
in a denial of the very foundation of our 
Constitution—equal justice for all. This 
inequality must be removed if we are to avoid 
national disaster and chaos. 

Superficial cures hastily applied to the 
symptoms of a disease are generally found 
to be as disastrous in their results as the 
evils they seek tocure. We must get down to 
the underlying causes. What are they? 

Democracy is based upon a conviction of 
the worth of every human being and of his 
right to determine his own future and to 
choose his own course of action, provided 
only, and this is most important, that he 
shall not injure his fellow citizens. Democ- 
racy must guarantee the right of every indi- 
vidual to choose his own job; to lead his own 
life; to elect his own magistrates and gov- 
ernors; to have a part in the passage of the 
laws which they administer; and to secure 
such equal justice as the courts will enforce 
for the protection of all. Herein is the very 
ABC of democracy. It is the basis of our 
political faith. We must continue to fight 
for it. But we must never forget that the 
blessings of freedom which Gemocracy has 
given to individuals must be so limited as 
to do no injury to the community at large. 
This is not only of the essence of democracy, 
but of the essence of religion and morality, 
Democracy, like an individual, must recog- 
nize the moral law as its guide. While af- 
fording the highest degree of personal lib- 
erty, it must provide the highest degree of 
protection to all in the enjoyment of that 
liberty. 

We all agree that a constitutional democ- 
racy must survive in America. How, then, 
can unionism conform with the principles of 
our democratic Constitution? It is frequent- 
ly proclaimed by labor leaders that any limi- 
tation upon the right to strike is a violation 
of the Constitution and will result in a con- 
dition of labor peonage and slavery. We as- 
sume that the claim of unconstitutionality 
refers to that article of the Constitution 
covering involuntary servitude.* 

None of the amendments proposed to the 
Wagner Act nor the recent Case bill denies 
the right of anyone as an individual to work 
or not to work as he pleases. Why not turn 
the argument around and assert that the 
right to strike constitutes a flat denial of 
liberty, in that it undertakes to prevent great 
numbers of individuals from working? Re- 
cent strikes are obviously an attempt on the 
part of unions to prevent hundreds of thou- 
sands from working. If that is not a viola- 
tion of the Constitution, a limitation on the 
right to strike is not a violation. 

There is no inalienable right to strike or 
to do anything else. The Government has 
recognized that under certain conditions 
strikes are legal. Equally the Government 
has the right to limit this right to strike or 
to lock out, when the conditions are such as 
to do an injury to the public interest and the 
life and welfare of us all. There can be no 
valid claim that a limitation in the general 
interest on the right to strike is a violation 
of the Constitution. On the other hand, it 
can be forcibly argued that the establishment 
of the closed shop, which denies the right 
to work to any but members in good standing 
of a union, is a plain violation of the Consti- 
tution, in that it deprives a man of his prop- 
erty in the wages earned by his labor. 


1 Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, 
except as punishment for crime whereof the 
parties shall have been duly convicted, shall 
exist in the United States or any place subject 
to their jurisdiction (amendment 13). 

Constitutional amendment No. 5: “No 
person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law.” 
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The Wagner Act, the Anti-Picketing and 
Anti-Injunction Acts, must be so amended 
as to protect the property rights of the Gov- 
ernment, of the employers, of labor, and of 
nonunion members, from being invaded and 
put to loss contrary to the spirit and letter 
of our Constitution. This applies even more 
vitally to the protection of persons than to 
that of property. 

Our recent experience has proved that 
strikes on the part of monopolistic labor 
unions result in more economic injustice to 
labor as a whole than to any other class of 
our people. 

THE Connecticut Economic COUNCIL, 
UNIFICATION OF THE ARMED SERVICES— 
EDITORIAL FROM THE WASHINGTON 
POST 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the Recorp, as part of my remarks, 
an editorial appearing in this morn- 
ing’s Washington Post concerning the 
unification of the armed services. 

It is generally known by all Senators 
that the Military Affairs Committee and 
a special committee of that committee, 
consisting of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL], the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. Ausrixl, and myself, have for 
months been working on a unification 
bill, that such a bill has been reported 
and is on the Senate Calendar, and that 
suggested amendments growing out of 
the President’s recommendations are also 
available to us whenever the Senate gives 
its permission for us to consider the bill. 
I say that because, in fairness to every- 
one, it should be stated that our com- 
mittees are not behind schedule and are 
ready to act. 

That unification will ultimately come 
in our country is a certainty, in my opin- 
ion. Yesterday the House of Represent- 
atives accepted the unification of Com- 
mittees on Armed Services. The Pearl 
Harbor Investigation Committee, as the 
editorial states, has made it plain that 
unity in the administration is essential. 
The recommendation of the Special 
Committee on the Effects of Bombing of 
Enemy Lands draws the same conclu- 
sion. If, for example, the Air Forces had 
no place in the atomic-bomb experiment 
but had to be included because of rivalry 
between commands, we have another 
startling incident that division of com- 
mand is costly. 

Mr. President, this is no time to argue 
the point and to get into controversy 
over it, but out of fairness to those who 
have worked hard but who, on account 
of pressure of other important business, 
find it impossible to get the right-of-way 
i this much at least should be 
said. 

Irepeat, Mr. President, my unanimous- 
consent request that the editorial be 
made part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MERGER NOW 

Any regard for the Nation's security would 
keep Members of Congress in town till action 
had been taken on the Army and Navy 
merger bill. The latest spur is furnished by 
the majority report of the joint committee 
set up to investigate the Pearl Harbor dis- 
aster. Unfortunately, however, the majority, 
in a yerbose 250,000-word report, did not spell 
out the sum total of their recommendations. 
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All the 25 “supervisory, administrative, and 
organizational deficiencies” which are held to 
require correction add up to one basic need, 
viz, unification. They have to do with hu- 
man frailties, but all of them could be traced 
to traditional loyalties to department or 
branch springing from the separation and 
competition of the armed services. Why the 
majority did not advocate the over-all reform 
specifically instead of allowing it to arise out 
of the report is beyond our comprehension. 
The neglect leaves the recommendations up 
in the air, as, for instance, when the commit- 
tee proposes “immediate action be taken to 
insure that unity of command is imposed at 
all military and naval outposts.” 

How is it possible to have unity of com- 
mand in the field and divided command at 
home? This is a question which is much 
more intriguing than the question which, 
the majority members say, intrigued them, 
Why was it possible for a Pearl Harbor to 
occur? No matter what machinery is set up 
outside Washington, division at the top is 
bound to reappear all the way down the line, 
if only out of personal or service loyalty. 
There would be the same lack of intercom- 
munication which frustrated service relations 
before Pearl Harbor and brought about dis- 
aster. It is to end this sort of thing that the 
single department bill has been proposed. 
The reform is held up mainly by a moss- 
backed clinging to tradition on the part of 
Congress, aided and abetted by the disincli- 
nation to change which is part of the human 
equation. 

These obstacles have proved insurmount- 
able for the last 30 years. Twenty years be- 
fore Pearl Harbor, Billy Mitchell, encounter- 
ing precisely the same situation of non- 
coordination at Pear] Harbor that the Japa- 
nese encountered, told a congressional com- 
mittee, “I have never seen anything like it.” 
A unified command in Hawaii, in Mitchell's 
opinion, was the first step to general unifica- 
tion. Congress was so impressed by 
Mitchell’s warnings that it almost enacted 
reform. President Harding, thinking the step 
was coming, had the appointees ready for a 
single department of defense. Indeed, it is 
said that John W. Wecks and Edwin Denby 
had accepted appointments as Under Secre- 
taries in the combined department. But the 
change never came off. The reason was that 
the brass hats, appalled over the ey ote 
overturn of their vested interests, threatened 
to resign, and Congress lacked the courage 
to apply the counsel of common sense that 
Billy Mitchell provided. 

The disaster that Billy Mitchell envisaged 
as the result of lack of coordination duly 
occurred. And the Pearl Harbor Committee, 
both in the majority and minority reports, 
duly apportions the blame among the men 
upon whom the Nation relies for its security. 
The report, however, says not a word about 
the failure of Congress, in the face of such 
warnings as Mitchell gave, to change the 
divisive organization in which our command- 
ers operate. But the legislative arm cannot 
escape some responsibility. And now, with 
the lessons of Pearl Harbor so clear that the 
most distinguished voices in the armed serv- 
ices have joined that of the departed Mitchell, 
action is required primarily from Congress to 
put those lessons into effect. Our security 
cannot afford any more procrastination. The 
state of armed peace which is now our con- 
dition requires a streamlining of our na- 
tional defense system which the merger bill 
affords, It must be top-to-bottom reorgani- 
zation. “Since the basic principle of success 
in war is unity of command under leaders 
trained in, and selected for their knowledge 
and skill in, the use of all arms,” says an 
officer who is both a sailor and a statesman, 
Admiral H. E. Yarnell, “it seems logical to 
assume that there should be the same unity 
in the military departments and general staffs 
of the Government.” The onus is upon Con- 
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gress to put our security ahead of the kind of 
treditions which are simply the safeguards 
of vested interests. 


OPERATING SUBSIDIES AND CONSTRUC- 
TION LOANS AWARDED BY UNITED 
STATES SHIPPING BOARD 


[Mr. McKELLAR asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the Recorp a state- 
ment entitled “An Index to Certain Mat- 
ters Bearing on Operating Subsidies and 
Construction Loans, Awarded by the United 
States Shipping Board Under the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1928,” which appears in the 
Appendix. 


TRANSFER OF JEWISH REFUGEES— 
ADDRESS BY EARL G. HARRISON 


[Mr. VANDENBERG asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the Recorp an ad- 
dress entitled Unfinished Business,” by 
Earl G. Harrison, dean of the law school of 
the University of Pennsylvania and United 
States representative on the Intergovern- 
mental Committee on Refugees, at Detroit, 
Mich., on July 10, 1946, which appears in the 
Appendix. } 


NEED FOR CONSTRUCTIVE STATESMAN- 
SHIP IN WASHINGTON—ADDRESS BY 
LOUIS JOHNSON 


- [Mr. TUNNELL asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp excerpts from 
an address delivered by Hon. Louis Johnson 
before the Thomas Jefferson Club of Wood 
County, at Parkersburg, W. Va., on April 13, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


EQUAL RIGHTS—EDITORIAL FROM 
WASHINGTON POST 


Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an. editorial 
entitled “Equal Rights,” published in the 
Washington Post of July 21, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 

TERMINAL PAY FOR ENLISTED MEN— 

EDITORIAL FROM THE BOSTON POST 


Mr. WALSH asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Treat All Alike,” published in the 
Boston Post of date July 25, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR MURDOCK BEFORE 
LIBERAL PARTY OF NEW YORK CITY 
[Mr. MURDOCK asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the Recorp an address de- 

livered by him before the Liberal Party of 

New York City, June 5, bi sa which appears 

in the Appendix.] 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HOSPITAL 
CENTER 


Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I ask the 
Chair to lay before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Represent- 
atives to Senate bill 223. 
` The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
223) to provide for the establishment of 
a modern, adequate, and efficient hospi- 
tal center in the District of Columbia, 
which was to strike out all after the en- 
acting clause and insert: 

That in order to provide more adequate 
hospital facilities in the District of Columbia 
the Federal Works Administrator is author- 
ized to acquire land and construct buildings 
and to these ends is empowered: 

(a) to acquire prior to the approval of title 
by the Attorney General (without regard to 
secs. 1136, as amended, and 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes) improved or unimproved 
lands or interests in lands in the District 
of Columbia by purchase, donation, exchange, 
or condemnation (including proceedings un- 
der the acts of August 1, 1888 (25 Stat. 357), 
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March 1, 1929 (45 Stat. 1415), and February 
26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421)), for such hospital 
facilities; 

(b) by contract or otherwise (without re- 
gard to secs. 1136, as amended, and 3709 
of the Reviséd Statutes, and sec. 322 of 
the act of June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 412)), prior 
to approval of title by the Attorney General, 
to make surveys and investigations, to plan, 
design, and construct hospital facilities in the 
District of Columbia on lands or interests 
in lands acquired under the provisions of 
subsection (a) hereof or on other lands of 
the United States which may be available 
(the transfers of which for this purpose by 
the Federal agency having jurisdiction there- 
of are hereby authorized notwithstanding 
any other provision of law), provide proper 
approaches thereto, utilities, and procure 
necessary materials, supplies, articles, equip- 
ment, and machinery, and do all things in 
connection therewith to carry out the pro- 
visions of this act; and 

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, whether relating to the acquisi- 
tion, handling, or disposal of real or other 
property by the United States or to other 
matters, the Federal Works Administrator, 
with respect to any hospital facilities ac- 
quired or constructed under the provisions 
of this act, is authorized to enter into leases 
with private agencies for the operation and 
maintenance of such hospital facilities or 
usable separable portions thereof upon such 
terms, including the period of any such 
leases, annual rentals, provision for joint use 
of facilities, provisions for operation, main- 
tenance, repair, and replacement of buildings, 
equipment, machinery, and furnishings and 
appropriate security to assure the perform- 
ance of any such leases, and to sell for cash 
or credit or to convey in exchange for other 
properties any such hospital facilities or us- 
able separable portion thereof to private 
agencies on such terms as may be deemed by 
the Administrator to be in the public in- 
terest: Provided, That all hospitals partici- 
pating in such center shall be required either 
to convey to the Government, free and clear 
of all incumbrance, the land and buildings 
now held by them or to sell the same at 
such prices as is agreed to and approved by 
the Federal Works Administrator and to pay 
the proceeds thereof to the Government at 
the option of the Federal Works Agency. 

Sec. 3. In carrying out the purposes of this 
act, the Federal Works Administrator shail 
provide a hospital center of such size and 
design as he shall deem feasible and econom- 
ical of operation. 

Sec. 4. In carrying out the provisions of 


this act the Federal Works Administrator is 


authorized to utilize the services of or to act 
through the United States Public Health 
Service in the Federal Security Agency, the 
Federal Works Agency, and any other depart- 
ment or agency of the United States, and any 
funds appropriated pursuant to this act 
shall be available for transfer to such depart- 
ment or agency in reimbursement thereof. 

Sec. 5. Thirty percent of the net amount ex- 
pended by the Federal Works Administrator 
under this act shall be charged against the 
District of Columbia and shall be repaid to 
the Government by the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia at such times and in 
such amounts, without interest, as the Con- 
gress shall hereafter determine. The Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall be entitled to 30 per- 
cent of the sale price of any of the properties 
sold by the Federal Works Administrator 
under section 2 of this act, other than prop- 
erties the value of which is deducted from the 
gross amount expended to determine the net 
amount upon which the 30 percent to be 
charged against the District of Columbia is 
computed, and the District of Columbia shall 
also be entitled to receive 30 percent of any 


rentals received from the leasing of any of 
the hospital facilities acquired or constructed 
“by the Federal Works Administrator under 


‘District of Columbia. 
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this act. The amounts which may be due the 
District hereunder shall be credited on the 
amount owed the Government by the District 
of Columbia until such obligation of the Dis- 
trict is discharged in full. 

Sec. 6. For carrying out the purposes of 
this act, including administrative expenses, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
during the period ending June 30, 1952, the 
sum of $35,000,000 to be appropriated at such 
times and in such amounts as the Congress 
shall determine. 


Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I may say 
that, in order to obtain unanimous con- 
sent on this matter, I referred it to the 
District of Columbia Committee that 
handled it originally, and, after a full 
hearing, it was the opinion of the com- 
mittee, possibly with the exception of 
one Senator, who I do not think now 
objects, that I should move that the 
Senate concur in the House amendment. 
I now make that motion. 

Mr. WHITE: Mr. President, I desire 
to understand the situation a little more 
clearly. This is the hospital bill for the 
District of Columbia, so-called, is it not? 

Mr. BILBO. It is. 

Mr. WHITE. And it comes back to 
the Senate with a House amendment? 

Mr. BILBO. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator is not pro- 
posing to ask for a conference? 

Mr. BILBO. No. 

Mr. WHITE. But is asking that the 
Senate concur in the House amendment. 

Mr. BILBO. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE. I think there is some op- 
position, though I ain not sure. s 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, let me say that I have 
just been in conference with the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi and 
other members of the committee. We 
have discussed this matter, and have 
heard from various authorities in the 
So far as I am 
concerned, the questions I raised as to 
the difference between the biils have been 
answered satisfactorily. and I join with 
the distinguished Senator from Missis- 
sippi, the chairman of the committee, 
in asking that the House amendment 


be concurred in. 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I took 
occasion to consult with the minority 


members of the District of Columbia 
Committee about this matter, and I 


found only two—I think, perhaps, I 


‘should say only one, who had any real 


question about it, and that one was the 
Senator from New Jersey. If the Sena- 
tor is now satisfied, personally I have 
no objection. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 


‘question is on the motion of the Sena- 


tor from Mississippi that the Senate con- 


‘cur in the House amendment. 


The motion was agreed to. 


A PROGRAM FOR AMERICAN ATOMIC 
DEFENSE 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, we are 
so deeply mired in a vast number of im- 
portant domestic issues that I think we 
may be losing sight of what I feel can 
be the most significant American front 
of all—American defense in this atomic 
age. 

In recent months, since our resounding 
victory over the Axis, our vigilance has 
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dropped, and I feel that we may be un- 
wittingly inviting another Pearl Harbor. 
Everywhere there is to be seen a certain 
smugness over our simple, temporary pos- 
session of the secrets of the atomic bomb. 
It rivals the smugness that we felt before 
December 7, 1941, when we were actually 
asleep at the switch, as I believe we 
are now, without knowing it. 
ATOMIC DEVELOPMENTS 


On Wednesday the fifth atomic bomb 
in history was exploded in Bikini Lagoon. 
The same day Mr. Andre Gromyko, 
Soviet representative on the Control 
Committee of the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission, flatly rejected the 
Baruch plan for international control 
of atomic energy. Today, Mr. Gromyko 
is proposing the Russian plan for con- 
trol of atomic energy before the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. President, the Senate, in spite of 
its constitutional right to confirm or re- 
ject by two-thirds vote all treaties en- 
tered into by the President, has actually 
been treated as a fifth wheel in the 
machinery for atomic arrangements. 
The Senate was never consulted on the 
Baruch plan. If Russia had accepted 
that plan and the United Nations had 
subsequently confirmed it, the people of 
the United States would find that an 
ente wedge for the revealing of our 
vital secrets had been driven into Ameri- 
can national defense. This would have 
been done without their Senators having 
had a chance to decide upon this most 
vital issue. 

No doubt the administration leaders 
in the executive branch prefer to play 
a lone hand in atomic arrangements, but 
the American people do not trust any 
single United States representative, no 
matter who he is, or any single member 
of the executive branch, to have com- 
plete charge of their destiny on atomic 
control. 

I therefore renew at this time, with all 
the vigor at my command, my plea for 
the enactment of Senate Resolution 297, 
which I submitted on July 2, 1946, and 
which was referred to the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee. This reso- 
Jution would state the sense of the Sen- 
ate that any arrangement entered into 
by a United States representative re- 
garding international control of atomic 
energy should be considered a treaty, 
which could go into effect only after rati- 
fication by the United States Senate. 

It is well to note, Mr. President, that 
yesterday, the State Department, 
through the President, withdrew from 
the “five freedoms of the air” agree- 
ment written at Chicago. It acknowl- 
edged, in effect, that this agreement, ne- 
gotiated only by executive agreement, 
instead of as a treaty, needed Senate 
ratification for validity. Is a world air 
agreement a treaty while a world atomic 
agreement is not? Of course not. Both 
are treaties and should have Senate con- 
sent or rejection by a two-thirds vote. 

The American people do not want any 
single American to bind us to an atomic 
agreement, particularly while the Senate 
is in recess. The American people de- 
mand that the Senate shall have a voice 
- — writing and approval of an atomic 

reaty. 
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THE RED JIGSAW PUZZLE 


Mr. President, we are playing for 
incalculable stakes in this matter—par- 
ticularly with the Soviet Union. 

I wish to group together some further 
pieces in the “Russian jigsaw puzzle” 
which point, I believe, to the tremendous 
need for our vigilance in this atomic age. 
In doing-so, I am not indulging in scare 
mongering, Red baiting, or witch hunt- 
ing. 

The welfare of our country is very 
dear to me. I point out that in our re- 
lations with the Russians—they with 
their centuries of espionage, of power 
politics or poker politics, we with our 
naiveté, our gullibility, our openness—we 
have been acting like unsuspecting chil- 
dren. 

It is merely stating facts when I say 
that two worlds are today in ideological 
conflict—the Russian world of dictator- 
ship and the American world of freedom. 
Russia with her new strength, her new 
vitality, her tightly integrated races as a 
result of her victory in the war, has 
shown her fanatical devotion to the idea 
of world communism. She has an inter- 
national intelligence service which 
makes our own inadequately equipped, 
underpaid, undermanned Service look 
like a toy bunch of junior G-men. 
Our great public servants such as J. 
Edgar Hoover have been denied the op- 
portunity to develop an intelligence serv- 
ice which would make ours the match of 
any in the world. 

Let me point out a few pieces of the 
Russian jigsaw puzzle. They all add up 
to sinister implications: 

First. The sole Communist member of 
the Canadian Parliament has been con- 
victed of stealing atomic secrets for 
transmittal to Russia. 

Second. On February 20, 1945, the Mos- 
cow radio in a broadcast frankly ad- 
mitted that members of the Russian mil- 
itary staff had obtained secret informa- 
tion in Canada, including data on atomic 
energy and radar. But the broadcast 
said that the information was “of no 
value.” The broadcast further criti- 
cized the Canadians, of all things, for 
indulging in an anti-Russian campaign. 

Third. On March 18, 1946, Mr. Frank 
Waldrop, the eminent writer, wrote in 
the Washington Times-Herald that: 

More than 50 Russian scientists are loose 
right now in a certain laboratory not far 
from Washington, D. C., to learn the very in- 
nermost secrets of our most crucial military 
weapons. 


Mr. Waldrop is not given to exaggera- 
tion. No deyelopment since has refuted 
his report, and indeed it has been con- 
firmed by subsequent facts. Needless to 
say, the Russians have never granted to 
us a similar opportunity to obtain any 
Russian military data. 

Fourth. On July 19, 1946, the War De- 
partment disclosed that it had fired five 
civilian employees at the Aberdeen, Md., 
Ordnance Proving Grounds, main -site 
for testiug top-secret electronic weapons, 
guided missiles, and anti-atom-bomb 
devices. ‘These five employees, four men 
and one woman, were all chemists, poe 
icists or statisticians, and comprised 
cers and members of the United Public 
Workers Association. This is the Com- 
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munist-dominated organization which 
had previously asserted its right to strike 
against the Government. 

Fifth. We know that there are a mini- 
mum of 50,000 formal Communists in 
America. There are, in addition, hun- 
dreds of thousands of others—Reds, 
pinks, and other sympathizers. We know, 
too, that the Communists’ first and 
last devotion is to Mother Russia rather 
than to our own land, just as the Cana- 
dian Communists’ first devotion is ap- 
parently to Russia rather than to Can- 
ada. We may little doubt that this 
Communist fifth column would, given the 
opportunity, be ready, willing, and eager 
to betray vital defense secrets of America 
if these were to go for the offense or 
defense of Russia. 

Mr. President, I repeat, this is not 
witch hunting. These are not scare tac- 
tics. These are the plain, unvarnished 
facts. So what? What are we going to 
do about them? 


PROGRAM FOR AMERICAN DEFENSE 


I submit the following points in an 
American program of atomic defense: 

First. Enact Senate Resolution 297 be- 
fore the Senate recesses so that our de- 
fense secrets are not betrayed by any 
foolhardy plan for international control 
of atomic energy at the present time. 

Second. Insure adequate atomic safe- 
guards in the atomic-energy bill. 

Third. Build an international intelli- 
genee service which is the equal and 
superior to that of any in the world. 

Fourth. Speak, write, and think eter- 
nal vigilance, which is the price of 
liberty. 

Fifth. Test and insure the absolute 
loyalty to our American way of life of - 
United States Government employees. 
The laxity in civil-service loyalty exam- 
ining is shocking. 

Sixth. Impress upon the War and 
Navy Departments the absolute neces- 
sity for forward-thinking planning in- 
stead of backward-thinking planning 
for the most up-to-date scientific and 
technological weapons of offense and 
defense. We need men of Billy Mit- 
chell’s caliber in our Army and our Navy. 

GOVERNMENT DECENTRALIZATION 


In this connection, Mr. President, re- 
cently I inquired of Secretary of War 
Patterson whether the War Department 
had considered the decentralization of 
the War and Navy Departments from 
their congested sites in Washington, 
D; C. 

Just contemplate for one moment 
what would happen if one of the atomic 
bombs should be exploded inside the 
Pentagon Building, in Arlington. With 
one stroke the very brain of American 
military defense would be shattered. 

Iam not revealing any secrets when I 
report that Secretary of War Patterson 
responded as follows: 

WAR DEPARTMENT, 8 
Washington, D. C., July 22, 1946. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator Wir: With further refer- 
ence to your recent letter concerning War 
Department plans for defense of the Nation 
against possible atomic-bomb attack, our 
representatives are collaborating with repre- 
sentatives of the Navy Department on the 
matter and have drawn up in a tentative 
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form a broad defense plan for the United 
States in which defense areas are blocked 
out. These plans, when completed, will be 
presented to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
upon approval, detailed plans for each area 
will be formulated. It is anticipated that 
the plans for the Washington area will in- 
clude the detailed decentralization consid- 
ered necessary for the War and Navy De- 
partments as well as for other governmental 
agencies. 

The plans have not yet progressed to the 
point where definite recommendations have 
been made to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Your considerate interest in this matter 
is appreciated, and I assure you that careful 
attention is being given to decentralization 
of governmental agencies in connection with 
these defense plans. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT P. PATTERSON, 
Secretary of War. 


Mr. President, it seems to me that de- 
centralization of our Government forces 
from Washington, D. C., is absolutely es- 
sential both from a military and a gov- 
ernmental standpoint. However, this, I 
repeat, is but one element of an all-out 
program of atomic defense which we 
must follow. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the Rail- 
road Retirement Acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, last 
evening in the course of the discussion 
relative to the proposed concurrent res- 
olution to be presented subsequent to 
the approval by this body of House bill 
1362, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Mur- 
bock! had the following to say, among 
other things, as is reported at page 10013 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

I wanted to call the Senator's attention 
to the fact that when we had under con- 
sideration the Export-Import Bank bill, the 
Senator from Maryland |Mr. Typrnes] called 
the attention of the Senate to the fact that 
the Philippine Islands should be included 
in the bill. They were not included. A 
concurrent resolution was submitted and 
adopted by the Senate and sent to the House. 
I do not remember whether it was agreed to 
by the House. But I call the attention of 
the Senator from Missouri, if the Senator 
from Kentucky will indulge me, to the fact 
that as he will remember, I objected very 
strenuously, and argued, or expostulated, 
whichever is the right term, to the effect that 
the Congress could not by concurrent resolu- 
tion amend a law nor could it, as was at- 
tempted by Concurrent Resolution 50, amend 
or modify a decision of the court. 


Then there is a further observation by 
the Senator from Utah. 

Then we find that the following re- 
mark was made by the distinguished ma- 
jority leader the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. BARKLEY], as shown on page 10013: 


Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the reference of 
the Senator from Utah to the situation which 
existed when the Senator from Maryland sub- 
mitted the concurrent resolution instruct- 
ing the enrolling clerk to include in the 
bill the Philippine Islands, which had not 
been included in either House. I do not 
recall whether it was done, but I think it 
was. And when the bill went to the Presi- 
dent it carried in it the Philippine Islands 
just as though it had been in the bill when 
it was introduced. 
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Mr. Lucas. Mr. President, I wonder whether 
the Senator sees any difference in what is 
now being attempted to do by employment 
of a concurrent resolution, and what was 
done in the case the Senator from Utah 
speaks of? 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no difference in 
principle, of course. 


Mr. President, I submit it is obvious 
that last evening the Senators who made 
statements in favor of the concurrent 
resolution idea, as illustrated by the ac- 
tion taken by this body in connection 
with the Export-Import Bank bill, were 
treating that action as a precedent; and 
the Senator from Kentucky appreciated, 
and expressed his appreciation of, the 
reference of the Senator from Utah to 
the situation which existed when the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typincs] 
submitted the concurrent resolution in- 
structing the enrolling clerk to include 
in the bill a provision including the 
Philippine Islands. Further, the ma- 
jority leader, in response to the question 
of the Senator from Illinois as to whether 
there was a difference or whether the 
Senator saw any difference, I should 
say, between what is now being at- 
tempted to be done by the employment 
of a concurrent resolution in the case of 
the Railroad Retirement Act and what 
was done in the case mentioned by the 
Senator from Utah, the majority leader 
instantly responded, “There is no differ- 
ence in principle, of course.” 

Mr. President, I think it of impor- 
tance, in view of the reliance thus 
placed last evening both by the Sena- 
tor from Utah and by the majority 
leader, who read the proposed concur- 
rent resolution and argued as to its ad- 
visability and propriety, that we recur for 
a moment to just what did transpire 
with reference to the concurrent resolu- 
tion to which the Senator from Mary- 
land gave his adherence back in July 
1945. 

For that purpose, I call attention first 
to certain portion of the Recorp of July 
20, 1945, beginning at page 7835, where 
it will be observed that the senior Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] called atten- 
tion to the fact that— 

The question occurred to me that the 
pending bill as drafted does not permit 
loans to the Philippine Islands, and I think 
the sponsors of the bill might wish to con- 
sider an amendment to make such loans 
available, although there will be other legis- 
lation, I understand, to assist the Philippine 
Islands, 


A little later in the colloquy the Sena- 
tor from Maryland had this to say: 


Mr. Tyrpincs. I think the Senator’s posi- 
tion is an accurate one with reference to 
the Philippines. It certainly is doubtful 
whether they would be within the purview 
of the act. I have submitted to the Senator 
in charge of the bill an amendment which 
I have asked him to favor, which would re- 
move any doubt about the ability of the Fili- 
pinc; to take advantage of the operations of 
the Export-Import Bank. I agree with the 
Senator that at the present time it is not 
clear whether or not they could come in 
under it. They certainly ought to have as 
much right as any other nation to come in 
under it. 


After that the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] said: 


They have a primary right. If we have 
any obligation abroad, it starts in the Philip- 
pines. 
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Mr. President, I shall not read the re- 
maining portion of the colloquy which 
was participated in by several Senators, 
including the distinguished Senator from 
Utah who spoke last evening. 

I now call attention to page 7847 of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the same date, 
July 20, 1945. Here is what the Senator 
from Maryland had to say: 

A while ago the Senate passed the Export- 
Import Bank bill. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does that indicate 
that the concurrent-resolution idea of 
the Senator from Maryland for making 
a correction came after the bill was 
passed, or before? 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say to the Sen- 
ator that I am not able at the moment 
to answer the question. I shall have to 
search the Recorp further, and I shall 
do that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
believe that it make any difference 
whether the discovery was made before 
or after. 

Mr. DOMNELL. What discovery? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The discovery con- 
cerning the necessity of correcting the 
bill. In other words, if a discovery is 
made of something which should be cor- 
rected before the bill is passed, it must 
be done in the regular way, by amend- 
ment; but if a discovery is made of a 
clerical mistake or something of that 
nature after the bill has been passed, the 
correction might be made by a concur- 
rent resolution, I have in mind an in- 
stance of an enrolled bill being amended 
by a concurrent resolution. On August 
5, 1909, a message was received by the 
House from the Senate transmitting Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 8 authoriz- 
ing the Committee on Enrolled Bills of 
the two Houses to amend the House bill 
1348, the tariff bill, which had passed 
both Houses and been enrolled. That 
was an example of a bill having been 
passed by both Houses and enrolled. 
Immediately upon the receipt of the con- 
current resolution in the House, on mo- 
tion of Mr. Sereno E. Payne, of New 
York, by unanimous consent the concur- 
rent resolution was taken from the 
Speaker’s table and agreed to. In the 
course of the debate on the concurrent 
resolution Mr. John J. Fitzgerald, of New 
York, said: 

Mr. Speaker, an examination of the prece- 
dents disclose that there has not been a sim- 
ilar incident in the history of the country 
in which bills were amended in the identi- 
cal way proposed here. Clerical errors and 
corrections have been made after bills have 
reached the enrolling clerks, but no sub- 
stantial change or radical correction has been 
authorized except where the discovery was 
after the bill had passed both Houses, and 
then only to make the bill conform to the 
proposals of the conference committees. If 
it were not for the very comprehensive lan- 
guage of Judge Harlan in Field v. Clark (143 
U. S.), I doubt very seriously whether it 
could be held that the boot-and-shoe amend- 
ment as proposed in the concurrent resolu- 
tion had passed both Houses of Congress. 


.Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator be kind enough to indicate 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD references? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. I am reading 
from page 5088 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
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Record of the Sixty-first Congress, first 
session. The language there would in- 
dicate that it is possible to make an 
amendment. I have sent for One Hun- 
dred and Forty-third United States, and 
I wish to examine the opinion which is 
referred to in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say that I have 
that volume in my office, and I have sent 
for it. As soon as it arrives, both the 
Senator and I may use it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The question which 
I wish to ask the Senator is this: Does 
it make any difference whether we know 
of these mistakes and these proposed 
amendments before we pass the bill, or, 
knowing of the mistakes and failing to 
correct them by amendments, can we 
then wait until the bill gets into the 
hands of the enrolling clerk, that is, in 
the Committee on Enrolled Bills of the 
two Houses, and then amend by a con- 
current resolution? 

Mr. DONNELL. I think there is a 
great difference between the two situa- 
tions. I invite the attention of the Sen- 
ator to that very significant language of 
Mr. Fitzgerald, from which the Senator 
quoted a few minutes ago during the 
course of the debate, as appearing on 
page 5089 of thé CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
as follows: 

Clerical errors and corrections have been 
made after bills have reached the enrolling 
clerks, but no substantial change or radical 
correction has been authorized except where 
the discovery Was after the bill had passed 
both Houses, and then only to make the bill 
conform to the proposals of the conference 
committees, 


I may say to the Senator that, in my 
opinion, if we pass House bill 1362, and 
deliberately undertake to say that after 
passing it we shall then take the position 
that there were certain errors in the bill, 
and attempt to cure those errors by 
amendments through the medium of a 
concurrent resolution, it would represent 
a very decided difference from a situa- 
tion in which, after the passage of the 
bill we, for the first time, discover some 
clerical errors involving punctuation or 
figures, or the like. To my mind, for us 
to pass House bill 1362 and deliberately 
put into it certain provisions which we 
know we will attempt 15 minutes later to 
correct by a concurrent resolution, and 
undertake to amend, change, and define 
on the theory that there is something 
which needs clarification in the bill which 
has been passed, is to present a situation 
which differs entirely from that in which, 
having discovered after the bill had been 
passed that there had been an inadver- 
tent clerical error of omission or com- 
mission, we undertake to make a correc- 
tion by adopting a concurrent resolution. 

I may say to the Senator that I have 
now the case of Field v. Clark, (143 
U. S. 649). It is a very celebrated case. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Senator. 

It is not clear that we cannot accom- 
plish our purpose by this method, that 
is, by a concurrent resolution. Until a 
bill is signed by the Speaker of the House 
and the President of the Senate and sent 
to the President it is in the hands of the 
Congress, Both Houses may, by a ma- 
jority vote of the respective bodies, 
change their rules and may pass laws by 
a majority vote. This being true, they 
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may change a law by amendments made 
in the regular way, and also by concur- 
rent resolution change a law before it is 
signed by the President of the Senate and 
Speaker of the House to be sent to the 
President. 

Let us analyze the situation from this 
point of view: The Senate passes a cer- 
tain bill. Until it is enrolled and reaches 
the President it would appear to me that, 
by a majority vote, we could add an 
amendment. Does it make any differ- 
ene whether we do that while the bill is 
before the Senate, whether we do it be- 
fore it leaves the Senate, or while it is 
in the hands of the Committee on En- 
rolled Bills for the purpose of enrolling 
it and sending it to the President? If 
both Houses see fit to pass by a majority 
vote half of a bill and place it in the 
hands of the enrolling clerk, and see fit 
to pass the other half of the bill and send 
it there, will not the Supreme Court say 
that those two matters were passed by a 
majority vote in each House, and that 
when it reached the President it was 
signed, and therefore the requirements 
for the making of law in this Republic 
were complied with? 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say to the Sen- 
ator, first, that it would appear to me 
that what he is talking about is obvi- 
ously an amendment to the existing bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I believe that we 
would have to consider it as such.. 

Mr. DONNELL. Yes. In the Senator’s 
reference to the passage of such an 
amendment by a majority vote, I may 
say that under rule 15 of the Senate, 
when a bill or a joint resolution shall 
have been ordered to be read the third 
time, it is not in order to propose amend- 
ments unless by unanimous consent. So, 
Mr. President, I take it that if this con- 
current resolution is to be considered as 
an amendment, it cannot even be pro- 
posed in the Senate unless by unanimous 
consent. 

T may say further to the Senator that, 
in my judgment, in passing H. R. 1362 
we would be passing a measure which 
would require the signature of the Presi- 
dent, in order to make it law, unless it 
laid on his desk the requisite length of 
time and became law without his signa- 
ture. The concurrent resolution, by 
which it is proposed to amend the bill, 
will not be submitted to the President 
for his signature. In other words, we 
shall have passed a bill requiring the ap- 
proval of both Houses of Congress and 
of the President, and at the same time 
shall have undertaken to amend it by 
adopting a concurrent resolution which 
0 never be signed by the President at 


It is true that he would sign the bill 
(H. R. 1362) which would incorporate 
the contents directed by a concurrent 
resolution to be placed therein by the 
enrolling clerk, but the document itself, 
the concurrent resolution, cannot create 
law. I thjnk that is too well settled to 
require other precedent than the one 
which I read from last night in One Hun- 
dred and Fifty Federal, second series, at 
page 857, F. H. E. Oil Co. against Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue, where, 
referring to Resolution No. 50, with 
which the Senator from Michigan is 
familiar, because, as I recall, like the 
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Senator from Utah and the present 
speaker, he protested against Resolution 
No. 50, the United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit said: 

The resolution is not an act of Congress 
approved by the President or passed over his 
veto. It does not make law or change the 
law made by a previous Congress and Presi- . 
dent. It does not alter the statutes as they 
existed when the taxes in controversy ac- 
crued. 


I submit that here is an attempt, if this 
concurrent resolution plan is adopted, to 
take an instrument—that is, a bill re- 
quiring the approval of both Houses of 
Congress and the President—and amend 
it by an instrument which itself will not 
receive the signature of the President 
and never will be submitted to him. Un- 
der the decision of the court and on well- 
established principles of law, it seems to 
me, it does not make law or constitute 
law. i 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have just had a 
moment to look at the opinion in the case 
of Field against Clark, which is found in 
One Hundred and Forty-third United 
States, page 649. The syllabus which 
seems to be borne out by the opinion, 
says: 

The signing by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and by the President of 
the Senate, in open session, of an enrolled 
bill is an official attestation by the two Houses 
of such bill as one that has passed Congress; 
and when the bill thus attested receives the 
approval of the President and is deposited in 
the Department of State according to law, its 
authentication as a bill that has passed Con- 
gress is complete and unimpeachable. 


Mr: DONNELL., Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator, if he has had time in his 
examination of the case of Field against 
Clark to observe whether or not it in- 
volved a situation such as we have here, 
where a bill, duly passed by both Houses 
of Congress, was amended by a concur- 
rent resolution adopted by one House? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think it did, but 
I should like to read a little further from 
the syllabus, 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON, Is it not a fact that 
in that case what was attempted to be 
done was by concurrent resolution to 
change the legal effect of a measure 
which not only had been passed by both 
Houses but which had been signed by the 
President? 

Mr. DONNELL. I may say to the 
Senator that I have not read the case 
of Field against Clark, but I am familiar 
with it as a very well known authority, 
and it is cited in Cannon’s Precedents, 
volume 7, page 151, in an excerpt from 
the remarks of Mr. Fitzgerald in the 
House of Representatives on August 5, 
1909. It will be recalled that the Sena- 
tor from Michigan read from the re- 
marks of Mr. Fitzgerald the words which 
I now quote: 

If it were not for the very comprehensive 
language of Judge Harlan in Field v. Clark, 
(143 U. S.) I doubt very seriously whether 
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it could be held that the boot and shoe 
amendment as proposed in this concurrent 
resolution had passed both Houses of Con- 
gress. 


I may say that I should like a little 
further time during the course of the 
day to examine the case of Field against 
Clark, which I have not thus far ex- 
amined, having noted its reference to 
this particular matter only last evening. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
to give me an opinion as to whether or 
not if the pending measure were passed 
and thereafter a concurrent resolution 
were adopted by the Senate by unani- 
mous consent, as is required for amend- 
ment of a law, and if a similar proceeding 
or whatever proceeding meets with the 
rules of the House were had, that would 
represent an appropriate legal procedure 
for amendment of the pending legis- 
lation? 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not think that it 
would represent an appropriate methcd 
of amendment. I have not had suffi- 
cient time to study the case of Field 
against Clark to answer the question, 
but it may be that if the two Houses were 
to agree upon a concurrent resolution 
and the concurrent resolution were to 
be inserted it might be that no collateral 
attack could be made upon the validity of 
the entire act. Iam not prepared, how- 
ever, at this moment to concede, without 
further study, whether that is or is not a 
fact. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
think that is exactly what this case holds, 
because it says in the syllabus which is 
borne out by the opinion: 

It is not competent to show from the 
journals of either House of Congress, that 
an act so authenticated, approved and de- 
posited, did not pass in the precise form in 
which. it was signed by the presiding officer 
of the two Houses and approved by the 
President. 


Then it goes on to another matter and 
says: 

Congress cannot, under the Constitution, 
delegate its legislative power to the Presi- 
dent. 


It seems to hold that once the measure 
is signed in that form by the Speaker and 
by the President of the Senate and it 
goes in that way to the President of the 
United States, if he puts his signature on 


it, one cannot go back of that and say it - 


was not amended in a proper way. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, in the 
first place, as I have said, I wish to ask 
the indulgence of the Senate until some 
time later in the discussion to comment 
further upon the case of Field against 
Clark. I observe, however, that on pages 
668 and 669 appears this language: 


The contention of the appellants is, that 
this enrolled act, in the custody of the Sec- 
retary of State, and appearing upon its face, 
to have become a law in the mode prescribed 
by the Constitution, is to be deemed an ab- 
solute nullity, in all its parts, because—such 
is the allegation—it is shown by the Con- 
GRESSIONAL Rxconp of proceedings, reports of 
committees of each House, reports of com- 
mittees of conference, and other papers 
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printed by authority of Congress, and having 
reference to House bill 9416, that a section 
of the bill, as it finally passed, was not in 
the bill authenticated by the signatures of 
the presiding officers of the respective Houses 
of Congress, and approved by the President. 
The section alleged to have been omitted 
was as follows. 


So, Mr. President, from a very hasty 
glance at the opinion of Mr. Justice Har- 
lan I do not thus far understand it to 
be a case in which there was inserted 
something in the bill which was passed 
after the bill itself was passed, but rather 
that the contention was made that a sec- 
tion of the bill as it finally passed was not 
in the bill authenticated by the signa- 
tures of the presiding officers. It may 
make a very vast deal of diference as to 
the applicability of this particular de- 
cision. 

Mr.CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Did the Senator read 
there also, “the bill authenticated by the 
signatures of the presiding officers of the 
respective Houses of Congress and ap- 
proved by the President”? 

Mr. DONNELL. I did; that is correct. 

Mr. CORDON. In other words, that 
represents an attempt to amend existing 
legislation, which has been fully enacted, 
whereas we have here an attempt to 
amend legislation which is still in process 
of making, and before signed, of course. 

Mr. DONNELL. I shall undertake to 
have something further to say upon the 
case of Field against Clark after further 
study of it during the day. 

Mr. President, this was not what I 
started out to develop. What I was un- 
dertaking to develop was with respect to 
the matter that was discussed last eve- 
ning, of the applicability of the action 
taken in the case of the Export-Import 
Bank bill as a precedent for the case be- 
fore us at this time. 

I called attention to the fact a few 
minutes ago—and I shall take the lib- 
erty of restating it for a moment, because 
I assume some Senators are here now 
who were not present then—that on 
July 25, 1945, the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tart] suggested a question that had 
occurred to him, “that the pending bill 
as drafted does not permit loans to the 
Philippine Islands,” whereupon the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. TypIncs] said: 

It certainly is doubtful whether they would 
be within the purview of the act. 


The Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN- 
DENBERG] said: 

They— 

Meaning the Philippines— 


have a primary right. If we have any obli- 
gation abroad, it starts in the Philippines. 


Mr. President, I was going to develop 
further what happened on that day. A 
question was asked of me a few minutes 
ago as to whether the Export-Import 
Bank Act; which was then under dis- 
cussion, was passed before or after the 
Senator from Maryland made his sug- 
gestion as to the inclusion of the con- 
tents of a concurrent resolution. Since 
the question was asked I have learned, 
from page 7841 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of July 20, 1945, that between the 
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time the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] 
raised the question on that same day, 
and the time of what transpired when 
the Senator from Maryland participated, 
which I shall mention in a moment, “The 
bill (H. R. 3771)”—as appears at page 
7841—“was ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed.” 

Mr. President, continuing further with 
the history of this particular matter, and 
as to its applicability as a precedent, I 
called the attention of the Senate a little 
while ago to the comments made last 
evening by the distinguished majority 
leader, in which, after the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Munpock! called to my at- 
tention, or possibly to the attention of 
the Senator from Kentucky and myself, 
the facts relating to the Tydings concur- 
rent resolution in connection with the 
Export-Import Bank bill, the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] imme- 
diately said: 

I appreciate the reference of the Senator 
from Utah to the situation which existed 
when the Senator from Maryland submitted 
the concurrent resolution: instructing the 
enrolling clerk to include in the bill the 
Philippine Islands, which had not been in- 
cluded in either House. 


He then said: 


I do not recall whether it was done, but I 
think it was, 


I digress to state that the information 
I received only a few minutes ago is to 
the effect that the House did not include 
the contents of the concurrent resolu- 
tion submitted by the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. Typrncs], and I have be- 
fore me a copy of Public Law 173, being 
H. R. 3771, in which it appears, on page 
1, that words included in the concurrent 
resolution of the Senator from Maryland 
were not in the bill as it was finally ap- 
proved. 

The senior Senator from Kentucky ob- 
viously last evening undertook to use— 
and I know he intended to do it in the 
greatest sincerity—the concurrent reso- 
lution of the senior Senator from Mary- 
land as to the Philippines as a precedent 
for our proposed action in this case. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] 
inquired of the majority leader as to 
whether he, the Senator from Kentucky, 
“sees any difference in what is now being 
attempted to do by employment of a con- 
current resolution, and what was done in 
the case the Senator from Utah speaks 
of,” namely, the Tydings incident rela- 
tive to the Philippines. Whereupon the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 
said: 

There is no difference in principle, of 
course. 

So, Mr. President, I submit that we are 
now confronted with a situation in which 
the Tydings matter of July 20, 1945, is 
being submitted to us as a precedent. 

What are the facts, as they further 
progressed? After there was called to the 
attention of the Senator from Maryland 
the fact that the loans would not be per- 
mitted to be made to the Philippine 
Islands, and after he stated, “It certainly 
is doubtful whether they would be within 
the purview of the act,” this occurred, 
as appears at page 7847 of the RECORD: 


Mr. Typrncs. A while ago the Senate passed 
the Export-Import Bank bill. While the bill 
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was pending before the Senate it was brought 
out that perhaps the Philippine Islands 
would not be entitled to participate with 
other foreign nations in receiving the benefit 
of the bill. It was suggested that an amend- 
ment to the bill including the Philippine 
Islands be adopted. Because the adoption 
of such an amendment would have taken the 
bill to conference and would thus perhaps 
delay or kill the whole legislation, the Sena- 
tor from Maryland did not offer the amend- 
ment, but on this subject he would like to 
offer a concurrent resolution and call for its 
immediate consideration. I believe it would 
bring on no debate. It would correct the 
situation referred to, so that when the bill 
is finally enacted the desired result relative 
to the Philippine Islands may be obtained. 


In response to which the distinguished 
majority leader made the statement: 


Mr. President, it is likely that the Senate 
will be in sesison practically all afternoon. 
The measure for which I am about to move 
consideration by the Senate has been on 
the calendar for some time, and farmers and 
farm groups in the United States are in- 
terested in having action taken on it. I 
think we should proceed to its consideration 
now. 


So, Mr. President, it was not until later 
in the day that the Tydings matter again 
came up. 

This is what transpired, and I think 
it is of particular interest, in view of the 
fact that we are now confronted with this 
Tydings incident as a precedent justify- 
ing the action requested at the present 
time. I read from page 7851 of the 
RECORD: 

Mr. Typrncs. I ask the Senator’s pardon for 
interrupting his address, but the Export- 
Import Bank bill passed by the Senate earlier 
today may be in the process of enrollment, 
and if the concurrent resolution which I 
hold in my hand is not quickly acted on it 
would be of no value, even if Congress were 
to adopt it. As was brought out by the 
Senator from Ohio and the Senator from 
Michigan in discussing the bill earlier today, 
the Philippine Islands were left out-of the 
scope of the Export-Import Bank. The bill 
has gone to the House and I am afraid, un- 
less action is taken immediately, it will be 
enrolled before the correction I propose is 
made. 

Mr. Revercoms, Does the Senator wish to 
proceed with the concurrent resolution he 
speaks of? 

Mr. Typincs. I should like to ask unani- 
mous consent to have a correction— 


It will be observed that he treats this 
as a correction— 


I should like to ask unanimous consent 
to have a correction made in the Export- 
Import Bank bill, simply to have the Philip- 
pine Islands included in the scope of the bill 
which was passed earlier today. I do not 
think any Senator ie opposed to it. If the 
proposal should result in debate I will with- 
draw it immediately. 

Mr. RevercomsB. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator for the purpose he has in mind, with 
the understanding that the present pro- 
cedure may be transposed, so as not to appear 
in the midst of the discussion which has 
been taking place. 

The PresmInG OFFICER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 


This is what the majority leader then 
said: 

Mr. President, I wish to make a statement, 
It is a little unusual to instruct the enroll- 
ing clerks of the two Houses by way of cor- 
rection to put something in a bill which was 
not in the bill as it passed either House and 
was not intended to be in the bill. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


We frequently instruct the enrolling clerks 
to put something in a bill that was left out 
by oversight. That is not the case in this 
matter. No effort was made to get this pro- 
vision into the bill in the House or the Sen- 
ate, and it is not by way of correction, be- 
cause the bill as it is now, in process of or 
ready for enrollment, is not incorrect. There 
is no error committed in the enrollment. 

I am not going to object, but— 


Mr. President, I call this to the especial 
attention of the Senate: 

But I want it distinctly understood that it 
is an unusual thing to amend a bill by way 
of correcting the enrollment when neither 
House considered the item or acted upon it. 


And may I ask Senators to listen in- 
tently to the next sentence from the ma- 
jority leader, the Senator from Ken- 
tucky? 

With the understanding thct it establishes 
no precedent, Mr. President, in that regard 
I shall not object. 4 


I pause to say, Mr. President, that the 
majority leader last evening, and the 
distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Murpock] were clearly treating this ac- 
tion taken back in 1945 as a precedent. 

Now let us see what was said by other 
Senators immediately following the ma- 
jority leader’s statement that— 

With the understanding that it establishes 


no precedent, Mr. President, in that regard 
I shall not object. 


The distinguished leader of the minor- 
ity [Mr. WHITE] stated: 

I simply want to echo what the Senator 
from Kentucky has said. I think it does 
establish a precedent, and, I think, an un- 
happy one, but I am not going to object. 


And then, Mr. President, may I read 
what the Senator from Maryland said? 

Mr. President, I want to reecho what both 
Senators have said, and I hope what is pro- 
posed to be done will not establish a prece- 
dent. I hope the concurrent resolution will 
be adopted, 


And then a few lines below that we 
find: 


There being no objection, the concurrent 
resolution was considered and agreed to. 


I say Mr. President, we have here an 
illustration of a course of procedure 
which the majority leader himself indi- 
cated is unusual, or, to quote him ex- 
actly: 

It is a little unusual to instruct the en- 
rolling clerks of the two Houses by way of 
correction to put something in a bill which 
was not in the bill as it passed either House 
and was not intended to be in the bill. 


And distinctly stating, Mr. President: 


With the understanding that it establishes 
no precedent, Mr. President, in that regard 
I shall not object. 


Then, the minority leader, stating that 
he was echoing what the majority leader 
said, said that it did establish a prece- 
dent and, he thought an unhappy one, 
whereupon the Senator from Maryland 
reechoed the statement and caused it to 
be reverberated on down through the 
corridors of the Senate, when he Said: 

I want to reecho what both Senators have 
said, and I hope what is proposed to be done 
will not establish a precedent. 


Mr. President, I submit that this type 


r of procedure recognized both by the ma- 8 


JULY 26 


jority leader and the minority leader 
and the proponents of the concurrent 
resolution on July 20, 1945, is an un- 
wholesome type of procedure, and should 
not be encouraged, and I think those 
Senators were very wise in making dis- 
tinctly the reservation or suggestion that 
the action should not constitute a prece- 
dent; but I believe, Mr. President, that 
the soundness of judgment of the minor- 
ity leader in saying that he thought it 
did establish a precedent is borne out 
by the fact that here upon the floor last 
night, notwithstanding this utterance 
made by the majority leader a year ago, 
we now find that this particular pro- 
cedure, this particular incident on July 
20, 1945, is taken as a precedent. 

Mr. President, that is all I have to say 
at the moment on this proposition, but 
I shall address myself doubtless later 
during the day to further cases, includ- 
ing the case of Field against Clark. 

Mr. MORSE obtained the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. At this point in the 
Recor I think I should read some of the 
language from the case of Field against 
Clerk which we discussed earlier, as to 
whether or not the c urts will go back 
of the congressional acts and look into 
the Journal and ascertain whether or 
not the law has been properly passed. I 
read from One Hundred and Forty-third 
ae States Reports, page 671, as fol- 
OWS: 


In regard to certain matters, the Consti- 
tution expressly requires that they shall be 
entered on the Journal. To what extent the 
validity of legislative action may be affected 
by the failure to have those matters entered 
on the Journal, we need not inquire. No 
such question is presented for determina- 
tion. But it is clear that, in respect to the 
particular mode in which, or with what full- 
ness, shall be kept the proceedings of either 
House relating to matters not expressly re- 
quired to be entered on the Journals; 
whether bills, orders, resolutions, reports, 
and amendments shall be entered at large on 
the Journal, or only referred to and desig- 
nated by their titles or by numbers; these 
and like matters were left to the discretion 
of the respective Houses of Congress. Nor 
does any clause of that instrument, either 
expressly or by necessary implication, pre- 
scribe the mode in which the fact of the 
original passage of a bill by the House of 
Representatives and the Senate shall be au- 
thenticated, or preclude Congress from 
adopting any mode to that end which its 
wisdom suggests. Although the Constitu- 
tion does not expressly require bills that 
have passed Congress to be attested by the 
signatures of the presiding officers of the two 
Houses, usage, the orderly conduct of legis- 
lative proceedings and the rules under which 
the two bodies have acted since the organi- 
zation of the Government, require that mode 
of authentication, 

The signing by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and by the President of 
the Senate, in open session, of an enrolled 
bill, is an official attestation by the two 
Houses of such bill as one that has passed 
Congress. It is a declaration by the two 
Houses, through their presiding officers, to 
the President, that a bill thus attested, has 
received in the due form the sanction of the 
legislative branch of the Government, and 
that it is delivered to him in obedience to 
the constitutional requirement that all bills 
which pass Congress shall be presented to 
him. And when a Dill, thus attested, re- 
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ceives his approval, and is deposited in the 
public Archives, its authentication as a bill 
that has passed Congress should be deemed 
complete and unimpeachable, As the Presi- 
dent has no authority to approve a bill not 
passed by Congress, an enrolled act in the 
custody of the Secretary of State, and hav- 
ing the official attestations of the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate, and of the President of 
the United States, carries on its face, a sol- 
emn assurance by the legislative and execu- 
iive departments of the Government, 
charged, respectively, with the duty of en- 
acting and executing the laws, that it was 
passed by Congress. The respect due to co- 
equal and independent departments requires 
the judicial department to act upon that as- 
eurance, and to accept, as having passed 
Congress, all bills authenticated in the man- 
ner stated, leaving the courts to determine, 
when the question properly arises, whether 
the act, so authenticated, is in conformity 
with the Constitution. 


Then the opinion cites what happens 
in England under the law, and it says, 
quoting Mr. Justice Sawyer: 

If the enrollment of the statute is in ex- 
istence, the enrollment itself is the record, 
which is conclusive as to what the statute is, 
and cannot be impeached, destroyed, or 
weakened by the journals of Parliament or 
any other less authentic or less satisfactory 
memorials; and that there has been no de- 
parture from the principles of the common 
law in this respect in the United States, ex- 
cept in instances where a departure has been 
grounded on, or taken in pursuance of, some 
express constitutional or statutory provision 
requiring some relaxation of the rule, in 
order that full effect might be given to such 
provisions; and in such instances the rule 
has been relaxed by judges with great cau- 
tion and hesitation, and the departure has 
never been extended beyond an inspection of 
the journals of both branches of the legis- 
lature. 


In other words, Mr. President, unless 
the legislature or a constitutional provi- 
sion requires that the court look behind 
the act itself and the authentication of 
the act by the respective officers, no court 
can go behind it, and the law is as it is 
written. ‘ 

The court sums up the situation in 
this language: 

We are of the opinion, for the reasons 
stated, that it is not competent for the ap- 
pellant to show from the journals of either 
House, from the reports of the committee, or 
from other documents printed by authority 
of Congress, that the enrolled bill designated 
H. R. 9416 as finally passed contained a sec- 
tion that does not appear in the enrolled act 
in the custody of the State Department. 


This case goes even further than what 
is now proposed, as I read the language 
of the decision. State cases are also 
cited. With few exceptions they all fol- 
low the rule of the United States Su- 
preme Court in Field against Clark. 

As I see it, the only question presented 
here is, Do we wish to establish a new 
method of legislating? I believe it would 
be well for Congress to hesitate, to think 
twice as to whether or not we can afford 
to legislate in this manner, whether or 
not we can afford to have the enrolling 
clerk, the President of the Senate, and 
the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives certify as to the passage of a law, 
which is in effect the regular way of 
doing business, and send it to the Presi- 
dent, knowing full well that when we do 
that, no court is competent to go behind 
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our act. If we establish this precedent, I 
think we can look forward to similar 
cases in the future. I think we have the 
constitutional power to do it. We can 
pass a part of the bill today and a part 
tomorrow, and if a majority passes upon 
those parts and we put them together 
before they are attested and signed by 
the President, no court can go behind 
our action. But I say again that we 
should think twice—and probably more 
times than that—before we undertake to 
pass legislation in that manner. We 
have the constitutional authority to do 
it. The question is, Should we do it? 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me so 
that I may ask the Senator from Michi- 
gan a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. 
House bill 1362, as we now find it, it 
would become law if signed by the Presi- 
dent in that form, would it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should say so. 

Mr. DONNELL. Therefore, in order 
that we may enact the further provisions 
set forth in the concurrent resolution, it 
would be necessary, in order to be valid, 
that the concurrent resolution be first 
approved by both Houses. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. So if we pass House 
bill 1362 in its present form, those of us 
in this body who may think that the 
provisions contained in the concurrent 
resolution should have been incorporated 
in House bill 1362 would be running the 
risk of whcther or not the House of Rep- 
resentatives would join and pass the con- 
current resolution. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think that is cor- 
rect. I think the question goes further 
than that. Senators who vote for the 
original bill must do so with the under- 
standing which the able Senator from 
Missouri now states, that if the concur- 
rent resolution is not adopted by both 
the House and Senate, it will never þe- 
come a part of this legislation. 

Mr, DONNELL. So if we pass House 
bill 1362 in its present form, it becomes 
law when signed by the President in that 
form, unless the House of Representa- 
tives shall join with the Senate in the en- 
actment of the concurrent resolution, 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should say that 
that states the situation exactly cor- 
rectly. 

Mr. DONNELL. Therefore Members 
of the Senate who deem it important that 
House bill 1362 have within it the con- 
tents of the concurrent resolution would 
not have those contents incorporated in 
it if the House of Representatives should 
not join in the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think that is an 
absolutely correct statement of the law. 

Mr. DONNELL. And although the 
Senate of the United States did approve 
the concurrent resolution which was sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr, Typincs], assuming that my state- 
ment of a few minutes ago was correct, 
that the House of Representatives did 
not adopt the concurrent resolution, the 
contents of that resolution did not be- 
come a part of the Export-Import Bank 
act. 


DONNELL. Should we pass 
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Mr. FERGUSON. I think that is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to ask a 
further question: Does the Senator from 
Michigan know of any legal impediment 
against the incorporation into House bill 
1362, by the ordinary processes of amend- 
ment before the passage of the bill, of the 
contents of the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. FERGUSON. In answer to that 
question, I will say that I know of no legal 
impediment. It has been stated by the 
able majority leader that there is a par- 
liamentary impediment. The parlia- 
mentary situation is such that it is not 
desired to refer the bill to a committee in 
the House. If it were so referred, the 
chances would be great that it would 
never become law. So there is no legal 
impediment. There is a parliamentary 
or time impediment. 

Mr. DONNELL. Therefore, if we pass 
House bill 1362, Members of the Senate 
who deem it advisable and important to 
have the provisions set forth in the con- 
current resolution incorporated in House 
bill 1362 would not have what they con- 
sider important to be incorporated there- 
in if the House of Representatives should 
fail to concur in the concurrent reso- 
lution. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I believe that is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 


CONTROL OF MONOPOLY AND MONOPO- 
LISTIC PRACTICES 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss a subject which is foreign to the 
subject matter of the bill now pending. 
I assure the Senate that is a practice in 
which I am very hesitant to engage, but 
the statement which I propose to make 
happens to involve a subject and a bill 
which I shall introduce, in regard to 
which I made an announcement some 
days ago, stating that I would introduce 
the bill today and would make a speech 
upon it. So it seems to me that early in 
today’s session is the best time to dis- 
cuss the proposed bill rather than to 
break in as we approach a vote on the 
railroad retirement bill late this after- 
noon, 

I also wish to say that because of the 
fact that the bill I am going to introduce 
is highly controversial, and will undoubt- 
edly involve the Senate in considerable 
debate at the next session, and because 
to yield during my presentation of the bill 
today might start a running debate which 
would last for a considerable length of 
time, therefore, I shall not yield, Mr. 
President, during the course of my expla- 
nation and statement of my point of view 
on this bill. I shall follow that course, 
not only in the interest of saving as much 
time as possible for the Senate, so as to 
leave the maximum amount of time for 
the consideration of the unfinished busi- 
ness, but also in order to assure a con- 
tinuity of my remarks on the bill as they 
will appear in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, the most neglected eco- 
nomic problem in American life today is 
the problem of monopoly and monopolis- 
tic practices. While the Federal Gov- 
ernment has long been aware of the need 
for effective action on this problem, it 
has done little but sit idly by while mo- 
nopoly has increased its power over 
American life and created a dire threat 
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to the continuation of our private-prop- 
erty system. What little the Govern- 
ment has done in recent years to combat 
monopoly has usually been halfhearted, 
inconsistent, and ill-considered. 

Yet the great majority of the American 
people have a deep-seated antipathy for 
monopoly and monopolistic practices. 
Businessmen in particular know that the 
only hope of the continued existence of 
our private-property system is the main- 
tenance of competitive private enterprise. 
They know that further growth of mo- 
nopoly power or monoplistic practices is 
the greatest threat to our present eco- 
nomic system. This viewpoint is shared 
by American agriculture, which has long 
been suffering the effects of the monop- 
olistic practices of the railroads and the 
manufacturers of farm machinery. It is 
shared by American labor, which has too 
often been forced out on strike by mo- 
nopolistic companies which are in such 
a strong economic position that they 
have little or nothing to lose by a pro- 
longed period of inactivity. 

In recent years the campaign plat- 
forms of both the Republican and Demo- 
cratic Parties have outlined a strong po- 
sition against monopoly. In 1936, for 
example, the Republican platform made 
the following statement: 

A private monoply is indefensible and in- 
tolerable. It menaces and, if continued, will 
utterly destroy constitutional government 
and the liberty of the citizen. 

We favor the vigorous enforcement of the 
criminal laws against monopolies and trusts 
and their officials, and we demand the enact- 
ment of such additional legislation as is nec- 
essary to make it impossible for private 
monopoly to exist in the United States. 


The Democratic platform statement 
set forth the following antimonopoly 
plank: 

Monopolies and the concentration of eco- 
nomic power, the creation of Republican 
rule and privilege, continue to be the master 
of the producer, the exploiter of the con- 
sumer, and the enemy of the independent 
operator. This is a problem challenging the 
unceasing effort of untrammeled public of- 
ficials in every branch of the Government, 
We pledge vigorously and fearlessly to en- 
force the criminal and civil provisions of the 
existing antitrust laws, and to the extent that 
their effectiveness has been weakened by new 
corporate devices or judicial construction, we 
propose by law to restore their efficacy in 
stamping out monopolistic practices and the 
concentration of economic power. 


Mr. President, one might think that 
with such apparent agreement between 
the two major parties, the path to effec- 
tive action would have been short and 
easy, and that immediately following the 
1936 election, a vigorous antimonopoly 
program would have been developed. 
After the election, however, practically 
all that happened was that a new com- 
mittee was set up to study the problem— 
the Temporary National Economic Com- 
mittee. 

The hearings, reports, and recommen- 
dations of the Temporary National Eco- 
nomic Committee under the brilliant 
leadership of the Senator from Wyoming, 
[Mr. O’Manoney], represent a landmark 
in the history of Congressional investi- 
gations. Nevertheless, the recommenda- 
tions of the TNEC were ignored by the 
Congress. Two years of intensive work 
yielded 31 volumes of hearings and 43 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


monographs, but resulted in nothing but 
inaction on the part of the Congress in 
attempting to deal with the monopoly 
problem. 

During the war, in the interests of ex- 
pediting war production, Government 
turned to big business, and ignored for 
the most part the antitrust laws. As 
a result of receiving the bulk of the new 
war plants and of war contracts for both 
production and research, monopolistic 
enterprises emerged from the war 
stronger than ever before in the history 
of our country. 

As soon as the war was over, the mo- 
nopoly problem won official recognition 
in the first Presidential message to Con- 
gress on the state of the Union. In his 
message of January 14, 1946, President 
Truman told the Congress that we must 
have a coordinated over-all antimonop- 
oly policy. The President stated that 
we must have such a policy—but he did 
not propose such a policy. Tomy knowl- 
edge, neither he nor any other official 
of the administration has yet mapped 
out such a policy. 

However, the Government’s activities 
since the end of the war have had a 
very definite effect upon the concen- 
tration of economic power—the effect 
of accelerating the trend toward in- 
creased concentration. I am referring 
specifically to what has happened in the 
disposal of Government-owned war 
plants. For example, more than one- 
third of all Government war plants 
have been disposed of to 22 companies, 
all of which are among the largest in 
the United States. Two-thirds of all 
these plants have gone to a group of 
big companies who represent only four- 
tenths of 1 percent of all the manufac- 
turing enterprises in the country. 

On July 14, 1946, the able and dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Senate 
Small Business Committee, the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray], presented 
to the Senate a report entitled “Eco- 
nomic Concentration and World War 
II.“ This report summarized all the 
available statistics on the growing con- 
centration of economic power that took 
place during World War II. It pointed 
out that in 1939, firms with over 1,000 
employees accounted for 36 percent of 
the total pay roll for all American trade 
and industry; by 1943, this figure had 
risen to 53 percent. It was pointed out 
that by the end of 1945, the rate of 
mergers and acquisitions, particularly in 
manufacturing industries, was higher 
than at any time in the previous decade 
and a half. 

The report from which I have quoted 
was prepared for fhe Senate Small Busi- 
ness Committee by the Smaller War 
Plants Corporation which has now been 
transferred to the Department of Com- 
merce. It is interesting to note that in 
submitting this report the SWPC recom- 
mended no specific program for doing 
anything about the concentration of 
economic power. 

Mr. President, we have had too much 
empty talk on this vital matter, 

The time has come for action. 

The time has come for all true be- 
lievers in economic and political free- 
dom to join together behind a specific 
legislative program designed to cope 
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with the entire problem of monopoly 
and monopolistic practices. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I have 
sent to the desk a new measure entitled 
“The Antimonopoly Act of 1947.” This 
measure represents the first comprehen- 
sive antimonopoly measure to be sub- 
mitted to the Congress since the Sher- 
man antitrust law was enacted in the 
last days of the nineteenth century. 

This bill is being introduced on behalf 
of the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. Lancer], the Senator from Mon- 
tana (Mr. Murray], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MITCHELL], the Sena- 
tor from Idaho [Mr. TawTonl, the Sena- 
tor from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], 
and myself. 

I may announce also, Mr. President, 
and I ask the press to take note, that 
since the manuscript was released to the 
press the distinguished junior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Youne] has 
also become a sponsor of the bill. 

The sponsors of this measure do not 
regard it as the last word on the problem. 
We shall welcome amendments to it 
which do not destroy its sound objectives. 
We believe that its basic approach is fun- 
damentally sound, but we recognize that 
there may be still considerable room for 
improvement on many of the details. We 
hope that before the bill is shaped into 
final legislation, there will be a careful 
study and investigation by the appropri- 
ate congressional committee into the 
character and extent of monopoly and 
monopolistic practices. It is our hope 
that this study will be initiated in Janu- 
ary 1947. Hence, the short title of the 
bill “Antimonopoly Act of 1947.” 

The antimonopoly bill lays out a three- 
fold strategy of attack on monopoly and 
monopolistic practices. 

The first. principle of the bill is that 
the Government must have a consistent 
and coordinated program for dealing 
with monopoly and monopolistic prac- 
tices. 

In the past, the Federal Government 
has never had a genuine antimonopoly 
program; it has merely engaged in a se- 
ries of isolated activities dealing with 
separate aspects of the problem. On the 
one hand, the Antitrust Division and the 
Federal Trade Commission have been 
making sporadic attempts to break down 
monopolies and eliminate monopolistic 
practices. On the other hand, the vari- 
ous regulatory boards and commissions 
have operated on the assumption that 
monopolies and monopolistic practices in 
certain industries were to be regulated 
instead of eliminated. There has never 
been a real attempt to develop an inte- 
grated program for the Antitrust Divi- 
sion of the Justice Department and the 
Federal Trade Commission, an inte- 
grated program for the various regula- 
tory boards and commissions, or a pro- 
gram to coordinate the activities of the 
Antitrust Division and the Federal Trade 
Commission with activities of the various 
regulatory boards and commissions. 

Second. The antimonopoly bill sets 
forth a broad plan for the prevention or 
elimination of monopoly and monopo- 
listic practices. This plan deals with 
cartels, discriminatory freight rates, pat- 
ents, credit assistance for small and com- 
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petitive business enterprises, adequate 
enforcement of antitrust laws, and the 
functions of the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion. 

Third. The bill addresses itself to the 
entire problem of obtaining effective pub- 
lic control, wherever necessary, of mo- 
nopoly and monopolistic practices. It 
provides for coordination of the gen- 
eral policies of the various regulatory 
agencies, boards, and commissions that 
have already been established to regulate 
monopoly or monopolistic practices. It 
also provides for the Presidential submis- 
sion to Congress of additional plans for 
public control, either through regulation 
or ownership, whenever the President 
finds that a monopoly or a monopolistic 
practice cannot be eliminated and should 
instead be subjected to public control. 

I should now like to summarize briefly 
the major provisions of the bill. 

Title I is entitled.“A Consistent and 
Coordinated Antimonopoly Program.” It 
deals with various subjects. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
summary of the bill. By having it 
printed in the Recorp I will save the time 
of the Senate, and the Members may 
read the summary in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Sections 101 and 102—Presidential formu- 
lation of antimonopoly program: The Presi- 
‘dent is directed to develop a consistent and 
coordinated antimonopoly program which is 
to be transmitted to Congress at the begin- 
ning of every session as part of his economic 
report under the Employment Act of 1946. 

Section 1083—Annual survey of monopoly 
and monopolistic practices: Through the 
facilities of the various agencies of Govern- 
ment, the President is to make an annual 
study of the extent to which monopoly and 
monopolistic practices exist in industry, 
trade, and agriculture. The results of this 
study are also to be transmitted to the Con- 
gress as part of the economic report. 

Section 104—Reorganization power: The 
President is authorized to submit such re- 
organization plans as he deems necessary 
to obtain the most effective administration 
of the antimonopoly program. 

Titles II to VII, inclusive, relate to the 
prevention or elimination of monopoly and 
monopolistic practices. Let me refer to each 
title briefly: 

Title II. Prohibition of cartels: Participa- 
tion by American business in cartels is pro- 
hibited. Any arrangements to control in- 
ternational markets must be based upon in- 
ternational commodity agreements officially 
entered into by the United States Govern- 
ment. 

Title III. Elimination of discriminatory 
freight rates: In order to encourage the de- 
velopment of competitive enterprise in the 
West and the South, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is directed to prepare uniform 
class rates for railroad transportation. 

Title IV. Patents: The Justice Department 
is authorized to participate in patent suits. 
Agreements relating to patents are to be 
filed with the United States Patent Office. 
Patent licensing agreements which limit pro- 
duction, control prices, or otherwise further 
monopolistic purposes are made illegal. 

Title V. Credit assistance for small and 
competitive business enterprises: The Fed- 
eral Loan Administration is given a clear-cut 
policy mandate to make intermediate and 
long-term capital available to small and 
competitive business enterprises. Terms are 
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to be commensurate with the terms avail- 
able to big business, Interest rates are not 
to exceed 4 percent. The emphasis is to be 
on guaranteed loans handled through private 
banks, 

Title VI. More adequate enforcement of 
Sherman and Clayton Antitrust Acts: The 
Justice Department is given an appropria- 
tion of $6,000,00 0a year to enable it to carry 
on its activities more adequately, Officers 
and directors of corporations violating the 
Sherman and Clayton Antitrust Acts are 
made liable to penalties under these acts. 

Title VII. The Federal Trade Commission 
as master in chancery: The Federal Trade 
Commission is authorized, at the Attorney 
General’s request, to serve as master in 
chancery in any antitrust proceedings—that 
is, to bring finding of fact and recommenda- 
tions to the court. 

Title VIII is entitled “Where Necessary, 
Effective Public Control of Monopoly and 
Monopolistic Practices.” Its major provi- 
sions are as follows’ 

Sections 801 and 802. Presidential review 
of regulatory activities: The President is 
directed to review the operations of regulatory 
agencies, boards, and commissions and direct 
the curtailment or correction of policies that 
fail to protect the public interest effectively 
against monopoly or monopolistic practices. 

Section 803. New proposals for control: 
Where the President deems it necessary, he 
shall submit to Congress specific proposals 
for additional public control, whether 
through regulation or ownership, 


Title IX provides definitions for such terms 


as monopoly“ and ‘monopolistic practices.“ 


Mr. MORSE. I particularly wish to 
call attention to title II of the bill which 


‘prohibits American business from par- 


ticipating in cartels, except in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the bill. I 
desire to emphasize that if we really are 
going to establish a one world of perma- 
nent peace, we must recognize the eco- 
nomic interrelationships between and 
among the nations of the world. History 
shows that out of such relationships have 
sprung many of the causes of war. One 


need not argue the point that the price 


of war—misery and suffering and death, 
as well as economic loss—is always paid 
by the rank and file of the people of the 
Hence, I think we 
must face fearlessly a great economic 
reality, namely, that international eco- 
nomic “deals” among powerful economic 


‘forces in this country and in other coun- 


tries have contributed some of the causa- 


tive factors leading to war in the past. 


In my judgment, the American people 


‘have the fundamental right, under our 


form of government, to say to American 
business combines, “Thou shalt not enter 


into cartels which ultimately will lead 


to the killing of our sons and daughters, 
through war.” Ample evidence exists 
that economic cartels have been disrup- 
tive of relationships between nations and 
have been causative of international mis- 
understandings and ill will. Hence, I 
believe that the prohibitions placed upon 
cartels in title II of this act should highly 
commend it to the rank and file of the 
American people. I think it will greatly 
strengthen the movement for the de- 
velopment of a one world under the 
United Nations. 

I am aware of the fact that powerful 
economic forces in this country will op- 
pose this bill. However, it is to be noted 
that powerful economic forces opposed 
the Sherman Antitrust Act and the 
Clayton Act. Powerful economic inter- 
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ests, like all human institutions, are made 
up of human beings with all the frailties 
and selfish motives which characterize 
man. The development of the private 
property economy system in this country 
has been a constant struggle involving 
the necessity of protecting the economic 
weak from the exploitation of the eco- 
nomic strong. 

I would be the first to insist that the 
great capitalistic forces of this country 
have played a mighty important role in 
developing this thing we call the Ameri- 
can private-property economy. I do not 
favor, and I never shall favor, the sup- 
planting of our private-property economy 
with a socialistic order, or any other form 
of economic totalitarianism, because any 
form of economy other than our private- 
property economy is bound to lead to a 
loss of our rights as individuals to the 
guaranties of a political democracy as set 
out in our Constitution and its Bill of 
Rights. 

However, I refuse to blind myself to 
the fact that private-property economy 
does not entitle great combinations of 
capital to a license to make unreasonable 
profits and exercise unreasonable con- 
trols over the public at the expense of the 
rank and file of the American people. I 
refuse to ignore the fact that if we are 
to maintain a private-property economy 
in this country then the individual eiti- 
zen who wishes to exercise economic 
initiative must be able to do it in a free 
competitive economic system: I insist 
that we cannot maintain our private- 
property economy if greater and greater 
controls over competitive opportunities 
for our people become more and more 
vested in fewer and fewer combines of 
financial and economic power in this 
country. Such a monopolistic trend, if 
allowed to continue, is bound to result in 
some form of economic fascism in 
America. 

I wish to take this opportunity of say: 
ing to the farmers of this country that 
in my judgment the future standard of 
living of our farm population is going to 
be determined in a large measure by the 
extent to which we check monopolistic 
forces which at the present time exercise 
a much greater control over the returns 
which the farmer receives for his produce 
than most people living in our cities sus- 
pect. I think most of our farmers have 
come to understand the relationship be- 
tween monopolistic control of our econ- 
omy and the price they have to pay for 
the goods they have to buy as contrasted 
with the prices they receive for produce 
they sell. 

Since coming to the Senate in January; 
1945, I have endeavored to point out that 
if we are to retain and develop to its 
richest potentialities the American sys: 
tem of political and economic democracy 
we must do it within the framework of 
the American Constitution and in ac- 
cordance with a sound middle-of-the- 
road liberal political and economic 
course of action. We must do it by 
recognizing at all times that great lesson 
of history, namely, that the society of 
mankind moves forward, not backward 
and that it never stands still. Thus I 
have tried to point out in speech after 
speech in the Senate, and in the bills 
and resolutions which I have sponsored, 
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that a liberal program can be defined 
only in terms of specific issues. 

When people say to me, “You call 
yourself a liberal but what we would like 
to know is what do you stand for?” I 
am pleased to refer them to the specific 
things which I have stood for both before 
and since coming to the Senate. 
Through the speeches, bills and resolu- 
tions which I have presented on the 
fioor of the Senate I have endeavored to 
build what I consider to be a very sound 
liberal platform that can sustain and 
perpetuate the American economic sys- 
tem of private property. The bill I am 
offering today is the last plank that I 
propose to add to that platform in this 
session of Congress. 

I have no hesitancy in saying that the 
issue of controlling monopolies in this 
country is a clear-cut political issue as 
well as an economic problem. I feel that 
both the Republican and the Democratic 
parties must meet that issue in the 1946 
and 1948 campaigns. Hence, I offer this 
bill in an attempt to place that issue on 
the record. 

I am confident that once the American 
people come to understand the vital im- 
portance to their daily lives and their 
standard of living, and most important of 
all to the preservation of world peace, 
of controlling monopolies, they will 
wholeheartedly support the position 
taken by those of us who are willing to 
face the type of opposition which I have 
no doubt this will stir up. 

Further, I am convinced that the rank 
and file voters of this country, both 
Democratic and Republican, are basically 
progressive and liberal in their political 
philosophy. They want neither reac- 
tionarism nor leftism. As I have said on 
another occasion, it is interesting to note 
that one of the contrasts between the 
liberals and the leftists is that the liberal 
fights for the rights of the individual in 
maintaining self-government in keeping 
with the framework of our Constitution 
and its Bill of Rights, whereas the leftist 
seeks to develop an all-powerful Federal 
Government because he knows that his 
best chance of accomplishing the leftist's 
ultimate aim—namely, that of a govern- 
mental dominated economy—is through 
the development of an all-powerful cen- 
tral government exercising control of the 
economy. It was such a pattern that the 
leftists sold to the people of Italy and 
Germany when they fell the victims of 
fascism, and it was the same type of pat- 
tern which the leftists developed in Rus- 
sia under communism. 

May I say in passing that the greatest 
partner the leftist has in America today 
is the reactionary in both parties because 
the leftist well knows that if the type of 
émphasis on material things and laissez- 
faire economy of the rightist or reac- 
tionary ever prevails in this country then 
the pendulum swing to the left, shortly 
after the reactionaries come into power, 
will become so sweeping as to lead di- 
rectly into some form of State control 
of the economy. It is a great mistake, 
I believe, to think of the liberal as seeking 
only economic advantages for the peo- 
ple. That is the main objective, I think, 
of the leftist as contrasted with the lib- 
eral and of the reactionary as contrasted 
with the liberal except that the reaction- 
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ary seeks economic advantages not for 
the people but for the privileged few. 

Let us consider the leftist; for the lib- 
eral is anything but a leftist. The leftist 
is seeking a State economy; he is con- 
stantly thinking in ternis of material 
welfare for the people. He is not think- 
ing primarily, as is the liberal, in terms 
of political democracy’s being hitched to 
economic democracy. He places the 
economic advantages uppermost. That 
is also true of the reactionary except he 
seeks to serve his own selfish interests. 

The American people in the decade 
ahead must make a choice from among 
tk ree types of candidates. The first type 
must offer the political and economic 
program of the reactionaries bottomed 
upon a laissez-faire economy which his- 
tory shows is characterized by two out- 
standing economic phenomena: First, 
the exploitation of natural resources and 
human beings by the privileged few in 
the interests of profit dollars, and sec- 
ond, the business cycle of boom and bust 
with periodic depressions and mass un- 
employment. It is under such an econ- 
omy that monopoly develops its strangle 
hold over the economic rights and inter- 
ests of the people. 

The second type of candidate is from 
among the leftists. The program of the 
leftists seeks to eStablish a State-con- 
trolled economy in this country. The 
Communist and National Socialist is not 
concerned with protecting the civil lib- 
erties and individual rights, including 
private-property rights guaranteed to 
every citizen in this country under our 
Constitution with its Bill of Rights. 
Rather these leftists seek to destroy 
those rights and seek to substitute for 
individual liberty in this country State 
control and domination of the life of 
every person. I shall always oppose that 
totalitarian philosophy with all the 
vigor that I can muster. 

The third type of political candidate in 
American politics today is the liberal. 
As I have said, I feel that liberalism can 
be defined only in terms of specific is- 
sues. I do not mean, however, that I 
feel that liberalism does not have a very 
clear idealistic meaning. Let me put it 
this way: One of the objectives, for ex- 
ample, of a liberal government is to pro- 
tect the economic weak from the ex- 
ploitation of the economic strong and to 
do it within a private-property economy. 
That type of definition is similar to the 
one which Lincoln used when he pointed 
out that one of the purposes of govern- 
ment is to promote the “greatest good for 
the greatest number” and to do it within 
the framework of our American eco- 
nomic system. When we take that ap- 
proach to the definition of liberalism, 
then we must think in terms of specific 
issues and test our liberalism by our 
votes on those issues. 

To strike the balance between too little 
government and too much, to protect 
the economic weak from the exploita- 
tion of the economic strong within. the 
framework of our private-property econ- 
omy, to defend and guarantee at all 
times to the individual, the civil and 
property rights set forth in our Con- 
stitution and its Bill of Rights, to keep 
the government an effective servant and 
not a dictatorial master of our people, to 
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. promote the greatest good for the great- 


est number and to do it by maintaining 
the dignity of the individual, are some 
of the basic objectives of the political 
liberal. 

I offer this antimonopoly bill as meet- 
ing another specific test of liberalism 
and as being in keeping with that great 
objective of representative government, 
namely, promotion of the greatest good 
for the greatest number. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent to introduce the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2482) introduced by Mr. Morse (for him- 
self, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. Lancer, Mr. Murray, 
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. KILGORE, 
and Mr. Younc) to establish a consistent 
and coordinated antimonopoly program, 
prevent or eliminate monopoly and mo- 
nopolistic practices, and protect the pub- 
lic interest, wherever necessary, through 
effective methods of public control over 
monopoly and monopolistic practices, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


S. 115. An act to modify sections 4 and 20 
of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
1934, with reference to certain funds collected 
in connection with the operation of Indian 
Service irrigation projects, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

S. 1547. An act to provide for the disposi- 
tion of vessels, trophies, relics, and mate- 
rial of historical interest by the Secretary 
of the Navy, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, severally with amendments, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 1277. An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Wil- 
liam S. Brown; 

S. 1783. An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright and 
Irvin Lee Wright, minors; 

S. 1917. An act to enact certain provisions 
now included in the Naval Appropriation 
Act, 1946, and for other purposes; and 

S. 2210. An act t- provide for the return of 
certain securities to the Philippine Common- 
wealth Government. 


The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to each of the 
following bills of the House: 

H. R. 6004. An act to provide authoriza- 
tion for the village of Cahokia, Ill., to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near 
Cahokia, III., and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 6533. An act to authorize certain ad- 
ministrative expenses in the Government 
service, and for other purposes. 


The message also anounced that the 
House had agreed to the concurrent res- 
olution (S. Con. Res. 74) providing for 
the printing of additional copies of the 
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report of the Joint Committee on the In- 
vestigation of the Pearl Harbor Attack. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and subchap- 
ter B of chapter 9 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


‘The 


Aiken Hayden Overton 
Andrews Hill Pepper 
Austin Hoey Radcliffe 
Ball Huffman Reed 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Brewster Kilgore Shipstead 
Brooks Knowland Smith 

Buck La Follette Stanfill 
Burch Langer Stewart 
Bushfield Lucas Swift 
Capper McCarran Taft 
Carville McClellan Taylor 
Connally McFarland Thomas, Okla. 
Cordon McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Donnell McMahon Tobey 
Downey Magnuson Tunnell 
Eastland Mead Vandenberg 
Ferguson Millikin Wagner 
Fulbright Mitchell Walsh 
George Moore Wheeler 
Gerry Morse Wherry 
Green Murdock White 
Guffey Murray Wiley 
Gurney Myers Willis 

Hart O'Daniel Young 
Hawkes O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). Eighty Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is 
present. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak regarding the general character 
of the bill which is before the Senate. It 
is a bill to change and expand the 
so-called railroad retirement system, 
which is a special social-security system 
extending only to railroad employees, 
except as the coverage of this bill may 
extend it further. 

We have a general social security sys- 
tem, which, of course, covers most other 
people in the United States, but at the 
time the railroad retirement system was 
set up it was set up as a special system 
for the railroad employees. That, how- 
ever, isa Government system. The Gov- 
ernment is responsible for paying the 
benefits under that system. It is not like 
many of the private pension systems 
which exist in the United States. It is 
a special Government system covering 
these particular employees, and not cov- 
ering anyone else in the United States, 
while the general social security system 
covers other employees. 

I think it is very doubtful whether 
there should be a special social-security 
system set up by the Government for 
certain special groups of employees, and 
it is the tremendous difference between 
the benefits and the treatment under 
the two systems which leads to the vio- 
lence of the feeling regarding the ques- 
tion of coverage, whether an employee 
shall be under one system or the other, 
I do not particularly object, however, to 
there being a separate system for the 
railroad employees, nor do I object to 
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that system being somewhat more liberal 
than the general system. 

There is one thing which follows, how- 
ever, if we have such a system. It must 
be actuarially sound. We have set up 
the social security system, and we rec- 
ognize that under that system a great 
many of the benefits are going to have 
to be paid by the Government, with re- 
spect to which the tax levy today 
amounts to only 2 percent, outside of the 
unemployment-compensation tax. We 
realize that the Government is going to 
pay a very fair part of the total, on the 
theory that we might as well pay as we 
go when everyone in the United States 
is involved. There is not much point in 
anyone building up a so-called reserve of 
Government bonds when the group of 
beneficiaries and the group of taxpayers 
are just about the same people. How- 
ever, when we have this kind of a sys- 
tem we must have an actuarially sound 
system, or the whole system will break 
down. 

The House committee received this bill 
when it was introduced in the form in 
which we have it. It made an extensive 
study of the whole system. The study 
covered a period of more than 3 months. 
It employed special actuaries to make the 
necessary calculations, and then rewrote 
the bill and reported it. 

Under the existing system there is a 
tax levy to pay the expenses of the sys- 
tem. The tax today is 344 percent from 
the employer and 3% percent from the 
employee, or a total of 7 percent. To 
that is added the special unemployment 
compensation fund tax, which is 3 per- 
cent, just as it is in various States. So 
there is now a total tax of 10 percent 
levied on the wages of railroad em- 
ployees. That is to go up slightly in 
1949, under the present law. 

The House committee found that to 
be actuarially sound the tax should be 
4% percent on the employer and 414 
percent on the employee, or nearly 2 per- 
cent more than is now being paid under 
that system. The new bill proposes an 
increased tax of 534 percent on the em- 
ployee and 534 percent on the employer, 
or a total of 114% percent. To that is 
added 3 percent for unemployment com- 
pensation. So the bill provides imme- 
diately for a tax of 1414 percent, 534 of 
which is to come from the employee, and 
834 from the employer. That rate will 
be increased in 1949 to a total of 15 per- 
cent, and in 1952 to a total of 1514 per- 
cent. The House committee finds that 
that will be actuarially insufficient by at 
least 144 percent. In the opinion of the 
House committee a total tax of 17 per- 
cent on the pay roll would be required to 
cover the benefits provided in the bill. 

That does not cover so-called health 
insurance. If we had the Murray- 
Wagner-Dingell bill we should have in 
addition a tax of 3 or 4 percent. So 
this looks toward a total tax on wages, 
in the case of the railroads, of 20 percent: 

It seems to me that the employees do 
not really understand what is being 
imposed upon them. I do not believe 
that they realize what the tax will 
amount to. When we see what doubt 
there is in our minds as to these pen- 
sions, and whether it is worth while to 
deduct 5 percent from the pav roll in 
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order to pay a future pension, certainly 
any railroad employee who had a free 
choice might well doubt whether he 
wanted to pay as much as 5%4 percent 
and have the employer pay the addi- 
tional amount. I doubt very much if 
the employees understand what is being 
done. It is our responsibility, because 
we are imposing that tax. 

It is all very well to say that the rail- 
road employees want a special fund. 
Perhaps they do. Yet I do not. believe 
that, aside from the leaders, any of them 
realize the extent of the burden which is 
being imposed in order to bring about 
the result which they seek. Further- 
more, I think they might well realize 
that in order to have a special system 
they must pay the whole cost of it 
whereas if they were under the social- 
security system, under our present 
theory the Government would pay a con- 
siderable part of the burden out of gen- 
eral taxes. Aside from the men at the 
top, I have not heard any railroad em- 
ployee say that he was particularly inter- 
ested in increasing the tax which is now 
levied in connection with the railroad 
unemployment fund. I have talked 
with conductors and brakemen who very 
seriously doubt whether this kind of an 
increase is desirable. 

We must consider this question also 
from the standpoint of the railroads. It 
is all very well to say that the tax pays 
itself. It does so far as the Government 
is concerned, if it is actuarially sound. 
I think it is within 1½ percent of being 
actuarially sound. But this tax is really 
a tax imposed on the shippers of the 
country, because this burden, whether it 
is placed on the employer or the em- 
ployee, is to a large extent reflected in 
increased costs to the railroad industry; 
and under the law the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission must increase the 
rates charged by the railroads in order 
to compensate them for that additional 
expense. That means that we are im- 
posing an indirect tax on the shippers 
of the United States and on all the in- 
dustries of the United States, as well 
as the farmers, who cannot get as much 
for their wheat and corn because the 
cost of getting it to the central markets 
becomes greater by reason of the in- 
crease which we are imposing on the 
-ailroads through this tax on pay rolls. 
On the present basis, when we get 
through, the total tax will amount to 
154% percent. The present pay roll is 
approximately $4,000,000,000. So in one 
way or another we are taxing the rail- 
roud industry to the extent of more than 
$600,000,000 a year in order to raise the 
money necessary for this scale of 
benefits. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course what the 
Senator says is true, that half of the 
tax will come from the railroads, and, in 
turn, from the general public. That is 
true of social security. After all, it is 
not a tax on the farmer alone. It is a 
tax on every class of people who buy 
anything. 

Mr. TAFT. I was only raising the 
question as to whether it is desirable 


10130 


to have this particular scale of bene- 
fits, which represents a higher scale of 
benefits than social security, and a 
higher scale of benefits than the pres- 
ent railroad retirement. Is it right for 
us to set up that scale of benefits when 
we must tax the people of the country 
in order to pay for it? I am perfectly 
willing to say that there should be some 
such payment, but I think we have a 
duty beyond merely saying, “This is their 
affair. They are going to pay for it.” 
We have the duty to examine into the 
question and determine whether the scale 
of benefits is reasonable so that we can 
properly tax the shippers of the United 
States in order to pay for it. That is 
the only point I make. 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course, the 
shipper passes it on to the consumer. 
After all, it is the consuming public which 
pays the tax. ; 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 
passed on to everyone else. 

Mr. WHEELER. Some persons have 
the idea that when we place a tax upon 
the railroads we place a tax upon some 
wealthy manufacturer who is paying it. 
Of course, it must ultimately be paid by 
the consumer and the producer, regard- 
less of who pays it in the first instance. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is entirely 
correct. My point is simply that we have 
an obligation to do more than merely 
Say, “This is their affair. They are pay- 
ing for it; therefore, they can have any 
benefits they want.” We have an ob- 
ligation to the individual railroad em- 
ployee, who is not being consulted about 
whether he wishes this additional tax 
imposed upon him; and also an obliga- 
tion to the shipper, who in the end pays 
the other tax. We also have an obliga- 
tion to the general population, to deter- 
mine whether it is proper to levy such a 
tax in order to increase the benefits to 
à particular group of the population. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. In order to emphasize 
the point which the Senator from Ohio 
is making, let us remember that the con- 
sumers, the group about which the Sena- 
tor from Montana was speaking, who 
ultimately pay this bill, include among 
their ranks the great mass of workers 
who are under social security and who 
are receiving a different form of security, 
and a lesser amount than the railroad 
employees now receive. I believe that 
there is a fundamental question involved. 
Have we the right, considering the in- 
crease in rail rates and transportation 
charges which is necessarily involved, to 
raise the cost of everything to the great 
mass of Workers who get one form of so- 
cial security, in order to pay a different 
type of social security to a different 
group? Iam in favor of doing the sound, 
fair thing, so far as we can, for the rail- 
road workers; but I think we must al- 
Ways correlate the two groups and see 
that justice and equity is done as between 
them. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Senator. 

What the House committee did was 
to adopt the substitute bill giving to the 
railroad workers about one-half of what 
is provided in this bill. It also increased 
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the tax to take care of what was actu- 
arially necessary in order to get the 
money required to meet that system. 

The House committee went further. 
Whereas the part of the tax which is 
levied on employer and employee in order 
to obtain the money for the annuity pay- 
ments—the old-age pension part of the 
plan, so to speak—is apparently insuffi- 
cient actuarially to meet the demands 
on it, under the present law or under the 
terms of the bill, the part which is levied 
for unemployment compensation, the 3 
percent which is paid by the railroads, is 
far more than is necessary for the pur- 


affords fairly stable employment, and 
consequently the unemployment com- 
pensation fund reserve has been built up 
to more than 8700, 000 000. That is in 
lieu of State unemployment compensa- 
tion. The 3-percent tax is like the State 
unemployment compensation tax. In 
view of the excess in this fund, the bill 
adds to the ordinary payment for un- 
employment-compensation payments for 
unemployment resulting from sickness 
and payments for unemployment result- 
ing prom maternity. 

That is an extension of unemployment 
compensation which has never been 
made, so far as I know, in any State of 
the Union. To a certain extent unem- 
ployment compensation is an invitation 
to idleness. Today we see that the GI 
payment of $20 a week is apparently very 
acceptable to many persons in lieu of 
work, so they are not looking very hard 
for work under those circumstances, and 
they draw the $20 a week as a matter 
of course. If in addition there is un- 
employment compensation for unem- 
ployment resulting from sickness, we 
shall find so many sick persons that the 
railroads will hardly be able to operate. 
It is inevitable. Many persons who may 
be sick are still able to work. But with 
the promise that if they stay at home 
for a certain length of time and the doc- 
tor says they are sick they will draw 
unemployment compensation, many of 
them will accept it. 

I think that is utterly unsound, and 
I think it is also utterly unsound to pay 
it for maternity benefits. I do not be- 
lieve there should be, ın either case, any 
payments for unemployment compensa- 
tion. If there is to be anything of the 
kind, it should be in connection with 
some kind of health insurance fund, 
either a voluntary cr a compulsory 
health-insurance fund, if any State 
wishes to provide for one. But certainly 
it should not be done in connection with 
unemployment compensation. 

The obviously sound thing to do, Mr. 
President, is to reduce the 3-percent tax, 
if a tax of that amount is not necessary 
for unemployment-compensation pay- 
ments in connection with the railroads, 
and to use the difference to provide for 
some of the increase in the other tax 
which will be necessary. Obviously, that 
is what the House committee did. The 
House committee, when it got through, 
had a tax of 124 percent, instead of 
15% percent, on the pay roll of the work- 
ers; and, in addition, it had an actuarily 
sound bill. It gave, in the way of in- 
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creased benefits, only about one-half of 
the increased benefits provided by this 
bill, I believe. That is a very rough 
estimate, and I do not wish to state posi- 
tively exactly how much it will be. But, 
roughly speaking, I estimate that it in- 
creases the annual benefits by approxi- 
mately $37,500,000 a year, instead of 
$75,000,000 or $100,000,000, as under the 
existing bill. 

The House committee recommended 
that to the House. The House voted on 
the amendments, and approved them in 
the Committee of the Whole. Then they 
got into a jam and voted on all the 
amendments en bloc. Why the rule is 
that way, I do not know. But that was 
done, and the House rejected all those 
amendments, all the corrective amend- 
ments, and all the amendments which 
now have been proposed to the Senate, 
by the Senator from Kentucky in the 
form of a concurrent resolution. Then 
the House recurred to the original bill, 
which then was passed. But all the work 
done by the House committee was thrown 
away. 

Yesterday the Senator from Kentucky 
said that those who proposed the cover- 
age amendment were really engaged in 
an attempt to kill the bill. I say that 
those who are insistent on having the 
bill pass without amendment are saying, 
“We want this or nothing.” I say now 
that if the railroad employees and the 
proponents of this bill are willing to sit 
down with the House committee and 
work out a compromise by which they 
can get a better bill, anc by which they 
can agree with the House committee to 
provide for more benefits, if they wish 
to have them, than were granted in the 
bill as proposed by the House committee, 
they will have to make some kind of 
compromise with the House committee; 
and I believe that if such a compromise’ 
is made, the bill can go back to the 
House and be passed by the House with 
the amendments, and without imposing 
upon the people of the United States 
who, in the end will have to pay this 
special form of security benefits, the 
total burden proposed by this bill, which 
s 2ms to me to be entirely unreasonable, 

This bill provides for a number of ad- 
ditional benefits. The benefit which I 
think is peculiarly desirable and which I 
think should be made is the one which 
extends the old age pension feature, the 
annuity feature, to survivors. The social 
security system has always paid some- 
thing to the widows of the workers who 
die, but the railroad retirement system 
for some reason, has not done so. Of 
course, that should be done, and the pro- 
vision for it should remain in the bill. 
The bill increases the disability pay- 
ments. I have no objection to that. The 
bill reduces to 60 years the age limit as to 
women, if they have had 30 years service. 
As I understand the bill, it also gives 
benefits for total disability, under cer- 
tain circumstances. In some respects 
perhaps, it may go a little far, because it 
may provide payments for disability 
which has no relation to railroad work. 
Nevertheless, in general I believe that the 
extension as to disability payments is a 
proper one to be made, and I believe it 
will have to be made, to the extent that 
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it does not now exist in the social-security 
law. 

The minimum annuities are somewhat 
increased by the bill. 

But in general, the important feature 
of it and, I think, the important feature 
to the railroad men, is the provision for 
the payment of survivor and death bene- 
fits in a more liberal way than is pro- 
vided by the present law. 

I have already referred to the exten- 
sion of unemployment: compensation 
payments to cases involving sickness and 
maternity, which I think is completely 
unjustifiable and should never have been 
made. 

Let me say that our subcommittee 
went into this whole question in the 
hearings, and then submitted a report, 
which is very interesting and which says 
that the subcommittee does not propose 
to pass on the question. The report was 
submitted in March; and it says, in part: 

The questions of policy needing decision 
are of such great importance that the full 
committee will find, after study and delibera- 
tion, that it will of necessity have to make 
the decisions itself; and the subcommittee 
therefore felt that no useful purpose would 
be served by deciding such questions and re- 
porting them in the form of a finished bill to 
the full committee. A comprehensive and 
important report has been pending before 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 


The report from the subcommittee to 
the full committee then outlines the ma- 
jor changes, and states what the various 
questions are. The report covers approx- 
imately nine different problems, which 
the subcommittee says are controversial. 
But the report does not purport to pass 
on what the decision in those cases 
should be. 

The full committee gave no considera- 
tion whatever to those controversial 
questions. There was no vote in the 
committee on those questions. There 
was no attempt to consider them. 
There was no attempt to weight the bill 
against the House bill or to consider 
whether any of the amendments of the 
House committee were proper ones to be 
made, even though they had been re- 
jected en bloc by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

So we have here a bill which, insofar 
as it has received any consideration by 
the House of Representatives, has been 
rejected or at least fundamentally 
changed; it has been changed in impor- 
tant respects. The House expressed the 
feeling that this tax should be at least 
3 percent less than that provided by the 
current bill; that there should be that 
much less of a burden. 

I can see no justification whatever for 
the position taken by the majority leader, 
namely, that the Senate is now fore- 
closed from considering fundamental 
amendments dealing with the whole 
matter of social security. Let me say 
that in the unemployment-compensation 
field the bill increases straight unem- 
ployment-compensation payments to $25 
for 26 weeks. An attempt to do that 
under the social-security law was re- 
jected by the Senate less than a year 
ago. The in-between effect of increas- 
ing unemployment-compensation pay- 
ments to $25 a week for 26 weeks at the 
present time will, it seems to me, be a 
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demand, and perhaps a proper demand, 
that all the GI payments be increased 
from $20 to $25 a week, and it is very 
doubtful whether that policy was a very 
wise one, even at the $20 rate. 

Undoubtedly it will lead to an increase 
in the amount provided under the State 
laws. I myself think that in the end 
the $25 rate is coming. But I think this 
is an inappropriate time to increase the 
unemployment-compensation payments 
to $25 for a period of 26 weeks. I under- 
stand that when those payments are 
combined with the sickness-insurance 
payments, the total will mean that some 
persons may actually draw the $25 for 
nearly an entire year. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. HAWKES. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio. 


I wish to call attention to the fact that 


it is only a few months—I do not know 
how many; but, as I recall, not more than 
4 or 5—since we took up in the Finance 
Committee the question of increasing 
unemployment compensation payments 
to $25 for 26 weeks, under an arrange- 
ment by means of which the Federal Gov- 
ernment was to contribute, and it was 
hoped the States would raise their con- 
tributions. The Senator from Ohio re- 
members that, I am sure. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

Mr. HAWKES. The Senate, after ma- 
ture consideration, decided that that was 
an unwise thing to do at that time. 

Later, when the bill came to the Sen- 
ate, the majority leader again offered an 
amendment to include in the bill provi- 
sion for payment of the $25 for 26 weeks. 
That amendment, offered by the major- 
ity leader just a few months ago, was 
defeated by a vote of 51 to 29, which 
shows what the sentiment was at that 
time; and I think nothing has happened 
since then to change it. 

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator. I 
think I should point out that, if we put 
all benefits on the basis proposed in this 
bill, namely, a pay-roll tax of 154 per- 
cent, we would come very close to im- 
posing a total tax bill for social security 
on the people of the United States of ap- 
proximately $15,000,000,000 a year, which 
is supposedly the tax covered by the 
Beveridge plan, if that were imposed 
throughout the entire country. 

Mr. President, I think the tremendous 
size of this tax is, evidence of why the 
coverage question has become so impor- 
tant. I may say that, in my opinion, the 
coverage provision is not ambiguous. 
There is no question of clearing up an 
ambiguity. It seems to me very clear 
that ice companies and warehouse com- 
panies, as well as others, are covered, and 
that there can be no question as to how 
a court would interpret the law. 

Paragraph (2), on page 2 of the bill, 
reads: 

Any person, other than a carrier regulated 
under part I of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
which, pursuant to arrangements with a car- 
rier or otherwise, performs, for hire, with re- 
spect to passengers or property transported, 
being transported or to be transported by a 
carrier, any service included within the term 
“transportation” as defined in section 1 (3) 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, whether or 
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not such service is offered under railroad 
tariffs. 


The term “transportation” as defined 
in the Interstate Commerce Act is as 
follows: 

The term “transportation” as used in this 
part shall include locomotives, cars, and 
other vehicles, vessels, and all instrumental- 
ities and facilities of shipment or carriage, 
irrespective of ownership or of any contract, 
expressed or implied, for the use thereof, and 
all services in connection with the receipt, 
delivery, elevation, and transfer in transit, 
ventilation, refrigeration or icing, storage, 
and handling of property transported. 


I do not see how clearer language could 
be written. I repeat: 
and all services in connection with the re- 
ceipt, delivery, elevation, and transfer in 
transit, ventilation, refrigeration or icing, 
storage, and handling of property trans- 
ported. 


It was argued that the Interstate Com- 
merce Act had never covered these var- 
ious services, although they are defined 
as “transportation” in the act. But the 
Interstate Commerce Act does not give 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
power over all transportation as so de- 
fined. It gives the Interstate Commerce 
Commission authority only over common 
carriers by railroad which are engaged 
in transportation. Of course, they have 
not extended their authority over the 
icing and refrigeration service of com- 
panies that are not common carriers. 
So that has nothing to do with the 
question. The bill deliberately states 
that any person, other than a carrier, is 
covered by it if the service which he per- 
forms is included within the term “trans- 
portation.” I do not see how there could 
be any question about the fact that such 
companies as have been mentioned are 
included. There is no question of am- 
biguity in connection with the inclusion 
of those services. 

Paragraph 4 of the bill is very vague 
and general. It reads: 

Any person engaged in rendering, pur- 
suant to any arrangement for one or more 
carriers, any service, which (i) is of such a 
nature as to be susceptible of indefinitely 
continuous performance— 


Which includes icing which must be 
ready at any time in the day, and in con- 
nection with warehousing, the railroads 
must be taken into consideration. 

I continue reading: . 

(il) constitutes a part of or is necessary or 
incidental to the operation or maintenance 
of way, equipment, or structures devoted to 
transportation use— 


Certainly icing is included in that lan- 
guage— 
or constitutes a clerical, sales, accounting, 
protective, or communications service neces- 
sary or incidental to the conduct of transpor- 
tation carried on by a carrier— 


And so forth. I cannot see why those 
terms are not sufficiently broad to in- 
clude all persons who are afraid that they 
may be or may not be included. I do 
not see why every telegram which has 
been received regarding this subject was 
not justified on the basis of the language 
included in the bill. 

Incidentally, it is said that these 
amendments are merely to clear up am- 
biguities. The Interstate Commerce Act 
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has been in effect for 8 years. Like any 
act which is subjected to continuous rul- 
ings and decisions of the courts, it has 
been ruled on so many times that we 
have come to a definition of who is in and 
who is out. There is no substantial dis- 
pute today as to that question, but if we 
pass this bill it will be 10 years before it 
will be determined through further deci- 
sions of the Railroad Retirement Board 
who isin and whois out. We add to the 
difficulties of classification if we include 
the words which are in the pending bill. 
Certainly we should return to the exist- 
ing system. There is no reason why A 
should be under the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act and B should be under the 
Social Security Act. They are both cov- 
ered by one or the other. As a matter of 
fact, I believe that the railroad unions 
want to be included. They are included. 
They have said themselves that they do 
not care to extend the coverage of the 
bill to their activities, and I do not see 
any reason why they should be. 

There is another change which was 
rejected by the House committee, as 
it should have been rejected. I refer 
to the change which transfers to the 
railroad retirement system the collec- 
tion of the tax of some 12 percent 
of the pay roll. It amounts to approxi- 
mately $400,000,000 or $500,000,000 a 
year. It is now being collected by 
the Treasury of the United States. They 
are the tax-collecting agency. They 
should be. They should determine on a 
purely impartial basis whether the par- 
ticular persons covered by the bill shall 
pay the tax or shall not pay it. That 
question should be determined by the 
Treasury. There should not be two sep- 
arate tax-collecting agencies. Weshould 
not take away the power from the Treas- 
ury, hand it over to the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board, and give them authority 
to decide all these questions with refer- 
ence to whom the tax applies or does not 
apply. 

The original House bill refused to make 
that change and left the administration 
of the act in the Treasury, where it 
should remain. The effect of the change 
will be to give the Railroad Retirement 
Board a great deal more to say with ref- 
erence to what is covered and what is not. 
If they are like any other agency of 
which I know, they will want to cover 
everything in the world, and include 
everything they can include so as to en- 
large their authority. They will want to 
include all the people they can bring 
under their control so that they can col- 
lect taxes and build their organization 
up to greater strength, instead of allow- 
ing the authority and power to reside in 
the Treasury of the United States. So I 
feel that a transfer of the tax collecting 
authority from the Treasury to the Rail- 
road Retirement Board should not be 
made. An amendment to do that is one 
which we should consider and pass upon, 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
proposal of the distinguished majority 
leader is, in the first place, a complete 
mistake because it assumes that the only 
thing at issue is the question of coverage. 
It is an important issue, but it seems to 
me it is not nearly so important as are 
the other questions which I have dis- 
cussed, namely unemployment com- 
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pensation, the collection of taxes, and the 
size of the tax which is to be levied. 

To say that we cannot adopt amend- 
ments is to suggest something new in 
legislative procedure. I never heard of 
enacting legislation by proposing that a 
concurrent resolution, which includes 
some 50 separate amendments, shall be 
adopted after the bill is passed, on the 
theory that we will be correcting clerical 
mistakes which we have not yet made, 
and which we are perfectly able to cor- 
rect by amendments under the ordinary 
rules of the Senate. If we legislate in that 
way we will prostitute the whole process 
of the Senate. I think that clerical mis- 
takes and minor errors have been cor- 
rected by adopting concurrent resolu- 
tions; but it never has been done with- 
out unanimous consent. Ithink that the 
Senator from Missouri read to the Sen- 
ate Rule XV. It provides as follows: 

When a bill or resolution shall have been 
ordered to be read a third time, it shall not 


be in order to propose amendments, unless 
by unanimous consent— 


And so forth. What the majority 
leader has proposed to do is amend this 
bill by adopting a concurrent resolution 
after the third reading of the bill has 
been ordered. If that can be done it 
seems to me that it can be done only un- 
der rule XV, or by unanimous consent. 
So far as I know it has never been done 
except by unanimous consent. Certain- 
ly, if the majority leader offers such a 
concurrent resolution I shall object to its 
consideration on the ground that it would 
be in violation of rule XV of the rules 
of the Senate. I do not know what the 
ruling of the Chair will be, but cer- 
tainly it seems to me thet the ruling of 
the Chair should be in accordance with 
the rule of the Senate. To offer a con- 
current resolution such as the one which 
the majority leader has proposed, would 
be an attempt to amend the bill after the 
bill had reached the third reading. If 
any Senator is relying on that procedure, 
he cannot be certain that any such res- 
olution can ever be passed through the 
Senate of the United States even if a 
majority is in favor of what seems to me 
to be a perfectly ridiculous procedure. 

So, Mr. President, I urge very strongly, 
in the first place, that the Senate has a 
right to vote its sentiments, and should 
do so, not on any imaginary theory about 
what is going to happen to the bill. If 
the advocates of the bill are willing to 
take something less than is included in 
the bill, if they are willing to agree with 
the House Members, who are the only 
ones who really studied this matter, in 
reaching a compromise bill, I believe 
they can reach such a compromise, per- 
haps somewhat more liberal than that 
proposed by the House committee, but in 
any event giving more than half the ad- 
ditional demands which are made in the 
bill. I believe that can be done, if it is 
desired. 

The position taken by the majority 
leader is that we must have this bill or 
nothing, that if we do not have this, we 
are to get nothing, so that we have to 
take this. Isay there is a middle course. 

The Social Security System requires 
revision much more than does the 
railroad retirement system. We heard 
this morning in the Finance Committee 
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of a great many amendments proposed to 
that system, and the committee is con- 
sidering them. It is far more important, 
and important to a far greater number 
of people in the United States, that that 
system be revised and brought up to date 
and made more liberal. The present 
railroad retirement system is more lib- 
eral than that system, except in the one 
respect of survivorship annuities. But 
that system should be brought up to date. 
We put off the revision of the social se- 
curity system until next year. 

If the pending bill should fail, cer- 
tainly we could pass a proper bill next 
year. I think the present system should 
be made to do. I think we can work 
out a sound system, and I believe we can 
do it with a less expensive burden than 
is proposed in the bill before us. 

But I do not think we should start out 
with this bill and set a precedent for 
something which, if applied to social 
security generally, would mean, in my 
opinion, taxes in excess of $17,000,000,- 
000 a year on the people of the United 
States. 

I think we should consider these ques- 
tions, and I believe very strongly that in 
relation to coverage it is perfectly clear 
that unless we do what the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Hoey] is propos- 
ing, we will include all kinds of services 
which are not included, which do not 
want to be included, which the railroad 
men say now they do not want included, 
yet which in my opinion are included, 
beyond the shadow of a doubt, in the 
present language of the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Ohio 
yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wish to 
get into the Recorp a statement with re- 
gard to the maximum unemployment 
payments which might be made under 
the pending bill and the maximum paid 
under the present law. 

The Senator is correct in a way, ‘but 
I do not think the whole story has been 
told. Twenty dollars is now the maxi- 
mum, but that maximum is applicable 
only to men receiving $1,600 a year in 
salary. In other words, a person receiv- ` 
ing from $150 to $199.99 gets under the 
present law and under the proposed law 
at daily benefit rate of $1.75. If he re- 
ceives up to as high as $1,599.99, he gets 
$3.50 a day for a 5-day week, which would 
mean a total of $17.50 a week under the 
proposed law and under the existing law. 

Mr. TAFT. I quite agree that when 
we say $20 or $25, it is not a flat figure. 
That is true in regard to State unem- 
ployment compensation acts, too. Usu- 
ally we simply characterize the maximum 
figure as the figure that sets the scale, 
so to speak. I did not mean to say that 
everyone would get $25 for 26 weeks, of 
course, but that is the maximum which 
could be received. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
the point I wanted to clarify. The Sen- 
ator compared the proposed unemploy- 
ment compensation with the veterans’ 
unemployment compensation, and the 
latter, of course, is a flat compensation, 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is correct; 
of course, that is flat compensation. The 
straight compensation is not. That has 
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the variations to which the Senator calls 
attention in the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The $25 
maximum provided in the proposed law 
applies only to those who receive $250, 
or more than that, 

One other point I wish to clarify, if 
the Senator will permit me, namely, the 
combination of unemployment-insur- 
ance provisions and sick benefits. 

Only 91 employees out of over a million 
and a quarter employees would have re- 
ceived both types of unemployment bene- 
fits in the one benefit plan ending June 
30, 1940. 

Table 23 on page 80 of the hearings 
shows that in the benefit year ending 
June 30, 1940, 29,298 employees out of 
1,284,000 exhausted their unemployment 
benefits. In terms of 1,000,000 eligibles, 
this is equivalent to 22,816, or 2.3 percent. 

In order for this group to get also un- 
employment benefits for sickness for the 
remaining period in that benefit year, it 
would be necessary for all of them, 22,- 
816 out of each million employees, to be 
ill for 6 months or longer in a 12-month 
period. But this is not so. : 

Table 54 on page 116 of the hearings 
indicates that 4 per 1,000 women and 
3.9 per 1,000 men will have a disability 
in a year which lasts 6 months or more. 
Therefore, only 0.4 percent of any group 
of employees will be sick for more than 
6 months or more in a year, and only that 
portion can draw the maximum sickness 
benefits. Assuming that persons who 
suffer from extended unemployment are 
not sick any more frequently than those 
who are not so employed, only 0.4 percent 
of the 29,298 employees who exhausted 
their unemployment benefits in the bene- 
fit year ending June 30, 1940, or 91 em- 
ployees, would here have been sick for 6 
months or more in the same benefit year. 

Even if the rate of sickness among 
those who are unemployed for long peri- 
ods is twice as high as for the average 
of the number drawing the benefits for 
lack of work for a full year, the number 
unemployed for 6 months and sick the 
other 6 would be 182 per 1,000,000 
eligibles, or 0.0182 percent. 

Making the same assumption as to the 
sickness rate for the succeeding fiscal 
years, 154 per 1,000,000 would draw both 
benefits for 6 months each in the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1941; 64 per 
1,000,000 in the next fiscal year; 12 per 
1,000,000 in the next; and 2 per 1,000,000 
eligibles in the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1944. : 

Mr. President, I ask that a table and 

a statement concerning it be inserted 
in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 


Column I, Column II, daily 
total compensation benefit rate 

$150 to $199.99.................. $1.75 
$200 to 6474.99. 2.00 
$475 to 6749.99 2. 25 
$750 to 8999.99. 2. 50 
$1,000 to 81.299.992 3. 00 
$1,300 to 81.599.992 3. 50 
$1,600 to 61.999.992 4. 00 
$2,000 to 82,499.99. 4. 50 
$2,500 and over 5. 00 


The amount of benefits payable for the 
first 14 days in each maternity period, and 
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for the first 14 days in a maternity period 
after the birth of the child, shall be one 
and one-half times the amount otherwise 
payable under this subsection. Benefits 
shall not be paid for more than 84 days of 
sickness in a maternity period prior to the 
birth of the child. Qualification for and 
rate of benefits for days of sickness in a 
maternity period shall not be affected by the 
expiration of the benefit year in which the 
maternity period will have begun unless in 
such benefit year the employee will not 
have been a qualified employee. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Swirt in the chair). The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Hoey], which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all of section 1, and renumber 
the remaining sections of the bill; and 
on page 60, it is proposed to strike out 
lines 18 through 20. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. TAFT. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden Overton 
Andrews Hill Pepper 
Austin Hoey Radcliffe 
Ball Huffman Reed 
Barkley Johnson, Colo, Revercomb 
Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Brewster Kilgore Shipstead 
Brooks Knowland Smith 
Buck La Follette Stanfill 
Burch Langer Stewart 
Bushfield Lucas Swift 
Capper McCarran Taft 
Carville McClellan Taylor 
Connally McFarland Thomas, Okla. 
on McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Donnell McMahon Tobey 
Downey Magnuson Tunnell 
Eastland Mead Vandenberg 
Fe n Millikin Wagner 
Fulbright Mitchell Walsh 
George Moore Wheeler 
Gerry Morse Wherry 
Green Murdock White 
Guffey Murray Wiley 
Gurney Myers Willis 
Hart O'Daniel Young 
Hawkes O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty 
Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum: is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HOEY]. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, for 
the benefit of those who are worrying 
about the construction to be placed upon 
section 1, I will say that I pointed out 
yesterday how the Interstate Commerce 
Commission had repeatedly interpreted 
this particular section on transporta- 
tion, and how it had limited its applica- 
tion. I sent a telegram to William J. 
Kennedy, chairman of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Board, 844 Rush Street, Chi- 
cago, Ill., as follows: 

I direct your attention to the second par- 
agraph of page 7 of the Senate Interstate 
Commerce Committee’s report on H. R. 1362. 
If the Board or its counsel has had an op- 
portunity to study this report with refer- 
ence to the language of the bill, would ap- 
preciate knowing whether this paragraph is 
regarded as correctly stating the meaning 
and application of section 1 of the bill and 
whether this section, if enacted, would be 
administered accordingly. 
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The telegram was signed by me as 
chairman of the committee. 

I received the following telegram this 
morning at 11 o’clock: j 

Our general counsel has studied the re- 
port of the Senate Interstate Commerce 
Committee on H. R. 1362, particularly the 
second paragraph beginning on page 7. He 
advises me that in his opinion this para- 
graph correctly states the meaning and ap- 
plication of section 1 of the bill. The ad- 
ministration of section 1, if enacted, would 
be in accord with this advice and the intent 
of Congress as expressed in the committee 
report. 

WILLIAM J. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Railroad Retirement Board. 


Mr. President, I now wish to call to 
the attention of the Senate the language 
used in the second paragraph on page 
7 of the committee report, as follows: 

Many representations have been made to 
the committee indicating that persons (other 
than carriers subject to part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act) engaged in manufac- 
turing, harvesting, storing, distributing, sell- 
ing, or delivering refrigeration or ice to or 
into equipment used for refrigeration pur- 
poses in connection with the transportation 
of passengers or property are included in the 
term “employer,” and that therefore their 
employees will be considered to be railroad 
employees. The committee would like to 
state categorically that there is no purpose 
or intent to include such persons as employ- 
ers under the act and that it is the unani- 
mous understanding of the committee that 
such persons are not so covered. The com- 
mittee also unanimously understands that 
notwithstanding the provisions of subsec- 
tions (2) and (4) of section 1, there is no 
purpose or intent to include warehouse or 
trucking companies, or individuals carrying 
on either of such businesses, within the 
term “employer,” if they are not owned or 
controlled, directly or indirectly, by, or un- 
der common control with, a carrier subject 
to part I of the Interstate Commerce Act. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator has 
mentioned several different types of busi- 
ness which are not included. Would he 
also say that it was not the intent of the 
committee to include water carriers? 

Mr. WHEELER. Oh, definitely. They 
are specifically excluded by the language 
of the bill. 

Mr. President, I stated yesterday that 
my recollection was that in the hearings 
the Board itself had agreed with the in- 
terpretation contained in the language 
of the report of the committee. But to 
make sure about it, so that there could 
be no misunderstanding whatever with 
reference to it, I sent the telegram to 
the chairman of the Railroad Retirement 
Board to find out whether the Board 
placed on the section the same inter- 
pretation which the committee placed 
on it, and, secondly, whether in admin- 
istering the act the Board would ad- 
minister it in accordance with the views 
of the committee. In reply I received the 
telegram I have just read. 

Mr. BALL. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BALL. The interpretation which 
the Senator has read is very interesting, 
but if that is the correct interpretation, 
what is the purpose of having section 1 
in the bill if it is not to broaden the act? 
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Mr. WHEELER. I made an explana- 
tion of that point previously. I have 
read the language several times on the 
floor of the Senate. I pointed out yes- 
terday on two occasions that the in- 
terpretation which was placed on that 
language by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission itself in five or six different 
decisions, which interpretation has been 
adopted by the courts of the country, 
has limited that language. The Inter- 
state Commerce Commission itself has 
held that, notwithstanding that lan- 
guage, it does not have authority to 
regulate any of the services which have 
been mentioned, which it would be 
bound to do if it adopted the broad gen- 
eral language written into the Trans- 
portation Act. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I entirely dispute that 
construction. The act does not give the 
Commission power over all transporta- 
tion as defined in the act. It gives it 
authority only to regulate common car- 
riers by railroad engaged in transpor- 
tation. But the new law, the railroad 
retirement law, gives authority over per- 
sons who are not carriers at all, but 
who engage in what is defined as trans- 
portation. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am sorry to have 
to disagree with the able Senator. Not- 
withstanding his views, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission has in five dif- 
ferent decisions, which I read on the 
floor yesterday, disputed the statement 
which he has just made. In several de- 
cisions the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission stated that it would not regu- 
late icing companies unless they were 
controlled or owned by the transporta- 
tion company itself. 

Mr, TAFT. That is what Isay. That 
is what the act provides. The act pro- 
vides that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission shall not regulate someone 
who is not a common carrier by rail- 
road simply because he is engaged in 
transportation. But there is no such 
limitation in the new law. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator en- 
tirely misconstrues the law. If the ice 
company is owned by a railroad, then the 
definition of transportation covers icing, 
and all the other services. If the law 
were construed as broadly as the Sena- 
tor suggests, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission would have not only the 
right but the duty to regulate them. 

Mr. TAFT. -To regulate what? 

Mr. WHEELER. To regulate the icing 
companies. 

Mr. TAFT. No. The law merely au- 
thorizes the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to regulate common carriers by 
railroad engaged in icing. It does not 
authorize it to regulate everyone engaged 
in transportation. 

Mr. WHEELER. If the railroad were 
engaged in icing, the Commission would 
have a right to regulate that activity. 

Mr. TAFT. I agree entirely. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me find the lan- 
guage of the decisions to which I refer. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. Mr, President. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Montana yield, and if 
so to whom? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Recurring to the 
question asked by the Senator from Min- 
nesota, as to why section 1 is in the 
bill 

Mr. BALL. It deals entirely with cov- 
erage. If the purpose is not to broaden 
the coverage, why is it in the bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. It has been ex- 
plained over and over again that there 
are two categories included in section 1 
which are not now covered; namely, 
freight forwarders and railroad-owned or 
controlled truck lines. Aside from that, 
all section 1 does is to clarify the present 
law so as to avoid the necessity of deal- 
ing with so many individual cases. Last 
night the Senator from Oregon pointed 
out that in the 9 years during which this 
section has been in operation the Re- 
tirement Board has been compelled to 
deal with more than 900 individual cases. 
In view of that fact, section 1 attempts 
to spell out in greater detail the present 
coverage and adds two classes, freight 
forwarders and railroad-owned truck 
lines and buses. 

The Senator from Montana was about 
to read a telegram from the Retirement 
Board in that connection. 

Mr. BALL. He read the telegram. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Minnesota interrupted him. I hope the 
Senator from Montana will read the tele- 
gram. 

Mr. BALL. If the Retirement Board 
has decided in 900 cases what the present 
coverage is, it seems to me that it must 
be pretty well clarified by now. I do not 
see any reason for this section, except 
to reach out and cover more industries. 

Mr. WHEELER. This is the language 
of the report: 

Many representations have been made to 
the committee indicating that persons (other 
than carriers subject to pt. 1 of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act) engaged in manufac- 
turing, harvesting, storing, distributing, 
selling, or delivering refrigeration or ice to 
or into equipment used for refrigeration pur- 
poses in connection with the transportation 
of passengers or property are included in the 
term “employer,” and that therefore their 


employees will be considered to be railroad 
employees, 


That is the question which confronts 
us, 

The committee would like to state cate- 
gorically that there is no purpose or intent 
to include such persons as employers under 
the act and that it is the unanimous under- 
standing of the committee that such persons 
are not so covered. 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BALL. If it is the unanimous 
opinion of the committee that they are 
not. covered by this section, why is it that 
a member of the committee is offering the 
pending amendment, which is being sup- 
ported by several other members of the 
committee? I do not believe that the 
language in the report makes any sense, 
in view of the parliamentary situation 
at the present moment. 
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Mr. WHEELER. I cannot account for 
what is in the mind of an individual Sen- 
ator. I am simply reading from the 
report. x 

Mr. BALL. It is apparent that the 
minority members of the committee were 
not consulted when that language was 
placed in the report because it is perfectly 
clear, from the fact that they are offer- 
ing these amendments, that they do not 
agree with that interpretation. 

Mr. WHEELER. I do not know what 
is in their minds. I did not draft the 
report myself because I did not happen 
to be here. I do not know what is in the 
mind of any individual Senator. I am 
reading from the report itself. 

Mr. BALL. Does not the Senator think 
that it is a little inconsistent for the 
report to say that the committee is unan- 
imously of the opinion that the coverage 
is not extended by the language of sec- 
tion 1, when a member of the committee 
has offered an amendment to strike out 
the section because he does not want the 
coverage extended? 

Mr. WHEELER. What difference does 
it make 

Mr. BALL. The Senator is proposing 
that we rely upon the courts and the 
Board accepting the language of a report 
which obviously on its face has misrepre- 
sented the facts as they were before the 
committee. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Regardless of whether 
the report is meticulously accurate in the 
use of the word “unanimous,” the ques- 
tion is what the language means, and 
what interpretation the Board would 
place upon it. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let us say that only 
a majority of the committee agreed. 
After all, when the courts look into such 
a question as this—when there is any 
doubt—they always look at what the 
committee said about it, and what was 
said in the debates. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BALL. I wonder if the Board will 
take into account the fact that yesterday 
on the floor of the Senate the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes] stated 
that when he asked the members of the 
committee present at the mecting at 
which it was voted to report the bill, he 
could find only two members who had 
even read the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, that 
sort of a statement was obviously inac- 
curate. 

Mr. BALL. The Senator from New 
Jersey made that statement, and it was 
not challenged. There were Members 
of the committee present. He stated 
that in the meeting he asked every mem- 
ber of the committee who was present, 
and he found only two who had even 
read the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. This particular mem- 
ber of the committee was not present 
when the Senator from New Jersey made 
that statement. I do not know how 
many members of the committee read the 
report, but I do not recall that anyone 
asked in the committee how many mem- 
bers had read the bill, 
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Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I certainly did inquire 
at the meeting. I do not know whether 
the majority leader was present when I 
spoke about this matter yesterday. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was not present. 

Mr. HAWKES. I told the facts as to 
how the bill was put through the com- 
mittee. I wish to say very definitely that 
I asked every member if he had read the 
bill. I do not know that I said that any 
member had stated that, he had done so. 
I think the Senator from Minnesota was 
inadvertently incorrect. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was present 

Mr. HAWKES. May I finish my state- 
ment? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course. 

Mr, HAWKES. I think I stated very 
definitely that the Senator from Colo- 


rado [Mr. JoHNSon] and the Senator 


from Montana (Mr. WHEELER] had un- 
doubtedly read the bill and read the 
hearings; but as to other Senators who 
were present, if there are any of them 
who wish to challenge that statement, I 
should like to have them rise and chal- 
lenge it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will certainly chal- 
lenge it. I would have challenged it yes- 
terday if I had been present when the 
Senator made the statement. I have 
read the bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator from 
New Jersey was not the only member of 
the subcommittee. The Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. SHIPSTEAD] was a mem- 
ber of the subcommittee. The Senator 
knows that there were five members of 
the subcommittee who held hearings on 
the bill for a long period of time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. And the hearings 
were held on the bill which is now be- 
fore the Senate. The subcommittee held 
hearings on the Wheeler-Wagner-Cros- 
ser bill. It certainly would be an in- 
justice to the members of the subcom- 
mittee to accuse them of not having read 
the bill during the whole time they were 
holding hearings on it. I was not a 
member of the subcommittee, but I have 
read the bill and the House report, as 
well as some of the hearings. 

Mr. HAWKES. Ido not wish to do an 
injustice to the majority leader. As Ire- 
member, this is the statement which I 
made; That no member of the com- 


mittee stated that he thoroughly under- - 


stood the bill except the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Jonson]. The Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] was not 
present, and my recollection is that every 
member of the committee stated that he 
had had no time to study the subject, 
and had not read the hearings or the 
report of the subcommittee. 

Mr. WHEELER. There is nothing un- 
usual about that. That is a common oc- 
currence, because if we were to read all 
the reports and all the hearings on every 
piece of legislation that came before the 
Senate we could never find time to pass 
any legislation. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey, with all due def- 
erence, that he does not thoroughly 
understand the bill, notwithstanding the 
fact that he has read it and studied it, 
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I think he is placing an entirely errone- 
ous construction on this section. 

Mr. HAWKES. I do not believe that 
any member of the subcommittee under- 
stands the bill, and that is the reason why 
I do not think we are ready to pass it. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senate may not 
be willing to pass it. I do not know 
whether it is or not. At least I wish to 
get the facts before the Senate. There 
may be some question as to whether or 
not a certain member of the committee 
entirely agreed with the report. How- 
ever, the majority of the committee re- 
ported the bill, and the majority of the 
committee approved the report. But 
that is not the important thing. Theim- 
portant thing is that I sent a telegram to 
the Board itself, and I wish to read i 
again: ; 

I direct your attention to the second para- 
graph on page 7 of the Senate Interstate 
Commerce Committee’s report on H. R. 1362, 
If the Board or its counsel has had an op- 
portunity to study this report with reference 
to the language of the bill, would appreciate 
knowing whether this paragraph is regarded 
as correctly stating the meaning and appli- 
cation of section 1 of the bill and whether 
this section, if enacted, would be admin- 
istered accordingly. 


Let me read again the pertinent part 
of the committee report: 

Many representations have been made to 
the committee indicating that persons (other 
than carriers subject to pt. I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act) engaged in manufactur- 
ing, harvesting, storing, distributing, selling, 
or delivering refrigeration or ice to or into 
equipment used for refrigeration purposes in 
connection with the transportation of pas- 
sengers or property are included in the term 
“employer,” and that therefore their em- 
ployees will be considered to be railroad em- 
ployees, The committee would like to state 
categorically that there is no purpose or in- 
tent to include such persons as employers 
under the act and that it is the unanimous 
understanding of the committee that such 
persons are not so covered. The committee 
also unanimously understands that notwith- 
standing the provisions of subsections (2) 
and (4) of section 1, there is no purpose or 
intent to include warehouse or trucking com- 
panies, or individuals carrying on either of 
such businesses, within the term “employer,” 
if they are not owned or controlled, directly 
or indirectly, by, or under common control 
with, a carrier subject to part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act. 


Now I read the answer which I received 
from the Board: 

Our general counsel has studied the report 
of the Senate Interstate Commerce Commit- 
tee on H. R. 1362, particularly the second 
paragraph beginning on page 7. 


Mr. President, that is the identical 
paragraph which I have just read— 

He advises me that in his opinion this 
paragraph correctly states the meaning and 
application of section 1 of the bill. The 
administration of this section 1, if enacted, 
would be in accord with this advice and the 
intent of Congress as expressed in the com- 
mittee report. 

WILLIAM T, J. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Railroad Retirement Board. 


Let me say that so far as I recall every 
person who came before the committee, 
representing the railroad brotherhoods 
or their counsel or the men themselves, 
testified exactly to what is contained in 
this report. So we not only have the 
statements of the railroad brotherhoods 
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themselves and their counsel, but we also 
have the committee's report; and, in 
addition, we have the statement of the 
Board which must control the adminis- 
tration of the act. All of them agree. 

Under those circumstances, it seems 
entirely impossible that any court would 
say that any other interpretation could 
be placed upon the proposed act, inas- 
much as the proponents of the bill them- 
selves claim that it does not include any- 
thing else and the Senate committee 
states that it does not include anything 
else, and the Board itself has said that its 
counsel so construes it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Does not the Senator 
think, however, that a court might take 
into consideration the fact that the 
majority leader offered a concurrent 
resolution in the nature of an amend- 
ment, stating what the interpretation 
would be? And if that concurrent reso- 
lution were rejected, the effect of its re- 
jection would be to indicate that a 
contrary opinion regarding the interpre- 
tation of the act was held; would it not? 

Mr. WHEELER. No; I do not agree. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHEELER, I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Does the Senator 
from Montana think that any court 
would be influenced by the fact that the 
Senator from Ohio objected to letting 
me present the concurrent resolution and 
have it read—following which I wished 
to have it printed, so that all Members 
of the Senate would be able to read it— 
and that the result was that I had to 
read it myself? I do not know whether 
a court would consider that; but if it 
did, that would tend to offset the fact 
that I offered it. 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course, a lot of 
doubting Thomases were afraid that the 
concurrent resolution would have no 
valid effect. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am sug- 
gesting that if the concurrent resolution 
failed of adoption in either the House 
or the Senate, a court would say that the 
Congress refused to take the action re- 
quested, and therefore all the statements 
of intention in regard to the interpreta- 
tion of the bill, as they have been read to 
us by the Senator, would be of no value. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am sure the Sen- 
ator from Ohio does not advance that 
statement seriously as an argument. 

Mr. TAFT, Les; I advance it serious- 
ly. It is exactly what a court would say. 
Not only do I advance it seriously, but it 
is true. If the Senate attempts to cor- 
rect something, but fails to do so, a court 
would say, “The Senate failed to correct 
it.” 

Incidentally, the language used is so 
plain that it does not matter what in- 
terpretation might be offered in connec- 
tion with it; because when the language 
is plain, a court will not even refer to an 
interpretation, 

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Ohio were called upon to 
interpret an act, he certainly would give 
more weight to a committee report on if 
and to the attitude of the board which 
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was charged with administering it, than 
he would to an unsuccessful attempt on 
my part to clarify its meaning in such a 
way that the board would not have to 
look at the committee report or the state- 
ment by the counsel for the board. 

Mr.HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I know the Senator 
from Montana and I know what his pur- 
pose is, and I do not question it in any 
way. He believes in this bill and he 
wishes it to be enacted into law. 

But I desire to read again to the Sen- 
ator his statement of what he thought 
at the time when the hearings were held, 
as shown at page 305 of the hearings of 
the subcommittee: 

Senator WHEELER. Well, wouldn't the thing 
to do be to write a definition in, not leave 
it to a changing definition? In other words, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission might 
at some future time change their definition 
of what was transportation and so forth; 
whereas, if you wrote definitely into the act 
a definition, then you would have something 
that would be stable. 


- I shall not read any more of that, be- 
cause what I have read gives the essence 
of the view which the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Montana had at the time when 
the hearings were held before the sub- 
committee. 

Let me ask the Senator whether, as 
chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Committee, he ever remembers calling a 
meeting of the committee to consider 
this bill in any way? 

Mr. WHEELER. No; I do not. One 
reason why we did not call a meeting of 
the full committee was that the bill, be- 
ing a revenue measure had to originate 
in the House of Representatives and had 
to pass the House of Representatives 
first. 

Although I appointed a subcommittee 
to hold hearings on the bill, I did so in 
order that the subcommittee might study 
it, so that when the bill came from the 
House the subcommittee would be famil- 
iar with all its phases. 

The Senator from New Jersey will re- 
call that when the subcommittee report- 
ed to the full committee the members of 
the subcommittee were not able to agree 
among themselves. I said that they 
should get together and should agree, 
and should submit a report saying how 
the bill should be amended, if they 
thought it should be amended. The sub- 
committee never did that, but waited and 
waited until the bill came from the 
House. 

When the bill came from the House I 
was absent in Montana, so I do not know 
what took place then. 

Mr. HAWKES. I intend no criticism 
at all of the Senator. 

Mr. WHEELER. I understand. 

Mr. HAWKES. Because I know the 
Senator has been busy, and I know what 
he has been doing. 

Mr. WHEELER. Well, I did not do it 
very successfully. 

Mr. HAWKES. I regret that. 

Mr. WHEELER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HAWKES. But I say that the 
committee had the report of the subcom- 
mittee; and the chairman and the mem- 
bers of the committee knew that the 
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subcommittee recognized that the situa- 
tion was so complicated that they did not 
wish to take the responsibility of making 
a recommendation, even though for 
weeks they had studied the bill and had 
held hearings on it. 

In the absence of the chairman of the 
committee, the majority leader called a 
meeting of the whole committee. The 
purpose of the meeting was to report the 
bill—not to study the bill, but to report 
it. If any member of the committee 
wishes to rise now and say that is not so 
I should like to have him do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I say 
it is not so, for the reason that the sub- 
committee debated the bill for an hour 
and a half, although it was not taken up 
section by section. 

Objection to reporting the bill was 
made at the time by the Senator from 
New Jersey and other Senators. The 
situation was explained to the commit- 
tee, just as it has been explained here. 
The bill was discussed for about an hour 
and a half, and then the committee voted 
to report the bill without amendment. 

Mr. HAWKES. I differ with the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky when he says that 
the committee spent an hour and a half 
debating the bill. It seems to me that 
the committee discussed the substitute 
motion to lay the bill on the table. 

Mr. BARKLEY. At any rate, we dis- 
cussed it. 

Mr. HAWKES. If that amounts to 
discussing the bill paragraph by para- 
graph 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not say that was 
done. 

Mr. HAWKES. If what occurred 
amounts to discussing the bill as a bill, 
then I am not capable of understanding 
the English language or of understand- 
ing what happens in a committee 
meeting. 

Mr. President, the committee voted to 
report the bill, and from my point of 
view, did so without giving any consid- 
eration to the bill. If any member of 
the committee wishes to disagree with me 
on that point, I should like to have him 
stand up and deny it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I sup- 
pose it makes a good showing with the 
galleries for a Senator to attempt to take 
a poll of the Senate and to attempt to 
have Senators stand up and agree or 
disagree with him. But that is not a 
very fair way to proceed. 

When the bill was before the commit- 
tee, the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED] offered a motion to have the com- 
mittee postpone action on the bill for 2 
days; but I held that that motion would 
not take precedence over the motion to 
report the bill. Subsequently, the com- 
mittee did report the bill, and the com- 
mittee is responsible for voting to report 
it. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I wish 
to reply to the Senator from Kentucky. 
I think what he has just said is entirely 
unacceptable to any Member of the Sen- 
ate. He knows that I have never stood 
on this floor and made appeals to the 
galleries. He has done that many times, 
but I never have. No Member of the 
Senate will accuse me of having done 
that sort of thing. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Jersey now is trying 
to take a poll of the committee. He is 
attempting to point out a reason for not 
acting on the bill. He has asked the 
Members of the Senate to rise and deny 
the accuracy of his statement as to what 
happened in the committee. I say that 
is an unfair way to deal with the com- 
mittee or with the report from the com- 
mittee, and it has nothing whatever to 
do with the merits of the proposed legis- 
lation. 

Mr. HAWKES. I differ very materially 
with the view ‘taken by the majority 
leader. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, let me 
say that if an attempt is made to have 
Senators rise and be counted, one after 
another, in regard to what they believe 
was done or was not done in a commit- 
tee hearing, that would create a very 
chaotic situation. We must take the 
words of the Senators who have had an 
opportunity to study the various bills. 
All of us know that it is impossible for 
every Senator to read every bill which 
comes before the Senate. In my judg- 
ment, such procedure only brings dis- 
credit upon the Senate itself, and I am 
sure the Senator from New Jersey does 
not want to do that. He knows, as I 
know, that an attempt is being made 
to break down the confidence of the 
people in the Congress of the United 
States. That is exactly the tactic which 
is being pursued in many quarters. It 
is exactly the tactic which was pursued 
by Mr. Hitler, Mr. Mussolini, and other 
persons who sought to tear down parlia- 
mentary government. Once parliamen- 
tary government is destroyed, no matter 
how bad it may be and how much it may 
be improved, there will be chaos and 
dictatorship. Members of the Senate, 
regardless of the party to which they 
belong, should be extremely careful about 
saying anything or doing anything 
which might besmirch the Congress of 
the United States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it should be 
stated, as it was stated to the committee, 
that after years of study and after 
months of delay in regard to this legis- 
lation, the House finally passed the bill 
on July 3. The Senator from Montana 
(Mr. WHEELER], the chairman of the 
committee, had asked me to call a meet- 
ing of the committee in the event the 
House passed the bill so that the com- 
mittee might consider it and pass upon 
it. The committee was called together 
at the earliest possible date. It discussed 
the bill for an hour and a half, and dis- 
cussed the parliamentary situation as 
well. There were members of the com- 
mittee who felt that the bill should be 
reported to the Senate, and there were 
those who felt that it should not be re- 
ported. However, it was reported on 
July 15. No minority views were filed 
by a single member of the committee, 
and no member objected to the bill or 
to the report, or to the fact that the bill 
had been reported by the committee. 

Mr. WHEELER. I thank the Sena- 
tor. Iam perfectly willing to admit that 
the Congress of the United States is not 
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perfect. Probably our courts are not 
perfect, and in all probability our execu- 
tive departments are not perfect. But 
everything in this world is relative. All 
we need to do is to go to any other coun- 
try on the face of the globe and compare 
its parliamentary government and execu- 
tive and judicial branches with those of 
the United States of America. After 
doing so and returning to America, we 
may criticize the Congress of the United 
States as much as we may wish, or criti- 
cize the executive and juricial branches 
if we wish to; but we will have to admit 
that, with all its infirmities we still have 
the best form of government to be found 
anywhere in the world, and that we have 
abler Representatives and Senators in 
the Congress of the United States than 
are to be found in the parliament of any 
other country. I have been saying that 
for 24 years, or nearly a quarter of a 
century. Ihave seen Senators come and 
go in this body, but I still say that when 
we compare the Members of the Senate 
of the United States with the members 
of parliaments of the other countries of 
the world we will come to the conclusion 
that our elected Representatives and 
Senators stand far superior to all others. 

Consequently, Mr. President, I feel 
keenly when someone tries to tear down 
our Government. I am sure that the 
Senator from New Jersey agrees with me 
in the statement I have made, and I am 
confident his suggestion was made inad- 
vertently. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, to 
what suggestion does the Senator have 
reference? 

Mr. WHEELER. I have reference to 
the suggestion of the Senator from New 
Jersey that everybody should stand up. 

Mr. HAWKES. No; I beg the Sena- 
tor’s pardon. I did not say that. I said 
that if there was present in the Chamber 
any member of the committee who dis- 
agreed with my statement, I wish he 
would stead up. I did not say every- 
body should stand up. That is per- 
fectly absurd. 

Mr. WHEELER. Very well. Perhaps 
I misunderstood the Senator. But if we 
say, in connection with every measure 
which comes to the floor of the Senate, 
“Anybody who has not read this bill, 
stand up,” or “Any Senator who was 
present at the executive session of the 
committee who does not agree with my 
statement, stand up,” the inipression will 
be given to the country that the Mem- 
bers of the Senate are not conscientious 
in carrying out their duties. If members 
of the committee did not read or study 
the bill, it is their fault because the bill 
has been pending in the Congress for at 
least 2 years. If there be any Member 
of the Senate who did not read the bill, 
the fault is his because the bill has been 
available to him for a long time. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT.. Is it not true that the 
subcommittee held hearings and made a 
report, that it took no position but stated 
a number of controversial points? Since 
that time the committee never met for 
the purpose of considering the report. 
It was never called into session for that 
purpose, and it never discussed the re- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


port until last week when it was sudden- 
ly called together and reported the bill 
to the Senate. Is not that a correct 
statement? 

Mr. WHEELER. I do not think it is 
entirely correct. The committee studied 
the bill and held hearings. I called the 
committee into session and the members 
could not agree. I suggested to them 
that they should make a report. I said 
that if they could not all agree, a major- 
ity report and minority views should be 
filed. But, neither was done. Finally, 
instead of making a report, they issued 
an analysis of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. It is called a report. 

Mr. WHEELER, If the Senator will 
read it he will see that it is not a report. 

Mr. TAFT. It states five or six major 
controversies involved in the bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. It is an analysis of 
the bill. “A rose by any other name 
would smell as sweet.” However, what I 
refer to is an analysis of the bill, and it 
includes a statement of the controversial 
points with reférence to the bill. We did 
not call the committee together for the 
purpose of reporting the bill to the Sen- 
ate because, as I have already said, that 
as a revenue bill the measure had to 
originate in the House of Representa- 
tives. It would have been idle and futile 
for the Interstate Commerce Committee 
to report the bill until after the House 
had acted. After the bill was acted upon 
by the House it was eventually referred 
to the Interstate Commerce Committee 
of the Senate where the controversial is- 
sues were taken up and considered. 
When the bill was messaged to the Sen- 
ate I was absent and the majority leader 
later called the committee together. The 
majority of the members of the commit- 
tee voted to report the bill. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. š 

Mr. HAWKES. I believe that nearly 
all Members of the Senate know that 
the vote in the Interstate Commerce 
Committee to report out the bill was 11 
to 9, and that 3 proxies were used in 
making up the vote of 11 to report the 
bill. That fact shows that of the 16 or 
17 Members who were present, the vote 
was evenly divided. 

Mr. REED. The vote was 9 to 8. 

Mr. HAWKES., No; it was not. Our 
group used the proxy of one member. 
The other group used three proxies, and 
the vote of the committee was evenly 
divided. 

Mr. WHEELER. To what three mem- 
bers of the committee does the Senator 
refer? I was chairman, and I left my 
proxy. I was not present. 

Mr. HAWKES. I am making no criti- 
cism. 

Mr. WHEELER. No; but the Senator 
has given the impression that other Sen- 
ators left their proxies. The Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND] left his 
proxy, and so did the Serator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD]. The Senator 
from Minnesota was a member of the 
subcommittee which considered the bill. 
I introduced the bill and I think I know 
something about the matter. I left my 
proxy with the majority leader. The 
Senator from Arizona studied the bill, I 
am sure, and knew something about it. 
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I cannot say whether any of the other 
Members present knew anything about 
the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know that 
what I am about to say will add any- 
thing to the merits of the discussion, but 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] knew that if the House passed 
the bill it would subsequently come to the 
Senate. He specifically authorized me to 
vote his proxy, and he told me how to vote 
it. The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
SurpsTeaD] did the same, and so did the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]. 
They knew how they wanted to be voted. 
They instructed me specifically how they 
were to be voted, and they were voted 
according to their instructions. 

Mr. HAWKES. Did they leave their 
instructions with the Senator from Ken- 
tucky before they went away? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; they left their 
instructions with the Senator from Ken- 
tucky before they went away. 

Mr. HAWKES. How did they know 
what kind of a bill the committee would 
consider? 

Mr. BARKLEY. They knew that if 
the bill passed the House as it was being 
considered there—I refer to the original 
Crosser bill—they desired to be voted in 
favor of the report. 

Mr. HAWKES. I will not argue with 
the Senator whether the practice cf vot- 
ing proxies is a good or a bad practice. 
I think it is a bad practice. 

Mr. WHEELER. What does the Sena- 
tor mean by “bad practice”? 

Mr. HAWKES. I think it is bad prac- 
tice for members of the committee not 
present to be voted by proxy in connec- 
tion with important matters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It depends on which 
side they vote. 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. I have been a 
member of all the Senate committees, 
and there is no committee of the Senate 
of which I know which is not confronted 
with the necessity at times, in developing 
quorums, of using proxies. If that prac- 
tice had not been followed during the 
past few years there would have been no 
quorums many times in some of the com- 
mittees, and the custom of using proxies 
has been followed since time immemorial. 
It is a fine thing to have members of 
the committee present, and I should like 
always to have them present. But when 
the Senate of the United States is con- 
fronted with a legislative situation such 
as the one which has prevailed during 
the past few years, it is physically im- 
possible for Members of the Senate to 
attend all important meetings of com- 
mittees because there are frequently four 
or five separate meetings being held at 
the same time. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from Mon- 
tana a question, because I am sure he 
does not want to leave the intimation 
in the Recor» that I am in any way try- 
ing to bring the Senate or the Congress 
into disrepute in the United States. 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. Does the Senator 
think that I am helping to build the 
Congress up by trying to have rules 
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adopted which the common people, the 
ordinary man, believe are fair and sound, 
or does he think it is better to let them 
run along as they are, and let the feeling 
he has referred to, which is growing in 
the country, continue to grow? 

Mr. WHEELER. I am stating that 
what the Senator suggested is a physical 
impossibility. If we required an abso- 
lute quorum at every meeting, and the 
committees could not vote proxies, the 
Senate would be tied up, and much es- 
sential legislation could not be enacted. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I might say, in 
passing, that if the Senate, as I hope it 
will today, shall vote to adopt the con- 
ference report on the La Follette bill 
providing for the organization of the 
Congress, perhaps we will be able to 
eliminate some of these difficulties. 

Mr. WHEELER. I hope we may be. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER, I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 
think that under the existing rules of 
the Senate tuere is any provision for a 
quorum to be created other than by 
the actual physical presence of the per- 
sons who are required by the rules to 
constitute a quorum? 

Mr. . There was a quorum 
present. Proxies were not necessary to 
develop a quorum in connection with 
this particular measure. There was a 
quorum of the Members present. But let 
me say that I heard the question asked 
the other day as to whether there was 
anything in the Constitution regarding 
the counting of proxies. No; there is 
nothing in the Constitution about it. 

Mr. DONNELL. I said, “the rules of 
the Senate.” 

Mr. WHEELER. The invariable rule 
of the Senate has been from the begin- 
ning down to the present moment that 
committees themselves make their own 
rules; and that practice has been fol- 
lowed. A definite rule may not be found 
in the rule book, but that has been 
the custom of the Senate of the United 
States. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I respectfully 
place in the Recorp paragraph 3 of rule 
XXV, which I am sure is familiar to the 
Senator: 

QUORUM OF COMMITTEES 

3. That the several standing committees 
of the Sonate having a membership of more 
than three Senators are hereby respectively 
authorized to fix, each for itself, the num- 
ber of its members who shall constitute a 
quorum thereof for the transaction of such 
business as may be considered by said com- 
mittee; but in no case shall a committee, act- 
ing under authority of this resolution, fix as 
@ quorum thereof any number less than 
one-third of its entire membership, nor shall 
any report be made to the Senate that is 
not authorized by the concurrence of more 
than one-half of a majority of such entire 
membership. 


Mr. WHEELER. What has that to do 
with the question before the Senate? 

Mr. DONNELL, I understood the Sen- 
ator to say that, regardless of whether 
there was a quorum present at the time 
the pending bill was voted upon, it has 
been the practice of the Senate to create 
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a quorum by the use of proxies. I ask 
the Senator if there is anything in the 
rules of the Senate which, in the case of 
the committee having six as its require- 
ment for a quorum, would authorize the 
chairman, acting with five proxies in his 
pocket, to assemble by himself in a room 
and constitute a quorum? 

Mr. WHEELER. Committees hold 
hearings day after day when they do 
not have quorums actually present; but 
that is entirely beside the point, because 
there was a quorum present on this occa- 
sion, and it has not anything to do with 
the pending legislation. I do not want 
to enter into a discussion with the Sen- 
ator from Missouri of the theory of con- 
stitutional government at this particular 
time, when we are discussing something 
that is before us for decision. What the 
Senator is arguing is pure dictum. 

Mr. DONNELL. What the Senator 
said a little while ago, as I understood 
him, was that the Senate follows the 
practice of creating a quorum by the use 
of proxies. I was asking the Senator 
whether or not there is anything in the 
rules of the Senate which authorizes the 
creation of a quorum by the use of 
proxies. 

Mr. WHEELER. I said that if it was 
necessary to have a quorum present 
every time a committee met the com- 
mittees could not have hearings, because 
they could not get quorums present. 

Mr. DONNELL. I do not wish to pro- 
long the question, but I again ask the 
Senator if there is a rule of the Senate 
which authorizes the use of proxies in 
developing a quorum. 

Mr. WHEELER. No. 

Reverting to the subject under con- 
sideration, as I said a while ago, not only 
has the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion in five different cases, to which I 
called attention, put an interpretation 
upon the provisions of the bill, but a 
committee of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has interpreted it, the legal 
department of the Board which is going 
to pass upon it has interpreted it, and 
said how it would be guided by it. No 
one appearing before the committee op- 
posing or z dvocating the bill has done 
anything else but accord with the report 
of the committee. Under those circum- 
stances, for anyone to say that any court 
would interpret it otherwise seems to me 
to be without foundation. 

Mr. REED obtained the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may 
I express the hope, before the Senator 
begins, that we may promptly get 4 vote 
on the pending amendment? We have 
been debating the bill since about this 
time yesterday, but we have not voted 
on a single amendment yet. I think the 
fate of the legislation will depend on 
whether any amendments are adopted, 
and I hope we may get a vote on the 
ponang amendment without further 

elay. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I share the 
desire of the majority leader to have a 
vote on the pending amendment, I am 
a member of the committee. I have used 
no time in my own right, and I am going 
to take the next 10 minutes to clear up 
some misunderstandings. I 

As a member of the committee, I was 
present. I am sure the Senator from 
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Kentucky did not mean to misrepresent 
when he said that a motion was made 
to delay the bill for 2 days so that the full 
committee could study it and have a 
recommendation of the subcommittee as 
to whether amendments should be 
adopted. Such a motion was never made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. REED. If the Senator from Ken- 
tucky, who has used much time, will let 
me go forward 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator did make 
the suggestion. I thought the motion 
was made. If he says it was not, I was 
mistaken; but the committee did not 
adopt the suggestion, whether it was in 
the form of a motion or otherwise. . 

Mr. REED. The Senator from Colo- 
rado rather unexpectedly, before the 
committee had fully discussed the mat- 
ter, offered a motion to report the bill. 
That came more quickly than some of 
us thought it should have come. I of- 
fered a substitute for the motion, so as 
to hold the bill from the Friday when 
we were meeting over to the next Tues- 
day, as I recall. Then someone sug- 
gested that we might get it done by Mon- 
day—or it might have been the other 
way around. 

The Senator from Kentucky, who was 
presiding in the absence of the chair- 
man of the committee, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER], refused to put 
my motion as a substitute for the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Colorado, so 
it never was voted upon. The Senator 
from Kentucky put the motion of the 
Senator from Colorado, and it was 
adopted by a vote of 11 to 9, including 
three proxies. 

Mr. President, I desire to correct one 
more thing. In this report there is a 
statement to which so much reference 
has been made, in the second full para- 
graph on page 7—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator 
yield for one correction? The Senator 
says I refused to put the motion, I held 
the motion out of order. 3 

Mr. REED. The Senator refused. He 
said that the motion of the Senator from 
Colorado had priority over the motion of 
the Senator from Kansas. In the Sen- 
ate, when one offers a substitute—— 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield a moment? 

Mr. REED. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. May I ask the Senator 
from Kentucky if the substitute was in 
order, or does he still hold that it was out 
of order? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If I had not thought 
it was out of order, I would not have held 
it to be out of order. 

Mr. HAWKES. I am not asking what 
the Senator thought then. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I held it out of order 
because I regarded it as not being in 
order, and not a prior motion to the 
motion to report the bill, which the Sena- 
tor from Colorado had made. 

Mr. HAWKES. I might say to the 
Senator from Kentucky that I have asked 
the best parliamentarians around the 
Senate and the House, and they all agree 
it was not out of order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not give a con- 
tinental how many the Senator asked. I 
held it was out of order, and I still main- 
tain it was not a prior motion to the mo- 


1946 


tlon to report the bill. No one appealed 
from the decision of the chair at the 
time, and I have not heard it questioned 
until now. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if I may 
proceed, there has been a great deal of 
discussion, in which I have participated 
to a very slight extent, though I am a 
member of the committee and am cogni- 
zant of some of the facts. There is one 
thing to which I as a member of the 
committee take exception. In the sec- 
ond paragraph on page 7 of the report 
occurs this statement: 

The committee would like to state cate- 
gorically that there is no purpose or intent 
to include such persons as employers under 
the act. 


If the statement had stopped there it 
might have been accepted as reasonably 
correct. In other words, what we were 
doing in the committee was to talk 
about whether or not certain people 
should come under the bill, and the opin- 
ion was unanimous that they should not. 
Then the discussion went to the point of 
the intent, and what the committee 
thought should be done.. The commit- 
tee was unanimous that these persons 
should not be included. If the last state- 
ment had been left out of this sentence, 
I would not have objected to it so much 
but the committee proceeded: 

And that it is the unanimous understand- 
ing of the committee that such persons are 
not so covered, 


There is no basis of fact for that state- 
ment, because a majority of the commit- 
tee were of the mind that they should 
not be covered, and there was some opin- 
ion that there was no intention to cover 
them. In the committee that day the 
majority leader, who was presiding, 
asked the legislative counsel, who was 
present, whether or not we could take 
care of that situation in the report, and 
what I have read and other parts of the 
report represent an effort on the part of 
the person writing the report to take care 
of that situation. But it is only fair to 
say that in the committee meeting that 
day, the legislative counsel strongly inti- 
mated that it did not make much differ- 
ence in what kind of language the report 
was couched, for the court might find 
that the language of the act was so plain 
that the court would take the language 
as written in the act, and not the lan- 
guage placed in the report by the com- 
mittee. Of course if there were some 
ambiguity or obscurity, that would be 
different. 

Mr. President, I desire to refer to what 
the Senator from Montana stated again 
today. I wish he would not continue to 
make the statement. The Interstate 
Commerce Act gives to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission one complete 
duty, and that is to regulate common 
carriers by railroad, and, so far as rail- 

road transportation is concerned, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has no 
jurisdiction to regulate anything but a 
carrier. In connection with the carriage 
of goods there are some incidental serv- 
ices performed, and the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has held over and 
over again that it has no power to reg- 
ulate the agencies performing those 
services, such as warehousemen, those 
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engaged in icing, and those engaged in 
refrigerating. The Commission has re- 
peatedly held, indeed, has universally 
held, that it has no power to regulate any 
one but the carrier itself, and that it has 
no power to regulate warehousemen and 
others in the same category. There is 
no dispute on that point, and there is 
nothing in the Interstate Commerce Act 
which would give the Commission that 
power. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. REED. May I be permitted to 
proceed for a moment, and then I shall 
be happy to yield to the Senator from 
Montana. 

The first time I ever saw in any bill 
language that would bring all these peo- 
ple under regulation and control, was 
the language on page 2 of House bill 
1362. I dislike to take even this much 
time of the Senate, but there is a wrong 
impression left by what has been stated. 
The Interstate Commerce Act is clear. 
It gives the Commission power to regu- 
late carriers, and nothing else, but in 
connection with transportation, inci- 
dental services are rendered. The Com- 
mission can regulate transportation by 
carriers. It cannot and never has even 
undertaken to regulate the people ren- 
dering incidental services. 

In paragraph 3 of section 1 there ap- 
pears this language: 

The term “transportation” as used in this 
part shall include locomotives, cars, and 
other vehicles, vessels, and all instrumen- 
talities and facilities of shipment or car- 
riage, irrespective of ownership or of any 
contract, express or implied, for the use 
thereof, and all services in connection with 
the receipt, delivery, elevation, and trans- 
fer in transit, ventilation, refrigeration or 
icing, storage and handling of property 
transported. 


In the bill before us there is this lan- 
guage: 

(2) Any person, other than a carrier regu- 
lated under part I of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, which, pursuant to arrangements 
with a carrier or otherwise, performs, for 
hire, with respect to passengers or 8 
, or to 


in section 1 (3) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, whether or not such service is offered 
under railroad tariffs. 


Mr. President, under that language, 
which is clear, unambiguous, and refers 
to a provision of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, there is no question in the 
world that persons engaged in icing sery- 
ice, those engaged in trucking, and 
warehousemen will be brought within 
the provisions of this bill if it is enacted 
into law, and there is nothing the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has ever 
said, there is no report it has ever made, 
there is no case it has ever decided which 
allows room for a different under- 
standing. 

Mr. President, I agree with my good 
friend the Senator from Montana that 
the freedom, liberties, and rights of the 
people of the world are better preserved 
by a legislature or a parliament, by what- 
ever name it may be called, than by any 
other means. No people in the world 
ever lost their liberty through a parlia- 
mentary body. Oppression, tyranny, and 
dictatorship have come from the execu- 
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tive branch of government; but, Mr. 
President, if there was ever anything that 
would tend to bring the Senate of the 
United States into disrepute, it is this 
instant proceeding. The whole thing is 
so fantastic in its violation of all sound 
parliamentary and legislative rules and 
practices that if this proceeding does not 
cause the people of the country to lose 
faith I do not know what will. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Megill, one of its clerks, 
announced that the House had passed 
the bill (S. 2177) to provide for increased 
efficiency in the legislative branch of the 
Government, with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution, and they were signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

H.R, 388. An act to amend section 201 (g) 
of the Nationality Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1138- 
1139; 8 U. S. C. 601); 

H. R. 2091. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims of the United States 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon the claim, or claims, of Joseph E. Ben- 
nett, doing business as Joseph E. Bennett Co.; 

H. R. 2192. An act for the relief of Andre 
Dacharry; 

H. R. 3543. An act for the relief of Elmer 
D. Thompson and the legal guardian of James 
Thompson; 

H. R. 5311. An act to amend Revised Stat- 
utes, 4921 (U. S. O. A., title 35, Patents, sec. 
70), providing that damages be ascertained 
on the basis of compensation for infringe- 
ment; > 

H. R. 5590. An act to provide for the uni- 
form administration of efficiency ratings; 

H. R.5911. An act to establish an Office of 
Naval Research in the Department of the 
Navy; to plan, foster, and encourage scienti- 
fic research in recognition of its paramount 
importance as related to the maintenance of 
future naval power, and the preservation of 
national security; to provide within the De- 
partment of the Navy a single office, which, by 
contract and otherwise, shall be able to ob- 
tain, coordinate, and make available to all 
bureaus and activities of the Department of 
the Navy world-wide scientific information 
and the necessary services for conducting 
specialized and imaginative research; to es- 
tablish a Naval Research Advisory Committee 
consisting of persons preeminent in the fields 
of science and research to consult with and 
advise the Chief of such Office in matters 
pertaining to research; 

H. R. 6528, An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington; and 

H. J. Res. 305. Joint resolution providing 
for membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 
and authorizing an appropriation therefor. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE CONGRESS 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
ask that a message from the House an- 
nouncing its action on Senate bill 2177 
be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Swirt in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate the amendment of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 2177) to pro- 
vide for increased efficiency in the legis- 
lative branch of the Government, which 
was to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 
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SHORT TITLE 

That (a) this act, divided into titles and 
sections according to the following table of 
contents, may be cited as the “Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946”: 


(Table of contents) 
TITLE I—CHANGES IN RULES OF SENATE AND 
HOUSE 
Sec, 101. Rule-making power of the Senate 
and House. 


PART 1—STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE 


Sec. 102. Standing committees of the Sen- 
ate. 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 

Committee on Appropriations. 

Committee on Armed Services. 

Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Committee on Civil Service. 

Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

Committee on Finance, 

Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Committee on the Judiciary. 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

Committee on Public Lands. 

Committee on Public Works. 

Committee on Rules and Administration. 

Sec. 103, Appropriations. 


PART 2—RULES OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 
Sec. 121. Standing committees of the House 
of Representatives: 
Committee on Agriculture. 
Committee on Appropriations. 
Committee on Armed Services. 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
Committee on House Administration. 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 
Committee on Public Lands. 
Committee on Public Works. 
Committee on Rules, 
Committee on un-American Activities. 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
Committee on Ways and Means. 
Sec. 122, Delegates and Resident Commis- 
sioner. 
Sec. 123. Reference of private claims bills. 
PART 3—PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO BOTH HOUSES 
Sec. 131. Private bills banned. 
Sec. 132. Congressional adjournment. 
Sec. 133. Committee procedure. 
Sec, 134. Committee powers. 
Sec. 135. Conference rules on amendments 
in nature of substitute. 
Sec. 136. Legislative oversight by standing 
committees. 
Sec. 137. Decisions on questions of com- 
mittee jurisdiction. 
Sec. 138. Legislative budget. 
Sec. 139. Hearings and reports by Appro- 
priations Committees. 
Sec. 140. Records of Congress. 
Sec, 141. Preservation of committee hear- 
ings. 
Sec. 142. Effective date. 
TITLE II—MIscELLANEOUS 
PART 1—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
CONGRESSIONAL PERSONNEL 
Sec. 201. Increase in compensation for cer- 
tain congressional officers. 
Sec. 202. Committee staffs. 
Sec. 203. Legislative Reference Service. 
Sec, 204. Office of the Legislative Counsel. 
Sec. 205. Studies by Comptroller General. 
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Sec, 206. Expenditure analyses by Comp- 
troller General. 

Sxc. 207. Correction of military and naval 
records. 


PART 2—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
Sec. 221. Improvement of CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 
Sec. 222. Joint Committee on Printing. 
Sec. 223. Joint Committee on the Library. 
Sec. 224. Transfer of functions. 
Sec. 225. Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report. 

Sec. 226. Economic Report of the President. 
PART 3—PROVISIONS RELATING TO CAPITOL AND 
PAGES 

SEc. 241. Remodeling of caucus rooms and 
restaurants. 

Sec. 242. Assignment of Capitol space. 

Sec. 243. Senate and House pages. 

Sec. 244. Authorization of appropriations 
and personnel. 

Sec. 245. Effective date. 

'TITLE ITI—REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 

Sec. 301. Short title. 

Sec. 302. Definitions. 

Sec. 303. Detailed accounts of contributions. 

Sec. 304. Receipts for contributions. 

Sec. 305. Statements to be filed with Clerk 
of House. 

Sec. 306. Statement preserved for 2 years. 

Sec. 307. Persons to whom applicable. 

Sec. 308. Registration with Secretary of the 
Senate and Clerk of the House. 

Sec. 309. Reports and statements to be 
made under oath. 

Sec. 310. Penalties. 

Sec. 311. Exemption. 


TITLE IV—FEDERAL Tort CLAIMS Act 
PART 1—SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec. 402, Definitions, 


PART 2—ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT OF TORT 
CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 
Sec. 403. Claims of $1,000 or less. - 

Sec. 404. Reports. 


PART 3—SUITS ON TORT CLAIMS AGAINST THE 
UNITED STATES 

Sec. 410. Jurisdiction. 

Sec. 411. Procedure. 

Sec. 412. Review. 

Sec. 413. Compromise. 


PART 4—PROVISIONS COMMON TO PART 2 AND 
PART 3 
Sec. 420. One year statute of limitations, 
Sec. 421. Exceptions. 
Sec. 422. Attorneys’ fees. 
Sec. 423. Exclusiveness of remedy. 
Sec. 424. Certain statutes inapplicable, 


TITLE V—GENERAL BRIDGE ACT 


Sec. 501. Short title. 

Sec. 502. Consent of Congress, 
Sec. 503. Tools. 

Sec. 504. Acquisition by public agencies. 
Sec. 505. Statements of cost. 
Sec. 506. Sinking fund. 

Sec. 507. Applicability of title, 
Sec. 508. International bridges. 
Sec. 509. Eminent domain. 
Sec, 510. Penalties. 

Sec. 511. Rights reserved. 


TIrLE VI—COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT 
PAY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
Sec. 601. Compensation of Members of Con- 
gress. 
Sec. 602. Retirement pay of Members of 
Congress, 
SEPARABILITY CLAUSE 
(b) If any provision of this act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum- 
stances is held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of the act and of the application 
of such provision to other persons and cir- 
cumstances shall not be affected thereby, 
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TITLE I—CHANGES IN RULES OF SENATE AND 
House 
Rule-making power of the Senate and House 

Sec, 101. The following sections of this title 
are enacted by the Congress: 

(a) As an exercise of the rule-making 
power of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives, respectively, and as such they 
shall be considered as part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, or of that House to 
which they specifically apply; and such rules 
shall supersede other rules only to the extent 
that they are inconsistent therewith; and 

(b) With full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure in 
such House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of such House. 


PART 1—STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE 
Standing committeees of the Senate 


Sec. 102. Rule XXV of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate is amended to read as follows: 


“RULE XXV 
“STANDING COMMITTEES 


“(1) The following standing committees 
shall be appointed at the commencement of 
each Congress, with leave to report by bill or 
otherwise: 

“(a) Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to consist of 18 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed legis- 
lation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“1, Agriculture generally. 

“2. Inspection of livestock and meat prod- 
ucts, 

“3, Animal industry and diseases of ani- 
mals. 

“4, Adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and 
protection of birds and animals in forest re- 
serves, 

“5, Agricultural colleges and experiment 
stations, 

“6. Forestry in general, and forest reserves 
other than those created from the public 
domain. 

“7, Agricultural economics and research. 

“8, Agricultural and industrial chemistry. 

“9, Dairy industry. 

“10, Entomology and plant quarantine. 

“11. Human nutrition and home eco- 
nomics. 

“12. Plant industry, soils, and agricultural 
engineering. 

“13. Agricultural educational extension 
services. 

“14. Extension of farm credit and farm 
security. 

“15. Rural electrification. 

“16, Agricultural production and market- 
ing and stabilization of prices of agricultural 
products, 

“17. Crop insurance and soil conservation. 

“(b) Committee on Appropriations, to 
consist of 21 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, 
messages, petitions, memorials, and other 
matters relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Appropriation of the revenue for the 
support of the Government. 

„(e) Committee on Armed Services, to 
consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other mat- 
ters relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Common defense generally. 

“2. The War Department and the Military 
Establishment generally. 

“3. The Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment generally. 

“4, Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes. 

“5. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces. 

“6. Selective service. 

“7, Size and composition of the Army and 
Navy. 
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“8, Forts, arsenals, military reservations, 
and navy yards. 

“9, Ammunition depots. 

“10. Maintenance and operation of the 
Panama Canal, including the administra- 
tion, sanitation, and government of the 
Canal Zone. 

“11. Conservation, development, and use of 
naval petroleum and oil-shale reserves. 

“12. Strategic and critical materials neces- 
sary for the common defense. 

“(a) Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to consist of 13 Senators. to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other mat- 
ters relating to the following subjects: 

“1, Banking and currency generally. 

“2. Financial aid to commerce and indus- 
try, other than matters relating to such aid 
which are specifically assigned to other com- 
mittees under this rule. 

“3. Deposit insurance. 

“4, Public and private housing. 

“5, Federal Reserve System. 

“6. Gold and silver, including the coinage 
thereof, 

“7, Issuance of notes and redemption 
thereof. 

“8. Valuation and revaluation of the dollar. 

“9, Control of prices of commodities, rents, 
or services. 

“(e) Committee on Civil Service, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, The Federal civil service generally. 

“2. The status of officers and employees of 
the United States, including their compensa- 
tion, classification, and retirement. 

“3, The postal service generally, including 
the railway mail service, and measures relat- 
ing to ocean mail and pneumatic-tube serv- 
ice; but excluding post roads. 

“4, Postal-savings banks. 

“5. Census and the collection of statistics 
generally. 

“6, The National Archives. 

“(f) Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, to consist of 13 Senators, to which com- 
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla- 
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following 
subjects: 

“1, All measures relating to the municipal 
affairs of the District of Columbia in general, 
other than appropriations therefor, includ- 
ing— 

“2. Public health and safety, sanitation, 
and quarantine regulations. 

“3. Regulation of sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 

“4, Adulteration of food and drugs. 

“5. Taxes and tax sales. 

“6. Insurance, executors, 
wills, and divorce. 

“7. Municipal and juvenile courts. 

“8. Incorporation and organization of 
societies. 

“9. Municipal code and amendments to the 
criminal and corporation laws. 

“(g) (1) Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, to consist of 13 Sen- 
ators, to which committee shall be referred 
all proposed legislation, messages, petitions, 
memorials, and other matters relating to the 
following subjects: 

“(A) Budget and accounting measures, 
other than appropriations. 

“(B) Reorganizations in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

pi Such committee shall have the duty 
fe) — 

“(A) receiving and examining reports of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and of submitting such recommendations to 
the Senate as it deems necessary or desir- 
able in connection with the subject matter 
of such reports; 

“(B) studying the operation of Govern- 
ment activities at all levels with a view to 
determining its economy and efficiency; 
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(0) evaluating the effects of laws en- 
acted to reorganize the legislative and ex- 
ecutive branches of the Government; 

“(D) studying intergovernmental relation- 
ships between the United States and the 
States and municipalities, and between the 
United States and international organiza- 
tions of which the United States is a member, 

“(h) Committee on Finance, to consist of 
13 Senators, to which committee shall be 
referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Revenue measures generally, 

“2, The bonded debt of the United States. 

“3. The deposit of public moneys. 

“4. Customs, collection districts, and ports 
of entry and delivery. 

“5. Reciprocal trade agreements. 

“6. Transportation of dutiable goods. 

“7. Revenue measures relating to the in- 
sular possessions, 

“8. Tariffs and import quotas, and matters 
related thereto. 

“9. National social security. 

“10. Veterans’ measures generally. 

“11. Pensions of all the wars of the United 
States, general and special. 

“12. Life insurance issued by the Govern- 
ment on account of service in the armed 
forces, 

“13. Compensation of veterans. 

“(i) Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
consist of 13 Senators, to which committee 
shall be referred all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other matters 
relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Relations of the United States with 
foreign nations generally. 

“2. Treaties. 

“3, Establishment of boundary lines be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations. 

“4, Protection of American citizens abroad 
and expatriation. 

“5. Neutrality. 

“6. International conferences and con- 
gresses. 

“7, The American National Red Cross. 

“8, Intervention abroad and declarations 
of war. 

“9. Measures relating to the diplomatic 
service. 

“10. Acquisition of land and buildings for 
embassies and legations in foreign countries. 

“11. Measures to foster commercial inter- 
course with foreign nations and to safeguard 
American business interests abroad. 

“12. United Nations organization and in- 
ternational financial and monetary Organiza- 
tions. 

“13, Foreign loans. 

“(j) Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to consist of 13 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed leg- 
islation, messages, petitions, memorials, and. 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“1, Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally. 

“2. Regulation of interstate. 
busses, trucks, and pipe lines. 

“3. Communication by telephone, 
graph, radio, and television, 

“4, Civil aeronautics, 

“5. Merchant marine generally. 

“6. Registering and licensing of vessels and 
smali boats. 

“7. Navigation and the laws relating there- 
to, including pilotage. 

“8. Rules and international arrangements 
to prevent collisions at sea. 

“9. Merchant marine officers and seamen. 

“10. Measures relating to the regulation of 
common carriers by water and to the inspec- 
tion of merchant-marine vessels, lights and 
signals, life-saving equipment, and fire pro- 
tection on such vessels. 

“11, Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

“12. The Coast Guard, including life-sav- 
ing service, lighthouses, lightships, and ocean 
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“13. The United States Coast Guard and 
Merchant Marine Academies. 

14. Weather Bureau. 

“15, Except as provided in paragraph (c), 
the Panama Canal and interoceanic canals 
generally. 

“16, Inland waterways. - 

“17, Fisheries and wildlife, including re- 
search, restoration, refuges, and conservation. 

“18. Bureau of Standards including stand- 
ardization of weights and measures and the 
metric system. 

“(k) Committee on the Judiciary, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1, Judicial proceedings, civil and crimi- 
nal, generally. 

“2. Constitutional amendments. 

“3. Federal courts and judges. 

“4, Local courts in the Territories and 

ons. 

“5. Revision and codification of the sta- 
tutes of the United States, 

“6. National penitentiaries, 

7. Protection of trade and commerce 
against unlawful restraints and monopolies. 

“8. Holidays and celebrations. 

“9, Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 
counterfeiting. 

“10. State and Territorial boundary lines. 

“11. Meetings of Congress, attendance of 
Members, and their acceptance of incompati- 
ble offices. 

“12, Civil liberties. 

“13. Patents, copyrights, and trade-marks. 

“14, Patent Office. 

“15. Immigration and naturalization. 

“16. Apportionment of Representatives. 

“17, Measures relating to claims against 
the United States. 

“18. Interstate compacts generally. 

“(1) Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, to consist of 13 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed leg- 
islation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“1. Measures relating to education, labor, 
or public welfare generally. 

“2. Mediation and arbitration of labor 
disputes. 

“3. Wages and hours of labor, 

“4. Convict labor and the entry of goods 
made by convicts into interstate commerce, 

“5. Regulation or prevention of importa- 
tion of foreign laborers under contract. 

“6. Child labor. 

“7 Labor statistics. 

“8. Labor standards. 

“9. School-lunch program. 

“10. Vocational rehabilitation 

“11, Railroad labor and railroad retire- 
ment and unemployment, except revenue 
measures relating thereto. 

“12. United States Employees Compensa- 
tion Commission. 

“13. Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 
Dumb, and Blind; Howard University; Freed- 
men’s Hospital; and St. Elizabeths Hospital. 

“14. Public health and quarantine. 

“15. Welfare of miners. 

“16. Vocational rehabilitation and educa- 
tion of veterans. 

“17. Veterans’ hospitals, medical care and 
treatment of veterans. 

“18. Soldiers’ and sailors’ civil relief, è 
see Readjustment of servicemen to civil 

. 

m) Committee on Public Lands, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the following subjects: 

“1. Public lands generally, including entry, 
easements, and grazing thereon. 

“2. Mineral resources of the public lands. 

“3. Forfeiture of land grants and alien 
ownership, including alien ownership of 
mineral lands. 
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“4, Forest reserves and national parks 
created from the public domain. 

“5. Military parks and battlefields, and na- 
tional cemeteries. 

“6. Preservation of prehistoric ruins and 
objects of interest on the public domain. 

7. Measures relating generally to Hawaii, 
Alaska, and the insular possessions of the 
United States, except those affecting their 
revenue and appropriations. 

“8, Irrigation and reclamation, including 
water supply for reclamation projects, and 
easements of public lands for irrigation proj- 
ects. 

“9, Interstate compacts relating to appor- 
tionment of waters for irrigation purposes. 

“10, Mining interests generally. 

“11. Mineral land laws and claims and 
entries thereunder. 

“12. Geological survey. 

“13. Mining schools and experimental sta- 
tions. 

“14. Petroleum conservation and conserva- 
tion of the radium supply in the United 
States. 

“15. Relations of the United States with 
the Indians and the Indian tribes. 

“16. Measures relating to the care, educa- 
tion, and management of Indians, including 
the care and allotment of Indian lands and 
general special measures relating to claims 
which are paid out of Indian funds. 

“(n) Committee on Public Works, to con- 
sist of 13 Senators, to which committee shall 
be referred all proposed legislation, mes- 
sages, petitions, memorials, and other matters 
relating to the following subjects: 

“1. Flood control and improvement of 
rivers and harbors. 

“2. Public works for the benefit of naviga- 
tion, and bridges and dams (other than in- 
ternational bridges and dams). 

“3. Water power. 

“4, Oil and other pollution of navigable 
waters. 

“5. Public buildings and occupied or im- 
proved grounds of the United States gen- 
erally. 

“6, Measures relating to the purchase of 
sites and construction of post offices, custom- 
houses, Federal courthouses, and Government 
buildings within the District of Columbia. 

“7, Measures relating to the Capitol Build- 
ing and the Senate and House Office Build- 
ings. 

“8. Measures relating to the construction 
or reconstruction, maintenance, and care of 
the buildings and grounds of the Botanic 
Gardens, the Library of Congress, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

“9, Public reservations and parks within 
the District of Columbia, including Rock 
Creek Park and the Zoological Park. 

“10. Measures relating to the construction 
of maintenance of roads and post roads. 

„% (1) Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration, to consist of 13 Senators, to which 
committee shall be referred all proposed leg- 
islation, messages, petitions, memorials, and 
other matters relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

“(A) Matters relating to the payment of 
money out of the coutingent fund of the 
Senate or creating a charge upon the same; 
except that any resolution relating to sub- 
stantive matter within the jurisdiction of any 
other standing committee of the Senate 
shall be first referred to such committee. 

“(B) Except as provided in paragraph 
(n) 8, matters relating to the Library of 
Congress and the Senate Library; statuary 
and pictures; acceptance or purchase of 
works of art for the Capitol; the Botanic 
Gardens; management of the Library of Con- 
gress; purchase of books and manuscripts; 
erection of monuments to the memory of 
individuals. 

“(C) Except as provided in paragraph 
(n) 8, matters relating to the Smithsonian 
Institution and the incorporation of similar 
institutions. 
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“(D) Matters relating to the election of 
the President, Vice President, or Members of 
Congress; corrupt practices; contested elec- 
tions; credentials and qualifications; Fed- 
eral elections generally; Presidential suc- 
cession. 

“(E) Matters relating to parliamentary 
rules; floor and gallery rules; Senate Restau- 
rant; administration of the Senate Office 
Building and of the Senate wing of the Cap- 
itol; assignment of office space; and services 
to the Senate. 

“(F) Matters relating to printing and cor- 
rection of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

“(2) Such committee shall also have the 
duty of examining all bills, amendments, and 
joint resolutions after passage by the Senate; 
and, in cooperation with the Committee on 
House Administration of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, of examining all bills and joint 
resolutions which shall have passed both 
Houses, to see that the same are correctly 
enrolled; and when signed by the Speaker 
of the House and the President of the Senate, 
shall forthwith present the same, when they 
shall have originated in the Senate, to the 
President of the United States in person, and 
report the fact and date of such presenta- 
tion to the Senate. Such committee shall 
also have the duty of assigning office space 
in the Senate wing of the Capitol and in the 
Senate Office Building. ; 

“(2) Each standing committee shall con- 
tinue and have the power to act until their 
successors are appointed. 

“(8) Each standing committee is author- 
ized to fix the number of its members (but 
not less than one-third of its entire mem- 
bership) who shall constitute a quorum 
thereof for the transaction of such business 
as may be considered by said committee, 
subject to the provisions of section 133 (d) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

“(4) Each Senator shall serve on two 
standing committees and no more; except 
that Senators of the majority party who are 
members of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia or of the Committee on Expen- 
ditures in the Executive Departments may 
serve on three standing committees and no 


more.” 
Appropriations 


Sec. 103. Rule XVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate is amended to read as follows: 


“RuLE XVI 
“AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS 


“1. All general appropriation bills shall be 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and no amendments shall be received to any 
general appropriation bill the effect of which 
will be to increase an appropriation already 
contained in the bill, or to add a new item 
of appropriation, unless it be made to carry 
out the provisions of some existing law, or 
treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution previ- 
ously passed by the Senate during that ses- 
sion; or unless the same be moved by direc- 
tion of a standing or select committee of the 
Senate, or proposed in pursuance of an esti- 
mate submitted in accordance with law. 

“2. The Committee on Appropriations shall 
not report an appropriation bill containing 
amendments proposing new or general legis- 
lation or any restriction on the expenditure 
of the funds appropriated which proposes a 
limitation not authorized by law if such re- 
striction is to take effect or cease to be effec- 
tive upon the happening of a contingency, 
and if an appropriation bill is reported to the 
Senate containing amendments proposing 
new or general legislation or any such re- 
striction, a point of order may be made 
against the bill, and if the point is sustained, 
the bill shall be recommitted to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 

“3. All amendments to general appropria- 
tion bills moved by direction of a standing 
or select committee of the Senate, proposing 
to increase an appropriation already con- 
tained in the bill, or to add new items of 
appropriation, shall, at least one day before 
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they are considered, be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and when actually 
proposed to the bill no amendment propos- 
ing to increase the amount stated in such 
amendment shall be received; in like manner, 
amendments proposing new items of appro- 
priation to river and harbor bills, establish- 
ing post roads, or proposing new post roads, 
shall, before being considered, be referred 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

“4. No amendment which proposes general 
legislation shall be received to any general 
appropriation bill nor shall any amendment 
not germane or relevant to the subject matter 
contained in the bill be received; nor shall 
any amendment to any item or clause of 
such bill be received which does not directly 
relate thereto; nor shall any restriction on 
the expenditure of the funds appropriated 
which proposes a limitation not authorized 
by law be received if such restriction is to 
take effect or cease to be effective upon the 
happening of a contingency; and all ques- 
tions of relevancy of amendments under this 
rule, when raised, shall be submitted to the 
Senate and be decided without debate; and 
any such amendment or restriction to a 
general appropiration bill may be laid on the 
table without prejudice to the bill. 

“5. No amendment, the object of which is 
to provide for a private claim, shall be re- 
ceived to any general appropriation bill, un- 
less it be to carry out the provisions of an 
existing law or a treaty stipulation, Which 
shall be cited on the face of the amendment. 

“6. (a) Three members of the following- 
named committees, to be selected by their 
respective committees, shall be ex officio 
members of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, to serve on said committee when the 
annual appropriation bill making appropria- 
tions for the purposes specified in the fol- 
lowing table opposite the name of the com- 
mittee is being considered by the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

Purpose of appropria- 
Name of committee tion 
Committee on Agricul- For the Department 
ture and Forestry. of Agriculture. 
Committee on Civil For the Post Office 

Service. Department. 
Committee on Armed For the Department 

Services. of War; for the De- 

partment of the 
Navy. 
Committee on the Dis- For the District of 
trict of Columbia. Columbia. 
Committee on Public For rivers and har- 

Works. bors. 

Committee on Foreign For the diplomatic 

Relations. and consular sery- 

ice. 


„b) At least one member of each commit- 
tee enumerated in subparagraph (a), to be 
selected by his or their respective committees, 
shall be a member of any conference com- 
mittee appointed to confer with the House 
upon the annual appropriation bill making 
appropriations for the purposes specified in 
the foregoing table opposite the name of his 
or their respective committee. 

“7. When a point of order is made against 
any restriction on the expenditure of funds 
appropriated in a general appropriation bill 
on the ground that the restriction violates 
this rule, the rule shall be construed strictly 
and, in case of doubt, in favor of the point of 
order.” 


PART 2—RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 
Standing committees of the House of 
«Representatives 
Sec. 121. (a) Rule X of the Rules of the 


House of Representatives is amended to read 
as follows: 
“RULE X 


“STANDING COMMITTEES 
“(a) There shall be elected by the House, 
at the commencement of each Congress, the 
following standing committees: 
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“1, Committee on Agriculture, to consist of 
27 Members. 

“2. Committee on Appropriations, to con- 
sist of 43 Members. 

“3. Committee on Armed Services, to con- 
sist of 33 Members. 

“4, Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to consist of 27 Members. 

“5. Committee on Post Office and Civil Sery- 
ice, to consist of 25 Members. 

“6. Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to consist of 25 Members. 

“7, Committee on Education and Labor, to 
consist of 25 Members. 

“8. Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, to consist of 25 
Members. 

“9. Committee on Fcreign Affairs, to consist 
of 25 Members, 

“10. Committee on House Administration, 
to consist of 25 Members. 

“11, Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to consist of 27 Members. 

“12, Committee on the Judiciary, to ene 
sist of 27 Members. 

“13. Committee on Merchant Marine end. 
Fisheries, to consist of 25 Members. 

“14. Committee on Public Lands, to consist 
of 25 Members. 

“15. Committee on Public Works, to consist 
of 27 Members. 

“16. Committee on Rules, to consist of 12 
Members. 

“17, Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties, to consist of nine Members. 

“18. Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to 
consist of 27 Members. 

“19. Committee on Ways and Means, to 
consist of 25 Members. 

“(b) (1) The Speaker shall appoint all 
select and conference committees which 
shall be ordered by the House from time to 
time. 

“(2) At the commencement of each Con- 
gress, the House shall elect as chairman of 
each standing committee one of the Mem- 
bers thereof; in the temporary absence of 
the chairman, the Member next in rank 
in the order named in the election of the 
committee, and so on, as often as the case 
shall happen, shall act as chairman; and in 
casé of & permanent vacancy in the chair- 
manship of any such committee the House 
shall elect another chairman. 

“(3) All vacancies in standing committees 
in the House shall be filled by election by 
the House. Each Member shall be elected to 
serve on one standing committee and no 
more; except that Members who are elected 
to serve on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia or on the Committee on Un- 
American Activities may be elected to serve 
on two standing committees and no more, 
and Members of the majority party who are 
elected to serve on the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments or 
on the Committee on House Administration 
may be elected to serve on two standing com- 
mittees and no more.” 

(b) Rule XI of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Rune XI 
“POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMITTEES 

“(1) All proposed legislation, messages, 
petitions, memorials, and other matters re- 
lating to the subjects listed under the stand- 
ing committees named below shall be re- 
ferred to such committees, respectively: 
Provided, That unless otherwise provided 
herein, any matter within the jurisdiction of 
a standing committee prior to January 2, 
1947, shall remain subject to the jurisdiction 
of that committee or of the consolidated 
committee succeeding generally to the jur- 
isdiction of that committee. 

„(a) Committee on Agriculture. 

1. Agriculture generally. 

“2, Inspection of livestock and meat prod- 
ucts. 

“3. Animal industry and diseases of anis 
mals, 
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“4, Adulteration of seeds, insect pests, and 
protection of birds and animals in forest re- 
serves, 

“5. Agricultural colleges and experiment 
stations. 

“6. Forestry in general, and forest reserves 
other than those created from the public 
domain. 

J. Agricultural economics and research. 

“8, Agricultural and industrial chemistry. 

“9. Dairy industry. 

“10. Entomology and plant quarantine. 

“11, Human nutrition and home economics. 

“12. Plant industry, soils, and agricultural 
engineering. 

“13. Agricultural 
services. 

“i4. Extension of farm credit and farm 
security. 

“15. Rural electrification. 

“16. Agricultural production and market- 
ing and stabilization of prices of agricultural 
products, 

“17. Crop insurance and soil conservation. 

“(b) Committee on Appropriations. 

“1, Appropriation of the revenue for the 
support of the Government. 

“(c) Committee on Armed Services. 

“1, Common defense generally. 

“2. The War Department and the Military 
Establishment generally. 

“3. The Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment generally. 

“4, Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes. 

“5. Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces. 

“6. Selective service, 

3 7. Size and composition of the Army and 
avy. 

“8. Forts, arsenals, military reservations, 
and navy yards. 

“9. Ammunition depots. 

“10. Conservation, development, and use 
of naval petroleum and oil shale reserves. 

“11, Strategic and critical materials neces- 

for the common defense. t 

“12. Scientific research and development 
in support of the armed services. 

“(d) Committee on Banking and Currency. 

“1. Banking and currency generally. 

“2. Financial aid to commerce and indus- 
try, other than matters relating to such aid 
which are specifically assigned to other com- 
mitees under this rule. 

“3, Deposit insurance. 

“4. Public and private housing. 

“5. Federal Reserve System. 

“6. Gold and silver, including the coinage 
thereof. 

J. Issuance of notes and redemption 
thereof. 

“8. Valuation and revaluation of the dollar. 

“9, Control of prices of commodities, rents, 
or services. 

“(e) Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

“1, The Federal civil service generally, 

“2. The status of officers and employees of 
the United States, including their compensa- 
tion, classification, and retirement. 

“3. The postal service generally, including 
the railway mail service, and measures relat- 
ing to ocean mail and pneumatic-tube serv- 
ice; but excluding post roads. 

“4, Postal-savings banks. 

“5, Census and the collection of statistics 
generally. 

“6. The National Archives. 

„f) Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

“1, All measures relating to the municipal 
affairs of the District of Columbia in general, 
other than appropriations therefor, includ- 


“2. Public health and safety, sanitation, 
and quarantine regulations. 

“3. Regulation of sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 

“4, Adulteration of food and drugs, 

„B. Taxes and tax sales. 


educational extension 
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“6. Insurance, administrators, 
wills, and divorce. 

“7, Municipal and juvenile courts. 

“8. Incorporation and organization of so- 
cleties. 

“9, Municipal code and amendments to 
the criminal and corporation laws. 

„g) Committee on Education and Labor. 

“1. Measures relating to education or labor 
generally. 

“2. Mediation and arbitration of labor dis- 
putes. 

“3. Wages and hours of labor. 

“4, Convict labor and the entry of goods 
made by convicts into interstate commerce. 

“5, Regulation or prevention of importa- 
tion of foreign laborers under contract, 

“6, Child labor. 

7. Labor statistics. 

“8. Labor standards. 

“9. School-lunch program. 

„10. Vocational rehabilitation. 

“11, United States Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Commission. 

“12. Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 
Dumb, and Blind; Howard University; Freed- 
men’s Hospital; and Saint Elizabeths Hospi- 


executors, 


tal. 


“13. Welfare of miners. 

“(h) (1) Committee on expenditures in 
the Executive Departments. 

“(A) Budget and accounting measures, 
other than appropriations. 

“(B) Reorganizations in the executive 
branch of the Government. 

ane Such committee shall have the duty 
01— 

„(A) receiving and examining reports of 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and of submitting such recommendations to 
the House as it deems necessary or desirable 
in connection with the subject matter of 
such reports; 

“(B) studying the operation of Govern- 
ment activities at all levels with a view to 
determining its economy and efficiency; 

“(C) evaluating the effects of laws enacted 
to reorganize the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government; 

“(D) studying intergovernmental relation- 
ships. between the United States and the 
States and municipalities, and between the 
United States and international organizations 
of which the United States is a member. 

“(1) Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

“1, Relations of the United States with 
foreign nations generally. 

“2, Establishment of boundary lines be- 
tween the United States and foreign nations. 

“3. Protection of American citizens abroad 
and expatriation. 

“4, Neutrality. 

“5. International conferences and con- 


gresses. 

“6. The American National Red Cross. 

7. Intervention abroad and declarations 
of war. 

“8, Measures relating to the diplomatic 
service. 

“9, Acquisition of land and buildings for 
embassies and legations in foreign countries. 

“10. Measures to foster commercial inter- 
course with foreign nations and to safeguard 
American business interests abroad. 

“11. United Nations organization and in- 
„ financial and monetary organiza- 

ons. 

“12, Foreign loans. 
ae (J) (1) Committee on House Administra- 

n. 


“(A) Employment of persons by the House, 
including clerks for Members and committees, 
and reporters of debates. 

“(B) Expenditure of the contingent fund 
of the House. 

“(C) The auditing and settling of all ac- 
counts which may be charged to the con- 
tingent fund. 

“(D) Measures relating to accounts of the 
House generally. 

. 0 Appropriations from the contingent 
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“(F) Measures relating to services to the 
House, including the House restaurant and 
administration of the House Office Buildings 
and of the House wing of the Capitol. 

“(G) Measures relating to the travel of 
Members of the House. 

“(H) Measures relating to the assignment 
of office space for Members and committees, 

“(I) Measures relating to the disposition 
of useless executive papers. 

“(J) Except as provided in paragraph (0) 
8, matters relating to the Library of Con- 
gress and the House Library; statuary and 
pictures; acceptance or purchase of works of 
art for the Capitol; the Botanic Gardens; 
management of the Library of Congress; pur- 
chase of books and manuscripts; erection of 
monuments to the memory of individuals. 

“(K) Except as provided in paragraph (0) 
8, matters relating to the Smithsonian In- 
stitution and the incorporation of similar 
institutions, 

“(L) Matters relating to printing and cor- 
rection of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

“(M) Measures relating to the election of 
the President, Vice President, or Members 
of Congress; corrupt practices; contested 
elections; credentials and qualifications; and 
Federal elections generally. 

“(2) Such committee shall also have the 
duty of— 

“(A) examining all bills, amendments, and 
joint resolutions after passage by the House, 
and in cooperation with the Senate Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration, of ex- 
amining all bills and joint resolutions which 
shall have passed both Houses, to see that 
they are correctly enrolled, and when signed 
by the Speaker of the House and the President 
of the Senate, shall forthwith present the 
same, when they shall have originated in 
the House, to the President of the United 
States in person, and report the fact and 
date of such presentation to the House; 

“(B) reporting to the Sergeant at Arms 
of the House the travel of Members of the 
House; 

“(C) arranging a suitable program for 
each day observed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives a memorial day in memory of 
Members of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives who have died during the pre- 
ceding period, and to arrange for the publica- 
tion of the proceedings thereof. 

“(k) Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

“1. Interstate and foreign commerce gen- 
erally, 

“2. Regulation of interstate and foreign 
transportation, except transportation by 
water not.subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

“3. Regulation of interstate and foreign 
communications. 

4. Civil aeronautics. 

5. Weather bureau. 

“6. Interstate oil compacts; and petroleum 
and natural gas, except on the public lands. 

7. Securities and exchanges. 

“8. Regulation of interstate transmission 
of power, except the installation of connec- 
tions between Government water power 
projects. 

“9. Railroad labor and railroad retirement 
and unemployment, except revenue meas- 
ures relating thereto. 

“10. Public health and quarantine. 

“11. Inland waterways. 

“12. Bureau of Standards, standardization 
of weights and measures, and the metric 
system. 

“(1) Committee on the Judiciary. 

“1. Judicial proceedings, civil and crim- 
inal, generally. 

“2. Constitutional amendments. 

“3. Federal courts and judges. 

“4, Local courts in the Territories and pos- 
sessions. 

“5. Revision and codification of the stat- 
utes of the United States. 

“6, National penitentiaries. 
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7. Protection of trade and commerce 
against unlawful restraints and monopolies, 

“8, Holidays and celebrations, 

“9. Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 
counterfeiting. 

“10. State and Territorial boundary lines. 

“11. Meetings of Congress, attendance of 
Members, and their acceptance of incompati- 
ble offices. 

“12. Civil liberties. 

“13. Patents, copyrights, and trade-marks. 

“14. Patent Office. 

“15. Immigration and naturalization. 

“16. Apportionment of Representatives. 

“17. Measures relating to claims against 
the United States. 

“18. Interstate compacts generally. 

“19. Presidential succession. 

“(m) Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

“1, Merchant marine generally. 

“2. Registering and licensing of vessels and 
small boats. 

“3. Navigation and the laws relating there- 
to, including pilotage. 

“4. Rules and international arrangements 
to prevent collisions at sea. 

“5. Merchant marine officers and seamen. 

“6, Measures relating to the regulation of 
common carriers by water (except matters 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission) and to the inspec- 
tion of merchant marine vessels, lights and 
signals, lifesaving equipment, and fire pro- 
tection on such vessels. 

“7. The Coast Guard, including lifesaving 
service, lighthouses, lightships, and ocean 
derelicts. 

“8. United. States Coast Guard and Mer- 
chant Marine Academies. 

“9. Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

“10. The Panama Canal and the mainte- 
nance and operation of the Panama Canal, 
including the administration, sanitation, and 
government of the Canal Zone; and inter- 
oceanic canals generally. 

“11. Fisheries and wildlife, including re- 
search, réstoration, refuges, and conserva- 
tion. 

“(n) Committee on Public Lands. 

“1. Public lands generally, including entry, 
easements, and grazing thereon. 

“2, Mineral resources of the public lands. 

“3. Forfeiture of land grants and alien 
ownership, including alien ownership of min- 
eral lands. 

“4. Forest reserves and national parks 
created from the public domain. 

“5. Military parks and battlefields, and 
national cemeteries. 

“6. Preservation of prehistoric ruins and 
objects of interest on the public domain. 

“7. Measures relating generally to Hawaii, 
Alaska, and the insular possessions of the 
United States, except those affecting the reve- 
nue and appropriations. 

“8. Irrigation and reclamation, including 
water supply for reclamation projects, and 
easements of public lands for irrigation proj- 
ects, and acquisition of private lands when 
necessary to complete irrigation projects. 

“9. Interstate compacts relating to ap- 
portionment of waters for irrigation pur- 
poses. 

“10. Mining interests generally. 

“11. Mineral land laws and claims and en- 
tries thereunder. 

“12. Geological survey. 

“13. Mining schools and experimental sta- 
tions. 

“14, Petroleum conservation on the public 
lands and conservation of the radium supply 
in the United States. 

“15. Relations of the United States with 
the Indians and the Indian tribes.~ 

“16. Measures relating to the care, educa- 
tion, and management of Indians, including 
the care and allotment of Indian lands and 
general and special measures relating to 
claims which are paid out of Indian funds. 
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„(o) Committee on Public Works. 

“1. Flood control and improvement of 
rivers and harbors. 

“2, Public works for the benefit of naviga- 
tion, including bridges and dams (other than 
international bridges and dams). 

“3. Water power. 

“4, Oil and other pollution of navigable 
waters. 

“5. Public buildings and occupied or im- 
proved grounds of the United States gen- 
erally. 

“6. Measures relating to the purchase of 
sites and construction of post offices, custom- 
houses, Federal courthouses, and Govern- 
ment buildings within the District of Co- 
lumbia. ; 

J. Measures relating to the Capitol Build- 
ing and the Senate and House Office Build- 
ings. 

“8, Measures relating to the construction 
or reconstruction, maintenance, and care of 
the buildings and grounds of the Botanic 
Gardens, the Library of Congress, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

“9, Public reservations and parks within 
the District of Columbia, including Rock 
Creek Park and the Zoological Park. 

“10. Measures relating to the construction 
or maintenance of roads and post roads, other 
than appropriations therefor; but it shall not 
be in order for any bill providing general 
legislation in relation to roads to contain 
any provision for any specific road, nor for 
any bill in relation to a specific road to em- 
brace a provision in relation to any other 
specific road 

“(p) Committee on Rules. 

“1. The rules, joint rules, and order of 
business of the House. 

2. Recesses and final adjournments of 
Congress. 

“(q) (1) Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities. 

“(A) Un-American activities. 

“(2) The Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, as a whole or by subcommittee, is 
authorized to make from time to time in- 
vestigations of (1) the extent, character, and 
objects of un-American propaganda activi- 
ties in the United States, (ii) the diffusion 
within the United States of subversive and 
un-American propaganda that is instigated 
from foreign countries or of a domestic origin 
and attacks the principle of the form of gov- 
ernment as guaranteed by our Constitution, 
and (iii) all other- questions in relation 
thereto that would aid Congress in any nec- 
essary remedial legislation. 

“The Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties shall report to the House (or to the Clerk 
of the House if the House is not in session) 
the results of any such investigation, together 
with such recommendations as it deems 
advisable. 

“For the purpose of any such investigation, 
the Committee on Un-American Activities, or 
any subcommittee thereof, is authorized to 
sit and act at such times and places within 
the United States, whether or not the House 
is sitting, has recessed, or has adjourned, to 
hold such hearings, to require the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of such 
books, papers, and documents, and to take 
such testimony, as it deems necessary. Sub- 
penas may be issued under the signature of 
the chairman of the committee or any sub- 
committee, or by any member designated 
by any such chairman, and may be served 
by any person designated by any such chair- 
man or member. 

“(r) Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

“1, Veterans’ measures generally. 

“2, Pensions of all the wars of the United 
States, general and special. 

“3. Life insurance issued by the Govern- 
ment on account of service in the armed 
forces. 

“4, Compensation, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, and education of veterans. 

“5. Veterans’ hospitals, medical care, and 
treatment of veterans, 
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“6. Soldiers’ and sailors’ civil relief. 

“7, Readjustment of servicemen to civil 
life. 

“(s) Committee on Ways and Means. 

“1, Revenue measures generally. 

“2. The bonded debt of the United States. 

“3. The deposit of public moneys. 

“4, Customs, collection districts, and ports 
of entry and delivery. 

“6. Reciprocal trade agreements. 

“6. Transportation of dutiable goods. 

“7, Revenue measures relating to the in- 
sular ons. 

“8. National social security. 

“(2) (a) The following- named committees 
shall have leave to report at any timé on the 
matters herein stated, namely: The Commit- 
tee on Rules—on rules, joint rules, and order 
of business; the Committee on House Admin- 
istration—on the right of a Member to his 
seat, enrolled bills, on all matters referred to 
it of printing for the use of the House or the 
two Houses, and on all matters of expenditure 
of the contingent fund of the House; the 
Committee on Ways and Means—on Dills 
raising revenue; the Committee on Appro- 
priations—on the general appropriation bills; 
the Committee on Public Works—on bills 
authorizing the improvement of rivers and 
harbors; the Committee on the Public 
Lands—on bills for the forfeiture of land 
grants to railroad and other corporations, bills 
preventing speculation in the public lands, 
bills for the reservation of the public lands 
for the benefit of actual and bona fide set- 
tlers, and bills for the admission of new 
States; the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs— 
on general bills. 

“(b) It shall always be in order to call up 
for consideration a report from the Commit- 
tee on Rules (except it shall not be called up 
for consideration on the same day it is pre- 
sented to the House, unless so determined by 
a vote of not less than two-thirds of the 
Members voting, but this provision shall not 
apply during the last 3 days of the session), 
and, pending the consideration thereof, the 
Speaker may entertain one motion that the 
House adjourn; but after the result is an- 
nounced he shall not entertain any other 
dilatory motion until the said report shall 
have been fully disposed of. The Committee 
on Rules shall not report any rule or order 
which shall provide that business under 
paragraph 7 of rule XXIV shall be set aside by 
a vote of less than two-thirds of the Members 
present; nor shall it report any rule or order 
which shall operate to prevent the motion to 
recommit being made as provided in para- 
graph 4 of rule XVI. 

“(c) The Committee on Rules shall present 
to the House reports concerning rules, joint 
Tules, and order of business, within three 
legislative days of the time when ordered re- 
ported by the committee. If such rule or 
order is not considered immediately, it shall 
be referred to the calendar and, if not called 
up by the Member making the report within 
seven legislative days thereafter, any member 
of the Rules Committee may call it up as a 
question of privilege and the Speaker shall 
recognize any member of the Rules Commit- 
tee seeking recognition for that purpose. If 
the Committee on Rules shall make an ad- 
verse report on any resolution pending before 
the committee, providing for an order of 
business for the consideration by the House 
of any public bill or joint resolution, on days 
when it shall be in order to call up motions 
to discharge committees it shall be in order 
for any Member of the House to call up for 
consideration by the House any such adverse 
report, and it shall be in order to move the 
adoption by the House of said resolution 
adversely reported notwithstanding the ad- 
verse report of the Committee on Rules, and 
the Speaker shall recognize the Member seek- 
ing recognition for that purpose as a question 
of the highest privilege, 

“(d) The Committee on House Adminis- 
tration shall make final report to the House 
in all contested-election cases not later than 
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6 months from the first day of the first 
regular session of the Congress to which the 
contestee is elected except in a contest from 
the Territory of Alaska, in which case the 
time shall not exceed 9 months. 

“(e) A standing committee of the House 
(other than the Committee on Appropria- 
tions) shall meet to consider any bill or reso- 
lution pending before it (A) on all regular 
meeting days selected by the committee; (B) 
upon the call of the chairman of the com- 
mittee; (C) if the chairman of the committee, 
after 3 days’ consideration, refuses or fails, 
upon the request of at least three members 
of the committee, to call a special meeting 
of the committee within seven calendar days 
from the date of said request, then, upon the 
filing with the clerk of the committee of the 
written and signed request of a majority of 
the committee for a called special meeting of 
the committee, the committee shall meet on 
the day and hour specified in said written 
request. It shall be the duty of the clerk of 
the committee to notify all members of the 
committee in the usual way of such called 
special meeting. 

“(f) The rules of the House are hereby 
made the rules of its standing committees so 
far as applicable, except that a motion to 
recess from day to day is hereby made a mo- 
tion of high privilege in said committees.” 


Delegates and Resident Commissioner 


Sec. 122. Rule XII of the Standing Rules 
o? the House of Representatives is amended 
to read as follows: 

“RULE XII 
“DELEGATES AND RESIDENT COMMISSIONER 

1. The Delegates from Hawaii and Alaska, 
and the Resident Commissioner to the United 
States from Puerto Rico, shall be elected to 
serve as additional members on the Commit- 
tees on Agriculture, Armed Services, and Pub- 
He Lands; and they shall possess in such com- 


mittees the same powers and privileges as in 


the House, and may make any motion except 
to reconsider.” 


Reference of private claims bills 


Sec. 123. Paragraph 3 of rule XXI of the 
Standing Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives is amended to read as follows: 

“3. No bill for the payment or adjudica- 
tion of any private claim against the Govern- 
ment shall be referred, except by unanimous 
consent, to any other than the following 
committees, namely: To the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and to the Committee on the 
Judiciary.” 

PART 3—PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO BOTH HOUSES 
Private bills banned 

Sec. 131. No private bill or resolution (in- 
cluding so-called omnibus claims or pension 
bills), and no amendment to any bill or 
resolution, authorizing or directing (1) the 
payment of money for property damages, for 
personal injuries or death for which suit 
may be instituted under the Federal Tort 
Claims Act, or for a pension (other than to 
carry out a provision of law or treaty stipu- 
lation); (2) the construction of a bridge 
across a navigable stream; or (3) the correc- 
tion of a military or naval record, shall be 
received or considered in either the Senate 
or the House of Representatives. 


Congressional adjournment 
Sec. 132. Except in time of war or during 
a national emergency proclaimed by the 
President, the two Houses shall adjourn sine 
die not later than the last day (Sundays 
excepted) in the month of July in each year 
unless otherwise provided by the Congress, 


Committee procedure 
Sec, 133. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
(except the Committees on Appropriations) 
shall fix regular weekly, biweekly, or monthly 
meeting days for the transaction of business 
before the committee, and additional meet- 
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ings may be called by the chairman as he 
may deem. necessary. 

(b) Each such committee shall keep a 
complete record of all committee action. 
Such record shall include a record of the 
votes on any question on which a record vote 
is demanded. 

(c) It shall be the duty of the chairman 
of each such committee to report or cause 
to be reported promptly to the Senate or 
House of Representatives, as the case may 
be, any measure approved by his commit- 
tee and to take or cause to be taken neces- 
sary steps to bring the matter to a vote. 

(d) No measure or recommendation shall 
be reported from any such committee unless 
a majority of the committee were actually 
present. 

(e) Each such standing committee shall, 
so far as practicable, require all witnesses 
appearing before it to file in advance writ- 
ten statements of their proposed testimony, 
and to limit their oral presentations to brief 
summaries of their argument. The staff of 
each committee shall prepare digests of such 
a for the use of committee mem- 

8. 

(f) All hearings conducted by standing 
committees or their subcommittees shall be 
open to the public, except executive sessions 
for marking up bills or for voting or where 
the committee by a majority vote orders an 
executive session. 


Committee powers 


Sec. 134. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate, including any subcommittee of 
any such committee, is authorized to hold 
such hearings, to sit and act at such times 
and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjourned periods of the Senate, to require 
by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu- 
ments, to take such testimony and to make 
such expenditures (not in excess of $10,000 
for each committee during any Congress) as 
it deems advisable. Each such committee 
may make investigations into any matter 
within its jurisdiction, may report such hear- 
ings as may be had by it, and may employ 
stenographic assistance at a cost not exceed- 
ing 25 cents per hundred words. The ex- 
penses of the committee shall be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman. 

(b) Every committee and subcommittee 
serving the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives shall report the name, profession, and 
total salary of each staff member employed 
by it, and shall make an accounting of 
funds appropriated to it and expended by 
it to the Secretary of the Senate and Clerk 
of the House of Representatives, as the casa 
may be, at least once every 6 months, and 
Such information shall be published peri- 
odically in the Congressional Directory when 
and as the same is issued and as Senate and 
House documents, respectively, every 3 
months. 

(c) No standing committee of the Senate 
or the House, except the Committee on Rules 
of the House, shall sit, without special leave, 
while the Senate or the House, as the case 
may be, is in session. 


Conference rules on amendments in nature 
of substitute 


Sec. 135. (a) In any case in which a dis- 
agreement to an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute has been referred to con- 
ferees, it shall be in order for the conferees 
to report a substitute on the same subject 
matter; but they may not include in the re- 
port matter not committed to them by either 
House. They may, however, include in their 
report in any such case matter which is a 
germane modification of subjects in dis- 
agreement. 

(b) In any case in which the conferees 
violate subsection (a), the conference re- 
port shall be subject to a point of order, 
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Legislative oversight by standing committees 

Src. 136. To assist the Congress in apprais- 
ing the administration of the laws and in 
developing such amendments or related leg- 
islation as it may deem necessary, each stand- 
ing committee of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives shall exercise continuous 
watchfulness cf the execution by the ad- 
ministrative agencies concerned of any laws, 
the subject matter of which is within the 
jurisdiction of such committee; and, for that 
purpose, shall study all pertinent reports and 
data submitted to the Congress by the agen- 
cies in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. 


Decisions on questions of committee 
jurisdiction 

Sec. 137. In any case in which a contro- 
versy arises as to the jurisdiction of any 
standing committee of the Senate with re- 
spect to any proposed legislation, the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction shall be decided by the 
presiding officer of the Senate, without de- 
bate, in favor of that committee which has 
jurisdiction over the subject matter which 
predominates in such proposed legislation; 
but such decision shall be subject to an 
appeal. 


Legislative budget 


Sec. 138. (a) The Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Committee on Finance and the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate, or duly au- 
thorized subcommittees thereof, are author- 
ized and directed to meet jointly at the be- 
ginning of each regular session of Congress 
and after study and consultation, giving due 
consideration to the budget recommenda- 
tions of the President, report to their re- 
spective Houses a legislative budget for the 
ensuing fiscal year, including the estimated 
over-all Federal receipts and expenditures for 
such year Such report shali contain a rec- 
ommendation for the maximum amount to 
be appropriated for expenditure in such year 
which shall include such an amount to be 
reserved for deficiencies as may be deemed 
necessary by such committees. If the esti- 
mated receipts exceed the estimated expendi- 
tures, such report shall contain a recom- 
mendation for a reduction in the public debt, 
Such report shall be made by February 15. 

(b) The report shall be accompanied by a 
concurrent resoiution adopting such budget, 
and fixing the maximum amount to be ap- 
propriated for expenditure in such year. If 
the estimated expenditures exceed the esti- 
mated receipts, the concurrent resolution 
shall include a section substantially as fol- 
lows: “That it is the sense of the Congress 
that the public debt shall be increased in 
an amount equal to the amount by which 
the estimated expenditures for the ensuing 
fiscal year exceed the estimated receipts, such 
amount being $ 485 „ 


Hearings and reports by appropriations 
committees 


Sec. 139. (a) No general appropriation bill 
shall be considered in either House unless, 
prior to the consideration of such bill, printed 
committee hearings and reports on such bill 
have been available for at least three calendar 
days for the Members of the House in which 
such bill is to be considered. 

(b) The Committees on Appropriations of 
the two Houses are authorized and directed, 
acting jointly, to develop a standard appro- 
priation classification schedule which will 
clearly define in concise and uniform ac- 
counts the subtotals of appropriations asked 
for by agencies in the executive branch of 
the Government. That part of the printed 
hearings containing each such agency's re- 
quest for appropriations shall be preceded by 
such a schedule. 

(c) No general appropriation bill or amend- 
ment thereto shall be received or considered 
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in either House if it contains a provision re- 
appropriating unexpended balances of ap- 
propriations; except that this provision shall 
not apply to appropriations in continuation 
of appropriations for public works on which 
work has commenced. 

(d) The Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses are authorized and directed to make a 
study of (1) existing permanent appropria- 
tions with a view to limiting the number of 
permanent appropriations and to recommend 
to their respective Houses what permanent 
appropriations, if any, should be discon- 
tinued; and (2) the disposition of funds re- 
sulting from the sale of Government property 
or services by all departments and agencies 
in the executive branch of the Government 
with a view to recommending to their respec- 
tive Houses a uniform system of control with 
respect to such funds. 

Records of Congress 

Sec. 140. (a) The Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives are authorized and directed, acting 
jointly, to obtain at the close of each Congress 
all of the noncurrent records of the Congress 
and of each committee thereof and transfer 
them to the National Archives for preserva- 
tion, subject to the orders of the Senate or 
the House, respectively. 

(b) The Clerk of the House of Represent- 
atives is authorized and directed to collect 
all of the noncurrent records of the House 
of Representatives from the First to the 
Seventy-sixth Congress, inclusive, and trans- 
fer such records to the National Archives for 
preservation, subject to the orders of the Sen- 
ate or the House, respectively. 


Preservation of committee hearings 


Sec. 141. The Librarian of the Library of 
Congress is authorized and directed to have 
bound at the end of each session of Congress 
the printed hearings of testimony taken by 
each committee of the Congress at the pre- 
ceding session. 

Effective date 


Sec, 142, This title shall take effect on Jan- 
uary 2, 1947; except that this section and sec- 
tions 140 and 141 shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this act. 


'TIrLE II—MIscELLANEOUS 


PART 1—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
CONGRESSIONAL PERSONNEL 


Increase in compensation for certain 
congressional officers 


Src. 201. (a) Effective January 1, 1947, the 
annual basic compensation of the elected of- 
ficers of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives (not including the Presiding Of- 
ficers of the two Houses) shall be increased 
by 50 percent; and the provisions of section 
501 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, 
as amended by section 5 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1946, shall not be applicable 
to the compensation of said elected officers, 

(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated annually for the “Office of the 
Vice President” the sum of $23,130; and there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated an- 
nually for the “Office of the Speaker” the sum 
of $20,025. 

(c) The Speaker, the majority leader, and 
the minority leader of the House of Repre- 
sentatives are each authorized to employ an 
administrative assistant, who shall receive 
basic compensation at a rate not to exceed 
$8,000 a year. There is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary for the payment of such compensation, 

Committee staffs 

Sec, 202. (a) Each standing committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
(other than the Appropriations Committees) 
is authorized to appoint by a majority vote 
of the committee not more than four profes- 
sional staff members in addition to the cleri- 
cal staffs on a permanent basis without regard 
to political affillations and solely on the basis 
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cf fitness to perform the dutjes of the office; 
and said staff members shall be assigned to 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of such committee as the committee may 
deem advisable. Each such committee is 
further authorized to terminate the services 
by a majority vote of the committee of any 
such professional staff member as it may see 
fit. Professional staff members shall not en- 
gage in any work other than committee busi- 
ness and no other duties may be assigned to 
them. 

(b) Subject to appropriations which it 
shall be in order to include in appropriation 
bills, the Committee on Appropriations of 
each House is authorized to appoint such 
staff, in addition to the clerk thereof and 
assistants for the minority, as each such com- 
mittee, by a majority vote, shall determine 
to be necessary, such personnel, other than 
the minority assistants, to possess such quali- 
fications as the committees respectively may 
prescribe, and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House also is authorized to con- 
duct studies and examinations of the organi- 
zation and operation of any executive agency 
(including any agency the majority of the 
stock of which is owned by the Government 
of the United States) as it may deem neces- 
sary to assist it in connection with the deter- 
mination of matters within its jurisdiction 
and in accordance with the procedures au- 
thorized by the committee by a majority vote, 
including the rights and powers conferred by 
House Resolution No. 50, adopted January 9, 
1945. 

(c) The clerical staff of each standing com- 
mittee, which shall be appointed by a major- 
ity vote of the committee, shall consist of not 
more than six clerks, to be attached to the 
office of the chairman, to the ranking minor- 
ity member, and to the professional staff, as 
the committee may deem advisable; and the 
position of committee janitor is hereby abol- 
ished. The clerical staff shall handle com- 
mittee correspondence and stenographic 
work, both for the committee staff and for 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
on matters related to committee work. 

(d) All committee hearings, records, data, 
charts, and files shall be kept separate and 
distinct from the congressional office records 
of the Member serving as chairman of the 
committee, and such records shall be the 
property of the Congress and all members 
of the committee and the respective Houses 
shall have access to such records. Each com- 
mittee is authorized to have printed and 
bound such testimony and other data pre- 
sented at hearings held by the committee. 

(e) The professional staff members of the 
standing committees shall receive annual 
compensation, to be fixed by the chairman, 
ranging from $5,000 to $8,000 and the cler- 
ical staff shall receive annual compensation 
ranging from $2,000 to $8,000. 

(f) No committee shall appoint to its staff 
any experts or other personnel detailed or 
assigned from any department or agency of 
the Government, except with the written 
permission of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration of the Senate or the Com- 
mittee on House Administration of the House 
of Representatives, as the case may be. 

(g) No individual who is employed as a 
professional staff member of any committee 
as provided in this section shall be eligible 
for appointment to any office or position in 
the executive branch of the Government for 
a period of 1 year after he shall have ceased 
to be such a member. 

(h) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro- 
visions— 

(1) The committee employees of the ex- 
isting Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate and of the existing Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives shall be continued on the rolls of the 
respective appropriations committees estab- 
lished under title I of this act during the 
fiscal year 1947, unless sooner removed for 
cause, F 


1946 


(2) Committee employees of all other ex- 
isting standing committees of each House 
shall be continued on the pay rolls of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, re- 
spectively, through January 31, 1947, unless 
sooner removed for cause by the Secretary 
of the Senate or the Clerk of the House, as 
the case may be. 

(3) The appropriations for the compensa- 
tion of committee employees of standing 
committees of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives contained in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, 
shall be available for the compensation of 
employees specified in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection and of employees of the standing 
committees of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives succeeding to the jurisdic- 
tion of the standing committees specified in 
such Appropriation Act, and in any case in 
which the legislative jurisdiction of any 
existing standing committee is transferred 
to two or more standing committees under 
title I of this act, the Committee on Rules 
and Administration of the Senate, with re- 
spect to standing committees of the Senate, 
and the Committee on House Administration, 
with respect to standing committees of the 
House, shall allocate such appropriations in 
an equitable manner. 


Legislative Reference Service 


Sec. 203. (a) The Librarian of Congress is 
authorized and directed to establish in the 
Library of Congress a separate department to 
be known as the Legislative Reference Serv- 
ice. It shall be the duty of the Legislative 
Reference Service— 

(1) upon request, to advise and assist any 
committee of either House or any joint com- 
mittee in the analysis, appraisal, and evalua- 
tion of legislative proposals pending before 
it, or of recommendations submitted to Con- 
gress, by the President or any executive 
agency, and otherwise to assist in furnish- 
ing a basis for the proper determination of 
measures before the committee; 

(2) upon request, or upon its own initia- 
tive in anticipation of requests, to gather, 
classify, analyze, and make available, in 
translations, indexes, digests, compilations 
and bulletins, and otherwise, data for or 
bearing upon legislation, and to render such 
data serviceable to Congress, and committees 
and Members thereof, without partisan bias 
in selection or presentation; 

(3) to prepare summaries and digests of 
public hearings before committees of the 
Congress, and of bills and resolutions of a 
public general nature introduced in either 
House. 

(b) (1) A director and assistant director 
of the Legislative Reference Service and all 
other necessary personnel, shall be appointed 
by the Librarian of Congress without regard 
to the civil-service laws and without reference 
to political affiliations, solely on the ground 
of fitness to perform the duties of their office. 
The compensation of all employees shall be 
fixed in accordance with the provisions of 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended: 
Provided, That the grade of senior specialist 
in each field enumerated in paragraph (2) of 
this subsection shall not be less than the 
highest grade in the executive branch of the 
Government to which research analysts and 
consultants without supervisory responsibil- 
ity are currently assigned. All employees of 
the Legislative Reference Service shall be 
subject to the provisions of the civil-service 
retirement laws. 

(2) The Librarian of Congress is further 
authorized to appoint in the Legislative Ref- 
erence Service senior specialists in the fol- 
lowing broad fields: Agriculture; American 
government and public administration; Amer- 
ican public law; conservation; education; 
engineering and public works; full employ- 
ment; housing; industrial organization and 
corporation finance; international affairs; in- 
ternational trade and economic geography; 
labor; mineral economics; money and bank- 
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ing; price economics; social welfare; taxation 
and fiscal policy; transportation and com- 
munications; and veterans’ affairs. Such 
specialists, together with such other mem- 
bers of the staff as may be necessary, shall 
be available for special work with the appro- 
priate committees of Congress for any of the 
purposes set out in section 203 (a) (1). 

(c) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated for the work of the Legislative 
Reference Service the following sums: (1) 
For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
$550,000; (2) for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1948, $650,000; (3) for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1949, $750,000; and (4) for each 
fiscal year thereafter such sums as may be 
necessary to carry on the work of the Service. 

Office of the Legislative Counsel 

Sec. 204. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the work of the Office of the 
Legislative Counsel the following sums: 

(1) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, $150,000; 

(2) For the 
1948, $200,000; 

(3) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1949, $250,000; 

(4) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1950, $250,000; and 

(5) For each fiscal year thereafter such 
sums as may be necessary to carry on the 
work of the Office, 


Studies by Comptroller General 


Sec. 205. The Comptroller General is au- 
thorized and directed to make a full and 
complete study of restrictions placed in gen- 
eral appropriation acts limiting the expendi- 
ture of specified appropriations therein, with 
a view to determining the cost to the Gov- 
ernment incident to complying with sueh re- 
strictions, and to report to the Congress his 
estimate of the cost of complying with such 
restrictions and such other recommendations 
with respect thereto as he deems necessary 
or desirable. 


Expenditure analysis by Comptroller General 


"Sec. 206. The Comptroller General is au- 
thorized and directed to make an expenditure 
analysis of each agency in the executive 
branch of the Government (including Gov- 
ernment corporations), which, in the opin- 
ion of the Comptroller General, will enable 
Congress to determine whether public funds 
have been economically and efficiently ad- 
ministered and expended. Reports on such 
analyses shall be submitted by the Comp- 
troller General, from time to time, to the 
Committees on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments, to the Appropriations 
Committees, and to the legislative commit- 
ees having jurisdiction over legislation re- 
lating to the operations of the respective 
agencies, of the two Houses. 


Correction of military and naval records 


Sec, 207. The Secretary of War, the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury with respect to the Coast Guard, 
respectively, under procedures set up by 
them, and acting through boards of civilian 
officers or employees of their respective de- 
partments, are authorized to correct any 
military or naval record where in their judg- 
ment such action is necessary to correct an 
error or to remove an injustice. 


PART 2—STATUTORY PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 


Improvement of Congressional Record 


Sec. 221. The Joint Committee on Print- 
ing is authorized and directed to provide for 
printing in the daily Recorp the legislative 
program for the day, together with a list of 
congressional committee meetings and hear- 
ings, and the place of meeting and subject 
matter; and to cause a brief résumé of con- 
gressional activities for the previous day to 
be incorporated in the Recorp, together with 
an index of its contents. Such data shall be 
prepared under the supervision of the Secre- 
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tary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, respectively. 


Joint Committee on Printing 


Sec. 222. Section 1 of the act entitled “An 
act providing for the public printing and 
binding and the distribution of public docu- 
ments,” approved January 12, 1895 (28 Stat. 
601), is amended to read as follows: “That 
there shall be u Joint Committee on Printing, 
consisting of the chairman and two members 
of the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion of the Senate and the chairman and two 
members of the Committee on House Admin- 
istration of the House of Representatives, 
who shall have the powers hereinafter 
stated.” 


Joint Committee on the Library 


Sec. 223. The Joint .Committee of Con- 
gress on the Library shall hereafter consist 
of the chairman and four members of the 
Committee on Rules and Administration of 
the Senate and the chairman and four mem- 
bers of the Committee on House Administra- 
tion of the House of Representatives. 


Transfer of functions 


Sec. 224. The functions, powers, and duties 
imposed by statute, resolution, or rule of 
either House of Congress on the effective date 
of this section on a standing committee of 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
(or the chairman thereof) are, insofar as they 
are consistent with this act, hereby trans- 
ferred to that standing committee created 
by this act (or the chairman thereof) to 
which is transferred the legsilative jurisdic- 
tion over the subject matter to which such 
functions, powers, and duties relate; except 
that the chairman of the Committee on Civil 
Service of the Senate and the chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice of the House created by this act shall be 
members of the National Archives Council, 


Joint Committee on the Economic Report 


Sec. 225. Section 5 (b) (3) (relating to the 
time for filing the report of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Economic Report) of the Em- 
ployment Act of 1946 is amended by striking 
out “May 1” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“February 1.” 


Economie report of the President 


Sec. 226. Section 3 (a) (relating to the 
time for filing the economic report of the 
President) of the Employment Act of 1946 is 
amended by striking out “within 60 days 
after the beginning of each regular session” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “at the begin- 
ning of each regular session.” 


PART 3—-PROVISIONS RELATING TO CAPITOL AND 
PAGES 


Remodeling of caucus rooms and restaurants 


Sec. 241. The Architect of the Capitol is 
authorized and directed to prepare plans and 
submit them to Congress at the earliest prac- 
ticable date for the remodeling (a) of the 
caucus rooms in the Senate and House Office 

Buildings to provide improve acoustics and 
seating facilities and for the presentation of 
motion picture or other visual displays on 
matters of national interest; and (b) of the 
Senate and House Restaurants to provide for 
more convenient dining facilities. 
Assignment of Capitol space 

Sec, 242, The President pro tempore of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives shall cause a survey to be 
made of available space within the Capitol 
which could be utilized for joint committee 
meetings, meetings of conference commit- 

*tees, and other meetings, requiring the at- 
tendance of both Senators and Members of 
the House of Representatives; and shall rec- 
ommend the reassignment of such space to 
accommodate such meetings. 

Senate and House pages 


Sec, 243. (a) The Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives, acting jointly, are authorized and di- 
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rected to enter into an arrangement with 
the Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia for the education of congres- 
sional pages and pages of the Supreme Court 
in the public-school system of the District. 
Such arrangement shall include provision 
for reimbursement to the District of Colum- 
bia for any additional expenses incurred by 
the public-school system of the District in 
carrying out such arrangement. 

(b) There are hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
to reimburse the District of Columbia in ac- 
cordance with the arrangement referred. to 
in subsection (a). 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
section (a) and (b) of this section, said page 
or pages may elect to attend a private or 
parochial school of their own choice: Pro- 
vided, however, That such private or parochial 
school shall be reimbursed by the Senate and 
House of Representatives only in the same 
amount as would be paid if the page or 
pages were attending a public school under 
the provisions of paragraphs (a) and (b) 
of this section. 


Authorization of appropriations and 
personnel 

Sec, 244. All necessary funds required to 
earry out the provisions of this act, by the 
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the 
House, are hereby authorized to be appropri- 
ated, and the Secretary of the Senate and the 
Clerk of the House are hereby further au- 
thorized to employ such administrative as- 
sistants as may be necessary in order to carry 
out the provisions of this act under their 
respective jurisdictions. 

Effective date 

Sec, 245, This title shall take effect on the 
date of its enactment; except that sections 
202 (a), (b), (e), (e), (f), and (h), 222, 223, 
224, and 243 shall take effect on the day on 
which the Eightieth Congress convenes. 

Trrtr II—REGULATION or LOBBYING ACT 

Short title 


Sec, 301. This title may be cited as the 

“Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act.” 
Definitions 

Sec. 302. When used in this title— 

(a) The term “contribution” includes a 
gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 
of money or anything of value and includes a 
contract, promise, or agreement, whether or 
not legally enforceable, to make a contribu- 
tion, 

(b) The term “expenditure” includes a 
payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value, and 
includes a contract, promise, or agreement, 
whether or not legally enforceable, to make 
an expenditure, 

(e) The term “person” includes an indi- 
vidual, partnership, committee, association, 
corporation, and any other organization or 
group of persons. 

(d) The term “Clerk” means the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States. 

(e) The term “legislation” means bills 
resolutions, amendments, nominations, and 
other matters pending or proposed in either 
House of Congress, and includes any other 
matter which may be the subject of action 
by either House. 


Detailed accounts of contributions 
Sec. 303. (a) It shall be the duty of every 


person who shall in any manner solicit or | 


receive a contribution to any organization 
or fund for the purposes hereinafter desig- 
nated to keep a detailed and exact account 
of— 

(1) all contributions of any amount or of 
any value whatsoever; 

(2) the name and address of every person 
making any such contribution of $500 or 
more and the date thereof; 
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(3) all expenditures made by or on behalf 
of such organization or fund; and 

(4) the name and address of every person 
to whom any such expenditure is made and 
the date thereof. 

(b) It shall be the duty of such person 
to obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating 
the particulars, for every expenditure of such 
funds exceeding $10 in amount, and to pre- 
serve all receipted bills and accounts re- 
quired to be kept by this section for a period 
of at least 2 years from the date of the filing 
of the statement containing such items. 

Receipts for contributions 

Src, 304. Every individual who receives a 
contribution of $500 or more for any of the 
purposes hereinafter designated shall within 
5 days after receipt thereof rendered to the 
person or organization for which such con- 
tribution was received a detailed account 
thereof, including the name and address of 
the person making such contribution and the 
date on which received. 

Statements to be filed with Clerk of House 

Sec. 305. (a) Every person receiving any 
contributions or expending any money for 
the purposes designated in subparagraph (a) 
or (b) of section 307 shall file with the Clerk 
between the first and tenth day of each cal- 
endar quarter, a statement containing com- 
plete as of the day next preceding the date 
of filing— 

(1) the name and address of each person 
who has made a contribution of $500 or more 
not mentioned in the preceding report; ex- 
cept that the first report filed pursuant to 
this title shall contain the name and ad- 
dress of each person who has made any con- 
tribution of $500 or more to such person 
since the effective date of this title; 

(2) the total sum of the contributions 
made to or for such person during the cal- 
endar year and not stated under paragraph 
(1); 

(3) the total sum of all contributions 
made to or for such person during the cal- 
endar year; 1 

(4) the name and address of each person 
to whom an expenditure in one or more 
items of the aggregate amount or value, 
within the calendar year, of $10 or more 
has been made by or on behalf of such 
person, and the amount, date, and purpose 
of such expenditure; 

(5) the total sum of all expenditures made 
by or on behalf of such person during the cal- 
endar year and not stated under paragraph 


ror 


(6) the total sum of expenditures made by 
or on behalf of such person during the cal- 
endar year. 

(b) The statements required to be filed by 
subsection (a) shall be cumulative during 
the calendar year to which they relate, but 
where there has been no change in an item 
reported in a previous statement only the 
amount need be carried forward. 

Statement preserved for 2 years 

Sec. 306. A statement required by this title 
to be filed with the Clerk— 

(a) shall be deemed properly filed when 
deposited in an established post office within 
the prescribed time, duly stamped, registered, 
and directed to the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives of the United States, Wash- 
ington, D. C., but in the event it is not re- 
ceived, a duplicate of such statement shall be 
promptly filed upon notice by the Clerk of its 
nonreceipt; 

(b) shall be preserved by the Clerk for a 
period of 2 years from the date of filing, shall 
constitute part of the public records of his 
office, and shall be open to public inspection. 

Persons to whom applicable 

Sec. 307. The provisions of this title shall 
apply to any person (except a political com- 
mittee as defined in the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act, and duly organized State or 
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local committees of a political party), who by 
himself, or through any agent or employee 
or other persons in any manner whatsoever, 
directly or indirectly, solicits, collects, or re- 
celves money or any other thing of value to 
be used principally to aid, or the principal 
purpose of which person is to aid, in the 
accomplishment of any of the following 


purposes; 
(a) The passage or defeat of any legisla- 
tion by the Congress of the United States. 
(b) To influence, directly or indirectly, the 
passage or defeat of any legislation by the 
Congress of the United States. 


Registration with Secretary of the Senate 
and Clerk of the House 


Sec, 308. (a) Any person who shall engage 
himself for pay or for any consideration for 
the purpose of attempting to influence the 
passage or defeat of any legislation by the 
Congress of the United States shall, before 
doing anything in furtherance of such ob- 
ject, register with the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of the 
Senate and shall give to those officers in 
writing and under oath, his name and busi- 
ness address, the name and address of the 
person by whom he is employed, and in whose 
interest he appears or works, the duration 
of such cmployment, how much he is paid 
and is to receive, by whom he is paid or 
is to be paid, how much he is to be paid for 
expenses, and what expenses are to be in- 
cluded. Each such person so registering 
shall, between the first and tenth day of 
each calendar quarter, So long as his activity 
continues, file with the Clerk and Secretary 
a detailed report under oath of all money 
received and expended by him during the 
preceding calendar quarter in carrying on 
his work; to whom paid; for what purposes; 
and the names of any papers, periodicals, 
magazines, or other publications in which 
he has caused to be published any articles 
or editorials; and the proposed legislation 
he is employed to support or oppose. The 
provisions of this section shall not apply to 
any person who merely appears before a com- 
mittee of the Congress of the United States 
in support of or opposition to legislation; 
nor to any public official acting in his official 
capacity nor in the case of any newspaper 
or other regularly published periodical (in- 
cluding any individual who owns, publishes, 
or is employed by any such newspaper or 
periodical) which in the ordinary course of 
business publishes news items, editorials, 
or other comments, or paid advertisements, 
which directly or indirectly urge the passage 
or defeat of legislation, if such newspaper, 
periodical, or individual, engages in no fur- 
ther or other activities in connection with 
the passage or defeat of such legislation, 
other than to appear before a committee of 
the Congress of the United States in support 
of or in opposition to such legislation. 

(b) All information required to be filed 
under the provisions of this section with the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives and 
the Secretary of the Senate shall be com- 
piled by said Clerk and Secretary, acting 
jointly, as soon as practicable after the close 
of the calendar quarter with respect to which 
such information is filed and shall be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 


Reports and statements to be made under 
oath 


Sec. 309. All reports and statements re- 
quired under thie title shall be made under 
oath, before an officer authorized by law to 
administer oaths. 


Penalties 
Sec. 310. (a) Any person who violates any 
of the provisions of this title, shall, upon 
conviction, be guilty of a misdemeanor, and 
shall be punished by a fine of not more than 
$5,000 or im t for not more than 
12 — or by both such fine and im- 
nt, 
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(b) In addition to the penalties provided 
for in subsection (a), any person convicted 
of the misdemeanor specified therein is pro- 
hibited, for a period of 3 years from the date 
of such conviction, from attempting to in- 
fluence, directly or indirectly, the passage 
or defeat of any proposed legislation or from 
appearing before a committee of the Con- 
gress in support of or opposition to proposed 
legislation; and any person who violates any 
provision of this subsection shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be guilty of a felony, and 
shall be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000, or imprisonment for not more than 
5 years, or by both such fine and imprison- 
ment. 

Exemption 


Sec. 311. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to practices or activities regulated 
by the Federal Corrupt Practices Act nor be 
construed as repealing any portion of said 
Federal Corrupt Practices Act. 


TITLE IV—FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT 
PART 1—SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS 
Short title 


Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the 
“Federal Tort Claims Act.” 


Definitions 


SEC. 402. As used in this title, the term 

(a) "Federal agency” includes the execu- 
tive departments and independent establish- 
ments of the United States, and corporations 
whose primary function is to act as, and 
while acting as, instrumentalities or agen- 
cies of the United States, whether or not 
authorized to sue and be sued in their own 
names: Provided, That this shall not be con- 
strued to include any contractor with the 
United States. 

(b) “Employee of the Government” in- 
cludes officers or employees of any Federal 
agency, members of the military or naval 
forces of the United States, and persons act- 
ing on behalf of a Federal agency in an 
official capacity, temporarily or permanently 
in the service of the United States, whether 
with or without compensation. 

(c) “Acting within the scope of his office 
or employment,” in the case of a member 
of the military or naval forces of the United 
States, means acting in line of duty. 


PART 2—ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT OF TORT 
CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 


Claims of $1,000 or less 


Sec. 403. (a) Subject to the limitations of 
this title, authority is hereby conferred upon 
the head of each Federal agency, or his desig- 
nee for the purpose, acting on behalf of the 
United States, to consider, ascertain, adjust, 
determine, and settle any claim against the 
United States for money only, accruing on 
and after January 1, 1945, on account of 
damage to or loss of property or on account 
of personal injury or death, where thè total 
amount of the claim does not exceed $1,000, 
caused by the negligent or wrongful act or 
omission of any employee of the Govern- 
ment while acting within the scope of his 
office or employment, under circumstances 
where the United States, if a private person, 
would be liable to the claimant for such 
damage, loss, injury, or death, in accordance 
with the law of the place where the act or 
omission occurred. 

(b) Subject to the provisions of part 3 of 
this title, any such award or determination 
shall be final and conclusive on all officers 
of the Government, except when procured 
by means of fraud, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law to the contrary. 

(c) Any award made to any claimant pur- 
suant to this section, and any award, compro- 
mise, or settlement of any claim cognizable 
under this title made by the Attorney Gen- 
eral pursuant to section 413, shall be paid by 
the head of the Federal agency concerned out 
of appropriations that may be made there- 
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for, which appropriations are hereby author- 
ized 


(d) The acceptance by the claimant of any 
such award, compromise, or settlement shall 
be final and conclusive on the claimant, and 
shall constitute a complete release by the 
claimant of any claim against the United 
States and against the employee of the Gov- 
ernment whose act or omission gave rise to 
the claim, by reason of the same subject 


matter. 
Reports 


Sec. 404. The head of each Federal agency 
shall annually make a report to the Congress 
of all claims paid by such Federal agency 
under this part. Such report shall include 
the name of each claimant, a statement of 
the amount claimed and the amount 
awarded, and a brief description of the claim. 


PART 3—SUITS ON TORT CLAIMS AGAINST THE 
UNITED STATES 


Jurisdiction 


Sec. 410. (a) Subject to the provisions of 
this title, the United States district court for 
the district wherein the plaintiff is resident 
or wherein the act or omission complained 
of occurred, including the United States dis- 
trict courts for the Territories and posses- 
sions of the United States, sitting without a 
jury, shall have exclusive jurisdiction to 
hear, determine, and render judgment on 
any claim against the United States, for 
money only, accruing on and after January 1, 
1945, on account of damage to or loss of prop- 
erty or on account of personal injury or death 
caused by the negligent or wrongful act or 
omission of any employee of the Government 
while acting within the scope of his office or 
employment, under circumstances where the 
United States, if a private person, would be 
liable to the claimant for such damage, loss, 
injury, or death in accordance with the law 
of the place where the act or omission oc- 
curred. Subject to the provisions of this 
title, the United States shall be liable in 
respect of such claims to the same claimants, 
in the same manner, and to the same extent 
as a private individual under like circum- 
stances, except that the United States shall 
not be liable for interest prior to judgment, 
or for punitive damages. Costs shall be 
allowed in all courts to the successful 
claimant to the same extent as if the United 
States were a private litigant, except that 
such costs shall not include attorneys’ fees. 

(b) The judgment in such an action shall 
constitute a complete bar to any action by 
the claimant, by reason of the same subject 
matter, against the employee of the Govern- 
ment whose act or omission gave rise to the 
claim. No suit shall be instituted pursuant 
to this section upon a claim presented to 
any Federal agency pursuant to part 2 of 
this title unless such Federal agency has 
made final disposition of the claim: Provided, 
That the claimant may, upon 15 days’ notice 
given in writing, withdraw the claim from 
consideration of the Federal agency and com- 
mence suit thereon pursuant to this section: 
Provided further, That as to any claim so 
disposed cf or so withdrawn, no suit shall 
be instituted pursuant to this section for 
any sum in excess of the amount of the 
claim presented to the Federal agency, except 
where the increased amount of the claim is 
shown to be based upon newly discovered 
evidence not reasonably discoverable at the 
time of presentation of the claim to the 
Federal agency or upon evidence of inter- 
vening facts, relating to the amount of the 
claim. Disposition of any claim made pur- 
suant to part 2 of this title shall not be com- 
petent evidence of liability or amount of 
damages in proceedings on such claim pur- 
suant to this section. 

Procedure 

Sec. 411, In actions under this part, the 
forms of process, writs, pleadings, and mo- 
tions, and the practice and procedure, shall 
be in accordance with the rules promulgated 
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by the Supreme Court pursuant to the act 
of June 19, 1934 (48 Stat. 1064); and the 
same provisions for counterclaim and set-off, 
for interest upon judgments, and for pay- 
ment of judgments, shall be applicable as 
in cases brought in the United States district 
courts under the act of March 3, 1887 (24 
Stat. 505). > 


Review 


Sec. 412. (a) Final judgments in the dis- 
trict courts in cases under this part shall be 
subject to review by appeal— 

(1) in the circuit courts of appeals in the 
same manner and to the same extent as other 
judgments of the district courts; or 

(2) in the Court of Claims of the United 
States: Provided, That the notice of appeal 
filed in the district court under rule 73 of 
the Rules of Civil Procedure shall have affixed 
thereto, the written consent on behalf of all 
the appellees that the appeal be taken to the 
Court of Claims of the United States. Such 
appeals to the Court of Claims of the United 
States shall be taken within 3 months after 
the entry of the judgment of the district 
court, and shall be governed by the rules 
relating to appeals from a district court to a 
circuit court of appeals adopted by the Su- 
preme Court pursuant to the act of June 19, 
1934 (48 Stat. 1064). In such appeals the 
Court of Claims of the United States shal! 
have the same powers and duties as those 
conferred on a circuit court of appeals in 
respect to appeals under section 4 of the 
act of February 13, 1925 (43 Stat. 939). 

(b) Sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended, shall apply to cases under 
this part in the circuit courts of appeals and 
in the Court of Claims of the United States 
to the same extent as to cases in a circuit 
court of appeals therein referred to. 


Compromise 


Sec, 413. With a view to doing substantial 
justice, the Attorney General is authorized 
to arbitrate, compromise, or settle any claim 
cognizable under this part, after the insti- 
tution of any suit thereon, with the approval 
of the courts in which such suit is pending. 


PART 4—PROVISIONS COMMON TO PART 2 AND 
PART 3 


One-year statute of limitations 


Sec. 420. Every claim against the United 
States cognizable under this title shall be 
forever barred, unless within 1 year after 
such claim accrued or within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this act, whichever is 
later, it is presented in writing to the Federal 
agency out of whose activities it arises, if 
such claim is for a sum not exceeding $1,000; 
or unless within 1 year after such claim ac- 
crued or within 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this act, whichever is later, an 
action is begun pursuant to part 3 of this 
title. In the event that a claim for a sum 
not exceeding $1,000 is presented to a Fed- 
eral agency as aforesaid, the time to institute 
a suit pursuant to part 3 of this title shall 
be extended for a period of 6 months from 
the date of mailing of notice to the claimant 
by such Federal agency as to the final dis- 
position of the claim or from the date of 
withdrawal of the claim from such Federal 
agency pursuant to section 410 of this title, 
if it would otherwise expire before the end 
of such period. 

Except ions 

Sec. 421. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to— 

(a) Any claim based upon an act or omis- 
sion of an employee of the Government, 
exercising due care, in the execution of a 
statute or regulation, whether or not such 
statute or regulation be valid, or based upon 
the exercise or performance or the failure 
to exercise or perform a discretionary func- 
tion or duty on the part of a Federal agency 
or an employee of the Government, whether 
or not the discretion involved be abused. 
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(b) Any claim arising out of the loss, mis- 
carriage, or negligent transmission of let- 
ters or postal matter. 

(c) Any claim arising in respect of the 
assessment or collection of any tax or cus- 
toms duty, or the detention of any goods 
or merchandise by any officer of customs or 
excise or any other law-enforcement officer, 

(d) Any claim for which a remedy is pro- 
vided by the act of March 9, 1920 (U. S. C., 
title 46, secs. 741-752, inclusive), or the act 
of March 3, 1925 (U. S. C., title 46, secs. 781- 
790, inclusive), relating to claims or suits in 
admiralty against the United States. y 

(e) Any claim arising out of an act or 
omission of any employee of the Government 
in administering the provisions of the Trad- 
ing with the Enemy Act, as amended. 

(f£) Any claim for damages caused by the 
imposition or establishment of a quarantine 
by the United States. 

(g) Any claim arising from injury to ves- 
sels, or to the cargo, crew, or passengers of 
vessels, while passing through the locks of 
the Panama Canal or while in Canal Zone 
waters. 

(h) Any claim arising out of assault, bat- 
tery, false imprisonment, false arrest, ma- 
licicus prosecution, abuse of process, libel, 
slander, misrepresentation, deceit, or inter- 
ference with contract rights. 

(i) Any claim for damages caused by the 
fiscal operation of the Treasury or by the 
regulation of the monetary system. 

(j) Any claim arising out of the combatant 
activities of the military or naval forces, or 
the Coast Guard, during time of war. 

(k) Any claim arising in a foreign country. 

(1) Any claim ar from the activities 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 


Attorneys’ fees 

Sec. 422. The court rendering a judgment 
for the plaintiff pursuant to part 3 of this 
title, ox the head of the Federal agency or 
his designee making an award pursuant to 
part 2 of this title, or the Attorney General 
making a disposition pursuant to section 
413 of this title, as the case may be, may, 
as a part of the judgment, award, or settle- 
ment, determine and allow reasonable at- 
torney’s fees, which, if the recovery is $500 
or more, shall not exceed 10 percent of the 
amount recovered under part 2, or 20 percent 
of the amount recovered under part 3, to be 
paid out of but not in addition to the amount 
of judgment, award, or settlement recov- 
ered, to the attorneys representing the claim- 
ant. Any attorney who charges, demands, 
receives, or collects for services rendered in 
connection with such claim any amount in 
excess of that allowed under this section, 
if recovery be had, shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanor, and shall, upon conviction there- 
of, be subject to a fine of not more than 
$2,000 or imprisonment for not more than 1 
year, or both. 


Exclusiveness of remedy 


Sec. 423, From and after the date of en- 
actment of this act, the authority of any 
Federal agency to sue and be sued in its own 
name shall not be construed to authorize 
suits against such Federal agency on claims 
which are cognizable under part 3 of this 
title, and the remedies provided by this title 
in such cases shall be exclusive. 


Certain statutes inapplicable 


Sec. 424 (a) All provisions of law author- 
izing any Federal agency to consider, ascer- 
tain, adjust, or determine claims on account 
of damage to or loss of property, or on ac- 
count of personal injury or death, caused 
by the negligent or wrongful act or omission 
of any employee of the Goverment while act- 
ing within the scope of his office or employ- 
ment, are hereby repealed in respect of 
claims cognizable under part 2 of this title 
and accruing on and after January 1, 1945, 
including, but without limitation, the pro- 
Visions granting such authorization now 
contained in the following laws: 
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Public Law No. 375, Sixty-seventh Con- 
gress, approved December 28, 1922 (42 Stat. 
1066; U. S. C., title 31, secs. 215-217). 

Public Law No. 267, Sixty-sixth Congress, 
approved June 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 1054; U. S. C., 
title 33, sec. 853). 

Public Law No, 481, Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, approved March 20, 1936 (49 Stat. 1184; 
U. $. C., title 31, sec. 224b). 

Public Law No. 112, as amended, Seventy- 
eighth Congress, approved July 3, 1943 (57 
Stat. 372; U. S. C., title 31, secs. 223b, 223c, 
and 223d). 

Public Law No. 182, as amended, Sixty-fifth 
Congress, approved July 1, 1918 (40 Stat, 
705; U. S. C., title 34, sec. 600). 

Section 4 of Public Law No. 18, Sixty-sev- 
enth Congress, approved June 16, 1921 (42 
Stat. 63), as amended by Public Law No. 456, 
Seventy-third Congress, approved June 22, 
1934 (48 Stat. 1207; U. S. C., title 31, sec. 
224c). 

(b) Nothing contained herein shall be 
deemed to repeal any provision of law au- 
thorizing any Federal agency to consider, 
ascertain, adjust, settle, determine, or pay 
any claim on account of damage to or loss 
of property or on account of personal injury 
or death, in cases in which such damage, loss, 
injury, or death was not caused by any negli- 
gent or wrongful act or omission of an em- 
ployee of the Government while acting within 
the scope of his office or employment, or any 
other claim not cognizable under part 2 of 
this title. 


TITLE V—GeENERAL Ben Act 
Short title 


Sec. 501. This title may be cited as the 
“General Bridge Act of 1946.” 


` Consent of Congress 


Src. 502. (a) The consent of Congress is 
hereby granted for the construction, main- 
tenance, and operation of bridges and ap- 
proaches thereto over the navigable waters 
of the United States, in accordance with the 
provisions of this title. 

(b) The location and plans for such 
bridges shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and the Secretary of War before 
construction is commenced, and, in approv- 


ing the location and plans of any bridge, 


they may impose any specific conditions re- 
lating to the maintenance and operation of 
the structure which they may deem necessary 
in the interest of public navigation, and the 
conditions so imposed shall have the force 
of law. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 
sections (a) and (b), it shall be unlawful to 
construct or commence the construction of 
any privately owned highway toll bridge until 
the location and plans thereof shall also have 
been submitted to and approyed by the high- 
way department or departments of the State 
or States in which the bridge and its ap- 
proaches are situated; and where such bridge 
shall be between two or more States and the 
highway departments thereof shall be un- 
able to agree upon the location and plans 
therefor, or if they, or either of them, shall 
fail or refuse to act upon the location and 
plans submitted, such location and plans 
then shall be submitted to the Public Roads 
Administration and, if approved by the Pub- 
lic Roads Administration, approval by the 
highway departments shall not be required. 


Tolls 
Sec. 503. If tolls shall be charged for the 
transit over any interstate bridge of engines, 
cars, streetcars, wagons, carriages, vehicles, 
animals, foot passengers, or other passengers, 
such tolls shall be reasonable and just, and 
the Secretary of War may, at any time, and 
from time to time, the reasonable 
rates of toll for such transit over such bridge, 
and the rates so prescribed shali be the legal 
rates and shall be the rates demanded and 

received for such transit, 
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Acquisition by publie agencies 

Sec. 504. After the completion of any in- 
terstate toll bridge constructed by an indi- 
vidual, firm, or corporation, as determined 
by the Secretary of War, either of the States 
in which the bridge is located, or any public 
agency or political subdivision of either of 
such States, within or adjoining which any 
part of such bridge is located, or any two 
or more of them jointly, may at any time 
acquire and take over all right, title, and 
interest in such bridge and its approaches, 
and any interest in real property for public 
purposes by condemnation or expropriation. 
If at any time after the expiration of 5 years 
after the completion of such bridge the same 
is acquired by condemnation or expropria- 
tion, the amount of damages or compensation 
to be allowed shall not include good will, 
going value, or prospective revenues or 
profits, but shall be limited to the sum of 
(1) the actual cost of constructing such 
bridge and its approaches, less a reasonable 
deduction for actual depreciation in value; 
(2) the actual costs of acquiring such inter- 
ests in real property; (3) actual financing 
and promotion costs, not to exceed 10 per- 
cent of the sum of the cost of constructing 
the bridge and its approaches and acquiring 
such interests in real property; and (4) ac- 
tual expenditures for necessary improve- 
ments. 

Statements of cost 


Sec. 505. Within 90 days after the comple- 
tion of a privately owned interstate toll 
bridge, the owner shall file with the Secre- 
tary of War and with the highway depart- 
ments of the States in which the bridge is 
located, a sworn itemized statement showing 
the actual original cost of constructing the 
bridge and its approaches, the actual cost 
of acquiring any interest in real property 
necessary therefor, and the actual financing 
and promotion costs. The Secretary of War 
may, and upon request of a highwa- depart- 
ment shall, at any time within 3 years after 
the completion of such bridge, investigate 
such costs and determine the accuracy and 
the reasonableness of the costs alleged in 
the statement of costs so filed, and shall 
make a finding of the actual and reasonable 
costs of constructing, financing, and pro- 
moting such bridge. For the purpose of such 
investigation the said individual, firm, or 
corporation, its successors and assigns, shall 
make available all of its records in connec- 
tion with the construction, financing, and 
promotion thereof. The findings of the Sec- 
retary of War as to the reasonable costs of 
the construction, financing, and promotion 
of the bridge shall be conclusive for the pur- 
poses mentioned in section 604 of this title, 
subject only to review in a court of equity 
for fraud or gross mistake. 


Sinking fund 


Sec. 506. If tolls are charged for the use 
of an interstate bridge constructed or taken 
over or acquired by a State or States or by any 
municipality or other political subdivision 
or public agency thereof, under the provisions 
of this title, the rates of toll shall be so ad- 
justed as to provide a fund sufficient to pay 
for the reasonable cost of maintaining, re- 
pairing, and operating the bridge and its 
approaches under econcmical management, 
and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to 
amortize the amount paid therefor, including 
reasonable interest and financing cost, as 
soon as possible under reasonable charges, 
but within a period of not to exceed 20 years 
from the date of constructing or acquiring 
the same. After a sinking fund sufficient for 
such amortization shall have been so pro- 
videded, such bridge shall thereafter be 
maintained and operated free of tolls. An 
accurate record of the amount paid for ac- 
quiring the bridge and its approaches, the 
actual expenditures for maintaining, repair- 
ing, and operating the same, and of the dally 
tollis collected, shall be kept and shall be 
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available for the information of all persons 


interested. 
Applicability of title 


Sec, 507. The provisions of this title shall 
apply only to bridges over navigable waters 
of the United States, the construction of 
which is hereafter approved under the pro- 
visions of this title; and the provisions of 
the first proviso of section 9 of the act of 
March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1151; U. S. C., title 33, 
sec. 401), and the provisions of the act en- 
titled “An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906, shall not apply to such 
bridges. 


International bridges 


Sec. 508. This title shall not be construed 
to authorize the construction of any bridge 
which will connect the United States, or any 
Territory or possession of the United States, 
with any foreign country. 


Eminent domain 


Sec. 509. There are hereby conferred upon 
any individual, his heirs, legal represent- 
atives, or assigns, any firm or corporation, its 
successors or assigns, or any State, political 
subdivision, or municipality authorized in 
accordance with the provisions of this title to 
build a bridge between two or more States, all 
such rights and powers to enter upon lands 
and acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, and 
use real estate and other property in the 
respective States needed for the location, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of 
such bridge and its approaches, as are pos- 
sessed by railroad corporations for railroad 
purposes or by bridge corporations for bridge 
purposes in the State in which such real 
estate or other property is situated, upon 
making just compensation therefor to be 
ascertained and paid according to the laws of 
such State, and the proceedings therefor shall 
be the same as in the condemnation or ex- 
propriation of property for public purposes in 
such State. 

Penalties 


Sec. 510. Any person who fails or refuses 
to comply with any lawful order of the 
Secretary of War or the Chief of Engineers 
issued under the provisions of this title, or 
who fails to comply with any specific condi- 
tion imposed by the Chief of Engineers and 
the Secretary of War relating to the main- 
tenance and operation of bridges, or who re- 
fuses to produce books, papers, or documents 
in obedience to a subpena or other lawful 
requirement under this title, or who other- 
wise violates any provisions of this title, 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not to exceed $5,000 or by im- 
prisonment for not more than 1 year, or by 
both such fine and imprisonment. 

Rights reserved 

Sec. 511. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this title is hereby expressly reserved 
as to any and all bridges which may be 
built under authority hereof. 


TITLE VI—CoMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT 
Pay or MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
Compensation of Members of Congress 

Sec. 601. (a) Effective on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes, the com- 
pensation of Senators, Representatives in 
Congress, Delegates from the Territories, and 
the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico 
shall be at the rate of $12,500 per annum 
each; and the compensation of the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and the Vice 
President of the United States shall be at the 
rate of $20,000 per annum each, 

(b) Effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes there shall be 
paid to each Senator, Representative in Con- 
gress, Delegate from the Territories, Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico, an expense 
allowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in 
defraying expenses relating to, or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties, for 


which no tax liability shall incur, or account- 
ing be made; such sum to be paid in equal 
monthly installments. 

(c) The sentence contained in the Legisla- 
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1946, which 
reads as follows: “There shall be paid to 
each Representative anc Delegate, and to the 
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 
after January 2, 1945, an expense allowance 
of $2,500 per annum to assist in defraying 
expenses related to or resulting from the dis- 
charge cf his official duties, to be paid in 
equal monthly installments.”, is hereby re- 
pealed, effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes. 

(d) The sentence contained in the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, which 
reads as follows: “There shall be paid to 
each Senator after January 1, 1946, an ex- 
pense allowance of $2,500 per annum to assist 
in defraying expenses related to or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties, to 
be paid in equal monthly installments.”, is 
hereby repealed, effective on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes. 


Retirement pay for Members of Congress 


Sec. 602. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
words “elective officers” the words “in the 
executive branch of the Government.” 

(b) Such act, as amended, is further 
amended by adding after section 3 the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“Sec. 3A. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this act— 

“(1) This act shall notapply toany Member 
of Congress until he gives notice in writing, 
while serving as a Member of Congress, to 
the disbursing officer by whom his salary 
is paid of his desire to come within the pur- 
view of this act. Such notice may be given 
by a Member of Congress within 6 months 
after the date of enactment of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 or within 6 
months after any date on which he takes an 
oath of office as a Member of Congress. 

“(2) In the case of any Member of Con- 
gress who gives notice of his desire to come 
within the purview of this act, the amount 
required to be deposited for the purposes of 
section 9 with respect to services rendered 
after the date of enactment of the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, shall be a 
sum equal to 6 percent of his basic salary, 
pay, Or compensation for such services, to- 
gether with interest computed at the rate 
of 4 percent per annum compounded on 
December 31 of each year; and the amount 
to be deducted and withheld from the basic 
salary, pay, or compensation of each such 
Member of Congress for the purposes of sec- 
tion 10 shall be a sum equal to 6 percent 
of such basic salary, pay, or compensation. 

“(3) No person shall be entitled to receive 
an annuity as provided in this section until 
he shall have become separated from the 
service after having had at least 6 years of 
service as a Member of Congress and have 
attained the age of 62 years except that any 
such Member who shall have had at least 5 
years of service as a Member of Congress, 
may, subject to the provisions of section 6 
and of paragraph (4) of this section, be re- 
tired for disability, irrespective of age, and 
be paid an annuity computed in accordance 
with paragraph (5) of this section. 

“(4) No Member of Congress shall be en- 
titled to receive an annuity under this act 
unless there shall have been deducted and 
withheld from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation for the last 5 years of his service 
as a Member of Congress, or there shall have 
been deposited under section 9 with respect 
to such last 5 years of service, the amounts 
specified in paragraph (2) of this section 
with respect to so much of such 5 years of 
service as was performed after the date of 
enactment of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 and the amounts specified in 
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section 9 with respect to so much of such 5 
years of service as was performed prior to 
such date. 

“(5) Subject to the provisions of section 9 
and of subsections (c) and (d) of section 4, 
the annuity of a Member of Congress shall be 
an amount equal to 2½ percent of his aver- 
age annual basic salary, pay, or compensa- 
tion as a Member of Congress multiplied by 
his years of service as a Member of Congress, 
but no such annuity shall exceed an amount 
equal to three-fourths of the salary, pay, or 
compensation that he is receiving at the time 
he becomes separated from the service. 

“(6) In the case of a Member of Congress 
who becomes separated from the service be- 
fore he completes an aggregate of 6 years of 
service as a Member of Congress, and who is 
not retired for disability, the total amount 
deducted from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation as a Member of Congress, together 
with interest at 4 percent compounded as of 
December 31 of each year shall be returned 
to such Member of Congress. No such Mem- 
ber ¿| Congress shall thereafter become eli- 
gible to receive an annuity as provided in 
this section unless the amounts so returned 
are redeposited with interest at 4 percent 
compounded on December 31 of each year, 
but interest shall not be required covering 
any period of separation from the service. 

“(7) If any person takes office as a Member 
of Congress while receiving an annuity as 
provided in this section, the payment of such 
annuity shall be suspended during the period 
for which he holds such office; but, if he gives 
notice as provided in paragraph (2) of this 
section, his service as a Member of Congress 
during such period shall be credited in deter- 
mining the amount of his subsequent 
annuity. 

“(8) Nothing contained in this act shall be 
construed to prevent any person eligible 
therefor from simultaneously receiving an 
annuity computed in accordance with this 
section and an annuity computed in accord- 
ance with section 4, but in computing the 
annuity under section 4 in the case of any 
person who (A) has had at least 6 years’ serv- 
ice as a Member of Congress, and (B) has 
served as a Member of Congress at any time 
after the date of enactment of the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, service as a 
Member of Congress shall not be credited. 

“(9) No provision of this or any other act 
relating to automatic separation from the 
service shall be applicable to any Member 
of Congress. 

“(10) As used in this section, the term 
Member of Congress’ means a Senator, Rep- 
resentative in Congress, Delegate from a Ter- 
ritory, or the Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico; and the term ‘service as a Mem- 
ber of Congress’ shall include the period from 
the date of the beginning of the term for 
which a Member of Congress is elected or 
appointed to the date on which he takes office 
as such a Member.” 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I move that the 
Senate concur in the House amendment. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
what is the nature of the matter in 
question? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. This is the re- 
organization bill. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
give me his opinion on one subject which 
has been brought to my attention by 
some of the finest organizations in the 
United States? They are somewhat con- 
cerned lest the provision in the reorgani- 
zation plan against lobbying might be 
construed to apply to institutions such as 
the United States Chamber of Commerce, 
for instance, which was organized at the 
request of the President of the United 
States to assemble information and make 
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it available for ready reference for mem- 
bers of his Cabinet and the various goy- 
ernmental agencies. I should like to 
have the Senator from Wisconsin express 
his opinion whether it affects these fine 
institutions which are a part of our busi- 
ness and industrial system in the United 
States. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. So far as any or- 
ganizations or individuals are concerned, 
I will say to the Senator from New Jersey, 
it will depend on the type and character 
of activity which they undertake. 

I ask for a vote on the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Wisconsin to concur in 
the amendment of the House. Those in 
favor 

Mr. HAWKES. Just a moment, Mr. 
President. Would not the Senator from 
Wisconsin be willing to express an opin- 
jon regarding such organizations of years 
and years standing? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I cannot tell the 
Senator whether they will come under 
the act. It will depend on the type of 
activity in which they engage, so far as 
legislation is concerned. 

Mr. HAWKES. Does not the bill con- 
tain language to the effect “if they are 
organized to do a business of lobbying 
principally”? Is not the word “principal- 
ly” used in the bill? And does that not 
mean something to the Senator, who 
knows, of course, that there is not a busi- 
ness organization or chamber of com- 
merce in the United States whose repre- 
sentatives do not come to see Senators 
and Representatives and interview them 
regarding legislation? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. 
on the type of activity that is carried on. 
I cannot give the Senator a blanket inter- 
pretation. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator will agree 
that there is nothing in that provision 
that can in any way abrogate the right of 
petition on the part of the American peo- 
ple, or the presentation to Congress of 
any fact on any subject, anywhere, and 
at any time? 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Of course not, 
and there is no stigma attached to any- 
one who engages in this type of activity. 
The bill simply prescribes certain re- 
quirements which have to be fulfilled. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. It certainly is true also, 
I believe, that the legislation in no re- 
spect specifies and particularizes in the 
case of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Oh, no. It af- 
fects all individuals and organizations 
alike if they engage in a covered activ- 
ity. 


Mr. WHITE. It stands on the same 
footing with every other institution in 
the United States? 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. The Senator’s 
statement is correct. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. I yield. 


It will all depend’ 
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Mr. HAWKES. The Senator knows I 
supported his bill, and I haye commended 
him for the work he has done. I think 
itisa t accomplishment. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. I appreciate the 
Senator’s statement. 

Mr. HAWKES. I was simply trying to 
clarify a situation which is worrying 
many people, though it does not worry 
me at all, because I think I understand 
definitely what the provision means. I 
think the Senator will agree that the bill 
in its present form does not inhibit in 
any way, or restrict, a person coming to 
see his Senator or Representative on a 
matter incident to his business. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. TUNNELL. As I understand, there 
is no exemption of the chamber of com- 
merce from the provisions of the measure. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Nor any other 
organization. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Nor any other organ- 
13 0 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Or individual. 

Mr. TUNNELL. They would have the 
same right as any other organization. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is correct. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment further? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I have no authority to 
use the name of any chamber of com- 
merce. I addressed my question on my 
own independent responsibility. I do not 
want the Senator from Delaware or any- 
one else to think that I am speaking in 
behalf of an individual chamber of com- 
merce. I am referring to organizations 
throughout the United States which, in 
my opinion, are doing fine work and are 
clearly within the law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Wisconsin that the 
Senate concur in the House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
wish the Recorp to show that I voted 
against the motion to concur in the 
2 of the House to Senate bill 

177. 

(Subsequently, while Mr. GEORGE had 
the floor, the following statements were 
made:) 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. A few moments ago 
the Senate voted, although not by a yea- 
and-nay vote, on the question of the 
adoption of the House amendment to the 
bill whieh provides for the reorganization 
of the two Houses of Congress. I wish 
to say that I am not in favor of that bill. 
I am opposed to it, and I wish to have the 
Record show I was opposed to the re- 
organization bill as passed by the Senate 
and to the amendment of the House. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish the RECORD 
to show that I, too, am opposed to Senate 
concurrence in the amendment of the 
House to the reorganization bill, and I 
voted against it orally. I am opposed to 

e amendment for the same reason that 

just been stated by the Senator from 
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Tennessee, namely, that I was opposed 
to the reorganization bill, Senate bill 
2177, when it passed the Senate, and I 
am opposed to the House amendment 
which the Senate adopted. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. EASTLAND. I wish the Recorp 
to show that I am opposed to the reor- 
ganization bill, and that I voted against 
it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to say that 
when the Senate originally considered 
the so-called reorganization bill, I voted 
against it and made some remarks 
against it. I am opposed to the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill, and I am 
opposed to the passage of the biil. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE.” I yield. 

Mr. BILBO. When the reorganization 
bill was before the Senate, I made a 
speech in opposition to its passage, I am 
still against it. I wish the Recorp to 
show that the House amendment to the 
bill was concurred in while I was tem- 
porarily out of the Chamber, but if I had 
75 present, I would have voted against 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I am 
one of the Senators who voted against 
the reorganization bill when it was passed 
by the Senate. I wish to say that I think 
it has been improved in some respects 
by the House ameniment, but, even so, 
the House amendment has not met the 
objections which I have had to the bill. 
If I had had an opportunity to vote on 
the question of the Senate concurring in 
the House amendment, I would have 
voted against it. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. At the time when the 
Senate voted on the question of concur- 
ring in the amendment of the House to 
the reorganization bill, Senate bill 2177, 
I was unavoidably absent. I wish the 
Recorp to show that if I had been pres- 
ent, I would have voted against having 
the Senate concur in the House amend- 
ment to the bill. 

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr, GERRY. Mr, President, if I had 
had an opportunity to vote on the ques- 
tion of having the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House to the reor- 
ganization bill, I would have voted 
against it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
I had better decline to yield further, or 
else a majority of the Senate may go on 
record as being opposed to the reorgani- 


zation bill. (Laughter.] 
AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACT, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts. the Railroad Un- 
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employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, as I 
understand we now have before us the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. HoEy]. Before dis- 
cussing the particular phase which I 
wish to mention, I should like to ask the 
Senator from North Carolina a question 
or two. 

I observe at page 10005 of the Recorp 
of yesterday that the distinguished Sen- 
ator from North Carolina referred to 
section 1 of the bill as the section which 
increases the coverage of the law. 

Mr. HOEY. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator stated 
that if this section were stricken out the 
coverage of the bill would be exactly as it 
now is in the law. 

Mr. HOEY. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. I take it, therefore, 
that the intention of the distinguished 
Senator, insofar as it relates to section 
1 of the bill, is to preserve the coverage 
as it now is, rather than to increase the 
coverage. 

Mr, HOEY. That is correct. 

Mr. DONNELL. I ask the distin- 
guished Senator also whether or not he 
shares the fear which the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. REED] has expressed, to 
the effect that the reference in subdi- 
vision 2 of section 1 (a) to the term 
“ ‘transportation’ as defined in section 
1 (3) of the Interstate Commerce Act” 
might in itself increase the coverage of 
Senate bill 1362 beyond the present cov- 
erage. 

Mr. HOEY. I think it unquestionably 
would. 

Mr. DONNELL. I take it that the 
Senator likewise feels that when House 
bill 1362 provides that the term “em- 
ployer” shall mean, among other things, 
“any person, other than a carrier regu- 
lated under part I of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, which, pursuant to arrange- 
ments with a carrier or otherwise, per- 
forms for hire, with respect to passengers 
or property transported, being trans- 
ported, or to be transported by a carrier, 
any service included within the term 
‘transportation’ as defined in section 1 
(3) of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
whether or not such service is offered 
under railroad tariffs,” the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina inclines 
to the view that that particular portion 
of section 1 (a) does increase the cover- 
age beyond that of the existing law. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. HOEY. Absolutely. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 

I again invite the attention of the Sen- 
ate, in connection with the statement of 
the Senator from North Carolina, to the 
fact that section 1 (3) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act defines transportation as 
follows: 

The term “transportation” as used in this 
part shall include locomotives, cars, and other 
vehicles, vessels, and all instrumentalities 
and facilities of shipment or carriage, irre- 
spective of ownership or of any contract, ex- 
press or implied, for the use thereof, and all 
services in connection with the receipt, de- 
livery, elevation, and transfer in transit, ven- 
tilation, refrigeration or icing storage, and 
handling of property transported. 
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I submit further that in addition to the 
apprehensions indulged in so far by the 
distinguished Senator from North Caro- 
lina and the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas as to the effect of subdivision 2 
of section 1 (a) of the bill, there is good 
ground for equal apprehension under 
subdivision 4 of the same section, which 
subdivision provides, in defining other 
persons who shall be included by the 
term “carrier,” as follows: 

Any person engaged in rendering pursuant 
to any arrangement for one or more carriers, 
any service which (i) is of such a nature as 
to be susceptible of indefinitely continuous 
performance and (ii) constitutes a part of or 
is necessary or incidental to the operation 
or maintenance of way, equipment or struc- 
tures devoted to transportation use. 


Mr. President, for illustration I sub- 
mit the example of the icing of refriger- 
ator cars. Let us test that example by 
the provisions of subdivision 4. Suppose 
that a company is engaged in “rendering, 
pursuant to any arrangement for one or 
more carriers,” a “service which is of 
such a nature as to be susceptible of 
indefinitely continuing performance.” Is 
not such a service one which, again to 
quote subdivision 4, “constitutes a part 
of or is necessary or incidental to the 
operation of equipment devoted to trans- 
portation use”? 

It seems to me, without going into 
great detail as to the provisions of the 
definition of “employer,” that the appre- 
hension entertained by the distinguished 
author of the amendment which is now 
before us is well founded. 

In considering how to vote on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina it seems to me that we 
should at this time consider, emong other 
things, the alternative course of action 
which I understand we are to be asked 
to follow if the amendment offered by the 
Senator from North Carolina and other 
amendments shall fail. I understand 
that the proposal is that House bill 1362, 
as it now stands, be enacted. That is 
step No. 1. Not only is it to be enacted, 
but according to the views of the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, it is to be en- 
acted exactly as it is now set forth, with- 
out amendment. 

On page 9981 of yesterday’s RECORD 
the majority leader stated: 

But I felt it my duty and feel it my duty 
to call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that if it is amended it will fail of 
enactment. 


Similar observations appear elsewhere 
in the Recorp. For example, at page 
9983 we find the following statement 
by the majority leader: 

The Senator can place his own interpreta- 
tion on the action of the Senate, and can 
couch it in whatever language he chooses to 
use, What I have suggested to the Senate is 
that in view of the situation which exists— 
which I agree is an unfortunate situation— 
to change this bill in any particular would 
mean that it might not be enacted at this 
session of Congress. 


So, Mr. President, the first step in the 
program which we are to be called upon 
to follow if the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina and other 
amendments shall fail is the enactment 
of House bill 1362 precisely as it now 
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stands, without the change of a comma, 
a period, or a semicolon. 

As I understand, the second step in the 
program which we are to be called upon 
to follow is the adoption of a concurrent 
resolution. The concurrent resolution is 
very interesting and lengthy. I shall not 
take the time of the Senate this after- 
noon to read it. I note from page 10010 
of the Record that the majority leader 
has himself prepared it for submission. 
He read it last night. As Senators will 
recall, at page 10010 he stated: 

I have it prepared for submission— 


I do not know that he meant that he 
personally had prepared it— 
and I shall have it printed, so that every Sen- 
ator may know what it will entail. 


Then the concurrent resolution is set 
forth in extenso on page 10012. It occu- 
pies, roughly, a column and a half of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in small type. It 
involves, among other things, various 
changes in dates which were mentioned 
by the Senator from Kentucky last eve- 
ning. It involves, on page 12, striking 
out from line 25 through line 3, on page 
13, and the insertion of certain language 
and figures in lieu thereof. 

It involves the striking out of lines 11 
through 13, on page 13, and it involves 
a change on page 14. It involves a 
change on page 15, and a further change 
on page 15, striking out lines 13 through 
15 and inserting in lieu thereof approxi- 
mately 12 or 15 lines, which are set forth 
on page 10012 of the Recorp. Then it 
proposes to change various other dates 
which are listed in detail on pages 10012 
and 10013. 

It involves a change in name on page 
34, and substitution of a portion of a 
sentence. On page 35, it strikes out a 
portion. There is a change on page 38. 
On page 51, it inserts language which 
roughly constitutes approximately 20 
lines or thereabouts of small type. On 
pages 57, 58, 59, and 60 are other changes. 
Finally, on page 60 of the bill, there is 
to be inserted a paragraph lettered “(v),” 
which I should say comprises probably 
15 lines of small type. 

Obviously, Mr. President, this is a very 
extensive and very important change, 
and one which is clearly designed to 
allay the fears of those who share the 
apprehensions of the Senator from North 
Carolina and the Senator from Kansas. 

This is the alternative we have, under 
the program which has been suggested: 
On the one hand, to clarify this question 
by leaving the coverage as it is, not leav- 
ing open to debate the legal effect of the 
language of section 1, in its reference to 
the Interstate Commerce Act, which 
seems clearly to include other items of 
coverage than are embraced in the pres- 
ent law, and not leaving open to argu- 
ment the question as to subdivision 4, on 
pages 2 and 3, which, as I have indicated, 
seems to me clearly susceptible to the 
interpretation that it increases the cov- 
erage of the new act as compared with 
the coverage of the old act. In other 
words, on the one hand, we have the pro- 
posed amendment of the Senator from 
North Carolina; and as the alternative 
we have, first, the enactment of House 
bill 1362, in exact language and punctua- 
tion, consisting, as it does, of 60 pages, 
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without the change of a letter, dot, or 
character, plus the adoption of a very de- 
cidedly unusual method of procedure, of 
adopting a concurrent resolution after 
the enactment of this bill, in order to 
clarify certain contents of the bill, which 
by then would have been passed. 

Mr. President, as to the procedure 
which has been suggested by the majori- 
ty leader, I mentioned last night, and 
again today, the decision to be found in 
One Hundred and Fiftieth Federal Re- 
porter, Second Series, at page 857. That 
is a decision by the Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals of the Fifth Circuit. In referring 
to Resolution 50, adopted by the Senate 
last year, the court said: 

The resolution is not an act of Congress 
approved by the President or passed over his 
veto. It does not make law, or change the 
law made by a previous Congress and Pres- 
ident. 


Mr. President, the unusual plan of 
procedure suggested by the distinguished 
majority leader is distinctly different 
from the precedent which was cited ear- 
lier today by the junior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. It will be 
recalled that he pointed out that on 
August 5, 1909, there was received by 
the Senate from the House of Repre- 
sentatives a concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the Committees on Enrolled 
Bills of the two Houses to amend the 
tariff bill which had been passed by 
both Houses and had been enrolled. It 
will be recalled that in the course of the 
debate on that concurrent resolution, 
Mr. John J. Fitzgerald, of New York, 
indicated the unusual nature of the 
type of procedure which was there pro- 
posed, and which I may say was adopted 
by the House by unanimous consent. 
I now read a part of Mr. Fitzgerald’s 
statement at that time: 

Mr. Speaker, an examination of the prec- 
edents discloses that there has not been 
a similar incident in the history of the 
country in which bills were amended in 
the identical way proposed here. Clerical 
errors and corrections have been made after 
bills have reached the enrolling clerks, but 
no substantial change or radical correction 
has been authorized except where the dis- 
covery was after the bill had passed both 
Houses, and then only to make the bill con- 
form to the proposals of the conference 
committees. 


I pause to point out that if we adopt 
the course of procedure suggested last 
evening by the distinguished majority 
leader, we shall not be in the position of 
having discovered, after having passed 
the bill, that there was some error or 
some omission which should be corrected 
or taken care of. We shall enact this 
law with the design of turning around 
the moment after we have enacted it, 
and, because it needs amplification or 
clarification, adopting the concurrent 
resolution to which I have referred. 

The remarks of Mr. Fitzgerald, ap- 
pearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
August 5, 1909, contain the following 
further statement: 

If it were not for the very comprehensive 
language of Judge Harlan in Field v. Clark 
(143 U. S.), I doubt very seriously whether it 
could be held that the boot and shoe amend- 
ment as proposed in this concurrent resolu- 
tion had passed both Houses of Congress. 
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The so-called boot and shoe amend- 
ment was adopted on August 5, 1909, by 
the House of Representatives, and it pro- 
vided for the imposition of an ad valorem 
duty upon the hides of cattle, and so 
forth. That action was taken by unani- 
mous consent of the House, as I have 
indicated. 

But in the course of the discussion 
today, as will be recalled, reference was 
made to the case of Field against Clark, 
in the United States Supreme Court, in 
which Judge Harlan rendered the opin- 
ion. The distinguished Senator from 
Michigan read extensively from that 
case. At that time I, too, referred to 
the case, and stated that perhaps I would 


later today refer to it further. 


Mr. President, I have looked into that 
case, and I wish to say two things 
about it. 

In the first place, the opinion in the 
case of Field against Clark, which was 
written by Mr. Justice Harlan—there 
were two concurring opinions by two 
other members of the Court, but they 
were relative to other phases of the 
case does not contain facts similar to 
those involved in connection with the 
concurrent resolution now under discus- 
sion. I shall not go into the facts in- 
volved in that case, because a consider- 
able amount of time would be required 
to do so. But I wish to read a portion 
of the opinion which sets forth the facts 
which were under consideration by the 
Court in that case. It states that cer- 
tain firms, among others being Marshall 
Field, of Chicago, had paid duties on 
woolen dress goods, and so forth, and 
that later on they proceeded against the 
collector of the port of Chicago to re- 
cover the duties paid thereon; or in the 
case of certain others, they proceeded 
against the collector of the port of New 
York; and others proceeded against the 
United States—all for the purpose of re- 
covering the duties which had been paid. 

The facts which were presented in sup- 
port of the contention of the plaintiffs 
that the bill under which the tariff was 
imposed never became a law in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Constitu- 
tion, were three, only one of which has 
relevance here. That one is this: 

(1) That in engrossing the bill a clause 
known as section 30, relating to a rebate of 
taxes on tobacco— 


I pause to say that was not one of the 
commodities on which the firms con- 
cerned had paid taxes— 
which was shown by the journals of both 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
to have been regularly passed by both Houses 
of Congress, was omitted, and that the en- 
grossed act, as attested by the Vice Presi- 
dent and the Speaker of the House, as ap- 
proved by the President, and as deposited 
with the Secretary of State, was not the act 
which passed the two Houses of Congress, 
and was therefore not a statute of the United 
States in accordance with the provisions of 
the Constitution. 


So the proposition which the Court had 
before it for determination, in regard to 
the question whether, in the case of an 
act which, before being signed by the 
Presiding Officers of the two legislative 
bodies and before receiving the signature 
of the President of the United States, was 
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found not to contain a particular section 
which the Journals of both Houses 
showed had been actually passed, was 
whether the act so certified could in any 
sense be impeached. 

So, Mr. President, I think it is appar- 
ent that the facts in that case are not 
the ones in the case now before the 
Senate. 

However, I wish to say, in the second 
place, that there is a very strong state- 
ment indicative of the fact that once 
certain language is set forth in a bill and 
is certified to by the Presiding Officers of 
both the House and the Senate and is 
approved and signed by the President— 
and I make this statement even though 
the facts in the case now before us are 
different—the Court will not impeach the 
correctness of a bill which has been so 
certified. I shall quote a sentence or 
two from page 672, where the Court said: 

And when a Dill, thus attested, receives 
his approval, and is deposited in the public 
archives, its authentication as a bill that has 
passed Congress should be deemed complete 
and unimpeachable. 

The Court further said: 

The respect due to coequal and independ- 
ent departments requires the judicial de- 
partment to act upon that assurance, and to 
accept, as having passed Congress, all bills 
as authenticated in the manner stated, leav- 
ing the courts to determine, when the ques- 
tion properly arises, whether the act, so au- 
thenticated, is in conformity with the Con- 
stitution. 


So, Mr. President, in the first place, I 
say that the Field case is not by any 
manner of means on all fours with the 
case now before us. I am free to say 
that in my judgment, in the event we 
pass this bill and then adopt the concur- 
rent resolution, and in the event that 
they are certified together by the re- 
spective Presiding Officers and are ap- 
proved by the President, the doctrine so 
enunciated by the Court would estab- 
lish the unimpeachability of the bill 
in the form in which it had been so cer- 
tified and approved. I believe that isa 
correct analysis of that case. 

Then we come to the equally impor- 
tant, perhaps the more important, ques- 
tion of the advisability of first enact- 
ing the bill in haec verba, with the same 
punctuation, the same signs, the same 
figures, and the same words, and then 
subsequently adopting a concurrent res- 
olution changing its terms. 

I shall address myself as briefly as pos- 
sible to the question whether, regardless 
of the legal situation with reference to 
the concurrent resolution, it is advisable 
and wise that in connection with this 
particular legislation the Senate shall 


follow the procedure suggested by the 


distinguished majority leader, 

In the first place, Mr. President, we 
observe that, as indicated a few mo- 
ments ago, and also as indicated earlier 
today by the Senator from Michigan, 
the procedure to which appeal is had 
here is an exceedingly unusual one; and, 
as pointed out in Mr. Fitzgerald's state- 
ment, an examination of the precedents 
discloses that there had not been a single 
incident in the history of the country 
until August 5, 1909, in which bills were 
amended in the identical way proposed 
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there—which, by the way, is the way by 
which it is proposed to proceed at this 
time in connection with the measure we 
are considering. 

We note further, Mr. President, that 
the subject matter which has been cov- 
ered by such procedure has not been of 
the type which is sought here to be cov- 
ered. We are now dealing with substan- 
tive legislation which is designed to make 
the meaning of the measure clear and to 
remove certain apprehensions, not only 
apprehensions similar to those of the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. HOEY] 
and the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED], but to legislate affirmatively to 
the effect that this bill shall not include 
the various groups of employees which 
it is feared by those Senators will be in- 
cluded under the bill. 

I assert, therefore, that the concurrent 
resolution which has been suggested to 
the Senate, and set forth in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday, is not of 
the clerical-error-correction type to 
which Mr. Fitzgerald referred in the 
statement which I have quoted. 

I assert further, Mr. President, that 
the doctrine to which Mr. Fitzgerald ad- 
verted was that which had been followed 
for a century previous to his investiga- 
tion in 1909. The procedure which had 
been followed was confined to situations 
in which, after a bill had been passed and 
a discovery had been made of some cleri- 
cal error in it, an effort was made to 
correct it. The procedure did not in- 
volve in advance the contemplation that 
after a bill had been passed by the Sen- 
ate it should immediately turn around 
and undertake either to change it, clari- 
fy it, or do such as is now proposed 
through a concurrent resolution. 

Mr. President, I quote from the state- 
ment of Mr. Fitzgerald: 

Clerical errors and corrections have been 
made after bills have reached the enrolling 
clerks, but no substantial change or radical 
correction has been authorized except where 
the discovery was after the bill had passed 
both Houses, and then only to make the bill 
conform to the proposals of the conference 
committees. 


The action which was taken on August 
5, 1909, in connection with the boot and 
shoe amendment which was adopted, 
was unique in the history of the country 
up to that time. We start now with the 
proposition that this particular type of 
procedure is unusual, and that it does 
not come within the category of the ordi- 
nary type of case in which such pro- 
cedure has been followed. 

It has been suggested that the action 
taken by the Senate last year in connec- 
tion with the Export and Import Bank 
bill should be considered by the Senate 
in this connection. It will be remem- 
bered that last evening the Senator from 
Utah said: 

I wanted to call the Senator's attention 
to the fact that when we had under con- 
sideration the Export-Import Bank bill the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typrncs] called 
the attention of the Senate to the fact that 
the Philippine Islands should be included 
in the bill. They were not included. A con- 
current resolution Was submitted and 
adopted by the Senate and sent to the House. 
I do not know whether it was agreed to by 
the House. 


And so forth, 
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Mr. President, I digress to say that 
that concurrent resolution was not 
agreed to by the House, 

Last evening, after the Senator from 
Utah called attention to this particular 
incident which occurred last year, the 
distinguished majority leader said: 

I appreciate the reference of the Senator 
from Utah to the situation which existed 
when the Senator from Maryland submitted 
the concurrent resolution instructing the 
enrolling clerk to include in the bill the 
Philippine Islands, which had not been in- 
cluded in either House. 


Then the Senator from Kentucky pro- 
ceeded to say: 


I do not recall whether it was done, but 
I think it was. 


As previously noted, Mr. President, the 
majority leader was in error in thinking 
that it was done. 

I continue with his statement: 

And when the bill went to the President it 
carried in it the Philippine Islands just as 
pease it had been in the bill when intro- 

uced, 


Then, Mr. President, the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] said: 

I wonder whether the Senator sees any 
difference in what is now being attempted 
to do by the employment of a concurrent 
resolution, and what was done in the case 
the Senator from Utah speaks of. 


The majority leader responded: 


There is no difference in principle, of 
course. 


So, Mr. President, we find that the 
action which was taken last year in the 
case of the Philippine Islands situation 
is being used as a precedent with respect 
to the instant case. Yet, what were the 
facts? I shall not detail them. I made 
mention of them earlier in the day. I 
undertook to point out what happened 
on July 20, 1945. I desire to call atten- 
tion once more to the following remarks 
by three Members of this body. I shall 
now quote from the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
ORD, volume 91, part 6, at page 7851: 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish to make 
a statement. It is a little unusual to in- 
struct the enrolling clerks of the two Houses 
by way of correction to put something in a 
bill which was not in the bill as it passed 
either House and was not intended to be 
in the bill. We frequently instruct the en- 
rolling clerks to put something in a bill that 
was left out by oversight, That is not the 
case in this matter. No effort was made to 
get this provision in the bill in the House 
or in the Senate, and it is not by way of 
correction, because the bill as it is now, in 
process of, or ready for, enrollment, is not 
incorrect. There was no error committed in 
enrollment, 

I am not going to object, but I want it 
distinctly understood that it is an unusual 
thing to amend a bill by way of correcting 
the enrollment, when neither House con- 
sidered the item or acted upon it. With the 
understanding that Ìt establishes no prece- 
dent, Mr. President, in that regard I shall 
not object, 


Mr. President, on the procedure about 
which we are debating I have read the 
comment of one of the Members of this 
body. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield, 
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Mr. TAFT. Would not the Senator 
say that the majority leader’s statement 
that he would not object implied his be- 
lief that if he did object it would put an 
end to the requirement of unanimous 
consent in connection with a matter of 
that kind? 

Mr. DONNELL. I believe that what 
the Senator from Ohio has said is a 
proper inference to be drawn. 

Mr. President, I wish to recall our 
minds back to the reading of the next 
sentence which was uttered after the 
majority leader had said, “With the un- 
derstanding that it establishes no prece- 
dent in that regard, Mr. President, I 
shall not object.” In the first place, I 
ask why was it that the majority leader 
wanted it strictly understood that the 
procedure which was suggested should 
establish no precedent? It it had been a 
proper type or means to be used ir legis- 
lating, would he have reserved the right 
to make an objection? Would he have 
desired to have it clearly understood 
that the action would not constitute 
a precedent? The fact that he did not 
want it to constitute a precedent shows 
that in his mind the situation was, as he 
had previously stated, a little unusual. 
It not only shows that, but it shows that 
it was of a sufficient deviation from the 
ordinary course of procedure that he 
thought it was necessary to put into the 
Recorp a clear statement of the fact 
that it should not constitute a precedent. 
If it had been a wise course to follow, 
the distinguished majority leader would 
never have interposed such a qualifica- 
tion, and would not have insisted that 
the action about to be taken on July 20, 
1945, should not constitute a precedent. 

I was about to address myself to the 
next two sentences which were uttered 
by our distinguished friend, the minor- 
ity leader. Immediately after the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] had 
spoken with respect to his understand- 
ing that the action about to be taken 
would constitute no precedent. The dis- 
tinguished minority leader the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. WHITE] said: 

I simply want to echo what the Senator 
from Kentucky has said. I think it does es- 
tablish a precedent, and I think an unhappy 
one, but I am not going to object. 


I pause, Mr. President, once again as I 
see in the Chamber the distinguished 
minority leader. In the statement 
which I have just read, which was made 
by the distinguished minority leader, I 
see something of a prophecy, because 
notwithstanding the reservation of the 
distinguished majority leader which I re- 
cently read, we found him last evening 
using this very incident as a precedent. 

Mr. President, I quote finally from 
another Member of the Senate on this 
subject. Remember that a concurrent 
resolution had been presented by the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typrncs], 
and that the statement was made by the 
majority leader that, “With the under- 
standing that the action establishes no 
precedent in that regard, Mr. President, 
I will not object.” We have also the 
statement of the distinguished minority 
leader, the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
Wuitet], that while he would not object 
he thought the action would establish 


10156 


an unhappy precedent. Then the Sena- 
tor from Maryland said: j 

Mr. President, I want to reecho what both 
Senators have said, and I hope what is pro- 
posed to be done will not establish a 
precedent. I hope the concurrent resolu- 
tion will be adopted. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL, I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator im- 
ply that this procedure was never em- 
ployed before except when unanimous 
consent was granted? 

Mr. DONNELL. I know of no illustra- 
tion of the procedure having been used. 
I cannot assure the Senator categorically 
that it has never been used. 

Mr. WHERRY: In the Senator's re- 
search, has he ever found an example of 
it having been used except by unanimous 
consent? 

Mr. DONNELL. I have never found 
such a case, but I may say that I have 
not made an exhaustive study and re- 
search of the subject. I have indicated 
to the Senate substantially, if not all, 
that I have found in respect to the mat- 
ter. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is it the Senator’s 
opinion, on the basis of the research 
which he has made, that if the Senate 
employs the procedure at this time it 
must be by unanimous consent? 

Mr. DONNELL. Yes. My opinion is 
based not only on the practice and pro- 
cedure of past years, but also on rule 
XV of the Senate Rules. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Fercuson] indicated earlier in the day 
that, in his opinion, the concurrent reso- 
lution which we have been discussing 
must be considered and treated as an 
amendment. Obviously, it is an amend- 
ment. The language of it indicates 
clearly that it is an amendment. Rule 
XV of the Senate Rules states: 

When a bill or resolution shall have been 
ordered to be read a third time, it shall not 
be in order to propose amendments, unless by 
unanimous consent, but it shall be in order 
at any time before the passage of any bill or 
resolution to move its commitment, and 
when the bill or resolution shall again be 
reported from the committee it shall be 
placed on the calendar. 


Mr. President, if it be true, as I agree 
with the Senator from Michigan it is 
true, that this concurrent resolution, if it 
is anything, is an amendment, I take it 
that under rule XV unanimous consent 
is required in order that it may be pro- 
posed. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator, because I am of ex- 
actly the same opinion relative to the 
use of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DONNELL. Therefore, Mr. Pres- 
ident, in considering the course of pro- 
cedure suggested by the distinguished 
Senator, considering whether or not such 
à course is advisable and wise to follow, 
we have, first, the fact that the procedure 
has not been adopted, save only in a very 
few instances in the past, in order to do 
anything except correct mere clerical 
errors or omissions of the type referred 
to by Mr. Fitzgerald, of the House of 
Representatives. 

In the second place, so far as I am 
informed, in no instance has it been used 
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where a measure has been passed know- 
ing in advance that a concurrent resolu- 
tion was thereafter to be adopted in order 
to correct an alleged error or to make 
an alleged clauification. So far as I 
know, there is no such case. I have not 
learned of any, although I wish to say, 
in frankness, that I haye not made an 
exhaustive examination; but I have been 
unable to find in Cannon’s Precedents of 
the House of Representatives any case 
except the one of August 5, 1909, and the 
facts of that case arc as I have already 
indicated to the Senate. 

Furthermore, we find that last year, 
with respect to the Philippine Islands, as 
to which we occupy a position, as we all 
realize, of trust, and in many respects co- 
partnership, it was pointed out by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
that the Export-Import Bank was not 
permitted to make loans to the Philip- 
pine Islands, which immedistely aroused 
a sense of justice on the part of the Sen- 
ate, and the thought that there should 
be incorporated language in the Export- 
Import Bank Act which would clearly in- 
clude the Philippine Islands. 

On that occasion the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. Typ1ncs] made the state- 
ment which I quoted earlier today. I 
do not recall that he conceded anything 
further than this; I may be in error, but 
I observe this statement in his language 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 91, 
part 6, af page 7835: 

It is certainly dcubtful whether they— 


That is, the Philippines— 
would be within the purview of this act. 


Then he said: 


I agree with the Senator that at the pres- 
ent time it is not clear whether or not they 
could come under it. 


So we had in that instance a situation 
in which, because of the peculiar cir- 
cumstances, the relationship of this coun- 
try to the Philippines, the obvious im- 
portance of including the Philippines in 
the bill, the thought of the proponent of 
the bill himself was that it was doubt- 
ful, as I have indicated, whether or not 
the Philippines would be included within 
the purview of the act; and the Senate 
went through the process to which ref- 
erence has been made. 

Mr. President, I wish to say further 
that at the time the Export-Import 
Bank bill was passed, as shown in the 
proceedings of July 20, 1945, it was not 
determined at that time that there 
would be a concurrent resolution 
adopted. The suggestion of the impor- 
tance of getting certain provisions into 
the bill had been made, my recollection 
is that an amendment was provided, but 
it certainly had not been determined 
in advance that after the adoption of 
the bill there would be a concurrent reso- 
lution adopted in order to clarify or sup- 
plement the then pending bill. 

Therefore, if we undertake to.adopt 
this concurrent resolution we will be in 
this position: We will be passing a bill, 
and the minute we have passed it we will 
in effect be changing it, because we have 
been told by distinguished Members of 
the Senate that there is strong likelihood 
that House bill 1362 does increase the 
coverage of the existing law. We have 


JULY 26 


been told by the majority leader that 
he has caused to be prepared a concur- 
rent resolution, which is to be presented 
later, I take it. It has been read into 
the REecorp. When objection was made 
to it last night, the distinguished ma- 
jority leader, in order to get it in print 
and before the Members of the Senate, 
went to the extreme physical task of 
reading it verbatim into the RECORD of 
the United States Senate. 

Mr. President, if we pass House bill 
1362 we are doing so with the contem- 
plation of the Members of the Senate 
who follow the majority leader in this 
matter that we shall thereafter not dis- 
cover anew some error in the measure, 
but that we shall pass it with the knowl- 
edge that there is something which cer- 
tainly needs to be clarified, or which it 
is proper to clarify. Therefore, after we 
have passed it, we turn around, not, as 
Mr. Fitzgerald suggests, where the dis- 
covery was after the bill had passed 
both Houses, but to make a correction 
or a supplementation or a clarification, 
whatever it may be called, which was 
anticipated in advance of the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I submit that this is 
poor legislative procedure, and is a bad 
publie policy. Why do I say that? We 
have here perhaps as striking an illus- 
tration as could be presented of the in- 
advisability of it. What does such a 
course of action lead us to do? It leads 
us to do two things. In the first place, 
to adopt such a legislative procedure as 
this, unusual as it is, under circum- 
stances practically unique, with very 
few exceptions in our national history. 
It leads the Senate, if we adopt the plan, 
to pass an act of 60 pages, verbatim, line 
jot and tittle, exactly as it is, without 
change of any kind, even though at the 
same moment we already know, and the 
majority leader already knows, that there 
is such an important and worthy-of-con- 
sideration point in opposition to the bill 
that he has caused to be prepared an 
amendment which occupies a column 
and a half, in small type, in the CoN- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. It leads us to pass 
a bill, H. R. 1362, knowing at the time 
that a substantial number of our mem- 
bers, or at least some of the Members of 
the Senate, regard it as of grave im- 
portance that there be adopted there- 
after, or at some time, at any rate, the 
suggestions which are contained in the 
concurrent resolution. 

We are therefore put in the position of 
voting—and I take it everyone is going 
to be asked to vote for this—for a bill 
when those in favor of the Hoey amend- 
ment, or other amendments, know that 
the bill does not meet with their approval 
and their judgment as to what is wise 
and proper. 

It is going to put those of us who be- 
lieve that the bill does extend the cov- 
erage—lI certainly take it that the argu- 
ments made on this floor indicate that 
such a construction is permissible, at any 
rate, if it is not mandatory—in the posi- 
tion of having to vote to increase that 
coverage, although we do not want to do 
it, and perhaps right away to present an- 
other measure which will undo the first 
measure if it shall prove to extend the 
coverage. 
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So I say the course of action suggested 
is going to lead us to pass something 
which at least some Members of the 
Senate believe is not proper and is not 
right, and which the majority leader 
himself has realized is of such impor- 
tance, after suggestions offered by other 
Senators, as to cause him to present an 
amendment taking up a column and a 
half of the Recorp, to amplify or clarify 
certain points. 

But, Mr. President, not only will this 
course of action, if adopted, lead some of 
the Members of the Senate, if they shall 
yield to it, to support a bill in which 
they do not believe; not onl; will it bring 
about that result, but it will leave the 
Senate in this further very precarious 
position. There will be no insurance at 
all, that the concurrent resolution will 
be adopted. In other words, if we pass 
House bill 1362, and the Chair announces 
that it is passed, it would then be sent 
to the President of the United States in 
that form, unless the Senate acts, and 
acts very promptly, to adopt the con- 
current resolution. 

Mr. President, the procedure suggested 
by the majority leader will leave the Sen- 
ate in the situation that we will be called 
upon to pass this bill, H. R. 1362, con- 
taining provisions that, at any rate, some 
of the Members of the Senate do not be- 
lieve to be proper, and we are left in 
the position of taking a chance as to 
whether or not there shall be any correc- 
tion, change or clarification of the lan- 
guage which those Members of the Sen- 
ate deem to be improper. 

Now what are those changes? In the 
first place, Mr. President, it is by no 
means certain that the Senate itself will 
adopt the concurrent resolution. It may 
be that it will do so. It may be that the 
force of the arguments presented by the 
distinguished Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Hoey], the Senator from Kan- 
sas [Mr. REED], and other Senators, to- 
gether with the admonition of the distin- 
guished majority leader, will cause us to 
adopt the concurrent resolution. But 
we have no assurance of it. We have no 
assurance of how long a time the debate 
will continue upon the concurrent reso- 
lution. We have no knowledge as to how 
the Senate will vote upon it. So it places 
the Senate in the position of voting for 
a proposition, namely, H. R. 1362, in 
which some of the Members do not be- 
lieve or agree, on the chance that there 
may hereafter be adopted something 
which we do not even know whether the 
Senate will adopt. 

Mr. President, I do not have at the 
moment before me the language of the 
distinguished majority leader, but I re- 
call very well indeed, and I know it is in 
the Recorp, because I read it, that he 
indicates a preference, I should say, to 
take a chance as to what is going to 
happen, in order to get this bill through. 
If I am not mistaken, he used that lan- 
guage, that he would prefer to take the 
chance. 

Mr. President, not only, however, is 
there this chance, the chance of what 
the Senate will do, but we must remem- 
ber that there is another body at the 
other end of the Capitol, the House of 
Representatives, and they did not see fit 
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to put any of these amendments into the 
bill when they were considering it. 
There was a very considerable contro- 
versy over the matter. Hearings were 
held, I understand, for weeks and weeks 
and months and months, and finally 
there was action by the House commit- 
tee, and then the House took diametri- 
cally different action than that taken by 
the committee. How do we know what 
action the House of Representatives is 
going to take with respect to the con- 
current resolution if we should adopt it? 

So, Mr. President, I say that this plan 
of passing a measure simply in order to 
get something on the books that some 
of the Members think proper, and not 
amending the measure, not giving us a 
chance to place amendments in it, be- 
cause of the fact that the majority leader 
thinks that the other House will not 
approve the amendments—I say that 
there is a danger there, because of the 
fact first, that it leaves us to pass some- 
thing which some of us think is improper, 
and, in the second place, it leaves us to 
the mercy, first of the Senate, and sec- 
ond to the mercy of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, as to whether the proposed 
clarification and amplification will be 
made by the concurrent resolution. I 
take it, Mr. President, that that pro- 
cedure is improper and should not be 
adopted. 

I desire to say further, Mr. President, 
that so far as I have heard—I have not 
been present all the time, but so far as 
I have heard on the floor there has been 
no explanation why it is that there is 
such assurance that the House of Rep- 
resentatives will not adopt the amend- 
ments which are set out in the concur- 
rent resolution, if they shall be proposed 
as amendments to the bill, and still have 
the apparent assurance that the House 
of Representatives will adopt them in 
the form of a concurrent resolution. It 
would seem to me that if there is reason- 
able assurance that the House will adopt 
the concurrent resolution containing 
these various amendments, equal assur- 
ance should apply to their action should 
they be proposed in the ordinary method 
as amendments to the bill itself. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I may say 
that, as I see it, we have here a very im- 
portant question. We have undertaken 
to discover what would be the effect of 
the adoption of the concurrent resolu- 
tion. From a study of the case of Field 
against Clark, and from the illuminating 
discussion of it by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] earlier today 
we have come to the conclusion that, 
while the case itself is not based at all 
on the same set of facts which we have 
before us here, while it does not involve 
directly or indirectly any concurrent 
resolution, while it does not approach 
the facts we must contemplate, never- 
theless the obseryations of the court may 
well lead to the conclusion that if the 
concurrent resolution shall be adopted, 
if it shall be signed by the two presiding 
officers and the President of the United 
States, that the courts will observe an 
obligation not to impeach that proceed- 
ing. That may be true. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, we are 
confronted with the alternative as to 
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whether in voting for the Hoey amend- 
ment and other amendments, if there be 
any which we think could properly be in 
the bill, or should be attached to the bill, 
we should yote for them in the ordinary 
course of procedure which we adopt with 
reference to every other bill with almost 
no exception in the Senate of the United 
States, or whether we shall resort to this 
very unique, very unusual plan. If we 
resort to this unusual plan, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we must realize, first, as previously 
indicated, that we are adopting a proce- 
dure which has been adopted in very few 
cases except with respect to correction of 
clerical errors or dealing with omissions, 
and, second, as pointed out by Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, with respect to necessary changes 
the need for which was discovered only 
after the bill had been passed by both 
Houses; whereas here, in advance of the 
bill itself being passed, we are told that 
it is proposed to make changes in it by a 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. President, when the Export-Im- 
port Bank bill had been passed, and when 
the Senator from Maryland proposed to 
include the Philippine Islands in its pro- 
visions, by way of concurrent resolution, 
the majority leader himself stated he 
would have no objection to that proce- 
dure being followed with the understand- 
ing, however, that it would not estab- 
lish a precedent. Not only did the mi- 
nority leader say that he thought the 
action would establish a precedent, and 
an unhappy one, but the Senator from 
Maryland, the proponent of that very 
concurrent resolution, said, “I want to re- 
echo what both Senators have said, and 
I hope that what is proposed to be done 
will not establish a precedent.” 

Mr. President, these are the consid- 
erations which I submit respecting the 
inherent lack of wisdom, the folly, one 
may say, of undertaking to adopt a 
course of procedure by which the Senate 
would be called upon in one breath to 
pass a bill with which various of its 
Members do not agree, on the chance 
that thereafter the Senate may adopt 
something else which will clarify and 
possibly change the law, and on the fur- 
ther chance that the House of Repre- 
sentatives will do likewise. It did not do 
so in the case of the Export-Import Bank 
bill, even though the Philippine Islands, 
the object of our special solicitude, was 
involved. 

Mr. President, I submit that we should 
not embark upon this dangerous, unique, 
unusual type of procedure in the instant 
case. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered upon my 
amendment. I shall suggest the absence 
of a quorum, but before doing so I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate vote 
on the amendment immediately follow- 
ing the calling of the roll for the purpose 
of establishing a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from North Carolina? The Chair hears 
none. 

Mr. HOEY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hill Overton 
Andrews Hoey Pepper 
Austin Huffman Radcliffe 
Ball Johnson, Colo. Reed 
Barkley Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bilbo Kilgore Russell 
Brewster Knowland Shipstead 
Brooks La Follette Smith 
Burch Langer Stanfill 
Capper Lucas Stewart 
Carville McClellan Swift 
Connally McFarland Taft 
Cordon McKellar Taylor 
Donnell McMahon Thomas, Okla. 
Eastland Magnuson ‘Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson Mead Tunnell 
Fulbright Millikin Vandenberg 
George Mitchell Wagner 
Gerry Moore Walsh 
Green Morse Wheeler 
Guffey Murdock Wherry 
Gurney Murray White 

Myers Wiley 
Hawkes O'Daniel Willis 

O'Mahoney Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TUNNELL in the chair). Seventy-five 


Senators have answered to their names, 
A quorum is present. 

Under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, the Senate will proceed to vote on 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey] which 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all of section 1 and renumber 
the remaining sections of the bill. 

On page 60, it is proposed to strike out 
lines 18 through 20. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Hoey]. On this question 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Brinces]. Not knowing 
how he would vote, I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT]. I am not advised how the Sena- 
tor from Idaho would vote on this ques- 
tion if present. Being at liberty to vote, 
I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Bamrey] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. Maypanx] is absent because of ill- 
ness in his family. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr, 
Brices] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. Cuavez] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and the Senator from California [Mr. 
Downey] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Cacran] is unavoidably detained on offi- 


cial business at one of the Government 


departments. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
haying been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
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business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MaysBank], who would vote “yea” if pres- 
ent, is paired on this question with the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], 
who would vote “nay” if present. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr, Bripces] is neces- 
sarily absent. He has a general pair with 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies, 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusurteLp], the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Torry] are 
absent by leave of the Senate. If pres- 
ent, the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
RoseERrTSON] would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. If present, 
he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Bucx] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 40, 
nays 35, as follows: 


YEAS—40 

Andrews Green Reed 
Austin Gurney Revercomb 
Ball Hart 31% 
Bilbo Hawkes Smith 
Brewster Hoey Stanfill 
Brooks Johnston, S. C. Swift 
Burch Knowland Taft 
Capper Lucas Thomas, Okla 
Connally McClellan Wherry 

1 Magnuson White 
Eastland Millikin Wiley 
Fulbright Moore Willis 
George O'Daniel 
Gerry Overton 

NAYS—35 
Aiken Langer Radcliffe 
Barkley McFarland Shipstead 
Carville McKellar Stewart 
Cordon McMahon Taylor 
Ferguson Mead a 
Guffey Mitchell Tunnell 
Hayden Morse Vandenberg 
Hill í Murdock er 
Huffman Murray Walsh 
Johnson, Colo, Myers Wheeler 
Kilgore O'Mahoney Young 
La Follette Pepper 
NOT VOTING—21 

Bailey Capehart McCarran 
Bridges Chavez Maybank 
Briggs Downey Robertson 
Buck Ellender Saltonstall 
Bushfield Gossett bey 
Butler Hatch ‘dings 
Byrd Hickenlooper Wilson 


So Mr. Hory’s amendment was agreed 


Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I move that 
the vote by which the amendment was 
adopted be reconsidered. 

Mr. WHERRY. I move that the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid on the table. 


JULY 26 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to reconsider. . 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view 
of the adoption of the amendment which 
has just been voted upon, which makes 
it obvious that the bill will have to go 
back to the House for whatever fate may 
await it there, I wonder whether we may 
expedite the further consideration of the 
bill in the Senate by invoking a limita- 
tion on debate on the bill and on any 
amendments to it. Looking to that end, 
I ask unanimous consent that during the 
further consideration of this measure, no 
Senator may speak more than once or 
longer than 15 minutes upon the bill or 
any amendment thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DONNELL. I object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Would the Senator 
from Missouri object to a 30-minute lim- 
itation? 

Mr. DONNELL, I think 30 minutes is 
not sufficient, and I would object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not hear the 
Senator. 

Mr. DONNELL. I object. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Very well, 


KARL E. BOND 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 783) for the relief of Karl 
E. Bond and requesting a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. ODANIEL. I move that the Sen- 
ate insist upon its amendment, agree to 
the request of the House for a conference, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. O'DANIEL, 
Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. WHERRY conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


DISPOSITION BY SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY OF VESSELS, TROPHIES, RELICS, 
- ETC, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 1547) 
to provide for the disposition of vessels, 
trophies, relics, and material of histori- 
cal interest by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and for other purposes, which was, on 
page 3, line 4, after “Department” to 
insert a colon and “Provided, That the 
material authorized by this section to be 
loaned or given by the Secretary of the 
Navy shall not include any records of the 
Federal Government as defined in the 
act approved July 7, 1943 (57 Stat. 380; 
44 U. S. C. 366)” : 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
ENACTMENT OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS IN- 

CLUDED IN NAVAL APPROPRIATION ACT 

OF 1946 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 1917) 


1946 


to enact certain provisions now included 
in the Naval Appropriation Act, 1946, and 
for other purposes, which were, on page 
2, line 10, to strike out “$2,000” and 
insert “$5,200”; on page 5, lines 5 and 
6, to strike out “when authorized in an 
appropriation” and insert “out of funds 
specifically appropriated for that pur- 
pose”; on page 7, strike out all after 
“money”, in line 6, down to and includ- 
ing “allowance”, in line 10, and insert: 

Actave duty enlisted personnel, active and 
inactive retired enlisted personnel and mem- 
bers cf the Fleet Reserve when sick and in 
hospitals, and enlisted personnel on duty in 
hospitals may be subsisted in kind in hos- 
pital messes and, when so subsisted, the ap- 
propriation chargeable with the maintenance 
of the hospital mess shall be credited, when 
applicable, at such rate as may be prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Navy as the value of 
the hospital ration. Members of the Nurse 
Corps may be subsisted in hospital messes 
under such regulations as the Secretary of 
the Navy may prescribe, and nurses so sub- 
sisted shall pay therefor at rates to be fixed 
by such regulations: Provided, That nothing 
herein contained shall deprive such nurses 
of allowances for subsistence now or here- 
after provided by law. 


On page 9, lines 16 and 17, strike out 
“paid in connection with such transpor- 
tation or travel”; on page 11, line 21, after 
“them”, insert “for their personal use, not 
to exceed one vehicle per person,”; on 
page 13, after line 19, insert: 


(d) The provisions of section 12 of title 
22, United States Code, together with the 
provisions of regulations prescribed there- 
under, are hereby made applicable to civilian 
officers and employees of the Navy Depart- 
ment who are citizens of the United States 
and who are permanently stationed in for- 
eign countries. 


On page 14, line 1, after “war”, insert 
“and until the end of the first fiscal year 
thereafter”; on page 15, line 10, strike 
out “graudates” and insert “graduates”; 
and on page 15, after line 14, insert: 


TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE PAY 
READJUSTMENT ACT 


Sec. 201. The third paragraph of section 
10 of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 is 
amended tc read as follows: 

“Enlisted men entitled to receive allow- 
ances for quarters or subsistence shall con- 
tinue, while their permanent stations re- 
main unchanged, to receive such allowances 
while sick in hospital or absent from their 
p*rmanent-duty stations in a pay status: 
Provided, That allowances for subsistence 
shall not accrue to such an enlisted man 
while he is in fact being subsisted at Goy- 
ernment expense. Enlisted personnel not 
receiving allowances for subsistence shall be 
entitled to commutation in lleu of rations 
while on furlough or authorized leave or 
when authorized to mess separately, under 
such regulations and at such rates as may 
be prescribed by the head of the executive 
department concerned.” 

Sec. 202. The first paragraph of section 
12 of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, as 
amended by section 9 of the act of Septem- 
ber 7, 1944 (37 U. S. C. 112), is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Officers of any of the services mentioned 
in the title of this act, including active and 
retired personnel of the Regular Establish- 
ments and members of the Reserve com- 
ponents thereof and the National Guard, 
while on active duty in the Federal service, 
when traveling under competent orders 
without troops, including travel from home 
tc first station in connection with their ap- 
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pointment or call to active duty from last 
station to home in connection with relief 
from active duty or discharge not the result 
of their own misconduct, shall receive a 
mileage allowance at the rate of 8 cents per 
mile, distance to be computed by the short- 
est usually traveled route and existing laws 
providing for the issue of transportation re- 
quests to officers of the Army traveling under 
competent orders, and for deduction to be 
made from mileage accounts when transpor- 
tation is furnished by the United States, 
are hereby made applicable to all the services 
mentioned in the title of this act: Provided, 
That the head of the executive department 
concerned may, in his discretion, direct that, 
in lieu of mileage, actual and necessary ex- 
penses shall be allowed to officers traveling 
on official business and away from their des- 
ignated posts of duty, without regard to the 
length of time away from such posts. Ac- 
tual expenses only shall be paid for travel 
under order in Alaska and outside the limits 
of the United States in North America.” 

Sec. 203. The second paragraph of section 
12 of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Unless otherwise expressly provided by 
law, no officer of the services mentioned in 
the title of this act shall be allowed or paid 
any sum in excess of expenses actually in- 
curred for subsistence while traveling on duty 
away from his designated post of duty, nor 
any sum for such expenses actually incurred 
in excess of $8 per day. The heads of the 
executive departments concerned are au- 
thorized to prescribe per diem rates of allow- 
ance, not exceeding $7, in lieu of subsistence 
to officers traveling on official business and 
away from their designated posts of duty. 
without regard to the length of time away 
from such posts. Officers, midshipmen, and 
cadets of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast 
Guard when absent from a vessel or desig- 
nated post of duty while assigned to shore 
patrol duty may be paid their actual ex- 
penses, and naval personnel on duty with or 
under training for the Naval Air Transport 
Service and away from their permanent sta- 
tions may be paid their actual expenses, or 
per diem in lieu thereof, at rates not exceed- 
ing those prescribed for naval officers in a 
travel status, without in either case the issu- 
ance of orders for specific travel: Provided, 
That for travel by air under competent orders 
on duty without troops, under regulations to 
be prescribed respectively by the heads of the 
departments concerned, members (including 
officers, warrant officers, contract surgeons, 
enlisted men, avigtion cadets, and members 
of the Nurse Corps) of the services mentioned 
in the title of this act, and of the legally 
constituted Reserves of said services while 
on active duty, and of the National Guard 
while in Federal service, or while participat- 
ing in exercises, or performing duties under 
sections 92, 94, 97, or 99 of the National 
Defense Act, shall, in lieu of mileage or other 
travel allowances, be allowed and paid their 
actual and necessary traveling expenses not 
to exceed $8 per day, or, in lieu of subsistence, 
per diem allowances at rates not to exceed 
$7 per day. Without regard to the monetary 
limitations in this act, and in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the President, 
the heads of the departments concerned may 
authorize the payment to members of the 
services mentioned in the title of this act on 
duty outside continental United States or in 
Alaska, whether or not in a travel status, of 
actual and necessary expenses or per diem in 
lieu thereof, considering all elements of cost 
of living, including cost of quarters, subsist- 
ence, and other necessary incidental ex- 
penses.” 

Sec. 204. Section 12 of the Pay Readjust- 
ment Act of 1942 is amended by inserting 
between the fourth and fifth paragraphs 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“Under regulations prescribed by the head 
of the department concerned, (1) officers en- 
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titled to transportation (as distinguished 
from mileage) and enlisted personnel of any 
of the services mentioned in the title of this 
act may be paid, in advance or otherwise, a 
money allowance of 3 cents per mile in lieu 
of transportation, regardless of the mode of 
travel; (2) applicants for enlistment (includ- 
ing rejected applicants) in such services may 
be furnished or reimbursed for transporta- 
tion and subsistence incident to recruitment 
of such personnel; and (3) insane patients 
may be furnished transportation and subsist- 
ence from military hospitals to other hos- 
pitals or their homes.” 

Sec. 205. (a) Section 12 of the Pay Read- 
justment Act of 1942 is amended by inserting 
between the fifth and sixth paragraphs there- 
of the following new paragraph: 

“Upon changes of station, members of the 
services mentioned in the title of this act 
shall be entitled to transportation (including 
packing, crating, drayage, temporary stor- 
age, and unpacking) of baggage and house- 
hold goods and effects, or reimbursemen\ 
therefor, as authorized by regulations pre- 
scribed by the heads of the department con- 
cerned, which shall be uniform for the serv- 
ices mentioned and shall be approved by the 
President. Such transportation may be by 
rail, water, or van, without regard to com- 
parative costs.” 

(b) The fifth paragraph of section 12 of the 
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 is amended by 
striking out the following proviso: “Provided 
further, That the personnel of all the services 
mentioned in the title of this act shall have 
the benefit of all existing laws applying to the 
Army and Marine Corps for the transporta- 
tion of household effects:“ 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


OPERATION OF INDIAN SERVICE IRRIGA- 
TION PROJECTS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 115) 
to modify sections 4 and 20 of the Per- 
manent Appropriation Repeal Act, 1934, 
with reference to certain funds collected 
in connection with the operation of In- 
dian Service irrigation projects, and for 
other purposes, which was, on page 1, 
line 3, strike out “and after July 1, fol- 
lowing.” 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


RETURN OF CERTAIN SECURITIES TO 
PHILIPPINE COMMONWEALTH GOVERN- 
MENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 2210) to 
provide for the return of certain securi- 
ties to the Philippine Commonwealth 
Government, which were, in line 4, strike 
out “return” and insert “transfer and 
deliver”; in line 4, strike out “Philippine 
Commonwealth Government” and insert 
“Republic of the Philippines”; and in 
line 7, after “States,” insert “by the Phil- 
ippine Commonwealth Government.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, let me say that, as I 
understand these amendments, they do 
not affect in any way the amount of the 
securities to be returned, but they simply 
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deal with the titles of the authorities in 
the Philippines. 

Mr. HAYDEN. In substance, that is 
correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 


from Arizona that the Senate concur in ` 


the amendments of the House. 
The motion was agreed to. 


AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the rail- 
road retirement acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and subchap- 
ter B of chapter 9 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, yester- 
day I sent to the desk and had printed a 
series of amendments which I announced 
I would propose to the bill if it were 
amended in any particular, 

It is not my purpose to detain the Sen- 
ate for any great length of time, but 
I am about to discuss some technical 
matters in connection with the bill. I 
earnestly invite the attention of the Sen- 
ate to the amendments. 

As Ihave said, yesterday I sent forward 
and had printed, to lie on the table, a 
series of amendments to the Railroad 
Retirement Act, which I stated I would 
offer if any amendments were adopted to 
the measure. I now wish to make this 
Statement about the amendments. In 
view of the adoption of the amendment 
offered by the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey], 
it will be necessary for me to revise some- 
what the amendments which I am offer- 
ing to the bill. His amendment, as I un- 
derstand, struck from the bill all of sec- 
tion 1. The series of amendments which 
I have prepared begins with certain 
amendments to section 1. I think it is 
entirely proper for me to make the state- 
ment which I am about to make. It 
will not be lengthy, but it will deal with 
what I regard as an important feature of 
this proposed legislation. 

Mr. President, all the amendments 
which I am proposing would remove two 
seriously objectionable features now ap- 
pearing in the bill. 

The first objectionable feature of the 
bill is that it would transfer from the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue to the Rail- 
road Retirement Board the collection of 
the taxes imposed in support of the rail- 
road-retirement system. 

It has been the national policy to have 
only one tax collecting agency in the 
Federal Government. The Treasury De- 
partment has pointed out that unneces- 
sary duplication of facilities and func- 
tions, as well as a possibility of conflict 
in administrative policies and interpre- 
tations under the same or corresponding 
provisions of law, result when another 
agency is permitted to function, even in 
a limited field, in the tax-collecting ac- 
tivities of the Government. 

Also, on the taxpayer’s side, unwar- 
ranted annoyance and harassment would 
result from the auditing of the taxpayer’s 
records by two different Federal tax-col- 
lecting agencies. For convenience and 
ease of compliance with the Federal tax- 
ing statutes, the taxpayer should not be 
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forced to deal with more than one Fed- 
eral agency in tax matters. 

This principle was violated in 1938 
when the Railroad Unemployment In. 
surance Act was passed, giving the func- 
tion of collecting the contributions in 
support of that act to the Railroad Re- 
tirement Beard. This was then done 
over the objections of the Treasury. It 
constitutes the sole exception to the gen- 
eral policy that all taxes should be col- 
lected by the tax collecting agency of the 
Federal Government, the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue. It should not be per- 
mitted to be used as a precedent for the 
further dispersal of the tax-collection 
functions. Since that act of 1938, the 
collection of the income tax through 
withholding on wages has been institut- 
ed; thereunder the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue is charged with the responsibil- 
ity of collecting the income tax on wages 
from employers, including the carrier 
employers covered by this bill. There 
are possibilities for an integration and 
simplification of the administration of 
the various pay-roll taxes and the in- 
come tax collected at the source, which 
would redound to the advantage of the 
employer-taxpayer as well as the Gov- 
ernment. However, it is clear that these 
potentialities for simplifying the admin- 
istration and collection of these taxes 
cannot be achieved under a division of 
the responsibility for the collection of 
taxes with respect to the railroad in- 
dustry. 

Accordingly, the proposed amendments 
would continue the present tax collection 
functions under the Railroad Retirement 
Act in the hands of the Bureau of Inter- 
nal Revenue. If the bill should be en- 
acted without an amendment in this re- 
spect, it would constitute a dangerous 
precedent for the parceling out of the 
tax collection functions of the Federal 
Government to the various agencies 
which are concerned with the adminis- 
tration expending of the proceeds. For 
example, the Social Security Board could 
then expect to administer all the social- 
security taxes, and collect them for its 


purpose. ` 

Mr. President, I have stated the first 
serious objection to this bill and, to my 
mind, the reasons for it are perfectly 
evident. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr, GEORGE. I yield for a question, 
but I do not wish to break the continuity 
of what I am attempting to say. 

Mr, SMITH. It is my understanding 
that social-security taxes are collected 
through the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. There is one ex- 
ception to that, namely, under the pres- 
ent Railroad Retirement Act, but the 
tax now collected is insignificant in com- 
parison with the tax which it is proposed 
to collect under the pending bill. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. 

The second major objection to the bill 
is that it would make certain determi- 
nations of the Railroad Retirement 
Board with respect to the coverage of 
the Railroad Retirement and Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Acts binding upon the 
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Bureau of Internal Revenue with respect 
to the social-security taxes which are 
administered by the Bureau. 

The social-security taxes are not ap- 
plicable to employment covered by the 
railroad-retirement system. The Dill 
contains provisions to the effect that 
the determinations of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Board as to whether a person 
is liable for taxes or is entitled to the 
refund of taxes under the Railroad Re- 
tirement or Unemployment Insurance 
Acts would be final and binding upon all 
parties, subject only to limited judicial 
review in the circuit courts of appeal. 
The result would be that such determi- 
nations of coverage would be binding 
upon the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
with respect to its administration of the 
social-security taxes. Thereunder, the 
rulings of the Bureau of Internal Reve- 
nue in this area would lose their cer- 
tainty and would be subjected to im- 
proper delays, and the collection of the 
social-security taxes would be impaired. 
Accordingly the proposed amendments 
to the bill would strike out the provision 
of the bill which would impose this de- 
gree of finality upon the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue, insofar as the taxes ad- 
ministered by the Bureau are concerned. 
The amendments Would not disturb the 
finality of the Retirement Board’s judg- 
ment, insofar as its judgment may be 
exercised under the amendments which 
I am now offering. 

In addition, the effective dates of the 
bill are entirely improper and should be 
revised. The bill now contains amend- 
ments which would increase the rates of 
tax under the Railroad Retirement Act 
from 3% percent to 5% percent each 
upon the employer and employee retro- 
actively to July 1, 1945. Similarly, the 
increase in the tax from 7 percent to 
11½ percent upon employee representa- 
tives would be imposed retroactively to 
July 1, 1945. That, of course, results 
from the fact that the bill was intro- 
duced some 2 years ago in the House of 
Representatives, but, nevertheless, these 
provisions remain in the bill. 

The bill would also transfer to the 
Railroad Retirement Board the tax col- 
lecting functions under the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act retroactively back to Janu- 
ary 1, 1946. Even assuming that such 
retroactive legislation violates no con- 
stitutional prohibition, the administra- 
tive difficulties cannot be exaggerated. 
The employee’s tax is to be deducted from 
his wages when he is paid; if the increase 
in rate is imposed retroactively, the em- 
ployer will not have deducted a sufficient 
amount of tax. The employer is never- 
theless required to pay the full amount 
of tax. If the employee is still working 
for him, the employer may be permitted 
to deduct in a lump sum the amount of 
the retroactive increases; if the employee 
is no longer with him, the employer will 
have to bear the full burden of the in- 
creases in both the employer’s and em- 
ployee’s taxes. 

The proposed amendments now offered 
would revise the effective dates, so that 
the bill would become effective for tax 
purposes on January 1, 1947. 

I presume those amendments inserting 
proper dates in the bill will certainly not 
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be opposed inasmuch as one amendment 
of that nature has already been agreed to 
in connection with the pending bill. 

This would give the administrative 
agencies, as well as the taxpayers, a suf- 
ficient opportunity to prepare for the sub- 
stantial changes which the bill makes in 
the present law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator has re- 
ferred to the changes in dates due to the 
fact that the bill was introduced early 
in 1845. In the proposed concurrent res- 
olution, which I read last night, I in- 
cluded all those changes in dates, and 
since the Senate has stricken out section 
1 of the bill, the part of that proposal 
which included the coverages is no longer 
appropriate. The Senator from Colorado 
had intended to offer the same suggestion 
with respect to the dates, and I am won- 
dering if they are the same dates covered 
in the amendment of the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I have not compared 
them, but I presumed, in view of the 
adoption of one amendment to the bill, 
that there would be no objection to the 
insertion of the proper dates. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The suggestion I 
made included all dates necessary, and 
if the Senator’s amendment does not in- 
clude all of them, it might be well to 
make a comparison to see that they do. 

Mr. GEORGE. The amendments 
which I have I am sure will cover all the 
necessary dates, because they have been 
rather carefully checked by the Treasury. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They do 
correspond with the dates the Senator 
from Kentucky offered last night in the 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Very well; so that it 
would be unnecessary to offer them now. 

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. President, that 
would leave only the two features in the 
bill to which I first referred. 

There can be no more dangerous 
principle established than the principle 
which the pending bill seeks finally and 
firmly to establish in our law, to wit, that 
the beneficiary of a tax is to be the tax 
collector and the distributor of the tax. 
It should not be necessary even to repeat 
the assertion that it is class legislation, 
it is a special privilege given to one class 
of people in the United States, though 
they happen to be people whom I very 
greatly admire and with whom I have 
always been in close relationship. 
Nevertheless it is class legislation, with- 
out any reasonable excuse, and special 
privileges granted to a particular group. 

When the Railroad Retirement Act 
was first passed there was some rhyme, 
although not sound logic, for vesting 
in the Retirement Board the power to 
collect and handle the taxes which were 
then imposed. There can be no reason 
now. We have the Social Security Sys- 
tem, which has reached a fair degree of 
development. We have, however, a com- 
plete change in our income-tax system. 
We have collection at the source. The 
withholding principle is now rather 
firmly imbedded, I hope, in our tax laws. 
So the Treasury Department must with- 
hold at the source the income tax on all 
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wages paid by the railway systems to 
their employees. The work of collection 
must be done by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue. At the same time the pending 
bill seeks to enact as a permanent pro- 
vision of our law the wholly vicious 
principle of an additional revenue agent 
collecting a tax on the identical income, 
in the form of a pay-roll tax. 

The Railway Retirement Act has in fact 
resulted in serious complications in our 
tax system. Pending before the Com- 
mittee on Finance at this moment is a 
bill which would give to all Federal em- 
ployees receiving retirement benefits a 
credit of $1,440, plus whatever other stat- 
utory exemptions they were entitled to 
take, before any income tax would be im- 
posed. Why? Because in the Railroad 
Retirement Act there was granted a spe- 
cial privilege, there was recognized the 
vicious legislative practice of class legis- 
lation, and the railway retirement bene- 
fits which reach a maximum of $1,440 are 
not subject to income tax. In other 
words, that exemption goes into our law 
today. So that all Federal employees who 
come under our retirement system have 
sought by legislation, in the House of 
Representatives, a similar exemption for 
themselves. 

By construction, the Social Security 
Board has exempted social security bene- 
fits, or survivor and old-age payments 
made under the act, but the exemption in 
that case does not reach the statutory 
exemption. But in the cas@of the rail- 
way retirement benefits $1,440 is the 
maximum. 

Congress cannot in justice, and as a 
matter of fairness, permit railway em- 
ployees to have $1,440 exempted from 
their income before the payment of a 
tax, and deny to the charwoman, or to 
the janitor, or to any man who works for 
the Government of the United States, the 
same privilege. Unless the amendments 
which I am offering are accepted, this 
bill will continue the vicious doctrine and 
principle which has led to this serious 
embarrassment, and which will lead to 
ig! embarrassment as the days go 

y. 

Not only that, Mr. President, but we 
speak of retaining the confidence of the 
American people in the parliamentary 
system which we have. We speak of re- 
taining the confidence of the American 
people in the Congress of the United 
States. How can the confidence of the 
American people be retained in the Con- 
gress of the United States if by special 
legislation we give to one single class of 
our people the power to collect their own 
taxes, make their own distribution, and 
strip from the. taxing committees of both 
Houses of Congress any jurisdiction over 
the important question of taxing our pub- 
lic utilities, common carriers, the rail- 
roads. That is what the bill would do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
compelled to leave the Chamber. Will 
the Senator permit me to renew a request 


. which I made a moment ago? 


Mr. GEORGE. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. A moment ago I 
made a request for a limitation of debate 
on the bill and all amendments. The 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL] 
objected. He has since advised me that, 
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after considering the matter further, and 
consulting other Senators, he thinks the 
request was reasonable. Therefore I re- 
new the request, that following the ad- 
dress of the Senator from Georgia, and 
during the further consideration of the 
bill, no Senator shall speak more than 
once nor longer than 15 minutes on the 
bill or any amendment thereto. 

Mr. TAFT. Are we to understand it 
is 15 minutes on the bill and 15 minutes 
on each amendment? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. WHITE, Will the Senator at this 
time indicate how long he would like to 
have the Senate proceed this afternoon? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I had hoped we 
might finish the consideration of the bill 
this afternoon and avoid a session to- 
night, and I think this limitation may 
help bring that about. Iam still hoping 
that we may not be compelled to hold a 
night session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Kentucky? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I had 
about concluded all I desired to say upon 
the series of amendments designed to 
accomplish the two purposes which I 
first discussed briefly. 

I was saying that the passage of the 
pending bill, giving to the Railroad Re- 
tirement Board the power to collect taxes 
from the common carriers, and giving to 
them the power over the tax funds when 
they are collected, as contemplated in 
the bill, will necessarily result in the loss 
of jurisdiction over the class of taxes 
covered by the legislation to the taxing 
committees of both the House and the 
Senate, and to a confusion similar to the 
confusion, and with the resulting em- 
barrassment, which the taxing commit- 
tees of the two Houses now encounter in 
undertaking to deal with demands for 
the exemption of all retirement benefits 
paid by the Federal Government, by 
the State Governments, by municipali- 
ties, and even annuities payable under 
policies or contracts purchased by the 
taxpayer himself with funds upon which 
he has already paid his full tax responsi- 
bility. 

So I hope, Mr. President, that these 
amendments will be agreed to anyway, 
since the bill must go back to the House 
and have these questions considered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view 
of the limitation on debate agreed upon, 
I hope we may finish the bill in the next 
hour or so and therefore avoid an eve- 
ning session. I wish to say, however, for 
the information of Senators, regardless 
of the disposition of this bill it will be 
necessary for the Senate to be in session 
tomorrow; so Senators may adjust them- 
selves accordingly. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Will the Senator 
indicate whether he contemplates a night 
session tomorrow night? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, when the subcommittee was 
holding hearings on the pending bill we 
queried Mr. Murray W. Latimer, who at 
that time was chairman of the Railroad 
Retirement Board, on the point which 
has been discussed by the Senator from 
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Georgia. Mr. Latimer called our atten- 
tion to what he had said on this subject 
in the House hearings on January 31, 
1945, to be found on page 74 of part I of 
the Railroad Retirement hearings held 
by the House committee. Mr. Latimer 
let us know that that was his answer to 
the arguments which have been advanced 
today by the Senator from Georgia. This 
is what Mr. Latimer said: 


The Railroad Retirement Board now col- 
lects all records of wage and service, collects 
the contributions under the Railroad Unem- 
ployment Insurance Act, compares the tax 
returns under subchapter B of chapter 9 of 
the Internal Revenue Code and its prede- 
cessor, the Carriers’ Taxing Act (copies of all 
such returns being furnished the Board by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue), with com- 
pensation returns, and attempts to reconcile 
any differences between the two sets of re- 
turns. On occasion this latter function has 
involved inspection of employer records. If 
the Board discovers any discrepancy between 
the compensation and tax returns which can- 
not be reconciled, the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue is notified in order that it may take 
appropriate action. 

The Bureau of Internal Revenue makes 
coverage determinations in some cases, 
though most determinations are made by the 
Railroad Retirement Board, assesses penal- 
ties in appropriate cases, and receives and 
deposits checks in the Treasury. 

Since the coverage provisions of the Rail- 
road Retirement Act are identical to those of 
subchapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, it can be expected that cover- 
age determinations of the board and buregu 
will be uniform. Although I can recall no 
instance of ultimate disagreement in result 
between the board and the bureau, the 
achievement of that condition has frequently 
been long and tedious. At times the Board 
and the Bureau, while concurring in the 
result, has achieved such result by different 
paths, In at least one such case the differ- 
ence of method has resulted in embarrassing 
consequences insofar as uniform coverage is 
concerned. In any event, substantially all 
of the research work required to formulate 
coverage determinations has been done by the 
staff of the Board. 

When litigation is brought against the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue, the Railroad 
Retirement Board frequently assists in the 
preparation of briefs. But the fact that the 
procedure for and the scope of judicial review 
with respect to cases arising under subchap- 
ter B of chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue 
Code differs from the procedure and scope 
of judicial review with respect to cases arising 
under the Railroad Retirement Act has pro- 
duced results which are not, in my judgment, 
calculated to produce the best results for a 
system of social insurance. Social insurance 
cases ought to be decided, it seems to me, on 
the basis of criteria appropriate to social in- 
surance and not on the basis of criteria ap- 
propriate only to the field taxation. The two 
sets of criteria, while having much in com- 
mon, are by no means identical. So long as 
taxes are collected by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue it will probably be undesirable to lay 
down for such taxes conditions with respect 
to collection, payment, and controversies 
different from those with respect to most 
other taxes. It would, however, be entirely 
appropriate to transfer tax collection to the 
Railroad Retirement Board and provide for a 
uniform administrative procedure and judi- 
cial review with respect to all controversial 
matters within the jurisdiction of that Board. 

There would be other possible advantages 
in transfer of the tax collection function to 
the Railroad Retirement Board. Employers 
could make a single return rather than the 
two returns now required. The agency which 
reconciles tax and compensation returns 
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could more easily take effective action than 
if discrepancies have to be reported to a 
second agency for action, The Railroad Re- 
tirement Board could assume the function 
with little or no additional cost. The 
Board already receives contribution returns 
and a check from each employer with respect 
to contributions under the Railroad Unem- 
ployment Insurance Act. A single check for 
both contributions and taxes could easily 
be split down into its component parts on a 
predetermined ratio for deposit in three ac- 
counts as against the two in which the Board 
deposits contributions at the present time. 
Both the Bureau of Internal Revenue and the 
Board could effect savings in connection with 
legal expenses. I anticipate that should this 
provision in H. R. 1362 be adopted, a net 
saving in the expenses of the Federal Govern- 
ment, though, to be sure, not a large one, 
could be achieved. 


It seems to me that that argument by 
Mr, Latimer is very convincing, and 
especially the fact that a saving would 
be made by one agency collecting the 
same taxes from the same groups, in- 
stead of having two agencies, each col- 
lecting taxes from two identical groups. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendments to which I previously 
referred. The amendments are offered 
in conformity with the action taken by 
the Senate in agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
Hoey]. The amendments are technical 
in nature. They do not affect the merits 
of the bill in any particular whatsoever, 
except purely the administrative side of 
it. I ask that the amendments may be 
printed in the Recorp at this point with- 
out reading. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Georgia? 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Rconn, as follows: 


On page 8, strike out the lines 13 to 16, 
inclusive, and insert the following: 

“Sec. 2. Section 1 (c) of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act of 1937, section (e) of the Rail- 
road Unemployment Insurance Act, and sec- 
tion 1532 (d) of the Internal Revenue Code 
are each amended as follows: After the word 
‘if? where it first appears therein insert ‘(i)’ 
and for the phrase.” 

On page 9, lines 16 to 18, strike out the fol- 
lowing: “by striking out the proviso in said 
section 1 (i) of the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act and replacing the colon with 
a period,” 

Strike out section 4 of the bill beginning 
with page 11, line 10, down through page 15, 
line 15, and insert the following: 

“Sec, 4. (a) Section 1500 of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘SEC. 1500. Rate of tax. 

In addition to other taxes, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid upon the income 
of every employee a tax equal to the follow- 
ing percentages of so much ôf the compen- 
sation, paid to such employee after December 
31, 1946, for services rendered by him after 
such date, as is not in excess of $300 for any 
calendar month: 

1. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1947 and 1948, the 
rate shall be 534 percent; 

2. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1949, 1950, and 
1951, the rate shall be 6 percent; 

“3, With respect to compensation paid 
after December 31, 1951, the rate shall be 
6%4 percent.’ 

“(b) The second sentence of section 1501 
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code is amended 
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to read as follows: ‘If an employee is paid 
compensation after December 31, 1946, by 
more than one employer for services rendered 
during any calendar month after 1946 and 
the aggregate of such compensation is in 
excess of $300, the tax to be deducted by 
each employer other than a subordinate 
unit of a national railway-labor-organization 
employer from the compensation paid by 
him to the employee with respect to such 
month shall be that proportion of the tax 
with respect to such compensation paid by 
all such employers which the compensation 
paid by him after December 31, 1946, to the 
employee for services rendered during such 
month bears to the total compensation paid 
by all such employers after December 31, 
1946, to such employee for services rendered 
during such month; and in the event that 
the compensation so paid by such employers 
to the employee for services rendered dur- 
ing such month is less than $300, each sub- 
ordinate unit of a national railway-labor- 
organization employer shail deduct such 
proportion of any additional tax as the com- 
pensation paid by such employer after 
December 31, 1946, to such employee for 
services rendered during such month bears 
to the total compensation paid by all such 
employers after December 31, 1946, to such 
employee for services rendered during such 
month,’ 

„(e) Section 1510 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 1510. Rate of tax. 

In addition to other taxes, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid upon the income 
of each employee representative a tax equal 
to the following percentages of so much of 
the compensation, paid to such employee 
representative after December 31, 1946, for 
services rendered by him after such date, 
as is not in excess of $300 for any calendar 
month: 

1. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1947 and 1948, the 
rate shall be 1144 percent; 

2. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1949, 1950, and 
1951, the rate shall be 12 percent; 

3. With respect to compensation paid 
after December 31, 1951, the rate shall be 
12% percent.“ 

“(d) Section 1520 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec, 1520. Rate of tax. 

“In addition to other taxes, every em- 
ployer shall pay an excise tax, with respect 
to having individuals in his employ, equal 
to the following percentages of so much of 
the compensation, paid by such employer 
after December 31, 1946, for services rendered 
to him after December 31, 1936, as is, with 
respect to any employee for any calendar 
month, not in excess of $300: Provided, how- 
ever, That if an employee is paid compen- 
sation after December 31, 1946, by more than 
one employer for services rendered during 
any calendar month after 1936, the tax im- 
posed by this section shall apply to not more 
than $300 of the aggregate compensation 
paid to such employee by all such employers 
after December 31, 1946, for services ren- 
dered during such month, and each employer 
other than a subordinate unit of a national 
railway-labor-organization employer shall be 
liable for that proportion of the tax with 
respect to such compensation paid by all such 
employers which the compensation paid by 
him after December 31, 1946, to the employee 
for services rendered during such month 
bears to the total compensation paid by all 
such employers after December 31, 1946, to 
such employee for services rendered during 
such month; and in the event that the com- 
pensation so paid by such employers to the 
employee for services rendered during such 
month is less than $300, each subordinate 
unit of a national railway-labor-organization 
employer shall be liable for such proportion 
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of any additional tax as the compensation 
paid by such employer after December 31, 
1946, to such employee for services rendered 
during such month bears to the total com- 
pensation paid by all such employers after 
December 31, 1946, to such employee for serv- 
ices rendered during such month: 

1. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1947 and 1948, the 
rate shall be 5% percent; 

“2, With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar yeays 1949, 1950, and 
1951, the rate shall be 6 percent; 

“3. With respect to compensation paid 
after December 31, 1951, the rate shall be 
6% percent.’ 

“(e) Section 1532 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended to read as follows: 

„b) Employee: The term employee“ 
means any individual in the service of one or 
more employers for compensation: Provided, 
however, That the term “employee” shall 
include an employee of a local lodge or di- 
vision defined as an employer in subsection 
(a) only if he was in the service of or in the 
employment relation to a carrier on or after 
August 29, 1935. An individual shall be 
deemed to have been in the employment 
relation to a carrier on August 29, 1935, if 
(i) he was on that date on leave of absence 
from his employment, expressly granted to 
him by the carrier by whom he was em- 
ployed, or by a duly authorized representa- 
tive of such carrier, and the grant of such 
leave of absence will have been established 
to the satisfaction of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board before July 1947; or (ii) he was 
in the service of a carrier after August 29, 
1935, and before January 1946 in each of six 
calendar months, whether or not consecu- 
tive; or (iii) before August 29, 1935, he did 
not retire and was not retired or discharged 
from the service of the last carrier by whom 
he was employed or its corporate or operat- 
ing successor, but (A) solely by reason of 
his physical or mental disability he ceased 
before August 29, 1935, to be in the service 
of such carrier and thereafter remained 
continuously disabled until he attained age 
65 or until August 1945, or (B) solely 
for such last stated reason a carrier by whom 
he was employed before August 29, 1935, or 
a carrier who is its successor did not on or 
after August 29, 1935, and before August 
1945 call him to return to service, or (C) 
if he was so called he was solely for such 
reason unable to render service in six cal- 
endar months as provided in clause (ii); or 
(iv) he was on August 29, 1935, absent from 
the service of a carrier by reason of a dis- 
charge which, within one year after the 
effective date thereof, was protested, to an 
appropriate labor representative or to the 
carrier, as wrongful, and which was followed 
within 10 years of the effective date thereof 
by his reinstatement in good faith to his 
former service with all his seniority rights: 
Provided, That an individual shall not be 
deemed to have been on August 29, 1935, in 
the employment relation to a carrier if be- 
fore that date he was granted a pension or 
gratuity on the basis of which a pension was 
awarded to him pursuant to section 6 of 
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, or if 
during the last pay-roll period before August 
29, 1935, in which he rendered service to a 
carrier he was not in the service of an em- 
ployer, in accordance with subsection (d), 
with respect to any service in such pay-roll 
period, or if he could have been in the em- 
ployment relation to an employer only by 
reason of his having been, either before or 
after August 29, 1935, in the service of a 
local lodge or division defined as an em- 
ployer in subsection (a). 

„The term employee“ includes an officer 
of an employer. 

*The term “employee” shall not include 
any individual while such individual is en- 
gaged in the physical operations consisting 
of the mining of coal, the preparation of coal, 
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the handling (other than movement by rall 
with standard railroad locomotives) of coal 
not beyond the mine tipple, or the loading 
of coal at the tipple.’ 

“(f) Section 1532 (e) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

A payment made by an employer to an 
individual through the employer’s pay roll 
shall be presumed, in the absence of evidence 
to the contrary, to be compensation for sery- 
ice rendered by such individual as an em- 
ployee of the employer in the period with 
respect to which the payment is made. An 
employee shall be deemed to be paid, “for 
time lost” the amount he is paid by an em- 
ployer with respect to an identifiable period 
of absence from the active service of the em- 
ployer, including absence on account of per- 
sonal injury, and the amount he is paid by 
the employer for loss of earnings resulting 
from his displacement to a less remunerative 
position or occupation. Ifa payment is made 
by an employer with respect to a personal 
injury and includes pay for time lost, the 
total payment shall be deemed to be paid 
for time lost unless, at the time of payment, 
a part of such payment is specifically appor- 
tioned to factors other than time lost, in 
which event only such part of the payment 
as is not so apportioned shall be deemed to 


be paid for time lost.’ 


“(g) Subchapter B of chapter 9 of the 
Internal Revenue Code is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec- 
tion: 

“ Sec. 1538, Title of subchapter: 

This subchapter may be cited as the 
“Railroad Retirement Tax Act“.““ 

On page 16, line 1, strike out 1946“ and 
insert “1947”; line 8, strike out 1945“ and 
insert 1946“; line 11, strike out “1944” and 
insert “1945”; line 14, strike out “1944” and 
insert “1945”; and in line 22, strike out the 
word “nine” and insert the word “ten.” 

On page 23, strike out the sentence be- 
ginning in line 14, down through line 19, and 
insert the following: “In computing the 
monthly compensation, no part of any 
month's compensation in excess of $300 shall 
be recognized.” 

Strike out section 216 of the bill, beginning 
on page 41, line 24, down through page 42, 
line 3. 

Strike out section 318 of the bill on page 
51, lines 3 to 23, inclusive, and insert the 
following: 

“Sec. 318. Section 8 (a) is amended by 
changing the word ‘payable’ to ‘paid’ wher- 
ever it appears; and by substituting for the 
portion of the subsection beginning with the 
words ‘and each such employer’ and continu- 
ing to the end of the subsection, the follow- 
ing: ‘and each employer other than a sub- 
ordinate unit of a national railway-labor-or- 
ganization employer shall be liable for that 
proportion of the contribution with respect 
to such compensation paid by ali such em- 
ployers which the compensation paid by him 
after December 31, 1946, to the employee for 
services during any calendar month after 
1946 bears to the total compensation paid by 
all such employers after December 31, 1946, 
to such employee for services rendered dur- 
ing such month; and in the event that the 
compensation so paid by such employers to 
the employee for services rendered during 
such month is less than $300, each subordi- 
nate unit of a national railway-labor-organ- 
ization employer shall be liable for such pro- 
portion of any additional contribution as 
the compensation paid by such employer 
after December 31, 1946, to such employee 
for services rendered during such month 
bears to the total compensation paid by all 
such employers after December 31, 1946, to 
such employee for services rendered during 
such month.” 

On page 67, after line 16, insert the fol< 
lowing: 
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“The amendments to section 1532 of the 
Internal Revenue Code made by sections 2 
and 4 (e), and (f), shall be effective only 
with respect to services rendered after De- 
cember 31, 1946. The amendments made by 
section 4 (a), (b), (c), and (d) shall take ef- 
fect January 1, 1947. Sections 1500, 1510, and 
1520 of the Internal Revenue Code as in 
effect on December 31, 1946, shall remain in 
full force and effect on and after January 1, 
1947, with respect to any remuneration which 
constitutes compensation under the law as 
in effect on December 31, 1946, to which such 
sections as amended by this act are not ap- 
plicable.” 

On page 39, lines 1 and 2, substitute for the 
words “multiplied by the number of months 
he will have been in service as an employee” 
the following: “for any calendar month in 
such year“. 

On page 45, lines 2 to 4, substitute for the 
parenthetical expression the following: 


with respect to employment”. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ments may be voted on en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments offered by the Senator from 
Georgia. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment and ask to have it 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The- 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 
line 7, it is proposed to strike out all lan- 
guage through line 11, page 57, being 
sections 301 to 324, inclusive, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 301. Subsection (a) of section 8 of 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Every employer shall pay a contri- 
bution, with respect to having employees in 
his service, equal to the percentages set 
forth below of so much of the compensation 
as is not in excess of $300 for any calendar 
month payable by him to any employee for 
services rendered to him after June 30, 1939: 
Provided, however, That if compensation is 
payable to an employee by more than one 
employer with respect to any such calendar 
month, the tax imposed by this section shall 
apply to not more than $300 of the aggregate 
compensation payable to said employee by 
all said employers with respect to such cal- 
endar month, and each such employer shall 
be liable for that proportion of the tax with 
respect to such compensation which the 
amount payable by him to the employee 
with respect to such calendar month bears 
to the aggregate compensation payable to 
such employee by all employers with respect 
to such calendar month: 

“1. With respect to compensation earned 
prior to January 1, 1947, the rate shall be 3 

ent. 

“2, With respect to compensation earned 
after December 31, 1946, the rate shall be 
as follows: 

“If the balance to The rate with re- 
credit of the rail- spect to compen- 
road unemploy- sation payable to 
ment insurance employees for sery- 
account as of the ices rendered dur- 
close of business ing the next suc- 
on Sept. 30 of any ceeding calendar 


year, as deter- year shall be: 
mined by the Sec- 
retary, is: 

$350,000,000 or more. 1 percent. 
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$300,000,000 or more 
but less than 
$350,000,000. 

$250,000,000 or more 
but less than 
$300,000,000. 

$200,000,000 or more 
but less than 
$250,000,000. 

Less than $200,000,- 

000. 

“On or before December 31, 1946, and on 
or before December 31 of each succeeding 
year, the Secretary of the Treasury shall de- 
termine and proclaim the balance to the 
credit of the account as of the close of busi- 
ness on September 30 of such year.” 


Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, a great 
deal could be said with regard to this 
amendment, but my time is limited. No 
Member of the Senate is more inter- 
ested than I in finding a solution to the 
problems confronting the railroad men. 
I have some very definite ideas in regard 
to the manner in which their retire- 
ment plan should be changed. I am 
thoroughly in accord with them and with 
practically all other sound-thinking peo- 
ple, that the retirement fund should be 
actuarially sound, and that we should 
make it sound. 

I shall not deal with the figures which 
were so ably placed before the Senate 
earlier in the day by the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tart] as to the percentage 
which each group—the railroads and the 
employees—is contributing to the re- 
tirement fund. 

In my opinion if we pass this bill with- 
out substantial amendments we shall be 
doing great injustice to the railroad em- 
ployees and to all other workers in the 
United States who come under Social 
Security. I may add that we would also 
be doing an injustice to the railroad own- 
ers; but I leave them out of consideration 
for the moment. 

We have no right to enact such far- 
reaching legislation as this without Sen- 
ators thoroughly understanding what 
they are doing. I have no objections, in 
the main, to the improvements offered 
in the retirement portion of the bill. 
This morning we spent 3 hours in the 
Commiteee on Finance trying to find 
ways and means of leveling off payments 
to various classes of people in the Nation 
who have retirement funds, old-age 
benefits, or benefits for the blind under 
the social-security law. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that the other day we voted be- 
tween $3,000,000,000 and $5,000,000,000 
for terminal leave pay for all the non- 
commissioned personnel of the armed 
forces, not on the basis of the merits of 
the case alone, but to correct an injustice. 
I am very serious when I say that in this 
over-all picture of social security we 
must be careful to see that we do not 
create further injustices, which will com- 
pel us to make further corrections, and 
further use up the funds of the free en- 
terprise system or the production system 
of the United States. It is easy to scoff 
at the production system. I should like 
to leave one thought with Senators. It 
is simple, but too many persons forget it: 
The Government never had any money. 


1½ percent. 


2 percent. 


2% percent. 


8 percent. 
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The only money the Government has it 
gets from the use of the power of taxa- 
tion. I remind the Senate that one of the 
greatest men ever to sit on the Supreme 
Court said to the people of the United 
States that the power to tax also carries 
with it the power to destroy, and when we 
destroy we do not accomplish any good 
for the people. 

What were the working people of 
Europe promised? What were the peo- 
ple promised in Germany, France, and 
Italy? They were promised the millen- 
nium. It was thought that the impos- 
sible could be accomplished; and the 
people wound up as slaves of the state. 

I have talked with a number of em- 
ployees of the railroads. They very defi- 
nitely wish to be sure that this plan is 
carried out in a sound manner. 

The first part of my amendment would 
remove the section of the bill which deals 
with increasing the unemployment com- 
pensation fund, as well as the new cov- 
erages and benefits, such as compensa- 
tion for sickness which is nonoccupa- 
tional, compensation for injuries which 
have nothing to do with the work of the 
employee, maternity benefits, and vari- 
ous other benefits. 

I think it is proper for me to ask the 
Senate, in voting on my amendment, to 
consider the fact that only a very few 
months ago the Senate Committee on 
Finance gave very careful thought to 
the question of temporarily, during the 
reconversion period, increasing unem- 
ployment compensation from $20 a week, 
or whatever it might have been in the 
States, so that the Federal Government 
would guarantee each person in any 
State, regardless of the State law, $25 for 
26 weeks. After very careful considera- 
tion of that subject the Finance Com- 
mittee refused to approve the proposal. 
The majority leader offered on the floor 
of the Senate an amendment to place in 
the bill the provision allowing $25 a week 
for 26 weeks, and after very considerable 
debate on this floor the Senate voted 
8 that amendment by a vote of 51 
to 29. 

I shall not say much more about this 
particular subject, because I believe that 
what we have done is apparent. My 
amendment is perfectly clear. There is 
a difference of opinion on this particu- 
lar subject among the best minds in the 
United States. 

I wish to speak of the question of the 
sliding-scale part of the amendment re- 
lating to the unemployment-compensa- 
tion fund. I invite the attention of the 
Senate to the fact that according to in- 
formation which I have received from 
Mr. Latimer over the telephone, as of 
today the unemployment-compensation 
fund amounts to $790,000,000. During 
the past 5 years the demands upon the 
unemployment-compensation fund were 
$48,000,000, or less than $10,000,000 a 
year. At that rate the amount in the 
fund today would last for more than 80 
years. We all know that we have been 
through an era of prosperity. We know 
that certain things may happen to the 
railroads which may cause them to re- 
lease men, thus increasing the demand 
on the unemployment-compensation 
fund, I am advised that during the 
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present year between $18,000,000 and 
$20,000,000 will be required for unem- 
ployment-compensation benefits to rail- 
road employees, because of the coal 
strike, the temporary shut-down of the 
railroads, and other such interferences. 

It would be very inconsistent to advo- 
cate making the retirement fund ac- 
tuarily sound, but making the unem- 
ployment-compensation fund unsound, 
However, I submit to the Senate that the 
unemployment-compensation fund as it 
stands today would meet the demands 
for 5 or 6 years under the most difficult 
circumstances that can be imagined, 
namely, a 40-percent reduction in em- 
ployment on the railroads, which is the 
maximum reduction possible under the 
law, because the railroads must keep 
their stations open and remain in opera- 
tion. The maximum reduction in em- 
ployment that is considered possible 
would be a 40-percent reduction, I am 
not suggesting that we should jeopardize 
this fund, because I believe that both the 
unemployment-compensation fund and 
the retirement fund represent sacred 
contracts. I believe that they should be 
dealt with intelligently and on the basis 
of certain knowledge. 

In the House of Representatives an 
amendment was offered on behalf of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce which would carry the tax 
down to one-half of 1 percent. I have 
not done that, even though the fund 
would justify it. I have provided in my 
amendment that if the balance to the 
credit of the railroad unemployment in- 
surance account as of the close of busi- 
ness on September 30 of any year, as 
determined by the Secretary, is $350,- 
000,000 or more, the tax shall be reduced 
to 1 percent; if the fund is $300,000,000 
or more, but less than $350,000,000, 1% 
percent; if the fund is $250,000,000 or 
more, but less than $300,000,000, 2 per- 
cent; if the fund is $200,000,000 or more, 
but less than $250,000,000, 244 percent; 
if it is less than $200,000,000, the 3-per- 
cent rate which has been in effect shall 
be restored. 

At the present time the interest on the 
money in the fund, at 2 percent, is be- 
tween $15,000,000 and $16,000,000 a year. 
The average expenditure from the un- 
employment compensation fund under 
the Railroad Retirement Act during the 
past 5 years was less than $10,000,000 a 
year. Even during the present year, with 
the prolonged coal strike which seriously 
interfered with employment on the rail- 
roads, and with the railroad shut-down 
and other interferences, the total de- 
mands upon the unemployment compen- 
sation fund will be between $18,000,000 
and $20,000,000. Just think of the in- 
terest accumulation of $15,000,000 or 
$16,000,000 as against the demands on the 
fund, and the fact that there is $790,- 
000,000 in the fund today. I do not be- 
lieve anyone can successfully maintain 
that this fund is not now much larger 
than is necessary in order to guarantee 
the safety and solvency of the system. 

I am definitely of the opinion that the 
procedure provided by the amendment is 
sound. I believe that if we adopt the 
amendment, the unemployment compen- 
sation fund will still be left in excellent, 


1946 


sound condition; and I believe that. the 
adoption of the amendment will help 
the railroads pay the increased amount 
which it will be necessary for them to 
pay in order to make the retirement fund 
actuarially sound. : 

I see that I have only 1 minute re- 
maining. So in closing, I should like to 
state that the railroads have made ap- 
plication to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission for a 25-percent increase in 
rates. That matter has been debated on 
the floor of the Senate to a considerable 
extent, although no other Senator has 
heretofore mentioned that the increase 
in rates which has been applied for 
amounts to 25 percent. I am told that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
has granted a 6-percent increase, and 
has taken under advisement the request 
for the further increase. In the inter- 
est of the consumers who pay the bills 
and in the interest of the shippers, both 
of whom now must pay higher rates, we 
should handle this matter in such a way 
that no additional burden will be placed 
upon the consumers. 

So, Mr. President, I hope the amend- 
ment will be adopted. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a question? 

The PRESIDING- OFFICER (Mr. 
Tuomas of Utah in the chair). Does the 
Senator from New Jersey yield to his 
colleague? 

Mr. HAWKES. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand that the 
Senator's amendment strikes out the 
benefits provided in division III of the 
bill, which are the benefits which would 
be received by persons suffering from 
nonoccupational diseases or illnesses. I 
understand that the Senator’s amend- 
ment does not relate to the survivorship 
benefits. 

Mr. HAWKES. That is correct. I ap- 
prove of the survivorship benefits. My 
amendment relates only to the illness 
and maternity benefits. Such benefits 
never have been paid thus far in respect 
to any phase or activity of American life. 
I am not saying that we should not do 
something about them some day; I am 
not discussing that matter now. Isimply 
say that if at this time we take such steps 
for the benefit of one group, all other 
groups in the United States will wish to 
have similar treatment accorded to them. 

Mr. SMITH. So, as I understand the 
Senator’s amendment, it will not reduce 
the over-all amount of the payments to 
be made by the railroads into these 
funds; but in the case of what heretofore 
has been placed, in the form of a tax, 
into the unemployment compensation 
fund, and the amendment will transfer 
a part of that to the retirement fund, 
in order to build it up to the extent called 
for by the bill. 

Mr. HAWKES. Yes. 

Let me say that I read in the RECORD 
the colloquy which my colleague had yes- 
terday with the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON]. I no- 
ticed a little difference in viewpoint. In 
other words, I think the Senator from 
Colorado misunderstood the position of 
my colleague from New Jersey in regard 
to taking some of the money from the 
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unemployment compensation fund and 
placing it in the retirement fund. 

Mr. SMITH. I think I corrected that 
misunderstanding. 

Mr. HAWKES. Yes; I think my col- 
league did. 

I wish to say that if the railroads are 
permitted to pay smaller amounts into 
the unemployment compensation fund, 
in my opinion it will not be necessary 
for the railroads to obtain increases in 
rates in order to obtain funds with which 
to make increased contributions to the 
retirement fund, so as to place it on an 
actuarially sound basis. 

Mr. SMITH. That is correct. I think 
that statement is in line with the sug- 
gestion I made last night, at which time 
the Senator from Colorado said that he 
agreed in principle, although he said he 
would like to see the matter handled in 
separate legislation. 

Mr. HAWKES. That is my under- 
standing, although of course the Senator 
from Colorado may speak for himself. 
I understand that he agrees in principle, 
but that he would like to see the matter 
handled in separate legislation. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HAWKES. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. As the Senator from 
New Jersey has indicated, I, too, under- 
stand that the amendment would strike 
out all of the proposed division III, sec- 
tion 3, beginning on page 42 and run- 
ning to about half way down page 57. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. Hawkes] on the amendment has 
expired. 

Mr. HAWKES. I am yielding for 
questions, and I.shall take some of my 
time on the bill. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, is it 
agreeable to the Senator from New Jer- 
sey to have me continue with my ques- 
tions? 

Mr. HAWKES. Yes; I am glad to 
have the Senator do so. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator from 
New Jersey realizes, of course, as all 
other Senators do, that the bill is very 
long; and therefore I take the liberty of 
trespassing on the Senator’s time long 
enough to ask whether he can tell us 
briefly whether any provisions, other 
than those as to nonoccupational disa- 
bility, will be dealt with by his amend- 
ment. In other words, I understand 
that the amendment would remove non- 
occupational disabilities from the list of 
the types of disabilities to which the 
benefits will apply. 

Mr. HAWKES. Yes; I shall be glad 
to reply to the Senator. As I said a few 
moment ago, the provisions as to non- 
occupational disabilities and illness and 
maternity benefits would be removed 
from the bill, by my amendment. My 
amendment also would strike from the 
bill the provision to increase the unem- 
ployment compensation benefit pay- 
ments from $20 a week for 20 weeks to 
$25 a week for 26 weeks; and the provi- 
sion would remain as it has been, name- 
ly $20 for 20 weeks. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is the only 
other change, is it? 
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Mr. HAWKES. That is the first part 
of it. The only other change is as to the 
sliding scale of taxation. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I 
should like to call attention to the fact 
that the Senator from New Jersey said 
that the members of the committee did 
not understand the bill because it is so 
complex. But now, for the first time, 
there is offered on the floor of the Sen- 
ate an amendment relating to a most 
complicated subject, one which only ex- 
perts could thoroughly understand. I 
submit that it is most unfair to offer 
from the floor an amendment of this 
kind, which is a fundamental amend- 
ment and propose its adoption. At any 
time the railroads themselves could 
have had their representatives propose 
such an amendment and could have had 
it studied by the committee. But it 
never has been before the committee for 
study, and, of course, the facts and fig- 
ures bearing on it have not been before 
the committee for its consideration and 
study. The amendment is offered for 
the first time at a quarter of 6 in the 
afternoon, and it is offered from the 
floor of the Senate. It relates to a sub- 
ject which should be very carefully con- 
sidered and studied. 

As I have said, the railroads themselves 
have never requested the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee to consider such an 
amendment or to adopt such an amend- 
ment, 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I should like to read from 
the report of the subcommittee: 

The railroads deny this premise and point 
to merit rating provisions in State laws as 
showing that overfinancing should be cor- 
rected through tax reduction. The railroads 
also argue that these provisions are essen- 
tially sickness and health insurance and that 
since no similar provisions are contained in 
the State unemployment compensation laws 
they should not be written into the Railroad 
Unemployment Act until and unless all busi- 
ness enterprises are required to undertake 
similar responsibilities. 


So the railroads did present their ob- 
jections before the Interstate Commerce 
Committee. 

Mr. WHEELER. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. They never came before the 
committee and suggested such a revision 
of the bill as is now proposed by the 
amendment. 

Mr. TAFT. The amendment is sub- 
stantially the same as one submitted in 
the House. 

Mr. WHEELER. But representatives 
of the railroads never came before the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce and presented this matter at all. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; they did. It is shown 
in the hearings. It is referred to in the 
report of the subcommittee. They show 
the position which the railroads took. 
The Senator from Montana is wholly in 
error in his statement. 

Mr. WHEELER. No; I am not. The 
railroads objected to the proposal to pro- 
vide additional benefits for the railroad 
workers, I say that the matter covered 
by the amendment is a most technical 
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one, and that it needs very serious con- 
sideration. I certainly hope the amend- 
ment will be rejected. 

It is argued that reductions are made 
under State laws because it is felt that 
if the railroads are permitted to reduce 
the number of their employees, they will 
try very hard to keep the employees who 
remain after the reduction. But the fact 
that one railroad has full employment 
does not affect the total situation mate- 
rially, because all the railroads will be 
affected alike, and one railroad cannot 
maintain its employment and have it 
employment unaffected, at the same time 
other railroads are affected. In that re- 
spect, the railroad situation is entirely 
different from the situation of the ordi- 
nary industries. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield to me? 

Mr. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Let me read the statement 
made by the subcommittee regarding 
whet the employees claim: 

The employees claim that it is the estab- 
lished national policy to devote 3 percent of 
pay roll to unemployment insurance and that 
unemployment benefits have been very con- 
servatively framed to make certain that 
financing is adequate. 


That is the position of the employees. 
They admit that the full amount of the 
tax is not needed for the existing pur- 
poses; and so they have requested addi- 
tional benefits in the way of sickness and 
maternity benefits. Of course, such ben- 
efits are not provided for by any other 
system or for any other group of em- 
ployees. But the railroad employees 
have requested the payment of the addi- 
tional benefits, in order to take up the 
slack. That is the only justification for 
paying such additional benefits to them; 
namely, because the 3-percent contribu- 
tion is more than is needed for the pay- 
ment of the unemployment compensa- 
tion benefits. 

Mr. WHEELER. The employees pay 
their half of it. 

Mr. TAFT. No; the Senator is mis- 
taken about that, as Iam sure he realizes. 
The 3 percent is paid entirely by the rail- 
roads. 

Mr. WHEELER. Oh, yes; that is cor- 
rect. Nevertheless, Mr. President, the 
employees have requested these addi- 
tional benefits. The railroads are op- 
posed to having such benefits granted, 
while the employees are asking for them. 

When anyone says that the railroad 
brotherhoods are worried about the pro- 
posal and that the railroad employees 
say this and that in opposition to the 
proposal, let me say that the fact is that 
no railroad man in the United States is 
opposed to having this provision made. 
All of them are in favor of obtaining the 
increased benefits which are provided by 
the bill. Of course, if the Senate wishes 
to eliminate all these increased benefits 
and do away with the bill entirely, the 
only thing for the Senate to do is to 
vote down the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. Allow me to say & 
word further. Senators may think that 
they can stop the granting of these bene- 
fits, but they will not be successful in 
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their efforts. There will be more and 
more of such benefits as time goes on. 
The more enlightened industries realize 
that fact, whether they want it to take 
place or not. It must take place if we 
are to preServe our democratic form of 
government. We might just as well rec- 
ognize the fact that if we turn back the 
wheels of progress, there is no telling 
what will happen in the United States 
of America. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I merely wish to point out 
that there are many increased benefits 
still remaining in the bill. All the in- 
creased benefits relating to annuities and 
disabilities are still in the bill. The only 
thing objected to is the extension of un- 
employment compensation and sickness 
and maternity benefits. Those are sub- 
jects which are not the purpose of an un- 
employment compensation law, or a tax 
in that connection. 

Mr. WHEELER. As I said a moment 
ago, Mr. President, these benefits which 
some of us seem to wish to prevent are 
coming along in the United States and 
neither the Senator from Ohio nor any- 
one else will be able to stop them. If 
the Senator wishes to eliminate them, 
why not suggest that the entire bill be 
defeated. That is what is being done. 
And iet us not then say that something 
is being done for the railroad men, be- 
cause such a contention is ridiculous. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr, HAWKES. I cannot talk unless 
the Senator yields to me because I have 
no time of my own remaining. Does 
the Senator believe that the weekly pay- 
ments under unemployment compensa- 
tion of more than a million persons in 
the United States, including payments 
for sickness and maternity benefits, 
which are not occupational in any way, 
can be increased without nearly all 
American society being upset because of 
what has been done for one segment of 
the population? Does not the Senator 
believe, as I do, that we would be doing 
a better job if we took the report of the 
House concerning the over-all social se- 
curity question and tried to straighten 
out the problem on a fair relative basis 
as to each group involved? 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator com- 
plained earlier in the day that no con- 
sideration had been given to this bill by 
the committee. Now he offers an amend- 
ment which was not discussed by the 
committee and was not considered at all 
with reference to the matter of decreas- 
ing rates. Ever since bills on this 
subject came before the committee the 
railroads have had an opportunity to 
appear there and ask that a reduction be 
made, but they never came at any time. 
I do not know whether they appeared 
before the House committee; but, cer- 
tainly, they did not come before the Sen- 
ate committee and ask that the proposed 
reduction be made. 

Mr. HAWKES. A similar amendment 
going further than my amendment would 
go was before the committee for months. 
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Mr. WHEELER. Yes. The Senator 
complained once before today that this 
bill did not receive any consideration by 
the Senate committee, and that no mem- 
ber of the committee had given it any 
thought. 

Mr. HAWKES. I have not changed 
my mind whatever about that matter. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator now of- 
fers an amendment which no member of 
the committee has had an opportunity to 
consider at any time. It was never dis- 
cussed or proposed. 

Mr. HAWKES. Then, in respect to 
the consideration which it has received, 
both the bill and the amendment are in 
the same category. 

Mr. WHEELER. No; the Senator is 
entirely incorrect. Hearings were held 
on the bill, and the Senator was a mem- 
ber of the subcommittee, and so was I. 
I discussed the bill from time to time 
with the members of the subcommittee. 
But no hearings have ever been held on 
the Senator’s amendment, and no argu- 
ments have been made. I have not heard 
anything from the railroad employees or 
from the opposition. What the Senator 
is proposing was suggested in the House 
with reference to a reduction. If the 
Senator wishes to proceed without giving 
the opposition an opportunity to be 
heard, of course that can be done, but it 
is not fair to come before the Senate 
with a one-sided amendment which rep- 
resents the views, perhaps, of the rail- 
roads, when the railroads themselves 
never came before the committee and 
advocated the adoption of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HAWKES. I may say to the Sen- 
ator, if he will permit me to do so, that 
this amendment is not at all detrimental 
because the minute the fund gets down 
to $200,000,000 the percentage of tax in- 
creases. 

Mr. WHEELER. That is the Senator’s 
statement, but I am frank to say to him 
that I am not familiar with the facts or 
the figures in connection with the sub- 
ject, and I submit that no one else is 
familiar with them. 

Mr. HAWKES. I have been informed 
that even a more severe amendment was 
adopted by the Committee of the Whole 
of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. WHEELER. I understand that, 
but it was subsequently eliminated. I 
am talking about the Senate Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. That commit- 
tee never held any hearings on the 
amendment. The railroads did not ap- 
pear and say anything in favor of it, 
and neither did the railroad brother- 
hoods. They had no opportunity to ap- 
pear and testify with regard to the 
amendment, 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I wish to rebut the 
statement of the Senator from Montana 
that the railroads did not oppose this 
bill. To be sure, they did not oppose 
what is reflected in the amendment. But 
all I need to do is to call the attention of 
the Senate to the record which shows 
how definitely the railroads did oppose 
this bill. I read from the statement of 
J. Carter Fort, vice president and gen- 
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eral counsel of the Association of Ameri- 
can Railroads, as set forth on page 159 
of the hearings: 

This bill would provide for total taxes in 
the railroad industry of 1544 percent of the 
pay roll for that purpose. Is there any rea- 
son to think that Congress is ready to set 
aside any such percent as that for general 
social security purposes, or that the people 
in this country are ready to do so? Cer- 
tainly there has been no indication that they 
are. Congress refused, as late as last De- 
cember, to raise the general social-security 
pay-roll tax of 1 percent on each employer 
and employee to 2 percent: and yet here you 
are asked to force upon the railroads a sys- 
tem which would require, according to these 
estimates, 154% percent. And there is every 
reason to think that the estimates are much 
too low and that the cost would run way up 
above 15) percent, perhaps up to 20 percent, 

I do not believe this Congress is ready to 
do that. The thinking of the peope isn't 
ready for that. Nothing could be more pre- 
mature” than the measure before you, to use 
the language which Mr. Miller used in his 
testimony. You are dealing with a profound 
subject, and you are asked to dispose of it 
in a few days and with respect to just a few 
people. Nothing can bring worse confusion 
in this country than such an approach to a 
problem of such magnitude. 


I conclude with only one comment. 
The reference which has been made to 
this bill as being one which deals with 
general social-security purposes is per- 
fectly justified, because we have de- 
parted from the original design of indus- 
trial protection of all, and gone into the 
remote field of providing benefits for 
those who are not at all connected 
directly with industry and for the family 
generally. 

Mr. WHEELER. I wish to say that 
the Senator is entirely mistaken. I agree 
with him when he says that the railroads 
opposed this bill. What I said was that 
the amendment which has been offered 
with reference to the reduction of pay- 
ments was never discussed by the com- 
mittee at any time in the last 24 years 
during which I have been a member of 
the committee, nor since the bill was 
adopted originally. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the House to the bill (S. 1717) 
for the development and control of 
atomic energy. 

The message also anonunced that the 
House had agreed to a concurrent resolu- 
tion (H. Con. Res. 163) authorizing the 
printing of a revised edition of the Bio- 
graphical Directory of the American Con- 
gress up to and including the Eightieth 
Congress, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 162. An act for the relief of Walter S. 
Faulkner; 

S. 496. An act to make it a criminal offense 
for certain escaped convicts to travel from 
one State to another; 
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S. 1235. An act to authorize ths use of the 
funds of any tribe of Indians for insurance 
premiums; 

S. 1477. An act to authorize relief in cer- 
tain cases where work, supplies, or services 
have been furnished for the Government 
under contracts during the war; 

8.1549. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Duane N. Thompson; 

S. 1561. An act to amend the act entitled 
“Compensation for injury, death, or deten- 
tion of employees of contractors with the 
United States outside the United States,” as 
amended, for the purpose of making the 100- 
percent earning provisions effective as of 
January 1, 1942; 

S. 1573. An act for the relief of James H. 
Wilkinson; 

S. 1640. An act to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by the United States of certain real 
property in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1674. An act for the relief of Michael 
Joseph Bennett, a minor; 

S. 1731. An act for the relief of Lester A. 
Dessez; 

S. 1751. An act for the relief of Wayne 


Parker: 


S. 1880. An act for the relief of the Crosby 
Yacht Building & Storage Co., Inc.; 

S. 1910. An act for the relief of George D, 
King; 

S. 2036. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State of Rhode Island to 
construct, maintain, and operate a free high- 
way bridge across the Sakonnet River be- 
tween the towns of Tiverton and Portsmouth 
in Newport County, R. I.: 

S. 2247. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims against the United 
States caused by vessels of the Navy or in 
the naval service, or for towage or salvage 


services to such vessels, and for other pur- 


poses; i 

S. 2253. An act to further amend the act 
of January 16, 1936, as amended, entitled “An 
act to provide for the retirement and retire- 
ment annuities of civilian members of the 
teaching staff at the United States Naval 
Academy and the Postgraduate School, 
United States Naval Academy”; 

S. 2259. An act to amend the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Act of 1946, for the purpose of 
making a clerical correction; 

S. 2260. An act for the relief of Roy M. 
Davidson; 

S. 2349. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims for damages to 
property under the jurisdiction of the Navy 
Department, and for other purposes; 

S. 2369. An act for the relief of Col. S. V. 
Constant, General Staff Corps; and 

S. 2405. An act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes. 


HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 163) authorizing the printing of a 
revised edition of the Biographical Di- 
rectory of the American Congress up to 
and including the Eightieth Congress, 
was read twice by its title and referred 
to the Committee on Printing. 
PRINTING OF REVISED EDITION OF 

BIOGRAPHICAL DIRECTORY OF THE 

AMERICAN CONGRESS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Printing I ask unani- 
mous consent to report favorably House 
Concurrent Resolution 163, authorizing 
the printing of a revised edition of the 
Biographical Directory of the American 
Congress up to and including the Eight- 
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jeth Congress, and I request its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the con- 
current resolution was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there shall be 
compiled and printed, with illustrations, as 
a House document, in such style and form 
as may be directed by the Joint Committee 
on Printing, a revised edition of the Bio- 
graphical Directory of the American Con- 
gress up to and including the Eightieth Con- 
gress (1774-1948); and that 3,500 additional 
copies shall be printed, of which 2,300 copies 
shall be for the use of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, 800 copies for the use of the 
Senate, and 400 copies for the use of the Joint 
Committee on Printing. 


PRINTING AND PREPARATION OF SENATE 
RULES AND MANUAL FOR EIGHTIETH 
CONGRESS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Printing, I ask unani- 
mous consent to report favorably with- 
out amendment Senate Resolution 285, 
providing for the preparation and print- 
ing of the Senate Rules and Manual for 
the Eightieth Congress, submitted by the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] on 
June 13, 1946, and I request its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 


Resolved, that the Committee on Rules be, 
and it is hereby, directed to prepare a revised 
edition of the Senate Rules and Manual for 
the use of the Eightieth Congress, and that 
1,500 additional copies shall be printed and 
bound, of which 1,000 copies shall be for the 
Senate, 200 copies for the use of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, and the remaining 300 
copies shall be bound in full moroeco and 
tagged as to contents and delivered as may 
be directed by the committee. 


DEVELOPMENT AND CONTROL OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. McMAHON submitted the follow- 
ing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1717) for the development and control of 
atomic energy, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1, 19, 25, 28, 30, 32, 34, 37, 
43, 44, 45, 47, 49, 52, 53, 56, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64, 
65, 66, and 67. 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House num- 
bered 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46, 
50, 54, 55, 57, 58, 63, 68, 69, 70, and 71, and 
agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 3: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 3 and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the House amendment insert the 
following: 

“(d) Appointment of Army and Navy offi- 
cers: Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 1222 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 10, sec, 576), section 212 
of the Act entitled “An Act making appro- 
priations for the Legislative Branch of the 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1933, and for other purposes,” approved 
June 30, 1932, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 


10168 


edition, title 5, sec. 59a), section 2 of the 
Act entitled ‘An Act making appropriations 
for the legislative, executive, and judicial ex- 
penses of the Government for the fiscal year 
ending June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and 
ninety five, and for other purposes”, approved 
July 31, 1894, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edi- 
tion, title 5, sec. 62), or any other law, any 
active or retired officer of the Army or the 
Navy may serve as Director of the Division 
of Military Application established by sub- 
section (a) (4) (B) of this section, without 
prejudice to his commissioned status as such 
officer. Any such officer serving as Director 
of the Division of Military Application shall 
receive, in addition to his pay from the United 
States as such officer, an amount equal to 
the difference between such pay and the com- 
pensation prescribed in subsection (a) (4) 
(B) of this section. 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 10, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: subject to valid claims, rights, or 
privileges existing on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act”; and the House agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 13, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “, if such incividual, corporation, part- 
nership, or association, by reason of having 
had such part in the development of the 
atomic bomb project, acquired confidential 
official information as to the existence of de- 
posits of such uranium, thorium, or other 
materials in tre specific lands upon which 
such location, entry, or settlement is made, 
and subsequent to the date of the enactment 
of this Act made such location, entry, or set- 
tlement or caused the same to be made for 
his, its, or their berefit”; and the House agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 14, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: 

“The Commission shall not 

“(1) Distribute any fissionable material to 
(A) any person for a use which is not under 
or within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, (B) any foreign government, or (C) 
any person within the United States if, in 
the opinion of the Commission, the distribu- 
tion of such fissionable material to such per- 
son would be inimical to the common defense 
and security. 

2) License any person to transfer or 
deliver, receive possession of or title to, or 
export from the United States any source 
material if, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, the issuance of a license to such person 
for such purpose would be inimical to the 
common defense and security.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 20: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 20, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the House amendment 
strike out in the Senate engrossed bill on 
page 25, line 12, the following: “not to exceed 
one year,“; and the House agree to the Same. 

Amendment numbered 24: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 24, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the House amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(1) That until Congress declares by joint 
resolution that effective and enforceable in- 
ternational safeguards against the use of 
atomic energy for destructive purposes have 
been established, there shall be no exchange 
of information with other nations with re- 
spect to the use of atomic energy for indus- 
trial purposes; and.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 29, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “death or imprisonment for life 
(but the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed only upon recom- 
mendation of the jury and only in cases 
where the offense was committed with intent 
to injure the United States); or by”; and the 
House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 31: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 31, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 


inserted by the House amendment insert the 


following: “death or imprisonment for life 
(but the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed only upon recom- 
mendation of the jury and only in cases 
where the offense was committed with intent 
to injure the United States); or by”; and the 
House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 33, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “death or imprisonment for life 
(but the penalty of death or imprisonment 


‘for life may be imposed only upon recom- 


mendation of the jury and only in cases 
where the offense was committed with intent 
to injure the United States); or by”; and 
the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 35, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) (A) No person shall be prosecuted for 
any violation under this section unless and 
until the Attorney General of the United 
States has advised the Commission with re- 
spect to such prosecution and no such prose- 
cution shall be commenced except upon the 
express direction of the Attorney General of 
the United States. 

“(B) (i) No arrangement shall be made 
under section 3, no contract shall be made 
or continued in effect under section 4, and 
no license shall be issued under section 4 
(e) or 7, unless the person with whom such 
arrangement is made, the contractor or pros- 
pective contractor, or the prospective licensee 
agrees in writing not to permit any individual 
to have access to restricted data until the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation shall have 
made an investigation and report to the Com- 
mission on the character, associations, and 
loyalty of such individual and the Commis- 
sion shall have determined that permitting 
such person to have access to restricted data 
will not endanger the common defense or 
security. 

“(ii) Except as authorized by the Commis- 
sion in case of emergency, no individual shall 
be employed by the Commission until the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation shall have 
made an investigation and report to the Com- 
mission on the character, associations, and 
loyalty of such individual. 

“(iil) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subparagraphs (i) and (ii), during such 
period of time after the enactment of this 
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Act as may be necessary to make the investi- 
gation, report, and determination required by 
such paragraphs, (a) any individual who was 
permitted access to restricted data by the 
Manhattan Engineer District may be per- 
mitted access to restricted data and (b) the 
Commission may employ any individual who 
was employed by the Manhattan Engineer 
District. 

“(iv) To protect against the unlawful dis- 
semination of restricted data and to safe- 
guard facilities, equipment, materials, and 
other property of the Commission, the Presi- 
dent shall have authority to utilize the serv- 
ices of any Government agency to the extent 
he may deem necessary or desirable. 

“(C) All violations of this Act shall be in- 
vestigated by the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation of the Department of Justice.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 48, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “death or imprisonment for life 
(but the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed only upon recommen- 
dation of the jury and only in cases where 
the offense was committed with intent to 
injure the United States); or by”; and the 
House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 51, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the House amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “, or of any regulation or order pre- 
scribed or issued under sections 5 (b) (4), 
10 (c), or 12 (a) (2),”; and the House agree 
to the same, 

BRIEN MCMAHON, 

Ep C. JOHNSON, 

RICHARD RUSSELL, 

ARTHUR VANDENBERG, 

E. D. MILLIKIN, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

A. J. MAY, 

R. EWING THOMASON, 

CARL T. DURHAM, 

CHARLES R. CLASON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration and adoption of the con- 
ference report. 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


ESTATE OF WILLIAM EDWARD OATES— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. ODANIEL submitted the follow- 
ing report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 78) 
entitled “An Act for the relief of the estate 
of William Edward Oates,” having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the sum passed by the 
House insert “$5,953"; and the House agree 


to the same. 
W. LEE O'DANIEL, 
Gro. A. WILSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


W. A. PITTENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House, 


The report was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD RETIREMENT 
ACTS, ETC. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the Rail- 
road Retirement Acts, the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, not 
being a member of the committee which 
reported the pending bill, I feel a little 
presumptuous in speaking with reference 
to it, but I do have a few thoughts con- 
cerning the amendment to the bill which 
I wish to express. 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE IMPROVEMENTS 


When we first enacted unemployment 
insurance in this country, more than 10 
years ago, it was decided that 3 percent 
of pay roll was about the right amount 
to devote to that purpose. We were 
still in the depression of the 1930’s, bil- 
lions were appropriated each year for 
relief and work relief, unemployment 
was heavy, and the prospects of con- 
tinued industrial employment were 
gloomy. To keep within that limit of 
3 percent of pay roll, the benefits under 
unemployment insurance were made pic- 
ayune, and we embodied all sorts of re- 
strictions, by way of qualifying condi- 
tions, disqualifications, waiting periods, 
and the like. But we made a start. 
Even with those niggardly benefits and 
all those restrictions on drawing any 
benefits, some people predicted that the 
system would fail because it could not 
be supported by a 3-percent-pay-roll tax, 

When the Railroad Unemployment In- 
surance Act was enacted, the same pay- 
roll tax of 3 percent was levied as was 
imposed upon other industries covered 
by the various unemployment insurance 
laws. Since that time, experience has 
shown that we had been too pessimistic 
in our estimates of what this 3 percent 
could support. Benefits have been in- 
creased somewhat. Under the State laws 
the average unemployed person already 
draws about percent more than the 
average unemployed person covered by 
the Railroad Act, and the State laws are 
continually being further liberalized. 
Benefits can now be considerably in- 
creased under the railroad system with- 
out any change in the tax rate. This 
bill which we are enacting does so in 
three ways. 

It will remove the distinction between 
unemployment caused by there being no 
work for the individual to perform and 
unemployment caused by his inability to 
work, and so will pay benefits for unem- 
ployment caused by a worker’s sickness 
as well as by his loss of a job for eco- 
nomic reasons. 

Unemployment benefits are now paid 
under the Railroad Unemployment In- 
surance Act on a graduated scale, de- 
pending on previous earnings. The 
maximum is now $20 per week for full 
unemployment for an employee who 
earned more than $1,600 in a test base 
period. This is a lower maximum than 
is already provided in a great many 
States. The changes the bill makes in 
the rate of benefits do not affect those 
who earned less than $2,000 in the test 
period; benefits of employees who earned 
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up to that amount would remain the 
same. But since the scale of benefits in 
the present law was enacted, rates of pay 
have advanced materially while the old 
scale remains geared to lower earnings. 
This bill increases the maximum rate of 
benefits of those who earned $2,000 or 
more in the base period. The maximum 
for those who earned at least $2,000 but 
less than $2,500 would be raised to $22.50 
per week, and the maximum for com- 
plete unemployment of those who earned 
at least $2,500 would be raised to $25 per 
week. The rate of benefits for all others 
remains unchanged. The Social Security 
Board agrees that the maximum benefits 
under the unemployment-insurance laws 
should be raised to at least $25 per week. 

Under the law as it now stands, the 
maximum duration of unemployment 
benefits is 100 compensable days. This 
comes to 20 weeks. The bill would extend 
the maximum to 130 compensable days, 
or 26 weeks. Only a small percentage of 
persons who become unemployed ever 
receive benefits for the maximum dura- 
tion, and so this change helps only that 
small percentage who suffer the heaviest 
unemployment. A large number of 
States already have a maximum duration 
in excess of 20 weeks, and several have 
already provided a 26-week maximum 
duration. The Social Security Board has 
recommended to us that the maximum 
duration of benefits under the unemploy- 
ment-insurance laws should be increased 
to at least 26 weeks. There can be no 
reason why the railroad system, so long 
as it can afford to be more liberal with- 
out any increase in the taxes, should 
have a shorter maximum duration than 
the more favorable State laws provide. 

Our experience with unemployment in- 
surance in the railroad field shows be- 
yond any dispute that all these changes 
can be amply afforded without any in- 
crease in the tax rate. But the argu- 
ment has been advanced that instead of 
trying to make the benefits less inade- 
quate and trying to bring them up to 
something that would really approach 
unemployment insurance—that is, some- 
thing that would really resemble insur- 
ance against unemployment—we should 
keep the old, inadequate benefits and re- 
turn what is left to the railroads by re- 
ducing their unemployment insurance 
taxes. I should like to discuss that sug- 
gestion a little. 

As I have already stated, when we 
started unemployment insurance we 
thought 3 percent of pay roll an appro- 
priate amount to devote to unemploy- 
ment insurance. Benefits were made so 
seanty and payment of them hedged 
with so many artificial limitations and 
restrictions, because under conditions as 
we could see them then we were afraid 
that that rate of tax would not support 
anything like substantial benefits. To 
encourage employers to try to stabilize 
their employment and reduce their turn- 
over of employees, a plan of so-called 
merit rating was proposed and finally 
authorized in the Social Security Act for 
the State unemployment insurance laws. 
Under this scheme, taxes paid by an em- 
ployer are credited to his account, and 
unemployment benefits paid to his em- 
ployees are charged to his account. 
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When the amount in his account reaches 
a certain percentage of his pay roll, his 
unemployment tax rate is reduced. 

There was considerable controversy 
about this. Its opponents pointed out 
that the factors and circumstances that 
cause unemployment had very little to 
do with what the employer wanted to do 
or could do, and so had very little and 
probably nothing to do with the employ- 
er's merit. This has already. been rec- 
ognized at least in part, and the plan is 
no longer referred to as “merit rating” 
but is now called “experience rating.” 
That the facts on which an employer’s 
tax rate might increase or decrease have 
nothing to do with his ability or desire to 
stabilize employment, or his merit, is 
shown by the possibility that a very large 
turn-over and an artificially unstable la- 
bor force could also result in tax reduc- 
tion. This is so because by employing 
men for a period just too short for them 
to qualify for unemployment benefits, 
and then replacing them with another 
group for a like period, the employer’s 
record would also be very good on the 
books, for very little if any benefits would 
be paid on the basis of employment with 
him, and he would receive the benefit of 
so-called merit rating although his per- 
formance would be the opposite of the 
desired basis of merit rating. 

It was suggested also that merit rat- 
ing was but an opening for a general 
unemployment tax reduction below the 
accepted 3 percent and would be used to 
prevent the furnishing of more adequate 
benefits if experience should prove that 
the tax could support more adequate 
benefits. The proponents of such plan 
answered that merit rating provisions 
could never form the basis of a general 
unemployment tax reduction, for there 
would always be enough unemployment 
to assure that most employers would be 
paying the full 3 percent. 

Finally, those opposed to merit rating 
pointed out that it raised and lowered 
taxes at the most inopportune times. 
When an employer would be employing 
all his men without lay-offs, and would 
be prosperous and making a lot of money, 
his tax rate would be reduced just 
when he could afford to pay the highest 
taxes to take care of future unemploy- 
ment, On the other hand, when busi- 
ness would be bad, and the employer 
would be compelled to lay off his em- 
ployees, when his profits would be shrink- 
ing or would have disappeared, then his 
taxes would increase, just when he could 
least afford an increase. I ask Senators 
if that is not exactly what is proposed 
under the amendment offered by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Jersey? It 
was observed that under none of the 
other unemployment insurance systems 
anywhere in the world, some of them 
having been in operation many years, 
was experience rating recognized. 

The fears and forecasts of those who 
criticized experience rating have now 
been realized, and the arguments of 
those who favored it have proven un- 
sound. Prosperity and full employment, 
during and preceding the war, have pro- 
duced large pay rolls through no merit 
of the employers. The simple force of 
economic factors far beyond the control 
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of any employer has resulted in his taxes 
being reduced in those States which have 
experience rating. Now, when his pro- 
fits are far higher than they were during 
the early years of unemployment insur- 
ance of this country, he is subject to a 
lower tax rate for unemployment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator on the amendment has 
expired. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I will take 15 min- 
utes on the bill, Mr. President. 

Should conditions deteriorate and 
profits dwindle, with unemployment on 
the increase and unemployment benefits 
paid in larger sums, his unemployment 
tax rate will increase just when he can 
least afford it, and when it will produce 
the least revenue. That is what the 
Hawkes amendment would provide. 

Despite the argument of the propo- 
nents of experience rating that it could 
never form the basis of a general unem- 
ployment tax reduction, that is just what 
has happened. With full employment 
for the last few years, most employers 
in States embodying experience rating 
in their laws are paying less than the 
full rate. The.most glaring example of 
the tendency of experience rating to en- 
courage a circumvention of its ostensible 
justification and to furnish an excuse for 
unwarranted tax reduction, is the move 
of the employers in this instance. We 
refused to adopt experience rating when 
we enacted the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act. Remember that benefits 
were set as low as they were to keep 
costs within the 3-percent tax rate, and 
numerous irrelevant restrictions and ex- 
clusions were embodied for the same pur- 
pose, Now we see large sums accumulat- 
ing in the reserve and we see that a lib- 
eralization can be made without any 
danger of insolvency. Yet the employers 
resist all liberalization and argue and 
propose that instead of bringing the 
benefits up to what the tax can support, 
the tax be brought down to the level 
that will support the present artificially 
meager benefits. It could hardly be more 
apparent that we were right when we 
omitted experience rating from this law 
and when we rejected an earlier move- 
ment to interject it. ' 

The fund is now highly solvent and it 
is undisputed that the present tax can 
support less niggardly benefits. It is our 
duty to see that the monies collected for 
unemployment be devoted to the benefit 
of those for whose protection we collect- 
edthem. There can be no sound reason 
for our not doing so. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield. 

LANGER. I ask the distin- 
guished Senator if it is not true that only 
a short time ago the Women’s Bureau 
of the Department of Labor, when the 
matter of the last Federal pay bill came 
up, said that the women employees of 
the Federal Government who had been 
married a year should have at least 90 
days of leave without pay. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I am advised that 
that is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. How many men and 
women are affected by this bill? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I do not believe I 
can give the Senator the answer, I am 
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sure the Senator from Colorado Mr. 
JOHNSON] or the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. WHEELER] have those figures, 
but not being a member of the com- 
mittee, and not having attended the 
hearings, I do not have the figures. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not one of the 
tactics of the opposition, of those who 
are opposed to unemployment insurance, 
whenever any measure of this nature is 
brought up on the floor of the Senate, to 
say “Well, that affects but a small group 
and is getting a precedent which gather 
groups will have to follow.” When the 
Civil Service Committee, under the 
chairmanship of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. DowW RE] recommended that 
pay be provided women employed by the 
Government in connection with mater- 
nity cases, that was exactly the argu- 
ment which was used against the pro- 
posal. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes; the same argu- 
ment is used in all similar cases. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true also that 
a great many other countries are far 
in advance of the United States when it 
comes to the matter of unemployment 
insurance, and that for some 20 or 25 
years the United States has lagged in 
seeing to it that our laboring people re- 
ceive the same kind of treatment that 
the laboring people of some foreign 
countries receive? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I should say that we 
generally move in this country with the 
brakes on. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let me say 
a word or two respecting the proposed 
change. The amendment provides for 
no reduction in benefits or reduction in 
rates. Applicable as of 1949, the highest 
rate under the law is 334 percent, the 
same percentage to be paid by employers 
and employees, or a total of 742 percent 
each year, plus 3 percent for unemploy- 
ment compensation, or 10% percent. 

In the part of the bill to which there 
is no objection we are raising the benefits 
and increasing the tax to 12½ percent, 
6% percent from each group. If we add 
this 3 percent the tax would be 154 per- 
cent instead of the present 10%-percent 
tax. 

The effect of the Hawkes amendment 
would be to fix the rate at 13% percent, 
instead of 15% percent. As nearly as I 
can judge, even if this provision were re- 
moved, the amount of benefits for rail- 
road workers would be increased by $75,- 
000,000 a year. This is a progressive bill, 
without the particular provision to which 
reference has been made. Merely be- 
cause the unemployment tax is not all 
needed for standard unemployment com- 
pensation, I see no reason why we should 
invent new benefits which do not exist 
under any unemployment compensation 
system today, and insist that the rate be 
15% percent on the pay roll, or nearly 
5 percent more than under the existing 
law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. HAWKES]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may 
we have a vote on the amendment? I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Isuggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I withdraw the point 
of no quorum. I suppose Senators will 
come into the Chamber anyway. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Hoey] 
adopted a new technique. I ask unani- 
mous consent that immediately following 
the quorum call there shall be a vote on 
the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest for the quorum call has been with- 
drawn. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have withdrawn the 
request for a quorum call. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, are we to 
have a quorum call or a vote on the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest for a quorum call is withdrawn. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes]. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll, 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roli. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HAWKES. I understood the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky to suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I withdrew that 
suggestion. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 1 
call for the regular order. 

The legislative clerk resumed and con- 
cluded the calling of the roll. 

Mr. REED (after having voted in the 
affirmative). I have a general pair with 
the senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Wacner]. I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. WII soxN I, who, if 
present, would vote as I have voted, and 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a 
general pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BR ers J. Not knowing 
how he would vote, I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT], Iam not advised how the Senator 
from Idaho would vote on this question if 
present. Being at liberty to vote, I vote 
“nay,” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is absent because of illness in 
his family. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN- 
DREWS], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. Brtso], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE], the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. ODaxmEL I, the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr.-+O’M4HonEy], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART], and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] 
are necessarily absent, 

The Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Briccs], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CHAVEZ], and the Senators from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GuFFEY and Mr. 
Myers] are detained on public business. 
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The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and the Senator from California [Mr. 
Downey] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
OvERTON] and the Senator from Georgia 
{Mr. RUSSELL] are detained on official 
business at Government departments. ` 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcxH] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the Pres- 
ident’s Evaluation Commission in con- 
nection with the test of atomic bombs on 
naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typ1Nnes] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

If present and voting, the Senators 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GUFFEY and Mr. 
Myers], the Senator from Georgia [Mr, 
RUSSELL], and the Senator from New 
York (Mr. WAGNER] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is neces- 
sarily absent. He has a general pair 
with the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies, 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusuHFIELD], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] are 
absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. If present, 
he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER] and the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. Buck] are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 22, 
nays 41, as follows: 


YEAS—22 
Austin Hart Swift 
Ball Hawkes Taft 
Brooks Hoey Wherry 
Burch Millikin White 
Capper Moore Wiley 
Donnell Reed Willis 
Gerry Smith 
Gurney Stanfill 

NAYS—41 
Aiken Knowland Murray 
Barkley La Follette Pepper 
Carville Langer Radcliffe 
Connally Lucas Revercomb 
Cordon McCarran i 
Eastland McClellan Taylor 
Ferguson McFarland Thomas, Okla 
Fulbright McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Green McMahon Tunnell 
Hill Magnuson Vandenberg 
Huffman Mead Walsh 
Johnson, Colo. Mitchell Wheeler 
Johnston, S. C. Morse Young 


Kilgore 
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NOT VOTING—33 


Andrews Chavez O'Daniel 
Bailey Downey O'Mahoney 
Bilbo Ellender Overton 
Brewster George Robertson 
Bridges Gossett Russell 
Briggs Guffey Saltonstall 
Buck Hatch Stewart 
Bushfield Hayden Tobey 
Butler Hickenlooper Tydings 
Byrd Maybank Wagner 
Capehart Myers Wilson 

So Mr. Hawkes’ amendment was re- 
jected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of the 
A oLan and the third reading of the 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the biH was read the third 
time. 2 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Secretary of the Senate be authorized 
and directed to make such clerical, tech- 
nical, section-number and cross-refer- 
ence changes in the Senate engrossed 
amendments to the bill as may be neces- 
sary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. LANGER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Babes]. Not knowing 
how he would vote, I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gossetr]. 
I am not advised how the Senator from 
Idaho would vote on this question if pres- 
ent. Being at liberty to vote, I vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. HILL. Iannounce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr, Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MayBanK] is absent because of illness in 
his family. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN- 
pDREWS], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from Arizona IMr. 
Havyven], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
O’DantEt], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’Manoney], and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WacNeER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. CHavez] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] 
and the Senator from California IMr. 
Downey] are absent on official business, 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OvERTON] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussetL] are detained on official 
business at Government departments, 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HatcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 
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The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typ1ncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. Anprews], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senators 
from Georgia [Mr. Grorce and Mr. RUS- 
SELL], the Senator from Arizona IMr. 
Hayven], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Maypank], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], and the 
Senator from New York (Mr. WAGNER] 
would vote “yea.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is neces- 
sarily absent. He has a general pair with 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BUsHFIELD], the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr, TOBEY] are 
absent by leave of the Senate. If pres- 
ent the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD] would vote “nay,” and the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON] 
would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER] and the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. Buck] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Gurrey] is absent on public business. 
If he were present he would vote “yea.” 

Mr. REED (after having voted in the 
negative). Making the same announce- 
ment as the one I made on the last vote 
with regard to my pair with the Senator 
from New York [Mr. WAGNER], I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BusHFreLp] and let my vote 
stand. 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 11, as follows: 


YEAS—55 
Alken Kilgore Radcliffe 
Barkley Knowland Revercomb 
Bilbo La Follette Shipstead 
Brooks Langer Smith 
Burch Lucas Stanfill 
Carville McCarran Stewart 
Connally McClellan Swift 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla 
Eastland McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson Magnuson Tunnell 
Pulbright Mead Vandenberg 
Gerry Millikin Walsh 
Green Mitchell Wheeler 
Hin Morse Wiley 
Hoey Murdock Willis 
Huffman Murray Young 


Johnson, Colo. Myers 
Johnston, S. C. Pepper 


NAYS—11 

Austin Hart Taft 

1¹ Hawkes Wherry 
Capper Moore White 
Gurney Reed 

NOT VOTING—30 

Andrews Chavez O'Daniel 
Bailey Downey O'Mahoney 
Brewster Ellender Qverton 
Bridges George Robertson 
Briggs Gossett Russell 
Buck Guffey Saltonstall 
Bushfield Hatch Tobey 
Butler Hayden Tydings 
Byrd Hickenlooper Wagner 
Capehart Maybank Wilson 


So the bill (H. R. 1362) was passed. 


MINIMUM STANDARDS OF SOCIAL POLICY 
IN DEPENDENT TERRITORIES—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Tuomas of Utah in the chair) laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
which was read, and, with the accom- 
panying document, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

(For President’s message, see today’s 
proceedings of the House of Representa- 
tives on p. 10174.) 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
ACT WITH RESPECT TO AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN CARRIERS 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of House bill 2536. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 2536) 
to amend the Interstate Commerce Act 
with respect to certain agreements be- 
tween carriers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
motion is debatable and will be discussed. 
I do not wish to precipitate discussion 
tonight, but the motion will be the pend- 
ing motion when the Senate convenes 
tomorrow. y 
PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON NEW PRICE- 

CONTROL LAW 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the 
President’s message on the new price- 
control law which was read in the Sen- 
ate yesterday, the President stated rea- 
sons for signing the measure. Those 
reasons will appear in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
Record. I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed at this point in the 
RecorpD, as a part of my remarks, a state- 
ment which I have issued relating to the 
message. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Rxconb, as follows: 

President Truman has signed a price-con- 
trol bill far more inflatlonary than the one 
which he vetoed on June 29. His whole mes- 
sage in support of the present bill is a labored 
attempt to justify his veto of the first bill 
which alone brought about the 24 percent in- 
crease in basic commodity prices of which he 
complains. He vetoed a bill which held 
prices steady on foods and rents which are 
really important to the consumers. He ve- 
toed it because it contained a Taft formula 
for pricing manufactured goods which, after 
3 or 4 months’ study, might have required an 
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increase in price on some of these goods of 10 
percent. Now he has a Barkley formula 
which may perhaps reduce this 10 percent 
increase in some cases to a 6 or 7 percent 
increase, The essential feature of the Taft 
formula, requiring the Administrator to price 
each product of an industry on its present 
cost basis plus a reasonable profit, is also 
contained in the Barkley formula. 

My main purpose was to destroy the OPA’s 
over-all industry standard under which it re- 
quired many products to be sold at a loss, 
or at cost, thereby producing the serious 
shortages about which every housewife knows. 
The Barkley amendment fully accomplishes 
this purpose. 

Could the President like the Barkley for- 
mula better because it is a Democratic 
formula instead of a Republican? 

He vetoed the last bill because the Wherry 
amendment gave wholesalers and retailers 
their January 1, 1946, mark-up. Now he has 
signed a bill which gives them their April 
1, 1946, mark-up, which in 99 percent of the 
cases is exactly the same. 

He vetoed the last bill because the Craw- 
ford amendment gave automobile dealers 
their prewar mark-up, The Crawford amend- 
ment is still in the bill and involves the in- 
crease in automobile prices of which he com- 
plained. x 

In his last veto message, the President de- 
manded that subsidies be continued until 
July 1, 1947, and increased to a billion and 
a quarter dollars. The new Barkley bill re- 
jects his proposal. 

He vetoed the last bill because it con- 
tained detailed standards for decontrol based 
on supply and demand. The new bill still 
requires decontrol if supply equals demand 
regardless of what happens to the price. The 
new bill also requires decontrol regardless 
of supply and demand if prices do not rise 
unreasonably, or if the Board finds that con- 
trol cannot be restored without restoring black 
markets. Now the President says these are 
reasonable standards, although they are much 
more severe than the ones he criticized. 

He vetoed the last bill because it gave the 
Secretary of Agricultute power over the 
OPA. This bill gives the same power to the 
Secretary, plus a lot more to the Price De- 
control Board. 

The President vetoed the last bill against 
the advice of all the Democratic leaders in 
Congress, who told him he would get a more 
inflationary bill, Events have proved they 
were right, but the main purpose of the 
President's message is to try to prove they 
were wrong. To avoid some time in the au- 
tumn a few percent increase in manufactured 
goods, the purchase of which can usually be 
put off if the price is too high, he opened on 
July 1 the Pandora’s box of price increases 
in those market-basket items which the 
housewife must buy every day. His message 
says nothing of the fact that his veto, and 
then the new bill, allow 7 weeks of complete 
removal of all ceilings on these important 
essentials of life. It ignores the fact that 
these increases are probably permanent, be- 
cause all efforts to roll back prices on any 
items which might be later restored are likely 
to produce an intolerable situation. Confu- 
sion and chaos must reign in the meantime 
in many industries. 

The best solution of the beef and grain 
problem would be to announce immediately 
a complete removal of all ceilings without 
waiting for action by the Price Decontrol 
Board. 

The net result of the President’s action 
has been to bring about the very inflation 
he pretends to abhor. 

A touch of humor is given to the message 
by the statement that “attention must be 
given to strong anti-inflationary policies such 
as further reduction of Federal expendi- 
tures.” Within a week, the President has 
signed a bill giving the British $3,750,000,000 
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and is about to sign another paying war 
veterans $3,000,000,000. The deficit for the 
fiscal year based on expenditures recom- 
mended by the President is likely to be 
$10,000,000,000 instead of the $4,000,000,000 
he forecast. Expenditures in June were 
higher than any. month since January, Fed- 
eral employees are increasing instead of de- 
creasing. The time to have started an econ- 
omy drive was last January. 


RECOGNITION OF SERVICES OF CIVILIAN 
OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES ENGAGED 
IN CONSTRUCTION OF PANAMA CANAL— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr, STEWART submitted the follow- 
ing report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3748) to amend an Act entitled “An Act to 
provide for the recognition of the services of 
the civilian officials and employees, citizens 
of the United States, engaged in and about 
the construction of the Panama Canal”, ap- 
proved May 29, 1944, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment numbered 1. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 2, and agree to the same. 

Tom STEWART, 

Warren G. MAGNUSON, 

A. W. Hawkes, 

HARLAN BUSHFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

J. HARDIN PETERSON, 

HERBERT C. BONNER, 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. 

The report was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, informed the Senate that 
Mr. Dunham and Mr, Sixes had been ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4051) entitled “An act to grant to 
enlisted personnel of the armed forces 
certain benefits in lieu of accumulated 
leave,” vice Mr. May and Mr. Brooks, 
excused. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1236) to amend the Mineral Leasing Act 
of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil 
and gas on the public domain, and for 
other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 957. An act for the relief of Margaret 
Dunn; 

H.R.976. An act for the relief of Chet 
Walker; 

H. R. 1004. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Robert Olsen, a minor; 


H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Ray- 
mond Crosby; 8 0 
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H.R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 

H. R. 3210. An act for the relief of Clyde 
O. Payne; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; 

H. R. 4827. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Pan 
American Petroleum & Transport Co. against 
the United States; 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Materl- 
als Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Brown; 

H. R. 6031. An act for the relief of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine; 

H. R. 5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 5134. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 

H.R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; 

H. R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of Sarah 
McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. McAfee; 

H. K, 5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; 

H. R. 5469. An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; x 

H. R. 5848. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 5851. An act for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W. Anderson; 

H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
Bros.; 

H. R.6161. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, 
a minor; 

H. R. 6215. An act for the relief of the 
Yellow Cab Transit Co., of Oklahoma City; 

H. R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; 

H. R. 6376. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Fuku Kurokawa Thurn; 

H. R. 6381. An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ivan B. Hofman; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; 

H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate & 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and 
a point near the boundary of the city of 
New Kensington and Lower Burrel Town- 
ship in Westmoreland County in the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania; and 

H. R.7038. An act to provide for the sale 
of certain public lands in the States for the 
use and benefit of the State public educa- 
tional institutions. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR PLACED ON 
CALENDAR 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred, as in- 
dicated: 

H. R. 957. An act for the relief of Margaret 
Dunn; 

H. R. 1004. An act for the relief of the legal 

ian of Robert Olsen, a minor; 

H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Ray- 
mond Crosby; 

H. R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


H. R.3210. An act for the relief of Clyde O. 
Payne; 

H. R.3855. An act for the relief of Martin A, 
Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; 

H. R. 4827. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Pan 
American Petroleum & Transport Co. against 
the United States; 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Ma- 
terials Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H.R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph A. 
Brown; 

H. R. 5031. An act for the relief of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine; 

H. R. 5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5134. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 


H. R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 


Elder; 

H. R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of Sarah 
McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. McAfee; 

H. R. 5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram H, 
Wilson; 

H. R. 5469, An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; 

H. R. 5848. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 5851. An act for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W. Anderson; 

3 H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
ros.; 

H. R. 6161. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, a 
minor; 

H. R.6215. An act for the relief of the 
Yellow Cab Transit Co., of Oklahoma City; 

H. R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May 
Beddingfield; 

H. R. 6381. An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; and 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ivan B. Hofman; to the Committee on Claims, 

H.R.976. An act for the relief of Chet 
Walker; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7038. An act to provide for the sale 
of certain public lands in the States for the 
use and benefit of the State public educa- 
tional institutions; to the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys. 

H. R. 6376. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Fuku Kurokawa Thurn; to the Committee 
on Immigration. 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; ordered to be placed on the 
calendar. > 

H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and 
a point near the boundary of the city of New 
Kensington and Lower Burrel Township in 
Westmoreland County in the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

RECESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 45 minutes p. m.), the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Saturday, 
July 27, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Fray, Jury 26, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, our Father, whose hear- 
ing transcends all our asking and whose 
amazing goodness surpasses all our 
thought, humbly and confidently we are 
lifting our hearts in prayer, for of no one 
else can we ask so much and none other 
is so willing and able to supply our many 
needs. 

May we now yield ourselves unre- 
servedly to the promptings and persua- 
sions of Thy spirit, whose interpreting 
light and sustaining presence we so sorely 
need as we face the perplexing problems 
of each succeeding day. Help us to sense 
the sanctity of even the most common- 
place duty. Give us the faith that dis- 
pels.our fears, the hope that is invincible, 
and the love that fathoms the deep 
things of God. 

We pray that the members of the 
human family may be blessed with a 
finer feeling of appreciation and under- 
standing, a more heartfelt and healing 
sympathy, and a nobler skill in minis- 
tering to the welfare of all who are find- 
ing the struggle of life so difficult. May 
it be the goal of all our aspirations to 
attain unto the likeness and spirit of 
our blessed Lord, who went about doing 
good, 

Hear us in His name. Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on July 25, 1946, the 
President approved and signed a joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
title: 

H. J. Res. 371. Joint resolution extending 
the effective period of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended, and the 
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill and a concurrent res- 
olution of the House of the following 
titles: 

H. R. 6528. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington; and 

H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the printing of the handbook 
entitled “Laws Relating to the Physically 
Handicapped” as a House document, and 
providing for additional copies thereof. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 2359. An act to close the Office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
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House to a bill of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing title: 

S. 1477. An act to authorize relief in cer- 
tain cases where work, supplies, or services 
have been furnished for the Government 
under contracts during the war. 


ELIMINATION AND RETIREMENT OF 
OFFICERS 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 7063) to provide 
for the selection for elimination and re- 
tirement of officers of the Regular Army, 
for the equalization of retirement bene- 
fits for members of the Army of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
and further ask that 20 minutes may be 
allowed, to be equally divided between 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] 
and myself, for an explanation of the 
bill. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I am not going to object to this request, 
but I want it distinctly understood that 
hereafter there will be very few such 
consent requests granted. Legislation 
has been pouring onto the floor of the 
House in vast quantities. Committees 
are reporting out bills without giving 
hearings and very little consideration, 
and expecting them to be brought up 
under unanimous consent. This is unfair 
to the taxpayers and the people of the 
country. Some of these bills involve mil- 
lions of dollars and others vitally affect 
our industrial life. If they are going to 
be taken up, they should be given decent 
consideration. Therefore, for my part, 
I am going to insist that any measure 
of any large importance be considered 
either by suspension or at least under a 
procedure giving full opportunity for de- 
bate. They are not going to be taken 
up by unanimous consent. I have no 
objection to the pending request. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RICH. How can the Members of 
the House know what is coming before 
the House in the way of unanimous-con- 
sent requests? 

The SPEAKER. The majority leader 
made an announcement yesterday about 
these matters, also about the various bills 
as to which the Chair intends to recog- 
nize Members to move to suspend the 
rules. 

Mr. RICH. Then nothing else will 
come before the House under unanimous 
consent except what has been stated by 
the majority leader? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not go- 
ing to recognize anybody to ask unani- 
mous consent to call up any bill that has 
not been cleared with both the majority 
and the minority leaders and with the 
Speaker. The Chair does not do that 
anyhow. 

Mr. RICH. How are the Members go- 
ing to know? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not 
know, other than that a Member can get 
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in touch with the majority or the minor- 
ity leader or the Speaker and find out if 
any such request is going to be submitted. 

Mr. RICH. If they do not tell the 
Members of the House, is there not some 
way in which there could be published a 
day ahead what bills are coming up? 
Would not that be sound business? 

The SPEAKER. It might not be sound 
business for the Chair to be bound in 
that way. 

Mr. RICH. It might be sound business 
for the Members of the House to know 
that. I think we ought to know that. I 
think the Speaker of the House and the 
majority and minority leaders ought to 
give notice at least 24 hours ahead of 
what is coming up. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Fur- 
ther reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, I want it thoroughly understood 
that my remarks are no reflection on 
either the Speaker or the majority leader. 
I simply want it understood that com- 
mittees cannot bring bills in here with- 
out hearings and any consideration and 
expect to have them considered by unani- 
mous consent. Polling of a few commit- 
tee members is not the way to legislate 
on bills of Nation-wide importance. The 
House should have the opportunity to 
have thorough knowledge of the legisla- 
tion to be considered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I cannot get a copy 
of the bill. What is the number of the 
bill, at least? 

Mr. SIKES. The number is H. R. 7063. 

Mr. CHURCH. Can we have the bill 
read? 

The SPEAKER. The bill, of course, 
cannot be read unless the House grants 
unanimous consent for its consideration, 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I am go- 
ing to object until I see a copy of the 
bill. I am going to object temporarily. 
I think I have an amendment and I want 
to see the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES—INTERNATIONAL LA- 
BOR CONFERENCE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States which was read and, 
together with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and ordered printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

The Twenty-seventh Conference of the 
International Labor Organization was 
held in Paris, France, from October 15 
to November 5, 1945. Representatives of 
governments, employers, and workers 
participated in its deliberations. The 
United States was one of the 48 member 
nations represented at the Conference. 

The Conference adopted, on November 
5, 1945, recommendation (No. 74) con- 
cerning minimum standards of social 
policy in dependent territories (supple- 
mentary provisions). One hundred votes 
were cast in favor of adoption, and none 
were recorded in opposition, 
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This recommendation sets forth mini- 
mum standards found desirable by the 
Conference for application in dependent 
territories to supplement the standards 
contained in recommendation (No. 70) 
concerning minimum standards of so- 
cial policy in dependent territories, 
which was adopted on May 12, 1944, by 
the Twenty-sixth Conference held in 
Philadelphia and which was transmitted 
to the Congress of the United States on 
August 22, 1944. 

In accordance with the constitution 
of the International Labor Organization 
which provides that recommendations 
adopted by the Conference shall be 
brought before the competent authority 
or authorities for the enactment of 
legislation or other action, I herewith 
transmit to the Congress the authentic 
text of this recommendation (No. 74). I 
believe that the Congress will find the 
provisions of this recommendation help- 
ful in its consideration of problems of 
social policy in those Territories and 
possessions of the United States to which 
it may be applicable. 

I am also bringing this recommenda- 
tion to the attention of the Secretary of 
War, the Secretary of the Navy, and the 
Secretary of the Interior in order that 
thay may transmit it for suitable. action 
by the appropriate authority or authori- 
ties in those Territories and possessions 
of the United States for which they re- 
spectively are administratively respon- 
sible. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE HoUsE, July 26, 1946. 


ADDITIONAL COPIES OF PEARL HARBOR 
INVESTIGATION REPORT 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Senate Concurrent Res- 
olution 74. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That there be 
printed 8,000 additional copies of Senate 
Document No. 244, being the report of the 
Joint Committee on the Investigation of the 
Pearl Harbor Attack pursuant to Senate Con- 
current Resolution 27, a concurrent resolu- 
tion to investigate the attack on Pearl Harbor 
on December 7, 1941, and events and circum- 
stances relating thereto, including the addi- 
tional views of Mr. Kxxr and the minority 
views of Mr. Fercuson and Mr. BREWSTER, of 
which 6,000 copies shall be for the use of the 
said joint committee, 1,000 copies for the use 
of the Senate document room and 1,000 copies 
tor the use of the House document room. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PART IV OF HEARINGS ON AID TO 

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 741. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That in accordance with para- 
graph 3 of section 2 of the Printing Act, ape 
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proved March 1, 1907, the House Committee 
on Labor Subcommittee to Investigate Aid 
to the Physically Handicapped be, and is 
hereby, authorized and empowered to have 
printed for its use 500 copies of part 4 of the 
hearings held before said subcommittee dur- 
ing the second session, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, relative to aid to the physically handi- 
capped. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PART V OF HEARINGS RELATIVE TO AID 

TO THE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 742. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That in accordance with para- 
gr. ph 3 of section 2 of the Printing Act, ap- 
proved March 1, 1907, the House Committee 
on Labor Subcommittee to Investigate Aid to 
the Physically Handicapped be, and is here- 
by, authorized and empowered to have 
printed for its use 500 copies of part 5 of the 
hearings held before said subcommittee dur- 
ing the second session, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, relative to aid to the physically handi- 
capped. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PART VI OF HEARING ON AID TO 
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I present 
a resolution (H. Res. 743) and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That in accordance with para- 
graph 3 of section 2 of the Printing Act, ap- 
proved March 1, 1907, the House Committee 
on Labor Subcommittee to Investigate Aid 
to the Physically Handicapped be, and is 
hereby, authorized and empowered to have 
printed for its use 500 additional copies 
of part 6 of the hearings held before said 
subcommittee during the second session, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, relative to aid to 
the physically handicapped. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. i 


COMMUNISM IN SOVIET UNION 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 720. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the manuscript of a docu- 
mented study and analysis of communism 
in operation in the Soviet Union be printed 
as a House document. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table, 
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MANUAL EXPLANATORY OF THE PRIVI- 
LEGES, RIGHTS, AND BENEFITS PRO- 
VIDED FOR ALL PERSONS WHO ARE, OR 
HAVE BEEN, MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, from the 
Committee on Printing, I report (Rept. 
No. 2672) a privileged concurrent resolu- 
tion (H. Con. Res. 66), and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: s 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the pam- 
phiet entitled “Manual Explanatory of the 
Privileges, Rights, and Benefits Provided for 
All Persons Who Are, or Have Been, Members 
of the Armed Forces of the United States and 
of Those Dependent Upon Them” be printed 
as a House document, and that 91,300 addi- 
tional copies shall be printed, of which 66,- 
300 copies shall be for the use of the House of 
Representatives, 20,000 for the use of the 
Senate, 2,000 for the use of the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation of the House 
of Representatives, 2,000 for the House docu- 
ment room, and one thousand for the Senate 
document room. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


BIOGRAPHICAL DIRECTORY OF THE 
> AMERICAN CONGRESS 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, from the 
Committee on Printing, I report (Rept. 
No. 2673), a privileged concurrent resolu- 
tion (H. Con. Res. 163), and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
the Senate concurring), That there shall be 
compiled and printed, with illustrations, as 
& House document, in such style and form 
as may be directed by the Joint Committee 
on Printing, a revised edition of the Bio- 
graphical Directory of the American Congress 
up to and including the Eightieth Congress 
(1774-1948); and that 3,500 additional copies 
shall be printed, of which 2,300 copies shall 
be for the use of the House of Representa- 
tives, 800 copies for the use of the Senate, 
and 400 copies for the use of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Printing. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


ELIMINATION AND RETIREMENT OF 
OFFICERS 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 7063) to provide 
for the selection for elimination and re- 
tirement of officers of the Regular Army, 
for the equalization of retirement bene- 
fits for members of the Army of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
and I ask unanimous consent that 20 
minutes be allocated for discussion of 
the bill, the time to be equally divided 
between the gentleman from Iowa and 
myself. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. SIKES]? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Florida is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to revise and extend my 
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aeey and include an analysis of the 
ill. 5 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, in asking 
for the present consideration of H. R. 
7063, the Committee on Military Affairs, 
recognizes the lateness of the session 
and is prompted by the fact that General 
Eisenhower has classed this bill as one 
extremely valuable to the Natiori’s mili- 
tary program and to our national de- 
fense and security. I want to point out 
that it has the active support and en- 
dorsement of the National Guard Asso- 
ciation and the Reserve Officers’ Asso- 
ciation. Consequently the committee 
feels that it is in order to ask for this 
special treatment of the bill at this time. 

The bill contains two principal fea- 
tures: First, a retirement program for 
National Guard and Reserve officers. I 
think all of us recognize and appreciate 
the importance of national guardsmen 
and of the Reserve officers in World 
War II. They formed the backbone of 
the training staff. They made it pos- 
sible for our people to train an army in 
the quickest possible time. More impor- 
tant, they helped to hold the lines on 
far-flung battle fronts until other officers 
and men could be trained and sent into 
the breach. Consequently it is extremely 
important—it is considered essential— 
that we provide an incentive for a strong 
National Guard and Reserve in the years 
ahead. A few men held on during the 
lean years between World Wars I and II 
because they loved the work and wanted 
to help their country’s defense. But 
they were not many in number, and 
they were never given the full opportu- 
nity for training and experience which 
they needed. We are now seeking to 
avoid a repetition of that condition. We 
are seeking to encourage the participa- 
tion of the best type of personnel in our 
National Guard and Reserve program. I 
should like to point out that in order to 
protect our commitments for the armed 
forces it is going to be necessary to keep 
in active service for a long time about 
30,000 officers in addition to the 50,000 
now authorized for the Regular Army. 
These men must come from AUS or from 
the Reserves. It is hard to attract good 
men from their careers unless some ad- 
ditional attractions for service are pro- 
vided. The possibility of participating 
in a retirement program is a positive 
incentive. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I had a 
wire from the National Guard of Ne- 
braska in which it was pointed out that 
the proposed bill would eliminate per- 
haps the older men who have been giv- 
ing service for many years, that they no 
longer will be in the National Guard. 
Can the gentleman make any explana- 
tion of that? 

Mr. SIKES. I cannot see that this 
bill will in any way eliminate the serv- 
ices of the older men. 

It requires the continued participation 
in military activity of nearly all National 
Guard and Reserve officers, for it is the 
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purpose of the bill to keep these men up 
to the minute in training and tactics. 
But the bill does not in any way infer 
that those who have served faithfully in 
the past cannot continue to serve. 

I should like to point out to the House 
that War Department officials estimate 
that we shall be about 20,000 officers short 
on August 1. Men are returning to their 
own careers. They are reluctant to con- 
tinue to give time to active duty unless 
additional incentive is provided; some- 
thing that gives them an opportunity to 
look forward to at least partial compen- 
sation in the way of a retirement pro- 
gram for continued active service. 

It is not going to be easy to meet the 
requirements of this retirement pro- 
gram; its requirements are exhaustive. 
The completion of 20 years of active and 
inactive service is necessary. Noonecan 
participate before age 60. It is intended 
to keep officers on their toes, but to offer 
rewards for long and faithful service of 
the type that was so important to our 
prewar military institution. It holds out 
to officers the possibility of retirement 
in later years for service in the National 
Guard and in the Reserve. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Does this include 
Medical Corps officers? 

Mr. SIKES. It includes all officers in 
the National Guard and Reserves. I 
should like to point out that the cost of 
this legislation is considered to be about 
$2,000,000 a year for approximately the 
next 10 years. Beyond that it is rather 
difficult to say what the cost will be. It 
will increase as time goes on. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. In 
World War I and in World War II over 
two-thirds of the Ground Forces and a 
large part of our officers came out of the 
National Guard organization and Re- 
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serves. Is not that a fact? 
Mr. SIKES. I believe the gentleman 
is correct. 


Mr. JOHNSON of California. And 
this bill just gives a slight consideration 
in a monetary way to those men who con- 
tinue to work over a very prolonged 
period, and they cannot take advantage 
of its provisions until they have reached 
60 years of age. 

Mr. SIKES. That is correct; a man 
must be 60 years of age to draw any re- 
tirement benefit, and he must have had 
20 years active and inactive service. It 
is not going to be easy to qualify for the 
benefits offered under this bill, but it 
does offer a real and substantial incen- 
tive for continued service in the National 
Guard and in the Reserves. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Does this bill also 
give recognition to these National 
Guard men who in the past have carried 
the burden of this problem? 

Mr. SIKES. It does. 

Mr. KEARNEY. By going to their 
armories night after night? It is also 
an incentive for men to continue in the 
National Guard and Reserves. 
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Mr. SIKES. That is correct, and I 
may say for the benefit of the member- 
ship that no one in this House is better 
qualified than my distinguished friend 
to speak of the need for this legislation. 

Mr. KEARNEY. I wish to compliment 
the gentleman and members of the sub- 
cOmmittee for the work they have put 
in on this bill to get it in shape where 
it could be reported out and has been. 

Mr. SIKES. I thank the gentleman 


from: New York. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I have a constitu- 
ent who has had about 24 years of serv- 
ice, mostly in the Reserves, and about 4 
years in active service, a little less than 
4 years. Will he qualify under this bill? 

Mr. SIKES. How long did he serve in 
the National Guard and Reserves? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. His over-all serv- 
ice was about 24 years plus, but a little 
less than 4 years was active service on 
duty. 

Mr. SIKES. If he has served less than 
25 years in the National Guard or Re- 
serves and has less than 4 years’ active 
service, he will have to have another 6 


months’ active service to qualify under 


this program. A 

Mr. ABERNETHY. How much active 
service is required in all? 

Mr. SIKES. For a man who has had 
over 25 years in the National Guard or 
in the Reserves, no additional active 
service is required. If he has had be- 
tween 15 and 25 years, he will have to 
have another 6 months. A graduated 
program of requirements is set up as a 
reward for service already rendered and. 
to insure the continuation of active par- 
ticipation in the future of guardsmen 
and reserves. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON. Is it not a fact this 
bill has the approval not only of the Na- 
tional Guard Officers’ Association but 
likewise the Reserve Officers’ Association, 
also the unanimous approval of the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs? 

Mr. SIKES. That is correct. It has 
the very strong endorsement of the Na- 
tional Guard Officers’ Association and 
the Reserve Officers’ Association and 
comes to us with the unanimous report 
of the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. THOMASON. In view of the 
modesty of the gentleman who now has 
the floor, may I add that the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. Brooks], who is not 
present today, the gentleman from Flor- 
ida who is now speaking [Mr. SIKES], and 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Martin] 
have given literally months of time in 
studying this question in collaboration 
with the War Department officials, and I 
understand it not only has the approval 
of the subcommittee and the full com- 
mittee but also of the War Department 
as well. 

Mr. SIKES. I want to subscribe to all 
the gentleman has said about the able 
leadership of the gentleman from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Brooxs], who has worked long 
and faithfully on this matter, as well 
as the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. MAR- 
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Tin], who has carried a large part of the 
load. At this point I hope I may list 
the members of the subcommittee which 
prepared the bill. It has required much 
work and they have given freely of their 
time to insure a sound and workable bill, 
They are Messrs. BROOKS, SPARKMAN, 
KILDAY, DURHAM, myself, PHILBIN, STEW- 
ART, WINSTEAD, ROE of New York, SHORT, 
ARENDS, CLASON, MARTIN of Iowa, ELSTON, 
Harness of Indiana, and JOHNSON of 
California. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEARNEY. It also has been en- 
dorsed by the Adjutant General's Asso- 
ciation? 

Mr. SIKES. That is correct. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. If I under- 
stand it correctly, this is the first time. 
a Reserve officer of the Army is given the 
privilege of retirement? 

Mr. SIKES. It is the first time a meas- 
ure has been brought to the floor setting 
up a retirement program for Reserves. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Does this 
bill affect only the Army or does it affect 
the Navy as well? 

Mr. SIKES. This bill is written for 
the Army. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Was any con- 
sideration given to the advisability of 
including the Navy? 

Mr. SIKES. I think it is advisable to 
include Navy personnel in this program, 
but the committee, realizing the size and 
enormity of its task, confined its discus- 
sion to its applicability to the War 
Department. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Was the posi- 
tion of the Navy Department on this 
question sought by the Military Com- 
mittee? 

Mr. SIKES. I am not able to answer 
that question. I do not know. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Are we 
discussing 1972? 

Mr. SIKES. We are discussing H. R. 
7063. 8 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Brooks bill? 

Mr. SIKES. That is the Brooks bill. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. “The infor- 
mation I tried to impart to the gentleman 
a few minutes ago was that the National 
Guard and Reserve Officers’ Associations 
were opposed to section 203 of S. 1974 
because it required 3 years of active mili- 
tary service and 2 years to be served in 
the future and only 1-year credit for 
prior service. 

Mr. SIKES. There is a graduated 
scale which sets up the amount of active 
service required. It depends upon the 
active and inactive service a man has 
had in the past. We must set up stand- 
ards which can be attained, but which 
are sufficiently exacting to insure a well- 
trained, spirited Reserve and National 
Guard. There will always have to be a 
dividing line, which some persons can- 
not quite attain. 

It is going to be impossible to set up 
a program that will please everybody: 
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however, we are trying to set one up that 
will benefit the service to the greatest ex- 
tent, and at the same time provide an 
incentive for officers to do the required 
work of first-class services. We want to 
build up the Reserve and the Guard and 
at the same time we want the personnel 
of both to have a chance to benefit fi- 
nancially by their work. 

We do not want to eliminate those of- 
ficers who have served faithfully and well 
in the past and they are included in this 
program. 

Now Mr. Speaker, before my time ex- 
pires, I want to touch on other features 
of the bill. The second main provision 
establishes a method for the elimination 
of unqualified Regular Army officers. 

I think we all realize that the old pro- 
gram, which was in effect prior to 1941 
is so cumbersome that it was almost im- 
possible to eliminate an inefficient officer 
against his will. The war proviso now 
temporarily in effect for the elimination 
of inefficient officers does not provide suf- 
ficient protection for the rights of the 
individual officer. In setting up our 
peacetime forces, the War Department 
wants the best officers it can obtain, and 
this bill seeks to provide a sound, long- 
range program for the retention of able 
ofñcers and the weeding out of undesir- 
able ones. The bill provides for a selec- 
tion board, whose findings are gone into 
thoroughly by a board of inquiry. After- 
wards a board of review will confirm or 
reject previous findings. As aefinal step, 
the Secretary of War is empowered to 
pass on the findings of the various boards. 

There are other features in the bill. 
One of them provides for retirement in 
the highest grade held during wartime. 
This is similar to a provision now enjoyed 
by Navy personnel, and it is included in 
this bill as a part of the program to place 
the services on an equal footing. 

Another significant feature is the re- 
quirement for an annual physical exami- 
nation of persons retired for physical dis- 
ability except in cases of obvious per- 
manent disability. This section is in- 
tended to stop abuses, which are known 
to exist, and to correct cases where in- 
dividuals have recovered from disability 
for which they were retired, and for 
which they are still drawing retirement 
pay. The bill does not leave these indi- 
viduals out in the cold. It provides for 
their return to duty or for retirement pay 
on the basis of actual service rendered. 

The bill also provides some needed safe- 
guards on legislation previously enacted. 
For instance some individuals who have 
just been appointed to the Regular Army 
have the right to retire almost imme- 
diately and to receive retirement pay for 
years of constructive service. Construc- 
tive service is a term used in determining 
the rank they will enjoy in the Regular 
Army, but unless this bill is passed some 
individuals can also use constructive 
service for retirement and be paid for 
it, even though it refers to years not ac- 
tually served. The bill corrects that sit- 
uation. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that I may include 
herein an analysis of the bill which ex- 
plains each paragraph, 
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ANALYsIs OF H. R. 7063, A BILL To PROVIDE FOR 
THE SELECTION FOR ELIMINATION AND RETIRE- 
MENT OF OFFICERS OF THE REGULAR ARMY, FOR 
THE EQUALIZATION OF RETIREMENT BENEFITS 
FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED 
STATES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


GENERAL 


H. R. 7063 is a bill prepared by a Subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Military Affairs 
under the chairmanship of the Honorable 
Overton Brooks. The bill is necessarily in- 
volved in a legal sense in view of the com- 
plexity of present law respecting elimination 
and retirement of military personnel. The 
principles, however, which it seeks to estab- 
lish are clear and relatively simple. 

The bill contains two separate and distinct 
subjects. 

TITLE I. ELIMINATION OF UNQUALIFIED REGULAR 
OFFICERS ‘ 

Title I of the bill applies only to officers 
of the Regular Army and is designed to es- 
tablish a method for the elimination of in- 
efficient officers. It is a substitute for the 
provisions of section 24b of the National De- 
fense Act under which inefficient officers were 
eliminated after World War I and prior to 
World War IT and for the provisions of the 
joint resolution of July 29, 1941, under which 
inefficient officers were eliminated during 
World War I. 


As the committee is aware, the method es- . 


tablished for the elimination of inefficient 
Officers in section 24b of the National De- 
fense Act proved to be unsatisfactory. The 
numerous boards and resulting delays pro- 
vided by that act to protect the interests of 
officers whose elimination was recommended 
proved too cumbersome with the result that 
it was practically impossible to terminate the 
commission of an inefficient officer against his 
will. On the other hand, the provisions of 
the joint resolution of July 29, 1941, passed 
in anticipation of war, are extremely drastic 
and do not provide appropriate safeguards 
to protect the interests of the officers con- 
cerned consistent with our democratic form 
of government. 

Title I of the bill under consideration pro- 
vides (sec. 102) that the Secretary of War 
shall convene a selection board of five gen- 
eral officers. This board is charged with re- 
sponsibility of reviewing the records of all 
Officers on the active list of the Regular Army 
annually and of selecting therefrom the 
names of those officers who have failed to 
achieve standards of performance of duty 
established by War Department regulations, 

Officers who are found by the selection 
board not to meet minimum War Depart- 
ment requirements are to be afforded a fair 
and impartial hearing before a board of not 
less than three general officers (sec, 103). 
If the board of inquiry finds an officer to have 
met the standards prescribed, proceedings in 
his case are terminated. On the other hand, 
if the board finds the officer not to have met 
such minimum standards, the officer’s record, 
together with the recommendations of the 
board of inquiry, are forwarded to a board 
of review (sec. 104) consisting of not less 
than five general officers. Again, if the board 
of review finds the officer qualified, his case 
is dropped. If, however, it concurs in the 
findings of the board of inquiry, it forwards 
the case to the Secretary of War with the 
recommendation that the officer be removed 
from the active list. The action of the Sec- 
retary of War is final. 

Section 105 provides that an officer re- 
quired to show cause why he should not be 
removed from the active list, shall be allowed 
to appear in person, to be represented by 
counsel, and shall be furnished full access 
to all records pertinent to his case at all 
stages in the proceedings. This section also 
prohibits the same general officer from sitting 
on more than one of the boards involved. 
These safeguards are provided to insure a 
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complete and just hearing in each case and 
to afford each officer a full opportunity to 
present all factors favorable to his side of 
the case. 

Officers who are removed from the active 
list under the- provisions described in the 
preceding paragraph and who have com- 
pleted less than 7 years active Federal com- 
missioned service are honorably discharged 
(sec. 106a). Where such an officer has com- 
pleted more than 7 years but less than 10 
years service, he is discharged with severance 
pay equal to 6 months base pay and longevity 
of his permanent grade (sec. 106b). In the 
case of those officers who have completed 
more than 10 but less than 20 years service, 
severance pay equal to 1 year’s base and 
longevity pay is authorized (sec. 106c). 
Finally, those officers who have completed 
more than 20 years service are placed on the 
retired list in the permanent grade then held 
with retirement pay at the rate of 2½ per- 
cent of such officers’ active duty annual pay 
at the time of his retirement multiplied by 
the number of years service which he has 
completed but with a maximum limit of not 
to exceed 75 percent. 

Section 107 provides for the review of.the 
records of those officers heretofore removed 
from the active list of the Regular Army un- 
der the provisions of the joint resolution of 
July 29, 1941. Provision is made for a full 
and complete hearing in all such cases and 
for the restoration to the active list of those 
officers found to have been wrongfully re- 
moved in the position and with all rights, 
benefits, and privileges which he would have 
attained had he not been removed except 
those rights, benefits, and privileges based 
upon active service in time of war in fact 
not performed by such officers. 

Sections 108 and 109 of the bill authorize 
the Secretary of War to promulgate regula- 
tions necessary to carry the provisions of 
title 1 into effect; provide against the pay- 
ment of back pay or allowances for person- 
nel reinstated and repeal section 24b of the 
National Defense Act and the joint resolu- 
tion of July 29, 1941. 

The War Department feels that the method 
established in title 1 of the bill will operate 
satisfactorily, avoids the difficulties hereto- 
fore experienced under section 24b of the 
National Defense Act, and contains appro- 
priate safeguards for the rights of in 
dividuals, z 

TITLE II. RETIREMENT 


In his recent appearance before the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee, General Eisenhower 
pointed out “we will always, in the forseeable 
future, require a larger combined Army and 
Air Force than this—the 50,000 Regular offi- 
cers will always have to be supported by a 
large number of civilian officers on active 
duty.” As the committee also is aware, the 
establishment of a strong reserve in the pe- 
riod between the World Wars I and II was 
seriously handicapped by a reluctance on the 
part of Reserve and National Guard officers 
to accept extended active duty. Under the 
circumstances, the purpose of title II of the 
bill under consideration is to provide an in- 
centive to National Guard and Reserve officers 
to seek extended active duty subsequent to 
the termination of the present war. The in- 
centive established is a provision for the re- 
tirement of temporary officers under certain 
circumstances with retired pay in amounts 
proportional to the service which they will 
be required to render in order to qualify. 

Title II of the bill affects retirement of both 
Regular and temporary officers. Section 201 
provides for the establishment of an officers’ 
retired list and of a Reserve officers’ retired 
list. The names of all officers of the Regular 
Army heretofore or hereafter retired under 
any provision of law are placed on the former 
list. The names of all commissioned officers 
and former commissioned officers of the Army 
of the United States, other than those of the 
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Regular Army, heretofore retired under the 
provisions of the act of April 3, 1939 (retired 
for physical disability) or the act of Septem- 
ber 26, 1941 (physical disability incurred on 
or after February 28, 1925) or hereafter re- 
tired under the provisions of section 203 of 
title II of the bill under consideration, are 
placed on the Reserve officers’ retired list. 

Section 202 provides for the future volun- 
tary retirement of Regular Army officers, 
Present law (act of July 31, 1935) as amended, 
permits an officer of the Regular Army to 
retire at his own request, in the discretion 
of the Secretary of War, after having com- 
pleted 15 years’ active Federal service. This 
minimum term of service is raised to 20 years 
by the bill under consideration. No change 
is made in the rate of retired pay (2% per- 
cent per year) now provided by law, nor in 
the maximum limit of 75 percent. A pro- 
viso protects, without change, provisions of 
present law which authorize 75 percent active 
duty annual base and longevity pay for re- 
tired officers of the Regular Army or Philip- 
pine Scouts who served prior to November 
12, 1918. It is to be noted therefore that 
insofar as regular officers are concerned, these 
two sections make little change in present 
law. 


RETIREMENT OF RESERVE AND NATIONAL GUARD 
OFFICERS 
Section 203 of the bill establishes a new 


national policy providing for the retirement ` 


of reserve and National Guard officers for 
length of service. There is no authority of 
law for such purpose at the present time and 
it is hoped that the provisions established by 
section 203 will provide the incentive de- 
sired in order that reserve and National 
Guard officers will seek active Federal service 
after the official termination of the present 
war. 

Two over-all criteria which apply to all 
temporary officers are first established. First, 
retirement benefits are not payable until 
the age of 60; and second, a minimum of 20 
years satisfactory service in the armed forces 
or reserve components must be served in all 
cases. 

With the two over-all requirements in 
mind, section 203 establishes a number of 
postwar requirements which must be met if 
an individual is to qualify for retirement 
benefits. These are adjusted with two pur- 
poses in mind. First, to establish a maxi- 
mum probable postwar active duty require- 
ment which could be met by a reserve offi- 
cer in consideration of his age; and second, 
to compensate to a degree the past service 
rendered by reserve and National Guard offi- 
cers in World Wars I and II. The require- 
ments established are spelled out in sub- 
sections (a) (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) of sec- 
tion 203. The following table indicates these 
requirements: 
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Service with the Civilian Conservation 
Corps is specifically excluded from the time 
which may be counted as active Federal 
serrich. 
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Persons who are eligible for retirement 
benefits under the conditions described 
above receive retired pay at the rate of 214 
percent for each year of active Federal serv- 
ice and at the rate of one-half of 1 percent for 
each year of inactive Federal service. A maxi- 
mum of 75 percent is established. These 
rates are applied to the annual base and 
longevity pay of the highest grade satisfac- 
torily held by such person during his period 
of service. 

Subsection (d) of section 203 provides that 
the Secretary of War shall certify to the Vet- 
erans’ Administration the names of those 
persons entitled to receive retirement pay 
under the provisions of this section. Pay- 
ment is made by the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs from appropriations of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. This is consistent 
with the national policy established by the 
Congress in 1939 whereby the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs pays all benefits other 
than the retired pay of magus of the Regu- 
lar Army. 

Subsection (e) t certain definitions 
essential to the proper interpretation of sec- 
tion 203. 


CONSTRUCTIVE SERVICE FOR RETIREMENT 
Regular Army 


Sections 204 and 205 of title II again apply 
only to members of the Regular Army. 

Subsection 204 is necessary in view of the 
recent integration of temporary officers into 
the Regular Army under the provisions of 
the act of December 28, 1945. As the com- 
mittee is aware, these officers were given con- 
structive service under the provisions of 
that act for purposes of determining their 
grade and right of promotion. Section 204 
permits such constructive service to be 
counted in determining their eligibility for 
voluntary retirement under the provisions 
of the act of July 31, 1935. As originally in- 
troduced, this section also permitted such 
constructive service to be counted in com- 
puting retirement pay. The subcommitee, 
however, specifically amended the section to 
permit the constructive service in question 
to be counted for determining eligibility for 
retirement only and, as now written, it does 
not authorize this service to be counted in 
computing retirement pay. 

The section in question is a substitute for 
the fifth proviso of section 5 of the act of 
July 31, 1935, as amended, which is repealed. 


Retirement in temporary grade 


Section 205 of the bill under consideration 
provides for the retirement or for advance- 
ment on the retired list of each commis- 
sioned officer of the Regular Army in the 
highest temporary grade satisfactorily held 
by him during active military service in 
time of war. 

Subsection (b) of section 205 applies the 
same principle to members of the Army 
Nurse Corps. Similarly warrant officers and 
enlisted members of the Regular Army here- 
tofore or hereafter retired are retired in the 
highest grade held during active military 
service during the war and receive retired 
pay on the basis of base and longevity pay 
which they would have been receiving if 
serving in active duty in such grade. 

Subsection (d) of this section makes a 
similar provision with respect to members 
of the Army of the United States other than 
of the Regular Army heretofore or hereafter 
granted retirement pay for physical disabil- 
ity. 


Subsections (e) and (f) provide for the 
effective date of the provisions of this sec- 
tion and provide certain safeguards in the 
event such individuals are recalled to active 
duty. 

Congress has established this principle in 
national policy by making similar provisions 
in the act of February 21, 1946 (Public Law 
305, 79th Cong.), respecting the retirement of 
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naval personnel. It is not believed that any 
valid distinction exists between the type of 
service rendered by officers and enlisted men 
of the Army and the service rendered by 
officers and enlisted men of the Navy upon 
which naval personnel should be retired in 
temporary war grades while military person- 
nel are retired in their permanent grades. 
The provisions of this section place Army 
personnel in exactly the same position in 
this respect as naval personnel under the act 
of February 21, 1946. 


REEXAMINATION OF PERSONS RETIRED FOR 
PHYSICAL DISABILITY 


Section 206 is a new section inserted by the 
subcommittee which prepared the bill under 
consideration. The subcommittee was of the 
opinion that there has been abuse of the 
laws and regulations providing for the retire- 
ment of personnel because of physical dis- 
ability in the past. At the present time, 
there is no provision for the reexamination 
of individuals who have been retired because 
of physical disability nor is there any pro- 
vision whereby the retired pay of such indi- 
viduals is terminated or reduced should they 
recover from the disability for which they 
were retired. 

Section 206, consequently, provides that 
all persons heretofore or hereafter retired for 
physical disability, with the exception of 
those having obvious disabilities of a perma- 
nent nature, shall be required to take annual 
physical examinations and that the retired 
pay of persons found no longer physically 
disqualified for service as a result of such ex- 
amination shall be terminated. 

In the case of a member of the Regular 
Army or of the Army Nurse Corps whose re- 
tired pay is terminated as a result of the 
contemplaged annual physical examination, 
the Secretary of War, with the consent of 
the individual involved, is required to recom- 
mend to the President the nomination of 
such individual for reappointment to the ac- 
tive list of the Regular Army or of the Army 
Nurse Corps in the grade and with the senior- 
ity that such person would have held had he 
not been originally retired. 

Similar provisions are made with respect 
to persons other than members of the Regu- 
lar Army whose retirement pay is terminated, 
and again the section calls upon the Presi- 
dent to appoint such persons in the Officers’ 
Reserve Corps in the grade equal to the 
highest grade satisfactorily held by him in 
the Army of the United States. 

Those members of the Regular Army who 
decline to accept reappointment to the ac- 
tive list may, if they have completed 20 or 
more years of active Federal service, be re- 
tired at 2½ percent of annual base pay and 
longevity of the highest grade satisfactorily 
held by him during his period of service mul- 
tiplied by the number of years of active 
Federal service. In computing this figure, 
time spent on the retired list is counted as 
active Federal service. Similar provisions 
are made respecting the retirement of en- 
listed men. 


Rules and regulations 
Section 207 of the bill contains authority 
for the Secretary of War to promulgate neces- 
sary regulations and also contains the usual 
“grandfather clause.” A specific exemption 


with respect to section 206 of the bill is con- 
tained in this clause. 


The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr, LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
now under consideration was introduced 
by my colleague the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Brooxs], and I am 
heartily in favor of the same. 

It is my opinion that this bill cor- 
rects an injustice as between the offi- 
cers of the armed forces and that the 
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provisions are fair and reasonable, and 
that the enactment of this bill will go 
a long ways to solidify and clarify our 
national-defense policies. 

The bill has the unanimous support 
of the War Department, National Guard, 
and Reserve Officers’ Associations, as 
well as the approval of veterans’ organi- 
zations. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the Mem- 
bers of the House will not defer further 
action on this important matter, and 
that the same will be approved unani- 
mously. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation has the 
full support of the various officers and 
veterans organizations in my State, and 
I ask unanimous consent that I may in- 
sert telegrams from a number of leading 
and distinguished men from my district 
and Louisiana who urge the enactment 
of this bill, and that the same be in- 
cluded in my remarks. 

I now submit the telegrams addressed 
to me as follows: 

LAKE CHARLES, La., July 24, 1946. 
Representative LARCADE, Louisiana, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge further support of H. R. 6954 intro- 
duced by Brooxs of Louisiana in order that 
it may be placed on unanimous-consent list. 
The bill has won unanimous support of the 
War Department, National Guard, Reserve 
Officers’ Association, and veterans’ organiza- 
tions. 

LEONARD E. PAULEY, 
Lieutenant Colonel, United States 
National Guard, 


Lake CHARLES, LA., July 24, 1946. 
Representative LarcabE, Louisiana, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge further support of H. R. 6954 intro- 
duced by Brooks of Louisiana in order that 
it may be placed on unanimous-consent list, 
The bill has won unanimous support of the 
War Department, National Guard, Reserve 
Officers’ Association, and veterans’ organiza- 
tions. 

Rax MOND H. PAULEY, 
First Lieutenant, United States 
Artillery. 
LAKE CHARLES, LA., July 24, 1946. 
Congressman Henry D. LARCADE, JI., 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge further support of H. R. 6954 intro- 
duced by Brooxs of Louisiana in order that 
it may be placed on the unanimous-consent 
calendar. This is the bill unanimously sup- 
ported by the War Department, National 
Guard, and Reserve Officers’ Associations, and 
the veterans’ organizations, 

FRANK C. BLACKBURN. 
LAKE CHARLES, LA., July 24, 1946. 
Representative HENRY D. LARCADE, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge further suppor: of H. R. 6954 Intro- 
duced by Brooxs of Louisiana in order that 
it may be placed on unanimous-consent cal- 
endar. His bill has won unanimous support 
of War Department, National Guard, Reserve 
Officers Association, and veterans’ organiza- 
tions. 

ROBERT B. CAGLE, 
Louisiana National Guard. 
LAKE CHARLES, LA., July 24, 1946. 
Congressman Henry D. LARCADE, Jr., 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge further support of, H. R. 6954 intro- 
duced by Brooxs of Louisiana in order that 
it may be placed on the unanimous-consent 
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calendar. This is the bill unanimously sup- 
ported by the War Department, National 
Guard and Reserve Officers’ Associations, and 
veterans’ organizations, 
Jas. H. KUTTNER. 

LAKE CHARLES, LA., July 24, 1946. 

Hon. HENRY D. LARCADE, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge further support of H. R. 6954 intro- 
duced by Representative Brooxs, Louisiana, 
in order that it may be placed on unanimous- 
consent calendar. This bill has won unani- 
mous support of War Department, National 
Guard, Reserve Officers’ Association, and vet- 
erans’ organizations. 

ARTHUR L. GAYLE, Jr., 
Lieutenant Colonel, United States 
Reserve Army. 
SHREVEFORT, LA., July 25, 1946. 
Hon. Henry J. LATHAM, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Understand H. R. 6954 by Brooxs of Loui- 
siana may be placed on unanimous-consent 
calendar for immediate consideration. Urge 
your assistance. We think it highly impor- 
tant that passage be expedited so as to hasten 
solidification and clarification of the na- 
tional defense policies. This bill unani- 
mously supported by War Department, Na- 
tional Guard, Reserve Officers’ Association, 
and so forth, 

WHITFIELD JACK, 
President, Louisiana Department, 
Reserve Officers’ Association, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Martin] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
this bill has been under study by the 
Committee on Military Affairs for sev- 
eral years. The problem came up 
acutely in 1940 when we rewrote the 
promotion law for the Army. I joined 
at that time with the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] in writing a 
committee report in which we stressed 
two important factors needed by the 
Army, one governing promotion and the 
other governing attrition as far as the 
Regular Army is concerned. 

Section 1 of the bill now before you 
includes the first far-reaching legislation 
governing the problem of attrition and 
giving the War Department the machin- 
ery needed for keeping the Army officer 
personnel up to date and freeing it from 
officers who cease to be of effective serv- 
ice and use to the Army, 

Section 1 of this bill is vitally needed 
now since we are increasing the Regular 
Army officer personnel. I had the privi- 
lege of serving in the Army for many 
years following World War I, and fol- 
lowing the increase in the Regular Army 
in 1920, and I know how badly the Regu- 
lar Army needed legislation of this kind 
at that time. They did not have it, and 
as a consequence the Army suffered be- 
cause of the inability and the lack of 
machinery to take care of the necessary 
attrition. ` 

As far as sections 2 and 3 are con- 
cerned, they bring in a new piece of leg- 
islation authorizing limited retirement 
rights for National Guard and Reserve 
Officers and men who devote many years 
of their lifetime to the national defense. 
We have needed such incentive as is pro- 
vided in this bill, and we have never 
needed it more than we do today when 
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we look forward to building up a larger 
and a more effective National Guard and 
Reserve system. 

I have two amendments which I shall 
offer covering points that have arisen 
since the committee completed discus- 
sion of the bill, and in offering these 
amendments I certainly do not wish to 
criticize any member of the committee 
for not having placed them in the bill, 
because I know enough about the laws 
governing the armed forces, and espe- 
cially those laws governing retirement of 
members of the armed forces, to know 
that no one can expect even in years of 
study to cover every possible point that 
should be covered. 

At this point I want to make a state- 
ment regarding the work of the subcom- 
mittee chairman, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Brooxs]. He has done 
an outstanding job on this bill. I am 
sorry that he is not able to be with us 
at this time. Backing up the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. Brooks] with equal 
good work was the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Srxes] who just addressed 
you. 

The committee has given a lot of time 
and study to this matter. The bill itself 
is too complicated to expect one to out- 
line every detail of it here at this time, 
but I can assure you that it is the best 
bill in this field that I have had the priv- 
ilege of helping to develop and bring be- 


fore the House. 


Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I want 
to say for the record that our commit- 
tee looks upon the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. MARTIN] as the best informed man 
in Congress on these problems. I think 
that is not exaggerating one bit. We 
relied very heavily on his experience and 
his background in connection with this 
problem, and that is one reason why I 
am thoroughly in favor of the bill. He 
sponsored it and he furnished the his- 
torical background we had to have in 
order to understand it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. DURHAM. I would like fo add to 
what the gentleman from California 
[Mr. JoHNSON] has just said about the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Marti]. 
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Martin], 
I think, knows more about this matter 
than any other member of the subcom- 
mittee. During the last 2 years he has 
been working on this problem trying to 
coordinate and work out this retirement 
bill. I think that he has done more 
hard work on it than any member on 
this subcommittee and deserves the 
thanks of the Members of this House. 


Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I thank the 
gentleman. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 


Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I realize 
that the gentleman is an authority on 
this matter, but I should like to bring up 
a letter I received this morning in which 
an old National Guard officer, who had 
some service in this war, was complain- 
ing about the section in this bill which 
requires 3 years of actual military serv- 
ice, 2 years’ service in the future, and 
only 1 year credit for service already ren- 
dered. I am wondering if that is still in 


this bill? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. We have 
taken care of that. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That has 


been taken care of in the bill? 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Yes. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank the 
gentleman. 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. We tried to be 


fair to those officers of the National 
Guard and reserve who have already 
given long service. -I have an amend- 
ment to offer in behalf of those officers 
who served 20 years or more and who 
were taken out of service because of 
physical disability at the very time they 
had the opportunity to render extended 
active duty during this war. This 
amendment will improve the bill con- 
siderably, and I know it is acceptable to 
the committee. I shall be very glad to 
offer it. I will also offer an amendment 
changing the present law regarding of- 
ficers retired under section 24 (b) of the 
National Defense Act. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. DURHAM. This amendment was 
overlooked in the committee. The 
gentleman from Iowa brought it to the 
attention of the committee after we had 
completed the consideration of the bill. 
Personally, I think it is a good amend- 
ment and should be added, because it puts 
every group in the Army on the same 
basis of retired pay. There is no reason 
why this little group of men, approxi- 
mately 150 or 200, as I recall the num- 
ber, should not be placed on the same 
basis as all the other officers in the 
Regular Army. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s comment regarding that 
amendment to section 24 (b) of the Na- 
tional Defense Act. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa, 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON. I join with other 
members of my committee in saying 
that the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Martin] has done an outstanding job on 
this bill. I should also like to include the 
‘gentleman from California [Mr. JOHN- 
son]. If we are not to have a large stand- 
ing army, and none of us wants a larger 
one than is absolutely necessary for our 
national defense and national security, 
I am sure the gentleman will agree that 
we must give proper encouragement to 
the National Guard and Reserve officer 
components of the United States. The 
truth of the matter is, I think, and I be- 
lieve the gentleman will agree with me, 
that in the recent past they have not had 
what might be commonly called a square 


I yield to the 
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deal, yet their contribution in the recent 


war equalled that of any other person 
in the Army, 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The gentleman 
is absolutely right. Also I wish to join 
in his commendation of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Jonnson] for his 
intelligent and diligent efforts to build a 
sound piece of legislation in this field. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa has expired. All time 
has expired. 3 

The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “Army Vitalization and Retire- 
ment Equalization Act of 1946.“ 


TITLE I 
ELIMINATION 


Sec. 101. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the Secretary of War is hereby 
authorized for such causes as may be satis- 
factory to him, to remove any commissioned 
officer from the active list of the Regular 
Army in the manner hereinafter prescribed. 

Serc. 102. Immediately following the enact- 
ment of this act, and once annually there- 
after, the Secretary of War shall convene a 
selection board of five general officers, which 
shall review the records of all officers on the 
active list of the Regular Army to determine 
which of such officers shall be required to 
show cause why they should be retained on 
the active list. Selection of any officer to 
show cause for retention shall be based upon 
his failure to achieve such standards of per- 
formance as the Secretary of War shall by 
regulations prescribe, or on other good and 
sufficient reasons appearing to the satisfac- 
tion of the Secretary of War and of which 
the selection board is advised. 

Sec. 103. Any officer selected to show cause 
for retention shall be accorded a fair and im- 
partial hearing before a board of inquiry, 
consisting of not less than three general of- 
ficers, convened at such place or places as the 
Secretary of War may prescribe to receive evi- 
dence and to make findings and recommen- 
dations as to the officer’s fitness to be re- 
tained on the active list. If the board of in- 
quiry recommends the retention of any officer 
on the active list, his case shall thereupon be 
closed and shall not be subject to further 
action, except that such officer may again 
be selected to show cause for retention 
at any future time in accordance with the 
provisions of section 102 of this title. 

SEC. 104. The board of inquiry shall for- 
ward the record of its proceedings in each 
case in which it recommends the removal 
of any officer from the active list to a board 
of review, consisting of not less than five 
general officers, convened by the Secretary of 
War at such time as he deems appropriate, 
to review each such case and make recom- 
mendations as to the retention of the officer 
concerned on the active list. If the board of 
inquiry recommends the retention of any 
officer on the active list, his case shall there- 
upon be closed and shall not be subject to 
further action, except that such officer may 
again be selected to show cause for retention 
at any future time in accordance with the 
provisions of section 102 of this title. If 
the board of review recommends against the 
retention of any officer on the active list, 
such recommendation shall be transmitted 
to the Secretary of War for his action there- 
on. The action of the Secretary of War in 
removing any officer from the active list shall 
be final and conclusive: Provided, That at 
any time prior to his removal from the active 
list the application of any officer for honor- 
able discharge or voluntary retirement under 
this act or any other provision of law may, 
if the applicant is otherwise qualified there- 
for, be granted by the Secretary of. War. 
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Sec, 105. Any officer who is under con- 
sideration for removal from the active list 
shall be allowed to appear in person or by 
counsel at proceedings before any board of 
inquiry or any board of final review, and 
shall, at all stages of the proceedings, be al- 
lowed full access to and furnished copies 
of records pertinent to his case. No person 
shall sit as a member of more than one of 
the boards convened under section 102, 103, 
or 104 of this title in the consideration of 
the case of the same officer. 

Sec. 106. Each officer removed from the 
active list of the Regular Army pursuant to 
this title shall— 

(a) if on the date of removal he has com- 
pleted less than 7 years’ active Federal com- 
missioned service, be honorably discharged 
in the permanent grade then held; 

(b) if on the date of removal he has com- 
pleted 7 or more but less than 10 years of 
such service, be honorably discharged in the 
permanent grade then held, with severance 
pay equal to 6 months’ base and longevity 
pay computed upon such grade; 

(c) if on the date of removal he has com- 
pleted 10 or more but less than 20 years of 
such service, be honorably discharged in 
the permanent grade then held, with sever- 
ance pay equal to 1 year’s base and longevity 
pay computed upon such grade; 

(d) if on the date of removal he has 
completed 20 or more years of such service, 
be retired in the permanent grade then held, 
with retired pay equal to the retired pay 
which he would receive if retired in such 
grade upon his own application under sec- 
tion 5 of the act of July 31, 1935 (49 Stat. 
607), as now or hereafter amended. 

Sec. 107. (a) The Secretary of War shall 
transmit the records of all proceedings in the 
case of each person heretofore removed from 
the active list of the Regular Army pursuant 
to the provisions of section 2 of the joint 
resolution of July 29, 1941 (55 Stat. 606), to 
a board of review convened under section 
104 of this title. Each person so removed 
shall be notified of the reference of his case 
to such board for review, and shall be ac- 
corded opportunity to appear before the 
board in person or by counsel. After full 
and fair consideration of all the facts and 
circumstances of each such case as they ex- 
isted at the time of removal, the board shall 
transmit to the Secretary of War a report 
thereon containing its findings of fact, its 
conclusion on the question whether such 
removal was justified, and its recommenda- 
tion on the question whether the officer 
affected should be restored to the active list 
pursuant to the provisions of this section. 

(b) In each such case in which the Secre- 
tary of War approves a recommendation for 
the restoration of any person to the active 
list of the Regular Army, he shall transmit 
the record of proceedings to the President, 
who is authorized and requested to appoint 
such person, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, as a commissioned officer 
on the active list of the Regular Army in the 
grade and with the seniority which he would 
have attained by operation of law if he had 
not been removed therefrom. In all other 
cases the action taken by the Secretary of 
War shall be final and conclusive for all pur- 
poses. The Secretary of War shall transmit 
to each person affected a copy of the report 
made by the board of review in his case and 
written notice as to the disposition thereof. 

(c) In determining length of active Fed- 
eral commissioned service for all purposes of 
pay, allowances, appointment, promotion, and 
retirement, each person restored to the ac- 
tive list of the Regular Army pursuant to the 
provisions of this section shall be deemed to 
have served as an officer on the active list of 
the Regular Army from the date of his re- 
moval therefrom to the date of his restora- 
tion thereto, and upon restoration shall be 
carried as an additional number in the grade 
in which restored to the active list or in any 
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grade to which he thereafter may be pro- 
moted. Each officer so restored shall be ac- 
corded al! other rights, benefits, and privileges 
to which he would have been entitled if he 
had not been removed from the active list, 
except those based upon active service in time 
of war or emergency not in fact performed 
by him, 

Sec, 108. (a) The Secretary of War may 
promulgate such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry into effect the provisions 
of this title. 

(b) No back pay, allowances, or compen- 
sation shall accrue to any person by reason 
of the enactment of any provision of this 
title. 

Sec, 109. Section 24b of the National De- 
fense Act, as amended by the act of June 4, 
1920 (41 Stat. 773), and the joint resolution 
of July 29, 1941 (55 Stat. 606), are hereby 


repealed, 
Trrix II 
RETIREMENT 


Sec, 201. Effective upon the enactment of 
this title, the Secretary of War shall estab- 
lish— 

(a) An officers’ retired list, to be published 
annually in the Army Register, upon which 
shall be placed all commissioned officers of 
the Regular Army heretofore or hereafter 
retired from active service under any provi- 
sion of law, without limitation as to the 
number of officers who may be placed there- 
on. Any provision of law requiring com- 
missioned officers of the Regular Army to be 
placed upon the limited or unlimited retired 
lists hereafter shall be deemed to refer to 
the officers’ retired list established pursuant 
to this subsection; 

(b) A Reserve officers’ retired list, to be 
published annually in the Army Register, 
upon which shall be placed the names of all 
commissioned officers and former commis- 
sioned officers of the Army of the United 
States, other than those of the Regular Army, 
heretofore or hereafter granted retirement 
pay under section 5 of the act of April 3, 
1939 (53 Stat. 557), as amended (10 U. S. C. 
456), section 1 of the act of Sepember 26, 
1941 (55 Stat. 733; 10 U. S. C. 456a), section 
203 of this title or any law hereafter en- 
acted to provide retirement pay for com- 
missioned officers other than those of the 
Regular Army, and the names of all warrant 
officers and enlisted men of the Regular Army 
heretofore or hereafter retired under any pro- 
vision of law who, by reason of service in 
temporary commissioned grades in the Army 
of the United States or any component there- 
of, are entitled to be retired with commis- 
sioned rank or grade. 

Sec. 202. That portion of section 5 of the 
act of July 31, 1935 (49 Stat. 507), as amend- 
ed by section 3 of the act of June 13, 1940 
(54 Stat. 380; 10 U. S. C. 943a, 971b), ending 
with the colon following the second proviso 
thereof, is hereby further amended to read 
as follows: 

That any officer on the active list of the 
Regular Army or Philippine Scouts who shall 
haye completed not less than 20 or more 
than 30 years’ active Federal service in the 
armed forces of the United States may in 
the discretion of the Secretary of War be 
retired upon his own application with an- 
nual pay equal to 2½ percent of his active- 
duty annual base and longevity pay at the 
time of retirement, multiplied by a number 
equal to the number of years of such active 
Federal service not in excess of 30 years: 
Provided, That in computing the number of 
years of such service for the purpose of de- 
termining the amount of retired pay, and for 
no other purpose, any fractional part of a 
year amounting to 6 months or more shall 
be counted as a complete year: Provided 
jurther, That any officer on the active list of 
Regular Army or Philippine Scouts who served 
in any capacity as a member of the military 
or naval forces of the United States prior 
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to November 12, 1918, and who completes 20 
or more years of active service shall, upon 
his own application, be retired with annual 
pay equal to 75 percent of his active-duty 
annual base and longevity pay at the time of 
his retirement unless entitled to retired pay 
of a higher grade as hereinafter provided, 


except that officers who are under investiga-- 


tion or who are awaiting trial by courts 
martial or the result of such trial, or whose 
cases are pending before courts of inquiry 
shall be retired only when the application 
for retirement in each case has been ap- 
proved by the Secretary of War.” 

Sec. 203. (a) Any person, after attaining 
the age of 60, who has heretofore served 
or hereafter serves as a commissioned offi- 
cer, warrant Officer, flight officer, or an en- 
listed man in a reserve component of the 
Army of the United States and who has com- 
pleted an aggregate of 20 or more years of 
satisfactory service in the armed forces of the 
United States, or reserve components thereof, 
shall, upon application to the Secretary of 
War, be granted retirement pay, if he sat- 
isfles the requirements applicable to his case 
as set forth below: 

(1) If he has no satisfactory service in the 
armed forces of the United States, or reserve 
components thereof, prior to the termination 
of the present wars, he must have completed 
not less than 3 years of active Federal service 
subsequent to the date of termination of 
such wars. 

(2) If he has completed some satisfactory 
service but less than 5 years of satisfactory 
service in the armed forces of the United 
States, or reserve components thereof, prior 
to the date of termination of the present 
wars, he must have completed not less than 
3 years of active Federal service, at least 2 
years of which must have been served sub- 
sequent to the date of termination of such 
wars. 

(3) If he has completed 5 years but less 
than 10 years of satisfactory service in the 
armed forces of the United States, or reserve 
components thereof, prior to the date of ter- 
mination of the present wars, he must have 
completed not less than 4 years of active Fed- 
eral service, at least 18 months of which must 
have been served subsequent to the date of 
termination of such wars. 

(4) If he has completed 10 years but less 
than 15 years of satisfactory service in the 
armed forces of the United States, or reserve 
components thereof, prior to the date of ter- 
mination of the present wars, he must have 
completed not less than 4 years of active Fed- 
eral service, at least 1 year of which must 
have been served subsequent to the date of 
termination of such wars. 

(5) If he has completed 15 years but less 
than 25 years of satisfactory service in the 
armed forces of the United States, or reserve 
components thereof, prior to the date of ter- 
mination of the present wars, he must have 
completed not less than 4 years of active 
Federal service, at least 6 months of which 
must have been served subsequent to the date 
of termination of such wars. 

(6) If he has completed 25 or more years of 
satisfactory service in the armed forces of 
the United States, or reserve components 
thereof, prior to the date of termination of 
the present wars, he must have completed 
not less than 4 years of active Federal service. 
For the purposes of paragraphs (1) through 
(6) of this subsection, service with the Civil- 
jan Conservation Corps shall not be deemed 
to be active Federal service. 

(b) Any person granted retirement pay 
under the provisions of subsection (a) shall 
be entitled to receive such pay at an annual 
rate equal to— 

(1) 2% percent of the active-duty annual 
base and longevity pay which he would re- 
ceive if serving, at the time granted retire- 
ment pay, on active duty in the highest grade 
satisfactorily held by him during his period 
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of service multiplied by a number equal to 
the sum of the number of years of his active 
Federal service; plus 

(2) one-half of 1 percent of such active- 
duty annual base and longevity pay multi- 
plied by a number equal to the sum of the 
number of years of his inactive Federal 
service. 


No person shall be entitled to receive such 
retirement pay at an annual rate in excess of 
75 percent of such active-duty annual base 
and longevity pay. In computing the number 
of years of active or inactive Federal service 
for the purposes of this subsection, any frac- 
tional part of a year amounting to 6 months 
or more shall be counted as a complete year 
and any fractional part of a year amounting 
to less than 6 months shall be disregarded. 
No person shall be entitled to receive any 
increase in retirement pay granted to him 
under this section by reason of any active 
or inactive Federal service performed by him 
subsequent to the time he is granted retire- 
ment pay. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any member of a reserve component 
of the Army of the United States who fails 
to meet such standards and qualifications 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary of 
War may be discharged at any time by the 
Secretary of War. No member or former 
member of a reserve component of the Army 
of the United States shall be eligible for 
retirement pay under the provisions of this 
section unless he meets such standards and 
qualifications during the entire period of his 
service in the Army of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary of War shall certify to 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs the 
names of all persons ent‘tled to retirement 
pay under the provisions of this section and 
the amount of such pay ta which such per- 
sons are respectively entitled. The Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs shall thereafter 
disburse such pay to such persons from ap- 
propriations made to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration for that purpose. 

(e) For the purposes of this section— 

(1) service in the inactive National Guard, 
in a nonfederally recognized status in the 
National Guard, or in the inactive Reserve 
section of the Officers’ Reserve Corps shall 
not be deemed to be active or inactive Fed- 
eral service; 

(2) periods of annual field training and 
periods of attendance at service schools, as 
authorized by the Secretary of War under 
section 37a, 94, 97, and 99 of the National 
Defense Act, shall be credited as active Fed- 
eral service; 

(3) the term “date of termipation of the 
present wars” shall mean the date proclaimed 
by the President as the date of such termina- 
tion or the date specified in a concurrent 
resolution of the two Houses of Congress as 
the date of such termination; 

(4) all service in the federally recognized 
National Guard shall be deemed to be service 
in a reserve component of the Army of the 
United States. 

Sec 204. (a) For the purpose of determin- 
ing the number of years of active service 
to be credited in computing eligibility for 
retirement under any provision of law, ex- 
cept under the second proviso of section 5 
of the act of July 31, 1935 (49 Stat. 507), 
as amended, each commissioned officer on 
the active list of the Regular Army who is— 

(1) commissioned in a promotion-list arm 
or service shall be deemed to have at least 
the same length of continuous active com- 
missioned service in the Regular Army as 
any officer junior to him on the promotion 
list; 

(2) commissioned in a non-promotion-list 
arm or service shall be deemed to have at 
least the same length of continuous active 
commissioned service in the Regular Army 
as any Officer Junior to him in rank in the 
arm or service in which he is commissioned. 
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(b) The fifth proviso of section 5 of the 
act of July 31, 1935 (49 Stat. 507), as 
amended by section 3 of the act of June 13, 
1940 (54 Stat. 380), is hereby repealed. 

Sec, 205. (a) Each commissioned officer 
of the Regular Army heretofore or hereafter 
retired under any provision of law (except 
section 24b of the National Defense Act, as 
amended, the joint resolution of July 29, 
1941 (55 Stat. 606), title I of this act, or any 
law hereafter enacted for the retirement of 
inefficient officers) shall be advanced on the 
officers’ retired list to the highest temporary 
grade satisfactorily held by him, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of War, during active 
military service in time of war, and shall 
receive retired pay at the rate prescribed by 
law, computed on the basis of the base and 
longevity pay which he would receive if serv- 
ing on active duty in such grade. 

(b) Each member of the Army Nurse Corps, 
established by chapter V of the act of July 
9, 1918 (40 Stat. 879), as amended, heretofore 
or hereafter retired under any provision of 
law shall be advanced to the highest tempo- 
rary tired list to a grade with relative rank 
equal to the highest grade in which, or to 
the highest relative rank with which, she 
served satisfactorily, as determined by the 
Secretary of War, during active military 
service in time of war, whichever is higher, 
and shall receive retired pay at the rate pre- 
‘scribed by law computed on the basis of 
the base and longevity pay which she would 
receive if serving on active duty in such 
grade or with such relative rank, 

(c) Each warrant officer and each enlisted 
member of the Regular Army heretofore or 
hereafter retired under any provision of law 
shall be advanced on the Nurse Corps re- 
commissioned officer, warrant officer, flight 
officer, or enlisted grade satisfactorily held 
by him, as determined by the Secretary of 
War, during active military service in time 
of war, and shall receive retired pay at the 
rate prescribed by law computed on the 
basis of the base and longevity pay which 
he would receive if serving on active duty 
in such grade. 

(d) Each member of the Army of the 
United States, other than a member of the 
Regular Army, heretofore or hereafter granted 
retirement pay under any of the laws speci- 
fied in subsection 201 (b) of this title, shall 
receive such pay at the rate prescribed by 
law, computed upon the same basis as that 
prescribed by this section for the computa- 
tion of the retired pay of members of the 
Regular Army. 

(e) This section shall be effective as to 
persons heretofore retired or granted retire- 
ment pay upon the first day of the first calen- 
der month following the date of enactment 
of this title, and as to persons hereafter re- 
tired or granted retirement pay upon the 
effective date of retirement or of entitlement 
to receive retirement pay. 

(f) No person recalled to active duty after 
retirement, or after having been granted 
retirement pay, shall be entitled, by reason 
of the enactment of this section, to be re- 
called in any rank or grade higher than that 
to which he or she would otherwise have been 
entitled. 

Sec. 206. (a) On and after the effective 
date of this act— 

(1) all members of the Regular Army and 
all members of the Army Nurse Corps hereto- 
fore or hereafter retired under any provision 
of law providing for retirement because of 
incapacity for active service, and all persons 
entitled to disability retirement benefits 
provided by law for members of the Army 
Nurse Corps, shall, until they have attained 
the age of 60 years, be given annual physical 
examinations at such times and places and 
in such manner as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary of War: Provided, That, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of War may 
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prescribe, persons having obvious disabill- 
ties of a permanent nature may be relieved 
from such annual physical examinations; 
(2) all persons who have heretofore served 
or hereafter serve as members of the Army 
of the United States, other than as members 
of the Regular Army, and who have hereto- 


-fore been granted or are hereafter granted 


retirement pay under the provisions of sec- 
tion 5 of the act of April 3, 1939 (53 Stat. 
557), as amended (10 U. S. C. 456), or section 
1 of the act of September 26, 1941 (55 Stat. 
783; 10 U. S. C. 456a), shall, until they attain 
the age of 60 years, be given annual physical 
eximinations at such times and places and 
in such manner as may be prescribed by the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs: Provided, 
That, under such regulations as the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs may prescribe, 
persons having obvious disabilities of a per- 
manent nature may be relieved from such 
annual physical examinations. 

(b) All persons who (1) have heretofore 
been retired under any provision of law pro- 
viding for retirement because of incapacity 
for active service or (2) have heretofore been 
granted retirement pay under the provisions 
of section 5 of the act of April 3, 1939 (53 
Stat. 557), as amended (10 U. S. C. 456), or 
section 1 of the act of September 26, 1941 
(55 Stat. 733; 10 U. S. C. 456a), and who have 
not attained the age of 60 years, shall, not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this act and annually thereafter, submit 
to an annual physical examination as herein 
required. The Secretary of War or the Ad- 
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs, as the case 
may be, is hereby authorized and directed to 
terminate the entitlement to the continued 
receipt of retired or retirement pay by any 
person who refuses or fails to submit to an 
annual physical examination required by 
this section. 

(c) Any person required to submit to an 
annual physical examination as prescribed 
by this section shall be furnished transpor- 
tation in kind, or in lieu thereof reimburse- 
ment at the rate of 4 cents per mile in ac- 
cordance with distances established in the 
Official Mileage Tables governing travel of 
officers of the Army, No per diem allowance 
for, or incident to, such travel or physical 
examination shall be paid under this or any 
other law. Appropriations of the Army and 
of the Veterans’ Administration available for 
expenses of travel current at the time the 
travel is directed shall be available to cover 
the cost of transportation and reimburse- 
ment authorized in this subsection. 

(d) If as the result of an annual physical 
examination, as required by this section, it is 
determined by the Secretary of War or the 
Administrator of Veterans“ Affairs, as the 
case may be, that an individual is not inca- 
pacitated for active service, his entitlement 
to receive retired or retirement pay shall be 
terminated. 

(e) In the case of any member of the Reg- 
ular Army or of the Army Nurse Corps whose 
entitlement to retired pay is terminated un- 
der the provisions of subsection (d) of this 
section, the Secretary of War shall, with the 
consent of the member concerned, transmit 
the name of such person to the President, 
who is authorized and requested to appoint 
such person, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, to the active list of the 
Regular Army or of the Army Nurse Corps in 
the grade and with the seniority which he 
would have attained by operation of law if 
he had not been retired. In determining 
length of active Federal commissioned sery- 
ice for all purposes of pay, allowances, ap- 
pointment, promotion, and retirement, each 
such person restored to the active list of the 
Regular Army or of the Army Nurse Corps 

t to the provisions of this subsection 
shall be deemed to have served as a member 
of the Army or of the Army Nurse 
Corps on the active list from the date of his 


JULY 26 


retirement to the date of his restoration 
thereto, and upon restoration shall be car- 
ried as an additional number in the grade in 
which restored to the active list or in any 
grade to which he thereafter may be pro- 
moted. 

(f) In the case of any person whose en- 
titlement to retirement pay is terminated 
under the provisions of subsection (d) of 
this section, the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs shall, with the consent of each indi- 
vidual involved, transmit the records of such 
person to the Secretary of War who shall 
request the President to appoint each such 
person as a commissioned officer in the 
Officers’ Reserve Corps in a grade equal to 
the highest grade theretofore satisfactorily 
held by him in the Army of the United States. 

(g) Any retired commissioned officer, war- 
rant officer, flight officer, or retired member 
of the Army Nurse Corps whose entitlement 
to retired pay is terminated under the pro- 
visions of subsection (d) of this section and 
who declines to be restored to the active list 
of the Regular Army as contemplated in sub- 
section (e) of this section shall, if he has 
completed 20 or more years of active Federal 
service, be entitled to receive retired pay at 
an annual rate equal to 214 percent of the 
active duty annual base and longevity pay 
which he would receive if serving, at the 
time of such termination, in the highest 
grade satisfactorily held by him during his 
period of service multiplied by a number 
equal to the sum of the number of years of 
his active Federal service not in excess of 
30 years. For the purpose of determining the 
number of years of active Federal service to 
be credited in computing eligibility for re- 
tirement and the amount of retired pay un- 
der this subsection, each such person shall 
be deemed to have been in active Federal 
service during the time for which he received 
retired pay. 

(h) Any retired enlisted man whose en- 
titlement to retired pay is terminated under 
the provisions of subsection (d) of this sec- 
tion shall be offered an opportunity to re- 
enlist in the Regular Army in a grade equal 
to the highest grade theretofore satisfactorily 
held by him. If such enlisted man declines 
to reenlist in the Regular Army he shall be 
entitled to receive retired pay at an annual 
rate equal to 2% percent of the active 
duty annual base and longevity pay which 
he would receive if serving, at the time of 
such termination, in the highest grade satis- 
factorily held by him during his period of 
service multiplied by a number equal to the 
sum of the number of years of his active 
Federal service not in excess of 30 years. 

Sec. 207. (a) The Secretary of War may 
promulgate such regulations as may be neces- 
— to carry into effect the provisions of this 

tle. < 

(b) Nothing contained in this title except 
the provisions of section 206 thereof shall 
be construed to deprive any person of any 
higher retired grade or rank, or any greater 
retired or retirement pay, to which he or 
she may be entitled under any other pro- 
vision of law. No back pay or allowances for 
any period prior to the date of enactment of 
this title shall accrue to any person by rea- 
son of the enactment thereof. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 16, strike out line 3 and insert “pro- 
vision of law shall be advanced on the Nurse 
Corps re-.” 

Page 16, strike out line 15 and insert 
“provision of law shall be advanced to the 
highest temporary.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. 


Mr. Speaker, 
I offer an amendment. 


1946 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
After line 5, page 12, insert a new subsec- 
tion as follows: 

“(7) If he has been separated from the 
armed forces of the United States or reserve 
components thereof because of physical dis- 
ability as the result of the finding of a duly 
constituted board of officers, he need not 
have completed any specified period of active 
Federal service.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a further amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
Add after line 12, page 15, a new section: 

“Sec, 205. Effective upon the first day of 
the first calendar month following the date 
of enactment of this act, the retired pay of 
any officer heretofore retired under the pro- 
visions of section 24b of the National De- 
fense Act, as amended (41 Stat. 774, 10 U. S. 
C. 571), shall be computed at the rate of 
2% percent of the active duty annual base 
and longevity pay provided in the Pay Re- 
adjustment Act of 1942, as amended by the 
act of June 29, 1946 (Public Law 474, 79th 
Cong.), for an officer of corresponding grade 
who is credited with the same number of 
years of service for longevity purposes as the 
number with which such officer is credited 
multiplied by a number equal to the number 
of complete years of commissioned service 
and service which under the provisions of 
the National Defense Act, as amended, is 
counted as the equivalent of such commis- 
sioned service. The maximum retired pay 
of an officer retired prior to January 1, 1924, 
under the provisions of section 24b of the 
National Defense Act, as amended, shall not 
exceed 75 percent of the active duty annual 
base and longevity pay which he would re- 
ceive if presently serving on active duty in 
the grade held by him at the time of his 
retirement, and the maximum retired pay 
of such an officer so retired after such date 
shall not exceed 60 percent of such active 
duty annual base and longevity pay.“ 


The third paragraph of section 15 of the 


Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 (act of June 
16, 1942, 56 Stat. 359), as amended, is 
hereby repealed. 

Renumber subsequent sections of the bill 
correctly. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


JAMES E. WEBB 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I take this opportunity of 
congratulating President Truman and 
the country upon the appointment of 
Mr. James E. Webb, of North Carolina, 
to the position of Director of the Budget. 

By ability, training, and experience, 
Mr. Webb possesses unusual as well as 
necessary qualifications for this high 
and responsible position. Mr. Webb has 
served as executive assistant to the 
Under Secretary of the Treasury, Hon, 
O. Max Gardner, since last March. Pre- 
vious to that time and since reaching his 
majority he has held numerous respon- 
sible public and private positions which 
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trained and equipped him in a very high 
degree for the duties that will rest upon 
him as Director of the Budget. I do not 
believe that the President could have 
found a better man had he made a dili- 
gent search of the entire country. 

With Hon. John Snyder, himself a suc- 
cessful businessman, Secretary of the 
Treasury, and his able lieutenant, Hon. 
O. Max Gardner, as Under Secretary, 
who will have charge of tax matters, and 
Mr. Webb as Director of the Budget, I 
am sure that the finances of the country 
and its fiscal affairs will be conducted on 
a sound and practical basis. Governor 
Gardner, while chief executive of our 
State, demonstrated most unusual busi- 
ness ability, and has done the same in 
private business. So I feel that we can 
safely look forward with hope and confi- 
dence to an era of economy and efficiency 
in business practices of our Government 
if the Congress will cooperate. 


THE LATE HONORABLE WALTER LEWIS 
HENSLEY 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Missouri IMr. 
CARNAHAN]. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
gret to announce to the membership of 
the House the passing of a former Mem- 
ber of this body, who represented the old 
Thirteenth Missouri Congressional Dis- 
trict. The counties which composed 
that district are now a large part of the 
present Eighth District which I have 
the honor to represent. 

Walter Lewis Hensley, son of Thomas 
J. and Emily E. Hensley, was born near 
Pevely, Jefferson County, Mo., September 
3,1871. He obtained his elementary and 
secondary education in the public schools 
of Jefferson County and later studied law 
at the University of Missouri, Columbia, 
Mo. In 1894, at the early age of 23, he 
was admitted to the bar and immediately 
took up commercial practice in Wayne 
County, Mo. 

After 4 years of legal practice in 
Wayne County, he moved to Bonne Terre, 
Mo., where he served with distinction in 
the office of prosecuting attorney of St. 
Francois County from 1898 to 1902, leav- 
ing that position to continue the practice 
of his profession at Farmington, Mo. 
There he remained until 1911 when he 
was elected as a Democratic Representa- 
tive of the old Thirteenth Congressional 
District of Missouri to the Sixty-second 
Congress. 

By his splendid ability and initiative, 
Congressman Hensley was reelected to 
the Sixty-third, Sixty-fourth, and Sixty- 
fifth sessions of Congress, during which 
time he did outstanding work on the 
House Labor Committee, Naval Affairs 
Committee, and the Census Committee, 
At the conclusion of the Sixty-fifth Con- 
gress, he declined to seek reelection. 

Turning away from his illustrious rec- 
ord in the Halls of Congress, he was 
honored with the appointment as United 
States district attorney and in this ca- 
pacity he served from March 1919 to 
May 1920, resigning to resume private 
law practice in St. Louis, Mo. 

The last 26 years of his life he de- 
voted to his profession and his beautiful 
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dairy farm near Pevely, Mo., where he 
spent many of his declining days. He 
died July 18, 1946, while on a sojourn 
in the State of Michigan, 

Congressman Hensley was a friend to 
everyone, in all walks of life, and his 
cheery smile and friendly word of greet- 
ing will be missed by all who knew him. 
He was particularly kind and sympa- 
thetic to the humble, lowly, and unfortu- 
nate, and loved children. In times of 
distress or difficulty, he was always ready 
to help in any way he could, many times 
going out of his way to help or to ac- 
commodate those in need of assistance. 
He was a kind, loving, and devoted hus- 
band and father, and his greatest pride 
and joy was his home and family. 

For myself and for his colleagues here 
in the House, I extend our deep sym- 
pathy to his family in their bereavement, 
And since death is as natural as birth, 
his family and friends should find con- 
solation in the knowledge that death to 
Mr. Hensley was a fitting benediction to 
a life well spent and also an invocation 
to a glorious immortality. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have an 
indefinite leave of absence in order to 
visit a member of my family who is ill. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. . 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mrs. DOUGLAS of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to extend her re- 
marks in the RECORD. 

Mr. BARTLETT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. GRANAHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp on the OPA and also to extend 
his remarks on registration in Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. POWELL asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include certain excerpts of 
an address before the National Council 
of Negro Women. 

Mr. POWELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include excerpts from a 
magazine article. 


SURPLUS QUICKSILVER 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of the Colmer Committee on 
Postwar Economic Policy and Planning, 
I have, of course, been interested in all 
legislation suggested by that committee. 
One piece of legislation concerned dis- 
posal of surplus war property. I know 
it was the intent of Congress, when war 
property was declared surplus, to see 
that it was not sold by the purchasers 
at enormous profits, or that it was not 
brought into competition with American 
products. 
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I understand that about 9,000 flasks of 
quicksilver or mercury has been declared 
surplus in Europe. Instead of being 
channeled to the War Agsets Administra- 
tion to be stock piled as a necessary re- 
serve for national defense, as it was sup- 
posed to be, I am told it has been dis- 
posed of for about one-third of our mar- 
ket price and may find its way back to 
this country, yielding great profits to the 
speculator, and not only that, but wreck- 
ing the price of the American product. 

A great deal of quicksilver is developed 
in my State. The market now is weak. 
If several thousand flasks of quicksilver 
should be dumped on the American 
market, it would have a disastrous effect 
upon the domestic price. We now have 
a new law which covers such surplus war 
property needed for national defense, but 
I fear negligence has occurred on the 
part of someone in the meantime, ac- 
cording to my information. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Arizona has expired. 


TOLL BRIDGE ACROSS MISSISSIPPI RIVER 
AT OR NEAR CAHOKIA, ILL. 


Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 6004, an act 
to provide authorization for the village 
of Cahokia, Ill., to construct, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River at or near Cahokia, III., 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments, and agree to the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 3, line 15, strike out “State” and 
insert “States.” 

Page 3, line 15, after “Illinois” insert “or 
Missouri.” 

Page 3, line 18, strike out “State” and 
insert “States.” 

Page 3, line 24, strike out “State” and insert 
“States.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. CHAPMAN]? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, this bill has the 
approval of the House committee, has it? 

Mr. CHAPMAN. It has. 

Mr. MICHENER. There is nothing to 
it except these clarifying Senate amend- 
ments? 

Mr. CHAPMAN. That is all. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 
` The Senate amendments were agreed 

0. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


VIOLENCE AND INTOLERANCE 


Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this opportunity to bring before the 
House and I hope before the conscience 
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of our Nation what has just been reported 
to us by the Associated Press, that four 
American citizens on a public highway 
of this Nation during the early hours of 
this morning were massacred by a mob. 
Two of those people who were shot to 
death were women. 

A few days ago a soldier of the United 
States Army in a neighboring State, with 


campaign ribbons on his chest and gold 


bars on his sleeve, 4 hours after being 
discharged honorably from the Army, 
was beaten and both of his eyes were 
gouged out by a representative of law 
and order. 

A few weeks before that a section of 
a city of our Nation was completely de- 
stroyed not by a mob but by the forces 
of law and order. with tommy guns at 
their disposal, destroying every place of 
business and every residence in that sec- 
tion. 

I hope the Department of Justice will 
move on this as soon as possible. To 
that end I have today wired the Attorney 
General demanding immediate action. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired. 


COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary may have until mid- 
night tonight to file a report on the 
bill H. R. 7147. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. DOMENGEAUX asked and was 
given permission to extend his own re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD, 


APPOINTMENT OF RESIDENT COMMIS- 
SIONER PIÑERO AS GOVERNOR OF 
PUERTO RICO 


Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 


. nois? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I am exceedingly pleased with the an- 
nouncement in today’s newspapers of 
the appointment by President Truman 
of our distinguished friend and col- 
league, the Resident Commissioner for 
Puerto Rico, Jesús T. PIÑERO, as the Gov- 
ernor of his home island. 

Mr. PINERO becomes the first native 
Governor of Puerto Rico since United 
States troops landed on the island in 
1898 during the Spanish-American War. 
All previous governors during American 
possession have been residents of the 
United States mainland. 

The appointment is not only a singular 
honor to our esteemed friend, Mr. PIÑERO, 
who is exceedingly popular with the 
membership of this House and who is 
an outstanding leader among his own 
constituency, but is a tribute to the 
people of Puerto Rico. 

Through this action President Truman 
lets it be known that he wants the Puerto 
Rican people to have a greater share in 
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their own government. It is evidence 
that our Government believes that the 
people of the island are fully capable of 
administering their own governmental 
responsibilities. 

Mr, PIÑERO, who is the leader of the 
popular Democratic Party in the island, 
is a native Puerto Rican. He was born 
there, at Carolina, on April 16,1897. He 
attended the College of Liberal Arts, 
University of Puerto Rico, and after his 
early scholastic training in the island 
schools, completed his education in the 
School of Engineering, University of 
Pennsylvania. 

I know of no one better equipped to 
handle this high and most important 
position that Mr. PIÑERO. He knows the 
economic problems of his island better 
than any other man, from practical ex- 
perience and a lifetime of study. He has 
been active in the island’s economic life, 
as well as in its political life. I am con- 
fident his appointment will lead to a new 
era in Puerto Rico and bring a better 
understanding between the great people 
of the island and their fellow country- 
men on the mainland. If I had been 
asked to recommend a Governor who, in 
my opinion, could accomplish the most 
for Puerto Rico I would have unhesi- 
tatingly suggested the name of Jesús T. 
PINERO, a fine man whom I know is going 
to make a great Governor. 

We dislike losing Mr. PiNero’s genial 
companionship in this House, but we are 
happy in this great honor which has 
come to him and to his people. 

BOOKS FOR THE ADULT BLIND 


Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 6455) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide books for the adult blind.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, will the gentle- 
man explain the bill? 

Mr. O'TOOLE. This bil! provides $1,- 
125,000 for talking books for the adult 
blind. Eighty percent of the adult blind 
are unable to master the Braille system 
of readirg. These machines are loaned 
out by the Library of Congress to circu- 
lating libraries throughout the United 
States. Records are made of novels, his- 
torical books, and books of all kinds, and 
they, in turn, are loaned out to the blind. 

There were 42,000 of these machines 
made in 1937. The major part of them 
are now worn out—in fact, they cannot 
be repaired. It is necessary not only to 
replace these 42,000 but an effort is being 
made to increase the number of machines 
by another 5,000, the demand is so great. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
may say that this is one piece of legis- 
lation with which I have been acquainted 
for several days. I know the committee 
has had thorough hearings on it and were 
unanimous in reporting it out. It is not 
in the classification about which I spoke 
earlier. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


1946 


The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act of June 13, 
1944 (58 Stat. 276), is amended to read as 
follows: 

“That there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated annually to the Library of Con- 
gress, in addition to appropriations otherwise 
made to said Library, $1,125,000, which sum 
shall be expended under the direction of the 
Librarian of Congress to provide books pub- 
lished either in raised characters, on sound- 
reproduction recordings, or in any other form, 
for the use of the adult blind residents of the 
United States, including the several States, 
Territories, insular possessions, and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia: Provided, That of said 
annual appropriation of $1,125,000, not ex- 
ceeding $200,000 thereof shall be expended for 
books in raised characters and the balance 
remaining shall be expended for sound-repro- 
duction recordings and for the purchase, 
maintenance, and replacement of reproducers 
for these sound-reproduction recordings, all 
of which books, recordings, and reproducers 
will remain the property of the Library of 
Congress but will be loaned to blind readers 
under regulations prescribed by the Librarian 
of Congress for this service. In the purchase 
of books in either raised characters or in 
sound-reproduction recordings the Librarian 
of Congress, without reference to section 5 of 
title 41, United States Code, shall give prefer- 
ence to non-profit-making institutions or 
agencies whose activities are primarily con- 
cerned with the blind, in all cases where the 
prices or bids submitted by such institutions 
or agencies are, by said Librarian, under all 
the circumstances and needs involved, deter- 
mined to be fair and reasonable. 

Sec, 2. This act shall be applicable with 
respect to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
and for each fiscal year thereafter. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. x 


GENERAL HOUSING ACT 


e \ 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Clerk may 
read a short letter I received from the 
President of the United States and to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

JuLy 25, 1946. 
Hon. Brent SPENCE, 

Chairman, Committee on Banking and 
Currency, the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mn. CHARMAN: I urge upon you and 
your committee the earliest practicable action 
on S. 1592, the General Housing Act of 1946, 
which is essential to the over-all housing pro- 
gram and particularly necessary at this time 
to make effective the veterans’ emergency 
housing program. 

The veterans’ emergency housing program 
involves two equally important tasks: (1) 
to expedite the production of building ma- 
terials and finished homes, which is being 
done under the Veterans’ Emergency Housing 
Act of 1946, and (2) to make sure that these 
houses are made available in sufficient 
volume at sales prices or rentals which the 
majority of our veterans and their families 
can afford, which cannot be achieved without 
passage of S. 1592. 

It is my considered judgment that S. 1592 
is urgently needed. I am confident that if 
this bill reaches the floor the Congress, recog- 
nizing the need and the equity of adequate 
housing for the veteran, will pass the bill in 
question, 
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Time is of the essence. I therefore urge 
again the earliest practicable action on this 
matter by you and your committee. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN, 

Copies to Hon, JoHN W. McCormack, Hon. 
Sam RAYBURN, 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, the bill of 
which the President writes is known as 
the Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill. It is 
nonpartisan, and, in my opinion, there is 
more general interest expressed in it 
than in any bill now pending before the 
Congress. This is not confined to any 
section of the country. The interest 
seems to be general throughout the 
United States. The imperative need of 
housing is apparent to all. 

May I say as chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency that I 
have made every effort to conduct the 
hearings on this bill expeditiously but 
have met with so many dilatory motions 
that we have been unable to make much 
progress. The President says it is essen- 
tial that the bill shall be reported and 
passed before the Congress adjourns. 

I hope we may have the assistance of 
the Congress in that respect and that the 
bill will be reported and passed. We are 
going to hold hearings in the evenings 
until the end of the session. I trust the 
House will remain in session for a suffi- 
cient time for the bill to be reported and 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, following 
the remarks of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Spence], chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, I 
wish to advise the Members of the House 
that on yesterday I filed discharge peti- 
tion No. 35 to discharge the Committee 
on Banking and Currency from further 
consideration of the bill S. 1592, other- 
wise known as the Wagner-Ellender-Taft 
Housing bill. 

My sympathies are with the chairman 
of the committee. I have not introduced 
this petition to cast any reflection on the 
efforts of the chairman or the efforts of 
the other members of the committee, 
who have worked so diligently in trying 
to bring this bill out before the Congress 
adjourns for the summer. 

I have placed this discharge petition 
on the Speaker’s desk only as a last 
resort. If 218 Members of the House of 
Representatives will sign the petition, 
this general housing bill, which is so 
urgently needed to speed up the con- 
struction of new homes, can be brought 
to the floor of the House and passed 
before Congress adjourns for the sum- 
mer. 

I know that the Banking and Currency 
Committee held a hearing on thé bill 
this morning and that it will meet again 
tonight and again tomorrow. That is 
fine, but I also know that the proponents 
have not yet concluded their testimony 


10185 


and that there are at least 35 opponents 
waiting to testify. These hearings can- 
not possibly be concluded prior to the 
date tentatively set for adjournment 
which is August 1. The Senate held 
lengthy hearings on this bill before pass- 
ing it with a substantial majority and 
the volumes of testimony from these 
hearings are available to any Member 
who wants more information before vot- 
ing on this bill. Further hearings by the 
House committee are unnecessary. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Members of this 
House are sincerely interested in helping 
to solve our critical housing shortage, 
they will want this bill to pass before 
adjournment. Without this bill many 
veterans will go without badly needed 
housing. I realize that filing this peti- 
tion at this late hour is a drastic move 
but we must have action. I plead with 
all interested Members to sign discharge 
petition No. 35 now. 


AUTHORIZING CERTAIN ADMINISTRATIVE 
EXPENSES IN THE GOVERNMENT 
SERVICE 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6533) to 
authorize certain administrative expenses 
in the Government service, and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 2, line 6, strike out “five” and insert 
“seven.” 

Page 2, line 7, strike out “six” and insert 
“eight.” 

Page 2, line 7, strike out “two” and insert 
“seven.” 

Page 8, line 12, strike out all after “or”, 
down to and including basis“ in line 14, and 
insert “(4) when the services are required to 
be performed by the contractor in person and 
are (A) of a technical and professional nature 
or (B) under Government supervision and 
paid for on a time basis.” 

Page 8, line 14, after Except“, insert “(1).” 

Page 8, line 16, strike out “or unless” and 
insert “(2) when.” 

Page 8, line 17, strike out all after law“, 
down to and including “$100” in line 20, and 
insert “or (3) when the reasonable value in- 
volved in any one case does not exceed $100, 
sales and contracts of sale by the Govern- 
ment shall be governed by the requirements 
of this section for advertising. 

“(c) In the case of wholly owned Gov- 
ernment corporations, this section shall ap- 
ply to their administrative transactions 
only.” 

Page 10, line 8, after “use”, insert “and to 
incur necessary expenses for the honorary 
recognition of exceptional or meritorious 
service.” 

Page 10, line 25, strike out “Effective July 
1, 1946, all” and insert “All.” 

Page 11, line 9, after “(but”, insert “as to 
agencies subject to the Classification Act.” 

Page 14, strike out all after line 19, over 
to and including line 2, on page 15, and 
insert: 

“ ‘Sections 1779 and 192, as amended, of 
the Revised Statutes (5 U. S. C. 102);'’” 

Page 15, line 20, strike out the comma and 
insert “and.” 

Page 16, line 1, after “Columbia”, insert 
, but shall not include the Senate, House 
of Representatives, or office of the Architect 
of the Capitol, or the officers or employees 
thereof.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain these Senate 
amendments? 

Mr. MANASCO. Most of those 
amendments read by the Clerk are pure- 
ly mechanical corrections, This bill was 
drawn by the General Accounting Office, 
the attorneys for the Bureau of the 
Budget, and the House Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments. The principal change in the bill 
as it passed the House and amended by 
the Senate was to except the Senate and 
House of Representatives and the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol from the provisions of 
this act. We had no intention of plac- 
ing the Architect of the Capitol under 
the provisions of this act, anyhow. It 
was done for administrative expense in 
the executive departments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

8 motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JOHNSON of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Record and include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. WILSON asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

CANCER 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is their objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, this afternoon the House will 
consider a bill relating to cancer. We 
should give this our carefully considered 
attention. It is estimated by the Vital 
Statistics Department that one person 
dies every 3 minutes of cancer; 20 every 
hour. There are some 17,000,000 people 
now living who will die of cancer. One 
out of eight people die of cancer. If 
that ratio should be applied to the House 
of Representatives we could expect 60 
or 70 Members in this Congress to die 
of cancer. 

Cancer is the second killer in the 
United States; heart disease being first. 
In World War II about 300,000 people 
died of war injuries. From 1942 to 1944 
the Vital Statistics Department says that 
more than 500,000 Americans died of 
cancer. So it is important to give care- 
ful consideration to this bill. I do feel 
that the bill should be amended to place 
the money and the work in the United 
States Public Health Service. It should 
not be under the direction of the Presi- 
dent—it requires no new agencies. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ELLIS addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


FARM MACHINERY SHORTAGE 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, this morn- 
ing I received a telegram from Mr. Oscar 
Forsheim, president of the South Dakota 
Farmers Union, calling attention to the 
serious farm machinery shortage out 
there in our bumper-crop area of Amer- 
ica. Mr. Forsheim says this was caused 
in part due to the fact that the farm- 
equipment plants have been closed down 
by strike for some time, and calls on the 
President of the United States to take 
whatever action is necessary to get those 
plants open. I want to join with him 
in his request and suggestion. This ap- 
pears to be one more good reason for 
passage of the President’s emergency 
strike legislation, support for which the 
President now seems strangely but ef- 
fectively to be discouraging. 

Another thing the President of the 
United States can do, Mr. Speaker. In the 
Department of Agriculture’s news letter 
for July 24 it quotes the International 
Harvester Co. as filing a request with the 
Civilian Production Administration for 
relief from the order requiring them to 
export 14,500 American-built tractors 
largely to Russian-dominated countries. 
The President can issue an order can- 
celing these scheduled exports. 

The American farmers need these 
tractors and they need this machinery. 
If the President of the United States will 
take action to get these strike-bound 
plants open or to take them over to get 
them operating, if that is necessary to 
produce essential farm machinery, and 
if this administration will stop exporting 
farm machinery abroad, we can harvest 
America’s bumper crop and still further 
expand our program of contributions to 
the bread basket of the world. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances and to include 
in each certain printed excerpts. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Record and include certain 
newspaper excerpts. 

WAGNER-ELLENDER-TAFT BILL 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The*SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the 
chairman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency has just had the Clerk 
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read a letter from the President in which 
the President urged the consideration by 
the House of the Wagner-Ellender-Taft 
bill, Following the reading of this letter, 
the chairman of that committee, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], 
made the statement that dilatory 
tactics had been used to prevent this 
committee from carrying on its work in 
connection with this bill. The facts are 
available to all who may be interested. 
No dilatory tactics have been used to 
prevent the committee fram considering 
this bill. We are concluding a very busy 
session. Many of us feel that our atten- 
tion ought to be given to the many and 
important legislative proposals that are 
being considered in the final rush. 

Furthermore, this is the first time the 
President has said anything to the com- 
mittee about this bill. I asked the chair- 
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. Spence], whether 
he had any previous information or in- 
struction from the President respecting 
the urgency of consideration by the 
House of this measure prior to adjourn- 
ment. He replied in the negative. 

Why, if it so important that this meas- 
ure be taken up before adjournment, has 
the President waited till this late hour to 
show particular concern in it? 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks and include a letter 
from the War Department. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, processors and distributors of milk 
and milk products supplying the Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps have been sup- 
plying on period contracts and under 
competitive bidding. 

Last month bids for contracts to be- 
gin June 17 and July 1 were predicated 
on the then prevailing Government sub- 
sidy of 2 cents per quart for milk. The 
demise of OPA on July 1 and the decon- 
trol of dairy products in the new OPA law 
as of today place undue financial hard- 
ship on the dairy industry. Today I am 
introducing a resolution that seeks to 
provide proper legal steps to allow a just 
and reasonable renegotiation of these 
contracts. 

Under leave by the Speaker, I include 
a letter from the Director of Service, Sup- 
ply and Procurement for the Armed 
Forces, which is self-explanatory: 

JULY 24, 1946. 
Mr. B. F. CASTLE, 
President, Milk Industry Foundation, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CasTLE: This is with reference to 
your telephone conversation with Col. M. 
F. Hass on Tuesday morning, July 9, 1946, 
concerning certain Army contracts covering 
the procurement of milk. I understand, on 
the basis of that conversation, that certain 
suppliers who entered into contracts to fur- 
nish milk to the Army on a fixed-price basis 
desire a revision in their contract prices as 
the result of certain recent actions by the 
Office of Price Administration which have re- 
sulted in an increase in the price of milk. 
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I have had the matter looked into thor- 
oughly, and I regret that there appears to be 
no legal authority which would permit the 
War Department, in the absence of adequate 
additional legal consideration, either to re- 
vise the contract prices upward or to can- 
cel the contracts in question, as you sug- 
gested, and enter into new contracts with 
the suppliers upon the basis of revised 
prices, The procurement was effected and 
the contracts were awarded in the usual 
fashion and, once awarded and accepted by 
the contractors, are as binding upon the War 
Department as they are on the contractors 
except as the terms included in the contracts 
may permit other action. Accordingly, I re- 
gret that there would appear to be no basis 
upon which the War Department could justi- 
fy action of the nature you suggested in your 
conversation with Colonel Hass. 

Sincerely yours, 
LER. LUTES, 

Lieutenant General, GSC, Director of 

Service, Supply and Procurement, 


HOUSING 


Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from Il- 
linois? 

There was no objection. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, somebody should tell the President 
the facts of life about housing. This 
Congress has voted $600,000,000 for vet- 
erans housing, and it is getting to be a 
joke in this Nation that there are houses 
started all over this country, and they 
lack roofs or they lack all sorts of things, 
so they cannot be finished. The reason 
is that they have started too much, and 
the OPA has held down the ceilings so 
that they cannot get parts, lumber, brick, 
and all the rest of the things they need. 
Instead of changing his OPA rules, the 
President comes in here and asks for a 
slum-clearance program to do more of 
the same damage. 


HON, CLARENCE E. HANCOCK 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I, for one, deeply regret that several of 
the most prominent and most valuable 
Members of this House have decided not 
to be candidates for reelection. I shall 
confine my remarks at the present time 
to one of my colleagues from New York 
State. I think I am well within the facts 
when I say that Representative CLARENCE 
E. Hancock, of the Thirty-sixth Congres- 
sional District of New York State, has 
been one of the most valuable Members 
of this House. He has been an active and 
highly useful member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. His fine legal talents 
have meant much in formulating sound, 
constructive legislation not only for his 
district but for the great Empire State of 
New York and for the Nation as a whole. 
It is deeply regrettable that he has de- 
cided not to run again, but inasmuch as 
he has so decided I want him to know 
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that, speaking for myself, and I believe 
for my delegation, we are proud of his 
record, and we wish him well in what- 
ever activity he may engage from 
now on. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Record and include a letter. 

Mr. GRAHAM asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include a 
short editorial from the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Recor in two 
instances, in one to include a report from 
the committee on statements, policies, 
and principles of the North Central As- 
sociation of Commissioners of Agricul- 
ture. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. MATHEWS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 3 

Mr. PITTENGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp in three in- 
stances, in one to include a copy of a 
bill, in the second a letter which he re- 
ceived, and in the third a newspaper 
article and other material. 


CANCER 


Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER, Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have listened with a great deal of inter- 
est to the remarks of our distinguished 
colleague the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. MILLER, with reference to the bill 
which has been introduced by the distin- 
guished gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. NEELy] on the subject of cancer. I 
hope before the House adjourns that that 
legislation is passed. I think it will be 
_& monument that will stand for all time 
testifying to the foresight and states- 
manship of the Members of this body. 

The purpose of the bill is to further the 
study of cancer in an effort to discover 
means of curing and preventing this 
dread disease. The President of the 
United States is authorized to call into 
service the world’s outstanding experts 
in connection with the efforts to find a 
method of treatment. 

The bill has a favorable report from 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, which 
report was submitted by the gentleman 
from New York, Congressman BLOOM, 
on July 18, and this report calls attention 
to the mortality rate of people who are 
afflicted with cancer. The figures are as- 
tounding and, in my opinion, Congress 
may well tackle the problem in an effort 
to continue constructive work now being 
done by other agencies. 

Our distinguished colleague the gentle- 
man from Nebraska, Dr. MILLER, has been 
a practicing physician of many years’ 
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standing and his remarks to which we 
listened a short time ago carry convic- 
tion. Coming from a man of his profes- 
sion, I feel that we may well follow the 
endorsements that the gentleman from 
Nebraska, Congressman MILLER, has 
made of this program. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HALE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the REC- 
orp and include a letter from the head 
of the Maine Development Commission 
commenting on the end of price control 
in Maine. 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED MEN 


Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. à 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I note that 
the other body has recommended to the, 
House that the terminal leave pay for 
Gl's be paid in bonds which are non- 
negotiable for a period of 5 years. They 
use as an argument that to pay cash on 
the barrel head would unbalance the 
budget. Now, is that not a very interest- 
ing observation? Who has been con- 
cerned around here with balancing the 
budget for the past few years? Re- 
cently we had the British loan before 
us for $3,750,000,000. Did you hear any 
talk about balancing the budget at that 
time? But when it comes to our own 
Gl's, who deserve every consideration 
that a grateful Nation can bestow upon 
them, we hear talk about giving them 
nonnegotiable bonds instead of cash. I 
sincerely hope that when the proposal 
comes before the House it will be re- 
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


LICK YOUR PLATTER CLEAN 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, back in 
1943, in April, I came into the well of the 
House one day and called the attention 
of the House and the country to the 
pending food shortage and I said that 
the least the individual could do was to 
lick his platter clean. A few people 
laughed about it. Emily Post finally 
Said it would be good sense and judg- 
ment and patriotic. It made the Nation 
food-conscious. Many people began to 
save food. I am glad now that after 3 
years the War Food Administration has 
taken up the slogan and is urging people 
Nation-wide on their posters to “lick 
your platter clean.” If the people will 
lick their platters clean and offer a little 
consumer resistance, we will break down 
a lot of these high prices of food. 
Then our supplies will reach around, 
prices will adjust themselves, our econ- 
omy will balance itself, and so will our 
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budget. Thrift, economy, and produc- 
tion will answer about all of our prob- 
lems. 


AUTOMOBILES FOR AMPUTEES 


Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I hope 
every Member of the House will vote for 
the bill giving cars to servicemen ampu- 
tees to replace fully the ability of free 
movement that they used to have. By 
invitation as a former serviceman, I have 
spoken to the patients from Walter Reed 
and Forest Glen Hospitals, and I have 
had four amputees working in my con- 
gressional office this session, so I do know 
how hard it is for them to get around and 
use these crutches and legs that they 

shave to put up with. 

One of these servicemen working in 
my congressional office is Ervie Agatucci, 
who lost his leg in the Battle of the Bulge. 
Ervie is the son of Joe Agatucci, manager 
of the Bower Hill Club, and lives with his 
family several miles from a streetcar and 
& distance from a bus. I know he and 
many others need a car to give him back 
his independence, and these servicemen 
are entitled to it. 

The United States should replace the 
abilities that those men have willingly 
given for the defense of their country. I 
do hope every Member will sign this peti- 
tion and vote for the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Record and include an editorial. 

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a short article. 

Mr. ABERNETHY asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial 
from a Memphis newspaper. 

Mr. WHITE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include certain excerpts. 


BALANCING THE BUDGET 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to proceed for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, we have just 
heard our colleague from Pennsylvania 
talking about balancing the budget. I 
read in yesterday’s Record where one of 
our colleagues made this statement: 
“Our budget is unbalanced, but we are 
in debt to no one. We have borrowed 
from ourselves.” 

I heard that statement made several 
years ago, but I do not think much of it. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. a 

Mr.CURTIS. We may have borrowed 
from ourselves, but it has been rather 
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in a fiduciary capacity. Men have gone 
to the penitentiary for that. 

Mr. RICH. Yes; I understand there 
are a lot of them considered for that 
position in life, because they borrowed 
without the intention of paying it back. 
It seems to me if we borrow money we 
ought-to try to pay it back as soon as we 
can. That is what we have to do with 
the national debt. If we are going to 
get this country on its feet we have got 
to stop spending. 

Mr. Speaker, every day someone brings 
up some bill that takes millions and 
wants the Government to go into debt, 
more debt, lots of debt. The Nation is 
today in the poorest financial position it 
has ever been—the result of 13 years of 
New Deal. Will you ever come to your 
senses like sensible men should do? Stop 
all these unanimous-consent requests; 
block a lot of this legislation. We must 
do it or bust. If you do not stop squan- 
dering you will bust the Government and 
lose all—liberty, freedom, and honor. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired, 


WAGNER-ELLENDER-TAFT BILL 


Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
strongly in favor of the passage of the 
Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill, and I take 
this time to ask the chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency if 
he will inform me what he meant by his 
reference a few minutes ago to dilatory 
tactics in the committee. 

Mr. SPENCE. In the Banking and 
Currency Committee it has never been 
customary for members to make the 
point of order that the committee can- 
not hold hearings because the House was 
in session. It has never been the custom 
for members to make a point of no 
quorum, because frequently committees 
meet without a quorum being present. 
Those points of order have been con- 
stantly made. They have not been par- 
tisan, because Senator Tarr twice came 
before the committee and was prevented 
from continuing his testimony by mem- 
bers of his own party. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. I thank the gentle- 
man for his explanation. I want to say 
that I know the distinguished chairman 
of the Banking and Currency Committee 
has been endeavoring diligently to hold 
hearings and get action on the very im- 


portant housing bill introduced under’ 


the bipartisan authorship of Senators 
WAGNER, ELLENDER, and Tarr. I hope 
that the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee will report the bill to the House 
before adjournment. I also recall that 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Spence] has asked permission to hold 
hearings on the bill during sessions of 
the House, but has been prevented by 
objections of Republican Members. I 
hope there will be no repetition of this 
practice. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin has expired. 
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AUTOMOBILES FOR AMPUTEES 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I recently 
signed the petition to bring before the 
House the bill to provide automobiles 
for the amputees. I do not think there 
is a man in this House who would be 
willing to give his leg or arm for 1 auto- 
mobile or even 10 automobiles. There- 
fore I am in favor of this legislation. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent 
to insert an editorial from the Washing- 
ton Star on the subject of cars for am- 
putees. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Idaho? 

There was no objection. 


(The editorial is as follows:) 
CARS FOR AMPUTEES 

There are many proposals being made these 
days in behalf of additional aid to war vet- 
erans, but few, if any, have the appeal of 
Representative Eprra Nourse Rocers’ bill to 
provide amputees with automobiles at Gov- 
ernment expense. That this is not just an- 
other bonus proposition in disguise is piain 
from a reading of the testimony which pro- 
ponents of the measure gave before the House 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legis- 
lation. The Rogers bill is described by its 
sponsor and by many of its supporters among 
the ranks of disabled veterans as a proposal 
to extend the existing prosthetic program 80 
as to supply legless or paralyzed combat vet- 
erans not only with artificial limbs and wheel 
chairs, but with means of automotive loco- 
motion as well. 3 

The amputess who testified in favor of the 
bill made out a most persuasive case, They 
pointed out that their rehabilitation would 
be greatly accelerated if they were provided 
with cars to offset their impaired mobility. 
They are severely handicapped when it comes 
to using streetcars, busses, and other public 
transportation facilities. 

Under the bill, the Government would al- 
low each veteran afflicted with such war-in- 
curred disabilities the sum of $1,500 for the 
specific purpose of buying a specially 
equipped motor vehicle. It is estimated that 
from 16,000 to 20,000 crippled veterans are 
involved. These battle-scarred men deserve 
the special consideration which the Rogers 
bill would afford them. This bill would avoid 
having any semblance of a bonus flavor if 
use of the allowance were restricted, by spe- 
cific wording of the legislation, to purchase 
of automobiles by the limited group of am- 
putees and paraplegics who can actually 
make use of the cars. Thus narrowed, the 
measure would be strictly a prosthetics lib- 
eralization plan. As such, it deserves early 
and favorable consideration by Congress. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
withdraw that for a few moments? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If the 
chairman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency will consent, I will. 
PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS AT 

THIS POINT 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include a 
newspaper article from the New York 
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Post entitled “Hard Facts: Cancer Kills 
20 an Hour.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 

(The article referred to follows:) 

THE HARD FACTS: CANCER KILLS 20 AN HOUR 

WASHINGTON, July 23.—One American dies 
of cancer every 3 minutes, 20 every hour, 
Of the 135,000,000 Americans now living, 
500,000 have cancer and 17,000,000 eventually 
will die of it. Which means: 1 of every 8 
Americans living now will die of cancer. 

Cancer deaths are increasing. In 1900 
cancer was ninth on the list of killers. Now 
it's second. Only heart disease kills more 
people. About 175,000 people in this country 
die of cancer yearly. 

In World War II about 273,000 Americans 
died in action. In the years 1942 through 
1944 about 500,000 Americans died of cancer. 

These figures come from sponsors of a 
bill, now in Congress, to have the Govern- 
ment put up $100,000,000 to fight cancer by 
searching for its cause and cure. The money 
would be spent over a number of years. 

The bill does not mention any organiza- 
tion—private or governmental—as the one 
to receive the money and do the job. It 
would let President Truman set up a pro- 
gram for the cancer fight by calling on the 
world’s cancer experts for help. 

Congressional committees approved the 
bill, Now it is up to the full House and Sen- 
ate to act. 

The bill was introduced in the House by 
Representative NEELY (Democrat, West Vir- 
ginia). A duplicate bill was offered in the 
Senate. 

Sponsors of the bill emphasize that when 
this country wanted to find an atomic bomb 
it pooled its scientific brains and came up 
with a quick answer. 

So they think this country’s best brains 
should be pooled, with Government help, to 
lick cancer, But they warn that finding the 
cause of cancer will be a vastly harder job 
than creating an atomic bomb, 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. IZAC (at the request of Mr. Hav- 
ENNER) Was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp and include a digest of veterans’ 
legislation. 5 

Mr. KEARNEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks. 


MRS, AGNES H. HARTMAN 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I sub- 
mit a privileged resolution (H. Res. 744) 
from the Committee on Accounts and 
ask for its consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the House to Mrs, 
Agnes H, Hartman, mother of Martena R. 
Ambrose, late an employee of the House, an 
amount equal to 6 months’ salary at the rate 
she was receiving at the time of her death, 
and an additional amount not to exceed 
$250 toward defraying the funeral expenses 
of the said Martena R. Ambrose. 


The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CARS FOR AMPUTEES 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, like many 
Members of Congress, I rather dislike the 
discharge-petition route of bringing a 
bill to the floor. However, I felt entirely 
justified in signing the petition to dis- 
charge the committee and bring before 
the House for consideration the bill 
which would give an automobile to am- 
putees. I feel that by so doing we can 
at least in a small degree show our grati- 
tude and appreciation to those fine 
American boys who have given so much 
in the defense of the country they love. 
I hope enough signatures will be added 
to the petition to bring the bill before 
the House for consideration and adop- 
tion before adjournment. 

The primary purpose of every good 
veterans’ organization is to see to it that 
their disabled buddies and the widows 
and orphans of their deceased buddies 
receive their just dues in every respect. 
Mr. Speaker, as you and all other Mem- 
bers of this House know, I have vigor- 
ously opposed, with some success, the 
needless spending of millions—yes, bil- 
lions of dollars—requested by the great 
bureaucratic spenders and wasters, but 
no one will ever have cause to say I 
practiced economy on our disabled 
veterans. 

DEVELOPMENT AND CONTROL OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill (S. 
1717) for the development and control 
of atomic energy and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement be read in 
lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1717) for the development and control of 
atomic energy, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1, 19, 25, 28, 30, 32, 34, 37, 
43, 44, 45, 47, 49, 52, 53, 56, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64, 
65, 66, and 67. 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House num- 
bered 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46, 50, 
54, 55, 57, 58, 63, 68, 69, 70, and 71, and agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 3, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment insert the follow- 
ing: 

„d) Appointment of Army and Navy Of- 
ficers.—Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 1222 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 10, sec. 576), section 212 
of the Act entitled ‘An act making appropri- 
ations for the Legislative Branch of the Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1933, and for other purposes’, approved June 
30, 1932, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edition, 
title 5, sec. 59a), section 2 of the Act entitled 
An Act making appropriations for the leg- 
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islative, executive, and judicial expenses of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and ninety- 
five, and for other purposes’, approved July 
31, 1894, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edition, 
title 5, sec. 62), or any other law, any active 
or retired officer of the Army or the Navy 
may serve as Director of the Division of Mili- 
tary Application established by subsection 
(a) (4) (B) of this section, without prejudice 
to his commissioned status as such officer. 
Any such officer serving as Director of the 
Division of Military Application shall re- 
ceive, in addition to his pay from the United 
States as such officer, an amount equal to 
the difference between such pay and the 
compensation prescribed in subsection (a) 
(4) (B) of this section.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 10, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “subject to valid claims, rights, 
or privileges existing on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act”; and the House agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 13, and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by 
the House amendment insert the following: 
“if such individual, corporation, partnership, 
or association, by reason of having had such 
part in the development of the atomic bomb 
project, acquired confidential official infor- 
mation as to the existence of deposits of such 
uranium, thorium, or other materials in the 
specific lands upon which such location, 
entry, or settlement is made, and subsequent 
to the date of the enactment of this Act 
made such location, entry, or settlement or 
caused the same to be made for his, its, 
or their benefit’; and the House agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 14, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the House amendment insert 
the following: 

“The Commission shall not— 

(1) Distribute any fissionable material to 
(A) any person for a use which is not under 
or within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, (B) any foreign government, or (C) 
any person within the United States if, in 
the opinion of the Commission, the distribu- 
tion of such fissionable material to such per- 
son would be inimical to the common defense 
and security. 

“(2) License any person to transfer or de- 
liver, receive possession of or title to, or 
export from the United States any source 
material if, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, the issuance of a license to such per- 
son for such purpose would be inimical to 
the common defense and security.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 20; That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 20, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the House amendment 
strike out in the Senate engrossed bill on 
page 25, line 12, the following: “not to ex- 
ceed one year,“; and the House agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 24: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 24, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In leu of the matter proposed to 
be stricken out by the House amendment 
insert the following: 

“(1) That until Congress declares by joint 
Tesolution that effective and enforceable in- 
ternational safeguards against the use of 
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atomic energy for destructive purposes have 
been established, there shall be no exchange 
of information with other nations with re- 
spect to the use of atomic energy for indus- 
trial purposes; and” 

And the House agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 29: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 29, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the House amendment insert 
the following: “death or imprisonment for 
life (but the penalty of death or imprison- 
ment for life may be imposed only upon 
recommendation of the jury and only in 
cases where the offense was committed with 
intent to injure the United States); or by“; 
and the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 31: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 31, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the House amendment insert 
the following: “death or imprisonment for 
life (but the penalty of death or imprison- 
ment for life may be imposed only upon 
recommendation of the jury and only in cases 
where the offense was committed with intent 
to injure the United States); or by”; and the 
House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 33, and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “death or imprisonment for life (but 
the penalty of death or imprisonment for 
life may be imposed only upon recommenda- 
tion of the jury and only in cases where the 
offense was committed with intent to injure 
the United States); or by”; and the House 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 35, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) (A) No person shall be prosecuted for 
any violation under this section unless and 
until the Attorney General of the United 
States has advised the Commission with re- 
spect to such prosecution and no such prose- 
cution shall be commenced except upon the 
express direction of the Attorney General of 
the United States. 

“(B) (i) No arrangement shall be made 
under section 3, no contract shall be made 
or continued in effect under section 4, and 
no license shall be issued under section 4 (e) 
or 7, unless the person with whom such 
arrangement is made, the contractor or 
prospective contractor, or the prospective 
licensee agrees in writing not to permit any 
individual to have access to restricted data 
until the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall have made an investigation and report 
to the Commission on the character, associa- 
tions, and loyalty of such individual and the 
Commission shall have determined that per- 
mitting such person to have access to re- 
stricted data will not endanger the common 
defense or security. 

“(il) Except as authorized by the Commis- 
sion in case of emergency, no individual shall 
be employed by the Commission until the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation shall have 
made an investigation and report to the Com- 


mission on the character, associations, and 


loyalty of such individual. 

“(ili) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subparagraphs (i) and (ii), during such 
period of time after the enactment of this 
Act as may be necessary to make the investi- 
gation, report, and determination required by 
such paragraphs, (a) any individual who was 
permitted access to restricted data by the 
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Manhattan er District may be per- 
mitted access to restricted data and (b) the 
Commission may employ any individual who 
was employed by the Manhattan Engineer 
District. 


“(iv) To protect against the unlawful dis- 
semination of restricted data and to safe- 
guard facilities, equipment, materials, and 
other property of the Commission, the Presi- 
dent shall have authority to utilize the sery- 
ices of any Government agency to the extent 
he may deem necessary or desirable. 

“(C) All violations of this Act shall be in- 
vestigated by the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation of the Department of Justice.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48: That the Sen- 
ate recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the House numbered 48, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “death or imprisonment for life 
(but the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed only upon recom- 
mendation of the jury and only in cases 
where the offense was committed with in- 
tent to injure the United States); or by”; 
and the House agree to the same. A 

Amendment numbered 51: That the Senate 
recede from its.disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 51, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the House amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “, or of any regulation or order pre- 
scribed or issued under sections 5 (b) (4), 
10 (e), or 12 (a) (2),"; and the House agree 
to the same, 

A. J. May, 


R. Ewin THOMASON, 

Cart T. DURHAM, 

CHARLES R. CLASON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

BRIEN MCMAHON, 

ED C. JOHNSON, 

RICHARD RUSSELL, 

ARTHUR VANDENBERG, 

E. D. MILLIKIN, 
Managers on. the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (8. 1717) for the develop- 
ment and control of atomic energy, sub- 
mit the following statement in explanation 
of the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conferees and recommended in the accom- 
panying conference report: 

Amendment No. 1: The House amendment 
required at least one member of the Atomic 
Energy Commission to be a member of the 
armed forces, ‘The House recedes. 

Amendment No, 2: The House amendment 
requires that the Director of the Division of 
Military Application be a member of the 
armed forces. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 3: This amendment would 
permit not to exceed two active or retired 
officers of the Army or Navy to serve at any 
one time as members of the Commission, and 
one such officer to serve as the Director of 
the Division of Military Application, without 
prejudice to their status as such officers, 
The Senate recedes with an amendment 
which limits the application of this provision 
to the officer serving as Director of the 
Division of Military Application. 

Amendment No, 4: The Senate bill au- 
thorized and directed the Commission to 
make arrangements (including contracts, 
agreements, grants-in-aid, and loans) for the 
conduct of research and development ac- 
tivities. This amendment strikes out the 
words “grants-in-aid.” The Senate recedes, 

Amendment No. 5: The bill as it passed 
the Senate provided that the Commission 
shall be the exclusive owner of certain facil- 
ities for the production of fissionable ma- 
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terial. This amendment inserts after the 
word “Commission” the words “as agent of 
and on behalf of the United States.” The 
Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 6: This amendment would 
permit the Commission to authorize its 
contractors to enter into subcontracts. The 
Senate recedes, 

Amendment No. 7: Under this amend- 
ment it is made clear that persons lawfully 
producing or utilizing fissionable material 
may expose materials of any kind to the 
radiation incident to the processes of pro- 
ducing or utilizing fissionable material, The 
Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 8: This amendment makes 
it clear that the authority of the Commission 
to distribute fissionable material relates to 
material owned by it. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No, 9: This amendment makes 
it clear that licenses are required for the 
exportation of source material from the 
United States. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 10: This amendment 
struck out the Senate language which ex- 
cepted existing or inchoate rights and priv- 
fleges from the reservation for the use of 
the United States of source materials in de- 
posits in the public lands, and substituted 
a provision that such reservation should be 
subject to valid claims existing on the date 
of the enactment of the act. The Senate 
recedes with an amendment which modifies 
the House provision so as to provide that 
the reservation for the use of the United 
States shall be subject to valid claims, rights, 
or privileges existing on the date of enact- 
ment of the act. 

Amendments Nos. 11 and 12: These are 
technical amendments substituting the word 
“individual” for the word “person”, and the 
Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 13: The Senate bill pro- 
vided that no person, corporation, partner- 
ship, or association which had any part in 
the development of the atomic-bomb project 
may benefit by any location, entry, or set- 
tlement upon the public domain made after 
having taken such part in such project. 
This amendment of the House modified this 
prohibition so as to make it inapplicable if 
the benefit was authorized by the Commis- 
sion. The Senate recedes with an amend- 
ment which provides that the prohibition 
will apply only in cases where, by reason of 
having taken part in the atomic-bomb proj- 
ect, confidential official information was ac- 
quired as to the existence of deposits of 
source materials in the specific lands upon 
which the location, entry, or settlement is 
made, and only in cases where the location, 
entry, or settlement is made subsequent to 
the date of the enactment of this act. 

Amendment No. 14: This amendment has 
three purposes. First, to prohibit the Com- 
mission from distributing any fissionable 
material to any person within the United 
States if, in the opinion of the Commission, 
the distribution of such fissionable material 
to such person would be inimical to the 
common defense and security. Second, to 
clarify the Commission’s authority with re- 
spect to source material. Third, to prohibit 
the Commission from licensing any person 
to transfer or deliver, receive possession of 
or title to, or export from the United States 
any source material if, in the opinion of the 
Commission, the issuance of a license to 
such person for such purpose would be inim- 
ical to the common defense and security. 
The Senate recedes with an amendment to 
correct the numbering and lettering of the 
subsection, 

Amendment No. 15: This amendment 
strikes out provisions requiring the Commis- 
sion to establish by regulation a procedure 
by which any person who is dissatisfied with 
the distribution or refusal to distribute to 
him, or the recall from him, of any fission- 
able or byproduct materials or with the issu- 
ance, refusal, or revocation of a license to 
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him for the transfer or receipt of source 
materials may obtain a review of such deter- 
mination by a board of appeal consisting of 
three members appointed by the Commis- 
sion. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 16: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 17: Under this amend- 
ment the President from time to time may 
direct the Commission to deliver such quan- 
tities of fissionable materials to the armed 
forces for such use as he deems necessary in 
the interest of national defefise. The Senate 
recedes, 

Amendment No. 18: Under this amend- 
ment the President from time to time may 
direct the Commission to authorize the 
armed forces to manufacture, produce, or ac- 
quire any equipment or device utilizing fis- 
sionable material or atomic energy as a mili- 
tary weapon. The Senate recedes, 

Amendment No. 19: This amendment ex- 
cepted activities authorized by the Commis- 
sion under section 6 (a) from the prohibi- 
tion contained in section 6 (b) against manu- 
facturing, producing, transferring, or acquir- 
ing equipment or devices utilizing fission- 
able material or atomic energy as a military 
weapon, Since the Senate bill already ex- 
cepts from this prohibition all activities 
authorized by the Commission, this amend- 
ment merely duplicated in part the excep- 
tion in the Senate bill and, consequently, is 
unnecessary. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 20: This amendment, as 
agreed to in conference, provides that li- 
censes authorizing certain activities with re- 
spect to fissionable material or atomic energy 
shall be issued for a specified period, shall be 
revocable at any time by the Commission in 
accordance with such procedures as the Com- 
mission may establish, and may be renewed 
upon expiration of such period, The bill as 
it passed the Senate provided that licenses 
could not be issued for a period to exceed 1 
year. The House amendment provided that 
such licenses could not be issued for a period 
of less than 1 year, 

Amendment No., 21: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No, 22: This amendment pro- 
vides that no license relating to the utiliza- 
tion of atomic energy may be given to any 
person within the United States if, in the 
opinion of the Commission, the issuance of 
a license to such person would be inimical 
to common defense and security, The Senate 
recedes, 

Amendment No, 23: This amendment 
makes clear that the definition of “interna- 
tional arrangement” includes only an inter- 
national agreement approved by the Con- 
gress after the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 be- 
comes law. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No, 24: This amendment, as 
agreed to in conference, is a statement of 
principle to be followed by the Commission 
that until Congress declares by joint reso- 
lution that effective and enforceable inter- 
national safeguards against the use of atomic 
energy for destructive purposes have been 
established there shall be no exchange of in- 
formation with other nations with respect 
to the use of atomic energy for industrial 
purposes. The House amendment proposed 
to strike out the statement of principle in 
the bill as it passed the Senate that such 
information should be shared with other na- 
tions on a reciprocal basis as soon as the 
Congress declares by joint resolution that 
such safeguards have been established. 

Amendment No, 25: This amendment re- 
lates to the numbering of a paragraph, and 
the House recedes, 

Amendment No. 26: This amendment 
struck out the provision of the Senate bill 
which specifically authorized and directed 
the Commission to establish information 
services, publications, libraries, and other 
registers of information, The Senate recedes. 
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Amendment No, 27: This amendment re- 
lates to the lettering of a subsection. The 
Senate recedes. 

Amendment No, 28: This amendment 
would have required a unanimous vote of the 
Commission for it to determine that any 
data could be published without adversely 
affecting the common defense and security. 
The House recedes, 

Amendments Nos. 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 48, 
and 49: These amendments provided that the 
death penalty might be imposed upon persons 
eenvicted of violating certain provisions of 
the act, with intent to injure the United 
States or with intent to secure an advantage 
to any foreign nation, and provided that the 
minimum term of imprisonment for persons 
convicted of such violations should be 10 
years. The conference agreement provides 
that the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed, but only upon the 
recommendation of the jury and only in the 
case of offenses committed with intent to 
injure the United States. The provisions for 
minimum terms of imprisonment of 10 years 
are eliminated. 

Amendment No. 35: The bill as it passed 


the Senate provided that no person shall be 


prosecuted for any violation of the provi- 
sions relating to restricted data unless and 
until the Attorney General has advised and 
consulted with the Commission with respect 
to such prosecution. 

The House amendment struck out the Sen- 
ate provision and provided that the Com- 
mission shall make no contract under sec- 
tion 3 or 4, issue no license to any person, 
nor employ any person until the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation shall have first made 
an investigation of the character and asso- 
ciations of such person and certified that 
the character of such contractor, licensee, or 
employee is such as not to endanger the 
common defense or security. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
which provides that (1) no person shall be 
prosecuted for any violation under this sec- 
tion unless and until the Attorney General of 
the United States has advised the Commis- 
sion with respect to such prosecution and 
no such prosecution shall be commenced ex- 
cept upon the express direction of the Attor- 
ney General of the United States; (2) no 
arrangement shall be made under section 3, 
no contract shall be made or continued in 
effect under section 4, and no license shall be 
issued under section 4 (e) or 7, unless the 
person dealing with the Commission agrees 
in writing not to permit any individual to 
have access to restricted data until the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation shall have made 
an investigation and report to the Commis- 
sion on the character, associations, and loy- 
alty of such individual and the Commission 
shall have determined that permitting such 
person to have access to restricted data will 
not endanger the common defense or secu- 
rity; (3) except as authorized by the Com- 
mission in case of emergency, no individual 
shall be employed by the Commission until 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall 
have made an investigation and report to the 
Commission on the character, associations, 
and loyalty of such individual; (4) during 
such period of time after the enactment of 
this act as may be necessary to make such 
investigation, report, and determination, in- 
dividuals who were permitted access to re- 
stricted data by the Manhattan Engineer 
District may be permitted access to restricted 
data and the Commission may employ indi- 
viduals who were employed by the Manhattan 
Engineer District; (5) to protect against the 
unlawful dissemination of restricted data and 
to safeguard facilities, equipment, materials, 
and other property of the Commission, the 
President shall have authority to utilize the 
services of any Government agency to the 
extent he may deem necessary or desirable, 
and (6) all violations of this act shall be in- 
vestigated by the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation of the Department of Justice, 
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Amendment No. 36: This is a clerical 
amendment and the Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 37: The Senate bill pro- 
vided that no patent should be granted after 
the date of enactment of the act for any in- 
vention or discovery which is useful solely 
in the production of fissionable material or 
in the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy for a military weapon and pro- 
vided for the revocation of any patent pre- 
viously issued for any such invention or dis- 
covery and payment of just compensation to 
the owner of the patent. The Senate bill 
further provided (1) that no patent granted 
after the date of enactment of the act should 
confer any rights with respect to any inven- 
tion or discovery to the extent that it is used 
in the production of fissionable material, 
the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy for a military weapon, or the 
conduct of research or development activities 
in the atomic energy field; and (2) that any 
rights conferred by any patent previously 
issued should be revoked to the extent that 
the invention or d very should be so used 
and that just compensation should be made 
for the revocation of rights. The House 
amendment contained no provisions com- 
parable to the above-described provisions of 
the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill provided that any person 
who has made or may make an invention or 
discovery useful in the production of fission- 
able material or in the utilization of fission- 
able material or atomic energy for a military 
weapon should make a report to the Com- 
mission within a limited perlod of time de- 
scribing such invention or discovery, unless 
it is described in an application for patent, 
filed in the Patent Office within such pe- 
riod of time. The House amendment con- 
tained a similar provision requiring reports 
to the Commission with respect to inven- 
tions and discoveries, but such provision was 
applicable only to inventions or discoveries 
“utilizing fissionable materials or atomic en- 
ergy designed or especially adapted for use 
as or in a military weapon.” 

The Senate bill placed a duty on the Com- 
mission to declare any patent to be affected 
with the public interest if (1) the invention 
or discovery covered by the patent utilizes 
or is essential in the utilization of fission- 
able material or atomic energy, and (2) the 
use of such invention or discovery by per- 
sons having licenses for the utilization of 
atomic energy is necessary to effectuate the 
policies and purposes of the act. In any 
case in which a patent should be declared to 
be affected with the public interest the Com- 
mission would be licensed to use the inven- 
tion or discovery and persons having li- 
censes from the Commission for the utiliza- 
tion of atomic energy would be licensed to 
use it to the extent necessary in carrying on 
their activities licensed by the Commission. 
The owner of the patent would be entitled 
to a reasonable royalty fee for the use of 
the invention or discovery, the fee to be 
agreed upon by the owner and the licensee or 
to be fixed by the Commission in the ab- 
sence of an agreement. The Senate bill con- 
tained appropriate provisions preventing 
court proceedings to stay, restrain, or enjoin 
the use of inventions or discoveries licensed 
under the provisions of the bill and to pro- 
vide for the collection through court proceed- 
ings of royalty fees for the use of inven- 
tions,or discoveries so licensed. The House 
amendment contained no provisions com- 
parable to those described in this paragraph. 

The Senate bill authorized the Commission 
to purchase, or to take, requisition, or con- 
demn, and make just compensation for (1) 
any invention or discovery which is useful in 
the production of fissionable material or in 
the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy for a military weapon, or which 
utilizes or is essential in the utilization of 
fissionable material or atomic energy, or (2) 
any patent or patent application covering 
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any such invention or discovery. The bill 
required the Commissioner of Patents to 
notify the Commission of, and to provide it 
access to, all applications for patents which 
in his opinion disclose such inventions or 
discoveries. The House amendment author- 
ized the Commission to purchase, for the 
manufacture or use by or for the United 
States Government, any and all rights in and 
to any invention or discovery, or application 
for patent or patent thereon, relating to re- 
search on or the production of fissionable 
material or the utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy. The House amend- 
ment authorized the Commission to condemn 
any or all rights to any such invention or 
discovery which affects the national defense 
and security, but provided that whenever the 
Commission determined that the national 
defense or security were no longer involved 
any and all rights in such invention or dis- 
covery would revert to the owner, subject to 
a nonexclusive, irrevocable, and nontrans- 
ferable license in favor of the Government. 

The House amendment provided that any 
person making an invention or discovery re- 
lating to research on or the production of 
fissionable material or the utilization of 
fissionable material or atomic energy should, 
upon filing an application for a patent there- 
on and tendering the invention or discovery 
to the United States for its use, have the 
right to sue the United States for compen- 
sation for the use of such invention or dis- 
covery in the event he should ultimately 
receive a patent thereon. The Commission 
was authorized to make an agreement with 
the inventor in settlement for the use of his 
invention by the Government. The Senate 
Bill contained no comparable provisions to 
those described in this paragraph. 

The Senate bill provided for the designa- 
tion by the Commission of a Patent Com- 
pensation Board, consisting of two or more 
employees of the Commission, to consider 
applications filed with the Commission for 
(1) the determination of reasonable royalty 
fees in connection with patents declared to 
be affected with the public interest and 
licensed for use by persons having atomic 
energy utilization licenses from the Commis- 
sion, (2) the payment of just compensation 
for patents and patent rights revoked under 
the Senate bill, and (3) the grant of awards 
by the Commission to persons making inven- 
tions or discoveries useful solely, or among 
other purposes, for the production of fission- 
able material or the utilization of fissionable 
material or atomic energy for a military 
weapon. The bill provided that in fixing 
royalty fees the Commission should take into 
consideration any defense, general or special, 
that might be pleaded by a defendant in an 
action for infringement, the extent to which, 
if any, the patent was developed through 
federally financed research, the degree of 
utility, novelty, and importance of the inven- 
tion or discovery, and might take into con- 
sideration the cost to the owner of the patent 
of developing the invention or discovery or 
acquiring the patent. The bill provided that 
the Commission, in connection with appli- 
cations for just compensation and awards, 
should take into account the same factors 
considered by it in fixing royalty fees, and 
also the actual use of the invention or dis- 
covery. The Senate bill provided that any 
person aggrieved by a Commission determi- 
nation upon an application for an award 
or the fixing of a reasonable royalty fee 
might obtdin a review thereof in the Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia. The 
House amendment contained no provisions 
with respect to the fixing of royalty fees or 
the payment of awards to inventors. 

The House amendment provided that per- 
sons dissatisfied with Commission determina- 
tions as to just compensation for inventions 
or discoveries condemned, or tendered to and 
used, by the Commission should have the 
right to maintain suit in the United States 
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District Court for the District of Columbia 
for the purpose of determining the just com- 
pensation to be paid. The amendment fur- 
ther provided for an appeal to the Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia from the 
decision of the district court. The section 
of the Senate bill relating to patents con- 
tained no specific provisions with respect to 
judicial determination of just compensation 
for patents and patent rights revoked by the 
section or taken, requisitioned, or condemned 
by the Commission, Section 11 of the Senate 
bill provided, however, for suit in the Court 
of Claims in the event the person entitled 
to just compensation should be dissatisfied 
with the determination of the Commission. 

The House recedes on this amendment. 

Amendment No. 38: This amendment 
struck out the provision authorizing attor- 
neys appointed by the Commission to appear 
for and represent the Commission in any 
case in any court. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 39: This amendment 
struck out the provisions which waived cer- 
tain general restrictions of law in the ex- 
penditure of funds for the purposes speci- 
fied in section 10 (b). Since amendment No, 
26 struck out section 10 (b), this provision 
is no longer appropriate. The Senate re- 
cedes. 

Amendment No. 40: This is a clerical 
amendment and the Senate recedes, 

Amendment No, 41: This amendment pro- 
vides that section 10 of the Administrative 
Procedure Act should be applicable with re- 
spect to agency actions of the Commission 
immediately upon the enactment of this act 
and provided that this act should not be held 
to supersede or modify the Administrative 
Procedure Act. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 42: This is a clerical 
amendment and the Senate recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 43, 44, and 45: These 
amendments increased from 9 to 11 the num- 
ber of Members from each House who would 
be members of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, and increased from 5 to 6 
the number of Members from each House 
who might be members of the same political 
party. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 46: This is a clerical 
amendment, and the Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 47: This amendment made 
the heavier criminal penalties provided in 
subsection (a) of the enforcement section, 
rather than the lighter penalties under sub- 
section (b), applicable in the case of viola- 
tions of the act arising out of the failure to 
report certain inventions and discoveries to 
the Commission. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 50: This is a clerical 
amendment, and the Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 51: This amendment elim- 
inated from the bill the provisions which 
would have provided criminal penalties for 
violations of regulations or orders issued 
under specified sections of the act. The Sen- 
ate recedes with an amendment which re- 
stores the provision with a clerical change 
correcting a cross reference. 

Amendments Nos. 52 and 53: These 
amendments, like some of those referred to 
above, provided that the death penalty might 
be imposed upon persons convicted of violat- 
ing certain provisions of the act, with the 
intent to injure the United States or to se- 
cure an advantage to any foreign nation, and 
provided that the minimum term of imprison- 
ment for persons convicted of such viola- 
tions should be 10 years. As the offenses to 
which these amendments were applicable are 
likely to be of a less serious nature than the 
other offenses to which the heavy penalties 
were made applicable, these penalties were 
deemed to be excessive in these cases and the 
House recedes. 

Amendments Nos, 54 and 655: These 
amendments modified the provision relating 
to enjoining violations of the act or regula- 
tions or orders thereunder, so that instead 
of providing, as did the Senate bill, that 
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upon & showing by the Commission that a 
person has engaged or is about to engage in 
such a violation an injunction, restraining 
order, or other order shall be granted with- 
out bond, it will provide that upon such a 
showing an injunction, restraining order, or 
other order may be granted. The Senate 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 56: This amendment 
provided that all persons associated in any 
capacity with the control and development of 
atomic energy under the Commission, and 
all violations of this act, should be investi- 
gated by the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion. As the subject matter of this amend- 
ment is dealt with in connection with 
amendment No. 35, the House recedes on 
this amendment. 

Amendments Nos. 57 and 58: These are 
clerical amendments, and the Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 59: The amendment in- 
serted a definition of the term “nuclear fis- 
sion”. The House recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 60, 61, and 62: These 
are clerical amendments, and the House 
recedes, 

Amendment No. 63: This is a technical 
amendment, and the Senate recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 64, 65, and 66: These 
are clerical amendments and the House 
recedes, 

Amendment No. 67: The bill as it passed 
the Senate defined the term “facilities for 
the production of fissionable material” so as 
to include any equipment or device capable 
of such production. This amendment lim- 
ited the term to any equipment or device 
peculiarly adopted for and capable of such 
production. The House recedes, 

Amendment No, 68: This is a clerical 
amendment and the Senate recedes, 

Amendment No. 69: This* amendment 
struck out a provision transferring funds 
available for expenditure in connection with 
the Manhattan Engineer District to the 
Commission for expenditure for the purpose 
of carrying out the provisions of the act, 
The Senate recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 70 and 71: These are 
clerical amendments, and the Senate recedes, 
A. J. May, 

R. EwInc THOMASON, 

CARL T, DURHAM, 

CHARLES R. CLASON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I move a call of 
the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 238] 

Adams Buffett Eaton 
Allen, II Bunker Elston 
Allen, La Butler Engel, Mich 
Almond Cannon, Mo. Fellows 
Anderson, Calif.Carlson Gary 
Andrews, N. Y, Chenoweth Gathings 
Bailey Clements Gillespie 
Baldwin, Md Clippinger Gossett 
Baldwin, N. Y. Cochran Halleck 
Barry Coffee Hare 
Bates, Ky. Cole, Kans, Hart 
Bates, Combs Hébert 
Beckworth Cooper Heffernan 
Bell Courtney Hendricks 
Bender x ess 
Bennet, N. T. Cravens 
Bland Crawford Holifield 
Boren Curley Zac 
Boykin Daughton, Va. Jennings 
Bradley, Mich. Dawson Johnson, II. 

rooks Delaney, Johnson, Okla, 
Bryson Jobn J, Johnson, Tex. 
Buckley Earthman Keefe - 


Kefauver Norton Short 

Keogh O'Konskli Simpson, Pa, 
Kerr Patrick Slaughter 
Kilburn Peterson, Ga. Somers, N. Y, 
Kilday Pfeifer Sparkman 
Landis Powell Starkey 
Latham Priest Stewart 
Ludlow Rayfiel Stockman 
McGehee Reece, Tenn, Tolan 
McKenzie Torrens 


Mahon Robinson, Utah Weaver 
Maloney Robsion, Ky. Weichel 
Mankin Rockwell Welch 
Mansfield, Roe, N. Y. West 

Mont, Russell Wickersham 
Mansfield, Tex, Ryter Winter 
Merrow Sadowski Wolfenden, Pa. 
Miller, Calif. Shafer Wood 
Morrison Sheridan 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHEPPARD). On this roll call 305 Mem- 
bers have answered to their names, a 
quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings’ under the call were dispensed 
with. 


ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1946 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. THOMASON] is recognized. 

Mr. THOMASON, Mr. Speaker, in my 
judgment your conferees have brought 
back to you a very splendid report. It 
bears the signature of all of the Sen- 
ators and of all the House conferees ex- 
cept my distinguished friend the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. THOMAS]. 

The conference was in session for the 
greater part of 3 days and every section 
of both the Senate and the House bills 
was given very careful and I may say 
judicious consideration. I think it is 
the almost unanimous opinion of the 
conferees that the subject is so big and 
so important that legislation, provided 
it is reasonable in its terms, is absolutely 
necessary, in view of our national and 
international situation. 

It should not be forgotten that the 
President urged some legislation on this 
subject just as soon as possible. It should 
not be forgotten that the Secretary of 
State urged action in view of our pro- 
posed international agreements. It ismy 
opinion that there must be some solution 
to the domestic control of atomic energy 
before we can move into the interna- 
tional field. 

What I shall say will be very brief, and 
then I will yield to members of the com- 
mittee who desire time. To get right 
down to the report, I may say that with 
the exception of two big questions, the 
Senate receded on practically every 
amendment. If you will look at the re- 
port you will find amendment after 
amendment, which was adopted by the 
House, readily accepted by the Senate 
conferees. 

I may say that the conferees on the 
part of the Senate, composed of the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. McManon], 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN- 
BERG], the very able and, in my judgment 
after hearing him, the great lawyer, the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN- 
son], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL], had the same objective 
as all of us, and that is to do something 
to get this fissionable material that we 
hear so much about, and the things that 
go into making not only atomic bombs 
but the things we hope will go into peace- 
time articles under control in this coun- 
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try just as soon as possible. Congress 
in all its history never had to deal with 
a more important problem. About it 
hinges the question of war or peace, and 
also the matter of destruction or sur- 
vival. If put to proper and peacetime 
use, atomic energy, I predict, will be- 
come the greatest boon to humanity in 
all history. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield. 

Mr. ARENDS. Is it not true that on 
two major provisions in this bill the 
House receded to the Senate? One was 
having a military man on the Commis- 
sion, the other was the patents provision, 

Mr. THOMASON. I will explain that 
asfullyasIcan. The first one, of course, 
is this very controversial question as to 
whether or not anybody from the armed 
forces should be on the Commission 
proper. It will be recalled that the 
amendment that was adopted in the 
House provided that there must be at 
least one, and that two were permissible. 
If you will recall, a little later in the 
same military section of the bill there is 
a provision that the Director of Military 
Application should be a member of the 
armed forces. That amendment was 
offered in the House and adopted by the 
Senate. 

The compromise—and that is why we 


have conference committees—was that - 


the Senate was willing to accept the 
amendment that the Director of Military 
Application, the man who is going to 
make the bombs if any are to be made, 
or to put atomic energy to military pur- 
poses if that is to be done, should be a 
member of the armed forces. That, as 
I tried to say the other day, I think is in 
keeping with our tradition, because the 
Director of Military Application is not 
going to be a policy maker. The Senate 
stood firm, however, and opposed, as did 
three of the House conferees, that there 
should be an Army or Navy man on this 
policy-making committee, the Commis- 
sion itself. There would be just as good 
argument to have a general Secretary 
of War or an admiral as Secretary of the 
Navy, or that the man in the White 
House is not to be a civilian, because 
that has been the policy of our Govern- 
ment from the beginning. 

And I might say in this connection 
that after we met last evening on the re. 
port and after it was drafted and put 
into final form, in order to make assur- 
ance doubly sure and to bring some kind 
of definite information back to this 
House, I had this report submitted early 
this morning to none other than the Chief 
of Staff, General Eisenhower, and asked 
him to read it over and give me his frank 
opinion so I would have it for my own 
satisfaction and to transmit to you if you 
were interested. About 2 hours after I 
had submitted the report General Eisen- 
hower called me in person over the phone 
and told me what he had already told 
Senator VANDENBERG, and that was that 
the Army did not want a member of the 
armed forces on the Commission; and 
that in view of the Vandenberg amend- 
ment he and the War Department were 
entirely satisfied with the conclusions 
reached by the conferees and he hoped 
for the adoption of the conference re- 
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port. So now the Director of Military 
Application remains an Army officer and 
the Vandenberg amendment provides 
that any representative of the War or 
Navy Departments, even the Chief of 
Staff, the Secretary of War, or the Secre- 
tary of the Navy or any military persons 
whom they delegate, shall attend the ses- 
sions of the Commission and keep in 
close touch and be fully informed of 
everything that goes on in the sessions 
of the Commission and if they are not 
satisfied they file their protests with the 
Secretary of War and the Secretary of 
the Navy. If they are still dissatisfied 
they appeal to the Commander in Chief 
of the United States Army, who is none 
other than the President. You have got 
to trust somebody, and all of us have 
confidence in the honesty and patriotism 
of these high officials. ‘ 

I only wish I had the ability and facil- 
ity of expression so that I could repeat to 
you the argument Senator VANDENBERG, 
made in support of this report. He said 
in view of the military liaison amend- 
ment that he had insisted on he felt this 
arrangement was the best that could 
possibly be worked out, not only to pro- 
tect the secrecy of the bomb but also to 
give us the best national security. I 
might also add that it was his statement 
that in the beginning of the considera- 
tion of this legislation he stood firm that 
the armed forces must be represented. 
I would like for you to look at the per- 
sonnel of that committee again. I just 
do not believe you could have a greater 
committee appointed to consider a mat- 
ter of this great importance than the 
Members that constituted the special 
Atomic Energy Committee, because there 
were men on it like Senator Mc- 
Manon, Senator MILLIKIN, and Senator 
VANDENBERG. There was also Senator 
Hart, formerly an admiral in the Navy 
for many years and with a distinguished 
record. After 5 months of hearings, 
comprising four printed volumes and the 
examination of 110 of the outstanding 
scientists, military men and industrialists 
of this Nation that committee unani- 
mously reached the conclusion that it 
did on this important legislation. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. What was done by 
the conferees in regard to the amend- 
ment which provided for screening by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation of 
the personnel? 

Mr. THOMASON. I will come to that. 

Before we get down to the last and 
perhaps the biggest controversial issue 
left in the bill, may I say that after we 
compromised this issue on whether it 
was necessary to have a member of the 
armed forces on the Commission, which 
is purely a civilian affair, we did pro- 
vide that there must be a member of the 
armed forces as director of military ap- 
Plication. We then got down to such 
problems as mentioned by the gentleman 
from Michigan regarding investigation 
of all these men by the FBI. 

A careful analysis of the report will 
disclose that the House amendment is 
still in the bill substantially in the same 
form it left the House except for one 
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thing. The FBI screens all of these em- 
ployees, especially those having to do 
with what might be termed the secrets 
and those having anything to do with 
critical material, but the FBI does not 
do the certifying. The unanimous con- 
clusion of the conferees, I think, was 
that while the FBI does a very splendid 
and valuable work in matters of investi- 
gation and things of that sort, yet we do 
not want to set the Bureau up as a kind 
of employment agency where they have 
to certify employees. However, you will 
find in the report where there must be a 
full and complete investigation by the 
FBI and they, in turn, submit the facts 
to the Commission. The conferees 
thought, therefore, that if the FBI fur- 
nishes the facts to the Commission that 
would be sufficient and, of course, we 
must assume that the President is going 
to appoint some outstanding men on this 
Commission. He must accompany their 
nominations with their qualifications to 
the Senate before confirmation. We 
direct that FBI must investigate, but we 
do not give them the authority to cer- 
tify the names of the people who should 
be employed. 

Another thing in that same connec- 
tion, is this matter of the death penalty. 
That, like the FBI amendment, is sub- 
stantially retained in the report, except 
the committee thought just as a matter 
of justice and also in trying to be prac- 
tical that where you impose the death 
penalty it should only apply to men who 
have disclosed secrets to foreign enemies 
or foreign governments, or betrayed 
their country, and that the death pen- 
alty should only be imposed by a jury. 
Otherwise the death-penalty provision 
is retained in there in substantially the 
same form as it left the House. 

In conclusion, let me make brief refer- 
ence to the last and perhaps most con- 
troversial issue in the report, the matter 
of patents. That is a big subject in 
itself. Frankly, I share the views of a 
great many men in this House, especially 
my distinguished colleague from Texas 
[Mr. LANHAM] in saying that I do not 
want the Government in private busi- 
ness. I have great respect for our pres- 
ent patent laws. I want to encourage 
individual enterprise and inventive 
genius. Nevertheless, we are dealing 
here with a very unusual situation, we 
are dealing with a very grave and dan- 
gerous instrumentality that might mean 
the life or death of the human race. 
There was never anything like it in 
history. The Government has spent 
$3,000,000,000 to develop atomic energy. 
It belongs to Uncle Sam. It is in its 
very nature a monopoly. It has to be 
kept that way, at least for a time, if we 
are to keep the secret. There is no use 
for the Government to take over all 
fissionable material if we do not also 
have all the patents to process this dan- 
gerous element. 

I want to be frank with you as relates 
to this whole report. Every member had 
one big objective and that was to tie up 
the secret of the atomic bomb. You 
cannot do it without also controlling all 
patents. Perhaps those restrictions can 
be lifted later, but this is certainly no 
time to take a chance. Because these 
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patents have to do with all fissionable 
material wherever it is. I think, per- 
haps, with one exception, it was the 
opinion of the conferees that for the 
time being, at least until we know what 
we are going to do with this terrible wea- 
pon and this tremendous secret dis- 
covery, that there is nothing in the world 
to do except to give the Government the 
monopoly that it must have. But in 
that connection let me say that whenever 
it takes over an existing patent or does 
anything else in connection with existing 
patents or inventions that are later dis- 
covered, they must make adequate com- 
pensation for the taking of it and also 
pay aroyalty. So, nobody, whose princi- 
pal interest is in connection with this 
bomb, can find any fault about that until 
we settle down and determine what is 
the best thing for our country and for 
the peace of the world. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Then you have adopt- 
ed practically in identical form the Sen- 
ate amendment on patents? 

Mr. THOMASON. That is correct. 

Mr. KUNKEL. There are no material 
changes in it at all? 

Mr. THOMASON. That is correct. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. S of Texas. Do I under- 
stand the gentleman to say that when 
we come to deal with patents and the 
necessity to protect the secrecy in regard 
to the bomb, that you let the patents 
suffer, if I may put it that way, rather 
than take a chance on revealing the se- 
crets of the bomb? 

Mr. THOMASON. The gentleman is 
exactly right. This is something that we 
cannot gamble with or take the slightest 
chance. The secret at present is the im- 
portant thing. When a man thinks he 
has an invention, he has to file his appli- 
cation down here in the Patent Office, 
and that becomes not only known to 
every Tom, Dick, and Harry who wants to 
look at it, but any citizen who wants to 
go down to the Patent Office can look at 
the application. 

As the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] so ably pointed out, you just 
cannot take a chance with a thing like 
this. We are dealing with the most ter- 
rible device that has ever been discovered 
in the history of mankind. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. If the Lanham 
amendment had not been agreed to in 
the House, I had a provision to add to 
section 3 of the patent provision which 
related to inventions and discoveries that 
had not been patented, but must be 
turned over to the Commission within 60 
days and provide that just compensation 
should be made for turning over the 
information, but we did not reach that 
point. 

I would like to know, if a man makes 
an invention or discovery for which no 
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patent application is made, how you can 
pay compensation under that section by 
turning it over to the Commission? 

Mr. THOMASON. The Commission 
itself is authorized to make fair and just 
compensation. 

Mr. HINSHAW. You will find under 
section 3 that no such language was con- 
tained, and it was covered in the first two 
sections relating to patents. 

Mr. THOMASON. I cannot answer 
that technical question. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CHELF. I might say to the gen- 


tleman that the bulk of the patent laws 


that we are now operating under were 
enacted back in 1870. : 

If we were dealing with just an or- 
dinary thing and this were just a normal 
situation there would be much force, I 
think, to the argument that has been 
made that we should not invade the 
present patent. law field, but I need not 
tell the Members of this House, in view 
of what happened at Bikini the other day 
and what happened at Hiroshima, what 
this means to the peace of the world. 
It was the opinion, I think, of the con- 
ferees, I know it was of most of us, that 
it is something you cannot trifle with at 
present. This bill does set up a mo- 
nopoly. It has to be. If you are going 
to take over all the fissionable material 
in the United States, which you do in 
the bill, certainly you are going to have 
to take over for the time being every- 
thing connected with it including patents. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I am afraid 
the gentleman misunderstood me. My 
point was that in dealing with the pat- 
ents and in protecting the secret you go 
to the side of protecting the secret. You 
do not take a chance on letting the secret 
get loose in order to give some fellow a 
patent. 

Mr. THOMASON. My friend from 
Texas is absolutely right. Patents and 
everything else must be subordinated to 
keeping our great secret. In view of 
what is going on in some parts of the 
world today, I am not willing to take 
the slightest chance. We have tried to 
tie this thing up with the strongest lan- 
guage that can be written. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Of course. 

Mr. THOMASON. Congress is going 
to be in session after this law goes into 
effect and after we have, perhaps, an in- 
ternational atomic commission of some 
sort that will put this thing to peaceful 
purposes rather than to destructive pur- 
poses, so then there will be time to make 
changes if necessary. But it is the opin- 
ion, I think, of everybody on the com- 
mittee, or nearly so, that for the present 
we cannot do any gambling. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. As I understand, under 
the House bill the appointment of a mili- 
tary representative was compulsory, but 
under the conference report that would 
be optional. 

Mr. THOMASON. No. I do not want 
to mislead the gentleman as to the Com- 
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mission. They will all be civilians, with 
a military liaison committee sitting in 
Session with them. However, the only 
member of the armed forces proper who 
will be in the organization will be the 
Director of Military Application. 

Mr. COLMER. Under the House ver- 
sion of the bill, was not provision made 
for a military representative? 

Mr. THOMASON. Yes. 

Mr. COLMER. But that has been 
changed? 

Mr. THOMASON. It was made com- 
pulsory that there should be one mem- 
ber of the armed forces, and it was per- 
missive to have two. 

Mr. COLMER. Would not the gentle- 
man think the armed forces should be 
represented on this Commission? 

Mr. THOMASON. No; I do not think 
so, and General Eisenhower does not 
think so, and Secretary Patterson does 
not think so, and Secretary Forrestal does 
not think so. In view of the existence 
of the military liaison committee, Secre- 
tary Patterson and the Under Secretary 
of the Navy testified before our commit- 
tee that they felt there was ample and 
full protection under the Vandenberg 
amendment, which was the basis on 
which the Senator from Michigan 
changed from the position the gentieman 
from Mississippi now has and offered the 
liaison committee amendment, which is 
now part of the conference report. 

Mr. COLMER. Of course, I differ with 
that. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. When the gentleman 
addressed the House recently on this 
proposition, he seemed to emphasize the 
necessity and desirability of developing 
atomic energy for industrial or peaceful 
purposes. I compliment the gentleman 
on emphasizing today the necessity for 
secrecy. Does the gentleman now think 
that under the bill that has been agreed 
upon by the conferees the secret is being 
just as carefully guarded as it possibly 
can be? 

Mr. THOMASON. I will be frank 
with my friend from North Carolina. I 
think the bill is stronger than it was 
when it left the House insofar as the 
guarding of the secret of the atomic bomb 
is concerned, because, under the section 
relating to giving information to other 
countries, that can only be. done after 
the Congress by a joint resolution has 
said that all safeguards have been in- 
voked that are necessary for the guard- 
ing of the atomic bomb as a military 
weapon. 

Another reason why I am now fully 
convinced that for the present the Gov- 
ernment must control the patents on all 
matters affecting atomic energy is this. 
Let me call my friend’s attention to this 
statement, and I hope he will read all of 
it, that as to this monopoly on patents 
the law uses the word “solely.” No other 
patents of any kind are touched or in any 
way affected. It cannot invade any other 
field. It has to do solely with the atomic 
energy problem itself and the atomic 
bomb. 
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Mr. COOLEY. I have no objection to 
the monopoly features of the bill. I have 
no objection to the Government having 
a monopoly on all the patents. The 
thing that I am most interested in is 
that we should agree to keep this secret 
at the present time. 

Mr. THOMASON. I think the bill as 
reported back to the House is just as 
strong as it can be. I think it is a 
splendid report. I hope for its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts IMr. 
CLASON]. 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Speaker, as one of 
the conferees on the McMahon atomic 
energy bill I can say that the matters 
which were in dispute were thoroughly 
discussed by the conferees. We had 
some very strong arguments on the dif- 
ferent amendments which were under 
discussion. The two main amendments, 
of course, were those which had to do 
with whether or not a military man 
should be placed upon the Commission, 
and the one dealing with patent law, al- 
though there were disputes on other 
amendments adopted by the House. 
Further than that, I think I should say 
that the position of the conferees was 
not unanimous on any of the important 
amendments which were in dispute. 
Nevertheless, I think we have brought 
back a very fine conference report. Isay 
that because General Eisenhower, Secre- 
tary Forrestal, and Secretary Patterson 
all indicated that they felt even if the 
bill had not had as much protection in it 
and had not had the provisions in it 
which the conferees have finally brought 
back to you, they still would have felt 
and believed that the bill ought to be 
adopted and that they were satisfied with 
it. The question of whether or not there 
should be a military man upon the Com- 
mission was covered under amendments 
1, 2, and 3. The first one, as you prob- 
ably will recall, had directly to do with 
whether or not a military man should be 
appointed to the Commission; the second 
one had to do with the question of the 
director of military application, and the 
third had to do with the law which would 
permit at least one and not more than 
two military men to qualify to serve on 
the Commission at the same time. In 
connection with that, we had consider- 
able argument. I have been delighted 
today to hear the distinguished gentle- 
man from Texas quote so often from the 
two distinguished Republican Senators 
on the conference committee. I almost 
gain the impression that if either one of 
them were nominated for President he 
would be assured a large Democratic fol- 
lowing. They certainly got it in the con- 
ference. I have no doubt they deserved 
it. It is my opinion we are fully pro- 
tected so far as the military is con- 
cerned even though there may not be 
military men on the Commission itself, 
We have the military liaison committee 
which General Eisenhower stated was all 
he felt was necessary in order for the 
armed services to be fully protected in 
connection with atomic research in the 
future. However, the House added the 
amendment which did put the Director 
of Military Application directly into the 
armed services—he must be a member of 
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the armed services. That being so, we 
have a much closer and much more im- 
portant connection with atomic research 
in the future. Therefore, I feel even 
though the House did not get all they 
would like to have had under the amend- 
ments 1, 2, and 3, they did obtain a big 
advantage over the original Senate bill. 
I feel that the Army and Navy are fully 
protected, while we have established 
civilian control of our national policy 
on atomic energy. 

So far as the patent laws are con- 
eerned, the conferees called in the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
LANHAM], who explained fully to them 
the difference between the patent sec- 
tions of the Senate bill and the House 
bill. Many of the members of the con- 
ference committee are lawyers and each 
of them had his own idea of what was 
meant in the Senate and House versions. 
On a divided vote the majority of the 
eonferees of each House voted for the 
provisions of the Senate bill. If they 
prove inadequate for our national pro- 
tection, I am sure the Commission will 
request such changes as are necessary. 

This conference report will be of great 
value in two important avenues: First, 
it will aid our representatives in the 
United Nations and in any peace con- 
ference to secure international coopera- 
tion and lasting peace; second, it will es- 
tablish a much needed organization to 
facilitate research and development of 
atomic energy, not only for military pur- 
poses, but for medical, domestic, munici- 
pal, and industrial purposes. I urge that 
the conference report be adopted. 

The question came right down to the 
proposition, Did the McMahon bill pro- 
vide as much protection as was necessary 
and was actually needed in order to pre- 
vent dissemination of knowledge in re- 
gard to atomic energy, which we ought 
to have to protect our people? We have 
the know-how, we have the inventions 
and the patents. Should they be pro- 
tected to the extent of the provisions of 
the McMahon bill? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. CLASON] 
has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman two additional min- 
utes. 

Mr. CLASON. As I see it, it came 
down to the question of whether or not 
we receive more protection for the United 
States under the McMahon version or 
under the Lanham version. I do not 
think it is proper for a conferee to state 
how he stood on any one thing, but there 
was not a unanimous vote on the particu- 
lar amendment. However, a majority 
did decide that they preferred the Mc- 
Mahon provision to the Lanham provi- 
sion. When the conference report was 
finally drawn, even though I personally 
did not agree with some of the provisions, 
I felt strongly it was necessary to have 
legislation on this subject at this time, 
and I therefore signed the report. I feel 
that the conference report added to the 
legislation which was before you and has 
resulted in satisfactory legislation and 
very valuable legislation. I will vote for 
the conference report, and I hope the rest 
of you will see it as I see it. I know you 
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will be in disagreement on certain 
amendments, but on the whole we have 
good legislation. Otherwise we will not 
get the benefits for domestic purposes 
and for industry from atomic energy 
which we are entitled to obtain. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has again ex- 
pired. , 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. DURHAM]. 
Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been well explained to you what the con- 
ferees did. I think we brought out a 
good conference report. 

My position on this matter is pretty 
well known with regard to the military 
men on the Commission. I supported 
the Lanham amendment when it was on 
the floor of the House. After hearing 
the discussion on this matter when the 
conferees got together on it, I feel that 
the Senate amendment is more work- 
able and is a far better amendment than 
the amendment that was adopted in the 
House. 

There has been a little confusion 
spread around the House in regard to 
fissionable material. The rumor has 
been spread that it exists in practically. 
everything. Steel is said to be fission- 
able material. Iam not an authority on 
fissionable material, but I have had some 
chemistry, and I have some knowledge 
of it. We feel that we are at the present 
primarily dealing with only uranium and 
thorium to produce this fissionable ma- 
terial and nuclear fission for this atomic 
weapon. 

Looking at this patent provision, which 
is section 11 and applies solely to fission- 
able material, that is what we are trying 
to apply this patent provision to. If we 
are going to control all of that material; 
as this bill does, we are going to have 
something like a man who has a book of 
blank checks in his pocket and no money 
in the bank, if he goes down here and 
secures patents, because he has no ma- 
terial unless he secures it from the Gov- 
ernment. Therefore, his patent becomes 
useless. 

Furthermore, these men who have been 
serving at Oak Ridge and other plants 
of the Manhattan project will be free 
when they are discharged or released 
from that plant. Those people are am- 

bitious, they will apply for patents on 
what they have already done. I there- 
fore feel that we cannot open this thing 
up to everybody. 

What are the principal differences be- 
tween Senate section 11 and the so-called 
Lanham amendment? 

The Senate patent provisions differ 
from the House provisions in five major 
respects: 

First. The Senate makes patents on 
the production of fissionable material 
and on atomic weapons nonpatentable; 
the House permits private patents. Pri- 
vate patent rights in these two fields are 
inconsistent with the national security 
because patent litigation and procedures 
may well result in disclosure of secrets. 
It would be a risk that one or two com- 
panies would control all patents affect- 
ing these vital national defense activ- 
ities. 
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Second. The Senate bill requires that 
all new inventions relating to the pro- 
duction of fissionable material be re- 
ported to the Commission. The House 
bill contains no such provisions. 

Third. The Senate bill automatically 
authorizes the use of any patent in 
atomic-energy research. The House, in 
omitting this provision, may hamper 
atomic research by refusal of patentees 
to license their patents for research. 

Fourth. The Senate requires that the 
patentee license at a reasonable royalty 
the use of any nonmilitary device of 
importance to the economy. The House, 
in omitting this provision permits, for 
example, one patent holder to take over 
the entire power industry through con- 
trol of any atomic-power patents. 

Fifth. The Senate bill gives the Com- 
mission full authority to condemn all 
atomic-energy patents, including pro- 
duction of fissionable material, utiliza- 
tion devices, research, and atomic weap- 
ons. The House bill confines the con- 
demnation power to patents affecting 
the national defense. 

We must go all the way if we are 
going to have control of this dreadful 
weapon. 

If this provision, section 11, in any 
way hinders or affects the further de- 
velopment of our great industrial and 
private enterprise system, I will be one 
of the first to advocate doing away with 
it, but I do feel for the present we can- 
not take a chance and hope the House 
will accept the conference report. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. THomas]. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, as one of the conferees, I did 
not sign the report on S. 1717, and I did 
not because I felt that the House was 
giving up too much, that this conference 
report was nothing more than a skim- 
milk version of the bill that passed in 
the House; further, the House conferees 
won all the skirmishes and the Senate 
conferees won all the big battles, and 
the two largest battles were: One, 
whether or not the military would have 
representation on the Commission; and 
two, whether or not we were going to 
take the House version of the patent pro- 
vision. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I yield. 

Mr. ARENDS. Would the gentleman 
say then that the conferees on the part 
of the House capitulated completely to 
the Senate in those two major items? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I do 
not like to criticize my good colleagues 
on either the Democratic side or the Re- 
publican side, but I will say that the 
House conferees did not carry out the 
version of the House on those two ques- 
tions. 

A great deal has been said about secur- 
ity, that this bill will give us more se- 
curity than we had in the bill that we 
passed in the House. I just want to paint 
this picture. Just as soon as this bill is 
enacted into law and as soon as the 
Army engineers have had a reasonable 
time to get out of Oak Ridge they will 
get out of there to a man. There will be 
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no more Army Intelligence or Army en- 
gineers in Oak Ridge. Then we are going 
to turn the plant and it secrets over to 
whom? We are going to turn them over 
to a lot of persons, and I will admit that 
in time they will be investigated by the 
FBI, but we are going to turn Oak Ridge 
over to a lot of persons who may have 
had no experience in security. Some of 
them will be political patronage. Those 
are the people who are going to guard 
the atom bomb secrets down there in Oak 
Ridge. 

That is the reason why I say that under 
the provisions of S. 1717 where we turn 
everything over to civilian control we 
may be taking steps that will do the 
very thing that a potential aggressor or 
a potential enemy of this country would 
want us to do, and that is to open the 
door to the secrets that are so necessary 
to guard at this time particularly. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana, 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. When the 
conferees accepted the Senate version 
of the patent feature they accepted what 
the Socialists have been trying to do for 
the last half century? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. No 
doubt about that. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana, Com- 
pletely socializing our patent system in 
this Nation. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. There 
is no question about that. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. When 
they refused to permit the War Depart- 
ment, the Army, or the military to have 
one single representative out of five they 
assured the possibility of giving away 
the secrets if any may be left in connec- 
tion with this bomb? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Yes. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? . 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. I favor the position of 
the gentleman in regard to both the 
patent feature and the military control. 
This conference report should be turned 
down. There is no more reason to take 
the Army out of the atomic bomb busi- 
ness than to take it out of aviation, 
artillery, or any other branch of our 
defense. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, it was said in conference that 
the reason we should not have an Army 
man as one of the commissioners is be- 
cause it might be considered as a mili- 
tary veto and, in addition, that we were 
overemphasizing the military. These 
remarks were made by one of the dis- 
tinguished gentlemen whom our col- 
league from Texas referred to and I 
am sure he is going to vote for him 
when he runs for President of the United 
States. I would like to know how any- 
body could consider that by placing one 
Army man on a commission of five it 
would be a military veto. I would like 
to know how it could be construed by 
any nation in the world that we were 
overemphasizing the military. 

The reason that we want a military 
man on there is so that he will be in 
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every conference, so that he will know 
absolutely what is going on, so that he 
will be just as close to the picture as 
possible. When we exclude the military 
we make them outcasts, something that 
we are a little ashamed of. I think it is 
just plain ridiculousness. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. I ran across 
something that startled me early in the 
war, An Army Officer came to my office 
and he said, “I am somewhat distressed. 
I do not care to go to the hjgher-ups, 
but I know you, and I am going to talk 
to you.” He said, “Every single day my 
men are getting communistic literature 
under the frank of the Patent Office.” I 
have watched this thing very closely and 
when I saw this patent provision in here 
8 could quickly understand why it was in 

here. : 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I want 
to say just a word about the patent fea- 
ture. We House conferees did not have 
a chance. The cards were stacked 
against us from the beginning. There 
was never any time when we thought we 
were going to gain our objectives. 

I think that the thing that amazed me 
more about the conference we had in re- 
gard to patents was this, that it was ad- 
mitted, by not one conferee but by more 
than one, that the Senate sections on 
patents would do this thing above every- 
thing else, and that is, bring about a 
compulsory monopoly, and for the first 
time in the history of the United States 
we are now called upon to have a com- 
pulsory industrial monopoly. Yet, all of 
the authorities in the United States on 
patents tell us that the Lanham features, 
the sections put in by the House bill, 
would not only protect the Atomic 
Energy Commission and protect the 
United States when it came to the ques- 
tion of atomic energy and the making 
of the atomic bomb, but would protect 
the industry of the United States as well. 

I disagree with my colleague from 
Connecticut that the Senate version on 
patents would benefit private business. 
I think under the Senate version of pat- 
ents, private business, whether it had 
anything to do with atomic energy or 
not, would be absolutely stifled; it would 
never get started, and if these features 
had been in existence some 50 or 75 years 
ago we would not have the industrial life 
in America that we enjoy today. 

Mr. Speaker, after hearing all the de- 
bate in Committee and on the floor of the 
House and in conference, I am still re- 
solved to oppose this legislation. I think 
it the most dangerous we have ever con- 
sidered—likewise the most important. 
For the safety of 135,000,000 of Ameri- 
cans we should delay further considera- 
tion until we have had more time for 
study. The stakes are too high in the 
gamble we are.taking today. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LANHAM]. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, in my 
judgment this conference report involves 
most unfortunate legislation, and I cer- 
tainly shall oppose it. 
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We have all seen the gradual growth 
of centralization of power in Washing- 
ton, depriving the people of their rights 
and leading them to neglect their respon- 
sibilities, and now we see a blow at the 
fundamental basis of our progress in our 
patent system. 

Here we have the recommendations of 
the Committee on Military Affairs with 
reference to patents. Those recommen- 
dations, from the standpoint of knowl- 
edge or familiarity, might as well have 
come from the Committee on Claims or 
the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

The small businessmen of this country, 
the American Bar Association, and the 
gentleman from the Navy Department 
who has been from the beginning the ad- 
viser with reference to atomic energy on 
patent matters have all approved this. 
House provision. We voted for it over- 
whelmingly in this body, and the con- 
ferees have not even shown us the cour- 
tesy of bringing it back in disagreement 
in order that we might express our views 
again. 

I wonder if we are beginning to sacri- 
fice and surrender our American way of 
life to appease those in this country and 
abroad who have no fondness for our 
governmental philosophy and principles. 
What will happen if you support these 
patent provisions in the conference re- 
port? There will be no incentive, outside 
of those connected with this Commission 
itself, to stimulate the inventive genius 
of America to undertake to give us dis- 
coveries that will be helpful with refer- 
ence to atomic energy. Let me bring to 
your attention the fact that patents, 
wonderful inventions for our progress, 
come in the main not from the Govern- 
ment, but from the rank and file who 
make their research far from Washing- 
ton, and unless we protect them, unless 
we get rid of this compulsory licensing 
which is going to turn our patent system 
over to an unknown commission, we may 
undermine and destroy this fundamental 
basis of our progress and also the initia- 
tive and the incentive of the American 
inventor. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Under this 
conference report, and under the Senate 
bill the way it passed the House, the 
Commission will be the arbitrary and sole 
judge of what patents are connected 
with the development of atomic energy. 

Mr.LANHAM. Absolutely. 

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. And any 
invention that might remotely have any 
connection with atomic energy will be 
under the control of this Commission. 

Mr. LANHAM. And consequently the 
inventors are not going to try to invent 
things that will be helpful in reference 
to atomic energy. There will be no in- 
centive to do it. 

Let me call your attention to the fact 
that the House provision gives the Com- 
mission authority to get any invention, 
any patent, or any application for a pat- 
ent, that it can use in carrying out its 
purposes. Why go beyond that to take 
away property rights from the citizens 
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of this country, to revoke their property 
rights, and to assure them that they can 
have no further rights in their property, 
because you are confiscating and taking 
the property of the individuals when you 
undermine and abolish the patent sys- 
tem of this Nation of ours? 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. CHURCH. If the Lanham amend- 
ment were left in the bill, does the gen- 
tleman feel the secrecy or the know- 
how would be endangered in any way? 

Mr. LANHAM. Not in the least. Asa 
matter of fact, it would be protected. I 
think this whole legislation is a bit pre- 
mature, and we are likely to take steps 
that will menace our security if we en- 
act legislation of this kind in advance of 
the agreement with reference to peace 
treaties and the establishment of peace 
in the world. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Mrs. Luce). 

Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, the confer- 
ence report seems to be about the best 
legislation we are likely to get for this 
vital problem. It was often noted during 
the debate in this House that, while this 
bill may open the front door to mer- 
ciful peace and international and na- 
tional security, it does leave the back 
door open to socialism. And that still 
remains true of the conference report, 
particularly in reference to the patent 
sections, as the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. LANHAM] has pointed out to you. 
Nevertheless, its socialistic features con- 
stitute a long-range danger. What we 
are confronted with today is the short- 
term danger of not protecting our atomic 
supremacy now, and the short-term 
necessity of working for international 
atomic control. I think we must trust in 
the patriotism of the President, and we 
must hope and believe that he will place 
on the Commission five men of integrity 
and brains and truly American convic- 
tions, who will see that this legislation is 
not abused in the patent field or any 
other, to destroy our American free- 
enterprise system. 

There is a good deal of talk about this 
legislation being premature in view of 
the facts that international arrange- , 
ments in atomic control, and peace 
treaties are not signed. One of the rea- 
sons which make this precise legislation 
necessary is that we cannot get interna- 
tional arrangements in atomic control 
unless we do have this bill. 

You have all read the newspapers. 
You saw that the Russians have current- 
ly turned down the Baruch plan. There 
will be no incentive for them further to 
discuss the international control of 
atomic energy unless we can fortify the 
position of the Atomic Commission in 
the UNO with this legislation, which pro- 
vides domestic controls of the same na- 
ture as those proposed internationally. 
What we will not, or dare not, do our- 
po we cannot expect other nations 

0. 

We must not forget that within from 
5 to 15 years the Russians are going to 
have all the atomic bombs they want. 


10198 


It will be 15 years if they have to do it 
alone, because of their scientific, indus- 
trial, and technological backwardness, 
but probably not more than 5 years if 
they can communize Germany, or if 
Germany itself becomes communized, 
and alines itself as a satellite state of the 
Soviet Union. Then German techni- 
cians, German scientists, German know- 
how, German skill, all which we certainly 
should have learned after two world 
wars are not to be sneezed at, combined 
with Russian aggressiveness and Rus- 
sian manpower, would thus shorten the 
time it would take Soviet Russia to get 
the bomb. Our choice is between truly 
international control—and an atom 
bomb race after that, which would cer- 
tainly end in atomic war. 

In the meanwhile, this bill safeguards 
our own national security, while allow- 
ing us to advance down the road to peace, 
trying as best we can to persuade our 
Russian friends that the cause of peace 
and world prosperity would best be 
served if they came in with us on an 
international control plan which would 
protect all the nations, great and small. 
I know of nothing that will so strengthen 
the hands of our statesmen in Paris, and 
of our United Nations Atomic Commis- 
sion in New York, as the adoption of this 
legislation, which will help us to control 
fissionable materials and also give us 
some control and direction over scientific 
research in this field. 

If you read the newspapers yesterday 
you saw the story about the sudden in- 
explicable disappearance of uranium, 
which is a fissionable material, in Brazil. 
Nobody knows where it went, after it 
was acquired by the Brazilians, appar- 
ently we do not know where that mate- 
rial has gone, or to what use it is cur- 
rently being put. This is a bill which 
will enable America to keep an eye on 
the ownership and movement of fission- 
able material in all countries, including 
our own. 

The conferees were, it seems very 
plain, men who understood very well 
what it meant to split the atom. They 
also being good Americans understand 
what it is to split their differences. And 
apart from the highly controversial pat- 
ent section the Senate receded in a good 
many matters important to the House, 
matters which do improve the legislation, 
I, like others, am deeply alarmed by the 
implications of the patent section. But 
in the end, we dare not take any chances 
on our atomic security in the next crucial 
12 months. And let us remember, and 
take comfort of the fact that the joint 
committee provided by the bill, of Sen- 
ators and Representatives, can at all 
times watch the Commission, review its 
reports, and see that it is not abusing its 
authority. They will be, and must be, the 
custodians of our liberties, wherever they 
may be threatened by this bill. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The pur- 
pose of taking this minute is to ask a 
question along this line: If we adopt the 
conference report, will that mean that 
in the field of patents every single unique 
device that is developed, such as a device 
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to improve a cyclotron, for instance, will 
go into the hands of the Government? I 
would like to have the gentleman from 
North Carolina answer that question. 

Mr. DURHAM. It is solely for the pur- 
pose of covering patents on fissionable 
material and nuclear material. It says 
in the bill that it is only for that pur- 


Se. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I know, 
but some of us do not know just how 
broad that is. Does it mean that it only 
covers those materials from which bombs 
can be made? 

Mr. DURHAM. That is correct, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. For in- 
stance, out in California we have a cyclo- 
tron at the University of California that 
cracks atoms, but that machine cannot 
make bombs. Now, would any device to 
perfect that machine, which is patent- 
able, be outside the scope of the provision 
of this bill as reported back by the con- 
ferees? 

Mr. DURHAM. I would say if that 
machine were capable of making fission- 
able material it would come under this 
provision. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. This ma- 
chine only cracks atoms and does not 
make bombs. 

Mr. DURHAM. Then how are they 
going to get the fissionable material? 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. I do not 
know. 

Mr, DURHAM. They must get it 
through the use of the equipment. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1½ minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr, Speaker, I 
am keenly disappointed in the results of 
the conference on this legislation. I can- 
not give up, lying down, the importance 
of the taking of an active part by a rep- 
resentative of the armed forces in a field 
that involves one of the greatest poten- 
tial weapons of all time. I cannot sur- 
render completely the whole field of 
atomic energy policy making to the 
scientists or to the manufacturers, and 
bar absolutely only one class of people, 
namely, those who know something 
about military application of any super 
weapon such as the atomic bomb. In 
spite of all you say about it, the time 
has come when our Nation must not ap- 
pease potential future enemies in that 
fashion. This is no time to set the stage 
for the first Munich of World War III. 
That is exactly what you are doing— 
exactly that and nothing else. When 
the time comes when I can prove to you 
that I am right, it will be too late. You 
will then be led around by the nose by 
foreign enemies who are laughing up 
their sleeves at you now for appeasing 
them and sticking your ostrich head 
deeper below the sands than any isola- 
tionist that has ever been condemned by 
the left-wing internationalists of this 
Nation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of the time to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp]. 
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Mr. JUDD. Mr: Speaker, I do not be- 
lieve anybody can accuse me of being an 
appeaser of any of these countries which 
have been mentioned as possible dan- 
gers to our security. I support this con- 
ference report precisely because I want 
us to do our utmost to assure the Na- 
tion’s security. 

The Bikini test was called Operations 
Crossroads, because it was held at the 
crossroads of the Pacific. It might well 
have been called that because the un- 
leashing of atomic energy is the cross- 
roads of history. That is where we are 
this afternoon. We are deciding which 
way our Nation and the world are to take 
at the great crossroads. 

There are about four possibilities. 
One, we can ignore atomic energy, rest 
on our past achievements, fail to keep in 
the forefront of progress until somebody 
blows us off the face of the earth or 
covers our land with radioactive energy, 
making life impossible. 

Second, we can say that since we have 
the secret now, we can beat other coun- 
tries by building more and bigger and 
better bombs than they; therefore we 
have nothing to fear. 

The trouble with that argument is that 
a nation does not need to have any bigger 
or better bombs than exist now. If, and 
when other nations are able to build 
them, as they will be in a relatively short 
time, all they need is a few hundred of 
the present type delivered by plane or 
rocket, to cripple us hopelessly. 

Third, we could wipe out every possible 
potential enemy right now while we alone 
have the bomb. The trouble with that 
course is twofold: First, we could not do 
it, because the President and the Army 
do not have any such power, and I think 
you will agree there would be quite a little 
discussion before the Congress would do 
it. The nation to be destroyed would 
certainly be notified well in advance, 
Second, we would not do it, because we 
just are not the sort of people who carry 
out sneak attacks like Pearl Harbor. We 
simply would not start such a war, It 
is unrealistic to imagine we would. 

Fourth, we can try to develop inter- 
national control with rigid and complete 
supervision of all fissionable materials, 
factories, and armaments in every coun- 
try by a real international organization 
with no vetoes. 

Bombs are now made in Tennessee, in 
Washington, and New Mexico. I live 
in Minnesota, but I am not scared. 
Why? Because the use of the bombs 
made in those three States is controlled 
by the United States Government on be- 
half of all the 48 States. They are for 
the security, not of three States, but of 
everybody. 

I see no hope except in this fourth 
course. I believe we should take the lead 
in trying to unite in such a real organi- 
zation all nations that will join. We 
cannot make headway in that direction 
unless we have unified control within our 
own country of all atomic energy, 
whether for military or for civilian pur- 
poses, That is why I support the con- 
ference report. We must have unified 
civilian control so that we can keep our 
present processes secret while doing 
everything possible to improve those 
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processes, to expand our knowledge of 
atomic energy, and skill in handling it. 

Let us not make a wrong decision to- 
day at operations crossroads. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days in which 
to revise and extend their remarks at 
this point in the Recorp on the confer- 
ence report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

THE CONFEREES HAVE BROUGHT US A SOUND BILL 
FOR ADOPTION 


Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, a few days 
ago when debate upon this vital subject 
of the atomic-energy bill was in progress 
and it was known that the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] 
was to offer an amendment to strike out 
all the patent section of the committee 
bill and to offer a substitute which would 
make unnecessary the obtaining of a 
license from the United States to obtain, 
or use, or develop atomic energy, even 
for military weapons, I naturally hesi- 
tated to speak ‘in opposition to his pro- 
posals, for I know how deservedly his 
proposals receive the cordial regard by 
the Members of this House. However, 
as a new member of your Patents Com- 
mittee, I soon discovered that his indus- 
try and knowledge and natural “drive” 
were all big factors in the functioning 
of that important committee. 

Yet, having studied the committee bill 
at length and also having studied his 
proposals also at length, I felt I had a 
duty to speak out emphatically for the 
patent section of the committee bill and 
for its retention, as distinguished from 
the proposals of the gentleman from 
Texas. 

The conferees have now put back the 
patent section of the House bill for which 
I spoke. I compliment the House con- 
ferees for agreeing tosame. During the 
debate here a few days ago I felt many 
Members had not had opportunity to 
carefully study the bill and so must have 
voted under a mistaken idea of what it 
did do and did not do. 

True it is that this conferees’ report as 
to patents will place exclusive control of 
atomic energy for military purposes in 
the hands of Uncle Sam. But, my col- 
leagues, why should it not be there? I 
have previously argued that such control 
would help take the profit out of war. I 
do it again. What a man makes for sale 
at a money profit, he is going to try to sell 
at the most profit possible. And, he is 
not always too choosy about his custom- 
ers, as long as the customer pays him his 
price. So, it would be with the private 
manufacture of atomic energy for mili- 
tary weapons. The Government retain- 
ing exclusive control of the source of ma- 
terial and its manufacture for war- 
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weapon uses and purposes should make 
it far more difficult for the development 
of international cartels in the field of 
munitions manufacture. And that is ex- 
actly what I said before and now repeat 
as highly desirable. The less material 
profit there is in war, the fewer wars we 
will have. 

Because these are unusually hazardous 
times in the world’s history, we must be 
willing to step forth in unusual path- 
ways to peace. We must dare to pioneer 
in the field of essential legislation in this 
field of atomic energy, as much as in 
any field for world peace. 

We must protect our field of free en- 
terprise in patents in due fashion. But, 
gentlemen, there is no soundness in im- 
mediately releasing this most dangerous 
material to free enterprise to make 
money profit out of, at the expense of, 
our national safety and security. This 
bill guarantees every inventor an ade- 
quate compensation for his invention in 
this field. It assures an applicant for 
patent thesame. We do not yet know the 
rudiments of need for our national secu- 
rity, and until we know what we need for 
it, it is unsound and unsafe to let atomic 
energy loose for promiscuous acquisition 
and development. 3 

Why the hurry? The war is not even 
officially ended as yet. 

Besides, our executive leaders must 
know what they can and cannot do in. 
the field of atomic energy. This is a 
world neighborhood problem now. It is 
not merely whether or not American in- 
ventors shall have full freedom to do as 
they please immediately. 

The problem before us filters into the 
very fabric of international policy and 
world peace from atomic warfare. We 
must keep our President and delegates to 
Paris and other conferences where world 
peace is involved, in a position of know- 
ing to what extent America can control 
atomic energy for war and peace pur- 
poses. 

Therefore, any private control, with- 
out regard to our national security, of 
and for the purpose of war or military 
weapons, is fundamentally incompatible 
with our national welfare and security. 

So I am pleased the conferees have 
confirmed my humble words of several 
days ago as also being their firm convic- 
tion and decision. 


SITE ACQUISITION AND DESIGN OF 
FEDERAL BUILDINGS 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H. R. 6917) to provide for site acquisi- 
tion and design of Federal buildings, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete.— 
TITLE I 


That the Federal Works Administrator is 
hereby authorized, under the provisions of 
the Public Buildings Act of May 25, 1926, 
as amended (40 U. S. C. 341-347), and as 
hereby further amended; 

For projects outside the District. of Co- 
lumbia: To acquire sites, prepare drawings 
and specifications, perform other work for 
the accomplishment thereof, and establish 
limits of cost for building projects notwith- 
standing the fact that appropriations for con- 
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struction work shall not have been made. 
The Federal Works Administrator (and the 
Postmaster General, where his Department is 
involved), shall select projects based upon 
reasonable geographical distribution and 
urgency of need. There is authorized to be 
appropriated $30,000,000 for the foregoing 
purposes. 

Src. 2. The Federal Works Administrator 
is hereby authorized under the provisions of 
the Public Buildings Act of May 25, 1926, 
as amended (40 U. S. C. 341-347), and as 
hereby further amended, to provide for the 
following buildings in or near the District 
of Columbia and to establish the limits of 
costs therefor: 

(a) General Accounting Office: The proj- 
ect for a building for the General Accounting 
Office, as authorized in the First Supple- 
mental Civil Functions Appropriation Act of 
1941 (54 Stat. 1036), is hereby revised to pro- 
vide for an additional building on square 529 
in the District of Columbia and a tunnel con- 
necting the two buildings, and there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated $1,150,000 to 
acquire square 529, to prepare drawings and 
specifications for the revised project, and for 
any costs incident thereto. 

(b) Film-storage buildings: A building or 
buildings on Government-owned land for 
the servicing and storing of film records for 
the National Archives and the Library of 
Congress, and there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated $1,160,000 for the drawings 
and specifications for the whole project and 
for the construction of the first unit thereof. 

(c) Office building, Suitland, Md.: For the 
preparation of drawings and specifications 
for an additional office building on Govern- 
ment-owned land, $325,000. 

Sec. 3. In carrying out the provisions of 
this title, the Federal Works Administrator 
is authorized to acquire lands, or interests in 
lands, as Sites, or additions to sites, by pur- 
chase, condemnation, donation, exchange, or 
otherwise, and may prepare drawings and 
specifications prior or subsequent to the ap- 
proval by the Attorney General of the title 
to sites for selected projects. 

Sec. 4. Hereafter, when part of the cost of 
construction of a public-building project has 
been appropriated by Congress, the Federal 
Works Administrator may enter into con- 
tracts for construction work within the full 
limit of cost fixed by Congress therefor. 

Sec. 5. Whenever deemed by him desirable 
or advantageous, the Federal Works Admin- 
istrator is authorized to employ, by contract 
or otherwise and without regard to the Clas- 
sification Act of 1923, as amended, or to the 
civil-service laws, rules, and regulations, or 
to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, the 
services of established architectural or other 
professional or technical corporations, firms, 
or individuals, to such extent as he may re- 
quire for any public-building project which 
the Public Buildings Administration is au- 
thorized by Congress to construct, or for any 
such project funds for which are transferred 
by another agency to the Public Buildings 
Administration for construction of the proj- 
ect, regardless of specific legislation govern- 
ing such other agency: Provided, That this 
authorization shall not apply to the employ- 
ment of such corporations, firms, or individu- 
als on a permanent basis, but their services 
shall be limited to the individual project for 
which employed. 

Sec, 6. The provisions of section 322 of 
the act of June 30, 1932, as amended (40 
U. S. C. 278a), shall not apply with respect 
to the rental of temporary quarters for hous- 
ing Federal activities during the replacement 
or remodeling of buildings by the Public 
Buildings Administration. 

Sec. 7. The Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings is authorized to contract for seeding, 
planting, or landscaping the grounds of any 
public building constructed by the Public 
Buildings Administration in an amnunt not 
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exceeding $1,000 without reference to section 
3709 of the Revised Statutes. 

Sec. 8. Section 5 of the Public Buildings 
Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), is hereby 
amended to delete the following words which 
appear at the end thereof: “and to charge 
against the total sum of $150,000,000 herein- 
before authorized only the respective net ex- 
cess cost, if any, over and above the proceeds 
of such sales, or providing such new sites 
and buildings”, and after the words miscel- 
laneous receipts” change the comma to a 
period. 

Sec. 9. The Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings, together with the Postmaster General 
where his office is concerned, is authorized 
to accept on behalf of the United States un- 
conditional gifts of real, personal, or other 
property in aid of any project or function 
within their respective jurisdictions. 

Sec. 10. Effective on the date of approval 
of this act, all office furniture and rugs, ex- 
cepting that purchased by Government- 
owned corporations, which are now or may 
hereafter be located in Government-owned 
or leased buildings in and outside the 
District of Columbia, operated by the Public 
Buildings Administration, shall be and re- 
main in its custody and under its control 
without exchange of funds and irrespective of 
the appropriations from which the furniture 
was or may be procured or the source from 
which it was obtained, Effective July 1, 1947, 
unless specifically so provided, appropriations 
other than appropriations to the Public 
Buildings Administration shall not be avail- 
able for the purchase of furniture and rugs in 
such buildings, except in executive suites. 

Sec. 11. The Commissioner of Public 
Buildings shall have exclusive authority in 
all buildings operated by the Public Buildings 
Administration to enter into contracts, upon 
such terms and conditions as he may find to 
be in the public interest and without securing 
competitive bids, for focd services in build- 
ings designed to include such facilities or 
where such services cre subsequently found 
to be necessary; to establish rules and regula- 
tions for the cperation thereof; and to make 
all sanitary inspections in connection there- 
with: Provided, That the Commissioner of 
Public Buildings wherever he deems it neces- 
sary in the public interest may exempt any 
building operated by the Public Buildings 
Administration from the provisions of this 
section. 

Sec. 12. All acts and parts of acts incon- 
sistent or in conflict with the foregoing pro- 
visions are hereby repealed to the extent of 
such inconsistency or conflict. 
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The United States Courts of the District of 
Columbia Building: The Architect of the 
Capitol is hereby authorized and directed to 
prepare drawings and specifications and do all 
work incidental thereto, for a building 
(including equipment, approaches, archi- 
tectural landscape treatment of the grounds 
and connections with public utilities, and 
the Federal heating system) for the use of 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia and the District Court 
of the United States for the District of 
Columbia, to be located on that part of 
reservation 10 which is bounded by Con- 
stitution Avenue on the south, C Street on 
the north, John Marshall Place on the west, 
and Third Street on the east, containing 
245,266 square feet, title to which is in the 
District of Columbia with the exception of 
two pieces of land having a combined total 
area of 1,238 square feet, title to which said 
two pieces of land is in the United States. 

Sec. 2. (a) The plans for the building 
shall be prepared under the direction of, and 
shall be approved by, a committee of five 
members to be composed of the chief justice 
of the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia, the chief justice 
of the District Court of the United States for 
the District of Columbia, an associate justice 
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of the District Court of the United States 
for the District of Columbia to be desig- 
nated by the chief justice of the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia, a member of the Board of Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia to be 
designated by said Board, and the Architect 
of the Capitol. : 

(b) The said committee shall establish the 
limit of cost for such building notwithstand- 
ing the fact that appropriations for con- 
struction work shall not have been made. 

(c) The said committee and such assist- 
ants as they may designate are authorized to 
perform such travel for visiting other court 
structures as may be necessary to enable 
them to carry out the purposes of this title. 

Sec. 3. The exact location of the building 
on the site shall be approved by the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, and 
the design shall be approved by the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts. 

Sec. 4. The Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia are hereby authorized and di- 
rected to convey to the United States title 
to that part of reservation 10 which is owned 
by the District of Columbia within the area 
described in section 1 of this title, excepting 
a strip 5 feet wide immediately adjacent to 
the south line of C Street and running par- 
allel with said south line of C Street from 
Third Street to John Marshall Place, said 
strip to be reserved for the widening of C 
Street. The compensation for the site, which 
is herein fixed at $2,420,000, shall constitute 
a credit to the District of Columbia for its 
share of the cost of the entire project as 
hereafter established by the Congress. 

Sec. 5. The Architect of the Capitol is 
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personal and other services, to enter into 
the necessary contracts, and to make such 
other expenditures (including expenditures 
for travel) as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of sections 1 and 2 of this title, 
and there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated $400,000 for such purposes. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a second. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a second be con- 
sidered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas is recognized. 

Mr, LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, on last 
Saturday I made a very full explanation 
in the Recorp of the purposes of this bill. 
My interest in it after this session of the 
Congress will naturally be that of an 
American citizen and a constituent of 
some Member of this body, but I think 
perhaps two-thirds or more of the Mem- 
bers of the House have requested this 
legislation. 

This legislation has to do with the 
drawing of plans and specifications and 
the acquisition of sites for Federal struc- 
tures throughout the United States. 
There has been no such construction 
since before the beginning of the World 
War. 

If there are questions to be asked in 
amplification of the rather len ex- 
planation I made on last Saturday, and 
which you will find in the Recorp, I shall 
be glad to answer them. If not, I re- 
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, first I wish to pay my 
respects to the gentleman who just pre- 
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ceded me, my distinguished chairman. 
who is retiring from the Congress of his 
own initiative. As a presiding officer, 
as a gentleman, as a Member of Con- 
gress, and as a friend, he is one individual 
in whom I am sure we all have great 
faith, and I am sure we all hate to see 
him leave Congress. We are losing a real 
friend and the district which he has rep- ` 
resented for so long a time is losing a 
real representative and a worthy gentle- 
man. 

Mr. Speaker, I take exception to this 
particular piece of legislation, H. R. 
6917, for a number of reasons. May I 
first call your attention to the fact, as 
the distinguished chairman has said, 
that it establishes an authorization for 
$30,000,000 for what? For the drawing 
of plans and the purchase of sites and 
arrangements for the construction of 
Federal buildings outside of the District 
of Columbia. 

We heard a message read from the 
President a few minutes ago, a letter 
written to the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency inisisting on housing for veterans. 
We heard the distinguished chairman of 
this committee insist that the WET 
housing bill be brought up so the veter- 
ans, the industrial workers, the farm- 
ers, might have the critical building ma- 
terial with which to make necessary re- 
pairs and to provide them homes in 
which to live. 

What are we going to say to our con- 
stituents i. you vote for this bill granting 
an authorization for the planning of 
thousands of post offices and for the im- 
mediate construction of Federal office 
buildings in or near the District of Co- 
lumbia? And we are going to be fair, 
We are acting not in a political sense 
entirely. There is not a Member of this 
Congress who does not want to please 
his constituents, but we are not selling 
out to them as a whole; they expect us 
to use our own judgment. What are 
we going to say when we go back home 
and find our constituents cannot buy a 
2 by 4, a 2 by 6, or a 2 by 8 to build or re- 
pair his particular barn and who will 
say, “Congressman, you voted for $30,- 
000,000 for plans for new post offices 
throughout the United States, and for 
several millions of dollars for the con- 
struction of new Federal buildings in 
or near Washington.” Our distinguished 
chairman says they are not going to be 
constructed and that only planning is 
contemplated. There are buildings in 
this bill that are going to be constructed 
right now. Let me call your attention to 
page 2, for the General Accounting Of- 
fice. They are going to construct a build- 
ing in the District of Columbia, and this 
carries an authorization for construction, 
if you please, of $1,150,600. A film stor- 
age building likewise is authorized. I 
call your attention to page 3 for the 
whole project and the construction of 
the first item thereof, and I quote line 1, 
page 3, “$1,160,000 for the drawings and 
Specifications for the whole project and 
for the construction of the first unit 
thereof.” I call your attention, Mr. 
Speaker, to the words contained in the 
bill and I again quote “and for the con- 
struction of the first unit thereof,” 
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On page 3: For an office building in 
Suitland, Md., $325,000. That is for the 
construction of two units with an under- 
ground tunnel. The bill gives the right 
to purchase and acquire buildings and 
lands. 

Mr. Speaker, let us be fair. We are 
going to adjourn some of these days. 
Why the need for the expenditure of 
approximately $35,000,000 right now 
when we are doing everything we can 
to help the veterans and to help our 
people back home get critical building 
materials? We are doing everything we 
can in this Congress to reduce our Fed- 
eral expenses and to take people off the 
Federal pay roll; yet we come right along 
here and in this bill ask for the author- 
ization to construct three buildings in 
the District of Columbia or the near 
vicinity to house additional Federal em- 
ployees. 

Is that a fair proposition for our 
people back home? What are you going 
to say to the people when they ask you 
about this? Oh, they say they are go- 
ing to purchase Jand. On page 2 they 
have an authorization of $30,000,000 to 
go out and purchase land in various con- 
gressional districts for the construction 
of post offices and other Federal build- 
ings. Certainly there is no necessity for 
this bill at the present time. Why not 
wait and see if we really need these new 
buildings. Let us save the building ma- 
terial for our veterans, our industrial 
workers, and our farmers. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. è 

Mr. McDONOUGH. If the bill passes, 
is it a superior authorization over the 
Civilian Production Administrator, or 
does he have to pass on it after this bill 
is passed? 

Mr. McGREGOR. It says, “notwith- 
standing.” That is written into the bill, 
which means, in my opinion, you are go- 
ing to have a preferential classification 
for these Federal buildings and for these 
Federal post offices. Experience has 
proven to me that the Government 
always gets a preference. I would like 
to have a post office in every one of the 
counties in my district, all of us would, 
but this is not the time to go into these 
congressional districts and purchase land 
or even by inference to tell the people 
that at some future date we are going 
to build a post office. Word will get 
around that a post office is going to be 
constructed this year. Our distinguished 
chairman told us it would be 2 years. 
Suppose it is 2 or 3 years. That being 
the case, certainly we will need some new 
plans and specifications; so why set up 
this $30,000,000 covering plans and speci- 
fications for these post offices now? Why 
set up $1,150,000 for the General Ac- 
counting Office? That is for actual con- 
struction. There is also an office building 
in Suitland, Md., $325,000. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said before, we cer- 
tainly do not need this at the present 
time. Let us save this building material, 
reduce the number of our Federal em- 
ployees, and maybe we will not need so 
many new buildings. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. The building 
the gentleman mentioned for the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office is to be started at 
once if this legislation passes? 

Mr. McGREGOR. In my opinion that 
is correct. I would refer the gentleman 
to page 2 of the bill. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Therefore it 
will take materials that could be used for 
veterans housing and that could be used 
for other purposes? 

Mr. McGREGOR. That is absolutely 
correct. It is not only for that building 
but for a film storage building as shown 
on pages 2 and 3, which covers $1,150,000 
for drawings and specifications for the 
whole project and for the construction 
of the first unit thereof. You cannot 
build buildings without material. 

What excuse are we going to give to 
our people for the construction of Federal 
buildings in Washington to house more 
Federal employees when our people can- 
not get material to construct homes? 
Certainly we can put the legislation off 
until the first of next year, until the 
housing shortage becomes better and 
critical material becomes more available. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from Illinois. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I wish the 
gentleman would explain this. I cannot 
figure out what they think they are do- 
ing. All over this country people are 
having difficulty. One man will get as 
far as a foundation and he cannot go 
any farther. Another man will have a 
first story built and cannot go any far- 
ther. No houses are being finished. 
Veterans’ organizations are complaining. 
That was in the papers Sunday. What 
do they mean when they come in here 
and spread this so thin that nobody will 
get anything. What is behind it? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I want to be fair. 
First, I want you to understand that the 
$30,000,000 is simply an authorization 
for the purchase of land and for the 
drafting of plans. I refer you to page 2: 
The Federal Works Administrator and 
the Postmaster General, where his de- 
partment is involved, shall select projects 
based upon reasonable geographical dis- 
tribution and urgency of need and there is 
authorized to be appropriated $30,000,000 
for the foregoing purposes, namely to 
arrange plans and so forth for construc- 
tion of Federal Buildings. That $30,- 
000,000 is simply arranging plans, but 
the other amount carried in this bill is 
for actual construction. If you will turn 
to pages 2, 3, and 4 of the bill you will 
find it gives authorization for construc- 
tion immediately. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I ask whether 
or not the bill makes any provision as to 
the particular location where these 
buildings are to be constructed or where 
the real estate is to be obtained? 

Mr. McGREGOR. It does, sir, in the 
three items that are going to be con- 
structed at the present time; definitely. 
The $30,000,000 is entirely left in the 
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hands of the Post Office Department 
and the Federal Works Administrator, 
which refers, I think, 90 percent to new 
post offices in various districts. 

Mr. SPRINGER. As I understood, the 
three items the gentleman referred to 
are within the District of Columbia; is 
that correct? 

Mr. McGREGOR. That is right, ex- 
cept the one at Suitland,.Md. 

Mr. SPRINGER. And all the others 
relate to the rest of the United States? 
Mr. MCGREGOR. That is correct. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from Illinois. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. It is pretty 
obvious that somebody is getting some 
graft out of it, or this thing would not 
happen. Who endorsed this piece of 
legislation? 

Mr. McGREGOR. This bill was re- 
ported out of this committee, and we 
turned down a general over-all program 
for the very reason that we felt we should 
not get into a Federal construction pro- 
gram at this time. Yet now we have a 
certain little group that wants three 
buildings, and then another department 
wants $30,000,000 to arrange plans and 
specifications and purchase sites in the 
various localities so that sometime they 
can come in and build a new post office. 
Let us defeat this bill and give to our 
people who need homes the material that 
would be required to construct these 
buildings if this bill should become a law. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to remove a little of the confusion 
which I think has been created by my 
friend from Ohio. The report itself 
states that this will all be held in abey- 
ance until necessary construction for 
housing and hospitals has been accom- 
plished. There is no endeavor on the 
part of the committee to interfere with 
obtaining materials for those purposes. 

We held 3 weeks of hearings last 
November with reference to a general 
public buildings bill. We do not ask 
here for money for construction. There 
is a great deal of preliminary work nec- 
essary in the drawing of plans and in 
the acquisition of sites for these buildings 
throughout the country, and this meas- 
ure simply provides for the necessary 
funds to carry on this preliminary work 
of preparation. There will be no inter- 
ference with housing for veterans or 
housing for anyone else; that is not the 
purpose of the measure, and it is clearly 
understood by the members of the com- 
mittee and by the administrative author- 
11 that there is no such purpose in this 

ill. 

The gentleman refers, for instance, to 
the provision with reference to this office 
building out here at Suitland. It is true 
that it is badly needed. But the pro- 
vision does not relate to construction; 
it is for the preparation of plans and 
specifications for the building when the 
building can be constructed. The same 
thing is true with reference to the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office. There we have 
a square to acquire, and it has been con- 
templated for a long time, and already 
there are considerable appropriations for 
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the construction of a General Account- 
ing Office, but that is being held in abey- 
ance in the meantime. 

So it is confusing the issue to state 
that the committee, with a unanimous 
report, is coming in to ask you to take 
the scarce materials in this country and 
put them into Federal buildings. Unless 
this preliminary work is done, when the 
time comes, when materials are available 
and when contractors at a reasonable 
cost can construct these buildings, then 
we will still have to wait and wait and 
wait for the preparation of these plans 
before any buildings can be constructed. 
At the request of the Members of this 
body, who are interested in this neces- 
sary Federal construction in their dis- 
tricts, this measure is presented in order 
that Federal construction may be ready 
for carrying on the building program 
when the conditions are such that it can 
be done feasibly and economically and 
without intereference in any way with 
the housing of veterans and the housing 
of the people of the United States. It is 
a matter for you gentlemen to determine 
if you are interested in Federal con- 
struction in your districts. There has 
been nothing of that kind since before 
the war began. If you are interested 
in repairs of the existing buildings or 
enlargement of the existing buildings 
that need extensions, then you should 
certainly support this legislation. 

Let me call it to your attention that 
there are places in this country where 
we have paid more in rentals than the 
appraised value of the buildings. All we 
are trying to do by this legislation is to 
inaugurate a program and get ready with 
the necessary preliminary work in order 
that when the construction can be car- 
ried on, it can be carried on forthwith. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. In paragraph 
(b) of section 2, in lines 1 and 2 on page 
3, you authorize to be appropriated “$1,- 
160,000 for the drawings and specifica- 
tions for the whole project and for the 
construction of the first unit thereof.” 

Mr. LANHAM. Yes. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The drawings 
and specifications will not cost $1,160,- 
000. That must be a building. 

Mr. LANHAM. However, it is not a 
building that uses the materials that are 
necessary in housing. This is a building 
for storing nitrate films that, in the first 
place, are explosive, and that we have 
now in such great accumulation, these 
war films. Unless we do something 
speedily, we will lose them and perhaps 
have a great deal of incidental damage 
in addition. 

Let me call your attention to the fact 
that on Monday of this week the House 
authorized more money for construction 
in the District of Columbia than is au- 
thorized by way of preparation of plans 
in this measure for the whole country. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. But the gentle- 
man will have to admit that the amount 
of money we authorized for the District 
of Columbia is for building and housing 
purposes. It is for housing human 
beings, not for building office space. 
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Mr. LANHAM. I have tried to stress 
the importance as it is stated in the 
report of the committee itself and as it 
is stated by the Public Buildings Admin- 
istrator that this is not to be done until 
it will not interfere in any way with 
housing for veterans and for other peo- 
ple, but we must get these plans ready, 
or else when construction can be carried 
on we will not be ready to go forward. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Where in the bill 
does it state that these will be held up 
in the event the money and the mate- 
rials are needed for housing? 

Mr. LANHAM. I stated to the gentle- 
man that that appeared in the report of 
the committee. Naturally, it would not 
appear in the bill. We held hearings on 
a general public-buildings bill for 3 weeks 
and have held it in abeyance because we 
cannot have construction now. I quote 
from the committee report: 

Although H. R. 4276-is fundamental and 
in the public interest and would save sub- 
stantial sums of money, the committee felt 
that the critical shortage of materials and 
labor and the need of concentrating the 
efforts of the Government in the fields of 
housing and hospitals dictate that additional 
time should be devoted to its consideration. 


That goes to the matter of construc- 
tion. We said that in the committee 
report. That is the clear purpose of the 
committee. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Will there be any 
assurance that if this bill passes that 
policy will be carried out? It is not in 
the bill. 

Mr. LANHAM. If the gentleman had 
any familiarity at all with Mr. W. E. 
Reynolds and his service as Public Build- 
ings Administrator, I think he would 
concur in my judgment that there is no 
better, fairer, more sensible, or more 
practical man in the Government serv- 
ice. He will even make statements to 
his own disadvantage in the operation of 
his office if those statements are true. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. CHELF]. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say, as a veteran of World War II, I in- 
tend to support this measure. I do not 
yield to any man or woman on this floor 
in interest or concern for the veterans of 
World War II. But here is a thing I 
am concerned about. I think this is a 
fine postwar plan. How are you going to 
build these houses for these boys if you 
do not give them jobs? They must have 
jobs to build these houses. I am for the 
bill. I am going to support the bill and 
nothing you can say is going to change 
my position. 

Mr. LANHAM. May I say further- 
more that our committee made provision 
for the utilization by veterans of the 
houses which were built for in-migrant 
war workers at defense plants. There 
are now approximately 200,000 families 
of veterans and servicemen living in those 
dwellings. By the time the program is 
completed, which will be very shortly, 
there will be 325,000 families of veterans 
and servicemen occupying those dwell- 
ings. So this committee has taken the 
lead in the matter of affording housing 
in these critical times for the veterans 
and has held in abeyance any Federal 
construction. We are not asking for it 
now, but simply asking for the plans and 
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program in order that when the work 
can be done economically we can go for- 
ward with it. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, LANHAM. I yield. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Just recently I have 
been endeavoring to secure an allocation 
of materials from the CPA for the pur- 
pose of building a dormitory at Earlham 
College, in my district...This dormitory 
is intended to house GI’s who are going 
to attend that college if it can be built. 
But we have been unable to secure an 
allocation of materials. May I ask the 
gentleman if this building program is 
carried out whether or not that will fur- 
ther limit the opportunity of securing 
building material for dormitories such as 
I have mentioned? 

Mr. LANHAM. Not in the least, be- 
cause dormitories can be constructed 
under the act which was reported out of 
this committee with reference to the 
available material. I may say I think 
there is on the calendar for considera- 
tion this afternoon from this same com- 
mittee the bill that makes funds avail- 
able for the use of surplus barracks 
and other materials for classrooms, lab- 
oratories, and other such facilities, to 
help out these colleges and universities 
throughout the country. We have given 
first consideration to the universities and 


- colleges with reference to their needs and 


the needs of the GI’s and to municipali- 
ties with reference to their needs for 
housing veterans and servicemen. We 
are not asking for the construction of 
these Federal buildings, but are asking 
for a provision that will enable the coun- 
try to prepare to go forward with delayed 
Federal construction when it can be done. 
This measure is reported to the House 
not only by a unanimous report of the 
committee, but it has been brought to.the 


floor of the House at the solicitation, I 


may say, of more than two-thirds of the 
Members of the House. I am surprised 
that you gentlemen are not interested 
in having any Federal construction in 
your districts when the iime comes when 
the Federal construction can be carried 
on. 

I yield to the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. DOYLE]. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, may I say 
for the benefit of Members of the House 
who do not have a copy of the bill before 
them and who therefore do not see the 
exact language, on page 1, line 8, there is 
express provision that Federal projects 
cutside the District of Columbia are 
limited to the purpose of acquiring sites, 
preparing drawings and specifications, 
and to establish limits of costs. That, 
legislatively speaking, is an absolute 
limitation on the purpose for which any 
of this money is to be spent outside the 
District. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Buck]. 

Mr. BUCK. Weare told on every hand 
that it will take from 3 to 5 years to catch 
up with the dwelling house construction 
program. If that length of time will 
elapse before surplus materials and sur- 
plus building mechanics will be available 
for public building construction, what 
sense is there in proceeding now to draw 
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plans and acquire sites? Proper plans 
cannot be drawn until the site is known. 
Every time a site is purchased with Fed- 
eral money, that site goes off the tax 
rolls, Your district and my district will 
thus suffer taxwise for each site the Gov- 
ernment buys in advance of the time of 
use. 

There is another point that has not 
been touched upon this afternoon. It 
was only last week that an industrial 
concern from my district came down here 
to obtain material for an addition to its 
plant, where 50 or 60 men would be em- 
ployed. CPA refused approval. The men 
cannot be hired. 

There is no sense in spending $30,000,- 
000 for sites and plans at this time. The 
bill should be defeated. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. Buck! has 
expired. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Iowa {Mr. CUNNING- 
HAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
due to the fact that many of my col- 
leagues from other States have asked me 
why I rose in opposition to the reorgani- 
zation bill on final passage, which passed 
the House yesterday, I wish to make my 
position and reasons perfectly clear. 

I voted “no” not because I am opposed 
to the reorganization but because I am 
opposed to the increase in pay and re- 
tirement sections of the bill. I also sup- 
ported the request of my colleague from 
Iowa [Mr. LECOMPTE] for a record vote 
because I felt the Members should be re- 
corded on such an important measure. 

Mr.McGREGOR: Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
By (Mr. MCDONOUGH]. 

McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
Perah to dispute the gentleman from 
Texas IMr. LANHAM] for whom I have a 
very high regard and respect. I believe 
he is doing his duty as chairman of this 
committee in bringing the bill before the 
House at this time, but I am vitally con- 
cerned about the use of any materials any 
place in the United States that is going 
to interfere with the veterans’ home- 
building program in any other place in 
the United States, especially in southern 
California. 

I have had nothing but complaint af- 
ter complaint from my district about the 
lack of efficiency and activity of the 
Wyatt housing program in southern 
California. Too many permits are be- 
ing approved for nonhousing projects. 
With reference to the situation just re- 
cited by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SPRINGER] about a dormitory for 
the college in his district, I have had the 
same complaint from the University of 
Southern California that has tried for 
6 months to get material to build a dor- 
mitory to house 27 veterans. They can- 
not get any authority from the CPA, the 
OPA, or the ODT, or anybody else. As 
I recall, the veterans’ housing bill which 
we voted on recently and which I sup- 
ported we gave Mr. Wyatt this authority; 
that is, he had authority to supersede 
the CPA, the OPA, the ODT, and all of 
the other bureaucrats in order to get 
this job done, to provide homes for vet- 
erans, but he does not seem to be doing 
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it. A congressional investigation is in 
order in my opinion. Now, I am not 
critical of the loyalty of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] to his com- 
mittee, but I am critical of the terms of 
any bill that will bring in any proposal 
to construct office buildings in the Dis- 
trict if their construction will interfere 
with veterans’ housing when we had 
sufficient buildings to operate all the 
Government during the war. I do not 
think we need these buildings now or for 
the next few years, until we have this 
veterans’ housing program taken care 
of. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. HUBER. One of the construc- 
tion provisions of this bill is for the stor- 
age of film. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Yes. 

Mr. HUBER. If you will check with 
our colleagues from Ohio [Mrs. BOLTON, 
Mr. BENDER, Mr. Frichax, and Mr. 
Crossér], they will tell you about the 
terrible disaster which occurred in Cleve- 
land. You might be willing to have this 
construction go ahead now. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Where are they 
housed now? 

Mr. HUBER. In ramshackle build- 
ings, which certainly do not give any 
protection to Government employees or 
those in the vicinity. Those films are 
highly explosive and inflammable, with 
gas as poisonous as anything used in the 
war. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I want to refer to 
an extension of my own remarks which 
are published in the Recorp on July 23, 
of a survey made to find out the Nation- 
wide results with reference to this veter- 
ans’ housing. Wires were sent in from 
all the congested areas of the United 
States, and every one of them reported 
back that the priorities on veterans’ 
housing had failed miserably, and that 
veterans’ homes are not being built 
rapidly enough to supply homes for re- 
turning veterans and their families. 

I am fearful, for that reason, that this 
bill would interfere with the veterans’ 
housing program. I shall continue to 
urge more speed and efficiency in the 
program of building homes for veterans 
who need them so badly. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 

Mr. LANHAM. May I again assure 
the gentleman that construction is not 
provided for in this bill; that we have no 
intention of interfering with the housing 
for veterans. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Sasscer]. 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Speaker, every- 
one knows there is a shortage of veterans’ 
housing. Everyone knows that this Con- 
gress has been and is doing everything 
humanly possible to alleviate that short- 
age. Everyone who has read this bill 
knows or can readily see at a glance that 
it in no way conflicts with the veterans’ 
housing program. It is merely postwar 
planning for badly needed post-office 
sites, the buildings to be erected at such 
time as the materials are available. 

In addition there is an item in the bill 
for planning an office building at Suit- 
land, Md., on Government-owned land, 
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not to be erected at this time, merely to 
be planned. 

The implication was made a moment 
ago that there was something sinister 
behind this bill, a lobby back of this 
bill. That was unjustifiable. If there 
is any lobby back of it the lobby has 
been working against it because we cll 
know in Washington, Philadelphia, New 
York, and the big cities of the Nation 
this Government is paying hundreds of 
thousands upon hundreds of thousands 
of dollars each year for space rented in 
office buildings. This is planning merely. 
When in the future the buildings can be 
built the Government wiil save thousands 
upon thousands of dollars in rent. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Is it not a fact that 
when the construction does take place 
throughout the country the Federal Gov- 
ernment will actually be the saver? Is 
it not a further fact that the use of 
rented buildings and their upkeep costs 
now is more costly than will be the ulti- 
mate cost of building these structures 
to house the necessary Federal business? 

Mr. SASSCER. That was the point I 
just tried to make a moment ago. I 
thank the gentleman for clarifying it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland has expired. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of the time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to concur in the statement of the 
chairman of our committee that this 
committee as a whole has been doing 
everything humanly possible for the vet- 
erans, and I will not lay my cloak aside 
for any member of the committee in my 
loyalty to the veteran, and may I say 
that I include the distinguished gentle- 
man from Kentucky, who tells us he was 
a veteran of World War II. May I in- 
form the gentleman that a great number 
of the Members are veterans of various 
wars and this statement includes the 
present speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I call your attention to 
the fact that this bill does include con- 
struction and I hope that each and every 
one of you will take the bill, H. R. 6917, 
and read on page 3 the following lan- 
guage, and I quote: 

One million one hundred and sixty thou- 
sand dollars for the drawing of plans and 
specifications for the whole project and for 
the construction of the first unit thereof. 


Then we go down to section 3 and it 
gives authority to the Federal Works Ad- 
ministrator to purchase or condemn any 
building that he sees fit for immediate 
use. This is not a postwar program only. 
It is a postwar program as far as the 
$30,000,000 is concerned, which means 
possibly a post office in every district; 
but, Mr. Speaker, we need veterans’ 
houses, we need homes for our workers, 
we need homes for our farmers; and 
how in the world are you going to square 
your conscience this afternoon after vot- 
ing $32,000,000 or $33,000,000, a portion 
of it for immediate construction when we 
see the shortage that exists in critical 
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materials and the immediate demand for 
veterans’ homes? 

- I hope you will read this bill, for I 
think you will then agree with me that 
the permission “and for construction” 
is in this bill. It does not mean that the 
whole bill is going to be postwar. The 
$30,000,000 for post offices is postwar, 
but they can go in now and condemn 
buildings and purchase buildings. 

Mr. Speaker, as I told you a few mo- 
ments ago, the President sent a message 
to us saying he wanted us to pass the 
Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill for housing; 
yet we come along and authorize thirty- 
two or thirty-three million dollars for 
new Federal buildings in this bill. It 
should be defeated and we should forget 
Federal office building construction until 
building material is available. 

Let us, as I said before, take off the 
Federal pay roll about 1,000,000 em- 
Ployees and then we will not need so 
many Federal buildings, and I am cer- 
tain we can do this and still not hinder 
the efficiency of our Government. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
a vote. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
suspending the rules and passing the 
bill. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MCGREGOR) there 
were—ayes 65, noes 58. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present, and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present, 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 160, nays 129, not voting 141, 


as follows: 
{Roll No. 239] 


YEAS—160 
Abernethy Flannagan Lanham 
Andrews, Ala. Fogarty Larcade 
Angell Folger Lea 
Barden Forand Lesinski 
-Barrett, Pa Gallagher Link 
Bell Gardner Lyle 
Biemiller Geelan McCormack 
Blackney Gifford McGlinchey 
Goodwin Madden 
Bloom Gordon Manasco 
Bonner Gore Marcantonio 
Bradley, Pa. Gorski Michener 
Brehm Granahan Mills 
Brown, Ga. Granger Monroney 
Buchanan Grant, Ala Morgan 
Bulwinkle Gregory Murdock 
Byrne, N. Y. Hale Murray, Tenn. 
Camp Harless, Ariz. Neely 
Carnahan Harris O'Brien, Ill. 
Celler Havenner O'Brien, Mich, 
Chapman Hays O'Toole 
Chelf Healy Outland 
Clark Hedrick Pace 
Cooley Henry Patman 
r Hinshaw Patterson 
D'Alesandro Hobbs Peterson, Fla 
Davis Hoch Philbin 
De Lacy Holmes, Mass. Pickett 
Delaney, Holmes, Wash. Poage 
James J Hook Powell 
Dingell Huber Pratt 
Dondero Hull Price, Fla. 
Doughton, N. C, Jackson Price, Ill 
Dougias, Calif. Jarman Quinn, N. Y. 
Douglas, III. Jenkins Rabaut 
Doyle Judd Rabin 
Drewry Kee Rains 
Durham Kelley, Pa Randolph 
Engle, Calif. Kelly, Il. Rankin 
Ervin King Resa 
Fallon Kirwan Richards 
Feighan Klein Riley 
Fernandez Kopplemann Rivers 
Fisher Lane Rizley 
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Roe, Md. Sikes Thomason 
, Fla, Smith, Maine Traynor 
Rogers, Mass, Smith, Va. Trimble 
Rogers, N. Y. Smith, Wis, Voorhis, Calif. 
Rooney Spence alter 
Rowan Starkey Weaver 
Sabath Stevenson Whitten 
Sadowski Sullivan Winstead 
Sasscer Sumners, Tex. Woodhouse 
Savage Themas, Tex. 
NAYS—129 
Andersen, Gillette Miller, Nebr. 
H. Carl Gillie Mundt 
Andresen, Graham Murray, Wis. 
August H. Grant, Ind Norblad 
Arends Griffiths Norrell 
Arnold Gross O'Hara 
Auchincloss Gwynne, Iowa Pittenger 
Barrett, Wyo. Hagen Plumiey 
Be Hall, Ramey 
Bennett, Mo Leonard W. Reed, N. T 
Bishop Hand Rich 
Bolton Herter Robertson, 
Brown, Ohio Heselton N. Dak 
Brumbaugh Hoeven Rodgers, Pa 
Buck Hoffman, Mich. Schwabe, Mo. 
Byrnes, Wis. Hoffman, Pa. Schwabe, Okla. 
Campbell Hope Scrivner 
Canfield Horan Schafer 
Cannon,Mo. Howell Sharp 
„N. Jensen Simpson, Il. 
Chiperfleld Johnson, III Smith, Ohio 
urch Johnson, Ind Springer 
Clason Jones Stefan 
Clevenger Jonkman Sumner, III 
Cole, Mo Kean Sundstrom 
Cole, N. Y. Kearney Taber 
Colmer Kinzer Talbot 
Corbett Knutson Talle 
Cunningham Kunkel Taylor 
Curtis LaFollette Thom 
D'Ewart Latham Thomas, N. J 
Dirksen LeCompte Tibbott 
Dolliver LeFevre Towe 
Dworshak Lemke Vorys, Ohio 
Eberharter Lewis Vursell 
Ellis Luce Wadsworth 
Ellsworth McConnell Weichel 
Elsaesser McCowen Whittington 
Fenton McDonough Wigglesworth 
Fuller McGregor n 
Fulton McMillen, Ill. -Wolcott , 
Gamble Martin, Iowa Wolverton, N. J. 
Gavin Martin, Woodruff 
Gearhart Mason e 
Gerlach Mathews 
NOT VOTING—141 
Adams Elston y 
Allen, III Engel, Mich. Merrow 
Allen, La. 9 Miller, Calif. 
Almond Morrison 
Anderson, Calif. Ga, Norton 
Andrews, N. Y. Gathings O’Konski 
Batley Gibson O'Neal 
-Baldwin, Md. Gillespie Patrick 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gossett Peterson, Ga. 
Green Pfeifer 
Bates, Ky Gwinn. N. Y. Phillips 
Bates, Mass, Hall, Ploeser 
Beckw Edwin Arthur Priest 
Bender Halleck el 
Bennet, N. Y. Hancock Reece, Tenn. 
Boren Hare Reed, Ill. 
Boykin Harness, Ind Rees. Kans 
Bradley, Mich. art Robertson. Va. 
Brooks Hartley Robinson, Utah 
Bryson Hébert Robsion, Ky. 
Buckley Heffernan Rockwell 
Buffett Hendricks Roe, N, Y 
Bunker Hess Russell 
Butler Hill Ryter 
Cannon, Fla. Holifield Sheppard 
Carison Izac Sheridan 
Case, S. Dak. Jennings Short 
Chenoweth Johnson, Calif. Simpson, Pa. 
Clements Johnson, Okla. Slaughter 
Clippinger Johnson, Tex, Somers, N. Y, 
Cochran Keefe Sparkman 
Coffee Kefauver Stewart 
Cole, Kans. Keogh Stigler 
Combs Kerr Stockman 
Cooper Kilburn Tarver 
Courtney Kilday Tolan 
Cox Landis Torrens 
Cravens Ludlow Vinson 
Crawford Lynch Wasielewski 
Curley McGehee Welch 
Daughton, Va. McKenzie West 
Dawson McMillan, S.C, White 
Delaney, on Wickersham 
John J. Maloney Winter 
Domengeaux Mankin Wolfenden, Pa. 
Mansfield, Wood 
Eaton Mont. Worley 
Elliott Mansfield, Tex, Zimmerman 
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So, two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof, the motion was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Hébert and Mr. Bailey for, with Mr. 
Short against. 

Mr. Kefauver and Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. 
Elston against, 

Mr. Green and Mr. John J. Delaney for, with 
Mr. Hess against. 

Mr. Flood and Mr. Hart for, with Mr. Hart- 
ley against, 

Mr. Izac and Mr. Pfeifer for, with Mr, Eaton 
against. 

Mrs, Norton and Mr. Sheridan for, with Mr. 
Harness of Indiana against. 

Mr. Heffernan and Mr. Rayfiel for, with Mr. 
Bradley of Michigan against. 

Mr. Lynch and Mr. Priest for, with Mr. 
Clippinger against, 


General pairs until further notice: 


. Vinson with Mr. Ploeser. 

Wood with Mr. Fellows. 

Barry with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 
Sheppard with Mr. Adams. 

Almond with Mr. Bender. 

Boykin with Mr. Allen of Illinois. 
Sparkman with Mr. Jennings. 
Domengeaux with Mr. Hill. ` 

Roe of New York with Mr. Halleck. 
Buckley with Mr. Crawford. 

Hare with Mr. Buffet. 

Elliott with Mr. Chenoweth. 
McGehee with Mr. Kilburn. 
Gathings with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 
Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Landis. 
Morrison with Mr. Carlson. 

Bates of Kentucky with Mr. Phillips. 
Mahon with Mr. Rees of Kansas. 
Bunker with Mr. Simpson of Illinois. 
Holifield with Mr. Reed of Illinois. 
Dawson with Mr. Stockman. 
McKenzie with Mr. Robsion of Ken- 
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tucky. 


Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Anderson 
of California. 


Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr. 
Gillespie. 


Mr. BREHM and Mr. Stevenson changed 
their votes from “no” to “aye.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks with regard to the bill H. R. 7063 
at the point in today’s Record following 
the remarks made by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Sixes] and to include 
therein several telegrams. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


HOSPITAL SURVEY AND CONSTRUCTION 
ACT 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (S. 191) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the 
States for surveying their hospitals and 
public-health centers and for planning 
construction of additional facilities, and 
to authorize grants to assist in such con- 
struction, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted etc., That this act may be 


cited as the “Hospital Survey and Construc- 
tion Act.” 
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Sec. 2. The Public Health Service Act 
(consisting of titles I to V, inclusive, of the 
act of July 1, 1944, 58 Stat. 682) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new title: 


“TITLE VI—CoNsTRUCTION OF HOSPITALS 
“PART A—DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 


_ “Src. 601. The purpose of this title is to 
assist the several States— 

“(a) to inventory their existing hospitals 
(as defined in section 631 (e)), to survey the 
need for construction of hospitals, and to de- 
velop programs for construction of such 
public and other nonprofit hospitals as will, 
in conjunction with existing facilities, afford 
the necessary physical facilities for furnish- 
ing adequate hospital, clinic, and similar 
services to all their people; and 

“(b) to construct public and other non- 
profit hospitals in accordance with such pro- 
grams. 

“PART B—SURVEYS AND PLANNING 
“Authorization of appropriation 

“Sec. 611. In order to assist the States in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (a), 
there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $3,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended. The sums appropriated 
under this section shall be used for making 
payments to States which have submitted, 
and had approved by the Surgeon General, 
State applications for funds for carrying out 
such purposes. 

“State applications 

“Sec. 612. (a) To be approved, a State 
application for funds for carrying out the 
purposes of section 601 (a) must— 

“(1) designate a single State agency as the 
sole agency for carrying out such purposes: 
Provided, That after a State plan has been 
approved under section 623, any further sur- 
vey or programing functions shall be carried 
out, pursuant to section 623 (a) (10), by 
the agency designated in accordance with sec- 
tion 623 (a) (1); 

“(2) provide for the designation of a 
State advisory council, which shall include 
representatives of nongovernment organiza- 
tions or groups, and of State agencies, con- 
cerned with the operation, construction, or 
utilization of hospitals, including representa- 
tives of the consumers of hospital services 
selected from among persons familiar with 
the need for such services in urban or rural 
areas, to consult with the State agency in 
carrying out such purposes; 

“(3) provide for making an inventory and 
survey in accordance with section 601 (a) 
containing all information required by the 
Surgeon General, and for developing a pro- 
gram in accordance with section 601 (a) and 
with regulations prescribed under section 
622; and 

“(4) provide that the State agency will 
make such reports, in such form and con- 
taining such information, as the Surgeon 
General may from time to time reasonably 
require, and give the Surgeon General, upon 
demand, access to the records on which such 
reports are based. 

“(b) The Surgeon General shall approve 
any application for funds which complies 
with the provisions of subsection (a). 


“Allotments to States 


“Sec. 613. (a) Each State for which a State 
application under section 612 has been ap- 
proved shall be entitled to an allotment of 
such proportion of any appropriation made 
pursuant to section 611 as its population 
bears to the population of all the States, and 
within such allotment it shall be entitled to 
receive 3314 percent of its expenditures in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (a) 
in accordance with its application: Provided, 
That no such allotment to any State shall be 
less than $10,000. The Surgeon General shall 
from time to time estimate the sum to which 
each State will be entitled under this section, 
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during such ensuing period as he may deter- 
mine, and shall thereupon certify to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury the amount so esti- 
mated, reduced, or increased, as the case may 
be, by any sum by which the Surgeon General 
finds that his estimate for any prior period 
was greater or less than the amount to which 
the State was entitled for such period. The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall thereupon, 
prior to audit or settlement by the General 
Accounting Office, pay to the State at the time 
or times fixed by the Surgeon General the 
amount so certified. 

“(b) Any funds paid to a State under this 
section and not expended for the purposes 
for which paid shall be repaid to the Treasury 
of the United States. 


“PART C—CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITALS AND 
RELATED FACILITIES 


“Authorization of appropriations 


“Sec. 621. In order to assist the States in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (b) 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for each of the four succeeding fiscal years, 
the sum of $75,000,000 for the construction 
of public and other nonprofit hospitals; and 
there are further authorized to be appropri- 
ated for such construction the sums provided 
ir section 624. The sums appropriated pur- 
suant to this section shall be used for mak- 
ing payments to States which have submitted, 
and had approved by the Surgeon General, 
State plans for carrying out the purposes of 
section 601 (b); and for making payments to 
political subdivisions of, and public or other 
nonprofit agencies in, such States. 


“General regulations 


“Sec. 622, Within 6 months after the enact- 
ment of this title the Surgeon General, with 
the approval of the Federal Hospital Council 
and the Administrator, shall by general reg- 
ulation prescribe— 

“(a) The number of general hospital beds 
required to provide adequate hospital services 
to the people residing in a State, and the gen- 
eral method or methods by which such beds 
shall be distributed among base areas, inter- 
mediate areas, and rural areas: Provided, 
That for the purposes of this title the total 
of such beds for any State shall not exceed 
4% per thousand population, except that in 
States having less than 12 and more than 6 
persons per square mile the limit shall be 5 
beds per thousand population, and in States 
having 6 persons or less per square mile the 
limit shall be 5% beds per thousand popu- 
lation; but if, in any area (as defined in the 
regulations) within the State, there are more 
beds than required by the standards pre- 
scribed by the Surgeon General, the excess 
over such standards may be eliminated in 
calculating this maximum allowance. 

“(b) The number of beds required to pro- 
vide adequate hospital services for tubercu- 
lous patients, mental patients, and chronic- 
disease patients in a State, and the general 
method or methods by which such beds 
shall be distributed throughout the State: 
Provided, That for the purposes of this title 
the total number of beds for tuberculous 
patients shall not exceed two and one-half 
times the average annual deaths from tuber- 
culosis in the State over the 5-year period 
from 1940 to 1944, inclusive, the total num- 
ber of beds for mental patients shall not 
exceed five per thousand population, and the 
total number of beds for chronic disease 
patients shall not exceed two per thousand 
population. 

“(c) The number of public health centers 
and the general method of distribution of 
such centers throughout the State, which 
for the purposes of this title, shall not ex- 
ceed one per thirty thousand population, 
except that in States having less than 12 per- 
sons per square mile, it shall not exceed one 
per twenty thousand population. 

„d) The general manner in which the 


State agency shall determine the priority 
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of projects based on the relative need of 
different sections of the population and of 
different areas lacking adequate hospital 
facilities, giving special consideration to hos- 
pitals serving rural communities and areas 
with relatively small financial resources. 

“(e) General standards of construction 
and equipment for hospitals of different 
classes and in different types of location. 

“(f) That the State plan shall provide for 
adequate hospital facilities for the people 
residing in a State, without discrimination 
on account of race, creed, or color, and shall 
provide for adequate hospital facilities for 
persons unable to pay therefor. Such regu- 
lation may require that before approval of 
any application for a hospital or addition 
to a hospital is recommended by a State 
agency, assurance shall be received by the 
State from the applicant that (1) such ‘hos- 
pital or addition to a hospital will be made 
available to all persons residing in the ter- 
ritorial area of the applicant, without dis- 
crimination on account of race, creed, or 
color, but an exception shall be made in cases 
where separate hospital facilities are pro- 
vided for separate population groups, if the 
plan makes equitable provision on the basis 
of need for facilities and services of like 
quality for each such group; and (2) there 
will be made available in each such hospital 
or addition to a hospital a reasonable volume 
of hospital services to persons unable to pay 
therefor, but an exception shall be made 
if such a requirement is not feasible from 
a financial standpoint. e 

“(g) General methods of administration of 
the plan by the designated State agency, 
subject to the limitations set forth in section 
623 (a) (6) and (8). 


“State plans 


“Sec. 623. (a) After such regulations have 
been issued, any State desiring to take ad- 
vantage of this part may submit a State plan 
for carrying out the purposes of section 601 
(b). Such State plan must—— 

(1) designate a single State agency as the 
sole agency for the administration of the 
plan, or designate such agency as the sole 
agency for supervising the administration of 
the plan; 

“(2) contain satisfactory evidence that the 
State agency designated in accordance with 
paragraph (1) hereof will have authority to 
carry out such plan in conformity with this 
part; 

“(3) provide for the designation of a State 
advisory council which shall include repre- 
sentatives of nongovernment organizations 
or groups, and of State agencies, concerned 
with the operation, construction, or utiliza- 
tion of hospitals, including representatives 
of the consumers of hospital services selected 
from among persons familiar with the need 
for such services in urban or rural areas, to 
consult with the State agency in carrying out 
such plans; 

“(4) set forth a hospital construction pro- 
gram (A) which is based on a State-wide 
inventory of existing hospitals and survey of 
need; (B) which conforms with the regula- 
tions prescribed by the Surgeon General un- 
der section 622 (a) (b), and (c); (C) which, 
in the case of a State which has developed 
a program under part B of this title, con- 
forms to the program so developed except 
for any modification required in order to 
comply with regulations prescribed pursuant 
to section 622 (a), (b), and (c), and except 
for any modification recommended by the 
State agency designated pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of this subsection and approved 
by the Surgeon General; and (D) which meets 
the requirements as to lack of discrimination 
on account of race, creed, or color, and for 
furnishing needed hospital services to per- 
sons unable to pay therefor, required by reg- 
ulations ed under section (£); 

“(5) set forth the relative need determined 
in accordance with the regulations prescribed 
under section 622 (d) for the several projects 
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included in such programs, and provide for 
the construction, insofar as financial re- 
sources available therefor and for mainte- 
mance and operation make possible, in the 
order of such relative need; 

“(6) provide such methods of administra- 
tion of State plan, including methods relat- 
ing to the establishment and maintenance 
of personnel standards on a merit basis (ex- 
cept that the Surgeon General shall exercise 
no authority with respect to the selection, 
tenure of office, or compensation of any indi- 
vidual employed in accordance with such 
methods), as the Surgeon General prescribes 
by regulation under section 622 (g); 

“(7) provide minimum standards (to be 
fixed in the discretion of the State) for the 
maintenance and operation of hospitals 
which receive Federal aid under this part; 

“(8) provide for affording to every appli- 
cant for a construction project an oppor- 
tunity for hearing before the State agency; 

“(9) provide that the State agency will 
miake such reports in such form and contain- 
ing such information as the Surgeon General 
may from time to time reasonably require, 
and give the Surgeon General, upon demand, 
access to the records upon which such infor- 
mation is based; and 

“(10) provide that the State agency will 
from time to time review its hospital con- 
struction program and submit to the Sur- 
geon General any modifications thereof 
which it considers necessary. 

“(b) The Surgeon General shall approve 
any State plan and any modification thereof 
which complies with the provisions of sub- 
section (a). If any such plan or modifica- 
tion thereof shall have been disapproved by 
the Surgeon General for failure to comply 
with subsection (a), the Federal Hospital 
Council shall, upon request of the State 
agency, afford it an opportunity for hearing. 
If such Council determines that the plan 
or modification complies with the provisions 
of such subsection, the Surgeon General shall 
thereupon approve such plan or modification. 

“(c) No changes in a State plan shall be 
required within 2 years after initial approval 
thereof, or within 2 years after any change 
thereafter required therein, by reason of any 
change in the regulations prescribed pursu- 
ant to section 622, except with the consent of 
the State, or in accordance with further 
action by the Congress. 

“(d) If any State, prior to July 1, 1948, 
has not enacted legislation providing that 
compliance with minimum standards of 
maintenance and operation shall be required 
in the case of hospitals which shall have re- 
ceived Federal aid under this title, such 
State shall not be entitled to any further 
allotments under section 624. 


“Allotments to States 


“Src. 624. Each State for which a State 
plan has been approved prior to or during a 
fiscal year shall be entitled for such year to 
an allotment of a sum bearing the same 
ratio to the sums authorized to be appro- 
priated pursuant to section 621 for such year 
as the product of (a) the population of such 
State and (b) the square of its allotment 
percentage (as defined in section 631 (a)) 
bears to the sum of the corresponding prod- 
ucts for all of the States. The amount of the 
allotment to a State shall be available, in 
accordance with the provisions of this part, 
for payment of 33% percent of the cost 
of approved projects within such State. The 
Surgeon General shall calculate the allot- 
ments to be made under this section and 
notify the Secretary of the Treasury of the 
amounts thereof. Sums allotted to a State 
for a fiscal year for construction and remain- 
ing unobligated at the end of such year shall 
remain available to such State for such pur- 
pose for the next fiscal year (and for such 
year only), in addition to the sums allotted 
for such State for such next fiscal year. Any 
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amount of the sum authorized to be appro- 
priated for a fiscal year which is not ap- 
propriated for such year, or which is not 
allotted in such year by reason of the fail- 
ure of any State or States to have plans 
approved under this part, and any amount 
allotted to a State but remaining unobli- 
gated at the end of the period for which it 
is available to such State, is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated for the next fiscal 
year in addition to the sum otherwise author- 
ized under section 621. 


“Approval of projects and payments for 
construction 


“Sec. 625. (a) For each project for con- 
struction pursuant to a State plan approved 
under this part, there shall be submitted 
to the Surgeon General through the State 
agency an application by the State or a politi- 
cal subdivision thereof or by a public or 
other nonprofit agency. Such application 
shall set forth (1) a description of the site 
for such project, (2) plans and specifica- 
tions therefor in accordance with the regu- 
lations prescribed by the Surgeon General 
under section 622 (e), (3) reasonable assur- 
ance that title to such site is or will be vested 
solely in the applicant, (4) reasonable assur- 
ance that adequate financial support will be 
available for the construction of the project 
and for its maintenance and operation when 
completed, and (5) reasonable assurance that 
the rates of pay for laborers and mechanics 
engaged in construction of the project will 
be not less than the prevailing local wage 
rates for similar work as determined in ac- 
cordance with Public Law 403 of the Seventy- 
fourth Congress, approved August 30, 1935, 
as amended. The Surgeon General shall 
approve such application if sufficient funds 
to pay 3314 percent of the cost of construc- 
tion of such project are available from the 
allotment to the State, and if the Surgeon 
General finds (A) that the application con- 
tains such reasonable assurance as to title, 
financial support, and payment of prevailing 
rates of wages, (B) that the plans and speci- 
fications are in accord with the regulations 
prescribed pursuant to section 622, (C) that 
the application is in conformity with the 
State plan approved under section 623 and 
contains an assurance that the applicant will 
conform to the applicable requirements of 
the State plan and of the regulations pre- 
scribed pursuant to section 622 (f) regard- 
ing the provision of facilities without dis- 
crimination on account of race, creed, or 
color, and for furnishing needed hospital fa- 
cilities for persons unable to pay therefor, 
and an assurance that the applicant will con- 
form to State standards for operation and 
maintenance, and (D) that it has been ap- 
proved and recommended by the State agency 
and is entitled to priority over other proj- 
ects within the State in accordance with the 
regulations prescribed pursuant to section 
622 (d). No application shall be disap- 
proved until the Surgeon General has af- 
forded the State agency an opportunity for 
a hearing. 

“(b) Upon approving an application un- 
der this section, the Surgeon General shall 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury an 
amount equal to 3314 percent of the esti- 
mated cost of construction of the project and 
designate the appropriation from which it is 
to be paid. Such certification shall pro- 
vide for payment to the State, except that 
if the State is not authorized by law to make 
payments to the applicant the certification 
shall provide for payment direct to the ap- 
plicant. Upon certification by the State 
agency, based upon inspection by it, that 
work has been performed upon a project, or 
purchases have been made, in accordance 
with the approved plans and specifications, 
and that payment of an installment is due 
to the applicant, the Surgeon General shall 
certify such installment for payment by the 
Secretary of the Treasury; except that if the 
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Surgeon General, after investigation or oth- 
erwise, has ground to believe that a default 
has occurred requiring action pursuant to 
section 632 (a) he may, upon giving notice 
of hearing pursuant to such subsection, with- 
hold certification pending action based on 
such hearing. 

“(c) Amendment of any approved appli- 
cation shall be subject to approval in the 
same manner as an original application. 
Certification under subsection (b) may be 
amended, either upon approval of an amend- 
ment of the application or upon revision of 
the estimated cost of a project. An amended 
certification may direct that any additional 
payment be made from the applicable al- 
lotment for the fiscal year in which such 
amended certification is made. 

“(d) The funds paid under this section 
for the construction of an approved project 
shall be used solely for carrying out such 
project as so approved. 

“(e) If any hospital for which funds have 
been paid under this section Shall, at any 
time within 20 years after the completion 
of construction, (A) be sold or transferred 
to any person, agency, or organization, (1) 
which is not qualified to file an application 
under this section, or (2) which is not ap- 
proved as a transferee by the State agency 
designated pursuant to section 623 (a) (1), 
or its successor, or (B) cease to be a non- 
profit hospital as defined in section 631 (g), 
the United States shall be entitled to recover 
from either the transferor or the transferee 
(or, in the case of a hospital which has ceased 
to be a nonprofit hospital, from the owners 
thereof) 3314 percent of the then value of: 
such hospital, as determined by agreement 
of the parties or by action brought in the 
district court of the United States for the 
district in which such hospital is situated. 

“Part D—MISCELLANEOUS 
“Definitions 

“Sec. 631. For the purposes of this title— 

“(a) the allotment percentage for any 
State shall be 100 percent less that per- 
centage which bears the same ratio to 50 
percent as the per capita income of such 
State bears to the per capita income of the 
continental United States (excluding Alas- 
ka), except that (1) the allotment percent- 
age shall in no case be more than 75 percent 
or less than 3344 percent, and (2) the allot- 
ment percentage for Alaska and Hawaii shall 
be 50 percent each, and the allotment per- 
centage for Puerto Rico shall be 75 percent; 

“(b) the allotment percentages shall be 
promulgated by the Surgeon General between 
July 1 and August 31 of each even-numbered 
year, on the basis of the average of the per 
capita incomes of the States and of the 
continental United States for the three most 
recent consecutive years for which satisfac- 
tory data are available from the Department 
of Commerce. Such promulgation shall be 
conclusive for each of the two fiscal years 
in the period beginning July 1 next succeed- 
ing such promulgation: Provided, That the 
Surgeon General shall promulgate such per- 
centages as soon as possible after the en- 
actment of this title, which promulgation 
shall be conclusive for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947; 

“(c) the population of the several States 
shall be determined on the basis of the latest 
figures certified by the Department of Com- 
merce; 

“(d) the term ‘State’ includes Alaska, Ha- 


Wall, Puerto Rico, and the District of Co- 


lumbia; 

“(e) the term ‘hospital’ (except as used 
in section 622 (a) and (b)) includes public 
health centers and general, tuberculosis, 
mental, chronic disease, and other types of 
hospitals, and related facilities, such as lab- 
oratories, out-patient departments, nurses’ 
home and training facilities, and central 
service facilities operated in connection with 
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hospitals, but does not include any hospital 
furnishing primarily domiciliary care; 

“(f) the term ‘public health center’ 
means a publicly owned facility for the pro- 
vision of public health services, including re- 
lated facilities such as laboratories, clinics, 
and administrative offices operated in connec- 
tion with public health centers; 

“(g) the term ‘nonprofit hospital’ means 
any hospital owned and operated by a cor- 
poration or association, no part of the net 
earnings of which inures, or may lawfully 
inure, to the benefit of any private share- 
holder or individual; 

“(h) the term ‘construction’ includes con- 
struction of new buildings, expansion, re- 
modeling, and alteration of existing build- 
ings, and initial equipment of any such build- 
ings; including architects’ fees, but exclud- 
ing the cost of off-site improvements and, 
except with respect to public health centers, 
the cost of the acquisition of land; and 

“(i) the term ‘cost of construction’ means 
the amount found by the Surgeon General 
to be necessary for the construction of a 
project. 

“Withholding of certification 


“Sec, 632 (a) Whenever the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, after reasonable notice and opportunity 
for hearing to the State agency designated in 
accordance with section 612 (a) (1), finds 
that the State agency is not complying sub- 
stantially with the provisions required by 
section 612 (a) to be contained in its appli- 
cation for funds under part B, or after rea- 
sonable notice and opportunity for hearing 
to the State agency designated in accordance 
with section 623 (a) (1) finds (1) that the 
State agency is not complying substantially 
with the provisions required by section 623 
(a), or by regulations prescribed pursuant 
to section 622, to be contained in its plan 
submitted under section 623 (a), or (2) that 
any funds have been diverted from the pur- 
poses for which they have been allotted or 
paid, or (3) that any assurance given in an 
application filed under section 625 is not be- 
ing or cannot be carried out, or (4) that there 
is a substantial failure to carry out plans and 
specifications approved by the Surgeon Gen- 
eral under section 625, the Surgeon General 
may ‘forthwith notify the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the State agency that no fur- 
ther certification will be made under part B 
or part C, as the case may be, or that no fur- 
ther certification will be made for any proj- 
ect or projects designated by the Surgeon 
General as being affected by the default, as 
the Surgeon General may determine to be 
appropriate under the circumstances; and, 
except with regard to any project for which 
the application has already been approved 
and which is not directly affected by such 
default, he may withhold further certifica- 
tions until there is no longer any failure to 
comply, or, if compliance is impossible, until 
the State repays or arranges for the repay- 
ment of Federal moneys which have been di- 
verted or improperly expended. 

“(b) (1) If the Surgeon General refuses 
to approve any application under section 
625, the State agency through which the 
application was submitted, or if any State 
is dissatisfied with the Surgeon General's 
action under subsection (a) of this section, 
such State may appeal to the United States 
circuit court of appeals for the circuit in 
which such State is located. The summons 
and notice of appeal may be served at any 
place in the United States. The Surgeon 
General shall forthwith certify and file in 
the court the transcript of the proceedings 
and the record on which he based his action. 

“(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon 
General, unless substantially contrary to 
the weight of the evidence, shall be conclu- 
sive; but the court, for good cause shown, 
may remand the case to the Surgeon Gen- 
eral to take further evidence, and the 
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Surgeon General may thereupon make new 
or modified findings of fact and may modi- 
fy his previous action, and shall certify to 
the court the transcript and record of the 
further proceedings. Such new or modified 
findings of fact shall likewise be conclusive 
unless substantially contrary to the weight 
of the evidence. 

“(3) The court shall have jurisdiction to 
affirm the action of the Surgeon General or 
to set it aside, in whole or in part. The 
judgment of the court shall be subject to 
review by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon certiorari or certification as pro- 
vided in sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended, 


“Federal hospital council; administration of 
title 


“Sec. 633. (a) The Surgeon General is au- 
thorized to make such administrative regu- 
lations and perform such other functions as 
he finds necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this title. Any such regulations shall be 
subject to the approval of the Administrator. 

“(b) In administering this title, the Sur- 
geon General shall consult with a Federal 
Hospital Council consisting of the Surgeon 
General, who shall serve as chairman ex of- 
ficio, and eight members appointed by the 
Administrator. Four of the eight appointed 
members shall be persons who are outstand- 
ing in fields pertaining to hospital and health 
activities, three of whom shall be authorities 
in matters relating to the operation of hos- 
pitals, and the other four members shall be 
appointed to represent the consumers of hos- 
pital services and shall be persons familiar 
with the need for hospital services in urban 
or rural areas. Each appointed member shall 
hold office for a term of 4 years, except that 
any member appointed to fill a vacancy oc- 
curring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term, 
and the terms of office of the members first 
taking office shall expire, as designated by the 
Administrator at the time of appointment, 
two at the end of the first year, two at the 
end of the second year, two at the end of the 
third year, and two at the end of the fourth 
year after the date of appointment. An ap- 
pointed member shall not be eligible to serve 
continuously for more than two terms but 
shall be eligible for reappointment if he has 
not served immediately preceding his re- 
appointment. The Council is authorized to 
appoint such special advisory and technical 
committees as may be useful in carrying out 
its functions. Appointed Council members 
and members of advisory or technical com- 
mittees, while serving on business of the 
Council, shall receive compensation at rates 
fixed by the Administrator, but not exceed- 
ing $25 per day, and shall also be entitled 
to receive an allowance for actual and neces- 
sary travel and subsistence expenses while so 
serving away from their places of residence. 
The Council shall meet as frequently as the 
Surgeon General deems necessary, but not 
less than once each year. Upon request by 
three or more members, it shall be the duty 
of the Surgeon General to call a meeting of 
the Council. 

“(c) In administering the provisions of 
this title, the Surgeon General, with the ap- 
proval of the Administrator, is authorized 
to utilize the services and facilities of any 
executive department in accordance with an 
agreement with the head thereof. Payment 
for such services and facilities shall be made 
in advance or by way of reimbursement, as 
may be agreed upon between the Adminis- 
trator and the head of the executive depart- 
ment furnishing them. 


“Conferences of State agencies 
“Sec. 634. Whenever in his opinion the pur- 
poses of this title would be promoted by a 
conference, the Surgeon General may in- 
vite representatives of as many State agen- 
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cies, designated in accordance with section 
612 (a) (1) or section 623 (a) (1), to con- 
fer as he deems necessary or proper. Upon 
the application of five or more such State 
agencies, it shall be the duty of the Surgeon 
General to call a conference of representa- 
tives of all State agencies joining in the 
request. A conference of the representa- 
tives of all such State agencies shall be 
called annually by the Surgeon General. 
“State control of operations 

“Sec. 635. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided, nothing in this title shall be con- 
strued as conferring on any Federal officer or 
employee the right to exercise any supervi- 
sion or control over the administration, per- 
sonnel, maintenance, or operation of any 
hospital with respect to which any funds 
are been or may be expended under this 

itle.” 

Sec. 3. Paragraph (2) of section 208 (b) of 
the Public Health Service Act, as amended, 
is amended by inserting (A)“ before the 
words “to assist”; by striking out the word 
“paragraph” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the word “clause”; and by striking out the 
period at the end of such paragraph and 
inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the 
following: “and (B) to assist in carrying 
out the purposes of title VI of this act, but 
not more than 20 such officers appointed 
pursuant to this clause shall hold office at 
the same time.” 

Sec. 4. Section 1 of the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act is amended to read: 

“SECTION 1. Titles I to VI, of this act may 
be cited as the ‘Public Health Service Act.’” 

Sec. 5. The act of July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 
682), is hereby further amended by chang- 
ing the number of title VI to title VII and 
by changing the number of section 601 to 
612, inclusive, and references thereto, to sec- 
tions 701 to 712, respectively. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that a second 
may be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 6 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. BULWINKELE. Mr. Speaker, the 
bill, S. 191, which we are now considering 
is known as the Hospital Survey and 
Construction Act. 

The Subcommittee on Public Health of 
the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce had hearings upon this 
bill and gave careful consideration to all 
of its provisions. 

It is a known fact that in every State 
in the Union there is a lack of hospitals 
and hospital beds for those who are ill. 
In order to meet this situation, and in 
order therefore to encourage the con- 
struction of public and nonprofit hos- 
pitals, and the construction of public 
health centers, a grant of Federal funds 
is proposed through the various States to 
the sponsors of the projects, amounting 
to $75,000,000 per year, for 5 years, and 
it is hoped to relieve in part the situation 
that now exists. 

It might be well for me to call to your 
attention that this bill only provides for 
an appropriation for 5 years, and it does 
not provide for the maintenance of any 
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of these institutions. I do this because 
there is a fear in the minds of many that 
after the 5-year program is over that 
Congress will be called upon to extend 
it for another period of time. Probably 
it would take Federal appropriations 
amounting to one and one-half or two 
billion dollars to provide even at the pres- 
ent time the necessary hospital facilities. 
I do not think that this program should 
be carried on indefinitely, nor do I think 
that the Federal Government should en- 
ter into the maintenance of these hospi- 
tals after they are constructed. 

It is true that there are too many calls 
upon the Federal Government to assist 
or to encourage States and communities 
in various projects. I took this all into 
consideration, and I weighed the aspects 
of future demands against the present 
needs of humanity. There are a great 
many people in many areas of this coun- 
try who are unable to obtain hospital 
care. There are many people who are 
unable in some of the areas to even ob- 
tain medical treatment that they should 
have. I strongly feel that each and every 
State in the Union should assist this pro- 
gram and not just place the burden of 
construction upon the Federal Govern- 
ment and the localities. The House 
amendments to S. 191 reduced the 
amount of the grant from the Federal 
Government to the project down to a 
fixed sum of 3344 percent. 

I know of no organization, or group, 
that opposes the passage of the bill. It 
has the unqualified endorsement of the 
American Medical Association. The doc- 
tors realize the necessity for the number 
of increased hospital beds in the United 
States. Personally, I feel that there 
‘should be a fixed allotment and that the 
allotment should be more than the 33 ½ 
percent, but be that as it may, the pay- 
ment of one-third of the cost of any hos- 
pital, or clinic, will be a great help as well 
as a great incentive to provide he neces- 
sary beds for those who need hospital- 
ization. To those of you who recently 
voted for a very large appropriation for 
the Army for next year in order to have 
proper national defense, may I remind 
you that the first great fundamental 
which is necessary in this Nation for na- 
tional defense, as well as the safety and 
preservation of the Nation, is the health 
and happiness of its citizens. In order, 
therefore, that everyone might have 
a proper explanation of this bill, I wish 
to take in part statements from the gen- 
eral statement filed in the report as to 
this bill: 

Basic purpose: The bill would amend the 
Public Health Service Act so as to authorize 
Federal grants-in-aid for two purposes: 

1. To help the States survey all existing 
hospitals and public-health centers, deter- 
mine their adequacy to afford the facilities 
necessary for adequate service to all the peo- 
ple of the State, and plan State-wide con- 
struction programs of the facilities needed, 


in conjunction with existing facilities, to sup- 
ply such service, and 

2. To assist in the construction of needed 
facilities for public and other nonprofit hos- 
pitals and for public-health centers, which 
State and local resources can help build and 
can maintain, and which are in conformity 
with the approved State construction pro- 
gram and the standards for construction 
projects required under the bill. 
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Appropriations: For survey and planning, 
the bill, as proposed to be amended, author- 
izes an appropriation of $3,000,000. For con- 
struction, appropriations of $75,000,000 per 
year for each of 5 years, beginning with the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, are author- 
ized. 

Administration: Federal administration of 
the program would be the responsibility of 
the Surgeon General of the Public Health 
Service in the Federal Security Agency. A 
Federal Hospital Council, consisting of the 
Surgeon General as Chairman and eight 
members, representative of consumers and 
producers of hospital and health services, 
appointed by the Administrator, is given the 
responsibility of approving the Surgeon Gen- 
eral’s general regulations governing State 
construction plans. The Council would also 
be the body to which an appeal could be 
taken by States whose construction plans 
are disapproved by the Surgeon General. 
The Council's other functions would be ad- 
visory. 

The bill would require that the State con- 
struction plan be administered, or that the 
administration be supervised, by a single 
State agency, with consultative assistance 
from a State advisory council composed of 
representatives of both professional and con- 
sumer interests. For the period of survey 
and planning, there would be a similar re- 
quirement of administration by a single 
State agency and consultation with a State 
advisory council. 

Allotments and grants: Federal funds for 
survey and planning would be allotted on a 
straight population basis and, within its 
allotment, each State with an approved ap- 
plication would receive a Federal grant, un- 
der the bill as proposed to be amended, equal 
to 334% percent of its survey and planning 
expenses. 

Federal funds for construction would be 
allotted annually to the States in accordance 
with a formula based on relative State popu- 
lations and average per capita income, Fed- 
eral grants for construction of individual 
projects, under the bill as proposed to be 
amended, would be 3344 percent of construc- 
tion costs. 

Type of program: The type of program set 
forth in the bill—one of cooperation with 
State agencies through grants-in-aid and 
through technical assistance and of similar 
cooperation with other public and nongov- 
ernmental institutions—fits into the general 
pattern already established by the various 
programs carried on by the Public Health 
Service under its basic law, the Public Health 
Service Act. 

In the hearings on the bill, the great need 
for additional hospital and health-center 
facilities was described, and the objectives 
of the bill were strongly supported by repre- 
sentatives of many professional and consumer 
organizations. Among others, the supporting 
organizations include the American Hospital 
Association, Catholic Hospital Association, 
Protestant Hospital Association, American 
Medical Association, American Public Health 
Association, Physicians Forum, National 
Grange, American Farm Bureau Federation, 
National Farmers Union, Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations, American Federation of 
Labor, Cooperative League of the United 
States of America, National Cooperatives, 
Inc., and the United States Conference of 
Mayors. 


In conclusion, let me remind you that 
this bill, S. 191, with the amendments, 
will do much to alleviate suffering, and 
to make the lot of many people easier, 
It will place this Nation of ours in the 
forefront of all nations in public health 
and public welfare, so Mr. Speaker, I 
have requested that the rules be 
suspended and that the bill be passed 
as amended. I hope and trust that each 
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and every Member of the House will vote 
for it. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, this 
measure carries an authorization for 
$350,000,000 for the construction of hos- 
pitals throughout the several States. 

I am wondering if you have examined 
some of these bills that are presently be- 
ing called up for consideration under 
suspension of the rules and if you have 
noted how many hundreds of millions of 
dollars are involved in them? 

Mr. Speaker, in my experience in the 
practice of medicine I learned something 
about the humanitarian end of medical 
practice and I believe that I can ap- 
proach this measure without being ac- 
cused of not sharing an interest in the 
hospital needs of the country. The fact 
is that the Federal Government can ill 
afford to lay out this money. There is 
not a man in this House who does not 
know that every State in the Union is 
better off financially than the Federal 
Government. 

You must first extract this money from 
the States before you can give it to them. 
This is another entrenchment on the 
part of the Federal Government upon the 
States. It is supposed the States will 
have control of these funds for the con- 
struction of hospitals but it just will not 
work out that way. The Federal Gov- 
ernment will have control. It seems to 
me to be absurd to think anything else. 

Nor should we assume that this would 
be the end of the program so far as Fed- 
eral appropriations are concerned. We 
may be certain that this would only be 
m beginning. More funds will be asked 

ater. 

Not only will the Federal Government 
have something to say about the con- 
struction of these hospitals but it will 
have much to do with running them. 

This bill does not, as I understand, have 
the full support of the committee. I 
learned that only six or eight members 
voted to report it out. I think we ought 
to go slow in matters of this kind. It 
is easy for us to spend other people’s 
money; oh, so easy. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. Uncle Sam today is in 
the red to the tune of $280,000,000,000. 
Every State in the Union has a surplus 
in its treasury. Practically every city in 
the Union has a surplus in its treasury. 
Then they come and ask Uncle Sam to 
hand out Federal aid to educate their 
children, to feed their children, to build 
hospitals, houses, and every other thing. 
Does it make sense? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I do not think 
it does. 

Let me say a word about the recom- 
mendation of the American Medical As- 
sociation for the enactment of this legis- 
lation. I am a member of the American 
Medical Association, and I -respect its 
views, but the American Medical Asso- 
ciation is not always right, and I think it 
is altogether wrong in respect to this 
proposition. The American Medical As- 
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sociation is not responsible for maintain- 
ing the soundness and integrity of the 
Federal finances. 

Mr. RABIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. RABIN. Will the gentleman be 
good enough to point out in what respect 
the Federal Government has any control 
over the maintenance or operation of 
these hospitals after the money has been 
given? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The gentleman 
can answer his own question, for he 
knows, or ought to know, that Federal 
control accompanies every Federal dol- 
lar that is handed out. 

Mr. RABIN. Will the gentleman let 
me answer it? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The Federal 
Government is not in this business just 
for its health either. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman one addi- 
tional minute. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Let us view this 
matter in the light of the facts before 
us. We do not have the money to spend. 
We speak about inflation. This is an in- 
flationary measure. The OPA has been 
set up to control prices, but the OPA 
cannot control the inflationary effect of 
these expenditures; that is simply out of 
the question. 

I ask the Members of this body to be 
reasonable. Let us turn this proposition 
down by all means. The condition of 
the Treasury prompts us to do this. 

The building of hospitals by the Fed- 
eral Government as proposed in this bill 
is a long step toward bureaucratizing 
medicine in the United States. It should 
be defeated upon that ground if no other. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, this 
is a bill in which every prominent hu- 
mane organization, religious and other- 
wise, of the country, is deeply interested. 
This is a bill which has received the deep 
and profound consideration of outstand- 
ing citizens of all walks of life and of all 
sections of our country. My friend the 
gentleman from Ohio iMr. SMITH} is op- 
posed to everything. He opposes any 
kind of legislation relating to housing, 
and the gentleman is sincere in his con- 
victions. But I think the gentleman is 
absolutely wrong in taking the adamant 
position he does against everything, 
when we have in mind the complex eco- 
nomic system that envelops the people 
of our country today. When he says it 
is another entrenchment on the part of 
the Federal Government I cannot agree 
with him. This is absolutely along the 
line of our road-building program, along 
the line of Federal aid in other activities. 
Nobody says that is entrenchment on the 
part of the Federal Government on the 
several States. 

Who are some of the organizations that 
are in support of this bill? Among 
others, the supporting organizations in- 
clude the American Hospital Association, 
Catholic Hospital Association, Protestant 
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Hospital Association, American Medical 
Association, American Public Health 
Association, Physicians Forum, National 
Grange, American Farm Bureau Feder- 
ation, National Farmers Union, Congress 
of Industrial Organizations, American 
Federation of Labor, Cooperative League 
of the United States of America, National 
Cooperatives, Inc., and the United States 
Conference of Mayors. I never thought I 
would see the day when all those asso- 
ciations would be in support of a bill of 
this kind. 

As we know, this legislation has been 
discussed for years. To me, the pleasing 
thing is that after years of considera- 
tion and discussion many disturbing de- 
tails have been ironed out and these 
various fine American philanthropic and 
religious organizations, all interested in 
the welfare of the human being, have 
agreed in support of this bill. 

This bill is a fair bill; this bill is con- 
sistent with our scheme of government; 
this bill is not an entrenchment upon 
the part of the Federal Government on 
our several States of the Union; this bill 
constitutes a strengthening influence; 
this bill takes into consideration human 
beings; it stresses human values and 
uses dollars in order to bring about bene- 
fits for sick human beings in the districts 
of our country which need hospitali- 
zation and medical care. I quote from 
the report: 

Of the more than 3,000 counties in the 
Nation, approximately 40 percent of them, 
containing some 15,000,000 people, are, ac- 
cording to testimony in the hearing, with- 
out any registered hospital. 


In the year 1946, with the conditions 
confronting us economically in particu- 
lar as they do, I contend that legislation 
of this kind is proper for the Congress 
of the United States and the Federal 
Government to consider and pass. It is 
legislation aimed to improve the health 
of human beings. My State may not 
benefit so much as others and I am not 
concerned about that, because I view this 
and other legislation of this kind from 
the angle of benefit to the people 
nationally. I am not a sectionalist. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. HENRY. There are municipalities 
within my district back home in Wiscon- 
sin that are desperately in need of hos- 
pital facilities. I like to think of myself 
as being one who is economy-minded, 
but as the gentleman says, I do not be- 
lieve we can be so economy-minded when 
it comes to matters of human values and 
human health. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his contribution. 

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. D'ALESANDRO. The directors of 
Johns Hopkins and many other hospitals 
throughout the State of Maryland urge 
the passage of this bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; we have all 
received letters from outstanding people 
in all walks of life. This is the first time 
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that I have ever seen such unanimity on 
a bill of this kind among people and 
organizations that we all have profound 
respect for. As a Catholic, I respect the 
Protestant Hospital Association. Iknow 
non-Catholics respect the Catholic Hos- 
pital Association. I respect every one of 
these fine associations. They are all be- 
hind this humane bill. The bill provides 
$75,000,000 a year for 5 years in order 
to provide hospitals in sections of the 
country where they are needed to bring 
relief to suffering human beings who, 
like you and me, are citizens of our coun- 
try. I hope that two-thirds of the mem- 
bership will vote to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 8 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as ranking minority member of the sub- 
committee on public health, I am sup- 
porting this legislation. I want to dis- 
cuss it with you for a few minutes very 
frankly, if I may, to give you my 
thoughts on the subject. 

I have had considerable doubt in my 
mind as to the propriety of this legis- 
lation, yet I am supporting it because my 
sympathy, and perhaps my sentiment, 
overcomes my opposition to the estab- 
lishment of another Government-spon- 
sored Federal-aid program. This bill, 
in my opinion, should be enacted into 
law because of the great need for hospital 
facilities throughout the United States 
at this time, and because a great war 
has created a great emergency. In al- 
most every section of the country there 
exists a serious shortage of hospital 
facilities. ‘There has been very little or 
no construction except for military and 
naval hospitals during the war, or dur- 
ing the past 5 or 6 years. There are 
a great many local communities and 
political subdivisions which have is- 
sued bonds in preparation for building 
additions to existing hospitals or con- 
structing new hospitals as soon as build- 
ing-supply conditions will permit. Such 
bonds have already been issued, and 
taxes have been levied, yet, because of 
the unexpected and unforeseeable in- 
crease in the cost of construction, unless 
some aid is given, these badly needed 
hospital facilities may not be construct- 
ed. The same situation exists as far as 
chureh-supported and charity hospitals 
are concerned. So this bill is designed 
by its authors to give a lift, as it were, 
over this war-created hump so the pres- 
ent great shortage in hospital facilities 
can be ended at the earliest possible 
moment. 

My sympathy and my heart tell me 
that this need does exist and that it must 
be met. On the other hand—and I 
want to be very frank with you, as I said 
in the beginning—I see the danger of 
establishing by this law a program of 
Federal aid for the construction of hos- 
pitals which may become more or less 
permanent. I realize that the amount 
of Federal aid included in this bill— 
$75,000,000 per year for 5 years—which 
must be matched by the States, their 
political subdivisions, or the recipient 
hospitals, by an amount double that con- 
tributed by the Federal Government, or 
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on a one-third and two-thirds basis, will 
not meet the present needs, for increased 
hospital facilities, and that there may 
be demands in the future for this pro- 
gram to be extended. Therefore, the 
question comes as to whether or not we 
can and will, in the future, have the 
courage and the fortitude to refuse to 
continue or extend the program, once the 
present emergency is over. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Is it not a fact 
that the States are more able to do this 
work than the Federal Government, 
financially? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes; but many 
States cannot do this work, financially, 
because of limitations in the State con- 
stitutions. There are other reasons as 
well. For instance, there are some of the 
States which need and must have this 
help. 

This measure has the support, as Dr. 
Smith has told you of most of the med- 
ical and hospital associations of the Na- 
tion. Is has the general support of al- 
most every welfare group and State 
health organization. Yet I must admit 
there is a danger that, as a result of the 
enactment of this legislation, we may 
create a demand in the future for finan- 
cial aid from the Federal Government 
for the maintenance and operation of the 
hospitals which will be erected under 
this. program. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. ' 
Mr. JENSEN. Not only that, but 
there is no question but what the Fed- 
eral Government will try to control these 
hospitals in my town and your town. Not 
only that, you will have State control of 
these hospitals. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Let me say to 
the gentleman; we have tried to write 
in every safeguard we could in connec- 
tion with that particular problem. I 
realize there is a danger that the Federal 
Government may try to step into the 
field of control and operation of these lo- 
cal institutions. Also, there does exist 
some danger that we may be taking a 
step toward socialized medicine. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman knows 
wherever Federal dollars go, there goes 
Federal control, even in our Federal aid 
to roads. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Too often that 
has been true in the past, yet we are 
faced today with a situation that there 
is urgent need, almost beyond estimate, 
for hospital facilities in this country, 
especially right in the rural areas such 
as the gentleman from Iowa represents 
in the Congress. 

The whole question before us today 
is whether or not we are going to meet 
the demand and the need, be guided by 
our hearts and our sympathies and vote 
for this legislation, or whether we are 
going to follow only the cold logic which 
warns us of the danger that threatens 
from greater Federal control and in- 
creased Federal expenditures. That is 
the decision which each of you must 
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make. I, myself, knowing of the great 
need which exists for more hospital fa- 
cilities, have decided to support this 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. BIEMILLER]. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, when 
the Hospital Construction Act, S. 191, 
left the Senate there were two or three 
features that I thought were not good. 
It was my privilege to appear before the 
subcommittee which handled this meas- 
ure and discuss those sections. I am 
happy to note that they have accepted 
two of the amendments that I suggested 
at that time. 

There is one feature of the bill, how- 
ever, that I view with great misgiving. 
I think the creation of an administrative 
council rather than an advisory council 
may lead in the long run to a bad gov- 
ernmental structure. It does not seem to 
me to be good governmental practice to 
permit part time, practically dollar-a- 
year persons, who represent outside in- 
terests, such as the medical profession, 
the hospital associations, farm organi- 
zations, labor unions, or chambers of 
commerce, to exert a veto power over the 
decisions of a Government administrator, 
particularly when those decisions involve 
the expenditure of funds voted by the 
Congress, If this, bill were before us 
under a rule, instead of under suspension, 
I would certainly offer an amendment 
and endeavor to correct what I deem to 
be a very bad practice. 

But in spite of the fact that I have 
strong objections to this one feature of 
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are so important and so worthy that I 
sincerely hope the House will see fit today 
to suspend the rules and pass this very 
meritorious measure. The need for new 
hospitals is unquestionable and this 
splendid humanitarian bill deserves the 
support of every Member of the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoL- 
MER]. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
keenly interested in seeing this bill, S. 
191, pass the House today so that it may 
be sent to conference thereafter and sub- 
sequently become the law before the Con- 
gress adjourns as scheduled next week. I 
am also happy in the thought that I have 
contributed something in my humble way 
toward seeing that goal accomplished. 

When this bill was before the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, I appeared be- 
fore that subcommittee and urged that it 
be reported to the full committee. Sub- 
sequently that was done and the full 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce reported the bill. The chair- 
man of that committee with others then 
appeared before the Rules Committee 
seeking a rule for the consideration of the 
bill on the floor of the House. Because 
of my keen interest in the bill I con- 
tributed what I could toward getting a 
rule, and I get considerable satisfaction 
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out of the fact that I was authorized on 
behalf of the Rules Committee to report 
the rule to the floor of the House. More- 
over, I am glad that in the interest of 
expediting consideration of the bill we 
have been given this opportunity to sus- 
pend the rules and consider the bill today. 

Of course, this procedure means that 
it will be necessary for the friends of this 
legislation to be on the alert and to be 
present when the vote is taken, requiring 
two-thirds vote as it does under this pro- 
cedure. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has already 
passed this bill, and if we can pass this 
bill today it can be sent to conference 
and become law. 

I dare say that possibly the greatest 
need in the country today is the need for 
additional hospital facilities. While this 
bill is not all that could be desired, it will 
go a long way toward meeting the needs. 

The bill amends the Senate bill in 
some respects, but this can be ironed out 
in conference. In the main the bill would 
help the States conduct a survey of all 
existing hospitals and public health 
centers, determine their adequacy to af- 
ford the facilities necessary for adequate 
service to all the people of the State, 
and plan State-wide construction pro- 
grams of the facilities needed in con- 
junction with existing facilities to supply 
such service. 

It would assist in the construction of 
needed facilities for public health centers. 

It authorizes an appropriation of $3,- 
000,000 for these surveys and $75,000,000 
per year for 5 years beginning with the 
fiscal year beginning June 30, 1947, for 
assisting the States in construction of 
the needed hospitals. 

It would authorize a 33% percent Fed- 
eral contribution to the funds raised by 
States, counties, or other subdivisions of 
government to bring about this needed 
construction. The bill would set up a 
Federal Hospital Council consisting of 
the Surgeon General, as chairman, and 
eight members which would be the Fed- 
eral administrative body, but the admin- 
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would be under the State agency. 

Federal funds for survey and planning 
would be allotted on a straight popula- 
tion basis and within its allotment each 
State with an approved application would 
receive a Federal grant under the bill 
equal to 33% percent of its survey and 
planning expenses. Federal grants for 
construction of the individual projects 
under the bill would be 3344 percent of 
the construction cost. 

The bill, if it becomes law, will prove 
to be one of the greatest steps in our 
public health program yet undertaken, 
Moreover, this program, as provided for 
in this bill, will take cognizance for the 
first time of the fact that the rural 
States are in the greatest need of an ex- 
panded hospitalization program, It will 
prove a great boon to those States like 
Mississippi. 

Mr. Speaker, as I stated a moment 
ago, when this matter was before the 
subcommittee of the Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee of the House 
in March of this year, I appeared before 
that committee and urged that the bill 
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be reported favorably. The statement I 
made then was as follows: 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM M. COLMER, 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF 
MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Conmer. Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee, I am very grateful for the 
opportunity to appear before your committee 
in behalf of S. 191. I am in accord with the 
objectives of this bill. The Senate has al- 
ready in its wisdom seen fit to pass the bill, 
and I am very much in hopes that this sub- 
committee will see fit to make an early en- 
dorsement of the bill to the full committee 
and that that committee will in turn report 
the bill favorably. In that connection I as- 
sure you that as a member of the Rules Com- 
mittee when you apply for a rule for the 
consideration of this measure you will find a 
sympathetic reception awaits you. 

There is nothing more important in the 
life of our citizens than the necessity for 
adequate medial care. In fact, life itself 
is dependent upon the benefits of such care. 
The United States has long been the leader 
in the world not only in political advance- 
ment but for advancement in the standards 
of living and medical care. However, during 
the war it must be realized that the health 
of our civilian population has of necessity 
been neglected. So many of our doctors 
were called into the service to minister to 
those who fought the country's battles 
abroad, as well as those who were preparing 
in camps for that objective, that our civilian 
population did not always have the proper 
medical attention. 

It is obvious also that during the past 
5 years our efforts have been largely to win 
that war. The result has been that hos- 
pitals, both public and private, for the recep- 
tion of our unfortunate ill have not been 
constructed as during the peacetime period. 
In other words, few hospitals, except for 
military personnel, were with rare exceptions 
constructed during the war period. The re- 
sult has been that our hospital facilities have 
not been expanded along with our normal 
population increase; construction materials, 
labor, and other necessities for construction 
shave been unavailable during that period. 
As a result our hospital facilities have lagged 
behind the rest of our program, Moreover, 
there is an ever-increasing demand, which 
goes hand in hand with our advancement in 
civilization, for new hospital facilities. 

In addition thereto, heretofore communi- 
ties, counties, and States have had to depend 
upon their own resources for the construction 
of public hospital facilities. This bill offers 
an opportunity to these various subdivisions 
of government to have their own funds locally 
raised augmented by Federal funds on the 
theory that the public health is in the inter- 
est of the public welfare. 

In my own section of the country this will 
prove a great boon. For, unfortunately, in 
many agricultural sections of the South the 
revenue secured by the yarious governmental 
subdivisions is not sufficient to bring about 
the desired facilities for hospitalization. In 
my own congressional district there are many 
communities which would like to take advan- 
tage of the provisions of this bill. For in- 
stance, in Jones County, Miss., the enlight- 
ened and progressive people of that county 
have long been striving to provide adequate 
hospital facilities for that community, The 
largest city in that county is Laurel, with a 
population of some 30,000. In the several 
counties surrounding that county there is 
only one county with hospital facilities. The 
hospital at Laurel has a capacity of only ap- 
proximately 50 beds, and yet the people of the 
surrounding counties with no hospital fa- 
cilities and numbering some 100,000 are de- 
pendent upon this small hospital for their 
medical treatment. If this bill is enacted 
into law, the people of that county will go 
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forward with their plans to erect a modern 
construction, which will prove a boon 
100,000 people in that vicinity. 

I sincerely hope, Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee, that you will see fit 
to report this bill, 


Mr. BULWINKLE, Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. PHILBIN]. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, Iam very 
much interested in this bill. Several 
privately endowed hospitals in my dis- 
trict will be greatly assisted in their 
plans to expand their present facilities 
if this measure is adopted. Similar in- 
stitutions all over the country have funds 
on hand to commence new building oper- 
ations and to provide urgently needed 
additional facilities. At the time these 
funds were accumulated, in many cases 
they were sufficient for the purposes in- 
tended, but as was brought out by my 
distinguished colleague from Ohio, the 
rapidly advancing postwar costs in build- 
ing construction require that these funds 
be supplemented by Federal grants. This 
measure will afford necessary assistance 
for this worthy and humane work and 
will enable publicly supported and pri- 
vately endowed hospitals all over the 
Nation to set up vitally, and not infre- 
quently desperately, needed hospital fa- 
cilities. 

There is no question of overextended 
or intrusive Federal control, Federal ma- 
nipulation, or Federal influence involved 
in this bill in my opinion; and I urge 
and plead with the House that we may 
suspend the rules and pass the bill. 

Let me thank the committee, particu- 
larly the distinguished gentleman from 
North Carolina, for expediting action on 
this measure which I regard to be so very 
vital to the public welfare, and let me 
especially acknowledge with great ap- 
proval and deep gratitude the brilliant 
and persuasive speech of my good friend, 
the majority leader, which has contrib- 
uted so materially and, I believe, effec- 
tively, to this discussion. 

Mr. BULWINKLE, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. HARLESS]. 


Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr. 
Speaker, I shall support this bill whole- 
heartedly. 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, 25 years ago people did not go to a 
hospital except to die. Today, when peo- 
ple get ill they want to go to hospitals. 
It is for that reason I feel this bill should 
be supported—more beds must be avail- 
able to the public. 

While I am generally opposed to Fed- 
eral participation of this type. I think 
that when you read the hearings and the 
bill you will find that the purpose of the 
bill is to take care of those thinly popu- 
lated communities that need hospital 
facilities but do not have them now. 
I know something about the problems 
of small hospitals, for I operated a small 
hospital in Kimball, Nebr., the first in 
the county, 27 years ago. 

I recommend this bill to you. The 
State legislatures must have enabling 
legislation. The procedure remains un- 
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der State control. The Federal Govern- 
ment matches one-third of the funds. 
I do feel that it will make it possible for 
sparsely settled communities to have 
public-health facilities that they could 
not otherwise have. Those counties, 
cities, and nonprofit hospitals that have 
little bonded indebtedness and a healthy 
financial condition should build their 
own hospitals without Federal assistance. 
That detail is left to the States. This 
bill has sufficient merit to have my sup- 
port. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT- 
TINGTON |. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
favor the passage of the pending meas- 
ure. It was passed by the Senate and 
was reported to the House after careful 
consideration by the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce on July 
13, 1946. The bill authorizes appropria- 
tions for Federal aid to hosiptals amount- 
ing to $75,000,000 annually for a period 
of 5 years. The Senate bill provided for 
the Federal Government paying one-half 
of the costs. The House bill, which under 
the rules cannot be amended, provides 
for the Federal Government contribut- 
ing one-third of the cost of the hospitals. 
The bill also provides for Federal aid in 
planning for construction. 

There is widespread need for additional 
hospitals, especially in the agricultural 
and rural areas. In some counties there 

“are no hospitals. The bill will enable 
several counties to cooperate and thus 
provide hospitalization on more reason- 
able terms. Many of the States provide 
for aid in hospitalization. With Federal 
and State aid, hospitals should be widely 
constructed. - 

There is an inadequacy of hospital and 
health facilities in many of the States. 
The lack is not due to the want of in- 
terest or initiative. Rural and other rel- 
atively poor areas are unable to construct 
their hospitals. There is an opportunity 
for the demonstration of the principle 
of Federal aid to promote health not only 
in the rural, but in the urban areas. 
The bill does not contemplate Federal 
supervision. It is planned to leave to 

. the State and local agencies, including 
not only public but private nonprofit hos- 
pitals, the supervision and control of 
these hospitals. I believe that the pub- 
lic interest will be promoted by the pas- 
sage of the bill to enable the Federal Gov- 
ernment to make grants and to provide 
aid in the planning and construction of 
hospitals where there are no existing 
adequate hospital facilities. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. BRUM- 
BAUGH] as he may desire. 

Mr. BRUMBAUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
am wholeheartedly in favor of the en- 
actment of S. 191 because of its far- 
reaching benefits to the American people. 
` There is no doubt that the hospitals in 
the United States are facing difficulties 
that are a menace to the health and wel- 
fare of our citizens. Because of over- 
crowded conditions, obsolete equipment, 
old buildings, and increased operating 
expenses the care of medical and surgical 
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patients has been carried on under dif- 
ficult conditions. 

In the past decade mounting taxes 
have been a factor in the loss of con- 
tributions to hospitals by industrial con- 
cerns and private benefactors. Many 
community hospitals depended upon 
these annual contributions as an aid in 
meeting the operating expenses. They 
have had to rely on State aid as the only 
means of outside revenue. 

The cost of maintaining old buildings 
is in itself a great hardship and prevents 
hospital authorities from expanding the 
facilities of these important institutions. 

The great strides made in the field of 
medicine end surgery have revealed new 
and revolutionary methods of caring for 
the sick and wounded. Modern appara- 
tus is needed that cannot be purchased by 
hospitals that are faced with the diffi- 
cult task of keeping their doors open. 

I am certain that when we approved 
the grant of $20,000,000 for hospitals in 
the District of Columbia we were con- 
scious of the dilapidated buildings and 
outmoded equipment that hospital staffs 
are forced to use in the Nation’s Capital. 
The same situation prevails in every State 
of the Union. 

Therefore, in the interest of the health 
and welfare of the American people I 
am in favor of prompt approval of S. 191. 

Certainly if we can open the Nation’s 
purse to foreign countries on the plea 
that we should aid our neighbors over- 
seas with unsecured loans, we should 
consider our obligation to the people of 
the United States by recognizing the im- 
mediate need for adequate hospital fa- 
cilities in promoting the health of our 
own American citizens. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Buck]. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, are there 
no limits to these new and unusual drains 
upon the Federal Treasury? Here, it 
seems to me, is the most startling one 
yet. More than a third of a billion dol- 
lars, only 40 minutes to consider it, and 
the bill reaches the floor on the vote of 
only 8 out of the 26 members of the com- 
mittee. Even if we could afford it, this 
would be a bad bill. 


And this is a strange aspect of the mat- - 


ter: Every State in the country is better 
off financially than the Federal Govern- 
ment. Yet it remains for us here in 
Washington, in our great wisdom, to rec- 
ognize crying hospital needs in the far 
reaches of the country when local and 
State communities do not feel those 
needs sufficiently to spend their own 
money for that purpose. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA]. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I am sup- 
porting this bill for the benefit of those 
municipalities and those hospitals that 
do not have the financial ability to 
finance the building of such hospitals. 
I do not support it on the theory that 
we ought to build hospitals all over the 
country at Government expense. I say 
that in view of the fact that the Federal 
Government on a matching basis of only 
3344 percent is reducing what was passed 
by the Senate in S. 191. I believe the 
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subcommittee of the House Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee have 
improved this bill otherwise. It is in 
such shape and upon the condition that 
we will not be asked again to go into 
the hospital business that I am support- 
ing this bill. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. HOWELL]. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce who had the op- 
portunity to learn as much about this 
bill as most Members of the House of 
Representatives, Iam supporting it. The 
gentleman who preceded me, my col- 
league the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. O'Hara], mentioned the fact that 
the Federal contribution has been re- 
duced in the House version of this bill 
to 334% percent. It was my privilege to 
offer this amendment and it was done for 
the specific purpose of making the pro- 
gram a little more all inclusive, a little 
more expansive than where the States 
were required to put up only 50 percent 
of the matched funds. Under the House 
version the program can be expanded to 
$225,000,000 annually with the States 
contributing two-thirds of the total and 
the Federal Government only one-third. 

Another feature of the House measure, 
something everyone should be interested 
in who is opposed to Federal control of 
hospitals, is section 635. The committee 
has gone just as far as possible to insure 
the fact that there will be no Federal 
control by providing: 

Except as otherwise specifically provided, 
nothing in this title shall be construed as 
conferring on any Federal officer or mo 
the right to exercise any supervision or con- 
trol over the administration, personnel, 
maintenance, or operation of any hospital 
with respect to which any funds have been 
or may be expended under this title. 


Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. What does it mean when 
it says that the plan must meet specified 
minimum standards for maintenance and 
operation? Does that mean the Fed- 
eral Government can decide how they 
shall operate and maintain a hospital? 

Mr. HOWELL. No; not in my opin- 
ion. It is assumed that the States will 
have a responsible agency that is quali- 
fied to judge just what the minimum 
standards for the efficient maintenance 
and operation of hospitals ought to be. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN], 

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, now is the 
time to stop, look, and think what we 
are doing here today. This bill S. 191, is 
a part of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell 
cradle-to-the-giave bill. We are legis- 
lating that socialized-medicine bill into 
law piecemeal. Our New Deal plan- 
ners hope finally to get the cradle-to- 
the-grave bill made law in toto by this 
scheme. But if this bill S. 191 is made 
law we will have taken a big step toward 
socialized medicine, that is a certainty. 
With rare exceptions every doctor and 
nurse in my district who has studied 
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this bill is opposed to its adoption. Let 
us stop this mad rush to socialism or 
worse before it is too late. Certainly, 
if the people of America have lost that 
sense of neighborly feeling and benevo- 
lence toward their loved ones, their 
friends, and their neighbors to the end 
that they refuse to .provide adequate 
hospital facilities for their own sick and 
suffering, then this Nation is in a mighty 
bad fix. I cannot believe they have come 
to that yet, unless we wish it upon them. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may de- 
sire to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
GILLIE]. 

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Speaker, as a gen- 
eral rule I have opposed Federal sub- 
sidies to the States, as voting record 
will show, but I am fully in accord with 
the objectives of this bill and believe that 
it should be enacted without delay. 

I know of several instances in my own 
district where hospital facilities are urg- 
ently required and cannot be provided 
without the assistance contemplated in 
this measure. Iam sure that many other 
sections of the country are in a similar 
Position with respect to such facilities 
and that this legislation will be a godsend 
to them. 

There is nothing more important to the 
welfare of the Nation than adequate med- 
ical care. Our country has always been 
a world leader in the advancement of 
standards of living and medical assist- 
ance. However, during the war, our 
medical program was necessarily neglect- 
ed. Many communities suffered due to 
the calling into service of young physi- 
cians. Hospital construction virtually 
ceased, with the exception of military 
construction. 

The result has been that hospital facili- 
ties in most communities have been badly 
neglected and are in great need of expan- 
sion and repair. Local communities, in 
many instances, do not have the financial 
resources to bring their hospital facilities 
up to minimum standards, and there is a 
very definite need for Federal help in the 
form of grants in aid. 

I believe that it is incumbent upon the 
people of the United States, through their 
Congress, to rectify this situation by 
means of the logical and well-planned 
program proposed in this legislation. I 
am not in favor of socialized medicine in 
any form, but I do believe that the Fed- 
eral Government should lend financial 
assistance to public hospitals served by 
individual doctors operating under a sys- 
tem of free enterprise. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. HTNSHAWI. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, when 
considering this legislation we should re- 
member that $75,000,000 per year, when 
divided by 435, which is the number of 
congressional districts and hence a prop- 
er measure of apportionment of the 
funds, will yield about $172,000 a year 
for 5 years to each district. Everyone 
should know that the cost of building 
hospitals and equipping them is some- 
where in the neighborhood of 83,500 to 
$4,000 per bed, which means that this 
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bill provides about 40 or 50 beds for each 
congressional district. To my congres- 
sional district that is important, but it 
does not mean too much. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. This is simply a means 
of gens the camel’s nose under the 
tent. 

Mr. HINSHAW. It will have to be 
$500,000,000 in another year. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. CHAPMAN]. 

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Iowa is right in saying 
that the people in these small towns and 
rural communities are neighborly and 
generous, and are actuated by humani- 
tarian impulses. But the fact remains 
that they are unable to provide these 
hospitals for themselves. As the dis- 
tinguished majority, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts said, 40 percent of the 
more than 3,000 counties in the United 
States have no hospital facilities at all. 
We know that the scarcity of physicians 
is in almost direct ratio to the scarcity 
of hospital beds. For example, up to the 
time of the World War, when so many 
of our doctors answered the call to the 
colors and put on the uniform of the 
Army and the Navy, in communities hav- 
ing 4.6 hospital beds per 1,000 population, 
there was 1 doctor for every 600 peo- 
ple. In communities—and there are 
many of them—where there was less 
than 1 hospital bed per 1,000 population 
there was 1 doctor for every 1,350 peo- 
ple. f 

Infant mortality, because of medical 
progress and sanitary improvement, has 
been reduced in this country until there 
are about 40 deaths to every 1,000 births, 
but in communities that do not have 
adequate hospitals the infant mortality 
rate is appalling. We must not permit 
this ‘condition to continue anywhere in 
the United States. 

There are three kinds of hospitals: 
Proprietary, which are privately owned 
and operated for profit; public, which 
are supported at public expense, and the 
voluntary nonprofit hospitals, which in- 
clude most of the hospitals operated by 
churches of various denominations, fra- 
ternal organizations, and local nonprofit 
hospital associations, in which classi- 
fication probably the major portion of 
hospitals belong. This bill would grant 
aid to the public hospitals and to all of 
these nonprofit voluntary hospitals, the 
ones that serve most of our country. For 
rural communities unable to support a 
hospital this bill makes provision for 
grants ifi aid for the establishment of 
local health centers, which would be of 
incalculable benefit to millions of our 
fellow citizens “far from the madden- 
ing crowd's ignoble strife.” 

The old-fashioned country doctor, who 
visited alike the hovels of the poor and 
the mansions of the rich, ministered to 
all classes and conditions of society, and 
alleviated the pains of suffering human- 
ity, with or without hope of remunera- 
tion, was more than a great personality, 
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He was a great and beloved American 
institution. Now, with rare exceptions, 
he has become a part of the history and 
folklore of America, and is a tender 
memory of this generation of American 
people. Yes, Mr. Speaker, but the doc- 
tor of the future is going to practice his 
profession where he has laboratory and 
hospital facilities, and can make the best 
of modern equipment and well-trained 
nurses available for the treatment of his 
patients. 

Many great hospitals have been en- 
dowed by the possessors of large personal 
fortunes, but our present and prospective 
economic system and tax structure indi- 
cate that there will be fewer such for- 
tunes in the future than in the past. 
This measure would induce endowments, 
and would be an incentive to communi- 
ties to wage subscription campaigns and 
issue bonds for 6634 percent of the hos- 
pital cost in order to make available the 
3344-percent Federal grant. It is ex- 
pressly and explicitly written in this bill 
that there shall be no Federal control 
when this grant is made to a local organ- 
ization to build a hospital. That local 
hospital organization will have control of 
that hospital and will operate it without 
Federal supervision or Federal dictation. 
It is provided that if within a period of 
20 years the hospital should pass into the 
hands of an agency not authorized to 
accept this grant, such as a hospital com- 
pany operating for profit, a refund would 
have to be made to the Government of 
the money that had been advanced for 
the construction of the hospital. 

In passing this bill we are answering 
the call of humanity. 

Years ago in France a referendum was 
held to determine which was the great- 
est name in French history. The people 
of France in that referendum did not 
select the name of one of the literary 
geniuses whose names illumine the pages 
of French literature. They did not go 
into the field of French statesmanship. 
They did not even select that renowned 
soldier “who born no king made mon- 
archs draw his car,” whose stakes were 
empires, whose dice were human bones, 
the first Napoleon. Rather, by a ma- 
jority of millions the people of the 
French Republic selected as the greatest 
name in the annals of France the name 
of the man of science, the man who la- 
bored through long hours, day and night, 
in the laboratories, evolving formulas, 
not to kill people but to save lives, the 


father of modern medicine, Louis Pas- 


teur. 

Mr. Speaker, let us find our just re- 
ward in serving humanity, in answering 
suffering humanity’s crying need. Let 
us pass this bill by the necessary two- 
thirds majority, to relieve suffering and 
save lives. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members who 
desire to do so may extend their remarks 
at this point in the Recorp on the bill 
now under consideration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, Iam 
in favor of S. 191 which will provide funds 
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to build hospitals in States, counties, and 
cities on a matching basis of one-third 
by the Federal Government and two- 
thirds by the States, counties, and cities. 

I favor the bill especially because of 
the urgent need for additional hospitals 
in southern California and in Los Angeles 
County in particular, where thousands 
of people from all States in the Union 
have come to live since the war, which 
has overtaxed the capacity of all facili- 
ties including hospitals. We need more 
hospitals in Los Angeles County, I know 
this bill will help us get them. There- 
fore I urge that S. 191 be passed. 

Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. Speaker, I realize 
the time for discussing this bill is very 
short and I will not take much time. 
However, I want to point out that I ap- 
proached the study of this legislation 
with a background of several years’ ex- 
perience as a member of the board of 
directors of the General Hospital, a non- 
profit institution, in Mason County, in 
my congressional district. 

First, the depression left many com- 
munities short of hospital facilities and 
by the time they had begun to get on 
their feet again the defense program be- 
gan to absorb building materials. Then 
came the war, which not only prevented 
the building of hospitals, but actually 
aggravated the already great need for 
more hospital facilities. Furthermore, 
we on the west coast have an influx of 
additional population to care for. 

This bill is as free from Federal con- 
trol as it is possible to make it and see 
that high standards are maintained. It 
appropriates $75,000,000 a year for the 
next 5 years. This isn’t much but will 
help considerably and should be passed. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, when are we going to recognize 
that the United States Government is 
broke? 

When are we going to recognize that 
the Federal Government is the unit of 
government in this country least able at 
this time to embark on programs involv- 
ing the expenditure of money? 

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this bill. 
The local units of government in those 
localities where an emergency exists are 
much better able to finance such a pro- 
gram as is contemplated by this bill than 
can the Federal Government. 

With the expenditure of Federal dollars 
goes Federal control. I am unalterably 
opposed to the continuation of that trend 
which would concentrate control over 
local affairs and local problems in Wash- 
ington. With the passage of this bill the 
door will be opened for socialized medi- 
cine. This is unwise and unsound Fed- 
eral legislation. I must vote against this 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill S. 191, as amended? 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demand by Mr. Buck) there were— 
ayes 136, noes 28. 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

` House Resolution 718 was laid on the 
table, 
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DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 
ABROAD 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(S. 1636) to amend the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 to designate the Depart- 
ment of State as the disposal agency for 
surplus property outside the continental 
United States, its Territories and posses- 
sions, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 10 of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended, is 
hereby amended by adding a new subsection 
(c) to read as follows: 

“(c) Except as provided in subsection (b) 
of this section, the Department of State shall 
be the sole disposal agency for surplus prop- 
erty located outside the continental United 
States, Hawaii, Alaska (including the Aleu- 
tian Islands), Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands, and with respect to such property 
the Secretary of State shall exercise the func- 
tions heretofore conferred upon the Surplus 
Property Administrator by Public Law 181, 
Seventy-ninth Congress. The Secretary of 
State shall, subject to the provisions of the 
War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 
1944, have sole responsibility for carrying out 
the provisions of the Surplus Property Act of 
1944, with respect to surplus property located 
outside the continental United States, Ha- 
waii, Alaska (including the Aleutian Islands), 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 

Sec. 2. Section 32 (b) of such act, as 
amended, is hereby amended to read as 
follows: P 

“(b) (1) The provisions of this act shall 
be applicable to disposition of property 
within the United States and elsewhere, but 
the Secretary of State may exempt from 
some or all of the provisions hereof disposi- 
tions of property located outside of the con- 
tinental United States, Hawaii, Alaska (in- 
cluding the Aleutian Islands), Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands, whenever he deems 
that such provisions would obstruct the effi- 
cient and economic disposition of such prop- 
erty in accordance with the objectives of this 
act. In addition to the authority conferred 
by section 15 of this act, the Department of 
State may dispose of surplus property located 
outside the continental United States, Ha- 
wall, Alaska (including the Aleutian Islands), 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, for for- 
eign currencies or credits, or substantial 
benefits or the discharge of claims resulting 
from the compromise or settlement of such 
claims by any Government agency in accord- 
ance with the law, whenever the Secretary 
of State determines that it is in the interest 
of the United States to do so and upon such 
terms and conditions as he may deem proper. 
Any foreign currencies or credits acquired by 
the Department of State pursuant to this 
subsection shall be administered in accord- 
ance with procedures that may from time 
to time be established by the Secretary of 
the Treasury and, if and when reduced to 
United States currency, shall be covered into 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

“(2) In carrying out the provisions of this 
section, the Secretary of State is hereby au- 
thorized to enter into an executive agreement 
or agreements with any foreign government 
for the use of currencies, or credits for cur- 
rencies, of such government acquired as a 
result of such surplus property disposals, 
for the purpose of providing by the formation 
of foundations or otherwise, for (A) financ- 
ing studies, research, instruction, and other 
educational activities of or for American citi- 
zens in schools and institutions of higher 
learning located in such foreign country, or 
of the citizens of such foreign country in 
American schools and institutions of higher 
learning located outside the continental 
United States, Hawaii, Alaska (including the 
Aleutian Islands), Puerto Rico, and the Vir- 
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gin Islands, including payment for transpor- 
tation, tuition, maintenance, and other ex- 
penses incident to scholastic activities; or 
(B) furnishing transportation for citizens 
of such foreign country who desire to attend 
American schools and institutions of higher 
learning in the continental United States, 
Hawaii, Alaska (including the Aleutian Is- 
lands), Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, 
and whose attendance will not deprive cit- 
izens of the United States of an opportunity 
to attend such schools and institutions: 
Provided, however, That no such agreement 
or agreements shall provide for the use of 
an aggregate amount of the currencies, or 
credits for currencies, of any one country in 
excess of $20,000,000 or for the expenditure 
of the currencies, or credits for currencies of 
any one foreign country in excess of $1,000,- 
000 annually at the official rate of exchange 
for such currencies, unless otherwise au- 
thorized by Congress, nor shall any such 
agreement relate to any subject other than 
the use and expenditure of such curren- 
cies or credits for currencies for the pur- 
poses herein set forth: Provided further, 
That for the purpose of selecting students 
and educational institutions qualified to par- 
ticipate in this program, and to supervise the 
exchange program authorized herein, the 
President of the United States is hereby 
authorized to appoint a Board of Foreign 
Scholarships, consisting of 10 members, who 
shall serve without compensation, composed 
of representatives of cultural, educational, 
student, and war veterans groups, and in- 
cluding representatives of the Unitd States 
Office of Education, the United States Vet- 
erans’ Administration. State educational in- 
stitutions, and privately endowed educational 
institutions: And provided further, That in 
the selection of American citizens for study 
in foreign countries under this paragraph 
preference shall be given to applicants who 
shall have served in the military or naval 
forces of the United States during World War 
I or World War II, and due consideration 
shall be given to applicants from all geo- 
graphical areas of the United States. The 
Secretary of State shall transmit to the Con- 
gress not later than the Ist day of March 
of each year a report of operations under 
this paragraph during the preceding calendar 
year. Such report shall include the text of 
any agreements which have been entered 
into hereunder during the preceding calendar 
year, and shall specify the names and ad- 
dresses of American citizens who are attend- 
ing schools or institutions of higher learning 
in foreign countries pursuant to such agree- 
ments, the names and locations of such 
schools and institutions, ard the amounts of 
the currencies or credits for currencies ex- 
pended for any of the purposes under this 
paragraph in each such foreign country dur- 
ing the preceding calendar year.” 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second is considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill makes the State Department the dis- 
posal agency for surplus property in for- 
eign countries. As a matter of fact, they 
have already been designated by the War 
Assets Administrator as the disposal 
agency in foreign countries; but this 
does it by law. The other principal fea- 
ture of this bill is that it permits the 
State Department to use the currency of 
foreign countries for educational pur- 
poses in permitting American students 
to go into those foreign countries and 
attend schools there. At the present 
time, it is almost impossible to get dol- 
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lars in many foreign countries where we 
have tremendous amounts of surplus 
property. If we can use this educational 
feature and permit those coyntries to 
pay our American students in their cur- 
rency, we feel it will do much to further 
the good relationship between our Gov- 
ernment and the governments of other 
countries. It will also work to the ad- 
vantage of many veterans who are 
anxious to go to those countries to study, 
That is the principal feature of this bill. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will my chairman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. As I under- 
stand, the gentleman’s motion is to sus- 
pend the rules and pass the Senate bill 
as amended by the House Committee on 
Expenditures so as to embody in the bill 
that we ought to pass the amendments 
of our committee? 

Mr. MANASCO. That is correct. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I demanded 
a second in order to be sure that the 
House understands this bill because I 
think it is very worth while. We have a 
lot of surplus property in many foreign 
countries that do not have dollar ex- 
change and that cannot pay us in Amer- 
ican dollars. It would cost too much to 
bring the property back to this country, 
so the bill allows those countries to buy 
the surplus property with their own cur- 
rency and since it cannot be converted 
into ours, we will use it to pay the ex- 
penses of selected Americans who want to 
go to those countries to study their civili- 
zation or their culture, or their economy, 
or what not, with the idea of helping 
build better understanding and better re- 
lations between those countries and ours. 

It is in a sense a Boxer indemnity in 
reverse. Never in history has any nation 
made a greater or better-paying invest- 
ment than the United States made when 
it allowed the Chinese to use their in- 
demnity to us of about $30,000,000 after 
the Boxer Rebellion, to send almost 
5,000 selected Chinese students to this 
country during the last 40 years to study 
in our universities. Almost every one of 
them went back completely sold on the 
United States and our type of govern- 
ment. They naturally achieved positions 
of influence in China, and perhaps more 
than any other single factor, were re- 
sponsible for holding their country on 
our side in this war, even when we were 
helping Japan. 

I hope there will be no objection to this 
bill. It does not cost us a cent. It enables 
us to salvage something out of surplus 
property abroad which otherwise would 
be total loss. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. z 

Mr. MUNDT, Is there anything in this 
legislation which would also help stu- 
dents in countries which lack dollar ex- 
change, which students want to come to 
this country to pursue their education? 

Mr. JUDD. No. 

Mr. MUNDT. Is there anything that 
would provide for the necessary financial 
transfer to give them credit so that they 
can come over here? 

Mr. JUDD. No. If they can get dollar 
exchange it has to go into the Federal 
Treasury in payment for the surplus 
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property purchase. What you mention 
would be covered in the Bloom bill as I 
understand it, which came out of your 
own committee and was passed the other 
day. If students wanted to come to this 
country traveling in a ship of their own 
land and using its currency, that could 
be done. But if they wanted to travel in 
an American ship which requires Amer- 
ican dollars to pay for their passage, they 
could not do that. That is, the bill pro- 
tects our taxpayers. If anyone can get 
American dollars to pay for our surplus 
property, the money must go into the 
United States Treasury. But if they can- 
not get American dollars, they can buy 
our property with their own currency 
and it is used for the support and train- 
ing of our students over there. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is right, and I am 
for it as far as it goes, but it still leaves 
unsolved the problem of a large num- 
ber of students in countries like Egypt 
and Iraq who want to come to this coun- 
try and attend the colleges and univer- 
sities and who have resources enough of 
their own in their own currency and yet 
do not have any way in which they can 
get the required dollar exchange to spend 
their currency in this country and, con- 
sequently, are denied an American edu- 
cation. 

Mr. JUDD. This bill does not provide 
America educations fo: those individuais. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. Is this property to be 
‘disposed of in any countries outside of 
the so-called sterling area? 

Mr. JUDD. Yes; wherever the State 
Department and the Secretary of the 
Treasury determine that a nation where 
we have surplus property does not have 
American dollars and cannot get ex- 
change with which it can pay us in our 
own currency, it applies to any such 
country. 

Mr. WHITE. From the record made 
by the State Department, I regret to say 
I am going to vote against this bill. I 
think this is detrimental to the best in- 
terests of the people of this country. 

Mr. JUDD. Whether a nation’s unfa- 
vorable exchange position makes it eli- 
gible or not is to be determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. It must be un- 
derstood that there is no question of 
donation. 

Mr. JUDD. That is right. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Donation to 
foreign governments or to institutions in 
foreign lands. 

Mr. JUDD. That is right. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The purpose of 
this bill as recommended by the State 
Department is to utilize foreign curren- 
cies that are received in the purchase of 
surplus property in those countries for 
education of Americans in those coun- 
tries who desire to go there. 

Mr. JUDD. That is right. 

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, JUDD. I yield. 

Mr. MANASCO. It may be added, it 
would cost the taxpayers more to bring 
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this property back here. If it is not 
brought back it will be abandoned. 

Mr. JUDD. Yes. Everything we get 
under this bill is to the good. If the 
bill is passed we get a great deal of edu- 
cational service for our citizens. If it is 
not passed, we get nothing. 

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill S. 1636, as amended? 

The question was taken; and two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof, the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


AMENDING THE FIRST WAR POWERS 
; ACT, 1941 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 
6890) to amend the First War Powers 
Act, 1941, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the First War 
Powers Act, 1941 (55 Stat. 838), as amended, 
is hereby further amended by adding at the 
end of title III thereof the following: 

“Sec. 305. The Trading With the Enemy Act 
of October 6, 1917 (40 Stat. 411), as amended, 
is hereby further amended by inserting after 
section 32 thereof, and before the section 
added by Public Law 382, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, the following sections: 

“ ‘Sec. 33. No return may be made pursuant 
to section 9 (a) or 32 (a) unless notice of 
claim for return has been filed within 2 years 
from the seizure by or vesting in the Alien 
Property Custodian, as the case may be, of 
the property or interest in respect of which 
the claim is made or within 2 years from the 
date of enactment of this section, whichever 
is later. No suit pursuant to section 9 (a) 
may be instituted after the expiration of 2 
years from the date of seizure by or vesting 
in the Alien Property Custodian, as the case 
may be, of the property or interest in respect 
of which relief is sought or from the date 
of enactment of this section, whichever is 
later, but in computing such 2 years there 
shall be excluded any period during which 
there was pending a claim for return pursuant 
to section 9 (a) or 32 hereof. 

“Sec. 34. (a) Any property or interest 
vested in or transferred to the Alien Prop- 
erty Custodian (other than any property or 
interest acquired by the United States prior 
to December 18, 1941), or the net proceeds 
thereof, shall be equitably applied by the 
Custodian in accordance with the provisions 
of this section to the payment of debts owed 
by the person who owned such property or 
interest immediately prior to its vesting in or 
transfer to the Alien Property Custodian. No 
debt claim shall be allowed under this sec- 
tion if it was not due and owing at the time 
of such vesting or transfer, or if it arose 
from any action or transactions prohibited 
by or pursuant to this act and not licensed 
or otherwise authorized pursuant thereto, 
or (except in the case of debt claims acquired 
by the Custodian) if it was at the time of 
such vesting or transfer due and owing to 
any person who has since the beginning of 
the war been convicted of violation of this 
act, as amended, sections 1-6 of the Criminal 
Code (18 U. S. C. 1-6), title I of the act 
of June 15, 1917 (ch. 30, 40 Stat. 217), as 
amended; the act of April 20, 1918 (ch. 59, 
40 Stat. 534), as amended; the act of June 
8, 1934 (ch. 327, 52 Stat. 631), as amended; 
the act of January 12, 1938 (ch. 2, 52 Stat, 
3); title I, Alien Registration Act, 1940 (ch. 
439, 54 Stat. 670); the act ef October 17, 1940 
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(ch. 897, 54 Stat. 1201); or the act of June 
25, 1942 (ch. 447, 56 Stat. 390). Any defense 
to the payment of such claims which would 
have been available to the debtor shall be 
available to the Custodian, except that the 
period from and after the beginning of the 
war shall not be included for the purpose 
of determining the application of any statute 
of limitations. Debt claims allowable here 
under shall include only those of citizens of 
the United States or of the Philippine Islands; 
those of corporations organized under the 
laws of the United States or any State, Terri- 
tory, or possession thereof, or the District 
of Columbia or the Philippine Islands; those 
of other natural persons who are and have 
been since the beginning of the war residents 
of the United States and who have not dur- 
ing the war been interned or paroled pur- 
suant to the Alien Enemy Act (50 U. S. C. 
21); and those acquired by the Custodian. 
Legal representatives (whether or not ap- 
pointed by a court in the United States) or 
successors in interest by inheritance, devise, 
request, or operation of law of debt claimants, 
other than persons who would themselves 
be disqualified hereunder from allowance of 
a debt claim, shall be eligible for payment 
to the same extent as their principals or 
predecessors would have been, 

“*(b) The Custodian shall fix a date or 
dates after which the filing of debt claims 
in respect of any or all debtors shall be 
barred, and may extend the time so fixed, 
and shall give at least 60 days’ notice thereof 
by publication in the Federal Register. In 
no event shall the time extend beyond the 
expiration of 2 years from the date of the 
last vesting in or transfer to the Custcdian 
of any property or interest of a debtor in 
respect of whose debts the date is fixed, 
or from the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, whichever is later. No debt shall be 
paid prior to the expiration of 120 days after 
publication of the first such notice in re- 
spect of the debtor, nor in any event shall 
any payment of a debt claim be made out 
of any property or interest or proceeds in 
respect of which a proceeding pursuant to 
this act for return or for just compensation 
is pending and was instituted prior to the 
expiration of such 120 days. 

“‘(c) The Custodian shall examine the 
claims, and such evidence in respect thereof 
as may be presented to him or as he may 
introduce into the record, and shall make a 
determination, with respect to each claim, 
of allowance or disallowance, in whole or in, 
part. 

„d) Payment of debt claims shall be 
made only out of such money included in, 
or received as net proceeds from the sale, 
use, or other disposition of, any property or 
interest owned by the debtor immediately 
prior to its vesting in or transfer to the 
Alien Property Custodian, as shall remain 
after deduction of (1) the amount of the 
expenses of the Office of Alien Property Cus- 
todian (including both expenses in connec- 
tion with such property or interest or pro- 
ceeds thereof, and such portion as the Cus- 
todian shall fix of the other expenses of the 
Office of Alien Property Custodian), and of 
taxes, as defined in section 36 hereof, paid 
by the Custodian in respect of such property 
or interest or proceeds, and (2) such amount, 
if any, as the Custodian may establish as a 
cash reserve for the future payment of such 
expenses and taxes. If the money available 
hereunder for the payment of debt claims 
against the debtor is insufficient for the sat- 
isfaction of all claims allowed by the Cus- 
todian, ratable payments shall be made in 
accordance with subsection (g) hereof to the 
extent permitted by the money available and 
additional payments shall be made whenever 
the Custodian shall determine that substan- 
tial further money has become available, 
through liquidation of any such property or 
interest or otherwise. The Custodian shall 
not be required through any judgment of 
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any court, levy of execution, or otherwise to 
sell or liquidate any property or interest 
vested in or transferred to him, for the pur- 
pose of paying or satisfying any debt claim. 

ge) If the aggregate of debt claims filed 
as prescribed does not exceed the money from 
which, in accordance with subsection (d) 
hereof, payment may be made, the Custo- 
dian shall pay each claim to the extent 
allowed, and shall serve by registered mail, 
on each claimant whose claim is disallowed 
in whole or in part, a notice of such disal- 
lowance. Within 60 days after the date of 
mailing of the Custodian’s determination, 
any debt claimant whose claim has been 
disallowed in whole or in part may file in the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia a complaint for review 
of such disallowance naming the Custodian 
as defendant. Such complaint shall be 
served on the Custodian. The Custodian, 
within 45 days after service on him, shall 
certify and file in said court a transcript of 
the record of proceedings in the Office of 
Alien Property Custodian with respect to 
the claim in question. Upon good cause 
shown such time may be extended by the 
court. Such record shall include the claim 
as field, such evidence with respect thereto 
as may have been presented to the Custodian 
or introduced into the record by him, and 
the determination of the Custodian with re- 
spect thereto, including any finding made 
by him. The court may, in its discretion, 
take additional evidence, upon a showing 
that such evidence was offered to and ex- 
cluded by the Custodian, or could not reason- 
ably have been adduced before him or was 
not available to him. The court shall enter 
judgment affirming, modifying, or reversing 
the Custodian’s determination, and direct- 
ing payment in the amount, if any, which it 
finds due. 

„) If the aggregate of debt claims filed 
as prescribed exceeds the money from which, 
in accordance with subsection (d) hereof, 
payment may be made, the Custodian shall 
prepare and serve by registered mail on all 
claimants a schedule of all debt claims 
allowed and the proposed payment to each 
claimant. In preparing such schedule, the 
Custodian shall assign priorities in accord- 
ance with the provisions of subsection (g) 
hereof. Within 60 days after the date of 
mailing of such schedule, any claimant con- 
sidering himself aggrieved may file in the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia a complaint for review 
of such schedule, naming the Custodian as 
defendant. A copy of such complaint shall 
be served upon the Custodian and on each 
claimant mamed in the schedule. The 
Custodian, within 45 days after service on 
him, shall certify and file in said court a 
transcript of the record of proceedings in 
the Office of Alien Property Custodian with 
respect to such schedule. Upon good cause 
shown such time may be extended by the 
court. Such record shall include the claims 
in question as filed, such evidence with re- 
spect thereto as may have been presented to 
the Custodian or introduced into the record 
by him, any findings or other determinations 
made by the Custodian with respect thereto, 
and the schedule prepared by the Custodian. 
The court may, in its discretion, take addi- 
tional evidence, upon a showing that such 
evidence was offered to and excluded by 
the Custodian or could not reasonably have 
been adduced before him or was not avail- 
able to him. Any interested debt claimant 
who has filed a claim with the Custodian 
pursuant to this section, upon timely appli- 
cation to the court, shall be permitted to 
intervene in such review proceedings. The 
court shall enter judgment affirming or 
modifying the schedule as prepared by the 
Custodian and directing payment, if any be 
found due, pursuant to the schedule as 
affirmed or modified and to the extent of 
the money from which, in accordance with 
subsection (d) hereof, payment may be 
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made. Pending the decision of the court on 
such complaint for review, and pending final 
determination of any appeal from such deci- 
sion, payment may be made only to an ex- 
tent, if any, consistent with the contentions 
of all claimants for review. 

“*(g) Debt claims shall be paid in the fol- 
lowing order of priority: (1) Wage and salary 
claims, not to exceed $600; (2) claims entitled 
to priority under sections 191 and 193 of title 
31 of the United States Code, except as pro- 
vided in subsection (h) hereof; (3) all other 
claims for services rendered, for expenses in- 
curred in connection with such services, for 
rent, for goods and materials delivered to the 
debtor, and for payments made to the debtor 
for goods or services not received by the 
claimant; (4) all other debt claims. No pay- 
ment shall be made to claimants within a 


- subordinate class unless the money from 


which, in accordannce with subsection (d) 
hereof, payment may be made permits pay- 
ment in full of all allowed claims in every 
prior class. ‘ 

“*(h) No debt of any kind shall be entitled 
to priority under any law of the United States 
or any State, Territory, or possession thereof, 
or the District of Columbia, solely by reason 
of becoming a debt due or owing to the United 
States as a result of its acquisition by the 
Alien Property Custodian. 

“*(1) The sole relief and remedy available 
to any person seeking satisfaction of a debt 
claim out of any property or interest which 
shall have been vested in or transferred to the 
Alien Property Custodian (other than any 
property or interest acquired by the United 
State prior to December 18, 1941), or the pro- 
ceeds thereof, shall be the relief and remedy 
provided in this section, and suits for the 
satisfaction of debt claims shall not be in- 
stituted, prosecuted, or further maintained 
except in conformity with this section: Pro- 
vided, That no person asserting any interest, 
right, or title in any property or interest or 
proceeds acquired by the Alien Property Cus- 
todian, shall be barred from proceeding 
pursuant to this act for the return thereof 
or for just compensation in respect hereof, 
by reason of any proceeding which he may 
have brought pursuant to this section; nor 
shall any security interest asserted by the 
creditor in any such property or interest or 
proceeds be deemed to have been waived 
solely by reason of such proceeding. The 
Alien Property Custodian shall treat all debt 
claims now filed with him as claims filed 
pursuant to this section. Nothing contained 
in this section shall bar any person from the 
prosecution of any suit at law or in equity 
against the original debtor or against any 
other person who may be liable for the pay- 
ment of any debt for which a claim might 
have been filed hereunder. No purchaser, 
lessee, licensee, or other transferee of any 
property or interest from the Alien Property 
Custodian shall, solely by reason of such pur- 
chase, lease, license, or transfer, become Hable 
for the payment of any debt owed by the 
person who owned such property or interest 
prior to its vesting in or transfer to the Alien 
Property Custodian. Payment by the Alien 
Property Custodian to any debt claimant 
shall constitute, to the exent of payment, 
a discharge of the indebtedness represented 
by the claim. 

Sxc. 35. The officer or agency empowered 
to entertain claims under sections 9 (a), 
32, and 34 hereof shall have power to hold 
such hearings as may be deemed necessary; 
to prescribe rules and regulations governing 
the form and contents of claims, the proof 
thereof, and all other matters related to pro- 
ceedings on such claims; and in connection 
with such proceedings to issue subpenas, 
administer oaths, and examine witnesses. 
Such powers, and any other powers conferred 
upon such officer or agency by sections 9 (a), 
32, and 34 hereof may be exercised 
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“Sec. 36. (a) The vesting in or transfer 
to the Alien Property Custodian of any prop- 
erty or interest (other than any property 
or interest acquired by the United States 
prior to December 18, 1941), or the receipt by 
him of any earnings, increment, or proceeds 
thereof shall not render inapplicable any 
Federal, State, Territorial, or local tax for 
any period prior or subsequent to the date 
of such vesting or transfer, nor render appli- 
cable the exemptions provided in title I of 
the Social Security Act with respect to serv- 
ice performed in the employ of the United 
States Government or of any instrumentality 
of the United States. 

“‘(b) The Alien Property Custodian shall, 
notwithstanding the filing of any claim or 
the institution of any suit under this act pay 
any tax incident to any such property or 
interest, or the earnings, increment, or pro- 
ceeds thereof, at the earliest time appearing 
to him to be not contrary to the interest of 
the United States. The former owner shall 
not be liable for any such tax accruing while 
such property, interest, earnings, increment, 
or proceeds are held by the Alien Property 
Custodian, unless they are returned pursuant 
to this act without payment of such tax by 
the Alien Property Custodian. Every such 
tax shall be paid by the Alien Property Cus- 
todian to the same extent, as nearly as may 
be deemed practicable, as though the prop- 
erty or interest had not been vested in or 
transferred to the Alien Property Custodian, 
and shall be paid only out of the property 
or interest, or earnings, increment, or pro- 
ceeds thereof, to which they are incident or 
out of other property or interests acquired 
from the same former owner, or earnings, in- 
crement, or proceeds thereof. No tax lia- 
bility may be enforced from any property or 
interest or the earnings, increment, or pro- 
ceeds thereof while held by the Alien Prop- 
erty Custodian except with his consent. 
Where any property or interest is transferred, 
otherwise than pursuant to section 9 (a) or 
32 hereof, the Alien Property Custodian may 
transfer the property or interest free and 
clear of any tax, except to the exteht of any 
lien for a tax existing and perfected at the 
date of vesting, and the proceeds of such 
transfer shall, for tax purposes, replace the 
property or interest in the hands of the Alien 
Property Custodian. 

e) Subject to the provisions of subsec- 
tion (b) hereof, the manner of computing 
any Federal taxes, including without limita- 
tion by reason of this enumeration, the ap- 
plicability in such computation of credits, 
deductions, and exemptions to which the for- 
mer owner is or would be entitled, and the 
time and manner of any payment of such 
taxes and the extent of any compliance by 
the Custodian with provisions of Federal law 
and regulations applicable with respect to 
Federal taxes, shall be in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury to effectuate this 
section. Statutes of limitations on assess- 
ment, collection, refund, or credit of Federal 
taxes shall be suspended, with respect to any 
vested property or interest, or the earnings, 
increment or proceeds thereof, while vested 
and for 6 months thereafter; but no interest 
shall be paid upon any refund with 
to any period during which the statute of 
limitations is so suspended. 

d) The word “tax” as used in this sec- 
tion shall include, without limitation by 
reason of this enumeration, any property, 
income, excess-profits, war-profits, excise, es- 
tate and employment tax, import duty, and 
special assessment; and also any interest, 
penalty, additional amount, or addition 
thereto not arising from any act, omission, 
neglect, failure, or delay on the part of the 
Custodian. 


le) Any tax exemption accorded to the 
Alien Property Custodian by specific provi- 
sion of existing law shall not be affected 
by this section. 
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“ ‘Sec. 37. The Alien Property Custodian 
may procure insurance in such amounts, 
and from such insurers, as he believes will 
adequately protect him against loss in con- 
nection with property or interests or pro- 
ceeds held by him.” 

Sec, 2. Subdivisions (C) and (D) of section 
32 (a) (2) of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act are hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(C) an individual voluntarily resident at 
any time since December 7, 1941, within the 
territory of such nation, other than a citi- 
zen of the United States or a diplomatic or 
consular officer of a nation with which the 
United States has not at any time since De- 
cember 7, 1941, been at war: Provided, That 
an individual who, while in the territory of 
a nation with which the United States has 
at any time since December 7, 1941, been at 
war, was deprived of life or substantially de- 
prived of liberty pursuant to any law, decree, 
or regulation of such nation discriminating 
against political, racial, or religious groups, 
shall not be deemed to have voluntarily re- 
sided in such territory; or 

“(D) an individual who was at any time 
after December 7, 1941, a citizen or subject 
of a nation with which the United States 
has at any time since December 7, 1941, been 
at war, and who on or after December 7, 
1941, and prior to the date of the enactment 
of this section, was present (other than in 
the service of the United States) in the ter- 
ritory of such nation or in any territory oc- 
cupied by the military or naval forces thereof 
or engaged in any business in any such ter- 
ritory: Provided, That notwithstanding the 
provisions of this subdivision (D), return 
may be made to an individual who, as a con- 
sequence of any law, decree, or regulation of 
the nation of which he was then a citizen or 
subject, discriminating against political, ra- 
cial, or religious groups, has at no time be- 
tween December 7, 1941, and the time when 
such law, decree, or regulation was abro- 
gated, enjoyed full rights of citizenship under 
the law of such nation; or.” 

Sec. 3. The section added to the Trading 
With the Enemy Act by Public Law 382, Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress, is hereby amended by 
inserting “38” after “Src.” 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a second. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a second be con- 
sidered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. The purpose of this bill, 
Mr. Speaker, among other things, is to 
provide machinery for paying the claims 
of American creditors against the former 
owners of property vested in the Alien 
Property Custodian’s Office, vested be- 
cause the property belonged to enemy 
aliens or their allies or their stooges and 
cloaks. At the present time there is 
something like $113,000,000 worth of 
claims filed for American citizens against 
property seized and vested by the Alien 
Property Custodian’s Office. A recent 
decision coming from the district court, 
provides that if any debt claimant 
against that property brings suit it is 
within the power of that claimant to ex- 
haust the entire property to the detri- 
ment of other claimants; that is, the 
claimant would recover upon a “first 
come, first served” basis. Such an ar- 
rangement might preclude other claim- 
ants and is more unjust. The bill before 
‘us provides that the Alien Property Cus- 
todian takes the property and sells it and 
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divides the proceeds equitably among all 
creditors as pari passu, in bankruptcy. 

In addition, this bill provides that the 
Alien Property Custodian shall have au- 
thority to pay taxes. Under present con- 
ditions it is questionable whether he has 
the right to pay taxes. Municipalities, 
States, and the Federal Government 
suffer for the lack of those taxes, as well 
as for lack of payment of penalties added 
to the taxes. 

This bill also provides authority to the 
Alien Property Custodian to insure the 
property that he has under his control. 
It has been stated that the United States 
Government, which is represented by the 
Alien Property Custodian, is a self-in- 
surer, and need not take out insurance. 
Therefore, if some property is destroyed, 
the claimant or claimants against this 
property may be deprived of their right- 
ful dues. Since the property, say, was 
totally burned, the claims cannot attach 
to anything. Since the claimants can- 
not sue’ the vested owner, the United 
States, he is without remedy. 

In addition, thereto, there is set up a 
statute of limitations, 2 years for the 
purpose of filing claims and 2 years for 
the purpose of filing suits. Under the 
old Alien Property Custodian Act after 
the last war there was no statute of limi- 
tations. The result was that that office 
continued for over 20 years. 

The present Alien Property Custodian 
is anxious to wind up his affairs in short 
order and asks, therefore, for this 2-year 
period. ' 

Furthermore, this bill would authorize 
the Alien Property Custodian to set up 
rules and regulations governing the pro- 
cedure of filing claims and the hearing of 
claims in his office. There is an amend- 
ment which would give £ section number 
to Public Law 382 which we passed per- 
mitting the shipment of relief supplies to 
enemy countries. We passed that bill 
which amended the Trading With the 
Enemy Act without any number. This 
bill would provide a number for that 
section. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield, 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under the Alien 
Property Custodian Act following World 
War I how long a period of time did the 
Alien Property Custodian operate in 
winding up his business matters? 

Mr. CELLER. I think he turned over 
eventually this authority to the Depart- 
ment of Justice 4 years ago. He con- 
tinued his activities from the time of the 
ending of the war until the Department 
of Justice took on—after a period ex- 
ceeding 20 years. 

Mr. SPRINGER. In other words, the 
Alien Property Custodian operated for 
more than 20 years following World 
War I. 

Mr. CELLER. Correct. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under this par- 
ticular act the Alien Property Custodian 
will have a 2-year period in which to close 
up all matters. 

Mr. CELLER. At least 2 years’ time 
within which claims must be filed, but 
suitably thereafter he would wind up his 
affairs. 

I may say, Mr, Speaker, that this bill 
was reported out of thé Judiciary Com- 
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mittee unanimously. It has the support 
of the State Department, the Department 
of Justice, the Treasury Department, and 
the Alien Property Custodian’s office. 

Mr. Speaker, I send to the Clerk’s desk 
amendments which will make this bill 
conform to the bill as reported by 

The SPEAKER. That is not the way 
to pass a bill under suspension. There 
is no amendment period; under a motion 
to suspend the rules the bill is reported 
as amended by the Committee. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
this is the situation. This bill, H. R. 
6890, was favorably reported by the Judi- 
ciary Committee. A similar bill was 
presented to the Senate and reported 
with section 33 beginning on line 11, page 
1, stricken out. 

This is a very important bill. It has 
to do largely with the Alien Property 
Custodian. Extensive, and I mean ex- 
tensive, hearings have been held before 
the subcommittee of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee and the full Committee considered’ 
it. All the departments interested are 
in agreement, the Attorney General, the 
War Department, Navy Department, 
everybody; but the Senate committee 
struck out section 33. If we get any- 
thing at this session, therefore, it will not 
be this bill with section 33 included. 

I talked this morning with the Alien 
Property Custodian and with Mr. Cutler, 
the very capable counsel for the Alien 
Custodian, who is very much interested 
in this. 7 

I understood that the gentleman from 
New York would move to pass the bill, 
H, R. 6890, with an amendment to strike 
out section 33. Am I correct? 

= CELLER. The gentleman is cor- 

rect. 
Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Recorp be 
modified so that the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York will read ac- 
cordingly. - 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. My understand- 
ing of the matter is that there was some 
controversy over the first section, which 
is section 33, and that the amendment of 
the gentleman from New York would 
strike that section out, which is the con- 
troversial section. 

Mr. CELLER. It is not controversial 
so far as the Judiciary Committee is 
concerned. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, but there 
was some controversy. 

i Mr. CELLER. There was some ques- 
‘ion. 

Mr. MICHENER. We must take the 
bill without section 33. Every depart- 
ment, including the Justice Department, 
is asking for this legislation. They want 
this passed without 33 if that is neces- 


sary. 
Mr. McCORMACK. That is my 
understanding. 


Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the request of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLER] be modified so that it will be: “I 
move to suspend the rules and pass H. R. 
6890 with amendments,” 
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Mr. CELLER. It is not an amendment 
but several amendments, because if you 
strike out 33 you would have to renumber 
the other sections. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, if section 33 is elimi- 
nated from this bill, then the law as then 
written would give to foreign friendly 
nationals the right to be sued and to sue 
in our courts and have their rights 
adjudicated? 

Mr. CELLER. I may say to the gen- 
tleman that the elimination of section 
33 gives the right to a foreign national to 
sue for the return of his property, either 
in law or in equity. That does not apply 
to an enemy alien, only to a friendly for- 
eign national. That right remains un- 
changed if we eliminate section 33. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Under this bill foreign 
friendly nationals would no longer be 
prohibited from being sued or bringing 
suit in law or equity. 

Mr. CELLER. No. But the court has 
held that the suit cannot result in a 
judgment against the United States. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I merely want to observe that I am very 
sorry myself that this section has been 
stricken from the bill. It is a section 
of great importance if an effective job is 
to be done with regard to German ex- 
ternal assets. That is all I have to say. 
I realize you have to do what you are 
doing, but I regret it very sincerely. 

Mr. CELLER. In the interest of get- 
ting something done, we had to elimi- 
nate it. 

Mr. MICHENER. I think the entire 
committee regrets it. It is a half loaf or 
no loaf at all, and the Alien Property 
Custodian needs as much of this bill as 
he can get now. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
suspending the rules and passing the bill. 

The question was taken; and two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof, the 
rules were suspended, and the bill was 
passed. 

House Resolution 705 was laid on the 
table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


NEW CONFEREES APPOINTED ON 
TERMINAL LEAVE PAY BILL 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the conferees the Chair appointed on the 
terminal-leave pay bill, H. R. 4051, the 
gentlemen from Kentucky [Mr. May], is 
ill. Another conferee on the same bill, 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
Brooxs] is out of the city. I ask unani- 
mous consent that they may be excused 
from serving and that the Chair appoint 
other conferees in their stead. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as 
conferees the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Dunham! and the gentle- 
man from Florida [Mr. SIKES]. 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
tomorrow at 11 o’clock. A 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


SUSPENSION OF THE RULES 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to recognize Mem- 
bers tomorrow to suspend the rules. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


FARMERS’ HOME CORPORATION ACT OF 
1946 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees on 
the bill (H, R. 5991) may have until mid- 
night tomorrow night to file a conference 
report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 


TEMPORARY EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 
FOR VETERANS 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill (S. 
2085) to amend title V of the act entitled 
“An act to expedite the provision of hous- 
ing in connection with the national de- 
fense, and for other purposes,” approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, to author- 
ize the Federal Works Administrator to 
provide needed educational facilities, 
other than housing, to educational insti- 
tutions furnishing courses of training or 
education to persons under title II of the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, 
as amended, with amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That (a) subsection 
(a) of section 502 of the act entitled “An 
act to expedite the provision of housing in 
connection with the national defense, and 
for other purposes,” approved October 14, 
1940, as amended, is amended by striking out 
“this title V,” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“sections 501, 502, and 503 of this title.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 502 of such 
act, as amended, is amended by inserting 
after the word “institutions” the words “or 
for members of faculties (including the 
families of such members) of educational 
institutions furnishing education and train- 
ing to veterans under title II of the Service- 
men's Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended.” 

(c) Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended by inserting after the word “insti- 
tutions” the words “or for members of facul- 
ties (including the families of such mem- 
bers) of educational institutions 
education and training to veterans under 
title II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended.” 

(d) a (e) of section 502 of tuch 
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Sec. 2. Title V of such act, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

“Sec. 604. (a) At any educational institu- 
tion including any educational facility op- 
erated by. the Indian Service where the 
Commissioner of Education shall find that 
there exists or impends an acute shortage 
of educational facilities, other than housing, 
required for persons engaged in the pursuit of 
courses of training or education under title 
II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended, the Federal Works Admin- 
istrator is authorized, upon request of such 
educational institution, to provide such edu- 
cational facilities (1) by the Use or reuse 
(including disassembling, transporting, and 
reerecting) of structures or facilities (includ- 
ing improvements, equipments, materials, or 
furnishings but not including site acquisi- 
tion and preparation or the installation of 
streets and utility mains) under the jurisdic- 
tion or control of any Federal agency which 
are no longer required by such agency and 
which, in the determination of said Admin- 
istrator can be utilized to provide the needed 
educational facilities and which, in the de- 
termination of the War Assets Administrator 
are available for such use or reuse and (2) 
by connecting utilities from buildings to 
mains. Upon request of the Federal Works 
Administrator any Federal agency having 
jurisdiction or control of any such structure 
or facilities may, with the approval of the 
War Assets Administrator, notwithstanding 
any other provisions of law, transfer such 
structures or facilities to the Federal Works 
Administrator, without reimbursement, for 
such use or reuse. Without regard to the 
provisions of any other law, said Administra- 
tor is authorized to transfer to any educa- 
tional institution any educational facilities 
provided for such educational institution 
under this subsection. 

“(b) In carrying out the provisions of this 
section, said Administrator is authorized to 
exercise all the powers contained in sections 
202 (a) and (b) and title III of this act, 
subject to all the limitations contained in 
sections 203 (a) and (b) and title II of 
this act: Provided, That nothing herein shall 
exclude the Indian Service from participation 
in the educational benefits provided by this 
act. 

(e) To carry out the provisions of this 
section, and for administrative expenses in 
connection therewith, any funds made avail- 
able under title II of this act are hereby 
made available, and for such purposes there 
is also authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $100,000,000. 

“(d) Nothing in this section 504 shall affect 
the transfer to the National Housing Admin- 
istrator of any structures or facilities requi- 
sitioned by him pursuant to section 502 (b) 
of this act, for housing for veterans and 
distressed families of servicemen prior to 
any request therefor made by the Federal 
Works Administrator pursuant to the au- 
thority contained in said section 504. 

“(e) Except with respect to contracts pre- 
viously entered into and court proceedings 
then pending, this section shall cease to be 
effective on the last date on which courses of 
education or training may be provided under 
title II of the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended. 

() As used in this act the term ‘educa- 
tional institution’ shall mean (a) any public 
educational institution or (b) any private 
educational institution, no part of the net 
earnings of which shall inure to the benefit 
of any private shareholder or individual. 

“(g) Nothing in this section shall authorize 
the transfer of any property to the Federal 
Works Administrator until the preference to 
veterans provided by section 16 of the Sur- 
plus Property Act of 1944, as amended, has 
been fully satisfied in accordance with its 
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terms; and for the purposes of such section 
16 transfers to such Administrator under this 
section shall not be considered as transfers 
to a Government agency.” 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
a second will be considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this bill is to provide class- 
rooms, dormitories, and other facilities 
for veterans in colleges and universities 
and other nonprofit educational institu- 
tions in the training program under the 
GI bill of rights. 

Our committee held hearings on this 
bill and we found that thousands upon 
thousands of veterans are being turned 
away from schools because they do not 
have classroom and other facilities to 
give them an opportunity to instruct 
these boys. This bill received the unan- 
imous report of our committee and it 
has the support of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, the Office of Education, and the 
representatives of all of the colleges and 
universities of the United States. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is 
this a unanimous report? 

Mr. MANASCO. Yes. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. J 

Mr. McGREGOR. Ijust want tô con- 
cur in the statement madè by my distin- 
guished colleague and add that in the 
various hearings that were held there was 
not a single person or group of persons 
or individuals that appeared against this 
particular legislation.. I concur in this 
statement that it was passed by the 
unanimous vote of our committee. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield fur- 
ther, is this in conflict with any other 
housing legislation? 

Mr. MANASCO, No. : 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. Does the gentleman know 
how soon this money will become avail- 
able? 

Mr. MANASCO. The funds are avail- 
able now. There was $75,000,000 appro- 
priated in the last deficiency bill, and it 
has already been signed by the President. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Does this 
legislation in any way overlap any of 
the other numerous building programs 
that we have appropriated money for? 

Mr. MANASCO. No; it does not. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 
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Mr. WHITTINGTON. Does this em- 
brace the amendment that was adopted 
by the committee? 

Mr. MANASCO, Yes. It protects the 
veterans under the Surplus Property Act. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill S. 2085, as amended? 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONAL ACT OF 1946 


Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S. 
619) to amend the act of June 8, 1936, 
relating to vocational education, so as 
to provide for the further development of 
vocational education in the several States 
and Territories, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act approved 
June 8, 1936, entitled “An act to provide for 
the further development of vocational edu- 
cation in the several States and Territories” 
(49 Stat. 1488, ch. 541), is amended to read 
as follows: 


“SHORT TITLE 


“SECTION 1. This act may be cited as the 
‘Vocational Education Act of 1946.’ 


“DEFINITIONS 


“Sec. 2. As used in this act— 

“(1) the term ‘States and Territories’ 
means the several States, the Territories of 
Alaska and Hawaii, the island of Puerto Rico, 
and the District of Columbia: . 

“(2) the terms ‘State plan’ and ‘State 
board’ shall have the meaning which said 
terms have in the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act: and 

(3) the term ‘Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act’ means the act approved Feb- 
ruary 23, 1917 (39 Stat. 929, ch. 114). 


' “SUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION FOR 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 


“Sec. 3. (a) For the purpose of assisting 
the several States and Territories in the 
further development of vocational education, 
there is authorized to be appropriated for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1946, and 
annually thereafter— 

(1) $10,000,000 for vocational education in 
agriculture, including supervision by the 
vocational agriculture teachers of the activi- 
ties, related to vocational education in agri- 
culture, of the Future Farmers of America 
and the New Farmers of America, to be ap- 
portioned for expenditure in the several 
States and Territories in the proportion that 
their farm population bears to the total farm 
population of the States and Territories, ac- 
cording to the last preceding United States 
census; 

“(2) $8,000,000 for vocational education in 
home economics, to be apportioned for ex- 
penditure in the several States and Terri- 
tories in the proportion that their rural 
population bears to the total rural popula- 
tion of the States and Territories, according 
to the last preceding United States census; 

“(3) 28,000,000 for vocational education 
in trades and industry, to be apportioned 
for expenditure in the several States and 
Territories in the proportion that their non- 
farm population bears to the total nonfarm 
population of the States and Territories, ac- 
cording to the last preceding United States 
census; and 

“(4) $2,500,000 for vocational education in 
distributive occupations, to be apportioned 
for expenditure in the several States and 
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Territories in the proportion that their total 
population bears to the total population of 
the States and Territories, according to the 
last preceding United States census; 

“(b) The funds appropriated under au- 
thority of paragraphs (1) to (4), inclusive, 
of subsection (a) of this section may be used 
for assisting the several States and Terri- 
tories, for the purposes therein specified, in 
the maintenance of adequate programs of 
administration, supervision, and teacher- 
training; for salaries and necessary travel 
expenses of teachers, teacher-trainers, voca- 
tional counselors, supervisors and directors 
of vocational education and vocational guid- 
ance; for securing necessary educational in- 
formation and data as a basis for the proper 
development of programs of vocational edu- 
cation and vocational guidance; for train- 
ing and work-experience training programs 
for out-of-school youth; for training pro- 
grams for apprentices; for purchase or rent 
of equipment and supplies for vocational in- 
struction: Provided, That all expenditures 
for the purposes as set forth in this section 
shall be made in accordance with the State 
plan for vocational education. 

“(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (a), the amount to be available 
for expenditure in any State or Territory shall 
be not less, for any fiscal year, than $40,000 
each for yocational education in agriculture, 
in home economics, and in trades and indus- 
try; $15,000 for vocational education in dis- 
tributive occupations and there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1946, and annually 
thereafter, such additional sums as may be 


needed for the purpose of provid 
minimum amounts. 2 sae ce 


“REQUIREMENTS AS TO MATCHING OF FUNDS 

“Sec. 4. The several States and Territories, 
in order to receive the benefits of this act, 
shall be required to match by State and local 
funds or both 100 percent of the appro- 
priations made under authority of section 3, 


“MAKING OF PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Tre 7 
through the Fiscal Service of the predate 
Department, shall, upon the certification of 
the United States Commissioner of Education, 
pay, in equal semiannual payments, on the 
ist day of July and January of each year, 
to the custodian for vocational education of 
each State and Territory designated in thé 
Smith-Hughes Vocational Educational Act, 
the moneys to which the State or Territory is 
entitled under the provisions of this act. 


“AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR SALARY AND 
EXPENSES OF STATE DIRECTORS 

“Sec. 6, Funds appropriated under author- 
ity of section 3 shall be available, on a pro- 
rated basis determined by the State board, 
for the salary and necessary travel expenses 
of a State director of vocational education 
selected by the State board, in accordance 
with the requirements of the State plan, on 
the basis of his technical and professional 
qualifications, including experience in voca- 
tional education. 


“APPLICABILITY OF SMITH-HUGHES VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION ACT 

“Sec. 7. The appropriations made under 
authority of this act shall be in addition to, 
and shall be subject to the same conditions 
and limitations as, the appropriations made 
to carry out the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act; except that (1) the appropri- 
ations made under authority of this act for 
home economics shall be subject to the con- 
ditions and limitations applicable to the ap- 
propriation for agricultural purposes under 
the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act, 
with the exception of that part of section 10 
thereof which requires directed or supervised 
practice for at least 6 months per year; 
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(2) such moneys as are provided under au- 
thority of this act for trade and industrial 
subjects, and public and other service occu- 
pations, may be expended for part-time 
classes operated for less than 144 hours 
per year; (3) the provisions of section 11 
of the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education 
Act, requiring at least one-third of the sum 
appropriated to any State to be expended for 
part-time schools or classes shall be held to 
include any part-time day-school classes for 
workers 16 years of age and over, and evening- 
school classes for workers 16 years of age and 
over; (4) the appropriations made by this 
act for distributive occupational subjects 
shall be limited to part-time and evening 
schools as provided in the Smith-Hughes Vo- 
cational Education Act, for trade, home eco- 
nomics, and industrial subjects and as quali- 
fied by the provisions of this section; (5) 
preempoyment schools and classes organized 
for persons over 1& years of age or who have 
left the full-time school may be operated for 
less than 9 months per year and less than 
30 hours per week and without the require- 
ment that a minimum of 50 percent of the 
time must be given to shop work on a useful 
or productive basis; and (6) the appropria- 
tions available under section 9 of this act 
shall be available for expenses of attendance 
at meetings of educational associations and 
other organizations and for expenses of con- 
ferees called to meet in the District of Co- 
lumbia or elsewhere, which, in the opinion 
of the Commissioner, are necessary for the 
efficient discharge of the provisions of this 
act. 
“RESTRICTIONS AND CONDITIONS 

“Src. 8. (a) No part of the appropriations 
made under authority of this act shall be 
expended in industrial-plant training pro- 
grams, except such industrial-plant training 
be bona fide vocational training, and not a 
device to utilize the services of vocational 
trainees for private profit. 

“(b) After June 30, 1951; not more than 
10 percent of the amount appropriated for 
each of the purposes specified in section 3 (a) 
shall be used fcr the purchase or acquisition 
of equipment. 

“APPROPRIATIONS FOR OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

“Sec. 9. For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this act there is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated to the Office of Educa- 
tion, Federal Security Agency, for vocational 
education, for the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1937, ahd annually thereafter the sum of 
$350,000, to be expended for the same pur- 
poses and in the same manner as provided in 
section 7 of the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act, as amended October 6, 1917.” 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second will be considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
piece of legislation that I am quite sure 
the entire House is familiar with. It 
expands the program carried on under 
the Smith-Hughes and George-Deen 
Acts. ‘Those acts have been in operation 
for a number of years. We do not mate- 
rially change the basic law of either one 
of these acts. It is principally an in- 
crease in the authorization. The pres- 
ent authorization stands at approxi- 
mately $22,000,000, and this increases it 
to approximately $36,000,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARDEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. In what respect does it 
expand the Smith-Hughes Act? 
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Mr. BARDEN. It authorizes more 
funds. 

Mr. JENSEN. There is no change in 
the method? There is no more control 
than we have had? We just spend more 
money? 

Mr. BARDEN. Absolutely no more 
control. As I said a minute ago, the 
basic law with regard to the present State 
set-up is not changed. 

Mr. JENSEN. Why is it necessary to 
spend more money, to have more money 
appropriated? 

Mr. BARDEN. That is a very appro- 
priate question. It is for the simple 
reason that the program has been such 
a tremendous success throughout the Na- 
tion over many, many years. 

Mr. JENSEN. I will agree with the 
gentleman on that score. 

Mr. BARDEN. The number of those 
enrolling in the schools has been on an 
upward trend. At this time the veterans 
are almost taking over. I have tele- 
grams from virtually every State in the 
Union saying that this number is tre- 
mendously increased, and I have statis- 
tics that I have just gathered showing 
the number of thousands that are now 
taking this training. At the present 
time 165,982 veterans are taking the 
training, and there is a long waiting list. 

Let me give a brief history of this leg- 
islation. Back in February a bill was in- 
troduced in the Senate by Senator 
Georce, S. 619, and one was drawn and 
introduced by me in the House, H. R. 
4384, on the same subject matter. The 
House Committee on Education conduct- 
ed rather extensive hearings on this sub- 
ject and so did the Senate. The Senate 
after its hearings adopted the House bill, 
H. R. 4384, almost verbatim. It cut out a 
few paragraphs, but it otherwise adopted 
the House bill and passed it unanimously 
and sent it to the House. Of course, the 
bill was then referred to the Committee 
on Education. We, having held hearings 
on exactly the same subject matter, did 
not see any necessity for continued hear- 
ings, and this bill was reported out from 
the Committee on Education unanimous- 
ly. I do not think there is one particle 
of controversy over it, because we do not 
affect the set-up as it relates to the 
States. 

Mr. JENSEN. This bill does not come 
in the category of some of the rest of the 
bills that they are now trying to shove 
through the House? 

Mr. BARDEN. I will say to the gentle- 
man that this gentleman is not in the 
habit of indulging in that practice with 
the House. 

Mr. JENSEN. I know the gentleman 
is not. I have a great respect for the 
gentleman. For that reason I shall not 
object to this bill. 

Mr. BARDEN. I might say to the 
gentleman that in 1937 the matching 
started with the Federal Government 
furnishing $2 and the State $1, and it 
went up 5 percent a year. It has now 
reached the 100-percent basis. The 
principal difference between the Senate 
bill and the House bill is that the Senate 
went back to the 50-percent matching 
basis, that is, the Federal Government 
providing $2 and the State $1, and we of 
the Committee on Education in the 
House set it back on a 100-percent 
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matching basis, where the State puts up 
a dollar for every dollar the Federal 
Government puts up. 

Briefly, S. 619 as amended provides 
additional Federal grants-in-aid for the 
purpose of taking care of the expanding 
need and of stimulating the extension of 
the present program in vocational edu- 
cation in the following fields of training, 
particularly in communities not now be- 
ing served: 

(a) Agriculture. 

(b) Home economics. 

(c) Trades and industry. 

(d) Distributive occupations. 

The public vocational schools, in peace- 
time and in wartime, have demonstrated 
their ability to train people for gainful 
and useful employment. The availabil- 
ity of additional funds provided by S. 
619 will make it possible for the public 
vocational schools to make a necessary 
contribution to the Nation’s postwar re- 
conversion program. 

New occupational fields in industry 
requiring new skills, new tools requiring 
the development of other new skills, new 
materials, and new processes will require 
additional vocational and technical 
knowledge and skills. Many of the new 
developments of wartime production 
will be applied to peacetime pursuits if 
there are persons sufficiently trained to 
make the applications to the economy of 
the world of peace. The vocational 
training program is one for both the in- 
school and out-of-school older youth 
group and adults—it is a program of 
aes and retraining and reeduca- 

on. 

At the urgent request of the Future 
Farmers of America and the New Farm- 
ers of America, this bill provides for the 
supervision of their local chapters by the 
teacher of vocational agriculture located 
in that particular school. This require- 
ment is already in the charters of these 
organizations and this has been the ac- 
cepted practice and responsibility of the 
local vocational teacher since the organ- 
ization of the Future Farmers of Amer- 
ica and the New Farmers of America. 
These organizations are for students en- 
rolled in vocational agriculture classes. 
Briefly discussing the Future Farmers of 
America, this organization has a motto 
worth noting, “Learning to do, doing to 
learn, earning to live, and living to 
serve.” This organization has 6,502 local 
chapters and a membership of 204,175 
active members. The teacher of voca- 
tional agriculture serves as local adviser 
to these boys. Two of the officers of this 
national organization appeared before 
the committee and presented some very 
wholesome, typically American philoso- 
phy regarding thrift and work. There 
has been a lot of talking about the Amer- 
ican way of life. This bill provides a way 
to encourage it. This is building and 
doing in the American way by Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr. JENSEN. The main reason for 
asking for the additional appropriation 
is because of the fact that so many vet- 
erans want to take this educational and 
vocational training. 

Mr. BARDEN. That is one thing. 
Another is the natural popular demand 
for it. Another is that in virtually every 
State in the Union they are woefully 
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short of vocational schools. They are 
doing the finest job, I know, and it is 
an inexpensive operation when compared 
with the accomplishments. This will 
provide for more of these schools which 
are operated in connection with the 
established high schools and provide some 
facilities where they are not now acces- 
sible. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BARDEN. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. Is it not true that this 
is not in any sense setting up a new 
program, but merely makes available 
the same program we have had hitherto, 
to a good many districts where they 
either have not taken advantage of it 
or did not previously have the resources 
to take advantage of it? 

Mr. BARDEN. Absolutely. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARDEN. I yield. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I want 
to thank the gentleman and his commit- 
tee for bringing up this bill. It has very 
strong and widespread support in my 
State. I believe, as the people of my 
State believe, that it is very greatly 
needed at the present time in order to 
take care of vocational and educational 
demands. 

Mr. BARDEN. Ithank the gentleman. 
I want to encourage this program by giv- 
ing more funds and more equipment— 
every dollar invested in this program is 
a sound investment backed by the youth 
of America. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. Š 

Mr. Speaker, this bill comes to the 
House, as the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Education has indicated, by a 
unanimous vote of the committee. The 
Smith-Hughes Act has been in effect 
since 1917 and the George-Deen Act since 
1936. The amount of money appro- 
priated under both of those acts is ap- 
proximately $21,000,000 annually. If this 
bill is passed, it will add about $15,000,000 
for the same program now being carried 
on in this country under the two acts 
which I have mentioned. It provides a 
50-50 matching with the States. While 
there were some of us who thought that 
the expansion might be a little more than 
it should be at the present time, never- 
theless I recognized, and I think every 
member of the committee did, that the 
demand on the part of the veterans for 
the program set forth in this proposed 
legislation is so great that it justifies us 
in expanding the program 75 percent of 
the present program in accordance with 
the terms of the bill. I think it is a good 
bill, and I hope it will pass the House 
unanimously. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield one-half minute 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Buck]. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I hope the 
Members will prepare themselves for a 
shock: I am in favor of this expenditure. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
suspending the rules and passing the bill 
as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 


Mr. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


MINERAL LEASING ACT 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill S. 
1236, an act to amend the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, 
in order to promote the development of 
oil and gas on the public domain, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. Y 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE RETORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1236) to amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended, in order to 
promote the development of oil and gas on 
the public domain, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from ‘its amend- 
ments numbered 7, 8, 20, and 21. 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House num- 
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
and 18, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 6, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the language stricken out and omit 
the language inserted; and on page 7 of the 
Senate engrossed bill strike out the matter 
in lines 16 through 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “Act, and (2) any 
production on a lease from an oil or gas 
deposit which was discovered after May 27, 
1941, by a well or wells drilled within the 
boundaries of the lease, and which is de- 
termined by the Secretary to be a new de- 
posit; and (3) any production on or allocated 
to a lease pursuant to an approved unit 
or cooperative agreement from an oil or gas 
deposit which was discovered after May 27, 
1941, on land committed to such agreement, 
and which is determined by the Secretary 
to be a new deposit, where such lease, or a 
lease for which it is exchanged, was included 
in such agreement at the time of discovery, 
or was included in a duly executed and filed 
application for the approval of such agree- 
ment at the time of discovery.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9; That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 9, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
At the end of the matter inserted by the 
House amendment insert a colon and the 
following: “Provided, That the total acreage 
so held in common by two or more persons 
shall not exceed, in the aggregate, an amount 
equivalent to the maximum number of acres 
of the respective kind of minerals allowed 
to any one lessee or permittee under this 
Act.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 18, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
At the end of the matter inserted by the 
House amendment insert a period and add 
the following: “Upon approval of any assign- 
ment or sublease, the assignee or sublessee 
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shall be bound by the terms of the lease to 
the same extent as if such assignee or sub- 
lessee were the original lessee, any conditions 
in the assignment or sublease to the contrary 
notwithstanding.” And the House agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 19; That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 19, and agree 


“to the same with an amendment as follows: 


Restore the language stricken out and omit 
the language inserted. On page 20 of the 
Senate engrossed bill strike out the matter 
in line 24, and on page 21, strike out the mat- 
ter on lines 1 to 4, inclusive, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “limits exist on the 
effective date of this Act, and (2) any pro- 
duction on a lease from an oil or gas deposit 
which was discovered after May 27, 1941, by 
a well or wells drilled within the boundaries 
of the lease, and which is determined by the 
Secretary to be a new deposit; and (3) any 
production on or allocated to a lease pursu- 
ant to an approved unit or cooperative agree- 
ment from an oil or gas deposit which was 
discovered after May 27, 1941, on land com- 
mitted to such agreement, and which is de- 
termined by the Secretary to be a new de- 
posit, where such lease, or a lease for which 
it is exchanged, was included in such agree- 
ment at the time of discovery, or was included 
in a duly executed and filed application for 
the approval of such agreement at the time 
of discovery.” And the House agree to the 
same. 

J. HARDIN PETERSON, 

ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, 

COMPTON I. WHITE, 


Managers on the Part of the House. 


JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
ROBERT F. WAGNER, 
JAMES E. MURRAY, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 1236) to amend the 
Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended, in order to promote the develop- 
ment of oil and gas on the public domain, 
and for other purposes, submit the follow- 
ing statement in explanation of the effect of 
the action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

Amendment No, 1: This amendment 
strikes out a provision of the Senate bill 
which was intended to authorize the leasing 
for oil and gas on certain lands adjacent to 
the Navajo Indian Reservation in New Mexi- 
co. It is the understanding of the con- 
ferees that these lands are already subject to 
leasing by the Secretary of the Interior and 
that the provision of the Senate bill is, ac- 
cordingly, unnecessary. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 2: This amendment cor- 
rects a typographical error. The Senate 
recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 8, 4, and 5: These 
amendments are intended to further effec- 
tuate the purposes of the legislation, namely, 
to provide an incentive for exploration on 
the peripheral areas believed to contain oil 
and gas. Encouragement is needed to stimu- 
late prospecting and the drilling of explora- 
tory wells. The Senate recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 6, 7, and 8: The con- 
ference agreement substitutes for these 
amendments language which clarifies the 
objectives sought to be obtained by the 
amendment and will tend to facilitate ad- 
ministration of these provisions. 

Amendment No. 9: The conference agree- 
ment accepted this amendment with an 
addition which is intended to assure that 
the acreage limitations for holdings under 
the Mineral Leasing Act will not be exceeded 
by individuals. 
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Amendments Nos. 10, 11, and 12: These 
amendments clarify the assignment pro- 
visions of the bill. The Senate recedes. 
Amendment No. 13: The conference agree- 
ment accepts the House amendment with 
an amendment which is intended to assure 


that the assignee will carry out and fulfill 
those obligations important to the develop- 


ment of oil and gas resources which are the 


responsibility of the assignor. - 

Amendment No. 14: This is a technical 
clarifying amendment. The Senate recedes, 

Amendment No. 15: This amendment cor- 
rects a clerical error in the Senate bill. The 
Senate recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 16, 17, and 18: These 
amendments are counterparts of amend- 
ments Nos. 3, 4, and 5, and are disposed of 
by the conference agreement in the same 
manner. : 

Amendments Nos. 19, 20, and 21: These 
amendments are counterparts of amend- 
ments Nos. 6, 7, and 8, and are disposed of 
by the conference agreement in the same 
manner, 

J. HARDIN PETERSON, 

COMPTON I. WHITE, 

ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, 

K. M. LECOMPTE, 

FRANK A. BARRETT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman explain the 
conference report? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill, S. 1236, as now approved by the con- 
ferees is the culmination of long and dil- 
igent work on the part of the Senate and 
House Committees on Public Lands dur- 
ing the last 2 or 3 years. It constitutes 
the first general revision of the oil and 
gas provisions of the Mineral Leasing 
Act since the act of August 21, 1935. The 
changes which have occurred since that 
date have demonstrated the need for the 
general revision of the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act. In the words of Senator 
O’Manoney, in reporting the bill out: 

The bill is designed to stimulate the dis- 
covery of new petroleum reserves; to pro- 
mote the development of oil and gas on the 
some 300,000 square miles of potential oil 
lands of the public domain; to grant incen- 
tives which will bear as their rewards Ameri- 
can leadership in industry and world af- 
fairs. 


When the Senate bill came to the 
House, our cOmmittee requested the De- 
partment of the Interior for additional 
comment on the bill as enacted by the 
Senate. A number of suggestions were 
made to our committee by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior designed to improve 
the language of the bill and to safeguard 
the public interest against possible mis- 
interpretation of some of the language 
contained in the Senate bill. 

Our committee adopted a number of 
amendments in the light of the recom- 
mendations of the Department of the 
Interior, which were incorporated in the 
bill as it passed the House. 

We were happy to find the Senate 
conferees well disposed to accept the 
House amendments, and they will report 
to the Senate, as we did to the House, 
that the Senate recede and concur with 
nearly all of our amendments as de- 
scribed in the report made to the House 
on passage of the bill. Only three 
amendments were changed. 

The conferees on the part of the House, 
finding that there was still some appre- 
hension on the part of the Department 
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of the Interior with respect to three of 
these amendments, met with representa- 
tives of the Department of the Interior, 
and worked out additional language to 
the first two of these amendments. 

It was provided in the bill that two 
or more persons may hold leases as ten- 
ants in common to facilitate exploration 
and development. To safeguard against 
monopoly in the industry, the law has 
always limited the acreage which may 
be held by any one person, and we 
amended the bill so as to require that 
each person holding lands in common 
should be charged with his pro rata share 
of the acreage so held. At the sugges- 
tion of the Department, the conferees 
on the part of the House worked out an 
amendment further providing that the 
aggregate holdings under such arrange- 
ment should not exceed the total per- 
mitted to any one person, and this 
amendment was submitted to the Sen- 
ate conferees, and was accepted by them. 
It is now incorporated in the amendment 
as adopted here today. 

The second of these amendments did 
not meet with the full approval of the 
Department. The amendment was in- 
tended to facilitate the assignment of 
leases in order to relieve the bottleneck 
in the Department of the Interior, which 
has created a backlog of unapproved 
leases and which necessarily tends to 
impede and delay discovery of new pe- 
troleum reserves. The Department was 
fearful that assignments could be so 
conditioned as to relieve assignees from 
some of the obligations of the original 
lessee, and to fully safeguard the Gov- 
ernment and to meet the criticism of the 
Department, the conferees on the part of 
the House drafted an amendment pro- 
viding that upon approval of any assign- 
ment, the assignee must be bound by the 
obligations of the lease to the same ex- 
tent as if he were the original lessee. 
This latter amendment was approved by 
the Department and was accepted by 
the Senate conferees and is now incor- 
porated in the amendments. 

The third and perhaps the most im- 
portant amendment made by the House 
was with respect to clause (2) in sections 
4 and 12 of the bill. The Department, 
as Well as some commentators familiar 
with the oil industry, feared that this 
clause could be so interpreted as to re- 
duce certain royalties on producing fields 
to the detriment of the Reclamation fund 
and the States. 

The House committee, having worked 
closely with the Senate committee in the 
investigation of the problem, realized 
that no such purpose was intended and 
we amended the language on passage of 
the Senate bill in the House. The De- 
partment of the Interior submitted ad- 
ditional modifications of the language in 
clause (2) to further guard against any 
such interpretation, and this modifica- 
tion, divided in two parts as clauses (2) 
and (3), was accepted by the House and 
Senate conferees and is now incorporated 
in the bill. 

In concluding, I desire, on behalf of 
the House committee, to express our ap- 
preciation, for the close and valuable 
cooperation received from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and, also, to the 
clerks in the House and Senate commit- 
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tees for the excellent manner in which 
they arranged and rearranged the many 
suggested amendments to the bill, so as 
to keep before the committees at all times 
during the progress of the work a clear 
picture of the many suggested changes 
necessary to an intelligent and effective 
revision of this complicated law. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise merely to clarify cer- 
tain of the provisions of sections 4 
and 12 of the act. In addition to 
other leases that may be entitled to 
a 12½ -percent royalty, it was intended 
to grant a 1244-percent royalty as an in- 
centive for exploratory wells drilled out- 
side of the known productive limits of a 
field or deposit for the purpose of in- 
creasing development and production on 
the flanks of a known producing struc- 
ture or down structure from the crest of 
a producing oil or gas field. I might state 
that drilling operations under such con- 
ditions, generally speaking, are as big 
a risk as a wholly wildcat operation. For 
the purpose of encouraging new produc- 
tion, it is just as important to encourage 
such operations as it is to promote the 
drilling of ordinary wildcat wells. 


CITIZENS ENGAGED IN CONSTRUCTION 
OF THE PANAMA CANAL 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida submitted 
a conference report and statement on the 
bill (H. R. 3748) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to provide for the recognition of 
the services of the civilian officials and 
employees, citizens of the United States, 
engaged in and about the construction 


— oo Panama Canal,” approved May 29, 


MEDAL OF HONOR TO THE LATE 
WILLIAM MITCHELL 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the House vacate the’ 
proceedings whereby the bill (S. 881) au- 
thorizing the President of the United 
States to award posthumously in the 
name of Congress a Medal of Honor to 
William Mitchell, was amended and read 
the third time and passed on yesterday. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, is 
that the General Mitchell award? 

Mr. SIKES. Yes. I would like to 
state to my distinguished friend that the 
House Military Affairs Committee had 
intended to report a bill providing that 
the medal for General Mitchell be given 
to his son, the namesake of General 
Mitchell, but through an error the bill 
was passed yesterday containing an- 
other name. We did not notice it until 
this morning. We are asking that the 
House vacate its proceedings so that we 
can correct the bill and place General 
Mitchell’s medal in the hands of his son. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Do I understand 
the committee will report the bill in an- 
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other form immediately, or what is the 
plan? 

Mr. SIKES. I will offer an amend- 
ment at this time to correct the situa- 
tion so that the bill can be passed. All 
of us, I believe, realize the importance of 
General Mitchell's great work and we 
want him to be honored accordingly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 881) author- 
izing the President of the United States 
to award posthumously in the name of 
Congress a Medal of Honor to William 
Mitchell. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is 
authorized to award posthumously, in the 
name of Congress, a Medal of Honor to the 
late William Lendrum Mitchell, formerly a 
colonel, United States Army, in recognition 
of his outstanding pioneer service and fore- 
sight in the field of American military avia- 
tion. The President may present such Medal 
of Honor to Mrs. Martin Fladoes, of Milwau- 
kee, Wis., sister of the said William Lendrum 
Mitchell. 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. i 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment offered by Mr. 
Sixes: Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: “That the Presi- 
dent of the United States is requested to 
cause a gold medal to be struck, with suit- 
able emblems, devices, and inscriptions, to 
be presented to the late William Mitchell, 
formerly a colonel, United States Army, in 
recognition of his outstanding pioneer serv- 
ice and foresight in the field of American 
military aviation. 

“Sec. 2. When the medal provided for in 
section 1 of this act shall have been struck 
the President shall transmit the same to 
William Mitchell, Jr., son of the said William 
Mitchell, to be presented to him in the name 
of the people of the United States. 

“Sec. 3. A sufficient sum of money to carry 
this act into effect is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. TALBOT (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) was granted 
permission to extend his own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mrs. LUCE (at the request of Mr. Mar- 
TIN of Massachusetts) was granted per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the 
Recorp and include several excerpts and 
letters. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and include a letter 
from the chairman of the Middletown 
Town Meeting Committee notwithstand- 
ing the fact that the estimate of the 
printer is that it will cost $345. 
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The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding and 
without objection, the extension may be 
made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARRETT of Pennsylvania was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Record on the deploravle registra- 
tion situation in Pennsylvania and in- 
sert a letter which was sent to him. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial 
from the Washington Post of today. 

Mr. HAYS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in two in- 
stances in the Recorp and include a short 
editorial. 

Mr. LINK asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances, in one to in- 
clude some articles written by Ruth 
Kreuger, of the New York Post, foreign 
correspondent on Palestine, and in the 
other to include a resolution. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp on the subject of 
social medicine, including therein a 
statement of an eminent doctor of Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. STEVENSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recor and include a 
statement prepared by him entitled “The 
Stevenson Antidisease Bill Provides Re- 
search for the Cure of Incurable Dis- 
eases.” 


PROGRAM FOR SATURDAY, JULY 27, 1946 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] tell us what bills have been 
scheduled for consideration tomorrow? 
Mr. McCORMACK. There is one bill 
that was not reached today. 

As the Speaker has stated, of course, 
the question of recognition for suspen- 
sion rests with the Speaker, and we al- 
ways respect that, but there are certain 
bills which I would recommend to the 
Speaker that he recognize to be called 
up under suspension of the rules tomor- 
row. In addition to whatever others the 
Speaker has in mind, one I would recom- 
mend is a bill out of the World War Vet- 
erans’ Committee providing automobiles 
for amputees. I have just conferred 


with the gentlewoman from Massachu- - 


setts [Mrs. Rocers], and it is agreeable 
to her that it be brought up under sus- 
pension. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, I 
yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thought that bill was before the 
Rules Committee for consideration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. There is a bill 
coming out of the Committee on World 
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War Veterans’ Affairs relating to Fili- 
pinos who served during the war. 

Then there is a bill that comes out of 
the Committee on the Judiciary in rela- 
tion to establishing a commission with 
reference to the claims of certain com- 
panies. 

There is the bill S. 2127, establishing a 
commission to pass upon Japanese 
claims, create an Evacuation Claims 
Commission under the general supervi- 
sion of the Secretary of the Interior, and 
to provide for the powers, duties, and 
functions thereof. 

That is the tentative program. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is it 
expected to take up the RFC and the 
Philippine loan bills also? 

The SPEAKER. Yes; 
some form. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman know anything about the 
program for next week yet? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Not now. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman is not ready to announce any 
additional program now? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
dispose of the RFC bill and the Philip- 
pine loan bill tomorrow and trusts that 
the members of the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency can get together and- 
agree on a bill that can be called up by 
unanimous consent. Otherwise, the 
Chair will recognize someone to call them 
up under a suspension of the rules. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. We 
can take it pretty much for granted that 
no other matters will be called up under 
suspension so far as the gentleman from 
Massachusetts knows? 

Mr. McCORMACK, That is all I 
know about. On yesterday, I believe, the 
Speaker mentioned something about 
consideration of a Senate amendment to 
the tidelands bill, sending the bill to con- 
ference. I do not know what action will 
be taken on that. 

There is also the matter of whether or 
not the Public Buildings bill will come 
up under a rule, but that has not been 
determined as yet. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Can the 
gentleman tell us when he thinks we will 
be through with legislative matters? 

Mr. MCCORMACK.. I think about the 
latter part of next week. The difficulty, 
of course, in connection with that is the 
exigencies that confront the other body. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 
are those exigencies? 

Mr. McCORMACK. There is legisla- 
tion over there that the Senate has to 
pass upon. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. De Lacy] is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 


AMERICA’S RESPONSIBILITY FOR CIVIL 
WAR IN CHINA 


Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, on 
November 26, 1945, six Members of this 
House introduced identical resolutions 
calling for the immediate withdrawal of 
all troops, transports, and supplies from 


tomorrow in 
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China and urging that America use every 
effort to bring together the contending 
parties there in a representative coali- 
tion government, based upon free elec- 
tions and dedicated to popular land, tax, 
and governmental reforms. 

Although former Ambassador Hurley’s 
angry resignation the next day led to the 
sending of General Marshall to China 
and the announcement by President 
‘Truman of a policy identical in impor- 
tant respects with that urged in our 
resolutions and in my speech, to this day, 
with all the national and international 
interest there is in heading off civil war 
in China, it has proved impossible to get 
hearings on House Resolution 408. 

It is in the hope that airing on this 
floor the extent of America’s responsi- 
bility for the present civil war in China 
may be of some small help in arousing 
the American people to stop our shame- 
ful military intervention against the 
forces of Chinese democracy that I ad- 
dress these words to my colleagues and 
invite participation of other interested 
Members. 


If you are not too sure of your argument— 


The distinguished newspaper colum- 
nist, Marquis Childs, once observed— 


the easiest way to dispose of your opponent 
is to yell Communist. 


Such yells have tended to obscure the 
real nature of the conflict in China. 

In a hush-hush State Department 
document, prepared by its Interim Re- 
search and Intelligence Service, entitled 
“Economy of Communist North China,” 
is to be found an objective assessment by 
hard-headed Americans of the main dif- 
ference between the Kuomintang and 
Communist policies. 


The Kuomintang— 


Says this report—page 13— 
also endorses this principle of “land-to-the- 
toilers” but differs with the Communists as 
to its interpretation. The Kuomin- 
3 which is dominated by big landhold- 

+ * * advocates making more land 
available to the poopie as tenants rather than 
as owners. * * 

The decisive dividing line between the 
Kuomintang and the Communists may be 
drawn between a Kuomintang policy of safe- 
guarding the emoluments of land owner- 
ship and the Communist policy of demand- 
ing enough land to guard the economic secu- 
rity of the peasant. 

The Communists— 


Says this State Department report— 
have clearly identified the Chinese Com- 
munist Party as the party of the peasants. 
Its present program—reduction of rent and 
interest, progressive taxation, assistance to 
production, promotion of cooperatives, and 
institution of popularly elected govern- 
ments—is designed to meet needs felt by the 
peasants and to bring about their participa- 
tion in the solution of their problems (p. 26). 


The Kuomintang and the Communists 
are also at odds on the course each rec- 
ommends for China’s future industrial 
development. Chiang and his official 
family dream of a state-controlled heavy 
industry, run of course, by the present 
corrupt officialdom, with a light con- 
sumers’ goods industry part owned by 
government and part by private Chinese 
capital, to utilize cheap labor and ex- 
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port into world markets to build up 
credits. 

The Communists, according to this 
unpublished State Department report, 
“argue that the Kuomintang policy of 
controlling completely the course of 
economic development will limit foreign 
participation and adversely affect China’s 
industrial growth.” They “consequently 
inveigh against ‘bureaucratic capitalism,’ 
which they contend discourages private 
enterprise and the initiative needed in 
China's further growth”—pages 29-30. 

These conclusions as to the respective 
economic aims of the Chinese Commu- 
nists and the Kuomintang are confirmed 
by Owen Lattimore and Laurence Salis- 
bury, editor of Far Eastern Survey, in 
conversations with me; by Gunther 
Stein, former correspondent in China for 
the Manchester Guardian and the Chris- 
tian Science Monitor; by Lawrence Ros- 
inger, in China’s Crisis, and by Phillip 
Jaffee’s Frontiers in Asia. 

The Kuomintang is thus the party of 
the big Chinese landholder. It resists 
agrarian reform. Proclaiming a neces- 
sary period of party tutelage, the Kuo- 
mintang’s reactionary leadership rejects 
elections, appoints all officials, including 
university professors, and maintains 
three large secret-service systems which 
employ concentration camps, kidnap- 
ings, torture, and murder as political 
weapons. It is now trying to conquer 
Manchuria, which was never previously 
under Kuomintang rule. 

The Chinese Communists, although 
the only other armed group, are not 
alone in opposing Chiang’s dictatorship. 
The Democratic League, composed of six 
minor groups, though not large in mem- 
bership, has great influence among 
China’s professional and intellectual 
class. It demands political liberty, a 
representative coalition government, the 
adoption of a democratic constitution, 
cessation of the civil war, and withdrawal 
of American aid to Chiang and his war- 
makers. 

Two of the leaders of the Democratic 
League were recently assassinated in 
Kunming by Kuomintang gangsters. On 
July 11 Li Kung-po, a liberal writer and 
educator, was shot while out on a walk 
with his wife and children, and on July 
17, Prof. Wen I-tu, of the Southwest 
Associated University, was killed in front 
of the office of Kunming’s Democratic 
Weekly. 

It is not only the Communists, there- 
fore, who are fighting and dying in the 
cause of freedom and progress in China. 
As Prof. J. Spencer Kennard, Jr., teacher 
of history and resident in China for 26 
years, wrote the New York Tribune: 

It is not just Communists who are crying 
imperialism to America’s policies in China, 
but every Chinese patriot of whatever party 
affiliation. I except only the cliques whose 
rule we are now fastening upon a resentful 
people by force of American arms. 


Referring to the anti-civil war dem- 
onstration of 100,000 which swept 
through the streets of Shanghai on June 
23 demanding peace and that America 
get its troops and supplies out of China, 
Professor Kennard said: 


By no stretch of the imagination can 


Communist“ be pinned to the 69-year-old 
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Professor Ma Hsu-lin, formerly of Chekiang 
University, and to the 50-year-old Dr. Lei 
Chieh-chuen, woman professor in Soochow 
University, who headed the delegation ex- 
pressing these demands to Generalissimo 
Chiang Kai-shek and to our American Em- 
bassy. 
The whole world— 


He adds— 
was horrified by the brutality with which 
the hoodlums, incited by the Nanking Gesta- 
po, slugged them and their companions, some 
into unconsciousness. 


On November 28, 2 days after the in- 
troduction of House Resolution 408 and 
10 days before President Truman issued 
his statement on China policy, Kun- 
ming students from 30 schools appealed 
to President Truman. 

Today we witness— 


These students said 
that your Government is practicing various 
policies that entirely transgress the spirit of 
Roosevelt’s Atlantic Charter, annihilate the 
Welfare of the Chinese people, and hinder 
the establishment of a new democratic 
Gains, 

We * * + humbly propose * * * 
that your Government reconsider the policy 
toward China * * evacuate American 
soldiers in China and stop supplying the 
Chinese Government with weapons to carry 
on the civil war. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LACY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman spoke about the Atlantic 
Charter. That was the “four freedoms” 
business, as I remember it. Does the 
gentleman think it is consistent with 
the principles of that Charter for the 
CIO-PAC to charge veterans—accord- 
ing to the letter I put in the Recorp from 
that young man—$5 special assessment 
for propaganda purposes to reestablish 
the OPA and $5 for their campaign to 
organize the South and $2 toward flow- 
ers for Hilman? 

Mr. DE LACY. I think the distin- 
guished gentleman from Michigan is 
well aware that those issues are not in- 
volved in the speech which I am making. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman was talking about the Atlan- 
tic Charter. Does that not apply to all 
Americans? 

Mr. DE LACY. I decline to yield fur- 
ther to the distinguished gentleman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of 
course, if the gentleman thinks it is just 
for foreigners; that is all right, but I 
3 he wanted liberty for the Amer- 
cans. 

Mr. DE LACY. In the same vein, 19 
prominent Chinese professors wrote Gen- 
eral Marshall, expressing their peo- 
ple’s opposition to civil war, urging the 
United States to stop transporting Kuo- 
mintang troops and stop equipping 
them for civil war; demanding that the 
Kuomintang government release all po- 
litical prisoners, punish those who have 
massacred innnocent people, remove its 
reactionaries from office, permit con- 
sideration of the draft constitution writ- 
ten by the All-Party Political Consulta- 
tive Council; and urging America not 
to loan money to the present Chinese 


1946 


Government until it takes the road to 
democratic reform. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield fur- 
ther, I just want to make one other in- 
quiry. Would the gentleman like to have 
a quorum present so that the other Mem- 
bers could hear his remarks? 

Mr. DE LACY. I think the distin- 
guished gentleman will have to follow his 
own best advice in that respect. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not 
want one, but it is just an act of kindness 
on my part, that is all. 

Mr. DE LACY. And only a few days 
ago the calm and powerful voice of Mme. 
Sun Yat-sen appealed to America to stop 
supporting the reactionaries in her broth- 
er-in-law’s government. She warned 
that the Kuomintang leadership, flirting 
with American reactionaries, was gam- 
bling on a war in Asia between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

So the picture in China emerges: On 
the one side a powerful, oppressive, land- 
holding, grafting clique, maintaining it- 
self by terror, by force of arms, and by 
wily anti-Soviet diplomacy; on the other 
side the educators, the intellectuals, the 
liberals among the businessmen, mer- 
chants, and landlords, the peasants, and 
the Communists, demanding political 
liberty, agrarian reform, coalition gov- 
ernment looking to the adoption of a 
basic constitution with government by 
law. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LE LACY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. I have listened to the 
gentleman with interest, and I have not 
yet decided what point the gentleman is 
trying to make. Iam wondering what in- 
terest the people of the United States 
have in the gentleman’s remarks. 

Mr. DE LACY. If the gentleman will 
have a little patience, I think he will un- 
derstand, and I will say to the gentle- 
man that all I can do is to furnish the 
facts as I see them. The gentleman will 
have to interpret them himself. 

Mr. JENSEN. Are we supposed to take 
sides in that fight over there? 

Mr. DE LACY. We have taken sides, 
and I am pointing out how we are taking 
sides. 

Mr. JENSEN. I have been listening 
very attentively and I do not know which 
side the gentleman is supporting. 

Mr, DE LACY. There is no doubt, 
either, as to which side the American 
Government is supporting. Although 
President Truman’s statement of De- 
cember 15 pledged “As China moves 
toward peace and unity, the United 
States would be prepared to assist the 
National Government in every reasonable 
way,” in actual fact, we have continued 
to place vast quantities of arms and sup- 
plies at Chiang’s disposal, and have 
transported not five central government 
armies into Manchuria, as agreed at the 
January 10 meeting under General Mar- 
shall’s guidance, but nine armies, at a 
reported cost to the American taxpayer 
of well over $300,000,000. 

These nine armies, carried into Man- 
churia by American warships are the 
new Sixth, the new First, the Seventy- 
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first, Sixtieth, Ninety-third, Ninety- 
ninth, Fifth, Eleventh, and Fifty-third, 
according to the July bulletin of the 
Committee for a Democratic Far Eastern 
Policy. 

Plans are also under way, this bulletin 
reports, for transporting three more 
Kuomintang Party armies, the Fifty- 
fourth, Forty-third, and Sixteenth, into 
Manchuria or North China. 

Chiang’s government has also had, 
since VJ-day, $602,000,000 in lend-lease. 
This compares with $631,000,000 in lend- 
lease to China before VJ-day. 

The Kuomintang government has 
gotten tremendous quantities of Ameri- 
can military surplus, more than $500,- 
000,000 worth in the India-Burma 
theater, it is reported, including 700 
planes. 

We have also trained and equipped 40 
divisions since VJ-day, as compared to 
the 20 divisions trained and equipped to 
fight the Japs. 

And even UNRRA shipments have been 
distributed to strengthen. Chinese reac- 
tion. As William Newton wrote from 
Yangchow June 7, in an article appear- 
ing in the Washington Daily News: 

Thirteen barge loads of American wheat 
destined for the starving people of Com- 
munist-controlled towns * * * have been 
refused passage * * * by the National 
Government military commander here. 


But the most ironic perversion of all 
is to be found in the conclusion, to which 
we are reluctantly driven, that the chief 
result of General Marshall's labors has 
been to win time for Chiang’s clique to 
pile up supplies and get their armies 
moved into position, by American ships, 
for further fighting. 

Mr. Speaker, there is only one way to 
stop the spreading civil war in China. 
There is only one way to prevent that 
war from involving other powers and 
lighting the flames of another world war. 

We must stop helping one side. We 
must get our troops and our supplies and 
our ships out of China. 

Let the Chinese parties find their own 
natural level of political strength. Then 
Chiang will be compelled to bargain in 
good faith with his opposition. Then he 
will be compelled to make concessions to 
the nearly universal cry in China for 
freedom and economic justice. Then 
there will be hope for a representative 
people’s government, friendly to the 
United States, friendly to the Soviet 
Union, raising its peoples’ living stand- 
ards, making them more able to absorb 
American exports, a great and growing 
market, a flourishing center for world 
trade, a bulwark for world peace. 

The very least we can do here is to 
have hearings even at this late date on 
House Resolution 408, so that all views 
can be heard and the public can be ac- 
quainted with the grave threat which 
China’s civil war and our responsibility 
for feeding its flames present to world 
peace. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LACY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. RAMEY. Just last night I talked 
with Roger Kerr, a soldier just returned 
from China. He informed me that they 


10225 


purchased meals for 60 cents, steak and 
everything. He told of the deplorable 
conditions there. He said right out on 
the street were children being hauled 
away, completely starved. They could 
get no food whatsoever, and the Ameri- 
can boys could not remedy it. There 
was nothing they could do. 

Mr. DE LACY. Yes. I think the gen- 
tleman also knows that until UNRRA was 
recently stopped the relief supplies we 
were contributing were not going to those 
starving people but into the pockets of 
the selfish few. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LACY. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. The gentleman speaks 
about Chiang Kai-shek, the present dic- 
tator in China. As a matter of fact, he 
is closely related to the famous Soong 
family, the great capitalists over there. 
There is little to be expected in the way 
of real democracy in China as long as 
those capitalists and the Soongs domi- 
nate the affairs of China. 

Mr. DE LACY. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE -LACY. I yield. 


GENERAL MARSHALL’S MISSION AND THE CIVIL 
WAR IN CHINA 


Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people placed great hope in 
General Marshall, when he left for China 
early last December. I was a little 
doubtful and desired the appointment of 
General Stillwell or J.atimer. 

I would like to review briefly the cir- 
cumstances under which General Mar- 
shall departed on his mission to assist 
in the democratic unification of China, 
the instructions given him by our Presi- 
dent, and the events which have taken 
place since he undertook his onerous 
duties. ; 

Members of the House will recall that 
when Ambassador Hurley exploded and 
resigned on November 27, 1945, President 
Truman immediately telephoned Gen- 
eral Marshall at his home in Leesburg, 
Va., and asked him to go to China as his 
special envoy “to handle a particular job 
that needs to be done.” On November 
29 the President proclaimed in his press 
conference that General Marshall would 
receive his specific instructions before he 
leaves for China and that these instruc- 
tions would be made public. So on De- 
cember 15, 1946, when General Marshall 
was on his way to China, the President 
issued a public statement on the United 
States policy toward China, which clearly 
declared: 

The United States is cognizant that the 
present National Government of China is a 
one-party government and believes that 
peace, unity, and democratic reform in China 
will be furthered if the basis of this Govern- 
ment is broadened to include other political 
elements in the country. Hence, the United 
States strongly advocates that the national 
conference of representatives of major po- 
litical elements in the country agree upon 
arrangements which would give those ele- 
ments an effective representation in the 
Chinese National Government, It is recog- 
nized that this would require modification 
of the one-party political tutelage established 
as an interim arrangement in the progress of 
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the nation toward democracy by the father 
of the Chinese Republic, Dr. Sun Yat-sen. 

With the institution of a broadly repre- 
sentative government, autonomous armies 
should be eliminated as such and all armed 
forces in China integrated effectively into 
the Chinese National Army. 

As China moves toward peace and unity 
along the lines described above, the United 
States would be prepared to assist the Na- 
tional Government in every reasonable way 
to rehabilitate the country, improve the 
agrarian and industrial economy, and estab- 
lish a military organization capable of dis- 
charging China’s national and international 
responsibilities for the maintenance of peace 
and order. 

In furtherance of such assistance, it would 
be prepared to give favorable consideration 
to Chinese requests for credits and loans un- 
der reasonable conditions for projects which 
would contribute toward the development of 
a healthy economy throughout China and 
healthy trade relations between China and 
the United States. 


It is clear from this public statement 
of policy, which was announced to the 
people of the United States and other 
peoples of the world, that the United 
States considers the Kuomintang one- 
party dictatorship as incompatible with 
peace and unity in China and that there- 
fore such a government must be reor- 
ganized so as to give other political 
parties and groups an effective voice in 
the new democratic coalition. The 
statement also made it clear that the re- 
organization of the Communist and 
Kuomintang Party armies would take 
place upon the institution of a broadly 
represented democratic coalition govern- 
ment, and that loans and credits for 
China would only be considered after the 
establishment of peace and unity in 
China. 

Or December 18 the State Department, 
through Michael J. McDermott, public- 
relations officer, disclosed that it had 
directed the War Department to obtain 
approval from General Marshall, special 
envoy to China, before giving any fur- 
ther assistance to northward-moving 
Chinese Central Government forces. 

The Big Three Conference of Foreign 
Ministers in Moscow announced in a 
night communiqué on December 27 that 
they agreed on “the need for a unified 
and democratic China under the National 
Government, for broad participation by 
democratic elements in all branches of 
the National Government, and for a ces- 
sation of civil strife.” In addition, they 
“reaffirmed their adherence to the policy 
of noninterference in the internal affairs 
of China.” 

And as part of the over-all arrange- 
ment James F. Byrnes and V. M. Mol- 
otov reached an understanding for the 
withdrawal of both American and Rus- 
sian forces from China “at the earliest 
practicable moment consistent with 
the discharge of their obligations and 
responsibilities.” 

Armed with the Truman and Moscow 
statements, together with the unprece- 
dented power vested in him by the State 
and War Departments, General Mar- 
shall succeeded in bringing about a 
truce between the Kuomintang and 
Communist factions on January 10, 1946, 
exactly 19 days since his arrival at 
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Chungking, where he immediately began 
conferences with all political groups. 

On the same day that the truce was 

the Political Consultive Con- 
ference of all political parties and groups 
was called. At the opening session 
Chiang Kai-shek pledged to carry out 
instantly four measures to protect the 
civil rights of the people: 

First. To insure freedom of person, 
of conscience, of publication, and of 
assembly. 

Second. To abrogate secret policy ac- 
tivity, assure that rulings were being 
made under which only proper judicial 
and police authorities would be per- 
mitted to arrest, try, or punish indi- 
viduals. 

Third. Equality of all legal parties be- 
fore the law and their right to open ac- 
tivity within the law. 

Fourth. Release of all political pris- 
oners except traitors and those found to 
have committed definite acts injurious 
to the Republic. 

After 3 weeks of conferences, the PCC 
unanimously came to an agreement on 
the establishment of a democratic coali- 
tion government. The following were 
the principal results of the conference: 

First. It was agreed to set up an in- 
terim government, pending the establish- 
ment of a permanent constitutional gov- 
ernment. This interim government, 
which was to be composed of represent- 
atives of all the major political groups, 
was to be formed through the expansion 
of the state council. 

Second. It was agreed to set up a mul- 
tiparty review committee to revise the 
draft constitution. The new draft was 
to be submitted to a national assembly 
in approximately 2 months. 

Third. Agreement was reached on the 
composition of this national assembly. 
At the same time an understanding was 
reached—outside the formal agree- 
ments—regarding the changes to be 
made in the current draft of the con- 
stitution and these changes, it was also 
agreed would be approved by the na- 
tional assembly. The latter, in other 
words, by common understanding was 
to provide merely a formal method for 
ratification of the new constitution. 

Fourth. Following the adoption of a 
constitution, the interim government 
would give way to a permanent consti- 
tutional government. This new govern- 
ment, it was generally understood, would 
take over in the fall of 1946. 

Fifth. Principals were adopted regard- 
ing the unification and nationalization 
of all armies in China, including a pro- 
gram for gradual demilitarization and 
civilian control. Military reorganization 
was to be conditional upon the carrying 
out of the political agreements. 

Not one of the pledges contained in 
Chiang Kai-shek’s opening speech nor 
one of the provisions of the PCC agree- 
ments has been carried out. On the con- 
trary on every single point the situation 
has worsened. 

The attitude cf Kuomintang leaders in 
sabotaging these pledges and agreements 
is seen not only in assassinations, terrori- 
zation, renewed civil-war provocations, 
and failure to implement the PCC agree- 
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ments, but also in the official position 
of the Kuomintang Party. This point 
has been little understood in the United 
States. 

The central committee of the Kuomin- 
tang was convened, purportedly to ratify 
the PCC agreements, in the middle of 
March. After a 15-day session the cen- 
tral committee announced unanimous 
acceptance of the unity agreements. 
What the Kuomintang failed to publi- 
cize was the fact that these agreements 
had been accepted only after being 
subjected to such drastic amendments 
as to alter their meaning altogether. 

The first change made by the central 
committee was in the terms of the estab- 
lishment of a coalition government as 
worked out by the PCC. The Kuomin- 
tang central committee voted that all 
members of any new government, includ- 
ing non-Kuomintang ones, would have 
to be appointed by the Kuomintang. 
Thus the essence of the one-party dic- 
tatorship, the right to form governments 
and veto any unacceptable candidates, 
was perpetuated. 

The second change was made in the 
procedure of constitution-making. The 
Kuomintang draft constitution prepared 
in 1936 gave dictatorial powers to the 
President between meetings of the na- 
tional assembly, which were to take place 
only once in 3 years and last not more 
than 1 month. It also denied the prin- 
ciple of local self-government. The PCC 
in January agreed to form a special com- 
mittee representative of all groups to re- 
draft the constitution to eliminate all 
such undemocratic features. 

The Kuomintang central committee, 
however, bypassed this agreement as well 
as the PCC agreement to call a new na- 
tional assembly and voted to submit the 
old draft constitution directly to the na- 
tional assembly, which had been hand- 
picked by the Kuomintang 10 years be- 
fore, had never met, and contained a 
large majority of unreconstructed reac- 
tionaries. 

The third change made by the Kuo- 
mintang central committee had to do 
with the reorganization of the Army. 
The original PCC agreement provided 
for the early reduction of the whole Army 
to 90 divisions and a further reduction 
to 60 divisions—48 Kuomintang and 12 
Communist—within a year and a half, 
prior to merging into a single national 
force. 

The central committee decided to 
keep 60 more of its divisions under arms, 
giving it a total of 108 against the Com- 
munists' 12. 

Thus the highest body of the Kuo- 
mintang repudiated the PCC January 
agreements, 

That this sabotage of Chinese unity, 
democracy, and cessation of civil war got 
the official encouragement of the Ameri- 
can Government is clear. 

While the Kuomintang central com- 
mittee was still in session—March 20— 
General Marshall, then in Washington, 
called for a $500,000,000 credit to the 
Chiang Kai-shek government. 

Throughout this period, the United 
States was supplying the Kuomintang 
armies with extensive lend-lease, It was 
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training Kuomintang divistons—40 have 
been trained and equipped by the United 
States since VJ-day in contrast to only 
20 during the war, It was transporting 
Kuomintang armies to north China and 
to Manchuria. American marines were 
on active patrol duty in the north. 
American naval craft and airplanes were 


placed at the disposal of the Kuomin- ` 


tang. 

On June 14 President Truman an- 
nounced the continuation of lend-lease 
to China. 

On June 13, S. 2337 was introduced in 
the Senate and on June 14 the identical 
bill, H. R. 6795, was introduced in the 
House. This administration bill would 

- authorize virtually unlimited military 
aid to China as well as the establishment 
of an extensive United Stetes military 
mission to the Chinese Government. 

In July the Kuomintang was further 
encouraged by passage of the bill au- 
thorizing transfer of an additional 271 
United States Navy vessels to Chiang 
Kai-shek. 

If there was any doubt left in the 
minds of Kuomintang reactionaries as 
to the true intent of American policy it 
was dissipated by the growing official 
American antagonism to the U. S. S. R., 
and by other events in the international 
area all of which confirmed the strong 
antidemocratic and preimperialist ori- 
entation of United States foreign policy. 

We cannot but conclude from all of 
the foregoing that our hopes for the 
successful outcome of General Marshall’s 
mission have been tragically frustrated. 

The present National Government of 
China is still “a one-party government”; 
the basis of this government has not 
Leen “broadened to include other politi- 
cal elements in the country,” and there- 
fore “peace, unity, and democratic re- 
form in China” have not been furthered 
but retarded since General Marshall’s 
arrival in that land. 

The whole program for the peaceful 
development of China, toward unifica- 
tion, democracy, agrarian, and industrial 
reform—which President Truman in- 
structed General Marshall to further— 
has been obstructed and set back by 
American policies in China, 

We must ask ourselves who is respon- 
sible for the tragic failure of the Mar- 
shall mission, from which such great 
gains, both for China and world peace, 
were anticipated. 

It is my conviction, Mr. Speaker, that 
evil forces both ‘in China and in this 
country have taken shameful advantage 
of the Marshall mission to advance their 
private interests at the expense of 
Chinese democracy, American security, 
and world peace. 

Whenever a new crisis has arisen in 
the Chinese situation, General Marshall, 
faithful to his mission, has demanded a 
truce in hostilities. The central govern- 
ment has repeatedly agreed to a truce— 
only to use the lull in fighting to re- 
group and augment its forces for a new 
attack on the Chinese Communists and 
Nanking’s other democratic opponents. 
These same periods of truce have been 
utilized by certain circles in the United 
States to increase and improve the 
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quantity and quality of United States 
aid to the central government. And 
thus, as soon as full advantage has been 
extracted from the successive periods 
of peace in China by the central govern- 
ment and its allies in this country—the 
armies of Nanking have returned to more 
violent and brutal civil warfare. 

This is the tragedy of General Mar- 
shall's failure. It is now, I think, quite 
clear that his mission cannot any longer 
be expected to succeed. The time has 
come to serve notice on the central gov- 
ernment that it can look for no further 
help from the United States until it has 
fundamentally changed its own charac- 
ter, along the lines indicated in the 
President’s statement of last December 
15. The recall of General Marshall, to- 
gether with that of American troops and 
the termination of all American military 
and economic aid to the Nanking gov- 
ernment would constitute such notice. 
Without any reflection either on the good 
intentions or great ability of General 
Marshall, I believe that he can now only 
accomplish his mission, and serve both 
the interests of China and of our own 
country by publicizing his failure and 
returning home. It may well be that by 
such unprecedentedly frank and coura- 
geous action our former Chief of Staff 
would achieve what he has not achieved 
by other means in the furthering of 
Chinese peace and democracy and the 
unification of our great wartime ally. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LACY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Washington. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, in light 
of the present crucial situation in China 
where thousands of our armed forces are 
stationed at present, I think it important 
to review the conduct of our policy on 
military supplies, loans, and credits from 
the United States to China. The differ- 
ences between our words on policy and 
our acts are, I believe, responsible to a 
great degree for the confidence with 
which the present central government is 
spreading the civil war and refusing to 
form a democratic coalition. 

The basic United States policy on these 
matters was laid down by President Tru- 
man in his statement of December 15, 
1945, when he said: 

United States support will not extend to 
United States military intervention to influ- 
ence the course of any Chinese internal strife. 

As China moves toward peace and unity 
along the lines described above, the United 
States would be prepared to assist the 
National Government in every reasonable way 
to rehabilitate the country, improve the 
agrarian and industrial economy, and estab- 
lish a military organization capable of dis- 
charging China’s national and international 
responsibilities for the maintenance of peace 
and order. In furtherance of such assist- 
ance, it would be prepared to give favorable 
consideration to Chinese requests for credits 
and loans under reasonable conditions for 
projects which would contribute toward the 
development of a healthy economy through- 
out China and healthy trade relations be- 
tween China and the United States. 


The practice of American policy has 
been at sharp variance with the above 
statement. It will be noted that with 
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respect to the financial and military aid, 
President Truman established three con- 
ditions, namely: First, that United States 
support would not be used to influence 
the course of the Chinese internal strug- 
gle; second, that United States aid 
would be conditional upon China moving 
toward internal peace and unity; and 
third, that United States credits and 
loans would be granted for specific, not 
general, projects. 

What has happened since the enunci- 
ation of that policy which met with such 
broad approval among the people of the 
United States and China? 

Following VJ-day, lend-lease was can- 
celed to all countries except China, 
which received a special extension of 6 
months. That 6-month period ended in 
March 1946. Yet, it was not until June 
14 that President Truman revealed that 
lend-lease operations to China had con- 
tinued beyond that date and were still 
continuing. Under what authority was 
this further extension carried out? Cer- 
tainly the matter had not come before 
Congress. During the months which 
elapsed between March and June 14, this 
matter was apparently kept secret not 
only from the American people but from 
Members of Congress as well. 

In his June 14 quarterly report on 
lend-lease, President Truman indicated 
that China had received $602,045,000 
since VJ-day to last December 31. If to 
this sum is added funds which are com- 
monly supposed to have been earmarked 
for China lend-lease, though not ex- 
pended at the time of President Tru- 
man’s report, funds amounting to an- 
other two hundred and fifty-million-odd 
dollars, and the amount shipped since 
the first of the year, the total lend-lease 
aid to China after VJ-day considerably 
exceed such aid China received prior to 
the war’s end. 

At the same time, President Truman 
indicated lend-lease operations had vir- 
tually ceased. Informed Washington 
correspondents have indicated that lend- 
lease to China was terminated by June 30 
and infer that this information came 
from official sources. In the July 23 
Herald Tribune, for instance, James E. 
Warner, writing from Washington, re- 
ports that— 

Shipments of arms and ammunition under 
lend-lease to the Chinese National Govern- 
ment forces ceased before June 30, and no 
more will be shipped until Congress approves 
a bill calling for American aid in training a 
unified National-Communist Chinese Army. 


Yet, in the New York Times of July 25, 
a dispatch from Hulutac, Manchuria, by 
Benjamin Welles, asserts that— 

Since the end of April, between 75,000 and 
100,000 tons of American lend-lease have 
been landed for the use of the northeast 
China command. 


The dispatch states further: 


On April 27, the first lend-lease shipment 
arrived and further shipments continued to 
arrive steadily thereafter, both by American- 
manned vessels and also by American-built, 
but Chinese-operated ships. These ship- 
ments covered a wide range of military and 
medical equipment. 


At no place does this dispatch suggest 
that lend-lease shipments have stopped. 
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As all of these lend-lease activities 
have gone exclusively to the Kuomintang 
forces—which, incidentally, were trans- 
ported into Manchuria and North China 
by American planes and ships—how can 
this activity be reconciled with Presi- 
dent Truman’s declaration on December 
15, 1945, that— 

United States support will not extend to 
United States military intervention to in- 
fluence the course of any Chinese internal 
strife? 


How can it be reconciled with the other 
two conditions set down by the Presi- 
dent? How can it be said that lend-lease 
activities have virtually ceased when on- 
the-spot evidence indicates the contrary? 

The same course of action that has 
enabled lend-lease to be used as a tool 
by the Kuomintang forces, charged by 
Mme. Sun Yat-sen this week with fo- 
menting another world war, has been 
followed in the case of loans and credits 
to the Chinese Government. 

On February 7, 1942, a stabilization 
credit of $500,000,000 was granted to the 
Chinese Government by the Export-Im- 
port Bank. An estimated $300,000,000 
of this was unused and available to the 
Chinese on VJ-day. 

During and immediately after the war, 
various Kuomintang officials are said to 
have deposited to their personal accounts 
in the United States an aggregate sum 
estimated to be between one and two bil- 
lion American dollars. The larger part 
of these funds are hidden in various 
dummy corporations, financial syndi- 
cates, and so forth. It is belicved that 
the Treasury Department has pretty ac- 
curate estimates of the exact amount in- 
volved and they show totals near the 
higher estimate. 

The Treasury Department should 
make public the facts and answer these 
questions: First, what happens to money 
advanced to the Chinese Government? 
Second. Why does not the Chinese Gov- 
ernment use the balances in the personal 
accounts of its officials before appealing 
for further credits? And, third, is there 
any point in advancing further funds 
to the Kuomintang regime merely to line 
the pockets of its corrupt officialdom? 

In light of the unused credits available 
to China on VJ-day and the Chinese offi- 
cials’ deposits here, and particularly in 
view of the conditions set by President 
Truman before further aid would be 
granted, it is noteworthy that on March 
20, 1946, General Marshall made a strong 
plea for an additional $500,000,000 credit 
to the Chinese Government. 

At this point the chronology of events 
must be borne in mind. The military 
truce of early January between the Kuo- 
mintang and the Communists had been 
broken long before General Marshall’s 
March 20 appeal for more funds for 
Chiang Kai-shek. Furthermore, the 
central committee of the Kuomintang 
later repudiated the series of agreements 
reached among all Chinese parties at the 
end of January. 

There could have been no doubt as to 
this action by the Kuomintang. If any 
advance warning was needed it was dra- 
matically furnished immediately follow- 
ing the January agreements when the 
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right-wing Kuomintang elements say- 
agely attacked and beat members of the 
Democratic League who were celebrating 
this victory for Chinese democracy. 
These same right-wing elements were 
known to control the Kuomintang cen- 
tral committee. 

The question naturally arises. Why 
at the very time when there were unmis- 
takable signs of a break-down of Chinese 
unity and a return to civil warfare did 
President Truman’s special envoy to 
China give encouragement to one side— 
the Kuomintang—by publicly advocating 
credits under conditions completely dif- 
ferent from those set down in December 
by the President? 

The facts regarding our handling of 
lend-lease aid, loans, and credits to the 
Chinese Government, in direct contra- 
diction to the stated policy of this Gov- 
ernment, are certainly not calculated to 
inspire the people of China, the United 
States, and the rest of the world with 
confidence in our wisdom or diplomatic 
integrity. 

The same pattern of uttering hopeful 
words for unity and democracy in China 
and then turning around to perform 
deeds with the exact opposite results is 
also shaping up in reference to our dis- 
posal of military surpluses in the Pacific. 

Over and above the tremendous 
amount of lend-lease military equipment 
sent exclusively to the Kuomintang 
armies, we have turned over additional 
equipment through surplus disposal. 
And present plans call for a much larger 
deal of the same kind in the near future. 

Immediately after VJ-day practically 
all United States Army equipment in in- 
land China was turned over to the 
Kuomintang. At the same time, much 
equipment was rushed to the China coast. 
Little, if any, of this has been declared 
surplus. United States Army equipment 
on Okinawa—enough to equip 1,000,000 
men—and on other Pacific bases has like- 
wise been withheld from surplus disposal. 

First-hand information from both 
American and Chinese sources indicate 
that the United States Government has 
been working out a deal with the Kuo- 
mintang dictatorship whereby the Chiang 
Kai-shek government will acquire all of 
these military supplies, including what is 
left in the India-Burma area. This 
would be accomplished through the 
granting of an additional five- to six- 
hundred-million-dollar credit—this to be 
in addition to the one Marshall requested 
on March 20. 

One might make excuses for these vari- 
ations from policy were he to take each 
of them individually and separate them 
from the warp and whoof of our entire 
maneuvering in China. But the evidence 
piles up higher and higher to convict 
those responsible for a criminal policy 
of aiding the spread of civil war in China 
and threatening the peace and security 
of our own Nation and the world. 

For instance, how can we explain the 
transfer of naval vessels to China before 
proper congressional authority. On July 
16, 1946, President Truman signed the bill 
authorizing the transfer of 27 naval ves- 
sels to the Chinese Government. Yet, a 
wire dated June 9 from Honolulu to the 
New York Times, reported the arrival of 
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six former United States naval vessels on 
their way to China under Chinese com- 
manders. 5 

This one-sided playing of the military 
and diplomatic games can have nothing 
but disastrous effects for ourselves and 
the people of China. By our overwhelm- 
ing military aid through lend-lease, 
naval and surplus turn-overs to the Kuo- 
mintang armies, we are adding fuel to 
fires of civil war that are ravaging that 
unfortunate land. We are building up 
one side to a strength that encourages 
it to seek a solution by force instead of 
unity to the political crisis that faces that 
country. By our extension of credits and 
military assistance before the Kuomin- 
tang effectuates the political democracy 
it promised, we are declaring to China 
and the world that the statements of 
our President are not to be taken at 
their face value. We are proclaiming our 
active intervention in a boiling, internal 
fight and casting our influence in favor 
of a government that is strongly opposed 
in many quarters in its own country. 

I say this two-faced policy must stop. 
I say our support of civil war must stop 
and the Chinese people must be left to 
find a democratic solution by themselves. 
I say there is no need for 75,000 Ameri- 
can troops in a land where 10,000 were all 
we thought necessary when a major war 
was being fought. We must withdraw 
our troops from China. We must cease 
this mad and entangling financial aid 
that is draining our Treasury to line 
the pockets of corrupt Chinese officials. 
Preside:.t Truman’s enunciated policy of 
December 15, 1945, must be the basis for 
our acts in China. I repeat it so that it 
may stand as a guide to our Nation’s 
actions in the interests of Chinese de- 
mocracy and world peace: 

First. United States support would 
not be used to influence the course of 
China’s internal struggle. 

Second. United States aid would be 
conditional upon China moving toward 
internal peace and unity. 

Third. United States credits and loans 
would be granted for specific, not gen- 
eral, projects. 

Gentlemen, either we return to this 
policy in deeds as well as words or we 
take on ourselves the responsibility for a 
bloody civil war. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. WHITE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances and include cer- 
tain extracts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, 
Hays). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lane] is recognized for 15 
minutes. 


MERRIMACK VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, in the valley 
of the Merrimack River, which runs 
through Massachusetts and New Hamp- 
shire, is the heart of our Nation’s tex- 
tile industry. The city of Lawrence, in 
Massachusetts, has the largest mill de- 
voted to the manufacture of woolen wor- 
steds in the world. 

The industry settled here, because of 
the abundance of cheap water power 


1946 


fed directly to the mills which line the 
banks of the Merrimack. Time, how- 
ever, brought technological changes, and 
the mills now generate most of their own 
power from coal and oil which is hauled 
in from great distances. 

In the early days, the War Department 
made surveys, with a view toward ex- 
tending the navigability of this indus- 
trial river. But the question of navi- 
gability and the question of power, as 
matters of public concern, were too long 
neglected. 

Then, in the spring of 1936, a disas- 
trous flood swept through the valley, 
causing millions of dollars of damage. 
Subsequently, the War Department, in 
cooperation with the States, worked on 
projects to prevent a recurrence of the 
ruinous flood of 1936. 

The people of this valley, noting the 
success of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity, want a similar project for this area. 
Though the TVA is primarily a power 
project, we seek one on the basis of flood 
control, navigability—and cheaper power 
for the farmers and mill workers of the 
Merrimack Valley as a byproduct. 

The Beards, in their history of Amer- 
ica in Midpassage, referring to the sec- 
ond regular session of the Seventy-fifth 
Congress—1938—write: | 

Authorization was given for a system of 
flood-control works extending from the Mer- 
rimack River to the lower Mississippi Valley 
and westward to the basin of the Willam- 
ette. 


During the war, President Roosevelt 
told the Congress that he thought there 
should be more TVA’s. 

The people of the Merrimack Valley 
are thinking in the same manner. 

In conformity with their interest, I 
am introducing the following measure: 

A bill to establish a Merrimack Valley Au- 
thority to provide for unified control and 
resources development on the Merrimack 
River and surrounding region, to promote 
navigation, to prevent floods, to encourage 
family-type farming, to develop the recre- 
ational possibilities and general welfare of 
this area, to strengthen our national defense, 
and for other related purposes. 


Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANE. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. In connection with the 
President’s statement that he thought 
there should be more TVA’s, I wonder if 
the gentleman recalls the very long edi- 
torial in the Times-Herald of this city, 
whose political leanings are well known, 
in which they said that what we needed 
were more TVA's. 

Mr. LAWE. I thank the gentleman 
from Tennessee for his contribution. 

Mr. GORE. I congratulate the dis- 
tinguished and able gentleman for his 
foresight, courage, and vision in intro- 
ducing this measure. If this dream and 
this plan of his come to fruition, it will 
redound to the great benefit of his people, 
As a representative of an area which 
is served by the TVA, I know it has 
served the people well and has been most 
beneficial to them and to the upbuilding 
of that entire region. 

I hope some benefits can be brought to 
the gentleman’s State, and his efforts 
will do much to bring that about. 
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Mr. LANE. I thank the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Bear in mind, that the textile industry 
was attracted to and developed in this 
area by the availability of cheap water 
power. Today, however, that is not the 
case. Some of this power at the head- 
waters is in the control of a private 
monopoly. The rest of the potential 
power in the river is not being utilized 
to provide the cheap energy which will 
cut the operating costs of present in- 
dustries and serve to attract new ones. 

In textile manufacturing, the workers, 
periodically, suffer from lay-offs and 
slack times. To provide economic secu- 
rity on a self-sustaining basis, it is wise 
to encourage family-type farming on a 
small-unit scale, so that the workers may 
be able to tide themselves over these 
gaps in employment. 

This was originally a farming region. 
The countryside is dotted with unused 
farming lands whose impoverished soil 
has been abandoned. If we bring fer- 
tilizer and cheap power within reach of 
the rural districts, we shall help to re- 
vive local small-scale farming as insur- 
ance against the uncertainties of textile 
employment. No less an authority than 
Henry Ford has advocated such a plan. 
Apart from its economic advantages, it 
will bring spiritual and social gains to 
our people. Industrial employment, 
complemented by part-time farming, will 
return to the people some measure of 
the economic independence which they 
have lost, and the individual dignity 
which they have lost to the collectivist 
power of private monopoly. 

As Senator O’Manoney, of Wyoming, 
said: 

What we need is an economic constitu- 
tion just as 160 years ago America needed a 
political constitution. Modern America re- 
quires public management and it requires 
private management. The economy in which 
most men use their own capital and manage 
their own business in their own localities is 
completely different from the interlocking 
combination of capital and industry which 
has raised huge economic empires -controlled 
by a few men who have more power over the 
people than the Government of their choice. 


Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Nr. LANE. I yield. 

Mr. SAVAGE. I just want to say the 
gentleman is certainly advocating some- 
thing that can be of great benefit to his 
people. I have noticed the electric rates, 
for instance, in that part of the country. 
Just at this moment I cannot recall the 
rates in the gentleman’s district, but in 
Pawtucket, for instance, I notice that 
electricity which costs $90, the people in 
my State could buy for $17.50. So if the 
gentleman can help cut the rates to the 
point where his people can use more elec- 
tricity for production, for farming, and 
for homes, he will certainly raise the 
standard of living and the happiness of 
his people. 

Mr. LANE. I thank the gentleman. 
Of course, that is the purpose of filing 
this bill, with the hope in mind that per- 
haps we can get some relief in power and 
electric rates. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. LANE. I yield. 


10229 


Mr. GORE. I would like to point out 
the difference in the cost of electricity 
in the Tennessee Valley area. Before the 
TVA came, the average domestic con- 
sumer used 600 kilowatt-hours of elec- 
tricity per year. That cost an average 
of $35 per consumer. Now the average 
domestic consumer uses almost three 
times that much, 1,780 kilowatts, and he 
gets this three times as much for $2 less. 

Mr. LANE. I thank the gentleman. 
Those figures are very interesting. I 
know the gentleman knows whereof he 
speaks. 

Some measure of Government control 
is necessary. The people must be alert 
to preserve a balance and prevent ex- 
cesses, whether committed by public or 
private managers. 

The interstate waterways properly be- 
long to the people, under State control, 
coordinated by the Federal Government. 
Various Federal agencies, directed from 
Washington, already control various 
aspects of the problem. There is a cer- 
tain hit-and-miss cooperation but no 
uniform control on the spot to secure 
complete and effective utilization of these 
waters in the public interest. 

Flood control is, essentially, a function 
of Government, It also has the right and 
authority to enter upon and undertake 
improvements in and on our rivers, in 
order to make them more navigable. The 
advantages of this for industry, for rec- 
reation and for national defense are too 
obvious for argument. 

In our time, we have gone further. As 
democracy grows, we have had to make 
certain adjustments to safeguard the 
public’s interest. We have come to the 
conclusion that the resources of our wa- 
terways must not be neglected or ex- 
ploited by the few at the expense of the 
many. In 1933, the Congress took the 
first, decisive step in this direction. The 
Tennessee Valley Authority was created 
and was authorized to issue securities; 
to construct dams, reservoirs, power- 
houses, transmission lines, and incidental 
works on the Tennessee River and its 
tributaries; to contract with commercial 
céncerns or produce fertilizers and in- 
gredients; to cooperate with agricultural 
experiment stations and farmers; and to 
produce, distribute, and sell electric 
power to private corporations, individuals, 
States, counties, and municipalities. In 
arranging for the sale of power to private 
concerns for redistribution, the authority 
was required to make sure that the elec- 
trical rates to ultimate consumers were 
reasonable, just, and fair. 

There were individual precedents for 
this consolidated project, scattered from 
the old Muscle Shoals plant to Boulder 
Dam and Alaska. In 1936 the Supreme 
Court decided that Congress had the 
power to construct the Wilson Dam for 
war purposes and other constitutional 
ends and to sell surplus power to the 
Alabama Power Co. 

The TVA began as an experiment. It 
is now an established success. There is 
almost no debate about this project 
among the people of the Tennessee Val- 
ley. Businessmen, labor leaders, farm- 
ers, and consumers agree that it has 
made for a better distribution of power, 
has developed navigation, promoted new 
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industries, and has given fair rates to 
the people. They like the decentraliza- 
tion under which the TVA has put de- 
mocracy to work. Rather than set up a 
bureaucracy of its own, it has used the 
local agencies in the State and in the 
community, the land-grant colleges, the 
Extension Service, and all other inter- 
ested parties, so that there has been a 
true meeting of the minds. State and 
local governments have joined with the 
Federal Government in a common effort 
which has produced an harmonious de- 
velopment of the Valley’s resources. 
Patterned on this, the Merrimack Val- 
ley Authority, which I propose, will cost 
far, far less than the TVA. It will be 
much simpler, embracing portions of 
only two States—New Hampshire and 
Massachusetts. The Merrimack River is 
polluted by industrial and human waste, 
yet it is from this river that some cities 
must take and purify the water for 
drinking purposes. Under a coordinated 
Federal plan which gives voice to the 
States and communities concerned I 
foresee a solution to this part of the over- 
all problem. It will promote the health 
of the people, restore fish life to the river, 
and open up untold recreational oppor- 
tunities for the workers in this valley. 
To extend navigation, to insure flood 
control, to encourage small-scale farm- 
ing by industrial workers, and to reduce 
power rates for all, I ask for the Con- 
gress to approve. the bill which estab- 
lishes the Merrimack Valley Authority. 
A greater diversification of industrial 
activity, attracted by the fullest and 
fairest use of the water-power resources 
of the Merrimack Valley, is an economic 
necessity for this region. 
The key to it is the MVA. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr, ELSTON, for 10 
days, on account of official business. 


RAINEY NOT RAMEY. 


Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I have re- 
ceived not too many phone calls but sev- 
eral that make it necessary perhaps to 
state that my name is not Homer Rainey, 
it is R-A-M-E-Y. 

The retired university president run- 
ning for Governor of Texas is Homer P. 
Rainey not Homer A. RAMEY, 

The reason for this explanation is that 
I am not a carpet-bagger running for 
the governorship of Texas. I love Texas, 
I like to visit Texas, and I admire all the 
gentlemen from Texas in this body, 
However, having been accused of run- 
ning for the governorship of that State 
also that I have been the president of the 
University of Texas and wrote sex books 
may I Say that although I have taught 
school, I have never written a book, I 
know nothing about advanced sex or 
any other kind of sex either in theory or 
in practice. 

Mr.GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 
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Mr. RAMEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. We have every confidence 
that the gentleman from Ohio would be 
very proficient in all fields and subjects. 

Mr. RAMEY. I thank the gentleman. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr, SCHWABE of Missouri asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recor in two instances. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


- A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 


S. 2359. An act to close the Office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and a joint reso- 
lution of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 


H. R. 388. An act to amend section 201 (g) 
of the Nationality Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1138- 
1139; 8 U.S. C. 601); 

H. R. 2091. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims of the United 
States to hear, determine, and render judg- 
ment upon the claim, or claims, of Joseph E. 
Bennett, doing business as Joseph E, Ben- 
nett Co.; 

HF. R. 2192. An act for the relief of Andre 
Dacharry; 

H. R. 3543. An act for the relief of Elmer D. 
Thompson and the legal guardian of James 
‘Thompson; 

H. R. 5311. An act to amend Revised Stat- 
utes, 4921 (U. S. C. A., title 35, Patents, sec. 
70), providing that damages be ascertained 
on the basis of compensation for infringe- 
ment; 

H. R. 5590. An act to provide for the uni- 
form administration of efficiency ratings; 

H. R. 5911. An act to establish an Office of 
Naval Research in the Department of the 
Navy; to plan, foster, and encourage scien- 
tific research in recognition of its paramount 
importance as related to the maintenance 
of future naval power, and the preservation 
of national security; to provide within the 
Department of the Navy a single office, which, 
by contract and otherwise, shall be able to 
obtain, coordinate, and make available to 
all bureaus and activities of the Department 
of the Navy, world-wide scientific informa- 
tion and the necessary services for conduct- 
ing specialized and imaginative research; to 
establish a Naval Research Advisory Com- 
mittee consisting of persons preeminent in 
the fields of science and research to consult 
with and advise the Chief of such Office in 
matters pertaining to research; 

H. R. 6528. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T, Washington; and 

H. J. Res. 305. Joint resolution providing 
for membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 
and authorizing an appropriation therefor. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 162. An act for the relief of Walter S. 
Faulkner; 

S. 496. An act to make it a criminal offense 
for certain escaped convicts to travel from 
one State to another: = 
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S. 1225. An act to authorize the use of the 
funds of any tribe of Indians for insurance 
premiums; 

S. 1477. An act to authorize relief in cer- 
tain cases where work, supplies, or services 
have been furnished for the Government un- 
der contracts during the war; 

S. 1549. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Duane N. Thompson; 

S. 1561. An act to amend the act entitled 
“Compensation for injury, death, or deten- 
tion of employees of contractors with the 
United States outside the United States,” as 
amended, for the purpose of making the 100- 
percent earning provisions effective as of 
January 1, 1942; 

S. 1573. An act for the relief of James H. 
Wilkinson; 

S. 1640. An act to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by the United States of certain real 
property in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1674. An act for the relief of Michael 
Joseph Bennett, a minor; : 

S. 1731. An act for the relief of Lester A. 
Dessez; 

S. 1751. An act for the relief of Wayne 
Parker; 

S. 1880. An act for the relief of the Crosby 
Yacht Building & Storage Co., Inc.; 

S. 1910. An act for the relief of George D. 
King; 

S. 2036. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State of Rhode Island to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a free high- 
way bridge across the Sakonnet River be- 
tween th^ towns of Tiverton and Portsmouth 
in Newport County, R. I; : 

S. 2247. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims against the United 
States caused by vessels of the Navy or in 
the naval service, or for towage or salvage 
services to such vessels, and for other pur- 


es; 

S. 2253. An act to further, amend the act of 
January 16, 1936, as amended, entitled “An 
act to provide for the retirement and retire- 
ment annuities of civilian members of the 
teaching staff at the United States Naval 
Academy and the Postgraduate School, 
United States Naval Academy”; y 

S. 2259. An act to amend the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Act of 1946, for the purpose 
of making a clerical correction; 

S. 2260. An act for the relief of Roy M. 
Davidson; 

S. 2349. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to compro. 
mise and settle claims for damages to prop- 
erty under the jurisdiction of the Navy De- 
partment, and for other p H 

S. 2369. An act for the relief of Col. S. V. 
Constant, General Staff Corps; and 

S. 2405. An act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes, 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRE- 
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
bills and a joint resolution of the House 
of the following titles: 


H. R. 388. An act to amend section 201 (g) 
of the Nationality Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1138- 
1139; 8 U. S. C. 601); 

H. R. 2091. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims of the United 
States to hear, determine, and render judg- 
ment upon the claim, or claims, of Joseph E. 
Bennett, doing business as Joseph E. Bennett 


H. R.2192. An act for the relief of Andre 
Dacharry; 
H. R. 3543. An act for the relief of Elmer 


D. Thompson and the legal guardian of 
James Thompson; 
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H. R. 5311. An act to amend Revised Stat- 
utes 4921 (U. S. C. A., title 35, Patents, sec. 
700), providing that damages be ascertained 
on the basis of compensation for infringe- 
ment; 

H. R. 5590. An act to provide for the uni- 
form administration of efficiency ratings; 

H.R. 5911. An act to establish an Office of 
Naval Research in the Department of the 
Navy; to plan, foster, and encourage scientific 
research in recognition of its paramount im- 
portance as related to the maintenance of 
future naval power, and the preservation of 
national security; to provide within the De- 
partment of the Navy a single office, which, 
by contract and otherwise, shall be able to 
obtain, coordinate, and make available to 
all bureaus and activities of the Department 
of the Navy, world-wide scientific informa- 
tion and the necessary services for conduct- 
ing specialized and imaginative research; to 
establish a Naval Research Advisory Commit- 
tee consisting of persons preeminent in the 
fields of science and research, to consult with 
and advise the Chief of such Office in matters 
pertaining to research; 

H. R. 6528, An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington; and 

H. J. Res. 305, Joint resolution providing 
for membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural tion, 
and authorizing an appropriation therefor. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o'clock and 56 minutes p. m.), under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until tomorrow, Saturday, July 27, 1946, 

- at 11 o’clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

1499. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting drafts of 
proposed provisions pertaining to existing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1947 of the 
Military Establishment of the War Depart- 
ment (H. Doc. No. 747); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

1500. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1947, in the amount of $250,000,- 
000, for the Treasury Department (H. Doc. 
No. 748); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

1501. A letter from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, transmitting re- 
port on the audit of United States Spruce 
Production Corporation for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1945 (H. Doc. No. 750); to the 
Committee or. Expenditurcs in the Executive 
Departments and ordered to be printed. 

1502. A letter from the Director, Office of 
War Mobilization and Reconversion, trans- 
mitting the second report of the Interagency 
Policy Committee on Rubber; to the Com- 
mittee on Agricylture. 


REPORIS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. House Joint Resolution 388. 
Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary 
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of the Treasury to render financial aid to the 
Republic of the Philippines, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2671). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. JARMAN: Committee on Printing. 
House Concurrent Resolution 66. Concur- 
rent resolution authorizing the printing of 
the pamphlet entitled “Manual Explanatory 
of the Privileges, Rights, and Benefits Pro- 
vided for All Persons Who Are, or Have Been, 
Members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States and of Those Dependent Upon Them” 
as a House document, and providing for addi- 
tional copies thereof; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2672). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. JARMAN: Committee on Printing. 
House Concurrent Resolution 163. Concur- 
rent resolution authorizing the printing of a 
revised edition of the Biographical Directory 
of the American Congress up to and including 
the Eightieth Congress; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2673). Referred to the House 
Calendar, 

Mr. HEALY: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. S. 2125. An act to amend the 
act entitled “An act to establish a code of 
law for the District of Columbia,” approved 
March 3, 1901, and the acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2674). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. HEALY: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. S. 2359. An act to close the of- 
fice of the Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2675). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Accounts. 
House Resolution 744, Resolution granting 
6 months’ salary and $250 funeral expenses 
to Mrs. Agnes H. Hartman, mother of Mar- 
tena R. Ambrose, late an employee of the 
House; without amendment (Rept. No. 2676), 
Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. HEALY: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 7114. A bill to amend the 
act entitled “An act to regulate within the 
District of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, 
and ice cream, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved February 27, 1925; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2677). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 


of the Union. 
Mr. HEALY: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 7126. A bill to amend 


section 2 of the act of July 16, 1946 (Pub- 
lic Law 514, 79th Cong.), relating to the 
establishment and operation in the District 
of Columbia of nurseries and nursery schools, 
so as to permit payment of compensation for 
services rendered after June 30, 1946, and 
prior to the enactment of such act; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2678). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 6780. A bill to create an Evacuation 
Claims Commission under the general super- 
vision of the Secretary of the Interior, and to 
provide for the powers, duties, and functions 
thereof, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No, 2679). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on the Public 
Lands. S. 1602. An act to confirm title to 
certain railroad-grant lands located in the 
county of Kern, State of California; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No, 2681). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. HOBBS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 7147. A bill to repeal certain statutes 
relating to the war and emergencies; with 
amendment (Rept. No, 2682). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. FORAND: 

H. R. 7163. A bill to provide annuities un- 
der section 1 (e) of the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to 
certain officers and employees under the age 
of 55; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois:, 

H. R. 7164. A bill to provide equitable re- 
lief to contractors supplying dairy products 
to the armed forces; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LaFOLLETTE (by request) : 

H. R. 7165. A bill to establish a national 
program and policy for full employment and 
full production in a fully democratic society, 
by means of democratically operated produc- 
tion facilities financially assisted by a Fed- 
eral Government lending agency; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MAY: 

H. R. 7166. A bill to establish the Women's 
Army Corps in the Regular Army, in the Of- 
ficers' Reserve Corps, and in the Enlisted 
Reserve Corps, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. ` 

H. R. 7167. A bill to create the Medical 
Service Corps in the Medical Department of 
the Army, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R.7168. A bill to establish the Army 
Nurse Corps, the Dietitian Corps, the Physi- 
cal Therapist Corps, and the Occupational 
Therapist Corps in the Medical Department 
of the Regular Army and in the Officers’ Re- 
serve Corps, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Florida: 

H. R. 7169. A bill to authorize the transfer 
of the Joseph Conrad to the city of St. Peters- 
burg, Fla., for museum purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 

Buy Mr. POWELL: 

H. R. 7170. A bill to amend the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, to provide 
for return of amounts deducted from com- 
pensation in all cases of separation from po- 
sitions within the purview of such act; to 
the Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. RANKIN (by request): 

H. R. 7171. A bill to authorize the payment 
by the Administrator of Veterans“ Affairs of 
the purchase price of automobiles or other 
conveyances purchased by certain disabled 
veterans, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legis- 
lation. 

By Mr. PINERO: 

H. R. 7172. A bill to amend the Organic Act 
of the Virgin Islands of the United States to 
provide for a Resident Commissioner from 
the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FULTON: 

H. R. 7173. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of the Indian Mound National Park 
in the State of Pennsylvania, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. JACKSON: 

H.R. 7174. A bill to amend section 23 of 
the Internal Revenue Code to permit de- 
ductions from gross income by corporations 
that turn over their facilities for a period of 
time to veterans’ organizations; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LANE: 

H. R. 7175. A bill to establish a Merrimack 
Valley Authority to provide for unified water 
control and resource development on the 
Merrimack River and surrounding region in 
the interest of the control and prevention of 
fioods, the promotion of navigation and rec- 
lamatlon of the public lands, the promotion 
of family-type farming, the development of 
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the recreational possibilities, and the promo- 
tion of the general welfare of the area, the 
strengthening of the national defense, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. MCCORMACK: 

H. R. 7176. A bill to authorize the attend- 
ance of the Marine Band at the National En- 
campment of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States to be held in Boston, Mass., 
September 1 to 6, inclusive, 1946; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 

H. Con. Res. 164. Concurrent resolution rel- 
ative to the political situation in Greece; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. EBERHARTER: 

H.R.7177. A bill for the relief of Con- 
stantino Peribolares (also known as Con- 
stantinos Perivolaris or Gust Aspiotes); to 
the Committee on Immigration and Natural- 
ization. * 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 7178. A bill for the relief of Ruby Mui 
Sing Chang Inn; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

H. R. 7179. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Wei- 
Hue Huang Mau; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

H.R.7180, A bill for the relief of Mona 
Florence Ching; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. GRANAHAN: 

H. R. 7181. A bill for the relief of Samuel 
Augenblick; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. LATHAM: 

H. R.7182. A bill for the relief of John 
Schneider and his wife, Elizabeth Schneider; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana: 

H. R.7183. A bill for the relief of H. C. 

Biering; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan: 

H. R. 7184. A bill for the relief of Georgios 
Ecaterinis; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. PATRICK: 

H. R. 7185, A bill for the relief of Moody 
L, Smitherman, Jr., a minor, and Moody L, 
Smitherman; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr, RESA: 

H. R. 7186. A bill for the relief of Emma 
Thompson Martinez; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma: 

H. R. 7187. A bill for the relief of Harry 
Paalberg, Ellen Paalberg, Juta Paalberg, Mina 
Paalberg, Maia Andre, Julianna Altenburn, 
Arvid Kuun, Elenora Kuun, Aime Kuun, Inga 
Kuun, Ulla Kuun, Valdermar Veedam, Lem- 
bit Rheinholm, Paul William Rheinholm, Hei- 
no Alfred Lutts, and Roman Ubaikivi; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

By Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey: 

H. R.7188. A bill for the relief of Carlos 
S. De Marco; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

2127, By Mr. COLE of Missouri: Petition of 
Rev. Tom E. Bray and 32 other citizens of 
Clarksdale, Stewartsville, and St. Joseph, Mo., 
to pass the Voorhis resolution (H. J. Res, 
325), which provides that as long as famine 
conditions exist, no grain shall be allowed for 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


the manufacture of liquor or other nones- 
sential purposes; to the Committee on Ag- 


riculture. 

2128. By Mr. COCK: Petition signed by 
Mr. H. Weiss and other residents of Onondaga 
County, N. V., protesting against the reduc- 
tion in the amount of grain allocated to the 
brewing industry; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

2129. By Mr. VOORHIS of California: Peti- 
tion of Mrs, F. S. Woody and 221 others, all 
citizens of Doniphan, Mo., urging passage 
of legislation by Congress (H. J. Res. 325), 
which would authorize the President and Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to issue directives pre- 
venting the use of grain for beverage pur- 
poses until the world’s food shortage is re- 
lieved; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

2130. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Boston City Council, petitioning considera- 
tion of their resolution with reference to en- 
dorsement of Senate bill 1592; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 


SENATE 
SATURDAY, JULY 27, 1946 
(Legislative day of Friday, July 5, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Dr. James H. Phillips, professor of reli- 
gion, the American University, Washing- 
ton, D. C., offered the following prayer: 


O God, our Heavenly Father, we lift 
voices of prayer to Thee from this place 
hallowed by the events of the past. For 
those decisions which have promoted the 
general welfare of the people of this dear 
land, we give Thee thanks, for Thou art 
the source of all true justice. But we 
do not pray merely because of the past. 
The pressing needs of our time, of this 
day, cause us to turn to Thee in this mo- 
ment of prayer. 

We pray especially for Thy blessing 
upon this body of the people’s represent- 
atives. Sustain them in their many 
tasks with Thy wisdon and courage. 
Whenever the way of decision is not 
plain, speak to them from Thy word: 
“He hath showed thee, O man, what is 
good; and what doth the Lord require 
of thee but to do justly, to love mercy, 
and to walk humbly with thy God.” 

Grant to them at the beginning of 
each day a faith in their countrymen 
that conquers doubt and skepticism, a 
will to do the right that subdues all temp- 
tations, a kindly patience that sweetens 
human fellowship. 

And, in the end, may each one merit 
the approbation of Thy people, “Well 
done, thou good and faithful servant.” 

We ask our prayer in the name of 
Christ, Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Friday, July 26, 1947, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 

APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the President 


of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
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secretaries, and he announced that on 
July 27, 1946, the President had approved 
and signed the act (S. 1516) to amend 
section 12 of the Bonneville Project Act, 
as amended. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 1602. An act to confirm title to certain 
railroad-grant lands located in the county 
of Kern, State of California; and 

S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 
Corps. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

S.191. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the States 
for surveying their hospitals and public- 
health centers and for planning construction 
of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction; and 

S. 881. An act authorizing the President 
of the United States to award posthumously 
in the name of Congress a Medal of Honor to 
William Mitchell. 


The message further announced that 
the House passed the following bills of 
the Senate, severally, with amendments, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 8, 
1936, relating to vocational education, so as 
to provide for the further development of 
vocational education in the several States 
and Territories; 

S. 1636. An act to amend the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 to designate the Department 
of State as the disposal agency for surplus 
property outside the continental United 
States, its Territories and possessions, and 
for other purposes; and 

S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with the national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, to authorize 
the Federal Works Administrator to provide 
needed educational facilities, other than 
housing, to educational institutions furnish- 
ing courses of training or education to per- 
sons under title II of the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act of 1944, as amended. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 6702) to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reac- 
quire such property under the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944. 

The message also further announced 
that the House had passed the following 
bills, joint resolution, and concurrent 
resolution, in which it“ requested the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R.3619. An act for the relief of 
D. Koons; sr 

H. R. 4374. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a minor; 
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H.R.5093. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
Albert Whilden; 

H. R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; 

H. R. 6455. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide books for the adult 
blind; 

H. R. 6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land 
in Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 

H. R. 6899. An act to authorize the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge, or a free 
bridge, across the Ohio River at or near Law- 
renceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; : 

H. R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, Ill., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street in the city of St. Louis, Mo., and a 
point opposite thereto in the city of East 
St. Louis, III.; 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend sec- 
tion 304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits to 
naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War II; 

H. R. 7063. An act to provide for the selec- 
tion fcr elimination and retirement of offi- 
cers of the Regular Army, for the equaliza- 
tion of retirement benefits for members of 
the Army of the United States, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. J. Res.387. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. 
Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; Her- 
bert A. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical di- 
rector, Public Health Service; and Gilbert L. 
Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by France, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang. 


The message also further announced 
that the House had agreed to a concur- 
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 66) au- 
thorizing the printing of the pamphlet 
entitled “Manual Explanatory of the 
Privileges, Rights, and Benefits Provided 
for All Persons Who Are, or Have Been, 
Members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States and of Those Dependent 
Upon Them” as a House document, and 
providing for additional copies thereof. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 26, 1946, he presented to 
the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 


S. 1426. An act to provide for the replan- 
ning and rebuilding of slum, blighted, and 
other areas of the District of Columbia and 
the assembly, by purchase or condemnation, 
of real property in such areas and the sale or 
lease thereof for the redevelopment of such 
area in accordance with said plans; and to 
provide for the organization of, procedure 
for, and the financing of such planning, ac- 
quisition, and sale or lease; and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1466. An act authorizing rehabilitation 
on the island of Guam; and 

S. 2246. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to acquire in fee or otherwise 
certain lands and rights in land on the island 
of Guam, and for other purposes. 
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PETITION 


Mr. CAPPER, presented a petition of 
sundry citizens of the State of Maryland, 
praying for the enactment of Senate bill 
599, to prohibit the advertising of alco- 
holic beverages in periodicals and news- 
papers and over the radio, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on Claims: 

H. R. 1459. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1853); 

H. R. 1887. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Leroy 
A. Robbins; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1854); 

H. R. 5851. A bill for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W. Anderson; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1855); and 

H. R. 6423. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ivan 
B. Hofman; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1856). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

H. R. 43. A bill to safeguard the admission 
of evidence in certain cases; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1857). 

By Mr. ANDREWS, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

S. J. Res. 168. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to prohibit the denial or infringement 
of the inherent right of a citizen to work and 
bargain freely with his employer; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1858). 

By Mr. OVERTON, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

H. R. 6899. A bill to authorize the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge, or a free 
bridge, across the Ohio River at or near Law- 
renceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1859); 

H. R. 6953. A bill authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, III., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street, in the city of St. Louis, Mo., and a 
point opposite thereto in the city of East 
St. Louis, III.; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1860); and 

H. R. 7030, A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River be- 
tween a point in or near the Borough of Tar- 
entum, in the county of Allegheny, and a 
point near the boundary of the city of New 
Kensington and Lower Burrel Township, in 
Westmoreland County, in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1861). 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

S. J. Res. 180, Joint resolution granting per- 
mission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon General 
of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. Dyer, 
Assistant Surgeon General, Public Health 
Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant Surgeon 
General, Public Health Service; Herbert A. 
Spencer, medical director, Public Health 
Service; Vance B. Murray, medical director, 
Public Health Service; and Gilbert L. Dunna- 
hoo, medical director, Public Health Service, 
to accept and wear certain decorations be- 
stowed upon them by France, Cuba, Mexico, 
Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang; without 
amendment. 


AUTHORIZATION TO REPORT A BILL 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, during 


the recess or adjournment of the Senate 
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following today’s session, I ask unani- 
mous consent to file a report on House 
bill 7037, the so-called social-security 
bill, which has been ordered reported 
by the Finance Committee today, 
though it is not quite ready to file. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WHITE. The request covers only 
House bill 7037? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. I have re- 
quested the right to file the report during 
the recess of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. STANFILL: 

S. 2488. A bill to provide fo~ the regulation 
of labor unions, the appointment of fact- 
finding boards, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FERGUSON: 

S. 2489. A pill for the relief of Mrs. Clinton 

R. Sharp; to the Committee on Immigration. 
By Mr. DOWNEY: 

S. 2490. A bill for the relief of Lucy Jeffer- 

son Weil; to the Committee on Civil Service, 
By Mr. WALSH: 

S. 2491. A bill to authorize the attendance 
of the Marine Band at the national encamp- 
ment of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States to be held in Boston, Mass., 
September 1 to 6, inclusive, 1946; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

S. 2492. A bill to extend dependency bene- 
fits to depencents of enlisted personnel of 
the armed forces who enlist or reenlist 
prior to July 1, 1949; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. J. Res. 183. Joint resolution to suspend 
deportation of Indonesians; to the Commit- 
tee on Immigration. 

S. J. Res. 184. Joint resolution further 
amending section 2 of the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, as amended; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON PUB- 
LIC LANDS AND SURVEYS 


Mr. MURDOCK submitted the follow- 
ing resolution (S. Res. 315), which was 
referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof, for the purpose of 
making a study and investigation of any 
matter referred to such committee, is au- 
thorized to hold such hearings, to sit and 
act at such times and places during the ses- 
sions, recesses, and adjourned periods of the 
Senate in the Seventy-ninth Congress, to em- 
ploy such experts, and such clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants. to require by 
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such cor- 
respondence, books, papers, and documents, 
to administer such oaths, to take such testi- 
mony, and to make such expenditures, as it 
deems advisable. The cost of stenographic 
services to report such hearings shall not 
be in excess of 25 cents per hundred words. 
The expenses of the committee under this 
resolution, which shall not exceed $5,000, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
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chairman, and the authority of such com- 
mittee to make expenditures under Senate 
Resolution 281, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
agreed to June 25, 1946, is hereby revoked. 


INVESTIGATION OF USE AND ADMINIS- 
TRATION OF PUBLIC LANDS—INCREASE 
IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 


Mr. McCARRAN submitted the follow- 
ing resolution (S. Res. 316), which was 
referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys: 

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures 
under Senate Resolution 241, Seventy-sixth 
Congress, agreed to May 24. 1940, and Senate 
Resolution 147, Seventy-seventh Congress, 
agreed to September 8, 1941, and Senate Res- 
olution 39, Seventy-eighth Congress, agreed 
to May 24, 1944, and Senate Resolution 18, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, agreed to January 
29, 1945, and Senate Resolution 139, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, agreed to June 19, 1945 (re- 
lating to the investigation of the use and 
administration of public lands), is hereby in- 
creased by $1,500; and the limit of expendi- 
tures of the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, or any subcommittee thereof, un- 
der Senate Resolution 9, agreed to January 
6, 1945, is hereby reduced by $1,500. 


TIME LIMIT ON INSTITUTION OF CERTAIN 
ACTIONS—AMENDMENT 


Mr. WHERRY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 2788) to limit the time 
during which certain actions under the 
laws of the United States may be 
brought, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE— 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. DOWNEY (for himself, Mr. PEP- 
PER, and Mr. TAYLOR) submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by them, 
jointly, to the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 


HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED OR PLACED ON CALENDAR 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tion were severally read twice by their 
titles and referred, or ordered to be 
placed on the calendar, as indicated: 

H. R.1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R.3619. An act for the relief of Harry 
D. Koons; 

H. R. 4374, An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a minor; 

H. R. 5093. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Al- 
bert Whilden; and 

H. R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; to the Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 6455. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide books for the adult 
blind”; to the Committee on the Library. 

H. R. 6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land 
in Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 
to the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys. 

H. R. 6899. An act to authorize the In- 
diana State Toll Bridge Commission to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, 
or a free bridge, across the Ohio River at or 
near Lawrenceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; 
and 
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H. R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, II., its successors and as- 
signs, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll bridge across the Mississippi River at 
or near a point between Delmar Boulevard 
and Cole Street in the city of St. Louis, Mo., 
and a point opposite thereto in the city of 
East St. Louis, III.; to the Committee on 
Commerce, 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend sec- 
tion 304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits to 
naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War I: 

H. R. 7063, An act to provide for the selec- 
tion for elimination and retirement of offi- 
cers of the Regular Army, for the equaliza- 
tion of retirement benefits for members of 
the Army of the United States, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 387. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. 
Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; Her- 
bert A. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical 
director, Public Health Service; and Gilbert 
L. Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by France, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang; 
ordered to be placed on the calendar. 


A DECADE OF PROGRESS FOR PENNSYL- 
VANIA FARMERS—ADDRESS BY SENA- 
TOR GUFFEY 


Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address 
on the subject A Decade of Progress for 
Pennsylvania Farmers, delivered by him to 
& group of farmers in the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, which appears in the Appendix.] 


GOVERNMENT LOANS TO BUSINESS EN- 
TERPRISES—ADDRESS BY HENRY T. 
BODMAN 


[Mr. FERGUSON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address en- 
titled “Government Loans to Business Enter- 
prises,” delivered by Henry T. Bodman, Di- 
rector, Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
at the annual convention of the Michigan 
Bankers Association at Mackinac Island, 
Mich., on June 27, 1946, which appears in the 
Appendix. ] 


OUR EX-PRESIDENTS—ARTICLE BY 
CLARENCE J. ROOT 


[Mr. FERGUSON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Record an article en- 
titled “Our Ex-Presidents,” written by Clar- 
ence J. Root, of Highland Park, Mich., which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


SENATOR SWIFT, OF ALABAMA—ARTICLE 
FROM ALABAMA LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
JOURNAL 


[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “The Senator From Alabama,” pub- 
lished in the Alabama Local Government 
Journal for July 1946, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 


THE FUTURE OF ECONOMIC LIBERALISM— 
ADDRESS BY HON. WENDELL BERGE 
[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an address en- 

titled “The Future of Economic Liberalism,” 
delivered by Hon. Wendell Berge, Assistant 

Attorney General of the United States, at 

the annual meeting of the National Lawyers 

Guild at Cleveland Ohio, on July 6, 1946, 

which appears in the Appendix.] 


AMERICAN LEGION ADDRESS BY LT. GEN, 
GEORGE E. STRATEMEYER 


IMr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina asked 
and obtained leave to have printed in the 
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Recorp an address by Lt. Gen. George E. 

Stratemeyer to the convention of the Ameri- 

can Legion of South Carolina, at Greenville, 

S. C., July 22, 1946, which appears in the 

Appendix.] 

AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
ACT WITH RESPECT TO AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN CARRIERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Kansas that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of House bill 2536, to 
amend the Interstate Commerce Act, 
with respect to certain agreements be- 
tween carriers. 

Mr, REED obtained the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think 
we ought to have a quorum present while 
the motion is being discussed. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hoey Overton 
Andrews Huffman Pepper 
Austin Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Ball Johnston, S. C. Reed 
Barkley Kilgore Revercomb 
Bilbo Knowland Russell 
Burch La Follette Shipstead 
Capper Langer Smith 
Carville Lucas Stanfill 
Connally McCarran Stewart 
Cordon McClellan Swift 
Donnell McFarland Taylor 
Downey McKellar Thomas, Okla, 
Eastland McMahon ‘Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson Magnuson Tunnell 
Fulbright Mead Vandenberg 
George Millikin Wagner 
Gerry Mitchell Walsh 
Green Moore Wheeler 
Guffey Morse Wherry 
Gurney Murdock White 

rt Murray Wiley 
Hawkes Myers Willis 
Hayden O'Daniel Young 
Hill O'Mahoney 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is absent because of illness in 
his family. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. CHAvez] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Typ1ncs] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Brinces], and the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Buck], are 
necessarily absent, 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BusHFreLp], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and 
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the Senator from New Hampshire IMr. 
Tosry), are absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter) is absent on official business, 
being a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-four Senators have answered to 
their names. A quorum is present. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. CARVILLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be excused from 
the Senate for an indefinite period. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 
AMENDMENT OF CIVIL RETIREMENT ACT 

PROVIDING ANNUITIES FOR CERTAIN 

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES—CONFER- 

ENCE REPORT 


Mr. DOWNEY submitted the following 
report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4718) to amend the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to provide 
annuities for certain officers and employees 
who have rendered at least twenty-five years 
of service, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the Senate amendment in- 
sert the following: “That section 1 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof tre following new subsection: 

e) Any officer or employee to whom this 
Act applies who, after having attained the 
age of fifty-five and after having rendered 
at least twenty-five years of service computed 
as prescribed in section 5 of this Act, 

(1) shall have been involuntarily sepa- 
rated from the service not by removal for 
cause on charges of misconduct or delin- 
quency between July 1, 1945, and June 30, 
1947, both dates inclusive; or 

“*(2) shall have been voluntarily sepa- 
rated from the service between such dates 
if such officer or employee had accepted a 
position with a lower rate of basic salary, 
pay, or compensation after having been in- 
voluntarily separated (not by removal for 
cause on charges of misconduct or delin- 
quency) between such dates from a posi- 
tion with a higher rate of basic salary, pay, 
or compensation, and was receiving less than 
such higher rate at the time of his voluntary 
separation, 
shall be paid an immediate life annuity 

ning on the first day of the month 
following the date of final separation from 
the service. Such annuity shall have a 
value to an annuity computed as pro- 
vided in section 4 of this Act reduced by 
one-sixth of 1 per centum for each full month 
any such officer or employee is (A) under 
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the age of sixty years if he has rendered at 
least thirty years of service computed as 
prescribed in section 5 of this Act, or (B) 
under the age of sixty-two years if he has 
rendered less than thirty years of service 
computed as prescribed in section 5 of this 
Act.“ » 
And the Senate agree to the same. 
SHERMAN DOWNEY, 
WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Harry F. BYRD, 
WILLIAM LANGER, 
Txos. C. HART, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate, 
Henry M. JACKSON, 
CARTER MANASCO, 
Leo RAYFIEL, 
Epwarp H. REES, 
Joun W. BYRNES, 
Managers on the Part of the House, 


Mr. DOWNEY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the immediate consideration of 
the conference report. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, the bill 
is now in a form satisfactory to the Sen- 
ate committee on the major point of 
argument between the House and Sen- 
ate. The House gave way, including 
action on the provision making the mini- 
mum age 55, sponsored by the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Harr]. 

I move that the conference report be 
agreed to. 

The report was agreed to. 


AMENDMENT OF REVISED STATUTES PRO- 
VIDING FOR OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 
OF THE PATENT OFFICE—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


Mt. PEPPER submitted the following 
report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4080) to amend section 476, Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C., title 35, sec. 2), providing for ofi- 
cers and employees of the Patent, Office, and 
for other purposes, having met) after full 
and free conference, have to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted by the 
Senate amendment insert the following: 

“That notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 476 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
title 35, sec. 2), the Commissioner of Patents 
is authorized to designate examiners of the 
principal examiner grade or higher, having 
the requisite ability, to serve as examiners 
in chief and such examiners so designated 
shall be fully qualified to act as members 
of the board of appeals constituted by sec- 
tion 482 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
title 35, sec. 7): Provided, That no such ex- 
ammer shall so serve for more than ninety 
days in any calendar year but thereafter 
they shall have authority to act and sign 
decisions and papers necessary to complete 
action on cases heard during such ninety 
days: And provided further, That not more 
than one such examiner shall be among the 
members of the board of appeals hearing an 
appeal. 

“Sec. 2. This Act shall take effect on the 
date of approval and shall expire three years 
after such date.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the title of the bill be amended to 
read as follows: “An Act to authorize the 
Commissioner of Patents to designate exam- 
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iners to serve temporarily as examiners in 
chief.” 


Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
Prank W. BOYKIN, 
Fnrra G. LANHAM, 
FRED A. HARTLEY, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the mi- 
nority was represented on the confer- 
ence, and the conferees were unanimous. 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
Hawkes] is on the floor of the Senate 
now. I move that the conference report 
be agreed to. 

The report was agreed to. 


TRIBUTES TO SENATOR BARKLEY ON HIS 
NINTH ANNIVERSARY AS MAJORITY 
LEADER 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, within the 
last few minutes it has been brought to 
my attention that today marks the ninth 
anniversary of the elevation of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kentucky to the 
leadership of the majority in the Senate. 
I want for this side of the Chamber to 
express our great admiration of this 
leader of the majority. We marvel at 
his intimate knowledge of the legislation 
which has been before the Senate during 
these long years. We appreciate his uni- 
form courtesy. We wish for him every- 
thing worth while in life, save only per- 
manence in the office of majority leader. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, permit 
me to thank the Senator from Maine for 
calling attention to my ninth anniversary 
here as occupant of this seat. I could 
not forego the pleasure of expressing to 
him my deep appreciation of his fine 
memory in calling attention to it, and 
also the uniform courtesy shown to me 
by him and by his colleagues on the other 
side of the Chamber as well as my own 
colleagues on this side of the Chamber 
during these very hectic 9 years. 

Nine years seem a long time to be 
carved out of any man’s life to be victim 
of so many situations as have confronted 
us, but I do deeply appreciate the Sena- 
tor’s reference to that fact and that serv- 
ice, and I am profoundly grateful to all 
my colleagues for the uniform courtesy 
and patience and forbearance with which 
my shortcomings have been overlooked 
and in some measure compensated for 
by their cooperation and sympathy. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I meant 
to say just a word before the able major- 
ity leader spoke, and I hope he will not 
mind another expression from his admir- 
ing colleagues. 

I want to be one of those to join in the 
deserved tribute that has been paid to 
our majority leader by his distinguished 
and friendly opposite number in this 
Chamber. ’ 

I know of no man who could have ex- 
perienced the difficult trials and tribula- 
tions which our able leader has known 
and have equaled him in the good humor 
and the cheerful courage and in the per- 
sistent determination with which he has 
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constantly pursued his great responsibil- 
ities in this body. 

I know of no one who exceeds his 
nimbleness of wit or mind, not only the 
distinguished leader but he is truly the 
gallant and happy warrior of the Senate 
beloved as he is honored by every 
Senator. 

I am sure that every one of us in this 
body is proud that we are led by the able 
Senator from Kentucky, whose immense 
contribution to his times will not only be 
recorded in the affections of his col- 
leagues but on the grateful pages of 
history. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I mar- 
vel at the capacity exhibited by the 
majority leader, and at his great ability. 
I am deeply sympathetic with him be- 
cause of the tremendous load he is carry- 
ing in the Senate, and I want to pay 
tribute to him and to say further that I 
believe every Member of the Senate, on 
both sides of the aisle, has for him a deep 
respect and affection. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, as a new 
Member, one of the younger Members of 
the Senate, I feel that I should not omit 
this opportunity and privilege of ex- 
pressing my high regard for our able and 
beloved leader. At times I have stood in 
amazement at his patience, and his 
knowledge of all the measures that come 
before the Senate. I have heard any 
number of Senators express the senti- 
ment that they simply do not under- 
stand how he is able to familiarize him- 
self in detail with every measure that 
comes before us. 

I wish to say that I have a very sincere 
feeling toward him. I could say that I 
feel toward him almost as if he were my 
father, and if he objects to that, why then 
I will say that I feel toward him as a 
brother. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I accept the Sena- 
tor’s amendment. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I was afraid of that. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator means a 
younger brother. 

Mr. TAYLOR. There are members of 
my immediate family who are old as the 
Senator from Kentucky, so I still can 
feel towards him as a brother. 

Mr. CARVILLE. Mr. President, I wish 
to add my expression of commendation 
of our majority leader. It just occurred 
to me last night that yesterday was the 
anniversary of my first year in the Sen- 
ate. I was sworn in as a Senator 1 year 
ago. I remember meeting our distin- 
guished majority leader on that day, and 
I wish to say for my part, that since that 
day he has been very helpful to me, has 
been very kind to me, and has assisted 
me over many tough spots during my 
year in the Senate. I simply wish to pay 
tribute to him in my capacity, not as the 
baby Senator, but as one of the baby 
Senators. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, as 
one of the junior Senators on this side 
of the aisle I should like to say that I 
have pleasure today in paying tribute to 
the able majority leader. I might say 
that some 32 years ago in the other 
House of Congress my father served 
with the able majority leader, so I speak 
as one of the second generation who has 
served with him in the Halls of Con- 
gress, He is a great leader of the ma- 
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jority and a great citizen of the United 
States. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, as a 
young Member of this body, at least 
young in experience here, if not in years, 
I cannot let this moment pass without 
rising to pay tribute publicly to a man 
who is a Scholar, a gentleman, and a great 
leader. He knows what I think of him 
personally. I first met him at Houston, 
Tex., as he will recall, in 1928. My ad- 
miration for him, although it was great 
at that time has grown steadily through 
the years, and I am pleased to say that 
I think he is the ablest leader the Senate 
has ever had. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself enthusiastically with 
all the tributes that have been paid our 
majority leader. The burden which he 
carries and the work he does is of such 
magnitude as to be beyond my personal 
conception. I do not know how our ma- 
jority leader is consistently able to per- 
form the many tasks as well as he does, 
and with so kindly a spirit and such 
brilliant exhibition of talent. 

Recently I peinted out to a Senator 
that in his 8 years as President, Andrew 
Jackson confronted only four or five 
great emergencies. One was his argu- 
ment with Biddle, of Philadelphia, over 
the National Bank. Another had to do 
with the dispute with South Carolina 
over importation duties of the Federal 
Government. Another involved the 
question of public-land treaties with the 
Indians. There were one or two others. 
I expressed the opinicn that in the Sen- 
ate we have more great complicated 
measures in 1 week than Andrew Jack- 
son dealt with in the entire 8 years. We 
all know that the burden of these meas- 
ures falls principally upon our major- 
ity and minority leaders in the Senate. 

The Senator with whom I was talking 
said, “Yes; but Andrew Jackson did one 
thing which our majority leader has not 
yet done. He killed two men.” I re- 
plied, “That is true; but every week our 
majority leader refrains from killing two 
or three Senators, and I think that is a 
still greater accomplishment.” [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I 
have just learned the occasion for these 
eulogies of the Senator from Kentucky. 
I have had the privilege of serving my 
State for nearly a quarter of a century, 
and I have served under great leaders, 
including the present majority and mi- 
nority leaders. I venture to say that no 
leader of either party in the Senate has 
shown greater skill or greater courtesy 
to an opponent than has the present ma- 
jority leader. It has been a privilege for 
me to sit here and watch him handle 
very difficult and intricate legislation 
with great understanding and ability. 
I would not let this occasion pass with- 
out expressing my admiration for his 
ability, integrity, and industry. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to 
add a word in tribute to the Senator 
from Kentucky. I think the Senator 
from California [Mr. Downey] best 
stated the matter when he said that he 
could not understand how the Senator 
from Kentucky could possess the mental 
and physical strength necessary to per= 
form all the tasks which he does perform, 
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The Senator needs no assurance from 
this side of the aisle of our esteem and. 
affection, and also our very deep regret 
that the Senator from Kentucky holds 
so Many unsound political views that we 
cannot always vote with him, and on 
occasion find it necessary to disagree 
with him. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
again express my deep appreciation for 
these generous words. In proof of my 
effort to be entirely nonpartisan—al- 
though it has nothing to do with this 
particular anniversary—I hope that all 
Senators will find on their desks a little 
pamphlet about Kentucky issued by the 
Republican governor of my State. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, not- 
withstanding our great respect and af- 
fection for the able leader, let me say 
that there are many of us on this side of 
the aisle who do not feel constrained to 
accept the invitation to contribute to 
the Republican Central Committee of 
Kentucky. [Laughter.] 

Mr. O'MAHONEY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, earlier this morning when 
I entered the Chamber, I was immedi- 
ately called out to answer the telephone, 
and so was unable to participate in the 
statements of appreciation of the major- 
ity leader which were being made at that 
time. 

I cannot fail, Mr. President, to make 
a record of my complete agreement with 
what has been said by numerous Sena- 
tors of the remarkable service which has 
been rendered to the Senate of the United 
States and to the people of the country 
by the most able majority leader. 

I have had the opportunity to observe 
the Senate in action for a long period. I 
first came upon the floor of the Senate in 
a minor capacity early in 1917. I have 
seen majority leaders come and go, and 
I know that in all this time the service 
of the Senator from Kentucky has never 
been surpassed. In point of time, of 
course, he has made a completely new 
record; no leader in all history has 
served so long as he has served. We all 
know that no leader in history has had 
heavier burdens than he has had. He 
has discharged all these burdens with 
rare good humor and with rare common 
sense. The result of it all has been that 
over and over again there has been ex- 
hibited by Senators on both sides of the 
Chamber warm and cordial approval of 
the personality and the ability of this 
great statesman from the State of Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. President, I was commenting only 
a few days ago with a group of news- 
papermen and radio commentators that 
frequently the service which public men 
render is overlooked. Of course, in a 
democracy, criticism which is intended 
to improve the public service oftentimes 
has a dominant place in publicity. It 
has always seemed to me that opportu- 
nity to make acknowledgment of actual 
service should not be overlooked. 

Now, Mr. President, my attention has 
been called by one of the radio men to 
the fact that over the Mutual Broad- 
casting System on the evening of July 
20, 1946, the well-known commenator, 
Mr, Albert L. Warner, of the Mutual Sys- 
tem, commented upon the service which 
has been rendered by the senior Senator 
from Kentucky. I ask unanimous con- 
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sent that this brief tribute may be read 
from the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
'TUNNELL in the chair). Without objec- 
tion, the clerk will read, as requested. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


Radio commentators are usually full of 
criticism. I'd like to set a precedent and say 
a few kind words. 

The Senate majority leader, ALBEN BARK- 
LEY, has a balky Senate and, at times, a balky 
President to deal with. But in a tough posi- 
tion, he grows as a legislative leader. His 
unfailing good nature, his unremitting hard 
work, his native sense of justice that insists 
upon giving both sides of every question a 
fair chance, have won him the confidence 
and respect of his colleagues to a remarkable 
degree. A testimony to his standing was the 
reaction in Senate cloak rooms when Mr. 
BanklEr's name was mentioned in the cur- 
rent war-profits investigation. Now, Senate 
cloak rooms are a great place for gossip, but 
in this case the Senators knew their man too 
well for suspicion to come into play. That 
was even before Mr. BAarKLEY’s appearance 
before the committee with his simple dis- 
claimer of any knowledge of the affairs of the 
munitions combine under investigation. 

After his brief testimony to the committee, 
he remarked to reporters with a characteristic 
grin: “Why, I got off easy. Not only they 
didn’t indict me, they didn’t even make me 
put up bail bond.” 

In the early days of his Senate leadership 
Mr. BARKLEY was handicapped by the feud in 
the Democratic Party and his election as 
floor leader with the help of å “Dear ALBEN” 
letter from the late President Roosevelt, 
The phrase “Dear ALBEN” was tossed at him 
as a slur on all occasions, His senatorial 
labors were eclipsed, too, by the brilliance 
of the then Senator James Byrnes, now Sec- 
retary of State, who had an inside trail with 
Mr. Roosevelt and often the New Deal fights 
were led by him. For a long time it was the 
fashion to regard Mr. BARKLEY as a wheel 
horse, but rather dull. Yet over the years he 
has grown steadily to the position of high 
respect in which he is now held. 

His colleagues say that BARKLEY’s genuine 
leadership of the Senate dates from his decla- 
ration of independence from President Roose- 
velt in the famous tax-bill battle in 1944. 
Then he resigned as the Senate’s floor leader 
and was reelected unanimously. And he 
continued to fight for the administration 
thereafter with the same loyalty as ever, a 
loyalty that carries over in his service to 
President Truman. According to Senator 
Tart, of Ohio, it was due only to the adroit 
skill of Senator BARKLEY, of Kentucky, that 
the administration got any kind of a price- 
control bill at all prior to OPA's expiration on 
June 30. And if a compromise acceptable to 
the President comes out of Congress, it will 
be largely due to the patient, graying, bluff- 
jawed ALBEN BARKLEY. 

When things are going well for his legis- 
lation on the Senate floor, Mr. BARKLEY sits 
placidly in his front-row chair, munching 
chewing gum and gazing vacantly in front of 
him. When things go bad, he rises and flails 
the air with his arms like an oak tree in a 
windstorm, and fairly bellows with the vigor 
of his argument, But, in a couple of min- 
utes, a vast store of Barxtey humor that is 
always just below the surface will break out 
in a grin and a joke, and the chances are the 
situation in the Senate is under control 
again. 

A severe test of loyalty confronted Mr. 
Barktey on President Truman's ill-starred 


proposal to draft strikers into the Army. Mr. \ 


BarkKtey’s record is strongly liberal. Yet he 
drove the strike draft measure to a vote and 
calmly registered one of the 13 votes in favor 
of it. “If one vote is going to destroy my 
whole record of 20 years in the Senate,” he 
said calmly, “then so be it.” 

Of his boyhood, in Kentucky, Senator 
Barkley tells me this: “My father was & 
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farmer, and I was the oldest of eight children. 
I did the ordinary work of a farm boy in the 
way of plowing, raising all sorts of crops, 
clearing new grounds, and the like.” 

Senator BARKLEY is still patiently clearing 
legislative ground and raising good crops. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me add that of course, we all recognize 
freedom of speech in this Chamber and 
freedom of comment by the press, and 
by radio commentators. I presented this 
broadcast exactly as it was delivered by 
Mr. Warner over the air, and there is only 
one word in it I would wish to change, the 
word “vacantly.” The Senator from 
Kentucky never “gazed vacantly” in his 
life. 

I wish to say—and I know I speak the 
mind of every Member of the Senate— 
that the intellectual capacity which the 
Senator from Kentucky has brought to 
his tasks upon the floor of the Senate 
has been the primary factor in enabling 
him to master the details of more diverse 
bills than ever have had to be handled 
by any other leader in history. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky knows more about 
the legislation which is passed by this 
body—and I say it without fear of any 
contradiction—than any other Member 
of the body, regardless of whether he be- 
longs to the committees which have 
presented the measures. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank my friend the Senator from 
Wyoming for his very gracious words, 
and, through him to thank Albert War- 
ner for his kind radio comment a few 
nights ago. I did not hear it, and I 
have not seen it. Someone told me 
this morning that Mr. Warner had made 
a very generous comment over the radio, 
but I had not seen it and had not heard 
it. I deeply appreciate not only Mr. 
Warner’s remarks, but what the Senator 
from Wyoming, my good friend, has said 
with reference to my service in the 
Senate. 


DESMARK WRIGHT AND OTHERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1733) for the relief of Desmark Wright: 
the estates of Alberta Wright, Desmark 
Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright 
and Irvin Lee Wright, minors, which 
were, on page 1, line 8, to strike out 
“$2,000” and insert “$1,000”; and on 
page 1, line 9, to strike out “$2,000” and 
insert “$1,500.” 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
shall move that the Senate concur in 
the House amendment. I shall do so 
simply because we are at the close of 
the session of Congress, and not because 
I feel that the amendments are at all 
justified. The bill as it passed the Sen- 
ate, with the amounts authorized in the 
bill, by no means did justice to these 
innocent victims, for whom the Govern- 
ment is responsible. However, in order 
to bring the matter to a conclusion and 
avoid further delay until the next session 
of Congress, I move that the Senate con- 
cur in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY OUT- 
SIDE THE UNITED STATES 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
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House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1636) to amend the Surpus Property Act 
of 1944 to designate the Department of 
State as the disposal agency for surplus 
property outside the continental United 
States, its Territories and possessions, 
and for other purposes, which were, on 
page 3, lines 3 and 4, to strike out “in- 
tangible rights, or” and insert “or sub- 
stantial”; on page 3, line 23, to strike out 
“library operation,” ; on page 4, line 18, to 
strike out “$2,500,000” and insert 
“$1,000,000”; and on page 4, line 22, after 
“fourth”, to insert “Provided further, 
That for the purpose of selecting students 
and educational institutions qualified to 
participate in this program, and to super- 
vise the exchange program authorized 
herein, the President of the United States 
is hereby authorized to appoint a Board 
of Foreign Scholarships, consisting of 10 
members, who shall serve without com- 
pensation, composed of representatives 
of cultural, educational, student, and war 
veterans groups, and including repre- 
sentatives of the United States Office of 
Education, the United States Veterans’ 
Administration, State educational insti- 
tutions, and privately endowed educa- 
tional institutions.” 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, what is 
this bill? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is a bill which 
passed the Senate about 3 months ago, 
involving the disposition of surplus prop- 
erty abroad, a part of the proceeds from 
which is to be used for exchange scholar- 
ships. It was unanimously approved by 
the Committee on Military Affairs, and 
passed the House. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
inquire of the Senator from Arkansas if 
this is the bill which permits the sale of 
surplus property abroad, the proceeds to 
be devoted to an exchange of students. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is the bill. 
That is not exactly an accurate descrip- 
tion of it, but the Senator is acquainted 
with the bill. It came from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 


DEVELOPMENT OF OIL AND GAS ON THE 
PUBLIC DOMAIN—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. O’MAHONEY submitted the fol- 
lowing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S, 
1236) to amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended, in order to 
promote the development of oil and gas on 
the public domain, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 7, 8, 20, and 21, 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House num- 
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
and 18, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 6, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the language stricken out and omit 
the language inserted; and on page 7 of the 
Senate engrossed bill strike out the matter 


19238 


in lines 16 through 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “Act, and (2) any 
production on a lease from an oil or gas 
deposit which was discovered after May 27, 
1941, by a well or wells drilled within the 
boundaries of the lease, and which is deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be a new deposit; 
and (3) any production on or allocated to 
a lease pursuant to an approved unit or 
cooperative agreement from an oil or gas 


deposit which was discovered after May 27, 


1941, on land committed to such agreement, 
and which is determined by the Secretary 
to be a new deposit, where such lease, or a 
lease for which it is exchanged, was included 
in such agreement at the time of discovery, 
or was included in a duly cxecuted and filed 
application for the approval of such agree- 
ment at the time of discovery.” 
And the House agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 9: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 9, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
At the end of the matter inserted by the 
House amendment insert a colon and the 
following: “Provided, That the total acre- 
age so held in common by two or more per- 
sons shall not exceed, in the aggregate, an 
amount equivalent to the maximum number 
of acres of the respective kind of minerals 
allowed to any one lessee or permittee under 
this Act.” 
And the House agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 13: That the Senate 
Tecede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 13, and agree 
‘to the same with an amendment as follows: 
At the end of the matter inserted by the 
-House amendment insert a period and add 
the following: “Upon approval of any as- 
signment or sublease, the assignee or sub- 
lessee shall be bound by the terms of the 
lease to the same extent as if such assignee 
or sublessee were the original lessee, any 
conditions in the assignment or sublease to 
the contrary notwithstanding.” 
And the House agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 19: That the Senate 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 19, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the language stricken out and omit 
the language inserted. On page 20 of the 
Senate engrossed bill strike out the matter 
in line 24, and on page 21, strike out the 
matter on lines 1 to 4, inclusive, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “limits exist 
on the effective date of this Act; and (2) 
any production on a lease from an oil or gas 
deposit which was discovered after May 27, 
1941, by a well or wells drilled within the 
boundaries of the lease, and which is deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be a new deposit; 
and (3) any production on or allocated to 
a lease pursuant to an approved unit or co- 
operative agreement from an oil or gas de- 
posit which was discovered after May 27, 
1941, on land committed to such agreement, 
and which is determined by the Secretary to 
be a new deposit, where such lease, or a 
lease for which it is exchanged, was included 
in such agreement at the time of discovery, 
or was included in a duly executed and filed 
application for the approval of such agree- 
ment at the time of discovery.” 
And the House agree to the same. 
JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
ROBERT F. WAGNER, 
JAMES E. MURRAY, 
CHAN GURNEY, 
E. V. ROBERTSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
J. HARDIN FETERSON, 
ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, 
COMPTON I. WHITE, 
K. M. LECOMPTE, 
FRANK A. BARRETT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
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There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


GRANTS TO STATES FOR SURVEYING 
HOSPITALS AND PUBLIC HEALTH CEN- 
TERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
191) to amend the Public Health Service 
Act to authorize grants to the States for 
surveying their hospitals and public 
health centers and for planning con- 
struction of additional facilities, and to 
authorize grants to assist in such con- 
struction, which was, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That this act may be cited as the “Hospital 
Survey and Construction Act.” 

Sec. 2. The Public Health Service Act (con- 
sisting of titles I to V, inclusive, of the act 
of July 1, 1944, 58 Stat. 682) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new title: 


“TITLE VI—CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITALS 
“PART A—DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 


“Sec. 601. The purpose of this title is to as- 
sist the several States— 

“(a) to inventory their existing hospitals 
(as defined in sec. 631 (e)), to survey the 
need for construction of hospitals, and to 
develop programs for construction of such 
public and other nonprofit hospitals as will, 
in conjunction with existing facilities, afford 
the necessary physical facilities for furnish- 
ing adequate hospital, clinic, and similar 
services to all their people; and 

“(b) to construct public and other non- 
profit hospitals in accordance with such pro- 
grams. 

“PART B—SURVEYS_AND PLANNING 
“Authorization of appropriation 


“Sec. 611. In order to assist the States in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (a), 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $3,000,000, to remain available 
until expended, The sums appropriated un- 
der this section shall be used for making pay- 
ments to States which have submitted, and 
had approved by the Surgeon General, State 
applications for funds for carrying out such 
purposes. 

“State applications 

“SEC. 612. (a) To be approved, a State 
application for funds for carrying out the 
purposes of section 601 (a) must— 

“(1) designate a single State agency as the 
sole agency for carrying out such purposes: 
Provided, That after a State plan has been 
approved under section 623, any further sur- 
vey or programing functions shall be carried 
out, pursuant to section 623 (a) (10), by the 
agency designated in accordance with sec- 
tion 623 (a) (1); 

“(2) provide for the designation of a State 
advisory council, which shall include repre- 
sentatives of nongovernment organizations 
or groups, and of State agencies, concerned 
with the operation, construction, or utiliza- 
tion of hospitals, including representatives 
of the consumers of hospital services selected 
from among persons familiar with the need 
for such services in urban or rural areas, to 
consult with the State agency in carrying out 
such purposes; 

“(3) provide for making an inventory and 
survey in accordance with section 601 (a) 
containing all information required by the 
Surgeon General, and for developing a pro- 
gram in accordance with section 601 (a) and 
with regulations prescribed under section 
622; and 

“(4) provide that the State agency will 
make such reports, in such form and con- 
taining such information, as the Surgeon 
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require, and give the Surgeon General, upon 
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demand, access to the records on which such 
reports are based 

“(b) The Surgeon General shall approve 
any application for funds which complies 
with the provisions of subsection (a). 


“Allotments to States 


“Src. 613. (a) Each State for which a 
State application under section 612 has been 
approved shall be entitled to an allotment of 
such proportion of any appropriation made 
pursuant to section 611 as its population 
bears to the population of all the States, and 
within such allotment it shall be entitled to 
receive 3344 percent of its expenditures in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (a) in 
accordance with its application: Provided, 
That no such allotment to any State shall be 
less than $10,000. The Surgeon General shall 
from time to time estimate the sum to which 
each State will be entitled under this section, 
during such ensuing period as he may deter- 
mine, and shall thereupon certify to the 
Secretary of the Treasury the amount so esti- 
mated, reduced or increased, as the case may 
be, by any sum by which the Surgeon Gen- 
eral finds that his estimate for any prior pe- 
riod was greater or less than the amount to 
which the State was entitled for such pe- 
riod, The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
thereupon, prior to audit or settlement by 
the General Accounting Office, pay to the 
State, at the time or times fixed by the Sur- 
geon General, the amount so certified. 

“(b) Any funds paid to a State under this 
section and not expended for the purposes 
for which paid shall be repaid to the Arang 
ury of the United States. 


“PART C—CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITALS AND 
RELATED FACILITIES 
“Authorization of appropriations 
_ “Sec. 621. In order to assist the States in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (b) 
there is hereby authorized to be appropri- 
ated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
and for each of the four succeeding fiscal 
years, the sum of $75,000,000 for the con- 
struction of public and other nonprofit hos- 
pitals; and there are further authorized to 
be appropriated for such construction the 
sums provided in section 624. The sums ap- 
propriated pursuant to this section shall be 
used for making payments to States which 
have submitted, and had approved by the 
Surgeon General, State plans for carrying out 
the purposes of section 601 (b); and for mak- 
ing payments to political subdivisions of, and 
public or other nonprofit agencies in, such 

States. 
“General regulations 

“Sec. 622. Within 6 months after the en- 
actment of this title, the Surgeon General, 
with the approval of the Federal Hospital 
Council and the Administrator, shall by gen- 
eral regulation prescribe— 

“(a) The number of general hospital beds 
required to provide adequate hospital serv- 
ices to the people residing in a State, and the 
general method or methods by which such 
beds shall be distributed.among base areas, 
intermediate areas, and rural areas: Pro- 
vided, That for the purposes of this title, the 
total of such beds for any State shall not 
exceed four and one-half per thousand pop- 
ulation, except that in States having less than 
12 and more than 6 persons per square mile 
the limit shall be five beds per thousand pop- 
ulation, and in States having 6 persons or 
less per square mile the limit shall be five and 
one-half beds per thousand population; but if, 
in any area (as defined in the regulations) 
within the State, there are more beds than 
required by the standards prescribed by the 
Surgeon General, the excess over such stand- 
ards may be eliminated in calculating this 
maximum allowance. 

“(b) The number of beds required to pro- 
vide adequate hospital services for tubercu- 
lous patients, mental patients, and chronic- 
disease patients in a State, and the general 
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method or methods by which such beds 
shall be distributed throughout the State: 
Provided, That for the purposes of this title 
the total number of beds for tuberculous 
patients shall not exceed two and one-half 
times the average annual deaths from tuber- 
culosis in the State over the 5-year period 
from 1940 to 1944, inclusive, the total num- 
ber of beds for mental patients shall not 
exceed five per thousand population, and the 
total number of beds for chronic disease 
patients shall not exceed two per thousand 
population. 

„(e) The number of public health centers 
and the general method of distribution of 
such centers throughout the State, which for 
the purposes of this title, shall not exceed 
1 per 30,000 population, except that in States 
having less than 12 persons per square mile, 
it shall not exceed 1 per 20,000 population. 

“(d) The general manner in which the 
State agency shall determine the priority of 
projects based on the relative need of differ- 
ent sections of the population and of different 
areas lacking adequate hospital facilities, giv- 
inp special consideration to hospitals serving 
rural communities and areas with relatively 
small financial resources. 

“(e) General standards of construction and 
equipment for hospitals of different classes 
and in different types of location. 

„t) That the State plan shall provide for 
adequate hospital facilities for the people 
residing in a State, without discrimination 
on account of race, creed, or color, and shall 
provide for adequate hospital facilities for 
persons unable to pay therefor. Such regu- 
iation may require that before approval of 
any application for a hospital or addition toa 
hospital is recommended by a State agency, 
assurance shall be received by the State from 
the applicant that (1) such hospital or addi- 
tion to a hospital will be made available to all 
persons residing in the territorial area of the 
applicant, without discrimination on account 
of race, creed, or color, but an exception shall 
be made in cases where separate hospital 
facilities are provided for separate popula- 
tion groups, if the plan makes equitable pro- 
vision on the basis of need for facilities and 
services of like quality for each such group; 
and (2) there will be made available in each 
such hospitai or addition to a hospital a rea- 
sonable volume of hospital services to persons 
unable to pay therefor, but an exception shall 
be made if such a requirement is not feasible 
from a financial standpoint. 

“(g) General methods of administration 
of the plan by the designated State agency, 
subject to the limitations set forth in section 
623 (a) (6) and (8). 

“State plans 

“Sec. 623. (a) After such regulations have 
been issued, any State desiring to take ad- 
vantage of this part may submit a State plan 
for carrying out the purposes of section 601 
(b). Such State plan must— 

“(1) designate a single State agency as the 
sole agency for the administration of the 
plan, or designate such agency as the sole 
agency for supervising the administration of 
the plan; 1 

(2) contain satisfactory evidence that the 
State agency designated in accordance with 
paragraph (1) hereof will have authority to 
carry out such plan in conformity with this 


“(3) provide for the designation of a 
State advisory council which shall include 
representatives of nongovernment organi- 
zations or groups, and of State agencies, con- 
cerned with the operation, construction, or 
utilization of hospitals, including representa- 
tives of the consumers of hospital services 
selected from among persons familiar with 
the need for such services in urban or rural 
areas, to consult with the State agency in 
carrying out such plans; 

(4) set forth a hospital construction pro- 
gram (A) which is based on a State-wide 
inventory of existing hospitals and survey 
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of need; (B) which conforms with the regu- 
lations prescribed by the Surgeon General 
under section 622 (a), (b), and (c); (C) 
which, in the case of a State which has de- 
veloped a program under part B of this 
title, conforms to the program so developed 
except for any modification required in order 
to comply with regulations prescribed pur- 
suant to section 622 (a), (b), and (c), and 
except for any modification recommended by 
the State agency designated pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of this subsection and ap- 
proved by the Surgeon General; and (D) 
which meets the requirements as to lack of 
discrimination on account of race, creed, or 
color, and for furnishing needed hospital 
services to persons unable to pay therefor, 
required by regulations prescribed under 
section 622 (f); 

(5) set forth the relative need determined 
im accordance with the regulations pre- 
scribed under section 622 (d) for the several 


projects included in such programs, and-pro- _ 


vide for the construction, insofar as finan- 
cial resources available therefor and for main- 
tenance and operation make possible, in the 
order of such relative need; 

“(6) provide such methods of administra- 
tion of the State plan, including methods 
relating to the establishment and main- 
tenance of mnel standards on a merit 
basis (except that the Surgeon General shall 
exercise no authority with respect to the se- 
lection, tenure of office, or compensation of 
any individual employed in accordance with 
such methods), as the Surgeon General pre- 
scribes by regulation under section 622 (g); 

“(7) provide minimum standards (to be 
fixed in the discretion of the State) for the 
maintenance and operation of hospitals 
which receive Federal aid under this part; 

“(8) provide for affording to every ap- 
plicant for a construction project an oppor- 
tunity for hearing before the State agency; 

“(9) provide that the State agency will 
make such reports in such form and con- 
taining such information as the Surgeon 
General may from time to time reasonably 
require, and give the Surgeon General, upon 
demand, access to the records upon which 
such information is based; and 

“(10) provide that the State agency will 
from time to time review its hospital con- 
struction program and submit to the Sur- 
geon General any modifications thereof 
which it considers necessary. 

“(b) The Surgeon General shall approve 
any State plan and any modification thereof 
which complies with the provisions of sub- 
section (a). If any such plan or modification 
thereof shall have been disapproved by the 
Surgeon General for failure to comply with 
subsection (a), the Federal Hospital Council 
shall, upon request of the State agency, af- 
ford it an opportunity for hearing. If such 
Council determines that the plan or modifi- 
cation complies with the provisions of such 
subsection, the Surgeon General shall there- 
upon approve such plan or modification. 

„(e) No changes in a State plan shall be 
required within 2 years after initial approval 
thereof, or within 2 years after any change 
thereafter required therein, by reason of any 
change in the regulations prescribed pursuant 
to section 622, except with the consent of 
the State, or in accordance with further 
action by the Congress. 

„d) If any State, prior to July 1. 1948, 
has not enacted legislation providing that 
compliance with minimum standards of 
maintenance and operation shall be required 
in the case of hospitals which shall have 
received Federal aid under this title, such 
State shall not be entitled to any further 
allotments under section 624. 

“Allotments to States 

“Src. 624. Each State for which a State 
plan has been approved prior to or during a 
fiscal year shall be entitled for such year to 
an allotment of a sum bearing the same 
ratio to the sums authorized to be appro- 
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priated pursuant to section 621 for such year 
as the product of (a) the population of such 
State and (b) the square of its allotment 
percentage (as defined in sec. 631 (a)) bears 
to the sum of the corresponding products 
for all of the States. The amount of the 
allotment to a State shall be available, in 
accordance with the provisions of this part, 
for payment of 3314 percent of the cost of 
approved projects within such State. The 
Surgeon General shall calculate the allot- 
ments to be made under this section and 
notify the Secretary of the Treasury of the 
amounts thereof. Sums allotted to a State 
for a fiscal year for construction and remain- 
ing unobligated at the end of such year shall 
remain available to such State for such pur- 
pose for the next fiscal year (and for such 
year only), in addition to the sums allotted 
for such State for such next fiscal year. Any 
amount of the sum authorized to be appro- 
priated for a fiscal year which is not appro- 
priated for such year, or which is not allotted 
in such year by reason of the failure of any 
State or States to have plans approved under 
this part, and any amount allotted to a State 
but remaining unobligated at the end of the 
period for which it is available to such State, 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
the next fiscal year in addition to the sum 
otherwise authorized under section 621. 

“Approval of projects and payments jor 

construction 

“Sec. 625. (a) For each project for con- 
struction pursuant to a State plan approved 
under this part, there shall be submitted to 
the Surgeon General through the State 
agency an application by the State or a 
political subdivision thereof or by a public 
or other nonprofit agency. Such applica- 
tion shall set forth (1) a description of the 
site for such project, (2) plans and speci- 
fications therefor in accordance with the 
Tegulations prescribed by the Surgeon Gen- 
eral under section 622 (e), (3) reasonable 
assurance that title to such site is or will be 
vested solely in the applicant, (4) reasonable 
assurance that adequate financial support 
will be available for the construction of the 
project and for its maintenance and opera- 
tion when completed, and (5) reasonable 
assurance that the rates of pay for laborers 
and mechanics engaged in construction of 
the project will be not less than the pre- 
vailing local wage rates for similar work as 
determined in accordance with Public Law 
403 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
August 30, 1935, as amended. The Surgeon 
General shall approve such application if 
sufficiens funds to pay 3344 percent of the 
cost of construction of such project are 
available from the allotment to the State, 
and if the Surgeon General finds (A) that 
the application contains such reasonable 
assurance as to title, financial support, and 
payment of prevailing rates of wages, (B) 
that the plans and specifications are in ac- 
cord with the regulations prescribed pur- 
suant to section 622, (C) that the applica- 
tion is in conformity with the State plan 
approved under section 623 and contains 
an assurance that the applicant will conform 
to the applicable requirements of the State 
plan and of the regulations prescribed pur- 
suant to section 622 (f) regarding the pro- 
vision of facilities without discrimination on 
account of race, creed, or color, and for fur- 
nishing needed hospital facilities for persons 
unable to pay therefor, and an assurance 
that the applicant will conform to State 
standards for operation and maintenance, 
and (D) that it has been approved and rec- 
ommended by the State agency and is en- 
titled to priority over other projects within 
the State in accordance with the regulations 
prescribed pursuant to section 622 (d). No 
application shall be disapproved until the 
Surgeon General has afforded the State 
agency an opportunity for a hearing. 

“(b) Upon approving an application under 
this section, the Surgeon General shall cer- 
tify to the Secretary of the Treasury an 
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amount equal tp 3344 percent of the esti- 
mated cost of construction of the project 
and designate the appropriation from which 
it is to be paid. Such certification shall pro- 
vide for payment to the State, except that if 
the State is not authorized by law to make 
payments to the applicant the certification 
shall provide for payment direct to the ap- 
plicant. Upon certification by the State 
agency, based upon inspection by it, that 
work has been performed upon a project, or 
purchases have been made, in accordance 
with the approved plans and specifications, 
and that payment of an installment is due to 
the applicant, the Surgeon General shall cer- 
tify such installment for payment by the 
Secretary of the Treasury; except that if the 
Surgeon General, after investigation or 
otherwise, has ground to believe that a de- 
fault has occurred requiring action pursuant 
to section 632 (a) he may, upon giving notice 
of hearing pursuant to such subsection, with- 
hold certification pending action based on 
such hearing, 

“(c) Amendment of any approved applica- 
tion shall be subject to approval in the same 
manner as an original application. Certifica- 
tion under subsection (b) may be amended, 
either upon approval of an amendment of the 
application or upon revision of the estimated 
cost of a project. An amended certification 
may direct that any additional payment be 
made from the applicable allotment for the 
fiscal year in which such amended certifica- 
tion is made. 

“(d) The funds paid under this section for 
the construction of an approved project shall 
be used solely for carrying out such project 
as so approved. 

“(e) If any hospital for which funds have 
been paid under this section shall, at any 
time within 20 years after the completion of 
construction, (A) be sold or transferred to 
any person, agency, or organization, (1) 
which is not qualified to file an application 
under this section, or (2) which is not ap- 
proved as a transferee by the State agency 
designated pursuant to section 623 (a) (1), 
or its successor, or (B) cease to be a non- 
profit hospital as defined in section 631 (g), 
the United States shall be entitled to re- 
cover from either the transferor or the trans- 
feree (or, in the case of a hospital which has 
ceased to be a nonprofit hospital, from the 
owners thereof) 33%½ percent of the then 
value of such hospital, as determined by 
agreement of the parties or by action brought 
in the district court of the United States for 
the district in which such hospital is sit- 
uated. 

“PART D—MISCELLANEOUS 


“Definitions 


“Sec. 631. For the purposes of this title 

“(a) the allotment percentage for any 
State shall be 100 percent less that percent- 
age which bears the same ratio to 50 per- 
cent as the per capita income of such State 
bears to the per capita income of the conti- 
nental United States (excluding Alaska), ex- 
cept that (1) the allotment percentage shall 
in no case be more than 75 percent or less 
than 33% percent, and (2) the allotment 
percentage for Alaska and Hawaii shall be 
50 percent each, and the allotment percent- 
age for Puerto Rico shall be 75 percent; 

“(b) the allotment percentages shall be 
promulgated by the Surgeon General between 
July 1 and August 31 of each even-numbered 
year, on the basis of the average of the per 
capita incomes of the States and of the con- 
tinental United States for the three most re- 
cent consecutive years for which satisfac- 
tory data are available from the Department 
of Commerce. Such promulgation shall be 
conclusive for each of the two fiscal years in 
the period beginning July 1 next succeeding 
such promulgation: Provided, That the Sur- 
geon General shall promulgate such percent- 
ages as soon as possible after the enactment 
of this title, which promulgation shall be 
conclusive for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947; 
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“(c) the population of the several States 
shall be determined on the basis of the latest 
figures certified by the Department of Com- 
merce; 

“(d) the term ‘State’ includes Alaska, Ha- 
waii, Puerto Rico, and the District of Co- 
lumbia; 

“(e) the term ‘hospital’ (except as used 
in sec, 622 (a) and (b) includes public 
health centers and general, tuberculosis, 
mental, chronic disease, and other types of 
hospitals, and related facilities, such as labo- 
ratories, out-patient departments, nurses’ 
home and training facilities, and central 
service facilities operated in connection with 
hospitals, but does not include any hospital 
furnishing primarily domiciliary care; 

“(f) the term ‘public health center’ means 
a publicly owned facility for the provision of 
public health services, including related fa- 
cilities such as laboratories, clinics, and ad- 
ministrative offices operated in connection 
with public health centers; 

“(g) the term ‘nonprofit hospital’ means 
any hospital owned and operated by a cor- 
poration or association no part of the net 
earnings of which inures, or may lawfully 
inure, to the benefit of any private share- 
holder or individual; 

“(h) the term ‘construction’ includes con- 
struction of new buildings, expansion, re- 
modeling, and alteration of existing buildings, 
and initial equipment of any such buildings; 
including architects’ fees, but excluding the 
cost of off-site improvements and, except with 
respect to public health centers, the cost of 
the acquisition of land; and 

“(i) the term ‘cost of construction’ means 
the amount found by the Surgeon General 
to be necessary for the construction of a 
project. 

“Withholding of certification 

“Src, 632. (a) Whenever the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, after reasonable notice and opportunity 
for hearing to the State agency designated 
in accordance with section 612 (a) (1), finds 
that the State agency is not complying sub- 
stantially with the provisions required by 
section 612 (a) to be contained in its applica- 
tion for funds under part B, or after reason- 
able notice and opportunity for hearing to 
the State agency designated in accordance 
with section 623. (a) (1) finds (1) that the 
State agency is not complying substantially 
with the provisions required by section 623 
(a), or by regulations prescribed pursuant 
to section 622, to be contained in its plan 
submitted under section 623 (a), or (2) that 
any funds have been diverted from the pur- 
poses for which they have been allotted or 
paid, or (3) that any assuranee given in an 
application filed under section 625 is not 
being or cannot be carried out, or (4) that 
there is a substantial failure to carry out 
plans and specifications approved by the 
Surgeon General under section 625, the Sur- 
geon General may forthwith notify the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the State agency 
that no further certification will be made 
under part B or part C, as the case may be, 
or that no further certification will be made 
for any project or projects designated by the 
Surgeon General as being affected by the 
default, as the Surgeon General may deter- 
mine to be appropriate under the circum- 
stances; and, except with regard to any 
project for which the application has already 
been approved and which is not directly 
affected by such default, he may withhold 
further certifications until there is no longer 
any failure to comply, or, if compliance is im- 
possible, until the State repays or arranges 
for the repayment of Federal moneys which 
have been diverted or improperly expended. 

“(b) (1) If the Surgeon General refuses 
to approve any application under section 625, 
the State agency through which the applica- 
tion was submitted, or if any State is dis- 
satisfied with the Surgeon General's action 
under subsection (a) of this section, such 
State may appeal to the United States circuit 
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court of appeals for the circuit in which 
such State is located. The summons and 
notice of appeal may be served at any place 
in the United States. The Surgeon General 
shall forthwith certify and file in the court 
the transcript of the proceedings and the 
record on which he based his action. 

“(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon 
General, unless substantially contrary to the 
weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive; 
but the court, for good cause shown, may 
remand the case to the Surgeon General to 
take further evidence, and the Surgeon 
General may thereupon make new or modi- 
fied finding of fact and may modify his pre- 
vious action, and shall certify to the court 
the transcript and record of the further pro- 
ceedings. Such new or modified findings of 
fact shall likewise be conclusive unless sub- 
stantially contrary to the weight of the 
evidence. 

“(3) The court shall have jurisdiction to 
affirm the action of the Surgeon General or 
to set it aside, in whole or in part. The 
judgment of the court shall be subject to 
review by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon certiorari or certification as 
provided in sections 239 and 240 of the Judi- 
cial Code, as amended. 


“Federal hospital council; administration of 
title 


“Sec. 633. (a) The Surgeon General is 
authorized to make such administrative reg- 
ulations and perform such other functions 
as he finds necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this title. Any such regulations 
shall be subject to the approval of the Ad- 
ministrator. 

“(b) In administering this title, the Sur- 
geon General shall consult with a Federal 
Hospital Council consisting of the Surgeon 
General, who shall serve as Chairman ex 
officio, and eight members appointed by the 
Administrator. Four of the eight appointed 
members shall be persons who are outstand- 
ing in fields pertaining to hospital and health 
activities, three of whom shall be authorities 
in matters relating to the operation of hospi- 
tals, and the other four members shall be 
appointed to represent the consumers of hos- 
pital services and shall be persons familiar 
with the need for hospital services in urban 
or rural areas. Each appointed member 
shall hold office for a term of 4 years, except 
that any member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the 
term for which his predecessor was ap- 
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder 
of such term, and the terms of office of the 
members first taking office shall expire, as 
designated by the Administrator at the time 
of appointment, two at the end of the first 
year, two at the end of the second year, two 
at the end of the third year, and two at the 
end of the fourth year after the date of 
appointment. An appointed member shall 
not be eligible to serve continuously for more 
than two terms but shall be eligible for re- 
appointment if he has not served immedi- 
ately preceding his reappointment. The 
Council is authorized to appoint such special 
advisory and technical committees as may 
be useful in carrying out its functions. Ap- 
pointed Council members and members of 
advisory or technical committees, while serv- 
ing on business of the Council, shall receive 
compensation at rates fixed by the Adminis- 
trator, but not exceeding $25 per day, and 
shall also be entitled to receive an allowance 
for actual and necessary travel and subsist- 
ence expenses while so serving away from 
their places of residence, The Council shall 
meet as frequently as the Surgeon General 
deems necessary, but not less than once each 
year. Upon request by three or more mem- 
bers, it shall be the duty of the Surgeon Gen- 
eral to call a meeting of the Council. 

“(c) In administering the provisions of this 
title, the Surgeon General, with the approval 
of the Administrator, is authorized to utilize 
the services and facilities of any executive 
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department in accordance with an agreement 
with the head thereof. Payment for such 
services and facilities shall be made in ad- 
vance or by way of reimbursement, as may 
be agreed upon between the Administrator 
and the head of the executive department 
furnishing them. 
“Conferences of State agencies 

“Sec. 634. Whenever in his opinion the 
purposes of this title would be promoted by 
a conference, the Surgeon General may in- 
vite representatives of as many State agen- 
cies, designated in accordance with section 
612 (a) (1) or section 623 (a) (1), to confer 
as he deems necessary or proper. Upon the 
application of five or more of such State 
agencies, it shall be the duty of the Surgeon 
General to call a conference of representa- 
tives of all State agencies joining in the re- 
quest. A conference of the representatives 
of all such State agencies shall be called an- 
nually by the Surgeon General. 

“State control of operations 

“Sec. 635. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided, nothing in this title shall be con- 
strued as conferring on any Federal officer 
or employee the right to exercise any super- 
vision or control over the administration, 
personnel, mainenance, or operation of any 
hospital with respect to which any funds 
have been or may be expended under this 
title.” 

Src. 3. Paragraph (2) of section 208 (b) of 
the Public Health Service Act, as amended, 
is amended by inserting “(A)” before the 
words “to assist”; by striking out the word 
“paragraph” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
word “clause”; and by striking out the period 
at the end of such paragraph and inserting 
in lieu thereof a comma and the following: 
“and (B) to assist in carrying out the pur- 
poses of title VI of this act, but not more 
than 20 such officers appointed pursuant to 
this clause shall hold office at the same time.” 

Sec. 4. Section 1 of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended to read: 

“Section 1. Titles I to VI, inclusive, of this 
act may be cited as the ‘Public Health Serv- 
ice Act’.” 

Sec. 5. The act of July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 
682), is hereby further amended by changing 
the number of title VI to title VII and by 
changing the numbers of sections 601 to 612, 
inclusive, and references thereto, to sections 
701 to 712, respectively. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate disagree to the amendment of 
the House, ask a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
HILL, Mr. TUNNELL, Mr. THOMAS of Utah, 
Mr. La FOLLETTE, and Mr. Tarr conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


DEVELOPMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCA- 
TION IN THE STATES AND TERRITORIES 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
619) to amend the act of June 8, 1936, 
relating to vocational education, so as 
to provide for the further development 
of vocational education in the several 
States and Territories, which were, on 
page 2, line 7, after “which” to insert 
“said”; on page 2, line 20, after “super- 
vision”, insert “by the vocational agri- 
culture teachers”; on page 3, strike out 
lines 15 to 19, inclusive; on page 3, line 
20, strike out “(5)” and insert “(4)”; on 
page 4, line 2, strike out “(5)” and in- 
sert “(4)”; on page 4, lines 22 and 23, 
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strike out “each for vocational guidance 
and” and insert “for”; on page 5, line 7, 
strike out “50” and insert “100”; on page 
5, line 8, strike out all after “3” down to 
and including “made” in line 13; on page 
6, lines 9 and 10, strike out “as a teacher 
and supervisor”; on page 8, strike out 
lines 9 to 15, inclusive; and on page 8, 
line 16, strike out “(c)” and insert “(b)”. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, only 
two substantial amendments have been 
made to the bill, one striking out the 
appropriation of $1,500,000 for vocational 
guidance, and the other requiring match- 
ing by the States or local communities on 
a 50-50 basis, The other amendments 
are technical. I therefore move that the 
Senate concur in the amendments of the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
ACT WITH RESPECT TO AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN CARRIERS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of Mr. REED to proceed to 
the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2536) 
to amend the Interstate Commerce Act, 
with respect to certain agreements be- 
tween carriers. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the mo- 
tion before the Senate involves a bill 
which has to do with certain agreements 
between carriers, particularly railroad 
carriers. It is known as the Bulwinkle 
bill. I think that title gives it a quicker 
identity than the title of the bill itself. 

When we buy a coat, a suit of clothes, 
or a new automobile we dicker with the 
seller over the price. When we ship 
something over a railroad we cannot do 
so, A shipper may not lawfully pay to 
a railroad, and a railroad may not law- 
fully collect, charges for any services un- 
less the charges are included in a pub- 
lished tariff. 

To give the Senate an idea of the com- 
plexity and extent of the question of rate 
tariffs, it may be said that in a report 
covering the year 1935, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission had filed with it 
approximately 500,000 tariffs, and in the 
years from 1933 to approximately 3 years 
ago the Interstate Commerce Commis- 


sion had filed with it an average of from 


89,000 to 124,000 tariff changes every 
year. That gives an idea of the enor- 
mous spread of the work of printing and 
publishing and filing tariffs. 

One hundred years ago the railroad 
business was more limited than it is 
now, and the railroad lines were shorter. 
There were more railroads in number, 
but the total mileage was not so great as 
now. Each railroad started out to pub- 
lish its own tariffs. But as the businéss 
of the country grew, as the railroad mile- 
age expanded, as the commerce in- 
creased, the system of having each rail- 
road publish its own tariffs was super- 
seded very largely, through the years, by 
a system of employing publishing agents, 
of setting up committees and bureaus and 
rate associations, through which the 
numerous tariff changes could be made 
known and could be legally and lawfully 
filed, so as to make the charges lawful. 

There are approximately 30 rate bu- 
reaus. and rate publishing agents 
throughout the country, and virtually all 
the tariffs, although not entirely all, are 
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made through those bureaus. Those 
bureaus invariably have dockets, hold 
public hearings, and give the shippers 
a chance to be heard as to published 
changes. Then, after the action is de- 
cided upon, they file with the Interstate 
Commerce Commission the rates which 
are agreed upon. But even then, Mr. 
President, no common carrier can col- 
lect a single dollar or, for that matter, 
a single cent until the rate which has 
been published and filed has received the 
sanction of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

If there were only one railroad in the 
United States, this bill would be un- 
necessary. There happens to be 131 class 
I railroads. A class 1 railroad is a rail- 
road whose gross revenue exceeds $1,- 
000,000 a year. There are 131 of them. 
There are about 50 impcrtant railroads 
in the country. In order to carry out the 
obligation imposed upon them, they must 
hold conferences. They must deal with 
each other. 

The American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co. does not have to do that, insofar as 
it is concerned, because it comes as near 
to being a complete monopoly as there 
is in this country. All it has to do, if it 
wishes to change its practices or its rates, 
is to talk with itself, and then file the 
rates with the Federal Communications 
Commission. But not so with the rail- 
roads; and we lay on the railroads the 
injunction which is contained in the 
Transportation Act itself. The bureaus 
and associations to which I have ad- 
verted are only a method of coordinating 
the obligation that is devolved by the 
Transportation Act upon the common 
carriers. r 

The question then fairly arises, why 
is this bill here? The rate bureaus have 
had a growth and an expansion of their 
practices consistent with the growth of 
commerce and the growth of the amount 
of railroad business handled. About 
1900, at the turn of the century, a case 
was brought in which it was charged 
that the rate bureaus, in particular the 
Transcontinental Rate Bureau, were op- 
erating in violation of the antitrust laws. 
I think the courts did find some basis 
for that charge. As I recall, that case 
was not pushed to a compiete finality. 
But at that time the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission could only find a rate 
unreasonable; it did not have the power, 
which it now has, to find a maximum 
rate, a minimum rate, a maximum and a 
minimum, and to prescribe rates to be 
charged in lieu of the rates found to be 
unreasonable or discriminatory. At the 
present time the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has complete power to do 
those things. 

Since 1900, and up to 1942, no question, 
so far as I know, was ever raised that 
these rate bureaus and conferences be- 
tween railroads were in any way in con- 
flict with the Sherman Antitrust Act. 

The reason this bill is here is that in 
1942 an investigation was begun by the 
Department of Justice of certain rate 
bureaus in Chicago, involving, as I recall, 
both rail and water carrier rate bureaus. 
I think that investigation began in 1941. 
A grand jury proceeding was commenced 
in 1942. That grand jury proceeding 
was discontinued only upon the insist- 
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ence of the late Joseph B. Eastman, who 
then was Coordinator of Transportation, 
and also upon the insistence of the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, the War 
Department, the Navy Department, and 
other Government agencies. They 
stated, and correctly so, that if that pro- 
ceeding were continued the rate-making 
process would be demoralized and trans- 
portation in this country would fall into 
chaos. So that proceeding was discon- 
tinued, or at least suspended. 

In 1943 a bill to regulate rate bureaus 
was introduced by the chairman of the 
Senate Interstate Commerce Committee 
[Mr. WHEELER]. That bill was written in 
the Department of Justice. I mention 
that only to show that even the Depart- 
ment of Justice concedes that there is a 
field in which these bureaus can operate 
and not be in conflict with the antitrust 
laws. 

Mr. President, I am making this pre- 
liminary statement only for the informa- 
tion of the Senate, so that there will be 
some understanding of the general out- 
line of this question. 

Extensive hearings were held on the 
bill introduced by the Senator from Mon- 
tana and then it was dropped. Nothing 
was done with it. Later, this question 
came up in other forms. 

The shippers of the country universally 
desire this bill to be passed and they are 
supporting it. In my long years of con- 
tact with transportation questions, I 
have never known of a single instance in 
which any legislative proposal has had 
the universal support from the shippers 
and the shipping public which this bill 
has. This bill has been approved by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, the 
Office of Defense Transportation, the 
War Department, the Navy Department, 
and every shipper organization of im- 
portance in the United States. It has 
been approved by the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, by the National 
Grange, by the National Association of 
Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, 
and by the State commissions of vir- 
tually every State in the Union. In other 
words, the regulatory authorities, both 
National and State, are universally in 
favor of the passage of this bill so as to 
remove any doubt of the legality of the 
present system of holding conferences 
and agreeing on the rates and practices 
to be filed with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Mr. President, I have made this state- 
ment so that the general outline of this 
bill may be before the Senate, because I 
understand there is some opposition to 
the adoption of the motion to consider 
the bill. I have tried to make a brief and 
a fair explanation. Later I shall make a 
fuller and more complete explanation of 
the bill. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
TUNNELL in the chair). 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


(Mr. 
The clerk will 


Aiken Bilbo Cordon 
Andrews Burch Donnell 
Austin Capper Downey 
Ball Carville Eastland 
Barkley Connally Ferguson 
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Fulbright McClellan Russell 
George McFarland Shipstead 
Gerry McKellar Smith 
Green McMahon Stanfill 
Guffey Magnuson Stewart 
Gurney Mead Swift 

rt Millikin Taylor 
Hawkes Mitchell ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Hayden Moore Thomas, Utah 
Hill Morse Tunnell 
Hoey Murdock Vandenberg 
Huffman Murray Wagner 
Johnson, Colo, Myers Walsh 
Johnston, S. C. O'Daniel Wheeler 
Kilgore O'Mahoney Wherry 
Knowland Overton White 
La Follette Pepper Wiley 
Langer Radcliffe Willis 
Lucas Reed Young 
McCarran Revercomb 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy- 
four Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the motion now pending 
before the Senate to proceed to the con- 
sideration of calendar 1539, House bill 
2536, known as the Bulwinkle bill. 

Ordinarily I do not oppose motions to 
proceed to the consideration of legisla- 
tive proposals. I think I have very rare- 
ly opposed such motions, but I think my 
opposition to the pending motion, and 
the opposition of other Senators, has a 
sound basis. 

In the first place, the bill is very con- 
troversial and will involve considerable 
discussion. It has been amended by the 
committee. Of course, any amendments 
would have to go back to the House of 
Representatives. I am advised that the 
legislative situation in the House next 
week will likely assume such a posture 
that it will be difficult to get anything 
considered except by unanimous consent. 
But, aside from that, is the bill had not 
been amended at all by the committee, 
I still feel that a bill of this character, 
controversial in nature, should not be 
taken up and considered in the Senate at 
this time. 

The hearings held by the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce have never been 
printed. They are not available to Mem- 
bers of the Senate. The bill was passed 
in the House on December 10, 1945, came 
to the Senate, and was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 
The committee held some hearings dur- 
ing the spring. I do not know why they 
have not been printed and are not avail- 
able to the Members of the Senate, but 
they are not. No one outside the few 
members of the committee who were 
present at the time knows what the tes- 
timony was. Frequently, when bills have 
been brought up in the Senate, Senators 
have even objected to their considera- 
tion until the hearings could become 
available, and no one seriously questioned 
the propriety of such a request for post- 
ponement. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky making this point 
very clear. Here we have a very highly 
controversial bill, involving one of the 
most complicated subjects in the entire 
American economy, that of freight rates, 
on which hearings were held for several 
weeks, and we are asked to take up the 
bill and consider it without having been 
able to secure a copy of the hearings and 
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read them. The members of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce may have 
had the hearings available, and may have 
had an opportunity to hear the witnesses 
themselves. The Senator from Kansas 
LMr. Reep] is familiar with these sub- 
jects by virtue of his long background in 
dealing with public-utility matters. 

Mr. President, this bill affects my 
State. It affects litigation which the 
Supreme Court of the United States has 
permitted my State to file in that Court, 
and which has been referred to a master 
for determination. In view cf the fact 
that I have not been able even to secure 
copies of the hearings, to see what the 
witnesses submitted in behalf of my 
State, I certainly feel justified in using 
any means at my command which are 
legal to see that the bill is not passed by 
the Senate, or taken up for considera- 
tion, in view of the fact that we have 
had no opportunity whatever to read the 
hearings. I appreciate the fact that the 
Senator from Kentucky has made that 
point clear. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator. 

What this bill does, Mr. President, in 
effect is to lift railroads out from un- 
der the antitrust laws so that the anti- 
trust laws cannot be invoked in respect 
to any combination or agreement or any 
practice in which one or more railroads 
might indulge. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
inquire if this bill has the same effect 
on the railroad case which has been 
brought in the Supreme Court that the 
tidelands bill had with respect to the 
case in the Supreme Court involving such 
lands? Is it a similar situation? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; it is a similar 
situation. I am coming to that in a 
moment. 

Congress passed the Interstate Com- 
merce Act back in 1887. It was amended 
from tiine to time. In 1920 we passed the 
Transportation Act to amend the Inter- 
state Commerce Act. I happened to be 
one of the conferees on the part of the 
House in the resolving of the differences 
between the two Houses on the Transpor- 
tation Act. It was first passed in the 
House as the Esch bill, coming out of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. It came over to the Senate 
at the time Senator Cummins, of Iowa, 
was the chairman of the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce of the Senate. The 
bill was extensively amended, went to 
conference, and was in conference 6 
weeks. Out of that conference came the 
Transportation Act of 1920. Neither in 
the original law nor in any of the amend- 
ments ever adopted to it, nor in the 
Transportation Act of 1920, nor in any 
other act since that time has Congress 
ever seriously considered lifting railroad 
transportation out from under the anti- 
trust laws. 

Now, we are confronted with another 
bill to take away from the courts the 
right to pass upon practices indulged in 
by railroads. There is now one case deal- 
ing with such practices in the Supreme 
Court of the United States, and there is 
litigation pending in Nebraska brought 
by the Attorney General of the United 
States against certain railroads in that 
area tor practices which the Department 
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of Justice feels are in violation of the 
antitrust laws. 

I ask the Senate in all seriousness, how 
often and to what extent are we to con- 
stitute ourselves into a supreme court in 
order to take away from the court litiga- 
tion which has gone there properly under 
the law, in order that we may cut the 
ground out from under the Supreme 
Court in determining what is the law in 
regard to these situations? That is what 
this bill attempts to do. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Is this bill with respect 
to the railroads similar to legislation pro- 
posed when the insurance cases were in 
the Supreme Court some time ago? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; very similar. 
The introduction of such bills seems to 
have become a habit here. If someone 
brings a lawsuit in the Federal court, and 
it gets to the Supreme Court, or does not 
get to the Supreme Court, a case which 
involves an interpretation of the laws 
which Congress has passed to protect the 
American people, instead of fighting the 
question out in the courts and allowing 
the courts to exercise their jurisdiction, 
Congress is asked to enact a law passing 
upon the question in advance of the 
courts having an opportunity to pass 
upon it. I think it is a vicious practice; 
I think it is a vicious habit; it ought 
never to have been indulged in. This 
measure involves the same principle as 
that involved in the insurance cases. It 
involves the same sort of situation as 
existed last week when the Senate passed 
a bill taking away from the courts its 
jurisdiction of passing on the tidelands 
controversies. And now for the third 
time we are asked to take similar action, 
by lifting the railroads out from under 
the antitrust laws so that no court can 
pass on the validity of agreements, com- 
binations, all sorts of things that in- 
volve practices and rates and agreements 
and combinations. Everything we can 
think of that the antitrust laws were 
enacted to outlaw would be possible 
under this bill if it should become law, 
only subject to the approval of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has no 
power and will have no power under the 
bill nor under the law to inflict any 
penalty for violation, even if it is in con- 
nection with approved combinations that 
might be entered into under this legisla- 
tion, 

I am deeply in earnest about this mat- 
ter. It seems to me extremely bad prac- 
tice. It is a violation of the traditional 
field of legislation for us to undertake 
to do this in the Senate, because a law- 
suit has been brought. The State of 
Georgia, through the governor of that 
State, has been permitted to institute 
litigation in the Supreme Court. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tun- 
NELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Kentucky yield to the Senator from 
Alabama? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr, HILL. The Senator has referred 
to the case brought by the State of 
Georgia. I happen to have an excerpt 
from the complaint of the State of Geor- 
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gia in that case. It might be of interest 
to the Senate to hear a part of what is 
set forth in the complaint. I shall not 
read all of it, but what I shall read will 
throw light on what we are asked to do 
in throwing this case out of court. We 
are asked to say to the State of Georgia, 
“In spite of whatever rights you have, 
we are going to pass this legislation and 
not permit the Supreme Court to pass on 
your case.” I read: 

The State of Gecrgia is hindered and 
harassed in the discharge of these powers, 
rights, and obligations of sovereignty by a 
conspiracy of persons of other States, in 
violation of the common law egainst con- 
spiracy, and in violation of the antitrust laws 
of the United States, all as recited herein 
in sections 9 to 16, inclusive. The defend- 
ants, a group of common carriers, have con- 
spired to establish and to maintain freight 
rates which are unjust, unfair, and harmful 
to the State and the people of Georgia. 


Yet, Mr. President we are asked, with- 
out having the hearings in the Commit- 
tee on Interstate Commerce on this bill 
before us, to pass the Measure and to 
deny to the sovereign State of Georgia 
her day in court, though her complaint 
is even now pending in the Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Sen- 
ator from Alabama, that if the bill is 
passed and becomes law it not only takes 
away all the rights Georgia is now as- 
serting in the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and which case awaits de- 
termination, but it also denies to every 
other State which may have an equally 
justified complaint, even the right to 
go into the court to determine what its 


rights are. It seems to me that for the 


Congress to start out on the career of 
undertaking to nullify lawsuits, under- 
taking to set itself up as a master in 
chancery in the Supreme Court to de- 
termine what are the rights of these liti- 
gants, is an unjustified invasion of the 
jurisdiction of the court. 

Mr. HILL. And the Senate at this 
moment does not even have the hearings, 
does not even have the testimony, does 
not even have the evidence on this bill 
available to it for study. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Complaint was made 
yesterday on the floor because Senators 
had not had an opportunity to read the 
hearings that had been printed, in con- 
nection with the bill which was then 
before us. But in this particular case 
the hearings have not even been printed. 
They are not available to any Senator. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. KILGORE. Does the Senator 
know that in an investigation of the 
Western carriers which operate in Texas, 
Arizona, and New Mexico it was found 
that by an agreement between the rail- 
roads air conditioning, although existing 
in the cars, was to be cut off at Dallas, 
Tex., for all cars going south of Dallas, 
in order that there might be no competi- 
tion of service? That matter is pending 
now with the Department of Justice on 
the question of whether the agreement 
is in violation of the Sherman Act and 
various other acts. If we remove these 
railroads from those acts, they can con- 
tinue this intolerable condition south of 
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Dallas, Tex., and various other parts of 


. the Southwest, by which air condition- 


ing installed in the cars cannot be used 
by reason of an inter-railroad agree- 
ment not to use such service south of 
Dallas, although it will cost no more to 
use it than it costs at the present time 
to use if. That is another thing the cor- 
rection of which the bill would preclude. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s reference to that situation. I am 
not so familiar with the facts brought 
out in that investigation as is the Senator 
from West Virginia. I know that inves- 
tigation of the subject was made. Under 
this bill the Department of Justice would 
have no occasion to make such an inves- 
tigation to determine the facts, because 
we are proposing to say to the Govern- 
ment of the United States, to the Depart- 
ment of Justice, and to the Federal 
courts, “The railroads are to be put on an 
island of safety, beyond the reach of the 
antitrust laws.” 

Mr. KILGORE. That is abolutely cor- 
rect. It is proposed to remove the pro- 
tection of citizens who must ride on those 
railroads under the conditions described, 
and to take away from the Federal Gov- 
ernment and its executive agencies the 
right to protect those people against im- 
proper agreements which have been en- 
tered into in the past. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to ask 
a question for information, as to whether 
or not the case pending in the Supreme 
Court involves an order which has been 
approved by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I can 
answer that question. It does not. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It does not involve a 
specific order. It involves certain exist- 
ing traffic and rate situations which are 
the basis of the complaint that there is a 
violation of the antitrust laws. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iam trying to ascer- 
tain whether or not this bill would stop 
that suit or in any way interfere with it. 
I read from section 8, on page 6, line 9, 
of the bill: 

No order shall be entered under this sec- 
tion except after interested parties (includ- 
ing in all cases the Attorney General of the 
United States) have been afforded reasonable 
opportunity for hearing. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That applies to future 
orders which may be issued or applied for 
by a railroad company or combination of 
railroads before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. It merely gives the Attor- 
ney General the right to be heard, but it 
does not give the court the right to be 
heard. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I read that pro- 
vision, the bill would not interfere with 
the litigation before the Supreme Court. 
If certain railroads have violated the 
antitrust laws, they certainly should be 
punished. The last thing I would wish 
to do would be to interfere with a suit 
for the punishment of such railroads. 
As I read the bill, I do not feel that it 
would stop such a case, because under 
the terms of the bill any order made by 
a rate bureau would have to be approved 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
and under section 8 no such order could 
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be entered until after the Attorney Gen- 


eral had full notice. From a reading of - 


the bill I have been unable to discover 
that it would in the least interfere with 
the litigation. which has been referred to. 
I should like to have an explanation of 
the situation. l 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY, Let me answer the 
question of the Senator from Michigan. 
I think it would interfere; but even if it 
should not interfere, if the bill were 
passed the decision of the Supreme Court 
on the question would be a moot decision 
in the future, because the railroads could 
continue to do the very same things, 
although the Supreme Court might hold 
that they should not have done them at 
the time the acts complained of were 
committed. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The State of Geor- 
gia sought injunctive relief against the 
railroads from the conspiracy which was 
alleged, a conspiracy to combine to fix 
rates which were detrimental to the 
State of Georgia. If we pass this bill it 
will permit the railroads to get together 
and fix rates. The very heart will be 
cut out of the case of the State of Geor- 
gia which seeks to enjoin the conspiracy 
to discriminate against the State of 
Georgia and other States similarly 
situated. 

Mr. BARKLEY. In that connection, 


let me add that in my judgment, if this 


bill passes and the things provided for 
by the bill are permitted, the railroads 
can get together, by reason of these prac- 
tices being legalized, and do the very 
same things, or even worse things, than 
those out of which grew the Georgia com- 
plaint. All the Supreme Court would be 
permitted to say would be that at the 
time the acts complained of occurred they 
were unlawful, and therefore a penalty 
might be assessed. The Court could 
grant relief as of the date when the evils 
existed; but if we take the heart out of 
the statute we shall preclude the Su- 
preme Court from ever again passing on 
the question. That is the difficulty with 
this legislation, as I see it, not only with 
respect to this case, but any other case 
which may arise under similar circum- 
stances. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Under the fair con- 
struction of all criminal statutes, if a 
crime has been committed or a criminal 
statute has been violated, and the legis- 
lative body changes the rules or changes 
the statute, unless there is a specific 
provision stopping the trial, the crime 
having been complete, the court can try 
the case. That is why I was trying to 
find out whether or not there was any 
attempt through this bill to stop the 
litigation which has been referred to. If 
a crime has been committed under either 
the Clayton Act or the Sherman Act— 
and I understand that those are the acts 
under which the Supreme Court and the 
Attorney General are proceeding—unless 
there is some provision in the bill which 
interferes with the court or prevents it 
from proceeding, or something which 
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makes the question a moot question, we 
would not be interfering with that liti- 
gation. As I read the bill, it would apply 
only to cases in the future, and it would 
apply only to rate bureaus established 
in the future. It would apply only to 
orders approved in the future, as pro- 
vided in section 8. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I respectfully submit 
that it would do the State of Georgia, 
or any other State in the United States, 
no good simply to obtain a decision of 
the Supreme Court holding that what 
the railroads did at the time stated in 
the complaint was unlawful, when we are 
proposing to make it lawful hereafter for 
the railroads to do the same things which 
are involved in the lawsuit in the Su- 
preme Court. The decision would be 
moot. It would not grant any relief. 
There would be no particular efficacy 
in having the Supreme Court decide that 
something which happened a year or two 
ago was unlawful then, and to have the 
Congress say that from now on it shall 
be lawful to do the same thing. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would agree with 
the able Senator from Kentucky if we 
were permitting the same things to be 
done. But we are not doing so in this 
bill, as I read it. We are not permitting 
the same things to be done that are com- 
plained of in that case. We say that 
legal rate bureaus may be established, 
and that when they are established— 

No order shall be entered under this sec- 
tion except after interested parties (includ- 
ing in all cases the Attorney General of the 
United States) have been afforded reason- 
able opportunity for hearing. 


As I understand, in the case in the 
Supreme Court there was no such order. 
A conspiracy between the railroads was 
alleged. There was no notice to the 
Attorney General or anyone else: So we 
are not legalizing what was done there. 
We are legalizing a new procedure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. All the Attorney 
General would be permitted to do under 
this bill would be to appear before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and 
protest. He could not act after the 
Commission had acted. He could not go 
into court and say that what had been 
done was a violation of the antitrust 
law. He might exercise some moral in- 
fluence over the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, but that is all. He would 
have no remedy if the Commission should 
disregard his protest and act contrary 
to his advice. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I invite the attention 
of the distinguished Senator from Mich- 
igan to the fact that the Georgia case is 
only a test case. At the Governors’ Con- 
ference, attended by the Governor of 
Michigan himself, the State of North 
Dakota joined with the State of Georgia, 
and Governor Moses, who later became 
a United States Senator, assured the 
Governor of the State of Georgia, as has 
been so ably expressed by the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RUSSELL], that the State of North Dakota 
joined with the State of Georgia, and 
that if the Georgia case were successful, 
similar cases would be brought in State 
after State. The distinguished majority 


leader is exactly correct, in my opinion, 
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when he says that, even though it may 
be contended that the bill would not 
apply to the Georgia case, it would apply 
to all other lawsuits brought by other 
States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The principle 
whatever it might be—laid down in the 
Georgia case would be applicable to every 
other State in which such evils exist. 
In addition to the case now pending in 
the Supreme Court, there is pending in 
the Federal court in Lincoln, Nebr., a 
proceeding instituted by the Attorney 
General, affecting the practices of rail- 
roads in that section of the country. 
The passage of this bill would knock that 
suit into a cocked hat. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to read 
a paragraph from the decision of the 
Supreme Court when it granted the 
motion of the State of Georgia for leave 
to file a bill of complaint against certain 
railroads: 


If the allegations of the bill are taken as 
true, the economy of Georgia and the wel- 
fare of her citizens have seriously suffered 
as the result of this alleged conspiracy. Dis- 
criminatory rates are but one form of trade 
barriers. They may cause a blight no less 
serious than the spread of noxious gas over 
the land or the deposit of sewage in the 
streams. They may affect the prosperity and 
welfare of a State as profoundly as any di- 
version of waters from the rivers. They may 
stifle, impede, or cripple old industries and 
prevent the establishment of new ones. They 
may arrest the development of a State, or 
put it at a decided disadvantage in competi- 
tive markets. Such a charge at least equals 
in gravity the one which Pennsylvania and 
Ohio had with West Virginia over the cur- 
tailment of the flow of natural gas from the 
West Virginia fields. There are substitute 
fuels to which the economy of a State might 
be adjusted. But discriminatory rates fas- 
tened on a region have a more permanent and 
insidious quality. Georgia as a representa- 
tive of the public is complaining of a wrong, 
which if proven limits the opportunities of 
her people, shackles her industries, retards 
her development, and relegates her to an in- 
ferior economic position among her sister 
States. These are matters of grave public 
concern in which Georgia has an interest 
apart from that of particular mdividuals 
who may be affected. Georgia’s interest is 
not remote; it is immediate. If we denied 
Georgia as parens patriae the right to invoke 
the original jurisdiction of the Court in a 
matter of that gravity, we would whittle the 
concept of justifiability down to the stature 
of minor or conventional controversies. 
There is no warrant for such a restriction. 


Mr, President, that is what the Su- 
preme Court said in permitting the filing 
of this suit which alleges a conspiracy 
through combinations and agreements 
such as would be permitted by this bill, 
if it were enacted. The enactment of the 
bill might not destroy the jurisdiction of 
the Court in the Georgia case, but it 
would effectively deny any relief. If this 
bill were enacted into law, all that the 
Court could hold would be that the con- 
spiracy had existed, that it was welle 
proven in the hearing before the masters 
that the conspiracy existed, that it had 
been very damaging to Georgia, and that 
the Court would grant an injunction 
against past wrongs, but that the Con- 
gress by passing the Bulwinkle bill had 
decided to permit those powerful mas- 
ters to dominate the economic life of the 
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Nation; and that would throw our State 
back into economic thralldom. That 
would be what would happen if this situ- 
ation, which has been declared illegal, 
were permitted to continue. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, what 
would happen, I think, would be as fol- 
lows: Assuming that the Supreme Court 
in deciding that case held that the prac- 
tices were illegal and in violation of the 
antitrust laws, all anyone could do, 
provided this bill has been enacted by 
that time, would be to say, “If the law 
were now what it was when these things 
happened, we could do something about 
it; but Congress has taken time by the 
forelock and has nullified the decision 
of the Supreme Court before it was 
rendered.” 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is precisely what 
would happen, and that would deny us 
any relief. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. REED, As the Senator knows, I 
do not make a practice of breaking in 
on the opponent’s time to make my 
arguments, But this is one of the few 
times when I shall interrupt, if the Sen- 
ator will permit. I wish to say to him 
that in my judgment and in the judg- 
ment of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee, the passage of this bill will have 
no possible effect upon either the Georgia 
case or the Nebraska case. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The only effect it 
would have would be to say that, regard- 
less of whatever the decision in those 
cases might be, they would be ineffective 
in the future. 

I wish to say that I was not present 
in the Interstate Commerce Committee 
when this bill was under consideration 
there. I was engrossed in other duties 
of a more or less variegated character 
while this bill was under consideration 
in the commitee. If I had been present 
in the committee at that time, I would 
have voted against reporting the bill; and 
if I had been advised that minority views 
would be filed by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JoHNsSTON] and the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY], 
I would have joined in those views. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . - 

Mr. BARKLEY. Iyield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This matter is as 
important to Arkansas as it is to Georgia. 
I cannot understand why there is any 
urgency that the bill be considered. It 
seems to me that it would be wholly 
inappropriate to have the Senate con- 
sider the bill at this time. The hearings 
haye not been printed, and it is obvious 
that the subject matter of the bill is con- 
troversial. 

So I was a little curious why the ma- 
jority leader permitted the matter to be 
brought up. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
never tried to prevent a Senator from 
making a motion that the Senate take 
up any particular bill. I do not think 
that is within my province. I told the 
Senator from Kansas that I did not think 
he should make his motion until certain 
other matters were out of the way. They 
are now out of the way. Therefore, I 
told the Senator that I would not oppose 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


his making the motion, although I would 
vigorously oppose its adoption. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Until we get the 
hearings on the bill, so that we may un- 
derstand its significance, it seems to me 
that it would obviously be improper to 
have the Senate take it up at all. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is obviously 
true, and the present situation is in con- 
trast to the situation which existed yes- 
terday. Yesterday Senators complained 
that various Senators had not had an 
opportunity to read the hearings on the 
railroad retirement bill. Complaint was 
made on that ground. Yesterday, when 
we had under consideration the railroad 
retirement bill for the benefit of a million 
and a half railroad employees, the same 
Senators complained because the hear- 
ings were so voluminous that Senators 
had not had a chance to read them. 

The bill now under discussion has come 
from the same committee, but it is a 
different sort of bill. We do not have 
any printed hearings on it. Yesterday 
the same Senators complained because 
of that situation, and they took the posi- 
tion that the action of the same com- 
mittee in reporting the railroad retire- 
ment bill was not entitlec to any consid- 
eration. But now they take the position 
that the report on this bill is sacred and 
sacrosanct. 

Mr. President, I hope the motion of 
the Senator from Kansas will be rejected. 


ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY UNDER 
THE SURPLUS PROPERTY ACT 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’Manoney], who is chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Military Affairs 
Committee which handled House bill 
6702, and who is one of the conferees on 
that bill, I submit the conference report 


on it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the report, 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
6702) to clarify the rights of former owners 
of real property to reacquire such property 
under the Surplus Property Act of 1944, hay- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same. 

James E. MURRAY, 


GEORGE H. BENDER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the report? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Alken Burch 
Andrews Barkley Capper 
Austin Bilbo 0 
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Connally La Follette Reed 
Cordon Langer Revercomb 
Donnell Lucas Russell 
Downey McCarran Shipstead 

d McClellan Smith 
Ferguson McFarland Stanfill 
Pulbright McKellar Stewart 
George McMahon Swift 
Gerry Magnuson Taylor 
Green Mead Thomas, Okla. 
Guffey Miilikin Thomas, Utah 
Gurney Mitchell Tunnell 

rt Moore Vandenberg 

Hawkes Morse Wagner 
Hayden Murdock Walsh 
Hill Murray Wheeler 
Hoey Myers Wherry 
Huffman O'Daniel White 
Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney Wiley 
Johnston, S.C. Overton Willis 
Kilgore Pepper Young 
Knowland Radcliffe 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-four Senators have answered to 
their names. A quorum is present. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the conference report on 
House bill 6702? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
now move that the conference report be 
agreed to. 

The report was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the fol- 
lowing bills of the Senate: 

S. 1198. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to sell certain property in the 
State of Michigan now occupied by the 
Weather Bureau and to acquire land in the 
State of Michigan for the erection of a 
Weather Bureau station; 

S. 1478. An act to record the lawful ad- 
mission to the United States for permanent 
residence of Edith Frances de Becker 
Sebald; 

S. 1607. An act to provide for the natural- 
ization of Peter Kim; 

S. 2310. An act to further extend the times 
for commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point, Miss., and Helena, 
Ark.; and 

S. 2359. An act to close the Office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3748) to amend an act entitled “An act 
to provide for the recognition of the 
services of the civilian officials and em- 
ployees, citizens of the United States, 
engaged in and about the construction 
of the Panama Canal,” approved May 29, 
1944. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to a concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 165), in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate, 
as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring) , That the two Houses 
of Congress shall adjourn on Friday, August 
2, 1946, and that when they adjourn on said 
day they stand adjourned sine die. 

STATUS OF KEETOWAH INDIANS IN 
OKLAHOMA—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted 
the following report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two House on the 
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amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
341) which relates to the status of the Kee- 
towah Indians of the Cherokee Nation in 
Oklahoma, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
section 2 and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
proposed to be inserted by the Senate 
amendment, section 2 is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 2. That there is hereby set aside for 
the use and benefit of the Indians of the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Reservation in Ok- 
lahoma the remainder of the lands com- 
prising the diminished Seger School Reserve 
containing approximately five hundred and 
thirty-seven acres, and the improvements 
thereon, in section 15, township 10 north, 
range 14 west, of the Indian meridian, Okla- 
homa. Subject to the consent of the busi- 
ness committee of the Cheyenne and Arapa- 
ho Tribes thereto, the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior is authorized to enter into an agreement 
with the Colony Union Graded School Dis- 
trict numbered 1, Colony, Oklahoma, for the 
use by the district or all or any portion of the 
land, and improvements thereon, described in 
this act: Provided, That any such agreement 
shall contain the express condition that the 
land therein described and the improvements 
thereon shall revert to the use of the Indians 
of the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes when 
no longer used by the said school district for 
school purposes.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Sen- 
ate amendment insert the following: 

“That the title be amended by striking 
out the words ‘Colony Union Graded School 
District numbered 1, Colony, Oklahoma, and 
substitute therefor ‘the Cheyenne and Arapa- 
ho Indians of Oklahoma.’” 

ELMER THOMAS, 


JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
HENRY M. JACKSON, 
JOHN R. MURDOCK, 
W. G. STIGLER, 
Kant. E. MUNDT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I move 
that the conference report be agreed to. 

The report was agreed to. 


THE OPA AND AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, as chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, I have 
received a great many letters from all 
parts of the country relating to the OPA, 
and I have not facilities for answering 
each of them individually. I have pre- 
pared a statement, in the nature of ques- 
tions and answers, and I submit the 
statement for the Record and ask that 
it be printed in the body of the RECORD 
at this point in connection with my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 
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To Commissioners, Directors, and Secretaries 
of Agriculture: 

To the many questions submitted to me 
as chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, I am replying as follows: 

Question: How does the new OPA law 
affect the cotton industry? 

Answer: The law does not authorize the 
OPA to either fix maximum price ceilings 
on raw cotton or to make any rule or regu- 
lation with respect to margin requirements 
on futures transactions. Further, the new 
law authorizes manufacturers and processors 
to receive for their products costs of raw 
cotton and costs of manufacture plus reason- 
able profits. 

Question: What is the power and jurisdic- 
tion of the Price Decontrol Board? 

Answer: The Price Decontrol Board has 
power and jurisdiction over livestock and 
milk, cottonseed, soybeans and grains, and 
food and feed products produced therefrom. 
Neither the OPA Administrator nor the Board 
has any control over raw cotton. 

Question: What is the average production 
of cotton in the United States? 

Answer: The 10-year average production 
Was 12,553,000 bales of 500 pounds each. The 
cotton produced last year, 1945, was 9,015,000 
bales. 

Question: What is the average number of 
acres planted to cotton? 

Answer: The 10-year average number of 
acres planted was twenty-five and one-half 
million. The number of acres planted this 
year, 1946, is eighteen and one-third million, 
which is some 7,000,000 acres less than the 
10-year average. 

Question: What is the Department of 
Agriculture estimate of the production for 
this year? 

Answer: The latest estimate is 9,200,000 
bales, or some three and one-third million 
bales less than the 10-year average. 

Question: What is the carry-over or 
amount of cotton now in the United States? 

Answer: The domestic carry-over as of 
August 1 is estimated to be 7,600,000 bales 
of all kinds of cotton. This is the lowest 
carry-over since 1938. This year’s crop of 
some 9,200,000 bales plus the carry-over of 
7,600,000 bales totals 16,800,000 bales. The 
Agriculture Department reports that the 
carry-over plus this year's crop will “be at 
the lowest level in 17 years, or about the 
same as in 1928.” 

Question: What is the estimated domestic 
consumption of cotton for the next 12 
months? 

Answer: The Department estimates that 
this year’s cotton crop will hardly supply the 
domestic demand. 

Question: How much cotton will Pang 
be exported during the current year? 

Answer: Hearings held before the Bank- 
head subcommittee revealed probable ex- 
ports of from 3% to 4 million bales. The 
Army has requested some 154,000 bales to be 
shipped to occupied European zones and has 
commitments for some 1,360,000 bales for 
Japan. Credit has been extended to Czecho- 
slovakia in the sum of $20,000,000 for pur- 
chases of cotton in the United States. The 
demand for cotton is great and if the war- 
torn countries can secure funds or credit 
with which to buy cotton our supply will not 
nearly equal the demand. 

Question: What did cotton sell for during 
or after World War I? 

Answer: In October 1918 cotton sold for 
37.25 cents per pound, in December 1919 the 
price was 36.23 cents, and in July 1920 the 
price was 43.75 cents per pound. Cotton ts a 
world commodity and is based on the value 
of gold. World War I prices were based 
on the old gold dollar which was 40 percent 
heavier hence 40 percent more valuable than 
the gold dollar of today. In 1920 there was 
less than $6,200,000,000 of money in circula- 
tion while now (July 17), we have $28;241,- 
000,000 in circulation. 
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Eminent economists have demonstrated 
before the Senate Agricultural Committee 
that cotton growers receive per hour for their 
labor the amount they receive per pound for 
the cotton they produce. Cotton is quoted 
at some 32 cents per pound hence this means 
that cotton growers may receive only about 
32 cents per hour for their work in producing 
this year’s crop. If this price prevails it is 
obvious that much of the 1946 crop will not 
be picked and the existing shortage will be 
increased. 

The Atlanta conference of cotton growers 
and officials should have all the facts per- 
taining to the cotton industry in order to 
plan and make recommendations for mar- 
keting the 1946 cotton crop. The facilities of 
the committee are available to you for secur- 
ing additional information. 

Respectfully, 
ELMER THOMAS, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 
JULY 27, 1946. 


GOVERNMENT HOUSING STATISTICS 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, recent- 
ly when we were discussing the pro- 
posed emergency housing act, contradic- 
tory statements were made relative to 
the housing needs of the country. At 
that time I was told that a survey had 
been made, but for some reason it was 
unobtainable. 

To throw a little light on the subject 
for the future, and also to show how dif- 
ficult it is to get a Government report 
when there is a desire that it be withheld 
by some agency, or when there is an in- 
terpretation the agency wants to place 
upon the report itself, especially when 
legislation is under consideration, I 
should like to place in the Recor at this 
time, for the benefit of Senators, a letter 
which reflects great credit on the integ- 
rity of the Bureau of the Census and 
upon the statisticians to the Bureau of 
the Budget, a letter which at the same 
time raises serious doubt as to the in- 
tentions and policies of some of the indi- 
viduals who are charged with the con- 
duct of housing matters in the Federal 
Government. 

First, let me explain the background. 
Last fall, the President of the United 
States told the Nation that 5,000,000 new 
homes were needed in this country. The 
National Housing Agency, which among 
other things is interested in building up 
a case for a huge public housing pro- 
gram, backed up ihe President with a 
statistical statement purporting to show 
that 4,660,000 homes were needed. 

Then a new face came among us, a 
Housing Expediter, who also is Admin- . 
istrator of the National Housing Agency. 
Soon we were told that there was an ur- 
gent need for 2,700,000 new homes for 
veterans alone. That figure also was 
backed up with an impressive statistical 
analysis. 

It will be recalled that I asked in the 
debate how many homes were needed, 
and I asked the officials to furnish the 
statistics. All we got were the figures 
furnished by the National Housing Agen- 
cy. As I said then, and I say now, I think 
it was a guess, 

Meanwhile, it apparently had occurred 
to some of our Government leaders con- 
cerned with housing that they should 
check the figures they were quoting so 
confidently. At any rate, the National 
Housing Agency requested the Bureau of 
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the Census to make a sample survey of 
housing conditions, rents, occupancy, and 
vacancy. The funds were provided by 
the National Housing Agency, and the 
Bureau of the Census undertook the 
work as an agent of the National Hous- 
ing Agency. 

The results of the survey were made 
available to the NHA during January 
and February 1946, which was prior to 
the debate upon that issue, and those re- 
sults, gathered by a factual, nonpolitical, 
impartial branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment, were withheld from the public by 
the NHA. The Bureau of the Census 
did not feel, under the circumstances, 
that it had the authority to release the 
figures independently. 

Why were the results of this impartial 
survey withheld from the public and 
from Congress? They were withheld be- 
cause they convincingly contradicted 
some of the loose statements which had 
been made about the dire housing emer- 
gency. Those statements had been based 
on results of the 1940 census, although 
the official census figures had been sub- 
ject to partisan interpretation. 

The 1945-46 census, which the NHA 
refused to make’ public, showed that, 
contrary to popular opinion, a rather 
drastic improvement had been made in 
housing conditions since 1940. The sur- 
vey in question showed fewer homes in 
need of major repair, fewer homes lack- 
ing adequate toilet and bathing facilities, 
fewer homes lacking central heating or 
electric wiring. It showed fewer persons 
residing in the average home than was 
true before the war, even though de- 
mobilization was well under way at the 
time. It showed that the median rent 
‘in occupied dwellings had risen more 
than other evidence had indicated. 

These are the facts that were withheld. 
They were withheld for one single and 
obvious reason—because they deflated 
the dire housing emergency which the 
Government housers and the public 
housers had built up. No one denies that 
there is a critical housing shortage to- 
day. We all know that, and we want to 
eliminate it, so that every veteran can 
have a decent home. 

But we want to know what we are 
doing. We want to know how great the 
need really is. The Bureau of the Census 
produced the facts, and the NHA ap- 
parently concealed them, or withheld 
them, until after the legislation was 
passed. As time passed, the Director of 
the Bureau of the Census became con- 
cerned over the difficult position in which 
his branch of the Government had been 
placed. Doubtless, he anticipated that 
his agency might be criticized. So, on 
April 18, the Director of the Bureau of 
the Census addressed to the Bureau of 
the Budget a letter asking advice regard- 
ing the issuance of the suppressed hous- 
ing statistics. For that act I commend 
Mr. J. C. Capt, Director of the Bureau 
of the Census. He did his duty as a pub- 
lic official. 

On April 26 Stuart A. Rice, Assistant 
in Charge of Statistical Standards in the 
Bureau of the Budget, addressed a reply 
to, Mr. Capt. It is that reply which I wish 
to read to the Senate at this time. This 
is the letter: 
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BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1946. 
Mr. J. C. Capt, 
Director, Bureau of the Census, 
Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Carr: In your letter of April 18 
you ask my advice regarding the issuance of 
the Special Report on Housing, Series H-46, 
No. 1. Iam glad to express my opinions upon 
the questions of Government policy which 
seem to be involved. These questions affect 
the integrity of all governmental statistical 
and research activities, 

As I understand from your letter and from 
members of my staff who have discussed the 
matter with Census personnel and others, 
no serious questions have been raised con- 
cerning the technical adequacy of the data 
included in the above-named report. As is 
customary, we are giving you below such 
suggestions of a technical character as occur 
to us. However, none of these suggestions 
is a challenge to the technical soundness of 
the work, into which we have had no occa- 
sion to inquire in detail. Good faith and 
good workmanship on the part of the Na- 
tion’s technical agencies are traditional 
within our Government. 

The question at issue arises from the pos- 
sibility that the data will be misinterpreted 
or misused. Specifically they may be im- 
properly compared ‘with data on rents ob- 
tained by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for 
its cost-of-living index. These latter data 
measure changes in rent charged for identi- 
cal residential facilities. The Census figures 
pertain to median rents for all tenant-occu- 
pied nonfarm dwelling units, and are thus 
affected by very different factors and consid- 
erations than are those of the BLS, Al- 
though the increases since 1940 appearing 
in the Census data are greater than those 
shown by the BLS, the differences are with- 
out significance, since different things are 
measured. But since they appear (though 
erroneously) to measure the same thing, it 
might be contended that the new Census 
data should be withheld from release. 

I would regard such a conclusion as illogi- 
cal and offensive. It would reflect upon the 
professional standards and integrity of every 
Federal statistician. To the statistician, as 
to other scientists in a free country, facts 
are facts—whatever the consequences to 
which they lead. Except for security reasons, 
governmentally collected facts must be made 
available to all who have concern with them, 
I know of no instance in which statistical 
data collected by the Federal Government 
have been suppressed in order to support or 
protect a special public or private interest. 
I therefore believe that your report should 
be released. 

It is part of the same high standard, how- 
ever, that data released to the public must 
be presented in such form as to maximize 
understanding and minimize misuse. If it 
is inexcusably dishonest to suppress infor- 
mation it is inexcusably negligent to permit 
information to be misunderstood. Part of 
this responsibility is a sound explanation of 
the relationships to similar data. It is here 
that your report in my opinion falls short 
of meeting its full responsibilities. Admit- 
tedly its text sets forth the fact that the 
Census and BLS data on rents are noncom- 
parable. But this unduly brief exposition is 
tucked away in the technical notes where 
the great majority of unwary readers are al- 
most certain to miss its significance. 

Moreover, the discussion itself does not 
seem strong enough in view of what 1 be- 
lieve to be the facts. The fact that in 1940, 
48 percent of occupied nonfarm units were 
tenant-occupied and at the time of the sur- 
vey only 36 percent were tenant-occupied 
appears to indicate a terrific shift in the two 
universes covered and greater emphasis 
should be given to the point that this is not 
a change in median rent for a reasonably 
common group of units. This shift seems 
something different from the addition to the 
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group of the war housing units at a dif- 
fent rent level. I am under the impression 
that many of the users have underestimated 
the importance of this factor. The factor 
that aside from the composition of the group 
certain qualitative changes in a unit can 
affect the rents actually paid and that the 
BLS index holds constant the quality and 
therefore does not measure a general im- 
provement in equipment, seems more ade- 
quately covered, except for its location in 
the text. 

Finally, it would seem desirable to include 
in the report the discussion on variation due 
to sampling rather than waiting until some 
later release. This is always good practice 
but especially does it seem so in this case, 

Sincerely yours, 
STUART A. RICE, 
Assistant Director in Charge of Sta- 
tistical. Standards. 


Here we have an instance of one ofi- 
cial condemning the withholding of sta- 
tistics, and the misinterpretation of sta- 
tistics, at the very time when the Senate 
was reaching for those statistics in order 
that we might be properly guided as to 
the needs of housing units, and then, 
after that is all over, an outcry is raised 
because we go after the agencies to re- 
lease the reports. 

Shortly after the date of the letter I 
read, the statistics in question began to 
appear as public information. The Gov- 
ernment officials knew they would have 
to submit them some time after this par- 
ticular challenge had been made. 

In view of these facts, it is my opin- 
ion, Mr. President, that we shall have to 
examine with the greatest of care any 
statistics or so-called facts which the 
National Housing Agency may place be- 
fore us in the future. The housing 
shortage is serious enough without ex- 
aggerating it: ‘Those who seek to dot the 
Nation with unnecessarily large public 
housing projects at the expense of the 
Federal Treasury, and who suppress 
facts and distort statistics to serve their 
purpose, are doing this country a great 
disservice. I shall welcome the day when 
the Senate may be able to inquire into 
these matters in considerable detail. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations, of which 
the able Senator from Nebraska is also 
a member, I will say that we find we are. 
appropriating millions of dollars for the 
preparation of statistics, and then after 
the statistics are prepared, we discover 
that they are used for propaganda pur- 
poses, not only in the legislative halls, 
but throughout the country, for the ac- 
complishment of certain things desired 
by those who prepare the statistics. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is true. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Some time ago I 
called to the attention of the Senate the 
fact that the Department of Commerce 
permitted the dissemination of statistics 
reflecting increase in wages, but not with 
respect to the increase in cost of man- 
ufacturing automobiles. It was discov- 
ered that a young man in the Depart- 
ment of Justice had prepared certain 
data, had taken them over to the De- 
partment of Commerce, and that they 
had been made public without conference 
even with the Under Secretary or with 
the Committee of Business Men who are 
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called to meet at various times in the 
Department. So we find again that the 
millions of dollars appropriated by Con- 
gress and paid out of the pockets of the 
taxpayers are being used for propaganda 
purposes, either to accomplish legisla- 
tion or accomplish other things which 
the bureaus and the departments seek 
to have accomplished. 

Mr. President, it is not the executive 
department itself, that is the President, 
that is responsible, because he cannot 
know of these things. It comes about 
through the domination of the bureaus, 
not only over the legislative branch, but 
over the executive branch; but the people 
of America must wake up to this situa- 
tion, and look into and ascertain what 
are the true facts, or we will no longer 
have a representative government in 
this Nation. The people must under- 
stand that danger lies in the control by 
bureaus over the executive branch. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan for 
his contribution. He has with greater 
force and clarity brought this matter to 
the attention of the Senate than I pos- 
sibly could have done. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I wish to 
emphasize that it required a letter from 
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the executive branch, from the Bureau 
of the Budget, to one of the agencies of 
government, to pry loose the statistics 
which should have been here and availa- 
ble to Senators during the debate on the 
housing question. 

But, instead of the Senate having that 
information, the National Housing Au- 
thority submitted statistics which are in 
direct contradiction with these two re- 
ports. I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor the first two re- 
ports which have been released by the 
Department of Commerce, which contra- 
dict the figures of the National Housing 
Authority. These figures were sup- 
pressed. They were not available to us. 
Had we had the figures we could have 
discussed the question of housing needs 
more intelligently at the time the legis- 
lation was under consideration. 

Mr. President, I do not want to mini- 
mize the fact that there is a housing 
shortage, but I wish to emphasize, as the 
Senator from Michigan has done, that 
these two bureaus, apparently with a dic- 
tatorial hand, can release and can inter- 
pret statistics at will. While we appro- 
priate millions upon millions of dollars 
annually for the preparation and distri- 
bution of statistics which are supposed 
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to be of service not only to the Congress, 
but to the people of the United States 
generally, yet they are either sup- 
pressed or turned against us in the form 
of propaganda. 

I ask that the two reports to which I 
previously referred may be printed in 
the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the reports 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: i 
CHARACTERISTICS OF OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS 

FOR THE UNITED STATES; NOVEMBER 1945 

Some improvement has been shown be- 
tween 1940 and 1945 in the average condition 
and facilities of homes in the United States 
according to estimates released today by 
Director J. C. Capt of the Bureau of the 
Census, Department of Commerce. Greatest 
advance was shown in rural areas while ur- 
ban communities showed much less over-all 
improvement. 

Occupied dwelling units in the United 
States increased about two and three-quar- 
ter millions between 1940 and 1945. The 
estimated number of occupied dwelling units 
in November 1945 is 37,600,000. The number 
of urban occupied dwelling units increased 
by more than 3,000,000. In contrast to this 
increase the number of rural farm occupied 
dwelling units declined by nearly 800,000 and 
the number of rural nonfarm increased by 
Only about 400,000 (table 1). 


Taste 1—Occupied dwelling units, by tenure, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Area and tenure 


UNITED STATES 


RURAL NONFARM 


Total occupied dwelling units. 


—— — — —— 


Estimated number 


Increase, 1940 to 1945 1 


2, 745, 000 
3, 151, 000 
382, 000 


—788, 000 
4, 813, 000 


3, 151, 000 


ee 


100. 0 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 


TENURE 

In November 1945 there were 20,009,000 
dwelling units occupied by owners, as com- 
pared with the 15,196,000 owner-occupied 
homes in April 1940. In contrast, since April 
1940 the number of dwelling units occupied 
by tenants declined 11 percent to 17,591,000 
in 1945. Thus, homes occupied by their own- 
ers represented 53 percent of all occupied 
dwelling units in 1945, as compared to 44 
percent in 1940. In the urban areas, the 
percent of homes occupied by their owners 
increased from 38 percent in 1940 to 47 per- 
cent in 1945. The increase in the rural farm 
areas was from 53 percent to 65 percent, and 
in the rural nonfarm areas was from 52 per- 
cent in 1940 to 64 percent in 1945. 


STATE OF REPAIR AND FACILITIES 


In 1945, 33,258,000, or 89 percent, of the 
occupied dwelling units were not in need of 
major repairs, with 92 percent, 87 percent, 
and 78 percent for urban, rural nonfarm, 
and rural farm, respectively. Corresponding 
Percentages in 1940 showed that 82 percent 


of the occupied units were not in need of 
major repairs, with 89 percent, 78 percent, 
and 67 percent for the urban, rural nonfarm, 
and rural farm areas. (See table 2.) 

In 1945, 23,438,000, or 71 percent, of the 
33,258,000 dwelling units needing no major 
repairs contained both a private bath and a 
private flush toilet. Seventy-eight percent 
of all urban occupied dwelling units con- 
tained both private bath and private flush 
toilet and needed no major repairs, while 
52 percent of the rural nonfarm dwellings 
and only 15 percent of the rural farm dwell- 
ings were reported in this class. 

Almost 1,000,000 of the 4,342,000 units need- 
ing repeirs contained both a private bath and 
a private flush toilet. In this group are 3 
percent of all urban units, 2 percent of the 
rural nonfarm units, and 1 percent of the 
rural farm units. 

Of the 37,600,000 occupied dwelling units 
in 1945, more than 24,500,000, or 65. percent, 
had a private bath or shower in the struc- 
ture for the exclusive use of the occupants 
of the dwelling unit (table 3). The corre- 


sponding figure for 1940 was less than 20,- 
000,000, or 57 percent. In 1945, 1,566,000 
dwelling units (4 percent) reported a bath- 
tub or shower shared with other dwelling 
units, and more than 11,000,000 (30 percent) 
reported no equipment for bathing. In 1940, 
approximately the same number of dwelling 
units had bathing equipment shared with 
other dwelling units, but 2,000,000 more 
dwelling units in 1940, or 39 percent, of the 
total occupied dwelling units reported no 
facilities for bathing. The greatest percent- 
age of homes with a private bathtub or show- 
er for the exclusive use of its occupants was 
in the urban areas, where 82- percent were 
reported with such equipment in 1945, as 
compared with 17 percent of the rural farm 
homes. 

A private flush toilet in the structure was 
reported for 69 percent of the occupied dwell- 
ing units in the United States in 1945, as 
compared with 60 percent in 1940, Only 5 
percent, or about 1,684,000 dwelling units, in 
1945 reported flush toilets for the joint use 
of two or more families, and more than one- 
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fourth (27 percent) of the dwelling units re- 
ported that they had other types of toilet 
facilities or no toilet facilities (table 4). 

In 1945, 29,500,000, or 79 percent, of the 
occupied dwelling units, had running water 
within the unit. Most of the remaining units 
had no running water, although 1 percent of 
the occupied dwelling units had running 
water within the structure but not within the 
unit, 

Ninety-five percent of urban homes had 
running water within the unit, as compared 
with 70 percent for rural nonfarm and 28 
percent for rural farm units. However the 
rural nonfarm and rural farm showed a one- 
third increase from 1940 while the urban per- 
centage showed little change. The percent- 
age having no running water within the unit 
was 5 percent of urban dwelling units, 30 per- 
cent of rural nonfarm, and 72 percent of 
rural farm dwelling units. 

Approximately 18,000,000 dwelling units in 
1945 had central heating equipment and they 
represent 48 percent of the occupied dwelling 
units. (See table 6.) More than 14,000,000 
of the dwelling units with central heating 
were in urban places, ‘ 

Ninety-five percent, or almost 36,000,000, of 
the occupied dwelling units in 1945 had in- 
stalled cooking facilities. The urban and 
rural nonfarm areas had 96 and 95 percent, 
respectively, while in rural farm areas 93 
percent of the occupied dwelling units had 
installed cooking facilities. 

More than seven-eighths of the occupied 
dwelling units in the United States had elec- 
tric-lighting equipment. This type of light- 
ing equipment was provided in 33,356,000, or 
89 percent, of the total occupied dwelling 
units in 1945, The percentages of urban and 
rural nonfarm homes with electric lighting 
were 98 and 90, respectively, and the corre- 
sponding figure for rural farm homes was 52 
percent. Although there were fewer rural 
farm occupied dwelling units in 1945 than in 
1940, a million more of these rural farm 
homes ha‘ electric lighting. 

Almost 34,000,000, or 90 percent, of the oc- 
cupied dwelling units had radios in 1945, as 
compared with less than 29,000,000, or 83 per- 
cent, in 1940. Almost 22,500,000, or 95 per- 
cent, of the urban occupied dwellings re- 
ported radios in 1945, while rural nonfarm 
reported almost 7,000,000, or 90 percent, and 
rural farm almost 5,000,000, or 77 percent. 


SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD AND DWELLING UNITS 

The median size of household in the 
United States declined to three and one-tenth 
persons in 1945, as compared with three and 
three-tenths persons in 1940. There were 
more two-person households in the United 
States in 1945 than households of any other 
size. These two-person households totaled 
10,529,000 and constituted 28 percent of 
all households. One-person households ac- 
counted for 9 percent of the total, three- 
person households for 23 percent, and four- 
person households for 18 percent. Thus, 
nearly three-eighths (37 percent) of all 
dwelling units in the United States were 
used as the living quarters of one or two 
persons, and more than three-fourths (78 
percent) housed not more than 4 persons. 

Households of five or more persons repre- 
sented 22 percent of all households; the per- 
centage in this size group varied from 18 in 
the urban areas to 34 in the rural farm areas. 
Three percent of all households had eight 
persons or more—2 percent of the urban 
households, 3 percent of the rural nonfarm, 
and 8 percent of the rural farm. 

The size of a household is defined as the 
number of persons who live in an occupied 
dwelling unit. The figures include not only 
related family members but also lodgers, 
servants, and other unrelated persons who 
regularly live at home. 

Occupied dwelling units in 1945 contained 
about the same number of rooms as those in 
1940. In the United States four- and five- 
room dwelling units represented 43 percent 
of all reporting units, while 35 percent had 
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more than five rooms, and 22 percent had 
fewer than four rooms, The number of 
rooms includes all rooms available for use 
throughout the year. Bathrooms, closets, 
halls, screened porches, and unfinished rooms 
in the basement or attic were not counted 
as rooms, 
MONTHLY RENT 

The median rent for tenant-occupied 
dwelling units in 1945 was $27.88 in total 
urban and rural nonfarm areas; $30.25 in 
urban areas, and $15.50 in rural nonfarm 
areas (table 13). More than 4,500,000 of the 
urban and rural nonfarm dwelling units had 
rents of less than $20 per month, and 54 per- 
cent had rents of less than $30 per month, 
Monthly rents of $50 or more were reported 
for 1,508,000 of the 15,403,000 reporting units, 
or approximately 1 in every 10 units, while 
rents of less than $10 were reported for 
1,242,000 dwelling units, or approximately 
1 in every 12. 

These rent figures are based on the amount 
paid per month as rent for tenant-occupied 
dwelling units. If no money rent was paid, 
for example, in the case of a minister who 
uses the parsonage rent-free, the estimated 
monthly rent based on the monthly rent paid 
for similar dwelling units in the neighbor- 
hood was entered on the schedules. 

The rental data presented in this report 
are not comparable with the figures on 
changes in rent obtained by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics for its cost of living index. 
The data compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics represent changes in rent charged 
for identical qualities of housing, essentially 
rents for identical units with identical serv- 
ices and facilities. The data in this release 
on the other hand reflect any shift in the 
size and type of rented units, the rent level 
of new war housing and other units coming 
on the rental market for the first time, and 
possibly also a trend toward more frequent 
inclusion in rent of charges for furnishings 
and utilities. Furthermore, the comparisons 
between 1940 and 1945 shown in this release 
may be affected by changes in vacancy rates 
among units in various rental groups. 

The statistics presented in this release 
make it clear that the rental figures for 1940 
and for 1945 do not pertain to the same 
group of units since there took place between 
those years a considerable shift in the groups 
of occupied dwelling units to which the ren- 
tal data pertain. Over this 5-year period 
there was an increase of 4,533,000, or 16 per- 
cent, in the number of occupied dwelling 
units in urban and rural nonfarm areas. 
However, the percentage of units occupied 
by their owners increased sharply over the 
5-year period rising from 49 percent in 1940 
to 59 percent in 1945. 


TECHNICAL NOTES 


For this report, the urban and rural areas 
are those that were classified as urban or 
rural in 1940 on the basis of the results of 
the 1940 census. The classification of rural 
population by farm and nonfarm residence is 
based on the residence at the time of enumer- 
ation. Thus, the 1945 rural farm population 
is the population living on farms in 1945 in 
areas that were classified as rural in 1940. 


SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF ESTIMATES 


Data on home ownership and other hous- 
ing data, such as size of household, size of 
dwelling unit, bathing equipment, toilet fa- 
cilities, heating equipment, and monthly 
rent were obtained for occupied dwelling 
units as a supplement to the monthly report 
on the Labor Force for November 1945. The 
Monthly Report on the Labor Force is a 
sample survey which is conducted each 
month in order to obtain information on 
labor supply, employment, and other char- 
acteristics of the population. The sample is 
distributed in 68 areas, each area comprising 
one or more counties. These areas are lo- 
cated in 42 States and the District of Colum- 
bia. Approximately 20,000 households were 
included in the housing inquiry. 
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Since the estimates for 1945 are based on 
a sample, they are subject to error due to 
sampling variability. Apparent small 
changes between 1940 and 1945 may not in 
all cases be significant, either in the amount 
of the change or its direction. The follow- 
ing table gives approximate measures of the 
reliability of the estimates for 1945. The 
measures of reliability are shown for several 
different sizes of numbers: 


Difference between the 
estimate and the number 
that would have been 
obtained from a complete 
census 


Chances are | Chanoes are 
about 2 in 3 | about 19 in 20 


Size of estimate 


that the that the 
difference differences 
would be would be 


less than the | Jess than the 
figure in this | figure in this 


column column 

40, 000 75, 000 
60, 000 115, 000 
90, 000 180, 000 
135, 000 270, 000 
195, 000 390, 000 
240, 000 475, 000 
380, 000 760, 000 
420, 000 $40, 000 
425, 000 850, 000 
430, 000 860, 000 


percent but also on the size of base on which 
the percentage is determined. For example, 
the estimate of occupled dwelling units need- 
ing major repairs in rural nonfarm areas in 
the United States in November 1945 is 12.9 
percent. The estimate of all occupied dwell- 
ing units needing major repairs in the United 
States in November 1945 is 11.5 percent. 
Since the latter percent has a considerably 
larger base it is more reliable than the per- 
cent based on rural nonfarm occupied dwell- 
ing units. 

For percentages based on the total number 
of occupied dwelling units, the table below 
indicates the reliability for several different 
sizes of estimated percentages. 


Difference between esti- 
mated percentage and 
percentage which would 

ve been obtained from 
a complete census 


Size of estimated 
percentage 


Chances are | Chances are 
about 2in 3 | about 19 in 20 


err 
Geova 


The measure of reliability given in these 
tables are only approximate. They are in- 
tended as indications of the general level of 
sampling reliability of the estimates. In 
addition to sampling variations, the esti- 
mates are subject to errors of response, but 
the possibilities of such errors are not in- 
cluded in these measures of reliability, 

The 1940 data shown were obtained from 
the 1940 census of housing with the data 
presented in thousands of dwelling units 
and with dwelling units not reporting on an 
item distributed in the same proportion as 
the reporting units, Estimates for 1945 aze 
presented in thousands of dwelling units, 
not because they are assumed to be accurate 
to thousands of dwelling units but for con- 
venience in summation, 
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Taste 2.—Occupied dwelling units, by state of repair and plumbing equipment, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Estimated number Increase, 1940 to 19451 Percent 
Area and state of repair and plumbing equipment 


1940 
Total occupied dwelling units. 109.0 
With private bath and private flush toilet 55.7 
With private flush 4.3 
W: „no pri 10.4 
No running water in dwelling 20. 6 
Dwelling units not needing major repairs m . $2.0 
With private bath and private flush toilet 51.8 
With private flush toilet, no private bath. 3.3 
With running water, no private flush toile! 8.1 
No running water in dwelling unit 18.9 
Dwelling units needing major repairs ......--..-o---nnnccnncccnnnnnnncececescneseee- 18.0 
With private bath and private flush toſlet. ..:? 4.0 
With private flush toilet, no private bath... 1.0 
With running water, no private flush toilet. 23 
No running water in dwelling unit......-......----.--..----.-. 10.7 
URBAN 
ß . 100.9 
With private bath and private flush toilet... 76.9 
With private flush toilet, no private bath 6.0 
With running water, no private flush toilet 10.6 
No running water in dwelling unit 6. 5 
88. 7 
— V0 eee 71.6 
4.6 
8.4 
4.2 
11.3 
5.2 
1.4 
2. 3 
24 
3 100. 0 
With private bath and private flush toilet 39.5 
With private flush toilet, no private bath.. 3.1 
With running water, no private flush toilet. 13.2 
No running water in dwelling unit ð „„ 44.2 
Dwelling units not needing major repair 77.7 
With private bath and private flush toilet „„ 36. 2 
With private flush toilet, no private bath.. 25 
With running water, no private flush toilet. 10.0 
No running water in dwelling unit—-2 2.222 -----2ecnannnnnennnwennnnnonsncerenececeres= 29.1 
Dwelling units needing major repairs. 22.3 
With private bath and private flush toilet... 3.3 
With private flush toilet, no private bath "6 
With running water, no private flush toile 3.2 
No running water in dwelling unit 15.2 
R 
"Potal cecupied Awelling unite. .-<-......... 100.0 
With private bath and private flush toilet AEA AT ENE A 10.9 
With private flush toilet, no private bath.. “5 
With running water, no private flush toilet. 68 
Nonnen 81.8 
Dwelling units not needing major re pairs ——jꝗjͤ— 2 —— ee Da 66.9 
With private bath and private flush toilet... 9.8 
With private flush toilet, no private bath oA 
With running water, no private flush toil 52 
No running water in dwelling unit 51.4 
8 33.1 
1.1 
1 
1.5 
30.4 


A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
TaBLe 3.—Occupied dwelling units, by bathing equipment, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Area and bathing equipment 


UNITED STATES 
Total oceupled dwelling unt 2 


Bathing equipment in structure, exclusive use— 2 ß—7ꝛ—ß—rꝛ——j—7ĩcͤ k. 
1 854 equipment in structure, shared. 
one. 


—— ————— —— — — — —— — — 


14 minus sign (—) denotes decrease, 


—ͤ——— a nn er rn nnn nn een enn enn e nsec a a a a 
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TABLE 8—Occupied dwelling units, by bathing equipment, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940—Continued 


Area and bathing equipment! 


Bathing equipment in structure, exclusive use. 
8 equipment in structure, shared. 
n ocean sccsennceoccencnsonnacecanssenn, 


Total occupied dwelling units 22. -cnenncoenconnnncsescesasccunecancocnacon 


Bathing equipment in structure, exclusive use. ea e aa 
Bathing equipment in structure, shared.. 


Total occupied dwelling units 9 


Bathing equipment in structure, exclusive use.. 
Baking equipment in structure, shared. 


3, 000 
—1, 012, 000 


3 A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
Taste 4—Occupied dwelling units, by toilet facilities, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Estimated number Increase, 1940 to 1945! Percent 


Area and toilet facilities 


UNITED STATES 


Total occupied dwelling units —————————— 100. 0 100.9 
Flush toilet in structure, exclusive use. 69.0 60. 3 
Flush toilet in structure, shared. 4.5 4.9 
No flush toſlet 20. 5 34.7 

Total occupied dwelling units 00. 0 100.0 
Flush toilet in structure, exclusive use. Mi ehumintnukepansnbaincusiniennaoeinanmgan 86,7 83.2 
Flush toilet in structure, shared. — 6.5 7.7 
No flash toſlet 444%“ — 8 6.8 9.2 

RURAL NONFARM 

Total occupied dwelling units N ERE E AP a . 100. 0 
Flush toilet in structure, exclusive use n. FORE: Sen Sen OSS aE, 43.0 
Flush toilet in structure, shared. 19 
No flush toilet- . 2... cnein- ne cacecnsnnn cnn nnnnsncecesnwesenensesennsesensececccncosccnscnns 55.1 

Total oceupied dwelling units. 100.0 
Flush toilet in structure, exclusive use.. 11.5 
Flush toilet in structure, 8. 2 
No flush toilet : 88.3 

JA minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
Tase 5.—Occupied dwelling units, by water supply, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 
Estimated number Increase, 1940 to 19451 Percent 
Area and water supply 
1945 1940 Number Percent 1945 1940 
UNITED STATES 

Tota} occupied dwelling units... 2 .22c20ceescecnasenasoenwenncecereccccnansccencennces 37, 600, 000 34, 855, 000 2, 745, 000 7.9 100.0 100. 0 
Running water in unit 29, 543, 000 24, 530, 000 5, 013, 000 20, 4 78. 6 70.4 
No running water in unit — 8,057, 000 10, 325, 000 | —2, 268, 000 —22.0 21.4 29.6 

No running water in unit but in structure... 
No running water in strueture— 
— 

Total occupied dwelling units 20, 507, 000 3. 151, 000 15.3 100. 0 100.0 
Running water in unit 19, 250, 000 3, 000 16.8 94.7 5 
No running water in unit 1, 347, 000 229 080 —5. 9 5. 3 2 

No running water in unit but in strueture 
No running water in strueture ..----- 


7, 151, 000 382, 000 53| 100.0 100.0 

3,987,000 1,302, 000 32.7 70.2 55.8 

3,164,000 | 2920, 000 -23.1 29.8 44.2 
28.4 


K —— a 7, 107, 000 —788, 000 —11.1 100.0 100.0 
Running water in unit... 1, 293, 000 
No running water in unit. 5, 814, 000 
No running water in u 
No running water in strueture 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease, 
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TABLE 6.—Occupied dwelling units, with and without central heating, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Estimated number Increase, 1940 to 19451 Percent 
Area and central heating 
1945 Number Percent 1945 1940 
UNITED STATES 
Total occupied dwelling units eh ee — 37, 600, 000 
With central heating. 18, 188, 000 
Without central heating 19, 412, 000 
Total occupied dwelling units. REE ee ͤ Ro ER RE i 23, 748, 000 
wee 6 0 — 14, 536, 000 11, 986, 000 
“...... — E T A ů¶ — ¶ — p a 9, 212, 000 8, 611,000 
RURAL NONPARM 
Total occupied dwelling units. 7, 533, 000 7, 151, 000 
With central heating a 2, 679, 000 1, 933, 000 
Wenn so son ne ee PP 4, 854, 000 5, 218, 000 
RURAL FARM 
Total occupied dwelling units — 2.2.2 2c. MAS. EE — 6, 319, 000 7, 107, 000 
PUN RENN UNNI ̃— AAA ⁰˙mn :: E y e S 973, 000 720, 000 
US L EE I E SNOT AAR STE SR Ee, 5, 346, 000 6, 387, 000 


1 A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
Taste 7.—Occupied dwelling units, with and without electric lighting, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Estimated number Increase, 1940 to 1945! Percent 
Area and electric lighting 
Number Percent 1 1940 
UNITED STATES 
e ey ee — 34, 855, 000 2, 745, 000 7.9 100.0 100.0 
CE a a ee ]¹ — ͤ . ee 33, 356, 000 27, 604, 000 5, 752, 000 20.8 88.7 79.2 
Without e lighting ... ̃ͤͤ ßvuw—— LORS ERE E I RS 4, 244, 000 —3, 007, 000 41.5 11.3 20.8 
URBAN j 
Total occupied dwelling units — Re = 23, 748, 000 20, 597, 000 3, 151, 000 15.3 100.0 100.0 
With electric lighting 19, 719, 000 3, 519, 000 17.8 97.9 95.7 
Without electric nting 878. 000 368. 000 41.9 2.1 4.3 
RU RAL NONFARM 
"Total cecopied dwelling unite: e : — 7, 151, 000 382, 000 5.3 100. 0 100. 0 
6. ↄ— ——T— . E — — 5, 588, 000 1, 217, 000 21.8 90.3 78.1 
Mhenni ¶ —— 1. 503. 000 —835, 000 —83. 4 9. 7 21 
RURAL PARM 
Total occupied dwelling units 7, 107, 000 —788, 000 —11. 1 100. 0 100. 
With electric lighting — — 1, 016, 000 44.2 52.4 32.3 
Withouvelectrie Vighting<<_ 2.050112). :. ee —1, 804, 000 —37.5 47.6 67.7 


i 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
Tase 8.—Occupied dwelling units, by radio, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Area and radio 


UNITED STATES 
Total occupied dwelling units nui ee 


DA ni o E e . 
No radio. 


RURAL FARM 
Total occupied dwelling units. C ES BORIS 
T 


N AAA : — RT ESSE SSC SSE 


—— —— — 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease, 
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Taste 9.—Occupied dwelling units, by installed cooking facilities, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Urban and rural nonfarm 
Installed cooking facilities d 

NUMBER 

we orc tt ah Gila a S es Se ee ee 

E SNORT E L E E E o L LE e a S N 

No installed ooking MCa ssa sooo oe aa ance ate nanseewancncecencudecacevaccensanssnccanaencses 
PERCENT 

Total occupied dwelling units. — Wn aS RN 


With installed cooking facilities. 
No installed cooking facilities... 


Area and size of household 


UNITED STATES 


7.9 100.0 

677, 30.0 7.7 
630, 22.0 24.8 
7%, 10.3 22.4 
6, 325, 7.8 18.1 
4, 013, —1.1 11.5 
2. 360, —13.4 6.8 
1, 341, 24.1 3.8 
1.713. —33.1 4.9 


23, 748, 000 15.3 100.0 
2, 372, 000 42.0 81 
7, 076, 000 30.0 26.4 
5, 747, 000 19.7 23.3 
4, 279, C00 12.6 18.5 
2, 368, 000 4.2 11.0 
1, 064, 000 13.7 6.0 

415, 000 35.7 3.1 
427, 000 41.8 3.6 
2.62 


5. 3 0 
21.9 10.4 9.0 
9.3 26.1 25.2 
„„ 21.0 221 
12.0 18.8 17.6 
4.5 11.0 11.1 
—2.8 6.1 6.6 
—3. 7 3.4 3.7 
—27. 7 3.1 4.6 
————=—== |_| —oaaeaa—S=_ S sg xX 
6, 319, 000 100.0 100. 0 
323, 000 6.1 5. 1 
1, 485, 000 23.5 19.5 
1, 267, 000 20,1 19.9 
1, 124, 000 17.8 17.8 
770, 000 122 13.3 
522, 000 8.3 9.2 
perso: 346, 000 5.5 6.0 
8 or more persons. 482, 000 7.6 9.2 
LA i c —. ͤ a oor AG 


een enaa ß iiaae 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease, 
Taste 11.—Occupied dwelling units, by number of rooms, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 


Estimated number Increase, 1840 to 18451 


Area and nrmber of rooms 


UNITED STATES 


— 
= 


Total occupied dwelling units 22 TA 000 00.0 00.0 
000 1.6 3.3 

600 6.2 8.3 

000 14.4 14.1 

000 19.7 18. 6 

000 23.4 20.1 

000 18.6 17.6 

000 7.9 8.0 

000 8.2 9.9 

— o X I or 


-A minus sign (—) denotes dcerease, 
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TABLE 11.—Occupied dwelling units, by number of rooms, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940—Continued 


Increase, 1940 to 1945 ! Percent 
Area and number of rooms 
1940 
UNITED STATES—continued 80 
000 20, 597, 000 100. 0 100.0 
000 705, 000 2.0 3.4 
000 1, 600, 000 6.5 7.8 
000 2, 945, 000 15.5 14.3 
000 3, 666, 000 19.6 17.8 
000 4, 533, 000 24.3 22.0 
000 3, 926, 000 18.9 19.1 
000 1, 534, 000 7.0 7.4 
000 1, 688, 000 6.2 8.2 
=== 
b EEE TEE IEEE TE S, 4.76 NESSE ͤ. -T ETEEN a S a A 
5.3 100. 0 
85, —70. 6 4.0 
476, 000 —30.8 9.6 
931, 000 —3. 4 13. 5 
000 1.4 19.4 
000 31.5 19.2 
000 19.3 16.3 
000 23. 5 8.3 
000 1.9 9.6 
= 
Median number of rooms—-— . Lot a. Saar 98 
RURAL FARM 
. ¶[ññ 000 100.0 
an emeeawencenasewececawascrnacserecsenescdccenaccscecesccesenccsccconnnesscscnasensencess 000 0.8 2.3 
000 5.1 8. 7 
000 12.6 14.4 
000 21,2 20.0 
000 19.7 15.6 
000 17,2 14,6 
000 9.0 9.3 
000 14. 5 15.2 
—— 
:::: K a e E 03 E O E S 
1 A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
TaBLE 12—Occupied dwelling units, by persons per room, for the United States, urban and rural, 1945 and 1940 
Estimated number Increase, 1940 to 19451 Percent 
Area and persons per reom 
1945 1940 Number Percent 1940 


UNITED STATES 
37, 600, 000 


14, 312, 000 


RURAL NONFARM 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 
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Taste 13.—Tenant-occupied dwelling units, by contract monthly rent, for the United States, urban and rural nonfarm, 1945 and 1940 


Area and contract monthly rent 


$50 or more... 


Median monthly rent (dollars) ..-...---.--------.---s-0- 


URBAN 


Tenant-occupied dwelling units 


Median monthly rent (dollars) 


URBAN AND RURAL NONFARM 


—— —— ͤ— — ———ů 


—— —— —— ——.— 


x 


883885 
333333833 


8 
BS 


8 


Estimated number 


Increase, 1840 to 19451 


16, 335, 000 100. 100.0 
$00, 000 1. 5.5 
1, 962, 000 6. 12.0 
2, 305, 000 9, 14.1 
2, 238, 000 11. 13. 7 
2,031, 000 11. 12.4 
1,854, 000 12. 11.3 
2, 546, 000 22, 15.6 
1,310, 000 13. 8.0 
1, 189, 000 9. 7.3 
nar T AEE ARETE A O 
100.0 100.0 

0.6 1.9 

3.6 7.5 

7.7 12. 3 

10.4 14.1 

12.0 13.9 

13.8 13.0 

25.0 18.6 

15.5 9.8 

11.4 8.8 

100. 0 100. 0 

6.6 18.9 

19.9 28.7 

20.1 20,8 

17.1 12.3 

10.5 7.1 

8.3 5.2 

11.4 4.2 

3.7 1.4 

24 1.5 


1A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. 


VACANCY IN DWELLING UNITS IN THE UNITED 
STATES, 1945 


Only 803,000 of the 2,981,000 unoccupied 
dwelling units in November 1945, or 2 percent 
of all dwelling units in the United States, 
were on the sale or rental market, according 
to estimates released today by Director J. C. 
Capt, of the Bureau of the Census, Depart- 
ment of Commerce. In urban areas the pro- 
portion was even lower; 252,000 units, or 
1 percent of all units in urben areas, being 
available for rent or sale. On the other hand, 
rural nonfarm areas had 464,000 units, or 
4.8 percent, on the sale or rental market. 

The 803,000 vacancies which were on the 
market accounted for less than three-eighths 
of the Nation's 2,981,000 unoccupied dwelling 
units. Among the others there were 209,000 
turn-over vacancies—that is, dwelling units 
which had already been sold or rented but 
were not yet occupied, These turn-over va- 
cancies represent 0.5 percent of all dwelling 
units. Such vacancies were somewhat 
higher in rural nonfarm areas, 0.9 percent 
(88,000 units). 

In addition, a substantial number of 
units—1,309,000, or 3.2 percent of all dwell- 
ing units—were being held off the market. 
Such units were held for absent household, 
awaiting demolition, held in litigation, or 
undergoing extensive repairs. Over half of 
these vacancies, however, were seasonal units, 
such as summer homes, cabins, and lodges. 
In urban areas 0.5 percent of the dwelling 
units (117,000 units) were being held off the 
market. In rural farm areas these vacanies 
amounted to 1.8 percent (115,000 units). In 
rural nonfarm areas 11.7 percent of the dwell- 
ing units (1,077,000 units) were in this group. 

In addition to the habitable vacant units, 
1.6 percent of all United States dwelling units 
(660,000 units) were vacant but not consid- 
ered habitable. Again rural nonfarm areas 
had a higher percentage—5.3 percent (514,- 
000 units). 


A combined figure for all types of habitable 
vacancies—those on the sale or rental mar- 
ket, turn-over vacancies, and those held off 
the market—amounts to 5.7 percent of all 
United States dwelling units (2,321,000 
units). A subdivision of this gross habita- 
ble-vacancy rate shows 1.9 percent (470,000 
units) in urban areas, 3.4 percent (222,000 
units) in rural farm areas, and 16.8 percent 
(1,629,000 units) in rural nonfarm areas. 

The average size of such habitable vacan- 
cies was 3.6 rooms and only about 1 in 3 had 
all the following standard facilities—electric 
light, running water, private flush toilet, and 
private bath. The greatest proportion of 
habitable unoccupied units having all such 
standard facilities was in urban areas where 
about two-thirds were in this group. The 
lowest proportion, of course, occurred in 
rural farm areas. 

About 40 percent of the habitable-vacant 
units did not have running water in the 
unit. Also, 1 out of 5 habitable vacan- 
cies was in need of major repairs. Three- 
tenths of the total habitable units were 
rental units and had an average (median) 
monthly rental of $16.53, The median rental 
for this type of vacancy was greatest in urban 
areas ($26.91) and only $9.65 in rural non- 
farm areas, 

For this report, the urban and rural areas 
are those that were classified as urban or 
rural in 1940 on the basis of the results of 
the 1940 census. The classification of rural 
population by farm and nonfarm residence 
is based on the residence at the time of 
enumeration. Thus, the 1945 rural farm 
population is the population living on farms 
in 1945 in areas that were classified as rural 
in 1940, 

Source and reliability of estimates: These 
estimates were obtained as a supplement to 
the Monthly Report on the Labor Force for 
November 1945. The Monthly Report on the 
Labor Force is a sample survey which is con- 


ducted each month in order to obtain in- 
formation on labor supply, employment, and 
other characteristics of the population, 
The sample is distributed in 68 areas, each 
area comprising one or more counties. These 
areas are located in 42 States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Approximately 20,000 
households were included in the housing 
inquiry. ; 

Since the estimates are based on a sample, 
they are subject to error due to sampling 
variability. The following table gives ap- 
proximate measures of the reliability of the 
estimates. The measures of reliability are 
shown for several different sizes of numbers: 


Difference between the esti- 
mate and the number 
that would have been 
obtained from a complete 
census 


Size of estimate 


Chances are | Chances are 
about 2 in 3 | about 19 in 20 
that the dif- | that the dif- 
ference would) ference would 
be less than | be less than 
the figure in | the figure in 


this column | this column 
40, C00 75, 000 
60, 000 115, 000 
90, 000 180, 000 
135, 000 270, 000 
195, 000 000 


The sampling error of any percentage 
shown depends not only on the value of 
the percent but also on the size of base on 
which the percentage is determined. For 
example, the estimate of habitable unoccu- 
pied dwelling units in the urban and rural 
nonfarm areas in the United States in No- 
vember, 1945, is 6.2 percent. The chances 
are 19 out of 20 that the rate obtained by a 
complete census would have been between 
5.3 and 7.1 percent. The estimate of not 
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habitable unoccupied dwelling units in the 
rural nonfarm areas in the United States in 
November, 1945, is 5.3 percent. The chances 
are 19 out of 20 that the rate which would 
have been obtained by a complete census 
would have been between 3.7 and 6.9 percent. 
Since the latter percent (5.3) has a consider- 
ably smaller base it is less reliable than the 
percent (62) based on all urban and rural 
nonfarm dwelling units. For percentages 
based on the total number of dwelling units 
in the United States, the urban and rural 
nonfarm, urban, rural nonfarm and rural 
farm areas, the table below indicates the re- 
liability for several different sizes of esti- 
mated percentages: 
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Chances are about 19 in 20 that the abso- 
lute percent difference between the 


estimated percentage and the t- 
age which would have been dbtained 
— a complete census would not ex- 
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The measures of reliability given in these 
tables are only approximate. They are in- 
tended as indications of the general level 
of sampling reliability of the estimates. In 
addition to sampling variations, the estimates 
are subject to errors of response, but the pos- 
sibilities of such errors are not included in 
these measures of reliability. 

The estimates are presented in thousands 
of dwelling units, not because they are as- 
sumed to be accurate to thousands of dwell- 
ing units but for convenience in summation. 


Vacancy and occupancy in privately and publicly financed dweiling units in the United States, 1945 


Urban and rural, nonfarm 


Subject „United States 
NUMBER 
‘Total dwelling units .. 40, 581, 000 34, 014, 000 24, 338, 000 9, 676, 000 6, 567, 000 
pled————y ane nienia nenne 37, 600, 000 31, 281, 000 23, 748, 000 7, £33, 000 319,000 
noccup! Sie 2, 981, 000 2, 733, 0 £90, 000 2, 143, 000 628.000 
Habitable 1. 2, 321, 000 2, 099, € 470, 000 1, 629, 000 222, 000 
Rental... 810, 000 725, 288, 000 437, 000 85, 000 
Available for rent 701, 000 622, 000 223, 000 399, 79,000 
Rented, not yet occupied. 109, 000 03, 000 65, 000 „ 000 6.000 
—. PER SES 202, 000 80, 000 65, 000 115, 000 22,000 
For sale only. 102, 000 94, 000 29, 000 65, 8.000 
Sold, not yet occupied 100, 000 86, 000 36, 000 $0. 080 14.000 
9 1, 309, 000 94, 000 117, 000 1,077, 000 115, 000 
Not habitable i 660, 000 634, 000 120, 000 514, 000 . 000 
Total dwelling units 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100, 0 100. 0 
92.7 92.0 97.6 77.9 96.2 
7.3 8.0 24 22.1 3.8 
5.7 6.2 1.9. 16.8 3.4 
2.0 21 12 4.5 1.3 
1.7 1.8 9 4.1 12 
3 3 3 4 1 
5 5 3 12 3 
3 3 1 .7 1 
2 3 1 6 +2 
3.2 3.5 5 11.1 1. 8 
1.6 1.9 «5 5.3 4 
SIZE, RENT, AND FACILITIES OF HARITABLE UNOCCUPIED UNITS ya 

Average (median) size of habitable vacancies (rooms) 3.6 
Average Epen monthly rent of habitable rental vacancies $16. 53 218 77 25 51 soas 04 
Proportion of habitable vacancies having all standard facilities (percent) 31,4 6 4.7 24.6 10.4 


1 Included as habitable are units in good condition or in need of minor repairs, also those in need of major re) 
in the same neighborhood. Included as not habitable are units in need of major repairs where similar units 


for human habitation. 


irs which are in no worse condition than similar occupied units 
the same neighborhood are not occupied, as well as units unfit 


Other vacancies include units held off the sale or rental market, such as units held for absent households, units to be demolished, units in litigation, units undergoingextensive 


Tepairs, etc. 


APPOINTMENT OF ROBERT SPRAGUE 
BEIGHTLER AS PERMANENT BRIGADIER 
GENERAL IN THE ARMY 


Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of Senate bill 2480, a bill au- 
thorizing the appointment of Robert 
Sprague Beightler as permanent briga- 
dier general of the line of the Regular 
Army. The bill was favorably reported 
by the Committee on Military Affairs. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2480) 
authorizing the appointment of Robert 
Sprague Beightler as permanent briga- 
dier general of the line of the Regular 
Army. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest to the distinguished Senator that 
there is a general understanding among 
some of us that in view of the shortness 
of time before the conclusion of the ses- 


sion the situation demands that as few 
matters as possible be brought up out 
of order. I shall object, at least tempo- 
rarily. I may be able to withdraw the 
objection a little later. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Let me say to the 
Senator that this appointment is very 
unusual. It has been suggested by Gen- 
eral Eisenhower. The case has been sent 
here by the President for the purpose of 
special legislation. It so happens that 
Maj. Gen. Robert Sprague Beightler is 
the only National Guard officer who led 
his division throughout the war. He 
made a wonderful record, leading the 
“Fighting Thirty-seventh” of Ohio at 
Bougainville, New Georgia, and Luzon, 
and racing with the First Cavalry for the 
capture of Manila. I think it will be 
found that both organizations arrived 
there about the same time. 

With that wonderful record, and with 
the President of the United States and 
General Eisenhower supporting him, I 
think we should move immediately to 
pass the bill in order that it may go to 
the House before the session ends and 


be acted upon there, so that the Presi- 
dent may send the nomination to the 
Senate for confirmation. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I take 
it that this bill deals with a single officer. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator is now ask- 
ing for-consideration of the bill because 
of the anticipated end of the Congress 
within the next 2 or 3 days. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I will 
say to the distinguished Senator that I 
hope to be able to withdraw the objec- 
tion very shortly, but I must interpose 
it at this time. As soon as I can make 
inquiry I hope to be able to withdraw 
the objection. Certainly the objection 
does not go to any substantive question 
involving the propriety of the promo- 
tion, which is wholly deserved. I hope 
to be able to withdraw the objection after 
I have had an opportunity to look into 
the matter. 
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Mr. HUFFMAN. I shall appreciate it 
if the Senator will make an investigation 
as soon as possible. 

Mr. CORDON subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I am happy to be able to say 
to the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
that I now withdraw my objection to 
his request. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2480) authorizing the appointment of 
Robert Sprague Beightler as permanent 
brigadier general of the line of the Regu- 
lar Army was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, is authorized to appoint as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the 
Pegular Army, Robert Sprague Beightler, 
presently serving in the grade of major gen- 
eral in the National Guard of the United 
States, Army of the United States. 

Sec. 2. Any person appointed pursuant to 
the provisions of the first section of this act 
shall be counted for the purposes of provi- 
sions of law establishing the authorized 
number of brigadier generals of the line of 
the Regular Army. 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
ACT WITH RESPECT TO AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN CARRIERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion of Mr. REED that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 2536) to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act with respect to certain 
agreements between carriers. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, with 
respect to the motion now pending to 
consider House bill 2536, let me say that 
I have listened to the discussion of the 
motion by the able Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the able Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], and the able 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]. 
I have stood up on this floor and have, 
as in the tidewater case and in the in- 
surance case and in other cases, opposed 
any attempt by the Senate or the Na- 
tional Legislature, to try to stop a crim- 
inal action or prosecution or any other 
action in the lower courts or in the 
Supreme Court of the United States. If 
I thought for one moment that the bill 
now under consideration was an attempt 
to stifle not only the prosecution of a 
pending case in the Supreme Court or 
the prosecution of the case in the State 
of Nebraska or any other State, I would 
be against the Senate considering the 
bill, and against the bill itself. I do not 
believe we should stop such litigation. 
I am not passing upon the facts, because 
I do not have them, but, as I understand, 
the litigation is based upon a charge of 
conspiracy. It is based upon conduct by 
railroads which was alleged to be such 
as to be in violation of the laws of the 
land. Every such violation should be 
prosecuted to the full extent. And I 
want to say, Mr. President, that in the 
past we have had only lip service from 
those in charge in the Department of 
Justice respecting prosecution of monop- 
olies and of cartels. Oh, yes; we have 
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had prosecutions against some 200 firms, 
but in those prosecutions settlements 
were made. There was no real determi- 
nation shown to stamp out monopolies. 
No one was ever sent to prison, no one 
Was prosecuted with the determination 
that if guilty they be found guilty in 
those cases, but settlements were made. 
Now we find that there is opposition even 
to bringing this bill on the floor. There 
is objection to bringing the bill to a vote 
by the Senate on the ground that it 


would interfere with or stop a prosecu- 


tion in the Supreme Court. 

Mr. President, I have tried to analyze 
the bill, and I find nothing in it at all 
which would in any way stifle or inter- 
fere with the litigation now before the 
Supreme Court, or would in any way 
interfere with a prosecution for con- 
spiracy or violation of law in the past. 

Mr. President, what does the bill at- 
tempt to do? It attempts to legalize cer- 
tain activities on the part of the rail- 
roads in a certain field. There is noth- 
ing in the bill that would allow a con- 
spiracy by railroads to avoid air condi- 
tioning railroad cars, as was suggested 
by the able Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr, KILGORE]. There is nothing in the 
bill that would allow any kind of con- 
spiracy. If we look at the bottom of page 
2, we will find what the agency or rate 
bureau may do. 

The Commission shall approve such 
agreement if it finds that— 

The object of the agreement is appropriate 
for the proper performance by the carriers 
of service to the public, that the agreement 
will not unduly restrain competition, and 
that it is consistent with the public interest 
as declared by Congress in the national trans- 


” portation policy set forth in the act; other- 


wise the application shall be denied. The 
approval of the Commission shall be granted 
only upon such terms and conditions as the 
Commission may prescribe as necessary to 
ensure compliance with the standards above 
set forth in this paragraph. 


Continuing— 

(3) Each conference, bureau, committee, 
or other organization established or con- 
tinued pursuant to any agreement approved 
by the Commission under the provisions of 
this section shall maintain such accounts, 
records, files, and memoranda and shall sub- 
mit such reports as may be prescribed by the 
Commission, and all such accounts, records, 
files, and memoranda shall be subject to in- 
spection by the Commission or its duly au- 
thorized representatives. 


What we have attempted to stop in the 
past has been conspiracies by the rail- 
roads or by industries in the dark and 
among themselves. Here we are saying 
that these agreements, before they be- 
come effective, must first be passed upon 
by a body which we as Congress have es- 
tablished, and which has been in exist- 
ence for many years, namely, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. We say 
that all the records, accounts, and infor- 
mation surrounding the agreement must 
be submitted to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. If this were an at- 
tempt to authorize monopoly, not only 
would I not defend it on the floor, but 
I would oppose it with all the resources 
at my command, because I do not be- 
lieve in monopoly. As I read the bill, it 
does not promote monopoly, because the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, the in- 
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strumentality which we have created to 
search out and ascertain whether or not 
there is monopoly, or whether there is 
undue restraint of trade, and whether 
there has been a violation of law, will 
function in the future as it has func- 
tioned in the past. This is merely a 
permission for the railroads to submit to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
what they believe would be a proper rate 
or regulation. The railroads cannot act 
under it until after the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, the instrumentality 
of the United States Government, ap- 
proves it. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I agree with every- 
thing the Senator has said. I should like 
to add to what he has said the fact that 
any agreement which the Interstate 
Commerce Commission approves may be 
disapproved and canceled at any time 
by the Commission. 

I should like to add further that under 
this bill the Department of Justice would 
have the right to go to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and make a com- 
plaint, setting forth the reasons why it 
believes that any agreement which is be- 
ing approved, or is about to be approved, 
or has been approved, is not in the in- 
terest of the public. 

Further, I should like to say to the Sen- 
ator that what we are trying to do by 
this bill is exactly the same thing as has 
been done in the case of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, which is authorized to ap- 
prove agreements between air carriers 
affecting air transportation when such 
agreements are found to be not incon- 
sistent with the public interest and the 
air carriers are relieved from the anti- 
trust laws with respect to carrying out of 
agreements so approved. I merely wished 
to add that to what the Senator has said. - 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the able 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. President, I rose merely to express 
myself on the pending motion, because 
after an analysis of the bill I believe that 
the construction placed upon it by the 
able Senator from Kentucky is not in ac- 
cordance with the terms of the bill. It 
does not interfere with the prosecution 
of the case in the Supreme Court, or any 
other case arising in the past. I should 
like to hear full argument on the bill. I 
am speaking now merely on the question 
as to what the bill does in relation to the 
Supreme Court case, or any other viola- 
tions of law occurring up to the present 
time. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to inquire 
of the distinguished Senator whether the 
statement of national transportation 
policy, as it appears in the 1940 Trans- 
portation Act, has been placed in the 
Recorp today. Does the Senator know 
that has been done? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot advise the 
able Senator from Oregon as to that. 

Mr. CORDON. Then I should like to 
ask another question. Of course, the 
Senator from Michigan is familiar with 
that declaration of law, as it appears in 
the Transportation Act of 1940. There it 
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is but & statement of policy. However, is 
the Senator in agreement with the posi- 
tion I take, namely, that that statement 
of policy will very definitely become the 
law if the pending bill is enacted in that 
it represents both an authority and a 
limitation upon authority, insofar as the 
agreements provided for in the present 
bill are concerned? 

In other words, the language to which 
I refer is to be found in the bill at the 
bottom of page 2. The statement is 
that any agreement must We “appropriate 
for the proper performance by the car- 
riers of service to the public, that the 
agreement will not unduly restrain com- 
petition, and that it is consistent with 
the public interest as declared by Con- 
gress in the national transportation 
policy set forth in this act.” 

So I take the position that when this 
bill refers to that statement of policy 
and requires any agreement which may 
be made to be consistent with it, it then 
breathes the authority and the certainty 
of law itself into that declaration of 
policy, and requires such agreements to 
conform therewith. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
think that is a correct analysis and state- 
ment of this bill. 

Mr. CORDON. Then, I suggest that 
perhaps the Senator from Michigan 
might insert that statement as a part of 
ot argument, because it is so pertinent 

t. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as 
part of my statement, I ask, then, to 
have inserted in the Rrconp at the con- 
clusion of my remarks the statement ap- 
pearing on page 2 of the Interstate Com- 
merce The statement is entitled 
“National Transportation Policy,” and 
it follows the provision that: 


This act may be cited as the Interstate 
Commerce Act. 


Mr. President, the measure we are now 
considering proposes to amend the In- 
terstate Commerce Act with respect to 
certain agreements between carriers, and 
the bill begins with the following words: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Interstate 
Commerce Act; as amended, is amended by 
adding after section 5 thereof a new section 
as follows. 


The provision beginning in line 25, on 
page 2, and ending in line 1, on page 
3, namely, “as declared by Congress in 
the national transportation policy set 
forth in this act,” would relate not only 
to the amendment to the act but to the 
act itself; and, therefore, the national 
transportation policy set forth in the act 
would be the one that would be meant— 
not only the one set forth in the amend- 
ment, but the one set forth in the origi- 
nal act itself. 

The national transportation policy 
Teads as follows: 

NATIONAL “TRANSPORTATION POLICY 

It is hereby declared to be the national 
transportation policy of the Congress to pro- 
vide for fair and impartial regulation of all 
modes of transportation subject to the pro- 
visions of this act, so administered as to 
recognize and preserve the inherent advan- 
tages of each; to promote safe, adequate, eco- 
nomical, and efficient service and foster 
sound economic conditions in transportation 
and among the several carriers; to encourage 
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the establishment and maintenance of rea- 
sonable charges for transportation services, 
without unjust discriminations, undue pref- 
erences or advantages, or unfair or destruc- 
tive competitive practices; to cooperate with 
the several States and the duly authorized 
Officials thereof; and to encourage fair wages 
and equitable working conditions;—all to 
the end of developing, coordinating, and pre- 
serving a national transportation system by 
water, highway, and rail, as well as other 
means, adequate to meet the needs of the 
commerce of the United States, of the Postal 
Service, and of the national defense. All of 
the provisions of this act shall be admin- 
istered and enforced with a view to carrying 
out the above declaration of policy. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, for whom I have the greatest 
admiration, would not knowingly make 
a statement which was not absolutely 
accurate. A moment ago he stated that 
no one had been sent to jail for viola- 
tion of the antitrust laws. I wish to 
say that that statement is correct so far 
as it pertains to Attorneys General be- 
fore the present Attorney General took 
office. I may add that several months 
ago I felt exactly as the Senator from 
Michigan now feels. 

Therefore, I made an investigation. 
During the course of that investigation 
I wrote to the present Attorney General 
of the United States. He furnished me 
with a list of individuals who have been 
sent to jail, as well as a list of corpora- 
tions which have been fined, since he has 
taken office. Iam sure the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan was not aware of 
that fact when he made his statement a 
few minutes ago, for I am sure he would 
not knowingly make an incorrect state- 
ment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the able Senator from North 
Dakota for giving me that information, 
because not so long ago I discussed this 
very question with him, and I think we 
agreed that no one had been sent to jail 
on that account. I wish that at some 
time the able Senator from North Dakota 
would insert in the Recorp the names of 
those who are in the category he has 
mentioned, those who have been sent to 
jail under the present Attorney General. 

Let me say to the Senator from North 
Dakota that I am, indeed, delighted that 
he has called this matter to my atten- 
tion, and I am also glad to hear that 
there is a different policy at this time 
in the Attorney General’s office. I thank 
the Senator again for correcting the 
statement, because I would not know- 
ingly allow an inaccurate statement to 
remain in the RECORD. 


LYNCHING IN GEORGIA 


Mr. KNOWLAND. The Constitution 
of the United States, in article IV, sec- 
tion 2, provides that— 

The citizens of each State shall be entitled 
to all the privileges and immunities of citi- 
zens in the several States. 


The fourteenth amendment to the 
Constitution provides that— 

Nor shall any State deprive any person of 
life, liberty, or property, without due process 
of law. 


In the last few days the newspapers 
have carried a story, originating in the 
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State of Georgia, relative to the lynching 
of four American citizens. I feel sure 
that the local authorities in that State 
will use the full power of their authority 
to bring to swift justice those who have 
participated in this murder of American 
citizens. 

Mr. President, I shall ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the Recorp an Associated Press article, 
appearing in today’s edition of the New 
York Herald Tribune, relative to the 
cold-blooded killing in the countryside, 
by a mob of unmasked men, of four 
Negro citizens, one of whom was a former 
soldier of the Army of the United States. 
Mr. President, regardless of the color of 
his skin, he had been a soldier in the 
Army of the United States. He and his 
fellow citizens were entitled to the full 
protection of all the laws of any State of 
the Union and the full protection of the 
Government of the United States. 

Mr. President, nothing that we can do 
here today can bring back the lives of 
those people. But by what we do here 
today we can show, or at least speak 
out and say that such things must not 
continue in the United States of America. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to note 
that the Attorney General has declared 
that the full power of the Department of 
Justice will immediately be brought into 
play, and that the officers of the Govern- 
ment of the United States will cooperate 
with the local law-enforcement officers 
of the State of Georgia in bringing to 
justice at an early date those who par- 
ticipated in that crime. As one Member 
of the Senate, I wish to say that I hope 
the Department of Justice, as represented 
by the Attorney General of the United 
States, will bring the full power of his 
office, including the full power of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, into 
play, because this is not merely a blot 
upon the escutcheon of a single local 
area, but this and this sort of thing is 
a blot upon the entire United States of 
America. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object to the request the 
Senator has made, I should like to see 
the article which the Senator wishes to 
have printed in the Recorp. If the ar- 
ticle is an attack upon Gene Talmadge, 
similar to the one made in an article 
appearing in the newspaper PM today, 
I shall certainly object to having it 
printed in the Record. The article in 
PM is entirely unfair. It blames Gene 
Talmadge for the chooting of those four 
Negroes. As a matter of fact, Gene Tal- 
madge was in the State of California 
when that shooting occurred. He was 
not even in the State of Georgia at the 
time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me say that, so far as I have been able 
to ascertain, the article makes no men- 
tion of Gene Talmadge. It is an As- 
sociated Press article, and it does not 
attempt to place the blame for the lynch- 
ing which occurred. 

Mr. LANGER. Then I have no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Herald Tribune of July 

27, 1946] 

Two NEGROES AND Wives LYNCHED; GEORGIA 
Inqumy BEGUN By UNITED STATES—UN- 
MASKED Mos TAKES Four From AUTO OF 
WHITE Farmer WHo Hap GONE BAIL FOR 
ONE IN STABBING OF WHITE EMPLOYER; 
Case Pur IN FBI's HANDS 
Monroe, GA., July 26.--The massacre of two 

young Negro farmhands and their wives late 

yesterday by an armed and unmasked band 

of white men brought the promise of a 

Federal investigation on its revelation today. 
The details of the multiple lynching were 

told today by Loy Harrison, a well-to-do 

white farmer who was taking the Negroes 
to his farm and was held at gun-point by 
the mob. 

Harrison had come to Monroe to get Roger 
Malcolm, 27-year-old Negro, for whom he 
made bond on a charge that the Negro had 
stabbed his farmer-employer, another white 
man. Malcolm was accompanied by the three 
other Negroes, Malcolm’s wife and George 
Dorsey and his wife. 

Harrison and the four Negroes were en 
route back home in a car when they were 
waylaid by the mob of 20 men, The mob’s 
questioning indicated they were seeking 
Malcolm, There was no indication why they 
also took Dorsey out for execution. The 
women, sisters, were killed because one of 
them recognized a member of the mob. 

Harrison said in his statement today that 
the band, led by a “tall, dignified-look- 
ing white man,” lined the Negroes up four 
abreast, and then to the count of “one, two, 
three” by the leader, three volleys were fired 
into the quartet. 

“I didn’t have anything but a pocket 
knife,” Harrison related. “What could I do?” 

Harrison said: “Most of the men were 
dressed in khaki clothes, just like me. The 
leader looked like a retired businessman. 
He was about 65, wore a brown suit, and had 
on a big, broad-brimmed hat. He looked as 
if he had a good Florida sun tan.” 

Sheriff E. S. Gordon said that, since Har- 
rison could not identify any member of the 
band, he had gone as far as he could with his 
investigation. He called in State police. 


PBI TO MAKE INQUIRY 


Word of the massacre, which occurred 
about 8 miles from here, 40 miles from At- 
lanta, did not “leak out” until today. A few 
hours after it did, Attorney General Tom 
Clark’s office in Washington announced that 
a “complete investigation” had been ordered. 
The announcement from Washington said 
that the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
would carry out the inquiry for the civil 
rights section of the Department. 

The lynching was the first in the Nation 
in nearly a year, and was the first multiple 
lynching since two 14-year-old Negro boys 
charged with attempted rape were hanged by 
a Mississippi mob in October 1942. 

It was the first lynching of more than one 
person in Georgia since 1918. Ten Negroes 
were lynched in Brooks County then, There 
have been nine instances of multiple lynch- 
ings in the State since 1892. 

Lynchings have declined steadily in the 
last decade. Last year, only one lynching 
was listed by Tuskegee Institute, and it was 
disputed whether the act, which occurred in 
Florida, was actually a lynching. 


RECORD IN 1892 


In 1933 there were 28 lynchings in 11 
States. By 1939 there were only 3 lynchings 
in 2 States. In 1940 the figure rose to 5, but 
it dropped to 4 in 1941. In 1942 there were 
5 again, in 1943 3 and in 1944 2. 

Lynchings have taken a sharp downward 
curve in the last half century. The all-time 
high was in 1892, when 231 were recorded, 
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according to the figures of the Southern Re- 
gional Council in Atlanta. 

The slaughter of the four Negroes near here 
came as the aftermath of the stabbing of 
Barney Hester, 22, on July 14. Hester is still 
in a hospital here. Malcolm had just been 
released from jail under $600 bond on charges 
of stabbing Hester. 

Dorsey’s mother, Monia Williams, said that 
her son had just been discharged from the 
service after 5 years in the Army, including 
duty in Australia and North Africa. She re- 
ceived his discharge button in the mail this 
week, she added. 

Both the young couples, she said, had mar- 
ried recently. 

Harrison was the only witness to testify 
last night at the inquest, which resulted in a 
verdict of death at the hands of unknown 
parties. He testified to these details: 

With the Negroes in his car, he came to 
& wooden bridge spanning a river which di- 
vides Walton and Oconee Counties, An auto- 
mobile across the road blocked his passage. 

He stopped. Another car drove in behind 
him, then another and another. A man who 
apparently assumed the role of leader of the 
mob, armed with rifles and shotguns, walked 
up and said: “We want Roger.” 

Harrison answered: That's not Roger. 
That's George.“ 

Another mobster put a gun to Harrison 
neck, and the leader said: “This is our party, 
You keep out of it. We ought to kill you, 
too.” 

The Negro men were dragged out of the 
car and bound with ropes and marched off, 

Harrison said that the women nearly es- 
caped the purpose of the mob. 


RECOGNIZED BY WOMAN 


The women first were held at the auto- 
mobile. Then a member of the mob said 
one of the Negro women had recognized 
him. 

“Get those damned women, too,” the mob 
leader shouted. 

Several of the men came back and dragged 
the shrieking women from the automobile. 
A few moments later Harrison heard shots 
—many of them. The mob dispersed. 

The nearest house to the scene was a mile 
and a half away. Harrison made his way 
2 miles to a country store and called the 
Sheriff.. The Sheriff came, and they found 
the bodies in the bushes. 

The hands of the two Negro men were 
bound behind them. The hands of the 
women were free. The upper parts of the 
Bodies were scarcely recognizable because 
of the mass of bullet holes, 


ON: SHOT IN BACK 


One of the Negroes was shot in the back, 
and W. T. Brown, coroner, said that this 
indicated some member of the mob had fired 
at him after he fell from the first fusillade. 

The coroner said that at least 60 bullets 
had been pumped into the bodies. 

Harrison left his stone house on his big 
farm and accompanied newsmen and officers 
today to the scene on the banks of the Ap- 
palachee River, where he gave this account: 

“I was on my way back home. I'd made 
bond for one of the Negroes—Roger Malcom. 
We came to the bridge across the river, 
and I looked across and saw a car blocking 
the other end of the bridge. 

“I thought to myself, ‘Federal men.’ 

“Then from both sides of the car men 
commenced coming out from the side. A 
car came up behind me, and his bumper 
touched mine. 
put a shotgun against the back of my head 
and said, ‘All of you put em up.“ 

MEN ARE BOUND 

“One man said, There's the man we want’— 
pointing to Roger. 

‘Some of the men in the group then went 
to the two Negro men and slipped ropes 
around their hands—expert like, pretty like. 


One of the men came out, - 
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“They then pulled the two Negro men 
from the car and started leading em off. 

“Then one of the Negro women commenced 
cussing like everything and called out one of 
the men’s name whom she evidently recog- 
nized, When she did that, the leader of the 
group who was leading the two men away 
said, ‘Hold everything,’ selected four men and 
said, ‘Go back and get them.’ 

“They then told me to get out by my car. 
They pulled the women out of the car, and I 
stood beside it while a little short man stood 
at the end of the bridge and looked down the 
barrel of his shotgun at me all the time. 

“One of the men asked, “You recognize any- 
body here?’ I replied, ‘No.’ 

“I'd turn my head sideways and I could 
see the men line em up. I could see the 
Negroes four abreast. I could see the back of 
the men’s heads. I heard the leader of the 
group say, ‘One, two, three,’ and then boom. 
He did that three times. There were three 
volleys. 

“They told me then to get back in the car. 
I did, and they told me I could turn my car 
around and go when I wanted to, I did turn 
around and I looked up in the car mirror and 
saw em going two by two across the bridge, 

“I then went to the phone and called the 
sheriff.” 


Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, no 
Member of the Senate deplores for a 
moment more than I do the murders 
which are said to have been recently 
committed in my State. According to 
the accounts printed in some of the 
newspapers, the murder to which the 
Senator from California adverted, was a 
brutal crime. I know the people of Wal- 
ton County in the State of Georgia. 
Walton County is the county in which 
this crime is said to have taken place. 
The people of that county are law abiding 
and upright, and would be as much op- 
posed to any murder as would the people 
of any other county in this country. 
There are no better people than the peo- 
ple of Walton County. I have no doubt 
that the State authorities of Georgia will 
prosecute to the full extent of their 
powers any person who may be charged 
with the commission of that crime. 

I may say, Mr. President, murders of 
all kinds are often committed in other 
States, sometimes by more than two or 
three persons. I frequently read about 
them in the daily press. There is no 
element of politics in these crimes unless 
they involve a difference in races and 
happen in the South. There seems to be 
an effort to make political capital out of 
crimes in which Negroes are the victims 
if they are committed in the South and 
we hear a clamor for Federal intervention 
which is never raised in the case of simi- 
lar crimes committed in other sections 
of the country. 

Mr. President, I am conscious of my 
rights, but I did not object to the Sena- 
tor from California inserting an article 
from a newspaper in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record. I shall not object to the inser- 
tion of other articles. But, Mr. President, 
I may say that crimes of the nature to 
which the article refers, as well as other 
crimes, are not confined to the State of 
Georgia. Almost every newspaper that 
we read has in it an account of some 
brutal murder or some terrible crime 
which has been committed by one or 
more persons. If I were to peruse the 
newspapers of California I doubt not that 
I could find in them accounts of crimes 


of unspeakable brutality, including crimes 
of murder, which had been committed by 
certain citizens of that State. 

If a custom is to be established in the 
Senate of singling out States and holding 
them up to criticism before law enforce- 
ment officers of those States have had an 
opportunity to act, I shall adopt the pol- 
icy of placing in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
ORD newspaper accounts which refer to 
crimes committed in other States of the 
Union. 2 

I repeat, Mr. President, that I deplore 
the crime to which the Senator has re- 
ferred, more than does he. I deplore it 
especially because it was committed in 
my State. But in the future I shall ex- 
ercise the right of calling attention, 
through the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, to 
other crimes of equal brutality which 
occur in other States of the Union. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
may say to my able colleague from Geor- 
gia, for whom I have the highest respect, 
that if an occurrence such as that which 
took place in Georgia should happen in 
the State of California, the junior Sen- 
ator from California will be the first to 
call the attention of the Senate to the 
crime and will ask for the same kind of 
an investigation as that which has been 
requested in connection with the crime 
which was committed in Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I re- 
call that a few years ago two persons in 
the State of California were bound with 
ropes around their necks and were 
thrown off a bridge in or near a great 
city of that State while a crowd of thou- 
sands applauded the lynching. I do not 
recall that a Senator from California 
called the attention of the Senate to any 
newspaper articles concerning the mat- 
ter at the time, or asked that any of 
those newspaper articles be placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD or demanded ac- 
tion by the Attorney General, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
California was not a Member of the Sen- 
ate at that time. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to concur in everything which the 
Senator from Georgia has said. I may 
state further that the crime record of 
the State of Georgia will compare very 
favorably with the crime record of the 
State of California. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I wish to endorse every- 
thing the Senator from Georgia has said 
with regard to the very sad occurrence 
which took place recently within his 
State. At the same time, I wish to make 
very clear for the Recorp that in my 
State, South Carolina, there has not been 
a lynching for more than 20 years. That 
fact indicates how the people of my State 
feel in regard to matters of this kind. 
But I resent a Member of the Senate put- 
ting into the Recorp articles of any kind 
which reflect discredit upon another 
State. I have heard of crimes which 
have been committed in a great many 
States of the Union, and if I should be- 
gin to put into the Recorp newspaper 
accounts of every brutal crime which is 
committed from time to time, I fear that 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD would be filled 
up entirely not with speeches of Senators, 
but with news articles concerning the 
commission of crimes, 
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, it is 
quite interesting to note, in connection 
with the statements which are now be- 
ing made, that in spite of many heinous 
crimes which have been committed in 
the city of Washington, D. C., and in 
other places, crimes which involved vari- 
ous races, and crimes which, in some 
cases, involved white women being raped 
and murdered by Negro men, persons 
who are so very interested in the en- 
forcement of the law did not feel them- 
selves called upon to ask that newspaper 
articles concerning such crimes be placed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. We can 
fill the Recorp daily with news accounts 
of crimes if we desire, but Mr. President, 
when we do many of the most heinous 
will be recorded from other sections of 
the Nation, rather than having occurred 
in some State in the South. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, if my memory serves me 
correctly, and if we consider for a mo- 
ment some of the crimes which have 
taken place in Hollywood, Calif., we will 
come to the conclusion that many news- 
paper articles concerning those crimes 
could also be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record. However, I hope that we will 
not follow the precedent which has been 
set by the Senator from California and 
proceed to put into the Recor» news- 
paper articles concerning crimes which 
take place all over the United States. 

Mr. President, if the Senate were to 
enforce its rule XIX, the article which 
the Senator from California has inserted 
in the Recor would not have been in- 
serted. I read into the Recorp para- 
graph 3 of rule XIX: 

No Senator in debate shall refer offensively 
to any State of the Union. 


I am willing to allow the Senate to 
judge whether the article to which the 
Senator from California referred reflects 
on a State. I think it does. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
speaking to the point of order which my 
able colleague has raised, I wish to point 
out that in no part of my remarks did 
I refer offensively to the great State of 
Georgia, for which I have the greatest 
respect. On the contrary, I expressed 
the hope and the belief that the author- 
ities of the great State of Georgia would 
proceed to bring the murderers to justice. 
I declared further that I believe that the 
Government of the United States, acting 
through its Attorney General, should 
render to the law enforcement author- 
ities of Georgia every possible support, 
including that of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, in bringing the killers to 
justice. 

Mr. EASTLAND. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. In 
reply to the Senator from California, I 
ask him if he thought, when he asked and 
received permission to have the news- 
paper article inserted in the Rxconp that 
it would do the State of Georgia any 
good? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I certainly did not 
believe it would do Georgia any harm, 
and I certainly meant no offense. I do 
not believe that a reading of the article 
will be offensive to any person except 
those who participated in the lynchings. 


Mr. President, will 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask this question of the 
Senator from California: What good does 
he believe can come from having such 
an article placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
believe that the Senate of the United 
States should not remain silent when 
a crime of such nāture has been com- 
mitted, when a mob of people drag out 
citizens of the United States and murder 
them in cold blood, and when one of those 
persons had worn the uniform of a sol- 
dier of the United States, 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. So 
it is the Senator’s purpose for the United 
States Senate to undertake to enforce 
all the criminal laws in the United States. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. EASTLAND. It is very strange 
that the Senator from California would 
call on the Attorney General of the 
United States to send the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation into Georgia, but I 
have not heard him make that request 
when crimes of murder were committed 
in the State of California. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is the question I am raising. We 
should let the States handle their own 
affairs. 

Mr. EASTLAND. In other words, the 
Senator from California follows that 
doctrine so far as California is concerned, 
but not where the interests of Georgia 
are involved. 


EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES FOR VETERANS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair) laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Represent- 
atives to the bill (S. 2085) entitled “An 
act to amend title V of the act entitled 
‘An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with the national 
defense, and for other purposes,’ ap- 
proved October 14, 1940, as amended, to 
authorize the Federal Works Adminis- 
trator to provide needed educational fa- 
cilities, other than housing, to educa- 
tional institutions furnishing courses of 
training or education to persons under 
title II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended,” which were, on 
page 4, line 4, strike out “II” and insert 
III“; on page 5, line 3, strike out indi- 
vidual.” ” and insert individual“; and 
on page 5, after line 3, insert: 


(g) Nothing in this section shall authorize 
the transfer of any property to the Federal 
Works Administrator until the preference to 
veterans provided by section 16 of the Sur- 
plus Property Act of 1944, as amended, has 
been fully satisfied in accordance with its 
terms; and for the purposes of such section 
16 transfers to such Administrator under 
this section shall not be considered as trans- 
fers to a Government agency. 


Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, this bill 
passed the Senate approximately a week 
ago yesterday, and it was passed yester- 
day by the House of Representatives, 
with amendments. I move that the 
Senate concur in the amendments of the 
House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
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from New York to concur in the House 
amendments. ‘ 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the Senator from New York 
to explain the principal amendment 
which the House added to the bill. 

Mr. MEAD, The House committee 
added an amendment to the bill with 
which I am sure the Senator from Wis- 
consin is familiar. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am familiar 
with the bill, but not with the particular 
amendment. 

Mr. MEAD. The amendment to which 
I refer is on page 5, after line 3, to insert 
the following: 

(g) Nothing in this section shall author- 
ize the transfer of any property to the Fed- 
eral Works Administrator until the pref- 
erence to veterans provided by section 16 of 
the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amend- 
ed, has been fully satisfied in accordance with 
its terms; and for the purposes of such sec- 
tion 16 transfers to such Administrator under 
this section shall not be considered as trans- 
fers to a Government agency. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
I see no objection to the amendment, I 
thank the Senator for his explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE, 


ACT WITH RESPECT TO AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN CARRIERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion of Mr. Reep that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 2536) to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act with respect to certain 
agreements between carriers. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I 
should like to discuss for a few minutes 
the motion pending before the Senate, 
The question arises on a proposed 
amendment to the Interstate Commerce 
Act contained in the measure generally 
known as the Bulwinkle bill. 

I do not like to disagree with the ma- 
jority leader in the position he has taken, 
but, as a member of the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce, I have never had 
the idea that the bill now proposed would 
do what, from his statement, he seems to 
think it would do. My understanding is 
that it has been the custom of railroads, 
since there were connecting railroads, to 
meet, agree upor schedules of rates, and 
to file such rates in a legal manner. I 
understand from the railroad witnesses 
who appeared before our committee that 
they are now uncertain as to what they 
can do in the way of filing rates, and how 
they can agree, particularly when there 
are connecting roads, as to what propor- 
tion of the freight rate is to be taken by 
each road, and what rate shall be 
charged on a particular article. 

I agree with the Senator from Mich- 
igan in this respect, that I do not under- 
stand that the bill has for its purpose the 
taking of a case out of the Supreme 
Court. I do understand it has for its 
purpose a statement of what method 
railroads shall follow in determining 
what they may do with reference to cer- 
ae matters which they are supposed 
o do. 

I am not speaking as an attorney for 
the railroads, In fact, so far as I can 
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‘remember, I never represented a railroad 

company in litigation. I have, perhaps 
unfortunately for myself at times, from 
a fee standpoint, represented the other 
side. 

The bill starts off by stating that it is 
an amendment to the Interstate Com- 
merce Act, and in paragraph 2 there is 
set forth exactly what is proposed to be 
done. It reads: 

Any carrier, party to an agreement between 
or among two or more carriers concerning, or 
providing rules or regulations pertaining to 
or procedures for the consideration, initia- 
‘tion, or establishment of, rates, fares, charges 
(including charges as between carriers), clas- 
sifications, divisions, allowances, time sched- 
ules, routes, the interchange of facilities, the 
settlement of claims, the promotion of safety, 
or the promotion of adequacy, economy, or 
efficiency of operation or service, may, under 
such rules and regulations as the Commission 
may prescribe, apply to the Commission for 
approval of the agreement, and the Commis- 
sion shall by order approve such agreement 
(if approval thereof is not prohibited by 
paragraph (4), (5), or (6)) if it finds that 
the object of the agreement is appropriate 
for the proper performance by the carriers 
of service to the public, that the agreement 
will not unduly restrain competition, and 
that it is consistent with the public interest 
as declared by Congress in the national 
transportation policy set forth in this act. 


If it is consistent with the policy of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, and if the 
Interstate Commerce Commission ap- 
proves it, then the rate, or whatever it 
may be that has been agreed upon, if it 
is not against public policy under the 
Interstate Commerce Act, may be filed, 
and the railroads will then know what 
their rights are in that respect. 

It does not seem to me that this is so 
much an attempt to affect a particular 
case which is pending in the court as it is 
to say to various railroad organizations 
what they may do in certain contin- 
gencies. 

The bill proceeds in paragraph 3 to 
state: 

Each conference, bureau, committee, or 
other organization established or continued 
pursuant to any agreement approved by the 
Commission under the provisions of this sec- 
tion shall maintain such accounts, records, 
files, and memoranda, and shall submit such 
reports as may be prescribed by the Commis- 
sion, and all such accounts, records, files, and 
memoranda shall be subject to inspection by 
the Commission or its duly authorized repre- 
sentatives. 


In paragraph 4 it is provided: 

The Commission shall not approve under 
this section any agreement between or among 
carriers of different classes unless it finds 
that such agreement is limited to matters 
relating to transportation under joint rates 
or over through routes. 


The question arises, If there is no body 
which can say to the railroads that a 
certain amount of the charge, which may 
be $1.50 a hundred, or whatever it may 
be, shall go to one road and the remain- 
der to another, or perhaps to half a dozen 
roads, as there may be a division of 
freight, how are the roads to know how 
to proceed? Personally I have not yet 
heard on the floor of the Senate any 
explanation as to how the railroads can 
proceed. This bill is to provide a legiti- 
mate manner of procedure. 

If there is anything wrong about the 
bill, let us vote against it when it is 
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brought before the Senate, but I do not 
see that there is anything which should 
entitled anyone to say to the Senate, 
“You should not even consider a bill.” 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Does the Senator 
know of any other case in which a bill 
of this importance, and so highly contro- 
versial as this measure is, has been 
brought up without Members of the Sen- 
ate who are not members of the commit- 
tee handling the bill having an opportu- 
nity to read the hearings? 

Mr, TUNNELL. I do not think the 
matter which is set out in the bill is so 
highly controversial. I think that if 
there is injected into it something which 
is not there, if it is said it is a proposition 
to take away from the Supreme Court 
something over which it has jurisdiction, 
then it would be highly controversial, 
but to say that the railroads may under 
certain conditions learn what they can 
do, and have the approval of the body 
in the United States which has the right 
of approving with reference to transpor- 
tation generally, I do not think is highly 
controversial. I think it is fixing a policy. 
The policy may be wrong, it may be that 
the Senator from Georgia prefers some 
other remedy, but I think that the rail- 
roads of the country are entitled to have 
a method provided by which they can 
know what they can charge, and how 
much of it shall go to each particular 
road. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I gather the Senator’s 
answer is, then, that he does not regard 
the bill as being important, and there- 
fore he does not desire to have the hear- 
ings. Is the Senator a member of the 
committee? 

Mr. TUNNELL. Yes; the Senator from 
Delaware is a member of the committee, 
and the Senator from Georgia has not 
the slightest reason for saying that I do 
not regard the bill as important. I do 
regard it as sufficiently important to be 
entitled to be heard by the Senate of 
the United States, and I do not think a 
motion, or a resolution, or a vote, to pre- 
vent corporations or individuals of the 
United States having a matter discussed 
or determined by the Senate of the 
United States, is in the interest of the 
public. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is a mem- 
ber of the committee, and heard the testi- 
mony, and he has reached the conclusion 
that the bill should be enacted into law. 
There are others of us in the Senate who 
are not so fortunate as to be members 
of the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, who have had representations 
made to us that the bill is not so meri- 
torious as the Senator from Delaware 
conceives it to be. 

I am oftentimes perfectly willing to 
follow the leadership of the Senator 
from Delaware, but when matters vitally 
affect my own State I like to try to reach 
my own conclusions respecting them, 
and to reach them as intelligently as I 
can after having made an examination 
of the facts. I think any Senator who is 
interested in this measure should be en- 
titled to have an opportunity at least to 
glance through the hearings and see 
what was developed by the witnesses. It 
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might be that after having done so I 
would arrive at the same conclusion as 
the Senator from Delaware has, but 
there is a possibility that I might not. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I yield. 

Mr. OVERTON. When were the hear- 
ings conducted by the Senate Interstate 
Commerce Committee on this bill 
concluded? 

Mr. TUNNELL. If the Senator wants 
the date, I should have to refer to the 
committee record. 

Mr. OVERTON. Can the Senator give 
me the approximate time? 

Mr. TUNNELL, The Senator from 
Kansas [Mr, REED] is on the floor. Ire- 
member the occasion, but I do not re- 
member the date. It seems to me as I 
think back that it was probably 2 months 
ago. 

Mr. OVERTON. The next question I 
wish to ask: Why were not the hearings 
printed? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I was going to say 
that the Senator from Georgia had dis- 
cussed a matter which perhaps may be 
vital. I was not aware that the hearings 
had not been printed, I was present at 
the hearings and heard the testimony. 
The Senator from Georgia is correct in 
saying that I had an opportunity to know 
what was said. I had never had called 
to my attention, however, the fact that 
the hearings have not been printed. 

Mr. RUSSELL, I will say that for 3 
weeks I have called the committee, I 
should say every other day, and as 
earnestly as I am able have sought to 
obtain a copy of the hearings, but have 
only received a few pages of the print 
proof of the testimony of the Assistant 
Attorney General, and I had to secure 
those from the Department of Justice. 

Mr. TUNNELL. It never before oc- 
curred to me, Mr. President, that Sena- 
tors would want the hearings. I have 
no doubt now that they do want them, 
but I had never previously heard of such 
a desire. If the Senator had taken the 
matter up with the chairman of the com- 
mittee or the acting chairman of the 
committee I am quite sure that some- 
thing would have been done about that 
matter. But, so far as knowing whether 
the provisions of the bill are good or bad, 
I think the Senator from Georgia can 
judge that pretty well. 

Mr. OVERTON. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I cannot. 

Mr. TUNNELL. The Senator cannot? 

Mr. OVERTON. I cannot. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Has the Senator 
from Louisiana examined the bill and 
attempted to determine? 

Mr. OVERTON. In a cursory way; 
sufficient to know that I should have to 
read the hearings to determine. 

Mr. TUNNELL. What kind of a way 
did the Senator say? 

Mr. OVERTON. A very cursory way. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I thought the word 
“curse” was used. 

Mr. OVERTON. Well, accursed be 
the bill, and accursed be the hearings 
which have never been submitted to the 
Senate for consideration, and accursed 
be the scheme and policy by which the 
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plan is sought to be adopted. If cursing 
were in order, I can do a lot of it, I will 
say to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I assume we can all 
do that. 

Mr. OVERTON. I will say further to 
the Senator, if he will yield, that I am 
sorry we cannot secure any information 
as to why we cannot obtain the printed 
hearings, so we may read them for our 
information. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I cannot agree with 
what seems to be inferred by the Sen- 
ator that there may have been some 


scheme or plan on the part of the com- 


mittee to withhold the hearings. If I 
were adopting such a scheme or plan, the 
Senator from Louisiana is the last person 
I should try to keep in the dark. I never 
before heard that he was so anxious for 
this knowledge, and I do not believe the 
committee had information of his desire. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do 
not know about the Senator from Loui- 
siana, but, so far as the Senator from 
Georgia is concerned, I have had my office 
call the committee on at least four or 
five different occasions, to inquire about 
when I would be able to see a copy of 
the hearings. My State is somewhat in- 
volved in this matter, and the governor 
of my State appeared as a witness before 
the committee. The governor has never 
discussed the matter with me, but he did 
present to the committee the views of 
the State of Georgia, and I have been 
unable even to have an opportunity to 
find out from the record what are the 
views of the governor in regard to how 
this proposed legislation will affect my 
State. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, for the information of 
Senators, I will say that I have on my 
desk in galley form some of the record 
of the testimony taken, most of which 
I hope to read into the Recorp at the 
proper time. Senators can see what a 
great amount of testimony was taken. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I hope the Senator 
will not read it all. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
shall not read it all, but I shall read a 
portion of it into the Recorp so Senators 
may have knowledge of what the bill 
would do. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I hope the Senator 
will not read it all into the Recorp if 
we are to adjourn next Friday. I am 
sorry this situation has arisen. I am 
sure the committee regrets it. I do not 
believe this situation would have existed 
had the chairman or the acting chair- 
man of the committee, or the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Reen] known of the 
desire for the printed hearings. The 
Senator from Kansas announced, and it 
was generally known, that he was trying 
for several days to bring the matter be- 
fore the Senate. He announced that he 
was going to bring it before the Senate; 
and this is the first time I had knowledge 
of the fact that the hearings had not 
been printed or that there was any com- 
plaint about it. But I think that where 
there is a reason, as there appears to be 
in this case, the Senators interested 
should have made some demand on the 
committee other than a call over the 
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telephone to a clerk of the committee 
who probably did not even know who 
was calling. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I desire to say, Mr. 
President, if the Senator will indulge me, 
that I suggested to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Kansas several days ago that 
I had been unable to secure a copy of the 
hearings. The chairman of the commit- 
tee was not in the city. It is a most un- 
usual practice for Senators to rise on the 
floor and try to direct committees of 
which they are not members, as to when 
they should print hearings. I exercised 
all the diligence I knew how to exercise, 
and I complained to the Senator from 
Kansas, who talked to me about this bill 
on two or three occasions, that I had not 
been able to secure a copy of the hearings. 
I did not go to the committee and ask 
when they could hold a meeting to see if 
the hearings could be printed for my ben- 
efit. It is customary to have the hearings 
printed and available when a bill is 
brought forward for consideration. 

Mr. TUNNELL. It is not customary 
always to have the hearings printed. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; but it is when a 
highly controversial bill is to be consid- 
ered. Such a bill seldom reaches the 
floor without having the hearings printed 
and available to Senators. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Iam noi sure that the 
bill in question is controversial. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am quite sure that 
the Senator will conclude it is highly con- 
troversial before it is enacted into law. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I do not mean that 
there is no opposition, but I do not think 
opposition makes it a controversial mat- 
ter. Some Senators oppose the bill, al- 
though they do not know what the testi- 
mony respecting it shows. But I do not 
think the bill represents anything of a 
really controversial nature. The bill is 
intended to provide a way for railroads, 
transportation companies, to determine 
what they may do with reference to cer- 
tain matters, and I think they are en- 
titled to have the bill discussed. If the 
chairman or acting chairman of the com- 
mittee had been notified of the desire for 
printed copies of hearings, I do not think 
Senators would have reason to complain. 
But it appears that the Senator now is 
very anxious for certain testimony. I 
think the Senator is entitled to have it, 
and I think the Senator from South 
Carolina seems to have found it. He was, 
I believe, more diligent than was the 
Senator from Georgia, 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
South Carolina was more fortunate, but 
he certainly was not more diligent than 
was the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
should like to say that the copy of the 
hearing I have is not in finished form. 
It is in galley proof, ready to be made up 
in pamphlet or book form. I do not know 
why it has not been made up in pamphlet 
or book form so every Senator could have 
a copy. I had this record delivered to 
me, I will say, 10 days or 2 weeks ago, 
which shows that it has been some- 
where—I do not know where. But I am 
sure that Senators do not have a printed 
copy on their desks, 
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Mr. TUNNELL. I may say that if the 
Senator should use what he has on his 
desk for a few more days it will be in 
its finished form. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes, but every Senator will not be able to 
read it. 

Mr. TUNNELL. No; nobody will then. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
do not believe every Senator will stay on 
the floor and listen to me when I read it. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I do not know of any 
way to keep Senators here to listen to 
the Senator read. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Swirt in the chair). The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. OVERTON. Cannot Senators have 
a copy of whatever has been printed in 
the way of hearings? I understand some- 
thing has been printed. The Senator 
from South Carolina has something on 

“his desk. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is the galley proof. I have had it 
for 10 days. I do not know why it has 
not been printed and delivered to all 
Senators. d 

Mr. OVERTON. I do not know why 
we cannot have 96 galley proofs dis- 
tributed to the Senators. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I do no! think there 
are 96 Senators who would ask for it or 
want it. I think perhaps no more than 
six Senators would. 

Mr. OVERTON. I think every Senator 
is entitled to have a copy of the printed 
record on his desk. 

Mr, TUNNELL. I will ask the Senator 
from Kansas about the matter of print- 
ing the testimony. It seems as though 
some of our friends have become very 
anxious for copies of this record. 

Mr. REED: Mr. President, I may say 
to the Senator from Delaware that I am 
not in control of the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee and its machinery. 
For my own use I have inquired a num- 
ber of times about the printing of the 
hearings. The Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WHEELER] is chairman of the com- 
mittee, as we all know, and I had no 
authority to order the galley proof bound 
and made available for distribution. The 
Senator from Montana, as we all know, 
is against this bill. But I do not want 
to leave any inference that the Senator 
from Montana, who is chairman of the 
committee, failed to have the hearings 
printed because he is against the bill. 
At the same time I myself do not want 
to take any responsibility for not hav- 
ing them printed. I made inquiry of the 
clerk of the committee a number of times 
as to when the hearings would be bound 
and available for distribution. The 
hearings, as the Senator from Delaware 
knows, ran over a period of several 
weeks—in fact, they ran into the months. 
The hearings held by the House have 
been printed. They cover the same sub- 
ject matter and by very much the same 
witnesses. except Governor Arnall, of 
Georgia, who appeared befor> the Senate 
committee but did not appear before the 
House committee. The House commit- 
tee hearings are printed and are on the 
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desks of nearly all Senators and available 
for their use if they desire. 

It never occurred to me that any point 
would be made of the failure of the Sen- 
ate committee to have the hearings 
printed. The printing of the hearings 
would have involved a considerable ex- 
pense. That might be the reason why 
the chairman of the committee thought 
that, in view of the fact that the House 
hearings had been printed and that they 
covered the same subject matter, there 
was no case for printing the Senate hear- 
ings. It is unfortunate, but it is only 
a talking point. All the reasons for the 
bill can be found in the House hearings. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I have before me the tran- 
script of the record of testimony of the 
various witnesses who appeared before 
the committee. The hearings have not 
been printed and delivered to Senators in 
document form, as is usually done. I 
have before me all the testimony. 

Mr. REED. There certainly was no 
design on my part, and I do not think 
there was any design on the part of the 
Senator from Montana, in not having 
the hearings printed. I am for the bill. 
He is against it. He is chairman of the 
committee and has charge of the me- 
chanics relating to the printing of hear- 
ings. My office force inquired on my 
behalf perhaps half a dozen times as to 
when the hearings would be bound and 
available for distribution. The members 
of my staff were told that the clerk of 
the committee had no word as to when 
that would be done. It never impressed 
me as a matter of great importance. I 
am not trying to hold out anything. The 
Senator from South Carolina apparently 
has before him a transcript of the hear- 
ings. If I correctly identify what is at 
his right hand, he has the galley proofs. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] 
objected to the design or scheme by 
which the testimony was not printed. 

Mr. REED. Let me say to the Senator 
from Louisiana that I am sure he does 
not make such a charge. 

Mr. OVERTON. I make no charge 
against anyone. However, the Senator 
from Delaware entered into a contro- 
versy with me in which he charged me 
with being in absolute darkness, and he 
seemed to have no desire to shed light 
upon me. He made some reference to a 
curse, and we then discussed what con- 
stituted a curse, and I made a remark 
somewhat to the effect, “Cursed be the 
plan by which the hearings were not 
printed.” I have forgotten exactly what 
was said, but I certainly intended no 
reflection on any member of the com- 
mittee. I did not say that there was 
any design. 

Mr. REED. I certainly acquit the 
Senator from Montana of any such 
charge. 

Mr. OVERTON. When there is such 
a demand for the hearings, I do not be- 
lieve that we should consider a bill when 
the hearings are not available. As I 
understand, this proposed legislation 
vitally affects my own State of Louisiana. 
That may be true or it may not be true. 
I do not know; but I should like to know 
something about it. 
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Mr. REED. I wish to acquit the Sena- 
tor from Montana, who is opposed to the 
bill, and who is chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce, of any 
design in withholding the printing. Ido 
not mean that he personally withheld it. 
Certainly I am for the bill, and probably 
I could have had the galley proofs con- 
verted into volumes and bound. It did 
not occur to me that there was any point 
about it. The printing would probably 
cost several thousand dollars. I went 
along on the basis of the galley proofs. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Does not the Senator 
from Kansas recall that 2 or 3 days ago 
I spoke to him and told him that I had 
been unable to obtain a copy of the 
hearings? It is my recollection that he 
informed me that they could not be 
printed until September, or some such 
time. 

Mr. REED. I do not recall giving the 
Senator from Georgia any information 
to that effect, but perhaps that is the 
case. There has been an enormous de- 
mand on the Government Printing Of- 
fice for printing, as everyone knows. The 
printing and binding of these hearings in 
pamphlet form would be quite a job. As 
I recall, I never received any date from 
the clerk of the committee, who looks 
after the printing, as to just when the 
hearings would be available. But cer- 
tainly my office force was never able to 
obtain from the clerk of the committee 
any assurance as to just when they would 
be printed. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I thought the Sena- 
tor from Kansas ought to clear up the 
idea that there was a scheme or design 
not to let Members of the Senate have 
copies of the hearings. 

Mr. REED. I am sure the Senator 
from Louisiana would not press such a 
suggestion as against either the Senator 
from Montana or the Senator from Kan- 
sas. 
Mr. OVERTON. I have already made 
a statement on the subject. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to discuss this subject further. 
I believe that Senators who are interested 
in the bill have some rights. I believe 
that Senators who are interested in the 
passage of the bill have some rights. 


CREATION OF INDIAN CLAIMS 
COMMISSION 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the senior Sena- 
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O’MAHONEy], 
who is chairman of the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, I submit a conference re- 
port on the so-called Indian claims bill 
and ask unanimous consent for its pres- 
ent consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
conference report will be read. 

The report was read as follows: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4497) to create an Indian Claims Commission, 
to provide for the powers, duties, and func- 
tions thereof, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment numbered 10. 
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That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate nume 
bered 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 18; and agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “all other claims in law or equity, in- 
cluding those sounding in tort, with respect 
to which the claimant would have been en- 
titled to sue in a court of the United States 
if the United States was subject to suit; (3) 
claims which would result if the treaties, 
contracts, and agreements between the claim- 
ant and the United States were revised on 
the ground of fraud, duress, unconscionable 
consideration, mutual or unilateral mistake, 
whether of law or fact, or any other ground 
cognizable by a court of equity; (4) claims 
arising from the taking by the United States, 
whether as the result of a treaty of cession or 
otherwise, of lands owned or occupied by the 
claimant without the payment for such lands 
of compensation agreed to by the claimant; 
and (5) claims based upon fair and honorable 
dealings that are”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: 
“In determining the quantum of relief the 
Commission shall make appropriate deduc- 
tions for all payments made by the United 
States on the claim, and for all other off- 
sets, counterclaims, and demands that would 
be allowable in a suit brought in the Court 
of Claims under section 145 of the Judicial 
Code (36 Stat. 1136; 28 U. S. C. sec. 250). as 
amended; the Commission may also inquire 
into and consider all money or property given 
to or funds expended gratuitously for the 
benefit of the claimant and if it finds that 
the nature of the claim and the entire course 
of dealings and accounts between the United 
States and the claimant in good conscience 
warrants such action, may set off all or part 
of such expenditures against any award made 
to the claimant, except that it is hereby 
declared to be the policy of Congress that 
monies spent for the removal of the claimant 
from one place to another at the request of 
the United States, or for agency or other ad- 
ministrative, educational, health or highway 
purposes, or for expenditures made prior to 
the date of the law, treaty or Executive Order 
under which the claim arose, or for expendi- 
tures made pursuant to the Act of June 18, 
1934 (48 Stat. 984), save expenditures made 
under section 5 of that Act, or for expendi- 
tures under any emergency appropriation or 
allotment made subsequent to March 4, 1933, 
and generally applicable throughout the 
United States for relief in stricken agricul- 
tural areas, relief from distress caused by un- 
employment and conditions resulting there- 
from, the prosecution of public work and 
public projects for the relief of unemploy- 
ment or to increase employment, and for 
work relief (including the Civil Works Pro- 
gram) shall not be a proper offset against 
any award.“ 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“Sec, 11. Any suit pending in the Court of 
Claims or the Supreme Court of the United 
States or which shall be filed in the Court of 
Claims under existing legislation, shall not 
be transferred to the Commission: Provided, 
That the provisions of section 2 of this Act, 
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with respect to the deduction of payments, 
offsets, counterclaims and demands, shall 
supersede the provisions of the particular 
jurisdictional Act under which any pending 
or authorized suit in the Court of Claims 
has been or will be authorized: Provided 
further, That the Court of Claims in any suit 
pending before it at the time of the approval 
of this Act shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to hear and determine any claim based upon 
fair and honorable dealings arising out of the 
subject matter of any such suit.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 

Omit the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the amendment of the Senate, and 
in lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the amendment of the Senate insert the 
following: “such report shall have the effect 
of a final judgment of the Court of Claims, 
and there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as are necessary to pay 
the final determinations of the Commission”; 

On page 13 of the House engrossed bill 
beginning with line 17 strike out down 
through and including line 8 on page 14, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(b) When the final determination of the 
Commission has been filed with the clerk of 
said Commission the clerk shall give notice 
of the filing of such determination to the 
parties to the proceeding in manner and 
form as directed by the Commission. At any 
time within three months from the date of 
the filing of the determination of the Com- 
mission with the clerk either party may ap- 
peal from the determination of the Commis- 
sion to the Court of Claims, which Court 
shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, 
modify, or set aside such final determination. 
On said appeal the Court shall determine 
whether the findings of fact of the Commis- 
sion are supported by substantial evidence, 
in which event they shall be conclusive, and 
also whether the conclusions of law, includ- 
ing any conclusions respecting ‘fair and 
honorable dealings’, where applicable, stated 
by the Commission as a basis for its final 
determination, are valid and supported by 
the Commission's findings of fact. In mak- 
ing the foregoing determinations, the Court 
shall review the whole record or such por- 
tions thereof as may be cited by any party, 
and due account shall be taken of the rule 
of prejudicial error. The Court may at any 
time remand the cause to the Commission 
for such further proceedings as it may direct, 
not inconsistent with the foregoing provi- 
sions of this section. The Court shall pro- 
mulgate such rules of practice as it may find 
necessary to carry out the foregoing pro- 
visions of this section”; 

On page 14 of the House engrossed bill, 
beginning with line 15, strike out down 
through and including line 21, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“Src. 21. In each claim, after the proceed- 
ings have been finally concluded, the Com- 
mission shall promptly submit its report to 
Congress”; 

On page 14 of the House engrossed bill, 
after the word “proceedings” in line 24, in- 
sert the words “or judgment”; and 

On page 15, line 13, of the House engrossed 
bill strike out the words “Any final deter- 
mination of the Commission”, and insert in 
lieu thereof the words “A final determina- 
tion,” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered —, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Omit the language proposed to be stricken 
out by the amendment of the Senate, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “save 
as provided by section 11 hereof as to the de- 
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duction of payments, offsets, counterclaims, 
and demands”; and the Senate agree to the 
same, 
JosepH C. O’MAHONEY, 
ELMER THOMAS, 
ROBERT M. La FOLLETTE, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
HENRY M, JACKSON, 
W. G. STIGLER, 
Kart E. MUNDT, 
CuAs. R. ROBERTSON, 
A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, is the 
report signed by the minority conferees? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It is 
signed by the senior Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. La FOLLETTE], representing 
the minority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the conference report? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
ACT WITH RESPECT TO AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN CARRIERS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the motion of Mr. Resp, that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 2536) to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act with respect to certain 
agreements between carriers. 

Mr.OVERTON. Mr. President, I would 
not take any part in the controversy as 
to whether or not the motion for the 
Senate to proceed to the consideration of 
the bill should prevail were it not for 
the rather peculiar circumstance that no 
hearings were printed in connection with 
the consideration given to it by the Sen- 
ate Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

I have had occasion to be chairman of 
subcommittees conducting hearings. In 
connection with all controversial meas- 
ures I direct that the hearings be printed 
at once, frequently, for the benefit of 
members of the committee or the sub- 
committee, so that they may read what 
took place a day or two before and re- 
fresh their memories as to the testimony. 

I do not find any great difficulty in 
having hearings printed. What struck 
me as peculiar was the singular fact that 
according to the best information I could 
get, the hearings had been concluded 2 
months ago, and that they had not been 
printed so as to be available to Members 
of the Senate. The majority leader, who 
I have no doubt knows more about this 
matter than I, and possibly more than 
does the Senator from Delaware, stated 
earlier in the day that the bill was highly 
controversial. I did not know that the 
bill was coming up until yesterday, when 
I heard that it was coming up today. I 
should like to have an opportunity to 
look through the hearings. I do not 
mean for a moment that I expect to read 
every page of the hearings, because they 
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appear to be very voluminous. There is 
quite a pile on the desk of the Senator 
from South Carolina. It seems to be 
about 2 feet high. There must be be- 
tween 15,000 and 20,000 pages of testi- 
mony. I do not know. I have not ex- 
amined it. I do not expect to read all of 
the hearings. However, we have a way 
of scanning them and picking out the 
most important items of testimony and 
reading the testimony of the witnesses 
who we think are likely to know most 
about a bill, skipping a great many things 
which we regard as more or less trivial. 
When a bill so controversial as this bill 
apparently seems to be is presented to the 
Senate, and its proponents insist upon 
the Senate taking it up for consideration 
without any of the voluminous hearings 
being printed, I think it is asking the Sen- 
ate to follow a course which is not ex- 
actly in line with good procedure. 

The Senator from Kansas states that 
there is no necessity to read the Senate 
hearings because the House committee 
conducted extensive hearings on the 
subject matter of the bill and caused the 
voluminous testimony to be printed. If 
there is no necessity for us to read the 
Senate hearings, why have such exten- 
sive hearings before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce? There 
must have been some reason for it. The 
committee is composed of very able men. 
I do not know who comprised the sub- 
committee conducting the hearings. 
Probably the Senator from Kansas him- 
self was a member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. OVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. REED. The chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Montana 
{Mr. WHEELER] presided over most of the 
hearings himself. No subcommittee was 
be to conduct hearings on this 

III. 

Mr. OVERTON. Were the hearings 
conducted before the full committee? 

Mr. REED. It was a full committee 
proceeding all the way. 

Mr. OVERTON. The Senator from 
Montana is not only a very able Senator, 
but he has been a Member of the Sen- 
ate for a great many years and is thor- 
oughly well schooled and experienced in 
the conduct of committee hearings. He 
has presided over the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee for a number of years. 
If he directed hearings to be held and 
a transcript to be prepared, I presume 
it was for the purpose of having the 
hearings printed later. He must have 
had some very good reason for it. 
Therefore I think the Senate would have 
very good reason to request a copy of the 
printed hearings before it proceeds with 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. OVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. REED. I wish to emphasize what 
I stated a moment ago. The Senator 
from Montana is opposed to the bill. 
The Senator from Kansas is for the bill, 
The Senator from Kansas reported the 
bill at the direction of a majority of the 
committee. The Senator from Kansas 
had no authority as chairman of a sub- 
committee, because there was no sub- 
committee. 
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Mr. OVERTON. I am not criticizing 
the Senator from Montana or the Sena- 
tor from Kansas or any other member of 
the committee. I am simply pointing 
out the fact that we have no guide as to 
what is the object or purpose of the bill, 
except as we ascertain it by reading the 
bill; and it is not always possible to un- 
derstand the full import of a bill simply 
by reading it. Some of us are not so 
thoroughly conversant with interstate 
commerce rules and regulations as is the 
Senator from Kansas, and some of us 
are not so thoroughly conversant with 
the laws applicable to railroads as are 
the Senator from Kansas and other 
members of the Interstate Commerce 
Committee, who have made that their 
chosen work in the Senate. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. OVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator has been 
on the floor of the Senate for some time 
and he has heard some of the propo- 
nents of the measure intimate that it is 
not so controversial, after all, and that 
we should not assume that it is con- 
troversial. 

However, after hearing the Senator 
from Kansas say that the Senator from 
Montana is opposed to the bill, and inas- 
much as the Senator from Kansas is in 
favor of the bill, it seems to me that a 
controversial situation would develop as 
soon as we took up the bill on the floor 
of the Senate; and with a controversy 
of that sort under way, I should say that 
we might just as well give up any idea of 
having the Senate concur in the House 
concurrent resolution providing for sine 
die adjournment of the Congress on 
Friday. 

If this bill is brought up now, its con- 
sideration will undoubtedly consume the 
better part of a week. 

I think we must make up our minds 
which we wish to do—whether we wish 
to have the Congress adjourn sine die on 


Friday, or whether we wish to bring up 


this bill. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator 
for that information. He has given me 
information which I did not have in my 


possession until he very kindly presented 


it to the Senate. 

I assume that the Senator from Ken- 
tucky was correct when he said earlier 
today that the bill is controversial. I as- 
sume that he knows whereof he speaks, 

Mr. President, the bill will be contro- 
versial so far as I am concerned, be- 
cause I do not propose to vote for a bill 
of this kind in the dark, and I do not 
propose to vote to have the Senate take 
up the bill without having light shed on 
it, both as a result of studying the hear- 
ings and having the subject amply dis- 
cussed. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Green Johnston, S. C. 
Austin Gurney Knowland 
Carville Hart La Follette 
Donnell Hawkes Langer 
Pulbright Hill Lucas 

George Huffman McCarran 


10265 


McClellan Overton White 

McFarland Reed Wiley 

McMahon Russell Willis 

Moore Smith Young 
Murdock Swift 

Murray Thomas, Utah 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty- 
four Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is not present. 

The clerk will call the names of the 
absent Senators. 

The legislative clerk called the names 
of the absent Senators; and Mr. BALL, 
Mr. CAPPER, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. FERGU- 
SON, Mr. GUFFEY, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. JOHN- 
son of Colorado, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. RADCLIFFE, and Mr. TUNNELL 
answered to their names when called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty- 
five Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is not present. 

Mr. HILL. I move that the Sergeant 
at Arms be directed to request the at- 
tendance of absent Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser- 
geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay Mr. VANDENBERG, 
Mr. STEWART, IAr. BILBO, Mr. MCKELLAR, 
Mr. Anprews, Mr. Burcu, Mr. CORDON, 
and Mr. Wuerry entered the Chamber 
and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty- 
three Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I regret 
very much to consume time of the Sen- 
ate at this late hour of the day when a 
bare quorum is present, but I feel that 
some of the principles which are in- 
volved in House bill 2536 are so far 
reaching and fundamental that I must 
discuss them. 

We have been told that this is not a 
controversial measure. The Senator 
from Delaware stated that, in his opin- 
ion, it is not a controversial bill. I do 
not know, Mr. President, what it would 
take to make a bill controversial if this 
is not a controversial bill. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. REED. The Senator from Kan- 
sas has just inquired of the clerk of the 
Interstate Commerce Committee with 
reference to why the printing of the 
hearings has not been accomplished by 
now. The clerk has informed me that 
he has pressed the matter with the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office for some time 
and has received a promise that a de- 
livery would be made on Monday of the 
present week of the printed hearings, 
He informed me that later in the week 
he was to receive a delivery of the bound 
volumes which would be available not 
later than Thursday. The clerk informs 
me further that he had a talk with the 
Government Printing Office with regard 
to why the Office had not carried out 
this arrangement. He was told that the 
hearings ran to 2,200 pages, and that 
because of there having been such 
voluminous printing of other matter, in- 
cluding the report on the Pearl Harbor 
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investigation, as well as other investiga- 
tions which have taken place, the Print- 
ing Office was not able to bind the vol- 
umes of hearings and deliver them as 
soon as it had thought the volumes could 
be delivered. 

I make that statement only to explain 
the situation. Perhaps the Senator from 
Kansas has been negligent in the mat- 
ter, although he had no authority over 
the committee. The committee which 
handled the matter was the full commit- 
tee, and not a subcommittee. The full 
committee held the hearings and not a 
subcommittee. The delay in delivering 
the bound volumes of the hearings has 
been because of the reasons which I have 
explained. The Printing Office has not 
been in position to deliver the bound 
volumes of the hearings up to the pres- 
ent time. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the ex- 
planation which has been given by the 
Senator from Kansas. I am glad to 
know the reason for the absence of the 
hearings, but whatever the reason may 
be, the fact remains that we are faced 
with the naked truth that, with the ex- 
ception of the members of the Senate 
Interstate Commerce Committee, no 
Members of the Senate have had avail- 
able to them the hearings on this im- 
portant measure. 

Mr. REED. Will the Senator yield 
further to me for an observation? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am always glad to 
yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. REED. The Senator from Kan- 
sas believes that he has furnished the 
Senator from Georgia with a better talk- 
ing point than he would have had under 
any other circumstances. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator 
for supplying me with a talking point. 
Mr. President, I wish to say that if this 
bill is not a controversial measure, there 
has never been a controversial measure 
before the Senate of the United States. 
We have been told that the distinguished 
and able chairmen ofthe Interstate 
Commerce Committee, the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. WHEELER], who has been 
the chairman of the committee for many 
years, and who is perhaps as familiar 
with all the intricacies of transportation 
legislation as is any other member of the 
Senate, and who would probably yield 
only to the Senator from Kansas in his 
knowledge of the intricacies of rate 
structures, opposes the bill. 

Mr. President, minority views were 
filed by two members of the committee 
who had an opportunity to attend the 
hearings. The able and distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JouHNSTON] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Tosey] were so opposed 
to the bill and so convinced that it was 
a vicious piece of legislation that they 
saw fit to file minority views which have 
been printed, and which are available 
to all Members of the Senate. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield briefly to me 
once again? 

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield. 

Mr. REED. Nine members of the com- 
mittee voted to report the bill to the 
Senate, and two, including the chairman, 
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voted against reporting the bill to the 
Senate. If the full committee had voted, 
while no Senator can be sure of how they 
would have voted, the best judgment of 
the Senator from Kansas is that 16 mem- 
bers of the committee would have fa- 
vored the bill and that 5, including the 
chairman, would have opposed it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, under 
my definition of a controversy, when- 
ever any substantial segment of a com- 
mittee, including its chairman, is op- 
posed to a bill and some of tho members 
of the committee are so vigorous in their 
opposition that they file minority views, 
the bill is a controversial one. 

Mr. REED. I never shared the view 
that the bill is not controversial. I be- 
lieve the bill contains some provisions 
which are highly controversial. On the 
other hand, there are matters in the bill 
with reference to which there is agree- 
ment, 

Mr. RUSSELL. I was sure that the 
Senator would not argue that the bill is 
not an uncontroversial one. When the 
majority leader of the Senate opposes 
consideration of a bill, that fact in itself 
makes it a controversial matter. Mr. 
President, some Senators are more prone 
to commit themselves about measures 
than are others, and it may be that the 
majority of the members of the com- 
mittee are committed to this bill. Ihave 
heard it so stated, and I am not in posi- 
tion to deny it. But I know that there 
are other Senators who are opposed to 
the measure being enacted into law, and 
are opposed to it being considered and 
being made the unfinished business of 
the Senate. I apprehend that before 
final action is taken on the bill it will be 
clearly established that the measure is a 
controversial one. 

Not only has the measure been the 
subject of controversy in the committee, 
but it has been widely discussed through- 
out the country. It has been the subject 
of editorial comment in some of the great 
daily newspapers of the United States. 
Undoubtedly, some of the newspaper re- 
porters had a much better opportunity 
to follow the hearings before the com- 
mittee than did the Members of the Sen- 


ate who are not members of the Inter- 


state Commerce Committee. All of us 
know our time is so consumed with at- 
tendance at committee hearings and 
meetings that it is next to impossible for 
Senators to find time to attend hearings 
of committees on which they do not hold 
membership, regardless of their interest 
in the subject matter of the legislation 
which may be under consideration. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand an 
editorial from a great newspaper pub- 
lished in the Middle West, the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, an editorial which came 
to my attention a few weeks ago, and 
impressed me so much that I laid it 
aside for further reference. I shall read 
the editorial to show, if there is any 
doubt remaining, that this is a very con- 
troversial bill. The editorial is entitled 
“A Breach of Antitrust,” and I now read 
from it: 

A BREACH OF ANTITRUST 

In a few days the Senate will decide 
whether the antitrust laws, the very heart 
of American egonomic policy, remain active 
or are opened up to repeal by progressive 
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nullification. The Senate will either approve 
or kill the Bulwinkle bill, which gives com- 
mon carrier transportation companies the 
right to fix rates jointly under certificates 
of exemption issued by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. The measure long ago 
passed the House and was approved this 
month by the Senate Interstate Commerce 
Committee. 

As was told in the Post-Dispatch yesterday, 
it is the sordid story of the tidelands oil 
quit-claim resolution all over again. The 
Bulwinkle bill was introduced to stave off 
the Supreme Court’s decision in a suit 
brought by the State of Georgia, in which 
the Court’s special master is currently hear- 
ing testimony. It is an affront to the Court's 
constitutional integrity; it is also, in a genu- 
ine sense, a way to abridge the rights of a 
State. The railroads are also fearful of the 
Federal Government's similar pending law 
suit. 

It would be vicious legislation in any cir- 
cumstances. A mass of evidence shows that 
the railroads have conspired to hold their 
own rates high and to reduce truck competi- 
tion and eliminate barge competition. The 
Icc— 


Meaning the Interstate Commerce 
Commission— 
which could have attacked such practices, 
has condoned, defended and even, on occa- 
sion, issued orders to support them. Hence 
the proviso requiring ICC approval for the 
antitrust exemption is of little or no worth. 


I interpolate, Mr. President, to say that 
opinion is shared by a great many people 
in the United States. There are many 
who do not place great faith and credit 
in the proviso which takes the railroads 
from under the antitrust law, if they are 
to be placed merely under the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, and required 
only to secure the approval of that body. 
Whether there is any merit in that belief 
or not is beside the point. The fact that 
the charge is so boldly made in this news- 
paper shows that is a belief which is very 
widely shared. 

I now resume reading the editorial: 

The railroads (and more lately the motor 
carriers) have long employed such conspira- 
torial practices under the friendly eye of the 
ICC, and they plead now that the bill only 
honors what time has honored. Does time 
make virtue of evil? Commissioner Aitchi- 
son of the ICC (who recently referred to the 
railroads as “our clients and customers”) —— 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, I have been 
out of the Chamber. Will the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia tell me 
from what he is reading? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. I stated before 
I started reading that I would read from 
an editorial appearing in the St. Louis 
185 Dispatch under date of June 24, 

46. 

Mr. REED. I apologize to the Senator 
from Georgia for interrupting him. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is quite all right. 
I am always glad to accommodate my 
good friend, the Senator from Kansas. 
I shall be glad to furnish him any infor- 
mation at my disposal during the dis- 
cussion of the question before us, and I 
am sure the Senator from Kansas will 
also be glad to reveal to the Senator from 
Georgia anything that happens to be at 
his hand. 

Mr. REED. I fully reciprocate the 
good feeling of the Senator from Georgia, 
as he knows. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I was 
reading a sentence which contained a 
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rather remarkable statement made by 
Commissioner Aitchison, who recently 
referred to the railroads as “our clients 
and customers.” I repeat: 


Commissioner Aitchison of the ICC (who 
recently referred to the railroads as “our 
clients and customers”) argues that the prac- 
tices has relieved the ICC from a burden of 
administrative work. Can the ICC's work 
be legally delegated? If it could, should it 
be delegated to the very agencies which the 
ICC is supposed to regulate? Other than 
the yanity which makes the Commissioners 
want to ape the Supreme Court instead of 
carrying out the administrative duties im- 
plied in the Interstate Commerce Act, is 
there any reason that the ICC's work should 
be delegated? 

Proponents of the bill have said much 
about how little opposition there is from 
shippers. Does that mean what they say? 
Or does it show that shippers are ignorant 
of the issue and that their professional traf- 
fic counsel fear reprisals by the conspiring 
carriers and even by the ICC itself? And 
even if every shipper in the country did ac- 
tually favor the bill, does it follow by any 
means that a bill to uphold and raise rates 
does not work against larger public interests? 

Like the fire insurance companies before 
them, the railroads seek from Congress a 
vast special privilege under which they can 
dictate terms. That is bad enough in itself, 
And, as Senator WHEELER pointed in dis- 
sent, “We may now have other corporations 
coming here and getting approval of some 
bureau to their acts, and no longer be subject 
to the antitrust laws.” 

Granted, the Congress must somehow re- 
solve the conflict between antitrust policy 
and the necessity of controlling competition 
among the carriers. Granted, too, since 
they are interconnected, that a degree of 
joint action by the carriers is indispensable. 
These needs, however, can be filled only after 
the Supreme Court has taken their exact 
measure in the pending litigation. And be- 
fore a tolerable solution can be reached, the 
ICC, which is also on trial for past conduct, 
will need a clearer policy instruction from 
Congress than it now has. 

The Bulwinkle bill would resolve the con- 
flict, true enough, but it would do so only 
by making conspiracy legal and by blessing 
the questionable past course and present 
policy of the ICC. The Senate should there- 
for vote it down. If the Senate does not, 
President Truman should veto it in a mes- 
sage so plainly stated that there will be no 
temptation to override. 


Mr. President, that editorial sums up 
the fears of some of us with respect to 
the bill proposed to be taken up for con- 
sideration by the Senate. It certainly 
buttresses and supports the contention 
of Senators who have doubts about the 
proposed legislation that they are en- 
titled to have an opportunity to read the 
hearings before the committee in order 
that they may arrive at an informed con- 
clusion, 

I say, Mr. President, that a measure in 
this position should not be considered 
here in the closing hours of the Congress, 
when there is no emergency which re- 
quires us to depart from the customs 
which have obtained in the Senate for 
many years. 

I have a great deal of faith in some of 
the Senators who are supporting the pro- 
posed legislation. I know how well 
schooled is the Senator from Kansas in 
all transportation matters. I understood 
from a question propounded by the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes] this 
morning that he is supporting the Bul- 
winkle bill: I have not, during the years 
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I have been a Member of the Senate, ever 
served with a man who has more politi- 
cal courage and more determination to 
do that which his judgment tells him to 
do than the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey. This measure is also sup- 
ported by the able Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Hoty], who is a member 
of the committee. I have a great deal 
of respect for his opinion. But, Mr. 
President, in the last analysis, Senators 
are supposed to vote upon their own 
judgment which is formed after the best 
study they can find time to give to pend- 
ing legislation, and not upon the opin- 
ions of those who are supporting any 
piece of legislation. 

This measure, in my opinion, is most 
far-reaching in its consequences. I ap- 
prehend that if we set a pattern here of 
suspending the antitrust laws in the case 
of the railroads the Congress will then 
be confronted with a flood of legislation 
to suspend or modify the antitrust laws 
in the case of almost every other great 
combination of business in this country. 
What answer could we make in the case 
of radio stations or radio chains, for ex- 
ample, if they were to present a measure 
which would enable them in effect to 
determine who should hold licenses to 
operate radio stations in the several 
towns, or to relieve them from the con- 
sequences of the antitrust laws, and to 
freeze out all the little independent op- 
erators who have filed applications for 
licenses to erect radio stations? 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. In line with what the Sen- 
ator from Georgia has just said, I call 
his attention to the language in the 
minority views, page 3, as follows: 

Thus, not only would combinations of car- 
riers participating in agreements for joint 
and concerted action be immunized from the 
in laws, but their bankers and finan- 
clers— 


I pause long enough to say that Sen- 
ators may recall something of the history 
of the financing and banking of the rail- 
road empire; they may recall the investi- 
gations and findings of the Pujo commit- 
tee some years ago, and the findings of 
the so-called Pecora committee—I be- 
lieve the Senator from Georgia was a 
Member of the Senate at the time— 
which was presided over by the then dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Florida, 
the late Senator Fletcher, Mr. Pecora of 
New York was the counsel for the com- 
mittee. We recall the exposures made by 
those two committees. We recall at a 
later date the exposures by the Wheeler 
investigating committee. Incidentally, 
the present President of the United 
States, as I recall, sat as a member of that 
investigating committee and did yeoman 
service. We know the Story of the financ- 
ing of the railroads, and what it has 
resulted in, what it has meant in the way 
of loss of millions and billions of dollars 
to honest people. The railroads have 
largely been owned and controlled by 
two great banking houses, the House of 
Morgan, and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. 

I read further from the minority views: 

Thus not only would combinations of car- 
riers participating in agreements for joint 
and concerted action be immunized from 
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antitrust laws but their bankers and finan- 
ciers, manufacturers of railroad and other 
carrier equipment, and powerful shippers, 
taking joint or concerted action pursuant to 
and in conformity with the carriers’ agree- 
ment, would be immunized from the anti- 
trust laws. 


The bill in question would not only take 
out from under the antitrust laws the 
railroads, but bankers and financiers, 
manufacturers of railroad and other 
equipment, and powerful shippers might 
work themselves in or come in under 
these agreements. They might get out 
from under the antitrust laws. I ask the 
Senator from Georgia whether that is 
not true? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, the 
Senator from Alabama has well stated 
that the railroads are largely controlled 
by a few individuals. Whoever controls 
the transportation in the United States 
controls all the course of industry and of 
business in the United States. He who 
controls the freight rates of the railroads 
can determine the competitive power of 
almost any enterprise in this land. A 
certain section of the country will have 
an advantageous freight rate, but the 
South or the West may be doomed to an 
agricultural economy. Such control will 
mean that there will be no opportunity 
to have a flourishing industrial move- 
ment in some sections that will compete 
with industry in other sections. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. In other words, the fight 
which the Senator from Georgia is lead- 
ing on the floor today is a fight to pre- 
serve and maintain in the United States 
a free economy and the American free 
enterprise system. Is that not true? 

Mr. RUSSELL. We are attempting to 
make sure that every section of the coun- 
try shall have an opportunity to share 
in industrial development, and not per- 
mit, through the monopolistic workings 
of freight rates, one section to retain an 
advantage which it has maintained so 
long, to the disadvantage of other sec- 
tions. It is proposed by this bill to take 
the railroads out from under the anti- 
trust laws, and, at a time when we can 
see the hope of victory on the far horizon, 
to turn us back to the tender mercies of 
J.P. ig 0 and Wall Street. 

Mr. HILL. Is it not also true that this 
proposed legislation is not really to the 
advantage of those who are in what are 
considered to be the favored sections 
of the country, because the great con- 

masses in those sections, the 
rank and file of people should have the 
right to buy the goods they need, the 
products they need, at the most favor- 
able prices they can. This bill would 
make for scarcity, for high prices, and 
would deny to the great masses of the 
people the products they need to buy at 
the most favorable prices. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I agree with the Sen- 
ator from Alabama, and I know that 
every citizen of the United States, 
wherever is his place of residence, has 
a vital stake in preventing any whittling 
away of the antitrust laws, in preventing 
any private enterprise to be choked to 
death or swallowed up by vast financial 
combines, against whom the antitrust 
laws are their only protection, 


10268 


Mr. President, there can be no ques- 
tion that the economic disparity between 
the several sections of the United States 
has been largely accentuated through the 
control which is exercised by those who 
dominate the railroads of the country. 
They have been enabled, through the 
power to fix rates, through the power to 
combine and conspire, to say which sec- 
tions should be blessed with industrial 
development and which should be rele- 
gated to a purely agricultural economy. 
Areas in the far West and areas in the 
Southern States have for a long time 
been conscious of this unholy and un- 
democratic power which affects the life 
of every citizen of those States and sec- 
tions. They have cried out for equal- 
ity. For many years a fight has been 
waged by the Southern States, through 
their governors, in the effort to secure 
fair treatment in the fixing of transpor- 
tation rates. The distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Hoty], while 
he was Governor of his State, was one of 
those who filed with the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission the three original 
complaints which gave us for the first 
time any semblance of parity or equality 
with the “Official territory” or the other 
sections of the country in respect to hav- 
ing equal freight rates. They did at 
least secure equality of treatment with 
respect to commodity rates. We are still 
being discriminated against in respect 
to other classifications. 

“The able Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON], as Governor of his 
State, and the senior Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] participated in 
this struggle, which we have waged 


against fearful odds, to be admitted to 


equality with the other sections of the 
country, to have the same opportunity 
to develop, the same opportunity to earn 
a livelihood, the same opportunity to en- 
joy the blessings of our modern-day civ- 
ilization that are enjoyed by the people 
who live in other sections. 

More recently, Mr. President, the State 
of Georgia, proceeding under the clause 
of the Constitution which permits a State 
to sue in the Supreme Court as a court 
of original jurisdiction, has brought suit 
against a large number of railroad com- 
panies and common carriers, seeking to 
enjoin the conspiracy, which this bill, 
the Bulwinkle bill, will sanctify and vali- 
date, if it is enacted into law, and seeking 
to protect the citizens of that State, and 
of other States similarly situated, against 
discrimination. 

I shall not read all of this action, nor 
all the Supreme Court’s decision there- 
on; but I wish to advert briefly to some 
of the allegations which are contained in 
the proceedings or motion and complaint 
which were filed with the Supreme 
Court: 

8. First count: The State of Georgia, suing 
in its capacity as a sovereign, is charged with 
the government of its citizens, the mainte- 
nance of law and order within its domain, 
and the promotion of the general welfare of 
its people. 

(a) The very purpose for which it exists, 
as set forth in the preamble to the State 
constitution. is “to perpetuate the princi- 
ples of free government, insure justice to all, 
preserve peace, promote the interest and hap- 
piness of the citizen, and transmit to pos- 
terity the enjoyment of liberty.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The first count proceeds to set forth 
that the State of Georgia, like any other 
State, has the duty to— 
formulate, revise, and administer policies de- 
signed to foster its agriculture, promote its 
manufacture, encourage its commerce, ad- 
vance the progress of its useful arts, bring 
into use its wealth and natural resources, 
secure to its people opportunity, full employ- 
ment, and an advancing standard of living, 
shape the policy of its State economy toward 
a more abundant life, and link its industrial 
system into a truly national economy. 


In the second count the State appeared 
in its capacity as a quasi sOvereign or as 
agent and protector of its people against 
the continuing wrong done to the people 
of Georgia as an organized community 
in their liberties, properties, and estates. 

The third count was brought by the 
State in its proprietary capacity. It is 
founded upon the fact that the State is 
the owner of a railroad and operates 
various institutions, and thereby the 
State itself suffers a direct injury 
through discriminatory rates. In the 
third count also sets forth an illustration 
to show the way in which the people of 
the State of Georgia and the State itself 
are penalized by the unfair rate struc- 
ture which this suit seeks to remedy. I 
quote now from the pleadings: 

Illustrative of the damages suffered by the 
State of Georgia as a result of excessive and 
illegal freight rates is a shipment from Bucy- 
rus, Ohio, to East Point, Ga., under date of 
May 22, 1944, in which the State of Georgia 
paid the freight on two road graders pur- 
chased by and shipped to the State at the 
freight rate of 79 cents per 100 pounds of 
weight. The weight of these machines was 
4,800 pounds, and at the rate of 79 cents per 
100 pounds charged by the defendant, the 
freight amounted to $379.20, which amount 
was paid by the State of Georgia. The Ofi- 
cial rate for transporting the same road 
grades a like distance in Official Territory 
was and is 56 cents per 100 pounds. At the 
Official rate— 


Which obtained in “Official Territory,” 
Mr. President— 
the State of Georgia would have paid the 
sum of $268.80 rather than the sum of 
$379.20. 


So, Mr. President, in the case of only 
two road graders we find a discrimina- 
tion amounting to. around $110 in re- 


. spect to a shipment from a town in the 


great State of Ohio to the city of At- 
lanta, Ga. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In con- 
nection with the matter now under dis- 
cussion, I desire to read a telegram. The 
telegram is dated today, and was sent 
at Cincinnati, Ohio. It is addressed to 
me, and reads as follows: 

We urge enactment Bulwinkle bill, H. R. 
2536. 

GEORGE M. HARRISON, 
Grand President, Brotherhood of 
Railway and Steamship Clerks, 
Freight Handlers, Express and Sta- 
tion Employees. 


Mr. President, I may say that the rea- 
son why Mr. Harrison, an employee of 
the railroads, and representing the em- 
ployees of the railroads, wants this bill 
passed is to furnish more employment 
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for the railroad men who need employ- 
ment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
somewhat at a loss to know how they 
expect a bill of this kind to increase em- 
ployment. I am quite certain that Mr. 
Harrison has been sold a bill of goods 


by a smart attorney for the railroad 


lines, just as I am certain that some Sen- 
ators were sold a bill of goods, because 
if the antitrust laws, insofar as they ap- 
ply to the railroads, are to be repealed, 
the railroads would be permitted to de- 
termine which of them should survive 
and which of them should not survive, 
and in a short time only a few railroads 
would be operating, and the others would 
go into a decline. 

Of course, Mr. President, this bill 
might help the railroads, because of the 
unusual power it would give them over 
the barge lines and the bus lines. I have 
heard it stated that under the conspir- 
acy which would be carried on under the 
terms of this measure, water transpor- 
tation would almost be eliminated in the 
United States, and the bus lines would 
be hit a staggering blow. That would 
contribute to the welfare of the railroad 
lines, but certainly it would not contrib- 
ute to the happiness and welfare of the 
people of the United States, who need 
a balanced transportation system and 
water and bus lines over the entire 
country. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator further yield to 
me? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
George Harrison is one of the ablest and 
brightest of the men who represent the 
railroad employees. Of course, Mr. Har- 
rison knows that the bill does not pro- 
vide for any of the things the Senator 
from Georgia states it does provide for: 
Mr. Harrison knows that unless legisla- 
tion of this kind is enacted, if the De- 
partment of Justice proceeds to prose- 
cute the public-regulated utilities to the 
extent that the Department of Justice 
threatens to do in connection with the 
suits which have been referred to, the 
railroads are not going to operate and 
are not going to be able to operate; and 
when the railroads go out of business, 
of course the employees will lose their 
jobs. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. I should like to have the 
Senator state his conception of the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission. We have 
such a Commission because it is conceded 
that public utilities are monopolies. If 
that Commission is not functioning prop- 
erly, we should know it. 

But I can see no reason to take its 
jurisdiction away from it at this time, 
on the ground that we now want to try 
to keep the railroads from getting to- 
gether. Inherently they must get to- 
gether, and the Commission is there to 
prevent abuse resulting from their get- 
ting together. 

All the evils the Senator from Georgia 
is referring to are supposed to be taken 
care of by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, 
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Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to have 
the distinguished Senator from New Jer- 
sey, who of course knows more about 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
than I do, point out where there is any- 
thing in the Interstate Commerce Act 
which allows the Commission to prevent 
a conspiracy between carriers. Such a 
3 is prevented by the antitrust 
aws. 

The purpose of this bill is to deny the 
citizens the right to have such a con- 
spiracy prevented. 

Mr. SMITH. I must say to the Sena- 
tor from Georgia that I think it is ob- 
vious that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is established for the pur- 
pose of handling such matters as this. 

Mr. President, allow me to read from 
the minority views. 

Approval of agreements permitting the in- 
dustry to organize into combinations and 
by joint action to make determinations of 
such wide scope would constitute a delega- 
tion to private groups completely to cartelize 
transportation, 


But it cannot be done unless the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission is a party 
to it. Iam only wondering whether the 
distinguished Senator is suggesting that 
the Interstatae Commerce Commission 
has fallen down on its job. 

Mr. RUSSELL, If the Senator had 
done me the honor to listen to my re- 
marks when I read the editorial from the 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, he would have 
heard me say that there are many per- 
sons in this country who do not believe 
that the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion has fully discharged its responsibil- 
ities in dealing with many of the mat- 
ters which come before it. 

Mr. SMITH. I am wondering if the 
Senator is aligning himself with those 
who are now criticizing the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
been criticizing the Interstate Commerce 
Commission for 20 years. 

Mr. SMITH. Then; that is really the 
issue before us. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have been criticizing 
the Interstate Commerce Commission for 
20 years. They have created a situation 
in connection with the rate structure 
which gives the Senator’s State, which is 
in the “official territory,” an unques- 
tioned advantage over other sections 
which are not within the “official terri- 
tory.” The Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has approved rates in some sec- 
tions which are detrimental to other 
sections. I have criticized the Interstate 
Commerce Commission ever since I have 
had knowledge of the unfair system 
which it follows. I do not believe any 
State would ever have received any 
measure of equality in connection with 
freight rates had it not been for the con- 
stant prodding of the Congress of the 
United States, and also that great man, 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, who did all he 
could reasonably do to encourage and to 
force the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion to recognize that there are parts of 
the United States other than those con- 
tained within the “official territory,” in 
which the Senator from New Jersey 
resides. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the Senator start 
with this premise? Public utilities are, 
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by their nature, monopolies. We are not 
attacking monopolies. We are saying 
that they are equalized under our Inter- 
state Commerce Act and our public util- 
ities acts. The way in which we try to 
control them is to give the commission 
power to prevent abuses. 

The Senator is apparently not attack- 
ing that principle, but is attacking what 
he believes to be abuse on the part of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission of its 
authority. Am I correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator has not 
stated exactly my position. I believe that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission has 
failed in its duty. But, not only that, I 
do not believe that any economic seg- 
ment of the Nation, whether it be a 
monopoly such as the railroads, or any 
other monopoly, should be exempted from 
the antitrust laws and prosecution there- 
under, and placed under an agency of 
government which has no power to im- 
pose any penal provisions upon them. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, In 
connection with what the Senator from 
New Jersey has said, I should like to state 
that recently the Interstate Commerce 
Commission ruled that rates in the 
“southern territory” should be reduced 10 
percent and in the “official territory” 
they should be increased 10 percent. The 
rate which was to be changed had been in 
effect for years. It has been shown by 
the ruling that rates in the “official terri- 
tory” had been too low and in another 
section of the country they had been too 
high. That was demonstrated by the 
ruling of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. The ruling was appealed to the 
courts and the courts sustained the rul- 
ing. I cannot say that the Commission 
has been entirely right in the past. We 
must bear in mind that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, when it is con- 
fronted with the necessity of passing on 
various and sundry rates and tariffs 
which are submitted to it, if the proposals 
are not contested, as a usual thing the 
Commission gives its approval. In many 
instances the Commission does not know 
what took place behind closed doors. 
That being the fact, if this bill should be 
enacted into law and it were found that 
an illegal rate had been fixed, no court 
in the land could consider it, could it? 

Mr. SMITH. My reply is that none of 
us would favor discrimination against 
territories. Let us not imply that the 
Interstate Commerce Commission is to 
blame for all the alleged difficulties. I 
should like to get at the issue. If it is 
contended by some that their States are 
being discriminated against, let us make 
that the issue. The argument which is 
being made implies that the railroads are 
not monopolies. They must be monop- 
olies. The reason we have an Interstate 
Commerce Commission is to prevent 
them from abusing their powers. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
But the rate structure has grown up 
through the years and it was approved 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 


Senator yield? 
Mr, RUSSELL, I yield. 
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Mr. REED. The Senator from Kansas 
does not desire to get into any argu- 
ment about discrimination, but my si- 
lence in connection with the Southern 
rate case is not to be taken as an indi- 
cation of an agreement with the Senator 
from Georgia. I think the Senator from 
Georgia did not correctly state the pur- 
port of this bill. I know he will pardon 
me for interrupting him in order to deal 
with that point only. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be glad to have 
the Senator from Kansas state his version 
of the bill. I have been endeavoring to 
obtain a copy of the hearings so that I 
would be in position to draw a clear con- 
struction of the bill, but I have not been 
able to do so thus far. 

Mr. REED. The Senator from Geor- 
gia spoke of the inability of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission to correct 
some of these alleged abuses because they 
might be things over which the Commis- 
sion did not have jurisdiction. 

Mr. RUSSELL. What I intended to 
Say was that if the Interstate Commerce 
Commission approved the agreement en- 
tered into between the carriers, they 
would be silenced without regard to 
whether there was a conspiracy or not. 
But if we take the railroads out from 
under the antitrust laws and place them 
under this bill, they are given immunity 
from prosecution in the courts. 

Mr. REED. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission’s authority to grant any 
exemptions is confined to those matters 
over which the Commission has jurisdic- 
tion. Is the Senator from Georgia fa- 
miliar with that part of the bill? 

Mr. RUSSELL, I thought the lan- 
guage was very sweeping with reference 
to equipment, rates, the departure of 
trains, the fares to be charged the pas- 
sengers, and so forth. Certainly the bill 
confers important powers to rate-mak- 
ing bureaus in dealing with almost every- 
thing concerning public transportation. 

Mr. REED. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission Act, in its present form, gives 
jurisdiction to the Commission over all 
matters relating to rates, fares, and so 
forth. In this bill the Commission would 
be given power only to issue a certificate 
of approval in connection with all mat- 
ters over which the Commission has full 
jurisdiction. Does the Senator from 
Georgia agree with that statement? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think it is a fair 
statement. 

Mr. REED. The Senator from Kansas 
makes a distinction as to the class of 
cases which might be brought to the at- 
tention of the Commission. Allow me 
to give an illustration of what the Sena- 
tor from Kansas has in mind. Suppose 
the railroads got together and agreed to 
buy all the steel mills so that they could 
obtain their required steel, of which they 
are large consumers, perhaps at a lower 
price than they have been paying. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission would 
have no jurisdiction over that situation, 
would it? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not an expert 
on Interstate Commerce Commission law, 
but I should not think that the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission would have 
jurisdiction. However, I do not know. 

Mr. REED. The Commission does not 
have jurisdiction, so the approval of 
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the Commission in that case would have 
no possible weight. The only way to 
handle a case of that kind is under the 
antitrust laws, or some other statute. 

Allow me to read section (9), on page 
6, of the bill: 

No agreement approved by the Commis- 
sion under this section, and no conference 
or joint or concerted action pursuant to and 
in conformity with such agreement as the 
same may be conditioned by the Commission, 
shall be deemed to be a contract, combina- 
tion, conspiracy, or monopoly in restraint of 
trade or commerce within the meaning of 
the antitrust laws: Provided, however, That 
this paragraph shall not apply to agree- 
ments, or parts thereof, dealing with matters 
over which the Commission has no juris- 
diction, 


In other words, if the subject matter 
is one with reference to which there is 
an allegation of wrong having been com- 
mitted, the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has no power to grant any im- 
munity unless the particular subject is 
within the jurisdiction of the Commis- 
sion. If it is within the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, there is no place for 
a citizen to go for relief except to the 
Commission. 

Mr. President, if the Senator from 
Georgia will permit me to interrupt him 
further, when this bill left the House of 
Representatives there was doubt about 
some of the limitations on the subjects 
to which consideration might be given. 
In the Senate committee the bill was 
amended so as to limit the subjects on 
which the approval of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission would be re- 
quested to the matters which are specifi- 
cally imposed upon the carriers by the 
national transportation policy in the In- 
terstate Commerce Act. With the per- 
mission of the Senator from Georgia, I 
should like to read the subjects, and 
the only subjects, which might be con- 
sidered in these conferences, and be sub- 
mitted to the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission for approval. Iread from page 2; 

Any carrier, party to an agreement between 
or among two or more carriers concerning, 
or providing rules or regulations pertaining 
to or procedures for the consideration, initia- 
tion, or— 


Now we come to the matters with 
which the Commission may deal and 
which it may approve— 
establishment of, rates, fares, charges (in- 
cluding charges as between carriers), classi- 
fications, divisions, allowances, time sched- 
ules, routes, the interchange of facilities, the 
settlement of claims, the promotion of safety, 
or the promotion of adequacy, economy, or 
efficiency of operation or service. 


Mr. MCMAHON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Georgia will permit me, I 
should like to ask the Senator from Kan- 
Sas a question. As I listened to the lan- 
guage read, the Commission would have 
the power to approve any agreements on 
rates. Is that true? 

Mr. REED. That is correct. 

Mr. McMAHON. There is provision 
for a hearing on the rates after they are 
agreed to? 

Mr. REED. After the rates are filed, 
no matter whether they are filed by an 
individual railroad, or by a publishing 
agent, or by a rate bureau, any party, 
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shipper, or any other, may always ask 
that those rates be suspended. 

Mr.McMAHON. How many individual 
rates are there, in the Senator’s opinion, 
in the railroad schedules of the country? 

Mr. REED. The number of individual 
rates contained in the tariffs filed with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
run into the billions. 

Mr. MCMAHON. Into the billions? 

Mr. REED. Billions. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. REED. In a moment. This morn- 
ing the Senator from Kansas referred to 
the fact that in a given year, for which 
we had a report, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission was estimated to have 
500,000 tariffs on file, and the number of 
individual changes filed annually ran, on 
an average, from 79,000, as the Senator 
from Kansas recalls, to 135,000 or 140,000. 
That is the number of changes which are 
annually made, and the total number of 
tariffs in the year to which reference was 
made was 500,000. A tariff may contain 
one rate, it may contain 100,000 rates, 
depending on its character and scope. 

Mr. McMAHON. These agreements 
obviously have to be handled administra- 
tively then. They cannot be the subject 
of a trial on their reasonableness before 
a jury. 

Mr. REED. Indeed not. 

Mr. MCMAHON. There would be the 
absurd result of a jury sitting and hear- 
ing evidence on the reasonableness of a 
rate in a criminal prosecution, would 
there not? 

Mr. REED. That result might be pro- 
duced. If the division of authority were 
made, such a result might follow. 

Mr. MCMAHON. In other words, the 
Senator from Kansas is pointing out that 
it is not possible to try the reasonableness 
of a couple of billion separate rates before 
juries all over the United States to test 
their reasonableness? 

Mr. REED. That is correct. 

Mr. McMAHON. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission is the body which 
has been created by the Congress of the 
United States to protect the public 
against rate dodging by the railroads? 

Mr. REED. That is correct. 

Mr. McMAHON. The procedure 
which has been established from time 
immemorial is not interfered with by 
this bill. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. REED. That is absolutely cor- 
rect. 

Mr. McMAHON. Let us take the other 
agreements which are provided for in 
the proposed legislation, which are to be 
within the sole province of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. Does the 
proposed legislation enable the railroads 
of the United States to go into cahoots 
and into conspiracy, we will say, to keep 
air conditioning off the railroads? Does 
that come within the comprehension of 
the legislation? 

Mr. REED. If the railroads had a con- 
ference and entered into such an agree- 
ment, under the law that agreement 
would be submitted to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Mr. McMAHON. Let me interrupt the 
Senator. If that agreement were not 
submitted to the Interstate Commerce 
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Commission, and the roads attempted to 
carry it out, they would not be protected 
by the provisions of the bill? 

Mr. REED. That is correct. 

Mr. McMAHON. Let us assume they 
made such an agreement and filed it 
with the Commission. What would their 
protection be? 

Mr.-REED. With the permission of 
the Senator from Georgia, who has been 
very kind and generous with his 
time—— 

Mr. McMAHON. I realize I am tres- 
passing on it, too, 

Mr. RUSSELL. I find the colloquy be- 
tween the distinguished Senators very 
illuminating. 

Mr. REED. The bill provides that the 
object of the agreement must be appro- 
priate to the proper performance of a 
carrier's service to the public, that the 
agreement will not unduly restrain com- 
petition, and that it is consistent with 
the public interest, as declared by Con- 
gress in the national transportation pol- 
icy set forth in the act. 

Mr. McMAHON. If the Commission, 
acting under that kind of authority, as 
laid down in the National Transporta- 
tion Act, were to say that it was in the 
public interest that the railroads should 
deprive the people of the United States 
of air conditioning on the railroads, the 
thing to do would be to get a new Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, would it 
not? 

Mr. REED. That is correct. 

Mr. McMAHON. I feel that we are 
going rather far afield in the time of the 
Senator from Georgia, not far afield so 
far as the subject of debate is concerned, 
but in the length of time we are taking. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to have the 
Senator discuss the subject. I was pre- 
paring to launch into a discussion of the 
case of the State of Georgia pending in 
the Supreme Court, and I did not know 
but that the acting majority leader, the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. HILL], might have thought we had 
almost reached the usual hour of adjust- 
ment. 

Mr. HILL. Does the Senator desire to 
conclude this part of his speech at this 
time? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Iam perfectly willing 
to yield to the other Senators to finish 
their discussion, but if we are to go into 
the case of the State of Georgia pending 
in the Supreme Court, it will take me 
some little time to discuss it. 

Mr. HILL. I had not interrupted the 
distinguished Senator up to now, but a 
good many Senators have suggested to 
me that they thought that when the 
hour of 5 o’clock arrived this afternoon, 
in view of the long and tedious sessions 
the Senate has had this week, and this 
being Saturday afternoon, we might well 
agree to take a recess. . 

If the Senator does not desire to con- 
clude at this time this phase or part of 
his speech, I shall be delighted to move 
an executive session. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield further to the 
Senator from Connecticut to let him 
complete his statement. 

Mr. McMAHON, I have a good deal 
more to say on this subject, which I had 
intended to say at a later time, but I was 
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wondering, because I have had to be 
absent from the floor, whether or not 
Commissioner Eastman’s statement on 
the general subject had been referred to 
and read into the RECORD. 

Mr. REED. It is part of the report of 
the committee. The Senator from Kan- 
sas opened the discussion, this morning 
with a rather brief outline of the general 
purposes of the bill, because at that time 
the question was whether or not the 
Senate would proceed to the considera- 
tion of the bill by adopting the motion. 
The Senator from Kansas later expected 
to discuss the bill in considerable detail, 
but that time has not arrived, and it 
seems a trifie uncertain when it will. 

Mr. McMAHON. Then, in view of the 
intention of the acting majority leader, 
I think I shall take a cease-and-desist 
order and sit down, and thank the Sena- 
tor from Georgia, and we will return on 
Monday to see if we cannot develop the 
subject further. 

Mr. HILL, The Senator from Con- 
necticut is always most gracious and 
accommodating. 

Mr. REED. I also thank the Senator 
from Georgia for his generosity. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
a matter which will take about 15 min- 
utes, but I do not care to interfere with 
the intention of the distinguished act- 
ing leader, and I shall let it go over until 
Monday if that is desired. 

Mr. HILL. Is it agreeable to the Sen- 
ator from Montana to let it go over until 
Monday? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; it is. 
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During the delivery of Mr. RUSSELL’S 
speech, 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield to me? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
just learned a moment ago that the 
Committee on Finance has ordered to 
be reported out House bill 7037, a bill 
to amend the Social Security Act and the 
Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes, and has adopted to that bill an 
amendment, the substance of the bill 
which I introduced last December 4 in 
the form of Senate bill 1653. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
serted in the Recorp an explanation by 
me of Senate bill 1653, which is appli- 
cable to the amendment to the bill (H. R. 
1037), which has been ordered to be re- 
ported by the Committee on Finance. I 
also ask that immediately following the 
explanation there may be printed in the 
Recorp a letter from the Chairman of the 
Social Security Board, of date April 10, 
1946, which also explains the purpose of 
the amendment, and that there also may 
be printed in the Recorp two letters 
one from the Honorable Robert S. Kerr, 
Governor of the State of Oklahoma, and 
one from the Honorable Jim McCord, 
Governor of the State of Tennessee—giv- 
ing what I think are typical statements 
by many governors regarding this bill. 
In fact, I have 23 or 24 letters similar to 
these, but I see no reason to have them 
all inserted in the Recorp at this time. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and letters were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
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OLD-AGE VARIABLE GRANTS 
(Statement by Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT, of 
Arkansas, in behalf of an amendment to 
H. R. 7037, to provide for more equitable 
Federal contributions to States for old-age 
assistance based on the per-capita income 
in each State in proportion to the national 
income) 

The amendment I have Introduced and 
which has been approved by the Committee 
on Finance is designed to relieve existing in- 
equalities in the application of Federal old- 
age assistance to citizens residing in States 
where local governments are unable to meet 
the Federal contributions available in more 
Wealthy States. 

There should be no penalty on the aged 
needy because they happen to reside in a 
section of the Nation where the per capita 
income will not permit the State and local 
governments to meet Federal contributions, 
The cost of living is practically the same, 
and in many sections of our country these 
old people do not now receive an amount 
sufficient to provide the bare necessities of 
life. In these communities the local tax- 
payers already pay mare in proportion to 
those residing in more wealthy sections, and 
it is beyond their ability to meet the in- 
creased taxes required to provide actual 
needs. If provision is made so they may take 
advantage of the Federal contributions 
available, it will go a long way to relieve this 
deplorable condition, 

Under present laws, with the Federal Goy- 
ernment contributing an amount equal to 
that appropriated or authorized by the State 
in which a claimant happens to live without 
regard to the cost of living or what the pen- 
sioner needs for a minimum standard of 
living, persons residing in the poorer States 
are denied the essentals of life. For the 
entire Nation, the average monthly payment 
to needy old people is $31.32 per month, but 
in 9 of the 12 lowest-income States the 
average, in spite of substantial increases in 
recent years which has cost the local tax- 
payer a far greater percentage of their in- 
come than in the wealthier States, the aver- 
age is less than $20; and in 5 of those 9 
States it is less than $15. In my own State 
the average is only $16.87. 

Cost of living studies do not show large 
or clearly defined differences among the 
States and regions in the costs of identical 
essential needs in food, clothing, and hous- 
ing. Yet, when the need is as great and the 
fiscal ability is low, local officials have no re- 
course but to reduce the payment of old-age 
assistance below the actual minimum cost 
of living. Because the welfare of each sec- 
tion of the country is of concern to all sec- 
tions, it is believed that in meeting the actual 
welfare needs of our aged needy, no matter 
where they happen to live, the general pub- 
lic welfare of all the people will be improved, 

The principle of granting more State aid 
to poorer localities has already been well 
established in Federal aid to education, and 
it would seem that, admitting the impor- 
tance of aid to education, our aged poor, 
no matter where they live, should be given 
the same consideration, to enable them to 
secure food, clothing, and housing that is 
essential to human needs. 

This principle has been endorsed by the 
Council of State Governments, the Ameri- 
can Public Welfare Association, and other in- 
terested and informed groups. The Social 
Security Board has recommended to Con- 
gress that the Federal Government provide 
special aid for public assistance to States 
with low economic capacity on an objective 
basis. 

The Chairman of the Social Security Board, 
in commenting on this proposal, stated that 
it was “in essential agreement with recom- 
mendations made by the Social Security Board 
for amendment of the Federal matching pro- 
visions of the Social Security Act, not only 
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for old-age assistance but also for aid to 
dependent children and aid to the blind.” 

The Ninth Annual Report of the Social 
Security Board for the fiscal year 1943-44 
included the following statement regarding 
the basis of Federal grants to States: . 

“Under the Social Security Act, the Fed- 
eral Government matches, dollar for dollar 
up to a given amount a month, the assistance 
payment made to a needy old or blind per- 
son or a dependent child under a State plan 
approved by the Social Security Board. 
Within the limits on Federal matching, the 
amount of the Federal grant to the State 
for any of these assistance programs, there- 
fore, is fixed by the amount provided by the 
State, or the State and its localities. States 
differ greatly in income and therefore in 
potential capacity to finance adequate as- 
sistance programs. In 1943 per capita income 
ranged from $1,452 in the high State to $484 
in the State where average income was least. 
Average income increased in 1943 in all but 
one State, where it already was high, but 
the range and ranking remained about the 
same as in 1943. States with a high level of 
income can make relatively large appropria- 
tions for public assistance and thus qualify 
for relatively large Federal grants, though the 
extent of need among their people may be 
less than it is in States which can afford only 
small amounts and get only small Federal 
grants. 

“Studies of the Board have led to the con- 
clusion that differences in the economic and 
fiscal capacity of States are the greatest 
single cause of the even wider variations in 
levels of assistance. Among States admin- 
istering public assistance under the Social 
Security Act, average payments for each of 
the three special types of assistance in June 
1944 were about four times as much in the 
highest State as in the State where the aver- 
age was lowest, In general assistance, fi- 
nanced wholly from State and local funds, 
differences were even greater, and the aver- 
age in the highest State was more than six 
times that in the lowest. 

“The average assistance payment in each 
State is made up, of course, of differing in- 
dividual amounts, since the payment to a 
recipient supplements what resources he him- 
self may have: individual assistance pay- 
ments under these four programs range from 
a few dollars a month to—in a very few 
States—more than $100 for an occasional re- 
cipient in exceptional circumstances. A low 
average for a State might be due to the fact 
that the recipients on the rolls needed only 
small amounts to supplement what they 
themselves had. Actually, however, the low 
averages occur almost without exception in 
States where per capita income and fiscal 
resources are low. The low averages result, 
in general, from the meagerness of payments 
to persons who have little or nothing but 
their payments. In such States, moreover, 
some needy persons eligible under the State 
law may get no aid whatever because funds 
are lacking. 

“The Social Security Board reaffirms a rec- 
ommendation made in earlier reports that 
special Federal aid for public assistance be 
provided on an objective basis to States with 
low economic and fiscal capacity. Such pro- 
vision is essential if standards of assistance 
are to be equitable and more nearly adequate 
in all States. Just as the Board believes that 
the Federal share should vary with economic 
capacity of the States, it believes that Fed- 
eral and State funds should be distributed ta 
localities in relation to their needs and, where 
the localities participate in financing, also 
in relation to their financial ability.” 

When this bill was before the House of 
Representatives it was pointed out by Repre- 
sentative Cooter, of North Carolina, that 
those States which are unable to increase 
their appropriations for assistance to the 
aged residing in such States would receive 
no benefits whatever from the authorization 
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in this bill; in order to qualify, they must 
match the Federal contributions dollar for 
dollar, which is simply impossible, so far as 
some of our poorer States are concerned. My 
amendment would correct this inequality. 

Representative GORE, of Tennessee, in 
speaking in the House on this phase of the 
bill, commented: 

“The fundamental fact stands—and the 
committee in their report of July 1 gave elo- 
quent recognition of the fact—that in many 
States the program is operating inequitably, 
unjustly, and unfairly, for the simple reason 
that many States cannot match Federal 
funds already available, though the record 
shows that the poor States are making a rela- 
tively greater effort than the rich States, 
How does it operate? The proof of the pud- 
ding is in the eating. The Federal Govern- 
ment is now paying more than three times 
as much to a needy old man or woman or a 
blind person in one State as in another, and 
this bill would but worsen that inequity. 
Need cannot be measured by State lines.” 

„ Representative JohN M. Rosston, of Ken- 
tucky, stated that: 

“Only a very limited number of States 
under the present law have been able to 
match the $20 of the Federal Government. 
Very few States pay as much as $40 for the 
needy aged. Kentucky, under its laws, can- 
not pay more than $30. It can be seen at 
once that Kentucky does not come up to the 
requirements of the present law, and this 
law increasing the Federal matching to $25 
would not benefit the needy aged of Kentucky 
at all. 

“T wish also to point out that under this 
amendment there would be approximately 
$27,000,000 of benefits go to the needy aged 
of the various States. However, the State of 
California would get approximately one-half 
of this $27,000,000, and only a very limited 
number of rich States would receive any 
benefits. An overwhelming majority of the 
States would be cut out entirely. I regret 
to say that Kentucky, on an average, pays 
only about 811 to the needy aged. I have 
stated many times that this sum is totally 
inadequate and there should be a substantial 
increase, for a real needy old person should 
not receive less than $30 a month, and, under 
the present law, they could receive $40 a 
month if the State of Kentucky would put 
up $20 a month to match the Federal funds.” 

The able Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc- 
FARLAND], speaking in the Senate last Jan- 
uary in behalf of increased aid to the aged, 
blind, and dependent children, said: 

“What has happened in this country is 
that several million people—adults and chil- 
dren—are forced to live on an amount which 
in these days, of higher prices is insufficient 
to provide the bare necessities of life. Even 
supposing that every aged person or every 
blind person who depends upon social secur- 
ity payments for a living receives the maxi- 
mum amount of $40 a month, will anyone 
contend that one can live on $40 a month 
in these days. Where can one buy 30 days’ 
supply of food for $40, with staples costing 
what they do now? And where are rent, 
clothing, and the many other necessities to 
come from? 

“Because they are not represented nation- 
ally by a union or a chamber of commerce 
or a trade association, we in Congress have 
been blind to their plight. 

“I believe that when Congress passed the 
social-security legislation it meant what it 
said—social security. Certainly, the present 
scale of payments—even the maximum pay- 
ments—do not mean social security to mil- 
lions of people in this country. 

“If it was social security 10 years ago, it 
certainly is not social security tcday. That 
much is perfectly obvious to anyone who 
knows anything at all about the cost of 
living today. 
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“I, for one, will not sit idly by, silently and 
unprotesting, while American citizens—hon- 
est, decent, worthy Americans who have 
worked all their lives and have reached old 
age without the means to live decently— 
are permitted to starve in a genteel man- 
ner. That is what is happening to many of 
them today.” 

I agree entirely with the observations of 
the Senator from Arizona, and feel that, as 
much as I am in favor of this Nation giving 
aid to starving peoples all over the world, 
wherever there is hunger and need, I, never- 
theless, believe that such aid should be 
granted on a basis of actual need and not 
because of their geographical homes. It is 
only logical, therefore, that the same prin- 
ciple should apply in our own Nation, and 
that our own people who need food, cloth- 
ing and other essentials should have our 
first consideration. 

The formula for additional Federal aid 
to the aged needy contained in my amend- 
ment is essentially the same as that in the 
Hospital Survey and Construction Act re- 
cently approved by the Senate. I submit 
herewith, for the information of the Senate, 
a letter from the Chairman of the Social 
Security Board explaining the proposal, and 
also a chart showing the application of the 
amendment to the various States. This 
table shows that at present 17 States would 
have an income that is above the average 
national income, and would receive no addi- 
tional benefits under such a formula, but 
the remainder of the States would qualify for 
increased Federal contributions, running up 
to as high as 75 percent, in the case of the 
State of Mississippi. My own State of Arkan- 
sas would receive 74 percent Federal con- 
tributions instead of the present 50 percent, 

This is not, however, a sectional issue, 


since Vermont and New Hampshire, New’ 


England States, are confronted with the same 
discrimination, qualifying for 57 and 60 per- 
cent contribution, respectively, under this 
amendment, as are some of the Western 
States, such as Arizona, South Dakota (59 
percent) and others where there is the same 
essential need as in the Southern States. I 
believe that Members of the Senate who take 
the time to study this problem and its ram- 
ifications will agree that it is unfair that 
States with a higher per capita income should 
receive a greater amount from the Federal 
Government for the benefit of its needy 
citizens than other States which are less able 
to take care of the residents of these partic- 
ular States—they are all citizens of the 
United States and entitled to equal consid- 
eration and treatment under the law. 

The present discrimination against cit- 
izens who happen to reside in agricultural 
States, as against those who live in indus- 
trial areas where the income is higher, is 
not in accordance with the accepted Amer- 
ican traditions. If these people who have 
devoted their lives to supplying the Nation 
with food and raw materials for their essen- 
tial requirements have been underpaid and 
received less than a fair return for their 
labors during a lifetime, certainly our Na- 
tion should not continue to deny them the 
adjustments to which they have long been 
entitled, or be so callous as to deprive them 
of the very necessities of life when they are 
no longer able to work the long hours at 
hard labor to which they have been accus- 
tomed all their lives. We have always given 
an ear and a helping hand to the needy, no 
matter from whence they came; it is time 
we acted to help our own. 

If the amendment, providing for old-age 
variable grants, is approved by the Congress, 
I shall then endeavor to procure the enact- 
ment of similar amendments to the Social 
Security Act for the blind, and for dependent 
children, to bring about a more equitable 
system of Federal aid to these groups as well 
as to our aged needy, 
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FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY, 
SOCIAL SECURITY BOARD, 
Washington, D. C., April 10, 1946. 
Hon. J. W. FULERIGHT, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran SENATOR FULBRIGHT: This is in reply 
to your letter of March 14. The particular 
formula for Federal grants to the States used 
in the bill which you introduced (S. 1653) 
is the same for all low-income States as that 
used in S. 191, the Hospital Survey and Con- 
struction Act, recently passed by the Senate. 
Iam attaching a copy of the Senate commit- 
tee report which shows on page 16 in the 
column headed “Federal percentage” that 
Arkansas would receive from the Federal Gov- 
ernment 74 percent of its total expenditures. 
Under your bill, of course, no State would 
receive less than 50 percent from the Federal 
Government while under S. 191 the mini- 
mum is 3314 percent. 

It is my personal opinion that the particu- 
lar formula included in your bill is the best 
of all the various formulas I have seen which 
use per capita income as a basis of varying 
the Federal Government’s contribution. Of 
course, the question as to the minimum and 
maximum amounts of the Federal contribu- 
tion is a question of broad policy which the 
Congress must decide in the light of various 
considerations, such as the relation tu other 
Federal-State programs, and cost to the Fed- 
eral Treasury. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. J. ALTMEYER, 
Chairman. 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Oklahoma City, Okla., December 17, 1945. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 

United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: I want to thank 
you for your letter of December 7 with which 
you sent me a copy of a bill (S. 1653) which 
you have introduced in the United States 
Senate, together with your statement—the 
bill and your statement relating to the mat- 
ter of computing the amounts of grants to 
States for old-age assistance on the basis of 
the financial resources of the several States. 

You are to be commended for introducing 
this bill. Such legislation, making provision 
for a substantial increase in old-age assist- 
ance allowances, through additional Federal 
computation and without further cost to the 
States, will be appropriately helpful. 

I will indeed be glad to go over the matter 
of your bill with our Oklahoma delegation. 

With all good wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Rost. S. KERR. 


TENNESSEE EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Nashville, December 14, 1945. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear BUL: I have your letter and copy of 
bill S. 1653 and the very interesting state- 
ment. 

I have gone over this bill with the Commis- 
sioner of the department of public welfare 
and we feel that there is a world of merit in 
it. There is to be a meeting of welfare com- 
missioners of several Southern States in Bir- 
mingham in the near future and at this 
meeting most serious consideration will be 
given to the endorsement of your bill. I ap- 
preciate very much your thoughtfulness in 
sending me this copy and I am glad to tell 
you that the welfare department of my State 
is pleased with it. 

Thank you for the personal note, and while 
I am glad I am not in Washington at this 
time, I must admit there is a lot going on 
around here all the time. I hope that you 
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can drop in sometime and have a little visit 
with us. 
With sincere good wishes for a happy 
holiday season, I am 
Sincerely, 
Jim 
(Jim McCord). 


GOVERNMENT-OWNED INDUSTRIAL 
ALCOHOL PLANTS 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield to me? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of calendar 1776, Senate Joint 
Resolution 166, to amend section 3126 of 
the Internal Revenue Code, as amended, 
and for other purposes. The reason I ask 
for the present consideration of the joint 
resolution is that the measure has not 
passed the House, and I am informed that 
unless we can get it through today and 
get it over to the House, so that the House 
Ways and Means Committee can con- 
sider it, it will probably be too late to 
have action on it at this session. 

The joint resolution is a very simple 
one. I have discussed it, I think, with 
every Senator on the Republican side who 
is interested in the matter. The Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER] was one of 
the original sponsors of a bill similar to 
this which was passed by the Senate. 

The joint resolution pertains particu- 
larly to an alcohol plant in Nebraska, 
one in Iowa, and one in Kansas City, 
There is none in the State of Arkansas. 
It also relates to plants producing rub- 
ber. The only purpose of this measure is 
to hold up the disposition of these plants 
pending the working out of a complete 
program for them, It does not propose 
to dispose of them. It would merely de- 
lay their disposal. Under the law, às I 
understand, unless the measure can be 
passed the contract with the plant in 
Omaha, Nebr., requires its disposal, that 
is the offering of it for sale on Septem- 
ber 26, and I think it is exceedingly im- 
portant to all agriculture that the Gov- 
ernment be given an opportunity to work 
out a plan to retain one of these plants 
for the experimentation with and dis- 
posa] of surplus agricultural products. 
That is the only reason why I feel it is 
very important that it be called up and 
disposed of now, so that the House will 
— an opportunity to act upon it next 
week. 

Mr.WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas for 
the interest he has shown in the joint 
resolution. I deeply regret that the 
senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] is not present, because he has 
taken an interest in this development in 
Nebraska since it began. I am in total 
agreement with the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Arkansas of the need for hav- 
ing the measure passed this afternoon. 
If it is not passed this afternoon it is my 
opinion that it will be almost impossible 
to have it passed by the House before 
the adjournment of the Congress. 

It does exactly what the distinguished 
Senator says it does relative to the needs 
of the community. I believe that other- 
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wise the plant at Omaha would have to 
close in 30 days. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the date is 
September 26. I believe I have a letter 
to that effect. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have read the bill, 
and I attended some of the hearings. I 
am just as much interested as is the 
senior Senator from Nebraska. The 
joint resolution provides that the plants 
mentioned shall not be disposed of until 
a definite policy is laid down relative to 
their disposal. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. The joint resolution 
would protect the plants and enable them 
to continue in operation without inter- 
ference until the policy is laid down. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I happen to know 
about this particular plant. It has al- 
ready processed 5,000 carloads of sur- 
plus potatoes this year, which the Gov- 
ernment had to take anyway. No other 
disposition was possible. Sirup has been 
made in the plant from wet corn. At 
this moment sugar is in exceedingly 
short supply. The plant is doing an im- 
portant work, as it did during the war, 
and it should be enabled to continue for 


That is one of the things which I wish to 
emphasize. In the event we have an 
early frost, a method for processing cqrn 
sirup is certainly needed. That is how 
we obtain a large part of our sugar. 
There should be nothing to hold up the 
operation of that plant until the policy 
for its final disposition is determined. I 
hope there will be no objection to the 
joint resolution. I know that it is badly 
needed, and that it ought to be passed. 
I am quite satisfied that no Senator on 
this side of the aisle will object. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by title for 
the information of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 166) to amend section 3126 
of the Internal Revenue Code, as amend- 
ed, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In section 2, on 
page 2, line 6, after the word “and”, it 
is proposed to insert “one of.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Arkan- 
sas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That section 3126 (a) of 
the Internal Revenue Code, as amended 
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(relating to emergency production of sugars 
and sirups in industrial-alcohol plants), is 
amended by striking out “July 1, 1946" and 
inserting in lieu thereof December 31, 1947.“ 

Sec. 2. Pending establishment of a per- 
manent rubber policy and a structure for 
national rubber supervision along with ad- 
ministrative methods by which a minimum 
use of general-purpose synthetic rubber can 
best be assured, and until further plans for 
disposal of industrial-aleohol and alcohol- 
butadiene plants have been perfected, no dis- 
position shall be made of the Government- 
owned industrial-alcohol plants located at 
Omaha, Nebr.; Kansas City, Mo.; Muscatine, 
Iowa; and one of the alcohol-butadiene 
plants located at Kobuta, Pa.; Louisville, Ky.; 
and Institute, W. Va. 


HOWARD A. YEAGER 


Mr. CARVILLE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. CARVILLE. Mr. President, at the 
conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill which I shall ask to have considered, 
I expect to ask unanimous consent to be 
excused from the Senate for an indefi- 
nite period. 

I ask unanimous consent for the pres- 
ent consideration of Senate bill 2147, 
Calendar No. 1827, a bill for the relief 
of Howard A. Yeager. It isa private- 
claim bill. It refers to a trip made by 
Captain Yeager to Nevada to present to 
our State the flag of the U. S. S. Nevada, 
which was taken from the ship after it 
was sunk at Pearl Harbor. The bill in- 
volves an appropriation of $255.76. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, as I 
understand, this is a relief bill? 

Mr. CARVILLE. It is a relief bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2147) for the relief of Howard A. Yeager 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Howard A. Yeager, 
captain, United States Navy, the sum of 
$255.76, which sum is to be in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United States 
for travel performed by the said Howard A. 
Yeager under orders during the period from 
June 17, 1945, to June 23, 1945, from Salina, 
Kans., to Carson City, Nev., in order to 
present the Nevada State flag which was on 
board the U. S. S. Nevada on Pearl Harbor 
Day to the people of the State of Nevada so 
that said flag might be preserved by them 
in the Nevada State Museum, and thence 
to Washington, D. C.: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


RIO GRANDE BRiDGE, DEL RIO, TEX. 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
House bill 6406, Calendar No. 1792. It is 
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a bridge bill, and will require only half a 
minute. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I object. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I am 
not trying to kill time I may have to 
leave the city next week. 

Mr. REED. The Senator from Kansas 
appreciates the situation of the Senator 
from Texas 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator did not 
object to other requests, 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. Let me say that dur- 
ing the absence from the Chamber dur- 
ing the last few minutes of the Senator 
from Kansas one or two small noncon- 
troversial bills were passed. In view of 
that fact, and in view of the importance 
of this bill to the Senator from Texas, I 

hope the Senator from Kansas will with- 
draw his objection, because I am sure 
that the consideration of the bill will 
require only a moment. 

Mr. REED. I withdraw the objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 6406) 
authorizing the State of Texas, acting 
through the State Highway Commission 
of Texas, or the successors thereof, to 
acquire, construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate a free bridge across the Rio Grande 
at or near Del Rio, Tex. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


VETERANS’ CANTEEN SERVICE IN THE 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, will the Senator from Georgia 
yield to me? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do 
not know what the purpose of the Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mr. REED] is. I wish 
to be generous with my colleagues. But 
if any technical points are to be raised, 
I do not wish to lose my right to the 
floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
submit a request without taking the Sen- 
ator from Georgia from the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. At the 
last call of the calendar House bill 6836 
was passed. I do not know what the cal- 
endar number is. The bill is not now on 
the calendar. It was on the calendar 
when the calendar was last called. The 
bill was passed by unanimous consent, 
After it was passed, General Bradley per- 
sonally stated that a brief amendment 
which was inserted in the bill on the 
floor of the House had made the bill in- 
operative. The purpose of the bill is to 
establish and provide for the mainte- 
nance and operation of a veterans’ can- 
teen service in the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, and for other purposes. It is quite 
an important bill, and a very worthy one, 
It is desired to establish a canteen sery- 
ice in the hospitals for the benefit of 
veterans, 
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Therefore, upon the request of Gen- 
eral Bradley, who also talked with the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], 
chairman of our committee, I entered 
a motion for the reconsideration of the 
bill. I now wish to call up the motion, 
amend the bill, and pass it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Colorado that the 
vote by which House bill 6836 was passed, 
as well as the votes by which the amend- 
ments were ordered to be engrossed and 
the bill to be read a third time, be re- 
considered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is therë 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk and ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, line 23, 
after the word “Act,” it is proposed to 
insert a period and strike out “and to 
maintain the operation of the service 
on a self-sustaining basis.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, it will be impossible for the can- 
teén service to be instituted in the first 
instance if that clause remains in the 
bill. It will be operated on a Self-sus- 
taining basis after it is started, but it 
cannot be started with that proviso in 
the bill, so I ask that the amendment 
striking out that language be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 


passed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator from Georgia. 

After the conclusion of Mr. RUSSELL’S 
speech, 


OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES FOR CIRCUIT 
COURTS OF APPEALS AND DISTRICT 
COURTS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. McCARRAN submitted the fol- 
lowing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4230) to provide necessary officers and em- 
ployees for circuit courts of appeals and 
district courts, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate and 
agree to the same, 

Pat McCarran, 

ABE MURDOCK, 

ALEXANDER WILEY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

WILIAM T. BYRNE, 

CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
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diate consideration and adoption of the 
conference report. 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1946 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record Senate bill 1717 as it went 
to the President for signature. I do so 
upon request of the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN] who is of the opin- 
ion that the bill should be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection the bill (S. 
1717) for the development and control 
of atomic energy, was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc.— 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Section 1. (a) Findings and declaration: 
Research and experimentation in the field of 
nuclear chain reaction have attained the 
stage at which the release of atomic energy 
on a large scale is practical. The signifi- 
cance of the atomic bomb for military pur- 
poses is evident. The effect of the use of 
atomic energy for civilian purposes upon the 
social, economic, and political structures of 
today cannot now be determined. It is a 
field in which unknown factors are involved. 
Therefore, any legislation will necessarily be 
subject to revision from time to time. It is 
reasonable to anticipate, however, that tap- 
ping this new source of energy will cause 
profound changes in our present way of life. 
Accordingly, it is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the people of the United States 
that, subject at all times to the paramount 
objective of assuring the common defense 
and security, the development and utiliza- 
tion of atomic energy shall, so far as prac- 
ticable, be directed toward improving the 
public welfare, increasing the standard of 
living, strengthening free competition in 
private enterprise, and promoting world 
peace. 

(b) Purpose of act: It is the purpose of 
this act to effectuate the policies set out in 
section 1 (a) by providing, among others, 
for the following major programs relating 
to atomic energy: 

(1) A program of assisting and fostering 
private research and development to en- 
courage maximum scientific progress; 

(2) A program for the control of scientific 
and technical information which will permit 
the dissemination of such information to 
encourage scientific progress, and for the 
sharing on a reciprocal basis of informa- 
tion concerning the practical industrial ap- 
plication of atomic energy as soon as effec- 
tive and enforceable safeguards against its 
use for destructive purposes can be devised; 

(3) A program of federally conducted re- 
search and development to assure the Gov- 
ernment of adequate scientific and tech- 
nical accomplishment; 

(4) A program for Government control of 
the production, ownership, and use of fis- 
sionable material to assure the common de- 
fense and security and to insure the broadest 
possible exploitation of the fields; and 

(5) A program of administration which 
will be consistent with the foregoing policies 
and with international arrangements made 
by the United States, and which will enable 
the Congress to be currently informed so as to 
take further legislative action as may here- 
after be appropriate, 


ORGANIZATION 
Sec. 2. (a) Atomic Energy Commission: 
(1) There is hereby established an Atomic 
Energy Commission (herein called the Com- 
mission), which shall be composed of five 
a quorum of the Commission. The President 
members, Three members shall constitute 
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shall designate one member as chairman of 
the Commission. 

(2) Members of the Commission shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. In sub- 
mitting any nomination to the Senate, the 
President shall set forth the experience and 
the qualifications of the nominee. The term 
of office of each member of the Commission 
taking office prior to the expiration of 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this act shall 
expire upon the expiration of such 2 years. 
The terms of office of each member of the 
Commission taking office after the expiration 
of 2 years from the date of enactment of this 
act shall be 5 years, except that (A) the 
terms of office of the members first taking 
office after the expiration of 2 years from the 
date of enactment of this act shall expire, 
as designated by the President at the time 
of appointment, one at the end of 3 years, 
one at the end of 4 years, one at the end of 
5 years, one at the end of 6 years, and one 
at the end of 7 years, after the date of en- 
actment of this act; and (B) any member 
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior 
to the expiration of the term for which his 
predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed 
for the remainder of such term. Any mem- 
ber of the Commission may be removed by 
the President for inefficiency, neglect of duty, 
or malfeasance in office. Each member, ex- 
cept the chairman, shall receive compensa- 
tion at the rate of $15,000 per annum; and 
the chairman shall receive compensation at 
the rate of $17,500 per annum. No member 
of the Commission shall engage in any other 
business, vocation, or employment than that 
of serving as a member of the Commission. 

(3) The principal office of the Commission 
shall be in the District of Columbia, but the 
Commission or any duly authorized repre- 
sentative may exercise any or all of its pow- 
ers in any place. The Commission shall hold 
such meetings, conduct such hearings, and 
receive such reports as may be necessary to 
enable it to carry out the provisions of this 
act. 

(4) There are hereby established within 
the Commission— 

(A) a General Manager, who shall dis- 
charge such of the administrative and ex- 
ecutive functions of the Commission as the 
Commission may direct. The General Man- 
ager shall be appointed by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and shall receive compensation at 
the rate of $15,000 per annum. The Com- 
mission may make recommendations to the 
President with respect to the appointment or 
removal of the General Manager. 

(B) a Division of Research, a Division of 
Production, a Division of Engineering, and 
a Division of Military Application. Each 
division shall be under the direction of a 
Director who shall be appointed by the Com- 
mission, and shall receive compensation at 
the rate of $14,000 per annum, The Direc- 
tor of the Division of Military Application 
shall be a member of the armed forces. The 
Commission shall require each such divi- 
sion to exercise such of the Commission's 
powers under this act as the Commission 
may determine, except that the authority 
granted under section 3 (a) of this act shall 
not be exercised by the Division of Research, 

(b) General Advisory Committee: There 
shall be a General Advisory Committee to 
advise the Commission on scientific and 
technical matters relating to materials, pro- 
duction, and research and development, to 
be composed of nine members, who shall be 
appointed from civilian life by the Presi- 
dent. Each member shall hold office for a 
term of 6 years, except that (1) any mem- 
ber appointed to fill a vacancy occurring 
prior to the expiration of the term for which 
his predecessor was appointed, shall be ap- 
pointed for the remainder of such term; 
and (2) the terms of office of the members 
first taking office after the date of the en- 
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actment of this act shall expire, as desig- 
nated by the President at the time of ap- 
pointment, three at the end of 2 years, three 
at the end of 4 years, and three at the end 
of 6 years, after the date of the enactment 
of this act. The committee shall desig- 
nate one of its own members as chairman. 
The committee shall meet at least four times 
in every calendar year. The members of 
the committee shall receive a per diem com- 
pensation of $50 for each day spent in meet- 
ings or conferences, and all members shall 
receive their necessary traveling or other ex- 
penses while engaged in the work of the 
committee. 

(c) Military Liaison Committee: There 
shall be a Military Liaison Committee con- 
sisting of representatives of the Departments 
of War and Navy, detailed or assigned there- 
to, without additional compensation, by the 
Secretaries of War and Navy in such number 
as they may determine. The Commission 
shall advise and consult with the committee 
on all atomic energy matters which the 
committees deems to relate to military ap- 
plications, including the development, man- 
ufacture, use, and storage of bombs, the allo- 
cation of fissionable material for military re- 
search, and the control of information relat- 
ing to the manufacture or utilization of 
atomic weapons, The Commission shall keep 
the Committee fully informed of all such 


matters before it and the Committee shall 


keep the Commission fully informed of all 
atomic energy activities of the War and Navy 
Departments. The Committee shall have 
authority to make written recommendations 
to the Commission on matters relating to 
military applications from time to time as it 
may deem appropriate. If the Committee 
at any time concludes that any action, pro- 
posed action, or failure to act of the Com- 
mission on such matters is adverse to the 
responsibilities of the Departments of War 
or Navy, derived from the Constitution, laws, 
and treaties, the Committee may refer such 
action, proposed action, or failure to act 
to the Secretaries of War and Navy. If either 
Secretary concurs, he may refer the matter 
to the President, whose decision shall be final. 
+ (d) Appointment of Army and Navy officers: 
Notwithstanding the provisions of section 
1222 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 1940 
edition, title 10, sec. 576), section 212 of the 
act entitled “An Act making appropriations 
for the Legislative Branch of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and 
for other purposes,” approved June 30, 1932, 
as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 5, 
sec. 59a) section 2 of the act entitled “An 
Act making appropriations for the legislative, 
executive, and judicial expenses of the Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1895, and for other purposes,” approved July 
31, 1894, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 edition, 
title 5 sec. 62) or any other law, any active 
or retired officer of the Army or the Navy may 
serve as Director of the Division of Military 
Application established by subsection (a) 
(4) (B) of this section, without prejudice to 
his commissioned status as such officer. Any 
such officer serving as Director of the Division 
of Military Application shall receve, in addi- 
tion to his pay from the United States as such 
officer, an amount equal to the difference be- 
tween such pay and the compensation pre- 
scribed in subsection (a) (4) (B) of this 
section. 
RESEARCH 


Sec. 3. (a) Research assistance: The Com- 
mission is directed to exercise its powers in 
such manner as to insure the continued con- 
duct of research and development activities in 
the fields specified below by private or pub- 
lic institutions or persons and to assist in 
the acquisition of an ever-expanding fund 
of theoretical and practical knowledge in 
such fields. To this end the Commission is 
authorized and directed to make arrange- 
ments (including contracts, agreements, and 
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loans) for the conduct of research and de- 
velopment activities relating to— 

(1) nuclear processes; 

(2) the theory and production of atomic 
energy, including processes, materials, and 
devices related to such production; 

(3) utilization of fissionable and radioac- 
tive materials for medical, biological, health, 
or military purposes; 

(4) utilization of fissionable and radioac- 
tive materials and processes entailed in the 
production of such materials for all other 
purposes, including industrial uses; and 

(5) the protection of health during re- 
search and production activities, 


The Commission may make such arrange- 
ments without regard to the provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. 
C., title 41, sec. 5) upon certification by the 
Commission that such action is necessary in 
the interest of the common defense and se- 
curity, or upon a showing that advertising 
is not reasonably practicable, and may make’ 
partial and advance payments under such 
arrangements, and may make available for 
use in connection therewith such of its equip- 
ment and facilities as it may deem desirable, 
Such arrangements shall contain such pro- 
visions to protect health, to minimize danger 
from explosion and other hazards to life or 
property, and to require the reporting and to 
permit the inspection of work performed 
thereunder, as the Commission may deter- 
mine; but shall not contain any provisions 
or conditions which prevent the dissemina- 
tion of scientific or technical information, 
except to the extent such dissemination is 
prohibited by law. 

- (b) Research by the Commission: The 
Commission is authorized and directed to 
conduct, through its own facilities, activi- 
ties and studies of the types specified in sub- 
section (a) above. 


PRODUCTION OF FISSIONABLE MATERIAL 


Sec. 4. (a) Definition: As used in this act, 
the term “produce”, when used in relation 
to fissionable material means -to- manufac- 
ture, produce, or refine fissionable material, 
as distinguished from source materials as 
defined in section 5 (b) (1), or to separate 
fissionable material from other substances 
in which such material may be contained or 
to produce new fissionable material. 

(F) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful for 
any person to own any facilities for the pro- 
duction of fissionable material or for any 
person to produce fissionable material, ex- 
cept to the extent authorized by subsection 
(c). 

(c) Ownership and operation of produc- 
tion facilities: : 

(1) Ownership of production facilities: 
The Commission, as agent of and on behalf 
of the United States, shall be the exclusive 
owner of all facilities for the production of 
fissionable material other than facilities 
which (A) are useful in the conduct of re- 
search and development activities in the 
fields specified in section 3, and (B) do not, 
in the opinion of the Commission, have a 
potential production rate adequate to enable 
the operator of such facilities to produce 
within a reasonable period of time a sufficient, 
quantity of fissionable material to produce 
an atomic bomb or any other atomic weapon. 

(2) Operation of the Commission's pro- 
duction facilities: The Commission is au- 
thorized and directed to produce or to pro- 
vide for the production of fissionable mate- 
rial in its own facilities. To the extent deem- 
ed necessary, the Commission is authorized 
to make, or to continue in effect, contracts 
with persons obligating them to produce 
fissionable material in facilities owned by the 
Commission. The Commission is also au- 
thorized to enter into research and develop- 
ment contracts authorizing the contractor to 
produce fissionable material in facilities 
owned by the Commission to the extent that 
the production of such fissionable material 
may be incident to the conduct of research 
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and development activities under such con- 
tracts. Any contract entered into under this 
section shall contain provisions (A) prohibit- 
ing the contractor with the Commission from 
subcontracting any part of the work he is 
obligated to perform under the contract, ex- 
cept as authorized by the Commission, and 
(B) obligating the contractor to make such 
reports to the Commission as it may deem 
appropriate with respect to his activities un- 
der the contract, to submit to frequent in- 
spection by employees of the Commission of 
all such activities, and to comply with all 
safety and security regulations which may 
be prescribed by the Commission. Any con- 
tract made under the provisions of this para- 
graph may be made without regard to the 

“provisions of section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes (U. S: C., title 41, sec. 5) upon cer- 
tification by the Commission that such ac- 
tion is necessary in the interest of the com- 
mon defense and security, or upon a showing 
that advertising is not reasonably practicable, 
and partial and advance payments may be 
made under such contracts. The President 
shall determine at least once each year the 
quantities of fissionable material to be pro- 
duced under this paragraph. 

(3) Operation of other production facili- 
ties: Fissionable material may be produced 
in the conduct of research and development 
activities in facilities which, under paragraph 
(1) above, are not required to be owned by 
the Commission. 

(d) Irradiation of materials: For the 
purpose of increasing the supply of radio- 
active materials, the Commission and per- 
sons lawfully producing or utilizing fission- 
able material are authorized to expose ma- 
terials of any kind to the radiation incident 
to the processes of producing or utilizing 
fissionable material. 

(e) Manufacture of production facilities: 
Uniless authorized by a license issued by the 
Commission, no person may manufacture, 
produce, transfer, or acquire any facilities 
for the production of fissionable material. 
Licenses shall be issued in accordance with 
such procedures as the Commission may by 
regulation establish and shall be issued in 
accordance with such standards and upon 
such conditions as will restrict the produc- 
tion and distribution of such facilities to 
effectuate the “policies and purposes of this 
act. Nothing in this section shall be deemed 
to require a license for such manufacture, 
production, transfer, ‘or acquisition incident 
to or for the conduct of research or devel- 
opment activities in the United States of the 
types specified in section 3, or to prohibit 
the Commission from manufacturing or pro- 
ducing such facilities for its own use. 

CONTROL OF MATERIALS 

Sec. 5. (a) Fissionable materials: 

(1) Definition: As used in this act, the 
term ‘“fissionable material“ means plu- 
tonium, uranium enriched in the isotope 235, 
any other material which the Commission 
determines to be capable of releasing sub- 
stantial quantities of energy through nuclear 
chain reaction of the material, or any ma- 
terial artificially enriched by any of the fore- 
going; but does not include source materials, 
as defined in section 5 (b) (1). 

(2) Government ownership of all fission- 
able material: All right, title, and interest 
within or under the jurisdiction of the United 
States, in or to any fissionable material, 
now or hereafter produced, shall be the 
property of the Commission, and shall be 
deemed to be vested in the Commission by 
virtue of this act. Any person owning any 
interest in any fissionable material at the 
time of the enactment of this act, or own- 
ing any interest in any material at the time 
when such material is hereafter determined 
to be a fissionable material, or who law- 
fully produces any fissionable material in- 
cident to privately financed research or 
development activities, shall be paid just 
compensation therefor. The Commission 
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may, by action consistent with the provi- 
sions of paragraph (4) below, authorize 
any such person to retain possession of such 
fissionable material, but no person shall have 
any title in or to any fissionable material, 

(3) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful for 
any person, after 60 days from the effective 
date of this act to (A) possess or transfer any 
fissionable material, except as authorized by 
the Commission, or (B) export from or im- 
port into the United States any fissionable 
material, or (C) directly or indirectly engage 
in the production of any fissionable material 
outside of the United States. 

(4) Distribution of fissionable material: 
Without prejudice to its continued owner- 
ship thereof, the Commission is authorized 
to distribute fissionable material owned by 
it, with or without charge, to applicants re- 
questing such material (A) for the conduct 
of research or development activities either 
independently or under contract or other 
arrangement with the Commission, (B) for 
use in medical therapy, or (C) for use pur- 
suant to a license issued under the authority 
of section 7. Such material shall be distrib- 
uted in such quantities and on such terms 
that no applicant will be enabled to obtain 
an amount sufficient to construct a bomb or 
other military weapon. The Commission is 
directed to distribute sufficient fissionable 
material to permit the conduct of widespread 
independent research and development ac- 
tivity, to the maximum extent practicable. 
In determining the quantities of fissionable 
material to be distributed, the Commission 
shall make such provisions for its own needs 
and for the conservation of fissionable mate- 
rial as it may determine to be necessary in the 
national interest for the future development 
of atomic energy: The Commission shall not 
distribute any material to any applicant, and 
shall recall any distributed material from any 
applicant, who is not equipped to observe or 
who fails to observe such safety standards 
to protect health and to minimize danger 
from explosion or other hazard to life or prop- 
erty as may be established by the Commis- 
sionsor who uses such material in violation 
of law or regulation of the Commission or in 
a manner other than as disclosed in the 
application therefor, 

(5) The Commission is authorized to pur- 
chase or otherwise acquire any fissionable 
material or any interest therein outside the 
United States, or any interest in facilities for 
the production of fissionable material, or in 
real property on which such facilities are 
located, without regard to the provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
title 41, sec. 5) upon certification by the Com- 
mission that such action is necessary in the 
interest of the common defense and security, 
or upon a showing that advertising is not 
reasonably practicable, and partial and ad- 
vance payments may be made under con- 
tracts for such purposes. The Commission is 
further authorized to take, requisition, or 
condemn, or otherwise acquire any interest 
in such facilities or real property, and just 
compensation shall be made therefor. 

(b) Source materials: ` 

(1) Definition: As used in this act, the 
term “source material“ means uranium, 
thorium, or any other material which is de- 
termined by the Commission, with the ap- 
proval of the President, to be peculiarly es- 
sential to the production of fissionable ma- 
terials; but includes ores only if they con- 
tain one or more of the foregoing materials 
in such concentration as the Commission 
may by regulation determine from time to 
time. 


(2) License for transfers required: Unless 
authorized by a license issued by the Com- 
mission, no person may transfer or deliver, 
receive possession of or title to, or export 
from the United States any source material 
after removal from its place of deposit in 
nature, except that licenses shall not be re- 
quired for quantities of source materials 
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which, in the opinion of the Commission, 
are unimportant. 

(3) Issuance of licenses: The Commission 
shall establish such standards for the is- 
suance, refusal, or revocation of licenses as 
it may deem necessary to assure adequate 
source materials for production, research, or 
development activities pursuant to this act 
or to prevent the use of such materials in a 
manner inconsistent with the national wel- 
fare. Licenses shall be issued in accordance 
with such procedures as the Commission may 
by regulation establish. 

(4) Reporting: The Commission is au- 
thorized to issue such regulations or orders 
requiring reports of ownership, possession, 
extraction, refining, shipment, or other 
handling of source materials as it may deem 
necessary, except that such reports shall not 
be required with respect to (A) any source 
material prior to removal from its place of 
deposit in nature, or (b) quantities of source 
materials which in the opinion of the Com- 
mission are unimportant or the reporting of 
which will discourage independent prospect- 
ing for new deposits. 

(5) Acquisition: The Commission is au- 
thorized and directed to purchase, take, re- 
quisition, condemn, or otherwise acquire, 
supplies of source materials or any interest 
in real property containing deposits of source 
materials to the extent it deems necessary to 
effectuate the provisions of this act. Any 
purchase made under this paragraph may be 
made without regard to the provisions of sec- 
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. O., 
title 41, sec. 5) upon certification by the Com- 
mission that such action is necessary in the 
interest of the common defense and security, 
or upon a showing that advertising is not 
reasonably practicable, and partial and ad- 
vance payments may be made thereunder. 
The Commission may establish guaranteed 
prices for all source materials delivered to it 
within a specified time. Just compensation 
shall be made for any property taken, re- 
quisitioned, or condemned under this para- 
graph, 

(6) Exploration: The Commission is au- 
thorized to conduct and enter into contracts 
for the conduct of exploratory operations, in- 
vestigations, and inspections to determine 
the location, extent, mode of occurrence, use, 
or conditions of deposits or supplies of source 
materials, making just compensation for any 
damage or injury occasioned thereby. Such 
exploratory operations may be conducted 
only with the consent of the owner, but such 
investigations and inspections may be con- 
ducted with or without such consent. 

(7) Public lands: All uranium, thorium, 
and all other materials determined pursuant 
to paragraph (1) of this subsection to be 
peculiarly essential in the production of 
fissionable material, contained, in whatever 
concentration, in deposits in the public lands 
are hereby reserved for the use of the United 
States subject to valid claims, rights, or priv- 
Ueges existing on the date of the enactment 
of this act: Provided, however, That no in- 
dividual, corporation, partnership, or asso- 
ciation, which had any part, directly or in- 
directly, in the development of the atomic- 
bomb project, may benefit by any location, 
entry, or settlement upon the public do- 
main made after such individual, corpora- 
tion, partnership, or association took part 
in such project, if such individual, corpora- 
tion, partnership, or association, by reason of 
having had such part in the development of 
the atomic-bomb project, acquired confiden- 
tial official information as to the existence of 
deposits of such uranium, thorium, or other 
materials in the specific lands upon which 
such location, entry, or settlement is made, 
and subsequent to the date of the enact- 
ment of this act made such location, entry, or 
settlement or caused the same to be made 
for his, its, or their benefit. The Secretary 
of the Interior shall cause to be inserted in 
every patent, conveyance, lease, permit, or 
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other authorization hereafter granted to use 
the public lands or their mineral resources, 
under any of which there might result the 
extraction of any materials so reserved, a res- 
ervation to the United States of all such ma- 
terials, whether or not of commercial value, 
together with the right of the United States 
through its authorized agents or representa- 
tives at any time to enter upon the land and 
prospect for, mine, and remove the same, 
making just compensation for any damage 
or injury occasioned thereby. Any land so 
patented, conveyed, leased, or otherwise dis- 
posed of may be used, and any rights under 
any such permit or authorization may be 
exercised, as if no reservation of such ma- 
terials has been made under this subsection; 
except that, when such use results in the 
extraction of any such material from the 
land in quantities which may not be trans- 
ferred or delivered without a license under 
this subsection, such material shall be the 
property of the Commission and the Com- 
mission may require delivery of such ma- 
terial to it by any possessor thereof after such 
material has been separated as such from the 
ores in which it was contained. If the Com- 
mission requires the delivery of such ma- 
terial to it, it shall pay to the person mining 
or extracting the same, or to such other per- 
son as the Commission determines to be en- 
titled thereto, such sums, including profits, 
as the Commission deems fair and reason- 
able for the discovery, mining, development, 
production, extraction, and other services 
performed with respect to such material prior 
to such delivery, but such payment shall 
not include any amount on account of the 
value of such material before removal from 
its place of deposit in nature. If the Com- 
mission does not require delivery of such ma- 
terial to it, the reservation made pursuant 
to this paragraph shall be of no further force 
or effect. 

(c) Byproduct materials: 

(1) Definition: As used in this act, the 
term “byproduct material” means any radio- 
active material (except fissionable material) 
yielded in or made radioactive by exposure 
to the radiation incident to the processes of 
producing or utilizing fissionable material. 

(2) Distribution: The Commission is au- 
thorized to distribute, with or without 
charge, byproduct materials to applicants 
seeking such materials for research or de- 
velopment activity, medical therapy, indus- 
trial uses, or such other useful applications 
as may be developed. In distributing such 
materials, the Commission shall give prefer- 
ence to applicants proposing to use such 
materials in the conduct of research and 
development activity or medical therapy. 
The Commission shall not distribute any by- 
product materials to any applicant, and shall 
recall any distributed materials from any 
applicant who is not equipped to observe 
or who fails to observe such safety standards 
to protect health as may be established by the 
Commission or who uses such materials in 
violation of law or regulation of the Commis- 
sion or in a manner other than as disclosed 
in the application therefor. 

(d) General provisions: The Commission 
shall not— 

(1) distribute any fissionable material to 
(A) any person for a use which is not under 
or within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, (B) any foreign government, or (C) 
any person within the United States if, in 
the opinion of the Commission, the distri- 
bution of such fissionable material to such 
person would be inimical to the common de- 
fense and security; and 

(2) license any person to transfer or de- 
liver, receive possession of or title to, or 
export from the United States any source 
material if, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, the issuance of a license to such person 
for such purpose would be inimical to the 
common defense and security, 
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MILITARY APPLICATIONS OF ATOMIC ENERGY 


Sec. 6. (a) Authority: The Commission is 
authorized to— 

(1) conduct experiments and do research 
and development work in the military ap- 
plication of atomic energy; and 

(2) engage in the production of atomic 
bombs, atomic-bomb parts, or other military 
weapons utilizing fissionable materials; ex- 
cept that such activities shall be carried 
on only to the extent that the express con- 
sent and direction of the President of the 
United States has been obtained, which con- 
sent and direction shall be obtained at least 
once each year. 


The President from time to time may direct 
the Commission (1) to deliver such quantities 
of fissionable materials or weapons to the 
armed forces for such use as he deems neces- 
sary in the interest of national defense or 
(2) to authorize the armed forces to manu- 
facture, produce, or acquire any equipment 
or device utilizing fissionable material or 
atomic energy as a military weapon. 

(b) Prohibition: It shall be unlawful for 
any person to manufacture, produce, trans- 
fer, or acquire any equipment or device util- 
izing fissionable material or atomic energy as 
a military weapon, except as may be author- 
ized by the Commission. Nothing in this 
subsection shall be deemed to modify the 
provisions of section 4 of this act, or to pro- 
hibit research activities in respect of military 
weapons, or to permit the export of any such 
equipment or device. 

UTILIZATION OF ATOMIC ENERGY 

Sec. 7. (a) License required: It shall be 
unlawful, except as provided in sections 5 (a) 
(4) (A) or (B) or 6 (a), for any person to 
manufacture, produce, or export any equip- 
ment or device utilizing fissionable material 
or atomic energy or to utilize fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy with or without such 
equipment or device, except under and in 
accordance with a license issued by the Com- 
mission authorizing such manufacture, pro- 
duction, export, or utilization, No license 
may permit any such activity if fissionable 
material is produced incident to such activ- 
ity, except as provided in sections 3 and 4. 
Nothing in this section shall be deemed to 
require a license for the conduct of research 
or development activities relating to the 
manufacture of such equipment or devices or 
the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy, or for the manufacture or 
use of equipment or devices for medical 
therapy. 

(b) Report to Congress: Whenever in its 
opinion any industrial, commercial, or other 
nonmilitary use of fissionable material or 
atomic energy has been sufficiently developed 
to be of practical value, the Commission shall 
prepare a report to the President stating all 
the facts with respect to such use, the Com- 
mission’s estimate of the social, political, 
economic, and international effects of such 
use and the Commission’s recommendations 
for necessary or desirable supplemental leg- 
islation. The President shall then transmit 
this report to the Congress, together with his 
recommendations. No license for any manu- 
facture, production, export, or use shall be 
issued by the Commission under this section 
until after (1) a report with respect to such 
manufacture, production, export, or use has 
been filed with the Congress; and (2) a pe- 
riod of 90 days in which the Congress was in 
session has elapsed after the report has been 
so filed. In computing such period of 90 
days, there shall be excluded the days on 
which either House is not in session because 
of an adjournment of more than 3 days. 

(c) Issuance of licenses: After such 90-day 
period, unless hereafter prohibited by law, the 
Commission may license such manufacture, 
production, export, or use in accordance with 
such procedures and subject to such condi- 
tions as it may by regulation establish to 
effectuate the provisions of this act. The 
Commission is authorized and directed to 
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issue licenses on a nonexclusive basis and to 
supply to the extent available appropriate 
quantities of fissionable material to licensees 
(1) whose proposed activities will serve some 
useful purpose proportionate to the quan- 
tities of fissionable material to be consumed; 
(2) who are equipped to observe such safety 
standards to protect health and to minimize 
danger from explosion or other hazard to life 
or property as the Commission may establish; 
and (3) who agree to make available to the 
Commission such technical information and 
data concerning their activities pursuant to 
such licenses as the Commission may deter- 
mine necessary to encourage similar activities 
by as many licensees as possible. Each such 
license shall be issued for a specified period, 
shall be revocable at any time by the Com- 
mission in accordance with such procedures 
as the Commission may establish, and may 
be renewed upon the expiration of such 
period. Where activities under any license 
might serve to maintain or to foster the 
growth of monopoly, restraint of trade, un- 
lawful competition, or other trade position 
inimical to the entry of new, freely competi- 
tive enterprises in the field, the Commission 
is authorized and directed to refuse to issue 
such license or to establish such conditions 
to prevent these results as the Commission, 
in consultation with the Attorney General, 
may determine. The Commission shall re- 
port promptly to the Attorney General any 
information it may have with respect to any 
utilization of fissionable material or atomic 
energy which appears to have these results. 
No license may be given to any persons for 
activities which are not under or within the 
jurisdiction of the United States, to any for- 
eign government, or to any person within the 
United States if, in the opinion of the Com- 
mission, the issuance of a license to such 
person would be inimical to the common de- 
fense and security. 

(d) Byproduct power: If energy which 
may be utilized is produced in the production 
of fissionable material, such energy may be 
used by the Commission, transferred to other 
Government agencies, or sold to public or 
private utilities under contracts providing 
for reasonable resale prices, 

INTERNATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

Src. 8. (a) Definition: As used in this act, 
the term “international arrangement” shall 
mean any treaty approved by the Senate or 
international agreement hereafter approved 
by the Congress, during the time such treaty 
or agreement is in full force and effect. 

(b) Effect of international arrangements: 
Any provision of this act or any action of 
the Commission to the extent that it con- 
flicts with the provisions of any interna- 
tional arrangement made after the date of 
enactment of this act shall be deemed to 
be of no further force or effect. 

(c) Policies contained in international ar- 
rangements: In the performance of its func- 
tions under this act, the Commission shall 
give maximum effect to the policies contained 
in any such international arrangement. ` 


PROPERTY OF THE COMMISSION 


Sec. 9. (a) The President shall direct the 
transfer to the Commission of all interests 
owned by the United States or any Govern- 
ment agency in the following property: 

(1) All fissionable material; all atomic 
weapons and parts thereof; all facilities, 
equipment, and materials for the processing, 
production, or utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy; all processes and 
technical information of any kind, and the 
source thereof (including data, drawings, 
specifications, patents, patent applications, 
and other sources (relating to the processing, 
production, or utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy; and all contracts, 
agreements, leases, patents, applications for 
patents, inventions, and discoveries (whether 
patented or unpatented), and other rights of 
any kind concerning any such items; 
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(2) All facilities, equipment, and ma- 
terials devoted primarily to atomic-energy 
research and development; and 

(8) Such other property owned by or in the 
custody or control of the Manhattan engineer 
district or other Government agencies as 
the President may determine. 

(b) In order to render financial assist- 
ance to those States and localities in which 
the activities of the Commission are car- 
ried on and in which the Commission has 
aequired property previously subject to State 
and local taxation, the Commission is au- 
thorized to make payments to State and local 
governments in lieu of property taxes. Such 
payments may be in the amounts, at the 
times, and upon the terms the Commission 
deems appropriate, but the Commission shall 
be guided by the policy of not making pay- 
ments in excess of the taxes which would 
have been payable for such property in the 
condition in which it was acquired, except 
in cases where special burdens have been cast 
upon the State or local government by ac- 
tivities of the Commission, the Manhattan 
engineer district or their agents. In any 
such case, any benefit accruing to the State 
or local government by reason of such ac- 
tivities shall be considered in determining 
the amount of the payment. The Commis- 
sion, and the property, activities, and in- 
come of the Commission, are hereby ex- 
pressly exempted from taxation in any man- 
ner or form by any State, county, municipal- 
ity, or any subdivision thereof. 


CONTROL OF INFORMATION 


Src. 10. (a) Policy: It shall be the policy 
of the Commission to control the dissemina- 
tion of restricted data in such a manner as 
to assure the common defense and security. 
Consistent with such policy the Commission 
shall be guided by the following principles: 

(1) That until Congress declares by joint 
resolution that effective and enforceable in- 
ternational safeguards against the use of 
atomic energy for destructive purposes have 
been established, there shall be no exchange 
of information with other nations with re- 
spect to the use of atomic energy for indus- 
trial purposes; and 

(2) That the dissemination of scientific 
and technical information relating to atomic 
energy should be permitted and encouraged 
so as to provide that free interchange of ideas 
and criticisms which is essential to scientific 
progress. 

(b) Restrictions: 

(1) The term “restricted data” as used in 
this section means all data concerning the 
manufacture or utilization of atomic weap- 
ons, the production of fissionable material, 
or the use of fissionable material in the pro- 
duction of power, but shall not include any 
data which the Commission from time to 
time determines may be published without 
adversely affecting the common defense and 
security. 

(2) Whoever, lawfully or unlawfully, hav- 
ing possession of, access to, control over, or 
being entrusted with, any document, writing, 
sketch, photograph, plan, model, instrument, 
appliance, note or information involving or 
incorporating restricted data— 

(A) communicates, transmits, or discloses 
the same to any individual or person, or at- 
tempts or conspires to do any of the fore- 
going, with intent to injure the United States 
or with intent to secure an advantage to any 
foreign nation, upon conviction thereof, shall 
be punished by death or imprisonment for 
life (but the penalty of death or imprison- 
ment for life may be imposed only upon rec- 
ommendation of the jury and only in cases 
where the offense was committed with intent 
to injure the United States); or by a fine of 
not more than $20,000 or imprisonment for 
not more than 20 years, or both; 

(B) communicates, transmits, or discloses 
the same to any individual or person, or at- 
tempts or conspires to do any of the fore- 
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going, with reason to believe such data will 
be utilized to injure the United States or to 
secure an advantage to any foreign nation, 
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine 
of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment 
for not more than 10 years, or both. 

(3) Whoever, with intent to injure the 
United States or with intent to secure an 
advantage to any foreign nation, acquires or 
attempts or conspires to acquire any docu- 
ment, writing, sketch, photograph, plan, 
model, instrument, appliance, note or infor- 
mation involving or incorporating restricted 
data shall, upon conviction thereof, be pun- 
ished by death or imprisonment for life (but 
the penalty of death or imprisonment for 
life may be imposed only upon recommenda- 
tion of the jury and only in cases where the 
offense was committed with intent to injure 
the United States); or by a fine of not more 
than $20,000 or imprisonment for not more 
than 20 years, or both. 

(4) Whoever, with intent to injure the 
United States or with intent to secure an ad- 
vantage to any foreign nation, removes, con- 
ceals, tampers with? alters, mutilates, or de- 
stroys any document, writing, sketch, photo- 
graph, plan, model, instrument, appliance 
or note involving or incorporating restricted 
data and used by any individual or person 
in connection with the production of fis- 
sionable material, or research or development 
relating to atomic energy, conducted by the 
United States, or financed in whole or in part 
by Federal funds, or conducted with the aid 
of fissionable material, shall be punished by 
death or imprisonment for life (but the pen- 
alty of death or imprisonment for life may 
be imposed only upon recommendation of 
the jury and only in cases where the offense 
was committed with intent to injure the 
United States); or by a fine of not more than 
$20,000 or imprisonment for not more than 
20 years or both. 

(5) (A) No person shall be prosecuted for 
any violation under this section unless and 
until the Attorney General of the United 
States has advised the Commission with re- 
spect to such prosecution and no such prose- 
cution shall be commenced except upon the 
express direction of the Attorney General of 
the United States. 

(B) (i) No arrangement shall be made 
under seciton 3, no contract shall be made or 
continued in effect under section 4, and no 
license shall be issued under section 4 (e) or 
7, unless the person with whom such arrange- 
ment is made, the contractor or prospective 
contractor, or the prospective licensee agrees 
in writing not to permit any individual to 
have access to restricted data until the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation shall have made 
an investigation and report to the Commis- 
sion on the character, associations, and loy- 
alty of such individual and the Commission 
shall have determined that permitting such 
person to have access to restricted data will 
not endanger the common defense or secu- 
ri 


5 Except as authorized by the Commis- 
slon in case of emergency, no individual shall 
be employed by the Commission until the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation shall have 
made an investigation and report to the Com- 
mission on the character, associations, and 
loyalty of such individuals. 

(iii) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subparagraphs (i) and (ii), during such pe- 
riod of time after the enactment of this act 
as may be necessary to make the investiga- 
tion, report, and determination required by 
such paragraphs, (a) any individual who was 
permitted access to restricted data by the 
Manhattan engineer district may be per- 
mitted access to restricted data and (b) the 
Commission may employ any individual who 
was employed by the Manhattan engineer 
district. 

(iv) To protect against the unlawful dis- 
semination of restricted data and to safe- 
guard facilities, equipment, materials, and 
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other property of the Commission, the Presi- 
dent shall have authority to utilize the sery- 
ices of any Government agency to the extent 
he may deem n or desirable. 

(C) All violations of this act shall be in- 
vestigated by the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation of the Department of Justice. 

(6) This section shall not exclude the ap- 
plicable provisions of any other laws, except 
that no Government agency shall take any 
action under such other laws inconsistent 
with the provisions of this section, 

(c) Inspections, records, and reports — 
The Commission is— 

(1) authorized by regulation or order to 
require such reports and the keeping of such 
records with respect to, and to provide for 
such inspections of, activities and studies of 
types specified in section 3 and of activities 
under licenses issued pursuant to section 7 
as may be necessary to effectuate the purposes 
of this act; 

(2) authorize and direct by regulation or 
order to require regular reports and records 
with respect to, and to provide for frequent 
inspections of, the production of fissionable 
material in the conduct of research and 
development activities, 

PATENTS AND INVENTIONS 

Sec. 11. (a) Production and military 
utilization: 

(1) No patent shall hereafter be granted 
for any invention or discovery which is useful 
solely in the production of fissionable ma- 
terial or in the utilization of fissionable ma- 
terial or atomic energy for a military weapon. 
Any patent granted for any such invention 
or discovery is hereby revoked, and just com- 
pensation shall be made therefor. 

(2) No patent hereafter granted shall con- 
fer any rights with respect to any invention 
or discovery to the extent that such inven- 
tion or discovery is used in the production 
of fissionable material or in the utilization 
of fissionable material or atomic energy for 
a military weapon. Any rights conferred by 
any patent heretofore granted for any inven- 
tion or discovery are hereby revoked to the 
extent that such invention or discovery is so 
used, and just compensation shall be made 
therefor, . 

(3) Any person who has made or hereafter 
makes any invention or discovery useful in 
the production of fissionable material or in 
the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy for a military weapon shall file 
with the Commission a report containing 
a complete description thereof, unless such 
invention or discovery is described in an 
application for a patent filed in the Patent 
Office by such person within the time re- 
quired for the filing of such report. The 
report covering any such invention or dis- 
covery shall be filed on or before whichever 
of the following is the latest: (A) The 
sixtieth day after the date of enactment of 
this act; (B) the sixtieth day after the com- 
pletion of such invention or discovery; or 
(C) the sixtieth day after such person first 
discovers or first has reason to believe that 
such invention or discovery is useful in such 
production or utilization. 

(b) Use of inventions for research: No 
patent hereafter granted shall confer any 
rights with respect to any invention or dis- 
covery to the extent that such invention or 
discovery is used in the conduct of research 
or development activities in the fields 
specified in section 3. Any rights conferred 
by any patent heretofore granted for any 
invention or discovery are hereby revoked to 
the extent that such invention or discovery 
is so used, and just compensation shall be 
made therefor, 

(c) Nonmilitary utilization: 

(1) It shall be the duty of the Commission 
to declare any patent to be affected with the 
public interest if (A) the invention or dis- 
covery covered by the patent utilizes or is 
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essential in the utilization of fissionable 
material or atomic energy; and (B) the 
licensing of such invention or discovery 
under this subsection is necessary to effectu- 
ate the policies and purposes of this act. 

(2) Whenever any patent has been de- 
clared, pursuant to paragraph (1), to be 
affected with the public interest 

(A) The Commission is hereby licensed to 
use the invention or discovery covered by 
such patent in performing any of its powers 
under this act; and 

(B) Any person to whom a license has been 

issued under section 7 is hereby licensed to 
use the invention or discovery covered by 
such patent to the extent such invention or 
discovery is used by him in carrying on the 
activities authorized by his license under 
section 7. 
The owner of the patent shall be entitled to a 
reasonable royalty fee for any use of an in- 
vention or discovery licensed by this subsec- 
tion. Such royalty fee may be agreed upon by 
such owner and the licensee, or in the absence 
of such agreement shall be determined by the 
Commission. 

(3) No court shall have jurisdiction or 
power to stay, restrain, or otherwise enjoin 
the use of any invention or discovery by a 
licensee, to the extent that such use is 
licensed by paragraph (2) above, on the 
ground of infringement of any patent, If in 
any action for infringement against such 
licensee the court shall determine that the 
defendant is exercising such license, the 
measure of damages shall be the royalty fee 
determined pursuant to this section, together 
with such costs, interest, and reasonable at- 
torney's fees as may be fixed by the court. If 
no royalty fee has been determined, the court 
shall stay the proceeding until the royalty 
fee is determined pursuant to this section. If 
any such licensee shall fail to pay such royalty 
fee, the patentee may bring an action in any 
court of competent jurisdiction for such 
royalty fee, together with such costs, interest, 
and reasonable attorney's fees as may be fixed 
by the court. 

(d) Acquisition of patents: The Commis- 
sion is authorized to purchase, or to take, 
requisition, or condemn, and make just com- 
pensation for, (1) any invention or discovery 
which is useful in the production of fission- 
able material or in the utilization of fission- 
able material or atomic energy for a military 
weapon, or which utilizes or is essential in 
the utilization of fissionable material or 
atomic energy, or (2) any patent or patent 
application covering any such invention or 
discovery. The Commissioner of Patents 
shall notify the Commission of all applica- 
tions for patents heretofore or hereafter filed 
which in his opinion disclose such inventions 
or discoveries and shall provide the Commis- 
sion access to all such applications. 

(e) Compensation awards, and royalties: 

(1) Patent Compensation Board: The 
Commission shall designate a Patent Com- 
pensation Board, consisting of two or more 
employees of the Commission, to consider 
applications under this subsection, 

(2) Eligibility: 

(A) Any owner of a patent licensed under 
subsection (c) (2) or any licensee there- 
under may make application to the Commis- 
sion for the determination of a reasonable 
royalty fee in accordance with such proce- 
dures as it by regulation may establish. 

(B) Any person seeking to obtain the just 
compensation provided in subsections (a), 
(b), or (d) shall make application therefor 
to the Commission in accordance with such 
procedures as it may by regulation establish, 

(c) Any person making any invention or 
discovery useful in the production of fission- 
able material or in the utilization of fission- 
able material or atomic energy for a military 
weapon who is not entitled to compensation 
therefor under subsection (a) and who has 
complied with subsection (a) (3) above may 
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make application to the Commission for, and 
the Commission may grant, an award. 

(D) Any person making application under 
this subsection shall have the right to be 
represented by counsel. 

(3) Standards: 

(A) In determining such reasonable roy- 
alty fee, the Commission shall take into con- 
sideration any defense, general or special, 
that might be pleaded by a defendant in an 
action for infringement, the extent to which, 
if any, such patent was developed through 
federally financed research, the degree of 
utility, novelty, and importance of the in- 
vention or discovery, and may consider the 
cost to the owner of the patent of developing 
such invention or discovery or acquiring such 
patent. 

(B) In determining what constitutes just 
compensation under subsection (a), (b), or 
(d) above, the Commission shall take into 
account the considerations set forth in para- 
graph (A) above, and the actual use of such 
invention or discovery, and may determine 
that such compensation pe paid in periodic 
payments or in a lump sum. 

(C) In determining the amount of any 
award under paragraph (2) (C) of this sub- 
section, the Commission shall take into ac- 
count the considerations set forth in para- 
graph (A) above, and the actual use of such 
invention or discovery. Awards so made 
may be paid by the Commission in periodic 
payments or in a lump sum. 

(4) Judicial review: Any person aggrieved 
by any determination of the Commission of 
an award or of a reasonable royalty fee may 
obtain a review of such determination in the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
by filing in such court, within 30 days after 
notice of such determination, a written peti- 
tion praying that such determination be set 
aside. A copy of such petition shall be forth- 
with served upon the Commission and there- 
upon the Commission shall file with the 
court a certified transcript of the entire 
record in the proceeding, including the find- 
ings and conclusions upon which the deter- 
mination was based. Upon the filing of such 
transcript the court shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction upon the record certified to it 
to affirm the determination in its entirety or 
set it aside and remand it to the Commis- 
sion for further proceedings, The findings 
of the Commission as to the facts, if sup- 
ported by substantial evidence, shall be con- 
clusive, The court’s judgment shall be final, 
subject, however, to review by the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon writ of 
certiorari on petition therefor under section 
240 of the Judicial Code (U. S. C., title 28, 
sec. 347), by the Commission or any party to 
the court proceeding. 


GENERAL AUTHORITY 


Sec. 12. (a) In the performance of its 
functions the Commission is authorized to— 


(1) establish advisory boards to advise - 


with and make recommendations to the Com- 
mission on legislation, policies, administra- 
tion, research, and other matters; 

(2) establish by regulation or order such 
standards and instructions to govern the 
possession and use of fissionable and by- 
product material as the Commission may 
deem necessary or desirable to protect health 
or to minimize danger from explosions and 
other hazards to life or property; 

(3) make such studies and investigations, 
obtain such information, and hold such 
hearings as the Commission may deem neces- 
sary or proper to assist it in exercising any 
authority provided in this act, or in the ad- 
ministration or enforcement of this act, or 
any regulations or orders issued thereunder. 
For such purposes the Commission is au- 
thorized to administer oaths and affirma- 
tions, and by subpena to require any person 
to appear and testify, or to appear and pro- 
duce documents, or both, at any designated 
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place. No person shall be excused from com- 
plying with any requirement under this para- 
graph because of his privilege against self- 
incrimination, but the immunity provisions 
of the Compulsory Testimony Act of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1893 (U. S. C., title 49, sec. 46), 
shall apply with respect to any individual 
who specifically claims such privilege. Wit- 
nesses subpenaed under this subsection shall 
be paid the same fees and mileage as are 
paid witnesses in the district courts of the 
United States: 

(4) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such officers and employees as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the functions of the Com- 
mission. Such officers and employees shall 
be appointed in accordance with the civil- 
service laws and their compensation fixed in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, except that to the extent 
the Commission deems such action necessary 
to the discharge of its responsibilities, per- 
sonnel may be employed and their compen- 
sation fixed without regard to such laws. 
The Commission shall make adequate provi- 
sion for administrative review of any deter- 
mination to dismiss any employee; 

(5) acquire such materials, property, 
equipment, and facilities, establish or con- 
struct such buildings and facilities, and 
modify such buildings and facilities from 
time to time as it may deem necessary, and 
construct, acquire, provide, or arrange for 
such facilities and services (at project sites 
where such facilities and services are not 
available) for the housing, health, safety, 
welfare, and recreation of personnel employed 
by the Commission as it may deem necessary; 

(6) with the consent of the agency con- 
cerned, utilize or employ the services or per- 
sonnel of any Government agency or any 
State or local government, or voluntary or 
uncompensated personnel, to perform such 
tins on its behalf as may appear desir- 
able; 

(7) acquire, purchase, lease, and hold real 
and personal property as agent of and on be- 
half of the United States and to sell, lease, 
grant, and dispose of such real and personal 
property as provided in this act; and 

(8) without regard to the provisions of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944 or any other 
law, make such disposition as it may deem 
desirable of (A) radioactive materials, and 
(B) any other property the special disposi- 
tion of which is, in the opinion of the Com- 
mission, in the interest of the national 
security. 

(b) Security: The President may, in ad- 
vance, exempt any specific action of the Com- 
mission in a particular matter from the pro- 
visions of law relating to contracts whenever 
he determines that such action is essential 
in the interest of the common defense and 
security. 

(c) Advisory committees: The members of 
the General Advisory Committee established 
pursuant to section 2 (b) and the members 
of advisory boards established pursuant to 
subsection (a) (1) of this section may serve 
as such without regard to the provisions of 
sections 109 and 113 of the Criminal Code (18 
U. S. C., secs. 198 and 203) or section 19 (e) 
of the Contract Settlement Act of 1944, ex- 
cept insofar as such sections may prohibit 
any such member from receiving compensa- 
tion in respect of any particular matter 
which directly involves the Commission or in 
which the Commission is directly interested, 


COMPENSATION FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY ACQUIRED 


Sec. 13, (a) The United States shall make 
just compensation for any property or inter- 
ests therein taken or requisitioned pursuant 
to sections 5 and 11, The Commission shall 
determine such compensation. If the com- 
pensation so determined is unsatisfactory to 
the person entitled thereto, such person shall 
be paid 50 percent of the amount so deter- 
mined, and shall be entitled to sue the United 
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States in the Court of Claims or in any dis- 
trict court of the United States in the man- 
ner provided by sections 24 (20) and 145 of 
the Judicial Code to recover such further sum 
as added to said 50 percent will make up such 
amount as will be just compensation. 

(b) In the exercise of the rights of emi- 
nent domain and condemnation, proceedings 
may be instituted under the act of August 1, 
1888 (U. S. C., title 40, sec. 257), or any other 
applicable Federal statute. Upon or after 
the filing of the condemnation petition, im- 
mediate possession may be taken and the 
property may be occupied, used, and improved 
for the purposes of this act, notwithstanding 
any other law. Real property acquired by 
purchase, donation, or other means of trans- 
fer may also be occupied, used, and improved 
for the purposes of this act, prior to approval 
of title by the Attorney General, 


JUDICIAL REVIEW AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
è PROCEDURE 


Sec. 14. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 12 of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (Public Law 404, 79th Cong., approved 
June 11, 1946) which provide when such act 
shall take effect, section 10 of such act (re- 
lating to judicial review) shall be applicable, 
upon the enactment of this act, to any agency 
action under the authority of this act or by 
any agency created by or under the provisions 
of this act. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (a), 
no provision of this act shall be held to super- 
sede or modify the provisions of the Admin- 
istrative Procedure Act. 

(c) As used in this section the terms 
“agency action” and “agency” shall have the 
same meaning as is assigned to such terms 
in the Administrative Procedure Act. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 


Sec. 15. (a) There is hereby established a 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to be 
composed of nine Members of the Senate to 
be appointed by the President of the Senate, 
and nine Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. In each in- 
stance not more than five Members shall be 
members of the same political party. 

(b) The joint committee shall make con- 
tinuing studies of the activities of the Atomic” 
Energy Commission and of problems relating 
to the development, use, and control of 
atomic energy. The Commission shall keep 
the joint committee fully and currently in- 
formed with respect to the Commission’s 
activities. All bills, resolutions, and other 
matters in the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives relating primarily to the Com- 
mission or to the development, use, or control 
of atomic energy shall be referred to the 
joint committee. The members of the joint 
committee who are Members of the Senate 
shall from time to time report to the Senate, 
and the members of the joint committee who 
are Members of the House of Representatives ` 
shall from time to time report to the House, 
by bill or otherwise, their recommendations 
with respect to matters within the juris- 
diction of their respective Houses which are 
(1) referred to the joint committee or (2) 
otherwise within the jurisdiction of the Joint 
committee. 

(e) Vacancies in the membership of the 
joint committee shall not affect the power 
of the remaining members to execute the 
functions of the joint committee, and shall 
be filled in the same manner as in the case 
of the original selection. The joint commit- 
tee shall select a chairman and a vice chair- 
man from among its members. 

(d) The joint committee, or any duly au- 
thorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized 
to hold such hearings, to sit and act at such 
places and times, to require, by subpena or 
otherwise, the attendance of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, papers, 
and documents, to administer such oaths, 
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to take such testimony, to procure such 
printing and binding, and to make such 
expenditures as it deems advisable, The 
cost of stenographic services to report such 
hearings shall not be in excess of 25 cents per 
hundred words, The provisions of sections 
102 to 104, inclusive, of the Revised Statutes 
shall apply in case of any failure of any wit- 
ness to comply with a subpena or to testify 
when summoned under authority of this 
section, 

(e) The joint committee is empowered to 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, technicians, and clerical 
and stenographic assistants as it deems 
necessary and advisable, but the compensa- 
tion so fixed shall not exceed the compensa- 
tion prescribed under the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended, for comparable duties. 
The committee is authorized to utilize the 
services, information, facilities, and personnel 
of the departments and establishments of 
the Government, 


ENFORCEMENT y 


Sec. 16. (a) Whoever willfully violates, at- 
tempts to violate, or conspires to violate, 
any provision of sections 4 (b), 4 (e), 5 (a) 
(3), or 6 (b) shall, upon conviction thereof, 
be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000 or by imprisonment for not more 
than 5 years, or both, except that whoever 
commits such an offense with intent to in- 
jure the United States or with intent to 
secure an advantage to any foreign nation 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by death or imprisonment for life (but the 
penalty of death or imprisonment for life 
may be imposed only upon recommendation 
of the jury and only in cases where the of- 
fense was committed with intent to injure 
the United States); or by a fine of not more 
than $20,000 or by imprisonment for not 
more than 20 years, or both. 

(b) Whoever willfully violates, attempts 
to violate, or conspires to violate, any pro- 
vision of this act other than those specified 
in subsection (a) and other than section 
10 (b), or of any regulation or order pre- 
scribed or issued under sections 5 (b) (4), 
10 (c), or 12 (a) (2), shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $5,000 or by imprisonment for not more 
than 2 years, or both, except that whoever 
commits such an offense with intent to in- 
jure the United States or with intent to 
secure an advantage to any foreign nation 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not more than $20,000 or by im- 
prisonment for not more than 20 years, or 
both. 

(c) Whenever in the judgment of the 
Commission any person has engaged or is 
about to engage in any acts or practices 
which constitute or will constitute a volation 
of any provision of this act, or any regula- 
tion or order issued thereunder, it may make 
application to the appropriate court for an 
order enjoining such acts or practices, or 
for an order enforcing compliance with such 
provision, and upon a showing by the Com- 
mission that such person has engaged or is 
about to engage in any such acts or prac- 
tices a permanent or temporary injunction, 
restraining order, or other order may be 
granted, 

(d) In case of failure or refusal to obey 
a subpena served upon any person pursu- 
ant to section 12 (a) (3), the district court 
for any district in which such person is 
found or resides or transacts business, upon 
application by the Commission, shall have 
jurisdiction to issue an order requiring such 
person to appear and give testimony or to 
appear and produce documents, or both, in 
accordance with the subpena; and any fail- 
ure to obey such order of the court may be 
punished by such court as a contempt 
thereof. 
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Sec. 17. The Commission shall submit to 
the Congress, in January and July of each 
year, a report concerning the activities of the 
Commission. The Commission shall include 
in such report, and shall at such other times 
as it deems desirable submit to the Congress, 
such recommendations for additional legisla- 
tion as the Commission deems necessary or 
desirable, 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec. 18. As used in this act— 

(a) The term “atomic energy” shall be 
construed to mean all forms of energy re- 
leased in the course of or as a result of 


nuclear fission or nuclear transformation. 


(b) The term “Government agency” means 
any executive department, commission, inde- 
pendent establishment, corporation wholly or 
partly owned by the United States which is 
an instrumentality of the United States, 
board, bureau, division, service, office, officer, 
authority, administration, or other estab- 
lishment, in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. 

(c) The term “person” means any in- 
dividual, corporation, partnership, firm, as- 
sociation, trust, estate, public or private in- 
stitution, group, the United States or any 
agency thereof, any government other than 
the United States, any political subdivision 
of any such government, and any legal suc- 
cessor, representative, agent, or agency of the 
foregoing, or other entity, but shall not in- 
clude the Commission or officers or em- 
ployees of the Commission in the exercise of 
duly authorized functions. 

(d) The term “United States”, when used 
in a geographical sense, includes all Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States 
and the Canal Zone. 

(e) The term “research and development” 


“means theoretical analysis, exploration, and 


experimentation, and the extension of inves- 
tigative findings and theories of a scientific 
or technical nature into practical application 
for experimental and demonstration pur- 
poses, including the experimental production 
and testing of models, devices, equipment, 
materials, and processes. 

(t) The term “equipment or device utiliz- 
ing fissionable material or atomic energy” 
shall be construed to mean any equipment 
or device capable of making use of fissionable 
material or peculiarly adapted for making 
use of atomic energy and any important com- 
ponents by the Commission. 

(g) The term “facilities for the production 
of fissionable material” shall bé construed to 
mean any equipment or device capable of 
such production and any important com- 
ponent part especially designed for such 
equipment or devices, as determined by the 
Commission. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec, 19. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
and appropriate to carry out the provisions 
and purposes of this act. The acts appro- 
priating such sums may appropriate specified 
portions thereof to be accounted for upon 
the certification of the Commission only. 
Funds appropriated to the Commission shall, 
if obligated by contract during the fiscal year 
for which appropriated, remain available for 
expenditure for 4 years. following the ex- 
piration of the fiscal year for which appro- 
priated. After such 4-year period, the un- 
expended balances of appropriations shall be 
carried to the surplus fund and covered into 
the Treasury. í 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 

Src. 20, If any provision of this act, or the 
application of such provision to any person 
or circumstances, is held invalid, the re- 
mainder of this act or the application of such 
provision to persons or circumstances other 
than those as to which it is held invalid, 
shall not be affected thereby, 
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SHORT TITLE 


Sec. 21. This act may be cited as the 
“Atomic Energy Act of 1946.” 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. HILL. I move that the Senate 
proceed to consider executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting sun- 
dry nominations, which were referred to 
the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

George D. Neilson, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be associate judge of the munic- 
wal court for the District of Columbia; 
and 

Gerald R. Corbett, of Hawaii, to be sixth 
judge of the first circuit, circuit courts, Ter- 
ritory of Hawaii. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit- 
tees, the clerk will state the nominations 
on the Executive Calendar. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Richard Seymour Rodney to be 
United States district judge, district of 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


OFFICE OF WAR MOBILIZATION AND 
RECONVERSION 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of George H. Taylor, of Pennsyl- 
vania, to be a member of its advisory 
board (public member). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 


firmed. 
THE MARINE CORPS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Marine Corps. 

Mr, HILL. I ask that the nominations 
in the Marine Corps be confirmed en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations are con- 
firmed en bloc. 

That completes the Executive Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. HILL. I ask that the President be 
immediately notified of all nominations 
this day confirmed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the President will be so 
notified. j 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY 


Mr. HILL, As in legislative session, I 
move that the Senate adjourn until Mon- 
day next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 12 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, July 29, 1946, 
at 12 o’clock meridian, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 27 (legislative day of July 
5), 1946: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

The following-named persons to be For- 
eign Service officers, unclassified, vice consuls 
of career, and secretaries in the Diplomatic 
Service of the United States of America: 

John M. Kavanaugh, of Louisiana, 

Stephen A. Koczak, of New Jersey. 

David J. S. Manbey, of California. 

David E. Mark, of New York. 

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION 

The following-named persons to be mem- 
bers of the Price Decontrol Board: 

Roy L. Thompson, of Louisiana. 

Daniel W. Bell, of the District of Columbia. 

George H. Mead, of Ohio. 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named candidates for ap- 
pointments and promotions in the Regular 
Corps of the United Stgtes Public Health 
Service: 

TO BE SENIOR ASSISTANT DENTAL SURGEONS, 
EPFECTIVE DATE OF OATH OF OFFICE 
John W. Holt 
Joseph G. Yount 
SURGEONS TO BE SENIOR SURGEONS 

Frank S. Fellows 

Ralph B. Snavely 
SENIOR DENTAL SURGEON TO BE DENTAL DIRECTOR 

Daniel B. Newell 
SENIOR SANITARY ENGINEERS TO BE SANITARY 

ENGINEER DIRECTORS 
Arthur P. Miller Edmund C. Sullivan 
Frederic J. Moss Arthur L. Dopmeyer 
IN THE Navy 

The following-named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy in the corps, 
grades, and ranks hereinafter stated: 


The following-named officers to the ranks. 


indicated in the line of the Navy: 

(Asterisk (*) indicates officers to be desig- 
nated for EDO and SDO subsequent to ac- 
ceptance of appointment.) 


TO BE LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS 


Eugene T. Aldridge William C. Jennings 
Rowland H. Groff Chester A. Kunz 
Leonard B. Jaudon 


TO BE LIEUTENANTS 


*Andrew M. R. Fitz-Sam A. Lief 
simmons William E. H. Miller 
Walton B. Hinds *Edgar K. Thompson 
*Wallace H. Howe *Philip A. Walker 
Alexander Jackson, Jr.Ralph A. Wilhelm 
Alexander Kusebauch John M. Wyckoff 


TO BE LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE) 


*Charles L. D. Allen »Lawrence W. Gunther 
*Peter Belin *John A. Gustavsen 
*Wililam B. Bernard Jack W. Hammer 
George W. Bowdey *Wilfred A. Hearn 
Carl R. Bower William C. Howes 
James S. Brown John E. Johansen 
Charles Bulfinch Arthur R. Johnson 
»Clarence F. Clark Phillip F. Linder 
Edward G. Conroy George J. Noack 
*John M. Court Ellsworth N, Smith 
Benjamin O. Delaney Wyndham R. Whitley 
William P. Flanagan Franklyn K. Zinn 
Frank L. Fullaway 


TO BE ENSIGNS 


Donald L. Abbott Martin J. Andrew 
William H. Abney Zenas B. Andrews 
John P. Ackerman Robert Appe 

James H. Agles Waldo A. Atkins 
Robert J. Agness James R. Bagshaw 3d 
Michael S. Alexatos Charles L. Bailey 
Harry G. Alleman William F. Baker, Jr. 
Gale W. Allen Louis L, Bangs 

Irl J. Allison Howard C. Bardsley 
*Dominic Amara Kenneth P. Barden 
Donald A. Anderson Norwood R. Barfield 
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Gordon R. Barnett Robert L. Dahllof 
Reginald L, BarringtonJoseph A. Daigle 
Leonard F, Barton Arthur H. Damon, Jr. 
George B. Bates, Jr. Henry H. Damus 
*Edwin J. Bath Robert J. Danforth 
Charles B. Bauer Lawrence F. Danz 
Thomas J. Baxter, Jr. Harold W. Davidson 
William C. Bayer Willard H. Davidson 
Garnet C. Beard Clifford Deets 

Luther G. Bearden Jack R. De Leonardis 
Thomas J. Bedford *Leland S. Denning 
Hubert C. Behner, Jr. Wallace E. Derryberry 
Herbert A. Behre, Jr. William B. Dever 


James L. Bell *Thornwell M. Dillard 
Jack W. Bennett John Dooley 
Jack Bent James W. Dowell 


John J. Berchman, Jr. «Fordyce R. Downs, Jr. 
Joena O. carey Richard N. Doyle 

chard Beynon, Jr. Eugene E. Drinkwater 
Richard N. Billings Derwood D. Duncan 


James R. Bird Stanley M. Dunn 
Frank J. Birkenbach John H D'Zamba 


Edward J. Bisiar Jack R. Eberley 
Bogom Bek jr, Sidney Edelman 
Boyi e r. Sam E. Edelstein, Jr. 
Jonn- A; Bia Wiliam O. Edlun 


Hulon R. Blakeney A 
John W. Blanton ipen W. Ensmin 


*Thomas N. Blockwick 
Ralph D. Ettinger 
Casper R. Boehm Pfopd F. Favreau 


Boyd L. Booth 
John W. Ferrill 
3 Thomas Fields 


»Ralph K. Brandt 
ames R. Branscome James W. Findling 
5 ei Christian Fink 


Chester A. Bri 
Rufus T. Binn. Richard Flournoy, Jr. 
James O. Brockman, Robert D. Flynn 

Jr. Gayle C, Foltz 


Bobby C. Brogoitti David L. Forrester, Jr. 
Robert R. Brouillette Francis M. Fox, Jr. 
Russell E. Brown John P. Fox, Jr. 
William T. Brown, Jr. Bernard Frankel 
Charles K. Brust, Jr, Leon H. Freeman 
William A. Bryant, Jr. James N. Fritze 
Wallace P. Robert S. Frostad 
Buerschinger Marion R. Gallagher 
Robert C. Burnett Arthur E. Gargas 
William S. Butler Ronald M. Garner 
*Joseph F. Calabrese Paul C. Garofalo 
Melvin E. Call Warren H. Gathje 
*William F. Callaway Elphege A. M. Gen- 
Robert “H” Campbell dreau, Jr. 
Daniel S. Capozzalo Edgar L. George 
Edward F. Carl Thomas R. Gibson 3d 
Harry T. Carmody Charles L, Gillis 
Edward L. Carpenter Albert S. Giorgis 
Victor M. Cassata William R. Glaser 
Carl Chance Dewitt L. Glover 
Robert S. Chaney Theodore H. Glover 
Francis J. Chester Loren D. Goetz 
William J. Childs = Maurice Goldstein 
Dallis J. Christensen John T, Gordon 
Donald L. Christianson Gordon F, Gossman 
Laurence R. Chute Lionel J. Goulet 
John L. Clarke, Jr. Martin C. Graham, Jr. 
Paul . John A. Gray, Ir. 
F Samuel W. Green 


n »Albert Greenberg 


George M. Cohan, Jr. 
El Carol V. Greenwood 
William W. Coleman Charles D. Griffin 


Lawrence D. Condon 
Lawrence F. Cooney, Shade W. Griffin 

Jr. George V. Gross 
Charles W. Cooper Joseph B. Grotts 
Thomas V. Cooper Robert L. Hagedorn 
William B. Coley Thomas C. Halloran 
La Fay R. Corcoran Charles F. Harding, Jr. 
*William J. Corcoran *James D. Hare 
Howard L. Cornish Fred R. Harkness 
Romolo Cousins Ramey W. Harper 
James M. Cowart Daniel F. Harrington, 
*James H. Crawford, Jr. 

Jr. Cecil E. Harris 
Joseph E. Crawford, Jr.Jack H. Harrison 
Louis B. Crayton, Jr. Robert F. Harrison 
Albert E. Cronin, Jr.Benjamin Hashmall 
Frank W. Crook Franklin C. Havens, 
Thomas H. Crowe Jr. 

William F. Culley Cecil L. Haverty 
James J. Currie James P. Hayes 
*Eugene N. Curtis Jack F. Heard 
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Le Roy A. Heath 
Francis Heffernan 
Jack C“ Heishman 
Charles C. Henderson 
John 8, Herman 
Harvey S. Herrick 
William J. Hewitt 
John T, Hickey 
Charles E. Hiigel 
Harry E. Hill 
*Harold O. Hilmar 
„William B. Hirst, Jr. 
Magnus W. Hjalmar- 
son 
Trygve A. Holl 
Audley W. Holmes 
James L. Hooper 
Frederick H. Hopp 
Maurice A. Horn 
John N. Horrocks, Jr. 
Jasper V. Howard, Jr. 
Raymond A. Hubbard 
Charles W. Huffman, 
Jr. 
John D. Hughes 
Harry J. H 
*Frederick C. Humph- 


Wylie M. Hunt 
*Robert B. Hutchins 
Will T. Hyde 
*Walter G. Inman 
Kay S. Irwin 
William M. Irwin 
Douglas J, Jackson 
Ralph N. Jacobsen 
Oscar F. Jarmon 
Harold W. Jeffery, Jr. 
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Kenneth E. Lindley 
Robert T. Logan 
William H. Long 
Vincenzo Lopresti 
*Andrew J. Lovas, Jr. 
Jack L. Lowentrout 
Howard R. Lund 
Donald A. MacGillivray 
Gordon C. MacKenzie 
Oscar S, Maddox 
Frederick L. Maier 
William B. Manning, 
Jr. 
Orville R. Marett 
Joseph R. Martin 
Leo B. Marx, Jr. 
Clarence W. Mason- 
heimer 
Rudolph W. Matz 
George T. Maxwell 
Joseph K. Maxwell 
John F. McCallum, Jr. 
Kendall C. McCallum 
Louis E. McConnell 
Charles H. McCrary 
Theodore J. McCul- 
lough 
Jonh C. McCutchen 2d 
Frank B, McDonald, Jr, 
William E. McDonald 
John C. McDonnell 
Robert E, McElwee 
Daniel McGee, Jr. 
*Robert E. McHenry 
Francis W. McInerny 
David A. McKee 
Martin S. McKeil 
Charles E. McKinley 
Bernard McLaughlin 


Pender L. Jennings, Ir. John J. McMenamin 


Clifford Jahnson 
Joseph F. Johnson 
Lauren M. Johnson 
*Robert B. Johnston 


William H. Jones 
LeRoy K. Jordan 
John J. Karuzas 
James H. Keating 
Robert A. Keil ; 
Wilbur E. N. Keil 
*Harold E. Kelley 


Thomas E. Kendall, Jr. 


Robert N. Kenney 
Cecil D. Kephart 
John R. Kersey 
William H. Kildow 
George A, King 
Leone E. Kirk, Jr. 
Walter C. Klein, Jr. 
Olyce T. Knight 


Leo D. McMillan, Jr. 
Joseph McNaughton 
John B. Meehan 
David A. Merrill 
Carl R. Merritt 

Max A. Michael, Jr. 
Robert A. Middleton 


Ralph B. Mills, Jr. 
Richard H. Mills 
William P, Mills 
Morris E. Mitchell 
*William B. Mitchell 
Robert E. Molloy 
Ralph F. Monger 
Albert L. Moore 
Richard M. Moore 
Wililam B. Moore 
William H. Morgan, Jr. 
Lloyd C. Morse 

Carl W. Moses 
Brockenbrough Mott 
George S. Mullen 


Fillmore G. Koenig, Jr. Henry M. Murphey 
Charles Koenigsberger. Vincent L. Murtha 


Ir. 
Bernard J. Koetting 
Raymond A. Komo- 
rowski 


Maynard W. Kouns, Jr. 


Ted Krakover 
Walter C. Kuerten 
Robert E. Kuntz 
William B. Kurlak 
*Hyman N. Laden 
William M. Lambert 
*Norman G. Lancaster 
Joe R. Landrum 
Joseph H. Lang 
Newell N. Langford 
Lloyd P. La Plant 
Bernard L. Lariscy 
Robert J. Laughton 
James W. Lawrence 
William E. Le Clere 
Merrel Lemons 
John G. Leonard 
Allen L. Lewis 

John B. Lewis, Jr. 
Meriwether F. Lewis 


Charles A. Myhre 
Ned Naffah 
James S. Neander 
Dugald T. Neiil 
William M. Nelson 
James A. Nervine 
Ralph E. Newberry 
Daniel D. Newton 
John H. Newton, Jr. 
Herbert H. Niehaus 
Reed H. Nielson 
Joseph F. Norris 
Ralph E. Nuttall 
*Robert F. Nuttman 
George T. O'Brien 
Richard F. O'Brien 
Remi C. O'Conner 
Thomas F. Oehrlein 
John R. Oest 
Neil I. C. Ohnstad 
Warren W. Okkerse 
Quentin F. Olberding 
Frederick W. Oliver 
Thomas F. O'Loughlin, 
Jr. 


Edwin F. Orr 

John K, Ostermiller 
Charles L. Otti 
Walter M. Ousey 
James P. Oxley, Jr. 
John L. Oyer 
William H, Pahl, Jr. 
John G. Palmer 
John D. B. Pamp 
James T. Parady 
John J. Parish 
Robert C. Parker 
*John L. Paseur 
Charles H. Paske, Jr. 
Ernest H. Patterson 


Carlos R. Soffe 

Paul H. Speltz 
David Spirt 

Bernice G. Stamps 
Robert F. Stamps 
Robert F. Steed 
Robert P. Steen 
Jules V. H. Steinhauer 
James M. Stevens 
James A. Stewart 
John E. Stewart 
Irving C. Stiles 
Glenn C. Stock 
Wallace R. Stockard 
Kenneth A. Story 


William C. Patterson, Orville L. Story, Jr. 


Jr. 
Leonard F. Penitsch 
“J” “W” Perkins, Jr. 
Maurice M. Perrine 
Joe R. Perry 
Charles E. Peterson 


Eugene A. Strom 
Charles R. Strong 
Eugene R. Stroup 
Peter M. Stroux 
James C. Sullivan, Jr. 
Joseph W. Sullivan 


Thomas S. Pettigrew Kieran P. Sullivan 


*Bryce W. Phillips 
John J. Phillips 
*Robert P. Pierson. 
Lalonde M. Pinne 
*Leonard Pinzow 
Clement J. Pohl 
Edward M. Porter 
Paul J. Post 

Jerry K, Pounders 
Francis P. Powers 
Arthur W. Price, Jr. 
*Wilson G. Puryear 
Earl B. Putnam 
Thomas D. Quinn 
Carl V. Ragsdale 


Ralph N. Sutton 
*Charles B. Swayne 
Donald C. Tabb 
Harvey A. Taylor, Jr. 
Robert L. Temme 


Joseph R. Tenanty 


Gene C. Tenold 

Ralph “B” Terrill 

Marshall M, Thomas, 
Jr. 

Ross J. Thomas 

William F. Thompson 

Harhy S. Thorington 

Kenneth L. Throck- 
morton 


Lawrence M. Rayburnotto D. Tiderman 


Robert G. Read 
Marvin W. Recknor 
George P. Reed 
Joseph R. Rees 
Charles A. Reich 
John J. Reidy, Jr. 
Russell L. Reiserer 
John C. Remsberg 
*Russell C. Rice 
Walter W. Rickett 
Edward A. Riley 


Ben E. Titus, Jr. 
Leif Tollefson 
Martin V. Townsend 
Robert E, Trapeur 
Edward M. Tremper 
Robert J, Tribble 
Thomas A. Turner 
William H. Turner, Jr. 
Giles C. Upshur, Jr. 
*Charles F. Vance 
Wallace V. Van Pelt 


Charles C. Roberts, Ir. vmcent R. Vayo 
Charles R. Robertson / R. Verbrycke 3d 


Michael F. Rogus 
Frank M, Romanick 
Edward C. Rossi 
Paul Roth 

Edwin J. Rupp 


` John P. Rusche 


John E. Ruzic 
George C. Ryan 
Stanley Ryder 
Ulderico E. Sacco 
Robert J. Sadler 
Kenneth M. Sandon 
James A. Sattler 
Royal C. Schendel 
Harry E. Schmidt 


Albert W. Vittek 
John D. Von Der 
Heide 
John A. Wade 
Clyde F. Wahl 
Robert G. Wallace 
Charles W. Ward 
Richard D. Warner 
James R. Wasdin 
James F. Weatherly 
George H. G. Webster 
Edwin G. Wedding 


Earle L. West 


Frank J. Schneider, Jr.* James E. Whatton 


Joseph M. Schneiders Robert H. Wheeler 
Clarence W. Schultz,Robert E. Whelan 


Jr. 
George M. 
Alvin J. Schweiger 


Harlowe M. White 


wartze Richard H. White 


Douglas L. Whittemore 


Kenneth E. Schweiger Samuel R. Wideberg 


John L. Seripp 3d 
Ferrell D. Sears 
Louis D. Segal 
George C. Selby 
Robert E. Sharrai 


Daniel B. Wilder, Jr. 
James C. Wilkins 
Donald W. Wilkinson 
Clyde A. Williams 
John C. Williams 
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Lynn L. Youmans Julius J. Yutkus 
William B. Young Anthony M. Ziemba 


The following-named officers to the grade 
and ranks indicated in the Medical Corps of 
the Navy: 


TO BE SURGEONS WITH THE RANK OF LIEUTENANT 
COMMANDER 


James S. Brown, Jr. Marion T. Rosser 
John W. Deyton Chester “H” Warfield 


TO BE PASSED ASSISTANT SURGEONS WITH THE 
RANK OF LIEUTENANT 


Albert G. Gibbs Ferold “D” Lovejoy 


TO BE ASSISTANT SURGEONS WITH THE RANK OF 
LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 


John B. Batko Jack M. Matthews 
Benjamin P. Bell Robert H. Morrison 
Robert L. Burdick Charles B. Skinner 
Herbert A. Hamel Dwight R. Wood 
Charles A. Lippincott 

The following-named officers to the grades 
and ranks indicated in the Supply Corps of 
the Navy: 
TO BE PASSED ASSISTANT PAYMASTERS WITH THE 

RANK OF LIEUTENANT 
Woodbury S. Adams Lionel C. Peppell 
Delmar R. Capell 


TO BE ASSISTANT PAYMASTERS WITH THE RANK 
OF LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 
Richard E.S.Adams William C. Morrison, 

Chester W. Beaman Jr. 

Carlton R. Eagle, Jr. Todd H, Neel 

William A. Evans Chester W. Utterback 

Curtis J. Lee James N. Witherell 

Glen C. Moore 

TO BE ASSISTANT PAYMASTERS WITH THE RANK 
OF ENSIGN 


Carl J. Klecotka 
Carl E. Lamzik 

Buel F. Lanpher, Jr. 
Phillip D. Larson 
Raymond F. Leary 


Henry M. Amlin 
James H. Ard 
Vaughn O. Balcom 
Clyde C. Barnhard 
Henry S. Bergtholdt 


Grover F. Blankin- Leo C. Lemire 

ship, Jr. 7 Alger L. Loving 
Oscar R. Blanton Clyde E. Maddock 
Dean L. Blake William G. McWilliams 


William L. Blumling 
John M. Breen 
Frank W. Cerny 
Franklyn L. Clark 
George F. Clark Frank M. Morton, Jr. 
Walter H. Coupe Robert J. Murrin 
Wilbert G. Debrunner Browder G. Nelson 
Charles R. Disharoon Cecil E. Olson 

Mack A, Dick Eugene A. Phillips 
Charles W. Eskey Robert H. Pilkinton 


John D. McPherson 

John E. Mooney 
_Jack J. Moore 

Vincent P. Moore 


Lloyd R. Everingham Jobn Reid 

Francis W. Folger Ellsworth E. Richards 
George S. Foster, Jr. Carl J. Roberts 

John J. Fox Leo W. Roberts 


William E. Gibson 
Franklin W. Graves 
John Grimes 
Irving Grodstein 
Roy E. Gustafson 
William N. Haddock 
Maurice E. Hair Robert C. Simmerman 
George K. Hamilton Dale F. Sloan 

Richard C. Hammond Jay A. Slover 

Carlos H. Handforth,Ira Smith, Jr. 

Jr. Joseph H. Steveley 
Cornelius K. Hannigan Lester L. Stevens 
Frank O. Hanson Robert W. Stewart 
Frederick D. Harrison Stanley F. Stress 
James E. Harvey, Jr. Robert G. Swanson 


John T. Robison 
Phillip A. Rollings 
James H. Roper 
Edgar S. Rothrock 
LeRoy M. Scott 
Leonard E. Shea 


Robert S. Sherman ‘Warrington R. Willis 
Louis M. Shine, Jr. George Wilson 
Lloyd L. Shonkwiler Elmer A. Wingfield 
Victor J. Sibert Robert V. Winkler 
Paul J. Siegel Kipling W. Wise 
James I; Simmons Jerome L. Wolf, Jr. 
Keith B. Simpson Roger A. Wolf 
Robert E. Sink Joseph P. Wood 
*Robert H. Slaughter,Robert D. Wood 
Jr, Clyde A. Wright 
Charles H. Slayman Charles L. Wyman 
Barclay W. Smith William A. Yeaw 
Bruce Smithee Elmer W. Ylitalo 


Milton S. Haugen 
Wayne S. Henderson 
John C. Herron 
James E. Hickey 
Roger E. Hill 
Richard H. Hoster 
Michael Hubona 
Leon H. Hughes, Jr. 
Frank R. Jillson 
Carl E. Johnson 
Stephen L. Kasprzak 
Lawrence H. Kenyon 
William B. Kerfoot 


Sigurd E, Swenson 
Russell C. Thurrott 
Carlos L. Tolleson 
Hale N. Tongren 
Henry F. Trione 
Lennus “B” Urquhart 
Gordon K. Valentine 
Edward D. Verell 
Elmert E. Watkins, Jr, 
James L. Willess 
Jchn P. Wolfe 

Robert H. Woodcock 
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The following-named officers to the grades 
and ranks indicated in the Civil Engineer 
Corps of the Navy: 


TO BE ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEERS WITH THE 
RANK OF LIEUTENANT COMMANDER 

Arthur C. Eberhard 

Kenneth A. Godwin 

Eigil L. Hansen 


TO BE ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEER WITH THE RANK 
OF LIEUTENANT 


Julian W. Silliman 


TO BE ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEERS WITH THE 
RANK OF LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 

John M. Bannister Francis T. Pritchard 
Henry C. Besman David E, Rogers 
James C. Castanes John C. Sease 
Howard F. Curren Robert E. Sparks 
John A. Dougherty Harrison F. Thrapp 
Garland M. Inscoe Zbyszko C. Trzyna 
Richard O. Jones William J. Valentine 
Francis B. Kelly Jack A, Woy 
Jack J. McGaraghan Jesse S. Zimmerman 
Thomas J. Padden, Jr. 


The following-named officers to the grade 
and rank indicated in the Dental Corps of the 
Navy: 

TO BE ASSISTANT DENTAL SURGEONS WITH THE 
RANK OF LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 


Kenneth K, Bridge Eugene J. Kops 
Edward H. Faget Winston H. Linnert 
Henry H. Hall Donald J. Miller 
Francis W. Hughes Norman R. Oliver 
Venard R. Jackson Hubert A. Renden 
DeLos R. Kervin William N. Solle 


The following-named officers to the rank 
of commissioned warrant officer in the Navy 
in the grades indicated: 


TO BE CHIEF BOATSWAINS 


Alonzo R. Moeller 
John E. Nichols 
Kenneth R. Norton 
John C. Partch 
LeRoy Perkins 
William S. Ragain 
George E. Riddle 
Fred C. Rupprecht 
Peter H. Sandifer 
Walter E. Scott 
Patrick A. Sisson 
James A. Smith 
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John W. Sotak 

Will L. Stalnaker 
Orrin W. Sterken, Jr. 
Clarence P. Taylor 
Howard H. Troup 
Charles A. Walruff 
John P. Ward 

Boyce S. Webb 
Leonard H. Werner 
Theodore J. Wildman 
Richard F. Wills 
Milton R. Woodworth 


TO BE CHIEF MACHINISTS 


Benjamin F. Allen 
Mortz N. Andrewsen 
Thomas L. Bain 
Bernard W. Bartlett 
Malcolm J. Booker 


John I. Lynch 

John W. Macaulay, Jr. 
Donald A. McCoy 
Herman R. McKinney 
John D, Mitchell, Jr. 


Harold W. Bramblett Alexander Niblock 


Carlton E. Burgess 
Eugene Cash 


Elmer L. Owens, Jr. 
George Patterson 


Charles M. Chappelle Michael Perdok 


Ralph M. Collins 
Earnest W. Daniels 
Carl B. Ditto 
Arthur F. Doty, Jr. 
Clinton R. Kidder 
Van M. Kinney 
William W. Levin 


Carl E. Radcliffe 
Chesley W. Richey 
Oscar E. Robinson 
Joseph W. Robinson 
Holland A. Russell 
Robert I. Schultz 


Carl L. Skaggs 


TO BE CHIEF SHIPS CLERK 


Harold S. Brown 

George T. Charles- 
worth 

Anton A. Cico 

Lyle B. Fox 

David D. Hamilton 


James B. Hudson 
John W. Martin 
Frank C. Nall 
Paul E. Rickey 
Richard A. Swarts 
Joseph J. Wojcik 


TO BE CHIEF AEROGRAPHERS 
Bloxham S. Brigman William N. Livingston 


Frederick A. Earle 
William R. Green 


Warren L. Price 
John Van Domelen 


Harvey S. Allen 
Eugene Ambroziak 
Francis C. Averill 
Richard K, Barley 
Joy W. Beezley 


Martin J. Krenn 
Theodore E. Krueger 
Salvatore A. Luppino 
Fletcher A. Manning 
George P. Miller 


Wendell E. Biggerstaff Ralph L. Moller 


Harry A. Bisonet 
Marion L. Bohgren 
William J. Bryan 
William H. Campbell 
Homer W. Chellew 
Anthony S. Ciccone 
William T. Davern 
Vernon E. Decker 
Arthur W. Fowler 
Ralph E. Fowler 


Albert E. Nelson 
William B. Patterson 
Ralph N. Pickles 
Herschel S. Preston 
Milton R. Pristach 
James N. Ray 
George E. Saunders 
Ralph L. Schooling 
Clarence Sheets 
Marvin E. Sholar 


Richard H. Fredericks Wesley H. Singletary 


William W. Goodall 
Frederick F. Guertin 


Charles F. Spurrier 
Lloyd V. Sternberg 


George H. HallyburtonJames “M” Taulbee 


Joseph K. Hawkins 
“J” “D” Hill 
Martin A. Kasworn 


Raymond V. Wish- 
meyer 


TO BE CHIEF GUNNER 


Murray L. Blade 


TO BE CHIEF TORPEDOMEN 


John F. Bostic 
Hugh B. Crain 
Tribble J. Dicks 


Thomas W. Marks 
Orvis A. Martin 
John C. Melin 


Joseph O. N. Gagnon Norman A. Snook 


John S. Gibson, Jr, ` 


Paul S. Hurry 
John C. Ludington 


Willis G. Snyder 
Leslie Thompson 


TO BE CHIEF RADIO ELECTRICIANS 


Samuel B. Arnold 
Clay W. Bailey 

Paul J. Bartko 
James H. Beer 
Clifford L. Borden 
Marvin K. Bowman 
Waldo S. Cates 

Jack G. Churchill 
Luis A. Dasso 

Roger E. Dickeson 
Roy E. Dunham 
John W. C. Edmonds 
Glenn E. Evans 
Harry F. Grace 


Karl C. Gresowski 
Arthur H. Griffiths 
Henry Hart 

Jonas W. Harr 
John E. Haskin 
Claude J. Hinds, Jr. 
Wayne T. Huggett 
Neal H. Kane 

Carl B. Klombies 
Edward C. Lashus 
Robert E. Mansard 
Ralph A. Martin 
Riley F. Maxwell 
Bernard A. Middleton 


Daniel E. Johns 
Francis C. Kilmer 
Everette G. Lewis 


TO BE CHIEF PHOTOGRAPHERS 


Morrow J. Allen Fredrick G. Hewitt 
Ralph E. Baker Delbert C. Newhouse 
Robert E. Barnstead Everett E. Pierce 
Harold B. Bradley Galen W. Richardson 
Oren K. Calhoun Kenneth W. Scott 
Perry C. Cofleld Bernard Singer 
Elmer S. Cornwell Clinton F. Stuart 
Leigh E. Driskill Ray L. Tomlinson 
Aubrey R. Gardner Robert R. Wagner 
Elot J. Hairr Nicholas N. White 


Arvel Heath 
POSTMASTERS 


The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: 


Everest A. Whited 
William L. Wise 


ARIZONA 


James E. Collins, Sr., Marna, Ariz., in place 

of Nellie Moss, resigned. 
CALIFORNIA 

Jean Alexander, Imperial Beach, Calif., in 
place of E. C. Disinger, retired. 

Baird B. Coffin, Laguna Beach, Calif., in 
place of A. E. Purpus, resigned. 

Roy W. Williams, Redwood Valley, Calif. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Urho C. Panttaja, Reedley, Calif., in place 
of J. H. Fairweather, deceased. 

Harold B. Jamer, Rionido, Calif., in place 
of M. E. Laughlin, resigned. 

Margaret F. Fluker, San Ardo, Calif., in 
Place of L. L. Kahl, resigned. 

FLORIDA 


Lova B. Barrier, Lake Helen, Fla., in place 
of J. B. McGill, deceased. 
GEORGIA 
Bernys W. Peters, Nashville, Ga., in place of 
J. D, Holland, retired. 
ILLINOIS 
Paul D. Schenck, Gifford, Ill. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
INDIANA 
Carl C. King, Nabb, Ind., in place of O. W. 
Evans, resigned, 
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KANSAS 

Lee S. VanMeter, Ada, Kans. 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Joe Wierenga, Cawker City, Kans., in place 
of Henry Burden, deceased. 

Anna L. Chappell, Monument, Kans. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Clara Blake, Oakhill, Kans. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 


KENTUCKY 


Jane D. Miller, Harned, Ky., in place of 
V. F. Payne, retired. 


MARYLAND 


Clara L. Liddell, Colora, Md., in place of 

E. J. Wilson, deceased. 
MINNESOTA 

Ralph F. Gorenflo, Cass Lake, Minn., in 
place of A. L. Wood, failed to qualify. 

Earl L. Dibb, Lester Prairie, Minn., in place 
of L. G. Schmalz, deceased. 

Walter F. Groenveld, Pease, Minn. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


MISSISSIPPI 


Harvey D. Wooten, Nesbitt, Miss., in place 
of T. D. Buntin, resigned. 


MISSOURI 


Cue W. Butler, Blue Eye, Mo. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


MONTANA 


Joseph E, Parker, Butte, Mont., in place of 
F. X. Monaghan, removed. 


NEW JERSEY 


Naomi P. Maurer, New Gretna, N. J., in 
place of M. S. Leek, retired. 


NEW YORK 


Louise D. Van Wagonen, Bearsville, N. Y. 

Office became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Ethel B. Brinson, Arapahoe, N. C. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Elizabeth W. Settle, Cordova, N. C. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1944. 

Joe P. McLeod, Fisgah Forest, N. C., in place 
of D. E. Edwards, transferred. 

James R. Nelson, Prospect Hill, N. C. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Jennie S. Marks, Tillery, N. C. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Thurber G. Dickinson, Wrightsville Beach, 
N. C., in place of H. C. Johnson, resigned. 


NORTH DAKOTA 


Clarence C. Brudeseth, Hamar, N. Dak. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

William A. Krogh, Kloten, N. Dak. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946, 

Helen Morton, Manning, N. Dak. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Lutie T. Breeling, Ross, N. Dak. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


OHIO 


Mabel F. Robinson, South Park, Ohio. 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1945. 


OKLAHOMA 


James H. Hughes, Dill City, Okla., in place 
of V. R. Self, resigned. 

Elmen D. Hughes, Logan, Okla., in place of 
C. R. McNerlin, transferred. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Jessie M. Breame, Jeanesville, Pa., in place 
of W. T. Rowland, deceased. 

Lena Cosner, Newell, Pa., in place of G. E. 
Sweitzer, resigned. 

Violet Arner, Parryville, Pa. 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Charles Gretzinger, Trumbauersville, På., 
in place of P. C. Fermier, resigned. 


PUERTO RICO 


Higinia F. Matos, Loiza, P. R. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 
TENNESSEE 
Woodrow W. Gossett, Holladay, Tenn. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1944. 


Office became 


Of- 


Office became 
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Maude E. Pemberton, Lancing, Tenn., in 
place of R. B. Quinn, transferred. 


TEXAS 


Jane Elizabeth Ball, Elmendorf, Tex. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


UTAH 
Vernon Perkes, Hyde Park, Utah. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


Joseph R. Tuddenham, Newton, Utah. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


VIRGINIA 


Pansy B. Snyder, Lackey, Va., 
L. O. Powell, Jr., resigned. 


WEST VIRGINIA 


Carl A. Lyon, Hepzibah, W. Va., in place of 
A. G. Kellison, resigned. 

Elsie Williamson, Milburn, W. Va. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 

Rosebelle T. Jarrell, Naoma, W. Va. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 

Harry C. Livesay, Williamsburg, W. Va. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


in place of 


— CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 27 (legislative day of 
July 5), 1946: 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Richard Seymour Rodney to be United 


States district judge for the district of 
Delaware, 


OFFICE OF Wan MOBILIZATION AND 
RECONVERSION 


George H. Taylor to be a member of its 
advisory board (public member), Office of 
War Mobilization and Reconversion, 


In THE MARINE Corps 


APPOINTMENTS IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE 
CORPS 


To be captain 
Rathvon M. Tompkins 
To be first lieutenant 
Theodore M. Sheffield 


James A. Sawyer 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Robert C. Evans 


Benjamin B, Selvitelle, Ernest P. Freeman, Jr, 


Jr. 
Richard K. Sheridan 


David P. Graf 


Jack R. Grey 


Emmett W. Skinner, Willis L. Gore 


Jr. 
Ardath C. Smith 
Leland R. Smith 
Edward P. Stamford 


Earnest H. Stone, Jr. 


Harry D. Stott 
Frank L. Stranieri 


William T. Taylor, Jr. 


Malcolm C. Hagan 
William A. Harper 


William F. Harrell 


Robert G. Hayton 
Wesley W. Hazlett 
Alvin T. Hess 
James D. Hill 
John Hockman 


Lawrence C. Switzer, Roy J. Irwin 


Jr. 
David W. Thomson 
Marion G. Truesdale 
Charles A. Turpin 
Gerald A. Valeske 
John W. Walker 


John J. Jarvis, Jr. 
Philip W. Kelly 

Roy J. Leite, Jr. 
William R. Lobell 
Kenneth A. Matheson 
Samuel “I” McElhoes 


Wiliam M. Watkins, Perry P. McRobert 


Jr. 
Don E. Wegley 
Norman C. Wiley 
Dwain Wise 
George P. Wolf, Jr. 


Eugene W. Meyer 

Dan L. Mills 

James G. Moffat 

Paul R. Nugent 
Thomas J. O'Mahoney 


Richard M. Woodard Richard H. Peacock 


Robert E. Young 


David D. Peppin 


Nicholas Zabitchuck Raymond H. W. Pett 
William R. Affleck, Jr, John T. Prichard, Jr. 


William C. Airheart 
Robert W. Allen 
Lonnie P. Baites 
Thomas C. Billings 


Harry J. Blackwelder 


Ralph E. Bowen 


Leonard D. Reid 

Robert V. Reilly 

Gerald F. Schultz 

Frederick P. Schweit- 
helm 

Gene P. Scott 


Charles H. Bradley 3d Leroy A. Seipp 
Capages 


Martin 
Walter E. Carr 
Henry N. Carrier, Jr, 


Leslie L. Davenport 
Raymond R. Davis 


Beryl B. Sessions 
William E. Shea 
Marvin R. Stout 
Walter E. Sullivan, Jr. 
Justin C. Tobias 
Dwight W. Trowbridge 
Raymond L. Valente 
William G. “G” Van- 
Buskirk 
Leo G. Wears 


Thomas B. Dewett, Jr.Alexander Wilson ` 


Joseph DiFrank, Jr. 
John F. Driftmier 


Raymond M. Windon 
Robert D. Winn 


To be second lieutenants 


Emanuel R. Amann 
na B. Armstrong, 


wean W. Atkins 
William L. Atwater, Jr. 


Webster J. Bachelot, Jr. 


William E. Barber 
William L. Batchelor 
George Bezbezian 
Joseph L. Boll 
Raymond N. Bowman 
John R. Brodrick 
Williams P. Brown 
Ronald L. Bruce 
Jack D. Burton 
Alfred G. Carlson 
Harry D. Carrubba 
Junior B. Clark 

Guy Maurice Cloud 
Denton P. Clyde 
Herschel G. Connell 
Leon H. Copeland 
William H. Costello 
Richard W. Crispen 
Adlin P. Daigle 
Jefferson A. Dayis, Jr. 
Harry C. Dees 
Antonio E. deGrassi 
Merritt J. DesVoigne 
Frank L. Dixon, Jr. 
Ivan A. Dorey 


Dewey F. Durnford, Jr. 


Elmo S. Falzarano 
Golden L. Faris 
John J. Fischer 
Joseph R. Fisher 
Paul G. Graham 
David W. Graybeal 


Lester G. Harmon 
Henry Hart 

Arden O. Hinderaker 
Wilmer W. Hixson 
Joseph J. Holicky 
Fred C. Houser 
Thomas H. Hughes 
Barney D. Jones 
George P. Jones 
Harold O. Jones 
Harold F. Keller 
Robert J. Larsen 
John LeMay, Jr. 
Ralph E. Lower 
William R. Lucas 
Fletcher B. Maddox 
Mildridge E. Mangum 
John M. McLaurin, Jr, 
Henry D. Menzies 
Prank J. Michel 
Jack A, Miller 
Vivian M. Moses 
John W. Murphy 
Glenn W. Nelson 
Charles M. Nettles 
LaVern J. Oltmer 
Walter E. Ottmer 
William M. Peek, Jr. 
Donald G. Petersen 
Mervin B. Porter 

J. Bruce Powers 
Eugene L. Reinstein 
James F. Roberts 
Gene Robertson 
Fred B. Rogers 
Thomas J. Ross 
Carroll D. Rowe 
Vincent A. Rutherford 


Thomas A, Gribbin 2d Angelo J, Sammartino 


William R. Duncan William T. Witt, Jr. 
Stanley G. Dunwiddie, Harry R. Wortham 
Jr. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
SATURDAY, JULY 27, 1946 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


O Thou who art the same yesterday, 
today, and forever, and the one sovereign 
and abiding certainty in the midst of the 
mutations of time, we pray that our 
minds and hearts may be animated and 
aglow with a greater faith in Thee in 
order that we may find ourselves and the 
secret of joy and hope. 

Grant that in these troublous days, 
when life for so many is beset with heavy 
burdens, beshadowed with sorrow, and 
even the love of God seems to be a fiction, 
we may be men of light and of learning, 
of heroic fortitude and daring devotion, 
whom Thou art using to inspire and 
encourage the soul of humanity with a 
glorious vision of a new and better world. 

May the day that we are longing and 
laboring for be that day of prophetic 
revelation when all the chasms that 
divide mankind shall be bridges by 
friendship and good will and the king- 
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dom of this earth shall be the kingdom 
of our Lord and Saviour. Help us to 
bear testimony to our citizenship in that 
kingdom by our love for Thee and our 
love for our fellow men. 

Hear us in the name of the King of 
Kings. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a concurrent resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 163. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the printing of a revised edition of 
the Biographical Directory of the American 
Congress up to and including the Eightieth 
Congress, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 

H. R. 1362. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Acts, the Railroad Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, and subchapter B of 
chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue Code, and 
for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to the bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 115. An act to modify sections 4 and 20 
of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
1934, with reference to certain funds col- 
lected in connection with the operation of 
Indian Service irrigation projects, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 223. An act to provide for the establish- 
ment of a modern, adequate, and efficient 
hospital center in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1547. An act to provide for the disposi- 
tion of vessels, trophies, relics, and material 
of historical interest by the Secretary of the 
Navy, and for other purposes; 

S. 1917. An act to enact certain provisions 
now included in the Naval Appropriation Act, 
1946, and for other purposes; 

S. 2177. An act to provide for increased 
efficiency in the legislative branch of the 
Government; and 

S. 2210. An act to provide for the return 
of certain securities to the Philippine Com- 
monwealth Government, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 783) entitled “An act for 
the relief of Karl E. Bond,” disagreed to 
by the House; agrees to the conference 
asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. O'DANIEL, Mr. Kincore, and 
Mr. Wuerry to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3748) entitled “An act to amend an act 
entitled ‘An act to provide for the recog- 
nition of the services of the civilian offi- 
cials and employees, citizens of the 
United States, engaged in and about the 
construction of the Panama Canal,’ 
approved May 29, 1944.” 

The message also announced that the 


Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
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mittees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the House to bills of the Sen- 
ate of the following titles: 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the estate of 
William Edward Oates; and 

S. 1717. An act for the development and 
control of atomic energy. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 


names: 
[Roll Call No. 240] 


Adams Engel, Mich, Miller, Calif. 
Allen, La. Fellows Monroney 
Almond Fernandez Morgan 
Anderson, Calif, Fogarty Morrison 
Bailey Folger Mundt 
Baldwin,Md, Fuller Murray, Tenn, 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gallagher Norton 
Barrett, Pa, Gary O'Konski 
Barry Gathings Pace 
Bates, Ky. Gillespie Patman 
Bates, Mass, Gossett Patrick 
Beall Granaban Peterson, Ga. 
Beckworth Green Pfeifer 
Bell Gwinn, N.Y Philbin 
Bender Halleck Ploeser 
Bennet, N. Y. Hancock Powell 
Blackney Hare Priest 
Boren Hart Rabin 
Boykin Hartley Rayflel 
Bradley, Mich. Hays Reece, Tenn 
Brehm Hébert Rees, Kans, 
Brooks Heffernan Rivers 
Brumbaugh Hendricks Rizley 
Bryson Hess Robertson, 
Buckley Hill N. Dak. 
Buffett Hoffman,Pa, Robertson, Va. 
Bunker Holifield Robinson, Utah 
Butler Hope Robsion, Ky, 
Cannon, Fla. Horan Rockwell 
Cannon, Mo, Izac Roe, N. Y, 
Carlson Jennings Rooney 
Case, S Dak. Johnson, Calif. Rowan 
Celler Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Clark e Ryter 
Clippinger Kefauver Sheridan 
Cochran Keogh Short 
Coffee Kerr Slaughter 
Cole, Kans Kilburn Somers, N. Y. 
Cole, N. Y, Kilday Sparkman 
Combs Kinzer Spence 
Cooper Klein Starkey 
Courtney Landis Stewart 
Cox Lane Stigler 
Cravens Latham Stockman 
Crawford Lesinski Sumner, Ill, 
Curley Ludlow Tarver 
Daughton, Va, Lynch Thomas, N. J. 
Davis McDonough Tolan 
Dawson McGehee Torrens 
De Lacey McGlinchey Traynor 
Delaney, McKenzie Wasielewski 

James J. McMillan, S. C. Weaver 
Delaney, hon Welch 

John J. Maloney West 
Dingell Mankin Whitten 
Dolliver Mansfield, Wickersham 
Domengeaux Mont. Winter 
Earthman Mansfield, Tex. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Eaton Marcantonio ‘ood 
Elsaesser May Woodhouse 
Elston Merrow y 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc- 
Cormack). On this roll call, 254 Mem- 
bers have answered to their names, a 
quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further proceed- 
ings under the call were dispensed with. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state it. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, the present 
occupant of the chair yesterday asked 
the Speaker for unanimous consent for 
the Speaker to recognize Members to 
call up certain legislation under suspen- 
sion of the rules. Can the majority 
leader give us a list of the bills that are 
going to be presented to the House today 
before they are brought up here and the 
unanimous-consent request is made? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
present occupant of the chair yesterday 
enumerated certain bills that he would 
recommend the Speaker recognize Mem- 
bers to call up for consideration under 
suspension of the rules. The Speaker, of 
course, is the one to recognize Members 
to call up bills under suspension. The 
present occupant of the chair would pre- 
fer that the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania withhold his inquiry as to what 
bills may be brought up under suspension 
today until the Speaker returns. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, of course, 
realizes from the practical angle the 
difficulty of advising Members the day 
before as to what bills will be brought 
up by the unanimous-consent method. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, we appropri- 
ated over $450,000,000 yesterday, which 
is a lot of money, and I do not know 
where you are going to get it, and I do 
not think anybody else does either. We 
ought to know something about this be- 


fore we legislate in this manner. It is 
not right. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 


Chair was trying to frankly advise the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania in connec- 
tion with his inquiry. Of course, it is 
not the Chair’s purpose to get into an 
argument with the gentleman. 

Mr. RICH. I appreciate that, Mr. 
Speaker, but I did not get any informa- 
tion. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5757) to 
establish two additional offices of Assist- 
ant Secretaries of Agriculture, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusettes. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the need for 
this legislation? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I will say to the 
distinguished minority leader that the 
Department of Agriculture was created 
in 1889 with a Secretary and an Assistant 
Secretary. It ran on until 1934, I think 
it was, when an Under Secretary was pro- 
vided. Since then the duties of the 
Secretary have greatly increased. There 
have been added to his duties Soil Con- 
servation, the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, Rural Electrification, Commodity 
Credit Corporation, Farm Security Ad- 
ministration, the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration, and other agencies, and he finds 
that it is necessary for him to have these 
two additional top policy-making assist- 
ants. We held hearings on the bill, and I 
think the Department made out a splen- 
did case. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Virginia? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I object, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H. R. 5757) to establish two addi- 
tional offices of Assistant Secretaries of 
Agriculture, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
present occupant of the Chair will not 
recognize the gentleman from Virginia 
for that purpose. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, as I 
understood it was agreeable with the 
Speaker and the majority leader that if 
objection was made, that we could ask for 
suspension of the rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
present occupant of the Chair has no 
recollection of the latter observation 
made by the gentleman from Virginia, 
and the present occupant of the Chair 
suggests that the gentleman withhold his 
motion until the Speaker returns. 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 6303) to 
amend the provisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act relating to marketing 
agreements and orders. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Virginia? 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, it is my understand- 
ing that this bill, as amended, eliminates 
section 4 from the bill. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. That is correct. 

Mr. HERTER. Is my understanding 
further correct that in the event section 
4 should be reinstated by another body, 
that that matter will not be brought be- 
fore us again? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN, I can give the 
gentleman from Massachusetts that as- 
surance, 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, further re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to know what commodity it deals with. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. It amends what 
is known as the Marketing Agreement 
Act. Under the present law, for in- 
stance, farmers who are operating un- 
der a marketing agreement that has 
been set up and established, if the price 
of that commodity goes above the parity 
price, the marketing agreement immedi- 
ately becomes inoperative, and the 
farmers are left without the benefit of 
the agreement. There is simply no sense 
in parity figuring in whether the agree- 
ment will be operative or inoperative. 
That is the principal change that will 
be made. It does take care of some of 
the nut people out in California in that 
it would place certain nuts under the 
act. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I cannot 
tell from that explanation what this bill 
means. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. This bill makes no 
change, in the commodities affected by 
the act, except that it adds almonds to 
the list. It does however make three 
small but important changes in the act. 
At the present time, when any commod- 
ity covered by a marketing agreement 
reaches a point, in production, where the 
agreement is no longer necessary, it is 
suspended by an order from the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. Under many of the 
marketing agreements, standardization 
measures have been put into effect, con- 
cerning ripeness, quality, or the like. It 
is desirable to maintain these standards, 
even if the marketing agreement is sus- 
pended. The new bill permits that. 

The new bill would also permit contri- 
butions to be continued, to cover the nec- 
essary expenses of the marketing organi- 
zation, and particularly to cover any 
commodity advertising which the pro- 
ducers may have approved. 

These are noncontroversial amend- 
ments. The controversial amendments 
in the bill were all removed by agreement 
before the bill reached the floor, and 
these changes in the bill are covered by 
the amendment introduced by the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN]. 
I hope the bill will go through, because 
it is very urgently necessary if we are to 
continue the constructive details of exist- 
ing marketing agreements. At the pres- 
ent time, the Secretary of Agriculture is 
holding up an order, for the suspension 
of one agreement, which otherwise would 
have to go through and destroy the de- 
tails of the program now in force, which 
the producers wish to continue. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Will the gen- 
tleman explain what section 4 is. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. No. 4 broadens 
the act by permitting farmers to get to- 
gether and decide by a two-thirds ma- 
jority whether or not they will bring 
other agricultural products under mar- 
keting agreements. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

GLACIER NATIONAL PARE 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 7020) to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by exchange of non-Federal prop- 
erty within the Glacier National Park. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain what this 
measure does? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. This au- 
thorizes the exchange of certain lands 
in Glacier National Park. No appropria- 
tion is required. The bill previously 
passed the House. It then had in it a 
clause to the effect that the title should 
be examined by the Secretary of the In- 
terior. The President vetoed the bill, 
and we have corrected it so that the De- 
partment of Justice will examine the 
title. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. All 
this does is permit the Department of 
Justice to examine the title instead of the 
Department of the Interior? 
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Bnd PETERSON of Florida. That is 
t. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, does this bill elim- 
inate by an amendment the objections 
that the President had when he vetoed 
a similar bill? - 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Yes. The 
bill has the unanimous support of the 
committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to accept title to 
any non-Federal lands, interest in lands, 
buildings, or other property, real or personal, 
within the authorized boundaries of the 
Glacier National Park, as now or hereafter 
established, when the acquisition by ex- 
change of such property would, in his judg- 
ment, be in the best interests of the United 
States. In exchange for the non-Federal 
property so to be acquired, the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to convey to the 
grantors of such property, or to their nomi- 
nees, any federally owned lands, interests in 
lands, buildings, or other property, real or 
personal, within the authorized boundaries 
of the Glacier National Park, located in the 
State of Montana and administered by the 
National Park Service, which are of approxi- 
mately equal value, as determined by the 
Secretary, to the property being acquired. In 
order to facilitate the making of such ex- 
changes, the Secretary of the Interior may 
enter into agreements for the reservation in 
conveyances to the United States, or for the 
grant in conveyances from the United States, 
of such estates for years, life estates, or other 
interests as may be consistent, in his judg- 
ment, with the accomplishment of the pur- 
poses of this act, but all such limitations 
shall be considered in determining the equal- 
ity of the interests to be exchanged. 

Sec. 2. Any property acquired pursuant to 
this act shall, upon acceptance of title 
thereto, become a part of the Glacier Na- 
tional Park, and shall be subject to all laws 
applicable to such area. The Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to issue such regu- 
lations as he deems necessary for carrying 
out the purposes of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


EMPLOYEES OF PANAMA CANAL 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I call up the conference report 
on the bill H. R. 3748, an act to provide 
for the recognition of the services of the 
civilian officials and employees, citizens 
of the United States, engaged in and 
about the construction of the Panama 
Canal. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the report. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3748) to amend an act entitled “An Act to 
provide for the recognition of the services of 
the civilian officials and employees, citizens 
of the United States, engaged in and about 
the construction of the Panama Canal”, ap- 
Proved May 29, 1944, haying met, after full 


JULY 27 


and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment numbered 1. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 2; and agree to the same. 

J. HARDIN PETERSON, 

HERBERT C. BONNER, 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

Tom STEWART, 

WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

A. W. HAWKES, 

HARLAN BUSHFIELD, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 3748) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to provide for the recognition 
of the services of the civilian officials and em- 
ployees, citizens of the United States, engaged 
in and about the construction of the Panama 
Canal”, approved May 29, 1944, submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the con- 
ferees and recommended in the accompany- 
ing conference report: 

Amendment No, 1: This amendment was 
apparently a typographical error and struck 
out the effective date of the bill which was 
the date the original act, amendéd, was ap- 
proved. The Senate recedes. On this amend- 
ment the effective date of this bill will be 
the same as the original act and in this re- 
spect H. R. 3748 will be in the form as passed 
by the House. 

Amendment No. 2: This amendment strikes 
out the date “May 29, 1944” and inserts 
“December 7, 1941”; that is the date of the 
Pearl Harbor incident, This is provided so 
that the act would not apply to persons who 
did not become citizens before that date. It 
is felt that this is proper. The House recedes, 

J. HARDIN PETERSON, 

HERBERT C. BONNER, 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman explain the 
report? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. The con- 
ference report corrects two dates. The 
effective date of the act was stricken out 
in the Senate and was purely a typo- 
graphical error. The other date is 
changed back to the Pearl Harbor date. 
It is merely a matter of correction of 
dates, and has the unanimous approval 
of the conferees. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It 
only affects a few people working on the 
Panama Canal? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Yes. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A — motion to reconsider was laid on the 

able. $ 
SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 6702) to clarify the rights of for- 
mer owners of real property to reacquire 
such property under the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944, and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement of the man- 
agers be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 
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The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
6702) to clarify the rights of former owners of 
real property to reacquire such property un- 
der the Surplus Property Act of 1944, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same. 

CARTER MANASCO, 
WILL M. WHITTINGTON, 
CLARE E. HOFFMAN, 

GEORGE H. BENDER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
JAMES E. MURRAY, 

Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
CHAPMAN REVERCOMB, 
Gro, A. WILSON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 6702) to clarify the 
rights of former owners of real property to 
reacquire such property under the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommend in the accompanying conference 
report: 

Section 1 of the House bill modifies the 
definition of the term “real property” con- 
tained in section 23 (a) (1) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 by including in the defi- 
nition hotels, apartment houses, office build- 
ings, stores, and other commercial structures, 
Section 1 of the conference report likewise 
includes commercial structures in the defini- 
tion of the term “real property“ but excludes 
(1) commercial structures constructed by, at 
the direction of, or on behalf of any Govern- 
ment agency, and (2) commercial structures 
which the War Assets Administrator deter- 
mines have been made an integral part of a 
functional or economic unit which should be 
disposed of as a whole, Former owners thus 
have the privilege to reacquire commercial 
structures where such structures are being 
disposed of by War Assets Administration 
substantially in their orginal condition, 

The House bill does not contain provisions 
comparable to those contained in section 2 
of the conference report. Section 2 is de- 
signed to establish the criteria which deter- 
mine the classification of property by the 
War Assets Administrator. 

Section 2 of the House bill authorizes the 
disposal of the leasehold covering the Cham- 
berlin Hotel, Fort Monroe, Old Point Comfort, 
Va., to a majority of the former bondholders, 

Section 3 of the conference report extends 
the right to reacquire the hotel to all former 
bondholders who may wish to participate on 
a proportional basis. 

CARTER MANASCO, 
WILL M. WHITTINGTON, 
CLARE E. HOFFMAN, 
Gro. H. BENDER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. MANASCO. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
simply clarifies the intent of Congress 
as to the rights of former owners to ac- 
quire surplus real property. There has 
been some confusion in the War Assets 
Administration in the interpretation of 
the act. We have tried to clarify the act 
so as to make clear the rights of former 
owners of property, such as hotel prop- 
erty and commercial property, as to the 
original intent of Congress when we first 
passed the Surplus Property Act. 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. 
What does the present bill do? 

Mr. MANASCO. The Senate bill pro- 
vided with respect to the Chamberlain 
Hotel at Old Point Comfort, Va., that all 
the bondholders could come in, in the 
proportion of the number of bonds that 
they owned, to reacquire the property. 
The second provision changes the defi- 
nition of real property in cases where the 
Government has built tremendous office 
buildings on some of the property and 
in such cases the former owner does not 
have the right to reacquire that kind of 
property, which I think is proper. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But 
he would have the right to reacquire the 
property if it were sold at auction? 

Mr. MANASCO. Yes; he has the 
right, of course, to buy it in the open 
market. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But 
this bill would make the former owner 
of such improved property a preferred 
bidder? 

Mr. MANASCO. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. 
Would he have to pay what the Govern- 
ment put into the property in the open 
market? 

Mr. MANASCO. That is right. That 
is the case under the present law, but we 
want to clarify it so far as the right of 
the former owners to buy and reacquire 
real property. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is it 
å unanimous report of the committee? 

Mr. MANASCO. Yes. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. What 
about the situation of a farmer reacquir- 
ing farm land which was taken for the 
purpose of erecting munitions plants in 
various war industries? 

Mr. MANASCO, If a factory was built 
on the property, he does not have the 
right under existing law to reacquire the 
property. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. There 
were factories built, of course, but they 
took in a lot of land in those areas which 
was never improved. 

Mr. MANASCO. Yes. Well, if the 
land is not necessary in connection with 
the factory, then the former owner his 
the right under existing law to reac- 
quire it. 

We do not change that at all. 

Mr. POAGE. Reserving the right to 
object, does this relate in any manner 
to the present provision of law that re- 
quires the Government to return all of 
the mineral rights? 

Mr. MANASCO. No, sir. 

Mr. POAGE. It does not weaken that 
provision? 

Mr. MANASCO. It certainly does not. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman -yield? 

Mr. MANASCO. I yield. 

Mr. HAND. This bill does not relate 
exclusively to hotel properties? It is 
general in its application? 

Mr. MANASCO. Oh, it is general in its 
application. It applies to all commercial 
properties. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference re- 
port. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks in the Recorp in five instances 
and include certain excerpts. 

Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recor and include an editorial. 

Mr. PLUMLEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor in two instances and include cer- 
tain excerpts. 


NICHOLAS SEVALJEVICK 


Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1471) for 
the relief of Nicholas Sevaljevick, now 
known as Nicholas Hornacky. 

This was objected to at the last call 
of the Private Calendar because we had 
no copy of the bill or the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER]? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I am won- 
dering if the gentleman has taken this 
up with the objectors. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have taken it up 
with the objectors, with the majority 
leader, the minority leader, and also with 
the Speaker. ; 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. And there is a 
favorable report from the gentleman’s 
committee? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I objected to it my- 
self in the first instance because I had no 
opportunity to consider it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the adminis- 
tration of any laws conferring rights, priv- 
ileges, and benefits upon honorably dis- 
charged soldiers, Nicholas Sevaljevick, now 
known as Nicholas Hornacky, late of Troop F, 
Fourth Regiment United States Cavalry, 
shall hereafter be held and considered to 
have been honorably discharged from the 
military service of the United States as a 
member of that organization on the 16th day 
of November 1916: Provided, That no bounty, 
pension, back pay, or allowances shall be 
rigs 18 have accrued prior to the passage of 

act. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CONFIRMING TITLE TO CERTAIN RAIL- 
ROAD-GRANT LANDS LOCATED IN KERN 
COUNTY, CALIF, 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 1602) to 
confirm title to certain railroad-grant 
lands located in the county of Kern, 
State of California. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain what this bill 
provides? 
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Mr. ELLIOTT. This bill simply con- 
firms title in about a quarter of an acre 
of land in Kern County, Calif. The trans- 
fer of title was made in December 1891, 
and in going over the records, there is a 
cloud on the title. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Who 
owns the property now? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. The Southern Pacific 
Railroad exchanged the land at that time 
with the Summit Lime Co. Under the 

` present title it is in the Summit Land 
Co., and it should be in the Southern 
Railroad Co. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
is approved by the gentleman’s com- 
mittee? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. It is. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ELLIOTT]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to the 
land hereinafter described, which was pat- 
ented by the United States to the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co. on December 1, 1891, 
recorded at Kern County, Calif., January 15, 
1892, and is now held and occupied by the 
Summit Lime Co., a California corporation, 
as successor in interest of the said railroad 
company through successive conveyances, 
and as grantee in a quitclaim deed from the 
said company executed December 21, 1937, is 
hereby released, relinquished, and confirmed 
to the said Summit Lime Co., the said land, 
situate, lying, and being in the east half of 
section 21, township 32 south, range 33 east, 
Mount Diablo base line and meridian, county 
of Kern, State of California, described as 
follows: 

Commencing at a point in the west line of 
the east half of said section 21, distant fifty 
feet northerly measured at right angles from 
the center line of the Southern Pacific Rail- 
road Co.’s eastward main tract; thence south 
eighty degrees twenty-three minutes east 
parallel with said center line a distance of 
one hundred and thirty-six and three-tenths 
feet to the point of beginning of the parcel 
of land to be described; thence continuing 
south eighty degrees twenty-three minutes 
east parallel with said center line a distance 
of two hundred and sixty feet; thence north 
nine degrees thirty-seven minutes east fifty 
feet to a point in the northerly line of the 
right-of-way of said railroad company; thence 
north eighty degrees twenty-three minutes 
west along said northerly line of right-of-way 
& distance of two hundred and sixty feet; 
thence south nine degrees thirty-seven min- 
utes west a distance of fifty feet to point of 
beginning, containing an area of two hundred 
and ninety-eight one-thousandths of an acre, 
more or less: Provided, That there shall be 
reserved to the United States all oil, coal, or 
other minerals in the land, and the right to 
prospect for, mine, and remove the same un- 
der such rules and regulations as the Secre- 
tary of the Interior may prescribe. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 

` the table. 
CHEMICAL WARFARE SERVICE 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Military Affairs, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 2375) 
to change the name of the Chemical War- 
fare Service to the Chemical Corps. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
do I understand this legislation is re- 
quested by the War Department and 
that it simply changes the name of one 
of its subdivisions? 

Mr. SIKES. My distinguished friend 
is correct. It changes the name from the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemi- 
cal Corps. It is requested by the War 
Department in keeping with their re- 
organization program. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. There 
is nothing else contained in the bill ex- 
cept changing the title? ` 

Mr. SIKES. It does nothing else. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SIKES]. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Chemical War- 
fare Service, created by the act of June 4, 
1920 (41 Stat. 768), shall hereafter be known 
as the Chemical Corps. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. VURSELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the Ap- 
pendix. 

Mr. ELLIS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include a newspaper item. 

Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include an 
editorial. 

Mr. BLAND asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial entitled 
“Merchant Ships and Sea Power” which 
appeared in the May-June 1946 issue of 
the Grace Log. 

Mr. WHITE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in two in- 
stances and to include certain excerpts 
and communications. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances and in each to 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD in 
two instances and to include excerpts. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Mason addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 
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LOAN TO BRITAIN TO SOCIALIZE BRITAIN 


Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. Speaker, a 
London dispatch in this morning’s press 
declares that the House of Commons 
yesterday voted authority to the Minister 
of Health to take over virtually all of the 
nation’s hospitals, hire doctors, dentists, 
specialists, supply drugs and generally 
provide at Government expense complete 
health service for everyone in England 
and Wales. A separate measure is pro- 
posed for Scotland. I quote from this 
dispatch: : 

To provide this dream service, the British 
Government will spend an estimated $653,- 
000,000 annually at the start. This amount. 
will increase as the present inadequate med- 
ical facilities are increased. 


Apparently the proceeds from the 
British loan will aid materially in social- 
izing Britain. If the British people prefer 
that kind of government, they should be 
required to pay for their experiments, and 
American taxpayers should not be com- 
pelled to pay the bill. This is one of the 
reasons why I opposed the British loan. 


EXTENT OF APPROPRIATIONS AUTHOR- 


IZED UNDER SUSPENSION OF RULES 
PROCEDURE 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. 


Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection: 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the House should be 
aware of what is transpiring under the 
suspension of the rules. I-call attention 
to the fact that in less than 2 hours 
on yesterday afternoon we proceeded to 
authorize appropriations in the amount 
of $478,500,000. This is an unprecedent- 
ed situation, Mr. Speaker, and we should 
not, in the closing hours of this session 
pass such huge authorizations without 
full consideration of each bill. These 
bills may have merit but this is not the 
way to handle them. 

Mr. Speaker, there should be a law 
or a rule against invoking the suspen- 
sion of rules procedure when all Mem- 
bers want the business of the House con- 
cluded as soon as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, we are on the high road 
to inflation and every Member who has 
voted for these excessive authorizations 
must bear full responsibility for what 
has transpired. 


OPPOSITION TO THE WAGNER-ELLENDER- 
TAFT BILL 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


1946 


Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to read into the Recor a telegram to 
Martin C. Huggett, care of the National 
Association of Home Builders, Wash- 
ington, D. C., which I believe will be of 
interest with reference to the Wagner- 
Ellender-Taft bill: 

CHICAGO, ILL., July 16, 1946. 
MARTIN C. HUGGETT, 
Care National Associatton of Home 
Builders, Washington, D. C.: 

The housing committee of the Cook Coun- 
ty Council of the American Legion met last 
evening and makes the following recom- 
mendations. Defeat Wagner-Ellender-Taft 
bill, S. 1692; second, condemn Wyatt pro- 
gram; third, moratorium on all construction 
except veterans’ housing and required for 
health and safety; fourth 10-percent in- 
crease in residential rents to compensate 
owners for increased costs. These recom- 
mendations are to be forwarded to the na- 
tional convention of the American Legion 
for action. 

JOHN H. SULLIVAN, 
Chairman, Veterans’ Affairs Com- 
mittee, Metropolitan Home Build- 
ers Association. 

Sixty-four thousand Legionnaires of 390 
posts are represented by this telegram in 
opposition to the WET bill. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
has expired. 


LEGISLATION PASSED YESTERDAY 


Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
neglected to mention that on yesterday 
afternoon the House passed some very 
important legislation of marked benefit 
to the American people. The appropria- 
tions that he speaks of being authorized 
would be spread out over a period of a 
number of years and any Congress that 
wanted to could refuse them. Further- 
more, those appropriations will have to 
do only with hospitals and vocational 
education. I doubt that there are any 
two bills that the House could have 
passed met with more approval from the 
people or more exactly with a view to 
the basic needs of this Nation than the 
legislation passed on yesterday. 

I do not believe the gentleman’s state- 
ment gives an accurate picture to the 
Nation nor do I believe that the Nation 
will agree with him in his criticism of 
the action we took on yesterday. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. VOORHIS of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recor in six instances, in 
each to include a short article by himself. 

Mr. STEVENSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp with regard to a bill he intro- 


duced, H. R. 5716. 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
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remarks in the Recorp and include an 
article by Arthur W. Binns, president, 
National Home and Property Owners’ 
Foundation. 

Mr. RICH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD in two instances, in one to in- 
clude a piece of prose by Ted B. Hay- 
ward, entitled “A Summons to Reason,” 
and in the second to include an editorial 
from the Bristol (Pa.) Courier of Friday 
evening, July 26, 1946, entitled “The Big 
Issue.” 

Mr. HAND asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
ReEcorp on the general subject of Fed- 
eral taxation and to include certain 
excerpts. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD, 


THE BANKING AND CURRENCY 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. . Mr. Speaker, our pres- 
ent chairman of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee has been accusing the 
members of his own committee in 1- 
minute speeches on the floor of filibuster- 
ing against the Wagner-Ellender-Taft 
housing bill. Actually, most of the de- 
lays which have occurred in the hearings 
on this bill have been entirely due to the 
chairman himself. He should assume the 
responsibility for them. 

Personally, I have never made a point 
of order nor delayed proceedings in any 
way whatever. I was delighted yester- 
day when we started night sessions. I 
did bitterly resent the abrupt manner in 
which the chairman closed the night ses- 
sion last night and refused to permit me 


to ask questions of Mr. Krooth of the Fed- 


eral Public Housing Agency, nor did I 
approve of the chairman ending the 
hearings so early in the evening. 

Now I canceled a number of engage- 
ments in Harrisburg this week end in or- 
der to stay here for a night session to- 
night. I am shocked and surprised at the 
chairman canceling this night session for 
this evening. This is particularly em- 
barrassing to me because I had invited 
friends from Harrisburg here to attend 
the night session tonight. 

I want to see the Wagner-Ellender- 
Taft housing bill hearings continued 
steadily and rapidly. This is an im- 
portant bill. It should receive action. 
It concerns the welfare of many veterans 
and other people. 


TELEPHONE OPERATORS OF THE 
NATIONAL CAPITOL 


Mr.GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, as this ses- 
sions draws to a close, I want to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to the 
telephone operators of the National 
Capitol. They have been working hard; 
they have been very courteous, very 
patient, and have been a great help to 
the Members of Congress in carrying on 
their work. I wish to say that by their 
excellent work in handling our calls they 
have earned our wholehearted thanks 
and appreciation. Their efficiency dur- 
ing this very busy session is deserving of 
our hearty commendations They have 
a record of which they may well be proud. 


CONGRESS SHOULD ADJOURN 


Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

„The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the 
Congress has just raised the salaries of 
its Members. If they want to earn that 
raise, I suggest that we adjourn and go 
home. We may be sure that we would 
save hundreds, if not billions, of dollars 
for the taxpayers if we did this. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. JENKINS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor in four instances and include ex- 
cerpts. ` 

Mr. GRANT of Indiana asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. GILLIE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial appear- 
ing in the Fort Wayne News-Sentinel. 

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. i 

Mr. THOM asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial appear- 
ing in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

Mr. GRANT of Alabama asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in three instances and include 
statements and excerpts. 

Mr. WEICHEL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor in two instances. 


CAPITOL TELEPHONE OPERATORS 


Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, with 
reference to the comment made by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Gavin] on the courtesy of the Capitol 
telephone operators, I join with the gen- 
tleman in expressing those sentiments. 
Their courtesy certainly is in contrast 
to the arrogance of the bureaus, and it 
is refreshing to have their cooperation. 


10290 


COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation may meet today during 
general debate on any bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection te the request of the gentleman 
from Arizona? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
what is the emergency that the gentle- 
man thinks so important that he has to 
hold hearings at this late date? 

Mr. MURDOCK. It is not for the pur- 
pose of holding hearings. It is in regard 
to subcommittee action on a committee 
bill 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 
bill is it? 

Mr. MURDOCK. H. R. 5434. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 
is the nature of the bill? 

Mr. MURDOCK. It is a bill that we 
have been holding hearings on and have 
not completed action. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, I 
would like to know what the bill is. 

Mr. MURDOCK. It is a bill that re- 
authorizes the Gila project in Arizona. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Arizona? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


VETERANS’ LEGISLATION 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the floor leader said yesterday 
that he was recommending that the so- 
called bill for amputees and paralytics 
be brought up today under suspension. I 
understand that the chairman of the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg- 
islation, the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. RANKIN], is going to ask to 
bring it up as soon as possible. I would 
like to remind the House that yesterday 
we appropriated $450,000,000 for this 
country and, as the gentleman from Wis- 
consin said, we have already appropri- 
ated billions of dollars that have been 
sent abroad to socialize England. I would 
like to remind the House that all of that 
money is spent for other countries, but 
nothing has been done for our combat- 
injured amputees and paralytics this 
year, and it is an emergency. The chair- 
man of the World War Veterans’ Com- 
mittee reported a bill to provide convey- 
ances for amputees yesterday. The fol- 
lowing letters show the need for speedy 
action: 

Longc ISLAND Ciry, N. Y., July 23, 1946. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: I am writing every 
member of the House Veterans’ Committee to 
urge that the demand of the Paralyzed Vet- 
erans’ Association be considered and the 
Edith Rogers bill be brought out to the House 
floor. That bill provides cars for the boys 
who have lost the use of their limbs fighting 
to save those of us at home from the fascism 
that spread through Europe. Is it not fitting 
and proper for our Nation to be slightly grate- 
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ful to these disabled soldiers and is it not 
fitting and proper that we be slightly 
humane? 

My husband is a paraplegic at Halloran 
General Hospital at Staten Island, N. Y. We 
all know the implications of a disability 
called amputation, but only the medical stu- 
dent, the families of paraplegics and the 
paraplegics themselves know the full impli- 
cations of this type of injury, Here’s a gen- 
eral description. Paralysis from the waist 
down in varying degrees from complete ex- 
ternal and internal paralysis to partial con- 
trol of motor power and internal organs. My 
husband is considered one of the star pupils, 
so to speak, at the paraplegic center at Hal- 
loran. He is one of the lucky ones. He can 
walk for approximately two blocks with a 
good deal of pain. He is wearing an extremely 
uncomfortable back brace because he is not 
allowed to leave a prone position without 
some support and his back is so very weak 
that any brace is painful to wear. 

Considering the above explanation of the 
higher degree of cured paraplegic, can you 
wonder at the need for some plausible means 
of transportation. The only way my hus- 
band and I can travel at all is if we call upon 
some sympathetic friend for a break away 
from the prison of the comfortable chair in 
the living room, No other means of trans- 
portation is medically (physically and men- 
tally) feasible. Taxis cannot be supplied on 
either Army allotment or disability pen- 
sion. Nor are they available or easy to reach 
when needed. 

My husband, like so many of the boys at 
Halloran, is learning to drive. Since he has 
partial control of his legs he is able to drive 
a regular car with some degree of comfort. 
His future plans call for as near to normal a 
life as is at all possible. He is planning a 
business, considering taking his wife to a 
movie, planning on taking his 3-year-old son 
to a park or the beach, dreaming of the home 
we some day hope to own and the addition 
we some day hope to make to our family. 
In other words, he is planning to be a happy, 
useful citizen despite his handicaps. With- 
out the car it would be ridiculous even for 
him to consider a discharge from the Army 
hospital. He would be a prisoner in his own 
home at odds with himself and with the 
world at large. 

Sincerely. 

JULY 23, 1946. 

Dean REPRESENTATIVE ROGERS: Enclosed 
please find a copy of the letter I have sent to 
your constituents on the Veterans’ Commit- 
tee. You have my deepest respect for the bill 
you introduced, and I sincerely hope that the 
bottleneck can be broken to place it before 
the House. This legislation is urgently 
needed. 3 

Sincerely, 
LUCILLE MOSS. 
JULY 23, 1946. 

Dear Mrs. Rocers: I am an amputee who 
has recently been discharged. We amputees 
are proud to have such a champion as your- 
self in our behalf. 

Just recently I received my specially ad- 
justed car. To me and thousands of other 
amputees it is not a question of Is a car 
necessary toward our rehabilitation? We 
know the answer to that question. We knew 
it when we tried to keep up with a fast- 
moving world, when we tried to climb hills, 
walking in inclement weather, trying to get 
to work in crowded busses, and numerous 
other incidents which you already know 
about during your association with legless 
veterans. To us it is the question of, Do 
we have to put ourselves in “hock” for the 
next 15 months paying for such a necessity 
toward our proper rehabilitation? We did 
not have the opportunity to deal ourselves 
in the war profits. We had another im- 
portant job to do which everyone knows how 
well it was done. This job did not leave 
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us financially stable. Now we find ourselves 
in the position of paying for our much 
needed cars by sweat and toil and by cut- 
ting down on important items in our budget. 
To us that does not seem fair. You, Mrs. 
Rocers, and countless others in Congress 
have foreseen such a predicament and are 
trying to alleviate such a situation by your 
bill to provide us cars. We have hope and 
faith that others in Congress will also see 
the light of day and will shortly lighten our 
burden and help us toward our proper and 
normal station in life as citizens of a great 
country. 

Regardless of the outcome of your bill, 
you have earned our undying gratitude and 
will always be remembered by us as a credit 
to our country. God bless you. 


RETIREMENT LEGISLATION 


Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER protempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Just one thought for 
you people who seem to have a worrisome 
mind about salary and retirement mat- 
ters. I have been here more than a 
Score of years. My bankers are well in- 
formed that I have had to carry on busi- 
ness in order to remain in Congress. 
How do I reason about the effect of your 
raising pay, with certain retirement priv- 
ileges? Simply like this. My friends 
should and will be pleased if something 
comes my way. My opponents have 
probably become so discouraged at get- 
ting me out that they will rejoice at the 
bait that the retirement will offer me to 
retire. Cannot you take a little comfort 
in such a viewpoint as I have expressed? 


COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
jected to the unanimous-consent request 
of the gentleman from Arizona to hold 
an executive hearing of a subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation. I did it only because 
I happen to know there are only three 
members of that subcommittee left in 
the city of Washington; consequently 
the subcommittee could not act with in- 
telligence and authority on the matter. 
The matter to be considered, as stated 
by the gentleman from Arizona, is very 
important to my State and I believe the 
subject should be given the consideration 
of the full subcommittee. 


CARE FOR AMPUTEES 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. It is with 
considerable reluctance that I address 
my colleagues upon the bill being pro- 
posed by the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts, Ican speak to you with a very 
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deep personal concern and experience 
upon this matter. I know what men go 
through when they suffer the loss of their 
legs or their arms. 

It is my humble opinion, Mr. Speaker, 
that this bill if stripped of its emotional 
appeal will not stand the careful scrutiny 
of our innermost conscience and judg- 
ment. 

For several months now Members of 
Congress have been buttonholed by men 
who have lost a limb asking that they be 
given a car so they can get around better 
and get a job. It seems to me that if 
the men need additional funds that it 
would be far better to appropriate them 
$1,500 in cash and let them either buy a 
car or use it as they see fit. In my opin- 
ion, the bill is discriminatory, because it 
does not take care of the individual who 
has lost his arm or perhaps his eyes. It 
merely provides for those men of World 
War II who may have lost a leg. 

The Government now pays the soldiers 
who have lost a limb money as long as 
they live. A generous Government has 
tried to smooth the way for these unfor- 
tunate individuals. I do feel, however, 
Mr. Speaker, that the individual in this 
Congress who is sponsoring the legisla- 
tion to give the amputees the car is doing 
a lot of harm to these amputees. I be- 
lieve the final result is that of an infe- 
riority complex. They feel the Govern- 
ment owes them something. They get 
into a mental slump. They begin to pity 
themselves. They are unable to adjust 
themselves to the conditions which exist. 

I hope the Congress will pardon a very 
personal experience, because as a physi- 
cian I feel I can speak very frankly to 
my colleagues. I know from experience 
that it is necessary to make friends and 
adjust yourself to the loss of a limb. For 
6 months after I had lost my limbs, I 
cried like a baby every time I took them 
off or put them on. It was necessary to 
discipline myself rather severely. I did 
wear both of my limbs and stood at the 
operating table and performed a major 
operation 2 months after the amputa- 
tion. Within 6 months I was wearing 
my limbs most of the time. I lost my 
limbs when I was 42 years old, and for 
the last 10 years I have been able to do 
about everything I wanted to do. You 
are never comfortable wearing an arti- 
ficial limb, but it is necessary to accept 
the condition and do the best you can. 

I have had the opportunity of visiting 
men in the Naval and Army hospital, as 
well as at Glenn Dale, and talked with 
men who had had the misfortune of los- 
ing a limb. I have tried to instill in them 
some confidence. I find now that some of 
these men who come to the Capitol, and 
they are here nearly every day, have had 
their limbs amputated as much as 18 
months ago. Yet they come up here not 
wearing artificial limbs. The men tell 
me that the limbs they get in the Gov- 
ernment hospitals are not satisfactory; 
that they feel uncomfortable. I do know 
that many of the limbs are poorly made, 
but no limb that they might make will 
be entirely comfortable. 

I have contacted General Kirk on nu- 
merous occasions, asking why these men 
who have had their limbs amputated 
more than 6 months and who have a good 
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stump do not wear artificial limbs. I 
have recently scolded some of these am- 
putees because while they do have limbs 
they refuse to wear them. I think this 
is entirely a wrong attitude. I know they 
must make friends with their disability. 
They must do that. If they do not they 
will soon get an inferiority complex which 
will follow them all of their days. There 
is no reason why a man who has had his 
limb off more than 6 months and who has 
a good stump should not be wearing an 
artificial limb and doing about everything 
he wants to do without the use of a car. 
The car does not restore his limb. 

I would also point out, Mr. Speaker, 
that the man who has had his limbs am- 
putated at the hips will never walk by 
himself. These men are to be greatly 
pitied. I would go as far as any one in 
this Congress in seeing that they had all 
the comforts it is possible for a generous 
Government to give them. I am certain, 
however, that a car is not the answer. 
If they need additional funds to use a 
taxicab or a private conveyance, the 
money ought to be made available to 
them. 

I hope the Members of this Congress 
will not be carried away by an emotional 
reaction because men with limbs missing 
come to visit them. This is not sound 
legislation. The car will soon be gone 
but the limb can never be replaced. 

I say again, these amputees have a 
definite obligation to themselves to ac- 
cept their condition as it is; put on their 
artificial limbs and start adjusting them- 
selves to conditions so they may again 
become useful members of society. I 
know they can do it. I know it from 
experience. 


TOLL BRIDGE ACROSS CUMBERLAND 
RIVER, BURKESVILLE, KY. 


Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7046) to re- 
vive and reenact the act entitled “An act 
granting the consent of Congress to the 
State highway commission, Common- 
wealth of Kentucky, to construct, main- 
tain, and operate a toll bridge across the 
Cumberland River at or near Burkes- 
ville, Cumberland County, Ky.” approved 
May 18, 1928. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kentucky? 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
and I shall not object, will the gentle- 
man explain the bill? 

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, this is 
a bill introduced by the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. Rogsion] to revive and 
reenact the act of 1928 authorizing the 
construction, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of a bridge over the Cumberland 
River near Burkesville, Ky. 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. This 
has a unanimous report from the sub- 
committee and the full committee? 

Mr. CHAPMAN. It was unanimously 
reported by the subcommittee and the 
full committee. 


Mr, HOLMES of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act approved 
May 18, 1928, and heretofore extended by an 
act of Congress approved March 2, 1929, grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the State high- 
way commission, Commonwealth of Ken- 
tucky, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge and approaches thereto across the 
Cumberland River, at or near Burkesville, 
Cumberland County, Ky., be, and is hereby, 
revived and reenacted: Provided, That this 
act shall be null and void unless the actual 
construction of the bridge herein referred to 
be commenced within 1 year and completed 
within 3 years from the date of approval 
hereof. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, line 3, after 1928“, insert “as 
herein amended.” 

Page 2, after line 7, insert a new section as 
follows: 

“Src. 2. Section 2 of Public Law No. 436 
of the Seventieth Congress, approved May 
18, 1928, is amended to read as follows: 

“Tf tolls are charged for the use of such 
bridge, the rates shall be so adjusted as to 
provide a fund sufficient to pay the reason- 
able cost of maintaining, repairing, and op- 
erating the bridge and its approaches under 
economical management, and to provide a 
sinking fund sufficient to amortize the cost 
of the bridge and its approaches, including 
reasonable interest and financing cost, as 
scon as possible under reasonable charges, 
but within a period of not to exceed 20 years 
from the completion thereof. After a sink- 
ing fund sufficient for such amortization 
shall have been so provided, such bridge shall 
thereafter be maintained and operated free 
of tolls. An accurate record of the costs of 
such bridge and its approaches, the expendi- 
tures for maintaining, repairing, and operat- 
ing the same, and of the daily tolls collected 
shall be kept, and shall be available for the 
information of all persons interested.“ 

Page 3, line 3, strike out “2” and insert “3.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


BRIDGE ACROSS MISSISSIPPI RIVER 


Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2310) to further 
extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near 
Friar Point, Miss., and Helena, Ark, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kentucky? 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
and I shall not object, will the gentle- 
man explain the bill? 

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, this is 
a bill that has passed the Senate and has 
been reported unanimously by both the 
subcommittee and the full Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce to 
further extend the time for the com- 
mencement and completion of a bridge 
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across the Mississippi River at or near 
Friar Point, Miss., and Helena, Ark. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
is not one of those speculative bridges 
which has been brought before the House 
on many cccasions? 

Mr. CHAPMAN. The committee of 
which the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Horus! and I have been 
members for 15 years has never reported 
a bill of that kind. 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Mississippi River 
at or near Friar Point, Miss., and Helena, Ark., 
authorized to be built by the Arkansas- 
Mississippi Bridge Commission and its suc- 
cessors and assigns by an act of Congress, 
approved May 17, 1939, heretofore extended 
by acts of Congress, approved May 27, 1940, 
and July 14, 1941, and revived and reenacted 
by acts of Congress, approved February 12, 
1944, and July 14, 1945, are hereby further 
extended 1 and 3 years, respectively, from 
the date of approval of this act. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


FOURTEENTH STREET POTOMAC RIVER 
BRIDGE 


Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
_ unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7109) to 
amend section 6 of Public Law No. 516 
of the Seventy-ninth Congress, approved 
July 16, 1946. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Kentucky? 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I understand this is just to correct a 
clerical error in the bill which passed the 
House some time ago with reference to 
the Potomac River Bridge. 

Mr. CHAPMAN. The 
statement is correct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 6 of Pub- 
lic Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, approved July 16, 1946, entitled “An 
act authorizing and directing the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia to 
construct two four-lane bridges to replace 
the existing Fourteenth Street or Highway 
Bridge across the Potomac River, and for 
other purposes,” is amended as follows: 
Wherever in said section 6 the words “the 
National Capital Park Service” occur they 
are changed to read “the National Park 
Service.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 1, line 9, after the first quotation 
mark strike out the word “the.” 


gentleman’s 
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Page 1, line 10, at the end of the line strike 
out the word “the.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ARMY NURSES 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, may I 
call the attention of the Members of the 
Congressional War Parents’ Association 
to an extension of remarks for whose 
insertion in the Appendix of the RECORD 
I have secured unanimous consent. 

Mr. Speaker, it is to be hoped that the 
War Department and the Army will fol- 
low the example of the Congress and 
bring the antiquated methods which 
stultify action and interfere with neces- 
sary changes more nearly into harmony 
with the tempo of today's world. 

Recently I gave this House the history 
of the proposed Army Nurse Corps bill, 
a vital piece of legislation if nurses are 
to be used in the Army, which left the 
Surgeon General's office for GI on No- 
vember 11, 1945, and has been received 
for introduction and introduced by the 
Military Affairs Committee only within 
the last few days. A bill covering pro- 
motions of Medical Corps specialists and 
one covering medical technicians of all 
sorts came to committee on the same day, 
I have been informed that it is too late 
for committee consideration of these ex- 
ceedingly important measures. This is 
due, Mr. Speaker, to methods that bor- 
der upon maladministration that should 
be changed promptly. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. RANDOLPH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include two editorials. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include a report by Milton H. Button, 
director of the Wisconsin Department 
of Agriculture, on the matter of the ban- 
ning of Wisconsin milk in Knoxville, 
Tenn. 


amendments were 


With- 


JOHN J. COCHRAN 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, when I came here 12 years ago 
one of the first Members I met was our 
friend the gentleman from Missouri, 
JACK COCHRAN. During the past year 
many Members of the House have become 
discouraged and have refused to stand 
for reelection. Some of them have ac- 
cepted positions where their ability was 
recognized and well rewarded. Some dis- 
heartened and unwilling to longer en- 
dure the abuse of irresponsible radio 


Without 
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commentators and columnists or to meet 
the well-financed campaigns of pressure 
groups have made half-hearted cam- 
paigns and have been defeated. But in 
spite of the many grievous misfortunes 
with which he met, and several were 
sufficient to break the courage of the 
average man, the gentleman from Mis- 
souri, JACK COCHRAN, never gave way 
to discouragement. Though but for 
what some think was political treachery 
he would have been Senator from his 
State, perhaps Vice President, and later 
the President of our country. He never 
waivered in his loyalty to his party. He 
never at any time failed to realize that 
he was the servant of the people, de- 
voted to the service of the Nation, 

He was a worthy foe, always tenacious, 
always fighting to the end for his views, 
but at all times kind, courteous, and con- 
siderate of his opponents. 

In my humble judgment during the 
11 years which I have served here, no 
more worthy servant of his district and 
the Nation has been a Member of this 
House, has taken a more active and 
worth while part in the deliberations and 
the actions of the House, has served with 
more ability and courage. 

I, for one, regret and I am sure that 
every Member of this House regrets the 
fact that because of his recent severe 
illness and his present condition our 
friend the gentleman from Missouri, Jack 
Cocnran, has seen fit to resign from this 
body. In doing so he has but given us 
another illustration of his unselfishness, 
of his high conception of the duties of 
a citizen, of the obligation which rests 
upon each of us to give our best to the 
service of our country. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I simply 
wish to state that the applause following 
that speech was to reecho the senti- 
ments of the gentleman from Michigan 
and not on the resignation of the 
Member. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, anyone who knows the gentle- 
man from Missouri, Jack Cocuran, knows 
that applause was a spontaneous tribute 
from the hearts of the Members to the 
long and faithful service, the ability, 
and the courage, the unselfishness and 
devotion of the gentleman from Missouri, 
JACK COCHRAN, as a Member of the House 
of Representatives. His friendship, his 
devotion to his duty will ever be an in- 
spiration to me. 


EDITH FRANCES pE BECKER SEBALD 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1478) to record 
the lawful admission to the United States 
for permanent residence of Edith 
Frances de Becker Sebald. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI]? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this bill? 

Mr. LESINSKI. This bill is with ref- 
erence to a Japanese woman whose 
father was a British subject and whose 
mother was Japanese. She married an 
American soldier, and just because she 
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is of the Japanese race she is not per- 
mitted to enter the country. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And 
she is the wife of an American soldier? 

Mr. LESINSKI. Yes; she is. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, there are a num- 
ber of bills I understand in the gentle- 
man’s committee that have to do with 
people in similar categories to the one 
just mentioned. There is one general 
bill offered by the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Jupp] and one by myself 
with reference to a Japanese who has 
been here, employed very faithfully in 
the Army Map Service. He is married 
to an American woman and has two chil- 
dren. He is being deported back to his 
native land and his wife and, children 
are to be left in this country. I hope 
something will be done to prevent the 
deportation of these Japanese citizens 
who have done such outstanding service 
for this country during the war. 

Mr. LESINSKI. I agree with the gen- 
tleman. The subcommittee has not 
made a full report on that bill as yet, but 
the committee has sent a letter to the 
Attorney General’s Office, that all de- 
portations of that type should stop. until 
the Congress passes some legislation to 
take care of the cases which the gentle- 
man is talking about. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I would like to say 
to the gentleman that I had a letter the 
day before yesterday from the Commis- 
sioner of Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion simply postponing the deportation 
of the gentleman I mentioned until Sep- 
tember 24, when the Congress will not 
be in session. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. Will the gentleman not 
agree that the Attorney General's Office 
ought to notify promptly the Commis- 
sioner of Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion so that such letters will not go out 
terrifying families with the idea that 
they are going to be torn apart in Sep- 
tember? 

Mr. LESINSKI. Iagree with the gen- 
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Michigan? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral be, and is hereby, authorized and di- 
rected to record the lawful admission for 
permanent residence of Edith Frances de 
Becker Sebald, who entered the United States 
at San Francisco, Calif., on June 23, 1939, 
and that she shall, for all purposes under 
the immigration laws, be deemed to have 
been lawfully admitted as an immigrant for 
permanent residence, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AMENDMENT OF NATIONALITY ACT OF 
1940 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 513) to 
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amend the Nationality Act of 1940 to pre- 
serve the residence for naturalization 
purposes of certain aliens who serve in 
the military or naval forces of one of the 
Allied countries during the Second World 
War or otherwise assist in the Allied war 
effort, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this seems to be very broad legislation, 
covering a wide field. I think we are 
entitled to a full explanation. 

Mr. LESINSKI. This deals with cer- 
tain aliens who were legally in America 
when the war broke out and who joined 
the armed forces of one of the allied na- 
tions. The purpose of the bill is to give 
them a chance to become American citi- 
zens without having to wait the custo- 
mary 5 years. It is for the relief of alien 
soldiers who fought with the Allied 
armies or in the American Army. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. They 
were formerly residing in the United 
States? 

Mr. LESINSKI. They were permanent 
residents; yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 307 of the 
Nationality Act of 1940, approved October 14, 
1940 (54 Stat. 1142; U. S. C., title 8, sec, 707), 
be, and it hereby is, amended by adding 
thereto a new subsection to be lettered “sub- 
section (e)” and reading as follows: 

“(e) Any alien who has been lawfully ad- 
mitted into the United States for permanent 
residence and who, during the Second World 
War, departs from the United States for the 
purpose of serving and does serve in the 
military or naval forces of any country at war 
with a country with which the United States 
was, is, or shal] be at war, or who during the 
Second World War departs from the United 
States for the purpose of taking employment 
in war work of any such country and does 
engage in such work, shall, upon establishing 
to the satisfaction of the Commissioner that 
he has met the requirements of this subsec- 
tion, be considered as residing in the United 
States for the purpose of naturalization, not- 
withstanding any such absence from the 
United States: Provided, That such alien re- 
turns to the United States for permanent 
residence within 1 year after the United 
States shall cease to be in a state of war. 
For the purpose of this subsection, the 
Second World War shall be deemed to have 
commenced on September 1, 1939, and shall 
continue until such time as the United States 
shall cease to be in a state of war.” 

Sec. 2. That section 10 (d) of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1924, approved May 26, 1924 (43 
Stat. 158; U. S. C., title 8, sec. 210 (d)), be, 
and it hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

“(d) For the issuance of the permit, and 
for each extension thereof, there shall be paid 
a fee of $3, which shall be covered into the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts: Provided, 
That no fee shall be required for the exten- 
sion of a permit issued to any member of 
the class of aliens referred to in section 307 
(e) of the Nationality Act of 1940, as 
amended,” . 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment offered by Mr, 
LestnskI; Strike out lines 1 to 20, inclusive, 
on page 2 of the bill and substitute the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(e) The continuity of residence in the 
United States for naturalization purposes 
shall not be considered as having been in- 
terrupted by the action of an alien who was 
a lawful permanent resident of the United 
States in departing from the United States 
(1) after September 1, 1939, and before De- 
cember 7, 1941, for the purpose of serving in, 
if he was honorably discharged from, the 
armed forces of a foreign country at war with 
a country which declared war on the United 
States, or (2) on or after December 7, 1941, 
with the consent of his local draft board, the 
Director of the Selective Service System, or 
the appropriate military or naval authorities 
of the United States if the alien had been 
inducted, for the purpose of serving in, if he 
was honorably discharged from, the armed 
forces of the country of his allegiance, such 
country being at war with a country at war 
with the United States: Provided, That the 
provisions of this subsection shall be appli- 
cable only to those aliens who return to the 
United States for permanent residence within 
a period of 1 year from the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection and are lawfully 
readmitted into the United States as immi- 
grants.” 


{ The committee amendment was agreed 
0. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

By unanimous consent House Resolu- 
tion 657 was laid on the table. 


RELINQUISHING OF MINERAL RIGHTS 
UNDER CERTAIN LANDS IN THE COUNTY 
OF SANTA BARBARA, CALIF, 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Military Affairs, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
5692) to relinquish the mineral rights of 
the United States under certain lands in 
the county of Santa Barbara, Calif. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
how much land is designated in this bill? 

Mr. SIKES. If my distinguished friend 
will permit, I suggest that the author 
of the bill would be glad to make a full 
explanation. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
think we should have a thorough ex- 
planation. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, in 1942 in 
the County of Santa Barbara, the Fed- 
eral Government acquired title to several 
thousand acres of land of agricultural 
and semiagricultural nature for airfield 
purposes. 

The parcel covered by this bill is ap- 
proximately 724 acres out of a total of 
about 4,000. The Government paid for 
it $37 an acre as highly developed agri- 
cultural land with water thereupon. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 
was the going market price at that time? 

Mr. DOYLE. The going price without 
water was about $30 an acre and with- 
out its being highly developed agricul- 
tural land. 

I may state that the records of the 
Government show that at the time of the 
acquisition of this land—I mean all the 
land, about 4,000 acres—there was no in- 
tention to acquire the mineral rights on 
any of the parcels; nevertheless, on this 
parcel there was a mutual mistake and 
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the mineral rights were included with 
the fee rights. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Who 
previously owned the land? 

Mr. DOYLE. This particular land is 
part of an estate of a man who is now 
dead, a resident of my city, a Mr. O’Don- 
nell, This land is now owned by the 
estate. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. IS 
there any reason to believe that since the 
deed passed there has been discovered 
any mineral rights or any oil? 

Mr. DOYLE. There has not been, I am 
informed. There has been no develop- 
ment of any sort there. The proposed 
bill has been amended by an amendment 
requested by the War Department, to 
which there is no objection and which 
amendment places this land on exactly 
the same footing as all the other parcels 
acquired. That is the purpose of this bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It is 
very easy for confusion in the War De- 
partment. As I understood the gentle- 
man to say, the man sold his property 
and he got the going price at the time, 
and the Government reserved the min- 
eral rights. Now, the Government must 
have had a reason for the reservation. 
Now, why should we pass the rights at 
this time back to the former owners? 

Mr. DOYLE. I may say to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Massachusetts 
that the difference on the 724 acres was 
$7 an acre only on an appraised value re- 
sulting from the intensive cultivation of 
the 724 acres and the fact there was water 
on the 724 acres. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. He 
must have been satisfied with the price. 

Mr. DOYLE. The Government records 
and the Government communications 
show they did not intend to acquire the 
mineral rights. That is the official Gov- 
ernment record. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But 
the official deed shows they were reserved 
to the Government. 

Mr. DOYLE. There was no reservation 
in the owner of the mineral rights in the 
deed, I will say to the gentleman. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DOYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Is it not a fact that in 
connection with lands owned by the De- 
partment of the Interior the mineral 
rights are always reserved in all the lands 
that the Government owns? 

Mr. DOYLE. This has nothing to do 
with the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. RICH. That is the policy of the 
Government on Interior Department- 
owned lands, and we own one-third of the 
West. Why should we give up now the 
mineral rights that the Government 
owns on lands that are in the War 
Department? 

Mr. DOYLE. I may say to the gentle- 
man that it is not the fixed policy of the 
War Department to always acquire min- 
eral rights. In fact, I have a letter here 
from the Secretary of War himself, 
Robert P. Patterson, showing that there 
is no objection to the bill. The restric- 
tions that were imposed on this parcel 
were unusual by mutual mistake and it 
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was not intended to be so restricted by 
the War Department. 

Mr. RICH. It seems to me it is un- 
usual that the Government would buy 
this land and owning it now from the 
heavens to the depth that they would 
now want to sell the mineral rights under 
it. The Government does not do busi- 
ness that way unless there is a reason. 
Now, what is the reason? Are there 
minerals under there and, if so, what is 
the value of them? 

Mr. DOYLE. I may say to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania that the Gov- 
ernment is not selling the mineral rights 
here. The Government is undertaking 
to correct a mutual mistake that shows 
up from the time the appraisement 
was filed. In July 1942, the appraised 
value paid by the Government showed 
this land was not inclusive of the mineral 
rights; then it went to the courts with 
dozens of other properties and through 
mutual mistake, admitted by all Govern- 
ment departments, the mineral rights to 
this parcel were not reserved to the own- 
er. This bill is merely for the purpose of 
placing the owner of this land in exactly 
the same status as all the other owners 
and I may also say to the gentleman that 
the difference of $7 an acre would not 
begin to cover the mineral values. The 
gentleman no doubt knows that. 

Mr. RICH. Any one selling land in 
the gentleman’s State does so with the 
intention and purpose of the owner sell- 
ing the land above the surface and below 
the surface; is that the custom? 

Mr. DOYLE. It is very often the 
custom. 

Mr. RICH. If that had been done in 
this instance, the owner would have 
reserved that right? 

Mr. DOYLE. I may say that in the 

transfer of thousands of titles to parcels 
of land it is not unusual to make mutual 
mistakes. Here is a case where right 
from the time of the Government ap- 
praisal the record shows there was no 
intention to acquire mineral rights to 
this land, and every department has said 
in writing that there was a mutual mis- 
take, that $7 an acre does not represent 
the mineral value, but is the difference in 
value on account of agricultural de- 
velopment and water on the land. 
. Mr. RICH. Had you any knowledge 
before that there were any minerals 
under that land before the sale was 
made to the Government? 

Mr. DOYLE. Oh, all over that area, 
I may say to the gentleman, there is no 
question but what there were the possi- 
bilities of minerals. 

Mr. RICH. Have you discovered any- 
thing since that would cause you to 


‘believe that the Federal Government 


now has real estate out there in which 
there are valuable mineral rights? 

Mr. DOYLE. We have not, not that 
I know of. There has been no discovery 
and there have been no drillings. 

Mr. RICH. I understand that every 
man that has a piece of property in the 
gentleman’s State does not reserve all 
the mineral rights when he sells it, un- 
less it is specifically stipulated in the 
agreement to the contrary, and if it has 
not been stipulated in the agreement 
then I do not see why we should now turn 
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back to the owner the mineral rights 
under that land unless there is consider- 
ation made by the purchaser to the Fed- 
eral Government for it. 

Mr. DOYLE. I will say to the gen- 
tleman that the record shows that there 
is no consideration paid for mineral 
rights. 

Mr. RICH. Unless it is stipulated, it 
is understood that when you buy land 
you buy it from the top to the bottom. 

Mr, DOYLE. No; that is not always 
true in California, I will say to the 
gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

Mr. RICH. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


PETER KIM 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, unani- 
mous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of the bills (S.,1607) to pro- 
vide for the naturalization of Peter Kim. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. LESINSKI. The War Department 
letter shows that Peter Kim was com- 
missioned a second lieutenant in the 
Army of the United States on February 
25, 1946; that he has given valuable serv- 
ice during the war but being of Oriental 
race he is not eligible to citizenship un- 
less by a special bill. The gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp] is familiar 
with the case. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, this Korean 
was so anti-Japanese he went to China 
and fought there against the Japanese. 
He joined the American Army, volun- 
teered for especially hazardous missions, 
received a decoration, and was commis- 
sioned, as the gentleman from Michigan 
has stated. 

The Army recommends the passage of 
this bill which certainly is a well deserved 
reward for loyalty, bravery, and devotion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That upon compliance 
with all other provisions of section 701 or 
702 of the Nationality Act of 1940, as 
amended (56 Stat. 182-183; 8 U. S. C. 1001- 
1002), Peter Kim, Army of the United States, 
Army serial number 10500015, may be natu- 
ralized pursuant to either of said sections as 
may be applicable, notwithstanding the fact 
that at the time of his enlistment or induc- 
tion into the armed forces of the United 
States, he had not been lawfully admitted 
be eee States and was not a resident 

ereot, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

NATIONALITY ACT OF 1940 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 6995) to 
amend the Nationality Act of 1940 to pre- 
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serve the nationality of citizens residing 
abroad. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this bill? 

Mr. LESINSKI. I will ask the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Mason] to ex- 
plain it. 

Mr.MASON. Mr. Speaker, this simply 
extends the time of repatriation of those 
American citizens who have been living 
abroad, and, because of the war, could 
not get back. The time has expired to 
come back and maintain their citizen- 
ship, and this extends the time so that 
they can. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 409 of the 
Nationality Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat, 
1171; 55 Stat. 743; 56 Stat. 779; 58 Stat. 747; 
8 U. S. C. 809), is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 409. Nationality shall not be lost 
under the provisions of section 404 or 407 of 
this act until the expiration of 6 years fol- 
lowing the date of the approval of this act: 
Provided, however, That a naturalized person 
who shall have become subject to the pre- 
sumption that he has ceased to be an Ameri- 
can citizen as provided for in the second 
paragraph of section 2 of the act of March 2, 
1907 (34 Stat. 1228), and who shall not have 
overcome it under the rules in effect immedi- 
ately preceding the date of the approval of 
this act, shall continue to be subject to such 
presumption for the period of 6 years fol- 
lowing the date of the approval of this act 
unless it is overcome during such period: 
Provided further, That during the period 

October 14, 1946, and ending on 
October 13, 1950, a person who establishes 
to the satisfaction of an American diplomatic 
or consular officer before whom application 
is made for a passport that he was unable to 
return to the United States prior to the date 
of the application because of his inability to 
obtain an exit permit to depart for, or trans- 
portation to, the United States, shall retain 
his nationality by returning to the United 
States, and such passport, if issued, shall be 
valid only for such period as may be required 
for the bearer’s return to the United States, 
but not exceeding 60 days.” d 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, line 9, strike out “1950” and insert 
“1948.” 

Page 2, line 16, after the words “United 
States”, strike out down to and including 
the word days“ on line 18, and insert 
“during such period and during the period 
of validity of his passport. Any passport 
issued upon an application under this pro- 
viso shall be valid only for such period as 
may be required for the bearer's return to 
the United States, but not exceeding 60 
days, and shall be appropriately identified by 
the issuing Officer as having been granted 
pursuant to the requirements of this 
proviso.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


and read a third time, was read the third. 


time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 
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EXTENSION OF TIME LIMITATION ON 
CERTAIN PATENTS 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6346) provid- 
ing for the exclusion of the time limita- 
tions under which patents were issued in 
the case of persons who served in the 
military or naval forces of the United 
States during World War II. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain what this bill 
does? 

Mr. LANHAM. This is a bill providing 


that the boys who were in the service who 
had patents may have the time of their 


patents extended for the length of time 
they were in the service. We did that 
after the last war. These boys cannot 
protect their rights unless similar legis- 
lation is passed now. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Do 
they have any rights left after that bill 
that was passed yesterday, the atomic 
energy bill? 

Mr. LANHAM. I hope this will not be 
interfered with by the legislation that 
was passed here yesterday. We have 
been trying to protect these veterans. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
know you are trying to protect them, and 
I am for it, but I wonder if they can be 
protected now. 

Mr. LANHAM. I hope so. I think my 
sentiments with reference to that other 
measure are perhaps the same as the 
gentleman's. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. O'HARA. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, may I compliment 
the gentleman from Texas for bringing 
out this legislation, which gives to these 
men who have been in the service some 
protection, particularly in what would 
ordinarily be the fruitful years of their 
inventions. I hope the bill will pass. 

Mr. LANHAM. I thank the gentle- 
man. It certainly should pass. We en- 
acted similar legislation after the last 
war, and it is for the proper protection of 
these boys in the service. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
Objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That any person who 
served honorably in the military or naval 
forces of the United States at any time be- 
tween December 7, 1941, and September 2, 
1945, both dates inclusive, and was subse- 
quently honorably discharged, may within 
6 months after the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of a fee of $20, make applica- 
tion to the Commissioner of Patents, com- 
prising a verified statement, accompanied by 
supporting evidence of the following facts: 

(A) That he is the inventor or discoverer 
of an invention or discovery for which a speci- 
fied patent was granted prior to the 2d day 
of September 1945, the original term of which 
remains unexpired at the time of the filing 
of the application. 

(B) That between December 7, 1941, and 
September 2, 1945, and also at the time of 
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the passage of this act, he held, by ownership 
or contract, a right in said invention or 
under said patent or to income by way of 
royalty or otherwise therefrom, whereby an 
extension of the term of said patent would 
benefit him. 

(C) That between December 7, 1941, and 
the date of enactment of this act, he was not 
receiving from said patent an income, or 
that his income therefrom was reduced by 
his said service. 

(D) That at the time of his induction into 
the service he was making diligent effort to 
exploit the inventjon covered by his patent. 

(E) The names of all persons, firms, or 
corporations, if any, holding at the time of 
the passage of this act, by grant, transfer, 
license, or contract from him, any right or 
interest in the invention or discovery or under 
the patent, and their consent to the extension 
for which application is made, which shall be 
supported by an instrument, or instruments, 
executed by all such persons, firms, and 
corporations, evidencing their consent to 
such extension. 

(F) The period of extension of the patent 
from the expiration of the original term 
thereof, for which he applies, which shall 
in no case exceed a further term of three 
times the length of his said service in the 
military or naval forces of the United States 
between the dates of December 7, 1941, and 
the date of enactment of this act, but exclu- 
sive of any reenlistment subsequent to Sep- 
tember 2, 1945. 

(G) That the licensee of a patent affected 
by this act shall automatically be granted 
an extension of said license for the period 
of the extension on the same terms and con- 
ditions as contained in said existing license, 
thereby creating an equitable adjustment of 
the benefits of this act. 

(H) That such extension shall in no way 
impair the right of anyone who before the 
passage of this act was bona fide in posses- 
sion of any rights in patents or applications 
for patents conflicting with the rights in any 
patents extended under this act, nor shall 
any extension granted under this act impair 
the right of anyone who was lawfully manu- 
facturing before the passage of this act the 
invention covered by the extended patent. 

Sec. 2. In the case of a veteran, as described 
in paragraph 1 of this act, who dies, or has 
died, or who becomes insane or unable to 
act, which veteran owned an interest as de- 
scribed in this act in sald patent at the time 
of his death or at the time he was declared 
mentally incompetent or became unable to 
act before said extension is granted, such 
application may be filed or proceeded with 
by his legal representatives substantially as 
provided in section 4896 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States, as amended 
(U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 35, sec. 46), with 
respect to proceedings in such cases for ob- 
taining a patent. 

Sec. 3. On the filing of such application 
the Commissioner of Patents shall cause an 
examination thereof to be made, and if, on 
such examination, it shall appear that such 
application conforms, or by amendment or 
supplement is made to conform, to the re- 
quirements of section 1 of this act, the Com- 
missioner shall cause notice of such applica- 
tion to be published at least once in the 
Official Gazette. Any person who believes 
that he would be injured by such extension 
may within 45 days from such publication 
oppose the same on the ground that any of 
the statements of the application for exten- 
sion required by section 1 of this act is not 
true in fact, which said notice of opposition 
shall be verified before an officer authorized 
by the laws of any State or Territory or the 
District of Columbia to administer oaths. 
In all cases where notice of opposition is 
filed the Commissioner of Patents shall no- 
tify the applicant for extension thereof and 
set a day of hearing. If after such hearing 
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the Commissioner of Patents is of the opin- 
ion that such extension should not be 
granted, he may deny the application there- 
for, stating in writing his reasons for such 
denial. Where an extension is refused the 
applicant therefor shall have the same rem- 
edy by appeal from the decision of the Com- 
missioner as is now provided by law where 
an application for patent is refused. If no 
opposition to the grant of the extension is 
filed, or if, after opposition is filed, it shall 
be decided that the applicant is entitled to 
the extension asked for, the Commissioner 
of Patents shall issue a certificate that the 
term of said patent is extended for the addi- 
tional period for which application has been 
made as aforesaid, and shall cause notice of 
such extension to be published in the Official 
Gazette and marked upon copies of the pat- 
ent for sale by the Patent Office, in such 
manner as the Commissioner may determine. 

Sec. 4. Thereupon said patent shall have 
the same force and effect in law as though 
it had been originally granted for 17 years 
plus the term of such extension: Provided, 
however, That in any action, at law or in 
equity, for infringement after the expiration 
of 17 years from the grant of the patent and 
during-the period of such extension, the de- 
fendant may plead the general issue, and 
having given notice in writing to the plain- 
tiff or his attorney 30 days before, may prove 
on trial that any of the statements of the 
application for extension required. by sec- 
tion 1 of this act is not true in fact; and 
if any one or more of such statements shall 
be found untrue in fact, judgment shall be 
rendered for the defendant, with costs: Pro- 
vided further, That no person whose patent 
shall be extended under the provisions of 
this act shall be permitted to make any 
claim for damages against the United States 
for the period of the extension, and the rights 
of the United States shall remain in all re- 
spects as if these patents had not been 
extended, 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, line 7, after the comma following 
the word “Act”, insert “or within 6 months 
after such honorable discharge if still in the 
military or naval forces of the United States 
at the time of such enactment.” 

Page 1, line 8, — out “$20” and insert 

“$30.” 

Page 2, line 16, after “was”, insert “sub- 
stantially.” 

Page 2, line 17, strike out “by” and insert 
“as a direct result of.” 

Page 3, line 6, strike out “in no case exceed 
a further erm of three times” and insert 
“be for a further term equalling.” 

Page 5, line 7, after “Commissioner”, in- 
sert “to the United States Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals.” 

Page 5, line 8, strike out “an application 
for patent is refused.” and insert “an appli- 
cant for patent is dissatisfied with the de- 
cision of the Patent Office Board of Appeals.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
‘tion of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 2359) to close the office of the Re- 
corder of Deeds on Saturdays. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, do 
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I understand that this is simply to per- 
mit the Office of the Recorder of Deeds 
to close on Saturdays like other offices 
do? 

Mr. HEALY. It is the same as was 
recently done in connection with the 
banks in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, there are many people 
who work every day during the week. 
If the office of the recorder of deeds is 
not kept open, how will the people who 
work on weekdays transact their busi- 
ness? 

Mr. HEALY. I may say to the gen- 
tleman that the banks are now closed 
on Saturday and, as you know, since the 
war ended, most of the Government 
agencies are now on a 5-day week. This 
is the only office of the District of Colum- 
bia government which has been kept 
open on Saturday. Through experience 
it has been found that there is little if 
any need for this office to be open on 
Saturday. It has been an extra expense 
to the District of Columbia to keep it 
open and keep the employees on duty 
for the few occasional people who do 
come in. 

Mr. RICH. If you say there is no 
need to keep it open, then there is no 
use to keep it open. 

Mr. HEALY. That is correct. 

Mr. RICH. But if the office is not 
going to accommodate the people of the 
District of Columbia and if it is not sup- 
posed to do that, then that is all right. 
But if you are trying to take care of the 
people of the District, I will leave this 
entirely up to you whether there is going 
to be any difficulty for the people to be 
able to attend to their business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions of any other act, the Offce of 
the Recorder of Deeds for the District of 
Columbia shall be closed on every Saturday. 

Sec. 2. Any writing, the time for recording 
of which expires on a Saturday, or on a Sun- 
day, shall be deemed to have been recorded 
within the time prescribed if such writing be 
recorded on the first day thereafter other 
than Sunday or a legal holiday. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 2125) to amend the act entitled “An 
act to establish a Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof 
and supplementary thereto. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from California? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
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what is the reason for barring a commis- 
sioner from being reappointed? 

Mr. HEALY. Under existing law, a 
commissioner canriot be reappointed at 
the conclusion of his term of office. There 
must be an intervening period of 3 years. 
The reason for requesting this change 
is to make it possible for a commissioner 
to be appointed upon the conclusion of 
his present term so that in the event it 
is desirable to reappoint a commissioner 
of the District of Columbia it would be 
possible to immediately reappoint such 
commissioner. At the present time, it is 
impossible. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
legislation says that no person who has 
served as such commissioner shall be 
eligible for reappointment within 3 years 
of the date of expiration of his term. 

Mr. HEALY. As I understand it, that 
is the existing law. The purpose of this 
bill is to amend that law and make it 
Possible for a commissioner to be reap- 
pointed without having to wait 3 years. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Has 
5 had a meeting on this 

Mr. HEALY. No meeting has been 
held by the committee on it. The mem- 
bers of the committee have been polled 
on this bill and the bill has been approved 
by the Department of Justice and also 
by the District of Columbia Commis- 
sioners. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 
is the urgency of passing this legislation 
now? 

Mr. HEALY. This bill was just passed 
by the Senate, I believe, 2 or 3 days ago. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But 
what is the reason which makes it neces- 
sary to pass it at this time? 

Mr. HEALY. I presume that the 
terms of some of the commissioners may 
expire in the near future and without 
this bill it would be impossible to reap- 
point any commissioner whose term has 
expired. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Can 
the gentleman state whether or not 
someone’s term has expired? 

Mr. HEALY. Iam not sure. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
think the House had better wait before 
considering this legislation. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my request. 


REGULATING SALE OF MILK IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 7114) to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District 
of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and 
ice cream, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved February 27, 1925. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 


. this bill affects a very vital necessity— 


milk. We have had so many battles here 
on that subject that I would like to know 
just what this bill does. 


1946 


Mr. HEALY. This amendment to the 
existing law will make it possible for the 
dairy industry in the District of Colum- 
bia to use newly developed pasteuriza- 
tion processes. At the present time, 
under existing law, the latest pasteuriza- 
tion process is illegal. 

I might advise the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Martin] that at the 
present time 40 States have already 
amended their laws so that this new 
pasteurization process can be used: This 
bill has been approved by the dairy in- 
dustry of the District of Columbia, by 
the District of Columbia Health Depart- 
ment, the United States Public Health 
Service, the Bureau of the Budget, and 
the District Commissioners. I believe the 
bill was originally requested by the dairy 
industry, because of the fact that the 
new process for pasteurization cuts in 
half the time required to pasteurize milk. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I note 
the bill was introduced only on July 23. 
Have there been any hearings? 

Mr. HEALY. There has been no hear- 
ing before the committee. The gentle- 
man from Virginia (Mr. SMITH] intro- 
duced the bill at the request of the dairy 
industry, and the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia. I am not advised 
of the reason for its late introduction. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HEALY. I yield. 

Mr. PACE. What is this new pasteuri- 
zation process? 

Mr. HEALY. I do not understand the 
process. 

Mr. PACE. What is in the law that 
prohibits the milk industry’s using the 
most modern inventions? 

Mr. HEALY. There is a requirement 
that milk be heated at a certain tem- 
perature for a certain length of time. 
With this new process that length of 
time is cut in half. The limitation in 
the present law is one that requires, say, 
3 minutes instead of a minute and a half, 
which is all that is necessary with the 
new process. 

Mr. PACE. Will you limit them in this 
new bill so that they cannot take ad- 
vantage of any further progress? 

Mr. HEALY. This bill will only take 
care of the process which has been in- 
vented and is in practice in 40 States, 
as I have heretofore indicated. 

Mr. PACE. So that if there is ony fur- 
ther progress, another bill will be re- 
quired? E 

Mr. HEALY. Another bill will be 
required. 

Mr. PACE. Has this process been ap- 
proved by the Public Health Service? 

Mr, HEALY. The District of Colum- 
bia Health Department, the United States 
Public Health Service, the Bureau of the 
Budget, and the District Commissioners 
have all approved it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
legislation appeals to me, but in view of 
the fact that the committee has not 
taken any official action on it and no 
hearings have been held, I feel it should 
be withdrawn at this time. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I will with- 
draw the request at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California withdraws the 
request. 
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COMPENSATION FOR SERVICES REN- 
DERED IN NURSERIES AND NURSERY 
SCHOOLS 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 7126) to amend section 2 of the 
act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 
79th Cong.), relating to the establish- 
ment and operation in the District of 
Columbia of nurseries and nursery 
schools, so as to permit payment of com- 
pensation for services rendered after 
June 30, 1946, and prior to the enact- 
ment of such act. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from California? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
as I understand, this simply provides for 
payment for one period of 2 weeks for 
a number of people? 

Mr. HEALY. That is correct. As the 
gentleman knows, this program has been 
going on for about 4 years, first under 
the Lanham Act and then under the war 
chest, and now under a bill recently 
passed by the Congress. However, due 
to delay in the bill going through com- 
mittees in both Houses, it did not be- 
come a public law until July 16 when 
the President signed the bill. Employees 
who worked for this program during the 
15 days took a chance on whether or 
not the program would continue, re- 
mained at their posts and continued their 
work from July 1 to the 15th. They 
cannot be paid for that time unless this 
bill is passed. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And 
that is all this bill does? 

Mr. HEALY. That is all this bill does, 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. How 
many people are affected? 

Mr. HEALY. Seventy-five people. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HEALY. I yield. 

Mr. RICH. How many people are 
there in the District of Columbia, who 
are making over $5,000 a year, who send 
their children to these child centers? 

Mr. HEALY. Under the bill recently 
passed by the Congress, no one earning 
$5,000 is eligible for this program. The 
gentleman is referring to the manner in 
which the program was carried on dur- 
ing the war, under the Lanham Act 
funds, when everybody was encouraged 
to take jobs in industry to speed the war 
effort. 

Mr. RICH. That is right. How many 
people in the District of Columbia now 
who are getting in the family, salaries 
from the District of Columbia or the Gov- 
ernment that equal $5,000 a year? Are 
there any? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
abjection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the second sen- 
tence of section 2 of the act of July 16, 1946 


(Public Law 514, 79th Cong.), is amended to 
read as follows: The Board is authorized 
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to employ teachers, attendants, clerks, cus- 
todians, and other persons necessary to pro- 
vide such day care and to pay compensation 
for their services, including services rendered 
after June 30, 1946, and prior to the date of 
enactment of this act, in accordance with 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


AUTHORIZING THE TREASURY TO CON- 
TINUE ACCEPTANCE OF DEPOSITS OF 
PUBLIC MONEYS FROM THE PHILIP- 
PINES 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BELL]. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 2348) to authorize the 
continuance of the acceptance by the 
Treasury of deposits of public moneys 
from the Philippine Islands. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is a bill which has been on the Con- 
sent Calendar. It was objected to by one 
of the Republican objectors, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Cote], simply 
because it had no termination date. I 
understand the gentleman from Missouri 
is willing to accept an amendment to that 
effect. 

Mr. BELL. That is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. For 
the benefit of the Membership I wish the 
gentleman would explain what the legis- 
lation does. 

Mr. BELL. In the past the United 
States Treasury has accepted deposits 
from the Philippines. Since then the 
new republic has been born. This bill is 
to permit the United States Treasury to 
continue to accept such deposits, sinking 
funds, and deposits of that nature. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of June 
11, 1934 (48 Stat. 929; U. S. C., title 48, sec. 
1157), is hereby amended by inserting after 
the words “government of the Philippine Is- 
lands” the words “or the Republic of the 
Philippines,” 

Sec. 2. This act shall be effective on the 
date the independence of the Philippine Is- 
lands is proclaimed by the President of the 
United States. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Martin of 
Massachusetts: On page 1, line 9, after Pres- 
ident of the United States”, strike out the 
period and insert the following: “and shall 
terminate on July 1, 1951.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

REPEAL OF CERTAIN WAR AND EMER- 
GENCY STATUTES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 


Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Hoses]. 
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Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the present considera- 
tion of H. R. 7147, to repeal certain stat- 
utes relating to the war and emergency. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, will the gentle- 
man state what this does? It is a meri- 
torious bill. I am sure no one is opposed 
to it. 

Mr. HOBBS. I thank the gentleman 
for his kind statement. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on the 
Judiciary is particularly proud to report 
this bill, As our distinguished Member 
from Michigan has so well said, we had 
referred to our committee six resolutions 
dealing with the termination of the two 
emergencies, the hostilities lately pend- 
ing and the war. We have studied the 
problem arising out of these six bills since 
early last October, daily. We have had 
the assistance furnished us by various 
agencies exercising these powers which 
would be terminated immediately were 
these six resolutions to be adopted. So 
when we got to the bottom of the prob- 
lem we found that there were over 400 
war power statutes that had been passed 
by both Houses and approved by the 
President of the United States, under 
which various agencies of our Govern- 
ment were exercising multitudinous war 
powers. We concluded after a thorough 
study of each one of the 400 laws that 
we could not dispense with some of them 
because of the continuing necessity for 
the powers being exercised under some, 
but that it was highly desirable to do 
away with many others. Therefore, as 
we could not report a bill that would 
terminate the war for some purposes and 
not for others, we have finally agreed 
unanimously on this bill and its accom- 
panying report. Its enactment into law 
will repeal some 40 or 50 of the war 
powers acts that are on the books, and 
in the case of about 100 others we found 
that the agencies which were exercising 
powers under them agreed with the Judi- 
ciary Committee that it was the intent 
and purpose of the legislation that the 
powers therein conferred should be exer- 
cised only while the shooting part of the 
war was raging. So your committee in 
its report here calls attention to the fact 
that there is agreement on that score 
and we congratulate those agencies that 
have concurred in our construction and 
have ceased since VJ-day to exercise any 
of those powers. We recommend that 
the practice be continued. 

The effect of the bill that we bring to 
you and ask passage by unanimous con- 
sent today is simply that there will be 
by virtue of your favorable action a re- 
peal of these 40 or 50 statutes and the 
continuance of the voluntary cessation 
of activity under some 100 other war 
powers laws, a total of 140 to 150. 

Mr. MICHENER. To make a long 
story short, all this does is to repeal some 
52 war powers laws. The House is inter- 
ested in repealing these emergency laws. 
This bill does that, and it is done with 
the approval of every one of the depart- 
ments affected. The Committee on the 
Judiciary wanted to get rid of many of 
these laws, as many as could be gotten 
rid of with safety; therefore, all the de- 
partments were called in and the de- 
partments have agreed that these 52 
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laws can be eliminated without injury 
to the Government. I think we ought to 
make short work of this bill and get rid 
of these laws. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHENER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am glad 
to know that the committee is paring 
down some of these emergency war 
powers. The gentleman will remember 
I had a resolution before his committee 
to declare the war at an end 6 months 
after the signing of the surrender on the 
battleship Missouri. I am concerned 
right now about another situation. Ihave 
a letter from Paul Porter which relates to 
the Second War Powers Act and the re- 
establishing of slaughter quotas. You 
will remember when the first OPA died 
the slaughter quotas were taken off the 
small slaughterers. This permitted them 
to kill cattle and hogs unrestricted. The 
result has been a great flow of meat to 
the public. Mr. Porter tells me in a letter 
received today that they are still under 
the Second War Powers Act as it relates 
to slaughter quotas. I believe they are to 
be put on again. I am concerned about 
how long the war is going to continue and 
how long we are going to permit bureau- 
crats like Paul Porter or any other bu- 
reaucrat to issue rules and regulations 
that have the full force and effect of law 
without the approval of the Congress. I 
think the gentleman’s committee should 
take steps to stop that type of regulation 
coming from the OPA because if he rein- 
states slaughter quotas it is going to 
cause chaos and confusion and it will be 
disregarded in many sections of the 
country. The greatest move this Con- 
gress can take is to cancel all war power 
emergency and declare the war has 
ended. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther reserving the right to object, I am 
examining the committee report on this 
bill and note that there are a great many 
important statutes that. are being re- 
pealed, and I hope and trust that the 
press or some other organization will 
publish to the people of the United States 
just what these statutes are that are be- 
ing repealed, because I am sure, with the 
way this is being carried on at the pres- 
ent moment, very little notice will be 
given nationally. This bill repeals a 
great many important statutes, relating 
to oil, mineral, and gas leases, 90 days 
annual leave, and a great many bills of 
that character. It is a highly important 
bill. I certainly cannot object to it, but 
I hope notice is given of the statutes that 
are repealed, because there are so many 
important ones involved.. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
would like to know whether this bill 
eliminates any personnel from the Fed- 
eral pay roll? 

Mr. HOBBS. Not in words, but of 
course, the net result will be along that 
line. What we do is simply to repeal 
these statutes. 

May I give a word of explanation be- 
cause I feel it should be made. I just 
want to say that there are 52 statutes 
indicated in the bill to be repealed, but 
that we had included in that list of 52 


Mr, 
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some general appropriation bills which 
carried war powers. So, we have an 
amendment which will cut out those.. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The gentleman 
stated that all the parties concerned ap- 
proved this measure. 

Mr. HOBBS. Les, sir. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I cannot im- 
agine how any Government employee 
would approve any bill that had any 
prospect of eliminating his job. 

Mr. HOBBS. Let me say it is highly 
commendable that that is true in this 
case. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, of 
course, the repeal of these acts will re- 
sult unquestionably in lowered employ- 
ment because you do away with a num- 
ber of activities in which Federal em- 
ployees have been working, and there- 
fore you do, as the result of the passage 
of this bill, reduce the number of em- 
ployees on the Federal pay roll, although 
you do not do it directly. 

Mr. HOBBS. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther reserving the right to object, may 
I say for the benefit of the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SMITH] that 
subcommittee 4, which has had this 
matter before it, heard many of the de- 
partment heads, and many of the assist- 
ants testified, and with reference to these 
acts which are now being repealed by this 
present bill they have all agreed that 
those acts should be repealed, and with 
reference to something like 100 in addi- 
tion, they have also agreed that they 
will go out of existence very promptly. 

Mr. HOBBS. The gentleman is ex- 
actly right. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, further re- 
serving the right to object, I wonder if 
the gentleman from Alabama would in- 
sert a statement in the Recorp as to just 
what statutes are being repealed. 

Mr. HOBBS. Such a list is set out in 
full in the report. 

Mr, MICHENER. May I say that 
those laws are set out in the bill. You 
cannot repeal a law without directly or 
indirectly naming it. 

Mr. JONES. The point I wanted to 
make was that if that were done it would 
very easily be found in one spot for ready 
reference. It must be codified by some- 
body eventually, 

Mr. MICHENER. The bill provides: 

That the following statutes or parts of stat- 
utes are hereby repealed: 

0 of August 11, 1939 (ch. 701, 53 Stat. 

Act of July 30, 1941 (55 Stat. 610), as 
amended by Fifty-seventh Statutes, 270, and 
act of June 8, 1945 (Public Law 78, 79th 
Cong., Ist sess.). 

Section 6, act of January 21, 1942 (ch. 14, 
56 Stat. 11, 12) amending act of October 14, 
1940, as amended (I nham Act). 

Act of January 24,,1942 (56 Stat. 17), 

Act of March 13, 1942 (56 Stat. 171). 

Act of March 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 187). 

Act of June 5, 1942 (56 Stat. 323). 
ae 3, act of June 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 
—55 of September 29, 1942 (ch. 567, 56 Stat. 
on of December 17, 1942 (ch. 787, 56 Stat. 

Act of December 24, 1942 (56 Stat. 1080). 

Act of July 12, 1943 (Public Law 136, 78th 
Cong., Ist sess.). 
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Section 207, title I, act of September 21, 
1944 (ch. 412, 58 Stat. 734, 736). 

Act of December 20, 1944 (Public Law 504, 
78th Cong., 2d sess.). 

Act of February 28, 1945 (ch. 15, 59 Stat. 9, 
Public Law 12, 79th Cong., Ist sess.). 

Act of February 16, 1914 (ch. 21, sec. 21, 
38 Stat. 289). 

Act of May 29, 1934, section 10, second pro- 
viso (48 Stat. 812), as amended by the act 
of May 1, 1936, first section (49 Stat. 1249). 

Act of March 5, 1940 (ch. 44, 54 Stat. 45), 
as amended. 

Act of May 11, 1942 (56 Stat. 275, Public 
Law 549). 

Act of June 5, 1942 (56 Stat. 316), section 8. 

Act of June 10, 1942 (56 Stat. 351). 

Act of August 1, 1942 (ch. 544, 56 Stat. 735). 

Act of October 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 763, ch. 
573). 

Act of October 16, 1942 (56 Stat. 795). 

Act of October 17, 1942 (56 Stat. 796, ch. 
615). 

Act of October 29, 1942 (ch. 632, 56 Stat. 
1012). 

Act of December 10, 1942 (56 Stat. 1045, ch, 
717). 

Act of December 22, 1942 (ch. 801, 56 Stat. 
1070). 

Act of April 16, 1943 (57 Stat. 65). 

Act of May 25, 1943 (ch. 101, 57 Stat. 84). 

Act of June 26, 1943 (57 Stat. 219, ch. 149). 

Act of July 8, 1943 (ch. 200, 57 Stat. 390). 

Act of March 21, 1945 (59 Stat. 37, ch. 30; 
Public Law 20, 79th Cong., 1st sess.). 

Act of May 29, 1945 (59 Stat. 226, ch. 137, 
Public Law 69, 79th Cong., Ist sess.), 

Act of July 5, 1945 (59 Stat. 412, ch. 270, 
Public Law 131, 79th Cong., 1st sess.). 

Section 12, act of June 11, 1942 (56 Stat. 
357). 

Act of April 11, 1943 (56 Stat. 217). 

Act of May 10, 1943 (ch. 96, 57 Stat. 81). 

Act of May 3, 1943 (57 Stat. 74, ch, 91). 

Act of March 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 41, ch, 19). 

Act of May 29, 1943 (57 Stat. 92, ch. 107). 

Section 124 (e), act of February 25, 1944 
(Revenue Act of 1943) (58 Stat. 21, 45; Public 
Law 235, 78th Corg., 2d sess.). 

Act of June 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 324, ch. 271). 

Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 913; Pub- 
lic Law 542, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). 

Section 607 (f), act of June 30, 1945 (59 
Stat. 298, ch. 212; Public Law 106, 79th Cong., 
Ist sess.). 

Act of July 31, 1945 (Public Law 168, 79th 
Cong., Ist sess.). 


Mr. JONES. I thank the gentleman. 
That is what I had in mind. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, further re- 
serving the right to object, I notice in the 
list of acts repealed, there was one passed 
by the Congress last year, which was re- 
ported out by the Committee on Agricul. 
ture, the act of February 28, 1945, an 
amendment to the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act, which provides that: 

During the present emergency certain 
farms are to be regarded as farms on which 
cotton, wheat, or peanuts, as the case may 
be, were planted and grown. 


I beg the gentleman’s opinion as to 
why he regards that act as no longer 
needed, when it was enacted particularly 
for this year, next year, and the year fol- 
lowing. Certainly if we repeal that stat- 
ute we are going up the hill and right 
back down again. This statute should 
remain in effect until we return, if ever, 
to the acreage allotment, or until a suf- 
ficient number of years has passed so 
that the war years will not be a part of 


the base period. This act provides that: 


when a boy was in the Service and could 
not plant an allotment, he would be 
treated as if during that time he had 
planted those crops. But we are still in 
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the base period as far as the war is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. HOBBS. We are fully cognizant 
of that fact. Will the gentleman refer 
to the bill and not to the report? 

Mr. PACE. Iam using the report, be- 
cause the bill does not convey any infor- 
mation as to what the act is, but simply 
gives the date. 

Mr. HOBBS. I think the gentleman 
will find that this repealer does not affect 
the entire statute. 

Mr. PACE. What is the line of the 
bill? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am sorry; I do not 
know, sir. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, PACE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Is it not a fact that 
the attorneys for the Department of Ag- 
riculture, along with the attorneys for 
the various departments of the Govern- 
ment, checked over all these statutes? 

Mr, HOBBS. Yes, sir; I so under- 
stand. 

Mr. SPRINGER. They recommended 
that each one of the statutes which are 
set forth in this bill be repealed, 

Mr, PACE. Of course, I cannot ques- 
tion such a statement’s having been 
made, but that is an act we passed last 
year for the special purpose of having 
it in effect for the next few years, So 
that boys who were in the service and 
could not plant the crops that form the 
base for future acreage allotments 
would not be penalized. The act should 
remain in effect either until acreage al- 
lotments are reinstated or until the base 
period has passed. I assume the bill 
must be considered in the Senate. I 
certainly do not intend to oppose the 
bill here. However, I would appreciate 
it if the distinguished gentleman from 
Alabama would check my contentions 
and, if they are correct, ask the Senate 
to strike this particular repeal from the 
bill. 

Mr. HOBBS. I will be delighted, and 
thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc, That the following 
statutes or parts of statutes are hereby re- 


pealed: 

Act of August 11, 1939 (ch. 701, 53 Stat, 
1418). 

Section 9, act of July 30, 1941 (55 Stat. 
610), as amended by Fifty-seventh Statutes, 
270, and act of June 8, 1945 (Public Law 78, 
79th Cong., Ist sess.). 

Act of December 17, 1941 (ch. 591, 55 Stat. 
810, 821). 

National Defense Emergency Appropriation 
Act of December 23, 1941 (55 Stat. 855). 

Act of December 23, 1941 (ch. 621, 55 Stat. 
855-856) . 

Section 6, act of January 21, 1942 (ch. 14, 


56 Stat. 11, 12) amending act of October 14, 


1940, as amended (Lanham Act). 

Act of January 24, 1942 (56 Stat. 17). 

Act of February 7, 1942 (56 Stat. 63). 

Act of March 13, 1942 (56 Stat. 171). 

Act of March 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 187). 

Act of June 5, 1942 (56 Stat. 323). 

Section 3, act of June 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 
462). 
Act of September 29, 1942 (ch. 567, 56 Stat. 
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Act of December 17, 1942 (ch. 737, 56 Stat. 
1052). 


Act of December 24, 1942 (56 Stat. 1080). 

Act of July 12, 1943 (Public Law 136, 78th 
Cong., Ist sess.). 

Section 207, title II, act of September 21, 
1944 (ch. 412, 58 Stat. 734, 736). 

Act of December 20, 1944 (Public Law 504, 
78th Cong., 2d sess.). 

Act of February 28, 1945 (ch. 15, 59 Stat. 9, 
Public Law 12, 79th Cong., Ist sess.). 

Act of June 26, 1940 (54 Stat. 599). 

Act of February 16, 1914 (ch. 21, sec. 21, 38 
Stat. 289). 

Act of May 29, 1934, section 10, second 
proviso (48 Stat. 812), as amended by the act 
of May 1, 1936, first section (49 Stat. 1249). 

Act of March 5, 1940 (ch. 44, 54 Stat. 45), 
as amended. 

Act of February 19, 1941, as amended No- 
vember 23, 1942 (ch. 639, 56 Stat. 1020). 

Act of May 11, 1942 (56 Stat. 275, Pubtic 


Law 549). 


Act of June 5, 1942 (56 Stat, 316), section 8. 
Act of June 10, 1942 (56 Stat. 351). 
Act of August 1, 1942 (ch. 544, 56 Stat. 735). 
1 nye of October 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 763, ch. 
Act of October 16, 1942 (56 Stat. 795). 
55 of October 17, 1942 (56 Stat. 796, ch. 
5). 
Per of October 29, 1942 (ch. 632, 56 Stat. 
" por of December 10, 1942 (56 Stat, 1045, ch. 
17). 
1970 of December 22, 1942 (ch. 801, 56 Stat. 
0). 
Act of April 16, 1943 (57 Stat. 65). 
Act of May 25, 1943 (ch. 101, 57 Stat. 84), 
Act of June 26, 1943 (57 Stat. 219, ch. 149). 
Act of July 8, 1943 (ch. 200, 57 Stat. 390), 
Act of March 21, 1945 (59 Stat. 37, ch. 30; 
Public Law 20, 79th Cong., Ist sess.). 
Act of May 29, 1945 (59 Stat. 226, ch. 137, 
Public Law 69, 79th Cong., Ist sess.). 
Act of July 5, 1945 (59 Stat. 412, ch. 270, 
Public Law 131, 79th Cong., ist sess.). 
4 Section 12, act of June 11, 1942 (56 Stat. 
57). 
Act of April 11, 1943 (56 Stat. 217). 
Act of May 10, 1943 (ch. 96, 57 Stat. 81). 
Act of May 3, 1943 (57 Stat. 74, ch. 91). 
Act of March 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 41, ch. 19). 
Act of May 29, 1943 (57 Stat. 92, ch. 107). 
Section 124 (e), act of February 25, 1944 
(Revenue Act of 1943) (58 Stat. 21, 45; Public 
Law 235, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). 
Act of June 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 324, ch. 271). 
Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 913; 
Public Law 542, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). 
Section 607 (f), act of June 30, 1945 (59 
Stat. 298, ch. 212; Public Law 106, 79th Cong., 
1st sess.). 
Act of July 31, 1945 (Public Law 168, 79th 
Cong., Ist sess.). 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “Section 9.” 

Page 1, line 9, strike out lines 9 and 10. 

Page 2, strike out lines 1, 2, 3, 8, and 24. 

Page 3, strike out lines 8 and 9. 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE 
CORPORATION 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the joint resolution (S. J. 
Res. 156) to extend the succession, lend- 
ing powers, and the functions of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, I understand 
that if consent is granted for the imme- 
diate consideration of the joint resolu- 
tion the chairman will be recognized to 
offer an amendment to authorize the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
with the consent of the National Ad- 
visory Council, with their approval, and 
after consultation with them, to make a 
loan of $75,000,000 to the Philippines in 
accordance with Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 388. 

The SPEAKER. That is the under- 
standing of the Chair. 

Mr. SPENCE. I intend to offer such 
an amendment. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mx. SPENCE]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso- 
lution, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That (a) the first sentence 
of section 4 of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation Act, as amended, is hereby fur- 
ther amended by striking out “for a period of 
15 years from the date of the enactment 
hereof” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“through June 30, 1952”; and the first sen- 
tence of section 14 of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation Act, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by striking out “at 
the expiration of the 15 years for which the 
Corporation has succession hereunder” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “prior to July 1, 
1952“; and (b) section 5d of the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation Act, as amended, 
the act approved January 26, 1937 (50 Stat., 
ch. 6, p. 5), as amended, and the act ap- 
proved February 11, 1937 (50 Stat., ch. 10, 
p. 19), as amended, are hereby further 
amended by striking out “January 22, 1947,” 
wherever appearing and in each instance in- 
serting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1949.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

On page 1, line 7, strike out “1952” and 
insert “1947.” 

On page 2, line 2, strike out “1952” and 
insert “1947.” 

On page 2, line 9, strike out 1949“ and 
insert “1947.” 

Add a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 2. To furnish a market for loans 
guaranteed or insured under the provisions 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended, Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation is authorized, under such terms 
and conditions and in such manner as it 
may determine, to purchase directly or 
through a subsidiary, loans so guaranteed or 
insured.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Spence: In- 
sert at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

“Sec.3. The Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration is hereby authorized to lend or 
extend credit to the Government of the 
Republic of the Philippines in an amount or 
amounts not exceeding in the aggregate 
$75,000,000 at such time or times before July 
1, 1947, and upon such terms and conditions 
as the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
after consultation with the National Advisory 
Council on International Monetary and 
Financial Problems shall deem to be war- 
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ranted by the financial position of the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of the Philippines, 
provided that the rate of interest to be 
charged in connection with any loan or 
extension of credit made pursuant to this 
section shall not be less than 2 percent per 
annum.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. WicctrswortH addressed the 
House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix.) 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 241] 

Allen, La. Fogarty Morgan 
Almond Puller Norton 
Anderson, Calif.Gallagher O'Konsk! 
Bailey Gary "Toole 
Baldwin, Md, Gathings Outland 
Baldwin, N.Y. Gillespie Patrick 
Barrett, Pa. Gossett Patterson 
Barry Granahan Peterson, Ga 
Bates, Ky. Green Pfeifer 
Bates, Mass. Gwinn, N.Y. Philbin 
Beall 1 oeser 
Beckworth Edwin Arthur Powell 
Bender Halleck Priest 
Bennet, N. Y. Hancock Rabaut 
Blackney Hare Rabin 
Boren Hart Rayfiel 
Boykin Hartley Reece, Tenn 
Bradley, Mich. Hébert Rees, Kans. 
Bradley, Pa, Heffernan Richards 
Brooks Hendricks Rivers 
Brumbaugh Hess Robertson, Va 
Bryson Hill Robinson, Utah 
Buckley Hoffman, Pa. Robsion, Ky. 
Buffett Holifield Rockwell 
Bunker Izac Roe, N. Y. 
Butler Jennings Rogers, N. Y 
Carlson Johnson, Calif. Rooney 
Case, N. J. Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Case, S. Dak, Keefe Ryter 
Celler Kefauver Sabath 
Clements Keogh Sharp 
Clippinger Kerr Sheppard 
Cochran Kilburn Sheridan 
Coffee Kilday Short 
Cole, Kans. Kinzer Slaughter 
Cole, N. Y. Klein Smith, Va 
Combs Knutson Somers, N. Y. 
Cooper Landis Sparkman 
Courtney Lane Stewart 
Cravenş Latham Sundstrom 
Crawford Ludlow Tarver 
Curley Lynch Taylor 
Daughton, Va. McGehee Thomas, N. J. 
Dawson McGlinchey Tolan 
Delaney, McKenzie Torrens 

James J. McMillan, S. C. Towe 
Delaney, Mahon Traynor 

Jo) $ Maloney Vinson 
Dolliyer Mankin Vursell 
Domengeaux Wasielewski 
Earthman Mont, 
Eaton Mansfield, Tex. West 
Elsaesser tonio Wickersham 
Elston May Winter 
Engel, Mich, Merrow Wolfenden, Pa, 
Fellows Miller, Calif. Wood 
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 265 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with, 

ADJOURNMENT RESOLUTION 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a resolution (H. Con. Res. 165) 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring) , That the two Houses 
of Congress shall adjourn on Friday, August 2, 
1946, and that when they adjourn on said day 
they stand adjourned sine die, 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. KOPPLEMANN) 
there were—ayes 168, noes 3. 

So the concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 6303) to 
amend the provisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act relating to marketing 
agreements and orders. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain this bill 
again? This is the bill whose consider- 
ation was requested earlier? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. This extends the 
marketing agreements so as to keep them 
in effect irrespective of whether the crop 
price level is above or below parity. It 
does not affect in any way the wool grow- 
ers because section 4, which broadened 
the act to take in other agricultural prod- 
ucts, was eliminated. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, when the 
request was made earlier for the con- 
sideration of this measure I objected. I 
was not quite clear on the matter of sec- 
tion 4. I am assured that section 4 will 
be eliminated. It is on that basis that 
I am withdrawing my objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended, and as re- 
enacted and amended by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended, is further amended as follows: 

By adding at the end of section 2 (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 7, sec. 602) the following: 

“(3) Through the exercise of the powers 
conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture 
under this title, to establish and maintain 
such minimum standards of quality and 
maturity and such grading and inspection re- 
quirements for agricultural commodities or 
the products thereof, other than milk and 
its products, in interstate commerce as will 
effectuate such orderly marketing of such 
agricultural commodities as will be in the 
public interest.” 

Sec. 2. Section 8c (6), as amended 
(U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 7. sec. 608¢ (6)), 
is amended to read as follows: 
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“(6) In the case of agricultural commodi- 
ties and the products thereof, other than milk 
and its products, orders issued pursuant to 
this section shall contain one or more of the 
following terms and conditions, and (except 
as provided in subsection (7) ) no others: 

“(A) Limiting, or providing methods for 
the limitation of, the total quantity of any 
such commodity or product, or of any grade, 
size, or quality thereof, produced during any 
specified period or periods, which may be 
marketed in or transported to any or all 
markets in the current of interstate or 
foreign commerce or so as directly to burden, 
obstruct, or affect interstate or foreign com- 
merce in such commodity or product thereof, 
during any specified period or periods by 
all handlers thereof. 

“(B) Allotting, or providing methods for 
allotting, the amount of such commodity or 
product, or any grade, size, or quality thereof, 
which each handler may purchase from or 
handle on behalf of any and all producers 
thereof, during any specified period or 
periods, under a uniform rule based upon the 
amounts sold by such producers in such prior 
period as the Secretary determines to be 
representative, or upon the current quantities 
available for sale by such producers, or both, 
to the end that the total quantity thereof to 
be purchased, or handled during any speci- 
fied period or periods shali be apportioned 

* equitably among producers, 

“(C) Allotting, or providing methods for 
allotting, the amount of any such commodity 
or product, or any grade, size, or quality 
thereof, which each handler may market in 
or transport to any or all markets in the 
current of interstate or foreign commerce or 
so as directly to burden, obstruct, or affect 
interstate or foreign commerce in such com- 
modity or product thereof, under a uniform 
rule based upon the amounts which each 
such handler has available for current ship- 
ment, or upon the amounts shipped by each 
such handler in such prior period as the Sec- 
retary determines to be representative, or 
both, to the end that the total quantity of 
such commodity or product, or any grade, 
size, or quality thereof, to be marketed in or 
transported to any or all markets in the cur- 
rent of interstate or foreign commerce or so 
as directly to burden, obstruct, or affect inter- 
state or foreign commerce in such commodity 
or product thereof, during any specified 
period or periods shall be equitably appor- 
tioned among all of the handlers thereof. 

“(D) Determining, or providing methods 
for determining, the existence and extent of 
the surplus of any such commodity or prod- 
uct, or of any grade, size, or quality thereof, 
and providing for the control and disposition 
of such surplus, and for equalizing the bur- 
den of such surplus elimination or control 
among the producers and handlers thereof. 

“(E) Establishing or providing for the 
establishment of, reserve pools of any such 
commodity or product, or of any grade, size, 
or quality thereof, and providing for the 
equitable distribution of the net return de- 
rived from the sale thereof among the persons 
beneficially interested therein. 

“(F) Requiring or providing for the re- 
quirement of inspection of any such com- 
modity or product produced during specified 
periods and marketed by handlers. 

“(G) In the case of hops and their prod- 
ucts, in addition to, or in lieu of, the fore- 
going terms and conditions, orders may con- 
tain one or more of the following: 

“(i) Limiting, or providing methods for 
the limitation of, the total quantity thereof, 
or of any grade, type, or variety thereof, pro- 
duced during any specified period or periods, 
which all handlers may handle in the current 
of or so as directly to burden, obstruct, or 
affect interstate or foreign commerce in hops 
or any product thereof. 

(11) Apportioning, or providing methods 
for apportioning, the total quantity of hops 
of the production of the then current cal- 
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endar year permitted to be handled equitably 
among all producers in the production area 
to which the order applies upon the basis of 
One or more or a combination of the follow- 
ing: The total quantity of hops available or 
estimated will become available for market 
by each producer from his production during 
such pericd; the normal production of the 
acreage of hops operated by each producer 
during such period upon the basis of the 
number of acres of hops in production, and 
the average yleld of that acreage during such 
period as the Secretary determines to be 
representative, with adjustments determined 
by the Secretary to be proper for age of plant- 
ings or abnormal conditions affecting yield; 
such normal production or historical record 
of any acreage for which data as to yield of 
hops are not available or which had no yield 
during such period shall be determined by the 
Secretary on the basis of the yields of other 
acreage of hops of similar characteristics as 
to productivity, subject to adjustment as 
just provided for. 

„(I) Allotting, or providing methods for 
allotting, the quantity of hops which any 
handler may handle so that the allotment 
fixed for that handler shall be limited to the 
quantity of hops apportioned under preced- 
ing section (ii) to each respective producer 
of hops; such allotment shall constitute an 
allotment fixed for that handler within the 
meaning of subsection (5) of section 8a of 
this title (U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 7, sec. 
608a) .” 

Sec. 3 Section 10 (b) (2) (U. S. C., 1940 

. edition, title 7, sec. 610 (b) (2)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(2) (i) Each order relating to milk and 
its products issued by the Secretary under 
this title shall provide that each handler 
subject thereto shall pay to any authority 
or agency established under such order such 
handler’s pro rata share (as approved by the 
Secretary) of such expenses as the Secretary 
may find will necessarily be incurred by such 
authority or agency, during any period 
specified by him, for the maintenance and 
functioning of such authority or agency, 
other than expenses incurred in receiving, 
handling, holding, or disposing of any quan- 
tity of milk or products thereof received, 
handled, held, or disposed of by such author- 
ity or agency for the benefit or account of 
persons other than handlers subject to such 
order. The pro rata share of the expenses 
payable by a cooperative association of pro- 
ducers shall be computed on the basis of the 
quantity of milk or product thereof covered 
by such order which is distributed, processed, 
or shipped by such cooperative association of 
producers. 

“(ii) Each order relating to any other com- 
modity or product issued by the Secretary 
under this title shall provide that each han- 
dler subject thereto shall pay to any author- 
ity or agency established under such order 
such handler’s pro rata share (as approved 
by the Secretary) of such expenses as the 
Secretary may find are reasonable and are 
likely to be incurred by such authority or 
agency, during any period specified by him, 
for such purposes as the Secretary may, pur- 
suant to such order, determine to be appro- 
priate, and for the maintenance and func- 
tioning of such authority or agency, other 
than expenses incurred in receiving, han- 
dling, holding, or disposing of any quantity 
of a commodity received, handled, held, or 
disposed of by such authority or agency for 
the benefit or account of persons other than 
handlers subject to such order. The prorata 
share of the expenses payable by a coopera- 
tive association of producers shall be com- 
puted on the basis of the quantity of the ag- 
ricultural commodity or product thereof cov- 
ered by such order which is distributed, proc- 
essed, or shipped by such cooperative asso- 
ciation of producers. The payment of as- 
sessments for the maintenance and func- 
tioning of such authority or agency, as pro- 
vided for herein, may be required under a 
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marketing agreement or marketing order 
throughout the period the marketing agree- 
ment or order is in effect and irrespective of 
whether particular provisions thereof are 
suspended or become inoperative. 

“(iii) Any authority or agency established 
under an order may maintain in its own 
name, or in the name of its members, a suit 
against any handler subject to an order for 
the collection of such handler’s pro rata share 
of expenses. The several district courts of 
the United States are hereby vested with 
jurisdiction to entertain such suits regardless 
of the amount in controversy.” 

Sec, 4. Section 8c (2) (U. S. C., 1940 edi- 
tion, title 7, sec. 608c (2)) is amended by in- 
serting a colon in lieu of the period at the 
end thereof and by adding the following: 
“Provided, That, in addition to the commodi- 
ties specified, orders may be issued pursuant 
to the provisions of this section with respect 
to other agricultural commodities or the 
products of such commodities or to any re- 
gional or market classification thereof if (A) 
the Secretary determines that the issuance of 
an order with respect to any such commodity 
or product would more effectively advance 
the interests of the producers thereof, pur- 
suant to the declared policy, and (B) a 
majority of the producers of such commodity 
or product, who, during a representative 
period determined by the Secretary, have been 
engaged, within the production area specified 
by the Secretary in the production for market 
of the commodity specified, or who, during 
such representative period, have been engaged 
in the production of such commodity for sale 
in the marketing area specified by the Secre- 
tary, voting in a referendum conducted by 
the Secretary, approve or favor the applica- 
tion of the provisions of section 8c to such 
commodity or product. Subsection (12) 


shall be applicable to any such referendum.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 8 

Page 2, line 2, strike out “or the products 
thereof.“ 

Page 2, line 3, after “products,” insert “and 
not including vegetables, other than aspara- 
gus, for canning.” f 

Page 2, line 9, strike out all of lines 9 to 
13, inclusive, and insert the following: 

“(6) In the case of fruits (including pe- 
cans, almonds, and walnuts but not includ- 
ing apples, other than apples produced in 
the States of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho, 
and not including fruits, other than olives, 
for canning) and their products, tobacco and 
its products, vegetables (not including vege- 
tables, other than asparagus, for canning) 
and their products, soybeans and their prod- 
ucts, hops and their products, honeybees, and 
naval stores as included in the Naval Stores 
Act and standards established thereunder 
(including refined or partially refined oleo- 
resin), orders issued pursuant to this section 
shall contain one or more of the following 
terms and conditions, and (except as pro- 
vided in subsection (7)) no others.” 

Page 8, beginning in line 8, strike out all 
of section 4, and insert the following: 

“Sec, 4. Section 8c (2) (U. S. C., 1940 edi- 
tion, title 7, sec. 608c (2)) is amended by in- 
serting after the word “pecans” the follow- 
ing: “almonds.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


ESTABLISHING TWO ADDITIONAL OFFICES 
OF ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF AGRI- 
CULTURE 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the present con- 

sideration of the bill (H. R. 5757) to es- 
tablish two additional offices of Assistant 
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Secretaries of Agriculture, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the right to object. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. May I point out 
to the gentleman from New York that 
there is an urgent necessity for this leg- 
islation. At the present time the De- 
partment of Agriculture is staffed by a 
Secretary, an Under Secretary, and one 
assistant. Since the one assistant and 
Under Secretary were appointed, the 
duties of the Department have been 
greatly increased, Since then we have 
placed under the Department the Soil 
Conservation Program, the Farm Secu- 
rity program, and the Farm Credit, Ag- 
ricultural Adjustment and the Rural 
Electrification programs. All these ac- 
tivities have been added to that Depart- 
ment since the appointment of the Under 
Secretary in 1934. They need these two 
policy-making assistants. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the trouble 
is that we are loading the Government 
with such an enormous bureaucracy that 
there will be nothing left but the Gov- 
ernment of the United States with no- 
body to pay the taxes. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not think this will add a single person to 
the personnel of the Department. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Vir- , 


ginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN]? 
Mr, BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H. R. 5757) to establish two addi- 
tional offices of Assistant Secretaries of 
Agriculture and for other purposes. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
8 of order that a quorum is not pres- 
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 


lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No, 242] 

Adams Cannon, Fla. Flood 
Allen, La. Carlson Fogarty 
Almond Case, S. Dak. Fuller 
Anderson, Celler Gallagher 

Calif, Clements Gardner 
Balley Clippinger Gary 
Baldwin, Md. Cochran Gathings 
Baldwin, N. Y. Coffee Geelan 
Barrett, Pa, Cole, Kans, Gillespie 
Barry Cole, N. Y Gossett 
Bates, Ky. Combs Granahan 
Bates, Mass Cooper Green 
Beall Courtney Gwinn, N. Y. 
Beckworth Cravens Hall, 

Crawford Edwin Arthur 

Bender Curley Halleck 
Bennet, N. Y. Daughton, Va. Hancock 
Blackney Dawson Hare 
Boren Delaney, Hart 

ykin James J, Hartley 
Bradley, Mich, Delaney, Hébert 
Bradley, Pa. John J. Heffernan 
Brooks Dolliver Hess 
Brumbaugh Domengeaux Hill 
Bryson Earthman Hoffman, Pa. 
Buckley Eaton Holifield 
Buffett Elston Izac 
Bunker Engel, Mich, Jennings 
Butler Fellows Johnson, Calif. 
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Johnson, Tex. Norton Russell 
Kean "Konski Ryter 

eefe O'Neal Sharp 
Kefauver O'Toole Sheppard 
Keogh Outland Sheridan 
Kerr Patrick Short 
Kilburn Patterson Simpson, Il. 
Kilday Peterson,Ga. Slaughter 
Kinzer Pfeifer Smith, Maine 
Klein Philbin Somers, N. X. 
Landis Pickett Sparkman 
Lane Ploeser Stewart 
Ludlow Powell Sundstrom 
Lynch Priest Tarver 
McGehee Rabin Thomas, N. J. 
McGlinchey Rains Thomas, Tex, 
McKenzie Rayfiel Thomason 
McMillan, S. C. Reece, Tenn, Tolan 
Mahon Reed, III. Torrens 
Maloney Rees, Kans, Towe 
Mankin Richards Traynor 
Mansfield, Rivers Vinson 

Mont. Robertson, Va. Wasielewski 
Mansfield, Tex. Robinson, Utah Welch 
Marcantonio Robsion, Ky. West 
May Rockwell Wickersham 
Merrow Roe, N. Y. Winter 
Miller, Calif. Rogers, N. Y. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Morgan Rooney Wood 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 258 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. J 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

ESTABLISHING TWO ADDITIONAL OF- 

FICES OF ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF 

AGRICULTURE 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from’ 


Virginia withdraws his motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill H. R. 5757. 


IMPORTATION INTO, OR THE DEPOSITING 
IN TERRITORIAL WATERS OF,, THE 
UNITED STATES OF GARBAGE DERIVED 
FROM PRODUCTS ORIGINATING OUT- 
SIDE OF THE CONTINENTAL UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7101) to 
protect American agriculture, horticul- 
ture, livestock, and the public health by 
prohibiting the unauthorized importa- 
tion into, or the depositing in the terri- 
torial waters of, the United States of 
garbage derived from products originat- 
ing outside of the continental United 
States, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the legisla- 
tion? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN, I shall ask the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. PHILLIPS] 
to explain the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from California, 

Mr. PHILLIPS. This bill was pre- 
pared after a conference between repre- 
sentatives of the Army, the Navy, the 
Maritime Service, the private shippers, 
the Great Lakes shippers, the Department 
of Agriculture, the California Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and the representa- 
tives of the agricultural commissioners of 
the States bordering on the ocean. It 
provides for the disposal of garbage when 
the garbage reaches the United States on 
ships, so that the hoof-and-mouth dis- 
ease, rinderpest, and other diseases of 
that kind may be prevented. I know of 
no objection to the bill. The bill now 
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presented is the bill authorized after the 
conference to which I referred. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) for the pur- 
poses of this act— 

(1) The term “garbage” means waste mate- 
rial, such as food scraps, table refuse, galley 
refuse, and refuse from stores of ships, rail- 
way cars, and aircraft, including such waste 
material in passengers’ and crews’ quarters, 
derived, in whole or in part, from fruits, vege- 
tables, or animal products which have orig- 
inated outside of, and have not previously 
legally entered, the continental United 
States. 

(2) The term “fruits, vegetables, or animal 
products” shall not include fruits, vegetables, 
or animal products, purchased as ships’ pro- 
visions in Canadian ports on the Great Lakes, 
unless there is in effect, with respect thereto, 
a proclamation issued under subsection (b) 
of this section. 

(3) The term “vessel” means every descrip- 
tion of craft or other contrivance used, or 
capable of being used, as means of trans- 
portation on or in water. 

(4) The term “aircraft” means every de- 
scription of craft or other contrivance used, 
or capable of being used, as means of trans- 
portation through the air. 

(5) The term “person” means an individ- 
ual, partnership, corporation, company, so- 
ciety, or association, a State or any agency 
thereof, or a political subdivision of a State 
or any agency thereof; and such term im- 
ports the singular or plural, as the case 
may be. 

(6) The term “United States”, when not 
limited by the adjective “continental”, in- 
cludes all Territories and possessions of the 
United States, with the exception of the 
Philippine Islands and the Canal Zone. 

(7) The term “continental United States” 
means that part of the United States located 
on the continent of North America, including 
Alaska, but excluding Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Is!ands, and the Canal Zone. 

(8) The term “territorial waters of the 
United States” means all navigable waters of 
the United States, including all portions of 
the sea within its jurisdiction. 

(9) The term “land” means not only that 
part of the earth's surface usually connoted 
by that term, but includes any building, plat- 
form, or other structure affixed to the land, 
whether permanent or temporary, and any 
pier, dock, wharf, or bridge extending into 
or across territorial waters of the United 
States. 

(10) The term “authorized representative 
of the United States” means any employee 
of the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, any customs, immigration, or pub- 
lic-health officer of the United States, and 
any commissioned, warrant, or petty officer 
of the United States Coast Guard, authorized 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to enforce 
the provisions of this act. 

(11) The term “authorized garbage col- 
lector” means any person holding an un- 
suspended and unrevoked authorization from 
the Secretary of Agriculture to collect gar- 
bage from vessels, railway cars, aircraft, and 
other vehicles arriving in the United States. 

(b) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture 
finds that any type or kind of fruit, vege- 
table, or animal product, purchased as ships’ 
provisions at Canadian ports, is likely to be a 
source of contagious disease dangerous to 
humans or animals, he shall issue a proclama- 
tion to that effect; and, whenever, after is- 
suing any such proclamation the Secretary 
finds that such type or kind of fruit, vege- 


1946 


table, or animal product, so purchased, is no 
longer likely to be a source of contagious 
disease dangerous to humans or animals he 
shall by order revoke such proclamation. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of protecting Amer- 
ican agriculture, horticulture, livestock, and 
the public health, the following acts are 
hereby prohibited and made unlawful: 

(a) Throwing, discharging, or depositing 
garbage, or causing, suffering, or procuring 
garbage to be thrown, discharged, or de- 
posited, from any vessel, railway car, aircraft, 
or other vehicle into any territorial waters 
of the United States unless such garbage has 
been reduced to fluid form. 

(b) Throwing, discharging, carrying, or 
depositing garbage, or causing, suffering, or 
procuring garbage to be thrown, discharged, 
carried, or deposited, from any vessel, rail- 
way car, aircraft, or other vehicle onto land 
within the United States: Provided, however, 
That garbage may be so carried and de- 
posited in tightly closed containers, for im- 
mediate incineration or for delivery to an 
authorized garbage collector, if arrangements 
have been made with said collector imme- 
diately to receive the same, or it may be 
otherwise safeguarded in a manner satisfac- 
tory to the authorized representative of the 
United States, 

(c) The retention or maintenance of gar- 
bage on vessels, railway cars, aircraft, or 
other vehicles within the United States ex- 
cept in tightly closed containers and under 
such treatment as may be prescribed by an 
authorized representative of the United 
States, 

Sec. 3. The presence in a vessel, railway 
car, aircraft, or other vehicle, for consump- 
tion therein, of animal products not per- 
mitted entry under the sanitary laws of the 
United States, or of fresh fruits or vegetables 
which have originated outside of the conti- 
nental United States shall constitute prima 
facie evidence that garbage which has ac- 
cumulated in the vessel, railway car, aircraft, 
or other vehicle has been derived, in whole 
or in part, from such animal products, fruits, 
or vegetables, and, for the purpose of ascer- 
taining whether any such animal products, 
fruits, or vegetables are being transported in 
any vessel, railway car, aircraft, or other 
vehicle arriving in the United States, any 
authorized representative of the United 
States shall have power, without warrant, to 
inspect any such vessel, railway car, aircraft, 
or other vehicle. 

Sec, 4. No customs entry need be filed nor 
duty paid with respect to any garbage dis- 
posed of in accordance with the provisions 
of this act. 

Sec. 5. Any authorized garbage collector 
with whom arrangements to receive garbage 
have been made by the owner, operator, 
master, or other person in charge of any 
vessel, railway car, aircraft, or other vehicle 
entering the United States, or by any au- 
thorized representative of such owner, oper- 
ator, master, or other person, shall upon re- 
ceipt of notice that garbage has been carried 
from such vessel, railway car, aircraft, or 
other vehicle and deposited upon land with- 
in the United States, proceed without delay 
to the place of such deposit and handle and 
treat the said garbage in accordance with the 
directions of an authorized representative of 
the United States. 

Sec. 6. (a) The owner or operator, or the 
master or other person in charge, of any 
vessel, railway car, aircraft, or other vehicle, 
aboard or from which a violation of section 
2 of this act occurs, shall be liable to a 
penalty of not more than $1,000, and the 
vessel, railway car, aircraft, or other vehicle 
shall be liable for the payment of such 
penalty and may be proceeded against by 
way of libel in the district court of any dis- 
trict in which the said vessel, railway car, 
aircraft, or other vehicle may be found: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
have authority to limit or mitigate any such 
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penalty under such terms and conditions as 
he may deem just and reasonable, 

(b) Any authorized garbage collector or 
any agent or employee of such collector who 
shall violate any provision of this act shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon con- 
viction thereof, shall be punished by a fine 


not exceeding $500 or by imprisonment for 


not more than 6 months, or by both such 
fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of 
the court. In addition, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, in his discretion, may suspend 
or revoke the authorization of such garbage 
collector to collect garbage under this act. 
Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed, 
however, as requiring the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to report for prosecution minor vio- 
lations of this act (or of the regulations 
issued thereunder) whenever he believes that 
the public interest will be adequately served 
by a suitable notice or warning. 

Sec. 7. When construing and enforcing the 
provisions of this act, the act, omission, or 
failure of any officer, agent, or other person 
acting for or employed by any individual, 
corporation, company, society, or association, 
within the scope of his employment or office, 
shall in every case be also deemed to be the 
act, omission, or failure of such individual, 
corporation, company, society, or association, 
as well as of such officer, agent, or other 
person. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
hereby authorized to prescribe rules and reg- 
ulations, for administrative purposes only, in 
connection with the carrying out of the pro- 
visions of this act. 

Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the pro- 
visions of this act. Funds appropriated pur- 
suant to this authorization shall be avail- 
abie for allotment by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to the bureaus and offices of the De- 
partment of Agriculture and for transfer to 
other departments and agencies of the Gov- 
ernment which the said Secretary may call 
upon to assist or cooperate in carrying out 
such purposes or for service rendered or to 
be rendered in connection therewith. 
` Sec. 10. If any provision of this act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum- 
stance is held invalid, the validity of the re- 
mainder of the act and of the application 
of such provision to other persons and cir- 
cumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 11. Nothing contained in section 13 of 
the act of March 13, 1899 (30 Stat. 1152; 33 
U. S. C., 1940 edition, 407), shall be construed 
as forbidding the discharge of fluid garbage 
ae the territorial waters of the United 

tes, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WEATHER BUREAU STATION, LANSING, 
MICH. 3 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1198) to author- 
ize the Secretary of Commerce to sell cer- 
tain property in the State of Michigan 
now occupied by the Weather Bureau 
and to acquire land in the State of Mich- 
igan for the election of a Weather Bu- 
reau station. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. FLANAGAN, I shall ask the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DON- 
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DERO], who is interested in the bill, to 
explain it. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is a very unusual bill, because Mich- 
igan wants to pay the Federal Govern- 
ment some money. Through this legisla- 
tion the Federal Treasury will receive and 
not pay out funds. The Federal Govern- 
ment has a Weather Bureau station on 
the campus of Michigan State College at 
East Lansing. The State of Michigan 
wants to buy the building and the site 
and use it for college purposes. The 
State is to provide a site to the Federal 
Government for a new station outside 
the campus. This is a most unusual bill, 
because money is to be paid the Federal 
Government for the property described 
which it now owns. I know of no objec- 
tion. The gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BLackney], in whose district this 
station is located, is vitally interested in 
the bill. He is eager for its passage and 
has been most diligent in his efforts to 
obtain approval by Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to sell, in such man- 
ner and on such terms and conditions as he 
deems to be to the best interest of the United 
States, to the Michigan State College of Agri- 
culture and Applied Science, the Weather Bu- 
reau station located on the campus of the 
said college, to convey such property to the 
said college by quitclaim deed, and to deposit 
the proceeds of such sale in the Treasury as a 
miscellaneous receipt. 

Sec. 2, The Secretary of Commerce is au- 
thorized and directed to acquire a site and 
cause to be erected thereon a suitable and 
commodious building for the use and accom- 
modation of the Weather Bureau at East 
Lansing, Mich., to replace the station author- 
— P be sold under the provisions of sec- 

on 1. 

Sec, 3. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. s 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling 
clerk, announced that the Senate had 
passed a bill of the following title, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 


ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the 


Regular Army. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to bills of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing titles: 


S. 1636. An act to amend the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 to designate the Department 
of State as the disposal agency for surplus 
property outside the continental United 
States, its Territoriesand possessions, and 
for other purposes; and 

S. 1733. An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
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legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright and 
Irvin Lee Wright, minors. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the House to the bill (S. 1236) 
entitled “An act to amend the Mineral 

` Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended, in order to promote the de- 
velopment of oil and gas on the public 
domain, and for other purposes.” 

The message also announced that the 

. Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
mittees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to bills of the House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 4080. An act to amend section 476, 
Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 35, sec. 2), 
providing for officers and employees of the 
Patent Office, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 4718. An act to amend the Civil Sery- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide annuities for certain 
officers and employees who have rendered 
at least 25 years of service. 


CURE AND PREVENTION OF CANCER 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 
4502) to authorize and request the Pres- 
ident to undertake to mobilize at some 
convenient place in the United States 
and adequate number of the world's out- 
standing experts, and coordinate and 
utilize their services in a supreme en- 
deavor to discover means of curing’ and 
preventing cancer, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is 
hereby authorized and requested to under- 
take, in whatever manner he may deem most 
appropriate, to mobilize at some convenient 
places in the United States an adequate num- 
ber of the world's outstanding experts, and 
coordinate and utilize their services through 
an independent group appointed by him in a 
supreme endeavor to discover means of cur- 
ing and preventing cancer; and to take any 
additional action that he may consider nec- 
essary or proper to achieve the desired result, 

SEC. 2. The sum of $100,000,000 is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated to enable the 
President to carry out the provisions of this 
act to be available until expended. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? ` 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a second. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts demands a second, 
and the Chair will have to recognize a 
Member on the minority side for that 
purpose. 

Without objection, a second is con- 
sidered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
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The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 243] 

Adams Engel, Mich. Norton 
Allen, La Fellows O’Konski 
Almond Fernandez O'Toole 
Anderson, Calif. Fogarty Outland 
Bailey Fuller Patrick 
Baldwin, Md. Gallagher Patterson 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gary Peterson, Ga. 
Barrett, Pa. Gathings Pfeifer 
Barry Gillespie Philbin 
Bates, Ky. Gossett Ploeser 
Bates, Mass, Granahan Powell 
Beall reen Priest 
Beckworth Gwinn, N. Y. Rabin 
Bender Hall, Rayfiel 
Bennet, N. Y, Edwin Arthur Reece, Tenn, 
Blackney Halleck Reed, III. 
Bland Hare Rees, Kans 
Boren Hart Richards 
Boykin Hartley Rivers 
Bradley, Mich. Hébert Robertson, Va 
Bradley, Pa. Heffernan Robinson, Utah 
Brooks Hess Robsion, Ky. 
Brumbaugh Hill Rockwell 
Bryson Hoffman, Pa. Roe, N. u 
Buckley Holifleld Rogers, N. Y. 
Buffett Lac Rooney 
Bunker Jennings Russell 
Butler Johnson, Calif. Ryter 
Byrne, N. Y. Johnson, Tex. 
Cannon, Fla. Kean Sheridan 
Cannon, Mo. Keefe Short 
Carlson Kefauver Simpson, Pa 
Case. S. Dak. Keogh Slaughter 
Celler Kerr Smith, Maine 
Clements Kilburn Somers, N. Y 
Clippinger Kilday Sparkman 
Cochran Kinzer Stewart 
Coffee Klein Tarver 
Cole, Kans. Landis Taylor 
Cole, N. Y. Lane Thomas, N. J. 
Combs Latham Thomas, Tex 
Cooper Ludlow Tolan 
Courtney Lynch Torrens 
Cravens McGehee ToWe 
Crawford McGlinchey Traynor 
Curley McKenzie Vinson 
Daughton, Va. McMillan, S. O. Vursell 
Dawson Mahon Wasielewski 
Delaney Maloney Welch 

James J, Mankin West 
Delaney, Mansfield, Wickersham 

John J. Mont. Winter 
Dolliver Mansfield, Tex. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Domengeaux Marcantonio Wood 
Earthman May Woodhouse 
Eaton Merrow Zimmerman 
Elsaesser Miller, Calif. 
Elston Morgan 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 258 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


MOBILIZATION OF WORLD'S CANCER 
EXPERTS 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr, NEELY]. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, ladies and 
gentlemen of the House, please come with 
me down the corridor of tribulation for 
a momentary, final farewell visit with 480 
of our fellow human beings of the United 
States who, in horrifying agony, will die 
of cancer during the next 24 hours. If 
these sufferers should be arranged in the 
order in which they will set out upon 
their journey to that undiscovered coun- 
try from which no traveler returns, the 
first whom we shall see will die within the 
next 3 minutes, the second within the 
next 6 minutes, and so on until this time 
tomorrow, when the last of the 480 
will have passed through the gruesome 
slaughterhouse which the hideous mon- 
ster, cancer, ceaselessly operates in this 
country. 
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At the conclusion of our visit with these 
480 let us remember that 17,000,000 more 
of those now living in the United States 
will eventually be destroyed by this most 
terrifying of all afflictions. When voting 
on the pending bill, will you not also re- 
member these simple mathematical 
facts: If the United States were in the 
regular shape of a rectangle, its border- 
line would be approximately 7,000 miles 
long. And if all the 17,000,000 who have 
been branded for death by cancer should 
be buried in a straight line touching one 
another, their grave would reach twice 
around this entire 7,000-mile border 
and extend an additional distance as 
great as that from Boston to the city of 
Washington. 

This, in brief, is the problem which, 
so far as human flesh and blood are con- 
cerned, the bill is designed to help to 
solve. But the foregoing is manifestly 
accompanied by a financial problem, 
because the bill contains a request for an 
appropriation of a hundred million dol- 
lars. Let us consider a few statistics that 
tend to illuminate this point. 

The Members of the Congress, with 
practical unanimity, appropriated funds 
to defray the cost of our participation 
in the Second World War at the rate of 
$221,043,000 for every day this country 
was engaged in that titanic struggle. 
But our appropriations in this matter 
were for the purpose of conquering a 
combination of deadly foes, who were 
able to destroy but 273,000 American 
service men and women during the en- 
tire period between the attack on Pearl 
Harbor and the final surrender of Japan. 
In the same time cancer killed 501,019 
of the American people. 

On the basis established by Dr. Louis I. 
Dublin, noted statistician for the Metro- 
politan Life Insurance Co., as I recently 
pointed out to this illustrious body, care 
and medicine for those who died of 
cancer in the year 1944 cost us more than 
$171,000,000. And upon the basis sup- 
plied by the same statistician, when the 
economic value of those whom cancer 
destroyed is added to the sum paid for 
medicine and care, it appears that this 
most terrifying of all earthly scourges 
extorted from the American people dur- 
ing the year mentioned more than 
$1,229,000,000. 

It is estimated that in the 3 years of 
the war we spent $335,000,000,000 to con- 
quer the Axis Powers. But during the 
same 3 years a total of much less than 
$4,000,000 of public funds was appropri- 
ated for the war against cancer which, 
during every day of this bloody conflict, 
destroyed almost twice as many of our 
people as the Nazis and Japanese were 
able to kill with the unlimited instru- 
mentalities of destruction at their com- 
mand. These comparative figures should 
make the living blush as red as blood for 
shame and cause the dead, if they could 
rise and speak, scathingly to rebuke us 
for our senseless inection and our cruel 
neglect. 

Let me once more remind the House 
of the well-known fact that cancer has 
for scores of years been steadily gaining 
on all the doctors and all the other sci- 
entists who have devoted their lives to 
the battling of this scourge. Except 


1946 


heart disease alone, cancer is the king of 
all the killers of men. The bill, if en- 
acted, will enable the President and the 
scientists whom he calls to his aid to 
make a long overdue new approach to 
the solution of the cancer problem. It 
will enable the doctors and scientists 
whom for ages lack of funds has com- 
pelled to fight the cancer monster with 
bows and arrows to exchange their use- 
less stone-age weapons for those as 
modern and effectual as the atomic 
bomb, and with them finally destroy the 
most dreaded deadly foe to humanity 
that stalks the world, and thus bestow 
a never-ending, matchless blessing on 
mankind. 

Mr. CANFIELD, Mr. Speaker, it is 
with a great deal of pleasure that I sup- 
port this bill for the mobilization of the 
world’s cancer experts, for I consider this 
one of the most momentous measures on 
which this Congress has been called to 
act. 

This Congress has never hesitated to 
mobilize men for war, nor to appropriate 
money for armaments and weapons of 
death, and it was right to do so, and 
necessary to bring about victory. Now 
we have an opportunity to mobilize 
against an enemy that killed more than 
500,000 Americans during the 3 years 
that 273,000 were dying in battle during 
the war. This enemy, which has risen 
in the past 30 years from seventh to sec- 
ond place among the death-causing dis- 
eases of the United States, strikes at the 
very fabric of our society and threatens 
every home. An estimated 17,000,000 
Americans now living will die of cancer. 
To us, through this bill, the chance is 
given to try and save many of these 
doomed millions. 

A year ago, in August 1945, I called on 
President Truman to convene a meeting 
of the leading health authorities of this 
country to discuss this very subject and 
to plan a fight against, not only cancer, 
but also polio, malaria, and similar dis- 
eases. This was shortly after the first 
atomic bomb was dropped, when it ap- 
peared that perhaps this new great war 
weapon had possibilities of leading to 
new medical discoveries. The President 
expressed his approval of the plan but 
did not think the time was then appro- 
priate. I sincerely hope that this bill 
will pass and that the President will now 
call such a meeting of experts from all 
over the world. 

Earlier this week I was pleased to vote 
with the majority that passed the hos- 
pital construction and survey bill. That 
bill was a great step forward in the battle 
to improve the health of our citizens. I 
hope many of the hospitals which will 
be built may be devoted to research and 
treatment of cancer and that other 
dread killer—polio. This present bill is 
a necessary supplement to the hospital 
bill and has even greater possibilities, 
holds greater hope for the future. I 
strongly urge its passage. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr, Speaker, at first I was against this 
bill because I thought the Public Health 
could handle the matter. Thinking it 
over, I realize that I could not vote 
against any measure that might en- 
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lighten the world, particularly our own 
country, as to what could be done in the 
cure of cancer. 

I wonder how many men on the floor 
today have a wife who fears she may 
have cancer, or a wife who is in the ago- 
nies of cancer, or a mother who died of 
cancer, or a brother who died of cancer. 
In a local hospital there is a ward of 
cancer cases from this World War. One 
of the Members of the House lost a broth- 
er because of cancer. There is a ward in 
a hospital in New York for children who 
have cancer. 

It is a horrible disease. You know 
the number of deaths. You know how 
it has affected your own family. I ear- 
nestly hope, Mr. Speaker, that the bill 
will pass. I recently heard from the 
American Society for the Control of Can- 
cer, and they asked me to express their 
very earnest hope that it would pass. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp]. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, naturally it 
is very hard for anyone to oppose a bill 
which purports to be in the interest of 
finding the cause and cure of cancer. 
Particularly is it difficult for an individ- 
ual who has spent 19 years of his life in 
the active practice of medicine and 
surgery, and has dealt with hundreds 
and hundreds of cancer cases. My own 
mother had cancer of the breast. I 
think I know something about it. 

I shall never forget the horror, almost 
terror, I experienced with one of the first 
cases I ever saw. I was just beginning as 
an intern. A patient on the ward had 
cancer of the lip which had extended 
down into his neck. One day the process 
eroded into his jugular vein, and despite 
my frantic efforts, he bled to death on 
the public ward. I was responsible and 
the shock is still vivid in my memory. 

I take second place to no man or wom- 
an in this House or in the country in my 
concern for discovering the cause and 
cure of cancer; but, Mr. Speaker, the 
passage of this bill in any such form as 
at present is by no means synonymous 
with an honest-to-goodness, scientific, 
well-thought-out, carefully planned and 
considered attack upon that dread dis- 
ease. 

Look at the text of the bill. There is 
not a single specification ín it. It reads: 

The President is hereby authorized and 
requested to undertake, in whatever manner 
he may deem most appropriate, to mobilize 
at some convenient places in the United 
States an adequate number— 


Just what does “adequate” mean? 
of the world’s outstanding experts and co- 
ordinate and utilize their services through an 
independent group appointed by him in a 
supreme endeavor to discover means of cur- 
ing and preventing cancer? 


Now, of course, the President cannot 
do all this. Somebody has to do it for 
him. Somebody else has to decide what 
manner is appropriate. Somebody else 
has to coordinate and utilize. Who is 
that somebody to be? Has the Congress 
the right, first, to appropriate $100,000,- 
000 without any specification whatso- 
ever as to how and by whom the money 
is to be spent? And is it right for us to 
trifle with the emotions, the desperate 
hopes and awful fears, of thousands of 
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people who already have or who will have 
this disease, by a grand and pious gesture 
which makes them think we are doing 
something for them when we have not the 
slightest idea whether we are or not? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Is there any- 
thing that can be done under this bill 
outside of spending $100,000,000 that 
cannot be done in the Cancer Research 
Institute which has already been set up 
in Washington and is operating under 
Federal law? 

Mr. JUDD. In my judgment, every- 
thing that can or will be done under this 
bill can be done a great deal better under 
the cancer research program that is al- 
ready well established ard functioning. 
Actually, I think this bill is not as likely to 
help as to create chaos in the whole can- 
cer research program at which a great 
many of the world’s outstanding experts 
have been working day in and day out 
for 50 years and more. They never rest 
from their labors. Now, in this bill we 
propose to bypass them and set up a new 
outfit to be controlled and operated by 
God only knows whom and in what man- 
ner nobody can predict. 

Yesterday I voted for the hospital-aid 
bill, S. 191. There were two or three 
things in that bill which I did not like, 
but at least we knew what we were voting 
for. In one place in the bill it specified 
points 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, as I recall, 
and we knew exactly what would be done 
under the bill. Here we do not have the 
slightest idea of what we are doing. I 
beg of you, my colleagues, that you do 
not, under the impulse of a perfectly 
laudable, proper, and praiseworthy mo- 
tive and emotion, vote for a bill which, 
in my judgment, is more likely to harm 
than to help. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield. 

Mr. BLOOM. Iam very much inter- 
ested in what you are saying. I would 
like to have the gentleman explain if 
he can why in all the time and years that 
these people have been working on this 
problem that cancer has risen from 
seventh on the list of deaths to second. 

Mr. JUDD. The answer is very sim- 
ple. It is because the medical profession 
has found the causes of the diseases that 
used to kill people at 10, 20, 25, and 35 
years of age. Nowadays more people live 
to the age when cancer usually develops. 
When doctors discovered diphtheria an- 
titoxin, and sulfa drugs and penicillin 
so people did not die of diphtheria, or 
blood poisoning or pneumonia, they pro- 
duced cancer victims. Cancer is second 
now because the diseases that used to be 
second, third, fourth, and so forth, have 
been so greatly reduced. Somebody here 
said that 17,000,000, or whatever the fig- 
ure is, of the people now living in the 
country are going to die of cancer. Well, 
I can tell you that 100 percent of the 
people now living are going to die of 
something. The fewer that die of tuber- 
culosis or typhoid fever, the more will 
die of something else, Surely not every- 
one will have to rush in front of an au- 
tomobile in order to die. 
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Mr. BLOOM. Does the gentleman 
really believe what he is saying? I can- 
not see it. 

Mr. JUDD. Iam sorry he cannot see 
it, but the chief reason why the cancer 
rate is rising is simply because there are 
now so Many more people in the upper- 
age brackets where cancer occurs most 
frequently. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. Iyield. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I have been 
unable to get a copy of the hearings since 
this bill was called up, but I understood 
that Dr. Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral, made substantially the same criti- 
cism as the gentleman when the com- 
mittee considered the bill. My recollec- 
tion is that the Surgeon General recom- 
mended a number of material amend- 
ments which the committee reporting 
the bill rejected. 

Mr. JUDD. The money authorized is 
not the essential thing. I will not argue 
a minute about the money. I voted yes- 
terday for even more money for hospitals, 
I voted a few weeks ago for a definite 
program for neuropsychiatric research. 
I voted 2 years or so ago a good many 
millions for tuberculosis research and 
care. I will gladly vote money for a com- 
parable cancer program. It is not the 
money that bothers me; it is the proce- 
dure or the lack of procedure in this bill 
that I object to. We have an excellent 
Public Health Service. If that is the 
agency to handle it, let us say so. If it 
is not good enough, let us scrap it and set 
up another. But I beg of you not to go 
off half-cocked, as this bill does. I ask 
the House to defeat this bill, send it back 
to the committee, and let them bring in 
something whose text will make clear 
what it is we are voting for. I say that, 
not because I do not want to find an an- 
swer to the cancer problem, but just be- 
cause I do want to find an answer to it. 
Voting for this vague, undefined grant of 

money is not the way to do it. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself half a minute just to say that 
Dr. Parran said he welcomed the oppor- 
tunity to appear at the hearings in sup- 
port of the purposes and principle of the 
bill. That is what the hearings state. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. Iam glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. What did Dr. Par- 
ran say in his letter to the chairman of 
the committee on page 16? 

1 Mr. BLOOM. What did he say? Read 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I do not want to 
take the gentleman’s time. 

. BLOOM. Lou asked me what he 
said. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. He asked you to 
have amendments placed in the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr, DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
for the bill. 

I remember talking with a general 
quite a long time ago. It was his initia- 
tion to the atomic bomb, or what was 
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then not the atomic bomb. They took 
him into a room that was filled with 
scientists and on the wall were patches 
of all kinds that meant exactly nothing 
to him. That is where they were work- 
ing. There were no diagrams. There 
was nothing spelled out. There was 
just an objective and nothing more. In 
pursuance of that objective there were 
hundreds of millions of dollars incor- 
porated in an appropriation bill that 
most of the Members of the House did 
not even know was there. Finally this 
instrument of victory was fashioned, 
and there were no meticulous guide lines 
set out as a course of extended conduct. 

Now, the atomic bomb did something 
besides snuff out 75,000 lives in Naga- 
saki and Hiroshima. It destroyed a de- 
featism with which we have been con- 
fronted, for God knows how long, in the 
face of this riddle of cancer. People are 
determined now that everything can be 
accomplished if the will and the funds 
are available, It has sharpened deter- 
mination in the field of research. It 
has given the people of this country a 
sense of proportion. Not one of these 
people blinked when it was put up to 
them that a hundred million dollars was 
proposed as an expenditure to find the 
answer to this other ghastly killer. The 
Gallup poll indicated that 87 percent of 
the people who were queried did not bat 
an eyelash about the expenditure. They 
were willing to go along. 

You know, there is a little drama about 
this thing. A few weeks ago over in the 
Senate hearing room a subcommittee 
was holding hearings on this matter and 
Senator PEPPER was in charge. He had 
introduced a physician there who came 
originally from Weimar, Germany. 
That is where one of these ghastly prison 
camps was located. It was Dr. Max 
Gerson. He is quite a specialist in that 
field. He was dependent upon live ex- 
hibits to make the case, rather than make 
it in so many words. Dr. Gerson had an 
interesting history. Long ago he was 
such a victim of migraine headaches that 
quite by accident he stumbled on a 
remedy for skin tuberculosis, which is 
known as the Sauerbruch-Gerson diet, 
So only a few weeks ago in the Senate 
hearing room this is what happened: 
Dr. Gerson was there. He brought some 
of his patients to illustrate his own ap- 
proach to the cancer problem. 

A young lady 17 years old got up on the 
witness stand right here in this building. 
She had a malignant tumor of the brain 
and no operation could be performed. 
She was paralyzed. Then they began to 
experiment with her in a hospital in New 
York. They began to experiment in the 
whole field of body chemistry, and that 
young lady was paralyzed, but she walked 
to the witness stand here in this Capitol 
and testified before that committee. 

There was a sergeant, just as burly and 
just as brawny as the word “sergeant” 
implies, who also walked to the witness 
stand and testified: He also had a brain 
tumor. They operated but they could 
not follow up with X-rays because it was 
too dangerous. Yet, through experi- 
mentation and research that has been 
going on, he managed to walk to that 
witness stand and testify. 
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Then, there was another lady ap- 
peared who had a cancer of the breast. 
She was also one of the living exhibits 
that took place over there. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In just a moment. 
Now, they could not claim a cure be- 
cause the time had not run according 
to the standards, our accepted medical 
standards. If I remember correctly, you 
cannot claim a remedy or a cure unless 
there has been absolutely no recurrence 
for a period of 5 years. But here were 
some living witnesses who did what? 
They seemed to generate a hope, irre- 
spective of the approach that was taken, 
that we can lick this thing if we mo- 
bilize the scientific brains of the world 
and the money to go after it. I do not 
want it inferred that I am promoting 
any particular approach to this subject> 
Rather I mention it because in various 
parts of the world there must be many 
approaches to the problem of cancer, 
and if this knowledge can be pooled and 
a determined research crusade made, 
we can find the answer. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr.-BLOOM. I yield the gentleman 
five additional minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. i 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Brain tu- 
mors can be removed and the patients 
do very well, so you cannot use that here. 
I would like to see the money appro- 
priated for cancer but not spent through 
another agency. We have two agencies 
now, the Cancer Research Institute, the 
United States Public Health Service, to 
which this Congress appropriated some 
$3,000,000 this last year. We have 32 
agencies in Government now dealing in 
some type of research. Why set up an- 
other one? Let us use the agencies we 
now have and force them to do all the re- 
search through this Institute. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very well; the gentle- 
man asks: “Why set up another?” The 
fact that we had all the agencies we did 
working on war-winning missiles was 
not sufficient until we set up the Manhat- 
tan project that produced the one that 
won the victory. There was a job to be 
done. There was a victory to be won. 
We were not too concerned about how 
many agencies end bureaus existed. We 
wanted an agency that could do a given 
job and do it now. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, ill the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. Iam grateful to the gen- 
tleman for making such a good and mov- 
ing statement on my side of the argu- 
ment. The cures he has so vividly por- 
trayed were worked out under the cancer 
research program which is now in opera- 
tion. Supplement it, expand it, improve 
it, but do not bypass it with a new half- 
cocked thing whose results we cannot 
possibly predict. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I hope the Members 
will let me continue for a moment, 


Mr. 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman two addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts. 

Theis is an answer to it. I remember 
what Dr. Vannevar Bush, whom I regard 
as probably the best administrative 
scientist of the United States, said with 
respect to this very matter. He said 
that— 

Our problem in the field of the atomic 
bomb, for instance, was not at first applied 
research, it was in the field of pure research 
to develop the approach. Once the approach 
was developed the rest of it was easy. 


The problem here in the field of cancer 
is the same, it is in the field of pure re- 
search to develop the approach. Shall 
we go on with the technique of eradica- 
tion through the use of electrosurgery, 
the use of the knife, the use of X-ray, the 
use of other things to eliminate cancer? 
Or are there other approaches such as 
the chemistry of the body? To think 
about this body as a chemical laboratory 
in which there can be generated the 
curative and the resistive forces that will 
expel or resist or drive out or dry up can- 
cer might finally prove to be the real 
solution, Those are the two approaches 
that have to be considered. In the mat- 
ter of cancer we should take the same 
approach we took in the matter of the 
development of the atomic bomb. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Those 
things are being done now. 

Mrs. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mrs. LUCE. My stepfather and your 
colleague, Dr. Albert E. Austin, died of 
cancer. I am therefore naturally sym- 
pathetic to this bill; but I do ask: Why 
not be done with it as long as we are 
appropriating billions and try to find 
out what causes the common cold which 
starts many a person on the way to the 
grave? And why not find out the causes 
of heart disease? And, indeed, why not 
appropriate $5,000,000, and be done with 
the whole thing? One might just as well 
do that as appropriate as we did yester- 
day $400,000,000 without knowing what 
we were doing. Why stop with cancer? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let us attack the 
thing that is the second greatest killer 
according to the statistics of the big life 
insurance companies and which should 
have some persuasive force upon us. The 
fact of the matter is that every 3 min- 
utes someone dies of cancer, but not 
every 3 minutes does someone die of a 
common cold. That is the answer. 

We are here talking about the greatest 
killer on the face of the earth. Certain- 
ly if there is one best way of tackling it, 
it is by a comprehensive plan of getting 
the best brains in the world together to 
work on it and to apply the kind of push 
that finally yielded the secrets of atomic 
power. 

Miss SUMNER ‘of Illinois. 
er, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Just a few 
short days ago my colleague joined in 
voting down amendments to the atomic 
development act that would have per- 
mitted 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I did not vote that 
down. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. The ma- 
jority did. Now you come in here and 
give a hundred million dollars to Presi- 
dent Truman that he will probably use 
to appoint somebody from Missouri to 
find out what causes cancer. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. A very, very interest- 
ing observation, I will say; but what has 
it got to do with the bill? And what has 
it got to do with the very serious busi- 
ness of dealing with a killing disease? 
Levity has its place, but not here. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask one 


question as a person who has some diffi- 


culty in getting to the point where he 
is willing to appropriate $100,000,000 to 
be spent by some persons that are un- 
known in a manner unknown. Why is 
it put in this bill if it is to be done by 
creating new agencies rather than by 
utilizing the services of the research 
agencies already set up like the Rocke- 
feller Foundation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am not averse to 
putting it in the hands of an independent 
group. As a matter of fact, I have had 
a good many dealings with Dr. Parran 
of the United States Public Health Serv- 
ice. I would like to have a fresh view- 
point from all corners of the earth on the 
subject. It is so easy to talk of setting 
up bureaus, but people continue to die 
of this disease. It is so easy to find 
refuge in the argument that there should 
be better guide lines and directives in 
expending this money, but people still 
die of cancer in greater numbers than 
ever before. 

Mr. ERVIN. Is that the reason the 
gentleman is in favor of the provision 
that this money must be spent through 
an independent group; in other words, 
exclude those who have been heretofore 
studying the matter? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is this not the way 
that we found the secret of the atomic 
bomb? There is no magic to me about 
the $100,000,000. If you want to make 
it $50,000,000 all right. The point is that 
the best brains in the world ought to be 
mobilized on this job to get it done; then 
we can move on to all the other afflictions 
to which mankind is subjected. 

Mr. ERVIN. When you write into the 
bill that this has to be done through an 
independent group, thereby excluding 
those who have heretofore been study- 
ing it, are you not excluding some of the 
best brains from further studying the 


proposition? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I doubt that very 
much. I have that much faith in the 


President of the United States that he 
is interested in the ills of the flesh and 
wants to see assembled the best brains 
to give proper attention to this subject. 
If it is the money argument which dis- 
turbs any Member of this House, then 
tell me how you can justify a vote to 
spend $100,000,000 for a single battle- 
ship with which to destroy life and not 
be willing to find a $100,000,000 with 
which to save life and to heal. Tell me 
how you justify $2,000,000,000 for an 
atomic bomb which destroyed 75,000 per- 
sons and then be unable to find justifi- 
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cation for one-twentieth of that amount 
to save many times that number of our 
own people. The victims of cancer will 
find small comfort in any argument 
about guide lines and bureaus and econ- 
omy and rules and regulations and what 
not. They are people. Upon them is 
the brand of death. They want action 
and they want it now. This must be a 
spirited and determined crusade, and 
this bill is a beginning. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BULWINKLE]. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
realize that anyone who dares oppose 
this bill in public will have telegrams 
sent all over the country about him with- 
out ever giving the true facts about it. 
I shall not speak about that. 

I shall not speak about the committee 
which assumed jurisdiction of this bill. 
That has passed. - 

But I am speaking to you about a sub- 
ject which is dear to my heart. One of 
my relatives died of cancer. Some of the 
very best friends I have had in my life 
died of cancer. But heaven knows, I 
am not getting to the point of dumping 
$100,000,000 into somebody’s lap and 
raising false hopes among the people of 
this Nation. 

Now, let us see what we have. This 
Congress in 1937 passed a cancer act and 
provided for a national cancer institute 
and a national advisory cancer council. 

Who is on that cancer council, if you 
please, and who is on it today? I doubt 
if there are many in the House, except 
probably some members of the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee and 
members of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee who know. Let me read you the 
list: 

1. Dr. George Smith, Yale University Med- 
ical School, New Haven, Conn. 

2. Dr, Sherwood Moore, director, Mal- 
linkrodt Institute of Radiology, St. Louis, Mo. 

3. Dr, Frank Adair, president of the Amer- 
ican Cancer Society, surgeon, Memorial Hos- 
pital, New York, N. Y. 

4. Dr. Charles Huggins, department of sur- 
gery, University of Chicago, Chicago, El. 

5. Dr. Andrew C. Ivy, professor of physiol- 
ogy, Northwestern University, Chicago, Ill. 

6. Dr. Robert S. Stone, professor of radi- 
ology, University of California Medical 
School, San Francisco, Calif. 


Dr. Sherwood Moore, who testified be- 
fore the committee that this research 
should be given to the existing organi- 
zation. These are the men who meet 
from time to time in this Cancer Insti- 
tute who say what shall be done and 
what shall not be done. Are they not 
interested in the welfare of the people of 
this Nation? Are you going to disregard 
their work? Ah, but the bill says that 
we want some foreign experts. The ex- 
isting law provides that the Cancer 
Council and the Cancer Institute can 
call for the foreign scientists. If you do 
not have sufficient funds to carry out the 
purposes of the act, then, as I have told 
everyone in this country, this Congress 
will provide the funds for that purpose. 
If the existing law is not sufficient to 
meet the situation then this Congress 
will amend existing law. 

Very few have read the hearings on 
this bill; exceedingly few. Why, even 
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the chairman of the committee did not 
cite that Dr. Parran had said that 
amendments should be provided in the 
bill before it passed. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think that is fair. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. What did the gen- 
tleman say? 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman asked 
what amendments Dr. Parran had sug- 
gested to the bill. If the gentleman 
wants them, I will have the Clerk read 
them. I found them in the hearings 
since the gentleman asked for them. 
You will note that this bill has been 
amended in several particulars, includ- 
ing the reference to the availability of 
the appropriation suggested by Dr. Par- 
ran. However, the committee did not 
agree with Dr. Parran that the Public 
Health Service should be designated to 
serve as the nucleus organization. 

Mr. BULWINELE. That is what I am 
saying, that the gentleman did not know 
then, but he found out since I talked 
about it. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman asked 
what they were. I naturally cannot re- 
member everything in the hearings, and 
there are a lot of things that the gentle- 
man has forgotten. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. So I say to you 
that you have everything under existing 
law that is necessary for research in 
connection- with this dread disease. 
Heaven knows that I admit everything 
that anyone says on this floor about how 
horrible cancer is. 

I ask you to vote down the motion to 
suspend the rules. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
mentioned to the Members of the House 
on a previous occasion that I have made 
a special study of cancer, and studied 
under some of the masters in the field 
of cancer research. I believe I know 
something about that field and what is 
being done in it. I have tried to follow 
the developments of cancer research for 
a great many years. I have not been 
as close to the problem in the last few 
years as I was before I came to Congress, 
but I think I am still sufficiently in 
touch with it to have some idea as to 
what is being done. 

It strikes me rather strangely when 
men get up on this floor and talk about 
mobilizing the brains of the world in this 
field. I can imagine what some of the 
men who are engaged in cancer research 
would say about a proposition of that 
Kind. You talk as though you can go out 
and promiscuously, with cash, buy these 
brains. You cannot do anything of the 
kind at all. You cannot buy research 
in this way. We hear it said that be- 
cause we developed the atomic bomb we 
are able to discover the cause and cure 
of cancer. All that is needed is to ap- 
proach the cancer problem with the same 
determination that we exhibited in re- 
spect to the atomic bomb. It is such 
comparisons as this which too often lead 
us to wrong conclusions. 

I ask you to give this matter serious 
and calm consideration. Let us not 
legislate in this emotional atmosphere, 
I am afraid if the Congress stays in ses- 
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sion a little while longer somebody is 
going to have a bill up here to prevent 
sin. I do not see how you can possibly 
avoid it. I cannot understand why a 
bill like this was written in the first place. 
It does not project any program. We 
hand the President of the United States 
$100,000,000 to find a cure for cancer. 
This is a part of the delusion that pos- 
sesses us that somehow or other by leg- 
islation we can cure just about anything. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr, Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. SHAFER. As I understand it, the 
best brains in dealing with cancer are 
already employed in research by our 
great medical houses throughout the 
country. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. SHAFER. At the present time in 
this country I understand many of our 
great concerns manufacturing medicine 
have banded together. In my district 
there is now being built a research lab- 
oratory to cost $4,000,000, and they have 
some of the best brains of this country 
and Europe working on cancer there. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The Rockefeller 
Institute contributes a great deal to can- 
cer research. If we have any money to 
spend in this field would it not be more 
the part of wisdom to place such funds 
in the hands of those who direct the ex- 
istent well organized and developed can- 
cer research institutions? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to remind the 
House that Madame Curie discovered ra- 
dium, which is used in the cure of cancer. 
I think we can well have the benefit of 
the minds of the foreign scientists and 
doctors who can be helpful. May I also 
remind the House that Dr. Adair, of 
Memorial Hospital and a member of the 
American Society for the Control of Can- 
cer, and Dr. Murphy, of the Rockefeller 
Institute, also a member of that society, 
as well as other doctors of great note, 
have done a great deal of work in cancer 
and still want more work done in the 
research and cure of cancer. Dr. Adair 
testified before the committee on it. 

I shall insert in the Recorp the names 
of some 16 other doctors who have sup- 
ported this bill. 

The names of doctors appearing be- 
fore the committee are as follows: 

Dr. H. J. Bagg, director, Bagg Research 
Laboratory, Yorktown Heights, N. Y, 

Dr. Gemma Barzilai, gynecologist, New 
York, N. Y. 

Dr. Carl Beck, Chicago, Nl. 

Dr, Howard Curtis, professor of physiology, 
Columbia University. 


Dr. Andrew J. Donnelly, pathologist, the 


Institute for Cancer Research, Lankenau Hos- 
pital Research Institute. 

Dr. G. Failla, Columbia University, New 
York City. 

Dr. Harry B. Friedgood, president and di- 
rector of research, Cancer Research Founda- 
tion of California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dr. Ira I. Kaplan, director, radiation therapy 
department, Bellevue Hospital. 

Dr. Daniel Laszlo, division of neoplastic 
diseases, Montefiore Hospital, New York, N. Y, 

Dr. Sherwood Moore, Barnes Hospital, and 
professor of radiology at Washington Univer- 
sity Medical School, St. Louis, Mo. 
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Dr. John E. Moseley, attending radiologist, 
Sydnham Hospital, New York, N. Y. 

Dr. Thomas Parran, Surgeon General of 
the United States Public Heaith Service. 

Dr. John Rehner, Jr., chemist in charge of 
research on high polymer molecules for the 
Standard Oil Development Co. (a subsidiary 
of the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey). 

Dr. Simon L. Ruskin, New York City. 

Dr. Louis H, Seagrave, director, Cancer Re- 
search Foundation of California, 

Dr. Philip R. White, director, division of 
general physiology of the Institute for Can- 
cer Research, Philadelphia, Pa. 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Monroney]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot hope to meet the arguments by 


the distinguished doctors in this House 


on which organizations should handle 
cancer research and which should not, 
or on which bureaucracy should get the 
glory for the discovery of the cure for 
cancer. But I do know that in this year, 
while the clock ticks by and Congress de- 
lays action this session, 171,000 additional 
Americans will die. I say to you that 
the time is now if we want to help save 
these lives. If we want to contribute 
more than this Congress has contributed 
to human life and human health in any 
other measure in the past year, let us 
pass this bill and send this bill over to the 
Senate of the United States and let them 
take action. The Senate can modify 
this, consider which agencies it favors, 
and turn it over to an independent 
agency or not, as they choose. But the 
important thing is, let us take action 
today and now. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Mrs. DOUGLAS]. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, one out of every eight adults in 
the United States will die of cancer. The 
question was asked by the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut, “Why not start re- 
search to discover the cause of the com- 
mon cold?” What the doctors and scien- 
tists testified to before our committee 
was that whereas in the atomic bomb 
project the basic sciences were known 
before scientists started to experiment in 
the making of an atomic bomb, when we 
come to molecular life we know nothing. 
Cancer differs from all other afflictions 
of men—cancer cells live and breathe. 
We know nothing about growth, so that 
in experimenting in cancer research, 
we may discover anything—even the 
cause of the common cold. We may dis- 
cover the secret of life itself. The fact 
remains that we are handling cancer as 
we did 2,500 years ago. Dr. Harry B. 
Friedgood, president and director of re- 
search, Cancer Research Foundation of 
California, said, “Although the present 
treatment of cancer is a credit to the in- 
genuity of research scientists, it is still 
only a modern version of that employed 
by the Greeks 2,500 years ago, the an- 
cients cut out or burned out what they 
termed ‘anarchistic cells’.” 

Today the only known cures for can- 
cer are surgery or X-ray treatment. 

Cancer, the second greatest killer of 
man is a masked monster. In heaven's 
name let us vote to tear that mask away. 
Let us vote to provide the physical facili- 
ties, scientific equipment for engaging 
the well-paid services of competent re- 
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search workers in biophysics, biochemis- 
try, biology, bacteriology, immunology, 
and the neighboring sciences that have a 
bearing on this problem. 

If we are going to find out what can- 
cer is and if we are going to then find a 
cure for cancer we must vote for this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tlewoman from California has expired. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
balance of the time to the gentleman 
from West Virginia, the author of the 
bill [Mr. NEELY]. 

Mr. NEEDY. Mr. Speaker, the few 
doctors who have testified or spoken 
against the bill are like the newly wed 
young woman who, when she was asked 
whether she could sew, promptly re- 
sponded: “No, but I can rip up beauti- 
fully.” These particular members of the 
medical profession who modestly inform 
us of their unlimited knowledge and wide 
experience cannot even tell us whether 
cancer is a germ disease, or how to save 
a single life that is threatened by its 
curse. But they can, with unlimited en- 
thusiasm, “rip up” the pending proposal 
which is designed to help save from 
agony and death the 500,000 of our peo- 
ple who now have cancer and the 17,- 
000,000 others of our living whom it has 
branded for destruction in the days to 
come. These doctors are among the 
small minority who are oblivious to the 
fact that every passing year adds to the 
demonstrations that cancer cannot be 
eradicated by any means now known, 
and that it is impossible with available 
funds, existing facilities and present 
methods either to check the persistent 
acceleration of cancer's terrifying en- 
croachment, or stay the progressive in- 
crease of its horrifying destruction in 
this or any other land. 

In the life-and-death struggle against 
cancer, no country has ever supplied its 
doctors or other scientists with sufficient 
funds to enable them to advance even to 
the age of the flintlock musket. And 
while we persist in feebly fighting cancer 
in the manner approved in our grand- 
mothers’ days, this brutal destroyer con- 
tinues to laugh at our calamity and 
mock at our fear. The few doctors who 
oppose this measure apparently fail to 
comprehend the meaning of unerring 
statistics which demonstrate that every 
nation on earth has, for generations, 
been traveling and is still traveling a 
cancer road that leads straight to the 
sepulcher of the human race. 

In the words of James Russell Lowell: 
The time is ripe, and rotten-ripe for change; 
Then let it come: I have no dread of what 
Is called for by the instinct of mankind. 


I appeal to the House to pass che bill, 
and thus make it possible for the Presi- 
dent, in cooperation with preeminent 
scentists such as Dr. Einstein, those who 
solved the problem of utilizing atomic 
energy, members of the National Acad- 
emy of Science, and outstanding experts 
from the great institutions of learning 
and investigation of the United States 
and all other countries on the globe to 
proceed at once to do what never has 
been done, namely, solve the problem of 
curing and preventing cancer—the un- 
mitigated curse which, if not assaulted 
by means as revolutionary as the atomic 


bomb, will eventually destroy the last of 
the human race and make the world as 
voiceless as the tomb. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLOOM] that the rule be sus- 
pended and the bill be passed as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. BLoom) there 
were—ayes 70, noes 107. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 


the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 126, nays 139, answered 


“present” 1, not voting 164, as follows: 


YEAS—126 
Andrews, Ala. Gore Pace 
Andrews. N. Y. Gorski Patman 
Biemiller Granger Peterson. Fla. 
Bloom Grant, Ala Pittenger 
Bolton Hagen Poage 
Brown, Ga. Hall, Price, Fla. 
Buchanan Leonard W. Price. Il. 
Byrne N. Y. Harless, Ariz. Rabaut 
Camp Havenner ns 
Canfield Hays Randolph 
Cannon, Mo Healy Rankin 
Carnahan edrick Resa 
Chelf Henry Riley 
Ghiperfield Hoch Roe, Md. 
Clason Hook Rogers, Mass 
Cox Huber Rowan 
Crosser Hull Sabath 
Cunningham Jackson Sadowski 
D'Alesandro Jarman 
De Lacy Johnson, Ind. Savage 
D'Ewart Jonkman Sheppard 
Dingell Kearney Sikes 
Dirksen Kee Simpson. Pa 
Douglas, Calif. Kelley, Pa. Spence 
Douglas, Ill King Starkey 
Doyle Kirwan Stevenson 
Eberharter Kopplemann Stigler 
Elliott LaFollette Sullivan 
Engle, Calif. Lesinski Sundstrom 
Fallon Link Thomas, Tex 
Feighan McCormack Thomason 
Fernandez Madden Trimble 
Flannagan Manasco Voorhis, Calif. 
Flood Monroney Wadsworth 
Folger Morrison Walter 
Forand Mundt Weaver 
Fulton Murdock White 
Gamble Murray, Wis Wolcott 
Gardner Neely Woodhouse 
Gearhart O'Brien, Ill Worley 
Geelan O’Brien, Mich. Zimmerman 
Gerlach O'Neal 
Gordon Outland 
NAYS—139 

Abernethy Doughton, N. C. Horan 
Allen, II. Drewry Howell 
Anderson, Durham Jenkins 

H. Carl Dworshak Jensen 
Andresen, Ellis Johnson, Hl, 

August H. Ellsworth Jones 
Angell Ervin - Kelly, II. 
Arends Fenton Knutson 
Arnold Fisher Kunkel 
Auchincloss Gavin Lanham 
Barden Gibson Larcade 
Barrett, Wyo. Gifford Lea 
Bell Gillette LeCompte 
Bennett, Mo, Gillie LeFevre 
Bishop Goodwin Lemke 
Bonner Lewis 
Brehm Grant, Ind. Lyle 
Brown, Ohio Gregory McConnell 
Buck riffiths McDonough 
Bulwinkle Gross McGregor 
Byrnes, Wis. Gwynne, Iowa McMillen, II 
Campbell Hale Martin, Iowa 
Case, N. J. Hancock Martin, 4 
Chapman Hand Mason 
Chenoweth Harness, Ind. Mathews 
Ch Michener 
Clark Herter Miller, Nebr. 
Clevenger Heselton s 
Cole, Mo. Hinshaw Norblad 
Colmer Hobbs Norrell 
Cooley Hoeven O'Hara 
Corbett Hoffman, Mich. Phillips 

Holmes, Mass. Pickett 

vis Holmes, Wash, Plumley 

Dondero Hope Pratt 


[Roll No. 244] 
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Ramey Simpson, III Tibbott 
Reed, Smith, Ohio Vorys, Ohio 
Reed, N. Y. Smith, Va Vursell 
Rich Smith. Wis Weichel 
Rizley Springer Whitten 
Robertson, Stefan Whittington 
N. Dak. Stockman Wigglesworth 
Rodgers, Pa Sumner, Ill Wilson 
Rogers, Fla. Sumners, Tex, Winstead 
Schwabe, Mo. Taber Wolverton, N. J. 
Schwabe, Okla. Talbot Woodruff 
Scrivner Talle 
Thom 
ANSWERED “PRESENT"— 
Shafer 
NOT VOTING—164 
Adams Engel, Mich. Marcantonio 
Allen, La. Fellows ay 
Almond Fogarty Merrow 
Anderson, Fuller Miller, Calif. 
Calif. Gallagher Morgan 
Bailey Gary Murray, Tenn 
Baldwin, Md. Gathings Norton 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gillespie O’Konski 
Barrett, Pa. tt O'Toole 
Barry Granahan Patrick 
Bates, Ky. Green Patterson 
Bates, Mass. Gwinn,N.Y. Peterson, Ga 
Beall u, Pfeifer 
Beckworth Edwin Arthur Philbin 
Bender Halleck Ploeser 
Bennet, N. Y. Hare Powell 
Blackney Hart Priest 
Bland Hartley Quinn, N Y. 
Boren Hébert Rabin 
Boykin Heffernan Rayñfiel 
Bradley, Mich. Hendricks Reece, Tenn. 
Bradley, Pa Hess Rees, Kans. 
Brooks Hill Richards 
Brumbaugh Hoffman,Pa. Rivers 
B n Holifield Robertson, Va. 
Buckley Izac Robinson. Utah 
Buffett Jennings Robsion, Ky. 
Bunker Johnson, Calif. Rockwell 
Butler. Johnson, Okla. Roe, N.Y 
Cannon, Fla Johnson, Tex. Rogers, N.Y 
Carlson Judd Rooney 
Case, S. Dak Kean Russell 
Celler Keefe Ryter 
Clements Kefauver Sheridan 
Clippinger Keo Short 
Coc Kerr Slaughter 
Coffee Kilburn Smith, Maine 
Cole, Kans Kiday Somers, N. Y. 
Cole, N. Y. Sparkman 
Combs Klein Stewart 
Cooper Landis Tarver 
Courtney Lane Taylor 
Cravens Latham Thomas, N. J. 
Crawford Luce Tolan 
Curley Ludlow Torrens 
Daughton, Va. Lynch Towe 
Dawson McCowen ‘Traynor 
Delaney, McGehee Vinson 
James J. McGlinchey Wasielewski 
Delaney, McKenzie Welch 
John J. McMillan, S. C. West 
Dolliver Mahon Wickersham 
Domengeaux Maloney Winter 
Earthman Mankin Wolfenden, Pa. 
Eaton Mansfield, Wood 
Elsaesser Mont. 
Elston Mansfield, Tex. 


So (two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 


Mr. Klein and Mr. Izac for, with Mr. Brum- 
baugh against. 
Mrs. Smith of Maine and Mr. Shafer for, 
with Mr. Judd against. 
Mr. Lane and Mr, Rabin for, with Mr. Short 


against. 


Mr. Green and Mr. Dawson for, with Mr. 
Ploeser against. 


General pairs until further notice: 
Mr. Vinson with Mr. Taylor. 


Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Edwin Arthur 


Hall. 


Priest with Mr. Eisaesser. 
Fogarty with Mr. Halleck, 
Lynch with Mr. Eaton. 

. Coffee with Mr. Hartley. 
Keogh with Mr. Adams, 

. Holifield with Mr. Beall. 
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Mr. Barry with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Bender. 

Mr. Almond with Mr. Jennings. 

Mr. Rayfiel with Mr. Blackney. 

Mr. Domengeaux with Mr. Hess, 

Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Anderson of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Bradley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Fel- 
lows. 

Mr. Roe of New York with Mr, Elston, 

Mr. Maloney with Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Cole of 
Kansas. 
Hébert with Mr, Kilburn. 

James J. Delaney with Mr. Cole of New 


ree 


Yor 
Hart with Mr. Rees of Kansas. 

Bailey with Mr. Carlson. 

Cooper with Mr. Buffett. 

Boykin with Mr. Gillespie. 

Gathings with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 
Bryson with Mr. Crawford. 

Granahan with Mr. Bennet of New 
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O'Toole with Mr. Clippinger. 
Gary with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 
Buckley with Mr. Butler. 
McGehee with Mr. Landis. 
Celler with Mr. McCowen 
McGlinchey with Mr. Merrow. 
Traynor with Mr. Reece of Tennessee. 
Rooney with Mr. Winter. 

Mr. Wasielewski with Mr. Robsion of Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Powell with Mr. Gwinn of New York. 


Mr. Rogers of New York with Mr. Baldwin 
of New York. 


Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr. 
Welch. 

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Johnson 
of California. 

Mr. Mahon with Mr. Kinzer. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Thomas 
of New Jersey. 


Mr. Monpock changed his vote from 
“present” to “yea.” 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota 
changed his vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
pair with the gentleman from Minne- 
sota, Mr, Jupp. If he were present he 
would have voted “nay.” I voted “yea.” 
I withdraw my vote and vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to suspend the rules and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment to the joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to quiet the 
titles of the respective States, and others, 
to lands beneath tidewaters and lands 
beneath navigable waters within the 
boundaries of such States and to prevent 
further clouding of such titles. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution, 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 3, after line 21, insert: 

“The United States excepts from this dis- 
claimer and retains all right, title, and in- 
terest claimed and asserted by Presidential 
Proclamation No. 2667 of September 28, 1945, 
or otherwise to the subsoil and sea bed of or 
the resources in the continental shelf lying 
oceanward from the area described in the 
first clause (1) of the preceding paragraph.” 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? . 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
& second, 


~ 
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The SPEAKER. Does any Member of 
the minority demand a second? 

Mr. HINSHAW,. I demand a second, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the motion? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. A 
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. On 
the last suspension that rule was not in- 
voked. Both Members who controlled 
the time were in favor of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Since the question 
has been raised, the Chair thinks the 
opposition is entitled to the time. 

Does the gentleman from Alabama de- 
mand a second? 

Mr. HOBBS. I do, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that a second 
be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. No amendment is in 
order, í 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
concur in the Senate amendment with 
an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. That motion is not in 
order. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I have an 
agreement with the gentleman from 
Texas that I would be permitted to of- 
fer an amendment to the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair knows 
nothing about that agreement. An 
amendment to this motion is not in order, 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUM- 
NERS] is recognized for 20 minutes and 
the gentleman from Alabama IMr. 
Hosss] is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a matter with which I believe the 
Members of the House are very familiar. 
This is the tideland bill which passed the 
House not very long ago almost unani- 
mously. The amendment adopted in the 
Senate excludes from the operation of 
this bill the territory contiguous to the 
States known as the Continental Shelf, 
which is a very shallow part of the ocean 
extending out from the continent. The 
purpose of the amendment of the Senate 
is to exclude that land beyond the limits 
disclaimed by the States from the oper- 
ation of this bill. The motion is to con- 
cur in that amendment which has been 
adopted by the Senate. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr, DONDERO. Does it include or ex- 
clude the shore line of the Great Lakes? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. The bill as 
it passed the House excludes all the 
shorelines of the Lakes. As stated, the 
Senate amendment now being considered 
has to do cnly with the Continental Shelf 
extending out into the ocean. 

Mr. DONDERO. It only applies to 
tideland shores? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Permit me 
to make this statement which I believe 
may clarify the situation: The Members 
of the House know that submerged lands 
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under navigable waters and 3 miles from 
the shore under the old English law be- 
longed to the King. When the Thirteen 
Colonies gained their independence it was 
recognized that they acquired all the 
titles which the King had. From the 
beginning of our independence it has 
been held that the submerged lands that 
bordered the States for 3 miles beyond 
the shore belonged to the States. That 
is true with reference to the lands under 
the navigable rivers—river beds—as the 
gentleman will recall. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. So that I may get the 
situation clearly, and I believe that my 
colleague from Michigan is interested in 
the very same thing that I am interested 
in, does this proposal which is now on 
the Speaker’s desk give Michigan protec- 
tion so far as her shoreline is concerned? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is right. 

Mr. DINGELL. And it puts all other 
Great Lakes States on a par with the 
western seaboard and the eastern sea- 
board and the Gulf coast? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. This 
bill affects land like the land in Chicago 
that has been reclaimed and the land in 
Boston where the people have built and 
land in San Francisco where the people 
have built. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The gentleman 
very kindly stated that the exception em- 
braced in the Senate amendment em- 
braces the shelf on the Pacific coast. I 
ask the gentleman from Texas if there 
is a similar shelf or a shelf within the 
meaning of that amendment along the 
Gulf coast east or west of the Mississippi 
River. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do not 
know of any such shelf. It may be but I 
never heard it spoken of with reference 
to the Texas coast. I do not believe any 
of the States are attempting to estab- 
lish or claim sovereignty on land in the 
shallow parts of the ocean beyond the 
strip, as to most States extending 3 miles 
from shore. Of course, in the Gulf States 
it goes some farther than 3 miles. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Then this 
amendment does not change the Gulf 
shore? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No. And I 
think the States ought not to assert any 
claim to the continental shelf away out in 
the ocean. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. Does the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary feel that the question involved 
here is purely a judicial question and not 
a legislative question? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do not 
think it is purely a judicial question. 
I think it is a matter of very high public 
policy. We have had in this country for 
a long, long time this recognition of the 
sovereignty of the States with regard to 
this territory. 

Many communities have builded very 
substantial buildings on reclaimed lands, 
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and it would tremendously disturb the 
whole situation in America if now, by 
some chance, the Supreme Court should 
hold that the people have been mistaken 
through all these years; that that is 
really Federal property and the Federal 
Government can come in and claim it, I 
think that involves a high question of 
public policy about which the Congress 
of the United States should express itself. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. HANCOCK. The only question in- 
volved is the Senate amendment. I un- 
derstand the purpose of the Senate 
amendment is to protect the claim of the 
Continental Shelf beyond the 3-mile limit 
in the Pacific Ocean. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Substan- 
tially so. The House has passed this bill 
almost unanimously. It went to the Sen- 
ate. This amendment to that bill comes 
back from the Senate and is here to make 
certain that the Federal Government has 
sovereignty over these shelves. The only 
new question would be whether or not the 
House would agree to that exemption. 

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. With the ex- 
ception of the amendment of the Senate, 
this resolution simply reaffirms the law 
that has been laid down by the court ever 
since we had a court? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 
right. 

Mr. HOOK. Then why pass this bill in 
order to stop a Supreme Court decision? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. For the very 
reason that we do not care to take a 
chance on the Supreme Court or anybody 
else disturbing a condition that has ob- 
tained in America since the beginning of 
this country. It is an important matter 
of public policy and it is within the power 
and the duty of the Congress to secure it. 

Mr. HOOK. Is it not a question of who 
gets the oil? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; I do not 
think so. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. Is it not a fact that the 
great State of Texas has reached away 
out into the water and claimed the oil 
far off the shore? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I think it is. 

Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. WEICHEL. With reference to the 
Great Lakes, and specifically with refer- 
ence to Lake Erie, does this bill only 
give the State of Ohio and the States ad- 
joining Lake Erie the right out for 3 
miles? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I could not 
give you any opinion about that. This 
bill is the cession of any claim of Federal 
jurisdiction. I do not know how far out 
into the Great Lakes that extends. 

Mr. WEICHEL. Will this bill take 
away rights from the various States? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No. 

This bill, I mean the Senate amend- 
ment; the only thing we are acting on, is 
for the purpose of making it clear, as I 
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understand it, that the claim of the Fed- 
eral Government to the Continental 
Shelf be not disturbed. 

Mr. WEICHEL. It does not cover 
anything on the Great Lakes, specifi- 
cally? With reference to the Great 
Lakes, just what does it do? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. It does not 
disturb the Great Lakes at all. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly the 
turn that this has taken. I understood, 
and it is not disputed, that there was 
an agreement between the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SuMNERS] 
and myself that my amendment would 
be, with his full consent, offered as an 
amendment to the Senate amendment. 
I now ask the gentleman if that was not 
the understanding that obtained be- 
tween us. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I would not 
state that that was the understanding, 
but as far as I am concerned I would be 
glad to have the gentleman’s amend- 
ment considered, and I have no objection 
to its being considered. 

Mr. HOBBS. I thank the gentleman. 


` That is exactly the request I am going 


to make. I am going to make the unani- 
mous-consent request that in fairness I 
be allowed to offer the amendment. This 
is not a contest between parliamenta- 
rians. I am no parliamentarian and I 
know little or nothing about parliamen- 
tary law. So I appeal to the fairness of 
the House that this amendment, which 
probably will be voted down just as cer- 
tainly as the fact that the conference 
report will be adopted, should be con- 
sidered. But that is not the point. The 
point is that in fairness there ought not 
to be a bona fide amendment to the 
Senate amendment shut off without 
being considered, in view of my agree- 
ment with my chairman, who was and is 
in charge of the bill. I believe that even 
the gentleman from California and every 
Member of the House ought to grant that 
request. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. Always I am glad to 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. HANCOCK. As I recall, the gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. Hosss] op- 
posed the original bill when it was de- 
ae here, and he is still opposed to the 

ill. 

Mr. HOBBS. Yes, sir, 

Mr. HANCOCK. The object of his 
amendment is to delay the bill until after 
this Congress has adjourned or to kill it 
entirely. He says he has consulted with 
the chairman of the committee with 
reference to the amendment. Has he 
consulted with anybody else? Has he 
ever brought it to the attention of any- 
body on this side of the aisle? I have 
never heard of it or seen it. 

Mr. HOBBS. No, sir; I thought it was 
coming up by unanimous consent as it 
was the other day. When I consulted 
our chairman I had no idea that anyone 
would be less than glad to have the 
amendment heard and passed on. 
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

. Mr. HOBBS. With pleasure, sir. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do not 
know much about parliamentary rules 
either, but as far as I am concerned I 
join in the unanimous-consent request 
so that the gentleman may have a vote 
on his amendment. 

I should like to ask this question. The 
same subject has been under considera- 
tion and bills have been pending for the 
past 10 years. Is not that true? 

Mr. HOBBS. No, sir; this is the first 
bill of its kind, the others were the re- 
verse of this one, and this bill was first 
filed, I think, in 1945. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. One further ques- 
tion: The gentleman offered an amend- 
ment when the bill originally cleared 
the House that was somewhat of the 
same character insofar as what this 
amendment would accomplish. Is that 
true? 

Mr. HOBBS. That is right. This only 
amends the Senate amendment, but is 
similar to my amendment offered last 
spring when the bill passed the House. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Under the circum- 
stances I want to protect the interests 
of the State of California and I shall 
be forced to object to the gentleman’s 
request when he submits it, and serve 
notice accordingly. ‘ 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am so happy to yield 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
California. f 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Would 
not the effect of the gentleman’s amend- 
ment simply be to divorce the question 
of the conservation of the Nation’s oil in 
the last remaining great pool that the 
Nation has from this question about 
streets and filled in land and stream beds 
and all the rest of it about which there 
is no real controversy? Is not that the 
gentleman’s purpose? To separate those 
two questions? 

Mr. HOBBS. That is right; absolute- 
ly right, sir, and to preserve the Gov- 
ernment’s suit now pending in the Su- 
preme Court. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am glad to yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from California, 

Mr. DOYLE. Is it not a fact that the 
amendment which the gentleman wants 
to offer in language and purpose is to 
defeat the purpose of the bill as it was 
passed by the Senate and amended? Is 
not that the effect of the gentleman’s 
amendment? 

Mr. HOBBS. I will be glad to answer 
the gentleman. That is only partially 
true, sir. It is my unalterable purpose 
to call again to the attention of this 
House, if I may, our constitutional duty 
to safeguard the national defense and to 
enable our Government to maintain 
armies and navies, which they cannot do 
without the propelling power of oil. 
Without the amendment I hoped to be 
allowed to offer, this bill is a menace and 
should be defeated. With that amend- 
ment adopted, the bill would be accept- 
able. 

This bill is aimed tf make it impos- 
sible, except by the grace of the States, 


Mr. 
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to defeat the constitutional powers which 
the States granted in the Constitution 
of the United States to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. By the way, I want to call 
attention to the fact that our distin- 
guished chairman has fallen into an 
error when he says that under the treaty 
of peace of Paris the powers of the King 
were transferred to the Thirteen Colonies 
or to the States. The gentleman has just 
fallen into error.accidentally in the heat 
of argument. Everyone knows that the 
treaty of peace at Paris was made with 
the United States of America, not with 
the several States or Colonies. The 
United States of America, eo nomine, 
negotiated and executed the treaty of 
peace at Paris as a sovereign entity by 
agreement of the Colonies. Under the 
decision in the Curtiss-Wright case there 
can be no question about that statement. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 
consumed 10 minutes. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. LAFOLLETTE]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I wonder 
if we may have the gentleman’s amend- 
ment read to see what he is talking about. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not yield if it comes out of my time. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Mr. Speaker, I do 

-not yield for a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Speaker, there are about three 
things involved in this. Two of them are 
very vital and one, I may say to my 
friends from the Middle West, may be 
political. So we will look at it both ways. 

In the first place there is a suit pend- 
ing in the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and I have heard numerous ob- 
jections to Executive interference with 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 
We fought that issue out here before, 
possibly, and lost it; but there is no more 
justification for legislative interference 
with the operation of the judiciary than 
there is for the Executive interference. 
I have always opposed Executive inter- 
ference. 

In the second place, when this bill was 
up and being discussed before, I asked 
a question which no one has answered for 
me to date. Where is the title from the 
time when there was once a 3-mile limit, 
which has since been extended under 
President Hoover, then again extended 
under President Roosevelt, and again 
under President Truman. 

I call your attention to the fact that 
it is not the National Guard of California 
or Texas or Mississippi or any other 
coastal State which is going to enforce 
this sovereignty, which you are about to 
give away. It is the Army and the Navy 
of the United States and the people that 
live otherwise than on the coastal sec- 
tions of this country, their sons must help 
sustain it. 

Finally—and this is the political angle 
if the other does not appeal to you gen- 
tlemen—in April of this year I made a 
speech on behalf of and with the con- 
sent and approval of every national 
farmers group in the United States, by 
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resolution adopted by their national 
bodies, the American Farm Bureau, the 
Grange, the National Council of Co-ops 
and the Farmers Union (the first time 
they were ever together on anything 
of any kind), about claims they had 
filed, preempting claims on the Conti- 
nental Shelf and the rest of the land be- 
longing to the United States for the pur- 
pose of drilling for oil. 

I want to say now that I talked with 
the attorney, who asked me to make that 
speech for those farm groups on this 
floor, on Wednesday of this week in 
Washington, and they are not satisfied 
with the Senate amendment as it stands 
today. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. WHITE]. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with most everything said by the gentle- 
man from Alabama. We must recog- 
nize the vital need for oil for defense 
and protection of America, but I won- 
der where the gentleman from Alabama 
was when one-third of the 57 sections 
comprising the Elk Hills Naval Reserve in 
California was given away. I wondered 


today, when he was making this speech - 


on the floor, about the vital oil that is 
needed to protect this country that is 
pouring out of that naval reserve this 
very minute going into commercial use. 
I wonder what he thinks of that. I want 
to call attention to this House that in the 
offshore area of the State of Teaxs, on the 
so-called Continental Shelf, oil is being 
extracted and has been extracted under 
the laws of Texas for years. We read 
how they find these salt domes and oil 
wells by means of geophysic prospecting, 
going far out from shore in the ocean 
and drilling oil wells and taking out the 
oil, if the rights of California are to stop 
at the shore line. Why the discrimina- 
tion between California and the great 
State of Texas? Texas has been draw- 
ing oil from under submerged land all 
these years. 

I want to ask the gentleman about 
that, and I want to ask him where he 
was when these 57 sections in the Elk 


Hills Naval Reserve in California were- 


being taken over, lock, stock, and barrel; 
oil reserves on which this country must 
depend for national defense, if you 
please, by one of the greatest oil com- 
panies in this country. One-third of 
the 57 sections was given to the oil com- 
pany, and oil is now flowing out into 
commercial use. If we want to really do 
something to protect the interest of the 
United States, let us start at the right 
place and keep in reserve the vital oil 
set aside for the use of the Navy in the 
defense of our country. I am in favor 
of this bill. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. BIEMILLER]. 

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the gentleman from Alabama is 
perfectly correct in the contention he 
made on this floor a few minutes ago. 
The issue here today is one of oil for 
defense. I have been notified only today 
by the chairman of the House Commit- 
tee on Naval Affairs that it will be neces- 
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sary for that committee to come back 
here in September to conduct hearings 
on a re-lease on the Elk Hills oil reserve. 
The Government’s supply of oil is peril- 
ously low. 

We have been hearing from many 
Members of this House during the past 
few days great patriotic protestations of 
their desire to defend the United States, 
of their paramount interest in defense. 
Today, if we really mean that, we have 
to vote to maintain the Federal rights 
in the last remaining great oil pool in 
this country. If you examine the resolu- 
tion before us carefully, you will agree 
that is the real issue. 

I regret that the gentleman from Ala- 
bama is prevented by the parliamentary 
situation from presenting his amend- 
ment. With his amendment, which 
would have reserved the oil and mineral 
rights in all tidelands to the Govern- 
ment of the United States, all of us 
could have supported the resolution. 
Then there could be no clouding of the 
issue which has occurred by the clever 
use the oil lobbyists have made of munic- 
ipal rights in filled-in land, and so forth. 
But the parliamentary situation now 
stands, I repeat that if we support the 
resolution before us we are voting to give 
away oil that is badly needed by the 
Navy and the Army of our country. We 
had better think twice before we give 
away this last great pool of oil which 
should be reserved for the people of the 
United States of America and partic- 
ularly for the defense of our country. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HinsHaw]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Alabama and the former 
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. Nye, 
both introduced resolutions in their re- 
spective bodies several years ago to claim 
jurisdiction and title on the part of the 
United States to al. the submerged lands 
all over the coastal and inland water 
areas. These submerged-land States, in- 
cluding my State, had exercised unques- 
tioned jurisdiction over those lands ever 
since the formation of this Government. 
In my own State that jurisdiction is 
claimed by the State and has been ex- 
ercised for 100 years. These resolutions 
were for the purpose of taking away 
from the several States, including my 
State, their title and jurisdiction which 
they have so long held and exercised. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. HANCOCK. May I add that the 
Federal Government has acquiesced in 
that claim of title by those States. The 
question never arose until very lately, 
when Senator Nye introducted his reso- 
lution. 

Mr. HINSHAW. That is true. That 
jurisdiction has been in the States and 
has been acknowledged by the United 
States to lie in the States ever since the 
United States was formed. It was not 
until these two resolutions were intro- 
duced that any contrary idea was pre- 
sented by anyone. 

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa. Is it not true 
that the question of oil for defense is not 
involved here at all? Of course the Fed- 
eral Government can condemn oil wells 
within a few miles of our shores, or it 
can condemn an oil well in Wyoming or 
any other State if it needs the oil. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Of course. 

I will tell you what is back of the dis- 
cussion at this point and what the gen- 
tleman from Alabama, I think, would 
probably like to see. There are filings 
in the Office of the Secretary of the In- 
terior by persons who are not now en- 
gaged in the business of extracting oil, 
on the tidelands of the entire Pacific 
coast. All his amendment would do, or 
the proposal that has been made would 
do, would be to displace those who have 
been granted their rights by the several 
States, and from whom the States are 
collecting royalties, and cancel their 
leases, and open up all of these filings 
down in the Secretary’s office on those 
same leases to a group which I believe 
to be a group of rascals, persons who are 
attempting to promote through the pa- 
pers in Washington and elsewhere the 
idea that the United States has juris- 
diction over the States’ lands. It would 
be the greatest “steal” in history, and 
would rob my State, among others, of 
substantial revenue. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield such time as he may desire to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the time 
has arrived when I can no longer remain 
silent as I review the repeated acts of 
aggression and treachery on the part of 
our so-called Russian ally. I am not 
speaking now of the unprovoked attack 
upon Polaná in 1939, nor of the absorp- 
tion of the brave little Baltic countries of 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. I am 
not pleading the cause of the Finnish 
Nation which was struck down by Rus- 
sian aggression or am I referring to the 
suffering and the partition of Czecho- 
slovakia and the repression against the 
good people of Yugoslavia. All of these 
crimes, and more, I lay at the door of 
Communist Russia for I shall never for- 
get the bravery and the sacrifice of these 
people whose sufferings even today are 
not at an end. 

I am adding to the criminal record of 
Russian communism the names of two 
more Christian countries, Austria and 
Hungary, cultured nations which have 
suffered, first, under the heel of Nazi 
Germany, and who now are as bad or 
even worse off under the equally repres- 
sive and rapacious Communist Russian 
military domination. The world was 
aghast when Czechoslovakia was sacri- 
ficed to Hitler and when Poland was 
stabbed in the back by Russia. Civiliza- 
tion was stunned and speechless when 
the little Baltic countries and Lithuania 
were crushed. Statesmen and diplo- 
mats who today sit and confer with 
Molotov, of the team of Ribbentrop and 
Molotov, which engineered World War II, 
are puzzled by the ruthless and unprin- 
cipled Russian attitude. 

It is high time that members of the 
Big Four should know that there is no 
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such thing as a word, a guaranty, or an 
understanding with communism. It is 
purely a matter of expediency and ad- 
vantage. Honor is unknown to Godless 
communism. Communism will betray or 
double-cross American fair play and 
generosity just as it will traduce or de- 
stroy the democracy and Christianity if 
given the opportunity to do so. 

We have been bludgeoned or black- 
mailed ever since Tehran, Yalta, and 
Potsdam. We continue to pay Russia 
hard-earned American cash in the form 
of blackmail. We are used to pull her 
chestnuts out of the fire in Spain, as we 
were in Argentina. After we have im- 
paired the traditional American friend- 
ship in the South American Republic, 
Communist Russia, which has not had 
diplomatic relations with that country 
for 20 years, according to plan, stepped 
in to take our place and our business. 
We are expected now to do the same 
thing in Spain and Portugal. Russia, 
with our acquiescence, pocketed $100,- 
000,000 of blood money from Italy which 
will eventually come out of our pockets. 
Russian communism has taken every ad- 
vantage of UNRRA and has used Ameri- 
can benevolence to spread this filth of 
Godlessness and hate against the United 
States and against Christianity in the 
contiguous countries. 

I think it is time to call a halt upon 
Russia and her communistic practices. 
If we cannot get along with Russia, we 
will have to find a way to get along with- 
out her. If we cannot aid this tier of 
subjugated countries from Finland down 
to Greece and Italy, then, at least, let us 
keep from aiding their enemies. The 


“democratic elements in these countries 


must feel discouraged and totally im- 
potent as they witness America being 
pushed around by the man who gained 
doubtful fame on the Molotov-Ribben- 
trop team. Communism cannot grow 
without appeasement. Before Russia, by 
accident, became our ally, communism 
was quite securely bottled up within Rus- 
sia, although even in that country it was 
not firmly fastened upon its people ex- 
cepting by force. It is only since the west- 
ern nations adopted a policy of appease- 
ment that the Russian steam roller be- 
gan to crush the democratic and Chris- 
tian peoples unfortunate enough to,live 
at her borders. It is rumored that shortly 
Russia will be made the recipient of a 
substantial loan, the latest figure pro- 
posed is said to be $1,250,000,000. The 
effect of such benevolence on the part 
of the United States of America would 
be to strengthen and vitalize militant 
communism. 

I thought that a loan for the British 
was insurance against the spread of 
communism. If that was correct and 
only one of many good reasons, would 
it not be true now that a loan of this 
magnitude, or any loan for that matter, 
to Communist Russia would have a neu- 
tralizing effect upon the purpose of the 
British loan? Are we Americans anx- 
ious to create a bigger, more aggressive, 
and more virulent communism through- 
out the world, or are we trying at least 
to confine this predator to its present 
field. If Russia is strengthened finan- 
cially, she will directly or indirectly start 
financing her agents and her puppets 
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in the subjugated countries. She will be 
in a position better to maintain her 
armies in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hun- 
gary, Rumania, and in the little Baltic 
countries, thus insuring eventual sub- 
mersion of the last vestige of Christian- 
ity and democracy in the stench of com- 
munism. 

I do not care a rap about communism 
in Russia. If the Russian people want 
it, let them have it, and I hope they are 
happy with it; but I will not be a party to 
any deal by which communism will be 
aided and made to flourish in countries 
that fear and do not want it or any part 
of it. I will not waste American money 
to induce Russia to agree to what she had 
previously agreed upon, because I do not 
believe that in the third instance Rus- 
sia is worthy of her word in the first 
instance. 

I am thoroughly imbued with the de- 
ductions of the learned Father Edmund 
Walsh, S. J., of Georgetown University, 
who in his lectures stated time and again 
that Russian communism will resort to 
any expedient or trick to gain an ad- 
vantage over the hated capitalistic coun- 
tries and the equally despised Chris- 
tianity. 

Permit me to read, Mr. Speaker, the 
editorial whicl. appeared in the Wash- 
ington News of Saturday, July 6, on 
Russia Gets $100,000,000. I think it is 
pertinent to what I have in mind. 

RUSSIA GETS $100,000,000 

Whenever we sit down at the table with 
the Russians we give something away. When 
we trade, we get a toothpick for a load of 
cordwood. 

We started giving away things at Tehran 
in November 1943. We continued giving at 
Yalta and at Potsdam. Now at Paris we vote 
Russia $100,000,000 in reparations from Italy 
in return for Russia’s agreement to call a 
21-nation peace conference. 

To be more exact, we pay Russia $100,000,- 
000 to keep an agreement she made at Moscow 
last Christmas, 

Russia agreed at that time to a general 
peace conference May 1. Then she stalled 
her way out. Now, we pay off again and Rus- 
sia consents to hold the conference July 29, 
nearly 3 months late. 

We say “we” will pay Russia the $100,000,- 
000 because any money Italy is able to send 
to Russia will come indirectly out of Ameri- 
can pockets. We are putting up the cash to 
feed Italy and to rehabilitate Italian indus- 
try. The reparations to Russia will be paid 
out of the products of Italian industry. 

If the conference July 29 promised to settle 
anything of major importance the pay-off 
might be defended on the grounds of ex- 
pediency. But the deal has a Munich smell, 

Simultaneously with the calling of the 
conference comes a warning that settlement 
of the German and Austrian questions is 
not in sight. A general peace conference 
which cannot dispose of those questions will 
be of negligible value to the world, and of 
no value to the United States. 

The rehabilitation of Europe cannot pro- 
ceed so long as Germany and Austria remain 
a political no-man’s land, walled off from the 
rest of Europe by military road blocks—and 
with Germany divided against itself into four 
airtight compartments, 

Europe is a highly integrated economic 
unit and until it is treated as such millions 
of Europeans will stay in the bread line, with 
Uncle Sam paying for the bread, 

A general conference which cannot ap- 
proach this situation realistically, with the 
wraps off, cannot be considered a peace con- 
ference by any stretch of imagination. Such 
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& meeting can only ratify Russia’s ill-gotten 
gains, leaving the vital problems of Europe 
unsolved. 

The continuing appeasement of Russia 
creates new problems, and settles nothing, 
The idea of giving Russia reparations from 
Italy is as fantastic as dignifying by the 
same term the loot Russia carried away in 
the rape of Manchuria, 

We will never buy peace by paying black- 
mail. 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 1 additional minute, in order that I 
may ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment which I was not permitted 
to offer be read for the information of the 
House in that time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hoses: Amend 
the Senate amendment to House Joint Reso- 
lution 225 so that that amendment shall 
read as follows: 

“The United States expects from this dis- 
claimer and retains all rights, title, and in- 
terest (1) claimed and asserted by Presi- 
dential Proclamation No, 2667 of September 
8, 1945, or otherwise, in the continental shelf 
running oceanward from a line extending 
Oceanward three miles distant from the or- 
dinary low-water line, including the subsoil 
and sea-bed and all the resources in such 
continental self; and (2) in all submerged 
lands involved in the case of the United 
States of America against the State of Cali- 
fornia now pending in the Supreme Court of 
the United States, and all other submerged 
lands similarly situated along the coast of 
the United States of America.” 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KUNKEL]. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, in my 
judgment the House should reject this 
proposal to quitclaim all the right, title, 
and interest of the United States in the 
Continental Shelf. I feel strongly that 
the Congress should not give away prop- 
erty or rights belonging to the Federal 
Government. This is particularly true 
in this instance where tremendous oil 
reserves are involved. This is the great- 
est potential oil reserve now known to 
exist in the United States and to be 
under the control of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The war just ended has proven 
the tremendous importance of oil in mili- 
tary and naval operations. This oil re- 
serve should be held and conserved by 
the Federal Government for the future. 

If, by any chance, title to it is vested 
in the States, then the claim of the State 
of California can be maintained in the 
courts. If the State of California does 
own this property and if other States own 
similar property, then this resolution is 
completely unnecessary. If the State of 
California and other States do not own 
this property, then I for one refuse to be 
a party to giving it away to the States. 

It is this same property which Ed 
Pauley and the California oil interests 
affiliated with him have been trying to 
pry loose from the Federal Government 
for a long time. There is a bad odor at- 
tached to the whole proceeding, because 
of the vast sums of money spent by Ed 
Pauley and California oil interests. Mr. 
Pauley’s close interest in this matter was 
the chief reason for his rejection as 
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Under Secretary of the Navy. I felt 
strongly that Mr. Pauley should not re- 
ceive that position because the Under 
Secretary of the Navy exercises such 
great control over the naval oil reserves. 
I do not want to do anything myself 
which would accomplish the same result 
I feared would be done by Mr. Pauley if 
he were appointed Under Secretary of 
the Navy. I do not wish to pass judg- 
ment on the Pauley controversy; never- 
theless, it does confirm my previous con- 
viction to vote against this bill. 

The failure to adopt the Hobbs amend- 
ment is a further reason. Under Mr. 
Hosss’ amendment, the question of the 
conservation of the Nation's oil in the 
last remaining great pool owned by the 
United States, would have been divorced 
from the other matters involved. The 
United States Government would have 
retained all its present right, title, and 
interest to the oil underlying the Con- 
tinental Shelf. It would have merely 
disclaimed its right, title, and interest to 
the other property involved. Since this 
proposed amendment could not be voted 
upon nor acted upon nor adopted, it is 
more imperative than ever to reject this 
entire proposal. To do otherwise would 
be unfair and prejudicial to the rights of 
the United States Government which we 
are all bound by oath to protect. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
LMr. THOM]. 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, I was one 
of the 11 Members who were opposed to 
this bill originally. I am proud of that 
stand. 5 

Now, there is a suit pending to pro- 
hibit further exploitation of the oil of 
the offshore lands of California. On 
what does the Attorney General base that 
suit? He bases it on the following para- 
graph from the act which admitted Cal- 
ifornia into the Union. That reads as 
follows: 

Sec. 3. And be it further enacted, That 
the said State of California is admitted into 
the Union upon the express condition that 
the people of the said State, through their 
legislature or otherwise, shall never inter- 
fere with the primary disposal of the public 
lands within its limits, and shall pass no 
law and do no act whereby the title of the 
United States to, and right to dispose of, the 
same shall be impaired or questioned. 


If there are lawyers here who cannot 
see that there is a bona fide dispute, then 
they must be blind. That dispute ought 
to be settled by the United States Su- 
preme Court. This paragraph applies to 
public lands and I assert that it is a ju- 
dicial question to determine whether 
public lands include the 3 miles that lie 
off the coast of California and other 
States, 

The House is proceeding to adopt a 
vicious method of usurping the rights of 
the Supreme Court. In thrée cases, in 
the case of insurance companies, rail- 
ways, and tideland oil bills, we have in 
this House tried to legislate in order to 
beat the Supreme Court to a decision. 

We are told that the law is plain by 
the advocates of this bill. If that be so, 
why are they afraid to have the United 
States Supreme Court write a decision 
on the present case before it? Rather, I 
suspect, it is true that the lawyers sup- 
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porting State ownership of offshore lands 
feel that their case is weak, and to save 
themselves they are rushing into the 
Congress to foreclose action by the Su- 
preme Court. We hear speeches in this 
House continually about the separation 
of powers between the executive, legis- 
lative, and judicial departments of Gov- 
ernment. if you believe in that doctrine 
you ought to vote to kill this attempt to 
take away the jurisdiction of the highest 
Court of the land. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Vooruts]. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, from a purely political stand- 
point, I may be foolish to take the posi- 
tion that I do on this question. But I 
cannot conscientiously vote for this bill 
and I will not vote for it. I believe what 
the gentleman from Ohio has said is ab- 
solutely true. I think it is a legal ques- 
tion that ought to be decided legally. 
Furthermore, I think this question of oil 
is the real issue involved in this bill. As 
to all the rest of these lands, of course, 
the United States could quitclaim its 
right, title, and interest to the States and 
is perfecly willing to do so. I would be 
glad to vote for such a bill. I recognize 
the position of a Member such as my col- 
league from Long Beach, Calif., where 
the city government has made excellent 
use of its oil resources, but I can point to 
case after case after case in various 
States where the oil has been allowed to 
be wasted and exploited without any- 
thing like adequate return to the people 
of those States. I think this oil should 
be conserved for the basic national de- 
fense and welfare of the United States 
and I believe that is what the House 
ought to vote for today. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 

Mr. HOBBS. I just want to make this 
statement, that I do not think the Presi- 
dent of the United States, the head of the 
Navy Department, the head of the In- 
terior Department, the head of the Jus- 
tice Department come within the cate- 
gory that has been described by the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. HinsHaw]. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Nor do the co-ops 
representing all the farmers in the United 
States come within the category of ras- 
cals either. 

Mr. HOBBS. I was just about to make 
that statement, that every farm organ- 
ization in the Nation and millions of our 
constituents are with us in this fight. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. HOBBS. With pleasure, sir. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I was referring to a 
group of lobbyists who have been run- 
ning around here promoting this idea of 
yours, and not to any agent of the United 
States. 

Mr. HOBBS. This bill makes me 
think of the old folk rhyme: 

Mother, may I go out to swim? 
Yes, my darling daughter. 

Hang your clothes on a hickory limb, 
But don't go near the water. 


The United States is the child of the 
States. The States granted to their Un- 
ion the power to provide for the common 
defense; to regulate commerce with for- 
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eign nations and among the several 
States; to provide and maintain a Navy 
and an Army. 

The pending resolution, while not spe- 
cifically attempting to repeal these 
grants of power, would make it well-nigh, 
if not absolutely, impossible for the 
United States to use them! So, this 
resolution without the amendment I am 
proposing is equivalent to causing the 
mother States to say: “Yes, my darling 
daughter, leave the powers with which I 
clothed you hanging on the hickory limb 
of article I of the Constitution of the 
United States, but don’t go near the water 
of exercising any one of them!” 

In this era of harnessing atomic energy 
for both peace and war oil is still a basic 
essential if our Nation is to survive. We 
cannot drop a single bomb in defense of 
our Nation without transporting it to its 
military objective, and that transporta- 
tion requires oil. We cannot transport 
a single man, much less an army, nor 
the food, nor matériel necessary to main- 
tain and make it effective without oil, 
We cannot propel our ships, jeeps, tanks, 
nor our argosies of the air without oil. 
So, when it is proposed to relinquish the 
Nation’s right to take and use oil from 
beneath the Nation’s territorial waters 
we might as well strike from the Consti- 
tution the powers to provide and main- 
tain our armies and navies! 

There is pending in the Supreme Court 
of the United States a suit by the United 
States against California which seeks to 
establish its right, inter alia, to take ard 
use the oil in the bed of the Pacific Ocean 
off the coast of California beginning at 
the low-water mark and extending 
oceanward. That suit does not involve 
any soil underlying bays, harbors, rivers 
or other inland waters, nor does it in- 
volve the so-called “tide lands.” The 
passage of the pending resolution with- 
out my amendment would kill that suit. 
My amendment would save it, and permit 
the Supreme Court to pass upon the 
question therein raised. 

Also, it is said by the proponents of 
this resolution that the Supreme Court 
in some 50 cases has already decided the 
issues involved in the case now pending 
in the Supreme Court against the Gov- 
ernment and in favor of the States. The 
Government contends that this is not in 
accordance with the record, and it seems 
perfectly clear that the pending resolu- 
tion is born of fear that the Government’s 
contention is right. 

The passage of this resolution without 
my amendment would be an unwarranted 
invasion of the constitutional province 
of the Supreme Court. If the States are 
right they have nothing to fear. If the 
National Government is right the rights 
established by the pending decision of 
the Supreme Court would inure to the 
benefit of every State. 

In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Sep- 
tember 20, 1945, on page 8842, I spoke 
at length on this resolution and set forth 
a brief which cites the authorities on 
these questions. I respectfully beg your 
careful perusal. 

There is no case, nor respectable au- 
thority, which asserts the exclusive, fee 
simple title in any state or nation to the 
3-mile zone either as to water or bed. 
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There is no case, nor respectable au- 
thority, which denies the jurisdictional 
right in the littoral state or nation to 
that segment of the 3-mile zone abutting 
its shore. 

The preponderating weight of author- 
ity and sounder reasoning holds that this 
right of jurisdiction and control is an 
attribute of national sovereignty and 
paramount and exclusive. 

The issue as to the ownership of min- 
erals, including oil, in the submerged 
lands also has never been presented to 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
for decision, and no such issue ever has 
been decided by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

For, although the territorial limits of Ala- 
bama have extended all her sovereign power 
into the sea, it is there, as on the shore, but 
municipal power, subject to the Constitution 
of the United States, “and the laws which 
shall be made in pursuance thereof.” (Pol- 
23995 Lessee v. Hagan et al. (3 Howard 212, 


The Navy, Interior, and Justice De- 
partments from the beginning of this 
fight have been “in my corner.” While, 
of course, Iam not unmindful of protocol, 
and am not quoting the President, I am 
as sure as I could be that he is standing 
squarely behind his Department heads 
in their support of my amendment. 

All the great farm organizations of the 
Nation are supporting my amendment. 
Many other millions of your constituents 
join me and the other Members of this 
House who are loyally supporting this 
amendment. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself the remainder of the 
time. 

As has been stated, the only new ques- 
tion before us is the amendment that 
was put on in the Senate, dealing with 
these shelves that lead out from the 
shores. The motion before the House at 
the moment is that we concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

I do not want to get into the discussion 
that was had on the floor when this mat- 
ter was before us, but it is only compara- 
tively recently, and there was a record 
vote. I understand there were 20 votes 
in the House against the bill. The opin- 
ion was practically unanimous in the 
House that these submerged lands along 
the coast and in the rivers that have 
been recognized as belonging to the 
States from the beginning of the Gov- 
ernment still belong to the States, and 
the Congress as a matter of public pol- 
icy should quiet that title. 

In view of the insistence recently being 
made that these lands belong to the Fed- 
eral Government, some of them with ex- 
pensive improvements and mineral de- 
posits, it was determined by the legisla- 
tive branch of the Government to de- 
clare the public policy that that arrange- 
ment is not to be disturbed by anybody. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. There is one question 
about the argument of the opposition 
that disturbs me very much. It seems to 
me that if their views were followed, the 
Federal Government might take over the 
entire 3-mile zone along the waterfront 
of each State, and turn it over to the 
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bureaucrats. Then they might hem in 
the State along its waterfront; not only 
for oil exploitation but for every other 
purpose. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Of course, 
if the Federal Government can oust the 
States as to that which makes up the bed, 
that which is contained in the 3-mile 
strip, it can take it over. I do not be- 
lieve the people who come here from the 
several States want that thing to be done. 
They declared that to be their attitude 
when, after judgment, they passed the 
bill before. But we do believe the Fed- 
eral Government ought to have the Con- 
tinental Shelf, and the motion is to let it 
have the shelf, The amendment ex- 
cludes the Continental Shelf and that 
is all. That is the only thing that is 
before us. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT, The States cannot use 
the 3 miles either. They cannot build on 
those 3 miles. So it is no more graft on 
the part of the Federal Government than 
it is on the part of the States. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No. No- 
body wants to build out to the 3-mile 
limit. 

Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. HANCOCK. Much has been made 
of the fact that certain farm organiza- 
tions are opposed to this bill. I think 
perhaps the opposition has been over- 
stated. Ihave not heard from any farm 
organizations, but I know this, that 46 
of the 48 States in this country, through 
their governors or their attorneys gen- 
eral, have endorsed this bill. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Of course. 
The representatives of 46 sovereign 
States have endorsed this bill, and of 
their representatives who were here when 
the vote was taken before with their 
States all except 20 agreed. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question is: Will the House sus- 
pend the rules and concur in the Senate 
55 to House Joint Resolution 

25? 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 188, nays 67, not voting 175, 
as follows: 

Roll No. 245] 


YEAS—188 

Abernethy Bulwinkle Drewry 
Allen, Ill, Byrnes, Wis. Durham 
Andersen, Campbell Elliott 

H. Carl Canfield Ellis 
Andresen, Chenoweth Ellsworth 

A tH Chiperfield Engle, Calif. 
Andrews, Ala, Church Ervin 
Angell Clason Fallon 
Arends Clevenger Fenton 
Arnold Cole, Mo. Fernandez 
Auchincloss Colmer Fisher 
Barden Corbett Flannagan 
Barrett, Wyo.” Cox Fulton 
Bennett,Mo. Cunningham Gamble 
Bishop Curtis Gavin 
Bland D'Alesandro Gearhart 
Bolton D’Ewart Gerlach 
Bonner Dingell Gibson 
Brehm Dondero Gifford 
Brown, Ohio Doughton, N. C. Gillette 
Buck Doyle Gillie 


Goodwin LeFevre Rodgers, Pa. 
Graham Lemke Roe, Md. 
Grant, Ala Lewis Rogers, Fia. 
Grant, Ind Luce Rogers, Mass. 
Griffiths Lyle Schwabe, Mo. 
Gross McConnell Schwabe, Okla. 
Gwynne, Iowa McCowen Scrivner 
Hagen McDonough Shafer 
Hale McGregor Sheppard 
Hall, McMillen, Ill, Sikes 
Leonard W. Manasco Simpson, Ill 
Hancock Martin, Iowa Simpson, Pa 
Hand Martin, Mass. Smith, Ohio 
Harness,Ind. Mathews Smith, Va 
Michener Smith, Wis. 
Havenner Miller, Nebr. Springer 
Hedrick Mills Stefan 
Hendricks Morrison Stevenson 
Henry — Mundt Stigler 
Herter Murray, Wis. 
Hinshaw Neely Sumner, Ill 
Hoeven Norblad Sumners, Tex. 
Hoffman, Mich. Norrell Sundstrom 
Holmes, Mass. O'Hara Taber 
Holmes, Wash. Patman Talbot 
Hope Peterson, Fla. Talle 
Horan Phillips Thomas, Tex 
Howell Pickett Thomason 
Jarman Pittenger Tibbott 
Jenkins Plumley Vorys, Ohio 
Jensen Poage Vursell 
Johnson, Ill Pratt Wadsworth 
Jones Price. Fla Weaver 
Jonkman ins Weichel 
Kearney Ramey White 
Kee Rankin Whitten 
Kelly, I. Reed, II. Whittington 
King Reed. N. Y. Wigglesworth 
Knutson Richards Winstead 
Lanham Riley Wolcott 
Larcade Rizley Wolverton, N, J. 
Lea Robertson, Woodruff 
LeCompte N. Dak, Worley 
NAYS—67 
Biemiller Gore Monroney 
Brown, Ga. Gorski Murdock 
B Granger O'Brien, Ill 
Byrne, N. Y. Gregory O’Brien, Mich. 
Camp Harless, Ariz, Outland 
Cannon, Mo. Hays Pace 
y Price, III 
Chapman Heselton Rabaut 
Chelf Hobbs 
Cooley Hoch Rowan 
Crosser Hook Sadowski 
De Lacy Huber * 
Douglas, Calif. Hull Savage 
Douglas, III. J Spence 
orshak Johnson, Ind. Sullivan 
Eberharter Keliey, Pa. Thom 
Feighan Kirwan Trimble 
Flood Kopplemann Voorhis, Calif. 
Folger Kunkel Walter 
Forand LaFollette Woodhouse 
Gardner Lesi: Zimmermann 
Geelan Link 
Gordon Madden 
NOT VOTING—175 
Adams Clark Gossett 
Allen, La. Clements Granahan 
Almond Clippinger Green 
Anderson, Calif. Cochran Gwinn, N. Y. 
Andrews, N. Y. Coffee Hall, 
Bailey Cole, Kans, Edwin Arthur 
Baldwin, Md. Cole, N. Y. Halleck. 
Baldwin, N. Y. Combs Hare 
Barrett, Pa Cooper Hart 
Barry Courtney Hartley 
Bates, Ky Cravens Hébert 
Bates, Crawford Heffernan 
Beall Curiey Hess 
Beckworth Daughton, Va. Hill 
Bell Davis Hoffman, Pa. 
Bender Dawson Holifield 
Bennet, N. Y. Delaney, Izac 
Blackney James J, Jennings 
Bloom Delaney, Johnson, Calif, 
Boren John J. Johnson, Okla, 
Boy. Dirksen Johnson, Tex, 
Bradley, Mich. Dolliver Judd 
Bradiey, Pa Domengeaux Kean 
Brooks Keefe 
Brumbaugh Eaton Kefauver 
Bryson Elsaesser Keogh 
Buckley Elston Kerr 
Buffett Engel, Mich. Kilburn 
Bunker Fellows Kilday 
Butler Fogarty Kinzer 
Cannon, Fia Fuller Klein 
Carlson Gallagher Landis 
Case, N. J Gary Lane 
Case, S. Dak Gathings Latham 
Celler Gillespie Ludlow 
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Lynch Peterson, Ga. Sheridan 
McCormack Pfeifer rt 
McGehee Philbin Slaughter 
McGlinchey Ploeser Smith, Maine 
McKenzie Powell Somers, N. Y. 
McMillan, S. O. Priest parkman 
Quinn, N. Y. Starkey 
Maloney Rabin Stewart 
Mankin Randolph Tarver 
Mansfield, Rayfiel Taylor 
Mont. Reece, Tenn. Thomas, N. J. 
Mansfield, Tex. Rees, Kans. Tolan 
Marcantonio Rich Torrens 
Mason Rivers Towe 
May Robertson, Va. Traynor 
Merrow Robinson, Utah Vinson 
Miller, Calif Robsion, Ky, Wasielewski 
Morgan Rockwell Welch 
Murray, Tenn. Roe, N. Y. Wi 
Norton Rogers, N. Y. Wickersham 
O'Konski Rooney Wilson 
O'Neal Russell Winter 
O'Toole Ryter Wolfenden, Pa 
Patrick Sabath 
Patterson Sharp 


So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the Senate amendment was concurred in. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Additional general pairs: 

Mr. Randolph with Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Barrett of Pennsylvania with Mrs. Luce. 

Mr. Philbin with Mr. O’Konski. 

Mr. Bunker with Mr. Rich. 

Mr. Sabath with Mr. Sharp. 

Mr. Clark with Mr. Towe. 

Mr. Quinn of New York with Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Combs with Mr. Wolfenden of Penn- 
Sylvania. 

Mr. Gossett with Mr. Hoffman of Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Dirksen. 

Mr. Johnson of Texas with Mr. Bates of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Andrews of New 
York. 

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Marcantonio, 


Mr. Barretr of Wyoming changed his 
vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was iaid on the 
table. 


STILL FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A stiil further message from the Sen- 
ate, by Mr. Koerber, its assistant enroll- 
ing clerk, announced that the Senate 
agrees to the amendments of the House to 
bills of the Senate of the following titles: 


S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 
8. 1936, relating to vocational education, so 
as to provide for the further development 
of vocational education in the several States 
and Territories. 

S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provision 
of housing in connection with the national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, to authorize 
the Federal Works Administrator to provide 
needed educational facilities, other than 
housing, to educational institutions fur- 
nishing courses of training or education to 
persons under title II of the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4230) entitled “An act to provide neces- 
Sary officers and employees for circuit 
courts of appeals and district courts.” 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 191) entitled “An 
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act to amend the Public Health Service 
Act to authorize grants to States for 
surveying their hospitals and public- 
health centers and for planning con- 
struction of additional facilities, and to 
authorize grants to assist in such con- 
struction”; requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. HILL, 
Mr. TUNNELL, Mr. THoMas of Utah, Mr. 
La FoLLETTE, and Mr. Tarr to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
mittees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bills of the 
House of the following titles: 

H. R. 241. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruby H. Hunsucker; and 

H. R. 6702. An act to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reacquire 
such property under the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, without amendment, 
a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 6406. An act authorizing the State 
of Texas, acting through the State High- 
way Commission of Texas, or the successors 
thereof, to acquire, construct, maintain, and 
operate a free bridge across the Rio Grande 
at or near Del Rio, Tex. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4497) entitled “An act to create an In- 
dian Claims Commission, to provide for 
the powers, duties, and functions thereof, 
and for other purposes.” 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the House by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (S. 191) to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to author- 
ize grants to the States for surveying 
their hospitals and public-health cen- 
ters, and for planning construction of 
additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction, 
with Ifouse amendments thereto, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. BULWINKLE, CHAP- 
MAN, MARCANTONIO, WOLVERTON of New 
Jersey, and Brown of Ohio. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT BILL 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
desk the bill (H. R. 1362) to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Acts, the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendmerts thereto, dis- 
agree to the amendments of the Senate, 
and ask for a conference. 


1946 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. COLE of Missouri, Mr. HOOK, Mr. 
WHITE, and Mr. HENDRICKS objected. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT BILL 


Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1362) to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Acts, the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, 
and subchapter B of chapter 9 of the 
Internal Revenue Code; and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendments to the bill (H. R. 
1362), entitled “An act to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Acts, the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act, and sub- 
chapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code; and for other purposes.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 1, strike out all after line 3 over 
to and including line 12, on page 8. 

Strike out lines 13 to 16, inclusive, and 
insert: 

“Sec. 1. Section 1 (c) of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act of 1937, section 1 (e) of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, and 
section 1532 (d) of the Internal Revenue 
Code are each amended as follows: After 
the word ‘if’ which it first appears therein 
insert ‘(i)’ and for the phrase.” 

Page 8, line 22, strike out all after “opera- 
tions”, down to and including “employer,” 
in line 25. 

Page 9, line 12, strike out “3” and insert 
Asa 

Page 9, line 16, strike out all after “ ‘paid’;” 
down to and including “period;" in line 18, 

Page 11, strike out all after line 9 over to 
and including line 15, on page 15, and insert: 

“Sec. 3. (a) Section 1500 of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended to read as follows: 


“* “Sec. 1500. Rate of tax. 


n addition to other taxes, there shall 
be levied, collected, and paid upon the in- 
come of every employee a tax equal to the 
following percentages of so much of the com- 
pensation, paid to such employee after De- 
cember 31, 1946, for services rendered by 
him after such date, as is not in excess of 
$300 for any calendar month: 

„1. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1947 and 1948, the 
rate shall be 594 percent; 

":"2. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1949, 1950, and 
1951, the rate shall be 6 percent. 

“««3. With respect to compensation paid 
after December 31, 1951, the rate shall be 
6% percent.” 

b) The second sentence of section 1501 
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code is amended 
to read as follows: “If an employee is paid 
compensation after December 31, 1946, by 
more than one employer for services rendered 
during any calendar month after 1946 and 
the aggregate of such compensation is in 
excess of $300, the tax to be deducted by 
each employer other than a subordinate unit 
of a national railway-labor-organization em- 
ployer from the compensation paid by him 
to the employee with respect to such month 
shall be thet proportion of the tax with 
respect to such compensation paid by all 
such employers which the compensation paid 
by him after December 31, 1946, to the em- 
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ployee for services rendered during such 
month bears to the total compensation paid 
by all such employers after December 31, 
1946, to such employee for services reridered 
during such month; and in the event that 
the compensation so paid by such employers 
to the employee for services rendered during 
such month is less than $300, each sub- 
ordinate unit of a national railway-labor- 
organization employer shall deduct such pro- 
portion of any additional tax as the com- 
pensation paid by such employer after De- 
cember 31, 1946, to such employee for sery- 
ices rendered during such month bears to 
the total compensation paid by all such em- 
ployers after December 31, 1946, to such 
employee for services rendered during such 
month.” 

„e) Section 1510 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

“**Sec. 1510. Rate of tax. 

An addition to other taxes, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid upon the income 
of each employee representative a tax equal 
to the following percentages of so much of 
the compensation, paid to such employee 
representative after December 31, 1946, for 
services rendered by him after such date, 
as is not in excess of $300 for any calendar 
month: 

“:“1, With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1947 and 1948, the 
rate shall be 1144 per centum; 

%. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1949, 1950, and 1951, 
the rate shall be 12 per centum; 

“:“3, With respect to compensation paid 
after December 31, 1951, the rate shall be 1214 
per centum,” 

“*(d) Section 1520 of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

“*“Sec. 1520. Rate of tax. 

„n addition to other taxes, every em- 
ployer shall pay an excise tax, with respect 
to having individuals in his employ, equal 
to the following percentages of so much of 
the compensation, paid by such employer 
after December 31, 1946, for services ren- 
dered to him after December 31, 1936, as is, 
with respect to any employee for any calen- 
dar month, not in excess of $300: Provided, 
however, That if an employee is paid com- 
pensation after December 31, 1946, by more 
than one employer for services rendered 
during any calendar month after 1936, the tax 
imposed by this section shall apply to not 
more than $300 of the aggregate compensa- 
tion paid to such employee by all such em- 
ployers after December 31, 1946, for services 
rendered during such month, and each em- 
ployer other than a subordinate unit of a 
national railway-labor-organization employer 
shall be liable for that proportion of the tax 
with respect to such compensation paid by 
all such employers which the compensation 
paid by him after December 31, 1946, to the 
employee for services rendered during such 
month bears to the total compensation paid 
by all such employers after December 31, 
1946, to such employee for services rendered 
during such month; and in the event that 
the compensation so paid by such employers 
to the employee for services rendered dur- 
ing such month is less than $300, each subor- 
dinate unit of a national railway-labor- 
organization employer shall be liable for such 
proportion of any additional tax as the com- 
pensation paid by such employer after De- 
cember 31, 1946, to such employee for sery- 
ices rendered during such month bears to 
the total compensation paid by all such em- 
ployers after December 31, 1946, to such em- 
ployee for services rendered during such 
month: 

%. With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1947 and 1948, the 
rate shall be 5% percent; 

% . With respect to compensation paid 
during the calendar years 1949, 1950, and 
1951, the rate shall be 6 percent; 
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g. With respect to compensation paid 
after December 31, 1951, the rate shall be 
6% percent.” 

„e) Section 1532 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended to read as follows: 

“*“(b) Employee: The term ‘employee’ 
means any individual in the service of one 
or more employers for compensation: Pro- 
vided, however, That the term ‘employee’ 
shall include an employee of a local lodge or 
division defined as an employer in subsection 
(a) only if he was in the service of or in the 
employment relation to a carrier on or after 
August 29, 1935. An individual shall be 
deemed to have been in the employment re- 
lation to a carrier on August 29, 1935, 17 (i) 
he was on that date on leave of absence from 
his employment, expressly granted to him by 
the carrier by whom he was employed, or by a 
duly authorized representative of such car- 
rier, and the grant of such leave of absence 
will have been established to the satisfaction 
of the Railroad Retirement Board before July 
1947; or (ii) he was in the service of a carrier 
after August 29, 1935, and before January 
1946 in each of six calendar months, whether 
or not consecutive; or (ili) before August 29, 
1935, he did not retire and was not retired 
or discharged from the service of the last 
carrier by whom he was employed or its cor- 
porate or operating successor, but (A) solely 
by reason of his physical or mental disability 
he ceased before August 29, 1935, to be in 
the service of such carrier and thereafter 
remained continuously disabled until he 
attained age 65 or until August 1945, or 
(B) solely for such last stated reason a 
carrier by whom he was employed before 
August 29, 1935, or a carrier who is its suc- 
cessor did not on or after August 29, 1935, 
and before August 1945 call him to return to 
service, or (C) if he was so called he was 
solely for such reason unable to render serv- 
ice in six calendar months as provided in 
clause (ii); or (iv) he was on August 29, 
1935, absent from the service of a carrier by 
reason of a discharge which, within 1 year 
after the effective date thereof, was protested, 
to an appropriate labor representative or to 
the carrier, as wrongful, and which was fol- 
lowed within 10 years of the effective date 
thereof by his reinstatement in good faith 
to his former service with all his seniority 
rights: Provided, That an individual shall 
not be deemed to have been on August 29, 
1935, in the employment relation to a carrier 
if before that date he was granted a pen- 
sion or gratuity on the basis of which a pen- 
sion was awarded to him pursuant to section 
6 of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, or if 
during the last pay-roll period before August 
29, 1935, in which he rendered service to a 
carrier he was not in the service of an em- 
ployer, in accordance with subsection (d), 
with respect to any service in such pay-roll 
period, or if he could have been in the em- 
ployment relation to an employer only by 
reason of his having been, either before or 
after August 29, 1935, in the service of a local 
lodge or division defined as an employer in 
subsection (a). 

The term ‘employee’ includes an officer 
of an employer. 

The term ‘employee’ shall not include 
any individual while such individual is en- 
gaged in the physical operations consisting of 
the mining of coal, the preparation of coal, 
the handling (other than movement by rail 
with standard railroad locomotives) of coal 
not beyond the mine tipple, or the loading 
of coal at the tipple.” - 

„) Section 1532 (e) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

„A payment made by an employer to an 
individual through the employer's pay roll 
shall be presumed, in the absence of evidence 
to the contrary, to be compensation for serv- 
ice rendered by such individual as an em- 
ployee of the employer in the period with 
respect to which the payment is made. An 
employee shall be deemed to be paid, ‘for 


10318 


time lost’ the amount he is paid by an em- 
ployer with respect to an identifiable period 
of absence from the active service of the em- 
ployer, including absence on account of per- 
sonal injury, and the amount he is paid by 
the employer for loss of earnings resulting 
from his displacement to a less remunerative 
position or occupation. If a payment is made 
by an employer with respect to a personal 
injury and includes pay for time lost, the 
total payment shall be deemed to be paid 
for time lost unless, at the time of payment, 
a part of such payment is specifically ap- 

to factors other than time lost, in 
which event only such part of the payment 
as is not so apportioned shall be deemed to 
be paid for time lost.” 

„(g) Subchapter B of Chapter 9 of the 
Internal Revenue Code is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new 
section: 


“* “Sec. 1538. Title of subchapter. 


„This subchapter may be cited as the 
‘Railroad Retirement Tax Act.“ 

Page 15, line 21, strike out “of” and in- 
sert by | ed 
Page 16, line 1, strike out “1946” and in- 
sert 1947.“ 

Page 16, line 3, strike out 1945“ and in- 
sert 1946.“ 

Page 16, line 11, strike out 1944“ and in- 
sert 1945.“ 

Page 16, line 14, strike out “1944” and in- 
sert “1945.” 

Page 16, line 22, strike out “nine” and 
insert “ten,” 

Page 17, line 23, strike out “Section 1 (m) 
is amended to read as follows:“ and insert 
“A new subsection is added as follows.” 

Page 17, line 24, strike out “(m)” and 
insert (o).“ 

Page 18, line 21, strike out (o)“ and in- 
sert “(p).” 

23, line 14, striek out all after “equi- 
table.” down to and including “recognized” 
in line 19, and insert “In computing the 
monthly compensation, no part of any 
month’s compensation in excess of $300 shall 
be recognized.” 


Page 26, line 15, strike out “1946” and in- 
sert “1947.” 

Page 28, line 22, strike out “1946” and in- 
sert “1947.” 

Page 29, line 6, strike out “1946” and in- 
sert “1947.” 

Page 32, line 23, strike out “1946” and in- 
sert “1947.” 

sisay: 33, line 17, strike out “1946” and in- 

sert 1947. ” 

Page 34, line 7, strike out “Social Security 
Board” and insert “Federal Security Admin- 
istrator.” 

Page 34, line 23, strike out “either board” 
and insert the Board or the Federal Security 
Administrator.” 

Page 35, line 2, strike out “board which” 
and insert “Board or the Federal Security 
Administrator, whichever.” 

Page 35, line 25, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 38, line 11, strike out 1947“ and 
insert 1948.“ 

Page 39, lines 1 and 2, strike out “multi- 


plied by the number of months he will have 


been in service as an employee” and insert 
“for any calendar month in such year.” 

Page 41, strike out all after line 23 over 
to and including line 3, on page 42. 

Page 45, line 2, strike out all after “com- 
pensation” down to and including “employ- 
ment)” in line 4, and insert “with respect 
to employment.” 

Page 51, strike out lines 3 to 23, inclusive, 
and insert: 

“ ‘Sec. 318. (a) Section 8 (a) is amended 
by changing the word “payable” to “paid” 
wherever it appears; and by substituting for 
the portion of the subsection beginning with 
the words “and each such employer” and 
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continuing to the end of the subsection, the 
following: “and each employer other than a 
subordinate unit of a national railway-labor- 
organization employer shall be liable for that 
proportion of the contribution with respect 


to such compensation paid by all such em 


ployers which the compensation paid by him 
after December 31, 1946, to the employee for 
services during any calendar month “after 
1946 bears to the total compensation paid 
by all such employers after December 31, 
1946, to such employee for services rendered 
during such month; and in the event that 
the compensation so paid by such employers 
to the employee for services rendered dur- 
ing such month is less than $300, each sub- 
ordinate unit of a national railway-labor- 
organization employer shall be liable for such 
proportion of any additional contribution as 
the compensation paid by such employer 
after December 31, 19486, to such employee for 
services rendered during such month bears 
to the total compensation paid by all such 
employers after December 31, 1946, to such 
employee for services rendered during such 
month. min 


Page 51, after line 2, insert: 


“(b) Subsection (h) of section 8 of the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“‘(h) All provisions of law, including pen- 
alties, applicable with respect to any tax 
imposed by section 1800 or 2700 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, and the provisions of 
section 3661 of such code, insofar as appli- 
cable and not inconsistent with the provi- 
sions of this act, shall be applicable with 
respect to the contributions required by this 
act: Provided, That all authority and func- 
tions conferred by or pursuant to such pro- 
visions upon any officer or employee of the 
United States, except the authority to in- 
stitute and prosecute, and the function of 
instituting and prosecuting, criminal pro- 
ceedings, shall, with respect to such con- 
tributions, be vested in and exercised by the 
Board or such officers and employees of the 
Board as it may designate therefor.’” 

Page 57, line 7, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” - 

Page 57, line 10, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 57, line 11, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 57, line 15, strike out “sections” and 
insert “section 306 shall become effective on 
July 1, 1946, and sections.” 

Page 57, line 16, strike out “306.” 

Page 57, line 16, strike out “1946” and 
insert 1947.“ 

Page —, after line —, insert the following: 

The amendments to section 1532 of the 
Internal Revenue Code made by sections 1, 
and 3 (e) and (f) shall be effective only with 
respect to services rendered after December 
31, 1946. The amendments made by section 
4 (a), (b), (c), and (d) shall take effect 
January 1, 1947. Sections 1500, 1510, and 
1520 of the Internal Revenue Code as in 
effect on December $1, 1946, shall remain in 
full force and effect on and after January 1, 
1947, with respect to any remuneration which 
constitutes compensation under the law as 
in effect on December 31, 1946, to which such 
sections as amended by this act are not 
applicable.“ 

Page 57, lines 18 and 19, strike out “July 
1, 1945,” and insert “on the date of enact- 
ment of this act.” 

Page 57, line 20, strike out “1946” 
insert “1947.” 

Page 58, line 11, strike out “1946” 
Insert 1947.“ 

Page 58, line 19, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 58, line 20, strike out “1947” and 
insert 1948.” 

Page 59, line 2, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 59, line 4, strike out “1946” 
insert 1947.“ 


and 
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Page 59, line 20, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 60, line 15, strike out “1945” and 
insert “1946.” 

Page 60, line 15, strike out “1946” and 
insert “1947.” 

Page 60, strike out lines 18 to 20, inclusive. 
clusive, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio moves to suspend the rules and 
agree to the Senate amendments to the 
bill H. R. 1362. 

Is a second demanded? 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
second. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a second be con- 
sidered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr, BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
three Members are present; not a 
quorum. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 246] 
Adams Domengeaux McKenzie 
Allen, La Earthman McMillan, S. C. 
Almond Eaton Mahon 
Anderson,Calif. Ellsworth Maloney 
Andrews, N. Y. Elsaessėr Mankin 
Bailey Elston Mansfield, 
Baldwin, Md. Engel, Mich Mont. 
Baldwin, N. Y. Fellows Mansfield, Tex 
Barrett, Pa Fogarty Marcantonio 
Barry Folger Mason 
Bates, Ky. Fuller May 
Bates, Mass. Gallagher Merrow 
Beall Miller, Calif. 
Beckworth Gathings Morgan 
Bender Gifford Murray, Tenn 
Bennet, N.Y. Gillespie N m 
Bi ey tt O’Konski 
Bland Granehan O'Neal 
Boren Grant, Ind. O'Toole 
Boykin reen Outland 
Bradley. Mich. Gwinn, N. Y. 
Bradley, Pa. 5 Patman 
Brooks Edwin Arthur Patrick 
Brumbaugh Halleck Patterson 
Bryson Hare Peterson, Ga 
Buckley Harness,Ind. Pfeifer 
Buffett Hart Philbin 
Bunker Hartley P 
Butler Hébert Powell 
Cannon, Fla Heffernan Priest 
C: Hess Quinn, N. Y. 
Case, N. J. Hill Rabin 
Case, S. Dak Hoffman, Pa Randolph 
Celler Holifiela Rayfiel 
Clark Reece, Tenn 
Clements Jennings Rees, . 
Clippinger Johnson, Calif. Rich 
hran Johnson, Okla. 
Coffee Johnson, Tex. Rivers 
Cole, Kans. Judd Robertson, Va 
Cole, N. Y. Kean Robinson, Utah 
bs Keefe Robsion, Ky 
oe mee a 
Courtney eogh N. X 
Cravens Kerr Rogers, N. Y. 
Crawford Kilburn Rooney 
Cunningham  Kilday Russell 
Curley Kinzer Ryter 
Daughton, Va. Klein Shafer 
vis Landis Sharp 
Dawson Lane Sheridan 
Delaney, Latham ort 
James J. Lewis Slaughter 
Delaney, Ludiow Smith, Maine 
John J. Lynch Somers, N. Y. 
Dirksen Spar 
Dolliver McGlinchey Starkey 


Stewart Torrens West 
Sundstrom Towe Wickersham 
Tarver ‘Traynor Wilson 

Taylor Vinson Winter 
Thomas, N. J. Wasielewski Wolfenden, Pa, 
Thomas, Tex. Weaver Wood 

Tolan Welch 


. The SPEAKER. On this roll call 243 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 
By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Crosser] is recognized for 20 
minutes and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Lea] will be recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
explain the amendments that were 
adopted by the Senate. Of course, I 
would rather not have the amendments, 
but I am very glad to accept them. The 
first amendment simply strikes out all of 
section 1 of the bill and restores the cov- 
erage, so-called, under the present law. 
There would be no change in the cover- 
age under the present law. The second 
amendment provides for the collection of 
taxes or assessments, whichever you want 
to call them, by the Treasury Depart- 
ment, as heretofore, instead of by the 
Retirement Board. I think there is a 
saving to be made by having the Retire- 
ment Board do it, but it does not make 
very much difference to us who collects 
the taxes, so far as that goes, so I do 
not object. Another change made by 
the second amendment continues the 
present limitation of $300 for each month 
considered separately. 

We had provided in the bill, and I think 
it was a jast provision, that in calculat- 
ing the maximum amount of salary in 
any month upon which benefits could be 
based under the retirement law the whole 
amount earned in a calendar year should 
be divided by the number of months in 
which the person may have worked, and 
the average, not in excess of $300, should 
be his monthly compensation. Those 
are substantially the only changes made 
by the Senate in the bill. I do not think 
it will serve any good purpose to discuss 
further the Senate amendments. There 
is absolutely no justification for sending 
the bill to conference. The Senate 
amendments, in substance, were offered 
in the House during the consideration of 
the bill before it went to the Senate by 
the Member who has just moved to send 
the bill to conference. I did not favor 
them, but the opposition urged them as 
an improvement of the bill. The bill, ex- 
cept as to the amendments just ex- 
plained, could not, under the rules, be 
changed in conference. Since as already 
explained the amendments were offered 
and advocated by the opposition when 
the bill was considered in the House 
originally, there is really nothing in con- 
troversy which should be submitted to a 
conference. I hope, therefore, the mo- 
tion to concur will be carried by an over- 
whelming vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min- 
utes to the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. WOLVERTON]. 
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Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I-rise in opposition to the mo- 
tion which has been made by the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Crosser]. I think 
this legislation is probably one of the 
most complex and technical that we, the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, have ever been called upon 
to consider. When the bill was brought 
to the House, it was brought in under 
conditions that I am fearful did not give 
the opportunity for an explanation of 
the issues involved which the importance 
of the subject was entitled to have. As 
a result of the confusion or misunder- 
standing in the House, at the time the 
committee amendments were voted upon, 
the bill was passed in such condition that 
the imperfections were so apparent that 
even the proponents of the amendments 
acknowledged it. Because of the action 
taken by the House’ with reference to 
amendments offered by proponents of 
the amendments and the manner in 
which they were voted upon, the bill went 
out of the House carrying dates that 
everyone knew could not remain in the 
bill and still be constitutional. But so 
anxious were some to pass some kind of a 
bill that it did not seem to make any dif- 
ference in that respect, with the result 
that we had a hodge-podge, so far as 
legislative drafting is concerned, that 
has never been equalled in my experience 
in this House. 

Those remarks I have just made are 
not referring to the questions that relate 
to the rights of employees. There could 
be an honest difference of opinion with 
respect to that, but Iam now speaking of 
the ineffective method that was adopted 
to give to employees improved benefits. 

The other body of Congress acted upon 
the bill, after the committee of that body 
reported the bill to the Senate in the 
same form in which it was passed by the 
House, without correcting the dates or 
those important matters in the bill that 
would have to do with its constitution- 
ality. It came before the Senate with- 
out any correction of that kind. An 
effort was made to pass it through that 
body without making those amendments, 
relying upon a concurrent resolution to 
be adopted after the bill had been passed, 
to correct the imperfections. But the 
Members of the other body took the posi- 
tion, from the debate as it appears in the 
CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD, that they were 
unwilling to let that kind of legislation 
go out of that body under any such con- 
ditions, and accordingly made amend- 
ments that do correct those features to 
which I have referred. 

As one who is interested in good legis- 
lation from the standpoint of good draft- 
ing as well as the contents of the legisla- 
tion, I am proud of the fact that the 
other body did rise to the occasion at 
least in that particular, 

The important part of this legislation 
is first to make certain and sure that the 
retirement features of the law, which is 
now in existence, will give, at the time 
the individual employee needs it, that 
which it was intended he should have, 
I had a part in the passage of that 
original legislation. I have had a part 
in the passage of every piece of legisla- 
tion that has been passed in this House 
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in favor of the employees of the rail- 
roads. While some may have been ad- 
vertised more than I have, there is no 
one who has fought harder in their be- 
half than I have. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey has expired. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman three additional minutes. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. So, 
when I speak today, I am not speaking as 
one who is opposed to giving additional 
benefits to our railroad employees. I 
voted for all the additional benefits pro- 
vided for in the pending bill. But when 
we give them those benefits we ought to 
make sure that they are going to get 
them. The retirement fund at the pres- 
ent time is not actuarily sound, No one 
will deny that fact. So that the first 
thing—and, of primary importance—is to 
make certain that the fund is sound. 
That is what we sought to do in the legis- 
lation offered by the majority of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce when this bill was originally 
reported to the House. 

Now, the pending bill comes before us. 
If you will look at page 10162 of this 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, which contains 
Senator Grorce’s amendment to tax fea- 
tures of the bill you will see how tech- 
nical this question of rates really is. 
There is no one can look at that amend- 
ment and determine by a reading of it 
whether the rates that have been pro- 
vided under that Senate amendment will 
give protection to the men which they 
are entitled to have. I am therefore, as 
a friend of the employees, insisting that 
if you want to do real service to them, 
then this bill should go to a conference 
committee where this matter can be con- 
sidered and an examination made as to 
whether the rates provided in the bill 
will provide the benefits to the employees 
it is intended they should have. It is 
only that we may have careful legisla- 
tion on this important subject that Iam 
opposing this method of dealing with this 
important matter, that involves the wel- 
fare of so many thousands of employees 
who are depending upon us to protect 
their interests. 

I voted for the bill that would increase 
the benefits for railroad employees, when 
the bill was before this House, so it can- 
not be charged that I am an opponent of 
increased benefits for these workers; but 
I do want to make sure that what we 
do is well done so that we will not be 
faced with a situation hereafter in which 
individuals will not get that which we 
intended they should get or which they 
expected to get. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. In the event this 
motion should not receive the required 
two-thirds vote, does the bill then auto- 
matically go to conference? 

The SPEAKER. No; that could be ob- 
jected to, as it was a while ago. There 
are other avenues by which it could be 
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acted on later; but the answer to the 
gentleman’s inquiry is “No.” 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in 
answer to the inquiry of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. McDonoucH] if this 
motion does not receive a two-thirds vote, 
then the only way the bill could go to 
conference would be by unanimous con- 
sent or by a rule from the Rules Com- 
mittee taking the bill from the Speaker’s 
desk and sending it to conference, or by 
a motion to suspend the rules which 
would have to receive a two-thirds vote. 
That is my understanding of the parlia- 
mentary situation regarding the methods 
that could be employed to send the bill 
to conference. 

So we know that for all practical pur- 
poses if the pending motion is not 
adopted, this bill, so far as this confer- 
ence is concerned, is dead, in all probabil- 
ity. 

This bill has received severe opposition. 
It is rather difficult for me to understand 
in my own mind all of this effort to try 
and prevent its passage. There is no 
question but what the only chance this 
bill has to get through this session is to 
have the motion of the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Crosser] adopted. The 
amendments of the Senate were offered 
by the chairman of the committee when 
the bill was being considered in the 
House in the Committee of the Whole, 
The thing that happened there was that 
they overloaded the bill with a lot of 
amendments and under the guise of put- 
ting through a good bill they tried to kill 
it, or it would result in a bill with prac- 
tically no benefits. 

If this bill were to go to conference the 
chances are that the bill would be dead 
anyway; and if the conference report 
came back we would have to vote it up 
or down, and the chances are there would 
be a dead or ineffective bill come back. 
If it was not dead in conference it would 
be a dead bill that was reported back by 
the conference. 

There are 1,500,000 employees of the 
railroads who are interested in the pro- 
visions of this bill if it becomes law. 
They are looking toward the Congress 
with anxious eyes. They have friends 
on both sides of the aisle, Democrats and 
Republicans. This fight has been waged 
under the courageous leadership of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosser] and 
he has been backed by Members of the 
House on both sides of the aisle, Demo- 
crats and Republicans. 

In the closing days of the session this 
is probably the one day that we will have 
a quorum. I am not saying there will 
not be a quorum next week but we have 
a quorum here now, and if we are going 
to accomplish anything this session in 
connection with legislation of this kind, 
in connection with this bill, we have got 
to do it today, in my opinion, or it will 
not be done at all. 

This is a fair bill as we look at its over- 
all provisions. If there is anything to be 
corrected we can correct it later. Cer- 
tainly these men who are benefited know 
what is beneficial to them. For 10 years 
Isat on the Ways and Means Committee, 
and in fact I handled the tax provisions 
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of the first railroad retirement bill that 
became a law. The gentleman from Ohio 
remembers that well. He put through 
the legislative provisions. Then the tax 
provisions came from the Ways and 
Means Committee and I had the honor to 
handle it for the railroad men, the vari- 
ous brotherhoods. My experience of 10 
years on the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee with the brotherhoods appearing be- 
fore the committee was to produce in my 
mind a deep respect for those men who 
represented the different brotherhoods. 
They are men who know their case, they 
came before the committee and presented 
their case honorably and in a fair man- 
ner. They made a most profound im- 
pression upon me. I consider their repre- 
sentatives to be honorable and trust- 
worthy, men who present their evidence 
soundly and ably and they think their 
case out well before they appear before 
any legislative committee. 

They are satisfied with this bill. They 
know if they do not get this bill through 
now the chances are there will be no bill 
this session. We have gone up the hill, 
Let us not go down the hill again. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman three additional minutes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, let 
us vote for the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosser] 
which means that having gone up the 
hill we keep on going up and we will send 
this bill on to passage and to victory. 

I respect the views of my friend from 
New Jersey. The gentleman is honest in 
his views. But this bill is one that has 
been considered by both branches. It is 
in the best shape it can get in this session. 
As we look at the bill in all its aspects, 
it is entirely beneficial to the men who 
are the employees of the railroads, it is 
fair and just legislation. The bill having 
passed the House by a vote of 235 to 49, 
I hope that the Members of the House to- 
day on this motion to suspend the rules 
will vote to suspend the rules by well 
over the required two-thirds majority, 
and send the bill to final passage. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 7 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I remind the House that 
in the first instance I requested this bill 
be sent to conference. Objection was 
made. 

Now we have the motion before us 
which would bar any further effort to im- 
prove the bill and accept the Senate 
amendments without any other change. 
Those amendments are in part of those 
offered by me when the matter was be- 
fore the House but are entirely inade- 
quate to meet the needs of this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill should be sent to 
conference. Some place along the line it 
should have been considered by the Con- 
gress and every opportunity to improve it 
by amendment should have been used. 
That should have been done not for the 
sake of the Congress but for the sake of 
the country. 

Speaking candidly, as I see it, to pass 
this legislation as it stands would be 
highly. discreditable to the Congress of 
the United States. I want to take just 
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a little time to review this matter, to 
give something of the perspective of this 
bill. Let us take a glancing look at what 
it is and what it means. 

This is a 60-page bill, virtually writ- 
ten by a special group, and in its own 
interest. I cast no reflection on the . 
members of that group. You cannot 
blame that group for getting away with 
it if they can. The blame, if any, falls 
on the Congress of the United States for 
approving such an unwholesome piece 
of legislation, so exaggerated in its terms, 
so out of proportion in our social-secu- 
rity program, and so burdensome to the 
transportation agencies of the country. 
When we place unnecessary burdens on 
our transportation agencies we place 
those burdens on those who use them, 
on the consumers, on the shipptrs, on 
the traffic of the United States. 

As I stated, this bill contains 60 pages. 
It involves a very complex problem, that 
of social security. 

It involves a problem comparable to 
that to which the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee devoted a year without bringing 
here anything except a small segment of 
the problem—60 pages, written virtually 
by the beneficiaries of the legislation. 
It came to the House and as it finally left 
the House, not an “i” was dotted or a 
“t” crossed. We swallowed it, hide, tail, 
feathers, and all. 

This legislation, as near as can be as- 
certained, with the burdens of the pres- 
ent law, places upon the carriers of the 
United States, the railroads principally, 
a total burden that will run to over $700,- 
000,000 a year That is a charge against 
the people of the country. It is a charge 
against their freight bills. It becomes 
a charge to justify higher freight rates. 

This bill has some features that I do 
not think this Congress can afford to 
approve. We cannot afford to forget 
that we have a great social-security 
problem to meet in this country. My 
judgment is that as a matter of doing 
justice to many not now in that program, 
if we are going to have equality of treat- 
ment, we must materially extend our 
social-security program in the next few 
years. Our Government is sponsoring 
three systems: One for Government em- 
ployees, one for railway employees and 
one for employees generally. So when 
we are legislating here, more important 
than the mere millions that may be in- 
volved in this bill, is the precedent that 
we will establish for our social security 
system. For instance, here we propose 
to raise unemployment insurance from 
$20 to $25 a week. That does not sound 
very big, but what is going to be the 
rule for the employers of 55,000,000 peo- 
ple in the United States generally? 

Can we vote for this special class a 
maximum of $25 a week when we voted 
only $20 for the soldiers and when under 
our great social-security plan the States 
usually allow much less? Shall we set 
this group up to stand forever ahead of 
all other groups, or will it inevitably fol- 
low that we will be called upon to give 
to all of the groups in the country what 
we give to this group? We cannot af- 
ford to require the employers of the 
country to pay too high a percentage of 
this labor cost for productive employment 
for nonproductive idleness, 
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If we go too far in placing upon pro- 
ductive industry the burden of carrying 
nonproductive inactivities, we may make 
it impossible to maintain our system of 
free enterprise. 

When this bill comes to full operation 
it will place a burden of about 18 per- 
cent on the pay rolls of our public-serv- 
ice carriers. At the same time, Congress, 
by its own legislation, is imposing on the 
rest of the employers of the country a 
trivial amount by comparison. Does 
that seem either sensible or just? 

I ask you to face the question can- 
didly. What is going to be the situation 
when we place on industry generally in 
this country a burden on its pay rolls of 
18 percent for nonproductive purposes? 
Are we willing to go home and candidly 
tell our people that we have voted a 
precedent for such a program for them? 

Another provision changes the period 
of compensation for unemployment from 
20 to 26 weeks. Already in some in- 
stances the compensation for an em- 
ployee for unemployment may be greater 
than for his total period of employment. 
We have an illustration of what we are 
getting into in the constantly increasing 
demands. In the first place, the Unem- 
ployment Act provided for a coverage of 
80 days’ unemployment. In a very few 
years it was raised to 100 days, and now it 
is proposed to jump to 130 days. I have 
in my office now petitions recently re- 
ceived from rail workers who ask in- 
creased benefits for unemployment which 
would require a tax of their pay rolls of 
over 30 percent. These petitions are 
signed by thousands. When will the 
country have a Congress that will draw 
the line for the protection of the un- 
represented public interest? This bill 
places under the head of unemployment 
people who are sick, and for that reason 
are unemployed. The benefits are to 
be paid solely by the employer. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from California has expired. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
five additional minutes. 

We add to this fund a liability for sick- 
ness of the same length and at the same 
cost as for unemployment. The result 
is that it is possible that one man may 
draw unemployment insurance for 51 out 
of the 52 weeks of the year. Under the 
railroad system, which is more liberal 
in that respect than other systems of 
unemployment, a man can work 2 days 
of the week without having that charged 
against his employment. So he might 
gain $20 a week for 2 days’ employment 
and $25 a week for unemployment insur- 
ance. 

Then we have the matter of maternity 
benefits; maternity benefits for 16 weeks 
for a woman who may not have been 
in the employ of the railroad at any 
time during pregnancy or at the time 
maternity occurs. She is to receive com- 
pensation at rates that exceed that 
paid for unemployment insurance. Is 
that a just charge against employers? 

We must distinguish, too, between the 
cases where we are conferring benefits 
because they are needed and where they 
are furnished regardless of need. Unem- 
ployment is paid regardless of the fi- 
nancial condition of the employee. The 
employee may be in a better financial 


condition than his employer, but never- 
theless the employer has to pay the bill 
for sickness regardless of the fact that 
the illness is in no way due to his em- 
ployment, 

Then this bill adds increased liabilities 
for disabilities. 

There is an appealing natural satis- 
faction in paying a benefit to an employee 
who incurs a disability due to his occu- 
pation. 

But under this bill, extended disability 
payments are required for disabilities in 
no way connected with the employment 
of the employer. 

As compared with the extreme provi- 


* sions of this bill our committee substi- 


tute was a modest one, but we proposed 
increased benefits that would aggregate 
over $65,000,000 a year to the employees 
and their beneficiaries in excess of what 
they secure at the present time. A jump 
of $65,000,000 a year is not a small thing 
when added to benefits already allow- 
able. 

I feel that this bill should have gone 
to conference. It left here without our 
dotting an “i” or crossing a “t.” It went 
to another body, and when it got there 
what was the magnificent argument pre- 
sented against any amendment offered 
to improve this bill? Time after time 
it was in substance repeated, “If any 
kind of an amendment is made to this 
bill, no difference how simple it may be 
or how important it may be, it means 
the bill is dead.” So with that club they 
went after the votes over there. Is that 
any way to treat the serious problems of 
this Government? This legislation is not 
placed on a sound financial basis. This 
legislation was contemplated on the 
basis that the beneficiaries would con- 
tribute on a level payment basis. Our 
actuary tells us, and I think with pretty 
reliable ability, that this bill as it stands 
would incur a deficit of about $100,000,- 
000 a year. It is not on a self-support- 
ing basis. Under the law as it stands, 
that means a charge of that amount 
against the Treasury of the United 
States. 

In my judgment this motion should 
be defeated, and the bill sent to con- 
ference. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend the rules and concur 
in the Senate amendments? 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Lea) there 
were—ayes 126, noes 60. 

Mr, LEA. Mr. Speaker, I object to the 
vote on the ground that a quorum is not 
present and make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER, Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 190, nays 64, not voting 176, 
as follows: 


[Roll No, 247] 
YEAS—190 

Abernethy Barrett, Wyo. Brehm 
Andresen, Bell Brown, Ga 

August H, Bennett, Mo. Buchanan 
Andrews, Ala, Biemiller Byrne, N. Y. 
Angell Bloom Byrnes, Wis. 
Arnold Bolton Camp 
Auchincloss Bonner Campbell 
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Canfield Healy Outland 
Cannon, Mo. Hedrick Pace 
Carnahan Hendricks Patman 
Chelf Henry Peterson, Fla, 
Chenoweth Heselton Pickett 
Chiperfield Hobbs Pittenger 
Clason Hoch Poage 
Cole, Mo, Hoeven Pratt 
Colmer Holmes, Wash. Price, Fla 
Cooley Hook Price, Ill 
Corbett Horan Rabaut 
Cox Huber Rains 
Crosser Hull Ramey 
D'Alesandro Jackson Reed, III 
De Lacy Jarman Resa 
D'Ewart Jenkins Richards 
Dingell Jensen Riley 
Dirksen Johnson, Ind. Rizley 
Doughton, N. C. Johnson, Okla. Robertson, 
Douglas, Calif, Jones N. Dak. 
Douglas, Il, Jonkman Rogers, Fla. 
Doyle Kearney Rogers, Mass, 
Durham Kee Rowan 
Dworshak Kelley, Pa. Sabath 
Eberharter Kelly, Ill, Sadowski 
King r 
Engle, Calif Kirwan Savage 
Fallon Kopplemann Schwabe, Mo, 
Feighan LaFollette Shafer 
Fenton LeFevre Sheppard 
Fernandez Lemke Sikes 
Fisher Lesinski Simpson, III. 
Flannagan Lewis Smith, Maine 
Flood Link Spence 
Folger Luce Starkey 
Forand Lyle Stefan 
Fulton McCormack Stevenson 
Gardner McCowen Stigler 
Gavin McDonough Sullivan 
Gearhart McMillen, Ill. Talbot 
Geelan Madden Talle 
Gerlach Manasco Thom 
Gibson Michener ‘Thomas, Tex 
Gillle Miller, Nebr. Thomason 
Gordon Mills Tibbott 
Gore Monroney Trimble 
Gorski Morrison Voorhis, Calif. 
Graham Mundt l 
Granger Murdock Walter 
Grant, Ala, Murray, Tenn. Weichel 
Griffiths Murray, Wis. White 
Hagen Neely Whitten 
Hand Norblad Winstead 
Harless, Ariz, Norrell Wolcott 
Harris O'Brien, II Woodhouse 
Havenner O'Brien, Mich. Worley 
Hays Neal Zimmerman 
NAYS—64 
Allen, II Gregory O’Hara 
Andersen, Gross Phillips 
H. Carl Gwynne, Iowa. Rankin 
Arends s Reed, N. Y. 
Bishop Leonard W, Rodgers, Pa. 
Brown, Ohio Hancock Roe, Md, 
Buck Harness, Ind. Schwabe, Okla. 
Bulwinkle Hinshaw Scrivner 
Chapman Hoffman, Mich. Simpson, Pa. 
Church Holmes, Mass. Smith, Ohio 
Clevenger Hope Smith, Va. 
am Howell Smith, Wis. 
Curtis Johnson, II Springer 
Dondero Knutson Stockman 
Sumner, Ill 
Elliott Lea Taber 
Ellsworth LeCompte Vorys, Ohio 
Ervin McConnell Wadsworth 
Gamble McGregor Whittington 
Gillette Martin,Iowa Wigglesworth 
Goodwin Martin, Wolverton, N. J, 
Grant, Ind. Mathews Woodruff 
NOT VOTING—176 
Adams Bradley, Pa. Courtney 
Allen, La. Brooks Cravens 
Almond Brumbaugh Crawford 
Anderson, Calif. Bryson urley 
Andrews, N. Y. Buckley Daughton, Va 
Bailey Buffett Davis 
Baldwin, Md. Bunker Dawson 
Baldwin, N.Y. Butler Delaney, 
Barden Cannon, Fla. James J. 
Barrett, Pa. Carlson Delaney, 
Case, N. J. John J. 
Bates, Ky. Case, S. Dak. Dolliver 
Bates, Mass. Celler Domengeaux 
Beall Clark Earthman 
Beckworth Clements Eaton 
Bender Clippinger Elsaesser 
Bennet, N. Y. Cochran Elston 
Blackney Coffee Engel, Mich 
Bland Cole, Kans, llows 
Boren Cole, N. Y. 
Boykin Combs Fuller 
Bradley, Mich, Cooper Gallagher 


Lane Rees, Kans. 

Gathings Larcade Rich 
Gifford tham Rivers 
Gillespie Ludlow Robertson, Va. 
Gossett Lynch Robinson, Utah 
Granahan McGehee Robsion, Ky 
Green McGlinchey Rockwell 
Gwinn, N. Y. McKenzie Roe, N. Y. 
Hale rt S. C. Rogers, N. Y. 
Hall. Rooney 

Edwin Arthur — Russell 
Halleck Mankin Ryter 
Hare Mansfield, Sharp 
Hart Mont. Sheridan 
Hartley Mansfield, Tex. Short 
Hébert Marcantonio Slaughter 
Heffernan Mason Somers, N. Y. 

fe May Sparkman 
Hess Merrow Stewart 
Hill Miller, Calif. Sumners, Tex. 
Hoffman, Pa Morgan Sundstrom 
Holiſield Norton Tarver 
Izac O’Konski Taylor 
Jennings O'Toole Thomas, N. J, 
Johnson, Calif, Patrick Tolan 
Johnson, Tex, Patterson ‘Torrens 
Judd Peterson, Ga. Towe 
Kean Pfeifer Traynor 
Keefe Philbin Vinson 
Kefauver Ploeser Wasielewski 

Plumley Weaver 

Kerr Powell Welch 
Kilburn Priest West 
Kilday Quinn, N. Y. Wickersham 
Kinzer bin Wilson 
Klein Randolph Winter 
Kunkel Rayflel Wolfenden, Pa. 
Landis Reece, Tenn. Wood 


So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the Senate amendments were concurred 
in. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Additional general pairs: 


Mr. Keogh with Mr. Taylor. 
Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Sundstrom. 


Mr, Lynch with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr, Almond with Mr. Jennings. 

Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Green with Mr. Gifford. 

Mr. McGehee with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Fuller. 
Mr. Coffee with Mr. Hale. 

Mr. Rooney with Mr. Fellows. 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Elsaesser. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Elston. 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Cole of New York, 


Michigan. 
Mr. Bailey with Mr. Crawford, 
Mr. Domengeaux with Mr. Anderson of Cal- 
ifornia. 
Mr. Rayfiel with Mr. Beall. 
Mr, Fogarty with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey. 
Mr. McGlinchey with Mr. Blackney. 
Mr. Rabin with Mr. Wilson. 
Mr. Lane with Mr, Mason. 
Mr. O'Toole with Mr. Ploeser. 
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Rees of Kansas. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Plumley. 
Mr, Johnson of Texas with Mr. Rich, 
Mr. Izac with Mr. Short. 
Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr, 
Robsion of Kentucky. 
Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Hoffman 
of Pennsylvania. 
Mr, McKenzie with Mr. Eaton. 
Mr. James J, Delaney with Mr. Hartley, 
Mr. Maloney with Mr. Dolliver, 
Mrs. Norton with Mr. Carlson, 
Mahon with Mr. Herter. 
Buckley with Mr. Butler. 
Randolph with Mr. Adams, 
Barry with Mr. Halleck, 
Wood with Mr. Buffett. 
Boykin with Mr. Rockwell. 
Priest with Mr. Bender. 
Rogers of New York with Mr. Merrow. 
Powell with Mr. Latham. 
Mr. Marcantonio with Mr. Kunkel. 
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Mr. Klein with Mr. Landis. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr, Kilburn. 

Mr. Roe of New York with Mr, Gwinn of 
New York. 


Mr. Cox, Mr. Bonner, and Mr. JOHN- 
son of Indiana changed their votes from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 

i A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


INDIAN CLAIMS COMMISSION 


Mr. STIGLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees on 
the part of the House may have until mid- 
night tonight to file a conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 4497) to create an In- 
dian Claims Commission, to provide for 
the powers, duties, and functions thereof, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


FARMERS’ HOME CORPORATION ACT OF 
1946 


Mr. COOLEY submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (H. R. 
5991) to simplify and improve credit 
services to farmers and promote farm 
ownership by abolishing certain agri- 
cultural lending agencies and functions, 
by transferring assets to the Farmers’ 
Home Corporation, by enlarging the 
powers of the Farmers’ Home Corpora- 
tion, by authorizing Government insur- 
ance of loans to farmers, by creating 
preferences for loans and insured mort- 
gages to enable veteraris to acquire farms, 
by providing additional specific author- 
ity and directions with respect to the 
liquidation of resettlement projects and 
rural rehabilitation projects for reset- 
tlement purposes, and for other pur- 
poses. 


PAYMENT OF CERTAIN PENSIONS 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5148) to 
provide for the payment of pension or 
other benefits withheld from persons for 
the period they were residing in countries 
occupied by the enemy forces during 
World War II, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 2, line 19, after “act”, insert “; Pro- 
vided, That the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs shall certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury the amounts of payments which, 
except for the provisions of this act, would 
have been made from the special deposit ac- 
count, and the Secretary of the Treasury, as 
directed by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs, shall reimburse from the special de- 
posit account the appropriations of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, or cover into the Treas- 
ury as miscellaneous receipts, the amounts so 
certified: Provided further, That no payments 
shall be made to German or Japanese citizens 
or subjects residing in Germany or Japan.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 


sopi 
Mr. SCRIVNER. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr, Speaker, will the gentle- 
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man explain the bill and the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. RANKIN. This bill passed the 
House some time ago on the call of the 
Consent Calendar. The Senate added 
this restricting amendment. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. This bill provides 
for the payment of compensation to vet- 
erans of World War I or World War II 
who were residing in foreign countries 
and whose payments were suspended 
during the war? 

Mr. RANKIN. That is right. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


COMMONWEALTH OF THE PHILIPPINES 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2235) to pro- 
vide a system of relief for veterans, and 
dependents of veterans, who served dur- 
ing World War II in the organized mili- 
tary forces of the Government of the 
Commonwealth of the Philippines while 
such forces were in the service of the 
armed forces of the United States pur- 
suant to the military order of July 26, 
1941, of the President of the United 
States, and for other purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Reserving the-right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, this bill involves 
the expenditure of unknown numbers of 
millions of dollars. Exactly the obliga- 
tion we are taking upon ourselves un- 
der a bill of this kind cannot now be es- 
timated. In view of its great importance, 
I find myself compelled to object. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
S. 2235. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has as- 
sured a great many Members that the 
only other business to be taken up this 
afternoon would be two unanimous-con- 
sent requests. The Chair thinks per- 
haps this matter can be straightened out 
by Monday. 

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the Chair 
that this is a very important measure. 
It has been reported by the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation, It 
has already passed the Senate. We are 
very eager to get it passed in order that 
it may go to conference and be disposed 
of before the end of the session. 

The SPEAKER. Because of the state- 
ment with regard to the legislative pro- 
gram the Chair has made to Members of 
the House during the day, he prefers not 
to recognize the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi at this time for that purpose. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman 
from Kansas object to the bill’s being 
passed as it was amended by the Com- 
esd on World War Veterans’ Legisla- 

on 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Ido object. I think 
it is too important to be passed by unani- 
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mous consent. There are many things 
that should be discussed. I was opposed 
to the bill in committee and I am opposed 
to it now. Therefore, I must insist on 
my objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. May I say to the House 
that on next Monday we are going to take 
up those citations for contempt. We 
have waited all afternoon to try to get 
this veterans’ bill up and now I find my- 
self stymied. On Monday I am going 
to take up those citations regardless. 
Then I will call up this bill, if possible. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not like to be in the position of oppos- 
ing the chairman of the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation, but 
as he just stated this is one very im- 
portant bill. I think the House should 
be made fully aware of its every import 
and though I do have the greatest con- 
sideration for him, I cannot do other 
than what I have done today. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? When I do call this 
bill up, the Chair will recognize me on 
Monday to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, and, of course, the gentleman 
ffom Kansas will have an opportunity 
of demanding a second. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I was told that this 
was to be called up this afternoon under 
suspension of the rules. 

Mr. RANKIN. That is the motion I 
have made and suspension was denied. 
So I will call it up under suspension of 
the rules on Monday if I possibly can. 


RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION BY MARSHAL 
TITO 1 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 16 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 
Americans are straightforward, forth- 
right, and frank. They appreciate these 
attributes of character in those who hold 
positions of public trust. They decry 
vacillatory speeches. They appreciate 
the truth. The time has come for plain 
talk. 

The New York Times, on its front page, 
July 24, 1946, carried this headline, Mur- 
der of 230 priests reported in Yugoslav 
antichurch terror.” Under date of July 
25 the Yugoslav Ministry of Information 
denied that Premier Tito had launched a 
terroristic anti-Catholic policy of killing 
priests, stating that these reports were 
“old accusations renewed to coincide with 

. the Paris Peace Conference. Certain cir- 
cles abroad always have tried to spread 
propaganda that Tito advocates an anti- 
Catholic policy and today they are timing 
their charges to coincide with the Paris 
Peace Conference in hopes of making the 
people believe there are disorders in 
Yugoslavia.” 

I know from reliable sources that this 
is a false statement and nothing but 
propaganda to allay the feelings of the 
decent people of the world. 

On July 27 our Secretary of State, 
James F. Byrnes, leaves for a world peace 
conference to be attended by all the 
United Nations. He carries with him the 
hopes of America and of the world. Un- 
less our Nation can secure the peace of 
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the world there will be no peace in the 
world. 

There lives no true American who does 
not wholeheartedly desire peace. But no 
true American desires peace at any cost. 
We are not a Nation of appeasers. We 
have paid too great a price in blood and 
sacrifice for isolationism. Twice within 
25 years, at great cost, we have been 
called upon to quench the devastating fire 
of tyranny and oppression. We did not 
seek, nor do we now seek, national great- 
ness through force of arms. We saw, 
however, the world conflagration ap- 
proach our homes and our families, and 
we acted. Victorious were our armed 


forces. Democratic governments were 
saved. Nazism and fascism were 
crushed. 


Man does not wait to weed a garden 
until the time of its fruition. The de- 
structive forces of nature are eradicated. 
National hate, vengeance, intolerance, 
and religious persecution are vile weeds in 
the newly planted garden of international 
cooperation. The unprevented growth 
of any of these forms of viciousness in 
the heart of any government will destroy 
the peace of the world. American iso- 
lationism is past. America is committed 
to international goodwill and assistance. 
So must the other countries. If America, 
reverting to prewar isolationism, fails to 
take a firm position against any nation 
which would breed the causes of war, 
talk of universal peace is the empty 


- mouthing of vacuous men. The headline 


in the New York Times, and its following 
story, shock the world. Yugoslavia be- 
ware. Have you as a nation, suffering as 
you did the loss of 1,650,000 slain and 
425,000 totally, or partially disabled, 
failed to learn the lesson of war? Is the 
cry of your Marshal Tito, “Death to all 
Fascists, liberty to the people,” a hollow 
mockery. Terrorism, anticlericalism, re- 
ligious persecution are neither new nor 
unusual in the old world. These pas- 
times of tyrants have never touched 
America. They are abhorrent to our 
national mind. We will never acquiesce 
to a peace achieved by the appeasement 
of despotism. 

The story of Yugoslavia is simple— 
communistic, headed by a shrewd, cal- 
culating leader, this Balkan state pro- 
fesses love of America. Marshal Tito is 
a dynamic Communist. He was appren- 
ticed in the trade of revolution. He is 
reported as philosophically certain that 
the foes of communism must perish. His 
name “Tito” is the Serb-Croat for the 
Roman Emperor Titus. The population 
of Yugoslavia is approximately 15,000,- 
000, persons, 5,200,000 Roman Catholics, 
7,000,000 Greek Orthodox and about 1,- 
500,000 Moslems, the remainder of other 
creeds, and Communists. Marshal Tito 
and six other Communists dictate and 
Tito is the Yugoslav supreme dictator. 
He has been, fortuitously, imposed upon 
the Yugoslavs by a small minority. There 
is no political freedom in this Balkan 
state. There is religious persecution of 
priests and nuns. On the border of star- 
vation, dependent upon America, upon 
UNRRA for the means of their very sub- 
sistence, this government, engineered by 
Tito and his Communist associates, 


through revolutionary tactics, reminis- ` 


cent of the Moscow standard of World 
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War I, thriving on confiscation, without 
compensation, under a pretense of 
punishing collaborationists seeks the de- 
struction of holy men and women whose 
only crime is faith in God. Hitler and 
Mussolini conducted similar revolutions. 
America then watched, unconcerned. 
History tells the results of American in- 
difference. Are we to watch in idleness 
while war, the reaper, in the guise of 
Tito sows his seed of death? Tito has 
caused the death, for no crime, of over 
25 priests. This figure is official. I know 
that he orders the imprisonment of nuns, 
for no crime, which in fact means death 
through cruelty. His secret police is 
powerfully organized. Communists eat, 
others starve. Over 600,000 men are 
still in its army. And in addition, a large 
number of men make up a powerful force 
of secret police. In other words, a ges- 
tapo of fear and force. These men are 
the cold evidence of the power of one 
man, who, through his government, in the 
name of liberty under the blood-stained 
banner of atheistic communism, would 
encourage pacifism and forgetfulness 
through international propaganda in the 
minds and hearts of Americans who are 
weary and tired of protestations of po- 
litical innocence out of the mouths of 
despots. 

What is the answer for you and me? 
Whither goes America? We, as the 
most powerful nation on earth, can, 
through the power of our international 
morality and material prosperity, pre- 
vent the destruction of reciprocal trust 
among the nations of the world. We 
can, by moral persuasion, insist upon, 
in the words of Pope Pius XII the “safe- 
guarding the family, children, labor, in 
fraternal charity, the outlawing of all 
hate, all persecution, all unjust vexation 
of honest citizens, in loyal concord be- 
tween state and state, between people 
and people.” We must be freed of any 
intimation that the United States of 
America suffers an international infe- 
riority complex. We, as a nation, must 
be firm, through our all powerful State 
Department, in our dealings with na- 
tional governments who would make a 
plaything of religion or a foible of Chris- 
tianity. Yugoslavia—the people of the 
United States of America decry your re- 
ligious terrorism and openly condemns 
your present leaders. We care not 
whether your hope of national greatness 
through religious persecution was born 
in Moscow or conceived in Belgrade. 
Such prejudice prevents world peace and 
must cease. 

The anti-Catholic, anticlericalism of 
Tito will never destroy catholicism or 
any other religion in Yugoslavia. I 
would pause a minute to remind that 
this wave of religious persecution, com- 
munistic offspring as it.is, does not alone 
affect catholicism. Atheistic commu- 
nism plays no favorites. You and I 
know there is no such being as a positive 
atheist—but the Communist on foreign 
soil who publicly denies the existence of 
God would, by force of martial power, 
not by reason, destroy every religion. 
The present religious terrorism in Yugo- 
slavia calls for dynamic defense by dy= 
namic leadership throughout the decent 
world, both church and state. 
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Every thoughtful reasoning man knows 
that irreligion never solved any prob- 
lem, individual, national, or interna- 
tional. A defiler of religion, like the dis- 
eased degenerate, merely runs away from 
the facts of life. He is afraid of the 
justice of God. Americans know, wheth- 
er Catholic, Protestant, or Jew, that the 
road of the evil of international war lies 
in the irreligious state. dominated by 
hateful and irreligious minds. America 
knows that totalitarianism with its con- 
comitant irreligon fails because it refuses 
to recognize the unit of the family un- 
der God as the foundation of organized 
society. 

Yugoslavian ideology based on false 
premises would destroy the dignity of the 
individual to achieve the omnipotence of 
the state. The world knows the tyranny 
practiced by every government actuated 
by a philosophy that men are the pawns 
of the state. Man was a man before he 
was a citizen and as a man has certain 
rights, actual and potential, which the 
state did not create but which the state 
is bound to safeguard and protect. There 
will never be world peace unless totalitar- 
janism in every form is blotted from the 
face of the globe. 

Yugoslavia closes her mind and heart 
against the natural rights of man. I 
know from reliable sources that every 
Yugoslav must join a political party. 
Theoretically there may be more than 
one party, but since the approval of the 
seven-man Communist committee is a 
condition precedent to political existence, 
only the Communist Party exists. Fail- 
ure of any parent to join this party re- 
sults in the refusal of permission for his 
children to attend school. Ration-card 
privileses for food and clothing are an- 
nulled. Identification cards are can- 
celed with resultant circumspection of 
travel and continuous suspicion. After 
this, if anyone still resists, he is denied 
work. Few resist to this extent. If these 
governmental restrictions do not compel 
submission, by joining a Communist Par- 
ty, his property is confiscated and he is 
put in a concentration camp. Very few 
resist to this extent. If a man occupy- 
ing a position of prominence refuses to 
become an associate of the political par- 
ty he is executed. 

The Yugoslavs are for the most part 
pro-American, at least 85 percent are. 
They would emulate our way of life. But 
they can never under their present gov- 
ernment achieve democratic liberty and 
independence. The state totalitarian- 
ism of Yugoslavia is incompatible with 
democracy and constitutes a continual 
threat to the peace of the world. The 
outlawry of the use of force is but idle 
hope unless oppression and religious per- 
secution are forever barred. No man 
who labors for his daily bread desires to 
live under the iron, cold-blooded, ruth- 
less rule of a state omnipotent. Sooner 
or later peoples thus suppressed arise and 
strike. Fear of government can never 
nurture love of government. Yugoslavia 
is no exception. 

The people of the United States cannot 
slumber while such conditions exist in 
any nation. We must awake now. To- 
morrow may be too late. We are geo- 
graphically thousands of miles away from 
the seat of the government of Marshal 
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Tito but the spirit of our intense desire 
for the permanent peace of the world 
permeates his land and gives hope to his 
people. America can and must, by firm 
gcvernmental policies executed by our 
State Department, aid the persecuted 
Yugoslavs, prevent terrorism within her 
boundaries, refuse to deal with tyranny, 
to the end that there yet may be peace, 
prosperity, and democratic self-rule in 
this land which has never enjoyed the 
privileges of true liberty and freedom. 
America must never allow Yugloslavic 
religious persecution through rule of ter- 
ror to destroy the peace of the world. 

I know from reliable sources that over 
250 priests have been killed. I know 
many nuns have been killed. I know 
from reliable sources that rule of terror 
by day and night exists in Yugoslavia 
under Tito. I know that he and his 
clique, a very small minority, control and 
dominate the government ard people of 
Yugoslavia, waging a vicious war against 
religion. I know the facts I have stated 
are correct. 

Representatives of our Government at 
the coming Peace Conference, in order 
to lay a true foundation for future per- 
manent peace, must consider these ruth- 
less conditions. Their removal at the 
source is essential that understanding 
necessary to lay the foundation of peace 
may exist among all nations. Our Gov- 
ernment should exercise its good. offices 
with dignity and firmness and with its 
great power to the end that the persecu- 
tion prevailing in Yugoslavia shall cease. 

As I have said, there are about five and 
one-half million people in Yugoslavia 
who are communicants of the Catholic 
Church; a little over 7,000,000 of the 
Greek Orthodox Church; one and one- 
half million Moslems; and the remainder 
of other creeds, and Communists. It is 
a very small communistie minority that 
dominates the people of Yugoslavia, and 
they are entitled to their own form of 
government, but we like to see it arrived 
at by the exercise of the free will of the 
people. However, one thing is certain, 
when they engage in reprehensible prac- 
tices, the killing of men and women, 
simply because of their love of God, the 
faith that they entertain, without regard 
to the religion that they may be a com- 
municant of or a member of, then it 
affronts the decency of people every- 
where and it presents a threat to real 
peace and it presents a problem that our 
Government and every government seek- 
ing to lay th2 foundations for permanent 
peace must consider. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. PITTENGER. I do not want to 
interfere with the gentleman’s trend of 
thought. I was not in the Chamber when 
the gentleman started to speak. Do I 
understand the distinguished majority 
leader is charging on the floor of the 
House of Representatives that Russia, 
which dominates Yugoslavia and domi- 
nates Tito, the Yugoslav ruler, has been 
guilty of carrying on a campaign in which 
something like 230 ministers of the Gos- 
pel have been murdered, to suit the pur- 
poses of the communistic regime there? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am confining 
my remarks to Yugoslavia today, My 
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remarks apply to any other country that 
has the same ideology and puts it into 
vicious operation. In reply to the gen- 
tleman, I know, and this is a deliberate 
expression—I know from reliable sources 
that over 250 priests have been killed. I 
know from reliable sources that many 
nuns have been killed. I know that those 
confined in prison means slow death. I 
know that there is a rule of terror by day 
and night existing in Yugoslavia under 
Tito. I know he has an army of over 
600,000 now. I know he has secret police 
in every village, city, and town. I know 
that if you do not join the Communist 
Party you do not eat. 

Everything I have said here is infor-“ 
mation that I have received from a 
source that I know is absolutely depend- 
able and reliable. 

Mr. PITTENGER. And the gentle-. 
man is referring to Marshal Tito of 
Yugoslavia? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. Iknow 
that he and his clique, a very small 
minority—I want to have my remarks 
clearly understood—the majority of the 
people of Yugoslavia are not communis- 
tic. Over 85 percent—and this comes 
from an authoritative source, a definite, 
reliable source—are pro-American; they 
want to emulate our way of life, but they 
are dominated by a very small minority 
in control of the Government Which is 
waging a vicious war against religion 
and a war against all religions. Their 


tactics are to liquidate the strongest one 


first and then liquidate the others in 
turn. Their aim is to destroy every 
vestige of religion. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
North Carolina. “ 

Mr. COOLEY. I was just going to 
suggest to the gentleman that not only 
have people been killed because of their 
religion but I pointed out to the House 
several months ago that practically all 
of the professors of the University of 
Belgrade had disappeared. And, if the 
gentleman will yield a little further, I 
think our trouble was that when we sent. 
our first note to Yugoslavia after the 
November 11 election taking the position 
that it was not in keeping with the letter. 
or spirit of the Yalta agreement we did 
not maintain our position; instead, a few 
months later we recognized the Tito 
government. 

Everybody knows that Tito is nothing 
but a puppet of Stalin. 

Until great powers like America and 
Britain can establish some sort of pro- 
visional government in Yugoslavia and 
guarantee unfettered elections and pre- 
election activities, there will be a reign of 
terror in Yugoslavia. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his contribution. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. I respectfully call the 
gentleman's attention to the fact that 
only a week ago this Government re- 
ceived a so-called ambassador from Yu- 
goslavia as the accredited representative 
of Tito’s government. I do not like it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. My main pur- 
pose was to comment on the news item 
we read in the New York Times which 
said that over 230 priests had been killed, 
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The very next day a denial came out of 
Belgrade. With the knowledge that I 
have, definite knowledge, not from the 
New York Times—the New York Times 
simply confirms what I already knew— 
and I can assure you it is from a definite 
authoritatife reliable source which has 
the names of those who have been killed, 
when they were killed, where they were 
killed. 

Mr. PITTENGER. If the gentleman 
would be embarrassed I will not insist 
that he answer this question: Whether 
in his opinion Mihailovich was not de- 
liberately murdered by Tito under the 
directions and on the instructions of the 
Russian rulers who dominate Tito? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I had no refer- 
ence to that in my remarks because I was 
addressing my remarks about a matter 
that concerns us all without regard to 
our religious convictions.. We all þe- 
lieve in religious freedom and free ex- 
ercise thereof, and we vigorously resent 
the persecution of any individual because 
of the religious views that he entertains. 

But from the same source, I will an- 
swer the gentleman. That authorita- 
tive source informed me that Mihailo- 
vich was treated with great cruelty and 
that his testimony was given as it was 
only because had he not testified that 
way he would have been returned to jail 
and subjected to greater cruelty. I am 
reliably advised that the man never 
cooperated. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mihailovich you 
are talking about now? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. The execution of Gen- 
eral Mihailovich was just plain legalized 
murder, that is all it was. 
` Mr. LESINSKI. If the gentleman will 
yield, it is a known fact that Tito, the 
totalitarian puppet ruler of Yugoslavia, 
is none other than one Brozowicz, who 
was a Russian revolutionary. He also 
served as a general in the Spanish revo- 
lution. He is not actually a Yugoslav. 

Mr. JONKMAN. I heard a statement 
the other day from an authentic 
source, and I understand it is in the files 
of the State Department. It was to the 
effect that the Tito government charged 
our Ambassador with getting informa- 
tion from a Yugoslav woman employed 
in our Embassy at Belgrade. The Am- 
bassador denied receiving any informa- 
tion from her. The next day the woman 
failed to report for her work. When the 
Ambassador inquired whether she had 
been arrested, he was told by Tito’s 
Gestapo that she had left the country. 


After investigating about 3 weeks he 


finally got a secret message that she was 
incarcerated at a certain number on a 
certain street in a certain numbered cell. 
They found her there with her hands 
tied and they had been tied all the time 
She had been tortured. She had had 
one filthy meal a day and no place to 
sleep except on the floor. The room was 
filthy. It was necessary to hospitalize 
her for a long time to recover from her 
brutal tortures. I understand that 
nothing was done or ever said about it by 
our Department of State, Does the gen- 
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tleman know of such a report in the 
State Department? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No; I do not. I 
know nothing about that particular case, 
but I am aware that there have been 
violations in areas in which the United 
States Government is sovereign; that is 
where, under international relationships, 
the sovereignty of a nation is recognized 
in its property abroad. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed’ for 
four additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentieman yield? 

Mr. MCCORMACK. Iyield to the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, the ma- 
jority leader has underestimated the con- 
ditions that exist in Yugoslavia today. 
A question was asked the majority leader 
by the gentleman from Michigan. I do 
not know about that particular case, but 


from unimpeachable information that I 


have, it is only one of thousands of cases 
that are occurring in Yugoslavia daily. 

Mr. JONKMAN. I could mention 
others. . 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman is 
in a position where he has obtained in- 
formation that he must treat as confi- 
dential, but which he can in a general 
way express to his colleagues. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JONES. In view of the statement 
the gentleman has given regarding con- 
ditions in Yugoslavia being dominated 
by Communists, I am wondering whether 
or not it would be advisable for this Con- 
gress to recommend to the United Na- 
tions organization that the Tito govern- 
ment is a threat? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, my 
purpose in calling this to the attention 
of the House is constructive. I am call- 
ing this situation to the attention of my 
colleagues because the continuance of 
such conditions in Yugoslavia and other 
countries will prevent the foundation 
being laid for international peace, and 
in order that our country will exercise its 
power and influence to try to remedy 
the same. 

Mr. DINGELL. I think the solution 
to much of the problem between the 
United States and Yugoslavia now is to 
give Mr. Tito’s ambassador his walking 
papers. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am trying to be 
tolerant but firm in my expressions. I 
feel that frankness is for the best inter- 
ests of all countries throughout the 
world. We ought to speak plainly; we 
ought to speak frankly and temperately, 
but the only way to arrive at the truth 
is through an exchange of views. I 
know that as long as the persecution and 
killing of people because of their religious 
convictions exists in the world, as long 
as that is the policy of any government, 
or those in control, or of any ideology, in 
my own mind the chances of the foun- 
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dation being laid for a permanent peace, 
either by agreement or compatibility, is 
incapable of obtainment. 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DE LACY. I am wondering if the 
distinguished majority leader would care 
to reveal the authoritative source he is 
quoting? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle- 
man believe that when I say I received 
the information from a reliable and au- 
thoritative source that I make that state- 
ment out of thin air? There are com- 
pelling reasons, I can assure the gentle- 
man, why I cannot disclose the source of 
the information at this time; but it is a 
source that is unimpeachable. Others 
may have as much information or evi- 
dence, but there is no better source 
existing than the one from which I ob- 
tained this information. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has again 
expired. 

Mr, FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the rev- 
elations of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts are indeed appalling; but I can- 
not say that they come as a complete 
surprise to me. From personal observa- 
tion in Belgrade, and from conversations 
there with people in many walks of life, 
I learned for myself what it means to 
live in a terroristic regime such as Tito’s. 
Even a year ago while I was in Yugosla- 
via, I could discern the growing fears 
which his ruthless tactics were engen- 
dering among the people over whom he 
had usurped authority. a 

I entirely agree with the gentleman 
from Massachusetts that America can, 
and must, aid the persecuted Yugoslavs 
by taking firm action through our State 
Department. I believe, however, that we 
must go even farther than this. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts has re- 
minded us that representatives of our 
Government at the coming peace confer- 
ence will have an opportunity to deal 
with this inhumane situation. `I should 
like to emphasize the responsibility rest- 
ing upon Mr. Byrnes in this connection. 
That responsibility extends much farther 
than the mere protesting against the per- 
secution of native Yugoslays. 

Mr. Byrnes’ responsibility extends also 
to preventing new persecutions by the 
man whose talent for persecution the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has so 
vividly described. May I remind the 
House that on May 9 of this year I pro- 
tested in this Chamber against an earlier 
outrage perpetrated by Marshal Tito 
when I urged that President Truman and 
our State Department take action in the 
case of the Catholic nuns sentenced to 
death by his drumhead military tribunal. 

According to the provisional settle- 
ment of the so-called Trieste question 
arrived at in the recent Paris Conference 
of Foreign Ministers, Trieste will be in- 
ternationalized, but more than that, I 
am informed that a large section of the 
Italian province of Venezia Giulia, some- 
times called the Julian Marches, will be 
yielded to the dominion of this same 
Marshal Tito. I am further informed 
that this will mean subjecting to the 
merciless domination of this multiple 
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assassin hundreds of thousands of Chris- 
tian Italians. If the facts alleged by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts give any 
basis for prediction, they must make us 
fear for the safety and very lives of those 
people. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
has warned us against further appease- 
ment of despotism. It may be true that 
the provisional settlement of the Trieste 
question was the best that Mr. Byrnes 
could secure at the time of the Paris 
Foreign Ministers conference, but in view 
of the revelations of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, I ask wRether this whole 
question should not be reconsidered. 
How in conscience, could Mr. Byrnes, as 
the representative of the American peo- 
ple, the world’s most vocal proponents of 
liberty, condemn hundreds of thousands 
of Italians to the tender mercies of the 
tyrant Tito? This would be more than 
appeasement. This would be betrayal. 
Furthermore, no settlement of the Trieste 
question which consigns a single Italian 
to the barbarous domination of Marshal 
Tito should be agreed to by the American 
delegation to the peace conference. 

I question whether Mr. Byrnes has 
fully realized the probable consequences 
of selling out hundreds of thousands of 
Italians in the Venezia Giulia district, 
Eight million descendants of Italians in 
this country, over a million of whom 
fought in the armed forces of our Nation, 
will reprobate such a betrayal of the peo- 
ple of their motherland. The million and 
more Americans of Italian descent who 
served in our armed forces, wili be, 
especially indignant at our sacrifice of 
the ideals for which they fought. They 
fought, Mr. Speaker, for freedom from 
fear everywhere in the word. They will 
passionately resent our casting hundreds 
of thousands of Italians under the 
Shadow of the deadly fear of Tito, the 
persecutor of their faith. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I earnestly 
proposed that Mr. Byrnes seek not only 
the relaxation of Tito’s iron grip upon 
the Yugoslavs, but that he work for the 
reconsideration of the Trieste settlement 
so that whatever may be the disposition 
of the city itself, the Italians in the areas 
about the city shall not be forced into 
servitude under Tito. Unless this whole 
question of Trieste and the province of 
Venezia Giulia is settled upon the basis 
of justice and equity, I very much fear, 
Mr. Speaker, that we shall have on our 
hands another Danzig, and that by our 
unwillingness to stand for justice, we 
shall fall into another war. 


HERBERT W. ROGERS—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States, which was read, 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on 
Claims and ordered to be printed: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I am returning herewith, without ap- 
proval, H. R. 3400, entitled “An act for 
the relief of Herbert W. Rogers,” propos- 
ing to relieve Rogers from liability for 
$1,000 shortage in his accounts in the 
New London post office. It appears that 
this shortage arose under the following 
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circumstances: On December 23, 1944, 
postal clerk Herbert W. Rogers issued 
postal savings certificates to three mem- 
bers of the same family at the same time 
aggregating $3,800. He failed to count 
the funds tendered until after the pa- 
trons left, when he found only $2,800. 
The patrons were contacted but they 
contended that they had tendered the 
full amount of $3,800. The case was in- 
vestigated by postal inspectors who failed 
to break the story of the patrons but 
found no reason for doubting the clerk’s 
story. It is further shown that there is 
no question as to the clerk's integrity. 

The employee in this case was grossly 
negligent—and so found by the Postmas- 
ter General—in the performance of his 
duties, resulting in the loss of $1,000. To 
grant relief in such cases would encour- 
age the continuance of such careless and 
negligent handling of public funds, not 
only by this employee but by others who 
might be led to believe that they would 
be relieved no matter how negligent they 
might be. No basis is perceived why the 
Government should assume losses in- 
curred under such circumstances. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE House, July 27, 1946. 


LEONARD J. FOX AND MILFORD G. FOX— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read, and, together with the accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee on 
Claims and ordered to be printed: 


To the House of Representatives: 


I return herewith, without my ap- 
proval, H. R. 3158, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, entitled “An act for the relief of 
Leonard J. Fox and Milford G. Fox, a 
partnership, doing business as Fox Co.” 

This enactment would authorize and 
direct the Secretary of the Treasury to 
pay the sum of $9,058.32 to Leonard J. 
Fox and Milford G. Fox, a partnership 
doing business as Fox Co., which 
amount is purported to represent a loss 
suffered by the said company under con- 
tracts numbered W669-QM-19810 and 
W669-QM-2022, dated June 30, 1942, and 
July 16, 1942, respectively, with the 
Government. 

The record discloses that the con- 
tracts called for the furnishing of a cer- 
tain number of silver badges and that, 
subsequent to the date of their execu- 
tion, the Office of Price Administration 
increased the ceiling price of silver. It 
appears that, by reason of such increase 
in the price of silver, the contractor was 
required to pay its supplier $9,058.32, the 
amount stipulated in the present act, 
more than was contemplated at the time 
its order was placed. 

Both the War Department and the 
Comptroller General have recommended 
against special relief for the contrac- 
tor upon the facts and circumstances 
existing. 

The price stipulated in the contracts 
for the goods covered thereby has been 
paid in full. Hence, there can be no 
question but that the contractor has no 
legal right to any additional compensa- 
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tion for the performance of its con- 
tract obligation. The sole basis of the 
contractor’s claim for relief is that it 
was required to pay its supplier for silver 
required in the performance of the con- 
tracts more than it expected to pay at 
the time the contracts were executed. 
This situation well could have been 
avoided if the contractor had either made 
a prior contract with its supplier or if 
the contractor had insisted upon a pro- 
vision covering price increases in silver 
in its contracts with the Government. 
Moreover, I am of the opinion that en- 
actment of the proposed legislation would 
create an undesirable precedent. I have 
no doubt but that many more contractors 
with the Government have suffered a 
loss, or at least a decrease in anticipated 
profits, by reason of encountering condi- 
tions and costs different from those con- 
templated at the time their contracts 
were made. I fail to find in the facts of 
the present case any extenuating circum- 
stances which would warrant relief for 
this particular contractor as against such 
other contractors who have been re- 
quired to absorb increased costs, and 
even losses, brought about by changed 
conditions arising after performance 
commenced. 

Accordingly, I do not feel justified in 
approving the enactment. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE House, July 27, 1946. 


RAILROAD REORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I submit 
for printing under the rule the confer- 
ence report and statement on the bill 
(S. 1253) to enable debtor railroad cor- 
porations expeditiously to effectuate re- 
organizations of their financial struc- 
tures, to alter or modify. their financial 
obligations, and for other purposes. 

Mr, WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order against the filing of the 
report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. $ 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, under 
the rules of the House, when conferees 
are appointed the differences in the views 
of the several Members should be con- 
sidered in the appointment of the con- 
ferees. 

In the instant case no regard was 
taken of seniority or the views of the 
Members, particularly those of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. An examina- 
tion of the motion to recommit will dis- 
close that those Members who did not 
speak on behalf of the bill voted against 
the motion to recommit, so that the only 
conferees on this tremendously impor- 
tant legislation were the proponents of 
any kind of legislation. 

I call to the attention of the Speaker 
the following statement appearing on 
page 244 of Jefferson’s Manual: 

The Speaker appoints the managers in the 
House, selecting them so as to represent the 
attitude of the majority and minority of the 
House on the disagreements in issue; and 
while it is usual to represent the party divi- 
sions of the House, the representation of 
opinions as to the pending differences is 
rather the more important consideration. 


When the conferees were selected, 
there were suggested the names of those 
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persons whose views and attitude toward 
this legislation were well known. I make 
the point of order that the report by 
conferees thus selected should not be 
received. 

The SPEAKER. Of course, the Chair 
could enter into quite a discussion about 
the point the gentleman has raised, but 
the Chair thinks it is necessary only to 
say that if the point of order the gen- 
tleman contends for would lodge it comes 
toolate. It should have been made when 
the conferees were appointed. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Ordered printed. 


CIRCUIT COURTS OF APPEALS AND ` 
DISTRICT COURTS 


Mr. BYRNE of New York submitted 
the following conference report and 
statement on the bill (H. R. 4230) to pro- 
vide necessary officers and employees for 
circuit courts of appeals and district 
courts: 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R, 
4230) to provide necessary officers and em- 
ployees for circuit courts of appeals and dis- 
trict courts, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 


Pat MCCARRAN, 

ABE MURDOCK, 

ALEXANDER WILEY, 
anagers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4230) to pro- 
vide necessary officers and employees for cir- 
cuit courts of appeals and district courts, sub- 
mit the following explanation of the effect 
of the action agreed upon in conference and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: $ 

The bill as passed by the House provides 
authorization of substantive law for appro- 
priations for secretaries and miscellaneous 
employees of the courts, such as librarians, 
for whose positions appropriations for many 
years have been made without such authori- 
zation. It also restates the provisions of ex- 
isting law as amended by the Judiciary Ap- 
propriation Act for 1946, authorizing the ap- 
pointment of law clerks by the judges. The 
Senate made two amendments to the bill, 
the first to recast the language of section 1 
so as to require that prior to the creation of 
any new position for the court employees 
there must be filed with the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts a certificate 
of necessity signed by the senior circuit judge 
of the circuit concerned. The second amend- 
ment merely repeals the two sections of ex- 
isting law which would be rendered obsolete 
by enactment of the bill. 

The House conferees agreed to the Senate 
amendments. 


Managers on the Part of the House. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial from 
the Washington Star entitled “The Po- 
litical Mill,” by Gould Lincoln. 

Mr. GORDON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an address deliv- 
ered by the Most Reverend Bernard J. 
Sheil, D. D., auxiliary bishop of Chicago, 
before the International Alliance of 
Allied Stage Employees and Motion Pic- 
ture Operators. 

Mr. ROWAN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial from the 
Daily Calumet of Chicago, entitled 
“Stealing Canada’s Water.” 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the RECORD. 

TREATMENT OF PEOPLE IN RUSSIAN- 
DOMINATED AREAS 


Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my great privilege to commend the ma- 
jority leader the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. McCormack] for the 
courageous and challenging speech 
about Yugoslavia, which he made just a 
few moments ago. Everything he said, 
all of us know, either off the record or on 
the record, is true and correct. We know 
that the treatment of the people of Yugo- 
slavia under Tito is inspired by Russian 
domination. We know that is true of 
the people of Poland. We know that is 
true of the people of other small coun- 
tries across the water which come under 
the domination and tyranny of the 
Russian hordes. 

Mr. Speaker, we need more straight- 
from-the-shoulder talk such as we have 
just had by the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 
His challenge calls for action. It calls 
for a foreign policy by our Government 
that will not tolerate the hypocrisy and 
tyranny and persecution and murder 
such as has been described as taking 
place in Yugoslavia by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

TRANSPORTATION FOR AMPUTEES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks and include 
two letters. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I had hoped against hope that 
the bill for cars for amputees and para- 
plegics would come up for action today. 
as recommended yesterday by the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. I realize that 
the House has had a very trying day, 
and I hope that the bill can be taken up 
on Monday. The gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. RANKIN] tells me the report 
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on the bill was not ready until today, but 
that he has just filed it, so that will be 
printed and ready for Monday. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in three instances and include 
newspaper articles and letters. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts) 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks and include a letter. 

Mr. PITTENGER (at the request of 
Mr. Martin of Massachusetts) was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper item. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include an address recently made 
by Dr. Joseph F. Thorning. I am ad- 
vised by the Public Printer that the ex- 
tension will cost $90. I ask unanimous 
consent, notwithstanding the cost, that 
the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
cost, and without objection, the exten- 
sion may be made. 

There was no objection. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. H. CARL ANDER- 
SEN, indefinitely, on account of illness in 
the family. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the estate of 
William Edward Oates; 

S. 115. An act to modify sections 4 and 20 
of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
1934, with reference to certain funds col- 
lected in connection with the operation of 
Indian Service irrigation projects, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 223. An act to provide for the establish- 
ment of a modern, adequate and efficient 
hospital center in the District of Columbia; 
and 

S. 2210. An act to provide for the return 
of certain securities to the Philippine Com- 
monwealth Government, 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o’clock and 42 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until Monday, July 29, 
1946, at 12 o’clock noon: 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON WoRLD WAR VETERANS’ 
LEGISLATION 


The Committee on World War Veter- 
ans’ Legislation will meet in executive 
N at 10:30 a. m., Monday, July 29, 

46. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

1503. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to sec- 
tion 16 of the Organic Act of the Virgin 
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Islands of the United States, approved June 
22, 1936, one copy of legislation passed by the 
Municipal Council of St. Thomas and St. 
John; to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

1504. A letter from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, transmitting a re- 
port of the activities of the General Account- 
ing Office under section 16 of the Contract 
Settlement Act of 1944; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1505. A letter from the Chairman, Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation, transmitting 
the bimonthly report of Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation small business activi- 
ties during the period April 1 through May 
31, 1946; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. LANHAM: Committee on Patents. 
H. R. 6346. A bill providing for the exten- 
sion of the time limitations under which 
patents were issued in the case of persons 
who served in the military or naval forces 
of the United States during World War II; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 2686). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RANDOLPH: Committee on Labor. 
H. R. 5221. A bill providing equal pay for 
equal work for women, and for other pur- 
poses; with amendments (Rept. No, 2687). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on the Public 
Lands. H. R. 5118. A bill to amend an act 
of September 27, 1944, relating to credit for 
military or naval service {n connection with 
certain homestead entries; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2688). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. RANKIN: Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation, H. R. 7171. A bill to 
authorize the payment by the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs of the purchase price of 
automobiles or other conveyances purchased 
by certain disabled veterans, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2689). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RANDOLPH: Committee on Labor. 
House Joint Resolution 389. Joint resolution 
to authorize the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
to collect price and rent information in ad- 
ditional cities and at more frequent intervals, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2690). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. S.1478. An act to record 
the lawful admission to the United States 
for permanent residence of Edith Frances de 
Becker Sebald; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2684). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. S. 1607. An act to pro- 
vide for the naturalization of Peter Kim; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2685). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House, 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills 
and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. LARCADE: 

H. R. 7189. A bill to prohibit exportation of 
automobiles, trucks, and tractors; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MCCORMACK (by request): 

H. R. 7190. A bill to authorize the promo- 
tion of certain officers and former officers of 
the Army of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CANNON of Missouri: 

H. J. Res. 390. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. KNUTSON: 

H. R. 7191. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Marian D. McC. Plein; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. KOPPLEMANN: 

H. R. 7192. A bill for the relief of William 

S. Meany; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. WEICHEL: 

H. R. 7193. A bill on behalf of the estate 
of Howard Cletus Malkmus; to the Committee 
on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2131. By Mr. VOORHIS of California: Peti- 
tion of O. W. Fitzsimmons and 21 others, all 
citizens of San Jose, Calif., urging passage of 
legislation by Congress (H. J. Res. 325), which 
would authorize the President and Secretary 
of Agriculture to issue directives preventing 
the use of grain for beverage purposes until 
the world’s food shortage is relieved; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

2132. Also, petition of Mrs. F. C. Conditt 
and 37 others, all members of the Sunday 
school of the Church of the Nazarene, Van 
Nuys, Calif., urging passage of legislation by 
Congress (H. J. Res. 325), which would au- 
thorize the President and Secretary of Agri- 
culture to issue directives preventing the use 
of grain for beverage p until the 
world’s food shortage is relieved; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 


SENATE 


Monpay, JuLy 29, 1946 


Rev. Samuel W. Irwin, D. D., Washing- 
ton, D. C., member, Louisiana Methodist 
Conference, retired, offered the following 
prayer: 


Divine Father, though Thou dwellest in 
unmeasured space and dost live in time- 
less duration, Thou art not far from any 
one of us. In Thy wisdom Thou dost aid 
in every constructive human task, for the 
world struggling to be made is Thy world 
and Thou wouldst call us to join Thee in 
its redemption. 

Give, we pray, to leaders around the 
earth and to us, a faith that rejoices to 
work with Thee in every effort at human 
betterment—to banish fears, to grant 
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occasion. to live and help live, to offer 
equal liberty to each. 

Let us look upon human life with rev- 
erence and upon our own life with dedi- 
cation. In a world so alarmed, may we 
sow peace. In a world material and 
selfish, let us scatter the finest of the 
spiritual. In an hour dark yet lined with 
hope, let us go radiantly. Thou dost go 
before, bearing the weak ones of the 
stricken places upon Thine arms, hiding 
the terrified who have no other recourse 
under the shadow of Thy compassion. 
In our own strong young land wouldst 
Thou grant wisdom, unselfish vision, and 
the Christian will to make things right on 
every obligation to our fellow man, that a 
kingdom might dwell among us of law 
and justice, of worship and honor and 
faith, of brotherhood and peace. 

Through Him that loves us. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Saturday, July 27, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting a 
nomination was communicated to the 
3 by Mr. Miller, one of his seere- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the bill (S. 2348) to author- 
ize the continuance of the acceptance by 
the Treasury of deposits of public moneys 
from the Philippine Islands, with an 
amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the joint resolution 
(S. J, Res. 156) to extend the succession, 


lending powers, and the functions of the 


Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
with amendments, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House insisted upon its amendment 
to the bill (S. 191) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize grants 
to the States for surveying their hospitals 
and public-health centers and for plan- 
ning construction of additional facilities, 
and to authorize grants to assist in such 
construction, disagreed to by the Sen- 
ate; agreed to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
BULWINKLE, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. MARCAN- 
TONIO, Mr, WOLVERTON, and Mr. Brown 
of Ohio were appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1362) to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Acts, 
the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act, and subchapter B of chapter 9 of the 
Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
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of the Senate to the following bill and 
joint resolution of the House: 


H. R. 5148. An act to provide for the pay- 
ment of pension or other benefits withheld 
from persons for the period they were re- 
siding in countries occupied by the enemy 
forces during World War II; and 

H. J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to quiet the 
titles of the respective States, and others, to 
lands beneath tidewaters and lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries of 
such States and to prevent further clouding 
of such titles, 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


H. R. 513. An act to amend the Nation- 
ality Act of 1940 to preserve the residence 
for naturalization purposes of certain aliens 
who serve in the military or naval forces of 
one of the Allied countries during the Second 


World War or otherwise assist in the Allied 


war effort, and for other purposes; 
H. R. 1471. An act for the relief of Nicholas 
Sevaljevick, now known as Nicholas Horn- 


H. R. 6303. An act to amend the provisions 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act relating 
to marketing agreements and orders; 

H. R. 6346. An act providing for the exten- 


ted States during World War II: 
H. R wee An act to amend the National- 
ct of 1940 to preserve the nationality 
of citizens residing abroad; 

. 7020. An act to provide for the ac- 


An act to revive and reenact 
the ‘act entitled “An act granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the State Highway Com- 
mission, Commonwealth of Kentucky, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Cumberland River at or 
near Burkesville, Cumberland County, Ky.,” 
approved May 18, 1928; 

H. R.7101. An act to protect American 
agriculture, horticulture, livestock, and the 
public health by prohibiting the unauthor- 
ized importation into, or the depositing in 
the territorial waters of, the United States 
of garbage derived from products originating 
outside of the continental United States, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7109. An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; 

H. R. 7126. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and 
operation in the District of Columbia of 
nurseries and nursery schools, so as to per- 
mit payment of compensation for services 
rendered after June 30, 1946, and prior to 
the enactment of such act; and 

H. R. 7147. An act to repeal certain stat- 
utes relating to the war and emergencies. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro 
tempore: 

S.78. An act for the relief of the estate of 
William Edward Oates; 

S. 115. An act to modify sections 4 and 20 
of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
1934, with reference to certain funds col- 
lected in connection with the operation of 
Indian Service irrigation projects, and for 
other purposes; 
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S. 223. An act to provide for the establish- 
ment of a modern, adequate, and efficient 
hospital center in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1547. An act to provide for the disposi- 
tion of vessels, trophies, relics, and material 
of historical interest by the Secretary of the 
Navy, and for other pu 

S. 1717. An act for the development and 
control of atomic energy; 

S. 2177. An act to provide for increased 
efficiency in the legislative branch of the 
Government; and 

S. 2210. An act to provide for the return 
of certain securities to the Philippine Com- 
monwealth Government. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 27, 1946, he presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills: 


S. 162. An act for the relief of Walter S. 
Faulkner; 

S.496. An act to make it a criminal offense 
for certain escaped convicts to travel from 
one State to another; 

S. 1235. An act to authorize the use of the 
funds of any tribe of Indians for insurance 
premiums; 

S. 1477. An act to authorize relief in cer- 
tain cases where work, supplies, or services 
have been furnished for the Government 
under contracts during the war; 

S. 1549. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Duane N. Thompson; 

S. 1581. An act to amend the act entitled 
“Compensation for injury, death, or deten- 
tion of employees of contractors with the 
United States outside the United States,” as 
amended, for the purpose of making the 100 
percent earning provisions effective as of 
January 1, 1942; 

S. 1573. An act for the relief of James H. 
Wilkinson; 

S. 1640. An act to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by the United States of certain real 
property in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1674. An act for the relief of Michael 
Joseph Bennett, a minor; 

S. 1731. An act for the relief of Lester A. 


Dessez; 

S. 1751. An act for the relief of Wayne 
Parker; 

8.1880. An act for the relief of the Crosby 
Yacht Building & Storage Co., Inc.; 

S. 1910. An act for the relief of George D. 
King; 

S. 2036. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State of Rhode Island to 
construct, maintain, and operate a free high- 
way bridge across the Sakonnet River be- 
tween the towns of Tiverton and Portsmouth 
in Newport County, R. I.; 

S. 2247. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims against the United 
States caused by vessels of the Navy or in 
the nayal service, or for towage or salvage 
services to such vessels, and for other pur- 


poses; 

8.2253. An act to further amend the act of 
January 16, 1936, as amended, entitled “An 
act to provide for the retirement and retire- 
ment annuities of civilian members of the 
teaching staff at the United States Naval 
Academy and the post-graduate school, 
United States Naval Academy”; 

S. 2259. An act to amend the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Act of 1946, for the purpose 
of making a clerical correction; 

S. 2260. An act for the relief of Roy M. 
Davidson; 

S. 2349. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims for damages to 
property under the jurisdiction of the Navy 
Department, and for other purposes; 

S. 2369. An act for the relief of Col. S. V. 
Constant, General Staff Corps; and 
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S. 2405. An act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Committee on 
Civil Service: 

S. 2000. A bill to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, approved May 29, 1930, as 
amended, so as to make such act applicable 
to officers and employees of the Columbia 
Institution for the Deaf; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1863). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 2093. A bill for the relief of J. P. Kerr 
and Robert P. Kerr; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 1864). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on Claims: 

H.R. 2736. A bill for the relief of Norman 
Abbott; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1865); and 

H. R.3703. A bill for the relief of the city 
and county of San Francisco; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1866). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
from the Committee on Claims: 

H. R. 935. A bill for the relief of Andreas 
Andersen; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1867); 

H.R.1357. A bill for the relief of the 
estate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, de- 
ceased; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1868); 

H. R. 3855. A bill for the relief of Martin A. 
Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1869); 

H. R. 4860. A bill for the relief of Mate- 
rials Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1870); 

H. R. 5050. A bill for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1871); 

H. R. 5031. A bill for the relief of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1872); 

H. R. 5287. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of Sarah 
McAfee, æ minor, and Haven H. McAfee; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1873); 

H. R. 5463. A bill for the relief of Hiram H. 
Wilson; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1874); 

H. R. 5603. A bill for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; without amendment (Rept. No, 
1875); and 

H. R. 6381. A bill for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1876). 

By Mr. O'DANIEL, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 957. A bill for the relief of Margaret 
Dunn; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1877); 

H. R. 1004. A bill for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Robert Olsen, a minor; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1878); 

H. R. 1633. A bill for the relief of Raymond 
Crosby; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1879); 

H.R.3209. A bill for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1880); 

H.R.3210. A bill for the relief of Clyde 
O. Payne; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1881); 

H. R. 3619. A bill for the relief of Harry D. 
Koons; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1882); 

H. R. 4374. A bill for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a 
minor; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1883) ; 

H.R. 4924. A bill for the relief of Joseph A. 
Brown; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1884); 
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H. R. 5093. A bill to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Al- 
bert Whilden; with an amendment (Rept, 
No. 1896); 

H. R. 5134. A bill for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1885); 

H. R. 5166. A bill for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; without amendment (Rept. No. 1886); 

H. R. 5288, A bill for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1887); 

H. R. 5469. A bill for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1888); 

H. R. 5847. A bill for the relief of Watson 
igs Inc.; without amendment (Rept. No, 

); 

H. R. 5848. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Mil- 
licent Moore; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1890); 

H. R. 5849. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; without amendment (Rept, 
No. 1891); 

H. R. 6161. A bill for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, a 
minor; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1893) ; 

H. R. 6255. A bill for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfleld and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1894); and 

H. R. 6399. A bill for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; without amendment (Rept. No. 1895). 

By Mr. ODANIEL (for Mr. WILSON), from 
the Committee on Claims: 

H. R. 6012. A bill for the relief of Lippert 
Brothers; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1892). 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys: 

H. R. 1860, A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue a duplicate of Porter- 
field scrip certificate No. 53 to the Muskegon 
Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., as trustee of the 
John Torrent trust; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1898) ; 

H. R. 4435. A bill to establish the Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park; to erect a monu- 
ment in memory of Theodore Roosevelt in the 
village of Medora, N. Dak,; and for-other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1897); 

H. R. 5125. A bill to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1899); 

H. R. 6896. A bill to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land 
in Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1900); and 

H. R. 7020. A bill to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by exchange of non-Tederal property 
within the Glacier National Park; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1901). 

By Mr. TAYLOR, from the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys: 

H. R. 5128. A bill to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to Roy C. 
Lammers; without amendment. 

By Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on 
Benking and Currency: 

S. 2332. A bill to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., may 
be paid into the general fund of such city; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1902). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys: 

S. Res. 316. Resolution increasing the limit 
of expenditures for the investigation of the 
use and administration of public lands and 
reducing certain other expenditures; with- 
out amendment, and, under the rule, re- 
ferred to the Committee To Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 
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BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. HILL: 

S. 2493. A bill to authorize the President 
to appoint Lt. Comdr. Paul A. Smith as 
United States representative to the Interim 
Council of the Provisional International 
Civil Aviation Organization, or as alternate 
to the United States representative, with- 
out affecting his status and perquisites as 
an officer of the Coast and Geodetic Survey; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

(Mr. WAGNER introduced Senate bill 
(S. 2494) to authorize the redemption and 
retirement of the capital stock of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, and 
appears under a separate heading.) 


REDEMPTION AND RETIREMENT OF CAPI- 
TAL STOCK OF FEDERAL DEPOSIT IN- 
SURANCE CORPORATION 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap- 
propriate reference a bill to authorize 
the redemption and retirement of the 
capital stock of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation, and for other pur- 
poses, and I request that the bill, to- 
gether with an explanatory statement be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the bill will be received 
and appropriately referred, and the bill 
and explanatory statement will be 
printed in the RECORD, 

The bill (S. 2494) to authorize the 
redemption and retirement of the capi- 
tal stock of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, and for other pur- 
poses, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

The explanatory statement presented 
by Mr. Warn is as follows: 


Mr. Wacner. Mr. President, the bill which 
I am introducing today would authorize the 
Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation to retire the capital 
stock of the Corporation at such times as the 
Board shall determine, out of the assess- 
ments hereafter paid by insured banks, No 
such retirement could be made at any time 
if the effect thereof would be to reduce the 
net worth of the Corporation below $1,000,- 
000,000. Moreover, the Board of Directors 
would retire the capital stock only to the 
extent that the assessments paid by insured 
banks exceed the amount required, in the 
judgment of the Board, for the adequate pro- 
tection of insured depositors and the sound 
operation of the Federal deposit insurance 
system. Thus the Board of Directors would 
retire the capital stock, having in mind the 
needs of the Corporation for the safety and 
the security of insured depositors. 

The Government has a capital investment 
in the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora- 
tion of $150,000,000. Under the bill this 
capital investment would be returned to the 
Government and would become available for 
further reduction of the public debt. In 
addition, the retirement of the stock held by 
the Treasury would eliminate the Govern- 
ment’s subsidy of the Federal deposit insur- 
ance system and would permit the system to 
operate as a mutual insurance fund, Not 
only would the Board be authorized to re- 
turn the $150,000,000 to the United States 
Treasury but it would have authority to re- 
tire the capital stock of $139,000,000 which 
the Federal Reserve banks hold and which 


JULY 29 


represents the amount they invested in the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation in 
1934. After all the stock has been retired, 
the Corporation would be self-sustaining and 
would be a mutual-deposit insurance fund 
financed solely by the insured banks. It 
would, however, remain administered as at 
present, that is, by a board of directors ap- 
pointed by the President with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

The Corporation’s power to issue obliga- 
tions, should the need therefor arise, is in no 
way changed by this bill but is retained at 
its present level, notwithstanding that its 
capital stock is partially or wholly retired. 

In addition, the bill proposes to increase 
the compensation to be paid to the two ap- 
pointive members of the Corporation's Board 
of Directors so that it will be on a par with 
the salaries paid to the Comptroller of the 
Currency and to the members of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 
Each member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System receives $16,000 
a year and the Comptroller of the Currency 
also receives $15,000 a year. On the other 


` hand, the two appointive members of the 


Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation's 
Board receive only $10,000 a year. These offi- 
cials should be paid on a uniform basis and 
for that reason the bill proposes to increase 
the salaries of the two appointive members 
so that they will be in line with the salaries 
paid to the other banking officials. 

I think this bill is, on its face, so mani- 
festly meritorious and noncontroversial that 
it should receive unanimous approval. It 
is most desirable that we authorize the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation to begin 
to repay to the Treasury the money which 
the Government made available to inaugurate 
the Federal deposit insurance system. Now 
that the Corporation’s net worth is approach- 
ing $1,000,000,000 it is time that the Govern- 
ment's investment be returned so that it may 
be available for further reduction in the 
public debt, and so that the Federal deposit 
insurance system may eventually become a 
mutual-insurance fund financed by the 
banking system but administered by officials 
appointed by the Government. 

When the permanent Federal deposit in- 
surance system was inaugurated in 1935, it 
began with a capital of $289,000,000 invested 
on behalf of the United States Treasury and 
the Federal Reserve banks, Since that time 
the Corporation has had a total income of 
$713,300,000 of which $563,600,000 represents 
assessments paid by the insured banks and 
$149,700,000 represents income from invest- 
ments and from other sources. The expenses 
of the Corporation during the entire period 
of its existence total $73,400,000 of which 
$41,600,000 represents administration ex- 
penses and $31,800,000 represents deposit in- 
surance losses and expenses. The balance 
of the net income, namely, $639,900,000 has 
been added to surplus so that as of De- 
cember 31, 1945, the Corporation’s total cap- 
ital and surplus amounted to $929,200,000, 
In the current year the Corporation will reach 
a billion dollar net worth, and when that 
occurs it seems feasible for it to start re- 
paying the Government's capital investment 
out of the assessments received from insured 
banks so that eventually the Corporation will 
be subsidy free. At the rate the Corpora- 
tion is now collecting assessments, that is, 
about $100,000,000 a year, it could repay the 
Government its $150,000,000 investment in 
about 2 or 3 years and still retain a $1,000,000,- 
000 insurance fund. The entire capital of 
289,000,000 could be repaid at this rate in 4 
or 5 years, At the end of that period we 
would have a $1,000,000,000-insurance fund 
entirely free of Government subsidy and 
built up by our insured banking system. 
This is a goal which I believe all of us would 
like to see achieved. Now that the oppor- 
tunity is at hand to start this program, the 
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necessary statutory authority embodied in 
the bill which I am proposing should be 
enacted. 

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
nas done an excellent job; it has helped to 
bring the bank depositors of this country 
out of the doldrums into which they fell in 
the early 1930's and has restored in them a 
feeling of confidence and security in our 
banking structure. I think this confidence 
will be increased if they are made aware that 


the successful operation of the Federal de- ` 


posit Insurance system to date makes it 
possible for the Corporation to return the 
original capital investment so that the sys- 
tem depends entirely upon the insured banks 
themselves, 

One aspect of this successful operation 
which is most impressive has to do with the 
statistics of bank suspensions. From 1865 
until 1933, a period of 69 years, we had 18,844 
bank suspensions, involving close. to $10,000,- 
000,000 of deposits—an average for that period 
of 273 bank suspensions per year, involving 
$142,000,000 of deposits. For the 12 years 
since Federal deposit insurance we have had 
only 338 banks suspend, involving a total 
of $157,000,000 of deposits—an average for 
that period of only 28 suspensions per year 
with $13,000,000 of deposits involved. For 
the past 2 years there has not been a single 
inyoluntary bank closing. 

Despite the fact that this bill comes be- 
fore us rather late in this session, I feel 
justified in submitting it to the Senate be- 
cause, believing as I do that it is wholly 
noncontroversial, I am confident it can 
be enacted in short order. There has been 
much talk in recent weeks about recap- 
turing from Government corporations ex- 
cess Government funds to augment the 
Treasury's balances and make further reduc- 
tion in the public debt possible. This bill 
may prove to be the first step in such a pro- 
gram and for that reason is even more de- 
serving of our prompt consideration. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred, as in- 
dicated: , 

H. R. 513. An act to amend the Nation- 
ality Act of 1940 to preserve the residence 
for naturalization purposes of certain aliens 
who serve in the military or naval forces of 
one of the Allied countries during the Sec- 
ond World War or otherwise assist in the 
Allied war effort, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 6995. An act to amend the Nation- 
ality Act of 1940 to preserve the nationality 
of citizens residing abroad; to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration. 

H. R. 1471, An act for the relief of Nicholas 
Sevaljevick, now known as Nicholas Horn- 
acky; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 6303. An act to amend the provisions 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act relating 
to marketing agreements and orders; and 

H.R. 7101. An act to protect American 
agriculture, horticulture, livestock, and the 
public health by prohibiting the unauthor- 
ized importation into, or the depositing in 
the territorial waters of, the United States of 
garbage derived from products originating 
cutside of the continental United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

H. R. 6346. An act providing for the exten- 
sion of the time limitations under which 
patents were issued in the case of persons 
who served in the military or naval forces 
of the United States during World War II: 
to the Committee on Patents. 

H. R. 7020. An act to provide for the acqui- 
sition by exchange of non-Federal property 
within the Glacier National Park; to the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

H. R.7046. An act to revive and reenact 
the act entitled “An act granting the con- 
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sent, of Congress to the State Highway Com- 
mission, Commonwealth of Kentueky, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Cumberland River at or 
near Burkesville, Cumberland County, Ky.” 
approved May 18, 1928; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 


H. R. 7126. An act to amend section 2 of, 


the act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 
79th Cong.), relating to the establishment 
and operation in the District of Columbia 
of nurseries and nursery schools so as to 
permit payment of compensation for serv- 
ices rendered after June 20, 1946, and prior 
to the enactment of such act; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 7147. An act to repeal certain stat- 
utes relating to the war and emergencies; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


AMERICAN FREE ENTERPRISE—ADDRESS 
BY SENATOR WILEY 
[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a radio address 
entitled “Fight for Freedom From OPA Is 
On,” delivered by him on July 27, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


PROBLEMS CONFRONTING THE PARIS 
PEACE CONFERENCE — ARTICLE BY 
DREW PEARSON 
{Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an article entitled 

“Specter of Another War Hovers Over Paris 

Parley,” written by Drew Pearson and pub- 

lished in the Philadelphia Record of July 29, 

1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


TALMADGE AND “BEST PEOPLE” SET THE 
STAGE FOR MURDER—EDITORIAL FROM 
PHILADELPHIA RECORD 
Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the Recorp an editorial 

entitled “Talmadge and ‘Best People’ Set the 

Stage for Murder,” from the Philadelphia 

Record of July 29, 1946, which appears in 

the Appendix.] 


INCREASE IN- PRODUCTION—EDITORIAL 
FROM THE WASHINGTON POST 
[Mr. LA FOLLETTE asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the Recorp an edi- 
torial entitled “Reuther Too,” from the 
Washington Post of July 29, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


SILVER—ARTICLE. BY SINCLAIR WEEKS 


Mr. GREEN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an article en- 
titled “Will There Be Another Holy Crusade 
for Silver?” by Hon. Sinclair Weeks, chair- 
man of the Silver Users’ Association, and 
former United States Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, which appears in the Appendix.] 

HOPE IN THE RISING GENERATION— 

ARTICLE BY G. M. YOUNG 
.. (Mr. HAWKES asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an article 
entitled “Hope in the Rising Generation,” 
by G. M. Young, from the London Times of 
July 14, 1946, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix.} 
LABOR FACT-FINDING BOARDS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair lays before the Senate a resolution 
coming over from a previous day, which 
will be stated. 7 

The CHIEF CLERK» A resolution (S. 
Res. 215) to discharge the Committee on 
Education and Labor from further con- 
sideration of S. 1661, the Labor Fact- 
Finding Boards Act. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the reso- 
lution go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the resolution will go over. 
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THE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Morn- 
ing business is closed. The calendar un- 
der rule VIII is in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that for the time be- 
ing the call of the calendar be suspended. 
I will say to the Senate that it is my 
purpose a little later to ask that the cal- 
endar be called today, but for the mo- 
ment I desire that its consideration be 
postponed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BALL. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, why does the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Kentucky want the considera- 
tion of the calendar postponed? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Because I wish to 
make a motion to proceed to the consid- 
eration of a bill which, if the motion is 
agreed to, I shall then ask that its con- 
sideration be laid aside temporarily, so 
that the calendar may be called. 

Mr. BALL. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
jection is heard. f 

The clerk will state the first bill on the 
calendar. ** 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 47) to 
amend the Interstate Commerce Act as 
amended. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if we 
are going to have a call of the calendar, 
I think there should be a quorum, and 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Ob- 


The 


Aiken Hoey Overton 
Andrews Huffman Pepper 
Austin Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Ball Johnston, S.C, Reed 
Barkley Knowlend Revercomb 
Bilbo La Follette Russell 
Byrd Langer Shipstead 
Capper Lucas Smith 
Chavez McCarran Stewart 
Connally McClellan Swift 
Cordon McFarland Taft 
Donnell McKellar Taylor 
Downey Mi Thomas, Okla 
Eastland Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson Maybank Tunnell 
Fulbright Mead Vandenberg 
George Millikin Wagner 
Gerry Mitchell Walsh 
Green Moore Wheeler 
Guffey Morse Wherry 
Gurney Murdock White 
Murray Wiley 
Hawkes Myers Willis 
Hayden O'Daniel Young 
Hill O'Mahoney 


Mr. HILL. Iannounce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Barry] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gos- 
SETT] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. CAR- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 


The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Burcu] is necessarily absent. 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 


Briccs] and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE] are detained on pub- 
lic business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Haren] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. = 
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The Senator from Louisiana [Mr, EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Typincs] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to par- 
ticipate in the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Brewster], the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Brinces], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Buck], and 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STAN- 
FILL] are necessarily absent. ‘ 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr, 
Brooks], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BusHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

_Topey] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 

LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy, 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 

SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 

ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-four Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 

The clerk will state the first order of 
business on the calendar, 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 47) to amend the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, as amended, was 
announced as first in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


The resolution (S. Res. 83) to change 
the reference of Senate bill 541 to amend 
the Civil Aeronautics Act, as amended, 
from the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce to the Committee on Commerce 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
inquire where is the call to start, at the 
beginning of the calendar? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call begin 
where we left off at the last call of the 
calendar. It is my purpose to ask a 

- little later that a call be had of meas- 
ures which have been passed over here- 
tofore. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky? É 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I did 
not hear the request. 

Mr. BARKLEY, The request was that 
we begin the call of the calendar where 
we left off on July 17, which would be 
with Calendar No. 1756, Senate bill 2401. 
I stated that later I proposed to have 
the bills behind that number also called 
for consideration. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. Does the Senator 
mean later today? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Iam not sure we will 
get to it today, though that is possible; 
certainly before we adjourn. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I should like to say 


, to the Senator that Calendar No. 494, 


Senate bill 1250, relating to the damages 
in connection with the Mediterranean 
fruitfly, has been on the calendar for 
over a year, and I have been waiting for 
it to be reached, not desiring to call it up 
as a special order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. All the bills on the 
calendar back of the number where I 
asked that the call begin today will be 
called. I am not sure that we can do 
that today. I hope we can, but I am 
not certain of it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Let me state the dif- 
ficulty about the situation, so far as I 
am concerned. An identical bill is now 
on the calendar of the House, and if 
we wait until tomorrow to call up the 
Senate bill, it will be too late to have it 
approved and signed, so I should like to 
have the bill considered and acted upon 
today, when we complete the calendar. 
The bill has been pending on the calen- 
dar for nearly 3 years, waiting until the 
end of the war, and it has the approval 
of the joint committee which investi- 
gated the matter. I do not feel that 
there should be any real opposition to it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I as- 
sure the Senator that I shall do the best 
I can to have the preceding bills called 
at the earliest possible moment. Of 
course, if there is objection to my re- 
quest, it will be necessary to start at the 
beginning of the calendar and call meas- 
ures on the calendar many of which have 
been called and passed over before. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I 
think that in 2 years I have taken up 
less time on the floor than any other 
Member of the Senate, and I should like 
to have this bill enacted before I leave 
the Senate. I am pledged to do it. I 
should like to have the bill considered, 
and I know that if the anti-poll-tax bill, 
or some other fool measure, is brought 
up, it can be debated until the end of the 
session, and a number-of bills, including 
mine, which are important will fail. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, let me 
ask the leader—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall cooperate to 
the fullest of my ability to see that the 
senior Senator from Florida has a 
chance to have his bill considered. Un- 
der the rule, the calendar must be called, 
I requested that the call begin with the 
beginning of the calendar, but I am now 
asking that the call begin with Calendar 
No. 1756. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. „May we rely on the 
assurance that if we comply with the re- 
quest and start on page 9, Calendar No. 
1756, before this session is over the cal- 
endar will be called once again? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Absolutely. - 

Mr. WHERRY. We can absolutely 
depend on that? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my purpose, 


JULY 29 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, before a 
conclusion is reached on that point, may 
I offer a suggestion to the leader? I 
wish to say that I concur very heartily 
with what my colleague the senior Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. Anprews], has 
said about Calendar No. 494, Senate bill 
1250. Why could we not have an under- 
standing that if we begin the call some- 
where in the calendar other than at the 
beginning, when we finish the calendar 
today we may revert to the first part of 
the calendar and call the measures from 
that point? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if we 
have to do that, I think we might as well 
begin at the beginning now. 

Mr. PEPPER. It will not take so very 
long, I think. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It will take no more 
time to do it that way than to go back, 
so I withdraw my request and ask that 
the clerk begin the call with the first bill 
on the calendar. 


INCREASE IN PAY OF MILITARY AND 
NAVAL FORCES 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous. consent to have Calendar No. 
1186, Senate bill 1357, to increase the pay 
of the military and naval forces while 
on sea duty or duty beyond the conti- 
nental limits of the United States or in 
Alaska, recommitted to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. A similar House bill 
was passed some time ago, therefore I 
ask that this bill be removed from the 
calendar. X 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will proceed with the call of 
the calendar. - } 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 83) to change 
the reference of Senate bill 541 to amend - 
the Civil Aeronautics Act, as amended, 
from the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce to the Committee on Commerce, 
was announced as next in order. 0 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the resolution go over. It involves com- 
mittee jurisdiction, and the chairman of 
neither committee involved is in the 
Chamber at this time. = 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the resolution will be 
passed over. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PASSED _ 
OVER 


The bill (S. 101) to prohibit discrim- 
ination in employment because of race, 
creed, color, national origin, or ancestry 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. RUSSELL. Over. 2 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1125) to inerease the com- 
pensation of the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the Vice President of 
the United States, Senators, Representa- 
tives in Congress, Delegates from Terri- 
tories, the Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico, and members of the Cabinet 
Was announed as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB (and 
Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 


others). 


The 
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The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 83) to 
authorize the Federal Works Adminis- 
trator to advance discretionary appor- 
tionment funds to be used for the purpose 
of making plans for the National Me- 
morial Stadium as a postwar project 
was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
joint resolution will be passed over. 


CLAIMS FOR DAMAGES CAUSED BY 
MEDITERRANEAN FRUITFLY 


The bill (S. 1250) for the relief of cer- 
tain claimants who suffered losses and 
sustained damages as the result of the 
campaign carried out by the Federal 
Government for the eradication of the 
Mediterranean fruitfly in the State of 
Florida was announced as next in order, 

Mr. TAFT and other Senators. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I 
should like to give an explanetion of 
Senate bill 1250 now, or ask that we re- 
turn and take it up for consideration 
after the call of the calendar is con- 
cluded, This is too important a bill to be 
ignored simply by some Senator asking 
that it go over. We cannot afford to con- 
tinue to postpone action cn the bill. I 
hope the Senator who objected will 
withdraw his objection so that the bill 
may now be considered on its merits. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that a 
great deal of money has been spent to 
investigate this subject and to obtain the 
facts. A joint committee of Congress 
went to Florida and made a study of the 
situation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, objec- 
tion has been made, and the bill will have 
to go over. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I 
should like to have a chance to make an 
explanation of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. I shall be glad to with- 
draw my objection for that purpose. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I 
wrote a letter to each Member of the 
Senate more than 10 days regarding this 
bill, and attached to the letter an expla- 
nation of the findings of the joint Senate 
and House committee which made a de- 
tailed investigation of all, these claims. 
I know there are many who think that 
when something happens in Florida it is 
not necessary to pay much attention to 
it. We have been treated in that man- 
ner regarding this bill and other matters. 
As I stated, a detailed investigation was 
made by the joint committee. The 
President of the United States had rec- 
ommended an appropriation of $10,000,- 
000 for the purpose of eradicating the 
citrus fiy—the Mediterranean fruitfly. 
In the meantime an investigation was 
made by the joint congressional com- 
mittee. Action was postponed for a 
time. For a long time we tried to 
secure a full examination and explana- 
tion of the situation. In fact, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, under a special 
resolution, appointed five men to make 
investigations of these losses and to 
establish the standard of the losses for 
each kind of fruit and vegetable de- 
stroyed. 

After that report was made, the Sen- 
ate and the House passed Senate Joint 


The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SENATE 


Resolution No. 40, under which a com- 
mittee was appointed, among whose 
members were former Senator Schwartz, 
of Wyoming, the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Witey], and the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], who is 
now absent from the Senate, and for 
whose return I have been waiting in 
order to call up the bill for considera- 
tion. As I understand, he is still in the 
Pacific, or, perhaps, in Europe. The 
committee went to Florida and held 
hearings on the basis of the specifica- 
tions set forth in the report made by the 
Department of Agriculture after it had 
made its investigation. One hundred 
and seventeen witnesses were heard by 
the committee. Hearings were held at 
five or six different places in the Citrus 
Belt. The committee returned and rec- 
ommended that the claims be paid. The 
claims were small. The claims for dam- 
age to citrus fruits, avocados, and vari- 
ous kinds of vegetables were made on the 
basis of less than half the amount that 
would have to be paid for like quantities 
of fruits and vegetables now. 

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. How many claims were 
involved in this investigation, and what 
was the total amount that the committee 
said the claimants should be paid. 

Mr. ANDREWS. There are in all 
about 7,000 claims. Many of the claim- 
ants are old people. Many of them 
originally came from all the States of 
Senators present, and they lived in homes 
established on groves of from 10 to 20 
acres. Many thousands of them lost 
their groves by reasons of this infesta- 
tion. At the present time I am very 
doubtful that claims could be established 
for anywhere near the original amount. 

Mr. LUCAS. What was that amount? 

Mr. ANDREWS. An appropriation 
was provided in the amount of $10,000,- 
000, or so much thereof as may be neces- 
sary to pay the claims. To indicate to 
the Senate how very particular we were 
in respect to verifying the claims, I will 
show how the investigation was made. 
This damage occurred during the de- 
pression, when vegetables and fruits 
were not worth much 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Florida has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I renew my 
objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
objection, the bill will go over. 

The clerk will state the next business 
on the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 518) to provide for the 
issuance of permits for the use of live 
decoys in the taking of ducks was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. WHITE. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 958) to provide for more 
effective inspection and supervision by 
the Congress with respect to the admin- 
istration of the laws of the United States 
Was announced as next in order, 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 2504) to discontinue 
certain reports now required by law was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. LUCAS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 825) to establish a Re- 
search Board for National Security was 
announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, action 
is being taken so quickly that we cannot 
follow what is being done. What hap- 
pened with respect to Calendar 516, Sen- 
ate bill 958? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill was objected to, and went over. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska withhold objec- 
tion to Calendar 517, House bill 2504? 

Mr. WHERRY. I did not object. 
Some other Senator did. And Calendar 
No. 549, Senate bill 825, the next bill on 
the calendar, was also objected to. 


DISCONTINUANCE OF CERTAIN REPORTS 
NOW REQUIRED BY LAW 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, with refer- 
ence to House bill 2504, I will say that I 
have no personal interest in it whatever, 
The bill passed the House of Representa- 
tives during the last Congress, and died 
on the Senate Calendar. The bill passed 
the House of Representatives again dur- 
ing the present session of Congress. It 


The 


The 


has been on the Senate Calendar for a 


year’s time. I realize that when one first 
looks at the bill one might have questions 
concerning it. I wish to ask the Senator 
who objected to the bill to please exam- 
ine the bill and the report carefully. It is 
a bill which in my opinion ought to be 
passed, because unless we pass the bill 
it will mean that the Government will 
continue to spend a great deal of money 
in a very wasteful manner. 

Mr, LUCAS. Mr, President, I with- 
draw my objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I should like very 
much to have a further explanation of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] is rec- 
ognized to make an explanation. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, at the pres- 
ent time there are some 330 statutory 
provisions requiring the preparation and 
submission to the Congress by various 
agencies and departments of the Gov- 
ernment of various monthly and annual 
reports. Usually only one of these provi- 
sions applies to one department. The 
very provision that applies to one de- 
partment may be contained in some other 
law which applies to several depart- 
ments, and the result is that there is a 
great deal of duplication of work. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, now 
that I know the provisions of the bill, 
I wish to state that I have no objection 
to it. 
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Mr, HILL. I thank the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 2504) to discontinue certain re- 
ports now required by law was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 


The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 25) favoring an extension of the 
air-transportation system in the United 
States to small cities and towns was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Over. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 


concurrent resolution will be passed over. 


The resolution (S. Res, 172) to investi- 
gate certain economic questions in the 
Pacific Coast and Rocky Mountain States 
resulting from termination of the war 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. DOWNEY and Mr. TAFT. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 92) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti- 
tution of the United States relative to 
voting qualification was announced as 
next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
joint resolution will be passed over. 

-The bill (H. R. 7) making unlawful the 
requirement for the payment of a poll 
tax as a prerequisite to voting in a pri- 
mary or other election for national offi- 
cers Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, 
bill will be passed over. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR EMPLOYEES OF 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE TO MAKE ARRESTS—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 386) to amend the law 
relating to the authority of certain em- 
ployees of the Immigration and Natu- 
rahzation Service to make arrests with- 
out warrants in certain cases and to 
search vehicles within certain areas was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, was 
objection made to House bill 386? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection*was made by the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
Bureau of Immigration is very desirous 
of having this bill enacted into law. I 
do not have the facts before me at the 
present time, but the failure to have such 
a law upon the statute books now is ren- 
dering practically impossible of enforce- 
ment the immigration laws. Under the 
existing system, if a truck loaded with 
persons who have evaded the immigra- 
tion authorities at the border in Mexico, 
for example, by swimming the river, is 
traveling through the State of Texas it 
is impossible under the present condi- 
tions to capture such individuals who are 
Slipping into this country. I do not 
know, Mr. President, of any small bill 
that is more vital to the enforcement of 
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the immigration laws than is this meas- 
ure. The members of the Committee on 
Immigration went into this measure very 
fully. It was reported unanimously. It 
applies only to certain areas contiguous 
to the border of the United States. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The purpose of 
the bill is to permit searches and seizures 
without warrants. The authority is un- 
limited, and would permit the search of 
any plane coming into this country. The 
Senator knows that I do not wish to do 
anything that would interfere with the 
enforcement of the immigration laws. 
But a bill which gives an officer the 
blanket right of search without warrant 
is not a sound bill. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Immigration 
authorities are compelled to obtain war- 
rants when a plane comes into this coun- 
try from Cuba, it means that all the pas- 
sengers in the plane may land in this 
country without let or hindrance, and 
can be admitted tere without any ob- 
stacles being interposed. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to add my 
comment to that of the Senator from 
Georgia. I know of no State in the 
United States today where arrests can- 
not be made without warrants in cases 
of felony. That is the generally accepted 
law. In this instance I can conceive of 
no greater emergency than that which 
exists with reference to the entry of 
I hope the ob- 
jection will be withdrawn. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I sincerely hope that 
the Senator from West Virginia will 
withdraw his objection. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I ask that the bill 
be passed over temporarily. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


AMENDMENT OF LAW RELATING TO 
ABANDONMENT OF CONDEMNATION 
PROCEEDINGS IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2938) to amend the Code of 
Laws of the District of Columbia, with 
respect to abandonment of condemna- 
tion proceedings, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, with an amendment 
in section 1, on page 2, line 8, after the 
name “District of Columbia,” to insert 
“Provided further, however, That no such 
owner shall be entitled to such reim- 
bursement in any case where the pro- 
ceeding is abandoned at the request or 
with the consent of the owner of such 
property.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 


grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 


The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 
TERMS OF OFFICE OF MEMBERS OF THE 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1289) to amend section 1 
of the Federal Power Act with respect to 
the terms of office of members of the 
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Federal Power Commission was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Let the bill go 
over. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, all the 


bill does is to make it possible for mem- 


bers of the Federal Power Commission 
to hold over until their successors are 
qualified. The House has passed House 
bill 3704, Calendar No. 1086. I was about 
to ask that the House bill be substituted 
for the Senate bill, and passed. 

Mr. REVERCOMB.. The bill as writ- 
ten permits a hold-over for an indefinite 
length of time. It permits any member 
of the Federal Power Commission whose 
term of office has expired to continue to 
serve as a member of the Commission for 
an unlimited time without reappoint- 
ment. 

Mr. WHEELER. Similar laws are in 
effect with respect to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, and many 
other agencies. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I ask that the bill 
be passed over temporarily. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 


RESOLUTION AND BILLS INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED 


The resolution (S. Res. 207) to dis- 
charge the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs from further consideration of joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 116) to direct and 
require the discharge of certain members 
of the armed forces, to prohibit the 
drafting of certain persons into the Army 
or Navy, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
since the purposes of Senate Resolution 
207, Calendar No. 872; Senate bill 1357, 
Calendar No. 1186; and Senate bill 1869, 
Calendar No. 1188, have all been accom- 
plished by other legislation, I ask unan- 
imous consent that those measures be 
taken from the calendar and indefinitely 
postponed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
submitted Senate Resolution 207 in the 
first instance. It is entirely satisfac- 
tory to me to take it from the calen- 
dar, because the purpose of that resolu- 
tion has now been fulfilled. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, Senate Resolution 207, 
Senate bill 1357, and Senate bill 1869 
will be indefinitely postponed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1248) to establish a Bu- 
reau of Scientific Research, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order, 

Mr. TAFT. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


HEALTH PROGRAMS FOR GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 


The bill (H. R. 2716) to provide for 
health programs for Government em- 
ployees was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, be- 
fore any action is taken on this bill I 
ask unanimous consent to offer an 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
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tute for the bill which is upon the cal- 
endar. I act upon the direction and 
authorization of the Civil Service Com- 
mittee in offering this amendment, and 
I ask that it be read from the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
California will be stated. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may 
I ask the Senator how long this amend- 
ment is, and whether it is of such a na- 
ture that it ought to be adopted on the 
call of the calendar? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, the 
bill is most important. Every indus- 
trial group in America, every business 
group, and every labor group has ap- 
provedit. Extensive hearings have been 
held, and the bill has been unanimously 
approved by the members of the com- 
mittee, including both Democrats and 
Republicans. The amendment is brief, 
and expresses the whole purpose. 

At one time the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. Brtso] objected 
to the bill, and it has been held up since 
that time. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. BILBO. What is it proposed to 
do? 3 

Mr. DOWNEY. At the instigation and 
direction of the heads of agencies, and 
with the approval of the Public Health 
Service and the approval of Congress 
through an appropriation, the creation 
of emergency mental and dental facili- 
ties would be permitted in each of the 
departments of the Government. The 
service would be similar to what we have 
in the Senate. Physicians would be as- 
signed to establish health and safety 
standards and to make free examina- 
tions. Nothing could be done without 
an appropriation by Congress. 

The hearings on this bill extended over 
a period of several months. The Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers, the 
National Safety Council, and other or- 
ganizations approve the bill. The labor 
groups approve such a bill. Practically 
every great industry in the United States 
has emergency medical service. 

The amendment is self-explanatory. 
I ask that the amendment be accepted by 
unanimous consent, that the bill be 
passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
2716) to provide for health programs 
for Government employees, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Civil Service with amendments. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the Senator from California 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purpose of promoting and 


maintaining the physical and mental fitness 
of employees of the Federal Government, the 
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heads of departments and agencies, includ- 
ing Government-owned and controlled cor- 
porations are authorized, within the limits of 
appropriations made available therefor, to 
establish by contract or otherwise, health- 
service programs which will provide health 
services for employees under their respective 
jurisdictions: Provided, That such health- 
service programs shall be established only 
after consultation with the Public Health 
Service and consideration of its recommenda- 
tions, and only in localities where there are 
a sufficient number of Federal employees to 
warrant the provision of such services, and 
shall be limited to (1) treatments of on-the- 
job illness and dental conditions requiring 
emergency attention; (2) preemployment 
and other examinations; (3) referral of em- 
ployees to private physicians and dentists, 
and (4) preventive programs relating to 
health: Provided further, That the health 
program now being conducted by the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority and by the Panama 
Canal and Panama Railroad Company shall 
not be affected by the provisions of this act: 
And provided jurther, That such health pro- 
grams as are now being conducted for other 
Federal employees may be continued until 
June 30, 1947. The Public Health Service, 
when requested to do so, shall review the 
health-service programs being conducted by 
any department or agency under authority of 
this act and shall submit appropriate com- 
ment and recommendations. Wherever the 
professional services of physicians are au- 
thorized to be utilized under this act, the 
definition of “physician” contained in the 
act of September 7, 1916, as amended (U. S.C., 
1940 edition, title 5, sec. 790), shall be ap- 
plicable. 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do not 
understand the reason for an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. The bill 
before us was reported from the com- 
mittee with several amendments. I am 
interested only because the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] was interested 
in the committee amendments. They are 
written just as he wanted them. I do 
not understand why an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute is offered. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I shall be glad to ex- 
plain the reason. The bill as reported 
from the committee gives primary direc- 
tion to the Civil Service Commission. 
Objection was made on the ground that 
the primary initiating power should be 
the Public Health Service. Following 
that objection, the bill was again referred 
to our committee, and there was an addi- 
tional hearing, in which practically all 
the members of the committee partic- 
ipated. It was finally decided that the 
primary responsibility under the terms 
of the bill should be vested in the Public 
Health Service rather than the Civil 
Service Commission. That decision hav- 
ing been made at a meeting of the com- 
mittee, I was directed to offer this 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute, which clarifies the bill and definitely 
restricts it in certain ways. It merely 
substitutes the Public Health Service for 
the Civil Service Commission as the dom- 
inating agency. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr.. BALL. Would the amendment 
the Senator has proposed permit the de- 
duction from the salaries of Federal em- 
ployees of payments to a Blue Cross hos- 
pital plan? 

Mr. DOWNEY. No; it has nothing to 
do with that. All it would do would be, 
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in the case of the large governmental 
agencies, to permit establishment of a 
physician or a dentist or facilities for 
emergency treatment and care of the 
employees, exactly as we have provided 
in the case of the Senate and in the case 
of the House of Representatives of the 
United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute offered by 
the Senator from California. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
cr ce and the third reading of the 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 


JOINT RESOLUTION AND BILLS PASSED 
OVER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next measure on the 
calendar. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 85) pro- 
posing to amend the Constitution of the 
United States to exclude aliens in count - 
ing the whole number of persons in each 
State for apportionment of representa- 
tives among several States was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let the joint reso- 
lution be passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
joint resolution will be passed over. 

The bill (H, R. 948) conferring juris- 
diction upon the District Court of the 
United States for the Northern District 
of California to hear claims for damages 
as a result of a flood in Yuba County, 
Calif., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let the bill be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3704) to amend section 
1 of the Federal Power Act with respect 
to the terms of office of members of the 
Federal Power Commission was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Let the bill be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


AWARD OF THE DODECANESE ISLANDS TO 
GREECE 


The resolution (S. Res. 82) favoring 
the award of the Dodecanese Islands to 
Greece was announced as next in order. 

Mr. . Inasmuch as the 
purpose of the resolution has already 
been accomplished—— 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do not 
think the purpose has been accomplished 
because I think the resolution covers 
more than the Dodecanese Islands. 

Mr. PEPPER, Let me say that the 
resolution was reported unanimously, or 
without objection, by the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. It is the same reso- 
lution which former Senator Lodge in- 
troduced in the Senate and which the 
Senate passed in the early twenties. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection 
to the resolution. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I find that 
I am mistaken. The resolution does 
refer only to the Dodecanese Islands, 
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Mr. BARKLEY. I thought it referred 
only to the Dodecanese Islands. They 
have already been awarded to Greece by 
the Foreign Ministers, but not, as I un- 
derstand, by the Peace Conference as yet. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
would simply suggest that, although the 
Foreign Ministers have agreed to award 
the Dodecanese Islands to Greece, that 
action has not been made final. The 
Peace Conference is now in session in 
Paris. I see no harm in adopting the 
resolution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the adoption of the reso- 
lution, 

The resolution (S. Res. 82) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that Northern Epirus (including Corytsa) 
and the 12 islands of the Aegean Sea, known 
as the Dodecanese Islands, where a strong 
Greek population predominates, should be 
awarded by the peace conference to Greece 
and become incorporated in the territory of 
Greece. 


RESOLUTIONS AND BILL PASSED OVER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next measure on the 
calendar. 

The resolution (S. Res. 161) authoriz- 
ing an investigation of all means of 
interstate and foreign commerce was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. OVERTON. Let the resolution be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. 245) increasing the 
limit of expenditures for the investiga- 
tion of the better mobilization of the 
material resources of the United States 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BALL. Let the resolution be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5594) to reserve for the 
use of the United States all deposits of 
fissionable materials contained in the 
public lands was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. CORDON. Let the bill be passed 
over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 


RAILROAD BRIDGE ACROSS THE ALLE- 
GHENY RIVER AT WARREN, PA. 


The bill (H. R. 4190) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. to construct, maintain, 
and operate a railroad bridge across the 
Allegheny River at or near Warren, Pa., 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5316) to repeal the law 
permitting vessels of Canadian registry 
to transport iron ore between United 
States ports on the Great Lakes was an- 
nounced as next in oder. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, 
since this bill has been on the calendar, 
certain transportation problems have 
arisen and are now receiving careful 
consideration. So, under the circum- 
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stances, I think it would be well that the 
bill be passed over, and I so request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 


DETAIL OF MILITARY AND NAVAL MIS- 
SIONS TO FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS 


The bill (S. 1847) to amend the act of 
May 19, 1926 (44 Stat., pt. 2, p. 565), as 
amended by the act of May 1935 (49 Stat. 
218) providing for the detail of United 
States military and naval missions to 
foreign governments was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Let the bill be passed 
over. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, before the bill is passed over, I 
should like to make an explanation. 

Mr. TAFT. I withdraw my objection 
for the purpose of enabling the Senator 
to make his statement. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Under pres- 
ent legislation the President of the 
United States is authorized, upon appli- 
cation from the foreign governments 
concerned, and whenever in his discre- 
tion the public interests render such a 
course advisable, to detail officers and 
enlisted men of the United States Army 
and Navy to assist the Governments of 
the Republics of North America, Central 
America, and South America, and of the 
Republics of Cuba, Haiti, Santo Do- 
mingo, and the Commonwealth of the 
Philippine Islands, and, during war or a 
declared national emergency, the gov- 
ernments of such other countries as the 
President deems it in the interest of na- 
tional defense to assist in military mat- 
ters. 

During the war, by Public Law 722 of 
the Seventy-seventh Congress, approved 
October 1, 1942, the President was also 
given authority to send military and 
naval missions to the governments of 
such other countries as he might deem 
to be in the interest of national defense. 

Senate bill 1847 is a measure to enact 
into permanent legislation the authority 
granted to the President during the war. 
It will authorize the President to detail 
military and naval missions to any for- 
eign government whenever, in his dis- 
cretion, the public interest renders such 
a course advisable. 

Mr. President, enactment of the bill 
is recommended by the State Depart- 
ment, the War Department, and the 
Navy Department, and your committee 
concurs in the view that it is desirable 
legislation, š 

An identical bill has already been 
passed by the House of Representatives, 
and is on our calendar. Moreover, as 
chairman of the subcommittee of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, I am han- 
dling two other bills of the same nature, 
which were recommended by the Presi- 
dent of the United States, by the State 
Department, the War Department, and 
the Navy Department, If, for example, 
this bill does not become law, one of the 
outstanding requests made of us by Gen- 
eral Marshall, who now is in China, will 
not be complied with, and the desired 
result will not be accomplished. 

There is in the committee report a 
letter from General Marshall to me. 
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Mr. President, if this bill can be passed, 
the need for the other two will not be 
so great. There is no chance of passing 
the other two in this Congress. There- 
fore, I trust that the Senate will pass 
this bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I shall ob- 
ject to the bill. I feel very strongly that 
we should not be sending military mis- 
sions all over the world to teach people 
how to fight in American ways. We have 
done that in the case of South Ameri- 
can countries and the Philippines, and 
I am certainly not in favor of having us 
undertake military operations all over 
the world, until the United Nations has, 
a chance to establish itself and until we 
have an opportunity to operate through 
it. 


So, Mr. President, I object to the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill will be 
passed over. 

The clerk will call the next measure 
on the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1271) to provide for coop- 
eration with State agencies administer- 
ing labor laws in establishing and main- 
taining safe and proper working condi- 
tions in industry was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Let the bill go 
over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5433) to amend section 
540 of title 10 and section 441 (a) of title 
34 of the United States Code providing 
for the detail of United States military 
and naval missions to foreign govern- 
ments was announced as next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Let the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


AMENDMENT OF PERNICIOUS POLITICAL 
ACTIVITIES ACT 


The bill (H. R. 1497) to amend sub- 
section 9 (a) of the act entitled “An act 
to prevent pernicious political activities,” 
approved August 2, 1939, as amended, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, this bill 
was before the Committee on Privileges 
and Elections. As chairman of the com- 
mittee, I was instructed to report it fa- 
vorably. However, two Senators, the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Brinces], drew attention to a desir- 
able amendment, namely, on page 1, in 
line 10, to strike out the words “employees 
of the United States Government, includ- 
ing the.” In other words, the amend- 
ment would limit the bill to the employees 
of the Alaska Railroad. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the immediate consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I now of- 
fer the amendment which I have just 
stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
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proposed, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendment and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time, ; 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1118) to amend the 
Hatch Act was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Let the bill be 
passed over. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to make an explanation, if I may 
do so. 

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Con- 
sideration of the bill has been objected 
to. Does the Senator who objected 
withdraw his objection temporarily? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I withdraw it 
temporarily, until the statement can be 
made. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, several 
bills to the same effect or with the same 
wording have been introduced in the 
Senate and the House. This one is now 
ready for action. It has met with the 
approval of the committee and it has re- 
ceived the earnest recommendation of 
the chairman of the Civil Service Com- 
mission, for the reason that before the 
passage of the Hatch Act the Commis- 
sion had certain discretionary powers in 
respect to punishing offenders who broke 
the rules and regulations. By the pas- 
sage of the Hatch Act, that discretionary 
power was taken away; and in every in- 
stance in which there was a violation of 
the provisions of the Hatch Act, the 
Commission had to discharge the offend- 
ing employee, with no possibility of reem- 
ployment. In many cases that seemed 
to be too severe a penalty to impose. 

For example, an employee might dis- 
tribute some political cards in a politi- 
cal campaign for a friend of his who was 
running for office. That would be a vio- 
lation of the Hatch Act. But the penalty 
of discharge of the employee with no 
possibility of his being reemployed seems 
to be too severe. The bill makes it pos- 
sible for the Commission to use discre- 
tion in assessing punishment. 

Mr. President, I hope that the objec- 
tion of the Senator will be withdrawn. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
feel that if this bill to amend the Hatch 
Act is passed, we might as well abolish 
the Hatch Act. ‘The very purpose of the 
act is to prevent pernicious political 
activities. If we are going to make pun- 
ishment for such activities too light and 
put absolute discretion in the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission with reference to the 
punishment to be assessed, we might as 
well abolish the entire act. I must ask 
that the bill go over. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, the Com- 
mission already has such powers. Such 
powers reside in the State officials. This 
bill would give similar powers to the 
Federal Commission. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this bill 
has great merit. The interpretations 
and decisions of the Hatch Act have been, 
iri certain instances, very severe. Allow 
me to give one illustration: 
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A man was appointed acting postmas- 
ter in a community in Massachusetts. 
At the time of his appointment, he was 
a member of the local Democratic town 
committee. He asked whether he should 
resign, and he was told by the post-office 
inspector that it was not necessary to 
resign until he had received a notice to 
take an examination for permanent ap- 
pointment. Later, when he was ready 
te take the examination, some of his po- 
litical enemies objected on the ground 
that he had been a member of a politi- 
cal committee. He was denied the right 
to take the examination and was for- 
bidden from ever thereafter being con- 
sidered for the postmastership. The 
Post Office and the Civil Service Commis- 
sion regretted the situation very much, 
but they said they had no discretion in 
575 matter, and I believe they favor this 


Mr. CORDON. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. The bill will be passed 
over. 


SIMPLIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATION 
OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 4386) to facilitate and 
simplify the Administration of Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, this 
bill was passed by the Senate on June 
14 and the amendments to the bill were 
agreed to. The bill was subsequently 
reconsidered at the request of the junior 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. BUSH- 
FIELD]. In the interim, I consulted with 
him, and on his behalf I now offer an 
amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendments reported by the Committee 
on Indian Affairs were agreed to when 
the bill was originally considered by the 
Senate. The amendment now offered 
by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’ManHONEY} in behalf of the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. BUSHFIELD] 
will be stated. Í 7 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, in line 
6, after the words “Indian Affairs”, it is 
proposed to strike out the period, insert 
a comma, and the following: 

Insofar as such powers and duties relate 
to action in individual cases arising under 
general regulations promulgated by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior or the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs pursuant to law. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2044) to promote the com- 
mon defense by unifying the depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
relating to the common defense was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 
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INCORPORATION OF FEDERAL CITY 
CHARTER COMMISSION 


The bill (S. 1942) to incorporate the 
Federal City Charter Commission was 
announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


TIME LIMIT ON INSTITUTION OF CERTAIN 
ACTIONS 


The bill (H. R. 2788) to limit the time 
during which certain actions under the 
laws of the United States may be brought 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Over. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator who made the objection 
withhold it long enough for me to make 
an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I withhold my ob- 
jection long enough for that purpose. 
I am frank to say, that if it is a contro- 
versial bill it should be considered aside 
from a call of the calendar, if considered 
at all. 

Mr. WHERRY. I deeply appreciate 
the remarks of the able majority leader. 
The bill has been controversial; but, after 
consideration of the bill was objected to 
some weeks ago, the proponents of the 
measure went to the Department of Jus- 
tice and conferred with officials there. 
A bill has now been drawn which limits 
the provisions of the act only to viola- 
tions under the Fair Labor Standards 
Act and also the Walsh-Healey Act. The 
bill, as now drawn by the Department of 
Justice, eliminates any action which 
might be instituted in the antitrust di- 
vision, and I am quite satisfied that the 
proponents generally of the bill have ac- 
cepted the amendments. The bill has 
been printed and lies on the desks of 
Senators. I feel that it should be taken 
up at the present time. 

Mr. It is obvious that we 
have not had an opportunity to read the 
amendment to which the Senator has re- 
ferred, and I ask that the bill be passed 
over temporarily. 

Mr. WHERRY. Only temporarily? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to have 
an opportunity to examine the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WHERRY. I may say further, if 
the Senator from Kentucky will permit 
me, that I do not want to throw a wrench 
into the machinery of calling the cal- 
endar. But I feel that after the ma- 
jority leader has seen the amendment 
he will agree that the bill should be con- 
Sidered. If I can obtain consideration 
of the bill only by moving to have it con- 
sidered, I shall do that. I think it is 
quite evident that if the bill is not now 
considered it will not be considered at 
this session of Congress. If the majority 
leader will take the matter up with the 
Department of Justice I am sure that he 
will be agreeable to the Senate consider- 
ing the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I might be agreeable 
to considering the bill. I have not hada 
chance to examine it. 

Mr, TUNNELL. Mr. President, in or- 
der that I may be notified, I wish to make 
vo objection to the consideration of the 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if Sen- 
ators are going to object to a considera- 
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tion of the bill I shall avail myself of the 
privileges under rule VIII and move to 
take up the bill. I was agreeable to the 
request of the majority leader that the 
bill be passed over temporarily, but if 
there will be afforded no opportunity to 
take up the bill now, I am sure that no 
such opportunity will be available during 
the remainder of the session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the Senator’s attitude 
is not a reasonable one. We are calling 
the calendar under the rule which pro- 
vides that bills may be considered to 
which there is no objection. I have 
merely asked that the bill may be passed 
over temporarily. But any other Senator 
on the floor has the right to make ob- 
jection. 

Mr. WHERRY. I understand that. 

Will the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware withhold his objection until 
we can give the matter further consider- 
ation before the call of the calendar is 
completed? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I object now. I do 
not know whether I shall be present if the 
bill is taken up later. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator will not ob- 
ject to the Senate taking up the bill 
when the majority leader is ready to 
return to it, will he? 

Mr. I am objecting now. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
hope we may proceed with the calling 
of the calendar and not be required to 
stop for the purpose of arguing whether 
bills shall be taken up, such as this one, 
because objection has been made. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill may be 
considered at the conclusion of the call 
of the calendar at which time Senators 
will be free to object. When considera- 
tion of the calendar has been completed 
the bill will then be ready for considera- 
tion. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Under the same 
rules? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 


bill will be temporarily passed over. 
BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2126) to provide for the 
disposal of materials or resources on the 
public lands of the United States which 
are under the exclusive jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of the Interior was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill be temporarily passed 
over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 776) to authorize the 
naturalization of Filipinos was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GERRY. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2108) to provide for the 
payment of members of the military and 
naval forces of the United States who 
enter or reenter civilian.employment of 
the United States was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


The 


The 
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The bill (S. 181) to authorize the ap- 
propriation of funds to assist the States 
and Territories in more adequately 
financing their system of public educa- 
tion was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WALSH. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


SELF-LIQUIDATION OF GREAT LAKES-ST. 
LAWRENCE BASIN 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 104) 
approving the agreement between the 
United States and Canada relating to the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Basin with 
the exception of certain provisions there- 
of; expressing the sense of the Congress 
with respect to the negotiation of cer- 
tain treaties; authorizing the investiga- 
tion through the Department of State 
and with Canada of the feasibility of 
making the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
seaway self-liquidating; and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WHITE. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be passed over. 


BILLS PASSEC OVER 


The bill (H. R. 2536) to amend the In- 
terstate Commerce Act, with respect to 
certain agreements between carriers, was 
announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6741) relating to the 
operation of section 8 of the Federal Air- 
port Act with respect to the fiscal year 
1947 was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BALL. I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota, who made 
the objection, kindly withhold it in order 
that I may make an explanation which I 
think will clear away any objection? 

Mr. BALL. I withhold it for that pur- 
pose, but, as I recall this bill was called 
a few days ago and we went over it pretty 
thoroughly, and I think several Senators 
on this side strongly opposed the bill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. If the 
Senator is of that frame of mind, and 
will object notwithstanding an explana- 
tion, I shall not take up the time of the 
Senate in explaining it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


BRIDGE ACROSS RIO GRANDE—RECOM- 
MITTAL OF BILL 


The bill (H. R. 1212) authorizing the 
State of Texas, acting through the State 
Highway Commission of Texas, to op- 
erate a free bridge across the Rio Grande 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that bill be re- 
committed to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the bill is recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 


LANDS IN CUSTODY OF NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE 

The bill (S. 1839) to provide basic 

authority for the performance of certain 

functions and activities of the National 


Park Service was announced as next in 
order. 


JULY 29 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Let the bill go 
over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, may I inquire what dispo- 
sition was made of Calendar No. 1602, 
Senate bill 1839, to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain func- 
tions and activities of the National Park 
Service? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill went over. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I wonder if the 
Senator or Senators who asked that the 
bill go over will indulge me while I make 
an explanation? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
I understand, the objection which was 
made was withdrawn, and that the bill 
was passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No. 
To Calendar No. 1602, Senate bill 1839, 
objection was made by the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. Revercoms]. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I withdraw the ob- 
jection for the purpose of permitting the 
Senator from Wyoming to make a state- 
ment. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
identical bills were introduced on this 
matter in the Senate and in the House 
of Representatives. The House bill is 
H. R. 6629, which passed the House 
on July 16. I find upon examination 
of the record that in the House amend- 
ments were made which eliminated the 
objectionable features to which some 
of us on the Public Lands Committee of 
the Senate made allusion at the time the 
bill was previously called, as for exam- 
ple, the Senate bill provides authority 
for the acquisition of lands or inter- 
ests therein within any of the national 
parks or monuments. That has been 
stricken out by the House, and in the 
manner in which the bill has passed the 
House I think it meets all objections, 
I hope, therefore, Mr. President, that the 
bill now be considered and passed in the 
form in which it passed the House. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, this bill was 
called to my attention by another Mem- 
ber of the Senate, and I made objection 
to it. As I recall one of the principal 
bases of objection arose out of subsec- 
tion (i), on page 4 of the bill, authoriz- 
ing the “acquisition of lands or interests 
therein within any of the national parks, 
monuments, or other permanently estab- 
lished areas administered by the National 
Park Service.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That has been 
eliminated by the House bill, and, if I 
am permitted to do so, I shall substitute 
the House bill for the Senate bill. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Am I to under- 
stand, then, that no authority is to be 
given to the National Park Service to 
acquire “lands or interests therein with 
any of the national parks, monuments, 
or other permanently established areas 
administered by the National Park 
Service?” 

Mr. OMAHONENT. None whatever. 
That authority has been eliminated. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I withdraw my 
objection, in view of the statement of the 
Senator from Wyoming, 


The 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. I ask that the 
Senate consider the bill, and I shall then 
request that House bill 6629, which 
passed the House on July 16, be substi- 
tuted for Senate bill 1839, and that the 
Senate bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1839) 
to provide basic authority for the per- 
formance of certain functions and activ- 
ities of the National Park Service. 

Mr. CORDON. I ask the Senator from 
Wyoming whether the House bill makes 
amendments other than the one strik- 
ing out subsection (i) of the Senate bill? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. The House 
made another amendment by striking 
out section (k) providing payment to 
school districts serving the areas. 

Mr. CORDON. Those are the only 
two amendments—the one striking out 
subsection (i) and subsection (k). 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct; 
and on page 3, in lines 1 and 2, to strike 
out after the words “National Cemetery.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that House bill 6629 be substituted 
for the Senate bill and be considered at 
this time. 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 6629) to provide basic authority 
for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the National Park Serv- 
ice was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 1839 will be 
indefinitely postponed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill. (S. 1920) to provide for the 
demonstration of public library service 
in areas without such service or with 
inadequate library facilities was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1178) providing equal pay 
for equal work for women, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. $ 

The bill (S. 1908) to provide for the 
maximum and most effective utilization 
of surplus agricultural commodities 
through increased industrial and other 
uses and through the development of 
improved methods of storing and mar- 
keting such commodities was announced 
as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over, 

Mr. BALL. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


BASIC AUTHORITY, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION 


The bill (H: R. 5654) to provide basic 
authority for the performance of certain 
functions and activities of the Bureau of 
Reclamation was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. CORDON. Over. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator who objected to House bill 5654 
withhold it fora moment. The bill pro- 

XCII——651 


The 


The 


The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


poses to grant basic authority to the 
Reclamation Bureau for the performance 
of certain functions. I may say that the 
Senate had this bill under consideration 
some days ago, and there was objection 
to its passage. Since then I have con- 
ferred with the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. GURNEY] and the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], and I 
understand there is now no further ob- 
jection to the passage of the bill. It is 
similar to a bill passed last year to 
obviate certain nuisance points of order 
in connection with the Department of 
Agriculture appropriation bill. Being in 
charge of the Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill, I would appreciate it very 
much if the bill could be passed. 

Mr. CORDON. It was under a mis- 
apprehension that I asked that the bill 
go over. I have no objection to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


FRANCIS T. LILLIE AND LOIS E. LILLIE 


The bill (H. R. 4466) for the relief of 
Francis T. Lillie and Lois E. Lillie was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ADDITIONAL SECRETARIES OF 
AGRICULTURE 


The bill (S. 1923) to establish 2 addi- 
tional offices of Assistant Secretaries of 
Agriculture, and for other purposes, was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there are hereby 
established the offices of two additional As- 
sistant Secretaries of Agriculture, to be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. The sal- 
aries of the Assistant Secretaries of Agricul- 
ture, including the Assistant Secretary es- 
tablished by the act of February 9, 1889 (25 
Stat. 659), shall hereafter be $10,000 each per 
annum. The Assistant Secretaries of Agri- 
culture, as well as the Under Secretary pro- 
vided for by the act of March 26, 1934 (48 
Stat. 467), shall perform such duties as may 
be required by law or assigned by the Secre- 
tary and, in addition, shall perform any du- 
ties vested in the Secretary of Agriculture by 
law, regulation, or otherwise, which may be 
assigned to them by the Secretary, and, 
while so acting, their act shall be deemed to 
be the act of the Secretary. Each Assistant 
Secretary, in the order prescribed by the Sec- 
retary, shall perform the duties of the Secre- 
tary in case of the death, resignation, ab- 
sence, or sickness of the Secretary and the 
Under Secretary, or, as the case may require, 
the ranking Assistant Secretary or Assistant 
Secretaries, 


BILLS AND RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2070) to authorize the Fed- 
eral Security Administration to assist the 
States in the development of commu- 
nity recreation programs for the people 
of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BALL and othér Senators. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res, 296) relating 
to the utilization and disposition of the 
water resources of the Central Valley 
project in California was announced as 
next in order, 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California explain the res- 
olution please? 

Mr. LUCAS. I ask that the resolution 
go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2183) to authorize the 
heads of executive departments and in- 
dependent establishments of the United 
States Government to grant scientific, 
technical, and professional employees 
short leaves of absence for advanced re- 
search and study was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. BALL. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2118) to provide for the 
payment of a bonus of 30 cents per 
bushel on wheat produced and sold be- 
tween January 1, 1945, and April 18, 1946, 
Was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2033) to provide support 
for wool, to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. WHITE. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over, 


PAYMENT FOR LOGGING TIMBER FOR 
MENOMINEE INDIANS 


The bill (S. 1418) to authorize the pay- 
ment of certain sums to jobbers in con- 
nection with their logging of timber for 
the Menominee Indians on the Menomi- 
nee Reservation during the logging sea- 
son was announced as next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE subsequently said: 
Mr. President, while I was called from 
the Chamber momentarily, Calendar No. 
1755, Senate bill 1418, was passed over. 
I ask unanimous consent to recur to that 
bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
wish merely to make a very brief expla- 
nation of the bill, and then I feel there 
will be no objection to it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am told 
that I objected, but I had no intention 
to object to this bill, and, if I was the one 
who objected, I withdraw the objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair does not know who it was that 
objected. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If objection is 
withdrawn, I shall not burden the Sen- 
ate with an explanation. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs with an amendment to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and to insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay to the Me- 
nominee Indian Mills to the credit of the 
several accounts of Herman Fredenberg; 
Walter J. Peters, Sr.; Charles J. Frechette; 
Joe Gristeau, Jr.; James Tebeau; Joe Cald- 
well, Sr.; John R. Pecore; Roy Oshkosh; Louis 
Tucker, Jr.; James Warrington; Alexander 
Waupoose; Bernard Grignon; Earl Vaughn; 
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Louis Washinawatok; Reuben Long; Nahpone 
Perote; George Smith; Louis Corn; Paul 
Vigue, Sr., and Louis Vigue, operating as a 
partnership; Dan Wescott and Paul Vigue, 
Jr., operating as a partnership; and the 
estates of George Irving; Louis Kinepoway; 
John Tucker, Sr.; Dominic Worden; John 
Mosehart; George Caldwell; John Okimosh; 
Anton Shawanometta; Mrs. Lillian Oshkosh, 
out of the Menominee 4 percent fund, the 
sum of $1 for each 1,000 feet of timber 
respectively logged by said parties on the 
Menominee Reservation during the logging 
season of 1934-85 according to the schedule 
prepared by the Menominee Indian Mills 
which schedule shall be approved by the gen- 
eral council of the Menominee Tribe. Said 
amounts shall be credited against the 
amounts, if any, respectively owed the 
Menominee Indian Mills by said parties with- 
out taking into account any procedural de- 
fenses of a personal nature which might have 
been interposed in an action at law to collect 


such debts, and the balance, if any, shall be - 


paid to caid parties or their heirs: Provided, 
however, That the foregoing amounts shall 
be in full payment of any and all claims 
which said parties may claim to have by rea- 
son of promises made by officers of the 
Menominee Indian Milis for the logging of 
timber during the logging season of 1934-35. 

Sec, 2. The Secretary of the Interior or his 
duly authorized representative is hereby au- 
thorized with the concurrence of the general 
council of the Menominee Indian Tribe to 
cancel any balance still due to the Menomi- 
nee Indian Mills by any of the jobbers listed 
in section 1, after the amount allowable under 
the said section has been credited, if in his 
judgment the balance of the claim is uncol- 
lectible or inequitable. 

Sec. 3. The said Secretary or his duly au- 
thorized representative with the concurrence 
of the advisory council of the Menominee 
Indian Tribe may cancel other obligations 
due or which may become due to the 
Menominee Indian Mills when in his judg- 
ment such obligations are uncoliectible. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A 
bill to authorize the payment of certain 
sums to jobbers in connection with their 
logging of timber for the Menominee 
Indians on the Menominee Reservation 
during the logging season, 1934-35, and 
for other purposes.” 


ACTING ASSISTANT SURGEONS IN THE 
NAVY 


The bill (S. 2401) to amend the act of 
May 4, 1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, 
to authorize the President to appoint 250 
acting assistant surgeons for temporary 
service was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act of May 4, 
1898, entitled “An act making appropriations 
for the naval service for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1899, and for other purposes” 
(30 Stat. 369), as amended by the act of 
March 18, 1940 (54 Stat. 54), and as further 
amended by the act of March 17, 1941 (55 
Stat. 43), is hereby further amended so that 
the last paragraph of the appropriation for 
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (30 Stat. 
380) shall read as follows: 

The President is hereby authorized to ap- 
point for temporary service 250 acting assist- 
ant surgeons, who shall have the rank and 
compensation of assistant surgeons: Provided, 
That not more than 250 of such acting assist- 
ant surgeons may be serving in the naval 
service at any one time: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of the Navy, in time of 
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war or declared national emergency, may 
appoint, for temporary service with the com- 
pensation of assistant surgeons, such acting 
assistant surgeons as the exigencies of the 
service may require.” 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, what be- 
came of order of business 1752, Senate 
bill 2033? Was that passed over? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
went over. 


AVIATION FACILITIES AT THE UNITED 
STATES NAVAL ACADEMY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2367) to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to construct aviation facili- 
ties at the United States Naval Academy, 
Annapolis, Md., and for other purposes, 
which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Navy is hereby authorized and directed 
to provide by contract or otherwise for the 
construction of aviation facilities, at the 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., 
including the necessary buildings, quarters, 
collateral public works facilities and equip- 
ment and the acquisition of the necessary 
land, at a cost not to exceed $12,000,000. 

Sec. 2. The provisions of section 3 of the 
act of April 25, 1939 (53 Stat. 591), shall be 
applicable to this project. 

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be 

iated out of sny money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, such sums 
as may be necessary to effectuate the purpose 
of this act. 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I thought 
that bill was recommitted to the com- 
mittee at the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts. May we have an 
explanation of it? I thought it was sent 
back to the committee. 

Mr. WALSH. No; not this bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize 
the establishment of an airport and the 
necessary appurtenant facilities at An- 
napolis, Md., which would be used for 
flight indoctrination of midshipmen at 
the Naval Academy. 

Under the terms of the bill the Secre- 
tary of the Navy is provided the author- 
ity to acquire the necessary land and to 
construct such collateral buildings, quar- 
ters, equipment, and public works fa- 
cilities as are necessay to establish an 


. airport at the Naval Academy. A maxi- 


mum cost limitation of $12,000,000 is 
prescribed. 

Section 2 authorizes the Secretary of 
the Navy to employ architectural or en- 
gineering firms for the design or plans 
for this project, but provides that the 
fee for such services shall not exceed 6 
percent of the estimated cost of the 
airport. 

The construction of an airport at the 
Naval Academy is considered essential 
to the training of midshipmen. The ac- 
quisition of land and the commencement 
of construction must be undertaken in 
the very near future to assure the readi- 
ness for use of the airport in 1948. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2432) to enable the Depart- 
ment of State more effectively to carry 


_out its responsibilities in the foreign 
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field by means of (a) public dissemina- 
tion abroad of information about the 
United States was announced as next 
in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


REORGANIZATION OF THE FOREIGN 
SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES 


The bill (S. 2451) to improve, 
strengthen, and expand the Foreign 
Service of the United States was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I think we 
should have an explanation of the bill. 
It contains 105 pages, and it seems to be 
a very important measure. I doubt that 
it should be passed on the call of the 
consent calendar. I reserve the right to 
object. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, there 
is on the calendar an identical House 
bill, Calendar No. 1805, House bill 6967. 
I ask that the House bill be substituted 
for the Senate bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? : 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
do not object to the substitution, but I 
object to the passage of the bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thought the Sen- 
ator wanted an explanation. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am perfectly 
willing that the bill be discussed, but I 
do not think it should be passed on the 
call of the consent calendar. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, this 
is a comprehensive measure and is rather 
voluminous. It provides for a general 
reorganization of the State Department 
Foreign Service. It provides for in- 
creased compensation and increased op- 
portunities for promotion. It is designed 
to put into the hands of the State De- 
partment authority to meet demands 
now being made on our Government in 
the foreign field. i 

The House Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs had hearings on the bill and gave 
it very careful attention. It received the 
approval of every member of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Republi- 
can as well as Democrats. I cannot, of 
course, within the time allowed, 5 min- 
utes, explain every paragraph, every pro- 
vision, and every phrase in the bill, but 
the State Department is very anxious to 
have it passed at the earliest possible 
date, and I think that on the whole it is 
a meritorious measure. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Its importance is 
one of the reasons why I think we should 
not pass it during the consideration of 
the Consent Calendar. I know that if 
the able Senator from Texas cannot ex- 
plain it in 5 minutes no one could do so. 
I think we should give some considera- 
tion to an important bill of this kind, and 
I ask that it be passed temporarily to the 
foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will go over temporarily. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I ask the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations if it is not true 
that the volume of the bill is caused not 
entirely by new legislation, but by the 
fact that it codifies and revises the laws 
relating to the Foreign Service. There 
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are approximately 70 different existing 
statutes which are brought forward and 
reduced, in respect of overlappings and 
duplications, and otherwise revised in 
order that the law may be brought up to 
date. That accounts for the size of the 
bill, rather than the new matter, does it 
not? 

Mr. CONNALLY, I thank the Senator 
from Vermont for his very clear explana- 
tion. The provisions of law relating to 
the foreign service are not only in many 
cases brought forward, but necessarily 
some changes had to be made in them, 
and some modifications and amend- 
ments. There is nothing radical about 
the bill. It is merely a renovation, a 
bringing up to date, of the basic regu- 
lations of the Department of State. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. This is, however, 
a bill reorganizing the foreign service 
of this country? 

Mr. CONNALLY. That is true. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Were there ex- 
tensive hearings before the Senate com- 
mittee? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Not before the Sen- 
ate committee; there were before the 
House committee. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. There were no 
hearings before the Senate committee? 

Mr. CONNALLY. We had the State 
Department representatives before us, 
but we did not have extensive hearings, 
because it was late in the session, the 
pressure was tremendous, and we had 
to get action promptly. We are trying 
to get action here promptly in order to 
get the bill through at this session. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Will the Senator 
tell us who represented the State De- 
partment? 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Secretary of 
State, for one. He did not appear at the 
hearings, but he made a very insistent 
request. One of the Assistant Secre- 
taries appeared before us, and a number 
of the lesser employees, who explained 
the different provisions. 

Mr. REVERCOMB., It is a very im- 
portant bill, and I do not think its 
passage would be unduly delayed if it 
were put at the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator 
make a temporary objection? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. A temporary ob- 
jection at this time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is the dispo- 
sition to be made of the bill? I could 
not hear. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It is to be passed 
over temporarily. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does that mean it 
will not be acted on at this session? 

Mr. CONNALLY. It will mean it will 
go to the foot of the calendar, and we 
will take it up later if we can. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have read the 
bill. It is a very important measure, 
but there is not much new in it. The 
object is to bring some order into the 
department, to simplify the classifica- 
tion system, and provide better salaries, 
but not anything extreme; the salaries 
are not too high. I think it is very im- 
portant that the bill be passed before 
final adjournment. It has already 
passed the House. I have talked to 
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members of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House, who practically re- 
wrote the bill, went into it very thor- 
oughly in many of the details, and 
studied it with extreme care. I happen 
to know that all the members of the 
committee, of both parties, were for it 
when it came from the committee. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Arkansas is familiar 
with it, but many other Senators are 
not. One of the reasons why I object to 
it is that there comes before us a bill 
to reorganize the whole Foreign Service, 
and Senators should have cn opportu- 
nity to give some consideration to an 
important subject of this kind. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the 
Senator from West Virginia that the 
House report contains in parallel col- 
umns the old laws and the proposed 
law, so that any Senator can examine 
the report and in a very short time dis- 
cover that there is nothing.in the bill 
that is revolutionary or radical. It 
merely brings the laws up to date. As 
the Senator knows, foreign governments 
have some very able and very aggressive 
representatives, and we want our own 
Foreign Service to be kept up to a high 
standard of efficiency in order to repre- 
sent efficiently the interests of the peo- 
ple of the United States. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, does the 
bill create a new college or new service 
school? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I think it is a de- 
partmental school. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is merely with- 
in the department. 

Mr. CONNALLY. 
partmental school. 
to train these men. 

Mr. TAFT. I was merely inquiring. I 
was curious to know what sort of train- 
ing -the department was supplying, 
whether there was to be a new uni- 
versity. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is comparable 
to the school under the FBI, if the Sen- 
ator is familiar with that. The bill does 
not set up an Annapolis or separate in- 
stitution at all. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from West Virginia objects to 
the bill. ` 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator 
from West Virginia persist in his objec- 
tion? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Yes; I ask that it 
go over temporarily. 

CANCER RESEARCH 


The bill (S. 1875) to authorize and re- 
quest the President to undertake to mo- 
bilize at some convenient place in the 
United States an adequate number of the 
world’s outstanding experts was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS, Over. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, this is 
the so-called cancer bill. The bill au- 
thorizes the President to assemble ex- 
perts from all over the world and to fol- 
low the course that he deems best in cor- 
relating public and private research in 
the United States in an effort to dis- 
cover the cause and find the cure for 
cancer, gnd to correlate and to coord- 
inate research in that field among the 
nations of the world. 


It is an intrade- 
It is very desirable 
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When Senators reflect that 175,000 
men, women, and children in the United 
States, according to past history, will die 
this year of cancer, I think I am justified 
in saying that if it is felt that the bill 
should require further consideration than 
is now possible, I shall give notice that 
I will move at the earliest opportunity to 
bring the bill before the attention of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. May I inquire of the 
Senator whether this is the same bill that 
the House defeated a few days ago? 

Mr. PEPPER. The House failed to 
take up the bill on a motion to suspend 
the rule, but the House has not considered 
the bill on its merits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hurrman in the chair). On objection, the 
bill will be passed over. 


BACHELOR OF SCIENCE DEGREE FOR 
GRADUATES OF UNITED STATES MER- 
CHANT MARINE ACADEMY 


The bill (H. R. 5380) to provide for 
the conferring of the degree of bachelor 
of science upon graduates of the United 
States Merchant Marine Academy was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1751) to authorize the 
course of instruction at the United States 
Merchant Marine Academy to be given 
to not exceeding 20 persons at a time 
from American Republics other than the 
United States was announced as next in 
order, 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


INCLUSION OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
PERIODS AS SERVICE IN MERCHANT 
MARINE 


The bill (H. R. 6263) to amend the act 
of June 23, 1943, so as to authorize in- 
clusion of periods of education and train- 
ing in the Army Transportation Corps 
civilian marine school as “service in the 
merchant marine” was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Maryland give us 
an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, 
sometimes it happens that those who are 
really members of the merchant marine 
have been loaned to the Army Trans- 
portation Corps, and while there, have 
been put into civilian marine schools. 
The only purpose of the bill is to provide 
that members of the merchant marine 
who are in temporary service with the 
Army Transportation Corps, if they 
should be attending civilian marine 
schools, shall be regarded as having re- 
ceived education and training as though 
they were attending their own schools in 
the merchant marine. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. We know that 
under the GI bill of rights men who went 
into schools prior to being called into 
active service were not considered to be 
in the service, even though they were at 
that time in the Army. Would the bill 
provide for giving preference to these 
men? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. No. If they were 
going to merchant marine schools that 
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would be considered service. For in- 
stance, if a member of the merchant 
marine were to attend a school of the 
merchant marine, such as the Merchant 
Marine Academy at Kings Point, that 
would be regarded as service. All the 
bill provides is that members of the mer- 
chant marine who are in the Army 
Transportation Corps and attending a 
civilian school under the direction of the 
Army Transportation Corps shall be re- 
garded as being in the service just as 
though they had attended the school at 
Kings Point. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. In other words, 
attendance at an Army Transportation 
School is under the bill to be regarded 
the same as attendance in the merchant 
marine school? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Yes. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I have no objec- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 6263) to amend the act of June 23, 
1943, so as to authorize inclusion of pe- 
riods of education and training in the 
Army Transportation Corps civilian ma- 
rine school as service in the merchant 
marine was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

RECOGNITION OF SERVICES OF 
MERCHANT SAILORS 


The bill (H. R. 6488) to amend the act 
to provide for the issuance of devices in 
recognition of the services of merchant 
sailors was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN VESSELS FROM 
FILING PASSENGERS LISTS 


The bill (H. R. 6148) to exempt certain 
vessels from filing passengers lists was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. MB. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of why cer- 
tain vessels should be exempted? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, this 
bill has reference to ships on the Great 
Lakes. For a long period it was not cus- 
tomary to require that they should fur- 
nish their passengers lists. Some time 
ago, as the result probably of an inad- 
vertence, that exemption was left out of 
the law. All the bill would do would be 
to provide that the ships plying on the 
Great Lakes between Canada and the 
United States shall not have to supply 
the ordinary passengers lists. It is a 
matter of convenience, and I think 
everyone is in accord with the idea that 
the regulation is an entirely proper one. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have examined 
the bill and I agree with the Senator 
from Maryland that it merely affects the 
Great Lakes, and should be passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 6148) to exempt certain vessels 
from filing passengers lists was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
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DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN SURPLUS PROP- 
ERTY TO MARITIME ACADEMIES 


The bill (H. R. 6408) to authorize the 
War Shipping Administration and the 
Maritime Commission to make available 
certain surplus property to certain mari- 
time academies was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
under the existing law with respect to 
surplus property the War Shipping Ad- 
ministration and the Maritime Commis- 
sion would first have to declare it sur- 
plus, and it would then automatically 
come under the War Assets Administra- 
tion. Do J understand that this measure 
would make an exception to the act? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. To a certain extent, 
yes. The maritime academies have to 
use various materials in connection with 
their courses of study. If, instead of 
their having to buy these materials, or to 
secure them in some other way, the ma- 
terial is available, it would seem reason- 
able and economical to place them at the 
disposition of these academies. There 
is no doubt that in the course of studies 
in the maritime academies these mate- 
rials are necessary. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. This measure in 
effect gives a preference, then, to the 
maritime academies with respect to any 
property which may be declared surplus 
by the War Shipping Administration and 
the Maritime Commission? It gives 
them a priority over them? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Yes. It gives a 
preference so the maritime academies 
may use them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 6408) to authorize the War Ship- 
ping Administration and Maritime Com- 
mission to make available certain surplus 
property to certain maritime academies 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


MOSES TENNENBAUM 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2485) for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Immigration 
with an amendment to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and to insert: 


That in the administration of the immi- 
gration laws, relating to the issuance of im- 


migration visas for admission to the United 


States for permanent residence and relating 
to admissions at ports of entry of aliens as 
immigrants for permanent residence in the 
United States, the provisions of section 3 of 
the Immigration Act of 1917 (39 Stat. 875), 
as amended (U. S. C., title 8, sec. 136 (e)), 
which exclude from admission into the 
United States “persons who have been con- 
victed of or admit having committed a felony, 
or other crime or misdemeanor involving 
moral turpitude” shall not hereafter be held 
to apply to Moses Tennenbaum on account of 
offenses alleged to have been committed in 
connection with obtaining a passport or a 
visa for admission to the United States. If 
he is found otherwise admissible under the 
immigration laws, an immigration visa may 
be issued and admission granted to Moses 
Tennenbaum under this act upon application 
hereafter filed. 


The amendment was agreed to. : 


JULY 29 


The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES OF 
VIRGINIA HARRIS CASARDI 


The bill (H. R. 5278) to legalize the 
admission to the United States of Vir- 
ginia Harris Casardi was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


PROTECTION OF NATIONAL FOREST 
LANDS IN LAWRENCE COUNTY, OHIO 


The bill (H. R. 6298) to protect and 
facilitate the use of national forest lands 
in township 2 north, range 18 west, Ohio 
River survey, township of Elizabeth, 
county of Lawrence, State of Ohio, and 
for other purposes, was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


PARKER RIVER NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE, MASS.—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4362) to abolish the 
Parker River National Wildlife Refuge in 
Essex County, Mass., was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Over. > 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold objection so I may 
make an explanation? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I withhold my ob- 
jection temporarily. 

Mr. WALSH. The Department of the 
Interior undertook to establish a wildlife 
refuge in Essex County, Mass. It met 
with violent protests. The people in that 
locality based their objections on a va- 
riety of grounds; claimed that the estab- 
lishment of this wildlife refuge would 
interfere with their clam taking and fish- 
ing and other activities in which they 
engage. The whole country has been 
practically unanimous in its opposition. 
The bill asking that the action of the De- 
partment of the Interior be repealed 
passed the House and is now here in the 
Senate. The Governor of the Common- 
wealth and all the officials of Essex Coun- 
ty and the local communities are opposed 
to the establishment of this refuge. To 
the credit of the present Secretary of the 
Interior let it be stated that he took the 
position that he did not intend to insist 
on forcing a wildlife refuge on commu- 
nities that did not want them. While he 
thought those who objected made a mis- 
take, and overestimated the harm that 
would follow, he was of the opinion that 
if the officials of the State and of the 
county and the people generally did not 
want it, he did not think it ought to be 
established. But there are many people, 
sportsmen and others, outside the area 
in question, who would of course like to 
have the refuge established. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Can the Senator 
tell us whether this refuge has actually 
been established, and if so, how much 
money has been spent on it? 

Mr. WALSH. Some property was 
purchased. The bill seeks to undo what 
was done and to abolish the refuge. The 
refuge was established to the extent of 
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the purchase of some property and cer- 
tain planning; but there has been no de- 
velopment of the refuge in the way of 
providing feed and other facilities. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How much money 
has been expended by the Government, 
and what would be the loss to the Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr. WALSH. There would be no loss 
to the Government. Whatever the Gov- 
ernment has paid would be paid back by 
the people who have sold their places 
already. There would be no loss to the 
Government, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALS. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Normally I do not 
like to object to a bill relating to the 
State of my distinguished colleague. 
However, I served as a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
A representative of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service appeared before the committee, 
and the bill was discussed. Unfortu- 
nately at that time the able Senator from 
Massachusetts was otherwise engaged 
and could not be present. 

Mr. WALSH. My colleague [Mr. SAL- 
TONSLALL] was present representing both 
of us and we had sent several communi- 
cations to the chairman of the commit- 
tee and had several conferences. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understood at 
that time that the Fish and Wildlife 
Service had completed the purchase of 
the refuge, and that it was in operation. 
I understand also that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service is not in favor of abol- 
ishing this refuge. I have received a 
large number of communications from 
sportsmen up and down the east coast 
who feel that it would be detrimental to 
the general conservation policy to aban- 
don this refuge. For that reason, tem- 
porarily I shall have to object. 

Mr. WALSH. Undoubtedly sports- 
men who live outside that area would 
prefer to have all the wildlife refuges 
possible. I quote from the committee 
report with respect to certain features of 
this controversy which has caused very 
much opposition in this locality: 

The initial mistake at Parker River was a 
failure to size up the environmental situa- 
tion accurately and to realize that its pecu- 
liarities called for rather extensive adapta- 
tion of technical methods. At the same time, 
there was a serious miscalculation in the 
field of public relations: It was not foreseen 
that a 12,000-acre refuge, quite appropriate 
to more spacious regions, would be entirely 
out of scale in populous Essex County and 
would come into direct conflict with many 
established uses of land and water. 

This second mistake would have been less 
damaging if promptly corrected. The Wild- 
life Service might well have used the early 
protests as an opportunity for wider discus- 
sion of its purposes and methods, for re- 
checking its own information, for feeling 
out where the trouble lay, and modifying its 
plans to increase public support. The im- 
portant thing at this stage was to establish 


the principle of waterfowl management on | 


a scale which public opinion was prepared 
to accept. Expansion would have followed 
naturally as the benefits were demonstrated. 

Instead, the Service continued to under- 
estimate the validity of the protests and to 
steadily widen the gap between itself and 
public understanding. Its policy, whether 
intenticnal or merely inept, was to listen to 
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objections but never explain its decisions, 
to ignore important segments of local infor- 
mation and opinion, to take refuge in gen- 
eralities, and to promise benefits it could 
not be sure of producing. When pressed, it 
charged bias and untruthfulness against all 
who questioned the soundness of its plans. 
Moved more by pride of opinion that by gen- 
erally accepted fact it finally pushed ahead 
to a forcible seizure of land which shocked 
the community in which it hoped to work. 

It has staged a convincing demonstration, 
not of waterfowl management but of the ills 
which may be expected to accompany remote 
control of a matter which is essentially local 
and within the’ normal field -of State ad- 
ministration. 

This is particularly unfortunate because 
there are sound ideas behind the national 
waterfowl program. There is no question 
that broad control of migratory waterfowl 
is a proper Federal function. There is no 
question that Federal refuges, operating in 
sparsely settled regions, have been the chief 
factor in saving an important natural re- 
source. There is no question that some of 
the methods of refuge management should 
be tried out in New England. The sole issue 
is whether or not this trial of methods shall 
be fitted to the actual conditions and needs 
of Massachusetts. 

Shall the first unit in this difficult New 
England environment be experimental in size 
and purpose and so planred that it does not 
destroy or disturb existing uses of land and 
water until its own value has been demon- 
strated? 

Or shall the whole standard program, its 
suitable and unsuitable parts alike, be ap- 
plied by force on 20 square miles with such 
disregard of local custom that the final result 
is a set-back in public opinion for the very 
idea of game management? 


The Senator does not know when the 
same question may arise in the State or 
community. The point I am making is 
that if the State, county, and city officials 
and the inhabitants in general do not 
want it, it ought not to go there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


MRS. MARY D. JOHNSON 


The bill (H. R. 4608) for the relief of 
Mrs. Mary D. Johnson was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SITE ACQUISITION AND DESIGN OF 
FEDERAL BUILDINGS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2412) to provide for site acquisi- 
tion and design of Federal buildings, 
and for other purposes, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds with amend- 
ments. ’ 

The first amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds was 
in section 2 of title I on page 3, line 6, 
after the word “land”; to insert “there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2 
of title I, on page 3, at the beginning of 
line 12, to strike out “may prepare 
drawings and specifications prior or sub- 
sequent to the approval by the Attorney 
General of the title to sites for selected 
projects” and insert “is authorized, prior 
to the approval by the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the title to such acquisition, to 
prepare drawings and specifications for 
buildings thereon.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, in section 5 
of title I, on page 4, at the beginning of 
line 9, to strike oùt “project” and in- 
sert “projects”; and in line 12, after the 
word “basis”, to insert “Provided fur- 
ther, That the Commissioner of Public 
Buildings is authorized, whenever he 
deems it in the public interest, to hold 
competitions for the design of any proj- 
ect, and to make reasonable awards to 
competitors; and shall hold such com- 
petitions and make such reasonable 
awards in the case of structures esti- 
mated to cost in excess of $1,000,000, 
other than warehouses, garages, and 
other service buildings.” , 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6 
of title I, on page 4, line 22, after the 
word “the”, to strike out “rental” and 
insert “rental, alteration, improvement 
or repair.” ` 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top 
of page 5, to strike out: 


Src. 7. The Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings is authorized to contract for seeding, 
planting, or landscaping the grounds of any 
public building constructed by the Public 
Buildings Administration in an amount not 
exceeding $1,000 without reference to section 
8709 of the Revised Statutes. 


And insert: 

Sec. 7. The Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings is authorized to contract for seeding, 
planting, or landscaping the grounds of any 
public building constructed by the Public 
Buildings Administration in an amount not 
exceeding $1,000, after receiving bids from 
not less than three contractors in the 
locality. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, at the top 
of page 6, to strike out: 


Sec. 10. Effective on the date of approval 
of this act, all office furniture and rugs, ex- 
cepting that purchased by Government- 
owned corporations, which are now or may 
hereafter be located in Government-owned 
or leased buildings in and outside the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, operated by the Public 
Buildings Administration, shall be and re- 
main in its custody and under its control 
without exchange of funds and irrespective 
of the appropriations from which the furni- 
ture was or may be procured or the source 
from which it was obtained. Effective July 
1, 1947, unless specifically so provided, ap- 
propriations other than appropriations to 
the Public Buildings Administration shall 
not be available for the purchase of furni- 
ture and rugs in such buildings, except in 
executive suites. 

Sec. 11. The Commissioner of Public 
Buildings shall have exclusive authority in 
all buildings operated by the Public Build- 
ings Administration to enter into contracts, 
upon such terms and conditions as he may 
find to be in the public interest and without 
securing competitive bids, for food services 
in buildings designed to include such facili- 
ties or where such services are subsequently 
found to be necessary; to establish rules and 
regulations for the operations thereof; and 
to make all sanitary inspections in connec- 
tion therewith: Provided, That the Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings wherever he deems 
it necessary in the public interest may ex- 
empt any building operated by the Public 
Buildings Administration from the provisions 
of this section. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 7, 
line 3, after Sec.“, to strike out “12” and 
insert in lieu thereof “10.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, 
line 10, after “Sec.”, to strike out “13” 
and insert in lieu thereof “11.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, 
after line 19, to insert: 

Sec. 12. The provisions of section 601 of 
the Economy Act, approved June 30, 1932, 
as amended, are hereby extended to include 
services which the Public Buildings Admin- 
istration may be in a position to furnish in 
the continental United States, at the re- 
quest of the State Department, to any inter- 
national body with which the United States 
Government is affiliated. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 9, 
after line 2, to insert: 

Sec. 13. All acts and parts of acts incon- 
sistent or in conflict with the foregoing pro- 
visions are hereby repealed to the extent of 
such inconsistency or conflict. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2 
of title II, under the heading “The United 
States Courts of the District of Columbia 
Building,” on page 10, line 3, after the 
words “committee of”, to strike out “five” 
and insert “six”; and in line 11, after 
the word “Board”, to insert “The Com- 
missioner of Public Buildings.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 3 
of title II, on page 10, line 24, after the 
word “Arts”, to insert “and by the Public 
Buildings and Grounds Committees of 
the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 4 
of title II, on page 11, line 11, after the 
word “Street”, and insert “Provided, That 
the said Commissioners are hereby au- 
thorized to continue to lease such land 
for parking purposes and to receive and 
use for expenses of the District of Colum- 
bia any income derived therefrom, until 
such time as the use of the land is re- 
quired by the Federal Government for 
the new court building.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete.— 

TITLE I 

That the Federal Works Administrator is 
hereby authorized under the provisions of 
the Public Buildings Act of May 25, 1926, as 
amended (40 U. S. C. 341-347), and as hereby 
further amended: 

For projects outside the District of Colum- 
bia: To acquire sites, prepare drawings and 
specifications, perform other work for the 
accomplishment thereof, and establish limits 
of cost for building projects, notwithstanding 
the fact that appropriations for construction 
work shall not have been made. The Federal 
Works Administrator (and the Postmaster 
General, where his Department is involved), 
shail select projects based upon reasonable 
geographical distribution and urgency of 
need. There is authorized to be appropriated 
$30,000,000 for the foregoing purposes. 

Sec. 2. The Federal Works Administrator 
is hereby authorized under the provisions of 
the Public Buildings Act of May 25, 1926, as 
amended (40 U. S. C. 341-347), and as hereby 
further amended, to provide for the following 
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buildings in or near the District of Columbia 
and to establish the limits of costs therefor: 

(a) General Accounting Office: The proj- 
ect for a building for the General Account- 
ing Office, as authorized in the First Supple- 
mental Civil Functions Appropriation Act of 
1941 (54 Stat. 1036), is hereby revised to pro- 
vide for an additional building on square 529 
in the District of Columbia and a tunnel 
connecting the two buildings, and there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated $1,- 
150,000 to acquire square 529, to prepare 
drawings and specifications for the revised 
project, and for any costs Incident thereto. 

(b) Film Storage Buildings: A building or 
buildings on Government-owned land for the 
servicing and storing of film records for the 
National Archives and the Library of Con- 
gress, and there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated $1,160,000 for the drawings and 
specifications for the whole project and for 
the construction of the first unit thereof. 

(c) Office building, Suitland, Md.: For the 
preparation of drawings and specifications 
for an additional office building on Govern- 
ment-owned land, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated #325,000. 

Sec. 3. In carrying out the provisions of 
this title, the Federal Works Administrator 
is authorized to acquire lands or interests in 
lands, as sites, or additions to sites, by pur- 
chase, condemnation, donation, exchange, or 
otherwise, and is authorized, prior to the 
approval by the Attorney General of the title 
to such acquisition, to prepare drawings and 
specifications for buildings thereon. 

Sec. 4. Hereafter, when part of the cost of 
construction of a public-building project has 
been appropriated by Congress, the Federal 
Works Administrator may enter into con- 
tracts for construction work within the full 
limit of cost fixed by Congress therefor. 

Sec. 5. Whenever deemed by him desirable 
or advantageous, the Federal Works Admin- 
istrator is authorized to employ, by contract 
or otherwise and without regard to the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended, or to 
the civil-service laws, rules, and regulations, 
or to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, 
the services of established architectural or 
other professional or technical corporations, 
firms, or individuals, to such extent as he 
may require for any public building projects 
which the Public Buildings Administration 
is authorized by Congress to construct, or 
for any such projects funds for which are 
transferred by another agency to the Public 
Buildings Administration for construction of 
the projects, regardless of specific legislation 
governing such other agency: Provided, That 
this authorization shall not apply to the em- 
ployment of such corporations, firms, or in- 
dividuals on a permanent basis: Provided 
further, That the Commissioner of Public 
Buildings is authorized, whenever he deems 
it in the public interest, to hold competitions 
for the design of any project, and to make 
reasonable awards to competitors; and shall 
hold such competitions and make such rea- 
sonable awards in the case of structures esti- 
mated to cost in excess of $1,000,000, other 
than warehouses, garages, and other service 
buildings. 

Sec. 6. The provisions of section 322 of the 
act of June 30, 1932, as amended (40 U. S. C. 
278a), shall not apply with respect to the 
rental, alteration, improvement, or repair of 
temporary quarters for housing Federal ac- 
tivities during the replacement or remodel- 
ing of buildings by the Public Buildings 
Administration. 

Sec. 7. The Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings is authorized to contract for seeding, 
planting, or landscaping the grounds of any 
public building constructed by the Public 
Buildings Administration in an amount not 
exceeding $1,000, after receiving bids from 
not less than three contractors in the 
locality. 

Sec. 8. Section 5 of the Public Buildings 
Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), is hereby 
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amended to delete the following words which 
appear at the end thereof: “and to charge 
against the total sum of $150,000,000 herein- 
before authorized only the respective net 
excess cost, if any, over and above the pro- 
ceeds of such sales, or providing such new 
sites and buildings”, and, after the words 
“miscellaneous receipts”, change the comma 
to a period, 

Sec. 9. The Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings, together with the Postmaster General 
where his office is concerned, is authorized 
to accept on behalf of the United States 
unconditional gifts of real, personal, or other 
property in aid of any project or function 
within their respective jurisdictions. 

Sec. 10. The Commissioner of Public 
Buildings is authorized to purchase buildings 
and procure space in the District of Columbia 
by lease for such periods not in excess of 
five years as he may deem in the public in- 
terest, and may, with the approval of the 
Federal Works Administrator, acquire such 
buildings or leasehold interests by condem- 
nation proceedings pursuant to existing 
statutes. e 8 

Sec. 11. San Diego (Calif.) quarantine sta- 
tion: In order to provide a suſtable site for 
the San Diego, Point Loma, Calif., Quaran- 
tine Station, the Secretary of the Navy is 
hereby authorized and directed to transfer to 
the control and jurisdiction of the Federal 
Works Administrator a parcel of land in the 
city of San Diego, county of San Diego, State 
of California, described as follows: Com- 
mencing at an old stone monument marked 
U. S. M. R., on the northerly boundary line 
of the naval fuel annex, said point being the 
true point of beginning; thence from said 
true point of beginning north eighty-nine de- 
grees thirty-one minutes thirty-five seconds 
east one hundred and eleven and six one- 
hundredths feet, more or less, to a point on 
the mean high-tide line of San Diego Bay; 
thence south five degrees twenty-two min- 
utes fifty seconds west along the mean high- 
tide line three hundred and ten and eleven 
one-hundredths feet; thence south one de- 
gree fifteen minutes forty-five seconds west 
along the mean high-tide line one hundred 
and three and fifty one-hundredths feet; 
thence leaving said mean high-tide line south 
eighty-nine degrees thirty-one minutes 
thirty-five seconds west five hundred and 
eighty-seven and nine one-hundredths feet; 
thence north one degree thirty-eight min- 
utes twenty-five seconds west two hundred 
and one and forty-three one-hundredths 
feet; thence north twelve degrees twenty- 
four minutes forty-five seconds east two hun- 
dred and sixteen and nine one-hundredths 
feet to a point on the northerly boundary 
line of the naval fuel annex; thence along 
said northerly Mne of the naval fuel annex 
north eighty-nine degrees thirty-one min- 
utes thirty-five seconds east four hundred 


and sixty-six and seventy-four one-hun- 


dredths feet to the true point of beginning - 
containing five and six-tenths acres, more or 
less. In exchange for the land and appurte- 
nances comprising the present United States 
Quarantine Station at that point. 

Sec. 12. The provisions of section 601 of 
the Economy Act, approved June 30, 1932, as 
amended, are hereby extended to include 
services which the Public Buildings Admin- 
istration may be in a position to furnish in 
the continental United States, at the request 
of the State Department, to any international 
body with which the United States Govern- 
ment is affiliated. 

Sec. 13. All acts and parts of acts incon- 
sistent or in conflict with the foregoing pro- 
visions are herby repealed to the extent of 
such inconsistency or conflict, 


TITLE N . 

The United States Courts of the District of 
Columbia Building: The Architect of the 
Capitol is hereby authorized and directed to 
prepare drawings and specifications and do all 
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work incidental thereto, for a building (in- 
cluding equipment, approaches, architec- 
tural landscape treatment of the grounds 
and connections with public utilities, and 
the Federal heating system) for the use of 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia and the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be located on that part of reserva- 
tion 10 which is bounded by Constitution 
Avenue on the south, C Street on the north, 
John Marshall Place on the west, and Third 
Street on the east, containing 245,266 square 
feet, title to which is in the District of Co- 
lumbia with the exception of two pieces of 
land having a combined total area of 1,238 
square feet, title to which said two pieces of 
land is in the United States. 

Sec. 2. (a) The plans for the building shall 
be prepared under the direction of, and shall 
be approved by, a committee of six members 
to be composed of the chief justice of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the chief justice of the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia, an associate justice of 
the District Court of the United States for 
the District of Columbia to be designated 
by the chief. jusice of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia, a 
member of the Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to be designated by 
said Board, the Commissioner of Public 
Buildings, and the Architect of the Capitol. 

(b) The said committee shall establish the 
limit of cost for such building notwithstand- 
ing the fact that appropriations for con- 
struction work shall not have been made. 

(c) The said committee and such assist- 
ants as they may designate are authorized to 
perform such travel for visiting other court 
structures as may be necessary to enable 
them to carry out the purposes of this title. 

Sec. 3. The exact location of the building 
on the site shall be approved by the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, and 
the design shall be approved by the Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts and by the Public Buildings 
and Ground Committees of the Senate and 
House of Representatives. 2 

Sec. 4. The Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia are hereby authorized and di- 
rected to convey to the United States title 
to that part of reservation 10 which is owned 
by the District of Columbia within the area 
described in section 1 of this title, excepting 
a strip 5 feet wide immediately adjacent to 
the south line of C Street and running 
parallel with said south line of C Street 
from Third Street to John Marshall Place, 
said strip to be reserved for the widening of 
C Street: Provided, That the said Commis- 
sioners are hereby authorized to continue to 
lease such land for parking purposes and to 
receive and use for expenses of the District 
of Columbia any income derived therefrom, 
until such time as the use of the land is 
required by the Federal Government for the 
new Court Building. The compensation for 
the site, which is herein fixed at $2,420,000, 
shall constitute a credit to the District of 
Columbia for its share of the cost of the 
entire project as hereafter established by 
the Congress. 

Sec. 5. The Architect of the Capitol is 
hereby authorized to employ the necessary 
personal and other services, to enter into 
the necessary contracts, and to make such 
other expenditures (including expenditures 
for travel) as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of sections 1 and 2 of this 
title, and there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated $400,000 for such purposes. 


DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS 
IN OKLAHOMA 

The bill (H. R. 3593) relating to the 

disposition of public lands of the United 

States situated in the State of Oklahoma 

between the Cimarron base line and the 


any objection to the bill. 
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north boundary of the State of Texas 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


BOUNDARIES OF WIND CAVE NATIONAL 
PARK, S. DAK. 


The bill (H. R. 7004) to revise the 
boundaries of Wind Cave National Park 
in the State of South Dakota, and for 
other purposes, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BENEFITS TO CERTAIN NAVAL PERSON 
NEL UNDER NAVAL RESERVE ACT 


The bill (H. R. 7039) to further amend 
section 1304 of the Naval Reserve Act 
of 1938, as amended, so as to grant cer- 
tain benefits to naval personnel engaged 
in training duty prior to official termi- 
nation of World War II was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr, LANGER. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, let me say 
to the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota that if the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. WatsH] will make an ex- 
planation, I do not believe there will be 
I wish to 
offer an amendment to the bill, which I 
have discussed with the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota objected. 

Mr. HILL. I do not believe that the 
Senator from North Dakota would wish 
to object if he understood the bill. Will 
he withhold his objection until the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts makes an ex- 
planation? 

Mr. LANGER. My objection stands. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, there are 
two laws relating to the rights of Naval 
Reservists on temporary duty. One is 
Public Law 38, which gives to Reservists 
on temporary duty the right to the same 
compensation which civil-service em- 
ployees receive in case of injury, and the 
same benefits in case of death. During 
the war, of course, all the Reservists had 
the same rights as regular naval officers. 
In 1941 a law was enacted giving those 
who had served on temporary duty the 
benefits accorded civil-service employees. 

There is a gap between the two laws, 
inasmuch as there are certain Reserv- 
ists who, now that the war is over, will not 
be entitled to any benefits unless this 
bill is enacted. 

Mr. HILL. Is not this the situation? 
Whereas we are now at peace so far as 
the fighting is concerned, from a legal 
standpoint we are still at war. If a 
young naval aviator were to go on ac- 
tive duty today and engage in flying ac- 
tivities, as he must do if he is to be worth 
anything to the Government, and he 
should be injured, he would be in the 
position of not being entitled to any ben- 
efits under the Employees’ Unemploy- 
ment Compensation Act because we are 
at war, and those benefits do not apply 
to him. He would not be entitled to the 
bene‘its which the law would give him 
if we were at peace, because legally and 
technically we are not at peace. So 
what the bill does is simply to accord 
to young Reserve officers the benefits 
which they would have under the Em- 
ployees’ Compensation Act for injuries 
incurred in line of duty if we were tech- 
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nically and legally at peace. That is the 
purpose of the bill, is it not? 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator has stated 
it accurately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WALSH. Will the Senator offer 
his amendment? 

Mr. HILL. I send an amendment to 
the desk. Am I to understand that the 
Senator from North Dakota still objects 
to the bill? l 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota objected to 
the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator from North Dakota will not 
object. The same situation occurs in the 
Army as in the Navy. The purpose of 
the bill is to help the Reserve officers 
who wish to continue their training. 
Certainly we do not expect them to con- 
tinue their training if there is no com- 
pensation in case of an accident merely 
because we are technically still at war. 
I will say to the Senator from North 
Dakota that cases similar to the ones de- 
scribed arose prior to the war, and we got 
into a great deal of trouble because the 
Federal Government was not legally obli- 
gated even to pay for hospital expenses, 
and we had to pass quite a number of 
private claim bills. I believe that this 
is a very meritorious measure. If the 


Senator from North Dakota understood 


the objective as I do, I feel sure that he 
would withdraw his objection, 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in view 
of the statement of the distinguished 
Senator, I withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7039) 
to further amend section 304 of the Naval 
Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, so as 
to grant certain benefits to naval per- 
sonnel engaged in training duty prior to 
Official termination of World War II, 
which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 304 of the 
Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, is 
hereby further amended as follows: Insert 
the following new proviso immediately be- 
fore the final proviso of the said section: 
“Provided further, That any member of the 
Naval Reserve performing active duty with. 
or without pay for periods of 30 days or less, 
training duty with or without pay, drills, 
equivalent instruction or duty, appropriate 
duty, or prescribed duty, or while perform- 
ing authorized travel to or from such duties, 
prior to the official termination of World 
War II, shall be entitled to all the benefits 
provided by this section to members of the 
Naval Reserve in time of peace.” 

Sec. 2. This amendment shall be effective 
as of December 1, 1945. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment, which I have sent to the 
desk and ask to have stated, 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, after 
line 7, it is proposed to add the following 
section: = 


On. page 2, after line 7, to insert the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“Sec. 3. The act entitled ‘An act to extend 
the benefits of the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Act to members of the Officers’ 
Reserve Corps and of the Enlisted Reserve 
Corps of the Army who are physically in- 
jured in line of duty while performing active 
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duty or engaged in authorized training, and 
for other purposes,’ approved July 15, 1939 
(U. S. C., 1940 ed., title 5, sec. 797), is amend- 


ed by adding at the end thereof the follow- . 


ing new section: 

“ ‘Sec. 2. As used in this act, the term “in 
time of peace” shall include that period af- 
ter September 8, 1945 (the date of formal 
surrender by Japan), which is prior to the 
first day on which the United States is, by 
the action of the Congress or the President, 
or both, no longer engaged in any war in 
which the United States is engaged on the 
date of enactment of this section.“ 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the 
amendment is acceptable to me. 

Mr, HILL, Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment not only on behalf of my- 
self, but also on behalf of the distin- 
guished Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. Gurney], who is very much inter- 
ested in the bill and in the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ala- 
bama on behalf of himself and the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 


passed. 

Mr. LANGER, Mr. President, I raised 
the objection because of the speech de- 
livered by the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. Byrp] on Saturday. At 
that time he stated that in his opinion 
the war should have been declared over 
a long time ago. I objected in view of 
the fact that he had made that state- 
ment. 


PROTECTION OF NATIONALITY OF UNITED 
STATES NATIONALS COMPELLED TO 
VOTE IN A FOREIGN STATE 


The bill (H. R. 434) to provide that na- 
tionals of the United States shall not lose 
their nationality by reason of voting 
under legal compulsion in a foreign 
state was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas explain House 
bill 434, please? I do not quite under- 
stand it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
shall be glad to state the purpose of the 
bill. The act of 1940 contained a pro- 
vision to the effect that anyone who voted 
in a foreign election would lose his Amer- 
ican citizenship. The fact of the matter 
is that immediately after that law went 
into effect, the war was on and there was 
no practical way for people living in other 
countries to know about this law. 

We have several letters from the State 
Department on that point. All persons 
who are involved whose cases came to my 
attention, I believe—approximately 30 
or 40—were American women who had 
married men living in England or Aus- 
tralia or, I think, in one or two instances 
in Denmark. The bill is restricted to 
those persons who have voted in such 
elections in countries which were not at 
war with us prior to the enactment of 
this bill. It does not affect anyone from 
now on. 

We felt, as did the State Department, 
that those persons had not had adequate 
knowledge of the provisions of the law 
of 1940 regarding this matter. I think 
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there are very good grounds for that, 
because it was impossible for the new 
law to be stated in the foreign news- 
papers or for anyone in a foreign country 
to know about it. - 

The bill is very limited in its applica- 
tion, and it will not apply from now on. 

Mr. HAWKES. In other words, it af- 
fects only women who married foreigners 
and were living in foreign countries. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. So far as I know, 
they are women. There may be a few 
cases of men; but so far as I know, only 
women are involved. 

Mr. HAWKES. I thank the Senator. 
I did not understand the situation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. For example, some 
of them voted in the last election, a year 
ago, in England, and thereby lost their 
American citizenship. I think it is un- 
controverted that they did not know 
about this provision of law, which was 
enacted just prior to the war. 

Mr. HAWKES. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 


There being no objection, the Senate. 


proceeded to consider the bill H. R. 434, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Immigration with an amend- 
ment, to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and to insert: 

That section 323 of the act of October 14, 
1940 (54 Stat. 1149), entitled “An act to revise 
and codify the nationality laws of the United 
States into a comprehensive nationality 
code,” as heretofore amended, is hereby fur- 
ther amended by adding thereto the follow- 
ing paragraph: 

“A person who, while a citizen of the United 
States and prior to the effective date of this 
amendment, has lost citizenship of the 
United States by voting in a political election 
in a foreign state other than a state at war 
with the United States during the Second 
World War may, if he so desires, be natural- 
ized by taking, prior to 1 year from the enact- 
ment of this amendment, before any natu- 
ralization court specified in subsection (a) of 
section 301, or before any diplomatic or con- 
sular officer of the United States abroad, the 
oaths prescribed by section 335, Certified 
copies of such oath shall be sent by such dip- 
lomatic or consular officer Or such court to 
the Department of State and to the Depart- 
ment of Justice. Such persons shall have, 
from and after naturalization under this sec- 
tion, the same citizenship status as that 
which existed immediately prior to its loss.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to provide for the expeditious 
naturalization of former citizens of the 
United States who have lost United States 
citizenship through voting in a political 
election in a country not at war with the 
United States during the Second World 
War.” 

OVERTIME COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN 
CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


The bill (H. R. 4720) to amend the act 
of December 7, 1944, relating to certain 


. overtime compensation of civilian em- 


ployees of the United States was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation? 
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Mr. DOWNEY. I shall be very happy 
to make an explanation. 

I think I am correct in stating that the 
total amount involved is only $2,823.86. 
This bill arises from a rather complicated 
provision of the Pay Act of 1942 limit- 
ing overtime compensation. Apparently, 
although 32 railroad clerks were entitled 
to overtime compensation to this extent, 
they were caught under certain techni- 
calities of the law which are too abstruse 
for me to understand. It is the opinion 
of both committees that have heard the 
evidence in this matter that these 32 rail- 
road clerks are entitled to a payment of 
approximately $2,800 for overtime work 
which they have performed. I hope the 
bill may be passed without objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


COMPENSATION, ETC., OF VETERANS DUR- 
ING HOSPITALIZATION, ETC. 


The bill (H. R. 6811) relating to veter- 
ans, pension, compensation, or retire- 
ment pay during hospitalization, insti- 
tutional or domiciliary care, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. BALL. Let the bill be passed over. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I hope the Senator who has 
asked that the bill be passed over will 
reserve his objection temporarily, until 
I can explain the bill. : 

Mr. BALL. Very well. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, this bill has two sections. It is 
very important. It is true that it will 
cost the Treasury a considerable amount 
of money. I shall explain section 2 first, 
because it is the simplest one to ex- 
plain. It will increase by 20 percent the 
pensions and compensation of all vet- 
erans of World War I and World War II. 
There is a companion bill, which we shall 
reach shortly. It is Calendar No. 1847, 
I believe, which would provide increased 
pensions for Spanish-American War vet- 
erans. This bill applies to veterans of 
World War I and World War I. 

As I have said, section 2 increases the 
compensation of such veterans by 20 per- 
cent, and it is estimated to cost, in the 
year 1947, $285,000,000. Section 2 will 
cost that amount of money. 

As to section 1, let me say that under 
the present law if a veteran goes to a 
hospital and is without dependents— 
either dependent children or a wife or 
dependent parents—if he is suffering 
from a service-connected military disa- 
bility he will receive only $20 of his dis- 
ability pay; regardless of what the 
amount may be. Twenty dollars is the 
maximum amount which such a veteran 
may receive while in a hospital. If he is 
suffering from a non-service-connection 
disability, the ceiling is $8. 

Under the provisions of this bill the 
limit would be $30, or 50 percent of what- 
ever the disability allowance may be. 

Another provision authorizes lump- 
sum payment if the veteran is discharged 
from the hospital. Another provision 
would prohibit any deduction until the 
veteran had been in the hospital for 6 
months. If the veteran is in the hos- 
pital for the first 6 months he will re- 


1946 


ceive all of his allowances. At the end 
of 6 months the limitation will go into 
effect. 

Mr. President, I hope the objection to 
consideration of the bill will not be 
pressed, I think enactment of the bill 
is extremely important, and I believe it 
to be extremely fair and equitable. It 
was passed by the House, and it has been 
approved by the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee. In the committee we went into 
the bill rather carefully. 

So I hope the objection will be with- 
drawn. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I simply 
wish to add that I hope the bill will be 
passed. The Senator from Colorado and 
the other members of the committee 
have given a great deal of time and 
thought and study to the bill. It has 
been prepared with great care, and it 
has been gone over carefully, with spe- 
cial consideration to the rights of the 
veterans and the rights of the taxpayers. 

I think the bill is an excellent one and 
I think it is excellently worked out. It 
will be a great disappointment to the 
veterans if the bill is not passed at this 
session. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator for his statement. 

The veterans’ organization have been 
very zealous for some time in urging pas- 
sage of the bill. They have made a long 
study of the problem, and they know, be- 
cause of the rising cost of living, how 
very necessary it is that some of these 
very low pensions be increased by at 
least 20 percent. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to emphasize the point the 
Senator from Colorado has just made, 
namely, that in view of the rise in the 
cost of living, it seems obvious that a 
20-percent increase in compensation to 
veterans is not out of line. As a matter 
of fact, it is conservative, being less than 
the increase which has occurred in the 
cost of living. 

Certainly, it seems to me, insofar as 
section 1 is concerned, under present 
conditions we should be willing to in- 
crease the amount of money veterans 
may receive when they are hospitalized. 

I certainly hope that the Senator from 
Minnesota will feel that he can withdraw 
his objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. 
President. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. What is the cost of this 
bill, per annum? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The cost 
of section 2 of the bill is $285,000,000 for 
the year 1947. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the cost gradually in- 
crease hereafter? I assume that it will. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course, 
if new pensions are allowed and if addi- 
tional compensation is allowed, there 
might be an increase in the cost. How- 
ever, the death rate among veterans re- 
ceiving such compensation is rather 
high. So I should be inclined to think 
the cost now stated for 1947 will be close 
to the maximum cost. Section 1 of the 
bill would cost a little more than $13,- 
000,000. 


Mr. 
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Mr. TAFT. The two sections together 
will cost approximately $300,000,000 a 
year now, and that cost will gradually 
increase as time passes; will it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The two 
together will cost very nearly $300,000,000 
annually, but I cannot agree with the 


Senator that the cost will continue to 


increase. However, if the high cost of 
living continues to increase, we should 
really do something worth while for the 
men who served and suffered in their 
service. We will have to increase their 
compensation so that they will have suf- 

ficient to cover their living expenses. I 

remind the Senator that there are men 

who are receiving as little as $11.50 in 

compensation each month. Certainly, a 

20 percent increase in that amount will 

not be very much of an increase. 

Mr. BALL. How much will the 20 per- 
cent increase the present allowance for 
total disability? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The dis- 
ability allowances range from $11.50 to 
a total maximum of $300 a month. The 
total maximum is for blindness, amputa- 
tions, and other total disabilities of that 
nature. Three hundred dollars is not 
too much in cases of that kind. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
table showing the present rates of com- 
pensation, ranging from $11.50 to $300 
a month. 

There being ro objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Comparison of rates for wartime and peace- 
time service-connected disabilities with 
rates proposed in H. R. 3908, 79th Cong. 

(Existing law, war service-connected rates, 
Veterans Regulations 1 (a), as amended, 
pt. I) 

(a) 10 percent disability $11. 59 

(b) 20 percent disability 

(e) 30 percent disability 

(d) 40 percent disability ——— 

(e) 50 percent disability 

(1) 60 percent disability... 

(g) 70 percent disability... 

(h) 80 percent disability 

(i) 90 percent disability............ 1 

(J) Total disability 1 

(xk) Anatomical loss or loss of use of 

1 foot, 1 hand, blindness of 1 
eye, having only light percep- 
tion, rates (a) to (j) increased 
Monthly , esses 
Anatomical loss or loss of use of 
1 foot, 1 hand, blindnes of 1 eye, 
having only light perception, in 
addition to requirement for 
any of rates in (1) to (n), rate 
increased monthly for each loss 
or loss of use (but in no event 
to exceed 8800) by 

(1) Anatomical loss or loss of use of 

both hands, both feet, 1 hand 

and 1 foot, blind both eyes with 

5/200 visual acuity or less, or 

is permanently bedridden or so 

helpless as to be in need of reg- 

ular aid and attendance, 

monthly pension 200. 00 
(m) Anatomical loss, or loss of use of 

2 extremities at a level, or with 

complications, preventing nat- 

ural elbow or knee action with 

prosthesis in place, or suffered 

blindness in both eyes, render- 

ing him so helpless as to be in 

need of regular aid and attend- 

ance, monthly pension 235. 00 


35. 00 
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Comparison of rates jor wartime and peace- 
time service- connected disabilities with 
rates proposed in H. R. 3908, 79th Cong.— 
Con. 


(n) Anatomical loss of two extremi- 
ties so near shoulder or hip as 
to prevent use of prosthetic ap- 
pliance, or suffered anatomical 
loss of both eyes, monthly pen- 
(Ginny Se E RT S $265. 00 

(o) Suffered disability under condi- 
tions which would entitle him 
to 2 or more rates in (1) to (n), 
no condition being considered 
twice, or suffered total deafness 
in combination with total 
blindness with 5/200 visual 
acuity or less, monthly pen- 


(p) In event disabled person's service 
incurred disabilities exceed re- 
quirements for any of rates pre- 
scribed, Administrator, in his 
discretion, may allow next 
higher rate, or intermediate 
rate, but in no event in ex- 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, does this 
bill apply only to the allowances made to 
veterans who may have service-con- 
nected disabilities? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. It 
applies to all veterans of World War I 
and World War II who receive pensions 
or compensation. Section 2 (C) of the 
bill applies to both service-connected dis- 
ability and disability nonconnected with 
military service. 

Mr. WALSH. And it includes depend- 
ents. 

Mr. BALL. What about the cost under 
section 2 of the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The cost 
under section 2 of the bill will be the 
greatest. 

Mr. BALL. Does the bill apply to al- 
lowances only to disabled veterans? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. BALL. Does it cover service-con- 
nected disabilities only? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. The vet- 
eran must already be receiving disabil- 
ity payments. The bill does not extend 
the disability laws of the Government, 
or change them. Persons coming under 
the bill must have a disability before the 
20 percent increase would become effec- 
tive. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, according 
to the explanation given by the Senator 
from Colorado, the bill would provide 
for the payment of $300,000,000; but I 
shall not object. 

Mr. LANGER. Would the bill permit 
an increase to be granted to the young 
men who are attending college? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The bill 
provides for an increase of 20 percent in 
the present disability payments and 
pensions. The bill does not provide for 
any bonus for any college students. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks a de- 
scription of the bill. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RESUME OF H. R. 6811 

Section 1 provides that veterans having 

neither wife, child, nor dependent parent, 
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who is being furnished hospital treatment, 
institutional, or domiciliary care by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration that any pension, com- 
pensation, or retirement pay otherwise pay- 
able shall continue without reduction under 
the following conditions: 

1. Will draw full compensation or pension 
until the first day of seventh month after 
date of approval of act or date of admission, 
whichever date is later. 

2. After first date of seventh month if he 
- receives over 830 payment, the payment will 
be reduced by 50 percent but not less than 
$30. 

3. If the veteran is discharged from hos- 
pital on medical advice, a lump-sum pay- 
ment of the money withheld will be made. 

4. If the veteran leaves hospital against 
medical advice, lump-sum payment of money 
withheld will be deferred for 6 months. If 
upon subsequent readmission to hospital pay- 
ment will be reduced effective on date of 
admission (not wait 6 months). If dis- 
charged upon medical advice veteran will re- 
ceive full sum in lump payment. 

5. In case of death provision is made for 
lump-sum payment to certain relatives, 
namely, widow, child, father, mother, brother, 
sister, etc. If no such person exists to re- 
ceive the lump-sum payment there may be 
paid only so much of the lump sum as may 
be necessary to reimburse the person who 
bore the expense of last sickness or burial. 
Claims for payment of lump sum must be 
made within 5 years after death except in 
case where claimant be under legal dis- 
ability at time of death of veteran. 

6. In the case of incompetent veterans, 
payments are subject to same provisions as 
in the case of the competent veterans ex- 
cept that: 

(a) No lump-sum payment will be author- 
ized until after the expiration of 6 months 
following a finding of competency. 

(b) There is retained limitation under ex- 
isting law that where the estate of an in- 
sane veteran derived from any source equals 
or exceeds $1,500, further payments will not 
be made until estate is reduced to $500. 

(c) At the discretion of the Administrator, 
payment can be made to the chief officer 
of institution where veteran is maintained 
for use of veteran and proper accounting 
made, or can be paid to the guardian. 

7. Existing laws pertaining to apportionate 
pension of a veteran while being hospitalized 
are retained in this bill. 

Section 2 authorizes an increase of 20 per- 
cent of all monthly rates of compensation 
and pension payable to veterans of World 
Wars I and II and the dependents of such 
veterans, which are payable under laws or 
regulations administered by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, This increase does not apply 
to subsistence allowance under Public Law 
No. 16 or Public Law No. 346, as amended 
(GI bill), nor does it apply to retirement 
pay. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
6811), which had been reported from the 
Committee on Finance with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, on page 2, 
line 19, after the word “termination,” to 
insert “or in the event of his prior death, 
as provided in paragraph (2) hereof;” on 
the same page, in line 21, after the words 
“pay of” to strike out “such” and insert 
“any”; on the same page in line 22, after 
the word “veteran” to insert “leaving 
against medical advice or as the result 
of disciplinary action”; and on the same 
page, in line 23, after the word “upon” 
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to strike out “any future” and insert “a 
succeeding.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, 
in line 17, after the words “shall be” to 
strike out “deemed by the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs to be insane” and 
insert “rated by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration in accordance with regulations 
as being incompetent by reason of men- 
tal illness.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, 
in line 1, after the word “such” to strike 
out “insane” and insert “incompetent”; 
on the same page, in line 6, after the 
words “of any” to strike out “such” and 
insert “incompetent”; on the same page, 
in line 10, after the words “veteran is” 
to strike out “maintained” and insert 
“hospitalized.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, 
after line 14, to insert the following: 

(F) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section or any other provision of law, 
no reduction shall be made in the pension, 
compensation, or retirement pay of any vet- 
eran for any part of the period during which 
he is furnished hospital treatment, or insti- 
tutional or domiciliary care, for Hansen’s dis- 
ease, by the United States or any political 
subdivision thereof. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on the 
same page, in line 22, to strike out “(F)” 
and insert “(G).” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask the majority leader what are his 
intentions with respect to continuing to 
call the calendar after the conclusion of 
the morning hour. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall ask unani- 
mous consent that the call of the cal- 
endar be continued until concluded. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. 


RUSSELL-MAJORS-WADDELL NATIONAL 
MONUMENT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 147) to provide for the establish- 
ment of the Russell-Majors-Waddell Na- 
tional Monument which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, with an amendment 
on page 1, in line 6, after the words 
“firm of”, to strike out “Russel” and 
insert Russell-“; on page 2, in line 7, 
after the words “constitute the”, to strike 
out “Russel” and insert “Russell-”; on 
the same page, in line 20, after the words 
“firm of”, to strike out “Russel” and 
insert “Russell-”; and on page 3, at the 
beginning of line 2, to strike out “Rus- 
sel” and insert “Russell-”, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized and directed to 
acquire, on behalf of the United States, by 
gift or purchase, the site of the home of 
Alexander Majors and corral for mules and 
oxen used by the firm of Russell-Majors- 
Waddell near Eighty-fifth and State Line 
Road in Jackson County, Mo., and Johnson 
County, Kans., together with such land or 
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interests in land and any improvements 
thereon, as the Secretary may deem neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of this act. 
In the event the Secretary is unable to ac- 
quire such property, or any part thereof, at 
a reasonable price, he is authorized and di- 
rected to condemn such property, or any 
part thereof, in the manner provided by law. 

Sec. 2. The property acquired under the 
provisions of section 1 of this act shall con- 
stitute the Russell-Majors-Waddell National 
Monument and shall be a public national 
memorial to said firm and the members 
thereof. 

The Director of the National Park Service, 
under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Interior, shall have supervision, manage- 
ment, and control of such national monu- 
ment, and shall maintain and preserve it in 
a suitable and enduring manner which, in 
his judgment, will provide for the benefit 
and enjoyment of the people of the United 
States. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to— 

(1) Maintain, either in an existing struc- 
ture a ed under the provisions of sec- 
tion 1 of this act or in a building constructed 
by him for the purpose, a museum for relics 
and records pertaining to the firm of Russell- 
Majors-Waddell and members thereof, and 
for other articles of national and patriotic 
interest, and to accept on behalf of the 
United States, for installation in such mu- 
seum, articles which may be offered as addi- 
tions to the museum; and 

(2) Construct roads and mark with monu- 
ments, tablets, or otherwise, points of inter- 
est within the boundaries of said Russell- 
Majors-Waddell National Monument. 

Sec. 4. There are authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to provide for the establishment 
of the Russell-Majors-Waddell National 
Monument.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, what 
is the calendar number of this bill? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Cal- 
endar No. 1781. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I shall not 
exercise my right to object to this bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was about to ask 
the author of the bill to explain it, but 
he is not present. 

AMENDMENT OP DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE ORGANIC ACT OF 1944 


The bill (S. 2404) to amend section 502 
(a) of the Department of Agriculture Or- 
ganic Act of 1944 was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, this bill affects three cities 
in the Tennessee Valley area. Under 
present law, cities may not borrow money 
from the TVA Authority Fund with 
which to extend their lines into rural 
areas. This bill merely gives such power 
to three towns in that area. It affects 
the towns of Athens, Ala., Sheffield, Ala., 
and Bolivar, Tenn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? i 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2404) to amend section 502 (a) of the 
Department of Agriculture Organic Act 
of 1944 was considered, ordered to be 
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engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 502 (a) of 
the Department of Agriculture Organic Act 
of 1944 (Public Law 425, 78th Cong., 58 Stat. 
739, 740), as amended by Public Law 563, 
Seventy-eighth Congress (58 Stat. 925), is 
further amended by inserting after the words 
“to cooperative associations” the words “and 
municipalities”, and by inserting after the 
words “said cooperative associations” a 
comma and the words “and municipalities to 
the extent that such indebtedness was in- 
curred with respect to electric transmission 
and distribution lines or systems or portions 
thereof serving persons in rural areas,” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6097) to amend the act 
of March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to 
promote the conservation of wildlife, fish, 
and game, and for other purposes,” was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. OVERTON. Over.. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, if my able colleague and most 
agreeable seat mate will withhold his 
objection, I should like to make a brief 
statement with regard to this bill. 

It is sponsored by the Izaak Walton 
League of America. It came before the 
Senate on a former occasion and objec- 
tions were made to it. The bill was re- 
committed to the committee, and hear- 
ings were held. During the holding of 
the hearings testimony was heard from 
the Chief of Engineers, General Wheeler. 
After hearing the testimony of General 
Wheeler, the committee made some 
amendments to the bill. The committee 
agreed on some amendments which it 
thought would prevent future objection. 
For example, on page 7 of the bill, in its 
original text, the War Department was 
directed to give full consideration to the 
needs of fish and wildlife resources. The 
committee struck out the words “and di- 
rected” so that the language now reads, 
in part, “that Department is hereby au- 
thorized to give full consideration and 
recognition to the needs of fish and other 
wildlife resources,” and so forth. 

Further down on the same page the 
committee inserted, in line 6, new lan- 
guage as follows: “with due respect to 
the needs of navigation and flood con- 
trol”. That language means that the 
Chief of Engineers is authorized to give 
due respect to the needs of navigation 
and flood control but does not direct him 
to do so. The Chief of Engineers thought 
that with these amendments in the bill 
the Department would not object to it. 

Mr. President, I hope that the bill will 
be passed, because it is one which is being 
supported by sportsmen and Izaak Wal- 
ton League members throughout the 
United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr, OVERTON. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over, 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, is 
there any particular part of the bill to 
which the Senator objects? 

Mr. OVERTON. My objection to it is 
that it is not possible to regulate dams 
and reservoirs under such a method as 
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is proposed in the bill. The amendment 
adopted provided that it should not in- 
terfere with the regulation of dams for 
navigation and flood- control purposes. 
The multiple-purpose dams are created 
for purposes other than navigation and 
flood control. For instance, that is true 
of the Snake River and Columbia River 
developments, in the latter of which the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Corpon], who 
I see on his feet, is interested. Those 
dams could not be operated and main- 
tained at uniform levels without con- 
siderable loss of other benefits on the 
projects: It is imposible to operate dams 
in that manner. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. OVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Would the Senator's 
objection be removed if a motion were 
made that all of section 7 be eliminated 
from the bill? Personally, I think it 
would be a better bill without that sec- 
tion. 

Mr. OVERTON. I should have no ob- 
jection if all of section 7 were eliminated, 
and were not restored in conference be- 
tween the two Houses. x 

Mr. CORDON. I doubt if that could 
be done now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the call 
of the calendar under the rule is ended. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed with the call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Under the rule un- 
der which the Senate is now proceed- 
ing, there will not be time for any ex- 
tended debate. I should regret very 
much if section 7 were eliminated, but 
I doubt if the bill can be passed, with 
the present sentiment obtaining in the 
Senate, without eliminating the section. 
I regret that very much, but there is no 
chance to debate it and have it go back 
to the House and be passed at this ses- 
sion. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, if there 
is no objection, I move that the bill be 
amended by striking out all of section 7. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, I suggest that the bill be fur- 
ther amended by renumbering the sec- 
tions. If one section is stricken out, it 
will be necessary to renumber the other 
sections. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection the clerk will renumber 
the sections. 

The question is on the engrossment of 
the amendment and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2358) to extend the times for 
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commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Colum- 
bia River, which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act approved 
June 13, 1934, as amended, and heretofore 
extended by acts of Congress approved August 
30, 1935; January 27, 1936; August 5, 1937; 
May 26, 1938; August 5, 1939; December 6, 
1940; July 14, 1941; May 3, 1948, and July 16, 
1945, authorizing the Oregon-Washington 
Bridge Board of Trustees to construct, main- 
tain, and operate a toll bridge across the 
Columbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, 
Oreg., be, and is hereby, revived and re- 
enacted: Provided, That this act shall be 
null and void unless the actual construc- 
tion of the bridge referred to be commenced 
within 1 year and completed within 3 years 
from the date of approval hereof. 

Src. 2. The first section of the act approved 
June 13, 1934, as amended, is further amend- 
ed (1) by striking out the words “and L. D. 
Williams, chairman of the Board of County 
Commissioners of Pacific County, Wash., and 
his successors in office, or the chairman of the 
Board of County Commissioners of Wahkia- 
kum County, Wash., and his successors in 
office“ and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words L. D. Williams, chairman of the Board 
of County Commissioners of Pacific County, 
Wash., and his successors in office, or the 
chairman of the Board of County Commis- 
sioners of Wahkiakum County, Wash., and 
his successors in office, the chairman of the 
State Highway Commission of the State of 
Oregon, and his successors in office, and the 
acting director of the Department of High- 
ways of the State of Washington, and his 
successors in office’; and (2) by striking out 
the words “in trust for Clatsop County, Oreg., 
Pacific County, or Wahkiakum County, 
Wash., and the city of Astoria, Oreg.” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words “in trust 
for Clatsop County, Oreg., Pacific County, 
or Wahkiakum County, Wash., the city of 
Astoria, Oreg., the State of Oregon, and the 
State of Washington.” 

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I move 
that the bill be amended on page 1, line 
6, after the name “December”, to strike 
out “6” and insert “16”, so that it will 
read “December 16”, instead of “Decem- 
ber 6.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


REORGANIZATION OF FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr, President, I 
now call the attention of the Senator 
from Texas to calendar 1760, Senate bill 
2451, to which he asked a moment ago 
that we revert. I have contacted the 
able Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
REveRcoMB] on the subject. He com- 
plained chiefly because the bill was of 
such length and complexity that he felt 
we should not pass it on a mere call of 
the calendar. But I have discussed with 
him the importance of action, particu- 
larly in view of the fact that the House 
has acted, and he is prepared to with- 
draw his objection. I suggest, therefore, 
ae we proceed with action on the House 

ill. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator 
very much. I do not see the Senator from 
West Virginia present. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am authorized 
to speak for him, 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Then I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate revert to 
Calendar 1805, House bill 6967. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection the bill (H. 
R. 6967) to improve, strengthen, and ex- 
pand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the 
laws relating to its administration was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With 
out objection Senate bill 2451 will be in- 
definitely postponed. 

Mr. REVERCOMB subsequently said: 
Mr, President, I understand that Senate 
bill 2451, Calendar 1760, was passed over 
temporarily. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill was passed over temporarily. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I understand it 
was passed over, and subsequently 
passed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] assured us 
that the Senator from West Virginia 
would have no further objection. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That is correct; 
but I desire to make a statement at this 
time. As I said before, the bill, which 
deals with the reorganization of the For- 
eign Service is an extensive bill of some 
106 pages. I asked that it go over tem- 
porarily at the time that I made the 
objection to the bill so that it might be 
further considered by Senators. I have 
talked to members of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee and they advise me of 
the necessity of immediate passage of 
the bill. Relying, as I feel justified in 
doing, on able committee members, I 
withdrew my objection to consideration 
of the bill. I feel, however, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that it is not the best way to legis- 
late, particularly on so important a sub- 
ject as this. In this instance, because of 
the importance of enactment of the 
measure and the apparent need of 
prompt enactment, I have withdrawn my 
objection to the bill, and the bill has 
been passed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from West Virginia very much for 
his explanation. 


PROTECTION OF SHORES OF PUBLICLY 
OWNED PROPERTY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2033) authorizing Federal 
participation in the cost of protecting the 
shores of publicly owned property, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Commerce with amendments. 

The first amendment of the commit- 
tee was on page 1, after the word “cost,” 
to insert a proviso as follows: “Provided 
jurther, That where a political subdi- 
vision has heretofore erected a sea wall 
to prevent erosion, by waves and cur- 
rents, to a public highway considered by 
the Chief of Engineers sufficiently im- 
portant to justify protection, Federal 
contribution toward the repair of such 
wall and the protection thereof by the 
building of an artificial beach is au- 
thorized at not to exceed one-third of 
the original cost of such wall, and that 
investigations and studies hereinafter 
provided for are hereby authorized for 
such localities.” 


The 
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The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will not the 
Senator from Louisiana explain the bill? 
I had understood a general beach erosion 
study was being made. 

Mr. OVERTON. Such a study is being 
made. A beach erosion board has been 
created, but the purpose of this bill is to 
give some relief to certain portions of 
beaches which have been eroded. It re- 
lates to cases where public property is in- 
volved, and where the State or local com- 
munity has put up two-thirds and the 
Federal contribution will be only one- 
third. That is the main purpose of the 
bill. There are not many cases to which 
the bill will be applicable. It will apply 
only where there is involved public prop- 
erty which has to be protected. 

There is an amendment to the bill which 
applies to a public highway which has 
been protected by the construction of a 
sea wall, and further protection is re- 
quired. 


Mr. TAFT. I notice that the War De- 
partment says in its report that the 
proposal is not in accord with the pro- 
gram of the President. 

Mr. OVERTON. Perhaps they do say 
that; I do not recall. 

Mr. TAFT. I object. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. OVERTON. I think the people 
on the lake shores are very much in- 
terested in the bill. I hope the Senator 
will give it further consideration. 

Mr. TAFT. I shall be glad to go over 
it. 

Mr.SMITH. Mr. President, I hope the 
Senator from Ohio can see his way clear 
to withdraw his objection. The people 
of New Jersey are very much affected by 
the bill, and they have asked that it be 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Ohio withdraw his ob- 
jection? ; 

Mr. TAFT. No, I insist on it tempo- 
rarily. 

Mr. OVERTON. If this legislation had 
been in force heretofore, the bill in which 
the Senator was interested a year or so 
ago would have been passed. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think it would 
have applied to that. 

Mr. OVERTON. I think it would have. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objec- 
tion being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 

Mr. TAFT subsequently said: Mr. 
President, some time ago I objected when 
Calendar 1785, H. R. 2033, was reached. 
I have read the report and desire to 
withdraw my objection. I will say to the 
Senator, however, that the bill applies 
only to publicly owned property, to a very 
small proportion of the coast line. It 
would not cover the particular part of 
the coast to which the Senator from 
Louisiana referred. I rather believe, 
however, that the policy of the Federal 
Government participating in improving 
State-owned property will be extended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
2033) authorizing Federal participation 
in the cost of protecting the shores of 
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publicly owned property, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Com- 
merce with amendments. 

The first amendment was, on page 1, 
line 12, after the word “cost”, to insert: 
“Provided further, That where a political 
subdivision has heretofore erected a sea- 
wall to prevent erosion, by waves and 
currents, to a public highway considered 
by the Chief of Engineers sufficiently im- 
portant to justify protection, Federal 
contribution toward the repair of such 
wall and the protection thereof by the 
building of an artificial beach is author- 
ized at not to exceed one-third of the 
original cost of such wall, and that in- 
vestigations and studies hereinafter pro- 
vided for are hereby authorized for such 
localities.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, 
line 1, after the word “specifications”, to 
insert a colon and the following: 

Provided, That the construction of im- 
provement and protective works may be 
undertaken by the Chief of Engineers upon 
the request of, and contribution of required 
funds by, the interested State, municipality, 
or other political subdivision. 


The amendment was agreed to. : 

The next amendment was on page 3, 
line 8, before the word “estuaries”, to 
insert “lakes,”. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 2033) was read the third 
time and passed. 


PREFERENCE FOR VETERANS IN 
ACQUIRING VESSELS 


The bill (H. R. 4842) to amend the 
act of April 29, 1943, so as to afford a 
preference for veterans in acquiring cer- 
tain vessels was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BRIDGE 


The bill (H. R. 5537) granting consent 
of Congress to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to construct a highway 
bridge across the Susquehanna River 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


CONVEYANCE TO IPSWICH, MASS., OF 
LIGHTHOUSE PROPERTY 


The bill (H. R. 5932) providing for the 
conveyance to the town of Ipswich, in 
the State of Massachusetts, of lighthouse 
property at Castle Neck, for public use, 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

CONVEYANCE TO ATLANTIC CITY OF 

: LIGHTHOUSE PROPERTY 


The bill (H. R. 6023) providing for the 
conveyance to the city of Atlantic City, in 
the State of New Jersey, of lighthouse 
property at Atlantic City for public use 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 
INTERCHANGE OF PROPERTY BETWEEN 

ARMY AND NAVY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6057) to amend the act of 
July 11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to 
the interchange of property between the 
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Army and the Navy so as to include the 
Coast Guard within its provisions. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, for some 
reason or other the Navy Department ob- 
jects to the bill. Let me ask the Senator 
to let it be passed over temporarily until 
I can find out what the objection is. 

Mr. OVERTON. I was not aware of 
their objecting to the bill. It seems to 
me it was an oversight to pass the orig- 
inal statute permitting the interchange 
of property between the Army and the 
Navy and omitting the Coast Guard. 
Perhaps it was because the Coast Guard 
in the meantime had gone under the 
jurisdiction of the Treasury Department. 
I did not knew of any objection by the 
Navy Department. 

Mr. WALSH. I was apprised of it this 
morning. Isuggest that the bill be passed 
over for the time being, and I shall take 
the matter up with the Navy Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. OVERTON. Very well. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over temporarily. 


TUG FORK BRIDGE, KENTUCKY AND WEST 
VIRGINIA 


The bill (H. R. 6223) to authorize the 
highway departments of the States of 
Kentucky and West Virginia to construct 
a bridge across Tug Fork was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


INCREASE OF EFFICIENCY OF COAST AND 
GEODETIC SURVEY 


The bill (H. R. 6644) to increase the 
efficiency of the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HART. Over. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, was 
there objection to consideration of the 
bill? f 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator from Connecticut objected. 

Mr. HART. Ihave to object to the bill. 
The title of the bill is “To increase the 
efficiency of the Coast and Geodetic Sur- 
vey.” In my estimation the most im- 
portant feature of the bill will decrease 
their efficiency. The law governing pro- 
motions would be decidedly changed. 
The current law governing promotions 
in the grades of captain and commander 
provides for such promotions by selec- 
tion upward. The proposed bill would 
change that so as to make the promo- 
tions really made by seniority, rather 
than by selection. The Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey has been following the 
Navy’s methods, and in my estimation 
such a departure should not now be 
made. ` 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senator from Connecticut will 
not press his objections. There is no 
reason why the officers of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey should not be on the 
same basis as officers in the Army, Navy, 
and Coast Guard. This bill has been 
studied very carefully by the House, was 
passed by that body, and was considered 
carefully in the Commerce Committee 
of the Senate. It does nothing more 
than to seek equality. It is unreason- 
able to expect that officers in the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey should not have 
the same opportunity for promotion, ad- 
vancement, and compensation, and the 
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same facilities as are generally accorded 
to those in certain other branches. It is 
my impression that all the bill does is 
to put them on an equal basis with the 
others referred to. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I yield. 

Mr. HART. That is the point, I will 
say to the Senator from Maryland, that 
the bill changes that relationship very 
materially. The officers now seem to be 
on exactly the same footing in promo- 
tions as the officers of the Navy. This 
bill would change that situation very ma- 
terially by making the system one of 
promotion by seniority rather than by 
election upward. 


Mr. RADCLIFFE. The basis provided _ 


by the bill is one which is customary. 
There was no objection raised in the 
Commerce Committee, as I recall, and 
none in the House of Representatives. 
I hope the Senator will not feel that he is 
obliged to press his objection. 

Mr. HART. Mr, President, I shall ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill is passe 
over. ' 


ERADICATION OF PREDATORY SEA 
LAMPREYS OF ‘THE GREAT LAKES 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 366) 
authorizing and directing the Director oi 
the Fish and Wildlife Service of the De- 
partment of the Interior to investigate 
and eradicate the predatory sea lampreys 
of the Great Lakes was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


GRANTING OF CERTAIN PROPERTY TO 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 370) 
granting certain property to the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania and relin- 
quishing jurisdiction therein was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


TRUST ASSOCIATION OF H. KEMPNER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 334) for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Finance, with amendments, on page 2, 
line 6, after the word “The”, to strike 
out “Secretary of the Treasury” and in- 
sert “Alien Property Custodian”; and 
in line 18, after the words “to be”, to 
strike out “Trust Association of H. 
Kempner” and insert “Secretary of the 
Treasury”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etec., That jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims 
(a) to hear the claims of the Trust Associa- 
tion of H. Kempner, of Galveston, Tex., 
against the Government of Germany and 
nationals of Germany for reimbursement for 
losses alleged to have been sustained as a 
result of the sale of certain cotton by such 
trust. association to certain mills in Germany 
during the years 1928 and 1924, and to deter- 
mine the amounts of any such losses, and 
(b) to determine the total of the various 
amounts wrongfully paid out of the Trust of 
Germann & Co. while its property was being 
administered by the Alien Property Cus- 
todian. 

Sec. 2, The Alien Property Custodian is 
authorized and directed (a) to credit the 
Trust of Germann & Co. with an amount 
equal to any amounts found by the Court of 
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Claims under clause (b) of the first section 
of this act to have been wrongfully paid out 
of such trust, and to charge such sum 
against the German special-deposit account, 
created by section 4 of the Settlement of 
War Claims Act of 1928, or against any other 
funds or property of the Government of 
Germany or of nationals of Germany in the 
possession or under the control of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States or which may 
hereafter come into the possession or under 
the control of the Government of the United 
States, and (b) to pay, to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, out of such special-deposit ac- 
count or such other funds, the amount so 
credited to the Trust of Germann & Co. and 
so charged against such special-deposit ac- 
count or such other funds, or so much there- 
of as does not exceed the amount of any 
losses found by the Court of Claims under 
clause (a) of the first section of this act to 
have been sustained by the Trust Associa- 
tion of H. Kempner: Provided, That such 
payment shall not be made unless and un- 
til such trust association executes and de- 
livers to the said Trust of Germann & Co. a 
complete assignment of all claims and de- 
mands of the said Trust Association of H> 
Kempner against the Government of Ger- 
many and nationals of Germany arising out 
of the sale of such cotton during the years 
1923 and 1924. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I of- 
‘er an amendment, which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment. will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, in line 


17, after (b) it is proposed to insert The 


Secretary of the Treasury is authorized.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
‘or a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR CERTAIN 
CITIZENS OF HAWAII 


The bill (H. R. 6918) to provide emer- 
gency relief for the victims of the seismic 
waves which struck the Territory of 
Hawaii, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 


ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN LANDS AT 
HILO, HAWAII 

The bill (H. R. 6610) to waive certain 
restrictions of the Hawaiian Organic Act 
relating to land exchanges, for the ac- 
quisition of certain lands at Hilo, Hawaii, 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 
AMENDMENT OF HAWAIIAN ORGANIC ACT 

The bill (H. R. 3361) to amend para- 
graph (1) of section 73 of the Hawaiian 
Organic Act, as amended, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], were the subcommittee which 
looked into this matter. The Senator 
from West Virginia will remember that 
the Senator from Maine very recently 
returned from the Hawaiian Islands and 
heartily approved all three bills dealing 
with the Hawaiian Islands. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. What would the 
bill provide with respect to the Hawai- 
ian Organic Act? How would it amend 
that act in any particular? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Arizona will permit 
me 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. The Senator will 
find on page 2 of the report, which is a 
reprint of the House report, the follow- 
ing: 

The bill is the outcome of a situation that 
exists as a direct result of the war. 

The Territory of Hawaii, acting under au- 
thority of the organic act, sold a piece of 
land in the industrial area of Honolulu to 
one of the large canning companies under 
the conditions that within a specified period 
a warehouse would be constructed on this 
property. The company fully intended to 
carry out this condition of purchase but was 
prevented from doing so by the outbreak 
of war. The land was taken over by the 
United States Navy for storage space and, 
in consequence of this and conditions re- 
sulting from the war, the company was un- 
able to proceed with the construction of the 
warehouse. 

The enactment of this legislation would 
protect purchasers in their title to lands in 
purchases of this kind and would moreover 
assure the Territory that the conditions of 
the sale would be carried out in the proper 
time. 

The legislation has the approval of the 
administrative officials of the Territory of 
Hawaii. 

It is recommended with the amendments, 
by the Acting Secretary of the Interior, in a 
letter dated December 14, 1945, addressed 
to the chairman of the Committee on the 
Territories. 

It is my understanding that the House 
bill does contain the amendments recom- 
mended by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 
3361) to amend paragraph (1) of section 
73 of the Hawaiian Organic Act, as 
amended, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


ADDITIONAL COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 


The bill (H. R. 6817) to provide for the 
appointment of additional commissioned 
officers in the Regular Army, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 
Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
this is a vitally important bill. It is 
thoroughly consistent with the last ac- 
tion which Congress took with regard to 
the size of the Army. It will be necessary 
for the Army to expand its officer per- 
sonnel in order to meet the requirements 
of the law as it is. Without this measure 
the Army would be held back several 
months in obtaining the number of offi- 
cers reduired. The bill has passed the 
House and was reported unanimously by 
the Senate Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. It has of course not only the 
hearty recommendation of the War De- 
partment and General Eisenhower, but 
word coming from the Army officials is 
that without it the whole progress of 
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reorganizing the new Army would be 
stymied. 

Mr. FERGUSON, I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Military Affairs with an amendment on 
page 2, line 1, to strike out: 

(c) Section 8 of the said act is amended 
by deleting therefrom the words “one thou- 
sand and fifty-four” and substituting there- 
for the words “two thousand one hundred 
and eight.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 6817) was read the third 
time and passed. 


DEVELOPMENT OF GEORGE WASHINGTON 
MEMORIAL PARKWAY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2286) to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establish- 
ment, and development of the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway along 
the Potomac from Mount Vernon and 
Fort Washington to the Great Falls, and 
to provide for the acquisition of lands in 
the District of Columbia and the States 
of Maryland and Virginia requisite to 
the comprehensive park, parkway, and 
playground system of the National Capi- 
tal,” approved May 29, 1930, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds with an 
amendment, at the end of the bill to in- 
sert a new section 3, so as to make the 
bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That section (a) of the 
act entitled “An act for the acquisition, 
establishment, and development of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway along 
the Potomac from Mount Vernon and Fort 
Washington to the Great Falls, and to pro- 
vide for the acquisition of lands in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the States of Maryland 
and Virginia requisite to the comprehensive 
park, parkway, and playground system of 
the National Capital,” approved May 29, 
1930 (46 Stat. 482), is amended by striking 
out the third proviso and by striking out of 
the fourth proviso the words “and the con- 
struction of said roads.” 

Sec. 2. Section 1 (b) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out the last sentence thereof. 

Sec. 3. So much of section 1 (b) of such 
act as precedes the first proviso thereof is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) For the extension of Rock Creek 
Park into Maryland, as may be agreed upon 
between the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission and the Maryland 
National Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion, for the preservation of the flow of water 
in Rock Creek, for the extension of the Ana- 
costia Park system up the valley of the Ana- 
costia River, Indian Creek, Paint Branch and 
Little Paint Branch, the Northwest Branch 
and Sligo Creek; of the Oxon Run Parkway 
from the District of Columbia line to Marl- 
boro Road; and of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway up the valley of Cabin 
John Creek, Little Falls Branch, and Willet 
Run, as may be agreed upon between the 
National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission and the Maryland National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission, $1,500,000.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, may_ 
we have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. GREEN. The Senator from Flor- 
ida [Mr. AnpREWs] is temporarily ab- 
sent from the Senate Chamber. I shall 
be glad to answer any questions I can. 

Mr. CORDON. I am particularly in- 
terested in knowing what is stricken out 
by section 1 of the bill? 

Mr. GREEN. The bill is now a con- 
solidation of two bills, one having the 
same number, S. 2286, and the other 
being S. 2402. The language is simpli- 
fied and combined. That is the reason 
for the new language in italics, in the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. CORDON. I am unable to un- 
derstand what is intended to be meant 
by a provision striking from the third 
proviso and from the fourth proviso the 
words “and the construction of said 
What was intended to be 
changed by that language, if the Sena- 
tor can advise us? I am reading from 
lines 6, 7 and 8, on page 2. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
am not a member of the committee, but 
the report seems to indicate that when 
the act was originally passed it pro- 
hibited the use of Federal moneys for 
highway construction, or Federal aid for 
highway construction, on the Virginia 
side, but permitted it on the Maryland 
side. These amendments are designed 
to make possible the expenditure of 
Federal aid funds on both sides of the 
river. Is that correct? 

Mr. GREEN. The Senator from Wis- 
consin is correct. For some reason 
which we find it impossible to discover 
there was a distinction made between 
the lands for the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway on the Virginia side 
and the lands on the Maryland side. 
This bill does away with the discrimina- 
tion, and makes it possible for lands on 
both sides to be used under the same 
terms, for the same highway. There 
is no reason for the distinction. 

Mr. CORDON. I have no objection to 
the bill. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. As I understand 
this bill, it does nothing more than to 
place Maryland and Virginia on an 
equality with each other? 

Mr. GREEN. It raises Maryland to 
equality with Virginia in this particular. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. We in Maryland 
claim equality and even superiority in 
some respects now, but we like to see 
that equality maintained in each and 
every nook and corner. 

Mr. GREEN. This bill simply pro- 
vides for equality in one particular. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 (a) of 
the act entitled “An act for the acquisition, 
establishment, and development of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway along 
the Potomac from Mount Vernon and Fort 
Washington to the Great Falls, and to pro- 
vide for the acquisition of lands in the 
District of Columbia and the States of 
Maryland and Virginia requisite to the com- 
prehensive park, parkway, and playground 
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system of the National Capital,” approved 
May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), is amended by 
striking out the third proviso and by strik- 
ing out of the fourth proviso the words “and 
the construction of said roads.” 

Sec. 2. Section 1 (b) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out the last sentence thereof. 

Sec. 3. So much of section 1 (b) of such 
act as precedes the first proviso thereof is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) For the extension of Rock Creek Park 
into Maryland, as may be agreed upon be- 
tween the National Capital Park and Plan- 
ning Commission and the Maryland Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion, for the preservation of the flow of 
water in Rock Creek, for the extension of 
the Anacostia Park system up the valley of 
the Anacostia River, Indian Creek, Paint 
Branch and Little Paint Branch, the North- 
west Branch and Sligo Creek; of the Oxon 
Run Parkway from the District of Colum- 
bia line to Marlboro Road; and of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway up 
the valley of Cabin John Creek, Little Falls 
Branch, and Willet Run, as may be agreed 
upon between the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission and the Maryland Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion, $1,500,000.” : A 


ELIMINATION AND RETIREMENT OF 
REGULAR ARMY OFFICERS, ETC. 


The bill (S. 1974) to provide for the 

. Selection for elimination and retirement 

of officers of the Regular Army for the 

equalization of retirement benefits for 

members of the Army of the United 

States and for other purposes was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Let the 
bill go over. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Colorado objected. Does 
the Senator withdraw his objection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I with- 
hold. my objection temporarily, but I 
shall still object to it. ` 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senator from Colorado will 
withdraw his objection so that this bill 
may be passed. The House has passed 
House bill 7063, Calendar No. 1899, a bill 
to provide for the selection for elimina- 
tion and retirement of officers of the 
Regular Army. The bill under discus- 
sion includes the National Guard, Re- 
serve officers, and Reserve enlisted per- 
sonnel. I believe that the only way we 
can reach a solution in these late days 
of the session is to have the bill sent to 
conference, so that we may meet with 
the House conferees and see if we can- 
not arrive at something tangible for the 
good of the Army. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, that is the very reason I have ob- 
jected to Senate bill 1974. I am afraid 
it will go to conference, and that the 
House version will be adopted. The lan- 
guage of Senate bill 1974 as it came to 
the committee is satisfactory; but if the 
bill were to go to conference and the 
House version were adopted, as I am 
afraid it would be, I do not know of any 
way it could be stopped when a report 
from the conferees came before the 
Senate. 

The House bill on this subject opens 
the door for all sorts of things. If the 
Senate wishes to be high-pressured, Sen- 
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ators will learn what high pressure really 
means if the House version is adopted. 
That is the reason why I am objecting. 
If I thought that Senate bill 1974 could 
be approved as it came from the com- 
mittee, I certainly would not object to it. 
But my understanding is that a majority 
of the members of the Senate Committee 
on Military Affairs are very anxious to 
have Senate bill 1974 go to conference, 
and then adopt the House version. The 
House version is totally unacceptable. _ 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I hope 
that in the closing days of the Congress 
the Senate will either send this bill to 
conference or have a vote on the House 
bill. The Senator from Colorado well 
knows that I believe in the House ver- 
sion. I believe in the Senate bill as it 
was originally introduced. So far as 
high pressure is concerned, I have been 
a Member of the Senate for 6 years, and 
every day there is a new high pressure. 
It is about time to do something for the 
National Guard and the Reserve—those 
who made up not only the reserves of 
the Army but the reserves of the Navy, 
and who did a large share of the fighting 
in this war. So I hope the Senator will 
withdraw his objection and at least let 
the bill go to conference. After it comes 
back from conference we can decide what 
to do. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
join the Senator from South Carolina 
in urging the earliest consideration of 
this bill. I hope that my able friend 
from Colorado will withdraw his objec- 
tion and let the bill go to conference. I 
realize that the Committee on Military 
Affairs of the Senate made changes and 
reported the bill to the Senate in its pres- 
ent form. I realize that the House bill is 
somewhat different. The purpose of the 
bill is to authorize the retirement of men 
no longer useful for the service, and to 
induce men, particularly Reserve officers 
in the National Guard, to go into active 
service and be ready for active service 
in the strong and effective army we are 
trying to build up for the future. I be- 
lieve that the bill is very important in 
connection with building up a strong 
army, and because of its importance I 
hope it may be passed and go to con- 
ference. If the conferees fail to submit 
a satisfactory report, of course the Sen- 
ate will not agree to the conference re- 
port. I should like to see the bill passed. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
the outstanding difference between the 
Senate bill and the House bill is this: 
The Senate bill provides for the future, 
and is a bill for incentive purposes, to 
help build up the Army of the United 
States and its reserve components. 
Members of the Senate committee ob- 
jected to the Senate bill as originally in- 


troduced, and we have taken out of it 


practically all the features which have to 
do with the past. The bill as it stands is 
a bill to help the Army in the future. 
That is what the Army primarily wishes. 
That is what we hope we can get in the 
building up of the Army of the future. 
If the bill could be passed with the 
understanding that the Senate conferees 
would have to stand by the action of the 
Senate on the Senate bill, perhaps that 
would solve the difficulty, The confer- 
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ence could then be successful only if the 
Senate provisions were to prevail. That 
is about the only way I know of to bind 
our conferees. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator know 
the attitude of the War Department and 
the Chief of Staff with regard to these 
two bills? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The general 
attitude is that the War Department. 
would rather have the House bill as it is, 
because there are persons whom the War 
Department wishes to reward for past 
services. 

Mr. AIKEN. What is the argument for 
the House bill? Does it take care of 
more deserving members of the reserve 
and the National Guard? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is true. 
Probably the Senator from South Caro- 
lina can answer the question better than 
I can. 

Mr. AIKEN. What is the reason for 
opposing the Senate bill? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
House bill is the same as the bill which 
was originally introduced in the Senate. 
The Senate bill was changed by the com- 
mittee. It is not an officers’ bill. It 
takes in both enlisted men and officers. 
An agreement was arrived at after a 
period of several months. General 
Eisenhower agreed to it. General Paul 
agreed toit. All the high officials in the 
Army with whom I have spoken, and all 
the National Guard representatives and 
reserve Officers, representatives whom I 
have consulted have told me that they 
agree to it. The President of the United 
States agreed to it. 

Mr. AIKEN. As I understand, the 
House bill represents a meeting of the 
minds after months of difference. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The House bill is the 
same as the Senate bill as originally in- 
troduced. The Senate bill has been 
amended by the committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, the Senator says that Gen- 
eral Eisenhower agreed to the bill. I 
was told by General Collins that General 
Eisenhower was finally sold on the bill 
because it would help to build up the 
Army, the National Guard, and the Re- 
serve Corps in the future. That is not 
the part to which the Senator from 
Colorado is objecting. What I am par- 
ticularly objecting to is the handsome 
rewards proposed to be given for past 
services. The bill has two purposes. 
The first is to help build the Army for 
the future. I enthusiastically favor that 
part of the bill. However, the other part, 
to pay generous rewards for services 
which have been rendered, is the part to 
which I object. The part which I favor 
is the part which General Eisenhower 
favors. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the bill reward 
members of the National Guard and Re- 
serve officers more handsomely than 
members of the Regular Army are re- 
warded under existing laws and regula- 
tions? 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The rewards to en- 
listed personnel of the Reserves and 
officers and enlisted personnel of the 
National Guard are in no way com- 
parable to the rewards in the Regular 
Army. So far as gratuitous hand-outs 


are concerned, I would not support any 


such measure. The committee studied 
it for many months. Everyone knows 
what the National Guard did. 

The former Governor of Vermont, the 
present junior’ Senator from Vermont 
[Mr AtKen] well knows what the Na- 
tional Guard did. Every Senator knows 
what the National Guard has meant to 
this country both in time of war and in 
time of peace, and all of us know what 
the Reserves have meant to the country. 
But, of course, some people in the United 
States do not want the Reserves or the 
National Guard to get anything. I do 
not allude to my friend, because of 
course he is in favor of future payments. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I fail to 
see why the National Guard or the Re- 
serves should not receive rewards in 
proportion to what the rewards would 
have been if the members of the National 
Guard had been members of the Regular 
Army. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that there is no objection to 
Senate bill 1974; but if a conference is 
held on the bill, I believe there will be 
some objection to the conference report. 

Inasmuch as there is no objection to 
Senate bill 1974, I think we should pass it. 
Then, of course, the Senate conferees 
would urge the Senate bill in the con- 
ference, and if the conferees reported a 
measure which did not satisfactorily 
meet the views of the Senators who ob- 
jected, we could decide on the floor of 
the Senate whether the conference report 
should be adopted. The conferees might 
report Senate bill 1974, which, as I under- 
stand, is not objected to by anyone. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I think the Senator's last statement is 
entirely correct, and I think we should 
emphasize that fact. The Senate bill 
has general support. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? : 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I favor the 
Senate bill as reported by the Committee 
on Military Affairs, but I do have appre- 
hension about the House bill. In fact, 
I have apprehension as to what might 
happen if the bill went to conference at 
this time. I think the bill should go over 
until we can sit down and work out an 
arrangement whereby we can pass the 

Senate bill. So I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. - 

BILD PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 4982) to enable the De- 
partment of State more effectively to 
carry out its responsibilities in the for- 
eign field by means of (a) public dissemi- 
nation abroad of information about the 
United States, and so forth, was an- 

nounced as next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Let the bill be passed over. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
before we proceed further, I should like 
to make an explanation. I feel sure 
that those who object to House bill 6967 
have the same idea with respect to House 
bill 4982. The bill comes under the State 
Department’s plan for reorganization, 
and it includes features which have to do 


. with advertising, publicity, and the ex- 


plaining of America’s aims throughout 
the world. $ 

Mr. President, the failure to pass the 
bill at this time will mean that we shall 
only half-heartedly enter into the great 
scheme of trying to make the world a 
world of peace. 

This bill probably is as essential as any 
other bill we can think of. If we are 
to carry through the President's pro- 
gram and the State Department’s pro- 
gram with regard to the activities of the 
State Department, I trust that Senators 
will withdraw their objections and will 
permit the bill to be considered and 
passed and become law. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. TAFT. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 

ADDITIONAL INDUCEMENTS FOR CAREERS 

IN THE MILITARY OR NAVAL SERV- 

ICES 


The bill (S. 2460) to provide additional 
inducements to citizens of the United 
States to make a career of the United 
States military or naval service, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next in 
order, 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I think 
both the chairman of the Naval Affairs 
Committee and the chairman of the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee should make ex- 
planations of the bill. 

So far as the bill applies to the Navy, 
a bill S, 1438 was passed by the Senate 
some months ago, and went to the House 
of Representatives, where an amendment 
was attached. The amendment would 
give for enlistment in the Army the same 
inducements that were provided for-en- 
listment in the Navy. 

The amendment was added in an at- 
tempt to make the same conditions ap- 
plicable to the Army. However, the 
amendment was poorly drawn. It was 
offered on the floor of the House. 

When the bill came to the Senate, in- 
stead of accepting the Army amendment 
offered on the floor of the House, I sent 
it to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
for it to study and to report as to whethcr 
the amendment should be accepted or 
rejected. Unfortunately, the Army au- 
thorities took a long time to study and 
consider the bill. Due to the fact that 
the naval bill amended the Naval Reserve 
Act which the Navy has had for some 
time, and due to the fact that the Army 
had nothing comparable to the Naval 
Reserve, the Army authorities decided to 
attempt to set up some organization 
which would be comparable to what we 
know as our Fleet Naval Reserve. In any 
event, very recently the Army and the 
Navy have gotten together, so as to bring 
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about the same conditions and the same 
privileges and the same rights in respect 
to that situation. 

The bill is for the purpose of inducing 
enlistments. So far as Iam able to speak 
for the Navy, the original bill was one 
of the most forward-looking bills that 
has ever been introduced, to invite young 
men to join the Navy, to give them a 
naval career, to provide for their ad- 
vancement, and to provide for the grant- 
ing of commissions. The bill has been 
very favorably received by the enlisted 
men of the Navy. 

The original naval bill provided that 
at the end of 16 years the naval enlisted 
man could transfer to the Reserves and 
could be given a certain amount of pay 
on retirement. Unfortunately, that pro- 
vision was not acceptable to the Army, as 
applied to it. The Army authorities 
thought 16 years would be too soon for 
men who had entered the Army to be 
transferred to a Reserve organization. 
So that feature has been eliminated—to. 
my very great regret. I am hopeful that 
the 16-year provision may be restored 
later. 

In order that legislation might be ob- 
tained at this session of the Congress I 
consented to the drafting of a new bill. 
The bill is most important and most 
desirable—in fact, the delay in obtaining 
action upon the measure has been detri- 
mental to obtaining enlistments, for any 
young man who might have considered 
entering the naval service during the last 
number of months could not know under 
what conditions he would enter. : 

So it is essential that the bill be passed. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Utah 
and I have agreed upon certain amend- 
ments which I am to offer, so as to make 
the bill conform to certain needs of the 
Navy which unintentionally were over- 
looked in drafting the substitute bill in 
the Military Affairs Committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Military Affairs with an amendment, on 
page 4, in line 7, after the word “be”, to 
strike out “accounted” and insert 
“counted.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I now 
offer the amendments, which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. They 
merely seek to preserve existing rights. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendments will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3 in line 
14, between the word “all” and the word 
3 it is proposed to insert “ac- 

ve.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, in lines 
12 and 13, it is proposed to strike out the 
following: “and if they shall have com- 
pleted a total of 20 years or more of active 
service their pay shall be computed in 
the manner prescribed in section 204 of 
this act as amended.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, in line 
13, following the word “Act”, it is pro- 
posed to strike out the period, and to 
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insert “except as otherwise provided in 
section 3.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, in line 
16, following the word “Act” and the 
period, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 1 : 


Retired enlisted personnel of the Navy and 


Marine Corps, personnel of the Navy and 
Marine Corps who are members of the Fleet 
Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, and 
personnel of the’ Navy and Marine Corps who 
become eligible and who apply for transfer 
to the Fleet Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps 
Reserve shall receive an opportunity to elect 
to receive retained and retired pay under 
the provisions of this act or to receive such 
pay under the provisions of law in effect 
tmmediately prior to the date of enactment 
of this act, and these persons shall be en- 
titled to receive the pay elected. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further amendments to be 
proposed, the question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it, enacted, etc., That section 4 of the 
Naval Reserve Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1176) is 
hereby amended by inserting after the words 
“Insular possessions of the United States” a 
comma and the following: “including citizens 
of the Philippine Islands who are members 
of the naval service at the time independence 
of the Philippine Islands becomes effective.” 

Sec. 2. Section 204 of the Naval Reserve 
Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1179) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 204. Members of the Navy who first 
enlisted in the Navy after July 1, 1925, or 
who reenlisted therein after July 1, 1925, hav- 
ing been out of the Regular Navy for more 
than 3 months, may upon their own request 
be transferred to the Fleet Reserve upon the 
completion of at least 20 years’ active Fed- 
eral service. After such transfer, except 
when on active duty, they shall be paid at 
the annual rate of 214 percent of the annual 
base and longevity pay they are receiving 
at the time of transfer multiplied by the 
number of years of active Federal service: 
Provided, That the pay authorized in this 
section shall be increased 10 percent for all 
men who may be credited with extraordinary 
heroism in the line of duty: Provided fur- 
ther, That the determination of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy as to the definition of ex- 
traordinary heroism shall be final and con- 
clusive for all purposes: Provided further, 
That the pay authorized in this section shall 
not exceed 75 percent of the active-duty base 
and longevity pay they were receiving at the 
time of transfer: Provided further, That all 
enlisted men transferred to the Fleet Reserve 
in accordance with the provisions of this sec- 
tion and of sections 1 and 203 of this act shall, 
upon completion of 30 years’ service, be trans- 
ferred to the retired list of the Regular Navy, 
with the pay they were then legally entitled 
to receive: Provided further, That nothing 
contained within this section shall be con- 
strucd to prevent persons who qualify for 
transfer to the Fleet Reserve under the pro- 
visions of section 203 of this act from being 
transferred in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this section if they so elect: Provided 
jurther, That a fractional year of 6 months 
or more shall be considered a full year for 
purposes of this section and section 203 in 
computing years of active Federal service and 
base and longevity pay: And provided jur- 
ther, That the provisions of this section shall 
apply to all persons of the class described 
herein heretofore or hereafter transferred to 
the Fleet Reserve, except that no increase 
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in pay or allowances shall be deemed to have 
accrued prior to the date of the enactment of 
this amendment. For the purposes of this 
section, all active service in the Army of the 
United States, the Navy, the Marine Corps, 
the Coast Guard, or any component thereof, 
shall be deemed to be active Federal service.” 

Sec. 3. Title II of the Naval Reserve Act of 
1938 (52 Stat. 1178) is hereby amended by 
adding thereto a new section to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 208. Whenever enlisted men of the 
Fleet Reserve, transferred thereto after more 
than 16 years’ service, or enlisted men trans- 
ferred from the Fleet Reserve to the retired 
list of the Regular Navy; perform active duty 
after July 1, 1925, such active duty, except 
that which they are required to perform in 
time of peace under section 206 of this title, 
shall be included in the computation of their 
total service for the purpose of computing 
their retainer or retired pay when in an in- 
active-duty status, and in the computation 
of their retainer or retired pay all active duty 
so performed subsequent to the effective date 
of transfer to the Fleet Reserve or to the re- 
tired list shall be counted for the purpose of 
computing percentage rates and increases 
with respect to their retainer or retired pay 
and shall be based on the enlisted pay re- 
ceived by them at the time they resume an 
inactive-duty status, including increases in 
consequence of advancement in rating, lon- 
gevity, and extraordinary heroism: Provided, 
That such pay shall not exceed 75 percent of 
the base and longevity pay of the highest 
rating to which entitled under the provisions 
of this section: Provided further, That active 
duty performed during any period of national 
emergency declared by the President shall be 
considered for the purpose of this section as 
not being active duty in time of peace re- 
quired by section 206: Provided further, That 
nothing contained in this section shall oper- 
ate to reduce the retainer or retired pay and 
allowances to which any enlisted man would 
otherwise have been entitled: Provided fur- 
ther, That a fractional year of 6 months or 
more shall be considered a full year for pur- 
poses of this section in computing years of 
active Federal service and base and longevity 
pay: And provided further, That persons of 
the classes described in this section who have 
been retired or returned to an inactive duty 
status prior to the date of approval of this 
section shall be entitled to the benefits of 
this section from the date of retirement or 
return to an inactive duty status.” 

Sec. 4. (a) The authority conferred upon 
the President by the act approved June 27, 
1942 (56 Stat. 422), as amended, to appoint 
commissioned warrant and warrant officers of 
the Regular Navy to commissioned grades or 
ranks is hereby extended to include author- 
ity to appoint chief petty officers of the Regu- 
lar Navy who have completed not less than 3 
years of service as chief petty officers to com- 
missioned grades or ranks in like manner 
and under the same conditions and circum- 


stances, except as otherwise provided in this’ 


subsection, as is provided in that act, as 
amended, for the appointment of commis- 
sioned warrant and warrant officers to com- 
missioned grades or ranks. 

(b) The authority conferred upon the 
President by the act approved June 27, 1942 
(56 Stat. 422), as amended, to appoint com- 
missioned warrant and warrant officers of 
the Regular Navy to commissioned grades or 
ranks is hereby extended to include author- 
ity to appoint any enlisted man of the Regu- 
lar Navy who has not, on the date of such 
appointment, attained his thirty-third birth- 
day and who has served continuously and 
immediately prior to such appointment in 
the Regular Navy for a period of not less than 
4 years to the commissioned grade or rank 
of ensign in the line or staff corps of the 
Regular Navy in like manner and under the 
same conditions and circumstances, except 
as otherwise provided in this subsection, as 
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is provided in that act, as amended, for the 
appointment of commissioned warrant and 
warrant officers to commissioned grades or 
ranks: Provided, That the authorized num- 
ber of commissioned officers of the line and 
of each staff corps to which appointments 
pursuant to this subsection may be made will 
not be increased according to the number of 
appointments made, and officers appointed 
pursuant to this subsection shall not be car- 
ried as extra numbers in the grades or ranks 
in which appointed. 

(c) In computing the years of service nec- 
essary for appointment to commissioned 
grade or rank pursuant to the act approved 
June 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 422), and pursuant 
to this section, at least 1 year of such service 
shall have been in the Regular Navy. The 
remaining portion of such service may have 
been active duty in a reserve component of 
the Navy after September 8, 1939, and before 
the termination of the present war as pro- 
claimed by the President or established by 
act or resolution of the Congress. 

Sec. 5. (a) Subsection 8 (c) of the act ap- 
proved July .24, 1941 (55 Stat. 604), is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) An officer or enlisted man on the re- 
tired list of the Regular Navy or Marine 
Corps who was placed thereon by reason of 
physical disability shall, if he incurs physical 
disability while serving under a temporary 
appointment in a higher rank, subject to the 
provisions of subsection (e) hereof, be ad- 
vanced on the retired list to such higher rank 
with retired pay at the rate of 75 percent of 
the active-duty pay to which he was entitled 
while serving in that rank.” 

(b) . 8 (e) of the act approved 
July 24, 1941 (55 Stat. 604), is hereby amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“(e) The benefits of this section shall apply 
only to an individual who incurs physical 
disability in line of duty in time of war or 
national emergency. In the case of those 
officers and enlisted men to whom subsection 
(c) hereof is applicable retirement in the 
next higher rank shall be effected upon a 
finding by a naval retiring board that the 
disability was incident to the service while 
on active duty in the higher rank and upon a 
rating by such board, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Navy, at not less than 30 percent perma- 
nent disability. Im all other cases officers 
and enlisted men shall be retired in accord- 
ance with existing law providing for the re- 
tirement of officers or enlisted men.” 

Src. 6. (a) Section 4 of the act approved 
October 6, 1945 (Public Law 190, 79th Cong.), 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 4. Whenever any enlisted man of the 
Regular Army shall have completed a mini- 
mum of 20 but less than 30 years of active 
Federal service, he may, under such regula- 
tions as the Secretary of War shall prescribe, 
upon his own request be transferred to the 
Enlisted Reserve Corps and thereupon will 
be placed on the retired list of the Regular 
Army. An enlisted man so transferred and 
retired shall receive, except when on active 
duty, monthly retired pay at the rate of 2% 
percent of the base and longevity pay of the 
enlisted grade held at the time he made ap- 
plication for retirement multiplied by the 
number of years of active Federal service, not 
to exceed 30 years. The retired pay author- 
ized by this section shall be increased 10 
percent for any enlisted man who is credited 
with extraordinary heroism in line of duty: 
Provided, That the determination of the Sec- 
retary of War as to extraordinary heroism for 
purposes of this section shall be final and 
conclusive for all purposes: Provided further, 
That the total retired pay (including the 10 
percent increase for extraordinary heroism) 
authorized by this section shall not in any 
case exceed 75 percent of the total enlisted 
base and longevity pay such enlisted man 
was receiving at the time he made application 
for retirement: And provided further, That 
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any fractional part of a year amounting to 
6 months or more shall be counted as a com- 
plete year for the purpose of computing re- 
tired pay, but shall not be counted for the 


purpose of determining eligibility for retire- ~ 


ment under this section.” 

(b) The number of years of service to be 
credited in computing eligibility for retire- 
ment under this act or any other act pro- 
viding for retirement of enlisted men of the 
Army shall include all active Federal service 
performed in the Army of the United States, 
the Navy, the Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, 
for any component thereof. 

(c) Any enlisted man retired under the 
provisions of section 4 of the act approved 
October 6, 1945 (Public Law 190, 79th Cong.), 
shall, commencing the first day of the month 
following the effective date of this act, receive 
retired pay computed as provided in section 
6 of this act. 

Src. 7. An enlisted man who is transferred 
to the Enlisted Reserve Corps pursuant to 
the provisions of section 6 of this act shall 
remain a member thereof until his active 
Federal military service performed prior to 
such transfer plus the period of his service 
in such corps equals 30 years, and while a 
member of such corps shall be subject to 
perform such periods of active duty as may 
now or hereafter be prescribed by law. 

Src. 8. (a) Each enlisted man of the Reg- 
ular Army retired under the provisions of 
section 6 of this act or the provisions of 
section 4 of the act approved October 6, 
1945 (Public Law 190, 79th Cong.) who 
performs or has performed active mili- 
tary service subsequent to retirement shall, 
upon relief from such active duty, re- 
ceive retired pay on the same basis as 
received by him prior to his recall to ac- 
tive duty, or in the amount resulting from 
a recomputation, as provided herein, which- 
ever is the greater. Such recomputation 
shall be made in the same manner as pro- 
vided in section 6 of this act on the basis 
of the enlisted grade held at the time of 
relief from active military service, or the en- 
listed grade “In which originally retired, 
whichever is higher: Provided, That the serv- 
ice to be credited shall include periods of 
active Federal service subsequent to retire- 
ment: Provided further. That the retired 
pay shall not exceed 75 percent of the en- 
listed base and longevity pay he was re- 
ceiving in his active-duty status. 

(b) Each enlisted man of the Regular 
Army retired under the provisions of the 
act of March 2, 1907 (34 Stat. 1217; 10 U. S. C. 
947), or under the provisions of the act 
of June 30, 1941 (55 Stat. 394; 10 U. S. C. 
982a), who performs or has performed active 
military service subsequent to retirement 
shall, upon relief from such active duty, re- 
ceive retired pay in the amount received by 
him prior to his recall to active duty, or on 
the basis of his grade and length of service 
at the time of relief from active duty, which- 
ever is the greater: Provided, That the 
amount of his retired pay shall not in any 
event exceed 75 percent of the enlisted base 
and longevity pay of the highest enlisted 
grade held by him. 

Sec. 9. No back pay for any period prior 
to the date of enactment of this act shall ac- 
crue to any person by reason of the enact- 
ment of this act except as otherwise provided 
in section 3. No person, active or retired, of 
any of the armed forces, shall suffer, by rea- 
son of this act, any reduction in any pay, 
allowances, or compensation to which he was 
entitled»: upon the effective date of this act. 
Retired enlisted personnel of the Navy and 
Marine Corps, personnel of the Navy and 
Marine Corps who are members of the Fleet 
Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, and 
personnel of the Navy and Marine Corps who 
become eligible and who apply for transfer 
to the Fleet Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps 
Reserve shall receive an opportunity to elect 
to receive retainer and retired pay under the 
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provisions of this act or to receive such pay 
under the provisions of law in effect im- 
mediately prior to the date of enactment of 
this act; and these persons shall be entitled 
to receive the pay elected. 


LUMP-SUM PAYMENTS FOR ACCUMU- 
LATED LEAVE 


The Senate proceeded to consider ‘the 
bill (H. R. 2523) to provide for lump-sum 
payment of compensation for accumu- 
lated leave. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, this 
bill is rather inconsequential. I shall be 
glad to explain it to the Senate; but it 
is my desire to obtain unanimous con- 
sent to attach to this bill an amendment 
which is of prime importance, and 
which I am sure every Senator will be 
interested in. 

First, I shall make an explanation of 
the bill, to which I think there can be 
no objection, and then I shall explain 
the proposed amendment. 

The bill itself affects approximately 
100 Federal employees, and the amount 
involved is somewhat less than $17,000. 
These 100 employees were working un- 
der the Bituminous Coal Act of 1937, 
which, as I recall, was repealed in 1942. 
Due to the fact that that agency ‘was 
closed, these employees had no oppor- 
tunity to take their final leave; and 
due to a technical defect in the law, they 
were not able to get a lump-sum settle- 
ment. A lump-sum settlement is now 
provided for in the case of all other em- 
ployees, generally. 

So the purpose of this bill is merely to 
do away with the particular inequities 
as to these particular employees, at a 
cost of approximately $17,000. 

Mr. President, I invite the most care- 
ful attention of the Senate to what I am 
now about to say. As Senators know, in 
the last 14 months we have passed two 
Federal pay bills which increase the com- 
pensation of Federal workers approxi- 
mately 20 percent or 35 percent, the 
higher percentage being, of course, in 
the case of employees whose salaries are 
in the lower brackets. But at the time 
of the passage of each law, we imposed 
a ceiling of $10,000, so that any person 
in the Federal employment who was re- 
ceiving $10,000 has received no increase 
of his compensation. Any employee who 
was earning more than $8,200 has, as a 
result of that ceiling, received less than 
his proportionate share of increase in 
pay, as fixed in the law. 

As a result of that situation, a most 
lamentable and, I think, inequitable con- 
dition has come about, namely, that all 
the workers whose salaries were in the 
bracket from $8,200 to $10,000 have been 
squeezed together, so to speak, and in 
many cases in the same agency there 
have been a number of employees of dif- 
ferent ability and rank who have been 
receiving the same salary. I believe that 
the reason Congress imposed that ceil- 
ing was because it felt that it was unwise 
to increase those salaries above $10,000 
inasmuch as the Members of Congress 
were held to that limit. At least, the 
attitude of the Civil Service Committees 
was to the effect that as soon as the sal- 
aries of Members of Congress were raised, 
the salary limit of other persons might be 
lifted. So this morning I requested the 
Civil Service Committee of the Senate to 
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give me authority to present an amend- 
ment to one of these bills which would 
lift the ceiling of $10,000. My request 
occasioned considerable discussion, and 
the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr, 
GEORGE] made a suggestion which was 


accepted by the committee. He suggest- 


ed that, in lieu of lifting the salaries, the 
ceiling itself should be lifted to $12,500. 
If the ceiling were merely lifted, the sal- 
aries of Cabinet officers would be in- 
creased, and the salaries of certain de- 
partmental officials would be increased, 
also. x 

The amendment which I was author- 
ized to present would lift the ceiling to 
$12,500, which would result in a proper, 
logical, and mathematically graduated 
scale from $8,200 to $12,500, and would 
take care of all present difficulties. 

The total cost of the amendment would 
be somewhat less than $1,000,000 annu- 
ally. There are involved approximately 
700 employees. ‘Those employees are 
high career, men who are receiving sal- 
aries from $8,200 a year up, Agency 
heads would also be involved. 

I have felt that at the present time 
Congress should take this step for the 
reason that there is involved a moral 
question. Most of the Federal employees 
to whom I have referred have received 
no increase in salaries since 1937, and 
those in the low brackets have received a 
very minimum increase generally. If 
the Members of Congress, judges; and 
others receive increases in salary, a very 
unhappy situation will result from 
squeezing together the present levels of 
many salaries. The Civil Service Com- 
mittee of the House favors this measure. 
I have consulted with nearly all the 
members of the Civil Service Committee 
of the Senate, some of whom were not 
present at the meeting of the committee, 
and they favor the measure. I have dis- 
cussed it with the senior Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. Byrp], and he stated to 
me 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I may favor 
the amendment. I should like to have it 
read so that we may know what it con- 
tains. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in my 
time, I wish to ask a question of the Sen- 
ator from California so that I may un- 
derstand correctly his proposal. The 
general increases which have been 
granted to civil-service employees apply 
only to salaries up to $8,200. Am I cor- 
rect? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes; the only ones 
affected by this bill are those who were 
receiving more than $8,200 a year. 

Mr. TAFT. I refer to the general in- 
creases heretofore granted. They have 
applied to those receiving less than 
$8,200 annually, have they not? 

Mr. DOWNEY. No; the last in- 
creases, in effect, applied to all, but the 
ceiling was imposed so that the salary of 
no one could be increased to more than 
$10,000 a year. That meant that those 
whose salaries were brought up to $10,000 
a year could receive no more than that. 
As a matter of fact, our increases in the 
higher brackets were less than in the 
lower brackets, proportionately speak- 
ing, and this measure would merely make 
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it possible to grant the statutory in- 
— without imposing a $10,000 ceil- 

g. 

Mr. TAFT. The persons who were re- 
ceiving $10,000 a year would, under this 
measure, receive approximately how 
much? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Ihave the figures be- 
fore me. Those now receiving $10,000 
a year would receive $12,369. Those now 
receiving $9,600 a year would receive, un- 
der this measure, $11,890.20. 

Mr. TAFT. My feeling is that in the 
case of the upper salaries the Congress 
should determine by law what the fig- 
ures shall be. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I may say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator that the figures to 
which I have referred are determined by 
law. This measure would merely make 
it possible to increase the pay of Fed- 
eral employees who did not receive the 
raise which was generally provided. 

Mr. TAFT. When the Congress, by 
law, creates a position and provides that 
the person filling the position shall re- 
ceive an annual salary of $10,000, will his 
salary be increased according to the fig- 
ures provided for in the measure to which 
the Senator has referred? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes; if he is one of 
those affected by the increase in pay 
which was provided for by law. The 
bill does not affect Cabinet members. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission 
members are already receiving, I believe, 
from $12,500 to $15,000. 

Mr. TAFT. The members of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board receive 
$10,000 a year. Would all their salaries 
be increased to $12,369, according to the 
Senator's figures? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Their salaries would 
be raised to the same extent that the sal- 
aries of other employees in the upper 
brackets would be raised. I believe the 
increase is approximately 24 percent. 
The increase provided for under this 
measure would be less in the upper 
brackets than would be the increased 
cost in living. So chere is really no in- 
crease in salary. 

Mr. President, I ask that the amend- 
ment be stated. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
this is a very important subject and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Alken Hoey Overton 
Andrews Huffman Pepper 
Austin Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Ball Johnston, S.C. Reed 
Barkley Knowland Revercomb 
Bilbo La Follette Russell 
Byrd Langer Shipstead 
Capper Lucas Smith 
Chavez McCartan Stewart 
Connally McClellan Swift 
Cordon McFarland Taft 
Donnell McKellar Taylor 
Downey McMahon Thomas, Okla, 
Eastland Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson Maybank Tunnell 
Fulbright Mead Vandenberg 
George Millikin Wagner 
Gerry Mitchell Walsh 
Green Moore Wheeler 
Guffey Morse Wherry 
Gurney Murdock White 
Murray Wiley 
Hawkes Myers Willis 
Hayden O'Daniel Young 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Seventy-four Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, in 
about an hour and a half I am to serve as 
a pall bearer at a funeral in Baltimore. 
I had thought we would have finished 
the calendar by this time, but that has 
not happened. There are four bills on 
the calendar still unacted upon. Orders 
No. 1867, 1886, 1887, and 1888, bills which 
I have reported to the Senate, and I de- 
sire to be present when they are under 
consideration on the floor. I shall not 
ask unanimous consent that they be 
taken up at this time out of order, but I 
do ask unanimous consent that when 
the bills are reached they be passed over, 
so that I may have an opportunity of 
bringing them up tomorrow or the fol- 
lowing day. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from Maryland to state 
the numbers. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Orders of Business 
1867, 1886, 1887, and 1888. 

Mr. GURNEY. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
being no objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from California. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
insert at the proper place in the bill a 
new section, as follows: 

Sec. —. (a) Section 603 (b) of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this act, no officer or employee shall, by 
reason of the enactment of this act, be paid 
with respect to any pay period, basic — 
pensation, or basic compensation plus any 
additional compensation provided by this 
act. at a rate in excess of $12,500 per annum.” 

(b) Section 7 of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1946 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 7. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this act, no officer or employee shall, 
by reason of the enactment of this act, be 
paid with respect to any pay period, basic 
compensation, or basic compensation plus 
any additional compensation provided by the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946, as 
amended, at a rate in excess of $12,500 per 
annum.” 

(c) Clause (3) of section 102 (a) of the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) heads of departments or of inde- 
pendent establishments or agencies of the 
Federal Government, including Government- 
owned or controlled corporations, whose rate 
of basic compensation exceeds $12,500 per 
annum,” 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 102 (b) of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, the provisions of 
section 602 (b) of such act and the pro- 
visions of section 4 of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1946 shall apply to the rates of 
basic compensation of the members of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority and the chair- 
man of the Advisory Board of the Inland 
Waterways Corporation. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from California. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to say just a word on this matter. 
This bill was placed on the calendar 
July 22, 1946. While I believe that many 
of our public servants are underpaid, 
and that it would be better for the Gov- 
ernment to pay them higher salaries, 
thereby not only obtaining better men, 
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but better service, I feel that this is 
no way to legislate. In the closing days 
of the session an amendment is proposed 
which would increase the salaries of 
some 700 employees, without any dis- 
crimination. It may be true that the 
matter has been before the committee, 
but the amendment was not attached to 
the bill as it was reported. Senators who 
have seen fit to be away temporarily, 
who have been given permission to leave 
for a few days, when they return will find 
that an amendment has been attached to 
the bill which involves a great amount 
to the Government, and a considerable 
increase in the salaries of those who 
would be affected. In my opinion it is 
not the way to legislate in the closing 
hours of the session. For that reason, 
Mr. President, I shall object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I do 
not think the objection of. the Senator 
goes to the bill itself. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No; merely to the 
amendment, ,The committee had an op- 
portunity to study the bill, and I have 
no objection to the bill, but I do object 
to the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from California withdraw 
the amendment? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes; I withdraw the 
amendment on objection being heard, 
and I ask for action on the bill. 

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I think the 
salaries of these officials should be raised, 
but dozens of different kinds of positions 
are affected. We have fixed certain sal- 
aries at from $10,000 to $12,000. In my 
opinion the proposal deserves more con- 
sideration. I think probably some of 
those who would be affected are en- 
titled to a greater increase and others 
less. If the amendment is not agreed to, 
I think a study should be made imme- 
diately so that when we return a definite 
proposal may be made. I agree with the 
Senator in what he says: I do not like 
the idea of lump-sum increases for po- 
sitions of an entirely different character, 
which have no relationship to each other 
at all. In some cases we fix $10,000 and 
in some $12,000, purely hit or miss. 
Since I have been a Member of the Sen- 
ate no study has been made as to the 
proper way of fixing the compensation of 
officials in the class affected, and I think 
such a study should be made. I think 
some action should be taken during the 
recess to deal with the subject on a more 
scientific basis. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio. I think he has touched one 
weak spot, which I tried to suggest. Iam 
in favor of certain salaries being increased 
even more than they have been, but I 
believe the Senate, through a committee, 
should give a thorough study to this mat- 
ter, and that there should be no discrimi- 
nation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from California withdraws his 
7 ger na 

. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
sg to address a question to the Senator 
from California. Does the bill he is now 
asking to have passed deal only with those 
who work for the Bituminous Coal Com- 
mission? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. How many em- 
ployees would be affected? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Less than a hundred. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. How large an ex- 
penditure will be entailed? j 

Mr. DOWNEY. Less than $17,000. 
The bill merely provides an adjustment 
of accumulated leave to which the em- 
ployees were entitled but which they did 
not get. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed the question is on the third read- 
ing of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to make 
an inquiry of the Senator from California 
with reference to the bill. I endeavored 
to make the inquiry in adequate time. 
The Senator from California states that 
this measure—and it is clear that that 
statement is correct—applies only to the 
employees of the Bituminous Coal Com- 
mission. Is that due to some peculiar 
situation whereby only that group of 
Federal employees who were let out fell 
into a special category? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. I may say they 
were in a peculiar condition. The agency 
operating under the Bituminous Coal Act 
was wound up, so that the employees were 
unable to take their terminal leave, but 
worked during the period of time during 
which it was winding up its business. 
The general law which gives the right to 
the employee either to a lump sum pay- 


ment for his leave or for the leave if he - 


previously could not get it, did not apply 
to them, and this fairly makes provision 
for that situation. 

Mr. CORDON. So far as the Senator 
knows, this is the only group in that pe- 
culiar position? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. 

Mr. CORDON. These individuals have 
not been singled out from others who 
were in the same position. 

Mr. DOWNEY. No. 


MR. AND MRS. CONRAD NEWMAN 


The bill (H. R. 1788) for the relief of 
Mr. and Mrs. Conrad Newman was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


J. L. HARRIS 


The bill (H. R. 2222) for the relief of 
J. L. Harris was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

VIOLA McKINNEY 

The bill (H. R. 3833) for the relief of 
Viola McKinney was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 4 

W. C. JONES 

The bill (H. R. 2663) for the relief 
of W. C. Jones was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MARJORIE B. MARABLE 


The bill (H. R. 5198) for the relief of 
“Marjorie B. Marable was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


CAPITAL OFFICE EQUIPMENT CO. 


The bill (H. R. 6248) for the relief of 
Capital Office Equipment Co, was con- 
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sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


DAVID WEISS 


The bill (H. R. 5261) for the relief of 
David Weiss was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 


passed. 
EDWARD PITTWOOD 


The bill (H. R. 1570) for the relief of 
Edward Pittwood was considered, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN POSTMASTERS 


The bill (H. R. 6642) for the relief of 
certain postmasters was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of that bill? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. O'DANIEL], who 
reported the bill, is not in the Chamber 


at the moment. 


Mr. REVERCOMB. The bill says it is 
for the relief of certain postmasters. I 
do not want to object 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the bill for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Comptroller 
General of the United States is authorized 
and directed to allow credit for payments of 
per diem made by postmasters acting under 
direction of the First Assistant. Postmaster 
General to postal employees detailed to postal 
units at camps, posts, or stations to handle 
military mail or at civillan plants devoted 
to war production at rates not to exceed that 
proyided and authorized by the act of De- 
cember 7, 1945, Public Law 249, the credit to 
be allowed notwithstanding that the pay- 
ments were made on orders issued retroac- 
tively by the Postmaster General. 


Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the bill is a validation 
of payments which have been made. I 
have no objection to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 6642) for the relief of certain 
postmasters was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

ELMER C. HADLEN 


The bill (H. R. 1070) for the relief 
of Elmer C. Hadlen was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


LOYAL F. WILLIS 


The bill (H. R. 4406) for the relief of 
Loyal F. Willis was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ESTATE OF HARRY WRIGHT 


The bill (H. R. 4686) for the relief of 
the estate of Harry Wright was consid- 
ered, ordered to a.third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

FRANCESCO D'EMILIO 


The bill (H. R. 6307) for the relief of 
Francesco D’Emilio was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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COY C. BROWN 


The bill (H. R. 3099) for the relief of 
Coy C. Brown was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JAMES B. McGOLDRICK 


The bill (H. R. 4341) for the relief of 
James B. McGoldrick was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


W. G. MAGRUDER 


The bill (H. R. 5368) for the relief of 
W. G. Magruder was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MARIE GORAK 


The bill (H. R. 5414) for the relief of 
Marie Gorak was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


MRS. MARTHA P. MATTHEWS 


The bill (S. 2440) for the relief of Mrs. 
Martha P. Matthews was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller 
General of the United States is hereby au- 
thorized and directed to remove from the 
records of his office the debt which has been 
raised .therein against Mrs. Martha P. Mat- 
thews (nee Miss Martha L. Pearson), clerk- 
typist, Jackson, Tenn., in the sum of $222.80, 
together with interest thereon from the date 
of loss of public funds for which she is ac- 
countable and which were, stolen from the 
Office without her fault between the close of 
business Saturday, pebrugry 5, 1944, and the 
opening of business Monday, February 7, 
1944: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


EDGAR F. RUSSELL AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 2370) for the relief of Edgar 
F. Russell; Lillian V. Russell, his wife; 
and Bessie R. Ward was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Edgar F. Russell and Lillian V, Russell, his 
wife, the sum of $903.25, and to Bessie R. 
Ward, the sum of $135.75, in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States for the 
value of personal property destroyed by fire 
on June 14, 1944, in a Government building 
at Hoonah, Alaska: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act for each 
claim in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with such claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, eny contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. ; 

JESSIE WOLFINGTON 


The bill (H. R. 5372) for the relief of 
Jessie Wolfington was considered, or- 
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dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
CHARLES MARTIN 


The bill (H. R. 4375) for the relief of 
Charles Martin was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOSEPH MAEZER 


The bill (H. R. 5874) for the relief of 
Joseph Maezer was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. $ 


BURGESS C. MOORE 


The bill (H. R. 3742) for the relief of 
Burgess C. Moore was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. : 


ESTATE OF ESTELLE DANIEL BOYLE, DE- 
CEASED, AND E. B. ROSEGARTEN 


The bill (H. R. 1351) for the relief of 
the estate of Estelle Daniel Boyle, de- 
ceased, and E. B. Rosegarten was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM F. PATCHELL, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 3197) for the relief of 
William F, Patchell, Jr., was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 

time, and passed. 

z MILTON A. JOHNSON 


The bill (H. R. 6593) for the relief of 
Milton A. Johnson, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ETHEL GUENTHER 


The bill (H. R. 4947) for the relief of 
Ethel Guenther was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SADIE FREY AND THE ESTATE OF MARIE 
HVIDING 


The bill (H. R. 5725) for the relief of 
Sadie Frey, and the estate of Marie Hvid- 
ing, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


FELIX NAPIORKOWSEI 


The bill (H. R. 2850) for the relief 
of Felix Napiorkowski was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM TOLAR SMITH 


The bill (H. R. 1631) for the relief of 
William Tolar Smith was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SOUTHEASTERN SAND & GRAVEL CO. 


The bill (H. R. 6536) for the relief of 
Southeastern Sand & Gravel Co. was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

FRANK A. GORMAN 


The bill (H. R. 6231) for the relief of 
Frank A. Gorman was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


REGISTRATION FEES FOR NURSES 


The bill (S. 2408) to amend the act of 
February 9, 1907, as amended, with re- 
spect to certain fees was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
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ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the first sentence 
of section 4 of the act of February 9, 1907, 
entitled “An act to define the term ‘regis- 
tered nurse’ and to provide for the registra- 
tion of nurses in the District of Columbia,” 
as amended (D. C. Code, sec. 2-404), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. That every nurse desiring to reg- 
ister in the District of Columbia shall make 
application to the nurses’ examining board 
for examination and registration, and at the 
time of making such application shall pay 
to the treasurer of said board $15.” 

Sec. 2. That the first sentence of section 9 
of the act entitled “An act to define the term 
‘registered nurse’ and to provide for the 
registration of nurses in the District of Co- 
lumbia,” as amended (D. C. Code, sec. 2-408), 
is amended by substituting, in lieu thereof, 
the foliowing: 

“Sec. 9. That all expenses incident to the 
execution of the provisions of this act shall 
be paid from fees collected (a) from schools 
of nursing, (b) from registration or reregis- 
tration of nurses, and (c) from the following 
services— 

“(1) for repeat examinations of nurses; 

“(2) for the evaluation of each high- 
school record of a candidate for admission 
to a school of nursing; 

“(3) for verification of records; 

“(4) for a duplicate certificate of regis- 
tration upon proof acceptable to the nurses’ 
examining board that the original certificate 
has been lost or destroyed; 

“(5) for duplicate annual registration 
cards; 

“(6) for mailing a certificate of registra- 
tion a second time if no notification of 
change of address has been made; and 

“(7) for proctoring examination for out- 
of-State applicants when the examination is 
held at a time other than the regular exami- 
nation of the District of Columbia. 

The fees referred to in clause (c) shall be 
reasonable fees fixed by the nurses’ examin- 
ing board, subject to the approval of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia.” 


VOTES BY PROXY OR BY MAIL IN THE 


CASE OF CERTAIN DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA ASSOCIATIONS 


“The bill (H. R. 5970) to permit the 
members and stockholders of charitable, 
educational, and religious associations 
incorporated in the District of Columbia 
to vote by proxy or by mail was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


APPOINTMENT OF THREE ADDITIONAL 
DEPUTIES FOR THE REGISTER OF 
WILLS 


The bill (H. R. 6859) to amend section 
121 of the act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish a code of law for the District of 
Columbia,” approved March 3, 1901, as 
amended, to authorize the appointment 
of three additional deputies for the reg- 
ister of wills was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

PREVENTION AND CONTROL OF SPREAD 
OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 4410) to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia to 
make regulations to prevent and control 
the spread of communicable and pre- 
worn diseases,” approved August 11, 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment to the bill which 
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I ask to have stated. I will say that the 
chairman of the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia has approved the 
amendment. I offer the amendment at 
the request of the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. Brewster], who is not present. I 
also ask that there be printed in the 
Recor a letter from the First Church of 
Christ, Scientist, in Boston, Mass., which 
explains the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the letter will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 

TRE FIRST CHURCH OF CHRIST, SCIENTIST, 
Boston, Mass., July 19, 1946. 
Hon. THEODORE G. BILBO, 

Chairman, Senate Committee on the 
District of Columbia, United States 
Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BILBO: This has reference to 
S. 1008, to amend the act entitled “An act 
to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations to pre- 
vent and control the spread of communicable 
and preventable diseases,” approved August 
11, 1939, 

Although we appreciate the worthy pur- 
poses of the bill, we believe that without a 
proper amendment, it will unintentionally 
violate the right of religious freedom, as pro- 
vided in the first article of the Bill of Rights 
of the Constitution of the United States. We, 
therefore, wish to offer an amendment which 
will in a simple way avoid a possible con- 
stitutional defect which might adversely af- 
fect the entire statute. 

In the practice of their religion, Christian 
Scientists rely entirely upon prayer or spir- 
itual means in dealing with human ailments, 
This fact is ized by the statutes of 
most of the States of the Union, in particular 
by the Healing Arts Practice Act, District of 
Columbia, 1928, which reads as follows: 

“The provisions of this act shall not be 
construed to apply * to persons 
treating human ailments by prayer or spir- 
itual means, as an exercise or enjoyment of 
religious freedom: Provided, That the laws, 
rules, and regulations relating to communica- 
a and sanitary matters are not 
vio oe 

The bill (S. 1008) provides that any per- 
son believed upon “probable cause” to be af- 
fected by communicable disease may be re- 
moved by order of the health officer to such 
place or institution as he may designate. 
If a Christian Scientist were removed under 
the powers of this bill to a hospital or in- 
stitution where there would be medical ob- 
servation and supervision, it would nullify 
his right to be treated by prayer or spiritual 
means. In Christian Science, any mixing 
of medical or material means, including med- 
ical supervision or observation with Chris- 
tian Science methods, tends to lower the ef- 
fectiveness of treatment by prayer or spiritual 
means and even make it entirely ineffective. 
For this reason, to place a Christian Scientist 
in any type of medical institution would de- 
prive him of the right of the free exercise 
of his religion. To avoid this situation, it 
is thought that your honorable committee 
will agree that the bill should be changed. 
We therefore propose that a new section be 
inserted on page 10 to follow section 10 to 
read as follows: 

“With respect to all persons who, either 
on behalf of themselves or their minor chil- 
dren or wards, rely in good faith upon spirit- 
ual means or prayer in the free exercise of re- 
ligion to prevent or cure disease, nothing in 
this act shall have the effect of requiring 
or giving any health officer or other person 
the right to compel any such person, minor 
child or ward, to go to or be confined in a 
hospital or other medical institution unless 
no other place for quarantine of such per- 
son, minor child or ward can be secured, nor 
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to compel any such person, child or ward 
to submit to any medical treatment.” 

There are a number of precedents for the 
foregoing type of amendment. As an ex- 
ample, we would cite a paragraph from the 
regulations of the Indiana State Board of 
Health, Division of Communicable Disease 
Control, unanimously adopted on December 
13, 1945: 

“Exceptions in cases of persons having 
certain religious beliefs: With respect to all 
persons who either on behalf of themselves 
or their minor children or wards, rely in good 
faith upon spiritual means or prayer to pre- 
vent or cure disease or suffering, the fol- 
lowing provisions shall apply: Nothing in 
any of the regulations of the State board of 
health shall have the effect of requiring or 
giving any health officer or other person the 
right to compel any such person, minor child 
or ward, to go to or be confined in a hospital 
or other medical institution, unless no other 
place for quarantine of such person, minor 
child or ward, can be secured; nor to compel 
any such person, child or ward to submit to 
any immunization; nor to compel any such 
person, child or ward to submit to any medi- 
cal treatment; nor shall any such person, 
child or ward be compelled to submit to any 
medical test or examination except in the 
case of statutory requirements, and except 
in the case of nose and throat cultures for 
cases or carriers of diphtheria and stool and 
urine analyses for cases of carriers of typhoid 
fever, paratyphoid fever, or dysentery which 
are necessary to determine the eligibility for 
release from quarantine. Nothing contained 
in this regulation shall be construed to 
abridge the powers of the State or any local 
board of health or other public-health au- 
thority to establish quarantine, as provided 
by law, for the purpose of preventing the 
spread of communicable disease” (Regula- 
tion HCD 54). 

The whole objective of our proposed 
amendment is not to escape the reporting 
of communicable disease, isolation and quar- 
antine, as prescribed by the health regula- 
tions, but to provide for isolation in a home 
or suitable place other than a hospital or 
medically operated institution, and to avoid 
any compulsory medical treatment. Chris- 
tian Scientists of the District of Columbia, 
as elsewhere, accept and strictly comply with 
the requirements of the law and the regula- 
tions of health officers. Compliance with 
these regulations is enjoined upon them 
through a pamphlet of instructions, issued 
sometime since, of which the health officer of 
the District of Columbia has a copy. We do, 
however, object and protest against being 
subject to arrest and imprisonment in such 
a manner thet the treating of disease by 
prayer or spiritual means is interfered with 
and an essential element of the free exercise 
of our religion restricted or made void. 

In addition, the bill in its present form 
might be considered unconstitutional for 
other reasons, namely, denial to the citizen 
of due process of law, and delegation of leg- 
islative power whereby the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia legislate the cause 
or basis of the arrest and detention of the 
citizen. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR J. Topp, 
Manager, Washington, D. C., Office. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, be- 
tween lines 22 and 23, it is proposed to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 11. With respect to all persons who, 
either on behalf of themselves or their minor 
children or wards, rely in good faith upon 
spiritual means or prayer in the free exercise 
of religion to prevent or cure disease, nothing 
in this act shall have the effect of requiring 
or giving any health officer or other person 
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the right to compel any such person, minor 
child, or ward, to go to or be confined in a 
hospital, or other medical institution unless 
no other place for quarantine of such person, 
minor child, or ward can be secured, nor to 
compel any such person, child, or ward to 
submit to any medical treatment. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


DESIGNATION OF THE CHARLES A. 
LANGLEY BRIDGE 


The bill (H. R. 5928) to name the 
bridge located on New Hampshire Ave- 
nue, Washington, D. C., over the Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad tracks the Charles 
A. Langley Bridge was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


INCREASE IN PENSIONS TO CERTAIN 
MEMBERS OF THE REGULAR ARMY, 
NAVY, MARINE CORPS, AND COAST 
GUARD 


The bill (H. R. 3908) to provide in- 
creased pensions to members of the Reg- 
ular Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and 
Coast Guard who became disabled by 
reason of their services therein during 
other than a period of war was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
that bill appears to provide an increase 
in pensions in the Regular Army, the 
Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard. 
I should like to have an explanation of 
the bill, and to find where it fits into the 
general plan of disability benefits paid 
under the present law. 

Mr. TUNNELL. The bill provides for 
increased pensions to members of the 
Regular Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and 
Coast Guard who became disabled: by 
reason of their services during other than 
a period of war. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. And what is the 
extent of the increase, may I ask the 
Senator? 

Mr. TUNNELL. They receive 75 per- 
cent of the wartime rates for injury now, 
and the bill raises that to 90 percent. 
The bill has the endorsement of the Sec- 
retary of War. The committee has sub- 
mitted a report on the measure, if the 
Senator would like to have it read. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The whole pur- 
pose is to increase the percentage of 
paynient? 

Mr. TUNNELL. Yes. The bill in- 
creases the percentage of payment to 
those who are injured in service during 
other than a period of war to 90 percent, 
instead of 75 percent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 3908) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


INCREASED SERVICE PENSIONS IN CER- 
TAIN SPANISH-AMERICAN WAR CASES 


The bill (H. R. 6900) to grant increased 
service pensions in certain Spanish- 
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American war cases not included in re- 
cent legislation providing increases to 
other Spanish-American War veterans 
and their dependents, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SIMON FERMIN IBARRA 


The bill (S. 1993) for the relief of 
Simon Fermin Ibarra was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That in the administra- 
tion of the immigration and naturalization 
laws Simon Fermin Ibarra, of Twin Falls, 
Idaho, shall be held and considered to have 
lawfully entered the United States for per- 
manent residence on March 14, 1940, the date 
of his actual entry into the United States, 
upon the payment by him of the visa fee of 
$10 and the read tax of $8; and the Attorney 
General is authorized and directed to dis- 
continue any deportation proceedings which 
may have been commenced in the case of 
Simon Fermin Ibarra upon the ground of un- 
lawful residence in the United States. 

Sec. 2. Upon the enactment of this act, 
the Secretary of State is authorized and di- 
rected to instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct one number from the non- 
preference category of the first available 
Spanish immigration quota. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN BASQUE ALIENS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1402) for the relief of cer- 
tain Basque aliens, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Immi- 
gration, with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 8, after the name “Mendiola”, to 
insert “Juan Pedro Eguibegui (alias Ray- 
mond Etchevers), Miguel Iriarte.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. A 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

PEDRO UGALDE 


The bill (S. 1992) for the relief of 
Pedro Ugalde was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it ehacted, etc., That in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws Pedro Ugalde, of Twin Falls, Idaho, 
shall be held and considered to have law- 
fully entered the United States for perma- 
nent residence on May 18, 1940, the date of 
his actual entry into the United States, upon 
payment by him of the visa fee of $10 and 
the head tax of $8, and the Attorney General 
is authorized and directed to discontinue any 
deportation proceedings which may have 
been commenced in the case of Pedro Ugalde 
upon the ground of unlawful residence in 
the United States. 

Sec. 2. Upon the enactment of this act, 
the Secretary of State is authorized and di- 
rected to instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct one number from the non- 
preference category of the first available 
Spanish immigration quota. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6035) to provide that 
there shall be no liability for acts done 
or omitted in accordance with regulations 
of the Director of Selective Service, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. MURRAY. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over, 
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ROBERT E. LAURITZEN 


The bill (S. 1931) for the relief of 
Robert E. Lauritzen was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
War is authorized and directed (1) to make 
such additions to the War Department rec- 
ords relating to Robert E. Lauritzen, of Pa- 
cific Grove, Calif., as may be necessary in 
order that such records will reflect the fact 
that the said Robert E. Lauritzen was not 
guilty of the offense which he was charged 
with having committed while serving as a 
master sergeant, Eight Hundred and Fifty- 
third Bombardment Squardon, Four Hun- 
dred and Ninety-first Bombardment Group 
(H), Army Air Forces, and for which he was 
convicted on November 17, 1944, by an Army 
special court martial, upon testimony later 
determined to have been perjured, and (2) 
to pay to the said Robert E. Lauritzen, out 
of any funds available for the pay of the 
Army, the sum of $1,017.60, in full satisfac- 
tion of his claim against the United States 
for reimbursement of amounts paid as fines, 
and for losses of Army pay resulting from 
his reduction to the grade of private, pur- 
suant to the sentence of such court martial. 


PRESERVATION OF RECORDS OF 
DOMESTIC SOURCES OF ORE 


The bill (H. R. 4562) to insure the 
preservation of technical and economic 
records of domestic sources of ores of 
metals and minerals was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will some Senator advise us of the pur- 
pose of the bill? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, this is 
a bill identical with one which passed 
the Senate in the last Congress. The 
House passed the same bill in the present 
session of Congress.. The Senator will 
remember that after the last war there 
had to be disposed of many claims for 
relief of persons who produced various 
kinds of minerals, and a great deal of 
difficulty was encountered. In this war 
the Government spent many millions of 
dollars investigating various mineral de- 
posits throughout the United States. 
The bill provides that the records which 
were made during the war with respect 
to mining operations undertaken be- 
cause of the war be consolidated in the 
Bureau of Mines, with copies to be filed 
in the National Archives so that there 
will be a complete record. 

Mr. REED. As I understand, the bill 
does not call for any considerable ex- 
pense. It merely provides for gathering 
records in the Bureau of Mines and pre- 
serving them for further use. I have no 
objection to the bill. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator has 
cleared up my difficulty. As I under- 
stand, no considerable expenditure is 
involved? 


Mr. HAYDEN. No. The purpose of 


the bill is only to gather records and 
keep them in the proper office. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 4562) to insure the preservation of 
technical and economic records of do- 
mestic sources of ores of metals and min- 
erals was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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MR. AND MRS. ANDREW EVANS 


The bill (S. 1969) for the relief of Mr. 
and Mrs. Andrew Evans was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 

appropriated, (1) to Andrew 
Evans, of Athens, Ga., the sum of $556, 
in full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for compensation for loss of 
earnings and loss of use of automobile sus- 
tained by him, and for reimbursement of 
medical and other expenses incurred by him, 
as a result of an accident which occurred 
when the automobile which he was driving 
was struck by a United States Navy vehicle, 
at the corner of Milledge Avenue and Broad 
Street, in Athens, Ga., on January 14, 1945; 
and (2) to Mrs. Andrew Evans, of Athens, 
Ga., the sum of $305.25, in full satisfac- 
tion of her claim against the United States 
for compensation for loss of earnings and 
for reimbursement of medical and other 
expenses incurred by her as a result of such 
accident: Provided, That no part of the 
amounts appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or deliv- 
ered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection 
with these claims, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there- 
of shall be fined in any sum not 
$1,000. 

MRS. IDA ELMA FRANKLIN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1911) for the relief of Mrs. Ida 
Elma Franklin, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with 
amendments, on page 1, after the words 
“satisfaction of”, to strike out “her 
claim” and insert in lieu thereof “all 
claims”; and on page 2, line 3, after the 
word “Avenue”, to strike out “Phoenix” 
and insert in lieu thereof “Tucson”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary. of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Ida Elma 
Franklin, of Phoenix, Ariz., the sum of $2,500, 
in full satisfaction of all claims against the 
United States for compensation for personal 
injuries sustained by her and for reimburse- 
ment of hospital, medical, and other ex- 
penses incurred by her, as a result of an acci- 
dent which occurred when she was struck 
by a United States Government vehicle, 
driven by an employee of the Department of 
Agriculture, on North Stone Avenue, Tucson, 
Ariz., on November 3, 1944: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the reports of the commit- 


_tees of conference on the disagreeing 
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votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to each of the fol- 
lowing bills of the House: 

H. R. 4497. An act to create an Indian 
Claims Commission, to provide for the 
powers, duties, and functions thereof, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 5991. An act to simplify and improve 
credit services to farmers and promote farm 
ownership by abolishing certain agricultural 
lending agencies and functions, by transfer- 
ring assets to the Farmers’ Home Corpora- 
tion, by enlarging the powers of the Farmers’ 
Home Corporation, by authorizing Govern- 
ment insurance of loans to farmers, by cre- 
ating preferences for loan and insured mort- 
gages to enable veterans to acquire farms, 
by providing additional specific authority 
and directions with respect to the liquidation 
of resettlement projects and rural rehabili- 
tation projects for resettlement purposes, and 
for other purposes. 


T. H. ALLEN AND OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1341) for the relief of T. H. Allen 
and others, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 5, after the 
words “appropriated, to,” to strike out 
“T, H. Allen the sum of $197; to W. Ba- 
dorek the sum of $2,667; to Stella Bran- 
den the sum of $59.50; to California Ore- 
gon Power Co. the sum of $22.77; to 
George E. Campbell, by Joseph Myer- 
scough, agent, the sum of $306; to Joseph 
Myerscough the sum of $98; to E. M. 
Carlson the sum of $569.50; to W. A. 
Chambers the sum of $725; to Italia 
Conti the sum of $31.50; to Edgar Cum- 
mings the sum of $270.50; to O. D. Ellis 
the sum of $244; to Steven B. Hoage the 
sum of $220; to Home Lumber & Sup- 
ply Co. the sum of $495.45; to 
Ernest T. Hondrick the sum of $220; to 
F. E. Jiggar the sum of $696.50; to Myrtle 
D. Kester the sum of $167.50; to Kla- 
math County Road Department the sum 
of $932.95; to Newton Webb and wife, 
by Ivy R. Koenig, agent, the sum of 
$283.75; to Lillian K. Mingo the sum of 
$664; to G. C. Motley the sum of $679.25; 
to Northwestern Theaters Co., by Lloyd 
R. Lamb, agent, the sum of $655.33; to 
Palmerton Lumber Co., Inc., the sum of 
$548.10; to Maxine Quinowski the sum of 
$706.50; to Otto Sari the sum of $740; to 
David and Joan Totton, by Mrs. H. Kran- 
enburg, agent, the sum of $121.50; to 
Myrtle Rhea the sum of $1,250; to Mrs. 
Aura B. Ferguson, by Arthur L. Baker, 
guardian, the sum of $177.58; to Mrs. Ray 
McBride the sum of $308.04; to A. E. 
Book the sum of $550; and to Chester H. 
Hamaker the sum of $24.50, in full satis- 
faction of their respective claims, for 
compensation for damages sustained by 
them” and insert “to persons who have 
heretofore filed with the Department of 
the Interior or who shall within 90 days 
from the date of approval of this act 
file with the Department of the Interior, 
claims for damage sustained by reason 
of the canal break hereinafter described, 
such sums as the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior shall certify are adequate to com- 
pensate such persons for damage so in- 
curred, Payments so made shall be in 
full satisfaction of claims for compensa- 
tion for damages sustained by such 
persons” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed to pay, 
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out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, to persons who have here- 
tofore filed with the Department of the In- 
terior, or who shall within 90 days from the 
date of approval of this act file with the De- 
partment of the Interior, claims for damage 
sustained by reason of the canal break here- 
inafter described, such sums as the Secretary 
of the Interior shall certify are adequate to 
compensate such persons for damage so in- 
curred. Payments so made shall be in full 
satisfaction of claims for compensation for 
damages sustained by such persons as a re- 
sult of the flooding of their property after a 
break in the main canal of the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s Klamath Falls project, one- 
half mile east of the city limits of Klamath 
Falls, Oreg.: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, on account of services rendered 
in connection with the claims of said persons. 
It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, 
attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, with- 
hold, or receive any sum of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act with respect to any 
claim, in excess of 10 percent thereof, on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with such claim, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Ay person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MRS. IRMA M. PIERCE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2117) for the relief of Mrs. Irma 
M. Pierce and Charles Z. Pierce, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Claims with an amendment, on page 
1, at the beginning of line 5, to strike 
out “appropriated, (1) to Mrs. Irma M. 
Pierce, of Tampa, Fla., the sum of $2,500, 
in full satisfaction of her claim against 
the United States for compensation for 
personal injuries sustained by her and 
for reimbursement of hospital, medical, 
and other expenses incurred by her as a 
result of an accident which occurred 
when the automobile in which she was 
riding was struck by a United States 
Army vehicle in Ellenton, Fla., on March 
12, 1944; and (2) to Charles Z. Pierce, 
of Tampa, Fla., the sum of $400.40, in 
full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for compensation for prop- 
erty damage sustained by him and for 
reimbursement of hospital, medical, and 
other expenses incurred by him as a re- 
sult of such accident” and insert “appro- 
priated, to Mrs. Irma M. Pierce, of Tam- 
pa, Fla., the sum of $2,500, in full settle- 
ment of all claims of the said Mrs. Irma 
M. Pierce against the United States for 
damages sustained by her as a result of 
a collision between the automobile in 
which she was riding and a United States 
Army vehicle which occurred in Ellen- 
ton, Fia., on March 12, 1944,” so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Irma M. 
Pierce, of Tampa, Fla., the sum of $2,500, in 
full settlement of all claims of the said Mrs. 
Irma M, Pierce against the United States 
for damages sustained by her as a result of 
a collision between the automobile in which 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


she was riding and a United States Army 
vehicle which occurred in Ellenton, Fla., on 
March 12, 1944: Provided, That no part of the 
amounts appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with these claims, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Mrs. Irma M. 
Pierce.” 


CLAIMS OF ALGERNON BLAIR, ET AL. 


The bill (H. R. 2161) to confer juris- 
diction upon the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claims of Algernon Blair, his heirs or 
personal representatives, against the 
United States was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


EASTERN CONTRACTING CO., INC. 


The bill (H. R. 1088) for the relief of 
the Eastern Contracting Co., Inc., was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


COAST GUARD SITES AT FORT 
LAUDERDALE, FLA. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2419) relating to the authority of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to ex- 
change sites at Fort Lauderdale, Brow- 
ard County, Fla., for Coast Guard pur- 
poses, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 


That the act of April 6, 1938 (52 Stat. 201), 
as amended by the act of July 9, 1941 (55 
Stat. 680), is hereby further amended by 
adding a new section thereto reading as 
follows: 

“Sec. 3. In addition to the authority 
granted by this act to exchange the existing 
Coast Guard site (commonly known as the 
Base Six property) located at Fort Lauder- 
dale, Broward County, in the State of Florida, 
the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
to sell and convey said property to the mu- 
nicipality of Fort Lauderdale, Broward Coun- 
ty, Fla., at not less than its fair market value, 
as determined by the Board of Coast Guard 
Officers referred to in section 1 hereof, and to 
devote the proceeds thereof, which proceeds 
are hereby appropriated, to the same purposes 
for which such property may be exchanged 
under the provisions of this act: Provided, 
That the municipality of Fort Lauderdale 
shall consummate such purchase not less 
than 6 months after the property is offered 
to said municipality for sale.” 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, to the 
committee amendment I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. It is a clarifying 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Florida will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, line 11, 
after the word “thereof” in the commit- 
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tee amendment, it is proposed to strike 
out “which proceeds are hereby appro- 
priated.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Flor- 
ida to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend further the act of April 
6, 1938, as amended by the act of July 
9, 1941, entitled ‘An act authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange 
sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., 
for Coast Guard purposes.’” 


OFFICE OF UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 


The bill (H. R. 6646) to establish the 
Office of Under Secretary of State for 
Economic Affairs was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


NATIONAL WOMAN'S RELIEF CORPS, AUX- 
ILIARY TO THE GRAND ARMY OF THE 
REPUBLIC 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1650) to provide for the incor- 
poration of the National Woman’s Relief 
Corps, Auxiliary to the Grand Army of 
the Republic, organized 1883, 62 years 
old, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That the following persons, to wit: Elle- 
more M. Zeller, 2629 Southeast Salmon Street, 
Portland 15, Oreg.; Grace O'Brien, 213 West 
Seventh Street, Huntington, W. Va.; Nell P, 
Webster, 319 Grant Street, Dennison, Ohio; 
Cora M. Davis, 326 Southeast Yamhill Street, 
Portland 15, Oreg.; Katherine Antrim, 629 
South Seventh Street, Springfield, III.; Fern 
Jordan Long, 224 North Third Street, Ar- 
kansas City, Kans.; Harriette C. McCollough, 
1335 York Street, Des Moines, Iowa; Laura I. 
Smith, 28 Prairie Avenue, Providence 5, R. I.: 
Bessie M. Cummings, rural free delivery 5, 
Pennacook, Webster, N. H.; Lizetta Coady, 
2579 Field Avenue, Detroit, Mich.; Alice F. 
Larson, 510 Seventh Street, Minot, N. Dak.; 
Grayce L. Vedetta, 1833 East Thirty-eighth 
Street, Brooklyn, N. Y.; Lena Brucken, 643 
Kinder Street, Richland Center, Wis.; Eleanor 
Stables, 12160 Broadstreet Boulevard, De- 
troit 4, Mich.; Laura Keller, box 2048, Great 
Falls, Mont.; Sallie Mae Cartmill, 628 South 
Thirty-fifth Street, Louisville, Ky.; Eugenia 
Bergen, 114 Oakwood Avenue, Cliffside Park, 
N. J.; Tillie Oken, 712 North Thirty-fourth 
Street. Seattle 3, Wash.; Mary J. Love, 2206 
Alta Avenue, Louisville, Ky.; Mary E. Curtis, 
188 Oakland Beach Avenue, Oakland Beach, 
R. I.; Moree Buckles McElroy, 1412 Sixteenth 
Street Northwest, Washington, D. C.; and 
such persons who are members of the Na- 
tional Woman's Relief Corps, Auxiliary to the 
Grand Army of the Republic (a corporation 
not for pecuniary profit) formed pursuant to 
the general laws of the State of Illinois, and 
their successors, are hereby created and de- 
clared to be a body corporate by the name 
National Women's Relief Corps, Auxiliary to 
the Grand Army of the Republic, and by such 
name shall be known and have perpetual 
succession of the powers, limitations, and 
restrictions herein contained. 

Sec. 2. The qualifications for membership 
in such corporation shall be loyal women, 
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such as are fixed by the constitution and 
bylaws adopted by the governing body 
thereof. 

Sec. 3. The objects and purposes of the 
corporation shall be: To especially aid and 
assist the Grand Army of the Republic and 
veterans of all wars of the United States of 
America to perpetuate the memory of their 
heroic dead; to assist such veterans of all 
wars and such widows and orphans of vet- 
erans of all wars as need help and protection, 
to find them homes and employment, and 
assure them of sympathy and friends; to 
cherish and emulate the deeds of Army 
nurses and of all loyal women who rendered 
service to the United States during her hour 
of peril; to maintain true allegiance to the 
United States of America; to inculcate les- 
sons of patriotism and love of country among 
the children and in the communities of the 
United States; and to encourage the spread 
of universal liberty. 

Sec. 4. The corporation shall have per- 
petual succession and the following 
To sue and be sued in courts of law and 
equity; to receive, hold, own, use, and dispose 
of such real and personal property as shall be 
necessary for its corporate purposes; to adopt 
a corporate seal and alter the same at pleas- 
ure; to adopt and alter a constitution and 
bylaws not inconsistent with the laws of the 
United States or of any State; to use in 
carrying out the purposes of the corporation 
such emblems and badges as it may adopt; 
to establish State and Territorial organiza- 
tions and local chapter or post organizations; 
to publish a magazine or other publications; 
and to do any and all acts and things nec- 
essary and proper in carrying into effect the 
purposes of the corporation, and for such 
purpose shall have, in addition to the fore- 
going, the rights, powers, duties, and labili- 
ties of the existing corporation so far as they 
are not modified or superseded by this act. 

Sec. 5. (a) No part of the activities of 
the corporation shall consist of ree on 
propaganda. 

(b) The corporation, and its officers and 
the members of its executive board or board 
of directors as such, shall not contribute to 
or otherwise support or assist any political 
party or candidate for elective public office. 

(e) No part of the income or assets of the 
corporation shall inure to any of its mem- 
bers, directors, or officers, or be distributable 
thereto. 3 

(d) The first executive board or board of 
directors shall consist of 21 members, who 
shall be the incorporators named in section 1 
of this act. 

(e) The headquarters office and principal 
place of business of said corporation shall 
be located in Springfield, Nl., but the activi- 
ties of such corporation, as set out herein, 
may be conducted throughout the various 
States, Territories, and possessions of the 
United States. 

Sec. 6. Each member of the corporation 
shall have the right to one vote in the con- 
duct of official business at the post level. 
Each post shall have the right to elect dele- 
gates to national conventions of the corpo- 
ration, which delegates shall each exercise 
one vote in the conduct of business of the 
respective convention to which he is elected. 

Sec. 7. The corporation may acquire all 
of the assets of the existing Illinois corpora- 
tion of the same name upon discharge or 
satisfactory provisions for the discharge of 
all Uabilities of such Minois corporation 
and upon satisfactory assurances that such 
Illinois corporation will thereupon be dis- 
solved. 

Sec. 8. The corporation and its State and 
Territorial organizations and local chapter 
or post organizations shall have the sole and 
exclusive right to have and to use the name 
“National Women’s Relief Corps, Auxiliary to 
the Grand Army of the Republic.” 

Sec. 9. In the event of a final dissolution 
or liquidation of the corporation, and after 
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the discharge or satisfactory provisions for 


~ the discharge of all its liabilities, the remain- 


ing assets of the corporation shall be trans- 
ferred to the Grand Army of the Republic or 
to such other patriotic order or orders, hav- 
ing similar purposes, as may have been desig- 
nated by majority vote of authorized dele- 
gates of the corporation in national conven- 
tion assembled. 

Src. 10. The corporation shall be liable for 
the acts of its officials, representatives, and 
agents when acting within the scope of their 
authority. 

Sec. 11. The corporation shall maintain in 
the District of Columbia at all times a desig- 


nated agent authorized to accept service of 


process for such corporation; and notice to 
or service upon such agent, or mailed to the 
business address of such agent, shall be 
deemed notice to or service upon the corpo- 
ration. 

Sec. 12. The corporation shall keep correct 
and complete books and records of accounts 
and shall also keep minutes of the proceed- 
ings of its members, executive committee, and 
committees having any of the authority of 
the executive committees; and shall keep at 
its registered office or principal office a record 
giving the names and addresses of its mem- 
bers entitled to vote; and shall permit all 
books and records of the corporation to be 
inspected by any member or his agent or his 
attorney for any proper purpose at any rea- 
sonable time. 

Sec. 13. The corporation shall not have or 
issue shares of stock, nor declare or pay 
dividends. 

Sec. 14. No loan shall be made by the cor- 
poration to its officers or directors, or any of 
them, and any directors of the corporation 
who vote for or assent to the making of a 
loan or advance to an officer or director of 
a corporation, and any officer or officers par- 
ticipating in the making of any such loan 
or advance, shall be jointly and severally 
liable to the corporation for the amount of 
such loan until the repayment thereof. 

Sec. 15. (a) The financial transactions of 
the corporation may be audited annually by 
the General Accounting Office in accordance 
with the principles and procedures applicable 
to commercial corporate transactions and un- 
der such rules and regulations as may be 
prescribed by the Comptroller General of the 
United States. The audit shall be conducted 
at the place or places where the accounts 
of the corporation are normally kept. The 
representatives of the General Accounting 
Office shall have access to all books, accounts, 
financial records, reports, files, and all other 
papers, things, or property belonging to or 
in use by the corporation and necessary to 
facilitate the audit, and they shall be af- 
forded full facilities for verifying transac- 
tions with the balances or securities held 
by depositors, fiscal agents, and custodians, 

(b) The corporation shall reimburse the 
General Accounting Office for the full cost 
of any such audit of the financial transac- 
tions of such corporation as billed therefor 
by the Comptroller General. 

Sec. 16. As a condition precedent to the 
exercise of any power or privilege herein 
granted or conferred the National Woman’s 
Relief Corps, Auxiliary to the Grand Army of 
the Republic, shall serve notice on the sec- 
retary of state, in each State, of the name 
and address of an authorized agent in such 
State upon whom legal process or demands 
against the corporation may be served. 

Sec. 17. For the purposes of court jurisdic- 
tion based upon diversity of citizenship the 
corporation shall be deemed to be a citizen 
of Illinois. 

Sec. 18. The right to repeal, alter, or amend 
this act at any time is hereby expressly 
reserved. 

Sec. 19. The officers of the corporation shall 
be as follows: President, Ellenore M. Zeller, 
2629 Southeast Salmon Street, Portland 15, 
Oreg.; secretary, Cora M. Davis, 3206 South- 
east Yamhill Street, Portland 15, Oreg.; 
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treasurer, Katherine Antrim, 629 South 
Seventh Street, Springfield, Ill. These ofi- 

cers shall hold their respective offices until 
pe officers are elected. The election of new 
officers and the election of all officers here- 
after shall be by a majority vote of the duly 
authorized delegates of the corporation in 
national convention assembled. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EVACUATION CLAIMS COMMISSION—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2127) to create an Evacua- 
tion Claims Commission under the gen- 
eral supervision of the Secretary of the 
Interior, and to provide for the powers, 
duties, and functions thereof, and .for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, let the 
bill go over. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, does 
me * care to withhold his objec- 

on 

Mr. CORDON. I made no objection. 

Mr. LANGER. I made the objection. 

Mr. CORDON. I was about to ask for 
an explanation. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wonder if the 
Senator from North Dakota would care 
to hear an explanation. 

Mr. LANGER. I have no objection to 
the bill if the words “of Japanese an- 
cestry“ are stricken. I will not vote for 
a bill to prefer the Japanese over every 
other nationality. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This bill does not 
discriminate. It simply deals with the 
Japanese who were taken into custody 
at the time of the outbreak of the war. 
They were American citizens who lived 
in certain States in the West, and it is 
now sought to restore them to their 
homes. 

Mr, LANGER. I shall object tempo- 
rarily at least. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


REESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICES OF 
REGISTERS OF LAND OFFICES, ETC. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2442) to supersede the provisions 
of Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1946 
by reestablishing the offices of registers 
of land offices, and providing for ap- 
pointment of the Director and Associate 
Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, and for other purposes, which had 
been reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments, on page 2, 
line 21, after the words “the rate of”, to 
strike out “$12,000” and insert 810, 
000”; and at the beginning of line 23, to 
strike out “$10,000” and insert in lieu 
thereof “$9,000”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 403 of Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 3 of 1946— 

(a) That offices of all registers of the dis- 
trict land offices, abolished by subsection 403 
(d) of such plan, are hereby reestablished, 
subject to all provisions of law applicable 
thereto prior to the effective date of such 
plan: Provided, That registers of all land 
Offices shall hereafter be under the Bureau of 
Land Management of the Department of the 
Interior: Provided further, That any register 
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of a land office duly commissioned and serv- 
ing at the time the offices of all registers of 
the district land offices were abolished by 
subsection 403 (d) of Reorganization Plan 
No. 3 of 1946 shall continue in office as the 
register of such land office, under this act, 
in the same manner and for the same period 
as if appointed by the President, with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, on July 
15, 1946, for a term expiring upon the date on 
which the commission held by such register 
on July 15, 1946, would have expired if Re- 
organization Plan No. 3 of 1946 had not be- 
come effective; and a new commission shall 
be issued to such register in accordance with 
the provisions of this subsection. 

(b) The Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management of the Department of the In- 
terior, and the Associate Director of such 
Bureau, shall be appointed by the President, 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
Such Director shall recéive a salary at the 
rate of $10,000 per year; and such Associate 
Director shall receive a salary at the rate of 
$9,000 per year. 

(c) The Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management shall perform, under the direc- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, all 
executive duties appertaining to the survey- 
ing and sale of the public lands of the United 
States, or in anywise respecting such public 
lands, and, also, such as relate to private 
claims of land, and the issuing of patents for 
all grants of land under the authority of 
the Government; together with such other 
and further duties as the Secretary of the 
Interior shall designate. 

(d) The Associate Directot of the Bureau 
of Land Management shall be authorized to 
sign such letters, papers, and documents, 
and to perform such other duties as may be 
directed by the Director, and shall act as 
Director in the absence of that officer, or in 
case of a vacancy in the office of Director, 
The Associate Director shall also perform 
such other and further duties as the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall designate. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ALASKAN INTERNATIONAL HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION—BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 2871) to create a com- 
mission to be known as the Alaskan In- 
ternational Highway Commission was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
shall ask that the bill be passed over, but 
I should like to make a brief explana- 
tion. $ 

In 1938 the Congress, on the basis of a 
bill which I introduced in the House, 
created the Alaskan International High- 
way Commission, to study all phases of 
the highway to Alaska. That Commis- 
sion, of which I had the honor to be 
chairman, was in existence for about 742 
years. We made several reports and 
surveys, and held many meetings with a 
similar commission appointed by the 
Canadian Government. Although I do 
not disagree with the basie purposes of 
the bill, it seems to me that there is no 
further need for an Alaskan Interna- 
tional Highway Commission. The files 
are filled with reports. As I have 
pointed out, I do not object to the basic 
principles of the bill, but it seems to me 
that there is no need at this time for 
a further continuation of the Interna- 
tional Alaskan Highway Commission. I 
voluntarily allowed the Commission to 
lapse Jast year. All that remains to be 
dene in connection with the Alaskan 
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highway is for the Canadian Govern- 
ment to act. There are sufficient facts 
available. The Senator from Montana 
(Mr. Murray] is vitally interested in this 
subject. 

Mr, MURRAY. Mr. President, my un- 
derstanding is that the Canadian Gov- 
ernment is providing a Commission of 
this kind and that it is desirous of hav- 
ing a commission from the United States 
to join in studying the problem, with the 
idea of providing funds to carry out its 
share of the program. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In 1938, after the 
American Commission had been ap- 
pointed, the Canadian Government ap- 
pointed a like commission. The Cana- 
dians have allowed that commission to 
lapse, as our commission has been al- 
lowed to lapse. I believe that the Cana- 
dian Government is now willing to ap- 
point direct representatives from the 
Department of External Affairs. The 
Secretary of State and the President of 
the United States are very familiar with 
the situation, and they are willing to 
appoint American representatives. I 
know how deeply interested the Senator 
from Montana has been in this ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator from 
Washington has been giving very careful 
study to this problem. Of course he has 
been familiar with it from its inception. 
I am perfectly willing that the bill should 
go over, but I wished to have the Senator 
from Washington explain the situation. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Since the creation 
of the first commission, of course, the 
military highway has been built. We on 
the west coast are anxious to have a con- 
necting link with it. There are a great 
number of problems. Until Canada in- 
dicates that she is willing to do some- 
thing in this connection, there is not 
much more to do. 

The Governor of Alaska and I went to 
Ottawa about 90 days ago and had a con- 
ference with the Canadian Cabinet on 
this question. At that time we were told 
that the Canadian Government did not 
have the funds, and that it was obligated 
to maintain, if possible, the present mili- 
tary highway. They indicated that this 
was probably not the time to discuss the 
question. We made the plea that we 
would like to have some of the prelimi- 
naries out of the way and lay out a blue- 
print for the construction of connecting 
links, and further construction into the 
State of the Senator from Montana of 
major highways connecting with the mili- 
tary highway, if and when the Canadians 
are ready to join with us in an alloca- 
tion of funds. It is a project which 
should be begun shortly. Upon my 
recommendation to the State Depart- 
ment, and upon Canada’s acceptance re- 
garding representatives to discuss the 
question further, I hope that I can pre- 
vail upon the Department to have the 
distinguished Senator from Montana ap- 
pointed as one of our representatives, be- 
cause he has shown a great deal of inter- 
est in the matter. 

Mr. President, I ask that the bill be 
passed over. $ 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
military highway is now completed. As 
the Senator points out, the State of 
Washington and my State are desirous 
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of having connecting links with it. I be- 
lieve that it is of very great importance 
to the country that the road system be 
completed and placed in working order, 
because of the part it will play in na- 
tional defense, and also in the develop- 
ment of trade relations between the two 
countries. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is important 
that as soon as possible connecting links 
be built to furnish adequate highways 
from the present military highway to the 
State of Montana and eastern Washing- 
ton. We have high hope that next year 
we can accomplish the job. In the mean- 
time, we have all the engineering data. 
We have files and reports. We have 
held literally scores of conferences on the 
subject. I am hoping that next year the 
Dominion Government will see fit to join 
with us in finishing this great interna- 
tional highway system, which will give 
us a connecting link not only from the 


. United States to Alaska, but, without any 


stretch of the imagination, the day is 
not far distant when a tunnel can be con- 
structed under the Bering Sea and one 
can drive from this country to Asia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. . 


EVACUATION CLAIMS COMMISSION 


Mr. McCARRAN,. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to revert to Senate 
bill 2127, Calendar 1864, which was passed 
over temporarily on objection by the 
Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
LANGER]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
accept the amendments proposed to be 
offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in view 
of the acceptance of the amendments, I 
withdraw objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Judiciary Committee, I 
do not feel that this bill has received ade- 
quate attention, in that when it came 
before the committee no hearings were 
held upon it by the subcommittee. 

Under this bill we would transfer to 
the Interior Department the right to hear 
any and all claims for any damages up to 
$2,500, arising under certain circum- 
stances. We would create as to-the very 
agency which was responsible for the 
removal of those people into the camps 
and concentration areas, the right to 
award any compensation desired, up to 
$2,500. I do not feel that we have given 
this question proper attention, 

Some day I think we shall have to pro- 
vide compensation for all the wrongs that 
have been done to these people. But I 
think it should be done not through the 
Interior Department, but through the 
Court of Claims, so that the same persons 
who were responsible for the removal of 
these persons would not endeavor to 
compensate them. 

This bill would not affect any places in 
the United States except the States 
named. If we are to compensate these 
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persons for losses, we should do it in an 
orderly, judicial way, rather than to place 
the matter in the hands of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

For that reason, I am compelled to 
object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill will be 
passed over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
„Should like to say just a word, if the 
“Senator will withdraw his objection for 
a moment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be glad to 
withdraw the objection temporarily. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me emphasize 
to the Senator the reason why the bill 
was taken up by the full Judiciary Com- 
mittee, and let me point out first that we 
had in attendance at that time a greater 
number of members of the committee 
than have been present at the meetings 
of the committee for a long time. As I 
started to say, the bill was taken up for 
the reason that a letter was received 
from the President of the United States, 
requesting immediate action on the bill. 

As regards the fact that the Interior 
Department would administer this mat- 
ter, let me say that the Interior Depart- 
ment had control over the camps where 
these Japanese people were held during 
the war, and therefore the Department 
has still continued to handle the matter 
and dispose of it. 

If that explanation means anything 
to the Senator from Michigan, I wish he 
might see fit to let the bill be considered 
and passed at this time, with the amend- 
ments which have been offered by the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
feel, as I have felt in the past, and as I 
announced before the committee, where 
I expressed myself very freely, as I am 
doing now, that under the bill the In- 
terior Department would adjust these 
claims up to a maximum amount of 
$2,500 in each case, and would continue 
to have charge of these matters. In 
total, an enormous sum of money would 
be involved. I do not feel that the In- 
terior Department should be allowed to 
determine what should be done in such 
cases. 

Personally, I had my say before the_ 
Judiciary Committee; and all who were 
there did. The President wrote a letter 
in which he urged that the bill be passed 
immediately. But the method proposed 
is not the way to enact such legislation. 
These matters should receive very care- 
ful attention from the committees, and 
should receive very careful attention on 
the floor of the Senate by all Members 
of the Senate. ` 

Under the new reorganization law a 
new commission is to be created to hear 
claims; a new method of hearing claims 
is provided. These persons will be able 
to go before that new claims commission, 
just as all other persons in the United 
States will, rather than to go to the In- 
terior Department. 

So, Mr, President, for the reasons 
stated, I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection being heard, the bill will be 
passed over. 
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ADJUSTMENT OF DIVIDEND RATE AND 
PREMIUM CHARGES OF FEDERAL SAV- 
INGS AND LOAN INSURANCE CORPO- 
RATION 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H.R. 4428) to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation on its 
capital stock and to decrease the pre- 
mium charge for its insurance, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, on page 2, 
in line 2, to strike out “1945” and insert 
“1946.” U 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, 
in line 4, to strike out “1945” and insert 
“1946.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, 
in line 20, to strike out “1945” and insert 
“1946.” 

The amendment was agreed to. - 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further amendments to be 
proposed, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments and third read- 
ing of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 
CANTON INSANE ASYLUM 


The bill (S. 2426) providing for the 
conveyance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., 
of the Canton Insane Asylum, located in 
Lincoln County, S. Dak., was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Commissioner 
of Public Buildings is authorized and di- 
rected to convey by quitclaim deed to the 
city of Canton, 8. Dak., all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to all 
lands, including the buildings and other 
improvements thereon, constituting the old 
Canton Insane Asylum, located to the east 
of the city of Canton, Lincoln County, S. 
Dak 


Sec. 2. The lands conveyed pursuant to 
the provisions of the first section of this act 
shall be used by the grantee for park, recrea- 
tion, airport, or other public purposes; and 
the deed of conveyance of such lands shall 
contain the express condition that if the 
grantee shall fail or cease to use such lands 
for such purposes, or shall alienate or at- 
tempt to alienate such lands, title thereto 
shall revert to the United States. 


REESTABLISHMENT OF UNITED STATES 
EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION COMMIS- 
SION 


The bill (S. 2456) to provide for the 
reestablishment of the United States 
Employees’ Compensation Commission 
with the same functions which it had 
prior to the time reorganization plan 
No. 2 became effective was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to have an explanation of the 
bill. A few days ago we agreed to re- 
organization plan No. 2. It seems to me 
that before the reorganization is put into 
operation, this bill, if passed, would have 
the Senate amend that plan in some way. 


10365 


Therefore, I should like to have an ex- 
planation of the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I am 
glad to explain the bill. When this mat- 
ter was heard before the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, it was clearly established that the 
real objection to reorganization plan 
No. 2 was the proposal for the abolition 
of the United States Employees’ Com- 
pensation Commission. It was a bipar- 
tisan commission created in 1916, and its 
members were approved by the Senate. 
It functioned as an independent agency 
from 1916 until the present time. All 
who appeared before the committee 
praised the work done by the Commis- 
sion. They said it had been fair and 
had properly administered the law. 

By the abolition of this Commission, we 
now would place in the hands of the Fed- 
eral Security Administrator, if this bill 
is not passed, the full power to pass on 
all employees compensation claims. 
Naturally, he will be so engaged in other 
work, because of the many and difficult 
functions of the Federal Security Agency, 
that he personally will have no time to 
give to this particular work, which is very 
important. It covers the Coast Guard 
and those who have contracts and all 
United States employees, including all 
civil-service employees. So it is a very 
important measure. 

In reorganization plan No. 2 we have 
authorized the Administrator himself to 
create his own appeal board of three 
members. The Senate will not pass upon 
those members. He will make the rules 
and regulations for them. 

I spoke at length against the plan, be- 
cause I felt that by abolishing this com- 
mission we would be making a grave mis- 
take, and immediately, on behalf of my- 
self and the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Mead] and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morsel, I introduced this bill. I 
hope it will be passed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, we de- 
bated reorganization plans No. 2 and 
No. 3, which were sent to us by the Presi- 
dent under legislation which we enacted. 
We debated them on the floor of the Sen- 
ate. Objection was made to approval of 
the plan, in part, if not chiefly, because it 
abolished the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Commission and placed 
the functions of that Commission under 
the Federal Security Administrator, for 
it was provided that practically all of the 
organizations and the functions of the 
Government with regard to compensa- 
tion and security and related matters 
oe be under one department or one 

ead. 

The fact that the Federal Security 
Administrator is the head of the whole 
group, under the new plan, does not mean 
that he personally must pass on the 
claims. 

I have sent for a copy of plan No. 2. 
As I recall, it provided that under the 
Federal Security Administrator there 
would be a functionary who would do 
these things. The board is to be set up 
by him, as I recall. 

Am I mistaken about that, or have I 


stated the matter correctly? 


Mr. FERGUSON. I think the Senator 
is mistaken about that. Appeal from the 
Administrator’s action is to be made to 
a board. 


10366 


Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Ad- 
ministrator himself cannot personally 
review all these matters. But my recol- 
lection is that the reorganization plan 
authorized him to set up a board to han- 
dle them, after they had reached him. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, it is 
to be an appeal board, which is practi- 
cally equivalent to what the Senator has 
said. 

Let me say to the Senator the question 
Was under consideration; there was 
serious objection. If we do not permit 
this bill to be passed, I have very serious 
doubt whether we shall be able to get any 
reorganization bill at all passed, if it con- 
tains any objectionable features. I 
think this is the method by which to 
remove such objection. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It seems to me rather 
incongruous that within a week or two 
after we have approved a plan of reor- 
ganzation by a vote of the Senate, we 
should whittle it down by a separate bill, 
so that it is not the reorganization which 
we approved. 

I have found the provision as to the 
Compensation Commission: 

The functions of the United States Em- 
ployees’ Compensation Commission are 
transferred to the Federal Security Agency 
and shall be performed in such manner and 
under such rules and regulations as the 
Federal. Security Administrator shall pre- 
scribe. Such regulations shall provide for a 
board of three persons to be designated or 
appointed by the Federal Security Adminis- 
trator with authority to hear and, subject to 

“applicable law, make final decision on appeals 

taken from the determinations and awards 
-with respect to claims of employees of the 
Federal Government or of the District of 
Columbia. The United States Employees’ 
_Compensation Commission is abolished. 


That does not say who is to hear or 
examine into the claims in a preliminary 
way. It provides the right of the board 
to have an appeal from the Adminis- 
trator’s decision—which means, of course, 
that the board can finally pass on the 
claims. It does not make very clear 
who would handle it, up to the Admin- 
istrator. Of course, we all know that 
the Administrator himself cannot handle 
these claims in person. 

I wish to be recorded as objecting to 
the practice, if this is to be regarded as 
a practice, of enacting legislation such 
as this after we have enacted a reorgani- 
zation plan as requested by the Presi- 
dent, for bills such as this one would 
strike it out piecemeal. 

Mr.FERGUSON. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Kentucky objecting to the 
bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; Iam not object- 
ing to the bill, but I am objecting to the 
practice. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I agree with the 
Senator with regard to the matter of 
practice. I would not want to see such 
a practice established, 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the only 
way that a practice is established is to 
begin doing something which becomes a 
habit. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(S. 2456) to provide for the reestablish- 
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ment of the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Commission with the same 
functions which it had prior to the time 
reorganization plan No. 2 became effec- 
tive was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the United States 
Employees’ Compensation Commission, 
which was abolished by section 3 of reor- 
ganization plan No. 2 (transmitted to the 
Congress on May 16, 1946) is hereby rees- 
tablished. Such Commission shall be com- 
posed of three Commissioners to be appoint- 
ed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. The President 
shall designate one of the Commissioners as 
Chairman of the Commission. No Commis- 
sioner shall hold any other office or position 
under the United States. No more than two 
of said Commissioners shall be members of 
the same political party. Each Commission- 
er shall be appointed for a term of 6 years, 
except that (1) any Commissioner appointed 
to fill a vacancy expiring prior to the ex- 
piration of the term for which his predeces- 
sor was appointed shall be appointed for the 
remainder of such term; and (2) the terms of 
office of the three Commissioners first taking 
office after the date of enactment of this act 
shall expire, as designated by the President 
at the time of appointment, one at the end 
of 2 years, one at the end of 4 years, and one 
at the end of 6 years, after the date of en- 
actment of this act. 

Sec. 2. All functions which were transferred 


` to the Federal Security Agency by section 3 


of such reorganization plan No. 2 are hereby 
transferred to the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Commission, reestablished by 
the first section of this act, and shall be per- 
formed in the same manner in which they 
were being performed on July 15, 1946. 

` Sec. 3. All personnel, property, records, and 
unexpended balances of appropriations, allo- 
cations, and other funds of the Federal Se- 
curity Agency which were transferred from 
the United States Employees’ Compensation 
Commission pursuant to the provisions of 
section 12 of such Reorganization Plan No. 2 
are hereby transferred to the United States 
Employees’ Compensation Commission for 
use in the administration of the functions 
transferred by section 2 of this act. 


MEDAL FOR GENERAL PERSHING 


The bill (H. R. 3944) authorizing the 
President of the United States to award 
a special medal to General of the Armies 
of the United States John J. Pershing 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is unanimously passed. 


MARVIN SACHWITZ 


The bill (H. R. 1002) for the relief 
of Marvin Sachwitz was considered, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third 


time, and passed. 
POSTAGE ON DOMESTIC AIR MAIL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5560) to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the rate 
for air-mail postage is, at the present 
time, 8 cents an ounce. The question 
was raised in the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads as to whether the 
rate should be reduced to 6 cents or 5 
cents. It was unanimously agreed that 
the rate should be reduced. The law 
provides that 6 months after the official 
cessation of hostilities the rate for air- 


JULY 29 


mail postage shall be returned to what it 


was formerly, or 6 cents an ounce. Last 
year the Post Office Department made 
a profit of approximately $100,000,000. 
This year it is facing a deficit of from 
$160,000,000 to $180,000,000. 

The majority of the members of the 
committee favored a rate of 6 cents an 
ounce. By the use of proxies, the rate of 
5 cents an ounce was agreed to. 

I am prepared to object, but I do not 
want to object. Therefore, I will ask 
the Senator from Arizona, who, I under- 
stand is in charge of the bill, if he will 
consent to an amendment on page 1, in 
line 3, and on page 2, in line 3, to change 
in each each instance the numeral “5” 
to “6”? I have talked with some of my 
colleagues with regard to the change, 
and they have agreed that they will raise 
no objection. 

Mr. WHITE. The bill provides for a 
rate of 5 cents for each ounce or frac- 
tion thereof, instead of 6 cents, does it 
not? 

Mr. REED. Yes. My suggestion is 
made because I should like to have the 
bill passed. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, obvi- 
ously the 8-cent rate has not been pro- 
ducing the revenue which it should have 
produced. It is too high. The bill as re- 
ported by the committee provided for a 
5-cent rate. If we cannot agree on 5 
cents, I suggest that we try to agree on 
6 cents. However, I should like to have 
the chairman of the committee express 
his views with regard to the subject. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, it is the 
opinion of the chairman of the Commit- 


‘tee on Post Offices and Post Roads that a 


meritorious case was made out for a 5- 
cent rate. I believe that sufficient evi- 
dence was adduced before the committee 
to indicate that a rate of 5 cents would 
be better than a rate of 6 cents. How- 
ever, we want to have legislation enacted 
which will lower the present rate. There 
can be no question about the fact that 
the 6-cent rate produced more revenue 
than has been produced by the 8-cent 
rate. While the rate was 6 cents, the 
Post Office Department was making more. 
money than it has made since. During 
1941, when the 6-cent rate was in effect, 
the revenue from air-mail postage 
amounted to $81,000,000, After the Con- 
gress passed the law providing for an 
increase of 2 cents in the air-mail post- 
age rate the increase in revenue was only 
2 percent. Since the war ended the de- 
crease in revenue of the Post Office De- 
partment has been very pronounced. 
Of course, I do not think it is quite fair 
to attribute to the air mail the fact that 
the Post Office Department will experi- 
ence a deficit in its receipts. I think the 
Congress: will be responsible for the 
deficit because it has passed three pay- 
increase bills since the rate on air-mail 
postage was increased to 8 cents. The 
Post Office Department is of the opinion 
that by reducing the present 8-cent rate 
to a rate much lower, the volume of air 
mail handled will increase to such an 
extent that it will result in greater reve- 
nue being received by the post office. It 


‘has been testified before the committee 


by businessmen throughout the country 
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that the straight 3 cents an ounce for 
surface mail and 8 cents for air mail is 
too high. However, they believe that a 
5-cent rate for air mail will again justify 
them in using air-mail services. 

I should like to see a bill passed by 
Congress reducing the rate, and in that 
view the Post Office Department con- 
curs. I believe my friend from Kansas 
feels the same way about it. 

I am willing to accept an amendment 
making the rate 6 cents. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, many 
commercial clubs throughout my State 
are in favor of a 5-cent rate for air mail. 
They have asked me to object to the 
bill if the rate is to be any higher than 
5 cents. So temporarily I shall object to 
an amendment changing the rate to 6 
cents. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If the rate were now 
made 6 cents, it would be in effect for at 
least a few months, and later Congress 
could change it. If no action is taken 
at all on this bill the constituents of the 
Senator from North Dakota will be com- 
pelled to continue to pay the 8 cents rate 
until Congress convenes next January. 
If the bill is now passed providing for a 

decrease in rate the Senator’s constitu- 

ents will have the advantage of a 6 
cents rate—if that is the rate adopted— 
in the interim. I am satisfied that 
eventually a 5-cent rate will be adopted. 
But for the time being, instead of there 
being no reduction at all in the rate on 
air-mail postage I would rather see a 
rate of 6 cents adopted than a rate of 5 
cents. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I never 
received such expressions of unanimity 
of opinion as those which I have received 
from the commercial clubs of my State. 
Those clubs are located in Bismarck, 
Fargo, and other cities and towns. The 
representatives of those clubs have told 
me to oppose any rate higher than 5 
cents an ounce. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I understand that very 
well, but those businessmen will be re- 
quired to pay 8 cents for at least several 
months yet unless a lower rate is agreed 
to 


Mr. LANGER. Did not the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads vote 
almost unanimously in favor of a 5-cent 
rate? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. No. The division was 
7 to 5, as I now recall. There was a very 
pronounced division of opinion. As 
chairman of the committee I may say 
that Iam in agreement with the Senator 
from Arizona. We must agree on a 6-cent 
rate, or the bill will fail of passage, and 
then everyone using the air-mail serv- 
ice will be required to continue paying 
the present 8-cent rate until Congress 
does something about it at some time 
in the future. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, this is 
a House bill, and action must be taken 
on it if there is to be any reduction 
whatever this year in the air-mail rate. 
If an objection is made to the bill and 
the bill is not passed, no legislation with 
reference to the subject will be enacted. 
I hope that the Senator from North Da- 
kota will not object, and will agree to 
the proposal to amend the bill so as to 
provide for a rate of 6 cents. 
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Mr. LANGER. If the Senate agrees 
on the 5-cent rate now, the bill will not 
have to go back to the House. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, but if 
some Senator objects to consideration of 
the bill, there will be no chance of get- 
ting even a 5-cent rate. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, is the bill 
now before the Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate is discussing it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Why is it not proper to 
settle the matter by first voting whether 
or not we wish to agree to a 6-cent rate? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Because I have been 
informed that the opponents of the 5- 
cent rate are most anxious to debate the 
bill for 3 or 4 or 5 hours. I came to the 
conclusion that, rather than having the 
bill fail of passage, and the present 8- 


. cent rate continued, it would be advisable 


to accept the proposal to make the rate 
6 cents and discuss the matter with the 
House conferees. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
5-minute rule is in effect. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the bill 
is before the Senate only on the reserva- 
tion of an objection. The objection of 
any Senator will put the bill over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
5560) to fix the rate of postage on do- 
mestic air mail, and for other purposes. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, on page 1, 
line 3, after the words “shall be”, I move 
to strike out “5” and insert “6”, and on 
page 2, line 3, after the words “rate of”, 
to strike out “5” and insert “6.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Kansas. 
{Putting the question.] The Chair is in 
doubt. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. 

On a division the amendment was 
agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

WESLEY A. MANGELSDORF 


The Senate proceed to consider the bill 
(H. R. 2480) for the relief of Wesley A. 
Mangelsdorf, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 5, after the 
words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” 
and insert “$9,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
avons and the bill to be read a third 

e. 5 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 196) propos- 
ing acceptance of compulsory jurisdic- 
tion of Internationa? Court of Justice 
by United States Government was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution will be passed over. 


The 


10367 


AMENDMENT OF FIRST WAR POWERS ACT, 
1941 


The bill (S. 2378) to amend the First 
War Powers Act, 1941, was announced as 
next in order. F 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
is on the calendar an identical House 
bill, which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H, R. 6890) 
to amend the First War Powers Act, 1941. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator from Ohio, does the House bill 
change my amendment? 

Mr. HUFFMAN. The House bill is 
identical with the Senate bill. 

Mr. WALSH. The House bill excludes 
the section I want excluded? 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Yes; section 33. 

Mr. WALSH. So that it is not neces- 


sary for me to renew my amendment. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
committee struck out section 33, which 
was the section objectionable to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

The House included language on page 
11, line 25, and I think to make it clear 
we should add after the word “a” the 
words “interest or proceeds in respect of 
which a suit or” and the words “a suit” 
should be inserted. 

Then on page 12, at the foot of the 
page, the words “or return of just com- 
pensation” should be stricken out. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Is the Senator re- 
ferring to the House bill or the Senate 
bill? Are we not considering the House 
bill instead of the Senate bill? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
House bill is before the Senate. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. I shall refer to the 
lines in the House bill. The same amend- 
ment may be inserted in the House bill 
in line 25, page 4, to strike out the words 
“or for just. compensation.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. On page 17, lines 
15 and 16, it is proposed to strike out 
the words “or for just compensation in 
respect thereof.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will 
5 Senator refer to that in the House 

ill? 

Mr. HUFFMAN. That is in lines 15 
and 16 on page 10 of the House bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And on page 9 of 
the Senate bill, line 8, the words “a suit 
or”, after the word “pending”, should be 
inserted. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. I do not have the cor- 
responding place in the House bill, but 
it may be inserted at the appropriate 
place in the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In our report on 
page 6, lines, 1, 2, 3, 7 and 10, the words 
“just compensation” are mentioned. 
These references are I am sure inadvert- 
ent, and should be treated as eliminated 
from the report. They had reference to 
section 33 of the committee form of the 
bill, and section 33 was eliminated by an 
amendment. , 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, with 
the former section 33 deleted, those words 
have no meaning, and they may be elimi- 
nated. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. This I believe, makes 
the bill a clean bill. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator offer the amendments? 

Mr. HUFFMAN. I should like to have 
the clerk state the amendments of the 
committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk has not the amendments before 
him 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest that we pass the bill over until Sena- 
tors can get together on the amendments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over temporarily. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGES, MUNICIPAL COURT, 
* DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2374) a bill authorizing the ap- 
pointment of three additional judges of 
the municipal court for the District of 
Columbia, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the District. of Co- 
lumbia with amendments. 

The first amendment was on page 1, 
after line 7, to strike out section 2, as 
follows: 


Src. 2. Section 2 and section 6 of said act 
of April 1, 1942, are amended by striking 
out the words “Further, all appointees shall 
have been actively engaged in the practice of 
law in the District of Columbia for a period 
of at least 5 years immediately prior to their 
appointment” and substituting in lieu there- 
of the following: “Further, all appointees shall 
have been actively engaged in the private 
practice of law in the District of Columbia, 
for a period of at least five consecutive years 
immediately prior to their appointment, and 
shall have, during such period, maintained an 
office in said District for such purpose and 
devoted the major portion of their time and 
derived the principal portion of their occupa- 
tional income from such private practice of 
law.” 


And to insert: 


Sec. 2. Section 2 of said act of April 1, 1942, 
is amended by striking out the words: “Each 
judge, when appointed, shall take the oath 
prescribed for judges of courts of the United 
States. No person other than a bona fide 
resident of the District of Columbia and 
maintaining an actual place of abode there- 
in for at least 5 years immediately prior 
to his appointment or who shall have been 
a judge of one of the courts of the District 
of Columbia, shall be appointed a judge of 
the municipal court for the District of 
Columbia: Provided, however, That not more 
than two nonresident persons may be ap- 
pointed and serve as judges of the said mu- 
nicipal court at any one time. Further, all 
appointees shall have been actively engaged 
in the practice of the law in the District of 
Columbia for a period of at least 5 years 
immediately prior to thelr appointment. 
Service during the present emergency in the 
armed forces of the United States shall be 
included in the computation of the 5-year 
requirements herein specified,” and substitut- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: “Each 
judge, when appointed, shall take the oath 
prescribed for judges of courts of the United 
States: Provided, however, (a) That no per- 
son other than a bona fide resident of the 
District of Columbia and maintaining an 
actual place of abode therein for not less 
than 5 years immediately prior to his ap- 
pointment, or who shall have been a judge 
of one of the courts of the District of Colum- 
bia, shall be appointed a judge of the mu- 
nicipal court for the District of Columbia; 
(b) That each such appointee (other than 
such an appointee who shall have been a 
judge of one of the courts of the District 
of Columbia) shall have been actively en- 
gaged in the private practice of the law in 
the District of Columbia for a period of at 
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least 5 consecutive years immediately prior 
to his appointment, and shall, during such 
period, have maintained an office in said 
District for the purpose of such practice and 
devoted a major portion of his time and de- 
rived the principal portion of his income 
from such private practice of the law; and 
service during the present emergency in 
the armed forces of the United States shall 
be included in the computation of the 5- 
year requirements specified herein and in 
clause (a) above; (c) That of the 13 judges 
herein authorized to constitute the judicial 
appointees of the said court, not more than 
2 persons may be appointed and serve as 
judges of the said municipal court at any 
one time having either of the following 
qualifications: (1) a nonresident person who 
has been a member of the bar of the highest 
court in the State in which he shall have 
been domiciled for a period of at least 5 
years and who is a member of the bar of 
the District of Columbia, or (2) a member 


of the bar of the District of Columbia for 


at least 5 years who shall have been em- 
ployed as an attorney in the District of 
Columbia in the Government of the United 
States or in the government of the District 
of Columbia; and in either of said alterna- 
tives a person appointed under this clause 
shall not be subject to the requirements of 
the preceding clauses (a) and (b) hereof.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, to add a new 
section at the end of the bill, as follows: 


Sec. 3. The appropriations in the act en- 
titled “An act making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for 
other purposes” (Public Law 493, 79th Cong., 
ch. 544, 2d sess., H. R. 5990), approved July 9, 
1946, for the municipal court for the District 
of Columbia are hereby continued available 
for the purposes specified therein, and for 
the expenditures authorized by this act. And 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
out of any moneys in the Treasury of the 
United States to the credit of the District of 
Columbia not otherwise appropriated, such 
funds as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the number of 
judges authorized by the act approved April 
1, 1942 (56 Stat. 190, D. C. Code, title II, sec. 
752), is hereby increased from 10 to 13. Ap- 
pointments and reappointments in the case 
of the additional judges authorized by this 
act shall be for a term of 10 years each. 

Sec. 2. Section 2 of said act of April 1, 
1942, is amended by striking out the words: 
“Each judge, when appointed, shall take the 
oath prescribed for judges of courts of the 
United States. No person other than a bona 
fide resident of the District of Columbia and 
maintaining an actual place of abode therein 
for at least 5 years immediately prior to 
his appointment, or who shall have been a 
judge of one of the courts of the District of 
Columbia, shall be appointed as judge of the 
municipal court for the District of Columbia: 
Provided, however, That not more than two 
nonresident persons may be appointed and 
serve as judges of the said municipal court 
at any one time. Further, all appointees 
shall have been actively engaged in the 
practice of law in the District of Columbia 
for a period of at least 5 years immediately 
prior to their appointment. Service during 
the present emergency in the armed forces of 
the United States shall be included in the 
computation of the 5-year requirements 
herein specified,” and substituting in lieu 
thereof the following: “Each judge, when ap- 
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pointed, shall take the oath prescribed for 
judges cf courts of the United States: Pro- 
vided, however, That (a) no person other 
than a bona fide resident of the District of 
Columbia, and maintaining an actual place 
of abode therein for not less than 5 years 
immediately prior to his appointment, or 
who shall have been a judge of one of the 
courts of the District of Columbia shall be 
appointed a judge of the municipal court for 
the District of Columbia; (b) that each such 


` appointee (other than such an appointee who 


shall have been a judge of one of the courts 
of the District of Columbia) shall have been 
actively engaged in the private practice of 
the law in the District of Columbia for a 
period of at least five consecutive years im- 
mediately prior to his appointment, and 
shall, during such period, have maintained 
an office in said District for the purpose of 
such practice and devoted a major portion of 
his time and derived the principal portion of 
his income from such private practice of the 
law; and service during the present emer- 
gency in the armed forces of the United 
States shall be included in the computation 
of the 5-year requirements specified here- 
in and in clause (a) above; (c) that of the 
13 judges herein authorized to constitute 
the judicial appointees of the said court, 
not more than two persons may be ap- 
pointed and serve as judges of the said 
municipal court at any one time having 
either of the following qualifications: (1) A 
nonresident person who has been a member 
of the bar of the highest court in the State 
in which he shall have been domiciled for a 
period of at least 5 years and who is a 
member of the bar of the District of Co- 
lumbia, or (2) a member of the bar of the 
District of Columbia for at least 5 years 
who shall have been employed as an attorney 
in the District of Columbia in the Govern- 
ment of the United States or in the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia; and in 
either of said alternatives a person appointed 
under this clause shall not be subject to the 
requirements of the preceding clauses (a) 
and (b) hereof.” 

Sec, 3. The appropriations in the act 
entitled “An act making appropriations for 
the Government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of such District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for other purposes” (Public Law 493, 79th 
Cong., ch. 544, 2d sess., H. R. 5990), approved 
July 9, 1946, for the municipal court for the 
District of Columbia are hereby continued 
available for the purposes specified therein, 
and for the expenditures authorized by this 
act. And there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury 
of the United States to the credit of the 
District of Columbia not otherwise appro- 
priated, such funds as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this act, 


The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to authorize the appointment of 
three additional judges of the municipal 
court for the District of Columbia and 
prescribe the qualifications of the judges 
of such court.” ~ 


CONSERVATION OF FISHERY RESOURCES 
OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER 


The bill (S. 2318) to amend the act of 
May 11, 1938, for the conservation of 
the fishery resources of the Columbia 
River, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etec., That section 2 of the 
act of May 11, 1938 (52 Stat. 345), entitled 
“An act to provide for the conservation of 
the fishery resources of the Columbia River, 
establishment, operation, and maintenance 
of one or more stations in Oregon, Washing- 
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ton, and Idaho, and for the conduct of nec- 
essary investigations, surveys, stream im- 
provements, and stock operations for these 
purposes,” is amended by deleting therefrom 
the comma after the word “construct” as it 
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
the word “and” and by deleting the words 
“and maintain.” 

Sec. 2. Section 3 of said act is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“In carrying out the authorizations and 
duties imposed by section 2 of this act, the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
utilize the facilities and services of the agen- 
cies of the States of Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho responsible for the conservation of 
the fish and wildlife resources in such States, 
under the terms of agreements entered into 
between the United States and these States, 
without regard to the provisions of section 
3709 of the Revised Statutes, and funds ap- 
propriated to carry out the purposes of this 
act may be expended for the construction of 
facilities on and the improvement of lands 
not owned or controlled by the United 
States: Provided, That the appropriate agen- 
cy of the State wherein such construction or 
improvement is to be carried on first shall 
have obtained without cost to the United 
States the necessary title to, interest therein, 
rights-of-way over, or licenses covering the 
use of such lands.” 


REIMBURSEMENT OF STATES FOR TRAIN- 
ING PROGRAMS FOR VETERANS 


The bill (S. 2477) to authorize the Vet- 
erans’ Administration to reimburse State 
and local agencies for expenses incurred 
in rendering services in connection with 
the administration of certain training 
programs for veterans, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 3 of Public 
Law No. 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, as 
amended by section 401 of the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, is amended by in- 
serting at the end thereof a new sentence as 
follows: “Any such appropriation shall also 
be available for use by the Administrator in 
reimbursing State and local agencies for rea- 
sonable expenses incurred by them in (1) ren- 
dering necessary services in ascertaining the 
qualifications of industrial establishments 
for furnishing on-the-job training to vet- 
erans under the provisions of part VIII of 
such regulation, and in the supervision of 
industrial establishments furnishing such 
training, or (2) furnishing, at the request of 
the Administrator, any other services or fa- 
cilities in connection with the administration 
of programs for training on the job under 
such provisions, or (3) furnishing, at the re- 
quest of the Administrator, information con- 
cerning educational opportunities available 
in schools and colleges.” 

Sec. 2. Paragraph 6 of part VII of Veterans 
Regulation No. 1 (a) as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“6. While enrolled in and pursuing a course 
under this part, such person, upon applica- 
tion to the Administrator, shall be paid a 
subsistence allowance of $65 per month, if 
without a dependent or dependents, or $90 
per month, if he has a dependent or depend- 
ents, including regular holidays and leave not 
exceeding 30 days in a calendar year. Such 
person attending a course on a part-time 
basis, and such person receiving compensa- 
tion for productive labor whether performed 
as part of their apprentice or other training 
on the job at institutions, business, or other 
establishments, or otherwise, shall be entitled 
to receive such lesser sums, if any, as sub- 
sistence or dependency allowances, as may be 
determined by the Administrator: Provided, 
That in no event shall the rate of such al- 
lowance plus the compensation received ex- 
ceed $175 per month for a veteran without 
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a dependent or $200 per month if he has a 
dependent or dependents.” 

Sec. 3. Paragraph 11 of part VIII of Vet- 
erans Regulation No. 1 (a) is hereby 
amended, to read as follows: 

“11. (a) As used in this part, the term 
‘educational or training institutions’ shall 
include all public or private elementary, sec- 
ondary, and other schools furnishing educa- 
tion for adults, business schools and col- 
leges, scientific and technical institutions, 
colleges, vocational schools, junior colleges, 
teachers colleges, normal schools, profes- 
sional schools, universities, and other educa- 
tional intitutions, and shall also include 
business or other establishments providing 
apprentice or other training on the job, in- 
cluding those under the supervision of an ap- 
proved college or university or any State de- 
partment of education, or any State appren- 
ticeship agency or State board of vocational 
education, or any State apprenticeship coun- 
cil or the Federal Apprentice Serv- 
ice established in accordance with Public 
Law No. 308, Seventy-fifth Congress, or any 
agency in the executive branch of the Fed- 
eral Government authorized under other laws 
to supervise such training. 

“(b) As used in this part the term ‘Other 
training on the job’ shall include courses 
offered by establishments approved by the 
appropriate agency of the State or the Ad- 
ministrator whenever such courses of train- 
ing on the job are furnished in accordance 
with the following provisions: 

1. Any establishment desiring to under- 
take an on-the-job training program will be 
required to submit to the appropriate State 
approving agency a written application set- 
ting forth the course of training for each 
job for which a veteran is to be trained. 
The written application covering the train- 

program will include the following: 

“a. Title and description of the specific 
job objective for which the veteran is to be 
trained. 

“b. Length of the training period. 

“c. Schedule listing various operations for 
major kinds of work or tasks to be learned 
and showing, for each, job operations or 
work, tasks to be performed, and the ap- 
proximate length of time to be spent on each 
operation or task. 

“d. Wage or salary to be paid at the be- 
ginning of the training program, at each 
successive step in the program, and at the 
completion of training. 

“e. Entrance wage or salary paid by the es- 
tablishment to employees already trained in 
the kind of work for which the veteran is to 
be trained. 

- “f. Number of hours of supplemental in- 
structions required. 

“2. The appropriate approving agency of 
the State or the Administrator may approve 
the application of the establishment when 
such establishment is found upon investiga- 
tion to have met or made provision for meet- 
ing the following criteria: 

“a. The training content of the program 
is adequate to qualify the veteran for ap- 
pointment to the job for which he is to be 
trained. 

“b. There is reasonable certainty that the 
job for which the veteran is to be trained 
will be available to him at the end of the 
training period. 

“c, The job is one in which progression 
and appointment to the next higher classi- 
fication are based upon skills learned through 
organized training on the job and not on 
such factors as length of service and normal 
turn-over. 

“d. The wages to be paid the veteran for 
each successive period of training are not 
less than those customarily paid in the estab- 
lishment and the community to a learner in 
the same job and who is not a veteran and 
are in conformity with State and Federal 
laws and applicable bargaining agreements, 
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“e. The job customarily requires a period 
of training of not less than 3 months and 
not more than 2 years of full-time training. 

“f. The length of the training period is no 
longer than that customarily required by the 
establishment and other establishments in 
the community to provide the trainee with 
required skills, arrange for the acquiring of 
job knowledge, technical information, and 
other facts which the trainee will need to 
learn in order to become competent on the 
job for which he is being trained. 

“g. Provision is made for related instruc- 
tion for the individual veteran who may 
need it. 

“h. There is in the establishment adequate 
space, equipment, instructional material and 
instructor personnel to provide satisfactory 
training on the job. 

“i. Adequate records are kept to show the 
progress made by the veteran toward his job 
objective and a periodic report showing the 
conduct and progress made in the course of 
training on the job will be provided for the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

“j. Appropriate credit is given the veteran 
for previous job experience, whether in the 
military service or elsewhere, his beginning 
wage adjusted to the level to which such a 
credit advances him and his training period 
shortened accordingly. No course of train- 
ing will be considered bona fide if given to a 
veteran who is already qualified by training 
and experience for the job objective. 

"k. A copy of the training program as ap- 
proved by the State agency is provided to 
the veteran and to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration by the employer. 

J. Upon completion of the training the 
veteran is given a certificate by the employ- 
er indicating the length and type of training 
provided and that the veteran has completed 
the course of training on the job satisfac- 
torily. 

“3. The Veterans’ Administration is not 
authorized to award the benefits under this 
part, if it is found by the Administrator that 
the course of apprentice training or other 

on the job fails to meet the require- 
ments of this paragraph.” 


COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES IN COM- 
MEMORATION OF THE HUNDREDTH AN- 


NIVERSARY OF ADMISSION OF IOWA 
INTO THE UNION 


The bill (H. R. 2377) to authorize the 
coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemo- 
ration of the one hundredth anniversary 
of the admission of Iowa into the Union 
as a State was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 5 


INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION WITH 
RESPECT TO METEOROLOGY 


The bill (H. R. 6030) to amend the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amend- 
ed, so as to improve international collab- 
oration with respect to meteorology was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MARKETING AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6932) to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles 
relating to agriculture and to improve 
and facilitate the marketing and distri- 
bution of agricultural products, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry with amend- 
ments. 

Mr, REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation Of the bill? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this bill 
came over from the House some 2 or 8 
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weeks ago. It is a result of 2 or 3 years’ 
work by the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives. It un- 
dertakes to merge two bills, one of which 
has been known commonly as the Flan- 
nagan bill, providing for research in pro- 
duction of agricultural crops, and a bill 
known as the Hope-Andresen bill, which 
provides for research into marketing and 
into the best ways of handling agricul- 
ture commodities. 

Mr. President, the pending bill is of 
tremendous importance to the farmers of 
the United States. While there has been 
disagreement as to details, all the farm 
organizations have strongly supported 
the general principles enunciated in the 
measure. 

We must realize that for several years 
the farmers have tremendously increased 
the production of food and fiber. It is 
estimated that today there are 3,000,000 
more people living on the farms, who are 
necessary to be there in order to produce 
the food and fiber necessary to maintain 
life in this country. It is of the highest 
importance that greater research be 
made into the utilization of agricultural 
commodities, and into the methods of 
their marketing and preservation. 

There is another reason why it is most 
important that the bill be enacted at 
this session of the Congress. Most of 
the funds must be matched by the sev- 
eral States. The State legislatures of 
` 43 States will convene next January, and 
unless they are apprised of the fact that 
it is necessary for them to match under 
the terms of the pending bill, it will be 
3 years before we will be enabled to 
embark on this most important work. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out that 
title I of the bill expands and broadens 
the scope of research that is already au- 
thorized by law. It provides for an ini- 
tial appropriation of $2,500,000 a year. 

Furthermore, in title I there is an au- 
thorization of appropriation of $3,000,000 


for the first year, with authority to in- ` 


crease it thereafter, to carry on further 
research in the utilization of agricul- 
tural commodities in order that new uses 
may be developed for those commodi- 
ties, and therefore preserve the farmer's 
market. 

Title II authorizes an initial appro- 
priation, with authority to increase it 
thereafter, of $2,500,000 a year for the 
purposes of investigation and research 
into the distribution and marketing of 
agricultural products. 

Up until now, Mr. President, the Na- 
tional Government has never engaged in 
research into the marketing and distri- 
bution of crops, and I regard this as 
being one of the most important features 
of the bill. 

I certainly hope that there will be no 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill. As I stated, there was some dis- 
agreement between some of those inter- 
ested in the legislation as to how clearly 
the bill should define the cooperating 
agencies within the several States set up 
to carry on this work. 

The Senate committee adopted an 
amendment which undertook to define 
this work. Since then all the parties in 
interest, including the House authors of 
the bill, have gotten together and agreed 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


upon substitute language. I know of no 
opposition anywhere to the bill if the 
substitute for the language of the Senate 
committee be adopted. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the Senator 
tell us where the amendment comes in 
and what the effect of it is? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It comes in on page 
15 of the bill and would be a substitute 
for the language of the committee 
amendment beginning in line 23. The 
amendment has the effect of eliminating 
the so-called veto power in the agencies 
of State governments as to where the 
work shall be done. The amendment 
reads as follows: 

To th: maximum extent practicable mar- 
keting-research work done hereunder in co- 
operation with the States shall be done in 
cooperation with the State agricultural ex- 
periment stations; marketing, educational, 
and demonstrational work done hereunder in 
cooperation with the States shall be done in 
cooperation with the State agricultural exten- 
sion service; market information, inspection, 
regulatory work, and other marketing service 
done hereunder in cooperation with the State 
agencies shall be done in cooperation with 
the State departments of agriculture and 
State bureaus and departments. 


Mr. President, I hope there will be no 
objection to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Does this bill in any way 
extend the power of the Department of 
Agriculture or the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to buy and sell, or is it 
strictly confined to research? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It does not in any wise 
extend the power of the Department of 
Agriculture or any of its subdivisions. 

Mr. TAFT. Either to buy or sell or 
regulate production? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It does not to the 
silghtest degree make any such pro- 
vision. It provides wholly for research. 

Mr. TAFT. There are a couple of very 
general statements contained in the bill 
which I had not read with care, so I 
could not judge whether the language 
was sufficiently broad to cover other ac- 
tivities. 

Mr. RUSSELL. 
search bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
6932) to provide for further research into 
basic laws and principles relating to ag- 
riculture and to improve and facilitate 
the marketing and distribution of agri- 
cultural products, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry with amendments. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment as a substitute for the 
committee amendment on page 15, be- 
ginning in line 23 and ending on page 
16 in line 17, which I should like to have 
acted upon before the committee amend- 
ments are considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In title II, on page 


It is strictly a re- 


15, at the end of the sentence in line 23, 


it is proposed to insert the following: 
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To the maximum extent practicable mar- 
keting research work done hereunder in co- 
operation with the States shall be done in 
cooperation with the State agricultural ex- 
periment stations; marketing, educational, 
and demonstrational work done hereunder in 
cooperation with the States shall be done in 
cooperation with the State agricultural ex- 
tension service; market information, inspec- 
tion, regulatory work, and other marketing 
service done hereunder in cooperation with 
the State agencies shall be done in coopera- 
tion with the State departments of agricul- 
ture, and State bureaus and departments. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Geor- 
gia to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, there 
are a number of other committee amend- 
ments to be acted upon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the other amendments 
reported by the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry. 

The first amendment was in title I, on 
page 2, line 10, before the word “em- 
ployment”, to strike out “full” and insert 
“maximum.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, 
line 15, after the figure “9”, to strike out 
“(a)” and insert (b).“ $ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 17, 
line 19, after the word “new”, to insert 
“or expanded”; in line 19, after the word 
“markets”, to insert “(domestic and for- 
eign)”, and in the same line, after the 
word “new”, to insert “and expanded”; 
in line 22, after the word “and”, to strike 
out “elsewhere” and insert “abroad.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, 
line 18, after the word “cooperative”, to 
strike out “research”, and in the same 
line, after the word “marketing”, to in- 
Sert “service and in marketing research”; 
on page 22, line 2, after the word “mar- 
keting”, to insert “services and for mar- 
keting”; in line 5, after the word “spe- 
cific”, to strike out “research”; in line 11, 
after the word “cooperative”, to strike out 
the word “research.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was on page 25, 
line 12, after the word “products”, to in- 
sert “fish and shell fish,”. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in title III, 
on page 26, line 22, after the word “pro- 
gram”, to strike out: 

The membership of such advisory commit- 
tee shall consist of the following: One person 
from each of the general national farm or- 
ganizations; one person from the National 
Association of Commissioners, Secretaries, 
and Directors of Agriculture; one person 
from the National Association of Marketing 
Officials; one person to represent State agri- 
cultural experiment stations; one person to 
represent State extension services, to be se- 
lected by the groups which each is to repre- 
sent. For each of the following commodity 
groups: Fruits, vegetables, and nuts; live- 
stock and wool; grains; cotton; tobacco; dairy 
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products; forest products; and poultry and 
poultry products; the Secretary shall appoint 
two persons to represent producers, one per- 
son to represent distributors, and one per- 
son to represent processors. The Secretary 
shall also appoint two persons to represent 
retailers. In the selection of such members, 
due consideration shall be given to recom- 
mendations of the groups to be represented, 
and the representatives of producers shall 
be so selected as to afford cooperative asso- 
ciations of producers with adequate repre- 
sentation. One representative from the De- 
partment of Commerce, to be selected by the 
Secretary of Commerce, and one representa- 
tive from the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, to be designated by the Chairman of 
the Commission, and such officials of the 
Department of Agriculture as the Secretary 
of Agriculture may designate shall be ex 
officio members, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 28, 


line 2, after the word “designate”, to 


strike out “The committee shall meet at 
least once each year at the call of the 
chairman or of the executive committee. 
In order to facilitate the work of such 
advisory committee and to increase its 
effectiveness, an executive committee” 
and insert “The committee shall con- 
sist“; in line 8, page 29, after the word 
“organizations”, to strike out the comma 
and “shall be created by and from the 
membership of such advisory commit- 
tee”; in line 9, after the word “The”, to 
strike out “executive”; in line 11, after 
the words “members of“, to strike out 
“such advisory or executive committee” 
and insert “the committee”; in line 14, 
after the words “than the”, to strike out 
“ex officio members” and insert “chair- 
man.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 6932) was read the 
third time and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF FIRST WAR POWERS ACT 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like at this time to refer back 
to Calendar No. 1875, Senate bill 2378. 
I think we could pass the bill if the Sen- 
ate were to agree to certain amendments 
to a similar House bill and pass that bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of House 
bill 6893, which is No. 1892 on the cal- 
endar and is similar to the Senate bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6890) 
to amend the First War Powers Act, 1941. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I of- 
fer the following amendments, and ask 
for their adoption: 

On page 2, line 13, after the article 
“a” to insert “suit or.” 

On page 4, line 24, after the article 
“a” to insert “suit or.” 

On page 4, line 25, after the word “re- 
turn”, to strike out “or for just compen- 
sation.” 

And on page 10, line 15, after the word 
“thereof” to strike out “or for just com- 
pensation in respect thereof.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
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ments offered by the Senator from Michi- 
gan. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, objection 
was made originally to consideration of 
the Senate bill. I want to be sure that 
the amendments take care of the situa- 
tion. Under the measure as now 
amended an alien could bring no suit 
whatever, even though he were not an 
enemy alien, but were a resident of Great 
Britain, for example? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That section has 
been stricken out. 

Mr. TAFT. That section has been 
stricken out entirely? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 6890) was read the third 
time and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 2378 will be 
indefinitely postposed. 


CONSTRUCTION OF NEW SCHOOL 
BUILDING IN HUNTER, WIS. 


The bill (H. R. 6141) to provide funds 
for cooperation with the school board of 
Hunter School District for the construc- 
tion and equipment of a new school build- 
ing in the town of Hunter, Sawyer Coun- 
ty, Wis., to be available to both Indian 
and non-Indian children, was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


SALE OF LAND BELONGING TO ALICE 
SCOTT WHITE 


The bill (H. R. 4114) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to sell certain 
land of Alice Scott White on the Crow 
Indian Reservation, Mont., was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


FINANCIAL AID TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE 
PHILIPPINES È 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 181) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to render financial aid to the Republic 
of the Philippines; and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I move 
that this joint resolution be indefinitely 
postponed, since the principle is em- 
bodied in a House amendment to Senate 
Joint Resolution 156, which has now been 
returned to the Senate with House 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from New York to postpone indefinitely 
Senate Joint Resolution 181. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXTENSION OF RECONSTRUCTION 
FINANCE CORPORATION 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I now 
ask the Chair to lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives in which are set forth the 
House amendments to Senate Joint Res- 
Olution 156. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
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of Representatives to the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 156), which were on page 1, 
line 7, to strike out “1952” and insert 
“1947”; on page 2, line 1, to strike out 
“1952” and insert “1947”; on page 2, line 
7, to strike out “1949” and insert 1947“; 
on page 2, after line 7, to insert: 

Sec. 2. To furnish a market for loans guar- 
anteed or insured under the provisions of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion is authorized, under such terms and 
conditions and in such manner as it may de- 
termine, to purchase directly or through a 
subsidiary, loans so guaranteed or insured. 


On page 2, after line 7, to insert: 

Sec. 3. The Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration is hereby authorized to lend or ex- 
tend credit to the Government of the Repub- 
lic of the Philippines in an amount or 
amounts not exceeding in the aggregate $75,- 
009,000 at such time or times before July 1, 
1947, and upon such terms and conditions 
as the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
after consultation with the National Ad- 
visory Council on International Monetary 
and Finance Problems shall deem to be war- 
ranted by the financial position of the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of the Philippines: 
Provided, That the rate of interest to be 
charged in connection with any loan or ex- 
tension of credit made pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall not be less than 2 percent per 
annum. 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, Senate 
Joint Resolution 156, which passed the 
Senate on June 29, 1946, was a simple 
extension of the life and lending powers 
of the RFC, to June 30, 1952, and June 
30, 1949, respectively. The House 
amendments, Nos. 1, 2, and 3, have the 
effect of extending the life and lending 
powers only to June 30, 197. 

House amendment No. 4 authorizes the 
RFC to purchase, directly or through a 
subsidiary, loans guaranteed or insured 
under the provisions of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 as amended— 
the so-called GI bill of rights. 

House amendment No. 5 inserts a new 
section authorizing a credit up to $75,- 
000 000 to the Philippine Republic by the 
RFC, at interest rates not less than 2 
percent per year. This is substantially 
the provision of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 181 already reported by the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee. The 
only difference is that the Senate reso- 
lution authorizes the credit to be ad- 
vanced from the Treasury of the United 
States, whereas the House amendment 
gives this authority to the RFC. 

I move to concur in the House amend- 
ments. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WAGNER. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. As pointed out by 
the able Senator from New York, the 
measure on the Senate Calendar, Senate 
Joint Resolution 181, authorizes the 
Secretary of the Treasury to lend up to 
$75,060,000 to the Philippine Republic. 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The change made 
in the House authorizes the RFC to make 
the loan up to $75,000,000. 

Mr. WAGNER. That amendment was 
made in the House. The Philippine Re- 
public is in great financial difficulty, and 
needs the $75,000,000 loan. If we do not 
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agree to this amendment, and the matter 
has to go back to the House, the chances 
are that we will get no bill. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It seems to me 
better to provide a loan by the RFC than 
a loan under the terms of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

Mr. WAGNER. The amendment was 
made on the floor of the House. I can- 
not tell the Senator why it was done, but 
it was done, and it is before us. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WAGNER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. In éither case the Inter- 
national Advisory Council, the Secretary 
of the Treasury, and the head of the 
Federal Reserve bank, must be con- 
sulted. I see no difference between the 
two proposals, except that the RFC 
would make the loan instead of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury. That is probably 
better. 

Mr. WAGNER. There was no expla- 
nation given on the floor of the House. 
However, the loan is needed very badly. 
That is why I move that the Senate con- 
cur in the House amendment. 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
certainly hope the motion will prevail, 
because the situation confronting the 
Philippine Government is desperate, and 
action should be had at the earliest pos- 
sible moment. I hope there will be no 
objection to the motion of the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to make the observation that 
if we are to provide for a loan to the 
Philippines I believe that the amend- 
ment made in the House, providing that 
the loan be made through the RFC, is 
preferable to the terms of the Senate 
joint resolution, making the loan out of 
the Treasury upon such terms as the 
Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe. 
It seems to me that the loan had better 
be made by the RFC rather than out of 
the Treasury. 

Mr. TAFT. There is one other thing 
that should be noted in agreeing to the 
House amendment and that is that we 
are extending the life of the RFC only to 
1947, instead of 1952, as the Senate pro- 
vided. I have no objection to that, but 
it is an important change. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TIME LIMIT ON INSTITUTION OF CERTAIN 
ACTIONS 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the majority 
leader and also the attention of the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], I ask 
unanimous consent to revert to House 
bill 2788, Calendar 1424, a bill to limit the 
time during which certain actions under 
the laws of the United States may be 
brought. I think the Senator from Ne- 
braska has a suggestion for an amend- 
ment which might be satisfactory. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
ask if recurrence to this measure will 
occasion very long discussion? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not believe so. 
If it did, I would not insist upon it. 

Mr. GEORGE. There are some very 
important measures at the end of the 
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calendar, and I have been patiently al- 
lowing recurrence to various orders on 
the calendar. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, this 
bill was passed over at my request a 
while ago, because I had not had an op- 
portunity to look into an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by the 
Senator from Nebraska. I have now ex- 
amined it, and I have also consulted other 
Senators. If the Senator from Nebraska 
will modify his amendment by striking 
out “two” and inserting “three” in each 
instance, so as to make the period of the 
statute of limitations 3 years instead of 
2, I shall have no objection to the passage 
of the bill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, that 
is satisfactory so far as the chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee is concerned. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senate will adopt the substi- 
tute, because if we must wait until the 
next session the period will be practically 
3 years anyway, so we had better pass the 
bill today providing a period of 3 years, 
rather than wait and pass the bill at the 
next session. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I en- 
tirely agree with what the Senator from 
Michigan has just said. I am in favor 
of adopting the compromise suggestion, 
making the period 3 years, and taking 
some action on the bill now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Nevada that the Senate 
recur to House bill 2788, Calendar No. 
1424. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
2788) to limit the time during which 
certain actions under the laws of the 
United States may be brought, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the Senator from Kentucky 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That (a) section 16 (b) of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, as amended (U. S. C., 
1940 ed., title 29, sec. 216 (b)), is amend- 
ed by inserting at the end thereof a new sen- 
tence reading as follows: “No action may be 
maintained under this subsection in any 
court unless such action is commenced within 
3 years after the cause of action accrued, 
except that if at any time during such 3 
years proper process may not be served on 
the person liable by reason of his absence 
from the United States, the period of such 
absence shall be disregarded in computing 
such 3-year period.” 

(b) In the case of a cause of action under 
section 16 (b) of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938, as amended, which accrued 18 
months or more prior to the date of the en- 
actment of this act, and which on such date 
of enactment was not barred by any ap- 
plicable statute of limitations, may, notwith- 
standing the amendment made by subsection 
(a) of this section, be maintained under such 
section 16 (b) if commenced within 6 months 
after such date of enactment, except that if 
at any time within the period of limitation 
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under this subsection proper process may not 
be served on the person liable by reason of 
his absence from the United States, the pe- 
riod of such absence shall be disregarded in 
computing such period of limitation. 

(c) No Uability for unpaid overtime com- 
pensation under section 16 (b) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, 
accrued priór to the date of the enactment 
of this act, shall be predicated in any case 
where it shall appear by a preponderence of 
the evidence that the employer in good faith 
regarded the employees as employees with re- 
spect to whom the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has power to establish qualifications 
and maximum hours of service pursuant to 
the provisions of section 204 of the Motor 
Carrier Act, 1935. 

(d) Section 16 of the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act of 1938, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 
edition, title 29, sec. 216), is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof a new subsec- 
tion reading as follows: 

“(c) No lability under subsection (b) 
shall be predicated in any case on any act 
done or omitted in good faith in accord with 
any regulation, order, or administrative in- 
terpretation or practice, notwithstanding 
that such regulation, order, interpretation, ` 
or practice may, after such act or omission, 
be amended, rescinded, or be determined by 
judicial authority to be invalid or of no 
legal effect.” . 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 2 of the act of June 
80, 1936, as amended, known as the Walsh- 
Healey Public Contracts Act (U. S. C., 1940 
edition, title 41, sec. 36), is amended by in- 
serting (a)“ after “Sec. 2.“ and by inserting 
at the end thereof a new sentence reading 
as follows: “No action to recover any sum 
representing the amount of any deductions, 
rebates, refunds, or underpayment of wages 
or overtime compensation alleged to be due 
to any employee engaged in the performance 
of any contract to which this act is appli- 
cable may be maintained under this section 
in any court unless such action is com- 
menced within 3 years after the cause of 
action accrued, except that if at any time 
during such 3-year period proper process 
may not be served on the person liable by 
reason of his absence from the United States, 
the period of such absence shall be disre- 
garded in computing such 3-year period.” 

(b) In the case of a cause of action under 
section 2 of the act of June 30, 1936, as 
amended, known as the Walsh-Healey Pub- 
lic Contracts Act, to recover any sum repre- 
senting the amount of any deductions, re- 
bates, refunds, or underpayment of wages or 
overtime compensation alleged to be due to 
any employee engaged in the performance 
of any contract to which such act is appli- 
cable, which cause of action: accrued 18 
months or more prior to the date of the 
enactment of this act, and which on such 
date of enactment was not barred by any 
applicable statute of limitations, may, not- 
withstanding the amendment made by sub- 
section (a) of this section, be maintained 
under such section 2 if commenced within 
6 months after such date of enactment, ex- 
cept that if at any time within the period 
of limitation under this subsection proper 
process may not be served on the person 
liable by reason of his absence from the 
United States, the period of such absence 
shall be disregarded in computing such 
period of limitation. 

(c) Section 2 of such act of June 30, 1936, 
as amended, is further amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following: 

“(b) No liability under this section shall 
be predicated in any case on any act done or 
omitted in good faith in accord with any 
regulation, order, or administrative interpre- 
tation or practice, notwithstanding that such 
regulation, order, interpretation, or practice 
may, after such act or omission, be amended, 
rescinded, or be determined by judicial au- 
thority to be invalid or of no legal effect.” 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the majority leader a 
question. As I understand, the period 
has now changed from 2 years to 3 years? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is the so-called 
good-faith clause still in the bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is still in the 
amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That appears to be 
satisfactory to all sides. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is so far as I can 
discover. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I sim- 
ply wish to say that the 3-year period is 
satisfactory to those on whose behalf I 
was objecting. Thirty-seven jurisdic- 
tions have a period of 3 years or more, so 
this provision meets a great deal of the 
objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 2788) was read the third 
time and passed. 


MARINE INSURANCE IN THE CASE OF 
CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF THE WAR 
DEPARTMENT 


The bill (H. R. 1519) relating to marine 
insurance in the case of certain em- 
ployees of the War Department who suf- 
fered death, injury, or other casualty 
prior to April 23, 1943, as a result of 
marine risks was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

REEMPLOYMENT RIGHTS FOR PERSONS 

WHO SERVED IN THE MERCHANT 

MARINE—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3973) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to provide reemployment 
rights for persons who leave their posi- 
tions to serve in the merchant marine, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 
23, 1943, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to have an explanation of the 
bill, to ascertain if the reemployment 
rights revert back so that in case an em- 
ployer were sued by a person entitled to 
employment he could recover compensa- 
tion up to the present time, even though 
the law was not previously in existence. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under- 
stood that the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. RADCLIFFE] asked that this bill be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, This 
is one of the bills which the Senator from 
Maryland asked to have passed over. He 
Was present when the first one was called. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, this 
bill was reported from the committee on 
Friday, and I am sure that the Senator 
from Maryland wishes to have the bill 
considered. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Mary- 
land asked that it be not considered, be- 
cause he was not able to be present. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the re- 
quest of the Senator from Maryland re- 
lated not only to House bill 3973, but also 
House bill 1519, Calendar 1886, which was 
just passed by unanimous consent. Ias- 
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sume that the Senator from Maryland 
did not have any amendment to offer to 
House bill 1519. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Maryland had in 
mind that he was compelled to be tem- 
porarily absent, and that if an explana- 
tion were desired he would not be present 
to make it. However, I do not believe 
that he objects to the passage of the bill. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the unanimous consent 
agreement was that House bill 3973 
would be passed over until the return of 
the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Unless there is a 
distinct understanding that these bills 
will be brought up later, at the conclusion 
of the call of the calendar, or at some 
later date, I shall object to the request 
that they be passed over. They are very 
important bills. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, without an 
explanation at the present time, I do 
object. 

Mr, OVERTON. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that the Senator from Mary- 
land obtained unanimous consent to take 
up certain bills for consideration tomor- 
row. Therefore the bill would come up 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the 
Chair correctly recalls, there was an 
agreement that certain bills should be 
passed over until tomorrow. 

The bill will be passed over. 


IMPROVEMENT OF CREDIT SERVICES TO 
FARMERS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. RUSSELL submitted the following 
report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5991) to simplify and improve credit services 
to farmers and promote farm ownership by 
abolishing certain agricultural lending agen- 
cies and functions, by transferring assets to 
the Farmers’ Home Corporation, by enlarging 
the powers of the Farmers’ Home Corporation, 
by authorizing Government insurance of 
loans to farmers, by creating preferences for 
loans and insured mortgages to enable vet- 
erans to acquire farms, by providing addi- 
tional specific authority and directions with 
respect to the liquidation of resettlement 
projects and rural rehabilitation projects for 
resettlement purposes, and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 


“An act to simplify and improve credit serv- 
ices to farmers and promote farm owner- 
ship by abolishing certain agricultural lend- 
ing agencies and functions, by defining the 
lending powers of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, by authorizing Government insurance 
of loans to farmers, by creating preferences 
for loans and insured mortgages to enable 
veterans to acquire farms, by providing 
additional specific authority and directions 
with respect to the liquidation of resettle- 
ment projects and rural rehabilitation 
projects for resettlement purposes, and for 
other purposes 
“Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, 


“SHORT TITLE 


“SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
‘Farmers’ Home Administration Act of 1946, 
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“DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN AGENCIES AND THEIR 
ASSETS AND PERSONNEL 


“Sec, 2. (a) The following agencies, func- 
tions, powers, and duties are hereby abolished 
and the following laws relating thereto re- 
pealed. 

“(1) The Farm Security Administration 
and all of its functions, powers, and duties. 

“(2) All functons, powers, and duties of 
the Governor of the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration which relate to the making, admin- 
istration, and liquidation of (a) all loans 
to farmers under the Act entitled ‘An Act 
to provide for loans to farmers for crop ‘pro- 
duction and harvesting during the year 1937, 
and for other purposes’, approved January 
29, 1937 (U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 12, secs. 
10201-10200); (b) all loans identified or re- 
ferred to in sections 5 (b), 5 (c), and 5 (d) 
of Executive Order Numbered 6084, dated 
March 27, 1933, and (c) all other emergency 
crop production, feed, seed, drought, and 
rehabilitation loans administered by the 
Farm Credit Administration on the effective 
date of this Act. The said Act approved 
January 29, 1937, is hereby repealed. 

“(3) All functions, powers, and duties of 
the National Housing Agency with respect to 
property, funds, and other assets which were 
formerly under the administration or super- 
vision of the Farm Security Administration 
and were transferred to or consolidated 
with the National Housing Agency by Ex- 
ecutive Order Numbered 9070 of February 24, 
1942, except housing projects and except such 
other properties and assets as are now in the 
process of liquidation, 

“(b) All assets, funds, contracts, property, 
and records and all liabilities of the agencies 
abolished by this Act and all assets, funds, 
contracts, property, and records which the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Governor of the 
Farm Credit Administration, and the Na- 
tional Housing Administrator have been 
using or have acquired primarily in the ad- 
ministration of any function, power, or duty 
so abolished and all liabilities chargeable 
thereto shall be collected or liquidated, as the 
case may be, by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, in accordance with this Act and the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended. The Secretary shall promptly 
transmit to the Treasurer of the United 
States for appropriate credits all collections 
or other proceeds realized from the assets, 
funds, contracts and property which are au- 
thorized to be administered, collected or 
liquidated by this Act, except that (1) the 
Secretary may retain so much of the per- 
sonal property, such as office furniture, equip- 
ment, machines, automobiles, stationery, and 
office supplies, as he finds will be necessary 
in carrying out his duties under this Act 
and the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
as amended; (2) until the loans obtained by 
the Secretary of Agriculture or the War Food 
Administrator from the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation for carrying on the Farm 
Security programs have been paid, the Sec- 
retary shall pay to the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation, as collected, in accord- 
ance with the terms of the applicable loan 
agreements, the proceeds of all assets trans- 
ferred to him for administration and liqui- 
dation which are pledged as security for 
such loans; and (3) the proceeds from col- 
lections on farmers’ crop production and 
harvesting loans (U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 
12, secs. 1020i-1020n, 10200) made available 
by the paragraph entitled ‘Farmers’ crop 
production and harvesting loans’ under the 
item ‘Farm Credit Administration’ in the 
Department of Agriculture Appropriation 
Act, 1947, shall be available to the Secretary 
of Agriculture for the fiscal year 1947 for 
making loans under Title II of the Bank- 
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended. 

“(c) The funds appropriated, authorized to 
be borrowed, and made available under the 
items ‘Farmers’ crop production and harvest- 
ing loans’ (under the heading ‘Farm Credit 
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Administration’), ‘Loans, grants, and rural 
rehabilitation’ and ‘farm tenancy’, in the 
Department of Agriculture Appropriation 
Act, 1947, shall be available for the making 
and servicing of loans under this Act, for 
servicing and collecting loans made under 
prior authority, liquidation of rural rehabili- 
tation projects, and for administrative ex- 
penses in connection therewith, and to the 
extent that such funds are validly obligated 
and committed on June 30, 1947, shall be 
available for use by the Secretary in fulfilling 
such obligations and commitments subject 
to the limitations set forth in the Acts appro- 
priating or authorizing such funds, 

„d) All labor supply centers, labor homes, 
labor camps, and facilities formerly under 
the supervision or administration of the 
Farm Security Administration and originally 
transferred or made available to the War 
Food Administrator for use in the farm labor 
supply program pursuant to Public Law 45, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, approved April 29, 
1943 (57 Stat. 70), and all similar labor cen- 
ters, homes, camps, and facilities constructed 
or acquired by the War Food Administrator 
or the Department of Agriculture pursuant to 
subsequent similar laws or otherwise, shall 
be liquidated as provided in this Act and the 
proceeds paid to the Treasurer of the United 
States as each such center, home, camp, or 
facility is no longer needed in the farm labor 
supply program originally initiated pursuant 
to Public Law 45, or until six months after 
the termination of the present hostilities as 
determined by concurrent resolution of the 
Congress, or by the President, whichever is 
the earlier. 

“(e) Any of the personnel that is being 
utilized on the effective date of this Act for 
the performance of functions, powers, or 
duties abolished or transferred by this Act, 
including, but not limited to those related 
to emergency crop and feed loans, shall be 
utilized by the Secretary of Agriculture in 
the performance of his duties and functions 
under this Act and the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, to the extent 
that he determines that such personnel are 
qualified and necessary therefor. 

“(f) The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
liquidate, as expeditiously as possible, trusts 
under the transfer agreements with the vari- 
ous State Rural Rehabilitation Corporations 
and is authorized and directed to negotiate 
with responsible officials to that end. 

“(g) With the approval of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the consummation of the 
transfer of any function, power, duty, asset, 
or liability transferred by this Act may be 
delayed not in excess of ninety days after 
the effective date of this Act, during which 
time such function, power, or duty, and any 
function, power, or duty abolished by this 
Act, may be administered by such agency as 
the Secretary may designate and in -ac- 
cordance with such rules and regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe. Such rules and 
regulations shall, however, conform as nearly 
as may be practicable to the provisions of this 
Act, the several appropriation Acts which 
are involved, or the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended, whichever is 
appropriate. 


“AMENDMENT TO TITLE IV OF THE BANKHEAD- 
JONES FARM TENANT ACT 


“Sec. 3. The following sections of title IV 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended, except insofar as they affect title 
III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
as amended, are hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC, 41. For the purposes of this Act, the 
Secretary shall have the power to— 

a) Appoint (without regard to the Civil 
Service laws or the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended) such experts as may be neces- 
sary in carrying out the provisions of this 
Act: Provided, That the Administrator of the 
Farmers" Home Administration shall be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


advice and consent of the Senate. The salary 
of none of such experts or the Administrator 
shall exceed $10,000 per annum. The Secre- 
tary shall also have the power to appoint, 
subject to the provisions of the Civil Service 
laws, such other officers and employees as 
may be necessary and fix their compensation 
in accordance with the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, except that for a period of 
not to exceed 9 months from the effective 
date of this provision, the Secretary may 
make appointments and continue employees 
of the Farm Security Administration and the 
non-civil-service employees of the Emergency 
Crop and Feed Loan Division, utilized in the 
performance of the functions of the Farmers’ 
Home Administration under this Act, without 
regard to the Civil Service laws or regulations. 

“*(b) The Secretary may administer his 
powers and duties under this Act through 
such area finance, State, and local offices in 
the United States and in the Territories of 
Alaska and Hawaii and in Puerto Rico as he 
determines to be necessary: Provided, That 
existing regional offices shall be liquidated 
on or before June 30, 1947. The Secretary 
may authorize one office to serve the area 
composed of two or more States (Territories 
or Puerto Rico) if he determines that the 
volume of business in the area is not suffi- 
cient to justify separate State offices. ` 

„e Accept and utilize voluntary and un- 
compensated services and with the consent of 
the agency concerned, utilize the officers, em- 
ployees, equipment, and information of any 
agency of the Federal Government, or of any 
State, Territory, or political subdivision. 

“*(d) Within the limits of appropriations 
made therefor, make necessary expenditures 
for personal services and rent at the seat of 
government and elsewhere; contract steno- 
graphic reporting services; purchase and ex- 
change of supplies and equipment, law books, 
books of reference, directories, periodicals, 
newspapers, and press clippings; travel and 
subsistence expenses, including the expense 
of attendance at meetings and conferences; 
purchase, operation, and maintenance, at the 
seat of government and elsewhere, of motor- 
propelled passenger-carrying and other ve- 
hicles; printing and binding; and for such 
other facilities and services as he may from 
time to time find necessary for the proper 
administration of this Act. 

e) Make contracts for services and pur- 
chases of supplies without regard to the pro- 
visions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 41, sec. 5) when the 
aggregate amount involved is less than $300. 

“*(f) Acquire land and interests therein 
without regard to section 355 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended. This subsection shall 
not apply with respect to the acquisition of 
land or interests in land under title III, 

„g) Compromise or adjust claims and 
adjust and modify the terms of mortgages, 
leases, contracts and agreements entered into 
or administered pursuant to this Act as cir- 
cumstances may require, in the following 
manner: 

“*(1) Compromise of claims of $10,000 or 
more must be effected by reference to the 
Secretary of the Treasury or to the Attorney 
General, pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tion 3469 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 31, sec. 194); 

“*(2) Claims of less than $10,000 may be 
compromised or may be adjusted or reduced 
on the basis of a reasonable determination by 
the Secretary of the debtor's ability to pay 
and the value of the security and with or 


without the payment of any consideration at 


the time of such adjustment; releases from 
personal liability may also be made with or 
without the payment of any consideration at 
the time of adjustment of— 

“*(A) Borrowers who have transferred 
their farms to other approved applicants un- 
der agreements assuming the outstanding 
indebtedness to the Secretary under this 
title; and 
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„B) borrowers who have transferred 
their farms to other approved applicants un- 
der agreements assuming that portion of 
their outstanding indebtedness to the Sec- 
retary which is equal to the earning ca- 
pacity value of the farm at the time of the 
transfer, and borrowers whose farms have 
been acquired by the Secretary, in cases 
where the county committees certify and 
the Secretary determines that the borrowers 
have cooperated in good faith with the Sec- 
retary, have farmed in a workmanlike man- 
ner, used due diligence to maintain the se- 
curity against loss, and otherwise fulfilled 
the covenants incident to their loans, to the 
best of their abilities; 

“*(C) no compromise or adjustment shall 
be made upon terms more favorable than 
recommended by the appropriate County 
Committee established pursuant to section 
42 of this Act. 

“*(3) Any claim of $100 or less, which has 
been due and payable for three years or more, 
and where the debtor has no assets from 
which the claim could be collected or is 
deceased and has left no estate, or has been 
absent from his last known address for a 
period of at least two years and his where- 
abouts cannot be ascertained without undue 
expense, may be charged off or released by 
the Secretary upon a report and favorable 
recommendation of the employee of the Ad- 
ministration having charge of the claim: 
Provided, That claims of $10 or less may be 
canceled and released whenever it appears to 
the Secretary that further collection efforts 
would be ineffectual or likely to prove un- 
economical; and 

“*(4) At the end of each fiscal year the 
Secretary shall report to Congress the names 
of all persons against whom claims in ex- 
cess of $1,000 have been compromised, the 
address of such person, the nature of the 
ciaim, the amount of the compromise, and 
the reason therefor. 

“‘(h) Collect all claims and obligations 
arising or administered under this Act, or 
under any mortgage, lease, contract, or agree- 
ment entered into or administered pursuant 
to this Act and, if in his judgment necessary 
and advisable, pursue the same to final col- 
lection in any court having jurisdiction, All 
legal work arising out of such claims and 
obligations, including, but not limited to, 
the prosecution and defense of all litigation, 
is authorized to be performed, as determined 
by the Solicitor of the Department of Agri- 
culture, through the Department of Justice, 
by attorneys of the Office of the Solicitor of 
the Department of Agriculture, or by local 
counsel approved by the Solicitor of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, whose fees, upon 
approval by the Solicitor, shall be paid by the 
Secretary; and 

“‘(i) Make such rules and regulations and 
such delegations of authority as he deems 
necessary to carry out this Act. 


“ ‘COUNTY COMMITTEES 


“Sec, 42. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
and directed to appoint in each county, in 
which activities are carried on under this 
Act a county committee composed of three 
individuals residing in the county, at least 
two of whom shall be farmers residing on a 
farm and deriving the principal part of their 
income from farming. In making the first 
appointments pursuant to the amendments 
made by Farmers’ Home Administration Act 
of 1946, the Secretary shall designate one 
member of each committee to serve for a 
period of one year, one member to serve 
for a period of two years, and one member 
to serve for a period of three years. All 
subsequent appointments shall be for a 
three-year period. The Secretary may ap- 
point an alternate for each member of each 
committee who shall have the same quali- 
fications and be appointed for the same term 
as such member. The members of each com- 
mittee shall elect one member to serve as 
chairman, Members of the committees and 
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their alternates shall be removable for cause 
by the Secretary, 

“*(b) Each member of the committee shall 
be allowed compensation at the rate of not 
to exceed $5 per day while engaged in the 
performance of duties under this Act. The 
number of days per month that each member 
may be paid shall be determined and ap- 
proved by the Secretary. In addition, they 
shall be allowed such amounts as the Secre- 
tary may prescribe for necessary traveling 
and subsistence expenses. The compensa- 
tion and expenses of the committee mem- 
bers and their alternates shall be paid by the 
Secretary. 

%) The committee shall meet on the 
call of the committee chairman, or on the 
call of such other person as the Secretary 
may designate. Two members of the com- 
mittee shall constitute a quorum. The Sec- 
retary shall prescribe rules governing the pro- 
cedure of the committees, furnish forms and 
equipment necessary for the performance of 
their duties, and authorize and provide for 
the compensation of such clerical assistants 
as he deems may be required by any com- 
mittee. 

„d) Committees established under this 
Act shall, in addition to the duties specifi- 
cally imposed under this Act, perform such 
other duties under this Act as the Secretary 
may require of them, or as may be delegated 
to them by the Secretary. 


“RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS 


“Sego. 43. (a) The Secretary shall do all 
things necessary to complete the liquidation 
as expeditiously as possible of all resettlement 
projects and rural rehabilitation projects for 
resettlement purposes including, but not 
limited to, defense relocation corporations, 
‘land-leasing and land-purchasing associa- 
tions, all properties retransferred from ‘the 
National Housing Agency by section 2 (a) 
(3) of the Farmers’ Home Administration 
Act of 1946, and all other corporations or 
associations organized. for similar purposes 
and financed, in whole or in part, with funds 
made available to the Secretary, the War 
Food Administrator, the. Farm Security Ad- 
ministration, the Resettlement Administra- 
tion, or the Federal Emergency Relief Ad- 
ministration. 8 
„b) Withing six months after the effective 
date of the Farmers’ Home Administration 
Act of 1946, the Secretary shall determine 
whichfof the lands comprising the projects 
described in (a) hereof are suitable for use, 
either with or without subdivision, as farms 
of sufficient size to constitute efficient farm 
management units and to enable diligent 
farm families to carry on farming of a type 
which the Secretary deems can be carried on 
successfully in the Iccalities in which the 
lands are situated. The Secretary. shall file 
with the Congress, promptly after making 
such determination, a complete report of the 
determination, with full information as to 
the location of all lands comprising such 
projects, and of the facts taken into account 
by the Secretary in making the determina- 
tion. All lands which the Secretary deter- 
mines are suitable for farming and all per- 
sonal property incident to or comprising such 
projects and usable in farming operations 
shall, wherever practicable, be sold by the 
Secretary as expeditiously as possible to indi- 
viduals eligible to receive the benefits of title 
I of this Act and in a manner consistent with 
the provisions of such title. The Secretary, 
if appropriations are made therefor by Con- 
gress, may make loans to such purchasers to 
enable them to improve such lands or re- 
pair such property, which loans shall be made 
only after certification of the county com- 
mittees and otherwise in a manner consistent 
with the provisions of title I: Provided, That 
all sales of project lands in economic units 
shall be in accordance with the terms, condi- 
tions, and limitations of S. 704, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, second session, 
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„e) Public facilities, such as electric 
light, water and sewage systems, buildings 
and lands for schools and churches, and land 
for public roads, streets, and alleys, may be 
granted or dedicated to public or semipublic 
institutions or granted to public or private 
organizations where (1) such facilities or 
lands cannot be sold at reasonable prices, 
(2) similar facilities or land are not avail- 
able at reasonable rates and terms to the 
inhabitants of the particular area and (3) 
the recipients of such facilities will agree to 
operate and maintain them and shall relieve 
the Government of all responsibility in con- 
nection therewith. In making grants or dedi- 
cations of such facilities, the Secretary shall 
give due consideration to all applications for 
such grants or dedications and shall award 
the facilities to the organization or institu- 
tion found by the Secretary to be most capa- 
ble of maintaining and operating such prop- 
erties. In all sales, grants, or dedications of 
such facilities, the Secretary shall take rea- 
sonable precautions to provide that they will 
not be used in competition with companies 
or organizations in the area furnishing ade- 
quate services to the inhabitants upon rea- 
sonable rates and terms. 

d) Real and personal property com- 
prising such projects which is not deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be suitable for sale 
as family-s’ze farms as provided in (b) here- 
of, or which is not granted or dedicated as 
provided in (c) hereof, shall within eighteen 
months after the effective date of the Farm- 
ers’ Home Administration Act of 1946, either 
be transferred by the Secretary to appro- 
priate agencies of the United States for dis- 
position as surplus property of the United 
States or be sold by the Secretary at public 
or private sale to any individual or. corpora- 
tion at the best price obtainable, after pub- 
lic notice, for cash’or on secured credit, with- 
out regard to the laws governing the dis- 
position of surplus real or personal property 
of the Unite! States: Provided, however, 
That in the case of all sales on credit under 
this subparagraph (d) the Secretary shall 
obtain an initial cash payment of at least 
20 per centum of the sales price and the 
remainder shall be paid in equal annual in- 
stallments within a term not in excess of 
5 years: Provided further, That whenever it 
is found by the Secretary that it is not 
practicable to dispose of. lands reserved for 
sale pursuant to subparagraph (b) hereof 
under the provisions of title I of this act, 
such lands may be sold by the Secretary un- 
der the authority of this subparagraph (d). 

e) The Secretary shall cause the de- 
tense relocation corporations, land-leasing, 
and land-purchasing associations, and other 
similar corporations or associations to sell 
properties to which they hold title in accord- 
ance with the limitations and procedures 
prescribed in this section. 

“*(f) The provisions of this section shall 
apply to all labor supply centers, labor 
homes, labor camps, and facilities upon their 
transfer to the Secretary as provided in sec- 
tion 2 (d) of this Act, 

“‘SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS ON 
LOANS 

“ ‘Sec. 44. The Secretary, under this Act,— 

„a) Shall make no loan 

“*(1) to any corporation or cooperative 
asscciation; 

“*(2) unless the appropriate county com- 
mittee certifies in writing that the appli- 
cant is eligible to obtain such loan and that, 
in the opinion of such committee, he will hon- 
estly endeavor to carry out undertakings and 
obligations required of him under a loan 
which maybe made by the Secretary; 

63) to any person, unless the applicant 
represents in writing, and it is administra- 
tively determined by the Secretary, after a 
certification to such effect by the appropri- 
ate county committee, that credit sufficient 
in amcunt to finance the actual needs of the 
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applicant is not available to him at the rates 
(but not exceeding the rate of 5 per centum 
per annum) and terms prevailing in the com- 
munity in or near which the applicant re- 
sides for loans of similar size and character 
from commercial banks, cooperative lending 
agencies, or from any other responsible 
source. 

“*(4) for the carrying on of any land-pur- 
chase or land-leasing program, or for the pur- 
pose of carrying on any operations in collec- 
tive farming, or cooperative farming, or for 
the organization, promotion, or management 
of homestead associations, land-leasing asso- 
ciations, land-purchasing associations, or co- 
operative land-purchasing for colonies of re- 
habilitants and tenant purchasers, except for 
the liquidation as expeditiously as possible 
of any such projects heretofore initiated. 

“*(b) Shall, except as otherwise specifically 
provided by the Congress, make all loans at 
the interest rate of 5 per centum per annum 
evidenced by notes requiring full liability of 
the maker and upon such security and such 
other terms and conditions as the Secretary 
may prescribe, including such provisions for 
the supervision of the borrower as the Secre- 
tary shall deem necessary to protect his 
interests. 

“*(c) Shall, in the case of every loan, re- 
quire in the loan and security instruments 
that if at any time it shall appear to the Sec- 
retary that the borrower may be able to ob- 
tain a loan from a production credit associa- 
tion, Federal land bank, or other responsible 
cooperative or private credit source at rates 
(but not exceeding the rate of 5 per centum 
per annum) and terms for loans for similar 
periods of time and purposes prevailing in 
the area in which the loan is to be made, the 
borrower shall, upon request of the Secretary, 
apply for and accept such loan in sufficient 
amount to repay the Secretary and to pay for 
any stock necessary to be purchased in the 
cooperative lending agency in connection 
with the loan. ' 


“ “TRANSFER OF LANDS TO SECRETARY 


“Sec. 45. The President may at any time 
in his discretion transfer to the. Secretary 
any right, interest or title held by the United 
States in any lands acquired in the program 
of national defense and no longer needed 
therefor, which the President shall find suit- 
able for the purposes of this Act, and the 
Secretary shall dispose of such lands in the 
manner and subject to the terms and con- 
ditions of this Act. 

“ “TRANSACTIONS WITH CORPORATIONS 

“ ‘Sec. 46. Nothing in this Act shall au- 
thorize the making of any loan or the sale 
or other disposition of real property or any 
interest therein, other than interests in 
coal, oil, gas, or other minerals, to any private 
corporation, except in furtherance of liqui- 
dation pursuant to section 43, or the leasing 
of mineral interests to corporations or in- 
dividuals from time to time in accordance 
with policies established by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

“ “SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS 

“Sec. 47. The Secretary is authorized to 
conduct surveys and investigations relating 
to the conditions and factors affecting, and 
the methods of accomplishing most effec- 
tively, the purposes of this Act, and may, 
when funds ‘are specifically appropriated 
therefor by the Congress, publish and dis- 
seminate information pertinent to the vari- 
ous aspects of its activities. 


“VARIABLE PAYMENTS 


Spo. 48. The Secretary shall require an- 
nual payments in installments sufficient to 
pay any obligations or indebtedness to him 
under this Act within the term of such obli- 
gation or indebtedness. The Secretary shall 
provide a method whereby a borrower may 
pay any obligation or indebtedness by a sys- 
tem of variable payments under which a sur- 
plus above the required installment for any 
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year may be paid in periods of above-normal 
income and employed to reduce payments 
below the required annual payment in sub- 
sequent periods of subnormal income. Any 
advance payments to the Secretary shall not 
affect the obligation to pay the required 
annual installment during periods of normal 
or above-normal income. 


“ ‘SET-OFF 


“Sec. 49. No set-off shall be made against 
any payment to be made by the Secretary to 
any person under the provisions of this Act, 
by reason of any indebtedness of such person 
to the United States, and no debt due to the 
Secretary under the provisions of this Act 
shall be set off against any payments owing 
by the United States, unless the Secretary 
shall find that such set-off will not adversely 
affect the objectives of this Act. 


“ “TAXATION 


“ ‘Sec, 50. (a) All property which is being 
utilized to carry out the purpose of title I of 
this Act (other than property used solely for 
administrative purposes) shall, notwith- 
standing that legal title to such property 
remains in the Secretary, be subject to tax- 
ation by the State, Territory, district, de- 
pendency, and political subdivision con- 
cerned, in the same manner and to the same 
extent as other similar property is taxed. 

“*(b) All property to which subsection (a) 
of this section is inapplicable which is held 
by the Secretary pursuant to this Act shall 
be exempt from all taxation now or here- 
after imposed by the United States or any 
State, Territory, district, dependency, or po- 
litical subdivision, but the Secretary shall 
make payments in respect of any such prop- 
erty in lieu of taxes. 


- ‘Bmp AT FORECLOSURE 


“ ‘Sec. 51. The Secretary is authorized and 
empowered to bid for and purchase at any 
foreclosure or other sale, or otherwise to ac- 
quire property pledged or mortgaged or con- 
veyed to secure any loan or other indebt- 
edness owing to or acquired by the Secre- 
tary under this Act; to accept title to any 
property so purchased or acquired; to oper- 
ate for a period not in excess of one year 
from the date of acquisition, or lease such 
property for such period as may be deemed 
necessary to protect the investment there- 
in; and to sell or otherwise dispose of such 
property in a manner consistent with the 
provisions of section 43 of this Act. 


“ ‘PENALTIES 


“Sec. 52. (a) Whoever makes any ma- 
terial representation, knowing it to be false, 
for the purpose of influencing in any way 
the action of the Secretary upon any appli- 
cation, discount, purchase or repurchase 
agreement, contract of sale, lease or loan, 
or any change or extension of any of the same 
by renewal, compromise, adjustment, de- 
ferment of action or otherwise, or the ac- 
ceptance, release or substitution of security 
therefor, shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
punished by a fine of not more than $2,000 
or by imprisonment for not more than two 
years, or both. 

) Whoever, being employed in any 
capacity by the Secretary, (1) embezziles, 
abstracts, purloins or willfully misapplies 
any moneys, funds, securities or other things 
of value, whether belonging to the Secretary 
or pledged or otherwise entrusted to him; 
or (2) with intent to defraud the Secretary, 
or any body politic or other corporation, or 
any individual, or to deceive any officer, audi- 
tor or examiner of the Secretary, makes any 
false entry in any book, report or statement 
of, or to, the Secretary, or draws any order, 
or issues, puts forth or assigns any note or 
other obligation or draft, mortgage, judg- 
ment or decree thereof; or (3) with intent 
to defraud the Secretary, participates or 
shares in or receives directly or indirectly 
any money, profit, property or benefits 
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through any transaction, loan, commission, 
contract or any other act of the Secretary 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not more than $5,000 or by 
imprisonment for not more than five years, 
or both. 

e) Whoever willfully shall conceal, re- 
move, dispose of, or convert to his own use 
or that of another, any property mortgaged 
or pledged to, or held by, the Secretary as 
security for any obligation, shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be punished by a fine of not 
more than $2,000 or by imprisonment for not 
more than two years, or both. 

d) Whoever conspires with another to 
accomplish any of the acts made unlawful by 
the preceding provisions of this section shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be subject to the 
same fine or imprisonment, or both, as is 
applicable in the case of conviction for 
doing such unlawful act. 


FES AND COMMISSIONS PROHIBITED 


“ ‘Sec. 53. No officer, attorney, or other em- 
ployee of the Secretary shall, directly or indi- 
rectly, be the beneficiary of or receive any 
fee, commission, gift, or other consideration 
for or in connection with any transaction or 
business under this Act other than such sal- 
ery, fee, or other compensation as he may 
receive as such officer, attorney, or employee. 
No member of a county committee estab- 
lished under section 42 shall knowingly make 
or join in making any certification prohibited 
by section 2 (c), Any person violating any 
provision of this section shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be punished by a fine of not 
more than $2,000 or imprisonment for not 
more than two years, or both. 


“ ‘EXTENSION OF TERRITORIES 


“Src. 54. The provisions of this Act shall 
extend to the Territories of Alaska and Hawali 
and to Puerto Rico. In the case of Alaska 
and Puerto Rico, the term “county” as used 
in this Act shall be deemed synonymous With 
Territory, or any subdivision thereof as may 
be designated by the Secretary, and payments 
under section 33 of this Act shall be made to 
the Governor of the Territory or to the fiscal 
agent of such subdivision. 


“ ‘SEPARABILITY 


“Sec, 55. If any provision of this Act, or 
the application thereof to any person or cir- 
cumstances, is held invalid, the remainder 
of the Act, and the application of such pro- 
visions to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby.’ 

“Sec. 4. Title II of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


“ ‘TrrLE, II—PRoDUCTION AND SUBSISTENCE 
LOANS 


“ ‘BORROWERS AND TERMS < 


“'Sec. 21. Out of the funds made available 
under section 23, the Secretary may make 
loans to farmers and stockmen who are citi- 
gens of the United States for the purchase of 
livestock, seed, feed, fertilizer, farm equip- 
ment and supplies, other farm needs, the 
refinancing of indebtedness and family sub- 
sistence: Provided, That no loan shall be 
made under this section for the purchase or 
leasing of land or for the carrying on of any 
land-purchase or land-leasing program: Pro- 
vided further, That, under this section, 
(1) the initial loan to any one borrower shall 
not exceed $3,500 and no further loan may be 
made by the Secretary under this title to a 
borrower so long as the total amount out- 
standing to that borrower, including interest 
and taxes or other liens and obligations which 
have accrued and are properly chargeable to 
the account of the borrower, exceeds $5,000; 
(2) the term of any such loan, including re- 
newals and extensions, shall not exceed five 
years from the date the original loan was 
made; and (3) no person who has failed to 
liquidate his indebtedness under this section 
for five consecutive years shall be eligible for 
further loans hereunder until he has paid 
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such indebtedness in full, except that indebt- 
edness to the Farm Security Administration 
or the Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Offices 
heretofore created shall not be included until 
five years from the effective date of the 
Farmers’ Home Administration Act of 1946, in 
determining the amounts of loans, terms of 
loans, and five-year period for eligibility set 
forth in this section. 


“ DEBT ADJUSTMENT 


“ ‘Sec. 22. The Secretary may assist in the 
voluntary adjustment of indebtedness be- 
tween farm debtors and their creditors and 
may cooperate with State, Territorial, and 
local agencies and committees engaged in 
such debt adjustment. Services fulnished by 
the Secretary under this section may be with- 
out charge to the debtor or creditor. 


“ “APPROPRIATION 


“ ‘Sec. 23. There is authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Secretary such sums as the 
Congress may from time to time determine 
to be necessary to enable the Secretary to 
carry out the purposes of this title.’ 


“AMENDMENT TO TITLE I OF THE BANKHEAD- 
JONES FARM TENANT ACT 


“Sec. 5. Title I of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


Tri I—Tenant PURCHASE LOANS AND 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


“ “POWER OF SECRETARY 


“SECTION 1. (a) The Secretary of Agri- 
culture (hereinafter referred to as the “Sec- 
retary”) is authorized to make loans and to 
insure mortgages in the United States and 
in the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii and 
in Puerto Rico to persons eligible to receive 
the benefits of this title to enable such per- 
sons to acquire, repair or improve family-size 
farms, or to refinance indebtedness against 
undersized or underimproved units when 
loans are being made or insured by the Sec- 
retary to enlarge or improve such units. 
Loans may also be made to assist. borrowers 
under this title in making the improvements 
needed to adjust their farming operations to 
changing conditions. 

“*(b) (1) Except with t to veterans 
qualified under subsection (b) (2) of this 
section, only farm tenants, farm laborers, 
share croppers, and other individuals (includ- 
ing owners of inadequate or underimproved 
farm units) who obtain, or who recently ob- 
tained, the major portion of their income 
from farming operations, shall be eligible to 
receive the benefits of this title. In mak- 
ing available the benefits of this title, the 
Secretary shall give preference to 
who are married, or who have dependent 
families, and, wherever practicable, to per- 
sons who are able to make an initial down 
payment, or who are owners of livestock and 
farm implements necessary successfully to 
carry on farming operations. No person shall 
be eligible who is not a citizen of the United 
States. 

“ (2) Any veteran (defined herein as a 
person who served in the land or naval forces 
of the United States during any war between 
the United States and any other nation, and 
who shall have been discharged or released 
therefrom under conditions other than dis- 
honorable) who intends to engage in farming 
as a principal occupation, and who meets 
the requirements of rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary as to industry, 
experience. character, and other assurances 
of success as farmers, shall be eligible for 
the benefits of this title and their applica- 
tions shall be entitled to preference over 
those of non-veterans. 

te) No loan shall be made, or mortgage 
insured, for the acquisition, improvement, or 
enlargement of any farm unless it is of such 
size and type as the Secretary determines to 
be sufficient to constitute an efficient fam- 
ily-type farm-management unit and to en- 
able a diligent farm family to carry on suc- 
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cessful farming of a type which the Secre- 
tary deems can be carried on successfully in 
the locality in which the farm is situated: 
Provided, That loans may be made to vet- 
erans, or mortgages insured for veterans, a 
defined in section 1 (b) (2) hereof, who have 
pensionable disabilities, to enable such vet- 
erans to acquire, enlarge, repair, or improve 
farm units of sufficient size to meet the farm- 
ing capabilities of such veterans and afford 
them income which, together with their 
pensions, will enable them to meet living 
and operating expenses and the amounts due 
on their loans. 


“ “PUNCTIONS OF COUNTY COMMITTEES 


“Sec. 2. (a) The county committees es- 
tablished under section 42 shall— 

1) examine applications (filed with the 
chairman of the county committee, or with 
such other person as the Secretary may des- 
ignate) of persons desiring to obtain the as- 
sistance of the Secretary in financing the 
acquisition of farms or farming operations in 
the county as provided in this Act; and 

“*(2) examine and appraise farms in the 
county with respect to which applications 
are made. 

„b) If the committee finds that an ap- 
plicant is eligible to receive the benefits of 
this Act, that, in the opinion of the commit- 
tee, by reason of his character, ability, indus- 
try, and experience, he will successfully carry 
out undertakings required of him under a 
loan which may be made or insured under 
this Act, that credit sufficient in amount to 
finance the actual needs of the applicant, 
specified in the application, is not available 
to him at the ratés (but not exceeding the 
rate of 5 per centum per annum) and terms 
prevailing in the community in or near which 
the applicant resides for loans of similar size 
and character from commercial banks, co- 
operative lending agencies, or from any 
other responsible source; and that the farm 
with respect to which the application is made 
is of such character that there is a reason- 
able likelihood that the making or insuring 
of the loan with respect thereto will carry 
out the purposes of this title, it shall so 
certify to the Secretary. The committee shall 
also certify to the Secretary the amount 
which the committee finds is the fair and rea- 
sonable value of the farm based upon its 
normal earning capacity. The farm shall be 
appraised by competent employees of the 
Secretary thoroughly trained in appraisal 
techniques and the appraisal shall be made 
available to the county committee and the 
Secretary for their guidance in determining 
the value of the farm as specified above. 

e No member of the committee shall 
participate in any certification under this 
section with respect to any application or 
farm in which such member, or any person 
related to such member within the third 
degree of consanguinity or affinity has any 
pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, or in 
which any of them had such interest within 
one year prior to the date of certification. 

“*(d) No loan shall be made for any pur- 
pose under this Act and no mortgage shall be 
insured under this Act, unless certification 
by the committee, as required under this sec- 
tion, has been made with respect to the ap- 
plicant applying for the loan and with re- 
spect to the farm which is to be taken as 
security either for an insured or an uninsured 
mortgage. 

“ "TERMS OF LOANS 

“ ‘Sec. 3. (a) Loans made under this title 
shall be in such amount (not in excess of 
the amount certified by the county commit- 
tee to be the value of the farm) as may be 
necessary to enable the borrower to acquire 
the farm and for necessary repairs and im- 
provements thereon, and shall be secured by 
a first mortgage or deed of trust on the farm. 
Loans may not be made for the acquisition or 
enlargement of farms which have a value, as 
acquired, enlarged, or improved, in excess of 
the average value of efficient family-type 
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farm-management units, as determined by 
the Secretary, in the county, parish, or local- 
ity where the farm is located. 

„b) The instruments under which the 
loan is made and security given therefor 
shall— 

„a) provide for the repayment of the 
loan within an agreed period of not more 
than forty years from the making of the 
loan; y 

“*(2) provide for the payment of interest 
on the unpaid balance of the loan at the rate 
of 34% per centum per annum; 

“*(3) provide for the repayment of the un- 
paid balance of the loan, together with inter- 
est thereon, in installments in accordance 
with amortization schedules prescribed by 
the Secretary; 

(4) be in such form and contain such 
covenants as the Secretary shall prescribe 
to secure the payment of the unpaid balance 
of the loan, together with interest thereon, 
to protect the security, and to assure that the 
farm will be maintained in repair, and waste 
and exhaustion of the farm prevented, and 
that such proper farming conservation prac- 
tices as the Secretary shall prescribe will be 
carried out; i 

“*(5) provide that the borrower shall pay 
taxes and assessments on the farm to the 
proper taxing authorities, and insure and pay 
for insurance on farm buildings; 5 

(6) provide that upon the borrower's 
assigning, selling, or otherwise transferring 
the farm, or any interest therein, without the 
consent of the Secretary, or upon default in 
the performance of, or upon any failure to 
comply with, any covenant or condition con- 


- tained in such instruments, or upon involun- 
`- tary transfer or sale, the Secretary may de- 


clare the amount unpaid immediately due 
and payable, and that, without the consent 
of the Secretary, no final payment shall be 
accepted, or release of the Secretary’s interest 
be made, less than five years after the mak- 
ing of the loan; and 

(7) contain the provisions for refinanc- 
ing specified in section 44 (c). 

(e) Except as provided in paragraph (6) 
of subsection (b), no inst ent provided 
for in this section-shall prohibit the prepay- 
ment of any sum due under it. 

„d) No provision of section 75, as 
amended, of the Act entitled “An Act to es- 
tablish a uniform system of bankruptcy 
throughout the United States”, approved July 
1, 1898 (U. S. C. 1940 ed., title 11, sec. 203), 
other applicable in respect to any indebted- 
ness incurred under this title by any bene- 
ficiary thereof, shall be applicable in respect 
of such indebtedness until such beneficiary 
has repaid at least 15 per centum thereof. 


“ ‘EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF LOANS AND 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


“Sec. 4. In making loans and insuring 
mortgages under this title, the amount which 
is devoted to such purposes during any fiscal 
year shall be distributed equitably among 
the several States and Territories on the basis 
of farm population and the prevalence of 
tenancy, as determined by the Secretary: 
Provided, That there may be distributed to 
each State such amounts as are necessary 
to insure mortgages or finance loans pur- 
suant to all bona fide applications from 
veterans qualified under section 1 hereof: 
Provided further, That there may be dis- 
bursed in any fiscal year to each State or 
Territory such amount not in excess of 
$100,000 as is determined by the Secretary 
to be necessary to finance loans in such State 
or Territory under this title. 

“ ‘APPROPRIATION 

“Sec. 5. To carry out the provisions of this 
title with respect to tenant-purchase loans, 
there is authorized to be appropriated not 
to exceed $50,000,000 for each fiscal year be- 
ginning with the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and such further sums as may be 
necessary in carrying out the provisions of 
this title -during such fiscal year, with re- 
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spect to tenant purchase loans and insured 
mortgages, 


“ ARM TENANT MORTGAGE INSURANCE FUND 


“Sec. 11. (a) There is hereby created a 
fund, to be known as the “farm tenant- 
mortgage insurance fund” (hereinafter in 
this title referred to as the fund“), which 
shall be used by the Secretary as a revolv- 
ing fund for carrying out the provisions of 
this title with respect to mortgages insured 
under secteon 12 and to mortgages accepted 
for the account of the fund under section 
13. There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary the sum of $25,000,000 to 
constitute such fund. 

“*(b) Moneys in the fund not needed for 
current operations shall be deposited with 
the Treasurer of the United States to the 
credit of the fund or invested in direct obli- 
gations of the United States or obligations 
guaranteed as to principal and interest by 
the United States. The Secretary may pur- 
chase, with money in the fund, any notes 
issued by the Secretary to the Secretary of 
the Treasury to obtain money for the fund. 

“*(c) All amounts deposited in or credited 
to the fund and the proceeds of investments 
of amounts in the fund shall be used only 
for purposes to which the fund is specifically 
authorized to be devoted under this title and 
shall not he diverted to any other use. 

“*(d) The Secretary shall include in his an- 
nual report a complete statement with re- 
spect to the status of the fund. 


“ ‘INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES 


“ ‘Sec, 12 (a) The Secretary is authorized, 
upon application of a prospective mortgagor 
or mortgagee under a first mortgage eligible 
for insurance under this title, to insure such 
mortgage and to,make commitments for the 
insurance of any such mortgage prior to the 
date of its execution. 

I) The aggregate amount of principal 
obligations on all mortgages insured under 
this title, on all mortgages with respect to 
which commitments to insure have been 
made, and on all mortgages accepted for 
the account of the fund and not disposed 
of under section 14 shall not exceed $100,- 
000,000 in any one fiscal year. With respect 
to any fiscal year, the amount available for 
insurance, commitment and acceptance of 
mortgages under this title shall be distributed 
among the several States and Territories on 
the basis provided in section 4 and preferences 
shall be given to mortgages executed by 
veterans qualified under section 1. 

„e) In order for a mortgage to be eligible 
under this title— 

“*(1) the person obligated to pay thereun- 
der shall be a person who would be eligible 
under section 1 for a loan under title I; 

“*(2) the farm mortgaged shall be one 
with respect to which, under section 1 (c), a 
loan could be made under title I; 

“*(3) there shall be an appropriate certifi- 
cation by the county committee as required 
by section 2 of this Act; 

“‘(4) the mortgage instruments shall com- 
ply with section 3 (b), except that the base 
rate of interest shall be 214 per centum per 
annum; 

“*(5) the principal obligation (and fees 
and other charges chargeable under subsec- 
tion (d) of this section) shall not exceed 
90 per centum of the reasonable value of the 
farm and necessary repairs and improve- 
ments thereon, as such values are certified 
by the county committee pursuant to sec- 
tion 2 (b); 

“*(6) the mortgage instruments shall con- 
tain a covenant to pay to the Secretary the 
initial and annual charges provided for in 
subsections (d) and (e) of this section, and 
a covenant to pay to the Secretary, as collec- 
tion agent for the mortgagee, the amounts 
payable by the mortgagor to the mortgagee 
under the mortgage; and 

“*(7) the mortgage instruments shall con- 
tain a stipulation (not binding upon the 
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Secretary) that the holder of the mortgage 
will accept the benefits provided by section 
13 in lieu of any right of foreclosure which 
he may have against the property and any 
right to a deficiency judgment against the 
mortgagor on account of the mortgage. . 

„d) The Secretary shall require the pay- 
ment by the mortgagor or mortgagee of such 
initial fees for inspection, appraisal, and 
other charges as it finds necessary and such 
amounts may be included in the principal 
obligation of the mortgage, and the payment 
of such delinquency charges and default re- 
serves as it finds necessary. The proceeds 
of such fees shall be deposited in the Treasury 
for use for administrative expense as provided 
in subparagraph (e) (2) hereof. 

e) (1) The Secretary shall collect from 
the mortgagor, upon insurance of the mort- 
gage, an initial charge of 1 per centum of the 
principal obligation of the mortgage and an- 
nually thereafter when payment of an in- 
stallment of principal and interest is due, a 
charge of 1 per centum of the principal obli- 
gation remaining unpaid after such install- 
ment is paid, without taking into account 
delinquent payments or prepayments. If the 
principal obligation of the mortgage is paid 
in full in less than five years after the time 
when the mortgage was entered into, the Sec- 
retary may require payment by the mortgagor 
of a charge equal to the amount of the last 
annual charge required of the mortgagor. 

“*(2) One-half of the amount paid as 
charges in pursuance of this subsection shall 
be the premium for insurance and shall be 
deposited in the fund and may be used only 
for purposes to which the fund may be de- 
voted. The other half of the amounts so paid 
shall be deposited in the Treasury to the 
credit of the Secretary and shall be available 
only for administrative expenses to carry out 
the provisions of this title, relating to mort- 
gage insurance. 

t) (1) The Secretary shall promptly re- 
mit to the mortgagee under any mortgage in- 
sured under this title any sums collected by 
it as agent for the mortgagee. The Secretary 
shall promptly advise any such mortgagee of 
any default by the mortgagor. 

“*(2) If within thirty days after the due 
date of any installment the mortgagor under 
an insured mortgage has failed to pay to the 
Secretary the amount due, the Secretary 
shall notwithstanding the amount paid is 
less than the interest and principal due, pay 
the amount of such principal and interest to 
the mortgagee, less the amount of any previ- 
ous prepayments. 

“"(3) Payments to mortgagees under para- 
graph (2) shall be advanced out of the fund 
for the account of the mortgagor. Such 
advances shall be repaid to the fund out of 
the first available collections received from 
the mortgagor, with interest thereon at the 
rate fixed in the insured mortgage, and shall 
be added to subsequent installments. 

“‘(g) Any contract of insurance executed 
by the Secretary under this section shall be 
conclusive evidence of the eligibility of the 
mortgage for insurance, and the validity of 
any contract of insurance so executed shall 
be incontestable in the hands of any holder 
thereof from the date of the execution of 
such contract, except for fraud or misrepre- 
sentation of which such holder has actual 
knowledge. 

“*(h) The Secretary may, at any time, for 
good cause shown and under such terms and 
conditions as he may prescribe, consent to 
the release of the mortgagor from his liabil- 
ity under the mortgage or the credit instru- 
ments secured thereby, or consent to the re- 
lease of parts of the mortgaged property from 
the lien of the mortgage. 

“*(i) The holder of any mortgage insured 
under this title may, upon notice to the Sec- 
retary, assign such mortgage together with 
the accompanying note and contract of in- 
surance and the assignee thereof shall there- 
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upon become entitled to all the benefits of 
such contract of insurance: Provided, That 
no such assignment shall be binding upon the 
Secretary until notice thereof has been given 
the Secretary and the Secretary has acknowl- 
edged receipt of such notice. 


“"*PAYMENT OF INSURANCE 


“Sec. 13. (a) In any case in which the 
mortgagor under a mortgage insured under 
section 12 is in default for more than twelve 
months, the mortgagee shall be entitled to 
receive the benefit of the insurance as here- 
inafter provided, upon assignment to the 
Secretary of (1) all the mortgagee’s rights 
and interests arising under the mortgage so 
in default; (2) all claims of the mortgagee 
against the mortgagor or others, arising out 
of the mortgage transaction; (3) all policies 
of title or other insurance and all surety 
bonds and other guaranties and any and all 
claims thereunder relating to the mortgage 
or the mortgaged property; (4) any balance 
of the mortgage loan not advanced to the 
mortgagor; and (5) any cash or property 
held by the mortgagee, or to which he is en- 
titled, as deposit made for the account of the 
mortgagor and which has not been applied 
in reduction of the principal of the mortgage 
indebtedness; and upon transfer to the Sec- 
retary of such originals or copies of records, 
documents, books, papers and accounts re- 
lating to the mortgage transaction, as the 
Secretary prescribes. Upon such assignment 
and transfer, the Secretary shall pay to the 
mortgagee, in cash, an amount equal to the 
value of the mortgage and the note and 
mortgage shall thereupon become a part of 
the fund. For the purposes of this subsec- 
tion, the value of the mortgage shall be de- 
termined, in accordance with rules and regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary, by adding 
to the amount of the original principal obli- 
gation of the mortgage which was unpaid on 
the date of default, the amount of all un- 
paid interest and the amount of all pay- 
ments which have been made by the mort- 
gagee for taxes, special assessments, water 
rates, and other payments in discharge of 
liens which are prior to the mortgage, and 
insurance on the property mortgaged, and by 
deducting from such total amount any 
amount received on account of the mortgage 
indebtedness after such default. 

“*(b) If there should not be sufficient cash 
in the fund to enable the Secretary to 
make payments to mortgagees as provided 
in subsection (a) of this section, the Secre- 
tary may make and issue notes to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to obtain funds to make 
such payments. Such notes shall be signed 
by the Secretary or by his duly authorized 
representatives and shall be negotiable. 
Such notes shall bear interest, payable semi- 
annually, at a rate equal to the average rate 
of interest, computed to the end of the cal- 
endar month next preceding the date of 
issue, borne by all interest bearing obliga- 
tions of the United States then forming a 
part of the public debt, and shall have such 
maturities as the Secretary may determine 
with the approval of the Secretary of the 
‘Treasury. 

„e) The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized to purchase any notes issued by 
the Secretary pursuant ‘to this section and 
any renewals thereof and for such purchases 
may use as a public debt transaction the 
proceeds from the sale of any securities is- 
sued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as 
amended, and the purposes for which such 
securities may be issued under such Act, as 
amended, are hereby extended to include any 
such purchases. All redemptions, purchases, 
and sales by the Secretary of the Treasury 
of such notes shall be treated as public debt 
transactions of the United States. 

„d) In any case in which the mortgagor 
violates any covenant or conditions of his 
mortgage, the Secretary may require the 
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mortgagee to assign such mortgage, together 
with the incidents thereto, upon payment 
of the value of the mortgage.determined in 
accordance with this section. 


“u ‘PROCEDURE WITH RESPECT TO MORTGAGES IN 
DEFAULT 

“ ‘Sec. 14. (a) Upon accepting the assign- 
ment of any insured mortgage, the Secre- 
tary shall ascertain whether or not the mort- 
gagor (which term as used in this section 
shall include the mortgagor or his heirs or 
assigns) desires to remain in possession of 
the mortgaged property. If the mortgagor 
does not desire to remain in possession of 
the mortgaged property or if the Secretary is 
unable to make the findings prescribed by 
the next sentence, the Secretary may pro- 
ceed to foreclose the mortgage. If the mort- 
gagor desires to remain in possession of the 
mortgaged property and if the Secretary finds 
that the mortgagor (1) has made reasonable 
efforts to meet all defaulted payments and to 
comply with the other covenants and condi- 
tions of his mortgage and (2) will probably 
be able to meet such defaulted payments 
within five years after the maturity date or 
dates of the defaulted payments, the Secre- 
tary may enter into an agreement with the 
mortgagor providing for the payment of such 
defauited payments together with interest 
thereon, at such times not later than five 
years after the maturity date or dates as the 
Secretary may deem to be within the prob- 
able future means of the mortgagor. Should 
any mortgagor with whom the Secretary has 
entered into such agreement thereafter fail 
to meet any payments, the Secretary may 
proceed to foreclose the mortgage. 

„b) Amounts realized under section 51 
on account of property which was subject 
to an insured mortgage shall be deposited in 
the fund, Amounts payable by the Secretary 
under section 50 (a) as taxes, with respect 
to such property, shall be paid out of the 
fund. 


“ ‘INSURED MORTGAGES ELIGIBLE AS INVESTMENTS 


“Sec. 15. (a) The first paragraph of sec- 
tion 24, chapter 6, of the Federal Reserve Act, 
as amended (U. S. C., 1940 ed., title 12, sec. 
371) (relating to loans on farm lands by 
member banks), is hereby amended by in- 
serting after the words “National Housing 
Act”, the following; or which are insured by 
the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to title 
I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act.” 

„) Section 35 of chapter III of the Act 
entitled “An Act to regulate the business 
of life insurance in the District of Columbia”, 
approved June 19, 1934 (D. C. Code, 1940 edi- 
tion, title 35, sec. 535), is amended by insert- 
ing in paragraph (3a) after the words “Fed- 
eral Housing Administrator” the following: 
“or by the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant 
to title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act.“ 


“ACCOUNTS AND CLAIMS OF DEFENSE RELOCATION 
CORPORATION 

“Sec. 6. (a) The Comptroller General of 
the United States is authorized and directed 
to allow credit in the accounts of disbursing 
and certifying officers for advances made in 
good faith on behalf of the Department of 
Agricultural to defense relocation corpora- 
tions and land purchasing associations. 


“CONSOLIDATION OF AGRICULTURAL CREDIT AND 
SERVICE OFFICES 


“Sec. 7. The Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Governor of the Farm Credit Administra- 
tion are hereby directed, wherever practica- 
ble, to make suitable arrangements whereby 
all field offices under their supervision or 
direction extending agricultural credit or 
furnishing agricultural services to farmers 
to utilize the same or adjacent offices to the 
end that eligible farmers in each locality 
will be enabled to obtain their agricultural 
credit and services at one central point. 
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“CONTINGENT PROVISIONS FOR TRANSFERRING 
POWERS TO AGRICULTURAL CREDIT AGENCY 


“Sec. 8. (a) In the event the Agricultural 
Credit Act (H. R. 4873), Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, first session, passed by the House of 
Representatives on March 20, 1946, becomes 
law prior to the effective date of this Act: 

“(1) The functions, powers, and duties 
vested in the Secretary of Agriculture by this 
Act and by the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act, as amended, except insofar as such func- 
tions, powers, or duties involve or are neces- 
sary to the administration of title III of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, shall be 
vested in the Agricultural Credit Agency; 

“(2) The functions, powers, and duties of 
the Secretary of Agriculture transferred un- 
der (1) above and the property and assets 
acquired by the Secretary of Agriculture pri- 
marily in the administration of such func- 
tions, powers, and duties, shall be admin- 
istered within the Division of the Agricul- 
tural Credit Agency created for the purpose 
of supervising and administering direct lend- 
ing to farmers, subject to the supervision, di- 
rection, and authority of the Agricultural 
Credit Board, the Agricultural Credit Ad- 


ministrator, and the Deputy Administrator 


in charge of that Division, to the same extent 
as other units of a division of the Agricul- 
tural Credit Agency; 

“(3) The functions, powers, and duties 
vested in the Solicitor of the Department of 
Agriculture and attorneys of his office by this 
Act and the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act shall be vested in the general counsel 
and attorneys of the Agricultural Credit 
Agency, respectively. 

“Sec. 9. Any conveyance of real estate by 
the Government or any Government agency 
under this Act shall include all mineral 
rights.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

ELMER THOMAS, 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
Tom STEWART, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JohN W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., 
Harowp D. COOLEY, 

ORVILLE ZIMMERMAN, 
STEPHEN PACE, 
CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
Abd. H. ANDRESEN, 
J. ROLAND KINZER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 
that the conference report be considered 
and adopted. 

The PRESIDENT prc tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next order of business 
on the calendar. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2236) providing for a medal 
for service in the merchant marine dur- 
ing the present war was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over in accordance 
with the unanimous-consent agreement 
requested by the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. RADCLIFFE]. 


REGULATION OF SALE OF MILK, CREAM, 
AND ICE CREAM WITHIN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA É 
The bill (S. 2479) to amend the act en- 

titled “An act to regulate within the Dis- 

trict of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, 
and ice cream, and for other purposes,” 
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approved February 27, 1925, was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: s 

Be it enacted, etc., That the third para- 
graph of section 13 of the act entitled “An 
act to regulate within the District of Colum- 
bia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, 
and for other purposes,” approved February 
27, 1925, be amended to read as follows: 

"The term ‘pasteurized’ as used in this act 
shall be held to mean the process of heating 
every particle of milk or milk products (1) 
to a temperature of not less than 143° Fahr- 
enheit and, if heated to not more than 159° 
Fahrenheit, holding at such temperature for 
at least 30 minutes, or (2) to a temperature 
of not less than 160° Fahrenheit and holding 
at such temperature for at least 15 seconds.” 


RETIREMENT OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACH- 
ERS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The bill (H. R. 5756) for the retire- 
ment of public school teachers in the 
District of Columbia was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MR. AND MRS. J. W. WILLIAMS, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 1459) for the relief of 
Mr. and Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr., was 
considered, order to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MRS. LEROY A. ROBBINS 


The bill (H. R. 1887) for the relief of 
Mrs. Leroy A. Robbins was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SECOND LT. FRANCIS W. ANDERSON 


The bill (H. R. 5851) for the relief of 
Second Lt. Francis W. Anderson was con- 
sidered; ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MRS. IVAN B. HOFMAN 


The bill (H. R. 6423) for the relief of 
Mrs. Ivan B. Hofman was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ALLEGHENY RIVER BRIDGE, NEW 
KENSINGTON, PA, 


The bill (H, R. 7030) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to construct, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the Alle- 
gheny River, between a point in or near 
the Borough of Tarentum, in the county 
of Allegheny, and a point near the 
boundary of the city of New Kensington 
and Lower Burrel Township in West- 
moreland County in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (H. R. 7063) to provide for the 
selection for elimination and retirement 
of officers of the Regular Army was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 163) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti- 
tution of the United States to prohibit 
the denial or infringement of the in- 
herent right of a citizen to wofk and 


The 
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bargain freely with his employers was 
announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be passed over. 


WEARING OF CERTAIN DECORATIONS BY 
THOMAS PARRAN AND OTHERS 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 180) 
granting permission to Thomas Parran 
and others to wear certain decorations 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. House 
Joint Resolution 387, Calendar 1902, is to 
the same effect. Is there objection to 
substituting the House joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 387) granting per- 
mission to Thomas Parran and others to 
wear certain decorations was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, Senate Joint Resolution 
180 will be indefinitely postponed. 


ADMISSION OF EVIDENCE IN CERTAIN 
CASES—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 43) to safeguard the 
admission of evidence in certain cases 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Let the bill be 
passed over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the Senator who ob- 
jected will kindly withdraw his objection, 
so that we may make a very brief expla- 
nation. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Very well. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This bill comes from 
the Department of Justice. It comes by 
reason of the decision in the case of Mc- 
Nabb against United States, in which it 
was held that a confession given after 
the party had been detained for a brief 
length of time was not admissible. 

As the bill is now before the Senate, 
it merely provides the following: 

Failure to observe the requirement of law 
as to the time within which a person under 
arrest must be brought before a committing 
officer shall not render inadmissible any evi- 
dence that is otherwise admissible. 


Let me say that the Department of 
Justice is embarrassed from day to day 
by reason of the fact that some party in 
a case has been detained perhaps 2 or 
3 or 4 hours or a day, and then the con- 
fession is taken, and then under the Mc- 
Nabb case it is held that the confession 
cannot be used as evidence against the 
party. 

So I hope the Senator will withdraw 
his objection. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
wish to present a different view, which I 
think may be taken. My objection is 
made because if this bill is passed as it is 
written, the arresting officers will be in- 
vited to violate the law and to hold a man 
an undue length of time under arrest. 

I have no desire whatsoever to object 
to the passage of any law that will as- 
sist in the proper enforcement of the 
law. But it seems to me that we cannot 
abrogate one of the basic principles, 
namely, that we must protect the inno- 
cent in case of arrest. That principle is 
best enunciated under the law of this 
country which has to do, I believe, with 
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the rule which must be applied when a 
person is arrested and charged with vio- 
lation of a Federal law. Under those cir- 
cumstances he must be arraigned and 
brought before a commissioner within a 
reasonable length of time. That is the 
requirement of law. 

In the McNabb case, the Supreme 
Court held that where the arresting offi- 
cers obtain confessions before arraign- 
ment and before bringing the person be- 
fore a commissioner for hearing, such 
confessions cannot be used as evidence. 
The very reason the Supreme Court ar- 
rived at that ruling was to prevent the 
use of various methods of duress in ob- 
taining confessions. 

The bill we are asked to pass provides 
that— - 


Failure to observe the requirement of law 
as to the time within which a person under 
arrest must be brought before a committing 
officer shall not render inadmissible any 
evidence that is otherwise admissible. 


Mr. President, I wish to say that that 
is an invitation to the arresting officer 
not to obey the law in connection with 
bringing a man before the committing 
officer. I think it would be most unwise 
and unsound and unwholesome to enact 
a statute which would say to an arrest- 
ing officer, “You are excused from obey- 
ing the law as to bringing arrested per- 
sons before committing officers; and al- 
though you know what the law is— 
namely, to bring arrested persons before 
a committing officer as soon as may be 
reasonable—we say that what you have 
done if you do not obey that law is ex- 
cused.” 

It seems to me that to say that to an 
officer who holds a person who is ar- 
rested an undue length of time or who 
intentionally violates the statute with 
reference to bringing a man promptly 
before a committing officer, would be 
most undesirable. 

There is no reason in the world to have 
a law which requires the arresting offi- 
cer to give a man an early arraignment or 
a preliminary hearing, if in the next 
breath we say that failure to observe that 
law does not bar the admission of evi- 
dence which otherwise would be ad- 
missible. 

I do not wish to take any step which 
would aid the lawbreaker or the criminal, 
but at the same time the general public 
must be protected. One of the very basic 
principles of our law is the presumption 
of innocence and the protection of the 
general public. The people must be pro- 
tected against an invitation to law viola- 
tion or, I may say, against an absolute 
excuse to an arresting officer who vio- 
lates the law which the Congress laid 
down in the first place. So I shall have 
to object. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection for a 
moment? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I do. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to have 
the Senator withhold his objection until 
I have an opportunity to say a word 
about the matter. 

Mr. President, at first glance this bill 
might indicate that we were attempting 
to take certain rights from defendants 
in criminal cases. The able Senator from 
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West Virginia has indicated that it would 
allow arresting officers to disobey the 
law, and thus take advantage of defend- 
ants in a certain way. 

I went rather carefully into this mat- 


ter after it came to the Judiciary Com- ` 


mittee. I finally came to the conclu- 
sion that we should pass this bill. As 
I understand the situation, today many 
cases are being dismissed on the sole 
ground that a confession or admission 
made while a person was under arrest 
could not be used; and insofar as our 
law-enforcement officials are concerned, 
there is a break-down in the administra- 
tion of justice. 

I think all the constitutional rights of 
a defendant should be preserved, but I 
do not feel that the mere holding of a 
person longer than the time he is 
allowed to be held before arraignment 
should entirely wipe out and destroy the 
rights of law-enforcement officers. 

This bill does not sanction the hold- 


ing of any person an undue length of . 


time. It merely says that if the evi- 
dence is otherwise admissible, the mere 
fact that the person was held longer 
than permitted by law before he was 
arraigned shall not make inadmissible 
a confession which otherwise would be 
admissible. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. Does not the Sena- 
tor feel, however, that the exemption 
provided by this bill would encourage 
law-enforcement officers to hold pris- 
oners for a considerable length of time 
before they were brought before com- 
mitting officers, rather than to have them 
immediately arraigned? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Michigan will permit 
me to say a word at this point, let me 
state in respect to the matter mentioned 
by the Senator from Connecticut that 
the respective statutes make provision 
regarding the length of time a party in 
custody may be held. It was with rēf- 
erence.to those statutes that the decision 
in the McNabb case was rendered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I do 
not think the enactment of this meas- 
ure would result in having a person held 
longer than he otherwise would be, or 
would be an incentive to hold him longer, 
because every person arrested has certain 
rights under the false imprisonment law, 
and so forth, to proceed against anyone 
who illegally holds him; and if he is 
held longer than the law provides, he can 
secure his just remedy. 

This bill would merely mean that the 
people’s rights would not be destroyed. 

Mr. President, if the able Senator from 
West Virginia does not object, I hope we 
may take up the bill at the earliest pos- 
sible date, even during the present term 
of Congress, and have a vote taken on it, 
because I think the enactment of this 
measure is vital and important in con- 
nection with the work of our law-en- 
forcement officers, and I think it should 
receive our prompt attention. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Has objection been 
made to the consideration of this bill? 
If not, I shall interpose an objection. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That makes two 
objections. 3 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objec- 
tion being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 


A MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE AT EAST ST. 
LOUVIS 


The bill (H. R. 6953) authorizing the 
city of East St. Louis, Ill., its successors 
and assigns, to construct, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River at or near a point between 
Delmar Boulevard and Cole Street in the 
city of St. Louis, Mo., and a point oppo- 
site thereto in the city of East St. Louis, 
III., was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


AN OHIO RIVER BRIDGE NEAR LAW- 
RENCEBURG, IND. 


The bill (H. R. 6899) to authorize the 
Indiana State Toll Bridge Commission to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge, or a free bridge, across the Ohio 
River at or near Lawrenceburg, Dear- 
born County, Ind., was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


The bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the So- 
cial Security Act and the Internal Reve- 
nue Code, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think I 
must object to having the bill taken up 
during the call of the calendar. I think 
this matter is of such tremendous im- 
portance that we should. have more time 
to discuss it, rather than be limited by 
the 5-minute rule, as we are during the 
call of the calendar. 

I have no objection to taking up the 
bill now, if the Senator in charge of the 
bill wishes to make such a motion. But I 
think there should be some discussion of 
the amendments. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if this 
measure is to be passed at this session, 
it is necessary that quick action be taken 
upon it, so that it may be returned to 
the House of Representatives. Even now 
it is doubtful whether the House will have 
an opportunity to pass on the amend- 
ments which may be adopted by the Sen- 
ate. Of course, I am frank to concede 
that the measure is important. 

Let me make a statement about it. 
While there are seven titles to the bill, 
title I simply freezes the social security 
tax at 1 percent, rather than to have it 
increased to 2% percent next January. 
The Senate has acted upon that matter 
three or four times. 

The language of title II of the bill was 
passed by the Senate approximately 6 or 
8 weeks ago, and there have been no 
changes made in it by the House except 
those of purely technical nature. 

Title IIT of the bill provides for un- 
employment compensation for maritime 
workers. That is merely a provision of 
a bill which the Senate passed 12 months 
ago, and which has been before the Ways 
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and Means Committee of the House of 
Representatives since then. 

Title V is purely technical. It relates 
to State grants for old-age assistance, 
aid to dependent children, and aid to the 
blind. The matters contained under that 
title present an important subject matter 
for the consideration of the Senate. 


The present rate of $40 would be in-. 


creased to $50. That, of course, would 
create a liability on the Federal Govern- 
ment for an additional $10 a month in 
the case of old-age assistance, aid to de- 
pendent children, and aid to the blind. 

Title VI of the bill simply provides for 
a study to be made by the Joint Commit- 
tee on Internal Revenue Taxation of all 
aspects of social security, and a report 
be made to the Congress next year. The 
language under that title is substantially 
the same as that contained in a measure 
which was introduced by the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG], and was passed by the Sen- 
ate sometime last year. 

Mr. President, three of the titles of the 
bill have already been acted upon by the 
Senate. Title I of the bill is not at all 
new to the Senate. It merely involves 
freezing for the calendar year 1947 the 
Federal contribution tax of 1 percent 
against the employer and 1 percent 
against the employee. 

Title V of_the bill, which introduces 
the variable-grant principle, is, of course, 
important. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall be glad to have 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of the bill at this time without regard to 
the 5-minute rule, if I can obtain unani- 
mous consent of the Senate that con- 
sideration of the bills be proceeded with. 
I may say to the Senator from Kentucky 
that I understand his program, and I 
shall be willing to have the bill laid aside, 
if necessary, in order to carry out his 
program. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I was not 
present when the distinguished Senator 
began speaking, I do not know what are 
the intentions of the majority leader and 
the Senator from Georgia. But some 
of us have certain amendments which 
we desire to propose, and there will be 
some argument which we shall feel com- 
pelled to make. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is why I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be taken 
up without regard to the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Would it then be the 
desire of the majority leader and the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia to 
attempt to complete consideration of the 
bill tonight? 

Mr. GEORGE. If possible, yes; be- 
cause unless the bill goes to the House 
by tomorrow there will be no liklihood 
of the House acting upon it. I may say 
to the Senator from California that there 
is a high probability that the House will 
not act upon it in any event. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, still 
reserving the right to object, while it is 
my own intention to make my argument 
on the bill as brief as possible, the subject 
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matter of the bill is of great importance 
to millions of our people. I should like to 


see an arrangement made to take up the 


bill tomorrow rather than tonight. I see 
no chance of finishing it by 7:30 tonight. 
The unanimous-consent request of the 
Senator would not limit us in our debate, 
would it? 

Mr. GEORGE. Not at all. We could 
proceed as far as possible with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I would make no ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if the 
unanimous consent request of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia is granted, will it re- 
sult in interfering with the Senate’s con- 
sideration of a bill on the calendar which 
was temporarily passed over. 

Mr. GEORGE. I would be entirely 
willing to consent that consideration of 
the bill be temporarily laid aside in order 
to take up other bills. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re- 
cur to Calendar No. 1864, Senate bill 2127. 
I made an objection to the Senate con- 
sidering the bill when it was called in 
the first instance. 

Mr. GEORGE. If I can obtain unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
this afternoon to the consideration of 
the bill to which I have been referring, 
I will agree temporarily to lay aside con- 
sideration of the bill in order to take up 
and consider other bills. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Consideration of the 
bill to which I refer would take only a 
moment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
object at this time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be compelled to move that the Senate 
proceed to consider the bill because I will 
not assume the responsibility of permit- 
ting the bill to die in the Senate. Al- 
though the House did not message the 
bill to the Senate until last Friday, the 
Senate Finance Committee expected that 
the bill would be acted upon by the Sen- 
ate. The committee examined the bill 
carefully and made a study of it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
did not object to the Senate proceeding 
to consider the bill about which the Sen- 
ator from Georgia has been talking. I 
had reference to the request of the Sena- 
tor from Michigan, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator be 
willing to receive an explanation as to 
how some of us wish to have the bill 
amended? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall be glad to 
hear an explanation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield to me in 
order that I may make such explana- 
tion? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Georgia has 
expired. The question is on agreeing to 
the unanimous consent request of the 
Senator from Georgia that the Senate 
proceed to consider House bill 7037. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. As I understand 
the parliamentary situation, we have not 
yet concluded the call of the Consent 
Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. We 
are now discussing the last bill on the 
calendar. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; we had reached 
the last bill. I will renew my request 
after the bills which have been tempo- 
rarily passed over on the calendar are 
disposed of by the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, under 
a reservation to object, I wish to make a 
statement to the Senator from Georgia 
and to other Senators. 

It had been my purpose to move, at 
the conclusion of the call of the calendar, 
to proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 628, House bill 7, known as 
the poll tax bill. It was also my purpose 
to file a petition for cloture after the bill 
had been made the unfinished business. 
The petition would be voted upon next 
Wednesday. It has appeared to me that 
if I am permitted to file the petition to- 
day there will be no need between now 
and Wednesday for the Senate to debate 
the matter. If permitted to make the bill 
the unfinished business and to file my 
petition, I believe the Senate could then 
temporarily lay the bill aside for the 
consideration of such other bills as may 
be urgent, until a vote is had on the 
cloture petition on Wednesday, at which 
time we would know whether we could 
bring the bill to a vote. 

I realize the importance of the bill 
about which the Senator from Georgia 
has been speaking. It was voted for by 
the Committee on Finance a few days 
ago, and should be considered. But I 
believe that under such an arrangement 
as the one which I have proposed, we 
could have practically all day tomorrow 
for the consideration of bills of the na- 
ture of those to which I have referred, 
including the bill of the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, before 
the Senator from Kentucky made the 
statement which he has just made, I 
thought I would state, and I now do, 
that the bill of which the Senator from 
Georgia speaks is one of the most im- 
portant bills ever to come before this 
body. The Senator from Georgia said 
that he did not know what the House 
might or might not do with regard to the 
bill. I hope that the Senate will never 
recess or adjourn until it has given con- 
sideration to this bill, which means so 
much to the poor people of this country. 
It is far more important to the working 
people and the poor people in the South 
ot are such measures as the poll-tax 

ill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in my 
judgment the program which I have sug- 
gested would not only not interfere with 
the consideration of the bill which the 
Senator from Georgia has discussed, but 
it would actually facilitate its disposal. 
It was for that reason that I felt that 


The 
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I should make the statement which I have 
made. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, reserving the right to object, 
I am very much in favor of the bill which 
the Senator from Georgia has discussed. 
I hope that the Senate will consider it. 
But when he refers to the Consent Cal- 
endar, does he mean that such bills as 
the Senate has passed over are still to 
be considered on the unanimous-consent 
basis? 

Mr. GEORGE. I referred to those 
bills which had been temporarily passed 
over. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. But still 
there are bills to be considered on the 
unanimous-consent basis? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; under the rule. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I have 
given notice that I am going to call up 
Calendar No. 494, Senate bill 1250, for 
the relief of certain claimants who suf- 
fered losses and sustained damages as the 
result of the campaign carried out by the 
Federal Government for the eradication 
of the Mediterranean fruitfly in the State 
of Florida. I trust that no arrange- 
ments at this time will interfere with that 
notice. If I have to do so, I shall move 
that the bill be taken up at the present 
time, to be considered in due order. I 
do not know what the arrangement is for 
the business of the Senate. As I stated 
this morning, an identical bill is on the 
House Calendar, and can be considered 
now and passed, and this is the last op- 
portunity Ishall have. I have sponsored 
this measure for the past 7 years, much 
time has been devoted to it, and much 
money spent in examining into the 
claims. A joint committee has recom- 
mended that the claims be paid. I shall 
have to insist that the bill be considered 
at this time, or tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question before the Senate is the request 
of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE] for unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed with House bill 7037, proposing an 
amendment to the Social Security Act. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I 
understand that coupled with that state- 
ment is the request that the 5-minute 
limitation shall not apply to any of the 
arguments on the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly. The request 
is made in lieu of a formal motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection—— 

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, I know 
of one Senator who desires to make a 2- 
hour speech on the bill, and I should like 
to know from the majority leader what 
effect that would have on legislation this 
week. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
never know what effect a 2-hour speech 
from any Senator will have on legis- 
lation. 

Mr. GUFFEY. I am not going to 
make the speech. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Our legislative pro- 
gram is in such condition that I hope 
no Senator will feel compelled to make 
a 2-hour speech. 

Mr. GUFFEY. He can do it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask the Senator 
from Georgia to withhold his request 
for a moment, to see whether I can carry 
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out the program I had in mind, by mov- 
ing that another bill be made the un- 


finished business, and, then, if that 


motion carries, asking that it be tem- 
porarily laid aside until the Senator’s 
bill can be considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Reserving the right 
to object, I wish to submit a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. In the event the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky moved to take up the 
bill he has mentioned, and my distin- 
guished colleague were to ask to proceed 
to the consideration of his bill, what 
would be the status of a bill on the 
calendar that was temporarily passed 
over? What right would the sponsors 
of that bill have? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
right at any time to ask that it be taken 
up by unanimous consent. That would 
be the only way it could be taken up. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Unanimous consent 
could be requested just as well as if we 
were proceeding under the call of the 
calendar. 

Mr. RUSSELL. We always have a 
right to ask unanimous consent to take 
up a bill, but as a rule when other legis- 
lation is pending it is more difficult to 
get it up than on a call of the calendar. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, if 
the matter in the hands of the Senator 
from Michigan could be cleared away, 
that would remove one hurdle, and it 
would take only a minute. 


EVACUATION CLAIMS COMMISSION 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to revert to Calendar 
1864, Senate bill 2127, and if the objec- 
tion may be withdrawn, I can present my 
amendment to the bill and I think we 
may be able to have it agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to have the amendment stated. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, my 
objection was 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. One 
moment. Does the Senator from Georgia 
withhold his request temporarily? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am withholding it, 
unless this matter shall lead to debate. 
If so, I shall be obliged to insist on some 
action by the Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is under the 5- 
minute rule, and I hope it will not take 
that long. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, Senate pro- 
ceeded to consider the bill (S. 2442) to 
create an Evacuation Claims Commission 
under the general supervision of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and to provide for 
powers, duties, and functions thereof, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, my 
chief objection was that we were placing 
the authority in the hands of the De- 
partment of the Interior. So I propose 
an amendment, which appears to be 
agreeable to the able Senator from Ne- 
vada, on page 1, line 3 to strike out the 
words “in the Department of fhe Interior, 
under the general supervision of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior,” and insert “a 
Commission to consist of three members 
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to be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate, to be known as.” 

Then at the bottom of page 1, line 9, 
I propose to strike out “The Commission 
shall consist of a chairman and two 
other members who shall be appointed by 
the Secretary of the Interior.” That 


runs over on page 2, lines 1 and 2. Then 


on page 5, line 24, the words Secretary 
of the Interior” are to be stricken out 
and the word “Commission” inserted, 
and on page 9, line 2, the words “Secre- 
tary of the Interior” are to be stricken 
out and the word “President” inserted. 

With those amendments, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should have no objection, and I 
feel that the bill should be passed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
there is a further amendment suggested 
by the Senator from Nevada which I de- 
sire inserted in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
words included by the able Senator from 
North Dakota were, on page 2, line 8, 
after the word “person”, to strike out 
“of Japanese ancestry” and insert “ex- 
cluded from west coast military areas, 
Alaska and Hawaii.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 3, 
it is proposed to strike out “in the De- 
partment of the Interior under the gen- 
eral supervision of the Secretary of the 
Interior,” and insert “a Commission to 
consist of three Members, to be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, to be known 
as.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 7, 
it is proposed to strike out the words 
“of Japanese ancestry.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 8, 
after the word “person”, it is proposed 
to insert “excluded from west coast mili- 
tary areas, Alaska and Hawaii.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 1, line 9, it 
is proposed to strike out “The Commis- 
sion shall consist of the chairman and 
two other Members who shall be ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of the In- 
terior.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 5, line 24, 
it is proposed to strike out “Secretary of 
the Interior” and insert “Commission.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 9, line 2, 
it is proposed to strike out “Secretary of 
the Interior” and insert the word “Pres- 
ident.” > 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby es- 
tablished a Commission, to consist of three 
members to be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate, to be known as the Evacuation Claims 
Commission, with authority as hereinafter 
defined to adjudicate claims arising out of 
the evacuation or exclusion of persons from 
west coast military areas, Alaska, and Hawaii 
subsequent to December 7, 1941. Two mem- 
bers shall constitute a quorum and the agree- 
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ment of two members shall be suficient for 
the transaction of any business of the Com- 
mission, 
JURISDICTION 

Sec. 2. The Commission shall have juris- 
diction to adjudicate any claim by a person 
of Japanese ancestry against the United 
States arising on or after December 7, 1941, 
when such claim is not compensated for by 
insurance or otherwise and is substantiated 
in such manner as the Commission may pre- 
scribe, for damage to or loss or destruction 
of real or personal property (including with- 
out limitation damage to or loss or destruc- 
tion of personal property bailed to or in the 
custody of the Government or any agent 
thereof), or other impairment of assets, that 
fairly arises out of or is a reasonable and 
natural consequence of the evacuation or ex- 
clusion of such person by the appropriate 
military commander from a military area in 
Arizona, California, Oregon, or Washington 
or from Alaska or Hawaii, under authority of 
Executive Order No. 9066, dated February 19, 
1942 (3 C. F. R. Cum. Supp., 1092), section 
67 of the act of April 30, 1900 (48 U. S. C. 
532), or Executive Order No, 9489, dated_Octo- 
ber 18, 1944 (3 C. F. R., 1944 Supp., 45). As 
used herein evacuation shall include volun- 
tary departure.from a military area prior to 
but in anticipation of an order of exclusion 
therefrom. Existence or intervention of 


other causes affecting the damage or loss, in- 


cluding action or nonaction by the claimant 
or his representatives, shall be considered by 
the Commission in determining the amount 
of relief that will be fair and equitable ac- 
cording to the facts as they appear in each 
case, 
LIMITATIONS; CLAIMS NOT TO BE CONSIDERED 
Sec. 3. (a) The Commission shall receive 
claims for a period of 18 months from the 
date of approval of this act. All claims not 
presented: within that time shall be forever 
barred. 


(b) The Commission shall not consider 


any claim 

(1) by or on behalf of any person who 
after December 7, 1941, was voluntarily or 
involuntarily deported from the United 
States to Japan or who is otherwise resident 
in a foreign country; 

(2) for damage or loss arising out of ac- 
tion taken by any Federal agency pursuant 
to sections 4067, 4068, 4069, and 4070 (relating 
to alien enemies) of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (50 U. S. C. 21-24), or pursuant to 
the Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended 
(50 U. S. C. App. and Supp. 1-31 616); 

(3) for damage or loss to any property, 
or interest therein, vested in the United 
States pursuant to said Trading With the 
Enemy Act, as amended; and 

(4) for damage or loss on account of 
death or personal injury, personal inconveni- 
ence, physical hardship, or mental suffering. 


HEARINGS; EVIDENCE; RECORDS 


Sec. 4. (a) The Commission shall give 
reasonable notice to the interested parties 
and an opportunity for them to be heard and 
to present evidence before making a final 
determination upon any claim. 

(b) Any relevant evidence having proba- 
tive value shall be considered by the Com- 
mission in its inquiries. For the purpose of 
any hearing or investigation authorized under 
this act the provisions of sections 9 and 10 
(relating to examination of documentary 
evidence, attendance of witnesses, and pro- 
duction of books, papers, and documents) of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act of Sep- 
tember 26, 1914, as amended (15 U. S. C. 49, 
50), are hereby made applicable to the juris- 
diction, powers, and duties of the Commis- 
sion. Any person appointed to examine wit- 
nesses may be authorized by the Commis- 
sion to issue subpenas to procure attendance 
of witnesses or production of documents and 
to appoint an Officer to serve the same. Sub- 
penas may be served personally, by registered 


subject matter. 
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mail, by telegraph, or by leaving a copy there- 
of at the residence or principal place of 
business of the person required to be served, 
A verified return by the individual so serv- 
ing the same, setting forth the manner of 
service, shall be proof of service, as shall be 
the return receipt or telegraph receipt when 
service is by registered mail or telegraph, re- 
spectively. On request the United States 
marshals or their deputies shall serve such 
process in their respective districts. 

(c) The Commission shall have a seal, 
which shall be judicially noticed. 

(d) A written record shall be kept of all 
hearings and proceedings of the Commission 
and shall be open to public inspection. 


ADJUDICATIONS; PAYMENT OF AWARDS; EFFECT OF 
ADJUDICATIONS 


Sec. 5. (a) The Commission shall dispose of 
all claims filed with it by award or order of 
dismissal, as the case may be, upon written 
findings of fact and reasons for the decision. 
A copy of each such adjudication shall be 
mailed to the claimant or his attorney. 

(b) The Commission may make payment 
of any award not exceeding $2,500 in amount 
out of such funds as may be made available 
for this purpose by Congress. 

(c) On the first day of each regular ses- 
sion of Congress the Commission shall trans- 
mit to Congress a full and complete state- 
ment of all adjudications rendered by the 
Commission during the previous -year, stat- 
ing the name of each claimant, the amount 
claimed, the amount awarded, the amount 
pare and a brief synopsis of the facts in the 

. |All awards not paid by the Commis- 
ag under subsection (b) hereof shall be 
paid in like manner as are findl Judgments 
of the Court of Claims. 

(d) The payment of an award shall be 
final and conclusive for all purposes, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law to 
the contrary, and shall be a full discharge 
of the United States and all of its officers, 
agents, servants, and employees with re- 
spect to all claims arising out of the same 
An order of dismissal 
against a claimant, unless set aside by the 
Commission, shall thereafter bar any further 
claim against the United States or any offi- 
cer, agent, servant, or employee thereof aris- 
ing out of the same subject matter. 

ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

Sec. 6. The Commission, in rendering an 
award in favor of any claimant, may as a 
part of the award determine and allow rea- 
sonable attorneys’ fees, which shall not ex- 
ceed 20 percent of the amount allowed, to 
be paid directly to the attorneys represent- 
ing the claimant out of, but not in addition 
to, the amount of such award. 

Any attorney who charges, demands, re- 
ceives, or collects for services rendered in 
connection with such claim any amount in 
excess of that allowed under this section, if 
recovery be had, shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanor, and shall upon conviction there- 
of be subject to a fine of not more than 
$2,000, or imprisonment for not more than 1 
year, or both. 


NO FORMER MEMBER OR EMPLOYEE TO PRACTICE 
BEFORE COMMISSION 

Src. 7. No member of the Commission or 
employee thereof shall, after termination of 
his appointment to or services with the Com- 
mission, be permitted directly or indirectly 
to represent any claimant before the Com- 
mission. - 
ADMINISTRATION 

Sec. 8. For the purposes of this act the 
Commission may— 

(a) Appoint a clerk and such attorneys, ex- 
aminers, interpreters, appraisers, and other 
employees as may be necessary to conduct the 
business of the Commission. 

(b) Call upon any. Federal department or 
agency for any information or records neces- 
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sary in the prosecution of the Commission's 
business. 

(e) Secure the cooperation of State and 
local agencies, governmental or otherwise, 
and reimburse such agencies for = i ren- 
dered. 

(d) Utilize such voluntary and uncompen- 
sated services as may from time to time be 
needed and available. 

(e) Assist needy claimants in the prepara- 
tion of claims for filing with the Commis- 
sion. 

(f) Make such investigations as may be 
necessary for the performance of its func- 
tions. 

(g) Exercise any and all of its powers at 
any place within the continental United 
States, Alaska, and Hawaii. 

(h) Make expenditures for personal sery- 
ices and rent in the District of Columbia and 


, elsewhere, for the purchase of lawbooks and 


books of reference, for printing and binding, 
for the purchase, exchange, and maintenance 
of passenger-carrying vehicles, for supplies 
and equipment, for traveling expenses (in- 
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence), for 
witness fees and mileage, for other admin- 
istrative expenses, and for the payment of 
awards under section 5 (b) of this act. 

(i) Prescribe such rules and regulations, 
perform such acts not inconsistent with law, 
and delegate such authority as the Commis- 
sion may deem proper in carrying out the 
provisions of this act. 


TERMINATION 


Sec. 9. The existence of the Commission 
shall terminate at the end of 5 years from 


-the date of approval of this act: Provided, 
-however, That if the Commission shall have 


earlier finished its business its existence shall 
be terminated forthwith by direction of the 
President. 
APPROPRIATIONS ~o~ — + 

Sec, 10. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the purposes of this act 
such sums as Congress may from time to time 
determine to be necessary. 
PROHIBITION OF POLL TAX IN FEDERAL 

ELECTIONS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Georgia still withhold 
his unanimous-consent request until the 
Senator from Kentucky can submit a 
motion? 

Mr. GEORGE. I withhold the request. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of Calendar No. 628, House bill 
7, the bill relating to the prepayment of 
poll taxes as a prerequisite for voting. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. z 
Mr, TAFT. The call of the calendar 
has not yet been completed, has it? 
` The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 

it has been completed. 

Mr. TAFT. Objection was made to 
the last bill on the calendar? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
jection was made to the last bill. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Kentucky. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 7) making unlawful the require- 
ment for the payment of a poll tax as 
a prerequisite to voting in a primary or 
other election for national officers. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a petition under rule XXII. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that 


The 


Yes; 


Ob- 
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it is the duty of the Chair to read the 
petition to the Senate. It is as follows: 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate upon the bill 
(H. R. 7) making unlawful the requirement 
for the payment of a poll tax as a prerequisite 
to voting in a primary or other election for 
national officers. 

ALBEN W. BARKLEY, H. M. KILGORE, EL- 
BERT D. THOMAS, ROBERT M. LA 
FOLLETTE, Jr., JAMES M. TUNNEL, 
Jas. E. Murray, JOSEPH F. GUF- 
FEY, Homer FERGUSON, A. H. VAN- 
DENBERG, ROBT. A. TAFT, SHERIDAN 
Downey, Rosert F. WAGNER, 
CLAUDE PEPPER, JAMES W. HUFFMAN, 
Davin I, WALSH, BRIEN MCMAHON, 
Scorr W. Lucas, THEODORE FRANCIS 
GREEN, WM. F. KNOWLAND, KEN- 
NETH S. WHERRY, ARTHUR GAP- 
PER, H. ALEXANDER SMITH, WARREN 
G. Macnuson, Jas. M. Meap, 
HucH B. MITCHELL, WALLACE H. 
WHITE, Jr., GEORGE D. AIKEN, GLEN 

TAYLOR. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Under the rule, this 
motion will be voted upon 1 hour after 
the Senate convenes on Wednesday. Is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct, provided the Senate is in ses- 
sion tomorrow. - 

Mr. DONNELL. A parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DONNELL. As I understand, the 
motion is one to bring about a close of 
debate. My parliamentary inquiry is 
twofold. First, is a debate in progress, 
and second, is a motion at this time in 
order if there is no debate in progress? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that the motion is in 
order. There is a debate going on at 
this time. The Chair does not believe the 
Senate was ever in session when there 
was no debate going on\ 

Mr. DONNELL. I had not heard the 
debate begin, but perhaps I was in error. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view 
of the situation, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside so that the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] may 
bring up Calendar No. 1906, House bill 
7037. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky that the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, if I may, I wish to 
make a very brief comment on the filing 
of the cloture petition, because I think 
it a very extraordinary procedure that 
a cloture petition, usually filed for the 
purpose of bringing to an end a filibuster, 
should be filed before a debate in fact 
proceeds on H. R. 7. I want to say in 
all sincerity that I think the procedure 
is not only extraordinary but a clear 
subterfuge. I do not think this occa- 
sion should pass without calling atten- 
tion to exactly the parliamentary pro- 
cedure and strategy that is being used 
in the Senate at this time. 
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For months past there has been a de- 
sire and an attempt to bring up H. R. 7 for 
debate and consideration on its merits in 
the Senate of the United States. Every 
time that attempt has been made the 
opponents have found ways and means 
of preventing its consideration on the 
merits. But now apparently, in order to 
close the session and make a political 
record, so to speak, on paper, with re- 
spect to H. R. 7, the people of this 
country are witnessing this very interest- 
ing procedure in the Senate this after- 
noon. I think it would be better if the 
Senate simply served notice on the people 
of this country that there is no real in- 
tention in this body to present H. R. 7 and 
have a full debate on its merits. I think 
the filing of the cloture petition clearly 
shows that. Certainly I would sign a 
cloture petition to stop a. filibuster on 
this measure, but when the cloture peti- 
tion was presented to me for signature 
this afternoon, I refused to sign it, be- 
cause I do not believe in taking part in 
what is in this case nothing but a pure 
farce. ‘oat 

I think it is well known that on 
Wednesday this petition is going to be 
voted down, because there is no inten- 
tion on the part of the majority of the 
Members of the Senate, in my honest 
judgment, to stay here long enough to 
reach a vote on the merits and main- 
tain a quorum so that we can have a 
consideration of this matter on its merits. 
To do that we must stay here and break 
a filibuster. I think it is our duty to do 
so. I am not interested in making a so- 
called political record on H. R. 7 for 
election purposes as is the Democratic 
Party, but I am interested any time that 
the Senate is ready to give careful con- 
sideration of H. R. 7, to debate it on its 
merits, and urge its passage on the 
merits. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I desire to make a 
very brief word of comment on this pro- 
cedure. I made the inquiry a few 
moments ago because in my judgment 
there has not been started any debate 
upon this question. I have heard not 
one word of debate upon it since the bill 
was made the unfinished business: 

Mr. President, it seems to me the 
theory of cloture is that after debate has 
proceeded, it is proper to file a motion 
in order that the debate may be con- 
fined within reasonable limits. 

Mr. President, no debate has taken 
place. Not one word of utterance on 
this bill, so far as I have heard, has taken 
place. Without expressing an opinion 
whatsoever upon the merit of the pro- 
posed legislation, I want to protest most 
vigorously and in utmost sincerity 
against the use of this cloture petition 
at this time, when no debate is in fact 
in progress. 

I ask the President pro tempore of the 
Senate again for a further statement on 
the parliamentary inquiry; First, is a 


debate in progress; and, second, is the 


filing of the petition for cloture under 
the present state of procedure in order? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let 
the Chair answer the first inquiry. The 
bill has been taken up, and since it was 
taken up Senators, in their usual way, 
talked about everything else except the 
bill. Whether that is debate on the bill 
or not the Chair does not attempt to 
say. Each Senator will have to decide 
that for himself. There have been no 
speeches made on either side of the ques- 
tion, of course. We all know that. Con- 
sideration of the measure just began a 
little while ago. We all understand the 
situation. 8 

Mr. DONNELL. The parliamentary 
inquiry further was whether or not the 
filing of petition for cloture was in or- 
der at the moment when it was pre- 
sented? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair, and 
advised the Chair previously, that the 
filing of the petition is in order at any 
time, under the rule, 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. May I inquire, Mr. 
President, if Senators fear that within 
the time now given to discussion of the 
measure, before we have to vote on clo- 
ture, the measure cannot be adequately 
discussed on its merits? Is there any- 
thing in the rules to prevent them from 
yoting against cloture so that debate may 
be continued? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? > 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I read the rules 
of the Senate there are two ways by 
which the Senate can limit debate. One 
is by unanimous consent. The other is 
by filing a-cloture motion, which must 
be adopted by a two-thirds vote of the 
Senate. I think it is well within the dis- 
cretion of the Members of the Senate to 
attempt either method of limiting debate. 
It appeared to me, as I think it appeared 
to other Senators who have been in the 
Senate for any length of time, that there 
would be a filibuster, or, call it what we 
may, there would be a debate which 
would continue on into the future indefi- 
nitely, unless the Senate limited debate 
by one of the two methods. The Senate, 
I am sure, would not feel that it could 
obtain unanimous consent to limit de- 
bate. So the Senate used the next meth- 
od, which was that of filing a cloture pe- 
tition. 

A sufficient number of signatures have 
been affixed to the petition which was 
submitted after the bill was made the 
unfinished business. The debate may go 
on until 1 hour after the opening of the 
session on the second day from now and 
if any Senator feels that there has not 
been a proper debate during that period, 
then, as has been suggested, he would 
have the right to vote against the cloture 
petition. But I hope that the necessary 
number of Senators, that is, two-thirds 
of those present at the time, will feel 
that it is folly for the Senate to continue 
on in the future with a debate which 
they know very well in the absence of 
cloture will last indefinitely, because we 


1946 


have had past experience on this par- 
ticular bill. 

I shall not be a party to any political 
maneuvering in order that we may. 
simply show that we would like to have a 
vote on this bill. I was never any more 
earnest in my life than I am in saying 
that I want a vote taken on this bill. I 
think the Senate should vote on the bill, 
and I hope we will have full debate on it. 
I am satisfied, in view of the number of 
times the bill has been considered, that 
we can have a full debate within the time 
allowed under the cloture petition; that 
we can then vote to close the debate, with 
the 1-hour limitation as provided in the 


cloture petition, and thus we may obtain. 


a vote during the present session of Con- 
gress upon this important legislation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair at this point feels that it is his 
duty to read the rule. I read rule 
XXII: 


If at any time a motion, signed by 16 
Senators, to bring to a close the debate upon 
any pending measure is presented to the 
Senate, the Presiding Officer shall at once 
state the motion to the Senate, and 1 hour 
after the Senate meets on the following 
calendar day but one, he shall lay the mo- 
tion before the Senate and direct that the 
Secretary call the roll, and, upon the ascer- 
tainment that a quorum is present, the Pre- 
siding Officer shall, without debate, submit 
to the Senate by an aye-nay vote the ques- 
tion: í 

“Is it the sense of the Senate that the 
debate shall be brought to a close?” 


Under that rule there was nothing for 
the Chair to do but to read the petition 
for cloture to the Senate, so as to ac- 
quaint every Senator with it. That is 
all there is to it. The Parliamentarian 
advised tlie Chair that it was his duty to 
do so, and it has been done. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
ruling of the Chair is eminently correct. 
The petition for cloture is not to close 
debate. It is to limit debate two days 
from now, if it receives the required two- 
thirds majority. So if the petition is 
adopted by a two-thirds majority the 
limitation of debate will begin on that 
day. 

Mr. President, it is well known in the 
Senate that I have favored this legis- 
lation, and I have voted for cloture peti- 
tions whenever they have been filed with 
reference to it. It has so happened that 
in connection with legislation which has 
been pending up until the present time, 
which had a time limit fixed upon it, 
it was impossible for the Senate to un- 
dergo the luxury of a lengthy debate on 
this problem. I have no doubt that 
every Senator knows how he will vote, 
not only upon the cloture petition, but 
upon the bill itself. It seemed to me 
that the Senate was entitled to an oppor- 
tunity to vote on the bill under the rule. 
The only opportunity to vote on the bill, 
as everyone recognizes, is by the adop- 
tion, by a two-thirds vote, of the motion 
to close debate under rule XXII. There- 
fore I felt justified, upon the bill being 
made the unfinished business, in filing the 
petition for cloture, which will be voted 
upon on Wednesday. So we may deter- 
mine, as the result of that vote, whether 
it is worth while to make a further at- 


tempt to bring the legislation to a vote. 
Therefore, under the existing parliamen- 
tary situation, not only do I believe that 
the ruling of the chair was justified, and 
eminently correct, but it seems to me 
that this is the only time up to the present 
in this session when it would have been 
possible to have made this bill the un- 
finished business without an interminable 
discussion, If it had been made the un- 
finished business, there would have been 
a further interminable discussion unless 
a cloture petition had been approved by 
a two-thirds vote. If it could not be, 
we could not bring the bill to a vote. 

I hope there will be a full attendance 
of the Senate on Wednesday, and that it 
will express itself with respect to this 
rule, as to whether debate shall be closed. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TUNNELL, It seems to me that 
no matter whether the vote on cloture 
is that the debate shall be limited, or 
whether it is a vote that it shall not be 
limited, it does not change the fact that 
House bill 7 is the unfinished business 
at this time. Is that correct? 

Mr, BARKLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. TUNNELL. So there will be op- 
portunity for debate, either under cloture 
or without cloture, 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside in 
order that the Senator from Georgia 
may proceed with a request to consider 
House bill 7037, Calendar No. 1906. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object. 

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consider- 


ation of House bill 7037. 


Mr. BARKLEY. I hope the Senator 
will move that it be done without prej- 
udice to the unfinished business. 

Mr. GEORGE. I make the motion 
without prejudice to the unfinished busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. CORDON, Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr, CORDON. I should like to under- 
stand just where we are in this picture. 
If I correctly understand, the poll-tax 
bill has been made the unfinished busi- 
ness. Am I correct in the understanding 
that if any motion is made to displace it, 
it is equivalent to a motion to lay it on 
the table? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that that is not correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the motion to pro- 
ceed with the bill suggested by the Sen- 
ator from Georgia, without prejudice to 
the unfinished business, require unan- 
imous consent? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
Senator from Georgia has a right to make 
the motion. Unanimous consent was 
first asked, and there was objection. 
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Mr. MORSE. My inquiry is this: Does 
his motion require unanimous consent as 
to that part of the motion providing that 
it shall not prejudice the unfinished 
business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unani- 
mous consent is required to lay the unfin- 
ished business aside. 

Mr. MORSE. Ishall object to laying it 
aside. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator allow me to make a statement 
before the objection is announced as 
final? ' 

I appeal to the Senator from Oregon. 
He can call my appeal whatever he will. 
Historically I do not defer to any Mem- 
ber of this body in advocacy of repeal of 
the poll tax. I introduced the first bill 
that was introduced in the Senate, as I 
think the records of the Senate will show, 
to abolish the poll tax. It was reported 
from the Senate Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with amendments which were 
worked out by the great Senator George 
W. Norris as chairman of a subcommit- 
tee of that committee which considered 
the bill. I share with the able Senator 
from Oregon the desire that this pro- 
posed legislation be enacted if that is 
possible. 

The procedure which has been followed 
is as fair to every one as any procedure 
that could be adopted, taking into account 
the practicalities of the situation in the 
Senate. What the able leader has done 
has been the result of long and tedious 
effort on his part, taking into account the 
situation as it existed in the Senate. He 
has consulted both proponents and oppo- 
nents of the bill in devising that pro- 
cedure. What might be called the organ- 
ized advocates of the legislation have 
been consulted, and they thoroughly 
understand and have acquiesced in the 
procedure which the majority leader has 
followed this afternoon. 

Many of us are in favor of both the 
anti-poll-tax and the social-security bill 
which the able Senator from Georgia is 
now trying to bring before the Senate. 
If we do not take up the social-security 
bill we shall not get any social-security 
legislation during this session of Con- 
gress. The bill which the able Senator 
from Georgia seeks to bring before the 
Senate contains the variable-grant pro- 
vision, in which many of us are vitally 
interested. It increases social-security 
benefits to the aged, to children, and-to 
mothers, in respect to their health. It 
extends welfare benefits to crippled 
children and many other groups. I am 
sure that none of us—least of all the 
Senator from Oregon—wishes to see 
those groups denied the benefits of the 
social-security bill. 

The Senator from Oregon can accom- 
plish both his purposes by going along 
with the procedure proposed by the ma- 
jority leader and not objecting to the 
unanimous-consent request, because 
there will be an hour for each Senator 
to speak if he chooses to speak on the 
anti-poll-tax bill, even after cloture is 
adopted. That would provide 96 hours 
of debate. If every Senator could not 
have a fair opportunity to debate the 
question in an hour, I think that would 
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be extraordinary under the circum- 
stances. 

So there is time between now and 1 
o’clock on Wednesday to debate the anti- 
poll-tax bill; and then, if the cloture pe- 
tition is adopted, there will still be an 
hour for each Senator to speak after 
that. So I feel that the greatest good 
to the public interest would be served, 
and I am sure that both objectives which 
the Senator from Oregon wishes to ac- 
complish would be accomplished, if he 
would cooperate with the leader and 
allow the Senator from Georgia to bring 
up the social-security bill, with the 
understanding that the unfinished busi- 
mess, which is only temporarily laid 
aside, shall be the anti-poll-tax bill. I 
am sure that the Senator from Oregon 
will have plenty of time to speak on that 
bill before Wednesday. Other Senators 
who may wish to speak for it, as I do, 
will have plenty of time, and the opposi- 
tion will have plenty of time. 

Furthermore, if cloture is adopted, we 
shall each have an hour of which we 
can avail ourselves after 1 o’clock on 
Wednesday. If a contrary course is fol- 
lowed, it will simply mean that we shall 
probably lose an opportunity to vote on 
the anti-poll-tax bill, or we shall lose 
the social-security bill; and there is no 
need for us to lose either. It seems to 
me that we can accomplish both pur- 
poses if we will accommodate ourselves 
to the procedure suggested by the able 
majority leader, who is trying to act in 
the best interests of the Senate and of 
the country. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, before 
the motion is put, let me say that I had 
hoped that unanimous consent would be 
granted for the consideration of House 
bill 7037. I am very much opposed to 
taking up the anti-poll-tax bill. In my 
judgment neither political party will 
profit by it. I doubt if any individual 
Senator on either side of the aisle will 
profit by it. Therefore I had hoped that 
when the bill was taken up—which seems 
to have been a matter of negotiation be- 
tween the majority leader and those op- 
posed to the bill—there would be no 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the majority leader that it be 
temporarily laid aside, without prejudice, 
of course, to the status of the bill as the 
unfinished business, and without preju- 
dice to the notice for cloture which was 
filed and read under the rule. 

I should like to have a ruling from the 
Chair on this question: Is it in order for 
me to move, without prejudice to the 
bill known as the anti-poll-tax bill, and 
without prejudice to the cloture petition, 
to proceed with the consideration of 
House bill 7037? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that 
the Senator may make his motion with- 
out prejudice to the cloture petition, but 
not without other prejudice. 

Mr. GEORGE. I did not understand 
the ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This 
statement may throw light on the ques- 
tion: No matter what business is before 
the Senate, 1 hour after it meets on 
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Wednesday next the cloture petition, 
under the rule, must be laid before the 
Senate. 

Mr, GEORGE. In other words, the 
motion I propose to make is in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
in order. 3 

Mr. GEORGE. Otherwise, I would 
make a motion to lay aside the un- 
finished business, which would be debat- 
able motion, and let the filibuster start 
from now, and let it go. 

So far as I am concerned, I am per- 
fectly willing to have it go that way, re- 
gardless of whether the Senate adjourns 
this week or not. If there are Senators 
here who desire to interfere with the 
qualifications of electors in some six or 
seven States of the Union, without re- 
gard to the very plain and obvious lan- 
guage and purpose of the provisions of 
the Constitution, let them take that posi- 
tion. 

But if I may make the motion without 
prejudice to the bill which has been taken 
up and without prejudice to the cloture 
notice, I make it at this time, because 
the unanimous-consent agreement has 
failed of adoption. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. As I understand 
the precedents of the Senate in this par- 
ticular situation, the only difference be- 
tween having the Senator from Georgia 
obtain unanimous consent to proceed 
with the consideration of the amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act and to 
temporarily lay aside the unfinished busi- 
ness, or having the Senator from Geor- 
gia make his motion, is this: If the Sen- 
ator obtains unanimous consent, then, 
upon disposition of the amendments to 
the Social Security Act, House bill 7 will 
then come back before the Senate for 
consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the Senator 
makes the motion, not being able to ob- 
tain unanimous consent, it is true-that 
House bill 7 will be displaced as the un- 
finished business, and the amendments 
to the Social Security Act, House bill 
7037, will become the unfinished business. 
But if that is still the unfinished business, 
nevertheless, despite that fact, on next 
Wednesday, at 1 o’clock, a vote will be 
taken on the cloture motion to bring 
debate upon House bill 7 to a close. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act are dis- 
posed of before that time, it will be in 
order for any Senator who can secure 
recognition to move that the Senate 
again proceed to the consideration of 
House bill 7, and make it the unfinished 
business. 

So, as a matter of fact, it is as broad 
as it is long. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I was 
about to make a statement in accord 
with what has just been said by the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. A motion to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of another bill, 
while one bill is the unfinished business, 
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does displace the unfinished business. In- 
this case, however, it would not displace 
thé motion for cloture. So, no matter 
what might be pending on Wednesday, 
when the time came to vote on the 
cloture motion, the Chair would be re- 
quired to lay it before the Senate for 
a vote. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The - 
Senator will state it. / 

Mr. MORSE. If that is the ruling of 
the Chair, I should like to know whether 


the motion of the Senator from Georgia 


is debatable. If it is debatable, I should 
like to make a very brief reply to the 
Senator from Florida; and then, if that 
is the parliamentary situation, and if 
the cloture motion automatically would 
come up on Wednesday, at 1 o’clock, to 
be voted upon, I shall give consideration 
to withdrawing my objection to the 
unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion of the Senator from Georgia is 
debatable. 

Does the Senator from Georgia yield 
to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. GEORGE, I yield. I am quite 
content to let the motion remain and to 
be pending when the Senate convenes 
tomorrow, if the Senator from Kentucky 
desires to move that the Senate take a 
recess at this time, because I think it is 
too late in the day to get the social- 
security legislation through today, in 
time for the House to consider it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I agree that it is too 
late to proceed with it this afternoon. 

But if the Senator from Oregon were 
to feel constrained to proceed, after with- 
drawing objection, then the Senator’s 
bill would be the unfinished business 
when we meet tomorrow; and I am sat- 
isfied that it can be disposed of tomor- 
row. Then we would automatically recur 
to the consideration of House bill 7. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. . 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator state that, 
under any circumstances, upon the con- 
clusion of action on the amendments to 
the Social Security Act, the Senator 
would move that the Senate resume the 
consideration of House bill 7? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I intended to 
make that statement. Mr. President, 
under any circumstances, after the 
amendments to the Social Security Act 
have been disposed of, I would move to 
have the Senate resume the considera- 
tion of House bill 7. 

But if the Senator from Oregon will 
withdraw his objection, such a motion 
will not be necessary. 

I earnestly hope the Senator will with- 
draw his objection, because regardless of 
whatever happens in the meantime, the 
cloture motion will automatically come 
up for a vote. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand the situation, the pending busi- 
ness is my motion to proceed with the 
consideration of the amendments to the 
Social Security Act. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
is correct. 


That 
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Mr. GEORGE. ‘Objection has already 
been made to the unanimous-consent 
request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
is correct. 

Mf. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
reply very briefly what I understand to 
be the essence of the remarks of the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. I am 
not going to accept what I understood to 
be his invitation to characterize or call 
whatever I might wish to call the point 
of view which he presented to the Senate 
on this parliamentary maneuver. I shall 
reserve that for private conversation with 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
able Senator speak louder? We cannot 
hear him very well. 

Mr. MORSE. I merely wish to say 
that I think it should be pointed out very 
clearly for the Recorp just what has hap- 
pened in the past on House bill 7 and 
what is happening now to House bill 7. It 
is my judgment that we shall not be able 
to obtain Senate consideration of House 
bill 7 on the merits and to- vote on the 
merits, unless behind it at all times is 
some very important proposed legislation 
waiting for consideration by the Senate. 
In other words, as I have said before, if we 
are really going to beat a filibuster on 
House bill 7 when it is raised on the floor 
of the Senate, strategically our only 
chance of beating that filibuster is to 
raise the question early enough in the 
session so that there is enough impor- 
tant proposed legislation behind House 
bill 7 to finally convince a majority of 
the Members of this great body that for 
once they must stand up and vote on the 
merits of House bill 7. That is why I 
indicated the other day that if we 
waited until this hour with the strategy 
now proposed which I predicted would 
be proposed, we would find ourselves in 
exactly the position in which we now 
find ourselves in regard to House bill 7, 
namely, the bill would fail for want of a 
vote on the merits because a majority of 
the Senate will not remain to break a 
filibuster. 

When I offered H. R. 7 the other day 
as a rider to the tidelands bill, there was 
still a great deal of proposed legislation 
to be passed by the Senate. Insofar as 
the parliamentary strategy is concerned, 
I say to the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], and I have told him privately, 
and I have indicated as much on the floor 
of the Senate, and I repeat it to him now, 
that when I offered my anti-poll-tax 
amendment the other day that was the 
time when the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER], who has been one of the 
leaders in the anti-poll-tax-bill drive, 
should have backed me in my attempt 
to get consideration of it on the merits. 
But, instead of that, the Senator from 
Florida stood up on the floor of the Sen- 
ate and joined with the majority leader 
in suggesting that I withdraw the anti- 
poll-tax bill as an amendment to the 
tidelands bill. I refused to follow such 
an unsound suggestion because I knew 
that my amendment offered the last 
chance to secure a real fight in favor 
of the anti-poll-tax bill. 

I stated then that this hour would ar- 
rive, when practically the whole legisla- 
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tive program of the majority leader 
for this session would have been com- 
pleted, and then we would find the anti- 
poll-tax bill would be brought before us 
at the end of the session for political rea- 
sons. However, it would be an empty ges- 
ture with everything done and everyone 
ready to go home. I pointed out that of 
course under those circumstances Sena- 
tors would not make a fight for the bill 
or for the cloture motion, I repeat now 
that the cloture petition will fail and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] 
knows it. However, he is apparently de- 
termined to make a political record. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. ' I may be in error about 
the parliamentary situation, but my 
opinion is that the advocates of the 
anti-poll-tax bill are in a far better posi- 
tion at this time in the Senate than they 
were at the time when the able Senator 
from Oregon offered the amendment to 
the tidelands bill. In other words, aside 
from the propriety of offering it at that 
time, I am of the opinion that cloture 
would not have lain, in view of the situ- 
ation at that time, and that filibuster 
would have been possible against the bill 
and the Senator’s amendment. 

Now the cloture petition has been filed, 
and the Chair has already informed the 
Senate that a vote will be had on cloture 
at 1 o’clock on Wednesday, or 1 hour 
after the Senate convenes on Wednes- 
day, assuming that it convenes at noon. 

So here we have the anti-poll tax 
before the Senate. We have assurance 
that there will be a vote on cloture on 
Wednesday. So I cannot see that we 
are any worse off: We have not agreed 
to a resolution for sine die adjournment, 
to my knowledge. The anti-poll-tax bill 
is before the Senate, and the majority 
leader has stated that if it is temporarily 
laid aside, he will move to have it taken 
up again; and the Chair has stated that 
no matter what is pending, at 1 o’clock 
on Wednesday the cloture motion will 
be taken up, and then each Senator can 
speak for 1 hour, and I think that will 
be sufficient time for each Senator to ex- 
press his views. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, with all 
due respect to the Senator from Florida, 
whom I admire very much, but with 
whom I am in complete disagreement on 
this matter, I wish to state that in regard 
to the parliamentary situation, I think 
he is entirely in error insofar as being 
in an effective position to secure passage 
of the anti-poll-tax bill is concerned. He 
is in error because the chances of obtain- 
ing a vote on that bill have been greatly 
reduced -by the fact that the majority 
leader’s legislative program or calendar 
has been practically completed. It makes 
a great deal of difference, when we come 
to count noses on the cloture motion, 
whether there is still piled up back of the 
bill some very important proposed legis- 
lation which greatly concerns the Mem- 
bers of this body, or whether most of the 
important legislative proposals have al- 
ready been voted upon. 

Come Wednesday, that is exactly the 
position in which the Senator from Flor- 
ida will find himself. It is a position with 
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regard to which he was given due notice 
several days ago. It is a position 
which he voluntarily and knowingly 
walked into. His chances of getting a 
two-thirds vote for cloture on Wednes- 
day are practically nil, and I think the 
Senator from Florida knows it as well as 
does the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE, I will yield in just a 
moment. The result will be that some 
Members of the Congress will be able to 
go before the electorate next November 
and say, “Oh, we did everything we could 
do to get the bill brought up. We finally 
got a cloture petition but it failed of 
adoption.” But what the voters need to 
know is the strategy behind this whole 
movement, and that is why I said a few 
moments ago that the whole strategy is 
a farce, and I repeat that it is. It is a 
move of election politics. 

Mr. PEPPER and Mr. BILBO addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield; and, if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I have 
no hesitancy in allowing the Senator 
from Oregon to characterize the Senate 
in any way he chooses to do so. But what 
I wish to say is that I think good faith 
has been employed by all of us, includ- 
ing the able majority leader, who was re- 
quired merely to take into account the 
legislative situation as it now exists. It 
is always easy to urge perfection, but it is 
sometimes more practical to take prac- 
ticalities into cognizance. That is what 
was done by the leader. Our able leader 
has been a better friend of this measure 
than has been the able Senator from 
Oregon, if I may say so, under the present 
circumstances. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as far as 
Iam concerned the Senator from Florida 
is perfectly welcome to express any 
value judgment he may care to concern- 
ing my contribution to the fight for an 
anti-poll-tax bill. I am happy to rest 
my case on the record. The Senator 
from Oregon raises no question with re- 
gard to good faith but he recognizes 
political strategy when he sees it. I am 
sorry that the Senator from Florida is 
engaging in it on this bill. The Senator 
from Oregon makes this assertion -for 
the Recorp that the Senator from 
Florida must shoulder a large share of 
the responsibility for the situation in 
which we find ourselves with regard to 
House bill 7. 


POTOMAC RIVER HIGHWAY BRIDGE 


Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, on ‘the 
16th of July the President of the United 
States signed Public Law 516. That law 
provides for the building of a four-lane 
highway bridge across the Potomac 
River out of Washington. All of us are 
interested in it. A mistake was made in 
the language of the bill. House bill 7109 
has just been passed by the House of 
Representatives, and it provides that 
wherever in section 6 of Public Law 516 
the words “National Capital Park Serv- 
ice” occur, they be changed to read 
“National Park Service.” 
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Mr. President, I ask that the bill (H. R. 
7109) be now considered. 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 7109) to amend section 6 of Public 
Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, approved July 16, 1946, was read 
twice by title, considered, ordered to, a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
wish to inquire concerning the subject 
matter of the bill to which the Senator 
from Mississippi referred. 

Mr. BILBO. On July 16 the Presi- 
dent of the United States signed Public 
Law 516. It was subsequently found 
that some corrections should be made 
in the bill, by changing the words “Na- 
tional Capital Park Service’ wherever 
they occurred, to “National Park Serv- 
ice.” 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 


- INTERCHANGE OF PROPERTY BETWEEN 
THE ARMY AND NAVY 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, when the 
calendar was called, and Calendar No. 
1790, House bill 6057, was reached, I 
objected to its consideration on the 
ground that I had been informed that 
some other Senator would wish to make 
an objection. I wish the RECORD now to 
show that I was mistaken, and I will 
cooperate with the Senator from Lou- 
isiana [Mr. Overton], in obtaining action 
on the bill at the first opportunity. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I now 
renew my request which I made a mo- 
ment ago that the Senate temporarily lay 

~ aside the unfinished business and pro- 
- ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
1906, House bill 7037. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, what is the bill to 
which the Senator refers? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Itis the social securi- 
ty bill in charge of the Senator from Geor- 
gia. 

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
inform the majority leader that, having 
made clear my position on House bill 7, 
I withdraw my objection to the unani- 
mous-consent request which has been 
made. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill H. R. 
7037, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Finance with amendments. 


ACCEPTANCE BY TREASURY OF DEPOSITS 
OF MONEYS FROM THE PHILIPPINE 
ISLANDS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 2348) to authorize the continuance 
of the acceptance by the Treasury of de- 
posits of public moneys from the Philip- 
pine Islands, which was in line 9, after 
the word “States”, to insert “and shall 
terminate on July 1, 1951.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. HAYDEN. I move that the Sen- 
ate concur in the amendment of the 
House. 

The motion as agreed to. 


WILLIAM S. BROWN 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 

. (S. 1277) conferring jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
William S. Brown, which were, on page 
1, lines 3 and 4, to strike out “Court of 
Claims of the United States” and insert 
“United States District Court of the 
Western District of South Carolina”; and 
to amend the title so as to read: “An 
act conferring jurisdiction upon the 
United States District Court of the West- 
ern District of South Carolina to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 

the claim of William S. Brown.” 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
concur in the amendments of the House 
of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PRINTING OF PAMPHLET ENTITLED 
“MANUAL EXPLANATORY OF PRIVI- 
LEGES, RIGHTS, ETC., OF FORMER MEM- 
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES” 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate House Concurrent Res- 
olution 66, which was read as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the pamphlet 
entitled “Manual Explanatory of the Privi- 
leges, Rights, and Benefits Provided for All 
Persons Who Are, or Have Been, Members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States and 
of Those Dependent Upon Them” be printed 
as a House document, and that 91,300 addi- 
tional copies shall be printed, of which 66,300 
copies shall be for the use of the House of 
Representatives, 20,000 for the use of the 
Senate, 2,000 for the use of the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation of the House 
of Representatives, 2,000 for the House docu- 
ment room, and 1,000 for the Senate docu- 
ment room, 


Mr. HAYDEN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration and 
adoption of the concurrent resolution. 

There being no objection, the concur- 
rent resolution was considered and 
agreed to, 


CHARLES R. HOOPER—VETO MESSAGE 


Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I am di- 
rected by the Senate Committee on 
Claims to present a favorable report on 
S. 1480, now in the hands of the Parlia- 
mentarian, which would pay Charles R. 
Hooper, a Government employee in the 
District of Columbia, $4,000 for personal 
injuries sustained by him while em- 
ployed in the United States navy yard, 
I ask for its approval by the Senate. 

I have willingly and wholeheartedly 
supported this relief claim because I 
have felt that the case is an exceedingly 
meritorious one. 

Legislation for Mr. Hooper’s relief has 
passed the House of Representatives on 
four different occasions, and has passed 
the Senate three times. But we regret 
that S. 1480 was returned to the Con- 
gress unsigned by the President. Our 
committee is now asking that this bill 
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again be passed by the Senate over the 
President’s veto. 

In the veto message which accom- 
panied the bill, it recognized the fact 
that Mr. Hooper lost the use of his left 
eye while working for the Government in 
line of duty. But the basis on which the 
veto message rests seems to be a state- 
ment in the message that, “while the loss 
to the claimant, and his pain and suf- 
fering, are to be regretted, they were not 
such as to prevent his long and gainful 
reemployment in the Government serv- 
ice.” 

This message overlooks the fact that 
away back in 1890, at the time Mr. Hooper 
was injured, his rate of pay at the Wash- 
ington Navy Yard was approximately 
40 cents per hour. In 1909, when Mr, 
Hooper was appointed 3 helper at the 
Government Printing Office, 19 years af- 
ter his injury, he was forced to enter 
employment at the same rate of pay: 
namely, 40 cents per hour as a helper. 
If he had not suffered the injury at the 
Washington Navy Yard in 1890 and had 
been able to continue his service there 
as a machinist uninterrupted, his daily 
earnings in 1918, instead of being $4 per 
day would have been approximately $20 
per day. This fact alone refutes and dis- 
proves the statement in the veto message 
to the effect that the claimant’s wage- 
earning capacity had not been impaired 
by the injury. 

Justice and fairness to this man, who 
is now 80 years of age, and still residing 
in the city of Washington, demand that 
the Congress pass this bill over the Presi- 
dent's veto, so that Mr. Hooper may, in 
a small way, be compensated by the 
Government for the loss of his eye. The 
President and Congress should know fur- 
ther that this claimant has expended 
considerable more than the amount he 
is now seeking in this bill in the form of 
medical care and medicines durMg the 
period since his injury. 

At.a meeting of the Senate Committee 
on Claims I presented this whole matter. 
It was thoroughly discussed. The com- 
mittee voted unanimous approval of a 
motion overriding the veto. I earnestly 
appeal, therefore, Mr. President, for the 
passage of S. 1480 over the President’s 
veto, and that the bill be sent to the 
House once more. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the objec- 
tions of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, is a 
yea and nay not necessary? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
undoubtedly is. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
the Senator from Kansas would with- 
hold his motion at this late hour. The 
motion would require a roll-call vote. 
Would the Senator from Kansas be 
willing to postpone the matter until 
another day? 

Mr. CAPPER. Until tomorrow? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Well, until 
later day. 

Mr. CAPPER. I withdraw my motion, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kansas withdraws his 
motion, 


some 
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LYNCHINGS IN GEORGIA 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last 
Saturday there was some discussion in 
the Senate with reference to recent 
lynchings in the State of Georgia. At 
this time I wish to call the attention of 
the Senate to the fact that the Governor 
of Georgia has offered a reward of $10,- 
000 to bring to justice those who were 
guilty of the crimes committed. I wish 
to compliment not only the Governor of 
Georgia, but also the distinguished Sen- 
ator from California [Mr. Know zanp], 
who brought the matter to the atten- 
tion of the Senate. Iam quite sure that 
the present Governor of Georgia will see 
to it that the laws of that State are 
enforced. 

I wish also to make it clear, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that at the time the discussion took 
place last Saturday what I had to say 
concerning the newly elected governor 
of Georgia meant only that I resented 
the action of the newspaper in New York 
City in criticizing Mr. Talmadge at a 
time when he was not yet governor, and 
when he was at least 2,000 miles beyond 
the borders of the State of Georgia and 
could not possibly defend himself against 
the criticism which was made of him. I 
thought that it would be simple justice 
for me to say what I said on that occa- 
sion. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED ~ 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting the 
nomination of Edwin G. Nourse, of the 
District of Columbia, to be a member of 
the Council of Economic Advisers, which 
was referred to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

Roy L. Thompson, of Louisiana; Daniel W. 
Bell, of the District of Columbia; and 
George H. Mead, of Ohio, to be members of 
the Price Decontrol Board; and 

Leon H. Keyserling, of New York, and John 
Davidson Clark, of Wyoming, to be members 
of the Council of Economic Advisers. 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Pinance: 

Sundry nominations for appointments and 
promotions in the Regular Corps of the 
United States Public Health Service. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads: 

Sundry postmasters. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of com- 
mittees, the clerk will state the nomina- 
tions on the calendar. 

MUNICIPAL COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 
The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of George D. Neilson, of the District 
of Columbia, to be associate judge. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


CIRCUIT COURTS, TERRITORY OF 
HAWAII 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Gerald R. Corbett of Hawaii, to 
be sixth judge of the first circuit. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed and, without objection, the Presi- 
dent will be notified forthwith of all nom- 
inations confirmed today. 


PRICE DECONTROL BOARD 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Banking and Currency to- 
day reported favorably the nominations 
which were sent to the Senate by the 
President last Saturday for membership 
on the Decontrol Board. I am satisfied 
that all Senators recognize the necessity 
of an early organization of the Board 
so that it may get to work as soon as 
possible. Therefore, by the direction of 
the chairman of the committee, the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. WAGNER], I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WHITE. In the circumstances 
which the Senator from Kentucky has 
disclosed, I think his request should be 
promptly granted, and that the nomi- 
nations should be confirmed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
nominations will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tions of Roy L. Thompson, of Louisiana; 
Daniel W. Bell, of the District of Colum- 
bia; and George H. Mead, of Ohio, to be 
members of the Price Decontrol Board. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations are con- 
firmed, and, without objection, the Presi- 
dent will be notified forthwith. 


RECESS 


Mr. BARKLEN. As in legislative ses- 
sion, I move that the Senate take a recess 
until tomorrow at 11 o’clock a. m. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
6 o’clock p. m.) the Senate took a recess 
until tomorrow, Tuesday, July 30, 1946, 
at 11 o'clock a. m. 


NOMINATION 
Executive nomination received by the 
Senate July 27, 1946: 
COUNCIL OP ECONOMIC ADVISERS 
Edwin G. Nourse, of the District of Co- 


lumbia, to be a member of the Council of 
Economic Advisers. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 29, 1946: 
PRICE DECONTROL BOARD 

TO BE MEMBERS OF THE PRICE DECONTROL BOARD 

Roy L. Thompson 

Daniel W. Bell 

George H. Mead 

MUNICIPAL COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA 


George D. Nellson to be associate judge of 
Savas aoe court for the District of Co- 
lumbia. 
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CIRCUIT COURTS, TERRITORY OF HAWAN 
Gerald R. Corbett to be the Sixth Judge of 
the First Circuit, Circuit Courts, Territory of 
Hawaii. (New position.) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monpay, Jury 29, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby- 
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


O Thou who art the Lord God omnip- 
otent, reverently we are again invoking 
Thy blessing, praying that when we are 
challenged by great issues and perplex- 
ing problems we may continue to be brave 
of heart, assured that, if we will only 
make a more courageous adventure of 
faith, we shall be gloriously triumphant. 

Help us to cleave with fond affection to 
the assurance that Thou canst lead us to 
the high levels of victory and peace, re- 
leasing us from all fears and anxieties, 
and from the terror of frustration and 
futility and defeatism. 

Hasten the day when the earth shall 
no longer be cursed by cruelty, blasted by 
injustice, blighted selfishness, and 
darkened by hatred, but when the heart 
of mankind shall- be illumined by the 
spirit of the Master and all shall have the 
faith, the courage, and the humility to 
follow where He leads. 

In His name we pray. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Saturday, July 27, 1946, was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Sundry. messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were com- 
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on the following dates 
the President approved and signed bills 
and a joint resolution of the House of the 
following titles: 

On July 26, 1946: 

H. R. 1322. An act for the relief of the 
Marine Engine Works & Shipbuilding 
Corp., of Tarpon Springs, Fla.; 

H. R. 1673. An act for, the relief of the Su- 
perior Coach Corp.; 

H. R. 5112. An act to authorize the city of 
Anchorage, Alaska, to issue bonds in a sum 
not to exceed $5,000,000 for the purpose of 
constructing, reconstructing, improving, ex- 
tending, bettering, repairing, equipping, or 
acquiring public works of a permanent char- 
acter, and to provide for the payment thereof, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5398. An act for the relief of Walter 
J. Barnes Electric Co. and Maritime Electric 
Co., Inc.; s 

H. R. 5640. An act to reestablish the status 
of funds of the midshipmen’s store, barber 
shop, cobbler shop, and tailor shop at the 
United States Naval Academy, and for other 


purposes; 

H. R. 5792. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 5840. An act to authorize an ex- 
change of land in Eagle County, Colo.; 

H. R. 5958. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend- 
ed; and 

H. R.6739. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
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Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1947, and for other purposes. 

On July 27, 1946: P 

H. R. 1754. An act for the relief of Edwin 
Doyle Parrish; 

H. R. 2130. An act for the relief of Daniel 
S. Bagley, Jr., and Daniel S. Bagley, Sr.; 

H. R. 3455, An act for the relief of Chatham 
M. Towers; 

H. R. 3492. An act to amend further the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, approved May 
29, 1930, as amended; 

H. R. 3623. An act for the relief of William 
A. Pixley; 

H. R. 3988. An act for the relief of Decatur 
County in the State of Indiana; 

H. R. 5025. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Opal Riley and Robert R. Riley; 

H. R. 6673. An act to amend section 6 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended; 

H. R. 6689. An act to extend for an addi- 
tional year, the provisions of the Sugar Act 
of 1937, as amended, and the taxes with re- 
spect to sugar; and 

H. J. Res. 321. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the making of settlement on account of 
certain currency destroyed at Fort Mills, 
Philippine Islands, and for other purposes, 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H. R. 6836. An act to establish and provide 
for the maintenance and operation of a Vet- 
erans’ Canteen Service in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a biil and a joint 
resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 2147. An act for the relief of Howard A. 
Yeager; and 

S. J. Res. 166. Joint resolution to amend 
section 3126 of the Internal Revenue Code, 
as amended, and for other purposes, 
ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 

FISCAL YEAR 1947 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, from the 
Committee on Appropriations, reported 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 390) mak- 
ing additional appropriations for the fis- 


cal year 1947, and for other purposes 


(Rept. No. 2694), which was read a first 
and second time, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH reserved all 
points of order. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. DIRKSEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include clippings. 

Mr. ABERNETHY asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial 
from the Jackson (Miss.) Daily News. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp on the subject of 
cars for amputees. 

Mr. GRANGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. TRAYNOR asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper article. 
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Mr. KEARNEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article from the 
Washington Post. 

Mr. DWORSHAK asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. GAVIN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial. 

Mr. RICH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article from the 
New York World-Telegram of Saturday 
which stated that Oscar L. Chapman, 
Under Secretary of the Interior, reveals 
the secret of how the Government got 
into the rum business. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recor in three instances 
and include excerpts. 

Mr. ARENDS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a radio interview in 
which the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. WIGGLESWORTH] participated. 

Mr. KNUTSON asked and was given 
prmission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr, Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Jonnson of Illinois addressed the 
House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix. ] 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. HOWELL addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks and include as 
a part of them a petition with two thou- 
sand names asking for the passage of 
the so-called amputee-paraplegic bill and 
also to include a letter from Marshall 
Field. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachuetts? 

There was no objection. 

[Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts ad- 
dressed the House. Her remarks appear 
in the Appendix.] 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Thursday 
next, at the conclusion of the legislative 
program of the day, and following any 
special orders heretofore entered. I may 
be permitted to address the House for 
15 minutes. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
today, following any special orders here- 
tofore entered, I may be permitted to 
address the House for 1 hour. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the 
REcorp in two instances. 

Mr. MUNDT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the REC- 
ord and include a copy of a letter he ad- 
dressed to the editor of the Aberdeen 
American-News. 

Mr. GEARHART asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor in three instances and include in 
each extraneous matter. 

Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recorp in two instances and in- 
clude in each an address delivered by 
Frank Gannett. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. BREHM asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD, 

Mr. BUCK (at the request of Mr. MAR- 
TIN of Massachusetts) was given permis- 
sion to extend his remarks in the RECORD 
in two instances. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute to revise and extend my 
remarks and include a copy of a bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. WEICHEL addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 

Mr. VOORHIS of California, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and include cer- 
tain tables. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. | 

[Mr. Voonms of California addressed 
the House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix.] 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Wash- 


ington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I see 
where the Republicans are going to low- 
er the taxes, and at the same time bal- 
ance the Budget. I guess they must 
think they are magicians. I do not be- 
lieve that, and I do not think the public 
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generally does. If they are going to bal- 
ance the Budget they have to maintain 
the taxes. So I just hope they do not in- 
sist on telling the innocent people that 
they can lower the taxes 20 percent, and 
at the same time make payments on the 
national debt. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. SAVAGE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. When Andrew Mellon 
was Secretary of the Treasury they did 
that very thing, and they can do it again, 
because they will stop a lot of this boon- 
doggling and a lot of this unnecessary 
spending. That is the way they will do 
it. 

Mr. SAVAGE. When the Republicans 
take all these services away from the 
people, and stop distribution of purchas- 
ing power, then we will go into another 
depression more vicious than the last one 
they got us into because of their lack of 
knowledge of economics and their lack of 
interest for the American public. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Washington has expired. 

VETERANS’ CANTEEN SERVICE IN THE 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6836) to 
establish and provide for the mainte- 
nance and operation of a Veterans’ Can- 
teen Service in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 3, lines 23, 24, and 25, strike out 
“and to maintain the operation of the Service 
on a self-sustaining basis.” 

Page 5, strike out lines 6 to 13, inclusive. 
oe 5, line 14, strike out “5” and insert 

Page 6, line 4, strike out 6“ and insert “5.” 

Page 6, line 11, strike out “7” and insert 
6. 

Page 6, line 22, strike out “8” and insert 
lar Ss 

Page 7, line 3, strike out “9” and insert “8.” 


The SPEAKER. Is their objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississipp!? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the effect of 
the Senate amendments? 

Mr. RANKIN. We had this matter up 
in the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation this morning and the 
committee instructed me to take this ac- 
tion. The Senate put on two amend- 
ments. One of them was to strike out 
the Cole amendment that was adopted 
in the House, that would have made 
these canteens self-sustaining. Gen- 
eral Bradley was afraid it would mean 
including the salaries of the Veterans’ 
Administration or other expenses, and 
that some of them in that way could not 
be made self-sustaining from the be- 
ginning 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetis. How 
much are they running in the red? 

Mr. RANKIN. They are not running 
at all now. 
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The other important amendment is 
with reference to tax exemptions. We 
made them tax exempt and the Senate 
struck that provision out. So I took it 
up with the Veterans’ Committee this 
morning and they instructed me to call 
the measure up and ask that the House 
concur in the Senate amendments- 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. If 
the gentleman will yield, there appar- 
ently was no objection to it. 
orig RANKIN. There was no objection 

t. 
. Mr. RABAUT. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, and I do not intend 
to object, I wish to have some informa- 
tion. Is this to be established as a 
revolving fund? 

Mr. RANKIN. I cannot tell the gen- 


tleman that. 

Mr. RABAUT. It has not been decided 
yet? 

Mr. RANKIN. That has not been de- 
cided yet. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


CREDIT SERVICES TO FARMERS 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up the conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 5991) to simplify and improve 
credit services to farmers and promote 
farm ownership by abolishing certain 
agricultural lending agencies and func- 
tions, by transferring assets to the Farm- 
ers’ Home Corporation, by enlarging the 
powers of the Farmers’ Home Corpora- 
tion, by authorizing Government insur- 
ance of loans to farmers, by creating 
preference for loans and insured mort- 
gages to enable veterans to acquire 
farms, by providing additional specific 
authority and directions with respect to 
the liquidation of resettlement projects 
and rural rehabilitation projects for re- 
settlement purposes, and for other pur- 
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers on the 
part of the House be read in lieu of the 
report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5991) to simplify and improve credit serv- 
ices to farmers and promote farm owner- 
ship by abolishing certain agricultural lend- 
ing agencies and functions, by transferring 
assets to the Farmers’ Home Corporation, by 
enlarging the powers of the Farmers’ Home 
Corporation, by authorizing Government in- 
surance of loans to farmers, by creating pref- 
erences for loans and insured mortgages to 
enable veterans to acquire farms, by pro- 
viding additional specific authority and di- 
rections with respect to the liquidation of 
resettlement projects and rural rehabilita- 
tion projects for resettlement purposes, and 
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for other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed 
to be inserted by the Senate amendment 
insert the following: 

“An Act to simplify and improve credit serv- 
ices to farmers and promote farm owner- 
ship by abolishing certain agricultural 
lending agencies and functions, by defining 
the lending powers of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, by authorizing Government 
insurance of loans to farmers, by creating 
preferences for loans and insured mort- 
gages to enable veterans to acquire farms, 
by providing additional specific authority 
and directions with respect to the liquida- 
tion of resettlement projects and rural re- 
habilitation projects for resettlement pur- 
poses, and for other purposes. 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, 


“SHORT TITLE 


“SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
‘Farmers’ Home Administration Act of 1946.’ 


“DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN AGENCIES AND THEIR 
ASSETS AND PERSONNEL 

“Sec. 2. (a) The following agencies, func- 
tions, powers, and duties are hereby abol- 
ished and the following laws relating there- 
to repealed: 

“(1) The Farm Security Administration 
and all of its functions, powers, and duties. 

“(2) All functions, powers, and duties of 
the Governor of the Farm Credit Administra- 
tion which relate to the making, administra- 
tion, and liquidation of (a) all loans to 
farmers under the Act entitled ‘An Act to 
provide for loans to farmers for crop pro- 
duction and harvesting during the year 1937, 
and for other purposes’, approved January 
29, 1937 (U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 12, 
secs. 10201-10200); (b) all loans identified 
or referred to in sections 5 (b), 5 (c), and 
5 (d) of Executive Order Numbered 6084, 
dated March 27, 1933, and (c) all other 
emergency crop production, feed, seed, 
drought, and rehabilitation loans admin- 
istered by the Farm Credit Administration 
on the effective date of this Act. The said 
Act approved January 29, 1937, is hereby 
repealed. 

63) All functions, powers, and duties of 
the National Housing Agency with respect to 
property, funds, and other assets which were 
formerly under the administration or super- 
vision of the Farm Security Administration 
and were transferred to or consolidated with 
the National Housing Agency by Executive 
Order Numbered 9070 of February 24, 1942, 
except housing projects and except such oth- 
er properties and assets as are now in the 
process of liquidation. 

“(b) All assets, funds, contracts, property, 
and records and all liabilities of the agencies 
abolished by this Act and all assets, funds, 
contracts, property, and records which the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Governor of the 
Farm Credit Administration, and the Na- 
tional Housing Administrator have been 
using or have acquired primarily in the ad- 
ministration of any function, power, or duty 
so abolished and all liabilities chargeable 
thereto shall be collected or liquidated, as 
the case may be, by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, in accordance with this Act and the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended. The Secretary shall promptly 
transmit to the Treasurer of the United 
States for appropriate credits all collections 
or other proceeds realized from the assets, 
funds, contracts and property which are au- 
thorized to be administered, collected or li- 
quidated by this Act, except that (1) the 
Secretary may retain so much of the personal 
property, such as office furniture, equipment, 
machines, automobiles, stationery, and office 
supplies, as he finds will be n in car- 
rying out his duties under this Act and the 
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Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended; (2) until the loans obtained by the 
Secretary of Agriculture or the War Food 
Administrator from the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation for carrying on the Farm 
Security programs have been paid, the Secre- 
tary shall pay to the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, as collected, in accordance with 
the terms of the applicable loan agreements, 
the proceeds of all assets transferred to him 
for administration and liquidation which are 
pledged as security for such loans; and (3) 
the proceeds from collections on farmers’ 
crop production and harvesting loans 
(U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 12, secs. 1020i- 
1020n, 10200) made available by the paragraph 
entitled ‘Farmers’ crop production and har- 
vesting loans’ under the item ‘FARM CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION’ in the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1947, shall be 
available to the Secretary of Agriculture for 
the fiscal year 1947 for making loans under 
Title II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act, as amended, 

“(c) The funds appropriated, authorized to 
be borrowed, and made available under the 
items ‘Farmers’ crop production and harvest- 
ing loans’ (under the heading ‘FARM CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION’), ‘LOANS, GRANTS, AND 
RURAL REHABILITATION’ and ‘FARM TEN- 
ANCY’, in the Department of Agriculture Ap- 
propriation Act, 1947, shall be available for 
the making and servicing of loans under this 
Act, for servicing and collecting loans made 
under prior authority, liquidation of rural 
rehabilitation projects, and for administra- 
tive expenses in connection therewith, and 
to the extent that such funds are validly 
obligated and committed on June 30, 1947, 
shall be available for use by the Secretary in 
fulfilling such obligations and commitments 
subject to the limitations set forth in the 
Acts appropriating or authorizing such 
funds. 

“(d) All labor supply centers, labor homes, 
labor camps, and facilities formerly under 
the supervision or administration of the 
Farm Security Administration and originally 
transferred or made available to the War 
Food Administrator for use in the farm labor 
supply program pursuant to Public Law 45, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, approved April 29, 
1943 (57 Stat. 70), and all similar labor cen- 
ters, homes, camps, and facilities constructed 
or acquired by the War Food Administrator 
or the Department of Agriculture pursuant to 
subsequent similar laws or otherwise, shall be 
liquidated as provided in this Act and the 
proceeds paid to the Treasurer of the United 
States as each such center, home, camp, or 
facility is no longer needed in the farm labor 
supply program originally initiated pursuant 
to Public Law 45, or until six months after 
the termination of the present hostilities as 
determined by concurrent resolution of the 
Congress, or by the President, whichever is 
the earlier. 

“(e) Any of the personnel that is being 
utilized on the effective date of this Act for 
the performance of functions, powers, or 
duties abolished or transferred by this Act, 
including, but not limited to those related to 
emergency crop and feed loans, shall be 
utilized by the Secretary of Agriculture in 
the performance of his duties and functions 
under this Act and the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, to the extent 
that he determines that such personnel are 
qualified and necessary therefor. 

“(f) The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
liquidate, as expeditiously as possible, trusts 
under the transfer, agreements with the vari- 
ous State Rural Rehabilitation Corporations 
and is authorized and directed to negotiate 
with responsible officials to that end. 

“(g) With the approval of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the consummation of the trans- 
fer of any function, power, duty, asset, or 
liability transferred by this Act may be de- 
layed not in excess of ninety days after the 
effective date of this Act, during which time 
such function, power, or duty, and any func- 
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tion, power, or duty abolished Fy this Act, 
may be administered by such agency as the 
Secretary may designate and in accordance 
with such rules and regulations as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe. Such rules and regu- 
lations shall, however, conform as nearly as 
may be practicable to the provisions of this 
Act, the several appropriation Acts which are 
involved, or the Bankhead-Jones Farm Ten- 
ant Act, as amended, whichever is appro- 
priate. 


“AMENDMENT TO TITLE IV OF THE BANKHEAD- 
JONES FARM TENANT ACT 


“Sec. 3. The following sections of Title IV 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended, except insofar as they affect Title 
III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
as amended, are hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 41. For the purposes of this Act, the 
Secretary shall have the power to— 

„(a) Appoint (without regard to the Civil 
Service laws or the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended) such experts as may be neces- 

in carrying out the provisions of this 
Act: Provided, That the Administrator of the 
Farmers’ Home Administration shall be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. The sal- 
ary of none of such experts or the Adminis- 
trator shall exceed $10,000 per annum. The 
Secretary shall also have the power to ap- 
point, subject to the provisions of the civil- 
service laws, such other officers and employees 
as may be necessary and fix their compen- 
sation in accordance with the Classification 
Act of 1923, as amended, except that for a 
period of not to exceed 9 months from the 
effective date of this provision, the Secretary 
may make appointments and continue em- 
ployees of the Farm Security Administration 
and the non-civil-service employees of the 
Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Division, 
utilized in the performance of the functions 
c? the Farmers“ Home Administration under 
this Act, without regard to the Civil Service 
laws or regulations. 

„p) The Secretary may administer his 
powers and duties under this Act through 
such area finance, State, and local offices in 
the United States and in the Territories of 
Alaska and Hawaii and in Puerto Rico as he 
determines to be necessary; Provided, That 
existing regional offices shall be liquidated on 
or before June 30, 1947. The Secretary may 
authorize one office to serve the area com- 
posed of two or more States (Territories or 
Puerto Rico) if he determines that the vol- 
ume of business in the area is not sufficient 
to justify separate State offices. 

„e) Accept and utilize voluntary and un- 
compensated services, and with the consent 
of the agency concerned, utilize the officers, 
employees, equipment, and information of 
any agency of the Federal Government, or 
of any State, Territory, or political subdivi- 
sion. 

„d) Within the limits of appropriations 
made therefor, make necessary*expenditures 
for personal services and rent at the seat of 
government and elsewhere; contract steno- 
graphic reporting services; purchase and ex- 
change of supplies and equipment, law books, 
books of reference, directories, periodicals, 
newspapers, and press clippings; travel and 
subsistence expenses, including the expense 
of attendance at meetings and conferences; 
purchase, operation, and maintenance, at the 
seat of goverment and elsewhere, of motor- 
propelled passenger-carrying and other ve- 
hicles; printing and binding; and for such 
other facilities and services as he may from 
time to time find necessary for the proper 
administration of this Act. 

„e) Make contracts for services and pur- 
chases of supplies without regard to the pro- 
visions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C. 1934 ed., title 41, sec. 5) when the 
aggregate amount involved is less than $300. 

„f) Acquire land and interests therein 
without regard to section 355 of the Revised 
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Statutes, as amended. This subsection shall 
not apply with respect to the acquisition of 
land or interests in land under title III. 

“*(g) Compromise or adjust claims and 
adjust and modify the terms of mortgages, 
leases, contracts and agreements entered into 
or administered pursuant to this Act as cir- 
cumstances may require, in the following 
manner: 

“*(1) Compromise of claims of $10,000 or 
more must be effected by reference to the 
Secretary of the Treasury or to the Attorney 
General, pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tion 3469 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 31, sec. 194); 

“*(2) Claims of less than $10,000 may be 
compromised or may be adjusted or reduced 
on the basis of a reasonable determination 
by the Secretary of the debtor’s ability to pay 
and the value of the security and with or 
without the payment of any consideration at 
the time of such adjustment; releases from 
personal liability may also be made with or 
without the payment of any consideration 
at the time of adjustment of: 

„(A) Borrowers who have transferred 
their farms to other approved applicants un- 
der agreements assuming the outstanding 
indebtedness to the Secretary under this 
title; and 

B) Borrowers who have transferred 
their farms to other approved applicants 
under agreements assuming that portion of 
their outstanding indebtedness to the Secre- 
tary which is equal to the earning capacity 
value of the farm at the time of the transfer, 
and borrowers whose farms have been ac- 
quired by the Secretary, in cases where the 
county committees certify and the Secretary 
determines that the borrowers have cooper- 
ated in good faith with the Secretary, have 
farmed in a workmanlike manner, used due 
diligence to maintain the security against 
loss, and otherwise fulfilled the covenants 
incident to their loans, to the best of their 
abilities; 

“*(C) No compromise or adjustment shall 
be made upon terms more favorable than 
recommended by the appropriate county 
committee established pursuant to section 42 
of this act; 

3) Any claim of $100 or less, which 
has been due and payable for 3 years or 
more, and where the debtor has no assets 
from which the claim could be collected or 
is deceased and has left no estate, or has been 
absent from his last known address for a 
period of at least 2 years and his whereabouts 
cannot be ascertained without undue ex- 
pense, may be charged off or released by the 
Secretary upon a report and favorable rec- 
ommendation of the employee of the Admin- 
istration having charge of the claim: Pro- 
vided, That claims of $10 or less may be 
canceled and released whenever it appears to 
the Secretary that further collection efforts 
would be ineffectual or likely to prove uneco- 
nomical; and 

“*(4) At the end of each fiscal year the 
Secretary shall report to Congress the names 
of all persons against whom claims in excess 
of $1,000 have been compromised, the ad- 
dress of such person, the nature of the claim, 
the amount of the compromise, and the 
reason therefor. 

“*(h) Collect all claims and obligations 
arising or administered under this act, or 
under any mortgage, lease, contract, or 
agreement entered into or administered pur- 
suant to this act and, if in his judgment 
necessary and advisable, pursue the same to 
final collection in any court having jurisdic- 
tion. All legal work arising out of such 
claims and obligations, including, but not 
limited to, the prosecution and defense of all 
litigation, is authorized to be performed, as 
determined by the Solicitor of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, through the Depart- 
ment of Justice, by attorneys of the Office 
of the Solicitor of the Department of Agri- 
culture, or by local counsel approved by the 
Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture, 
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whose fees, upon approval by the Solicitor, 
shall be paid by the Secretary; and 

“‘(i) Make such rules and regulations and 
such delegations of authority as he deems 
necessary to carry out this act. 


“ ‘COUNTY COMMITTEES 


“Sec. 42. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
and directed to appoint in each county in 
which activities are carried on under this 
act a county committee composed of three 
individuals residing in the county, at least 
two of whom shall be farmers residing on a 
farm and deriving the principal part of their 
income from farming. In making the first 
appointments pursuant to the amendments 
made by Farmers’ Home Administration Act 
of 1946, the Secretary shall designate one 
member of each committee to serve for a pe- 
riod of 1 year, one member to serve for a 
period of 2 years, and one member to serve 
for a period of 3 years, All subsequent ap- 
pointments shall be for a 3-year period. The 
Secretary may appoint an alternate for each 
member of each committee who shall have 
the same qualifications and be appointed for 
the same term as such member. The mem- 
bers of each committee shall elect one mem- 
ber. to serve as chairman. Members of the 
committees and their alternates shall be re- 
movable for cause by the Secretary. 

b) Each member of the committee shall 
be allowed compensation at the rate of not 
to exceed $5 per day while engaged in the 
performance of duties under this Act. The 
number of days per month that each mem- 
ber may be paid shall be determined and ap- 
proved by the Secretary. In addition, they 
shall be allowed such amounts as the Secre- 
tary may prescribe for necessary traveling 
and subsistence expenses. The compensa- 
tion and expenses of the committee members 
and their alternates shall be paid by the 
Secretary. 

„e The committee shall meet on the 
call of the committee chairman, or on the 
call of such other person as the Secretary 
may designate. Two members of the com- 
mittee shall constitute a quorum. The Sec- 
retary shall rules governing the 
procedure of the committees, furnish forms 
and equipment necessary for the perform- 
ance of their duties, and authorize and pro- 
vide for the compensation of such clerical 
assistants as he deems may be required by 
any committee. 

„d) Committees established under this 
Act shall, in addition to the duties spe- 
cifically imposed under this Act, perform 
such other duties under this Act as the Sec- 
retary may require of them, or as may be 
delegated to them by the Secretary. 

“ RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS 

“Sec, 43. (a) The Secretary shall do all 
things necessary to complete the liquidation 
as expeditiously as possible of all resettle- 
ment projects and rural rehabilitation proj- 
ects for resettlement purposes including, but 
not limited to, defense relocation corpora- 
tions, land-leasing and land-purchasing asso- 
ciations, all properties retransferred from the 
National Housing Agency by section 2 (a) 
(3) of the Farmers’ Home Administration Act 
of 1946, and all other corporations or asso- 
ciations organized for similar purposes and 
financed, in whole or in part, with funds 
made available to the Secretary, the War 
Food Administrator, the Farm Security Ad- 
ministration, the Resettlement Administra- 
tion, or the Federal Emergency Relief Ad- 
ministration. 

b) Within six months after the effec- 
tive date of the Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion Act of 1946, the Secretary shall de- 
termine which of the lands comprising the 
projects described in (a) hereof are suit- 
able for use, efther with or without sub- 
division, as farms of sufficient size to con- 
stitute efficient farm management units and 
to enable diligent farm families to carry on 
farming of a type which the Secretary deems 
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can be carried on successfully in the localities 
in which the lands are situated, The Sec- 
retary shall file with the Congress, promptly 
after making such determination, a complete 
report of the determination, with full in- 
formation as to the location of all lands com- 
prising such projects, and of the facts taken 
into account by the Secretary in making the 
determination. All lands which the Secre- 
tary determines are suitable for farming and 
all personal property incident to or compris- 
ing such projects and usable in farming op- 
erations shall, wherever practicable, be sold 
by the Secretary as expeditiously as possible 
to individuals eligible to receive the bene- 
fits of Title I of this Act and in a manner con- 
sistent with the provisions of such title. 
The Secretary, if appropriations are made 
therefor by Congress, may make loans to such 
purchasers to enable them to improve such 
lands or repair such property, which loans 
shall be made only after certification of the 
county committees and otherwise in a man- 
ner consistent with the provisions of Title I: 
Provided, That all sales of project lands in 
economic units shall be in accordance with 
the terms, conditions, and limitations of 
S. 704, 79th , 2d Session. 

e) Public facilities, such as electric 
light, water and sewage systems, buildings 
and lands for schools and churches, and land 
for public-roads, streets, and alleys, may be 
granted or dedicated to public or semipublic 
institutions or granted to public or private 
organizations where (1) such facilities or 
lands cannot be sold at reasonable prices, 
(2) similar facilities or land aré not available 
at reasonable rates and terms to the inhabi- 
tants of the particular area, and (3) the 
recipients of such facilities will agree to oper- 
ate and maintain them and shall relieve the 
Government of all responsibility in connec- 
tion therewith. In making grants or dedi- 
cations of such facilities, the Secretary shall 
give due consideration to all applications for 
such grants or dedications and shall award 
the facilities to the organization or institu- 
tion found by the Secretary to be most capa- 
ble of maintaining and operating such prop- 
erties. In all sales, grants, or dedications 
of such facilities, the Secretary shall take 
reasonable precautions to provide that they 
will not be used in competition with com- 
panies or organizations in the area furnish- 
ing adequate services to the inhabitants upon 
reasonable rates and terms. 

„dd) Real and personal property com- 
prising such projects which is not determined 
by the Secretary to be suitable for sale as 
family-size farms as provided in (b) hereof, 
or which is not granted or dedicated as pro- 
vided in (c) hereof, shall, within eighteen 
months after the effective date of the Farm- 
ers’ Home Administration Act of 1946, either 
be transferred by the Secretary to appro- 
priate agencies of the United States for dis- 
position as surplus property of the United 
States or be sold by the Secretary at public 
or private sale to any individual or corpo- 
ration at the best price obtainable, after 
public notice, for cash or on secured credit, 
without regard to the laws governing the dis- 
position of surplus real or personal property 
of the United States: Provided, however, 
That in the case of all sales on credit under 
this subparagraph (d) the Secretary shall 
obtain an initial cash payment of at least 
20 per centum of the sales price and the 
remainder shall be paid in equal annual in- 
stallments within a term not in excess of 
five years: Provided further, That wherever 
it is found by the Secretary that it is not 
practicable to dispose of lands reserved for 
sale pursuant to subparagraph (b) hereof 
under the provisions of title I of this Act, 
such lands may be sold by the Secretary un- 
der the authority of this subparagraph (d). 

“*(e) The Secretary shall cause the de- 
fense relocation corporations, land-leasing 
and land-purchasing associations, and other 
similar corporations or associations to sell 
properties to which they hold title in accord- 
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ance with the limitations and procedures 
prescribed in this section. 

„t) The provisions of this section shall 
apply to all labor supply centers, labor homes, 
labor camps, and facilities upon their trans- 
fer to the Secretary as provided in section 
2 (d) of this Act. 


“ “SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS ON 
LOANS 


“Sec, 44. The Secretary, under this Act— 

„%) Shall make no loan 

(1) to any corporation or cooperative 
association; 

“*(2) unless the appropriate county com- 
mittee certifies in writing that the applicant 
is eligible to obtain such loan and that, in 
the opinion of such committee, he will hon- 
estly endeavor to carry out undertakings and 
obligations required of him under a loan 
which may be made by the Secretary; 

63) to any person, unless the applicant 
represents in writing, and it is administra- 
tively determined by the Secretary, after a 
certification to such effect by the appropriate 
county committee, that credit sufficient in 
amount to finance the actual needs of the 
applicant is not available to him at the rates 
(but not exceeding the rate of 5 per centum 
per annum) and terms prevailing in the com- 
munity in or near which the applicant re- 
sides for loans of similar size and character 
from commercial banks, cooperative lending 
agencies, or from any other responsible 
source. 

“*(4) for the carrying on of any land-pur- 
chase or land-leasing program, or for the 
purpose of carrying on any operations in col- 
lective farming, or cooperative farming, or 
for the organization, promotion, or manage- 
ment of homestead associations, land-leas- 
ing associations, land-purchasing associa- 
tions, or cooperative land-purchasing for 
colonies of rehabilitants and tenant purchas- 
ers, except for the liquidation as expeditious- 
ly as possible of any such projects heretofore 
initiated. 

„b) Shall, except as otherwise specifical- 
ly provided by the Congress, make all loans at 
the interest rate of 5 per centum per annum 
evidenced by notes requiring full liability of 
the maker had upon such security and such 
other terms and conditions as the Secretary 
may prescribe, including such provisions for 
the supervision of the borrower as the Secre- 
tary shall deem necessary to protect his in- 
terests. 

e) Shall, in the case of every loan, re- 
quire in the loan and security instruments 
that if at any time it shall appear to the 
Secretary that the borrower may he able to 
obtain a loan from a production credit asso- 
ciation, Federal land bank, or other respon- 
sible cooperative or private credit source at 
rates (but not exceeding the rate of 5 per 
centum per annum) and terms for loans for 
similar periods of time and purposes pre- 
vailing in the area in which the loan is to 
be made, the borrower shall, upon request 
of the Secretary, apply for and accept such 
loan in sufficient amount to repay the Secre- 
tary and to pay for any stock necessary to be 
purchased in the cooperative lending agency 
in connection with the loan. 

“ “TRANSPER OF LANDS TO SECRETARY 

“ ‘Sec. 45. The President may at any time 
in his discretion transfer to the Secretary 
any right, interest or title held by the United 
States in any lands acquired in the program 
of national defense and no longer needed 
therefor, which the President shall find suit- 
able for the purposes of this Act, and the 
Secretary shall dispose of such lands in the 
manner and subject to the terms and condi- 
tions of this Act. 

“ “TRANSACTIONS WITH CORPORATIONS 

“Sec, 46. Nothing in this Act shall au- 
thorize the making of any loan or the sale 


or other disposition of real property or any 
interest therein, other than interests in coal, 
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oil, gas, or other minerals, to any private cor- 
poration, except in furtherance of liquida- 
tion pursuant to section 43, or the leasing of 
mineral interests to corporations or indi- 
viduals from time to time in accordance with 
policies established by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 


“ ‘SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS 


“ ‘Sec. 47. The Secretary is authorized to 
conduct surveys and investigations relating 
to the conditions and factors affecting, and 
the methods of accomplishing most effec- 
tively, the purposes of this Act, and may, 
when funds are specifically appropriated 
therefor by the Congress, publish and dis- 
seminate information pertinent to the varl- 
ous aspects of its activities. 


“*VARIABILE PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 48. The Secretary shall require an- 
nual payments in installments sufficient to 
pay any obligations or indebtedness to him 
under this Act within the term of such ob- 
ligation or indebtedness. The Secretary shall 
provide a method whereby a borrower may 
pay any obligation or indebtedness by a sys- 
tem of variable payments under which a 
surplus above the required installment for 
any year may be paid in periods of above- 
normal income and employed to reduce pay- 
ments below the required annual payment in 
subsequent periods of subnormal income. 
Any advance payments to the Secretary shall 
not affect the obligation to pay the required 
annual installment during periods of normal 
or above-normal income. 


“ ‘SET-OFF 


“ ‘Sec. 49. No set-off shall be made against 
any payment to be made by the Secretary to 
any person under the provisions of this Act, 
by reason of any indebtedness of such per- 
son to the United States, and no debt due 
to the Secretary under the provisions of 
this Act shall be set off against any payments 
owing by the United States, unless the Secre- 
tary shall find that such set-off will not 
adversely affect the objectives of this Act. 


“ “TAXATION 


“ ‘Sec. 50. (a) All property which is being 
utilized to carry out the purposes of title 
I of this Act (other than property used solely 
for administrative purposes) shall, notwith- 
standing that legal title to such property 
remains in the Secretary, be subject to taxa- 
tion by the State, Territory, district, depend- 
ency, and political subdivision concerned, in 
the same manner and to the same extent as 
other similar property is taxed. 

“*(b) All property to which subsection (a) 
of this section is inapplicable which is held 
by the Secretary pursuant to this Act shall 
be exempt from all taxation now or here- 
after imposed by the United States or any 
State, Territory, district, dependency, or po- 
litical subdivision, but the Secretary shall 
make payments in respect of any such prop- 
erty in lieu of taxes. 

“ ‘BID AT FORECLOSURE 

“Sec. 51. The Secretary is authorized and 
empowered to bid for and purchase at any 
foreclosure or other sale, or otherwise to ac- 
quire property pledged or mortgaged or con- 
veyed to secure any loan or other indebted- 
ness owing to or acquired by the Secretary 
under this Act; to accept title to any prcperty 
80 purchased or acquired; to operate for a 
period not in excess of one year from the date 
of acquisition, or lease such property for such 
period as may be deemed necessary to pro- 
tect the investment therein; and to sell or 
otherwise dispose of such property in a man- 
ner consistent with the provisions of section 
43 of this Act. 

“ ‘PENALTIES 

“Seco. 52. (a) Whoever makes any mate- 
riel representation, knowing it to be false, 
for the purpose of influencing in any way 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


the action of the Secretary upon any applica- 
tion, discount, purchase or repurchase agree- 
ment, contract of sale, lease or loan, or any 
change or extension of any of the same by 
renewal, compromise, adjustment, deferment 
of action or otherwise, or the acceptance, re- 
lease or substitution of security therefor, 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not more than $2,000 or by im- 
prisonment for not more than two years, or 
both, 

“*(b) Whoever, being employed in any 
capacity by the Secretary, (1) embezzles, ab- 
stracts, purloins or willfully misapplies any 
moneys, funds, securities or other things of 
value, whether belonging to the Secretary or 
pledged or otherwise entrusted to him; or 
(2) with intent to defraud the Secretary, or 
any body politic or other corporation, or any 
individual, or to deceive any officer, auditor 
or examiner of the Secretary, makes any false 
entry in any book, report or statement of, or 
to, the Secretary, or draws any order, or issues, 
puts forth or assigns any note or other obli- 
gation or draft, mortgage, Judgment or de- 
cree thereof; or (3) with intent to defraud 
the Secretary, participates or shares in or 
receives directly or indirectly any money, 
profit, property or benefits through any trans- 
action, loan, commission, contract or any 
other act of the Secretary shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be punished by a fine of not 
more than $5,000 or by imprisonment for not 
more than five years, or both. 

„e) Whoever willfully shall conceal, re- 
move, dispose of, or convert to his own use 
or that of another, any property mortgaged 
or pledged to, or held by, the Secretary as 
security for any obligation, shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be punished by a fine of not 
more than $2,000 or by imprisonment for not 
more than two years, or both. 

„d) Whoever conspires with another to 
accomplish any of the acts made unlawful by 
the preceding provisions of this section shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be subject to the 
same fine or imprisonment, or both, as is 
applicable in the case of conviction. for do- 


ing such unlawful act. 


EES AND COMMISSIONS PROHIBITED 


“ ‘Sec. 53. No officer, attorney, or other em- 
ployee of the Secretary shall, directly or in- 
directly, be the beneficiary of or receive any 
fee, commission, gift, or other consideration 
for or in connection with any transaction 
or business under this Act other than such 
salary, fee, or other compensation as he may 
receive as such officer, attorney, or employee, 
No member of a county committee estab- 
lished under section 42 shall knowingly make 
or join in making any certification prohibited 
by section 2 (c). Any person violating any 
provision of this section shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be punished by a fine of not 
more than $2,000 or imprisonment for not 
more than two years, or both. 

“ ‘EXTENSION OF TERRITORIES 

“Sec. 54. The provisions of this Act shall 
extend to the territories of Alaska and 
Hawali and to Puerto Rico. In the case of 
Alaska and Puerto Rico, the term ‘county’ as 
used in this Act shall be deemed synonymous 
with Territory, or any subdivision thereof as 
may be designated by the Secretary, and 
payments under section 33 of this Act shall 
be made to the Governor of the Territory 
or to the fiseal agent of such subdivision. 

“ ‘SEPARABILITY 

“ ‘Sec. 55. If any provision of this Act, or 
the application thereof to any person or cir- 
cumstances, is held invalid, the remainder 
of the Act, and the application of such pro- 
visions to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby.’ 

“Sec, 4. Title II of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows; 
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“ TITLE II—PropucTION AND SUBSISTENCE 
LOANS 
“ ‘BORROWERS AND TERMS 

“ ‘Sec. 21. Out of the funds made available 
under section 23, the Secretary may make 
loans to farmers and stockmen who are citi- 
zens of the United States for the purchase of 
livestock, seed, feed, fertilizer, farm equip- 
ment and supplies, other farm needs, the 
refinancing of indebtedness and family sub- 
sistence: Provided, That no loan shall be 
made under this section for the purchase or 
leasing of land or for the carrying on of any 
land-purchase or land-leasing program: Pro- 
vided further, That, under this section, (1) 
the initial loan to any one borrower shall 
not exceed $3,500 and no further loan may 
be made by the Secretary under this title 
toa borrower so long as the total amount out- 
standing to that borrower, including inter- 
est and taxes or other liens and obligations 
which have accrued and are properly charge- 
able to the account of the borrower, exceeds 
$5,000; (2) the term of any such loan, in- 
cluding renewals and extensions, shall not 
exceed five years from the date the original 
loan was made; and (3) no person who has 
failed to liquidate his indebtedness under 
this section for five consecutive years shall 
be eligible for further loans hereunder until 
he has paid such indebtedness in full, except 
that indebtedness to the Farm Security Ad- 
ministration or the Emergency Crop and 
Feed Loan Offices heretofore created shall 
not be included until five years from the 
effective date of the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration Act of 1946, in determining the 
amounts of loans, terms of loans, and five- 
year period for eligibility set forth in this 
section. 

“ ‘DEBT ADJUSTMENT 

“ ‘Sec. 22. The Secretary may assist in the 
voluntary adjustment of indebtedness be- 
tween farm debtors and their creditors and 
may cooperate with State, Territorial, and 
local agencies and committees engaged in 
such debt adjustment. Services furnished 
by the Secretary under this section may be 
without charge to the debtor or creditor. 


“ ‘APPROPRIATION 


“ ‘Sec, 23. There is authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Secretary such sums as the 
Congress may from time to time determine 
to be necessary to enable the Secretary to 
carry cut the purposes of this title.“ 


“AMENDMENT TO TITLE I OF THE BANKHEAD- 
JONES FARM TENANT ACT 


“Sec. 5. Title I of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


“ ‘TITLE I—TENANT PURCHASE LOANS AND 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
“ “POWER OF SECRETARY 

“ ‘SECTION 1. (a) The Secretary of Agricul- 
ture (hereinafter referred to as the “Secre- 
tary") is authorized to make loans and to 
insure mortgages in the United States and in 
the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii and in 
Puerto Rico to persons eligible to receive 
the benefits of this title to enable such per- 
sons to acquire, repair or improve family- 
size farms, or to refinance indebtedness 
against undersized or underimproved units 
when loans are being made or insured by 
the Secretary to enlarge or improve such 
units. Loans may also be made to assist bor- 
rowers under this title in making the im- 
provements needed to adjust their farming 
operations to changing conditions. 

“*(b) (1) Except with respect to veterans 
qualified under subsection (b) (2) of this 
section, only farm tenants, farm laborers, 
sharecroppers, and other individuals (includ- 
ing owners of inadequate or underimproved 
farm units) who obtain, or who recently ob- 
tained, the major portion of their income 
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from farming operations, shall be eligible 
to receive the benefits of this title. In mak- 
ing available the benefits of this title the 
Secretary shall give preference to persons 
who are married, or who have dependent 
families, and, wherever practicable, to per- 
sons who are able to make an initial down 
payment, or who are owners of livestock and 
farm implements necessary successfully to 
carry on farming operations. No person shall 
be eligible who is not a citizen of the United 
States. 

“"(2) Any veteran (defined herein as a 
person who served in the land or naval 
forces of the United States during any war 
between the United States and any other 
nation and who shall have been discharged 
or released therefrom under conditions other 
than dishonorable) who intends to engage 
in farming as a principal occupation, and 
who meets the requirements of rules and 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary as 
to industry, experience, character, and other 
assurances of success as farmers, shall be 
eligible for the benefits of this title and their 
applications shall be entitled to preference 
over those of non-veterans. 

„) No loan shall be made, or mortgage 
insured, for the acquisition, improvement, or 
enlargement of any farm unless it is of 
such size and type as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be sufficient to constitute an ef- 
ficient family-type farm-management unit 
and to enable a diligent farm family to 
carry on successful farming of a type which 
the Secretary deems can be carried on suc- 
cessfully in the locality in which the farm 
is situated: Provided, That loans may be 
made to veterans, or mortgages insured for 
veterans, as defined in section 1 (b) (2) 
hereof, who have pensionable disabilities, to 
enable such veterans to acquire, enlarge, re- 
pair, or improve farm units of sufficient size 
to meet the farming capabilities of such vet- 
erans and afford them income which, to- 
gether with their pensions, will enable them 
to meet living and operating expenses and 
the amounts due on their loans. 


“FUNCTIONS OF COUNTY COMMITTEES 


“Sec, 2. (a) The county committees es- 
tablished under section 42 shall— 

“*(1) examine applications (filed with the 
chairman of the county committee, or with 
such other person as the Secretary may des- 
ignate) of persons desiring to obtain the as» 
sistance of the Secretary in financing the ac- 
quisition of farms or farming operations in 
the county as provided in this Act; and 

“*(2) examine and appraise farms in the 
county with respect to which applications 
are made 

„b) If the committee finds that an ap- 
plicant is eligible to receive the benefits of 
this Act, that, in the opinion of the commit- 
tee, by reason of his character, ability, in- 
dustry, and experience, he will successfully 
carry out undertakings required of him un- 
der a loan which may be made or insured 
under this Act, that credit sufficient in 
amount to finance the actual needs of the 
applicant, specified in the application, is not 
available to him at the rates (but not ex- 
ceeding the rate of 5 per centum per annum) 
and terms prevailing in the community in 
or near which the applicant resides for loans 
of similar size and character from commercial 
banks, cooperative lending agencies, or from 
any other responsible source; and that the 
farm with respect to which the application is 
made is of such character that there is a 
reasonable likelihood that the making or 
insuring of the loan with respect thereto 
will carry out the purposes of this title, it 
shall so certify to the Secretary. The com- 
mittee shall also certify to the Secretary the 
amount which the committee finds is the 
fair and reasonable value of the farm based 
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upon its normal earning capacity. The farm 
shall be appraised by competent employees 
of the Secretary thoroughly trained in ap- 
praisal techniques and the appraisal shall 
be made available to the county committee 
and the Secretary for their guidance in 
determining the value of the farm as specified 
above, E 

“*(c) No member of the committee shall 
participate in any certification under this 
section with respect to any application or 
farm in which such member, or any person 
related to such member within the third 
degree of consanguinity or affinity has any 
pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, or in 
which any of them had such interest within 
one year prior to the date of certification. 

„d) No loan shall be made for any pur- 
pose under this Act and no mortgage shall 
be insured under this Act, unless certifica- 
tion by the committee, as required under 
this section, has been made with respect to 
the applicant applying for the loan and with 
respect to the farm which is to be taken as 
security either for an insured or an unin- 
sured mortgage. 


“ “TERMS OF LOANS 


“ ‘Sec. 3. (a) Loans made under this title 
shall be in such amount (not in excess of the 
amount certified by the county committee 
to be the value of the farm) as may be ne- 
cessary to enable the borrower to acquire the 
farm and for necessary repairs and improve- 
ments thereon, and shall be secured by a 
first mortgage or deed of trust on the farm. 
Loans may not be made for the acquisition 
or enlargement of farms which have a value, 
as acquired, enlarged, or improved, in excess 
of tlie average value of efficient family-type 
farm-management units, as determined by 
the Secretary, in the country, parish, or lo- 
cality where the farm is located. 

„b) The instruments under which the 
loan is made and security given therefor 
shall— 

“*(1) provide for the repayment of the 
loan within an agreed period of not more 
than forty years from the making of the 
loan; 

2) provide for the payment of interest 
on the unpaid balance of the loan at the 
rate of 3% per centum per annum; 

3) provide for the repayment of the 
unpaid balance of the loan, together with 
interest thereon, in installments in accord- 
ance with amortization schedules prescribed 
by the Secretary; 4 

“*(4) be in such form and contain such 
covenants as the Secretary shall prescribe to 
secure the payment of the unpaid balance 
of the loan, together with interest thereon, 
to protect the security, and to assure that 
the farm will be maintained in repair, and 
waste and exhaustion of the farm prevented, 
and that such proper farming conservation 
practices as the Secretary shall prescribe will 
be carried out; 

"“*(5) provide that the borrower shall pay 
taxes and assessments on the farm to the 
proper taxing authorities, and insure and 
pay for insurance on farm buildings; 

6) provide that upon the borrower's 
assigning, selling, or otherwise transferring 
the farm, or any interest therein, without the 
consent of the Secretary, or upon default in 
the performance of, or upon any failure to 
comply with, any covenant or condition con- 
tained in such instruments, or upon involun- 
tary transfer or sale, the Secretary may de- 
clare the amount unpaid immediately due 
and payable, and that, without the consent 
of the Secretary, no final payment shall be 
accepted, or release of the Secretary's inter- 
est be made, less than 5 years after the mak- 
ing of the loan; and 

“*(7) contain the provisions for refinanc- 
ing specified in section 44 (c). 
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“*(c) as provided in paragraph (6) 
of subsection (b), no instrument provided 
for in this section shall prohibit the prepay- 
ment of any sum due under it. f 

d) No provision of section 75, as 
amended, of the act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish a uniform system of bankruptcy 
throughout the United States”, approved 
July 1, 1898 (U. S. C. 1940 ed., title 11, sec. 
203), otherwise applicable in respect to any 
indebtedness incurred under this title by any 
beneficiary thereof, shall be applicable in 
respect of such indebtedness until such bene- 
ficiary has repaid at least 15 percent thereof. 


“ ‘EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF LOANS AND 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE 

“Sec. 4. In making loans and insuring 
mortgages under this title, the amount which 
is devoted to such p during any fiscal 
year shall be distributed equitably among 
the several States and Territories on the 
basis of farm population and the prevalence 
of tenacy, as determined by the Secretary: 
Provided, That there may be distributed to 
each State such amounts as are necessary to 
insure mortgages or finance loans pursuant 
to all bona fide applications from veterans 
qualified under section 1 hereof: Provided 
jurther, That there may be disbursed in any 
fiscal year to each State or Territory such 
amount not in excess of $100,000 as is de- 
termined by the Secretary to be necessary 
to finance loans in such State or Territory 
under this title. 


“ “APPROPRIATION 


“ ‘Sec. 5. To carry out the provisions of this 
title with respect to tenant-purchase loans, 
there is authorized to be appropriated not to 
exceed $50,000,000 for each fiscal year begin- 
ning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
and such further sums as may be necessary 
in carrying out the provisions of this title 
during such fiscal year, with respect to tenant 
purchase loans and insured mortgages. ` 


“‘PARM TENANT MORTGAGE INSURANCE FUND 


Spe. 11. (a) There is hereby created a 
fund, to be known as the “farm tenant- 
mortgage insurance fund” (hereinafter in 
this title referred to as the fund“), which 
shall be used by the Secretary as a revolving 
fund for carrying out the provisions of this 
title with respect to mortgages insured under 
section 12 and to mortgages accepted for the 
account of the fund under section 13, There 
is authorized to be appropriated to the Sec- 
retary the sum of $25,000,000 to constitute 
such fund. 

“*(b) Moneys in the fund not needed for 
current operations shall be deposited with 
the Treasurer of the United States to the 
credit of the fund or invested in direct obli- 
gations of the United States or obligations 

nteed as to principal and interest_by the 
United States. The Secretary may purchase, 
with money in the fund, any notes issued by 
the Secretary to the Secretary of the Treasury 
to obtain money for the fund. 

„e) All amounts deposited in or credited 
to the fund and the proceeds of investments 
of amounts in the fund shall be used only for 
purposes to which the fund Is specifically au- 
thorized to be devoted under this title and 
shall not be diverted to any other use. 

„d) The Secretary shall include in his 
annual report a complete statement with re- 
spect to the status of the fund. 

“ "INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES 

“ ‘Sec. 12. (a) The Secretary is authorized, 
upon application of a prospective mortgagor 
or mortgagee under a first mortgage eligible 
for insurance under this title, to insure such 
mortgage and to make commitments for the 
insurance of any such mortgage prior to the 
date of its execution. 

“*(b) The aggregate amount of principal 
obligations on all mortgages insured under 
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this title, on all mortgages with respect to 
which commitments to imsure have been 
made, and on all mortgages accepted for the 
account of the fund and not disposed of under 
section 14 shall not exceed $100,000,000 in any 
one fiscal year. With respect to any fiscal 
year, the amount available for insurance, 
cominitment and acceptance of mortgages 
under this title shall be distributed among 
the several States and Territories on the basis 
provided in section 4 and preferences shall be 
given to mortgages- executed by veterans 
qualified under section 1. 

e) In order for a mortgage to be eligible 
under this title— 

“*(1) the person obligated to pay there- 
under shall be a person who would be eligible 
under section 1 for a loan under title I; 

2) the farm mortgaged shall be one with 
respect to which, under section 1 (c), a loan 
could be made under title I; 

“*(3) there shall be an appropriate cer- 
tification by the county committee as re- 
quired by section 2 of this Act; 

“*(4) the mortgage instruments shall 
comply with section 3 (b), except that the 
base rate of interest shall be 244 per centum 
per annum; 

“*(5) the principal obligation (and fees 
and other charges chargeable under subsec- 
tion (d) of this section) shall not exceed 90 
per centum of the reasonable value of the 
farm and necessary repairs and improve- 
ments thereon, as such values are certified 
by the county committee pursuant to section 
2 (b); 

6) the mortgage instruments shall 
contain a covenant to pay to the Secretary 
the initial and annual charges provided for 
in subsections (d) and (e) of this section, 
and a covenant to pay to the Secretary, as 
collection agent for the mortgagee, the 
amounts payable by the mortgagor to the 
mortgagee under the mortgage; and 

7) the mortgage instruments shall 
contain a stipulation (not binding upon the 
Secretary) that the holder of the mortgage 
will accept the benefits provided by section 
13 in lieu of any right of foreclosure which 
he may have against the property and any 
right to a deficiency judgment against the 
mortgagor on account of the mortgage. 

„d) The Secretary shall require the pay- 
ment by the mortgagor or mortgagee of such 
Initial fees for inspection, appraisal, and 
other charges as it finds necessary and such 
amounts may be included in the principal 
obligation of the mortgage, and the payment 
of such delinquency charges and default re- 
serves as it finds necessary. The proceeds of 
such fees shall be deposited in the Treasury 
for use for administrative expense as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (e) (2) hereof. 

“*(e) (1) The Secretary shall collect from 
the mortgagor, upon insurance of the mort- 
gage, an initial charge of 1 per centum of 
the principal obligation of the mortgage and 
annually thereafter when payment of an 
installment of principal and interest is due, 
a charge of 1 per centum of the principal 
obligation remaining unpaid after such in- 
stallment is paid, without taking into ac- 
count delinquent payments or prepayments, 
If the principal obligation of the mortgage 
is paid in full in less than 5 years after the 
time when the mortgage was entered into, the 
Secretary may require payment by the mort- 
gagor of a charge equal to the amount of the 
last annual charge required of the mort- 
gagor. 

%) One-half of the amount paid as 
charges in pursuance of this subsection shall 
be the premium for insurance and shall be 
deposited in the fund and may be used only 
for purposes to which the fund may be de- 
voted. The other half of the amounts so 
paid shall be deposited in the Treasury to 
the credit of the Secretary and shall be avail- 
able only for administrative expenses to carry 
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out the provisions of this title, relating to 
mi insurance, : 

“*(f) (1) The Secretary shall promptly 
remit to the mortgagee under any mortgage 
insured under this title any sums collected 
by it as agent for the mortgagee. The Sec- 
retary shall promptly advise any such mort- 
gagee of any default by the mortgagor. 

(2) If within thirty days after the due 
date of any installment the mortgagor under 
an insured mortgage has failed to pay to 
the Secretary the amount due, the Secretary 
shall, notwithstanding the amount paid is 
less than the interest and principal due, pay 
the amount of such principal and interest 
to the mortgagee, less the amount of any 
previous prepayments. 

“*(3) Payments to mortgagees under para- 
graph (2) shall be advanced out of the fund 
for the account of the mortgagor. Such ad- 
vances shall be repaid to the fund out of the 
first available collections received from the 
mortgagor, with interest thereon at the rate 
fixed in the insured mortgage, and shall be 
added to subsequent installments. 

“*(g) Any contract of insurance executed 
by the Secretary under this section shall be 
conclusive evidence of the eligibility of the 
mortgage for insurance, and the validity of 
any contract of insurance so executed shall 
be incontestable in the hands of any holder 
thereof from the date of the execution of 
such contract, except for fraud or misrepre- 
sentation of which such holder has actual 
knowledge: 

ch) The Secretary may, at any time, 
for good cause shown and under such terms 
and conditions as he may prescribe, consent 
to the release of the mortgagor from his 
liability under the mortgage or the credit 
instruments secured thereby, or consent to 
the release of parts of the mortgaged prop- 
erty from the lien of the mortgage. 

„%) The holder of any mortgage insured 
under this title may, upon-notice to the Sec- 
retary, assign such mortgage together with 
the accompanying note and contract of in- 
surance and the assignee thereof shall there- 
upon become entitled to all the benefits of 
such contract of insurance: Provided, That 
no such assignment shall be binding upon 
the Secretary until notice thereof has been 
given the Secretary and the Secretary has 
acknowledged receipt of such notice, 


“PAYMENT OF INSURANCE 


“Sec. 13. (a) In any case in which the 


mortgagor under a mortgage insured under 
section 12 is in default for more than twelve 
months, the mortgagee shall be entitled to 
receive the benefit of the insurance as here- 
inafter provided, upon ent to the 
Secretary of (1) all the mortgagee's rights 
and interests arising under the mortgage so 
in default; (2) all claims of the mortgagee 
against the mortgagor or others, arising out 
of the mortgage transaction; (3) all policies 
of title or other insurance and all surety 
bonds and other guaranties and any and all 
claims thereunder relating to the mortgage 
or the mortgaged property; (4) any balance 
of the mortgage loan not advanced to the 
mortgagor; and (5) any cash or property held 
by the mortgagee, or to which he is entitled, 
as deposit made for the account of the mort- 
gagor and which has not been applied in 
reduction of the principal of the mortgage 
indebtedness; and upon transfer to the Sec- 
retary of such originals or copies of records, 
documents, books, papers and accounts re- 
lating to the mortgage transaction, as the 
Secretary prescribes. Upon such assignment 
and transfer, the Secretary shall pay to the 
mortgagee, in cash, an amount eqpal to the 
value of the mortgage and the note and 
mortgage shall thereupon become a part of 
the fund. For the purposes of this subsec- 
tion, the value of the mortgage shall be 
determined, in accordance with rules and 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, by 
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adding to the amount of the original prin- 
cipal obligation of the mortgage which was 
unpaid on the date of default, the amount 
of all unpaid interest and the amount of all 
payments which have been made by the 
mortgagee for taxes, special assessments, 
water rates, and other payments in discharge 
of liens which are prior to the mortgage, and 
insurance on the property mortgaged, and 
by deducting from such total amount any 
amount received on account of the mortgage 
indebtedness after such default. 

„(b) If there should not be sufficient 
cash in the fund to enable the Secretary to 
make payments to mortgagees as provided 
in subsection (a) of this section, the Secre- 
tary may make and issue notes to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to obtain funds to 
make such payments. Such notes shall be 
signed by the Secretary or his duly author- 
ized representatives and shall be negotiable: 
Such notes shall bear interest, payable semi- 
annually, at a rate equal to the average rate 
of interest, computed to the end of the cal- 
endar month next preceding the date of 
issue, borne by all interest bearing obliga- 
tions of the United States then forming a 
part of the public debt, and shall have such 
maturities as the Secretary may determine 
with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 3 

e) The Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized to purchase any notes issued by the 
Secretary pursuant to this section and any 
renewals thereof and for such purchases may 
use as a public debt transaction the proceeds 
from the sale of any securities issued under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, 
and the purposes for which such securities 
may be issued under such act, as amended, 
are hereby extended to include any such 
purchases. All redemptions, purchases, and 
sales by the Secretary of the Treasury of 
such notes shall be treated as public debt 
transactions of the United States. 

„d) In any case in which the mortgagor 
violates any covenant or condition of his 
mortgage, the Secretary may require the 
mortgagee to assign such mortgage, together 
with the incidents thereto, upon payment of 
the value of the mortgage determined in ac- 
cordance with this section. 


“ (PROCEDURE WITH RESPECT ro MORTGAGES IN 
: DEFAULT 

“Sec. 14. (a) Upon accepting the ussign- 
ment of any insured mortgage, the Secretary 
shall ascertain whether or not the mortgagor 
(which term as used in this section shall in- 
clude the mortgagor or his heirs or assigns) 
desires to remain in possession of the mort- 
gaged property. If the mortgagor does not 
desire to remain in possession of the mort- 
gaged property or if the Secretary is unable 
to make the findings prescribed by the next 
sentence, the Secretary may proceed to fore- 
close the mortgage. If the mortgagor de- 
sires to remain in possession of the mort- 
gaged property and if the Secretary finds 
that the mortgagor (1) has made reasonable 
efforts to meet all defaulted payments and 
to comply with the other covenants and.con- 
ditions of his mortgage and (2) will probably 
be able to meet such defaulted payments 
within five years after the maturity date or 
dates of the defaulted payments, the Secre- 
tary may enter into an agreement with the 
mortgagor providing for the payment of such 
defaulted payments together with interest 
thereon, at such times not later than five 
years after the maturity date or dates as the 
Secretary may deem to be within the prob- 
able future means of the mortgagor. Should 
any mortgagor with whom the Secretary has 
entered into such agreement thereafter fail 
to meet any payments, the Secretary may 
proceed to foreclose the mortgage. 

“*(b) Amounts realized under section 51 
on account of property which was subject to 
an insured mortgage shall be deposited in 
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the fund. Amounts payable by the Secretary 

under section 50 (a) as taxes, with respect 

i eee Re Pes ate ot She 
d. 


|"! ‘INSURED MORTGAGES ELIGIBLE AS 
INVESTMENTS 


“ ‘Sec. 15. (a) The first paragraph of sec- 
tion 24, chapter 6, of the Federal Reserve 
Act, as amended (U. S. C., 1940 ed., title 12, 
sec. 371) (relating to loans on farm lands 
by member. banks), is hereby amended by 
inserting after the words “National Housing 
Act”, the following: “or which are insured by 
the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to 
title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act.” : 

cb) Section 35 of chapter III of the Act 
entitled “An Act to regulate the business of 
life insurance in the District of Columbia”, 
approved June 19, 1934 (D. C. Code, 1940 
edition, title 35, sec. 535), is amended by 
inserting in paragraph (3a) after the words 
Federal Housing Administration” the fol- 
lowing: “or by the Secretary of Agriculture 
pursuant to title I of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act.” 


“ACCOUNTS AND CLAIMS OF DEFENSE 
RELOCATION CORPORATIONS 


“SEC. 6. (a) The Comptroller General of 
the United States is authorized and directed 
to allow credit in the accounts of disbursing 
and certifying officers for advances made in 
good faith on behalf of the Department of 
Agriculture to defense relocation corpora- 
tions and land purchasing associations, 


“CONSOLIDATION OF AGRICULTURAL CREDIT AND 
SERVICE OFFICES 


“Sec. 7. The Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Governor of the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration are hereby directed, wherever prac- 
ticable, to make suitable arrangements 
whereby all field offices under their super- 
vision or direction extending agricultural 
credit or furnishing agricultural services to 
farmers to utilize the same or adjacent of- 
fices to the end that eligible farmers in each 
locality will be enabled to obtain their agri- 
cultural credit and services at one central 
point. s 


“CONTINGENT PROVISIONS FOR TRANSFERRING 
FOWERS TO AGRICULTURAL CREDIT AGENCY 


“Sec, 8. (a) In the event the Agricultural 
Credit Act (H. R. 4873), Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, first session), passed by the House of 
Representatives on March 20, 1946, becomes 
law prior to the effective date of this Act: 

“(1) The functions, powers, and duties 
vested in the Secretary of Agriculture by 
this Act and by the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended, except insofar as 
such functions, powers, or duties involve or 
are necessary to the administration of title 
III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
shall be vested in the Agricultural Credit 

cy; 

“(2) The functions, powers, and duties of 
the Secretary of Agriculture transferred 
under (1) above and the property and assets 
acquired by the Secretary of Agriculture pri- 
marily in the administration of such func- 
tions, powers, and duties, shall be admin- 
istered within the Division of the Agricul- 
tural Credit Agency created for the purpose 
of supervising and administering direct 
lending to farmers, subject to the supervi- 
sion, direction, and authority of the Agri- 
cultural Credit Board, the Agricultural Credit 
Administrator, and the Deputy Administrator 
in charge of that Division, to the same extent 
as other units of a division of the Agricul- 
tural Credit Agency; 

“(3) The functions, powers,- and duties 
vested in the Solicitor of the Department of 
Agriculture and attorneys of his office by 
this Act and the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act shall be vested in the general 
counsel and attorneys of the Agricultural 


Credit Agency, respectively. 
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“Sec, 9. Any conveyance of real estate by 
the Government or any Government agency 
under this Act shall include all mineral 
rights.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

JOHN W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., 
HaroLD D. COOLEY, 
ORVILLE ZIMMERMAN, 
STEPHEN PACE, 
CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
Auc. H. ANDRESEN, 
J, ROLAND KINZER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

ELMER THOMAS, 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
Tom STEWART, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5991) amend- 
ing the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 
to improve credit services to farmers, pro- 
vide for liquidation of the resettlement and 
rural rehabilitation projects, and for other 
purposes, submit the following statement 
in explanation of the effect of the action, 
agreed upon by the conferees, and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference re- 
port. 

THE SENATE AMENDMENT 

The Senate amendment, identical in 
language with S. 1507 which passed the Sen- 
ate on April 12 (legislative day, March 5), 
1946, is a substitute for all after the enacting 
clause of H. R. 5991, as it passed the House. 
The Senate amendment differed from H. R. 
5991 principally as follows: It did not pro- 
vide for consolidation of the functions of 
Farm Security Administration and the 
Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Division of 
the Farm Credit Administration; it did not 
provide for liquidation of the resettlement 
projects; it did not provide for insured farm 
tenant mortgages; and it did not provide for 
utilizing the Farmers’ Home Corporation to 
carry out the lending functions and other 
powers authorized by H. R. 5991. 

The Senate amendment did make several 
changes in title I of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act with respect to direct ten- 
ant purchase loans. It also made some 
amendments to title II of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act relating to rural re- 
habilitation loans and grants. In some re- 
spects, but not all, these amendments were 
similar in substance to the lending powers 
for like purposes which would have been 
authorized by H. R. 5991. 


PLAN FOR UTILIZING FARMERS’ HOME 
CORPORATION ELIMINATED 


The conferees agreed not to use the Farm- 
ers’ Home Corporation to carry out the func- 
tions and duties provided for in H. R. 5991, 
but to vest the necessary authority in the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be administered 
through the Farmers’ Home Administration 
as an agency of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. The Farm Security Administration and 
the Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Division 
of the Farm Credit Administration would be 
abolished by section 2 of H. R. 5991, and the 
functions heretofore performed by them, sub- 
ject to the amendments made by H. R. 5991, 
would be carried cut in the future by the 
Farmers’ Home Administration. 

The elimination of the Farmers’ Home 
Corporation necessitated a number of 
changes throughout the bill, including a re- 
vision of the title, amending title II of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to pro- 
vide for production and subsistence loans, 
rearranging the sections relating to lending 
powers under the act, and more clearly de- 
fining the powers and limitations of the 
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Secretary with respect to loans made there- 
under. These principal changes necessitated 
other techincal changes throughout the bill. 


LIQUIDATION OF RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS AND 
LABOR CAMPS 

It it understood that most of the proper- 
ties transferred from Farm Security Admin- 
istration to the National Housing Agency 
which would be retransferred by H. R. 5991 
(excluding the housing projects which are 
not covered by the bill) are now in liquida- 
tion. Insofar as such properties are in liqui- 
dation, there appears to be no point in re- 
transferring them to the Secretary for dis- 
position under H. R. 5991. The conference 
agreement, therefore, excepts from the re- 
transfer provisions of H. R. 5991, those prop- 
erties under the jurisdiction of the National 
Housing Agency which are now in the process 
of liquidation. 

S. 704, Seventy-ninth Congress, second ses- 
Sion, passed by both Houses, would accord 
preference for “not to exceed three years” 
to veterans of the present war and present 
project occupants to whom previous com- 
mitments to purchase have been made with 
respect to the sale of rural rehabilitation 
and resettlement projects lands suitable for 
disposition in economic units. Not more 
than 620 acres may be included in any one 
sale of an economic farm unit. The bill 
provides that all such units shall be dis- 
posed of as expeditiously as possible and 
within 3 years. The provisions of S. 704 
are not as broad in scope with respect to 
project liquidation as the provisions of sec- 
tion 43 of H. R. 5991. But liquidation pro- 
visions of the two bills are not incompatible, 
and the conferees have agreed upon an 
amendment to the effect that the liquida- 
tion of such economic units pursuant to 
H. R. 5991 shall be subject to the terms, limi- 
tations, and conditions of S. 704. 


PRODUCTION AND SUBSISTENCE LOANS 


The agreement would clarify the provision 
of title II (sec. 21) with respect to the 
eligibility of a person to obtain further pro- 
duction and subsistence loans who has had 
the benefits of such loans for five consecu- 
tive years. It was the intent of H. R. 5991 
that an individual who had been indebted for 
such loans for five consecutive years would 
be eligible to borrow again when he had 
liquidated his indebtedness in full. This 
provision was changed to read that: 

“No person who has failed to liquidate, his 
indebtedness under this section for five con- 
secutive years shall be ‘eligible for further 
loans hereunder until he has paid such in- 
debtedness in full. 

A change was made in the provisions of 
H. R. 5991, now a part of section 21 of title II, 
excluding existing indebtedness to the Farm 
Security Administration or the Emergency 
Crop and Feed Loan Office from the determi- 
nations relating to the amounts of loans, the 
terms of loans and the 5-year repayment re- 
quirement with respect to eligibility. As 
H. R. 5991 was originally worded, such in- 
debtedness would never have been a bar to 
further loans. An amendment has been 
made to section 21 to provide that such in- 
debtedness need not be taken into account 
until 5 years after the effective date of H. R. 
5991. This will require such indebtedness to 
be paid within 5 years from the date H. R. 
5991 becomes law, or it will have to be taken 
into account in determining the eligibility 
of the debtors to obtain further production 
and subsistence loans. 

The provisions of H. R. 5991 requiring com- 
mittee certification as to the need of the bor- 
rower for the credit, his responsibility with 
Tespect to fulfilling his obligations, and his 

ents to refinance his loan, have been 
included in the conference substitute, with 
certain other conditons which likewise relate 
to all loans, as section 44 of title IV of the 
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Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. The fol- 
lowing two changes were made in these pro- 
visions: (1) The rate of nterest which should 
be used in determining whether an applicant 
could obtain credit elsewhere at reasonable 
rates and terms was reduced from 6.to 5 per- 
cent; (2) there was eliminated from the 
county committee certification which will be 
used in connection with production and sub- 
sistence loans the reference to the “char- 
acter, ability, industry, and experience” of 
the applicant. In lieu thereof the commit- 
tee is required to certify that the borrower 
“will honestly endeavor to carry out under- 
takings and obligations required of him” in 
connection with the loan, i 

The Senate amendment would have autkor- 
ized the making of loans under title II to 
veterans who desire the practical farm and 
home guidance furnished by Farm Security 
Administration without regard to their prior 
farming experience or ability to get credit 
elsewhere. It also would authorize the mak- 
ing of grants to eligible individuals, where 
necessary to aid in their rehabilitation, and 
to cooperative associations furnishing medi- 
cal, dental, or hospital services to such in- 
dividuals. The conference substitute elimi- 
nates both of these provisions. 


TENANT PURCHASE LOANS 


The Senate amendment would permit 
tenant purchase loans for the repair, im- 
provement, and enlargement of farms the 
same as H. R. 5991. The Senate amendment 
also would authorize the making of such 
loans to assist borrowers in making repairs, 
and improvements to adjust their farming 
operations to changing conditions. The con- 
ference agreement adopts this part of the 
Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment to section 1 (c) 
of the act provides that loans may be made 
to veterans who have pensionable disabil- 
ities to enable them to acquire farms meet- 
ing their farming capacity and affording 
them income which, together with their 
pensions, will enable them to meet expenses 
and repay their loans. The conference sub- 
stitute adopts this part of the Senate amend- 
ment. ` 

H. R. 5991 would increase the rate of in- 
terest on tenant purchase loans from 3 per- 
cent, as provided by existing law, to 4 per- 
cent. The Senate amendment would not 
change existing law. The conference substi- 
tute provides that the interest rate on such 
loans will be 3½ percent. 

The conference substitute deletes the pro- 
visions of H. R. 5991, which would have re- 
quired a tenant purchase borrower to pay 
fees and charges for appraisal and inspection. 

The conference agreement adopts that part 
of the Senate amendment limiting the size 
of tenant purchase loans to the average value 
of efficient family-type farm-management 
units in the county, parish, or locality where 
the farm is lccated. This provision is the 
same, in substance, as the provision in the 
Department of Agriculture Appropriation 
Act, 1947. 

The conference substitute includes the 
Senate amendment to section 4 of the act 
under which funds available for title I loans 
would be allocated among the several States 
and Territories on the basis of farm popula- 
tion and tenancy, except that each State or 
Territory might have allocated to it such 
amount up to $100,000 as may be necessary 
for the making of loans in each fiscal year. 

The Senate amendment would provide that 
special appropriations for veterans could be 
allocated to the States and Territories with- 
out regard to farm population and the preva- 
lence of tenancy. H. R. 5991 would provide 
that there may be distributed to each State 
such amounts as are necessary to finance all 
bona fide applications of qualified veterans, 
The conference agreement adopts the provi- 
sions of H. R. 5991 in this respect. Under 
the conference substitute, therefore, the 
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funds available for such loans will first be 
allocated on the basis of farm population and 
the prevalence of tenancy, except that up to 
$100,000 may be allocated to each State or 
Territory. After such allocation, the funds 
may be adjusted between States and Terri- 
tories to permit the financing of all bona fide 
applications of veterans. 


INSURED FARM TENANT MORTGAGES 


Only a few substantive changes were-made 
in the provisions of H. R. 5391 relating to 
farm mortgage insurance. The amcunt au- 
thorized to be appropriated to constitute 
the farm mortgage insurance fund was in- 
creased from $10,000,000 to €25,0C0,000. The 
base rate of interest on the mortgage to be 
insured was reduced from 3 to 2½ percent 
per annum in order to conform the total 
cost to the borrower, including the 1 percent 
mortgege insurance premium, to the 3½ per- 
cent agreed upon for direct tenant purchase 
loans. It was provided that the Secretary 
might require that the fees for inspection, 
appraisal, and other usual loan costs be paid 
either by the mortgagor or mortgagee in- 
stead of only by the mortgagor. A provision 
was included to make it clear that the pro- 
ceeds of such fees could be used for admin- 
istrative expenses. 

A technical change was made in section 
15 (a) to clarify the authority of banks which 
are members of the Federal Reserve System 
to purchase these insured mortgages. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


The conferees agreed upon an amendment 
to H. R. 5991 which would make available to 
the Secretary of Agriculture, for carrying out 
the provisions of title II of the conference 
substitute, the appropriations made in the 
Department of Agriculture Appropriation 
Act, 1947, for farmers’ crop production. and 
harvesting (Emergency Crop and Feed) loans, 
and for loans, grants, and rural rehabilita- 
tion. These latter funds would also be 
available for liquidation of the resettlement 
projects. This amendment also makes 
available for direct tenant purchase loans the 
appropriations made in the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1947, for 
“Farm Tenancy.” 

H. R. 5991 as passed by the House contained 
a general provision on appropriations which 
related to the three types of financing to be 
provided by the bill, namely, production and 
subsistence loans, tenant purchase loans, and 
insured tenant purchase mortgages, In the 
conference substitute, this section was elim- 
inated. In lieu thereof there has been in- 
cluded among the provisions relating to each 
type of financing, authorizations for such 
appropriations as the Congress may find 
necessary to carry out those provisions. 

Section 41 (a) of H. R. 5991 relating to the 
appointment of personnel has been changed 
to provide for the appointment of an Admin- 
istrator of the Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, whose salary shall 
not exceed $10,000 per annum. The ceiling 
of $9,000 on the other officers and experts 
appointed pursuant to this section has been 
changed to $10,000. All other personnel 
would be appointed pursuant to civil-service 
laws and their salaries fixed under the Classi- 
fication Act. A provision was added author- 
izing the Secretary for not to exceed 9 months 
to appoint or continue to employ, without 
regard to the civil-service laws or Classifica- 
tion Act, the non-civil-service employees of 
Farm Security Administration and the Emer- 
gency Crop and Feed Loan Division who are 
nected in carrying out the provision of the 
aw. 

There was deleted from H. R. 5991 the au- 
thority to carry on operations in the Virgin 
Islands. 

H. R. 5991 did not originally provide for 
use of regional or area finance offices. The 
conferees agreed that it might be more eco- 
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nomical to the Government to continue the 
area finance offices, and it was also agreed 
that the Secretary should have a reasonable 
time, not beyond June 30, 1947, within which 
to liquidate the existing regional offices. Ap- 
propriate amendments were added to accom- 
plish these purposes. 

The conference substitute includes in the 
compromise powers (sec. 41 (g)) the provi- 
sions of S. 1507 authorizing release of title I 
borrowers who transfer their farms to other 
approved applicants who assume the out- 
standing indebtedness against the farm or 
assume that portion of the indebtedness 
equal to the earning capacity of the farm, 
subject to a finding by the county committee 
that the original borrower has cooperated in 
good faith with the Secretary, farmed in a 
workmanlike manner and used due diligence 
to maintain the security against loss. 

The conference substitute eliminates the 
requirement that the installment payments 
on loans under the act (sec. 48) be “equal” 
installments. 

The provision in H. R. 5991 for suits in 
State courts was eliminated. An amendment 
was added to permit legal work arising as a 
result of transactions under the act to be 
handled through the Department of Justice, 
upon the determination by the Solicitor of 
the Department of Agriculture, as well as by 
attorneys of the Solicitor’s Office, or local 
attorneys approved by the Solicitor. 

The authority of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to operate property purchased at fore- 
closure sales was limited to cperation for a 
pericd not in excess of 1 year from the date 
of acquisition. 

JOHN W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., 
Haron D. COOLEY, 
ORVILLE ZIMMERMAN, 
STEPHEN PACE, 
CLIFFORD R. Hore, 
Aud. H. ANDRESEN, 
J. ROLAND KINZER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FLAN- 


NAGAN] yield? 
I yield to the 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. This bill contains 
provisions which have not been con- 
sidered by the House; is that correct? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. It does not. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Does this bill 
contain provisions that have not been 
considered by the Senate? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. It does not. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Do you categori- 
cally say that this bill does not contain 
provisions that have not been considered 
by the House? 

Mr, FLANNAGAN. All of the provi- 
sions of the bill were considered by the 
House and Senate. We made some ad- 
justments in some of the provisions of the 
bill. This legislation was carefully gone 
over by the House Committee on Agri- 
culture. We had extended hearings and 
a unanimous report was made. It was 
thoroughly considered by the House and 
certain amendments were made by the 
House. It went to the Senate, and the 
Senate struck all of the House bill out 
after the enacting clause and substi- 
tuted what is known as the Bankhead 
bill. Then we went to conference, and 
after the conferees gave thorough study 
to the whole subject matter we reached 
a unanimous agreement and the report 
is signed by all of the Senate conferees 
and by all of the House conferees. I 
think on the whole we have an excellent 
bill, a bill that spells the program out and 
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will force the Administrator to operate 
in the American way. We provide for the 
liquidation of all of these—what I call 
crackpot projects—that were set up by 
former Administrators. I am glad to 
report that most of these projects have 
alreadys been wound up and the rest are 
in process of liquidation. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Why are some of 
the farm organizations against this bill? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. There were cer- 
tain amendments offered by some of the 
farm organizations that the Committee 
on Agriculture gave thorough study to, 
and after study we could not see how we 
could follow some of the recommenda- 
tions. Some of the recommendations, 
of course, were adopted. Those recom- 
mendations were also thoroughly consid- 
ered by the Senate. The bill that we 
bring before you represents the combined 
judgment of the Senate and House con- 
ferees. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. May I say to the gentle- 
man from Ohio that I know of no farm 
organization which is opposing this bill 
as such. There are some farm organ- 
izations which were anxious to have the 
Flannagan bill which was passed by this 
House become a law before this bill in 
order that the agencies included in this 
bill might be consolidated with other 
lending agencies making loans to farm- 
ers. I think the position of some of the 
farm organizations still is that they 
would prefer to have it that way, but I 
know of no farm organization which is 
in definite opposition to this bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I understand 
that both the Grange and the Farm 
Bureau are against this bill. 

Mr FLANNAGAN. The objection to 
the legislation by the Grange or the 
Farm Bureau has been, in the main, cor- 
rectly stated by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Hore]. They were of the 
opinion that what is known as the Flan- 
nagan bill consolidating all agricultural 
lending agencies would be passed ahead 
of this legislation. In that view I con- 
curred. We passed the Flannagan bill 
in the House and sent it to the Senate. 
The Senate so far, however, has not 
acted upon it. 

This legislation is urgent. It sets up 
the first basic legislation we have had on 
the subject. It sets up a definite pro- 
gram and spells that program out so that 
the Administrator of Farm Security 
hereafter will have to follow the wishes 
of Congress as expressed in this legisla- 
tion. While I think that the Flannagan 
bill should have been passed first so as to 
bring about the proper consolidation of 
our agricultural lending agencies, due to 
the urgency of this legislation, I hope 
that those who shared my views will join 
in adopting the conference report. We 
cannot afford to let feelings defeat the 
enactment of this important legislation. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr, MURRAY of Wisconsin. We have 
been rather unkind in some of our refer- 
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ences to the Appropriations Committee 
in times past. This bill gives us a chance 
to do what the Appropriations Commit- 
tee has asked us to do, that is, to bring in 
legislation. This agency has been oper- 
ated under Executive order brought in 
year after year by the Appropriations 
Committee and has had complete study 
by a very efficient committee. It has not 
had a partisan or willful approach in any 
way. Every member of the Committee 
on Agriculture who is present has sup- 
ported it and supports it at this time. 

Mr. RICH. Mr, Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. The gentleman made the 
statement that he was trying to consoli- 
date a lot of these crackpot agencies 
that were established under the former 
administration. I thought we were just 
having a continuation of that adminis- 
tration. Now you are coming to realize 
that a lot of these crackpot organiza- 
tions that you established were all wrong 
and all wet, and you are trying to get rid 
of them. I congratulate the committee. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Is it not a fact 
that the House Committee on Agricul- 
ture has not considered all parts of this 
measure? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I think the House 
Committee on Agriculture has considered 
every one of the provisions of this legis- 
lation not only once but many times. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas, 

Mr. HOPE. I think it should be said 
that there has probably been no bill re- 
ported from the House Committee on Ag- 
riculture for several years which received 
as much consideration as this bill. In 
the first place the bill is the result of an 
extensive study made by a subcommittee 
of the Committee on Agriculture, the 
Cooley committee. That study covered 
a period of several months. The bill was 
drafted by that subcommittee after a 
great deal of thought and study. It was 
considered thoroughly by the full com- 
mittee in the last Congress. It was 
again considered by the full committee in 
this session of Congress; so it has had 
the most thorough study that any meas- 
ure possibly could have in a congression- 
al committee. 

The gentleman from Ohio wants to 
know if there is anything in this bill 
which has not been considered by the 
House. I can say that there are no 
principles involved in this bill which have 
not been considered by the House and 
by the House committee. The Senate, 
of course, added some language. They 
substituted another bill, but if it were 
not for that fact, of course, this matter 
would not be here in the nature of a con- 
ference report. What is true of this bill 
is true of every House bill which con- 
tains Senate amendments; there is nat- 
urally some language in it that was not 
considered by the House. However, the 
amendments which were adopted by the 
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Senate cover the same subject matter 
contained in the House bill. I can say 
categorically to the gentleman from Ohio 
that no new subject matter of impor- 
tance was included in the Senate amend- 
ments. 

In the main, the bill as agreed upon in 
conference follows the lines of the House 
bill. A good many of the changes in 
language are due to the fact that the 
conference committee substituted an 
agency known as the Farmers’ Home Ad- 
ministration for the Farmers’ Home Cor- 
poration, This change does not in any 
way affect the powers or authority con- 
tained in the House bill. They can be 
carried out just as well and as completely 
through an agency as through a corpo- 
ration. Under the bill, in its final form, 
the powers which the House bill vested 
in the Farmers’ Home Corporation are 
given to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
be administered by him through the 
Farmers’ Home Administration. 

It is unfortunate, in my opinion, that 
the Flannagan bill, consolidating all 
Government credit agencies making 
loans to farmers, did not become a law 
prior to the enactment of this legislation. 
It is apparent, however, that there is no 
possibility that the Flannagan bill will 
be enacted by this Congress, although 
the House passed the bill by a large ma- 
jority some time ago. I hope that early 
in the next Congress it will be possible to 
enact the Flannagan bill. In view of the 
need for some definite legislative author- 
ity for the rehabilitation activities which 
have been carried on by the Farm Se- 
curity Administration, I think that this 
bill should become a law now. For years 
it has been necessary to make appropri- 
ations for rehabilitation loans without 
any specific authority of law. The Cooley 
committee in its investigation found that 
because there were no definite legislative 
restrictions upon the activities of the 
agency, it had carried out many unsound 
and unwise policies and had wasted vast 
sums of public money. At the same time, 
the committee found that there was a 
real field of activity for a Government 
agency in the field of rehabilitation loans. 
This measure brings together the Fed- 
eral agencies which in the past have ex- 
tended what might be termed soft 
credit to farmers. This includes emer- 
gency crop and feed loans, rehabilita- 
tion loans, and loans to farmers made 
under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant 
Act. 

Perhaps the most important provision 
of the bill is that which amends title I of 
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 
by providing for insured loans to farm 
tenants in the nature of the loans here- 
tofore made by the Federal Housing 
Administration. It has been recognized 
for a long time that it was impossible to 
go very far toward solving the problems 
of farm tenancy in this country under 
the original Bankhead-Jones Act. That 
act has operated well, but it would take 
appropriations in far greater volume 
than are ever likely to be made to achieve 
any substantial progress in making land- 
owners out of tenants. Under the provi- 
sions of this part of the bill, however, 
advantage is taken of the great oversup- 
ply of private credit in this country. 
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Banks, other financial institutions and 
individuals who desire to make loans to 
tenants purchasing a farm home may 
now do so in perfect safety by having 
these loans insured by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. This plan has met with great 
success in enabling urban dwellers to be- 
come home owners. I believe that under 
a proper administration of the act equal 
success can be achieved in the field of 
making landowners out of farm tenants. 
If this can be done, it will mark a mile- 
stone in the agricultural history of this 
country. These provisions of the House 
bill are maintained intact in the bill as 
agreed upon in conference, the only sub- 
stantial change being that the interest 
rate and other charges to be paid by the 
borrower is reduced from 4 to 3% per- 
cent. 

The Cooley committee, which investi- 
gated farm security and made the rec- 
ommendations embodied in this bill, was 
composed of the following members of 
the Committee on Agriculture: HAROLD 
D. Cootey, North Carolina, chairman; 
JOHN W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., Virginia; OR- 
VILLE ZIMMERMAN, Missouri; STEPHEN 
Pace, Georgia; CLIFFORD R. Hore, Kan- 
sis; ANTON J. JOHNSON, Illinois; and Ross 
RIzLEY, Oklahoma. 

That part of the bill which sets up a 
system of mortgage insurance for tenant 
purchase loans was proposed and pre- 
sented by the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. Pace], and great credit is due to him 
for his splendid work in this connection. 
The Cooley committee, under the able 
leadership of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Cootey], made a most 
thorough investigation of the entire 
Farm Security set-up. While this legis- 
lation is primarily the work of the Cooley 
committee, much interest has been taken 
in it by other members of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. In particular, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, Hon. RED F. 
Murray, has done. much to bring about 
enactment of this measure. No Mem- 
ber of Congress has shown greater inter- 
est in the problems of farm tenancy and 
in bettering the lot of the small inde- 
pendent farmer. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all members of the 
committee may have the privilege of ex- 
tending their remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota. 
Mr. Speaker, I believe this conference 
report on H. R. 5991 should be accepted. 
Certainly this legislation will simplify 
and improve the credit services to farm- 
ers and in the end should promote farm 
ownership by the abolishment of certain 
farm lending agencies, and then by de- 
fining the lending powers of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, will authorize Gov- 
ernment insurance of loans to farmers 
by creating preferences for loans and 
insured mortgages. 

In my State of North Dakota, because 
of legislation passed by the legislative 
assembly precluding action for recovery 
under the deficiency judgment law, the 
Federal land bank has withdrawn from 
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the State of North Dakota. This legis- 
lation should supplant the services for- 
merly rendered by the Federal land bank. 
The efficiency produced by this legisla- 
tion with the special benefits that will 
accrue to my State because of the with- 
drawal of the Federal land bank 
prompts me to support this conference 
report. 

Congressmen FLANNAGAN, COOLEY, 
Hope, Rizr, Murray of Wisconsin, 
and other members of the committee 
are to be congratulated for their fine 
work in bringing this bill before the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the con- 
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
; 15 motion to reconsider was laid on the 

able. 


VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 


THE UNITED STATES—ROSELLA J. 
MASTERS 7 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 


bill, referred to the Committee on Claims 


and ordered to be printed: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I am returning herewith without ap- 
proval, enrolled enactment H. R. 4458, 
proposing the payment of $250 to Rosella 
J. Masters for annual leave accrued to 
her while an employee of the War De- 
partment. 

It appears that the claimant was em- 
ployed by the War Department from 
May 5, 1943, to December 23, 1944, when 
she was transferred to a temporary posi- 
tion in the Agriculture Department ef- 
fective December 26, 1944, the interven- 
ing 2 days being nonwork days; that at 
the time she was separated from the War 
Department she had to her credit 263 
hours of accrued annual leave, which 
could not, under the leave regulations, be 
credited to her in her temporary posi- 
tion in the Agriculture Department. The 
act of December 21, 1944 (58 Stat. 845), 
provides for the payment for accumu- 
lated and accrued annual leave in a lump 
sum to an employee who is separated 
from the Government service or when he 
is transferred to another Government 
agency under a different leave system. 
As the employee in this case was trans- 
ferred to another agency under the same 
leave system and without a break in serv- 
ice she was not separated within the 
meaning of the lump-sum leave payment 
act and, accordingly, her claim for pay- 
ment for her accrued and accumulated 
annual leave was disallowed by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office by settlement 
dated September 21, 1945. As it is re- 
ported that there have been a number of 
employees who suffered the loss of their 
annual leave without payment therefor 
under similar circumstances, to select 
one individual for relief would result in 
unjust discrimination and preferential 
treatment. Aside from that objection, 
the leave credit of 263 hours, plus 16 
hours for which she would have been en- 
titled to payment without charge against 
annual leave covering December 25, 1944, 
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and January 1, 1945, had her case prop- 
erly come within the purview of the 
lump-sum leave payment act—a total of 
279 hours—at 85 cents per hour would 
have amounted to only $237.15 instead of 
$250 the amount covered by the enact- 
ment. Accordingly, aside from the point 
that no proper basis appears for singling 
out Mrs. Masters’ case for preferential 
treatment over others similarly involved, 
I can see no justification for the pay- 
ment to her of $250 as proposed in the 
enrolled enactment. 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 29, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal and the message and the 
accompanying bill referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims and ordered printed. 


MISS RUTH LOIS CUMMINGS—VETO MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith, without my ap- 
proval, H. R. 3480, “for the relief of Miss 
Ruth Lois Cummings.” 

It is the purpose of the bill to pay the 
sum of $5,075.53 to Miss Ruth Lois Cum- 
mings, of Paterson, N. J., in settlement 
of her claim against the United States 
by reason of the death, and transporta- 
tion expenses incident thereto, of her 
father, Walter William Cummings, as 
the result of an accident involving an 
Army airplane on August 2, 1943, in 
Charlevoix, Mich. 

It appears that the father of the claim- 
ant met his death while in the service 
of the War Department as a civilian 
expert instrument engineer when the 
plane occupied by the deceased and cer- 
tain Army officers crashed while making 
an experimental flight on an automatic 
pilot. 

The claimant was denied compensa- 
tion under the Federal Employees’ Com- 
pensation Act, since that act does not 
authorize payment to nondependents, 
and since, upon investigation, it was de- 
termined that the claimant was not 
dependent upon her father at the time 
of his death. 

While the circumstances involved in 
this case have a strong human appeal, 
approval of the measure would establish 
a discriminatory precedent, since it 
would allow compensation to a non- 
dependent relative of a civilian employee, 


_which is denied hundreds of nondepend- 


ent relatives of deceased civilian em- 
ployees of the Federal Government. 
Even the claims of nondependent rela- 
tives of deceased servicemen are not 
allowable in the adjudication of claims 
for pension or compensation coming 
within the jurisdiction of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

I, therefore, feel obliged to withhold my 
approval of this measure. 

Harry S. TRUMAN, 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 27, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon the 
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Journal and the message and accom- 
panying bill referred to the Committee on 
Claims and ordered printed. 


INDIAN CLAIMS COMMISSION 


Mr. STIGLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
4497) to create an Indian Claims Com- 
mission, to provide for the powers, du- 
ties, and functions thereof, and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers on 
the part of the House be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to ` 


the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

The clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4497) to create an Indian Claims Commis- 
sion, to provide for the powers, duties, and 
functions thereof, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment numbered 10. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 13, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: “all other claims in law or equity, in- 
eluding those sounding in tort, with respect 
to which the claimant would have been en- 
titled to sue in a court of the United States 
if the United States was subject to suit; 
(3) claims which would result if the treaties, 
contracts, and agreements between the 
claimant and the United States were revised 
on the ground of fraud, duress, unconscion- 
able consideration, mutual or unilateral mis- 
take, whether of law or fact, or any other 
ground cognizable by a court of equity; 
(4) claims arising from the taking by the 
United States, whether as the result of a 
treaty of cession or otherwise, of lands 
owned or occupied by the claimant without 
the payment for such lands of compensation 
agreed to by the claimant; and (5) claims 
based upon fair and honorable dealings that 
are”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amended numbered 6: That the House re- 
cede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“In determining the quantum of relief the 
Commission shall make appropriate deduc- 
tions for all payments made by the United 
States on the claim, and for all other off- 
sets, counterclaims, and demands that would 
be allowable in a suit brought in the Court 
of Claims under section 145 of the Judicial 
Code (36 Stat. 1136; 28 U. S. C. sec. 250), as 
amended; the Commission may also inquire 
into and consider all money or property 
given to or funds expended gratuitously 
for the benefit of the claimant and if it finds 
that the nature of the claim and the entire 
course of dealings and accounts between the 
United States and the claimant in good 
conscience warrants such action, may set 
off all or part of such expenditures against 
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any award made to the claimant, except that 
it is hereby declared to be the policy of Con- 
gress that monies spent for the removal of 
the claimant from one place to another at 
the request of the United States, or for 
agency or other administrative, educational, 
health or highway purposes, or for expendi- 
tures made prior to the date of the law, 
treaty or Executive Order under which the 
claim arose, or for expenditures made pur- 
suant to the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 
984), save expenditures made under section 
5 of that Act, or for expenditures under any 
emergency appropriation or allotment made 
subsequent to March 4, 1933, and generally 
applicable throughout the United States for 
relief in stricken agricultural areas, relief 
from distress caused by unemployment and 
conditions resulting therefrom, the prosecu- 
tion of public work and public projects for 
the relief of unemployment or to increase 
employment, and for work relief (including 
the Civil Works Program) shall not be a 
proper offset against any award,” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be ins 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“Sec. 11. Any suit pending in the Court 
of Claims or the Supreme Court of the United 
States or which shall be filed in the Court 
of Claims under existing legislation, shall 
not be transferred to the Commission: Pro- 
vided, That the provisions of section 2 of this 
Act, with respect to the deduction of pay- 
ments, offsets, counterclaims and demands, 
shall supersede the provisions of the par- 
ticular jurisdictional Act under which any 
pending or authorized suit in the Court of 
Claims has been or will be authorized: Pro- 
vided further, That the Court of Claims in 
any suit pending before it at the time of 
the approval of this Act shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction to hear and determine any claim 

- based upon fair and honorable dealings aris- 
ing out of the subject matter of any such 
suit,” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 

Omit the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the amendment of the Senate, and in 
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by 


the amendment of the Senate insert the, 


following: “such report shall have the effect 
of a final judgment of the Court of Claims, 
and there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as are necessary to pay the 
final determinations of the Commission”; 

On page 13 of the House engrossed bill 
beginning with line 17 strike out down 
through and including line 8 on page 14, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(b) When the final determination of the 
Commission has been filed with the clerk of 
said Commission the clerk shall give notice 
of the filing of such determination to the 
parties to the proceeding in manner and form 
as directed by the Commission. At any time 
within three months from the date of the 
filing of the determination of the Commis- 
sion with the clerk either party may appeal 
from the determination of the Commission 

to the Court of Claims, which Court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, 
or set aside such final determination. On 
said appeal the Court shall determine wheth- 
er the findings of fact of the Commission are 
supported by substantial evidence, in which 
event they shall be conclusive, and also 
whether the conclusions of law, including 
any conclusions respecting “fair and honor- 
able dealings”, where applicable, stated by 
the Commission as a basis for its final deter- 
mination, are valid and supported by the 
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Commission's findings of fact, In making the 
foregoing determinations, the Court shall re- 
view the whole record or such portions there- 
of as may be cited by any party, and due 
account shall be taken of the rule. of preju- 
dicial error. The Court may at any time 
remand the cause to the Commission for such 
further proceedings as it may direct, not 
inconsistent with the foregoing provisions of 
this section. The Court shall promulgate 
such rules of practice as it may find necessary 
to carry out the foregoing provisions of this 
section.“; 

On page 14 of the House engrossed bill, be- 
ginning with line 15, strike out down through 
and including line 21, and insert in Heu 
thereof the following: 

“Sec. 21. In each claim, after the proceed- 
ings have been finally conciuded, the Com- 
mission shall promptly submit its report to 
Congress.“; 

On page 14 of the House engrossed bill, 
after the word “proceedings” in line 24, insert 
the words “or judgment”; and 

On page 15, line 13, of the House engrossed 
bill strike out the words “Any final deter- 
mination of the Commission”, and insert in 
Wer thereof the words “A final determina- 

on”; 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 

Omit the language proposed to be stricken 
out by the amendment of the Senate, and 
insert in Meu thereof the following: “save 
as provided by section 11 hereof as to the 
deduction of payments, offsets, counter- 
claims, and demands”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

HENRY M, JACKSON, 
W. G. STIGLER, 
KARL E. MUNDT, 
Cas, R. ROBERTSON, 
A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
Managers on the Part of the House: 
JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
ELMER THOMAS, 
ROBERT M. LA FOLLETTE, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H. R. 4497) to create an Indian 
Claims Commission, and to provide for the 
powers, duties, and functions thereof, and for 
other purposes, submit the following state- 
ment in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report as to each 
of such amendments, namely: 

Amendment No. 1: The House bill provided 
that the Commission shall hear and deter- 
mine “all claims of every nature whatsoever.” 
The Senate amended this so as to permit the 
Commission to hear and determine “the fol- 
lowing claims.” The amendment was not a 
matter of substance, however, because one 
of the classifications of “claims” enumerated 
by the Senate was “all other claims in law 
or equity.” Consequently, the conferees 
agreed to the Senate amendment. 

Amendment No. 2: This amendment, like 
Amendment No. 1, was merely a change in 
language, without any change in substantive 
meaning, occasioned by the Senate's con- 
ferring jurisdiction in “the following 
claims.” Accordingly, the conferees agreed 
to the Senate amendment, 

Amendment No, 3: One of the classifica- 
tions of claims enumerated in the House bill 
was “claims arising under the Constitution, 
laws, treaties of the United States, and Exec- 
utive orders of the President.” The Senate 
amended this so as to limit it to claims aris- 
ing “in law or equity.” ‘This amendment was 
agreed to by the conferees. 
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Amendment No. 4: The bill, as passed by 
the House of Representatives, enumerated 
six classes of claims cognizable by the Com- 
mission. The Senate, in the interest of sim- 
plicity, reduced these to three, being careful 
to state in its report, that the change was 
not intended to deprive the claimants of the 
right to invoke the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mission in any case which would have been 
cognizable under the language of the bill as 
it passed the House. Out of an abundance 
of caution the conferees reinserted two of 
the classifications struck by the Senate be- 
cause they wanted to make sure that if any 
tribal claimant could prove facts sufficient 
to make a case under either of these classifi- 
cations, the Commission would have au- 
thority to make an award to such claimant. 

The first of these classifications, consist- 
ing of “claims which would result if the 
treaties, contracts, and agreements between 
the claimant and the United States were re- 
vised on the ground of fraud, duress, uncon- 
scionable consideration, mutual or unilateral 
mistake, whether of law or fact, or any other 
ground cognizable by a court of equity” is 
aptly explained in the report of the House 
committee. The second of these classifica- 
tions covers claims arising from the taking 
by the United States of Indian lands, i. e., 
lands to which tribal claimants had “Indian 
title” or the “right of occupancy.” Some- 
times these lands were taken under the guise 
of unratified treaties, sometimes without any 
semblance of a treaty. The reinsertion of 
this classification makes it plain that where 
claimant can prove sufficient facts within 
the language of this classification the Com- 
mission has full authority to award proper 
damages therefor. 

Both of the classes of claims reinserted 
by this amendment may fall within the 
category of “fair and honorable dealings.” 
To set them forth explicitly helps to clarify 
the contents of that category. 

The fourth classification in the House bill, 
namely, claims on account of any breach of 
duty committed to the injury of the claimant 
by any officer or agent of the United States 
while acting within the apparent scope of 
his authority, and which was also struck by 
the Senate, was not reinserted because it was 
felt it was covered by general law and the 
other enumerated causes of action, in partic- 
ular, those numbered (2) and (3) in the 
bill as amended by the conferees. 

Amendment No. 5: The House bill pro- 
vided that no claim should be considered by 
the Commission where a final determination 


of such claim had already been made on the - 


merits. The Senate amendment, made upon 
recommendation of the Department of Jus- 
tice, provided that all defenses, except 
statutes of limitation and laches, should be 
available to the United States. This amend- 
ment was accepted by the conferees. It is 
implicit, however, from the purpose, history 
and language of the entire bill, that this 
amendment does not permit the Government 
to plead as a defense to any of the five enu- 
merated classes of claims that such facts con- 
stitute only a political and not a justiciable 
wrong for the bill expressly makes such wrong 
justiciable by authorizing suit thereon. As 
stated in the Senate report, this amendment 
does not permit the raising of legal defenses 
in cases based on standards of “fair and 
honorable dealings,” for the bill expressly 
authorizes suit on such claims. Nor is this 
amendment intended to prelude the adjudi- 
cation by the Commission of any claim au- 
thorized to be heard and determined under 
this section which has not been in fact pre- 
vicusly adjudicated or settled on its merits, 
or as to which it has been previously held 
that the court had no judicial power to 
determine. 

Amendment No. 6: The bill as passed by 
the House provided that in the determina- 
tion of any claim by the Commission, the 
court should apply to the United States the 
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same principles of law as would be applied 
to an ordinary fiduciary. This provision was 
struck by the Senate as a part of its amend- 
ment No. 6. The conferees agreed to the 
elimination of this provision because it is 
now well settled thet without express lan- 
guage the United States owes a very high 
degree of fiduciary duty to Indian Tribes, 
and the bill, by section 24, provides “That 
nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as altering the fiduciary or other 
relations between the United States and the 
several Indian tribes, bands, or groups.” 

The bill as originally passed by the House 
also required deduction of legal offsets in all 
cases and permitted, in the discretion of the 
Commission, deduction of gratuities in cases 
based upon “fair and honorable dealings.” 
The Senate amendment made all types of 
deductions wholly discretionary with the 
Commission. 

The conferees agreed that the Senate 
amendment gave too broad a discretion to 
the Commission and accordingly rewrote the 
section to require, first, that all deductions 
generally allowable in the Court of Claims 
against non-Indian claimants shall be al- 
lowed by the Commission in cases heard un- 
der this act, and secondly, that gratuities of 
cestain specified types, which are not allow- 
able in the Court of Claims against non- 
Indian claimants, shall not be allowed by the 
Commission under this act against Indian 
claimants. The effect of the substitute lan- 
guage is to limit the discretionary authority 
of the Commission and to remove in large 
part the possible discrimination against In- 
dian claimants in the matter of gratuities. 
The gratuitous expenditures which the 
United States is not permitted to set off are 
monies spent for the removal of the claim- 
ant from one place to another at tne request 
of the United States, or for agency or other 
administrative, educational, health, or high- 
way purposes, as well as other expenditures 
which, under existing law, cannot be offset, 
and which generally relate to relief payments 
made since 1933, which were available to 
whites as well as to Indians. 

Prior to 1920 only one jurisdictional act 
permitted the Government to offset gratu- 
ities; prior to that time 15 tribal suits were 
disposed of in the Court of Claims without 
the Government being permitted to offset 
any gratuities. After 1920, jurisdictional 
acts for the Five Civilized Tribes did not 
permit the United States to deduct gratu- 
ities. Other jurisdictional acts have per- 
mitted the United States to set off gratuities 
in varying degrees. In 1935 the Second De- 
ficiency Appropriation Act permitted the 
Government to set off certain types of gratu- 
ities against tribal judgments. In no other 
field of law, known to your conferees, is a 
defendant permitted to set off against a 
valid judgment, a gratuity given to the plain- 
tiff. Under these facts the conferees felt that 
there should be uniform offset provisions in 
all tribal suits. They felt also that there was 
no justification in charging the tribes with 
money spent for removal of the claimant 
from one place to another at the request of 
the United States, for such removals were 
generally for the benefit of the United States; 
also, that the tribes should not be charged 
with expenditures for agency or other ad- 
ministrative expenses because such expenses 
have been ds much to accomplish the pur- 
poses of the expanding economy of our white 
citizenry as for the benefit of the Indians; 
also, that since any other citizen of the 
United States could sue the United States 
without facing an offset for educational ex- 
penses, there was no justification in charg- 
ing the Indians therefor; also, that since a 
substantial part of the hospitalization and 
other health expenditures have been made 
to prevent the spread of disease from the 
Indians to the white population, there was 
no justification for charging the Indians 
therefor; also, that since most of the high- 
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ways on and through Indian reservations are 
for the benefit of the entire public, they 
should not, with propriety, be charged 
against tribal judgments. The other gratu- 
itous expenditures which the conferees de- 
cided should not be set off are precluded from 
being set off under the present law. 

The bill does permit the Commission, where 
it finds that the nature of the claim and the 
entire course of dealing between the claimant 
and the United States warrants such action, 
to set off other gratuitous expenditures rec- 
ognized to be for the direct benefit of the 
Indians, such as expenditures made for the 
purchase of land. 

Amendment No. 7: The Senate amendment 
eliminated the House provision for transfer 
of suits pending in the Court of Claims. The 
purpose of this amendment was to avoid the 
waste incident to a de novo presentation be- 
fore the Commission of a case on which the 
Court of Claims and the parties litigant had 
already expended time and effort. The con- 
ferees agreed to this change with a proviso, 
drafted by the Department of Justice, allow- 
ing the Court of Claims to consider claims 
based upon fair and honorable dealings” 
arising out of the subject matter of any such 
Court of Claims suit. This is designed to 
permit the Court of Claims to dispose finally 
of all pending cases instead of having such 
cases returned to the Commission for the 
hearing of claims based upon “fair and hon- 
orable dealings.“ Likewise, in order to give 
the parties the same rights in the Court of 
Claims that they will have in the Commis- 
sion, a proviso has been added extending to 
cases now pending or hereafter brought in 
the Court of Claims the rules as to offsets 
specified for the Commission in section 2. 

Amendments Nes. 8 and 9: The House bill 
referred to the litigative proceedings of the 
Commission as constituting a “trial or suit.” 
The Senate, by amendments Nos. 8 and 9, de- 
nominated these proceedings to be “hear- 
ings” in accordance with customary admin- 
istrative language. The Senate amendments 
making this change were accepted. 

Amendment No. 10: The House bill pro- 
vided that any compromise of any claim 
made by the Attorney General should be 
filed with Congress and have the same effect 
as awards of the Commission. The Senate 
amended this so as to give the compromise 
the effect only of a recommendation to the 
Congress. In view of the decision of the 
conferees to give finality to the decisions of 
the Commission, subject to court review, as 
explained infra under amendment No. 11, 
the Senate conferees agreed to the restora- 
tion of the House language. 

Amendment No. 11: The House bill pro- 
vided that the findings of the Commission 
shall have the effect of judgments of the 
Court of Claims and be paid in like manner. 
The Senate amended this so as to provide 
that when the awards of the Commission 
have been filed with Congress “the amount 
found due by the Commission shall, upon 
appropriation therefor by Congress, be paid 
in such manner as Congress shall provide.” 
The Senate amendment, it was felt, left un- 
certain the status of final determinations by 
the Commission. In order to make perfectly 
clear the intention of both houses that the 
determinations of the Commission should, 
unless reversed, have the same finality as 
judgments of the Court of Claims, section 
22 (a) was rewritten to provide expressly 
that future Congresses may appropriate such 
sums as may be necessary to pay the final 
awards of the Commission. At the same 
time, in deference to the position taken by 
the Department of Justice that decisions of 
the Commission should be reviewable on the 
facts as well as on the law by the Court of 
Claims, appropriate amendments were made 
in sections 20 (b), 21 and 22, which apply 
to the Commission the forms of review em- 
bodied in the recently enacted Administra- 
tive Procedure Act. Under these provisions 
decisions of the Commission may be reversed 
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(a) if the Court of Claims determines that 
the findings of fact are not supported by 
substantial evidence, or (b) if the Court of 
Claims finds an error in the law applied by 
the Commission. Under the latter heading 
the Court of Claims is empowered to reverse 
a decision of the Commission based upon 
the standard of “fair and honorable deal- 
ings,” inasmuch as the interpretation of 
such a standard, written into the law of the 
land by this act, becomes an issue of law. 
The Court of Claims is likewise empowered 
to determine whether the findings of fact 
support the conclusion of the Commission, 
With these extensive review provisions the 
Department of Justice agreed to withdraw 
objections earlier raised to the provision 
authorizing appropriation in payment of 
awards made by the Commission. 

Amendment No, 12: Amendment No. 12 was 
agreed to by the conferees in order that sec- 
tion 25 of the bill would be consistent with 
Senate amendment No. 6 as amended by the 
conferees, 

Amendment No. 13: The Senate added a 
new section to the bill providing that if any 
provision of the act or its application is held 
invalid, the remainder of the act, or other 
applications of such provisions, shall not be 
affected. The conferees accepted this amend- 
ment. 

HENRY M. JACKSON, 

W. G. STIGLER, 

Kari E. MUNDT, 

Cuas. R. ROBERTSON, 

A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. STIGLER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
is here as the result of long study 
and investigation of Indian problems 
throughout the United States made by a 
subcommittee of the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs last year. After the study 
was completed many recommendations 
were made for the improvement of con- 
ditions among our Indians. Among these 
was that a bill should be introduced cre- 


ating an Indian Claims Commission; in’ 


other words, setting up machinery so 
that the various Indian tribes of the 
United States might have a special place 
for the hearing of any unsettled claim 
against the United States. Extensive 
hearings were held on the bill, and sev- 
eral amendments were adopted, and the 
bill was reintroduced as a committee bill. 

The conference report before us has 
been adopted by the Senate, and it now 
comes back here for action by the House. 
I sincerely hope the House acts favor- 
ably. This bill contains legislation 
which is long overdue. It will mean the 
dawn of a new era for the American In- 
dian. It will mean that at long last 
those Indian tribes who have unsettled 
claims against our Government, some of 
which have been pending for more than 
50 years, will have an opportunity to 
have them settled once and for all time 
to come. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STIGLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. We have considered 
this bill carefully on the Republican side. 
We have gone into all the amendments, 
and it has the unanimous support of all 
of the members of the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs. We members of the con- 
ference committee have spent many long 
hours preparing the final version of this 
legislation, and last Saturday morning 
we reached a complete agreement with 
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the Senate conferees. Our conference 
report appears beginning on page 10539 
of the Recorp for July 27. We may file 
a supplementary conference statement 
later as we were pressed for time to meet 
Saturday night’s dead line, but much of 
our interpretative comment appears in 
Saturday’s report. I have also con- 
ferred with the minority leader, and this 
legislation has his approval. I feel sure 
we are ready to vote the adoption of the 
conference report. 

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that this 
legislation had its immediate origin not 
only in the report of the House Indian 
Affairs Investigating Committee, which 
toured much of the Indian country a few 
years ago and of which I was privileged 
to serve as acting chairman, but that it 
actually goes back to a memorial passed 
by the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota urging Congress to undertake 
such an investigation and to take action 
to solve the problem of outstanding 
Indian Claims. 

Growing out of that memorial to Con- 
gress, I introduced House Resolution 166, 
on March 15, 1943. The House adopted 
my resolution setting up the investigation 
which it provided, and during the sum- 
mer months of 1943 our subcommittee 
made careful and comprehensive studies 
in the Indian country and followed them 
by extensive hearings here in Washing- 
ton. Our committee report listed the es- 
tablishment of an Indian Claims Com- 
mission as top priority legislation essen- 
tial to the ultimate solution of the Indian 
problem, and today’s legislation em- 
bodied in this conference report carries 
that recommendation into final action. 
I feel confident the House will today ap- 


prove it, and since the Senate acted 


favorably on these recommendations on 
Saturday, the legislation will then re- 
quire only President Truman’s signature 
to become law. 

Congress and the country have fum- 
bled with the Indian problem for over a 
century, and for more than 50 years 
there has been much talk but little action 
about setting up an Indian Claims Com- 
mission. Today we are to get action 
which marks the beginning of a new era 
of Indian welfare and opportunity. 
This is in my opinion the most con- 
structive piece of Indian legislation to 
come before Congress during the past 
quarter of a century. At long last it 
provides a substantial degree of justice 
for the American Indian and it creates 
an avenue by which his outstanding 
claims against the Government can be 
finally and equitably settled. Once that 
is done we can proceed with the comple- 
tion of the challenge which confronts us 
to give the red man a white man’s oppor- 
tunity on this great North American 
Continent which was originally his. I 
urge approval of the conference report. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of this 
conference report on H. R, 4497 by the 
House. I am glad to advise the House 
that the conferees of the Senate and the 
House are in complete agreement. 

This is a forward step in behalf of the 
Indian population in the United States. 
The Commission provided for in this leg- 
islation will have authority to compro- 
mise long-delayed claims. It will be pos- 
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sible to bring to an end litigation, tribal 
difficulties, and the adjustment of unrati- 
fied treaty claims between the Indians 
and their Government. It will establish 
once and for all that the Indians will 
have their day in the sun. 

It is general knowledge that the courts 
are not open to an Indian and our civil 
liberties have never been extended to 
Indian tribes. We have recently con- 
cluded a great war, the purposes of which 
were to permit the democratic processes, 
rights, and liberties to be extended to 
all the tongues and tribes upon this 
earth. And yet the original Americans 
here in the United States have no forum 
under the Stars and Stripes where they 
have the right to go and assert their 
rights. 

The fifth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion says that no person shall be deprived 
of life, liberty, or property without due 
process of law, that is universal, and cer- 
tainly an Indian is a person. The right 
is of little value if it cannot be enforced. 
So the rights of the Indians under the 
fifth amendment mean practically noth- 
ing, at least they amount to nothing. 
The courts of this country are not open 
to these Indians. 

Inasmuch as I was coauthor with Con- 
gressman STIGLER, of Oklahoma, of this 
legislation, I here offer for the RECORD 
part of my remarks taken from the hear- 
ings before the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. Chairman, since I introduced one of 
these bills I would like to have this statement 
appear in the record as a basis of inspiration 
for presenting this legislation. 

I have watched the procedure of Indian 
affairs in Congress for some time. I have dis- 
covered that probably the Indian question 
has been with us for a long time and a great 
many Members of Congress represent areas 
that have nothing to do with Indians. 

It appears to be my problem to represent 
a State at large which has a considerable 
number of Indians, namely, the State of 
North Dakota, and I have been brought into 
contact with them on many questions, 

The thing which has impressed me in Con- 
gress so often is the lack of dramatization of 
claims, at least small claims, They come to 
the floor on the Consent Calendar, and some- 
one who has no particular interest or is 
sick and tired of the long history of Indian 
claims or whatever the case may be, he can 
knock it out and at no time does it ever seem 
to be that Indian claims get a square deal. 

I have no disposition to say that in any 
sense of the matter the Department fails in 
that respect. I think the Congress fails, per- 
haps not with an intent to do wrong, but I 
do feel that such a commission would help 
materially, I belong to that group of people 
who think commissions should be abandoned 
rather than added, but I do think there is 
no way in the world to dramatize these claims 
which have been with us for a very long time. 

The Indians do not get a square deal at 
the hands of Congress and that is the reason 
which prompted me in bringing this bill 
before Congress; and I think if this commis- 
sion will bring bills in in a manner that will 
show study and thorough preparation, that 
Members of Congress will consider these 
claims in a vastly more intellectual manner 
than they have in the past and than I have 
observed them in the last few years. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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PATENT OFFICE 


Mr. LANHAM submitted the follow- 
ing conference report and statement on 
the bill (H. R. 4080) to amend section 
476, Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 35, 
sec. 2), providing for officers and em- 
ployees of the Patent Office, and for other 
purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4080) to amend section 476, Revised Statutes 
(U. S. C., title 35, sec. 2), providing for offi- 
cers and employees of the Patent Office, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted by the 
Senate amendment insert the following: 

“That notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 476 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
title 35, sec. 2), the Commissioner of Patents 
is authorized to designate examiners of the 
principal examiner grade or higher, having 
the requisite ability, to serve as examiners 
in chief and such examiners so designated 
shall be fully qualified to act as members of 
the board of appeals constituted by section 
482 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 35, 
sec. 7): Provided, That no such examiner 
shall so serve for more than ninety days in 
any calendar year but thereafter they shall 
have authority to act and sign decisions and 
papers necessary to complete action on cases 
heard during such ninety days: And provided 
further, That not more than one such exam- 
iner shall be among the members of the 
board of appeals hearing an appeal. 

“Src. 2. This Act shall take effect on the 
date of approval and shall expire three years 
after such date.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the title of the bill be amended to 
read as follows: “An Act to authorize the 
Commissioner of Patents to designate exam- 
iners to serve temporarily as examiners in 
chief.” 

Frank W. BOYKIN, 

Fritz G. LANHAM, 

Prep A. HARTLEY, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


CLAUDE PEPPER, 

Scorr Lucas, 

A. W. HAWKES, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4080) to amend 
section 476, Revised Statutes (U. 8. C., title 
35, sec. 2), providing for officers and employ- 
ees of the Patent Office, and for other pur- 
poses, submit the following statement in 

explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon by the conferees and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference 
report: 

The Senate amendment to the text of the 
bill strikes out all of the House bill after 
the enacting clause. The committee of con- 
ference recommends that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate, with an amendment which is a 
substitute for both the House bill and the 
Senate amendment, and that the Senate 
agree to the same. 

The House bill amended section 476 of 
the Revised Statutes by adding at the end 
of the first sentence thereof a proviso which 
authorized primary examiners and law 
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examiners of the Patent Office to serve, by 
direction of the Commissioner of Patents, as 
examiners in chief, but limited such service, 
in the case of any such examiner, to not 
more than 30 days in any calendar year. 

The first section of the Senate amendment 
provides that, notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of section 476 of the Revised Statutes, 
the Commissioner of Patents is authorized 
to designate examiners of the principal ex- 
aminer grade or higher, having the requisite 
ability, to serve as examiners in chief. It 
also provides that examiners so designated 
shall be fully qualified to act as members of 
the board of appeals provided for by section 
482 of the Revised Statutes. No examiner so 
designated shall serve as examiner in chief 
for more than 90 days in any calendar year, 
and not more than one such examiner shall 
be among the members of the board of 
appeals hearing an appeal. 

Section 2 of the Senate amendment pro- 
vides that the act shall expire 3 years after 
the date of its approval. 

The substitute agreed to in conference is 
the same as the Senate amendment except 
for the inclusion in the conference substi- 
tute of language which grants to each ex- 
aminer designated to serve temporarily as 
examiner in chief authority, after the expi- 
ration of such temporary service, to act and 
sign decisions and papers necessary to com- 
plete action on cases heard during such tem- 
porary service. 

Frank W. BOYKIN, 

Farrz G. LANHAM, 

FRED A. HARTLEY, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 4080) to amend section 
476, Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 35, 
sec. 2), providing for officers and em- 
ployees of the Patent Office and for other 
purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman please explain the 
conference report? 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, this con- 
ference report has already been agreed 
to by the Senate. It is purely a formal 
matter. The bill provides that for as 
much as 90 days in any calendar year 
the examiners in the Patent Office may 
serve as examiners in chief. The purpose 
of that is, without adding in any way to 
the personnel, to speed up the work of 
the Patent Office. All that the confer- 
ence report does is to provide that after 
they have completed 90 days of such serv- 
ice, if there are decisions or papers to be 
signed relating to matters concerning 
which they have served, they can sign 
those papers and decisions. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

RELINQUISHING MINERAL RIGHTS OF 
THE UNITED STATES UNDER CERTAIN 
LANDS IN THE COUNTY OF SANTA BAR- 
BARA, CALIF. 


Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 5692) to relin- 
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quish the mineral rights of the United 
States under certain lands in the county 
of Santa Barbara, Calif. 

This is the bill for which I asked con- 
sideration Saturday. At that time the 
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Rich] objected; but later 
Saturday he very kindly notified me he 
was willing to withdraw his objection. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania is on 
the floor now. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the right to object in 
order to yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, my reason 
for objecting was that this surplus prop- 
erty is supposed to be turned back to the 
rightful owners, who sold the property 
to the Government. I thought this bill 
gave the municipalities the opportunity 
to take the property over before the indi- 
vidual citizen had that right. I found 
out I was in error on that matter. I want 
to give the heirs to this property the 
same rights that any other people would 
have under similar circumstances, so I 
withdraw my objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman make the definite state- 
ment that every other individual has 
been permitted to retain the mineral 
rights? 

Mr. DOYLE. Ido. The report of the 
Secretary of War so shows, and it is in 
the files of this Congress. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. What 

has been the practice in other parts of 
the country? 
Mr. DOYLE, I do not know. I am 
familiar only with the California prac- 
tice, on this airport, and that is as I 
have just stated. That practice is fol- 
lowed in California with regard to our 
Government on this airport. Those 
rights have been allowed to stay with the 
owners. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the Secretary 
of War is authorized and directed to convey, 
release, and relinquish to the heirs or de- 
visees of J. E. O'Donnell, deceased, subject to 
the administration of his estate, and to their 
respective heirs and assigns forever, all of the 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to all minerals, including oll, gas, 
asphaltum, and other hydrocarbon sub- 
stances, in, upon, and under the real prop- 
erty described in the final judgment and de- 
cree in condemnation, entered September 
12, 1942, in C. O. book 11, page 164 of Judg- 
ments, in the office of the clerk of the 
United States District Court, Southern Dis- 
trict of California, Central Division, at Los 
Angeles, Calif., in action 2184 B civil, titled 
United States of America, plaintiff, v. 3,000 
Acres of Land, More or Less, situate in 
Santa Barbara County, State of California, 
and so forth, Frank Vicenti, and others, de- 
fendants, together with the right to enter 
upon the surface of such real property for 


the purpose of prospecting for and removing 
such substances. 
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(b) The right to enter upon the surface of 
such real property for the purpose of pros- 
pecting for and removing such substances 
shall not be exercised before July 17, 1947, 
or before such earlier date as may he desig- 
nated by the Secretary of War. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 2, line 12, strike out lines 12 to 16, 
inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“(b) The right to enter upon the surface 
of such real property for the purpose of 
prospecting for and removing such sub- 
stances shall not be exercised for the dura- 
tion of the existing national emergency and 
for 6 months thereafter or for such lesser 
period as may be designated by the Secretary 
of War.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


STREAM-POLLUTION CONTROL “MUST” 
LEGISLATION 


Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been deeply interested for many years 
in a program to control the pollution of 
water in our streams and rivers and pro- 
vide the necessary machinery, through 
Federal, State, and local cooperation to 
clean up our navigable streams. There 
is no problem confronting us today which 
is more important for the preservation 
of the health of our Nation. We all 
know that polluted streams are the 
Source of water-borne typhoid fever, 
diarrhea and enteritis. Outbreaks of in- 
testinal flu have been traced directly to 
this source of pollution. It is believed 
by experts that the dread disease, infan- 
tile paralysis, may also finds its origin in 
waterway pollution. The Journal of the 
American Medical Association reports 
that the poliomyelitis virus has been iso- 
lated from water containing raw sewage. 
In this connection it is noteworthy that 
polio epidemics appear in the hot sum- 
mer months when children frequent 
streams for swimming and wading. 
During the cold weather there is a dearth 
of this epidemic. Two years ago the 
United States Public Health Service in 
the Ohio Basin, made a comprehensive 
survey of water contamination. Over 
100 employees of the Service participat- 
ed in the project and the report was pre- 
pared by M. Le Bosquet, Jr., sanitary en- 
gineer of the United States Public Health 
Service, who is in charge of the Stream 
Sanitation Unit. This survey took 3 
years and cost $600,000. Some 71,000 
water samples were taken from 2,000 lo- 
cations along the Ohio River and 19 of 
its tributaries for the primary purpose of 
determining the coli count. The safety 
limit, as is well known, is five coli to the 
pint for safe drinking water. The Pub- 
lic Health Service has set up a standard: 
It considers that the most modern and 
effective purifying treatment now known 
cannot safely be depended upon to re- 
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move all the disease organisms from wa- 
ter which contains more than 100,000 
coli to the pint; and, therefore, it holds 
that a water source with such a coli count 
is unsafe for community use. 

Findings of the Ohio River pollution 
survey disclose that at 740 of the 2,000 
locations sample coli counts were high 
enough to render the water unfit for use 
as a water supply or for bathing. At 
1,160 locations the water was unfit for 
bathing and of questionable quality as 
a source of water supply. Recurring 
cases of typhoid fever and other intes- 
tinal diseases are traceable to swimming 
and boating in these waters. Mr. Hol- 
man Harvey, a student of this important 
problem, has pointed out that— 

More than 3,400 cities and towns, inhab- 
ited by 29,000,000 persons whose bathtubs 
are the envy of the world, discharge a daily 
volume of 2,500,000,000 gallons of raw sewage 
into our waterways plus about 3,750,000,000 
gallons of industrial wastes. On both our 
Atlantic and Pacific seaboards, particularly 
the Atlantic, streams and rivers and long 
stretches of both our coast lines are seriously 
Polluted. Bathing beaches have been de- 
clared unsafe and some oyster and clam 
grounds have been damaged and some even 
destroyed, 

Turning inland, we find almost 1,000 miles 
of the Ohio River from Pittsburgh, Pa., to 
Cairo, III., gravely overburdened with raw 
sewage. In the Ohio River Basin, annual 
death rates from diarrhea and enteritis have 
risen during the past 12 years, and bathing 
has become a serious health hazard. 

Not alone the Ohio but all the great river 
basins which drain densely populated indus- 
trial areas are dangerously loaded with waste. 
Figures from a cross section of only 14 com- 
munities show 240,000 cases of epidemic 
gastroenteritis traced within 15 years to 
polluted water supplies, 


Mr. Speaker, one of the major natural 
assets of our country are our rivers, 
streams, and lakes, which know no State 
lines, and the control of which does not 
lie with any one State. The commerce 
clause of the Constitution gives the Fed- 
eral Government control over the navi- 
gable streams, and the problems of pre- 
venting stream pollution naturally falls 
within the province of Federal jurisdic- 
tion. This is made necessary by reason 
of the inability of any one State or com- 
munity to control waterways and pre- 
vent stream pollution from passing from 
one State to another. While it is true a 
number of our States and municipalities 
have inaugurated programs for ridding 
their streams of pollution, in most cases 
they are powerless to achieve satisfactory 
results due to the fact that pollution from 
bordering communities or States is borne 
by the streams into the communities 
which are employing satisfactory meth- 
ods to clean up their own streams, 

The Rivers and Harbors Committee of 
the House of Representatives, on which 
I have the honor to serve, has had be- 
fore it for a number of years legislation 
having for its purpose the establishment 
of a national program of assistance to 
States and local communities in solving 
this important problem of prevention of 
stream pollution. During the Seventy- 
ninth Congress we considered three bills, 
H. R. 519, H. R. 587, and H. R. 4070, which 
were introduced by Representatives 
MUNDT, SMITH of Maine, and SPENCE, re- 
spectively. After careful consideration 
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of these proposals the Rivers and Harbors 
Committee, through its chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas, Representative 
MansrfIeLD, introduced H. R. 6024. This 
is a compromise measure agreed upon 
by the committee and contains fea- 
tures of all three bills above referred 
to and which, in the views of the 
committee, would provide legislation 
setting forth a long overdue program of 
preventing, abating, and controlling the 
sources of water pollution in the United 
States and its possessions. Under it the 
law would be administered by the Sur- 
geon General of the United States Public 
Health Service. The Surgeon General 
is directed to prepare comprehensive 
programs for eliminating and reducing 
the pollutive substances of surface or 
underground waters in or bordering any 
State. This would be done in coopera- 
tion with the Federal and interstate 
agencies, industries, State and municipal 
health authorities concerned in the 
problem and with due regard for nec- 
essary conservation of improvements, 
propagation of fish and acquatic life, and 
recreational, agricultural, industrial, 
and other legitimate uses. Joint investi- 
gations with the agencies concerned are 
authorized where there is a harmful dis- 
charge affecting such waters. The bill 
provides that the Surgeon General shall 
encourage, in the interest of water-pol- 
lution control, the States: First, in co- 
operative activities; second, the enact- 
ment of uniform State laws; third, com- 
pacts between the States; and shall make 
available to all concerned the results of 
studies and investigations conducted, 
and furnish such assistance to State 
agencies as authorized by law. 

Consent is also given under the bill for 
two or more States to negotiate compacts 
and establish agencies deemed desirable 
for the furtherance of water-pollution 
control and enforcement of the laws of 
the respective States relating thereto. 
Under the bill, surveys and investigations 
are authorized to be conducted by the 
Public Health Service upon the request 
of any State health authority and sub- 
ject to the approval of the Surgeon Gen- 
eral with respect to any water-pollution 
problem confronting such State or com- 
munity. The bill also provides for loans 
and grants in certain cases for the as- 
sistance to the States and local commu- 
nities, as well as aid to industrial enter- 
prises through loans. Grants in aid 
shall not exceed 3343 percent, and loans 


are required to be made on such terms 


and conditions as the President may pre- 
scribe for projects having the approval 
of the State health department and the 
Surgeon General, loans to bear a reason- 
able rate of interest. Adequate provi- 
sion is made for an extension of time for 
the cleaning up of existing stream pollu- 
tion so that no hardship will be visited 
upon local communities or industrial en- 
terprises. The committee was careful 
to incorporate in the bill adequate safe- 
guards to prevent injustice to any 
municipalities or industrial enterprises 
in the problem of preventing stream 
pollution or in the eradication of exist- 
ing pollution. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, due to 
lack of time and the heavy program 
of postwar legislation confronting the 
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Seventy-ninth Congress, we were unable 
to secure enactment of this legislation 
before the recess. I sincerely hope that 
there will yet be time for the House to 
continue its consideration of H. R. 6024 
so that it may be passed to the Senate at 
the earliest practicable time. Even 
though the Seventy-ninth Congress is 
unable to secure final consideration of 
this important legislation, the fact that 
we have made this headway toward the 
goal is encouraging and, if a Member of 
the Eightieth Congress, I will urge that 
the legislation be taken up early in the 
session so that it may receive final con- 
sideration and become a law. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BLAND asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article entitled 
“The Maritime Commission and National 
Security.” 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Un-American 
Activities, I submit a privileged report 
and ask that it be read. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 


lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 248] 

Adams Curley Hill 
Allen, La, Daughton, Va. Hoeven 
Almond Davis Hoffman, Pa, 
Andersen, Dawson Holifield 

H. Izac 
Anderson, Calif. John J Jennings 
Andresen, Dingell Johnson, Calif. 

August H Dirksen Johnson, Tex. 
Baldwin, Md. Dolliver Kean 
Baldwin, N. T. Domengeaux Kee 
Barrett, Pa Douglas, III Keefe 
Barry Earthman Kefauver 
Bates, Ky. Eaton Keogh 
Bates, Mass. Elsaesser Kerr 
Beckworth Elston Kilburn 
Bender Engel, Mich. Kilday 
Bennet, N. Y. Fellows King 
Blackney Fernandez Klein 
Bloom Flood Landis 
Boren Fogarty Lane 
Boykin Fuller Larcade 
Bradley, Mich. Gallagher Latham 
Bradley, Pa Gary LeFevre 
Brooks Gathings Ludlow 
Brumbaugh Gifford Lynch 
Bryson Gillespie McConnell 
Buck Gossett McCormack 
Buckley Grant, Ind McGehee 
Bunker Green McGlinchey 
Butler Gregory McGregor 
Cannon, Fla. Gwinn, N. 1 McKenzie 
Cannon, Mo. Hale McMillan, S. C. 
Carlson Hall, Mahon 
Case, N. J. Edwin Arthur Maloney 
Case, S. Dak. Halleck Mankin 
Celler Hancock Mansfield, 
Clark Hand Mont. 
Clements Hare Mansfield, Tex. 
Cochran Harless, Ariz. May 
Cole, Kans. is Miller, Calif. 
Cole, N. Y. Hart Miller, Nebr. 
Combs Hartley Morgan 
Cooper Hébert Morrison 
Courtney Heffernan Murdock 
Cox Hendricks Murray, Tenn. 
Cravens Henry Norton 
Crawford Hess O'Konski 
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Outland Robinson, Utah Tarver 
Patrick »Ky. Taylor 
Thomas, N. J. 

„Ga. Roe, N. X. T 

Pfeifer Rogers, N.Y. Torrens 

Philbin Russell 

Ploeser Vorys, Obio 

Plumley Sheridan Wasielewski 

Powell Short Weaver 

Priest Slaughter Welch 

Rabin Somers, N. Y. West 

Reece, Tenn Spar! Wickersham 

Richards Stewart ter 

Rivers Sumner, II. Wolfenden, Pa. 


Robertson, Va. Taber 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 249 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceedings 
under the call will be dispensed with. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I object, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House suspend further proceedings 
under the call. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr, MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 119, noes 0. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 231, nays 17, not N 182, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 249 
YEAS—231 
Abernethy D’Ewart Hoffman. Mich, 
Allen, III. Dondero Holmes, Mass. 
Andresen, Doughton, N. C. Holmes, Wash. 
August H Doyle Hope 
Andrews, Ala. Drewry Horan 
Andrews, N. Y. Durham Howell 
Angell Dworshak Huber 
Arends Eberharter Hull 
Arnold Elliott Jackson 
Auchincloss Ellis Jenkins 
Bailey Ellsworth Jensen 
Ba Engle, Calif. Johnson, III. 
Barrett, Wyo. Ervin Johnson, Ind. 
Beall Fallon J , Okla. 
Bennett, Mo Feighan Jones 
Biemiller Fenton Jonkman 
Bishop Fernandez Judd 
Bland Fisher Kearney 
Bolton Flannagan Kelley, Pa 
Brehm Folger Kelly, Il. 
Brown, Ga Forand Kinzer 
Brown, Ohio Fulton Kirwan 
Buchanan Gamble Knutson 
Buffett Gavin Kopplemann 
Bulwinkle Gearhart Kunkel 
Byrne, N. Y. Geelan LaFollette 
Byrnes, Wis Gerlach Lanham 
p Gibson 
Campbell Gillette LeCompte 
Canfield Gillie Lemke 
Cannon, Mo Goodwin 
Gordon Lewis 
Chapman Gorski Link 
Chelf Graham Luce 
Chenoweth Lynch 
Chiperfield Grant, Ala. Mecowen 
Church riffi McDonough 
Clason em 1 — a III. 
Clevenger wynne, Iowa en 
Clippinger Hagen Manasco 
Coffee Hall, Martin, Iowa 
Cole, Mo. Leonard W. Martin, Mass. 
Colmer Harless, Ariz. 
Combs Harness,Ind. Mathews 
Cooley Hays Merrow 
Corbett Healy Michener 
Crosser 
Cunningham Herter Monroney 
Curtis Heselton Mundt 
D'Alesandro Hinshaw Murdock 
6 Hobbs Murray, Wis. 
James J, Norblad 
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O'Brien, Il. Rodgers, Pa, 
O'Brien, Mich. Roe, Md Sullivan 
Rogers, Fla. Sundstrom 
O'Neal Rogers, Talbot 
Pace Rooney Talle 
Patman Rowan Thom 
Peterson, Fla. Sadowski Thomas, Tex. 
Phillips Sasscer Thomason 
Pickett Savage Tibbott 
Pittenger Schwabe, Mo. Traynor 
Poage Schwabe, Okla. Trimble 
Pratt Scrivner Vinson 
Price, Fla. Shafer Voorhis, Calif 
Quinn, N. Y. Walter 
Rabaut Sheppard Weichel 
Rains ikes te 
Ramey Simpson, Ill Whitten 
Randolph Simpson, Pa. Whittington 
Rankin Smith, Maine Wigglesworth 
Reed, III. Smith, Ohio W. 
Reed, N. Y. Smith, Va. 
Rees. Kans. Smith, Wis. Wolcott 
Rich Spence Wolverton, N. J. 
Riley Springer Woodhouse 
ey Starkey Woodruff 
Robertson, Stefan 
N. D. Stevenson 
NAYS—17 
Bonner Hook O'Toole 
De Lacy Jarman Price, III. 
Douglas, Calif. Lyle Rayfiel 
Gardner Marcantonio Resa 
Granahan Neely Worley 
Havenner Norrell 
NOT VOTING—182 
Adams — pah Mansfield 
Allen, La. Mont. 
Almond — — Mansfield, Tex 
Andersen, Gary May 
H. Carl Gathings Miller, Calif. 
Anderson, Calif. Gifford Miller, Nebr. 
Baldwin, Gillespie 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gore Morrison 
Barrett, Gossett Murray, Tenn 
Barry Grant, Ind. Norton 
Bates, Ky. Green O’Konski 
Bates, Mass. Gregory Outland 
Beckworth Gwinn, N. Y. Patrick 
Bell Hale Patterson 
Bender Hall, n, Ga. 
Bennet, N Y Edwin Arthur Pfeifer 
Blackney Halleck Philbin 
Bloom Hancock Ploeser 
Boren Hand Plumley 
Boy! Hare Powell 
Bradley. Mich. Harris Priest 
Bradley, Pa. Hart Rabin 
Hartley Reece, Tenn. 
Brumbaugh Hébert Richards 
Bryson Heffernan Rivers 
Buck Hendricks Robertson, Va 
Buckley Henry Robinson, Utah 
Bunker Hess Robsion, Ky 
Butler Hill Rockwell 
Cannon, Fla. Hoeven Roe, N. Y. 
Carlson Hoffman, Pa. Rogers, N. Y. 
Case, N. J Holifield R 
Case, S. Dak Ryter 
Celler Jennings Sabath 
Clark Johnson, Calif. Sheridan 
Clements Johnson, Tex 
Cochran Kean Slaughter 
Cole, Kans. Kee Somers, N. Y 
Cole, N. Y. Keefe Sparkman 
Cooper Kefauver Stewart 
Courtney Keogh Stigler 
Cox Kerr Sumner, II. 
Cravens Kilburn Sumners, Tex 
Crawford Kilday Taber 
Curley King Tarver 
Daughton, Va. Klein Taylor 
vis Landis Thomas, N. J. 
Dawson Lane Tolan 
Delaney, Larcade Torrens 
John J Latham Towe 
Dingell LeFevre Vorys, Ohio 
Dirksen Ludlow Vursell 
Dolliver McConnell Wadsworth 
Domengeaux McCormack Wasielewski 
Douglas, Ill, McGehee Weaver 
Earthman McGlinchey Welch 
Eaton McGregor West 
Elsaesser McKenzie Wickersham 
Elston McMillan, S.C. Winter 
Engel, Mich. Mahon Wolfenden, Pa. 
Fellows Maloney 
Flood Mankin Zimmerman 


So further proceedings under the call 
were dispensed with, 


nnoun Heffernan McKenzie Robsion, Ky. Hope Mason Savage 
Ry Clerk, announced the following Hendricks McMillan, S. C. Rockwell Horan Mathews Schwabe, Mo. 
p 2 Henry Mahon N. X. Howell Merrow Schwabe, Okla. 
General pairs until further notice: Hess Maloney Rogers, N. Y. Huber Michener Parae 
Hill Mankin Russell Hull a Mills eppard * 
na eee boas Pia A Short. Hoeven Mansfield,  Ryter Jackson Monroney Sikes 
. Hébert w . r. Hoffman, Pa Mont. Shafer Jarman Mundt Simpson, Ill. 
Mr. Keogh with Mr, Elsaesser, Holifield Mansfield, Tex. Sheridan Jenkins Murdock Simpson, Pa. 
Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Dirksen. Izac May hort Jensen Murray, Wis. Smith, Maine 
Mr. Somers of New York with Mr, Taylor. Jennings Miller, Calif, Simpson, III. Johnson, Ill. Norblad Smith, Ohio 
Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Ploeser. Johnson, Calif. Miller, Nebr. Slaughter Johnson, . Norrell Smith, Va 
een with Mr. Tatham 3 Johnson, Okla. Morgan Somers, N. T. Johnson, Okla. O'Brien, III. Smith, Wis 
M 7 . 8 Full Johnson, Tex. Morrison Sparkman Jones O’Brien, Mich. Spence 
r. Roe of New York with Mr. er. Kean Murray, Tenn. Stewart Jonkman Pace Springer 
Mr. Bradley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Kee Neely Stockman Judd Peterson, Fla. Starkey 
Bender. Keefe / Norton Sumner, II Kearney Phillips Stefan 
eee me „ n Biese. er 
eog oO" rver elly, nger gler 
= ti 8 ore pita Mr. Blackney. Kerr Outland Taylor Kinzer Poage Sullivan 
2 : 8s. Kilburn Patrick Thomas, N. J. Kirwan Pratt Sumners, Tex. 
Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Hill. Kilday Patterson Thomas, Tex. Knutson Price, Fla. Sundstrom 
Mr, Barry with Mr. Grant of Indiana. Klein Peterson, Ga. Tolan Kopplemann Price. Ill Talbot 
Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Hartley. Kopplemann Pfeifer Torrens Kunkel Quinn, N.Y. Talle 
Mr. Outland with Mr. Fellows, Landis Philbin Towe LaFollette Rabaut Thom 
Mr. Hart with Mr Halleck Lane Ploeser Vorys, Ohio Lanham Rains Thomason 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Elston. Larcade Plumley Wadsworth Latham Ramey Tibbott 
5 Latham Powell Wasielewski Lea Randolph Trimble 
Mr. Powell with Mr. Bradley of a icone Lea Priest Weaver LeCompte Rankin Vinson 
Mr. Klein with Mr. Eaton. LeFevre Rabin Welch Lemke Reed, III. Voorhis, Calif. 
Mr. McGlinchey with Mr. LeFevre, Ludlow Rayfiel West Lesinski _ Reed, N. Y. Vursell 
Mr. Flood with Mr. McGregor. 1 * Tenn. Wickersham r Hees, Kans. Se 
ormac chards Winter n esa eiche! 
. ß Rivers Woltenden, Pa. Luce Rich Whitten 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Robsion of Kentucky. 
McGlinchey Robertson, Va. Wood Lyle Riley Whittington 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. McGregor Robinson, Utah Lynch Rodgers, Pa. Wigglesworth 
McCowen Roe, Mi Wilson 
Mr. EBERHARTER changed me vote from The SPEAKER. On this roll call 242 McDonough Rogers, Fla Winstead 
“present” to “yea.” Members answered to their names, a McMillen, I. Rogers, Mass. Wolcott 
The result of the vote was announced quorum. Madden DOONEY Wolverton, N: J: 
Manasco Rowan Wocdruff 
as above recorded. Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move Martin, Iowa Sadowski Worley 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read that further proceedings under the call in, Sasscer Zimmerman 
the report. be dispensed with. NAYS—6 
The Clerk read as follows: The question was taken; and on a di- po Lacy Gardas Ste ES 
REPORT vision (demanded by Mr. BIEMILLER) Douglas, Calif. Hook Neely 
The Committee on Un-American Activities, there were—ayes 98, noes 0. NOT VOTING—198 
as created and authorized by the House of Mr. CIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I ob- adams Dolliver Cikeogh 
Representatives by House Resolution 5of the ject to the vote on the ground that a Anen, La. Domengea: Kerr 
3 e Seuset to be 2 quorum is not present and I make the Amana Doug. 8 eg 
a subpena to George Marshall, chairman o oint of order that a quorum is not Andersen, man liday 
the National Federation for Constitutional Present ` 5 poy H. Carl Eaton King 
Liberties, with offices at 205 East Forty- p z Anderson, Calif. Ellsworth Klein 
9 The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum Andresen, Elsaesser Landis 
second Street, New York City, N. Y. A tH. Elsto: La 
c ae Pe Arends Engel, Mich. Tarcade 
ALL OF THE HOUSE The Doorkeeper will close the doors, Baldwin, Md. Fellows LeFevre 
Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I make the Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- Baldwin, N.Y. Flood Ludlow 
the point of order that a quorum is not sent Members, and the Clerk will call Barrett, Fa. Fogarty haces a 
present. = the roll. Bates, Ky. Gallagher McGehee 
The SPEAKER, Evidently a quorum is The question was taken; and there Bates, Mass McGlinchey 
not presenf. were—yeas 226, nays 6, not voting 198, Beckworth Gathings , . . — 
, Bender Gavin McKenzie 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a as follows: Bennet, N. Y. Gibson McMillan, S. C. 
call of the House. [Roll No. 251] Blackney 88 Mahon 
A call of the House was ordered YEAS—226 Boren mapie Maloney 
7 in Gossett Mankin 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- Abernethy Church Folger porter, Mich, Granger Mansfield, 
lowing Members failed to answer to their Allen, 1. Clason Forand Bradley, Pa. Grant, Ind. Mont. 
names: Andrews, Ala. Clevenger Fulton Brooks Green Mansfield, Tex. 
; 5 [Roll No. 250 Andrews, N. Y. Clippinger Gamble Brumbaugh Gregory May 
. ] Angell Cole, Mo. Gearhart Bryson Gwinne, N. Y. Miler, Calif. 
Adams Carlson Elsaesser Arnold Colmer Geelan Buck Hale Miller, Nebr. 
Allen, La. Case, N. J. Elston Auchincloss Cooley Gerlach Buckley Hall, Morgan 
Almond Case, S. Dak, Engel, Mich. Bailey Corbett Gillette Bunker Edwin Arthur Morrison 
Andersen, Celler Fellows Barden Crosser Gillie Butler Halleck Murray, Tenn. 
H. Carl Clark Flood Barrett, Wyo. Cunningham Goodwin Byrne, N Y. Hancock Norton 
Anderson, Calif. Clements Fogarty Beall Curtis Gordon Cannon, Fla. Hand O'Hara 
Baldwin, Md. Cochran Fuller Bell D'Alesandro Gore Cannon, Mo. Hare O’Konski 
Baldwin, N. Y. Cole, Kans. Gallagher Bennett, Mo. Delaney, Gorski Carlson Harris O'Neal 
Barrett, Pa. Cole, N. Y. Gary Biemiller James J. Graham Case, N. J. Hart O'Toole 
Barry Combs Gathings Bishop fi Granahan Case, S. Dak. Hartley Outland 
Bates, Ky. Cooper Gifford ~ Bland Dingell Grant, Ala. Celler Havenner Patman 
Bates, Mass. Courtney Gillespie Bloom Dirksen Griffiths Clark bert Patrick 
Beckworth Cox t Bolton Dondero TOSS Clements Heffernan Patterson 
Bender Cravens Granger Bonner Doughton, N. C. Gwynne, Iowa Cochran Hendricks Peterson, Ga 
Bennet, N. T. Crawford Grant, Ind, Brehm Doyle Hagen Coffee Henry Pfeifer 
Blackney Curley reen Brown, Ga. Drewry Hall, Cole, Kans, Hess Philbin 
Boren Daughton, Va. Gregory Brown, Ohio Durham Leonard W. Cole, N. Y. Hill Ploeser 
Boykin Davis Gwinn, N. Y. Buchanan Dworshak Harless, Ariz, Combs Hobbs Plumley 
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Bulwinkle Do „ Harris Chapman Fenton loch Davis Kean Rizley 
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Butler Earthman Hartley Chenoweth Fisher Holmes, Mass. Delaney, Keefe ~ N. Dak. 
Cannon, Fla. Eaton Hébert Chiperfield Flannagan Holmes, Wash, John J. Kefauver Robertson, Va, 


Robinson, Utah So! CONGRESSIONAL RE 
— mi 
Bene ky. Spakman F per: CORD—HOUSE 
Roe N Y. Ahad eh A Wadsworth dilatory ee is not in order but is a Peterso: JULY 29 
F . Mr. HOOK. Mr Phillips” Hiss || Bae. Nee Sullivan 
2 Sater Welch constitutional quest: Speaker, this is a Pittenger 33 Fla Sum ie: 
Siban fe n , White Mr. MUNDT. Mr. È poset ie e 
: ) , Fla. T: 
Sharp Thomas; N.J. Wickersham like to be heard on 5 Speaker, I would Srlce, far Rowan eo 
8 . I Quinn, N. Y eee ie Wren 
ei Torrens Wolfenden, Pa. The ay would I, wont Savage e 
Woodhouse desire to h The Chair does Randolph Schwabe, Mo. Tra th 
So the ear an not Ree Scrivne ynor 
motion was agreed order. Hed yone on the point of a, Tit. 9 Voorhis, Calif 
The Clerk announced iy to. theres esires to count to see rate Reed, HX. Simpson. Jil waiter r 
pairs: he following in a quorum present. [Af er s, Kans, Smith, Maine Weichel 
Additional general 5 5 One hundred and ter count- Rien Some Wigglesworth 
motive: pairs until further embers are present, not a Peon gad Robe Saky, Wolcott 
Mr. Allén o MOTI m bertson, Stef Woodhouse 
— 5 E „ S i O d 
A Kefauver with pa 2 W House do tok ciao I move Adam ee YG—190 5 
York. ; Mr. Ben: e urn. s G 
pce net of New sion ( Wee was taken: and Allen, La- Gatht Miller, Nebr. 
Hobbs with M. emanded by Mr. , on a divi- mond G ngs Monrone 
Mr. Rivers wi r. Brumbaugh Mr. GEELAN y Mr, MARCANTON Andersen ibson e 
Mr . ler of ere W ‘ H. o 
Harri th Mr. Mil Nebraska, 63 ) th ere—ayes 1 10 and Carl Gifford 1 0 
Mr. ee 5 eee ee 2 Mr. M s 105, noes Anderson, Calif 8 Murdock 
` . ndrese y 
. yivania with Mr. ask for ths fee ADANA Mr. Speaker, I p August H 8 Moa 
r ee with Mr nays , aldwin, Md OK 
Mr. Hen . Landis. The yeas N Bal Md. Gregory onski 
oe ee The 8 d nays were ordered * pA con 
3 5 5 ne ae oe Sl. Han, Outland 
r. B Henry. nays tes, Ky. 2 
1 Rockwell. as follows: ys 172, not voting 190, Bates, E 
. [Roll No. 252] peeked 2 Patterson 
Mr. Courtney a ae Or Kansan: YEAS—68 Bennet N.Y. Hare 3 on, Ga. 
era Andersen of Cali- Allen ,, ~ Folger Blackney Hart Philbitt 
r. O'Toole with Mr. Win And s “AY Folger Luce eee Hartl Ploeser 
Mr. McM: ter. rews, Ala, Gam Manasco oykin Plum! 
illan of South Andrews, N. ble N B Havenner ey 
Plumley Carolina with Mr. Are „N. Y. Gillette aoui ac ady Mich. Hébert Powell 
Mr. Boykin with Mr. Dolltvet see Grant, Ala Pratt sone) ease Rabin 
Almond with Mr N en Grimti Rankin Brumba Sa Rai 
Mr. Domen: . Carlson. Bell rim Rivers 8 70 ugh Hess ns 
Mr. Gary 5 1 with Mr. Welch. We ONIA Rizley Buck Hill meres 
Mr. Hand. Bland wynne, Iowa Buckle Hoeven R e, Tenn 
OK Mansfield of M Brehm n, pas bei Pa, B y Hoffman. Pa ichards 
a ontana with Mr, Brown, Ga. Leonard W 5 punge Holifleld Robertson, Va. 
Mr. . — a aE with Mr. Hale teams wis Bertet pnt ne Pa. — 5 5 Fla. cy Robson, By. 
. Ellsw > 0 ‘ eselton » Ohio pri J ckwell 
The result orth, amp Smith se, N. ennings R 
of the Chelf Holmes, Mass , Va N. 3 Johns oe, N. Y. 
i ove recorded. vote was announced Ghenoweth Howel TEE Ka 8 e 
e doors were opened Siehe . — Visen 3 — Ryter 
PROCEEDIN Pate Donde Jonkman ments Keefe 
seme T GEORGE seg Kinzer west — Cole, Kans 388 Sharp. 
Th HALL Engle, Calif, 8 Winstead o gae et Sher 
e SPEAKER. Ervin am Wol See Kerr eridan 
tinue reading the The Clerk will con- Lewis Wolverton, N.J. Cooper Kilburn Short 
The Clerk re 3 An NATS—172 Courtney RIAN 8 
The sub ad as follows: ‘Auchinel rham on Knutso Sparkm N 
e eee eee ane? Woerharte 5 Crawford Tarollette Stigler. 
Peseta cael at Arms or his special pana Wyo. Eliott r Johnson, m. Curley 87 * ee n 
ou are hereby com Biemill Ellis ohnson, Ind. ugħton, Va. Larcade Taber 
Mr. George Marshall manded to summon Bisho er Fallon Johnson, Okla. Davis lea ‘Taree 
FFF Bloom Feighan raion oa LeFevre Taylor 
ties for Constitutional See Bolton Fenton e laney, Ludlow Thomas. N. J. 
T= Bo Fernande earney John J. M Thomas. T. 
Mr nner 2 Kell Dollive icConnell T „Tex. 
. HOOK. Mr. S Brown: OO © Forent Kelly il. Domeng Mccormack Torre: 
order. . Speaker, a point of Buchanan o Forand 0 a 5 Metichee Torrens 
The SPEAKER. : Bulwinkle uton g Ea i m. McGlinchey Towe 
. Th B ardner man Trimble 
stat e ge yrne, N. Y. Ko McG: 
e it. ntleman will Camp . Gavin pplemann Eaton MeKensie Vorys, Ohio 
< Mr. HOOK. Mr. S Canfield Gearhart Kunkel e 22 Wadsworth 
point of order tha peaker, I make a Carnahün 83 Lemk ata eee a ee 
r at a qu Carnahan Gerlach a ston M: Weaver 
p enk quorum is not Chapman Gillie Lesinski Engel, Mich. aloney Walon 
r. RANKIN. A point Chiperfield Tele 5 Mansfeld weet 
The SPEAKER. Th of order. Church Scien Tenet bred Na White 
entre f „ The gentleman will Clippinger Grana MeCowen Fuller Mansfield, Tex N 
r. RANKIN. I mak fiee E Granahan 1 Gallagher ered Wolfenden, P. 
3 that this is nothing nag point of Colmer” eg oan TE So the moti ereat. Woods 
actie. a dilator: W Har arcan otion was ri 
less, Ariz tonio Th ejected. 
Mr.M y Cooley . Martin, I. e Clerk ann 
. MARCANT Harness, rtin, Iowa 5 ounc ` 
parliamentary OAA Mr. Speaker, a Corbett Harness, Ind, Martin, Mass. pairs: ed the following 
The SPEAKER. The ¢ Cunningham fear. Mathews Additional general pair 
state it. e gentleman will Sua Zen e ‘Merrow notice: s until further 
(Mr. MARCANTONIO Hobbes Mills er Mr. Baldwin of Maryl 
of order in order on V Is that point Delaney, — 9 Mundt win of New Tork. ryland with Mr. Bald- 
The SPEAKER Wednesday also James J. mara: Mr. Kilday with 
F ? Bing’ Holmen, Weal Hock eas Mr. Stigler with Mr. Tow 
the point of ord Mr. Speaker, I mak Be en „ Mr. Lea with Mr 1 
order that th e N. C. Hupe O'Brien, NI Mr. W. 2 onnell. 
e gentlemans B T ai z O'Bri : est with Mr. Cas 
S Do Hull en, Mich. Mr. Beck 7 e of New Ji 
yle 5 worth erse 
Jackso: "Hara f with Mr y. 
n Patm: ornia. Johnson of Cali- 
an Mr. Woo li: 
. Wood with Mr. Kean, 


1946 


Mr. Dawson with Mr. Vorys of Ohio. 

Mr. Pace with Mr. Wolfenden of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Bunker with Mr. Case of South Dakota, 


Mr. Rasaut, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. AUCHIN- 
cLoss, Mr. GEARHART, and Mr. LESINSKI 
changed their vote from “aye” to “no.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


HOSPITAL AND PUBLIC-HEALTH CENTERS 
PLANNING 


Mr. BULWINELE submitted a confer- 
ence report on the bill (S. 191) to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to author- 
ize grants to the States for surveying 
their hospitals and public-health centers 
and for planning construction of addi- 
tional facilities, and to authorize grants 
to assist in such construction. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will con- 
tinue to read the privileged report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
“205 East Forty-second Street, room 1613, 
New York City, to be and appear before the 
Un-American Activities Committee of the 
House of Representativés of the United 
States 


Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Spéaker, I make the 
point of order that there is not a quorum 
present. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order 

The SPEAKER. There is already one 
point of order pending. 

Mr. MUND T. A parliamentary in- 
quiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MUNDT. I wish to inquire 
whether in view of the fact that the 
House has emphatically by roll-call vote 
declared itself in favor of continuing the 
dispatch of public business, and in view 
of the fact that frequent roll calls have 
proved that a quorum is present, whether 
it is not engaging in dilatory tactics to 
repeatedly hinder public business by ask- 
ing for a roll call to establish a quorum? 

I have the precedents before me indi- 
cating that Speakers have previously 
ruled such to be dilatory tactics. 

The SPEAKER. Only when it was 
obvious—— 

Mr. MUNDT. Has it not become ob- 
vious? 

The SPEAKER. Only when it was 
obvious that a quorum was present. 

The Chair does not think the gentle- 
man will find anywhere in the books that 
any Speaker of the House has held that 
a point of no quorum was dilatory, be- 
cause it is a constitutional question, par- 
ticularly where it is obvious that a 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
precedents before me. 

The SPEAKER. Well, the Chair has 
reviewed the precedents and he is not go- 
ing to hold with the gentleman at this 
time. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. y 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, is it not 
dilatory to be interrupting the reading 


of a document when every two or three 


sentences a point of order is made to 
prevent a vote on it? 

The SPEAKER, It is a matter that 
the House is going to be called upon to 
vote on and the assumption, if there is 
one, is that a quorum must be present to 
hear things upon which it is going to 
vote. 

The Chair will count. [After count- 
ing.] One hundred and eighty-two 
Members are present, not a quorum, 

Mr. RANKIN and Mr. MARCAN- 
TONIO moved a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 253] 

Adams Fellows May 
Allen La. Flood Miller, Calif. 
Almond Fogarty Miller, Nebr, 
Andersen, Fuller Morgan 

H. Carl Gallagher Morrison 
Anderson, Calif.Gary Murdock 
Andresen, Gathings Murray, Tenn, 

August H, Gibson Norton 
Arends Gifford O’Konski 
Baldwin, Md. Gillespie O'Neal 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gossett O'Toole 
Barrett, Pa. Granger Outland 
Barry Grant, Ind Pace 
Bates, Ky. Green Patrick 
Bates, Mass. Gregory Patterson 
Beckworth G Peterson, Ga. 
Bender Hale Pfeifer 
Bennet, N. Y. Hall, - Philbin 
Blackney Edwin Arthur Ploeser 
Bolton Halleck Plumley 
Boren Hand Powell 
Boykin Hare Priest 
Bradley, Mich. Harless, Ariz. Rabin 
Bradley, Pa Harris Rains 2 
Brooks Hart Reece, Tenn. 
Brumbaugh Hartley Richards 
Bryson Hébert Robertson, Va. 
Buck Heffernan Robinson. Utah 
Buckley Henry Robsion, Ky. 
Bunker Hess Rockwell 
Butler Hill Roe, N. Y. 
Cannon, Fla Hoeven Rogers, N. Y. 
Carlson Hoffman, Pa. Russell 
Case, N. J Holifield Ryter 
Case, S. Dak Horan Shafer 
Celler Izac Sharp 
Clark Jennings Sheridan 
Clason Johnson, Calif, Short 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Sikes 

n Kean Slaughter 

Cole, Kans Kee Somers, N. Y. 
Cole, N. Y. Keefe Sparkman 
Combs Kefauver Stewart 
Cooper Keogh Sumner, Ill 
Cox Kerr Taber 
Cravens Kilburn Tarver 
Crawford Kilday Taylor 
Curley Kinzer Thomas, Tex 
Daughton, Va. Landis Tolan 
Davis Lane Torrens 
Dawson Larcade Towe 
Delaney, LeFevre Trimble 

John J, Ludlow Vorys, Ohio 
Dingell McConnell Wasielewski 
Dirksen McCormack Weaver 
Dolliver McGehee Welch 
Domengeaux McGlinchey West 
Douglas, Ill, McGregor White 
Durham McKenzie Wickersham 
Earthman McMillan, S. C. Winter 
Eaton on Wolfenden, Pa, 
Ellsworth Maloney Wood 
Elsaesser Mankin 
Elston Mansfield, 
Engel, Mich, Mont, 
Feighan Mansfield, Tex. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 240 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, s 
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If there is no objection, further pro- 
ceedings under the call will be dis- 
pensed with. 

Mr. HOOK, Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I object. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Hoox) there 
were—ayes 115, noes 1. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground there is not a 
quorum present, and I make a point of 
order that no quorum is present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. > - 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Should this 
motion be voted down and should fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be not 
dispensed with will the Chair please state 
the procedure to be followed then? 

The SPEAKER. We stay here until 
the Sergeant-at-Arms brings in enough 
Members to make a quorum or to make 
the full membership. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MICHENER. Would it not be the 
fact that if this motion were voted down 
the House would find itself in a room 
that is supposed to be locked and the 
Sergeant-at-Arms would be presumed to 
be out notifying absentees? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. `Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. If they continue to 
make points of no quorum will it pre- 
vent the consideration of the so-called 
amputees’ bill? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has noth- 
ing to do with J 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
that is an unfair criticism. They may 
call up the amputees’ bill. Why do they 
not do so? 

The SPEAKER. Just a moment. The 
Chair is answering a supposed parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

The Chair has no control over the ac- 
tion of Members when the doors are un- 
a and they have access to the out- 
side. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
a further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Should the 
doors be locked, does that mean that the 
quorum acquired is retained until we 
can continue with business? 

The SPEAKER. It would take other 
action of the House to lock the doors to 
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keep a quorum here. The Chair has seen 
that done in State legislatures. 

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Let us get this business 
straightened out. If this motion were 
voted down it would be the duty of the 
Speaker to issue writs of arrests for ab- 
sent Members and have them brought 
to the floor of the House until every 
Member of the House was brought back 
or until further proceedings were dis- 
pensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair could is- 
sue a warrant because this is an auto- 
matic roll call. Usually the Chair does 
not do that without action of the House 
specifying that it be done. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 2 ; 

Mr. MUNDT. It would not be neces- 
sary for the Chair to issue warrants, 
however, if a quorum were found pres- 
ent and locked in the Chamber. Is that 
not correct? 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 187, nays 58, not voting 185, 


as follows: 
[Roll No. 254] 


YEAS—187 
Abernethy Fernandez Mathews 
Allen, III. sher Merrow 
Andrews, Ala, Flannagan Michener 
Arends Folger Mills 
Arnold Forand Monroney 
Auchincloss Fulton Murray, Wis. 
Bailey Gamble Neely 
Barden Gardner Norblad 
Barrett, Wyo. Gavin Norrell 
Beall Gerlach O'Brien, III. 
Bell Gillette O'Brien, Mich, 
Bennett, Mo. Gillie Patman 
Bi er Goodwin Peterson, Fla 
Bland Gordon Phillips 
Bolton Gore Pickett 
Gorski Poage 
Brown, Ga. Graham Pratt 
Brown, Ohio Grant, Ala Price, Fla 
Bu Gross Price, 
Buffett Gwinn, N. Y Quinn, N. Y. 
Bulwinkle Gwynne, Iowa Rabaut 
Byrnes, Wis Hall, Ramey 
Camp Leonard W. Rankin 
Campbell Hancock Reed, N. Y. 
Canfield Hays 
Carnahan Hedrick Rich 
Celler Hendricks Riley 
Chapman’ Herter Rivers 
Chelf Hinshaw Rizley 
Chenoweth Hobbs Robertson, 
Chiperfiela Holmes, Mass. N. Dak. 
Clason Holmes, Wash. Rodgers, Pa 
Clevenger Hope Roe, Md 
Clippinger Hull Rogers, Fla 
Colmer Jackson Rogers, Mass. 
Cooley Jarman Rooney 
Cunn Jenkins Sadowski 
D'Alesandro Johnson, Okla. Sasscer 
ey, Jones Savage 
James J. Jonkman Schwabe, Mo, 
D'Ewart Kearney Schwabe, Okla. 
Dingell Kelley, Pn. Sheppard 
Dondero Kelly, Il. Sikes 
Doughton, N. C. Kinzer Simpson, Ill. 
Doyle Kunkel Simpson, Pa. 
Drewry LaFollette Smith, Maine 
Durham nham Smith, Ohio 
Dworshak Latham Smith, Va. 
Eberharter Lea Smith, Wis. 
Elliott Lesinski Spence 
Ellis Lynch Springer 
Ellsworth McCowen Stevenson 
Engle, Calif. McDonough Stigler 
McMillen, DI. Stockman 
Fallon Manasco Sullivan 
Fenton Martin, Mass, Sundstrom 


Talbot Voorhis, Calif. Winstead 
Talle Vursell Wolcott 
Thomas, Tex. Wadsworth Wolverton, N. J. 
‘Thomason White ouse 
Tibbott Whitten Worley 
Traynor Whittington an 
Trimble Wigglesworth 
Vinson Wilson 
NAYS—58 
Andresen, Healy Luce 
August H Heselton Lyle 
Angell Hoch Madden 
Bishop Hoffman, Mich, Marcantonio 
Bloom Hook Martin, Iowa 
Bonner Howell Mason 
Byrne, N. Y. Huber Mundt 
Ch Jensen O'Hara 
Coffee Johnson, Til Pittenger 
Cole Mo. Johnson, Ind. Randolph 
Corbett Judd Reed, III. 
King Rowan 
Curtis Kirwan Scrivner 
De Lacy Klein Sharp 
Douglas, Calif. Knutson Starkey 
Gearhart Kopplemann Stefan 
Geelan LeCompte Walter 
Granahan Lemke Welchel 
Granger Lewis ff 
Havenner Link 
NOT VOTING—185 
Adams Fuller May 
Allen, La. Gallagher Miller, Calif. 
Almond Gary Miller, Nebr. 
Andersen, Gathings Morgan 
H. Carl Gibson Morrison 
Anderson, Calif. Gifford Murdock 
Andrews, N. Y. Gillespie Murray, Tenn 
Baldwin, Md. Gossett Norton 
Baldwin, N. Y. Grant, Ind O’Konski 
Barrett, Pa. Green O'Neal 
Barry Gregory O'Toole 
Bates, Ky. Griffiths Outland 
Bates, Mass, Hagen Pace 
Beckworth Hale Patrick 
Bender Hall, Patterson 
Bennet, N. Y. Edwin Arthur Peterson, Ga. 
Blackney Halleck Pfeifer 
Boren Hand « Philbin 
Boykin Hare Ploeser 
Bradley, Mich. Harless, Ariz, Plumley 
Bradley, Pa. Harness, Ind. Powell 
Brooks Harris Priest 
Brumbaugh Hart Rabin 
Bryson Hartley Rains 
Buck Hébert Ra 
Buckley Heffernan Reece, Tenn. 
Bunker Henry Rees, Kans, 
Butler Hess Ri 
Cannon, Fla. Hill Robertson, Va. 
Cannon, Mo. Hoeven Robinson, Utah 
Carlson Hoffman, Pa. Robsion, Ky. 
Case N. J. Holifield Rockwell 
Case, S. Dak. Horan Roe, N. Y. 
Clark Izac Rogers, N. Y. 
Clements Jennings Russell 
Cochran Johnson, Calif. Ryter 
Cole, Kans. Johnson, Tex, Sabath 
Cole, N. Y. Kean Shater 
Combs Kee Sheridan 
Cooper Keefe ort 
Courtney Kefauver Slaughter 
Cox Somers, N. Y. 
Cravens Kerr Sparkman 
Crawford Kilburn 8 
Curley Kilday Sumner, II 
Daughton, Va. Landis Sumners, Tex. 
Davis Lane Taber 
Dawson Larcade Tarver 
Delaney, LeFevre Taylor 
-John J. Ludlow Thom 
Dirksen McConnell Thomas, N. J. 
Dolliver McCormack Tolan 
Domengeaux McGehee Torrens 
Douglas, III. McGlinchey Towe 
Eart McGregor Vorys, Ohio 
Eaton McKenzie Wasielewski 
r McMillan, S. C. Weaver 
Elston Mahon Welch 
Engel, Mich. Maloney West 
Feighan Mankin Wickersham 
Fellows Mansfield, Winter 
Flood Mont. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Fogarty Mansfield, Tex. Wood 


So the motion was agreed to. 


The Clerk announced the following 
general pairs until further 


pairs: 
Additional 
notice: 


Mr. Davis with Mr. Crawford. 
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Gillespie, 
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. Fogarty with Mr. Hoeven. 

Gossett with Miss Sumner of Illinois, 
Mahon with Mr. Towe. 

. Havenner with Mr. Andrews of New 


. Ryter with Mr. Butler. 

. Gathings with Mr. Dirksen. 

. Pace with Mr. Harness of Indiana, 
. Rayfiel with Mr. Horan. 


Mr. Horrman of Michigan, Mr. CURTIS, 
and Mr. GEARHART changed their votes 
from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, Members 
would like to extend their remarks at the 
point when the Indian Claims Commis- 
sion was being discussed. I ask unani- 
mous consent that that privilege be 
granted. z 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks. 

Mr. CELLER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in thè 
RECORD. 

Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include editorials from the 
New York Times and the New York Her 
ald Tribune. 


PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS AT 
THIS POINT 


Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, to say 
the least, I am utterly disgusted with the 
horrible waste of precious timé here to- 
day—time during which we should be 
considering and passing such legislation 
as the amputee veterans’ bill, payment 
of the enlisted men’s terminal-leave-pay 
bill in cash, and speedy construction of 
low-cost housing projects. I trust both 
sides in this impasse will agree to turn 
to the legislation I mention and not take 
further valuable time answering no- 
quorum calls of the House. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include a 
table. 

Mr. WOODRUFF (at the request of 
Mr. MICHENER) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in two instances and 
include in one an editorial and in the 
other a letter. 

Mr. STEFAN (at the request of Mr. 
MICHENER) was given permission to ex- 
tend his own remarks in the Recorp and 
include a newspaper item. 

EXTENDING TIME FOR FILING APPLICA- 
TIONS FOR PATENTS, ETC. 


Mr. LANHAM submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (H. R. 
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5223) to extend temporarily the time for 
filing applications for patents, for taking 
action in the United States Patent Office 
with respect thereto, for preventing proof 
of acts abroad with respect to the mak- 
ing of an invention, and for other pur- 
poses. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. Grecory (at the request of Mr. 
CHAPMAN), indefinitely, on account of 
official business. 

To Mr. Grant of Indiana (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MicHENER), indefinitely, on 
account of official business. 

To Mr. Buck.ey (at the request of Mr. 
Lyncu), for July 29, on account of offi- 
cial business. 

To Mr. CLIPPINGER (at the request of 
Mr. Martin), for 2 days, on account of ill 
health. . 


SENATE BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


Bills and a joint resolution of the Sen- 
ate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker’s table and, under the 
rule, referred as follows: 

S. 2147. An act for the relief of Howard A. 
Yeager; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the 
Regular Army; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

S.J. Res. 166. Joint resolution to amend 
section 3126 of the Internal Revenue Code, 
as amended, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 1547. An act to provide for the disposi- 
tion of vessels, trophies, relics, and material 
of historical interest by the Secretary of the 
Navy, and for other purposes; 

S. 1717. An act for the development and 
control of atomic energy; and 

S. 2177. An act to provide for increased 
efficiency in the legislative branch of the 
Government. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will con- 
tinue reading the privileged report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
of which the Honorable JoHN S. Woops is 
chairman, and to bring with you all books, 
records, documents, and correspondence—— 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I make 
a point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 255] 

Adams Arends Bender 
Allen, La. Baldwin, Md. Bennet. N. T. 
Amond Baldwin, N. Y. Blackney 
Andersen, Barrett, Pa. Bland 

H. Cari Barry Bloom 
Anderson, Bates, Ky. Boren 

Cal Bates, Mass, Boykin 


if. 
Andrews, N. Y. Beckworth Bradley, Mich. 
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Bradley, Pa. Gregory Morgan 
Brooks Griffiths Morrison 
Brumbaugh Hale Murdock 
Bryson Hall, Murray, Tenn, 
Buck Edwin Arthur Norton 
Buckley Halleck O'Konski 
Bunker Hand O'Neal 
Butler Hare O'Toole 
Byrne, N. Y. Harless, Ariz. Outland 
Camp Harness,Ind. Patrick 
Cannon, Fla. Ha Patterson 
Carlson Hart Peterson, Ga. 
Case, N. J ey Pfeifer 
Case, S. Dak. Hébert Philbin 
Church Heffernan Ploeser 
Clark Hendricks Plumley 
Clason Henry Powell 
Clements Hess Priest 
Clippinger Hill Rabin 
hran Hoeven Rains 
Cole, Kans, Hoffman, Pa. Rayfiel 
Cole, N. Y. Holifield Reece, Tenn. 
Combs Horan Richards 
Cooley Izac Robertson, Va. 
Cooper Jennings Robinson, Utah 
Courtney Johnson, Calif. Robsion, Ky. 
Cox Johnson, Okla. Rockwell 
Cravens Johnson, Roe, N. Y. 
Crawford Jones Rogers, N. Y. 
Curley Jonkman Russell 
Daughton, Va. Kean Ryter 
vis Kee Sabath 
Dawson Keefe Shafer 
Delaney, Kefauver Sheridan 
John J. ort 
Dirksen Kerr Sikes. 
Dolliver Kilburn Slaughter 
Domengeaux Kilday Somers, N. T. 
Douglas, Ill. Landis Spar 
Durham Lane Stewart 
Earthman Larcade Sumner, III. 
Ea ton Sumners, Tex. 
Elsaesser LeFevre Tabor 
Elston Ludlow Tarver 
Engel, Mich McConnell Taylor 
Feighan McCormack Thomas, N. J. 
Fellows McGehee Thomason 
Flood McGlinchey Tolan 
Fogarty McGregor Torrens 
Fuller McKenzie Towe 
Gallagher McMillan, S. C. Vorys, Ohio 
Mahon Wasielewski 
Gathings Maloney Weaver 
Gibson Mankin Welch 
Gifford Mansfield, West 
Gillespie Mont. ite 
tt Mansfield, Tex. Wickersham 
Granger y Winter 
Grant, Ind. Miller, Calif. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Green Miller, Nebr. Wood 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 231 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to dispensing with further proceedings 
under the call. 

The SPEAKER. That motion has not 
yet been made. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MICHENER. If a motion is not 
made to dispense with further proceed- 
ings under the call, we just sit here; is 
that right? 

The SPEAKER, Until the absent 
Members come in and respond, 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
dispense with further proceedings under 
the call. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. De Lacy) there 
were—ayes 85, noes 19. 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of or- 
der that a quorum is not present, 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

Mr, MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand the yeas and nays, 

The yeas and nays were refused. 
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The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o’clock and 25 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, July 30, 1946, at 12 o’clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1506. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of State, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill to authorize the President to appoint 
Lt. Comdr. Paul A. Smith as United States 
representative to the Interim Council of the 
Provisional International Civil Aviation Or- 
ganization, or as alternate to the United 
States representative, without affecting his 
status and perquisites as an officer of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey; to the Commit- 
tee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1507. A letter from the Secretary of Com- 
merce, transmitting a report on the activities 
of the Department of Commerce related to 
those functions previously carried out by the 
Smaller War Plants Corporation and trans- 
ferred to the Department of Commerce. This 
report covers the months of April and May 
1946 and is the second report submitted un- 
der the provisions of Executive Order 9665; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

1508. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill to extend dependency benefits to depend- 
ents of enlisted personnel of the armed 
forces who enlist or reenlist prior to July 1, 
1949; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri: Committee on 
Appropriations. House Joint Resolution 390. 
Joint resolution making additional appropri- 
ations for the fiscal year 1947, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2694). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 7053. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An cet to prohibit the unauthorized wear- 
ing, manufacture, or sale of medals and 
badges awarded by the War Department,” 
as amended; with amendments (Rept. No. 
2698). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LEA: 

H. R. 7194. A bill to amend certrin provi- 
sions of the Securities Act of 1933, section 
77 (f) of the Bankruptcy Act, and the Se- 
curities Exchange Act of 1934; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. WEICHEL: 

H. R.7195. A bill to authorize a special 
investigation, examination, and complete 
audit of the Maritime Commission and the 
War Shipping Administration by the Comp- 
troller General; to the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. BLAND: 

H. R.7196. A bill to authorize the acqui- 
sition of land for addition to the Fredericks- 
burg National Cemetery; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BLOOM: 

H. R. 7197. A bill to authorize the Presi- 
dent to appoint Lt. Comdr, Paul A. Smith as 
United States representative to the Interim 
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Council of the Provisional International Civil 
Aviation Organization, or as alternate to the 
United States representative, without affect- 
ing his status and perquisites as an officer 
of the Coast and Geodetic Survey; to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 
By Mr. JENKINS: 

H. R. 7198. A bill to fix the rate of tax un- 
der the Federal Insurance Contributions Act 
on employers and employees for the calendar 
year 1947; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota: 

H. Con. Res. 166. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation to secure from the Treas- 
ury Department, and any other department 
of the Government involved in studies of 
taxation, a comprehensive summary of these 
studies and conclusions and file such sum- 
mary with the Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and Secretary of the Senate; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BROWN of Georgia: 

H. R. 7199. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Andrew Evans; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. HAGEN: 

H. R. 7200. A bill for the relief of Floyd A. 
Fisher; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan: 

H.R.7201. A bill for the relief of Mary 
Ftinogianis; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. RESA: 

H. R. 7202. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Flora 

Baruck; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. TOLAN: 

H. R. 7203. A bill to provide for settling 
certain indebtedness connected with Per- 
shing Hall, a memorial in Paris, a to 
the Committee on Claims, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2133. By Mr. LYNCH: Petition of Bronx 
County Organization, American Legion, Cap- 
tain Edward L. Grant Post, No. 1225, in 
regard to Halloran Hospital, New York; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legis- 
lation. 

2134. Also, petition of Bronx County Or- 
ganization, American Legion, urging termi- 
nation of provision in Economy Act of 
March 20, 1933, limiting compensation of hos- 
Pitalized veterans to $20 per month; to the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legisla- 
tion. 

2135. By Mr. VORYS of Ohio: Petition of 
18 persons for redress of alleged grievances; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

2136. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Federation of the Employees of the Insular 
Government of Puerto Rico, petitioning con- 
sideration of their resolution with reference 
to expressing satisfaction on the appoint- 
ment of Jesús T. Piñero as regular Governor 
of the island; to the Committee on Insular 
Affairs. 

2137. Also, petition of the Board of Super- 
visors of the County of Los Angeles, peti- 
tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to endorsement of legislation to 
prohibit gambling vessels off the coast of 
California; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 
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SENATE 


Tuespay, JuLy 30, 1946 


(Legislative day of Monday, 
July 29, 1946) 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Byron W. John, of the Montgom- 
ery Methodist Church, Montgomery, 
W. Va., offered the following prayer: 


O God, our Heavenly Father, Thou 
art the God of wisdom and light. In 
ages past Thou hast blessed Thy peo- 
ple with understanding. We come, 
therefore, at this time making known 
our faith in Thee and asking Thee for 
Thy guidance in this hour and day. Let 
the light of Thy countenance be upon us. 

Give unto these elected representa- 
tives of our Nation a sustaining spirit 
that shall enable them to stand firmly 
for justice in a world of confusion. 
Bless those who meet for peace confer- 
ences. Grant that fear and doubt shall 
cease and that the spirit of the Prince 
of Peace shall prevail in the hearts of 
all the peoples of the earth. 

Blot out our transgressions, national 
and individual; haye compassion upon 
us; and give us strength to turn from 
our proneness toward evil. Make us 
more eager for the coming of Thy king- 
dom on earth as it is in heaven. 

Grant us Thy favor in our supplica- 
tions, we beseech Thee. Through Jesus 
Christ our Lord. Amen, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. GEORGE, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Monday, July 29, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 


reading clerks, announced that the House 


had agreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 6836) to estab- 
lish and provide for the maintenance 
and operation of a Veterans’ Canteen 
Service in the Veterans’ Administration, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4080) to amend section 476, Re- 
vised Statutes (U. S. C., title 35, sec. 2), 
providing for officers and employees of 
the Patent Office, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill (H. R. 5692) 
to relinquish the mineral rights of the 
United States under certain lands in the 
county of Santa Barbara, Calif., in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TION SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
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tion, and they were signed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore: 


S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 8, 
1936, relating to vocational education, so as 
to provide for the further development of 
vocational education in the several States 
and Territories; 

S. 1198. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to sell certain property in the 
State of Michigan now occupied by the 
Weather Bureau and to acquire land in the 
State of Michigan for the erection of a 
Weather Bureau station; 

S. 1602. An act to confirm title to certain 
railroad-grant lands located in the county 
of Kern, State of California; 

S. 1607. An act to provide for the natural- 
ization of Peter Kim; 

S. 1636. An act to amend the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 to designate the Depart- 
men of State as the disposal agency for sur- 
plus property outside the continental United 
States, its Territories and possessions, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 1733. An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright and 
Irvin Lee Wright, minors; 

S. 1917. An act to enact certain provisions 
now included in the Naval Appropriation 
Act, 1946, and for other purposes; 

S. 2310. An act to further extend the times 
for commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point, Miss. and 
Helena, Ark.; 

S. 2359. An act to close the office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays; 

S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 


“Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 


Corps; and 

H. J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to quiet the 
titles of the respective States, and others, to 
lands beneath tidewaters and lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries of 


such States and to prevent further clouding 
of such titles. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 29, 1946, he presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills: 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the estate 
of William Edward Oates; 

S.115. An act to modify sections 4 and 
20 of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal 
Act, 1934, with reference to certain funds 
collected in connection with the operation 
of Indian Service irrigation projects, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 223. An act to provide for the establish- 
ment of a modern, adequate, and efficient 
hospital center in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1547. An act to provide for the dispo- 
sition of vessels, trophies, relics, and ma- 
terial of historical interest by the Secretary 
of the Navy, and for other purposes; 

8. 1717. An act for the development and 
control of atomic energy; 

S. 2177. An act to provide for increased 
efficiency in the legislative branch of the 
Government; and 

S. 2210. An act to provide for the return 
of certain securities to the Philippine Com- 
monwealth Government. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following com- 
munications and letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR (S. Doc. No. 254) 


A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting a supple- 
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mental estimate of appropriation for the 
office of the Secretary of the Department of 
the Interior for the establishment of an 
Evacuation Claims Commission, amounting 
to $100,000, fiscal year 1947 (with an accom- 
panying paper); to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES, NAVY DEPARTMENT 

(S. Doc. No. 255) 

A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting a proposed 
provision pertaining to an existing appro- 
priation for the fiscal year 1947 for the Navy 
Department, making funds available for 
special compensation and for travel and 
subsistence of officers and students of Latin- 
American countries (with an accompany- 
ing paper); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed, 
FACILITATION OF PROCUREMENT OF SUPPLIES 

AND SERVICES BY CERTAIN GOVERNMENTAL 

AGENCIES 

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legisla- 
tion to facilitate procurement of supplies 
and services by certain agencies of the 
United States, and for other purposes (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, x 


PROPOSED LOAN TO TURKEY— 
MEMORIAL 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to present a resoiu- 
tion adopted by the Central Executive 
Committee of the Armenian National 
Council of America, New York, N. Y. 
protesting against the proposed loan to 
Turkey, and I request that it be referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the resolution will be re- 
ceived, and referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, as requested by 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. OVERTON, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

H. R. 7046. A bill to revive and reenact the 
act entitled “An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State Highway Commission, 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across 
the Cumberland River at or near Burkes- 
ville, Cumberland County, Ky.,” approved 
May 18, 1928; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1903). $ 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

H. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution designating 
November 19, 1946, the anniversary of Lin- 
coln's Gettysburg Address, as Dedication 
Day; without amendment (Rept. No. 1904). 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the 
Committee on Indian Affairs: 

S. 1489. A bill to amend section 2 of the 
act of January 29, 1942 (56 Stat. 21), relating 
to the refund of taxes illegally paid by In- 
dian citizens; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1905). 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on Indian Affairs: 

H.R. 2586, A bill to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands for business, and other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1906). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 
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By Mr. WHEELER: 

S. 2495. A bill authorizing the issuance of 
a patent to Crowing Four Times; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, 

By Mr. HILL: 

S. 2496. A bill to facilitate procurement of 
supplies and services by certain agencies cf 
the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ (for himself and Mr, 
HATCH) : 

S. 2497. A bill to provide for a Commission 
to adjudicate claims of American nationals 
who were prisoners of war of Japan, for pay- 
ment of its awards, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BILBO: 

S. 2498. A bill to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property in 
and contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 5692) to relinquish the 
mineral rights of the United States un- 
der certain lands in the county of Santa 
Barbara, Calif., was read twice by its title 
and referred to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 


PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS ON 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION AND SUR- 
VEY OF COOS BAY, OREG. (S. DOC, 
NO. 253) 


Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a report dated April 22, 
1946, from the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, together with accompany- 
ing papers and an illustration, on a re- 
view of reports on and a preliminary ex- 
amination and survey of Coos Bay, Oreg., 
and I ask unanimous consent that it may 
be referred to the Committee on Com- 
merce and be printed as a Senate docu- 
ment, with an illustration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PROHIBITION OF POLL TAX IN FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS—AMENDMENT 


Mr. BILBO (for himself and Mr. JOHN- 
ston of South Carolina) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to the bill (H. R. 7) making 
unlawful the requirement for the pay- 
ment of a poll tax as a prerequisite to 
voting in a primary or other election for 
national officers, which was ordered to lie 
on the table, to be printed, and to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


At the end of the bill insert the following 
new section: 

“Sec. —. Hereafter, in any State, Territory, 
possession, or the District of Columbia, the 
marriage of a white person and a Negro or 
mulatto or a person who shall have one- 
sixteenth or more of Negro blood, or with a 
Mongolian or with a person who shall have 
one-sixteenth or more of Mongolian blood, 
shall be unlawful, and such marriage shall be 
void. Any person who is a party to any such 
marriage, or who knowingly performs a mar- 
riage ceremony to which such persons are a 
party, shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
punished by a fine of not to exceed $10,000, 
and by imprisonment of not to exceed 10 
years.” 

ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL 
YEAR 1947 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE (for himself, Mr, 
BARKLEY, and Mr. WHITE) submitted two 
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amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to the joint resolution (H. 
J. Res. 390) making additional appro- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1947, and 
for other purposes, which were referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations, or- 
dered to be printed, and to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

At the proper place insert the following: 

“SENATE POLICY COMMITTEES 

“For maintenance of a staff for a majority 
policy committee and a minority policy com- 
mittee in the Senate, consisting of seven 
members each, for the formulation of over- 
all legislative policy of the respective parties, 
the members of such staffs to assist in study, 
analysis, and research on problems involved 
in policy determinations, and to be appointed, 
and their compensation fixed, by the policy 
committee concerned, at rates not to exceed 
$8,000 per annum in any case, $15,000 for each 
such committee, in all $30,000, to be avail- 
able at the beginning of the Eightieth 
Congress.” 

At the proper place insert the following: 

“ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO SENATORS 

“For compensation of an administrative 
assistant to each Senator, to be appointed by 
him, at a rate not to exceed $8,000 a year, 
to assist him in carrying out his departmental 
business and other duties, $384,000, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, to be 
available at the beginning of the Eightieth 
Congress.” 


EDUCATION OF WORKERS AND WAGE 
EARNERS 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Some time 
ago I introduced Senate bill 2457, to de- 


-velop extensive education among workers 


and wage earners. I ask unanimous 
consent that a statement by me in ref- 
erence to the bill may be printed in the 
REcorp as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recon, as follows: 


Mr. THomas of Utah. Mr. President, I 
realize that the bill is imperfect in technique 
and that it will never become law as presently 
written, but I introduced it in order to give 
to those persons interested access to an idea 
which I think is vitally important in the 
development of our industry labor relations. 
I am sure that if problems dealing with the 
relations between industry and labor are 
given study by the persons most affected when 
those relations are bad that we will have 
produced something extremely worth while to 
our national economy and made one more 
step forward toward the peaceful settlement 
of all differences in our industry labor field. 

I had the honor recently to deliver the 
opening speech at an institute at the Uni- 
versity of California, Berkeley, Calif. The 
institute was sponsored jointly by the Ex- 
tension of the University of California and 
the California Labor School. Those attend- 
ing were from all walks of life and subject 
dealt with were the subjects of most timely 
interest to the people of America. 

The idea, Mr. President, is too gocd to be 
allowed to slip back into the realm of in- 
activity and thoughtlessness. It seems that 
the only time our people become thoughtful 
about our industry labor relations is when 
we find ourselves in the midst of strikes and 
industrial strife. Then we try to legislate 
ourselves out. Education by the legislation 
process is the most deadly of all educational 
methods. If we can build from the ground 
up then we can develop legislation built 
upon the facts of history and the ideals of 
our progressive American beliefs. 

The bill proposes to authorize appropria- 
tions to develop a labor extension program 
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through grants-in-aid to State universities, 
land-grant colleges and universities, and 
other educational institutions for use in 
developing and making available courses 
of instruction for wage and salary earners. 
The program would be to a considerable 
extent analogous in form to that of the 
agricultural extension program which has 
been carried on for many years with the 
assistance of Federal appropriations by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

The basic idea of developing a labor ex- 
tension program in the Department of Labor 
has already been endorsed by the major 
labor organizations—the American Federa- 
tion of Labor, the Congress of Industrial Or- 
ganizations, and the Railway Brotherhoods, 
Support for the proposal has also been an- 
nounced by the Young Women's Christian 
Association, the United Council of Church 
Women, the Detroit and Michigan Federa- 
tion of Teachers, the Labor and Manage- 
ment Center at Yale University, the Hudson 
Shore Labor School, and the National Farm- 
ers Union. The legislative conference of 
State-Labor Department officials and repre- 
sentatives of labor organizations held in De- 
cember 1945, endorsed “the principle of a 
labor-extension service in the United States 
Department of Labor to act as an authori- 
tive clearing house in the field of labor edu- 
cation and to administer a program of 
grants-in-aid for the development of a labor 
education program on a State and local 
level,” and urged the Department of Labor 
“to proceed forthwith with the development 
and formulation of this program.” 

There is great need for the enactment of 
such proposed legislation. It has been 
pointed out by organized labor as well as by 
Persons and organizations having experi- 
ence in the field of workers’ education, that 
industrial workers and others in the low 
income groups of our population are to a 
great extent limited to educational oppor- 
tunities which go no higher than the pri- 
mary grades. The proportion of our work- 
ers who have the opportunity to complete 
high school is small while the number who 
are able even to begin college or university 
education is still smaller. 

It is particularly important that these 
facts be recognized by the Congress. Wage 
and salary earners at the present time num- 
ber well over 50,000,000. Lack of adequate 
opportunity for so large a group of our citi- 
zens with respect to education and training 
in such basic matters as industrial relations, 
government, responsibilities of citizenship, 
community programs and labor problems 
generally, constitutes a serious drag upon 
the intellectual development of the whole 
Nation. It is a serious deterrent in develop- 
ing the ability of the average wage or salary 
earner to deal intelligently with the complex 
problems which confront all Americans as 
citizens in the world of today, and it handi- 
caps organized labor in understanding the 
problems involved in working out satisfac- 
tory relationships with employers and with 
other groups in the community. The pur- 
pose of the proposed bill is to make a modest 
beginning toward enabling the more than 
50,000,000 wage and salary earners to be- 
come more valuable citizens through more 
constructive participation in the activities of 
the community, through greater understand- 
ing of their rights and responsibilities as 
citizens of the United States, and through 
greater appreciation of the intricate prob- 
lems involved in attempting to work out 
labor-management relationships under mod- 
ern industrial conditions. 

The diffusion of knowledge and education 
among our people to the greatest extent 
possible must be a central policy of this 
Government. The levels which we have 
reached in carrying out this policy has been 
a source of national strength and welfare 
and has contributed materially to our ability 
to survive successfully the recent difficult 
days of World War II. Firm adherence to 
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this policy will, on the one hand, be one of 
our surest guaranties against encroachment 
on the liberties of the people by special 
privilege and selfish economic interests, and, 
on the other hand, against the manipulation 
of the people by would-be dictators seek- 
ing power for their own advantage. 

There is precedent for such legislation in 
the principle set forth in the Morrill Act 
of 1862. The principle announced in the 
act was to promote the diffusion among the 
people of useful knowledge concerning agri- 
culture and the mechanic arts, As I have 
said, the program which would be estab- 
lished by this type of legislation for the bene- 
fit of wage and salary earners is similar in 
form to that which has long been given to 
farmers and their families by the Agricul- 
tural Extension Service in the Department 
of Agriculture, and would provide instruc- 
tion and educational activities in the fields 
of labor problems generally, industrial rela- 
tions, government, community programs, 
techniques of workers’ education, responsi- 
bilities of citizenship, and for the participa- 
tion in the development of the program by 
labor organizations and by other groups and 
individuals interested in workers’ education. 

In material terms the status of wage earn- 
ers and organized labor has been improved 
tremendously’ in the past 10 years. These 
years have built a record of accomplishment 
in promoting the economic well-being of 
Wage earners, greater economic security 
against unemployment and old age, and 
greater recognition of the rights and respon- 
sibilities of workers. Our efforts to make 
educational opportunities available to the 
workers have not, however, kept pace with 
these developments. It is time that the 
Congress made an effort to expand these op- 
portunities to the greatest possible extent. 

The ideas behind the proposed legislation 
should receive the careful study of every 
Member of the Senate in the months before 
the convening of the new Congress in Jan- 
uary 1947, It is very likely that as a result 
of careful study of the problem changes in 
the bill may appear to be desirable. It is 
my hope that when the bill is reintroduced 
early in the next session, with such perfect- 
ing changes as may be desirable, it will re- 
ceive prompt hearings and early enactment. 


ADMISSION OF JEWISH REFUGEES INTO 
PALESTINE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR 
SMITH 


Mr. SMITH asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Ræconn an address de- 
livered by him from the steps of the Capitol 
to the Jewish war veterans of New Jersey 
who visited Washington on July 15, 1946, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR GUFFEY BEFORE 
POLITICAL GATHERING IN HARRIS- 
BURG, PA. 


Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address made 
recently by him before a political gathering 
in Harrisburg, Pa., which appears in the Ap- 
pendix, ] 


VOLUNTARY HEALTH FUNDS—ARTICLES 
BY SELIG GREENBERG 

[Mr. BALL asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp portions of a 
series of eight articles written by Mr. Selig 
Greenberg and published in the Evening 
Bulletin, of Providence, R. I., on the subject 
of need for federation of major groups inter- 
ested in voluntary health-agency program, 
and an editorial from the Evening Builetin, 
which appear in the Appendix.] 


THE POLL TAX—EDITORIAL FROM THE 
COLUMBIA (8. C.) STATE 


{Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina asked 
and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Recorp an editorial entitled “The Poll Tax 
Bill Again,” from the Columbia State for 
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July 24, 1946, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix. ] 


VOLUNTARY ALCOHOL CONTROL PLAN— 
STATEMENT BY MRS. ANNIE IHRIE POU 
WADDEN 


[Mr. HOEY asked usa obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record a statement and 
plan for reducing the use and consumption 
of alcoholic liquors, prepared by Mrs. Annie 
Ihrie Pou Wadden, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 


THE MEAD COMMITTEE INVESTIGATION— 
INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR MEAD 


Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a radio inter- 
view with himself, conducted by Lucian War- 
ren on July 28, 1946, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 


THE FACTS ABOUT CANCER—STATEMENT 
BY QUENTIN REYNOLDS 


[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a statement en- 
titled “Gentlemen of ess: Let’s Face 
the Facts About Cancer,” written by Quentin 
Reynolds and published in the Washington 
Star of July 28, 1946, which appears in the 
Appendix. 


THE RIGHT TO STRIKE—ARTICLE BY 
DANIEL 8. RING 


[Mr. MORSE asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record an article entitled 
“Right to Strike Weighed Against Interest 
of Public,” written by Daniel 8. Ring, and 
published in the Washington Star of July 21, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix. ] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM EVANSVILLE (IND.) COURIER 


Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “No Betrayal at Pearl Harbor,” pub- 
lished in the Evansville (Ind.) Courier of 
July 22, 1946, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix. ] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM NEWARE (N. J.) NEWS 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Point of Departure,” published in the 
Newark (N. J.) News of July 22, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Rrsorp an editorial en- 

titled “Japan’s Blunder,” published in the 

Christian Science Monitor of July 22, 1946, 

which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM WILMINGTON (DEL.) NEWS 
Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Placing the Blame,” published in the 
Wilmington (Del.) News of July 22, 1946, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM LOUISVILLE (KY.) COURIER- 
JOURNAL 


Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “An Unproductive Report for Memory 
Maligners,” published in the Louisville (Ky.) 
Courier-Journal of July 22, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—ARTICLE 
BY ROSCOE DRUMMOND 

[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an article on the 
Pearl Harbor report, written by Roscoe Drum- 
mond and published in the Christian Science 
Monitor of July 22, 1946, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 
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THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM CHICAGO SUN 


[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “The Pearl Harbor Report Ends a Lie,” 
published in the Chicago Sun of July 22, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM NASHVILLE TENNESSEEAN 


[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
haye printed in the Record an editorial en- 
titled “Squeezed Dry,” published in the 
Nashville (Tenn.) Tennesseean of July 23, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM HARTFORD (CONN.) TIMES 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Pearl Harbor Report,” published in 
the Hartford (Conn.) Times, of July 23, 1946, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM JACKSON (MISS.) CLARION- 
LEDGER 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Record an editorial en- 

titled “Pearl Harbor Probe Is an Historic 

Document,” published in the Jackson 

(Miss.) Clarion-Ledger of July 23, 1946, 

which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM BOSTON (MASS.) GLOBE 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Pearl Harbor—Last Phase,” published 
in the Boston (Mass) Globe, of July 22, 1946, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM CHARLOTTE (N. C.) OBSERVER 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 

titled “The System at Fault,” published in 

the Charlotte (N. C.) Observer, of July 24, 

1946, which appears in the Append’x.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM LEXINGTON (KY.) HERALD 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “Pearl Harbor” published in the Lex- 
ington (Ky.) Herald, of July 23, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.) 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITORIAL 
FROM RALEIGH (N, C.) NEWS AND 
OBSERVER 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 

titled “The Pearl Harbor Report,” published 

in the News and Observer, of Raleigh, N. C., 

25 dig 22, 1946, which appears in the Appen- 

THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM THE CINCINNATI EN- 
QUIRER 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial 

entitled “Post-Mortem Is Finished,” pub- 
lished in the Cincinnati Enquirer of July 

22, 1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM THE WATERTOWN (N. Y.) 
TIMES 
[Mr. LUCAS asked_and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial 

entitled “Pearl Harbor Finale,” published in 

the Watertown (N. Y.) Times of July 16, 

1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM THE RICHMOND (VA.) 
TIMES-DISPATCH 


Mr. LUGAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


entitled “The Pearl Harbor Report,” pub- 
lished in the Richmond (Va.) Times- 
Dispatch of July 17, 1946, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM THE BIRMINGHAM (ALA.) 
AGE-HERALD 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial 

entitled “Blame for Pearl Harbor,” published 
in the Birmingham (Ala.) Age-Herald of 

July 17, 1946, which appears in the Appen- 

dix.] 

THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM THE CHRISTIAN SCIENCE 
MONITOR 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial 

entitled “No One Betrayed America,” pub- 
lished in the Christian Science Monitor of 

July 17, 1946, which appears in the Appen- 

dix.] 

THE PEARL HARBOR REPORT—EDITO- 
RIAL FROM THE NEWARK (N. J.) STAR- 
LEDGER 
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp an editorial 

entitled “Pearl Harbor Blame,” published in 

the Newark (N. J.) Star-Ledger of July 21, 

1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. GEORGE. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll, 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Andrews Hill Overton 
Austin Hoey Pepper 
Huffman Radcliffe 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Reed 
Bilbo Johnston, S, C. Revercomb 
Bridges Knowland Russell 
Burch La Follette Shipstead 
Langer Smith 
Capper Lucas Stewart 
Chavez icCarran Swift 
Connally icClellan Taft 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Downey McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Magnuson Tunnell 
Fe n Maybank Vandenberg 
Fulbright Mead Wagner 
George Millikin Walsh 
Gerry Mitchell Wheeler 
Gossett Moore Wherry 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Gurney Murray Willis 
Hart Myers Young 
Hawkes O'Daniel 
Hayden O'Mahoney 


Mr, HILL, Iannounce that the Sena- 


tor from North Carolina [Mr. Battey] is 


absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs] and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE] are detained on 
public business, 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HarcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies, 
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Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Brewster], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], and the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois IMr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BusHrie.p], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Tosey!] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies, 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. r 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-six Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 
DEVELOPMENT OF OIL AND GAS ON THE 

PUBLIC DOMAIN—CORRECTION 


Mr. OMARHONEN. Mr. President, 
when the conference report on Senate 
bill 1236, a bill amending the Mineral 
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, was 
drafted and filed, a clerical error was 


made in compiling the report. The en- 


grossed copy of the bill, however, has not 
yet left the Senate Chamber. I have 
consulted with the ranking Republican 
member of the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, the minority leader, 
and the majority leader, and I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present considera- 
tion of a concurrent resolution authoriz- 
ing the Secretary of the Senate to make 
the necessary correction. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? , 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. I understand these 
changes simply correct the clerical mis- 
take which; was made, so the measure 
will conform to the intent and purpose 


_ of the conference committee. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. The concurrent 
resolution makes effective the conference 
report, precisely. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
concurrent resolution will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 75), as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Secre- 
tary of the Senate, in the enrollment of 
the bill (S. 1236) to amend the Mineral 
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, 
in order to promote the development of oil 
and gas on the public domain, and for 
other purposes, be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized to make the following correction, 
namely: In the language inserted in the con- 
ference report, in respect to House amend- 
ment No. 19, after the word “limits”, the 
first word in such language, insert the words 
“are found by the Secretary to”; and after 
the phrase where such lease”, strike out the 
comma and the words “or a lease for which 


The 
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it is exchanged” and the comma; so that the 
language inserted in the conference report 
would read as follows: “limits are found by 
the Secretary to exist on the effective date of 
this act, and (2) any production on a lease 
from an oil or gas deposit which was dis- 
covered after May 27, 1941, by a well or wells 
drilled within the boundaries of the lease, 
and which is determined by the Secretary 
to be a new deposit; and (3) any production 
on or allocated to a lease pursuant to an ap- 
proved unit or cooperative agreement from 
an oil or gas deposit which was discovered 
after May 27, 1941, on land committed to 
such agreement, and which is determined 
by the Secretary to be a new deposit, where 
such lease was included in such agreement 
at the time of discovery, or was included 
in a duly executed and filed application for 
the approval of such agreement at the time 
of discovery.” 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the concur- 
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 75) was 
considered and agreed to. 


AWARD OF CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF 
HONOR TO WILLIAM MITCHELL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
881) authorizing the President of the 
United States to award posthumously in 
the name of Congress a Medal of Honor 
to William Mitchell, which was to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the President of the United States 
is requested to cause a gold medal to be 
struck, with suitable emblems, devices, and 
inscriptions, to be presented. to the late 
William Mitchell, formerly a colonel, United 
States Army, in recognition of his outstand- 
ing pioneer service and foresight in the fleld 
of American military aviation. 

Src. 2. When the medal provided for in sec- 
tion 1 of this act shall have been struck, the 
President shall transmit the same to William 
Mitchell, Jr., son of the said William Mitchell, 
to be presented to him in the name of the 
people of the United States. 

Src. 3. A sufficient sum of money to carry 
this act into effect is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PROPOSED PARTITION OF PALESTINE 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that at the present time the ad- 
ministration is considering a new plan 
for the partition of Palestine, which has 
been proposed by the British, and I wish 
to comment very briefly on that plan. 
_ As we all know, the Balfour Declaration 
originally provided for the creation of a 
Jewish national home in Palestine. The 
Senate adopted a resolution stating its 
opinion of what that intended. The 
President demanded that the Britsh ad- 
mit 100,000 Jews into Palestine tempo- 
rarily. Then an Anglo-American Com- 
mission of inquiry was appointed, and the 
Commission made a very elaborate re- 
port, which included the recommenda- 
tion that 100,000 Jewish refugees be ad- 
mitted into Palestine. The Commission 
made other rather extensive recommen- 
dations which have not generally been 
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accepted as yet, but which are under 
serious consideration. 

Instead of immediately proceeding to 
comply with the recommendations and 
admitting these refugees into Palestine, 
the British Government refused to pro- 
ceed, and then our State Department, in- 
stead of insisting on carrying into effect 
the recommendations made in the re- 
port of the Anglo-American Commission 
for the Investigation of Palestine, ap- 
pointed another committee from the 
State Department which went over to 
London and met with certain British rep- 
resentatives, as I recall, within the past 
2 weeks. They have just recommended 
this new partition plan which proposes 
to set up a Jewish state containing 1,500 


square miles, leaving the other 43,000 


square miles to the Arabs in Palestine. 
Furthermore, even in that 1,500 square 
miles there is no sovereignty and no con- 
trol except under the direct supervision 
of the British mandate in Jerusalem. 

During the First World War the Brit- 
ish Government pledged itself to permit 
the establishment of a Jewish national 
homeland in Palestine, giving the Jews 
of Europe a refuge and an opportunity 
to purchase and settle land in an unde- 
veloped area of 45,000 square miles. In 
that area the Jews of Europe accom- 
plished a miracle in agriculture and in- 
dustry, in trade, and in culture. Now 
this new British plan proposes to splinter 
Palestine into tiny pieces, and confine 
the Jews to an area of 1,500 square miles, 
approximately 3 percent of the original 
45,000 square miles covered by the Bal- 
four Declaration. The new British plan 
means not only complete frustration for 
the Jews of Palestine, but discourage- 
ment for the 1,500,000 surviving Jews of 
Europe. 

The British Government, in project- 
ing this partitioning plan, has asked the 
Government of the United States to: 
collaborate, and, if the Truman ad- 
ministration accedes to Britain’s request, 
it will be making the United States a 
party to the creation of a ghetto in the 
Near East—the very land where the 
Jews were promised an opportunity for 
free and independent national life. 
Moreover, the British plan stipulates 
that the entry of 100,000 Jews into 
Palestine must be subject to the accept- 
ance of the partition plan by the Jews 
and by the Arabs. This new plan evades 
the unanimous recommendations of the 
Anglo-American Commission made 
within a very brief period of time, and, 
if successful, would give Britain the 
right-of-way to repudiate the promise 
made in her mandate over Palestine. 

This is a description of the plan, as it 
appeared in the New York Times on 
July 25: 

Under the plan the British would control 
defense, foreign relations, the police, prisons, 
the courts, railway and port facilities in 
Haifa, the post office, the telephone and tele- 
graph systems, customs, excise taxes, civil 
aviation, broadcasting, and antiquities, 

The provinces— 


The 1,500 square miles would be the 
Jewish province— 


would have their own assemblies but the 
central government would appoint speakers 
without whose approval no bill could become 
law. The executive authority in the 
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provinces would be vested in councils of 
ministers appointed by the British High 
Commissioner. He would have emergency 
power to supersede a provincial government 
in whole or in part. 


This is considerably less than the free- 
dom enjoyed by our forefathers in this 
country when we were but a British 
colony. 

Americans have been called upon to 
help fight two world wars in 30 years. 
Each time we gave our best manhood 
and untold resources, in the hope that a 
better world might emerge. Now we see 
the seeds of new hatreds, new tyrannies, 
and new bloodshed on the horizon. 
Ironically, the worst of these seems to be 
growing in the Holy Land of Palestine 
with the aid of some of our representa- 
tives. 

I sincerely hope that the Truman ad- 
ministration will think carefully before 
committing the Government of the 
United States to the presently proposed 
British plan. Persecuted and homeless 
Jews of Europe certainly deserve some 
measure of fair play in their treatment 
by two great world powers. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAI, REVENUE CODE 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with, 
that it be read for amendment, and 
that the amendments of the committee 
be first considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will proceed to state the 
amendments of the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

The first amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Finance was, under the heading 
“Title I—Social security taxes,” on 
page 2, after line 14, to strike out: 

Sec. 103. Appropriations to the trust fund. 

The sentence added by section 902 of the 
Revenue Act of 1943 at the end of section 
201 (a) of the Social Security Act, which 
reads as follows: “There is also authorized 
to be appropr'ated to the Trust Fund such 
additional ‘sums as may be required to 
finance the benefits and payments provided 
under this title.”, is repealed. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, that 
amendment simply restores the language 
which was heretofore inserted, and 
leaves the language in the act as follows: 

There is also authorized to be appropri- 


-ated to the Trust Fund such additional sums 


as may be required to finance the benefits 
and payments provided under this title. 


The House repealed that provision, and 
the effect of striking out section 103 is 
to restore the language. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 2, after line 14. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Title Il—Benefits in case of 
deceased World War II veterans,” on 
page 4, line 15, after the word “the”, to 
strike out “Board” and insert “Federal 
Security Administrator”; in line 17, after 
the word “unless”, to strike out “it” and 
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insert “he”; in line 21, after the word 
“The”, where it occurs the first time, to 
strike out “Board” and insert “Federal 
Security Administrator’; in line 22, 
after the word “by”, to strike out “the 
Board” and insert him“; on page 5, 
line 4, after the word “the”, to strike out 
“Board” and insert “Federal Security 
Administrator”; in line 5, after the word 
“the”, to strike out “Board” and insert 
“Administrator”; in line 9, before the 
word “pursuant”, to strike out “Board” 
and insert “Federal Security Adminis- 
trator”; in line 17, after the word “the”, 
to strike out “Board” and insert “Fed- 


eral Security Administrator“; and in 


line 18, after, the word “by”, to strike 
out “the Board” and insert “him.” 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, these 
are technical amendments, made neces- 
sary as a result of the President’s reor- 
ganization order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, 
line 2, after the words “by the”, to strike 
out “Board,” and insert “Board or the 
Federal Security Administrator.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, 
after line 6, to insert: 

Sec, 202, When used in the Social Security 
Act, as amended by this act, the term “Ad- 
ministrator,” except where the context other- 
wise requires, means the Federal Security 
Administrator. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Title III Unemployment com- 
pensation for maritime workers,” on 
page 8, line 25, after the words “approved 
by the”, to strike out “Board” and insert 
“Federal Security Administrator (or ap- 
proved by the Social Security Board prior 
to July 17, 1946)”; on page 9, line 14, 
after the words “to the”, to strike out 
“conditions imposed by subsection (b) of 
this “section upon permission to State 
legislatures to require contributions from 
instrumentalities of the United States”, 
and to insert “same limitation, with re- 
spect to contributions required from such 
person and from the officers and mem- 
bers of the crew of such vessel, as is im- 
posed by the second sentence (other than 
clause (2) thereof) of subsection (b) of 
this section with respect to contributions 
required from instrumentalities of the- 
United States and from individuals in 
their employ.’” 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Georgia a 
question with regard to the interpreta- 
tion of the language appearing on page 9, 
lines 10 to 14. In New Jersey, at the 1945 
session of our legislature, we extended 
our unemployment compensation law to 
cover the services of seamen. In view 
of the nature and characteristics of such 
employment, the legislature provided 
that seamen should be ineligible for 
benefits for a 2-week period following 
the termination .of employment under 
shipping articles. This period of ineligi- 
bility is not applicable to other employees 
covered by the law. Would this differ- 
ence of treatment conflict with the pro- 
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visions of the pending bill on page 9, 
lines 10 to 14? 

Mr. GEORGE. I will say to the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey that I do not think 
so. I am advised that there is no con- 
flict. The whole purpose of the lan- 
guage beginning at line 10 relates to wage 
credits, and therefore benefits, and does 
not raise any discrimination against the 
State of New Jersey, which may have a 
different wage period in the case of sea- 
men. My understanding is also that the 
representatives of all the States very 
carefully went over these provisions, and 
that no conflict exists between this pro- 
vision and the New Jersey State law. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator. I 
thought probably that would be the con- 
struction, but I wished to ask the ques- 
tion for the RECORD, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 8, beginning in 
line 25, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. -I am glad to yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Referring to page 3, as 
I read section 210, if a soldier were hurt 
during the war and died within 3 years, 

family would be protected. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. GEORGE. His dependents are 
given the benefit of the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. The whole of title II 
was passed as a separate bill by the Sen- 
ate some time ago, went to the House, 
and the House has incorporated the bill 


passed by the Senate as title II of this 


bill, with only certain minor technical 
changes. 

Mr. LANGER. In other words, the 
soldier’s dependents would be protecteed, 
would they? 

Mr. GEORGE. His dependents would 
be protected if he died within 3 years 
after discharge. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator tell 
me this: If a young man was killed in 
actual combat during the war, what 
would be the amount of protection which 
his wife and children would receive, as 
compared to the benefits received by the 
dependents of a soldier who died after 
the war ended? 

Mr. GEORGE. He is covered by the 
laws with respect to the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. Generally speaking, in the 
case of a soldier who is killed in action, 
the benefits paid to his wife and children 
are greater than the old-age and survi- 
vors benefits which would accrue to the 
dependents of soldiers who died within 
3 years after the war ended. 

This title does not cover the benefici- 
aries or dependent wife or children of a 
soldier who was killed in action, be- 
cause his case is handled under laws ad- 
ministered by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. The compensation paid to the 
widow is $60 a month, I believe, with an 
allowance for each child under 18 years 
of age, which on the whole would be 
above the benefits received by the sur- 
vivors of a vetéran who died within 3 
years after the war ended, but who had 
not been able to reestablish his position 
under the Social Security System and 
had not obtained employment or had not 
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acquired sufficient credits to reinstate 


him. This provision gives to each vet- 


eran who dies within 3 years after dis- 
charge the status of a covered employee 
on the basis of a salary of $160 a month 
and on the basis of $200 earned during 
any quarter of a year in which he served 
30 days or more. 

Mr. LANGER. Then as I read line 
16, which provides— 
to have died a fully insured individual— 


That means insured under the Social 


Security Act; does it? 

Mr. GEORGE, That is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. It has nothing to do 
with his own insurance policy? 

Mr. GEORGE. It has nothing to do 
with his insurance policy. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 9, 
after line 23, to insert: 

(b) The amendment effected by subsection 
(a) shall not operate, prior to July 1, 1947, 
to invalidate any provision, in effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act, in any State 
unemployment compensation law. 


Mr. GEORGE. That is a saving clause, 
which is intended to cover particularly 
a situation in Ohio. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, 
line 8, after Federal Security Adminis- 
trator,”, to strike out “hereinafter re- 
ferred to as ‘Administrator’.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, 
after line 21, to strike out: 

(d) The term “Federal maritime wages” 
means remuneration determined to be wages 
pursuant to section 209 (0). 


And in lieu thereof, to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(d) The term “Federal maritime wages” 
means remuneration determined pursuant 
to section 209 (o) to be remuneration for 
service referred to in section 209 (o) (1). 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 14, 
after line 2, to strike out: - 


(c) The term “State” includes the District 
of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 14, 
after line 4, to strike out: 

(f) The term “United States,” when used 
in a geographical sense, means the several 
States, Alaska, Hawaii, and the District of 
Columbia, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 15, 
line 1, after the word “had”, to insert 
“(subject to regulations of the Admin- 
istrator concerning the allocaton of such 
service and wages among the several 
States)”. 
~ Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
amendment has occasioned some com- 
ment and has given rise to a fear that it 
was the purpose and intention of the 
committee to subject the administration 
of funds going to the maritime workers 
to more rigid control by the Federal Ad- 
ministrator in Washington. That is not 
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the purpose. This provision is a tem- 
porary one. It goes into effect almost im- 
mediately—with approximately 5 weeks, 
I believe. The purpose is to make sure 
that administration may be possible 
without any undue embarrassment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 15, beginning in 
line 1. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 
15, in line 4, after the word “and”, to 
strike out: 
wages under such law, except that 

(1) in any case where an individual re- 
ceives compensation under a State law pur- 
suant to this title, all compensation there- 
after paid him pursuant to this title, except 
as the Administrator may otherwise pre- 
scribe by regulations, shall be paid him only 
pursuant to such law; and 

(2) the compensation to which an in- 
dividual is entitled under such an agreement 
for any week shall be reduced by 15 percent 
of the amount of any annuity or retirement 
pay which such individual is entitled to re- 
ceive, under any law of the United States 
relating to the retirement of officers or em- 
ployees of the United States for the month 
in which such week begins, unless a deduc- 
tion from such compensation on account 
of such annuity or retirement pay is other- 
wise provided for by the applicable State 
law. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 

‘wages under such law: except that the com- 
pensation to which an individual is entitled 
under such an agreement for any week shall 
be reduced by 15 percent of the amount of 
any annuity or retirement pay which such 
individual is entitled to receive, under any 
law of the United States relating to the re- 
tirement of officers or employees of the United 
States, for the month in which such week be- 
gins, unless a deduction from such compen- 
sation on account of such annuity or re- 
tirement pay is otherwise provided for by the 
applicable State law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 16, 
line 22, after the words “by the”, to strike 
out “Board” and insert “Administrator”. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, 
line 18, after the words “to the”, to strike 
out “Board, for the use of”; in line 19, 
after the word “the”, to strike out “Ad- 
ministrator, such” and insert “Adminis- 
trator such”, and in line 22, after the 
words “by the”, to strike out “Board” and 
insert Administrator“. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, 
in line 24, after the word “funds”, to 
strike out “appropriated to carry out” 
and insert “for carrying out”; in line 25, 
after the word “title” and the period, to 
insert “During the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, funds appropriated for grants 
to States pursuant to title III shall be 
available for carrying out the purposes 
of this title.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that wherever the 
word “Board” occurs in the bill, the ap- 
propriate change to “Administrator” may 
be made, so as to conform to the Presi- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


dent’s reorganization order—unless the 
context, of course, clearly indicates to 
the contrary. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the next amend- 
ment of the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 20, 
line 14, after the words “as the”, to strike 
out “administrator” and insert “Admin- 
istrator.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was under the 
hearing “Title IV—Technical and mis- 
cellaneous provisions”, on page 22, line 
7, after “Sec. 401.”, to strike out Defini- 
tion of ‘State’ for Purposes” and insert 
“Amendments.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 22, 
after line 14, to strike out: 


(b) The amounts authorized to be appro- 
priated and directed to be allotted, for the 
purposes of title V of the Social Security 
Act, as amended, by sections 501, 502, 511, 
512, and 521 of such act, are increased in 
such amount as may be made necessary or 
equitable by the amendment made by sub- 
section (a) of this section, including the 
Virgin Islands, in the definition of State.“ 


And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: : 

(b) Effective with respect to the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1947, and subsequent fiscal 
years, title V of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 501 is amended by striking 
out “$5,820,000” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$15,000,000.” > 

(2) Section 502 (a) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 502. (a) Out of the sums appropri- 
ated pursuant to section 501 for each fiscal 
year the Federal Security Administrator shall 
allot $7,500,000 as follows: He shall allot to 
each State $50,000, and shall allot to each 
State such part of the remainder of the $7,- 
500,000 as he finds that the number of live 
births in such State bore to the total number 
of live births in the United States, in the 
latest calendar year for which the Admin- 
istrator has available statistics.” 

(3) Section 502 (b) is amended by strik- 
ing out “$1,980,000” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$7,500,000,” l 

(4) Section 511 is amended by striking out 
$3,870,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$10,000,000.” 

(5) Section 512 (a) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 512. (a) Out of the sums appropri- 
ated pursuant to section 511 for each fiscal 
year the Federal Security Administrator shall 
allot $5,000,000 as follows: He shall allot to 
each State $40,000, and shall allot the re- 
mainder of the $5,000,000 to the States ac- 
cording to the need of each State as deter- 
mined by him after taking into consideration 
the number of crippled children in such 
State in need of the services referred to in 
section 511 and the cost of furnishing such 
services to them.” 

(6) Section 512 (b) is amended by striking 
out “$1,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$5,000,000.” 

(T) Section 521 (a) is amended by striking 
out “$1,510,000” and inserting in lieu thereof 
85,000,000“ 
striking out “$10,000” and inserting in lieu 
thereof 830,000.“ 

(8) Section 541 (a) is-amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 541. (a) There is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 


June 30, 1947, the sum of $1,500,000 for all 


necessary expenses of the Federal Security 


and is further amended by 
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Agency in administering the provisions of 
this title.” 

(c) The amendments made by subsection 
(b) shall not require amended allotments for 
the fiscal year 1947 until appropriations have 
been made in accordance with such amend- 
ments, and allotments from such appropria- 
tions shall be made in such manner as may 
be provided in the act making such appro- 
priations. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the ob- 
ject of this series of amendments which 
were offered by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tart] and, I believe, 
by the distinguished Senator from Flor- 
ida [Mr. PEPPER], is simply to increase 
the grants for maternal aid and child 
health from $5,820,000 to $15,000,000, for 
crippled children from $3,870,000 to 
$10,000,000, and for child welfare from 
$1,510,000 to $5,000,000. The adminis- 
trative provision is merely an authoriza- 
tion for an appropriation which would 
have to be made subsequently. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, 
line 7, after the words “striking out”, to 
insert “leaving”, and in line 9, after the 
words “in lieu” to strike out “therefor 
‘no widow or child who would, upon filing 
application, be entitled to a benefit for 
any month under subsection (c), (d), or 
(e) of this section’,” and insert there- 
of ‘if such individual did not leave a 
widow who meets the conditions in sub- 
section (d) (1) (D) ) or an unmarried 


child under the age of 18 deemed de- 


pendent on such individual under sub- 
section (c) (3) or (4), and’.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 26, 
line 10, after the words “by the”, to strike 
out “Board” and insert “Administrator.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee would direct his 
attention on page 26 to line 20. I have 
received some correspondence from of- 
ficials in California who have handled 
the matter of lump-sum death benefits 
for the families of veterans. It has been 
pointed out to me that the 2-year period 
which is now in the present law is a 
rather short period of time. The sug- 
gestion has been made that, as a matter 
of equity, the time should be extended 
to cover a longer period, and 5 years has 
been suggested to me. I ask the distin- 
guished chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee whether there would be any ob- 
jection to an amendment on page 26 in 
line 20, after the words “expiration of”, 
to strike out “two” and insert “five”, in 
order to afford protection to families of 
veterans who have not had an opportu- 
nity, because of their lack of knowledge, 
perhaps, to file their claims. 

Mr. GEORGE. I may say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California that 
this language makes no change in the 
existing law. The Finance Committee 
made no change in the text as it was 
reported to the House and passed by 
the House. 

On page 31 of the report will be found 
a statement with reference to the sug- 
gested change of the period of 2 years to 
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a period of 5 years. 
reads as follows: h 
Although the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil 
Relief Act of 1940, as amended, tolled the 
2-year requirement in connection with 
deaths in military service, no such relief was 
furnished with respect to civilian deaths. 
Nevertheless, in many cases such civilians 
were in the service of their country abroad 
at the time of death. Accordingly, a modi- 
fication of the time for filing applications 
for benefits would appear to be equitable. 


The military personnel is already cared 
for by the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil 
Relief Act of 1940. This provision re- 
lates to the civilians who were in the 
employ of the Government. 

It was the opinion of the committee, 
I may say to the Senator from-California, 
that the hardship cases were being rea- 
sonably cared for in the Soldiers’ and 
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act, and it is not 
believed in the case of the individuals 
with whom this provision of the bill 
deals, that the 2-year period is inade- 
quate or would work any undue hardship. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
that is not the information I have re- 
ceived. I will see if I can find the cor- 
respondence to which I have referred. 
What I am particularly interested in is 
a case in which the veteran would be en- 
titled to payment under this section. 
The information furnished me_ was to 
the effect that, due to the 2-year limita- 
tion, some persons were not filing under 
rights which they had, and that a longer 
period of time would evidently be equi- 
table under the circumstances. 

Mr. GEORGE. I have no objection 
to taking an amendment to conference 
and giving it fuller consideration. It 
is a matter which had not been brought 
to my attention. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, on page 26, 
in line 20, after the words “expiration 
of,” the word “two” be stricken out and 
that the word “five” be substituted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the amendment is agreed to. 

The clerk will state the next amend- 
ment of the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 27, 
line 4, after the numerals “1101”, to 
strike out “(b)” and insert “(a) (2).” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 27, 
line 22, after tlie word “the”, where it 
occurs the second time, to strike out 
“Board” and insert “Administrator.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 28, 
line 19, after the words “of the”, to strike 
out “Board” and insert “Administrator.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 30, 
line 8, after the word “the”, to strike 
“Board” and insert “Administrator.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 35, 
line 23, after the word “are”, to strike out 


The statement 


“designated” and insert “redesignated.” 


‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 36, 
after line 8, to insert: 

Sec. 416. Withdrawal of employee contribu- 
tions for disability benefits. 

(a) Paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 1693 of the Federal Unemployment Tax 
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Act, as amended, is amended by striking out 
the semicolon at the end thereof and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: “: Provided, 
That an amount equal to the amount of em- 
ployee payments into the unemployment 
fund of a State may be used in the payment 
of cash benefits to individuals with respect 
to their disability, exclusive of expenses of 
administration;”. 

(b) The last sentence of subsection (f) of 
section 1607 of the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act, as amended, is amended by striking 
out the period at the end thereof and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: “: Provided, 
That an amount equal to the amount of em- 
ployee payments into the unemployment 
fund of a State may be used in the payment 
of cash benefits to individuals with respect 
to their disability, exclusive of expenses of 
administration.” 

(c) Paragraph (5) of subsection (a) of 
section 303 of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, is amended by striking out the 
semicolon immediately before the word 
“and” at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu of such semicolon the following: 
: Provided, That an amount equal to the 
amount of employee payments into the un- 
employment fund of a State may be used in 
the payment of cash benefits to individuals 
with respect to their disability, exclusive of 
expenses of administration;”. 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I will 
say with reference to that amendment 
that the entire section 416 was inserted 
in order to assist particularly the State 
of California, as I recall, which State 
now recognizes disability or total disabil- 
ity as a basis for payment out of funds 
of the State. The section does not af- 
fect Federal funds at all, but merely 
permits the State to draw down its own 
funds which, of course, are deposited in 
the Treasury here in a separate account. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the next committee 
amendment. 

The next amendment was on page 37, 
after line 12, to insert: 

Sec. 417. Expenditures necessitated by this 
actin the fiscal year 1947. 

Expenditures to meet the increase, result- 
ing from this act, in the cost of administer- 
ing the Social Security Act, and payments to 
the States pursuant to titles I, HI, IV, V, X, 
and XIII of the Social Security Act, as amend- 
ed by this act, may be made during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1947, from appropria- 
tions available for thesé respective purposes, 
without regard to the apportionments re- 
quired by section 3679 of the Revised Stat- 
utes (31 U. S. C. 665). 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Title V—State grants for old- 
age assistance, aid to dependent children, 
and aid to the blind,” on page 38 after 
line 3, to strike out: 

Sec, 501. Old-age assistance. 

Section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, is amended by striking out 640“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof 850.“ 

Sec. 502. Aid to dependent children. 

Section 403 (a) of such act is amended by 
striking out $18 wherever appearing and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “$27”, and by str 
out “$12” and inserting in lieu thereof “$18.” 

Sec. 503. Aid to the blind. 

Section 1003 (a) of such act is amended 
by striking out “$40” and inserting in lieu 

Sec. 504. Effective date of title. 
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The amendments made by this title shall 
be applicable only to quarters beginning after 
September 30, 1946, and ending before Janu- 
ary 1, 1948. 3 

And in lieu thereof to insert: 

Sec. 501. Old-age assistance. 

(a) Section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) From the sums appropriated there- 
for, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each State which has an approved plan 
for old-age assistance, for each quarter (1) 
an amount, which shall be used exclusively 
as old-age assistance, equal to the Federal 
percentage (as defined in section 1108) of the 
total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as old-age assistance under the State 
plan with respect to each needy individual 
who at the time of such expenditure is 65 
years of age or older and is not an inmate of 
a public institution, not counting so much 
of such expenditure with respect to any indi- 
vidual for any month as exceeds $50, but the 
amount payable to the State by the United 
States with respect to any individual for any 
month shall not exceed $25; and (2) an 
amount equal to the Federal percentage of 
the total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as found necessary by the Admin- 
istrator for the proper and efficient admin- 
istration of the State plan, which amount 
shall be used for paying the costs of admin- 
istering the State plan or for old-age assist- 
ance, or both, and for no other purpose.” 

(b) Section 3 (b) of such act is amended 
(1) by striking out “one-half”, and inserting 
in lieu thereof “the State percentage (as 
defined in section 1108)"; (2) by striking out 
“clause (1) of“ wherever it appears in such 
subsection; (3) by striking out in accord- 
ance with the provisions of such clause” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “in accordance with 
the provisions of such subsection”; and (4) 
by striking out “, increased by 5 percent.” 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on line 6, page 39, to 
strike out “65” and insert “62.” The 
reason for my suggested amendment is 
this: Under the Reorganization’ Act 
which was adopted by both the House 
and the Senate a few days ago Represent- 
atives and Senators are eligible to old- 
age retirement at 62 years. I donot be- 
lieve we ought by legislation to say that 
citizens and veterans have to be 65 years 
of age in order to secure old-age assist- 
ance when Senators and Members of the 
House can be retired at 62. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be compelled to object to that amend- 
ment, I will say to the Senator from 
North Dakota, and I desire to make a 
brief explanation to him. In the first 
place, if we were to reduce the age for 
old-age assistance we would, of course, 
add considerably to the cost. I have no 
estimate of how much the cost would 
be but it would be considerable. 

In the second place the last title of 
this bill provides for a complete study and 
investigation by the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation of the whole 
question “of old age and survivors in- 
surance and all other aspects of social - 
security, particularly in respect to cov- 
erage, benefits, and taxes related there- 
to.“ Furthermore, it requires a report 
to the Congress not later than October 
1, 1947. 

The committee is as conscious as any- 
one else that the whole question of social 
security, social-security benefits, old-age 
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assistance, benefits to the blind and to 
dependent children must be reexamined. 
If we were now to change the 65-year 
limitation there would be not the 
slightest chance to get the House in 
these closing days of the Congress to 
agree to the bill. It would simply fore- 
doom the bill. We may have great diffi- 
culty anyway because of the parlia- 
mentary situation. 

I hope the Senator will not insist on 
his amendment because all questions re- 
lating to social security and old-age pen- 
sions must be reexamined if this bill 
passes and becomes law as the commit- 
tee has written it and the report must 
be submitted, not at some far-distant 
year, but by October 1 of next year. 

I again say that the committee is en- 
tirely conscious of the need for a com- 
plete restudy and general revision and 
overhauling of our whole security system. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator a 
question. Are there not some States 
where old-age benefits are payable at 60 
years? 

Mr. GEORGE. I believe that is true 
of a few States, but I am not sure of 
that. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield let me say that Colo- 
rado is the only State that provides old 
age benefits or retirement benefits at 60; 
but the Government does not match any 
payment between 60 and 65 years. 

Mr. LANGER. That is what I was 
going to inquire about. In other words, 
the State would have to pay the total 
sum between the ages of 60 and 65. 

Mr, GEORGE. Exactly, because the 
Federal act fixes the age 65. 

Mr. LANGER. I was wondering how 
the distinguished Senator could defend 
the ‘fact that unde? the Reorganization 
Act, Senators and Members of the House 
will be able to get retirement compensa- 
tion at 62, but here we say 65 for others. 

Mr. GEORGE. We have various ages 
for retirement of Federal employees. 
We go as low as 55 years in some in- 
stances in the case of Federal employees, 
and in the Army and Navy at 64. But 
the old-age benefits do not carry any 
contributory feature at all; where the re- 
cipient is otherwise qualified, he gets the 
assistance without regard to any contri- 
butions. In the case of Representatives 
and Senators, if any of us should take 
advantage of the reorganization law, we 
would have to make a contribution. 

Mr, LANGER. I understand that, but 
here is the situation: Take an old pio- 
neer, or, for example, a farmer in Ken- 
tucky or Georgia, who paid his taxes year 
after year but lost his money in a closed 
bank some years ago. He contributed 
taxes during all these years, which is, 
of course, a form of contribution. Now 
we say that a Senator or Member of the 
House may get his retirement benefit 
at 62, but others have to be 65 before 
they can secure old-age assistance. 
That does not seem to be fair. 

Mr. GEORGE. I agree with the Sen- 
ator that the whole question must be 
restudied and I think undoubtedly the 
whole security system as we have devel- 
oped it will have to be overhauled. The 
purpose of the Finance Committee has 
been to do that. More than a year ago 
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the distinguished Senator from Michi- 
gan offered a resolution calling for a 
joint study between the House and Sen- 
ate. The House committee preferred to 
make their own individual study. 

We are now seeking to put in this bill 
itself a provision for a joint study, to the 
end that we may cover all the questions 
the Senator raises. There are many 
troublesome questions, let me say, in the 
Social Security System that cannot be 
answered altogether to the satisfaction 
of anyone. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I want 


to applaud the suggestion of the distin- 


guished Senator from North Dakota. 
This is another example of his warm, 
human heart, his understanding, and 
the common-sense view he takes of 
this problem as it affects the American 
people. 

The figures, Mr. President, are these: 
About 10,000,000 of our people are past 
65 and 5,000,000 are between 60 and 65. 
The percentage of unemployment be- 
cause men can no longer hold jobs is 
almost as great between the ages of 60 
and 65 as among those exceeding 65 
years. The anguish, the misery, and the 
destitution of many hundreds of thou- 
sands of the group under 65 and over 60 
is almost as great as among those over 65. 
Any common-sense plan would recognize 
that the breaking point of workers physi- 
cally, and in their inability to get jobs, 
often comes at about 60. As a matter of 
fact, 90 percent of the American people, 
as disclosed in the Gallup polls, have 
recognized something which Congress 
has been too blind to recognize, that is, 
that the age limit should be 60 instead 
of 65. 

I should like to say to the distinguished 
Senator that later in the debate there 
will be offered as an amendment to this 
unfortunate bill, the Townsend plan, and 
the Senator will have a chance to vote 
for that, and in that the age limit is 
reduced to 60 years. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I wish to raise a question 
about this whole section, because the 
committee has placed in the bill what 
is known as the variable grants section. 
Heretofore the old-age pensions and the 
other two grants, to the blind and to 
dependent children, have been on a 
50-50 basis. That has been so from the 
beginning of the Social Security Act. 
An effort was made to change it in 1940, 
as I recall the year, but it was defeated. 
It is a fundamental change in the whole 
basis of distribution. Since the commit- 
tee acted I have been informed that in 
the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House it has been the subject of a 
very bitter controversy. The plan in- 
cluded in the bill was proposed and was 
turned down, and there was a general 
agreement finally to leave it out. It 
seems to me that to include it now not 
only has the disadvantage of making a 
fundamental change at a time when we 
are dealing with a temporary bill, but I 
believe it is going to weaken the chances 
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of the whole bill in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, 

The Senator raised an objection to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Dakota, but this amendment is a 
far more fundamental change than the 
change from 65 years to 62. It seems to 
me that if we put this in the bill it will 
defeat the bill. I do not believe the 
House will ever consider the bill with that 
in it, under the existing circumstances. 
I do not know whether the Senator hopes 
to have the bill sent to conference or not, 
nor do I know what hope there is of 
securing the passage of the bill if this 
variable grants provision remains in it. 

Mr. GEORGE. I had hoped we might 
send the bill to conference. It is not cer- 
tain that the House will accept this pro- 
vision. But I may state to the Senator 
that the Ways and Means Committee did 
itself approve the variable grants prin- 
ciple. This provision was taken out of 
the original bill considered by the House 
Ways and Means Committee because of 
the inability of the committee to secure 
a close rule, or a rule satisfactory to the 
committee. In order to secure such a 
rule, the committee then decided to in- 
crease merely the ceilings, and otherwise 
leave undisturbed the existing old age 
and blind and dependent children for- 
mula. 

Mr. TAFT. As I understand, one ob- 
jection in the House would prevent the 
bill going to conference. If anything as 
controversial as this provision is in- 
cluded, I doubt if there is any chance of 
the passage of the bill. 

I am not very much opposed to the 
variable-grants provision, but it seems to 
me so fundamental a change as that 
should be dropped, in view of the other 
rather important provisions contained 
in the bill, because I am afraid it will 
defeat the whole bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio if he believes the House would 
object to reducing the age from 65 years 
to 62. 

Mr. TAFT. I am not informed as to 
that. I think they would, because the 
difficulty is that the House has generally 
pursued the policy of making no funda- 
mental changes, waiting until next year. 
I think it is most unfortunate that they 
did not make a complete study, and try 
to bring the entire system up to date. 
There are many other things which 
should be done to the Social Security Sys- 
tem, but the House did not do them, and, 
in effect, they have taken the position 
that they are going to consider this sub- 
ject on the return of Congress the Ist of 
January, and I imagine any fundamental 
change in the act would meet with their 
disapproval. They increased the total 
from $40 to $50. That the House did, and 
that is the only important change they 
made in the Social Security System. I 
think we are much safer if we do not 
make any fundamental changes, except 
in the creation of the committee to study 
the whole subject and make a prompt 
and effective report next year. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the Senator be- 
lieve that since the House accepted the 
retirement age of 62 for Senators and 
Representatives in the Reorganization 
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Act we have just passed we should fix 
the retirement age for the pioneers who 
made this country at 65 years? 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think the two 
are parallel. I do not say the age should 
not be 62, but I do not think the two 
are parallel, particularly as the other 
plan is a contributory plan, and the one 
here under consideration is not. That 
is one reason. There are other reasons. 
I do not care to argue the merits of the 
Senator’s proposal or the merits of the 
variable grants provision. I think that 
if this provision is included in the bill, 
there will not be any bill, and, in my 
opinion, it is unfortunate to insist on it 
at this time. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I wish to say, in ref- 
erence to what has been said by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Ohio, that very 
probably he may be right in his political 
analysis of the conditions in the House, 
but I say that the bill as it comes from 
the House is largely a worthless bill, and 
should be defeated. It seems to me that 
the variable grants provision at least 
is an attempt to do something decent. 

Senators may be rather surprised 
when I say this, but the bill as it comes 
to the Senate will probably give Cali- 
fornia 50 percent of all the additional 
sums provided in the bill, and will almost 
certainly give to five States, which are 
liberal in their pension laws and in their 
payments, 90 percent of any additional 
8 that may be payable under the 

ill. 

The State of California now receives 
more money from the Federal Treasury 
in old-age assistance than 11 Southern 
States combined. California will im- 
mediately take advantage of the pro- 
posal to add $5 for great groups of its 
citizens because we are already paying 
$50 a month in California, and I think 
we are destined to pay $60 or $75 
shortly. Consequently this bill as it 
comes from the House will not benefit 
any of the Southern States; it will not 
benefit any of the States in which smaller 
pensions are paid; it will not benefit a 
single anguished heart in Georgia or 
Kentucky or elsewhere in the South. 
So far as I am concerned, I hope the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Finance will stand out for this 
variable grants provision, and either win 
that concession from the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or let the bill go to defeat. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 3 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish to compli- 
ment the Senator from Georgia for the 
work he has done in securing the adop- 
tion of the variable-grant amendment in 
this bill. I think the variable-grants 
formula is an improvement. I am not 
satisfied with the pending amendment, 
but I feel that it is a step in the right 
direction. The cost of living has in- 
creased at least 35 percent and the in- 
crease provided in this connection is 
not sufficient to meet this increase, but 
it will help. A group of us, including 
the Senator from Georgia and myself, 
joined in an amendment to H. R. 5626 
which would have increased .the Federal 
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share to old people by $5, to the blind 
by $5, to dependent children by $3. 
The House, instead of accepting this 
amendment, adopted the provisions of 
the bill under consideration. The vari- 
able-grants amendment is an improve- 
ment of the bill as it is more equitable. I 
am hopeful that the House will adopt 
the amendment. The time has come 
when we have to do something for the old 
people, and I cannot conceive that the 
House will refuse to adopt this amend~ 
ment. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator, 
I recognize the force of the suggestion 
made by the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio. Yet I believe that the committee 
should insist upon its amendments, and 
take the bill to conference, if the House 
will grant a conference; and if not, then 
the responsibility will rest where it prop- 
erly should rest. This bill has been 
under consideration in the House for 
quite a long time, and the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee has had to await ac- 
tion by the House. The bill reached the 
Senate only the end of last week, on 
Friday. The Senate committee had ob- 
tained a committee print of the bill prior 
to its actual passage, and began its study 
of the bill. The one important amend- 
ment made in the bill is the variable- 
grants provision. I think the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Ohio is not 
arguing so much the merits of the grant, 
because he says frankly that he might 
not oppose the variable grants. The 
parliamentary situation which he points 
out undoubtedly exists, and it may be 
very difficult and may prove even impos- 
sible to complete action on the bill. But 
somehow I have the hope that we may 
be able to get the House to agree to the 
bill if we can pass the bill and let it go 
to the House sometime during the day 
for further consideration. 

Mr. President, I do not know that it is 

necessary to read all of the amendment 
dealing with the variable grants, be- 
cause all the amendment undertakes to 
accomplish is, first, to raise the present 
ceiling for old-age assistance from $40 
to $50, to raise the assistance to the blind 
from $40 to $50, and to raise the ceilings 
for dependent children, which is the 
same provision as was contained in the 
House bill. Then it adopts the variable 
grants on the basis of the per capita in- 
come of each State as compared to the 
per capita income of the Nation as a 
whole. 
It is a provision which presents an 
equitable principle, and it would give 
some relief to a very large number of 
States that now are receiving very 
meager benefits. As the Senator from 
California properly points out, the House 
bill would simply aggravate and con- 
tinue the inequities and hurt all the 
States whose average per capita income 
is below the average of the national per 
capita income. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Georgia ask that the 
remainder of the amendment, down to 
and including line 4 on page 44, be not 
read? 

Mr. GEORGE. I ask that the reading 


` of it be dispensed with. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
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and, without objection, the amendment 
will be considered without further read- 


ing. 

The amendment was, at the top of page 
40, to insert sections 502, 503, 504, and 
505, as follows: 


Sec. 502. Aid to dependent children. 

(a) Section 403 (a) of such act is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“(a) From the sums appropriated therefor, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to 
each State which has an approved plan for 
aid to dependent children, for each quarter, 
an amount, which shall be used exclusively 
for carrying out the State plan, equal to the 
Federal percentage (as defined in sec. 
1108) of the total of the sums expended dur- 
ing such quarter under such plan, not count- 
ing so much of such expenditure with respect 
to any dependent child for any month as 
exceeds $27, or if there is more than one 
dependent child in the same home, as ex- 
ceeds $27 with respect to one such dependent 
child and $18 with respect to each of the 
other dependent children; but the amount 
payable to the State by the United States with 
respect to any dependent child for any month 
shall not exceed $13.50, or, if there is more 
than one dependent child in the same home, 
shall not exceed 813.50 for any month with 
respect to one such dependent child and $9 
for such month with respect to each of the 
other dependent children.” 

(b) Section 403 (b) (1) of such act is 
amended by striking out “one-half,” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “the State percent- 
age (as defined in sec. 1108).” 

Sec. 503. Aid to the blind. 

(a) Section 1003 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) From the sums appropriated there- 
for, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each State which has an approved plan 
for aid to the blind, for each quarter (1) an 
amount, which shall be used exclusively as 
aid to the blind, equal to the Federal per- 
centage (as defined in section 1108) of the 
total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as aid to the blind under the State 
plan with respect to each needy individual 
who is blind and is not an inmate of a public 
institution, not counting so much of such 
expenditure with respect to any individual 
for any month as exceeds $50, but the 
amount payable to the State by the United 
States with respect to any individual for 
any month shall not exceed $25; and (2) 
an amount equal to the Federal percentage 
of the total of the sums expended during 
such quarter as found necessary by the Ad- 
ministrator for the proper and efficient ad- 
ministration of the State plan, which 
amount shall be used for paying the costs 
of administering the State plan or for aid 
to the blind, or both, and for no other pur- 
pose.” 

(b) Section 1003 (b) (1) of such act is 
amended by striking out “one-half,” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the State per- 
centage (as defined in section 1108).” 

Sec. 504. Definitions. 

Such act is amended by adding after sec- 
tion 1107 a new section to read as follows: 


“ ‘FEDERAL PERCENTAGE’ AND ‘STATE PERCENTAGE’ 


“Src. 1108. (a) Definition.—For the pur- 
poses of titles I, IV, and X the ‘Federal 
percentage’ and ‘State percentage’ therein 
referred to shall be percentages determined 
as follows: 

“(1) In the case of a State the per capita 
mcome of which is equal to or greater than 
the per capita income of the continental 
United States, and in the case of Alaska, 
Hawaii, and the District of Columbia, re- 
gardless of the per capita income, the Fed- 
eral percentage shall be 50 percent and the 
State percentage 50 percent. 

“(2) In the case of a State the per capita 
income of which is not more than 6624 per- 
cent of the per capita income of the con- 
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tinental United States, the Federal percent- 
age shall be 6634 percent, and the State per- 
centage shall be 3344 percent. 

“(3) In the case of every other State, the 
State percentage shall be one-half of the 
percentage which its per capita income is 
of the per capita income of the continental 
United States (gxcept that a fraction of 
one-half percent or less shall be disregarded, 
and a fraction of more than one-half percent 
shall be increased to 1 percent), and the 
Federal percentage shall be 100 percent 
minus the State percentage. In no case un- 
der this paragraph shall the State percent- 
age be less than 3314 percent or the Federal 
percentage greater than 6624 percent. 

“(b) Ascertainment of per capita income: 
The Federal percentage and State percentage 
for each State shall be promulgated by the 
Administrator between July 1 and August 31 
of each even-numbered year, on the basis 
of the average per capita income of each 
State and of the continental United States 
as computed by the Department of Com- 
merce for the three most recent years for 
which satisfactory data are available. Such 
promulgation shall for the purposes of this 
section be conclusive for each of the eight 
quarters in the period beginning July 1 next 
succeeding such promulgation, and also, in 
the case of the percentages promulgated in 
1946, for the three quarters beginning Oc- 
tober 1, 1946, January 1, 1947, and April 1, 
1947. 

„(e) ‘Continental United States’: For the 
purposes of this section the term ‘continental 
United States’ does not include Alaska or 
Hawaii.” 

Sec. 505. Effective date of title. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
be applicable only to quarters beginning 
after September 30, 1946. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Would the Senator 
from Georgia be willing to take to con- 
ference a change of age, to make the age 
62 years, and see what the House will do 
about it? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Cal- 
ifornia proposes to offer an amendment 
which will incorporate that principle. 

Mr. LANGER. His amendment pro- 
vides for the change of age to 60 years. 
My proposal is 62 years. I wonder if the 
Senator would not be willing to take my 
proposal to conference, in view of the 
fact that under the reorganization act 
Senators and Representatives can re- 
tire at 62? I wonder if the Senator would 
not attempt to have proposal accepted? 

Mr. GEORGE. I will say to the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota that if the bill 
passes and goes to conference, the age 
question could easily be in conference, 
because all these provisions will be in 
conference. I shall be glad to suggest 
the proposal to the House conferees, and 
if the House is willing to consider it at 
all, it will not be objectionable to me, L 
will say. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I desire to make a brief 
observation. I first wish to commend 
very highly the able Senator from 
Georgia, the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Finance, and the committee, for 
having reported to the Senate this vari- 
able-grants amendment. There have 
been many of us who have been advo- 
cating, as has the able Senator from 
Georgia, this formula for a long time. 


Vy 
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It was reported to the House of Repre- 
sentatives by the House Ways and 
Means Committee, and therefore has the 
authority of that great committee be- 
hind it. 

The question, Mr. President, is simply 
this: Shall We appropriate more money 
from the Federal Treasury which shall 
be fairly and equitably distributed over 
the country and enjoyed by the recip- 
ients of this service, or shall we appro- 
priate money which shall go into a very 
few States and not into the great ma- 
jority of States to the same class of 
people? An intolerable situation pre- 
vails at the present time, where one or 
two States secure the major part of the 
money, although the people who are 
the recipients of it individually are in 
the same category in the several States. 
That discrimination is due to the dis- 
parity and the ability of some States to 
match dollar for dollar these Federal 
funds for the aged and for the other 
classes affected, and the inability of other 
States to match 50-50 the Federal funds. 

There can be only two arguments 
made, it seems to me, for the matching 
principle at all. One is that States 
should be required to do their part for 
their own people, and the other is that 
States should have a direct interest in 
the administration of these funds so that 
they shall add their own careful super- 
vision to the expenditure of the funds. 
But, Mr. President, those two principles 
do not require any State to do more than 
its relative share or to do more than it 
can do. And the Southern States par- 
ticularly, in which I am most vitally 
concerned, simply are unable to put up 
as much money as are the rich States, 
because they do not have the money. 
They should not be penalized for their 
inability, and yet that is what the pres- 
ent law does. As the able Senator from 
California has, with his characteristic 
generosity and public spiritedness, 
pointed out, his State would get, I be- 
lieve, about 90 percent of the increase 
in the Federal appropriation, and would 
get more money than all the Southern 
States put together out of this increased 
Federal appropriation. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. California is already 
getting more money from the Federal 
Treasury in the way of grants of this 
nature than the 11 Southern States. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it is most 
gracious of the Senator from California 
to disclose that fact, begause he, of 
course, is thinking of the public interest 
in this matter. 

Senators will recognize that that is an 
intolerable situation, and it forces some 
of us to the statement that I made be- 
fore the Finance Committee the other 
day when I appeared with the Senator 
from California in behalf of this princi- 
ple, that if we cannot bring about equity 
and fair dealing in the distribution of 
Federal funds in these categories we will 
have to oppose the matching principle 
entirely and insist that the whole ap- 
propriation be from the Federal Treas- 
ury, so that people in the same category 
of need throughout our great country 
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shall get the same amount of Federal 
money. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to express 
myself as being in agreement with the 
statement made by the able Senator 
from Florida. It is true that a number 
of States, and particularly States in the 
South, simply cannot possibly match the 
Federal money. Yet the Federal Gov- 
ernment, under existing law, is in the po- 
sition of favoring a citizen of one Siate 
by reason of the fact that he happens to 
live and have citizenship in a State of 
wealth, and penalizing a citizen who hap- 
pens to live in a State whose per capita 
income and the general wealth do not 
permit taxation to such extent that the 
State can raise the revenue necessary to 
match the Federal funds. K 

Mr. PEPPER. Exactly. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Iserved as a Mem- 
ber of the House at the time this law was 
first enacted. The matching provision 
seems to have rather an appeal in itself, 
as the Senator said, in order to cause the 
States to do their part. But I would say 
that today that requirement is no long- 
er necessary, because the citizens of the 
States and the States themselves will go 
just as far as they can to implement any 
contribution made by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Isay that, as a matter of jus- 
tice and equity, according to every prop- 
er standard, we ought to eliminate the 
requirement of matching and whenever 
the Federal Government makes contri- 
bution of aid, especially of this character, 
to individual citizens who need it for the 
sustenance for life, it should be provided 
on the basis of the Government dealing 
with its citizens, and not on the basis of 
the Federal Government dealing with 
the citizen of this State or another 
State, for under that formula discrimi- 
nation is bound to exist. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? = 

Mr. PEPPER. _ I yield to the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to reinforce, 
if I can, what the Senator from Arkan- 
sas has said. If the Federal Government 
owes any obligation to the aged, it owes 
it directly to the citizen, and it ought not 
to be conditioned on what some other 
agency does or does not do. The result 
of the present law is that if one of these 
dependents lives in a rich State he re- 
ceives a large amount of assistance, and 
the man who lives in a poor State which 
does not contribute much receives a 
much smaller rate. So the system aggra- 
vates the situation by helping the one 
who lives in a State which makes a heavy 
contribution, and penalizes the man who 
lives in a poor State by cutting down his 
allowance. If the Federal Government 
owes anything, it owes a person in one 
State just as much as it owes a citizen 
in another State. Geography has noth- 
ing to do with the obligation. 

I thoroughly agree with the Senator 
from Arkansas that sooner or later we 
shall have to do away with the principle 
of matching and let the Federal Govern- 
ment make a direct grant. Then if the 
State wishes to supplement what the 
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Federal Government pays, it may do so. 
But so far as the Federal grant is con- 
cerned, it ought to be on the same basis 
as all other pensions. It is in the nature 
of a pension, and it ought to be on the 
same basis as all other pensions. In 
granting allowances to veterans of World 
War I, World War II, or the Spanish 
American War, we do not discriminate 
on the basis of where a man lives. If 
he fought for the fiag he is given a pen- 
sion, regardless of his residence. Under 
the civil service retirement plan we do 
not ask a man what State he comes from. 
We grant retirement on the basis that it 
is a Federal obligation. The old-age pen- 
sion should be on the same basis as other 
grants. We must come to the principle 
of making it a direct Federal grant. 

Mr. PEPPER. Ithank the Senator. I 
know that for a long time he has been an 
advocate of this principle. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I once introduced a 
bill providing that the Federal Govern- 
ment should contribute two-thirds, let- 
ting the States match one-third. That 
would not have met the situation, but it 
would have gone a long way toward mak- 
ing it possible for the poorer States to 
receive their share of the benefits. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. As a Senator coming 
from a so-called rich State, I wish to 
emphasize my approval of the remarks 
made by the Senator from Florida, the 
Senator from Texas, and the Senator 
from Arkansas. For some time I have 
felt that justice and equity require a 
change. I commend the Senator from 
Florida for his persistency in advocating 
the new formula. I know that he has 
been working on the problem for sev- 
eral years. During the past two or three 
years he has appeared before the Com- 
mittee on Finance a number of times. 

What is suggested by the Senator from 
Florida is the humane thing to do. The 
citizen of a poor State ought not to be 
discriminated against by the National 
Government when it comes to old-age 
assistance and other benefits. They 
should be treated all alike. I wish to 
express my hearty approval of the re- 
marks of the Senator from Florida, the 
Senator from Arkansas, and the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am very happy to 
hear what the Senator from Texas, the 
Senator from Arkansas, the Senator 
from Massachusetts, and the Senator 
from Florida have said. For a long time 
I have felt that sooner or later the Fed- 
eral Government would be required, as 
a matter of good morals and obligation, 
to deal with all its older citizens in the 
same way, without discrimination be- 
cause of geographical location, It costs 
just as much for an old man, an old 
woman, or a couple to live in Arkansas 
as it does to live in Kentucky, Missouri, 
Illinois, or any other State similarly sit- 
uated. And yet, either because of the 
indifference or lack of comprehension of 
the legislature, which fixes the maximum 
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payment, only one-half of which the 
Federal Government now matches, a per- 
son in Arkansas, where it costs just as 
much to live as in Kentucky or Missouri, 
may receive not more than half as much 
as a citizen of Kentucky or some other 
State may receive. 

Mr. PEPPER. We have been talking 
about the aged, but we must also bear 
in mind that what we are saying relates 
as well to dependent children and the 
blind. I wish to make that clear. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is undoubtedly 
true. For a long time I have felt that 
some of these days the Federal Govern- 
ment would have to come to the point of 
recognizing its uniform obligation to all 
citizens in the same category. As the 
Senator from Texas has indicated, if, in 
addition, a State wishes to supplement 
what the Federal Government pays, all 
well and good. I have no doubt that 
many of the States, especially the less 
rich States, could find ample opportu- 
nity to spend well the amount which they 
might contribute in addition to what the 
Federal Government puts up; but that 
would be a matter for their discretion. 
I feel that some of these days—and I 
hope the time will not be far distant— 
the Federal Government must inaugu- 
rate a uniform system all over the United 
States for the same kind of people, re- 
gardless of geography and regardless of 
anything else which now depends upon 
whim, poverty, indifference, or any other 
reason why one State cannot make as 
large a contribution as some other State 
makes. I am very glad to have these 
excellent statements from Senators con- 
firming the feeling I have entertained 
for a long time. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky very much. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The striking in- 
equality and injustice of the present sys- 
tem is illustrated by the following exam- 
ple: We take the money from the Fed- 
eral Treasury. We owe the old people 
and other dependents a certain obliga- 
tion. We say to one of them, “Where are 
you from?” He replies, “I am from Mas- 
sachusetts.” We say to him, “All right, 
old man. You are in need. We will give 
you $35 or $40 because you are from 
Massachusetts.” 

We say to another, “Where are you 
from?” He replies, “I am from Arkan- 
Sas.” 

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator will al- 
low me to give him the figures, in the 
case of Massachusetts the payment 
would be $46.22 a month. 

Mr. CONNALLY. We are studying 
geography. We say to each applicant, 
“What State are you from?” Of course 
the obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment is the same to all its citizens, but 
one of them has the misfortune to live 
in Arkansas or Texas. 

Bg PEPPER. In Arkansas the rate is 
87. 

Mr. CONNALLY. We give the citizen 
of Massachusetts $46.22, and the citizen 
of Arkansas $16.87. We say to him, “That 
is all you need.” 
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Mr. BARKLEY. How much do I get? 
I am from Kentucky. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not know what 
the Senator will get after he is off the 
roll here. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Kentucky appli- 
cant receives only $11.71. 

Mr. CONNALLY. No wonder the Sen- 
ator favors an increase. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will give it to Ar- 


kansas. [Laughter.] 
Mr. PEPPER. The figure for Texas is 
$24.61. 


Mr. CONNALLY. Texas is a little 
better off than some of the other States. 
The rate in Texas ought to be higher. 
Texas is a great, rich State. However, 
this program is new to us. 

These figures illustrate the injustice of 
the situation. If the Federal Govern- 
ment does not owe these people anything, 
let us not pay them a cent. But if it does 
owe an obligation, it owes the same obli- 
gation to every citizen under the flag, 
whether he lives in Podunk or on Fifth 
Avenue. So if we have any conception 
of justice and equality, the system pro- 
posed is bound to be adopted sooner or 
later. 

I thank the Senator from Florida for 
yielding. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is indeed a very 
interesting and dramatic showing of the 
disparity which we have been complain- 
ing about. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I merely wish to 
add to what has been said—and I think 
I can do so with as good grace as can any 
other Member of the Senate—that the 
State of Washington pays the highest 
old-age assistance benefits that are paid 
in the United States. The average pay- 
ment made in our State is $53.14. That 
is the highest figure shown in the table. 
We have been very progressive about this 
matter. We also make the highest pay- 
ments for children. 

In table 3, on page 20 of the report, in 
the column marked “average per family”, 
it will be seen that the figure for the 
State of Washington is 100, whereas in 
the case of some other States it is 26.30 or 
36.18 or 27.84 or 23.38. 

My position on this matter is similar 
to that of the Senators who have spoken 
on this point. Ithink the State of Wash- 
ington makes the highest payments and 
our people receive the largest payments 
under the Federal fund. Our peopie 
receive more because our State matches 
more. My opinion is that the sooner we 
make the system uniform throughout the 
Nation, the better it will be for the aged 
people of the United States. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I wish to call atten- 
tion to the fact that no State gets less 
than $20. Any State that pays $40 gets 
the full amount. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. 

Mr. President, my position is that 
whatever the Federal Government gives, 
the sooner it is done in a uniform way, 
the sooner the other States will increase 
their payments to the amounts paid by 


10424 


the State of Washington, and the soon- 
er we shall treat all people in such cir- 
cumstances in a uniform manner. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Washington said that 
Washington makes the largest payments. 
Of course, that is true on the basis of 
the amount received by each person. 
But on the basis of the total amount 
paid, California pays a larger total 
amount, of course, because her popula- 
tion is considerably larger. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand. I 
mean to say that the State of Washing- 
ton pays the full amount, and the State 
contributions are matched by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

I agree that the sooner old age assist- 
ance funds are made uniform through- 
out the Nation, the sooner the States 
will treat their people properly. I am 
glad to see the amendment adopted. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me now? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I was going to ask the 
Senator from Texas how long the money 
he was handing out so freely would last. 
I observe that it has already disappeared. 

Mr. CONNALLY. All the money the 
Senator gets disappears quickly, I will 
say. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIS. I think the Federal 
money that we devote to this purpose 
will disappear. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. However, if it is going to disap- 
pear anyway, I would much rather have 
it go to the older people who have borne 
the burden and the heat of the day in the 
past. I cannot get out of my mind the 
fact that when the Federal Government 
distributes these gratuities—because that 
is what these payments are—when an 
old fellow comes up and says, “I have only 
one leg”, under the present system he 
is not asked very much about that, but 
he is asked, “What State are you from?” 
If he comes from one State, he receives 
only $5 or $6, but if he comes from an- 
other State he receives $20 or $40, or 
whatever the amount may be. 

So I wish to adhere to the position I 
have held for many years. 

Let me say to the Senator from In- 
diana that if Indiana wishes to cooper- 
ate with the Federal Government and 
to make a grant in addition to what- 
ever amount the Federal Government 
pays, it will be proper to do so, under 
Indiana’s sovereignty as a State and un- 
der States’ rights, and so forth. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, let 
me say that this change also will help 
do away with another evil which has 
arisen because of the difference in pay- 
ments. It happens that many of the 
elderly people will move to States where 
greater payments are made—and I do 
not blame them, of course—and they 
will establish residence there. That re- 
sults in placing a greater burden on those 
States. So any tendency to equalize the 
payments as between the various States 
not only will be fairer to the people con- 
cerned but will be fairer to the States. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I concur in the 
statements which have been made about 
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payments by the Federal Government. 
I have, ever since I have been in the 
Senate, advocated adequate old-age as- 
sistance. It should be paid entirely or at 
least largely by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

There is another step which I think 
we should take; namely, do away with 
the need clause, or at least modify and 
improve it. I think these people should 
not have to feel that they are in pov- 
erty. They should feel that they are 
getting something which they have 
earned by the payment of taxes during 
their lifetime. I hope that will be the 
next step, and that we can do something 
in regard to the troublesome need clause. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I wish to call the at- 
tention of the Senate to another matter 
which is very discriminatory against 
some of the States. For example, in my 
State in connection with every dollar 
we receive from the Federal Govern- 
ment for this purpose, we have what we 
call in our law a reimbursement clause. 
I have seen a situation, a few years ago, 
where all an old man had was a wedding 
ring and a cot; but before he could re- 
ceive any old-age assistance he had to 
turn them in. I investigated and took 
up the matter with the Social Security 
System, and I found that the reimburse- 
ment clause applies in only 17 States. 
In other words, in the State of Min- 
nesota, right next to the Siate of North 
Dakota, a person receiving such assist- 
ance can have a life-insurance policy or 
can own a certain amount of property 
and he does not have to reimburse either 
the State or the Federal Government. 
But in North Dakota such a person has 
to reimburse both the State and the 
Federal Government to the extent of his 
ability to pay. Before he can receive 
any old-age assistance at all, he has to 
deed over to the State and the Federal 
Government, on the basis of an equal 
division everything he possesses. 

So when this law is finally drawn up, 
I hope that discriminations will be re- 
moved insofar as the particular 17 
States are concerned. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator, 
and I shall comment on that matter a 
little later. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I wish to express my 
appreciation of what the senior Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] has done, as 
far as he has gone, and I hope he will 
do better. Ten years ago when I was 
elected to the Senate, I was criticized 
severely by those who opposed me be- 
cause I favored old-age assistance. The 
fhet Senator from Florida will recall 
that. 

The reason why the matter affects 
Florida so definitely is that we have more 
elderly people there per capita than has 
any other State of the Union. Elderly 
people go there when they retire. In 
Many cases after they went to Florida 
they found that in 1930 their industrial 
bonds suddenly became worthless, and 
they lost all they had. Ihave seen many 
of them in tears. 
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So I have been pledged to aid in this 
situation, ever since I came to Washing- 
ton. I helped the Senator from Texas, 
who referred to the fact that he tried to 
get the law amended 4 or 5 years ago. 
I am deeply in sympathy with trying to 
do something for these elderly people, 
without classifying them as paupers. 
They have lived to be 60 or 62 years of 
age or more, and they have paid their 
taxes and they have carried this Gov- 
ernment on their shoulders, and by the 
eternal, we ought to try to do something 
for them when they are in trouble. It 
is our duty to do it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I attest 
to everything the able senior Senator 
from Florida has said about his long 
advocacy of this principle. 


BENEFITS TO NAVAL RESERVISTS 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I desire 
to take up a matter of importance, be- 
cause it relates to a correction of the 
Recorp, and it is necessary to make the 
correction in order that the papers may 
go to the committee. 

Mr. President, for the purpose of mak- 
ing an amendment in the nature of a 
correction to the bill (H. R. 7039) to 
further amend section 304 of the Naval 
Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, so as 
to grant certain benefits to naval per- 
sonnel engaged in training duty prior to 
official termination of World War II, 
which was passed by the Senate yester- 
day, I ask unanimous consent that the 
votes on the passage of the bill and the 
engrossment of the amendment and the 
third reading be reconsidered and that 
the following amendment be made: 

On page 2, in line 6, before the word 
“amendment”, to strike out “This” and 
insert “The”, and in the same line, be- 
fore the word “shall”, to insert “con- 
tained in section 1”, so that the section 
will read: 

“Sec. 2. The amendment contained in sec- 


tion 1 shall be effective as of December 1, 
1945.“ 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. 
Without objection, the amendment of 
the Senator from Massachusetts will be 
agreed to, and the bill will be considered 
as having gone through its various par- 
liamentary stages, and passed. 


INTERCHANGE OF PROPERTY BETWEEN 
THE ARMY AND NAVY 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, may I 
suggest to the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. Overton] that he ask that the Sen- 
ate proceed to consider a certain bill 
which was passed over yesterday? 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I have 
talked with the majority leader and he 
told me that later there will be a call 
of the calendar. Yesterday, during the 
call of the calendar, the Senator from 
Massachusetts, under a mistaken belief 
that House bill 6057 was a bill to which 
certain persons had objected, objected to 
its consideration. He has since ascer- 
tained that he was in error, and I now 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. What 
is the calendar number? 

Mr. OVERTON. The calendar num- 
ber is 1790. 
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Mr. WALSH. The bill yesterday was 
passed over temporarily. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be read by its title for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
6057) to amend the act of July 11, 1919 
(41 Stat. 132) relating to the interchange 
of property between the Army and the 
Navy, so as to include the Coast Guard 
within its provisions. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code and for other purposes. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I rose to 
add my own support and advocacy to the 
adoption of the variable grant amend- 
ment. But I am speaking only in rela- 
tion to the law as it now exists. I am 
glad that Senators have pointed out that 
even if we adopted the variable grant 
amendment it will fall far short of the 
principle of unanimity which Senators 
have advocated today. 

I wish to take occasion publicly to 
commend the able Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, the able Senator from Wash- 
ington, and the able Senator from Cali- 
fornia, all of whom come from States 
where high rates are paid to the recipi- 
ents of the benefits to which we have 
referred. I know of the humane senti- 
ments of the able Senator from Massa- 
chusetts which were written into the 
laws of his State, and it is not new for 
him to hear his friends express their 
approval. 

But, Mr. President, allow me to make 
this observation with reference to the 
shortcomings even of this matching 
amendment. In the first place, in no 
case will the recipient in any State re- 
ceive the entire $50 without the State, 
however poor it may be, being required to 
put up dollar for dollar with Federal 
money, to the extent of $25. It is only 
in respect to the lower amounts that the 
Federal Government will put up a larger 
share. But when we get up toward the 
top amount of $50, still the State will be 
required to match dollar for dollar in 
order that recipients may receive the 
meager pittance of $50 a month for their 
support. 

The second thing which I wish to ob- 
serve is that in spite of the fact that we 
may secure this variable means, grant 
amendment, the odious means test, as it 
has been pointed out, is still in the law. 
That means that the so-called needy 
are the only ones who can get it. That 
means that in many of our States they 
will receive as little as $5 a month, 87.50 
a month, and $10 a month, because some 
social worker has decided that that is all 
that can be made available. A State 
senator in my State, Mr. Raymond Shel- 
don, called me on the telephone a few 
days ago and said that in the city of 
Tampa he knew of cases on the same 
street where one old person was receiving 
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$2.50 a month, another $5 a month, and 
another another amount, when all were 
alike needy. 

Mr. President, what I should like to see, 
and what the able Senator from Califor- 
nia, the able Senator from Idaho, and 
the junior Senator from Florida will at- 
tempt to provide for by means of an 
amendment which will be considered 
later, is the principle of universality, not 
only geographically, but for all of the 
people in the same category. That is to 
say, that every person 60 years of age 
in every State in the Union, in every 
family in the Nation, would receive the 
same amount of money. That is the 
American principle of universality and 
equality under the law. That is the only 
way in which we will give equal justice 
to all our people. However, as compared 
with the present law, the Senator from 
Georgia and the Committee on Finance 
are entitled to the commendation of all 
of us for the improvement they have sug- 
gested in the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The. 


clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 44, 
after line 3, to insert: 


Trrte VI—STUDY BY JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
INTERNAL 


TAXATION OF ALL ASPECTS OF SOCIAL SECURITY 


Src. 601. The Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation is authorizec and directed 
to make a full and complete study and in- 
vestigation of old-age and survivors insurance 
and all other aspects of social security, par- 
ticularly in respect to coverage, benefits, and 
taxes related thereto. The Joint Committee 
shall report to the Congress not later than 
October 1, 1947, the results of its study and 
investigation, together with such recommen- 
dations as it may deem appropriate. 

Src. 602. The Joint Committee is hereby 
authorized, in its discretion, to appoint an 
advisory committee of individuals having spe- 
cial knowledge concerning matters involved 
in its study and investigation to assist, con- 
sult with, and advise the Joint Committee 

ith respect to such study and investigation. 
Members of the advisory committee shall not 
receive any compensation for their services 
as such members, but shall be reimbursed for 
travel, subsistence, and other necessary ex- 
penses incurred by them in connection with 
the performance of the work of the advisory 
committee. 

Sec. 603. For the purposes of this title the 
Joint Committee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to sit and 
act at such places and times, to require by 
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths, to take such testimony, to procure such 
printing and binding, and to make such ex- 
penditures as it deems advisable. The cost 
of stenographic services to report such hear- 
ings shall not be in excess of 25 cents per 
hundred words. 

Sec. 604. The Joint Committee shall have 
power to employ and fix the compensation of 
such officers, experts, and employees as it 
deems necessary in the performance of its 
duties under this title, but the compensation 
so fixed shall not exceed the compensation 
prescribed under the Classification Act of 
1928, as amended, for comparable duties. 

Sec. 605. The expenses of the Joint Com- 
mittee under this title, which shall not exceed 
$10,000, shall be paid one-half from the con- 
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tingent fund of the Senate and one-half from 
the contingent fund of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, upon vouchers signed by the 
chairman or the vice chairman. 


Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to offer an amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment. On page 44, in line 
10, after the words “social security,” I 
move to amend by inserting the words 
“including the Townsend plan.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
California will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 44, 
in line 10, after the words “social secu- 
rity” and the comma, it is proposed to 
insert the words “including the Town- 
send plan.” 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, allow me 
to say that I shall support the amend- 
ment. It does not commit the investi- 
gating committee to the adoption of the 
plan, but any plan which has as its advo- 
cates several million American citizens is 
entitled to consideration. I hope the able 
Senator from Georgia will be agreeable 
to accepting the amendment and allow 
the conference committee to have the 
matter before it for its attention. 

Mr. GEORGE. I was about to say, Mr. 
President, that the committee amend- 
ment is broad enough to include the 
Townsend plan and all other plans. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield, 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I entirely agree 
with the viewpoint of the Senator from 
Georgia. This language is the exact lan- 
guage of a resolution which I submitted 
in January 1945 and which was agreed 
to by the Senate, requiring a report to be 
filed not later than October 1, 1945. The 
House declined to agree to the resolution, 
and as a result of that disagreement we 
have lacked the benfit of this study. As 
a result of the lack of the study we find 
ourselves at the end of another session 
of Congress without an adequate base on 
which to do the things which are so ob- 
viously necessary in expanding coverages 
and benefits in connection with social 
security. 

Mr. President, I make this frank 
statement to the Senator: My opinion 
again is that it will be very difficult to 
obtain the acquiescence of the House in 
connection with title VI. The language 
of it is an exact duplicate of the resolu- 
tion to which the House objected 2 years 
ago. I offered it then, and I offered it 
again in connection with this bill. I do 
not believe we will ever make substan- 
tial progress in liberalizing social-secu- 
rity coverages and benefits until a study 
of this nature is made. I do not have 
too much hope that the House will agree 
with us this time. I am perfectly sure 
that the House will not agree with us if 
we undertake to write any specifications 
in the text. 

In my opinion, the Joint Committee 
on Internal Revenue Taxation will be 
obligated to include the Townsend plan 
in an investigation of old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance, “and all other aspects 
of social security.” I would want them 
to doit. I totally agree with the Sena- 
tor that they should do it. I simply sub- 
mit to him that, in my opinion, in view 
of our previous experience with the 
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House on precisely the same proposi- 
tion, we will probably fail to get any- 
thing except as we cling to the general 
language indicated. 

After making that statement, if the 
Senator wants to insist upon the inclu- 
sion of the language he indicates, I shall 
not resist it. I think it is already in- 
cluded. I believe the Senator endangers 
the entire study by insisting upon its 
textual inclusion. I leave the matter in 
the Senator’s hands, so far as I am con- 
cerned. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, of 
course I can never help but be influenced 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, because he is always logical, 
always most persuasive, always most 
vigorous and right in what he says, and 
I cannot help but admit the general 
truth of what he has said. Yet, at the 
end of it, I come to a totally different 
conclusion than does he. 

I am strongly of the opinion that un- 
less this language, “the Townsend plan,” 
is included in this amendment the per- 
sons carrying on the investigation—I do 
not now refer of course to any Senator— 
will hold the Townsend plan up to scorn 
and contempt, and there will be no true 
and sympathetic attempt to understand 
the simple common sense necessity of 
Dr. Townsend's program. 

I am only asking that this language 
be included so that whatever group of 
men may carry on this investigation 
they will be compelled to recognize 
that here is a great program close to the 
hearts of many millions of Americans, 
and at least some attempt to under- 
stand and evaluate it must be made. 

I wish to say to the distinguished Sen- 
ator that, in my opinion, a majority of 
the 15,000,000 unfortunate senior citizens, 
past 60, hold in their hearts a hope that 
still keeps them going that sometime a 
more merciful government may relieve 
them of their poverty and their anguish 
by reducing the age limit to 60, and 
granting them a decent payment, free 
of heartache and the humiliation of the 
means test. 

Just one word further and I shall be 
through. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
should like to interrupt the Senator at 
that point, if he will allow me. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Certainly. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator, of 
course, is discussing the merits of social 
dividends and social security, and I do 
not wish his comments, since they are 
elicited by my remarks, to indicate that 
I am in disagreement and that he has 
challenged my own point of view regard- 
ing social security. I would reduce the 
age to 60 this afternoon, if I could. I 
totally agree that the benefits have to be 
expanded by way of value and coverage in 
many directions, and I completely agree, 
regardless of the merits of the Town- 
send plan, that it has achieved the at- 
tachment of millions of our people and 
that most emphatically and undoubtedly 
it ought to be included, not as a byprod- 
uct but as a main consideration, in any 
such investigation as this. But I say to 
the Senator that if this title is passed as 
indicated, the Senator from Georgia, 
and I, of course, will be members of the 
joint committee—we are now members 
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of the Joint Committee on Internal Reve- 
nue Taxation—and I think we can both 
say that we shall insist that the Town- 
send plan be given every fair consid- 
eration along with other aspects of social 
security and social-security benefits. 

I beg the Senator not to seem to indi- 
cate that I am resisting in any way a 
movement for the expansion of social 
security. On the contrary, I am trying, 
and I have tried for 2 years, to lay the 
basis for actually achieving results. This 
language was my language 2 years ago 
when the Senate adopted it and the 
House declined it. It is again my lan- 
guage, and I am simply saying to the 
Senator now that, in my view, since the 
House declined the language before, I 
very much fear it will decline it again, 
and that particularly it will decline the 
language if we undertake to make tex- 
tual changes. I submit to the Senator 
that if we arrive at the same place today, 
namely, having again failed to create a 
special responsibility and obligation for 
this investigation, we will again have 
just that much longer postponed the bet- 
ter days to which the able Senator from 
California has so earnestly dedicated 
himself and for which he fights so 
valiantly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. DOWNEY. Does the Senator 
from Georgia want me to yield to him? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. I wished to say 
a few words, but might say at this time 
that I hope the Senator from California 
will not insist upon his amendment be- 
cause the Townsend and any and all 
other plans are clearly contemplated by 
the text of the bill, and undoubtedly will 
be fully and carefully explored. 

The Senator from Michigan has al- 
ready indicated that both of us happen 
to be members of the Joint Committee 
on Internal Revenue Taxation. At the 
present time I am chairman of that com- 
mittee, and I can assure the Senator that 
the Townsend plan will be specifically 
studied, along with any other plan that 
may be presented, and certainly our 
whole Social Security System program. 
So I hope the Senator will not insist om 
his amendment because I think the 
House would be very likely to say that 
they do not want to be committed to 
study any particular phases. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, let me 
first express my appreciation of what 
both distinguished Senators have said. 
I clearly understand the Senator from 
Michigan, he is expressing no Opinion on 
the Townsend plan and no opposition to 
a better Social Security System, but that 
on the contrary he is anxious for it. I 
agree with him that the language is suf- 
ficient to call for an investigation of the 
Townsend plan, but, of course, we are 
dealing with an unusual condition. By 
his opponents Dr. Townsend has been 
branded as charlatan, a demagog, a 
half-wit, and an opportunist. I believe 
that Dr. Townsend is 20 or 30 years 
ahead of the actuarial professors here in 
Washington. I believe old-age assist- 
ance and old-age security are steadily 
breaking down and that we are going to 
come to his simple, common-sense, in- 
spired plan of reducing the age to 60, 
so that that great group now too old to 
get jobs and too young for pensions will 
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be relieved of their desperation and pov- 
erty. I believe we will come to his idea 
of basic and sufficient social dividends to 
free from humiliation and anguish those 
who would be its beneficiaries. I believe 
we will come to his plan, a pay-as-you-go 
plan, with no great reserve built up, but 
involving a monthly tax, paid out in 
monthly dividends. I believe we will 
come to all those features of his pro- 
gram. They are simple; they are neces- 
sary; they appeal to the common heart 
of humanity. But as I have said the 
men who have built up this vast actuarial 
system hold Dr. Townsend in contempt 
as a fool and an opportunist, and so far 
these same groups have closed their 
minds and hearts to any fair or sympa- 
thetic consideration of his plan. 

The House Ways and Means Commit- 
tee recently had an investigation that 
cost $50,000. It resulted in a book al- 
most as large as this I hold in my hand— 
the Calhoun report. I read every word 
in it and was discouraged by its defects. 

The Calhoun report contained imper- 
fect and untrue tables, illogical deduc- 
tions, facts were suppressed, there. was 
no facing of realities, no fair consider- 
ation of the basic provision of the Town- 
send plan. I am at least determined to 
do what I can, as long as I remain a 
Member of the Senate, to attempt to get 
some fair consideration of the Town- 
send plan. 

Mr. President, I have the highest ad- 
miration for the ability of the two Sen- 
ators who have been speaking to me, 
and entire confidence in their integrity, 
and upon the basis of their statements 
to me that they will undertake to see 
that if this amendment becomes law, 
and there is the investigation contem- 
plated in the pending proposal, there will 
be a fair and just consideration and in- 
vestigation of the Townsend plan, I 
withdraw my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator withdraws the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I con- 
cur in that. I supported the Senator 
from California, and I concur in every 
tribute he pays Dr. Townsend. As I said 
before the Committee on Finance a few 
days ago, I am not ashamed to say that 
I see the merit and virtue in the Town- 
send proposal. I think the Senator 
from California has paid Dr. Townsend 
a deserved tribute, and that the time 
will come when he will be considered as 
a forerunner in giving to the people of 
this country the security which they de- 
serve, and in contributing to the hu- 
manitarian betterment of the citizens of 
this Nation in a signal way through his 
plan. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I merely wish to add to 
what the Senator from Florida has said, 
that the Senator from California has 
used the words I would have employed 
about the Townsend plan. But as I see 
it, under the bill now pending, there 
will be a right to investigate in that par- 
ticular field without any amendment to 
the bill. But if any amendment is 
needed to insure that the plan shall be 
investigated along with the others, I 
think the bill should be amended, for we 
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want to do what is right and just to the 
old people of the United States. 

The amendment which has just been 
adopted, the variable-grants amend- 
ment, will help out in a great many of 
the States, the poorer States of the Na- 
tion. It is badly needed at this time. 
This will encourage them to put in even 
more money, in order that the bene- 
ficiaries may get more, and it is going to 
start an increase in the benefits for the 
old people throughout the United States. 
Iam glad to see it done at this time, even 
before the investigation is made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the Senator from Georgia a 
question, The Senator from Georgia 
will recall that at the time the act was 
before the Senate, the Senator from Ari- 
zona and myself submitted an amend- 
ment adding a flat $5 to the Federal con- 
tribution, regardless of what the States 
contributed. That was changed in the 
conference, was it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. The variable grants 
principle did add a little more than $5. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. As the bill reads, 
it is raised from $20 to $25? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. But it must be 
matched? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amendment of 
the Senator from Arizona and myself 
added $5 to the Federal contribution re- 
gardless, so it has been changed in that 
respect? 

Mr. GEORGE. In that respect, yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 45, 
after line 20, to insert the following: 

TITLE VII—INCOME TAX PROVISIONS S 

Sec, 701. Employees’ annuities. 

(a) Section 22 (b) (2) (B) of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof a colon and 
the following: “Provided, however, That the 
amount contributed by an employer to a 
trust to be applied by the trustee for the 
purchase of annuity contracts for the benefit 
of an employee of said employer, shall not be 
included in the income of the employee in 
the year in which the amount is contributed 
if (i) the amount is contributed to the 
trustee pursuant to a written agreement en- 
tered into prior to October 21, 1942, between 
the employer and the trustee, or between the 
employer and the employee, and (ii) under 
the terms of the trust agreement the em- 
ployee is not entitled, except with the con- 
sent of the trustee, during his lifeime to any 
rights under annuity contracts purchased by 
the trustee other than the right to receive 
annuity payments.” 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be applicable with respect to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1938. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
completes the committee amendments. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I have 
at the desk an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute which will embody the so- 
called Townsend plan as a part of the 
pending measure, and I wish to call the 
amendment up at this time. 
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Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I should like to call 
a situation to the attention of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia. Un- 
der the Veterans’ Emergency Housing 
Act of 1946 all the regulations, directives, 
and orders made under the act come un- 
der the provisions of the administrative 
act which was passed some weeks ago. 
It has been found that the program for 
the veterans’ housing is hampered, im- 
peded, and almost hamstrung, to such 
an extent that something must be done 
to alleviate the situation. 

This morning I conferred with the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]; the mi- 
nority leader, the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. Wurre]; and the majority leader, 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr: BARK- 
LEY], about an amendment I have to pre- 
sent, and they have all indicated that 
they have absolutely no objection to it. 
It has nothing whatever to do with the 
subject matter of the pending bill, but 
it is absolutely necessary at this late hour 
in the session that some legislative ve- 
hicle be made available in order to carry 
this amendment. 

The amendment merely provides that 
the administrative act shall not be ap- 
plicable to the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act. The Housing Act, as we all 
understand, will expire on December 31, 
1947, and the adiministrative act was 
never intended to cover emergency legis- 
lation. We have in the act itself—and I 
think since then—exempted from its pro- 
visions certain emergency laws. 

I ask the Senator from Georgia at this 
time if he will allow me to use the social 
security bill as a vehicle to carry this 
amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be delighted to do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
familiar with the situation. I know that 
if the Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act 
should come under the strict interpre- 
tation of the administrative law, which 
requires 30 days’ notice, and the like, to 
which attention was called, it would ma- 
terially interfere with the efficient ad- 
ministration of the Veterans’ Emer- 
gency Housing Act. I hope the Senator 
from Georgia will agree to the amend- 
ment going on the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. I shall be glad to take 
the amendment to conference. But, 
frankly, I am very much inclined to be- 
lieve that the House will be more re- 
luctant to accept the bill if we add any- 
thing to it. I shall not object to its going 
in if there is no objection to the amend- 
ment. I understand it is an unobjec- 
tionable amendment. 

Mr. MURDOCK. The Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tarr! assured me he had no 
objection, the minority leader gave me 
similar assurance, and the majority 
leader did likewise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 46, 
after line 15, it is proposed to add a new 
section, as follows: 

Sec. 702. Section 2 (a) of the act of June 
11, 1946 (Public Law 404, 79th Cong.) . is 


amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting a semicolon and 
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the following: “and the Veterans’ Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1946.” 


Mr, MURDOCK. Mr. President, I ask 
that the clerk be directed to number the 
section appropriately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. Murpock]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert at this point 
in the Recorp an explanation of why the 
amendment is necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: ` 

NECESSITY FOR THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act of 
1946 is a temporary statute, For a limited 
period, it grants powers necessary to expedite 
the production of building materials, to allo- , 
cate building materials for house construc- 
tion and other essential purposes, and to pro- 
vide that veterans of World War II shall have 
preference in purchasing or renting the hous- 
ing produced with these materials. 

The provisions of the act, and all regu- 
lations and orders issued thereunder, ter- 
minate on December 31, 1947. 

The Veterans“ Emergency Housing Act of 
1946 is centered directly on providing the 
legal basis for dealing swiftly and expedi- 
tiously with the production and allocation 
of materials needed to provide housing for 
veterans. To subject these functions to the 
requirements of the Administrative Pro- 
cedures Act as to 30 days’ notice and formal 
hearings would defeat the objective of the 
Veterans“ Emergency Housing Act of 1946. 

The Administrative Procedures Act spe- 
cifically recognizes that this type of tem- 
porary emergency function should not be 
included within the scope of provisions which 
are necessary and desirable in the case of 
permanent and continuing functions. Under 
section 2 (a) of the Administrative Procedures 
Act there are exempted from all the provi- 
sions of the act, except those relating to pub- 
lication of organization, delegations, pro- 
eedures, and rules and regulations in the 
Federal Register: 

1, Functions which by law expire within 
any fixed pericd after the termination of 
hostilities, 

2. Functions which expire on or before 
July 1, 1947, and 

3. Functions conferred by the Selective 
Training and Service Act, the Contract Set- 
tlement Act of 1944, and the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944. 

The amendment ea merely add the Vet- 
erans’ Emergency Housing Act temporary 
emergency functions to those temporary 
emergency functions already exempted by 
section 2 (a) of the Administrative Pro- 
cedures Act. Thus, like the temporary emer- 
gency functions already excepted, similar 
functions under the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act would be excepted from the time 
consuming provisions wkich would defeat 
the accomplishment of the purposes thereof, 
but would remain subject to the require- 
ments as to publication in the Federal 
Register. 

TYPICAL EXAMPLES SHOWING THE NEED FOR THE 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

Under the Veterans’ Emergency Housing 
Act, the Housing Expediter is authorized to 
issue orders or regulations allocating, or es- 
tablishing priorities for the delivery of, ma- 
terials or facilities suitable for the construc- 
tion and completion of housing for veterans. 
He also has power to issue directives to other 
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agencies (including the OPA) to exercise 
their powers, to the extent authorized by law, 
in such manner as will increase the supply of 
housing accommodations. 

There may arise the situation where it is 
necessary to issue a directive to the Office of 
International Trade to place under export 
licensing control certain grades of construc- 
tion lumber urgently needed to complete 
housing for veterans. If the functions under 
the Veterans’ Emergency Housing Act were 
not excepted from the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act, it would be necessary to give 30 
days’ notice of the proposed issuance of this 
directive and to hold formal hearings there- 
on. Thus, by the time that the directive was 
issued, large quantities of construction lum- 
ber scught to be retained for, and which 
otherwise would have been channeled into, 

the construction of housing for veterans 
would be exported during this waiting pe- 
riod. 

Another typical example would be in the 
case of construction plywood which is in ex- 
tremely short supply and which is urgently 
needed for the veterans’ housing program. 
As the production of peeler logs is increased 
through the use of premium payments being 
made under the Veterans’ Emergency Hous- 
ing Act, it may be possible, without adversely 
affecting users of other types of plywoad, to 
issue a direction requiring that the set-aside 
of construction plywood shall be increased 
from 60 to 75 percent. If this directive were 
subject to the requirements of 30 days’ notice 
and formal hearings large quantities of peeler 
logs which otherwise would have been chan- 
neled into construction plywood required for 
the construction of homes for veterans would 
be diverted into other types of nonresidential 
construction, 

The same would be true with respect to 
building materials declared surplus to the 
War Assets Administration. In this case it 
might be desirable to issue a directive requir- 
ing that these building materials be sold only 
to the holders of priorities issued for the con- 
struction of housing for veterans. If notice 
of the issuance of such a directive had to be 
given 30 days before it became effective, the 
major portion of these surplus building ma- 
terials would be drained away from house 
construction into other types of nonresi- 
dential construction. 

It is also pertinent to note that the Sec- 
ond War Powers Act, which, administratively, 
ties in very closely with the priority and 
allocation functions under the Veterans’ 
Emergency Housing Act, expires prior to July 
1, 1947, Thus, regulations and directives 
bearing on allocations and set-asides issued 
under the Second War Powers Act are not 
subject to the requirements of the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act as to 30 days’ notice, 
If a similar exception were not made in the 
case of the functions under the Veterans’ 
Emergency Housing Act, there could arise 
the altogether undesirable situation where 
regulations and orders issued under the Sec- 
ond War Powers Act and relating to matters 
involved in nonresidential construction 
would not be subject to the requirement of 
30 days’ prior notice, while all regulations 
relating to housing and the allocation of 
materials therefor would be subject to the 
30-day requirement. The failure to except 
the functions under the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act from the requirement of 30 
days’ prior notice would tend to divert build- 
ing materials from house construction into 
nonresidential construction and thus defeat 
the intent of the Congress to give the con- 
struction of housing for veterans first pref- 
erence, 

Mr. MURDOCK. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to submit a unanimous-consent request 
that mere technical changes or correc- 
tions, and the renumbering of the sec- 
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tions in the bill, and the like, be per- 
mitted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I also 
ask consent that there be inserted in the 
Record at this point a three-page state- 
ment of the practical effect of the vari- 
able grants provision. The practical 
effect of that provision will not be so 
much to raise the actual benefits paid 
to recipients, though some will be raised, 
of course; but to enable many States 
to place on the rolls persons who are 
now entirely off the rolls. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Georgia? 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 


PRACTICAL EFFECTS OF VARIABLE GRANTS 


There are two things which may be done 
with the extra Federal funds from variable 
grants. First, the State may use the funds 
to increase the amount of assistance given 
those already on the State rolls. Second, the 
State may use the funds to put additional 
needy persons on their rolls. Actually the 
States will use the funds for both purposes. 

Increased cost of living means that those 
on the rolls need more assistance. Increased 
cost of living also means that some persons 
with small fixed incomes which were sufficient 
for them to get by on in normal times now 
have insufficient income and should be put 
on the rolls for enough assistance to enable 
them to meet the increase in living costs. 

I should like to point out that the pro- 
posed variable grants would not bring up the 
average of assistance in the low-income 
States to the level of assistance in the high- 
income States, nor would it even bring up the 
Federal expenditure per recipient in the low- 
income States to the Federal expenditure per 
recipient in the high-income States. 

The average of old-age assistance in the 
lowest income States for April 1946 was $19.54 
and even if all the additional Federal funds 
were used to increase the size of benefits the 
average payment would still be under $30 
and Federal funds per recipient under $20. 
On the other hand, the average payment in 
the high-income States is already around 
$38, even though a considerable part of bene- 
fit cost is unmatched by Federal funds, With 
the ceiling lifted, as is proposed, Federal 
funds in large amounts will be made avail- 
able to match these expenditures and doubt- 
less these average payments will rise to at 
least $42 or $43. Thus in these States Federal 
funds per recipient will continue to exceed 
Federal funds per recipient in low-income 
States. 

The general level of assistance in high- 
income States will continue to be at least 25 
percent above that of low-income States. I 
believe, in view of the necessity of taking 
more on the rolls in the low-income States, 
that the difference in average payments will 
remain even greater than I have indicated. 
But even a 25 percent difference is much 
greater than is the difference in the cost of 
living in the high-income and low-income 
States. 

I have so far been referring to the 11 States 
whose per capita income is so much below 
the national average that_they will receive 
two-for-one matching under the bill. Twenty 
other States will receive more than dollar- 
for-dollar matching but less than two-for- 
one matching. We might take New Hamp- 
shire as an example. The Federal share, 58 
percent, is about halfway between the 50 per- 
cent minimum and the 6634 percent maxi- 
mum. New Hampshire payments at present 
average about $31 per capita. The State 
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would receive around $6.80 additional funds 
per recipient, so its average payments would 
be around the present average of the high- 
income States, but less than the new average 
which the rise in ceilings should give the 
high-income States. 

A further example of a State around the 
halfway mark is Texas, with a 62-percent 
Federal share. Texas payments at present 
average about $24.60 per recipient; The var- 
iable matching would average about $7.60 per 
recipient, bringing the average payment up 
to around $32.20, still some $5 below the 
present average of the highest-income States, 
and around $8 below the probable future 
average of the highest-income States. The 
Federal funds per recipient would remain 
less for Texas than for the high-income 
States. 

No system for measuring grants to States 
is a perfect system. I believe, however, that 
the approach of lifting the ceilings and 
providing variable grants based on per capita 
income works out more equitably than any 
other proposal, I feel certain that in its 
practical effects it is a much more equitable 
arrangement than presently exists. At pres- 
ent aged citizens of the United States in 
the lower-income States receive only abcut 
half the assistance—and half the Federal 
funds—that is received by other aged citizens 
in the higher-income States. Thus dollar- 
for-dollar matching may be equitable from 
some viewpoints but not from the viewpoint 
of equitably providing assistance to the aged. 
The pending bill is designed to lessen the 
present inequity and should accordingly be 
enacted, 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I de- 
sire the Record at this point to show, 
from the committee report, that the 
State of Washington for old-age assist- 
ance pays to 64,794 recipients the sum 
of $3,443,361, or an average of $53.14, the 
highest in the Nation. Very few States 
come anywhere near that average, with 
the exception of the State of California. 

I should also like to have the RECORD 
show with respect to the other important 
section of Federal aid and State aid to 
dependent children, that the State of 
Washington pays to 4,880 families with 
12,020 children, the sum of $448,010, or 
an average of $100 per family, which is 
more than double the average paid by 
most States, and again is the highest 
in the Nation. 

I wish the Recorp to show further that 
in its aid to the blind the State of Wash- 
ington pays to 629 recipients $36,752, or 
an average of $58.43, which again is 
the highest in the entire Nation. 

So in all three features of social se- 
curity aid I am proud to point out that 
my own State, with respect to all three 
of them, pays the highest average in 
the Nation to receipients thereof. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that my 
State legislature has not only been hu- 
manitarian and progressive with respect 
to these matters, but ours was the first 
legislature to make such provisions. I 
myself in 1932 served in the first State 
legislature that abolished the poor 
houses in the State and adopted a State 
social security law which provided for 
the payment in aid to these three great 
classes of our citizens. We have come 
a long way since that day. I think the 
pending bill is a step forward. I hope 
we can go further. I hope some of the 
ideas of the Senator from California 
[Mr. Downey] can in the future be in- 
corporated in Government aid to these 
three great groups of individuals. 
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I hope the day will come when our 
great rich Nation can abolish the so- 
called needs test. My State had a great 
deal of trouble with the Federal Govern- 
ment respecting the needs test. We 
have raised the money and we want to 
pay these. high amounts. We want to 
pay higher average amounts than are 
paid by any other State in the Nation. 
But we find that because we receive the 
maximum in matching funds, namely 
$20, the Federal Government has laid 
down certain tests which it feels that 
our State should also incorporate in our 
needs test before the Federal Govern- 
ment will pay the matching funds. We 
have been far more liberal in that re- 
spect than has the Federal Government. 
For that reason the officials of my State 
who are in charge of the social security 
program have had to wage a constant 
fight. They come to Washington three 
or four time a year and always have 
to struggle with the Social Security 
Board so we may be allowed to pay the 
amount of money we want to pay, and 
to establish the test we want to estab- 
lish. I hope the needs test can be abol- 
ished in a very short time. 

In the early days of this program, 
social snoopers, as they have been called 
on the floor of the Senate, used to go 
around to the elder people who were in 
need, and to embarrass them by doing 
many things that should not have been 
done. If the program is right in the be- 
ginning, if we should make payments 
to our elderly citizens, we should pay 
with the minimum of a needs test. The 
so-called social snoopers did many things 
to elderly people that caused them em- 
barrassment. Some of that procedure 
has been abolished. But we found in 
the early days that in many States, in- 
cluding my own State, the administrative 
cost of trying to find out whether an 
elder person was entitled to old-age as- 
sistance far exceeded the amount that 
in might cost the State if the State 


actually paid old people after they- 


reached a certain age. 

Mr. President, the country which has 
had the greatest experience in this mat- 
ter is Sweden. Sweden long ago abol- 
ished the so-called needs test. Sweden 
says to her citizens, “When you have 
reached the age of 65 years you can come 
to your Government and we will give you 
some assistance.” I suppose there are 
chiselers in Sweden as there are in this 
country, but we are spending a great 
portion of this social-security fund to 
hire persons to try to find out whether 
the elderly people need assistance. I 
hope the joint committee will go into 
that question, and I believe they will find 
that in the long run the administrative 
cost of qualifying the applicant for as- 
sistance is far greater than if the money 
were paid out in a flat sum at a certain 


age. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I think there is a great 
deal of truth in that statement. Some- 
times I myself have spoken harshly about 
the social-security agents who go into 
the homes of these unfortunate people, 
inquiring about all their personal affairs 
to determine whether or not they are 
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entitled to pensions. They are merely 
operating under the law. I could tell of 
hundreds of cases involving such humili- 
ation and anguish as to make one almost 
cry over the situation. I know of one 
woman who was on the old-age-assist- 
ance roll. She required a serious opera- 
tion. Over a period of 2 or 3 years, out 
of. her scanty payments she had saved 
several hundred dollars to have the op- 
eration performed. Unfortunately the 
social-security agent found out about it. 
She had broken the law. She could re- 
ceive no more benefits until her excess 
money—I believe any sum above $500— 
had been used up. The anguish, the 
humiliation, and the heartbreak of that 
particular woman were beyond descrip- 
tion. It is impossible for me to under- 
stand how, in the wealthiest, most fertile 
land in the world, we have surrounded 
our retired workers, who built this Na- 
tion for the rest of us, with the aroma 
of the poorhouse and the humiliation at- 
tendant upon such a status. I congrat- 
ulate the Senator from Washington and 
his State. They are the pioneers in these 
great movements. We in California are 
proud that our State is one of the Pa- 
cific-coast States which are leading the 
way, with Washington and the other 
Western States, toward at least a certain 
degree of decent and generous treatment 
of our retired citizens. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Senator 
from California. I share his opinion. I 
know that the social-security agents are 
required by law to do certain things. I 
am hoping that the day will soon come 
when we can change the law. Probably 
some persons would accept old-age assist- 
ance after reaching a certain age, even 
though they did not need it; but I be- 
lieve that the number of such persons 
would be so small that the amounts paid 
to them would not come anywhere near 
equaling the administrative cost of try- 
ing to find out who can qualify under the 
act. As I previously stated, Sweden and 
some of the other progressive countries 
in Europe—Sweden being the leader in 
this field—learned that lesson 28 years 
ago; and since that time the cost of the 
program has been less. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DOWNEY. It is rather sad for a 
patriotic American to reflect upon our 
boasting about our great benevolence, 
and to learn, as the Senator has indi- 
cated, that many other nations in the 
world, with little wealth compared with 
ours, have pension systems very much 
superior to ours. I do not mean that 
they have better pension systems in 
amounts than have California and Wash- 
ington, but judged by our national aver- 
age, the United States has nothing to be 
proud of when we consider what it does— 
or rather what it does not do—for retired 
and elderly people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is before the Senate and open to amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have printed in the RECORD. 
Iask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the amendment, which is very long, be 
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waived. I shall make a brief explana- 
tion of the meat of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. x 

The amendment offered by Mr. Dow-' 
NEY is as follows: 

Beginning with line 3 on pege 1, strike 
out down to and including line 3, on page 8, 
and in lieu thereof insert the following: 


“TITLE I—DEFINITIONS 


“Sec. 101. When used in this act— 

“(a) The term ‘gross income’ means the 
gross receipt of the taxpayer received as com- 
pensation for personal services and the gross 
receipts of the taxpayer derived from trade, 
business, or the sale of tangible or intangible 
property, and including interest, dividends, 
discounts, rentals, royalties, fees, commis- 
sions, bonuses, or prizes or any other emolu- 
ments however designated and without any 
deductions on account of the cost of prop- 
erty sold, the costs of materials used, labor 
cost, taxes, royalties, interest or discount 
paid, or any other expenses whatsoever; 

“(b) The term ‘wages’ means all remu- 
neration for employment, including the cash 
value of all remuneration paid in any me- 
dium other than cash; 

“(c) The term ‘Secretary of the Treasury’ 
or ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of the 
Treasury of the United States of America; 

„d) The term ‘property’ means real or 
personal property and includes stocks, bonds, 
and choses in action, and includes also any 
right, interest, equity, easement, appurte- 
nance, or privilege and commercial value in 
such property or related thereto; 

“(e) The term ‘persons’ or ‘companies’ 
shall include every individual, partnership, 
society, unincorporated association, joint ad- 
venture, group, joint-stock company, cor- 
poration, trustee, executor, administrator, 
trust estate, decedent's estate, trust, or other- 
entity, whether doing business for them- 
selves or in a fiduciary capacity, and whether 
the individuals are residents or nonresidents 
of the United States and whether the cor- 
poration or other association is created or 
organized under the laws of the United States 
or of another jurisdiction; 

“(f) The term ‘United States’ when used 
in geographical sense means all land posses- 
sions of the United States; and 

“(g) The term ‘employee’ includes an of- 
cer of a corporation. 

II—Gross INCOME Tax 


“Sec. 201. In addition to all other excises, 
duties, or taxes, there shall be levied, col- ~ 
lected, and paid a tax of 3 percent of the 
gross income of all persons or companies de- 
rived from any and all sources, except in 
personal incomes there shall be an exemp- 
tion up to $100 per month. 

“RULES AND REGULATIONS 

“Sec. 202. The taxes imposed by this title 
shall be collected by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, and shall be paid into the 
Treasury of the United States as internal- 
revenue collections. 

“Sec. 203. The Secretary of the Treasury 
may distrain upon any goods, chattels, or in- 
tangibles represented by negotiable evidences 
of indebtedness of any taxpayer delinquent 
under this title for the amount of all taxes, 
penalties, and interest accrued and unpaid 
hereunder. 

“Sec. 204. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall be empowered to designate the man- 
ner and place for filing returns and payment 
of tax and shall provide such forms and in- 
structions as may be necessary for the proper 
administration of this act. 

“Sec. 205. The tax shall be computed on 
the total gross income of all persons and 
companies at the end of each calendar 
month and a complete return filed with the 
Secretary of the Treasury before the 20th day 
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of the calendar month following the month 
in which the tax accrues, unless no tax is 
due under the exemptions as provided in 
section 201. 

“Sec. 206. All remittances of taxes imposed 


-by this act shall be made to the place desig- 


“mated by the Secretary of the Treasury on 


U 


or before the 20th day of the second month 
after they accrue; such returns shall be veri- 
fied by the oath of the taxpayer if an indi- 
vidual or by oath of an officer or director, if 
made on behalf of a company. If made on 
behalf of a partnership, firm, society, unin- 
corporated association, group, joint adven- 
ture, joint-stock company, corporation, trust 
estate, decedent's estate, trust, or other 
entity, any individual delegated by such part- 
nership, firm, society, unincorporated asso- 
ciation, group, joint adventure, joint-stock 
company, corporation, trust estate, dece- 
dent's estate, trust, or other entity shall 


make the oath on behalf of the taxpayer, 


If for any reason it is not practicable for the 
individual taxpayer to make the oath, the 
same may be made by any duly authorized 
agent, who shall then be held entirely re- 
sponsible for the correctness of such return. 


“COLLECTIONS, ASSESSMENTS, AND APPEALS 


“Sec. 207. If the taxpayer shall make any 
error in computing the tax assessable against 
him, the Secretary of the Treasury shall cor- 
rect such error, reassess the proper amount 
of taxes, and notify the taxpayer of his ac- 
tion by mailing to him promptly, by registered 
mail, return receipt requested, a copy of 
the correct assessment, and any additional 
tax for which such taxpayer may be liable 
shall be paid within 10 days after the receipt 
of such notice. 

“Src. 208. If the amount already paid ex- 
ceeds that which should have been paid on 
the basis of the tax so recomputed, the ex- 
cess so paid shall be immediately refunded 
to the taxpayer by the Secretary of the 
Treasury out of the funds collected under 
this act. The taxpayer may, at his election, 

Oply an overpayment credit to taxes subse- 
quently accruing hereunder, 

“Sec. 209. If any person having made the 
return and paid the tax as provided by this 
act feels aggrieved by any assesment so made 
upon him for any specified period by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, he may appeal from 
said assessment by filing a petition in the 
manner provided by section 871 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Ccde. The provisions of 
chapter 5 of the Internal Revenue Code shall 
be applicable to proceedings with respect to 
any such petition, except that where final 
judgment is in favor of the taxpayer for 
the repayment to him in whole or in part 
of taxes paid the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall, upon the presentation by the taxpayer 
to him of a certified copy of such final 
judgment, issue his warrant against any 
funds collected under this act, 

“Sec. 210. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall enforce the payment of the excises, 
taxes, or duties required by this act to be 
paid, and shall promptly deposit in the 
United States Treasury all moneys received 
by him through or from the collection of 
such excises, taxes, or duties. 

“Sec. 211. For the purpose of the income 
tax imposed by title I of the Revenue Act 
of 1934 or by any act of Congress in substitu- 
tion therefor, the tax imposed by section 
201 shall be allowed as a deduction to the 
taxpayer in computing his net income for 
the year in which such tax is deducted. 

“Sec, 212. All provisions of law, including 
penalties, applicable with respect to any tax 
imposed by section 600 or section 800 of the 
Revenue Act of 1926, and the provisions of 
section 607 of the Revenue Act of 1934, shall, 
insofar as applicable and not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this title, be applicable 
with respect to the taxes imposed by this 
title. 

“Sec. 213. Ail Federal officers or agents 
making contracts on behalf of the United 
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States or its instrumentalities or any politi- 
cal subdivision thereof shall withhold pay- 
ment in the final settlement of any contracts 
until the receipt of a certificate from the 
Secretary of the Treasury or his duly ap- 
poined agent to the effect that all taxes 
levied or accrued under this title against 
such contractor have been paid. 


“EXEMPTIONS 
“Sec, 214. The provisions of this title sMall 


not apply to the following: (1) All moneys 
received by individuals or institutions and 


held in custody or as a deposit for others; 


(2) fraternal benefit societies, orders, or as- 
sociations, operating under the lodge system, 
or for the exclusive benefit of the members 
of the fraternity itself, operating under the 
lodge system, and providing for the payment 
of death, sick, accident, or other benefits to 
the members of such societies, orders, or 
associations, and to their dependents or 
beneficiaries; (3) corporations, associations, 
or societies organized and operated exclusively 
for religious, charitable, scientific, or educa- 
tional purposes; (4) business leagues, cham- 
bers of commerce, labor organizations, boards 
of trade, civic leagues, and other similar or- 
ganizations operated exclusively for the bene- 
fit of the community and for the promotion 
of social welfare, and not for commercial 
trading in any form, and from which no profit 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 
holder or individual; “(5) hospitals, infirm- 
aries, and sanatoria, from which no profit 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 
holder or individual; (6) amounts received 
by any person as a benefit payment so-called 
or like payments by virtue of acts passed by 
the Congress of the United States relating 
thereto and disbursed to others as such bene- 
fit payment; but the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may by regulation require any such de- 
ductions to be set forth specially by the tax- 
payer in his return: Provided, however, That 
exemptions (2) to (6), inclusive, shall apply 
only to the gross income received from non- 
profit activities. 


“PENALTIES 


“Sec. 215. IIt shall be unlawful for any per- 
son to refuse to make any returns provided 
for in this title; or to make any false or 
fraudulent return or false statement in any 
return with intent to defraud the United 
States, or to evade the payment of the tax, 
or any part thereof, imposed by this title; 
or for any person to aid or abet another in 
any attempt to evade the payment of the 
tax, or any part thereof, imposed by this 
title; or for any officer or director of any 
company to make, or permit to be made, or 
any company, corporation, association, or 
other legal entity to make any false return, 
or any false statement in any return re- 
quired by this title, with the intent to 
evade the payment of any tax hereunder. 
Any person violating any of the provisions of 
this title shall be guilty of a felony, and, 
upon conviction, shall be fined not more 
than $5,000, or by imprisonment not exceed- 
ing 5 years, or by both such fine and im- 
prisonment. In addition to the foregoing 
penalties, any person who shall knowingly 
swear to or verify any false or fraudulent re- 
turn, or any return containing any false or 
fraudulent statement, with the intent afore- 
said, shall be guilty of the offense of perjury, 
and, on conviction thereof, shall be punished 
in the manner provided by law. Any cor- 
poration for which a false return, or a re- 
turn containing a false statement, as afore- 
said, shall be made, shall be guilty of a 
felony and shall be punished by a fine of 
not more than $10,000. If the tax imposed 
under this title is not paid when due, there 
shall be added, as part of the tax, interest 
at the rate of one-half of 1 percent per month 
from the date the tax became due until paid. 

“Sec. 216, The Federal Insurance Contri- 
butions Act is hereby repealed. 
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“TrrLE III—ANNUITIES `~ 


“Sec. 301. There is hereby created an ac- 
count in the Treasury of the United States 
to be known as the business, employment, 
and security insurance account (hereinafter 
referred to as the ‘account’). There are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated annu- 
ally amounts to be equal to the estimated 
revenue derived under title II of this act. 
On the 20th-day of the month succeeding 
the month in which this act is enacted, and 
on the 20th day of each calendar month 
thereafter, there shall be credited to the ac- 
count an amount equal to the amount of 
revenue to be collected under the provisions 
of such title as indicated by the returns filed 
during the preceding calendar month. Such 
amounts shall be available for making the 
Payments as hereinafter provided. The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall submit annually 
to the Bureau of the Budget an estimate of 
the appropriations to be credited to the ac- 
count. - 

“Sec. 302. Amounts estimated by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be necessary for 
monthly expenditures in the administration 
of this title shall be deducted from amounts 
credited to the account for each month and 
all funds not so deducted shall be prorated 
and paid monthly to the number of annui- 
tants per capita, 


“QUALIFICATIONS 


“Sec. 503. Every citizen who is 60 years of 
age or over shall upon filing an application 
under oath, as hereinafter provided, be en- 
titled to receive an annuity payable in 
monthly installments during the remainder 
of the life of such person. 

“Sec. 304. Every citizen between the ages 
of 18 and 60 who is disabled for a period 
longer than 6 months, every mother who is 
a citizen and who has the care of one or more 
children under 18 years of age, shall, upon 
filing application under oath, as hereinafter 
provided, be entitled to receive an annuity 
payable in monthly installments so long as 
their incapacity for employments exists, or 
so long as they have the care of one or more 
children under 18 years of age. 

“Src. 305. (a) The annuity shall be spent 
within the confines of the United States, 
its Territories, and possessions. 

“(b) Each installment of the annuity 
shall be spent by the annuitant within 30 
days after the time of its receipt, except 
that this subsection shall not become op- 
erative until 6 months following cessation 
of hostilities of the present war. 

“(c) An annuitant shall not engage in any 
occupation, business, or other activity from 
which a profit, wage, or other’ compensation 
is realized or attempted, except that nothing 
in this title shall be construed to prohibit 
an annuitant from collecting interest, rents, 
or other revenues from his own investments. 
No annuitant shall support an able-bodied 
person in idleness except a spouse. 

“(d) Any annuitant may waive all or any 
part of his right to annuity under this title 
by filing a notice thereof with the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury in such manner as the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe, 
Any such waiver shall not affect the right 
of any person to apply for an annuity at any 
time thereafter. 

“(e) Any sum received by an annuitant 
which represents the proceeds of a sale of 
any real property acquired through the use 
of money received as an annuity under this 
title shall be expended by the annuitant 
within 6 months after the receipt of such 
proceeds of such a sale, except that this 
subsection shall not become operative un- 
til 6 months following the cessation of hos- 
tilities of the present war. 

“(f) Each annuitant by accepting his an- 
nuity hereunder agrees in his application 
for an annuity to comply with all the provi- 
sions of this title and all rules and regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary of the 
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Treasury to carry out the provisions of this 
title. 
“REGULATIONS 

“Sec. 306. (a) Payments of the amounts 
due each annuitant under this title shall 
be made at regular monthly intervals in 
such manner as will provide for such pay- 
ments to be in the hands of each annuitant 
as near the first day of each month as pos- 
sible. 

“(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
furnish application blanks and other neces- 
sary forms to the Post Office Department for 
distribution to persons by local post offices 
for the purpose of applying for the benefits 
of this title. 

“Sec. 307. (a) The Secretary of the Treas- 
ury is authorized and directed to prescribe 
such rules and regulations as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this 
title. 

“(b) The Secretary of the Treasury is 
hereby empowered to call upon now existing 
departments or agencies of the United States 
to aid in the administration of this title. 

„e) The Secretary of the Treasury is also 
empowered to make adjustments with re- 
spect to the time in which installments shall 
be expended in case payments to any person 
may have been delayed and there is an ac- 
cumulation of two or more installments. 

“Sec, 308. The right to receive any pay- 
ment under this title shall not be transfer- 
able or assignable, at law or in equity, and 
none of the moneys paid or payable or rights 
existing under this title shall be subject to 
execution, levy, attachment, garnishment, or 
other legal process, or to the operation of 
any bankruptcy or insolvency law. 

“PENALTIES 

“Src. 309. Whoever in any application or 
any payment under this title knowingly or 
willfully makes any false statement of a ma- 
terial fact, or fajls or refuses to obey any 
rule, or regulation, issued by the Secretary 
of the Treasury under this title, or violates 
any provisions of this title shall be prose- 
cuted by the United States attorney in the 
United States district court in the district in 
which the offense occurred, and upon convic- 
tion, the annuitant shall forfeit each month 
for the remainder of his life up to one-fourth 
of the annuity to which he would otherwise 
be entitled. 

“TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

“Sec. 401. Titles I and II of the Social Se- 
curity Act, as amended, are hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 402. All acts or parts of acts in con- 
flict with the provisions of this act are here- 
by repealed to the extent of such conflict. 

“Src. 403. If any part of this act is for any 
reason held to be unconstitutional, it shall 
not affect any other part of this act. 

“Sec. 404. This act may be cited as the 
‘Business, Employment, and Security Insur- 
ance Act?” 

On page 21, beginning with line 10, strike 
out down to and including line 11 on page 32. 

On page 32, strike out lines 15 to 18, in- 
clusive. 


Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. REED. May I inquire of the Sen- 
ator from California if this is the amend- 
ment which is lying on the desks of 
Senators? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. It embodies the 
Townsend plan. I have attached to the 
amendment the measure which is now 
pending in the House of Representatives. 
As à matter of fact, there are two iden- 
tical bills in that body. I have been 
given to understand that more than 40 
percent of the Members of the House 
have been anxious to bring those bills to 
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the floor, but so far have been unsuc- 
cessful. 

Stated generally, the amendment em- 
bodies the principles of the so-called 
Townsend plan. The age at which the 
retired worker could enjoy his benefit is 
reduced to 60 years. The means test is 
abolished; and any retired citizen not 
engaged in a gainful occupation would 
be entitled to receive benefits whether 
he were rich or poor. As the distin- 
guished Senator from Washington has 
already pointed out, there is such a 
small percentage of rich persons that 
that element is not very important. 

The amendment provides for the levy- 
ing of a 3-percent tax on gross incomes, 
to be collected monthly. The fund would 
then be paid out in monthly berfefits to 
the beneficiaries entitled to benefits. So 
the amount of benefits would fluctuate 
with the national income. In periods of 
inflation and prosperity the retired sen- 
ior citizen would be entitled to more 
than in periods of deflation and depres- 
sion. In order to finance the plan a 3- 
percent gross income tax is provided for 
in this amendment. 

Mr. President, in my opinion the two 
Parallel pension systems which we have 
in the United States are steadily col- 
lapsing. I shall attempt to prove, by 
data of the Social Security Board itself, 
the almost complete futility and ineffi- 
ciency of these two plans, I think one of 
the reasons why we have plans Which are 
so worthless and illogical is that the 
whole subject is so complicated and ab- 
struse that Senators and Representa- 
tives, living under almost unremitting 
pressure of consideration of matters of 
great moment, have not been able intel- 
lectually to understand the lack of logic, 
inhumanity, indecency, and absurdity of 
our two pension plans. 

We have two parallel systems, One is 
called old-age assistance, which I shall 
hereafter refer to as the assistance pro- 
gram. It is the matching program, the 
charity program, only for the indigent. 
The other program is called old-age and 
survivors’ insurance. It is the so-called 
contributory plan, under which certain 
workers in covered occupations are pres- 
ently contributing 1 percent of their pay, 
up to a maximum of $3,000 in wages or 
Salaries a year, the employer paying an 
additional 1 percent upon the same pay. 

The first thing that greets the human 
mind as it begins to examine into these 
pension systems is that the benefits gen- 
erally paid under both plans are so mea- 
ger as to leave the recipients living in 
a state of insecurity and poverty. 

The second phase of the two plans 
which immediately attracts the atten- 
tion of any intellectual person is that 
under the contributory plan the work- 
ers, those who pay taxes, are receiving 
substantially less than the beneficiaries 
of the indigency program. In other 
words, in this case it pays not to be a con- 
tributor to a plan, but rather to have 
nothing, and to come under the plan in 
a state of destitution. 

Mr. President, in order that we may 
have definite and precise figures in the 
ReEcorpD, I now ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Record at the con- 
clusion of my remarks a table to be found 
On page 32 of the February, 1946, Social 
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Security Bulletin, showing old age as- 
sistance payments, by States, for Decem- 
ber, 1945. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, the table will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, this 
table shows that the payment to the re- 
cipients varies from a high of approx- 
imately $50 in Washington, California, 
and one or two other States, down to ap- 
proximately $10 a month in Georgia, 
Kentucky, and several other States. So 
it will be immediately noted that the 
range is from $10 up to a high of $50 a 
month. The average payment, taking 
into consideration all the States and 
all the recipients, is $30.82. 

It should also be noted, and I empha- 
size this for later use, that in the event 
one of the beneficiaries of the assistance 
is married and has a wife who is past 65 
years of age, his wife is entitled to re- 
ceive the same amount. Again Mr. 
President, an absurdity which is so gro- 
tesque, to me, that it approaches sheer 
idiocy, appears in the plan. 

In the assistance plan, where the re- 
cipient makes no contribution, if his wife 
is entitled to receive a pension by reason 
of being 65 years of age, the amount of 
the pension is therefore doubled. But 
under the contributory system, where 
the worker pays taxes, if he has a wife 
who is entitled to receive such payments, 
only 50 percent is added. Can the hu- 
man mind make any sense out of such 
an arrangement? Can there possibly be 
any defense for giving to a person under 
the assistance program double the 
amount, in the event he has a wife who 
is entitled to receive such payments, but 
under the old-age insurance system giv- 
ing to a worker whose wife is entitled to 
receive such payments only a 50 percent 
increase, even though he makes contribu- 
tions by way of taxation? 

Mr. President, I desire to have printed 
in the Record at the conclusion of my 
remarks a table showing the average 
monthly primary old-age insurance bene- 
fits in force, by States, on December 31, 
1945, and I ask unanimous consent to 
have that done. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit B.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I may 
say that this table, like the other one, 
was prepared by the Social Security 
Board. It shows the amount of benefits 
paid to beneficiaries under the contribu- 
tory system. Immediately we are at- 
tracted by the rather extraordinary fact 
that the average payment in the case of 
old-age insurance is only $24.14, whereas 
in the case of old-age assistance it is $30; 
and, as I have already stated, under the 
contributory system only 50 percent is 
added when the wife is also 65, as against 
double the amount under the old-age 
assistance program. 

In the case of the old-age assistance 
program, we see a variation in the pay- 
ments to recipients of from $10 to $50. 
In the case of the contributory system 
the variation in payments is from $19.04 
in Mississippi up to approixmately $26 
in one of the more fortunate States. 
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Mr. President, the old-age insurance 
system is allegedly based, in respect to 
the payments to the recipients, upon the 
contributions made by the workers, the 
employees. A vast actuarial scheme has 
been set up, requiring the attention and 
deliberation of highly trained actuaries. 
Great shelves are being filed with vol- 
umes of statistics, weighted averages, 
median lines, maximums, minimums, in- 
volved and intricate forms. At the end, 
what happens? At the end, the average 
worker comes out with about $24 a 
month, far less than he would get if he 
were under the old-age assistance pro- 
gram. Mr. President, this plan actually 
contemplates that these actuarial cal- 
culations will become effective against a 
boy 16 years of age who is in a covered 
occupation, and that for 50 years, until 
he is 65 years of age, the Social Security 
Board will keep track of his employers 
and of the tax payments made from his 
wages; also of his wife, his children, his 
job, and his compensation; and then, as 
a result of those calculations, it will de- 
termine what that young man will re- 
ceive 50 years from now. In other words, 
these actuarial calculators are now cal- 
culating whether 50 years from now that 
boy will get $10.50 or $12.13 or $19, or 
$20. 

Mr. President, in the next 10 years or 
20 years we are going to have crisis after 
crisis; what these crises may be, no one 
can readily predict; but certain it is that 
many of them will bring widespread 
economic dislocation. And here is a 
group of men who solemnly assert that 
by means of this actuarial system they 
are at this time determining how much 
workers will be paid 10 or 20 or 30 
or 40 or 50 or even 100 years from now. 
The sad and pathetic aspect of it is 
that these payments will amount to 
only approximately $10 a month, which 
is the minimum, or up to approximately 
$60 a month, which is the maximum. As 
a matter of fact, Mr. President, these 
payments are so meager and so low that 
they nauseate and sicken the human 
heart. I have already submitted for the 
Record a statement of the average pay- 
ment made to these beneficiaries by each 
State, showing an average payment of 
approximately $24 a month. Now I wish 
to offer for the REcorp a more definite 
statement showing the entire futility and 
absurdity of this whole law. I have be- 
fore me a letter from the Social Security 
Administration, and I ask that the entire 
letter be included in the Record at the 
end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit C.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. The letter is dated 
July 9, 1946. It shows that of the total 
number of recipients under the contrib- 
utory plan, 8.3 percent are receiving a 
minimum of $10a month. Mr. President, 
what good is any pension system which 
affords to a man only $10 a month? Can 
he even starve to death on that sum of 
money? Of what value is it? Why 
should we have this vast and complicated 
system, these great actuarial tables and 
these records which are now occupying 
whole warehouses? I understand that 
the Social Security Administration now 
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is approaching 100,000,000 records of va- 
rious wage earners. Somewhat less than 
10 percent of recipients are receiving the 
minimum of $10 a month. As a matter 
of fact, from the standpoint of social se- 
curity, that is putting the situation far 
too optimistically. Almost one-half of 
the workers whose records are laborious- 
ly kept, and which follow them from job 
to job, and from year to year, will never 
even qualify. From the record it is ap- 
parent that from 40 percent to 50 per- 
cent of them, who will pay very scanty 
contributions into this plan, will receive 
nothing in return. 

Let us take one great group which we 
all recognize immediately, namely, the 
young women who are coming forth, 
from the schools and colleges. Most of 
them, when starting to work, are em- 
ployed in covered occupations. They 
pay their scanty contributions. In order 
to be entitled to any dividends, the 
worker must remain under the contribu- 
tory plan for 40 calendar quarters, or 
approximately 10 years. The women to 
whom I refer, who come out of high 
schools and colleges and work in covered 
occupations for 4, 5, 7, 8, or 9 years, and 
make faithfully their payments during 
all that time, will be totally excluded if 
they never complete the entire 40 
quarters. There are many men who are 
approaching ages 50 and 55, who pay 
year after year, who will be excluded be- 
cause they are not employed a sufficient 
amount of time in covered occupations. 

So, Mr. President, as the plan is work- 
ing out, almost half of the men whose 
records now fill warehouses, and will 
soon amount to hundreds of millions in 
number, will never receive anything un- 
der this plan although they pay their 
taxes regularly. But, to those who are 
fortunate enough—if I may bring my- 
self to use that word—to be beneficiaries, 
let us go down the line and see what 
tragic and miserable sums the Govern- 
ment pays. I do not know of any 
American professing Christian principles 
who can advocate payments of only $20 
or $30 a month. Some payments are so 
low that the persons receiving them live 
in worse circumstances of destitution 
and starvation than do the starving peo- 
ples of Europe. They are living on from 
500 to 1,000 calories a day. Yes, Sena- 
tors, we pretend to represent principles 
of benevolence and Christianity, and yet 
we degrade our workers with payments 
so miserly that I wonder that the senior 
citizen wants to continue his struggle to 
live; and, indeed, Mr. President, many 
of them do not; many of them die by 
their own hands, by malnutrition, or by 
gradually wasting away. 

Mr. President, am I exaggerating? 
Let us go over the figures once again. 
Almost 10 percent receive the minimum 
of $10 a month, another 10 percent re- 
ceive from $10 to $15 a month, 28 percent 
receive between $20 and $25 a month, and 
21 percent receive between $25 and $30 a 
month. .As a matter of fact, a large per- 
centage of the beneficiaries under old- 
age insurance are receiving less than $30 
a month—and that in a land of great 
wealth and vast yearly production. 

Suppose we were so fortunate, or un- 
fortunate, as to be living among savages 
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in some part of the world. Let us take, 
for example, the Eskimos. The Eskimo 
hunters come in from their hunting 
grounds at night with the meat which 
they have captured during the day. The 
elders of the tribe sit around and do not 
engage in the hunting. What would we 
think of Eskimos if they threw perhaps 
only 5 percent or 10 percent of their catch 
to the elders of the tribe who no longer 
can go hunting. No; Mr. President, sav- 
ages do not do that kind of a thing. 
When a man has completed his life’s 
work among the savage tribes he lives 
in the same dignity and under the same 
security as does the worker. But this 
Christian country—there are some others 
of course—has worked out a method 
which gives a pension of approximately 
10 percent or 15 percent of the income 
of the average working population— 
scarcely sufficient to keep body and soul 
together. We love to boast of our 
benevolences and our generosity to 
foreign lands. We love to tell of our 
wealth and fertility. But we lack either 
the will or the desire to work out for our 
senior citizens a method by which they 
may receive more than $10 or $20 or $30 
a month. 

Mr. President, there are so many 
harsh and cruel things in this law that I 
shall not take the time of the Senate to 
explain them. But let me show another 
harsh joker in the law. As I have al- 
ready said, if a man on the assistance 
rolls is married and has a wife 65 years 
of age, the amount of money which he 
will receive will be doubled. If he is 
under the contributory.system, where he 
pays taxes, the amount is not the same. 
Why we penalize a man because he pays 
taxes, I do not know, but that is the law 
which was passed by the Congress of the 
United States. Congress has provided 
for an average old-age assistance of $30 
when the unfortunate has nothing else 
upon which to live, or $24 under the in- 
surance plan. That, in fact, is the plain 
result of our experience for practically 
a decade under these two plans. 

Now, suppose the insurance-plan bene- 
ficiary is married. You may say, Mr. 
President, “Well, he gets at least some- 
thing more.” But that is not so in the 
majority of cases. Why? Because the 
average man at age 60 or 65 has a wife 
who is 5 years younger than he is. So 
here we are giving an average benefit of 
$24 a month. We add $12 a month to it 
if the recipient has a wife. We are gen- 
erous. But the average man will not re- 
ceive it until he has reached the age of 
70 years. Does it make any difference 
to that man, as he watches his poor help- 
mate slowly starve, whether she is 57 or 
58 or 61 or 62 years of age? Oh, Mr. 
President, in these pension laws we have 
divorced our system from any reality, 
from any decency, from any generosity, 
and we have a strangely bad system. 

There is another thing which I can- 
not understand. I cannot understand 
the reasoning of the actuaries in connec- 
tion with this contributory system. I 
suppose that what they were trying to 
do with their sharp pencils, their loga- 
rithms, and their involved calculations, 
was to try to cut a certain piece of cloth 
in a certain way, and if they had to add 
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here or cut there in order to reach the 
results which they were trying to 
achieve, they did it without any thought 
of the human heart or of giving any con- 
sideration to realities. Mr. President, 
allow me to show you to what absurd 
lengths they went. 

As I have said, in the assistance pro- 
gram, where no tax is paid, in the event 
the wife is 65 the amount is doubled. 
That makes some sense. If we were pay- 
ing fifty or sixty or seventy-five a month 
to a man and he had a wife who was 
entitled to have him paid that much, that 
would make some sense. 

How did the Social Security Board 
figure out that an elderly woman mar- 
ried to a contributor would need only 50 
percent more than her husband? They 
used an argument that had a certain de- 
gree of plausibility. The argument is 
that two living together, husband and 
wife, can, relatively speaking, live for 
less than one. In other words, for two 
living together it does not cost as much 
to live as for two living apart, relatively. 
There is a certain degree of plausibility 
in that. Just how they can apply that 
rule to these miserable dividends of ten, 
twenty, or thirty dollars a month, I do 
not know. I do not know how any human 
beings could envisage a husband living 
on $20 and a wife on $10 more. But 
there is a certain degree of plausibility 
in that, as I have said. 

Let us take up the next case, where the 
primary beneficiary has the entitled 
wife, and the two of them have been 
getting 50 percent additional because 
two can live cheaper than one. The 
husband dies. Then what should the 
widow get? The Social Security Board 
then figures that one can live for half as 
much as two, and will pay the widow 75 
percent of what her husband got. Soin 
this futile, miserable, abominable law, 
the average payments to the widow are 
about $18 or $19 a month, while those 
to the primary beneficiary, the male, 
are about $24a month. That is the kind 
of logic that is used; 50 percent to the 
wife, 75 percent to the widow, 100 per- 
cent to the primary beneficiary, and 
none of them getting enough to live on 
with any degree of human decency. 

Mr. President, if some of the Social Se- 
curity Board experts were here they could 
not deny the validity of any of my fig- 
ures, because my figures all came from 
them. I wish to digress at this point in 
my argument to thank the actuaries and 
the heads of the Social Security Agency 
for having very laboriously, patiently, 
and courteously furnished me with my 
figures, which they knew I would use 
here in an argument against them. Sol 
say they cannot deny these figures I am 
using, because they are the figures of the 
Social Security Board. 

How does the Social Security Board 
justify giving a much smaller payment 
than old-age assistance to the man who 
pays a tax underinsurance? The Social 
Security Board says that assistance is 
based on indigency, and the recipient 
can have no other source of income be- 
yond a certain amount fixed for the 
standard of living. Why? The con- 
tributory system envisions a social divi- 
dend which the worker may collect with- 
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out any humiliation, and then add to it 
whatever income he himself may have. 

To show how extreme is the difference 
in the amount taken between the two 
systems, let us take a case in California 
as an example. Under the insurance 
system a husband and his entitled wife, 
in an average case in California, will get 
somewhat more than $30 a month. Un- 
der old-age assistance they would get 
$100. So the assistamce program pays 
almost three times as much in California, 
and in several other States of the Nation, 
as the contributory system. 

I have said the Social Security Board 
will attempt to justify that by claiming 
that the contributory system produces a 
social dividend, an insurance policy, 
which the worker may add to when he 
wishes. 

I have heretofore spoken of and con- 
demned in very strong language the so- 
called Calhoun report. That is a report 
prepared under a special House resolu- 
tion and under direction of the House 
Ways and Means Committee. The re- 
port is a large volume, almost as large as 
the volume of hearings on the pending 
bill, and contains more misleading facts 
than any other document of which I 
know. 

The Calhoun report attempts to face 
this problem by saying that we have cre- 
ated a charity system which gives sub- 
stantially more than the contributory 
system, and then it attempts to answer 
that charge. I read now from page 78 
of that report: 

If OASI beneficiaries as a group were per- 
sons dependent entirely on insurance bene- 
fits to meet living costs, the problem of lib- 
eralizing benefits within the general frame- 
work and relationships of the present sys- 
tem to meet all these costs would appear 
formidable if not hopeless. 


But listen to this: 


But, by and large, the great majority have 
some other sources of support. The eco- 
nomic status of various classes of recipients 
and potential recipients and the significance 
of OASI payments to them are most im- 
portant in appraising the present benefit 
schedule and proposals for this change. 


I skip certain language and continue 
quoting: 

If the old-age-assistance means test as 
applied in the several States is taken as a 
guide, it would appear from OASI benefit 
statistics that fewer than 1 in 10 of the 
aged OASI recipients may presently be ex- 
pected to fall in the group with no private 
income or resources. In large eastern cities 
only about 8 percent of the male primary 
beneficiaries were receiving old-age assistance 
in 1944. In southern cities the percentage 
was much smaller—only a little above 2 per- 
cent; in Los Angeles, where public-assistance 
eligibility conditions are relatively lenient, 
the percentage of OASI beneficiaries receiv- 
ing old-age assistance runs well over 20 per- 
cent, 


Let us see exactly what the authors 
of the Calhoun report are there attempt- 
ing to show and attempting to prove. If 
workers in receipt of insurance benefits 
do not get enough to live on they are en- 
titled to claim old-age assistance, and in 
Los Angeles, as it is stated, over 24 per- 
cent of them are already doing so. The 
Calhoun report finds that only a minor 
proportion of these people are getting 
old-age assistance. Therefore they reach 
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the conclusion that 9 out of 10 of the 
contributors to the insurance system 
have other means of support which they 
can add to their social dividends and 
have enough for a decent living. 

In the Calhoun report there are three 
tables in an appendix cited in support 
of that. I examined those three tables 
for hours, and they do not support the 
statement at all. I called into consulta- 
tion one of the best experts in social 
security, and I was advised that they 
realized those tables, which are imper- 
fect, locsely thrown together, and totally 
irrelevant, do not support the statement 
in the Calhoun report. 

The reason why this question is of life- 
and-death interest to the Social Security 
Board is that if we have now reached 
the condition in which the great number 
of our people will get more from assist- 
ance than they would from the contribu- 
tory program, the contributory program 
is going to be swept out of our laws, be- 
cause what would be the use of main- 
taining thousands of calculators trained 
in the intricacies of the law and the 
scores of hair-splitting decisions of the 
Social Security Board as well as tens of 
thousands of other employees to work 
the benefits of a complicated system, if 
the great proportion of contributors are 
to get less than under old-age assistance 
and would have to go on old-age assist- 
ance to enable them to live? 

Mr. President, if the Calhoun report 
had gone into reports of the Social Se- 
curity Board itself, it could have found 
unlimited statistics indicating that 80 
percent of these unfortunate people have 
no other income from investments of any 
kind after they are retired. They would 
have found that 80 percent have an in- 
sufficient amount for any decent living, 
even when added to their social security 
benefits. 

Now let us read these figures, which 
should strike at any man’s heart with the 
slight kindness or Christian principles in 
it. I read from the Social Security Bul- 
letin of July, 1943, the top of page 4. 
This is a report on the financial condition 
of many thousands of beneficiaries under 
old-age insurance who were interviewed 
in Baltimore, St. Louis, Philadelphia, and 
Los Angeles. 

I have carefully examined this bulletin 
and I think it is a very fine piece of 
work. Incidentally Mr. President, it 
agrees very much with polls taken in the 
investigation I made in California, and, 
to anticipate what it says, it is to the 
effect that 20 percent had hardly any 
income at all and 80 percent had virtually 
nothing. I will read the statement and 
then it will be plain: 

Only a small proportion in each survey ap- 
peared to have sources of income which could 
be expected to provide lifelong security. For 
example, slightly less than one-fifth of the 
mate beneficiary groups had incomes of $600 
or more which were derived solely from old- 
age and survivors insurance benefit plus re- 
tirement pay, private annuity, veterans’ pen- 
sion, or yield on investments or savings. 


It should be noted that they speak of 
the male beneficiary groups, and in the 
definition that includes the wives. What 
the statement I have just read means 
is that less than 20 percent of these 
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beneficiaries, with all their income, in- 
cluding old-age insurance, had as much 
as $50 a month, and in one-third of the 
cases the wife was receiving something, 
too, and the other 80 percent ranged 
from $50 a month down to $10 a month. 

We have also another most interesting 
report from the Social Security Board. 
The Board interviewed recipients in 
middle-sized cities in Ohio, and in St. 
Louis, to determine the permanent money 
income of beneficiaries groups in addi- 
tion to benefits, and this is what the re- 
sults show. Forty percent of those in- 
terviewed had no source of income except 
their benefits.. This does not include 
old-age assistance. Of course, they were 
entitled to aid and many of them did re- 
ceive old-age assistance as a supplement 
but outside of that they had nothing. 
Thirty-seven percent had less than $25 
amonth. So there, Mr. President, is the 
dismal figure—40 percent with not 1 cent 
of their own private income and almost 
40 percent with less than $25 a month. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I have been interested 
in what the Senator has been saying as 
to the amount these people are now re- 
ceiving. What is the Senator’s estimate 
of what a person over 60 years of age 
would receive under this plan, with 3 per- 
cent gross income tax, with certain ex- 
emptions, and cost of administration, 
and then the remainder to be divided per 
capita? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I would expect that 
with our present national income it 
would give an individual from 875 to 
$90 a month. 

Mr. WILLIS. On what does the Sen- 
ator base those figures? 

Mr. DOWNEY. They are based on 
statistics we have secured, I will say to 
the Senator. I would also say that the 
most valuable statistics we have are from 
the State of Indiana. As the Senator 
knows, Indiana has a partial gross in- 
come tax, and the results which the State 
of Indiana has developed are most in- 
teresting. In California we believe it 
should be $75 a month for one individual 
and $125 a month for two. That is the 
minimum amount on which any individ- 
ual or couple can live in human decency. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr.CORDON. Does the Senator have 
any figures as to the relationship between 
the annual amount of transactions to 
which the proposed tax would be ap- 
plied and the annual business of the 
country which, we understand, now is 
around $150,000,000,000 a year? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I think it is generally 
thought that for every dollar of net in- 
come, the total of which is approximately 
$150,000,000,000, there would probably be 
$3, $3.50 or $4 of gross income. 

Mr, CORDON. The gross income is 
the taxable amount under the Senator’s 
proposed amendment? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. 

As I have already stated, the Calhoun 
report, judging by the standard of old- 
age assistance, reached the conclusion 
that 9 out of 10 of these contributors 
had some other source of income than 
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the old-age insurance benefits. When 
I dug through the tables in the Calhoun 
report I found that they considered even 
the sum of $5 a month, if given by a 
child, as the source of income. If the 
children were farmers’ children and 
brought in $5 worth of groceries, that 
was considered. If they had even a 
room in the barn or outdoors or some 
other building outside the home, that 
was considered a resource. As a mat- 
ter of fact, in one of the reports from 
which I have been reading the represent- 
atives of the Social Security Board in- 
terviewed unfortunate people trying to 
live on $10, $20, or $30 a month to try to 
find out what other sources of income 
they had, and how they could live at all 
on those amounts. I simply wish to read 
to the Senate some of these facts dredged 
up out of the depths of misery, despair, 
and anguish, and then ask if Senators 
are proud that they are Americans. In 
the cases I am going to read will be 
found the support of the Calhoun report 
that these unfortunate people, attempt- 
ing to live on $20, $30, or $40 a month 
had other sources of support. Let us 
see the tragic character of them. 

Mr. and Mrs. G. would like assistance in 
getting clothes, as their monthly benefit 
check of $31.65 is used entirely for rent ($12 
a month) and food, leaving them nothing for 
clothes, medical care or miscellaneous items. 
They bought what they could and when the 
money was gone they went without. 


Those two people, Mr. President, count 
on second- and third-hand clothing re- 
ceived through charity as an additional 
source of income. That is a resource, 
according to the social-work concept—a 
resource, Mr. President, in a country 
which has just demonstrated its ability 
to fight a global war and not only to turn 
out what we needed for our own vast 
Army but for those of our allies. 

Mr. President, when I was before the 
Finance Committee I recited four lines 
from the great philosopher and poet 
Pope, and the majority leader corrected 
me in the use of one word, What I 
quoted is as follows: 

Vice is a monster of so frightful mien, 

As to be hated needs but to be seen; 

Yet seen too oft, familiar with her face, 

We first endure, then pity, then embrace. 


That, Mr. President, is the position of 
the Social Security Administration. It 
has looked at this frightful condition of 
poverty and misery for so long that it now 
embraces it as an inevitable fact when 
all the circumstances of our national life 
demonstrate how much our social vision 
lags behind our ability to banish poverty 
if we will only do so. Mr. President, it is 
beyond my understanding—I believe it is 
beyond human understanding—how so- 
cial security experts could sit around a 
table and carry on investigations to find 
out how a decent man and woman in 
America past 65 years of age could live 
on $31.65, and then say they had other 
sources of income because they could go 
to some charity and get some second- or 
third-rate clothing. Is that the kind of 
thing we have to do in rich, fertile Amer- 
ica? The savages do not do it. 

I now read another case: 

The only income of the beneficiary, an un- 
married man, was his insurance benefit. He 
had lived with his son, daughter-in-law, and 
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two grandchildren for a long time, and after 
retirement he turned over his entire income 
to his son, 


Later it appeared that this entire in- 
come is $18.75 a month. 

His son’s annual income was $1,820. The 
beneficiary felt that his monthly benefit of 
$17.50 helped, and doubted that without it 


his son would have been willing to sup- 
port him. 


Mr. President, this particular case ex- 
emplifies a condition of tragedy in most 
of the homes of America. One-half our 
unfortunate people in their later years 
are dependent upon their children. It 
may be said “That is perfectly decent and 
proper. If the parents cannot support 
themselves in their old age, let the chil- 
dren do it.” 

Yes, Mr. President, and here is a typi- 
cal case which I have read. The average 
worker in the United States supporting 
one or two or three parents of himself 
and his wife is making $150 a month. 
He has two to three children, and his 
wife, living in a two-bedroom house. 
Just think of the tragedy and the an- 
guish and the unhappiness of bringing 
into an already overcrowded house one 
or two elderly parents. Just think of 
children trying to get any happiness for 
themselves, when their parents bring 
one or two elderly persons into the two- 
bedroom house, which the man has to 
keep up on $150 a month, and also sup- 
port all his dependents. That is the 
kind of additional resource that the So- 
cial Security Board relies upon to show 
that this plan will work out. I can 
imagine the investigator trying to justify 
his use of this miserable $18.75 as an ad- 
ditional resource. He may say, “But do 
you not believe your son would take 
you in if you did not have that additional 
resource?” The poor old gentleman 
would perhaps say, “Well, maybe he 
would. Maybe in the kindness of his 
heart he would, yes.” 

Mr. President, if a man is well-to-do, 
or a wealthy man, if he has a large or 
spacious house, with servants, he can 
take care of his parents without any 
trouble. But if he is a man with an 
income insufficient to support his own 
children and wife, living in a small house, 
to be burdened with one or more par- 
ents creates a condition which to my 
mind is little short of tragedy. 

Let us read another of these miserable, 
tragic statements dredged out of the 
depths. 

Mr. and Mrs, Y's chief source of income 
was $602 a year from roomers, but rent took 
$360 of this amount, The monthly benefit 
amounted to $288 a year. Unemployment 


compensation payments of $171 paid for the 
winter's coal. 


I should like to have the attention of 
Senators to this: 

Mrs. Y remarked that she had had to pawn 
her wedding ring and other jewelry for coal 
prior to the receipt of unemployment com- 
pensation. They had previously cashed in 
two insurance policies. 

Yes, Mr. President, in the wedding 
ring—I suppose treasured for 40 or 50 
years—the woman found another re- 
source of two or three dollars with which 
to eke out her existence. I sometimes 
think that men of great wealth and 
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large income in some way lack the pene- 

trating imagination to understand the 
misery, the humiliation, and the degra- 
dation of people trying to live on $20, $30, 
or $40 a month. Apparently the greater 
incomes men have the less they can 
understand destitution and degradation. 
I say to any Senator who is interested in 
the preservation of capitalism and free 
enterprise that he had best be about it 
to see that some decent, humane, suffi- 
cient social-dividend plan is worked out 
so that retired workers, who do our jobs 
for us, will not be cast into insecurity and 
degradation when their life’s work is 
done and they can do no more work. 

Here is another example of a common 
tragedy: 

Mr. and Mrs, S. reported income during 
the survey year as follows: $277 from wages, 
$240 from unemployment compensation, and 
$123 from insurance benefit. Their daugh- 
ter, who lived with them, earned $1,373. 
She expected to marry soon and move from 
the household. Mr, and Mrs. S. had no as- 
sets and owed $257. They did not know 
how they would manage, as they could not 
qualify for old-age assistance because of the 
State residence requirements. 


That case is typical of hundreds of 
thousands, and perhaps millions of cases 
today in America. Aged parents are 
being supported by a daughter or son 
who is making $125, $150, or $200 a 
month. The son or daughter must 
choose between the tragedy of leaving 
the parents to destitution and giving up 
marriage. But do we care? Appar- 
ently not. We are willing to let millions 
of young women take the burden of sup- 
porting their parents, even though that 
burden forbids the most priceless experi- 
ence of any woman, namely, marriage. 
Many of the reports show such a condi- 
tion. The son or daughter wishes to 
marry and is unable to do so because his 
small income is supporting his parents. 

Here is another example: 


Mr. and Mr. T. were in desperate financial 
straits. Mr. T. had earned good wages, but 
had been able to save nothing. He bor- 
rowed $400 from a finance company during 
the survey year, on which he had to make 
monthly payments of $39.20, including $5 
interest. Their income during the survey 
year was $72 from unemployment compensa- 
tion, $150 from a son outside the household, 
and $737 from monthly benefit. There were 
no assets. The son was captured at Cor- 
regidor. 

Mr, and Mrs, W. withdrew $500 from their 
savings during the survey year, leaving a 
balance of $400. They owned their home, 
valued at $1,857. Their income during the 
year was $480, all but $13 of which was de- 
rived from insurance benefit. The $13 rep- 
resented interest paid on their savings ac- 
count. Two hundred dollars of their say- 
ings was used for doctor and dentist bills, as 
Mr. W. required constant medical care be- 
cause of tuberculosis. The balance of the 
savings was used to pay the taxes and to 
meet current expenses. 

Mr. and Mrs. A, depleted their assets sub- 
stantially during the survey year. Their in- 
come, derived from noncovered employment, 
assets, and insurance benefit, totaled $420. 
Mr. A. had sold some property several years 
earlier for which he received $37.50 a month. 
This money, in addition to cash savings of 
$720, was spent to meet living expenses, 
When their cash assets are depleted to the 
point where they are eligible for old-age 
assistance, they plan to apply. The big fear 
of Mr. and Mrs. A. was that taxes and up- 
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keep on their home could not be paid cut of 
their small monthly income. 

Mr. and Mrs. B. owned their home, valued 
at $3,000. This was their only asset. Their 
income during the survey year was $126 from 
earnings from employment, and $180 from 
insurance benefit. Their son, who lived 
with them, paid $60 a month toward house- 
hold expenses. He had been drafted and 
expected to leave scon. Mr. and Mrs. B. then 
planned to apply for old-age assistance. 
The passage of the Servicemen’s Dependents 
Allowance Act may have made their applica- 
tion for old-age assistance unnecessary. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the Senator know 
that up until a short time ago, if one of 
those aged people did some work on the 
side and earned enough to bring his in- 
come up to a little more than the amount 
required to make him liable for payment 
of income tax, the calculation of the 
income tax included the old-age pension? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I had not supposed 
that cur Government was so parsimon- 
ious. The Senator has brought out a 
most interesting fact, and I appreciate 
his contribution. 

Mr. LANGER. I took the question up 
with the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
and a ruling was issued to the effect 
that income tax calculations should not 
include old-age pensions, but up to that 
time they were included. 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me for the purpose of suggesting the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Andrews Hill Overton 
Austin Hoey Pepper 
Ball Huffman Radcliffe 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Reed 

Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bridges Knowland Russell 
Burch La Follette Shipstead 
Byrd Langer Smith 
Capper Lucas Stewart 
Chavez McCarran Swift 
Connally McClellan Taft 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla, 
Downey McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Magnuson Tunnell 
Ferguson Maybank Vandenberg 
Fulbright Mead Wagner 
George Millikin Walsh 
Gerry Mitchell Wheeler 
Gossett Moore Wherry 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Gurney Murray Wilis 

Hart Myers Young 
Hawkes O'Daniel 

Hayden O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-six Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
Downey] is recognized. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say, first 
of all, that earlier in the day I offered 
an amendment from the floor, and the 
able chairman of the Finance Commit- 
tee accepted it, and it was adopted. It 
appears on page 26, in line 20, and by 
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the amendment we struck out the word 
“two” and inserted the word “five.” 

However, since hat was done, I have 
discussed- the matter with representa- 
tives of the Social Security Board, and 
they have pointed out that due to sub- 
sequent changes in the language of the 
original act, the amendment would not 
do what was intended to be done. Fur- 
thermore, they have assured me that the 
protection to the families of veterans in 
regard to the filing of claims under this 
measure is taken care of by a provision 
at another place. 

So, Mr. President, under those cir- 
cumstances, at their request, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the vote by which the 
amendment was adopted earlier in the 
day be reconsidered and then I shall 
withdraw the amendment, and thereby 
restore the word “two” at the point 
indicated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, the 
vote by which the amendment on page 
26, in line 20, was adopted is recon- 
sidered, and the amendment is before 
the Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now withdraw the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, at 
this point I should like to address a 
question to the able chairman of the 
Finance Committee, regarding a matter 
in which the unemployment authorities 
in the State of California are greatly 
interested. I understand that one fea- 
ture of the bill under discussion recently 
proposes to pay reconversion unemploy- 
ment benefits to seamen performing 
services on vessels operated by the War 
Shipping Administration through gen- 
eral agents. Although I understand 
that the War Shipping Administration 
has taken the position that such seamen 
are employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, the Attorney General of California 
in an opinion issued December 17, 1943, 
under No. NS 5261 held that such sea- 
men were employees of the generg! 
agents in California, rather than em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
that such general agents were required 
to report such employment and to play 
the California unemployment tax upon 
such wages. My question is this, Is not 
it the intent of Congress in passing this 
bill to provide these benefits throughout 
the United States to such seamen as were 
employed on those War Shipping Admin- 
istration vessels operated through such 
general agents, and in the event this 
bill is enacted into law, would not the 
Federal Security Administrator in re- 
spect to the State of California pay for 
the reconversion benefits provided for 
in section 306 of the bill? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, section 
1205 of the bill, starting near the bottom 
of page 18, reads in part as follows: 

Each State shall be entitled to be paid by 
the United States an amount equal to the 
additional cost to the State of payments of 
compensation made under and in accord- 
ance with an agreement under this title, 
which would not have been incurred by the 
State but for the agreement. 


I would say that it is undoubtedly the 
theory of the bill that the employees in 
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the employ of the general agent of the 
War Shipping Administration were em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and 
that the Federal Government would, un- 
der the bill, assume responsibility for the 
payments on the account of such 
workers, and that none of the States, in- 
cluding California, would be expected to 
make payments of benefits out of their 
own compensation fund. 

I do not know that I quite understand 
the situation. I should like to make this 
point very clear. If the State of Cali- 
fornia has, in fact, collected from the 
general agent payments for and on ac- 
count of the employees of the general 
agent, and the State of California retains 
the sums of money so paid, I would not 
think that the State of California would 
have the right to expect the Federal Gov- 
ernment to reimburse it because, in 
effect, it would be double payment. But 
if the State of California should return 
the money to the general agent, or the 
general agent had not, in fact, paid it, it 
is undoubtedly the intent of this bill to 
rut the employees of the general agent on 
the basis of Federal employees, and the 
Government itself becomes responsible 
for the payment. 5 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Georgia for his explanation. 
It will clarify an important issue in the 
minds of the people of California. So far 
as I am aware, all other States, in deal- 
ing with this problem, have considered 
such seamen to be employees of the Fed- 
eral Government, and it has always 
seemed fair that in providing for these 
payments the proposed program should 
operate in the same way in all States of 
the Union. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I have 
already occupied the floor for some time. 
I desire to conclude my remarks as rapid- 
ly as possible, and therefore if it suits my 
colleagues I would prefer not to be in- 
terrupted during the remainder of my 
remarks. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to all my 
colleagues that if, in what I have already 
said, I have seemed at times too emotion- 
al and too vehement, I ask their pardon. 

I have no doubt that if he once fully 
understands the difficulties in the present 
pension plan, each Senator will be willing, 
sincerely, and immediately to address 
himself to a solution of our difficulties. 

Mr. President, when the old-age in- 
surance law was first being considered by 
the Finance Committee, several of the 
Senators were most reluctant to accept it. 
Among these was the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] who 
repeatedly cautioned that the prophe- 
cies of its sponsors as to how it would 
work out were much too optimistic and 
doomed to failure. It is most unfortu- 
nate that the committee did not more 
carefully scrutinize the questions raised 
by the Senator concerning certain aspects 
of the insurance measure, for his dis- 
criminating judgment in emphasizing 
coming difficulties has been all too well 
demonstrated. 

On this subject, as on all others which 
involve the welfare of the masses of our 
people, the Senator from Wisconsin has 
been consistently on the side of those 
whose daily bread is earned by daily toil; 
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whose weekly pay envelopes are never fat 
enough to buy more than the necessities 
of a decent living and who inevitably 
must face a jobless retirement, living at 
the mercy of society itself. 

The distinguished Senator from Wis- 
consin was a member of the Special Com- 
mittee to Investigate the Old-Age Pen- 
sion System, of which I had the honor to 
serve as chairman. From our associa- 
tion on that committee I know the dis- 
appointment which the Senator must 
share with me that the Congress should 
have been so negligent in dealing with 
the economic distress of our senior citi- 
zens. 

While I ‘am speaking of the attitude 
toward pensions of the Senator from 
Wisconsin, I should like to take the op- 
portunity to pay him a tribute for his 
dynamic and effective leadership in 
bringing through to a successful con- 
clusion the congressional reorganiza- 
tion plan. Throughout the Nation’s 
press for the past several days there have 
appeared hundreds of editorials in high 
praise of this measure. With its passage, 
this Congress turned its back upon a 
large part of its cumbersome committee 
system and its antiquated procedures— 
some of which go back almost to the 
founding of the Republic. 

Great credit belongs to all those who 
actively sponsored and worked this 
measure through the many legislative 
difficulties that confronted it, but there 
can be no doubt that the major part of 
the credit belongs to the distinguished 
senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La 
FOLLETTE] who served from its incep- 
tion as chairman of the Special Commit- 
tee on the Organization of Congress. 
Although the Senator has already had 
a long and illustrious career in the Sen- 
ate, he is still young and is destined, I 
am sure, to render even greater service to 
his State and Nation. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. Pepper] and the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
TaytLor] have joined with me in spon- 
soring an amendment to the pending bill 
in the nature of a substitute, by which 
the Townsend plan would be embodied in 
the bill. 

For well over a decade Dr. Francis E. 
Townsend has been the great leader of 
millions of our aged citizens. In him 
millions of our elder citizens who have 
been subjected to the finely spun cruel- 
ties of social workers have found some 
hope for a dignified and comfortable re- 
tirement when working days are over. 

Both Senators who have joined with 
me in this bill have long and fervently 
been committed to the pension cause, and 
I am most happy to be associated with 
them in this amendment. 

As perhaps every other Senator knows, 
the Townsend plan would reduce to 60 
years the age at which persons would re- 
ceive pensions, it would eliminate the 
means test, provide a social dividend, 
by the levy of a gross income tax payable 
monthly, the proceeds of which would be 
disbursed equally to the beneficiaries 
monthly. 

The Townsend plan will cost money, 
yes, but when we contrast the few bil- 
lions which it might entail with the na- 
tional income we can expect next year— 
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around $150,000,000,000—we see the ex- 
penditure in its true perspective. Meas- 
ured against our resources, it is a negli- 
gible amount. Measured against our 
older citizens’ needs, it is even more neg- 
ligible. To give only this much is barely 
fair; to give less would be folly. Our in- 
tention, I believe, is not to distribute 
penury. It is to share abundance. 

No one doubts by this time, I feel sure, 
the capacity of our farms and factories to 
preduce that abundance, We have dem- 
onstrated it in war; we are proceeding to 
demonstrate itin peace. Our real ques- 
tion has been, and will be again, how to 
distribute our purchasing power in such 
a way as to prevent the accumulation of 
excess savings and to provide a steady 
market for ail our goods and services. 
An adequate Federal program of pen- 
sions is an instrument to that end. To 
some it may seem an expensive instru- 
ment to buy. ‘I think they are wholly 
wrong for we can be well assured that it 
will pay for itself in the end, many times 
over. 

Nevertheless, there will be many in the 
Senate, I have no doubt, as there are in 
the House, who will raise shocked eye- 
brows at even the suggestion of the 
Townsend program. They number not 
merely those who have never acknowl- 
edged the need of any social security 
system, who affect to believe that any- 
one of moderate virtue and moderate 
ability can save enough to support a 
serene old age, and who are content that 
those who fail should die in poverty. 
They number also those politicians who 
approve of a Government security pro- 
gram in principle, but who shut their 
minds to the brutal facts of its opera- 
tion. They find it more comfortable 
to assume that passage of the Social Se- 
curity Act ended the problem of the in- 
digent aged; they ignore the blatant 
reality that it has only made poverty 
official. 

Let us get the shameful data out in the 
open, where they belong, Let us strip 
aside the propaganda by which the So- 
cial Security Board has concealed the 
facts showing the total failure of the in- 
surance scheme. 

First. How many senior citizens have 
we? About 15,000,000 men and women 
over 60 years of age; about 10,240,000 
over 65. 

Second. How many of these are 
usually able to support themselves by 
their earnings? According to the Social 
Security Board, only 19 percent of those 
over 60; only 12 percent of those over 65. 

Third. How many of them have 
usually been able to save enough to re- 
tire independently? In 1937 the Social 
Security Board found that of an average 
group of 1,000 Americans over 65, only 128 
had current earnings, only 150 had any 
savings at all, and only 73 had public or 
private pensions, while 203 were depend- 
ing wholly or in part on private or public 
charity, and 446 were living on the hand- 
outs of friends and relatives or just 
starving slowly. Again, in 1942, another 
Social Security investigation of 2,571 
families receiving old-age insurance ben- 
efits showed that less than a fifth of the 
male beneficiaries and their wives had 
total incomes from all sources—includ- 
ing their old-age insurance payments— 
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of more than $50 a month. And the rest 
had anywhere from $50 down to $10 
monthly. 

Fourth. Have not the high wages of 
wartime permitted most people to make 
substantial savings toward their retire- 
ment? A study by the Federal Reserve 
Board in 1945 shows that 17 percent of 
the families who were investigated were 
going into debt, 13 percent were not sav- 
ing anything at all, and 40 percent had 
managed to put by an average of only 
$40 worth of Government bonds, savings 
deposits, and demand deposits. It is 
tempting for the well-to-do to assume 
that these low savings can be attributed 
to spendthriftiness and improvidence. 
The temptation should be resisted. Re- 
member that 80 percent of our urban 
workers earn less than $200 a month. 
How much can a city family save on 
that? 

Fifth. How much would our workers 
have to have in order to retire on their 
investments? We have about 75,000,000 
adult citizens. Suppose that just half of 
them—37,500,000 saved enough to return 
to each of them an annual income of 
$1,000 at 4 percent. That would imply 
a debt structure of $937,500,000,000. And 
the debt structure of the whole country 
in 1940, private, corporate, and banking, 
for young and for old was only about 
$200,000,000,000. Of course, war indebt- 
edness has increased this by another 
$300,000,000,000. But who owns this? As 
the above Federal Reserve report shows, 
20 percent of our savers own 75 percent 
of our savings. 

Sixth. Granted that most of our peo- 
ple can neither earn a living after 60 or 
65, nor have savings to retire on, is it 
not true that at least most of them are 
generally covered by the old-age insur- 
ance provision of the Social Security Act? 
It is not true. As the special committee 
of the Senate declared in its 1941 report: 

Our present provisions for old-age insur- 
ance and assistance have tragically failed to 
reach more than a small fraction of our re- 
tired workers. Of the 14,000,000 people now 
above age 60, nearly 12,000,000 remain outside 
the scope of the present program, 


Seventh. But certainly those who are 
covered by the Social Security Act are 
well provided for; are they not? It de- 
pends on the criteria, Many of the 
beneficiaries are doing about as well as 
starving Europeans. In terms of what 
Americans have come to regard as de- 
cent, they are faring miserably indeed. 

Eighth. Just what is the average benefit 
paid to a retired worker under the insur- 
ance provisions? According to the lat- 
est compiled figures, the average single 
male beneficiary is getting $24 per 
month. That comes to less than $6 a 
week. 

Ninth. What about the old-age assist- 
ance payments? In September 1945 
they averaged $30.17 per month for the 
whole country. In June of that year the 
three lowest States—Georgia, Kentucky, 
and North Carolina—were paying $11.42, 
$11.46, and $12.50, respectively, 

Tenth. Do these old-age insurance 
benefits and old-age assistance payments 
bear any relation to (a) the minimum 
cost of keeping body and soul together; 
(b) the fraction of the national income 
which we could afford to set aside for our 
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retired workers; or (c) the principles of 
Christianity we pretend to uphold? 
Answer to all three questions: None 
whatever. 

Yet, there are men administering this 
program so blind to the power of our in- 
dustrial plant, so smug in their isolation 
from the human struggle that with 
straight faces they can assert that any 
larger pensions. and allowances may 
weaken the moral fiber of our people by 
making life too easy and too secure. No 
man could speak those complacent and 
fatuous words who had ever eaten the 
bitter bread of poverty; none but the 
deluded could suggest that the prospect 
of decent security after 65 could debauch 
the character of our youth or of the 
American workingman. It has always 
been the precious privilege of the rich to 
worry over the morals of the unfortu- 
nates; this right should not be usurped 
by Government officials. 

What are we to do? It seems to me 
that we have two broad choices: To con- 
tinue to tinker with the present Social 
Security Act, as we are now doing, or to 
scrap it and build afresh. The present 
pension laws are futile, cruel, and worth- 
less—a sham and an abomination. I 
hope the day is not far distant when we 
will forever obliterate them and enact a 
truly sound and sensible program fitted 
both to our resources and to our responsi- 
bilities. 

Such a program would rest upon two 
main pillars: The concept of tax-as-you- 
go, and the concept of social dividends, 
It would do away with the phony 
actuarial system beloved by the Federal 
Security Agency’s bureaucrats; it would 
eliminate the odious means test. It 
would provide for ample monthly bene- 
fits, and it would provide them for all re- 
tired citizens—not just that fraction of 
the population which the Federal Secu- 
rity Agency has found it administratively 
feasible, under its complex and cumber- 
some scheme, to cover. It would found 
its taxation upon the broad, dependable 
base of our national gross income. It 
would give more to more people; give it 
simply and less expensively; give it with- 
out the humiliation which now shadows 
Government assistance; in effect, give it 
sufficiently, decently, and fairly as con- 
templated in the Townsend plan. 

Cost: To many people, the bugbear of 
any proposal to alter or replace the So- 
cial Security Act is the question of cost. 
The hobgoblins of congressional prof- 
ligacy and Federal bankruptcy prey 
upon their imaginations. That is nat- 
ural. But it is not realistic. 

For it has become by now a truism 
among all reputable economists that 
the underlying problem of our modern 
American economy is that of savings: 
the problem of how to prevent our na- 
tional savings from swelling higher than 
our year-to-year capacity to invest 
them. Conversely, our problem is how 
to maintain a purchasing power in the 
hands of our consuming public adequate 
to take off the flood of goods streaming 
from our productive plant. 

A full-scale pension plan is one ma- 
jor answer to this double problem. By 
providing security for everyone’s old age, 
it reduces the urge to save—and the col- 
lective tendency to save more than our 
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businesses can invest. By distributing 
purchasing power to groups formerly 
impoverished, it puts strong underpin- 
nings beneath the demand for consum- 
ers goods and significantly lessens the 
danger of mounting inventories and sub- 
sequent “recession.” 

The cost of a decent security pro- 
gram must be measured against this 
crucial role which pensions can play in 
maintaining the equilibrium of our 
economy. It must also be measured 
against the income which we as a nation 
can expect to enjoy. 

In 1947, it is estimated, our national 
income will approximate $150,000,000,- 
000. A reasonably generous, comprehen- 
sive pension program of the sort I have 
outlined would cost about $10,000,000,- 
000—or about 6 percent of our national 
income. Our senior citizens over 60 
comprise about 10 percent of the popu- 
lation. Is it unsound or unjust to set 
aside 6 percent of our income for 10 per- 
cent of our people? 

Only those can think so who are so 
deeply imbued with the niggardly phi- 
losophy of the Social Security Act that 
they would rather preserve an inade- 
quate, pinch-penny program which 
starves and humiliates millions than to 
run the risk of paying a few thousand 
exceptional elderly people a little more 
money than they need. Only those can 
think so who are frightened by abun- 
dance, who have no conception of the 
meaning of social dividends in terms of 
purchasing power. Only those can think 
so who imagine that they can tackle the 
problem of excess savings and inade- 
quate consumer demand through dis- 
bursing pensions of $10 or $20 or $30 a 
month. These are amounts suited to 
the age of the wheelbarrow, not the 
steam shovel. In our era of Aladdin-like 
production in all fields—industry, com- 
merce, agriculture—the notion of stem- 
ming the onrush of a business crisis with 
such puny sums is as pathetic as that of 
any army defending itself with butterfly 
nets against a shower of atomic bombs. 

I ask the Senate: Will we never be 
able to apply mathematical rules to our 
economic thinking? Will we never be 
able to realize that to the extent that 
some men cannot buy, other men cannot 
work? Will we never act upon the cer- 
tainty that depleted purchasing power 
and underconsumption will necessarily 
build and maintain armies of unem- 
ployed? Will we never decide to dis- 
tribute a social buying power sufficient 
to consume the products that would so 
bountifully flow from general employ- 
ment? 

Certainly, we never can produce to 
full capacity, never abolish unemploy- 
ment, never relieve penury under the 
philosophy of poverty that imbues the 
Social Security Act. So long as its 
meager bounties are the chief purchas- 
ing power of the retired workers of 
America, thus long must they despair, 
thus long unemployment must remain 
a menace, thus long must all society be 
afflicted with insecurity. 

The Townsend plan which I am offer- 
ing as an amendment to the pending 
measure holds out an offer of assistance 
and security to every group. To labor, 
first, for it will shift a large share of the 
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pension costs from its back to the finan- 
cially stronger shoulders of the big in- 
come class. To many a burdened family, 
for it will lift from it the support of 
unfortunate parents no longer able to 
finance themselves. To youth, for by 
enabling hundreds of thousands of senior 
citizens to retire each year: it will open 
up as many jobs for newcomers upon 
the employment market. To business- 
men, for though individually they may 
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pay more and get a bit less in pensions, 
the plan’s effect of reducing the excess 
savings of all age groups and of stimu- 
lating the buyer power of the senior citi- 
zenry will give such a boost to the econ- 
omy as will more than compensate in 
rising profits for any personal tax losses. 

Last, and most pertinently, to the older 
partners of our Nation, the plan prom- 
ises their heart's wish—dignity and secu- 
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rity. Neither the stigma of charity nor 
the aroma of poverty will surround their 
pensions. The Government will finally 
have recognized that it was they who by 
honest sweat built the cities, the fac- 
tories, the highways, the utilities, by vir- 
tue of which the rest of us now live, and 
it is they who are entitled to ample social 
dividends from the vast wealth they 
helped to create. 


TaBLE 2—-Old-age assistance: Recipients and payments to recipients, by State, December 19451 
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Payments to recipients 
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Percentage change from— 
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1 For definitions of terms see the 5 July 1945, pp. 27-28. All data subject to revision. 


2 Increase of less than 0.05 percent. 
3 Decrease of less than 0.05 percent. 
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Average monthly primary old-age insurance 
benefit in force, by State, Dec. 31, 1945 


Hawaii ....... 
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The cautions with regard to the use of 
old-age and survivors insurance benefit data, 
indicated in the Mar. 29, 1946, release at- 
tached, should be observed with respect to 
these data. 
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New Hampshire 


North Dakota 821. 81 
Oi Seen OT On 25.47 
Oklahoma 22.91 
Oregon 24. 04 
Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 


Average for continental Unſted States, 
Alaska, and Hawaii, 
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Exit C 
FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY, 
SOCIAL SECURITY BOARD, 
Washington, D. C., July 9, 1946. 
Hon, SHERIDAN DOWNEY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Downey: We are furnishing 
herewith replies to three of the questions 
among the nine which Mr. Bowie of your 
office left with Mr. Fisher July 8. 

1. Among workers who have at any time 
earned wage credits under old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance, what proportion has retired 
from the labor force with no eligibility for 
primary benefit? 

It is dificult to furnish a definitive reply 
to this question because retirement from the 
labor force is not necessarily a permanent 
condition for many persons. This lack of 
permanency is particularly true for women, 
many of whom leave the labor force on mar- 
riage but reenter it at a later date because of 
the husband’s death or for other reasons. 
Under conditions of acute labor shortages, 
such as we experienced during the war, many 
persons reentered the labor force who had 

thought of themselves as retired for all 
practical purposes, 

An approximation of the magnitudes you 
are seeking may be attempted, however, from 
the insured status of persons 65 years and 
over with wage credits. The Bureau of Old- 
Age and Survivors Insurance estimates that 

on January 1, 1946, there were 2.489.000 living 

persons 65 years and over who had earned 
some wage credits since January 1, 1937, dis- 
tributed by insurance status as follows: 


= Per- 

Number ‘cont 
Total. 2. 489, 000 100 
Not fully insured 1, 063, 000 43 
Fully insured 1. 428. 000 57 
Primary beneflelaries 611, 000 25 
In current- payment status. 518, 000 21 


In deferred or conditional 
payment status 93, 000 4 
Potential primary beneficiaries. $15, 000 33 


It should be pointed out that the 1,063,000 
persons who lacked fully insured status in- 
cluded an unknown number of workers still 
in the labor force, some of them in covered 
employment, who might in time acquire fully 
insured status. Not all of them had retired 
from the labor force. The 57 percent with 
fully insured status should be viewed, there- 
fore, as a minimum estimate of the propor- 
tion who might eventually become eligible 
for primary benefit. 

2. What is the distribution of primary ben- 
fits, by size of benefit, for the latest available 
date? s 

The distribution of primary benefits in 
force on December 31, 1945, follows: 


Total NUMDEr Ww on eae wanes ne 610, 842 


DOW ia o a co 


The maximum primary benefit possible in 
1945 under the act was $43.60. 

The Board believes that since old-age and 
survivors insurance is a family benefit pro- 
gram, somewhat more significance attaches 
to a distribution by size of family benefit 
(primary plus supplementary in this in- 
stance) than by size of primary benefit only. 
We therefore give below a distribution of 
family benefits in force on December 31, 
1945, for families containing a primary ben- 
eficiary, 
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Primary only Primary 

and 1 

Male | Female child 
Total number. . 338, £00 | 78, 400 8, 300 
Percent. 100.0] 100.0 100.0 


— 
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1 $43.60 maximum possible in 1945, 

2 $65.40 maximum possible in 1945, 

3. What are the latest figures on the num- 
ber of persons in the United States aged 
60 years and over? 

The latest estimates released by the Bureau 
of the Census are for July 1, 1945 (series 
P-46, No. 2): 


S 15, 416, 576 
pC Vesa SEER Se at aS Sees ee 7. 528, 690 
WROMGE So . a 7,887, 886 


We hope to have replies to additional ques- 
tions ready for you later in the week, 
Sincerely yours, 
I. S. FALK, 
Director. 
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A. PERMANENT MONEY INCOME OF BENEFICIARY 
GROUPS IN ADDITION TO BENEFITS: PERCENT- 
AGE DISTRIBUTION BY ANNUAL MONEY INCOME 
FROM PERMANENT ECONOMIC SOURCES IN AD- 
DITION TO BENEFITS. MEAN AND MEDIAN IN- 
COME 


Note.—From 33 to 66 percent of the differ- 
ent types of beneficiary groups in the two 
surveys reported receiving no cash income 
from permanent economic sources such as 
assets, retirement pay, veterans’ pensions, and 
private annuities, other than old-age and 
survivors insurance benefits. The amount 
derived from these economic sources indi- 
cates how much the beneficiaries could have 
counted upon as permanent cash income if 
they had not received insurance benefits, 

Income from permanent economic sources 
other than old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits was frequently low; half of each of 
the different types of male primary benefi- 
ciary groups reported such income amounting 
to not more than $221 in Ohio and $400 in 
St. Louis. Only 6 to 8 percent of the non- 
married men and 15 to 22 percent of the 
two types of married men reported $600 or 
more. Female primary beneficiaries, aged 
widows, and widows with entitled children 
had less cash income from such sources than 
the men beneficiaries. The median incomes 
of these groups ranged from $20 to $120; 
only 1 to 8 percent received as much as $600. 


Percent of beneficiary 
proups with specified 
income from perma- 
nent economic sources 


Type of beneficiary group and 
in addition to benefits 


money income from per- 
manent economic sources in 
addition to benefits 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from California [Mr. 
Downey]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, there is 
one brief amendment which the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr, HUFFMAN] wishes to pre- 
sent at this time. I am willing to accept 
the amendment. It simply treats Alaska 
and Hawaii as States under this measure. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 
after line 10, it is proposed to strike out 
all down to and including line 22, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(1) In the case of a State the per capita 
income of which is equal to or greater than 
the per capita income of the continental 
United States, the Federal percentage shall 
be 50 percent and the State percentage 50 
percent; and in the cases of Alaska and 
Hawaii, until satisfactory data concerning 
average per capita income for three succes- 
sive years have become available from the 
Department of Congress, the Federal per- 
centage shall be 50 percent and the State 
percentage should be 50 percent. 

(2) In the case of a State per capita in- 
come of which is not more than 6634 per- 
cent of the per capita income of the conti- 
nental United States, the Federal percentage 
shall be 6634 percent, and the State per- 
centage shall be 3314 percent. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr, HUFFMAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further amendments to be 
offered, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments, and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read for a 
third time, 

The bill (H. R. 7037) was read the 
third time and passed. 


COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYEES OF 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA NURSERIES 


Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I desire to 
ask unanimous consent to have a couple 
of small bills affecting the District of 
Columbia taken up and passed. They 
are emergency measures. 

House bill 8716 was passed and went 
to conference, and the President delayed 
signing it, so the employees of the nurs- 
eries of the District of Columbia worked 
16 days without any compensation. We 
have already appropriated the money, 
and the bill I am now introducing is de- 
signed to give the Welfare Board author- 
ity to pay for the 16 days which elapsed 
from the time the bill passed to the time 
it was signed by the President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
7126) to amend section 2 of the act of 
July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and 
operation in the District of Columbia 
of nurseries and nursery_schools, so as 
to permit payment of compensation for 
services rendered after June 30, 1946, 
and prior to the enactment of such act. 


The 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


PIREBOAT FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, from the 
-Committee on the District of Columbia, 
I ask unanimous consent to report fa- 
vorably without amendment the bill (S. 
2498) to provide for fire protection of 
Government and private property in and 
contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and placed on the cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BILBO. The District Commis- 
sioners, Mr. President, sent a special mes- 
sage to me earlier today and asked me 
to have the bill reported from the com- 
mittee for immediate passage, because 
of its emergency nature. The bill pro- 
vides for the transfer of a fireboat by 
the Secretary of the Navy, to the Gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia for 
the protection of all Government and 
private property in and contiguous to the 
waters of the District of Columbia. The 
bill does not involve any expenditure. 
It simply provides authority to the Sec- 
retary of the Navy to make the transfer. 

Mr. WHITE. Is the Senator introduc- 
ing the bill now? 

Mr. BILBO. It is a bill which has 
already been introduced, and the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia_has 
reported it favorably. 

Mr. WHITE. Has the bill been con- 
sidered by the committee? 

Mr. BILBO. The committee has re- 
ported it. 

Mr. WHITE. When did this situation 
become so emergent?. 

Mr. BILBO. It is necessary to get the 
bill, which is a Senate bill, to the House 
before Congress adjourns. The transfer 
of this boat to the District government 
will afford protection to Government and 
private property contiguous to the waters 
of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WHITE. When did this situation 
arise? 

Mr. BILBO. A special message came to 
me from the District Commissioners 
about an hour ago. 

Mr. WHITE. And the Senator is in- 
troducing the bill today? 

Mr. BILBO. No; the bill was intro- 
duced some time ago and has been re- 
ported, and I now ask for its considera- 
tion and passage. 

Mr. WHITE. The bill has not been re- 
ferred to the committee yet, has it? 

Mr. BILBO. Yes; the committee has 
passed on it. I have polled the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WHITE. That is not the ques- 
tion. It has not yet been referred to 
the committee, has it? 

Mr. BILBO. It was referred to the 
committee, and I polled the committee, 
and the committee members understand 
it and have agreed to have the bill re- 
ported, because it is an emergency 
matter. 

Mr. WHITE. When did it become 
emergent, this afternoon? 
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Mr. BILBO. It has been emergent 
for some time. It will save the Dis- 
trict of Columbia about $10,000 a year 
and give protection to Government 
property and private property. 

Mr. WHITE. Then it has been emer- 
gent for a month, is that it? 

Mr. BILBO. I presume so, It is the 
first time the emergency has been 
brought to my attention. Ido not know 
how long it has been emergent. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator does not 
know anything about the bill? 

Mr. BILBO. I know that it will save 
the taxpayers about $10,000. 

Mr. WHITE. It seems to me that 
without justification the Senator is 
really undertaking to short-cut every 
rule of the Senate in respect to the 
consideration of measures. 

Mr. BILBO. My information is that 
when a situation is urgent, considera- 
tion can be given by unanimous consent. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator has not re- 
ceived unanimous consent yet. 

Mr. BILBO. I have asked for it. I 
thought I had received it. 

Mr, WHITE. Having told the Senator 
what I think about the procedure, I shall 
not object. 

Mr. BiLBO. Very well. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2498) to provide for fire protection of 
Government and private property in-and 
contiguous to the waters of the District 


ol Columbia, was considered, ordered to 


be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That in order to pro- 
vide for fire protection of all Government 
and private property in and contiguous 
to the waters of the District of Columbia, 
the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to transfer, without ex- 
change of funds, a fireboat of the YBT-225 
type, excess to the Navy's needs, to the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia, and 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia are hereby authorized to accept, operate, 
and maintain such fireboat, and to dispose 
of the obsolete fireboat now in their pos- 
session, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment, the bill 
(S. 2020) granting a right-of-way at a 
revised location to the West Shore Rail- 
road Co., the New York Central Rail- 
road Co., lessee, across a portion of the 
military reservation at West Point. 

The message notified the Senate that 
Mr. DURHAM, Mr. SIKES, and Mr. CLASON 


had been appointed managers on the 


part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 5626) to authorize the Vet- 
erans’ Administration to appoint and 
employ retired officers without affecting 
their retired status, and for other pur- 
poses, vice Mr. May, Mr. Brooks, and 
Mr. SHORT, excused. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
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following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 


S. 1277. An act conferring jurisdiction up- 
on the United States District Court of the 
Western District of South Carolina, to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon the 
claim of William S. Brown; 

S. 2348. An act to authorize the continu- 
ance of the acceptance by the Treasury of 
deposits of public moneys from the Philip- 
pine Islands; 

S. 1478. An act to record the lawful ad- 
mission to the United States for perma- 
nent residence of Edith Frances de Becker 
Sebald; 

S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with the national de- 
fense, and for other purposes,” approved Oc- 
tober 14, 1940, as amended, to authorize the 
Federal Works Administrator to provide 
needed educational facilities other than 
housing, to educational institutions fur- 
nishing courses of training or education to 
persons under title II of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended; 

H. R. 1362. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Acts, the Railroad Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, and subchapter B òf- 
chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue Code; and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 3748. An act to amend an act entitled 
“An act to provide for the recognition of the 
services of the civilian officials and employees, 
citizens of the United States, engaged in and 
about the construction of the Panama 
Canal“, approved May 29, 1944; 

H. R. 4080. An act to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Patents to designate examiners 
to serve temporarily as examiners in chief; 

H. R. 4718. An act to amend the Civil Sery- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide annuities for certain of- 
ficers and employees who have rendered at 
least 25 years of service; 

H. R. 5148. An act to provide for the pay- 
ment of pension or other benefits withheld 
from persons for the period they were resid- 
ing in countries occupied by the enemy 
forces during World War I; 

H. R. 6004. An act to provide authorization 
for the village of Cahokia, III., to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the 
Mississippi River at or near Cahokia, III., and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6406. An act authorizing the State of 
Texas, acting through the State Highway 
Commission of Texas, or the successor there- 
of, to acquire, construct, maintain, and 
operate a free bridge across the Rio Grande 
at or near Del Rio, Tex.; 

H.R. 6533. An act to authorize certain ad- 
ministrative expenses in the Government 
service, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6702. An act to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reacquire 
such. property under the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944; and 

H. R. 6836. An act to establish and provide 
for the maintenance and operation of a vet- 
erans’ canteen service in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes. — 


AWARD OF SPECIAL MEDAL TO GENERAL 
OF THE ARMIES JOHN J. PERSHING 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
yesterday the Senate passed House bill 
3944. It was a bill to award a special 
medal for Gen. John J. Pershing. In 
that bill both in the House and in the 
Senate the words “at the Bureau of the 
Mint” were left out. It is customary 
that such medals be struck off at the 
mint, and I am sure that that is where 
this medal will be made. At the request 
of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
SENSES I have made this state- 
ment. 


~ 
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PRINTING OF EDITORIALS ON PEARL 
HARBOR REPORT 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, last week 
the Senator from Illinois asked unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp a series of edito- 
rials dealing directly with the Pearl Har- 
bor report. I did not submit the edito- 
rials one by one. I submitted them as a 
group and asked that they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

I now raise the parliamentary inquiry 
as to whether the Senator from Illinois 
can submit editorials as a group after ob- 
taining permission from the Senate to do 
so, or will I have to submit them one at 
a time so as to avoid having the Public 
Printer advise me that I am violating 
rule No. 10 of the Joint Committee on 
Printing? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will say that it all depends on the 
nature of the request made by the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. If the Senator re- 
quested that they be printed as a group, 
the Senate can give its consent thereto. 
How did the Senator submit the edi- 
torials? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to say that I believe that the diffi- 
culty is that the group of editorials in all 
amounted to more than two printed pages 
in the Record. If they did, the Senator 
was required to have an estimate of the 
cost made, and state the cost to the Sen- 
ate. Then he could receive permission 
from the Senate to have the editorials 
printed in the Recorp. If they were sub- 
mitted separately, at different times, of 
course, they would not take up two pages. 

Mr. LUCAS. The point I make is this: 
Am I entitled to stand here and submit 
one editorial after another, identifying 
each editorial, and have them printed in 
the Recor one by one, even though they 
occupy six pages of the Record, without 
having to submit an estimate of cost? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator could take 
up more than two pages of the RECORD 
by obtaining unanimous consent sepa- 
rately to print each individual editorial, 
or he could submit them altogether, abide 
by the rule, and have an estimate of cost 
made and state the cost to the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It all 
depends upon the length of each edito- 
rial. If the editorial amounts to more 
than two printed pages of the RECORD, an 
estimate of cost must be submitted. 

Mr. LUCAS. There is no editorial 
among those I have in my hand which 
amounts to as much as two pages. But 
I wish to submit a series of editorials, 
and in all they will be more than two 
pages in length. A 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Then 
an estimate of the cost should be sub- 
-mitted. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I do not 
dislike to disagree with the distinguished 
President pro tempore, but I think his 
ruling is wrong. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator can appeal from the ruling if he 
desires. 

Mr. LUCAS. No; I shall not do so. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
an editorial entitled “The Pearl Harbor 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Report,” published in the Chicago Times 
of July 22, 1946. 
There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
(The editorial appears in the Appen- 
dix along with other editorials on the 
same subject submitted by Mr. Lucas.) 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. RUSSELL. I suggest the absence 


of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUFFMAN in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Andrews Hill Overton 
Austin Hoey Pepper 
Ball Huffman Radcliffe 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Reed 

Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bridges Knowland Russell 
Burch La Follette Shipstead 
Byrå Langer Smith 
Capper Lucas Stewart 
Chavez McCarran Swift 
Connally McClellan Taft 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla, 
Downey McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Magnuson Tunnell 
Ferguson Maybank Vandenberg 
Fulbright Mead Wagner 
George Millikin Waish 
Gerry Mitchell Wheeler 
Gossett Moore Wherry 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Gurney Murray Willis 

Hart Myers Young 
Hawkes O'Daniel 

Hayden O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven- 
ty-six Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

The Chair lays before the Senate the 
unfinished business. 


LIABILITY FOR ACTS PERFORMED UNDER 
SELECTIVE SERVICE REGULATIONS 


Mr. McCARRAN obtained the floor. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a brief statement and give no- 
tice to the Senate that it is my hope that 
possibly today or tomorrow we may be 
able to consider House bill 6035, Calen- 
dar No. 1851, known as the double lia- 
bility bill. It seems to me particularly 
necessary that the Congress pass this 
bill before final adjournment, for the 
reason that employers throughout the 
United States took the word of the Ad- 
ministrator of the Selective Service Sys- 
tem, General Hershey, that veterans 
were entitled to seniority in their jobs 
when they were discharged from the 
armed forces. Most of the employers 
did take the word of the man who was 
the Administrator of the law passed by 
the Congress, and they did give the vet- 
erans seniority. There was no contrary 
court decision on this matter until Jan- 
uary 26 of this year, at which time there 
was a decision to the effect that a non- 
veteran with superseniority could hold 
his job. That was finally confirmed by 
the Supreme Court, on May 24. That 
decision leaves the employer liable for 
the salary of a nonveteran who has been 
displaced by a veteran. 

I believe that this bill is very fair, and 
that Congress is obligated to give relief 
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to the employers. Therefore, I give no- 
tice that at the earliest opportunity I 
shall ask for consideration of the bill, 
H. R. 6035, to provide that there shall be 
no liability for acts done or omitted in 
accordance with regulations of the Di- 
rector of Selective Service, and for other 
purposes. 


WITHDRAWALS OF PUBLIC LANDS FROM 
SETTLEMENT, ETC. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
June 29, for myself and the junior Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. Murpocx], I in- 
troduced in the Senate a bill, S. 2394, 
which is of the highest importance to all 
of the western public-land States. The 
enactment of this bill is vital to the fur- 
ther discovery and the orderly develop- 
ment of the resources of these vast areas 
of our country, and to the maintenance 
and expansion of employment in the 
Western States during this postwar pe- 
riod and the years to follow. 

This bill deals with the power to make 
withdrawals of the public lands from 
settlement, entry, location, and sale. It 
it is a bill for the recapture by the Con- 
gress of these powers which the execu- 
tive branch of the Government has ac- 
quired, over a long period of years, 
through acquiescence or silence on the 
part of the Congress. It would do this 
by amending the General Withdrawal 
Act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 847), as 
amended in 1912. 

I am sure that few of my colleagues 
who are not from the public-lands States 
fully realize how extensive and impor- 
tant are these public lands of the Na- 
tion, and how vital their proper use and 
administration are to the whole economy 
of these Western States, and to their 
State and local governments. 

The area of the lands owned by the 
Federal Government within the limits 
of the 48 States reaches a total of 455,- 
000,000 acres, which is 24 percent of the 
total area of all of the States. Ninety 
percent of these Federal lands lie within 
the boundaries of the 11 Western States; 
and these States comprise 40 percent of 
the area of all of them. More than half 
of the total land area of the 11 Western 
States is federally owned. In three of 
these States, more than 70 percent of the 
land is owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment; and in my own State of Nevada 
the proportion reaches 87 percent. If 
Alaska be added to the 48 States for the 
purpose of this consideration, we find 
that 36 percent of the total land area 
is owned and administered by the Gov- 
ernment here in Washington. 

There can be no doubt that the final 
authority for the making of public-land 
withdrawals resides in the Congress. 
The language in the Constitution and in 
the decisions of the Supreme Court is 
amply clear on this point. Article IV, 
section 3, of the Constitution states 
that— 

The Congress shall have power to dispose 
of and make all needful rules and regula- 
tions respecting the Territory or other prop- 
erty belonging to the United States, 


The decision of the Supreme Court 
upon which the executive branch of the 
Government relies for the justification 
of its wide exercise of the power to make 
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public-land withdrawals is found in 
United States v. Midwest Oil Company 
(236 U. S. 450). In this decision, written 
in 1914, the Court pointed out that— 

The Executive, as agent, was in charge of 
the public domain; by a multitude of orders, 
extending over a long period of time and 
affecting vast bodies of land in many States 
and Territories, he withdrew large areas in 
the public interest. These orders were 
known to the Congress, as principal, and in 
not a single instance was the act of the 
agent disapproved. 


The Court added: 

The power of Congress over the public 
domain is not only that of a legislative do- 
main but also that of a proprietor, and it 
may deal with it as an individual owner 
may deal with his property and may grant 
powers to the Executive as an owner might 
grant powers to. an agent, either expressly 
or by implication. 

Silence of Congress after consideration 

ol a practice by the Executive may be equiv- 
alent to acquiescence and consent that the 
practice be continued until the power exer- 
cised is revoked. 


Mr. President, the time has come, and 
has long been overdue, when the Con- 
gress should revoke these public-land 
withdrawal powers, thus acquired by the 
Executive through silence on the part 
of Congress. To do this is the purpose of 
my bill, S. 2394. 

The power to make Executive with- 
drawals of public lands has been and is 
being used and abused with utter aban- 
don. Withdrawal orders are issued in 
great numbers, on the flimsiest of ex- 
cuses, and with little or no regard for 
their effect upon the interests and the 
means of livelihood of the citizens of 
the Western States, or upon the devel- 
opment of the resources therein. Most 
of the withdrawals are made at the be- 
hest of administrative agencies which 
are striving to expand their prestige and 
bureaucratic control. The numbers of 
these withdrawals run into many thou- 
sands. They are sO numerous and so 
confused and conflicting, that the Gen- 
eral Land Office, the recording agency, 
cannot give even an approximate esti- 
mate of the number now outstanding. 
Many of the withdrawals involve hun- 
dreds of thousands, or even millions of 
acres. They became so numerous and 
so burdensome for the President to sign 
that 4 years ago the President delegated 
to the Secretary of the Interior his full 
authority to issue and revoke all with- 
drawal orders, with the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Attorney 
General. 

Not only are the numbers of with- 
drawals very great, Mr. President, but it 
is a general practice of certain Gov- 
ernment agencies, and may I say more 
particularly the Indian Service and the 
National Park Service, to withdraw, at 
a given time and place, many times 
the acreage needed or many times the 
acreage that could possibly be justified 
by any reasonable standard of measure- 
ment to be withdrawn. 

A considerable proportion of the pub- 
lic land withdrawals are designated in 
the withdrawal orders as “temporary.” 
This is necessarily true because the au- 
thorization contained in the General 
Withdrawal Act extends only to lands 
withdrawn temporarily. To make “per- 
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manent” withdrawal, the Executive must 
resort to those powers acquired from 
the Congress through default. How- 
ever, these so-called temporary with- 
drawals are allowed to stand indefi- 
nitely. It is comparatively seldom that 
a temporary withdrawal, once made, is 
even reduced in area, They are rarely 
vacated. I am informed that so-called 
temporary withdrawals issued as early 
as 1862 are still in full force and effect. 

I have learned that in 1902 a tract of 
some 30,000 acres located in the State of 
California, was temporarily withdrawn 
in aid of legislation. The withdrawal 
was effected merely by sending a tele- 
gram which, in my opinion, cannot be 
construed as a valid withdrawal order. 
Four or 5 years later the proposed legis- 
lation, in the interest of which the with- 
drawal order was issued, was definitely 
defeated in the Congress. Today, appli- 
cations are on file in the Department of 
the Interior for the issuance of permits 
to drill for oil and gas upon this land. 
But the General Land Office is unable 
to issue the permits, for the reason that 
the agency involved, National Park 
Service, refuses to release the with- 
drawal. These lands have not been in- 
corporated into a national park or monu- 
ment. Yet today, at this very moment, 
after this temporary and inadequate if 
not invalid withdrawal has stood for 
nearly half a century, and the proposed 
legislation has been definitely defeated 
for 40 years, it continues to block the 
exploration for and development of a 
resource greatly needed by the entire 
Nation. : 

This is not an isolated case. There are 
today on the records of the Department 
of the Interior many public land with- 
drawals just as flagrant, just as inex- 
cusable, just as stultifying to the inter- 
ests and development of the western 
States as is this one. 

For several years I have been chair- 
man of a subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
to investigate the administration and 
use of the public lands. Extensive hear- 
ings have been held in the western pub- 
lic land States and here in Washington, 
and several reports have been issued by 
the subcommittee. The record in these 
hearings and reports will substantiate 
the statements that I am making today. 
The subcommittee has had occasion to 
investigate many public land withdraw- 
als, and to examine some of them in great 
detail. If time permitted, I could cite 
many more and illuminating examples of 
the abuses and the effects of the Execu- 
tive withdrawals. 

The findings of my subcommittee 
show that many withdrawal orders are 
prepared and issued in a very irregular 
manner, in violation of the law and the 
regulations promulgated thereunder. 
They are usually issued merely upon the 
recommendation of the Government 
agency that will profit thereby, without 
any investigation of the needs or the 
justification for the order. In all cases 
that have come to my knowledge, the 
orders have been prepared and issued 
in entire secrecy, without consultation 
with, or the knowledge of the Members 
of the Congress or the officials or citi- 
zens of the States concerned, 
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A large proportion of the withdrawal 
orders contain no references to any stat- 
utory authority for their issuance. These 
are issued pursuant to what the Depart- 
ment of the Interior likes to call the 
broad powers of the President, meaning 
those powers which the Supreme Court 
says have been acquired through the 
silence or acquiescence on the part of 
the Congress. Spokesmen for the In- 
terior Department refer constantly to 
those powers as the inherent powers of 
the President, despite the fact that the 
constitution clearly placed in the Con- 
gress all powers with respect to the pub- 
lic lands, and the Supreme Court has so 
interpreted it. A 

This device of resorting to the so-called 
broad or inherent powers of the Presi- 
dent is used by the Interior Department 
when they wish to free the withdrawn 
lands from the application of the mining 
laws. This is necessary because the 
General Withdrawal Act of 1910, as 
amended, specifically provides that on all 
lands withdrawn under its authority the 
mining laws with respect to metalliferous 
minerals shall apply. 

To illustrate the lengths to which the 
Department of the Interior will and. does 
go in circumvention and in violation of 
the laws of Congress, I need but cite a 
long series of withdrawals made for the 
Indian Service under alleged authority 
contained in a proviso in an act of March 
3, 1927. The language of that proviso is 
wholly negative, and it is unrelated to 
anything else in the act. But the De- 
partment in the most flagrantly dis- 
torted interpretation of a statute that 
has ever come to my attention, has for 
many years construed the proviso to be 
an affirmative grant of power to the Sec- 
retary to make withdrawals of public 
lands for the use and occupation of In- 
dians and for administration by the 


Indian Service. The effect of this inter- 


pretation, which, by the way, was ap- 
posed by the General Land Office, is to 
nullify three separate statutes in which 
the Congress specifically reserved to itself 
all authority to create Indian reserva- 
tions or additions to reservations, and to 
alter the boundaries of existing reserva- 
tions. Yet, under this alleged but non- 
existent authority the Department has 
effected and continues to effect, many 
withdrawals in many States, totaling 
many millions of acres. The largest 
ones of these withdrawals were made 13 
and 15 years ago in the States of Utah 
and New Mexico, all under the guise of 
“in aid of legislation.” For some of 
these areas no legislation has ever been 
proposed, and for the others the legis- 
lation proposed was long ago defeated in 
the Congress. To all intents and pur- 
poses, these withdrawals constitute In- 
dian reservations or additions to reserva- 
tions, and they all still stand in full 
force and effect. None has ever been re- 
voked. They remain as festering sores 
of controversy to plague the communi- 
ties and the States in which they are 
located. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Is it not a fact that 
after a withdrawal has been made, espe- 
cially in connection with the Bureau of 
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Indian Affairs, the withdrawal is used 
as a club over the heads of Senators and 
Representatives in order to force legis- 
lation through Congress which other- 
wise, in my opinion, might not be con- 
sidered at all? That has been my experi- 
ence in both the Senate and in the House. 
The very withdrawal to which the Sen- 
ator from Nevada has referred was made 
when I first became a Member of the 
House in either 1932 or 1934. It is still 
in full effect. Under that withdrawal 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs took over 
jurisdiction of, as I recall, approximately 
a million acres of land, and since then 
has constantly used that circumstance 
in an attempt to force through the Con- 
gress legislation which should never be 
enacted and will not be enacted. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, no 
statement could be more accurate than 
that which the able Senator from Utah 
has made. He has sat with me in many 
hearings on the subcommittee where not 
only the subject which he discussed to- 
day, but also kindred subjects were de- 
veloped in such a way that one would 
believe the Department of the Interior 
would, to use the common vernacular of 
the street, “get on to itself” and at least 
comply with the law. 

Mr. President, the multiplicity and 
complications of the many thousands of 
outstanding public land withdrawals is 
almost beyond comprehension. There 
remains very little public land in the 
Western States not now covered by at 
least one withdrawal; and much of the 
land is encumbered by additional over- 
lying and overlapping withdrawals, all 
imposing varying kinds and decrees of 
restrictions upon their use by others than 
the administering agency or agencies in 
charge. Many of the most valuable and 
most highly mineralized areas in the Na- 
tion are thus tightly locked up indefi- 
nitely from all productive development. 
They include some of the richest known 
deposits of minerals in short supply and 
badly needed in the interest of the na- 
tional economy. Some of these deposits 
have been discovered through the long 
efforts and heavy expenditures on the 
part of private citizens who stand ready 
to proceed with their orderly develop- 
ment if permitted to do so under the min- 
eral-leasing laws. But these citizens now 
find the areas sealed off and held in- 
definitely for some future exploration 
and development by such Government 
agencies as the Department of the In- 
terior, if and when the Congress shall 
provide the authorizations and appro- 
priations. 

A high proportion of the withdrawals 
have long since served every legitimate 
purpose. Many of them never were de- 
fensible or needed in the first instance. 
Their continued existence, even, serious- 
ly hampers the administration and rec- 
ords of such agencies as the General 
Land Office. For years thay have virtu- 
ally ended all homesteading. To a very 
serious extent they hamper or prevent 
the further exploration and development 
of those mineral resources upon which 
much of the continued progress and pros- 
perity of the Western States depend. 
The whole record shows that it is futile 
to expect or hope that the clearing away 
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of this debris, the setting of the house in 
order, will be undertaken by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. It is clear that this 
will have to be done by the Congress. To 
do this is the purpose of my bill. 

I have already said that in S. 2394 I 
Propose to correct this deplorable situ- 
ation by amendments to the Withdrawal 
Act of 1910, as amended. That act au- 
thorizes the President to “temporarily 
withdraw from settlement, location, sale, 
or entry any of the public lands of the 
United States, and reserve the same for 
public purposes to be specified in the 
orders of withdrawal.” 

The act provides that the Secretary of 
the Interior shall report all such with- 
drawals to Congress annually. Under 
my bill, these temporary withdrawals 
then would terminate after 2 years unless 
the Congress shall have authorized their 
continuance. 

Thereafter Executive withdrawals 
would be limited to, first, those author- 
ized by the act of 1910, as amended; 
and, second, those ordered by the Presi- 
dent, in a time of emergency, for the use 
of the armed forces. 

A further requirement provided in the 
bill is that before a withdrawal order is 
promulgated public hearings shall be 
held within the boundaries of the State 
or States concerned. 

The bill also would require the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to submit to the Con- 
gress, at its next regular session, a full 
report on all outstanding public-land 
withdrawals except those included in na- 
tional forests, national parks, and other 
projects and reservations authorized by 
statute. Then those reported with- 
drawals, or portions thereof, whose con- 
tinuance the Congress does not author- 
ize within 2 years would terminate. This 
is the most practicable and effective 
means that I know of to eliminate the 
great accumulated mass of unneeded, 
outmoded, and useless but highly re- 
strictive withdrawals. 

Mr. President, it is high time that the 
Congress put an effective curb on these 
long-continued, far-flung, and irrespon- 
sible practices of the executive branch of 
the Government with respect to the pub- 
liclands. The patience and forbearance 
of the citizens of the Western States in 
this matter has been sorely tried. They 
are strongly demanding that the Con- 
gress regain and exercise its control of 
the withdrawal powers. They want an 
end to this needless and misguided with- 
holding of these great areas within their 
borders from their normal and orderly 
development in the interest of the West 
and the Nation. They are earnestly 
asking for the type of legislation con- 
tained in S. 2384. I hope that the in- 
coming Congress will give this bill its 
careful consideration and early action. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senate bill 2394, introduced by 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Munpock! 
and myself, be inserted in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill 
(S. 2394) to amend the act entitled “An 
act to authorize the President of the 
United States to make withdrawals of 
public lands in certain cases,” approved 
June 25, 1910, as amended, and for other 
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purposes, was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the first sec- 
tion of the act entitled “An act to author- 
ize the President of the United States to 
make withdrawals of public lands in certain 
cases,” approved June 25, 1910, as amended 
(36 Stat. 847), is amended by striking out the 
following: “and such withdrawals or reserva- 
tions shall remain in force until revoked by 
him or by an act of Congress.” 

(b) Section 3 of such act, as amended, is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof a 
new sentence, as follows: “Each withdrawal 
made under the provisions of this act shall 
terminate on the last day of the calendar 
year following the calendar year in which 
such withdrawal is reported to the Congress, 
unless, prior to such last day, the Congress 
by law shall have authorized the continua- 
tion of such withdrawal.” 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized and directed to submit to the Con- 
gress, on the first day of the first regular 
session of the Congress which begins after 
the date of enactment of this act, a full and 
complete report of all outstanding with- 
drawals from settlement, entry, location, or 
sale of any public lands, or portions of any 
such withdrawals, which have not lawfully 
been made a part of a national forest, na- 
tional park, wildlife sanctuary or refuge, 
reclamation project, Indian reservation, or 
permanent military or naval reservation, and 
which has not been otherwise disposed of by 
act of Congress, Each such withdrawal, or 
portion thereof, shall terminate on the last 
day of the calendar year following the cal- 
endar year in which such report is submitted, 
unless, prior to such last day, the Congress 
by law shall have authorized the continua- 
tion of such withdrawal. 

Sec. 3. After the date of enactment of this 
act, no public lands shall be withdrawn from 
settlement, entry, location, or sale (other 
than temporary withdrawals authorized by 
the act of June 25, 1910 (37 Stat. 847), as 
amended, and withdrawals specifically or- 
dered by the President in time of emergency 
for the use of the armed forces) except by 
act of Congress. Any such withdrawal or- 
dered by the President in time of emergency 
for use of the armed forces shall terminate 
when such emergency shall have ended. 

Sec. 4. No lands shall be withdrawn under 
the provisions of the act of June 25, 1910 
(37 Stat. 847), as amended, except after full 
public hearings, held within the State or 
States in which the lands proposed to be 
withdrawn are situated, upon adequate no- 
tice and opportunity for hearing to all inter- 
ested parties: Provided, That the publication 
of notice of such hearings shall have the 
effect of prohibiting, for a period of 180 days, 
all further settlement, entry, location, or 
sale of lands proposed to be withdrawn. 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to say that the bill just pre- 
sented was not introduced until very ex- 
tensive and thorough hearings on the 
subject matter of the bill were held by a 
subcommittee of the Committee on Pub- 
lic Lands and Surveys, of. which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada is chair- 
man, and I am a member. 

My own experience in Congress has 
taught me that the withdrawal privileges 
which have been exercised by some of the 
agencies of Government are absolutely 
contrary to the best interests of the pub- 
lic, and I join with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Nevada in the hope that the 
next Congress will join us in the passage 
of the bill. 

It is high time that such legislation 
were enacted, and certainly the Congress 
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should pass any and all bills which re- 
lieve the Congress of any pressure en- 
tailed by such activities as have been re- 
ferred to by the Senator from Nevada. 
I hope the bill will pass at the next 
session of Congress and I highly com- 
mend the able Senator from Nevada for 
his untiring efforts in behalf of the peo- 
ple who live in the public land States. 


THE MEDITERRANEAN FRUITFLY 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside, and 
that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of Calendar No. 494, Senate bill 1250. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 1250) 
for the relief of certain claimants who 
suffered losses and sustained damages as 
the result of the campaign carried out 
by the Federal Government for the 
eradication of the Mediterranean fruitfly 
in the State of Florida. 

Mr. HILL. I understand the Senator 
asks that the unfinished business be tem- 
porarily laid aside to take up this bill. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes. I want to have 
it fixed so that we can vote on it at the 
earliest possible time. 

Mr. HILL. I hope the Senator may 
get a vote on it. I share his desire to 
get a vote on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Objection to the request of the Senator 
from Florida? 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, what is 
the bill? 

Mr. ANDREWS. It is Senate bill 
1250. It is a claims bill, the so-called 
Mediterranean fruitfly bill. In this case 
a joint committee of the Senate and 
House went to Florida, held hearings, 
took the testimony of witnesses, and 
brought back a unanimous report au- 
thorizing the payment of the damages 
sought. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to designate an officer or employee 
of the Treasury Department as Commis- 
sioner, whose duty it shall be to investigate 
and take proof of all claims for damages 
growing out of the Mediterranean fruitfly 
eradication campaign. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall fix the duties and compensa- 
tion of the Commissioner. The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall also employ and fix the 
compensation and duties of such number 
of employees as may be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this act, but such com- 
pensation of such employees shall correspond 
as far as may be practicable to the rates 
established by the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended. The Commissioner may accept 
and utilize such voluntary and uncompen- 
sated services as he may deem necessary; and 
may make such expenditures, including ex- 
penditures for necessary offices, for travel 
and subsistence expenses, and for printing 
and binding as are necessary for the efficient 
execution of his duties under this act. All 
expenses incurred by the Commissioner in 

out the provisions of this act shall 
be allowed and paid by the Secretary of the 
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Treasury upon the presentation of itemized 
vouchers thérefor duly approved by the Com- 
missioner. 

Sec. 2. The Commissioner is authorized and 
directed to determine and certify to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury for payment, and the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay in accordance with the cer- 
tifications of the Commissioner, the amount 
of indemnity determined as due each person 
for losses and damages sustained as the re- 
sult of the Mediterranean fruitfly eradica- 
tion campaign conducted in the State of 
Florida during the years 1929 and 1930. The 
formula to be used by the Commissioner for 
the determination of the losses and damages 
of claimants for fruit, vegetable, and field 
crops shall be substantially as follows: For 
oranges, $1.10 per box; grapefruit, limes, 
lemons, and kumquats, $1 per box; peaches, 
$1.45 per bushel; avocados, $2.12 per bushel; 
persimmons, $5 per bushel; grapes, $2.10 per 
bushel; guavas and other noncitrus fruits, 
$1 per bushel; cowpeas, $5.50 per acre, or 
where gathered, $1.25 per bushel; beans, $1.44 
per bushel; peppers, 92 cents per bushel; to- 
matoes, $3.18 per bushel; miscellaneous vege- 
tables, fruits, field crops, and plants not men- 
tioned above shall be at the average net price 
in Florida for the period as shown by the 
reports of the United States Department of 
Agriculture for the years in question. In 
determining the quantity of vegetables de- 
stroyed, the Commissioner shall take into 
consideration whether same were produced 
on irrigated or nonirrigated land, the aver- 
age production per acre of each, and the per- 
centage of the crop thet had been marketed 
prior to the destruction of the plants and 
vines in the gardens and fields. Where any 
fruit or vegetable had been gathered and was 
in the process of being marketed, the actual 
cost of gathering and hauling, where paid 
by the grower, shall also be included. When 
such costs were paid by a purchaser or pack- 
ing-house operator, a separate claim shall be 
filed by such purchaser or packing-house op- 
erator for the actual cost of gathering or 
hauling, Each grower of citrus fruit shall 
also be entitled to recover the actual cost to 
him of picking and burying citrus drops and 
splits, not to exceed $5 per acre in zone 1, 
$7.50 per acre in zone 2, and $6.50 per acre in 
zone 3 of the area of infestation. 

Damages to fruit trees resulting from the 
use of poisonous bait spray shall be deter- 
mined in conformity with table 8, page 17, 
House Document No. 290, Seventy-sixth 
Congress, being a report prepared by the 
Mediterranean Fruitfly Board appointed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under the act 
of Congress of May 23, 1938 (52 Stat. 436). 
Damages for the destruction of commercial 
plants and shrubs ordered destroyed during 
the eradication campaign shall be deter- 
mined and fixed by the Commissioner after 
taking into account the true market value to 
the seller of the property destroyed. It is 
hereby declared to be the express intention 
of Congress that persons who suffered losses 
and sustained damages of the kind and char- 
acter described in this act. shall receive full 
compensation, as provided for herein, for the 
losses sustained and damages suffered, but 
that losses of no other kind or character 
shall be considered by the Commissioner. 

Sec. 3. All books, papers, documents, re- 
ports. and other records of the Department 
of Agriculture which relate to the campaign 
conducted during the years 1929 and 1930 in 
the State of Florida for the extermination 
and eradication of the Mediterranean fruit- 
fly in such State (including the books, papers, 
documents, reports, and other records of the 
Mediterranean Fruitfly Board created by the 
act entitled “An act to provide for an investi- 
gation of the Mediterranean fruitfly by the 
Department of Agriculture,” approved May 
23, 1938) shall be available for examination 
and inspection by the Commissioner or his 
duly authorized agents and representatives. 
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Sec. 4. No payment under the provisions of 
this act shall be made unless an application 
therefor is filed with the Commissioner, by 
or on behalf of the person entitled to pay- 
ment, within 6 months after the date the 
Secretary of the Treasury designates a person 
as Commissioner under the provisions of the 
first section of this act. Any such applica- 
tion shall set forth the amount and kind of 
losses or damages claimed and shall be sup- 
ported by such documents or other informa- 
tion as the Commissioner shall require. All 
claims filed with the Mediterranean Fruitily 
Board created under the act of May 23, 1938 
(52 Stat. 436), shall be delivered to the Com- 
missioner by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
and claims filed by growers with Florida 
Growers Reimbursement Committee may 
also be filed with the Commissioner, and each 
such claim shall constitute an application 
for reimbursement where no other applica- 
tion is filed: Provided, That the Commissicner 
may require claimants to furnish such addi- 
tional information as the Commissioner may 
deem necessary. All claims filed by growers 
with Florida Growers Reimbursement Com- 
mittee shall be made available to the Com- 
missioner upon request in considering any 
claim filed by any claimant under this act. 
If any claimant has died, become incompe- 
tent, or is otherwise unable to file a claim, 
such claim may be filed by the heirs, repre- 
sentatives, administrators, executors, succes- 
sors, or assigns of any such person, and pay- 
ments of indemnity may be made to such 
heirs, representatives, administrators, execu- 
tors, successors, or assigns of any such per- 
son, and further administration upon the 
estate of any person who has died shall be 
avoided where that is possible: Provided, 
That no person who makes a claim under 
this act by virtue of having acquired and 
succeeded to the rights of the original claim- 
ant through purchase and assignment from 
Said claimant of any claim shall receive more 
than the amount actually paid for such 
claim and assignment, 

Sec. 5. When the Commissioner has deter- 
mined the amount due on any claim filed 
with him, and the person or persons entitled 
thereto, the same shall be certified by him 
to the Secretary of the Treasury for payment, 
and the payment of such amount shall con- 
stitute full and final release and discharge 
of such claim against the United States. 
The determination of the Commissioner as to 
the amount due and payable and the per- 
son or persons entitled thereto shall be final. 

Sec. 6. The sum of $10,000,000, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, for the purpose of 
paying claims approved hereunder and ex- 
penses incurred in carrying out the provi- 
sions of this act: Provided, That of the sum 
hereby appropriated, $350,000 shall be avail- 
able only for the payment of claims desig- 
nated and described in the paragraph en- 
titled “Other Losses” on page 32 of House 
Document No. 290, Seventy-sixth Congress, 
first session, 1939. Indemnity paid to any 
claimant under the provisions of this act 
shall not be subject to attachment, levy, or 
seizure under any legal or equitable process. 

Sec. 7. The Commissioner shall establish 
his principal office at some central place con- 
venient to claimants within the affected 
Florida citrus area where claims may be filed 
and may conduct hearings and investigations 
at any point within the Florida citrus area 
as he may deem necessary to establish the 
validity of any claim, and no person shall be 
denied an opportunity to be heard prior to 
the determination and certification of the 
amount due such claimant. 

Sec. 8. The Commissioner shall provide for 
proof of claims under oath, prescribed blanks 
and forms to be used by claimants, and pre- 
scribe such rules and regulations not incon- 
sistent herewith as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this act. 
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Sec. 9. The word “person” and “claimant” 
as used in this act shall include any indi- 
vidual, two or more persons having a joint 
common interest, company, partnership, 
county, or municipal or private corporation. 

Sec. 10. Any person or group of persons, 
individually or collectively, who charge or 
collect or attempt to charge or collect, either 
directly or indirectly, any fee or other com- 
pensation, in excess of 5 percent of the 
amount of the claim actually paid under this 
act, for assisting in any manner any person 
in obtaining the benefits of this act, shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be subject to a fine 
of not more than $500, or imprisonment for 
not more than 1 year, or both. 

Sec. 11. It shall be unlawful for any person 
or claimant to swear falsely as to any claim, 
or to attempt by fraud to collect any claim 
under the provisions of this act, and any 
person or claimant violating any provision 
of this section, shall, upon conviction there- 
of, be subject to a fine of not more than 
81,0C0, or imprisonment of not more than 
1 year, or both. 

Sec. 12. The Commissioner shall submit a 
report to the Congress covering his activities 
under this act within 1 year from the date 
of his designation, together with such in- 
formation, data, and recommendations for 
any further legislation in connection with 
payments of indemnity for losses and 
damages resulting from the Mediterranean- 
fruitfly-eradication campaign in the State of 
Florida as he may deem advisable. 

Szc. 13. All power and authority of the 
Commissioner under the provisions of this 
act shall cease upon the expiration of 1 year 
after the date the Secretary of the Treasury 
designates a person as Commissioner under 
the provisions of the first section of this act. 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I wish 
to have printed in the Rrecorp, following 
the passage of the bill, a statement which 
shows exactly what it is for, and con- 
taining the report of the special com- 
mittee authorizing the payment of the 
damages. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 

Senate bill 2020 was introduced in the 
Seventy-seventh Congress for the relief of 
certain claimants who suffered loss and sus- 
tained damages as a result of the campaign 
carried out by the Government for the eradi- 
cation of the Mediterranean fruitfly in the 
State of Florida. 

Before the Senate Claims Committee 
would pass on the matter, a joint resolution 
was adopted by the House and Senate in 
March and April, of 1940, authorizing and 
directing a special committee of the Senate 
and House to make a full and complete in- 
vestigation with respect to the losses sus- 
tained by the campaign and quarantine con- 
ducted by the United States in 1929 and 1930 
with a view to determining, among other 
things, the circumstances under which such 
losses occurred, the nature, character, and 
amount of such losses and the persons by 
whom such losses were sustained; and that 
the committee should report to the Congress 
the result of its investigation, together with 
its recommendations if any, for necessary 
legislation. The special committee was com- 
posed of Senators Schwartz, Ellender, and 
Wiley on part of the Senate, and Congress- 
men Ramspeck, Thomas, and Kennedy on 
part of the House. 

The committee held hearings in Florida 
in several lecations from December 4 to 
December 7, 1940, taking the testimony of 
approximately 114 witnesses. After con- 
sideration of the facts and the extent of the 
methods pursued with consequent unneces- 
sary damages to those engaged in the citrus 
and vegetable industries, the joint commit- 
tee in its report No, 491, Seventy-ninth Con- 
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gress, found that obligation rested upon the 
Congress to compensate those who suffered 
losses under certain circumstances and 
among others for reasons set forth, as fol- 
lows: 

(a) That the Mediterranean fruitfly 
eradication campaign, carried out in Florida 
during 1929 and 1930, was a Federal Govern- 
ment undertaking, and that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has accepted full and complete re- 
sponsibility for everything that was done at 
its direction in carrying out the eradication 
program; 

(b) That the Mediterranean fruitfly is not 
and never was indigenous to Florida, and 
that under the Constitution the Federal Gov- 
ernment has exclusive jurisdiction of for- 
eign commerce and inspections at all receiv- 
ing ports and therefore the responsibility for 
the original infestation is theoretically 
Federal; 

(c) That the unnecessary damage suffered 
by fruit and vegetable growers was due 
mainly to failure of the Federal Government 
to formulate a safe and effective plan of 
eradication and prevention, as in the case 
of other insect pests which have heretofore 
threatened crops in other parts of the United 
States; 

(d) That some of the damage suffered 
was due to direct infestation but the greater 
portion of the damage was due to the 
drastic method and manner of eradication; 

(e) That the records show that official 
statements were made to growers at the time 
the eradication program was being carried 
out that they would be entitled to compen- 
sation for the losses suffered. 

The committee further finds: 

1. That the agricultural program of the 
Federal Government and particularly the 
policies of the present administration fur- 
nish ample precedent for reimbursing the 
losses sustained as a result of the fruitfly 
eradication program; 

2. That the citizens of Florida suffered 
other losses much larger than the damage 
claimed which they have from the beginning 
expressed a willingness to absorb, but it is 
the opinion of the committee that morally, 
if not strictly legally, they are entitled to be 
compensated by the Federal Government for 
losses they sustained for the protection of 
the fruit and vegetable industry of the other 
States of the Union. 

In addition the price measure of damages 
for fruits, vegetables, and field crops were 
made through the Department of Agricul- 
ture (H. Doc. No. 290) transmitted May 
10, 1939, to the Senate and House by the 
Secretary of Agriculture containing carefully 
tabulated report made by Dr. Ben Gallo- 
way, then connected with the United States 
Plant and Quarantine Commission. His re- 
port was made from the records of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, together with a per- 
sonal examination of all other pertinent 
records available which would aid in secur- 
ing definite data and figures on the price 
measure of damages for fruits, vegetables, 
and field crops destroyed. 

Dr. Galloway's report shows the num- 
ber of commercial crates and boxes of oranges 
and bushels of vegetables and other fruits 
destroyed, together with prevailing prices; 
also other losses caused by poison spray and 
other damages set out in Report No, 491, 
Calendar 494, which accompanies Senate bill 
1250, reintroduced by Senator ELLENDER early 
in this session. 

This matter has been postponed from 1940 
to the present date because of war conditions, 
We were advised and so agreed that every 
dollar we could afford should be devoted to 
the winning of the war. The war is now over 
and although many of the original claim- 
ants, being elderly people, have passed on 
and many are living in other States of the 
Union. I feel that the matter should now be 
acted upon, 
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REEMPLOYMENT RIGHTS FOR MEMBERS 
OF THE MERCHANT MARINE 


Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, it 
was necessary for me to leave the floor 
yesterday afternoon to attend a funeral 
and act as a pallbearer. At my request, 
two bills were passed over which are not 
in any sense controversial. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the unfinished busi- 
ness be temporarily laid aside and that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 1887, H. R. 3973. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
3973) to amend the act entitled “An ac’, 
to provide reemployment rights for per- 
sons who leave their positions to serve 
in the merchant marine, and for other 
purposes, approved June 23, 1943, and for 
other purposes.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MEDAL FOR SERVICE IN THE MERCHANT 
MARINE 


Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, the 
second bill for which I ask consideration 
is Calendar No. 1888, Senate bill 2236, 
providing for a medal for service in the 
merchant marine during the present war. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Commerce with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and to 
insert the following: 


That the United States Maritime Commis- 
sion is authorized and directed to procure a 
medal and suitable appurtenances of appro- 
priate design, including an honorable dis- 
charge lapel button, to be awarded to (1) 
each person who served honorably in a war 
zone as an officer or member of the crew of 
vessels owned by or operated by or for the 
account of the Maritime Commission or the 
War Shipping Administration for 30 days 
during the period beginning December 7, 
1941, and ending with September 3, 1945; 
and (2) each person who is entitled to re- 
ceive a certificate of substantially continuous 
service pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 87, Seventy-eighth Congress, approved 
June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162). The medal may 
be awarded posthumously and, when so 
awarded, shall be presented to such repre- 
sentative of the deceased as shall be pre- 
scribed in the applicable regulations. Awards 
under this act shall be made pursuant to 
regulations prescribed by the Maritime Com- 
mission. 

Sec. 2. The Maritime Commission is au- 
thorized to expend out of any funds available 
for expenditure by the Maritime Commission 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this act. 

Sec. 3. The manufacture, sale, possession, 
or display of any insignia, decoration, medal, 
award, or device, or the ribbon, button, or 
rosette thereof, or any colorable imitation 
of any insignia, decoration, medal, award, or 
device, provided for in this act, is prohibited, 
except as authorized under such act or any 
rule or regulation issued pursuant thereto. 
Whoever violates any provisions of this sec- 
tion shall be punished by a fine not exceeding 
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$250 or by imprisonment not exceeding 6 
months, or both. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that the 
President had approved and signed the 
following acts and joint resolution: 

On July 29, 1946: 

S. 2142. An act to provide for two heads of 
departments of military science and tactics 
in the public schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia; and 

S. J. Res. 4. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection on public grounds in Springer- 
ville, Ariz., of a memorial to Gustav Becker. 

On July 30, 1946: 

S. 704. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to continue administration 
of and ultimately liquidate Federal rural re- 
habilitation projects, and for other purposes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ting votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 5223) to extend temporarily the 
time for filing applications for patents, 
for taking action in the United States 
Patent Office with respect thereto, for 
preventing proof of acts abroad with re- 
spect to the making of an invention, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 390) making additional appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year 1947, and for 
other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 390) 
making additional appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1947, and for other purposes, 
was read twice by its title and referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 


CONSIDERATION OF BILLS REPORTED BY 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND 
SURVEYS 


Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of five bills which 
were unanimously reported from the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
yesterday. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, my at- 
tention has been directed elsewhere. I 
should like to know what the situation is, 
and particularly what is the request of 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am very happy 
to answer any inquiries made of me by 
the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. WHITE. That is, I presume, be- 
cause I usually yield to the Senator's 
persuasion. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator from Maine will yield to my re- 
quest at this time, because, as I always 
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endeavor, I shall not make an unreason- 
able request. 

The Senate Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys yesterday reported 
unanimously five House bills. They are 
all bills of a noncontroversial nature, the 
passage of which is desired by Senators 
whose districts are affected. I believe 
they can be passed unanimously. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. I hope the Senator 
from Maine will not object to considera- 
tion of these bills. They were reported 
unanimously from the committee. There 
was attendance by minority members. I 
am sure every Senator in attendance at 
the committee agreed that the bills were 
not controversial and of interest only to 
the Senators from the States whose land 
is affected. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, even a 
timid inquiry about the bill seems to 
bring disapproval of me. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am sure there is 
no disapproval. Every Member of the 
Senate on both sides is always happy to 
attempt to enlighten the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator from 
Maine needs enlightenment on many of 
these matters. 

Mr. President, in view of the persua- 
siveness of the Senator from Wyoming, 
and since the request has the approval 
of the Senator from South Dakota, I 
have no purpose of objection. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT NATIONAL PARK 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of five bills. They are 
Calendar Nos. 1940 to 1944, inclusive. I 
first ask for the present consideration 
of House bill 4435. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
4435) to establish the Theodore Roose- 
velt National Park; to erect a monument 
in memory of Theodore Roosevelt in the 
village of Medora, N. Dak.; and for other 
purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys, with an amendment, on page 5, 
line 3, after the word “Park”, to strike 
out the colon and the following: “And 
provided further, That title and evi- 
dence of title to land and interests there- 
in acquired for said park shall be satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Interior.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


MUSKEGON TRUST CO., MUSKEGON, 
MICH. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
now ask for the present consideration of 
House bill 1860. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 1860) to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue a duplicate of 
Porterfield scrip certificate No. 53 to the 
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Muskegon Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., 
as trustee of the John Torrent trust, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CASTLE CLINTON NATIONAL MONUMENT, 
NEW YORK CITY 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the present consideration of 
House bill 5125. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 5125) to establish the Castle Clinton 
National Monument, in the city of New 
York, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GRANT OF CERTAIN LAND TO MILES CITY, 
ey MONT. 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the present consideration of 
House bill 6896. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(E. R. 6896) to grant to the city of Miles 
City, State of Montana, certain land in 
Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum 
site was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 
EXCHANGE OF NONFEDERAL PROPERTY 

WITHIN GLACIER NATIONAL PARK 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
now ask for the present consideration of 
House bill 7020. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 7020) to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by exchange of non-Federal prop- 
erty within the Glacier National Park 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


INVESTIGATION OF USE AND ADMINIS- 
TRATION OF PUBLIC LANDS—INCREASE 
IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURE 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee To Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent to report favorably, 
without amendment, Senate Resolution 
316, and I request consent for its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 316) submitted by Mr. 
McCarran on July 27, 1946; referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys; subsequently reported from that 
committee on July 29, without amend- 
ment, and referred to the Committee To 
Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate, was considered 
and agreed to as follows: 

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures 
under Senate Resolution 241, Seventy-sixth 
Congress, agreed to May 24, 1940, and Senate 
Resolution 147, Seventy-seventh Congress, 
agreed to September 8, 1941, and Senate Res- 
olution 39, Seventy-eighth Congress, agreed 
to May 24, 1944, and Senate Resolution 18, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, agreed to January 
29, 1945, and Senate Resolution 139, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, agreed to June 19, 1945 (re- 
lating to the investigation of the use and 
administration of public lands), is hereby in- 
creased by $1,500; and the limit of expendi- 
tures of the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, or any subcommittee thereof, un- 
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der Senate Resolution 9, agreed to January 

6, 1945, is hereby reduced by $1,500. R 

INVESTIGATION OF SENATORIAL CAM- 
PAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS AND EXPENDI- 
TURES—DECREASE IN LIMIT OF EX- 
PENDITURE 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee To Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent to report favorably, 
with an`amendment, Senate Resolution 
308, submitted by the Senator from Col- 
orado [Mr. JOHNSON] on July 24, 1946, 
and I request immediate consideration 
thereof. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The amendment was, on page 1, line 5, 
to strike out “$40,000” and to insert 
“$20,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The resolution, as amended, was agreed 
to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the special committee au- 
thorized by Senate Resolution 224, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, to investigate senatorial cam- 
paign contributions and expenditures in the 
1946 elections is authorized to expend from 
the contingent fund of the Senate $20,000 in 
addition to the amount heretofore author- 
ized for the same purpose. 


INVESTIGATION OF NATIONAL DEFENSE 
PROGRAM—INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EX- 
PENDITURES 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee To Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent to report favorably 
Senate Resolution 309, without amend- 
ment, and request consent for its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 309) submitted by Mr. MEAD 
on July 24, 1946, was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures 
under Senate Resolution 71, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, first session, agreed to March 1, 
1941; Senate Resolution 6, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, first session, agreed to January 25, 
1943; and Senate Resolution 55, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, first session, agreed to Jan- 
uary 29, 1945 (relating to the investigation 
of the national defense program) is. hereby 
increased by $65,000. 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC LANDS AND SURVEYS 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous request to report favorably, 
without amendment, Senate Resolution 
315, and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 315), submitted by Mr. MUR- 
dock on July 27, 1946, was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof, for the purpose of 
making a study and investigation of any 
matter referred to such committee, is au- 
thorized to hold such hearings, to sit and 
act at such times and-places during the ses- 
sions, recesses, and adjourned periods of the 
Senate in the Seventy-ninth Congress, to em- 
ploy such experts, and such clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants to require by 
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such cor- 
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Tespondence, books, papers, and documents, 
to administer such oaths, to take such testi- 
mony, and to make such expenditures, as it 
deems advisable. The cost of stenographic 
services to report such hearings shall not 
be in excess of 25 cents per hundred words. 
The expenses of the committee under this 
resolution, which shall not exceed $5,000, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman, and the authority of such com- 
mittee to make expenditures under Senate 
Resolution 281, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
agreed te June 25, 1946, is hereby revoked. 


INVESTIGATION OF EXISTING AND PEND- 
ING LABOR LEGISLATION, AND INVES- 
TIGATION OF LABOR RELATIONS 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, from the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate, I report 
favorably, without further amendment, 
House Concurrent Resolution 148, creat- 
ing a joint select committee to study and 
recommend legislation concerning labor 
relations, The concurrent resolution was 
adopted originally by the House of Rep- 
resentatives, establishing a joint commit- 
tee, to be composed of seven Members of 
the Senate and seven Members of the 
House of Representatives, for the purpose 
of studying -and investigating existing 
and pending labor legislation and of the 
whole field of labor relations, and to re- 
port to their respective Houses of Con- 
gress. The Senate Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor changed the language 
of the House concurrent resolution, and 
in talking to the able majority leader he 
advised me that he was unalterably op- 
posed to the language now found in this 
concurrent resolution as reported from 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 
The language which has been inserted 
in lieu of the language of the House of 
Representatives is as follows: 

Hereby establish a joint committee to be 
composed of seven Members of the Senate, 
of whom at least five are Members of the 
Senate Committee on Education and Labor, 
to be appointed by the President of the Sen- 
ate, and seven Members of the House of 
Representatives, of whom at least five are 
Members of the House Committee on Labor, 


Whether that language is acceptable 
to the House Committee on Labor I do 
not know. 

Mr. RUSSELL, What are the provi- 


* sions in the House concurrent resolu- 


tion? 

Mr. LUCAS. The House resolution 
merely establishes the joint committee, 
composed of seven members to be ap- 
pointed by the President of the Senate, 
and seven Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

While I am reporting this measure as 
chairman of the Committee To Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate, as a Member of the Senate I am 
in accord with the statement made by the 
distinguished majority leader that the 
concurrent resolution ought to be 
amended to leave the language exactly 
as it was when the measure was adopted 
by the House of Representatives some 
time ago. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator does not 


propose to have action taken on the con- 


current resolution at this time, does he? 
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Mr. LUCAS. I merely wish to bring 
it up and let it go to the calendar, or 
let it lie on the table, until some action 
can be taken on it before the Con- 
gress adjourns. 

. Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest that the concurrent resolution go 
to the calendar. Otherwise I should feel 
constrained to demand the regular order. 

Mr. LUCAS. Under those circum- 
stances, I shall ask that the concurrent 
resolution go to the calendar. It is an 
important measure, and the Senate 
probably should debate it somewhat. 
Especially is it important in view of the 
language that was written into the con- 
current resolution by the Senate Com- 
mittee. I certainly believe that the 
President pro tempore of the Senate 
ought to have the power to appoint a 
committee of this kind. Furthermore, 
Mr. President, the parliamentary ques- 
tion arose in the committee as to whether 
we have any right or authority to ap- 
propriate money for such a purpose from 
the contingent fund, in view of the fact 
that the language has been completely 
changed; and whether the House would 
agree to pay one-half of the expenses of 
an investigation of this kind, because of 
a change in the language. So it does 
present a situation that perhaps should 
be given consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the concurrent resolution will 
be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand the situation, the concurrent 
resolution is not so important from the 
standpoint of the amount of money in- 
volved, if there is any involved, but it 
does seem to change existing law. I 
think it would be a mistake at this time 
to consider the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. LUCAS. It does not seek to 
change existing law, but what the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor did was to 
change the language of the concurrent 
resolution as adopted by the House of 
Representatives. i 

Mr. WHITE. Ithink it ought to go to 
the calendar rather than to be acted 
upon now. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was wondering 
when the committee would act. Is it the 
purpose of the resolution to have the 
committee conduct an investigation be- 
tween now and January 1 during the 
congressional adjournment period, or 
would it continue as a permanent com- 
mittee? We passed the reorganization 
bill, which would abolish this sort of 
thing beginning on January 1, so the 
only time the committee could work 
would be from now until January. 

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to make an 
inquiry of some Senator who is familiar 
with the reorganization bill as to whether 
or not the House struck out the provision 
with respect to the appointment of 
special committees. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The reorganiza- 
tion bill does not affect joint committees. 
This is a proposal for a joint committee. 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Would the pro- 
posed committee be a permanent joint 
committee? 

Mr. HILL. It would not be a perma- 
nent joint committee, would it? 

Mr. LUCAS, Oh, no. . 

Mr: HILL. It would simply be a com- 
mittee along the lines requested by the 
President of the United States, to make 
a study and investigation of manage- 
ment and labor conditions, with a view 
to ascertaining what legislation, if any, 
should be enacted by the Congress deal- 
ing with the question of labor-manage- 
ment relations. It would not be a per- 
manent committee at all. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate that. 
Then the committee could continue after 
the beginning of the next session in the 
study of this particular problem, as I 
understand. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Would the com- 
mittee receive any money with which to 
do anything between now and January? 

Mr. LUCAS. The concurrent resolu- 
tion provides a fund of $30,000, pro- 
vided we can agree upon the language 
of the resolution. The Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate has tried to dis- 
courage the appointment of special com- 
mittees at this particular time, because, 
as I understand, the reorganization bill 
dispenses with all special committees. 
So any special committee which is ap- 
pointed at this late hour could do little 
or no effective work between now and 
January 3 of next year. Probably the 
committee would have to go out of exist- 
ence at that time, and then whatever 
work had been done up to that time 
would have to be turned over to some 
other committee. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. As I understand, 
this plan follows the President’s recom- 
mendation for such a committee. 

Mr. LUCAS. Les. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. ` 

Mr. HILL. As I understand, the Sen- 
ator is reporting the concurrent resolu- 
tion for the calendar? 

Mr. LUCAS. Yes. 


. APPLICABILITY OF BENEFITS OF THE 
CIVIL SERVICE ACT TO OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE COLUMBIA INSTI- 
TUTION FOR THE DEAF 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of Calendar No. 1907, Sen- 
ate bill 2000, to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act approved May 29, 1930. 
This is merely an amendment to the Civil 
Service Act, making it possible for the 
faculty and employees of the Columbia 
Institution for the Deaf, which is an in- 
stitution for which the Federal Govern- 
ment has been made trustee, to become 
parties to the civil-service benefits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2000) to amend the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act approved May 29, 1930, as 
amended, so as to make such act appli- 
cable to officers and employees of the 
Columbia Institution for the Deaf. 


` 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Civil Service with an amendment on 
page 1, line 3, after the numeral “3”, to 
strike out “(d)” and insert in lieu there- 
of “(a)”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, effective July 1, 
1946, section 3 (a) of the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act, approved May 29, 1930, as 
amended, is amended by inserting before the 
colon preceding the first proviso thereof a 
comma and the following: “and shall apply 
to officers and employees of the Columbia In- 
stitution for the Deaf.“ 

Src, 2. Any service rendered, prior to July 
1, 1946, as an officer or employee of the Co- 
lumbia Institution for the Deaf, shall be con- 
sidered creditable service for the purposes of 
section.9 of the Civil Service Retirement Act, 
approved May 29, 1930, as amended. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


FAREWELL ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILLIS 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, when I 
was impelled to make this speech I 
thought of the story of the revenue officer 
who went down into Kentucky in the 
discharge of his duties. He went back 
into the hills and found an old shack 
where a boy was waiting in the yard. 
He said to the boy, “Is your pappy at 
home?” “Yes, sir,” said-the boy. The 
agent asked, “Where is he?” The boy 
replied, “He is back in the woods.” The 
man asked him, “Will you take me back 
there?” “Sure,” replied the boy. 

The two of them started back into the 
woods. When they got about halfway 
to their destination the boy said, “Mister, 
what are you going to give me for taking 
you back here?” The man replied, “I 
thought I would give you 50 cents.” The 
boy said, “I wish you would give it to me 
now.” The man replied, “I will give it to 
you when we get back.” The boy said, 
“Yes, mister, but you ain’t coming back.” 
[Laughter.] 

That is what prompted me to make 


these remarks before this session ad- 


journs. 

Mr. President, I have treasured my 
position as a Senator of the United 
States. There has never been a time 
when I have walked onto this floor when 
I have not received a new thrill at being 
able to serve in this august body, whose 
walls have echoed the words of great 
public servants for decades long gone. 
This spot is hallowed by memories which 
we all treasure and which will be treas- 
ured in turn by our successors. 

I shall trespass upon the patience of 
the Senate to speak of the conditions 
which I have observed during my service 
here and to list some possible solutions 
of our national problems which have 
occurred to me as I have studied and 
worked and voted in the name of the 
people of my native State of Indiana. 

Perhaps what I have to say will not 
prove particularly -appealing to many; 
perhaps it will not have the “oomph” 
that gives it a big headline; but it will be 
from my heart, and it will be given not in 
hope of reward or in search of votes or 
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to gratify vanity, but because I love the 
United States of America, and because 
my desire for the welfare of my people 
always has been—and I trust always will 
be—greater than any vain personal 
ambitions. 

As the editor of a modest weekly news- 
paper all of my adult life until I came 
to the Senate, I felt deeply. the honor 
that the people of Indiana bestowed on 
me when they sent me to this body as 
one of their Senators. For that oppor- 
tunity and the loyalty since shown me, I 
am truly grateful. Since coming here I 
have made many rich friendships. My 
years here have strengthened my confi- 
dence in our National Legislature. 

My position before my election was a 
far cry from my position here, with all 
its grave responsibilities and all its pleas- 
ing privileges. I had heard that the 
Senate was a rich man’s club, a circle 
of aristocrats. Yet I learned that for 
every one of great wealth in this body 
there were many whose beginnings had 
been as humble as my own. I learned 
that the United States Senate is an 
aristocracy, but not the aristocracy of 
rich birth, of power, or of conceit. It is 
an aristocracy of men of tolerance, 
patience, kindliness, forbearance—all ex- 
tended freely and magnenimously to 
everyone who comes here at the will of 
the people. It is indeed a body of men 
possessing in full measure the qualities of 
gentility, of consideration, of friendli- 
ness, which are attributes of the truly 
great. Of such men Americans should be 
proud. 

I have heard speeches in my tenure of 
office here which would compare favor- 
ably with great orations of the days of 
long ago—with the masterpieces of Web- 
ster, Clay, Sumner, and McKinley, from 
which we have profited so much. Some 
day men will look back to this period 
and quote from VANDENBERG, BARKLEY, 
TAFT, AUSTIN, O’MAHONEY, and McCar- 
RAN as we now quote our spiritual for- 
bears. 

So far as I can recall, my person-to- 
person relationship with all my fellow- 
Senators has been on that high and noble 
plane for which this body has been 
noted, with but few interruptions, 
throughout its existence. We disagree 
here, sometimes violently so, but the 
mental contests never turn into physical 
clashes. I have observed many bitter de- 
bates, long filibusters, and moments of 
tension, but I have seen the men who took 
part in those controversies walk into the 
Senate dining room arm-in-arm to 
break bread together. 

It is a dream, I know, and it is as old 
a dream as the mind of man, and yet, 
Mr. President, often I have said to my- 
self, “Why could not this tolerance, this 
breadth of viewpoint, this true liberal- 
ism, be carried over into our manage- 
ment-labor relationships? Why could 
not the leaders of the various nations 
get together and thrash out their varied 
points of view and even disagree vio- 
lently, yet remain friends? Why cannot 
we, the people, not only in the United 
States, but in every nation, catch the 
living spirit of Christianity and cooper- 
ate to save the world instead of fighting 
always to destroy the world?” It is 


1946 


truer today than ever that they who take 
to the sword shall pe by the sword. 

During all the centuries of recorded his- 
tory 28 civilizations have risen and fallen, 
Some of them have developed high stand- 
ards of education, of philosophy, of cul- 
ture, and science, but all of them in the 
days of their fear of insecurity have re- 
sorted to force. They have placed their 
faith in huge armies, in the development 
of munitions, in brilliant military strat- 
egy, in scientific achievements, in com- 
pulsory military service; and yet not 
one of them has survived the ravages of 
a false philosophy or pagan religion. 

In this day we, too, are looking too 
much to military might and productive 
genius as the salvation of our civiliza- 
tion. We proudly boast that America 
leads among the nations of the world. 
Yes, we have led in producing the most 
destructive, the most horrendous force 
the evil genius of man has yet been able 
to devise. If we are to continue our de- 
pendence on that force for the salvation 
of our Nation, if we are to enter into a 
race with other nations to keep ahead 
of them in stupendous might, we must 
realistically face the fact that our civili- 
zation will have to accept the most stulti- 
fying and soul-destroying limitations 
that have ever encompassed man. We 
are facing the alternative of a conflict 
that may destroy half the people of the 
world, or the compulsion of living to- 
gether in toleration, in good will, and in 
soul-expanding qualities, 

Since the formation of the United Na- 
tions, I have followed anxiously the pro- 
ceedings of that body, and I have had 
high hope that within it would be de- 
veloped the same spirit of compromise 
and of good will which has characterized 
the United States Senate except during 
the period preceding the Civil War. Per- 
haps that day will not come in our lives, 
Mr. President; perhaps it will never come. 
But some day, somehow, in some way, 
the people of the world are going to rec- 
ognize that there is no logic, no sanity, 
no reason, no possibility of bringing joy 
and happiness to any group, much less 
to whole nations, so long as there is war 
in the world. 

I have noticed growing up in this Na- 
tion, particularly since before the out- 
break of World War II, a tendency, on 
the part of millions of Americans to fall 
for smear words and shrewd propaganda 
devices, for many persons accept unques- 
tioned the deductions of favorite radio 
broadcasters and news columnists, who 
sometimes are more cunning than hon- 
est. Some of us were pilloried in many 
segments of the public press as “isola- 
tionists” because we opposed our entry 
into World War II, until, of course, our 
Nation was attacked at Pearl Harbor. 

Mr. President, many of the same people 
who were swallowing the false logic and 
condoning the ill-considered actions of 
those days are now wishing they had 
stopped and thought for a few moments, 
Now the same type of mentality is urging 
us on to World War III. 

There are some Americans who have 
been so foolish as to say that we will have 
to fight Russia some day, anyway, so 
why not do it immediately; that we shall 
be able to win more easily, and can de- 
feat the Russians before they find the 
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secret of the atomic bomb. Although I 
am only a former weekly newspaper edi- 
tor, I must reject such reasoning today, 
and I shall be rejecting it, Mr. President, 
the next time you see me. It is sheer 
folly and complete insanity for us to say 
seriously that we must fight Russia to- 
day, next year, or in 1956. Not only is it 
folly; it is downright wickedness, for 
those who talk in such a fashion are driv- 
ing the first nails into the coffin of the 
United Nations, the only practical instru- 
ment now in existence to work for peace. 

That is to say, Mr. President, through 
the months since the war ended, I have 
tried to stress the international aspect 
of the problems confronting us. Today, 
and every day, events are taking place, 
conferences are being held, and decisions 
are being made which-mean either war 
or peace for tomorrow, or a decade from 
now, or 25 years from now. It is easy 
to get a people excited about a war just 
before it breaks out, or after they are in- 
volved. But the time for the people 
really to become excited about war is 
right after a war has ended. Day after 
day, our leaders are building either for 
war or for peace. If they make agree- 
ments, or cause agreements to be made, 


that bring good will and lessen the eco- 


nomic strains between neighbor nations 
and blocs of nations, it is likely that the 
result will be peace. If they make de- 
cisions that bring more econcmic ten- 
sions or greater numbers of quarrels 
among neighbor nations, it is likely the 
result will be war again—sooner or later, 
If these decisions are bad, year after 
year, then what this or that leader does 
just before a war will likely have little 
effect upon the final outcome. - 

So, Mr. President, I would urge m 
colleagues, as we enter what we hope is 
going to be an era of long and lasting 
peace, not to forget the problems which 
could cause war. 

Yes; contemplating our international 
problems, we see and know that all 
Americans ought to devote time to read- 
ing and studying and pondering these 
problems. If they do not, then we are 
going to wind up facing World War III; 
and I am sure that no Member of this 
body, whether labeled “isolationist” or 
“internationalist,” “radical” or “reac- 
tionary,” “liberal” or “conservative,” 
desires that. 

Mr. President, before leaving this sub- 
ject, I must divest any of my colleagues of 
the suspicion that I may be expounding 
the doctrine of pacifism. I would not 
want any one to think for a moment that 
I condone injustices inflicted upon the 
smaller and weaker nations by the great 
powers with which we have associated 
ourselves during the recent war, and 
whose might we have helped develop. 

America must remain militarily strong, 
stronger than any other nation. But 
our military force should be used for our 
defense, and never in an expedition of 
aggression or to aid any other nation in 
nefarious programs. We should have 
every reasonable confidence that other 
nations will join with us in a program to 
rid all of us of the strength-sapping race 
for military supremacy. But America 
must never let down her guard. 

Can anyone doubt that America has 
come into world leadership for times like 
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these? Can anyone doubt that America, 
too, will join the crumbling ruins of his- 
tory if we have not learned from history 
that military might alone is a vain thing 
for safety? Therefore, we must arouse 
ourselves to the dangers which threaten 
us by our neglect of the problems which 
are ever present with us here at home, 
and which we are prone to tolerate be- 
cause we do not realize how insidiously 
they are sapping the strength which 
America must have if she is to meet 
squarely her rendezvous with destiny. 

If I am any judge, Mr. President, the 
most important single lesson which 
we Americans are going to learn—and 
it appears that we are going to learn 
it the hard way—is that it is impossi- 
ble for us to get something for noth- 
ing. I do not blame the Democrats en- 
tirely for the huge public debt now hang- 
ing like a millstone about our necks. 
certainly do not blame this debt on the 
Republicans, who have fought many of 
the outlandish appropriations and, down 
through the past 14 years, have tried to 
trim the sails of those who wanted us 
to embark upon the sea of limitless Gov- 
ernment spending. I blame a fallacy 
that has fastened itself like a leech on 
our people, through long decades. It is 
the belief, as erroneous as it is dangerous 
to our representative Government, that 
the Federal Government can live beyond 
its means year after year without calami- 
tous results, although virtually every 
American is willing to concede that few 
individuals could do this for long. It is 
the belief that if a community needs a 
new bridge, a new dam, or a new road, 
the Federal Government can pay for the 
improvement, at no cost to the local tax- 
payer. It is the belief that local people 
cannot afford to maintain their poor, 
help the indigent, and care for the crip- 
ples, but that Washington bureaucrats 
can do all these things without a cor- 
responding increase in taxes or a de- 
crease in the purchasing power of the 
dollar. ; 

Every sane man who sits down and 
thinks about these things, knows that it 
is impossible to put on the Federal Gov- 
ernment all the responsibilities the peo- 
ple have put on it, without giving the 
Central Government the power and the 
money to carry out the ends desired. 
Yet, millions of our citizens thought- 
lessly have believed that they could do 
this. The result is that, either through 
their desire or their acquiescence, we are 
faced with the greatest fiscal confusion 
which this or any other nation has ever 
had to face. 

I want to make this a practical and 
soul-searching indictment. I do not pre- 
sume to judge my fellow Senators, but 
I venture the assertion—and I think I 
can do it safely, and without challenge— 
that not a single Senator or a single 
Representative on this Hill has an over- 
all idea of all the vast projects and all 
the vast powers and all the vast expendi- 
tures which this Government is under- 
taking in this country and overseas. We 
have no really accurate idea of how much 
money we are spending overseas, or what 
we are committed to spend. I am sure 
that it is all in some records somewhere, 
but what man among us has ever had a 
chance to see all the records and to make 
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all the computations? It is generally 
known that the General Accounting Of- 
fice, which until lately had little or no 
control over the more than 100 Govern- 
ment corporations, is years behind in its 
auditing work. It will be years behind, 
probably, for a good many years to come. 
It has been narrated that the financial 
accounting of that gargantuan fiscal 
monster, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, is in a hopeless state of 
confusion. 

Let us not, as Members of the Con- 
gress, “pass the buck” and smugly at- 
tempt to divest ourselves of our responsi- 
bility for the creation of this intoxicated 
spending. As a member of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, I have been im- 
pressed with the inefficiency of our sys- 
tem of handling our Government’s fiscal 
program. The routine, as I have ob- 
served it, is as follows: 

The several branches of our Govern- 
ment submit their proposed needs to the 
Bureau of the Budget, an executive 
agency which passes upon them and at- 
tempts to coordinate them with the total 
needs of the Government and the prob- 
able revenues. The requests are then 
divided into about a score of appropria- 
tion bills, and are submitted first to the 
House of Representatives. There they 
are passed on by separate appropriation 
subcommittees. The over-all total de- 
mand is immediately lost sight of. The 
House subcommittee hear the arguments 
of the representatives of the depart- 
ments in support of their requests, makes 
such changes as they deem wise, and 
sometimes they make changes which 
they judge politically expedient. The 
several bills are reported to the House 
separately, and they are usually passed 
according to the committee recommen- 
dations. 

The bills then come to the Senate, 
where they go through a similar pro- 
cedure, except the Senate subcommittees 
pay little attention to the items which 
the House passed without change from 
the estimates. They hear the arguments 
of the representatives of the depart- 
ments as to why amounts reduced by the 
House should be restored to the amounts 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Senate subcommittees usually 
accede, either in considerable amount or 
entirely, to the departments’ requests. 
The subcommittee reports are then ap- 
proved almost perfunctorily by the full 
committee, and the bills are passed by 
the Senate with little change from the 
committee report, except for additional 
appropriations requested by members of 
the Senate. The bills that are passed by 
the two bodies are reconciled by a con- 
ference committee, in old-fashioned 
horse-trading style, with the net result 
that about 95 percent of the items are 

“enacted as originally asked for by the 
departments, with little consideration as 
to where the Public Treasury is to get 
the money. 

This outmoded and loose system can 
be improved by the establishment of a 
congressional bureau of the budget which 
will be composed of a staff of experts who 
can investigate the requests of the De- 
partments of the Government, independ- 
ently of any executive agency. Joint 
House and Senate hearings can be held 
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in which there will be mutual agreement 
on the basis of what is wise for the Con- 
gress to allow, rather than on the basis 
of what the several Departments want 
in order to carry out their numberless 
schemes. 

Another reform that must be brought 
about, if the people are aware of what is 
good for them, is embodied in the amend- 
ment to the Constitution which I have 
proposed, which would restrict Federal 
expenditures in any fiscal year to Fed- 
eral income in the same fiscal year. We 
have not had an administration in power 
in this country for 14 years whose leader 
believed that it was bad—and it is bad— 
to spend more money than the Govern- 
ment takes in. 

Already, as every observant man 
knows, in the process of creating our huge 
national debt we have caused real in- 
flation, we have seen the purchasing 
power of the dollar drop regularly for 
14 long years—and the worst is yet to 
Lately, we spent many, many 
days discussing and disputing about 
methods of fixing prices to control in- 
flation. During all the time we were de- 
bating about the symptoms of inflation, 
and gave no consideration to the cause 
of the malady. Price control is a hope- 
less effort so long as.we do not make 
any serious progress toward reducing our 
deficit spending. 

All the inflation we are having and 
the inflation we will experience is due 
to the unsound fiscal policies—policies 
made by men who believed, or pretended 
to believe, that the amount of deficit 
spending made little difference in the 
purchasing power of the dollar. Now, of 
course, those men are all denying, or for- 
getting to recall, their wild statements 
of other years. The economic chickens 
are coming home to roost. 

When the people learn that it is im- 
possible to get something for nothing, 
and to spend their way out of an un- 
sound economic situation, we will over- 
come our present economic difficulties. 
If we do overcome them, it will be by 
work and more work on the part of all 
our people, We cannot have more goods 
for everybody without producing more 
goods. It is not possible by any law of 
God or nature that we could solve our 
problems any other way. All the records 
of history teach us this elemental eco- 
nomic fact; but there are still those who 
believe that they can enrich the people 
by impoverishing the Government. 

All these statements, of course, merely 
point up to the growth of the govern- 
ment into big government, the growth 
of huge business combines into gigantic 
billion-dollar monopolies, the growth of 
labor unions into vertically integrated 
organizations that can stop every train, 
plug every oil well, or close down every 
meat-packing plant. 

So far as I am concerned, I would ad- 
vise the young men and women of this 


Nation to be vigilant against threats to 


their liberty from these three sources— 
big government, big business, and big 
labor. None of these is bad, per se. 
There are many men who work for big 
government and believe in big govern- 
ment who are righteous, honorable men 
and whose motives are of the highest. 
There are many men who work for big 
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business and believe in big business who 
are unselfish by temperament and 
broadminded of outlook. There are 
many men who are connected with big 
labor and believe in big labor, who have 
the welfare of the whole people at heart. 
There are all kinds of men in all kinds 
of businesses, unions, and government 
agencies. I could not truthfully indict 
a whole government, a whole economic 
system, or a whole union movement and 
retain my intellectual integrity. 

Yet, in each of these big things, Mr. 
President, there is inherently a threat 
against the liberties of all the people. 
If government becomes big enough and 
powerful enough, and if the kind of 
men who want to pervert that govern- 
ment can get in control, the people as a 
whole suffer, as they have suffered. If 
business becomes dominant and a few 
men want to let “the public be damned,” 
then the people suffer, as they have 
suffered in days gone by. If labor be- 
comes big and powerful enough, and 
men choose to misuse that power, the 
people suffer, as they have suffered. 

That is why I say, Mr. President, the 
people of the United States ought to be 
vigilant eternally—not just today and 
tomorrow, but next week and next year 
and in 1956 as in 1946. 

My observations of government have 
caused me to marvel again at the inge- 
nious theory on which our representative 
republic was formed—a system which has 
given more protection to minorities, more 
freedom to the greatest number of people, 
and promoted the highest plane of living 
and the broadest dissemination of edu- 
cation that history has ever known. The 
very keystone of this representative re- 
public—and I repeat for emphasis the 
words, “representative republic“ —has 
been the preservation of the three great 
separate and coordinate branches of the 
Government, namely, the legislative, the 
judicial, and the executive. Mere artifi- 
cial separation of these three bodies is as 
pernicious as it is deadly to a republican 
government such as ours. If one of these 
branches presumes to exercise control of 
another, or if one of the bodies is obli- 
gated to the other, the whole govern- 
mental structure becomes unbalanced. 
And if two branches of the Government 
become subordinate, or obligated to the 
third, we are in danger of losing liberty 
itself. 2 

This has happened in a great measure, 
I am loath to admit, in the past decade 
and a half. As we know, the majority of 
the personnel of one great branch of our 
Government, the Supreme Court, has 
been under definite obligation to another 
great branch, the executive, a particular 
executive of a particular party. That is 
bad and the people ought to know that it 
is bad and to understand why it is bad. 
At the same time, to a far greater degree 
than the safety of representative govern- 
ment allows, huge legislative powers have 
been delegated to the executive under 
the excuse of an emergency, and the per- 
sonnel of the Congress itself at times has 
been obligated to the executive. The 
huge sums of money and the huge grants 
of power voted to the executive made this 
almost inevitable. 

Such a condition ought not to exist 
in any degree at any time. It is an un- 
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healthy condition for our form of gov- 
ernment, and our early endeavor should 
be to redefine the limits of the three 
separate branches of our Government 
and insist that they operate within those 
limits. 

We should not condone any watering- 
down of our concepts of representative 
government, for by so doing we but mul- 
tiply the miseries of our children and 
plant the seeds of destruction for our 
Government itself. 

I cannot help but devote a word or two 
to the Communist menace in America, 
Mr. President. When, more than a dec- 
ade ago, Dr. William Wirt, an Indiana 
educator, made his revelations that there 
were men in Washington who wanted 
to make over America, he was ridiculed 
by many New Dealers, held up to public 
scorn by the Democratic majority in a 
congressional committee, and made to 
appear to be stupid and naive. Yet, as 
we know, time has shown that there is a 
Communist menace in America, just as 
there is a Communist fifth column in 
every nation. They have flourished in 
Washington in the war years, to my per- 
sonal knowledge, and only men who were 
either traitors to America or blind to the 
menace of communism would have al- 
lowed to develop the powerful fifth col- 
umn which may be found among us. 
It is to be regretted that the situation 
had become so bad that recently we had 
to vote to the Secretary of State the 
power to remove a man from office with- 
out hearing, but the need for such action 
so outweighed other considerations that 
it had to be done. 

In Chicago a short time ago, Attorney 
General Clark declared: 

None but a complete crackpot could be de- 
luded by what is going on. 


He then added: 

We know there is a national and inter- 
national conspiracy to divide our people, to 
discredit our institutions, and to bring about 
disrespect for our Government. Why should 
we blind ourselves to obvious facts? 


Let us hope and pray that some con- 
stitutional American method can be de- 
vised in the future to keep Communists 
out of positions of power in government, 
business, labor, or in any other vital field 
of endeavor in this Nation. But, more 
than that, let every true American turn 
a deaf ear to those who would adulterate 
our great system with Fascist or Commu- 
nist ideas borrowed from discredited na- 
tions. If these ideas are allowed to 
multiply without fear, we will be allow- 
ing a cancer to eat away our most 
precious heritage. 

And now the final fundamental prob- 
lem which should give concern to all our 
American people after the economical 
and idealogical problems have been 
solved is the spiritual and moral caliber 
of America. There is something wrong 
terribly wrong, with a Nation that an- 
nually spends a total or six or seven bil- 
lion dollars for intoxicating liquors. 
That is more than the assessed value of 
all the church property, including church 
buildings, hospitals, schools, and camps 
in the United States. Think of it, Mr. 
Presidente our people are spending as 
much each year for intoxicating liquors 
as all the church-going people of Amer- 
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ica have been able to preserve in church 
property and improvements in the last 
170 years. Such an amazing fact should 
give every man pause. This is not only 
the concern of the moralist and the 
preacher and the educator; it must be 
the concern of the Government itself. 

FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover said re- 
cently: 

The Nation is facing a potential army of 
6,000,000 criminals and an ever-increasing 
wave of lawlessness which is feeding the 
criminal ranks with a never-ending supply 
of recruits. The crime increase so far this 
year is even greater than 12.4 percent in- 
crease recorded for 1945. And every 20.1 
seconds last year a serious crime was com- 
mitted; every 6.4 minutes someone was raped, 
feloniously assaulted, or slain. 


Hoover stressed that the— 
Vast army— 


Of criminals— 
is 10 times greater in number than the num- 
ber of students in our colleges and uni- 
versities. And for every school teacher in 
America there are more than seven criminals. 


Continuing, Mr. Hoover said: 

Small crimes generally precede great 
crimes and too often these small crimes are 
perpetrated by youngsters still presumably 
under home influence. Every home in Amer- 
ica must become a sanctuary for good citizen- 
ship and not, as in many instances today, :a 
breeding place for criminals * * 

Rather than indulge in criticism of our 
youth today, our first job should be to set 
for them an example to follow in- model 
homes where the tenets of good citizenship, 
the precepts of right, and the fundamentals 
of democracy are not only taught but daily 
practiced. 


Statistics show that one out of five 
marriages in America ends in divorce; 
that the age of 17 is charged with the 
greatest number of crimes. These facts 
support Mr. Hoover’s indictments. 

Mr. President, disturbing as are these 
evidences of moral delinquency in our 
country, there is a situation confronting 
us today which is far more appalling. 
America, in her proud position of leader- 
ship, asserting that this position is a 
fruitage of our form of free govern- 
ment, stands humiliated before the na- 
tions of the world in the present-day 
revelations of criminal turpitude in the 
heart of our Government itself. The 
miserable machinations of men who have 
sought to profit by war have been eclipsed 
by the exposure of evidence that huge 
business corporations have supplied to 
our military forces defective shells be- 
cause of which scores of American boys, 
fighting for our Republic have been 
cruelly murdered. These criminals must 
be run to earth and when their guilt 
has been established they ought to be 
brought before a firing squad and exe- 
cuted as traitors. No figurative slap on 
the wrist will justify the authorities in 
letting such men prey upon the blood of 
our finest youth. 

These sad indictments, Mr. President, 
reveal the terrible devastations which 
war, releasing the basest human pas- 
sions and hatreds, has wrought in the 
moral resources of our country. If our 
Nation is to justify its position of leader- 
ship in the world, indeed, if it is to sur- 
vive at home as a free nation, there will 
have to be a moral and spiritual recon- 
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version in America. This is not only 
the concern of the moralist and the 
preacher and the educator; it must be 
the concern of the Government itself. 

Mr. President, I have tried to sketch 
the problems confronting our Govern- 
ment as they have been impressed upon 
me in the nearly 6 years I have sat in 
this body. I trust they will not be con- 
strued as the cynical observations of a 
pessimist, for pessimism is far from my 
nature. I want them to be considered 
as a calm analysis of a realist. Our 
citizens ought to be happier today than 
ever in history, considering one fact and 
one fact alone—the war is over, and we 
are still a free people. Yet there never 
has been a time when plain, free Ameri- 
cans who are not under suspicion of any 
crime and have no cause to fee] alarmed, 
have been more alarmed and suspicious 
and mentally regimented than right now. 

Why are our people afraid? What 
are they afraid of? Some of them are 
afraid for their savings. Millions of 
Americans who. have saved $1,000 or 
$2,000 are wondering how much longer 
the present inflation will continue and 
how much worse it will grow. They have 
long since lost interest in, or respect for, 
men who talk about holding a fictitious 
price line while doing the very thing that 
is causing more inflation—spending huge 
sums of Federal money without regard 
to Federal income, Some of our people 
are afraid for our system of govern- 
ment. They know that there is a small, 
but powerful, group of Communists op- 
erating in this country and they know 
that for years these Communists were 
petted and feted and welcomed by the 
highest officer of this land. They know 
that many Communist sympathizers 
were able to worm their way into power- 
ful positions in the Government and that 
many of them are still there, waiting to 
grab power if ever the propitious moment 
arrives, 

As I have observed Washington, and 
the movements of our various leaders, 
Mr. President, I have come to understand 
why others of my colleagues have become 
disillusioned or have been willing to 
throw in the towel in the fight for good 
government. We have reached a point 
in this country in which there is wide- 
spread confusion about not only who is 
to blame for what has been done, but 
about what proper steps we ought to take 
to solve the many problems which face 
us. Those on the left wing continue to 
preach more and more government con- 
trol. Those on the right wing continue 
to agitate for more and more freedom for 
big business. Those in the labor unions 
who hold more power continue to consoli- 
date their hold on millions of laboring 
men. As I see it, the only hope for the 
United States lies in our free press, and 
in our free radio, in our school system, 
and in our churches. If these four great 
avenues of expression and means of edu- 
cation could be used to enlighten our 
people instead of being used, as they so 
frequently are, to confuse our people, 
then representative government could be 
saved. Unless the millions of our citi- 
zens who stand to lose everything from 
the capture of our Government by either 
big business, big government, or big labor 
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forces are awakened to the peril, then we 
cannot save representative government. 

For whenever we give over to Govern- 
ment the power to do the things the peo- 
ple should do for themselves, then 
through the course of years the Govern- 
ment becomes all powerful and people 
lose both the desire and the capacity to 
govern themselves. Through such an 
erosion eventually freedom is destroyed. 
When freedom is lost it becomes the pearl 
of greatest price for which men are again 
willing to lay down their lives. 

We, the people, must study liberty and 
be vigilant for the liberty of others as 
much as we are for ourselves lest some 
day we awaken to find that by the proc- 
esses of encroachment the forces which 
would negate our liberties have gained 
complete control. I am reminded, in this 
connection, of a little poem which aptly 
illustrates the attitude of the so-called 
average man: 

Thus freedom now so seldom wakes 

The only throb she gives 
Is when some heart indignant breaks, 
To show that still she lives. 


Mr. President, the state of this Nation 
is good, the heart of this Nation is sound, 
the spirit of this Nation is strong, the 
faith of this Nation is eternal; therefore 
pessimism cannot long thrive in this at- 
mosphere of freedom. 

One evening recently I mingled with 
the great crowds gathered on the plaza 
of the Capitol to listen to the inspiring 
‘concert given by the United States Ma- 
rine Band under the leadership of Cap- 
tain Santelman. Hundreds of people sat 
on the lawn, on the benches, in parked 
automobiles, and more than a thousand 
were massed on the broad steps leading 
to the Capitol. At the close of the con- 
cert the audience, which had been en- 
tranced at the sweetness of the music, 
rose as one person at the opening chord 
of the music of the National Anthem, 
The Star-Spangled Banner. They stood 
at solemn attention and joined with the 
band in singing the words, which seemed 
to come from the heart of that great 
group. On top of the Capitol steps, on 
the right, at the base of the statue of 
Christopher Columbus, stood two sailors, 
straight, stalwart, with their arms raised 
in salute. At the left, on the base of the 
statue depicting the brave pioneer Amer- 
ican protecting his family, stood two 
soldiers, likewise posed in military 
attention. 

The grouping was so perfect that it 
seemed as if planned, but it was the spon- 
taneous response of loyal American citi- 
zens. Above all of them, surmounting 
the templed entrance to the Capitol, the 
American flag unfolded itself proudly on 
the evening breezes, and above all rose 
the majestic white dome of the Capitol, 
surmounted by its. staute of freedom, 
like a cameo chiseled by the flood of 
light out of the midnight blue of the 
sky. It was a scene which would have 
allayed the fears of the most confirmed 
pessimist, for this Capitol Building with 
its great dome seemed to be more than 
a structure of marble and stone. It 
seemed to be a living temple of free- 
dom—of human emotions and human 
aspirations and true Americanism. 

I knew, then, that all of you who are 
toiling here have faith that we can carry 
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on the great work which our fathers be- 
gan a century and a half ago. Yes; the 
faith of America is eternal, and we re- 
cite it again in the words of Henry Wads- 
worth Longfellow: 

Thou, too, sail on, O Ship of State! 

Sail on, O Union, strong and great! 
Humanity with all its fears, 

With all the hopes of future years, 

Is hanging breathless on thy fate! 


We know what Master laid thy keel, 
What workmen wrought thy ribs of steel, 
Who made each mast, and sail, and rope, 
What anvils rang, what hammers beat, 
In what a forge and what a heat 

Were shaped the anchors of thy hope! 


Fear not each sudden sound and shock; 
‘Tis of the wave, and not the rock, 
Tis but the flapping of the sail, 

And not a rent made by the gale! 


In spite of rock and tempest’s roar, 

In spite of false lights on the shore, 

Sail on, nor fear to breast the sea! 

Our hearts, our hopes, are all with thee, 

Our hearts, our hopes, our prayers, our tears, 
Our faith triumphant o’er our fears, 

Are all with thee—are all with thee. 


ENTRY OF 100,000 JEWISH REFUGEES INTO 
PALESTINE 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, once 
again I raise my voice on an issue fore- 
most on the list of humanity’s unfinished 
business. 

It was a great moment when President 
Truman a year ago recommended that 
100,000 Jewish victims of Nazi terror, a 
surviving remnant of the Jews of Europe, 
should immediately be admitted to Pal- 
estine. It has since been fully confirmed 
that the bulk of them want to go to Pal- 
estine where they can, at long last, find 
among their own people that rest and 
that kindness which has so long been 
denied them. 

What has become of that recommenda- 
tion of the President? Instead of acting 
upon it as we all hoped they would, the 
British Government insisted that before 
these survivors could be admitted to Pal- 
estine, there would have to be an official 
inquiry into their condition and the con- 
ditions of Palestine. Many valuable 
months were lost. When the report of 
the Committee of Inquiry was published, 
it turned out that the British and the 
American members had unanimously 
proposed what President Truman had 
suggested last year, namely, that 100,000 
of these Jewish refugees should be ad- 
mitted to Palestine within the year 1946. 
But again, no action followed. All kinds 
of delaying tactics were adopted by the 
British to frustrate the fulfillment of this 
unanimous recommendation of the An- 
glo-American Committee. The Govern- 
ment of the United States sent a delega- 
tion of experts to London to work out 
the technical details for the reception 
and absorption of these newcomers in 
Palestine. We understand that they 
were instructed to regard this as their 
primary task. Now we learn that con- 
trary to all the earlier statements and 
understandings, the issue of the 100,000 
has been tied up with the solution of 
the Palestine political problem in gen- 
eral—a very complex issue as we all 
know. The fate of the 100,000 has been 
jeopardized afresh. 

Under this scheme, they will be ad- 
mitted to Palestine only if the British 
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and American Governments first agree 
on this federation scheme for Palestine 
and if, after that, both the Jews and 
Arabs accept it. 

Now it is perfectly clear that this 
means that the admission of the 100,000 
is shelved indefinitely, for there is not 
the remotest chance of this scheme be- 
ing accepted by all concerned. The Arabs 
alone, by refusing to agree to it, can 
prevent the granting of these 100,000 cer- 
tificates. As the New York Times cor- 
respondent in Paris put it, “This repre- 
sents a radical departure from the pre- 
vious American policy enunciated most 
emphatically by the President himself, 
under which the United States was press- 
ing for a start on immigration regardless 
of whether a long-term policy for Pales- 
tine could be formulated at this time.” 

I find it inconceivable that our Gov- 
ernment should consent to such a proce- 
dure. I find it inconceivable that they 
should agree to these unfortunate peo- 
ple being held for a further length of 
time in those impossible camps in Ger- 
many where their mental and physical 
conditions are deteriorating from week 
to week, and where the growing tension 
is producing most unpleasant incidents. 

I will not take the time of the Senate 
at this point to go into details on this 
federation’s scheme. Of all schemes yet 
proposed, this is by all means the worst. 
It is a farce to speak of self-governing 
provinces, when finance and security are 
withdrawn from the competence of the 
provincial authorities and vested in the 
hands of the British central power. 
There is no self-government when the 
British Viceroy appoints the ministers, 
has a veto on all legislation, and can 
abolish the provincial self-government 
as a whole or in part whenever he wants 
to. As far as the Jews are concerned, 
it is clear that this scheme is designed to 
stop all further Jewish development, to 
keep the Jews restricted to a small pale 
or ghetto area one-thirtieth the size of 
Palestine. In fact, this plan means the 
continuation of the infamous white- 
paper regime, which was set up in Pal- 
estine in 1939 and which prevented Pal- 
estine from offering refuge to the Jews 
of Europe when they needed that refuge 
most urgently. 

To tie up the admission of 100,000 Jew- 
ish refugees to this kind of a scheme 
would be an unspeakable mockery. 

For almost 20 years I have had the 
honor of being a Member of this body, 
where all of us are striving to serve our 
country faithfully and to uphold its prin- 
ciples at home and abroad. 

This British plan, Mr. President, is a 
deceitful device to stifle the hopes of a 
long-suffering people, even though it 
pretends to be a reasonable compromise 
on the surface. It is a plan which is 
contrary to the platform pledges of my 
party and the opposition party. It is 
contrary to what a majority of the Mem- 
bers of both Houses asked for in letters 
to the President and, quite recently, in 
a formal congressional resolution. It is 
contrary to international law, justice, 
and good faith. 

I find it difficult to understand how 
any official representatives of the Ameri- 
can Government abroad have agreed 
even to consider seriously such a plan, 
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It is probably due to their lack of knowl- 
edge of the subject and to vague instruc- 
tions. But there is only one course left 
to our Government, and that is clearly 
and emphatically to reject the plan and 
decline to give American sanction to the 
plan. The admission of the 100,000 
should proceed immediately, without 
conditions and delays, in line with Presi- 
dent Truman’s earlier recommendation. 
And when the time comes to decide the 
future of Palestine—perhaps soon, before 
the United Nations—the only plan to 
which our country can consent is a plan 
that would fulfill sacred promises, not 
deprive a homeless people of their na- 
tional home. 

I am second to none in my love for my 
country, be it right or wrong, but with 
all my power I appeal to the President, 
to all those with authority in this vital 
matter, to put my country in the right. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
senior Senator from New York in regard 
to the Palestine situation. I think he is 
to be commended for the contribution 
which he has made in the speech which 
he has delivered this afternoon on that 
very important subject. 

PROHIBITION OF POLL TAX IN FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 7) making unlawful the 
requirement for the payment of a poll 
tax as à prerequisite to voting in a pri- 
mary or other election for national offi- 
cers. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I wanted 
to take the floor this afternoon, but was 
detained throughout the greater part of 
the day in connection with the work of 
the Senate Committee Investigating the 
Nation’s Defense Efforts. I desired to 
say something in connection with the 
cloture petition which will come to a vote 
shortly after the Senate convenes to- 
morrow. I have heard an intimation 
about inability to muster a quorum. I 
know that is not so. I hope my colleagues 
will remain in the city, that a quorum 
will be present, and that we will have an 
opportunity to vote on the bill. I trust 
that cloture will be adopted and that we 
will then have the opportunity of pro- 
ceeding to a full discussion of the bill, to 
the adoption of amendments to the bill, 
and to the passage of the bill itself. 

Mr. President, similar bills have been 
before Congress for 7 years, and have 
been acted upon on numerous occasions 
by the committees of the House and of the 
Senate. The pending bill was passed by 
the House of Representatives by a very 
pronounced majority. The situation in 
the Senate should be no different. How- 
ever, because of the rules of the Senate it 
has received consideration by the com- 
mittee only. On several occasions the 
proper committee has considered such a 
bill. The committee has reported the 
bill to the Senate, but on one or two 
occasions we have been stymied in bring- 
ing the bill up for a full and free discus- 
sion because of the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I hope that on tomor- 
row we will be able to bring the bill be- 
fore the Senate. I am going to urge 
those who voted against cloture before 
to give consideration to the timeliness of 
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this proposed legislation and to give con- 
sideration to its appropriateness and to 
the necessity for it as a result of our 
situation here at home and because of 
our leadership in the world. 

Mr. President, it is time for us to act 
on this legislation, because we are en- 
deavoring to interest the nations of the 
world in our democratic principle of gov- 
ernment. We are attempting—and 
rightfully so—to assume a high degree 
of world leadership. If we are for the 
spread of democracy abroad, the finest 
and most effective way to bring that 
about is to encourage the spread of de- 
mocracy at home. There are a great 
many democratic nations in the world, 
some in which suffrage is restricted to 
large groups, others in which suffrage is 
universal, where the privilege of voting 
is widespread and unlimited. Australia 
is an example of the true type of repre- 
sentative democracy which we should 
encourage here in the United States. In 
Australia there is a poll tax, but it is a 
poll tax in reverse. The man who pays 
the tax is the man who fails to discharge 
his patriotic duty of voting. There are 
other nations wherein no poll tax exists, 
either to prevent voting or to encourage 
it, but where all the people, including 
men and women of more youthful age 
than is the case in this country, are en- 
couraged to vote. There are other coun- 
tries where suffrage is even more re- 
stricted than it is in this country. 

In this critical period in the world’s 


history, with America endeavoring to in- 


fluence the nations of the world toward 
the adoption of its principles of govern- 
ment, it seems to me that it is our duty 
to eliminate, so far as we are able, un- 
fair, unfortunate, and unpatriotic re- 
strictions and to give the people of our 
country to the very fullest degree the 
right to exercise their suffrage. 

Mr. President, the passage of the pend- 
ing legislation will grant to 10,000,000 of 
our people the right to vote without pay- 
ing a poll tax. It will free from this 
handicap and limitation 7,000,000 white 
and 3,000,000 colored people. More- 


-over, it will stimulate interest in govern- 


ment. It will make for better citizen- 
ship. It will bring about more intense 
representation on the part of elected of- 
ficials. That will result in better housing 
for those who deserve it by reason of the 
fact that their housing conditions are 
among the worst in the country. It will 
bring about better health conditions for 
those whose death and disease rates are 
the highest in the country. It will bring 
about better educational opportunities 
by reason of the fact that people who 
have been denied the right of an educa- 
tion will have representation, which will 
result from their enjoying the suffrage 
which they so rightfully deserve. 

Mr. President, millions of our people 
cannot vote for these things, and by 
reason of that fact they are not receiv- 
ing the representation to which they are 
justly entitled. It is a strange situa- 
tion that of the 10,000,000 people denied 
the right to vote, hundreds of thousands 
of them were given the privilege of 
serving in the recent emergency. It 
occurs to me that if a man has the right 
and privilege of baring his breast for his 
country in battle, he merits the right to 
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east his ballot for the men and women 
who will represent him in his National 
Government. 

Mr. President, I wished to take the 
floor briefly today to urge my colleagues 
to be here tomorrow. I appeal to them 
to join with us in the adoption of the 
cloture rule so that we may proceed with 
the consideration of the bill and set a 
forthright example for the world to 
follow. 

In giving to the Philippine people their 
independence America increased and in- 
tensified its leadership among the na- 
tions of the world. But to give its own 
citizens, the men and women who serve 
it well, the right to full, free, and com- 
plete citizenship within the confines of 
our own country would be in my judg- 
ment a more effective message to the 
world. It would mean that we not only 
stand for democracy abroad, but grant 
it as a right to our own people at home. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that the 
cloture rule will be adopted tomorrow, 
and that we can proceed with the con- 
sideration of this measure. 

EMPLOYMENT FOR VETERANS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of 
my remarks a press release by the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States relating to Senate bill 2323, which 
is a veterans’ bill introduced by the Sen- 
ator from Delaware [Mr. TUNNELL] for 
himself, the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Wats], the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Rapcuirre], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Gurrey], the Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. Briccs], and my- 
self. Although the bill is pending before 
the Senate, time will not permit suffi- 
cient consideration of it for a vote be- 
fore final adjournment. I hope that the 
committee to which the bill has been 
referred will proceed at an early date to 
hold hearings on it, because I know of no 
legislation on veterans’ welfare now 
pending before the Senate of the United 
States which is more deserving of early 
consideration after the Congress recon- 
venes than Senate bill 2323. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

Declaring there has been too much conver- 
sation about jobs for veterans and too little 
action, Commander in Chief Joseph M. Stack, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, today directed Omar B. Ketchum, di- 
rector of the VFW national legislative service, 
to urge the Congress take early and favor- 
able action on the Veterans’ Employment and 
National Economic Development Corporation 
Act of 1946, which has been introduced by 
several Senators and House Members. 

The act is designed to provide new jobs 
and new opportunities for veterans rather 
than the displacement of workers already en- 
gaged in American production, Commander 
Stack said. : 

Commander Stack conferred with Repre- 
sentative BERNARD W. KEARNEY, Republican, 
New York, past commiander in chief of the 


. VFW and chairman of its welfare and service 


committee and one of the sponsors of the act 
in the House of Representatives, and Robert 
K. Christenberry, New York City, chairman 
of the VFW national legislative committee, 
in New York, July 5. Following the confer- 
ence Stack urged the VFW 2,000,000 mem- 
bership and 8,000 local organizations to swing 
in behind the legislation. 
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The two VFW committees have had the 
proposed “veterans’ RFC” under close and 
thorough study for several months, 

“It was pointed out by General Bradley, 
Veterans’ Administrator, on June 10, that 
4,000,000 veterans will be unemployed next 
fall unless new jobs continue to be created,” 
Commander Stack said. “General Bradley 
also pointed out that ‘it is time we stopped 
indulging in the sacrifices of veterans and 
worked harder instead to fulfill their wants. 
It is time we took stock of the promises we 
made while they were overseas. The Vet- 
erans’ Administration with its GI provisions 
can offer only a narrow foothold to veterans. 
Although jobs are the No. 1 issue, our Admin- 
istration is limited to helping veterans with 
only training for jobs.’” 

The bill, S. 2323, was introduced into the 
Tnited States Senate by Senators TUNNELL, 
Democrat, Delaware; Gurrey, Democrat, 
Pennsylvania; Briccs, Democrat, Missouri; 
Warsa, Democrat, Massachusetts; and MORSE, 
Republican, Oregon. Three identical bills are 
before the House of Representatives. They 
were introduced by Representative KEARNEY, 
Republican, New York; Representative 
Spence, Democrat, Kentucky, chairman of the 
House Banking and Currency Committee; 
and Representative KEFAUVER, Democrat, 
Tennessee. 

Senator TunNELL in introducing the bill 
said: 

“The emergency (veterans employment 
outlook) is alarming. Believe it or not, but 
at this hour there are nearly 2,500,000 vet- 
erans claiming unemployment compensa- 
tion. The number drawing unemployment 
compensation is expected to increase, as 
there are 1,500,000 more men who will be 
- discharged shortly from the armed forces. 
On account of the time that they have lost 
in war service, veterans will have greater dif- 
ficulty getting into and staying in business 
than the average businessman and profes- 
sional person. More than 7,000,000 veterans 
have no reemployment rights under the law. 
Of these, 4,000,000 had no occupation of any 
consequence before they entered military 
service and have no particular job to return 
to now. There are more than 350,000 dis- 
abled veterans of World War II who have reg- 
istered for employment but can’t find it. 
However, experience shows that the majority 
of disabled veterans can be trained in gainful 
competitive occupations if the economic op- 
portunity is opened for them.” 

Provisions of the bills include: 

1. Creation of a corporate entity charged 
with direct responsibility of promoting the 
interests of veterans who are unemployed, 
veterans who had no employment prior to 
war service, veterans who have no particular 
occupation, disabled veterans, the depend- 
ents of disabled veterans and the dependents 
of those who gave their lives to preserve our 
country. 

2. To utilize wartime and unused facilities 
and surpluses throughout the Nation and 
abroad that are suitable and can be employed 
profitably to afford opportunities for unem- 
ployed veterans. 

3. To create profitable businesses, profes- 
sional and occupational self-sufficient oppor- 
tunities for veterans toward reducing to a 
minimum the need for unemployment com- 
pensations and bonuses. 


4. To foster an ever-expanding economy 


and prosperity toward preserving our system 
of government, our freedoms, and our na- 
tional security by utilizing fully our veterans 
who were selected from the cream of the 
crop of American manhood and womanhood. 

5. To assist qualified veterans engaged in 
useful and profitable enterprises, services; 
professions, or trades in other countries, 
thereby cultivating those countries to be- 
come increasingly our customers and friends. 

6. To stimulate profitable activity and to 
attract investment of private risk capital 
in enterprises within marginal areas in in- 
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dustry, agriculture, service trades, trans- 
portation, education, foreign trade and in 
scientific fields toward increasing employ- 
ment of veterans. 

7. To assist State community, and pri- 
vate agencies in financing self-liquidating 
projects which will utilize profitably the 
services of unemployed veterans. 

8. To stimulate enterprises and projects 
where gainful work opportunities, occupa- 
tional therapy, and self-reliant careers will 
be opened to disabled veterans, 

9. To invite public subscription to the 
funds of the Corporation in order that the 
people of the Nation will be parthers in 
this enterprise. 

10. To stimulate the maximum utiliza- 
tion and development of abundant natural 
resources in all geographical areas within 
the United States, its Territories and pos- 
sessions, so as to afford opportunities for 
veterans and to enrich the Nation. 

11. To facilitate the establishment of 
necessary, useful, and profitable new enter- 
prises in the various communities of the 
Nation that will insure the veterans against 
unemployment in recessions or depressions 
and to assure the fullest possible develop- 
ment of all our Nation's peacetime resources 
to stimulate an ever-expanding base of our 
national economy for the increasing benefit 
of all our people. 

The bill includes the further provision 
that: 

“Nothing contained in this act shall be 
construed to authorize the Corporation 
created under section 5 of the act to itself 
engage in the operation of any plant, fa- 
cility, or other business undertaking.” 

This legislation, VFW spokesmen pointed 
out, is emergency legislation to the same 
extent that the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation or the Smaller War Plants Cor- 
poration were emergency’ measures. It is 
sound as they were sound. It is the first 
concrete legislation offered as a solution for 
an increasingly alarming condition within 
the Nation. 

The veteran is always at the end of the 
employment line—we want to avoid his be- 
ing in the bread line—because the expansion 
of war plants and production within the 
Nation during war years has resulted in a 
vast pool of manpower with rights to jobs 
ahead of the veterans’ rights, the VFW con- 
tinued. 

Added to that, we are faced with tech- 
nological advancement which is capable of 
eliminating much manpower from our great 
industries. This advancement alone is ca- 
pable of throwing out of employment mil- 
lions of men. The majority will be veterans 
because of the seniority afforded those who 
have been employed before and during the 
war years. 

At the same time the Nation’s economy 
is unbalanced. There is a ready market for 
all of the products of our industries. The 
big job is to get the products into stores, 
shops, and consumer markets. The Nation 
has hundreds of war surplus plants and fa- 
cilities which could be geared into the over- 
all production. Veterans need business op- 
portunities, jobs, and financing. This Nation 
holds some 40,000 captured enemy patents 
and secret processes which could provide 
a vast pool of opportunity in large and small 
ways for the veterans in business. 

“We agree with the President of the United 
States when he said recently that he would 
rather see a thousand small plants than one 
mammoth industrial steel or automobile 
company,” a VFW spokesman said, “We be- 
lieve that the veterans of all wars are better 
off living in a free economy with freedom of 
access to the means to make them free. We 
do not believe that a class system exists with- 
in this Nation and we are striving to pre- 
vent human displacements and lack of op- 
portunity from breeding class strife. Vet- 
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erans are not theorists or dreamers. They 
have traveled the world, fought for ideals and 
the human instinct of self-preservation. 
They are not radicals. They have been 
sobered. Nor are they reactionaries. They 
are realists—made so by the hard way of life, 
experience, travel, and sacrifice. 

“This legislation could uncover the vast 
amount of leadership now dormant within 
millions of veterans. It could instill this 
needed leadership into the life-lines of Amer- 
ica, which, because we are a commercial 
Nation, will mean our continued leadership 
in a chaotic world. 

“New frontiers are the stimulant which 
this Nation above all else requires. Our 
frontiers must be in business and expansion 
from now on. Veterans need that hope which 
should spring eternal in the human breast. 
We must do away with good wishes and half- 
hearted promises and face the economic 
facts of the situation. Why should this Na- 
tion not undertake the creation of new 
frontiers within and without? After each 
war, which the members of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars are well acquainted with, we 
have had new frontiers. After other Ameri- 
can wars, the veterans have opened up these 
frontiers. The veterans who returned from 
the War of 1812 opened up the plains beyond 
St. Louis. Veterans of the Civil War built 
Western railroads and developed the moun- 
tain valleys along the Pacific seaboard. The 
veterans of World War II have nor 
frontier in the old sense. But they have a 
far greater frontier in the new sense—a busi- 
ness frontier, a technological frontier, an in- 
dustrial frontier, and a vast new frontier in 
overseas trade. 

“On the Fourth of July a new nation was 
born out in the Pacific. The Philippines are 
a new unified, independent nation today be- 
cause of American aid, understanding, and 
sacrifice. What has happened in the Philip- 
pines could be accomplished with other Pa- 
cific nations,” the VFW said. “China offers a 
great opportunity for the people of America 
for at least two decades. Veterans could help 
build and modernize a new China and in so 
doing would create an American market be- 
yond the wildest dreams of even our ardent 
dreamers. Ambassador Wei of China, who 
has returned to China, recently said that the 
Government of China would be willing to put 
in railroads and the necessary public-utility 
systems. The American technical and busi- 
ness missionary could help them develop all 
lines of endeavor in between. 

“The veterans of all our wars should be 
encouraged and helped to join in the expan- 
sion of American markets throughout the 
world, They did a great job in preserving 
world markets for American products during 
the war years. If another world war is to be 
averted, surely every housewife and teen-age 
youngster knows it will be averted by free 
exchange of goods, knowledge, and good will. 
The member nations of the United Nations all 
need leadership and assistance from this 


‘Nation. They need other things than a cash 


loan. They must learn how we accomplish, 
build, transport, and market. They must 
learn how to organize and finance those in- 
dustries which will go toward making them 
independent and at the same time provide 
a ready and willing market for the products 
of American industry. 

“We need constructive thinking and action 
at this point. The Veterans of Foreign Wars 
would rather lead the veterans of the Nation 
into self-sufficiency than to lead them into 
the public trough of the United States Treas- 
ury. The Veterans Corporation will not cost 
the taxpayers 1 cent. It will, on the con- 
trary, save the taxpayers many billions of 
dollars. 

“That the veterans of America are capable 
of carrying their own weight, if given the 
opportunity, was well demonstrated during 
the last war and our previous wars. Their 
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talents, energies, brain power, leadership, and 
character need new outlets. Whatever in- 
vestment the Nation makes in these men will 
return manyfold. 

“The taxpayers of the Nation should want 
self-liquidating outlets for veterans, of whom 
there will soon be 20,000,000. Unemployment 
compensation for veterans has already cost 
a billion dollars and this will increase. 
Bonuses are expensive. Relief rolls are ex- 
pensive, 

“Organized labor in the Nation should wel- 
come a Veterans Corporation which would 
hold the promise of removing from the un- 
employed labor force the millions of veterans 
who are and will be seeking employment. 

“American industry and finance should 
welcome a new outlet for capital, new mar- 
kets, and expanding prosperity rather than 
fear a boom and bust’ economic future. 

“Veterans and their families comprise 60 
percent of the population in our local com- 
munities now. This percentage will grow as 
young men and women find the economic 
security permitting marriage and families, 
The future of the Nation is wrapped up in 
the veterans of this Nation for the first time 
in the history of America. These millions 
of young men, culled by the Army and Navy 
from the cream of the crop of every com- 
munity, must be allowed to continue their 
careers as proud Americans, proud of their 
own independence and ability to stand on 
their own feet, proud to follow the ideals of 
their Nation and its leaders in all branches 
and strata of American life. This is our best 
insurance against foreign ‘isms.’ Ideologies 
foreign to the thinking and history of the 
United States will not flourish among con- 
structive, independent, hard-working citi- 


zens.” 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. HILL. I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive 
business. 

. The motion. was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business, 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations and a treaty, which 
were referred to the appropriate com- 
mittees, 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Affairs: 

Jesús T. PrÑeRo, of Puerto Rico, to be Gov- 
ernor of Puerto Rico, vice Rexford Guy 


Tugwell, 
By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 


Naval Affairs: 4 

Sundry officers for appointments in the 
United States Navy. 

By Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

Edwin G. Nourse, of the District of Colum- 
bia, to be a member of the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads: 

Sundry postmasters. 


TREATY OF GENERAL RELATIONS AND 
PROTOCOL BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND THE PHILIPPINES—RE- 
MOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SECRECY 
FROM TREATY 
Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask 


unanimous consent that the injunction 
of secrecy be removed from Executive J, 
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Seventy-ninth Congress, second session, 
a treaty of general relations and protocol 
between the United States of America 
and the Republic of the Philippines 
signed at Manila on July 4, 1946. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the injunction of secrecy 
will be removed from the treaty and it 
will be published in the RECORD. 


The treaty, with accompanying papers, 


is as follows: 


To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice and 
consent of the Senate to ratification, I 
transmit herewith the treaty of general re- 
lations and protocol between the United 
States of America and the Republic of the 
Philippines signed at Manila on July 4, 1946. 
I transmit also, for the information of the 
Senate, the report of the Secretary of State 
with respect to that treaty and protocol. 

In view of the unique relationship existing 
between the United States of America and 
the Republic of the Philippines and the de- 
sire of our Government and people to further 
the interests of the Government and people 
of the Republic of the Philippines, I should 
be grateful for the earliest possible considera- 
tion of the treaty and protocol by the 
Senate. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, July 30, 1946. 

(Enclosures: 1. Report of the Secretary 
of State; 2. Treaty of general relations with 
Republic of Philippines and protocol.) 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D. C., July 26, 1946. 


PRESIDENT, 
The White House: 

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, 
has the honor to lay before the President, 
with a view to its transmission to the Senate 
to receive the advice and consent of that 
body to ratification, if his judgment approve 
thereof, the treaty of general relations and 
protocol between the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Republic of the Philippines 
signed at Manila on July 4, 1946. 

History records few instances of the vol- 
untary relinquishment of sovereignty by one 
nation over another. The present treaty is 
an example of faith—mutual faith of one 
government and people in another—faith 
preserved and strengthened in dark days of 
struggle against foes of freedom. 

For nearly a half century the United States 
of America exercised sovereign control over 
the Philippines. During that time it was 
the constant purpose of the American Goy- 
ernment to promote the welfare of the Philip- 
pine people to the end that they, at the 
earliest practicable time, might become free 
and independent. 

An important step toward the granting 
of Philippine independence took place on 
August 29, 1916, with the enactment of Pub- 
lic, No. 240, Sixty-fourth Congress (39 Stat, 
545), which placed in the hands of the 
Philippine people rights with respect to the 
control of their domestic affairs and stated 
the policy of the people of the United States 
to be the withdrawal of their sovereignty 
over the Philippine Islands and the recogni- 
tion of Philippine independence upon the 
establishment of a stable Philippine govern- 
ment. 

On March 24, 1934, there was enacted the 
Tydings-McDuffie act (Public, No. 127, 
Seventy-third Congress, 48 Stat. 456) provid- 
ing for the complete independence of the 
Philippines and for the adoption of a Philip- 
pine constitution and form of government. 
Pursuant to this law a new constitution was 
framed and duly ratified by the Philippine 
people. Under this Constitution the Re- 
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public of the Philippines was established on 
July 4, 1946, 

The enclosed treaty and protocol signed at 
Manila on that day do not presage a with- 
drawal of American interest in the Philippine 
Government or a severance of the ties bind- 
ing the American and Philippine peoples. 
The relationships between the two peoples 
have shown steady improvement ever since 
the assumption by the United States of 
sovereignty over the Philippines. The unity 
of American and Philippine ideals was 
demonstrated in the recent war in which the 
two peoples fought side by side in the cause 
of liberty. The enclosed treaty represents 
the end of one era of American-Philippine 
relations and the commencement of a new 
era, In that new era the two Governments 
and peoples will be bound as closely as ever 
by ties of friendship and mutual trust. 

Article I of the treaty provides for the 
withdrawal and surrender of all right of 
possession, supervision, jurisdiction, control, 
or sovereignty existing and exercised by the 
United States of America in and over the 
territory and the people of the Philippine 
Islands, except for the use of such bases as 
the United States of America, by agreement 
with the Republic of the Philippines, may 
deem necessary for mutual protection of the 
two countries, The United States of America, 
in Article I of the treaty, recognizes the in- 
dependence of the Republic of the Philip- 
pines as a self-governing nation. 

Article II provides for the rights to be ac- 
corded by each country to the diplomatic and 
consular officers of the other country. 

Article III relates to the representation by 
the Foreign Service of the United States, 
pending the final establishment of Philippine 
Foreign Service establishments abroad, of the 
interests of the Republic of the Philippines 
in countries where there is no Philippine 
representation. 

Article IV pertains to the assumption by 
the Republic of the Philippines of all debts 
and liabilities of the Philippine Islands, its 
provinces, cities, municipalities, and instru- 
mentalities. ’ 

Article V provides that all cases at law 
concerning the Government and people of the 
Philippines which, in accordance with sec- 
tion 7 (6) of the Independence Act of 1934, 
are pending before the Supreme Court of 
the United States of America at the date 
of the granting of the independence of the 
Republic of the Philippines shall continue 
to be subject to the review of the Supreme 
Court of the United States of America for 
such period of time after independence as 
may be necessary to effectuate the disposi- 
tion of the cases at hand. 

Article VI relates to the adjustment and 
settlement of claims of either Government 
or its nationals against the other Govern- 
ment. This article provides also for the 
safeguarding of property rights of each con- 
tracting state and its citizens and corpora- 
tions in the territory of the other contract- 
ing state. 

Article VII provides for the assumption by 
the Republic of the Philippines of all con- 
tinuing obligations assumed by the United 
States of America under the treaties be- 
tween the United States of America and 
Spain concluded on December 10, 1898 and 
November 7, 1900. 

Article VIII provides for the ratification 
of the present treaty by the United States 
of America and the Republic of the Philip- 
pines and for its entry into force upon the 
exchange of instruments of ratification at 
‘Manila. 

The protocol which accompanies the treaty 
sets forth understandings of the two Govern- 
ments with respect to the purpose and scope 
of the treaty. The protocol provides also 
for the provisional observance of Articles 
II and III of the treaty. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JAMES F. BYRNES. 
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Executive J, SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS, SEC- 
OND SESSION—TREATY OF GENERAL RELA- 
TIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA AND THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIP- 
PINES 
The United States of America and the Re- 

public of the Philippines, being animated by 

the desire to cement the relations of close 
and long friendship existing between the two 
countries, and to provide for the recognition 
of the independence of the Republic of the 

Philippines as of July 4, 1946 and the relin- 

quishment of American sovereignty over the 

Philippine Islands, have agreed upon the fol- 

lowing articles: 

ARTICLE I 


The United States of America agrees to 
withdraw and surrender, and does hereby 
withdraw and surrender, all right of pos- 
session, supervision, jurisdiction, control or 
sovereignty existing and exercised by the 
United States of America in and over the 
territory and the people of the Philippine 
Islands, except the use of such bases, neces- 
sary appurtenances to such bases, and the 
rights incident thereto, as the United States 
of America, by agreement with the Republic 
of the Philippines, may deem necessary to 
retain for the mutual protection of the 
United States of America and of the Repub- 
lic of the Philippines. The United States of 
America further agrees to recognize, and does 
hereby recognize, the independence of the 
Republic of the Philippines as a separate self- 
governing nation and to acknowledge, and 
does hereby acknowledge, the authority and 
control over the same of the Government 
instituted by the people thereof, under the 
Constitution of the Republic of the Philip- 
pines. 

ARTICLE II 


The diplomatic representatives of each 
country shall enjoy in the territories of the 
other the privileges and immunities derived 
from generally recognized international law 
and usage. The consular representatives of 
each country, duly provided with exequatur, 
will be permitted to reside in the territories 
of the other in the places wherein consular 
representatives are by local laws permitted 
to reside; they shall enjoy the honorary 
privileges and the immunities accorded to 
such officers by general interrational usage; 
and they shall not be treated in a manner 
less favorable than similar officers of any 
other foreign country. 

ARTICLE III 

Pending the final establishment of the 
requisite Philippine Foreign Service establish- 
ments abroad, the United States of America 
and the Republic of the Philippines agree 
that at the request of the,Republic of the 
Philippines the United States of America will 
endeavor, in so far as it may be practicable, 
to represent through its Foreign Service the 
interests of the Republic of the Philippines 
in countries where there is no Philippine 
representation. The two countries further 
agree that any such arrangements are to be 
subject to termination when in the judgment 
of either country such arrangements are no 
longer necessary. 

ARTICLE IV 


The Republic of the Philippines agrees to 
assume, and does hereby assume, all the 
debts and liabilities of the Philippine Islands, 
its provinces, cities, municipalities and in- 
strumentalities, which shall be valid and 
subsisting on the date hereof, The Republic 
of the Philippines will make adequate pro- 
vision for the necessary funds for the pay- 
ment of interest on and principal of bonds 
issued prior to May 1, 1934 under authority 
of an Act of Congress of the United States of 
America by the Philippine Islands, or any 
province, city or municipality therein, and 
such obligations shall be a first lien on the 
taxes collected in the Philippines. 
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ARTICLE V 


The United States of America and the Re- 
public of the Philippines agree that all cases 
at law concerning the Government and 
people of the Philippines which, in accord- 
ance with Section 7 (6) of the Independ- 
ence Act of 1934, are pending before the Su- 
preme Court of the United States of America 
at the date of the granting of the independ- 
ence of the Republic of the Philippines shall 
continue to be subject to the review of the 
Supreme Court of the United States of 
America for such period of time after inde- 
pendence as may be necessary to effectuate 
the disposition of the cases at hand. The 
contracting parties also agree that following 
the disposition of such cases the Supreme 
Court of the United States of America will 
cease to have the right of review of cases 
originating in the Philippine Islands, 


ARTICLE VI 


In so far as they are not covered by existing 
legislation, all claims of the Government of 
the United States of America or its nationals 
against the Government of the Republic of 
the Philippines and all claims of the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of the Philippines 
and its nationals against the Government 
of the United States of America shall be 
promptly adjusted and settled. The prop- 
erty rights of the United States of America 
and the Republic of the Philippines shall 
be promptly adjusted and settled by mutual 
agreement, and all existing property rights 
of citizens and corporations of the United 
States of America in the Republic of the 
Philippines and of citizens and corporations 
of the Republic of the Philippines in the 
United States of America shall be acknowl- 
edged, respected and safeguarded to the same 
extent as property rights of citizens and cor- 
porations of the Republic of the Philippines 
and of the United States of America respec- 
tively. Both Governments shall designate 
representatives who may in concert agree on 
measures best calculated to effect a satisfac- 
tory and expeditious disposal of such claims 
as may not be covered by existing legislation. 

ARTICLE VII 

The Republic of the Philippines agrees to 
assume all continuing obligations assumed 
by the United States of America under the 
Treaty of Peace between the United States 
of America and Spain concluded at Paris on 
the 10th day of December, 1898, by which 
the Philippine Islands were ceded to the 
United States of America, and under the 
Treaty between the United States of America 
and Spain concluded at Washington on the 
Tth day of November, 1900. 


ARTICLE VIII 


This Treaty shall enter into force on the 
exchange of instruments of ratification. 

This Treaty shall be submitted for rati- 
fication in accordance with the constitu- 
tional procedures of the United States of 
America and of the Republic of the Philip- 
pines; and instruments of ratification shall 
be exchanged and deposited at Manila, 

Signed at Manila this fourth day of July, 
one thousand nine hundred forty-six. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

PAUL V. MCNUTT. 

For the Government of the Republic of 

the Philippines: 
MANUEL ROXAS. 

PROTOCOL TO ACCOMPANY THE TREATY OF GEN- 

ERAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 

OF AMERICA AND THE REPUBLIC OF THE 

PHILIPPINES, SIGNED AT MANILA ON THE 

FourtH DAY or JULY 1946 

It is understood and agreed by the High 
Contracting Parties that this Treaty is for 
the purpose of recognizing the independence 
of the Republic of the Philippines and for the 
maintenance of close and harmonious re- 
lations between the two Governments, 
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It is understood and agreed that this Treaty 
does not attempt to regulate the details of 
arrangements between the two Governments 
for their mutual defense; for the establish- 
ment, termination, or regulation of the rights 
and duties of the two countries, each with 
respect to the other, in the settlement of 
claims, as to the owenrship or control of real 
or personal property, or as to the carrying 
out of provisions of law of either country; 
or for the settlement of rights or claims of 
citizens or corporations of either country 
with respect to or against the other. 

It is understood and agreed that the con- 
clusion and entrance into force of this 
Treaty is not exclusive of further treaties 
and executive agreements providing for the 
specific regulation of matters broadly covered 
herein. 

It is understood and agreed that pending 
final ratification of this Treaty, the pro- 
visions of Articles II and III shall be ob- 
served by executive agreement. 

Signed at Manila this fourth day of July, 
one thousand nine hundred forty-six. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: — 
PAUL V. MCNUTT. 

For the Government of the Republic of 
the Philippines: 

MANUEL ROXAS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit- 
tees, the clerk will state the first order of 
business on the Executive Calendar. 


PROTOCOL AMENDING INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENT FOR REGULATION OF 
WHALING 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the pro- 
tocol, Executive I (79th Cong., 2nd sess.), 
a protocol signed at London on November 
26, 1945, for the United States of Amer- 
ica and other countries, amending in cer- 
tain particulars the international agree- 
ment for the regulation of whaling, 
signed at London on June 8, 1937, as 
amended by the protocol signed at Lon- 
don on June 24, 1938, which was read the 
second time, as follows: 


PROTOCOL AMENDING THE INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENT FOR THE REGULATION OF 
WHALING 


The Governments of the Union of South 
Africa, the Commonwealth of Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, France, Mexico, the Neth- 
erlands, New Zealand, Norway, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire- 
land and the United States of America; 

Desiring, in view of the fact that pelagic 
whaling operations in the area defined by 
Article 7 of the international Agreement for 
the Regulation of Whaling, signed at London 
on the 8th June, 1937 (hereinafter referred 
to as the Principal Agreement), as amended 
by the Protocol signed at London on the 24th 
June 1938 (hereinafter referred to as the 
Protocol of 1938), have been interrupted for 
a considerable period by the war, and in 
order to meet the emergency produced by 
post-war conditions without prejudice to the 
conservation of stocks of whales, to put into 
force by agreement such provisions as may be 
necessary in regard to pelagic whaling for the 
season 1946/47; 

Have agreed as follows:— 


ARTICLE 1, 


Subject to the provisions of Article 3 of 
the present Protocol, the period fixed by 
Article 7 of the Principal Agreement, during 
which factory ships or whalecatchers attached 
thereto may be used for the purpose of taking 
or treating baleen whales, shall be extended 
for the season 1946/47 so as to cover the 
period from the 8th December to the 7th 
April inclusive, 
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ARTICLE 2, 

Each contracting Government shall give 
notice to the Government of the United 
Kingdom when factory ships registered under 
the law of any territory under its authority 
or otherwise under its jurisdiction engage 
in whaling operations in the area defined by 
Article 7 of the Principal Agreement. The 
Government of the United Kingdom will in- 
form the other contracting Governments of 
all notices received under this paragraph 
and shall itself similarly give notice to the 
other contracting Governments if factory 
ships registered under the law of any terri- 
tory under its authority or otherwise under 
its jurisdiction engage in whaling operations 
in the said area. 

ARTICLE 3. 

The prohibition contained in Article 1 of 
the Protocol of 1930 relating to the taking 
of hump back whales in any waters south of 
40° south latitude shall apply during the 
season of 1946/47. 

ARTICLE 4. 

(1) During the season of 1946-47 the num- 
ber of baleen whales caught in the area de- 
fined by Article 7 of the Principal Agree- 
ment shall not exceed 16,000 blue whale 
units. 

(2) For the purposes of paragraph 1 of this 
Article blue whale units shall be calculated 
on the basis that one blue whale equals— 

(a) Two fin whales or 

(b) Two and a half hump back whales or 

(c) Six sei whales, — 

(3). Each contracting Government under- 
takes to ensure that the International Bu- 
reau for Whaling Statistics shall be pro- 
vided, within two days after the end of each 
calendar week, with data on the number of 
blue whale units caught by each factory 
ship under the jurisdiction of the said Gov- 
ernment in the area defined by Article 7 
of the Principal Agreement. The Govern- 
ment of the United Kingdom shall consult 
from time to time with the International 
Bureau for Whaling Statistics and if it should 
appear that the annual quota provided by 
paragraph (1) of this Article may be reached 
before the 7th of April, the International 
Bureau for Whaling Statistics shall be re- 
quested to determine, on the basis of the 
data provided, the date on which the an- 
nual quota of blue whale units shall be 
deemed to have been reached and to notify 
each contracting Government of that date 
not less than two weeks in advance thereof. 
The taking of baleen whales shall be illegal 
after the date so determined. 


ARTICLE 5. 


The provisions of Article 3, paragraph (2), 
of the Protocol of 1938, regarding the op- 
eration of factory ships as land stations in 
the territorial w.ters of any contracting 
Government, shall not apply during the pe- 
riod from ist May, 1947, to 3lst October, 
1947, inclusive. 

ARTICLE 6. 

(1) In the present Protocol the following 

expressions shall have the meanings as- 


signed to them in Article 18 of the Princi- 


pal Agreement: factory ship,” “whale- 
catcher,” “land station,” “baleen whale,” 
“blue whale,” “hump back whale,” “fin 
whale.” 

(2) Sei whale means, for the purposes of 
this Protocol, any whale known by the name 
of balaenoptera borealis, sei whale Rudolphi's 
rorqual, pollack whale, or coalfish whale, and 
shall be taken to include Balaenoptera 
brydei, Bryde’s whale. 

(3) The expression “land station” shall, 
for the purposes of Article 5 of the present 
Protocol, include a factory ship the move- 
ments and anchorage of which are con- 
fined to the territorial waters of any con- 
tracting Government. 


ARTICLE 7. 
(1) The present Protocol shall be ratified 
and the instruments of ratification deposited 
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as soon as possible with the Government of 
the United Kingdom; and it shall be open 
to accession on behalf of any Government 
which is a party to the Principal Agreement 
and the Protocol of 1938 and has not signed 
the present Protocol. 

(2) Accession shall be effected by notifica- 
tion. addressed to the Government of the 
United Kingdom. 

(3) The Government of the United King- 
dom shall inform the Governments which 
are parties or signatories to the present 
Protocol of all ratifications of this Protocol 
or accessions thereto. 


ARTICLE 8. 


(1) The present Protocol shall come into 
force in its entirety when all the Govern- 
ments referred to in the Preamble hereof shall 
have deposited their instruments of ratifica- 
tion or given notifications of accession. 

(2) The provisions of this Article and Ar- 
ticles 2, 3, 4, 6 (1), 6 (2) and 7 of the present 
Protocol shall, when instruments of ratifica- 
tion have been deposited by at least three 
signatory Governments, become binding on 
those Governments and shall become bind- 
ing on each other Government which sub- 
sequently ratifies or accedes, on the date of 
the deposit of its instrument of ratification 
or notification of its accession. 

(3) The ratification of or accession to the 
present Protocol by a Government which is 
not a party to the Principal Agreement and 
the Protocol of 1938 shall not become effec- 
tive until such Government becomes a party 
to that Agreement and Protocol of 1938. 


ARTICLE 9. 


The present Protocol shall bear the date 
on which it is opened for signature and 
shall remain open for signature for a period 
of 14 days thereafter. 

In witness whereof the undersigned pleni- 
potentiaries being duly authorized to this 
end by their respective Governments have 
signed the present Protocol. 

Done at London this 26th day of Novem- 
ber, 1945, in a single copy which shall re- 
main deposited in the archives of the Goy- 
ernment of the United Kingdom, by whom 
certified copies will be transmitted to all 
the Governments referred to in the pre- 
amble. 

For the Government of the Union of 
South Africa: 

A. P. VAN DER POST. 

For the Government of the Commonwealth 
of Australia: 

J. S. DUNCAN. 

For the Government of Canada: 

VINCENT MASSEY. 

For the Government of Denmark: 

P. F. ERICHSEN. 

For the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic: 

NoËL HENRY. 

For the Government of the United Mexi- 
can States: 

ALFONSO DE ROSENZWIEC DIAZ. 

For the Government of the Netherlands: 

E. TEIXEIRA DE MATTOS. 

For the Government of New Zealand: 

R. M. CAMPBELL, 

For the Government of Norway: 

BIRGER BERGERSEN. 

For the Government of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland; 

A. T. A. DOBSON. 
J. E. DE WATTEVILLE. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

REMINGTON KELLOGG, 
Ira N. GABRIELSON. 
Certified a true copy. 
Foreign Office, London, 27 Dec. 1945. 
D. A. BIGeY 
Acting Librarian and Keeper of the 
Paners for the Secretary of State 
jor Foreign Affairs 
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INTERNATIONAL WHALING CONFERENCE, 
LONDON, NOVEMBER 1945 
FINAL ACT 


An International Whaling Conference was 
opened in London on the 20th November, 
1945, and continued on the 2ist, 22nd and 
23rd November, 1945. 8 

The Governments of the countries men- 
tioned below were represented as follows: 

Union of South Africa: 

Mr. A. P. van der Post, 

Australia: 

Mr. G. G. Setter. 

Mr. V. C. Duffy. 

Canada: 

Mr. E. MacLeod. 

Denmark: 

M. P. F. Erichsen. 

France: 

M. Noël Henry. 

M. A. Alloy. 

M. A. Perier. 

M. J. J. le Gall. 

M. A. Anziani, 

M. P. Budker. 

Mexico: 

Lieut.-Commander Alfredo Marques Ricaño 
(Observer). 

Netherlands: 

Dr. J. J. Oyevaar. 

Dr. D. J. Van Dijk. 

Dr. A. G. U. Hildebrandt. 

Newfoundland: 

Mr. J. L. Murphy (Observer). 

New Zealand: 

Mr. W. E. Pratt. 

Norway: 

Professor B. Bergersen. 


J. > 
. J. E. de Watteville. 
R. C. Cox. 


RRRESREREE: 


Captain H. K. Salvesen. 


Commander James D. Cralik. 

Dr. Donald D. Kennedy. 

Mr. Charles I. Bevans. 

Dr. William E. S. Flory. 

Mr. John M. Allison. 

Miss Zelda Wolf. 

Mr. A. T. A. Dobson (United Kingdom) was 
invited to preside over the Conference, and 
Mr. A. M. Lowe and Miss U. Borenius (United 
Kingdom), assisted by a member of the 
United States of America Delegation, acted 
as Secretaries. 

The object of the Conference was to con- 
sider what special measures should be put 
in force by agreement in respect of the 
whaling season 1946/47. All the Govern- 
ments represented at the Conference were 
parties or signatories to the International 
Agreement for the Regulation of Whaling 
signed at London on the 8th June 1937. 

The Conference having heard a statement 
on behalf of the Minister of Food of the 
United Kingdom on the present position of 
world stocks of oils and fats, and the pros- 
pects in the near future, came to the con- 
clusion that, so far as whaling is concerned, 
some special relaxation of the Agreement of 
1937 and the Protocol of 1938 was desirable 
for the season 1946-47. 

On the other hand the Conference was 
impressed with two main considerations. In 
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the first place it was of vital importance to 
further the conservation of existing whale 
stocks, which prior to the war were already 
showing signs of depletion. Secondly, it was 
of equal importance that any temporary re- 
laxation of the existing regulations should 
not serve to encourage countries that had not 
taken part in whaling operations before to 
enter the industry only to find that ulti- 
mately their expeditions might not prove 
financially profitable. 

The Conference had the advantage of 
perusing a number of papers submitted by 
the various delegates, and in particular was 
grateful to the Norwegian Delegation for the 
very full statistical material relating to the 
whaling industry as a whole which was of 
inestimable value. 

The Conference adopted at its final meet- 
ing the following resolutions:— 

(i) “That it is desirable that a Protocol, in 
the terms of the Annex to this resolution, 
should be signed and brought into force as 
soon as possible; that the Government of 
the United Kingdom is requested to make 
early arrangements for the signature of this 
Protocol by duly accredited representatives; 
that as this Protocol makes certain tempo- 
rary amendments to the Agreement of 1937, 
as amended by the Protocol of 1938, all Gov- 
ernments which are parties to those instru- 
ments should be invited either to sign the 
present Protocol or to accede thereto; that 
Governments which are signatories to the 
Agreement of 1937 and Protocol of 1938 but 
have not become parties thereto by ratifica- 
tion should be invited to ratify those in- 
struments and to sign the annexed Protocol 
or to accede thereto; and that copies of this 
Final Act and the Annex thereto should be 
communicated to all such Governments 
which are not represented at the present 
Conference and to any other interested 
Governments.” 

(ii) “That the Governments parties or sig- 
natories to the 1937 Agreement take such 
measures as may be appropriate to facilitate 
the exchange of scientific and other data on 
whales and whaling. The Conference like- 
wise recommends the interchange of exports 
on whale biology and collaboration among 
those Governments on research and scien- 
tific studies pertaining to whales.” 

(ili) “That the regulations of the several 
Governments should provide that (1) the 
official measurements as required in Article 
16 of the 1937 Agreement shall be taken by 
the inspector when the whale is at rest on 
deck or platform in accordance with the defi- 
nition of ‘length’ in Article 18 of that Agree- 
ment, and (2) the other data required by 
Article 16 shall be verified by the inspector 
at the time of tally.” 

The Conference considered a proposal by 
the Delegation of the United States of Amer- 
ica that the contracting Governments should 
prohibit the sale, loan or delivery of vessels, 
equipment or supplies designed especially for 
whaling operations, or known to be intended 
for such operations, to any Government or 
the national of any Government not a party 
or a signatory to the Whaling Agreement of 
1937. The Conference, however, was unable, 
owing to uncertainty as to the necessary leg- 
islative powers in the various countries, to 
include these provisions in the Protocol, but 
recognizing the vital necessity for this pro- 
hibition adopted the following resolution: 

(iv) “That the various Governments 
should take all practicable steps to prohibit 
the sale, loan or delivery of vessels, equip- 
ment or supplies designed: especially for 
whaling operations, or known to be intended 
for such operations, to any Government or 
the nationals of any Government not a party 
ora n to the Whaling Agreement of 

The Conference also gave consideration to 
urgent representations by the Norwegian 
and United Kingdom representatives that 
as, owing to unforeseen circumstances, cer- 
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tain factory ships would be unable to reach 
the whaling grounds by the 24th November, 
1945, they should be permitted to operate 
with a full complement of catchers for a 
continuous period of four months from the 
date in which they were able to commence 
operations. 

The Conference recognised the vital im- 
portance of acquiring all the oil possible 
during the 1945/46 season, and considered 
that it would be highly detrimental to world 
oil supplies if the limited number of ex- 
peditions were unable to fish for the full four 
months owing to circumstances not only 
beyond their control, but due primarily to 
the aftermath of the war. 

While unable to include any provision on 
this subject in the Protocol on account of the 
difficulty of obtaining the necessary ratifica- 
tions in time for this provision to be effec- 
tive, the Conference adopted the following 
resolutions; 

(v) “That every effort should be made to 
overcome the legal difficulties and obtain 
special authority for the required extension 
of the 1945/46 season in the case of the 
particular factory ships which cannot reach 
the grounds by the opening date.” 

Done in London the twenty-sixth day of 
November, 1945, in a single copy which shall 
be deposited in the archives of the Govern- 
ment of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, and of which certified 
copies shall be transmitted to all the signa- 
tory Governments, 

For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 

A. P. VAN DER Post. 

For the Government of the Commonwealth 
of Australia: 

G. G. SETTER. 
V. C. DUFFY. 

For the Government of Canada: 

E. MacLEOD. 

For the Government of Denmark: 

P. F. ERICKSEN. 

For the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic: 

NoEL HENRY, 


A. PERIER. 
For the Government of the United Mexican 
States: 
A. MARQUEZ. R. 
For the Government of the Netherlands: 
A. G. U. HILDESRANDT. 
For the Government of Newfoundland: 
J. L, MURPHY. 
For the Government of New Zealand: 
W. E. PRATT. 
For the Government of Norway: 


JOHAN NELANDER, 
HaraLD B. PAULSEN. 
For the Government of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland: 
A. T. A. DOBSON, 
P. D. H. DUNN. 
JOHN THOMSON. 
J. E. DE WATTEVILLE. 
R. C. Cox. 
J. E. S. FAWCETT. 
N. A. MACKINTOSH. 
STUART MacLeop. 
R. H. BURT, 
A. G. BLAKE. 
For the Government of the United States 
of America: 
REMINGTON KELLOGG, 
Ina N. GABRIELSON. 
DONALD KENNEDY. 
JOHN M. ALLISON. 
WILLIAM E. S. FLORY. 
CHARLES I, BEVANS. 
Hitary J. DEASON. 
JAMES D, ORALIK. 
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ANNEX TO RESOLUTION No, 1 
DRAFT PROTOCOL 
The Governments of the Union of South 


Africa, the Commonwealth of Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, France, Mexico, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, the 


United Kingdom of Great Britain and North- 
ern Ireland and the United States of 
America; 

Desiring, in view of the fact that pelagic 
whaling operations in the area defined by 
Article 7 of the International Agreement for 
the Regulation of Whaling, signed at Lon- 
don on the 8th June, 1937 (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the Principal Agreement), as 
amended by the Protocol signed at London 
on the 24th June, 1938 (hereinafter referred 
to as the Protocol of 1938), have been in- 
terrupted for a considerable period by the 
war, and in order to meet the emergency 
produced by postwar conditions without 
prejudice to the conservation of stocks of 
whales, to put into force by agreement such 
provisions as may be necessary in regard to 
pelagic whaling for the season 1946/47. 

Have agreed as follows:— 


ARTICLE 1, 


Subject to the provisions of Article 4 of 
the present Protocol, the period fixed by 
Article 7 of the Principal Agreement during 
which factory ships or whale catchers at- 
tached thereto may be used for the purpose 
of taking or treating baleen whales shall be 
extended for the season 1946/47 so as to cover 
the period from the 8th December to the 
7th April inciusive. . 


— ARTICLE 2. 


Each contracting Government shall give 
notice to the Government of the United 
Kingdom when factory ships registered under 
the law of any territory under its authority 
or otherwise under its jurisdiction engage 
in whaling operations in the area defined 
by Article 7 of the Principal Agreement. 
The Government of the United Kingdom will 
inform the other contracting Governments 
of all notices received under this paragraph 
and shall itself similarly give notice to the 
other contracting Governments if factory 
ships registered under the law of any terri- 
tory under its authority or otherwise under 
its jurisdiction engage in whaling operations 
in the said area. 


ARTICLE 3. 


Tha prohibition contained in Article 1 of 
the Protocol of 1938 relating to the taking of 
humpback whales in any water south of 40° 
south latitude shall apply during the season 
of 1946/47. 

ARTICLE 4, 


(1) During the season of 1946/47 the num- 
ber of baleen whales caught in the area de- 
fined by Article 7 of the Principal Agreement 
shall not exceed 16,000 blue whale units. 

(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1) of 
this Article blue whale units shall be calcu- 
lated on the basis that one blue whale 
equals— 

(a) Two fin whales or 

(b) Two and a half humpback whales or 

(c) Six sei whales. 

(3) Each contracting Government under- 
takes to ensure that the International Bu- 
reau for Whaling Statistics shall be provided, 
within two days after the end of each cal- 
endar week, with data on the number of 
blue whale units caught by each factory ship 
under the jurisdiction of the said Govern- 
ment in the area defined by Article 7 of 
the Principal Agreement. The Government 
of the United Kingdom shall consult from 
time to time with the International Bureau 
for Whaling Statistics and, if it should ap- 
pear that the annual quota provided by para- 
gtaph (1) of this Article may be reached be- 
fore 7th April, the International Bureau of 
Whaling Statistics shall be requested to de- 
termine, on the basis of the data provided, 
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the date on which the annual quota of blue 
whale units shall be deemed to have been 
reached and to notify each contracting Gov- 
ernment of that date not less than two weeks 
in advance thereof: The taking of baleen 
whales in the said area shall be illegal after 
the date so determined. 


ARTICLE 5. 


The provisions of Article 3, paragraph (2), 
of the Protocol of 1938, regarding the opera- 
tion of factory ships as land stations in the 
territorial waters of any contracting Govern- 
ment, shall not apply during the period 
from Ist May, 1947, to 31st October, 1947, 
inclusive. 

ARTICLE 6. 

(1) In the present Protocol the following 
expressions shall have the meanings assigned 
to them in Article 18 of the Principal Agree- 
ment: “factory ship,” “whale catcher,” land 
station,” “baleen whale,” “blue whale,” 
“humpback whale,” “fin whale.” 

(2) Sei whale means for the purposes of 
this Protocol, any whale known by the name 
of Balaenoptera borealis, sei whale, Rudol- 
phi’s rorqual, pollack whale, or coal-fish 
whale, and shall be taken to include Balae- 
noptera brydei, Bryde’s whale. 

(3) The expression “land station” shall, 
for the purposes of Article 5 of the present 
Protocol, include a factory ship the move- 
ments and anchorage of which are confined 
to the territorial waters of any contracting 
Government. 

_ ARTICLE 7. 

(1) The present Protocol shall be ratified 
and the instruments of ratification deposited 
as soon as possible with the Government of 
the United Kingdom; and it shall be open 
to accession on behalf of any Government 
which is a party to the Principal Agreement 
and the Protocol of 1938 and has not signed 
the present Protocol. 

(2). Accession shall be effected by notifica- 
tion addressed to the Government of the 
United Kingdom. 

(3) The Government of the United King- 
dom shall inform the Governments which 
are parties or signatories to the present Pro- 
tocol of all ratifications of this Protocol or 
accessions thereto. 


ARTICLE 8. 


(1) The present Protocol shall come into 
force in its entirety when all the Govern- 
ments referred to in the Preamble hereof 
shall have deposited their instruments of 
ratification or given notifications of acces- 
sion. 

(2) The provisions of this Article and Ar- 
ticles 2, 3, 4, 6 (2), and 7 of the present 
Protocol shall, when instruments of ratifi- 
cation have been deposited by at least three 
signatory Governments, become binding on 
those Governments and shall become bind- 
ing on each other Government which subse- 
quently ratifies or accedes on the date of the 
deposit of its instrument of ratification or 
notification of its accession. 

(3) The ratification of or accession to the 
present Protocol by a Government which is 
not a party to the Principal Agreement and 
the Protocol of 1938 shall not become effec- 
tive until such Government becomes a party 
to that Agreement and the Protocol of 1938. 


ARTICLE 9. 

The present Protocol shall bear the date 
on which it is opened for signature and 
shall remain open for signature for a period 
of 14 days thereafter. 

In witness whereof the undersigned pleni- 
potentiaries being duly authorized to this 
end by their respective Governments have 
signed the present Protocol. 

Done at London this day of Novem- 
ber, 1945, in a single copy which shall re- 
main deposited in the archives of the Gov- 
ernment of the United Kingdom, by whom 
certified copies will be transmitted to all 
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the Governments referred to in the pream- 
ble. 
Certified a true copy. 
Foreign Office, London, 27 Dec 1945 
D. A. Bicsy 
Acting Librarian and Keeper of the 
Papers for the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations has re- 
ported this protocol unanimously. We 
have consulted Senators from the area 
which might be interested, and it is 
agreeable to those who have been con- 
sulted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
protocol is open to amendment. If there 
be no amendment to be proposed, the pro- 
tocol will be reported to the Senate. 

The protocol was reported to the Sen- 
ate without amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
Executive I, Seventy-ninth Congress, second 
session, a protocol signed at London on No- 
vember 26, 1945, for the United States of 
America, the Union of South Africa, the Com- 
monwealth of Australia, Canada, Denmark, 
the Provisional Government of the French 
Republic, the United Mexican States, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, and the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and North- 
ern Ireland, amending in certain particulars 
the international agreement for the regula- 
tion of whaling signed at London on June 8, 
1937, as amended by the protocol signed at 
London on June 24, 1938. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. (Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of ratifi- 
cation is agreed to, and the protocol is 
ratified. 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
calendar. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Leon H. Keyserling, of New 
York, to be a member of the Council of 
Economic Advisers. ` 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of John Davidson Clark, of Wyo- 
ming, to be a member of the Council of 
Economic Advisers. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, yester- 
day there was received by the Senate the 
nomination of Edwin G. Nourse, of the 
District of Columbia, to be a member of 
the Council of Economic Advisers. The 
Banking and Currency Committee held 
a hearing this morning, and the unani- 
mous vote of the committee, including 
both the Republican and the Democratic 
members, was that the nomination 
should be favorably reported. The nom- 
ination was reported by the committee 
earlier today. Mr. Nourse has outstand- 
ing qualifications for the position to 
which he has been nominated, and the 
committee recommends to the Senate the 
confirmation of his nomination. 
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So, Mr. President, I now ask unani- 
mous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the nomination. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to request of the Senator 
from New York for present consideration 
of the nomination? Without objection, 
the nomination is considered and con- 
firmed. 

The clerk will state the other nomina- 
tions on the calendar. 


UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the United States 
Public Health Service. 

Mr. HILL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the nominations in the Public 
Health Service be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the Public Health Serv- 
ice nominations are confirmed en bloc. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, before 
the Senate to consider and con- 
firm the nominations of postmasters, I 
ask unanimous consent to have recom- 
mitted to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads the nomination of the 
postmaster at Lancing, Tenn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remaining 
5 nominations be confirmed en 

oc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the remaining postmaster 
nominations are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. HILL. I now ask unanimous con- 
cent that the President be notified forth- 
with of all confirmations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the President will be noti- 
fied forthwith. 


RECESS 


Mr. HILL. As in legislative session, 
I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o’clock and 38 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 31, 1946, at 12 o’clock 
meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 30 (legislative day of July 
29), 1946: 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
COMMISSIONER OF LABOR STATISTICS 

Ewan Clague, of Pennsylvania, to be Com- 
missioner of Labor Statistics, United States 
Department of Labor. 

UNITED States HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Dillon S. Myer, of Ohio, to be Administra- 
tor of the United States Housing Authority in 
the National Housing Agency. 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named candidates for pro- 


motion in the Regular Corps of the United 
States Public Health Service: 
SENIOR ASSISTANT SURGEONS TO BE TEMPORARY 
SURGEONS 
David M. Gould 
Iva G. Murphy 
Milton I. Roemer 
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ASSISTANT DENTAL SURGEON TO BE TEMPORARY 
SENIOR ASSISTANT DENTAL SURGEON 


Ceril S. Scheppegrell 


SENIOR ASSISTANT SANITARY ENGINEERS TO BE 
TEMPORARY SANITARY ENGINEERS 


Richard S. Green Graham Walton 
Ralph C. Palange Richard S. Mark 


ASSISTANT SANITARY ENGINEER TO BE TEMPORARY 
SENIOR ASSISTANT SANITARY ENGINEER 
Richard J. Hammerstrom 
In THE Navy 

Pay Director Walter A. Buck to be Pay- 
master General and Chief of the Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts in the Department of 
the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, for 
a term of 4 years. 

Rear Adm. Herbert G. Hopwood, United 
States Navy, to be Director of Budget and 
Reports in the Department of the Navy, with 
the rank of rear admiral, for a term of 3 
years, € 

Admiral Jonas H. Ingram, United States 
Navy, to be an admiral in the Navy, for tem- 
porary service, to rank from the 15th day of 
November 1944. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

Commodore Ellis Reed-Hill, United States 
Coast Guard, to be a rear admiral, for tem- 
porary service, to rank as such from the 1st 
day of August 1946. 

The following two Coast Guard officers to 
be professors in the United States Coast 
Guard: 

Commander Henry S. Sharp, United States 
Coast Guard, with the rank of lieutenant, 
with date of rank as lieutenant from May 15, 
1935. 

Lt. Robert E. Reed-Hill, United States 
Coast Guard, with the rank of lieutenant 
(junior grade). 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: 

ALABAMA 

Lawrence D. Lamberth, Cragford, Ala. 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1944. 

ARKANSAS 

Gracia M. Scales, Eagle Mills, Ark. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Zora M. Parker, Harrell, Ark. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 

CALIFORNIA 

James J. Kehoe, San Mateo, Calif., in place 

of J. H. Kelley, removed. 
CONNECTICUT 

Abbie S. Holbrook, Abington, Conn, Office 

became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
FLORIDA 

Elizabeth Kemps, Fort-George, Fla, 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Virginia M. Douglass, Lake Mary, Fla. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

GEORGIA 

Avery Graves, Farmington, Ga. 

came Presidential July 1, 1945. 
ILLINOIS 

Carl T. Heaton, Granite City, Ill., in place 

of C. G. Sowell, resigned, 
IOWA 

Carrie E. Grom, Colesburg, Iowa, in place 
of W. H. Eppens, deceased, 

Herbert E. Sinow, Gray, Iowa, in place of 
E. A. Newell, retired. 

Kermit G. Benson, Kiron, Iowa, in place of 
G. A. Norelius, retired. 

Clinton S. Price, Nevada, Iowa, in place of 
E. S. Armstrong, retired. 

KENTUCKY 

William W. Earle, Depoy, Ky. 

came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
LOUISIANA 

Alon M. Terral, Hackberry, La., in place of 

Inez McDaniel, resigned, 


or- 


Office 


Office be- 


Office be- 
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MARYLAND 


Eleanor Cadell, Fort Howard, Md., in place 
of M. G. Labuda, resigned. 

Harry T. Robinson, Freeland, Md. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1944. 


MICHIGAN 


Charles A. Cotcher, Lake Orion, Mich., in 
place of S. J. Haddrill, resigned. 

Marguerite G. Cox, Lupton, Mich., in place 
of L. E. Cosand, resigned. 

Howard H, Miel, McBrides, Mich. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Ira J. Anderson, Omer, Mich. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1944, 

Gladys P. Smiley, Port Sanilac, Mich. Of- 
fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Florence M. Barnes, Shepherd, Mich., in 
place of A. E. Murphy, transferred. 


Walter Ferguson, Reeds, Mo. Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1946. 


Claude G. Huffman, Winston, Mo. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
NEBRASKA 
Blanche E, Steele, Alda, Nebr. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Catherine C. Edberg, Ong, Nebr. Office be- 


came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
NEW JERSEY 


Violet M. Burkhardt, Alpine, N. J., in place 
of Gilbert LaTourette, resigned. 

Frederick A. Crine, Red Bank, N. J., in place 
of Edward von Kattengell, deceased. 


NEW MEXICO 


Charlie Lee White, Whites City, N. Mex. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


NEW YORK 

Edward J. Quigley, Brooklyn, N. Y., in place 

of F. J. Quayle, Jr., resigned. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

James N. Morgan, Gold Hill, N. C. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1944. 

Myrtle M. Stimson, Lewisville, N. C. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 

John A. Finley, Marion, N. C., in place of 
B. P. Caldwell, resigned. 

OHIO 

Clara B Sohngen, Roscoe, Ohio, in place of 

H. C. Finnell, retired. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Julia Haley, Broad Ford, Pa, Office became 
Presidential July 1, 1945. 

Elmer E. Caseber, Finleyville, Pa., in place 
of H. B. Dill, removed. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Ruth B. Vernon, Fort Meade, S. Dak. Office 

became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
TENNESSEE 


Edward G. Harder, Linden, Tenn., in place 
of B. R. Duncan, transferred, 
; TEXAS 
Greenberry F. Isom, Carrollton, Tex., in 
place of R. M. Isom, deceased. 
Asa G, Williamson, Dike, Tex., in place of 
Eddie Bennett, transferred. 
Nicolas Cantu, Jr., Encino, Tex. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Anne K. Hershberger, Imperial, Tex., in 
place of O. M. Reinertsen, retired. 
Ella B. Hasenbeck, Southton, Tex. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946, 
VIRGINIA 
Ernest W. Pittman, Ivor, Va., in place of 
A. R. Gardner, transferred. 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Pauline Waddell, Canebrake, W. Va. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
WISCONSIN 
Emma McCarthy, Limeridge, Wis. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
Augusta Phalen, Malone, Wis. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1945. 
Office be- 


Victoria L. Petsch, Neosho, Wis. 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


JULY 30 
Lucille H. Maum, Oakdale, Wis. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Woodrow W. Lawrie, Redgranite, Wis., in 
place of E. J. Piechowski, removed, 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 30 (legislative day of 
July 29), 1946: 

CoUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 
TO BE MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC 
ADVISERS 

Leon H. Keyserling 

John Davidson Clark 

Edwin G. Nourse 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE 
REGULAR CORPS 
To be senior assistant dental surgeons, effec- 
tive date of oath of office 

John W. Holt 

Joseph G. Yount 

To be senior surgeons 

Frank S. Fellows 

Ralph B. Snavely 

To be dental director 
Daniel B. Newell 
To be sanitary engineer directors 


Edmund C. Sullivan Arthur P. Miller 
Arthur L. Dopmeyer Frederic J, Moss 
POSTMASTERS 
ARKANSAS 
Thomas A. Morris, Tupelo. 
x CALIFORNIA 
Mary P. Henck, Skyforest, 
Rienne A. Stubbs, Twin Peaks. 
FLORIDA 
Cary P. DeBusk, Homosassa. 
Luella Campbell, Loughman. 
Catherine P. Ladd, Melbourne Beach, 
Mary L. Godfrey, Yalaha. 
KANSAS 
Sara Elizabeth Belford, Andover, 
Vesa C. Bitner, Manter. 
Hazel M. Hedge, Oketo. 
Helen Oliverius, Timken, 
KENTUCKY 
Bessie Cundiff, Beech Creek. 
W. Everett Burdette, Lebanon, 
MARYLAND 
Edward P. Ganley, Derwood. 
C. Vernon Jarvis, Huntingtown, 
MASSACHUSETTS 
William P, Twohig, East Longmeadow. 
MISSOURI 
Kenneth E. Logan, Hurley. 
NEVADA 
Anna E. Larson, Rio Tinto. 
NEW YORK 
Abram Rifenburgh, Livingston. 
George F. McNamara, Waterville, 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Henry K. Bauman, Allentown. 
Isobel Fiamoncini, Atlas. 
Ebon B. Bower, Bellefonte. 
Hans K. Schmid, Callery. 
Susan B. Ozegovich, Chestnut Ridge. 
Thomas C. Ferron, Cochranville, 
Genevieve W. Allen, Elkland. 
Frank Coletti, Hibbs. 
William B. Lewis, Irwin. 
Lois K. Solomon, Melcroft. 
M. Norman Warner, Reeders. 
John Petts, Ronco. 
Darius H. Broadwater, Salisbury. 
Mary K. Wagner, South Connellsville, 
Samuel M. Braybrook, White Haven. 
PUERTO RICO 
Rafael Carrillo Maldonado, Palmer. 
TENNESSEE 
Woodrow W. Gossett, Holladay. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuespay, Jury 30, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton Temple Memorial Presby- 
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


Most merciful and gracious God, who 
art our companion and counselor, grant 
that daily we may walk the highway of 
life with a firm step which nothing can 
impede and a splendor of faith which 
nothing can obscure or extinguish. 

Thou knowest how often we stumble 
and break faith with Thee and our bet- 
ter self. When we bring our lives under 
the searchlight and scrutiny of Thy di- 
vine law, we are filled with a haunting 
sense of our disobedience to the heavenly 
vision, Purge us from everything that 
is contrary to Thy holy will, lest the 
vision fade and we lose our way in the 
darkness. 

Hear us in our prayer of intercession 
for all Thy needy children. God forbid 
that we should sin against the Lord by 
our failure to minister unto them. May 
we never be too callous to care, too blind 
to see, too stupid to understand, and too 
indifferent to heed their needs. Show us 
how we may mitigate the miseries and 
heal the hurt and heartache of mankind. 
May we never harbor hatred and ill 
will and any of the negative and poison- 
ous emotions but may we be the heralds 
of peace and friendship. 

Inspire us with the Master’s spirit in 
whose name we pray. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills and joint resolutions 
of the House of the following titles: 


H. R. 1002. An act for the relief of Marvin 
Sachwitz; 

H. R. 1070. An act for the relief of Elmer 
C. Hadlen; 

H. R. 1088. An act for the relief of the 
Eastern Contracting Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 1351, An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of Estelle Daniel Boyle, deceased, and 
E. B. Rosegarten; 

H.R, 1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 1519. An act relating to marine insur- 
ance in the case of certain employees of the 
War Department who suffered death, injury, 
or other casualty prior to April 23, 1943, as a 
result of marine risks; 

H. R. 1570. An act for the relief of Edward 
Pittwood; 

H. R. 1631. An act for the relief of William 
Tolar Smith; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs, Conrad Newman; 

H. R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 

H.R.2161. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claims of 
Algernon Blair, his heirs or personal repre- 
sentatives, against the United States; 

H. R. 2222. An act for the relief of J. L. 
Harris; 

H. R.2377. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 60-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
one hundredth anniversary of the admission 
of Iowa into the Union as a State; 
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H.R, 2504. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; 

H.R. 2523. An act to provide for lump-sum 
payment of compensation for accumulated 
annual leave and current accrued annual 
leave to certain officers and employees, and 
authorizing the appropriation of funds for 
that purpose; 

H. R. 2663. An act for the relief of W. C. 
Jones, Myrtle M. Jones, and W. W. Tilghman; 

H. R. 2850. An act for the relief of Felix 
Napiorkowski; 

H. R. 3099. An act for the relief of Coy C. 
Brown; 

H. R. 3197. An act for the relief of William 
F. Patchell, Jr.; 

H. R.3361. An act to amend paragraph (1) 
of section 73 of the Hawaiian Organic Act, 
as amended; 

H. R. 3593. An act relating to the disposi- 
tion of public lands of the United States 
situated in the State of Oklahoma between 
the Cimarron base line and the north bound- 
ary of the State of Texas; 

H. R.3742. An act for the relief of Burgess 
C. Moore, as administrator of the estate of 
Lela May Tomlinson, deceased, and as legal 
guardian of Kay Tomlinson and Larry Max 
Tomlinson, minors; 

H. R. 3833. An act for the relief of Viola 
McKinney; 

H. R. 3908. An act to provide increased pen- 
sions to members of the Regular Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who become 
disabled by reason of their service therein 
during other than a period of war; 

H. R. 3944, An act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; 

H. R. 4114. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land of 
Alice Scott White on the Crow Indian Res- 
ervation, Mont.; 

H. R. 4190. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. 
to construct, maintain, and operate a rail- 
road bridge across the Allegheny River at or 
near Warren, Pa.; 

H. R.4341. An act for the relief of James B. 
McGoldrick; 

H. R. 4375. An act for the relief of Charles 
Martin; 

H. R. 4406. An act for the relief of Loyal F. 
Willis; 

H. R. 4466. An act for the relief of Francis 
T. Lillie and Lois E. Lillie; 

H. R. 4562. An act to insure the preserva- 
tion of technical and economic records of 
domestic sources of ores of metals and 
minerals; 

H. R. 4608. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary D. Johnson; 

H. R. 4686. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Harry Wright; 

H. R. 4720. An act to amend the act of De- 
cember 7, 1944, relating to certain overtime 
compensation of civilian employees of the 
United States; 

H. R. 4842. An act to amend the act of 
April 29, 1943, so as to afford a preference for 
veterans in acquiring certain vessels; 

H. R. 4947. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Guenther; 

H. R. 5198. 
B. Marable; 

H. R. 5261. 
Weiss; 

H. R. 5278. An act to 1 the admission 
to the United States of Virginia Harris 
Casardi; 

H. R. 5368. An act for the relief of W. G. 
Magruder; 

H. R. 5372. An act for the relief of Jessie 
Wolfington; 


An act for the relief of Marjorie 
An act for the relief of David 


H. R. 5380. An act to provide for the con- 


ferring of the degree of bachelor of science 
upon graduates of the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy; 

H. R. 5414. An act for the relief of Marie 
Gorak; 
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H. R. 5537. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at a point between the borough of 
Plymouth, in Plymouth Township, and Han- 
over Township, in the county of Luzerne, 
and in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 5654. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the Bureau of Reclamation; 

H. R. 6725. An act for the relief of Sadie 
Frey and the estate of Marie Hviding; 

H. R. 5756. An act for the retirement of 
public-school teachers in the District of Co- 
lumbia; 

H.R. 5851. An act for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W. Anderson; 

H. R. 5874. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Maezer; 

H. R. 5928. An act to name the bridge lo- 
cated on New Hampshire Avenue, Washing- 
ton, D. C., over the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
tracks “The Charles A. Langley Bridge”; 

H. R. 5932. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the town of Ipswich, in the State of 
Massachusetts, of lighthouse property at 
Castle Neck, for public use; 

H. R. 5970. An act to permit the members 
and stockholders of charitable, educational, 
and religious associations incorporated in the 
District of Columbia to vote by proxy or by 
mail; 

H. R. 6023. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the city of Atlantic City, in the 
State of New Jersey, of lighthouse property at 
Atlantic City, for public use; 

H. R. 6030. An act to amend the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, so as to 
improve international collaboration with re- 
spect to meteorology; 

H. R. 6141. An act to provide funds for 
cooperation with the school board of Hunter 
School District for the construction and 
equipment of a new schoo] building in the 
town of Hunter, Sawyer County, Wis., to be 
available to both Indian and non-Indian 
children; 

H.R. 6148. An act to exempt certain vessels 
from filing passenger lists; 

H. R. 6223. An act to authorize the high- 
way departments of the States of Kentucky 
and West Virginia to construct, maintain, 
and operate a free highway bridge across the 
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near 
Williamson, W. Va.; 

H. R. 6231. An act for the relief of Frank A. 
Gorman; 

H. R. 6248. An act for the relief of Capital 
Office Equipment Co.; 

H. R. 6263. An act to amend the act of 
June 23, 1948, so as to authorize inclusion of 
periods of education and training in an Army 
Transportation Corps civilian marine school 
as “service in the merchant marine”; 

H. R. 6298. An act to protect and facilitate 
the use of national-forest lands in township 
2 north, range 18 west, Ohio River survey, 
township of Elizabeth, county of Lawrence, 
State of Ohio, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6307. An act for the relief of Fran- 
cesco D'Emilio; 

H. R. 6408. An act to authorize the War 
Shipping Administration and the Maritime 
Commission to make available certain sur- 
plus property to certain maritime academies; 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ivan 
B. Hofman; 

H. R. 6488. An act to amend the act to pro- 
vide for the issuance of devices in recognition 
of the services of merchant sailors; 

H. R. 6536. An act for the relief of South- 
eastern Sand & Gravel Co.; 

H. R. 6593. An act for the relief of Milton 
A. Johnson, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6610. An act to waive certain restric- 
tions of the Hawaiian Organic Act relating 
to land exchanges, for the acquisition of cer- 
tain lands at Hilo, T. H. 

H. R. 6629. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the National Park Service; 
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H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 6646. An act to establish the Office of 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs; 

H. R. 6859. An act to amend section 121 of 
the act entitled “An act to establish a code 
of law for the District of Columbia,” ap- 
proved March 3, 1901, as amended, to au- 
thorize the appointment of three additional 
deputies for the register of wills; 

H. R. 6899. An act to authorize the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge, or a free 
bridge, across the Ohio River at o~ near Law- 
renceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; 

H. R. 6900. An act to grant increased serv- 
ice pensions in certain Spanish-American 
War cases not included in recent legislation 
providing increases to other Spanish-Ameri- 
can War veterans and their dependents, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6918. An get to provide emergency 
relief for the victims of the seismic waves 
which struck the Territory of Hawaii, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, Ill., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street in the city of St. Louis, Mo., and a 
point opposite thereto in the city of East St. 
Louis, Ill; 

H. R. 6967. An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration; 

H. R. 7004. An act to revise the boundaries 
of Wind Cave National Park in the State of 
South Dakota, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the Borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and 
a point near the boundary of the city of 
New Kensington and Lower Burrel Town- 
ship in Westmoreland County in the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R.7109. An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; 

H, J. Res. 366. Joint resolution authorizing 
and directing the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior to investigate and eradicate the 
predatory sea lampreys of the Great Lakes; 

H. J. Res. 370. Joint resolution granting cer- 
tain property to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and relinquishing jurisdiction 
therein; and 

H. J. Res, 387. Joint resolution granting per- 
mission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon General 
of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. Dyer, 
Assistant Surgeon General, Public Health 
Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant Surgeon 
General, Public Health Service; Herbert A. 
Spencer, medical director, Public Health 
Service; Vance B. Murray, medical director, 
Public Health Service; and Gilbert L. Dunna- 
hoo, medical director, Public Health Service, 
to accept and wear certain decorations be- 
stowed upon them by France, Cuba, Mexico, 
Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

H. R. 434. An act to provide that ate 
of the United States shall not lose their na- 
tionality by reason of voting under legal 
compulsion in a foreign state; 

H. R. 1402. An act for the relief of certain 
Basque aliens; 

H. R. 1497. An act to amend subsection 9 
(a) of the act entitled “An act to prevent 
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pernicious political activities,” 
August 2, 1939, as amended; 

H. R. 2033. An act authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores 
of publicly owned property; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Wesley 
A. Mangelsdorf; 

H. R. 2485. An act for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum; 

H. R. 2716, An act to provide for health 
programs for Government employees; 

H, R. 2788. An act to limit the time during 
which certain actions under the laws of the 
United States may be brought; 

H. R. 2938. An act to amend the Code of 
Laws of the District of Columbia, with respect 
to abandonment of condemnation proceed- 

gs; 

H. R. 4386. An act to facilitate and simplify 
the administration of Indian affairs; 

H. R. 4410. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia to make reg- 
ulations to prevent and control the spread 
of communicable and preventable diseases,” 
approved August 11, 1939; 

H. R. 4428. An act to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation on its capital 
stock and to decrease the premium charge 
for its insurance; 

H, R. 5560. An act to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6097. An act to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes”; 

H. R. 6611. An act relating to veterans’ 
pension, compensation, or retirement pay 
during hospitalization, institutional or do- 
miciliary care, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6817. An act to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned offi- 
cers in the Regular Army, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; and 

H. R. 6932. An act to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles re- 
lating to agriculture and to improve and 
facilitate the marketing and distribution of 
agricultural products. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a concurrent 
resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 


S. 147. An act to provide for the establish- 
ment of the Russell-Majors-Waddell Na- 
tional Monument; 

S. 384. An act for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner; 

S. 1341. An act for the relief of T. H. Allen 
and others; 

S. 1418. An act to authorize the payment of 
certain sums to jobbers in connection with 
their logging of timber for the Menominee 
Indians on the Menominee Reservation dur- 
ing the logging season 1934-35, and for other 


approved 


urposes; 

S. 1650. An act to provide for the incor- 
poration of the National Woman's Relief 
Corps, auxiliary to the Grand Army of the 
Republic, organized 1883, 62 years old; 

S. 1911. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ida 
Elma Franklin; 

S. 1923. An act to establish two additional 
Offices of Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 1931. An act for the relief of Robert E. 
Lauritzen; 

S. 1969, An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs, Andrew Evans; 

S. 1992. An act for the relief of Pedro 
Egalde; 

S. 1993. An act for the relief of Simon 
Fermin Ibarra; 

S. 2117. An act for the relief of Mrs. Irma 
M, Pierce; 
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S. 2127. An act to create an Evacuation 
Claims Commission under the general super- 
vision of the Secretary of the Interior, and 
to provide for the powers, duties, and func- 
tions thereof, and for other purposes; 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled: 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of lands in the District of Columbia 
and the States of Maryland and Virginia 
requisite to the comprehensive park, park- 
way, and playground system of the National 
Capital,” approved May 29, 1930; 

S. 2318. An act to amend the act of May 
11, 1938, for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2358. An act to extend the times for com- 
mencing and completing the construction of 
a bridge across the Columbia River in Clatsop 
County, Oreg., and for other purposes; 

S. 2367. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to construct aviation facilities 
at the United States Naval Academy, Annap- 
olis, Md., and for other purposes; 

S. 2370. An act for the relief of Edgar F. 
Russell; Lillian V. Russell, his wife; and Bessie 
R. Ward; 

S. 2374. An act to authorize the appoint- 
ment of three additional judges of the mu- 
nicipal court for the District of Columbia and 
prescribe the qualifications of the judges of 
such court; 

S. 2401. An act to amend the act of May 
4, 1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, to au- 
thorize the President to appoint 250 acting 
assistant surgeons for temporary service; 

S. 2404. An act to amend section 502 (a) 
of the Department of Agriculture Organic 
Act of 1944; 

S. 2408. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to 
certain fees; 

S. 2412. An act to provide for site acquisi- 
tion and design of Federal buildings, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2419. An act to amend further the act 
of April 6, 1938, as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941, entitled “An act authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange sites 
at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for Coast 
Guard purposes”; 

S. 2428. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak.; 

S. 2440. An act for the relief of Mrs. Martha 
P, Matthews; 

S. 2442. An act to supersede the provisions 
of Reorganization Plan No, 3 of 1946 by re- 
establishing the cffices of registers of land 
offices, and providing for appointment of the 
Director and Associate Director of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2456. An act to provide for the reestab- 
lishment of the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Commission with the same 
functions which it had prior to the time Re- 
organization Plan No, 2 became effective; 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States military 
or naval service, and for other purposes; 

S. 2479. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the Disrict of Co- 
lumbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, 
and for other purposes,” approved February 
27, 1925; and 

S. Con. Res. 75. Concurrent resolution mak- 
ing a change in the enrollment of Senate 
bill 1236, to amend the Mineral Leasing Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended, in order to 
promote the development of oil and gas on 
the public domain, and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
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House to bills and a joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 1277. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
William S. Brown; 

S. 2348. An act to authorize the continu- 
ance of the acceptance by the Treasury of 
deposits of public moneys from the Philip- 
Pine Islands; and 

S. J. Res. 156. Joint resolution to extend 
the succession, lending powers, and the func- 
tions of the Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5991) entitled “An act to simplify and 
improve credit services to farmers and 
promote farm ownership by abolishing 
certain agricultural lending agencies and 
functions, by transferring assets to the 
Farmers’ Home Corporation, by enlarg- 
ing. the powers of the Farmers’ Home 
Corporation, by authorizing Government 
insurance of loans to farmers, by creat- 
ing preferences for loans and insured 
mortgages to enable veterans to acquire 
farms, by providing additional specific 
authority and directions with respect to 
the liquidation of resettlement projects 
and rural rehabilitation projects for re- 
settlement purposes, and for other pur- 
poses.” 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CLASON asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. ELLIS addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. TALBOT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances, in one to in- 
clude a memorial address and in the 
other an editorial from the Hartford 
Courant. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Recorp and 
include an article by David Lawrence. 

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial. 

Mr. DONDERO (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) was given 
permission to extend his remarks in 
the Recorp and include a letter. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
Mrs. Luce] may address the House for 
15 minutes tomorrow following the 
legislative business of the day and the 
special orders heretofore entered for 
that day. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


VETERAN PRIORITY FOR PURCHASE OF 
NEW AUTOMOBILES 


Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
newspaper accounts of what happened 
yesterday in the House said there was a 
filibuster on the floor of the House. As 
far as I know, everything that was done 
was done legally but nothing was accom- 
plished. 

I am prompted to make these remarks 
because we could well have put in the 
time yesterday considering a bill I intro- 
duced a few days ago which provides for 
a preference in the purchase of new au- 
tomobiles to World War veterans who 
need those machines either in the con- 
duct of their business or in going to and 
from work. I have had letters from all 
over the country, some of them in some 
detail, pointing out the great hardship 
that has resulted to the returned veteran 
because he could not get a machine. 

The bill, Mr. Speaker, that I introduced 
is H. R. 7127, and it has been referred to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. 

I realize that legislative procedure is 
complicated and I know the regular rule 
is to obtain a report from the Depart- 
ment that would administer the law. 
Such a report would take a lot of time. 
Congress is about to adjourn but I hope 
that the administration leaders will find 
some way in which to pass either this 
bill, or a bill of similar type which will 
make it possible to give a preference to 
veterans of World War II in the purchase 
of new automobiles. I havea letter from 
one veteran who tells me that he has been 
trying to buy a new car for the past 10 
months. He put in 5 years in the Army, 
3 years of that period was spent over- 
seas. Now that he has been discharged 
and wants an automobile so he can travel 
back and forth from his place of work, 
he finds it impossible to get one. It 
should not require much argument to 
demonstrate the fact that as between our 
civilians who want a new automobile for 
pleasure purposes on the one hand and 
veterans of World War II on the other 
hand who want an automobile for busi- 
ness purposes, there should be a prefer- 
ence in favor of the veterans. I could 
cite many other cases of veterans who 
have written me on this subject for the 
purpose of indicating how beneficial this 
legislation would be. I hope that some 
way will be found to give consideration to 
this problem before Congress adjourns. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

. There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio addressed the 
House. His remarks appear in the Ap- 
pendix.] 


WAGNER-ELLENDER-TAFT HOUSING BILL 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, Gover- 
nor Edge, of New Jersey, asks for enact- 
ment of the Wagner-Ellender-Taft hous- 
ing bill. I read the following wire just 
received from the Governor: 

Strate House, Trenton, July 30. 
Hon. GORDON CANFIELD, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Emergency housing for veterans on any 
appreciable scale absolutely impossible with- 
out cooperation provided by Wagner-El- 
lender-Taft bill. Congress must assume 
major responsibility for continued housing 
shortage if this assistance is denied. 

WALTER E. EDGE, 
Governor. 


Mayors William P. Furrey, of Paterson, 
N. J., and Nicholas Martini, of Passaic, 
N. J., plead for passage and the New 
York Times calls for action. 

We can do the job this week. Let us 
pass this measure already approved by 
the Senate. 

As one who has signed the discharge 
petition I urge the House to stay in ses- 
sion until we act on this necessary legis- 
lation. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SUNDSTROM asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Record and include an article by 
Clarke Daniel entitled “Housing the 
Needy.” 

Mr. RICH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article by Henry 
J. Taylor, entitled “Courage Our National 
Heritage.” 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks in the Recor in two instances, 
in one to include a radio address made 
over WWDC last night, in another to in- 
clude two telegrams from two large tan- 
ners in reference to disposition by Eng- 
land of certain skins. 

LINDSAY C. WARREN 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I have al- 
ways had a great admiration for Lind- 
say Warren, a Jeffersonian Democrat, 
who is now Comptroller General of the 
United States. He is the one who is sup- 
posed to look after the purse strings of 
this Nation as our representative. Yes- 
terday he said before the Senate com- 
mittee: 

It looks as if everybody and his brother 
were out to get the United States Govern- 
ment during the last four war years. 
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Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but be- 
lieve there has been much crookedness 
in the operations of the Government in 
spending, spending, and spending when 
you appropriated these great sums of 
money. I know we were squandering 
the taxpayers’ money, It never should 
have happened that way. When you 
squander money like the New Deal has 
squandered it, crookedness is sure to be 
prevalent. You will see it cropping out. 
Just keep up the investigation and you 
will be shocked, surprised, and cha- 
grined. Teapot Dome will be small in 
comparison. Let us go get the crooks 
and traitors of our country. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
today after disposition of matters on the 
Speaker’s table and at the conclusion of 
any special orders heretofore granted, 
I may address the House for 1 hour. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I have a parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 
will state it. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, if the so-called dilatory tactics 
that went on all day yesterday are con- 
tinued today, is there any way that the 
so-called amputees and paraplegic bill 
can be brought up for action? If we ad- 
journ without action on that measure a 
great deal of suffering will be caused be- 
cause these boys need cars at once and 
they are our combat veterans. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not 
understand just what the gentlewoman 
wants to know. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to know if there is any 
way of getting action on the so-called 
car bill for the amputees and paraplegics. 
The so-called dilatory tactics of yester- 
day interfered with bringing it up and 
I want to know if that is the proper pro- 
cedure. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is going to 
count if a Member makes the point that 
there is not a quorum present. The Chair 
assumes that is an answer to the inquiry 
of the gentlewoman from Massachusetts. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. KNUTSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and to include an article. 


THE PARLIAMENTARY SITUATION ON THE 
BILL FOR CARS FOR SERVICEMEN AM- 
PUTEES 


Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, in line 
with the inquiry propounded by the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts in re- 


spect to the bill giving cars to amputees, 
may I ask both the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Marcantonio] and the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], 
whether each one will voluntarily today 
say that he will yield time to bring up 
this bill or stand aside in the current 
parliamentary situation and permit this 
bill for amputees to be called up? Will 
they stand aside for that single purpose? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. As far asI am 
concerned, I certainly will not stand in 
the way of the amputee bill. They can 
bring it up now, and I will not press a 
point of no quorum, and further the 
Recor will show that the petition to 
force consideration of that bill is my pe- 
tition. 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FULTON] 
that he needs to familiarize himself with 
the rules of the House to know how legis- 
lation is brought up. 

There are three ways in which this bill 
could be brought up: By unanimous con- 
sent, by suspension of the rules, or under 
a rule from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr.GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
complaints from the American Legion 
saying that any number of veterans are 
being refused job training because the 
unions do not allow an employer to have 
more than one apprentice for every five 
journeymen. This House made provi- 
sion that the honorably discharged sol- 
diers should have this privilege, and we 
certainly did not anticipate that labor 
unions would stand in the way. It is 
high time that some remedial labor legis- 
lation is passed by this House. While I 
know it is too late to do anything in this 
session, if I am here when the next Con- 
gress convenes—and I expect to be—I 
will do everything I can to help see that 
the labor unions do not refuse the right 
to education and the right to learn 
trades to the ex-servicemen. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SPENCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a statement regard- 
ing a bill he introduced today. 

Mr. HOOK asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a radio address he 
delivered at Marquette, Mich. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 


1 minute, and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. Hook addressed the House. 
remarks appear in the Appendix. 


TERMINAL LEAVE PAY BILL 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House con- 
ferees on the bill H. R. 4051 may have 
until midnight tonight to file a report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, due 
to the illness of the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. May] and the enforced 
absence of the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. Brooks] and the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SHORT], I ask unanimous 
consent that they be excused from service 
as conferees on the bill H. R. 5626, and 
that other conferees be appointed in 
their stead. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Members named 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Txomason] will be excused from service 
as conferees, and the Chair appoints the 
following conferees in their place: 
Messrs. DURHAM, SIKES, and CLASON. 

The Clerk will notify the Senate 
accordingly. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record on the cancer bill, 

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a letter. 

Mr. HUBER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. GIBSON asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article by Joseph 
H. Deckman. 

Mrs. WOODHOUSE asked and was 
given permission to extend her remarks 
in the Recorp and include a release from 
the American University. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp in two instances, I 
am informed by the Public Printer that 
the cost of one extension will be $180, 
but I ask that it be printed notwithstand- 
ing that fact. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extensions 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 


DISCHARGE PETITION NO. 3 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, my prede- 
cessor, the Honorable Samuel Dickstein, 
signed discharge petition No. 3. I desire 
to have my name entered on this peti- 
tion. I ask unanimous consent that his 
name may be taken off the petition so 
that I may sign it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? : 

There was no objection. 


His 
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PRINTING OF REPORT OF SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE NO. 2 OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a resolution (H. Res. 745) and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
5,000 additional copies of a report of Subcom- 
mittee No. 2 of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs in connection with the European 
study trip, August 12 to October 13, 1945. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. Rooney addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Thursday 
next, at the conclusion of the legislative 
program of the day and following any 
special orders heretofore entered, I may 
be permitted to address the House for 
15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 


WAGNER-ELLENDER-TAFT HOUSING BILL 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
morning the mayor of the city of New 
York asked the Members of the New 
York City Democratic delegation to meet 
with him in connection with the Wagner- 
Ellender-Taft housing bill. When we 
got back to Washington, we found that 
the bill had been killed in committee. 
This has been due to the opponents of 
this legislation, mainly those on the Re- 
publican side. I hope the President calls 
a special session so that we may get this 
vitally needed legislation. We in New 
York City and veterans all over the coun- 
try are clamoring for the benefits to be 
derived from the passage of this bill. 

In my district an essential housing 
project, vitally needed in our slum-clear- 
ance program and for much-needed 
housing, has had to be abandoned due 
to the fact that the city of New York 
does not have sufficient funds to carry 
the plans to conclusion. In the event of 
a special session, I hope we will get some 
immediate action on this legislation. 


WEST SHORE RAILROAD CO. 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Military Affairs, I 
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ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill (S. 2020) 
granting a right-of-way at a revised 
location to the West Shore Railroad Co., 
the New York Central Railroad Co., 
lessee, across a portion of the military 
reservation at West Point. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. SIKES. I will be glad to comply 
with the request of my distinguished 
friend. 

The bill, S. 2020, grants a right-of-way 
to a railroad for a new location across a 
portion of the West Point military reser- 
vation. The trackage has already been 
moved to the new location under an in- 
terim permit. Some question as to the 
legality of the change has come up. The 
War Department requests the legislation 
because the old location is needed for a 
target range. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. SIKES]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of the 
United States is hereby given to the reloca- 
tion requested by the Secretary of War, of 
the railroad of the West Shore Railroad Co., 
the New York Central Railroad Co. being the 
lessee, across the property belonging to the 
Government at West Point, in the State of 
New York, and to the maintenance and oper- 
ation of said railroad upon such relocated 
line, subject to such conditions and regula- 
tions as may be approved by the Secretary of 
War. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CHURCH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Record and include an 
article appearing in the New York Jour- 
nal of Commerce of July 29, 1946, headed 
“The Shipping Outlook” by Stanley 
Ferguson. 

EXPENDITURE OF PUBLIC FUNDS BY 

EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
respectfully suggest to the membership 
that at their convenience they examine 
section 207 of the legislative reorganiza- 
tion bill which passed the House last 
Thursday. It contains this language: 

The Comptroller General is authorized and 
directed to make an expenditure analysis of 
each agency in the executive branch of the 
Government which, in the opinion of the 
Comptroller General, will enable Congress to 
determine whether public funds have been 
economically and efficiently administered 
and expended. 
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Mr. Speaker, if that provision had been 
in the law a few years ago, what is now 
happening before a certain committee 
of a certain body in connection with the 
testimony of the Comptroller General 
would not be taking place today. The 
Comptroller would have been armed with 
the requisite authority to pursue the re- 
negotiation of contracts with vigor and 
report from time to time to various com- 
mittees of the Congress with suggestions 
for remedial action. 


TRANSPORTATION FOR AMPUTEES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, of course, I do not know what 
the procedure will be regarding the am- 
putee car bill. But I would be willing to 
wager almost my life, Mr. Speaker, that if 
a point of no quorum is made the Mem- 
bers who will have left the Chamber and 
even those who have left Washington 
would gladly come back and vote for our 
combat-injured amputees and para- 
plegics. It would be incredible that they 
would not do so. How could they go 
home after what they have done for other 
groups in the United States and thou- 
sands in foreign countries. The Congress 
has voted billions and billions of dollars 
for those countries as well as for this 
country and nothing has been done for 
our combat-injured in this work of re- 
habilitation yet. The Veterans’ Admin- 
istration already has given small motor- 
ized chairs to certain groups. This is 
just a step beyond. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

FARM MACHINERY - 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, this morning I received a call 
from the Master Planters Corp., which 
manufactures farm equipment and gar- 
den tools. They say that an order of 
the Civilian Production Administration 
has cut off the 75 tons of steel 
which they have been getting each 
month and which is only 40 percent of 
the usual amount they receive, because 
the White House tells them that steel 
has to be shipped abroad to aid in our 
foreign policy. Now, what puzzles me is 
how our farmers are going to produce 
food without farm implements and how 
that company is going to keep jobs open 
for the CIO boys if the administration 
ships all the raw materials abroad and 
thus forces the closing of the factory. I 
suggest Phil Murray see the President 
and have the CPA get steel for Master 
Planters Corp. Then the farmers and 
gardeners will get tools, the employ- 
ees will have jobs and pay checks, the 
merchants will have customers, and we 
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will all be able to do something for other 
peoples and other nations. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan has expired. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

(Mrs. SMITH of Maine addressed the 
House. Her remarks appear in the 
Appendix.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
in two instances and include some edi- 
torials. 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include an 
article entitled “Square Deal for the 
Balkan States.” 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
in three instances and to include reso- 
Jutions and excerpts from resolutions of 
veterans’ organizations. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
on yesterday I received permission to ex- 
tend in the Recorp a speech by Frank 
Gannett. I am advised by the Public 
Printer that the cost will be $160. Not- 
withstanding the cost, I ask unanimous 
consent that the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
cost and without objection, the exten- 
sion may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr, CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor and include a letter from William 
T. Vanderlip, acting commissioner of the 
department of economic development 
for the State of New Jersey. 

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a chronological list 
of international conferences. 

Mr. LYLE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT CEILINGS MUST 
NOT BE VIOLATED 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? x 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
my attention has just been called to vio- 
lations by some of our Government agen- 
cies with respect to the ceiling provision 
under the 1946 Pay Act. Under the act, 
employment ceilings are provided for 
Government agencies with the exception 
of the Veterans’ Administration, which is 
necessarily under expansion. The act 
definitely provides that if an agency can 
make a showing to Congress that it needs 
to increase its employment, then Con- 
gress may act accordingly. The required 
reductions in personnel amount to about 
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10 percent. Such reduction absorbs 
about three-fourths of the 14 percent 
pay raise. 

I am informed some of our agencies 
are bent on increasing their personnel, 
notwithstanding the passage of the act I 
just mentioned. Not only that, some of 
our Cabinet members are supporting the 
move. One agency head has stated that 
he is not sure with regard to the intent of 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, this particular amend- 
ment originated in the House. I think 
the intent is pretty well stated. As a 
member of the Committee on Civil Serv- 
ice and as a member of the conference 
committee, who had part in preparing 
the amendment, the act is clear and 
definite. Iam surprised that any agency 
would attempt to violate its intent. Asa 
matter of fact, every agency of our Gov- 
ernment ought to cooperate with the 
Congress in seeing to it that our swollen 
personnel is reduced within reasonable 
limits as soon as can be done. 

On January 1, 1940, the employment 
of Goverhment personnel in the United 
States, was 943,000 and on June 30, 1946, 
it was, 2,322,000. This does not include 
several hundred thousand employed out- 
side of the United States. So we have 
two and one-half times more employees 
in this country than we had just prior 
to the beginning of the war. 

Mr. Speaker, it is well known that in 
the event an agency has good cause for 
not reducing its personnel as required 
by this act, it will have a right to come to 
Congress and make a showing to that 
effect. Mr. Speaker, the Civil Service 
Commission, and every other agency of 
government, instead of considering ways 
and means of getting around the act so 
recently passed, ought to bend every 
effort to cooperate and see to it that the 
intent and spirit of this act, as well as 
any other law passed by Congress, is 
strictly adhered to. To take any other 
position is all wrong. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Kansas has expired. 


ONE HUNDRED AND SIXTY-ONE INTER- 
NATIONAL CONFERENCES IN SHORT 
PERIOD—LET'S RADIATE PEACE AND 
PRAYER DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, it was my 
privilege some months ago to ask the 
reference department of the Library of 
Congress to get together, for the benefit 
of Members of Congress and the Nation, 
a list of all the international conferences 
down to January 1, 1945. I have had 
the very splendid assistance of the 
Library of Congress in again bringing 
this important and significant data 


down to date. It is a chronological list 


of all international conferences in which 
our great Nation has participated be- 
tween January 1, 1945, and June 30, 1946. 
I intend to ask unanimous consent that 
it be inserted in the Appendix of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
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We will apparently be on our way 
home in a few days. May I just say that 
as we go home to our respective dis- 
tricts, let us not go home and distribute 
fear, distrust, lack of coniidence, and 
lack of hope in the power and plan of our 
democratic processes; but let us go back 
and distribute our maximum of hope, 
faith, trust, and prayer, if you please, to 
the end that there shall be an enduring 
world peace. Make this so in fact as we 
go home, because you and I as Congress- 
men, have helped the people in our re- 
spective congressional districts to have 
an abiding faith that right will and must 
triumph over wrong and that the spirit- 
ual forces of the world must be para- 
mount over greed, selfishness, injustice, 
unrighteousness, hate, or intolerance. 

The Paris Peace Conference started 
yesterday and as a result of it can come 
enduring comity between nations. The 
chronological list furnished me by the 
Congressional Library reveals that there 
have been 161 such between the dates 
quoted. Mr. Speaker, this means that 
never before have so many such confer- 
ences been held in nearly so short a time. 
Look at the list in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp tomorrow and then let us go 
home and radiate hope—and pray and 
work, too—that this Paris Peace Con- 
ference now on in Paris shall lay lasting 
foundations for an enduring world peace. 


AID FOR VETERANS 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sure I mus‘ have misunderstood the con- 
cluding remark of my good friend, the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mrs. Rocers] but in the 
event I did not misunderstand it I simply 
cannot sit idly by and permit the Recorp 
containing the statement, as I under- 
stood it, to go unchallenged. 

I understood the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts to say that we are giving 
billions to other countries but nothing 
to our own combat wounded. I am sure 
that as the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation the gentlewoman did not in- 
tend to make that statement. Iam sure 
the lady does not wish the Recorp to 
contain that statement because I think 
my impression is correct that, under the 
leadership of her great committee, our 
battle wounded, as well as other veter- 
ans, have been well cared for, so far bet- 
ter than those of any other country that 
there is no comparison. 

As one who was privileged to have been 
slightly wounded in the other war I yield 
to no one in my interest in the disabled 
veterans. However, I am also a great 
believer in this Congress and this coun- 
try. My pride in their reputations pre- 
vents me from permitting such an im- 
pression, unintentional though I am con- 
fident it was, to go to the world. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Alabama has expired. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. VOORHIS of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp in 
two separate instances, in one to include 
a statement by the Reverend C. E. B. 
Ward, and in the other an editorial. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. RANKIN. In the meantime I 
make the point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House, 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 256] 
Adams Elsaesser Maloney 
Allen, Il. Elston Mansfield, 
Allen, La, Engel, Mich, Mont. 
Almond llows Mansfield, Tex. 
Andersen, Flood Mason 
H. Carl Fogarty May 
Anderson, Calif.Galiagher Miller, Calif. 
Andresen, Gary Miller, Nebr. 
A t H Gathings Morgan 
Baldwin, Md. Gifford Morrison 
Baldwin, N. T. Gillespie Murray, Tenn. 
rry Gossett Norton 
Bates, Ky Grant, Ind O’Konski 
Bates, Gregory O'Toole 
Beckworth Hale Outland 
Bender Hall, Patrick 
Bennet, N. Y. Edwin ArthurPatterson 
Blackney Halleck Pfeifer 
Boren Hancock Philbin 
Boykin Hand Phillips 
Bradley, Mich. Hare Ploeser 
Brooks Harris Plumley 
Brown, Ohio Hart Powell 
Brumbaugh Hartley Priest 
Bryson Hébert Rains 
Buck Heffernan Reece, Tenn. 
Buffett Hendricks Richards 
Bunker Henry Robertson, Va 
Butler Hess Robinson, Utah 
Byrne, N. Y. Hill Robsion, Ky. 
Cannon, Fla Hoeven Rockwell 
Carlson Hoffman, Pa. Rogers, N. Y, 
Case, N. J. Holifield Russell 
Case, S. Dak. Izac Ryter 
Clark Jennings Sabath 
Clements Johnson, Calif. Shafer 
Clippinger Johnson, Okla, Sheridan 
Cochran Johnson, Tex, Short 
Coffee Kean Slaughter 
Cole, Kans, Kee Somers, N. Y. 
Cole, N. Y. Keefe Sparkman 
Combs Kefauver Starkey 
Cooper eo] tewart 
Courtney Kerr Sumner, III 
Cravens Kilburn Taber 
Crawford Kilday Tarver 
Curle King Thomas, N. J. 
Daughton, Va. Landis Tolan 
Davis Lane Torrens 
Dawson Larcade Towe 
Delaney, LeFevre Trimble 
John J. Luce Vorys, Ohio 
Dingell Ludlow Wasielewski 
Dolliver McConnell Weaver 
Douglas, Calif. McCormack Welch 
Douglas, McDonough West 
wry McGehee Wickersham 
Earthman McGregor Winter 
Eaton cKenzie Wolfenden, Pa. 
Elliott McMillan, S. C. Wood 
Ellsworth Mahon Woodruff 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 249 
Members have answered to their names, 


a quorum. 
XCII— 659 
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By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

CARS FOR AMPUTEES 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
any intimation that has been made here 
to the effect that the points of order of 
no quorum which were made yesterday 
in any way held up the consideration of 
the bill providing cars for amputees is 
a sham and demagogic. I rise to put the 
record straight and to strip that issue 
of any of the demagogic smoke screen 
that has been raised around it. That 
bill may be considered in one of three 
ways: First, unanimous consent may be 
requested by the chairman of the com- 
mittee the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. RANKIN] after consulting with 
the Speaker; second, the chairman of 
the committee may apply to the Com- 
mittee on Rules for a rule; and, third, 
if and when suspensions are in order in 
the House, the chairman of the commit- 
tee, after conferring with the Speaker, 
may move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill. So that anybody who is play- 
ing politics with this thing had better 
stop and stop fooling those boys. What 
we did yesterday, and I challenge any 
Member of the House to contradict it, 
has no relation whatsoever to the ampu- 
tees’ bill. I have a strong interest in 
their bill. I filed the petition to force 
consideration of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 


COMMUNISTS AND COMMUNIST-FRONT 
ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, in reply 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MarcaNnTONIO] I desire to say that the 
civilized world today is confronted with 
the most serious challenge that has faced 
civilization in 1,900 years—the question 
of atheistic communism or a free gov- 
ernment under Christian leadership. 

The resolution from the Committee 
on Un-American Activities that is now 
pending before the House is citing for 
contempt a group of Communists, or 
members of a Communist-front organi- 
zation, who are conspiring to overthrow 
this Government and to destroy Ameri- 
can institutions. 

These attempts to block the House 
from voting to cite those subversive indi- 
viduals for contempt are just as danger- 
ous to the welfare of this country as are 
those Communists in Europe who are at- 
tacking American soldiers or those Com- 
munists in China who are attacking 
American marines. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired, 
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A FRAUD ON THE VETERANS 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, since VJ-day, much has been 
said about the urgent need for millions 
of homes for discharged veterans. And 
Congress has made almost $600,000,000 
available to supply that claimed need— 
first, $190,000,000 for the demolition or 
removal and reconstruction of barracks 
and other structures as homes for re- 
turned servicemen, and $400,000,000 for 
subsidy and incentive payments to stim- 
ulate the production of short-supply 
building materials for the construction 
of new homes for veterans. 

Things are now coming to light, how- 
ever, which cast doubt upon the success 
of the veterans’ emergency housing pro- 
gram authorized by Public Law No. 388, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, second session, 
known as the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act, approved May 22, 1946, un- 
der which $400,000,000 was made avail- 
able to increase production of short- 
supply building materials for the con- 
struction of new homes for veterans. 

On Saturday last, Senator WHERRY 
spoke in the Senate and plainly indi- 
cated that the Federal housing author- 
ities probably had misled Congress con- 
cerning the basis of their claimed need 
for veterans’ housing, and had sup- 
pressed a report of the Bureau of the 
Census tending to show that the mil- 
lions of existing residential properties 
in the United States were in a better 
state of repair and equipment in No- 
vember 1945, than they were in 1944, or 
even in 1940, 

That Census Bureau report, which 
Senator WHerry inserted in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD for Saturday, July 27, 
1946, at page 10246, certainly causes one 
to wonder whether the administration 
wants homes for veterans or whether it 
just wants more power to spend in its 
own way. Just what are the aims and 
purposes of the Federal housing authori- 
ties, and how true are their representa- 
tions that 2,700,000 homes are urgently 
and immediately needed for veterans? 
What should be done to meet that need? 
We all want the veterans to have homes. 

As everyone knows, the Veterans 
Housing Act of May 22, 1946, provides 
primarily for the construction of new 
homes for veterans through subsidy and 
incentive payments to stimulate the pro- 
duction of short-supply building mate- 
rials, with the home sales prices so fixed 
for the new construction that veterans 
could buy the new homes. 

If anyone is interested in learning 
what is being done to carry out the pro- 
visions of the Veterans Emergency Hous- 
ing Act, at least during the next 12 
months, he will find the answer at page 
809 of the House hearings on the Third 
Deficiency Appropriations bill, 1946, in 
the form of a quotation from the justifi- 
cation of the Office of Price Administra- 
tion, as follows: 

This emphasis on the need for materials 
for remodeling homes was caused directly by 
a change in the plans of the Wyatt housing 
program which originally placed almost com- 
plete emphasis on new construction of resi- 
dential dwellings. Since that time it has 
become apparent that the goals set for the 
necessary number of additional dwelling 
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units could not be met solely on a new con- 
struction basis. Therefore Mr. Wyatt is now 
calling for major repairs and remodeling of 
existing dwellings to furnish from 250,000 to 
500,000 of the necessary additional units in 
the coming year. The cost to the consumer 
of such remodeling is estimated to run up- 
ward of $1,000,000,000 for the next 12 months, 


When questioned about that language 
before the House Subcommittee on Ap- 
propriations, OPA Administrator Paul A. 
Porter said: 

I would say, Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, that the 
phrasing of that statement is a little unfor- 
tunate— 


And then added his own thought that 
Housing Expediter Wyatt was using 
every device at his command— 
to get the largest number of dwelling units 
from every source. 


Mr. Porter’s lame explanation of that 
clear statement from OPA’s justification 
notwithstanding, the fact remains that 
OPA did represent to the House Appro- 
priations Committee that Housing Ex- 
pediter Wyatt could not attain the goal 
he has promised Congress he would at- 
tain in the construction of new homes for 
veterans, and is now calling for major 
repairs and remodeling of existing dwell- 
ings. 

So it seems clear that, instead of the 
construction of new dwellings for vet- 
erans during the next 12 months, as was 
promised to get the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act passed, the veterans are to 
reap the benefit only of a remodeling and 
repair program which is to cost the con- 
sumer about $1,000,000,000; and the 
needy veterans will still be without new 
homes which they might want to buy at 
prices fixed by the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act. 

Well, perhaps some bureaucrat will 
say that the remodeling program has 
been launched under the National Hous- 
ing Act, with improvement loans made 
by private lenders guaranteed by the 
National Housing Administration, and 
without cost to the taxpayers. But if 
that claim is advanced, whence will come 
the increased production of short-supply 
building materials necessary even to the 
remodeling and repair program? Most 
certainly the National Housing Act which 
authorizes the NHA to insure private 
loans for improvements and remodeling 
of homes does not authorize subsidies 
and incentive payments to increase the 
production of short-supply building ma- 
terials—only the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act of May 22, 1946, does that— 
and then for new residential construc- 
tion only, as the Office of Price Adminis- 
tration has asserted. It seems to follow 
that the subsidy and incentive payments 
to stimulate production of short-supply 
building materials cannot properly be 
made for the remodeling and repair pro- 
gram. 

The situation seems, then, to warrant 
the conclusion that the veterans’ emer- 
gency housing program for the new con- 
struction of residences for veterans is not 
to be begun for about a year hence; and 
that there is immediate danger that 
funds appropriated for that program 
may, and doubtless will, be diverted to a 
program neither contemplated nor au- 
thorized by Congress. Well, that is the 
old, old story of the bureaucrats. When 
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they find they cannot make good their 
extravagant promises under acts passed 
by Congress at their insistent demand, or 
when they find it expedient to change 
their programs, they merely construe 
acts of Congress to meet their own ideas 
and desires, and go merrily about their 
business of ignoring the wishes and will 
of Congress. And while they are plan- 
ning and spending the veterans and 
others are without homes. But the 
bureaucrats continue in office. 


FIRST SUPPLEMENTARY APPROPRIATION 
ACT, 1947 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 390) making additional 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1947, 
and for other purposes. 

Pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, 
may I inquire of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLESwoRTH] 
what his suggestion might be as to a 
limitation of time for debate on the bill? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I believe 
one-half hour on each side would be 
sufficient. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
debate upon the bill be limited to one 
hour, half to be controlled by the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES- 
worTH] and half by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of House Joint Resolution 390, 
with Mr. Bonner in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the resolution was dispensed with. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, less than 2 weeks ago, to be exact, 
on July 19, 1946, I reported to the 
House the third deficiency appropria- 
tion bill. It was understood that it was 
the final deficiency appropriation bill. 
We have had seven deficiency appropria- 
tion bills in this Congress. On July 19 
we could foresee only one possibility of 
additional charges upon the Treasury, 
and that was money which might be 
necessary to take care of terminal leave 
pay for members and former. members 
of the armed services, but in the 10 
days or so that have elapsed since that 
time we have received from the Bureau 
of the Budget 16 new estimates, and 
there are indications that there will be 
additional estimates submitted before 
the bill comes back from the Senate. 
All of the estimates thus far, however, 
are in direct response to legislation or 
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to needs created by legislation enacted 
by the House. They fairly may be said 
to comprise emergency items. 

In this instance, Mr. Chairman, it is 
interesting to note what the situation 
would have been had we had in effect 
during this year the provisions for legis- 
lative budgetary management which are 
contained in the streamline bill which 
recently passed the House and the 
Senate. 

Under that bill, had it been a law at 
the commencement of this session, it 
would have been necessary not later 
than last February 15 to have estab- 
lished an over-all ceiling beyond which 
we might not go. Since that time, even 
if it had been possible to have made a 
reasonably accurate estimate as to what 
the over-all ceiling should be on Feb- 
ruary 15, which of course would hardly 
have been possible, but granting it had 
been possible to have made a close esti- 
mate of the over-all ceiling at 
that time, we have exceeded the 
ceiling which probably would have 
been established in the intervening 
months by unforeseen and unpredictable 
needs of appropriations to the extent of 
$6,283,401,877. At that time the Budget 
made a reserve, such as is provided for 
in the streamlining bill, for future sup- 
plementary requests and the amount was 
$875,000,000. In other words, the over-all 
ceiling would have missed the mark by 
roundly $6,280,000,000. I think that ac- 
tual and immediate experience should 
enable us to foresee the impracticability 
of this streamlining proposition under 
which, without the benefit of hearings, 
without the benefit of full and complete 
data necessary to arrive at a reasonably 
accurate estimate, any predetermined 
over-all ceiling would be practically 
worthless, If the budgetary system pro- 
vided by the streamlining bill had been 
in effect at the beginning of this session 
it would not have saved a single dollar 
of this $6,000,000,000-plus supplemen- 
tary appropriation which we have made 
since February 15, 1946. 

Following our usual custom of parsi- 
monious action on all estimates submit- 
ted by the Bureau of the Budget, we rec- 
ommend to the House in the pending 
bill a reduction in the estimates of prac- 
tically a half billion dollars. The esti- 
mates which we have had since July 19, 
1946, and on which this bill is based, ag- 
gregate $2,978,363.210.45. We recom- 
mend in this appropriation bill the pro- 
vision of $2,479,663,210.45, a reduction 
in the Budget estimates of $498,700,000— 
in round figures, a half billion dollars. 
Of course, the principal item in the bill 
is the item for equalization of laws and 
regulations governing leave privileges of 
officers and enlisted men, which is rec- 
ommended in response to the Armed 
Forces Leave Act of 1946. We provide 
here out of an estimate of $2,679,493,000 
for unused furlough credit to all enlisted 
men, to place them upon an equal basis 
with all commissioned men, so that they 
will have the same rights and privileges 
in drawing terminal pay for unused 
leave, $2,479,663,210.45. The reduction 
of $247,785,000 will not be required for 
expenditure until 1948. 

There will be an opportunity in the 
next Congress to take care of that 
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amount. So we have provided in this 
bill the necessary amount and only the 
necessary amount to take care of all ter- 
minal leave which will become payable 
in the fiscal year 1947. 

We were requested by the Bureau of 
the Budget to provide three-quarters of 
@ million dollars for salaries and ex- 
penses of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. Later the Bureau of the Budget 
withdrew the estimate and said it could 
get along if we would make available 
this amount out of funds already pro- 
vided for the Manhattan project. So 
in this bill we have provided no specific 
appropriation for that purpose but pro- 
vide therefor in the manner recom- 
mended. by the Budget Bureau in its 
supplemental proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself five additional 
minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the only other item of 
particular interest is the provision of 
$26,000,000 for the Office of Price Admin- 
istration. At the time we made an ap- 
propriation of $75,000,000 for OPA, the 
OPA bill had not yet been enacted, but 
following its enactment, under the terms 
of its provisions, which stated that the 
Bureau of the Budget should make a 
study within 30 days after the enactment 
of the law and publish its findings in the 
Federal Register which would there- 
upon become binding—in order to take 
care of the next 742 months, because we 
must carry this over into the next Con- 
gress or carry it over into a period when 
the next Congress can take up the matter 
and make proper provision for it—we 
have given them merely enough money 
to carry them through the recess of the 
Congress. We are informed it will re- 
quire $26,000,000 in addition to the $75,- 
000,000, or a total of $101,000,000 to op- 
erate over the intervening period, and 
we recommend that amount. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one other item 
to which attention should be called, the 
request from the Department of Com- 
merce to provide a half-million dollars 
for effectively performing export con- 
trol functions. The principal reason 
for the appropriation is the need of con- 
trolling more closely the exportation of 
materials which will be required, or 
which can be used for carrying out the 
veterans’ housing program. If we are 
to provide housing for veterans and for 
other acute metropolitan needs, we must 
see that sufficient material is retained in 
this country to carry out the program. 
In order to do that, we must provide 
funds to take care of the added burden 
placed upon the Department and its 
export-control organization by the pro- 
gram. We have, therefore, recommended 
the full amount of the Budget estimate 
for that purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing may I call 
attention to the fact that although the 
Budget estimates for the fiscal year have 
been in excess of $37,000,000,000 the 
committee has recommended and the 
Congress has appropriated in round 
numbers only 835,000 000,000. In other 
words, the Committee on Appropriations 
has cut down the estimates for the 
year $1,705,922,606. In addition to the 
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amount stated, we have reclaimed from 
the war appropriations a total of $64,- 
328,230,565. 

That amount of money could very well 
have been spent and doubtless much of 
it would have been spent had it not been 
for the prompt action of the Committee 
on Appropriations, both before the close 
of the war, in requiring the Budget Bu- 
reau to report periodically the status of 
appropriations and, promptly upon the 
close of the war, in reclaiming, as fast as 
reports come in, this huge amount of 
money which to that extent, prevents 
record additions to the national debt. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON. I wish the gentle- 
man from Missouri would make a little 
further comment on tnat item in the bill 
providing -appropriations of some two 
and one-half billion dollars for the armed 
forces leave payment. The reason I 
make the inquiry is that I happen to be 
one of the conferees of the House on the 
bill authorizing the payment of terminal 
leave pay. The conferees have been in 
long sessions for some 2 or 3 days, and 
all of the House Members have stood by 
the House bill as long as possible; in 
other words, the situation is that the 
Senate conferees will not yield because 
they insist upon these payments being 
made in bonds. 

I might also add that a representative 
of the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget was there to say that the Treas- 
ury, and the Budget, and also the Presi- 
dent were opposed at this time to the 
payment of this leave in cash. So, if that 
point of view should prevail, then will 
the gentleman tell the House just what 
this appropriation of 82,500, 000,000 
means? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. If the gen- 
tleman will note section 8 of the legisla- 
tive bill which the gentleman’s commit- 
tee has reported out it will be observed 
that it does not provide for the handling 
of these funds as a public-debt transac- 
tion? It authorizes appropriations for 
effectuating the provisions of the law. 
We had no authority to handle it as a 
public-debt transaction. 

Under the technical provisions of the 
law, these bonds cannot be issued until 
the money is available. In the first place, 
some of them mature immediately; in 
the second place, many of them are ma- 
turable for commercial life-insurance 
premiums and it is impossible to deter- 
mine how much will become payable and 
how much will not. The only alternative 
was to provide the full amount due in 
1947. We did defer the appropriation 
of a quarter of a billion dollars, which will 
not be required until 1948. But under the 
provisions of the law, which the gentle- 
man had a very large part in enacting, 
and I congratulate the gentleman upon 
the splendid record he made in that re- 
spect, this is the only provision which 
can be made under the legislative author- 
ization. 

Mr. THOMASON. In the event the 
conference report providing for this pay- 
ment in bonds is adopted by both Houses, 
is an appropriation bill necessary? 


I yield to 
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri, Certainly. 
Some of the bonds are payable immedi- 
ately. Some mature as soon as they are 
issued, and others may become payable 
under the provisions of the legislative bill 
at any time, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, as has been pointed 
out, this bill carries an overall total of 
about $2,479,000,000. This total repre- 
sents a reduction as compared with the 
Budget estimates of about $498,700,000. 

Ninety-six percent of the total is ac- 
counted for by an item for terminal 
leave, which has just been referred to. 
You will note that there is carried in the 
bill about $2,431,000,000 for this pur- 
pose. In the hearings you will find that 
sum broken down as between the War 
Department, the Navy Department, and 
the Treasury Department. 

It is anticipated there will be between 
15,000,000 and 16,000,000 recipients of 
these payments. The appropriation 
recommended by the committee is 90 
percent of the total estimated to be re- 
quired in this connection, that being the 
figure which it is believed will cover all 
payments required during the fiscal year 
1947. 

There is a second substantial item in 
the bill for overtime, leave, and holiday 
compensation which, as you will note, 
amounts to $20,000,000 estimated as re- 
quired to pay about 1,000,000 small 
Claims, averaging $20 per claim, in sev- 
eral of the departments of the Govern- 
ment. 

These claims grow out of a ruling made 
by the Comptroller General in 1944 
which required revision of the compu- 
tation of overtime, leave, and holiday 
compensation in a good many cases. 

The bill (H. R. 6532) now pending be- 
fore the President for signature, I be- 
lieve, sets up a system for the payment 
of these claims which it is estimated will 
save about $4,000,000 in administration 
expenditure, so that this appropriation 
calling for the payment of $20,000,000 
worth of claims represents a saving in 
the long run to that extent, 

The third substantial item is the item 
providing an additional $26,000,000 for 
the revamped Office of Price Adminis- 
tration. This $26,000,000 added to the 
$75,000,000 already provided makes 
available about $101,000,000 to carry the 
agency until next February 15. 

Some Members will recall that the 
original request by OPA amounted to 
$142,200,000 on a 12 months’ basis, as 
compared with $151,171,000 in the cur- 
rent fiscal year. 

You will recall that the House took 
25 percent off that request to carry the 
agency until February next, so that when 
the House reconvenes in January it can 
reconsider the amount required for the 
balance of the year. 

That brought the request down to 
$106,000,000 and with the $26,000,000 car- 
ried in this bill, the request is further 
reduced to about $101,000,000 or roughly 
$5,000,000 less than what the House pro- 
vided in the previous bill. 
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The OPA estimates certain increases 
which will have to be met as the result 
of the pay increase act. It estimates 
other increases growing out of a num- 
ber of amendments adopted in the other 
body when the legislation was revamped. 


It estimates certain savings, first, be-- 


cause there has been no recruiting dur- 
ing the month of July, and, second, be- 
cause of the limitation which the House 
placed upon the funds for informational 
purposes a limit being fixed, as you 
will recall of $1,750,000. 

The result is an over-all reduction in 
personnel of 1,026 and an over-all re- 
duction in funds of $4,188,000. 

Personally, I think the agency could 
get along with less funds. But it is 
more or less a shot in the dark at this 
time and difficult to tell just what will 
be required with the changes that have 
just been put into effect. 

We have already provided that the 
Bureau of the Budget shall go over the 
matter within 30 days after the enact- 
ment of the new law and if possible pro- 
vide a ceiling within the over-all ap- 
propriation made available. By limit- 
ing the appropriation to February 15, 
the Congress will have a chance to re- 
view the whole subject again when it 
reconvenes in January. 

I am therefore not too eritſcal of the 
action of the committee in recommend- 
ing this amount at this time. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. Will the amount of 
money carried in this bill be required 
whether we pay the terminal leave in cash 
or in bonds? j 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I have been 
advised by the Treasury Department this 
morning through the general counsel’s 
office that the identical number of dol- 
lars will be required to be appropriated 
whether the terminal-leave payments 
are made in bonds or in cash. 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. CLASON. If that is true, and the 
same amount of money must be appro- 
priated, the only reason why we should 
pay in bonds rather than in cash is that 
it might be inflationary if it is paid in 
cash. Is that correct? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. The gentle- 
man is more familiar with that aspect 
of the question than I am, he being a 
conferee on the legislative bill. But I 
understand the Treasury always reauires 
a bond to be covered by a deposit of dol- 
lars before the bonds are issued. Nor- 
mally, a bond issue is sold to the public 
In this instance the funds will be pro- 
vided by appropriation through the Con- 
gress, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
at from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself five additional min- 
utes. 

Mr. CLASON. The Treasury Depart- 
ment raises no objection to its being paid 
in cash, There was no question so far as 
the Treasury was concerned as to wheth- 
er they would prefer it to be paid in one 
Way or another? 
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Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I do not 
think that matter was gone into to any 
great extent in our committee. That is 
a question for the legislative committee 
rather than for the committee making 
appropriations to implement that legis- 
lation. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. The purpose of that 
question was this: I recall some 10 or 12 
years ago we made payable to the vet- 
erans of World War I in regard to their 
adjusted service compensation certifi- 
cates 2 years before they became due, in 
order to provide funds to those men for 
their immediate use. It seems to me that 
perhaps for the World War II veterans 
funds should be made available for their 
immediate use. I think it might be a wise 
move for the Government to make pay- 
ment either in cash or bonds, making it 
optional on the part of the veterans. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Iunderstand 
that matter is being thrashed out in con- 
ference by the conferees appointed by 
the Senate and House in respect to the 
legislative bill. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. During the course of 
the hearings I had occasion to inquire 
about the matter and it is recorded in 
the hearings on page 38. It is very brief. 

Mr. Rasavut. Is there any election in the 
law for the boys to take bonds or money? 

General Carson. At the moment it is in 
conference. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is it still in conference? 

General Carson. Yes, 

Mr. RanAUr. I thought perhaps you had 
been furnished some additional information, 

General Carson. As it is now, anything un- 
der $50 is to be paid by cash or check and the 
rest is to be a bond payment. 


That is what the hearings developed; 
but it is still in conference. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I might refer very briefly to two 
or three other items in the bill before 
concluding. 

You will note that provision is made 
for the Atomic Energy Commission. In- 
stead of appropriating an additional 
$750,000 for the expenses of this Com- 
mission as was originally suggested, the 
committee has simply made available 
amounts already appropriated in re- 
spect to the Manhattan project, thereby 
saving the $750,000 originally suggested. 

Then, you will find an item of $275,- 
000 for starting the work of the Council 
of Economic Advisers, which is $100,- 
000 below the Budget recommendation. 

You will find also an item of $250,000 
for starting the work of the Price Decon- 
trol Board, which has just been set up. 

There is also an item in the bill of 
$600,000, an additional appropriation in 
respect to export control, under the De- 
partment of Commerce. The additional 
appropriation seems to be justified on 
the basis of experience during the last 
6 months. There has been an increase 
of work that was not anticipated. 

There is another item of $19,750,000 
under the War Department, for military 
assistance to the Philippine Republic. 
This appropriation is made under the 
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recent law which authorizes the Presi- 
dent, on request of the Philippine Re- 
public, to turn over stores, supplies, tech- 
nical information, equipment, and other 
similar things, whenever he thinks it is 
advisable in the public interest, and pro- 
vided it is consistent with the military 
and naval requirements of the United 
States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has again 
expired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself five additional min- 
utes. 

This in effect provides for the mainte- 
nance of the Army of the Philippine Re- 
public for 1 year, except as to pay. It 
seems to be essential under the condi- 
tions which prevail in the islands at this 
time. 

There are some other items in here, 
as you will note, including judgments 
and authorized claims, which make up 
the total of the bill. 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. CLASON. In regard to the atomic 
energy provisions on page 3, as I under- 
stand it, under existing appropriations 
$375,000,000 have been made available 
either to meet present contracts or for 
contract authorization in the fiscal year. 
Am I correct? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I think the 
figure is approximately correct. 

Mr. CLASON. This section of the bill 
dealing with the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission would permit the President to 
take away from any part of this au- 
thorization for research and development 
under the War Department and allow 
it to be used for any other purpose that 
the newly established Atomic Energy 
Commission might care to use it for. Is 
that true? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I take it that 
under the new bill the whole thing is 
to be coordinated under the new Com- 
mission we have set up. 

Mr, CLASON. Can the gentleman tell 
the committee whether or not there was 
anything in the hearings to indicate that 
there is going to be any cutting down of 
the amount of research by the armed 
services? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I do not be- 
lieve that matter was gone into. 

Mr.CLASON. The gentleman does not 
know how much money is likely to be 
transferred under this section, then? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. The money 
that has already been made available is 
simply placed under the discretion of the 
President for the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act. 

Mr. CLASON. But it is a blank check; 
there is no particular amount expressed 
in the hearings to indicate the limit. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. No. It is 
the amount we have already appropri- 
ated. We are not appropriating further 
funds. 

Mr, CLASON. They can take it away 
from the armed services and use it for 
other purposes? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. To the ex- 
tent that they are authorized to do so 
under the enabling legislation which was 
just passed. 
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Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. There is nothing 
added; they only take it away from a dif- 
ferent account. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. We are not 
appropriating a cent more than already 
has been appropriated. 

Mr. RABAUT. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has again 
expired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK]. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard a great deal during the debate 
in recent weeks about the OPA holding 
the price line, stabilizing prices. Like- 
wise, we have heard a great deal about 
veterans’ housing and the building of 
hospitals in which to accommodate the 
war veterans. 

On July 17, 1946, the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration released a report with com- 
plete details as to the progress being 
made in the construction of the veterans’ 
hospitals, appropriations for which have 
been made available by the Congress. I 
should like to direct your attention to 
some of the details of this report. For 
instance, the new hospitals proposed and 
under construction provide for 40,640 
beds. Additions proposed or under con- 
struction will make another 10,961 beds, 
or a total of 51,601 beds. 

During the three-year period from 
June 26, 1943, to March 28, 1946, the 
Congress, in eight separate appropria- 
tion measures, appropriated $454,771,000. 
The third urgent deficiency bill, approved 
on June 21, 1946, included contractual 
authorizations for the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration in the amount of $441,250,000 
for the construction of hospital facilities. 

This means that, while the original 
estimate covering these 51,601 beds 
totaled $454,771,000, during that three- 
year period—when the OPA is alleged 
to have been holding the construction 
price line—the Veterans’ Administration 
has been retarded in this building pro- 
gram, and found it necessary last month 
to secure this additional appropriation 
of $441,250,000. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to provide 51,- 
601 additional beds, it will not require, 
as originally estimated, $454,771,000, but 
a total of $896,000,000. In other words, 
the cost of building these 51,601 hospi- 
tal beds has exactly doubled in the 3- 
year period from June 1943 to June 1946. 
Throughout that entire 3-year period, 
the OPA claimed it was holding the price 
line on construction costs, yet we find 
that the Veterans’ Administration, hav- 
ing received full authority for appropri- 
ations and having contractual authority 
from the Congress, has been stymied in 
pursuing diligently this building pro- 
gram because of the fact that costs have 
doubled. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK, I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Of 
course, as the gentleman knows, even the 
Army hospitals are crowded. They 
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closed the Lovett General Hospital in my 
district and have turned it over to be 
used as a barracks for students, not that 
I would deny the students a place to 
sleep; however, other places could be 
found for them. In the meantime, go 
out to the Walter Reed Hospital and you 
will see the crowded conditions there and 
you can see the crowded conditions at 
other places. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I realize that the 
Veterans’ Administration also has taken 
over 15 Army hospitals and at the pres- 
ent time is considering the advisability 
of taking over additional Army and Navy 
hospital facilities to accommodate the 
waiting list of veterans who desire hos- 
pitalization. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
only want to bring out the fact that the 
barracks have been created for the able- 
bodied and the disabled are being put 
out of the hospital facilities, 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I thank the gen- 
tlewoman for her contribution. 

I want to stress the fact that, through- 
out this 3-year period, the cost of 
building these hospital beds doubled, 
which prompts me to inquire whether 
or not the delay in providing housing 
facilities for veterans—and we hear so 
much about that these days—can be 
placed in the same category as the Vet- 
erans’ Administration hospitals? Has 
the cost of building housing facilities 
for veterans and other Americans 
doubled in the 3-year period when OPA 
was supposedly holding the price line on 
construction costs? I mention these 
facts because Congress is frequently 
criticized for not providing housing fa- 
cilities while our critics entirely over- 
look the fact that very adequate appro- 
priations have been made available; not 
only since VJ-day, but throughout the 
past 3 years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has expired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the gentleman three addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. Chairman, if 
there are delays in providing essential 
housing facilities and in building these 
51,000 hospital beds, the appropriations 
for which have been provided by the 
Congress, then, certainly, the responsi- 
bility does not rest upon the legislative 
branch of Government but, rather, upon 
the executive department, primarily 
upon the OPA, although the people of 
this country, and particularly the veter- 


-ans, have been led to believe the delay 


is directly chargeable to negligence on 
the part of the Congress. The American 
people, and especially the veterans, 
should be fully advised as to the details 
so that they may realize that the Con- 
gress has provided every dollar—as a 
matter of fact, twice as much money as 
was originally estimated to be required— 
for the building of 51,601 hospital beds. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman has 
worked for the veterans housing pro- 
gram very diligently, as have many 
Members of Congress, and we know that 
the reason we have not had the neces- 
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sary production of materials is because 
for months the OPA refused to promptly 
adjust prices at the mills and factories. 
The black market boys have gone in and 
taken the materials, the veterans have 
very little folding money so they get little 
material. They cannot compete with the 
black marketeer, who has a pocketful of 
folding money and that is the main rea- 
son they have as yet hardly gotten 
started on the veterans’ housing pro- 
gram. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Veterans’ hospital 
construction and veterans’ housing facil- 
ities do have certain priorities, but what 
good are priorities when no building ma- 
terials are available and when scarcities 
and shortages have been artificially cre- 
ated because of the operatons of OPA? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. As 
the gentleman knows, prior to the time 
the Veterans’ Administration were given 
priorities they were next to the last on 
the list of priorities, and absolutely no 
plans were made for the future building 
of hospitals for veterans. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
GORE]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I think it 
is imperative that this bill be passed be- 
fore the Congress adjourns. This bill, 
if passed, will provide the funds for ter- 
minal-leave payments to enlisted men of 
World War II. It is unusual to pass a 
bill appropriating money for a program 
or function which has not been finally 
approved by legislative enactment, but 
we of the Appropriation Committee feel 
confident that the Congress will finally 
pass the terminal-leave pay bill within a 
few hours. Therefore, this appropria- 
tion bill, which must go to the Senate 
and be passed there, is offered now. 
Although other items are included in the 
bill, by far the largest amount of money 
contained therein is for the purpose of 
making terminal-leave payments, in cash 
I hope, to enlisted men for the purpose 
of equalizing leave privileges of officers 
and enlisted men of the armed forces. 
I urge pasSage of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 
All time has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, Mr, Chair- 
man, on page 2, lines 13 to 17, there is a 
provision in italics which is not a part 
of the bill. I therefore ask that the 
Clerk in reading omit those lines as they 
were not reported by the committee. 
They are not part of the bill and appear 
in this print of the bill through error. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PRICE DECONTROL BOARD 

Salarles and expenses: For all necessary 
expenses, fiscal year 1947, of the Price De- 
control Board in carrying out its functions 
under the Price Control Extension Act of 
1946, and all other powers and duties and 
functions which may be lawfully vested in 


the Price Decontrol Board, including per- 
sonal services in the District of Columbia 
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and elsewhere; temporary employment of 
persons or organizations by contract or 
otherwise without regard to civil-service and 
classification laws; acceptance and utiliza- 
tion of voluntary and uncompensated serv- 
ices; lawbooks, books of reference, news- 
papers and periodicals; printing and bind- 
ing; purchase of one, and hire, maintenance, 
operation, and repair of passenger automo- 
biles; travel expenses, including expenses of 
attendance at meetings or organizations con- 
cerned with the work of the Board; and not 
to exceed $5,000 for deposit in the general 
fund of the Treasury for cost of penalty mail 
as required by section 2 of the act of June 
28, 1944 (Public Law 364); $250,000. 


Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Vooruis of 
California: On page 6, after line 11, insert 
the following: 

“Department of Agriculture school-lunch 
program: The amount named in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1947, 
to carry on the purposes and provisions of 
the National School-Lunch Act, is hereby 
increased by $5,000,000.” 


Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I reserve a point of order against 
the amendment. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I can explain the purpose of 
this amendment very briefly. It will be 
recalled that a short time ago the House 
passed basic legislation, which came out 
of the Committee on Agriculture, to set 
up a national school-lunch program. 
The way that program operates under 
the bill is that the Federal Government 
makes grants to the appropriate State 
agencies, generally the State Depart- 
ments of Education, to match moneys 
spent by the States and the local school 
districts in providing for school lunches 
for the children in the schools of the 
Nation. It so happens that Congress 
appropriated $75,000,000 for this purpose 
in the coming year. When we did so 
the plans were made, particularly for the 
milk program. In many, many in- 
stances the school lunch in some of the 
poorer sections especially consists only of 
a pint of milk. That is all the child gets. 
It means the difference between decent 
nourishment and practically no nourish- 
ment at all in many of those instances. 
All the plans have been made on the basis 
of the price of milk as it was a couple of 
months ago. The price of milk has in- 
creased, as I see it, necessarily so. I 
know in my section the dairymen with- 
out an adequate subsidy would lose 
money. I am not criticizing the price 
increase, but-I am pointing out that for 
every one cent increase per quart of milk 
it costs $2,500,000 more than was the case 
before, in order to enable children to get 
this milk for 2 cents a pint, which is 
where they try to keep the cost to the 
children and what the whole program 
has been based upon. My amendment, 
in other words, would mean that there 
could still be as much milk in the school 
lunches as before, allowing for a 2-cent 
increase in the price of milk. 

That is the situation in a nutshell. 
It recommends itself to me from this 
point of view, that if we believe, as the 
Congress has certainly declared it be- 
lieves many times in acting on OPA 
legislation, that an increased price for 
some of these farm commodities is justi- 
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fiable, and if the Congress also believes, 
as it has declared it does, in the sound- 
ness of this school-lunch program as a 
means of enabling children to be well- 
enough nourished to take advantage of 
the educational program our Nation 
provides, this amendment is a logical 
one, simply to keep the program where 
it is now in view of the increased price. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all there is to 
it. I was earnestly in hopes that it 
might be possible for the committee to 
accept this amendment. It is true the 
situation has arisen all of a sudden and 
there has not been time to consider it in 
committee. I realize that fact fully, but 
I hope that the House will see the jus- 
tice of the thing and vote with me on 
the proposition. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Is 
the money payable under the school- 
lunch program payable on a matching 
basis or under the so-called variable 
grants system? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. It is 
payable on the straight matching basis. 
There is a formula in the bill which does 
provide for a certain ratio for each State 
and that ratio does reflect to some de- 
gree the per capita wealth of that State 
as compared to the national per capita 
wealth; but the matching is the same 
for all States, and once that ratio has 
been determined the money is not paid 
under the new bill at all unless the State 
does match. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Does 
the gentleman mean, then, that dollar 
for dollar is matched, or does he mean 
that in one State a Federal dollar may 
be paid if a lesser amount is contributed? 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. No, it is 
matched dollar for dollar. In future 
years it will be required for the locali- 
ties to pay more than a dollar for each 
Federal dollar appropriated. That is on 
a sliding scale. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts insist on his 
point of order? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, the amendment that is offered 
seems to me to be not germane to the 
section of the bill where it is offered. I 
feel constrained, therefore, to make the 
point of order that the amendment is 
not germane. 


The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Bonner). The 
Chair is ready to rule. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES- 


wortH] makes the point of order that 
the amendment is not germane. If the 
amendment is germane to any part of 
the bill, it is germane at the point at 
which it has been offered. Therefore, 
the Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the grounds upon 
which the amendment is offered are con- 
jectural and contingent. It is possible 
as the fiscal year progresses that the 
provision previously made will be ample. 
Also, there will be an opportunity later 
on, in case it should prove to be inade- 
quate, to make a deficiency or supple- 
mental appropriation in specific terms 
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based upon the actual facts as they have 
developed. But the aim and the purpose 
of the amendment are so meritorious that 
I shall not object and so far as I am 
personally concerned I am willing to ac- 
cept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Vooruts]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Vooruis of 
California) there were—ayes 26, noes 47. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Vooruts of 
California and Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported there were—ayes 57, 
noes 66. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
requested this time in order to inform my 
colleagues of the status of House Resolu- 
tion 711—a privileged resolution calling 
on the Treasury Department for certain 
data on pending applications and refunds 
granted under the carry-back clause re- 
lating to excess profit taxes. 

A serious situation exists when a ci- 
vilian board made up largely of tax ex- 
perts and tax lobbyists begin considera- 
tion of refunds from the United States 
Treasury estimated to be in excess of 
$8,000,000,000. This board was not 
created by an act of Congress and is not 
directly responsible to the Congress. 
Here, Mr. Speaker, is a set-up that has 
all the earmarks of a raid on the Treas- 
ury that, will make Comptroller General 
Warren’s expose, on yesterday, of the 
wartime contract frauds look like a pink 
tea party in comparison. 

The time having elapsed under the res- 
olution in which the Treasury could have 
supplied the House with this informa- 
tion, I called Treasurer John W. Snyder 
who insisted he had no knowledge of the 
resolution, which I introduced on July 17. 
He asked for a conference and the repre- 
sentatives of the Treasury Department 
and the Bureau of Internal Revenue who 
attended claimed the information re- 
quested was not available at this time. 

They submitted a letter of explanation 
which I desire at this time to read into 


the RECORD: 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, July 26, 1946. 
Hon, CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
House Office Building, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dran MR. Bar: As requested by you, 
am writing to explain in some detail the 
effect of House Resolution 711, introduced by 
you on July 17, 1946. 

The resolution calls for information to be 
furnished to the House by the Secretary of 
the Treasury with respect to the operation of 
section 122 (b) and (c) of the Revenue Act 
of 1945. The Treastry would be requested 
to supply a list of taxpayers who have filed 
claims for refund of excess profits taxes, and 
of those who have had such claims allowed, 
together with the amounts, as a result of 
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carry-backs to the years 1944 and 1945 of 
unused excess profits credits arising in 1946. 
Under section 122 of the Revenue Act of 1945, 
the carry-back of unused credits is retained 
for taxable years beginning in 1946, although 
the excess-profits tax itself was repealed as 
of December 31, 1945. 

Adoption of the resolution at the present 
time would appear to this Department to be 
premature. Practically no claims for refund 
with respect to carry-backs from taxable 
years beginning in 1946 can be filed during 
the calendar year 1946. The amount of such 
carry-backs and the resulting excess-profits- 
tax refunds cannot be ascertained until the 
expiration of the taxable year. In the case 
of taxpayers reporting on a calendar year 
basis, no claim could properly be filed until 
the beginning of 1947, at the earliest. As a 
practical matter, it is unlikely that many 
claims will be filed prior to March 15, 1947, 
. when the tax returns for 1946 are due. In 
the cases of the many fiscal year taxpayers, 
taxable years beginning in 1946 will not be 
closed until sometime in 1947, and returns 
will not be due for 244 months after the close 
of the fiscal year. Only in the relative hand- 
ful of cases of short taxable years, due to 
changes in accounting periods or winding up 
of a business, could claims be filed during 
1946. Even if a few such claims do arise 
during the year, they would be wholly un- 
representative of the extent of the applica- 
tion of the carry-back provisions, and would 
not, I believe, be of the slightest value to the 
House in appraising their operation, and 
might prove misleading. Accordingly, adop- 
tion of the resolution would appear to be pre- 
mature since there would be no information 
for the Department to make available under 
the resolution, 

The carry-back provisions of the excess- 
profits-tax law have been receiving continued 
joint study by the Treasury Department and 
the staff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation since their status was last 
under consideration by the Ways and Means 
Committee and the Finance Committee of 
the Senate in connection with the Revenue 
Act of 1945. For the reasons I have outlined, 
no significant data as to the area or extent of 
the benefits arising from these provisions has 
yet been adduced as to the year 1946. The 
study has necessarily been very largely con- 
fined to a preliminary analysis of the prob- 
lems which may inhere in the sections of the 
law involved. These problems will continue 
to receive attention with a view to maintain- 
ing the best possible surveillance of the op- 
eration of the unused credit carry-back and 
to developing specific information as it be- 
comes available. 

This Department is glad to have had the 
opportunity to acquaint you with its views 
as to the problems involved in furnishing the 
information you desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH J. O'CONNELL, Jr., 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from West Virginia may pro- 
ceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, the con- 
ferees agreed that certain tentative pay- 
ments in the nature of advances have 
been paid to tax applicants for the first 
and second quarters of the taxable year 
1946, but insisted they were involved in 
the entire year’s settlement and would 
not be available to the Congress until» 
1947, It appears that a mere technicality 
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in the form of a faulty resolution will 
prevent the House having this informa- 
tion prior to adjournment. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret very much to 
see the Congress adjourn without having 
first-hand information as to who is 
asking refunds under the carry-back 
clause in the Revenue Act of 1945 and 
what, if any, payments have been made 
out of the Treasury under this refund 
clause. It appears to be too late now to 
get this information. Should the vicis- 
situde of politics prevent my return as a 
member of the Eightieth Congress, I 
should like to know that this effort on my 
part to prevent a raid on the Treasury 
will fall into far more capable hands than 
mine and will receive prompt attention 
on the convening of the new Congress. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, for a very few moments 
I wish to discuss a bill which I introduced 
on July 22, H. R. 7102. It is a bill which 
I think every American citizen should 
be interested in. 

When our forefathers set up the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, and 
drafted the Constitution under which we 
live, they provided for three branches 
of government, the executive, legislative, 
and judicial. In their wisdom they saw 
fit to provide for the judges of our courts 
lifetime tenure and pay which could not 
be reduced during their term of office. 
In other words, they felt that the Ameri- 
can people, if we were to have an incor- 
ruptible judiciary, should place the mem- 
bers of our judiciary beyond the question 
of worrying about their compensation, 

As time has gone on the Congress has 
provided retirement pay for all of the 
hundreds of thousands of civil-service 
employees. Our judges have retirement 
pay, Army officers have retirement pay. 
It was thought many, many years ago 
that if an officer leading an army, 
whether it be a brigade, a regiment, or a 
company, the officer leading troops 
should not have to worry about his old 
age if he gets wounded. It was felt we 
would have better service by providing 
retirement for them. The same prin- 
ciple has been applied to all other de- 
partments of our government. The Con- 
gress in its wisdom has provided retire- 
ment pay for substantially everyone, in- 
cluding Members of the Congress. I 
think of only one exception in all the 
wide, broad scope of government. I 
picked up a newspaper the other night 
and I found that the President of the 
United States was referred to as the for- 
gotten man. I may say that in filing 
this bill I had an eye to the Presidency 
of the United States as an institution 
rather than to the President as an in- 
dividual. As a matter of fact, I have 
never discussed the matter with the pres- 
ent occupant of that high office, I have 
never discussed it with any member of 
the executive department of our govern- 
ment, and I am sure that the President 
of the United States does not even know 
I filed this bill or had any contemplation 
of filing it. 

Never before in all the history of the 
world has any one man had such a tre- 
mendous responsibility upon his shoul- 
ders as the President of the United States 
has today. Never before has any one 
man conducted so big a business as the 
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President of the United States is today 
conducting, and never before for so 
smali a compensation. 

The other day I talked to one of my 
friends about this bill, a Member of Con- 
gress, and he said, “Why, the President 
does not need a retirement bill. He can 
save enough out of the $75,000 a year to 
retire comfortably.” Then I called his 
attention to the fact that by the time the 
President pays his Federal income tax, 
and State income tax, he has left only 
about $28,000. 

The sum of $43,920 is the Federal tax 
upon a salary of $75,000; then on top 
of that a State income tax, which leaves 
$28,000. But unfortunately the Ameri- 
can people expect the President of the 
United States to live not in some little 
cottage on a back street, but to live in 
the White House. That White House is 
a residence, plain as it may be, befitting 
the dignity of the high office that the 
American people expect that individual 
to fill. I do not know what the grocery 
bill for the White House is today, but I 
do know, and I have this from very re- 
liable sources, that in recent years it 
has never been less than $24,000 a year. 
I know groceries are higher today than 
they were 5 years ago, and you know that 
too. The result is that the very best you 
can figure, the President of the United 
States today works for less than $4,000 
a year compensation, out of which he 
has to buy clothes, make donations to 
charities, and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent to proceed for three addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I am interested in 
what the gentleman is saying on this 
subject. He appeared before the Ju- 
diciary Committee just recently and 
spoke upon this matter. Did the gentle- 
man provide anything for the Vice Pres- 
ident who is also elected by the people? 

Mr. BELL. I think the Congress pro- 
vided for him the other day. At least, 
that is my understanding. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Does the gentleman 
think a Vice President comes under that 
general provision? 

Mr. BELL. That is my understand. 
ing. If that is not true, he should be 
given proper retirement pay. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The thing I think 
the gentleman is referring to is the 
question of succession and not the ques- 
tion of retirement. 

Mr. BELL. Retirement is what I am 
talking about. 

Mr. SPRINGER. It is my under- 
standing that the Vice President does 
a come under the general retirement 
plan. 

Mr. BELL. If that be true, the mat- 
ter should be taken care of. There is 
no use letting the Vice President be 
the only forgotten man cither. The 
President of the United States today is 
working for less money than the average 
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common laborer; that is a thing that the 
American people I am sure do not want. 
I think that the American people do 
want the President of the United States 
to be in a position where he can devote 
his time to the duties and responsibili- 
ties of that high office without having 
to worry about the grocery bills 5 or 10 
years from now. 

The other day I presented this matter 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
That great committee very graciously 
permitted me time to go before them 
and make a statement. I do hope that 
they will bring the bill to the floor of 
the House with a favorable report. I 
do not know what the committee in its 
wisdom will decide to do, but I do hope 
that the Members of this House will 
give serious thought to this problem. It 
is a problem which concerns not merely 
the President but it concerns every 
American citizen because of the tremen- 
dous responsibility that rests upon the 
shoulders of the President of the United 
States. 

If the bill gets to the floor of the House 
I hope that the Members will vote for it. 
By doing so, I know you will be giving 
a vote in the best interest of your 
country. 

When we go back into the House I 
shall ask unanimous consent to insert 
at the end of my remarks an article by 
Jay G. Hayden, entitled “Presidential 
Pay.” 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

PRESIDENTIAL PAY 
(By Jay G. Hayden) 

In the present deluge of Government pay 
raises the forgotten man seems to be Presl- 
dent Truman. 

Last week Congress boosted all Federal 
Judges $5,000 a year, and recently all Ameri- 
can diplomats were granted increases rang- 
ing up to $7,500 (from $17,500 to $25,000) for 
ambassadors. 

In pressing the pending La Follette-Mon- 
roney congressional reorganization bill before 
this week end, Congressmen will provide a 
50 percent raise ($10,000 to $15,000) for 
themselves. 

Raises for all civil service employees, aver- 
aging 14 percent, took effect July 1, as did the 
50 percent jump in base pay for enlisted per- 
sonnel of the Army and Navy, with lesser in- 
creases for higher ranks. 

In contrast with all this there not only has 
been no increase in pay of the President since 
1909, when the salary was fixed at $75,000, 
but his take-home pay, due to income taxes, 
has diminished well over half since that time. 

And, while the plight of Mr. Truman, much 
the poorest financially among recent Presi- 
dents, is freely bemoaned by his friends, 
members of the Appropriations Committees 
of Congress say the subject never has been 
mentioned in their deliberations. 

One reason for this is that the problem of 
raising the President's take-home pay is diffi- 
cult. Suppose for example, his salary were 
boosted to $100,000. The top $5,000 of even a 
$75,000 net income is taxed $4,050 (81 per- 
cent) and the rate ranges up to 87 percent on 
the $90,000-to-$100,000 income bracket. Thus 
an ostensible $25,000 boost for the President 
would net him less than $4,000 actual in- 
crease. 

Like everybody else's, the President’s tax 
return is kept secret but it is well known that 
Mr. Truman has little or no income other 
than his salary. A congressional tax expert 
asked to compute the present tax on a net 
income of $75,000 for a man and wife with 
one dependent (the Truman status) placed 
it at $42,892. The Missouri State income tax 
takes about $1,000 more, 
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On this basis the President’s spendable an- 
nual income is $31,108. 

For any ordinary citizen this would be 
nothing to complain about, but the President, 
in matter of expenses, is not like other people. 
He is compelled to live in the White House 
and entertain extensively and while much of 
this is covered by expense allowances, his per- 
sonal financial burden still is heavy. 

Warning his successor, President Wilson, of 
what was in store for him, President Taft 
wrote, “you can calculate that your expenses 
are only those of furnishing food to a large 
boarding house of servants and to your 
emily. and your personal expenses of cloth- 
ing, etc.” 

Even so, Taft said, he had been able to 
save an average of only $25,000 a year, indi- 
cating that his annual personal expenses as 
President were $50,000, At that time there 
was no income tax whatever, and the salary, 
as now, was $75,000. 

Mr. Truman, with his income after taxes 
reduced to $31,000, still has the same “large 
boarding house of servants”—24 of them by 
recent count—to feed, and cost of food has 
multiplied several times over, since Mr. Taft’s 
Presidency. 

The British way is to make certain official 
salaries tax free, as instance Lord Inverchapel, 
British Ambassador to the United States, who 
gets $50,000 salary, plus large allowances for 
Official expense—all free from taxes. The 
Congressmen say, however, that it is out of 
the question to give the President a tax-free 
salary, without doing the same for all other 
Government officials—and that, they are sure, 
American voters never would stand for. 

The best Mr. Truman can hope for, it 
appears, is that the “servant boarding house” 
will be taken off his hands by an increased 
expense allowance for that purpose, but there 
has been no visible inclination of Congress 
even to do that much. 


Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Vooruis], offered an amendment to this 
bill for the purpose of bringing into line 
the price of milk so that it could be given 
for the school-lunch program. Milk has 
been affected by the lifting of the subsidy, 
and I am ashamed to learn that we had 
almost a solid vote across the aisle against 
this worthy amendment. The amend- 
ment was most worthy in its objective. 
The defeat of the amendment denies milk 
to the school children. That is No.1. In 
the second place, the opponents take a 
rap at the farmers by denying them the 
proper price for milk a part of which 
has just been taken from them by the 
lifting of the subsidy. Across the aisle the 
great champions that have sung the song 
of the farmers, that have talked about a 
few tractors going to plow up the fields 
of Europe so that the starving people 
might be fed, today in this House rose to 
a man and rapped the farmer on the 
very price of milk. The vote on this 
amendment was 66 to 57, and the 66 
practically came from across the aisle. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. Not now, 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and sixteen Members are present, a 
quorum. F 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, the 
very group that has been opposing the * 
OPA, the very group that cried to high 
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heaven to take off the subsidy, “Take it 
away, the farmer doesn’t want it,” and 
now the vote comes from the same side 
of the aisle. It decries the farmer an 
increase and at the same time let the 
little children go without milk. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts, 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I ap- 
preciate that the gentleman is making a 
political speech and therefore it prob- 
ably should not be taken too seriously, 
but may I ask the gentleman, why did not 
the great Committee on Appropriations 
do this job when it was in committee? 

Mr. RABAUT. Because it was not 
brought to our attention. That is why. 
the chairman of the committee rose in 
his seat and said he would be very glad to 
accept the amendment and we on our 
side voted for it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
subsidies have been off for several weeks. 
Why did not the committee do its job? 

Mr. RABAUT. Do not ask me, I am 
telling the gentleman what happened 
here this morning, 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Why 
is it that the chairman of the committee 
when he stood up on the floor here said 
it was conjectural whether you would 
need it or not? 

Mr. RABAUT. I am not yielding for 
debate, I am yielding for a question. I 
want to say this to the gentleman, that 
if corrections are to be made this is the 
place to make them. If I am accused of 
making a political talk, I certainly accuse 
everybody across the aisle of making a 
first-class blundering political vote, be- 
cause you certainly took it out on the 
farmers whose cause has been long ac- 
claimed here for years. It looks now as 
though it was lip service. Someone on 
your side of the aisle before this bill 
leaves the floor, if you want to take the 
suggestion of a humble Democrat, ought 
to rise on his feet and ask that the matter 
be reconsidered, and support it for the 
sake of the farmers of the Nation and 
the children of this country. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

It is always interesting to listen to our 
good friend from Michigan, and he is 
ever ready to bring politics into the de- 
liberations of the House. I cannot blame 
him much for that, because they are 
going to have to throw a lot of fast curves 
if they are to continue to déceive the 
people to the point where the New Deal 
is kept in charge of directing the course 
of the Government here in Washington. 

He wants to know why we do not vote 
$5,000,000 more for milk. Then he refers 
to the tractors being sent across to Eu- 
rope and other countries. That is just 
another waste of this administration. 


‘One of the reasons we on the left side of 


the aisle are economy-minded is because 
we feel it is our duty to vote for economy, 
hoping against hope to keep this country 
from being driven into bankruptcy by 
extravagant waste and spending. Now, I 
will tell the gentleman how he can get 
more money appropriated by the Con- 
gress for old-age pensions, for milk for 
the children, and for everything that is 
needed by the people of America. This 


1946 


country is rich enough to take care of 
every matter of social welfare and legis- 
lation that is needed for the old folks 
and the children of this country if the 
New Deal will stop wasting billions of 
dollars a year. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VURSELL. I would like to make 
this point, but I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
appropriation for school lunches was in- 
creased up to $75,000,000 from something 
between $50,000,000 and $60,000,000 last 
year. 

Mr. VURSELL. Certainly. The gen- 
tleman is right. This is only a matter of 
a political opportunity being taken ad- 
vantage of. 

Now, I will tell you how we can get all 
the things the American people need. 
The way to do it is to vote the New Deal 
out of control of the Appropriations 
Committee and every other committee of 
this House and stop wasting the peoples’ 
money on useless things so that we can 
spend it on things that are worth while. 
To prove my point, I point to the bill 
which is brought in here today to in- 
crease the administration of the OPA 
by $26,000,000—a pretty cute move be- 
cause it is difficult to vote against it since 
something over $2,000,000,000 for ter- 
minal leave is tied up in this bill. What 
do we have today? We have preserved 
the political machine of the OPA. We 
will have saddled upon the backs of the 
taxpayers $100,000,000 when this bill is 
passed and we will be keeping 40,000 peo- 
ple on the OPA pay rolls to be diligently 
occupied in the coming elections to 
preserve the bureaucracy of the New 
Deal. And they will not keep down 
prices, but will bring back the unlawful 
black markets. That reminds me that 
just a few weeks ago after a 2-year delay 
the New Deal finally won its fight to re- 
tain Federal control of the United States 
Employment Agency. Until when? Un- 
til November 15—just after the elections 
so that they can retain 32,000 people on 
the pay roll and try to put the New Deal 
across so that they can continue to tax, 
spend, waste, and ultimately wreck the 
financial solvency of this Government. 

The only hope to ever balance the 
budget, to deflate bureaucracy and main- 
tain and return our Government again 
to the people is to turn the New Deal cut 
and elect a Republican Congress. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment should 
be defeated. I am speaking against the 
Voorhis amendment, 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania yield for a par- 
liamentary inquiry; 

Mr. GROSS. No; I do not yield. 

The farmers do not need this. The 
gentleman from Michigan remarked that 
this is the kind of procedure that should 
be carried on to help the farmer. The 
farmers have had all of the New Deal 
help they want, and the result is that 
food is scarce everywhere. The farmers 
are helping everybody else to pay the 
bill. By this school-lunch program a 
small group of New Dealers pretend to be 
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feeding the children and helping the 
farmers, some of these “‘do-gooders” have 
been grabbing, grabbing, and grabbing, 
and if they have not been grabbing money 
then they have been grabbing votes. 

They are not interested in the children 
or the farmers. A Philadelphia business- 
man, a friend of mine, spent 3 months in 
Puerto Rico early this year. He put up at 
a hotel that charged $16.50 a day. 

There were five people in that hotel 
that he observed during that time. He 
never knew who they were. He went on 
over to another island one day and they 
went on the same plane. There he was 
transacting business with some school 
authorities when they barged in, and 
then he found out who they were. They 
were five people from the Department of 
Agriculture here in Washington who 
were down in the Virgin Islands and 
Puerto Rico for 3 months studying how 
the school-lunch program was being 
handled. 

Mr. McGLINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that there is no 
quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN (after counting). 
One hundred and twenty Members are 
present; a quorum. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania will 
proceed. 

Mr. GROSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, 
when these men get down here in the 
well of the House and beat their breasts 
about saving the children and saving 
the taxpayers’ money, helping the farm- 
ers, and making appropriations to build 
houses, they talk and act as if they did 
not know that it takes material instead 
of money to build houses. An admin- 
istration that carries on like that, when 
they send five people from Washington 
to Puerto Rico for 3 months, living at 
a hotel at $16.50 a day, flying around in 
airplanes, to check on how the school- 
lunch program works, it simply does not 
make sense. One individual could have 
gone down there and been back inside of 
10 days’ time and furnished all the in- 
formation that was necessary. Or, they 
have representatives down there from 
the Federal Government who could have 
done that. There are many ways in 
which it could have been done and thou- 
sands of dollars could have been saved. 
But they are not interested in that. All 
they are interested in is a good time, 
spending, taxing, making political capital 
of necessity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired., 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was happy to hear 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Gross] say that the farmers got enough 
out of the New Deal. I am happy that 
they are now admitting it. When the 
New Deal came into existence the 
farmers were getting 10 cents for corn. 
Prices were down so low that they could 
not even exist. Four hundred and fifty 
thousand farm mortgages were about to 
be foreclosed. The courthouses were be- 
ing raided by the farmers themselves, 
Yes. Then along came the New Deal, 
If I remember correctly, the farm income 
of this Nation under the New Deal, if 
you please, has risen from $11,000,000,- 
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000 to some $26,000,000,000, and now the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
Gross] rises on the floor of the House and. 
says the farmers have got enough out of 
the New Deal. Yes. The farmers got 
the AAA from the New Deal, the most 
democratic organization that could pos- 
sibly be devised, where the farmers them- 
selves, through their AAA committee, 
form their own program with the help 
of the Department of Agriculture. Yes. 
They were given Soil Conservation and 
Crop Insurance. The farm program of 
America today is on a good solid founda- 
tion. 

Also today the farmers are satisfied 
with the program. I do not know how 
the farmers may vote in the election if 
they are misled by being told that the 
New Deal did not produce, but when you 
look at the record it proves that the 
farmer has received a great deal from 
the New Deal, and it is about time that 
the farmers appreciated it. I believe 
they do, notwithstanding the statement 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

I defy the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania or any of his Republican colleagues 
who are criticizing the Democratic ad- 
ministration’s farm program to tell the 
farmers of this Nation that they will 
take away the AAA program, the soil- 
conservation program, or change the 
credit structure. Tell them that they 
should go back to the good old days of 
10-cent corn and turn agriculture back 
to the pre-New Deal days. You know 
you would not dare because if you did 
you would not be back here next session. 
So be honest with the farmers and tell 
them that you, too, are happy that they 
now are prosperous and that you will 
continue to carry on the good work that 
was commenced and put in operation 
under the Roosevelt administration, 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that all 
debate on this paragraph and all amend- 
ments thereto do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 6, line 28: 

“Philippine rehabilitation: The third pro- 
viso of the appropriation under this head 
contained in the Third Deficiency Appropria- 
tion Act, 1946, hereby is corrected to read as 
follows: ‘Provided further, That the Secre- 
tary of State, or such official as he may desig- 
nate, is authorized to transfer from any of 
the foregoing -mounts to any department or 
independent establishment of the Govern- 
ment for participation in the foregoing pro- 
grams, sums for expenditure by such depart- 
ment or establishment for the purposes 
hereof, and sums so transfered shall be avail- 
able for expenditure in accordance with the 
provisions hereof and, to the extent deter- 
mined by the Secretary of State, in accord- 
ance with the law governing expenditures of 
the department or establishment to which 
transferred: Provided further, That trans- 
fers of funds to participating agencies for 
the programs set forth in sections 302 to 305 
of the'act shall be approved by the President 
prior to such transfers.” 


Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, 

Mr. Chairman, I was very much inter- 
ested in listening to my distinguished 
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colleague, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. Hook], whose district is only a 
couple of counties away from mine. 

His own estimate of the national farm 
income has gone up $3,000,000,000 since 
Jast week, as you can find by looking at 
his own statement in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RecorpD, and that is about the way the 
New Deal does things; they just go up 
by leaps and bounds; anytime they want 
to put the price up they just add a few 
billion dollars at will. 

The facts are that in the spring of 1939, 
after 7 years of “the more abundant life,” 
some of the farmers in his district were 
receiving less than 2 cents a quart for 
their milk. It has nothing to do with 
Politics; it is an economic fact that 
in 1939, after this 7 years of the “more 
abundant life,” they foreclosed more 
farms in the State of Wisconsin than 
ever before in the history of the Federal 
land bank. 

Now, I realize it is not pleasant for 
you over here to have anyone showing 
you how you are spending and spending 
and spending. Let us keep this record 
straight and let us realize that in 1939 
the whole New Deal agricultural program 
had bogged down. We had 54-cent-plus 
wheat and we had 5-cent-plus hogs. We 
had 8-cent-plus cotton and the producers 
were, in my judgment, in nearly as bad 
shape as they were in 1932, except that 
their agony was prolonged a little longer 
in 1939. If they had had 1932 prices, 
they would have been put out of their 
misery just a little quicker. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman stated 
that in 1939 there were more foreclosures 
than ever before—foreclosures by whom? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I said 
that in the State of Wisconsin there were 
more farm foreclosures by the Federal 
land bank than ever before in the his- 
tory of the Federal land bank, 

Now, it is a fact that the sooner we 
realize that these people who live on the 
farms have really gone to school and 
can kind of figure some of these things 
out, the better off we are going to be. 

I noticed in one of my district papers 
that some peanut politician in my dis- 
trict said I was a backwoodsman. Well, 
it does so happen that in my younger 
days I did roll some logs in that county 
but I never really saw “logrolling” until I 
came to Washington and saw the New 
Deal in action. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Did I understand 
the gentleman to say that in 1938 or 
1939 we had 8-cent cotton? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I say that 
in August of 1939 you had 8-cent plus 
cotton; yes. The farmers received it. If 
the gentleman does not believe it I will 
send it to him. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I wish the gen- 
tleman would. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Yes; I 
will surely be pleased to do so. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 


Chairman, 


Mr. ERVIN. If I interpret the gentle- 
man’s remarks correctly he is somewhat 
homesick for Hoover now, is he not? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I wish 
the gentleman would restate his remark. 

Mr. ERVIN. I was just asking if the 
gentleman was not suffering nostalgia for 
Hoover’s administration. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I have 
not said anything about anybody’s ad- 
ministration, but I am just saying that 
as far as I am concerned I may be “a 
backwoodsman” but at least I know 
enough to catch on to the schemes of 
the New Deal and I think I know what 
it is trying to accomplish. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Military assistance, Philippines: Any or all 
of the appropriations of the Military Estab- 
lishment for the fiscal year 1947 shall be 
available, in a total amount of not to exceed 
$19,750,000, for all expenses necessary to 
enable the President through the War De- 
partment to carry out the provisions of the 
Republic of the Philippines Military Assist- 
ance Act. 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
reading of the remainder of the bill be 
dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move that the Committee do now 
rise and report the joint resolution back 
to the House with the recommendation 
that the joint resolution do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Bonner, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 390) 
making additional appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1947, and for other purposes, 
had directed him to report the resolu- 
tion back to the House with the recom- 
mendation that the resolution do pass. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.Speak- 
er, I move the previous question on the 
resolution to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of the 
resolution, 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time and was 
read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the resolution. 

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 251, nays 0, not voting 179, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 257] 
YEAS—251 
Abernethy Bell Brown, Ohio 
Andresen, Bennett, Mo. Buchanan 
August, H. Biemiller Buckley 
Andrews, Ala. Bishop Bulwinkle. 
Angell Bland Butler 
Arnold Bloom Byrne, N 
Auchincloss Bolton Byrnes, Wis 
Bailey Bonner Camp 
Barrett, Pa, Bradley, Pa. Campbell 
Barrett, Wyo. Brehm 
Beall Brown, Ga. Mo. 
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Cole, Mo, 
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Pratt 
Price, II. 
Quinn, N. Y. 
Rabaut 

bin 


Whitten 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson 
Winstead 
Wolcott 
Wolverton, N. J. 
Woodhouse 


Eaton 
Eliott 
Elsaesser 


Drewry Jonkman 
Durham Judd 
Dworshak Kearney 
Eberharter Kelley, Pa, 
Kelly. III. 
Ellsworth King 
Engle, Calif. Kinzer 
Ervin Kirwan 
Fallon Klein 
Knutson 
Fenton Kunkel 
Fernandez Lanham 
Fisher Latham 
Flannagan Lea 
Flood LeCompte 
Folger Lesinski 
Forand 
Puller McConnell 
Fulton McCowen 
Gamble McDonough 
Gardner McGlinchey 
Gavin McMillen, III. 
Gearhart Madden 
Geelan Manasco 
Gerlach Mankin 
Gibson Marcantonio 
Gillette Martin, Iowa 
Gillie Martin, Mass. 
Goodwin Mathews 
Gordon Merrow 
Gore Michener 
Gorski Mills 
Graham Monroney 
Granahan undt 
Granger Murdock 
Grant, Ala Murray, Wis. 
Green Neely 
Griffiths Norblad 
Gross Norrell 
Gwinn, N. Y. O'Brien, Il. 
Gwynne, Iowa O'Brien, Mich. 
Hagen O'Hara 
Hall, O'Toole 
Leonard W, Peterson, Fla 
Hancock Phillips 
Harless, Ariz, Pickett 
Harness, nd. Pittenger 
Havenner Poage 
NAYS—O 
NOT VOTING—179 
Adams Cannon, Fla. 
Allen, Il. Carlson 
Allen, La. Case, N. J 
Almond Case, S. Dak 
Andersen, Celler 
H. Carl Clark 
Anderson, Calif. Clason 
Andrews, N. Y. Clements 
Arends Clippinger 
Baldwin,Md. Cochran 
Baldwin, N. Y. Coffee 
Barden Cole, Kans, 
Barry Cole, N. Y. 
Bates, Ky. Combs 
Bates, Mass. Cooper 
Beckworth Courtney 
Bender Cravens 
Bennet, N.Y, Crawford 
Blackney Curley 
Boren Daughton, Va 
Boykin Davis 
Bradley, Mich. Dawson 
Brooks Delaney, 
Brumbaugh John J. 
Bryson Dolliver 
Buck Domengeaux 
Buffett Douglas, III 
Bunker Earthman 


Hill Mahon Robsion, Ky. 
Hoeven Maloney Rockwell 
Hoffman, Pa. Mansfield, Rogers, N. Y. 
Holifield Mont. Russell 

Izac Mansfield, Tex. Ryter 
Jennings Mason Shafer 
Johnson, Calif. May Sharp 
Johnson, Tex. Miller, Calif. Shep 

Kean Miller, Nebr, Sheridan 
Kee Morgan Short 

Keefe Morrison Slaughter 
Kefauver Murray, Tenn. Somers, N. Y. 
Keogh Norton Sparkman 
Kerr O’Konski Stewart 
Kilburn O'Neal Sumner, Il. 
Kilday Outland Taber 
Kopplemann Pace ‘Tarver 
LaFollette Patman Thomas, N. J. 
Landis Patrick Thomas, Tex, 
Lane Patterson Tolan 
Larcade Peterson,Ga. Torrens 
LeFevre Pfeifer Towe 

Lemke Philbin Trimble 
Link Ploeser Vinson 

Luce Plumley Vorys, Ohio 
Ludlow Powell Wasielewski 
Lyle Price. Fla. Weaver 
Lynch Priest Welch 
McCormack Reece,Tenn. West 
McGehee Rich Wickersham 
McGregor Richards Winter 
McKenzie Rivers Wolfenden, Pa. 


McMillan, S. C. Robinson, Utah Wood 


So the bill was passed. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

General pairs until further notice: 


Mr. Link with Mr. Ploeser. 

Mr. Cooper with Mr. Eaton. 

Mr, Vinson with Mr. Landis. 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Elsaesser. 

Mr. Izac with Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Rich. 

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Elston. 

Mr. Thomas of Texas with Mr. Robsion of 
Kentucky. ` 

Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Shafer, 

Mr. Keogh with Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Almond with Mr. Short. 

Mr. McGehee with Mr. Jennings. 

Mr. Maloney with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr. Barry with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Grant of Illinois. 

Mrs. Douglas of Illinois with Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Priest with Mr. Fellows. 

Mr. Lynch with Mr. Henry, 

Mr. Powell with Mr. Cole of New York, 

Mr. Lyle with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. Rogers of New York with Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Buffett. 

Mr. Celler with Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Bradley of Michigan, 

Mr. Barden with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey. 

Mr. Harris with Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Plumley. 

Mr. Boykin with Mr, Miller of Nebraska. 

Mr. Trimble with Mr. Kilburn. 

Mr. Sparkman with Mr. Clason. 


Mr. Wood with Mr. Dolliver. * 


Mr. Brooks with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Engel of Michigan. 

Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr. 
Gifford. 

Mr. Bryson with Mr. Hale. 

Mr. Lane with Mr. Blackney. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 

Mr. Gary with Mr. Bender. 

Mr. Elliott with Mr. Hartley. 

Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Anderson of 
California. 

Mr. Mahon with Mr. Hoeven. 

Mr. Coffee with Mr. Allen of Illinois. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Craw- 
ford. 

Mr. Outland with Mr. Brumbaugh, 

Mr. Folger with Mr. LeFevre. 

Mr. Domengeaux with Mr. Reece of Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Vorys of Ohio. 

Mr. Johnson of Texas with Mr. Gillespie. 

Mr. Fogarty with Mr. Case of South Dakota. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded, 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
The doors were opened. 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
FILING APPLICATIONS FOR PATENTS, 
ETC. 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H, R. 
5223) to extend temporarily the time for 
filing applications for patents, for taking 
action in the United States Patent Of- 
fice with respect thereto, for preventing 
proof of acts abroad with respect to the 
making of an invention, and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers on 
the part of the House be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the state- 
ment. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5223) to extend temporarily the time for fil- 
ing applications for patents, for taking action 
in the United States Patent Office with respect 
thereto, for preventing proof of acts abroad 
with respect to the making of an invention, 
and for other purposes, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 12, 16, 17, 18, 
22, 25, 29, 31, 34, and 35. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 3, 5, 9, 11, 13, 15, 19, 20, 21, 23, 
24, 26, and 32, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Strike out the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the Senate amendment and insert the 
following: “, which request must be accom- 
panied by (1) a copy of the original foreign 
application, certified to by the patent office 
of the country in which it was filed, but if 
the original foreign application has been 
destroyed, other evidence pertaining thereto 
may be accepted; (2) a sworn translation of 
the same if it is not in the English language; 
and (3) if the foreign application was not 
made by the inventor himself, an affidavit 
by the applicant or patentee stating that 
such application was filed for his benefit or 
on his behalf and that such procedure is in 
accordance with the procedure in the foreign 
country; and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: person,“; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 27: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 11, line 1, of the House bill strike 
out “sections” and insert “section”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as fol- 
lows: Strike out the matter proposed to be 
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stricken out by the Senate amendment and 
insert the following: 

“Sec. 11. No claims for patent infringement 
shall be made or action brought by or on be- 
half of or for the benefit of any country 
or a national of any country against which 
the United States has declared the existence 
of a state of war, in respect to any manu- 
facture, use, or sale since September 8, 1939." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30; That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Strike out the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the Senate amendment and insert 
the following: 

“Sec. 13. Section 10 (a) of the said Trading 
With the Enemy Act, relating to the filing 
and prosecution of applications for patents 
and the registration of trade-marks, prints, 
labels, and copyrights, by an enemy, or ally 
of an enemy, is hereby repealed.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert a period 
and the following: The Alien Property Cus- 
todian shall be entitled to the benefits of 
this Act.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Frank W. BOYKIN, 

Fritz G. LANHAM, 

FRED A. HARTLEY, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House, 


CLAUDE PEPPER, 
Scotr LUCAS, 
A. W. HAWKES, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5223) to extend 
temporarily the time for filing applications 
for patents, for taking action in the United 
States Patent Office with respect thereto, for 
preventing proof of acts abroad with respect 
to the making of an invention, and for other 
purposes, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the conferees and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report: 

Amendments Nos. 1, 6, 12, and 25: Each of 
these amendments strikes out the word “pas- 
sage” contained in the House bill and inserts 
in lieu thereof the word “approval”. The 
conference is agreed that the terms “approval 
of this Act” and “passage of this Act” have 
the same meaning, 1. e., that they refer to a 
compliance with all forms necessary to make 
the bill a valid law. There are also other 
instances where the term “passage of this 
Act” is used in the House bill. The Senate 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 2: The House bill provides 
that the rights of priority provided by section 
4887 of the Revised Statutes for the filing of 
applications for patent (if such rights had 
not expired on September 8, 1939, or have 
arisen since September 8, 1939) shall be ex- 
tended until the expiration of twelve months 
from the passage of the bill in favor of citi- 
zens of the United States and of certain 
aliens. This amendment provides that such 
rights shall be extended to bona fide residents 
of the United States. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No, 3: This amendment clari- 
fles the language of the House bill. The 
House recedes. 

Amendment No. 4: This amendment pro- 
vides that the extension of the rights of 
priority referred to in amendment No. 2 
shall not apply to any patent unless a writ- 
ten request therefor is supplemented by 
suitable proof of the foreign application 
supplied to the Commissioner of Patents. 
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The language of this amendment is intended 
as a substitute for the language of the House 
bill deleted by amendment No. 7. The Senate 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 5: The House bill pro- 
vided that the extension of the rights of 
priority referred to in amendment No. 2 
shall not apply to any patent unless a writ- 
ten request was made for such extension 
during the pendency of the application for 
such patent in the United States Patent 
Office, or within 6 months after the passage 
of the bill. This amendment provides that 
the request may be made within 12 months 
after the passage of the bill. The House re- 
cedes. 

Amendment No. 7: This amendment de- 
letes from the House bill language requiring 
that a request for the extension of the rights 
of priority referred to in amendment No. 2 
must be accompanied by a copy of the origi- 
nal foreign application and certain other 
documents. The House recedes with an 
amendment which restores the language of 
the House bill and adds thereto (1) a provi- 
sion that if the original foreign application 
has been destroyed, other evidence satisfac- 
tory to the Commissioner of Patents pertain- 
ing thereto may be accepted in lieu of a copy 
of such original foreign application, and 
(2) a further provision which has the effect 
of permitting the applicant or patentee, if 
the foreign application was not made by the 
inventor himself, to submit an affidavit that 
such application was filed on behalf of the 
inventor. 

Amendment No. 8: The House bill provides 
that no patent granted or validated by rea- 
son of the extension of the rights of priority 
referred to in amendment No. 2 shall furnish 
a basis for a claim against the United States. 
This amendment limits such immunity with 

to any such patent to claims (1) 
on account of the manufacture, use, or sale 
during the 12 months after the termination 
of World War II, of the invention covered by 
such patent by or for the United States, or by 
or for governments allied with the United 
States in such war, or (2) on account of the 
use or sale of articles embodying such inven- 
tion so manufactured, and on hand at the 
end of 12 months after the termination of 
World War II. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 9: The House bill contains 
a provision to the effect that the extension 
of the rights of priority referred to in amend- 
ment No. 2 shall not affect the right of any 
citizen of the United States, or of any firm, 
association, etc., who, before the passage of 
the bill, was in possession of any rights in 
any patents or applications for patents con- 
flicting with rights in patents granted or vali- 
dated by such extension, to exercise, such 
rights. This amendment deletes the words 
“any citizen of”, thus making the provision 
apply to the United States as well as to firms, 
associations, etc. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 10: This amendment has 
the effect of making the provision referred to 
in amendment No. 9 apply to any person as 
well as to the United States, any firm, asso- 
ciation, etc. The House recedes with an 
amendment making a clerical change. 

Amendment No. 11: This amendment 
eliminates the requirement in the House bill 
that a firm, association, company, or corpora- 
tion must be organized or associated under 
Federal or State (including the District of 
Columbia} laws and doing business in the 
United States in order to secure the benefits 
of the provision of the bill referred to in 
amendment No. 9, The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 13: This amendment 
clarifies the language of the House bill. The 
House recedes, 

Amendment No, 14: This amendment clar- 
ifies the language of the House bill. The 
House recedes, 

Amendment No. 15: This amendment clari- 
fies the language of the House bill, The 
House recedes. 
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Amendment No. 16: This is a clerical 
amendment made necessary by amendment 
No. 17. The Senate recedes in view of the 
action taken on amendment No. 17. 

Amendment No. 17: This amendment pro- 
vides that in any action in a United States 
court or proceeding in the Patent Office with 
respect to a patent or application for a 
Patent for an invention communicated in 
writing or embodied in any article supplied 
to the Government of the United States 
or to any person, firm, or corporation in the 
United States at the request of the Govern- 
ment, pursuant to an agreement between 
the Government of the United States and 
the government of a foreign country for the 
supply or mutual exchange of information 
or articles for use for national defense dur- 
ing the emergency preceding World War II 
and for war purposes during such war, any 
use or publication of such invention after 
the date of such communication or supply 
shall be presumed to have been in conse- 
quence of, or attributable to, such communi- 
cation or supply, and the burden of proof 
shall be upon the party seeking to establish 
a different state of facts. The Senate re- 
cedes. 

Amendment No. 18: This is a clerical 
amendment made necessary by amendment 
No. 17. The Senate recedes in view of the 
action taken on amendment No, 17. 

Amendment No. 19: This amendment 
provides that no benefit under section 2 of 
the bill shall be extended to any person 
until certain information in writing and 
under oath with respect to the same inven- 
tion, discovery, or design which was com- 
municated or supplied in the manner de- 
scribed above in amendment No. 17 is fur- 
nished to the Commissioner of Patents by 
the owner of the application for patent for 
such invention, discovery, or design while 
it is pending or prior to the expiration of 
12 months from the date of the act. The 
House bill stipulated that such information 
be furnished in 6 months. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 20: This amendment clar- 
ifies the language of the- House bill. The 
House recedes. 

Amendment No. 21: The House bill pro- 
vided that in any case where it is shown 
to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of 
Patents that the time fixed by law for 
the taking of any action with respect to 
an application for a patent has lapsed be- 
cause of war conditions, the Commissioner 
may extend such time for a period of not 
more than 12 months from the date as de- 
termined by him on which the condition 
which prevented the taking of such action 
had ceased to exist, but in no event 
later than the expiration of 12 months after 
the passage of the bill, without the pay- 
ment of extension fees or other penalty. 
This amendment limits such extension pe- 
riod to a date not later than 12 months after 
the passage of the bill. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 22: This amendment pro- 
vides that bona fide residents of the United 
States (as well as citizens of the United 
States as provided in the House bill) shall 
have the benefit of the extension discussed 
in amendment No. 21. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 23: The House bill pro- 
vided that no patent granted or validated 
by reason of an extension of time provided 
for by sections 1 and 3 of the bill shall 
affect the right of the United States, or of 
any citizens of the-United States or of any 
country allied with the United States in 
World War II, or his agent or successor in 
business, to continue or to resume any 
manufacture, use, or sale commenced before 
the passage of the bill. This amendment 
changes the House provision by stipulating 
that the above right of continuation or re- 
sumption of manufacture, use, or sale, shall 
be enjoyed by any person, firm, association, 
company, or corporation, in addition to the 
United States. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 24: This amendment 
makes clear that the manufacture, use, or 
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sale discussed in amendment No. 23 refers 
to manufacture, use, or sale in the United 
States. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 26: The House bill pro- 
vided that where an invention was made by 
a person (either a civilian or a member, of 
the armed forces) during the time such per- 
son was domiciled in the United States cr 
its possessions and was serving on duty 
with or as a member of any armed force of 
the United States located in a foreign coun- 
try, such person shall be entitled, in pro- 
ceedings arising with respect to such inven- 
tion, to the same rights of priority as if 
such invention had been made in the United 
States. This amendment extends the above 
provision to any such person serving in a 
foreign country in connection with the war 
effort, either on behalf of the United States 
or its allies. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 27: This is a clerical 
amendment. The House recedes with an 
amendment making a clerical change. 

Amendment No. 28: This amendment 
eliminates section 11 of the House bill which 
provided that no claim shall be made or 
action brought (1) with respect to the use 
after September 8, 1939, up to the passage 
of the bill, by the United States, or by any 
persons acting for, or under contract with, 
or with the assent of, the United States, or 
of governments or their representatives al- 
lied with the United States in World War II, 
under any patent rights owned by a national 
of any country with which the United States 
has been at war; nor (2) with respect to the 
use of any process during such period, or 
the sale, offering for sale, or use, at any 
time, of any products manufactured during 
such period to which such patent rights 
applied. The House recedes with an amend- 
ment providing that no claims for patent 
infringement shall be made or action 
brought by or on behalf of or for the benefit 
of any country or a national of any country 
against which the United States has de- 
clared the existence of a state of war, in 
respect to any manufacture, use, or sale 
since September 8, 1939. 

Amendment No. 29: This is a clerical 
amendment made necessary by amendment 
No. 28. The Senate recedes in view of the 
action taken on amendment No. 28. 

Amendment No. 30: This amendment elim- 
mates section 13 of the House bill, which 
amended section 10 (a) of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act by repealing the last sentence 
thereof. The first sentence of such section 
10 (a) provides that an enemy or ally of an 
enemy may file an application for patent, 
etc., and the last sentence thereof provides 
that an enemy or ally of enemy who is unable 
during war, or within 6 months there- 
after, to file an application for a patent, etc., 
within the period prescribed by law, may be 
granted an extension of 9 months beyond 
the expiration of such period. The House 
recedes with an amendment which repeals 
all of such section 10 (a). 

Amendment No. 31: This is a clerical 
amendment made necessary by amendments 
Nos. 28 and 30. The Senate recedes in view 
of the action taken on these amendments. 

Amendment No. 32: The House bill, in 
section 14, states that the benefits of the 
bill shall not extend to nationals of any coun- 
try with which the United States has been 
at war Since September 8, 1939. This amend- 
ment changes the language of the House bill 
by providing that the benefits of the bill 
shall. not extend to inventions, applica- 
tions, or patents made by or owned by citi- 
zens of any such country. The House re- 
cedes. 

Amendment No. 83: This amendment has 
the effect of extending the benefits of the bill 
to citizens of enemy countries in certain 
cases. The amendment also provides that 
the Alien Property Custodian shall be entitled 
to the benefits of the bill to the same extent 
as a citizen of the United States. The House 
recedes with an amendment stating the Alien 
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Property Custodian shall be entitled to the 
benefits of the bill. d 

Amendments Nos. 34 and 35: These are 
clerical amendments made necessary by 
amendments Nos. 28 and 30. The Senate 
recedes in view of the action taken on these 
amendments, 


FRED A. HARTLEY, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr, LANHAM (interrupting the read- 
ing of the statement). Mr. Speaker, in 
view of the fact that the statement has 
already been published in the daily REC- 
orD, I ask unanimous consent that fur- 
ther reading be dispensed with. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the confer- 
ence report? r 

Mr. LANHAM. Yes; I shall be pleased 
to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a counterpart 
of the Nolan bill that was passed after 
the last war and it is even more im- 
portant legislation after this war than 
the Nolan bill was after the last one. 

This is for the protection of the Amer- 
ican industry and American ingenuity. 
Under the patent laws of the various 
countries there are certain limitations of 
time within which if a patent is perfected 
in one country there must be an appli- 
cation made for it in another country. 
Naturally, these American industries dur- 
ing the period of this war with reference 
to their applications for patents on their 
inventions and the patents that they 
had pending could not comply with the 
terms of the law because the transporta- 
tion systems were such that they could 
not get the necessary papers to the ap- 
propriate places. This bill simply €x- 
tends the time for a year as did the Nolan 
bill after the last war in which Ameri- 
can industry can protect itself. 

It is an agreed report by all the con- 
ferees, and it is very important from the 
standpoint of American business. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the statement may be considered as read. 

There was no objection. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

AUTOMOBILES FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 
VETERANS 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Mississippi to sub- 
mit a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 7171) to 
authorize the payment by the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs of the pur- 
chase price of automobiles or other con- 
veyances purchased by certain disabled 
veterans, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

HOSPITAL SURVEY AND CONSTRUCTION 
ACT 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up the conference report on the bill 
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(S. 191) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the 
States for surveying their hospitals and 
public-health centers and for planning 
construction of additional facilities, and 
to authorize grants to assist in such con- 
struction, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers on 
the part of the House be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE. 


Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that there is no 
quorum présent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. - 

Without objection, a call of the House 
is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 258] 
Adams Fogarty Miller, Nebr, 
Allen, Ill Folger Morgan 
Allen, La. Gallagher Morrison 
Almond Gary Murray, Tenn. 
Andersen, Gathings Norton 
H. Carl Gifford O'Konski 
Anderson, Calif. Gillespie O'Neal 
Arends Gossett Outland 
Baldwin,Md. Grant, Ind Pace 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gregory Patrick 
Barden Hale Patterson 
Hall, Pfeifer 
Bates, Ky. Edwin Arthur Philbin 
Bates, Mass. Halleck Ploeser 
Beckworth Hand Plumley 
Bell Hare Powell 
Bender Harris Price, Fla 
Bennet, N. Y. Hart Priest 
Blackney Hartley Rains 
Bloom Hébert Reece, Tenn 
Boren Heffernan Rich 
Boykin Hendricks Richards 
Bradley, Mich. Henry Rivers 
Brooks Hess Robinson, Utah 
Brumbaugh Hill Robsion, Ky. 
Bryson Hoeven Rockwell 
Buck Hoffman, Pa. Rogers, N.Y, 
Buffett Holifield Russell 
Bunker Izac Ryter 
Cannon, Fia Jennings Savage 
Carlson Johnson, Calif, Schwabe, Mo, 
Case, N. J. Johnson, Tex, Shafer 
Case, S. Dak S 
Celler Kee Sheppard 
Clark Keefe Sheridan 
Clements Kefauver Short 
Clippinger K Simpson, Pa 
n Kerr Slaughter 
Coffee Kilburn Somers, N. Y. 
Cole, Kans Kilday Sparkman 
Cole, N. Y. LaFollette Starkey 
Combs Landis wart 
Cooper Lane Stockman 
Courtney Larcade Sumner, Ill 
Cox LeFevre Taber 
Cravens k Tarver 
Crawford Luce Thomas, N.J. 
Crosser Ludlow Thomas, Tex, 
Curley Lyle Tolan 
Daughton, Va. McCormack Torrens 
vis McDonough Towe 
Dawson McGehee Trimble 
Delaney, McGregor Vorys, Ohio 
John J. McKenzie Wadsworth 
Dolliver McMillan, S. C. Wasielewski 
Douglas, Ill Mahon Weaver 
Earthman Maloney Welch 
Eaton Mansfeld, West 
Elliott Mont. Wickersham 
Elsaesser Mansfield, Tex. Winter 
Elston Mason Wolfenden, Pa. 
Engel, Mich May oo 
Fellows Miller, Calif. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 244 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 
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By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


HOSPITAL SURVEY AND CONSTRUCTION 
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the statement of the managers on the 
part of the House. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I did not understand that the 
unanimous-consent request to read the 
statement in lieu of the conference re- 
port was granted. 

The SPEAKER. The request was 
made beforé the point of order of no 
quorum was made. The Chair put the 
question at that time, and there was no 
objection. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. I 
was under the impression that that had 
been withheld until after the call of the 
House. ’ 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the statement. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the state- 
ment. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 191) 
to amend the Public Health Service Act to 
authorize grants to the States for surveying 
their hospitals and public health centers and 
for planning construction of additional fa- 
cilities, and to authorize grants to assist in 
such construction, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the House amendment insert 
the following: “That this Act may be cited 
as the ‘Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act.’ 

“Sec. 2. The Public Health Service Act 
(consisting of titles I to V, inclusive, of the 
Act of July 1, 1944, 58 Stat. 682) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new title: 


“*Trrte VI—CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITALS 
“PART A—DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 


“‘Sec, 601. The purpose of this title is to 
assist the several States— 

“*(a) to inventory their existing hospitals 
(as defined in section 631 (e)), to survey the 
need for construction of hospitals, and to 
develop programs for construction of such 
public and other nonprofit hospitals as will, 
in conjunction with existing facilities, af- 
ford the necessary physical facilities for fur- 
nishing adequate hospital, clinic, and similar 
services to all their people; and 

“*(b) to construct public and other non- 
profit hospitals in accordance with such pro- 


“ ‘PART B—SURVEYS AND PLANNING 
“‘Authorization of appropriation 
“ ‘Sec. 611, In order to assist the States in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (a), 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $3,000,000, to remain available 
until expended, The sums appropriated un- 
der this section shall be used for making pay- 
ments to States which have submitted, and 
had approved by the Surgeon General, State 
applications for funds for carrying out such 
purposes. 
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“State applications 
~ “Sec. 612. (a) To be approved a State ap- 
plication for funds for carrying out the pur- 
poses of section 601 (a) must— 

“*(1) designate a single State agency as 
the sole agency for carrying out such pur- 
poses: Provided, That after a State plan has 
been approved under section 623, any further 
survey or programing functions shall be 
carried out, pursuant to section 623 (a) (10), 
by the agency designated in accordance with 
section 623 (a) (1); 

(2) provide for the designation of a 
State advisory council, which shall include 
representatives of nongovernment organiza- 
tions or- groups, and of State agencies, con- 
cerned with the operation, construction, or 
utilization of hospitals, including representa- 
tives of the consumers of hospital services se- 
lected from among persons familiar with the 
need for such services in urban or rural areas, 
to consult with the State agency in carrying 
out such purposes; 

“*(3) provide for making an inventory and 
survey in accordance with section 601 (a) 
containing all information required by the 
Surgeon General, and for developing a pro- 
gram in accordance with section 601 (a) and 
with regulations prescribed under section 
622; and 

“*(4) provide that the State agency will 
make such reports, in such form and con- 
taining such information, as the Surgeon 
General may from time to time reasonably 
require, and give the Surgeon General, upon 
demand, access to the records on which such 
reports are based. 

“*(b) The Surgeon General shall approve 
any application for funds which complies 
with the provisions of subsection (a). 


“Allotments to States 


“Sec, 613. (a) Each State for which a 
State application under section 612 has been 
approved shall be entitled to an allotment 
of such proportion of any appropriation made 
pursuant to section 611 as its population 
bears to the population of all the States, and 
within such allotment it shall be entitled to 
receive 3344 per centum of its expenditures in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (a) 
in accordance with its application: Provided, 
That no such allotment to any State shall be 
less than $10,000. The Surgeon General shall 
from time to time estimate the sum to which 
each State will be entitled under this sec- 
tion, during such ensuing period as he may 
determine, and shall thereupon certify to the 
Secretary of the Treasury the amount so esti- 
mated, reduced or increased, as the case may 
be, by any sum by which the Surgeon Gen- 
eral finds that his estimate for any prior 
period was greater or less than the amount 
to which the State was entitled for such pe- 
riod. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
thereupon, prior to audit or settlement by 
the General Accounting Office, pay to the 
State, at the time or times fixed by the Sur- 
geon General, the amount so certified. 

„b) Any funds paid to a State under this 
section and not expended for the purposes 
for which paid shall be repaid to the Treas- 
ury of the United States. 

“*Part C—CONSTRUCTION OF HOSPITALS AND 
RELATED FACILITIES 


“Authorization of appropriations 


“ ‘Sec. 621. In order to assist the States in 
carrying out the purposes of section 601 (b) 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and 
for each of the four succeeding fiscal years, 
the sum of $75,000,000 for the construction of 
public and other nonprofit hospitals; and 
there are further authorized to be appro- 
priated for such construction the sums pro- 
vided in section 624, The sums appropriated 
pursuant to this section shall be used for 
making payments to States which have sub- 
mitted, and had approved by the Surgeon 
General, State plans for carrying out the pur- 
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poses of section 601 (b); and for making pay- 
ments to political subdivisions of, and public 
or other nonprofit agencies in, such States. 


“ ‘General regulations 

“Sec. 622, Within six months after the en- 
actment of this title, the Surgeon General, 
with the approval of the Federal Hospital 
Council and the Administrator, shall by gen- 
eral regulation prescribe— 

a) The number of general hospital beds 

required to provide adequate hospital services 
to the people residing in a State, and the gen- 
eral method or methods by which such beds 
shall be distributed among base areas, inter- 
mediate areas, and rural areas: Provided, That 
for the purposes of this title, the total of 
such beds for any State shall not exceed four 
and one-half per thousand population, except 
that in States having less than twelve and 
more than six persons per square mile the 
limit shall be five beds per thousand popula- 
tion, and in States having six persons or less 
per square mile the limit shall be five and 
one-half beds per thousand population; but 
if, in any area (as defined in the regulations) 
within the State, there are more beds than 
required by the standards prescribed by the 
Surgeon General, the excess over such stand- 
ards may be eliminated in calculating this 
maximum allowance. 

„ ) The number of beds required to pro- 
vide adequate hospital services for tubercu- 
lous patients, mental patients, and chronic- 
disease patients in a State, and the general 
method or methods by which such beds shall 
be distributed throughout the State: Pro- 
vided, That for the purposes of this title the 
total number of beds for tuberculous patients 
shall not exceed two and one-half times the 
average annual deaths from tuberculosis in 
the State over the five-year period from 1940 
to 1944, inclusive, the total number of beds 
for mental patients shall not exceed five per 
thousand population, and the total number 
of beds for chronic-disease patients shall not 
exceed two per thousand population. 

de) The number of public health centers 
and the general method of distribution of 
such centers throughout the State, which for 
the purposes of this title, shall not exceed 
one per thirty thousand population, except 
“that in States having less than twelve per- 
sons per square mile, it shall not exceed one 
per twenty thousand population. 

d) The general manner in which the 
State agency shall determine the priority of 
projects based on the relative need of dif- 
ferent sections of the population and of dif- 
ferent areas lacking adequate hospital facili- 
ties, giving special consideration to hospitals 
serving rural communities and areas with 
relatively small financial resources. 

e) General standards of construction 
and equipment for hospitals of different 
classes and in different types of location. 

„t) That the State plan shall provide for 
adequate hospital facilities for the people 
residing in a State, without discrimination 
on account of race, creed, or color, and shall 
provide for adequate hospital facilities for 
persons unable to pay therefor. Such regu- 
lation may require that before approval of 
any application for a hospital or addition to a 
hospital is recommended by a State agency, 
assurance shall be received by the State from 
the applicant that (1) such hospital or addi- 
tion to a hospital will be made available to 
all persons residing in the territorial area of 
the applicant, without discrimination on 
account of race, creed, or color, but an ex- 
ception shall be made in cases where separate 
hospital facilities are provided for separate 
population groups, if the plan makes 
equitable provision on the basis of need for 
facilities and services of like quality for each 
such group; and (2) there will be made avail- 
able in each such hospital or addition to a 
hospital a reasonable volume of hospital 
services to persons unable to pay therefor, 
but an exception shall be made if such a 
requirement is not feasible from a financial 
standpoint. i 
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„g) General methods of administration 
of the plan by the designated State agency, 
subject to the limitations set forth in section 
623 (a) (6) and (8). 

State plans 

“ ‘Sec. 623. (a) After such regulations have 
been issued, any State desiring to take ad- 
vantage of this part may submit a State 
plan for carrying out the purposes of section 
601 (b). Such State plan must— 

“*(1) designate a single State agency as the 
sole agency for the administration of the 
plan, or designate such agency as the sole 
agency for supervising the administration of 
the plan; 

“*(2) contain satisfactory evidence that 
the State agency designated in accordance 
with paragraph (1) hereof will have authority 
to carry out such plan in conformity with 
this part; 

“*(3) provided for the d on of a 
State advisory council which shall include 
representatives of nongovernment organiza- 
tions or groups, and of State agencies, con- 
cerned with the operation, construction, or 
utilization of hospitals, including representa- 
tives of the consumers of hospital services 
selected from among persons familiar with 
the need for such services in urban or rural 
areas, to consult with the State agency in 
carrying out such plans; 

%) set forth a hospital construction pro- 
gram (A) which is based on a State-wide 
inventory of existing hospitals and survey of 
need; (B) which conforms with the regula- 
tions prescribed by the Surgeon General 
under section 622 (a), (b), and (c); (C) 
which, in the case of a State which has de- 
veloped a program under part B of this title, 
conforms to the program so developed ex- 
cept for any modification required in order 
to comply with regulations prescribed pur- 
suant to section 622 (a), (b), and (c), and 
except for any modification recommended 
by the State agency designated pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of this subsection and ap- 
proved by the Surgeon General; and (D) 
which meets the requirements as to lack 
of discrimination on account of race, creed, 
or color, and for furnishing needed hospital 
services to persons unable to pay therefor, 
required by regulations prescribed under sec- 


tion 622 (f); 


(5) set forth the relative need deter- 
mined in accordance with the regulations pre- 
scribed under section 622 (d) for the several 
projects included in such programs, and pro- 
vide for the construction, insofar as financial 
resources available therefor and for main- 
tenance and operation make possible, in the 
order of such relative need; 

“*(6) provide such methods of administra- 
tion of the State plan, including methods 
relating to the establishment and mainte- 
nance of personnel standards on a merit basis 
(except that the Surgeon General shall ex- 
ercise no authority with respect to the selec- 
tion, tenure of office, or compensation of any 
individual employed in accordance with such 
methods), as the Surgeon General prescribes 
by regulation under section 622 (g); 

%) provide minimum standards (to be 
fixed in the discretion of the State) for the 
maintenance and operation of hospitals 
which receive Federal aid under this part; 

““(8) provide for affording to every appli- 
cant for a construction project an oppor- 
tunity for hearing before the State agency; 

“*(9) provide that the State agency will 
make such reports in such form and con- 
taining such information as the Surgeon 
General may from time to time reasonably 
require, and give the Surgeon General, upon 
demand, access to the records upon which 
such information is based; and 

“*(10) provide that the State agency will 
from time to time review its hospital con- 
struction program and submit to the Sur- 
geon General any modifications thereof which 
it considers necessary. 
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“*(b) The Surgeon General shall approve 
any State plan and any modification thereof 
which complies with the provisions of sub- 
section (a). If any such plan or modification 
thereof shall have been disapproved by the 
Surgeon General for failure to comply with 
subsection (a), the Federal Hospital Coun- 
cil shall, upon request of the State agency, 
afford it an opportunity for hearing. If such 
Council determines that the plan or modi- 
fication complies with the provisions of such 
subsection, the Surgeon General shall there- 
upon approve such plan or modification. 

e) No changes in a State plan shall be 
required within two years after initial ap- 
proval thereof, or within two years after any 
change thereafter required therein, by rea- 
son of any change in the regulations pre- 
scribed pursuant to section 622, except with 
the consent of the State, or in accordance 
with further action by the Congress. 

„d) If any State, prior to July 1, 1948, 
has not enacted legislation providing that 
compliance with minimum standards of 
maintenance and operation shall be required 
in the case of hospitals which shall have 
received Federal aid under this title, such 
State shall not be entitled to any further 
allotments under section 624. 


“ ‘Allotments to States 


“ ‘Sec. 624. Each State for which a State 
plan has been approved prior to or during 
a fiscal year shall be entitled for such year 
to an allotment of a sum bearing the same 
ratio to the sums authorized to be appro- 
priated pursuant to section 621 for such 
year as the product of (a) the population of 
such State and (b) the square of its allot- 
ment percentage (as defined in section 631 
(a)) bears to the sum of the corresponding 
products for all of the States. The amount 
of the allotment to a State shall be avail- 
able, in accordance with the provisions of 
this part, for payment of 40 per centum of 
the cost of approved projects within such 
State. The Surgeon General shall calculate 
the allotments to be made under this sec- 
tion and notify the Secretary of the Treasury 
of the amounts thereof. Sums allotted to 
a State for a fiscal year for construction and 
remaining unobligated at the end of such 
year shall remain available to such State for 
such purpose for the next fiscal year (and 
for such year only), in addition to the sums 
allotted for such State for such next fiscal 
year. Any amount of the sum authorized to 
be appropriated for a fiscal year which is 
not appropriated for such year, or which 
is not allotted in such year by reason of the 
failure of any State or States to have plans 
approved under this part, and any amount 
allotted to a State but remaining unob- 
ligated at the end of the period for which it 
is available to such State, is hereby author- 
ized to be approprtated for the next fiscal 
year in addition to the sum otherwise au- 
thorized under section 621. 


Approval of projects and payments for 
construction 


Sec. 625. (a) For each project for con- 
struction pursuant to a State plan approved 
under this part, there shall be submitted to 
the Surgeon General through the State agen- 
cy an application by the State or a political 
subdivision thereof or by a public or other 
nonprofit agency. Such application shall 
set forth (1) a description of the site for such 
project, (2) plans and specifications therefor 
in accordance with the regulations prescribed 
by the Surgeon General under section (e), 
(3) reasonable assurance that title to such 
site is or will be vested solely in the appli- 
cant, (4) reasonable assurance that ade- 
quate financial support will be available for 
the construction: of the project and for its 
maintenance and operation when completed, 
and (5) reasonable assurance that the rates 
of pay for laborers and mechanics engaged in 
construction of the project will be not less 
than the prevailing local wage rates for simi- 
lar woik as determined in accordance with 
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Public Law 403 of the Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, approved August 30, 1935, as amended. 
The Surgeon General shall approve such ap- 
plication if sufficient funds to pay 40 per 
centum of the cost of construction of such 
project are available from the allotment to 
the State, and if the Surgeon General finds 
(A) that the application contains such 
reasonable assurance as to title, financial 
support, and payment of prevailing rates of 
wages, (B) that the plans and specifications 
are in accord with the regulations prescribed 
pursuant to section 622, (C) that the appli- 
cation is In conformity with the State plan 
approved under section 623 and contains an 
assurance that the applicant will conform to 
the applicable requirements of the State plan 
and of the regulations prescribed pursuant 
to section 622 (f) regarding the provision of 
facilities without discrimination on account 
of race, creed, or color, and for furnishing 
needed hospital facilities for persons unable 
to pay therefor, and an assurance that the 
applicant will conform to State standards for 
operation and maintenance, and (D) that it 
has been approved and recommended by the 
State agency and is entitled to priority over 
other projects within the State in accordance 
with the regulations prescribed pursuant to 
section 622 (d). No application shall be dis- 
approved until the Surgeon General has 
afforded the State agency an opportunity for 
a hearing. 

“*(b) Upon approving an application under 
this section, the Surgeon General shall cer- 
tify to the Secretary of the Treasury an 
amount equal to 40 per centum of the esti- 
mated cost of construction of the project and 
designate the appropriation from which it is 
to be paid. Such certification shall provide 
for payment to the State, except that if the 
State is not authorized by law to make pay- 
ments to the applicant the certification shall 
provide for payment direct to the applicant. 
Upon certification by the State agency, based 
upon inspection by it, that work has been 
performed upon a project, or purchases have 
been made, in accordance with the approved 
plans and specifications, and that payment of 
an installment is due to the applicant, the 
Surgeon General shall certify such install- 
ment for payment by the Secretary of the 
‘Treasury; except that if the Surgeon General, 
after investigation or otherwise, has ground 
to believe that a default has oecurred re- 
quiring action pursuant to section 632 (a) he 
may, upon giving notice of hearing pursuant 
to such subsection, withhold certification 
pending action based on such hearing. 

„e) Amendment of any approved appli- 
cation shall be subject to approval in the 
same manner as an original application. Cer- 
tification under subsection (b) may be 
amended, either upon approval of an amend- 
ment of the application or upon revision of 
the estimated cost of a project. An amended 
certification may direct that any additional 
payment be made from the applicable allot- 
ment for the fiscal year in which such 
amended certification is made. 

nd) The funds paid under this section 
for the construction of an approved project 
shall be used solely for carrying out such 
project as so approved. 

e) If any hospital for which funds have 
been paid under this section shall, at any 
time within twenty years after the completion 
of construction, (A) be sold or transferred 
to any person, agency, or organization, (1) 
which is not qualified to file an application 
under this section, or (2) which is not ap- 
proved as a transferee by the State agency 
designated pursuant to section 623 (a) (1), 
or its successor, or (B) cease to be a non- 
profit hospital as defined in section 631 (g), 
the United States shall be entitled to recover 
from either the transferor or the transferee 
(or, in the case of a hospital which has ceased 
to be a nonprofit hospital, from the owners 
thereof) 40 per centum of the then value of 
such hospital, as determined by agreement 
of the parties or by action brought in the 
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district court of the United States for the 
district in which such hospital is situated. 
“ “PART D—MISCELLANEOUS 
“ ‘Definitions 

“ ‘Sec. 631. For the purposes of this title 

„a) the allotment percentage for any 
State shall he 100 per centum less than per- 
centage which bears the same ratio to 50 
per centum as the per capita income of such 
State bears to the per capita income of the 
continental United States (excluding Alaska), 
except that (1) the allotment percentage 
shall in no case be more than 75 per centum 
or less than 3314 per centum, and (2) the 
allotment percentage for Alaska and Hawaii 
shall be 50 per centum each, and the allot- 
ment percentage for Puerto Rico shall be 75 
per centum; 

c) the allotment percentages shall be 
promulgated by the Surgeon General between 
July 1 and August 31 of each even-numbered 
year, on the basis of the average of the per 
capita incomes of the States and of the con- 
tinental United States for the three most 
recent consecutive years for which satisfac- 
tory data are available from the Department 
of Commerce. Such promulgation shall be 
conclusive for each of the two fiscal years 
in the period beginning July 1 next succeed- 
ing such promulgation: Provided, That the 
Surgeon General shall promulgate such per- 
centages as soon as possible after the enact- 
ment of this title, which promulgation shall 
be conclusive for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947; 

e) the population of the several States 
shall be determined on the basis of the latest 
figures certified by the Department of Com- 
merce; 

„d) the term “State” includes Alaska, 
Hawali, Puerto Rico, and the District of 
Columbia; 

e) the term “hospital” (except as used 
in section 622 (a) and (b)) includes public 
health centers and general, tuberculosis, 
mental, chronic disease, and other types of 
hospitals, and related facilities, such as 
laboratories, out-patient departments, 
nurses’ home and training facilities, and 
central service facilities operated in con- 
nection with hospitals, but does not include 
any hospital furnishing primarily domiciliary 
care; 

„) the term “public health center“ 
means a publicly owned facility for the pro- 
vision of public health services, including re- 
lated facilities such as laboratories, clinics, 
and administrative offices operated in con- 
nection with public health centers; 

„(g) the term “nonprofit hospital” means 
any hospital owned and operated by a cor- 
poration or association, no part of the net 
earnings of which inures, or may lawfully ' 
inure, to the benefit of any private share- 
holder or individual; 

„h) the term “construction” includes 
construction of new buildings, expansion, re- 
modeling, and alteration of existing build- 
ings, and initial equipment of any such 
buildings; including architects’ fees, but ex- 
cluding the cost of off-site improvements 
and, except with respect to public health 
centers, the cost of the acquisition of land; 
and 

„) the term “cost of construction” 
means the amount found by the Surgeon 
General to be necessary for the construction 
of a project. 

“ ‘Withholding of certification 

“ ‘Sec. 632. (a) Whenever the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, after reasonable notice and opportu- 
nity for hearing tothe State agency desig- 
nated in accordance with section 612 (a) (1), 
finds that the State agency is not complying 
substantially with the provisions required by 
section 612 (a) to be contained in its appli- 
cation for funds under part B, or after rea- 
sonable notice and opportunity for hearing 
to the State agency designated in accordance 
with section 623 (a) (1) finds (1) that the 
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State agency is not complying substantially 
with the provisions required by section 623 
(a), or by regulations prescribed pursuant 
to section 622, to be contained in its plan 
submitted under section 623 (a), or (2) that 
any funds have been diverted from the pur- 
poses for which they have been allotted or 
paid, or (3) that any assurance given in an 
application filed under section 625 is not be- 
ing or cannot be carried out, or (4) that 
there is a substantial failure to carry out 
plans and specifications approved by the 
Surgeon General under section 625, the Sur- 
geon General may forthwith notify the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the State agency 
that no further certification will be made 
under part B or part C, as the case may be, 
or that no further certification will be made 
for any project or projects designated by the 
Surgeon General as being affected by the de- 
fault, as the Surgeon General may deter- 
mine to be appropriate under the circum- 
stances; and, except with regard to any 
project for which the application has al- 
ready been approved and which is not di- 
rectly affected by such default, he may with- 
hold further certifications until there is no 
longer any failure to comply, or, if compli- 
ance is impossible, until the State repays or 

for the repayment of Federal 
moneys which have been diverted or im- 
properly expended. 

“*(b) If (1) the Surgeon General refuses to 
approve any application under section 625, 
the State agency through which the ap- 
plication was submitted, of if any State 
agency is dissatisfied with the Surgeon Gen- 
eral’s action under subsection (a) of this 
section, such State agency may appeal to 
the United States circuit court of appeals for 
the circuit in which the State is located. 
The summons and notice of appeal may be 
served at any place in the United States. The 
Surgeon General shall forthwith certify and 
file in the court the transcript of the pro- 
ceedings and the record on which he based 
his action. 

“*(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon 

General, unless substantially contrary to the 
weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive; 
but the court, for good cause shown, may 
remand the case to the Surgeon General to 
take further evidence, and the Surgeon Gen- 
eral may thereupon make new or modified 
findings of fact and may modify his previous 
action, and shall certify to the court the 
transcript and record of the further pro- 
ceedings. Stich new or modified findings of 
fact shall likewise be conclusive unless sub- 
stantially contrary to the weight of the evi- 
dence. 
. “*(3) ‘The court shall have jurisdiction to 
affirm the action of the Surgeon General or to 
set it aside, in whole or in part. The judg- 
ment of the court shall be subject to review 
by the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon certiorari or certification as provided 
in sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial Code, 
as amended. 


“Federal Hospital Council; administration 
of title 


“ ‘Sec. 633. (a) The Surgeon General is au- 
thorized to make such administrative regu- 
lations and perform such other functions as 
he finds necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this title. Any such regulations shall be 
subject to the approval of the Administrator. 

„„ b) In administering this title, the Sur- 
geon General shall consult with a Federal 
Hospital Council consisting of the Surgeon 
General, who shall serve as Chairman ex offi- 
cio and eight members appointed by the Ad- 
ministrator. Five of the eight appointed 
members shall be persons who are outstand- 
ing in fields pertaining to hospital and 
health activities, three of whom shall be au- 
thorities in matters relating to the operation 
‘of hospitals, and the other three mem- 
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bers shall be appointed to represent the 
consumers of hospital services and shall 
be persons familiar with the need for 
hospital services in urban or rural areas. 
Each appointed member shall hold office 
for a term of four years, except that 
any member appointed to fill a vacancy oc- 
curring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term, 
and the terms of office of the members first 
taking office shall expire, as designated by 
the Administrator at the time of appoint- 
ment, two at the end of the first year, two at 
the end of the second year, two at the end of 
the third year, and two at the end of the 
fourth year after the date of appointment. 
An appointed member shall not be eligible to 
serve continuously for more than two terms 
but shall be eligible for reappointment if he 
has not served immediately preceding his 
reappointment. The Council is authorized 
to appoint such special advisory and tech- 
nical committees as may be useful in carry- 
ing out its functions. Appointed Council 
members and members of advisory or tech- 
nical committees, while serving on business 
of the Council, shall receive compensation 
at rates fixed by the Administrator, but not 
exceeding $25 per day, and shall also be en- 
titled to receive an allowance for actual and 
necessary travel and subsistence expenses 
while so serving away from their places of 
residence. The Council shall meet as fre- 
quently as the Surgeon General deems neces- 
sary, but not less than once each year. Upon 
request by three or more members, it shall be 
the duty of the Surgeon General to call a 
meeting of the Council, 

„e) In administering the provisions of 
this title, the Surgeon General, with the ap- 
proval of the Administrator, is authorized to 
utilize the services and facilities of any execu- 
tive department in accordance with an agree- 
ment with the head thereof. Payment for 
such services and facilities shall be made in 
advance or by way of reimbursement, as may 
be agreed upon between the Administrator 
and the head of the executive department 
furnishing them. 

Conferences of State agencies 

“Sec. 634. Whenever in his opinion the 
purposes of this title would be promoted 
by a conference, the Surgeon General may 
invite representatives of as many State 
agencies, designated in accordance with sec- 
tion 612 (a) (1) or section 623 (a) (1), to 
confer as he deems necessary or proper. 
Upon the application of five or more of 
such State agencies, it shall be the duty of 
the Surgeon General to call a conference of 
representatives of all State agencies joining 
in the request. A conference of the repre- 
sentatives of all such State agencies shall be 
called annually by the Surgeon General. 


“State control of operations 


“ ‘Sec. 635. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided, nothing in this title shall be con- 
strued as conferring on any Federal officer 
or employee the right to exercise any super- 
vision or control over the administration, 
personnel, maintenance, or operation of any 
hospital with respect to which any funds 
have been or may be expended under this 
title.’ f 

“Sec. 3. Paragraph (2) of section 208 (b) 
of the Public Health Service Act, as amended, 
is amended by inserting ‘(A)’ before the 
words ‘to assist’; by striking out the word 
‘paragraph’ and inserting in lieu thereof the 
word ‘clause’; and by striking out the period 
at the end of such paragraph and inserting 
in lieu thereof a comma and the following: 
‘and (B) to assist in carrying out the pur- 
poses of title VI of this Act, but not more 
‘than twenty such officers appointed pursuant 
to this clause shall hold office at the same 
time.“ 
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“Sec. 4. Section 1 of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended to read: 

“‘SecTion 1. Titles I to VI, inclusive, of 
this Act may be cited as the “Public Health 
Service Act.“ 

“Sec. 5. The Act of July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 
682), is hereby further amended by chang- 
ing the number of title VI to title VII and 
by changing the numbers of section 601 to 
612, inclusive, and references thereto, to sec- 
tions 701 to 712, respectively.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

A. L. BULWINKLE, 
Vinci. CHAPMAN, 
Vrro MARCANTONIO, 
CLARENCE J. BROWN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
Lister HILL, 
JAMES M. TUNNELL, 
ELBERT D. THOMAS, 
ROBERT M. La FOLLETTE, Jr., 
ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 191) to amend the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act to authorize grants to 
the States for surveying their hospitals and 
public-health centers and for planning con- 
struction of additional facilities, and to au- 
thorize grants to assist in such construction, 
submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
by the conferees and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report: 

In the following statement section refer- 
ences (except the reference to sec. 3) are to 
sections of the new title VI, which it is pro- 
posed by this legislation to add to the Public 
Health Service Act. 

Surveys and planning: The Senate bill (in 
sec, 613 (a)) provided that the Federal funds 
allotted to a State for surveys and planning 
should be available to pay 50 percent of ex- 
penditures made by the State for such pur- 
poses; and authority was granted (sec. 613 
(b)) to pay 100 percent of such expenditures 
if no State funds were available for the pur- 
pose, subject to a requirement, however, that 
in any such case an amount equal to 50 per- 
cent of the State's expenditures (less repay- 
ments made by the State) should be deducted 
from allotments to the State under section 
624. The House amendment reduced to 33% 
percent the share of the State’s expenditures 
for the payment of which the allotted Fed- 
eral funds would be available, and eliminated 
section 613 (b). On these points the confer- 
ence substitute is the same as the House 
amendment. 

The Senate bill (sec. 611) authorized, for 
assistance to the States for surveys and plan- 
ning, the appropriation of $5,000,000 plus 
sums necessary to carry out the provisions 
of section 613 (b). The House amendment 
reduced this authorization to $3,000,000. On 
this point the conference substitute is the 
same as the House amendment. 

Limitation on allotments: Section 623 (d) 
in the Senate bill provided that if any State, 
prior to July 1, 1947, has not enacted legis- 
lation providing that compliance with mini- 
mum standards of maintenance and opera- 
tion shall be required in the case of hospitals 
receiving aid, then the State shall not be 
entitled to any further allotments under sec- 
tion 624. The House amendment changed the 
above date to July 1, 1948. The conference 
agreement accepts the House change, 

Federal share in case of approved projects: 
The Senate bill provided, in the case of spe- 
cific construction projects, that the amount 
of Federal funds to be made available should 
be a “Federal percentage” of the cost. The 
“Federal percentage” would have varied ac- 
cording to the State in which the project 
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was located. In the case of any State, it 
would have been based on the State’s per 
capita income as compared with the per 
capita income of the continental United 
States (excluding Alaska), and would have 
been not more than 75 percent and not less 
than 3314 percent. The “Federal percentage” 
in the case of Alaska and Hawaii would have 
been 50 percent, and in the case of Puerto 
Rico would have been 75 percent. By the 
House amendment these provisions were 
modified so as to provide that the Federal 
payment should be 3344 percent of the costs 
in all cases. The conference agreement ac- 
cepts this House change, except that the 
Federal payment is increased to 40 percent, 

Definition of “construction”: Under sec- 
tion 631 (h) as contained in the Senate bill 
the term “construction” was defined to in- 
clude construction of new buildings, expan- 
sion, remodeling, and alteration of existing 
buildings, initial equipment of any such 
buildings, and landscaping the site thereof; 
and was also defined to include architects’ 
fees, legal counsel, and all other expenses in- 
cidental to construction; but excluded the 
cost of offsite improvements and, except with 
respect to public health centers, the cost of 
the acquisition of land. The House amend- 
ment modified this definition by excluding 
landscaping of sites and legal counsel, and 
also eliminated the words “and all other ex- 
penses incidental to construction.” The 
conference agreement accepts these House 
changes. A 

Opportunity for hearing; judicial review: 
Section 625 (a) as contained in the Senate 
bill provided that no application for approval 
of a construction project should be disap- 
proved until the Surgeon General had af- 
forded the applicant and the State agency an 
opportunity for hearing. The House amend- 
ment modified this provision so that oppor- 
tunity for hearing is required to be given 
only to the State agency through which the 
application was submitted. The conference 
substitute includes this House change. 

By section 632 (b) in the Senate bill it was 
provided that if the Surgeon General refuses 
to approve any construction application un- 
der section 625 the applicant may appeal to 
the United States circuit court of appeals for 
the circuit in which the State is located, and 
the subsection specifies the jurisdiction 
which the court is to have. The House 
amendment modified this provision so that 
this right of appeal instead of being given to 
the application is given to the State agency 
through which the application was submit- 
ted. This House change is included in the 
conference substitute. The conference sub- 
stitute also provides that the “State agency,” 
rather than the “State,” shall have the right 
of appeal from a withholding of certification 
by the Surgeon General under section 632 (a). 

Federal Hospital Council: Section 633 (b) 
in the Senate bill, providing for a Federal 
Hospital Council, provided that such Council 
should consist of the Surgeon General, to 
serve as Chairman ex officio, and eight mem- 
bers appointed by the Administrator. It pro- 
vided that five of the eight appointed mem- 
bers shall be persons who are outstanding in 
the fields pertaining to hospital and health 
activities, the other three to be appointed to 
represent the consumers of hospital services. 
The House amendment modified this provi- 
sion so as to provide that four shall be per- 
sons who are outstanding in the fields per- 
taining to hospital and health activities, and 
that four shall be appointed to represent the 
consumers of hospital services. The confer- 
ence substitute includes the Senate provisions 
on this point. 

Additional officers in Regular Corps of Pub- 
lic Health Service: Section 3 of the House 
amendment amended section 208 (b), as 
amended, of the Public Health Service Act to 
authorize the appointment to grades in the 
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Regular Corps of the Public Health Service 
above that of senior assistant, but not to a 
grade above that of director, of officers to 
assist in carrying out the purposes of the new 
title VI proposed to be added by this legisla- 
tion, with the restriction that not more than 
20 officers so appointed shall hold office at the 
same time. The bill as it passed the Senate 
contained no such provision. The conference 
agreement includes this provision. 

A. L. BULWINKLE, 

VIRGIL CHAPMAN, 

Vito MARCANTONIO, 

CLARENCE J. BROWN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey (in- 
terrupting the reading of the statement). 
Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no 
quorum present. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No, 259] 
Adams Fogarty Miller, Nebr. 
Allen, Til. Folger Morgan 
Allen, La. Gallagher Morrison 
Almond Murray, Tenn. 
Andersen, Gathings Norton 
k Gifford O’Konski 
Anderson, Calif. Gillespie O'Neal 
Arends Gossett Outland 
Baldwin, Md. Grant, Ind. Patrick 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gregory Patterson 
Barden e Pfeifer 
Hall, Philbin 
Bates, Ky. Edwin Arthur Ploeser 
Bates, Mass. Halleck Plumley 
Beckworth Hand Powell 
Bell Hare Price, Fla. 
Bender Harness,Ind. Priest 
Bennet. N. T. Harris Bains 
Blackney Hart Reece, Tenn. 
Bloom ey Rich 
Boren Hébert Richards 
Boykin Heffernan Rivers 
Bradley, Mich. Hendricks ey 
rooks Henry Robinson, Utah 
Brumbaugh Hess Robsion, Ky. 
Bryson Bin 
Buck Hoeven Rogers, N. Y. 
Buffett Hoffman, Pa. Russell 
Bunker Holifiela Ryter 
Cannon, Fla. Sabath 
Carlson Jennings Savage 
Case, N. J. Johnson, Calif. Shafer 
Case, S. Dak, Johnson, Tex. Sheppard 
Celler Kean Sheridan 
Clark Kee Short 
Clason Keefe Simpson, Pa. 
Clements Kefauver Slaughter 
Clippinger Kelley, Pa Somers, N. T. 
gh Spar! 
Coffee Kerr Starkey 
Cole, Kans. Kilburn Stewart 
Cole, N. Y. Kilday Stigler 
Combs LaFollette 
Cooper Landis Sumner, Ill, 
Courtney Lane Taber 
Larcade ‘Tarver 
Cravens LeFevre Thomas, N. J. 
Crawford Luce Thomas, Tex. 
Curley Ludlow Tolan 
Daughton, Va. Lyle Torrens 
vis McCormack Towe 
Dawson McGehee Trimble 
Delaney, McGlinchey Vorys, Ohio 
John J. McGregor Wadsworth 
Dirksen McKenzie Wasielewski 
Dolliver McMillan, S. C. Weaver 
McMillen, iI. Welch 
Mahon West 
Eaton Maloney Wickersham 
Elliott Winter 
Elsaesser Mont, Wolfenden, Pa. 
Elston x. 
Engel, Mich, | Mason Zimmerman 
Engle, Calif. May 
Fellows Miller, Calif. 
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call 241 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 
By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


HOSPITAL SURVEY AND CONSTRUCTION 
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Clerk continued the reading of 
the statement. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. RIZLEY (interrupting the reading 
of the statement). Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Without objection, a call of the House 
is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names; 


[Roll No. 260] 
Adams Fogarty May 
Allen, Til. Puller Miller, Calif. 
Allen, La. Miller, Nebr. 
Almond Morgan 
Andersen, Gathings Morrison 
H. Carl Gifford Murray, Tenn. 
Anderson, Calif. Gillespie Norton 
Arends Goodwin O’Konski 
Bailey Gossett O'Neal 
Baldwin,Md. Granger Outland 
Baldwin, N. Y, Grant, Ind. Patrick 
Barden Gregory Patterson 
Barrett, Pa. Hagen Peterson, Ga 
Hale Pfeifer 
Bates, Ky. Hall. Philbin 
Bates, Mass. Edwin Arthur Ploeser 
Beckworth Halleck Plumley 
Bell Hand Powell 
Bender Hare Price, Fla. 
Bennet, N. Y. Farless, Ariz. Priest 
Blackney Harness, Ind. Rains 
Bloom Harris Reece, Tenn 
Boren Hart Rich 
Boykin Hartl Richards 
Bradley, Mich. Hébert Rivers 
ooks Heffernan Robinson, Utah 
Brumbaugh Hendricks Robsion, Ky. 
Bryson Henry Rockwell 
Buck Hess Roe, Md. 
Buffett Hill „N. T. 
Bunker Hoeven 
Cannon, Fla Hoffman, Pa. Ryter 
Carlson Holifield Savage 
Case, N. J. Izac Shafer 
Case, S. Dak. Jennings Sharp 
Celler Johnson, Calif. Sheppard 
Clark Johnson, Tex. Sheridan 
Clements Kean Short 
Clippinger Kee Slaughter 
Keefe Somers, N. Y. 
Coffee Kefauver Sparkman 
Cole, Kans. Kelley, Pa. Starkey 
Cole, N. Y. Keogh Stewart 
Combs Kerr Stockman 
Cooper Kilburn Sumner, III. 
Courtney Kilday Sumners, Tex. 
Cox Landis Taber 
Cravens Lane Tarver 
Crawford Larcade Thomas, N. J. 
ley LeFevre Thomas, Tex 
Daughton, Va. Link Thomason 
vis Luce Tolan 
Dawson Ludlow Torrens 
Delaney, John J.Lyle Towe 
Dirksen Trimble 
Dolliver McGehee Vorys, Ohio 
Douglas, Il. McGlinchey Wadsworth 
Dworshak McGregor Wasielewski 
McKenzie Weaver 
Eaton McMillan, S. C. Welch 
Elliott Mahon West 
Ellis Maloney White 
Elsaesser Mansñeld, Wickersham 
Elston Mont, Winter 
Engel, Mich. Mansfield, Tex. Wolfenden, Pa. 
Fellows Mason Wood 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 234 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 


10484 


By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


HOSPITAL SURVEY AND CONSTRUCTION 
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will con- 
tinue the reading of the report. 

The Clerk read. 

Mr. BULWINKLE, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report and 
statement on the part of the managers 
be recommitted to the committee of 
conference. $ 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Messrs. WALTER and MARCAN- 
TONIO objected. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the report and statement on 
the part of the managers be recommitted 
to the committee of conference. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WALTER) there 
were—ayes 103, noes 23. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of or- 
der that a quorum is not present, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred and 
ninety-five Members are present; not & 
quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 153, nays 88, not voting 189, 
as follows: 

[Roll No, 261] 


YEAS—153 
Abernethy Folger Mills 
Andresen, Fuller Monroney 
August H. Fulton Mundt 
Andrews, Ala. Gamble Murdock 
Arnold Gavin Murray, Wis. 
Auchincloss Gearhart Norrell 
Balley Gibson O'Hara 
Barrett, Wyo. Gillette Peterson, Fla. 
Beall Gordon Phillips 
Bell Graham Pickett 
Bennett, Mo Grant, Ala Pratt 
Bishop Griffiths Quinn, N. Y. 
Bland Gross Rabin 
Bolton Gwinn, N. Y. Rains 
Bonner U. Ramey 
Brown, Ga. Leonard W. Rankin 
Brown, Ohio an Rayfiel 
Bulwinkle Hays Reed, Il 
Byrnes, Wis, Herter Reed, N. Y, 
Camp Hinshaw Riley 
Cannon, Mo. Hobbs Rizley 
Celler Holmes, Mass. Robertson, 
Chapman Hope N. Dak, 
Chelf Howell Robertson, Va. 
Chenoweth Jarman rs, Pa. 
Chiperfield Jenkins Roe, Md. 
„Church Johnson, Il. Rogers, Fla. 

Clevenger Jones Rogers, 4 
Colmer Jonkman Rooney 
Cooley Judd Sabath 
Crosser Kelley, Pa. Sasscer 
Curtis Kinzer Schwabe, Mo. 
D'Alesandro Knutson Schwabe, Okla 
Delaney, Kunkel Scrivner 

James J. Latham Sikes 
Domengeaux LeCompte Simpson, Pa. 
Dondero Lemke Smith, Maine 
Doughton, N. C. Lewis Smith, Va. 
Doyle Lynch Spence 
Drewry McConnell Starkey 
Durham McCowen Stigler 
Eberharter McDonough Sundstrom 
Ellis McMillen, Til, Talle 
Ellsworth Manasco Taylor 
Engle, Calif. Mankin ‘Thom 
Ervin Mertin,Iowa Thomas, Tex 
Fallon Martin, Mass. Thomason 
Flsher Mathews Traynor 
Flannagan Merrow Vinson 
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Voorhis, Calif. Whittington Wolverton, N. J. 
Vursell Wigglesworth Zimmerman 
Weichel Winstead 
Whitten Wolcott 
: NAYS—88 
Angell Granahan Norblad 
Barrett, Pa Green O'Brien, Hl. 
Biemiller Gwynne, Iowa O’Brien, Mich. 
Brehm Havenner O'Toole 
Buchanan Healy Patman 
utler Hedrick Pittenger 
Byrne, N. Y. Heselton Poage 
Camp Hoch Price, III. 
Canfield Holmes, Wash. Rabaut 
nahan Hook Randolph 
Clason Horan Rees, Kans. 
Cole, Mo, Huber Resa 
Corbett Hull Rowan 
Cunningham Jackson Sadowski 
D'Ewart Jensen Savage 
Dingell Johnson, Ind. Simpson, III. 
Dirksen Kearney Smith, Ohio 
Douglas, Calif. Kelly, Ill, Smith, Wis. 
Feighan King Springer 
Fenton Kirwan Stefan 
Fernandez Klein Stevenson 
ood Kopplemann Sullivan 
Forand LaFollette Sumners, Tex 
Gardner Lesinski Talbot 
Geelan Link Tibbott 
Gerlach McGlinchey Walter 
Gillie Madden Wilson 
Goodwin Marcantonio Worley 
Gore Michener 
Gorski Neely 
NOT VOTING—189 
Adams Fogarty May 
Allen, Ill, Gallagher Miller, Calif, 
Allen, La, Miller, Nebr, 
Almond Gathings Morgan 
Andersen, Gifford Morrison 
H. Carl Gillespie Murray, Tenn 
Anderson, Calif. Gossett Norton 
Andrews, N. Y. Granger O'Konski 
Arends Grant, Ind O'Neal 
Baldwin, Md. Gregory Outland 
Baldwin, N. Y. Hagen Pace 
Hale Patrick 
rry Hall, Patterson 
Bates, Ky. Edwin Arthur Peterson, Ga. 
Bates, Mass. Halleck Pfeifer 
Beckworth Hand Philbin 
Bender Hare Ploeser 
Bennet, N. Y. Harless, Ariz. Plumley 
Blackney Harness, Ind. Powell 
Bloom Harris Price, Fla, 
Boren Hart est 
Boykin Hartley Reece, Tenn, 
Bradley, Mich. Hébert ch 
Bradley, Pa. Heffernan Richards 
Brooks Hendricks Rivers 
Brumbaugh Henry Robinson, Utah 
Bryson Hess Robsion, Ky. 
Buck Hill Rockwell 
Buckley Hoeven Roe, N. Y. 
Buffett Hoffman, Mich, Rogers, N. Y. 
Bunker Hoffman, Pa. Russell 
Cannon, Fla. Holifield Ryter 
Carlson Lac Shafer 
Case, N. J. Jennings Sharp 
Case, S. Dak Johnson, Calif. Sheppard 
Clark Johnson, Okla, Sheridan 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Short 
Clippinger Kean Slaughter 
Cochran Kee Somers, N. Y. 
Coffee Keefe Sparkman 
Cole, Kans. Kefauver Stewart 
Cole, N. ¥ Keogh Stockman 
Com Kerr Sumner, II. 
Cooper Kilburn Taber 
Courtney Kilday Tarver 
x Landis Thomas, N. J. 
Cravens Lane lan 
Crawford Lanham Torrens 
ley Larcade Towe 
Daughton, Va. Lea Trimble 
Davis LeFevre Vorys, Ohio 
Dawson Luce Wadsworth 
De Lacy Ludlow Wasielewski 
Delaney, Lyle Weaver 
John J. McCormack Welch 
Dolliver McGehee West 
Douglas, III. McGregor White 
worshak McKenzie Wickersham 
n McMillan, S. C. Winter 
Eaton on Wolfenden, Pa, 
Elliott Maloney Wood 
Elsaesser Mansfield, Woodhouse 
Elston Mont. Woodruff 
Engel, Mich, Mansfield, Tex. 
Fellows n 


So the motion was agreed to. 


JULY 30 


The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Additional general pairs: 


Mr. McCormack with Mr. Wadsworth, 
Mr. Hendricks with Mr, Stockman. 
Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Dworshak, 
Mr. Patterson with Mr. Leonard W. Hall. 
Mr. Morgan with Mr. Winter. 
Mrs. Wocdhouse with Miss Sumner of 
Illinois. 
Mr. Gathings with Mr. Sharp. 
Mr. West with Mr. McDonough. 
Mr. Earthman with Mrs. Luce. 
Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Buck. 
Mr. Harless of Arizona with Mr. Hand. 
Mr. Beckworth with Mr. Hoffman of Penn- 
sylvania. 
Mr. Combs with Mr. Clippinger. 
Mr. Ryter with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan. 
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Bennet of New York. 
Mr. Peterson of Georgia with Mr. H. Carl 
Andersen, y 
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Baldwin 
of New York, 
Mr. Philbin with Mr, Andrews of New York. 
Mr. Gossett with Mr. Bates of Massa- 
chusetts. 
Davis with Mr. Johnson of California. 
Courtney with Mr. Towe. 
Bunker with Mr. Welch. 
. Allen of Louisiana with Mr. O Konskl. 
. Bates of Kentucky with Mr. Lemke. 
. Daughton of Virginia with Mr. Case 


BEEEES 


of New Jersey. 


Mr. Byrne of New York, Mr. RABAUT, 
Mr. Cote of Missouri, Mr. SMITH of Ohio, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, and Mr. LAFOLLETTE 
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. Gorpon changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded, 

The doors were opened. 
on motion to reconsider was laid on the 

e. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested, a bill of 
the House of the following title: 

H. R. 7037. An act to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes, 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that business in or- 
der on Calendar Wednesday of this week 
be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that business in order on Calendar 
Wednesday of this week be dispensed 
with. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 150, noes 41, 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
twenty-five Members are present, a 
Quorum, 
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the motion was agreed to. - 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Martin of Massachusetts) 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp and include an ad- 
dress by Governor Sharpe, of South 
Dakota. 

Mrs. LUCE (at the request of Mr. 
Manri of Massachusetts) was given per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the 
Recorp in three instances and include ex- 
cerpts in each. 


VETERANS’ PENSION, COMPENSATION, OR 
RETIREMENT PAY DURING HOSPITAL- 
IZATION 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6811) relat- 
ing to veterans’ pension, compensation, 
or retirement pay during hospitalization, 
institutional or domiciliary care, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 2, line 19, after “termination”, insert 
“or, in the event of his prior death, as pro- 
vided in paragraph (2) hereof.” 

Page 2, line 20, strike out “such” and insert 
“any.” 

Page 2, line 20, after “veteran,” insert 
“leaving against medical advice or as the 
result of disciplinary action.” 

Page 2, line 21, strike out ‘any future” and 
insert “a succeeding.” 

Page 4, lines 14 and 15, strike out “deemed 
by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs to 
be insane” and insert “rated by the Veterans’ 
Administration in accordance with regula- 
tions as being incompetent by reason of men- 
tal illness,” 

Page 4, line 21, strike out “insane” and in- 
sert “incompetent.” 

Page 5, line 1, strike out “such” and insert 
“incompetent.” 

Page 5, line 5, strike out “maintained” and 
insert “hospitalized.” 

Page 6, after line 9, insert: 

“(F) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section or any other provision of law, 
no reduction shall be made in the pension, 
compensation, or retirement pay of any vet- 
eran for any part of the period during which 
he is furnished hospital treatment, or insti- 
tutional or domiciliary care, for Hansen's 
disease, by the United States or any political 
subdivision thereof.” 

Page 6, line 10, strike out “(F)” and insert 
“(G).” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the Senate 
amendment? 

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, in an- 
swer to the inquiry of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Martin], I de- 
sire to say that these amendments are 
largely clarifying. We took them up be- 
fore the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation yesterday morning, 
and we decided that they improved the 
bill, and the committee instructed me to 
move to concur in them. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
There is also a humane amendment, be- 
cause it provides care for those who con- 
tracted leprosy. 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. That is what 
they call Hansen’s disease in the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THE COST 
OF PROTECTING THE SHORES OF PUB- 
LICLY OWNED PROPERTY 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill 
(H. R. 2033) authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the 
shores of publicly owned property, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 12, after cost:“, insert 
“Provided further, That where a political 
subdivision has heretofore erected a sea wall 
to prevent erosion, by waves and currents, to 
a public highway considered by the Chief of 
Engineers sufficiently important to justify 
protection, Federal contribution toward the 
repair of such wall and the protection there- 
of by the building of an artificial beach is 
authorized at not to exceed one-third of the 
original cost of such wall, and that investi- 
gations and studies hereinafter provided for 
are hereby authorized for such localities.” 

Page 2, line 17, after “specifications”, in- 
sert “ : Provided, That the construction of 
improvement and protective works may be 
undertaken by the Chief of Engineers upon 
the request of, and contribution of required 
funds by, the interested State, municipality 
or other political subdivision.” 


The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

Mr. DONDERO. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, I simply want to 
ask the gentleman from Mississippi to 
explain the amendment regarding the 
sea wall. 

Mr. RANKIN. I will yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Mississippi 
(Mr. Cotmer] for that purpose. 

Mr. COLMER.. Mr. Speaker, in 
answer to the inquiry of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Dondero] this 
amendment simply provides that where 
there are already existing sea walls the 
Federal Government may, if the Chief 
of the Army Engineers thinks it is neces- 
sary to do so, provide for that work to 
be done by the Army engineers, the 
Federal Government making a one-third 
contribution, the same as in connection 
with other provisions of the bill. 

Mr. DONDERO. There is no objec- 
tion, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
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The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL COMMIS- 
SIONED OFFICERS IN THE REGULAR 
ARMY ; 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6817) to 
provide for the appointment of addi- 
tional commissioned officers in the Regu- 
lar Army, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Strike out lines 11 to 14, inclusive. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, this 
is the bill which was called up earlier 
in the day and which I explained to the 
minority leader and likewise the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Arenps]. It 
strikes from the House bill the number 
of air officers, which was fixed in the 
bill. In other words, this releases it 
from any binding obligation to name so 
many officers in the Air Corps, and leaves 
it all to the discretion of the War De- 
partment. : 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It is 
a unanimous report of the committee? 

Mr. THOMASON. Yes; the House 
committee is unanimously in accord with 
that amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

AMENDMENT OF FIRST WAR POWERS ACT, 
1941 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6890) 
to amend the First War Powers Act, 
1941, with Senate amendments thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 2, line 13, after “a”, insert “suit or.” 

Page 4, line 24, after a“, insert “suit or.“ 

Page 4, line 25, strike out “or for just com- 
pensation.” 

Page 10, lines 15 and 16, strike out “or for 
just compensation in respect thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MICHENER. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man tell us briefiy the effect of the Sen- 
ate amendments? 
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
the Senate amendment on page 2 simply 
inserts the words “suit or” so that it will 
read “pending a suit or claim.” I must 
confess I cannot appreciate the necessity 
for that language, but the Senate seemed 
to consider it of sufficient importance to 
include it. The administrative agencies 
find no objection to it, and I cannot see 
any. I believe my colleague has the same 
attitude toward it. 

On page 4 there is a similar amend- 
ment in line 24. The words “suit or” 
are added. 

In line 25, the words “or for just com- 
pensation” are stricken out. In other 
words, that will not be sought under the 
provisions of this bill, but, of course, the 
gentleman appreciates there are other 
provisions of the law under which just 
compensation can be sought. A similar 
amendment is provided on page 10. This 
language was stricken by the Senate and 
the purpose of the last amendment is the 
same as the previous one. 

Mr. MICHENER. This bill is the one 
in which the Alien Property Custodian 
is primarily interested and it is agreed 
to by all of the departments of govern- 
ment? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 
rect. 

Mr. MICHENER. It was explained on 
the floor within the last couple of days. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I thank my 
colleague for his observations. 

Mr. MICHENER. The Senate has 
made these changes which may seem 
minor. But the Alien Property Cus- 
todian and his counsel, the very able Mr. 
Berger, have surveyed the whole situa- 
tion. While they would prefer to have 
the amendments eliminated, they know 
that there will be no bill without the 
amendments. Therefore, they are in 
favor of the bill with the amendments. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent at this point to in- 
clude a copy of a letter addressed to the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Sumners], by the 
Alien Property Custodian, concerning 
these particular amendments. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I thank my 
colleague. I was just going to make the 
same request. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

JuLY 30, 1946. 


That is cor- 


Hon. Hatron W. SuMNERS, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Ma. SuMNERS: You have requested a 
statement of my views as to the effect of the 
Senate amendments to H. R. 6890 upon the 
administration of this office. 

I am able to advise you that, in my opin- 
ion, the bill, if finally passed with the Senate 
amendments, will be workable. In view of 
the shortness of time before the end of the 
session and other circumstances, I recom- 
mend that the House concur in the Senate 
amendments without asking for a conference, 
in order to insure final passage of the legis- 
lation at this time. 

The amendments, with my specific com- 
ments, are as follows: 
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1, On page 2, line 13, insert after the ar- 
ticle “a” the words “suit or.” 

Comment: I am not sure that I appreciate 
the purpose of this amendment and I think 
it tends to create confusion but it is not of 
sufficient importance to warrant making an 
issue. I would greatly appreciate, however, 
your making a statement on the floor to the 
following effect: 

(a) that this amendment is not to be re- 
garded as implying that there is judicial re- 
view under section 32; and 

(b) that this amendment is not intended 
to interfere with or alter the doctrine of res 
judicata as applied to sults under section 9 
(a). 

2. On page 4, line 24, insert after the ar- 
ticle “a” the words “suit or.” 

Comment: This is an entirely harmless 
amendment, 

3. On page 4, line 25, strike out the words 
“or for just compensation.” 

Comment: This is, in my opinion, a justi- 
fiable amendment in view of the deletion 
from the bill of section 33 which expressly 
provided for suits for just compensation. 
While I do not contest the amendment, it 
must be recognized that the courts may still 
hold in pending litigation that an implied 
remedy of just compensation exists, although 
(in the absence of section 33) this would be 
under the Tucker Act rather than under the 
Trading with the Enemy Act. 

4. On page 10, lines 15-16, strike out the 
words “or for just compensation in respect 
thereof.” 

Comment: My comment on this is the same 
as my comment on the last preceding amend- 
ment. 

Sincerely yours, 
James E. MARKHAM, 
Alien Property Custodian. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERNICIOUS POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
desk the bill H. R. 1497, an act to amend 
subsection 9 (a) of the act entitled “An 
act to prevent pernicious political activi- 
ties,’ approved August 2, 1939, as 
amended, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Strike out line 10. 


The SPEAKER: Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? > 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, will the gen- 
tleman from Alabama make a brief ex- 
planation of this bill and the amend- 
ment? : 

Mr. HOBBS. I would be delighted to 
do so, sir. This bill amends the Hatch 
Act, but relates only to the Territory of 
Alaska. The Senate amendment was 
simply to strike out other Government 
employees and limit its application to 
the employees of the Alaska Railroad, 
which. of course, is owned by the Gov- 
ernment. It would give them the right 
to assume political office or run for po- 
litical office in Alaska, and to engage in 
political activities with reference there- 
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to. It exempts them from the Hatch 
Act. 

Mr. SPRINGER. As I understand, 
the original bill embraced both the em- 
ployees of the Alaska Railroad and some 
other civilian employees there, all of 
whom are Government employees. 

Mr. HOBBS. That is right, sir. 

Mr. SPRINGER. This amendment 
merely limits it to the railroad em- 
ployees? 

Mr. HOBBS. That is right, sir. The 
distinguished gentleman from Indiana 
is a most faithful and able member of 
the subcommittee and, of course, of the 
full committee on the Judiciary, and is 
thoroughly familiar with the bill. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

The Senate amendment was concurred 


ne motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
guished Delegate from Alaska IMr. 
BARTLETT] may extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, enact- 
ment of H. R. 1497 will make it possible 
for employees of the Alaska Railroad to 
participate in the normal American 
manner in the activities of their commu- 
nities. They will be allowed to join in 
everything having to do with the gov- 
ernment of those communities along the 
Alaska Railroad. Heretofore, the exer- 
cising of such citizenship rights has been 
denied them by section 9 (a) of the so- 
called Hatch Act. 

In many places, especially Anchorage, 
Alaska Railroad employees constitute a 
sizable percentage of the permanent resi- 
dents. They are not transient in any 
sense of the word. They are there to 
stay. They are home owners, and they 
pay taxes, but since 1939 they have had 
no effective voice in the management 
of municipal government. That was 
wrong. 

I am delighted to be able to report that 
H. R. 1497 has passed both the House and 
the Senate and will, I hope, be signed 
into law soon by the President. In its 
original form this bill was more inclusive, 
since it provided that all Federal em- 
ployees living along the Alaska Railroad 
would be exempted from the provision of 
the Hatch Act referred to above. The 
bill as originally written passed the House 
without amendment, but in the Senate 
it was amended so that it was restricted 
to employees of the Alaska Railroad. 
Naturally, I should have much preferred 
that the amendment had not been 
adopted because municipal elections in 
Alaska are nonpartisan in every sense of 
the word, and I am convinced that the 
Hatch Act should not apply to them at 
all. However, on the theory that half a 
loaf is better than none at all, I hail 
passage of this bill as a forward step. I 
know its enactment will be highly pleas- 
ing to the almost 2,000 people who work 
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for the Alaska Railroad and who now 
may take a fuller and more complete 
part in managing the affairs of the 
Alaska communities concerned. 


STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill H. R. 2788, an 
act to limit the time during which cer- 
tain actions under the laws of the United 
States may be brought, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

“That (a) section 16 (b) of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, as amended (U. S. C., 
1940 edition, title 29, sec. 216 (b)), is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof a 
new sentence reading as follows: ‘No action 
may be maintained under this subsection in 
any court unless such action is commenced 
within 3 years after the cause of action 
accrued, except that if at any time during 
such 3 years proper process may not be 
served on the person lable by reason of 
his absence from the United States, the 
period of such absence shall be disregarded 
in computing such 3-year period.’ 

“(b) In the case of a cause of action under 
section 16 (b) of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938, as amended, which accrued 18 
months or more prior to the date of the en- 
actment of this act, and which on such date 
of enactment was not barred by any ap- 
plicable statute of limitations, may, not- 
withstanding the amendment made by sub- 
section (a) of this section, be maintained 
under such section 16 (b) if commenced 
within 6 months after such date of enact- 
ment, except that if at any time within the 
period of limitation under this subsection 
proper process may not be served on the per- 
son liable by reason of his absence from the 
United States, the period of such absence 
shall be disregarded in computing such 
period of limitation. 

“(c) No liability for unpaid overtime com- 
pensation under section 16 (b) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, 
accrued prior to the date of the enactment 
of this act, shall be predicated in any case 
where it shall appear by a preponderance of 
the evidence that the employer in good faith 
regarded the employees as employees with 
respect to whom the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has power to establish qualifica- 
tions and maximum hours of service pursuant 
to the provisions of section 204 of the Motor 
Carrier Act, 1935. 

“(d) Section 16 of the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act of 1938, as amended (U. S. C. 1940 
edition, title 29, sec. 216), is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof a new subsec- 
tion reading as follows: 

„e) No liability under subsection (b) 
shall be predicated in any case on any act 
done or omitted in good faith in accord with 
any regulation, order, or administrative in- 
terpretation or practice, notwithstanding 
that such regulation, order, interpretation, 
or practice may, after such act or omission, 
be amended, rescinded, or be determined by 
Judicial authority to be invalid or of no legal 
effect.’ 

“Sec. 2. (a) Section 2 of the act of June 
30, 1936, as amended, known as the Walsh- 
Healey Public Contracts Act (U. S. C., 1940 
edition, title 41, sec. 36), is amended by 
inserting ‘(a)’ after ‘section 2.’ and by in- 
serting at the end of thereof a new sentence 
reading as follows: ‘No action to recover any 
sum representing the amount of any deduc- 
tions, rebates, refunds, or underpayment of 
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wages or overtime compensation alleged to be 
due to any employee engaged in the perform- 
ance of any contract to which this act is ap- 
plicable may be maintained under this sec- 
tion in any court unless such action is com- 
menced within 3 years after the cause of 
action accrued, except that if at any time 
during such 3-year period proper process may 
not be served on the person liable by reason 
of his absence from the United States, the 
period of such absence shall be disregarded 
in computing such 3-year period.’ 

“(b) In the case of a cause of action under 
section 2 of the act of June 30, 1936, as 
amended, known as the Walsh-Healey Public 
Contracts Act, to recover any sum repre- 
senting the amount of any deductions, re- 
bates, refunds, or underpayment of wages 
or overtime compensation alleged to be due 
to any employee engaged in the performance 
of any contract to which such act is ap- 
plicable, which cause of action accrued 18 
months or more prior to the date of the 
enactment of this act, and which on such 
date of enactment was not barred by any 
applicable statute of limitations, may, not- 
withstanding the amendment made by sub- 
section (a) of this section, be maintained 
under such section 2 if commenced within 6 
months after such date of enactment, except 
that if at any time within the period of 
limitation under this subsection proper 
process may not be served on the person 
liable by reason of his absence from the 
United States, the period of such absence 
shall be disregarded in computing such period 
of limitation. 

“(c) Section 2 of such act of June 30, 1936, 
as amended, is further amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following: 

„b) No liability under this section shall 
be predicted in any case on any act done or 
omitted in good faith in accord with any 
regulation, order, or administrative interpre- 
tation or practice, notwithstanding that such 
regulation, order, interpretation, or practice 
may, after such act or omission, be amended, 
rescinded, or be determined by judicial au- 
thority to be invalid or of no legal effect.’” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

Mr. BIEMILLER, Mr. MARCAN- 
TONIO, and Mr. GREEN objected. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
RATES OF DIVIDENDS PAID BY FEDERAL 

SAVINGS AND LOAN INSURANCE CORPO- 

RATION 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 4428, an 
act to adjust the rate of dividends paid 
by the Federal Savings and Loan In- 
surance Corporation on its capital stock 
and to decrease the premium charge for 
its insurance, with Senate amendments, 
and agree to the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments as follows: 

as 2, line 1, strike out “1945” and insert 
h 2 2, Iine 2, strike out 1945“ and insert 

Page 2, line 19, strike out 1945 and insert 

“1946.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman from Kentucky ex- 
plain the effect of the Senate amend- 
ments? 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
reduces the premiums paid by the savings 
and loan associations to the Federal Sav- 
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation 
from one-eighth to one-twelfth of 1 per- 
cent, making it correspond with the pre- 
miums paid by the banks to the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

The bill was unanimously reported by 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. It was passed by the House under 
unanimous consent and went to the Sen- 
ate. It was unanimously reported by the 
committee in the Senate and passed the 
Senate by unanimous consent, The only 
amendment is a change in the effective 
date, which makes the date June 30, 1946, 
instead of June 30, 1945, which is an en- 
tirely proper amendment because of the 
delay in the passage of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, That 
is the only change? 

Mr. SPENCE. That is the only change. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

/ The Senate amendments were agreed 
0. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 


HEALTH PROGRAMS FOR GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 2716, an act 
to provide for health programs for Gov- 
ernment employees, with a Senate 
amendment, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment 
as follows: 


Strike out all after enacting clause and to 
insert: 

“That, for the purpose of promoting and 
maintaining the physical and mental fitness 
of employees of the Federal Government, the 
heads of departments and agencies, including 
Government-owned and controlled corpora- 
tions are authorized, within the limits of 
appropriations made available therefor, to es- 
tablish by contract or otherwise, health serv- 
ice programs which will provide health sery- 
ice for employees under their respective juris- 
dictions: Provided, That such health service 
programs shall be established only after con- 
sultation with the Public Health Service and 
consideration of its recommendations, and 
only in localities where there are a suf- 
ficient number of Federal employees to war- 
rant the provision of such services, and shall 
be limited to (1) treatments of on-the-job 
illness and dental conditions requiring emer- 
gency attention; (2) preemployment and 
other examinations; (3) referral of employees 
to private physicians and dentists; and (4) 
preventive programs relating to health: Pro- 
vided further, That the health program now 
being conducted by the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority and by the Panama Canal and Panama 
Railroad Company shall not be affected by 
the provisions of this act: And provided. 
further, That such health programs as are 
now being conducted for other Federal em- 
ployees may be continued until June 30, 1947. 
The Public Health Service, when requested to 
do so, shall review the health service programs 
being conducted by any department or agency 
under authority of this act and shall submit 
appropriate comment and recommendations, 
Wherever the professional services of physi- 
cians are authorized to be utilized under this 
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act, the definition of “physician” contained 
in the act of September 7, 1916, as amended 
(U. S. C., 1940 edition, title 5, sec. 790), shall 
be applicable.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, will the 
gentleman briefiy explain this bill? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, this 
legislation, as amended in the Senate, 
would place final authority for the health 
programs within the governmental 
structure, under the United States Public 
Health Service rather than in the United 
States Civil Service Commission. The 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Rees], the 
ranking minority member of the Civil 
Service Committee, and the other mem- 
bers of the committee agreed that this 
legislation, passed by this House and ap- 
proved yesterday by the Senate is highly 
meritorious. Its operation brings about 
a coordination of the health programs 
within the Government service. Each 
agency must make its case before the 
Appropriations Committee before the 
program can legally be set in motion. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


POSTAGE RATES ON DOMESTIC AIR MAIL 


Mr. O’BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
H. R. 5560, an act to fix the rate of post- 
age on domestic air mail, and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments, dis- 
agree to the Senate amendments, and 
ask for a conference with the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. O’Brien]. [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none and appoints the 
following conferees: Mr. O’Brien of 
Michigan, Mr. Traynor, Mr. LYLE, Mr. 
Butter, and Mr. Cote of Missouri. 


MINERAL LEASING ACT 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Senate Concurrent Res- 
olution 75. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Secre- 
tary of the Senate, in the enrollment of the 
bill (S. 1236) to amend the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, 
in order to promote the development of oil 
and gas on the public domain, and for other 

purposes, be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to make the following correction, namely: 
In the language inserted in the conference 
report, in respect to House amendment No, 
19, after the word “limits”, the first word 
in such language, insert the words “are found 
by the Secretary to“; and after the phrase 
“where such lease”, strike out the comma 
and the words “or a lease for which it is 
exchanged” and the comma: so that the lan- 
guage inserted in the conference report 
would read as follows: 
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“limits are found by the Secretary to ex- 
ist on the effective date of this act, and (2) 
any production on a lease from an oil or 
gas deposit which was discovered after May 
27, 1941, by a well or wells drilled within 
the boundaries of the lease, and which is 
determined by the Secretary to be a new 
deposit; (3) any production on or allocated 
to a lease pursuant to an approved unit 
or cooperative agreement from an oil or 
gas deposit which was discovered after May 
27, 1941, on land committed to such agree- 
ment, and which is determined by the Sec- 
retary to be a new deposit, where such lease 
was included in such agreement at the time 
of discovery, or was included in a duly ex- 
ecuted and filed application for the ap- 
proval of such agreement at the time of 
discovery.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. FERNANDEZ]? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain this resolu- 
tion? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, in 
the passage of the conference report on 
the Mineral Leasing Act an error was 
made. The conferees all agreed, but in 
the preparation of the conference report, 
which was prepared under the super- 
vision of the counsel for the Department 
of the Interior, an error crept in and 
some words were left out. The only pur- 
pose of this concurrent resolution, which 
has passed the Senate, is to make that 
correction. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. All 
it does it correct an error? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. That is correct. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate concurrent resolution was 
ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


AMENDING SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AND 
THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 7037) to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code, and for other purposes, with Sen- 
ate amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and ask for a con- 
ference. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject. 


COAST GUARD SITE AT MIAMI BEACH, 
DADE COUNTY, FLA. 


Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2419) to amend 
further the act of April 6, 1938, as 
amended by the act of July 9, 1941, en- 
titled “An act authorizing the Secretary 
of the Treasury to exchange sites at 
Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for 
Coast Guard purposes.“ 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 
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Mr. BLAND. This Senate bill is iden- 
tical with the bill that was reported by 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries of the House. I have talked 
with the gentleman from Massachusetts 
about it and also the ranking Republican 
member. It is a local matter at Fort 
Lauderdale, Fla. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
know about this legislation. It comes 
from the committee with a unanimous 
report. I have no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act of April 6, 
1938 (52 Stat. 201), as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941 (55 Stat. 580), is hereby further 
amended by adding a new section thereto 
reading as follows: 

“Src. 3. In addition to the authority grant- 
ed by this act to exchange the existing Coast 
Guard site (commonly known as the Base 
Six property) located at Fort Lauderdale, 
Broward County, in the State of Florida, the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to sell 
and convey said property to the municipality 
of Fort Lauderdale, Broward County, Fla., 
at not less than its fair market value, as de- 
termined by the board of Coast Guard officers 
referred to in section 1 hereof, and to devote 
the proceeds thereof, to the same purposes 
for which such property may be exchanged 
under the provisions of this act: Provided, 
That the municipality of Fort Lauderdale 
shall consummate such purchase not less 
than 6 months after the property is offered 
to said municipality for sale.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider and a similar 
ees bill (H. R. 6910) were laid on the 

able. 


AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 6932) to 
provide for further research into basic 
laws and principles relating to agricul- 
ture and to improve and facilitate the 
marketing and distribution of agricul- 
tural products, with State amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments, 


The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 2, line 8, strike out “full” and insert 
“maximum.” 

Page 13, line 17, strike out “(a)” and in- 
sert (b).“ 

Page 15, line 24, after services,“ insert 
“To the maximum extent practicable mar- 
keting research work done hereunder in co- 
operation with the States shall be done in 
cooperation with the State agricultural ex- 
periment stations; marketing educational 
and demonstrational work done hereunder in 
cooperation with the States shall be done in 
cooperation with the State agricultural ex- 
tension service; market information, inspec- 
tion, regulatory work, and other marketing 
service done hereunder in cooperation with 
the State agencies shall be done in coopera- 
tion with the State departments of agricul- 
ture, and State bureaus and departments of 
markets.” 

Page 17, line 1, after “new” insert “or ex- 
panded,” 

Page 17, line 2, after “markets” insert 
“(domestic and foreign).” 
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Page 17, line 2, after new“ insert “and 
expanded.” 

Page 17, line 4, strike out “elsewhere” and 
insert “abroad.” 

Page 21, line 1, strike out “research.” 

Page 21, line 1, after “marketing” insert 
“service and in marketing research.” 

Page 21, line 9, after “marketing” insert 
“services and for marketing.” 

Page 21, line 12, strike out “research.” 

Page 21, line 18, strike out “research.” 

Page 24, line 18, after “products,” insert 
“fish and shellfish.” 

Page 26, line 3, strike out all after “pro- 
grams.” over to and including line 3, on 


page 27. 
Page 27, line 6, strike out all after “desig- 


nate.” down to and including “committee” 
in line 10, and insert “The committee shall 
consist,” 

Page 27, line 11, strike out all after “or- 
ganizations” down to and including “com- 
mittee” in line 13. 

Page 27, line 13, strike out “executive.” 

Page 27, lines 15 and 16, strike out “such 
advisory or executive committees” and insert 


“the committee.” 
Page 27, line 17, strike out “ex officio mem- 
bers” and insert “chairman.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, what is the 
cost of this program? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. The initial cost 
will be around $9,000,000. It is a bill that 
was unanimously reported by the House 
Committee on Agriculture after investi- 
gating the agricultural marketing situa- 
tion for some 2 years. 

The bill was unanimously passed by 
the House. 

It went to the Senate and was unani- 
mously reported by the Senate Commit- 
tee with an amendment. 

It was passed by the Senate by unani- 
mous vote. 

This bill through research, attempts 
to do for agriculture just what research 
has done for industry. It covers produc- 
tion research, utilization research, and 
marketing research. Moreover, with re- 
spect to marketing of agricultural prod- 
ucts it brings into play all State, Federal 
and private agencies engaged in the 
distribution of agricultural products in 
order to reduce, as far as possible, the 
spread between the farm and the table. 
This bill was reported out after thor- 
ough study. As I said, the Committee 
spent some 2 years investigating agricul- 
tural marketing and distribution. Title 
II of the bill is the answer we found to 
marketing of agricultural products. I 
believe it is the correct answer. 

We had before the committee the lead- 
ing authorities in this country on agricul- 
tural marketing, as well as the farmers, 
the processors, and distributors, and we 
think we have at last approached the 
problem in a practical way and in such a 
way that we will be able to reduce the 
enormous spread that today exists, and 
has existed in the past, between the 
farmer and the ultimate consumer. In 
my opinion the program will save not 
only the farmers but the consumers mil- 
lions of dollars each year. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. How are these 
funds distributed with respect to the 


States? 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. We set up three 
separate and distinct research programs— 
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production research, utility research, 
and marketing research—and most of 
the funds will go back to the States on 
a 50-50 matching basis. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House concur in the Sen- 
ate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my objection to the previous re- 
quest. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CONSERVATION OF WILDLIFE, FISH, AND 
GAME 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6097) to 
amend the act of March 10, 1934, entitled 
“An act to promote the conservation of 
wildlife, fish, and game,” and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 6, strike out all after line 21, over to 
and including line 15 on page 7. 

Page 7, line 16, strike out “8” and in- 
sert “7.” 

Page 7, line 21, strike out “9” and in- 
sert “8.” 

. Page 8, line 1, strike out “10” and in- 
sert “9.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
as I understand it, the Senate has 
stricken section 7 from this bill? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. That is right. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I re- 
gret that the Senate saw fit to strike 
section 7 from the bill. This section, 
which passed the House by a unanimous 
vote, was vital to conservation of fish 
and other wildlife resources in water 
areas under the control of the War De- 
partment. It sought to assure adequate 
water levels, without injuring navigation, 
in pools created by dams for fish and 
other wildlife resources. Millions of fish 
have been destroyed by unnecessary 
draw-down of the water in pools, under 
orders of the War Department. The 
War Department has failed to fully co- 
operate with conservation authorities for 
the protection of fish, and therefore, 
there is a need for the provisions of sec- 
tion 7, which was stricken from the bill 
in the Senate at the instance of the War 
Department. 

The Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry prepared amendments to 
section 7, which.should have removed 
the objections of the War Department. 
But such amendments did not. satisfy 
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the War Department engineers, who de- 
manded that the entire section be 
stricken. In this connection, I would like 
to state, that it is the function of Con- 
gress to legislate and determine policies 
for all Government departments, in- 
cluding the War Department. We 
should not tolerate dictatorial lobbying 
by any official, which is the case in the 
present instance. If Congress is not 
able to determine public policy, this body 
might as well abrogate to the executive 
departments, which has been largely 
done during the past 12 years. As a 
Member of this Congress I refuse to sur- 
render my prerogatives to any official or 
agency of the Government on legislative 
matters. 

If it were not for the fact that Con- 
gress is about to adjourn, and only two 
legislative days remain, I would insist 
that this bill go to conference to restore 
section 7. To ascertain the prospects 
for such a move, I have conferred with 
certain Senators, who advise me that 
there is no possible chance for the legis- 
lation to be considered by a conference 
committee, and be acted upon in both 
House and Senate before adjournment 
on Friday. Therefore, if such a policy 
is followed, the entire bill will fail of 
passage in the present session, and, as 
much as I desire the passage of section 
7, I do not want to assume the respon- 
sibility for defeating the other excellent 
provisions of H. R. 6097. 

However, I want to serve notice now, 
that when the new Congress begins in 
January, I will reintroduce the pro- 
visions of section 7, and will press for 
early action by both House and Senate, 
notwithstanding the opposition of the 
War Department. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman tell us what the legis- 
lation is? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Minnesota and the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. ROBERT- 
son] have taken a leading part in this 
legislation. May I say that one reason 
why I have agreed to concur in the 
Senate amendments is because in the 
opinion of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota that is the best course to pursue at 
this time. I fully agree with the gentle- 
man that new legislation should be in- 
troduced at the beginning of the next 
Session. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I want 
to explain that this bill does not cost any 
money. It provides that the various 
Federal agencies in dealing with con- 
servation and wildlife shall cooperate 
and have a common objective in protect- 
ing the interests of the wildlife in this 
Nation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


ADMINISTRATION OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. STIGLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 4386) to 
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facilitate and simplify the administra- 
tion of Indian affairs, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 8, after “Affairs”, insert“, in- 
sofar as such powers and duties relate to ac- 
tion in individual cases arising under gen- 
eral regulations promulgated by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior pursuant to law.” 

Page 2, line 3, after “Affairs”, insert “Such 
delegated powers shall be exercised subject 
to appeal to the Secretary, under regulations 
to be prescribed by him, or, as from time to 
time determined by him, to the Under Sec- 
retary or to an Assistant Secretary of the De- 
partment of the Interior, or to the Commis- 
sioner of Indian Affairs.” 

Page 2, line 9, after “law”, insert, nor shall 
anything in this act be deemed to convey 
authority to delegate any power to issue reg- 
ulations.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill and 
the Senate amendments? ` 

Mr. STIGLER. All this bill does is 
decentralize certain powers from the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and delegating 
them to the Commissioner of Indian Af- 
fairs and on down to the superintendent. 
All that the Senate amendments do is to 
make sure that the Secretary of the In- 
terior retains the power of delegation. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. This bill has the unani- 
mous support of the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs, and it passed the House 
overwhelmingly. We are simply clarify- 
ing the language. 

Mr. STIGLER. That is all the amend- 
ments do. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

KEETOOWAH INDIANS OF THE CHEROKEE 
NATION IN OKLAHOMA 


Mr. STIGLER submitted conference 
report and statement on the bill (H. R. 
341) relating to the status of Keetoowah 
Indians of the Cherokee Nation in Okla- 
homa, and for other purposes. 


CONSERVATION OF FISHERY RESOURCES 
OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2318) to 
amend the act of May 11, 1938, for the 
conservation of the fishery resources of 
the Columbia River and for other pur- 
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this legisla- 
tion? 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this bill is to authorize the 
official Wildlife Service to coordinate 
their activities and their work with the 
States fisheries departments of Oregon, 
Idaho, and Washington. The bill does 
not involve any expenditure of money. 
It is merely a piece of legislation to make 
that coordination legally possible. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. ANGELL. I am correct, am I not, 
that this is agreed to by the various 
State conservation departments, and it 
is only to secure greater cooperation? 

Mr. JACKSON. Thatiscorrect. The 
Governors of the three States, through 
their fisheries departments, have re- 
quested this legislation. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 
act of May 11, 1938 (52 Stat. 345), entitled 
“An act to provide for the conservation of 
the fishery resources of the Columbia River, 
establishment, operation, and maintenance 
of one or more stations in Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Idaho, and for the conduct of neces- 
sary investigations, surveys, stream improve- 
ments, and stocking operations for these 
purposes,” is amended by deleting therefrom 
the comma after the word “construct” as it 
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
the word “and” and by deleting the words 
“and maintain.” 

Sec. 2. Section 3 of said act is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“In carrying out the authorizations and 
duties imposed by section 2 of this act, the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
utilize the facilities and services of the 
agencies of the States of Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Idaho responsible for the conserva- 
tion of the fish and wildlife resources in such 
States, under the terms of agreements 
entered into between the United States and 
these States, without regard to the provisions 
of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, and 
funds appropriated to carry out the purposes 
of this act may be expended for the construc- 
tion of facilities on and the improvement of 
lands not owned or controlled by the United 
States: Provided, That the appropriate 
agency of the State wherein such construc- 
tion or improvement is to be carried on first 
shall haye obtained, without cost to the 
United States the necessary title to, interest 
therein, rights-of-way over, or licenses cov- 
ering the use of such lands.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


REGULATING COMMUNICABLE AND PRE- 
VENTABLE DISEASES IN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
desk the bill H. R. 4410, an act to amend 
the act entitled “An aet to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to make regulations to prevent and 
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control the spread of communicable and 
preventable diseases,” approved August 
11, 1939, with Senate amendments there- 
to, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 10, after line 22, insert: 

“Sec. 11. With respect to all persons who, 
either on behalf of themselves or their minor 
children or wards, rely in good faith upon 
spiritual means or prayer in the free exer- 
cise of religion to prevent or cure disease, 
nothing in this act shall haye the effect of 
requiring or giving any health officer or other 
person the right to compel any such person, 
minor child or ward, to go to or be confined 
in a hospital or other medical institution 
unless no other place for quarantine of such 
person, minor child, or ward can be secured, 
nor to compel any such person, child, or 
ward to submit to any medical treatment.” 

Page 10, line 23, strike out “11" and in- 
sert “12.” 

Page 11, line 1, strike out “12” and insert 
“43. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this legisla- 
tion? 

Mr. HEALY. This legislation has 
been passed by both the House and the 
Senate. The purpose of the legislation 
is to strengthen the hand of the District 
Health Department in regard to com- 
municable diseases; in other words, to 
prevent those who have such diseases 
from mixing with other people in the 
community until such time as they have 
been cured. It refers more particularly 
to venereal diseases and tuberculosis. 

One amendment added by the Senate 
exempts members of the Christian 
Science Church and any other faith 
which does not believe in the usual medi- 
cal treatment. It exempts them from 
taking such treatment but does require 
that they remain in quarantine the same 
as everybody else. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 


table. 
MOSES TENNENBAUM 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 2485) for 
the relief of Moses Tennenbaum, with 
a Senate amendment thereto and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: “That in the administration of 
the immigration laws, relating to the issu- 
ance of immigration visas for admission to 
the United States for permanent residence 
and relating to admissions at ports of entry 
of aliens as immigrant for permanent resi- 
dence in the United States, the provisions of 
section 3 of the Immigration Act of 1917 (39 
Stat. 875), as amended (U. S. C., title 8, sec. 
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136 (e)}, which exclude from admission into 
the United States ‘persons who have been 
convicted of or admit having committed a 
felony, or other crime or misdemeanor in- 
volving moral turpitude’ shall not hereafter 
be held to apply to Moses Tennenbaum on 
account of offenses alleged to have been com- 
mitted in connection with obtaining a pass- 
port or a visa for admission to the United 
States. If he is found otherwise admissible 
under the immigration laws, an immigration 
visa may be issued and admission granted 
to Moses Tennenbaum under this act upon 
application hereafter filed.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman from Michigan explain the bill 
and the Senate amendment? 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it de- 
veloped in the hearings that two Ameri- 
can GI’s wanted to bring their fathers 
to this country. Some trouble arose and 
certain passports were held back. It was 
necessary for private bills to be passed 
to permit them to come into this country. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. There is no ob- 
jection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

i The Senate amendment was concurred 
n. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 


NATURALIZATION OF CERTAIN FORMER 
` CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 434) to 
provide that nationals of the United 
States shall not lose their nationality 
by reason of voting under legal com- 
pulsion in a foreign state, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: That section 323 of the act of 
October 14, 1940 (54 Stat. 1149), entitled ‘An 
act to revise and codify the nationality laws 
of the United States into a comprehensive 
nationality code,’ as heretofore amended, is 
hereby further amended by adding thereto 
the following paragraph: 

A person who, while a citizen of the 
United States and prior to the effective date 
of this amendment, has lost citizenship of 
the United States by voting in a political 
election in a foreign state other than a state 
at war with the United States during the 
Second World War may, if he so desires, be 
naturalized by taking, prior to 1 year from 
the enactment of this amendment, before 
any naturalization court specified in sub- 
section (a) of section 301, or before any 
diplomatic or consular officer of the United 
States abroad, the oaths prescribed by sec- 
tion 335. Certified copies of such oath shall 
be sent by such diplomatic or consular 
officer or such court to the Department of 
State and to the Department of Justice. 
Such persons shall have, from and after 
naturalization under this section, the same 
citizenship status as that which existed 
immediately prior to its loss.“ 

Amend the title so as to read: An act to 
provide for the expeditious naturalization 
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of former citizens of the United States who 
have lost United States citizenship through 
voting in a political election in a country not 
at war with the United States during the 
Second World War.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman explain the Senate amendment? 

Mr. LESINSKI. A statement made by 
Senator FULBRIGHT yesterday on this 
matter is as follows: 

The act of 1940 contained a provision to 
the effect that anyone who voted in a foreign 
election would lose his American citizen- 
ship. The fact of the matter is that im- 
mediately after the law went into effect, the 
war was on and there was no practical way 
for people living in other countries to know 
about this law. 


There are between 30 and 40 American 
women who have found themselves in 
that class. That is the reason for this 
legislation. It will not affect anyone 
hereafter. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. There is no ob- 
jection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in. : 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CERTAIN BASQUE ALIENS 


Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1402) for 
the relief of certain Basque aliens, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 8, after “Mendiola”, insert 
“Juan Pedro Equibegui (alias Raymond 
Etchevers), Miguel Iriarte.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman explain the Senate amend- 
ment? 

Mr. LESINSKI. In the hearings it 
developed that there are several moun- 
taineers called the Basques who have 
come in from Spain. These people are 
found out in the Rockies. They do 
nothing but herding. This bill passed 
the House, and the Senate has added 
two additional names to the original bill. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. There is no ob- 
jection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
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remarks in the Recorp and include a 
letter, and further to extend his remarks 
on the subject of the libraries of Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. McGLINCHEY asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS NOS, 3 AND 4 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, my 
predecessor, the Honorable Samuel A. 
Weiss, signed discharge petitions Nos. 3 
and 4. I desire to have my name en- 
tered on those petitions and ask unani- 
mous consent that my predecessor’s name 
be removed so that I may sign the said 
discharge petitions. ` 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. RABAUT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. BELL asked and was given per- 
mission to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made earlier in the day and to 
include an article marked “Presidential 
Pay by J. G. Hayden.” } 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the special order for 1 hour which I have 
for this afternoon be postponed until to- 
morrow following the other special or- 
ders. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission’ to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an article. 

Mr. WHITE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances, to include 
articles in each instance. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp and include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. MUNDT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include 
therein a supplemental statement of the 
managers on the part of the House in 
connection with the Indian Claims Com- 
mission bill which passed the House yes- 
terday. 

Mr. GOODWIN asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks 
in the Recorp and include an editorial. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, in refer- 
ence to veterans’ housing, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in 
the Appendix of the Recor and to in- 
clude a statement by a reliable contractor 
and a table of costs comparing previous 
years with the costs at the present 
time. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
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BRITISH VIOLATE LOAN AGREEMENT 


Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks, and include 
an article from a Canadian paper. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, on June 18, I informed the 
House a bilateral agreement was about 
to be made between Canada and Great 
Britain for wheat. The British loan bill 
was then pending in the House and my 
prediction of a wheat agreement met 
with widespread denial in official circles 
in Britain, Canada, and the United 
States. 

On July 25, before the ink was dry on 
the British loan papers, Canada and 
Britain announced their wheat deal. I 
have here in my hand a press release 
made jointly in Ottawa and London, de- 
scribing this wheat deal. It is bilateral 
and exclusive in every sense of the word. 
It effectively takes away a large market 
from the United States producer. It 
also covers substantial quantities of flour 
and will have a serious effect upon our 
milling industry. 

This deal runs until 1950 and covers 
160,000,000 bushels of wheat per year in 
the early years. This is enough wheat 
to feed the 45,000,000 people in the Brit- 
ish Isles at the rate of over 342 bushels 
per capita per annum, very close to the 
United States consumption in normal 
years and probably above our present re- 
stricted consumption. 

Now we hear of British missions in 
Argentina, Australia, and other produc- 
ing countries, seeking to make similar bi- 
lateral deals. The British are going into 
the wheat export business with our 
money but not with our wheat. The trail 
has been b’azed with the Canadian deal. 
A precedent has been established. All 
of this international fancy talk has been 
scrapped. Not one word of protest has 
been heard from our State Department. 
Our producers have again been sold out 
by the Government. 

As I have stated before, it is time that 
the United States Government required 
some guaranties for the protection of 
our producers in these so-called loan 
agreements. It is about time we stopped 
financing the destruction of the export 
markets of the American farmer. 


ANGLO-CANADIAN WHEAT AGREEMENT 


1. Following is the text of a statement 
which will be made in the Canadian House 
of Commons by the Minister of Trade and 
Commerce and in the United Kingdom by 
the Minister of Food at 10 a. m. Washington 
time on July 25. 

“Agreement has been reached between the 
Government of the United Kingdom and 
the Government of Canada for the purchase 
by the former of Canadian wheat over the 
4 years beginning August 1, 1946. The agree- 
ment provides that the United Kingdom will 
purchase and the Canadian Government will 
supply the following quantities each year} 
1946-47, 160,000,000 bushels; 1947-48, 160,- 
000,000 bushels; 1948-49, 140,000,000 bushels; 
1949-50, 140,000,000 bushels. The Canadian 
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Government have undertaken that in the 
event of good harvests larger quantities 
would be provided in the first 2 years. Part 
of the quantity of wheat specified in the 
contract will be supplied in the form of flour 
to the following amounts: 1946-47, 500,000 
tons firm with an additional quantity up to 
140,000 tons dependent upon the out-turn of 
the crop; 1947-48, 400,000 tons firm with an 
additional quantity up to 140,000 tons de- 
pendent upon the out-turn of the crop; 
1948-49, a minimum of 300,000 tons, the ac- 
tual tonnage to be negotiated by July 1, 1947; 
1949-50, a minimum of 300,000 tons, the ac- 
tual tonnage to be negotiated by July 1, 1948. 
The price which the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernment undertake to pay for the wheat 
supplied is as follows: 1946-47, a fixed price 
of $1.55 per bushel; 1947-48, a fixed price of 
$1.55 per bushel; 1948-49, a minimum price 
of $1.25 per bushel, the actual price to be 
negotiated by December 31, 1947; 1949-50, a 
minimum price of $1 per bushel, the actual 
price to be negotiated by December 31, 1948. 
The contract provides that its terms and 
conditions shall be subject to any modifi- 
cation or amendment which may be neces- 
sary to bring it into conformity with any in- 
ternational agreements or arrangements 
later concluded to which both Governments 
are parties. Nothing in the agreement will 
affect decisions which may be taken on the 
basis of recommendations of the IEFC. 

“The contract is based upon commercial 
considerations of mutual interest. It en- 
sures to the United Kingdom substantial 
quantities of wheat during the expected pe- 
riod of shortage at prices below those which 
would be payable were there to be a free 
market at the present time. The price speci- 
fied in the contract for the first year is 30 
percent below the current United States 
price and still more below the open market 
price in Argentina. This is the commercial 
advantage which the United Kingdom se- 
cures, In the later period of the contract, 
Canada receives the advantage of a guaran- 
teed market though for a diminished quan- 
tity and a minimum price. In determining 
the actual price in the last 2 years, regard 
will be had to the extent to which the agreed 
price for the first 2 years falls below the 
world price for that period. Her farmers are 
therefore protected from crippling losses 
should there be a world slump in wheat 
prices. This is the commercial advantage 
which Canada secures. This balancing of 
long-term advantages with short-term ad- 
vantages and vice versa is common com- 
mercial practice.” 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. DIRKSEN (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include two editorials. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix on the subject of the 
2 and duty to vote on election 

ay. 

Mr. CHELF asked and was given per- 
mission to revise and extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the Recorp and in- 
clude an editorial from the Louisville 
Courier-Journal. 


TRANSPORTATION FOR AMPUTEES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 


it is so ordered. 


There was no objection. 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, many of the Members have 
asked what is going to happen next on 
the amputee bill since it was objected to 
under unanimous consent. I am so 
grateful to the 177 Members who have 
signed petition 32 to bring this bill on the 
floor for consideration. Of course, it is 
too late for that before we adjourn. But 
the President may call the Congress back 
into session before the end of this year 
and then if the necessary number of sig- 
natures are on the petition, H. R. 6304 
can be taken up for action. The chair- 
man of the Committee on Rules, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Sanat], told 
me that he was going to have a rule con- 
sidered by the Committee on Rules to- 
morrow morning at 10:30 a.m. I spoke 
to the chairman of the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation for a 
moment about it. The Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation author- 
ized him to use every method to bring 
H. R. 7171 to the floor. There is so much 
reason for the passage of this bill, Mr. 
Speaker, because it means everything to 
the boys to have some sort of car with 
which to get about when they get out of 
the hospital and get to work. These vet- 
erans want to work. It opens up a new 
world to them. Without a car, thousands 
will not be able to get a job. 

The Army has done a perfectly mag- 
nificent job in training the amputees and 
Paraplegics to drive automobiles up to 
the time they leave the hospital. The 
double amputees aad even the triple am- 
putees drive well, I have driven with 
them, 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs, 
Rocers] has expired. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER, The gentlewoman will 
state it. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Iun- 
derstand the Speaker has the right to 
recognize Members to move to suspend 
the rules for 6 days 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has not 
been granted any authority to suspend 
the rules this week. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. That 
is not my question, Mr. Speaker. The 
parliamentary procedure after the sine 
die resolution has been passed by the 
Senate, then any Speaker has the right 
to recognize to suspend the rules if he so 
wishes? 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HAYS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp and make certain 
comments regarding the President’s ap- 
pointment of E. G. Nourse to the Eco- 
nomic Council. 


Mr. MURDOCK asked and was given 


permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances. 


WAGNER-ELLENDER-TAFT HOUSING BILL 


Mr. ROWAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
īllinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROWAN. Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to say a few words on behalf of 
those members of the Illinois delegation 
who have been deeply concerned over the 
failure of this House to act upon the 
Wagner-Ellender-Taft housing bill. Our 
constituents expected us to vote favor- 
ably upon this legislation. Our un- 
pleasant task now is to go back with the 
explanation that we were denied an op- 
portunity to vote at all. 

We intend to make very clear, how- 
ever, our determination to seek action 
on this bill at the first opportunity. This 
essential piece of legislation, designed to 
alleviate the Nation’s chronic undersup- 
ply of decent housing, has not been de- 
feated or indefinitely pigeonholed, but 
merely postponed for a brief period. 

There is strong bipartisan support for 
this bill in both House and Senate. We 
hope that a special session will give the 
House an early opportunity to take up 
this bill and pass it. If there is no spe- 
cial session, the Senate may be expected 
to reenact it promptly in January, and 
the House must be alert to follow with 
rapid approval. With every day that 
passes, the need for the Wagner-Ellen- 
der-Taft bill will become more acute. 
The present delay in its passage is most 
unfortunate. That delay must not be 
prolonged by one unnecessary day. 

This bill responds to a number of criti- 
cal housing problems, and, by offering a 
specific solution to each of them, will 
assure the large-scale production of 
housing for veterans at all income levels. 
Without this legislation, of course, vet- 
erans who can afford to buy new houses 
costing $9,000 or $10,000 will soon be able 
to do so in any event. But the great 
mass of veterans, those who can pay no 
more than $5,000 or $6,000, those who are 
not prepared to buy at all and who need 
moderate-cost rental housing, and those 
in the lowest-income group who need 
public low-rent housing—for all these 
veterans, the Wagner-Ellender-Taft bill 
will remain as “must” legislation. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that after the business on 
the Speaker’s desk and any other special 
orders today, I may address the House 
for 10 minutes and revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Ramey] is recognized for 30 min- 


utes. 
BUREAUCRATS 


Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, a short 
time ago on this floor, one of our most 
distinguished Members arose during the 
debate on atomic energy control, and 


said: 
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Mr. Speaker, on this floor now there is con- 
fusion confounded. Therefore I will not 
speak at this time. 


He was admitting defeat, at any rate 
temporary defeat, in a search for truth. 
He expressed the frustration of most of 
his colleagues. 

What is truth? Why, truth surely is 
that which conforms to the facts. 

But too often those who honestly seek 
truth in Washington get the “push 
around.” We ask for facts, and the per- 
son at the other end of the telephone 
wire exhorts us to take the “broad view,” 
or suggests we grasp the “over-all pic- 
ture,” and reminds us of the “long 
range.” Or, most maddening of all, he 
“refers” us to someone else, or to some 
later date. Most of us would rather take 
20 lashes than hear the slogans used so 
commonly in Washington as a subter- 
fuge to answering questions. 

If I could rule Washington for a day, 
I would discharge all those Government 
employees who “refer,” and I would 
thereby cut the Federal pay roll in half 
without loss of work accomplished. 

We in Congress, however, are not guilt- 
less in the matter of distorting the truth. 
We fall into the error of labeling great 
groups of people with names which have 
come to be uncomplimentary. It would 
be wholesome, I believe, if we stopped 
using the words “demagog,” “bureau- 
crat,” “Communist,” and “Fascist,” ex- 
cept in those few isolated instances 
where we can use them exactly. 

I have heard the quips that a dema- 
gog is the other fellow making a speech, 
and a bureaucrat is the fellow holding 
the job you want. There is a good deal 
of truth underlying those definitions. 
Actually, a demagog is one who plays an 
insincere role in politics. We know that 
there are few of those among us. The 
great majority of us are working hard 
to try to do the job as we believe it should 
be done. It ill befits any of us to call 
the others demagogs. Similarly, a bu- 
reaucrat is actually someone who works 
in a bureau. Subtract from their ranks 
the number who “refer” when they 
should “answer,” and the remainder are 
hard-working servants of government. 
We are shading truth when we lump 
them together in one objectionable 
category. 

As for Fascist and Communist, those 
words are probably the two most loosely 
used in the United States today, and al- 
most always they are used without strict 
adherence to truth. Each, in its way, 
suggests conditions Americans dislike 
and distrust. The former brings to mind 
the starter of the recent world war. 
They are terrible words to use indis- 
creetly. 

What is a Communist? By sloppy, 
popular definition, just about anyone. 
Probably you have been called one. I 
know I have. Anyone with a liberal idea 
today is in danger of being called a Com- 
munist. 

Even the words Republican“ and 
“Democrat” have come to be distorted, so 
that their original meanings are hard to 
find in the innuendoes that slur about 


their use today. The original Republi- 
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can was a man who could not tolerate the 
concept of human slavery. The original 
Democrat was the man who could not 
tolerate the idea of being governed by a 
system in which he had no direct voice. 
Both are honorable origins. 

Perhaps we in Congress, who are tar- 
gets for so much of this distorted lan- 
guage, can set an example of factual 
communication by pruning our own ora- 
tory to the simple pattern of truth. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Gore] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 


AMENDING THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Mr. GORE. The Senate today passed 
H. R. 7037 with amendments. A few 
moments ago the Senate notified the 
House of this action and requested a 
conference with the House to the end 
that differences in the two bills might be 
resolved and legislation enacted. The 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Dovcuton], chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, asked 
unanimous consent to take the bill from 
the Speaker’s desk and agree to go into 
conference with the Senate. This re- 
quest, as the Recorp will show, was ob- 
jected to by the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Knutson], ranking minority 
member of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. 

This objection, Mr. Speaker, may mean 
the death knell of this bill. It may mean 
the death knell to the hopes of the mil- , 
lions of our needy old people, of our 
many thousands of blind persons who 
direly need more assistance, and of many, 
many dependent children who cannot 
yet speak for themselves. Unless in the 


. interest of the veterans who would be 


benefited by passage of this bill; unless 
in the interest of freezing the Social Se- 
curity tax rate, which in the absence of 
legislation will increase to 242 percent 
for both employee and employer on Janu- 
ary 1, 1947; unless in the interest of our 
needy old people, the blind, and depend- 
ent children whose benefits would be 
greatly increased by the passage of the 
Senate bill, particularly the needy old 
people, the blind, and the dependent chil- 
dren of the State of Minnesota, who by 
terms of the Senate bill would receive an 
increase in Federal assistance allot- 
ments for the State of Minnesota of $3, 
932,000; unless in the interest of our mer- 
chant seamen, who would be greatly ben- 
efited by passage of this legislation, the 
gentleman from Minnesota consents to 
withdraw his opposition, this bill cannot 
even be sent to conference except through 
a long-drawn-out parliamentary pro- 
cedure which may mean its final defeat. 

The bill which the Senate passed is a 
decided improvement over the bill which 
passed the House. Under the bill as 
Passed by the House many States would 
not have received any additional Federal 
funds for the aged, the blind, or depend- 
ent children. Under the bill which 
passed the Senate, however, every State 
will receive additional Federal funds. 
I insert below a table which shows how 
the House bill and the Senate bill would 
apply to each Siate: 
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Comparison of increased annual Federal ex- 
penditures for old-age assistance, aid to 
dependent children, and aid to the blind, 
over current expenditures under title V 
of bill! as passed by the House and bill as 
passed by the Senate, and Federal match- 
ing percentages under Senate bill 


[Based on operations July-December 1945} 


Increased cost under Federal 


matching 
percent- 
Etate Bill as Bill as ages 
passed under 
by by Senate 
House Senate bill? 
Total $56,179, 000 $144, 876, 000) 54 
Alsbama...........- 37,000) 4,014, 000 6634 
P ae a 70, 000) 70, 000 5 
Arkona 392, 000 798, 000 59 
Arkansas.. 3,000} 3, 320, 000 6634 
California „000 11. 717, 000 50 
Colorado. „000| 3, 595, 000 53 
Connecticu „ 805. 000 50 
Delaware „000 25, 000 50 
District of Colum bia_ 122, 122, 000) 50 
Florida. — 147, 4,681, 000 60 
i ms 3,000) 5. 413. 6634 
55, 000 55, 000; 50 
294, 000) 731, 000 55 
3,963,000} 3, 963, 000) 50 
360, 000 360, 000) 50 
728, 000 2,079, 000 53 
800, 000 1, 745, 000 5 
03, 980, 000 6634 
871. 000 6, 554, 000 6635 
193, 000) 583, 000 53 
48. 000 48, 000 50 
7, 408, 000 7,408, 000 50 
2, 110, 000 2. 110. 000 50 
1, 032, 000 3, 932, 000) 56 
() 3, 224, 000; 6635 
88,000) 4, 878, 000 56 
197, 000 197, 000 50 
334, 000 1. 776, 000 57 
80. 000 80, 000 50 
122, 000 602, 000 58 
795, 000) 795, 000 50 
263,000) 1, 105, 000 6634 
7, 467,000) 7, 467, 000 50 
5. 000 3, 788, 000 6634 
450, 000 1, 078. 000 57 
990, 000 990, 000 50 
1,017, 000 9, 151, 000 6634 
802, 000 802, 000 50 
2,950, 000 2. 950, 000 50 
882, 000 382, 000 50 
0} 2,646, 000) 6634 
108,000} 1, 200, 000 60 
14, 000 5, 397, 000 6634 
* 0} 16,914,000 62 
537, 000 805, 000 52 
4, 000 288, 000 57 
153,000} 1. 099, 000 59 
4, 610,000} 4, 610, 000) 50 
3,000) 2. 810, 000 66 
850, 000 1, 552, 000 52 
110, 000 184, 000 52 


1 Maximum Federal payment of $25 for old-age assist- 
ance and aid to the blind; for aid to dependent children, 
$13.50 for the first child and $9 for each additional child. 

2 Based on per capita incomes of 1941-43 as reported by 
the Department of Commerce, 

Less than 85 


You will note from the above table, 
Mr. Speaker, that the Senate has passed 
a variable grant formula by which 
Federal Social Security assistance funds 
will be available to the States for match- 
ing purposes on a scale which recognizes 
the disparity in the abilities of respective 
States to finance public assistance for 
their needy citizens. The present 50- 
50 basis of Federal participation, by 
which the Federal Government matches 
dollar for dollar the amount provided by 
the State up to a $20 matching maxi- 
mum, does not recognize differences in 
the ability of States to finance public 
assistance, nor does it recognize the 
relatively much greater effort now being 
made by the poorer States to finance 
public assistance than by the richer 
States; neither does it recognize the 
greater incidence of poverty in the States 
with the lowest per capita income, 
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Merely to raise the Federal matching 
maximums on individual payments, as 
would the bill which passed the House, 
without at the same time providing some 
equitable aid to the low-income States 
which need help most, will only increase 
the very inequities which we should seek 
to minimize in a spirit of social justice. 
At present, the Federal Government is 
paying more than three times as much 
to an eligible needy person in some 
States as in others. The House-passed 
bill would only widen this disparity. In 
other words, the House-passed bill would 
give more to those who are least in need 
and give nothing to those most in need. 

The Senate bill proposes an increase 
in the proportion of cost borne by the 
Federal Government in the States with 
per capita income below the per capita 
income for the Nation. The share of the 
cost to be paid by each low-income State 
will depend upon how its per capita in- 
come compares with that for the country 
as a whole. The State proportion will 
be equal to one-half the percentage 
which its per capita income is of the na- 
tional per capita income. For example, 
a State whose per capita income is only 
80 percent of the national per capita in- 
come would contribute 40 percent of its 
expenditures for assistance; the Federal 
share would be 60 percent in this State. 
All States whose per capita income falls 
below two-thirds of the national per 
capita income will pay 3344 percent of 
assistance costs from State and local 
funds and will receive 6625 percent of 
such costs from Federal funds. 

No change in relative State and Fed- 
eral shares of assistance payments is pro- 
posed for the States with per capita in- 
come equal to or greater than that for 
the Nation. In no State will the in- 
creased Federal share apply to individual 
payments in excess of $50 in an old-age 
assistance and aid to the blind, and, in 
aid to dependent children, in excess of 
$27 for the first child in the home and $18 
for each additional child. Though, un- 
der the Senate bill, the Federal Govern- 
ment stands ready to pay a larger per- 
centage of the cost of individual pay- 
ments in low- than in high-income 
States, it will not contribute a larger sum 
to any payment in low-income States 
than in those with relatively more re- 
sources. 

This variable grant formula was rec- 
ommended by the Social Security Board. 
It is well-thought out, but not compli- 
cated. It is a step in the direction of 
equality of treatment of needy citizens 
by the Federal Government. 

Another very beneficial part of the bill 
is title II, which gives benefits to vet- 
erans of World War II. Regarding bene- 
fits to veterans, the Senate report ad- 
vises in part: 

TITLE II—BENEFITS IN CASE OF DECEASED WORLD 
WAR II VETERANS 


The purpose of this title is to bridge the 
gap in survivorship protection which a serv- 
iceman experiences when he shifts from war- 
time military service to established civilian 
employment. It undertakes to do this by 
adding a new section to the Social Security 
Act, section 210, which provides survivors 
insurance protection for a period of 3 years 
following discharge from the armed forces to 
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veterans who were in active military or 
naval service of the United States after Sep- 
tember 16, 1940, and prior to the termination 
of World War II. 

In general, an individual must fulfill one 
of two requirements in order to be insured 
for survivors’ benefits under the old-age and 
survivors’ insurance program. Either he must 
have worked in employment under the pro- 
gram for approximately half of the time 
elapsing after 1936, or after age 21, and prior 
to the time of his death or he must have 
worked in covered employment for one-half 
of the 3 years immediately preceding his 
death. Since service in the armed forces is 
not credited for old-age or survivors’ insur- 
ance purposes, many veterans upon discharge 
from service will have lost whatever protec- 
tion they may have acquired under the pro- 
gram or by reason of their military service 
will have failed to gain the protection they 
might otherwise have acquired. Moreover, 
in computing a veteran’s “average monthly 
wage” upon which old-age and survivors’ in- 
surance benefits are based, it is usually neces- 
sary under present law to include in the 
computation the months in which the vet- 
eran was in service, even though wages are 
not credited for these months. Conse- 
quently, even where the veteran does not 
lose his protection entirely by reason of his 
military service, his average wage and the 
benefits based on it will be reduced. 

After the veteran has been back in civilian 
life for a reasonable period, he can be ex- 
pected to have gained or regained his insur- 
ance protection. It is thought that 3 years 
is a reasonable time within which the vet- 
eran may be expected to acquire or reacquire 
old-age and survivors’ insurance protection 
since he need only work during one-half of 
the 3 years immediately prior to death in 
order to have survivorship protection, In 
consequence, this section provides survivor- 
ship protection to the veteran’s family for 
3 years after discharge from service. 

The amendment also provides for a mini- 
mum “average monthly wage” for the vet- 
eran during the 3-year period. This provi- 
sion is needed to insure payment of adequate 
benefits, 


Title I of the bill amends the Fed- 
eral Insurance Contributions Act so as 
to fix employee and employer contribu- 
tion rates at 1 percent each for the cal- 
endar year 1947. In other words, H. R. 
7037 freezes the Social Security tax rate 
for another year. In the absence of 
legislation, the tax rate will advance to 
2% percent on both employee and em- 
ployer on January 1, 1947. Although I 
am opposed to freezing the Social Se- 
curity tax rate, I do not believe it should 
be allowed to suddenly jump from a 2 
percent pay-roll tax to 5 percent. There 
should be an increase, in my opinion, 
but it should be an orderly increase, not 
such an abrupt jump. Indeed, the whole 
theory of the gradual increase provided 
in the original Social Security Act was 
to prevent such sudden shocks to the 
economy as would happen on January 1, 
1947, without legislation as well as to 
build up in an orderly way sufficient 
funds to meet the liabilities that are 
sure to pyramid within a comparatively 
short time. 

Title 3 would give unemployment com- 
pensation benefits to maritime workers, 
The purposes of this title are: 

First. To effect permanent coverage of 
maritime employment under State un- 
employment compensation systems; and 

Second. To provide temporary protec- 
tion for persons whose maritime employ- 
ment has been with general agents of 
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the War Shipping Administration and 
thus has been technically Federal em- 
ployment, 

To accomplish the first of these pur- 
poses the Federal Unemployment Tax 
Act is amended to extend coverage to 
private maritime employment—with the 
same definition of maritime employment 
as was used in extending old-age and 
survivors’ insurance to maritime em- 
ployment in 1939. 

Our social-security program needs to 
be broadened and improved. The Sen- 
ate bill is the very minimum that we 
should do now. 

Unless the gentleman from Minnesota 
consents to withdraw his objection, this 
bill cannot even be sent to conference ex- 
cept upon passage of a resolution, or rule, 
for that purpose. Such a resolution 
would first have to be reported by the 
Committee on Rules. Under the rules of 
the House such a resolution would have 
to lay over for 24 hours. If the resolu- 
tion was then passed by the House, the 
bill would go to conference but a confer- 
ence report under the rules, would have 
to lay on the Speaker’s desk for another 
24 hours. Thus at best, Mr. Speaker, by 
this procedure a conference report upon 
this bill could not be brought before the 
House until Friday, the very day on 
which it is now anticipated that Congress 
will adjourn sine die. Therefore, Mr. 
Speaker, that is why I have said that this 
unfortunate objection may mean the 
death knell to this bill. I hope not. I 
hope it can finally pass. It means so 
very much to millions of American citi- 
zens who need and deserve assistance, 
who need and deserve better treatment 
than to have their problems shunted 
aside by a parliamentary maneuver in 
the closing days of this Congress. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 


S. 147. An act to provide for the establish- 
ment of the Russell-Majors-Waddell National 
Monument; to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

S. 334. An act for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

S. 1341. An act for the relief of T. H. Allen 
and others; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 1418. An act to authorize the payment 
of certain sums to jobbers in connection with 
their logging of timber for the Menominee 
Indians on the Menominee Reservation dur- 
ing the logging season 1934-35, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

S. 1650. An act to provide for the incorpo- 
ration of the National Woman’s Relief Corps, 
Auxiliary to the Grand Army of the Republic, 
organized 1883, 62 years old; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 1911. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ida 
Elma Franklin; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 1931. An act for the relief of Robert E. 
Lauritzen; to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

S. 1969. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Andrew Evans; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

§.1992. An act for the relief of Pedro 
Egalde; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization, 

S. 1993. An act for the relief of Simon Fer- 
miin Ibarra; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization, 
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S. 2117. An act for the relief of Mrs. Irma 
M. Pierce; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of lands in the District of Columbia and 
the States of Maryland and Virginia requisite 
to the comprehensive park, parkway, and 
playground system of the National Capital,” 
approved May 29, 1930; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 2358. An act to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Columbia River in 
Clatsop County, Oreg., and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

S. 2367. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to construct aviation facilities 
at the United States Naval Academy, An- 
napolis, Md., and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

S. 2370. An act for the relief of Edgar F. 
Russell; Lilian V. Russell, his wife; and 
Bessie R. Ward; to the Committee on Claims, 

S. 2374. An act to authorize the appoint- 
ment of three additional judges of the mu- 
nicipal court for the District of Columbia and 
prescribe the qualifications of the judges of 
such court; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

S. 2404. An act to amend section 502 (a) 
of the Department of Agriculture Organic 
Act of 1944; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

S. 2408. An act to amend the Act of Febru- 
ary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to cer- 
tain fees; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

S. 2426. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 2440. An act for the relief of Mrs. Martha 
P. Matthews; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2442. An act to supersede the provisions 
of Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1946 by 
reestablishing the offices of registers of 
land offices, and providing for appointment 
of the Director and. Associate Director of the 
Bureau of Land Management, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments. 

S. 2456. An act to provide for the reestab- 
lishment of the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Commission with the same 
functions which it had prior to the time re- 
organization plan No. 2 became effective; to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Exec- 
utive Departments. 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States mili- 
tary or naval service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 2477. An act to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for vet- 
erans, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and a joint res- 
olution of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H. R. 1362. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Acts, the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act, and subchapter B of chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code; and for other 
purposes; 
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H. R. 3748. An act to amend an act entitled 
“An act to provide for the recognition of the 
services of the civilian officials and employees, 
citizens of the United States, engaged in and 
about the construction of the Panama 
Canal,” approved May 29, 1944; 

H. R. 4080. An act to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Patents to designate examiners 
to serve temporarily as examiners in chief; 

H.R. 4718. An act to amend the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amend- 
ed, to provide annuities for certain officers 
and employees who have rendered at least 
25 years of service; 

H. R. 5148. An act to provide for the pay- 
ment of pension or other benefits withheld 
from persons for the period they were resid- 
ing in countries occupied by the enemy forces 
during World War I; 

H. R. 6004. An act to provide authorization 
for the village of Cahokia, Ill., to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the 
Mississippi River at or near Cahokia, IN., and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 6406. An act authorizing the State of 
Texas, acting through the State Highway 
Commission of Texas, or the successors 
thereof, to acquire, construct, maintain, and 
operate a free bridge across the Rio Grande 
at or near Del Rio, Tex.; 

H. R. 6533. An Act to authorize certain ad- 
ministrative expenses in the Government 
service, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6702. An act to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reacquire 
at Pv gaia under the Surplus Property Act 
of 1 5 

H. R. 6836. An act to establish and provide 
for the maintenance and operation of a Vet- 
erans’ Canteen Service in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to quilet 
the titles of the respective States, and oth- 
ers, to lands beneath tidewaters and lands 
beneath navigable waters within the bound- 
aries of such States and to prevent further 
clouding of such titles, 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 


S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 
8, 1936, relating to vocational education, so 
as to provide for the further development 
of vocational education in the several States 
and Territories; 

S. 1277. An act conferring jurisdiction up- 
on the United States District Court of the 
Western District of South Carolina to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon the 
claim of William S. Brown; 

S. 1917. An act to enact certain provisions 
now included in the Naval Appropriation 
Act, 1946, and for other purposes; 

S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the 
act entitled “An act to expedite the pro- 
vision of housing in connection with the 
national defense, and for other purposes,” 
approved October 14, 1940, as amended, to 
authorize the Federal Works Administrator 
to provide needed educational facilities, other 
than housing, to educational institutions 
furnishing courses of training or education 
to persons under title II of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended; 

S. 1198. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to sell certain property in 
the State of Michigan now occupied by the 
Weather Bureau and to acquire land in the 
State of Michigan for the erection of a 
Weather Bureau station; 

S. 1478. An act to record the lawful admis- 
sion to the United States for permanent 
residence of Edith Frances de Becker Sebald; 

S. 1602. An act to confirm title to certain 
railroad-grant lands located in the county of 
Kern, State of California; 

S. 1607. An act to provide for the naturali- 
zation of Peter Kim; 

S. 1636. An act to amend the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 to designate the Department 
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of State as the disposal agency for surplus 
property outside the continental United 
States, its Territories, and possessions, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 1733. An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright and 
Irvin Lee Wright, minors; 

S. 2310. An act to further extend the times 
for commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point, Miss., and 
Helena, Ark.; 

S. 2348. An act to authorize the continu- 
ance of the acceptance by the Treasury of 
deposits of public moneys from the Philip- 
pine Islands; 

S. 2359. An act to close the Office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays; and 

S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 
Corps. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that Committee did on this day pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
bills and a joint resolution of the House 
of the following titles: 


H. R. 1362. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Acts, the Railroad Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, and subchapter B of 
chapter 9 of the Internal Revenue Code; and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 3748. An act to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to provide for the recognition 
of the services of the civilian officials and 
employees, citizens of the United States, en- 
gaged in and about the construction of the 
Panama Canal,” approved May 29, 1944; 

H. R. 4080. An act to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Patents to designate examiners 
to serve temporarily as examiners in chief; 

H. R. 4718. An act to amend the Civil Sery- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide annuities for certain of- 
ficers and employees who have rendered at 
least 25 years of service; 

H. R. 5148. An act to provide for the pay- 
ment of pension or other benefits withheld 
from persons for the period they were re- 
siding in countries occupied by the enemy 
forces during World War II: 


H. R. 6004. An act to provide authorization’ 


for the village of Cahokia, Ill., to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across 
the Mississippi River at or near Cahokia, III., 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6406. An act authorizing the State of 
Texas, acting through the State Highway 
Commission of Texas, or the successors there- 
of, to acquire, construct, maintain, and op- 
erate a free bridge across the Rio Grande 
at or near Del Rio, Tex.; 

H. R. 6533. An act to authorize certain ad- 
ministrative expenses in the Government 
service, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6702. An act to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reacquire 
such property under the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944; 

H. R. 6836. An act to establish and provide 
for the maintenance and operation of a 
Veterans’ Canteen Service in the Veterans’ 
Administration, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to quiet the 
titles of the respective States, and others, 
to lands beneath tidewaters and lands be- 
neath navigable waters within the boundaries 
of such States and to prevent further cloud- 
ing of such titles, 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Wednesday, July 31, 1946, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1509. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, tr tting a draft of a proposed bill 
to facilitate procurement of supplies and 
services by certain agencies of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments. 

1510. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En- 
gineers, United States Army, dated April 16, 
1946, submitting an interim report, together 
with accompanying papers and an illustra- 
tion, on a review of those portions of House 
Document No. 188, Seventy-second Congress, 
first session, covering lands in Dyer County, 
Tenn., and in Lauderdale County, Tenn., and 
reports on the Obion and Forked Deer Rivers 
and tributaries, Tennessee, covering Dyer, 
Lauderdale, Lake, Obion, Gibson, and Crock- 
ett Counties, with a view to determining 
whether improvements for flood control and 
drainage are advisable in sald counties, This 
investigaton was requested by a resolution of 
the Committee on Flood Control, House of 
Representatives, adopted on April 26, 1944 
(H. Doc. No. 757); to the Committee on Flood 
Control and ordered to be printed, with an 
illustration. 

1511. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En- 
gineers, United States Army, dated Septem- 
ber 20, 1945, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and illustrations, 
on a preliminary examination and survey of 
and a review of reports on the Arkansas River 
and tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma, in- 
cluding the Wister, Oologah, and Mannford 
Reservoirs, Okla., authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act approved on August 30, 1935, 
and the Flood Control Act approved on June 
22, 1936; and also requested by resolutions of 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House 
of Representatives, adopted on January 24, 
1939, the Committee on Flood Control, House 
of Representatives, adopted on February 10, 
1938, and the Committee on Commerce, 
United States Senate, adopted on October 12, 
1938 (H. Doc. No. 758); to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, 
with four illustrations. 

1512. A letter from the President, United 
States Civil Service Commission, transmit- 
ting a draft of a proposed bill to amend the 
Civil Service Retirement Act to provide for 
the elimination of the deduction of $1 a 
month from employee contributions, as well 
as the elimination of interest on refunds 
covering service of less than 5 years, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Civil Service, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr, RANKIN: Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. S. 2100. An act to re- 
move the limitations on the amount of death 
compensation or pension payable to widows 
and children of certain deceased veterans; 
without amendment (Rept. 2699). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. RANKIN: Committee on World War 
Veterans Legislation. S. 2256. An act to 
amend the Servicemen's Readjustment Act 
of 1944; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2700). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 
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Mr. CURTIS: Committee on Ways and 

Means, Senate Joint Resolution 166. Joint 
resolution to amend section 3126 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, as amended, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2701). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WHITE: Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. H. R. 6513. A bill to 
provide that the unexpended proceeds from 
the sale of 50-cent pieces coined in com- 
memoration of the two hundred and fiftieth 
anniversary of the founding of the city of 
Albany, N. Y., may be paid into the general 
fund of such city; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2702). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr, RANKIN: Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. H. R. 7130. A bill to 
authorize the Veterans’ Administration to 
reimburse State and local agencies for ex- 
penses incurred in rendering services in con- 
nection with the administration of certain 
training programs for veterans, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2703). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE ON A PRIVATE 
BILL 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, a report 
of a committee was delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. JACKSON: Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. S. 1418. An act to authorize the pay- 
ment of certain sums to jobbers in connec- 
tion with their logging of timber for the Me- 
nominee Indians on the Menominee Reser- 
vation during the logging season 1934-35; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2704). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. GRANAHAN: 

H. R. 7204. A bill to provide that upon dis- 
charge temporary members of the United 
States Coast Guard Reserve be issued certifi- 
cates of discharge, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

By Mr. HEBERT: 

H. R. 7205. A bill authorizing a survey and 
construction of a tunnel under the Indus- 
trial Canal at New Orleans, La.; to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, 

By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. R. 7206. A bill to extend the benefits of 
the National School Lunch Act to nonprofit 
child-care centers; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 

H. R. 7207. A bill providing for increases 
in annual and sick leave for employees and 
substitute employees in the postal service; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. PLUMLEY (by request): 

H. R. 7208. A bill to enlarge the canal con- 
necting the Hudson River and Lake Cham- 
plain, the canal connecting Lake Champlain 
and the St. Lawrence River, and the chan- 
nels at the head and foot of Lake Champlain, 
in order that oceangoing vessels may pass 
between the St. Lawrence River and New 
York City via the Hudson River and Lake 
Champlain, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. MANASCO: 

H. R. 7209. A bill to facilitate procurement 
of supplies and services by certain agencies 
of the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, 


1946 


H. R. 7210. A bill to amend the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 with reference to con- 
demnation powers of the Administrator; to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 

H. R.7211. A bill to authorize the redemp- 
tion and retirement of the capital stock of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. TAYLOR: 

H. R. 7212. A bill authorizing the Secretary 
of the Navy in his discretion to deliver to 
the custody of the city of Saratoga Springs, 
N. Y., the silver centerpiece or epergne pre- 
sented to the United States for the U. S. S. 
Saratoga; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mrs. WOODHOUSE: 

H. R. 7213. A bill to provide for immigra- 
tion into the United States by displaced 
persons; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. MURDOCK: 

H. R. 7214. A bill reauthorizing the Gila 
Federal reclamation project, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD of Texas (by re- 
quest): 

H. J. Res. 391. Joint resolution to provide 
for the settlement of claims of the Govern- 
ment of the United States on behalf of 
American nationals against the Government 
of Mexico comprehended within the terms of 
agreements concluded by the United States 
and Mexico; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

H. Res. 746. Resolution to provide for a 
study and investigation of the service, op- 
erations, and administration of American 
Airlines and Northeast Airlines and other 
commercial air transport companies in the 
United States, and of their regulation by the 
Civil Aeronautics Board; to the Committee on 
Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARRY: 

H. R. 7215. A bill for the relief of Sam 
Hurowitz; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE: 

H. R. 7216. A bill for the relief of Manuel 
Amorin; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

2138. By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: Resolution 
of the Cristoforo Columbo Lodge, No. 880, Or- 
der Sons of Italy in America, Auburn, Maine, 
protesting the decision of the Big Four For- 
eign Ministers in Paris relative to the inter- 
nationalization of Trieste; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

2139. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Vin- 
cent Mottola, and others, petitioning con- 
sideration of their resolution with reference 
to a just peace for Italy; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE 


WEDbDNESDAY, JoLx 31, 1946 


(Legislative day of Monday, 
July 29, 1946) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Rev. Byron W. John, of the Mont- 
gomery Methodist Church, Montgomery, 
W. Va., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, Thou art eternal; the 
same yesterday, today, and forever. 
Thou art the merciful Father of all 
mankind. We pray that Thou wilt draw 
near unto Thy children here to enter 
richly into their hearts. In response to 
Thy presence, enable us to open our 
souls to Thy spirit. 

Bless, we pray Thee, this Nation, for 
which we have pride and the remem- 
brance of which brings joy to our lives; 
but deliver us from a forgetfulness of 
the needs of others. Make us, and keep 
us, a good neighbor to all the people of 
the earth. ` 

Give character to our citizenry, to the 
end that the sanctity of our democratic 
way may not be violatėd, and make us 
true to our responsibilities, evér eager 
to render a service that will be pleasing 
in Thy sight. 

Supply our hearts and minds, our 
Father, with the motives which will keep 
us moving toward Christian ideals. Keep 
Thy people constant until the goal has 
been reached—even the kingdom of 
love and righteousness. Through Jesus 
Christ our Lord. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal- 
endar day Tuesday, July 30, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
today, July 31, 1946, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 920. An act to fix the salaries of certain 
judges of the United States; 

S. 2352. An act to authorize the increases 
in the salary of teachers, school officers, and 
other employees of the Board of Education 
of the District of Columbia whose pay is fixed 
and regulated by the District of Columbia 
Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as amended; 

S. 2372. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct the Lewiston 
Orchards project, Idaho, in accordance with 
the Federal reclamation laws; and 

S. 2405. An act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment the fol- 
lowing bills of the Senate: 

S. 2318. An act to amend the act of May 
11, 1938, for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River, and for 
other purposes; and 

5.2419. An act to amend further the act 
of April 6, 1938, as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941, entitled “An act authorizing 
the Secretary of the Treasury to exchange 
sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for 
Coast Guard purposes.” 

The message also announced that the 
House had severally agreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the following bills 
of the House: 
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H. R. 1402. An act for the relief of certain 
Basque aliens; 

H. R. 1497. An act to amend subsection 
9 (a) of the act entitled “An act to pre- 
vent pernicious political activities,” approved 
August 2, 1939, as amended; 

H. R. 2485. An act for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum; 

H. R. 2716. An act to provide for health 
programs for Government employees; and 

H. R. 6817. An act to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned officers 
in the Regular Army, and for other purposes. 


The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
ameridments of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 434. An act to provide that nationals 
of the United States shall not lose their na- 
tionality by reason of yoting under legal com- 
pulsion in a foreign state; 

H. R. 2033. An act authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores 
of publicly owned property; 

H. R. 4386. An act to facilitate and sim- 
plify the administration of Indian affairs; 

H. R. 4410. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to make regula- 
tions to prevent and control the spread of 
communicable and preventable diseases,” ap- 
proved August 11, 1939; 

H. R. 4428. An act to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation on its capital 
stock and to decrease the premium charge 
for its insurance; 

H. R. 6097. An act to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes”; 

H. R. 6811. An act relating to veterans’ pen- 
sion, compensation, or retirement pay during 
hospitalization, institutional or domiciliary 
care, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; and 

H. R. 6932, An act to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles re- 
lating to agriculture and to improve and 
facilitate the marketing and distribution of 
agricultural products. 


The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5560) to 
fix the rate of postage on domestic air 
mail, and for other purposes; asked a 
conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan, Mr. 
Traynor, Mr. LYLE, Mr. BUTLER, and Mr. 
Cote of Missouri were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res, 75) making a 
change in the enrollment of Senate bill 
1236, to amend the Mineral Leasing Act 
of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil 
and gas on the public domain, and for 
other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tion, and they were signed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore: 

S. 1236. An act to amend the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil and 
gas on the public domain, and for other 
purposes; 
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H. R. 6646. An ac% to establish the Office of 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Af- 
fairs; and 

S. J. Res. 156. Joint resolution to extend 
the succession, lending powers, and the 
functions of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the junior Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] be ex- 
cused from attendance upon the sessions 
of the Senate for the remainder of this 
week. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, leave is granted. 


PLIGHT OF THE DOMESTIC WOOL 
INDUSTRY 


Mr, O"MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire this morning to call the attention 
of the Senate to the fact that the do- 
mestic wool industry in the United States 
faces the gravest danger of serious im- 
pairment unless Congress acts now on 
bills pending here and in the House. 

I wish there were a larger attendance 
upon the Senate this morning for I was 
never more serious than now. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield that I may suggest the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I should be very 
happy to yield for a quorum call. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


With- 


The 


Andrews Hill O'Mahoney 
Austin Hoey Overton 
Ball Huffman Pepper 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Reed 
Bridges Kilgore Revercomb 
Burch Knowland Russell 
Byrd La Follette Smith 
Capper Langer Stewart 
Chavez McCarran Swift 
Connally McClellan Taft 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla 
Downey McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Magnuson Tunnell 
Ferguson Maybank Vandenberg 
Fulbright Mead Wagner 
George Millikin Walsh 
Gerry Mitchell Wheeler 
Gossett Moore Wherry 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Gurney Murray Willis 

Hart Myers Young 
Hayden O'Daniel 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Batty] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. CAR- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs] and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr, Lucas] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate 
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to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], and the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL] 
are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BUsHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Tosty] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business as a member of 
the Special Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of 
atomic bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WIL- 
son] is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-four Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
took the floor at the opening of the ses- 
sion in order to address the Senate upon 
what I regard to be one of the most 
important problems confronting the 
Congress at this time. The Senator 
from South Carolina was good enough 
to suggest the absence of a quorum in 
order that the largest possible number 
of Senators might be here to listen to 
what I have to say. I do not wish to 
dissipate the quorum by yielding, as is 
the custom, to a large number of Sen- 
ators who desire only to put something 
in the Recorp or file some formal paper. 
I shall be most grateful if Senators will 
refrain from making such requests until 
I have at least laid down the premises of 
the discussion, 

Mr. President, the Senator from Flor- 
ida [Mr. Pepper] indicated that he would 
like to have a conference report adopted. 
I know that is a matter of the utmost 
importance, and that it would be adopted 
in a jiffy, but I might lose the attendance 
of the Senator from Florida if I yielded 
to him at this moment, and I hope to 
keep him here . 

DOMESTIC FLOCKS BEING LIQUIDATED 


Mr. President, the domestic wool indus- 
try is in a desperate situation. There can 
be no doubt about it. During the past 
year and a half domestic flocks of sheep 
have been liquidated at such a rate that 
there has been a reduction of probably 
25 percent of the numbers of sheep in 
the United States, and the annual pro- 
duction of wool has been reduced from 
450,000,000 pounds, on the average, to 
scarcely more than 300,000,000 pounds 
during 1946, according to the estimates 
of the Department of Agriculture. 
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We are confronted with a situation 
which results directly from the war. The 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
of the Senate and the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House of Representatives 
have both reported bills to their respec- 
tive Chambers, the purpose of which is 
to stop the liquidation of the wool indus- 
try in the United States. But there is 
grave danger at this moment that these 
bills will not pass, and that Congress will 
adjourn without having acted in defense 
of this industry, in which there is a na- 
tional interest. 

IMPORTANCE OF INDUSTRY 


In every State of the United States 
wool is produced. Farms in every State, 
East and West, North and South, produce 
sheep and market wool. But in 13 West- 
ern States, from the Mexican border to 
the Canadian border, the raising of sheep, 
lambs and wool constitutes one of the 
most important industries of the entire 
area. In these 13 different States, ac- 
cording to an economic review made by 
the Special Committee on Wool, sus- 
tained by the figures of the Department 
of Agriculture, the production of wool 
Stands eighth in economic importance, 
among all the industries of that region. 
That is the average for all 13 States. 

In Texas, in Idaho, and in California 
it ranks seventh in importance. When 
one considers the tremendous breadth of 
the economy of California and of Texas, 
one realizes how important raising wool 
is, when the cold statistics show that it - 
stands seventh among all the industries 
of those two States. Mining in Idaho is 
of great importance; agricultural indus- 
tries are important; yet in Idaho the rais- 
ing of wool stands seventh in importance. 
In South Dakota and in New Mexico it 
stands fifth in importance. In Wyoming, 
Utah, Nevada, Montana, and Colorado, it 
stands third. This means that in all 
these States there is not a county which 
does not have on its tax rolls real prop- 
erty devoted to the raising of sheep, 
which does not depend upon tax returns 
from those ranches and from the wool in- 
dustry as a most important element in 
maintaining community life. From the 
wool industry are derived taxes to sup- 
port the schools, taxes to support the 
roads, taxes to support all public activi- 
ties in these States. A most important 
portion of the revenue which is necessary 
to keep the public machine running is the 
product of the wool industry. Yet I say, 
Mr. President, that the wool industry now 
stands in mortal peril because of condi- 
tions that developed during the war. 

DOMESTIC INDUSTRY IN WORLD PERIL 


To show specifically how dangerous 
this condition is, I desire to call attention 
to some figures which were released a few 
days ago by the National Association of 
Wool Manufacturers. Mills in the United 
States during the first 4 months of 1946 
consumed 213,800,000 pounds of apparel 
wool. This represents an increase of 14 
percent over the amount of such wool 
used in the mills of the United States 
during the previous year. In other words, 
it is clear that the utilization of wool for 
the purpose of manufacturing clothing is 
increasing. 

Contrasted with that increase in the 
use of wool for manufacturing cloth to 
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go into garments for men and women, 
there has been a tremendous decline in 
the utilization of domestic wool. During 
these first 4 months of 1946, January 
through April, only 26,200,000 pounds of 
domestic wool were used in the mills of 
the United States—26,200,000 pounds of 
wool out of 213,800,000 pounds. How sig- 
nificant that is will be realized when I 
Point out the average annual consump- 
tion of domestic wool in the mills of the 
United States during the same 4 months, 
January through April, for the years 1935 
to 1939, inclusive, was in excess of 67,- 
000,000 pounds. 

Mr. President, Iam making an appeal 
to the sensibilities of the Members of the 
Senate, and also to their intellect, be- 
cause I am dealing with a subject upon 
which the economy of a large segment of 
the United States is firmly founded. I 
say, Mr. President, that unless, before 
final adjournment, Congress acts on this 
question, the domestic wool industry will 
be in danger of complete liquidation, and 
at the same time the dependence of the 
United States upon imported wool from 
the British dominions will be made com- 
plete. 

USE CF DOMESTIC WOOL DECREASING 


Mr. President, I was calling attention 
to a matter of great importance to every 
wool-growing State that the consumption 
of wool in the United States has increased 
by about 14 percent, but the use of domes- 
tic wool is decreasing. I invite the atten- 
tion of western Senators, particularly 
that of the Senator from Texas, whose 
State is vitally concerned and who on 
more than one occasion has exhibited his 
keen interest. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Sen- 
ator that I am supporting his bill. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I know the Senator 
is, and I want to strengthen him in that 
support, 

During the first 4 months of each year 
from 1935 to 1939 inclusive, on the aver- 
age there was consumed in the mills of 
the United States more than 67,000,000 
pounds of domestic wool, whereas during 
the first 4 months of this year the con- 
sumption was only 26,200,000 pounds, 
This is a startling fact. No one can 
escape it; the Congress of the United 
States cannot escape it; the States which 
are dependent upon the wool industry 
cannot escape it; those who are engaged 
in raising sheep and in raising wool 
cannot escape it, and, unless the liqui- 
dation of our flocks is to be stopped, I 
do not know what will happen to the 
economy, particularly of these 13 great 
Western States. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from 


Wyoming mentions the point concerning 


the liquidation of flocks. I am sure he 
would like to have in the Recorp at this 
point the fact that since 1943 the flocks 
of the West have been reduced by from 
25 to 50 percent. I am informed by the 
sheep growers of my State that in the 
State of Oregon they have been reduced 
40 percent. A great many factors have 
entered into that reduction. I shall not 
regale the Senate at this time with my 
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observations on the sheep industry, as I 
have done in the past. 

One of our problems has been the pric- 
ing policy on the part of the Govern- 
ment. It has worked great disadvantage 
to the sheep industry. It has resulted in 
tremendous loss on the part of the sheep 
industry, which ought at least to have 
the right to enjoy a fair profit on its in- 
vestment. The wool policy of the ad- 
ministration has been very detrimental 
to the industry in the West. 

I wish to commend the Senator from 
Wyoming for bringing to the attention of 
the Senate at this time this very impor- 
tant issue, because it is of vital im- 
portance to the economy of the entire 
country. We cannot do irreparable 
damage to a large segment of the agri- 
cultural industry without affecting labor, 
business, and consumers throughout the 
entire country. We should recognize 
the importance of this industry to our 
Nation-wide economy. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am very happy 
that the Senator from Oregon has made 
that comment, because I wish to enlist 
the support of every Member of this body 
in the effort I am about to make to force 
some action on the legislation affecting 
this subject before the Seventy-ninth 
Congress draws to a close. 

Is WOOL GROWING AN UNECONOMIC INDUSTRY? 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. It seems to me that the 
Senator is proposing an absolute change 
in the economic policy of the country 
and that his proposal is of the greatest 
importance. Such a change should not 
be undertaken without every possible 
consideration, and ample debate. I cer- 
tainly am not prepared to debate the 
question. As I understand what the 
Senator proposes, in substance, is that 
since the tariff is not sufficiently high to 
protect the American woo] industry, we 
must subsidize that industry at a cost 
to the Government of between $60,000,- 
000 and $100,000,000 a year. Am I cor- 
rect in that analysis of the proposal? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not think it 
would involve that much. Of course, I 
did not really expect to find any support 
from the Senator from Ohio, because I 
have read the record of the hearings be- 
fore the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, and I know that on the 7th of 
March, in a colloquy with Mr. Clayton, 
of the State Department, the Senator 
from Ohio referred to the wool-growing 
industry in the United States as an 
uneconomic industry. I remember the 
time when Members of the Senate con- 
demned the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Mr. Wallace, because he was alleged to 
have referred to the sugar-beet indus- 
try as an uneconomic industry. I never 
dreamed that I should see the time when 
a man who is being mentioned in the 
public press as a possible nominee of the 
Republican Party for the Presidency 
would send a message to the woolgrow- 
ers of the West that their industry is 
uneconomic, and it ought to be wiped 
out. That is the conclusion to be drawn 
from the statement of the Senator before 
the Banking and Currency Committee. 
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I neither made such a 
statement, nor can any such conclusion 
be drawn from whatever statement I 
made. 

Mr. O'’MAHONEY. I shall read from 
the record of the hearings. 

Mr. TAFT. All I said was 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator will 
pardon me. I have the floor. I have the 
record of the hearings before the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee for March 
7, 1946. The Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Morpock] addressed the following ques- 
tion to Mr. Clayton: 

I know that one of the big issues in the 
campaign that I am confronting this fall is 
my support of the reciprocal trade agree- 
ments. Now I hope it is not improper to 
ask you at this time, Can I expect the same 
zeal and vigor on the part of the State De- 
partment in protecting an industry such as 
the sheep and wool industry of the West as 
you people exert in behalf of other indus- 
tries here in this country? 


Whereupon the Senator from Ohio 
interposed: 

Well, Mr. Clayton, I just wonder if you are 
unwilling, because of political reasons, to 
eliminate as uneconomic an industry as the 
wool incustry of the United States as com- 
pared to most other countries, how you are 
ever going to increase imports into the 
United States. 


“Eliminate as uneconomic an indus- 
try as the wool industry.” Those are 
the words of the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Clayton was advo- 
cating reciprocal trade agreements re- 
ducing the tariff. That was the policy, 
and I was criticizing that policy. I was 
saying to him, in effect, “Are you so in- 
consistent that, when you say that we 
must reduce all tariffs, you are going to 
turn around and give some special pro- 
tection to the wool industry of the West?” 
So far as the uneconomic feature is con- 
cerned, what it means is that it cosis 
a great deal more to produce wool in 
the United States than it does in. 
Australia. So far as I am concerned, I 
am and always have been in favor of a 
tariff for wool sufficient to protect the 
American wool industry. I was only 
pointing out 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Is the Senator 
willing now to take the only action that 
can be taken to defend the wool indus- 
try, or does he want me to carry the 
message to the wool growers of the 
West that he will not support this meas- 
ure, as he just stated? 

Mr. TAFT. I shall not support this 
measure. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator's rec- 
ord is complete. 

Mr. TAFT. I shall not undertake, as 
a policy in substitution for a legitimate 
tariff policy to protect American indus- 
tries which ought to be protected, the 
payment of millions of dollars out of 
the Treasury. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I suggest 

Mr. TAFT. That is utterly incon- 
sistent—— 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
have the floor. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? v 

Mr O'MAHONEY. Yes; but not for 
the moment. I have the floor, and I 
desire to respond to what the Senator 
has just said. I say to the Senator 
that if that is his point of view, he 
had better go to work upon those Re- 
publican Senators who, when the Re- 
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act was be- 
fore the Senate, supported it. There 
were 16 Republican votes in favor of the 
extension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree- 
ments Act. There were only 17 Repub- 
lican votes against it. 

So, Mr. President, when we talk about 
the tariff as the salvation of the wool 
industry, we want the wool growers of 
the West, who have been traditionally 
Republican, to know that 16 Republican 
United States Senators voted for re- 
ciprocal trade agreements, with all the 
danger of reducing tariffs, and that the 
great Senator from Ohio now stands 
upon the floor of the United States Sen- 
ate and sends a message to the wool 
growers of the country that he is not in 
their camp. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. MURDOCK. It seems to me that 
inasmuch as the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming has referred to the col- 
loquy which took place in the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, in support of 
the position which he takes today, the 
remainder of the colloquy should be in- 
serted in the RECORD. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator has 
the colloquy, I shall be very glad to have 
it inserted in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

SENATOR TAFT AND THE WOOL GROWERS 
(Excerpt taken from testimony given in the 
hearing before the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, United States Senate, on the 
subject of Anglo-American financial agree- 

ments, March 7, 1946) 

Hon. Will Clayton, Assistant Secretary of 
State, testifying: 

Senator MURDOCK (to Mr. Clayton). I know 
that one of the big issues in the campaign 
that I am confronting this fall is my support 
of the reciprocal trade agreements. 

Now I hope it is not improper to ask you 
at this time, “Can I expect the same zeal and 
vigor on the part of the State Department in 
protecting an industry such as the sheep 
and wool industry of the West as you people 
exert in behalf of other industries here in 
this country?” 

Senator Tart. Well, Mr. Clayton, I just 
wonder, if you are unwilling because of po- 
litical reasons to eliminate as uneconomic 
an industry as the wool industry of the 
United States as compared to most other 
countries, how you are ever going to increase 
imports into the United States. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Well, Senator, I think I 
can—— 

Senator Murpocx. Can I have an answer to 
my question, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. CLAYTON, Well, Senator 

Senator Murpock. Senator Tarr has a habit 
of making his questions so much more im- 
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portant than any others, but I would like to 
have an answer to mine. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Senator MURDOCK, you stated 
an expectation that you had. Did you in- 
tend to ask me whether that expectation was 
justified? 

Senator Murpock. I think you will have a 
whole lot to do with it, and I just want to 
give my people out West the assurance, so 
far as the wool industry is concerned, which 
is such a big thing out there in our western 
economy, that we are not going to be shut 
out of the picture. I just do not want to 
get into any kind of a situation here that 
would push the wool industry of the West 
out of the picture. 

Mr. CLAYTON, Well, Senator, I am glad to 
state to you in that matter just what we 
have said to others that have brought up 
the same question with respect to other in- 
dustries, and that is this: that we have not 
at any time taken, under the Trade Agree- 
ments Act, any action or done anything 
which would seriously endanger any essen- 
tial American industry, and we do not intend 
to do so in the future; and not only is that 
a State Department and interdepartmental 
policy, but the President of the United States 
has assured Congress, in a letter which he 
wrote to Speaker RAYBURN at the time the 
Trade Agreements Act was up, that that would 
be the policy throughout his administration, 
that no action would be taken—I think the 
words were, “which would endanger any es- 
sential American industry.” 


Mr. MURDOCK. I should like to say 
to the Senator from Wyoming that I en- 
listed under his banner long ago in the 
campaign which he has made for the 
wool industry of this country. I believe 
that today every Senator from the States 
which the Senator has mentioned is will- 
ing to continue under that banner and 
stay here as long as is necessary to as- 
sure the passage of the Senator's bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

PROGRAM CRITICALLY NECESSARY 


Mr. MURDOCK. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I am willing to forego returning 
to my State at this time; I am willing to 
stay here just as long as the Senator 
from Wyoming thinks it is necessary for 
us to stay in order to have this measure 
passed. 8 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. In a moment. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to the 
Senator from Utah that I welcome very 
much the statement he has made. I 
know that throughout this fight for wool 
he has been a stalwart defender of this 
great industry of the West. 


BRITISH COMPETITION 


But there now lies upon the table, Mr. 
President, a resolution for final adjourn- 
ment. When that resolution is pre- 
sented, it will not be debatable. If it 
shall be adopted, and no action has been 
taken, opportunity for justice to the wool 
growers will have vanished. A wool bill 
is on the calendar of the Senate. It was 
objected to when the calendar was called 
on unanimous consent. A wool bill is on 
the calendar of the House of Representa- 
tives. It is very different from the bill 
which was recommended by the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
The House Committee on Agriculture 
realized the opposition which has de- 
veloped, It has arisen principally from 
the Boston wool trade, which desires to 
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continue what it calls the free purchase 
of wool, in spite of the fact that we are 
confronted with a British Government 
state monopoly which is devoting all its 
time and attention to the marketing of 
British wool in the United States, to the 
disadvantage of American wool. The 
reason why there has been a 14 percent 
increase in the use of foreign wool in the 
United States and a decrease from 67,- 
000,000 to 26,200,000 pounds in the use of 
domestice wool is that during the war we 
permitted Great Britain to accumulate 
huge stock piles of wool here, and be- 
cause we in the United States have not 
adopted a Government policy, as the 
British Government has, in defense of 
the wool growers. s 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator has referred 
to the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. 
There is nothing in that act, is there, 
which requires the Government to re- 
duce the tariff on wool? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Not at all. But 
under that act there never has been any 
action upon any tariff except by way of 
reduction, That is why, from the very 
moment the reciprocal trade agreements 
law was first promoted in this body, I 
have always insisted that such agree- 
ments should not become effective until 
they were acted upon by the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. TAFT. Is it not also true that 
under the general tariff act the tariff on 
wool may be increased by the President, 
as well as decreased? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, of course. 
There is no doubt about that. But no 
trade agreement is now being negoti- 
ated with Great Britain and no tariff 
bill has been introduced in this Congress. 

Oh, Mr. President, I am appealing to 
the intelligence of the Members of the 
Senate. We are not dealing with the 
conditions which existed in the United 
States before the war. We are dealing 
with the conditions which have arisen 
because of the fact that the whole world 
has been racked with turbulence. This 
is a period in which states and institu- 
tions have been falling, The great senior 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] 
and the great senior Senator from Mich- 
igan (Mr. VANDENBERG] have been patri- 
otically spending their time abroad in 
the effort to restore order in this world. 
They know, as we all know, that the eco- 
nomic aspect of this disorder is one of its 
most important aspects. Are we, then, 
to adjourn this Congress, in the face 
of the action which has been taken by 
the British Government, and are we thus 
to do nothing for this segment of the 
agricultural industry of the United 
States, merely because the Boston wool 
trade, if you please, desires to return to 
the free sale and purchase of wool in the 
United States, although domestic wool 
constitutes scarcely 10 percent of all the 
wool that is being used in the United 
States? It would scarcely be a detri- 
ment of serious proportion to the Boston 
wool dealers, if they were to forego the 
whole business of dealing in domestic 
wool. But the bill which we brought be- 
fore the Senate did not require them to 
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do so. The Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration has always worked through the 
dealers and under my bill would continue 
to do so. The Boston wool trade will 
lose nothing by the passage of this bill; 
but, Mr. President, their customers, the 
ranchers and the farmers from whom 
they have been buying wool, will suffer, 
because they cannot compete with the 
State monopoly of Great Britain which 
is pouring wool into the United States. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MEAD. I should like to say to my 
able colleague that within 15 minutes or 
less we shall be called upon to vote on 
a very important question, namely, the 
anti-poll-tax bill. I know that the able 
Senator said that he would not yield un- 
til he laid the ground work of his argu- 
ment. I am wondering whether he has 
done that, and whether it will be possi- 
ble for us to reserve approximately 10 
minutes either before 1 o’clock or, by 
unanimous consent, after 1 o’clock, if we 
can obtain such unanimous consent now, 
so that we may say a word on the ques- 
tion of adoption of cloture, which, as 
the Senator from Wyoming knows, and 
all other Senators know,, is a very im- 
portant question, and the vote on it is 
a very important vote. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
recognize the great importance of that 
issue, and I am disposed to accede to 
the request of the Senator from New 
York. I did not realize that it is al- 
most 10 minutes of 1. I have been in- 
terrupted by numerous inquiries, and 
therefore, I have talked longer than I in- 
tended to talk. 

But there are one or two further 
words which I desire to say before I 
take my seat, following which I shall 
resume the discussion later. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. In view of the fact 
that we had a long and eloquent dis- 
course by the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Meran] last night, I do not see why 
the Senator from Wyoming should yield 
again to permit another presentation of 
oratory by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. OMaAH ONE. I yield. 

Mr. MEAD. The Senator from Texas 
[Mr. CONNALLY], although generally not 
tempted to exaggerate, nevertheless has 
informed the Senate that the 5-minute 
talk which I made last night, when 
the Senate Chamber was practically 
empty—— 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator from New York 
that the more time he takes now, the 
less time there will be available to him 
after I take my seat. 

Mr. MEAD. Very well; then I shall 
stop now. I know there are some Sen- 
ators here who would like to prevent us 
from speaking; but the Senator from 
Wyoming is not one of them. 

MINIMUM PROVISIONS PENDING 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am sure the 
Senator recognizes that. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. President, I should like to say that 
this bill has been reported by the House 
Committee on Agriculture in a form 
which is very different from that in 
which it was reported by the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
It has been reduced to a minimum. It 
will authorize the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to purchase the domestic 
supply of wool, as it has a right to do, 
under the Steagall Act, with respect to 
other agricultural commodities at 90 
percent of parity, and then it will have 
the right to sell that wool in competi- 
tion with the wool sent into the United 
States by the British state monopoly. 
With an improving economy, it is my 
belief that this will not result in a loss 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
However, it will result in saving the do- 
mestic wool industry. I sincerely hope 
that the Senate and the House will not 
adjourn without doing that. 

Let me say to the Senator that these 
are 4,000,000,000 pounds of British wool 
now overhanging the market; I am 
speaking of billions. Wool is grown in 
Australia, New Zealand, and South 
Africa. Those three great Common- 
wealths of the British Empire grow far 
more wool than they can consume. 
They can consume scarcely one-seventh 
of all the wool which they produce. 
The wool growers of the United States 
produce scarcely one-third of what the 
people of the United States consume. 
The British Government has now en- 
tered into an agreement with the three 
Commonwealths to which I have re- 
ferred by which it has undertaken to 
market their wool. The United States 
of America is the greatest market in the 
world for wool as for all other commodi- 
ties. So we are confronted with a 
British state monopoly endeavoring to 
dispose of its surplus wool in the United 
States, and the bills on the calendar 
would enable the Government of the 
United States to stand behind the do- 
mestic wool grower. 

For weeks and months, as chairman 
of the Special Senate Committee To 
Investigate Production, Transportation, 
and Marketing of Wool, I conducted a 
study of the problem. Copies of the 
printed hearings have been sent into 30 
States by request. Banks and universi- 
ties are still asking for copies of those 
hearings because of the factual infor- 
mation which they contain, 

Mr. President, I have before me the 
report of the committee and I shall in- 
sert it in the Recorp later. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation, 
throughout the war, bought domestic 
wool because it was necessary to have 
wool, and necessary to maintain the 
flocks in order to sustain meat produc- 
tion. It was a high Government policy 
that the liquidation of the flocks should 
not be permitted to take place. There- 
fore, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
purchased wool and sold it. Now, with 
the British Government undertaking to 
defend the wool growers of the Do- 
minions, I assert that we shall be treat- 
ing the wool growers of the United 
States, and particularly those of the 13 
Western States, with scant considera- 
tion and little concern if we allow the 
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Seventy-ninth Congress to adjourn 
without taking proper action. 
LEGISLATIVE SITUATION DESCRIBED 


In the House there are Members who 
are lying in wait to interpose an objec- 
tion to any unanimous-consent request 
to take up a bill. The great Represent- 
ative from Utah [Mr. GRANGER], who is 
in charge of the bill on the floor of the 
House, has been standing by day after 
day since the bill was reported to the 
House, seeking to gain recognition so as 
to have the bill passed. If he obtains 
recognition the House will pass the bill. 
The majority of the Members of the 
House and the majority of the Members 
of the Senate want the bill to be passed. 
But, without unanimous consent, the 
Speaker, who supports the bill, may not 
recognize the Representative from Utah 
to move its passage. 

Mr. President, the time will come when, 
if this bill is not passed, the responsi- 
bility will be placed where it belongs, and 
I intend to make every effort I can to 
point out what has been done and what 
has been omitted. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed at this point in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks the full text of Sen- 
ate Document No. 140, which consists of 
a letter from the President of the United 
States addressed to me, the chairman of 
the Special Committee To Investigate 
Production, Transportation, and Mar- 
keting of Wool, together with a memo- 
randum of the proposed wool program 
which was worked out by the executive 
branch of the Government, and which is 
the basis of the bill approved by the Sen- 
ate Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. The document includes also a 
statement which I submitted to the Pres- 
ident of the United States upon the basis 
of which he directed the executive de- 
partments to cooperate with me in the 
preparation of legislation. 

There being no objection, the docu- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 


AN EFFECTIVE WOOL PROGRAM 


Manch 12, 1946. 
(The President has sent the following let- 
ter to the Honorable Josep C. O'MAHONEY, 
United States Senator from Wyoming:) 


Marcu 11, 1946, 

DEAR SENATOR O’MAHONEY: On January 5, 
1946, you sent me a memorandum on wool in 
accordance with a suggestion I had made to 
you at a conference on the subject. In your 
memorandum you suggested that I request 
the interested agencies of the Government to 
confer and to prepare a wool program. Such 
a program has now been prepared and is at- 
tached. It represents the considered views 
of the administration on the best methods 
for solving a serious and difficult problem, 

Your committee will, of course, be able to 
call on the interested agencies for any desired 
assistance in your further studies of the 
wool situation or in drafting appropriate 
legislation, 

I trust that the Congress will find that 
this proposed wool program constitutes a 
sound and adequate basis for constructive 
legislation. 

In closing I wish to express my agreement 
with you that cooperation between the Exec- 
utive and the Congress is essential to the 
establishment of an effective wool program, 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 
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PROPOSED WOOL PROGRAM 


At the present time there is a serious 
worldwide wool situation. The United States 
Government must develop and carry out a 
wool program that will adequately safeguard 
the interests of growers, merchants, and con- 
sumers. Such a program must also be con- 
sistent with our general foreign economic 
policy. 

Abroad, the war stopped trade between the 
principal wool-producing countries of the 
Southern Hemisphere and the principal wool- 
consuming countries on the Continent of 
Europe and in Asia. This has resulted in the 
accumulation of large stocks of raw wool 
in foreign countries. The distribution of 
these accumulated stocks and of future clips 
will be retarded until transportation, -coal 
mining, manufacturing, and international 
trade can be rehabilitated, despite the great 
consumer need for wool textiles and clothing. 
In view of these facts, the governments of 
Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, and 
South Africa have formed an agency called 
the Inter-Governmental Joint Wool Organ- 
ization for the twofold purpose of protecting 
prices to producers in empire countries and 
of disposing of the accumulated surplus of 
empire wool. It is said that this agency 
will be prepared to operate for a period of 10 
years, or longer if necessary, to complete the 
liquidation of these stocks. While the Joint 
Wool Organization is in operation it is under- 
stood that wool produced in these countries 
will be sold to the established trade in the 
normal manner as long as prices equal or 
exceed the stabilization levels established by 
the organization. When the wool cannot be 
sold to the trade at such prices it will be 

by the organization at the stabil- 
ization prices, It is to the advantage of wool 
growers in the United States to have wool 
prices stabilized in the major producing 
countries abroad. Our growers are somewhat 
apprehensive. however, lest the desire of the 
Joint Wool Organization to speed liquidation 
might result in undue pressure to sell in the 
United States. 

Domestically, sheep numbers have been 
reduced 25 percent in the past 4 years. This 
reduction has resulted from higher produc- 
tion costs, difficulties in obtaining labor, and 
the fact that many sheep raisers have found 
prices of some other farm products to be at 
more renumerative levels. To alleviate the 
situation confronting growers, the Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation has been purchasing 
domestic wool at ceiling prices since April 
1943, However, foreign wool is being sold 
duty paid in the United States at prices ma- 
terially below those at which the Corporation 
is buying from domestic producers. Accord- 
ingly, our mills have turned largely to im- 
ported wool, and although our consumption 
in recent years has been the largest in his- 
tory, the CCC has accumulated stocks in 
excess of 1 year’s domestic production. Since 
November the Corporation has been selling 
Wool at a loss as a means of moving it into 


consumption in competition with imported 


wool. 

There is general agreement that this Goy- 
ernment must protect the incomes of wool 
growers on a level comparable with that 
afforded producers of other agricultural prod- 
ucts. The Senate Special Committee to In- 
vestigate Production, Transportation, and 
Marketing of Wool during its comprehensive 
hearings received several alternative pro- 
posals for dealing with the wool problem. 
Basically, the major proposals fall into two 
groups—those under which the prices of for- 
eign wool in the United States may be raised, 
either through higher tariffs, import fees, or 
import quotas, and those under which the 
selling prices of domestic wool would be 
lowered sufficiently to make domestic wool 
competitive with duty-paid imported wool. 
Some plans were also suggested which would 
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have the effect of spreading the premium 
paid for domestic wool over the cost of all 
wool used in the United States so as to make 
the cost of all wool to domestic mills approxi- 
mate an average between the support price 
paid growers for domestic wool and the duty- 
paid price of imported wool. 

From a careful review of the entire prob- 
lem it appears that it will be more desirable 
from a national point of view and more de- 
pendable for growers to have the Govern- 
ment absorb losses on sales of domestic wool 
rather than to raise additional trade barriers 
against imports. This would involve a pro- 
gram essentially similar to that now being 
carried out by the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration but on a more permanent basis and 
with adequate guides to determine the 
amount of protection to be given growers. 
When the postwar wool situation becomes 
better clarified, it may become desirable 
to change the method of operation from a 
purchase program so as to remove the Gov- 
ernment, insofar as possible, from participa- 
tion in the wool business. In developing 
such program it should be kept in mind that 
the domestic sheep-raising industry has been 
experiencing a major decline in sheep num- 
bers and therefore care should be exercised 
not to take action which would place addi- 
tional handicaps on the industry so long as 
this decline continues, It would also be 
advisable to provide for more adequate re- 
search and development work on wool mar- 
keting and utilization and to make it possible 
for the industry to utilize marketing agree- 
ments and orders if that should become 
necessary in dealing with the wool situation 
in the future. 

Specifically, in view of the large-scale de- 
cline of sheep numbers in the United States 
during recent years, the large wool surpluses 
now hanging over foreign and domestic mar- 
kets, and the present and prospective market- 
ing problems confronting wool growers, it 
would seem desirable for Congress to enact 
special wool legislation. Such legislation 
should provide that— 

1. The parity price of wool be revised or es- 
tablished at the so-called “comparable” level 
so that wool parity prices will be on a level 
equivalent to perity prices for other farm 
products. 

2. The Commodity Credit Corporation sup- 
port incomes to wool producers through pur- 
chases, loans, or payments, at the same mini- 
mum percentage of the revised parity prices 
as it is directec to support prices to producers 
of basic agricultural commodities. This level 
will be not less than 90 percent of the revised 
parity prices until the expiration of the 2-year 
period beginning with the Ist day of January 
immediately following the date upon which 
the President by proclamation, or the Con- 

by concurrent resolutions, declares that 
hostilities in the pesent war have terminated. 

Because of the continuing decline in sheep 
numbers, it should be provided (a) that no 
reduction shall be made in the general level 
of support prices from the level at which the 
Commodity Credit Corporation has agreed to 
purchase 1946 wool until the year in which 
the number of sheep kept for breeding pur- 
poses on January 1 first stops the decline 
which has been in effect continuously since 
1942, except (1) that specific reductions can 
be made to equalize the support given on 
various types and qualities of wool and (2) 
that additional discounts could be estab- 
lished to refiect market values of off-quality, 
inferior, and poorly prepared wool and to 
discourage unsound marketing practices; and 
(b) that the reduction for any one year shall 
not exceed 8 percent of the average support 
price for the previous year. 

The legislation should authorize the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to elect to make 
payments to producers in lieu of making pur- 
chases or loans. In the event of such elec- 
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tion, such payments should equal the 
amount, if any, by which the United States 
average farm price falls below the estimated 
average price per pound at which the Cor- 
poration would have supported prices under a 
purchase or loan program. 

3. The Commodity Credit Corporation be 
authorized to continue to sell wool at prices 
competitive with imported foreign wool, ir- 
respective of other provisions of law, since 
existing legislation would prohibit any sales 
at prices below parity. 

4. Funds from the gross receipts from 
duties collected under the customs laws dur- 
ing the period January 1 to December 31, 
both inclusive, of each calendar year be ap- 
propriated and made available to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation as of each follow- 
ing June 30, in sufficient amount to equal 
the losses incurred by the Corporation under 
purchase or loan operations, or tte amount 
of payments made to wool produftrs in lieu 
of such purchase or loan operatitms, for the 
fiscal year ending on the respect ve June 30, 

5. Marketing agreement and order pro- 
grams under the Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937, as amended, be made applicable to wool 
on the basis of the comparable, or revised 
parity, price. 

6. A research and developmental program 
be provided for the purpose of improving the 
quality of domestic wool and wool-marketing 
practices and the processing and utilization 
of .wool. 

In addition to such legislative program, it 
would seem desirable to have the executive 
agencies undertake the development of an 
international wool agreement in collabora- 
tion with the various interested foreign gov- 
ernments to provide for coordinated action 
and more unified supervision of world wool- 
marketing and price policies from the stand- 
points of producers, consumers, and inter- 
national trade. I am asking the executive 
agencies to determine the willingness of 
foreign governments to participate in such 
undertaking. In the meantime, it is hoped 
that consultations can be held with foreign 
wool agencies which will provide for a mu- 
tual understanding of objectives and activi- 
ties in selling policies. 

The above program will, in my opinion, 
afford domestic wool growers the protection 
and assistance to which they are properly 
entitled under this country's general trade 
and agricultural policies. The program will 
tend to encourage wool consumption in the 
United States and will be consistent with 
our general foreign economic policy. In ac- 
cordance with the views you have so fre- 
quently expressed, this country also should 
cooperate with foreign producing and con- 
suming countries in efforts to encourage wool 
consumption abroad. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR O’MAHONEY TO PRESI- 
DENT TRUMAN ON Woo. PROBLEM 


(The following statement was filed with 
President Truman on January 5, 1946, by 
Senator JoserH C. O’Manoney, chairman, 
Special Committee to Investigate Production, 
Transportation, and Marketing of Wool, urg- 
ing Executive cooperation with the Senate 
Special Wool Committee to frame long-term 
Government policy on domestic wool:) 

The four Governments of the United King- 
dom and of the three Dominions, Australia, 
New Zealand, and South Africa, have formed 
a joint organization to hold and market the 
huge British stocks of surplus wool which 
overhang the world market. As much as 85 
percent of the total world supply of wool, 
now estimated at more than 4,000,000,000 
pounds, for more than a decade to come will 
be controlled and handled by this state- 
managed monopoly. 

The United States is the world's greatest 
market for wool and woolen products, but it 
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produces less wool than it consumes, whereas 
the British Dominions produce far more wool 
than they can consume, 

The British Government not only under- 
takes to protect its Dominion wool producers 
from loss by marketing thelr wool for them 
in the United States, but it also encourages 
the production of wool in the British Isles 
by a system of bounty payments to the 
English wool grower. 

The British also pursue a policy the ob- 
jective of which is to increase the exports 
of woolen fabrics into the United States. In 
order to bring this about the British Gov- 
ernment is seeking to restrain the consump- 
tion of woolen goods in the United Kingdom. 
Contrasted with this clear-cut policy in- 
tended to make the growing of wool and the 
manufacture of woolen fabrics a profitable 
enterprise for the inhabitants of England 
and of the British Dominions, the Govern- 
ment of the United States has no consistent 
policy with respect to its own wool growers. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation has 
purchased the domestic clip during the war, 
but only on a year-to-year basis and without 
any assurance to the growers that the pro- 
gram would be continued even during the 
reconversion period, These purchases were 
made because it was recognized by the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation that unless the 
Government purchased the domestic clip 
the liquidation of domestic flocks, which 
now number 20 percent less than they did in 
1942, would be accelerated with a consequent 
serious decrease in the supply of Jamb and 
mutton. Meanwhile, the United States For- 
est Service in the Department of Agriculture 
and the Grazing Service in the Department 
of the Interior have been deterred only by 
congressional pressure from increasing graz- 
ing fees on Government-owned lands. The 
Office of Price Administration has held down 
ceiling prices on wool in the face of increas- 
ing costs of production, while the handling 
of lamb prices and lamb subsidies has been 
both uncertain and unrealistic. 

The American wool grower, therefore, 
faces the postwar period with a much higher 
level of production costs than in the British 
Dominions and with a price structure both 
on wool and on meat that does not reflect 
these costs, with a tremendous world surplus 
of wool under Sritish state management 
competing with him for the domestic market, 
and without any reason to believe that his 
own Government has any real understand- 
ing of or concern for his predicament. On 
the contrary, he has good reason to believe 
that his Government will not only make a 
large loan to Great Britain but may even 
follow that loan by granting additional tariff 
concessions on British wool and woolen 
imports. 

In these circumstances, the domestic wool 
industry is declining. Indeed, so many 
growers have abandoned the business that 
in 1946 the United States will, it is estimated, 
produce scarcely more than 300,000,000 
pounds of wool, as compared with a normal 
prewar production of 450,000,000 pounds. 
Yet wool is an essential commodity, and 
both the Army and the Navy call it a stra- 
tegic necessity. It was so important to have 
wool in the United States that at the out- 
break of World War II the British Govern- 
ment sought and obtained from this Gov- 
ernment the right to establish a British 
stock pile here. Of this stock pile there now 
remains 286,000,000 pounds. 

It is clear that unless the Government of 
the United States adopts a constructive long- 
term policy the very existence of the wool- 
growing industry in this country will be 
threatened. Further liquidation of domes- 
tic flocks will be injurious to the economy 
of many parts of the United States, par- 
ticulary to the area in the West stretching 
from Mexico to Canada. 
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At the November hearings of the Senate 
Committee on Wool, several remedies were 
suggested, but it was clear that there was 
no agreement among ‘the executive depart- 
ments of the Government. 

The State Department suggested the pay- 
ment of subsidies to domestic producers. 
The Department of Agriculture declared its 
opposition to subsidies upon the ground that 
it is the policy of the administration to 
abandon all subsidy programs. 

Upward revision of the tariff was sug- 
gested by some growers and some manufac- 
turers, but this remedy was opposed by the 
State Department on the ground that it is 
not in harmony with the over-all policy of 
reducing trade barriers. 

The imposition of import quotas was also 
opposed as contrary to basic policy and diffi- 
cult of administration. Moreover, there is 
no agreement among American growers and 
American manufacturers with respect to 
this suggestion. 

Another suggestion, which originated with 
Dean J. A. Hill of the University of Wyoming, 
and which was presented in different forms, 
would make the United States Government 
the sole purchaser of wool to be used in the 
United States, both foreign and domestic, 
and would give it the power to market the 
wools, This plan was criticized on the ground 
that it would institute a form of state- 
managed economy. It was defended on the 
ground that domestic wool can be marketed 
only in competition with a state-managed 
economy. 

Another remedy was suggested by the Na- 
tional Wool Marketing Corporation. Under 
this plan the Commodity Credit Corporation 
would continue to purchase the domestic 
clip for a period as long as the United King- 
dom continues to manage the handling and 
sale of British wool. Domestic wool would 
be purchased by the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration at prices which reflect the domestic 
cost of production plus a reasonable profit. 
It would, however, sell to American manu- 
facturers through normal trade channels at 
competitive prices. This would entail a loss 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation, which, 
it was proposed, could be reimbursed from 
tariff duties. 

Failure upon the part of the Government 
of the United States to meet the world 
situation created by the world surplus and 
the British monopoly plan means disaster 
to so large a segment of our domestic econo- 
my that it is imperative for the United 
States to adopt a long-term policy. Repre- 
sentatives of all of the Government agencies 
having anything to do with wool or lamb re- 
sponded promptly to the request of the com- 
mittee to discussthe problem at its pub- 
lic hearings. Discussion, however, is not 
enough. It is essential that we should have 
a program. An effective program can be ob- 
tained only by cooperation between the Ex- 
ecutive and the Congress. I, therefore, re- 
spectfully suggest that you request the De- 
partment of State, the Department of Agri- 
culture, the Department of Commerce, the 
Department of the Interior, the Office of 
War Mobilization and Reorganization, the 
Office of Price Administration, the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation, the United 
States Tariff Commission, and the Federal 
Trade Commission to confer during the recess 
of Congress and be prepared to submit to 
the Wool Committee a joint plan to meet 
what every Government agency acknowledges 
to be a desperate situation. 


PRESIDENT TRUMAN SUPPORTS LEGISLATION 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
President of the United States supports 
the bill. A majority of the Members of 
the House supports it, and a majority of 
the Members of the Senate supports it. 
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Because we have undertaken to cut away 
the power of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to come to the assistance of 
the industries which are suffering from 
the postwar dislocation, and because we 
have been eliminating subsidies and pay- 
ments of this kind, we are crippling 
the power of the Executive to act, so if 
Congress fails now we shall be condemn- 
ing the wool industry. 

Mr. President, at a later time I shall 
speak again upon this subject. 

(At this point Mr. O’Manoney yielded 
to Mr. Mean to discuss House bill 7, the 
anti-poll-tax bill, following which, the 
hour of 1 o’clock having arrived, the 
vote was taken on the motion to close 
debate on House bill 7.) 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to ask unanimous consent to in- 
sert in the Recorp, in connection with 
the remarks I made earlier in the day 
with respect to the wool problem, a copy 
of the bill which was reported by the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives, without printing the 
material that was stricken out, because 
I think that is not necessary. My re- 
quest, therefore, is that there shall be 
printed in the Recorp the enacting 
clause, line 3 of H. R. 6043, and then 
the material which begins with section 2 
on page 9. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the Wool Act of 1946.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Beginning with wool produced 
in 1947, Commodity Credit Corporation is di- 
rected, through loans, purchases, or other 
operations, to so use the funds available to it 
as to support, during the period beginning 
January 1, 1947, and expiring 2 years after 
the 1st day of January immediately follow- 
ing the date upon which the President by 
proclamation or the Congress by concurrent 
resolution declares that hostilities in the 
present war have terminated, a price to pro- 
ducers of wool in the continental United 
States and Territories of not less than 90 
percent of the comparable price for wool as 
of January of the year in which the wool is 
produced, 

(b) -Notwithstanding any other provisions 
hereof, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
may adjust support prices for individual 
grades and qualities of wool for the purpose 
of bringing about a fair and equitable rela- 
tionship in the support prices for the various 
grades and qualities of wool; may make dis- 
counts from support prices for off-quality, 
inferior-grade, or poorly prepared wool; and 
may make discounts from support prices for 
the purpose of discouraging unsound mar- 
keting practices. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
establish a comparable price for wool and a 
comparable price for lambs, respectively, and 
the comparable price so established shall be 
used for the purposes of all laws in which 
a parity or comparable price is established or 
used. The comparable price for wool and the 
comparable price for lambs, respectively, shall 
be that price which bears the same relation 
to the average parity prices of the basic agri- 
cultural commodities, cotton, corn, wheat, 
rice, tobacco, and peanuts as the actual price 
for wool or lambs, as the case may be, bore 
to the actual average prices of such basic 
commodities during the period August 1934 
to July 1939. Such comparable price for wool 
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or lambs may be adjusted for grade, quality, 
season, and location. 

Sec. 4. The provisions of sections 385, 386, 
and 388 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, shall be applicable to 
operations carried out pursuant to section 2 
hereof, 

Sec. 5. The Commodity Credit Corporation 
may, without regard to restrictions imposed 
upon it by any law, dispose of wool at prices 
which will permit such wool to be sold in 
competition with imported wool. 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the minority 
views filed by me in connection with the 
special wool investigating committee be 
inserted in the Recorp following the mat- 
ter inserted by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair could not hear the request of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts merely re- 
quested that at the conclusion of my re- 
marks, and of the material which I am 
putting into the Recorp, there shall be 
inserted the minority views filed by the 
Senator from Massachusetts in connec- 
tion with the report of special wool com- 
mittee. Of course, I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 


ASPECTS OF BRITISH PROGRAM 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
during the course of my remarks 
I pointed out that the British Govern- 
ment had adopted a specific program for 
the protection of the Dominion’s wool in- 
dustry. I should like to insert in the 
Recorp at this point, merely by reading, 
one or two of the essential portions of 
the report which was filed by the British 
Government. 

I read from page 1485 of the hearings 
of the Special Committee on Wool: 

The stock of dominion-grown wool in the 
ownership of the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment at July 31, 1945, will be transferred to 
the joint ownership of the United Kingdom 

Government and ihe Dominion Government 
concerned, and all wool subsequently ac- 
quired under this scheme will be held in joint 
ownership. .This wool will be held and dis- 
posed of by the joint organization referred 
to below. 

2. A joint disposals organization will be 
set up forthwith for the purpose of— 


And I ask Senators to listen to this very 
significant statement of the policy of the 
British Government— 


A joint disposals organization will be set 
up forthwith for the purpose of buying, 
holding, and selling wool on behalf of the 
United Kingdom and the Dominion Govern- 
ments concerned. As part of the plan, it will 
be required— 

(a) To determine total quantities of wool 
to be offered from time to time concurrently 
in the Dominions and elsewhere— 


“Elsewhere” includes the United States, 
of course — 


To be made up of all new clip wool and 
an appropriate proportion of wool from the 
organization’s stock. 

(b) To prepare schedules of reserve prices 
at which the organization itself will be will- 
ing to acquire wool. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(c) To lift from the market such quan- 
tities of new wool as cannot be sold at these 
reserve prices. 

(d) To hold and dispose of stocks as the 
agent of the Governments concerned and 
where necessary to acquire and own stores, 
plant, and equipment for this purpose. 

(e) To facilitate the sale of wool in every 
way possible with a view to stimulating de- 
mand. 


It is clear, Mr. President, from this 
paragraph that the Government of Great 
Britain has entered upon a broad pro- 
gram of conserving the wool of the Brit- 
ish dominions and of marketing it where- 
ever it may throughout the world, includ- 
ing the United States. Their eyes are 
turned upon the United States. This is 
demonstrated by the fact—and now I 
quote also from this British plan, page 
1478 of the Senate hearings: 

The estimate made by the U. S. A. Tariff 
Commission of postwar consumption is 25 
percent more than prewar, viz: 750,000,000 
pounds (greasy) of wool from all sources in- 
cluding domestic production, which would 
necessitate annual importation of some 300,- 
000,000 pounds of Dominions and other wool. 


Here we have the evidence from the 
British Government itself of the fact 
that it is depending upon the market of 
the United States in which to dispose of 
a large proportion of the wool. When 
this statement was prepared by the Brit- 
ish Government, the estimate was for 
the importation of 300,000,000 pounds in 
ayear. The figures which I have already 
read to the Senate at the opening of my 
remarks today show that the mills of the 
United States from January through 
April of this year have already used 213,- 
000,000 pounds of wool, of which only 
26,200,000 pounds are domestic wool. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? ~ 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. May I ask the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming when this agreement 
in respect to British wool was made? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The date of the 
plan contained in hearings is May 29, 
1945. It was some time after that that 
the actual action was taken. 

Mr. GEORGE. But surely they have 
abandoned that plan, have they not, now 
that we have made the British loan for 
the purpose of encouraging and develop- 
ing trade? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator 
might naturally assume that, but it is 
not so. The British Government is serv- 
ing the interest of the British wool pro- 
ducer. 

THIRTEEN YEARS’ SUPPLY OF BRITISH WOOL 


The importance of this matter to the 
domestic wool industry is emphasized by 
this estimate which I read from the Brit- 
ish report of the time that will be re- 
quired to dispose of the huge British sur- 
plus. After reviewing the program, the 
report says on page 1479 of the Senate 
hearings: 

If this aim is achieved the period required 
to dispose of existing stocks alongside new 
clips, at the estimated rate of future produc- 
tion, would be on the average 13 years from 
June 30, 1945. 
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Here is the record: There are over- 
hanging the market 4,000,000,000 pounds 
of British wool which the British Gov- 
ernment estimated it would take 13 years 
to dispose of. The British Government is 
fostering a plan to sell a large proportion 
of that wool annually in the United 
States, and the Senate and the House of 
Representatives are -allowing themselves 
to be bogged down in the closing days of 
the Congress, refusing to take action to 
defend the wool growers of America. 
These are the facts, Mr. President. 

I say that unless the Senate and the 
House act before this Congress is ad- 
journed, wool growing in the United 
States will suffer irreparable damage. 
We cannot expect the wool growers of 
the United States unaided and alone to 
fight the British state monopoly. Oh, 
Mr. President, it is a matter of common 
sense. Let us come to the aid of this in- 
dustry, which is such an important seg- 
ment of the economy of the whole United 
States, and particularly of the 13 West- 
ern States from Texas to the Canadian 
border. If Congress fails, the wool grow- 
ers will be deptndent on the Executive 
alone. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator not long 
ago raised the point that 16 Republicans 
voted for the Reciprocal Trade Agree- 
ments Act, and seemed to imply from 
that that we are under some criticism, 
perhaps, for our attitude. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I do 
not criticize any Senator for his vote, and 
never have; but I mention the Repub- 
lican support of the Reciprocal Trade 
Act because I say that fact is a complete 
answer to the argument which is being 
made to the wool growers that the solu- 
tion of their problem is not to be found 
in the program which the committee of- 
fers, but is to be found in the raising of 
the tariff. Now I say two things: First, 
there is no tariff bill pending; and sec- 
ond, it has been the decision of the Con- 
gress over and over again to delegate 
away from the Congress the power to 
write tariffs; and 16 Republican United 
States Senators voted that way. I 
pointed out to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry that the last Repub- 
lican candidate for the Presidency, Gov- 
ernor Dewey, of New York, speaking in 
my State in his campaign in 1944, said 
there that it was a Republican policy to 
initiate reciprocal trade agreements. He 
took credit for it. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so I may make my position 
clear? 

Mr. O"MAHONEY. I gladly yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH. I was one of those who 
voted for the Reciprocal Trade Agree- 
ments Act, and I did so because I thought 
it was a better way to determine our 
trade policy. I have been in touch with 
Mr. Clayton, and I understand from him 
that there is to be held a conference with 
the British this fall on this very subject. 
I challenge the State Department to pro- 
tect our wool industry for that very rea- 
son. That is why we have reciprocal 


1946 


trade agreements. We are not abandon- 
ing our policy of protection for our in- 
dustries by voting for reciprocal trade 
agreements. We are simply adopting a 
method which we think is more effective 
than the old method of fixing tariffs in 
Congress. I do not yield to anyone who 
says that we are not protecting our in- 
dustries, and cannot do so. 
RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENT POLICY 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. When the Senator 
cast that vote he cast it with the knowl- 
edge that in all the reciprocal trade 
agreements which had been negotiated 
there was not one increase in a tariff rate. 
He cast that vote in the knowledge that 
the policy of reciprocal trade agreements 
has been carried out for the purpose of 
reducing and not increasing tariffs. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me add an- 
other word. 

Mr. SMITH. I should like to make my 
position entirely clear, 

Mr. OMAHONEN. The Senator will 
have his time. 

It is of the utmost importance to bear 
in mind the fact that not only have 
there been no increases in tariffs but in 
addition there never has been any indi- 
cation that an increased tariff could be 
secured, nor has one been proposed. 

Mr. SMITH. I should like very much 
to make my position entirely clear. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course, the 
Senator should. 

Mr. SMITH. I voted for the Recip- 
rocal Trade Agreements Act because I 
felt that it was moving toward interna- 
tional collaboration in postwar world 
trade. I still believe that it is the right 
way to deal with the whole tariff ques- 
tion. There was no assurance that there 
would never be another increase. The 
law itself permits increases when in- 
creases are desirable. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Mr. SMITH. The State Department 
has the responsibility of protecting our 
industries. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. I appreciate the 
deep sincerity of the Senator from New 
Jersey. I respect the opinion which he 
holds, I myself believe that it would fa- 
cilitate world trade to have the executive 
department negotiate these agreements. 
I have no objection to that. But what I 
have seriously objected to is the delega- 
tion away from Congress of the right to 
approve such agreements. Every time 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
was presented on this floor, from the 
time it was first presented, and every 
time an extension has been asked, I have 
urged that before the agreements be- 
come effective they should be filed with 
the Congress of the United States, so 
that the Senator from New Jersey, the 
Senator from Wyoming, the Senator 
from Oregon, and Senators from every 
other State in the Union may know, on 
behalf of their people, what is being done. 
But when the Senate of the United States 
voted down the amendment which I of- 
fered to make these agreements effective 
only upon approval by the Congress, the 
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Senate voted to delegate away the con- 
stitutional power which the Congress has 
to levy tariffs. So as I see it, as a matter 
of plain ordinary common sense, it is 
idle to try to encourage any distressed 
industry in the United States by saying 
that reciprocal-trade agreements, nego- 
tiated by the executive department, con- 
stitute a very scientific method of han- 
dling international trade. What the wool 
industry needs is aid now. Congress has 
surrendered its power to fix tariffs, and 
in these circumstances there is no prac- 
tical method of aiding the wool growers 
except through the method that I have 
suggested. 

Mr. SMITH. That is a debatable ques- 
tion. I grant that. 

My understanding with the State De- 
partment has been distinctly that no 
question will be taken up affecting any 
industry in my State—and we have a 
textile industry which involves the very 
question the Senator is discussing—with- 
out our having a full hearing and an op- 
portunity to present our case. I propose 
to protect those industries on the floor 
of this Senate if necessary. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am very happy 
to have the Senator say so. That 
prompts me to add that from 1934 up to 
this hour I have taken the position with 
the State Department that the tariff on 
wool should not be reduced; and I am 
glad to be able to say that to this mo- 
ment it has not been reduced. ButI am 
not a prophet. I do not know what will 
happen next year or the year after. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand the Sena- 
tor’s position to be that because he feels 
that it may be reduced, he thinks the 
Government ought to subsidize the in- 
dustry to keep it alive. Is that the posi- 
tion which he takes? I wish to under- 
stand the Senator’s position clearly. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. If the Senator re- 
gards it as a subsidy, I shall accept that 
designation. I say that the Government 
of the United States should be author- 
ized to continue the program which it 
carried on during the war, of buying the 
domestic clip at or near the parity price, 
so that the industry may be protected 
from the huge accumulation of foreign 
wool which we are teaching the mills of 
the United States to use, to our detri- 
ment. We allowed great accumulations 
of British wools to be piled up in the 
United States because German sub- 
marines and the Japanese Navy were 
threatening the Australian, South Afri- 
can, and New Zealand sources of wool for 
Great Britain. We made that conces- 
sion in the interest of preserving the 
principle of free government in this 
world against Hitler and Mussolini, and 
those great accumulations were piled up. 
American mills are now using more and 
more foreign wool, to the detriment of 
the American wool producer. 

I should like to be able to enlist the 
support of the Senator from New Jersey 
for the program which I have sponsored. 
There is no danger that it will injure free 
enterprise; it will not. It will preserve 
the free enterprise of the sheep growers 
of the West and of other areas of the 
United States. It will give them an op- 


10505 


portunity to meet the great dangers of 
the postwar world. It will make it pos- 
sible for them to rely to a certain limited 
extent upon their government, while the 
producers of Australia, New Zealand, and 
South Africa are relying upon the gov- 
ernment of Great Britain to market their 
product. 

Let me add that I am given to under- 
stand—I cannot say this upon final au- 
thority because I have not had the op- 
portunity to investigate—that the British 
Government is trying to stimulate the 
production of wool in England itself, in 
spite of the fact that there is an ac- 
on sachet of 4,000,000,000 pounds of 
wool. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one further question? 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the distinguished 
Senator agree with me that it is dis- 
tinctly the responsibility of the Executive 
through the State Department in nego- 
tiating trade agreements to protect our 
American industrial position? 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. Of course. I have 
said so over and over again. I have 
appeared before the Committee on 
Finance to make that statement. There 
has never been a time when I denied it. 
I believe that the executive branch of 
the Federal Government should not 
barter away any industry. However, in 
the case before us the President of the 
United States has formally sponsored 
the measure which was submitted to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
That measure has been whittled down 
until now, upon the calendar of the 
House, it is but a shell of its former self, 
and merely means a continuation of the 
program which was carried on by Ex- 
ecutive action during the war. There is 
certainly serious danger that it may not 
be continued without legislation because 
in our passion to cut down subsidies we 
are depriving Government agencies of 
the power to come to the financial aid 
8 American industries which are in dis- 

ress. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB, As a preface toa 
question which I wish to ask the able 
Senator from Wyoming, let me say that 
I am one of those Senators who voted 
against the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
Act, and its extension. I spoke at length 
on the floor against it. I did so because 
I saw the very question which is being 
discussed here arising not only as to wool, 
but as to many other articles produced 
or manufactured in this country. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator and 
I were in accord on that point. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The question will 
arise time after time when the industry 
and the workers of this country are 
brought into competition with the pro- 
duction of other countries. Time after 
time the able Senator has made refer- 
ence to the fact that 16 Republican Sen- 
ators supported the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act, and 17 voted against it. 
I was one of the 17 who voted against it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. How many Dem- 
ocratic Senators voted for the Recipro- 
cal Trade Agreements Act? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. O Mr. Presi- 
dent—— 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Will the Senator 
answer the question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course, the 
Democratic administration is respon- 
sible for the Reciprocal Trade Agree- 
ments Act. I do not deny that. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. How many Dem- 
ocratic Senators voted for it? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not know. I 
presume a majority. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. More than 16 
Democratic Senators voted for it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course; and 
probably a larger proportion of Demo- 
cratic Senators voted for it than was the 
case among the Republicans. That is 
not the point. I mentioned those facts 
not to criticize any Senator, not to criti- 
cize the Republican Party, but merely to 
point out that the wool growers of the 
United States cannot depend upon tariffs 
for relief. Here they are liquidating. 
What are we going to do about it? That 
is the question. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Certainly. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator 
made the point, time after time, about 
the partisan vote on that question. So 
I think the Recorp should be entirely 
clear in regard to that matter. I believe 
that the Senator from Wyoming now ad- 
mits that more Democratic Senators 
than Republican Senators voted for the 
extension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree- 
ments Act, and voted for the proposition 
to prevent the Senate from voting on 
those agreements. 

Mr. G’MAHONEY. Yes. And Gov- 
ernor Dewey, in his campaign for the 
Presidency on the Republican ticket 
stated that it was a virtue that the Re- 
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act was 
passed, and he said it was a Republican 
policy. a 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iyield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. And the Senator 
also knows that the President of the 
United States not only said that the plan 
was his plan, but he came to the Senate 
with that plan, and it was supported by 
his party, Is not that correct? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly that is 
correct. I have never denied it. The 
only thing that is worth noting about 
this matter, I say to the Senator from 
‘West Virginia, is that he and I were out- 
voted, and Republicans and Democrats 
alike declared it to be the policy of the 
Congress to delegate away the congres- 
sional power to fix tariff rates. This 
Congress declared for reciprocal agree- 
ments. That is the law. 

We may like it or not. The Senator 
from West Virginia and I do not like it. 
But here itis. It is the fact that is star- 
ing us in the face. We must accommo- 
date ourselves to the facts. 

So when anyone says to me, “The 
proper way to save this industry which 
is now perishing is to increase the tariff,” 
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I say that is merely talking in illusory 
terms because Democrats and Repub- 
licans have voted to give up the tariff- 
making power of Congress. 

Mr. MB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. But when we 
come down to the question of votes and 
the question of who voted for what, in- 
asmuch as the point has been brought 
up by the able Senator, we must con- 
clude that more members of his party 
voted for the situation in which we find 
ourselves now, than did Senators on this 
side of the aisle. Is not that correct? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, of course it 
is correct. But that is not the point. 
The point is that having given away our 
power over the tariff, we must use the 
means at hand to defend the indus- 
tries of our States. I have offered the 
bill to defend the domestic wool indus- 
try and it has been endorsed by wool- 
growers everywhere. 

Mr. President, I ask to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD, as a part of 
my remarks, the report which I filed to 
accompany Senate bill 2033, on behalf 
of the majority of the Special Committee 
for the Investigation of the Production, 
Transportation, and Marketing of Wool. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PROVIDING SUPPORT ror WOOL, AMENDING THE 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING AGREEMENT ACT OF 
1937, AND PROVIDING FoR WooL STANDARDS, 
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


The Special Committee for Investigation of 
the Production, Transportation, and Market- 
ing of Wool, to whom was referred for pre- 
liminary report the bill (S. 2033) to provide 
support for wool, to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 by includ- 
ing wool as a commodity to which orders 
under such act are applicable, to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to fix wool 
standards, and for other purposes, haye con- 
sidered the same and report favorably there- 
on with amendments and recommend that 
the bill do pass. 

This measure is an outgrowth of an in- 
tensive study of the problems of producing, 
transporting, and marketing wool conducted 
by this committee under the instruction of 
the Senate as contained in Senate Resolu- 
tion 160, Seventy-fourth Congress; Senate 
Resolution 12 of the Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress; and Senate Resolution 58 of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress, The proceedings of 
this committee have developed the follow- 
ing facts with respect to the domestic wool 
industry: 

1. Wool is a highly essential commodity of 
which the United States produces consider- 
ably less than it consumes. 

2. The world supply of wool exceeding 
4,000,000,000 pounds cannot be consumed, ac- 
cording to the best estimates, in less than 
10 or 12 years. 

3. Most of this world surplus of wool be- 
ing the product of the British Dominions, 
Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa, is 
being handled by the British Government in 
cooperation with the three Dominions, 

4. The United States is the world’s great- 
est market for wool and, since the British 
Dominions consume only a fraction of the 
amount they produce, the natural objective 
of British Government policy is to sell Brit- 
ish wool in the United States in the largest 
possible amounts, 
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5. Production costs in the United States 
are much higher than the production costs 
in other wool-producing areas. 

6. The domestic wool industry has been 
declining to such an extent that sheep num- 
bers in the United States during the past 4 
years have been reduced by approximately 
25 percent. 

7. During the war in order to prevent the 
complete liquidation of the domestic indus- 
try and thereby cut off domestic supplies of 
wool and of lamb, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, under congressional authori- 
zation, has been purchasing the entire do- 
mestic production, but only on a year-to- 
year basis. 

In these circumstances a long-term Gov- 
ernment program designed to support the 
wool industry has been regarded as essential. 
Wool growers normally have depended upon 
the tariff to equalize the costs of production 
at home and abroad. The present tariff, 
however, is not sufficient to cover that gap. 
No tariff legislation is under consideration 
by Congress and there is no present pros- 
pect of any remedy by this route. This 
special committee has explored every avenue 
of relief. Its chairman, following the thor- 
oughgoing hearings held during November 
and December at which every branch of the 
industry was given opportunity to testify, 
as well as representatives of all Government 
departments having any function with re- 
spect to wool, requested the President of 
the United States to direct the Government 
agencies to cooperate with the committee in 
devising an effective and constructive wool 
program. The bill, S. 2033, was the result 
of the conferences directed by the President 
in response to this request. 

This bill was drawn upon the basis of a 
memorandum transmitted to the chairman 
of the Wool Committee by President Truman 
on March 11, 1946, and set forth in Senate 
Document 140 (79th Cong., 2d sess.). Not 
only were the Government agencies con- 
sulted in the drafting of the bill, but so 
also were the representatives of the industry, 
particularly representatives of the National 
Wool Growers Association and of the Wyo- 
ming Wool Growers Association. 

The measure has been analyzed by the 
committee at open public hearings and, in 
the form in which it is here recommended, 
it is laid before the Senate for consideration 
by the Committee on Agriculture with the 
official endorsement of the wool growers of 
the United States as represented by 37 asso- 
ciations representing the producing industry, 
Not only has the National Wool Growers 
Association recommended it, but so also have 
the following associations: Arizona Wool 
Growers Association, Phoenix, Ariz.; Ashley 
Wool Growers Association, Vernal, Utah; 
Baker County Wool Growers Association, 
Baker, Oreg.; California Wool Growers Asso- 
ciation, San Francisco, Calif.; Carten County 
Wool Growers Association, Albian, Mont.; 
Central Wool Marketing Association, Chinook, 
Mont.; Chicago-Midwest Wool Trade Asso- 
ciation, Chicago, II.; Colorado-Nebraska 
Lamb Feeders Association, Greeley, Colo.; 
Colorado Wool Growers Association, Denver, 
Colo.; Colorado Wool Marketing Association, 
Denver, Colo.; Cooperative Wool Growers of 
South Dakota and Minnesota, Minneapolis, 
Minn.; Garfield County Sheepmen’s Associa- 
tion, Miles City, Mont.; Gill County Stock 
Growers Association, Havre, Mont.; Idaho 
Wool Growers Association, Boise, Idaho; In- 
diana Wool Growers Association, Indianapolis, 
Ind.; Michigan Cooperative Wool Marketing 
Association, Jackson, Mich.; Moffat Wool 
Growers Association, Craig, Colo.; Montana 
Wool Growers Association, Helena, Mont.; 
National Wool Growers Association, Salt Lake 
City, Utah; National Wool and Mohair Asso- 
ciation, Oklahoma City, Okla.; National Wool 
Marketing Association, Boston, Mass.; North 
Park Wool Growers Association, Walden, 
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Colo.; Oregon Wool Growers Association, 
Portland, Oreg.; Pacific Wool Growers, Port- 
land, Oreg.; Robinette Wool Pool, Richmond, 
Oreg.; San Joaquin Valley District Wool 
Growers, Fresno, Calif.; Santa Ana Wool As- 
sociation, Santa Ana, Calif.; San Juan Wool 
Growers Association, Aztec, N. Mex.; Texas 
Sheep and Goat Raisers Association, San An- 
gelo, Tex.; United Wool Growers Association, 
Harrisonburg, Va.; Upper Mussel Sheep Wool 
Growers Association, Harlowton, Mont.; Utah 
Wool Growers Association, Salt Lake City, 
Utah; Washington Wool Growers Association, 
Yakima, Wash.; Western South Dakota Sheep 
Growers. Association, Rapid City, S. Dak; 
Wyoming Cooperative Wool Marketing Asso- 
ciation, Casper, Wyo.; Wyoming Production 
Credit Association, Casper, Wyo.; Wyoming 
Wool Growers Association, McKinley, Wyo. 

The bill as amended is regarded by the 
majority of the committee as the most prac- 
ticable remedy for an admittedly desperate 
problem. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE BILL 


There follows description of the bill: 

Section 1 provides that the act may be cited 
as the “Wool Act of 1946.” 

Section 2 directs that beginning with the 
wool produced in 1947 Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall provide for wool through 
loans, purchases, support payments, or other 
operations. The support level until 2 years 
after the war will, consistent with the gen- 
eral support level under section 8 of the 
Stabilization Act of 1942 (50 U. S. C. App. 
sec. 968 (Supp. IV)), for the basic agricul- 
tural commodities—cotton, corn, wheat, 
rice, tobacco, and peanuts—be 90 percent 
of the comparable price of wool. Thereafter 
the support level will, consistent with the 
general support level during such period un- 
der sections 302 and 359 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. 
C., secs. 1302, 1359 (1940)), for cotton, corn, 
wheat, and peanuts be not less than 50 per- 
cent and not more than 75 percent of the 
comparable price as determined by the Sec- 
tary of Agriculture. Until December 31, 1950, 
however, the level at which wool prices are 
supported shall not be reduced below that 
at which the Commodity Credit Corporation 
is supporting wool during 1946 under its cur- 
rent wool purchase program. In adjusting 
the support price or reducing it to the sup- 
port level above stated after December 31, 
1950, the support price will not be reduced 
more than 6 nt in any 1 year. The 
bill, as originally introduced, provided for 
support for only shorn wool. Your commit- 
tee felt, however, that support should be 
provided for both shorn and pulled wool and 
has amended the bill accordingly. Further- 
more, the bill, as originally introduced, pro- 
vided that the present minimum support 
level would be continued only until sheep 
numbers in the United States had ceased to 
decline. It is felt that the present minimum 
support level should be continued until De- 
cember 31, 1950. An amendment to this 
effect has been made in the bill. The original 
bill further provided that after the period 
for the present minimum support expired the 
rate in reduction of the support level should 
not be more than 8 percent in any 1 year. 
Your committee felt that this reduction 
should not exceed 6 percent and has amended 
the bill accordingly. 

Subsection (b) of section 2 will permit the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to adjust sup- 
port prices for individual grades and qualities 
of wool in order to bring about a fair and 
equitable relationship in the support prices 
for the various grades and qualities of wool. 
Subsection (b) will also permit the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation to make dis- 
counts from the support prices for off- 
quality, inferior grade, or poorly prepared 
wool, or for the purpose of discouraging un- 
sound marketing practices, 
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Section 3 directs that the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall establish a comparable 
price for wool and a comparable price for 
lambs, respectively, and that the comparable 
price so established shall be used for 
the purposes of all laws in which a parity 
or comparable price is established or used. 
The comparable price directed to be estab- 
lished is that price which bears the same 
relation to the average parity prices of the 
basic agricultural commodities—cotton, corn, 
wheat, rice, tobacco, and peanuts—as the ac- 
tual price for wool or lambs, as the case may 
be, bore to the actual average prices of such 
basic commodities during the period August 
1934 to July 1939. This is the same manner 
in which comparable prices have been estab- 
lished for certain nonbasic agricultural com- 
modities, such as soybeans, under section 
4 (a) of the act entitled “An act to extend the 
life and increase the credit resources of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and for other 
purposes,” approyed July 1, 1941, commonly 
referred to as the “Steagall amendment.” 
The comparable price of wool as of January 
1946 was 40.4 cents per pound of grease wool 
and the comparable price of lambs of Janu- 
ary 1946 was $13.10 a hundredweight. The 
bill, as originally introduced, did not pro- 
vide for the establishment of a comparable 
price for lambs. However, since the agricul- 
tural problems in connection with lambs are 
closely connected with the wool problem, it 
was felt that since the bill established a 
comparable price for wool that a comparable 
price should also be established for lambs. 
The bill, accordingly, provides for establish- 
ment of such a comparable price for lambs. 
In addition, the committee has provided by 
amendment that the comparable price for 
wool and lambs is to be used for the purposes 
of all laws in which a parity or comparable 
price is established are used. 

Section 4 provides that if the Commodity 
Credit Corporation uses support payments, 
the rate of the support payment shall be an 
amount which, together with the average 
farm price for wool for the 7 months—Janu- 
ary through July—of the year, will provide 
producers an average return equal to the re- 
quired support level. Section 4 provides 
further that support payments may be lim- 
ited to wool sold by the producers during the 
year it is produced. 

Section 5 makes applicable to the opera- 
tions under the bill sections 385, 386, and 
388 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, Section 385 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938 provides that the facts 
constituting the basis for any payment or 
loan, or the amount thereof, when officially 
determined in conformity with the appli- 
cable regulations prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture or by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, shall be final and conclu- 
sive and shall not be reviewable by any other 
officer or agency of the Government. Sec- 
tion 385 provides further that in case any 
person who is entitled to any such payment 
dies, becomes incompetent, or disappears be- 
fore receiving such payment, or is succeeded 
by another who renders or completes the re- 
quired performance, the payment shall, with- 
out regard to any other provisions of law, 
be made as the Secretary of Agriculture may 
determine to be fair and reasonable in all 
the circumstances. Section 386 provides that 
if the statutes prohibiting Members of Con- 
gress from benefiting from public con- 
tracts—section 3741 of the Revised Statutes 
and sections 114 and 115 of the Criminal 
Code of the United States—shall not be ap- 
plicable to loans or payments made under 
the act. Section 386 authorizes the use of 
local, county, and State committees in car- 
rying out the act and authorizes the deduc- 
tion of amounts to cover administrative ex- 
penses incurred by such committees from 
the payments or loans made to producers. 
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Section 6 provides that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation may, without regard to 
restrictions imposed upon it by any law, dis- 
pose of wool at prices which will permit 
such wool to be sold in competition with 
imported wool. Under existing restrictions, 
Commodity Credit Corporation is not, in gen- 
eral, permitted to sell agricultural commodi- 
ties at less than the parity or comparable 
price for the commodity. Authority to sell 
wool below such price will be necessary in 
order to enable Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion to dispose of its stocks of wool. 

Section 7 appropriates and makes available 
to the Secretary of Agriculture, to reimburse 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for losses 
sustained under the act, a portion of the 
proceeds derived from duties collected under 
the customs laws. 

Section 8 amends the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Agreement Act of 1937 to include wool 
as a commodity to which marketing orders 
under such act may be made applicable. 

Section 9 authorizes the Secretary to ex- 
pand and intensify research and to engage 
in demonstration work as to all aspects of 
the wool and mohair problem. Some of the 
authority here provided is contained in the 
Organic Act of 1862, or other authorizing 
laws, but is subject to various limitations 
and authorization restrictions. In addition 
to emphasizing the research in this particular 
field, this section would also authorize neces- 
sary demonstration work, the establishment 
of new facilities, and for authority to utilize 
the services of existing research institutions. 
Section 9 also authorizes the Secretary to 
appoint a Wool Advisory Committee repre- 
senting public and private agencies inter- 
ested in any phase of the wool industry, to 
hold conferences with said committee or sub- 
committees thereof, and to receive and con- 
sider the recommendations of said committee 
for wool research programs and other opera- 
tions under this section. The original bill 
did not provide for the Wool Advisory Com- 
mittee. However, your committee amended 
the bill to include such a committee since 
it is felt that such a committee would be 
helpful in developing research with respect 
to wool. 

Section 10 authorizes the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, after investigation and due notice 
and opportunity for hearing, to fix official 
standards for wool and mohair. Section 10 
also authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture 
to determine the true grade, shrinkage, or 
clean content of samples of wool submitted 
for that purpose and make reasonable charges 
therefor. Such determinations become bind- 
ing on all officers of the United States except 
for the purposes of the assessment and col- 
lection of customs duties and become prima 
facie evidence in the courts of the United 
States. The bill, as originally introduced 
which provided that the determinations of 
the Secretary become binding on all officers 
of the United States was amended to make 
an exception in the case of the assessment 
and collection of customs duties. Section 10 
authorizes the Secretary, further, to effectu- 
ate agreements with domestic, foreign, or in- 
ternational wool and mohair organizations 
for the adoption of universal standards of 
wool and mohair grades. 

Section 11 authorizes appropriations for 
carrying out sections 9 and 10, 

The committee also made certain amend- 
ments for the purpose of clarifying the lan- 
guage of the bill, which have been incorpo- 
rated in the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for the bill. 

The report of the Secretary of Agriculture 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, May 10, 1946. 
Hon. Josy C. O’MAHONEY, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator: This is in response to your 

request for a report on S. 2033 a bill to provide 
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support for wool, to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1937 by including wool as 
a commodity to which orders under such act 
are applicable to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to fix wool standards, and for 
other purposes, 

Following the extensive hearings by your 
committee on the production, transportation, 
and marketing of wool, the President, at your 
request, had the interested executive agencies 
review the facts and proposals for dealing 
with the situation. The 25-percent decline 
in domestic sheep numbers in the past 4 years 
and the mahy other problems facing the in- 
dustry show clearly that a wool program is 
needed. Major attention, therefore, was di- 
rected to the method of dealing with the situ- 
ation. Several methods were proposed to your 
committee. 

The study resulted in the plan submitted 
to you by the President in his letter of March 
11. It is believed that S. 2033, which you 
have introduced, is consistent with the Pres- 
ident’s proposal and will afford producers 
effective price and income protection and 
other constructive assistance which is needed 
to bring stability into the wool growing in- 
dustry. Moreover, it is believed that these 
benefits can be derived under the program 
with a minimum of Government participa- 
tion in wool buying and selling operations or 
interference with international trade. 

The general objectives of the bill may be 
divided into four parts; the protection of 
incomes of wool growers; the authorization 
for the issuance of orders under the Market- 
ing Agreement Act of 1937 with respect to 
wool; the undertaking of research and deyel- 
opmental work; and the furtherance of 
standardization work on wool and mohair. 

The incomes of wool producers would be 
protected through loans, purchases, or sup- 
port payments at the same level as that gen- 
erally afforded producers of the basic agri- 
cultural commodities, The first require- 
ment for the accomplishment of this objec- 
tive is the establishment of a comparable, 
or revised parity, price as provided for in sec- 
tion 3 of the bill. This revision is necessary 
to afford an appropriate basis for determining 
when prices to wool growers are in fair bal- 
ance with prices of other agricultural com- 
modities. The desired level of price support 
could be obtained through purchase pro- 
grams, such as those in effect since April 
1943, or loan programs, such as those in effect 
in 1938 and 1939. Provision is also made for 
insuring incomes by making support pay- 
ments equal to the amounts by which the 
average farm price falls below the level re- 
quired to be supported. This procedure may 
become desirable when the wool surplus is 
sold and conditions become sufficiently sta- 
bilized to insure uniform market support to 
growers without direct governmental par- 
ticipation in the handling of wool. 

The bill aims to give wool growers the same 
general degree of price protection as that af- 
forded producers of basic agricultural com- 
modities, but two exceptions are made for the 
special benefit of wool growers. The first ex- 
ception provides that substantially the same 
level of support prices provided for the 1946 
clip shall be continued until sheep numbers 
become stabilized. The 1946 prices are ap- 
proximately T00 percent of the proposed com- 
parable price. In view of the major reduc- 
tion in sheep numbers during the past 4 
years, the bill proposes that the Government 
refrain from reducing support prices and 
thereby adding to the producer’s difficulty 
until the decline has stopped. Naturally, 
it is not known at what level sheep numbers 
will become stabilized, but stability and 
profitable operations may occur at any level. 

The reduction in sheep numbers has given 
assurance of future strength in the lamb part 
of the industry and when stock sheep num- 
bers start to expand it may be concluded 
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that the industry as a whole will be in as 
sound a position as the rest of agriculture. 
Naturally, after that condition is reached 
wool growers should be treated the same as 
the rest of agriculture. 

The second exception provides that the 
price supported or return assured to pro- 
ducers of the wool clip shorn in any year 
shall not be reduced by more than 8 percent 
below the price supported or return assured 
to producers of the wool clip shorn in the 
immediately preceding year. This limitation 
on the amount of reduction that can be 
made in any one year recognizes the peculiar 
conditions confronting sheep growers and 
the fact that livestock industries can be ex- 
panded or contracted only slowly. 

The 1946 level of wool support prices is 
roughly equal to the comparable price the 
bill would establish. Prior to the war, the 
level of support prices for basic agricultural 
commodities was generally 50 to 75 percent of 
parity. This has been increased to 90 percent 
of parity (9244 percent for cotton) for the 
period “* after December 31, 1941, 
and before the expiration of the 2-year pe- 
riod beginning with the ist day of January 
immediately following the date upon which 
the President by proclamation or the Con- 
gress by concurrent resolution declares that 
hostilities in the present war have termi- 
nated, * * (See Stabilization Act of 
1942 (56 Stat. 767 (1942), 50 U. S. C. App. sec. 
968 (a) Supp IV), as amended by the Stabili- 
zation Extension Act of 1944, Public Law 383, 
78th Cong., 2d sess, (June 30, 1944) sec. 204.) 

An essential part of the price supporting 
provision is the authorization contained in 
section 6 for the Corporation to sell without 
regard to restrictions imposed upon it by law 
at prices which will permit such wool to be 
sold in competition with imported wool. Or- 
dinarily, the Corporation is not permitted to 
sell its products domestically at less than 
parity or comparable prices. Wool is on an 
import basis, and through operations of the 
tariff prices in this country are maintained 
at levels well above world prices. Neverthe- 
less, since a domestic wool program cannot 
fix the level of world prices and since such 
prices cannot be expected to maintain a con- 
stant relationship with United States parity 
prices, it is essential that the Corporation 
have the right to dispose of its wool at com- 
petitive prices within this country. 

Section 7 provides that a sufficient part of 
the proceeds derived from duties collected 
under the customs laws is authorized to be 
appropriated and made available to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture for payment to the Cor- 
poration to reimburse the Corporation for 
losses realized by it, including the amount 
of any support payments, in connection with 
operations carried out pursuant to the price 
and income support provisions of the bill. 
With this provision sheep raisers could plan 
their future operations with greater confi- 
dence than would be possible if they were 
dependent upon annual appropriations. 

Section 8 of the bill would permit wool 
growers and handlers to utilize the market- 
ing agreements and orders provided for in 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, Programs under that act may pro- 
vide for volume, grade, or size regulation, and, 
also, prohibit unfair trade practices in order 
to carry out the intended purposes of the 
bill to reflect proper returns to growers. The 
act, as incorporated in the bill, would also 
permit the establishment of a surplus pool 
for wool. It is believed that growers should 
be authorized clearly to utilize the provisions 
of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act, 
including orders thereunder, if they so de- 
sire in formulating programs for the solu- 
tions of their problems during the postwar 
period. 9 

In recent years the production of shorn 
wool has ranged from around 320 to 390 
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million pounds and the production of pulled 
wool from 65 to 70 million pounds annually. 
The average value of the wool clip has been 
around $150,000,000 per year, and the produc- 
tion of pulled wool accounts for a significant 
portion of the returns of approximately 
$300,000,000 annually received by growers 
from the sale of sheep and lambs. In view 
of the importance of the industry it is be- 
lieved that provision should be made for 
adequate research and demonstration work 
with respect to the production, marketing, 
and utilization of wool and its products. 
Closely related products which also require 
such work are mohair, sheep pelts, and goat 
pelts. In recent years many new and im- 
proved processes and products have been in- 
troduced. These require development and 
exploitation in the interests of growers, man- 
ufacturers, and consumers. Work in these 
fields should be pressed forward continu- 
ously. It is believed that the authority 
granted under section 9 of the bill, when im- 
plemented, would enable the Department to 
carry out the research and developmental 
work needed by the wool and mohair indus- 
tries. 

The Department of Agriculture has car- 
ried out certain standardization work under 
existing legislation. However, the: authority 
contained in section 10 of the bill would 
give a more adequate basis for such work 
and would place specific responsibility upon 
the Department of Agriculture to carry out 
this work. The continuing and thorough 
standardization work provided for under 
section 10 in conjunction with the work 
provided for under section 9 on production, 
marketing, and utilization, should make the 
standardization work more adequate in 
meeting the requirements of producers, 
handlers, and manufacturers. It should be 
observed that full consideration of the 
position of various groups is insured by the 
requirement that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture give due notice and opportunity for 
hearing prior to the fixing or establishment 
of types and standards. Provision is also 
made for the examination and issuance of 
certificates of the true type, grade, or com- 
parison of samples of wool, mohair, or tops, 
and for the furnishing of practical forms 
of official wool and mohair standards by the 
Department on a reimbursable basis, The 
Secretary of Agriculture would also be au- 
thorized to effectuate agreements with 
domestic, foreign, or international wool or 
mohair organizations for the development, 
adoption, and use of universal standards. 

Funds for carrying out the research, de- 
velopmental, and standardization work pro- 
vided for in sections 9 and 10 of the bill 
are authorized to be appropriated annually. 

There is attached a revised draft of the 
bill which contains certain clarifying 
changes in wording, suggested by the Office 
of the Solicitor, together with a detailed 
explanation of such suggested changes. 
With the suggested changes, the Department 
recommends that the bill be passed, 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
has advised this Department as follows: 

“The proposed report and the bill are gen- 
erally in accord with the President’s pro- 
gram, as shown by his letter to Senator 
O’Manoney of March 11, 1946 (S. Doc, 140, 
79th Cong., 2d sess.). 

“There is however, one provision in the 
bill which was not included in the statement 
approved by the President with respect to 
the legislation necessary to carry out the 
proposed wool program, and which could not 
be considered by this office as an appro- 
priate provision for incorporation in the 
measure. The last sentence of section 10 
(d) (lines 16, 17, 18, and 19, p. 8) which 
reads as follows: 

The amounts collected therefrom and the 
amounts collected pursuant to subsection 
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(c) of this section shall be used by the 
Secretary in paying expenses of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in connection with this 
section.“ 

provides what is known as a permanent in- 

definite appropriation of receipts. Such a 

permanent appropriation would preclude any 

subsequent annual or other review of the 
use of these collections, by this office, by the 

President, by the Appropriations Committees 

of Congress, or by the Congress itself. Such 

legislation would run counter to the spirit 
of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
and would not be in accord with the pro- 
gram of the President. Moreover, this pro- 
vision in section 10 of the bill is inconsistent 
with section 11 of the bill since section 11 
specifically provides that the funds for carry- 
ing out the provisions of section 10 of the 
bill are to be appropriated from the general 
fund of the Treasury.” 
Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P, ANDERSON, 
Secretary. 

The text of the bill as recommended by the 
committee follows: 

“A bill to provide support for wool, to amend 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937 by including wool as a commodity 
to which orders under such act are ap- 
plicable, to authorize the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture to fix wool standards, and for 
other purposes 
“Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 

cited as the Wool Act of 1946.“ 

“Sec. 2. (a) Beginning with wool produced 
in 1947, Commodity Credit Corporation is di- 
rected, through loans, purchases, support 
payments, or other operations to support a 
price or assure returns to producers of wool 
in the continental United States and Terri- 
tories at levels as follows: The support level 
for wool produced each year during the period 
beginning January 1, 1947, and expiring 2 
years after the first day of January immedi- 
ately following the date upon which the 
President by proclamation or the Congress 
by concurrent resolution declares that hos- 
tilities in the present war have terminated 
shall be 90 percent of the comparable price 
for wool as of January of the year in which 
the wool is produced; and the support level 
for wooi produced after the expiration of 
such period shall be not less than 50 per 
cent and not more than 75 percent of such 
comparable price, as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture: Provided, however, 
That prior to December 31, 1950, the price 
supported or returns assured producers of 
wool shall be not less than the price at which 
the Commodity Credit Corporation has under- 
taken to support wool in 1946. And pro- 
vided further, That after December 31, 1950, 
the price supported or returns assured to 
producers of wool in any year shall not be 
reduced by more than 6 percent below the 
price supported or returns assured to pro- 
ducers of wool in the immediately preceding 
year. 
“(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
hereof, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
may adjust support prices for individ- 
ual grades and qualities of wool for the pur- 
pose of bringing about a fair and equitable 
relationship in the support prices for the 
various grades and qualities of wool; may 
make discounts from support prices for off- 
quality, inferior-grade, or poorly prepared, 
wool; and may make discounts from support 
prices for the purpose of discouraging un- 
sound marketing practices, 

“Src. 3, The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
establish a comparable price for wool and a 
comparable price for lambs, respectively, and 
the comparable price so established shall be 
used for the purposes of all laws in which a 
parity or comparable price is established or 
used. The comparable price for wool and the 
comparable price for lambs, respectively, 
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shall be that price which bears the same rela- 
tion to the average parity prices of the basic 
agricultural commodities, cotton, corn, 
wheat, rice, tobacco, and peanuts, as the ac- 
tual price for wool or lambs, as the case may 
be, bore to the actual average prices of such 
basic commodities during the period August 
1934 to July 1939. Such comparable price 
for wool or lambs may be adjusted for grade, 
quality, season, and location. 

“Sec. 4. If, pursuant to section 2 hereof, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation supports re- 
turns to producers of wool in any year 
through support payments, the rate of the 
support payment shall be an amount which, 
together with the average farm price for wool 
for the 7 months, January through July, of 
such year will, as determined by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, provide producers an 
average return equal to the support level. 
Support payments for wool produced during 
any year may be limited to wool sold by 
producers during such year, 

“Sec. 5. The provisions of sections 385, 386, 
and 388 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, shall be applicable to 
operations carried out pursuant to section 2 
hereof. 

“Sec. 6. The Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion may, without regard to restrictions im- 
posed upon it by any law, dispose of wool at 
prices which will permit such wool to be sold 
in competition with imported wool. 

“Sec. 7. Such part of the proceeds derived 
from duties collected under the customs laws 
on and after the enactment of this act as is 
necessary from time to time, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, to reimburse 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for losses 
realized by it, including the amount of any 
support payments, in connection with oper- 
ations carried out pursuant to the provisions 
of sections 2 to 6, inclusive, of this act are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated and 
conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture 
for payment to the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. 

“Sec. 8. The Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
as amended and as reenacted and amended 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, is further amended as follows: 

“(a) By adding at the end of section 2 (7 
U. S. C., 1940 edition, 602) the following: 

63) Through the exercise of the powers 
conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture 
under this chapter to establish and maintain 
such orderly marketing conditions for wool 
in interstate commerce as will establish 
prices to producers of wool at the comparable 
price level for wool as set forth in section 3 
of the Wool Act of 1946, but the interest of 
the consumers shall be protected by (a) ap- 
proaching the level of prices which it is 
declared to be the policy of Congress to es- 
tablish with respect to wool by gradual cor- 
rection of the current level at as rapid a rate 
as the Secretary of Agriculture deems to be 
in the public interest and feasible in view of 
the current consumptive demand in domes- 
tic and foreign markets, and (b) authorizing 
no action hereundér which has for its pur- 
pose the maintenance of prices to producers 
of wool above the level which it is declared 
to be the policy of Congress to establish with 
respect to wool.’ 

„(b) By inserting in section 8 (e) (7 U. S. C., 
1940 edition, 608c (2)) the word ‘wool’ imme- 
diately after the word ‘hops.’ 

“(c) By inserting in section 8c (6) (7 
U. S. C., 1940 ed., 608c (6)) the word ‘wool’ 
immediately after the word hops.“ 

“Sec. 9. The Secretary of Agriculture 18 
authorized to expand and intensify research 
and studies, and to engage in demonstration 
work, as to problems relating to the produc- 
tion, processing, preparation, manufacturing, 
standardization, grading, marketing, and 
utilization of wool, mohair, sheep pelts, goat 
pelts, and products thereof, including studies 
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of competing materials and manufactures 
and including the establishment and main- 
tenance of laboratories and pilot plants. In 
carrying out such studies, research, and other 
operations, the Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to cooperate with and enter into 
contracts with public and private organiza- 
tions. The Secretary of Agriculture is fur- 
ther authorized to appoint a wool advisory 
committee representing public and private 
agencies interested in any phase of the wool 
industry, to hold conferences with said com- 
mittee or subcommittees thereof, and to re- 
ceive and consider the recommendations of 
said committee for wool-research programs 
and other operations under this section. The 
authority provided for herein shall be in 
addition to, and not exclusive of, any author- 
ity under existing law. 

“Sec. 10. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture 
is hereby authorized, after investigation and 
due notice and opportunity for a hearing, to 
fix and establish types and standards of 
quality and condition for the grading of wool, 
mohair, wool tops, and mohair tops and to 
conduct tests for the shrinkage, clean con- 
tent, length and fineness of fiber, and any 
other characteristics of wool, mohair, wool 
tops, and mohair tops. The standards fixed 
and established by the Secretary as provided 
herein shall be published in the Federal Reg- 
ister and 60 days after such publication shall 
become and be the Official Wool and Mohair 
Standards of the United States, and such 
official standards shall be substituted for 
and be used in lieu of any official wool or 
mohair standards heretofore established by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under the provi- 
sions of any existing law. The Secretary of 
Agriculture shall have the power to alter or 
modify, after investigation and due notice 
and opportunity for a hearing, such official 
standards whenever the necessities of the 
trade may require and such alterations or 
modifications shall likewise become effective 
60 days after publication thereof in the Fed- 
eral Register. 

“(b) Any person who has custody of or 
a financial interest in any wool, mohair, or 
tops therefrom may submit the same or sam- 
ples thereof, drawn in accordance with the 
rules and regulations of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, to such officer or officers of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, as may be desig- 
nated for the purpose pursuant to the rules 
and regulations of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, for a determination of the true grade, 
shrinkage, or clean content, including the 
comparison thereof, if requested, with types 
or with other samples submitted for the pur- 
pose. Except for the purposes of the assess- 
ment and collection of customs duties the 
final certificate of the Department of Agri- 
culture showing such determination shall 
be binding on officers of the United States 
and shall be accepted in the courts of the 
United States as prima facie evidence of the 
true type grade, shrinkage, clean content, or 
comparison thereof when involved in any 
transaction or shipment in commerce, The 
Secretary of Agriculture shall make rules 
and regulations for drawing and submitting 
samples of wool, mohair, or tops therefrom 
for a determination of type, grade, shrink- 
age, clean content, or comparison. 

“(c) The Secretary of Agriculture may 
cause to be collected such charges as he may 
find to be reasonable for determinations 
made under subsection (b) of this section. 

“(d) Whenever the Official Wool and Mo- 
hair Standards of the United States estab- 
lished under this section shall be represented 
by practical forms, the Department of Agri- 
culture shall furnish copies thereof, upon 
request, to any person, and the cost thereof, 
as determined by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, shall be paid by the person making the 
request. The amounts collected therefrom 
and the amounts collected pursuant to sub- 
section (c) of this section shall be used by 
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the Secretary in paying expenses of the De- 
partment of Agriculture in connection with 
this section. 

“(e) The Secretary of Agriculture is au- 
thorized to effectuate agreements with wool 
associations, wool exchanges, and other 
wool or mohair organizations, either domes- 
tic, foreign, or international, for (1) the 
adoption, use, and observation of universal 
standards of wool and mohair grades, (2) the 
arbitration or settlement of disputes with 
respect thereto, and (3) the preparation, dis- 
tribution, inspection, and protection of the 
practical forms or copies thereof under such 
agreements. 

“Sec. 11. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated annually commencing with the 
fiscal year 1948, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such 
amount as may be necessary to enable the 
Secretary of Agriculture to carry out the 
provisions of sections 9 and 10 hereof.” 


Exuinir 1 
INDIVIDUAL VIEWS BY MR. WALSH 


I regret to state that I am unable to con- 
cur in the majority report on S. 2033. This 
bill would continue the Government in the 
business of buying and selling the domestic 
wool clip. The Department of Agriculture 
would continues to purchase the domestic 
wool clip at a high artificial price and sell 
it at a loss, which, on their present holdings 
and the 1946 clip which they are committed 
to buy, represents approximately 8 to 9 
cents per pound with an estimated loss of 
$75,000,000 plus administrative costs and 
carrying charges, which at present amounts 
to over $500,000 per month. 

I agree with the majority that the wool 
grower is engaged in a business which is es- 
sential to our civilian economy and na- 
tional defense, and because of increased costs 
of operation, the grower should have as- 
sistance from the Government in order to 
stimuliate production. However, I believe 
that Government control of the domestic 
wool business should cease. 

I am satisfied from the testimony offered 
by witnesses at the hearings which were 
held on this bill that the business of buying 
and selling wool is so complex that the Gov- 
ernment cannot make its buying and selling 
operations sufficiently flexible to enable it 
to dispose of wool in the best interests of all 
concerned. In my opinion, the results of 
the Government’s program of buying and 
selling the domestic wool clip during the 
past several years is ample evidence that the 
Government cannot market this wool clip in 
a satisfactory manner, and as a result of its 
operations the American manufacturer has 
been forced to use imported wool in place of 
domestic-grown wool, resulting in a loss to 
the wool grower of his only natural market. 

For generations, the wool merchant has 
filled an important place in this industry 
through his purchase of the domestic wool 
clip from the producer, financing of same, 
and proper preparation of it for market, 
making the many special grades and qualities 
required by individual manufacturers. 

Yet this long-established business would 
be destroyed by this bill. 

While in my opinion the proper method of 
affording protection to the American pro- 
ducer is through an increase in the tariff 
on wool and wool products, I recognize the 
improbability of any tariff legislation at this 
time which would permit an increase, There- 
fore, much as I dislike subsidies, I suggest 
payment to the grower on a per-head basis 
of a sum which will represent the difference 
between comparable price now considered 
to be 40.4 cents per pound and the cost of 
competitive foreign wool, leaving the grad- 
ing and merchandising of the clip in the 
hands of established commercial organiza- 
tions. I also favor establishment of a floor 
price to become effective in the event of 
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drastic price in decline. I believe that this 
suggestion would cost materially less in ad- 
ministrative costs. 

I quote from the testimony of a top- 
maker manufacturer, Kenneth W. Marriner, 
containing the manufacturer’s point of view: 

“I can express an opinion from a manu- 
facturer’s point of view and would say that 
seldom in its history has the United States 
wool textile industry faced a more uncertain 
future than today when the passage of the 
British loan seems to carry with it the 
probability of a reduction in the tariff on 
wool and wool goods, which means that this 
country, which now holds the position as 
being the largest producer of wool goods in 
the world, employing over 200,000 people, 
principally in New England, will be subjected 
to the severest kind of competition from 
foreign manufacturers, and with the pros- 
pect in view, every effort should be made to 
give manufacturers as much freedom in their 
selection and purchase of raw wool as pos- 
sible rather than attempt to surround them 
with Government rules and regulations 
which would be inevitable under any Gov- 
ernment wool purchase plan.” 

I recommend the elimination of those sec- 
tions of S. 2033 which contemplate having 
the Department of Agriculture inject itself 
further into private industry. 

In the near future, Great Britain and her 
colonies will return to a free and competitive 
business in the selling of wool. This coun- 
try should do likewise. 

For the reasons stated, I am unable to 
recommend favorable consideration of S. 
2088. 

Davio I. WALSH. 


Mr. DOWNEY subsequently said: Mr. 
President, this morning the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY ] 
discussed at some length his pending 
wool standard bill. I wish to say that I 
agree with him as to the great importance 
of passing the bill, and I wish to asso- 
ciate myself with the statements which 
have been expressed by him concerning 
the matter. 

As coming from one of the great wool- 
producing States, it has seemed to me 
that the entire sheep and wool industry 
of the United States is now in a serious 
condition. I believe that only the passage 
of legislation such as the bill which was 
referred to by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming, will save that great industry. 

Moreover, Mr. President, I agree with 
the Senator from Wyoming that, from 
the standpoint of the American economy 
as a whole, it is most vital that our wool 
industry be preserved, 

I concur also with the Senator in ex- 
pressing the hope and wish that before 
Congress concludes its present session, it 
will take action looking to the passage of 
the bill now pending which has been 
unanimously reported by a Senate 
committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I wish 
the Recorp to show that I associated my- 
self with the remarks of the Senator from 
California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I wish to ask the Senator from 
California one brief question. 

I listened to the address of the Senator 
from Wyoming on the subject of wool, 
and I listened to the remarks of the Sen- 
ator from California. I wish to say that 
Colorado is tremendously interested in 
the sheep and wool industry. It is 
an extremely important industry. I also 
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associate myself with the Senator from 
Wyoming and with the Senator from 
California, as well as other western Sen- 
ators, in the hope that Congress will 
soon pass legislation on the subject which 
will make it possible for the sheep and 
wool industry to continue in existence. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I ex- 
press to the junior Senator and senior 
Senator from Colorado my appreciation 
for their statements. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I wish 
to place myself in accord with what has 
been said during the day by the distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney], the distinguished Senator 
from California [Mr. Downey], and 
other Senators who have spoken on the 
subject, who are trying to make it pos- 
sible that the sheep and wool industry 
be preserved. 

The industry is of great importance 
to Montana. Like every other State in 
the Union, Montana is being affected by 
the conditions which have been por- 
trayed so eloquently by the Senator 
2 — Wyoming, as well as other Sena- 
ors, 

I believe it would be a great disaster 
to the country, I know it would be a very 
serious injury to the State of Montana, 
if the bill referred to were not enacted 
into law. I wish to express myself as 
being in accord with the statements of 
the Senators from the other wool-grow- 
ing States. I think the wool industry is 
one of the important segments of our 
economy, and I do not see how the Con- 
gress can fail to recognize its importance, 
and to act accordingly. 

Mr. REVERCOMB subsequently said: 
Mr. President, earlier today the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] spoke 
upon a wool bill in which he expressed 
deep interest. I told him that I would 
have some comments to make at a later 
time with respect to the discussion which 
took place. 

In the course of the remarks of the 
Senator from Wyoming he pointed out 
that the Congress, in fixing a policy by 
the passage of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act, and permitting exten- 
sions of that act, which Members of the 
Senate will recall empowered the Presi- 
dent to lower existing tariffs by 50 per- 
cent, made possible a situation which is 
a threat to the wool growers and to the 
protection of the products of this 
country. 

I wish to say that not only is it a 
threat to the wool growers, but to the 
producers of all goods manufactured in 
America, and to the workers who create 
them. 

At the time of the debate upon the ex- 
tension of the Trade Agreements Act I 
said—and I repeat at this time—that it 
was a threat to every product made in 
America, and in my own State particu- 
larly to glass and pottery; and even a 
threat to those who work in the produc- 
tion of coal, because the trade agree- 
ments permit the importation into this 
country of the products of other coun- 
tries, manufactured abroad by foreign 
workers. 

In the course of the remarks of the 
Senator from Wyoming he stated more 
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than once that 16 Republicans had voted 
for the passage of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act. I do not know the 
real purpose of his statement, but the 
implication was that the policy which 
we find ourselves facing since the pas- 
sage of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
Act is to be laid at the door of the Re- 
publican Party. 

In order that the record may be clear, 
and in order that there may be no mis- 
understanding upon the subject, I have 
before me an excerpt from the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD of June 20, 1945, showing 
the vote upon the final passage of the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. I 
find that, of the Senators voting at that 
time, 15 members of the Republican 
Party voted in favor of the passage of 
the bill; 38 members of the Democratic 
Party voted in favor of it; and 1 member 
of the Progressive Party voted in favor 
of it. 

Voting against the passage of the Re- 
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act, which 
now is called a threat and a danger, 
there were 16 Republican Senators. Six- 
teen Republican Senators and five Dem- 
ocratic Senators voted against the pas- 
sage of that act. I wish to take time now 
to place in the Recor the names of the 
Republican Members of the Senate who 
voted against the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act, inasmuch as this sub- 
ject has been brought up; and I venture 
to say that in the future it will be brought 
up time and time again, because of the 
threat the act involves to the future well- 
being of this country and particularly 
the well-being of the people who manu- 
facture American products. The Sena- 
tors on the Republican side who voted 
against the passage of the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act were the follow- 
ing: The Senator from Maine [Mr. 
Brewster], the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. Butter], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. CAPPER], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Gurney], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], 
the Senator from Oklahoma IMr. 
Moore], the Senator from West Virginia 
Mr. Revercoms], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. ROBERTSON], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD], the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Tart], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Wuerry], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. WHITE], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Wirz], and the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Youne]. 

In the course of that debate, the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] 
offered an amendment, the purport and 
effect of which was that any agreement 
which was made should be submitted, 
like any treaty, to the Senate, for ratifi- 
cation by it. The Senator from Wyo- 
ming espoused that amendment. I 
agreed with him and I supported him 
in respect to the amendment. But when 
question is raised here as to the party 
division on the votes on those matters, 
I think we should go to the RECORD, so 
that there may be no misunderstanding 
about what the situation was. So let us 
see who supported that amendment, as 
between the two parties and their mem- 
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berships. The amendment was offered 
by the Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’ManoneEy], and it was supported by 
20 Republican Senators and 7 Demo- 
cratic Senators. As I have said, that 
amendment, if adopted, would have 
caused the submission of such agree- 
ments to the Senate, for ratification by 
the Senate. Voting against that amend- 
ment were 11 Republican Senators, 37 
Democratic Senators, and 1 Progressive 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I take the position that 
when a question of this kind is raised, 
when the record is clear, and when the 
matter was passed on by the Senate dur- 
ing the past year, we should bring the 
Record up to date, so that the whole 
subject will be absolutely clear and so 
that when any Senator on either side of 
the aisle raises a point about the party 
division on the matter, or when partisan 
points are made, there can be no ques- 
tion as to how the various Members of 
the Senate voted. 


PROHIBITION OF POLL TAX IN FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 7) making unlawful the 
requirement for the payment of a poll 
tax as a prerequisite to voting in a pri- 
mary or other election for national 
officers. 

Mr. MEAD, Mr. President, last eve- 
ning, only a few minutes before the Sen- 
ate recessed, I discussed very briefly the 
anti-poll-tax bill. The effort to secure 
the passage of the anti-poll-tax bill has 
been an uphill struggle for over 7 years. 
More than a year ago the bill was passed 
by the House of Representatives. Nine 
months ago the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee reported it favorably, Since then 
there has been a silent filibuster on the 
bill. But, despite the vigorous efforts of 
the Senators from poll-tax States to keep 
this bill from coming to a vote, the over- 
whelming desire of the people to see 
democracy really work here in America 
finally forced this bill to reach the floor 
of the Senate. 

Mr. President, we know all the facts 
and figures regarding this bill, We have 
heard them many times, so I feel it un- 
necessary to go over them. I am confi- 
dent that the majority of my colleagues 
are anxious to see the poll tax abolished 
as a precondition of voting in all of our 
States. What the Senator from New 
York is not confident of is that two-thirds 
of his colleagues will vote for cloture 
this afternoon. I submit, Mr. President, 
that cloture is not the issue involved, nor 
is it an issue in itself. Cloture is merely 
a rule of parliamentary procedure, an 
instrumentality of legislative conduct. 
It is just a remedy for democratic illness, 
when the democratic body is unable to 
move by its usual processes because it is 
suffering from a stoppage. 

Mr. President, the Senate is about to 
vote for cloture. This body is about to 
decide whether sufficient debate has been 


held on this subject. Isubmit, Mr. Presi- . 


dent, that sufficient debate has been held 
on the merits of this subject. We have 
been debating it for 2 years. The issues 
and facts on this question are crystal 
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clear, I recognize that there are Sen- 
ators who, by clinging to the tradition 
of free speech, have been loath to put a 
limit on debate. But I believe that it 
has become more and more obvious that 
the power to act is greater and more nec- 
essary to a legislature than the right to 
debate endlessly, 

I believe the Senate has come here to- 
day to act. The Senate shall act. The 
junior Senator from New York asks that 
all Senators who want to see this bill 
pass, vote for cloture. The issue is clear 
and decisive. A vote for cloture is a 
vote for this bill. A vote against cloture 
is a vote against this bill. I want this 
to be made most conclusive to my es- 
teemed colleagues. We want cloture in- 
voked, and we can get it if the Senators 
who want this bill passed will vote for 
cloture. We have the votes to pass this 
bill; our first hurdle is the cloture vote. 

By voting for cloture and then pass- 
ing this bill, Mr. President, we will be 
doing the individual States, despite the 
argument of some of our states-righters, 
a great service. By passing H. R. 7, Mr. 
President, we will be putting the vote 
into the hand of the people in the seven 
poll-tax States. With the vote in the 
people’s hands, they will be able to take 
upon themselves the task of improving 
the conditions of poor health, housing, 
and education which exist in their re- 
spective States as a result of the poll-tax 
system. There are 10,000,000 voteless 
citizens in seven poll-tax States. If we 
pass this bill we will be improving by a 
millionfold the conditions of health, 
education, and housing in those States. 
This is our problem, Mr. President. The 
poll-tax question is a national issue ef- 
fecting all the people. Poor health, edu- 
cation, and housing in any of our States 


` affect all the people of the country. We 


cannot avoid this issue, Mr. President. 
The whole world will be looking at us to- 
day. We must show the peoples of the 
world that America is truly the seedbed 
of democracy, not only in principle but 
in fact. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
hour of 1 o’clock, being 1 hour after the 
Senate met today, having arrived, the 
Chair, in accordance with the provisions 
of rule XXII of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, lays before the Senate the 
motion to bring to a close the debate 
upon the bill (H. R. 7) making unlawful 
the requirement for the payment of a 
poll tax as a prerequisite to voting in a 
primary or other election for national 
officers, and directs the Secretary to call 
the roll to ascertain whether a quorum 
ren The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Andrews Downey Hoey 
Austin Eastland Huffman 
Ball Ferguson Johnson, Colo. 
Barkley Fulbright Johnston, S. C 
Ubo George Kilgore 
Bridges Gerry Knowland 
Burch Gossett La Follette 
Byrd Green Langer 
Capper Guffey McCarran 
Chavez Gurney McClellan 
Connally Hart McFarland 
Cordon Hayden McKellar 
Donnell 1 McMahon 


Magnuson Overton ‘Thomas, Utah 
Maybank Pepper Tunnell 
Mead Radcliffe Vandenberg 

Reed Wagner 
Mitchell Revercomb Walsh 
Moore Russell Wheeler 
Morse Smith Wherry 
Murdock Stewart White 
Murray Swift Wiley 
Myers Taft Willis 
O'Daniel Taylor Young 
O'Mahoney Thomas, Okla. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev- 
enty-four Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present, 

The Chair, in further pursuance of 
rule XXII, submits to the Senate the 
question, Is it the sense of the Senate 
that the debate shall be brought to & 
close upon this question? 

The yeas and nays are required, and 
the Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr, REVERCOMB (when his name 
was called). On this vote the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Brooxs] and I have 
a pair with the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr, Ropertson]. If the Senator from 
Wyoming were present and voting, he 
would vote “nay.” If the Senator from 
Illinois were permitted to vote he would 
vote “yea”; and if I were permitted to 
vote, I would vote “yea.” 

Mr. WILLIS (when his name was 
called). On this vote, the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. Witson] and I have a joint 
pair with the junior Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Busnriretp]. If the junior 
Senator from South Dakota were pres- 
ent he would vote “nay.” If I were per- 
mitted to vote I would vote “yea,” and 
if the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
Witson] were present he would vote 
“yea.” I therefore withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. ; 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices] and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Lucas] are detained on public 
business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Harck! is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President's Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

On this question the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], who, if pres- 
ent and voting, would vote “yea,” are 
paired with the Senator from Nevada 
{Mr, CARVILLE], who, if present and vot- 
ing, would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr., 
Briccs] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. TOBEY], both of whom 
would vote “yea” if present, are paired 
on this question with the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], who would 
vote “nay” if present. 
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The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDERI would vote “nay” if present, 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Brewster], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], and the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky (Mr. STANFILL] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr, 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooks], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Topey] are absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on Official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 
If present he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] and the Senator from Illinois 
{Mr. Lucas]; both of whom would vote 
“yea,” are paired on this question with 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CARVILLE], 
who would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosrey] and the Senator from Mis- 
souri (Mr. Briccs], both of whom would 
vote “yea,” are paired on this question 
with the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Bartey], who would vote “nay.” 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 39, 
nays 33, as follows: 


YEAS—39 
Austin Kilgore Pepper 
Ball Knowland Reed 
Barkley La Follette Smith 
Capper Taft 
Chavez McMahon Taylor 
Cordon Magnuson Thomas, Okla. 
Donnell ead Thomas, Utah 
Downey Mitchell Tunnell 
n Morse Vandenberg 
Green Murdock Wagner 
Guffey Murray Walsh 
uffman Myers Wherry 
Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney Wiley 
NAYS—33 
Andrews Gurney Millikin 
Bilbo Hart Moore 
Bridges Hayden O'Daniel 
Burch Overton 
yrd Hoe Radcliffe 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Eastland Stewart 
Fulbright McClellan Swift 
George McFarland Wheeler 
Gerry McKellar ite 
Gossett Maybank Young 
NOT VOTING—24 
Aiken Capehart Robertson 
Batiey Carville -Saltonstall 
Brewster Ellender Shipstead 
Briggs Hatch Stanfill 
Brooks Hawkes Tobey 
Buck Hickenlooper 
Bushfleld Lucas Willis 
Butler Revercomb Wilson 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
this question two-thirds of the Senators 
present and voting not having voted in 
the affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following communi- 
cations and letters, which were referred 
as indicated: 2 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR (S. Doc. No, 256) 

A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation for the Of- 
fice of the Secretary of the Department of the 
Interior, amounting to $5,000,000, fiscal year 
1947 (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 


SUPPLEMENTAL EsTIMATES, FEDERAL WORKS 
AGENCY (S. Doc. No. 257) 


A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting supplemen- 
tal estimates of appropriation for the Federal 
Works Agency, amounting to $9,300,000, fiscal 
year 1947 (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or- 
dered to be printed. 


INVESTMENT OF FUNDS OF INSURANCE COM- 
PANIES OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Chairman of the National Advisory 
Council on International Monetary and Fi- 
nancial Problems, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to permit investment of 
funds of insurance companies organized 
within the District of Columbia in obliga- 
tions of the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development (with an accom- 
panying paper); to the Committee on, the 
District of Columbia. 


LEGISLATION PASSED BY MUNICIPAL COUNCIL OF 
Sr. CROIX AND LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, VIRGIN 
ISLANDS 


A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of legislation passed by the Municipal 
Council of St. Croix and the Legislative As- 
sembly of the Virgin Islands (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on Ter- 
ritories and Insular Affairs. 


REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF SMALLER WAR PLANTS 
CORPORATION 


A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report from 
Laurence F. Arnold, Acting Director of the 
Office of Small Business, and Accountability 
and Liquidation Officer of the Smaller War 
Plants Corporation, covering the months of 
April and May 1946 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


Report OF INTERAGENCY POLICY COMMITTEE 
ON RUBBER 

A letter from the Director of the Office of 
War Mobilization and Reconversion, trans- 
mitting the second report of the Interagency 
Policy Committee on Rubber (with an ac- 
companying report); to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, 


REPORT or ACTIVITIES OF GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE UNDER CONTRACT SETTLEMENT ACT OF 
1944 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting a report of 

the activities of the General Accounting Of- 
fice under section 16 of the Contract Settle- 
ment Act of 1944 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Military Affairs, 


AMENDMENT. OF CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT 


A letter from the President of the United 
States Civil Service Commission, transmitting 
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a draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Civil Service Retirement Act to provide for 
the elimination of the deduction of $1 a 
month from employee contributions, as well 
as the elimination of interest on refunds 
covering service of less than 5 years and for 
other purposes (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on Civil Service. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIAL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following petitions 
and a memorial, which were referred, as 
indicated: 

A resolution of the Assembly of the State 
of California; ordered to lie on the table: 


“House Resolution 18 


“Resolution relative to memorializing and pe- 
titioning the Congress of the United States 
to pass H. R. 6932 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, second session, providing for pro- 
motion of agricultural marketing services 
and agricultural research - 


“Whereas the Congress of the United States 
has now before it for consideration H. R. 
6932 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, second 
session, which has for its objective the pro- 
viding for further research into basic laws 
and principles relating to agriculture and to 
improve and facilitate the marketing and 
distribution of agricultural products; and 

“Whereas a scientific approach to the prob- 
lems of marketing, transportation, and dis- 
tribution of agricultural products through 
research, study, experimentation, and cooper- 
ation among Federal and State agencies, farm 
organizations, and private industry is of in- 
estimable value to the achieving of a pros- 
perous agriculture, and this scientific ap- 
proach will be promoted by said bill; and 

“Whereas efficient farm production and the 
current problems of improved packaging, re- 
frigeration, transportation, marketing, and 
distribution require coordination and correla- 
tion between official agencies of the Federal 
and State Governments for the benefit of 
producers, handlers, and consumers, as en- 
visaged by said bill: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly of the State of 
California, That it urgently represents to the 
Congress of the United States that the pas- 
sage of H. R. 6932 is a matter of prime im- 
portance, and it hereby memorializes the 
Congress to enact said bill or a measure 
comparable in purpose and objective and 
containing due and adequate consideration 
for the right of each State to recommend and 
engage in research on marketing and distri- 
bution problems of local and State-wide sig- 
nificance: and be it further 

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as- 
sembly is hereby directed to send a copy of 
this resolution to the President of the United 
States, the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, and to each of the Senators and Rep- 
resentatives from California in the Congress 
of the United States.” 

A letter in the nature of a petition, from 
the Pan-Pacific Women’s Association, New 
York City, N. Y., signed by Mrs, Edgerton 
Parsons, chairman, praying that the remain- 
ing appropriation of $465,000,000 to UNRRA 
be made immediately available; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

A resolution adopted by the Federation of 
Employees of the Insular Government of 
Puerto Rico, San Juan, P. R., favoring the 
appointment of Jesús T. PIÑERO as Governor 
of Puerto Rico; to the Committee on Terri- 
tories and Insular Affairs, 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
Sooner Post, No. 4578, Veterans of Foreign 

Wars, Guthrie, Okla., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation providing a cash pay- 
ment for terminal leave of members of the 
armed forces; ordered to lie on the table. 
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A resolution adopted by the Board of Alder- 
men of the City of Chelsea, Mass., favoring 
continuation of the Office of Price Adminis- 
tration; ordered to lie on the table. 

A telegram in the nature of a memorial 
from Frank Berge, of San Francisco, Calif., 
remonstrating against disclosure of informa- 
tion regarding secret war weapons; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

S. 2493. A bill to authorize the President to 
appoint Lt. Comdr. Paul A. Smith as United 
States representative to the Interim Council 
of the Provisional International Civil Avia- 
tion Organization, or as alternate to the 
United States representative, without affect- 
ing his status and perquisites as an officer of 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey; without 
amendment. 

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

H. J. Res. 390. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1908). 

By Mr. BARKLEY, from the Committee on 
the Library: 

H. R. 3243. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a National Archives of 
the United States Government, and for other 
purposes”; without amendment, 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Claims: 

S. 1327, A bill for the relief of Petrol Corp.; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1911). 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry: 

H. R. 2347. A bill to provide and insure a 
dependable supply of domestic natural rub- 
ber, and for other purposes; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1912); 

H. R. 4769. A bill to amend section 5 of the 
act entitled “An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to collect and publish 
statistics of the grade and staple length of 
cotton”; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1913); 

H. R. 6303. A bill to amend the provisions 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act relating 
to marketing agreements and orders; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1915); 

H. R. 6828, A bill to provide for continu- 
ance of the farm labor supply program up to 
and including June 30, 1947; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1914); and 

H. R. 7101. A bill to protect American agri- 
culture, horticulture, livestock, and the pub- 
lic health by prohibiting the unauthorized 
importation into, or the depositing in the 
territorial waters of, the United States of 
garbage derived from products originating 
outside of the continental United States, and 
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. 
No, 1916). 

By Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce: 

S. 1639. A bill to amend the Transporta- 
tion Act of 1940 so as to establish a National 
Air Policy Board, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1918). 
INVESTIGATION OF THE TEXTILE INDUS- 

TRY—REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce, 
I ask unanimous consent to report an 
original joint resolution (S. J. Res. 187) 
to investigate the integration, under 
common control, of textile and clothing 
manufacturing plants and the effect on 
independent manufacturers, and I sub- 
mit a report (No. 1917) thereon. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the report will be received, 
and the joint resolution will be placed on 
the calendar. 


INTERIM REPORT ON INVESTIGATION OF 
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS BY 
WIRE AND RADIO 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce, 
I ask unanimous consent to submit, pur- 
suant to Senate Resolution 24, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, providing for an in- 
vestigation of international communica- 
tions by wire and radio, an interim re- 
port, and I submit a report (No. 1907) 
thereon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the report will be received 
and printed. 


INTERIM REPORT ON INVESTIGATION OF 
PRESENT STATUS OF COTTON INDUSTRY 
(REPT. NO. 1918) 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, from the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, I ask unanimous 
consent to submit, pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 92, providing for the investi- 
gation of matters relative to food pro- 
duction and consumption, an interim . 
report on the production, consumption, 
and distribution of cotton, and I request 
that it may be printed and printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was received, ordered to be printed, and 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

The committee had before it representa- 
tives of the several Federal agencies inter- 
ested in and handling cotton, as follows: 

Paul A. Porter, representing the Office of 
Price Administration; O. C. Stine and Mau- 
rice R. Cooper, representing the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics; E. D. White and 
L. D. Esates, representing the Department of 
Agriculture; Brig. Gen. W. H. Middle- 
schwartz, representing the Quartermaster 
General’s Office of the War Department, and 
Col. R. F. Hartman, representing the Civil 
Affairs Division, War Department; C. W. 
Nichols, Jerome Stenger and James Evans, 
representing the State Department; Julian 
Breen and William B. Mathews, representing 
the United Nations Relief Administration; 
Carl N. Gibboney and Ray Hurley, repre- 
senting the Office of International Trade 
and Commerce; and Dewitt C. Scheck, rep- 
resenting the United States Commercial 
Company, which is subsidiary of the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation. 

The findings made herein are based upon 
the testimony of the witnesses and the pub- 
lished reports of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

DOMESTIC COTTON SITUATION 

The estimated number of acres planted to 
cotton this year, 1946, is 18,300,000, or some 
1,000,000 acres less than was anticipated by 
the cotton trade. 

The foregoing compares with 17,700,000 
acres in 1945 and the 1935-44 average of 
25,600,000. The 1936-45 average abandon- 
ment from natural causes was 1.9 percent. 

The 10-year average number of acres plant- 
ed was 25,500,000. The number of acres 
Planted this year, 1946, is 18,333,333, which 
is some 7,000,000 acres less than the 10-year 
average. 

The following statements are reprinted 
from the June-July 1946 report of the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics with respect to 
cotton: 
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“The July 8 cotton crop report places the 
1946 acres of cotton in cultivation July 1, 
at 18,300,000 acres. If this acreage should 
produce at average yields (1941-45), the 1946 
crop would amount to about 9,500,000 run- 
ning bales and supplies of American cotton 
in the United States for the 1946 crop year 
would be at the lowest level in 17 years, or 
about the same as in 1928.” 

The 10-year average production was 12,- 
553,000 bales of cotton of 500 pounds each. 
The cotton produced last year, 1945, was 
9,015,000 bales, or 3,538,000 bales less than 
the 10-year average production. If the July 8 
estimate is approximately correct then this 
year’s crop will be some 3,053,000 bales less 
than said 10-year average. 

“Mill consumption for the year ending 
July 31 is now estimated at 9,200,000 million 
bales and exports are estimated at 3,500,000 
bales, which would leave a domestic carry- 
over of all kinds of cotton on August 1 of 

,600,000 bales.” 
: “Tt, as estimated, mills consume 9,200,000 
bales of cotton this season and exports total 
3,500,000, the carry-over of all kinds of cot- 
ton in the United States on August 1, 1946, 
will amount to 7,600,000 bales, about 200,000 
which will be foreign.” ; 
* reports indicated that this year's 
cotton crop is threatened by boll-weevil dam- 
age, especially in central Texas, southern 
Mississippi, Georgia, and South Carolina. 
The boll-weevil damage may be more serious 
because of a shortage of calcium arsenate 
and because of a heavier than normal in- 
festation. Areas north of those mentioned 
above have not been very adversely affected 

by the weevil.” 

Testimony of the representatives of Agri- 
culture shows that cotton stocks are now 
only 7,600,000 bales compared to 11,200,000 
a year ago. The drop was caused by 3,500,000 
bales being exported. The 1946 crop will 
hardly equal the domestic demand. 

It was further revealed that the mills are 
carrying working stocks of 2,000,000 bales; 
742.957 bales have already been allocated for 
export to UNRRA, Britain, France, Japan, 
and Germany; and the State Department has 
already approved loans to China, Finland, 
Czechoslovakia, Italy, and the Netherlands 
for 756,000 bales with additional loans to be 
approved in the near future. This leaves 
only 1,807,000 bales of tenderable cotton and 
2,294,000 bales of undesirable cotton, totaling 
4,101,000 bales for export sales, Government 
and warehouse stocks, to serve all purposes 
during the coming 12 months. 

The Department of Agriculture estimates 
that the United States will have orders and 
requisitions for three and one-half to four 
million bales of cotton for export during the 
next 12 months; and the Department's 
spokesman stated before the committee that 
all cotton stocks of all kinds would prob- 
ably be cleaned up within a year. If this 
should happen all cotton now on hand and 
all cotton that is produced during the pres- 
ent crop year will find a market during the 
next 12 months. This conclusion is sup- 
ported by the report “June-July Cotton Sit- 
uation,” as follows: 

“World consumption of cotton and rayon 
may be the equivalent of well over 30,000,000 
bales next year. During the 1946 crop year 
the combined production of cotton and rayon 
in the world will probably not total over 
27,000,000 bales. Present carry-overs of cot- 
ton, large as they seem, will fall sharply dur- 
ing the next few years unless the production 
of cotton and/or rayon is expanded beyond 
present levels.” (From June-July report of 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics.) 

In view of the statistics and possible requi- 
sitions for export as presented by the various 
agencies, this will leave our country with 
little, if any, cotton on hand a year from 
now. 
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Representatives of the Department of Agri- 
culture said a normal mill and working stock 
should be 4,000,000 bales for safety. there- 
fore, it appears that either the milis will have 
to suffer or the exports curtailed from present 
estimates, and no future commitments made. 


OPA AND COTTON 

Mr. Paul A. Porter, Administrator for OPA, 
admitted that his department does not have 
authority to maintain ceiling prices on the 
services of warehousing cotton as such serv- 
ice is prohibited under the act extending 
the OPA; also the law prohibits imposing 
ceiling on raw cotton or maintaining margin 
requirements on cotton futures trading. 

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics esti- 
mates that the following number of bales of 
cotton were consumed in the United States: 


Number of 

Year: - bales 
1042-49. —.—. 11, 000, 000 
. css aes en 85948; O00 
— ye 9, 568, 000 
1945-46. 9, 000, 000 to 9, 250, 000 


The Bureau stated that the estimated 
9,500,000 bales to be produced in 1946 would 
be “probably short” of the consumption from 
August 1, 1946, to August 1, 1947, The Bu- 
reau estimates the carry-over August 1, 1947, 
will drop 2½ million bales from the farry- 
over of August 1, 1946, of 7,600,000, leaving 
5,100,000 bales of both tenderable and un- 
tenderable cotton in all grades and positions. 
After deducting an estimated 2,000,000 bale 
mill stocks there would be approximately 
3,000,000 bales of cotton on hand for export 
and for all other purposes between August 1, 
1946, and August 1, 1947. 

The Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration estimates that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shipped the following bales of 
cotton for export from August 1, 1945, to 
August 1, 1946: 

. Bales 
42,916 
720, 469 
767, 676 
216, 028 
169, 712 
45, 921 

478, 895 


On June 30, 1946, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation owned 433,297 bales; had pooled 
for producers’ accounts 89,078 bales; and had 
outstanding loans on 397,897 bales. 

Since June 30, 1946, Commodity Credit 
Corporation stocks had been reduced from 
433,297 bales to approximately 135,000 bales 
of owned cotton as producers had withdrawn 
from 50,000 to 75,000 bales. The 1944 loans 
were called due July 1, 1946. The 1945 loans 
will be called due October 1, 1946. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation has 
requisitions from the following claimants as 
of July 29, 1946: 


Bales 
UN RRA ann E a AS 175, 000 
Great Britain meow O 401 
France (lend lease 19, 637 
6111 —— --- 433, 105 
. ale eee 111, 084 
— K 3.987 


The total 742,957 bales still appear in the 
estimated 7,600,000-bale carry-over, The 
Commodity Credit Corporation has yet. to 
acquire 123,231 bales from stocks on hand or 
from loan cotton to complete its stock to ful- 
fill these requisitions. 

There will be additional requests for cotton 
for shipment to Japan and Germany. Such 
quantities are unknown at this time. The 
cotton-textile industry of Japan should con- 
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sume 125,000 bales per month by January 1, 
1947. The mill capacity for Germany should 
equal 280,000 bales per annum which the 
United States will supply the bulk. 

The Army estimated it shipped 11,000 long 
tons of cotton to the European theater from 
December 1944 to March 1945; to Italy, 2,129 
long tons through August 1, 1945; to France, 
13,331 long tons; to Germany, 102 long tons. 
Since VJ-day the Army shipped to Italy 2,057 
long tons; Germany, 9,319 long tons; British- 
occupied zone of Germany, 166 long tons, 
making a total of 50,000 bales since VJ-day. 

No additional shipments are contemplated. 
The Department of State revealed that loans 
have been made to the following countries 
for the purpose of buying cotton: 


ü on 
Netberlands 


In addition to the 756,000 bales listed above 
there are 344,000 bales of cotton to be ear- 
marked for shipment to foreign countries 
under credit extended by the State Depart- 
ment, with more credits to follow. 

United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration has purchased in the United 
States and shipped the following cotton: 


Bales 
Until August 1948. 125, 000 
Until August 1946. 675, 000 
Yet to be shipped -- 200, 000 to 225, 000 


COTTON LOAN PROGRAM FOR 1946 


The Secretary of Agriculture’s announce- 
ment on May 28 established premiums and 
discounts under the 1946 loan program. 
Loans will be made at 9214 percent of the 
July 15 parity. On June 15, the price re- 
ceived by farmers for cotton was 112 per- 
cent of the parity price for cotton. An- 
nounced discounts for the poorer qualities 
are as much as 250 points wider than those 
for the 1945 crop. 

According to the July 29 report of the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the parity 
price on cotton on July 15 was 24.68 cents 
per pound. This establishes the basic loan 
a at 22.82 cents per pound for 76 Mid- 
dling. 


COTTON PRICES AFTER WORLD WAR I 


In October 1918 cotton sold for 37.25 cents 
per pound: In December 1919 the price was 
36.23 cents and in July 1920 the price was 
43.75 cents per pound. Cotton is a world 
commodity and is based on the value of gold. 
World War I prices were based on the old 
gold dollar which was 40 percent heavier, 
hence, 40 percent more valuable than the 
gold dollar of today. In 1920 there was less 
than $6,200,000,000 of money in circulation 
while now (July 17), we have $28,241,000,000 
in circulation. 


COTTON GROWER RECEIVES FOR 1 HOUR’S WORK 
PRICE HE RECEIVES FOR 1 POUND OF COTTON 


Eminent economists have demonstrated 
before the Senate Agricultural Committee 
that cotton growers receive per hour for their 
labor the amount they receive per pound for 
the cotton they produced. Cotton is now 
(July 31, 1946) quoted at some 32 cents per 
pound, hence, this means that cotton grow- 
ers may receive only about 32 cents per hour 
for their work in producing this year’s crop. 
If this price prevails, it is obvious that much 
of the 1946 crop will not be picked and the 
existing shortage will be increased, 
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STATISTICS OF COTTON 
Cotton: Acreage, production, value, and foreign trade, United States, 1929-43 


6, 16. 16 

1830. 9. 46 6, 10. 08 
1931. 5.66 7,310 6. 20 138 
1932. 6, 52 5,815 7. 26 136 
1033. 10. 17 5,511 10. 92 156 
27, 860 12. 36 4, 256 12, 44 12, 44 5,037 112 
28, 063 11.09 4, 634 11.75 11, 65 6, 267 162 
30, 627 12.30 5,472 12,93 12,79 5, 689 265 
34, 080 8.41 7, 844 8.75 8.79 5, 976 166 
25, 018 8. 60 4, 950 8. 90 8. 73 3.512 157 
24. 683 9.00 4, 869 10. 34 10. 03 6, 501 176 
24, 871 9.89 5, 286 11. 55 11. 06 1,174 202 
23, 130 236 17. 03 4, 553 19. 16 18.17 1, 162 279 
23, 302 602 19.04 5, 202 20. 99 19. 96 1,498 178 
21, 942 21, 652 19. 80 4, 688 A. 30 4a... 


1 Department figures are in 500. pound gross- weight bales for all years, Agricultural census figures for all periods are in running bales, 
Bureau of Agricultural Economies. Italic figures are census returns. Production figures conform with census annual ginning enumerations, with allowance for cross-State 


Source: The Agricultural Statistics of 1944. 

Cotton: Production in specified countries, 1934-43 

Anglo- 

Year beginning August | United | Inas | china | Soviet | Egypt Mexico | Argentina | Uganda | Egyptian | orld total 
u. 


1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales | 1,000 bales 
3, 987 3, 243 1,687 328 342 223 295 212 227 


9, 636 „ 1, 566 23, 810 
10, 638 4, 874 1,769 315 373 269 201 26, 830 
399 1, 887 307 144 283 268 31, 500 
18,946 4,788 2, 281 3⁴¹ 237 349 264 38, 630 
11, 943 4, 227 1,723 307 327 253 263 29, 090 
11,817 4, 108 1,80 312 362 252 245 28, 966 
12, 566 5,090 1,900 302 232 310 247 30, 580 
744 5,127 1,735 375 873 198 247 27,400. 
12,817 | EE E 877 435 498 94 271 27, 340 
11, 427 4, DID A —— 4 — 740 520 535 159 196 26, 800 


> 


gri- 


Bureau of Agricultural Economics. Compiled from official sources, International Institute of Agriculture, credible trade sources, and estimates of the Department of 
f Cotton: Supply gnd distribution, United States, 1934-44 


feason beginning August— 


8 


Š 


90 17, 366 5, 361 4, 767 7, 208 
71 17, 766 6, 351 5,971 5 409 
73 17, 927 7, 950 5, 433 4, 499 
112 22, 941 5, 748 5, 595 11, 533 
87 23, 282 6, 858 3, 325 13,033 
76 24, 612 7, 784 6, 191 10, 564 
95 23, 069 9, 722 1,112 12, 166 
o SE 11.170 640 
135 11.100 10,657 
88 9, 942 10, 744 


2 


Season beginning August All growths 


E 


5, 228, 995 566 5, 360, 867 
6, 198, 225 238 6, 351, 160 
7, 747, 489 395 7, 950, 079 
5, 608, 081 1, 950 5, 747, 978 
6,714, 266 3.220 6, 858, 426 
7, 630, 954 3,166 7, 783, 774 
9, 545, 314 3,270 9,721, 703 
10,874, 337 Ze 1, 100,082 
„784, 766 43,70 9, 942, 070 


W of Distribution. Compiled from reports of the Bureau of the Census. Quantities are in running bales (round bales counted as half bales) and foreign in equivalent 
XCII——662 
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred, as follows: 


(Mr. MURRAY (for himself, Mr. Morse, 
and Mr. Pepper) introduced Senate bill 2499, 
to establish a national policy for education 
and to provide a 10-year program of assis- 
tance to the States for the further develop- 
ment of educational systems, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Education and 
Labor, and appears under a separate head- 
ing.) 

By Mr. BRIDGES: 

S. 2500. A bill to provide for designation 
of the United States Veterans’ Administra- 
tion hospital at Manchester, N. H., as the 
Frank Knox Veterans Memorial Hospital; 
ordered to lie on the table. 

By Mr. PEPPER (for himself and Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina): 

5.2501. A bill to amend the Armed Forces 
Leave Act of 1946 to provide for the redemp- 
tion prior to maturity of bonds issued under 


such act; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 
(Mr. LA FOLLETTE introduced Senate 


Joint Resolution 185, providing for the filing 
of claims for compensation for personal in- 
juries and property damages sustained by 
citizens of the United States who were taken 
prisoner by the enemy during World War II, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and appears under a 
separate heading.) 

(Mr, BARKLEY introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 186, to provide for the transfer 
of the painting First Fight of Ironclads— 
Monitor and Merrimac, now stored in the 
United States Capitol Building, to the 
custody of the United States Naval Academy, 
was passed, and appears under a separate 

_ heading.) 
DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
SYSTEMS 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], and myself, I ask unanimous 
consent to introduce for appropriate ref- 
erence a bill to establish a national pol- 
icy for education and to provide a 10- 
year program of assistance to the States 
for the further development of educa- 
tional systems, and I request that it be 
printed in full in the Record, together 
with an accompanying statement in ex- 
planation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the bill will be received 
and appropriately referred, and the bill 
together with an accompanying state- 
ment in explanation will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2499) to establish a na- 
tional policy for education and to pro- 
vide a 10-year program of assistance to 
the States for the further development 
of educational systems, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor, and ordered to be 

printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act, divided 
into titles according to the following table 
of contents, may be cited as the “Educa- 
tion Development Act of 1947": 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section 1. Short title. 

Section 2, Declaration of policy. 

TITLE I—BASIC EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND 
SERVICES 


Section 101. Appropriation authorized, 
Section 102, Allotments to States. 
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Section 103. Educational expenditures by 
States. 
Section 104. State plans. 


TITLE II—SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS 


Section 201. Appropriation authorized. 
Section 202. Allotments to States. 
Section 203. State plans. 


TITLE II—PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OF 
EDUCATIONAL PLANT FACILITIES 


Section 301. Appropriation authorized. 
Section 302. Allotments to States. 
Section 303, State plans. 


TITLE IV—CAMPING PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN AND 
YOUTH 


Section 401. Appropriation authorized, 
Section 402. Allotments to States. 
Section 403. State plans. 


TITLE V—ADMINISTRATION 


Section 501. State control of operations. 

Section 502. United States Office of Educa- 
tion. 

Section 503. Program development, admin- 
istration, and research. 

Section 504. National standards. 

Section 505. Operation of State plans. 

Section 506. National Board of Appeals. 


TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Section 601. Report to Congress. 
Section 602. Definitions. 
Section 603. Separability. 


DECLARATION OF FOLICY 


Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that 
in order to promote the common defense, 
democratic participation in government, the 
development of science and the arts, pro- 
ductive employment in a fruitful economy, 
wise use of leisure, world peace and security, 
and the general welfare, it shall be the na- 
tional policy to seek the development within 
10 years of educational systems throughout 
the United States— ® 

(a) which will be so organized, financed, 
and administered as to be capable of offering 
full and equal opportunities to all to de- 
velop their capacities for their own benefit 
individually and for the best interest of the 
Nation as a whole; 

(b) which will afford equality of opportu- 
nity to all without regard to sex, race, color, 


or creed; 


(c) which will promote the principles of 
democracy, of respec: for the dignity of the 
individual, and of respct for such human 


rights as freedom of assembly, speech, and - 


religion, with unrestricted pursuit of objec- 
tive truth and the free exchange of ideas and 
knowledge: 

(d) under which it will be the responsi- 
bility of the several States, in accordance with 
their constitutions and laws, to provide the 
administrative organization for public edu- 
cational services, and particularly, under 
such home-rule provisions as they may de- 
termine, to provide for local public school 
administrative units of efficient size and 
organization; and to provide for the charter- 
ing of nonpublic educational institutions; 

(e) under which it will be the responsibil- 
ity of State and local school authorities to 
provide for compulsory school attendance, 
to determine the public-school curriculum, 
to appoint competent teachers and officers 
of instruction, to provide safe and sanitary 
school buildings, to provide suitable equip- 
ment and instructional materials, and, where 
necessary, safe pupil transportation; 

(f) under which it will be the responsibil- 
ity of nonpublic tax-exempt schools and edu- 
cational institutions to meet suitable stand- 
ards of educational service as established by 
competent authority, and to aid in the at- 
tainment of national educational objectives 
in the interests of the general welfare; 

(g) under which it will be the responsibil- 
ity of the Federal Government to assist the 
States in discharging their responsibilities 
and in meeting Nation-wide educational ob- 
jectives; and 
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(h) under which it will be the further re- 
sponsibility of the Federal Government to 
cooperate with other members of the United 
Nations in raising educational standards 
and in carrying out the obligations of mem- 
bership in the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organizations. 


TITLE I- Bas EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND 
SERVICES 
AFPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED 


Sec. 101. For the purpose of assisting the 
States to provide basic educational programs 
and educational services in order more nearly 
to equalize educational opportunities among 
and within the States, there is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1948, the sum of $500,000,000; 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, the 
sum of $600,000,000; for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1950, the sum of $650,000,000; for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, the sum of 
$700,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1952, the sum of $750,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1953, the sum of $800,- 
000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, the sum of $850,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, the sum of $900,- 
000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, the sum of $950,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, the sum of $1,000,- 
000,000; and thereafter such sums as the 
Congress may determine. 


ALLOTMENTS TO STATES 


Src. 102. (a) For the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1948, and for each fiscal year thereafter, 
the Commissioner shall allot to each State, 
which has a plan approved meeting require- 
ments set forth in section 104 hereof, an 
amount which bears the same ratio to the 
total sum appropriated for such fiscal year 
under this title as the State’s index of finan- 
cial need, as determined under subsection 
(b) of this section, bears to the sum of such 
indexes of financial need for all States, ex- 
cept that during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948, no State shall receive less than $5 
per child of the ages 4 to 20, inclusive; dur- 
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, no 
State shall receive less than $6 per child of 
such ages; during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1950, no State shall receive less then $6.50 
per child of such ages; during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1951, no State shall receive 
less than $7 per child of such ages; during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, no State 
shall receive less than $7.50 per child of such 
ages; during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1953, no State shall receive less than $8 per 
child of such ages; during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1954, no State shall receive 
less than $8.50 per child of such ages; during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, no State 


shall receive less than 89 per child of such 


ages; during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, no State shall receive less than $9.50 per 
child of such ages; during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957, no State shall receive 
less than $10 per child of such ages. 

(b) (1) The index of financial need of each 
State shall be the product of (A) such State's 
total income payments, and (B) the quotient 
obtained by dividing (i) the difference be- 
tween twice the national income per child 
and the income per child for such State by 
(ii) the income per child for such State, ex- 
cept that such quotient shall in no case ex- 
ceed eight: Provided, That the index of finan- 
cial need for any State shall be reduced in 
accordance with section 103. 

(2) For the purposes of this section, the 
national income per child shall be the aver- 
age, for the three most recent consecutive 
years for which data are available, of the 
total income payments received in all of the 
States within the continental limits of the 
United States, divided by the total number of 
persons, within such States, of the ages of 
4 to 20, inclusive; and the income per child 
for a State shall be the average, for such 3 
years, of the total income payments received 
within such State divided by the number of 
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persons, within such State, of the ages of 4 
to 20, inclusive. 

` (3) Between July 1 and August 21 of each 
year, the Commissioner shall calculate the 
index of financial need of each State from 
data provided by the Secretary of Commerce 
regarding income payments and the number 
of persons of the age of 4 to 20, inclusive, in 
each State. 

EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES BY STATES 

Sec. 103. The Commissioner shall deter- 
mine for each State in the continental United 
States the percentage ratio of (A) the 
amount spent in that State from local and 
State revenues and from other sources for 
current expenditures (excluding interest, 
debt service, and capital outlay) for public 
and nonprofit tax-exempt schools, and higher 
educational institutions for the third year 
next preceding the year for which the com- 
putation is made, to (B) the average of the 
annual income payments received in that 
State, as determined by the Department of 
Commerce, for 3 years including the third, 
fourth, and fifth years next preceding the 
year for which the computation is made. 

If the percentage ratio for any State is less 
than 2 percent as thus determined in 1947, 
less than 2.2 percent in 1948, less than 2.4 
percent in 1949, less than 2.6 percent in 1950, 
less than 2.8 percent in 1951, less than 3 per- 
cent in 1952 and thereafter, the index of 
financial need for each such State, as com- 
puted under section 102, shall be proportion- 
ately reduced. 

STATE PLANS 

Sec. 104. (a) A State plan for basic educa- 
tional programs and educational services 
under this title must— 

(1) meet the standards set forth in section 
504 hereof; 

(2) provide for disbursement of funds re- 
ceived under this title to schools, school sys- 
tems, educational agencies, and institutions 
for the payment of current expense (exclud- 
ing interest, debt service, and capital outlay) 
as follows: (A) Until the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952; 3 percent, if expended, shall 
be expended solely for preelementary educa- 
tion; 33 percent, if expended, shall be ex- 
pended solely for elementary education; 33 
percent, if expended, shall be expended solely 
for secondary education, including vocational 
education of noncollegiate grade; 17 percent, 
if expended, shall be expended solely for 
higher education; 3 percent, if expended, 
shall be expended solely for community rec- 
reation and adult education; 3 percent, if 
expended, shall be expended solely for special 
education of physically handicapped chil- 
dren and youth; 3 percent, if expended, shall 
be expended solely for health: and physical 
education; 3 percent, if expended, shall be 
expended solely for the further development 
of public library services, especially in rural 
areas; (B) beginning with the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and thereafter: for any 
or all of the purposes in (A) above, as the 
State agency may determine; 

(3) provide that not to exceed 2 percent 
of funds received under this title shall be 
used for the expenses of the State authority 
necessary for the efficient administration of 
the State plan, including program develop- 
ment and supervision; 

(4) provide that the State plan shall be 
made public before any expenditure of Fed- 
eral funds under the pian js incurred. 

(b) The Commissioner shall approve any 
plan which fulfills the conditions specified 
in subsection (a) hereof. 

TITLE II—ScHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS 

APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED 

Sec. 201. For the purpose of assisting the 
several States to enable young persons of 
ability to continue their education in the 
last 2 years of high school and in higher 
educational institutions by means of the 
award of scholarships and fellowships there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated for the 
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fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, $70,000,000; 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, $105,- 
000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1950, $140,000,000; for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1951, 6170, 000.000; for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, $200,000,000; for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, $230,000,000, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954. $260,- 
000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955, $290,000,000; for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, $320,000,000; for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957, $350,000,000; and there- 
after such sums as the Congress may de- 
termine. 
ALLOTMENTS TO STATES 

Sec. 202. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1948, and for each fiscal year thereafter the 
Commissioner shall allot to each State which 
has a plan approved meeting the require- 
ments set forth in section 203 hereof an 
amount which bears the same ratio to the 
total sum appropriated for such fiscal year 
under this title as the number of persons 16 
to 24 years of age, inclusive, in such State 
bears to the total number of persons of those 
ages in all of the States. 

STATE PLANS 

Src. 203. (a) A State plan for scholarships 
and fellowships under this title must— 

(1) meet the standards set forth in section 
504 (a) hereof; 

(2) provide a method of identifying stu- 
dents of ability for the award of scholarships 
and fellowships without reference to race, 
color, sex, or creed; 

(3) provide special assistance for needy 
students who are compelled to live away from 
home in order to complete their education; 

(4) provide that at least 20 percent of 
the State’s allotment, if expended, shall be 
expended for scholarships for students who 
are enrolled in the last 2 years of high school; 
at least 40 percent, if expended, shall be 
expended for scholarships for students who 
are high-school graduates and are enrolled, 
or eligible to enroll in junior colleges, tech- 
nical institutes, vocational schools, colleges, 
and universities; at least 20 percent, if ex- 


` pended, shall be expended for fellowships for 


students who are enrolled or eligible to en- 
roll, in graduate or professional schools or 
departments of colleges, universities, and re- 
search institutes in the United States or other 
countries; 

(5) provide that not to exceed 2 percent 
of funds received under this title shall be 
used for the expenses of the State authority 
necessary for the efficient administration 
of the State plan for the award of scholar- 
ships and fellowships. 

(b) The Commissioner shall approve any 
plan which fulfills the conditions specified 
in subsection (a) hereof. 


Trte ITI—PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OF 
'  EpucaTioNaL PLANT FACILITIES 
APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED 
Sec. 301. In order to assist the States in 
making surveys of the need for educational 
plant facilities, in preparing drawings and 
specifications for such facilities, and in ac- 
quiring, constructing, or improving such 
facilities, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948, the sum of $200,000,000; for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, the sum of 
800,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1950, and for each fiscal year thereafter, 
until the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 
the sum of $400,000,000; and thereafter such 
sums as the Congress may determine. 


ALLOTMENTS TO STATES 


Sec. 302. (a) For the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1948, and for each fiscal year there- 
after the Commissioner shall allot to each 
State for which a State plan has been ap- 
proved a sum bearing the same ratio to the 
total sum appropriated for such year under 
this title as the product of (1) the number 
of persans in such State of the ages 4 to 20, 
inclusive, as determined on the basis of the 
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latest figures certified by the Department of 
Commerce, and (2) the square of its Federal 
percentage as defined in subsection (b) 
hereof bears to the sum of the corresponding 
products for all of the States. 

(b) The Federal percentage with respect 
to any State shall be 100 percent less the 
non-Federal percentage; and the non-Fed- 
eral percentage shall be that percentage 
which bears the some ratio to 50 percent as 
the per capita income of such State bears to 
the per capita income of all the States, ex- 
cept that (1) the non-Federal percentage 
shall in no case be more than 6624 percent 
or less than 25 percent and (2) the non- 
Federal percentage for Alaska and Hawaii 
shall be 50 percent each, and the non-Federal 
a pe de for Puerto Rico shall be 25 per- 
cent. 

(e) The Federal percentages shall be pro- 
mulgated by the Commissioner between July 
1 and August 21 of each year on the basis of 
the average of the per capita incomes of the 
several States and of the continental United 
States (excluding Alaska) for the three most 
recent consecutive years for which satisfac- 
tory data are available from the Department 
of Commerce. Such promulgation shall be 
conclusive for each fiscal year in the period 
beginning July 1 next succeeding such pro- 
mulgation: Provided, That the Commissioner 
shall promulgate such percentages as soon 
as possible after the enactment of this title, 
which promulgation shall also be conclusive 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948. 

(d) The amount of the allotment to a 
State shall be available, in accordance with 
the provisions of this act, for payment of 
such State’s Pederal percentage of the cost 
of approved projects within the State. The 
Commissioner shall calculate the allotments 
to be made under this section and notify the 
Secretary of the Treasury of the amounts 
thereof. Sums allotted to a State for a fiscal 
year for the purposes of this title and re- 
maining unencumbered at the end of such 
year shall remain available to such State for 
the next fiscal year (and for such year only), 
in addition to the sums allotted for such 
State for such next fiscal year. Any amount 
of the sum authorized to be appropriated for 
such year, or which is not allotted in such 
year by reason of the failure of any State or 
States to have plans approved under this act, 
or any amount allotted to a State but re- 
maining unencumbered at the end of the 
period for which it is available to such State 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
the next fiscal year in addition to the sum 
otherwise authorized under section 301 here- 
of. 

STATE PLANS 


Sec. 303. (a) A State plan for carrying out 
the purposes of this title must— 

(1) meet the standards set forth in section 
504 (a) hereof; 

(2) set forth the general manner in which 
the State proposes to survey its need for edu- 
cational plant facilities and to determine 
the priority of projects based on the relative 
need of different sections of the population 
and of different areas lacking adequate edu- 
cational plant facilities, giving al con- 
sideration to educational plant facilities serv- 
ing rural communities and areas with rela- 
tively small financial resources; 

(3) set forth the general standards for the 
planning, construction, or acquisition of such 
facilities of different classes and in different 
types of locations; 

(4) provide that educational plant facili- 
ties will be made available to all persons re- 
siding in a given territorial area without 
discrimination on account of race, color, sex, 
or creed; where separate school facilities are 
provided for separate population groups, 
equitable provision shall be made for educa- 
tional plant facilities of like quality for each 
such group on the basis of need; 

(5) provide for affording every applicant 
for a construction project an opportunity for 
hearing before the State agency; 
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(6) provide that the rates of pay for labor- 
ers and mechanics engaged in construction 
of federally aided projects will be not less 
than the prevailing local wage rates for simi- 
lar work as determined in accordance with 
Public Law 403 of the Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, approved August 30, 1935, as amended; 

(7) provide that not to exceed 3 percent 
of the funds received under this title shall 
be used for the expenses of the State au- 
thority necessary for the efficient admin- 
istration of the State plan, including program 
development and supervision. 

(b) The Commissioner shall approve any 
plan which fulfills the conditions specified 
in subsection (a) hereof. 


TITLE IV—CAMPING PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN 
AND YOUTH 


APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED 


Sec. 401. (a) For the purpose of assisting 
the several States in providing camping pro- 
grams for children and youth in public 
parks and forests, such programs to be ad- 
ministered by school and other nonprofit 
tax-exempt organizations in cooperation 
with park and forest authorities, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, $25,000,000; 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, 
$40,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1950, $55,000,000, for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1951, $65,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, $75,000,000; for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, $85,- 
000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, 895.000.000; for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1955, $105,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, $115,000,000; for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, $125,- 
000,000; and thereafter such sums as the 
Congress may determine. 


ALLOTMENT TO STATES 


_ Sec. 402. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 

1948, and for each fiscal year thereafter, the 
Commissioner shall allot to each State which 
has a plan approved meeting the require- 
ments set forth in section 403 hereof an 
amount which bears the same ratio to the 
total sum appropriated for such fiscal year 
under this title as the urban child popula- 
tion of the ages 10 to 16, inclusive, of the 
State bears to the urban child population of 
those ages in all the States. 


STATE PLANS 


Sec. 403. (a) A State plan for carrying out 
the purposes of this title must— 

(1) meet the standards set forth in sec- 
tion 504 (a) hereof; 

(2) set forth the manner in which the 
State proposes to determine the number, 
capacity, and location of camps in public 
parks and forests needed to accommodate 
the urban child population of the State; 

(3) set forth standards for the construc- 
tion, equipment, and operation of camps of 
different sizes and in different types of lo- 
cations; 

(4) provide that camping facilities and 
programs will be made available without 
discrimination on account of race, creed, 
color, or economic status; separate camping 
facilities and programs for separate popula- 
tion groups which make equitable provision 
of camping facilities and programs of like 
quality for each such group on the basis of 
need shall be deemed to meet this require- 
ment; 

(5) provide that not to exceed 2 percent 
of the funds received under this title shall 
be used for the expenses of the State au- 
thority necessary for the efficient administra- 
tion of the State plan, including program 
development and supervision. 

(b) The Commisssioner shall approve any 
plan which fulfills the conditions specified 
in subsection (a) hereof, 
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TITLE .V—ADMINISTRATION 
STATE CONTROL OF OPERATIONS 


Sec. 501. No department, agency, officer, or 
employee of the United States shall exer- 
cise any direction, supervision, or control 
over the personnel, curriculum, or program 
of instruction of any school, school sys- 
tem, or educational institution with respect 
to which funds have been or may be ex- 
pended under this act. 


UNITED STATES OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


Sec. 502, (a) The United States Office of 
Education shall be administered within the 
Federal Security Agency by a Commissioner, 
who shall be appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and shall receive compensation at 
a rate not to exceed $15,000 per annum. 

(b) The Commissioner, in exercising his 
authority under this act, shall consult and 
advise with a National Advisory Council 
(hereinafter referred to as the Council“) on 
all matters of major policy or program, The 
Council shall consist of the Commissioner, as 
chairman, and 9 citizens to be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. Each member shall 
be appointed for a 4-year term; except that 
(1) at least half of the members originally 
appointed shall be appointed for 2-year 
terms, and (2) any member appointed to fill 
a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration 
of the term of his predecessor shall be ap- 
pointed for the remainder of such term. 
The members of the Council shall serve with- 
out remuneration, except for a per diem sub- 
sistence allowance not to exceed $25 for 
actual time devoted to the work of the Coun- 
cil and shall be reimbursed for travel and 
other necessary expenses. 

(c) The Commissioner may from time to 
time appoint such other advisory commit- 
tees as he deems necessary to consult and 
advise with him and the members of his 
staff with respect to matters involving tech- 
nical and professional questions of policy and 
procedure in the administration of this act. 
Persons appointed to serve on such commit- 
tees shall serve without remuneration, ex- 
cept for a per diem subsistence allowance of 
not to exceed $25 for actual time devoted to 
attending meetings called by the Commis- 
sioner and shall be reimbursed for travel and 
other necessary expenses, 

(d) The Commissioner shall appoint and 
fix the compensation of such personnel as he 
may deem necessary to carry out the pro- 
visions of this act. Appointments shall be 
made and compensation shall be fixed in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the civil- 
service laws and regulations and the Classi- 
fication Act of 1923, as amended, except that, 
when deemed necessary by the Commissioner 
for the effective administration of this act, 
expert consultants and part-time employees 
may be employed without regard to such 
laws. 

(e) Officers and employees of the Office of 
Education, members of thé council, members 
of advisory committees, and consultants em- 
ployed, shall be chosen without regard to 
political affiliations and solely on the basis 
of their ability and fitness to perform the 
duties of the office or position. 

(f) In addition to administering the pro- 
visions of this act, the functions of the 
United States Office of Education, under the 
direction of the Commissioners, shall be— 

(1) to aid, stimulate, and encourage the 
development throughout the Nation of im- 
proved services and facilities in the entire 
field of education; 

(2) to cooperate with other agencies of 
the Federal Government, with State Govern- 
ments, and with other agencies and individ- 
uals functioning in the field of education; 
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(3) to promote, foster, and encourage State 
and community activities in the field of ed- 
ucation; 2 

(4) to collect and analyze statistics, make 
studies, investigations, and reports on con- 
ditions, problems, needs, and progress in the 
field of education, both in the United States 
and in other countries, and disseminate and 
make available information relating to the 


. field of education; 


(5) to make reports and recommendations 
with respect to the most effective policies and 
methods for the promotion and improvement 
of educational services, including recom- 
mendations with respect to legislation and 
matters of administrative policy; ~ 

(6) to cooperate with the Department of 
State and the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization; 

(7) to administer such Federal programs, 
including the grants-in-aid programs au- 
thorized by this act, and to exercise such 
other powers and perform such other duties 
and functions in the field of education as 
are now assigned to it or may be provided by 
presently existing or by subsequent legis- 
lative enactment. 

(g) The Commissioner, after advisement 
with the National Advisory Council, and with 
the approval of the Administrator, Federal 
Security Agency, is hereby authorized to 
promulgate such rules and regulations in 
conformity with the provisions of this act 
as May be necessary to facilitate its admin- 
istration, 

(h) In administering the provisions of 
this act, the Commissioner is authorized to 
utilize the services and facilities of any exec- 
utive department in accordance with an 
agreement with the head thereof. Payment 
for such services and facilities shall be made 
in advance or by way of reimbursement, as 
may be agreed upon between the Commis- 
sioner and the head of the executive depart- 
ment furnishing them. 

(i) The Commissioner is hereby author- 
ized to delegate to any officer or employee of 
the Office of Education designated by him 
such of his functions, powers, and duties as 
he deems appropriate, including the ap- 
proval, disapproval, or modification of any 
action which is subject to the direction of 
the Commissioner; except that he may not 
delegate the function of promulgating official 
regulations concerning grants-in-aid pro- 
grams authorized in this act. 


PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT, ADMINISTRATION, AND 
RESEARCH 


Sec. 503. For the purpose of (a) adminis- 
tering the provisions of this act; (b) con- 
ducting basic scientific research on learning 
processes and education methods, such re- 
search to be conducted either directly by the 
Office of Education or by contract with other 
Government agencies, State educational au- 
thorities, schools and school systems, col- 
leges, and universities or research institutes; 
and (c) providing demonstrations of im- 
proved education methods in cooperation 
with States, communities, school systems, 
schools, colleges, universities, and libraries, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
to the United States Office of Education for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, the sum 
of $10,000,000; for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1949, the sum of $12,500,000; for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, the sum of 
$15,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1951, the sum of $17,500,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, the sum of $20,- 
000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1953, the sum of $22,500,000; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1954, the sum of $26,- 
000,000; and for each fiscal year thereafter 
such sum as the Congress may determine. 


NATIONAL STANDARDS 


Sec. 504. In order to qualify for receiving 
funds appropriated under this act, a State— 
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(a) by legislative enactment shall (1) ac- 
cept the provisions of this act and provide 
for the administration of funds to be re- 
ceived; (2) provide that the State treasurer, 
or corresponding official in the State, shall 
serye as trustee for the funds paid to the 
State under this act; (3) establish or desig- 
nate a single State agency as the sole agency 
for preparing and carrying out or supervising 
the carrying out of the State plans under this 
act; (4) provide for an audit by the State 
agency of the expenditure of funds received 
and disbursed to schools, school systems, 
educational agencies, and institutions as au- 
thorized in this act; (5) provide that the 
State agency shall make such reports, in such 
form, and containing such information, as 
the Commissioner may from time to time 
reasonably require; and (6) provide, in 
States which maintain separate schools for 
separate population groups, for a just and 
equitable apportionment of funds received 
for the benefit of each such group; and (7) 
provide that funds received under the pro- 
visions of this act shall be made available to 
every State-approved educational agency in 
need thereof: Provided, That in any State in 
which the legislature has not taken the ac- 
tion specified in this paragraph the chief ex- 
ecutive of such State may, until such action 
has been taken or until 6 months after the 
adjournment of the first regular session of 
the legislature in such State following the 
date of enactment of this title, whichever 
first occurs, take such action for such period 
as is required by this act to be taken by legis- 
lative enactment; 

(b) either by legislative enactment, or by 
regulations issued by its State agency, if the 
legislature so directs, shall provide after the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and then 
subject to exception only after an appeal 
upheld by the National Board of Appeals that 
(1) teachers in public schools shall be paid 
not less than $1,500 per school year of 180 
days and shall be entitled to retirement ben- 
efits no less adequate than those provided for 
beneficiaries under the old age insurance 
provisions of the Social Security Act; (2) a 
State plan shall be in effect with the ob- 
jective of bringing about, in not to exceed 5 
years, public educational programs and op- 
portunities for children and youth of rural 
areas no less adequate than those for chil- 
dren and youth in urban areas; (3) a State 
plan shall be in effect with the objective of 
bringing about, in not to exceed 5 years, 
substantially equal opportunities at all levels 
of the State’s public educational system and 
throughout all areas of the State without 
regard to sex, race, color, or creed; (4) teach- 
ers and other employees of public educational 
agencies shall be employed only on the basis 
of merit and retained on the basis of efi- 
ciency; (5) school buildings, school busses, 
and other school equipment shall be safe and 
sanitary; (6) all books and other necessary 
instructional materials shall be provided 
without charge to school pupils; (7) public 
services, other than instructional services, 
shall be equally available to all children at- 
tending nonprofit tax-exempt schools 
selected by their parents and meeting the re- 
quirements of the State’s, compulsory at- 
tendance laws; (8) all physically and 
mentally qualified children of 6 to 16 years 
of age, inclusive, shall be required to attend 
school for a school year of not less than 180 
days; and (9) there shall be actively and 
progressively under development a 10-year 
program for the improvement of educa- 
tional services throughout the State, includ- 
ing plans for improving the organization of 
school administrative units and educational 
agencies, plans for improving employment 
conditions for teachers, and plans for edu- 
cational plant construction and other capital 
expenditures for educational purposes. 

(c) either by legislative enactment, or by 
regulations issued by its State agency, if the 
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legislature so directs, shall provide, after the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and then 
subject to exception only after an appeal 
upheld by the National Board of Appeals, 
that (1) teachers in public schools shall be 
paid not less than $2,000 per school year of 
180 days; (2) public educational programs 
and opportunities for children and youth of 
rural areas shall be no less adequate than 
those for children and youth in urban areas; 
and (3) equal opportunities shall be pro- 
vided at all levels of the State’s public edu- 
cational system and throughout all areas of 
the State without regard to sex, race, color, 
or creed and all forms of discrimination not 
related to individual aptitude shall be elimi- 
nated. 

(d) In any case where a State agency is 
unable or unwilling to distribute Federal 
grants in conformity with this act, the Com- 
missioner, after a public hearing before and 
a determination by the National Board of 
Appeals, shall be authorized to carry out the 
intent of the act by certification of their pro 
rata share of allotments under sections 102, 
202, 302, and 402 of this act directly to local 
schools, school systems, or educational 
agencies and, in the case of section 202, to 
individuals, 


OPERATION OF STATE PLANS 


Sec. 505. (a) At the beginning of each fiscal 
year the Commissioner shall estimate the 
sums to which each State is entitled under 
the provisions of this act and shall thereupon 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the 
amount so estimated, reduced or increased, 
as the case may be, by any sum for which 
the Commissioner finds that his estimate for 
any prior period was greater or less than the 
amount to which the State was entitled for 
such period. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall thereupon through the Fiscal Service of 
the Treasury Department and prior to audit 
or settlement by the General Accounting Of- 
fice, pay to the State in quarterly install- 
ments, the amounts so certified beginning 
with the first quarter of the fiscal year for 
which appropriations made under authoriza- 
tion of this act are available. 

(b) The Commissioner shall cause audits 
to be made of the expenditure of funds under 
this act. If the Commissioner, after reason- 
able notice and opportunity for hearing to 
the State agency administering or supervis- 
ing the administration of plans approved 
under the provisions of this act, finds that in 
the administration of the plan or plans there 
is a failure to comply substantially with any 
of the provisions of the State plan he shall 
notify such State agency that further pay- 
ments will not be made to the State under 
such plan or plans until he is satisfled that 
there is no longer any failure to comply, or 
until the National Board of Appeals shall 
have overruled his decision. Until he is so 
satisfied or is so overruled, he shall make no 
further certification to the Secretary of the 
Treasury with respect to such plan or plans 
of such State in which there is such failure. 


NATIONAL BOARD OF APPEALS 


Sec. 506. (a) There is hereby established a 
National Board of Appeals, which shall con- 
sist of a Chairman and two additional mem- 
bers appointed by the Supreme Court of 
the United States solely on the grounds of 
fitness to perform the duties of the office. 
Each member of the Board shall receive com- 
pensation at the rate of $50 for each day of 
actual service on the Board, together with 
necessary expenses for travel and subsistence 
in attending sessions of the Board. 

(b) The terms of the office of the three 
members first taking office shall expire, as 
designated by the Supreme Court at the time 
of appointment, one at the end of the third 
year, one at the end of the sixth year, and 
one at the end of the ninth year. The terms 
of office of their successors shall expire 9 
years after the expiration of the terms for 
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which their predecessors were appointed; ex- 
cept that any new member appointed to fill a 
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of 
the term for which his predecessor was ap- 
pointed shall be appointed only for the un- 
expired portion of the term of his predeces- 
sor. No member serving a full 9-year term 
may be reappointed for a second term, 

(c) The principal office of the Board shall 
be in the District of Columbia. The Com- 
missioner shall provide the Board with suit- 
able rooms in the District of Columbia and 
with necessary legal, stenographic, and other 
assistance satisfactory to the Board, 

(d) The Board shall meet at the call of 
the Chairman to hear appeals from the State 
agencies respecting inability to meet na- 
tional standards specified in section 504 of 
this act or involving the withholding of 
certification of funds as set forth in section 
505 (b) of this act. The proceedings of the 
Board shall be conducted in accordance with 
such rules of practice and procedure as the 
Board may prescribe. 

(e) In any proceeding involving the issue 
whether a State agency or a school, school 
system, or educational institution has been 
guilty of fraud, misuse of funds, or failure 
to comply with the provisions of an approved 
State plan or with the national standards, the 
burden of proof shall be upon the appellant 
to show that the findings of the Commis- 
sioner on the basis of which the certification 
of funds has been withheld are without suf- 
ficient foundation in fact to justify the fur- 
ther withholding of such certification. 

(f) The findings of fact of the Commis- 
sioner unless substantially contrary to the 
weight of evidence, shall be conclusive; but 
the Board, for good cause shown may remand 
the case to the Commissioner to take further 
evidence, and the Commissioner may there- 
upon make new or modified findings of fact 
and may modify his previous action, and 
shall certify to the Board the transcript and 
record of the further proceedings; such new 
or modified findings of fact shall likewise 
be conclusive unless substantially contrary 
to the weight of evidence. The Board shall 
have jurisdiction to affirm the action of the 
Commissioner or to set it aside in whole or in 
part. 

TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
J REPORT TO CONGRESS 

Sec. 601. The Commissioner shall include 
in his annual report for transmission to Con- 
gress a full report of the administration of 
this act, including a detailed statement of 
appropriations and disbursements, together 
with a summary and analysis of the legisla- 
tive and administrative provisions adopted 
by each State for the expenditure of funds 
received under this act and statistical infor- 
mation showing the accomplishments of the 
respective States through the expenditure of 
such funds. Such report shall also include a 
record of hearings and actions by the Na- 
tional Board of Appeals. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 602. As used in this act— 

(a) The term “State” shall include the 
several States, the District of Columbia, 
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

(b) The term “legislature” means the 
State or Territorial legislatures, or other 
comparable body, except that in the District 
of Columbia it shall mean the Board of Com- 
missioners. 

(c) The term “nonprofit tax-exempt 
school” means any school, college, or educa- 
tional institution exempt from taxation 
under section 101 (6) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code and approved by the State agency. 

(d) A “just and equitable” apportionment, 
allotment, or distribution of funds provided 
under this act for the benefit of a separate 
population group in a State which main- 
tains separate educational facilities for such 
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separate population groups, means any plan 
of apportionment, allotment, or distribution 
which results in the expenditure, for the 
benefit of such separate groups, of a propor- 
tion of said funds not less than the propor- 
tion that each such group in such State bears 
to the total population of that State. 

(e) The term “preelementary education” 
means the organized education in nursery 
schools and kindergartens of children of the 
ages three to five, inclusive. 

(f£) The term “special education of physi- 
cally handicapped children” means the edu- 
cation of children who are handicapped by 
reason of crippling, speech impediments, loss 
or partial loss of sight or hearing, or who are 
convalescing from serious illness or accidents 
and for whose education special instructional 
methods or facilities are required by reason of 
such physical handicaps. 

(g) The term “community programs cf 
recreation and adult education” means pro- 
grams operated under the auspices of schools, 
libraries, colleges, and universities or other 
nonprofit tax-exempt educational institu- 
tions cr organizations and designed to serve 
the community with part-time classes and 
other educational and recreational services. 

(h) The term “scholarship” means a finan- 
cial award made to a person qualified to en- 
roll or already enrolled as a student in an 
accredited high school, college, university, 
technical institute, junior college, vocational 
school, or other nonprofit tax-exempt educa- 
tional institution meeting minimum stand- 
ards for such accreditation as determined by 
the State agency. 

(1) The term “fellowship” means a finan- 
cial award made to a person qualified to en- 
roll or already enrolled as a student in grad- 
uate or professional schools or departments 
of colleges, universities, or research institutes 
approved for the purpose by the State agency. 

(j) The term “student” means a person 
who is devoting substantially full time to 
educational work in a high school, college, 
university, junior college, technical institute, 
vocational school, or research institute ap- 
proved by the State agency. 

(k) The term “urban child population” as 
used in title IV means the number of chil- 
dren who are of the ages 10 to 16, inclusive, 
as estimated by the Department of Com- 
merce, living in cities or. municipalities of 
10,000 or more inhabitants. 

(1) The term “camping program” means a 
program of organized activities for children 
who are of the ages 10 to 16, inclusive, con- 
ducted in public parks and forests under the 
auspices of schools and other nonprofit tax- 
exempt organizations. 

(m) The term “educational plant facili- 
ties” means the buildings, furniture, and per- 
manent equipment of educational institu- 
tions, including preelementary schools, ele- 
mentary schools, secondary schools, voca- 
tional school, junior colleges, colleges, uni- 
versities, libraries, and student or faculty 
dormitories or similar facilities operated un- 
der the auspices of or in connection with 
public and nonprofit tax-exempt educational 
institutions, but does not include any in- 
stitution furnishing primarily domiciliary or 
custodial care. 

(n) The term “construction” includes the 
erection of new buildings, extension, re- 
modeling, and alteration of existing build- 
ings, initial equipment of any such build- 
ings, and landscaping the site thereof, archi- 
tects’ fees, legal counsel, and all other ex- 
penses incidental to such construction, but 
excluding the cost of off-site improvements 
and the cost of acquisition of land. 

(o) The term “State-approved educational 
agency” means any public school, school sys- 
tem, or higher educational institution or 
any nonpublic nonprofit tax-exempt school, 
school system, or higher educational institu- 
tion meeting the standards promulgated by a 
State department of education, State board of 
education, or similar State agency empowered 
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by legislation to determine such standards 
and to give or withhold approval cf such 
schools, school systems, and higher educa- 
tional institutions. 
SEPARABILITY 
Sec. 603. If any provision of this act, or the 
application thereof to any State, person, or 
circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder 
of the act, and the application of such provi- 
sion to other States, persons, or circumstances 
shall not be affected thereby. 


The accompanying statement of ex- 
planation presented by Mr. Murray is 
as follows: 

SUMMARY OF THE EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

The Education Development Act provides 
for a 10-year program of Federal aid to 
education. 

This program is based on a declaration of 
policy aimed at achieving throughout the 
United States educational systems which 
offer full opportunities for the development 
of individual capacities and which afford 
“equality of opportunity to all without re- 
gard to sex, race, color, or creed.” 

The policy declaration clearly recognizes 
that education is a State responsibility. The 
role of the Federal Government is to aid and 
stimulate the States in discharging their 
responsibilities. 

The basic provisions of the bill are as fol- 
lows: 


I, EQUALIZATION OF BASIC EDUCATIONAL 
PROGRAMS (TITLE I) 

For the fiscal year of 1948 $500,000,000 is 
authorized to help the States equalize op- 
portunities in the following fields: Pre- 
elementary education, elementary education, 
secondary education, including noncollegiate 
vocational education, higher education, adult 
education and community recreation, special 
education of physically handicapped children 
and youth, health and physical education, 
and public library services, especially in rural 
areas. 

This sum is to increase gradually every year 
until, in the tenth year, it amounts to $1,- 
000,000,000. 

Funds are to be distributed among the 
various States in accordance with an index 
of financial need for each State. The poorer 
States may receive as much as $40 a child; 
the more well-to-do States may receive as 
little as $10 a child. 

In order to qualify for the entire amount 
of its grant, each State must also maintain 
a certain level of educational expenditures 
from its own funds (computed as a percent- 
age of income payments within a State). 
The purpose of this is to assure that Federal 
aid will supplement rather than take the 
place of State support of education. 

Il. SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS (TITLE II) 

For the fiscal year of 1948, $70,000,000 is 
authorized to aid the States “to enable young 
persons of ability to continue their education 
in the last 2 years of high school and higher 
educational institutions by means of the 
award of scholarships and fellowships.” This 
sum is to increase until it reaches $350,000,000 
in the tenth year. 

The States are to “provide a method of 
identifying students of ability * * * 
without reference to race, color, sex, or re- 
ligion.” 

The funds authorized at the maximum level 
could annually finance 250,000 young people 
to finish high school, 400,000 to attend col- 
lege, and 75,000 to engage in postgraduate or 
professicnal study. 

Ill. PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OF EDUCA- 
TIONAL FACILITIES (TITLE III) 

Two hundred million dollars is authorized 
for the fiscal year of 1948 to aid the States in 
(a) making surveys of the needs for educa- 
tional plant facilities, (b) preparing drawings 
and specifications for such facilities, and 
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(e) acquiring, constructing, or improving 
such facilities. This sum rises to $400,000,000 
by the third year. 

These funds are to be distributed among 
the States in such a manner as to provide 
more funds per capita for the poorer States. 
The allocation formula is the same one used 
in the recent Senate bill on Federal aid for 
hospital construction. 

The States must also match Federal funds 
in accordance with their financial capacity. 
Every State, no matter how poor, must put 
up at least $1 for every $3 in Federal funds. 
The maximum amount of State matching is 
$2 for every $1 of Federal funds. 

The State plans must “provide that edu- 
cational plant facilities will be made avail- 
able to all persons residing in a given ter- 
ritorial area without discrimination.” 
Where separate school facilities are provided 
for separate population groups, “equitable 
provisions shall be made for educational 
plant facilities of like quality for each such 
group on the basis of need.” 


IV. CAMPING PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN AND 
YOUTH (TITLE IV) 


The sum of $25,000,000 is authorized for 
the fiscal year of 1948 to assist the States in 
“providing camping program for chiidren 
and youth in public parks and forests.” 
This sum is to increase to $125,000,000 in the 
tenth year. 

These funds are to be distributed among 
the States in accordance with the urban 
child population. 


V. ADMINISTRATION (TITLES V AND VI) 


A. State control (sec. 501): It is provided 
that no Federal agency or official shall ex- 
ercise any supervision or control over the 
personnel, curriculum, or program of in- 
struction of any school, school system, or 
educational institution.” 

B. United States Office of Education (sec. 
502): The United States Commissioner of 
Education is authorized to administer the 
Federal aid provisions of the act and to have 
audits made on expenditures under the act. 
He is also given an initial authorization of 
$10,000,000 for educational research to be 
conducted either directly by the Office of 
Education or by contract with other agencies, 
particularly colleges, universities, and re- 
search institutions. He is also to submit a 
full annual report to Congress on the ad- 
ministration of the act. 

C. National Advisory Council (sec. 502): 
A National Advisory Council is established, 
composed of nine citizens to be appointed by 
the President with the Commissioner serving 
as chairman, The Commissioner must con- 
sult with this Council on all matters of major 
policy or program. 

D. National Standards (sec. 504): In or- 
der to qualify for receiving funds under this 
act, a State is expected to live up to stand- 
ards clearly set forth in the act. 

Certain general standards relate to the 
administration of the funds, State audits, 
the submission of reports to the Commission- 
er and the availability of funds to all State- 
approved educational agencies needing as- 
sistance. 

With regard to other educational objec- 
tives, it is recognized that the raising of 
standards has to be on a step by step basis. 
The following goals are set for the period 
after the program has been in operation for 
3 years: (1) Public school teachers to be 
paid no less than $1,500 a year; (2) a plan 
to be in effect aiming at equal educational 
opportunities in farm areas within 5 years; 
(3) a plan to be in effect aiming at equal 
educational opportunities for all racial groups 
within 5 years; (4) employment to teachers 
on a merit basis; (5) school buildings and 
other equipment to be safe and sanitary; 
(6) books to be provided without charge; 
(7) noninstructional public services should 
be available to children in all schools; (8) 
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compulsory school year of no less than 180 
days a year for children from 6 to 16 years 
of age; (9) a 10-year program for the im- 
provement of educational services through- 
out the State to be “actively ahd progres- 
sively under development.“ 

Any State can bring an appeal to the Na- 
tional Board of Appeals respecting inability 
to meet any of these standards; and the 
Board has the power to grant exceptions. 

The following goals are set for the period 
after the program has been in operation for 
8 years: (1) Public-school teachers to be paid 
no less than $2,000 a year; (2) equal educa- 
tional opportunities in farm areas, and (3) 
equal educational opportunities for all racial 
groups. With respect to these standards 
also, any State may win an exception by car- 
rying a successful appeal to the National 
Board of Appeals. 

E. National Board of Appeals (sec. 506): 
A National Board of Appeals is to be set up, 
composed of three members appointed by the 
United States Supreme Court. This Board 
shall hear appeals from State agencies re- 
specting inability to meet any of the national 
standards and against the withholding of 
funds from any State, The Board is given 
power to grant exceptions and set aside 
actions by the Commissioner. 


SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATIONS 


I. Basic educational programs and services, 
$500,000,000 rising to $1,000,000,000 yearly. 

II. Scholarships and fellowships, $70,000,- 
000 rising to $350,000,000 yearly. 

III. Planning and construction of educa- 
tional facilities, $200,000,000 rising to #400,- 
000,000 yearly. 

IV. Camping programs for children and 
youth, $25,000,000 rising to $125,000,000 
yearly. 

V. Program development, administration, 
and research, $10,000,000 rising to $25,000,000 
yearly. 

Total, $805,000,000 rising to $1,900,000,000 
yearly. 

FISCAL POLICY ASPECTS 

Major proposed legislation of this character 
should be measured in terms of its impact 
on the entire national economy. The effect 
of the bill on expenditures for education in 
the fiscal year 1948 and for 10 years there- 
after is indicated by the attached table. At 
present, such expenditures—local, State, Fed- 
eral, and institutional—amount to about 3.2 
percent of the national income. This per- 
centage would probably rise to 3.6 percent as 
soon as the proposal is in effect, and by 1947 
would rise to 4 percent of the estimated na- 
tional income at a full-employment level. 

Such a program would undoubtedly have a 
most favorable effect upon productivity and 
the national income both immediately and 
in subsequent years. 


TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION 
UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION 


Un millions of dollars] 


Non-Federal, including pri- 
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TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION 
UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION — 
continued 


Un millions of dollars} 


Under Under prent 


Penisia. 2 


ton 
fiscal 


— L O 
8 


Total, Federal and non- 
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ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION AS A 
PERCENT OF ESTIMATED INCOME PAYMENTS 


Non-Federal 
Federal.. 
Total, Federal and non- 
Federal 


TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION 
UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION— 
EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1. The figures do not include expenditures 
of individuals, including parents, other than 
those which enter into the income of insti- 
tutions, 

2. The estimate of non-Federal current ex- 
penditures of $3,300,000,000 for elementary, 
secondary, special and higher education for 
fiscal 1948 represents a 20-percent increase 
over such estimated expenditures for fiscal 
1942, This is approximately $200,000,000 
above the non-Federal expenditures which 
would be required for the States to receive 
their full allotment under the 2-percent 
standard proposed in the bill for the first 
year of operation. 

8. The estimate of non-Federal current ex- 
penditures of $100,000,000 for fiscal 1948 for 
school lunch, camping, and other programs, 
etc., is based on actual non-Federal expen- 
ditures of $76,000,000 for school lunches 
alone in 1945. 

4. The Bureau of Labor Statistics esti- 
mated total expenditures for construction 
of educational facilities, public (almost all 
of which is non-Federal) and private. At 
$475,000,000, in 1940 prices, for the second 
postwar year (Monthly Labor Review, Febru- 
ary 1945). The above estimate of non-Fed- 
eral capital expenditures of $500,000,000 un- 
der present legislation represents an increase 
over this figure of approximately 35 percent 
to allow for the rise in construction costs 
and a subsequent downward adjustment for 
anticipated continuing construction bottle- 
necks. Expenditures for Federal grants un- 
der the proposed legislation are estimated 
at $100,000,000 for the first year of operation 
of the program, The estimate of non-Federal 
capital expenditures is reduced to $450,000,- 
000 under the proposed legislation because it 
is assumed that Federal grants may sup- 
plant non-Federal expenditures to the ex- 
tent of $50,000,000. 

5. The estimate of non-Federal expendi- 
tures of $100,000,000 for interest payments 
for fiscal 1948 is somewhat below the fiscal 
1942 level. 

6. The estimate of Federal current expen- 
ditures of $1,616,000,000 for fiscal 1948 con- 
sists of $21,000,000 for vocational education, 
$5,000,000 for land-grant colleges, $1,500,000,- 
000 for veterans’ education, $75,000,000 for 
the school-lunch program, and $15,000,000 
for the Office of Education and various mis- 
cellaneous items. 

7. The estimate of non-Federal current ex- 
penditures of #6,300,000,000 for fiscal 1957 
is based on the assumption that all of the 
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States meet the 3-percent standard as pro- 
posed in the bill. The figure of 66.300, 000, 000 
represents 3 percent of an estimated average 
full employment level of income payments 
of $210,000,000,000 in the years 1952, 1953, and 
1954. Expenditures are allocated among 
elementary, secondary, special, and higher 
education, and school-lunch, camping, and 
other programs in approximately the same 
proportion as is estimated for fiscal 1948. 

8. The estimate of non-Federal expendi- 
tures of $200,000,000 for interest payments for 
fiscal 1957 represents 200 percent of the esti- 
mated figure for 1948. 

9. The estimate of Federal current expendi- 
tures of $1,650,000,000 for fiscal 1957 includes 
$1,500,000,000 under the proposed legislation 
and an estimated $150,000,000 for vocational 
education, land-grant colleges, the school- 
lunch program, the Office of Education, and 
miscellaneous items under existing legisla- 
tion. 

10, For fiscal 1948, income payments are 
estimated at $175,000,000,000. 

11. For fiscal 1957, income payments are 
estimated at $230,000,000,000. 


Mr. MURRAY subsequently said: Mr. 
President, one could not attend or 
thoughtfully follow the discussions at 
the United Nations Educational and Cul- 
tural Conference, held in London in No- 
vember 1945, without coming to the con- 
clusion that we, in America, must re- 
examine our entire attitude in relation 
to the problem of education. 

In the New World we are entering, we 
must dedicate ourselves to the building 
of an educational system that will be a 
genuine force in strengthening our dem- 
ocratic institutions and providing an 
example for the rest of the world, 

A new and bolder approach with re- 
spect to Federal aid to education seems 
to be in order. We need a program based 
upon the recognition that an expanded 
educational system is a prerequisite to a 
sound and intelligent electorate and to 
the creation of an economy of full em- 
ployment and full production. We need 
a program so broad and so challenging 
that it will inspire the united support of 
all groups who are truly interested in 
raising American educational standards 
for all our citizens and improving the 
general social and economic life in our 
country. 

On June 13 of this year, when Senate 
bill 181, the Educational Finance Act, 
was reported from the Education and 
Labor Committee, the point of view I 
have just expressed was set forth in a 
separate statement of views submitted 
by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Walsh, the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], and myself. We pointed out at 
that time that America needed a 10-year 
program for the development and im- 
provement of educational activities. 

Today the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], and I have introduced a bill 
providing for such a 10-year program. 

In the past we have studied on a piece- 
meal basis the problem of Federal aid to 
education. The education development 
bill, on the other hand, approaches the 
problem as a whole. This bill deals with 
four types of Federal aid: 

First, general equalization of educa- 
tional opportunities; 

Second, scholarships and fellowships; 
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Third, planning and construction of 
school buildings; and 

Fourth, camping programs. 

The bill assumes that the Federal Gov- 
ernment must finance an important 
share of the needed improvement, but it 
does not propose to let the States sit back 
while the Federal Government takes 
over their job. Laggard States must 
make more effort than they have made 
in the past. All States must continue to 
do their share. Funds are to be distrib- 
uted among the States not merely on the 
basis of population but also in accordance 
with the financial need of each State. 

The bill also sets forth certain stand- 
ards which the States are expected to 
meet in order to qualify for Federal aid. 
These standards, along with other im- 
portant aspects of the measure, are de- 
scribed in detail in the explanation of 
the bill which I filed earlier today. 

The measure has been drafted in close 
consultation with all the professional 
groups in education and many others 
which have a special interest in this field. 
The almost unanimous reaction to the 
preliminary outline of the bill was that, 
for the first time, it would focus public 
attention upon the true scope of the edu- 
cational problem. 

The bill has been introduced at this 
time mainly for the purpose of stimu- 
lating study and constructive discussion 
during the coming 5 months. Many im- 
portant details still remain to be worked 
out, Many controversial issues are still 
to be resolved. 

It is our hope to have a redrafted bill 
ready for introduction at the beginning 
of the next Congress. With such a bill 
as a basis for study it seems to me that 
the Education and Labor Committee 
might well undertake at that time a com- 
prehensive review of the entire educa- 
tional situation. 


CLAIMS OF COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN 
PRISONERS OF WAR 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to introduce for 
appropriate reference a joint resolution, 
and request that it be printed in full in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 185) providing for 
the filing of claims for compensation for 
personal injuries and property damage 
sustained by citizens of the United States 
who were taken prisoner by the enemy 
during World War II, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Whereas the Government of the United 
States has made no provision for the assert- 
ing of claims by its citizens who, as a result 
of capture by the enemy during World War 
II, suffered loss of, or damage to, health or 
property, or by the dependents of persons 
who lost their lives while in or as a result 
of such captivity; 

Whereas the failure of the Government of 
the United States to provide facilities for 
the presentation of such claims has resulted 
in activities whereby private sources are 
making representations to those who believe 
they have such claims, seeking to represent 
them before such tribunal as may be estab- 
lished to consider such claims; and 

Whereas it is the responsibility of the 
Government of the United States to extend 
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to its citizens all possible assistance in the 
presentation and prosecution of suh claims: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, etc., That (a) the Secretary of 
State is authorized and directed to establish 
facilities for the filing of claims for compen- 
sation by citizens of the United States, and 
by individuals who are not citizens but who 
served as members of the armed forces of 
the United States, (1) who were taken pris- 
oner by the enemy during World War II, end 
(2) who sustained loss of, or damage to, 
health or property as a result of such cap- 
tivity; and by the dependents of any such 
persons who died during or subsequent to 
such captivity. 

(b) Any such claims filed by members or 
former members of the armed forces, or their 
dependents, shall be transmitted by the Sec- 
retary of State to the Secretary of War or 
the Secretary of the Navy, as the case may 
be, and any substantiating or supplementary 
information or data available from the rec- 
ords of such Department shall be attached to 
and returned with such claim to the Secre- 
tary of State. 

Sec. 2. It is the sense of the Congress that, 
in the negotiation of peace treaties and in 
any adjustments among the Allied Govern- 
ments with respect to reparations and cred- 
its, paramount consideration shall be given 
to the protection of the interests of indi- 
viduals who shall have filed valid claims 
under the provisions of the first section of 
this joint resolution, to the end that the 
necessary facilities may be established and 
funds made available for the prompt adjudi- 
cation and payment of such claims. 


CASTLE CLINTON NATIONAL MONUMENT, 
NEW YORK CITY—MOTION TO RECON- 
SIDER 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to enter a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which House bill 5125, a bill to 
establish the Castle Clinton National 
Monument in the city of New York, and 
for other purposes, was passed by the 
Senate on yesterday. Iam informed that 
it is still in the possession of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion will be entered. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE— 
PRINTING OF H. R. 7037 WITH AMEND- 
MENTS NUMEERED 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, antic- 
ipating that House bill 7037, to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, 
may be sent to conference, I ask unan- 
imous consent to have the bill, as it 
passed the Senate, printed with the Sen- 
ate amendments made thereto numbered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
cut objection, it is so ordered. 


TREATY OF GENERAL RELATIONS AND 
PROTOCOL BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND THE PHILIPPINES 


Mr, CONNALLY. The Committee on 
Foreign Relations today ordered re- 
ported to the Senate the recently nego- 
tiated treaty with the Philippine Is- 
lands. A number of appointments have 
been made in that connection. I ask 
unanimous consent that, as in executive 
session, they may go to the Executive Cal- 
endar, so that we can act on them when 
we reach the executive calendar today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the request of the Senator 
from Texas is granted. 
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RATE OF POSTAGE ON DOMESTIC AIR 
MAIL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5560) to fix the 
rate of postage on domestic air mail, and 
for other purposes, and requesting a con- 
ference with the Senate on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr, CHAVEZ. I move that the Senate 
insist upon its amendments, agree to the 
request of the House for a conference, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
Cuavez, Mr. McKevrar, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. 
BAILEY, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. REED, Mr. 
LANGER, and Mr. Buck conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 


PROCEEDINGS AT DINNER IN HONOR OF 
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT AND VICE PRES- 
IDENT TRUMAN IN 1945 


[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp the proceedings 
of a dinner given in honor of the inaugura- 
tion of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, President, 
and Harry 5. Truman, Vice President, at 
Washington, D. C., on January 19, 1945, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


THE NEW CONTROL SYSTEM—EDITORIAL 
FROM PHILADELPHIA EVENING BUL- 
LETIN 


Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recor an editorial en- 
titled “The New Contro. System” from the 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin of July 26, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix.]} 


EQUAL PAY FOR MEN AND WOMEN 
[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a iactual state- 
ment of the Women’s Bureau of the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and an article entitled “Wom- 
en's Wages” by Malvina Lindsay, both on the 
subject of equal pay for men and women, 
which appear in he Appendix.] 
JULEAN ARNOLD 
Mr. MAGNUSON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Record an article on 
Julean Arnold and excerpts from China Club 
minute book, which appear in the Appendix.] 


TRAINING OF OFFICERS FOR THE NAVAL 
ESTABLISHMENT 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
for the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2304) to provide for the training of 
officers for the naval service, and for 
other purposes, which were on pages 12 
and 13, to strike out all of section 16; 
on page 13, line 5, to strike out “17” and 
insert “16”; in line 11, to strike out “19” 
and insert “18”; in line 21, to strike out 
“20” and insert “19”, and on page 14, line 
3, to strike out “21” and insert “20.” 

Mr. WALSH. I move that the Senate 
concur in the amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


GRANTS TO STATES FOR HOSPITALS AND 
PUBLIC HEALTH CENTERS—CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT 


Mr. HILL submitted the following re- 
port: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 191) 


1946 


to amend the Public Health Service Act to 
authorize grants to the States for surveying 
‘their hospitals and public-health centers 
and for planning construction of additional 
facilities, and to authorize grants to assist 
in such construction, having met, after full 
and free conference, have been unable to 


agree. 


A. L. BULWINKLE, 
VIRGIL CHAPMAN, 
Vrro MARCANTONIO, 
Cuas, A. WOLVERTON, 
CLARENCE J. BROWN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr, HILL. I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the con- 
ference report. 

There being no objection, the confer- 
ence report was considered and agreed to. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I now move 
that the Senate agree to the House 
amendment to the bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TERMINAL LEAVE FOR ENLISTED PER- 
SONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 
the following report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4051) to grant to enlisted personnel of the 
armed forces certain benefits in lieu of accu- 
mulated leave, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate 
amendment insert the following: “That this 
Act may be cited as the ‘Armed Forces Leave 
Act of 1946“ 

. “Src. 2. As used in this Act— 

“(a) The term member of the armed 
forces’ means any member of the Army of 
the United States, United States Navy, United 
States Marine Corps, or the United States 
Coast Guard. 

“(b) The term ‘discharge’ means (1), in 
the case of enlisted personnel, separation or 
release from active duty under honorable 
conditions or appointment as a commissioned 
officer or warrant officer; and (2), in the case 
of commissioned or warrant officers, separa- 
tion or release from active duty under honor- 
able conditions. 

“(c) The term ‘spouse’ means a lawful wife 
or husband. 

“(d) The term ‘child’ includes— 

“(1) a legitimate child; 

“(2) a child legally adopted: 

“(3) a stepchild, if, at the time of death of 
the member or former member of the armed 
forces, such stepchild is a member of the 
deceased’s household; 

“(4) an illegitimate child, but in the case 
of a male member or former male member of 
the armed forces only if he has been judi- 
cially ordered or decreed to contribute to 
such child’s support; has been judicially de- 
creed to be the putative father of such child; 
or has acknowledged under oath in writing 
that he is the father of such child; and 

“(5) a person to whom the member or 
former member of the armed forces at the 
time of death stands in loco parentis and so 
stood for not less than twelve months prior 
to the date of death, 
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“(e) The term ‘parent’ includes father and 
mother, grandfather and grandmother, step- 
father and stepmother, father and mother 
through adoption, and persons who, for a 
period of not less than one year prior to the 
death of the member or former member of 
the armed forces, stood in loco parentis to 
such member or former member: Provided, 
That not more than two parents may receive 
the benefits provided under this Act and 
preference shall be given to the parent or 
parents, not exceeding two, who actually ex- 
ercised parental relationship at the time of or 
most nearly prior to the date of the death of 
such member or former member of the armed 
forces. 

) The term ‘Secretary’ means in the case 
of personnel of the Army, the Secretary of 
War; in the case of personne] of the Navy 
and Marine Corps, the Secretary of the Navy; 
and in the case of personne] of the Coast 
Guard, the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the designated representatives of each such 
Secretary. 

“(g) The term ‘cash’ includes a check upon 
the Treasurer of the United States. 

“Sec. 3. (a) Each member of the armed 
forces shall be entitled to leave at the rate 
of two and one-half calendar days for each 
month of active service, excluding periods of 
(1) absence from duty without leave, (2) 
absence over leave, and (3) confinement as 
the result of a sentence of court martial. 
Except as provided in subsection (b) of this 
section, such leave may be accumulated in 
an amount not to exceed one hundred and 
twenty calendar days, Any leave so accumu- 
lated shall not, however, survive death occur- 
ring during active military service. Enlisted 
members or former enlisted members of the 
armed forces shall be considered to be en- 
titled to such leave from and after September 
8, 1939, but shall not be considered to have 
any leave accumulated or accrued as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, or the date 
of discharge if prior to such date of enact- 
ment, in excess of the amount which would 
have been accumulated and accrued if their 
leave had been accumulated and accrued 
from and after September 8, 1939, on the 
same basis as leave is accumulated and ac- 
crued in the case of commissioned officers in 
the regular components of their respective 
branches of the armed forces. Except in the 
case of leave to be settled and compensated 
for under section 6 of this Act, leave may be 
taken by a member on a calendar-day basis 
as vacation or absence from duty with pay, 
annually as accruing or otherwise, in accord- 
ance with regulations to be issued by the 
several Secretaries. Such regulations shall 
provide equal treatment for officers and en- 
listed men, shall establish to the fullest ex- 
tent practicable uniform policies for the sev- 
eral branches of the armed forces, and shall 
provide that leave shall be taken annually 
as accruing to the extent consistent with 
military requirements and other exigencies. 
Members who reenlist after the date of en- 
actment of this Act may be authorized reen- 
listment leave in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary, for a period not exceeding ninety days, 
and such leaye shall be deducted from leave 
accrued during active service prior to reen- 
listment or charged against any leave which 
may accrue during future active service or 
both. In the case of members who are re- 
tired after the date of enactment of this Act 
and after retirement are continued on or 
recalled to active duty, leave accrued during 
service prior to retirement may be carried 
over to the period of service after retirement. 
Leave taken prior to discharge before or after 
the enactment of this Act shall be considered 
as active military service; but leave settled 
and compensated for under section 6 of this 
Act shall not be considered as active military 
service. 

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 


of this Act or of any other law or regulation, 


no member of the armed forces (other than 
a member on terminal leave on September 
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1, 1946) shall be permitted to accumulate 
or to have to his credit, at any time after 
August 31, 1946, accumulated or accrued 
leave aggregating in excess of sixty days. 

“Sec. 4. Leave to be settled and compen- 
sated for under section 6 of this Act shall 
be compensable as follows: 

“(a) In the case of leave accumulated as 
an enlisted member of the armed forces, on 
the basis of the base and longevity pay ap- 
plicable to such member on the date of 
his discharge from enlisted service if dis- 
charged before August 31, 1946, or on Au- 
gust 31, 1946, if not so discharged, and an 
allowance computed at the rate of 70 cents 
a day for subsistence, plus, in the case of 
enlisted members of the first three grades 
with dependents on August 31, 1946 or for- 
mer enlisted members of the first three 
grades with dependents at the time of dis- 
charge if prior to such date, an allowance 
computed at the rate of $1.25 a day for 
quarters, 

“(b) In the case of leave accumulated or 
accrued as a member of the armed forces as 
a warrant or commissioned officer, on the 
basis of the base and longevity pay and al- 
lowances applicable to such member on Au- 
gust 31, 1946. 

In the case of all other leave provided under 
this Act, members shall be entitled during 
such leave to the same pay and allowances 
they would receive if not on leave and to 
any additional or other allowance or allow- 
ances otherwise authorized or provided by 
law for members while on leave. Determi- 
nation of the number of calendar days of 
leave to which a member or former member 
is entitled, including the number of calen- 
dar days of absence from duty or vacation 
to be counted or charged against such leave, 
shall be made in accordance with regulations 
to be prescribed by the respective Secretaries, 
which regulations shall provide equal treat- 
ment of officers and enlisted men and shall 
establish to the fullest extent practicable 
uniform policies for the several branches of 
the armed forces. In the case of the leave 
of enlisted members or former enlisted mem- 
bers attributable to the period prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
may in the determination of the number 
of calendar days of absence from duty or 
vacation to be counted or charged against 
such leave rely on such records and evi- 
dence, including applicants’ sworn state- 
ments as to the material facts, as he may 
determine proper. All decisions by the Sec- 
retary under this section shall be final and 
conclusive and shall not be subject to review 
by any court or by any officer of the United 
States. 

“Sec. 5. (a) Leave to which enlisted mem- 
bers of the armed forces discharged prior 
to September 1. 1946, and former enlisted 
members of the armed forces discharged prior 
to the date of enactment of this Act, are 
entitled under the provisions of section 3 
of this Act shall, to the extent not taken, be 
settled and compensated for only in the 
manner provided in section 6 of this Act 
and if application is made to the Secretary 
not later than September 1, 1947, or, in the 
case of any such member or former member 
whose record is corrected after the date of 
enactment of this Act to show discharge 
under honorable conditions, not later than 
September 1, 1947, or within one year after 
the date on which such record is corrected, 
whichever is later. 

“(b) In any case in which a member of 
the armed forces on active duty on Septem- 
ber 1, 1946 (other than a member on ter- 
minal leave on such date) has to his credit 
on August 31, 1946, accumulated or accrued 
leave aggregating in excess of sixty days, 
such leave in excess of sixty days shall be 
settled and compensated for only in the 
manner provided in section 6 of this Act 
and if application is made to the Secretary 
not later than September 1, 1947. 
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„e) In no event shall the number of cal- 
endar days of leave settled and compensated 
for under section 6 of this Act exceed one 
hundred and twenty calendar days; and in 
no event shall the number of calendar days 
of leave so settled and compensated for, 
plus 

“(1) in the case of a member on active 
duty on September 1, 1946 (other than a 
member on terminal leave on such date), 
the number of calendar days of leave ac- 
cumulated or standing to such member’s 
credit on such date, or 

“(2) in the case of a member or former 
member placed on terminal leave prior to 
September 1, 1946, the number of calendar 
days of such terminal leave, 7 


exceed one hundred and twenty calendar 
days. 

“Sec. 6. (a) Leave by this Act provided to 
be settled and compensated for under this 
section shall be settled and compensated for 
as follows: 

“(1) Settlement and compensation shall 
be made entirely in cash— 

“(i) when the amount due is less than $50; 

“(ii) in the case of any enlisted member 
of the armed forces discharged prior to Jan- 
uary 1, 1943; or 

“(ili) in any case covered by subsection 
(b) or (c) of this section. 

“(2) In all other cases settlement and 
compensation shall be made in bonds of the 
United States to the highest multiple of $25 
and in cash to the extent of the full amount 
of any difference. Any such bond issued 
pursuant to an application made under sub- 
section (a) of section 5 shall be dated as of 
the Ist day of January, the Ist day of April, 
the Ist day of July, or the 1st day of Octo- 
ber, whichever next follows the date of dis- 
charge, and any such bond issued pursuant 
to an application made under subsection 
(b) of section 5 shall be dated as of October 
1, 1946. Each such bond shall mature five 
years from the date thereof. The bonds is- 
sued under this Act shall be issued by the 
Secretary of the Treasury under the author- 
ity and subject to the provisions of the Sec- 
ond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and 
through such agencies as he may designate. 
Except as provided in subsection (d), such 
bonds shall be nonnegotiable and shall not 
be transferable by sale, exchange, assign- 
ment, pledge, hypothecation, or otherwise. 
Such bonds shall be issued only to and in 
the names of living members or living for- 
mer members of the armed forces. In the 
event of the death of any holder of any such 
bond or of any check issued pursuant to 
this subsection, payment of the bond shall 
be made by the Secretary of the Treasury 
prior to, upon, or after its maturity upon 
application at the option of such holder's 
survivors and payment of the check shall be 
made by the Secretary of the Treasury upon 
application by such survivors as follows: To 
such holder's surviving spouse and children, 
if any, in equal shares; and if such holder 
leaves no surviving spouse or child or chil- 
dren, then in equal shares to such holder's 
surviving parents, if any. If there is no such 
survivor, any such bond shall be retired, and 
any such check shall be cancelled and the 
amount of the bond or check covered into 
the general fund of the Treasury. Payment 
of any such bond or any such check to any 
holder, or any survivor entitled thereto under 
the provisions of this subsection, between 
seventeen and twenty-one years of age shall 
constitute a complete discharge of the obli- 
gations of the United States under this Act. 
Where the Secretary of the Treasury is of 
the opinion that any holder of any such 
bond or any such check or any survivor en- 
titled to payment under the provisions of 
this subsection is, by reason of being either 
under seventeen years of age or under mental 
disability, incapable of satisfactorily looking 
after his own interests, payment of such 
bond or such check may be made in the 
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same manner, and with the same effect, as 
settlement and compensation made under 
the provisions of subsection (c). Interest 
on each bond issued under this Act shall 
accrue at the rate of 2½ per centum per 
annum from the date of such bond to the 
date of maturity or to the last day of the 
month in which payment of the principal 
of the bond is made, whichever is earlier, 
and shall be paid with such principal. All 
decisions by the Secretary of the Treasury 
under this section with respect to the issu- 
ance and payment of bonds and under this 
paragraph with respect to the issuance and 
payment of checks shall be final and conclu- 
sive and shall not be subject to review by 
any court or by any officer of the United 
States. The provisions of this section with 
respect to the issuance and payment of 
bonds shall be carried out subject to regu- 
lations of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

“(b) Leave by this Act provided to be set- 
tled and compensated for under this section 
shall, in the case of any member or former 
member of the armed forces who dies after 
discharge, or on or after September 1, 1946, if 
not discharged prior to such date, and before 
settlement and compensation has been ef- 
fected, be settled and compensated for, on 
application therefor, with such member's or 
former member’s survivors, as follows: To 
such member’s or former member's surviving 
spouse and children, if any, in equal shares; 
and if such member or former member leaves 
no surviving spouse or child or children, then 
in equal shares to his surviving parents, if 
any. If there is no such survivor, no settle- 
ment and compensation shall be made under 
this Act. Settlement and compensation 
under this subsection with any such survivor 
between seventeen and twenty-one years of 
age shall constitute a complete discharge of 
the obligations of the United States under 
this Act. 

“(c) Where the Secretary is of the opinion 
that any member or former member of the 
armed forces or any survivor of any such 
member or former member is, by reason of 
being either under seventeen years of age 
or under mental disability, incapable of satis- 
factorily looking after his own interests, such 
Secretary may settle and compensate under 
this section with a proper person selected by 
him for the use and benefit of such member, 
former member or survivor, without the 
necessity of resorting to judicial proceedings 
for the appointment of a legal representative. 
Settlement and compensation made under 
the provisions of this subsection shall con- 
stitute a complete discharge of the obliga- 
tions of the United States under this Act. 
The provisions of this subsection shall not 
apply when a legal guardian or committee 
has been judicially appointed for any such 
member, former member, or survivor, except 
as to any settlement and compensation made 
prior to the receipt of notice of appointment: 
Provided, That no fee, commission, or charge 
shall be demanded or accepted by any repre- 
sentative of any member, former member, or 
survivor appointed in accordance with the 
provisions of this subsection and the exaction 
or acceptance of any such fee, commission, or 
charge shall be deemed a misdemeanor pun- 
ishable by a fine of not exceeding $500 or im- 
prisonment for not exceeding six months, or 
both. 

„d) (1) Pursuant to regulations prescribed 
by him, the Administrator of Veterans Af- 
fairs is authorized and directed to accept an 
assignment of a bond issued to the insured 
under this section, the proceeds of which 
shall be used in payment of premiums or in 
payment of the difference in reserve in case 
of conversion to insurance on another plan 
or in payment of a policy loan made prior to 
July 31, 1946, on a United States Government 
Life Insurance policy or a National Service 
Life Insurance policy: Provided, That such 
assignment may not be used by the insured 
directly or indirect’y as a means of securing 
in cash the proceee’s of such bond or any 
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portion thereof prior to the date of its ma- 
turity or the maturity of such policy by 
death, whichever is the earlier, and such as- 
signment shall be deemed to constitute an 
agreement by the insured to this effect. 

“(2) Any bond assigned under this sub- 
section shall be redeemed at any time, upon 
presentation to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and the proceeds thereof shall be paid and 
credited to the appropriate fund or appro- 
priation designated by the Administrator. 

“Sec. 7. All amounts paid or payable under 
section 6 of this Act, in cash, bonds, or both, 
shall not be assignable except as provided in 
subsection (d) of such section, shall be ex- 
empt from claims of creditors, including any 
claim of the United States, and shall not be 
subject to attachment, levy, or seizure by or 
under any legal or equitable process what- 
ever. All such amounts (except interest in 
the case of bonds) shall be exempt from 
taxation. 

“Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
Amounts expended hereunder shall be in- 
cluded in the annual reports to the Congress 
by the Departments concerned. 

“Sec. 9. The Act approved May 8, 1874 (18 
Stat. 43), as amended by the Act approved 
July 29, 1876 (19 Stat. 102; 10 U. S. C. 842), 
is hereby repealed. Such repeal shall not af- 
fect any unused leave accumulated (includ- 
ing leave accruing at the rate of two and 
one-half days per month after July 1, 1946) 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the bill and agree to the same, 

ELBERT D. THOMAS, 
EDWIN C. JOHNSON, 


CHAPMAN REVERCOMB, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
R. E. THOMASON, 

CARL T. DURHAM, 

Rosert L. F. SIKES, 

LESLIE C. ARENDS, 

CHARLES R. CLASON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I ask for the present consider- 
ation of the conference report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the consideration of 
the conference report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, Mr, Pres- 
ident, the conference report deals with 
House bill 4051, the so-called terminal 
leave pay bill. I move that the Senate 
agree to the conference report. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator give us the result of the confer- 
ence, whether it was decided to pay in 
cash or bonds? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The con- 
ference report follows pretty closely the 
Senate bill. Terminal leave will be paid 
for in bonds, but the bonds may be used 
to pay insurance. Outside of that, the 
report very closely follows the bill as it 
was passed by the Senate. 

Mr. LANGER. I want the Recorp to 
show that I, for one, disapprove the con- 
ference report. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to oppose the report. I merely de- 
sire to say that the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON] and I feel very 
deeply that the money should be avail- 
able to the Gl's at their own option. 
We realize it is too late now to accom- 
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plish that purpose, but we wish to give 
notice that before the Senate adjourns 
we will introduce a bill to that effect, 
and we will reintroduce it at the coming 
session, and will continue to pursue the 
matter as long as we can to enable the 
GI's to get the money in cash to which 
we think they are entitled. That is all 
I wish to say. I do not oppose the adop- 
tion of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Hory 
in the chair). The question is on agree- 
ing to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
FILING APPLICATIONS FOR PATENTS— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. PEPPER submitted the following 
report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5223) to extend temporarily the time for 
filing applications for patents, for taking 
action in the United States Patent Office with 
respect thereto, for preventing proof of acts 
abroad with respect to the making of an in- 
vention, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 12, 16, 17, 18, 
22, 25, 29, 31, 34, and 35. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 3, 5, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 19, 20,.21, 23, 24, 
26, and 32, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 7, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: 

Strike out the matter proposed to be 
stricken out by the Senate amendment and 
insert the following: “, which request must 
be accompanied by (1) a copy of the original 
foreign application, certified to by the patent 
office of the country in which it was filed, but 
if the original foreign application has been 
destroyed, other evidence pertaining thereto 
may be accepted; (2) a sworn translation of 
the same if it is not in the English language; 
and (3) if the foreign application was not 
made by the inventor himself, an affidavit by 
the applicant or patentee stating that such 
application was filed for his benefit or on his 
behalf and that such procedure is in accord- 
ance with the procedure in the foreign coun- 
try”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: person,“; and the Senate agree to the 
same 


Amendment numbered 27: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 11, line 1, of the House bill strike 
out “sections” and insert “section”; and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree 
to.the same with an amendment as follows: 
Strike out the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the Senate amendment and insert the 
following: 

“Sec. 11. No claims for patent infringement 
shall be made or action brought by or on 
behalf of or for the benefit of any country or 
a national of any country against which the 
United States has declared the existence of 
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a state of war, in respect to any manufacture, 
use, or sale since September 8, 1939.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Strike out the matter proposed to be stricken 
out by the Senate amendment and insert the 
following: 

“Sec. 13. Section 10 (a) of the said Trading 
With the Enemy Act, relating to the filing 
and prosecution of applications for patents 
and the registration of trade-marks, prints, 
labels, and copyrights, by an enemy, or ally of 
an enemy, is hereby repealed.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert a period and 
the following: “The Alien Property Custo- 
dian shall be entitled to the benefits of this 
Act.“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

CLAUDE PEPPER, 

Scorr Lucas, 

A. W. HAWKEs, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


FRANK W. BOYKIN, 


Prep A. HARTLEY, Jr., 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to consider the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President, this is a 
conference report on a patent bill. The 
report has already been agreed to by the 
House, and I move that the conference 
report be adopted. 

The report was agreed to. 


REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, since 
the call of the calendar on Monday a 
number of bills have been reported by 
committees. The calendar does not show 
where we left off at the last call, but I 
ask unanimous consent that the pending 
business be temporarily laid aside and 
that the Senate proceed with the call of 
the calendar for the consideration of 
uncontested bills, beginning where we 
left off at the last call. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. There is so much con- 
fusion that we on this side did not hear 
the request of the majority leader. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was asking unani- 
mous consent that the pending business 
be temporarily laid aside and that the 
Senate proceed to a call of the calendar 
for the consideration of bills to which 
there is no objection. 

Mr, WHERRY. I believe the so-called 
poll-tax bill is the.pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska is correct. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia will state his 
inquiry. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. At what place on 
the calendar will the call begin? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
informs the Chair it will be order of 
business 1908. 2 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ad- 
dress the Senate at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska is recognized. 


THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND AMERICAN 
FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it is 
how evident that the Seventy-ninth 
Congress will adjourn sine die without 
acting on my Senate Resolution 197, in 
which I proposed a thorough investiga- 
tion of the State Department policies. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor at this point as a 
part of my remarks Senate Resolution 
197. The resolution asks for a complete 
investigation of the Department of State, 
with particular emphasis on, first, any 
variance between the policies now being 
pursued and those expressed in the At- 
lantic Charter, the Potsdam Agreement, 
and the various agreements entered into 
in recent years by the American Re- 
publics; second, any intervention by the 
personnel of the Department of State in 
the domestic policies or affairs of the 
Latin-American Republics or other ac- 
tion by such personnel tending to destroy 
or militate against the good-neighbor 
policy in the Western Hemisphere; 
third, whether any of the personnel of 
the Department of State have shaped or 
influenced or have attempted to shape 
or influence foreign policies or our opera- 
tions in any foreign nations with a view 
toward the establishment of a Commu- 
nist form of government in such nations; 
fourth, any actions taken in any foreign 
nation by any personnel of the Depart- 
ment of State which were known by 
them to be contrary to the foreign policy 
of the United States or the instructions 
of our · ambassadors or ministers to such 
nations; fifth, the extent to which the 
personnel of the Department of State 
are in sympathy with Communist ideol- 
ogy; and, sixth, any conflict between the 
policies being pursued by the Department 
of State and those being pursued by our 
Army or Navy in any territory now oc- 
cupied by our military or naval forces. 
The resolution provides that the commit- 
tee shall report to the Senate at the ear- 
liest practicable date the results of its 
study and investigation, together with 
such recommendations as it may deem 
advisable. 

There being no objection, Senate Reso- 
lution 197 was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Resolved, That a special committee to be 
composed of five Senators to be appointed by 
the President of the Senate is authorized and 
directed to make a full and complete study 
and investigation with respect to the policies, 
operations, administration, and personnel of 
the Department of State, with particular 
emphasis on (1) any variance between the 
policies now being pursued and those ex- 
pressed in the Atlantic Charter, the Potsdam 
agreement, and the various agreements en- 
tered into in recent years by the American 
Republics; (2) any intervention by personnel 
of the Department of State in the domestic 
policies or affairs of the Latin-American Re- 
publics or other action by such personnel 
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tending to destroy or militete against the 
good-neighbor policy in the Western Hemis- 
phere; (3) whether any of the personnel of 
the Department of State have shaped or in- 
fluenced or have attempted to shape or in- 
fluence our foreign policies or our operations 
in any foreign nations with a view toward 
the establishment of a Communist form of 
government in such nations; (4) any actions 
taken in any foreign nation by any personnel 
of the Department of State which were known 
by them to be contrary to the foreign policy 
of the United States or the instructions of 
our ambassadors or ministers to such na- 
tions; (5) the extent to which personnel of 
the Department of State are in sympathy 
with Communist ideology; and (6) any con- 
flict between the policies being pursued by 
the Department of State and those being 
pursued by our Army or Navy in any ter- 
ritory now occupied by our military or naval 
forces. The committee shall report to the 
Senate at the earliest practicable date the 
results of its study and investigation, to- 
gether with such recommendations as it may 
deem advisable. 

For the purposes of this resolution the com- 
mittee, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized to hold such hearings, 
to sit and act at such times and places dur- 
ing the sessions, recesses, and adjourned 
periods of the Senate in the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, to employ such experts, and such 
clerical, stenographic, and other assist- 
ants, to require by subpena or otherwise the 
attendance of such witnesses and the pro- 
duction of such correspondence, books, 
papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths, to take such testimony, and to make 
such expenditures, as it deems advisable. 
The cost of stenographic services to report 
such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 
cents per hundred words. The expenses of 
the committee, which shall not exceed $10,- 
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by 
the chairman. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it will 
be recalled that I cast the only vote 
against the confirmation of the nomina- 
tion of Dean Acheson, as Under Secre- 
tary of State. Subsequent events have 
fully justified my vote. The Senate has 
just been confronted by a situation in 
which I feel Mr. Acheson clearly misrep- 
resented to one of its committees, con- 
ditions surrounding the International 
Air Transportation Agreements which he 
entered into in behalf of the United 
States. We are in the embarrassing po- 
sition of having had to denounce and 
abrogate that executive agreement be- 
cause of its admitted dangers to the 
United States. 

Mr. Acheson now tries to explain his 
position away as a “mistake.” 

Mr. President, whether it was a mis- 
take or a miSrepresentation, it proves 
one sure thing, namely, that Mr. Acheson 
is unsuited to occupy the high, influen- 
tial, powerful office he now holds. 

I point out to the Senate that the 
State Department is one of our most rap- 
idly expanding Government agencies. 
It now has a personnel of more than 
26,000, and an annual appropriation of 
$128,000,000. How necessary, then, that 
one who directs the activities of the 
State Department; an organization of 
more than 26,000 persons, should not 
only be suited to the duties which he 
must perform, but also eminently quali- 
fied to handle the affairs of state. In 
the absence of the Secretary of State, 
Dean Acheson, Under Secretary, appar- 
ently assumes full responsibility. An 
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Assistant to the Secretary of State 
should be particularly well suited for 
carrying out the duties of that office. 

Had it not been necessary for the 
State Department to come to the Con- 
gress for appropriations, it is my opinion 
that we would not have known what had 
been done by Mr. Acheson until the dam- 
age was revealed. This, Mr. President, 
is only a part of the picture. Who 
knows when the Senate may again be 
called upon to repudiate some other ill- 
advised agreement to which we have 
been committed? 

On May 15, 1946, my distinguished 
colleague, the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
WuirTe], stated in minority views to the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
that: 

From 1940 to 1944, inclusive, there have 
been but 38 treaties submitted to the Senate 
as against 256 agreements, of which we have 
knowledge, not submitted to the Senate. 
This tendency warns that we of the Senate 
must assert our rights in this field or we 
shall be guilty of acquiesence in their 
loss. . * * 

If the State Department’s conception of 
executive authority prevails, if the Senate 
yields thereto, then the Senate abandons to 
the executive branch its right to consent or 
to refuse to consent to foreign commitments 
of the most solemn character, 


I am absolutely convinced that the 
United States would not be in her pres- 
ent predicament in world affairs if the 
Senate had been given the opportunity to 
exercise its constitutional responsibilities 
to advise and consent to the ratification 
of any matters in any of these agree- 
ments which properly fell within the 
province of treaty matters. 

WHAT ROAD ARE WE FOLLOWING? 


Mr. President, as a free people, we can- 
not much longer follow the road we are 
traveling if civilization, Americanism, 
and freedom are to survive. There is al- 
ready universal recognition of the tragic 
fact that instead of being “on the road to 
peace,” we are on the road to an atomic 
war. 

WHAT MEN AND WOMEN ARE SAYING 


All over the world men and women 
are now contemplating in terror the 
awful tragedy that has already occurred, 
and are trying to resign themselves to 
an even more terrible tragedy in the not 
far distant future. 

As far back as November 18, 1945, the 
Catholic bishops of the United States 
issued their “Statement on War and 
Peace,” which I quote in part: 

The war is over but there is no peace in 
the world. 

Since the Moscow Conference of 1943, the 
United States, Great Britain, and Russia have 
undertaken to shape the peace which they 
are imposing on the nations. * It is 
discouraging in the extreme. 

Instead of honest discussion even of di- 
verging plans, we are witnessing a return to 
the tragedy of power politics and the danger 


of balance of power arrangements, which 
with the substitution of more expedience for 


justice, have begotten war after war. 


On December 17, 1845, Dorothy 
Thompson wrote: 

I never remember anything like this in 
America. The people have a contempt for 
their leadership. In America when pictures 
of their leaders are shown on the screen they 
laugh. They do not cheer or boo, they laugh 
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contemptuously.. The leaders have taken 
away the peoples’ ideals and when that hap- 
pens despair sets in. 

When people feel that way, everything be- 
comes senseless, the war was senseless; every- 
thing is a lie, as the Atlantic Charter be- 
came a lie when Yalta and Potsdam became 
the truth. 

The people think the world is out of its 
senses, but they do not know what to do 
about it for they have nothing to 
say about it, they must just accept it, and 
they are hurt and bewildered and angry. 


On March 7, 1945, the Federal Council 
of Churches of Christ in America stated 
in their findings that: 

A world of fear, hatred, cruelty, misery, and 
violent death is fast closing in on the pros- 
pects of a world of fellowship and love. 


On March 14, 1946, Maj. George Field- 
ing Eliot wrote: 

The peoples of the world are confused, dis- 
appointed and frightened. In large part they 
are also miserable. These were not the 
promises of victory. We thought victory 
would bring us peace and hope. We thought 
victory would bring us a better world, It 
has brought us only fear and suffering, 


On March 25, 1946, Messrs. Joseph and 
Stewart Alsop wrote in the Washington 
Post that Secretary of State Byrnes and 
the chiefs of the armed forces had gone 
before the Senate Military Affairs Com- 
mittee to urge the extension of the draft 
and other manpower measures because 
of the immediate danger of an outbreak 
of armed conflict. According to these 
correspondents, I quote: 

It is safe to say that in peacetime history 
of the United States there has keen no such 
scene as this meeting presented, except at 
prior and similar meetings with the House 
Military Affairs Committee. Last week, for 
the first time the highest officials of govern- 
ment warned the leaders of Congress of the 
possibility of immediate national danger in 
a world officially at peace. 


On April 3, 1946, Mr. Sumner Welles 
said: 

Unless the United States returns to the 
basic principles of the good-neighbor policy, 
no inter-American conference can now be 
held without risking a break-up of the in- 
ter-American system and the total destruc- 
tion of Pan-American solidarity. 

The policy pursued by the Department of 
State during the past 2 years has resulted in 
a series of unrelieved failures. It has done 
grave injury to this country’s highest inter- 
ests, and to the welfare of the rest of the 
New World. Will American public opinion 
permit a continuation of this disastrous 
policy? 

On May 8, 1946, the former Secretary 
of the Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau, who 
perhaps more than anyone else on the 
globe has helped to turn the world 
against the United States, mournfully 
lamented: 

I doubt very much whether the United 


States has a single important friend left in 
the world. 


On May 4, 1946, Walter Lippmann, re- 
turning from a visit to war-torn Europe, 
had the following to say: 


No one, least of all the Russians, believes 
that the political frontier between them- 
selves and the British can be stabilized where 
it now is. This is the reason why every 
statesman in Europe has it in the back of 
his mind as his controlling assumption that 
he must act as if there were going to be a 
war between Britain and Russia, which will 
involve all the other nations. 
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Again on May 22, Sumner Welles 
wrote: 

From Cairo to Tokyo the eastern world is 
seething. All constituted authority, whether 
alien or national, has been gravely weakened 
during the last several years. The economic 
dislocation resulting from the war culminat- 
ing with the present famine, intensify the 
trend toward mass unrest, toward revolt, 
and toward eventual anarchy. 


On May 30, 1946, Gen. Omar Bradley 
told a Memorial Day audience that: 


Today, there is a growing uneasiness and 
fear that the peace we sought at the end 
of the war will elude our grasp. The symp- 
toms of fear are all about. The world that 
was sick with hatred is now sick with starva- 
tion and famine. Out of the rubble of Axis 
aggression has emerged the suspicion and 
distrust of allies. Already people have asked 
themselves, “What has the war accom- 
plished?” 


On the same day General Marshall 
warned the whole world from Nanking, 
China, that: 

China is trembling on the verge of an even 
greater calamity than the war with Japan. 


Cardinal Tien of China a little later 
admitted that a third world war is now 
inevitable, and said the sooner it broke 
out the greater would be the suffering and 
agony the peoples of the world would be 
spared. 

On June 1, 1946, Pope Pius XI said: 

Peace is vanishing in an international bit- 


terness and ungodliness which may provoke 
a violent world explosion, 


On June 15, 1946, Anne O'Hare Me- 
Cormick wrote in the New York Times 
that: 


Prolonging the present condition of sus- 
pense on the Continent can only lead to 
catastrophe. There is no use outlawing the 
atomic bomb if the great powers follow 
policies that produce the conditions of war. 
In eastern Europe these conditions are creat- 
ing a system of pauper states. As to Ger- 
many everybody now admits that the occupa- 
tion is a failure in itself and a menace to 
the rest of the Continent. 


And on the same day Adolf Berle, one 
of the original New Deal braintrusters, 
and former Ambassador to Brazil, made 
the following startling admission of what 
was happening to America from within 
when he said: 

We are now in a world crisis and there is 
every sign that that crisis will become more 
intense. Once more all the symptoms of for- 
eign diplomatic conflict are appearing here 
as they did in 1917, We have the same prop- 
aganda campaigns, the same lies and distor- 
tions intended to intimidate faithful Ameri- 
can public servants, and the same appeals to 
cupidity, unthinking idealism, and fears. 

We have a similar crew of turncoats, some 
of whom have been in their time Fascist 
agents and Communist agents abroad, who 
now appear claiming to advise and guide the 
New York public. And we know that what- 
ever else these people want they are not in- 
terested in the welfare of the United States. 
NOT ONE WORLD BUT TWO WORLDS HAVE EMERGED 

“ FROM THE WAR 

It has now become terrifyingly obvious, 
Mr. President, that in spite of the fraud- 
ulent, poisonous, persistent propaganda 
to the contrary, not one world of inter- 
national cooperation exists, but two 
worlds of conflicting ideologies and pur- 
poses have emerged from this terrible 
war, 
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No less a person than the Pulitzer prize 
winning correspondent of the New York 
Times, James Reaton, said on May 6, 
1946: 

The thesis that is rapidly gaining ground 
in the capital now is the following: 

First, the Soviet Union is using its eco- 
nomic, political, and military power to sup- 
port Communist elements all over Europe— 
not only in the Soviet Belt but also westward 
into France. 

Second, the Soviet Union does not want to 
take its armies out of eastern Europe, be- 
cause the Soviets still profess to believe the 
capitalist world is hostile to them. 

Third, our efforts to remove this fear have 
not succeeded. Therefore, rather than make 
further concessions to Russia that would di- 
vide Europe into two spheres, we should now 
concede that the two spheres exist and give 
our support to the western sphere. 


On May 27, 1946, the New York Herald 
Tribune, one of Russia's stanchest de- 
fenders in the United States, stated in 
its leading editorial: 

The lines of a new world cleavage are be- 
coming ever more distinct and ominous. 
In nearly every source of policy there is a 
growing acceptance of the fact of a struggle 
for power between two world systems, that 
of Russia and the west, and a growing tend- 
ency to believe that struggle is irreconcilable. 


On May 15, 1946, in testifying before 
the House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, the former Secretary of the 
Treasury, now Chief Justice Fred M. 
Vinson, admitted that the British loan 
would split the world into two conflicting 
economic blocs with America and Eng- 
land arraigned against Communist Rus- 
sia in a battle for world trade supremacy, 

Mr. President, in spite of the Govern- 
ment-inspired propaganda to the con- 
trary, the one world on which all of our 
international organizations were sup- 
posed to be based in order to function is 
5 crumbling right under our 

eet. ; 

The truth is Russia has refused to 
join any of the five major international 
organizations except the United Nations. 

Russia has refused to join either the 
international bank or the international 
fund set up under the Bretton Woods 
agreements. 

Russia has refused to join or to attend 
the International Civil Aviation Confer- 
ence, 

Russia has refused to become a mem- 
ber of the International Food and Agri- 
culture Organization. She merely sent 
an observer to the first meeting. 

To this very moment Russia has re- 
fused to accept an invitation to the 
World Trade Conference which is to be 
called in the near future. 

It is significant, indeed, Mr. President, 
that Russia will not join any organiza- 
tions where any matters are discussed 
which would compel her to show her 
hand. She uses the veto power in the 
United Nations instead of coming out 
into the open. 

PEACEMAKING AT AN IMPASSE WITHIN UNO AND 
IN THE FOREIGN MINISTERS’ COUNCIL 

This sudden wrenching of one world 
into two conflicting parts has awakened 
many of our statesmen and policy-mak- 
ers to the tragic fact that neither inside 
UNO, nor outside, in the Foreign Minis- 
ters’ conferences, are we getting on with 
real peacemaking. 
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Mr. John Foster Dulles accurately de- 
scribes our present predicament. In 
speaking of the way the big powers are 
failing to get along, he says: 

No one of them trusts the others sufi- 
ciently to permit of decisions in which it 
does not concur. They may not feel sure 
about their ability to go on deserving top 
rank in the world. Therefore, they seek ar- 
tificially to perpetuate that position. 80 
they plan a structure of peace that cannot be 
altered without the consent of each of them. 
They think through such rigidities to find 
safety. Actually these rigidities imperil the 
whole structure of peace. 


The junior Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], who has been a most deter- 
mined advocate in the Senate of coop- 
eration with Russia, has gone so far as 
to admit that the whole problem of 
peacemaking with which we are con- 
fronted can never be solved within the 
United Nations organization as it is now 
operating. 

Certainly this is news to the vast ma- 
jority of the American people. The Sen- 
ator from Florida, in a statement on 
March 20, 1946, said: 


At the present time and under the pres- 
ent circumstances, the United Nations is not 
the way out of this web of fear. It is a de- 
lusion and a snare to regard the present 
United Nations organization as the tribunal 
for the solution of the clashes and conflicts 
among the Big Three growing out of their 
fear for their own security. 

And those who pretend now that the 
United Nations organization can perform 
such functions are either, without disclosing 
their purpose, attempting to wreck it, or to 
convert it from its declared original characer 
into something else. We must therefore, 
prepare outside of the United Nations or- 
ganization the conditions which will make 
it possible for the United Nations organi- 
zation effectively to function. 


WHO IS TO BLAME? 


Mr. President, in the midst of all of 
this confusion and suspicion and the ter- 
rible suffering this peace stalemate is 
causing to hundreds of millions of peo- 
ple, it has suddenly become popular in 
the United States to blame everything 
that has gone wrong on the Communists 
and Mr. Stalin and Mr. Molotov. Our 
own policy makers of the administration 
have taken refuge in this game of charge 
and countercharge. Now, who is to 
blame? 

On March 20, 1946, Sumner Welles 
wrote: 


Relations between the United States and 
the Soviet Union have been allowed to drift 
into an increasingly dangerous condition 
* * The recent trend of Soviet policy 
unfortunately indicates that unless the So- 
viet Union becomes convinced that the west- 
ern powers are both strong enough and de- 
termined enough to prevent it, it will avail 
itself of this moment of world upheaval to 
seek a form of security based upon those 
traditional Russian aims which Russian Gov- 
ernments have successfully pursued since the 
dawn of the nineteenth century. 


On March 20, 1946, none other than 
Secretary of Commerce Wallace told a 
New York audience that: 


Russia can't ride roughshod over eastern 
Europe and get away with it. I think that we 
can make it perfectly clear to the Soviet Gov- 
ernment that no country, however powerful 
in a military or economic way, can dominate 
by mere force even the smallest country for 
very long. 
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On March 27, 1946, Hanson W. Bald- 
win, military analyst for the New York 
Times, stated in his column that: 


We must make it amply clear to Russia and 
to the world that the basic strategic reason 
for which we fought the last war was to pre- 
vent the domination of western Europe by 
any one power, and to prevent that domi- 
nation of eastern Asia by any one power. 


On May 10, 1946, the Washington Post, 
which has always reflected the interna- 
tionalist opinions of its owner, Eugene 
Meyer, recently elected head of the 
world bank, stated in an editorial: 

We are faced today with a condition and 
not a theory. The condition is not that 
Britain and Russia are preparing for war, 
but that Russia will not make peace. What 
our angel of peace is afraid of is, bluntly, 
Russian aggression. Only Russia has the 
might and the dynamism and the posture to 
break the peace. 


On May 18, 1946, the junior Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT] told a 
New York audience: 


Never before in public have I questioned 
the purposes of Russia. It is with profound 
reluctance that I have concluded that the 
recent actions of Russia are not consistent 
with a desire to bring peace to the world 
under the aegis of the United Nations. Cru- 
sading communism appears now to be on 
the march, There are doubts within the 
minds of many of us that Russia will ever 
submit to rules of conduct in any field. 


On May 30, former Ambassador to Ger- 
many James W. Gerard said, concern- 
ing the Russians that: 

It's about time they found out we are tired 
of having their representatives throw a mon- 
key wrench into the United Nations. We 
are tired of having our representatives 
pushed around, 


On June 7, 1946, David Lawrence, an 
astute student of affairs, wrote in the 
United States News: 


Until the flames of totalitarianism are ex- 
tinguished around the world there will be 
danger of another world conflagration. 
There is no use camouflaging the truth about 
what is going on. We are up against the 
ruthless rule of totalitarianism in world 
diplomacy. A government that cannot be 
trusted can make war overnight. Russian 
aggression has begun. Will the American 
people ignore it as they did Hitler’s aggres- 
sion or will they be realistic and face the 
facts of international life. Are we on the 
road to World War III? 


On June 13, 1946, the distinguished 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] warned the Rus- 
sians that: : 


It is unreasonable to allow a veto by one 
Foreign Minister to upset the whole peace 
program. We should not tolerate such a 
situation. Let me warn any nation that 
now plans to subjugate the rest of the world 
economically, politically, or militarily, world 
domination is a fatuous dream. The peoples 
of the world will not stand for it. 


And now the press has broken out in a 
veritable rash of protests by my col- 
leagues, the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
VANDENBERG], the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. CONNALLY], and the Senator from 
Vermont {Mr. Austin], along with Secre- 
tary Byrnes, that they are not going to 
permit Russia to veto the peace. 

Yet, Mr. President, there is another 
side to the story which, because of the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


heat and confusion now being generated 
in diplomatic circles, still is not being 
brought out into the open. 

Let us grant that Russia is standing in 
the way of reaching satisfactory peace 
settlements. Let us grant that Mr. 
Stalin and the Communists constitute 
the major obstacle on the road back to 
peace. There is still the shameful part 
the United States has played in the pre- 
liminary peace settlements for which the 
Russians cannot possibly be held solely 
to blame; a role which, it seems to me, 
has set the stage for the very actions 
and policies on the part of the Russians 
which are now being so self-righteously 
condemned. 

I am speaking of the war-breeding 
secret commitments made by our Ameri- 
can Presidents of Moscow, Tehran, Yalta, 
and Potsdam; commitments which set 
in motion forces and policies which 
could not do other than make peace 
terribly difficult, if not an absolute 
impossibility. 

The fact that Russia refuses to co- 
operate with the rest of the world does 
not serve as an excuse to relieve this 
administration of its own responsibility 
for those betrayals of the rights and 
privileges and liberties of hundreds of 
millions of our fellow beings both in 
Europe and Asia. 

The policy makers responsible do not 
so much as mention any of those be- 
trayals or war-breeding commitments 
which were made in secret—without the 
knowledge, the advice, or the consent of 
either the United States Senate or the 
American people. The plain fact is that 
up until this very moment Russia has 
only been doing in her own way what our 
policy makers agreed to permit her to 
do in conformity with those secret agree- 
ments of Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam. 

There is just a slight hint of this fact 
in the following admission of Elmer 
Davis, who as head of the Office of War 
Information had more to do with all the 
propaganda that was fed the American 
people than perhaps any other man. 

On April 5, 1946, Mr. Davis wrote in 
the Washington News: 

A year or so ago most of us supposed that 
Russian objectives were the same as ours; 
and extensive concessions were made to them 
on that hypothesis. It now seems to have 
been mistaken. There is something that is 
worse than either atomic or biological war- 
fare. It is subjugation to an alien oppressor, 


But still, Mr. President, there has been 
not a single official admission of guilt; 
not a single official repudiation of these 
terrifying agreements; not a single re- 
gret expressed for the savage consé- 
quences to which our policy makes us a 
party, and which just in themselves 
would make the realization of any kind 
of peace well-nigh impossible. 

RECORD OF MY OWN OPPOSITION TO SUCH 

POLICIES 

The question raised by all of these de- 
velopments, Mr. President, a question 
which cannot be ignored longer except at 
our own peril—is one for the American 
people to answer once and for all; it is 
whether we shall continue these policies 
which are in themselves playing directly 
into Russia’s hands, or we must deter- 
mine whether or not our legitimate and 
most crucial interests are being deliber- 
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ately betrayed by alien fanatics both 
within and outside of the United States. 

The record plainly shows that I have 
protested the steady deterioration of 
American foreign policy for many long 
months. 

On four specific occasions I have 
sought to crystallize attention on the 
Jong-existent confusion in our foreign 
policy, hoping to stimulate efforts to find 
an answer to the question of whether or 
not America is being deliberately sab- 
otaged and betrayed, or whether our pol- 
icies are really disastrous in themselves. 
Surely even the most naive appeasers in 
America must now realize that we cannot 
afford to wait longer for such an answer. 
The time has come for a completely hon- 
est, courageous, and open showdown on 
this issue. 

On May 9, 1946, President Truman 
himself warned the American people 
that now: 


Nobody should play politics with national 
safety. 


Yet, Mr. President, on every occasion 
when I have sought to arouse interest in 
these issues, and to stimulate thought 
about what future course of action would 
safeguard America’s interests and se- 
curity, I have met with evasion. 

Mr. President, on September 24, 1945, 
I read into the Recorp the reasons why I 
opposed the confirmation of the nomina- 
tion of Dean Acheson as Under Secretary 
of State. I did so because I could not 
find out from Mr. Acheson or from any- 
one else what our foreign commitments 
and policies were, which Mr. Acheson was 
to carry out. I did not know how Mr. 
Acheson felt about them, and he failed 
to respond to my questions. 

I had hoped that, as a result of my 
action, at least some light might be 
thrown on the policies we had been per- 
suing. I sought information which 
would enable this administration, and 
the American people, to get a better pic- 
ture of the actual results of our policies. 
My hopes were vain. My efforts were 
futile. Both Mr. Acheson, and the ad- 
ministration’s undisclosed policies re- 
ceived the highest commendation from 
my colleagues, the Senator from Texas 
(Mr, CONNALLY], the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr, BARKLEY], and the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 

On October 22, 1945, Mr. Spruille 
Braden was nominated as Assistant Sec- 
retary of State. Again, on that occasion, 
I sought information. Ugly rumors and 
reverberations were coming out of South 
America, as a result of Mr. Braden’s ac- 
tivities prior to that date. I sought to 
learn whether or not his policies had 
been in keeping with the solemn con- 
tracts we had signed with our sister re- 
publics, and with the act of Chapultepec, 
Again I could not get any real light on 
Mr. Braden’s past activities or on our 
future policies toward the South Ameri- 
can countries. But it became clear to 
me that there was something radically 
wrong both with our policy, and with the 
way our State Department, and Mr. 
Braden, had been interpreting it, so far 
as South America was concerned. 

On that same day, the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, together with my colleagues, the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN- 
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BERG] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. La FOLLETTE], indirectly revealed 
that Mr. Braden and the State Depart- 
ment for many long months, had been 
destroying the very roots of our good- 
neighbor policy. At that time, the Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] in an- 
swer to questions by some of us on the 
floor, insisted that: 

We do not want to create any impression 
that by the confirmation of the nomination 
of Mr. Braden we are reverting to the old 
type of diplomacy of the years gone by when 
we had the reputation, whether deservedly 
or not, of having wielded the big stick and 
using a strong-arm diplomacy * * *. We 
want the other countries to feel that we are 
showing consideration for their sovereignty 
and their independence and that we do not 
expect to interfere in anywise in any of their 
domestic affairs. 


The Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN- 
DENBERG] stated that he considered that 
Mr. Braden was “but an incident” in the 
development of a dangerous perversion 
of our traditional Latin-America poli- 
cies, and went on to say he believed there 
was an imperative need that: 

We shall do everything in our power to 
maintain healthy, wholesome relationships 
and to scrupulously observe all of our mutual 
engagements with the 20 Latin-American 
Republics which constitute, with us, the great 
inter-American system of hemispherical 
peace, security, and good will. 


On the same day the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] stated dur- 
ing debate on Mr. Braden’s confirmation 
that: 

If I voted for Mr. Braden, if the committee 
voted for him, and if the Senate voted for 
him— 


And we did, Mr. President. We con- 
firmed him. I followed the leadership of 
our distinguished colleague, the Senator 
from Michigan, as I always have, and I 
am proud to do so because of his knowl- 
edge of foreign affairs. 

If I voted for Mr. Braden, if the commit- 
tee voted for him, and if the Senate voted for 
him, as they intend to do, I have the distinct 
feeling that we are not advancing the cause 
of cooperation, consultation, and united 
action so far as the Latin-American nations 
are concerned. 


In discussing the dilemma in which the 
United States Senate found itself as a 
result of Mr. Braden’s previous policies 
and actions, the Senator from Wisconsin 
went on to say that the best thing he 
could do was to vote for Mr. Braden’s 
confirmation, but he added: 

I want it clearly understood that in so doing 
Iam not in any wise indicating that I am in 
favor of any weakening or any alteration of 
our policy so far as the Latin-American coun- 
tries are concerned * * *. To proceed 
further on a unilateral basis or in a unilateral 
spirit in order to avoid embarrassing and 
complicated problems, which may arise from 
multilateral action and discussion, I say in 
the long run, hazards the destruction of the 
good-neighbor policy. 


On November 28, 1945, I submitted 
Senate Resolution 197 to investigate the 
State Department after Ambassador 
Hurley openly charged that: 

The professional foreign-service men in 
the State Department sided with the Chinese 
Communist armed party, and the imperial- 
ist bloc of nations, whose policy it was to 
keep China divided against itself. 
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Again the State Department and that 
administration policy were completely 
whitewashed, and Ambassador Hurley 
became the target of personal abuse, 
while such persons as Mr. John Service, 
who over a year before had been one of 
the six persons arrested for disclosing 
confidential State Department material, 
and who had been whitewashed in a 
secret session of this administration’s 
policy makers, was sent to Japan to serve 
as economic adviser to General Mac- 
Arthur. 

On January 29, 1946, for myself and in 
behalf of several other Senators, I intro- 
duced Senate Concurrent Resolution 51, 
providing for a joint congressional com- 
mittee to investigate starvation condi- 
tions in Europe. Eighteen other Sena- 
tors on both sides of the aisle joined me 
in stressing the urgency of the conditions 
of starvation which warranted congres- 
sional action. But again, as on so many 
other occasions, this administration 
stubbornly refused to look these tragic 
consequences of its own policies in the 
face. 

Instead, Mr. President, this adminis- 
tration has continued to carry on our 
foreign relations in such a secret and 
blundering way that at this very 
moment neither the American people nor 
the Senate of the United States, nor the 
other nations of the world know what to 
make of the course we have been follow- 
ing in South America, Asia, and Europe. 

OUR POLICY OF MEDDLING IN SOUTH AMERICA 


Let us turn to South America. No- 
where else in the world have we such a 
great stake in continued confidence, co- 
operation, and unity of purpose, between 
and among nations, as we have in the 
Western Hemisphere. } 

It is in the long tradition we have built 
up in our relations with these nations 
that the fundamental tenets and solemn 
commitments of this Government are 
most clearly and consistently stated. 

On October 22, 1945, my colleague 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] paid a 
just tribute to this good-neighbor policy 
of which I am speaking in one of the 
most masterful utterances that has been 
heard on the floor of the Senate since 
I have been a Member of the Senate. I 
believe it will be years before a more 
clearly defined statement is made than 
that made by the distinguished Senator 
of Michigan when he said: 

This inter-American system is not the 
sudden improvisation of an expedient hour. 
It is not born of the transient exigencies of 
awar. It dates back to the days of President 
James Monroe in respect to its roots. It is 
the evolution of many decades of neighborly 
contacts. It is the natural outgrowth of 
common interests in the protection and de- 
velopment of our common heritage in this 
new world. Its credentials are as long as 
they are honorable. It enjoys attachments 
of deep affection throughout the two Amer- 
icas. It has been solemnly stabilized by re- 
peated treaties for mutual consultation and 
mutual support. It is not a perquisite of the 
United States alone. It is the common prop- 
erty of our inter-American partnership, and 
the statecraft of the United States must 
never for an instant neglect, ignore, or vio- 
late this fundamental fact. 


Mr. President, contrary to the current 
popular myth, it was President Hoover 
who, in 1928, withdrew our troops from 
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Haiti and Nicaragua, and solemnly as- 
sured the Latin-American countries that 
we could not again intervene in the in- 
ternal affairs of any nation to the south 
of us. This was the original formulation 
of what has come to be known as our 
good-neighbor policy. And while, on 
occasion, this Government has relapsed 
into the “big-stick” policy and “dollar 
diplomacy,” yet over the years our tradi- 
tional policy has been that of trying to be 
a good neighbor among good neighbors, 

On December 26, 1933, the late Presi- 
dent Roosevelt signed the Seventh Inter- 
national Conference of American States 
Agreement, article 8 of which specifically 
provides that: 

No state has the right to intervene in the 
internal or external affairs of another. 


On the same day the late President 
stated: 

I feel safe in undertaking to say that un- 
der our support of the general principle of 
nonintervention as has been suggested, no 
government need fear any intervention on 
the part of the United States under the 
Roosevelt administration. 


On June 17, 1935, former Secretary of 
State Cordell Hull reaffirmed this prin- 
ciple and went on to say that: 

This declaration creates a precedent which 
in my belief will never be abandoned. 


es 
On September 15, 1936, Mr. Hull re- 
affirmed that so far as South America 
Was concerned: 
This administration has made it clear it 
would not intervene in any of those republics. 


Again on December 5, 1936, Mr. Hull 
stated in Buenos Aires, at the opening 
of the Inter-American Conference for the 
Maintenance of Peace, that: 

We recognize the right of all nations to 
handle their affairs in any way they choose, 
and this quite irrespective of the fact that 
their way may be different from our way or 
even repugnant to our ideas, If the solemn 
rights and obligations between nations are 
to be treated lightly or to be brushed aside, 
the nations of the world will head straight 
toward international anarchy. It is to the 
interest of everyone that there be an end 
of treaties broken by arbitrary and unilateral 
action. 


On December 21, 1936, the United 
States signed the Declaration of Prin- 
ciples of Inter-American Solidarity and 
Cooperation, at Buenos Aires, which also 
specifically provided under article 3 (b): 

Intervention by one state in the internal 
or external affairs of another state is con- 
demned. 


On March 17, 1938, Secretary Hull 
again stated as this Government’s policy 
and conviction that: 

All nations should, through voluntary 
self-restraint abstain from use of force in 
pursuit of policy and from interference in 
the internal affairs of other nations, 


Again at the Eighth International Con- 
ference of American States December 24, 
1938, at Lima, Peru, the United States 
signed the following solemn pledge con- 
tained in the Declaration of Lima: 

The respect for the personality, sovereignty 
and independence of each American state 
constitutes the essence of international order 
sustained by continental solidarity. 


In the Declaration of Principles agreed 
upon at this conference we agreed that: 
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The intervention of any state in the in- 
ternal or external affairs of another is in- 
admissible, 


Again on April 13, 1940, the late Presi- 
dent Roosevelt stated: 

If civilization is to survive, the rights of 
the smaller nations to independence, to their 
territorial integrity, and to the unimpeded 
opportunity for self government must be re- 
spected by their more powerful neighbors. 


Even as recently as March 21, 1944, 
Secretary Hull asserted in his outline of 
the principles of American foreign policy 
that: 

All nations, large and small, which respect 
the rights of others are entitled to freedom 
from outside interference in their internal 
affairs. 


Although it is difficult to believe, as 
recently as October 31, 1945, and Janu- 
ary 5, 1946, Secretary Byrnes and Mr. 
Braden made the following assurances, 
respectively. 

Mr. Byrnes declared: 

In the inter-American system the mem- 
bers do not interfere in the internal affairs 
of their neighbors nor do they brook inter- 
ference in those internal affairs by others. 


Mr. Braden said on January 5, 1946: 

Our policy of nonintervention in the af- 
fairs of the other American countries is 
fundamental and will continue. We have 
n@intention of that kind of unilateral action. 


Mr. President, in spite of all these 
solemn declarations and promises of 
nonintervention the fact remains that 
we have so grossly repudiated our agree- 
ments that we have now reached the 
place where our whole future relations 
with South America are gravely in 
danger. 

What is the record? 

On March 27, 1946, Sumner Welles 
wrote: 

Our recent policies in Latin America have 
been incredibly stupid as well as humiliat- 
ingly unsuccessful. American public opin- 
ion should be demanding from this Govern- 
ment some coherent program of foreign 
policy which will refill the reservoir of good 
will toward the United States. 


On the same day, in the New York 
Times, Hanson Baldwin wrote: 

For many months we have been breathing 
fire and brimstone toward Argentina and 
badgering the Argentine Government with 
accusations. 

In Argentina our policy has served only to 
elect our enemy Peron and to consolidate 
much of Argentine and Latin-American senti- 
ment against us. Many of the happy re- 
sults of the good-neighbor policy have been 
destroyed and again Latin Americans are 
becoming more and more conscious of the 
“Colossus of the North” and Yankee “im- 
perialism.” We are risking the formation of 
a real anti-American bloc in South America, 


It is high time the dangerous policies 
of Mr. Braden and Mr. Acheson be ended. 
We indulged in such inexcusable inter- 
vention that we are now confronted with 
complete embarrassment of our relations 
with every other South American 
country. 

The Bradenistic policy of intervention 
by insult has been against the richest 
and most powerful nation in South 
America, namely, the Argentine. 

Iam not defending the Argentine Gov- 
ernment for any of its misdeeds, what- 
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ever they may or may not have been. 
I am not carrying a portfolio for Argen- 
tina. Whatever excuse may have ex- 
isted for the policies toward Argentina 
during the war certainly has no validity 
now. 

The war has been over for more than 
a year. The course pursued by Mr. 
Braden and Mr. Acheson over the past 
12 months is positively the most stupid 
and scandalous adventure in personal 
feuding between the heads of states that 
is to be found in the entire history of our 
diplomacy. 

The Argentine finally broke with the 
Axis. She was admitted as a member of 
the Chapultepec Conference and of the 
United Nations Organization. She was 
entitled to joint action by any nations 
directly concerned with her affairs. Yet, 
in spite of all the agreements we have 
signed, to which Argentina has been a 
party, Mr, Braden and Mr. Acheson seem 
for the past year to have gone out of 
their way to force a permanent break 
with the Argentine people. 


WHAT WE HAVE DONE TO ARGENTINA DURING THE 
PAST YEAR 


During the past year we have con- 
tinued, until within the last month, to 
keep over 800 Argentine firms on the 
blacklist. 

Until within a week or so we have kept 
all of Argentina’s funds in the United 
States banks frozen. 

Up until this very moment we have 
continued to refuse to join in any discus- 
sion with the Argentine delegates con- 
cerning the Rio conference on hemi- 
sphere defense. That discussion has al- 
ready been postponed, until Mr. Braden 
is satisfied that they have eliminated all 
of what has beey termed Axis influence 
in Argentina. 

Our State Department is insisting that 
the Argentine courts accept the views of 
Messrs. Braden and Acheson as to what 
aliens in Argentina were friendly with 
the Axis Powers and should be deported 
from Argentina; as to what Argentinean 
citizens were friendly with the Axis 
Powers and should be tried and impris- 
oned, if found guilty; and as to what 
agencies or businesses trafficked with the 
Axis Powers and should be liquidated by 
the Argentine Government. In response 
to their insistence, the Argentine Gov- 
ernment has replied that it is seeking to 
expedite these matters in accordance 
with Argentine law. 

Here, again, is a case in which Messrs. 
Braden and Acheson have done every- 
thing they apparently could do to violate 
another solemn agreement. 

On December 26, 1933, at the Conven- 
tion of Human Duties and Rights, held 
in Montevideo, we subscribed to the fol- 
lowing principle: 

The political existence of a state is inde- 
pendent of recognition by the other states, 
Even before recognition the state has the 
right to defend its integrity and independ- 
ence, to provide for its conservation and 
prosperity, and consequently to organize it- 
self as it sees fit, to legislate upon its inter- 
ests, administer its services, and to define the 
jurisdiction and the competence of its courts. 


In the light of that solemn convention, 
for the State Department of the United 
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States to insist that the Argentine courts 
act in accordance with State Department 
demands in determining what consti- 
tutes unfriendly action on the part of 
individuals or agencies is the sheerest 
and boldest defiance of international law 
and of every solemn commitment we 
have made to the South American 
Republics. 

I ask you, Mr. President, just exactly 
what is the State Department going to 
do if the Argentine courts do not agree 
with its list of persons who are suspects, 
a list which our State Department will 
not even furnish, I am informed, to the 
Argentine officials? 

Consider another circumstance in this 
story of diplomatic blunders. Spruille 
Braden and Dean Acheson have been 
carrying on a personal feud against 
Colonel Peron ever since the war ended. 
The press was filled with stories that the 
Argentine people became so incensed over 
Braden’s interference in their presiden- 
tial campaign that Braden’s action really 
assured Peron’s election. Braden created 
in the Argentine an issue which—were 
the situation reversed—the American 
people would, of course, have resented 
intensely. No self-respecting people will 
tolerate such interference in their domes- 
tice affairs. 

Not only did Braden thus directly in- 
terfere in the Argentine presidential 
elections, but I am informed that Braden, 
in defiance of all international law, 
actually used the American Embassy in 
Buenos Aires as the headquarters of the 
Argentine parties opposing Peron. Such 
unprecedented, high-handed activity, 
such a wanton breaking of faith with the 
American people, and such an offense 
offered the Argentine people, could have 
only one possible result. Acheson and 
Braden were completely repudiated by the 
Argentine people. The result was a ter- 
rible loss of face for 130,000,000 Ameri- 
can people who, though blameless, will 
have to bear the consequences. 

There is a universal recognition of the 
failure of our South American diplomacy 
everywhere except within this adminis- 
tration. One need only to summarize the 
calamitous extent of this venture in per- 
sonal intervention, by reminding oneself 
of the fact that all of the hatred, fear, 
and animosity now aroused against the 
United States, has played directly into 
the hands of just one nation. That na- 
tion is Russia. Russia has taken this op- 
portunity to attempt to reestablish diplo- 
matic and trade, and even military, rela- 
tions in the Argentine. What better 
weapon could the Communists in South 
America desire than the animosity and 
hostile interventionist policy of Acheson 
and Braden? 

Through these two officials, America 
has furnished the Communists with rea- 
son to cry “Yanqui Imperialism.” Cer- 
tainly we cannot blame Stalin for what is 
clearly the calamitous consequence of 
Braden’s own bungling. 

So far as South America is concerned, 
Mr. President, the time has come, as I 
have already stated, to repudiate the 
policy of Bradenism, and to return to the 
good-neighbor policy. But to accom- 
plish this, we need desperately to clean 
out the Communist influences in the 
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State Department, which, for some 
strange reason, have wielded such a 
sinister influence during the past few 
years. 

After a great deal of struggle, members 
of the Senate have finally wrung from the 
distinguished Secretary of State the ad- 
mission that there are, indeed, many 
Communists and fellow travelers in the 
State Department. It would seem, how- 
ever, that the Secretary has been unable 
to do anything about them, because of 
the provisions of the civil-service law and 
its administration by the Civil Service 
Commission. That problem needs des- 
perately to be taken care of by Congress 
immediately. 

But there are still certain very startling 
facts about the way our South American 
policies have been handled, and about the 
forces and individuals who have had the 
most persistent interest in carrying out 
these policies, which have not yet been 
told to the American people. 

There is the matter of the press and 
propaganda. 

Mr. Carleton Beals, writing in the Pro- 
gressive of July 15, 1946, stated: 

It is a long time since the American public 
has had much of the truth about Latin- 
America. And folks aren't likely to get much 
more very soon. 


Mr. Beals, who is one of our ablest and 
most forthright authorities on Latin- 
America, revealed that even during Mr. 
Nelson Rockefeller’s regime— 

Only those who jumped on the bandwagon 
and peddled pap and piffle had any chance 
to travel or get at the news. One couldn’t 
even read current issues of Latin-American 
publications in the public libraries, As a 
student of Latin-American affairs and one 
earning his living by writing about them I 
could not obtain access to such materials. It 
was possible to get only what printed matter 
Mr. Nelson Rockefeller and the State Depart- 
ment wanted you to get, unless you went toa 
vast amount of trouble, subterfuge, and ex- 
pense. 


In the February 8, 1946, issue of the 
Commonweal, Mr. Christopher Emmet, a 
well-informed authority on Latin Amer- 
ica, asserts in detail that Arnaldo Cotesi, 
of the New York Times; Joseph Newman, 
of the New York Herald Tribune; and 
Virginia Pruett and Ray Josephs, of PM, 
have completely misjudged the Argentine 
situation and misinformed the American 
public. As Mr. Emmett says: 

It is largely the facts and appraisals they 
reported which most American commenta- 
tors, headline writers, and newspaper colum- 
nists relayed, with the usual oversimplifica- 
tion, to the American people, 


My distinguished colleague the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE], 
on the Senate floor on October 22, 1945, 
vigorously condemned this kind of re- 
porting. I quote his words: 

What I am saying is that such faulty re- 
porting, such faulty exposition of the actual 
facts in a nation which is in a state of crisis 
can only lead to disaster if our policy is to be 
predicated upon such reports which are so 
inaccurate and which so utterly fail to de- 
scribe the actual factual situation. 


It is not by accident, however, Mr. 
President, that this misinformation 
should have emanated largely through 
New York sources. I hold in my hand a 
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copy of the State Department so-called 
Blue Book on the Argentine, which it 
published and released in February 1946. 
Most Senators know what is in that 
“Blue Book.” Those who do not should 
read it. The name Joseph Newman, to 
whom I have referred, reported on 
March 26, from Buenos Aires, that For- 
eign Minister Bevin had refused to join 
with the United States in issuing the Blue 
Book, even after a personal invitation to 
do so was extended by Mr. Byrnes. As 
a matter of fact, the British were so op- 
posed, Mr. Newman went on to say that— 
The British Government’s economic policy 
toward the Argentine is now seriously em- 
barrassing the State Department and its 
representatives in this country. 


There is a strange coincidence in all 
of this, Mr. President. For although the 
State Department Blue Book was issued 
in February of this year, in January the 
Committee on Latin-American Affairs of 
the CIO issued their own white book 
on The Argentine Regime. I have it 
here on my desk, Mr. President. 

It so happens that in the CIO News of 
February 25, 1946, a statement appeared 
calling attention to the fact that— 

Release of the State Department's blast 
fully confirms similar charges made over a 
long period of time by the CIO Latin-Ameri- 
can Affairs Committee. As a matter of fact 
the CIO committee’s book, The Argentine 
Regime, was released weeks before the State 
Department did its job. 


It so happens that the executive direc- 
tor of this Latin-American committee of 
the CIO is George Michanowsky, born in 
Yalta, Russia, who arrived in the United 
States from Panama in 1940. He was 
not a United States citizen, and he regis- 
tered as an alien on December 17, 1940. 

Mr. Michanowsky served for a while 
with New York’s PM, in 1942. Now this 
same man has moved into the select cir- 
cle as advisor to our Secretary of State 
and as a molder of American public opin- 
ion. I want to enter into the record a 
copy of a letter written to Secretary 
Byrnes on August 6, 1945, which is star- 
tling, to say the least, and is self- 
explanatory: 

[Jacob S. Potofsky, chairman; George Bal- 
danzi; L. S. Buckmaster; Lewis B, Clark; 
Joseph Curran; Samuel J. Hogan; O. A. 
Knight; Martin C. Kyne; David J. McDon- 
ald, Milton Murray; Joseph P. Selly; Will- 
ard Townsend; George Michanowsky, ex- 
ecutive secretary] 

PHILIP MURRAY 

President 


JAMES B. CAREY 

Secretary-Treasurer 
COMMITTEE ON LATIN- 
AMERICAN AFFAIRS, 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL 
ORGANIZATIONS, 
New York, N. Y., August 6, 1945. 

Hon. JAMES F. BYRNES, 

Secretary of State, Department of State, 

Washington, D. C. 

Dear MR. BYRNES: Please permit me to con- 
gratulate you on your magnificent achieve- 
ments at the Potsdam Conference. I also 
wish to thank you very much for your kind 
letter of July 5. 

At this time I should like to acquaint you, 
on a confidential basis, with a very impor- 
tant matter I have dealt with during your 
absence from this country: In order to offer 
maximum support to United States Am- 
bassador Spruille Braden's admirable activi- 
ties on behalf of democracy in Argentina, we 
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have engaged in a campaign on his behalf 
both in this country and in the lands to the 
south of us. We have especially publicized 
Mr. Braden’s fine record, deserving the con- 
fidence of business and labor, among Latin- 
American workers, organized and unorgan- 
ized. This step was particularly important 
since there was a chance that propaganda 
campaigns emanating from certain quarters 
and calculated to resuscitate the moth-eaten 
cry of “Yankee imperialism” threatened to 
make some headway and to confuse the situ- 
ation in various countries, especially in Ar- 
gentina. 

An inspired Associated Press story describ- 
ing how admirable a stand you had taken 
on the Argentine question and reaffirming 
in detail our full and unqualified support 
of Ambassador Braden created a sensation 
in Latin America and made the front page 
of Argentina’s biggest newspapers. Hard on 
the heels of this story and certain other 
actions originating with me, the Under Sec- 
retary of State Joseph Grew was happy to 
announce on August 2 that representatives 
of Argentine labor unions had called on 
Ambassador Braden in Buenos Aires to ex- 
press their disapproval of the recent cam- 
paign of defamation directed at the Ambas- 
sador and obviously inspired by certain ele- 
ments. 

Since I know how limited your time is, I 
shall confine myself today to giving you only 
this sketchy outline of some of the things I 
have done during your absence to assist 
United States foreign policy and the cause 
of democracy. It will be a great honor to 
hear from you on this subject at your con- 
venience, At your request, of course, I shall 
be glad to elaborate on any of these points, 

Very sincererly yours, 
GEORGE MICHANOWSKY. 


Here then is the type of support and 
conniving which has made our Latin 
American policy under Mr: Braden and 
Mr. Acheson so terribly effective in de- 
stroying our own prestige, and in putting 
50 3 in the hands of the Commu- 


Mr. President, I wish to sound a warn- 
ing. What about the State Depart- 
ment’s publicity which no doubt, will 
continue? There are now 45,778 full- or 
part-time personnel in publicity and 
propaganda work within all the Govern- 
ment agencies. 

We need not go back any further than 
the Yalta agreement to find a convinc- 
ing picture of the way in which our poli- 
cies are selling out the Chinese to the 
Communists and betraying our own most 
vital interests in the Far East. 

The Yalta agreement is said by au- 
thoritative students to be the greatest 
insult to which the United States has 
ever subjected the Chinese people. Mr. 
President, certain reports and charges 
have been made which ought to be inves- 
tigated by the Senate. It is claimed, for 
instance, that Russia was turned loose 
to rape and loot Manchuria, that China 
was cut in two, and forced to grant to 
Russia not only all that she had fought 
Japan 10 years to retain, but also all the 
benefits contained in agreements that 
had been entered into by the Soviets and 
the Chinese since January 26, 1923. 

We know now that the Kurile Islands, 
which it certainly was not in the late 
President’s authority to give to the Rus- 
sians, or to anyone else, except by treaty, 
ratified by the Senate, were given to 
Stalin and by him are being turned into 
a Russian fortress, 
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It is charged that the late President 
agreed to the restoration of the Chinese 
Eastern Railway to the Soviet Union, 
and the uniting of outer and inner Mon- 
golia in a Soviet puppet state. 

The Russians did not have a shadow 
of legal claim to a single one of the con- 
cessions it is reported the Yalta agree- 
ment gave them. Yet, the Chinese were 
not even consulted, it is said, until the 
late President had returned from Yalta 
and personally informed the Chinese 
Ambassador of the deal. The Ambassa- 
dor is asserted to have reminded the 
President, that this seems to be taking 
us back to the nineteenth century. But 
it was much worse than that, Mr. Presi- 
dent—vastly worse. 

For instance, I am informed the Chi- 
nese were given to understand by the late 
President that by accepting the Yalta 
agreement and formalizing it in a treaty 
with Russia, which China did conclude 
in August 1945, China could expect three 
tremendous advantages: 

First. China would have peace with 
Russia along their 3,000-mile frontier. 

Second. The late President assured the 
Chinese that by accepting the Yalta deal, 
they could expect the Russians no long- 
er to support the Chinese Communists 
against the Chinese Government. 

Third. Above all, the Chinese were as- 
sured they would receive active and 
large-scale assistance from the United 
States to hasten the end of the war and 
to enable China to begin reconstruction 
in earnest at the earliest possible mo- 
ment. 

Those are some of the reasons behind 
my earnest pleas to the Senate to adopt 
Senate Resolution 197. 

‘WE FAILED AT ALMOST EVERY POINT TO FULFILL 
OUR PROMISES TO CHINA 

While the Chinese were terribly fear- 
ful of Russia’s entry into the war in the 
Far East, and while they believed there 
was no need for Russia’s entry, I under- 
stand they accepted the Yalta deal on 
the basis of the United States promises. 

General Stilwell was replaced by Gen- 
eral Wedemeyer, who got along well with 
the Chinese, and who understood the 
situation. General Hurley, as Ambassa- 
dor, had defined the Chinese Communists 
as “a political party with an army trying 
to overthrow the Government of the 
Republic of China.” 

General Hurley, who was our Ambas- 
sador, had pledged American support to 
the Chinese Nationalist Government. 
However, General Hurley resigned in 
December of 1945, accusing the State 
Department of failure to support those 
pledges. He demanded a clear-cut state- 
ment of American policy toward China. 

On December 15, 1945, President Tru- 
man issued a public statement of Amer- 
ican policy toward China. 

This statement of policy criticized the 
Nationalist Government of China as 
undemocratic, and insisted that it be 
widened to include other political ele- 
ments, particularly the Communists. 
Ambassador Wei forthwith resigned. 

It is a matter of history that the 
Chinese Nationalist Government had in 
the past attempted time and again to 
broaden its base, but all attempts to in- 
clude the Communists resulted in the 
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latter trying to effect a coup and to 
take over the whole Government. 

In 1927 the Communists sought to do 
exactly that. But for the Generalissimo 
they would have succeeded. Henceforth, 
the Communists had consistently 
adopted the policy of armed rebellion. 
The uneasy common front of 1937 again 
broke up in 1939 when the New Fourth 
Army of the Communists, as well as the 
Eighth Route Army, took matters into 
their own hands, expanding their forces 
and taking advantage of Japanese at- 
tacks to attack Government troops from 
the rear. The Chinese Government took 
the position that no working arrange- 
ment could be made unless and until the 
Communists gave up their territorial 
bases and their private army. 

However, the Truman statement of 
policy did not insist that the Com- 
munists should give up their private 
army first. It insisted that the Chinese 
Government could not be regarded as 
democratic unless it included the Com- 
munists. This was exactly what the 
Communists wanted. By refusing to 
join under any terms, they would for- 
ever hold the key to the political situa- 
tion in China. Thus they were enabled 
to increase their demands, as they did 
during the Hurley, and later the Mar- 
shall, negotiations, which they could hope 
would result ultimately in capturing the 
whole Government. 

The statement also stipulated that un- 
less the basis of the Chinese Government 
was widened, American assistance could 
not be given. The Communists had 
gone on record opposing an American 
loan to China. They would not like to 
have the government made stronger. 
On the contrary, they had, since the 
termination of war, torn up more than 
2,000 kilometers of railways, breached 
dykes flooding wide areas, and in general 
made economic recovery impossible. 
They had occupied sections of trunk rail- 
way lines, so that these lines could not 
run, making famine relief impossible. 
These measures would create misery 
among the people, and misery breeds 
Communists. In short, the veto of the 
loan played directly into the hands of the 
Communists, making peace and unity 
entirely impossible. The Truman state- 
ment therefore defeated its own purpose. 

General Marshall’s enforcement of the 
Truman policy made peace and unity 
impossible. He sought to freeze the 
military situation by truce agreements 
enforced by truce terms. In December 
1945, General Marshall succeeded in 
bringing Mao Tse-tung, the Communist 
leader, to Chungking. He also suc- 
ceeded in bringing about the Political 
Consultative Council composed of all 
parties. Agreements were arrived at in 
the council in January 1946. But no 
sooner were the agreements made than 
they were broken by the Communists. 
Since the termination of the war, the 
Communists had considerably widened 
their control through illegally seizing 
territories from the surrendering Japa- 
nese, and through the assistance of the 
evacuating Russians in Manchuria. 
General Marshall’s truce arrangements 
in effect legalized those Communists 
gains, thus encouraging them to seize 
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more and more territories for General 
Marshall’s truce terms to legalize. The 
truce arrangements could not bring 
unity or peace to China. They had ex- 
actly the opposite effect, no matter how 
well-intentioned they might be. Of the 
2,000 counties—or districts—in China, 
informed sources point out that the Com- 
munists were in occupation of 74 coun- 
ties before the Japanese surrender. Two 
hundred and forty-one additional coun- 
ties were occupied by them after the sur- 
render and 20 more were occupied after 
the Marshall truce agreement of Jan- 
uary 1946. The total now stands at 335 
counties. 

In the meantime, the projected loan of 
$500,000,000 to China, already agreed to 
in principle, is not forthcoming. It is 
now in the hands of the Import and Ex- 
port Bank, with apparently no clear-cut 
directive from higher levels. 

The Chinese people are now in even 
greater misery than during the war. 
They are disillusioned, desperate, and be- 
wildered. 

Informed Chinese simply cannot un- 
derstand American policy. 

First, they cannot understand why this 
administration is so sensitive to Com- 
munist criticisms in China while having 
struggles with the Communists in other 
parts of the world; 

Second, why this administration 
grants large loans to other countries, 
such as Yugoslavia, and not to China, 
knowing that those regimes are totali- 
tarian; 

Third, why Mr. Truman appears to be- 
lieve Communist participation in the 
Chinese Government would make it 
democratic while we regard Communists 
in other lands as totalitarian; 

Fourth. Why this administration in- 
sists on Communist participation in the 
Chinese Government while congressional 
committees and the Justice Department 
are trying to bar Communists from the 
American Government; 

Fifth, why Mr. Truman believes Chi- 
nese Communists are democrats and 
agrarian reformers while we regard 
American Communists as owing alle- 
giance to a foreign nation; 

Sixth, why Mr. Truman has failed to 
insist upon the abolition of the private 
army of the Chinese Communists which 
is making peace and unity impossible in 
China and the rest of Asia; 

Seventh, why Mr. Truman does not in- 
sist that the Communists open up their 
occupation areas in China so normal 
communications can be resumed, bring- 
ing relief to millions of starving people; 

Eighth, why our American representa- 
tives to UNRRA, and the American Di- 
rector-General of UNRRA limit UNRRA 
aid to China to such meager proportions, 
while giving bountiful aid to Russian 
satellites, and even ex-enemy countries. 
China is to receive from UNRRA sup- 
plies worth $562,500,000 or about $1.25 
per capita. The per capita value given 
to Greece is about $46.90, to Italy $9.75, 
to Poland $20.70, to Yugoslavia $27.50, 
to White Russia $6.40, to Ukraine $4.60. 

Ninth, informed Chinese ask why the 
United States Government cannot revise 
the whole policy toward China right now, 
knowing full well that the policy, as em- 
bodied in the Truman statement, and 
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administered by Marshall, has proved to 
be wrong. They insist that the basic 
premise of the policy plays directly into 
the hands of the Communists whose ad- 
vantage plainly lies in making the im- 
plementation of this policy impossible. 

Tenth, it is hard to believe, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that in spite of all that has tran- 
spired, Mr. Acheson has testified before 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
which was reported to the House June 
27, in connection with H. R. 6795, that 
there is need to extend to China an 
agreement which would provide military 
equipment and training, not only to the 
Nationalist government, but would per- 
mit aid to the Communist armies as well. 

If the United States Government really 
wants to help the Chinese people, it must 
reverse its policy. 

According to press releases right up to 
this very hour, the situation is becoming 
more desperate, and, evidently, neither 
Mr. Acheson nor the policymakers in the 
Far Eastern Division intend to make a 
reversal of our present policies pursued 
in China, or to remedy these terrible 
errors flowing from the mistaken policy 
now being pursued. 


EUROPEAN POLICY FOLLOWS SAME PATTERN 


Mr. President, when we turn to Europe 
to analyze just what we have been doing 
there for the past year the picture is 
even more grim, 

As Anne O’Hare McCormick wrote on 
June 15, 1946, in the New York Times: 

The state of Europe today is the first 
threat to the peace of the world. 


On July 15, Secretary Byrnes con- 
firmed this conclusion, and even went so 
far as to tell the American people he was 
going to direct the American military 
government in Germany that very week 
to abandon the provisions of the Potsdam 
Declaration and start out on their own 
negotiating with the governments in any 
of the zones that would work with them 
to prevent a complete catastrophe in 
Germany and Europe. 

While no one seems to realize the full 
significance of this statement, it becomes 
perfectly clear that it amounts to the 
first sign of an open break with Russia. 

But, Mr. President, this does not alter 
in any way our other policies which we 
have been following in Europe since the 
war ended. All one has to do is to recall 
that for almost a year the Communists 
in other governments have used food for 
purely political purposes, but the United 
States Government would not even per- 
mit the churches to use food for purely 
humanitarian missions of mercy. 

As recently as June 25, 1946, General 
Eisenhower himself appeared before the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations to 
plead for the restoration of a huge 
amount of money for the Army’s relief 
program. Said General Eisenhower: 

I recommend that the act carry no less than 
$500,000,000 for these problems in the occu- 
pied territories. The feeding of these coun- 
tries is extremely meager and the people re- 
sponsible have had to cut and cut until they 
have cut it down to nothing but a starvation 
diet. Only recently have we had enough food 
in sight to restore the European zone, I 
think, to 1,250 calories. We have always felt 
that on the advice of our doctors anything 
lower than 1,500 was indefensible. So the 
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conditions throughout Austria, Germany, and 
Japan have become alarming to our people. 


Mr. President, let us survey briefly the 
European picture. Mass deportations; 
slave labor; a policy creating a perma- 
nent economic slum of Europe; millions 
without even a minimum of human shel- 
ter, clothing, heat, light, or sanitation. 

Civilization simply cannot survive such 
awful development. The newspapers of 
yesterday morning carried articles which 
make one's flesh creep. 

In the July 6, 1946, edition of the New 
Leader, John Dos Passes reported a con- 
versation he had with a high-ranking 
American Army officer in the train out of 
Berlin on his way home. According to 
Mr. Dos Passos the American officer 
stated: 

It's all this apologizing that makes me 
sick, We built up the greatest army in the 
world and won the war with it and now we 
are letting everything go to pieces because 
we don’t know what to do next. 


Russia has become a real menace to the 
peace and the security of the world, But 
Russia could never have reached this 
stage in her aggressions had it not been 
for the weakness of our State Depart- 
ment policies. 

CONCLUSION 

Indeed, Mr. President, Russian aggres- 
sion is a major problem, but to continue 
to pretend to abide by these sordid agree- 
ments which have made possible Rus- 
sia’s aggressions thus far is not only sui- 
cidal to the peoples caught between the 
two power centers of the world, but it 
may be the end of our freedom and our 
great heritage. 

Mr. MORSE obtained the floor. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me? 
I shall be very brief. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield with the under- 
standing that I retain the floor. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. President, I have listened with a 
great deal of interest to the address 
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WueErrY] on the foreign situation. I 
shall not undertake this afternoon to 
reply to the Senator. It seems to me 
that it is rather unfortunate that he 
should have chosen the closing hours 
of the Congress to fire his artillery and 
then fall back behind the well-protected 
breastworks of his office and his home. 

Mr. President, it is easy enough for 
Senators to sit in their air-cooled of- 
fices, or for correspondents and colum- 
nists to sit in their well-appointed offices 
in this country and tell us all about how 
the affairs of the world should be con- 
ducted. It is marvelous. But, Mr. 
President, the Department of State of 
the United States is not responsible for 
all the unhappy things which are taking 
place in the world today. The United 
States is not responsible for all the un- 
fortunate things which are happening 
throughout the world and those which 
have happened throughout the world. 

Today, while the Secretary of State 
of the United States, Mr. Byrnes, with 
the sanction and the blessing of the 
President of the United States, is in a 
foreign capital participating in an in- 
ternational conference in an effort to 
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help bring about peace throughout the 
world, and helping in the drafting of 
peace treaties, and while the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG] and myself have lately been 
laboring with Mr. Byrnes in undertak- 
ing to bind up some of the wounds of 
the world, it is most unfortunate to have 
a broadside attack made upon the State 
Department for its policies all down the 
line. 

The Senator from Nebraska referred 
to the unfortunate situation of deportees 
in Europe. I suppose the State Depart- 
ment is responsible for there being de- 
portees in Europe, and displaced persons, 
and conditions of that sort. We are 
not responsible for those things. 

Mr. President, I want to see the peace 
cf the world restored, I want to see the 
United States get along, as it were, with 
other nations. I want to see the United 
States carry out its high concepts of in- 
ternational duty; and it is doing that 
now insofar as it is able to do it. 

But, Mr. President, the United States 
is not the only nation in the world. We 
cannot enter a conference and dictate 
every act that takes place. While in 
Paris I am sure the Senator from Michi- 
gan received communications, as I did, 
from constituents and others in the 
United States, complaining about this, 
that, and the other, telling us just what 
to do, as if all we had to do was to call 
the conference to order and say, “By 
unanimous consent, without objection, it 
is so ordered.” 

Mr. President, that cannot be done. 
Groups of foreign nations have their ob- 
jectives and their policies. The United 
States, through President Truman, 
through the Secretary of State, through 
the distinguished Senator from Michi- 
gan, and other representatives, in inter- 
national conferences are doing all that 
can possibly be done now for the pro- 
motion of good will with the nations of 
the earth, for the establishment of peace, 
and for the promotion of the United Na- 
tions organization, in which will be set- 
tled international questions, in the lan- 
guage of the charter, “by peaceable 
means.“ These are the things we are 
striving to establish, and I hope Senators 
will aid us and do what they can to pro- 
mote these causes, instead of making 
addresses and speeches attacking and 
criticizing and throwing obstacles in the 
way of harmony and unity here at home. 

One of the reasons why we have been 
as successful as we have has been that 
we have been nonpartisan, the Senator 
from Michigan representing that branch 
of our citizenry known as the Republican 
Party, and working in complete harmony 
with the Secretary of State and others 
of us on the other side of the aisle. We 
have been saved the confusion and the 
uncertainty and the bitterness that fol- 
lowed World War I. It is only because 
of such nonpolitical unity that the voice 
of America is influential in these world 
conferences. If the other nations 
thought we were divided, if they believed 
there was a line of cleavage here at 
home on the ground of partisan politics, 
they would be encouraged more and 
‘more to resist us on the theory that they 
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could divide us at home, or undermine us 
here, and render our efforts ineffective. 

I do not say this in bitterness, I assure 
the Senator from Nebraska, but I say it 
in all good spirit. We are all good Amer- 
icans. If we can have peace, we save 
from the battlefield the boys of Nebraska, 
as well as the boys of Texas and of Michi- 
gan. If we have accord, we save the 
terrible burdens of taxation and sacrifice 
which have been borne in the recent 
years. There is no advantage of party in 
these international conferences. What 
benefits one American benefits all Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr. President, I hope we may remain 
united, that we shall not dissipate our 
efforts because of narrow partisan po- 
litical considerations which do not con- 
tribute, but which detract from the force, 
the influence, the prestige of America in 
this supreme hour of the world’s history. 

Mr. President, this is perhaps the most 
fateful hour in all the annals of time. 
America has a great opportunity. We 
should and we must lead the world, not 
because we want any selfish advantage, 
not because other nations have things 

we desire, but because of the fact that 
we do not wish these things. We have 
a position among the powers which en- 
ables us to exert perhaps the most tre- 
mendous and compelling influence any 
nation has ever exerted in all history. 
We want to exert that voice and that in- 
fluence in behalf of things looking to the 
betterment of mankind, for the welfare 
of the peoples of the world, and we can- 
not do it if our forces are divided on do- 
mestic political lines. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Swirt in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield, with the under- 
Standing I may retain the floor in my 
_own right. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
I wish to say to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Texas that no one has coop- 
erated more fully than I with the uni- 
versal peace program which has been 
brought into the Senate. My criticism 
was constructive, and not inspired in 
any way by political considerations. I 
do not know how in the world the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Texas could 
criticize my Speech very much from a 
political angle, when he did not hear 
half of it. 

I hardly think the Senator from Texas 
subscribes to the policies of Mr. Acheson 
and Mr. Braden in South America. Cer- 
tainly we have the right, as Senators, to 
stand on the floor and, in a construc- 
tive way, ask the Senate and ask the ad- 
ministration to carry out policies which 
are in keeping with the good neighbor 
policy in South America. That is all I 
ask today, and I do so at this time. I 
have tried for 10 days, as I said in the 
beginning of my remarks, to get an op- 
portunity to prepare a summary and 
enumerate a few American principles, 
and when I finally got my study complet- 
ed, I presented it, and I did it only as an 
American, to be helpful to the adminis- 
tration and to the distinguished leader 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to say that 
I entertain the most cordial and friendly 
relations with the Senator from Nebras- 
ka. Of course I subscribe to the doc- 
trine that any Senator has a right to ex- 
press his opinions and his views on this 
floor regarding any public question, and 
I shall not vote to take that right away 
from him, and I did not vote that way 
today, when the Senator from Nebraska 
was so voting. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
cannot let the moment pass without a 
brief word, lest my silence be misunder- 
stood. I do not care to go into the an- 
cient history involved in the comments 
on American foreign policy which have 
been made by the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]. I happen 
to share some of the views which he ex- 
pressed regarding certain of our Ameri- 
can attitudes up to the time of the Yalta 
Conference, and most emphatically in- 
cluding the Yalta Conference, although 
I hasten to add that I realize the late 
President of the United States was oper- 
ating under the exigencies of war, and 
perhaps under what he considered to be 
a dire necessity to maintain unity of 
armed action at any price.. Happily, we 
are under no such repugnant compul- 
sions now. Iagree, and so does Secretary 
Byrnes, that appeasement days are over. 

I have no quarrel with the Senator in 
respect to pre-Yalta policies in many as- 
pects, and I think there will have to be 
revisions at some key points before the 
world will have won peace with justice. 

I have no quarrel with the Senator re- 
garding certain phases of the vitally im- 
portant South American situation. The 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and my 
distinguished friend sitting at my left, 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La 
FOLLETTE], and I have been critical of all 
unilateral action in South America, and 
I am sure we have done everything with- 
in our power to create a different situa- 
tion, and I think a different situation is 
under way. 

The only thing I wish to comment on 
directly in the remarks of my able friend 
from Nebraska relates to the immediate 
situation which we confront in respect 
to the Peace Conference now in session 
at Paris. I inferred from the Senator’s 
observations that he doubted whether the 
present Secretary of State is vigorously 
and faithfully representing sound Amer- 
ican viewpoints at the present moment 
in respect to these negotiations. 

Mr. President, confining my present 
remarks to the five treaties which are 
under discussion in Paris, I wish to say 
that in their preparation, through diffi- 
cult and trying hours, I do not know how 
any representative of America could 
have been more faithful to the human 
rights and fundamental freedoms for 
which America stands in respect to her- 
self and the world than Secretary of 
State James F. Byrnes. He could not 
always have his way. But he relentlessly 
kept the record straight. I was there. I 
think I know. 

Nor do I know of-any more definite and 
specific issue that could have been drawn 
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with the Soviet Union regarding human 
rights and fundamental freedoms than 
were drawn, for example, by our dis- 
tinguished Secretary of State in respect 
to the very thing the able Senator from 
Nebraska particularly referred to, name- 
ly, the status of displaced persons and 
refugees. I refer to the Secretary’s re- 
fusal even to consider a treaty with Aus- 
tria so long as the price was the imme- 
diate involuntary repatriation of 500,000 
poor victims of displacement, including 
patriots from the heroic Polish Army of 
General Anders. 

I simply wish to say Mr. President, that 
with respect to the Secretary of State’s 
present obligations in Paris, in respect to 
his express purpose to achieve a final 
result for an American position which in 
my humble opinion reflects the full Amer- 
ican idea, I would not want the world in 
general or the Soviets in particular to 
think that there was any serious divi- 
sion at home, behind him. Division at 
home would be our greatest hazard. For 
myself I subscribe to him my full faith 
and confidence in respect to the hard 
task to which he is now committed, and 
I shall maintain that attitude until events 
unexpectedly dictate otherwise. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rose to 
speak on a subject other than the one to 
which I wish to address myself now, but 
I have been so deeply moved by the com- 
mendable statements made by the Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLy] and the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN- 
BERG] on the international situation that 
I wish to associate myself with their re- 
marks. I wish to mention at this time 
that I think a very solemn—and I use 
the word advisedly—a very solemn obli- 
gation rests on the Senate of the United 
States to consider and vote upon, before 
it adjourns, Senate Resolution 196. This 
is the resolution which proposes that this 
country accept the compulsory jurisdic- 
tion of the World Court in any dispute 
with any other nation which likewise has 
or in the future will accept the compul- 
sory jurisdiction of the World Court. 
The resolution does not limit our right 
to make any other agreement with a na- 
tion with which we are in dispute inso- 
far as agreeing to some other peaceful 
method for settling the dispute is con- 
cerned. 

The Senator from Texas was quite 
right when he pointed out the signifi- 
cance of this hour in the history of man, 
and hence I say that no stone should be 
left unturned by the Senate of the United 
States in fostering an international order 
based upon justice through law. The 
greatest opportunity to advance that or- 
der which this body perhaps will have 
in the lifetime of its Members is to adopt 
Senate Resolution 196, which has been 
reported unanimously by the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee of the United States 
Senate, and the principle of which has 
been endorsed by the President of the 
United States, by the Secretary of State, 
by the American Bar Association, by 
every authority, without exception with- 
in my knowledge, on international law 
in the United States. 

I believe that not only the people of 
the United States but the peoples of the 
world have the right to look at this body 
during the closing hours of the Seventy- 
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ninth Congress and ask whether the 96 
Senators of this body will rise to a very 
rare opportunity, that only infrequently 
is presented to them in high office, and 
perform the great art of statesmanship 
called for by this resolution 196. We 
have a great chance to show to the peo- 
ples of the world that we of the United 
States are ready to submit our inter- 
national disputes to the rules of reason 
prevailing in an international court of 
justice. I hope that no rationalization, 
no maneuver by way of subterfuge, no 
excuses and no alibis will be advanced 
that will cause us to delay or postpone 
meeting—and I use this word ad- 
visedly—what in my judgment, when I 
consider the security of posterity from 
the curse of war, has now become a 
se°red obligation. I sincerely hope that 
the majority leader,-the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Thomas], who had charge of the hear- 
ings on this resolution, will, before the 
Congress adjourns, move that the Sen- 
ate of the United States proceed to con- 
sider, to debate, and to vote upon Sen- 
ate Resolution 196. I express that 
hope because I believe the resolution 
196 is the best evidence that we can give 
to the smaller nations of the world and 
the greatest assurance that we can give 
to Russia that we stand ready to live 
up to the spirit and the intent and the 
purpose of the San Francisco Charter. 
It will be recalled that at the last plenary 
session of that great conference, it 
adopted without a dissenting vote a 
resolution which proposed that all sig- 
natories to the United Nations charter 
should as soon as possible file their 
declaration with the United Nations 
pledging themselves to accept the com- 
pulsory jurisdiction of the World Court 
in disputes with other nations that had 
likewise by reciprocity accepted a 
similar jurisdiction. 

O Mr. President, although I did not rise 
to speak on this point, I will say that we 
cannot listen to the Senator from Texas 
and the Senator from Michigan without 
realizing that those two great statesmen 
have caught the vision of a one world 
and have recognized its implication so 
far as the welfare of future generations 
the world over are concerned. Unques- 
tionably I think they see that this is our 
last chance, Mr. President, to build a 
world order which recognizes that the 
peoples of the world must either live to- 
gether in a cooperative arrangement by 
way of justice through law or destroy 
themselves in a third world war. I shall 
await the first rational argument to jus- 
tify any postponement of immediate con- 
sideration of Senate Resolution 196. 

I close this part of my speech by re- 
peating what I have heretofore said: that 
in my opinion the hour is historic, the 
obligation sacred, the responsibility one 
so full of significance to the future wel- 
fare not only of our country, but of the 
world, that we cannot justify going home 
at the end of this week without having 
risen to this obligation and cast our vote 
on Senate Resolution 196. 

I agree with the great Senator from 
Texas with regard to these international 
issues. There is no room for the slight- 
est degree of partisan politics. On this 
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issue we must all be Americans first and 
politicians second. I close not only with 
a plea for the passage of the resolution 
but with a prayer that we will meet this 
solemn obligation. If there was ever a 
time when statesmen ought to bow their 
heads and pray to the Almighty God to 
give us vision and strength and fore- 
sight, I think the time is now. I hope that 
a full appreciation of the significance of 
Senate Resolution 196 will permeate the 
thinking of every Member of this body, 
and that between now and the time Con- 
gress adjourns the 96 of us can unite, not 
only in the interest of our country but 
in the interest of permanent peace 
through law, and pass the resolution. It 
is my view that only to the extent that we 
make that contribution now can we hope 
to live up to the great obligations which 
rest upon our shoulders to lead this coun- 
try down the broad highway to future 
peace, setting an example to all the na- 
tions of the world that we mean to prac- 
tice as well as preach international jus- 
tice through law. 

With the great Secretary of State now 
sitting in Paris working not only in our 
interest for a peace based upon justice, 
I pray that we will give him the support 
he so sorely needs; that we will put him 
in a position so that when he listens to 
the arguments of the nations, great and 
small, he can say, “Yes; we believe in 
justice through law, because the Senate 
of the United States has again demon- 
strated that belief and conviction by 
passing by an overwhelming vote Sen- 
ate Resolution 196.” 

Let me repeat that I hope the great 
statesmen of this body who have in 
charge the international policies of this 
Nation, so far as Senate action is con- 
cerned, will not fail to live up to what 
I consider to be their clear duty and 
obligation. 


TRANSFER OF PAINTING OF BATTLE BE- 
TWEEN MONITOR AND MERRIMAC TO 
NAVAL ACADEMY AT ANNAPOLIS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
been waiting to try to introduce a joint 
resolution and to have it acted upon. 
It deals with a painting entitled, “The 
First Fight of Ironclads, Monitor and 
Merrimac.” The painting is about 10 
by 15 feet in size. It has been moved 
around the Capitol for years and years 
from one place to another, and is now 
in storage in the basement of the Capitol. 
It would be very appropriate if that 
painting were permanently allocated to 
the Naval Academy at Annapolis. Iknow 
of no more appropriate place for it to 
hang than in the Naval Academy at An- 
napolis, rather than being stored in the 
basement of the Capitol in Washington. 
Looking to that transfer, I ask unani- 
mous consent to introduce a joint reso- 
lution which would accomplish that pur- 
pose. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 186) to provide for 
the transfer of the painting First Fight 
of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac, 
now stored in the United States Capitol 
Building, to the custody of the United 
States Naval Academy, was read twice 
by its title. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 186) to provide for 
the transfer of the painting “First Fight 
of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac,” 
now stored in the United States Capitol 
Building, to the custody of the United 
States Naval Academy, was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the painting ‘First 
Fight of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac,” 
by William Formby Halsall, now stored in 
the United States Capitol Building, be and 
the same is hereby transferred to the per- 
manent custody of the United States Naval 
Academy. 

The removal and transport of this paint- 
ing from the Capitol to the United States 
Naval Academy at Annapolis, Md., shall 
be effected at the expense of said Acad- 
emy, and the Architect of the Capitol shall 
act for the Joint Committee on the Library 
in carrying out the provisions of this joint 
resolution. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
at this point to have printed in the Rxc- 
orp a brief statement containing the his- 
tory of this painting, which I think Sen- 
ators will find interesting. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


TRANSFER OF PAINTING “FIRST FIGHT OF IRON- 
CLADS, MONITOR AND MERRIMAC,” TO THE 
CUSTODY OF THE UNITED STATES NAVAL 
ACADEMY 


The painting “First Fight of Ironclads, 
Monitor and Merrimac,” was completed in 
1886 by the artist, William Formby Halsall. 
This artist, a distinguished painter of marine 
subjects, was born in England, March 20, 
1841, and died at Winthrop, Mass., Novem- 
ber 7, 1919. 

The painting was purchased by the Joint 
Committee on the Library in January 1887 
for the sum of $5,000 and for many years 
was exhibited in the lobby of the gallery floor, 
Senate wing of the Capitol, until the instal- 
lation of the elevators on the Senate side 
in 1909 made its removal necessary. 

The painting is a very large one, requiring 
a wall space 9 feet and 8 inches high by 
15 feet and 4 inches long, and as there was 
no adequate space available in the Capitol 
Building in which it might be relocated, it 
was taken to the Senate Office Building and 
placed on view in room 405 of that building, 
where it remained until May 1919, when at 
the request of the occupant of that room 
it was removed therefrom, and placed in 
storage first in the Senate Office Building, 
and later in its present location in the Capitol 
Building. 

As there is no adequate space available 
in the United States Capitol Building in 
which to hang the painting “First Fight of 
Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac,” it is 
recommended that this painting be located 
at, and placed in the custody of, the United 
States Naval Academy, where another paint- 
ing by this artist “Our Glory—Battleship 
Oregon” also hangs. 


THE CALENDAR 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, earlier 
in the day I asked unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the call of 
the calendar represented by bills reported 
since the calendar was called on Monday. 
The Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’MaxoneEy] asked me to withhold that 
request, which I did. I now ask unani- 
mous consent that following the remarks 
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of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] 
the Senate may proceed to the considera- 
tion of unobjected-to bills on the calen- 
dar, beginning with calendar No, 1908. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that at the conclusion of the 
call of the calendar it is my purpose to 
bring up calendar 1610, Senate bill 1178, 
which is the so-called equal pay for equal 
work bill for women, which was favorably 
reported by the committee. I do not 
want Senators to think that perhaps 
there might be something else brought up 
at the conclusion of the call of the calen- 
dar. To those who are interested I want 
to give notice that I shall try to bring up 
that bill for consideration. 


PROHIBITION OF POLL TAX IN FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS 


The Senate resumed consideration of . 


the bill (H. R. 7) making unlawful the 
requirement for the payment of a poll 
tax as a prerequisite to voting in a pri- 
mary or other election for national of- 
ficers. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, House 
bill 7, the so-called anti-poll-tax bill, is 
now the unfinished business before the 
Senate. Once again House bill 7 has been 

- brought up at the end of a session of 
Congress. I shall not review my position 
in regard to the procedure which has 
been followed in the handling of the bill. 
I have not changed my views in regard 
to the procedure. Neither shall I dwell 
upon the statement, “I told you so,” as 
shown by the action taken today on the 
cloture petition, which action I predicted 
days ago. I think it is perfectly obvious 
that we can never hope to pass House bill 
7 until we are willing to grapple with it 
early in the session and make it per- 
fectly clear that we intend to fight 
through on the issue until we finally 
reach a vote on the merits of the bill. 

This bill has come to hold the hopes 
of millions of Americans, Negroes and 
whites alike, who wish to see removed 
improper restraints upon the right of 
our citizens to vote, who wish to enjoy 
what I consider to be one of the funda- 
mental freedoms and liberties of Amer- 
ican citizens, irrespective of the color of 
their skin or their economic status—a 
free, untrammeled franchise. 

The bill has the opposition of many 
Senators who were likewise opposed to 
the passage of the Fair Employment 
Practices Act. Senators will remember 
that the Fair Employment Practices bill 
was before the Senate early in this ses- 
sion. Many persons have entirely over- 
looked what I consider to be an impor- 
tant incident which occurred during the 

debate on the FEPC bill. Many Sena- 
tors were absent from the Chamber at 
the time. So, Mr. President, especially 
in view of the action which has taken 
place today on the cloture petition in the 
United States Senate, I wish to refresh 
the recollection of Senators on the point 
I have in mind. 

I have on my desk the official RECORD 
of the proceedings and debates of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, second session, 
volume 92. I turn to page 814 which 
records the proceedings of February 
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4, 1946. The Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Stewart], a Democrat, had the 
floor. He was addressed by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Overton], also a 
Democrat, who asked the Senator from 
Tennessee to yield. The Recorp shows 
that he did so. The Record also shows 
that the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART], a Republican, joined in the 
discussion, Mr. President, I think it de- 
sirable for the Recorp that there now be 
read into the Recor the debate which 
occurred on February 4, 1946, as record- 
ed on page 814. I quote from the RECORD: 


Mr. Overton. The Senator has very cor- 
rectly made the observation that this is a 
political measure. It is intended to get 
votes for the national administration now 
in power. At least there is no doubt about 
that in my mind. I do not think there is 
any doubt about it in the mind of anyone, 
whether he be a Democrat or a Republican, 
if he has given any thought to the origin 
of this measure and its daddy and grand- 
daddy, the anti-poll-tax bill and the anti- 
lynching bill. I ask the Senator if he does 
not agree with me that the purpose is very 
largely to enable the national Democratic 
administration to hold within its ranks 
Negro votes from pivotal States, and prob- 
ably add to the number of Negro votes from 
such States. 

Mr. President, I feel very friendly toward 
the Negro. I believe that all of us in Louisi- 
ana feel friendly toward him. We have no 
trouble with the Negro, politically or other- 
wise. So far as Louisiana is concerned, very 
few of them vote. They are perfectly well 
satisfied with the government of Louisiana, 
as it is being conducted today. 

But, Mr. President, the question I wish 
to ask the Senator is whether the National 
Democratic Party realizes that ultimately the 
Negro is going to come to the conclusion that 
his permanent friend, his steady friend, his 
fast and certain friend, is not the Democratic 
Party, but the Republican Party? Is not the 
Negro going to come to the conclusion that 
out of a sense of gratitude he owes fealty 
to the Republican Party? Was it not the 
great emancipator, Abraham Lincoln, who 
broke the shackles from the Negro's wrists 
and gave him freedom? Was it not the Re- 
publican Party which placed in our Con- 
stitution the fifteenth amendment, giving 
the Negro the right of suffrage? Was it not 
the Republican Party that, following the 
War Between the States, undertook to place 
and did place the Negro in political power 
in the Southern States? Is the Negro going 
to forget his obligation to the party which 
made his race free, which gave it political 
power, and which gave it political prestige? 
Is he going to go astray and worship after 
false idols and false gods? Is he going to 
surrender the birthright and heritage of 
his race, politically, for a mess of pottage 
which might be thrown out by the present 
national Democratic administration? 

As a Democrat whose forebears have been 
Democrats and whose democracy cannot be 
impunged, I wish to say that it would be 
infinitely better for the Negro to adhere to 
the Republican Party rather than to the 
Democratic Party. 

Mr. CareHart. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. Stewart. I yield for a question, but I 
do not wish to lose the floor. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I understand, and my re- 
quest is made with that in mind. 

Mr. President, are we to understand from 
the able Senator from Louisiana that the 
Democratic Party does not wish to have 
the vote of the Negro? 

Mr. OVERTON. So far as the southern Demo- 
crats are concerned, I can say Les“! - unques- 
tionably so, so far as the great majority of 
southern Democrats are concerned. We do 
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not want the Negroes in the party. They do 
not belong in the Democratic Party. 

Mr. EastLanp and Mr. CuHavrez addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator 


from Tennessee yield; and if so, to whom? 


Mr. STEWART. The Senator from Indiana 
has not completed his question, I believe. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I wish to say 
that I see no connection between wanting 
the vote of the Negroes and the question be- 
fore the Senate at the moment. Let me 
say that we in the Republican Party want 
the votes of the Negroes of America because 
they are Americans. 


Mr. President, I am very happy to join 
with the Senator from Indiana IMr. 
CAPEHART] in extending an invitation to 
the Negroes of America to come on over 
and join the Republican Party, because I 
think the action taken at this session. of 
Congress, both on the FEPC bill and on 
the anti-poll-tax bill, should make un- 
equivocally and crystal clear to the 
Negroes of America that their hopes to 
exercise the rights of free citizens will 
be assured and guaranteed to them only 
by the Republican Party. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as a 
Republican, I wish to say that I agree 
somewhat with the speech just made by 
my colleague the Senator from Oregon. 
The Republican Party has done some 
little more for the Negro than has the 
Democratic Party—and that is worth 
noting. Ever since the time of Abra- 
ham Lincoln, the Republican Party, 
time and time and time again—and that 
has been true during the last 4 or 5 years 
since I have been a Member of the Sen- 
ate—when it has had an opportunity to 
do something of real value for the Negro, 
has done more than the Democratic 
Party but has not done as much as it 
should have done; and I wish the RECORD 
to show that, because that is the record. 


REORGANIZATIONS OF FINANCIAL 
STRUCTURES OF DEBTOR RAILROADS— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. WHEELER submitted the follow- 
ing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1253) to enable debtor railroad corporations 
expeditiously to effectuate reorganizations of 
their financial structures; to alter or modify 
their financial obligations; and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free con- 
ference. have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment, as follows: 

In leu of the matter inserted by the 
amendment of the House insert the follow- 
ing: “That (1) it shall be lawful (any express 
provision contained in any mortgage, inden- 
ture, deed of trust, or other instrument to 
the contrary notwithstanding), with the ap- 
proval and authorization of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission (hereinafter referred 
to as the Commission), as provided in para- 
graph (2) hereof, for a carrier as defined in 
section 20a (1) of Part 1 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act to alter or modify (a) any 
provision of any class or classes of its bonds, 
notes, debentures, or other indebtedness, 
(whether secured, unsecured, matured, or 
unmatured) issued under any mortgage, in- 
denture, deed of trust, or other instrument, 
or otherwise created, such bonds, notes, de- 
bentures, or other evidences of indebtedness 
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being hereinafter in this section sometimes 
called “obligations”; (b) any provision of any 
mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or other 
instrument pursuant to which any class of its 
obligations shall have been issued or by which 
any class of its obligations is secured: Pro- 
vided, That the provisions of this section 
shall not apply to any equipment-trust cer- 
tificates in respect of which a carrier is ob- 
ligated, or to any evidences of indebtedness of 
a carrier the payment of which is secured in 
any manner solely by equipment, or to any 
instrument, whether an agreement, lease, 
conditional-sale agreement, or otherwise, pur- 
suant to which such equipment-trust cer- 
tificates or such evidences of indebtedness 
shall have been issued or by which they are 
secured, 

“(2) Whenever an alteration or modification 
is proposed under paragraph (1) hereof, the 
carrier seeking authority therefor shall, pur- 
suant to such rules and regulations as the 
Commission shall prescribe, present an ap- 
plication to the Commission. The Commis- 
sion shall set such application for public 
hearing and the carrier shall give such notice 
of such hearing in such manner, by adver- 
tisement or otherwise, as the Commission may 
find practicable and may direct, to holders 
of such of its classes of securities and to 
such other persons in interest as the Com- 
mission shall determine to be appropriate 
and shall direct. If the Commission, after 
hearing, in addition to making (in any case 
where such alteration or modification in- 
volves an issuance of securities) the findings 
required by paragraph (2) of said section 20a, 
shall find that, subject to such terms and 
conditions (not constituting alterations or 
modifications of obligations or securities) and 
with such amendments (altering or modify- 
ing the obligations affected by the alteration 
or modification proposed by the carrier) as 
the Commission shall determine to be just 
and reasonable, the proposed alteration or 
modification— 

“(a) is within the scope of paragraph (1); 

“(b) will be in the public interest; 

“(c) will be in the best interests of the 
carrier and of the holders of each class of 
its obligations affected by such modification 
or alteration; and 

“(d) will not be adverse to the interests 
of the holders of any other class of the car- 
rier’s securities or to the interests of any 
creditor of the carrier not affected by such 
modification or alteration, 


then (unless the applicant carrier shall with- 
draw its application) the Commission shall 
cause the carrier, in such manner as it shall 
direct, to submit the proposed alteration or 
modification (with such terms, conditions, 
and amendments, if any) to the holders of 
each class of its obligations affected thereby, 
for acceptance or rejection. If the Commis- 
sion shall find that as a result of such sub- 
mission the proposed alteration or modifica- 
tion has been assented to by the holders— 

“(i) of at least 6624 per centum of the 
aggregate principal amount outstanding of 
each class of obligations affected thereby; or 

(ii) of less than 6634 per centum but not 
less than 51 per centum of any particular 
class or classes of securities affected, and the 
Commission, after hearing, finds that such 
reduction in percentage will be just and rea- 
sonable and in the public interest; or 

“(iii) in any case where 6624 per centum 
thereof is held by fewer than twenty-five 
holders, of such larger percentage, if any, 
as the Commission, after hearing, finds will 
be just and reasonable and in the public 
interest; 


the Commission shall enter an order approv- 
ing and authorizing the proposed alteration 
or modification upon the terms and condi- 
tions and with the amendments, if any, so 
determined to be just and reasonable. Such 
order shall make provision as to the time 
when such alteration or modification shall 
become and be binding, which may be upon 
publicaticn of a declaration to that effect by 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


the carrier, or otherwise, as the Commission 
may determine. Any alteration or modifica- 
tion which shall become and be binding pur- 
suant to the approval and authority of the 
Commission hereunder shall be binding upon 
each holder of any obligation of the carrier 
of each class affected by such alteration or 
modification, and upon any trustee or other 
party to any instrument under which any 
such class of obligations shall have been is- 
sued cr by which it is secured, and when 
any alteration or modification shall become 
and be binding the rights of each such holder 
and of any such trustee or other party shall 
be correspondingly altered or modified. 


“(3) For the purposes of this section a class 
of obligations shall be deemed to be affected 
by any modification or alteration proposed 
only (a) if a modification or alteration is 
proposed as to any provision of such class of 
obligations, or (b) if any modification or al- 
teration is proposed as to any provision of 
any instrument pursuant to which such class 


of obligations shall have been issued or shal} 


be secured: Provided, That in any case where 
more than one class of obligations shall have 
been issued and be outstanding or shall be 
secured pursuant to any instrument, any 
alteration or modification proposed as to any 
provision of such instrument, which does not 
relate to all of the classes of obligations is- 
sued thereunder, shall be deemed to affect 
only the class or classes of obligations to 
which such alteration or modification is re- 
lated. For the purpose of the finding of the 
Commission referred to in paragraph (2) of 
this section as to whether the required per- 
centage of the aggregate principal amount 
outstanding of each class of obligations af- 
fected by any proposed alteration or modifi- 
cation has assented to the making of such 
alteration or modification, any obligation 
which secures any evidence or evidences of 
indebtedness of the carrier or of any com- 
pany controlling or controlled by the car- 
rier shall be deemed to be outstanding unless 
the Commission in its discretion determines 
that the proposed alteration or modification 
does not materially affect the interests of the 
holder or holders of the evidence or evidences 
of indebtedness secured by such obligation. 
Whenever any such pledged obligation is, for 
said purposes, to be deemed outstanding, 
assent in respect of such obligations, as to 
any proposed alteration or modification, may 
be given only (any express or implied provi- 
sion in any mortgage, indenture, deed of 
trust, note, or other instrument to the con- 
trary notwithstanding) as follows: (a) where 
such obligation is pledged as security under 
a mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or other 
instrument, pursuant to which any evidences 
of indebtedness are issued and outstanding, 
by the holders of a majority in principal 
amount of such evidences of indebtedness, 
or (b) where such obligation secures an evi- 
dence or evidences of indebtedness not is- 
sued pursuant to such a mortgage, indenture, 
deed of trust, or other instrument, by the 
holder or holders of such evidence or evi- 
dences of indebtedness; and in any such case 
the Commission, in addition to the submis- 
sion referred to in paragraph (2) of this sec- 
tion, shall cause the carrier in such manner 
as it shall direct to submit the proposed al- 
teration or modification (with such terms, 
conditions, and amendments, if any, as the 
Commission shall have determined to be just 
and reasonable) for acceptance or rejection, 
to the holders of the evidences of indebted- 
ness issued and outstanding pursuant to 
such mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or 
other instrument, or to the holder or holders 
of such evidence or evidences of indebted- 
ness not so issued, and such proposed altera- 
tion or modification need not be submitted 
to the trustee of any such mortgage, in- 
denture, deed of trust, or other instrument, 
but assent in respect of any such obligation 
shall be determined as hereinbefore in this 
section provided. For the purpose of any 
such assent the evidences of indebtedness 
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issued and outstanding under any such mort- 
gage, indenture, deed cf trust, or other in- 
strument shall be @etermined by the Com- 
mission, 

“(4) (a) Any authorization and approval 
hereunder of any alteration or modification 
of a provision of any class of obligations of 
a carrier or of a provision of any instrument 
pursuant to which a class of obligations has 
been issued, or by which it is secured, shall 
be deemed to constitute authorization and 
approval of a corresponding alteration or 
modification of the obligation of any other 
carrier which has assumed liability in respect 
of such class of obligations as guarantor, en- 
dorser, surety, or otherwise: Provided, That 
such other carrier consents in writing to such 
alteration or modification of such class of 
obligations in respect of which it has as- 
sumed liability cr of the instrument pur- 
suant to which such class of obligations has 
been issued or by which it is secured, and, 
such consent having been given, any such 
corresponding alteration or modification 
shall become effective, without other action, 
when the alteration or modification of such 
class of obligations or of such instrument 
shall become and be binding. 

“(b) Any person who is liable or obligated 
contingently or otherwise on any class or 
classes of obligations issued by a carrier shall, 
with respect to such class or classes of obli- 
gations, for the purposes of this section, be 
deemed a carrier. 

“(5) The authority conferred by this sec- 
tion shall be exclusive and plenary and any 
carrier, in respect of any alteration or modifi- 
cation authorized and approved by the Com- 
mission hereunder, shall have full power to 
make any such alteration or modification 
and to take any actions incidental or ap- 
propriate thereto, and may make any such 
alteration or modification and take any 
such actions, and any such alteration or 
modification may be made without securing 
the approval of the Commission under any 
other section of the Interstate Commerce Act 
or other paragraph of this section, and with- 
out securing approval of any State authority, 
and any carrier and its officers and employees 
and any other persons, participating in the 
making of an alteration or modification ap- 
proved and authorized under the provisions 
of this section or the taking of any such ac- 
tions, shall be, and they hereby are, relieved 
from the operation of all restraints, limita- 
tions, and prohibitions of law, Federal, State, 
or municipal, insofar as may be necessary to 
enable them to make and carry into effect 
the alteration or modification so approved 
and authorized, in accordance with the con- 
ditions and with the amendments, if any, 
imposed by the Commission. Any power 
granted by this section to any carrier shall 
be deemed to be in addition to and in modi- 
fication of its powers under its corporate 
charter or under the laws of any State. The 
provisions of this section shall not affect in 
any way the negotiability of any obligation 
of any carrier or ‘of the obligation of any 
carrier which has assumed liability in re- 
spect thereto. 

“(6) The Commission shall require peri- 
odical or special reports from each carrier 
which shall hereafter secure from the Com- 
mission approval and authorization of any 
alteration or modification under this sec- 
tion, which shall show, in such detail as the 
Commission may require, the action taken by 
the carrier in the making of such alteration 
or modification. 

“(7) The provisions of this section are per- 
missive and not mandatory and shall not 
require any carrier to obtain authorization 
and approval of the Commission hereunder 
for the making of any alteration or modifi- 
cation of any provision of any of its obliga- 
tions or of any class thereof or of any provi- 
sion of any mortgage, indenture, deed of 
trust, or other instrument, which it may be 
able lawfully to make in any other manner, 
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whether by reason of provisions for the mak- 
ing of such alteration or modification in any 
such mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or 
other instrument, or otherwise: Provided, 
That the provisions of paragraph (2) of said 
section 20a, if applicable to such alteration 
or modification made otherwise than pur- 
suant to the provisions of this section, shall 
continue to be so applicable. 

“(8) The provisions of paragraph (6) of 
said section 20a, except the provisions thereof 
in respect of hearings, shall apply to appli- 
cations made under this section. In connec- 
tion with any order entered by the Commis- 
sion pursuant to paragraph (2) hereof, the 
Commission may from time to time, for good 
cause shown, make such supplemental orders 
in the premises as it may deem necessary or 
appropriate, and may by any such supple- 
mental order modify the provisions of any 
such order, subject always to the require- 
ments of said paragraph (2). 

“(9) The provisions of subdivision (a) of 
section 14 of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 shall not apply to any solicitation in 
connection with a proposed alteration or 
modification pursuant to this section. 

“(10) The Commission shall have the 
power to make such rules and regulations ap- 
propriate to its administration of the pro- 
visions of this section as it shall deem neces- 
sary or desirable. 

“Src, 2. (1) All proceedings under section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act, whether before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission or 
United States courts, relating to the prepa- 
ration or effectuation of plans of reorganiza- 
tion of each carrier by railroad as defined in 
said section 20a (1) whose properties on the 
effective date of this Act or at any time there- 
after are in the custody of the United States 
courts, shall be forthwith suspended and dis- 
continued as of the effective date of this 
Act— 

“(A) If the gross railway operating reve- 
nues of such carrier for any of the calendar 
years 1942 to 1944, inclusive, were in excess 
of $50,000,000; or if its gross railway operating 
revenues were not in excess of such amount, 
such carrier is a debtor in any such proceed- 
ing, or is a party defendant in any proceed- 
ing ancillary thereto, with another such car- 
rier whose revenues were so in excess; and 

“(B) If, for the period of seven calendar 
years from 1939 to 1945, inclusive, the total 
of the income reported to the Commission as 


income available for fixed charges, plus (a) ` 


the total of any amounts so reported as a 
deficit for fixed charges in any of said seven 
years to the extent of the total of any 
amounts reported for Federal income and 
excess-profits taxes in any of said years, and 
(b) amounts deducted in any year for amor- 
tization of emergency facilities under sec- 
tion 124 of the Internal Revenue Code in 
excess of 20 per centum of the cost of such 
facilities, of such carrier, or, on a joint or 
consolidated basis, of the carriers in the 
system of which such carrier is a part, or of 
such carrier and other carriers, directly or 
indirectly controlled by it, through direct 
or indirect ownership of at least a majority 
of their stock, is at least equal to the re- 
ported total fixed charges (other than charges 
on intercompany obligations) of such carrier 
or carriers for such period. 

“(2) Carriers to which paragraph (1) of 
this section is applicable shall institute pro- 
ceedings and file application under section 1 
of this Act as expeditiously as practicable 
but in no event later than eighteen months 
after the effective date of this Act, or such 
longer period as the Commission, on appli- 
cation, may approve. 

“(3) The properties of any carrier speci- 
fied in paragraph (1) of this section shall 
continue in the custody of the United States 
courts having custody of them; except that, 
the following portions of said section 77 shall 
not be applicable in any such case: 
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“(a) The first two paragraphs of subsec- 
tion (b). 

„b) Subdivision (1) of.subsection (c). 

“(c) The first five sentences, and the first 
seven words and the last twenty-two words 
of the sixth sentence, of subdivision (2) of 
subsection (c): Provided, That for the pur- 
poses of this section there shall be substi- 
tuted for the said last twenty-two words of 
said sixth sentence, the words ‘custody and 
supervision of the judge’. 

“(d) Subsections (d), (e), (f), and (k). 
In addition to the foregoing exceptions and 
for the same purpose of applying to such 
carriers in the cases in which and during 
the period for which such custody is held 
under said section 77, and pending the con- 
summation of proceedings under section 1 of 
this Act, the word ‘debtor’ shall be substi- 
tuted for the words ‘trustee or trustees’ 
wherever such latter words occur in sub- 
divisions (3), (5), (9), and (10) of subsec- 
tion (c), and subsections (i) and (o), of said 

«section 77. The provisions of subsection (12) 
of subsection (c) of said section 77 shall be 
applicable to proceedings under this Act. 
The final determination heretofore or here- 
after made in the United States courts with 
respect to the relative priorities as between 
the respective classes of security holders, 
the subordination of the interest of a cred- 
itor or security holder of the debtor to the 
interest of other creditors or security holders, 
or the validity, amount and priority of any 
claim shall continue in full force and effect. 
Nothing contained in this Act is intended 
or shall be construed to modify or rescind 
any such determination or to prevent or 
delay the prosecution to final determination 
of any such issue now pending, and not yet 
finally determined, in the United States 
courts. Nothing in this Act shall be deemed 
to limit, qualify or restrict the right of the 
debtor (which right of the debtor is hereby 
confirmed), with the approval of the court 
(a) to purchase in whole or in part any bond 
issues or other obligations of the debtor (in- 
cluding bonds or other obligations guaran- 
teed or assumed by the debtor), at a discount 
or otherwise, provided that the court’s ap- 
proval of the debtor’s purchase of any such 
obligations junior in lien to first lien mort- 
gage bonds shall be granted only if the court 
finds, after hearing, that such purchase will 
be for the best interests of the estate of the 
carrier and will not deprive the holders of 
obligations senior in lien to the obligations 
proposed to be purchased, of adequate secu- 
rity and protection; (b) to hold or to retire 
and cancel any of its bonds or other obliga- 
tions now held or hereafter acquired by the 
debtor; and (c) to make voluntary agree- 
ments or compromises with any creditor or 
creditors as to either principal or interest of 
his or their claims or the security therefor, 
provided that the court shall find, after hear- 
ing, that any such agreement or compromise 
will be in the best interests of the estate 
of the carrier and will not unjustly or in- 
equitably affect the claims or security of 
other creditors. 

“(4) The proceedings with respect to any 
such carrier specified in paragraph (1) of 
this section under section 77 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act shall be dismissed upon consum- 
mation of proceedings affecting such carrier 
under section 1 of this Act, or upon payment 
of its matured, unpaid obligations, or the 
making of other arrangements with refer- 
ence to such obligations satisfactory to the 
owners of the claims therefor; and such pro- 
ceedings may be dismissed under the condi- 
tions and in the manner prescribed in sub- 
section (g) of section 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act: Provided, That in the event there has 
been a determination by the United States 
courts with respect to subordination of any 
claim, or the issue thereon has not been 
finally determined, the determination of that 
one issue, and only that issue, shall be con- 
tinued and prosecuted to completion and 
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shall be binding on the security holders of 
such company; but such continuance of the 
determination of that sole issue shall not 
delay the dismissal of the proceedings in any 
and every other respect. 

“(5) The appointment, term of office, pow- 
ers, authority, compensation and fees of each 
trustee appointed by the court, and of each 
counsel of such trustee, shall be terminated 
on or before sixty days after the effective date 
of this Act: Provided, That if the board of 
directors of the carrier shall have been 
elected, pursuant to the provisions of para- 
graph (11) of this section, prior to the ex- 
piration of the afore-mentioned sixty-day 
period, the appointment, term of office, pow- 
ers, authority, compensation and fees of such 
trustees and counsel shall be terminated 
forthwith. 

“(6) The provisions of this section shall 
not apply if at the time of filing the petition 
for reorganization under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act as amended, more than 95 
percent of the outstanding voting stock of the 
debtor railroad corporation shall have been 
owned or controlled, directly or indirectly, by 
voting trust or otherwise, by another railroad 
corporation not a debtor in the same pro- 
ceeding under the said section 77 with the 
said debtor and/or by a corporation owning 
or controlling more than 95 percent of the 
outstanding voting stock of another railroad 
corporation; provided also, that this section 
shall not apply to a railroad corporation if 
(1) all of its stock is owned directly or indi- 
rectly by an operating railroad corporation, 
(2) both corporations are in the same pro- 
ceeding under the said section 77, and (3) 
pursuant to the provisions in this paragraph, 
this section does not apply to the said operat- 
ing railroad corporation which owns all of the 
stock of the said controlled railroad corpora- 
tion, The term ‘corporation’ as used in this 
paragraph shall be deemed to include its 
trustees appointed under the aforesaid sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act. 

(7) If the United States of America, or 
any agency thereof, or any corporation (other 
than the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion) the majority of the stock of which is 
owned by the United States of America, is a 
creditor or stockholder of any such carrier, 
the President of the United States or any 
Officer or agency he may designate, is hereby 
authorized to act in respect of the interest 
or claims of the United States or of such 
agency or other corporation. 

“(8) The Commission shall designate one 
or more qualified members of its staff to serve 
as mediator or mediators in each of the pro- 
ceedings under section 1 with respect to car- 
riers specified under paragraph (1) of this 
section for the purpose of bringing the dif- 
ferent classes of creditors and other security 
holders together, of being available to advise 
with them, of assisting in the effectuation of 
changes, compromises, arrangements, nego- 
tiations, and dealings with the various classes 
of creditors and other security holders and 
with individuals, groups, and committees rep- 
resenting creditors or other security holders, 
of assisting in expediting all stages of the 
proceedings and the early termination and 
the consummation of all transactions here- 
under, including all steps requisite for the 
effectuation thereof. 

“(9) In proceedings under section 1 with 
respect to a carrier specified in paragraph (1) 
of this section the Commission shall have the 
power, in its discretion, to submit to holders 
of obligations, any proposed alteration or 
modification affecting them which the Com- 
mission has caused the carrier to submit to 
such holders under the provisions of the 
fourth sentence of paragraph (2) of section 1 
hereof; in the event that it is satisfied that 
such alteration or modification has been ac- 
cepted by or on behalf of creditors of each 
class to which submission is required under 
section 1 holding more than two-thirds in 
amount of the total of the allowed claims of 
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such class which have voted on said altera- 
tion or modification, the Commission shall 
enter an order approving and authorizing the 
proposed alteration or modification as pro- 
vided in said paragraph (2) of section 1 here- 
of: Provided, That it shall enter such order in 
any case in which such alteration or modi- 
fication has not been so accepted by the 
creditors of any class or classes if it finds, 
after hearing, that the alteration or modifi- 
cation makes adequate provision for fair and 
equitable treatment for the claims of those 
rejecting it; that such rejection is not reason- 
ably justified in the light of the respective 
rights and interests of those rejecting them 
and all the relevant facts; and that the 
alteration or modification is fair and equi- 
table, affords due recognition to the rights of 
each class of creditors and stockholders, and 
will conform to the requirements of the law 
of the land. 

“(10) If after having submitted a proposed 
alteration or modification to holders of 
affected obligations as provided in paragraph 
(9), the Commission shall not have entered 
an order approving and authorizing such pro- 
posed alteration or modification within a 
period of twelve months following the date 
of the filing of an application in accordance 
with paragraph (2) of this section, or such 
extended periods as the Commission on appli- 
cation therefor may approve, then the Com- 
mission, after hearings, shall formulate and 
submit to holders of affected obligations such 
alteration or modification as in its opinion 
meets the standards set forth in section 1 
above; in applying such standards of section 
1 for the purpose of any such alteration or 
modification under this paragraph, the 
Commission shall give full effect to all 
changes, facts, and developments since 1940, 
including, without limitation, for such period 
total railway operating revenues, operating 
expenses and other charges, net earnings, the 
full effect of amortization deductions on 
earnings of past and future years, improve- 
ments to the property, the effect of the re- 
leased collateral through past or future pay- 
ment of loans, cash and net current assets, 
retirements and purchases of debt, including 
retirements and purchases at a discount that 
have been made or that can reasonably be 
made, adjustment and reduction of interest 
rates on outstanding debt that may be made 
including the adjustment and reduction of 
interest rates for prior years. In the event 
the Commission is satisfied that such altera- 
tion or modification has been accepted by the 
percentages required for acceptance under 
the provisions of section 1 or of paragraph (9) 
cf this section it shall enter an order approv- 
ing and authorizing such alteration or modi- 
fication, unless it finds that, prior to the 
entry of such order, the alteration or modifi- 
cation submitted under paragraph (9) has 
been accepted by the percentages required by 
the provisions of that paragraph or of section 
1, in which event it shall enter an order ap- 
proving and authorizing such alteration or 
modification submitted under paragraph (9). 

“(11) (a) Every carrier to which paragraph 
(1) of this section is applicable shall call a 
meeting of stockholders for the election of 
directors to be held within sixty days after 
the effective date of this Act. The present 
terms of office of all directors and officers of 
such carrier shall terminate upon the election 
and qualification of their successors, as herein 
provided, notwithstanding any provision of 
the charter or by-laws of such carrier or of 
any State law to the contrary. The terms of 
office of all directors elected at such meeting 
shall be the unexpired terms of present 
directors. 

“(b) No holding company, individual, 
group, partnership, association, corporation, 
or other éntity (excluding any operating com- 
mon carrier subject to Part I of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, but not excluding any hold- 
ing company or other nonoperating corpora- 
tion which has been held or which may be 
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held to be a common carrier within the 
meaning of said Act)— 

“(A) which exercises direct or indirect 
control of one or more railroad corporations 
the properties of which are not in the custody 
of a court in proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act; and 

“(B) which also owns shares of voting 
stock of any railroad corporation to which 
this Act is applicable, in sufficient number to 
enable the owner thereof to control such 
carrier, 
shall, during the period the debtor shall be 
in possession of its properties and in control 
of the management and operation thereof 
under this Act, vote such shares for the elec- 
tion of more than a minority of the directors 
of any railroad corporation to which this Act 
is applicable, 

“(c) No stock of any common carrier to 
which paragraph (1) of this section is ap- 
plicable, which stock is owned or controlled 
directly or indirectly by, or held for the bene- 
fit of, or pledged as security by, any other 
common carrier to which paragraph (1) of 
this section is applicable, shall be voted for 
the election of directors during the proceed- 
ings under this Act, unless at the time of 
filing the petition for reorganization under 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act as amended, 
the transaction or transactions by which 
such stock was acquired, and the ownership 
and control of such stock, had been approved 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
pursuant to the applicable provisions of sec- 
tion 5 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended or unless the two carriers are 
debtors in the same proceeding under section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act, as amended. 

“(d) In the determination of whether a 
quorum is represented in attendance at any 
meeting of stockholders of any carrier to 
which paragraph (1) of this section is ap- 
plicable, held during the pendency of pro- 
ceedings under this Act, for the election of 
directors or for other purposes, all voting 
stock standing in the name of, or held for 
the benefit of or pledged or assigned by, or 
directly or indirectly controlled by, any car- 
rier, holding company, individual, corpora- 
tion or other entity to which subparagraph 
(b) or (c) of this paragraph (11) is appli- 
cable, which voting stock may be not repre- 
sented at said meeting shall nevertheless be 
considered and counted as being represented 
in attendance at such meeting, notwith- 
standing any provision of the charter or by- 
laws of such carrier or the provision of any 
State law to the contrary. 

“(12) Any party having properly filed an 
application under section 5 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act to control, or participate in 
the control of, a carrier to which section 2 
of this Act applies, is hereby authorized to 
intervene generally in and become a party to 
the proceedings under this Act affecting such 
carrier. 

“(13) No readjustment of financial struc- 
ture or other proceeding under this Act and 
no order of the court or Commission in con- 
nection therewith shall relieve any carrier 
from the obligation of any final judgment of 
any Federal or State court rendered prior to 
January 1, 1929, against such carrier or 
against one of its predecessors in title, re- 
quiring the maintenance of offices, shops, and 
roundhouses at any place, where such judg- 
ment was rendered on account of the making 
of a valid contract or contracts by such car- 
rier or one of its predecessors in title, 

“(14) In judicial review of any order of 
the Commission approving or authorizing a 
proposed alteration or modification entered 
pursuant to the authority of paragraph (10) 
of this section 2, the court (and any court 
on review thereof) shall not be concluded by 
any determination or finding made by the 
Commission as to matters either of law or of 


facts, and the court shall make full and in- 


dependent reexamination and review of the 
issues and of the evidence and thereafter 
shall arrive at a decision in the exercise of its 
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independent judgment based upon such 
judicial reexamination and review. Any or- 
der of the Circuit Court of Appeals relating 
to any alteration or modification under para- 
graph (10) of this section 2 shall be reviewed 
by the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon appeal made by any person affected by 
the plan who deems himself aggrieved within 
sixty days after the entry of such order or 
decree, pursuant to the applicable provisions 
of the Judicial Code. 

“(15) In the case of any carrier which is 
under the jurisdiction of the United States 
Courts on the effective date of this Act, and 
to which the provisions of paragraph (1) of 
section 2 of this Act would be applicable if 
such carrier were in the custody of such 
courts on such date, and with respect to 
which carrier, securities under a plan of re- 
organization approved by the court and Com- 
mission had already been issued, a holder of 
a security of any class which rejected, or 
was not entitled ‘to vote on, such plan in 
accordance with subsection (e) of said sec- 
tion 77, may, within ninety days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, apply to the Com- 
mission for amendment of the plan to the 
extent necessary to permit the issuance, to 
holders of securities of such class, of options 
or warrants as described in subsection (b) 
of said section 77. If the Commission shall 
find after hearings that the proceeds of the 
exercise of such options or warrants will be 
applied in conformance with the require- 
ments of section 20 (a) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act (including, without limita- 
tion, the application of such proceeds to the 
retirement of outstanding obligations of the 
carrier), it shall approve such application 
and shall order the carrier to issue such 
options or warrants. 

“Sec. 3. The provisions of sections 1801, 
1802, 3481, and 3482 of the Internal Revenue 
Code and any amendments thereto, unless 
specifically providing to the contrary, shall 
not apply to the issuance, transfer, or ex- 
change of securities or the making or deliv- 
ery of conveyances to make effective any 
alteration or modification effected pursuant 
to section 1 or section 2 of this Act. No 
income, gain, or profit taxable under any law 
of the United States or of any State, now in 
force, or hereafter enacted, shall be deemed 
to have accrued to or have been realized by 
such carrier by reason of such an alteration 
or modification, or by reason of any trans- 
action authorized in the last sentence of para- 
graph (3) of section 2. 

“Sec. 4. If any provisions of this Act, or 
the application thereof to any person or cir- 
cumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of 
this Act and the application of such provision 
to other persons or circumstances, shall not 
be affected thereby.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to 
enable debtor railroad corporations, whose 
properties during a period of seven years 
have provided sufficient earnings to pay fixed 
charges, to effect a readjustment of their 
financial structures; to alter or modify their 
financial obligations; and for other pur- 
poses.” 

B. K. WHEELER, 
Ep C. JOHNSON, 
CLYDE REED, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
HATTON W. SUMNERS, 
Sam Honns, 
MARTIN GORSKI, 
CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
JoHN W. GWYNNE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that two different bills were passed, 
one by the Senate and one by the House. 
I am interested in knowing what the 
final provision is to be. „ 

Mr. WHEELER. Frankly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the final provision is practically the 
Senate bill, with the addition of a few 
clarifications by the House. The Senate 
bill left out the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western Railroad, which the House bill 
had included. The House bill and the 
Senate bill provided basically the same 
procedure. 

Let me make a brief explanation of 
the conference report. 

As to the Florida East Coast Railroad, 
it is not included under the terms of the 
conference report. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission advised that this rail- 
road was in the group which should be 
omitted. 

Nobody appeared to testify before the 
Senate Interstate Commerce Committee, 
to ask that Florida East Coast be in- 
cluded. The committee print of the bill 
was publicly distributed for a month be- 
fore the hearings closed. 

The House conferees accepted the ICC 
recommendation. 

The Senate passed the bill on June 15, 
omitting this road. 

As to the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. 
Paul & Pacific Railroad, the House bill, 
as passed by the House, included this 
road; the Senate bill did not. The road 
is now included in the conference agree- 
ment, but to a very limited extent. Sec- 
tion 2, paragraph (15), simply gives the 
ICC additional authority, which it does 
not now possess, to correct any injustice 
which may have been done to stock- 
holders and bondholders who were wiped 
out in that reorganization. The Com- 
mission is given authority, in its discre- 
tion, to issue warrants to them to buy 
some stock from the reorganized com- 
pany. They can buy them on the stock 
market anyway, so it is not clear that 
this provision will help them very much. 
But under the bill the securities already 
distributed under the reorganization plan 
are not disturbed, and the transfer of 
the railroad to the reorganized company 
is not disturbed. 

As to the Denver & Rio Grande & 
Western Railroad, the Senate passed an 
amendment on this subject, which is now 
clarified. 

The Senate and House bills provided 
basically the same procedure for section 
1. The House bill proposed the reenact- 
ment of chapter XV of the Bankruptcy 
Act, which is the McLaughlin or Chand- 
ler Act. The Senate bill uses the proce- 
dure drafted by the ICC, which is gen- 
erally regarded as an improvement of 
the chapter XV procedure. The House 
conferees accepted the ICC procedure, 
as it appears in the bill passed by the 
Senate. 

The House conferees proposed four 
clarifying or minor amendments, which 
were accepted by the Senate conferees, 
as follows: 

As to paragraph (2) of section 1, the 
report omits one procedural step which 
would have slowed up the reorganiza- 
tion, clarifies the meaning of the words 
“terms and conditions” and “amend- 
ments”, as used in the bill, and omits the 
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sentence about circulars sent to security 
holders, That is omitted, as surplusage, 
for the matter is covered in general by 
the other provisions, 

As to paragraph (9) of section 1, the 
report includes clarifying words suggest- 
ed by the ICC and the SEC. 

As to section 2, paragraph (1), the 
Senate bill restricted its application to 
roads on a gross revenue basis, as sug- 
gested by the ICC. The House bill re- 
stricted it on the basis of net income for 
7 years. Both restrictions are in the 
conference bill. 

The Senate bill covers only railroads 
whose properties are in court custody; 
the House bill omits the court custody 
provision. 

The conference report accepts the 
Senate bill’s limitation, except that par- 
agraph (15) of section 2 provides a very 
limited relief for other cases included in 
the bill passed by the House. 

Paragraph (2) of section 2: The Sen- 
ate bill provided for a period of 6 months, 
or such longer period as granted by the 
ICC. The House bill provided 18 months. 
The conference report accepts the 18 
months provision. 

Paragraph (3) of section 2: Some clar- 
ifying language was suggested by the 
House, and is included in the conference 
report, especially the reference to retire- 
ment of debt through purchase or volun- 
tary arrangement with creditors. 

Paragraph (4) of section 2: Clarifying 
and limiting language is added, at re- 
quest of House conferees, for the com- 
pletion of proceedings already begun to 
subordinate claims to other claims, if 
found necessary by the court in accord- 
ance with established legal principles. 

Paragraph (5) of section 2: The Sen- 
ate and House bills removed trustees and 
trustees’ counsel. The conference report 
retains this, but eliminates the provision 
in the Senate bill permitting the reten- 
tion of trustees in other capacities. 

The Senate bill provided that trustees 
and their counsel cease in 30 days; the 
conference report extends the period, in 
some circumstances, to 60 days. 

Paragraph (6) of section 2: This is the 
same as paragraph (11) of the bill as 
passed by the Senate, except for clarify- 
ing and limiting language. 

Paragraphs (7) and (8) of section 2 of 
the report are the same as in bill passed 
by Senate. 

Paragraph (9) of section 2 of the re- 
port is the same as in bill passed by 
Senate (paragraph (8) in that bill), ex- 
cept for clarifying limitations with re- 
spect to Commission’s power to authorize 
a reorganization plan, even if required 
percentages of approval have not been 
received. The amendment adds fur- 
ther conditions to the exercise of such 
power, making it in this respect more 
like the language in the present section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act. 

Paragraph (10) of section 2 of the re- 
port is the same as paragraph (9) of 
bill as passed by Senate, except that at 
the request of House conferees, the au- 
thority to force acceptance of a plan 
issued by the ICC is limited. 

Paragraph (11) of section 2: That is in 
effect a limitation on paragraph (5) of 
the bill as it passed the Senate, and is 
now included in the conference report. 
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It is also a substitution for the language 
of paragraph (5), which was dropped out 
in conference. This paragraph, by re- 
moving the trustees, in effect turns the 
properties over to the boards of directors. 
In the Senate bill this was hedged by the 
provision permitting the court to re- 
quire the retention of the trustees in a 
managerial or other capacity. The latter 
limitation has-now been removed, but in 
its place the conference report provides 
that there must be a prompt election of 
a new board of directors, within the time 
period when the trustees continue in 
office. In the same respect the new 
language, paragraph (11), is a limita- 
tion on paragraph (3) of section 2, 
which also removes control by trustees, 
and authorizes a return, to the debtor, 
of the property, subject to court control. 

Paragraph (12) of section 2 of the re- 
port is a limitation or requirement, as 
proposed by the House conferees, on the 
proceedings before the ICC under the 
Senate bill. This limitation entitles 
other carriers to intervene in those pro- 
ceedings under certain conditions, so as 
to have an opportunity to present their 
views on reorganizations under consid- 
eration. 

Paragraph (13) of section 2: This is 
taken from the House bill. It requires 
that reorganization plans shall not inter- 
fere with contracts requiring the main- 
tenance of shops, under certain condi- 
tions. 

Paragraph (14) of section 2: This 
deals with judicial review of Commission 
reorganization plans prepared under this 
bill. It is in substance drawn from the 
House bill, as. reported by the House 
Judiciary Committee, plus an adaptation 
of an amendment offered on the floor of 
the House. 

Paragraph (15) of section 2: This 
brings under the bill carriers whose 
properties are no longer in court custody, 
but the carriers themselves are still in 
the jurisdiction of the court on the ef- 
fective date of this act. It authorizes 
the ICC to issue warrants or options to 
security holders wiped out under the re- 
organization plan, 

Section 3: This contains the custom- 
ary provisions to exempt from profits 
taxation the exchange of reorganization 
securities, which do not constitute any 
actual profit at all. It also deals simi- 
larly with the retirement or cancellation 
of debt. In general, it follows the word- 
ing of the provision in the House bill, 
but more specifically limits it to the 
exact and specific type of readjustment 
provided in this bill. 

Section 4 is the same as in bill passed 
by Senate. 

The first clause of the title is from the 
House bill; the other two clauses are 
from the Senate bill. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize that 
the Senate managers are in complete 
agreement with the statement of the 
House managers on the subject of 
judicial review, including their state- 
ment concerning the review provisions of 
chapter XV. 

Mr. WHITE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE. What became of the 
Senate provision with respect to the 
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Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad? 
Is that out? 

Mr. WHEELER. That is out. The 
Senate put it in, but the conference re- 
port leaves it out. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Fresident, I 
should like to propound a question to the 
Senator from Colorado IMr. JOHNSON] 
about the Denver & Rio Grande Western 
Railroad. Does section 2, paragraph (6), 
except the Denver & Rio Grande Western 
system from the operation of this legis- 
lation? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It does. 

Mr. MURDOCK. What was the reason 
for excepting the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western Railroad from the operation of 
the measure? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The con- 
ferees decided that there were many 
good reasons for excepting the D. & R. 
G. W. from the provisions of this legis- 
lation. Among other things, its plan of 
reorganization has already been ap- 
proved in an opinion handed down by the 
United States Supreme Court. No other 
plan in the other pending section 177 
cases has been so approved. As another 
reason, the plan of reorganization of the 
D. & R. G. W. Railroad, which has been 
so approved by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, provides for a consolida- 
tion of the Denver & Salt Lake Railroad 
with the Denver & Rio Grande Railroad, 
the stock of which the Denver & Rio 
Grande acquired at a large expenditure 
many years ago. The plan of reorgani- 
zation likewise protects the Denver & 
Rio Grande Railroad’s obligation in con- 
nection with the construction of the $17,- 
000,000 Moffat tunnel. Large obligations 
are still outstanding in payment of this 
construction. Denver County and other 
counties adjacent to the tunnel are foot- 
ing the bill, along with the railroad. If 
this contract between the railroad and 
the tunnel district is disturbed—as it 
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cepted from the provisions of this bill— 
it might be necessary to increase the tax 
rate in the respective counties that ob- 
ligated themselves to build the 6-mile 
Moffat tunnel. Paragraph 6 of this sec- 
tion makes possible the prompt carrying 
out of the consolidation of all the prop- 
erties of the Denver & Rio Grande 
Western system, a consolidation which is 
in the interest of all the people of 
Colorado. 

I may say further that while this pro- 
vision does take the Denver, Rio Grande 
& Western Railroad out, it likewise takes 
out any other railroad which falls under 
the provisions of this section. 

Mr. MURDOCK. That was my in- 
formation, and I am glad to have that 
assurance from the Senator from Col- 
orado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. MOORE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, while I was out of the Cham- 
ber the conference report on Senate bill 
S. 1253, the railroad reorganization bill, 
was acted on, I did not intend to detain 
the Senate by speaking on the confer- 
ence report, but I wanted to have placed 
in the Recor an explanation of the 
reason why I opposed the report and 
declined to sign the conference report. 
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I have set forth my views in a letter 
which I have addressed to those who 
favor the measure, and I ask that it be 
printed in the Record following the ac- 
tion on the conference report. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

I have ycur communication requesting 
that I support the so-called Wheeler bill (S. 
1253) which establishes a procedure for the 
reorganization of certain railroads. So many 
letters and telegrams such as yours have 
been received concerning this legislation that 
it has been necessary to prepare a form letter 
in answering them. 

It is assumed that your request is made 
in the belief that it will help put the-rail- 
roads in a more secure financial position and 
result in better service to their respective 
territories and the shippers. 

Some form of this bill has been pending in 
Congress for many months. A similar pro- 
posal was originally introduced by Congress- 
man Hoses (H. R. 37). The bill passed the 
House and came to the Senate, where hear- 
ings were conducted by the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee, but no agreement was 
reached. Thereafter, S. 1253 was introduced 
by Senators WHEELER and REED. At about 
the same time a similar bill was introduced 
by Representative Reep in the House. Long 
and extensive hearings were conducted. It 
soon became apparent to me that the bill 
was discriminatory in that it would result in 
preferential treatment of special groups and 
operate as a taking of property from others 
without due process of law. 

At the conclusion of the hearings, a com- 
mittee substitute bill was reported. The 
terms of the committee bill are essentially 
the same as the Wheeler-Reed bill originally 
introduced in the Senate, 

The bill would take from the courts all 
bankruptcy or receivership proceedings with 
respect to railroads doing a gross business 
of more than $50,000,000 per annum for any 
of the calendar years 1942 to 1944, except the 
Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad. The 
only reason this one carrier, which would 
otherwise have been included, was exempt 
was to satisfy certain sources of opposition. 
There is no more basis on which to exempt 
this road from the bill than any other of the 
eight roads affected. 

Taking the pending proceedings from the 
judiciary and transferring them to an ad- 
ministrative body which, under the law, will 
be vested with judicial powers, is a dangerous 
precedent. Commissioner Mahaffie of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has 
pointed out the danger of such move. His 
statement was supported by four other mem- 
bers of the Commission. : 

Many of the roads affected have practically 
completed their reorganization plans. In 
the case of the Frisco, I understand 98 per 
cent of the security holders have agreed to 
the plan and judicial approval may be had at 
an early date. Passage of this bill would 
mean that these proceedings would necessar- 
ily be rehashed by the commission. The de- 
lay in getting these roads out of receivership 
or out of bankruptcy would necessarily en- 
tail great additional expense to the detri- 
ment of the roads and the general public. 

The bill provides that the securities of the 
read affected may be altered, changed, or 
adjusted, if owners of two-thirds of the se- 
curities agree and the Commission approves. 
This means one-third of the security holders 
will be bound by the opinion of two-thirds. 
This rule of law, insofar as public improve- 
ments are concerned, has been sustained by 
the courts. In cases involving paving, side- 
walks, sewers, etc., agreement of two-thirds 
of the property owners affected has been held 
sufficient to bind the other one-third. I 
have been unable, however, to find any case 
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in which this rule has been applied to the 
ownership of private property such as a rall- 
road bond. On the contrary, the Supreme 
Court has in two cases held that the approval 
of a reorganization plan by a majority is not 
necessarily a measure of what is “fair and 
equitable.” 

Personally, I feel it is extremely unsound 
legislation and possibly violative of the Con- 
stitution to require one-third, or any other 
proportion, of railroad security holders to 
accept a reorganization plan that might de- 
stoy their property rights. The owner or 
owners of the two-thirds might for varicus 
reasons be helped by the plan. It should be 
remembered that these security holders 
loaned their money to the stockholders in 
gocd faith and were given a lien on the 
properties by the owners to secure the loan. 
In many cases, the reduction of the principal 
amount of the securities and an adjustment 
of the interest rate would reinvest the debtor 
stockholders with the full value of their stock 
at the expense of the creditors. I cannot see 
the efficacy of the Government establishing 
such policy by law. It is a taking from one 
group for the benefit of another. In some 
cases, two-thirds of the securities are held 
by small groups of large investors, whereas 
the one-third is widely distributed in the 
hands of the public. The owners of the two- 
thirds may very well, because of an option 
to purchase all the new securities or other 
promised benefits, agree to a plan that will 
be beneficial to them but extremely detri- 
mental to the one-third. It might be the 
owners of the two-thirds securities have 
acquired the previously worthless stock at 
very low cost. You can readily understand 
why, in these cases, holders of two-thirds of 
the securities would strongly favor a reduc- 
tion of the principal debt and a readjust- 
ment of the interest. The evidence produced 
before the committee indicates that this 
situation actually exists with respect to some 
of the railroads affected. 

Railroad securities have been the backbone 
of insurance company investments and con- 
stitute in a large measure the security behind 
our individual insurance policies. Endow- 
ment funds have been invested in many rail- 
road securities, Many colleges, universities, 
scientific foundations, and eleemosynary in- 
stitutions are dependent upon these invest- 
ments. A law which would permit or en- 
courage jockeying between holders of two- 
thirds of these securities and stockholders, 
which might be the same interest, to alter or 
change existing obligations on which third 
parties have relied in good faith, would not 
be in the public interest. No one knows 
what influence such bill might have on the 
marketing of future reilroad securities. 

I realize, of course, that the legislation 
would greatly benefit the management of 
some roads and some groups of investors. 
Both groups have appealed to their cus- 
tomers and friends to support the pending 
bill. I also realize that many abuses have 
occurred under the Bankruptcy Act and un- 
der receivership proceedings, Exorbitant and 
unreasonable fees in some cases have been 
granted to political friends. The way to rem- 
edy these evils, however, is not to pass bad 
legislation. 

I feel confident that if you will take the 
time to further analyze the proposed bill and 
its implications, you will be hesitant to urge 
its enactment. 

With kind regards, I beg to remain, 

Yours very truly, 
E. H. Moore. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments 
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of the House to the bill (S. 1253) to en- 
able debtor railroad corporations expedi- 
tiously to effectuate reorganizations of 
their financial structures; to alter or 
modify their financial obligations; and 
for other purposes. 


THE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the order previously entered, the clerk 
will proceed to state the measures on 
the calendar, beginning with Order No. 
1908. 

NORMAN ABBOTT 


The bill (H. R. 2736) for the relief of 
Norman Abbott was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ESTATE OF OTTO FREDERICK 
GNOSPELIUS, DECEASED 


The bill (H. R. 1357) for the relief of 
the estate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, 
deceased, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 


passed. 
ANDREAS ANDERSEN 


The bill (H. R. 935) for the relief of 
Andreas Andersen was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


J. P. KERR AND ROBERT P. KERR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2093) for the relief of J. P. 
Kerr and Robert P. Kerr, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Claims, 
with amendments on page 1, in line 5, 
after the words “sum of”, to strike out 
“$9,618” and insert “$6,600”, and on page 
1, in line 10, after the words “sum of”, 
to strike out “$9,618”, and insert “$6,600”. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

BERTHA LILLIAN ROBBINS AND CHARLES 
ROBBINS 


The bill (H. R. 5469) for the relief of 
Bertha Lillian Robbins and Charles Rob- 
bins was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 


WARREN M. MILLER 


The bill (H. R. 5288) for the relief of 
Warren M. Willer was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

LEGAL GUARDIAN OF SAMUEL ROSCOE 
THOMPSON, A MINOR 


The bill (H. R. 6161) for the relief of 
the legal guardian of Samuel Roscoe 
Thompson, a minor, was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

HARRY D. KOONS 

The bill (H. R. 3619) for the relief of 
Harry D. Koons was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

HIRAM H. WILSON 

The bill (H. R. 5463) for the relief of 

Hiram H. Wilson was considered, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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CLARENCE W. OHM 


The bill (H. R. 5134) for the relief of 
Clarence W. Ohm was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ERNEST C. HEINE AND HARRIET W. HEINE 


The bill (H. R. 5031) for the relief of 
Ernest C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


RAPHAEL ELDER 


The bill (H. R. 5166) for the relief of 
Raphael Elder was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


LIPPERT BROTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 6012) for the relief of 
Lippert Brothers was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


WILFORD B. BROWN 


The bill (H. R. 5603) for the relief of 
Wilford B. Brown was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. P 


MARGARET DUNN 


The bill (H. R. 957) for the relief of 
Margaret Dunn was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


THOMAS L. BRETT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6381) for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims, with an 
amendment, on page 1, in line 6, after 
the words “sum of”, to strike out “$2,500” 
and insert “$1,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

CAESAR HENRY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6399) for the relief of Caesar 
Henry, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims, with an 
amendment, on page 1, in line 6, after 
the words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” 
and insert “$2,000,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
5 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

RAYMOND CROSBY 


The bill (H. R 1633) for the relief of 
Raymond Crosby was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the-third 
time, and passed. 


ARRESTS AND SEARCHES BY EMPLOYEES 
OF IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZA- 
TION SERVICE 


Mr, RUSSELL. Mr. President, on the 
previous call of the calendar, objection 
was entered to the consideration of House 
bill 386, Calendar No. 635. I made a 
statement in regard to the bill when it 
was reached during the call of the cal- 
endar. But there was a doubt in the 
minds of some Senators in regard to the 
bill. 


JULY 31 


I have discussed this matter with the 
Senators involved, and I think there is 
now no objection to it. Therefore, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, this 
bill deals with the right of search, by the 
officers and employees of the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, of ves- 
sels and aircraft within the waters ad- 
jacent to the United States; and its pur- 
pose is to permit the enforcement of the 
immigration laws, so as to prevent aliens 
from unlawfully entering the United 
States. I am utterly in sympathy with 
the purpose of the bill. 

During the previous call of the calen- 
dar objection was made because I 
thought the right of search provided by 
the bill was too broad. I am inclined to 
think so, today. However, I am advised 
that enactment of this bill is absolutely 
necessary for the proper enforcement of 
the immigration laws. For that reason— 
and expressing at the same time the hope 
that the measure may later be improved 
by amendment—I am withdrawing my 
objection to consideration of the bill, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read by title, for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 386) 
to amend the law relating to the author- 
ity of certain employees of the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service to make 
arrests without warrant in certain cases 
and to search vehicles within certain 
areas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request for present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


MRS. GRACE A. PHILLIPS 


The bill (H. R. 5849) for the relief of 
Mrs. Grace A. Phillips was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOSEPH A. BROWN 


The bill (H. R. 4924) for the relief of 
Joseph A. Brown was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


THOMAS A. BEDDINGFIELD AND WIFE 


The bill (H. R. 6255) for the relief of 
Thomas A. Beddingfield and his wife, 
Opal May Beddingfield, was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


CLYDE O. PAYNE 


The bill (H. R. 3210) for the relief of 
Clyde O. Payne was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


LEGAL GUARDIAN OF ROBERT OLSEN, A 
MINOR 


The Senate proceeded to the consider- 
ation of the bill (H. R. 1004) for the relief 
of the legal guardian of Robert Olsen, 
a minor. 

Mr. ODANIEL. I offer the amend- 
ment which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
amendment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 1, in line 4, 
after the word “pay”, it is proposed to 
insert: 

, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next measure on the 
calendar. 


MRS. MILLICENT MOORE 


The bill (H. R. 5848) for the relief of 
Mrs. Millicent Moore was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARTIN A. TUCKER AND EMMA M. 
TUCKER 


The bill (H. R. 3855) for the relief of 
Martin A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


RUDOLPH K. BARTELS, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 4374) for the relief of 
the legal guardian of Rudolph K. Bar- 
tels, Jr., a minor, was considered, order- 
ed to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


WATSON AIRFOTOS, INC. 


The bill (H. R. 5847) for the relief of 
Watson Airfotos, Inc., was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


EDWARD A. MASON 


The bill (H. R. 3209) for the relief of 
Edward A. Mason was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


ALBERT WHILDEN 


The bill (H. R. 5093) to confer juris- 
diction upon the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of Albert Whilden, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act for the relief of Albert Whilden.” 
MRS, CECILE W. McAFEE 

The bill (H. R. 5287) for the relief 
of Mrs. Cecile W. McAfee was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

MINNIE P. SHOREY 

The bill (H. R. 5050) for the relief 
of Minnie P. Shorey was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MATERIALS HANDLING MACHINERY CO., 
INC. 

The bill (H. R. 4860) for the relief of 

Materials Handling Machinery Co., Inc., 


was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 


The bill (H. R. 3703) for the relief of 
the city and county of San Francisco 


The 
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was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS OF COINS 
COMMEMORATING TWO HUNDRED AND 
FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF ALBANY 


The bill (S. 2332) to provide that the 
unexpended proceeds from the sale of 
50-cent pieces coined in commemoration 
of the two hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the founding of the city of 
Albany, N. Y., may be paid into the gen- 
eral fund of such city was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the bill? 
It seems to apply to the sale of com- 
memorative coins. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, the 
act of June 16, 1936, authorized the coin- 
age of not to exceed 25,000 silver 50-cent 
pieces within a period of 1 year from that 
date. The coins were to be issued only 
upon request of a committee duly au- 
thorized by the Mayor of the city of 
Albany, N. Y., upon payment of the par 
value of such coins, and were to be dis- 
posed of at par or at a premium by said 
committee, the net proceeds being used 
to defray the expenses incidental and 
appropriate to the commemoration of 
the 250th anniversary of the city. There 
is about $4,000 involved which is unex- 
pended and is to be transferred to the 
treasury of the city of Albany, N. Y. 

Mr, REVERCOMB. Were the coins 
issued under an arrangement. which 
would permit a committee in the city of 
Albany to sell them at par or above par? 

Mr. WAGNER. I am sorry, Mr. Presi- 
dent, but I did not hear the Senator. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I ask the Senator 
from New York by what plan, or ar- 
rangement were the 50-cent pieces to be 
issued and permission granted to the 
city of Albany to sell them at par or 
above? 

Mr. WAGNER. The authority for do- 
ing that was granted by the Congress. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WAGNER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Senate bill 2332 is one of 
the commemorative coin bills of which 
Congress has passed several in the last 
10 years. Under the authority which was 
granted by Congress in connection with 
this matter, the city of Albany bought, 
as I understand, a quantity of 50-cent 
pieces for 50 cents each. They were then 
sold by the city of Albany for $1 each, 
we will say, and the profit so realized was 
intended by the original act to be used in 
defraying the expenses of the celebra- 
tion of the two hundred and fiftieth an- 
niversary of the founding of the city of 
Albany. I assume that the expenses 
were paid and that $4,000 remains un- 
used. Am I correct? 

Mr. WAGNER. The Senator-is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. TAFT. The United States Gov- 
ernment has been paid for the 50-cent 
pieces which the city of Albany bought 
at their face value of 50 cents each. The 
only question now is whether the $4,000 
which remains unused is to be turned 
over to the United States Government 
or to the city of Albany. 

Mr. WAGNER. That is the problem 
for the Congress to decide. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, the 
situation which has been explained is 
now clear to me. The Federal Govern- 
ment has received its full pay for the 
face value of the coins. 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes. 

i Mr. REVERCOMB. I have no objec- 
on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2332) was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 
act entitled “An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
two hundred and fiftieth anniversary of 
the founding of the city of Albany, N. Y.,” 
approved June 16, 1936, is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: “Any 
unexpended proceeds may be paid by such 
committee to the city of Albany, N. Y., for 
deposit in the general fund of such city.” 


CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY TO ROY C. 
LAMMERS f 

The bill (H. R. 5128) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain real property to 
Roy C. Lammers, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, before 
the bill is considered I wish to inquire 
of the Senator from Idaho whether the 
property described in the bill, and au- 
thorized by the bill to be conveyed by 
Roy C. Lammers, and which, according 
to the bill, was turned over to the United 
States by Lammers for use as a Civilian 
Conservation Corps camp, was sold origi- 
nally by Lammers to the Government, or 
donated to the Government? 

Mr. TAYLOR. It was donated to the 
Government. Lammers gave the ground 
to the Government for the purpose of 
building a CCC camp there with the 
understanding that when the camp was 
abandoned the Government would give 
the land back to Lammers. However, 
the authorities handling the matter did 
not provide for the transaction in that 
way in the contract, and the Federal 
Department has no authority to give back 
the land to Lammers. The Department 
has asked for this bill. The CCC camp 
has been moved away and the Govern- 
ment desires to give back to the owner 
the land on which the CCC camp was 
located. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I find 
no committee report on the bill. There- 
fore, no information has been made 
available to me with regard to the mat- 
ter. I understand, however, that the 
land was a donation in the first instance 
by Lammers to the Government, and 
that it is now desired to donate the land 
back to the owner. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 5128) to provide for the conveyance 
of certain real property to Roy C. Lam- 
mers, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed., 

CUMBERLAND RIVER BRIDGE AT 
BURKESVILLE, KY. 

The bill (H. R. 7046) to revive and re- 

enact the act entitled “An act granting 
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the consent of Congress to the State 
Highway Commission, Commonwealth of 
Kentucky to construct, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge across the Cumber- 
land River at or near Burkesville, Cum- 
berland County, Ky.,” approved May 18, 
1928, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DEDICATION DAY 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 35) 
designating November 19, 1946, the an- 
niversary of Lincoln’s Gettysburg Ad- 
dress, as Dedication Day, was considered, 
ordered to third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOINT COMMITTEE TO STUDY AND REC- 

OMMEND LABOR. RELATIONS LEGIS- 

LATION 


The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 148) creating a joint select commit- 
tee to study and recommend legislation 
concerning labor relations, was an- 
nounced as next in order. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve the matter involved in this concur- 
rent resolution is subject to controversy, 
and I doubt whether it should be con- 
sidered on the call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. The concurrent resolu- 
tion will be passed over. 


LEASING OF INDIAN LANDS 


The bill (H. R. 2586) to authorize the 
leasing of Indian lands for business, and 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill be passed over. I have not 
had an opportunity to study it complete- 
ly. It may be that later I shall with- 
draw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. CORDON subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I interposed temporarily an 
objection to Calendar No. 1951, House 
bill 2586. After considering the bill I 
have no objection, and I withdraw my 
objection to that bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider. the bill (H. R. 
2586) to authorize the leasing of Indian 
lands for business, and other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs with an amend- 
ment on page 1, line 6, after the word 
“lands”, to insert “situated within the 
State of Washington.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 


The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to authorize the leasing of In- 
dian lands situated within the State of 
Washington for business and other pur- 
poses.” 


REFUND OF TAXES ILLEGALLY PAID BY 
INDIANS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1439) to amend section 2 of the 
act of January 29, 1942 (56 Stat. 21) re- 
lating to the refund of taxes illegally 
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paid by Indian citizens, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs with an amendment on page 2, 
line 20, after the words “so paid” to strike 
out “with” and insert “without”, and on 
the same page in line 21, to strike out 
“at 6 percent from the date such taxes 
were paid” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 
act of January 29, 1942 (56 Stat. 21), is here- 
by amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2. That any person duly enrolled as 
a member of an Indian tribe who received in 
pursuance of a tribal treaty or agreement 
with the United States an allotment of land 
which, by the terms of said treaty or agree- 
ment was exempted from taxation, or re- 
stricted against alienation, or which by the 
terms of section 6 of the act of Congress of 
May 27, 1908 (35 Stat. 312), was in the man- 
ner therein provided continued under the 
supervision of probate attorneys of the United 
States as the representatives of the Secretary 
of the Interior during the minority of such 
allottee, and from which land the restrictions 
have or have not been removed, and any such 
enrolled member of an Indian tribe who prior 
to April 26, 1931, had restricted money in 
the custody or control of the United States, 
and who was required or permitted to pay 
any Federal income tax on such lands or on 
the rents, royalties, or other gains arising 
from such lands during such restricted or 
tax-exempt period or on income from such 
restricted funds while in the custody or con- 
trol of the United States, or on income from 
any allotment during the minority of the al- 
lottee, or any such person who has been er- 
roneously or illegally taxed by reason of not 
having claimed or received the benefit of 
any deductions or exemptions permitted by 
law, and who has filed a claim or claims for 
such refund at any time or times before 
January 29, 1944, shall be entitled to and 
shall be repaid such taxes so paid, without 
interest, notwithstanding any previous re- 
jection by the Treasury Department of any 
such claim or claims for refund theretofore 
filed upon the same or similar ground and 
notwithstanding any decision of the Treasury 
Department or of any court, it not being 
the policy or intention of the Government 
to invoke or plead a statute of limitations 
or any other defense to escape the obliga- 
tions of agreement solemnly entered into 
with its Indian wards, or prior to April 26, 
1931, to exact for its own use and benefit 
an income tax from them while their prop- 
erty continued under the supervision of the 
United States or during the mimority of any 
such allottee: Provided, however, That in the 
case of the death of any enrolled member of 
an Indian tribe any such taxes paid by him 
or on his account may in like manner be re- 
covered by the person or persons who would 
have received such money had it constituted 
a part of his estate at the time of his death. 

“That all acts and parts of acts in conflict 

herewith are modified for the purpose, and 
only for the purpose, of carrying into effect 
the provisions hereof.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I should 
like to have an explanation of the bill, 
particularly inasmuch as it has been in- 
dicated that the taxes were illegally 
paid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. THomas] re- 
ported the bill, but he is not present in 
the Chamber. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I object 
at this time to the bill. Perhaps after I 
receive satisfactory information I shall 
withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be temporarily passed over. 


JULY 31 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma subse- 
quently said: Mr. President, the last bill 
on the calendar, Senate bill 1439, was 
objected to by the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Corpon]. Ihave discussed the mat- 
ter with the Senator and he is now willing 
to withdraw his objection. The commit- 
tee amendments have been agreed to. 
The bill simply provides for the repay- 
ment to Indians of income taxes illegally 
paid by them. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I with- 
draw my objection to Senate 1439. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
1439) was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


ADMISSION OF CERTAIN PERSONS TO 
MERCHANT MARINE ACADEMY 


Mr. RADCLIFFE obtained the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? ; 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have four bills from 
the Committee on the Library. They are 
not controversial. 

Mr. . Mr. President, be- 
fore the Senator from Kentucky pro- 
ceeds, I wish to state that on the call of 
the calendar the other day I was under 
the impression that Calendar No. 1763, 
House bill 1751, which was one of a series 
of bills I had reported to the Senate from 
the Commerce Committee, had been 
passed. I see that the bill is still on 
the calendar. I was definitely under the 
impression that it had been debated on 
the floor of the Senate and passed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 1763, House bill 1751. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 1751) 
to authorize the course of instruction at 
the United States Merchant Marine 
Academy to be given to not exceeding 
20 persons at a time from American Re- 
publics other than the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Commerce with amendments on page 2, 
line 2, after the word “than”, to strike 
out “three” and insert “two”; and on 
the same page, after line 15, to strike 
out: 

Src. 2. In conformity with the Executive 
order of February 7, 1942, No. 9054 (7 F. R. 
837), the authority conferred upon the 
Chairman of the United States Maritime 
Commission by this act shall be vested in 


and exercised by the Administrator of the 
War Shipping Administration. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
mnie and the bill to be read-a third 

me. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to authorize the course of in- 
struction at the United States Mer- 
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chant Marine Academy to be given to not 
exceeding 12 persons at a time from the 
American Republics, other than the 
United States.” 


AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL ARCHIVES, 
ACT 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
four bills from the Committee on the Li- 
brary and I should like, one at a time, to 
ask for their present consideration. 
They have been favorably reported to the 
Senate. I send forward the first pill, 
and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the bill by its title for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Cuter CLERK. A bill (H. R. 3243) 
to amend the act entitled “An act to 
establish a National Archives of the 
United States Government, and for other 
purposes.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I will 
explain the bill. It amends the act estab- 
lishing the National Archives, and I think 
I can best explain it by reading a para- 
graph from a letter which I have re- 
ceived. 

This bill passed the House in Janu- 
ary. It has been pending in the Senate 
since then. The administrative secre- 
tary of the Archives has sent me the fol- 
lowing letter in explaining what the bill 
would do. The letter reads as follows: 


JANUARY 29, 1946. 
Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR BARKLEY: Because of the 
fact that you have always indicated an in- 
terest in legislation affecting the National 
Archives, and because of your willingness to 
get prompt action by the Senate Library 
Committee and the Senate on such legisla- 
tion, I am again taking the liberty of enlist- 
ing your valuable assistance. 

H. R. 3243, amending the National Archives 
Act, was recently passed by the House and 
has been referred to the Senate Library Com- 
mittee. The primary purpose of this bill is 
(1) to protect the interest of the Govern- 
ment and the people of the United States 
by requiring the Archivist of the United States 
to impose such restrictions on the use of 
records in his custody as appears to him to 
be necessary or desirable to the public in- 
terest and (2) to facilitate the transfer to 
the custody of the Archivist of certain collec- 
tions cf permanently valuable records that 
are no longer needed in conducting the cur- 
rent business of agencies and that are occu- 
pying space urgently needed for other pur- 
poses. The bill also provides for restrictions 
placed on records in the custody of the 
Archivist by the heads of agencies from which 
they were transferred to remain in force and 
effect until modified or removed by joint 
agreement of the Archivist and the respec- 
tive heads of agencies. Under the present 
law such restrictions remain in force and 
effect only during the tenure of office of the 
head of the agency by whom they were im- 
posed. Some of the amendments in H. R. 
3243 will be very helpful during the liquida- 
tion of some of the war emergency agencies, 
Many of those agencies, as well as the regular 
agencies of the Government, are anxious for 
H. R. 3243 to be enacted into law as promptly 
as possible, 

The bill has been approved by the National 
Archives Council, of which you are a mem- 
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ber, and so far as is known there is no ob- 
jection to its enactment into law. 

I assure you that anything you may do to 
expedite action on this bill by the Senate Li- 
brary Committee and its passage by the Sen- 
ate will be sincerely appreciated. 

Should you desire any additional informa- 
tion about this bill, I will be delighted to 
do my best to supply it. A copy of the bill as 
it was referred to the Senate Library Com- 
mittee and a copy of the House Library Com- 
mittee’s report thereon are enclosed for your 
information. 

Sincerely yours, 
THAD PAGE, 
Administrative Secretary. 


The bill provides in one respect that 
where restrictions have been placed by 
the head of an agency upon public docu- 
ments placed in the Archives, such re- 
strictions shall remain in force until 
they are modified by joint action of the 
Archivist and the head of the agency. 
Under the present law the restrictions 
remain in force only so long as the head 
of the agency which imposed them is in 
office, and when he goes out, the restric- 
tions are lifted. The pending bill retains 
the restrictions until the Archivist and 
the head of the agency, whoever he may 
be, may agree upon lifting them or modi- 
fying them. ` 

The bill otherwise undertakes to pro- 
tect the public interest with respect to 
these documents which are placed in the 
custody of the Archivist, and it seems 
on the whole that the bill is in the inter- 
est of the public. It can do harm to 
nobody, apparently, and I hope it will 
be enacted. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HuFFMAN in the chair), The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. Is this a request for 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending business temporarily? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, the Com- 
mittee on the Library has had no oppor- 
tunity to consider the proposed legisla- 
tion. Although the bill, according to 
the majority leader, came to the Senate 
some time in January, I can understand 
that the distinguished majority leader, 
the chairman of that committee, has 
had his hands full, and I am not critical 
in calling attention to the fact that the 
committee has not had an opportunity 
to consider the bill and go into its 
merits. I merely state that as a fact, 
and by reason of that fact, I, as a mem- 
ber of the committee, have had no oppor- 
tunity to consider the bill, or to make 
certain suggestions which I certainly 
would have made with reference to it. 

I call attention to this language in the 
bill, which, as I view it, is objectionable— 
I read on page 1, line 10— 

The Archivist shall impose such restric- 
tions on the use or examination of records 
in his custody as appears to him to be neces- 
sary or desirable in the public interest, 


Mr. President, that is absolute au- 
thority to the Archivist to close to public 
examination -any record which may be 
delivered to the public Archivist, and 
which may and should be a public record, 
open to inspection and examination by 
the general public. 
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I call attention to the fact that the 
term is “such restrictions on the use or 
examination of records in his custody as 
appear to him to be necessary or desir- 
able in the public interest.” 

I feel that the records of the United 
States Government, after they have 
served their purpose in the several de- 
partments and are delivered to the Ar- 
chives, are public records, and should 
be open to public examination, except in 
extraordinary cases where the national 
security may dictate that they should not 
be public. If the bill had provided some 
method of determination of the neces- 
sity of protecting the national security, 
I should have had no objection to it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
might say that under the National Ar- 
chives Act the Archivist has the general 
authority to make regulations and im- 
pose restrictions upon the documents 
which are regarded as sufficiently im- 
portant to become a part of the Archives 
of the American Nation. The National 
Archives Council participates in the de- 
liberations with respect to these matters 
which are passed upon by the Archivist. 
There is nothing strange in this particu- 
lar measure with reference to the par- 
ticular records which are covered. There 
is nothing new in the fact that the Archi- 
vist would have the authority to make 
regulations with respect to the inspec- 
tion of public documents placed under 
his custody. 

I appreciate the Senator’s reference to 
the Committee on the Library. It may 
be fortunate or unfortunate that I am 
chairman of that committee, and in the 
multiplicity of other things and other 
duties in other committees the Commit- 
tee on the Library has not been very 
active, so far as formal meetings are 
concerned. I plead guilty to an unavoid- 
able negligence in the matter of not 
calling the committee together more 
often. 

Mr. CORDON. I have not filed the 
complaint or the indictment. 

Mr. . The bill I am re- 
porting is regarded by the Archivist and 
the National Archives Council, and by 
some of the agencies which have been 
consulted about it. as meritorious. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I shall 
be compelled to make my objection at 
the moment. If I can have an oppor- 
tunity to examine into the existing law, 
I may later withdraw the objection. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I report the bill for 
the calendar. The Senator may look 
into it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and placed on the cal- 
endar. 


NATIONAL COMMISSION ON INDIVIDUAL 
WAR MEMORIALS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I re- 
port favorably from the Committee on 
the Library Senate Joint Resolution 158, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending business be temporarily laid 
aside, and that the Senate proceed to 
consideration of this joint resolu- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be stated by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 158) to provide for the ap- 
pointment of a National Commission on 
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Individual War Memorials, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, this 
measure simply provides for the appoint- 
ment of a Commission on Individual War 
Memorials. It is to have no power of 
action. It is to investigate the question 
of policy, and will report back, so that 
there is no commitment involved in the 
mere appointment of the Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the joint 
resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint res- 
olution (S. J. Res. 158) was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third fime, and passed, as 
follows: 

Resolved, etc., That there is hereby estab- 
lished a National Commission on Individual 
War Memorials to be composed of five mem- 
bers to be appointed by the President of the 
United States. The members of the Commis- 
sion shall serve without compensation but 
traveling, subsistence, and other necessary 

ses incurred by them in connection 
with the work of the Commission may be 
paid from any funds available for expenditure 
by the Commission. Such Commission is au- 
thorized and directed to prepare an adequate 
individual historical record of each man or 
woman who was killed in the military service 
during World War II. Such records shall be 
prepared as far as possible in cooperation 
with the family of the deceased, and placed 
in metal cases, for presentation to the next of 
kin of such man or woman as a means of 
expressing the appreciation of the American 
people and for the information of generations 
yet to come. 

Src. 2. The Commission is authorized (1) 
to appoint such advisory committees as it 
may deem necessary to advise and consult 
with it with respect to the composition of 
such individual memorials; (2) to include 
among the members of any committee or 
committees so appointed such representatives 
of the War Department, the Navy Depart- 
ment, Veterans’ Administration, American 
Red Cross, and such other interested organi- 
zation as it may deem advisable; and (3) to 
invite the newspapers of the United States 
to offer prizes for outstanding poems and 
pictures for use as memorial expressions in 
such individual memorials, and to arrange for 
the exhibition and publication of such ma- 
terials. 

Sec. 3. The Commission is authorized to 
make such expenditures (including expendi- 
tures for personal services and rent at the 
seat of government and elsewhere, and for 
printing and binding) as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this resolution. 

Sec. 4. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may equal the sum 
of $20 for each individual war memorial to 
be prepared under the direction of the Com- 
mission. 

NATIONAL AIR MUSEUM 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on the Library I report 
favorably House bill 5144, to establish a 
national air museum, and for other pur- 
poses. I ask unanimous consent that 
the pending business be laid aside and 
55 the Senate proceed to consider the 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I suggest 
that the bill be read, since it is not on 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That (a) there is hereby 
established under the Smithsonian Institu- 
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tion a bureau to be known as a national air 
museum, which shall be administered by 
the Smithsonian Institution with the advice 
of a board to be composed of the Command- 
ing General of the Army Air Forces, or his 
successor, the Chief of Naval Operations, or 
his successor, the Secretary of the Smith- 
sonian Institution, and two citizens of the 
United States appointed by the President 
from civilian life who shall serve at the 
pleasure of the President. The members of 
the Board shall serve as such members with- 
out compensation. 


(b) The Secretary of the Smithsonian In- 
stitution with the advice of the board may 
appoint and fix the compensation and duties 
of the head of a national air museum whose 
appointment and salary shall not be sub- 
ject to the civil-service laws or the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, as amended. The Smith- 
sonian Institution may employ such other 
Officers and employees as may be necessary 
for the efficient operation and administration 
of the museum, 

Src. 2. Said national air museum shall 
memorialize the national development of 
aviation; collect, preserve, and display aero- 
nautical equipment of historical interest and 
significance; serve as a repository for scien- 
tific equipment and data pertaining to the 
development of aviation and provide educa- 
tional material for the historical study of 
aviation. 

Sec, 3. The Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution with the advice of the advisory 
board is hereby directed to investigate and 
survey Suitable lands and buildings for selec- 
tion as a site for said national air museum 


and to make recommendations to Congress 


for the acquisition of suitable lands and 
buildings for said national air museum. 

Sec. 4. (a) The board is authorized to 
adopt an official seal which shall be judicially 
noticed and to make such bylaws, rules, and 
regulations as it deems necessary for the ad- 
ministration of its functions. The board may 
function notwithstanding vacancies and 
three members of the board shall constitute 
a quorum for transaction of business. 

(b) The Smithsonian Institution shall in- 
clude in its annual report of its operations 
to Congress a statement of the operations of 
said national air museum, including all pub- 
lic and private moneys received aind dis- 
bursed. 

Sec. 5. (a) The heads of executive depart- 
ments of the Government are authorized to 
transfer or loan to said national air museum 
without charge therefor aircraft, aircraft 
parts, instruments, engines, or other aero- 
nautical equipment or records for exhibition, 
historical, or educational purposes, 

(b) The Secretary of the Smithsonian In- 
stitution, with the advice of the Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts, is authorized (1) to accept 
as a gift to the Smithsonian Institution 
from George H. Stephenson, of Philadelphia, 
Pa., a statute of Brig. Gen. William L. 
Mitchell of such character as may be deemed 
appropriate, and (2) without expense to the 
United States, to cause such statue to be 
erected at a suitable location on the grounds 
of the national air museum. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $50,000 for the pur- 
poses of this act and there are hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated annually hereafter 
such sums as may be necessary to maintain 
and administer said national air museum 
including salaries and all other necessary 
expenses. 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, as I under- 
stand the bill does not actually author- 
ize the construction of a building. It is 
to be a matter of later recommendation? 

. BARKLEY. That is correct. I 
might say that the bill has been under 
consideration for a long time. The 
House passed it a few days ago unan- 
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imously. The Smithsonian Institution 
is urging its passage. 

When the bill was first introduced, the 
air museum was to be administered by 
other than the Smithsonian Institution, 
by either the War Department or the 
Navy Department. It was worked out, 
however, at a conference participated in 
by the parties interested, that the ap- 
propriate place for the museum would 
be under the Smithsonian Institution. 
All the bill does is to set up a board to 
make recommendations to Congress for 
the establishment of an air museum. 


BOOKS FOR THE ADULT BLIND . 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on the Library I report 
favorably Senate bill 2430 to amend the 
act entitled “An act to provide books for 
the adult blind.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and placed on the cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I now ask that the 
unfinished business be temporarily laid 
aside, and that the Senate proceed to 
consider the bill. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there - 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2430) 
to amend the act entitled “An act to 
provide books for the adult blind,” which 
was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the act of June 
13, 1944 (58 Stat. 276), is amended to read 
as follows: 

“That there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated annually to the Library of 
Congress, in addition to appropriations 
otherwise made to said Library, $1,125,000, 
which sum shall be expended under the 
direction of the Librarian of Congress to 
provide books published either in raised 
characters, on sound-reproduction record- 
ings, or in any other form for the use of the 
adult blind residents of the United States, in- 
cluding the several States, Territories, insular 
possessions, and the District of Columbia: 
Provided, That of said annual appropriation 
of $1,125,000, not exceeding $200,000 thereof 
shall be expended for books in raised char- 
acters and the balance remaining shall be 
expended for sound-reproduction recordings 
and for the purchase, maintenance, and re- 
placement of reproducers for these sound- 
reproduction recordings, all of which books, 
recordings, and reproducers will remain 
the property of the Library of Congress but 
will be loaned to blind readers under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Librarian of 
Congress for this service. In the purchase 
of books in either raised characters or in 
sound-reproduction recordings the Librarian 
of Congress, without reference to section 5 
of title 41,-United States Code, shall give 
preference to non-profit-making institu- 
tions or agencies whose activities are prim- 
arily concerned with the blind, in all cases 
where the prices or bids submitted by such 
institutions or agencies are, by said Librar- 
ian, under all the circumstances and needs 
involved, determined to be fair and 
reasonable. 

“Sec. 2. This act shall be applicable with 
respect to the fiscal year ending June aM 
1947, and for each fiscal year thereafter.” 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
bill simply provides for an additional au- 
thorization for the benefit of the adult 
blind. We have from time to time ap- 
propriated money for the purchase of 
books for the blind. We have never been 
too liberal in that respect. The bill 
merely authorizes a million and a quar- 
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ter dollars more, to be disbursed under 
the jurisdiction and control of the 
Librarian of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill (S. 2430) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. BARKLEY subsequently said: Mr. 
President, a few minutes ago the Senate 
passed Senate bill 2430, a bill to provide 
books for the adult blind. The House 
has just recently sent to the Senate an 
identical bill, under the number House 
bill 6455. From the Committee on the 
Library, I now report the bill without 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that the vote by which Senate bil] 2430 
was passed be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, the 
votes by which Senate bill 2430 was en- 
grossed, read the third time, and passed 
are reconsidered; and the bill is now 
before the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that House bill 
6455 may be substituted for the Senate 
bill and be considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, House bill 6455 will be substi- 
tuted for Senate bill 2430. Is there ob- 
jection to the request that the Senate 
proceed to consider House bill 6455? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 6455) to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide books for the adult 
blind” was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 2430 will be in- 
definitely postponed. 

SELECTION FOR ELIMINATION AND RE- 

TIREMENT OF OFFICERS OF THE 

REGULAR ARMY 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that I am obliged to at- 
tend a meeting of the Appropriations 
Committee I should like to make a short 
statement in connection with Senate bill 
1974, to provide for the selection for 
elimination and retirement of officers of 
the Regular Army, for the equalization of 
retirement benefits for members of the 
Army of the United States, and for other 
purposes. The statement I desire to 
make is that considerable confusion ex- 
ists in the minds of many persons con- 
nected with the armed forces, by reason 
of the fact that I introduced Senate biil 
1974, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, and was later 
amended by the committee itself. The 
bill in its present form is not comparable 
to the bill which I introduced. On the 
calendar it is stated that Senate bfil 1974 
was reported by me from the Committee 
on Military Affairs. I merely wish to 
state for the record, so there will be no 
misunderstanding about the matter, that 
the statement in connection with Cal- 
endar No. 1899, House bill 7063, to pro- 
vide for the selection for elimination and 
retirement of officers of the Regular 
Army, that it is “same as Calendar 
1803” is incorrect. The bill which I 
introduced was practically the same as 
House bill 7063, which appears under 
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Calendar No. 1899, but Senate bill 1974 
was so amended by the committee, that, 
although it was my bill, it does not now 
carry the provisions of the original Sen- 
ate bill 1974. 

Mr. President, I make this statement 
for the record, so there may be no mis- 
understanding. I hope that before Con- 
gress adjourns House bill 7063 will be 
passed by the Senate, or if not, that Sen- 
ate bill 1974, if passed, may be sent to 
conference, and that the differences ex- 
isting may be resolved. I shall speak on 
that subject at a later date. 


PARKER RIVER NATIONAL WILDLIFE REF- 
UGE, ESSEX COUNTY, MASS. 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, a few 
days ago on the call of the calendar, 
when Calendar No. 1771 was reached, the 
able Senator from California [Mr. 
KNow1tanp] objected. The bill is H. R. 
4362 to abolish the Parker River Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge in Essex County, 
Mass, The Senator from California has 
since investigated the matter and has 
authorized me to state to the Senate that 
his objection is withdrawn. Therefore I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr, REVERCOMB. I must state to 
the able Senator from Massachusetts 
that at the request of another Member 
of the Senate I must object to consider- 
ation of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I may say 
that the Senator who wished to have ob- 
jection made in his behalf is not now in 
Washington. I will communicate with 
him by telegraph tonight to endeavor to 
persuade him to withdraw his objection. 

I think I can reach him either by tele- 
gram or by telephone. 

Mr. WALSH. I may say to my distin- 
guished Republican colleague that this 
has become a political issue. The Demo- 
cratic candidate has the advantage today 
because of the protests that have come 
with respect to this matter from the Re- 
publican side. 

Mr. TAFT. I have been so informed, 
and I shall cooperate in obtaining con- 
sideration of the measure. 

Mr. WALSH. I have received tele- 
grams from Republicans in Massachu- 
setts asking that objection be withdrawn 
in the next 24 hours. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I may say to the 
Senator from Massachusetts that his 
statement urging withdrawal of the ob- 
jection is very persuasive. The Senator 
who wished to have his objection noted 
is not in Washington. As soon as he can 
be reached, and will relieve me of my ob- 
ligation in this respect, I shall be very 
glad to withdraw my objection. 

Mr. WALSH. In view of the fact that 
Republicans in Massachusetts have made 
objection to this refuge it may be well 
that objection be withdrawn to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill in the Sen- 
ate. 

AUTHORIZATION TO REPORT A BILL, AND 
TO REFER NOMINATIONS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, during the re- 
cess of the Senate the Committee on Ap- 
propriations may be authorized to report 
the final deficiency bill, which I think is 
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now under consideration in the commit- 
tee; and also that the Secretary of the 
Senate may be authorized, in the event 
nominations come to the Senate during 
the recess, to have them properly referred 
to appropriate committees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the authorizations requested 
by the Senator from Kentucky are 
granted. 

ROBERT JUNE 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Claims I report favor- 
ably House bill 228, for the relief of 
Robert June, and I submit a report (No. 
2452) thereon. 

Mr. President, I have conferred with 
the majority leader and have his ap- 
proval for the present consideration of 
the bill. It has been pointed out to me 
that it will not only save time, but ex- 
pense if we proceed to act on it today, 
rather than to wait and have it go to 
the calendar. I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 228) for the relief of Robert 
June, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL WORK FOR 
WOMEN 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of Senate bill 1178, Calendar No. 
1610. I should like to make a state- 
ment about the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 1178), 
providing equal pay for equal work for 
women, and for other purposes. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a bill 
providing equal pay for equal work for 
women and forbidding discrimination 
against women in employment has been 
favorably reported by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. A 
similar bill has also been favorably re- 
ported to the House by the House Com- 
mittee on Labor, and is on the House 
calendar at the present time. I am not 
sure that there is a chance to have the 
bill enacted if the Senate passes it, but 
I believe there is a good chance if t'ie 
Senate will pass the bill this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to go into 
a full debate on the merits of the bill. 
At the present time nothing of an emer- 
gent nature seems to be pending, and I 
think we might as well take up the bill 
and dispose of it. After we take it up 
we can proceed to the consideration of 
the bill on its merits. I believe that the 
bill possesses sufficient merit, having the 
report of the committee and the report 
of the Labor Department behind it, a 
companion bill having been reported by 
the House Committee on Labor, to en- 
title the bill to the consideration of the 
Senate. That is the subject of my mo- 
tion. 

Mr. FAFT. Mr. President, it seems to 
me that it would be improper to take up 
the bill at this late date. The bill was 
reported to the Senate on June 21, and 
no particular attention has been paid to 
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it. The bill is a sort of FEPC for women. 
The opening lines of the bill read as fol- 
lows: 

The Congress hereby finds that the exist- 
ence in industry of differentials based on sex 
is an inequity in compensation standards 
which constitutes an unfair wage practice. 


Such discrimination is declared to be 
an unfair wage practice, based upon the 
Labor Relations Act procedure. I have 
read the bill only hastily. The Secretary 
of Labor is authorized to file a complaint 
and hale into court any employer on the 
complaint of any woman employee that 
she is not being treated fairly. 

Section 2 of the bill provides that— 

It shall be an unfair wage practice for any 
employer engaged in commerce or in trans- 
actions or operations affecting commerce— 

(a) to discriminate in any way in the pay- 
ment of wages as between the sexes. 


That certainly is a pretty general pro- 
hibition. The application of the act would 
be turned over to the Secretary of Labor 
or to some board, to define its provisions 
more clearly. 

(b) to pay wages to any female employee 
at a rate less than the rate at which he pays 
or has paid wages to male employees for work 
of comparable quality or quantity, except 
where such payment is made pursuant to a 
seniority or merit increase system which 
does not discriminate on the basis of sex. 


On the complaint of any woman em- 
ployee the Secretary of Labor would be 
authorized to go into any industry or 
office in the United States and investigate 
the whole question of what kind of work 
she is doing, whether it is the same as 
what some man is doing, whether the 
wage is the same, and whether there is 
any reason for a difference. The bill 
would put a new Federal bureau into 
every business office in the United States, 
and turn over to it the question of what 
kind of wages should be paid. 

(c) to lay off or discharge or in any other 
manner discriminate against any employee 
because such employee has filed any charges 
or instituted or caused to be instituted any 
proceeding under or related to this act, or 
has testified or is about to testify in any such 
proceeding, or has served or is about to serve 
on an industry committee. 


I have not been able to develop the 
exact procedure which would follow, but 
it would be very similar to the procedure 
under the National Labor Relations Act. 
We would turn over to a board the ques- 
tion of determining whether an employer 
had treated his employees fairly, whether 
he must pay back wages, and whether 
corrections must be made in the entire 
scale of salary standards. The bill in- 
volves a major interference with the free- 
dom of American industry. Certainly it 
ought not to come up during the last days 


of the session. There ought to be plenty 


of time to debate the fundamental issues 
involved. I think it would be a great 
mistake for the Senate to take up the bill 
today. 

Mr. President, I should like to submit 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. If the pending motion 
were agreed to, would it have the effect 
of displacing the poll-tax bill as the un- 
finished business of the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I strongly 
urge upon the Senate that it not take 
up a bill of this importance at this late 
date in the session. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, let me 
reply to the Senator from Ohio. I 
should like to have my motion considered 
in the nature of a request for unanimous 
consent, because I would not like to dis- 
place the unfinished business before the 
Senate. From time to time we have 
been taking up other measures and con- 
sidering them, allowing the poll-tax bill 
to remain the unfinished business. That 
is what we have been doing since Mon- 
day, and I see no reason why we could 
not follow the same course in respect to 
this bill. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator is making a unanimous- consent 
request for the consideration of Senate 
bill 1178, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the record clear that Sena- 
tors wish to support the practice and 
principle of discrimination against 
women, because they are unwilling that 
the Senate, when it has ample time and 
opportunity to do so, should proceed to 
consider this bill. 

The Senator from Ohio has said in 
substance that the bill would establish 
another board. It would do no such 
thing. It would place the authority in 
the Secretary of Labor. The Secretary 
of Labor would be the one who would be 
1 for the enforcement of the 
aw. 

Moreover, the Secretary of Labor 
would not have authority to compel any 
employer to do anything. He could only 
go into court and seek authority to en- 
force an order which he might make. 

The bill contains a limitation which 
I have not found in similar laws. When 
the Secretary of Labor goes into court 
and seeks authority to enforce a cease- 
and-desist order, for example, it is not 
sufficient, as in ordinary cases, that there 
be merely some evidence to support the 
finding of the Secretary. The weight of 
the evidence must satisfy the court as be- 
ing on the side of the Secretary. In 
other words, the court, and not the Sec- 
retary of Labor, would enforce the order. 
If the court should not find that the 
weight of the evidence was on the side 
of the Secretary, it would not grant the 
authority necessary to enforce the or- 
der or decree of the Secretary of Labor. 

So the bill would not establish a board 
with authority to coerce employers into 
some policy or practice. The Secretary 
of Labor would cause an investigation to 
be made in the Department of Labor to 
determine whether or not there was a 
prima facie case; and if he found a prima 
facie case he could issue a cease-and- 
desist order. If the order were not 


obeyed by the employer, and if the em- - 


ployer persisted in discrimination against 
women on the ground of sex, the Secre- 
tary of Labor could apply to the court 
and obtain a decreé for the enforcement 
of his order, provided the court should 
find that the weight of the evidence was 
on the side of the prima facie finding 
made by the Secretary of Labor. 
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If the Senator from Minnesota and the 
Senator from Ohio are going to withhold 
their assent to the consideration of the 
bill in the same way that we have con- 
sidered other measures, I invite atten- 
tion to the fact that we considered the 
social security bill under a unanimous- 
consent agreement, and we have been 
considering bills all day today by unani- 
mous consent. I am indeed sorry that 
the Senator from Minnesota and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio are not willing to give the 
women of this country fair considera- 
tion in respect to legislation which would 
eliminate discriminatory employment 
practices based exclusively on sex. I am 
sorry that Senators choose to place 
themselves on record as favoring the con- 
tinuation of such practices and resisting 
an effort to correct them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion has been made. ` 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I take ex- 
ception to the statement of the Senator 
from Florida that objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill at this time labels 
the Senator making the objection as 
being in favor of discrimination between 
the sexes in employment. It does no 
such thing. The Senator from Min- 
nesota believes that the enactment of 
the bill would be a terrible mistake, be- 
cause it would establish in the Depart- 
ment of Labor an agency headed by one 
man who would be prosecutor, judge, 
and jury, to determine whether an em- 
ployer was discriminating in rates of 
pay, hours, or anything else, as between 
men and women in his employment do- 
ing substantially the same work. The 
situation would be exactly the same as 
under the Wagner Act, except that in- 
stead of being administered by a quasi- 
judicial independent board, the act would 
be administered by the Secretary of La- 
bor, who is a partisan of labor, and can- 
not be impartial in such a position. Fur- 
thermore, he would have complete power 
of subpena. The bill would establish 
one more agency in this time of recon- 
version, when, Heaven knows, employers 
are having enough difficulties with OPA, 
CPA, and other agencies, without being 
further harassed in their efforts to pro- 
duce for civilian consumption. I am 
very happy that my objection can pre- 
vent this bill from having any chance to 
become law. 


RACE DISORDERS AT COLUMBIA, TENN. 


Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, a few 
days ago the Senator from California 
[Mr. Know anp] placed in the RECORD 
a newspaper report of a very unfortu- 
nate incident which occurred in the State 
of Georgia, namely, the slaying of four 
colored people. That matter was dis- 
cussed for some time on the floor of the 
Senate, and reference was made to other 
occasions when similar trouble occurred 
in the South. I might add here that I 
hope the guilty will be apprehended and 
duly punished. 

That prompts me to call the attention 
of the Senate to the so-called Columbia, 
Tenn., race disorder. I am doing this 
for one purpose, to wit, to point out 
that the affair at Columbia, Tenn., was 
investigated by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation over a period of weeks, 
and a Federal grand jury was impaneled 
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at Columbia by a Federal judge, Judge 
Davies, of Nashville, who holds court at 
Columbia. After scores of witnesses had 
been examined in an investigation which 
was conducted before that grand jury 
for a period of 6 or 8 weeks, as I recall, 
it was found that no Federal rights had 
been violated at Columbia, in Maury 
County. The report of the grand jury 
was printed in full in the June 14 issue 
of the Nashville Banner, an old and well- 
established daily newspaper published 
at Nashville, Tenn. In order to avoid 
taking the time of the Senate to read the 
entire article and the grand jury report, 
I ask unanimous consent that they may 
be printed in full at this point in the 
RECORD, as a part of my remarks. 
There being no objection, the news- 
paper article and grand jury report were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
Jury Finns No RIGHTS VIOLATED IN MAuRY— 
INCENDIARY ARTICLES BY COMMUNIST PRESS 
Hrr 


Reporting today on its investigation of the 
Columbia race disorders, the Federal grand 
jury declared it found no evidence of civil- 
rights violations, and assailed “Nation-wide 
misrepresentations” through the circulation 
of pamphlets dealing with the incident of 
last February. 

The report declared these pamphlets con- 
stituted malicious intent to incite racial dis- 
cord and intolerance. 

The jurors said the Communist press had 
been especially active, having carried a series 
of inflammatory articles on the racial disturb- 
ances 

Federal Judge Elmer Davies ordered the in- 
vestigation by the grand jury after it had 
been asked for by United States Attorney 
General Tòm Clark. 

In its findings the jury commended the 
quick action of Gov. Jim McCord, said the 
prompt arrival and deployment of State forces 
(the State under Brig. Gen. J. M. 
Dickinson and the State highway patrol un- 
der Chief Lynn Bomar) “in our opinion pre- 
vented a bloody race war which threatened 
to arise out of the heat of excitement fol- 

‘lowing the wounding of a number of officers 
of the law.” 

The work of Columbia and Maury County 
law enforcement was likewise commended. 
The report said these officers had been im- 
partial in their actions. 

The report said there had been unnecessary 
destruction of property, but went on to de- 
clare that after an exhaustive investigation 
“it has proved wholly impossible to determine 
the identity” of the persons responsible. 

Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion were highly praised for the assistance 
they had given the grand jury. 

JURY CONGRATULATED 

. In a brief statement to the jury after its 
report had been read by Assistant United 
States District Attorney A. O. Denning, 
Judge Davies congratulated the members for 
rendering “a distinct public service” and 
charged that persons who “persist in circu- 
lating false and malicious rumors * * * 
render a distinct disservice to both races.” 

Judge Davies said that “It is apparent from 
this report that you have made a most ex- 
haustive inquiry of this unfortunate inci- 
dent. It is obvious that you have been very 
careful to ascertain the true facts of the mat- 
ter and I am satisfied that the evidence upon 
which you have acted will fully sustain the 
correctness of your report. 

“Your official action,” he continued, 
“should put an end to the irresponsible and 
scurrilous rumors that have been so freely 
circulated over the entire country, and should 
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be a reassurance to those of both the white 
and the Negro races who sincerely desire to 
live in peace and harmony. Any person who 
hereafter persists in circulating false and ma- 
licious rumors will render a distinct disserv- 
ice to both races in the opinion of this court 
and cannot possibly have the best Interests 
of this country at heart.” 

Judge Davies then told the grand jury that 
he wished he could discharge its members 
but that “unfortunately other matters have 
arisen which may make it necessary to call 
you back in session before the end of the 
term.” He then dismissed the jury until 
further notice. 

Later Judge Davies stated that he could 
not elaborate upon the matters referred to 
at this time. 

JURORS LISTED 

J. F. Richardson, of Hohenwald, was chair- 
man of the grand jury. The other members 
were Ed Bradley, of Pleasant View; L. V. 
Brooks, Hartsville; W. C. Jones, Hohenwald; 
Alex Holt, Byrdstown; W. R. Webb, Waverly; 
Berry O. Carter, Lebanon; William I. Rogers, 
Waverly; Jack H. Bradshaw, Lebanon; W. G. 
Masters, Celina; Joe Cooksey, Nashville; Fred 
Sawyer, Clarksville; Prince Fishburn, Lafay- 
ette; Clyde Jameson, Bradyville; Tom W. 
Thompson, Lebanon; T. S. Evans, Lebanon; 
John S. Ledbetter, Nashville, Floyd Gregg, 
Algood; Fred Clark, Byrdstown; Lester Hig- 
gins, Woodbury; Ed Climer, Lebanon; and 
Herman Webb, Cumberland City. 

Discussing the handling of the early stages 
of the situation by Columbia and Maury 
County officers, the report said: 

In doing so, they acted impartially and 
with an evident desire to uphold the law and 
to prevent violence. When the four police- 
men were shot, the sheriff immediately called 
on the Governor of the State for assistance, 
and the Governor's prompt action in getting 
the State patrol and the State guard to 
Columbia is to be commended, as is the 
action of the State forces in sealing off the 
Mink Slide area, and in preventing any clash 
between white and Negro citizens. The 
prompt arrival and deployment of State 
forces, in our opinion, prevented a bloody 
race war which threatened to arise out of 
the heat of excitement following the wound- 
ing of a number of officers of the law, who, 
it is evident, were acting solely in an effort 
to preserve the peace and to fulfill their sworn 
duties. 

There have been lurid and inflammatory 
stories published and circulated to the effect 
that large numbers of people were killed dur- 
ing the racial disorder at Columbia. Two 
Negroes were killed at the jail, as heretofore 
set out, and we have found that they were 
the only Negroes who lost their lives. Dur- 
ing the disturbance two Negroes were 
wounded, one seriously. Two white civilians 
were wounded, and seven white officers were 
wounded, one seriously. These are the actual 
figures concerning the number killed and 
wounded during the action following the 
initial trouble on February 25, 1946. 

We have found during the course of our 
investigation that the events transpiring at 
Columbia have been the subject of Nation- 
wide misrepresentation. It has been charged 
that scores of Negroes were killed, that Negro 
women were raped, that armed mobs roamed 
the streets of Columbia seeking a victim, 
and that police officers acted with indescriba- 
ble brutality. Many of such accounts con- 
cerning these events are wholly lacking in 
factual foundation, and the conclusion is 
inescapable that they have been manufac- 
tured and circulated with the malicious in- 
tent and desire to incite racial discord and 
intolerance and to cause further racial strife. 

We have explored the possibility of re- 
turning presentments against those sending 
such pamphlets through the mails, but to 
our regret, we are advised that the mailing 
of such pamphlets does not constitute a 
violation of any Federal statute. 
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In disseminating such propaganda the 
avowed Communist press of the country has 
been especially active, having carried a series 
of inflammatory articles on the racial dis- 
turbances at Columbia. This technique 1s 
characteristic and dangerous, and manifestly 
is designed to foster racial hatred and to 
array class against class. ` 

In concluding our report we wish to sound 
@ warning that the good citizens of both 
races be on their guard against insidious and 
false propaganda. In the opinion of this 
grand jury nothing is so likely to erode and 
ultimately destroy peaceful and friendly re- 
lations between the races as the dissemina- 
tion of half-truths and falsehoods such as 
have been so freely circulated in relation to 
the events occurring at Columbia. 

The report follows: 

We, the regular grand jury tor the middle 
district of Tennessee, were convened on 
April 8, 1946, and charged by Your Honor 
to make a “full, complete, fair and impartial 
investigation” into the racial disturbance 
at Columbia, Tenn., occurring during the 
week of February 25, 1946, and especially as 
to the invasion of civil rights in violation of 
Federal law alleged to have occurred in con- 
nection therewith. 

Our inquiry has been facilitated by the 
several reports submitted by the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation, reflecting an exhaus- 
tive and painstaking investigation by that 
agency in connection with which 390 persons 
were interviewed for the purpose of securing 
all facts relating to the disturbance in ques- 
tion. 

We have had before us and have examined 
under oath all persons, both white and col- 
ored, who were substantially connected with 
the disturbance or who were known or be- 
lieved to be in possession of factual infor- 
mation pertinent and material to this investi- 
gation, and we have concluded after careful 
consideration that there is no evidence be- 
fore us that would justify an indictment or 
presentment for the violation of any Federal 
statute. 

Now, in keeping with Your Honor’s charge, 
we further report as follows: 

On Monday, February 25, 1946, at about 
10 a. m., following a disagreement concern- 
ing repairs to a radio a fight occurred in 
front of a department store located on the 
public square in Columbia, between two 
Negroes, Gladys Stephenson and her son, 
James, and William Fleming, a white em- 
ployee of the radio section of the department 
store, and a white passerby. 

Police, in response to a call made during 
the altercation, arrived on the scene and ar- 
rested the Stephensons. At the time of the 
arrests Fleming was inside the store receiving 
first aid and the arresting officers were not 
at that time informed that anyone else had 
participated in the affair. 

Reports have circulated in pamphlets and 
press that the fight was started inside the 
store by Fleming, by his striking or kicking 
Gladys Stephenson, and that thereupon 
James Stephenson came to the defense of his 
mother. Such reports have no foundation in 
fact. The undisputed testimony before us 
shows that the fight commenced between 
James Stephenson and William Fleming on 
the street in front of the store. Thereupon 
the mother, Gladys Stephenson entered the 
affray in aid of her son, At this stage the 
above-mentioned passer-by came to the aid of 


Fleming and engaged in a fight with Mrs. 


Stephenson. Blows were struck by all 
parties. 

At the outset of the fighting Fleming was 
propelled through the glass front of the store 
and received a gash in his leg as a result. 
From the statements of witnesses situated 
within-the department store, it appears that 
during the course of the fight Gladys Stephen- 
son seized a piece of glass that had fallen 
from the shattered window and struck Flem- 
ing with the same, at about which time she 
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Was assaulted by the white passer-by herein- 
before mentioned. 

Both the Stephensons and the city po- 
lice officers responsible for their arrest have 
appeared before us and have testified fully, 
under oath, concerning the circumstances 
thereof. It is undisputed that in the course 
of arresting Gladys Stephenson a city police 
Officer struck her with a night stick. From 
all of the evidence before us, it appears that 
the force used by the arresting officer in this 
respect was neither brutal nor wanton but 
was reasonably necessitated in the course of 
overcoming resistance to the arrest. It is 
undisputed that James Stephenson was not 
struck or harmed during the course of the 
arrest and that neither he nor his mother was 
subjected to any physical mistreatment 
throughout the period of their incarceration. 
At the city jail the Stephensons were charged 
with a breach of the peace before the city 
magistrate; on their pleas of guilty they were 
each fined $50. 

While the Stephensons were still in custody 
warrants charging them with assault with 
intent to commit murder, sworn out by the 
father of William Fleming, were served on 
them and they were thereupon transported to 
the county jail. 

After receiving first aid Fleming was trans- 
ported to the hospital where he remained 
until the following day. The identity of 
the white passer-by, who engaged in the 
fight, was and remains unascertained. It is 
our considered opinion that the responsi- 
bility for aggression in this assault is not 
determinable in view of the direct conflict 
in testimony supplied by the known par- 
ticipants in this connection. The evidence 
before us establishes that the Stephensons 
were the only persons arrested in connection 
with this disturbance of the peace although 
police officers, subsequent to the arrest, 
learned of the part played in the affair by 
Fleming and the passer-by who assisted him. 
As is not unusual in the world of men, 
it is abundantly evident that throughout 
the day, in recounting the circumstances of 
the fight and the ensuing events, fact and 
fancy were freely intermingled in the ac- 
counts of white as well as colored citizens— 


especially among the less stable elements of 


both races. Among the group of white people 
attracted by the fight, indignation at the 
occurrence was expressed, and the matter 
was discussed on the streets of Columbia 
thereafter during the day. In the Negro 
districts of Columbia a rumor was circulated 
to the effect that a white man had bought 
a rope, stating that he intended to hang a 
Negro with it. 

A thorough investigation involving inquiry 
at all Columbia business establishments en- 
gaged in the sale of rope has failed to lend 
any factual reality to the occurrence thus 
Tumored, and diligent inquiry among the 
Negro citizens of Columbia has likewise failed 
to lend the slightest substantiation thereto. 

Throughout the afternoon following the 
Stephenson-Fleming fight, small groups of 
white individuals gathered from time to 
time on the public square and in the streets 
nearby. The sheriff and his deputies and 
the chief of police and his force moved freely 
among such groups and dispersed them with- 
out difficulty, These groups, the majority of 
which were composed of teen-aged youths 
Were unarmed and were responsive to orders. 
To city and county officials there appeared to 
be no manifestation of mob spirit and no 
organized leadership was evident among the 
persons thus assembled. 

At approximately 5 p. m. the Stephensons 
were released from custody on bond. Follow- 
ing their release the mother was first driven 
to her home in Columbia, and thereafter 
James Stephenson was driven to “Mink 
Slide,” a Negro district devoted exclusively 
to business and located one block south of 
the public square, on East Eighth Street, be- 
tween South Main and Woodland Streets. 
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At the time of James Stephenson’s arrival in 
“Mink Slide,” armed and unarmed Negroes 
had gathered and were continuing to gather 
in the area, having come from other sections 
of Columbia and the surrounding country- 
side. By the evidence of several Negro wit- 
nesses it appears that such witnesses, acti- 
vated by the rumor of a possible lynching, 
armed themselves and assembled in the 
“Mink Slide” area for the purpose of protect- 
ing James Stephenson from mob violence, 
Evidence supplied by several other Negro wit- 
nesses establishes that said witnesses circu- 
lated throughout the “Mink Slide” area dur- 
ing Monday afternoon and evening with no 
genuine apprehension of impending trouble, 
having discounted the rumor as baseless in 
fact, which it has since proved to be. By the 
testimony of these latter witnesses it is ap- 
parent that many of the Negroes then as- 
sembled in “Mink Slide” were not appreciably 
alarmed over the safety of James Stephenson 
or the likelihood of any serious outbreak be- 
tween white and Negro citizens. The evi- 
dence is undisputed that following his release 
on bond upon his arrival at the “Mink Slide“ 
area at approximately 5:30 p. m., James 
Stephenson mingled freely and openly with 
other Negroes on the street in front of, and 
within several business establishments, and 
that at approximately 6 p. m. he entered the 
barber shop of Sol Blair and casually pro- 
cured a haircut and shoe shine. The evi- 
dence is likewise undisputed that at ap- 
proximately 6:30 p. m., James Stephenson 
drove his girl friend from the “Mink Slide” 
area to her home in the colored residential 
section of Columbia, passing en route around 
the city square without molestation in any 
form, returned to the Mink Slide“ section 
and entered Patton's residence where he had 
some drinks. That after leaving Patton's 
restaurant he again entered Sol Blair's barber 
shop, secured a rifle from a stack of weapons 
there assembled and in company with ap- 
proximately 25 other armed Negroes climbed 
to the roof of the building and maintained 
a lookout, without incident, in the direction 
of South Main Street. The evidence is like- 
wise undisputed that some time between 
7:30 and 8 p. m., James Stephenson de- 
scended from the roof and in company with 
three other Negroes entered an automobile 
which was then parked on East Eighth 
Street and, thereafter, without molestation, 
drove to Nashville, Tenn., where he boarded 
a train for Chicago, Ill. 

At 6 p. m., after receiving information of 
the situation in “Mink Slide,” the sheriff of 
Maury County went to that area and found 
there over 100 Negroes, a third of whom were 
openly bearing arms, on the street. He 
walked among the Negroes, told them there 
would be no trouble from the white people, 
and asked them to disarm and return to 
their homes. 

Some 30 minutes after leaving “Mink 
Slide,” or about 6:30 p. m., the sheriff called 
James Morton, a prominent Negro, at his 
funeral establishment in “Mink Slide,” and 
asked him if the Negroes were still armed and 
on the street. Being informed that they 
were, the sheriff asked Morton to tell the 
Negroes that if they did not disband he would 
enter the area with sufficient force to arrest 
those under arms. At approximately 7 p. m. 
city policemen went to “Mink Slide” and 
told the Negroes there congregated that there 
would be no violence done them by the white 
people, that the white people were completely 
under control, and ordered the Negroes to 
disarm and disperse. Other Negroes armed 
and unarmed continued to arrive in “Mink 
Slide.” Evidence as to the total number of 
Negroes congregated in the block-long busi- 
ness section ranged from two to four hun- 
dred. Shortly after darkness fell the Negroes 
extinguished all light in “Mink Slide.” The 
evidence is undisputed that certain armed 
Negroes made demand upon proprietors of 
several colored business establishments to 
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extinguish their lights and upon refusal shot 
such light out with gunfire. As a Negro 
undertaker (not James Morton) drove 
through the area on business, his car was fired 
upon. The car of a tourist from California 
who lost his way and drove through the area 
was also fired upon. 

At about 8:30 p. m., a group of 20 to 30 
white persons, the majority of whom were 
teen-age boys, went to the county jail and 
demanded to know the whereabout of the 
Stephensons. The sheriff, machine gun in 
hand, answered their demand by arresting 
two drunken white men who appeared to be 
the leaders of the group, and dispersed the 
remainder, who appeared to be unarmed. 

At about 9 p. m., the chief of police, 
with three of his uniformed officers, decided 
to enter the “Mink Slide“ area and to investi- 
gate and put a stop to the shooting which 
Was intermittently occurring in that area. 
The officers crossed the lighted intersection 
of East Eighth Street with South Main Street, 
and proceeded into “Mink Slide” for a dis- 
tance of approximately 75 feet. At this point 
they were met by aimed shotgun fire. All 
four officers were struck, and one of them 
was critically wounded. The officers did not 
return the fire or draw their guns, but taking 
cover as best they could they withdraw from 
the scene and sought medical aid. 

In certain pamphlets and press articles 
which have come to our attention it has 
been asserted that when the city police of- 
ficers proceeded into the “Mink Slide” area 
they were accompanied by a crowd of armed 
white men. We have found no evidence 
whatsoever that tends to substantiate such 
assertion. However, as word of the assault - 
on the officers spread, armed white people 
began to assemble on the public square and 
on South Main Street near the entrance to 
“Mink Slide.” 

With one exception, the evidence is un- 
disputed that no white citizen, saving local 
officials, were observed to be bearing arms 
until after the shooting of the policeman, 
The exception noted appears in the testi- 
mony of one Negro, who stated that at ap- 
proximately 6:30 p. m., while driving around 
the public square, he observed three armed 
white men but that he didn't notice what 
Kind of guns they carried. 

Realizing that violence threatened, the 
sheriff called the Governor of Tennessee and 
asked for assistance. This call was made at 
about 9:30 p. m., and immediately there- 
after elements of the Tennessee State Guard, 
and the State highway patrol were alerted 
and ordered to proceed to Columbia at once. 
Elements of these organizations headed by 
Brig. Gen. J. M. Dickinson and Commis- 
sioner of Safety Lynn Bomar (head of the 
highway patrol) began arriving in Columbia 
within an hour. 

While it is now clear from all of the evi- 
dence that many of the Negroes congregated 
in “Mink Slide” left the area following the 
shooting of the city police officers, State and 
county officials were unaware of the number 
of armed men barricaded in the business 
establishments throughout the night. Gen- 
eral Dickinson and Commissioner Bomar 
conferred with the sheriff on their arrival 
in Columbia, decided to seal off and isolate 
the “Mink Slide” area, and to attempt no 
entrance into the area until daybreak. As 
fast as they arrived and were available for 
guard duty, highway patrolmen were sta- 
tioned at the several street intersections 
encompassing the “Mink Slide” section in 
keeping with the course of action decided 
upon. 

Intermittent gunfire was heard in the 
“Mink Slide” area throughout the balance of 
the night. Two white men attempted to 
enter the area and were wounded slightly 
by shotgun fire. Two armed Negroes were 
arrested as they attempted to enter “Mink 
Slide.” At about 3 a. m. Tuesday, Febru- 
ary 26, 1946, officers entered the home of 
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James Morton, located on the corner of 
East Eighth and Woodland Streets but a few 
feet distant from a guard-post which had 
been maintained by the State guard and 
highway patrol throughout the night. The 
officers there arrested 12 Negroes and seized 
a quantity of arms and ammunition. 

Shortly after daybreak the highway 
patrolmen stationed at the intersections of 
Woodland and South Main Streets with East 
Eighth Street accompanied by the Sheriff, 
advanced into “Mink Slide.” As they ad- 
vanced they announced that no person sur- 
rendering would be harmed. As the officers 
came abreast of Sol Blair’s barber shop 
they were met by shotgun fire from within, 
three of the officers being slightly wounded 
as a result. Members of the Highway Pa- 
trol, armed with machine guns, rifles and 
shotguns, thereupon opened fire directing 
the same toward the interior of the barber 
shop. Continuing to voice the demand that 
the occupants surrender peaceably the 
officers forced an entrance into the barber 
shop and arrested its two Negro occupants, 
who were wholly unharmed despite the gun- 
fire preceding the arrest. The officers then 
proceeded as before; they came to a building 
containing a lodge hall on its second floor, 
the entrance to which was padlocked. 
Despite gunfire emanating from the build- 
ing, a group of highway patrolmen forced 
an entrance and proceeded upstairs, where 
they arrested a number of Negroes. It was 
at this point that a Negro, John Black, was 
struck on the head with a gun butt by a 
highway patrolman. The blow knocked 
him down and he was seriously injured. 
The testimony with respect to the circum- 
stances surrounding this incident is in 
conflict. The Negro witnesses state that 
Blackwell was not armed. Highway patrol 
officers making these arrests have testified 
that Blackwell emerged from an ante room 
and aimed a shotgun at them and that he 
was struck on the head as a measure of self 
defense. Following their arrest at the lodge 
hall all Negroes in the building were re- 
moved. Blackwell, whose picture (as he lay 
in the street before the entrance to the lodge 
hall) has been widely reproduced, was taken 
to the hospital by an officer of the State 
Guard. He was subsequently removed to the 
jail where he was separately confined, and 
later was transferred to a hospital in Nash- 
ville. ‘ 
Approximately 30 Negroes were arrested, 
and a quantity of arms and ammunition 
seized, in the “Mink Slide” area. As a result 
of the gunfire one Negro was wounded in the 
arm. On information obtained from the 
Negroes under arrest as to those present in 
“Mink Slide” when the officers were fired 
upon, further arrests were made, bringing the 
total apprehended to approximately 100. 

After conferring with the Governor of 
Tennessee and the State attorney general, 
and at their direction, the sheriff, aided by 
some 60 members of the State guard, con- 
ducted a search of the territory immediately 
adjacent to the “Mink Slide“ area. During 
this search approximately 250 guns of various 
descriptions were seized. The search was 
indiscriminate; weapons were taken from 
Negro and white citizens alike. 

Paul P. Bumpus, district attorney general 
for Maury and other counties, with the 
assistance of the few other local officials at 
hand, began an investigation of the assault 
on the police officers immediately after the 
arrests of February 26, questioning all 
Negroes in confinement. Of the number 
arrested, approximately 40 were released after 
questioning without charges being placed 
against them, and without being required to 
make bond. 

On Thursday, February 28, 1946, three Ne- 
groes, James “Digger” Johnson, Willie Gor- 
don, and Napoleon Stewart, were questioned, 
informed that they would be permitted to 
make bond in nominal sums, and thereafter 
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be released. Pending execution of their 
bonds these three Negroes were placed in 
the sheriff's office, located on the first floor 
of the Maury County jail. A large quantity 
of guns seized during the arrests and the 
search heretofore mentioned were stored in 
the office. Two deputy sheriffs were in the 
room with the Negroes, one of them, Deputy 
Darnell, was in the act of telephoning. The 
other, Deputy Pennington, was lying across 
a bed. A newspaper photographer was like- 
wise in the room and was then engaged in 
loading his camera. At this point Johnson 
and Gordon were observed to seize guns from 
a group of weapons stored against the wall. 
Deputy Darnell dropped the telephone and 
seized the gun in the hands of Gordon. At 


the same moment Johnson fired, wounding - 


Darnell in the arm. Hearing shots, highway 
patrolmen outside the office rushed to the 
doorway, saw Gordon aiming his gun in their 
direction, and began firing at the Negroes. 
The officers continued firing until both Gor- 
don and Johnson fell. During the firing the 
third Negro, Napoleon Stewart, backed into 
a corner and stood there with his hands 
raised. Commissioner Bomar obtained an 
ambulance by which Johnson and Gordon 
were removed to the hospital, where they 
received treatment. On the advice of at- 
tendant physicians, the Negroes were rushed 
by ambulance to Nashville. Both Negroes 
died en route. 

After the shooting of these Negroes, 40 of 
the confined Negroes were transferred to the 
county jail at Nashville, Tenn. They were 
returned to Columbia on the following day. 
As the questioning and investigation pro- 
ceeded, bonds were fixed, and upon execution 
the Negroes questioned were released from 
custody. 

After the arrest of the Negroes found in 
“Mink Slide” on Tuesday, various business 
establishments, the fixtures therein, and cer- 
tain personal property located in “Mink 
Slide” and particularly the properties of 
James Morton, Sol Blair, and Julius Blair, 
were found to be in a wrecked and damaged 
condition. The proprietors of several of the 
business establishments assert that merchan- 
dise and other valuable items of personal 
property were carried away from their prem- 
ises during the course of the disturbance. 

The evidence before us establishes that a 
portion of the damage was done by the Ne- 
groes occupying the premises throughout the 
night and prior to their arrest, and that ex- 
tensive damage also resulted from gunfire 
immediately preceding and during the course 
of the arrests. It is likewise clear that much 
of the damage was wantonly committed after 
the arrest of the Negroes, and while the area 
was under the control of the highway patrol 
and members of the Tennessee State Guard. 

It is manifest from the evidence of willful 
destruction of property that during the con- 
fusion and excitement arising in connection 
with the extensive gunfire and the ensuing 
arrests that an efficient and adequate guard 
was not maintained throughout the “Mink 
Slide” area for a period of several hours there- 
after. Throughout this period divers civil- 
ians, including newspaper reporters and pho- 
tographers and many members of the Ten- 
nessee State Guard entered the “Mink Slide” 
area and several business establishments 
situated therein. During, and for some hours 
following the arrests, divers highway patrol- 
men likewise entered and re-entered the 
buildings in this area, By dint of the most 
painstaking investigation all persons known 
to have been present in the “Mink Slide” sec- 
tion throughout the period in question have 
been interrogated searchingly and at length 
and we have diligently examined all wit- 
nesses before us in an effort to ascertain the 
identity of the person or persons committing 
these acts of vandalism. 

As recently announced by the foremen in 
open court it was the desire of this grand 
jury to remain in session and to continue 
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our efforts to fasten responsibility for such 
property destruction. Despite the fact that 
we have exhausted every reasonable avenue 
of inquiry it has proved wholly impossible to 
determine the identity of such person or 
persons or to elicit facts upon which to predi- 
cate an indictment in this respect. 

We have also particularly considered cer- 
tain other matters, and have carefully viewed 
the action of the law enforcement officers 
with respect thereto to the end that any 
officer depriving an inhabitant of Columbia 
during this disturbance, of a right secured 
to him by the Constitution, laws of the United 
States, or decisions IHterpreting them, be 
made to answer an indictment of his conduct. 
Among these matters are widely circulated 
charges that the Negroes of Columbia were 
subjected to mass and indiscriminate arrests, 
that their hcmes were subjected to unreason- 
able search and their weapons to unjustifi- 
able seizure, that excessive force was used 
in making the arrests; that prisoners were 
subjected to brutality while in confinement, 
were denied the right to counsel, were made 
to incriminate themselves, and were confined 
for unreasonable lengths of time, being 
denied the right to bail. 

The police officers, when shot, were in full 
uniform and were fired upon immediately 
after crossing a lighted intersection. Negro 
witnesses in “Mink Slide” at the time testi- 
fied that uniforms were clearly distinguish- 
able in the light at the intersection. The 
felonious assault was committed by unknown 
persons in a general area and probable cause 
therefore existed to believe that those in the 
area had participated in the assault, were 
accessories thereto, or were in possession of 
knowledge concerning the same. The arrests 
made on account of the assault were there- 
fore lawful. Arrests made for the lawful pur- 
pose of preserving the peace apa security of 
society are in violation of no man’s civil 
rights. 

There is evidence before us that during the 
course of the arrests certain Negroes were 
struck by the arresting officers. The evidence 
establishes that such incidents occurred as & 
result of a failure to comply with orders of 
the arresting officers. The Negroes appearing 
before us from that group arrested in “Mink 
Slide,” have testified that some of their num- 
ber were unnecessarily struck during the 
course of such arrests. They have sworn that 
after their arrest they were not subjected to 
physical abuse. Considering the basis of the 
arrests and the tense and dangerous atmos- 
phere under which the arrests were accom- 
plished, it is the considered judgment of this 
body that the force shown to have been used 
was not unreasonable. 

We consider the killing of the Negroes 
Johnson and Gordon justifable homicide, 
The testimony of eyewitnesses, including 
Napoleon Stewart, admits of no other inter- 
pretation. 

In the evidence before us, it affirmatively 
appears that during their confinement the 
prisoners were not subjected to brutality or 
denied the right to counsel. The testimony 
before us establishes that before they were 
questioned all prisoners were advised of their 
constitutional right not to incriminate them- 
selves. In the light of all of the circum- 
stances prevailing prisoners were allowed to 
make bond and were released from custedy 
without unreasonable delay. The searches 
and the seizure of weapons in the homes ad- 
jacent to the “Mink Slide” area were made at 
the direction of the Governor of Tennessee, 
and were not, in our opinion, unreasonable. 

During the late afternoon and evening of 
February 25, 1946, the Sheriff of Maury 
County and the Chief of Police at Columbia 
were confronted with a grave and menacing 
situation. They made every effort to disperse 
the crowds and to prevent any clashes be- 
tween the races. In doing so, they acted 
impartially and with an evident desire to 
uphold the law and to prevent violence, 
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When the four policemen were shot, the 
sheriff immediately called on the Governor 
of the State for assistance, and the Gover- 
nor's prompt action in getting the State 
Patrol and the State Guard to Columbia is 
to be commended, as is the action of the 
State forces in sealing off the “Mink Slide” 
area, and in preventing any clash between 
white and Negro citizens. The prompt ar- 
rival and deployment of State forces, in our 
opinion, prevented a bloody race war which 
threatened to arise out of the heat of excite- 
ment following the wounding of a number of 
officers of the law, who, it is evident, were 
acting solely in an.effort to preserve the 
peace and to fulfill their sworn duties. 

There have been lurid and inflammatory 
stories published and circulated to the effect 
that large numbers of people were killed dur- 
ing the racial disorder at Columbia. Two 
Negroes were killed at the jail, as heretofore 
set out, and we have found that they were 
the only Negroes who lost their lives. During 
the disturbance two Negroes were wounded, 
one seriously. Two white civilians were 
wounded, and seven white officers were 
wounded, one seriously, These are the actual 
figures concerning the number killed and 
wounded during the action following the 
initial trouble on February 25, 1946. 

We have found during the course of our in- 
vestigation that the events transpiring at Co- 
lumbia have been the subject of Nation-wide 
misrepresentation. Falsehoods and half- 
truths have been widely publicized by letter 
and pamphlet under the sponsorship of vari- 
ous organizations. It has been charged that 
scores of Negroes were killed, that Negro 
women were raped, that armed mobs roamed 
the streets of Columbia seeking a victim and 
that police officers acted with indescribable 
brutality. Many of such accounts concerning 
these events are wholly lacking in factual 
foundation, apd the conclusion is inescapable 
that they have been manufactured and circu- 
lated with the malicious intent and desire to 
incite racial discord and intolerance and to 
cause further racial strife. 

We have explored the possibility of return- 
ing presentments against those sending such 
pamphlets through the mails, but to our re- 
gret, we are advised that the mailing of such 
pamphlets does not constitute a violation of 
any Federal statute. 

In disseminating such propaganda the 
avowed Communist press of the country has 
been especially active, having carried a series 
of inflammatory articles on the racial disturb- 
ances at Columbia. This technique is char- 
acteristic and dangerous, and manifestly is 
designed to foster racial hatred and to array 
class against class. 

In concluding our report we wish to sound 
a warning that the good citizens of both races 
be on their guard against insidious and false 
propaganda. Im the opinion of this grand 
jury nothing is so likely to ercde and ulti- 
mately destroy peaceful and friendly rela- 
tions between the races as the dissemination 
of half-truths and falsehoods such as have 
been so freely circulated in relation to the 
events occurring at Columbia. 


Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I 
should like to refer now to several of 
the highlights of the report. I wish this 
report to be given as much publicity as 
possible, because of the fact, as I stated 
at the outset, that it shows that after 
many weeks of careful investigation by 
a constitutionally authorized body, a 
grand jury appointed by a court, it was 
found that no Federal rights were in- 
volved or violated in the unfortunate 
affair, which arose over a more or less 
trivial incident—a fight between a white 
boy and a colored boy. 

As I have said, I wish as much pub- 
licity as possible to be given to the find- 
ings of the grand jury, and it is important 
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to do this, in view of the fact that many 
irresponsible reports have been made 
concerning the trouble. Much loose talk 
was passed from mouth to mouth, and 
several different stories, utterly mis- 
representing the situation there, were 
carried in various publications, both 
newspapers and magazines, throughout 
the country. 

I repeat, Mr. President, the report of 
the grand jury comes as the result of a 
very painstaking, very careful, and ap- 
parently quite exhaustive investigation 
which was made with the help and the 
aid of agents of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, of the United States Gov- 
ernment. - 

At this point, I should like to read a 
few excerpts from the report and the 
newspaper comment on it. I read first 
from the newspaper comment, as fol- 
lows: 


Reporting today on its investigation of the 
Columbia race disorders, the Federal grand 
jury declared it found no evidence of civil 
rights violations, and assailed “nation-wide 
misrepresentations” through the circulation 
of pamphlets dealing with the incident of 
last February. 

The report declared these pamphlets con- 
stituted malicious intent to incite racial dis- 
cord and intolerance. 

The jurors said the Communist press had 
been especially active, having carried a series 
of inflammatory articles on the racial dis- 
turbances. 

Federal Judge Elmer Davies ordered the 
investigation by the grand jury after it had 
been asked for by United States Attorney 
General Tom Clark. 

In its findings the jury commended the 
quick action of Gov. Jim McCord, said the 
prompt arrival and deployment of State 
forces—the State Guard under Brig. Gen. 
J. M. Dickinson and the State highway pa- 
trol under Chief Lynn Bomar— in our opin- 
ion prevented a bloody race war which 
threatened to arise out of the heat of excite- 
ment following the wounding of a number of 
officers of the law.” 


Mr. President, the grand jury report 
was commented upon by the Federal 
judge, Judge Davies, in these words: 


It is apparent from this report that you 
have made a most exhaustive inquiry of this 
unfortunate incident, It is obvious that 
you have been very careful to ascertain the 
true facts of the matter and I am satisfied 
that the evidence upon which you have acted 
will fully sustain the correctness of your 
report, 

Your official action should put an end to 
the irresponsible and scurrilous rumors that 
have been so freely circulated over the en- 
tire country, and should be a reassurance to 
those of both the white and the Negro races 
who sincerely desire to live in peace and 
harmony. Any person who hereafter persists 
in circulating false and malicious rumors will 
render a distinct disservice to both races, 
and in the opinion of this court cannot pos- 
sibly have the best interests of this country 
at heart. 


At the completion of its report, the 
grand jury states the following: 


In concluding our report we wish to sound 
a warning that the good citizens of both 
races be on their guard against insidious 
and false propaganda. In the opinion of 
this grand jury nothing is so likely to erode 
and ultimately destroy peaceful and friendly 
relations between the races as the dissem- 
ination of half-truths and falsehoods such 
as have been so freely circulated in rela- 
tion to the events occurring at Columbia. 
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Mr. President, the incident at Colum- 
bia involved u fight which occurred be- 
tween a colored boy and a white boy. 
However, one thing brought on another; 
and, before long, various rumblings 
which were circulated cbout the town 
indicated that the trouble might spread 
and cause a race riot. The Governor 
of Tennessee, Governor Jim McCord, 
was notified by the sheriff of Maury 
County, and Governor McCord imme- 
diately sent State patrolmen to the 
Scene. They held the situation well in 
hand, without any great difficulty, un- 
til a group of National Guardsmen came 
there to relieve them, having been sum- 
moned, likewise, by the Governor of the 
State, Governor McCord. 

The grand jury report, as indicated 
by the portion which I read a moment 
ago, commends the Governor of Tennes- 
see for his quick action in this matter. 

Mr. President, race questions are 
sometimes very serious and extremely 
dangerous. The population of every 
State in the Union—not only of the 
Southern States, but of all the States— 
is composed of members of various races. 
It is the earnest desire of most well- 
thinking people to have the members of 
the various races continue to live in this 
country, and to continue on a peaceful 
basis. Indeed, it is the earnest desire 
of all the people of the United States 
that peace continue to reign, especially 
in the relationship between the white 
man and the black man. 

Mr. President, for the past 25 years 
wonderful progress in the South has been 
made in bringing about better feelings 
between the white man and the black 
man. The progress which has been made 
in Tennessee and other Southern States 
is indeed remarkable. There are very 
few communities in Tennessee at least— 
and I believe the same is true of almost 
all other sections of the South—where 
great improvements have not been made 
within the past 25 years. The greatest 
improvements for colored people are per- 
haps with respect to the schools. Schools 
which have been established for the use 
of the colored students are as good as 
those which have been established for the 
use of white students. They are comfort- 
able, sanitary, and colored teachers are 
paid on the same basis as are the teach- 
ers who serve in the white schools. Con- 
ditions have improved rapidly, too. 
Twenty-five years is a short span of time 
when compared with the number of years 
which our Government has existed. 

Mr. President, when the incident to 
which I have referred occurred at Colum- 
bia, the press of the country, including 
certain types of magazines and news- 
papers, carried stories relating to the oc- 
currence which were utterly untrue. Pic- 
tures and pamphlets were circulated 
throughout the country with the inten- 
tion of inflaming the black man against 
the white man. Irresponsible newspaper 
reporters wrote articles which were not 
true, and some of them were published in 
important daily publications throughout 
the country. But I have not seen very 
much prominence given to the report of 
the grand jury which I have had inserted 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

An article was carried in the Wash- 
ington Post concerning the investigation 
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by Mrs. Meyer, who visited Columbia, she 
said, during the investigation. That re- 
port appeared in the May 20 issue of 
the Washington Post. The article was 
very critical of the people of the South. 
Her story dealt disparagingly with the 
poor whites, as she called them, as well 
as with other kinds of white persons 
whom we are supposed to have in Ten- 
nessee. I was told by the Governor of 
Tennessee, who responded so promptly 
to the call which was made at the time 
the riot began, that Mrs. Meyer called 
his office in Nashville and talked with 
him about the part he had played in 
calling out the troops in suppressing the 
insurrection. He asked Mrs. Meyer to 
remain in Tennessee as the guest of the 
State, and to go to some of the colored 
sections in Davidson County, or in any 
other part of the State which she might 
desire to visit, in an automobile which 
he would furnish her to be driven by a 
chauffeur which he would also furnish. 
He stated to her that he would be glad 
to accompany her on such an inspec- 
tion trip. He wanted especially to have 
her see the fine colored schools. Mrs, 
Meyer was in a hurry, however, and 
did not make the investigation. She had 
an opportunity to view a picture which 
she should have looked at before under- 
taking blindly to criticise—however there 
are none so blind as those who will not 
see 


Mr. President, we are called upon to 
exercise tolerance. It should be exer- 
cised by everyone. But the application 
of the rule of tolerance should be as much 
to one side of the line as to the other. 

Racial questions are always touchy and 
always will be. We in the South have 
worked to solve problems between races. 
But they will never be solved so long as 
there are persons who desire to prevent 
a solution, and who continue to stir up 
strife and discord, and to publish untrue 
articles about things which have not oc- 
curred. 

Mr. President, I hope that the report 
of the grand jury which investigated the 
unfortunate incident at Columbia, Tenn., 
will be read by every Member of the Sen- 
ate. I hope also that many other per- 
sons will read it, and that it will be 
pointed to and consulted as being a re- 
port which was made as a result of an 
honest effort on the part of honest peo- 
ple who do not want race prejudice to 
occur and who want both black and 
white people treated equally and fairly 
before the law. Mr. President, I do not 
condone what occurred in Georgia the 
other day, and neither does any other 
Senator. It was most unfortunate and 
the guilty should be punished. The peo- 
ple of the South desire to see that peace 
is maintained between the white man 
and the black man, and if left alone and 
not disturbed by agitators and others 
who have no honest desire for peace in 
their hearts, such as those of the com- 
munistie type referred to in the report, 
we will all get along. 

Incidentally, Columbia, Tenn., is in the 
heart of one of the finest sections of my 
State. It is the home of a former Presi- 
dent of the United States, James K. Polk. 
His home stands there today as a shrine, 
and it is visited daily by people from 
all sections of the country. 
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Mr. President, I am sorry that this 
subject has been heretofore reported on 
so unfairly by persons who have not 
seemed to want to make an investigation 
to the end that the truth might be 
learned before undertaking to report 
upon it. 

It is the outside agitator, the Commu- 
nist, that we have most to fear. 
ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURIS- 

DICTION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT 

OF JUSTICE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of Senate Resolution 196, and, 
as a parliamentary inquiry, I should like 


to know, first, whether my motion is in 


order; second, if it is in order, whether 
the effect of the adoption of the motion 
would be to displace the anti-poll-tax 
bill; and, third, whether or not the mo- 
tion is debatable, so as to permit me to 
make an explanation as to why I make 
the motion at this time. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I did 
not understand the statement of the Sen- 
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is debatable. If the motion is agreed 
to, it will displace the pending business. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to make a very 
brief statement in explanation of why 
I think it of vital importance 

Mr. CONNALLY. Is the Senator now 
making the motion, or not? 

Mr. MORSE. Ihave made the motion. 

Mr. CONNALLY. If the motion is 
carried, it will displace the poll-tax bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s statement is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was hoping the 
Senator from Oregon would wait until 
the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Tuomas] arrived in the Chamber. The 
Senator from Utah was chairman of the 
subcommittee of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations which handled this mat- 
ter. The whole committee is supporting 
the Senator from Utah, and we expected 
that he would be the one to call it up 
before the Senate. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the resolution. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A resolution (S. 
Res. 196) proposing acceptance of com- 
pulsory jurisdiction of International 
Court of Justice, by United States Gov- 
ernment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A mo- 
tion to consider the resolution is pending. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does it take unani- 
mous consent to consider the resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon made a motion to con- 
sider it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, by way of 
explanation 

Mr. BARKLEY. May I ask the Sen- 
ator from Oregon if he wants to proceed 
with the motion at this time? 

Mr. MORSE. I wonder if the majority 
leader would listen to my speech, because 
in the course of the explanation, I want 
to suggest, if it can be worked out, that 
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we have an understanding to proceed 
with the resolution tomorrow, at least 
making it unnecessary for me to suggest 
the absence of a quorum tonight. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I may have misun- 
derstood the Senator when he came to 
me privately about this matter. I got 
the impression that he intended to make 
the motion tomorrow. I may have mis- 
understood him. 

Mr. MORSE. I assure the Senator 
from Kentucky that he completely mis- 
understood me, that there was not any- 
thing I said that would be subject to such 
an interpretation, so far as my intent was 
concerned. 

Mr. BARKLEY.. I am supporting the 
resolution for the world court, voted for 
it in the committee, and it does not 
matter to me whether it is voted on this 
afternoon or tomorrow; but I did get the 
other impression. 

Mr. MORSE. The impression I got 
from the majority leader was that not 
only was there a great possibility but 
that in all probability such a motion 
would not be made unless the Senator 
from Oregon made it. 

Mr. B I did not get such 
an impression as that, because when the 
Senate first met today the Senator from 
Utah was here and ready to make the 
motion, and wanted to make the motion, 
but on account of the parliamentary sit- 
uation at that time, he did not do so. 

Mr. MORSE. Iam sorry the Senator 
from Utah is not present, but he can read 
this statement in the Recorp tomorrow 
morning, and I am sure he will verify 
the facts stated, because the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon has talked to the Sen- 
ator from Utah, and the Senator from 
Utah has no objection to the Senator 
from Oregon making this motion, but 
the Senator from Utah did not suggest 
that the Senator from Oregon make it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not suggesting 
that the Senator from Utah did; but the 
Senator from Utah was here and wanted 
to make the motion, and it was not pos- 
sible, under the conditions at the time 
he was interested in making it, for it to 
be considered. It is immaterial to me 
who makes the motion. I am for the 
motion, no matter who makes it. 

Mr. MORSE. I have no intention of 
calling for a vote on the motion in the 
absence of the Senator from Utah, but 
I am going to make my motion, and I 
should like to make an explanation as 
to why I think it important that the 
motion be made. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order that this reso- 
lution should properly go to the Execu- 
tive Calendar instead of the Legislative 
Calendar, because it expresses the con- 
currence and advice of the Senate to 
the President; so it has no place on the 
Legislative Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution was reported as a legislative 
proposition. The Chair is of the opinion 
it is in order. 

Mr. CONNALLY. If the Chair will 
read the resolution, he will find it is 
not joined in by the House of Represent- 
atives at all. It calls for action only 
by the Senate. 

Mr. . The Senator from 
Texas suggested the same thing to me, 
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and it occurred to me at first that it 
should be on the Executive Calendar, but 
on second thought it is not a treaty, to be 
put on the Executive Calendar in the 
same sense an ordinary treaty would be, 
to be considered in executive session. 
Therefore I must take the position that 
being a resolution of approval, an en- 
dorsement, a committal, and not being a 
treaty between this country and some 
other country, probably it is properly on 
the Legislative Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader sustains the Chair. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 


Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena- . 


tor from Utah? 

Mr. MORSE. For what purpose? 

Mr. MURDOCK. Has the Chair ruled 
on the point of order made by the Sena- 
tor from Texas? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has ruled on the point of order. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I should like to 
make the observation that if this involves 
legislation, and is a legislative matter, it 
is beyond the comprehension of the Sen- 
ator from Utah how the Senate can pos- 
sibly take exclusive action without re- 
ferring it to the House of Representatives 
and then to the President. Certainly the 
Constitution provides that any legislative 
matter, any resolution or any bill pro- 
posing legislation, must, if passed by the 
Senate, be sent to the House, and the 
House must concur in it and send it to 
the President of the United States. 

Notwithstanding the ruling of the 
Chair, and with all due respect to the 
present occupant of the chair, it seems 
to me that to hold that this is a legisla- 
tive matter, and still hold that it does 
not need to go to the House, is certainly 
contrary to the Constitution of the 
United States, whether or not it con- 
forms to the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, this 
resolution is based upon the agreement of 
the United States heretofore entered into 
when it became a member of the United 
Nations. It is a part of the United Na- 
tions set-up. The resolution itself starts 
by saying “That the Senate,” and in the 
United Nations Charter, as I recall, pro- 
vision is made that this International 
Court shall be approved by the Senate of 
the United States, not by the Congress. 

Mr, AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr, I yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I dislike very much to 
have the Senate proceed on the theory 
that it is a provision in the treaty, for it 
is not. The statute of the Court is made 
an integral part of the treaty, and the 
statute of the Court, provides that any 
member may signify, by a declaration, its 
recognition of the ipso facto jurisdiction 
of the Court. Therefore the only ques- 
tion that arises is, How does a state 
signify its adherence to that provision? 
The matter came up in the subcommit- 
‘tee of the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and was very thoroughly 
studied. We had before us, representing 
the American Bar Association and rep- 
resenting the State Department, lawyers 
who would be especially qualified to speak 
on this subject. It was their opinion that 
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there were two methods by which the 
Government of the United States could 
make its declaration. One was by a bill, 
to be passed by both Houses, but the 
other seemed preferable, and it was the 
method of getting the advice and consent 
of the Senate, as in the case of adher- 
ence to a treaty. That requires a two- 
thirds vote of the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true. 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is the way the 
resolution adopted at the San Francisco 
Conference is set up. But the statute of 
the Court does not say that the Senate 
may make the declaration. It does not 
undertake to decide that question. Each 
8 must for itself decide the ques- 

on. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Under its own con- 
stitutional processes. 

Mr. AUSTIN Yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That does not con- 
trovert the statement that the Court of 
International Justice is a part of the set- 
up of the United Nations. 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It comes about by 
virtue of it; and that the statute which 
has been adopted for the Court is a part 
of the general program under the United 
Nations. I think I am correct about 
that. 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is correct, it is 
an integral part. 

Mr. BARKLEY. An integral part. 
So that the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, having a choice as between a res- 
olution, to be adopted by two-thirds of 
the Senate, and a joint resolution or bill, 
to be passed on by both Houses by a 
majority, either one of which courses 
could have been pursued, has decided 
that the resolution formula is the course 
we should pursue, and in this case a two- 
thirds vote will be required, instead of a 
majority. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Section 2 of article 
36 of the Charter of the United Nations 
reads as follows: 

The states parties to the present statute 
may at any time declare that they recognize 
as compulsory ipso facto and without spe- 
cial agreement, in relation to any other state 
accepting the same obligation, the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court in all legal disputes con- 
cerning: 


And then it gives a category of causes 
that it may act upon, 

Mr. President, the Charter says “the 
states party to the present statute.” I 
confess that my own predilection is that 
this is a matter that can very properly 
be acted upon by both the Senate and 
the House since the article contains the 
word “states.” Certainly the states can 
give consent, through their constitutional 
processes, by enactment of a statute 
saying that they give consent. 

The House of Representatives has 
pending before it a resolution contem- 
plating action by both bodies. But, as 
suggested by the Senator from Ver- 
month [Mr. Austin] the Senate com- 
mittee, after considering the matter 
quite thoroughly, came to the conclu- 
sion that it could be done properly by 
either method just as efficaciously, the 
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one giving the consent of the Senate in 
the form of advice and consent to the 
President, and that the President should 
then file notice with the United Nations 
Organization that the United States ad- 
heres to the compulsory jurisdiction 
clause. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield for one more 
matter? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to read 
into the Recorp at this point from the 
report of the committee on page 10: 

Inasmuch as the declaration would involve 
important new obligations for the United 
States, the committee was of the opinion that 
it should be approved by the treaty process, 
with two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring. The force and effect of the declara- 
tion is that of a treaty, binding the United 
States with respect to those states which have 
or which may in the future deposit similar 
declarations. Moreover, under our constitu; 
tional system the peaceful settlement of dis- 
putes through arbitration or judicial settle- 
ment has always been considered a proper 
subject for the use of the treaty procedure, 
While the declaration can hardly be consid- 
ered a treaty in the strict sense of that term, 
the nature of the obligations assumed by the 
contracting parties are such that no action 
less solemn or less formal than that required 
for treaties should be contemplated. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
not repeat the remarks I made earlier 
this afternoon. I only wish to say that 
every intuitive cell in my body convinces 
me that it is of the utmost importance 
that the Senate of the United States vote 
upon this resolution before it adjourns. 
As I indicated earlier this afternoon, 
I know of no responsibility more grave 
resting upon our shoulders than to dem- 
onstrate by action to the peoples of the 
world that we believe that international 
disputes within the boundaries of inter- 
national law, and in accordance with the 
terms of this resolution, should be set- 
tled by way of the World Court. I do 
not see how we can possibly go home 
with the world upset and torn as it is 
without adopting this resolution. I have 
talked about it to a great many Members 
of this body. I am absolutely convinced 
that if it can be brought to a vote there 
is no question that the resolution will 
be adopted. Support for this resolution 
throughout the United States is so over- 
whelming, so well founded in fact and 
logic, that I know the Members of this 
body are not going to escape the in- 
evitable conclusion that they must 
reach—namely, that there is no valid 
reason for not adopting the resolution 
at this time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. We cannot reach that 
conclusion, I will suggest to the Senator 
from Oregon, until we have full debate 
of the subject. I do not know of any- 
thing more important we can do, but I 
think we may be a little profligate in 
rushing this through in the closing hours 
of the session. 

Mr. MORSE. I am certainly not in 
favor of rushing it through. I am in 
favor, if it takes longer than the junior 
Senator from Oregon now thinks it may 
take, to stay here and take the time 
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necessary, because I believe it is clearly 
our responsibility to adopt this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator again yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Considering its im- 
portance, if it be considered that as a 
matter of national exigency we should 
adopt the resolution, then I, too, would 
be willing to stay. I certainly would not 
be willing that the resolution be rushed 
through the Senate in the closing hours 
of this session without the fullest debate. 
1 Mr. MORSE. I want the fullest de- 

ate. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Because I cannot 
think of anything more important from 
an international standpoint. Personally, 
I should like to see something brought 
before the Senate that would enable me 
to vote for adherence, but I want to know 
what I am voting for. 

Mr. MORSE. I want the Senator from 
Colorado to know what he is voting for 
before he votes. That is why I want the 
fullest debate. When the Senator talks 
about the international importance of 
the resolution, I say, yes, it is of great in- 
ternational importance, it is of tremen- 
dous world importance, and I think that 
now that we have practically reached the 
end of our calendar we ought to take the 
time necessary to give full and fair con- 
sideration to this resolution and proceed 
to adopt it. 

Mr. GEORGE rose. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to finish my 
explanatory statement before I yield fur- 
ther, Mr. President. 

Mr. GEORGE. I simply wish to make 
an inquiry. Do I correctly understand 
that the Senator is now making a motion 
to take up the resolution for considera- 
tion? 

Mr. MORSE. I have made the motion. 
I am now debating the motion. 

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator wish 
to press for a vote on that motion this 
afternoon? 

Mr. MORSE. That is what I want to 
discuss in the course of my explanation. 

Mr. President, I now make the motion 
because of the great importance, in my 
judgment, of the resolution for the es- 
tablishment of international justice 
through law. I make it also, Mr. Presi- 
dent—and I do not want to embarrass 
the Senator from Vermont—I make it 
also out of the greatest of respect for a 
great record of public service which one 
of the great statesmen of this body has 
made with respect to international law. 
I refer to the great and distinguished 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AUSTIN], 
who is about to leave this body in order 
to assume great responsibility as the 
representative of this Nation on the Se- 
curity Council. I certainly think that 
it would be a fitting tribute to pay to 
that distinguished American citizen 
whose public service in my judgment— 
and I speak out of the depths of my 
heart, and the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
supports my statement—demonstrates 
that he is undoubtedly as able in the 
field of international law as any inter- 
national lawyer ever produced by the 
United States. Through the years he 
has given unstinted devotion to the ideal 
of establishing an international order in 
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which and through which and by which 
the nations of the world will settle their 
differences by rules of reason and by 
judicial processes, and thereby destroy 
the cause of war. What more fitting 
tribute could this body pay to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont, than, as we send 
him forth to greater tasks, to demon- 
strate that we are back of him and 
intend to give him all the support we 
can as he pleads, as I know he will plead, 
in the councils of the world for the peace- 
ful settlement of disputes by way of the 
World Court? 

Mr. President, I have made the motion 
for the reason, among others, that I 
think the great Secretary of State, as he 
sits in Paris ought to be able to give a 
clear demonstration to the represent- 
atives of other nations participating in 
that peace conference that the United 
States of America means to keep faith 
with the San Francisco Charter and live 
up to the resolution which was adopted 
at the plenary session to the effect that 
as soon as possible the signatories to the 
treaty would file their declaration, ac- 
cepting the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
World Court. I shall continue to await 
throughout this debate to hear any sound 
reason why now should not be the time 
for the filing of the declaration by the 
United States. What better evidence of 
support to the concept of international 
justice through law could we give to the 
nations sitting in Paris at the peace con- 
ference than the adoption of this reso- 
lution? It is the epitome, it seems to me, 
Mr. President, of our intent and our pur- 
pose so far as living up to the objectives of 
the San Francisco Charter are concerned. 

Mr. President, I am well aware that 
my motion will displace H. R. 7. I am 
perfectly willing to assume the respon- 
sibility of displacing H. R. 7, because I 
think it has been demonstrated as clearly 
as it can ever be demonstrated that 
H. R. 7 has no chance whatsoever of 
passing at this session of Congress. 
Heretofore I have set forth my reasons 
for believing that it has no chance, be- 
cause of the parliamentary situation in 
which we find ourselves. Therefore I 
offer no apology for making a motion 
which would displace House bill 7, par- 
ticularly in view of the fact that my 
motion seeks to secure the passage 
through the Senate of the United States 
of a resolution which would give to the 
peoples of the world assurance that our 
country stands ready and wiling now to 
settle its disputes within the terms of 
the resolution through the medium of a 
world court. 

Mr. President, I have made the motion 
with great hesitation. In private con- 
versations with other Members of this 
body I have tried to determine whether 
there would be opportunity for the con- 
sideration of the resolution through a 
motion made by some other Member of 
the Senate. I have reached the con- 
clusion that if this motion is to be made 
and if the resolution is to be considered 
at this session of Congress, it is necessary 
for the junior Senator from Oregon to 
make the motion. 

I have given a great deal of time and 
attention to the problems involved in the 
resolution. I have worked with the 
leaders of the American Bar Association. 
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I have worked with the outstanding in- 
ternational lawyers of this country. I 
have had conferences with representa- 
tives of the State Department. I have 
satisfied myself, from his own public 
statements, that the President of the 
United States is for the principle of the 
resolution, and I am satisfied that the 
Secretary of State is for the principle of 
the resolution. I have satisfied myself 
that those in the best position to know 
consider the resolution sound from the 
standpoint of international law. It 
should be adopted by the Senate of the 
United States before it adjourns. Hence 
I make the motion. If possible I should 
like to have an understanding that my 
motion to take up the resolution will not 
be voted upon tonight, thus making it 
unnecessary for me to suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. If I may have the 
understanding that upon the convening 
of the Senate tomorrow my motion to 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Resolution 196 will be the first order of 
business, that arrangement will be per- 
fectly satisfactory to me. If I cannot 
have such an understanding I must sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum, because 
I do not wish to have my motion con- 
sidered with only a portion of the Mem- 
bers of the Senate present. The resolu- 
tion is too important to the future peace 
of the world for us to vote on the motion 
at this late hour tonight without a quo- 
rum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Senate Reso- 
lution 196. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
motion is to be pressed tonight I must 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I do 
not believe that the motion ought to be 
pressed tonight. I am perfectly willing 
to have the motion remain pending and 
be the unfinished business when the Sen- 
ate convenes tomorrow. 

Mr. MORSE. I make that unanimous 
consent request. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it is 
not necessary to make a unanimous con- 
sent request. If we do not pass on the 
motion tonight it will be the pending 
question when we convene tomorrow fol- 
lowing a recess. Á 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. MURDOCK. If the unanimous- 
consent request is agreed to, is it too 
late to appeal from the ruling of the 
Chair on the question whether Senate 
Resolution 196 is a legislative matter or 
an executive matter? I cannot forget 
the fact that we are operating in the 
Senate under the Constitution of the 
United States; and I cannot for the life 
of me understand how the Senate can 
act on what is so obviously an executive 
matter without going into executive ses- 
sion. If any Member of the Senate can 
point out to me how the Senate can act 
on legislative matters without such mat- 
ters being referred to the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and why such matters re- 
quire a two-thirds majority, I should like 
to have it pointed out. If there is any 
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provision of the Constitution which pro- 
vides for legislative matters being con- 
sidered by the Senate exclusively, and 
determined by a two-thirds vote, I should 
like to have any lawyer in the Senate 
point it out to me. I may be mistaken. 
There may be such a provision in the 
Constitution, but up to this time I have 
found none. I am not aware of such a 
provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is of the opinion that the two- 
thirds vote required does not make 
necessary the consideration of the reso- 
lution in executive session. 

Mr. MURDOCK. The resolution it- 
self provides— 

Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein— 


Whether it was so intended or not, 
the resolution itself makes the subject 
one to be considered as a treaty. It pro- 
vides for the procedure prescribed by 
the Constitution for considering a 
treaty. 

Under the Constitution all legislative 
powers are vested in the Congress, con- 
sisting of a Senate and a House of 
Representatives. I am as anxious as is 
the Senator from Oregon to proceed to 
the consideration of the resolution, but 
I must insist, if we take it up, that we 
take it up under the Constitution. The 
resolution itself makes it an executive 
matter. It gives it the dignity of a 
treaty. So if the resolution so provides, 

then certainly the Senate should go into 
executive session for its consideration, 
and proceed with it as a treaty. In my 
opinion that ts exactly what it is. 

So far as the unanimous consent re- 
quest is concerned, I reserve the right 
to appeal from the decision of the Chair 
on the question whether the Senate must 
resolve itself into executive session to 
consider this subject. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
wish merely to observe that there is 
nothing in the Constitution with refer- 
ence to the legislative calendar or the 
executive calendar. For the conven- 
ience of the Senate, in making up the 
calendars executive business is placed 
on the executive calendar. Formerly an 
executive session was a closed session 
for the consideration of executive busi- 

ness. That is how it got its name. 
Treaties and nominations were formerly 
considered in closed sessions. The 
Senate later amended its rules. It 
pursued the custom of requiring an ex- 
ecutive session for the consideration of 
executive business, but executive busi- 
ness is now considered in open executive 
session. 

There is nothing in the Constitution 
which says anything about whether we 
should have one calendar or two calen- 
dars. We could place all the business on 
the same calendar. We could go into 
executive session to consider nomina- 
tions and treaties, as we do. I do not 
think there is anything unconstitutional 
about the procedure in connection with 
a subject requiring a two-thirds vote. 
It does not make any difference whether 
it is considered in legislative session or 
executive session, Under the Constitu- 
tion we are not required to go into execu- 
tive session in order to pass upon a ques- 
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tion which requires a two-thirds major- 
ity. 

Mr. MURDOCK, Mr. President, if 
the Senator wishes to take the position 
that at this late date, the Senate having 
for many years acted on treaties in exec- 
utive session and on legislative mat- 
ters in legislative session, the Senate may 
now with propriety absolutely disregard 
its customs and rules and may now han- 
dle executive business in legislative ses- 
sion, then, of course, I agree with him 
that so far as the Constitution is con- 
cerned that is probably in order. But it 
seems to me that it would be very irreg- 
ular for the Senate to take the position 
that we can handle executive business 
such as this, a subject having the dignity 
of a treaty, without following the rules 
of the Senate and going into executive 
session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The question of hav- 
ing an executive session does not depend 
upon whether the proposal requires a 
two-thirds majority. We confirm nom- 
inations by a bare majority, in execu- 
tive session. We ratify treaties by a 
two-thirds majority in executive ses- 
sion. The Senate might have started 
from the beginning without having what 
we call executive sessions, but that would 
not modify the constitutional provision 
that a treaty must be ratified by a two- 
thirds vote. 

It is immaterial to me whether we do 
this in executive session or legislative 
session. In my judgment it would not 
disrupt the rules to consider the resolu- 
tion in legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is im- 
material to the Chair; but the Senator 
from Kentucky has stated the situation 
as the Chair understands it. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Kentucky take the posi- 
tion that this is a legislative matter? 

Mr. BARKLEY. To be perfectly frank, 
it partakes of the nature of both execu- 
tive and legislative. Under the statute 
which has been referred to by the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. Austin], which is a 
part of the United Nations program, it is 
provided that the statute may be adhered 
to under the constitutional processes of 
the various States which deal with it. 
In a sense it is legislative. In a sense it 
may be executive. It makes no differ- 
ence whether we regard it as an execu- 
tive or legislative matter. The resolution 
itself requires a two-thirds majority. If 
the Senate is to act upon it as if it were 
a treaty—not because it is a treaty, but 
as if it were a treaty—the two-thirds 
rule would apply, whether it were con- 
sidered in executive session or in legis- 
lative session. 

Mr. MURDOCK. If the majority 
leader wishes to take the position that 
the rules of the Senate with regard to 
executive business, as distinguished from 
legislative business, are so inconsequen- 
tial that we should not observe them 
and that we can handle an executive 
matter in legislative session without pay- 
ing any attention to the Senate rules, 
while I hesitate to do so, I disagree with 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not take that 
position. 

Mr. MURDOCK. It seems to me that 
the Senator does, 
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Mr. BARKLEY. In a sense, this is a 
mixture, It is not exactly a treaty be- 
tween this country and another country 
with regard to a particular subject. It is 
a question of adhering to an organization 
which has been established under a stat- 
ute of the United Nations. As the Sena- 
tor from Vermont has pointed out, ad- 
herence to the statute could be accom- ` 
plished by an act of both Houses, which 
would be signed by the President; or it 
could be accomplished by Senate ratifi- 
cation, as if it were a treaty, which would 
require a two-thirds vote. The com- 
mittee decided to pursue that course. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I have noticed a 
tendency in the Senate, especially in the 
past several years, to treat lightly our 
treaty-making powers. We have been 
willing to forget all about what the Con- 
stitution says with regard to treaties. 

And now it seems, on the ground of 
convenience and expediency, we are will- 
ing to consider as legislation matters 
which, in my opinion, should never be 
treated as anything but treaties, and to 
adopt a procedure whereby an executive 
agreement may be ratified by means of 
a simple Senate resolution. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
what we now have before us certainly 
has the dignity of a treaty. It has the 
effect and the result of a treaty. I am 
unwilling to throw the rules of the Sen- 
ate to the winds and to consider the 
matter as a mixture of executive and 
legislative business. 

In my judgment we should draw the 
line between what is executive business 
and what is legislative business; and 
when we have an executive matter, we 
should follow the rules of the Senate rel- 
ative to executive procedure. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to make two 
points in connection with my statement 
of the parliamentary inquiry. In the 
first place, I understand that the Chair 
has ruled that my motion is in order. 
In the second place, I understand that 
the majority leader has stated that my 
motion will be in order at the beginning 
of the session tomorrow, if we take a 
recess tonight and if it remains, at the 
time of the taking of the recess, the 
pending business; and that, therefore, 
unanimous consent will not be required 
in order to make it the pending busi- 
ness at the beginning of the session 
tomorrow. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
statement of the Senator from Oregon 
is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. If that be so, then I 
say to my good friend, the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Murpocx], that the discussion 
in which he is participating now is a dis- 
cussion of the merits of my motion, and 
I respectfully suggest we should pro- 
ceed with it tomorrow afternoon when 
we can have a full attendance of the 
Members of the Senate rather than take 
it up at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state to the Senator from 
Utah that, no business having been 
transacted, an appeal from the ruling of 
the Chair will still be in order. 
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Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, did 
I correctly understand the Chair to state 
that an appeal from the ruling of the 
Chair will be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. I wish to say that un- 
less this resolution is advice and consent 
of the Senate for the President to take 
a highly important act, it is nothing. It 
can be only that. I do not think it ma- 
terial whether the resolution appears on 
the Executive Calendar, although that 
has been our custom, or whether it ap- 
pears on the Legislative Calendar. But 
what it is—and it is that or nothing—is 
the advice and consent of the Senate of 
the United States for the President of the 
United States to consent to the compul- 
sory jurisdiction of the International 
Court. I take issue flatly and squarely 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] when he says 
that this matter might be handled by 
a simple concurrent resolution to be 
adopted by the two Houses. I do not 
think so. Not only is it a treaty, but it is 
a treaty of the highest importance. This 
resolution raises definitely and distinctly 
the question which the Senate should 
consider, and which I shall insist that it 
consider; namely, whether this Interna- 
tional Court, itself, by the acceptance of 
compulsory jurisdiction upon our part, 
acquires the function of determining 
whether a question is essentially a do- 
mestic question or whether the Court 
itself has the final right to say whether 
any juridical matter submitted to it 
involves a domestic question. Let me 
say that if I can define what is going on 
in this country and what has been go- 
ing on, it is that a large number of 
Americans think that by adopting res- 
olutions and hastily entering into inter- 
national agreements, we can make cer- 
tain and steadfast the peace of the earth. 
I am as strongly in favor of any step 
which looks to the peace as any man 
who has ever occupied a seat in this 
body has been or can be; but we are not 
going to obtain peace by the mere pas- 
sage of laws. We are not going to put 
au end to war by the mere passage of 
laws or the adoption of resolutions, or 
by adhering to every type and kind of 
international agreement which anyone in 
the State Department or elsewhere can 
think of. It is high time that the Amer- 
ican people know what they are agree- 
ing to and what they are committing 
themselves to, and that they have a 
firm conviction about it, because only in 
the firm conviction and in the high re- 
solve to carry through from day to day 
and from year to year is there any pos- 
sible hope for peace, through anything 
that we have done thus far or through 
anything that is now being proposed.. 

I have no moral doubt that this reso- 
lution is but one thing, namely, the ad- 
vance advice and consent of the Senate 
for the President to perform an act 
which will for a stipulated period com- 
mit us to an international agreement 
which is of the utmost importance to the 
American people. 

Therefore, I am glad that the Senator 
is not going to press for a vote on his 
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motion that the Senate consider the reso- 
lution, and that he will not endeavor to 
have the Senate take it up until tomor- 
row. I shall have no objection to hav- 
ing the Senate consider it, let me say. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I simply wish to say to 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
that I am in complete concurrence with 
his remarks. I feel as he does. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as I 
have said, I shall have no objection to 
having the Senate take up the resolu- 
tion, but I do not think we should stumble 
blindly into such a situation that a mere 
majority vote of the Senate can commit 
us to the compulsory jurisdiction of a 
court on which we probably shall have a 
representative, but on which we need not 
actually have anything like an influential 
voice. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
wish to respond to one thing the Senator 
from Oregon has said. The Senator 
from Oregon said that he became con- 
vinced that this motion never would be 
offered in the Senate unless he offered 
it. Let me say that the Senator from 
Utah IMr. Tuomas], the chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, held hearings and 
gave this matter very careful and serious 
attention. He happens to be temporarily 
absent, at the moment, but during the 
day he conferred with me several times. 
He is anxious to have the resolution 
taken up and considered by the Senate. 
He had every intention of trying to bring 
it up either this afternoon or tomorrow. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I have talked to my 
colleague today about the matter, and 
he deplored the fact that the resolution 
was not before the Senate. I am sure 
there is no Senator who is more anxious 
than he to have it considered, and I am 
sure it was his intention to. endeavor to 
bring it up. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, let 
me say that, as chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, I deferred to the 
Senator from Utah. I could have pre- 
sented the matter to the Senate; but the 
Senator from Utah had done so much 
work on it, that I deferred to him, and I 
recommended that he handle it. He has 
conferred with me a number of times, 
not later than this morning; and he was 
very anxious and indeed insistent that 
he be given an opportunity to call up 
the resolution. 

I say that, in response to the sugges- 
tion made by the Senator from Oregon 
that he, the Senator from Oregon, was 
the only person who was qualified to 
bring up the resolution. 

Mr. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 


Mr. MILLIKIN, Is this matter before 


the Senate as a legislative matter or as a 
treaty? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
question probably will be determined to- 
morrow morning. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It has not as yet been 
determined. Is that correct? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 
not as yet been determined. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Do I correctly under- 
stand that that is not implicit in the rul- 
ing which the Chair has already made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has ruled that there is still the 
right of appeal from the ruling of the 
Chair. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I ask the Chair 
to be kind enough to state what is the 
ruling which bears on the question 
whether this matter is a treaty or is a 
legislative matter? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rul- 
ing was that the matter is legislative, and 
does not require consideration in execu- 
tive session. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, a fur- 
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Has an appeal been 
taken from the ruling of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Murpock] took an appeal 
from the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. MURDOCK, Mr. President, let 
me say. that I reserved the right to ap- 
peal tomorrow from the decision of the 
Chair, when the matter comes before 
the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
the record to be perfectly clear in re- 
gard to the position taken by the senior 
Senator from Utah. Of course, he can 
speak for himself, tomorrow, when he is 
on the floor. Let me say now that just 
before the senior Senator from Utah left 
the floor this afternoon, I had a confer- 
ence with him. I talked to him about 
the possibility of having the resolution 
presented. He indicated very clearly to 
me, as I think he himself will testify to- 
morrow, that it was not his expectation 
to bring up the resolution. I said to him, 
“Under those circumstances, then, do 
you have any objection if I make the 
motion?” He said, None whatsoever.” 
Furthermore, he said to me that if I did 
make the motion, he would support it. 

That is the substance of a conversation 
which I had with the senior Senator from 
Utah within 5 minutes of the time when 
he left the floor this afternoon. 

Mr. President, insofar as I am con- 
cerned, I have no pride of authorship in 
this matter. I am not interested in who 
gets credit for any parliamentary move 
which is made on the floor of the Senate 
in connection with the resolution; but 
I am devoted to the great principles 
which it involves. I am perfectly willing 
to yield to any other Senator who may 
desire to make the motion. I only say, 
Mr. President, let us go ahead tomorrow 
and debate this resolution on its merits, 
and proceed to give the American people 
a decision as to the position of the Sen- 
ate of the United States in regard to the 
question whether the United States 
should accept the compulsory jurisdiction 
of the world court. 

TRANSACTION OF EXECUTIVE BUSINESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
compelled to leave the Chamber. I wish 
to have the nominations on the Executive 
Calendar confirmed. They will take but 
only a moment of the Senate’s time. 
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T ask unanimous consent, as in execu- 
tive session, that the Senate consider 
the nominations on the Executive Cal- 
endar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. HUFFMAN in 
the chair) laid before the Senate mes- 
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations and a treaty were sub- 
mitted: 


By Mr. OVERTON, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

Commodore Ellis Reed-Hill, United States 
Coast Guard, to be a rear admiral for tempo- 
rary service to rank as such from the Ist day 
of August 1946; and 

The following two Coast Guard officers to 
be professors in the United States Coast 
Guard: 

Commander Henry S. Sharp, United States 
Coast Guard with rank of lieutenant, with 
date of rank as lieutenant from May 15, 1935; 
and 

Lt. Robert E. Reed-Hill, United States 
Coast Guard, with the rank of lieutenant 
(junior grade). 

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 
Naval Affairs: 

Admiral Jonas H. Ingram, United States 
Navy, to be an admiral in the Navy, for tem- 
porary service, to rank from the 15th day of 
November 1944; 

Rear Adm. Herbert G. Hopwood, United 
States Navy, to be Director of Budget and 
Reports in the Department of the Navy, with 
the rank of rear admiral, for a term of 3 years; 
and 

Pay Director Walter A. Buck to be Paymas- 
ter General and Chief of the Bureau of Sup- 
plies and Accounts in the Department of the 
Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, for a 
term of 4 years. 

By Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

Dillon S. Myer, of Ohio, to be Administrator 
of the United States Housing Authority in 
the National Housing Agency. 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

Sundry candidates for promotions in the 
Regular Corps of the United States Public 
Health Service. 

By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

Louis G. Dreyfus, Jr., of California, now 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo- 
tentiary to Iceland, to be Envoy Extraordinary 
and Minister Plenipotentiary to Sweden; and 

The following-named persons to be For- 
eign Service officers, unclassified, vice consuls 
of career, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service: 

John M. Kavanaugh, of Louisiana; 

Stephen A. Koczak, of New Jersey; 

David J. S. Manbey, of California; and 

David E. Mark, of New York. 


Executive J, Seventy-ninth Congress, sec- . 


ond session, a treaty of general relations and 
protocol between the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Republic of the Philippines, 
signed at Manila on July 4, 1946; without 
amendment (Ex. Rept. No. 10). 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 


be no further reports of committees, as 
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in executive session, the clerk will state 
the nominations on the calendar. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Louis G. Dreyfus, Jr., of Cali- 
fornia, to be envoy extraordinary and 
minister plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Sweden. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of John M. Kavanaugh, of Louisi- 
ana, to be Foreign Service officer, un- 
classified, vice consul of career, and sec- 
retary in the Diplomatic Service of the 
United States of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Stephen A. Koczak, of New 
Jersey, to be Foreign Service officer, un- 
classified, vice consul of career, and sec- 
retary in the Diplomatic Service of the 
United States of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of David J. S. Manbey, of California, 
be Foreign Service officer, unclassified, 
vice consul of career, and secretary in 
the diplomatic service of the United 
States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of David E. Mark, of New York, to 
be Foreign Service officer, unclassified, 
vice consul of career, and secretary in the 
diplomatic service of the United States 
of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


GOVERNOR OF PUERTO RICO 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Jests T. PIÑERO, of Puerto Rico, 
to be Governor of Puerto Rico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
of postmaster be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, the nominations of post- 
masters are confirmed en bloc. 


THE NAVY 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Navy. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the nominations in the 
Navy be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the Navy 
are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the President be notified of all 
nominations confirmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

That concludes the calendar. 


ORDER OF RECESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
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ate concludes its deliberations today, it 
Stand in recess until 11 o’clock tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


TREATY OF GENERAL RELATIONS AND 
PROTOCOL WITH THE PHILIPPINE RE- 
PUBLIC 


Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, as in 
executive session I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of Ex- 
ecutive J (79th Cong., 2d sess.) being a 
treaty of general relations and protocol 
with the Republic of the Philippines. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded 
to consider the treaty and protocol, Exec- 
utive J (79th Cong., 2d sess.), a treaty of 
general relations and protocol with the 
Republic of the Philippines, signed at 
Manila on July 4, 1946, which was read 
the second time, as follows: 


TREATY OF GENERAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE RE- 
PUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 


The United States of America and the Re- 
public of the Philippines being animated by 
the desire to cement the relations of close 
and long friendship existing between the 
two countries, and to provide for the recog- 
nition ot the independence of the Republic 
of the Philippines as of July 4, 1946 and the 
relinquishment of American sovereignty over 
the Philippine Islands, have agreed upon the 
following articles: 

ARTICLE I 

The United States of America agrees to 
withdraw and surrender, and does hereby 
withdraw and surrender, all right of pos- 
session, supervision, jurisdiction, control or 
sovereignty existing and exercised by the 
United States of America in and over the 
territory and the people of the Philippine Is- 
lands, except the use of such bases, neces- 
sary appurtenances to such bases, and the 
rights incident thereto, as the United States 
of America, by agreement with the Republic 
of the Philippines, may deem necessary to 
retain for the mutual protection of the 
United States of America and of the Republic 
of the Philippines. The United States of 
America further agrees to recognize, and does 
hereby recognize, the independence of the 
Republic of the Philippines as a separate 
self-governing nation and to acknowledge, 
and does hereby acknowledge, the authority 
and control over the same of the Govern- 
ment instituted by the people thereof, under 
the Constitution of the Republic of the Phil- 
ippines, 

ARTICLE It 


The diplomatic representatives of each 
country shall enjoy in the territories of the 
other the privileges and immunities derived 
from generally recognized international law 
and usage. The consular representatives of 
each country, duly provided with exequatur, 
will be permitted to reside in the territories 
of the other in the places wherein consular 
representatives are by local laws permitted to 
reside; they shall enjoy the honorary privi- 
leges and the immunities accorded to such 
officers by general international usage; and 
they shall not be treated in a manner less 
favorable than similar officers of any other 
foreign country. 

ARTICLE III 


Pending the final establishment of the 
requisite Philippine Foreign Service estab- 
lishments abroad, the United States of 
America and the Republic of the Philippines 
agree that at the request of the Republic of 
the Philippines the United States of America 
will endeavor, in so far as it may be practica- 
ble, to represent through its Foreign Service 
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the interests of the Republic of the Philip- 
pines in countries where there is no Philip- 
pine representation. The two countries fur- 
ther agree that any such arrangements are 
to be subject to termination when in the 
judgment of either country such arrange- 
ments are no longer necessary. 


ARTICLE IV 


The Republic of the Philippines agrees to 
assume, and does hereby assume, all the 
debts and Habilities of the Philippine Is- 
lands, its provinces, cities, municipalities 
and instrumentalities, which shall be valid 
and subsisting on the date hereof. The Re- 
public of the Philippines will make adequate 
provision for the necessary funds for the 
payment of interest on and principal of 
bonds issued prior to May 1, 1934 under au- 
thority of an Act of Congress of the United 
States of America by the Philippine Islands, 
or any province, city or municipality there- 
in, and such obligations shall be a first lien 
on the taxes collected in the Philippines, 

ARTICLE V 

The United States of America and the Re- 
public of the Philippines agree that all 
cases at law concerning the Government and 
people of the Philippines which, in accord- 
ance with Section 7 (6) of the Independence 
Act of 1934, are pending before the Supreme 
Court of the United States of America at 
the date of the granting of the independence 
of the Republic of the Philippines shall con- 
tinue to be subject to the review of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States of Amer- 
ica for such period of time after independ- 
ence as may be necessary to effectuate the 
disposition of the cases at hand. The con- 
tracting parties also agree that following the 
disposition of such cases the Supreme Court 
of the United States of America will cease 
to have the right of review of cases originat- 
ing in the Philippine Islands. 


ARTICLE VI 


In so far as they are not covered by exist- 
ing legislation, all claims of the Government 
of the United States of America or its na- 
tionals against the Government of the 
Republic of the Philippines and all claims 
of the Government of the Republic of the 
Philippines and its nationals against the 
Government of the United States of America 
shall be promptly adjusted and settled. The 
property rights of the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Republic of the Philippines shall 
be promptly adjusted and settled by mutual 
agreement, and all existing property rights of 
citizens and corporations of the United 
States of America in the Republic of the 
Philippines and of citizens and corpora- 
tions of the Republic of the Philippines in 
the United States of America shall be 
acknowledged, respected and safeguarded to 
the same extent as property rights of citizens 
and corporations of the Republic of the 
Philippines and of the United States of 
America respectively. Both Governments 
shall designate representatives who may in 
concert agree on measures best calculated to 
effect a satisfactory and expeditious disposal 
of such claims as may not be covered by 
existing legislation. 

ARTICLE VII 


The Republic of the Philippines agrees to 
assume all continuing obligations assumed 
by the United States of America under the 
Treaty of Peace between the United States 
of America and Spain concluded at Paris on 
the 10th day of December, 1898, by which the 
Philippine Islands were ceded to the United 
States of America, and under the Treaty be- 
tween the United States of America and Spain 
concluded at Washington on the 7th day of 
November, 1900. 

ARTICLE VIIT 

This Treaty shall enter into force on the 
exchange of instruments of ratification. 

This Treaty shall be submitted for ratifica- 
tion in accordance with the constitutional 
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procedures of the United States of America 
and of the Republic of the Philippines; and 
instruments of ratification shall be exchanged 
and deposited at Manila. 

Signed at Manila this fourth day of July, 
one thousand nine hundred forty-six. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

PauL V. MoNuTT 

For the Government of the Republic of the 
Philippines: 

MANUEL ROXAS 
PROTOCOL TO ACCOMPANY THE TREATY OF GEN- 

ERAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 

OF AMERICA AND THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHIL- 

INES, SIGNED AT MANILA ON THE FOURTH 

Day or JULY 1946 

It is understood and agreed by the High 
Contracting Parties that this Treaty is for 
the purpose of izing the independence 
of the Republic of the Philippines and for 
the maintenance of close and harmonious re- 
lations between the two Governments: 

It is understood and agreed that this 
Treaty does not attempt to regulate the 
details of arrangements between the two 
Governments for their mutual defense; for 
the establishment, termination or regulation 
of the rights and duties of the two countries, 
each with respect to the other, in the set- 
tlement of claims, as to the ownership or 
control of real or personal property, or as to 
the carrying out of provisions of law of either 
country; or for the settlement of rights or 
claims of citizens or corporations of either 
country with respect to or against the other. 

It is understood and agreed that the con- 
clusion and entrance into force of this Treaty 
is not exclusive of further treaties and execu- 
tive agreements providing for the specific 
regulation or matters broadly covered herein. 

It is understood and agreed that pending 
final ratification of this Treaty, the provi- 
sions of Articles II and III shall be observed 
by executive agreement. 

Signed at Manila this fourth day of July, 
one thousand nine hundred forty-six. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

Pav. V. McNutr 

For the Government of the Republic of 
the Philippines: 

MANUEL Roxas 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, this 
is more or less of an interim treaty with 
the Philippines, and it is dated July 4, 
1946, the day the Philippines attained a 
status of a republic. It is contemplated 
that later a treaty will be entered into 
which will be more comprehensive and 
in greater detail. The Committee on 
Foreign Relations considered this treaty 
and protocol and had the State De- 
partment represented before it. I think 
it is desirable that the Senate give its 
approval. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
treaty and protocol is open to amend- 
ment. If there be no amendment to be 
proposed, the treaty and protocol will be 
reported to the Senate. 

The treaty and protocol was reported 
to the Senate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of Ex- 
ecutive J, Seventy-ninth Congress, second 
session, the treaty of general relations and 
protocol between the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Republic of the Philippines, 
signed at Manila on July 4, 1946. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the resoluticn of 


10559 


ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of ratifica- 
tion is agreed to, and the treaty and 
protocol is ratified. 


PROHIBITION OF POLL TAX IN FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
body of the Recor a letter which I have 
received from Edgar G. Brown, director of 
National Negro Council. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

NATIONAL NEGRO COUNCIL, 
Washington, D. C., July 30, 1946. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Morse: As director of 
the National Negro Council, I wish to em- 
phatically assure you that our organization, 
representing a major part of the 13,000,000 
colored Americans in this country, 1,000,000 
of whose sons and daughters served this 
country in the military services during 
World War II, are unequivocally in agreement 
with your pointed observation delivered 
Monday on the floor of the Senate. The so- 
called friends of the anti-poll-tax legislation 
turned out to be our bitterest enemies. The 
present prearranged and signed cloture pe- 
tition, set 2 days in advance of any debate 
which could be characterized as a filibuster 
by even professional jokers under the guise 
of a “gentleman’s” agreement, must be dis- 
missed as puerile and unfortunate. The un- 
holy deal was cheap politics that will fool no 
one, but those who entered into it In the final 
outcome. 

It amounts to a parliamentary lynching 
of the anti-poll-tax legislation no less sad- 
dening to the decent thinking people and 
those Americans who seek to gain the same 
voting rights for the 10,000,000 disfranchised 
in the seven poll-tax States of the South as 
enjoyed by those of the 41 other States and 
as guaranteed by the Constitution to all 
regardless of race, class, color, or religion. 

The National Negro Council therefore is 
compelled to insist that you, as a true friend, 
defer indefinitely, this obvious plan to ditch 
the anti-poll-tax legislation with this ges- 
ture, proposed in another cloture vote al- 
ready set in advance. We call upon you in 
keeping with your consistent and honest 
leadership, to resort to your same strategy 
of statesmanship and justice to assure 10,- 
000,000 disfranchised Americans, equal rights 
in the poll-tax States, if it means keeping 
the Senate in session all summer, cloture or 
no cloture. The unholy alliance of minority 
southern Senators can and must be broken. 
Let them talk themselves politically to death, 
rather than let them crucify the Constitu- 
tion in denying the majority of the Senators 
the right to vote for or against the anti-poll- 
tax legislation. 

Will you see that the anti-poll-tax bill 
gets something better than funny treatment 
such as proposing the rightness of the cart 
before the horse. Such parliamentary tac- 
tics will never work political charms upon an 
alerted electorate next November nor sub- 
sequently. We commend you and your 
heartening leadership and statesmanship. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Encar G. Brown, 
Director. 


ALLEGED DISHONESTY AND CORRUPTION 
IN CONNECTION WITH WAR CONTRACTS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
wartime contracts of the Erie Basin 
Metal Products Co., Batavia Metal Prod- 


ucts Co., and allied companies have been 
the subject of careful investigation by 


the Special Committee Investigating the 
National Defense Program. Being priv- 
ileged to serve on this committee, I con- 
sider it my duty to make certain obser- 
vations concerning the activities of per- 
sons associated with the munitions com- 
bine which have had the calculated in- 
tent or the necessary effect of corrupting 
or influencing public officials, both high 
and low, in the execution of their public 
trust. 

I do not propose to relate here all the 
facts which have been developed in the 
hearings or to anticipate the committee’s 
conclusions, which will be reported in 
due time as a formal committee report. 
In my opinion, particular matters should 
be brought officially to the notice of the 
Senate before it adjourns and that is my 
purpose in speaking today. 

The hearings have shown conclusively 
certain financial manipulations involving 
public funds which most people would 
have thought fantastic and impossible. 
A $3,000,000 contract was awarded to a 
company not then in existence, headed 
by a man without demonstrated experi- 
ence as a manufacturer and a producer, 
and whose moral and financial responsi- 
bility, if investigated, would have been 
disclosed to be questionable. Nearly a 
million dollars of public funds were ad- 
vanced on that contract to a corpora- 
tion organized without tangible assets, 
which advance is now shown to have 
been wholly unsecured by a valid obliga- 
tion of a financially responsible organ- 
ization. A million dollars of public funds 
were overpaid on the termination of a 
contract with Batavia Metal Products 
Co. Huge sums of money were expended 
for administrative salaries, traveling ex- 
penses and other expenses, such as prop- 
aganda and entertainment, and for the 
renovation and improvement of phys- 
ical properties in which the war con- 
tractors expending those sums had only 
a tenant’s interest expiring at the end 
of the war. 

These are some of the financial manip- 
ulations to which I have referred. The 
question in my mind is how such fan- 
tastic operations could have been possi- 
ble unless sanctioned by Government of- 
ficials who failed in their high duty of 
protecting the public interest and safe- 
guarding the public funds. 

One obvious answer is that officials 
down the line had been persuaded to give 
special consideration and special favors 
to these contractors. The conclusion is 
also inescapable that those favors were 
not merely in the nature of courtesies, or 
more prompt attention to the various 
matters which, were handled for the con- 
tractors, but that they involved outright 
corruption. My belief in this matter is 
strengthened by the crass and shameful 
attempts to buy off a member of the 
committee and of the staff in the vain 
hope that we would be dissuaded from 
continuing the investigation. If this is 
the technique employed against a com- 
mittee of the Senate, how many attempts 
were made to influence Government offi- 
cials to act against the interests of the 
Government and in favor of these con- 
tractors? 

Perhaps that question will never be 
fully answered. The committee has 
been unable so far to obtain the full facts 
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because no records were kept by these 
contractors which would disclose such 
activities. Of course some company ofi- 
cials, and also Mr. Benjamin Franklin 
Fields, who has a mysterious and unex- 
plained relationship to them, have not 
made their knowledge available to the 
committee. Both Mr. Fields and Dr. 
Henry Garsson refused to testify before 
the committee on the ground that their 
answers might tend to incriminate or de- 
grade them. Mr. Murray Garsson saw 
fit to remain in Cuba for his health. 

The committee has traced a number of 
the attempts to corrupt and improperly 
influence Government officials. I hope 
that one outcome of the committee's la- 
bors will be to make the Nation’s Capital 
an unprofitable and unhealthful place 
for men of the Benjamin F. Fields stripe, 
who prey upon the Government and seek 
to buy influence with money, parties, 
gifts, and favors. The available evi- 
dence, though incomplete, in my opinion 
warrants the severest condemnation of 
these practices. For example, the rene- 
gotiation officials testified that they had 
disallowed as an improper expense $19,- 
213 sought to be charged by these com- 
panies to the Government for gifts. This 
sum was itemized as follows: 


823 

JJC 2.3 ewe en 1,399 
10 gold pen and pencil sets 918 
6 ree ee U 918 

100 cases of liquor 5, 363 
Gifts and liquor 2, 812 
FFF... 3, 080 

§9ꝙĩ .... vies toendasva ies 2,112 
Hot Nee ae A 19, 213 


It should be noted that this expendi- 
ture of $19,213 by Erie Basin Metal 
Products Co. was for 1 year only, 1943. 
The committee has not obtained as yet 
the details on similar expenditures made 
by this Company for the years 1944 and 
1945. I propose to urge that the com- 
mittee seek the full facts concerning such 
expenditures and others made on behalf 
of the Batavia Metals Products Co. I 
also believe the committee should inquire 
into the expenditures made in connection 
with a wedding party on January 2, 1944, 
by Murray Garsson and ascertain 
whether or not they were charged di- 
rectly or indirectly to the war contracts 
of any of these companies, and allowed 
as costs of performance on Government 
contracts. I will urge further that the 
committee obtain the detailed break- 
down of the following expenses: 

First. Expenditures by Murray Gars- 
son for entertainment and propaganda 
expenses in the amount of $13,000 in 
1943. 

Second. Expenditures by Joseph Free- 
man for travel expenses in the amount 
of 815,290 in 1944. 

Third. Expenditures by Murray Gars- 
son for travel expenses in the amount of 
$9,978 in 1944. 

Fourth. Expenditures by Dr. Henry 
Garsson for “Travel expenses” in the 
amount of $9,472 in 1944, 

Fifth. Similar expenses for other 
years and for other companies where 
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the funds of such companies or rather 
the funds of the Government allocated 
to these companies for the making of 
munitions were used not only to obtain 
privileges and favors from Government 
officials in the higher and lower echelons, 
but also to obtain special consideration 
from suppliers, 

If the committee is not able to obtain 
all of that information, possibly it may 
be obtained by the Department of Jus- 
tice in its investigation of the affairs of 
these companies. The Department of 
Justice should give special attention to 
expenditures of the sort I have described, 
and if it finds that such expenditures 
are violative of Federal criminal stat- 
utes, I urge that it prosecute violation 
relentlessly. Only by enforcement of 
statutes designed to punish those who 
corrupt public officials can confidence in 
the handling of public affairs and public 
funds be restored. 

The honesty of public officials is a basic 
pillar of democracy. Without trust- 
worthy public servants our form of gov- 
ernment is sure to crumble and collapse. 
It should be remembered that the Mead 
committee has found other cases where 
public funds were loosely, carelessly, or 
corruptly handled and where wrongdoers 
escaped detection and punishment for 
their unfaithful handling of a public 
trust. The committee has heard the fan- 
tastic story of Commander Blodgett who 
appropriated 1,500 pounds of Govern- 
ment meat and 500 pounds of Govern- 
ment butter to his own use, and upon a 
whitewash investigation by the Navy, was 
acquitted at a court martial. The com- 
mittee has heard of the wholesale diver- 
sion of public funds in the submarine 
ship stores and the civilian housing areas 
at Pearl Harbor, and of the misspending 
of public funds by high-ranking officials 
in the Navy and the misappropriation of 
Government property at San Juan, P. R. 

The Erie Basin investigation is the 
first case of war profiteering publicly 
heard by the committee after the termi- 
nation of hostilities. Other instances of 
corruption and improper influencing of 
Government officials undoubtedly will be 
uncovered before the committee com- 
pletes its war-profiteering investigations. 

When the evidence is finally gathered, 
the Congress should give it due attention 
and adopt appropriate preventive meas- 
ures for the future. A bill at the present 
time would be somewhat premature, and 
of course on the eve of adjournment the 
Congress cannot do justice to far-reach- 
ing legislation even if the full facts were 
available. I direct attention to this mat- 
ter now so that it may be given consid- 
eration and thought by the Senators, and 
also for the purpose of urging them to 
cooperate with the Mead committee by 
referring to it instances of corruption 
and improper influence which may come 
to their notice from time to time. 

Mr. President, no one can condone the 
activities of these contractors in illegally 
and improperly influencing Government 
officials or officials of suppliers by resort- 
ing to gifts and favors. The claim has 
been made that this was done to further 
the war effort. It is an insult to Gov- 
ernment workers and to the reputable 
suppliers of these companies to say that 
unless they were paid to “expedite” the 
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performance of their functions, the war 
effort would have been retarded. In this 
instance, as it appears to me, an allegedly 
desirable end cannot justify clearly rep- 
rehensible means. 

However, the activities of the contrac- 
tors, corrupt and improper as they may 
have been, do not rate so low as the con- 
duct of Government officials, some of 
them in military uniform, who have 
taken an oath to protect and preserve the 
Government which employs them, and 
which has entrusted sacred public funds 
to their care. The contractors’ activi- 
ties can be partially explained because 
of their natural self-interest. The ac- 
tivities of public employees stand with- 
out any such qualifying explanation. 
Stripped of niceties in wording, such con- 
duct was, at the very least, disloyalty to 
a principle. To the extent that it ham- 
pered and interfered with the war effort, 
although such result may not have been 
intended, it approached traitorous con- 
duct. When the Nation is fighting for 
its very existence, there should be no 
room for thought of individual self- 
interest. In my opinion, true patriotism 
guided the work of the great majority of 
our public officials, military and civilian. 
Tt is unjust to them that a few individuals 
in time of crisis put their personal inter- 
est and advantage above that of their 
country. 

I cite as an example of reprehensible 
conduct the case of Albert W. Jacobson. 
The evidence shows that time and again 
he appeared to have had an important, 
if somewhat obscure, part in repeated 
episodes throughout the course of the 
Chemical Warfare Service's relationships 
with these contractors, in many of which 
episodes the Government lost and the 
contractors gained improperly. Jacob- 
son was sent to investigate these com- 
panies when allegations of improper busi- 
ness methods were made, and he re- 
‘turned to report that such allegations 
were without foundation. He had im- 
portant duties to perform with respect 
to a bond to secure the Government in 
the advance of nearly one million dollars 
of public funds which, if now appears, 
was never a valid obligation on the part 
of a responsible surety. He handled the 
legal phases of various contracts between 
the Erie Basin and Batavia companies 
and the Chemical Warfare Service. He 
went to Elgin to “assist” renegotiation 
Officials in connection with difficulties 
that were being experienced with these 
contractors. He was assigned to assemble 
material in response to this Committee’s 
request. He prepared the report and 
included certain statements which, if 
relied upon by the Committee, would 
have wholly misled the Committee as to 
these contractors’ activities. He is re- 
ported to have made recommendations 
concerning the handling of the overpay- 
ment of nearly one million dollars to 
Batavia, which, if followed, would have 
been to the detriment of the Govern- 
ment and to the benefit of the contractor. 
Repeatedly and continuously before the 
Committee he avoided frank and open 
admissions, and so confused his own 
testimony as to make it unreliable as a 
basis for Committee conclusions. 

No less than three times Jacobson 
swore under oath that he had never been 
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present at the Washington office of Erie 
Basin and Batavia, but subsequently and 
conveniently his memory was refreshed 
after a witness had been unsuccessfully 
prompted to be “hazy” about her recol- 
lection of his presence at those offices. 
Jacobson was reported by another wit- 
ness to be receiving $20,000 a year from 
these companies. He rose from a $1,500 
a year clerk to a $9,975 head of a legal 
section during the time when he was so 
solicitous of the contractors’ interest and 
so unfaithful to the interests of the Gov- 
ernment, his employer. It was Jacobson 
who obtained from Congressman May, 
who he stated was only casually known 
to him, a glowing recommendation for 
his reinstatement to the bar. 

This man Jacobson should not be per- 
mitted to remain 1 hour longer in the 
employ of the Government in the face of 
all the evidence which brands him as an 
unfaithful public servant. Recently the 
press carried a report of his suspension 
by the War Department, but prior to that 
reported action Gen. A. H. Waitt, 
Chief of the Chemical Warfare Service, 
informed the committee that Jacobson 
was on “sick leave” and offered the opin- 
ion that separation from the Government 
would be “rather drastic” action. This 
is a startling conclusion, and it does not 
speak well for the general, who must ac- 
cept the responsibility for his continued 
employment. 

To say that such action would be 
“drastic” when American soldiers fought 
and died around the world is a terrible 
commentary on the conduct of officials 
in this branch of the War Department. 
The committee proposes to look further 
into the affairs of the Chemical War- 
fare Service. High-ranking officers of 
this Service danced and cavorted at wed- 
ding parties and had their hotel and 
food bills paid by Garsson & Co. 

The American people, who fought and 
toiled with all their might to defeat a 
savage enemy, will be interested to learn 
that on or about the day when Murray 
Garsson’s daughter was to be wed, the 
War Department found it “necessary in 
the military service” that these officers 
be ordered to New York City. By singu- 
lar coincidence, New York required 
simultaneously the presence of Maj. 
Gen. William N. Porter for temporary 
duty in connection with chemical war- 
fare training, Brig. Gen. Paul X. Eng- 
lish for temporary duty in connection 
with chemical warfare procurement, 
Col. Lowell A. Elliott for temporary 
duty in connection with chemical war- 
fare administration, Lt. Col. Gordon 
B. Kaufmann for temporary duty in 


connection with chemical warfare ad- 


ministration, Brig. Gen. Alden H. Waitt 
for temporary duty in connection with 
chemical warfare research and devel- 
opment, and Mr. Albert W. Jacobson 
for temporary duty in connection with 
chemical warfare procurement. These 
individuals attended the Garsson wed- 
ding and were given per diem or travel 
allowances by the Government. Follow- 
ing the committee’s disclosures, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office has disallowed 
these travel expenses in an effort to re- 
cover them for the Government. 
General Waitt, who found himself so 
busily occupied with “chemical warfare 
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research and development” the day after 
the wedding, described his visit to New 
York as a “mission” to speed the con- 
struction of a poison gas plant by giving 
a “pep talk”. He was impressed with the 
salutary influence on the war effort 
exerted by the presence of his rank and 
uniform. When the Committee inquired 
whether he had made a report on the 
outcome of his “mission”, he replied “I 
didn’t have any report to make but to 
myself.” This appears to me an exhibi- 
tion of unbridled military arrogance if 
not utter irresponsibility as a public 
servant. 

I call attention to the fact that General 
Waitt in a report to the Under Secretary 
of War, attempted to discredit the In- 
spector General’s report which showed 
an overpayment of one million dollars by 
the Chemical Warfare Service to the Ba- 
tavia Metal Products Co. General Waitt 
asserted that the Inspector General's re- 
port was unsupported by the evidence, 
but he admitted on oath that he had 
never read the supporting evidence. 

If General Waitt carries his responsi- 
bilities so lightly in dealing with dollars, 
what shall we conclude when he deals 
with lives—the lives of American soldiers 
who were killed because of defective mu- 
nitions? General Waitt was quick to 
maintain that the 4.2-inch motar shells 
produced by the Erie Basin companies 
were excellent in quality, but at the same 
time he did not know who produced shells 
which burst in the mortar barrel or at 
the muzzle, killing and maiming our own 
men. 

The committee was told that mortar 
shells were produced under the direction 
of the Chemical Warfare Service since 
1942, and yet 3 years later in the Battle 
of the Bulge the mortar was rendered 
almost useless for a time because of de- 
fective shells. As a precaution against 
barrel and muzzle bursts from defective 
shells, it was necesSary to fire the mor- 
tar with a lanyard, reducing the rate of 
fire from 20 shells per minute to 2 shells 
per minute. 

How many American soldiers were 
killed by defective 4.2-inch mortar shells? 
General Waitt did not know. Who had 
manufactured these defective shells? 
General Waitt did not know. Had the 
existence of these defective shells been 
previously known to the Chemical War- 
fare Service? General Waitt could not 
answer. Had mortar shells been tested 
under weather conditions similar to 
those of the ETO? General Waitt could 
not answer. 

The general suggested that the fault 
of the shells lay in the design rather than 
in the production and admitted that he 
still does not know completely what was 
wrong with these shells. And while, 
in his own words, he “sweated blood” to 
find the answers, he did not find them, 
but found time to go to fancy parties, 
even as American boys spilled blood de- 
cause somebody fell down on the job back 
home. 

In a second appearance before the 
committee, General Waitt repudiated 
part of his previous testimony as er- 
roneous, offering the explanation that 
he had been confused and fatigued. 
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The errors and contradictions in this tes- 
timony are so patent as to raise a legiti- 
mate question about the general’s tech- 
nical competence for his job, let alone 
his moral caliber. The committee re- 
ceived a report, tentative and incom- 
plete, of 47 incidents resulting from de- 
fective 4.2-inch mortar shells, which 
brought death to 29 men and injury to 83. 
The committee insists that full informa- 
tion on this matter be provided by the 
War Department, and accordingly Gen- 
eral Waitt’s report has been referred 
back for revision and amplification. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, MITCHELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I assume that this 
is not a final report respecting defective 
shells; that the committee has not had a 
final report so far as such shells are 
concerned? Is that correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator’s state- 
ment is correct, The committee has in- 
sisted upon a real report. The Senator 
from Michigan has made that very clear 
in his requests to the generals who have 
appeared before the committee. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I simply wish to 
say to the Senator that I received infor- 
mation last evening in a letter from 
Texas which would indicate that a cer- 
tain explosion occurred there, and I 
should like to have the generals complete 
an investigation of that matter. As yet 
I am sure they have not completed that 
investigation. I make that statement so 
that the record may be clear that what 
has been said up to date is not a com- 
plete record of these analyses. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 

Pursuing the tangled threads of the 
Garsson tie-up with the Chemical War- 
fare Service, the Commiittee discovered 
that General Waitt had undertaken to 
carry by his own hand a letter from 
Congressman May to General Eisen- 
hower, soliciting the intervention of the 
Supreme Commander in court martial 
proceedings which involved Captain 
Joseph H. Garsson, the son of Murray 
Garsson. General Waitt testified that 
he traveled under secret orders but was 
unable to explain how Congressman May 
knew of his intention to go to Europe. 
In fact, General Waitt could not recall 
at first how May’s letter came in his 
possession, but subsequently he men- 
tioned that “the chairman of the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee had given me a 
letter.” 

There were 12 chemical mortar bat- 
talions stationed in Europe, but Gen- 
eral Waitt had time to visit only two or 
three, including the one that held Cap- 
tain Garsson in custody. Garsson, who 
had been court martialed for flat refusal 
to carry out a battle order of the regi- 
mental commander, was restored to duty 
and received a Bronze Star for previous 
meritorious action, which, incidentally, 
General Waitt pinned on his breast. 

Mr. FERGUSON. May I interrupt 
the Senator? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Was that bronze 
star bestowed here in America or in 
Europe? 

Mr. MITCHELL. It was bestowed in 
Europe. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. At the time that 
General Waitt was over there and had 
carried the message? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes; at the time 
General Waitt was over there and had 
carried the message; when he was being 
solicitous about Captain Garsson’s court 
martial. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Without wishing to 
pass judgment on the merits of the 
court-martial proceeding, I may note 
that General Waitt saw nothing unusual 
in making this case a special part of his 
business in Europe. His intercession in 
Garsson’s behalf he described as “a per- 
fectly natural and normal thing” and his 
role in carrying Max's letter to General 
Eisenhower he depicted as that of “a 
messenger, pure and simple.” This, I 
may say, was a new role for General 
Waitt. Whereas formerly he thought 
the presence of his rank and uniform in 
New York would speed the building of a 
war plant, now he could detect no in- 
fluence that his presence might exert in 
the disposition of the Garsson case. 
His concern for Garsson he put down as 
the ordinary concern for the welfare of 
officers in his branch of the service. 
When the committee elicited the testi- 
mony that he had never looked into any 
other court-martial proceeding, the gen- 
eral described his intercession as acci- 
dental. Finally, he acknowledged that 
influence was used in this case and that 
the use of such influence was unfortu- 
nate. 

Before I complete my remarks, I wish 
to call attention to one other aspect of 
Captain Garsson’s case which demon- 
strated a serious defect in military ad- 
ministration, and a possible factor in un- 
dermining the morale of military per- 
sonnel, Garsson was promoted from 
lieutenant to captain ahead of other, 
more deserving candidates, and trans- 
ferred to the Chemical Warfare Service 
upon the signed recommendation of Gen- 
eral Porter, then Chief of the Service. 
General Porter, who was a guest at both 
the Garsson and Freeman weddings, dis- 
claimed responsibility for making the 
recommendation of promotion and 
transfer, dismissing lightly the matter 
of his signature as routine business. 
General Porter emphasized in his testi- 
mony that this was merely one of hun- 
dreds of items that passed over his desk 
every day. He admitted that all promo- 
tions were made that way, and that any 
name could be slipped into a paper for 
his signature. I deem the signing of 
papers without knowing what action is 
involved or without accepting responsi- 
bility therefor as a dangerous kind of in- 
difference to the requirements of public 
service. If responsibility does not attach 
to the signature, then what purpose does 
it serve? Administrative responsibility 
demands that the man who is author- 
ized to make a decision must stand be- 
hind it with his signature, without hav- 
ing this authority dispersed and distrib- 
uted by useless ceremonial inscriptions 
of top elements in the military hierarchy. 

The military departments of Govern- 
ment have an immediate obligation to 
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put their houses in order, They must 
take appropriate punitive measures 
against officers who are easy in morals 
and careless in administration. The 
military uniform, in too many instances, 
has been changed from a cloak of honor 
and duty to a cloak of convenience and 
irresponsibility. Unless their officers are 
invested with a new sense of austerity, 
dignity, and responsibility, the military 
will lose the confidence of «the people. 
America today is faced with a moral 
crisis in which the integrity of Govern- 
ment is at stake. The military must do 
its share to insure the maintenance of 
honest, efficient, democratic government. 

Mr. President, I have spoken longer 
than I intended, and many things still 
are left unsaid. But I wanted the Sen- 
ate to be informed before its recess about 
the existence of these conditions in the 
War Department and elsewhere which 
have been disclosed by the Mead com- 
mittee’s hearings of the past 3 weeks. It 
is my sincere hope that when the next 
Congress convenes, it will address itself 
to the all-important matter of corrective 
legislation. It is also my hope that the 
Mead committee will have the support of 
the Members of Congress in its investi- 
gation of war profiteering during the 
recess, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL, I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In order that the 
record may be clear, is it not a fact that 
the committee has not completed its 
investigation of this subject, and that 
the investigation is still in progress? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is a correct 
statement. I made that statement at 
the opening of my remarks. 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. As both my col- 
league from Washington and the Senator 
from Michigan know, we all heartily ap- 
prove of what the committee is doing, 
and hope that it may continue its work. 
I have pointed out time and again on 
this floor that I believed that a proper 
subject of investigation would be the 
arrogance of another Army officer during 
war, another head of a bureau in the War 
Department, namely, General Somervell. 
I hope the committee will proceed to in- 
vestigate that subject at the proper time, 
Our experience with that officer was the 
same type of experience which I think 
the committee felt certain persons had 
with the generals. My colleague from 
Washington has made general reference 
to the subject. 

In connection with the Alaskan High- 
way and the Canol project, in my opinion 
the Quartermaster General squandered 
practically $300,000,000 of American 
money with supreme arrogance, building 
a highway at a time when there was an 
Alaskan International Highway Commis- 
sion in existence, without even consulting 
the Canadian Commission or the Ameri- 
can Commission, and building the Canol 
project at a time when it was so secret 
that no Member of the American Con- 
gress could inquire about it, but the 
Canadian press could discuss it any time 
it wished to do so. I hope that before 
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the committee concludes its hearings it 
will deal with that question. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have raised my 
voice on this floor in relation to the Canol 
project and the highway project. I 
think it would be worth while to continue 
our investigation along that line. As I 
understand, the committee intends to 
take up the Wyman case. The case, in 
a way, was referred to us by the Pearl 
Harbor Committee, which failed to go 
into it. It was material in that case, 
but it is still material to the American 
people. I believe that the trail of Mr. 
Wyman will reach up into Canada, over 
into Hawaii, and various other places. 
I am sure that the committee will com- 
plete that investigation as soon as pos- 
sible. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena- 
tor. I know that he has been most coop- 
erative. I know that he feels as I feel 
on that subject. I know that the com- 
mittee has many things to do, but I hope 
the time will come when it will go into 
that subject. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I hope the Senate 
will understand that the committee is 
doing all it can with the force at its com- 
mand. Naturally it wishes to do a 
thorough job on each project; and if we 
do not reach a given case in a short 
time, that does not mean that the com- 
mittee will not deal with these important 
subjects. However, time is required for 
such investigations. 

CONFIRMATION OF JUDICIAL NOMINA- 
TIONS 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as in ex- 
ecutive session I ask unanimous consent 
to report from the Committee on the 
Judiciary two nominations of United 
States district judges. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WHITE. Let me inquire whether 
the nominations come to the Senate with 
the approval of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. LANGER. They come with the 
approval of a majority of the Judiciary 
Committee. The committee was polled 
and a majority of the committee fav- 
ored confirmation of the nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the nominations will be stated. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of James P. McGranery, of Pennsyl- 
vania, to be United States district judge 
for the eastern district of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the nomination be confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Frederick V. Follmer, of Pennsyl- 
vania, to be United States district judge 
for the eastern, middle, and western 
districts of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the nomination be confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 
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Mr. LANGER. I now ask unanimous 


consent that the President be immediate-- 


ly notified of the confirmation of the 
nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

Mr. LANGER. Let me say that I have 
taken this action on behalf of the Sena- 
tors from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gurrey and 
Mr. Myers], who have been called away 
from the Senate on official business in 
Pennsylvania. 

RECESS 


Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, under 
the order previously entered, I move that 
the Senate now take a recess until 11 
o'clock a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under the 
order previously entered, until tomorrow, 
Thursday, August 1, 1946, at 11 o’clock 
a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 31 (legislative day of July 
29), 1946: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


John G. Erhardt, of New York, now a 
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to bè Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Austria. 

The following-named persons to be For- 
eign Service officers, unclassified, vice con- 
suls of career, and secretaries in the diplo- 
matic service of the United States of 
America: 

Donald P. Downs, of Nevada. 

Lawrence J. Legere, Jr., of Massachusetts. 

Daniel W. Montenegro, of New York. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES 


James P. McGranery, of Pennsylvania, to 
be United States district judge for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania vice Harry E. 
Kalodner, elevated. 

Frederick V. Follmer, of Pennsylvania, to 
be United States district judge for the 
eastern, middle, and western districts of 
Pennsylvania. (New position.) 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named candidates for ap- 


pointments in the Regular Ccrps of the 
United States Public Health Service: 


TO BE JUNIOR ASSISTANT NURSE OFFICERS, EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE OF OATH OF OFFICE 


Morrise J. Brockey Rose Kaplan 

Eugenie Sampson Eva M. Hakkola 

M. Martha Crews M. Ruth Phillips 
Anne Woudema Mary L. Putnam 

C. Vistula Lancaster 

EFFECTIVE 
DATE OF OATH OF OFFICE 


Pauline Savage Virginia B. McDavid 
Mary Matthews Beatrice L. Zingle 
Josephine Keough Elizabeth C. Laczko 
Katherine L. Tucker Helen A. Gentilman 


TO BE SENIOR ASSISTANT NURSE OFFICERS, EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE OF OATH OF OFFICE 


Tabitha Wilson Esther A. Garrison 
Rossetter M. Constance Long 
Alice E. Herzig Gertrude E. Mehner 
Jane E. Taylor Rosalie C. Giacomo 

Ruth L. Johnson Madeline Pershing 
Mary Ann L. Garrigan Louise O. Waagen 
Ellwynne M. Vreeland Walborg S. Wayne 
Marjorie W. Spaulding Esther Kaufman 
Zella Bryant Eva B. Hunter 

Elsie T. Berdan Mabel E. Emge 

Lila A. Anderson Stella Goodman 
Helen Cameron Catherine M. Sullivan 
Kharis B. Mayers 
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In THE Marine Corps 

The following-named officers for appoint- 
ment as commissioned warrant officers in 
the United States Marine Corps: 
William H. Abbott Thomas B. Lenhart 
Lawrence Betts Clyde H. Long 
Roy H. Bley Arthur W. Lord 
Harold C. Borth James E. Lovin, Jr. 
Oscar A. Bosma Albert F. Marcott 
Charles C. Bucek Clarence R, Martin 
Carl J. Buschena James J. McCullough 
Byron B. Cain Michael A. Miksa 
George V. Clark John A. Miller 
Edwin C. Clarke Porter F. Millican 
George E. Dillman Roy W. Moran 
Leander E. Dorey Joseph V. Murray 
William A. Easterling Ralph C. Oakes 
Grammer G. Edwards Oscar P. Olson 
Robert A. Engesser Herman A. Papen 
Albert L. Evans Perez W. Pottgether 
Frank W. Ferguson Estes N. Ratliffe 
Vernet R. Fitzgerald Joseph J. Reardon 
John E. Foster John F. Ricard 
Joseph R. Foster Lewis M. Schaller 
Car] E G. Franson Earle G. Shaw 
Harvey W. Gagner Frank C. Sheppard 
Alexander Gagyi John H. Slusser 
Calvin R. Glanzer Charlie G. Smith 
Eugene M. Gordenev Marion E. Smith 
Dudley J. Hagen William D. Smith 
Hilton Hamilton LeRoy A. Stjeor 
William J. Hamilton Edward F. Taylor 
Harry D. Hargrave Harold M. Tupper 
Willard T. Henry John C. Turner 
Milton D. Hill Oris D. Walbrown 
Arnold C. Hofstetter Robert P. Warner 
John C. Hudock Charles M. Whitley 
Joe A. English Frederick J. Widman 
Arthur L. Jackson Robert L. Williams 
Merle B. Johnson Nero M. Winchester 
George Jones Roland A. Wright 
Arthur O. Kindt, Jr. Emanuel Yalowitz 
Pierce S. Knapp Andrew M. Young 
Ernest W. Kraay George A. Young 

POSTMASTEES 
The following-named persons to be post- 


masters: 
CALIFORNIA 


Hugo Celeri, Fort Bragg, Calif., in place of 
R. E. Ware, resigned. 
George R. Saunders, Perris, Calif., in place 
of M. B. Mosgrove, resigned. 
COLORADO 
Martha E. Williams, Redcliff, Colo., in place 
of L. M. Kesecker, resigned. 
GEORGIA 
Lee J. Flowers, Adel, Ga., in place of D. F. 


Bruton, resigned. 
JOWA 


Charles E. Brandt, Toledo, Iowa, in place 
of J. N. Lichty, retired. 
KANSAS 
John F, Younger, Marienthal, Kans. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
LOUISIANA 
George Sanford Hebert Brusly, La. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
MAINE 
Harold A. Freeman, Robbinston, Maine. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1945. 
MINNESOTA 
Gregory E. Arens, Dundee, Minn., in place 
of L. A. Schmidt, deceased. 
NEBRASKA 
Harry C. Hagedorn, Royal, Nebr. 
came Presidential July 1, 1945. 
NEW JERSEY 


Murray Kreutner, Clarksburg, N. J. 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


NEW MEXICO 


Annie L. Haddow, Eagle Nest, N. Mex. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


Office be- 


Office 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

Charles T. Hagood, Culberson, N. C. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1944. 

Albert C. Hall, Jr., Wallace, N. C., in place 
of E. J. Johnson, resigned. 

OHIO 

Grace E. M. Allen, Portland, Ohio, in place 

of E. J. Jividen, resigned. 
OKLAHOMA 

Ralph Ownby, Durant, Okla., in place of 
Ralph Ownby. Incumbent's commission ex- 
pired March 13, 1941. 

Ivan E. Armstrong, Medford, Okla., in place 
of Ruth Gordon, transferred. 

OREGON 

William L. Hollen, Condon, Oreg., in place 

of A. E. O'Rourke, deceased. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Imo F. White, Pleasant Unity, Pa. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1944. 

Ben J. Lukas, Shenandoah, Pa., in place of 
J. D. Creary. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired June 23, 1942. 

UTAH 

Paulie T. Boothe, Honeyville, Utah. Office 

became Presidential July 1, 1946. 
WASHINGTON 


Sibyl O. Brady, Parker, Wash. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 31 (legislative day of 
July 29), 1946: 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

Louis G. Dreyfus, Jr., to be Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Sweden. 

The following-named persons to be For- 
eign Service officers, unclassified, vice consuls 
of career, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 
John M, Kavanaugh David J. S. Manbey 
Stephen A. Koczak David E. Mark 

Puerto Rico 

Jesús T. Piñero, to be Governor of Puerto 
Rico. 

UNITED STATES District JUDGES 

Frederick V. Follmer to be United States 
district judge for the eastern, middle, and 
western districts of Pennsylvania. (A new 
position.) 

James P. McGranery to be United States 
district judge for the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania. 

IN THE NAVY 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE UNITED £TATES NAVY 

The nominations of Eugene T. Aldridge and 
937 other officers, which were transmitted to 
the Senate on July 27, 1946, and which ap- 
pear in full in the Senate proceedings of 
that date, under the caption “Nominations,” 
beginning with the name of Eugene T. Al- 
dridge on page 10281 and ending with the 
name of Nicholas N. White on page 10283. 


POSTMASTERS 
ARIZONA 
James N. Caretto, Bisbee, 
James E. Collins, Sr., Marana. 
ARKANSAS 
Gratia M. Vinson, Armorel. 
CALIFORNIA 
Esther R. Globin, Al Tahoe. 
Cora A. Richardson, Camp Richardson. 
Maudelene M. Cleveland, Camptonville 
Dorothy M. Barnes, Cazadero. 
Bettie B. Malcom, Cedar Glen. 
Hazel E. Gill, Costa Mesa. 
Stella Sprague, Fulton. 
Mae L. Nowlan, Marshall. 
Gertrude A. Reilly, Philo. 
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COLORADO 


Ethel Dunn, Hesperus. 
Minnie H. McCullough, Ouray. 
CONNECTICUT 
Herman W. Smith, Redding. 
FLORIDA 
Theron J. Griffin, Bronson. 
James C. Russell, Islamorada. 
Lova B. Barrier, Lake Helen. 
Lena R. Estell, Lady Lake. 
Jennie D. White, Rattlesnake. 


GEORGIA 
Emma L. Johnson, Allentown. 


Helen W. Johnson, Denton, 
Effie L. Joines, Hartsfield. 
IDAHO 
Hugh E. Detwiler, Stites. 
INDIANA 
James A. Shrack, Dunkirk, 
Carl C. King, Nabb. 
KANSAS 
Lee S. VanMeter, Ada. 
Joe Wierenga, Cawker City. 
Anna L. Chappell, Monument, 
Clara Blake, Oakhill. 


KENTUCKY 
Lina M. Miller, Bethany. 
Grace S. Garvey, Chaplin. 
Jane D. Miller, Harned. 


LOUISIANA 


Stella B. Wells, Benson. 
Esther S. Mistric, Leonville. 


MAINE 


Blanche D. Lizotte, Fort Kent Mills. 
Donald L. Needham, Hebron. 

Herbert H. Hanscom, Ocean Park. 

Hilda M. Bishop, St. Albans. 

Archie J. Laliberte, Stillwater. 

Jessie F. Greenleaf, West Boothbay Harbor. 


MARYLAND 
Clara L. Liddell, Colora. 
MINNESOTA 


Ralph F. Gorenfio, Cass Lake. 
Earl L. Dibb, Lester Prairie: 
Walter F. Groenveld, Pease. 


MISSISSIPPI 


Etta M. Huttenlocher, Fayette. 
Harvey D. Wooten, Nesbitt. 


MISSOURI 


Cue W. Butler, Blue Eye. 

Gizella B. Homolos, asco, 

Lorraine A. Luesse, Portage Des Sioux. 
James F. Dent, Salem. 

Rosa L. Miller, Trimble. 


NEBRASKA 
Forrest G. Pool, Colon. 
NEVADA 


Helen C. Thrasher, Gerlach. 
Helen Barnum, Logandale, 
NEW JERSEY 

Anna E. Meyer, Augusta. 
Norma E. Emmans, Ledgewood. 
Naomi P. Maurer, New Gretna. 
Joseph J. Polonko, Pluckemin. 
Mary M. Thorp, South Seaville. 
Eva Case, Three Bridges. 


NEW YORK 


Marcus D. Sternberg, Depauville. 
Mildred E. Colegrove, Leonardsville. 
Harry J. Pimstein, Loon Lake, 

Ernest Beesmer, Olivebridge. 

Betsy Vonder Osten, Shokan, 

May A. Cupernall, Thousand Island Park, 


OHIO 
John F. Shell, Basil. 
William E. Curran, Grand River. 
Ethel B. Knight, Ostrander. 
Worth P. Bean, Peninsula. 
Anna L. Ward, Richmond Dale. 
Mabel F. Robinson, South Park. 
Pearl Guillozet, Yorkshire. 
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OKLAHOMA 
Bess Douglas, Ketchum. 
Carroll C. Hughes, Reed. 
Cornell R. Grimmett, Taft. 
OREGON 
Edith Dica Smith, Elmira. 


PUERTO RICO 
Leonor V. Santini, Florida. 
Higinia F. Matos, Loiza. 

RHODE ISLAND 
Clifford T. Barber, Potter Hill. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Ray C. Page, Sellers. 
VERMONT 

Hazel P. Cole, Hancock. 


WASHINGTON 

Minnie S. Willms, Bridgeport. 

Anna M. Stone, Dishman. 

June M. Kincaid, Elk. 

Mary J. Vanhoy, Glenwood. 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Carl A. Lyon, Hepzibah. 

Curtis M. Stewart, Lillybrock. 

Elsie Williamson, Milburn. 

Rheuben H. Auldridge Mill Point. 

Rosebelle T. Jarrell, Naoma. 

Harry C. Livesay, Williamsburg. 

WYOMING 


Mary M. Stanga, Diamondville. 
Alice E. Marlatt, Hawk Springs, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEDNESDAV, JuLx 31, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, in this moment of 
prayer, wilt Thou touch our hearts with 
a searching and reassuring sense of Thy 
nearness, Thy peace, and Thy power. 

We pray that when we are challenged 
by difficult problems, hard tasks, and 
complicated situations, we may not dodge 
them with doubt and despair. May we 
not run away from them or rave and 
rail against them. May we never be 
numbered among those who drift into 
complacency or the cynical who become 
desperate with bitterness and hardness 
of spirit. 

Help us as men of vision and valor to 
face all of life’s experiences with forth- 
right candor, high courage, and gallant 
faith. Inspire us to affirm and champion 
the good and to trust it. Show us how we 
may appropriate and apply the great 
ideals and principles of our blessed Lord, 
whereby we may achieve for ourselves 
and all mankind mastery in the midst 
of weakness, confidence in the midst of 
confusion, and peace in the midst of 
turmoil. 

Hear us in His name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
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a joint resolution of the House of the 
following titles: 
On July 29, 1946: 

H. R. 3484. An act for the relief of the 
Poultry Producers of Central California; 

H. R. 4616. An act for the relief of the 
Maryland Sanitary Manufacturing Corp., of 
Baltimore, Md.; 

H. R. 5053. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of Jasper A. Mealer; and 

H. R. 6324. An act to amend and supple- 
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act of July 11, 
1916, as amended and supplemented, to pro- 
vide for the design and construction of dams 
so that they will serve as foundations for 
highway bridges, to provide for the design 
and construction of highway bridges upon 
and across such dams, to authorize the grant- 
ing of easements and rights-of-way in con- 
nection therewith, and for other purposes. 

On July 30, 1946: 

H. R. 1151. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of James Lemuel Muzzell, a minor; 

H. R. 2192. An act for the relief of Andre 
Dacharry; 

H. R. 4486. An act to abolish the Santa Rosa 
Island National Monument and to provide 
for the conveyance to Escambia County, 
State of Florida, of that portion of Santa 
Rosa Island which is under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of the Interior; 

H. R. 6983. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
adjudicate, and render judgment in any and 
all claims which the Confederated Salish and 
Kootenai Tribes of Indians of the Flathead 
Reservation in Montana, or any tribe or band 
thereof, may have against the United States, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 305. Joint resolution providing 
for membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 
and authorizing an appropriation therefor. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H. R. 1860. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a duplicate of 
Porterfield scrip certificate No. 53 to the 
Muskegon Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., as 
trustee of the John Torrent trust; 

H. R. 3973. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide reemployment 
rights for persons who leave their positions 
to serve in the merchant marine, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 23, 1943 (57 
Stat. 162), and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6057. An act to amend the act of July 
11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to the in- 
terchange of property between the Army and 
the Navy, so as to include the Coast Guard 
within its provision; 

H. R. 6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land in 
Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 

H. R. 7020. An act to provide for the ac- 
quisition by exchange of non-Federal prop- 
erty within the Glacier National Park; and 

H. R.7126. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and 
operation in the District of Columbia of 
nurseries and nursery schools, so as to per- 
mit payment of compensation for services 
rendered after June 30, 1946, and prior to 
the enactment of such act. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 


H. R. 4435. An act to establish the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt National Park; to erect a 
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monument in memory of Thecdore Roosevelt 
in the village of Medora, N. Dak.; and for 
other purposes; and 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend sec- 
tion 304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, 
as amended, so as to grant certain benefits 
to naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War II. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1250. An act for the relief of certain 
claimants who suffered losses and sustained 
damages as the result of the campaign car- 
ried out by the Federal Government for the 
eradication of the Mediterranean fruitfly in 
the State of Florida; 

S. 2000. An act to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, approved May 29, 1930, as 
amended, so as to make such act applicable 
to officers and employees of the Columbia 
Institute for the Deaf; and 

S. 2236. An act providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing title: 

S. 881. An act authorizing the President of 
the United States to award posthumously in 
the name of Congress a Medal of Honor to 
William Mitchell. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 5560) entitled “An act to 
fix the rate of postage on domestic air 
mail, and for other purposes,” disagreed 
to by the House; agrees to the conference 
asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. McCKELLAR, Mr. 
HAYDEN, Mr. BAILEY, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. 
REED, Mr. LANGER, and Mr. Buck to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


Mr. RANKIN, from the Committee on 
Un-American Activities, submitted the 
following report on the proceedings 
against George Marshall, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed: 

The Committee on Un-American Activities, 
as created and authorized by the House of 
Representatives by House Resolution 5 of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, caused to be issued 
a subpena to George Marshall, chairman of 
the National Federation for Constitutional 
Liberties, with offices at 205 East Forty- 
second Street, New York, N. Y. The said 
subpena required the said person to produce 
books, papers, and records of the organiza- 
tion for the inspection of your committee. 
The subpena is set forth as follows: 

“To the SERGEANT AT ARMs on His SPECIAL 
MESSENGER: 

“You are hereby commanded to summon 
Mr. George Marshall, chairman, National Fed- 
eration for Constitutional Liberties, 205 East 
Forty-second Street, room 1613, New York 
City, to be and appear before the Un-Amer- 
ican Activities Committee of the House of 
Representatives of the United States, of 
which the Honorable Joh S. Woop is chair- 
man, and to bring with you all books, records, 
documents, and correspondence pertaining 
to the National Federation for Constitutional 
Liberties relating to the solicitation and dis- 
bursement of funds with a list of all con- 
tributors, in their chamber in the city of 
Washington, on February 20, 1946, at the hour 
of inquiry committed to said cOmmittee; and 
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he is not to depart without leave of said 
committee. 

“Herein fail not, and make return of this 
summons, 

“Witness my hand and the seal of the House 
of Representatives of the United States at the 
city of Washington this 23d day of January 
1946. 

“JoHN S. Woop, 
“Chairman. 

“Attest: 

“JOHN W. CARRINGTON, 
“Clerk.” 

The said subpena was duly served, as ap- 
pears by the return made thereon by George 
V. McDavitt, an investigator for your com- 
mittee: 

“Served R. Shaftel, secretary to George 
Marshall, who contacted Mr, George Marshall 
by phone. R. Shaftel read the original sub- 
pena to Mr. Marshall over the phone and Mr. 
Marshall informed his secretary (R. Shaftel) 
to accept same. Miss Shaftel was served at 
4:30 p. m. on February 5, 1946, at the private 
offices of George Marshall located on the 
twelfth floor, at 38 East Fifty-seventh Street, 
Borough of Manhattan, city of New York. 

“GEORGE V. MCDAVITT, 
“Investigator.” 


In response to the said subpena the said 
George Marshall appeared before your com- 
mittee on April 11, 1946, and your com- 
mittee then and there demanded the pro- 
duction of the said books, papers, and rec- 
ords, and the said Marshall refused to pro- 
duce as required by the said subpena. The 
said Marshall was duly sworn by the chair- 
man and gave his testimony under oath and 
refused to answer certain pertinent ques- 
tions. The material parts of his testimony 
follow: 

“The CHAIRMAN. No; the question now is 
whether he will answer the question that 
was asked him, whether or not he has any 
connection with the organization known as 
the Marshall Foundation, and if so, what 
it is. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I do really wish to 
state why I feel that this committee—— 

“The CHAIRMAN (interposing). Mr, Mar- 
shall, speaking for myself, you have stated 
your objection. I am not concerned about 
the various reasons. What I want to know is 
do you object to answering the question for 
any reason? Are there any reasons that im- 
pel you to refuse to answer the question? 
First, I would like to know whether or not 
you refuse to answer it? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to advise you, 
sir, that that is beyond the scope of this in- 
quiry, as to how you can judge this without 
hearing what my objections are. 

“The CHARMAN. It might be open to that 
line of reasoning if you first tell us whether 
you are going to answer it or not. If you 
answer it, your reasons for not answering it 
are not material. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. But I think you would 
withdraw your question if you would hear 
what my reasons are. 

“The CHAIRMAN. First I would like to hear 
your answer, whether you do answer it or do 
not. Then if you want to give reasons for it, 
all right. 

“Mr. MARSHALL, I would like for you to 
rule on that before I have to answer, but I 
don't see how you can rule on it unless you 
hear what my reasons are. 

“The CHamrMan. I can’t rule on it at all. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. Well, this seems to me to 
be putting me in a very difficult position. I 
am, in a sense, being possibly put into some 
sort of jeopardy here in the ordinary legal 
sense, and myself performing the functions 
that a judge in a court proceeding would per- 
form in ruling as to whether or not this is a 
pertinent question. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Do you think it would 
put you in jeopardy to say whether you are 
going to answer that question or not? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I don’t know 
whether I really would. It is a matter that 
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is really well known, but it seems 
to me that that question, as well as others 
are outside the scope of this inquiry, and I 
am taking the principal position, sir—I don’t 
see the point. 

“Mr. RANKIN. Don't see what point? 

“The CHAIRMAN. I am trying to be patient 
about the matter and asking the witness a 
very simple question. If the witness desires 
to answer the question he may do so; if not, 
let him say he is not going to answer it. 
Which do you do? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I want to explain, sir. 

“Mr. RANKIN (interposing). I demand, Mr. 
Chairman, that the witness is in contempt 
already. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Just answer the question. 

“Mr. RANKIN. I demand that he answer the 
question now and quit trying to argue with 
the chairman. 

“The CHAIRMAN. 1 am trying my best to get 
him to do that. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I have it here, the Consti- 
tution itself [indicating]. 

“Mr. RANKIN. We know the Constitution of 
the United States, too. We have all read it. 
Mr. Chairman, I demand that this witness 
quit treating this committee with contempt 
and answer this question or refuse to an- 
swer it. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Rankin, I am trying 
my best to get him to do that. 

“Mr. RANKIN. I am just telling him what 
I think he ought to do. 

“The CHARMAN. What is your answer, Mr. 
Marshall? Do you answer it or not? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I would like to state the 
ingredients of principle—— 

“The (interposing). Just an- 
swer the question if you want to answer it; 
if not, say you are not going to answer it. 
Which do you do? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I would answer the ques- 
tion after I have the opportunity of stating 
why I feel that it is an improper question 
for this particular inquiry. 

“The CHARMAN. Suppose you answer it. 
Then if you have some reasons to give for 
it that are pertinent, I will be glad to put 
them in the record. Suppose you answer the 
question or refuse to answer it. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. But isn’t the point, sir, that 
I assume that if I can persuade you of the 
reasonableness and correctness of my posi- 
tion you would not pursue this question? 

“The CHAIRMAN. I thought you said you 
would answer it. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. If you rule, after hearing 
my objections that you still feel I must an- 
swer it. 

“The CHAIRMAN. The question was asked 
you by a member of the committee, Mr. 
Thomas. You have the privilege of saying 
that you deciine to answer, if you want to, 
or of answering it. Now, do one or the other 
without further quibbling. Let us get along. 
We have got other things to do. 

. * * . * * . 

“The CHAIRMAN. This committee cannot 
devote all day long listening to you quibble 
about the matter. You know whether you 
are going to answer or not. 

“Mr, Lanpis. You are making it hard on 
us. Either answer or decline to answer. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. If you rule that I must an- 
swer it now, I will decline to answer it. If 
I may indicate why I feel that that is out- 
side the scope of this general inquiry, and I 
would be very glad to save all of the time, 
Mr, Wood, by indicating at the same time 
that I feel that the material asked for 

“The CHARMAN (interposing). I under- 
stand then that you decline to answer it? Is 
that right? 

“Mr, MARSHALL. With the understanding 
that I may give my reasons for my objection 
to that question. 

. * » > » . . 

“The CHAIRMAN. You did not produce those 
records at the hearing in New York? 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


“Mr. MARSHALL. No; I did not. I stated my 
objections. 

“The CHAIRMAN. I understand, but you did 
not produce them? 

Mr. MARSHALL, No, sir. 

“The CHARMAN. Have you got them here? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I would like to have 
the opportunity to briefly and a little more 
coherently than I was given the opportunity 
to do, to summarize what my objections are 
to it. 

“The CHAIRMAN. First answer the question, 
if you have got them or haven't got them. 
Have you got them? 

“Mr. ADAMSON, We let him put his full 
statement into the record in New York, a 
long statement. 

“Mr. THomas, That is his last statement. 
That is why I asked that it be brought down 
here. 

“The CHAIRMAN. The question is asked you 
now if you didn’t bring them from New York? 
Have you got them here now? You know 
whether you have got them here or not? 

“Mr, MARSHALL, Yes; I know that certainly, 
but you see, I would like to, if I may, after 
answering that, indicate why I object to what 
the subpena calls for, and the two questions 
go together, 

“The CHAIRMAN. Let us have a definite un- 
derstanding now. If after you answer this 
question there are any reasons that you have 
for answering as you do, other than what you 
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today? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I did produce for the record 
on Monday—I understand they are part of 
the record of this entire hearing—some 43 
exhibits which seemed to me to be pertinent 
material out of which the committee could 
judge whether or not they have the right to 
go on and examine the internal affairs of our 
organization. I do not have with me all of 
the records. 

“The CHARMAN. Called for by the sub- 
pena? 

“Mr. MARSHALL. I do not have all of the 
records called for by the subpena.” 

Because of the foregoing the Committee on 
Un-American Activities has been deprived of 
the opportunity to inspect the books, papers, 
and records mentioned in the foregoing sub- 
pena and of the evidence contained therein 
which your committee considers relevant to 
the subject matter of subversive and un- 
American activities as set forth in House Res- 
olution 5 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, first 
session, which instructed and required your 
committee to investigate such matters. The 
willful and deliberate refusal of George Mar- 
shall to testify, as set forth herein, and to 
produce the books, papers, and records as 
called for in the subpena deprives your com- 
mittee of the evidence necessary to conduct 
its investigation of the National Federation 
for Constitutional Liberties, which evidence 
is pertinent to the said investigation, and 
places the said George Marshall in contempt 
of the House of Representatives of the United 
States. 


Now, did you produce them here 


“HOUSE RESOLUTION 

“Resolved, That the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives certify the foregoing re- 
port of the House Committee on Un-Ameri- 
can Activities as to the willful and deliberate 
refusal of the following person to produce 
before the said committee for its inspection 
certain books, papers, and records which had 
been duly subpenaed, and to testify under 
oath concerning all pertinent facts relating 
thereto; under seal of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to the United States attorney for 
the District of Columbia to the end that the 
said person named below may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form provided by 
law: George Marshall, 205 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y.” 
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PROCEEDINGS AGAINST RICHARD 
MORFORD 


Mr. RANKIN, from the Committee on 
Un-American Activities, submitted the 
following report on the proceedings 
against Richard Morford, which was re- 
ferred to the House Calendar and ordered 
to be printed: 

The Committee on Un-American Activities, 
as created and authorized by the House of 
Representatives by House Resolution 5 of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress, caused to be 
issued a subpena to Richard Morford, direc- 
tor of the National Council of American- 
Soviet Friendship, Inc., with offices at 114 
East Thirty-second Street, New York City, 
N. Y. The said subpena required the said 
person to produce books, papers, and records 
of the organization for the inspection of your 
committee. The subpena is set forth as fol- 
lows: 


“To the SERGEANT AT ARMS OR His SPECIAL 
MESSENGER: 

“You are hereby commanded to summon 
Mr. Richard Morford, director of the Na- 
tional Council of American-Soviet Friend- 
ship, Ine., located at 114 East Thirty-second 
Street, New York City, N. Y., to be and appear 
before the Un-American Activities Commit- 
tee of the House of Representatives of the 
United States, of which the Honorable JOHN 
S. Woop is chairman, and to produce all 
books, records, pepers, and document show- 
ing all the receipts and disbursements of 
money by the National Council] of American- 
Soviet Friendship, Inc., and all correspond- 
ence, memoranda, and communications with 
any and all persons, together with a com- 
plete list of all affiliated organizations for 
the year 1945 in their chamber in the city 
of Washington, on February 20, 1946, at the 
hour of 10 a. m. then and there to testify 
touching matters of inquiry committed to 
said committee; and he is not to depart 
without leave of said committee. 

“Herein fail not, and make return of this 


summons. 

“Witness my hand and the seal of the 
House of Representatives of the United 
States at the city of Washington on this 6th 
day of February 1946. 

“Jonn S. Woop, 
“Chairman. 

“Attest: 

“JoHN W. , 
“Clerk.” 

The said subpena was duly served, as ap- 
pears by the return made thereon by John 
W. Carrington, clerk to your committee: 

“Served to Mr. Morford personally at his 
office at 114 East Thirty-second Street, New 
York City, on February 11, 1946, at 3:30 p. m. 

“JOHN W. CARRINGTON, 
“Clerk.” 

In response to said subpena the said 
Richard Morford appeared before your com- 
mittee on March 6, 1946, and your committee 
then and there demanded the production of 
the said books, papers, and records, and the 
said Morford refused to produce as required 
by the said subpena. The said Morford was 
duly sworn by the chairman and gave his 
testimony under oath and refused to answer 
certain pertinent questions. The material 
parts of his testimony follow: 

“The CHAIRMAN. I just asked if you are 
prepared now to produce the records in con- 
formity with the subpena? 

“Mr. Morrorp. These records do not ap- 
pear to be here, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. You have such records? 

“Mr. Morrorp. The records are in my cus- 
tody in the office of the council; yes, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Very well. Are you pre- 
pared now to produce today, in conformity 
with this subpena, all the books, records, 
and documents showing disbursements of 
money for the year 1945, of the National 
Council of Soviet-American Friendship? 
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“Mr. Morrorp. We believe that this mate- 
tial is outside the proper scope of your in- 
vestigation. 

“The CHAIRMAN. I understand, but I didn't 
ask you that. 

Mr. Morford. That is my reply. 

“The CHAIRMAN. I just asked if you have 
got them here ready to produce to this com- 
mittee in conformity with the subpena. 
That is a simple question. You know 
whether you have got them or not. 

“Mr. Morrorp. I am trying to make an ex- 
planation to you, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. You have already made 
the explanation, and I gave you permission 
to do that. Now, I want you to answer the 
question, Have you got them in conformity 
with the terms of this subpena? 

“Mr. Morrorp. I have not the record here. 

“The CHAIRMAN, You have such records? 

“Mr. Morrorp. I have such records, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Now, I will ask you 
whether or not you have got and are pre- 
pared to produce all your correspondence, 
memoranda, and communications with any 
and all persons, together with a complete 
list of your subsidiary organizations? 

“Mr. Morrorp. No; because we count this 
a completely unreasonable request, and with- 
out the terms of the resolution under which 
this committee acts, As a practical matter, 
I do not have those records at the moment, 

“The CHAIRMAN, You have them in your 
possession? 

Mr. Morrorp. They are at the office. 

“The CHAIRMAN. I will ask you one fur- 
ther question. If one of our investigators 
should come to your office in New York 
City, thereby saving you the burden and in- 
convenience of producing them and bring- 
ing them here, will you permit him to see 
them? 

“Mr. Morrorp. It would be still my respon- 
sibility not to permit him to investigate 
those records. 

“The CHAIRMAN. I didn’t ask you about 
responsibility; I ask you if you would per- 
mit him to investigate those records. 

“Mr. Morrorp. I would not permit him to 


do that. 
“The CHAIRMAN. That is all, so far as I am 
concerned. 
. * * * . 


“Mr. Apamson. Let me read it again, only 
a few words: The Soviet case, even on the 
issue of procedure, stands up far better than 
the position of the United States.’ 

“Mr. Morrorp. You see, you are taking it 
out of context. That is the reason I would 
like to read from the copy of it. It is only 
a question of procedure that is involved, 
and that has nothing to do with attacking 
a system, 

“Mr. ApamMson, If that statement appears 
in your Reporter as I have read it then would 
you say that that was an expression of posi- 
tion on the part of the national council? 

“Mr. Morrorp. Well, that is a publication 
of the national council. We do not neces- 
sarily have to stand for every word that may 
be uttered in that publication. 

“Mr, ApAMSON. Who prepared this bulletin 
called the Reporter? 

“Mr. Morrorp. That is the responsibility of 
our publications committee. 

“Mr, ADAMSON. Who is the committee? 

“Mr. Morrorp. Now you are moving in an 
area in which you are asking about the in- 
ternal structure and operations of our or- 
ganization, and that is a point which I have 
indicated to you goes beyond the scope of 
your committee. 

“Mr. Munpt. Do you know who edits the 
Reporter? Do you know, and don't want us 
to know who edits the Reporter? 

“Mr. Monronn. I don't want to answer, be- 
cause that is a matter that is beyond the 
scope of your investigation, according to our 
judgment, 
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“Mr. MuNDT. A question of any investiga- 
tory scope at all certainly would attach itself 
to the editor of a publication, about the wis- 
dom of statements of which we have doubts. 
Certainly, if we have any investigatory pow- 
ers at all, we would want to know who is re- 
sponsible for statements that are un-Ameri- 
can, if they are so demonstrated to be. 

“Mr. Morrorp. If it is true that your in- 
vestigatory powers enable you to move in to 
ask for the total information concerning the 
internal structure and operations of our or- 
ganization, it is at that point that I have 
indicated to you that we feel that it is out- 
side the proper scope of your operations in 
terms of your authority by Congress to in- 
vestigate un-American propaganda activities. 

“Mr. ADAMSON. We are getting off the track. 
I ask you, did you write it? 

“Mr. Monronp. This is October 15. I did 
not write it. 

“Mr. ApaMson. Do you write them now? 

“Mr. Morrorp. I do not write the material 
for the Reporter. 

“Mr. ADAMSON. All right then; who is re- 
sponsible for the preparation and publication 
of the material in this bulletin of yours called 
the Reporter? 

“Mr, Morrorp. I have stated that I refused 
to— 

“Mr, ADAMSON (interposing). You refuse to 
answer that question? 

“Mr. Morrorp. I have indicated to you the 
publications committee, and beyond that I 
feel it is within my province not to furnish 
you further information at that point con- 
cerning the structure of our organization. 

“Mr. ApaMSON. Do you refuse to answer 
that question? 

“Mr. MunpT. He refuses to identify the 
members of that committee. Is that right? 

“The CHAIRMAN. Is that correct? 

“Mr. Morrorp. On a basis of principle, you 
see. 
“The CHARMAN. I am not asking about 
what basis it is. Do you decline to divulge 
the names of your publications committee? 

“Mr. Morrorp, I think at this point it is 
proper for me to indicate that I may not go 
into the matter further of the internal af- 
fairs of this organization. 

“The CHARMAN. You do decline to furnish 
that information? 

“Mr. Morrorp. That is the answer that I 
want to make. 

* . . s . 

“Mr. MorFoRD. I do not think that I can 
give you the names, sir, of the members of 
the publications committee, 

“The CHAIRMAN. You mean you don’t know 
them, or you refuse to give them? 

“Mr. MORFORD. I do know them. I do not 
wish to give them. 

“The CHAIRMAN. You decline to give them? 

“Mr. Morrorp. I decline. This publication 
is a publication of the council and will stand 
on its own merits. I think there is nothing 
in that statement that in any way can be 
construed as being un-American or subver- 
sive. We are entitled to an opinion—as a 
group putting out material we are entitled 
to an opinion, and under our rights under the 
first amendment, and on that basis then, 
unless you can make a judgment about that 
is satisfactory in proving that to be un-Amer- 


ican and subversive, then, if it is not false,- 


beyond that it is not our responsibility to 
furnish further information. It does not 
make any difference who wrote that particu- 
lar article or who the particular committee 
was that stands behind that article.” 
Because of the foregoing, the Committee 
on Un-American Activities has been deprived 
of the opportunity to inspect the books, pa- 
pers, and records mentioned in the fore- 
going subpena and of the evidence contained 
therein which your committee considers rele- 
vant to the subject matter of subversive and 
un-American activities as set forth in House 
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Resolution 5 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, 
first session, which instructed and required 
your committee to investigate such matters. 
The willful and deliberate refusal of Richard 
Morford to testify, as set forth herein, and to 
produce the books, papers, and records as 
called for in the subpena deprives your com- 
mittee of the evidence necessary to conduct 
its investigation of the National Council of 
American-Soviet Friendship, Inc., which evi- 
dence is pertinent to the said investigation, 
and places the said Richard Morford in con- 
tempt of the House of Representatives of the 
United States. 
“HOUSE RESOLUTION 

“Resolved, That the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives certify the foregoing re- 
port of the House Committee on Un-Ameri- 
can Activities as to the willful and deliber- 
ate refusal of the following person to pro- 
duce before the said committee for its in- 
spection certain books, papers, and records 
which had been duly subpenaed, and to 
testify under oath concerning all pertinent 
facts relating thereto; under seal of the 
House of Representatives to the United 
States attorney for the District of Columbia 
to the end that the said person named below 
may be proceeded against in the manner and. 
form provided by law: Richard Morford, 114 
East Thirty-second Street, New York, N. Y.” 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my colleague the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Hacen] may extend his re- 
marks in the Record and include an arti- 
cle on veterans. I am informed by the 
Public Printer that this will exceed two 
pages of the Recorp and will cost $150, 
but I ask that it be printed notwith- 
standing that fact. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcorp relating to H. R. 6722, a bill he 
introduced. 

Mr. WALTER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. SAVAGE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances and include in 
one an editorial. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the REcorp in two instances; 
to include in one correspondence passing 
between him and his colleagues from 
Pennsylvania, Messrs. McGLIncHey, 
GRANAHAN, and BARRETT, and in the other, 
on the subject of price control. 

THADDEUS C. KNIGHT 


Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Military Affairs 
I call up S. 528, for the relief of Thad- 
deus C. Knight, and ask for its immedi- 
ate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
understand this is simply a bill that the 
War Department has approved correct- 
ing the record of an Army officer. 
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Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, the War Depart- 
ment has not approved the bill, due to 
this fact: Under the Articles of War the 
War Department has no authority to 
correct an error in a court-martial case 
where later evidence proves a case of 
forgery, and this is such a case. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
know about this legislation. I withdraw 
my reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Whereas Thaddeus C. Knight, formerly a 
captain, Quartermaster Corps, United States 
Army, was convicted on April 28, 1926, by a 
general court martial for the violation of the 
ninety-third and ninety-sixth articles of 
war and sentenced to be discharged from the 
military service and to serve 5 years in prison. 
The said Thaddeus C. Knight was discharged 
from the Army in accordance with the find- 
ings of the court martial and served 2 years 

. of the sentence imposed upon him, at which 
time he was paroled. Since the carrying into 
execution of the findings of the court martial 
it has been determined that the testimony 
upon which the said Thaddeus C. Knight was 
convicted was perjured and untrue and that 
the conviction of the said Thaddeus C. 
Knight by general court martial was with- 
out foundation in law or in fact: Therefore 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President be, 
and he is hereby, authorized to appoint, by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, the said Thaddeus C. Knight, a cap- 
tain in the Quartermaster Corps, United 
States Army, and to retire him and place him 
on the retired list of the Army as a captain 
with the retirement pay and allowances of 
that grade; and in the administration of any 
laws conferring rights, privileges, or bene- 
fits upon persons who have served in the 
military service of the United States and who 
have been honorably discharged therefrom, 
the said Thaddeus C. Knight shall be held 
and considered to have been honorably dis- 
charged from such service as of the date of 
his separation therefrom; but not back pay 
or allowance shall be held to have accrued 
by reason of this act, prior to its passage. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


DISPLACED PERSONS 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I have to- 
day introduced a bill providing for the 
immigration to this country of displaced 
Persons. My bill would provide that all 
unused quotas in the past year, for exam- 
ple, those from England, Germany, and 
other countries, which are seldom used, 
could be used for the benefit of these dis- 
Placed persons. This follows the sugges- 
tion recently made to the Secretary of 
State by Fiorello LaGuardia, Director of 
UNRRA, and also conforms with a sug- 
gestion or plan of President Truman. In 
this way we can help relieve the situation 
in Europe and get some of those displaced 
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persons out. We can do our share in this 
country, and then we can expect other 
countries, such as Great Britain and 
countries of South America, to do their 
share as well. In this way we may be 
able to get a majority of the 600,000 dis- 
placed persons, now homeless, settled 
somewhere. I know the bill will not pass 
in this session, but I hope it will be the 
first order of business in the Eightieth 
Congress. 


COMMODITIES RATIONED OR ALLOCATED 
UNDER JURISDICTION OF THE SECRE- 
TARY OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
present a privileged resolution (H. Res, 
721) from the Committee on Agriculture, 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, Thet the Secretary of Agriculture 
is requested to submit to the House of Rep- 
resentatives a list of all commodities ra- 
tioned or allocated under his jurisdiction to- 
gether with a break-down of the percentages 
of each allocated for essential purposes and 
the definition of essentiality as to each com- 
modity. 


Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
have received from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture a complete report giving the in- 
formation requested in the resolution, 
and have furnished the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. JoHNson] a copy of that 
report, which he will insert in the Recorp 
for the benefit of the Members of the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I move that the resolution 
be laid on the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. FLANNAGAN] has sent me a copy of 
the report of the Secretary of Agriculture 
to which he has just referred. His letter 
of transmittal and the report are as 
follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES U. S., 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., July 31, 1946. 
Hon. ANTON J. JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear ANTON: I have secured from the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture the information called 
for in the Resolution you introduced on July 
22, 1946, House Resolution 721, and I am en- 
closing herewith copy of the report. 1i 

If there is any further information I can 
obtain, kindly let me know. 

With all good wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

JNO. W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., 
Chairman. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., July 30, 1946. 

Hon, JOHN W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear MR. FLANNAGAN: The following state- 
ment is submitted in reply to your letter of 
July 23 enclosing a copy of House Resolution 
721, which requests the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to submit to the House of Representa- 
tives a list of commodities rationed or allo- 
cated under his jurisdiction. 

By Executve order, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized and directed to ascer- 
tain all requirements against United States 
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food supplies, including foregn requrements, 
and to make allocations to meet essential 
needs. In discharging this responsibility, 
the Secretary of Agriculture is assisted by the 
interagency Food Requirements and Alloca- 
tions Committee, which is composed of rep- 
resentatives of the Departments of State, 
Commerce, War, and Navy, in addition to 
representatives of the Department of Agri- 
culture. Allocations are made by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture after they have been fully 


considered by this Committee and its com- 


modity subcommittees, In these committee 
Geliberations, the position of the Depart- 
ment of State, for example, is given great 
weight when the foreign policy of the United 
States has a bearing on the allocation being 
discussed. Committee recommendations 
are submitted to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, who makes final decisions regarding 
allocations. Export licenses are issued by the 
Department of Commerce in accordance with 
allocations to foreign claimants. 

The United States position with regard to 
distribution of United States food supplies 
is presented to the International Emergency 
Food Council (formerly the Combined Food 
Board) where every effort is made to coordi- 
nate the proposed programs of the various 
supplying countries in order to insure that 
exportable supplies from all sources may be 
used as effectively as possible to meet world 
food needs. The IEFC has no power to de- 
termine the destination of United States 
food supplies. It is an agency for the coor- 
dination of national programs through mu- 
tual . The Council provides a for- 
um for consultation among exporting coun- 
tries and importing countries regarding ex- 
Portable supplies and minimum import re- 
quirements. 

At the present time, the following foods 
= related items are under formal alloca- 

on: 

Meats, fats and oils, selected dairy products, 
canned fish, dry beans and peas, rice, rye, 
corn, oats, barley, sugar, dried fruits, spices, 
protein feeds,’ cocoa beans. 

Wheat, although in very short supply rela- 
tive to desperate needs in many war-torn 
countries, is not formally under allocation. 
Monthly export programs are prepared for 
wheat and wheat substitutes which establish 
limits on the quantities which may be ex- 
Ported to designated foreign claimants. 
These limits are established after considera- 
tion of the quantities that are available for 
export and the relative urgency of the need 
among foreign claimants. 

A commodity is removed from allocation 
when it reaches a supply position which per- 
mits the essential requirements of all 
claimants to be met. For example, eggs, po- 
tatoes, and canned fruits and vegetables were 
recently removed from allocation when it be- 
came reasonably certain that the various 
claimants would be able to procure sufficient 
quantities to meet their essential needs. The 
current annual allocations of dried fruits 
and spices expire on August 31 and Septem- 
ber 30, respectively. 

Sugar is the only food item that is being 
rationed at the consumer level. The Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is responsible for de- 
termining the total quantity allocated to 
United States civilians, while actual distri- 
bution among individual consumers is under 
the jurisdiction of the Office of Price Admin- 
istration. 

The enclosed tables indicate (1) the per- 
centage distribution of United States food 
supplies among major claimants during the 
fiscal year 1945-46 and (2) the quantities and 
percentages of specified commodities that 
have been tentatively allocated to the major 
O 


ne domestic allocation involves State 
quotas. 
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claimants during the July-September 1946 
quarter. 

In determining the essential requirements 
of United States civilians for particular com- 
modities, reference is made to such factors as 
average prewar per-capita consumption, esti- 
mated current civilian market demand, and 
the availability of other foods that are re- 
quired for adequate nutrition with special 
reference to the availability of substitutes 
for the commodity in question. A basic con- 
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sideration is the minimum quantity that is 
necessary to avoid serious geographic mal- 
distribution of available market supplies in 
the absence of consumer rationing, with 
special reference to maintenance of adequate 
operating stocks, 

Requirements submitted by foreign 
claimants must be accompanied by a full 
statement of justification. These require- 
ments are also screened in the context of 
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information available through the Office of 
Foreign Agricultural Relations in the De- 
partment of Agriculture and through our 
agricultural attachés in the various claimant 
countries regarding indigenous production 
and the quantity of food available in urban 
areas, 
Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P, ANDERSON, 
Secretary. 


Distribution of United States food supplies: United States civilians, United States Territories, United States military and exports, 
fiscal year 1945-46 


Total food 
distribution 1 


Percentage of total food distribution 


Commodity Exports 
(5) 
Percent 
Grand total distribution . — et ART RO 12.6 
Wheat and flour (grain equivalent)... 50.0 6.2 43.8 
Other grains, total (grain e 

ice (m rice — 42.7 5.7 3.2 38.4 

ieee ae 17 — 78.4 1.1 14 19.1 

1 ha iy rain egu 80.3 +6 1 19.0 

Fats. and oils (edible in —— —— uct weight)... 83.2 8 4.3 11.7 

Meat (carcass weight Pa 85.9 4 81 5.6 
Dairy products: 

— —— —— — n2n—?7ũ 8 — . 0 75.8 4 0 2.8 
5893 and evaporated milk. 68. 9 2.0 0 20. 1 
PIE INR etn a pace E e A e dade RERE 64.2 1. 0 4.3 40.5 

£4.3 .5 6.6 8.6 

55.6 2.8 2.3 39.3 

eee eee 86.7 wl 6.2 7.0 

£8.2 2 5.7 6.9 

52.9 1.9 8.4 26.8 

88888 927 2 20 11 
Vegetables, total (excluding potatoes and sweetpotatoes| . . 

Miscellaneot ee en See — ß EE SR. 96.1 1 29 9 


1 Includes United States milit 
2 Wheat shipments to United States territories included in to 


£ource: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Requirements and A‘locations, July 22, 1946, 


stocks accumulated prior to aay 1, 1945, and transferred to UNRRA and United States military civilian feeding during the fiscal year 1945-46. 


Summary of allocations of United States f ood supplies, July-September 1946 (as of Julyy 26, 1946) 


Commodity 


D age 
NER NS AED ISIE Se SEG oT or ee es 265.0 
Gheese, TT ed Le 150.0 
Cheese, other 65.0 
Condensed milk. 375.0 
Evaporated milk... 550.0 
Dried whole milk 15.0 
Nonfat dry milk solids... 25.0 
ly eer RS TRE) LSE SS 
Canned fish “ 695. 6 482. 8 
Fats and oils 
Lard 431.1 317.3 
pe aS 113.3 90. 7 
Shortening and other edible os : 531.1 476. 5 
pot na BR CSE pe mei ad BANE, REAR eae 857.2 823.4 
Dry edible beans 250.0 240.9 
DY FOCI 0 —— —— —— scone eee 3 —— 1, 437.0 200. 0 
Sugar, beet and cane. Thousand short tons, raw. 1,889.7 |° 1,728.0 
8 Thousand 100-pound bags (milled). 2, 325. 0 950.0 
Cocoa beans. illion pounds 140.6 126.6 


1 Includes United States territories and military civilian feeding. 
£ Allocation in 


: Includes total production of €0,0C0,CCO pounds of bulk condensed milk, all of which goes to civilians. 
de e. 


t Allocation for period July 1, 1946, to June 30, 1947. 
{Includes 10,800 short tons for noncivilian provisional use, 
fource: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Requirements and Allocations, July 27, 1946. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS e ask that it be printed notwithstanding 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask that fact. 
unanimous consent to extend my re- The SPEAKER. Without objection, 


pees fa = 25 3 onae an notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made, 


Printer that this will exceed two pages 
of the Recorp and will cost $180, but I There was no objection. 
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Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and include a letter 
and also a historical abstract. I am 
informed by the Public Printer that this 
will exceed two pages of the Recorp and 
that the additional cost will be $15, but 
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I ask that it be printed notwithstanding 
that fact, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BELL (at the request of Mr. GIB- 
SON) was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Record and include an 
article by Francis Cardinal Spellman. 

Mr. GIBSON, Mr. WHITTINGTON, 
and Mr. KOPPLEMANN asked and were 
given permission to extend their remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp paying tribute to 
Gen. Roy Geiger, and further to extend 
his remarks and include the speech of 
the President of the United States at the 
time of the award of the Selective Service 
Medal. 

Mr. MORRISON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and to include a newspaper 
clipping. 

Mrs. WOODHOUSE asked and was 
given permission to extend her remarks 
in the Recorp concerning displaced per- 
sons. 

Mr. KEARNEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an article from the 
Times-Herald. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Recorp immediately 
following the remarks of the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FLANNA- 
Gan], and include a copy of a letter from 
him and also a report from the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from IMi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that today, at the 
conclusion of the legislative program of 
the day and following any special orders 
heretofore entered, I may be permitted 
to address the House for 30 minutes, and 
to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 


aon? 
ere was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my re- 
marks. ; 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. ELLIS addressed the House. 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
REcorp and include a newspaper edi- 
torial. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his own 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD, 


His 
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Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the REcorp and include a letter 
from the Commerce Department. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 10 minutes today following the 
disposition of business on the Speaker's 
desk and the conclusion of special orders 
heretofore entered. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in two 
instances in the REcorp and to include 
an excerpt in each. 

Mr. LEMKE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances in the ReEcorp and include 
therein excerpts. 

Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend her remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances and to in- 
clude therein certain newspaper ex- 
cerpts. 

Mr. FARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks in the Recorp and include 
therein a discussion of the military de- 
fense in Hawaii by United States Dis- 
trict Judge Frank McLaughlin. I am 
informed by the Public Printer that the 
extension will cost $240. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
cost and without objection, the exten- 
sion may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
own remarks in the Recorp in two in- 
stances, one relating to foreign trade and 
the other to the shipbuilding industry. 


THE NATIONAL DEBT 


Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, we are com- 
ing to two ends. First, we are coming 
to the end of this session of Congress, 
which will be on Friday. I think that 
will be a good thing for the country and 
especially for the Members of Congress. 
The longer in session the more they 
spend. Second, we are coming to the 
end of the Treasury’s ability to stand 
such spending. When you look at the 
national debt, it is $269,000,000,000. 
That is the greatest debt in the world. 
Where will you get the money? You are 
going to have to put your noses to the 
grindstone and get out and work and 
teach the people of this country that we 
all have to work and earn and save if we 
are going to keep this country from go- 
ing into bankruptcy. There is one way 
we can do that, and that is by everybody 
putting their shoulder to the wheel, 
eliminating all the stres in the coun- 
try, and produces, thus cutting down the 
cost of commodities so that people can 
buy them. The law of supply and de- 
mand will then go to work and there 
will be no need for OPA. We can do 
away, and should at once, with many of 
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the agencies of Government; many are 
expensive joy rides for New Dealers. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota (at the 
request of Mr. ARENDS) was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 


CANTON, S. DAK., INSANE ASYLUM 


Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 2426) providing for the conveyance 
to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lin- 
coln County, S. Dak. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Commissioner 
of Public Buildings is authorized and di- 
rected to convey by quitclaim deed to the 
city of Canton, 8. Dak., all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to all 
lands, including the buildings and other im- 
provements thereon, constituting the old 
Canton Insane Asylum, located to the east 
of the city of Canton, Lincoln County, S. Dak. 

Sec. 2, The lands conveyed pursuant to the 
provisions of the first section of this act shall 
be used by the grantee for park, recreation, 
airport, or other public purposes; and the 
deed of conveyance of such lands shall con- 
tain the express condition that if the grantee 
shall fail or cease to use such lands for such 
purposes, or shall alienate or attempt to 
alienate such lands, title thereto shall revert 
to the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. GREEN asked and was given per- - 
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp and include therein 
a letter to a constituent. 


VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES—FOR THE RE- 
LIEF OF S. G. LEOFFLER OPERATING CO, 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States, which was 
read by the Clerk: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith without my approval 
the bill (H. R. 1480) for the relief of the 
S. G. Leoffler Operating Co., of Washing- 
ton, D. C., and for other purposes. 

This bill would authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
to relieve the S. G. Leoffler Operating Co. 
from liability for payment of the sum of 
$9,537.54. This sum‘ represents rental 
due the United States under contract 
No. I-28p-2 for the operation of golf 
courses and allied facilities in the Na- 
tional Capital Parks of the District of 
Columbia. 

The proposed remission of the rental 
due under the terms of the contract ap- 


1946 


pears to be based on the theory that the 
rented premises were, in effect, destroyed 
by an act of God— that is, by the Poto- 
mac River flood of 1942. In fact, only 
part of the premises, the East Potomac 
golf course, which was but one of five 
public courses included under the con- 
tract, was damaged by the flood, and the 
injury it sustained was of a temporary 
character. In addition, this course was 
rehabilitated by the Department of the 
Interior at the Government’s expense 
during a period when the small amount 
of golf play, because of wartime restric- 
tions, probably would not have justified 
keeping the course open. 

The S. G. Leoffler Operating Co., in 
taking custody of all public golf courses 
in the District of Columbia, could and 
should have reasonably anticipated that 
storms and flood might at times during 
the life of its 5-year contract make some 
or all of the areas temporarily unplay- 
able. Particularly is this so since the 
company was an experienced operator of 
these very courses. The East Potomac 
course was known to be extremely vul- 
nerable to freshets and floods, and the 
flood of October 1942 was but little more 
devastating than the flood of March 1936, 
which antedated the execution of the 
contract by approximately 3 years. 

Moreover, although the flooded East 
Potomac course was not repaired for 
several months, it appears that other 
public courses were adequate to serve 
the public demand during wartime. 
This conclusion is supported by the fact 
that when the East Potomac course was 
reopened after the injury caused by the 
flood had been repaired, it was immedi- 
ately closed again at the request of the 
operator because there was not sufficient 
play to justify its continued operation. 
Thus I am convinced that the Company 
suffered no damages because of the flood 
beyond the ordinary risk contemplated 
under its operating contract. 

Lastly, I wish to emphasize that the 
National Park Service of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has numerous con- 
tracts with operators who furnish ac- 
commodations and conveniences to the 
public visiting the various national parks 
and national monuments. The grant- 
ing of relief in the circumstances here 
presented might well be considered by 
other concessioners as a precedent to 
seek relief because of damages to their 
facilities from storms or other causes 
not under the control of the Govern- 
ment. 

Accordingly, I am constrained to 
withhold approval from H. R. 1480. 

Harry TRUMAN. 

Tue WRITE House, July 31, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objection of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal, and the message and accom- 
panying bill referred to the Committee 
on Claims and ordered printed. 


REORGANIZATION OF RAILROADS 


Mr. HOBBS, Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (S. 1253) 
to enable debtor railroad corporations 
expeditiously to effectuate reorganiza- 
tions of their financial structures; to 
alter or modify their financial obliga- 
tions, and for other purposes, and I ask 
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unanimous consent that the statement 
may be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. Hoses]? 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that there is no quorum 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no 
quorum present., 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I move a call 
of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 262] 
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Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present, 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 230, nays 16, answered “pres- 
ent” 1, not voting 183, as follows: 

[Roll No, 263] 


Adams Elston Mason 
Allen, La. Fellows May 
Almond Fogarty Merrow 
Andersen, Gallagher Miller, Calif. 
H. Carl Gary Miller, Nebr. 
Anderson, Calif.Gathings Mills 
Baldwin, Md. Geelan Morgan 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gifford Norton 
Barry Gillespie O'Konski 
Bates, Ky Gordon Outland 
Bates, Mass Gossett Patrick 
Beckworth Grant, Ind Patterson 
Bell Gregory Pfeifer 
Bender Hagen Philbin 
Bennet, N. Y. Hale Ploeser 
Blackney Hall Plumley 
Bland Edwin Arthur Powell 
Bloom Halleck Price, Fla. 
Boren Hancock Priest 
Boykin Hare Rains 
Bradley, Mich. Harris Reece, Tenn, 
Brooks Hart Richards 
Brumbaugh Hartley Rivers 
Bryson Hébert Robinson, Utah 
Buck Heffernan Robsion, Ky. 
Buckley Hendricks Rockwell 
Buffett Henry Roe, N. Y. 
Bunker Hess Rogers, N. Y. 
Byrne, N. Y. Hill Russell 
Cannon, Fla Hoeven Ryter 
Carlson Hoffman, Mich. Scrivner 
Case, N. J Holifleld Shafer 
Case, S. Dak. Hook Sharp 
Celler Izac Sheppard 
Clements Jennings Sheridan 
Clippinger Johnson, Calif. Short 
Cochran Johnson, Tex. Slaughter 
Coffee Kean Smith, Wis. 
Cole, Kans. Kee Somers, N. Y 
Cole, N. Y. Keefe Sparkman 
Combs Kefauver Stewart 
Cooper Keo; Sumner, Ill 
Courtney Kerr Taber 
Cravens Kilburn Tarver 
Crawford Kilday Thomas, N. J 
Crosser Landis Tolan 
Curley Lane Torrens 
Daughton, Va. Larcade Towe 
Davis LeFevre Trimble 
Dawson Ludlow Voorhis, Calif, 
De Lacy Lyle Vorys, Ohio 
Delaney, McCormack Wadsworth 
John J. McDonough Wasielewski 
Dirksen McGehee Weaver 
Dolliver McGregor Welch 
Dondero McKenzie West 
Douglas, III Mahon White 
Dworshak Maloney Wickersham 
Earthman bsg era Winter 
Eaton Wolfenden, Pa, 
Elliott Mansfield, Tex. Wood 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 252 
Members have answered to their names, 


a quorum, 


If there is no objection, further pro- 
ceedings under the call will be dispensed 


with. 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House dispense with further pro- 
ceedings under the call? 
The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WALTER) there 
were—ayes 108, noes 2, 


YEAS—230 

Abernethy Gearhart Murray, Tenn. 
Andresen, Geeian Murray, Wis. 

August H. Gerlach Neely 
Andrews, Ala. Gibson Norblad 
Andrews, N. Y. Gillie Norrell 
Angell Goodwin O'Brien, Il. 
Arnold Gore O'Brien, Mich 
Auchincloss Gorski O'Hara 
Bailey Graham O'Neal 
Barden Granahan O'Toole 
Barrett, Pa Granger Pace 
Barrett, Wyo, Grant, Ala Patman 
Beall Green Peterson, Fla 
Bennett, Mo. Griffiths Peterson, Ga. 
Biemiller Gross Phillips 
Bland Gwinn, N. Y. Pickett 
Bloom Gwynne, Iowa Pittenger 
Bolton Hall, Poage 
Bonner Leonard W. Pratt 
Bradley, Pa. Havenner Price, III 
Brehm Hays Quinn, N. Y. 
Brown, Ga. Healy Rabaut 
Brown, Ohio Hedrick Rabin 
Buchanan Herter Ramey 
Bulwinkle Heselton Randolph 
Butler Hinshaw Rankin 
Byrne, N. Y. Hobbs Rayfiel 
Byrnes, Wis. Hoffman, Pa Reed, Ill. 
Camp Holmes, Mass Reed, N.Y. 
Campbell Holmes, Wash. Rees, Kans, 
Canfield Hook Resa 
Cannon, Mo. Hope Riley 
Carnahan Horan Rizley 
Chapman Huber Robertson, Va. 
Chelf Jarman Rodgers, Pa 
Chenoweth Jenkins Md. 
Chiperfield Jensen Rogers, Fla 
Church Johnson, Ill. Rogers, Mass. 
Clark Johnson, Ind, Rooney 
Clason Johnson, Okla. Rowan 
Clevenger Jones Sabath 
Cole, Mo. Jonkman Sadowski 
Colmer Kearney Sasscer 
Cooley Kelley, Pa, Savage 
Corbett Kelly, II. Schwabe, Mo. 
Crosser Kinzer Schwabe, Okla, 
Cunningham Kirwan Sikes 
D'Alesandro Klein Simpson, III. 
De Lacy Kuntson Smith, Maine 
Delaney, Kopplemann Smith, Ohio 

James J, Kunkel Smith, Va. 
D'Ewart LaFollette Spence 
Dingell Lanham Springer 
Domengeaux Latham Starkey 
Doughton, N. C. LeCompte Stefan 
Douglas, Calif, Lemke Stevenson 
Doyle inski Stigler 
Durham Lewis Stockman 
Eberharter Link Sullivan 
Ellis Lynch Sumners, Tex. 
Ellsworth McConnell Talbot 
Elsaesser McCowen Talle 
Engel, Mich. McDonough Taylor 
Engle, Calif. McGlinchey Thom 
Ervin McMillan, S. C. Tibbott 
Fallon McMillen, Ill. Traynor 
Feighan Madden Vinson 
Fenton Manacco Vursell 
Fisher Mankin Whitten 
Flannagan Marcantonio Whittington 
Flood Martin,Iowa Wigglesworth 
Folger Martin, Mass, Winstead 
Forand Mathews Wolcott 
Puller Michener Wolverton, N. J. 
Fulton + Monroney Woodhouse 
Gamble Morrison Woodruff 
Gardner Mundt Worley 
Gavin Murdock 

NAYS—16 

Allen, II. Howell Thomas, Tex, 
Arends Hull Walter 
Bishop Jackson Weichel 
Curtis Luce Wilson 
Gillette Rich 
Hoch Sundstrom 
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ANSWERED “PRESENT”"—1 


Hand 
NOT VOTING—183 

Adams Gary Miller, Nebr, 
Alien, La. Gathings Mills 
Almond Gifford Morgan 
Andersen, Gillespie Norton 

H. Carl Gordon O’Konski 
Anderson, Calif. Outland 
Baldwin, Md. Grant, Ind. Patrick 
Baldwin, N. Y. G Patterson 
Barry Hagen Pfeifer 
Bates, Ky. Hale Philbin 
Bates, Mass. Hall, Ploeser 
Beckwoth Edwin Arthur Plumiey 
Bell Halleck Powell 
Bender Hancock Price, Fla 
Bennet, N. T. Hare Priest 
Blackney Harless, Ariz, Rains 
Boren Harness, Ind. Reece, Tenn. 
Boykin Harris 1 
Bradley, Mich. Hart Rivers 

rooks Hartley Robertson, 
Brumbaugh Hébert N, Dak, 
Bryson Heffernan Robinson, Utah 
Buck Hendricks Robsion, Ky. 
Buckley Henry Rockwell 
Buffett Hess Roe, N. Y 
Bunker Hill Rogers, N. ¥ 
Cannon, Fla Hoeven Russell 
Carlson Hoffman, Mich, Ryter 
Case, N. J. Holifield Scrivner 
Case, S. Dak, Lac Shafer 
Celler Jennings Sharp 
Clements Johnson, Calif. Sheppard 
Clippinger Johnson, Tex. Sheridan 

an Judd Short 

Coffee Kean Simpson, Pa 
Cole, Kans. Kee Slaughter 
Cole, N. Y. Keefe Smith, Wis. 
Combs Kefauver Somers, N. Y. 
Cooper Keogh Sparkman 
Courtney Kerr Stewart 
Cox Kilburn Sumner, III. 
Cravens Kilday ber 
Crawford King Tarver 
Curley Landis Thomas, N. J, 
Daughton, Va, Lane Thomason 
Davis Larcade Tolan 
Dawson Torrens 
Delaney, LeFevre Towe 

John J. Ludlow Trimble 
Dirksen Lyle Voorhis, Calif. 
Dolliver McCormack Vorys, Ohio 
Dondero McGehee Wadsworth 
Douglas. Dl McGregor Wasielewski 
Drewry McKenzie Weaver 
Dworshak Mahon Welch 

Maloney West 

Eaton Mansfield, White 
Elliott Mont Wickersham 
Elston Mansfield, Tex. Winter 
Fellows Mason Wolfenden, Pa. 
Fernandez May Wood 
Fogarty Merrow Zimmerman 
Gallagher Miller, Calif. 


So the motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

General pairs until further notice: 


Sheridan with Mr. Scrivner. 

Keogh with Mr. Taber. 

Lane with Mr. Short. 

Wood with Mr. Kean. 

Barry with Mr. Smith of Wisconsin. 
Izac with Mr. Mason. 

Boykin with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 
Hart with Mr. Dirksen. 

Roe of New York with Mr. Cole of New 
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York. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Eaton. 
Mrs. Douglas of Illinois with Mr. Grant rf 


Mr. Trimble with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Jenhings. 

Mr. Powell with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr. McGlinchey with Mr. Blackney. 

Mr, Somers of New York with Mr. H. Carl 
Andersen. 

Mr. Thomas of Texas with Mr. Bender. 

Mr. Outland with Mr. Hoeven. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan. 

Mr, Buckley with Mr. Wadsworth. 

Mr, John J, Delaney with Mr. Henry. 
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The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 


REORGANIZATION OF RAILROADS 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the conference report. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the con- 
ference report. 


The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 1253) 
to enable debtor railroad corporations ex- 
peditiously to effectuate reorganizations of 
their financial structures; to alter or modify 
their financial obligations; and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free confer- 
ence, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: That the Senate recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the House to 
the text of the bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter inserted by the amendment of the 
House insert the following: “That (1) it shall 
be lawful (any express provision contained 
in any mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, 
or other instrument to the contrary notwith- 
standing), with the approval and authoriza- 
tion of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
(hereinafter referred to as the Commission), 
as provided in paragraph (2) hereof, for a 
carrier as defined in section 20a (1) of Part I 
of the Interstate Commerce Act to alter or 
modify (a) any provision of any class or 
classes of its bonds, notes, debentures, or 
other Indebtedness (whether secured, un- 
secured, matured, or unmatured) issued 
under any mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, 
or other instrument, or otherwise created, 
such bonds, notes, debentures, or other evi- 
dences of indebtedness being hereinafter in 
this section sometimes called ‘obligations’; 
(b) any provision of any mortgage, inden- 
ture, deed of trust, or other instrument pur- 
suant to which any class of its obligations 
shall have been issued or by which any class 
of its obligations is secured: Provided, That 
the provisions of this section shall not apply 
to any equipment-trust certificates in respect 
of which a carrier is obligated, or to any 
evidences of indebtedness of a carrier the 
payment of which is secured in any manner 
solely by equipment, or to any instrument, 
whether an agreement, lease, conditional-sale 
agreement, or otherwise, pursuant to which 
such equipment-trust certificates or such 
evidences of indebtedness shall have been 
issued or by which they are secured. 

“(2) Whenever an alteration or modifica- 
tion is proposed under paragraph (1) hereof, 
the carrier seeking authority therefor shall, 
pursuant to such rules and regulations as the 
Commission shall prescribe, present an appli- 
cation to the Commission. The Commission 
shall set such application for public hearing 
and the carrier shall give such notice of such 
hearing in such manner, by advertisement 
or otherwise, as the Commission may find 
practicable and may direct, to holders of such 
of its classes of securities and to such other 
persons in interest as the Commission shall 
determine to be appropriate and shall direct. 
If the Commission, after hearing, in addition 
to making (in any case where such altera- 
tion or modification involves an issuance of, 
securities) the findings required by para- 
graph (2) of said section 20a, shall find that, 
subject to such terms and conditions (not 
constituting alterations or modifications of 
obligations or securities) and with such 
amendments (altering or modifying the obli- 
gations affected by the alteration or modifi- 
cation proposed by the carrier) as the Com- 
mission shall determine to be just and rea- 
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sonable, the proposed alteration or modifica- 
tion— 


“(a) is within the scope of paragraph (1); 

„(b) will be in the public interest; 

“(c) will be in the best interests of the 
carrier and of the holders of each class of its 
obligation affected by such modification or 
alteration; and 

“(d) will not be adverse to the interests of 
the holders of any other class of the carrier's 
securities or to the interests of any creditor 
of the carrier not affected by such modifica- 
tion or alteration, 


then (unless the applicant carrier shall with- 
draw its application) the Commission shall 
cause the carrier, in such manner as it shall 
direct, to submit the proposed alteration or 
modification (with such terms, conditions, 
and amendments, if any) to the holders of 
each class of its obligations affected thereby, 
for acceptance or rejection. If the Commis- 
sion shall find that as a result of such sub- 
mission the proposed alteration or modifica- 
tion has been assented to by the holders— 

“(i) of at least 66%4 per centum of the 
aggregate principal amount outstanding of 
each class of obligations affected thereby; or 

(u) of less than 6634 per centum but not 
less than 51 per centum of any particular 
class or classes of securities affected, and the 
Commission, after hearing, finds that such 
reduction in percentage will be just and 
reasonable and in the public interest; or 

„(in) in any case where 6624 per centum 
thereof is held by fewer than twenty-five 
holders, of such larger percentage, if any, as 
the Commission, after hearing, finds will 
be just and reasonable and in the public 
interest; 
the Commission shall enter an order ap- 
proving and authorizing the proposed altera- 
tion or modification upon the terms and con- 
ditions and with the amendments, if any, so 
determined to be just and reasonable. Such 
order shall make provision as to the time 
when such alteration or modification shall 
become and be binding, which may be upon 
publication of a declaration to that effect 
by the carrier, or otherwise, as the Commis- 
sion may determine. Any alteration or mod- 
ification which shall become and be binding 
pursuant to the approval and authority of the 
Commission hereunder shall be binding upon 
each holder of any obligation of the carrier 
of each class affected by such alteration or 
modification, and upon any trustee or other 
party to any instrument under which any 
such class of obligations shall have been is- 
sued or by which it is secured, and when 
any alteration or modification shall become 
and be binding the right of each such holder 
and of any such trustee or other party shall 
be correspondingly altered or modified. 

“(3) For the purposes of this section a 
class of obligations shall be deemed to be 
affected by any modification or alteration 
proposed only (a) if a modification or altera- 
tion is proposed as to any provision of such 
class of obligations, or (b) if any modifica- 
tion or alteration is proposed as to any pro- 
vision of any instrument pursuant to which 
such class of obligations shall have been is- 
sued or shall be secured: Provided, That in 
any case where more than one class of obli- 
gations shall have been issued and be out- 
standing or shall be secured pursuant to any 
instrument, any alteration or modification 
proposed as to any provision of such instru- 
ment, which does not relate to all of the 
classes of obligations issued thereunder, shall 
be deemed to affect only the class or classes 
of obligations to which such alteration or 
modification is related. For the purpose of 
the finding of the Commission referred to 
in paragraph (2) of this section as to whether 
the required percentage of the aggregate 
principal amount outstanding of each class 
of obligations affected by any proposed alter- 
ation or modification has assented to the 
making of such alteration or modification, 
any obligation which secures any evidence or 
evidences of indebtedness of the carrier or 
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of any company controlling or controlled by 
the carrier shall be deemed to be outstanding 
unless the Commission in its discretion de- 
termines that the proposed alteration or 
modification does not materially affect the 
interests of the holder or holders of the evi- 
dence or evidences of indebtedness secured 
by such obligation. Whenever any such 
pledged obligation is, for said purposes, to be 
deemed outstanding, assent in respect of 
such obligations, as to any proposed altera- 
tion or modification, may be given only (any 
express Or implied provision in any mortgage, 
indenture, deed of trust, note, or other in- 
strument to the contrary notwithstanding) 
as follows: (a) where such obligation is 
pledged as security under a mortgage, in- 
denture, deed of trust, or other instrument, 
pursuant to which any evidence of indebt- 
edness are issued and outstanding, by the 
holders of a majority in principal amount of 
such evidences of indebtedness, or (b) where 
such obligation secures an evidence or evi- 
dences of indebtedness not issued pursuant 
to such a mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, 
or other instrument, by the holder or holders 
of such evidence or evidences of indebted- 
ness; and in any such case the Commission, 
in addition to the submission referred to in 
paragraph (2) of this section, shall cause the 
carrier in such manner as it shall direct to 
submit the proposed alteration or modifi- 
cation (with such terms, conditions, and 
amendments, if any, as the Commiseion 
shall have determined to be just and rea- 
sonable) for acceptance or rejection, to the 
holders of the evidences of indebtedness is- 
sued and outstanding pursuant to such mort- 
gage, indenture, deed of trust, or other in- 
strument, or to the holder or holders of such 
evidence or evidences of indebtedness not so 
issued, and such proposed alteration or modi- 
fication need not be submitted to the trustee 
of any such mortgage, indenture, deed of 
trust, or other instrument, but assent in re- 
spect of any such obligation shall be deter- 
mined as hereinbefore in this section pro- 
vided. For the purpose of any such assent 
the evidences of indebtedness issued and out- 
standing under any such mortgage, inden- 
ture, deed of trust, or other instrument shall 
be determined by the Commission. 

“(4) (a) Any authorization and approval 
hereunder of any alteration or modification 
of a provision of any class of obligations of 
a carrier or of a provision of any instrument 
pursuant to which a class of obligations has 
been issued, or by which it is secured, shall 
be deemed to constitute authorization and 
approval of a corresponding alteration or 
modification of the obligation of any other 
carrier which has assumed liability in respect 
of such class of obligations as guarantor, en- 
dorser, surety, or otherwise: Provided, That 
such other carrier consents in writing to such 
alteration or modification of such class of 
obligations in respect of which it has as- 
sumed liability or of the instrument pursuant 
to which such class of obligations has been 
issucd or by which it is secured, and, such 
consent having been given, any such cor- 
responding alteration or modification shall 
become effective, without other action, when 
the alteration or mcdification of such class 
of obligations or of such instrument shall be- 
come and be binding. 

“(b) Any person who is liable or obligated 
contingently or otherwise on any class or 
classes of obligations issued by a carrier shall, 
with respect to such class or classes of ob- 
ligations, for the purposes of this section, 
be deemed a carrier. 

(5) The authority conferred by this sec- 
tion shall be exclusive and plenary and any 
carrier, in respect of any alteration or modi- 
fication authorized and approved by the Com- 
micsion hereunder, shall have full power to 
make any such alteration or modification 
and to take any actions incidental or appro- 
priate thereto, and may make any such al- 
teration or modification and take any such 
actions, and any such alteration or modifica- 
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tion may be made without securing the 
approval of the Commission under any other 
section of the Interstate Commerce Act or 
other paragraph of this section, and without 
securing approval of any State authority, 
and any carrier and its officers and employees 
and any other persons, participating in the 
making of an alteration or modification 
approved and authorized under the provi- 
sions of this section or the taking of any 
such actions, shall be, and they hereby are, 
relieved from the operation of all restraints, 
limitations, and prohibitions of law, Fed- 
eral, State, or municipal, insofar as may be 
necessary to enable them to make and carry 
into effect the alteration or modification so 
approved and authorized, in accordance with 
the conditions and with the amendments, if 
any, imposed by the Commission. Any power 
granted by this section to any carrier shall 
be deemed to be in addition to and in modi- 
fication of its powers under its corporate 
charter or under the laws of any State. The 
provisions of this section shall not affect in 
any way the negotiability of any obligation 
of any carrier or of the obligation of any 
carrier which has assumed liability in respect 
thereto. 

“(6) The Commission shall require peri- 
odical or special reports from each carrier 
which shall hereafter secure from the Com- 
mission approval and authorization of any 
alteration or modification under this sec- 
tion, which shall show, in such detail as the 
Commission may require, the action taken 
by the carrier in the making of such altera- 
tion or modification. 

“(7) The provisions of this section are per- 
missive and not mandatory and shall not 
require any carrier to obtain authorization 
and approval of the Commission hereunder 
for the making of any alteration or modifica- 
tion of any provision of any of its obligations 
or of any class thereof or of any provision of 
any mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or 
other instrument, which it may be able law- 
fully to make in any other manner, whether 
by reason of provisions for the making of 
such alteration or modification in any such 
mortgage, indenture, deed of trust, or other 
instrument, or otherwise: Provided, That the 
provisions of paragraph (2) of said section 
20a, if applicable to such alteration or modi- 
fication made otherwise than pursuant to the 
provisions of this section, shall continue to 
be so applicable. 

“(8) The provisions of paragraph (6) of 
said section 20a, except the provisions thereof 
in respect of hearings, shall apply to applica- 
tions made under this section. In connec- 
tion with any order entered by the Commis- 
sion pursuant to paragraph (2) hereof, the 
Commission may from time to time, for good 
cause shown, make such supplemental orders 
in the premises as it may deem necessary or 
appropriate, and may by any such supple- 
mental order modify the provisions of any 
such order, subject always to the require- 
ments of said paragraph (2). 

“(9) The provisions of subdivision (a) of 
section 14 of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 shall not apply to any solicitation in 
connection with a proposed alteration or 
modification pursuant to this section. 

“(10) The Commission shall have the pow- 
er to make such rules and regulations appro- 
priate to its administration of the provisions 
of this section as it shall deem necessary or 
desirable, A 

“Sec. 2. (1) All proceedings under section 
77 of the Bankruptcy Act, whether before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission or 
United States courts, relating to the prepara- 
tion or effectuation of plans of reorganiza- 
tion of each carrier by railroad as defined in 
said section 20a (1) whose properties on the 
effective date of this Act or at any time there- 
after are in the custody of the United States 
courts, shall be forthwith suspended and dis- 
continued as of the effective date of this Act— 

A) If the gross railway operating revenues 
of such carrier for any of the calendar years 
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1942 to 1944, inclusive, were in excess of 
$50,000,000; or if its gross railway operating 
revenues were not in excess of such amount, 
such carrier is a debtor in any such pro- 
ceeding, or is a party defendant in any pro- 
ceeding ancillary thereto, with another such 
carrier whose revenues were so in excess; and 

“(B) If, for the period of seven calencar 
years from 1939 to 1945, inclusive, the total 
of the income reported to the Commission 
as income available for fixed charges, plus 
(a) the total of any amounts so reported as 
a deficit for fixed charges in any of said 
seven years to the extent of the total of any 
amounts reported for Federal income and 
excess-profits taxes in any of said years, and 
(b) amounts deducted in any year for amorti- 
zation of emergency facilities under section 
124 of the Internal Revenue Code in excess 
of 20 per centum of the cost of such facili- 
ties, of such carrier, or, on a joint or con- 
solidated basis, of the carriers in the system 
of which such carrier is a part, or of such 
carrier and other carriers, directly or indi- 
rectly controlled by it, through direct or 
indirect ownership of at least a majority of 
their stock, is at least equal to the reported 
total fixed charges (other than charges on 
intercompany obligations) of such carrier or 
carriers for such period, 

“(2) Carriers to which paragraph (1) of 
this section is applicable shall institute pro- 
ceedings and file application under section 1 
of this Act as expeditiously as practicable 
but in no event later than eighteen months 
after the effective date of this Act, or such 
longer pericd as the Commission, on appli- 
cation, may approve, 

8) The properties of any carrier speci- 
fied in paragraph (1) of this section shall 
continue in the custody of the United States 
courts having custody of them; except that, 
the following portions of said section 77 
shall not be applicable in any such case: 

“(a) The first two paragraphs of subsec- 
tion (b). 

“(b) Subdivision (1) of subsection (c). 

“(c) The first five sentences, and the first 
seven words and the last twenty-two words 
of the sixth sentence, of subdivision (2) of 
subsection (c): Provided, That for the pur- 
poses of this section there shall be substi- 
tuted for the said last twenty-two words of 
said sixth sentence, the words ‘custody and 
supervision of the judge’. 


“(d) Subsections (d), (e), (f), and (k). 
In addition to the foregoing exceptions and 
for thə same purpose of applying to such 
carriers in the cases in which and during the 
period for which such custody is held under 
said section 77, and pending the consumma- 
tion of proceedings under section 1 of this 
Act, the word ‘debtor’ shall be substituted for 
the words ‘trustee or trustees’ wherever such 
latter words cccur in subdivisions (3), (5), 
(9), and (10) of subsection (c), and 
subsections (i) and (o), of said section 
77. The provisions of subsection (12) of 
subsection (c) of said section 77 shall 
be applicable to proceedings under this 
Act. The final determination heretofore 
or hereafter made in the United States 
courts with respect to the relative pri- 
orities as between the respective classes of 
security holders, the subordination of the in- 
terest of a creditor or security holder of the 
debtor to the interest of other creditors or 
security holders, or the validity, amount and 
priority of any claim shall continue in full 
force and effect. Nothing contained in this 
Act is intended or shall be construed to 
modify or rescind any such determination or 
to prevent or delay the prosecution to final 
determination of any such issue now pending, 
and not yet finally determined, in the United 
States courts. Nothing in this Act shall be 
deemed to limit, qualify or restrict the right 
of the debtor (which right of the debtor is 
hereby confirmed), with the approval of the 
court (a) to purchase in whole or in part any 
bond issues or other cbligations of the debtor 
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(including bonds or other obligations guar- 
anteed or assumed by the debtor), at a dis- 
count or ctherwise, provided that the court’s 
approval of the debtor's purchase of any such 
obligations junior in lien to first lien mort- 
gage bonds shall be granted only if the court 
finds, after hearing, that such purchase will 
be for the best interests of the estate of the 
carrier and will not deprive the holders of 
cbligations senior in lien to the obligations 
proposed to be purchased, of adequate se- 
curity and protection; (b) to hold or to retire 
and cancei any of its bonds or other obliga- 
tions now held or hereafter acquired by the 
debtor; and (e) to make voluntary agree- 
ments or compromises with any creditor or 
creditors as to either principal or interest of 
his or their claims or the security therefor, 
provided that the court shall find, after hear- 
ing, that any such agreement or compromise 
will be in the best interests of the estate of 
the carrier and will not unjustly or inequi- 
tably affect the claims or security of other 
creditors. 

“(4) The proceedings with respect to any 
such carrier specified in paragraph (1) of this 
section under section 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act shall be dismissed upon consummation 
of proceedings affecting such carrier under 
section 1 of this Act, or upon payment of its 
matured, unpaid obligations, or the making 
of other arrangements with reference to such 
obligations satisfactory to the owners of the 
claims therefor; and such proceedings may be 
dismissed under the conditions and in the 
manner prescribed in subsection (g) of sec- 
tion 77 of the Bankruptcy Act: Provided, That 
in the event there has been a determination 
by the United States courts with respect to 
subordinatiqn of any claim, or the issue 
thereon has not been finally determined, the 
determination of that one issue, and only 
that issue, shall be continued and prosecuted 
to completion and shall be binding on the 
security holders of such company; but such 
continuance of the determination of that sole 
issue shall not delay the dismissal of the pro- 
ceedings in any and every other respect. 

“(5) The appointment, term of office, 
powers, authority, compensation and fees of 
each trustee appointed by the court, and of 
each counsel of such trustee, shall be termi- 
nated on or before sixty days after the effec- 
tive date of this Act: Provided, That if the 
board of directors of the carrier shall have 
been elected, pursuant to the provisions of 
paragraph (11) of this section, prior to the 
expiration of the afore-mentioned sixty-day 
period, the appointment, term of office, 
powers, authority, compensation and fees of 
such trustees and counsel shall be terminated 
forthwith. 

“(6) The provisions of this section shall 
not apply if at the time of filing the petition 
for reorganization under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act as amended, more than 95 
percent of the outstanding voting stock of 
the debtor railroad corporation shall have 
been owned or controlled, directly or indi- 
rectly, by voting trust or otherwise, by an- 
other railroad corporation not a debtor in 
the same proceeding under the said section 77 
with the said debtor and/or by a corporation 
Owning or controlling more than 95 percent 
of the outstanding voting stock of another 
railroad corporation; provided also, that this 
section shall not apply to a railroad cor- 
poration if (1) all of its stock is owned di- 
rectly or indirectly by an operating railroad 
corporation, (2) both corporations are in the 
same proceeding under the said section 77. 
and (3) pursuant to the provisions in this 

, this section does not apply to the 
said operating railroad corporation which 
owns all of the stock of the said 9 
railroad corporation. The term 
tion’ as used in this paragraph shall be 
deemed to include its trustees appointed un- 
der the aforesaid section 77 of the Bank- 

tey Act. 

“(7) If the United States of America, or 
any agency thereof, or any corporation (other 
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than the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion) the majority of the stock of which is 
owned by the United States of America, is 
a creditor or stockholder of any such carrier, 
the President of the United States or any 
officer or agency he may designate, is hereby 
authorized to act in respect of the interest 
or claims of the United States or of such 
agency or other corporation. 

“(8) The Commission shall designate one 
or more qualified members of its staff to serve 
as mediator or mediators in each of the pro- 
ceedings under section 1 with respect to car- 
riers specified under paragraph (1) of this 
section for the purpose of bringing the differ- 
ent classes of creditors and other security 
holders together, of being available to ad- 
vise with them, of assisting in the effectua- 
tion of changes, compromises, arrangements, 
negotiations, and dealings with the various 
classes of creditors and other security hold- 
ers and with individuals, groups, and com- 
mittees representing creditors or other se- 
curity holders, of assisting in expediting all 
stages of the proceedings and the early ter- 
mination and the consummation of all trans- 
actions hereunder, including all steps requi- 
site for the effectuation thereof. 

“(9) In proceedings under section 1 with 
respect to a carrier specified in paragraph 
(1) of this section the Commission shall have 
the power, in its discretion, to submit to 
holders of obligations, any proposed altera- 
tion or modification affecting them which 
the Commission has caused the carrier to 
submit to such holders under the provisions 
of the fourth sentence of paragraph (2) of 
section 1 hereof; in the event that it is 
satisfied that such alteration or modifica- 
tion has been accepted by or on behalf of 
creditors of each class to which submission 
is required under section 1 holding more 
than two-thirds in amount of the total of 
the allowed claims of stich class which have 
voted on said alteration or modification, the 
Commission shall enter an order approving 
and authorizing the proposed alteration or 
modification as provided in said paragraph 
(2) of section 1 hereof: Provided, That it shall 
enter such order in any case in which such 
alteration or modification has not been so 
accepted by the creditors of any class or 
classes if it finds, after hearing, that the 
alteration or modification makes adequate 
provision for fair and equitable treatment 
for the claims of those rejecting it; that such 
rejection is not reasonably justified in the 
light of the respective rights and interests 
of those rejecting them and all the relevant 
facts; and that the alteration or modifica- 
tion is fair and equitable, affords due recog- 
nition to the rights of each class of credi- 
tors and stockholders, and will conform to 
the requirements of the law of the land. 

“(10) If after having submitted a proposed 
alteration or modification to holders of af- 
fected obligations as provided in paragraph 
(9), the Commission shall not have entered 
an order approving and authorizing such pro- 
posed alteration or modification within a 
period of twelve months following the date 
of the filing of an application in accordance 
with paragraph (2) of this section, or such 
extended periods as the Commission on ap- 
plication therefor. may approve, then the 
Commission, after hearings, shall formulate 
and submit to holders of affected obligations 
such alteration or modification as in its 
opinion meets the standards set forth in 
section 1 above; in applying such standards 
of section 1 for the purpose of any such al- 
teration or modification under this para- 
graph, the Commission shall give full effect 
to all changes, facts, and developments since 
1940, including, without limitation, for such 
period total railway operating revenues, op- 
erating expenses and other charges, net earn- 
ings, the full effect of amortization deduc- 
tions on earnings of past and future years, 
improvements to the property, the effect of 
the released collateral through past or future 
payment of loans, cash and net current as- 
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sets, retirements and purchases of debt, in- 
cluding retirements and purchases at a dis- 
count that have been made or that can 
reasonably be made, adjustment and reduc- 
tion of interest rates on outstanding debt 
that may be made including the adjustment 
and reduction of interest rates for prior years. 
In the event the Commission is satisfied 
that such alteration or modification has been 
accepted by the percentages required for 
acceptance under the provisions of section 1 
or of paragraph (9) of this section it shall 
enter an order approving and authorizing 
such alteration or modification, unless it 
finds that, prior to the entry of such order, 
the alteration or modification submitted un- 
der paragraph (9) has been accepted by the 
percentages required by the provisions of 
that paragraph or of section 1, in which 
event it shall enter an order approving and 
authorizing such alteration or modification 
submitted under paragraph (9). 

“(11) (a) Every carrier to which paragraph 
(1) of this section is applicable shall call a 
meeting of stockholders for the election of 
directors to be held within sixty days after 
the effective date of this Act. The present 
terms of office of all directors and officers of 
such carrier shall terminate upon the elec- 
tion and qualification of their successors, as 
herein provided, notwithstanding any provi- 
sion of the charter or by-laws of such carrier 
or of any State law to the contrary. The 
terms of office of all directors elected at 
such meeting shall be the unexpired terms 
of present directors. 

“(b) No holding company, individual, 
group, partnership, association, corporation, 
or other entity (excluding any operating 
common carrier subject to Part I of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, but not excluding any 
holding company or other non: ting cor- 
poration which has been held or which may 
be held to be a common carrier within the 
meaning of said Act)— 

“(A) which exercises direct or indirect con- 
trol of one or more railroad corporations the 
properties of which are not in the custody 
of a court in proceedings under section 77 of 
the Bankruptcy Act; and 

“(B) which also owns shares of voting stock 
of any railroad corporation to which this Act 
is applicable, in sufficient number to enable 
the owner thereof to control such carrier, 


“shall, during the period the debtor shall be 
in possession of its properties and in control 
of the management and operation thereof 
under this Act, vote such shares for the elec- 
tion of more than a minority of the directors 
of any railroad corporation to which this Act 
is applicable. 

“(c) No stock of any common carrier to 
which paragraph (1) of this section is appli- 
cable, which stock is owned or controlled 
directly or indirectly by, or held for the bene- 
fit of, or pledged as security by, any other 
common catrier to which paragraph (1) of 
this section is applicable, shall be voted for 
the election of directors the proceed- 
ings under this Act, unless at the time of 
filing the petition for reorganization under 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act as amended, 
the transaction or transactions by which such 
stock was acquired, and the ownership and 
control of such stock, had been approved by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission pur- 
suant to the applicable provisions of section 
5 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended 
or unless the two carriers are debtors in the 
same proceeding under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, as amended. 

„d) In the determination of whether a 
quorum is represented in attendance at any 
meeting of stockholders* of any carrier to 
which paragraph (1) of this section is appli- 
cable, held during the pendency of proceed- 
ings under this Act, for the election of direc- 
tors or for other purposes, all voting stock 
standing in the name of, or held for the ben- 
efit of or pledged or assigned by, or directly 
or indirectly controlled by, any carrier, hold- 
ing company, individual, corporation or other 
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entity to which subparagraph (b) or (c) of 
this paragraph (11) is applicable which vot- 
ing stock may be not represented at said 
meeting shall nevertheless be considered and 
counted as being represented in attendance 
at such meeting, notwithstanding any pro- 
vision of the charter or by-laws of such car- 
rier or the provision of any State law to the 
contrary. 

“(12) Any party having properly filed an 
application under section 5 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act to control, or participate in 
the control of, a carrier to which section 2 
of this Act applies, is hereby authorized to 
intervene generally in and become a party 
to the proceedings under this Act affecting 
such carrier. 

“(13) No readjustment of financial struc- 
ture or other proceeding under this Act and 
no order of the court or Commission in con- 
nection therewith shall relieve any carrier 
from the obligation of any final judgment of 
any Federal or State court rendered prior to 
January 1, 1929, against such carrier or 
against one of its predecessors in title, re- 
quiring the maintenance of offices, shops, and 
roundhouses at any place, where such judg- 
ment was rendered on account of the making 
of a valid contract or contracts by such car- 
rier or one of its predecessors in title. 

(14) In judicial review of any order of the 
Commission approving or authorizing a pro- 
posed alteration or modification entered pur- 
suant to the authority of paragraph (10) of 
this section 2, the court (and any court on 
review thereof) shall not be concluded by 
any determination or finding made by the 
Commission as to matters either of law or of 
facts, and the court shall make full and inde- 
pendent reexamination and review of the 
issues and of the evidence and thereafter 
shall arrive at a decision in the exercise of 
its independent judgment based upon such 
judicial reexamination and review. Any 
order of the Circuit Court of Appeals relat- 
ing to any alteration or modification under 
paragraph (10) of this section 2 shall be 
reviewed by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon appeal made by any person af- 
fected by the plan who deems himself ag- 
grieved within sixty days after the entry of 
such order or decree, pursuant to the appli- 
cable provisions of the Judicial Code. 

“(15) In the case of any carrier which is 
under the jurisdiction of the United States 
Courts on the effective date of this Act, and 
to which the provisions of paragraph (1) of 
section 2 of this Act would be applicable if 
such carrier were in the custody of such 
courts on such date, and with respect to 
which carrier, securities under a plan of re- 
organization approved by the court and Com- 
mission had already been issued, a holder of 
a security of any class which rejected, or was 
not entitled to vote on, such plan in accord- 
ance with subsection (e) of said section 77, 
may, within ninety days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, apply to the Commis- 
sion for amendment of the plan to the extent 
necessary to permit the issuance, to holders 
of securities of such class, of options or war- 
rants as described in subsection (b) of said 
section 77. If the Commission shall find 
after hearings that the proceeds of the exer- 
cise of such options or warrants will be ap- 
plied in conformance with the requirements 
of section 20 (a) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act (including, without limitation, the ap- 
plication of such proceeds to the retirement 
of outstanding obligations of the carrier), it 
shall approve such application and shall order 
the carrier to issue such options or warrants, 

“Sec. 3. The provisions of sections 1801, 
1802, 3481, and 3482 of the Internal Revenue 
Code and any amendments thereto, unless 
specifically providing to the contrary, shall 
not apply to the issuance, transfer, or ex- 
change of securities or the making or delivery 
of conveyances to make effective any altera- 
tion or modification effected pursuant to sec- 
tion 1 or section 2 of this Act. No income, 
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gain, or profit taxable under any law of the 
United States or of any State, now in force, 
or hereafter enacted, shall be deemed to have 
accrued to or have been realized by such 
carrier by reason of such an alteration or 
modification, or by reason of any transaction 
authorized in the last sentence of paragraph 
(3) of section 2. 

“Sec. 4. If any provision of this Act, or the 
application thereof to any person or circum- 
stances, is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Act and the application of such provision to 
other persons or circumstances, shall not be 
affected thereby.” 

And the House agree to the same. 

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to 
enable debtor railroad corporations, whose 
properties during a period of seven years have 
provided sufficient earnings to pay fixed 
charges, to effect a readjustment of their 
financial structures; to alter or modify their 
financial obligations; and for other purposes.” 

HATTON W. SUMNERs, 

Sam HOBBES, 

MARTIN GORSKI, 

CHAUNCEY W. REED, 

JOHN W. GWYNNE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


B. K. WHEELER, 
Ep C. JOHNSON, 
CLYDE REED, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 1253) to enable debtor 
railroad corporations expeditiously to effectu- 
ate reorganizations of their financial struc- 
tures; to alter or modify their financial obli- 
gations; and for other purposes; submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference 
report: 

The House amendment strikes out all of 
the Senate bill after the enacting clause. 
The Senate recedes from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the House, with an 
amendment which is a substitute for both 
the Senate bill and the House amendment, 
The material differences between the House 
amendment and the substitute agreed to in 
conference are noted in the following state- 
ment. 

The House amendment proposed the re- 
enactment of chapter XV of the Bankruptcy 
Act for the modification or alteration of 
obligations of carriers. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in 1945 proposed a varia- 
tion of the principle of chapter XV, while 
retaining the essential purpose of providing 
a means for alteration or modification on 
applications of carriers when necessary in the 
public interest, as well as in the interest of 
the carriers and of their security holders, 
The conference substitute adopts the varia- 
tion proposed by the Commission in 1945. 

The essential principle of chapter XV and 
of the Commission proposal of 1945 is the 
provision of means of altering carriers’ obli- 
gations with fairness to the owners of those 
obligations, and in order to avoid the drains, 
wastes and losses consequent upon drastic 
reorganizations. This underlying principle 
was in effect reaffirmed by the House when it 
passed the amendment. The conference 
substitute adheres to this plan. 

The difference between the method of 
chapter XV and that of the Commission 
variation is primarily one of lodging in the 
Commission greater power through the Com- 
mission proposal. Under chapter XV the 
Commission was not expressly charged with 
the duty of considering proposed alterations 
or modifications as in substance a reorganiza- 
tion or readjustment plan. Under the Com- 
mission proposal of 1945, which is now sub- 
stantially adopted in the conference substi- 
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tute, the Commission is charged with such 
duties, < 

Under chapter XV the principal proceeding 
was conducted in çourt. Under the Commis- 
sion proposal, which is now included in the 
conference substitute, the principal proceed- 
ing is before the Commission, The court is 
called on only for purposes of review. 

The variation introduced in the Commis- 
sion proposal of 1945 and now accepted in 
the conference agreement has had the sup- 
port of leaders of life-insurance companies, 
banks, and the railroad industry, as weil as 

ol the Commission and also of representatives 
of railroad labor organizations. 

The House amendment included in its 
first seven sections provision for the relief of 
railroads which are now in proceedings under 
section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act and for the 
relief of their securityholders. The confer- 
ence agreement also provides such relief, al- 
though in considerable part with modifica- 
tions and differences from the particular form 
of relief included in House amendment. The 
conference agreement retains the require- 
ment of the House amendment that before a 
carrier can qualify for such relief it must 
show earnings coming up to a specified 
standard for the 7-year period from 1937 to 
1945, inclusive. The 7-year standard has keen 
retained in the conference agreement, with 
certain improvements introduced so as to 
recognize actual earnings and not limit the 
standard merely to the reported earnings. 
Under the tax laws there were large bock- 
keeping deductions from earnings in order 
to effect tax savings; such bookkeeping was 
authorized by statute and was used by corpo- 
rations throughout the country, in both the 
industrial and railroad field as well as in 
other fields. The Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has on a number of occasions called 
attention to the fact that there is a difference 
between reported earnings and actual earn- 
ings, which are much higher. The conference 
substitute has recognized the circumstance 
thus pointed out by the Commission, In this 
respect, as well as in certain other respects, 
the earnings figures included in the 7-year 
standard are stated somewhat differently in 
the conference amendment from the form of 
their statement in the House amendment. 

In addition to this condition imposed in 
the House amendment the conference agree- 
ment has also imposed another condition, 
which was contained in the bill as passed by 
the Senate. That condition limits the ap- 
plication of this portion of the bill to rail- 
roads whose gross railroad operating rev- 
enues for any of the calendar years 1942 to 
1944, inclusive, were in excess of $50,000,000; 
any other carriers, debtors in the same pro- 
ceedings with such carriers, also come under 
the conference substitute, even though not 
earning the $50,000,000 revenue just spec- 
ified. This condition was suggested by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

The House amendment provided a period of 
18 months in which carriers coming under 
the act would be able to work out reorgan- 
izations or readjustment of their financial 
affairs. The conference substitute also pro- 
vides for an 18-month period, or such longer 
period as the Commission may authorize. 
At the end of such period the carrier would 
file a plan of adjustment with the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in accordance with 
the procedure proposed by the Commission in 
1945 and above described. The House 
amendment had provided for proceedings 
under chapter XV; the difference between the 
two types of proceeding, under chapter XV 
and under the variation proposed by the 
Commission in 1945, is discussed above. 

The House amendment provided that con- 
trol of the properties should be returned to 
the debtor railroad companies, While the 
conference substitute also has such a pro- 
vision, the conference substitute adds that 
the properties are to be retained in the 
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custody of the court and subject to its su- 
pervision. 
Under the House amendment carriers 


would have had the power to use their large. 


surplus liquid resources for the retirement 
of debt through purchase, discount, and 
otherwise—in this respect be permitted to 
avail themselves of the same advantages 
which have been used by railroads not in 
the hands of the courts and which the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission has urged 
all railroads to invoke. Unfortunately rail- 
roads that have been in the hands of the 
courts under section 77 have been deprived 
of the tremendous opportunities of which 
nearly all other large railroads have made 
use. The conference report remedies this. 
Provision is also made for the proposal of 
alteration or modification of obligations of 
carriers by the Commission itself, in the 
event that the plan, or substitute plans, pro- 
posed by the carrier, have not gone into 
effect. 

The House amendment provided for in- 
dependent reexamination and review by the 
courts of any plans which might be issued 
by the Commission. The conference substi- 
tute makes similar provision. 

The conference substitute contains a pro- 
vision customary in reorganization statutes 
protecting reorganizations against taxes of 
certain kinds. This is the customary prac- 
tice since no true profit is realized on the 
exchange of securities, and yet without such 
a protective provision taxes might be as- 
sessable because it might be held that there 
is an apparent though not an actual profit, 
The conference agreement also provides for 
protection against tax on savings effected 
through retirement of debt; a statute to 
similar effect has been available to railroads 
and other corporations and the Congress has 
already passed a bill to extend that statute 
temporarily; the companies under section 77 
have not been permitted to retire their debt 
at a discount although most other railroads 
have availed themselves of this important 
opportunity to which the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has also called particular 
attention. 

The conference agreement accepts the lim- 
itation, as to the class of carriers covered by 
the bill, included in paragraph (11) of section 
(2) of the bill as previously passed by the 
Senate, but the conference agreement nar- 
rows that limitation in certain respects, 

Paragraph (15) of section (2) deals with 
carriers still in the jurisdiction of the United 
States courts in whose cases reorganization 
securities have already been issued under a 
reorganization plan. Paragraph (15) makes 
it lawful for the carrier, with the approval of 
the Commission, to amend the plan to the 
extent of issuing options or warrants to take 
care of those security holders who would 
otherwise be wiped out. 

On the subject of judicial review, the point 
was raised in the debate on the bill in the 
House that any provisions which do not grant 
the right of appeal as a matter of right are 
exceptional. The Congress did not intend 
in chapter XV to foreclose a reorganization 
plan without the right of appeal against it 
to a court higher than the court of original 
jurisdiction. . The House Judiciary Com- 
mittee did not interpret chapter XV to deny 
the right of appeal as a right. However, the 
committee readily accepted the proposal to 
make the congressional intent absolutely 
certain and clear, that an appeal from the 
trial court must be granted. Had the con- 
ference agreement used chapter XV, instead 
of the Commission’s substitute procedure, 
the conferees would have insisted on reaffirm- 
ance of the right of appeal to the Supreme 
Court, including the affirmation that Con- 
gress intended that such an appeal should 
be granted as a matter of right in all cases 
under chapter XV as originally enacted and 
later reenacted. 

Inasmuch as the conference agreement 
uses the Commission’s modification of the 
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chapter XV procedure, the conference agree- 
ment provides for the right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court from the circuit courts of 
appeals on plans issued by the Commission 
under paragraph (10) of section 2 of this act. 
Hatton W. SUMNERS, 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. TALBOT (interrupting the read- 
ing of the conference report). Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENDRICKS). Evidently a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 264] 
Adams Gallagher Morrison 
Allen, La. Murray, Tenn 
Almond Gathings Norton 
Andersen, Gifford O’Konski 
H. Carl Gillespie O'Neal 
Anderson, Calif.Gordon O'Toole 
Andrews, N. Y. tt Patrick 
Baldwin, Md. Granger 
Baldwin, N. Y. Grant, Ind. Peterson, Ga. 
Gregory Pfeifer 
Bates, Ky. n Philbin 
Bates, Mass, Hale Ploeser 
Beckworth Hall, Piumley 
Bell Edwin Arthur Powell 
Bender Hall Price, Fla. 
Bennet, N. Y. Hare Priest 
ey Harris Rains 
Bloom Hart Reece, Tenn, 
Boren Hartley Rees, 
Boykin Hébert . 
Bradley, Mich. Heffernan Rivers 
Brooks Henry Robinson, Utah 
Brumbaugh Hess Robsion, Ky. 
Bryson Hill Rockwell 
Buck Hoeven N 
Buckley Hoffman, Mich. Rogers, N. Y. 
Buffett Holifield 
Bunker Izac Ryter 
Cannon, Fla. Jennings Scrivner 
Cannon, Mo. Johnson, Calif. Shafer 
Car Johnson, Tex. Sheppard 
Case, N. J. Kean Sheridan 
Case,S.Dak. Kee Short 
Celler Keefe Simpson, Pa. 
Clements Kefauver Slaughter 
Clippinger Keogh Smith, Va. 
ran Kerr Smith, Wis. 
Coffee Kilburn Somers, N. Y. 
Cole, Kans, Kilday Sparkman 
Cole, N. Y, Landis Stewart 
Combs Lane Sumner, Il, 
Cooper Larcade Taber 
Courtney 
Cox LeFevre Thomas, N. J. 
Cravens Luce jan 
Crawford Ludlow Torrens 
ley Lyle Towe 
Daughton, Va, McCormack Trimble 
vis McGehee Voorhis, Calif. 
Dawson McGregor Vorys, Ohio 
Delaney, McKenzie Wadsworth 
John J. Mahon Wasielewski 
Dolliver Maloney Weaver 
Dondero Mansfield, Welch 
Douglas, III Mont. est 
Dworshak Mansfield, Tex. White 
Earthman Mason Wickersham 
Eaton May Winter 
Elliott Merrow Wolfenden, Pa. 
Elston Miller, Calif. Wood 
Fellows Miller,Nebr, Zimmerman 
Fernandez 
Fogarty Morgan 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 247 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ee under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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REORGANIZATION OF RAILROADS 


The Clerk concluded the reading of the 
conference report, 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
railroad reorganization bill which has 
been fully discussed. Everyone recog- 
nizes its connotations. It has the unani- 
mous agreement of the conferees on the 
part of the House. 

x Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
on. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion for the previous question. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. WALTER), 
there were ayes 85, noes 10. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground a quorum is not 
present and make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present, 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 190, nays 54, answered “pres- 
ent” 1, not voting 185, as follows; 


[Roll No. 265] 
YEAS—190 
Abernethy Gearhart Madden 
Allen. Ill, Geelan 
Andresen, Gerlach Marcantonio 
August H. Gibson Martin, Iowa 
Andrews, Ala. Gillie Mathews 
Angell Gorski Morrison 
Arends Graham Mundt 
Arnold Granahan 
Bailey Grant, Ala. Murray, Wis. 
Barden Green eely 
Barrett, Pa. Griffiths Norblad 
Barrett, Wyo. Gross Norrell 
Gwinn, N. Y, O'Brien, HI. 
Bennett, Mo. Gwynne, Iowa O'Brien, Mich. 
Bishop Hal, O'Hara 
Bland Leonard W. Outland 
Bloom Hancock Peterson, Fla. 
Bonner Hand Phillips 
Bradley, Pa. Harless, Ariz, Pittenger 
rehm Hays Pratt 
Brown, Ga Healy Price, III 
Brown, Ohio Hedrick Quinn, N. Y, 
Buchanan Hendricks Randolph 
Bulwinkle erter Rayfiel 
Butler Heselton Reed, III. 
Byrnes, Wis. Hinshaw Reed, N. Y. 
Camp Hobbs Rees, Kans, 
Campbell Hoffman, Pa. Resa 
Chapman Holmes, Mass. Riley 
Chelf ope Robertson, 
Chenoweth Horan N. Dak. 
Chiperfield Howell Robertson, Va. 
hurch uber Rodgers, Pa. 
Clark Hull Rogers, 7 
Clason Jackson Rooney 
Clevenger Jarman Rowan 
Cole, Mo Jenkins Sabath 
Cooley Jensen Sadow: 
Corbett Johnson. I Sasscer 
Crosser Johnson, Ind. Savage 
Cunningham Johnson, Okla. Schwabe, Mo. 
D'Alesandro Jones Schwabe. Okla. 
Delaney, Jonkman Sikes 
James J. Judd Simpson, I 
Kearne: Smith, Maine 
Dingell Kelley, Pa, Smith, Ohio 
Dirksen Kelly, III. Spence 
Doughton, N. C. Kinzer Stevenson 
wry Kirwan Stockman 
Durham Klein Sumners, Tex, 
Ellis Knutson Talle 
Ellsworth Kopplemann Taylor 
Elsaesser Kunkel om 
Engle, Calif. LaFollette Thomas, Tex. 
Ervin Latham Tibbott 
Fallon Lea Traynor 
Feighan LeCompte Vinson 
Fenton mke Vursell 
Fisher Lesinski Whitten 
Flannagan Link Whittington 
Flood Lynch Wilson 
Fuller McConnell Wolcott 
Pulton McCowen Wolverton, N. J. 
Gamble McDonough Woodruff 
Gavin McMillen, Il. 


NAYS—54 
Biemiller King Rizley 
Bolton Lanham Roe, Md. 
Canfield Lewis Rogers, Mass, 
Cannon,Mo. Luce Smith, Va. 

* Carnahan McGlinchey Springer 
Curtis Mankin Starkey 
Douglas, Calif, Martin,Mass, Stefan 
Doyle Michener Sullivan 
Engel, Mich. Mills Sundstrom 
Folger Pace Talbot 
Forand Patman Thomason 
Gillette Pickett Walter 
Gocdwin Poage Weichel 
Gore Rabaut Wigglesworth 
Havenner Rabin Winstead 
Hoch Ramey Woodhouse 
Holmes, Wash. Rankin Worley 

00 ich Zimmerman 
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1 
Auchincloss 
NOT VOTING—185 
Adams Fellows Miller, Calif. 
Allen, La. Fernandez Miller, Nebr. 
Almond Fogarty Monroney 
Andersen, Gallagher Morgan 
H. Carl Gardner Murray, Tenn. 
Anderson, Calif.Gary Norton 
Andrews, N. Y. Gathings O’Konski 
Baldwin, Md, Gifford "Neal 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gillespie O'Toole 
Gordon Patrick 
Bates, Ky. Gossett Patterson 
Bates, Mass. Granger Peterson, Ga, 
Beckworth Grant, Ind. Pfeifer ` 
Bell Gregory Philbin 
Bender Hagen Ploeser 
Bennet, N. Y. Hale Plumley 
Blackney Hall, Powell 
Boren Edwin ArthurPrice, Fla. 
Boykin Halleck Priest 
Bradley, Mich. Hare Rains 
Brooks Harness, J-d. Reece, Tenn, 
Brumbaugh Harris Richards 
Bryson Hart Rivers 
Buck Hartley Robinson, Utah 
Buckley Hébert Robsion, 
Buffett Heffernan Rockwell 
Bunker Henry Roe, N. Y. 
Byrne, N. Y. Hess Rogers, N. Y 
Cannon, Fla Hill Russell 
Carlson Hoeven Ryter 
Case, N. J. Hoffman, Mich. Scrivner 
Case, S. Dak. Holifield Shafer 
Celler Izac Sharp 
Clements Jennings Sheppard 
Clippinger Johnson, Calif. Sheridan 
Cochran Johnson, Tex. Short 
Coffee Kean Simpson, Pa. 
Cole, Kans, Kee Slaughter 
Cole, N. Y. Keefe Smith, Wis. 
Colmer Kefauver Somers, N. Y, 
Combs Keogh Sparkman 
Cooper Kerr Stewart 
Courtney Kilburn Stigler 
Cox Kilday Sumner, II. 
Cravens Landis Taber 
Crawford Lane Tarver 
Curley Larcade Thomas, N. J. 
Daughton, Va, LeFevre Tolan 
Davis Ludlow Torrens 
Dawson Lyle Towe 
De McCormack Trimble 
Delaney, McGehee Voorhis, Calif. 
John J McGregor Vorys, Ohio 
Doliver McKenzie Wadsworth 
Domengeaux McMillan, S.C. Wasielewski 
Dondero Mahon Weaver 
Douglas, Ill. Maloni Welch 
Dworshak Mansfield, West 
Earthman Mont. White 
Eaton Mansfield, Tex. Wickersham 
Eberharter Mason Winter 
Elliott May Wolfenden, Pa, 
Elston Merrow Wood 


So the previous question was ordered. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Additional general pairs: 


Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Shafer 

Mr. Rains with Mr. Vorys of Ohio. 

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Simpson of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Larcade with Mr. Towe. 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Winter. 

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Plumley 

Mr. Davis with Mr. Miller of Nebraska. 

Mr. Elliott with Mr. LeFevre, 

Mr, McKenzie with Mr. McGregor, 
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Mr. Gary with Mr. Landis. 

Mr, Fogarty with Mr. Kilburn. 

Mr. Maloney with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 

Mr. Combs with Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Allen of Louisiana with Mr. Brumbaugh, 

Mr. Mahon with Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Lyle with Mr. Buffett. 

Mr. Johnson of Texas with Mr. Dworshak. 

Mr, Bryson with Mr. Fellows. 

Mr. Cooper with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 

Mr. Gathings with Mr. Anderson of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Gordon with Mr. Hartley. 

Mr. West with Mr. Adams. 

Mr, Courtney with Mr. Bennett of New 
York, 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr, Clippinger. 


Mr. AnkNDS changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mrs. Luce changed her vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

Mr. Winstead changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The doors were opened. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. WALTER) there 
were—ayes 106, noes 37. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—ayes 176, noes 71, answered “pres- 
ent” 3, not voting 180, as follows: 


[Roll No. 266] 
AYES—176 
Abernethy Doughton, N. C. Hope 
Allen, III. Drewry Horan 
Andresen, Eberharter Huber 
August H. Ellis Huil 
Andrews, Ala. Ellsworth Jarman 
Angell Elsaesser Jenkins 
Arends Engle, Calif. Jensen 
Arnold Ervin Johnson, Il 
Balley Fallon Johnson, Okla. 
Barden Felghan Jones 
Bartett, Pa Fenton Jonkman 
Barrett, Wyo. Fisher Judd 
Beall Flannagan Kearney 
Bennett, Mo Flood Kelley, Pa. 
Bland Fuller Kelly, III. 
Bolton Fulton Kinzer 
Bonner Gamble 
Bradley, Pa. Gardner Klein 
Brehm Gavin Knutson 
Brown, Ohio Gearhart Kopplemann 
Buchanan Geelan Kunkel 
Butler Gerlach LaFollette 
Byrnes. Wis. Gibson Latham 
Camp Gillie LeCompte 
Campbell Gorski Lemke 
Cannon, Mo. Graham Lesinski 
Chelf Granahan Link 
Chenoweth Grant, Ala. Lynch 
Chiperfield Green McConnell 
Church Griffiths McCowen 
Clark Gross McDonough 
Clason Gwinn, N. Y, McMillan, S. C. 
Clevenger Gwynne, Iowa McMillen, Il. 
ley Hall. Madden 
Corbett Leonard W. Manasco 
Crosser Hancock Mathews 
Cunningham Hand Morrison 
Healy Mundt 
D'Alesandro Hedrick Murdock 
De Lacy Hendricks Murray, Wis. 
Delaney, Heselton Neely 
James J. Hinshaw Norrell 
Hobbs O'Brien, Ill. 
Dingell Hoffman, Pa. O'Brien, Mich. 
Dirksen Holmes, Mass. O'Hara 


Peterson, Fla. Rodgers, Pa. Sumners, Tex. 
Phillips Rogers, Fla. e 
Pittenger Rowan Taylor 
Poage Sabath Thom 
Price, Ill Sadowski Thomas, Tex. 
Quinn, N. Y, Sasscer Tibbott 
Randolph Schwabe, Mo. Traynor 
Rayfiel Schwabe, Okla, Vursell 
Reed, Ill Sikes White 
Reed, N. Y. Simpson, Ul. Whitten 
Rees, Kans. Smith, Maine Whittington 
Resa Spence Wilson 
Riley Stefan Wolcott 
Robertson, Stevenson Wolverton, N. J. 
N. Dak. Stockman 
NOES—71 
Biemiller Hook Rabin 
Bishop Howell Ramey 
Brown, Ga. Jackson Rankin 
Canfield Johnson, Ind. Rich 
Carnahan King Rizley 
Chapman Lanham Roe, Md. 
Cole, Mo. Lea Rogers, Mass, 
Colmer Lewis Rooney 
Cox Luce Savage 
Domengeaux McGlinchey Smith, Va. 
Douglas, Calif. Mankin Springer 
Doyle Marcantonio Starkey 
Durham Martin, Mass. Sullivan 
Engel, Mich, Michener Sundstrom 
Folger Talbot 
Forand Monroney Thomason 
Gillette Norblad Walter 
Goodwin O'Toole Weichel 
Gore Outland Wigglesworth 
Granger Pace 
Havenner Patman Woodhouse 
Hays Pickett Worley 
Hoch Pratt n 
Holmes, Wash. Rabaut 4 
ANSWERED “PRESENT’—3 
Auchincloss Bulwinkle Herter 
NOT VOTING—180 
Adams Elston Mansfield, Tex, 
Allen, La. Fellows Martin, Iowa 
Almond Fernandez Mason 
Andersen, Fogarty May 
H. Carl Gallagher Merrow 
Anderson, Calif. Miller, Calif. 
Andrews, N. Y. Gathings Miller, Nebr, 
Baldwin, Md. Gifford rgan 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gillespie Murray, Tenn, 
Barry Gordon Norton 
Bates, Ky. Gossett O’Konsk! 
Bates, e Grant, Ind O'Neal 
Beckworth Gregory Patrick 
Bell Hagen Patterson 
Bender Hale Peterson, Ga, 
Bennet, N. Y. Hall, Pfeifer 
B ey Edwin Arthur Philbin 
Bloom Halleck Ploeser 
Boren Hare Plumley 
Boykin Harless, Ariz, Powell 
Bradley, Mich. Harness, Ind. Price, Fla. 
ks ‘is Priest 
Brumbaugh Hart Rains 
Bryson Hartley Reece, Tenn. 
Buck Hébert Ri 
Buckley Heffernan Rivers 
Buffett Henry Robertson, Va. 
Bunker Hess Robinson, Utah 
Byrne, N. Y. Hil Robsion, Ky. 
Cannon, Fla. Hoeven Rockwell 
Carlson Hoffman, Mich. Roe, N. Y. 
Case, N. J. Holifield Rogers, N. Y. 
Case, S. Dak, Izac Russell 
Celler Jennings Ryter 
Clements Johnson, Calif. Scrivner 
Clippinger Johnson, Tex. Shafer 
hran Kean Sharp 
Coffee Kee Sheppard 
Cole, Kans, Keefe Sheridan 
Cole, N. Y. Kefauver ort 
Combs Keogh Simpson, Pa. 
Cooper Kerr Slaughter 
Courtney Kilburn Smith, Ohio 
Cravens Kilday Smith, Wis 
Crawford Landis Somers, N. Y. 
Curley Lane Spar 
Daughton, Va. Larcade Stewart 
Davis LeFevre Stigler 
Dawson Ludlow Sumner, II. 
Delaney, Lyle Taber 
John J, McCormack Tarver 
Dolliver McGehee Thomas, N. J. 
Dondero McGregor Tolan 
Douglas, III. McKenzie Torrens 
Dwo. Mahon Towe 
Earthman Maloney Trimble 
Eaton Mansfield, Vinson 
Elliott Mont Voorhis, Calif. 


Vorys, Ohio Welch Wolfenden, Pa. 
Wadsworth West Wood 
Wasielewski Wickersham 

Weaver Winter 


So the conference report was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Additional general pairs: 
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Smith of Ohio, 
Mr. Priest with Mr. Taber. 
Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Plumley. 
Mr. Barry with Mr. Smith of Wisconsin, 
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Mason. 
Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Hoffman of Mich- 
n 


he 
nN 
8 


Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Jennings. 

Mr. Lane with Mr. Kean. 

Mr. Rogers of New York with Mr. Blackney. 
Mr. Izac with Mr. H. Carl Andersen. 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Grant of 


of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Gordon with Mr. Bender. 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Clippinger. 
Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Keefe. 
Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Hale. 
Mr. Powell with Mr. Fellows. 
Mr. Vinson with Mr. McGregor. 
Mr. Combs with Mr. LeFevre. 
Mr. Rains with Mr. Kilburn. 
Mr. Allen of Louisiana with Mr, Landis. 


Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Harness of Indiana. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Ryter with Mr. Hoeven. 

Mr. Larcade with Mr. Gifford. 

Mr. Elliott with Mr. Eaton. 

Mr. Courtney with Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Kilday with Mr. Cole of New York, 
Mr. Lyle with Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Gary with Mr. Buffett. 

Mr, Trimble with Mr. Dworshak. 

Mr. Gossett with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 
Mr. McGehee with Mr. Martin of Iowa. 
Mr, Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Rock- 


Mr. Bratt changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

Mr. Core of Missouri changed his vote 
from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The doors were opened. 


FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATES FOR HOS- 
PITALS AND PUBLIC HEALTH CENTERS 


Mr. BULWINELE submitted the fol- 
lowing conference report and statement 
on the bill (S. 191) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize grants 
to the States for surveying their hos- 
Pitals and public-health centers and for 
planning construction of additional fa- 
cilities, and to authorize grants to assist 
in such construction, as amended: 
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The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 
CONFERENCE REPORT 
The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 191) 
to amend the Public Health Service Act to 
authorize grants to the States for surveying 
their hospitals and public health centers and 
for planning construction of additional fa- 
cilities, and to authorize grants to assist in 
such construction, having met, after full and 
free conference, have been unable to agree. 
A. L. BULWINKLE, 
VIRGIL CHAPMAN, 
Vito MARCANTONIO, 
Cuas. A. WOLVERTON, 
CLARENCE J. BROWN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 191) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize grants to the 
States for surveying their hospitals and pub- 
lic health centers and for planning construc- 
tion of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction, report 
that the committee of conference has been 
unable to reach an agreement. 


CLARENCE J. x 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Frazier, its legislative clerk, an- 
nounced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to a bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. 2304. An act to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service, and for other 
purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 2498. An act to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property in 
and contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
mittees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to bills of the House 
of the following titles: A 

H. R. 4051. An act to grant to enlisted per- 
sonnel of the armed forces certain benefits 
in lieu of accumulated leave; and 

H. R. 5223. An act to extend temporarily 
the time for filing applications for patents, 
for taking action in the United States Patent 
Office with respect thereto, for preverting 
proof of acts abroad with respect to the mak- 
ing of an invention, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the House to the bill (S. 1253) 
entitled “An act to enable debtor railroad 
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corporations expeditiously to effectuate 
reorganizations of their financial struc- 
tures; to alter or modify their financial 
obligations; and for other purposes.” 


ARMED FORCES LEAVE ACT OF 1946 


Mr. THOMASON, Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill (H. 
R. 4051) to grant to enlisted personnel 
of the armed forces certain benefits in 
lieu of accumulated leave, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votés of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4051) to grant to enlisted personnel of the 
armed forces certain benefits in lieu of ac- 
cumulated leave, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Sen- 
ate amendment insert the following: “That 
this Act may be cited as the ‘Armed Forces 
Leave Act of 1946.“ 

“Src. 2. As used in this Act— 

“(a) The term ‘member of the armed 
forces’ means any member of the Army of the 
United States, United States Navy, United 
States Marine Corps, or the United States 
Coast Guard, 

“(b) The term ‘discharge’ means (1), in 
the case of enlisted personnel, separation or 
release from active duty under honorable con- 
ditions or appointment as a commissioned 
officer or warrant officer; and (2), in the case 
of commissioned or warrant officers, separa- 
tion or release from active duty under hon- 
orable conditions. 

“(c) The term ‘spouse’ means a lawful 
wife or husband. ` 

“(d) The term ‘child’ includes— 

“(1) a legitimate child; 

“(2) a child legally adopted; 

“(3) a stepchild, if, at the time of death 
of the member or former member of the 
armed forces, such stepchild is a member of 
the deceased’s household; 

“(4) an illegitimate child, but in the case 
of a male member or former male member of 
the armed forces only if he has been judicially 
ordered or decreed to contribute to such 
child's support; has been judicially decreed 
to be the putative father of such child; or 
has acknowledged under oath in writing that 
he is the father of such child; and 

“(5) a person to whom the member or 
former member of the armed forces at the 
time of death stands in loco parentis and so 
stood for not less than twelve months prior 
to the date of death. 

“(e) The term ‘parent’ includes father and 
mother, grandfather and grandmother, step- 
father and stepmother, father and mother 
through adoption, and persons who, for a 
period of not less than one year prior to the 
death of the member or former member of 
the armed forces, stood in loco parentis to 
such member or former member: Provided, 
That not more than two parents may receive 
the benefits provided under this Act and 
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preference shall be given to the parent or 
parents, not exceeding two, who actually ex- 
ercised parental relationship at the time of 
or most nearly prior to the date of the death 
of such member or former member of the 
armed forces, 

„f) The term ‘Secretary’ means in the 
case of personnel of the Army, the Secretary 
of War; in the case of personne! of the Navy 
and Marine Corps, the Secretary of the Navy; 
and in the case of personnel of the Coast 
Guard, the Secretary of the , and 
the designated representatives of each such 
Secretary. 3 

“(g) The term ‘cash’ includes a check upon 
the Treasurer of the United States. 

“Sec. 3. (a) Each member of the armed 
forces shall be entitled to leave at the rate 
of two and one-half calendar days for each 
month of active service, excluding periods of 
(1) absence from duty without leave, (2) 
absence over leave, and (3) confinement as 
the result of a sentence of court martial. 
Except as provided in subsection (b) of this 
section, such leave may be accumulated in 
an amount not to exceed one hundred and 
twenty calendar days. Any leave so accumu- 


lated shall not, however, survive death oc- . 


curring during active military service. En- 
listed members or former enlisted members 
of the armed forces shall be considered to be 
entitled to such leaye from and after Sep- 
tember 8, 1939, but shall not be considered 
to have any leave accumulated or accrued as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act, or 
the date of discharge if prior to such date of 
enactment, in excess of the amount which 
would have been accumulated and accrued if 
their leave had been accumulated and ac- 
crued from and after September 8, 1939, on 
the same basis as leave is accumulated and 
accrued in the case of commissioned officers 
in the components of their respective 
branches of the armed forces. Except in the 
case of leave to be settled and compensated 
for under section 6 of this Act, leave may be 
taken by a member on a calendar-day basis 
as vacation or absence from duty with pay, 
annually as accruing or otherwise, in accord- 
ance with regulations to be issued by the 
several Secretaries. Such regulations shall 
provide equal treatment for officers and en- 
listed men, shall establish to the fullest ex- 
tent practicable uniform policies for the sev- 
eral branches of the armed forces, and shall 
provide that leave shall be taken annually as 
accruing to the extent consistent with mili- 
tary requirements and other exigencies. 
Members who reenlist after the date of en- 
actment of this Act may be authorized reen- 
listment leave in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary, for a period not exceeding ninety days, 
and such leave shall be deducted from leave 
accrued during active service prior to reen- 
listment or charged against any leave which 
may accrue during future active service or 
both. In the case of members who are re- 
tired after the date of enactment of this Act 
and after retirement are continued on or 
recalled to active duty, leave accrued during 
service prior to retirement may be carried 
over to the period of service after retirement. 
Leave taken prior to discharge before or 
after the enactment of this Act shall be 
considered as active military service; but 
leave settled and compensated for under sec- 
tion 6 of this Act shall not be considered as 
active military service. 

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or of any other law or regulation, 
no member of the armed forces (other than 
a member on terminal leave on September 1, 
1946) shall be permitted to accumulate or 
to have to his credit, at any time after Au- 
gust 31, 1946, accumulated or accrued leave 
aggregating in excess of sixty days. 

“Sec. 4, Leave to be settled and compen- 
sated for under section 6 of this Act shall be 
compensable as follows: 
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“(a) In the case of leave accumulated as an 
enlisted member of the armed forces, on the 
basis of the base and longevity pay appli- 
cable to such member on the date of his 
discharge from enlisted service if discharged 
before August 31, 1946, or on August 31, 1946, 
if not so discharged, and an allowance com- 
puted at the rate of 70 cents a day for sub- 
sistence, plus, in the case of enlisted mem- 
bers of the first three grades with dependents 
on August 31, 1946 or former enlisted mem- 
bers of the first three grades with dependents 
at the time of discharge if prior to such date, 
an allowance computed at the rate of $1.25 a 
day for quarters. 

“(b) In the case of leave accumulated or 

accrued as a member of the armed forces as 
a warrant or commissioned officer, on the 
basis of the base and longevity pay and al- 
lowances applicable to such member on Au- 
gust 31, 1946. 
“In the case of all other leave provided under 
this Act, members shall be entitled during 
such leave to the same pay and allowances 
they would receive if not on leave and to 
any additional or other allowance or allow- 
ances otherwise authorized or provided by 
law for members while on leave. Determi- 
nation of the number of calendar days of 
leave to which a member or former member 
is entitled, including the number of calen- 
dar days of absence from duty or vacation 
to be counted or charged against such leave, 
shall be made in accordance with regulations 
to be prescribed by the respective Secretaries, 
which regulations shall provide equal treat- 
ment of officers and enlisted men and shall 
establish to the fullest extent practicable 
uniform policies for the several branches of 
the armed forces. In the case of the leave 
of enlisted members or former enlisted mem- 
bers attributable to the period prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
may in the determination of the number of 
calendar days of absence from duty or vaca- 
tion to be counted or charged against such 
leave rely on such records and evidence, in- 
cluding applicant’s sworn statements as to 
the material facts, as he may determine 
proper. All decisions by the Secretary un- 
der this section shall be final and conclu- 
sive and shall not be subject to review by 
any court or by any officer of the United 
States. 

“Src. 5. (a) Leave to which enlisted mem- 
bers of the armed forces discharged prior to 
September 1, 1946, and former enlisted mem- 
bers of the armed forces discharged prior to 
the date of enactment of this Act, are en- 
titled under the provisions of section 3 of 
this Act shall, to the extent not taken, be 
settled and compensated for only in the man- 
ner provided in section 6 of this Act and if 
application is made to the Secretary not 
later than September 1, 1947, or, in the case 
of any such member or former member whose 
record is corrected after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act to show discharge under 
honorable conditions, not later than Sep- 
tember 1, 1947, or within one year after the 
date on which such record is corrected, 
whichever is later. 

“(b) In any case in which a member of 
the armed forces on active duty on Sep- 
tember 1, 1946 (other than a member on 
terminal leave on such date) has to his credit 
on August 31, 1946, accumulated or accrued 
leave aggregating in excess of sixty days, 
such leave in excess of sixty days shall be 
settled and compensated for only in the man- 
ner provided in section 6 of this Act and 
if application is made to the Secretary not 
later than September 1, 1947. 

„(e) In no event shall the number of 
calendar days of leave settled and compen- 
sated for under section 6 of this Act exceed 
120 calendar days; and in no event shall the 
number of calendar days of leave so settled 
and compensated for, plus 
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“(1) in the case of a member on active 
duty on September 1, 1946 (other than a 
member on terminal leave on such date), 
the number of calendar days of leave accu- 
mulated or standing to such member's credit 
on such date, or 

“(2) in the case of a member or former 
member placed on terminal leave prior to 
September 1, 1946, the number of calendar 
days of such terminal leave, exceed 120 cal- 
endar days. 

“Sec. 6. (a) Leave by this Act provided 
to be settled and compensated for under this 
section shall be settled and compensated for 
as follows: 

(1) Settlement and compensation shall be 
made entirely in cash— 

“(i) when the amount due is less than 


“(ii) im the case of any enlisted member 
of the armed forces discharged prior to 
January 1, 1943; or 

(u) in any case covered hy subsection (b) 
or (c) of this section. 

“(2) In all other cases settlement and 
compensation shall be made in bonds of the 
United States to the highest multiple of $25 
and in cash to the extent of the full amount 
of any difference. Any such bond issued pur- 
suant to an application made under sub- 
section (a) of section 5 shall be dated as of 
the Ist day of January, the 1st day of April, 
the Ist day of July, or the 1st day of October, 
whichever next follows the date of discharge, 
and any euch bond issued pursuant to an 
application made under subsection (b) of 
section 5 shall be dated as of October 1, 
1946. Each such bond shall mature five 
years from the date thereof. The bonds is- 
sued under this Act shall be issued by the 
Secretary of the Treasury under the author- 
ity and subject to the provisions of the Sec- 
ond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and 
through such agencies as he may designate. 
Except as provided in subsection (d), such 
bonds shall be nonnegotiable and shall not 
be transferable by sale, exchange, assign- 
ment, pledge, hypothecation, or otherwise. 
Such bonds shall be issued only to and in 
the names of living members or living former 
members of the armed forces. In the event 
of the death of any holder of any such bond 
or of any check issued pursuant to this sub- 
section, payment of the bond shall be made 
by the Secretary of the Treasury prior to, 
upon, or after its maturity upon application 
at the option of such holder’s survivors and 
payment of the check shall be made by the 
Secretary of the Treasury upon application 
by such survivors as follows: To such holder's 
surviving spouse and children, if any, in 
equal shares; and if such holder leaves no 
surviving spouse or child or children, then 
in equal shares to such holder's surviving 
parents, if any. If there is no such survivor, 
any such bond shall be retired, and any such 
check shall be cancelled and the amount of 
the bond or check covered into the general 
fund of the Treasury. Payment of any such 
bond or any such check to any holder, or 
any survivor entitled thereto under the pro- 
visions of this subsection, between seventeen 
and twenty-one years of age shall constitute 
a complete discharge of the obligations of 
the United States under this Act. Where the 
Secretary of the Treasury is of the opinion 
that any holder of any such bond or any 
such check or any survivor entitled to pay- 
ment under the provisions of this subsec- 
tion is, by reason of being either under sev- 
enteen years of age or under mental dis- 
ability, incapable of satisfactorily looking 
after his_own interests, payment of such 
bond or such check may be made in the 
Same manner, and with the same effect, as 
settlement and compensation made under 
the provisions of subsection (c). Interest 
on each bond issued under this Act shall 
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accrue at the rate of 2½ per centum per an- 
num from the date of such bond to the date 
of maturity or to the last day of the month 
in which payment of the principal of the 
bond is made, whichever is earlier, and shall 
be paid with such principal. All decisions by 
the Secretary of the Treasury under this 
section with respect to the issuance and pay- 
ment of bonds and under this paragraph 
with respect to the issuance and payment of 
checks shall be final and conclusive and shall 
not be subject to review by any court or by 
any officer of the United States. The pro- 
visions of this section with respect to the 
issuance and payment of bonds shall be car- 
ried out subject to regulations of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. 

“(b) Leave by this Act provided to be set- 
tled and compensated for under this section 
shall, in the case of any member or former 
member of the armed forces who dies after 
discharge, or on or after September 1, 1946, 
if not discharged prior to such date, and be- 
fore settlement and compensation has been 
effected, be settled and compensated for, on 
application therefor, with such member's or 
former member's survivors, as follows: To 
such member's or former member's surviving 
spouse and children, if any, in equal shares; 
and if such member or former member leaves 
no surviving spouse or child or children, then 
in equal shares to his surviving parents, if 
any. If there is no such survivor, no settle- 
ment and compensation shall be made under 
this Act. Settlement and compensation un- 
der this subse¢tion with any such survivor 
between seventeen and twenty-one years of 
age shall constitute a complete discharge 
of the obligations of the United States under 
this Act, 

“(c) Where the Secretary is of the opinion 
that any member or former member of the 
armed forces or any survivor of any such 
member or former member is, by reason of 
being either under seventeen years of age or 
under mental disability, incapable of satis- 
factorily looking after his own interests, such 
Secre may settle and compensate under 
this section with a proper person selected 
by him for the use and benefit of such mem- 
ber, former member or survivor, without the 
necessity of resorting to judicial proceedings 
for the appointment of a legal representative. 
Settlement and compensation made under 
the provisions of this subsection shall con- 
stitute a complete discharge of the obliga- 
tions of the Unite States under this Act. 
The provisions of ihis subsection shall not 
apply when a legal guardian or committee 
has been judicially appointed for any such 
member, former member, or survivor, except 
as to any settlement and compensation made 
prior to the receipt of notice of appointment: 
Provided, That no fee, commission, or charge 
shall be demanded or accepted by any repre- 
sentative of any member, former member, or 
survivor appointed in accordance with the 
provisions of this subsection and the exaction 
or acceptance of any such fee, commission, 
or charge shall be deemed a misdemeanor 
punishable by a fine of not exceeding $500 or 
imprisonment for not exceeding six months, 
or both. 

„d) (1) Pursuant to regulations pre- 
scribed by him, the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs is authorized and directed to 
accept an assignment of a bond issued,to the 
insured under this section, the proceeds of 
which shall be used in payment of premiums 
or in payment of the difference in reserve in 
case of conversion to insurance on another 
plan or in payment of a policy loan made 
prior to July 31, 1946, on a United States 
Government Life Insurance policy or a Na- 
tional Service Life Insurance policy: Provided, 
That such assignment may not be used by 
the insured directly or indirectly as a means 
of securing in cash the proceeds of such 
bond or any portion thereof prior to the date 
of its maturity or the maturity of such policy 
by death, whichever is the earlier, and such 
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assignment shall be deemed to constitute an 
agreement by the insured to this effect. 

(2) Any bond assigned under this sub- 
section shall be redeemed at any time, upon 
presentation to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and the proceeds thereof shall be paid and 
credited to the appropriate fund or appro- 
priation designated by the Administrator, 

“Sec. 7. All amounts paid or payable under 
section 6 of this Act, in cash, bonds, or both, 
shall not be assignable except as provided 
in subsection (d) of such section, shall be 
exempt from claims of creditors, including 
any claim of the United States, and shall 
not be subject to attachment, levy, or seizure 
by or under any legal or equitable process 
whatever. All such amounts (except interest 
in the case of bonds) shall be exempt from 
taxation. 

“Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
Amounts expended hereunder shall be in- 
cluded in the annual reports to the Con- 
gress by the Departments concerned. 

“Sec. 9. The Act approved May 8, 1874 (18 
Stat. 43), as amended by the Act approved 


July 29, 1876 (19 Stat. 102; 10 U. S. C. 842), - 


is hereby repealed. Such repeal shall not 
affect any unused leave accumulated (in- 
cluding leave accruing at the rate of two and 
one-half days per month after July 1, 1946) 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the bill and agree to the same. 


R. E. THOMASON, 

Cart T. DURHAM, 

Rosert L. F. SIKES, 

LESLIE C. ARENDS, 

CHARLES R. CLASON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ELBERT D. THOMAS, 

Epwin C. JOHNSON, 

Lister HILL, 

CHAN GURNEY, 

CHAPMAN REVERCOMB, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4051) to grant to 
enlisted personnel of the armed forces certain 
bencfits in lieu of accumulated leave, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conferees and recommended in the accom- 
panying conference report: 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate to the text 
of the bill and agrees to the same with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
for both the Senate amendment and the bill 
as it passed the House. 

The conference agreement differs from 
the Senate amendment and the bill as it 
passed the House in the following material 
respects. 

The first section of the Senate amend- 
ment provided that the act may be cited as 
the “Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946". The 
House bill provided the short title “Enlisted 
Men’s Terminal Leave Pay Act”. The con- 
ference agreement adopts this provision of 
the Senate amendment. 

Both the House bill and the Senate amend- 
ment provided that, with certain minor ex- 
ceptions, enlisted members and former en- 
listed members of the armed forces should 
be considered, for the purposes of the pay- 
ments provided thereunder, to have earned 
leave at the rate of 244 days for each month 
of active service after September 8, 1939. 
The House bill would have permitted such 
leave to accumulate in an amount not to ex- 
ceed 120 days for the period ending 6 months 
following the termination of the war as estab- 
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lished by proclamation of the President or 
concurrent resolution of Congress. The Sen- 
ate amendment would have permitted such 
leave to accumulate in an amount not to 
exceed 120 days for the period ending August 
31, 1946. The conference agreement permits 
such leave to accumulate, during the period 
from September 8, 1939, to August 31, 1946, 
in an amount not to exceed 120 days. 

The bill as it passed the House provided 
for the making of lump-sum cash payments 
to enlisted men and former enlisted men for 
unused leave accumulated in accordance 
with the provisions of the bill. The Senate 
amendment provided that payment for un- 
used leave considered to have been earned 
by enlisted men discharged prior to Septem- 
ber 1, 1946, should be made in nonnegotiable 
United States bonds, which would be issued 
as of the first day of the quarter following 
the date of discharge. Such bonds would 
bear interest at the rate of 2½ percent, and 
would mature 5 years after the date as of 
which issued. In any case where the amount 
due is less than $50, or where the member of 
the armed forces was discharged prior to 
January 1, 1943, payment would be made 
in cash. Cash settlement would also be 
made where the member dies after becoming 
entitled to payment but before payment is 
actually made; and in any case where the 
claimant is incapable of managing his own 
affairs and the settlement is made with an- 
other person acting in his behalf. 

The conference agreement retains the pro- 
visions of the Senate amendment providing 
for the issuance of bonds. However, these 
provisions are modified in the conference 
agreement so as to provide that the bond- 
holder may use the bond issued to him in 
payment of premiums upon United States 
Government life insurance or national service 
life insurance, or in payment of the differ- 
ence in reserve in case of the conversion of a 
policy of such insurance to another policy of 
such insurance on a different plan, or in pay- 
ment of a policy loan, including interest 
thereon, made prior to July 31, 1946, on a 
United States Government life insurance 
policy or a national service life insurance pol- 
icy. A bondholder wishing to use his bond 
for one or more of such purposes would be 
permitted to assign the bond for such pur- 
poses pursuant to regulations prescribed by 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, and 
would be allowed an amount equal to the 
principal of the bond plus interest accruing 
up to the end of the month in which the 
assignment is made. The bonds would be 
presented to the Secretary of the Treasury 
for redemption and the proceeds thereof, 
which would include interest up to the end 
of the month in which the bonds are re- 
deemed, would be paid and credited to the 
appropriate insurance fund or insurance ap- 
propriation. Provisions are included in the 
conference agreement to guard against the 
possibility that the bondholder might use his 
privileges with respect to payments relating 
to insurance as a device for obtaining cash 
for the bond prior to its maturity. 

The Senate amendment contained lan- 
guage, not included in the bill as it passed 
the House, providing that in the case of 
members of the armed forces appointed to 
warrant or commissioned grades after June 1, 
1945, leave accrued during any prior continu- 
ous service immediately preceding such ap- 
pointment could be carried over to a subse- 
quent period of service. The conference 
agreement does not contain such a provision. 

The bill as it passed the House made no 
provision with respect to leave for enlisted 
men subsequent to 6 months following the 
end of the war. The Senate amendment 
placed enlisted men who are on active duty 
on September 1, 1946, or at any time there- 
after, on exactly the same basis, so far as 
leave is concerned, as officers. The confer- 
ence agreement adopts the provisions of the 
Senate amendment in this respect. 


1946 


The Senate amendment provided that not- 
withstanding any other provision of this act 
or of any other law or regulation, no mem- 
ber of the armed forces (other than a mem- 
ber on terminal leave on September 1, 1946) 
should be permitted to accumulate or to 
have to his credit at any time after August 
31, 1946, accumulated or accrued leave ag- 
gregating in excess of 90 days, and provided 
that any leave in excess of 90 days to which 
he might be entitled on August 31, 1946, be 
settled and compensated for in the same 
manner as was provided with respect to leave 
to be settled and compensated for in the 
case of members discharged before Septem- 
ber 1, 1946. Section 6 of the House bill pro- 
vided that during any future national emer- 
gency or war leave for members of the armed 
forces should not be permitted to accumulate 
in an amount exceeding 30 days, and that 
no payment should be made in lieu of leave. 
The conference agreement limits the accu- 
mulated and accrued leave which a member 
may have to his credit after August 31, 1946, 
to 60 days and, in order to prevent forfeiture 
of leave by a member who continues in serv- 
ice after such date, provides that any leave 
in excess of 60 days to which he may be 
entitled on August 31, 1946, be settled and 
compensated for in the same manner as pro- 
vided in the Senate amendment. The con- 
ference agreement also directs the depart- 
ments concerned, in promulgating regula- 
tions relating to the granting of leave, to 
provide that leave shall be taken annually as 
accruing to the extent consistent with mili- 
tary requirements and other exigencies. 

Section 10 of the Senate amendment ex- 
empted persons on terminal leave from the 
armed forces from the provisions of sections 
109 and 113 of the Criminal Code which pro- 
hibit an officer of the United States from 
acting as counsel, agent, or attorney in mat- 
ters in which the United States is a party or 
is interested, and from prosecuting claims 
against the United States. The House bill 
contained no corresponding provision, This 
provision is not included in the conference 
agreement. 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate to the title 
of the bill. 

R. E. THOMASON, 

CARL T. DURHAM, 

ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 

LESLIE C. ARENDS, 

CHARLES R. CLASON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. THomason] is recognized. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to make a brief but a very frank 
statement about this report. 

The conference on this bill was in ses- 
sion for a good part of 3 days. Your con- 
ferees, the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DURHAM], the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Srxes], the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Arenps], the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. CLason], and I, stood 
steadfast for most of those 3 days, at 
least up until the final vote was taken, 
on what we regarded as the instructions 
of the House to pay this terminal leave 
to enlisted men in cash. I wish to make 
a brief statement as to the exact situa- 
tion, and then the matter is left to your 
own judgment and wishes as to how you 
shall vote on it. 

At these hearings on the part of the 
conferees there appeared representatives 
of the Director of the Budget, also repre- 
sentatives of some of the veterans’ or- 
ganizations, who favored this report as 
we bring it back to you. 

The situation, briefly, is this: When 
this bill went to the other body they had 
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hearings on it, and the chairman of the 
special committee over there, the Sena- 
tor from Colorado [Mr. JoHnson], had 
been very strong in favor of the payment 
of this accumulated terminal leave in 
cash. They called in different represent- 
atives of the Government, however, in- 
including the Secretary of War, Secre- 
tary of the Navy, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Director of the 
Budget, and their testimony appears 
in the Senate hearings. The sit- 
uation briefly is that we have now brought 
this back to you to pay this terminal 
leave partly in cash but principally in 
bonds. The bonds are to run for 5 years 
and to bear 2% percent interest. All 
amounts due enlisted men under $50 will 
be paid in cash. All odd amounts not in 
multiples of $25 will be paid in cash. The 
estates of all deceased veterans will be 
paid in cash. All veterans who were 
discharged prior to January 1, 1943, will 
be paid in cash for the simple reason that 
those bonds will soon mature. These 
bonds, of course, will be staggered be- 
cause the dates of discharge differ. 

The total number of enlisted men who 
will be eligible for payment in either 
bonds or cash under this bill is approxi- 
mately 16,000,000. 

The total amount it will cost the Gov- 
ernment in either cash or bonds is ap- 
proximately $3,000,000,000, and the aver- 
age to each veteran is approximately 
$166. 

The Director of the Budget, or to be 
more exact, his representative, who spoke 
with his authority, appeared before the 
conference and reminded us of some- 
thing we already knew, that we are in an 
inflationary period in this country and 
that the Director of the Budget would 
not approve the immediate expenditure 
of $3,000,000,000 in the economy of this 
country under present conditions. Ev- 
erybody agrees that might become se- 
rious, and cheapen the value of the dollar 
still more. And I might add that he said 
this—of course, neither he nor any other 
person was authorized to speak for the 
President, but he did make the author- 
ized statement to the committee that 
this bond proposal had been submitted 
to the President who approved it with 
the further statement that he would not 
approve anything more than that at the 
present time. 

Following that an official representa- 
tive of the national American Legion, 
Mr. Hayden, I believe that is the name, 
came before the conferees, as had Col. 
John Thomas Taylor, an authorized 
spokesman for the national American 
Legion, previously to that, and urged the 
payment of this leave in bonds, since 
that was the best we could get, because 
it is well known to all of those on the 
conference that in view of the President's 
statement to the Director of the Budget, 
and the statement of the Director of the 
Budget to us—to be perfectly frank about 
it at the present time, I think it is this 
or nothing. For these reasons the con- 
ferees brought this bill back to the House. 

I might also call your attention to the 
fact that other representatives of the 
veterans, including Mr. Tate, of the Dis- 
ables American Veterans, favored this 
bill. I think in order that you may be 
fully informed it will be well to read a few 
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lines of his testimony. This is indica- 
tive of the attitude of all of the service 
organizations as far as we could obtain it. 

Col. John Thomas Taylor, spokesman 

for the American Legion, called me him- 
self and urged the adoption of this re- 
port. 
Mr. William E. Tate, national director 
of claims, Disabled American Veterans, 
Stated, and I quote from his testimony 
before the Senate: 

I would like to state our organization is 
very much interested in seeing that these 
men receive this benefit, and in view of the 
testimony of Secretary Sullivan as to the 
method of payment, we would have no ob- 
jection to that method being employed. It 
seems that perhaps it would be of more bene- 
fit to the men to get it that way than it would 
in cash. If it is going to result in inflation, 
it would decrease the value of the money he 
gets, so our organization would be in accord 
with the testimony of Mr. Sullivan. 


The statement was also made, although 
I do not speak with authority, that the 
American Veterans Committee not only 
favored this manner of payment in view 
of present economic conditions but I be- 
lieve they were the authors of this sug- 
gested proposition. 

It was also reported to us that the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars also approved 
the Senate plan. That was the state- 
ment of one of the Senators, although I 
do not vouch for its accuracy. 

I would like to go a little farther and 
say that after full consideration of this 
plan and the endorsement of the Direc- 
tor of the Budget as well as the Presi- 
dent speaking through him, the Secretary 
of War, the Secretary of the Navy, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the vari- 
ous veterans organizations, the conferees 
agreed on an amendment which you will 
find in the report that these bonds can 
be used to apply on the payment of pre- 
miums for veterans’ insurance. There 
were many on the conference, and also 
some of these men whom I have men- 
tioned who favored the bill, thought this 
manner of payment would not only en- 
courage thrift for the present but would 
also encourage the keeping up of life in- 
surance. It is really distressing the way 
the men are letting their life insurance 
drop. This would certainly encourage 
the keeping alive of those premiums for 
the present. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to take 
any extended time but just to boil it 
down let me make one further state- 
ment. I may add.that the Senate con- 
ferees stood firm and were unanimous 
that they would not agree at this time 
to any other solution of the problem ex- 
cept this one. They felt sure that is 
the way the Senate would feel about it. 
I may say that I was over at the Senate 
a little while ago and the Senate unani- 
mously adopted the report. Of course, 
as I said, this is not altogether satisfac- 
tory to the House conferees, it was not 
my own feeling and not the way I voted 
in the House on it, but this is something 
tangible and it will determine the amount 
due each of these men. I voted for the 
cash payment and am still for it. I 
urged it in the conference, but this is 
better than nothing. When the report 
was adopted in the Senate a little while 
ago the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
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Pepper] rose and said he would intro- 
duce immediately a bill making these 
bonds payable in cash. If Congress is 
to adjourn day after tomorrow it will 
be impossible to get any action at this 
time; but we will be back in January and 
‘if at any time next year or at any time 
before the maturity of the bonds Con- 
gress wants to order these bonds paid, 
or pass some sort of adjusted compensa- 
tion as it did after World War I, the 
Congress may make these bonds redeem- 
able in money. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say that the President 
would not approve anything other than 
the issuance of these bonds? 

Mr. THOMASON. I will try to quote 
the representative of the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget who appeared be- 
fore the conference. He said this plan 
had been submitted to the President and 
that the Director of the Budget and the 
President had approved the plan but 
that they would not at this time ap- 
prove anything more than that. No- 
body is authorized to speak for the Pres- 
ident. Nobody can say he would veto a 
cash payment. I pressed for a state- 
-ment that I could quote and the repre- 
sentative of the Bureau of the Budget 
said that the President would approve 
this plan but he would not approve of 
any more at this time, and the Director 
of the Budget then added that he 
thought it would be a very bad thing for 
the country to turn $3,000,000,000 loose 
on our economy at this time on such 
short notice. A lot of that money would 
be recklessly spent. It would add to our 
inflation problems. I hope when we get 
back to full production and conditions 
more stable, we can then make these 
bonds cashable or negotiable. The dol- 
lar of the veteran will probably buy a 
lot more in a year from now than it will 
today. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. i 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. As I 
understand, these bonds are not negotia- 
ble except for the payment of premiums 
on Government life insurance. 

Mr. THOMASON. That is correct. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Let me 
ask the gentleman what is there to pre- 
vent the next Congress from making 
these bonds negotiable? 

Mr. THOMASON. Nothing in the 
world. If this Congress wants to come 
back in January or next July or next 
January a year, and economic conditions 
are better, they can make them payable 
at any time they see fit. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I think 
we should pay it in cash right now. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. I think it is 
correct to say that apparently they have 
plenty of cash for Britain but only bonds 
for our veterans. 
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Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I believe this is 
the first time that the Government has 
put into effect this sort of policy; is that 
correct? 

Mr. THOMASON. I am not able to 
say. The gentleman is as well informed 
about that asIam. We just brought the 
report back here to give you the true sit- 
uation. It is just this or nothing at the 
present time as we view it. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The point I want 
to make is this: I would like to know why, 
if it is going to be the policy of the Gov- 
ernment to begin to freeze its obligations, 
they begin with the veteran. 

Mr. THOMASON. The gentleman will 
have to answer that himself, because he 
knows as much about it as I do. 

Mr. GRANGER, Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say that these bonds could 
be used only for payment of premiums 
on Government insurance, or any in- 
surance? 

Mr. THOMASON. No; it would be 
confined to veterans’ insurance, convert- 


-ible national life insurance or insurance 


of that kind. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming. I am 
in entire accord with the splendid state- 


Mr, 


‘ment of the gentleman. I favor the pay- 


ment in cash to enlisted men. Why 
should not the buck private be treated 
the same as his officers. Can the gen- 


tleman give us any figures as to what 


the percentage of the $3,000,000,000 
would be paid in cash? 

Mr. THOMASON. No. Compared to 
the total sum it would be rather small, 
but quite a sum because I repeat that 
the average amount to each veteran 
amounts to $166. All claims under $50 
will be paid in cash, and all odd amounts 
will be paid in cash. In other words, 
if a man had $185 coming to him, he 
would get a bond for $175 and $10 in 
cash. I also repeat that the estates of 
deceased veterans will be paid in cash. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. I think it was stated 
that the amount paid to those receiv- 
ing $50 and less would be approximately 
$300,000,000. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr, BENNETT of Missouri. As I 
understood the gentleman from Texas, 
he gave the same figure for the payment 
in bonds as if they were paid in cash. 
It would appear to me, since the bonds 
carry interest, that that would greatly 
increase the cost of the program. Can 
the gentleman shed any light on that? 
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Mr. THOMASON. I can only say that 
the bonds carry 2½ percent interest. 
Of course, a veteran may have entered 
the service in 1943, and he is going to 
get his bonds in January, say, 1948, on 
the day of his discharge, and the bonds 
bear interest from the date of discharge 
of the veteran. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. DURHAM. The total amount of 
payment in the cash bracket is estimated 
to be $358,450,000. 

Mr. THOMASON. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. I take this opportu- 
nity to commend the gentleman from 
Texas. This has been a matter of con- 
troversy between the two bodies, and the 
gentleman has made a very outright 
statement, explaining every phase of the 
negotiations. That is the type of state- 
ment,that should come to the House on 
these controversial issues, and the gen- 
tleman is to be highly commended for 
the thorough manner in which he 
brought it forth. The House favored 
cash payments, but is conceding to the 
Senate plan only because action must 
be obtained now in these closing hours 
of Congress. The gentleman from Texas, 
in his legislative role, is forced to bring 
us the program adopted in conference. 

Mr. THOMASON. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr.CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CHAPMAN. I think it also should 
be stated, Mr. Speaker, that the con- 
ferees representing the House stood for 
3 days stanchly and strongly for the 
House position on this measure, and 
agreed to the conference report because 
it was the only thing left to do. 

Mr. THOMASON. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I congratulate the gentle- 
man on his very lucid statement. I 
thought I would oppose the conference 
report because I favor payment in cash, 
but the gentleman has made such a plain 
statement that it is either this or noth- 
ing that I shall accept the report. 

Mr. THOMASON. I favored cash my- 
self, and so did every Member represent- 
ing the House at the conference. This 
does put Uncle Sam’s bonds in the hands 
of every veteran. All of the Senators 
stood firm on the Senate bill. They said 
this might encourage thrift and saving 
and also encourage the keeping up of 
their very valuable and cheap Govern- 
ment life insurance. But when this in- 
flationary period is over and we are back 
to full production, the Congress then, if 
conditions are better, can pay the bonds 
off with cash. The money will probably 
buy a lot more then than now. 
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Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I should like to have the 
gentleman discuss momentarily the great 
concern of the administration about in- 
flation. If the administration is con- 
cerned about inflation now, why was it 
not concerned about it when we had be- 
fore us the $3,750,000,000 British loan? 
That money is going into circulation. - 

Mr. THOMASON. I repeat that we 
did the best we could. We brought this 
report back to you and we are giving you 
the truth and the facts. It is this or 
nothing for the present. We did the 
best we could under the circumstances. 
You can vote as you please, but I be- 
lieve you will think twice before you kill 
this report. We adjourn Friday and we 
ought to do the best we can. We have to 
be practical and face facts. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I commend the gen- 
tleman on this statement. I do not know 
who it was of the conferees who proposed 
the bonds being used for payments on 
life insurance, but I think it is an excel- 
lent idea. I voted for cash payment and 
still favor it, but if it is bonds or nothing 
at this time, I will vote to adopt the con- 
ference report. 

Mr. THOMASON. The statement was 
made by a Senator in the conference that 
the American Veterans Committee gave 
birth to the idea and brought it to the 
Senate conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks in 
the Recorp on the pending conference 
report, and that those Members who de- 
sire to do so may extend their remarks 
on this subject at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRANT of Alabama. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am supporting the House-Senate 
conference report, which is a compro- 
mise on the part of the House for pay- 
ment of enlisted men’s terminal leave 
in bonds. 

I understand that the House con- 
ferees reluctantly agreed to the Senate 
amendments to this bill, which provide 
a bond method of payment for all 
amounts over $50, and that when the 
amount due is under $50, that payment 
will be made in cash. 

I note that some feel that if the 
veterans are paid in cash, as provided 
by the House bill, that it will be inflation- 
ary. This is, perhaps, true, however, I 
wish that those who raise an inflationary 
ery when the veterans are concerned 
would also apply this viewpoint to some 
other legislation where, too often, the 
doors of the Federal Treasury are open. 
I recall that several years ago, when cuts 
were made in some of the Federal ex- 
penditures, that the so-called economy 
cut was first applied to the veterans and 
it did not go much further. 
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It is, of course, impossible without a 
more detailed study, to know just how 
much appropriation will be required for 
this bill. However, an appropriation, 
bill has been passed containing $2,431,- 
009,000 for this purpose. I believe that 
it will be found to run higher than this 
amount. 

While over $50 amounts will be paid 
in bonds, it is with pleasure that we 
find that the conferees have agreed that 
the bonds may be used to pay premiums 
on war-risk insurance, or to convert 
this insurance into permanent national 
life insurance. The bonds will be pay- 


able in 5 years, bearing 24% percent in- 


terest and issued in $25 bonds. Without 
going into the inerits of the payment of 
terminal leave to officers, it seems to me 
that a rank discrimination has been al- 
lowed to exist and, since it has existed, 
there is only one thing that this Con- 
gress should do and that is to immedi- 
ately pass this bill. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, it is de- 
pressing to know that the only economy 
ever practiced by this administration 
has been at the expense of our heroes, 
the veterans. 

The Economy Act which made paupers 
and street-corner apple sellers of our 
World War I veterans was passed in the 
early years of the New Deal. 

To those of us who forced this bill to 
the floor of the House by signing a peti- 
tion, this move to pay off in scrip, or 
IOU money, is scandalous. We want our 
veterans to have cash—negotiable 
money. Oh, yes; I know, Mr. Speaker, a 
host of colonels of the War Department 
appeared up here on the Hill and op- 
posed this legislation to pay these 
enlisted men for unused terminal leave; 
but they have theirs, and I swear that 
a billion dollars in the hands of GI's is 
no more inflationary than the same 
amount in the hands of the colonels or 
brass hats. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I regret 
that this bill, H. R. 4051, comes back 
to us on a conference report requiring 
the enlisted men to be paid in bonds, 
rather than in cash. I favor payment 
in cash. I introduced a bill requiring 
that enlisted men be paid in cash for 
terminal pay the same as payment is 
being made to officers. I am unable to 
understand why enlisted men should not 
be accorded the same treatment as offi- 
cers. The veterans should receive cash, 
and if it were possible to vote for cash 
payment I would do so. Under the 
parliamentary situation we have no 
choice, and if we vote down this report 
the enlisted men may receive no termi- 
nal pay until the Congress reconvenes 
in January 1947. I am willing to stay 
here all summer if necessary to secure 
a bill requiring payment in cash. At 
present it seems to be this bill or nothing 
during the Seventy-ninth Congress. I 
feel forced, therefore, to vote for the 
conference report. Next session we 
should pass a bill requiring payment in 
cash 


Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, in pre- 


“senting the conference report on H. R. 


4051, I am greatly disappointed at the 
provisions contained therein which pro- 
vide for the payment of this terminal 
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leave to veterans of World War II in 
bonds instead of cash. I have ever been 
in favor of the payment of this terminal 
leave in cash, and I am in complete ac- 
cord with the House version, which is 
that the payment of the terminal leave 
to GI’s should be made in cash. I have 
urged that this terminal leave be paid 
in cash. I am very sorry that the parlia- 
mentary situation is such that we are 
compelled to vote this conference up or 
down. This conference report cannot be 
amended, and, may I say, that I am 
greatly surprised at the attitude of the 
President in requesting that the GI’s be 
paid in bonds, and at the same time 
hiding behind the subject of inflation 
as an alibi. The commissioned officers 
have been paid their leave in cash. The 
GI’s are entitled to receive their leave 
pay in cash. It is tragic, indeed, for the 
President, and those in control, to ap- 
prove the payment of terminal leave in 
cash to commissioned officers, but to de- 
mand that the GI's, who fought and who 
really won this war, accept bonds in pay- 
ment of their terminal leave. 

Mr. Speaker, this policy is both unfair 
and unjust. The GI’s are entitled to be 
paid in cash, just as the payment has 
been made to commissioned officers. 

However, rather than get nothing for 
the Gl's, as those in power have sug- 
gested, we will have to accept the con- 
ference report I presume. Yet, I am 
constrained to say that this conference 
report is very unfair to the GI’s. I would 
rather that Congress remain in session 
for several weeks in order that a fair and 
equitable measure can be reported and 
passed in favor of the Gl's. 

It is very unfortunate that the Presi- 
dent has sanctioned the payment of our 
money to UNRRA, to the UNO, and for 
a huge loan to Great Britain, and for 
many other items, but when this ques- 
tion is raised to pay the accrued termi- 
nal leave to our Gl's, he wants to give 
them bonds, payable in the future. It 
appears to me that the President wants 
cash for foreign countries but only bonds 
for our own veterans, . 

I am greatly disappointed over this 
legislation. 

Mrs. MANKIN. Mr. Speaker, the of- 
ficers of ‘our armed forces were given 
their terminal leave pay in cash and 
therefore I feel that the enlisted per- 
sonnel should be paid the same way 
rather than in bonds, as the Senate in- 
sists. As this session is coming to a 
close and we must either accept the Sen- 
ate version or lose our chance to get 
some sort of terminal leave pay for our 
enlisted men, I shall vote for this bill 
which pays them with bonds. I serve 
notice, however, that next January I 
shall introduce a bill to amend this one 
that we are now passing. I shall seek 
by this amendment to change these pay- 
ments from bonds to cash when the re- 


‘eipient so elects. 


Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I will sup- 
port this conference report which pro- 
vides for the payment of terminal pay 
to soldiers, as we are told because of the 
parliamentary situation, that if we vote 
down the conference report, there is a 
possibility that no legislation whatsoever 
relating to this subject will be passed. 
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It is recalled that the House voted al- 
most unanimously for the cash payment 
of this obligation. The irony of the situ- 
ation is that we are informed that the 
President has stated he will not approve 
a cash payment proposal because as he 
States it is inflationary. You are re- 
minded that just a few days ago, this 
House was literally pounded over the 
head by the White House, the State De- 
partment, and the Treasury to give the 
British Empire $3,750,000,000. At that 
time nothing was said about inflation by 
the proponents. We have been com- 
manded by the spokesman of this ad- 


ministration to give and lend money to 


all the nations of the world, but when it 
comes to paying our own veterans, it has 
to be in 5-year bonds. 

I want to express my opposition to this 
plan of payment with all the force at my 
command, and I join with many of my 
colleagues in bitter criticism of this ad- 
ministration for their treatment of the 
men who wore the uniform of this coun- 
try. 
Mr. ROBERTSON of North Dakota. 
Mr. Speaker, House Members find them- 
selves in an uncomfortable position to- 
day. Our House conferees have with- 
held against the pressure of the admin- 
istration and the Senate in favor of a 
cash payment of terminal leave to GI's. 
After having held out for a considerable 
time the House has been compelled to 
yield because we are soon to run out of 
time. We are now advised that we have 
but one choice; to vote this conference 
report up or down. Under parliamen- 
tary rules this is evidently the case, the 
Senate having already voted on it. 

Rather than deny the GI’s their rights 
I propose to vote for this conference re- 
port, even though it provides for pay- 
ment of terminal leave in bonds due in 
5 years. It is a gross injustice when 
measured against the treatment officers 
have received. 

To me it becomes nauseating to always 
hear the word “inflationary” when the 
administration is not in approval of a 
program. On all other matters, includ- 
ing subsidies paid by the Office of Price 
Administration, there is no reference to 
inflation. Even the British loan is not 
considered inflationary. But today wé 
are asked to pay these young men in 
bonds due in 5 years, because to pay the 
amount in cash would be inflationary. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall support the con- 
ference report and vote for payment in 
bonds reluctantly. I do so because I am 
advised it is this or nothing, but I shall 
be among the first, if I am returned to 
the next Congress, to support legislation 
for the cash payment of these bonds. 

Mr. NORBLAD. Mr. Speaker, the 
provisions of the conference report re- 
quiring payment of enlisted terminal 
leave in 5-year bonds is, in my opinion, 
manifestly unfair. As an officer I re- 
ceived my terminal leave in cash and can- 
not understand why a similar provision 
cannot be made for enlisted men. There 
should be absolutely no difference in 
method of payment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, the House finds itself in an un- 
fortunate dilemma in the final consid- 
eration of the terminal-pay bill for en- 
listed men. The House bill, a companion 
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measure to H. R. 4467, introduced by me 
last October, provided for the payment 
of cash to Gl's in settlement of terminal- 
leave payments. The bill went to the 
Senate, which body inserted an amend- 
ment that provides for payment in cash 
where the amount is less than $50 and 
for payment in 5-year, nonnegotiable 
bonds, bearing 2½ percent interest, for 
amounts above $50. The Senate amend- 
ment also provides that these bonds may 
be turned in to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration for the single purpose of paying 
premiums on Government war insur- 
ance, or to convert the war policies to 
permanent national service insurance. 

By a unanimous vote, the House had 
approved payment of the terminal-leave 
pay in cash. Democratic administra- 
tion leaders in the Senate, who were re- 
sponsible for the bond amendment, defi- 
nitely state that if the House does not 
accept the Senate proposal, there will 
be no legislation in this session of Con- 
gress, which adjourns in 2 days. We are 
therefore placed in a position of either 
voting for the Senate proviso, or seeing 
the legislation killed for the present ses- 
sion, Under the circumstances, those of 
us, who are anxious to have a bill passed 
before adjournment, are compelled to ac- 
cept the Senate amendment. This is no 
way to legislate. Enlisted men are en- 
titled to a cash payment, the same as is 
given to all officers. The only thing that 
we can do, under the circumstances, is 
to approve the bill in its present form, 
and when Congress reconvenes in Janu- 
ary to speedily approve legislation to 
make these bonds negotiable, so that vet- 
erans who desire to do so may cash them 
at their face value. I will do my utmost 
to secure the passage of such legislation. 

Members of the conference committee 
have all stated that the President has ob- 
jected to the payment of cash in the set- 
tlement of terminal-leave pay, because 
the payment of $2,400,000,000 to Ameri- 
can servicemen in cash was inflationary. 
I do not agree with the President's logic. 
No cry of inflation was raised by him 
when he demanded and secured the ap- 
proval of the $3,750,000,000 loan to the 
British Government, or in the loaning of 
$3,500,000,000 by the Export-Import Bank 
to dozens of foreign countries. Can it 
be the attitude of administration leaders 
that when money is given to foreigners 
it is not inflationary, but when just ob- 
ligations are settled with American sol- 
diers, who will spend all of the money in 
the United States for American products, 
it becomes inflationary? I would say, 
that such reasoning is a rather peculiar 
complex. We must rectify the mistake 
which we are being forced into today, as 
quickly as possible. 

The bill provides that unused leave will 
be paid for at the rate of 24 days a 
month for not to exceed 120 days, using 
the base pay at the time of discharge, 
plus 70 cents a day subsistence, and, if 
married, $1.25 a day additional. En- 
listed members of the armed forces, who 
have been discharged, are required to 
make application for payment. The 
Veterans’ Administration will announce 
procedure for payment as soon as plans 
are perfected. Approximately 15,000,000 
veterans will be entitled to terminal leave 
pay, according to the best estimates of 
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the War and Navy Departments, and the 
average payment will be around $165. 

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
personal conviction that the House 
should stand by its original decision to 
make terminal-leave pay available to 
enlisted personnel in cash. 

The whole purpose of this legislation 
is to correct an obvious injustice. This 
being the case, I believe we should not 
leave the job half done. Officers and 
other employees of the Government 
have not been asked to wait 5 years for 
money earned through accrued leave. 
Why should an exception be made once 
again at the expense of the enlisted man? 

If it is really cur purpese to place offi- 
cers and enlisted men on the same foot- 
ing insofar as these benefits are con- 
cerned, our action should extend to the 
method of payment as well as the pay- 
ment itself. Why attach strings to it? 
Why pay the brass hats in cash and tell 
the GI, who needs the money now, to 
wait 5 years for the wheels of justice to 
catch up with him? 

I am not overly impressed by those who 
point with alarm to the so-called infla- 
tionary dangers of the House bill, and 
who express concern over the extra pur- 
chasing power which would be made 
available. If they are sincere, why did 
they not raice this same issue against 
the British loan? Our British brothers 
are getting cash on the barrel head. 
Why draw the line at our own GI’s? 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, as I 
indicated a little while ago, when the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. THOMASON] 
yielded to me for an observation, I think 
that part of the conference report which 
provides that GI’s may us. the bonds 
received in payment under this bill pay 
for their government insurance is a good 
and wholesome provision. I approve of 
it. Of course, it was the will of the House 
that this pay to enlisted men should be 
in cash, but if—as the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr, THomason, says—the Senate 
is adamant on this matter and we cannot 
get the Senate to recede and concur, we 
had better pass the measure in this form 
by accepting the conference report. 

I do not think many Gl's will con- 
demn Congressmen for acceding to this 
bond provision. I expect some criticism 
personally but not a great deal, from 
Gl's, for many of them know that I 
personally worked with Congressman 
James O’Connor, of Montana, in the very 
beginning of the defense program to raise 
the GI’s pay from $30 to $50 and that I 
later worked with the gentleman from 
Mississippi, Congressman JOHN RANKIN, 
toward the same end, and successfully 
in the last case. Having always been 
generous with Gl's in financial matters, 
I do not expect to be criticized by them 
now for being willing to vote to pay them 
in bonds instead of in cash, when it is 
obviously impossible to pass the measure 
providing for cash payments. Let us 
pass the best bill we can get. When I 
see one of the authors of this legislation 
urging its adoption, I know this is the 
best we can get. 

I want it distinctly understood that I 
feel it is in the interest of the ex-service 
man to keep up his insurance. I advise 
it on every possible occasion and I have 
heretofore voted provisions into law 
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which will induce GI’s to keep up their 
insurance or to better the insurance con- 
tract in any possible way. This is one of 
the reasons that I am sanctioning the 
conference report today which permits 
this payment in bonds to be used for pay- 
ments on the soldier’s government in- 
surance. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, justice 
requires that the enlisted men’s terminal 
leave pay- be paid in cash. The officers 
in our armed forces receive their ter- 
minal leave pay in cash. Why should 
discrimination be made against the en- 
listed men? If we found it possible to 
turn over three and three-quarter bil- 
lions of dollars in cash to Great Britain— 
I voted against the British loan—we 
should certainly be able to pay our just 
debt to the GI Joes in cash. 

I signed the petition to discharge the 
Rules Committee from consideration of 
the original terminal leave pay bill in 
cash form. I voted for it in cash form 
when it was passed by this House. The 
day before yesterday as a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations I voted the 
money to pay it. 

With these sound convictions in my 
mind I now find myself in an extremely 
awkward position due to the present par- 
liamentary situation. There is no alter- 
native at the moment but to vote up or 
down on the conference report. If we 
vote it down it is most likely the enlisted 
men’s original terminal pay leave bill 
will die and that no further action can 
be taken until the 80th Congress con- 
venes. This would result in a very un- 
favorable situation as the veteran would 
then receive no benefits whatsoever. But 
if we adopt this conference report at 
least the enlisted man will have Uncle 
Sam’s bonds and some cash. We will 
then be in a position to return here next 
January and change the maturity date 
on the bonds so as to make them imme- 
diately payable. I deplore the adamant 
attitude of the Senate on this question 
but have no alternative under the cir- 
cumstances to do anything other than 
reluctantly accept the conference report. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
am voting for this conference report for 
the reason I want to see a terminal pay 
bill for enlisted men pass at this session 
of Congress. I am very disappointed 
that the House conferees saw fit to ac- 
cept the Senate amendment providing 
for the payment in bonds instead of cash. 
Personally, I feel very strongly that these 
payments should be made in cash, and 
I can see no excuse for issuing these 
bonds. 

I join with others who have spoken in 
expressing the hope that another Con- 
gress will correct this injustice, and pass 
legislation that will give our enlisted men 
cash instead of bonds. It does seem 
strange that we have cash for every other 
purpose, even to the extent of making 
large foreign loans. I do not think we 
should start to economize on our vet- 
erans. These men are entitled to this 
terminal leave pay and the amount to 
each will be small. I cannot justify and 
I will not defend the attitude of the ad- 
ministration in seeking to make these 
payments in bonds instead of cash, as 
previously voted by this House. 
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TERMINAL LEAVE WAS PAID IN CASH FOR OFFI- 
CERS—-THE SAME SHOULD BE DONE FOR EN- 
LISTED MEN 
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 

the conference report on terminal leave 
pay for enlisted men ought to be rejected 
and the House version of this bill should 
be adopted. The Senate bill provides for 
payment in bonds. The House bill for 
payment in cash. Of course, the bonds 
are good and will be payable at maturity 
with interest, but I think that in view of 
the fact that the average payment to the 
veteran is only about $160, the Govern- 
ment ought to let the veteran have it in 
money so he can use it now in helping 
to become rehabilitated. The Govern- 
ment paid cash to the officer without 
hesitancy. Why not treat the GI on the 
same basis? 

It has been suggested that to pay these 
funds in cash is inflationary. If this ap- 
propriation is inflationary, what about 
the billions of dollars this country is 
spending for other purposes, including 
the $4,000,000,000 this Congress approved 
for the British. . 

I regret the President has taken the 
position that he will veto the bill unless 
payment is made in bonds. The money 
is due the boys—they ought to have it. 
If they want to buy bonds they can do 
so. If they want to buy things that 
they need right now, they should have 
a right to do that too. 

We did not hesitate to pay billions of 
dollars in cash for services. of all kinds 
to carry on the war. Since the amount 
due each veteran is small, let us pay it 
in cash and not make them wait 5 years 
or more before they will receive it. Most 
of them need the money now. Let us 
be fair about it. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
y.eld 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois {Mr. ARENDS]. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, in order 
to clarify the situation, I should like to 
propound a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ARENDS. Will the Chair state 
to the House the reason why this con- 
ference report has to be voted up or down 
at this particular time? 

The SPEAKER. A motion to recom- 
mit this conference report is, of course, 
not in order. Therefore, the gentleman 
is correct when he says it is a question 
of voting the conference report up or 
down. 

Mr. ARENDS., I think that may 
clarify to some extent in the minds of 
some of the Members here as to why it 
is necessary to now vote this report up 
or down; there being no other alterna- 
tive. 

Mr. Speaker, I should like to make 
this statement on the part of the House 
conferees. All five of us of course want- 
ed to carry out the will of the House, 
which had voted unanimously to pay this 
terminal leave in cash. We got to the 
Senate and faced this situation. The 
conferees on the part of the Senate were 
adamant in their position in maintaining 
that the bill passed the Senate in the 
way it did, providing bonds, was the only 
possible form in which any terminal 
leave legislation could pass that body 
and no other result would be possible, 
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Therefore, we found ourselves in the 
position of either saying we would be in 
disagreement, and reporting the bill in 
disagreement to the House, and facing 
the possibility of an anticipated veto. Of 
course, we could not say a veto was def- 
inite but it was probable, and therefore 
we would have no terminal pay bill at 
all. The conferees on the part of the 
House in agreement among themselves, 
decided to accept the Senate version and 
come back here and let the House exer- 
cise its will in the matter. I see no other 
way out of it. Personally, I should like 
to see this money paid in cash. I believe 
the vast majority of the Members of the 
House stand in the same position. But 
we face this situation, either take this or 
there will be no bill at this particular 
time. Therefore I choose, as a last resort, 
to take the bonds. 

We did add one feature to the bill 
which originally was not before the Sen- 
ate or the House, namely, a provision 
whereby veterans could use their bonds 
in payment of insurance premiums or on 
obligations of indebtedness under in- 
surance loans. In that respect, I should 
like to give you a bit of information 
which was made available to us through 
the Veterans’ Administration, because 
I feel we are adding some inducement to 
the veterans to transfer their insurance 
from war-risk insurance to some regular 
line policy. 

There are approximately 13,000,000 or 
14,000,000 veterans who are entitled to 
carry Government insurance. Of this 
number, there are about 5,500,000 who 
are carrying war-risk insurance, and of 
that 5,500,000 there are only 276,000 who 
have up to this time seen fit to convert 
their war-risk insurance into regular 
policies. Therefore, I think that the in- 
centive to let them use these bonds as 
payment on their insurance premiums 
is at least helpful to some extent. I 
hope many of the boys will take advan- 
tage of it. As I said before, we had no 
direct statement and no one told us that 
the President would veto this bill if it 
provided payment in full in cash except 
that the Budget Bureau representative 
convinced us by what he said that it had 
to be this way or nothing at all. There- 
fore, to clarify the situation, and let the 
House know how the conferees felt, we 
thought it best to come back here with 
the conference report in the shape that 
it is rather than to find ourselves in com- 
plete disagreement and not have any 
legislation at all. 

I am glad to yield to the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. MunprT]. 

Mr. MUNDT. The gentleman pro- 
pounded a parliamentary inquiry, but I 
think the answer that the gentleman re- 
ceived is not quite complete. It is true 
that we have to vote this conference re- 
port up or down, but it is also true, is it 
not, that if we vote this conference re- 
port down, then the chairman of the 
committee of conference could and would 
make a motion that the House further 
insist on its position which, of course, 
the Senate would take a vote on as to 
whether or not they want to have this 
paid in cash or in bonds. Now the Sen- 
ate has talked in innuendo and by im- 
plication, but it has actually taken no 
roll-call vote as to whether they want 
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this paid in bonds or cash. Am I cor- 
rect in that statement? 

Mr, ARENDS.“ I think that is cor- 
rect, but I believe the gentleman from 
Texas stated the situation very well 
when he said that if the Congress in the 
next session feels that these bonds should 
be made negotiable then we can make 
them so. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman one additional minute. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, ARENDS. I yield. 

Mr. PATMAN. I am very much im- 
pressed with the argument about the in- 
surance, but suppose a veteran con- 
verts his insurance to a 20-year pay- 
ment life or an endowment policy with 
$200 that he has to his credit. Then 
suppose he desires to make a cash loan 
of $150 and he gets the $150 in cash, 
Would he not have to pay 5 percent in- 
terest on that whereas the Government 
is only paying 2½ percent interest? 
That is something which I am afraid 
might be harmful to the veterans instead 
of being helpful to them. 

Mr. ARENDS. Would that not be an 
exception rather than the rule? 

Mr. PATMAN. I do not know. I 
hope it would be an exception. 

Mr. ARENDS. I do too. 

Mr. PATMAN. I was just raising that 
point. 

Mr. ARENDS. We are merely trying 
to give the boys something that we hope 
the majority of them may take advan- 
tage of. 3 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. DURHAM]. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman who preceded me has told you 
that this was the best we were able to 
do. The Senate Military Committee was 
reluctant to take this measure up at all 
and never agreed to take it up until there 
was an agreement that it would be paid 
in bonds. That is what we were faced 
with. We bring the report back to you 
Members and it is the best we could do. 
Personally, I do not like it. There is an- 
other feature about this report which I 
think we should think about because this 
terminal pay stems from the old act of 
1874 by which the Army got itself into 
this predicament of having to pay ter- 
minal leave. Personally, I do not like it, 
and think it never should have been 
initiated by the Army, but since the offi- 
cers have been paid terminal pay, I think 
it our duty to provide it for the enlisted 
men. 

Under this act, after August 31, 1946, 
there will be no more terminal-leave pay, 
because the men will thereafter have to 
take leave or they will not be paid for it. 
I think that is a fine provision in this act 
and that we should think of this before 
we vote down this measure. 

Mr. OHARA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 

Mr. OHARA. Are they still paying 
the officers in cash for terminal leave? 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. DURHAM. Certainly. At the 
present time we are. They will not after 
this bill is passed. There is no way to 
pay an enlisted man at the present time 
unless this act is passed. There is no act 
on the books that will pay enlisted per- 
sonnel. Therefore, we are trying to pass 
this act to pay them something. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 

Mr. JONES. From and after this 
date the administration does not op- 
pose paying officers in cash, regardless 
of whether this conference report is 
adopted? The administration will not 
oppose paying the officers in cash? 

Mr. DURHAM. No; they would not 
be paid in cash after this act is passed. 

Mr. JONES. The officers? 

Mr. DURHAM. The officers. Surely. 
After this act is passed that is true. At 
the present time they are entitled to it 
under the old act of 1874, and they are 
still being paid under that act. 

Mr. JONES. Does the gentleman 
know how much has been paid the 
officers in cash? 

Mr. DURHAM. No. I tried to find 
that out. The gentleman is a member 
of the Committee on Appropriations, and 
I wish he would secure that information 
for me, if he can. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. Has the gentleman 
heard any talk regarding the proposition 
that we should pay 3,000,000 Govern- 
ment employees in bonds? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman one additional 
minute. 

Mr. DURHAM. A few minutes ago 
the question was asked, How much would 
be paid in cash? There are four cate- 
gories that will ke paid in cash. That 
is, those discharged prior to January 1, 
1943, who died after discharge; those 
discharged after January 1, 1943, with 
less than $50; those discharged after 
January 1, 1943, with more than $50, to 
be paid in cash. That amounts to $358,- 
400,000. So we are paying quite a lump 
sum in cash. The total estimated cost 
is $2,679,493,000. The average cost of 
each individual will be $167.03. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina has again 
expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. CLASON]. 

Mr. CLASON. Mr. Speaker, this con- 
ference had only one main issue before 
it. We had three separate meetings 
which lasted for a considerable period 
on that one issue. That was the sole 
question of whether terminal leave 
should be paid in cash or by bonds. The 
first day it was evident that the Senate 
conferees were standing pat on bonds. 
All five members of the House conferees 
were standing pat on cash. The second 
day the representative of the Bureau of 
the Budget was present. He was there 
in person to tell us the situation as he 
knew it and as it had already been ex- 
plained to the Senate. I took down his 
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exact words. We were insisting that 
they tell us, through the Bureau of the 
Budget, exactly what the position down 
the street was on this particular issue. 
He said, and I quote him exactly: 

We have been informed that the President 
will be opposed to any further cash payment 
over and above what the Senate bill calls for. 


Those were his exact words. We were 
told that meant that unless we accepted 
the payment in bonds, as provided by the 
Senate bill, we could not expect to have 
any bill at all. Under that bill we find 
that during the fiscal year 1947 bonds 
would be issued in the amount of $2,- 
080,000,000, and that $320,000,000 would 
be paid out in cash. We also know from 
what has been told us on the floor of the 
House that during the fiscal year 1947 
this House has appropriated between 
forty-two and forty-seven and one-half 
billion dollars which will be expended for 
various purposes. It is hard for me, and 
I think it is hard for all of the House 
conferees, to believe that this additional 
sum of $2,000,000,000 was going to be in- 
flationary to any such extent as to war- 
rant this Presidential position reported 
by the representative of the Bureau of 
the Budget. Sixteen million persons will 
be paid this terminal leave as enlisted 
men, and will receive on the average 
$165.73 each. It will range from little 
up to $800 per man. 

The value of the dollar has gone down 
so much since the start of the war and 
certainly so far since 1933 that today it 
is doubtful if those people with $165 each 
on the average can purchase much of 
anything—a refrigerator at best for each 
home; and it is hard to believe that this 
is any inflationary measure. The five 
conferees of the House were in this posi- 
tion, however, you either take what the 
Senate has offered you or the enlisted 
men will get nothing, and while all five 
of us refused to go through with this bill 
on the second conference day, we did 
agree at the last meeting to bring this 
measure before you in the House in order 
that you might know exactly the posi- 
tion of the Bureau of the Budget and of 
the Senate on this measure. Now it will 
be up to you, having had this explana- 
tion, to determine what action you wish 
to take. The assurance was given us 
that unless we took the bonds plus cash 
payments of about $320,000,000 there 
would not be any terminal-leave pay- 
ment made to enlisted men at this time. 

I believe it has been pointed out that if 
bonds are issued under this measure this 
year Congress will be in a position and 
will have the time which is not now avail- 
able to go ahead with this proposition to 
determine in January or February 
whether or not the bonds which have 
been issued shall be made assignable or 
convertible into cash. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLASON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. WILSON. Is it not true that 
under ‘this bill the enlisted men as far 
as spending power is concerned are going 
to get practically nothing anyway? Why 
would it not be much better for us to 
stay in session until we get a bill passed 
that will give them some spending 
power? These I O U's, which they can 
use 5 years from now, is not the thing 
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they want. We paid the officers in pur- 
chasing power, in cash. Why should we 
discriminate at this time against the en- 
listed men? As far as I am concerned, 
I am ready to stay here the rest of the 
year to get cash for these boys. 

Mr. CLASON. Probably a million ofi- 
cers have received better than a thou- 
sand dollars apiece in terminal-leave pay 
in cash, or over a billion dollars, and it 
does seem as if the President, the Senate, 
and the Bureau of the Budget are taking 
an unfortunate position in saying that 
the 16,000,000 enlisted men must take 
bonds payable in 5 years. When the op- 
portunity to vote on the right of the en- 
listed men to convert their bonds into 
cash comes before the House, I shall favor 
this right to convert. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. SIKES]. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, while I am 
going to disagree with the policies which 
are set forth in the present measure, I 
do want to pay sincere tribute to the 
work of my colleagues who served as con- 
ferees. They made a very earnest, sin- 
cere, and determined effort to bring back 
a bill in keeping with the bill which 
passed the House. That bill provided for 
cash payments, and the House adopted 
it unanimously. 

Let me say at the outset that we were 
able to secure the inclusion of a number 
of items in the bill now before us which 
were in the House bill and which I think 
makes it more satisfactory legislation. 

The main point in disagreement, of 
course, was whether the payment should 
be in cash or bonds. I disagree with the 
whole policy of payment in bonds. Our 
efforts to provide terminal-leave pay for 
enlisted men was intended to correct in- 
equalities which now exist between the 
treatment of officers and enlisted men. 
This bill does not get away from those 
inequalities; as a matter of fact, it sets 
up some new ones. For instance, it pro- 
vides bonds for enlisted men, whereas 
officers got cash—a billion dollars in cash. 
It provides that cash will be paid to en- 
listed men who were discharged before 
January 1, 1943, and that bonds will be 
used in payment of those discharged 
after January 1, 1943. Then it provides 
for still another change in procedure af- 
ter September 1, 1946. After that date, 
all personnel, officers, and enlisted men 
will receive 30 days terminal leave per 
year, cumulative to 60 days. There will 
be no more cash payments after Septem- 
ber 1, 1946. Instead, officers and men will 
be given terminal leave in the manner I 
have indicated. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Can 
the gentleman give us some outline as to 
the procedure for paying out these bonds? 
Will a veteran have to apply for them 
or will they be given to him automatically 
if this legislation is approved? 

Mr. SIKES. I would be glad to touch 
on that. The veterans who have already 
been discharged will have to apply for 
their bonds. Those who have not been 
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discharged will be paid in cash at the 
time that they are discharged until 
September 1, 1946, after which time all 
of them will have to take leave instead of 
cash. 

The point I am bringing out in that 
connection is that this legislation leaves 
a sizable group in the armed forces who 
are receiving different treatment from 
their buddies who have been previously 
discharged. I disagree with that policy. 
The House bill provided that men and 
officers would receive terminal-leave pay 
until the end of the duration and six 
months, after which both groups would be 
allowed to accumulate 30 days leave time. 
We felt that this policy is more in keeping 
with other service bills. 

Mr. Speaker, the statement has been 
made here that it is bonds or else and 
I think that is true at least for the 
present. Your conferees worked hard, 
they did everything possible to bring back 
a bill providing for cash payment and I 
think as far as this session of the Con- 
gress is concerned, it is bonds or nothing. 
That is why I signed the conference re- 
port bringing this before us, and I think 
the same is true for all the House 
conferees. 

I want to point out, however, that if 
this bill were to be vetoed or were to be 
deadlocked in Congress, we could come 
back next spring, pass the bill, and if 
necessary pass it over a veto, providing 
for cash instead of bonds as payment and 
we would then be 4 years ahead of bond 
payments as far as the average man in 
the armed forces is concerned. 

Already I have heard one Senator say 
on the fioor of that body that he is in- 
troducing a bill to make the bonds pay- 
able immediately. Each of us knows 
that within 30 days after we convene 
next January there will be a score of 
bills to provide for conversion of bonds 
to cash. Less than a year from today 
there will be a discharge petition in the 
well of the House to correct the action 
we propose to take today. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. Is it not the gentle- 
man’s opinion that if the House votes 
down this conference report and insists 
on further disagreement it is impossible 
to conceive of the Senate yielding? 

Mr. SIKES. All that we have had 
points in that direction. We went into 
that very thoroughly. Every House con- 
feree insisted to the last on cash. The 
Senate conferees were apparently de- 
termined not to yield and they said the 
Senate would back them up in that. I 
have nothing else I can give the gentle- 
man. However, we acted in good faith 
in assuming that the Senate would stand 
back of its conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, inflation is the main is- 
sue in this discussion and I have a ter- 
rible fear of inflation. It is something 
that is near, something that is very 
dreadful to contemplate, and something 
that can speedily wreck all that we have 
done to bring about reconversion and to 
insure a stable economy. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Why is it that when 
they talk about inflation it is always when 
some legislation pertaining to veterans 
comes up for consideration? 

Mr. SIKES. I do not think this topic 
can be limited to veterans’ legislation. I 
am not one of those who will stand here 
in the well of the House and say we have 
done nothing for the veteran. This Con- 
gress, acting for the Nation, has done 
more for the veteran than any nation in 
history has ever before dreamed of doing 
for the men and women who served in 
its armed forces. But I confess that I 
am a little tired of hearing called infia- 
tionary only those measures which the 
“powers that be” happen to be opposing. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KUNKEL, Can the gentleman tell 
me how long it would take to figure out 
the payments due these men, get the 
bonds prepared and delivered? 

Mr. SIKES. Unquestionably that is 
going to be a formidable task and one 
which will require some time. I do not 
think, however, it is an insurmountable 
obstacle. That has been gone into in 
the bill and the machinery has been de- 
veloped for the speediest possible han- 
dling of the problem. 

The bill which passed the House would 
have done a clean-cut job of correcting 
an inequality. We saw a need for that 
and we set out to accomplish it. The 
measure now before us will not achieve 
that. One result of this bill will be a 
little more bureaucracy, and a few more 
dissatisfied and disillusioned GI’s. I am 
reluctant to see it substituted for the 
House bill. 

-The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr, THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, as one who believes the claims 
of the veterans should be paid in cash, I 
exceedingly regret the legislative situa- 
tion we find ourselves in today. It is al- 
most impossible to exercise our real will. 
The House is unanimously of the opinion 
the veterans be paid in cash. Appar- 
ently we find before us two obstacles, one 
in the Senate and the other the attitude 
of the White House. If we persisted and 
fought the issue out, we might overcome 
the stumbling block in the other branch 
of the Congress, but I am afraid from 
the frank statement of the conferees we 
could not get the approval of the Presi- 
dent. Knowing of the existence of the 
House bill, he has let it be known he 
favors the Senate bill. 

High officials of the administration 
have signified to the conferees their op- 
position to the cash proposition, and if is 
reasonable to assume they speak for the 
President. They would not dare to take 
the position without his support. There- 
fore, we are indeed in a quandary. 

Mr. Speaker, I despair when I hear 
now the cry of inflation. We have been 
spending billions of dollars for many 
things. We spent $4,000,000,000 for 
subsidies. Many other activities we 
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freely authorized requiring billions of 
dollars of spending and no one uttered 
the word “inflation.” Now, when we 
come to legislation in which veterans are 
concerned, we hear the cry of inflation. 
If it is true that inflation is caused by 
excessive spending, then why are we not 
consistent and stop the wild, reckless, 
extravagant spending sucl. as has been 
going on for the last 2 years? The ad- 
ministration voices have been silent here- 
tofore. Now we hear the cry of infla- 
tion. Our predicament is that appar- 
ently it is the Senate version of the 
terminal pay or nothing, as my good 
friend from Texas stated. I believe that 
the House conferees were sincere and 
did everything possible to get the House 
viewpoint to prevail. But they were in- 
formed, “it was this or nothing,” and 
apparently that is the same reason why 
the various military organizations have 
come to favor the conference report 
as submitted. Unquestionably if they 
thought there was a chance to have a 
cash plan they would continue the fight. 

I want to serve notice that nothing 
is ever settled until it is settled right. 
If the officers could have cash, then there 
is no reason on earth why the private 
soldiers should not be treated the same. 
After all it is the good old private and 
noncom who carries the greater burdens 
of war. I believe, whatever we do today, 
this fight will continue. If we do not 
give fair, equal treatment today why 
then the next Congress will see the in- 
justice is corrected. Eventually the 
American people will see that fair play 
prevails. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. In line 
with what the gentleman has stated, of 
course; Britain received a loan of $3,750,- 
000,000, and nothing was said about the 
inflationary tendency of that. But, on 

_top of that, the Export-Import Bank 
since VJ-day has loaned $3,500,000,000 to 
foreign countries, which makes over 
$7,000,000,000, and not one single word 
was said about inflation when that 
money was paid out in cash. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And 
next year Russia will be here asking for 
a billion and a half dollar loan and I 
wonder how many in the administration 
will then recall it will be inflationary. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HINSHAW. There is no doubt but 
had the war lasted 3 months longer, or 
the men kept in service 3 months longer, 
the same amount of money would have 
been spent in the pay of the Army and 
the Navy? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. There 
is no question about that at all. The 
inflation cry is just a sham issue. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am rather disappointed in that we 
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cannot get cash to pay off these enlisted 
men. The committee, I know, worked 
hard to get cash, but could not. At the 
present time it is up to the House. This 
is the last clear chance we have this ses- 
sion to grant terminal-leave pay to the 
boys. Here is a bill that I introduced on 
September 13, 1945, and since that time I 
have been working hard for it; and it 
has had a circuitous route but is now be- 
fore us for final passage. I hope the 
membership of this House will not turn 
it down because we cannot get all cash 
at this time. What we want is some- 
thing for these boys. 

Let me tell you a solution to this prob- 
lem. Give the boys the bonds today, so 
that they will have something, and I 
will promise the membership of this 
House that the first bill that I introduce 
in the Eightieth Congress will be one to 
make these bonds payable in cash to 
every applicant and to every holder of 
those bonds that makes application. 
That is the best thing to do. That is all 
anybody could ask now. Congress can 
do that. We will have something to 
work on if we do that. If you do not vote 
for this conference report, then we have 
absolutely nothing. In the next Con- 
gress—and I am quite sure I am coming 
back—I will introduce a bill or a reso- 
lution providing that these bonds shall 
be made payable in cash to the holder of 
every bond. Now, that ought to satisfy 
everybody. That ought to satisfy -the 
Republicans. It ought to satisfy the 
Democrats, and that is what we ought to 
do. Let us not go away from here with- 
out doing something for the GI Joe’s. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr, Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEARNEY. The gentleman says 
“Let us vote something for these boys.” 
If we adopt this bill we are not voting 
them anything, are we? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. We are vot- 
ing them bonds, which is an obligation 
of this Government, and is a cash pay- 
ment deferred for 5 years. 

Mr. KEARNEY. It is a bond payable 
in 5 years. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. This Con- 
gress can amend that and pay it in cash 
next year. We will be doing something 
if we do that. Let us compromise on 
that. We all want cash. I want cash. 
But it is bonds or nothing at this time. 
Let us adopt the report. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FENTON], 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, it cer- 
tainly has come to a pretty pass in this 
House when some people can say, Take 
this or nothing.” As a member of the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs which considered this bill I 
favored its adoption from the beginning, 
I regret that the conferees saw fit to 
bring in this report which does not give 
the enlisted men the same kind of treat- 
ment afforded the officers. Why should 
any person tell our fighting men just 
how they are to be paid or how they 
should expend their own money? In my 
district there are now about 14,000 or 
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more veterans unemployed, and their 
unemployment compensation is about to 
expire, with no chance of their getting 
any jobs. All these boys could make 
good use of the cash. I, for one, would 
rather that they had been paid in cash. 
Of course, since we have no choice in 
the matter, I will vote for the conference 
report. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana, 

Mr. SPRINGER. As a matter of fact, 
these boys who are back home, dis- 
charged from the service, and who are 
without jobs, need this money more at 
this time than they will need it later. 

Mr. FENTON. That is absolutely 
correct. I would much rather send this 
report back to conference and insist 
that the enlisted men be treated the 
same as the officers. And, I might add, 
they should be treated the same as 
foreign countries and other people who 
are getting everything they want, cer- 
tainly in money. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
I attended every session of the subcom- 
mittee that developed this legislation. 
I know what we worked on and what we 
thought we were getting. I had charge 
of the time on the Republican side dur- 
ing the debate. I have never seen such 
requests for time to express a unanimous 
opinion on any legislation as occurred 
here on June 7 in the general debate. I 
recall quite vividly that on June 11 the 
bill passed the House by a vote of 380 to 0. 
At that time the bill called for cash. All 
that time we were struggling to make 
our treatment of GI Joe the same as the 
treatment „accorded the officers. And 
here today for the first time we are con- 
fronted with a parliarhentary situation 
where we are given the defy to vote them 
bonds or nothing. Bonds that are non- 
negotiable, bonds that cannot be cashed 
for 5 years, except for insurance, when 
we know GI Joes who cannot afford to 
carry insurance. Yet we cannot vote 
them anything but bonds. We must turn 
them down on cash for their terminal 
leave and look to some future Congress. 
I will join the procession here in voting 
for this bill even though it is for bonds, 
and then I will join the minority leader, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
Martin], and the author of the bill, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. ROGERS], 
in their announced purpose to drive for- 
ward to make these bonds redeemable 
long before 5 years have gone by. As 
long as it is within my power to do so, I 
intend to join in that drive to make good 
our word and to take away from Con- 
gress the stigma of drawing a line of 
demarcation in the treatment of GI Joes 
as compared with the treatment accord- 
ed the officers. 

Do not tell me that this is an infla- 
tionary measure. It just makes an echo 
come back to me from 1933, when I heard 
the echo of the famed Economy Act. All 
of you who were in the service and who 
worked in ex-servicemen’s organizations 
at that time know what I mean, 
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Forcing our ex-service enlisted men to 
take bonds after paying every officer his 
pay and allowances in cash while in ter- 
minal leave is just another outstanding 
example of the failure of the present 
national administration to understand 
the importance of fair and equal treat- 
ment of all classes. This bill unmis- 
takably follows the pattern of the 
Economy Act of 1933 in its vicious dis- 
crimination against the GI’s. That sit- 
uation must be corrected by a Congress 
that is determined to be fair. I sincerely 
hope the Eightieth Congress will do just 
that next winter. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa IMr. RIzLEY]. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, the GI’s 
are not going to be fooled by all this 
wash-wash here this afternoon. I am 
not criticizing our conferees. They prob- 
ably got the best report they could thus 
far. But the Members of the House 
ought to stand up and vote this confer- 
ence report down and then let us see 
whether the Senate will refuse to pay 
the GI’s in cash. You talk about these 
bonds. Look at this wash-wash that is 
going on here. The sop now is that we 
will go ahead and vote for this to be paid 
in bonds and then probably the first of 
the year we will make them negotiable 
so that they can get the cash, but to 
give them cash now would be highly in- 
flationary. Think of how silly that is. 
While those boys were over there fight- 
ing, this Congress voted more than $4,- 
090,000,000 in subsidies to pay the gro- 
cery bills of the people here at home. 
Think of that. That was not inflation- 
ary, according to this administration. 
Since the boys have come back here, as 
has been said here this afternoon, we 
loaned the British about three and three- 
quarter billion dollars in cash, not bonds, 
The Export-Import Bank is lending 
money—amillions and billions—to other 
countries in Europe. But that is not in- 
flationary, they say. But to pay these 
kids the cash, according to the brass hats, 
the Bureau of the Budget who speaks 
for the President, that would be infla- 
tionary. Yes, they say if we pay cash to 
these kids who went over there and did 
the fighting and dying—just the common 
GI—is so inflationary that it just must 
not be done. Of course, paying the of- 
ficers in cash is not inflationary, accord- 
ing to the same brass hats and the Presi- 
dent’s spokesman. We ought to have the 
same courage that these GI’s exhibited on 
the battlefield and kill this conference 
report and send it back and insist that 
the men who did the fighting be treated 
on an equal with the officers and be paid 
in cash, 

Can you justify a policy that singles 
out the enlisted men and says they and 
they alone must accept nonnegotiable 
bonds as our contribution to their termi- 
nal leave? Of course, you cannot. We 
have increased the pay of all those who 
have entered the service since the war 
ended. That money is in circulation. 
Is that inflationary? Let the officers in 
the Army and the Bureau of the Budget 
answer that question. 

As one Member of this House I am not 


going to sell the enlisted men short. 1 


have watched this administration spend 
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billions and put billions of dollars in cir- 
culation for all sorts of New Deal 
schemes, and they did not seem to worry 
about inflation until the veterans became 
involved. I say again we should vote 
down this conference report and instruct 
our conferees to go back and fight it out 
with the conferees of the other body if 
it takes all summer. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
South Dakota, [Mr. MUNDT]. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, there is 
an old saying that nothing is new under 
the sun. I think that saying must be 
axiomatic at least when applied to the 
now-descending sun of the New Deal 
because as the gentleman from Iowa, 
[Mr. Martin], said, “There is something 
strangely reminiscent about the argu- 
ment here today.” 

During the first 100 days of the New 
Deal in 1933 when there was talk of econ- 
omy, the economy and cut-backs were 
leveled solely against the veterans. 
Now when we hear talk about the in- 
flationary pressures, the attack against 
inflationary pressures is once again lev- 
eled solely against the veteran. It is a 
strange attitude, it seems to me, for you 
Democrats to take in a Congress in which 
the President’s party controls both the 
executive branch and every single Con- 
gressional committee in both Houses as 
well as the steering committees and can 
put legislation on the calendar for ac- 
tion whenever he wants to do so. 

For the majority to create and then 
capitalize on a situation where, in the 
closing days of the session with barely a 
quorum of our membership remaining in 
the Capitol, it is necessary to accept 
“this—or else” legislation giving the GI 
his terminal pay in bonds instead of cash 
is a distasteful record. I for one resent it 
as Iam firmly of the opinion that GI Joe 
should get his terminal-leave pay in cash. 
He should get it the same as was award- 
ed the majors, colonels, and generals 
who were treated so generously and who 
received their pay in cash without de- 
lay, without restrictions, and without the 
insulting insinuation that they needed 
“to be given a lesson in thrift” or had to 
be required by a paternalistic govern- 
ment to “use their bonds to buy insur- 
ance.” 

Mr. Speaker, since cash was the 
method of paying the terminal leave con- 
sideration for the officers and the “brass 
hats” then cash should be the method 
of awarding the same consideration to 
the enlisted man. 

I must confess, Mr. Speaker, I am not 
highly impressed by the arguments so 
frequently advanced here this afternoon 
by speakers from the Democratic side of 
the aisle when they tell us that President 
Truman will veto this legislation if we 
pass it in the form in which it was ap- 
proved by the House which requires the 
Government to pay cash to the enlisted 
men for their accumulated terminal 
leave. If the President desires to veto 
such legislation, that is his responsibility 
and not ours, It is our responsibility to 
legislate as an independent branch of 
this Government and to exercise that re- 
sponsibility in conformity with what we 
believe to be right. For that reason I 
shall vote today as I did earlier to make 
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these payments in cash. I signed the 
discharge petition to get this legislation 
before the House in the first instance and 
it then called for cash payments to the 
GI for his terminal leave and I stand 
today where I stood then, squarely in 
favor of such cash payments. 

Should the House be forced by the sit- 
uation created by the proximity of the 
adjournment date to accept the Presi- 
dent’s ultimatum and approve this pay- 
ment by nonnegotiable bonds instead of 
by cash, I announce now that in the next 
Congress I shall support the move an- 
nounced by our minority leader, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, Jor 
Martin, and work and vote to have 
these nonnegotiable bonds made re- 
deemable in cash at the will of their hold- 
ers. In my opinion, sir, that is no more 
than simple justice to the enlisted men 
of this war who in my book certainly 
deservé to be protected against such dis- 
criminatory practices favoring their 
officers. 

The so-called officers’ lobby in Wash- 
ington has a lot of influence and does a 
good job of taking care of its interests. 
However, GI Joe must depend upon his 
Congressman and the sound arguments 
supporting his cause. Certainly, in the 
matter of making payments for accumu- 
lated terminal leave, there is no valid 
reason or just argument for paying 
officers their comparatively large pay- 
ments in cash while enlisted men are ex- 
pected to accept their considerably 
smaller payments in nonnegotiable 
bonds. 

Mr. Speaker, when GI Joe needs the 
assistance stemming from this terminal- 
leave pay is in the immediate future. He 
needs it to help with his schooling, he 
needs it to help pay the expenses of get- 
ting rehabilitated into civilian life, he 
needs it to help set up housekeeping with 
his young wife or to help finance his 
business, farming, or professional activ- 
ities. Five years from now it is devoutly 
to be hoped that the great percentage 
of today’s young veterans will be so 
securely established in some lucrative 
and constructive activity that the small 
amount involved in these terminal-leave 
payments, will be much less important 
and helpful to them than they are today. 
Let us therefore make these terminal- 
leave payments in cash the way the 
House intended. 

To argue that to pay the enlisted man 
his terminal-leave consideration in cash 
would be inflationary is indeed a strange 
line of reasoning to come from the White 
House today. We heard no such argu- 
ment when the much larger sum of 
money involved in the loan to Britain was 
being debated. Then we were urged to 
make this loan to make business better 
and to increase the purchasing power for 
American products. Surely if $3,750,- 
000,000 loaned to Great Britain is not 
to be considered inflationary it is noth- 
ing more than the argument of expedi- 
ency for the administration now to say 
that about half that much money paid 
to our own enlisted men would disrupt 
our economy. The slogan of the New 
Deal must be, “Cash for foreigners but 
only bonds for the American GI.” If 
that is the slogan, Mr. Speaker, it is 
neither sensible nor sound. The Gi who 
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today has to borrow money under the GI 
bill of rights pays 4 percent interest. It 
is not a square deal in my opinion to 
compel him to take a nonnegotiable bond 
bearing 244 percent interest while GI Joe 
is asked to pay his Government 4 per- 
cent. This is especially true when his 
commanding officers all along the line 
were given their substantial and sizable 
terminal-leave payments in the good old 
folding money of our American currency. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we may yet work 
out an arrangement whereby the ultima- 
tum served on us by the White House 
and the conferees to the effect that this 
legislation must be “this or else” can be 
modified so that we can pay these boys 
their cash in the manner the House pre- 
scribed. If, however, we are foreclosed 
from making such a decision today, I 
shall surely do all within my power to 
see that the next Congress corrects this 
injustice and makes these bonds imme- 
diately redeemable in cash. I have no 
sympathy with the point of view of the 
administration which talks and practices 
economy and inflationary controls only 
when matters concerning benefits for vet- 
erans and for our old people are up for 
consideration but which on all other 
considerations has the unchallenged rec- 
ord of being the most reckless spend- 
thrift of any political party or political 
administration in American history. 

In conclusion, may I state that there 
is a strange and startling inconsistency 
in the logic of the White House group 
which today argues that something like 
two billion dollars paid to our enlisted 
men to compensate them for their ter- 
minal leave is highly inflationary but 
which during most of the war insisted 
on paying out three times that much in 
subsidies so that the food bills of those 
who were at home during the war would 
be less, so that GI Joe upon his return 
to civilian life would have to help pay 
for those food bills through paying taxes 
to retire the debts created to get the 
money to pay them, and so that the pol- 
iticians in the executive departments 
could continue to hope that such sub- 
sidies would seduce the public sufficiently 
so that Americans would continue to vote 
for Santa Claus. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


Speaker, I 


[Roll No. 1 
Adams Bell Buffett 
Allen, La Bender Bunker 
Almond Bennet, N. Y. Cannon, Fla. 
Andersen, Blackney Carlson 
H. Carl Boren Case, N. J. 
Anderson, Calif Boykin Case, S. Dak, 
Baldwin, Md. Bradley. Mich. Celler 
Baldwin, N.Y. Brooks Clements 
Brumbaugh Clippinger 
Bates, Ky. Bryson Cochran 
Bates, Buck Coffee 
Beckworth Buckley Cole, Kans, 
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Cole, N. Y. Hoeven Powell 
Combs Hoffman, Mich. Price, Fla. 
Cooper Holifield Priest 
Courtney Izac Rains 
Cravens Jackson Reece, Tenn. 
Crawford Jennings Richards 
Curley Johnson, Calif. Rivers 
Daughton, Va. Johnson, Tex. Robinson, Utah 
Davis Kean Robsion, Ky. 
Dawson Kee Rockwell 
Delaney, Keefe Roe, N. Y. 
John J. Kefauver Rogers, N. Y. 
Dolliver Keogh Russell 
Dondero Kerr Ryter 
Douglas, III Kilburn Scrivner 
Dworshak Kilday Shafer 
Earthman Landis Sharp 
Eaton Lane Sheppard 
Elliott Larcade Sheridan 
Elston LeFevre Short 
Fellows Ludlow Slaughter 
Fogarty Lyle Smith, Wis. 
Gallagher McCormack Somers, N. Y. 
Gary McGehee Sparkman 
Gathings McGregor Starkey 
Gibson McKenzie Stewart 
Gifford Mahon Sumner, Ill. 
Gillespie Maloney Sumners, Tex. 
Gordon Mansfield, Taber 
Gossett Mont. Tarver 
Grant, Ind Mansfield, Tex. Thomas, N. J. 
Gregory Mason Tolan 
Gross May Torrens 
Hagen Merrow Towe 
Hale Miller, Calif, Trimble 
Hall, Miller, Nebr. Voorhis, Calif, 
Edwin Arthur Morgan Vorys, Ohio 
Halleck Norton Wadsworth 
Hare O'Konsk! Wasielewski 
Harness, Ind. O'Neal Weaver 
Harris Outland Welch 
Hart Patrick West 
Hartley Patterson White 
Hébert Peterson, Ga. Wickersham 
Heffernan Pfeifer Winter 
Henry Philbin Wolfenden, Pa. 
Hess Ploeser Wood 
Hill Plumley 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 255 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


ARMED FORCES LEAVE ACT OF 1946 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
conference report. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
pear to have it. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the conference report was agreed 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
STATUE OF NATHAN HALE 


Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 84) authorizing the erection 
in the District of Columbia of a statue 
of Nathan Hale. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
do I correctly understand that this is a 
resolution authorizing the Government 
to accept a statue constructed at private 
expense and which calls for no 
expenditure? 


Mr. O'TOOLE. The gentleman is 
correct. 5 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. 


Where is this to be placed? 
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Mr. O'TOOLE. It will be placed in 
the District of Columbia wherever the 
National Commission of Fine Arts 
designates. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is 
this a unanimous report of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. O'TOOLE. It is. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. It may interest the 
gentleman on the other side of the aisle 
to know that Nathan Hale was a member 
of the Young Men’s Republican Club of 
New Haven. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That 
alone is sufficient reason for passing the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the 
Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
grant authority to the Second National Bank, 
of New Haven, Conn., executor of the estate 
of the late George Dudley Seymour, to erect 
the bronze statue of Nathan Hale, bequeathed 
by him to the United States of America, in- 
cluding pedestal, on an appropriate site on 
grounds now owned by the United States in 
the District of Columbia: Provided, That the 
site chosen shall be approved by the National 
Commission of Fine Arts, and the United 
States shall be put to no expense in or by 
the erection of this statute: Provided further, 
That unless the erection of this statue is 
begun within 5 years from and after the date 
of passage of this joint resolution, the au- 
thorization hereby granted is revoked. 


The joint resolution was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BARRY (at the request of Mr. 
PATMAN) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the Recorp and include 
certain statements and excerpts. 


KEETOOWAH INDIANS OF THE CHEROKEE 
NATION IN OKLAHOMA 


Mr. STIGLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
341) relating to the status of Keetoowah 
Indians of the Cherokee Nation in Okla- 
homa, and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to che bill (H. R. 
341) which relates to the status of the 
Keetowah Indians of the Cherokee Nation 
in Oklahoma, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend 
to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
Section 2 and agree to the same with an 
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amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend- 
ment, section 2 is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 2, That there is hereby set aside for 
the use and benefit of the Indians of the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Reservation in Okla- 
homa the remainder of the lands compris- 
ing the diminished Seger School Reserve 
containing approximately five hundred and 
thirty-seven acres, and the improvements 
thereon, in section 15, township 10 north, 
range 14 west, of the Indian meridian, Okla- 
homa. 

“Subject to the consent of the business 
committee of the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
Tribes thereto, the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to enter into an agreement 
with the Colony Union Graded School Dis- 
trict Numbered 1, Colony, Oklahoma, for 
the use by the district of all or any portion 
of the land, and improvements thereon, de- 
scribed in this Act: Provided, That any such 
agreement shall contain the express condi- 
tion that the land therein described and 
the improvements thereon shall revert to 
the use of the Indians of the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho Tribes when no longer used by the 
said school district for school purposes.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Sen- 
ate amendment insert the following: 

“That the title be amended by striking 
out the rords ‘Colony Union Graded School 
District Numbered 1, Colony, Okiahoma’, and 
substitute therefor ‘the Cheyenne and 
Arapaho Indians of Oklahoma,’” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Henry M. Jackson, 
JOHN R. Murpock, 
W. G. STIGLER, 
KARL E. MUNDT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ELMER THOMAS, 

HENRIK SHIPSTEAD, 

E. H. Moore, 

B. K. WHEELER, 

JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 341) which relates 
to the status of the Keetowah Indians of 
ths Cherokee Nation in Oklahoma, and for 
other purposes, submit the following state- 
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac- 
tion agreed upon and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report: 

Section 2 has been rewritten in order that 
the original purpose of the Senate amend- 
ment might be properly construed. It was 
the intention of the Senate that this Seger 
Indian School land be set aside for the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians and yet be 
kept available for school purposes so long as 
it was desired to be so used. Under the 
amended version of this bill the lands which 
are now reserved by the United States for 
school purposes are immediately reconveyed 
to the Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians. 
Subject to their approval, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall enter into an agreement 
with the Colony Union Graded School Dis- 
trict No. 1, Colony, Okla., for the use by the 
district of all or any portion of this land. 

The title of the bill has been amended so 
as to set out more explicitly the exact nature 
and intention which the Senate amendment 
originally purported to convey. The change 
in phraseology is primarily for clarification 
purposes. 

Henry M. JACKSON, 

Joun R. MURDOCK, 

W. G. STIGLER, 

Kart E. MUNDT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Just 
what does the bill do? 

Mr. STIGLER. This bill only affects 
the State of Oklahoma. It allows two 
bands of Indians who call themselves 
Keetoowahs to organize and receive 
benefits under the Oklahoma Welfare 
Act. When the bill went to the Senate, 
it was amended there. The amendment 
which was worked out in conference al- 
lows the tribe to transfer title to the 
land and gives the use of the land to the 
school district. When the school dis- 
trict ceases to use the land for school 
purposes, the use and the title refers 
back to this tribe of Indians. It only 
affects the State of Oklahoma, as I said 
before. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
eh motion to reconsider was laid on the 

le. 


BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2401) to 
amend the act of May 4, 1898 (30 Stat. 
369), as amended, to authorize the Pres- 
ident to appoint 250 acting assistant sur- 
geons for temporary service. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this? 

Mr. DREWRY. A similar House bill 
(H. R. 6992) was passed on the Consent 
Calendar. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of May 
4, 1898, entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions for the naval service for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1899, and for other pur- 
poses” (30 Stat. 369), as amended by the act 
of March 18, 1940 (54 Stat. 54), and as 
further amended by the act of March 17, 1941 
(55 Stat. 43), is hereby further amended so 
that the last paragraph of the appropriation 
for the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (30 
Stat. 380) shall read as follows: 

“The President is hereby authorized to 
appoint for temporary service 250 acting as- 
sistant surgeons, who shall have the rank 
and compensation of assistant surgeons: 
Provided, That not more than 250 of such 
acting assistant surgeons may be serving in 
the naval service at any one time: Provided 
jurther, That the Secretary of the Navy, in 
time of war or declared national emergency, 
may appoint, for temporary service with the 
compensation of assistant surgeons, such 
acting assistant surgeons as the exigencies 
of the service may require.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. : 

A similar House bill (H. R. 6992) was 
laid on the table. 

EXTENDING BENEFITS UNDER ‘THE 

UNITED STATES EMPLOYEES’ COMPEN- 

SATION ACT 


Mr. DREWRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
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Speaker’s desk the bill, H. R. 7039, an 
act to further amend section 304 of the 
Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, 
so as to grant certain benefits to naval 
personnel engaged in training duty prior 
to official termination of World War II, 
with Senate amendments thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 2, line 6, strike out “This” and insert 
The.“ 

Page 2, line 6, after “amendment”, insert 
“contained in section 1.” 

Page 2, after line 7, insert: 

“Sec. 3. The act entitled An act to extend 
the benefits of the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Act to members of the Officers’ 
Reserve Corps and of the Enlisted Reserve 
Corps of the Army who are physically injured 
in line of duty while performing active duty 
or engaged in authorized training, and for 
other purposes,” approved July 15, 1939 (U.S. 
C., 1940 edition, title 5, sec. 797), is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 

“ ‘Sec. 2. As used in this act, the term “in 
time of peace” shall include that period after 
September 8, 1945 (the date of formal sur- 
render by Japan), which is prior to the first 
day on which the United States is, by the 
action of the Congress or the President, or 
both, no longer engaged in any war in which 
the United States is engaged on the date of 
enactment of this section.“ 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the Senate 
amendments? 

Mr. DREWRY. The Senate amend- 
ments were put in to make this legisla- 
tive enactment apply to the Army as well 
as the Naval Reserve. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is 
that agreeable to the Army? 

Mr. DREWRY. It is agreeable to the 
Army. I have taken the matter up with 
the ranking minority member of the 
committee. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MEDAL FOR SERVICE IN MERCHANT 
MARINE 


Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2236) providing 
for a medal for service in the Merchant 
Marine during the present war. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is a service medal for everyone who 
served in the Merchant Marine during 
the war? 

Mr. BLAND. For as much as 30 days, 
between December 7 and VJ-day, as I 
recall. A similar bill was unanimously 
reported, H. R. 5892, by the Committee 
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on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
I took the matter up with the ranking 
minority Member, and he is here, and I 
advised him that I was going to call 
this up. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the- gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BLAND]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the United States 
Maritime Commission is authorized and di- 
rected to procure a medal and suitable ap- 
purtenances of appropriate design, including 
an honorable discharge lapel button, to be 
awarded to (1) each person who served hon- 
orably in a war zone as an officer or member 
of the crew of vessels owned by or operated 
by or for the account of the Maritime Com- 
mission or the War Shipping Administra- 
tion for 30 days during the period beginning 
December 7, 1941, and ending with Septem- 
ber 3, 1945; and (2) each person who is en- 
titled to receive a certificate of substantially 
continuous service pursuant to the provi- 
sions of Public Law 87, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, approved June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162). 
The medal may be awarded posthumously 
and, when so awarded, shall be presented to 
such representative of the deceased as shall 
be prescribed in the applicable regulations. 
Awards under this act shall be made pur- 
suant to regulations prescribed by the Mar- 
itime Commission, 

Sec. 2. The Maritime Commission is au- 
thorized to expend out of any funds avail- 
able for expenditure by the Maritime Com- 
mission such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this act. 

Sec. 3. The manufacture, sale, possession, 
or display of any insignia, decoration, medal, 
award, or device, or the ribbon, button, or 
rosette thereof, or any colorable imitation of 
any insignia, decoration, medal, award, or 
device, provided for in this act, is prohibited, 
except as authorized under such act or any 
rule or regulation issued pursuant thereo. 
Whoever violates any provisions of this sec- 
tion shall be punished by a fine not exceed- 
ing $250 or by imprisonment not exceeding 
6 months, or both. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 5892) was 
laid on the table. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT NATIONAL PARK 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 
4435, an act to establish the Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park; to erect a mon- 
ument in memory of Theodore Roosevelt 
in the village of Medora, N. Dak.; and 
for other purposes, with a Senate amend- 
ment, and agree to the Senate amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment 
as follows: 

Page 5, line 2, strike out all after “Park” 
down to and including “Interior” in line 5, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. Peterson]? 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 


Speaker, reserving the right to object, 


will the gentleman explain the Senate 
amendment? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr, 
Speaker, this is one of those bill in which 
the original bill provided that title should 
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be acceptable to the Secretary of the In- 
terior. The Senate struck out that line. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 
There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leaves of ab- 
sence were granted as follows: 

To Mr. CANFIELD, for 1 day, on account 
of official business. 

To Mr. HIN SHA, for the remainder of 
this session, on account of official busi- 
ness. 

To Messrs. HERTER, JACKSON, BARTLETT, 
and Brann, to conduct hearings outside 
of Washington for the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I send 
to the Clerk’s desk a privileged resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives certify the foregoing report 
of the House Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities as to the willful and deliberate re- 
tusal of the following persons to produce be- 
fore the said committee for its inspection 
certain books, papers, and records which had 
been duly subpenaed, and to testify under 


oath concerning all pertinent facts relating 
thereto. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, a 
point of order. I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that the gentleman is 
interrupting the reading of a resolution 
that is privileged. 1 

Mr. MARC ANTONIO. That is just 
too bad. 

The SPEAKER. The resolution is 
privileged but a Member may make a 
point of no quorum at any time. 

Evidently there is no quorum present. 

Without objection, a call of the House 
is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 


lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


{Roll No. 268] 

Adams Buckley Dolliver 
Allen, La, Buffett Dondero 
Almond Bunker Douglas, III 
Andersen Cannon, Fla. Dworshak 

H. Carl Carlson Earthman 
Anderson, Calif. Case, N. J. Eaton 
Andrews, N. Y. Case, S. Dak. Elliott 
Arends Celler Ellsworth 
Baldwin, Md. Clements Elston 
Baldwin, N, Y. Clippinger Fellows 
Barrett, Pa, Cochran Fogarty 
Barry Coffee Gallagher 
Bates, Ky. Cole, Kans, Gary 

tes, 5 Cole, N. Y. Gathings 
Beckworth Combs Gibson 
Bell Cooper Gifford 
Bender Courtney Gillespie 
Bennet, N. Y. Cox Gordon 
Blackney Cravens Gossett 
Bloom Crawford Grant, Ind 
Boren Curley Gregory 
Boykin Daughton, Va. Gross 
Bradley, Mich, Davis Hagen 
Brooks Dawson Hale 
Brumbaugh Delaney, 

ryson John J. Edwin Arthur 

Buck Dirksen Halleck 
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Hare Mankin Russell 
Harless, Ariz. Mansfield, Ryter 
Harness, Ind. Mont. Scrivner 
Harris Mansfield, Tex. Shafer 
Hart Mason Sharp 
Hartley May Sheppard 
Hébert Merrow Sheridan 
Heffernan Miller, Calif. Short 
Henry Miller, Nebr. Slaughter 
Hess Morgan Smith, Wis. 
Hill Morrison Somers, N. Y. 
Hinshaw Murdock Spar 
Hoeven Norton Spence 
Hoffman, Mich, O’Konski Stewart 
Holifield O'Neal Stigler 
Izac Outland Sumner, II 
Jennings Pace Taber 
Johnson, Calif. Patrick Tarver 
Johnson, Tex. Patterson Thomas, N. J 
Kean Peterson,Ga, Thomas, Tex. 
Kee Pfeifer Tolan 
Keefe Philbin ‘Torrens 
Keogh Ploeser Towe 
Kerr Plumley Traynor 
Kilburn Powell Trimble 
Kilday Pratt Vinson 
Klein Price, Fla. Voorhis, Calif, 
Landis Priest Vorys, Ohio 
Lane Rains Vursell 
Larcade Randolph Wadsworth 
Lea Reece, Tenn. Wasielewski 
LeFevre Rich Weaver 
Ludlow Richards Welch 
Lyle Rivers West 
McCormack Robertson, Va. White 
McGehee Robinson, Utah Wickersham 
McGlinchey Robsion, Ky. Winter 
McGregor Rockwell Wolfenden, Pa. 
McKenzie Roe, N. Y. Wood 
Mahon Rogers, Fla. Zimmerman 
Maloney Rogers, N. Y. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 230 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

If there is no objection, further pro- 
ceedings under the call will be dispensed 
with. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. RANKIN]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—yeas 144, nays 2. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not pres- 
ent. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 2000. An act to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, approved May 29, 1930, as 
amended, so as to make such act applicable 
to officers and employees of the Columbia 
Institute for the Deaf; to the Committee on 
the Civil Service. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 6646. An act to establish the Office of 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill and a joint reso- 
arion of the Senate of the following 
titles: 


S. 1236. An act to amend the Mineral 
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, 
in order to promote the development of oil 
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and gas on the public domain, and for other 
purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 156. Joint resolution to extend 
the succession, lending powers, and the func- 
tions of the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration. 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
a bill of the House of the following title: 


H. R. 6646. An act to establish the Office of 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Af- 


fairs. 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o’clock and 48 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs- 
day, August 1, 1946, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1513. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
State, transmitting the second report cf the 
Department of State on the disposal of United 
States surplus property in foreign areas; to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

1514. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, dated May 8, 1946, 
submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers and illustrations, on a pre- 
liminary examination and survey of San 
Diego River and Mission Bay, San Diego 
County, Calif., with a view to improvement 
for flood control and navigation, authorized 
by the flood contro] acts approved on May 6, 
1936, and June 22, 1936, and the River and 
Harbor Act approved on March 2, 1945 (H. 
Doc. No. 760); to the Committee on Flood 
Control and ordered to be printed, with four 
illustrations, 

1515. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, dated May 20, 1946, 
submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers and illustrations, on a prelim- 
inary examination and survey of and a review 
of reports on the Cumberland River and trib- 
utaries, Kentucky and Tennessee, authorized 
by the River and Harbor Act approved on 
August 30, 1935, and the Flood Control Act 
approved on August 28, 1937, and also re- 
quested by resolutions of the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, 
adopted on February 14, 1936, November 21, 
1938, and March 20, 1941 (H. Doc. No. 761); 
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and 
ordered to be printed, with two illustrations. 

1516. A letter from the Administrator, Na- 
tional Housing Agency, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed bill, for the relief of James E. 
Culbreth; to the Committee on Claims, 


‘ 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr, WOOD: Committee on Un-American 
Activities submits a report on proceeding 
against George Marshall (Rept. No. 2707). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WOOD: Committee on Un-American 
Activities submits a report on proceeding 
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against Richard Morford (Rept. No. 2708). 
Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr, HEALY: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. S. 2374. An act authorizing the 
appointment of three additional judges of 
the municipal court for the District of Co- 
lumbia, prescribing the qualifications of ap- 
pointees to the municipal court and the mu- 
nicipal court of appeals, and for other pur- 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No, 2709). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WHITE: Committee on Mines aud 
Mining. S. 2029. An act to authorize the 
Director of the United States Geological Sur- 
vey to produce and sell copies of aerial or 
other photographs and mosaics, and photo- 
graphic or photostatic reproductions of rec- 
ords, on a reimbursement of appropriations 
basis; without amendment (Rept. No. 2712). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MANASCO: Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments submits 
a report relative to communication from Cor- 
poration Audits Division, General Accounting 
Office, to the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration (Rept. No. 2713). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


ADVERSE REPORTS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. FLANNAGAN: Committee on Agricul- 
ture. House Resolution 721. Resolution re- 
questing the Secretary of Agriculture to sub- 
mit to the House of Representatives a list 
of all commodities rationed or allocated 
under his jurisdiction (Rept, No. 2710). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FERNANDEZ: . 

H. R. 7217. A bill to provide for a com- 
mission to adjudicate claims of American 
nations who were prisoners of war of 
Japan, for payment of its awards, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. R. 7218. A bill to provide for immigra- 
tion into the United States by displaced 
persons; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. MAY: 

H. R, 7219. A bill to extend dependency 
benefits to dependents of enlisted personnel 
of the armed forces who enlist or reenlist 
prior to July 1, 1949; to the Committee on 


H. R. 7220. A bill to assure to all persons 
within the jurisdiction of the United States 
full and equal privileges with respect to 
public conveyances and places of public ac- 
commodation, resort, entertainment, amuse- 
ment, assemblage, and institutions; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SAVAGE: 

H. R. 7221. A bill to provide for a na- 
tional cemetéry at Vancouver, Wash.; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DE LACY: 

H. R. 7222. A bill to establish a National 
Geriatrics Institute to promote longevity in 
the United States and to provide for study 
and research in the field of the prevention 
and cure of diseases and ailments common 
to old age and for the widespread dissemina- 
tion of the results of such study and re- 
search in an effort to prolong the lives of 
all American citizens, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GEELAN: 

H. R. 7223. A bill to provide retirement 

benefits for certain emergency officers of 
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World War I; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 
Ry Mr. WHITE (by request) : 

H. R. 7224. A bill embodying the Shafer 
prosperity plan to promote the general wel- 
fare, increase the national income, and insure 
full employment through the development of 
foreign trade; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. FLANNAGAN: 

H. J. Res. 392. Joint resolution to increase 
the limitation on the amount which may be 
expended for salaries and other administra- 
tive expenses in the item “Conservation and 
use of agricultural land resources” under 
the head “Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration” in the Department of Agri- 
culture Appropriation Act, 1947; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private’ 
bills were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. ROE of Maryland: 

H. R. 7225. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Margaret Alice Burkhardt; to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H. R. 7226. A bill to record the lawful ad- 
mission to the United States for permanent 
residence of Ante Jacob Roncevic; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII. petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

2140. By Mr. COLE of Missouri: Petition of 
Charles Carp, of Clarksdale, Mo., and 32 oth- 
ers, urging Congress to pass the Voorhis bill 
(H. J. Res. 325), which provides that as 
long as famine conditions exist, no grain 
shall be allowed for the manufacture of liq- 
uors or other nonessential purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

2141. By the SPEAKER: Petition of C. H. 
R. Hovde, M. D., Los Angeles, Calif., petition- 
ing consideration of his resolution with ref- 
erence to requested indictment against cer- 
tain officials in office of Government; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE 


Tuurspay, August 1, 1946 


(Legislative day of Monday, 
July 29, 1946) 


The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God, Father of all, who art 
above all and through all and in all, with- 
out whom life has no spiritual source, 
no divine meaning or destiny, but with 
whom there is power for the present and 
hope for the future: We seek Thee as 
our fathers before us have sought Thee 
in former days when the difficulties they 
faced were as frowning heights before 
their climbing feet; yet by faith they 
were led over the peaks to the pleasant 
valleys and still waters beyond. So lead 
us on, for Thou only art our guide and 
deliverer. 

Strengthen us with Thy might that 
the strain of these days may not break 
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our spirits and that no denials of human 
freedom now loose in the world may in- 
timidate our souls. When the problems 
which front us seem insoluble, when the 
very principles for which brave men have 
died are betrayed, when the seamless 
robe of world unity is rent in twain, when 
even the shining river of our dreams 
seems to sink into the sands of futility, 
still may we labor on, serene and confi- 
dent, knowing, while the weeping of hopes 
deferred may endure for a night, that 
the joy of Thy sure victory cometh in 
the morning. 

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the calen- 
dar day Wednesday, July 31, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be excused from 
the Senate for an indefinite period. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, leave is granted. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing trom the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed without amendment 
the following bills and joint resolution of 
the Senate: 

S. 528. An act for the relief of Thaddeus 
C. Knight; 

S. 2236. An act providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war; 

S. 2401. An act to amend the act of May 
4, 1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, to author- 
ize the President to appoint 250 acting as- 
sistant surgeons for temporary service; 

S. 2426. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak.; and 

S. J. Res. 84. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of 
a statue of Nathan Hale. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4435) to 
establish the Theodore Roosevelt Na- 
tional Park; to erect a monument in 
memory of Theodore Roosevelt in the 
village of Medora, N. Dak.; and for other 
purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
7039) to further amend section 304 of 
the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits 
to naval personnel engaged in training 
duty prior to official termination of 
World War II. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
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committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 341) relating to the status of 
Keetoowah Indians of the Cherokee Na- 
tion in Oklahoma, and for other purposes. 

The messsage further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4051) to grant to enlisted per- 
sonnel of the armed forces certain bene- 
fits in lieu of accumulated leave. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on July 31, 1946, he presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
2 enrolled bills and joint resolu- 

on: 


S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 
8, 1936, relating to vocational education, so 
as to provide for the further development of 
vocational education in the several States 
and Territories; 

S. 1198. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to sell certain property in the 
State of Michigan now occupied by the 
Weather Bureau and to acquire land in the 
State of Michigan for the erection of a 
Weather Bureau station; 

S. 1236. An act to amend the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil and 
gas on the public domain, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1277. An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court of the West- 
ern District of South Carolina to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon the 
claim of William S. Brown; 

S. 1478. An act to record the lawful admis- 
sion to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence of Edith Frances de Becker Sebald; 

S. 1602. An act to confirm title to certain 
railroad-grant lands located in the county 
of Kern, State of California; 

S. 1607. An act to provide for the naturali- 
zation of Peter Kim; 

S. 1636. An act to amend the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 to designate the Department 


_of State as the disposal agency for surplus 


property outside the continental United 
States, its Territories and possessions, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 1733. An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and 
the legal guardians of Bobby Dennis Wright 
and Irvin Lee Wright, minors; 

S. 1917. An act to enact certain provisions 
now included in the Naval Appropriation Act, 
1946, and for other purposes; 

S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with the national de- 
fense, and for other purposes,” approved Oc- 
tober 14, 1940, as amended, to authorize the 
Federal Works Administrator to provide 
needed educational facilities other than 
housing to educational institutions furnish- 
ing courses of training or education to per- 
sons under title II of the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act of 1944, as amended; 

S. 2310. An act to further extend the times 
for commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point Miss.; and Hel- 
ena, Ark.; 

S. 2359. An act to close the Office of the Re- 
corder of Deeds on Saturdays; 

S. 2348. An act to authorize the continu- 
ance of the acceptance by the Treasury of de- 
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posits of public moneys from the Philippine 
Islands; 

S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 
Corps; and 

S. J. Res. 156. Joint resolution to extend 
the succession, lending powers, and the func- 
tions of the Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration. e 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following communi- 
cation and letter, which were referred as 
indicated: 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATES, FEDERAL SECURITY 
AGENCY 


A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting supplemental 
estimates of appropriation for the Federal Se- 
curity Agency, amounting to $28,111,300, fis- 
cal year 1947 (with an accompanying paper): 
to the Committee on Appropriations and or- 
dered to be printed. 


Report OF WAR ASSETS ADMINISTRATION 


A letter from the Administrator of the 
War Assets Administration, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the second quarterly prog- 
ress report of that Administration for the 
fiscal year 1946 (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs: * 

H. R. 5552. A bill relating to the sale by 
the United States of surplus vessels suitable 
for fishing; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1920). 

By Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Mines and Mining: 

S. 1954. A bill to authorize the construc- 
tion of an electro-chemical laboratory in the 
Pacific Northwest; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1919). 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 

From the Committee on Fost Offices and 
Post Roads: 

S. 2453. A bill to provide for the carrying 
of mail on star routes, and for other pur- 
poses; with amendments (Rept. No. 1921); 
and 

H. R. 6721. A bill to authorize the Post- 
master General to accept gifts and bequests 
for the benefit of the library of the Post Office 
Department; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1922). 

From the Committee on Indian Affairs: 

S. 59. A bill for the relief of Antonio Za- 
mora; Mrs. Antonio Zamora; Antonio Za- 
mora, Jr.; Mrs, Juan Chavez; John Chavez, 
Jr.; Roland Chavez; Selso Trujillo; and Dr. 
M. G. Wright; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1926). 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the 
Committee on Indian Affairs: 

H. R. 3058. A bill to authorize the use of 
certain lands of the United States for flow- 
age in connection with providing additional 
storage space in the Pensacola Reservoir of 
the Grand River Dam project in Oklahoma, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1924). 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on Indian Affairs: 

H. R. 2893. A bill to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 15, 1929; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1923); and 

H. R. 6165. A bill to provide for the prepa- 
ration of a membership roll of the Indians of 
the Yakima Reservation, Washington, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1925). 


1946 


By Mr. KNOWLAND, from the Committee 
on Immigration: 

H. R. 4844. A bill to place Chinese wives of 
American citizens on a nonquota basis; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1927). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HILL: 

S. 2502. A bill for the relief of Annie 
Blackmon; to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (for himself and 
Mr. Tart): 

S. 2503. A bill to create an executive de- 
partment of the Government to be known 
as the Department of Health, Education and 
Security; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 2504. A bill to authorize the Court of 
Claims to fix reasonable compensation and 
expense for attorneys and other persons for 
services rendered relating to the act of May 
18, 1928 (45 Stat. 602), and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 


INVESTIGATION RELATING TO INTERNA- 
TIONAL HIGHWAY FROM CENTRAL 
AMERICA TO ALASKA 


Mr. CHAVEZ submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 317), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads and ordered to be 
printed: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Post Of- 
fices and Post Roads, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof, is authorized and di- 
rected to make a full and complete study 
and investigation with respect to all mat- 
ters, over which the United States or any 
agency thereof exercises or may exercise ju- 
risdiction, relating to the construction and 
maintenance of an international highway ex- 
tending from Central America to Alaska, and 
to report to the Senate at the earliest prac- 
ticable date the results of its study and in- 
vestigation, together with such recommenda- 
tions as it may deem desirable. 

For the purposes of this resolution, the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized to hold such 
hearings, to sit and act at such times and 
places during the sessions, recesses, and ad- 
journed periods of the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, to employ such clerical and other as- 
sistants, to utilize the services, information, 
facilities, and personnel of the departments 
and agencies of the Government, to require 
by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu- 
ments, to administer such oaths, to take such 
testimony, and to make such expenditures, 
as it deems advisable. The cost of steno- 
graphic services to report such hearings shall 
not be in excess of 25 cents per hundred 
words. The expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $5,000, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 


INVESTIGATION OF DESIRABILITY OF 
ADOPTING A WORLD CALENDAR 


Mr. MURRAY (for himself and Mr. 
SmirH) submitting the following resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 318), which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized and directed to 
make a thorough study and investigation of 
the desirability and feasibility of the adop- 
tion for use within the United States, and 
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promoting and encouraging the use through- 
out the world, of a revised calendar, generally 
called the World Calendar, which shall be 
in substantially the following form: 


The World Calendar 


FIRST QUARTER 


January February March 
DIMT ES eee ME Ee 
1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6} 7 11 2 4 1| 2 
8| 9/10/11/12/13|14|| 5| 6| 7| 8| 9/10/11 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| 8| 9 
15) 16} 17} 18} 19} 20) 21) |12) 13) 14) 15) 16/17} 18} | 10} 11) 12)13)14)15)16 
22.23 24) 25) 26027 28|/19) 20) 21} 22) 232425171819 20/21) 22) 23 
29/30/31, 20027282930 24.252027 282030 

SECOND QUARTER 

April May Tune (W) 
SM TWT] F)S|/8 |M] T/W] T| F|S||S]M| L/W) T| F|S 
1| 2| 3| 4) 5 7 1 3} 4 1| 2 
8| 910/1112 13/14% 5| 6| 7| 8| 901010 3| 4| 5] 6) 7| 8) 9 
15} 16} 17) 18} 19) 20) 21)}12) 13} 14) 15) 16) 17) 18) 10) 11) 12) 13) 14) 15)16 
rnit a 19} 20}21| 22/23) 242817 18) 19] 20/21|22)23 
29130131 | 20.27 28 2930 242528127 282010 

...... . -— Se ae 

e September 

eee 
11 2} 3) 4) 5 1| 2 
8| 9101101213014 ARE 3| 4| 5) 6) 7 9 
15} 16} 17/18) 19) 20) 21 a 141151017 9 55 12 1314/15/16 
22023/2425 26 27 71801920 21/2223 
29/30/31 2 l LL | Uaoiaelaa\aoisol | 1241251202728129 30 24 2220 222050 

22... OURO UARIERLT A, 
___October___||_November__||_ December (N. 
SIM) TWT FJS||S MTW] T] e 
1| 2} 3) 4) 5) 6) 1 3| 4 1| 2 
8| 9)10)11)12}13)14)) 5 7| 8| 9010010 3| 4 6| 7| 8| 9 
15/16/17/18/19/20/21/|12/13/14/15/16/17/18//10/11/12/13/14/15/16 
22 2324.25 2627 28)|19] 20) 21|22| 23! 24/25;|17) 18} 19/20) 21) 22) 23 
20030031 20.27 28120 240252612728 20080 


1 The leap-year world 1 Lf or 8 31 (an extra 


day), follows June 30 in 1 
The year-end world holiday, wo or “Dec. 31 (365th 


day), follows Dec. 30 every year. 


The 400 centurial leap-year rule of the 
Gregorian Reform is retained. 


ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURIS- 
DICTION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT 
OF JUSTICE—AMENDMENT 


Mr. CONNALLY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the resolution (S. Res. 196) proposing 
acceptance of compulsory jurisdiction of 
International Court of Justice by United 
States Government, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


MILITARY POLICY OF THE UNITED 
STATES — ADDRESS BY SENATOR 
THOMAS OF UTAH 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the Recorp an ad- 
dress entitled “Military Policy of the United 
States,” delivered by him before the Institute 
on the United States in World Affairs at the 
American University on July 31, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


HENRY DAVID HARLAN—ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR RADCLIFFE 


Mr. RADCLIFFE asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address 
delivered by him before the Supreme Bench 
of Baltimore City at the memorial exercises 
held in honor of Henry David Harlan, on Feb- 
ruary 23, 1944, which appears in the Appen- 
dix.] 


OUR COMMON PROBLEMS AND OUR 
COMMON DUTY—ADDRESS BY BISHOP 
FRANCIS J. HAAS 


Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address en- 
titled “Our Common Problems and Our Com- 
mon Duty,” delivered by Most Reverend 
Francis J. Haas, Bishop of Grand Rapids, be- 
fore the fifty-seventh ennual convention of 
the Michigan State Federation of Labor, 
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* 

Grand Rapids, Mich., July 22, 1946, Which ap- 
pears in the Appendix. 
ADDRESS BY BISHOP BERNARD J. SHEIL 

[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address de- 
livered by Bishop Bernard J. Sheil before the 
International Alliance of Allied State Em- 
ployees and Motion Picture Operators, Chi- 
cago, Ill., on July 22, 1946, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


ADDRESS BY COMMANDER LAURENCE E. 
KIELY AT DEDICATION OF SHEA FIELD 


[Mr. WALSH asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address de- 
livered by Commander Lawrence E. Kiely, of 
Arlington Post 39, American Legion, on the 
occasion of the dedication of the Shea Field 
at Squantum, Mass., July 20, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


ARTICLE REGARDING SENATOR WILEY'S 
ADDRESS ON OPA 
[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a report in the 
current issue of the syndicated feature of 
the National Industry's News Service on a 
radio address delivered by him on the sub- 
ject of the Office of Price Administration 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITIES OF AN 
EDUCATED CITIZEN—ADDRESS BY PROF. 
ANGUS McKENZIE LAIRD ; 

[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address en- 
titled “The Public Responsibilities of an 
Educated Citizen,” delivered by Angus Mc- 
Kenzie Laird, associate professor of political 
science, to the graduation class of the sum- 
mer session of the University of Florida, on 
August 27, 1943, which appears in the 
Appendix,] 


THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST FUTURE— 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MITCHELL 
Mr. MITCHELL asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the Recorp a statement 

by him entitled “The Pacific Northwest Fu- 
ture,” which appears in the Appendix.] 


COLUMBIA RIVER SALMON FISHERY 

Mr. MITCHELL asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp a report out- 
lining the aims of Senate bill 2318, relating 
to the Columbia River salmon fishery, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 
NEWSPAPER HANDLING OF COLUMBIA 

VALLEY AUTHORITY NEWS 

[Mr. MITCHELL asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recor, an editorial 
from the Grange News concerning newspaper 
handling of Columbia Valley Authority news, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

ARMY AIR FORCE DAY 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
shall not make a long speech, or delay 
the Senate, but I believe that on this 
day there should be included in the 
RecorD, among other articles, an edi- 
torial from the New York Times entitled 
“Army Air Force Day.” The editorial 
speaks better of the great accomplish- 
ments of the Air Force in the war, and 
as to its future, than perhaps I could 
describe them in the limited time at my 
disposal. I shall merely say, as a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, that during the past year we held 
hearings covering a period of months. 
We had the privilege of having the 
leaders of the Army Air Forces, Gen- 
eral Arnold, General Doolittle, General 
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Spaatz, General Stratemeyer, and others, 
testify before us, and I hope, as the New 
York Times suggests, on this the first 
peacetime celebration in 5 years, we may 
recall some of the facts about this great 
force. 

As one Senator, I wish to express my 
deep appreciation and respect for what 
the Army Air Forces, together with the 
other branches of our service, did in 
making possible our victory. I trust 
that in the years to come the Army Air 
Force will not only take no backward 
step but will progress more and more, 
not only in the interest of the defense 
of our country but in the transportation 
commands and other commands which 
the Army Air Forces have so well devel- 
oped throughout the world under the 
able leader of that branch of the Army 
Air Force, General George. 

I ask that the editorial from the New 
York Times be printed in the RECORD at 
this point, together with an editorial 
from the Washington Times-Herald of 
today relative to the same subject. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

From the New York Times] 
Army Am Force Day 


Today sees the first peacetime celebration 
in 5 years of the beginnings 39 years ago of 
what became the mightiest air force in the 
world. The past tense must be used because 
in 11% months of peace the United States 
Army Air Force shrank to a shadow—both 
as to size and effectiveness—of the air ar- 
mada that it was for the final assaults on Ger- 
many and Japan. It is, however, now well 
past the crisis of demobilization that became 
almost a disorganization, and it is rapidly 
shaking down into the efficient peacetime or- 
ganization that makes operative its new 
slogan: Air Power Is Peace Power. 

There probably never will be needed again, 
air experts believe, the great Air Force of 2,- 
383,000 officers and men and 64,591 planes 
that was in being at the peak of war opera- 
tions. Gen. H. H. Arnold, wartime com- 
mander of the AAF, says that “the great 
aerial armadas of World War II are as out- 
moded as the Macedonian phalanx.” Guided 
missiles and atom bombs will make unnec- 
essary the great destructive fleets that swept 
over Germany and Japan. The present Air 
Force complement of 400,000 men can be a 
more destructive force, therefore, if it is 
needed, than was the wartime force of al- 
most six times as many. 

Two Army Air Forces still remain on ac- 
tive duty, in Germany and Japan, and Army 
Transport Command still flies 70,000 plane- 
miles a day on its world routes, In this coun- 
try five different commands provide the 
planes, train new men, work out new strategy 
and tactics, and experiment with jet engines 
and radio-directed pilotless planes and 
missiles. 

With the lessons of our unpreparedness 
in 1941 still fresh in mind, the Army Air 
Force is not the neglected orphan that it was 
for sO many years after the close of the First 
World War. It would be well not to become 
too confident that the old lessons will not 
be forgotten as they recede in memory. More 
important anniversaries than that of today 
will be the ones 5, 10, 15, and 20 years from 
now. All of us, and most of all the fliers, 
hope the Air Force never will have to fight 
again, but until peace is secure all over the 
world we had better have the best. 


[From the Washington Times-Herald] 


Am Force Day 


Now that peace is threatening to set in, 
the tendency of the Government is to trim 
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the money needed to keep our Military Es- 
tablishment in running order. Furthermore, 
our citizens, who thought they were afflicted 
with headaches during the war have come up 
against so many peacetime difficulties that 
they are inclined to forget about the need 
to maintain an efficient fighting machine. 

It looks now as though we are going to have 
to keep up with the rest of the world militar- 
ily for a long while, what with occupation 
forces and the need for a bristling attitude 
just so somebody else won't think we're get- 
ting soft and try to move in on us, no names 
mentioned. 


WE ARE GOING TO NEED A BIG AIR FORCE 


General Eisenhower has already told us 
that we will have to keep up.an army of 
800,000 men merely to fulfill our commit- 
ments in occupation, and he is worried about 
where we're going to get the Officers for an 
army of that size. 

He included the Air Force in his calcula- 
tions, and now the Air Force is doing a little 
worrying of its own. 

Chief spokesman for the Air Force at pres- 
ent is Lt. Gen. George R. Stratemeyer, head 
of the Air Defense Command, which is 
charged with keeping the aerial frontier of 
this continent in a working condition. 

It doesn't look as though there is going to 
be any merger of the Army and Navy right 
now. The Army is still agitating for it. The 
Navy has told its propagandists to keep their 
traps shut, so little is heard from that side. 

Failing the merger, the idea of a separate 
Air Force is quite attractive to military 
thinkers, and especially to the Air Force. 
But, even given partial autonomy, the Air 
Force is still worried. 


STRATEMEYER POINTS AT PRECARIOUS POSITION 


General Stratemeyer, who is doing some 
stumping on the subject, believes that we 
are in a more precarious position, from the 
aviation standpoint, than we were during 
World War I. We started that with eight 
planes, but nobody else had any either. As 
of last May 1, said Stratemeyer, we had only 
36,000 aircraft of all types in the AAF, and 
only 19,000 of these were first-line planes. 

Rapid demobilization has reduced the 
AAF from over 2,000,000 on VJ-day to 400,000 
now. Most of that number are untrained 
for combat, so that the available bombers and 
fighters could not be adequately manned. 

In short says Stratemeyer, we could not 
punch our way out of a wet paper bag. And 
this, he continues gloomily, at a time when 
the next attack might not be at a point as 
far away as Hawaii, but directly at New York 
or Dubuque or Houston. Furthermore, he 
warns, we won't have a comfortable cushion 
of time to meet the attack. x 

Stratemeyer, while admitting the Navy is 
an officer and a gentleman and very good 
at fighting on the sea, points out painfully 
that the Navy has got $385,0000,000 to buy 
planes while the air force got only $369,- 
000,000. 

Jimmy Doolittle, president of the Air Force 
Association, an organization of veterans, 
was a little more outspoken about the Navy 
and its insidious propaganda. He even said 
the Navy was trying to start a rival air force, 
which, he declared, we cannot afford. With 
this we agree. 

PLANE WOULD CARRY THE ATOM BOMB 


Doolittle has predicted that there will be 
new and terrible weapons in the air, radar- 
controlled rockets and the like. But he em- 
phasizes that, as things stand now, the plane 
is the foremost instrument of peace and the 
plane would still have to carry the atom 
bomb. 

But Stratemeyer and Doolittle are not so 
much worried about mergers and the Navy's 
aims as they are about public apathy toward 
the Air Force and toward flying. 

The Air Defense Command, with its aux- 
Uiaries—the Air National Guard, the Air Re- 
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serve and the Civil Air Patrol—and such or- 
ganizations as Doolittle’s Air Force Associa- 
tion and the Air Power League, are making 
a manful effort to arouse the public interest 
necessary to the restoration of the Air Force. 

With this end in view, President Truman 
declared today Air Force day, so that every- 
one can hear about the needs and plans of 
the Air Force, which sums it up in the 
slogan—“Air power is peace power.“ 

CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Andrews Hayden O'Daniel 
Austin Hill O'Mahoney 
Ball Hoey Overton 
Barkley Huffman Pepper 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Bridges Johnston, 8.C. Russell 
Burch Knowland Shipstead 
Byrd La Follette Smith 
Capper Langer Stewart 
Chavez McClellan Swift 
Connally McFarland Taft 
Cordon McKellar Taylor 
Donnell McMahon Thomas, Okla. 
Downey Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Maybank Tunnell 

Fe Mead Vandenberg 
Fulbright Millikin Wagner 
George Mitchell Walsh 
Gossett Moore Wherry 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Gurney Murray Young 

Hart Myers 


Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
GERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Lucas], the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran], and the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. RADCLIFFE] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation’ Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Tyros! are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate 
to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawxes], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. REED], and the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky (Mr. STANFILL] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooks], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TokRx] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the commission appointed 
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to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. May- 
BANK in the chair). Sixty-eight Sena- 
tors having answered to their names, a 
quorum is present. 

REFERENCE OF PRESIDENTIAL NOMINA- 

TIONS TO APPROPRIATE COMMITTEE 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that certain nominations just sent 
to the Senate by the President, may be 
referred to the appropriate committee, 
so that we may secure reports from the 
committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations will be 
referred to the appropriate committee. 


ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL 
YEAR 1947 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 390, making additional ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1947; and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I am very happy to co- 
operate with the Senator from Tennes- 
see in his request, with the understand- 
ing that it in no way displaces the mo- 
tion now pending before the Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The request is made 
with that understanding. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I understand that after we finish consid- 
eration of the appropriation bill, we may 
then proceed with the consideration of 
Senate Resolution 196? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the understanding of the Chair. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I now 
renew the request that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 390. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Tennessee? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 390), making additional 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1947, 
and for other purposes, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Ap- 
propriations with amendments. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with, 
and that the bill be read for amend- 
ment, the committee amendments to be 
first considered. 4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
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clerk will proceed to state the commit- 
tee amendments. 

The first amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations was, under the 
heading “Title I—General appropria- 
tions—Legislative,” on page 1 after line 
8, to insert: 

SENATE 

To enable the Secretary of the Senate to 
make the additional disbursements and to 
perform the additional duties and functions 
required of his office by reason of the enact- 
ment of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, fiscal year 1947, $173,667; and he is 
hereby authorized to allocate necessary por- 
tions of the said sum to the various Senate 
appropriations and to make transfers be- 
tween same, including those contained in 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act for 
the fiscal year 1947 and those provided for 
in the said Reorganization Act: Provided, 
however, That the positions and funds now 
allocated to any Senator or to any standing 
committee chairman shall be continued un- 
til March 31, 1947, unless otherwise directed 
by the Senator or the chairman. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, 
after line 11, to insert: 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANTS TO SENATORS 

For compensation of an administrative as- 
sistant to each Senator, to be appointed by 
him, at a base salary of $6,000 per year, to 
assist him in carrying out his departmental 
business and other duties, fiscal year 1947, 
$288,000, or so much thereof as may be neces- 
sary, to be available at the beginning of the 
Eightieth Congress. 


Mr. BALL, Mr. President, I think in- 
advertently the committee in adopting 
the language of. the amendment fixed it 
so that a Senator would have to pay his 
administrative assistant a base salary of 
$6,000, and the intent was to provide that 
the salary be not to exceed $6,000. So I 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment, after the word “of”, in line 
14, to insert the words “not to exceed.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to that amendment. 
It was the intention of the committee to 
make that provision, and I thought it had 
been made. I thank the Senator from 
Minnesota for calling that matter to the 
attention of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Minne- 
sota to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
now desire to offer two amendments to 
the pending committee amendment, as 
amended, before it is disposed of. In 
line 14, on page 2, I move to strike out 
“$6,000” and insert “$8,000”; and in line 
16 I move to strike out “$288,000” and 
insert “$384,000.” 

Mr. President, I desire to address my- 
self to these two amendments, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they may be 
considered en bloc since they should go 
together. 

Th PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Joint Com- 
mittee on the Organization of Congress 
took a great deal of testimony from Mem- 
bers of both the House and the Senate. 
In its report filed on the 4th of March 
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last under the heading “Relieving Mem- 
bers of nonlegislative work load,” the 
committee made the following recom- 
mendation: 

That each senatorial and congressional 
office be authorized to employ a high-caliber 
administrative assistant at an annual salary 
of $8,000 to assume nonlegislative duties now 
interfering with the proper study and con- 
sideration of national legislation, 

Testimony introduced during our hearings 
estimated that as high as 80 percent of the 
average Member's time is spent in nonlegis- 
lative work, Expansion of governmental 
activities during the past 25 years has vastly 
increased the volume of correspondence and 
the requests for service from the Member's 
home State and district. 

Many of these time-consuming details and 
errands must be serviced somewhere if the 
people are to continue to have a clearing- 
house for their problems in the Nation’s 
Capital. While it is true that the Constitu- 
tion does not place this burden directly upcn 
the Congress, nevertheless service to con- 
stituents has long been an accepted part of 
the job of a Member of Congress. 

A small part of such service is useful in 
helping to untangle many problems that 
would otherwise receive cursory or scant at- 
tention. No other governmental agency 
could perform this function so cheaply or 
with the patience, understanding, and per- 
sonal interest of congressional offices. It 
affords one of the few remaining direct con- 
tacts between the citizen and his elected 
Representative. Constituent inquiries also 
serve to keep Members alert to problems aris- 
ing under legislation passed by Congress or 
from the operation of administrative pro- 
grams, Your committee has studied ways of 
divesting Members of some of this nonlegis- 
lative work load. We find it is neither pos- 
sible nor advisable to eliminate this service 
now performed by congressional offices. But 
the rendering of this service requires in- 
creased help in Members’ offices in order that 
they may have adequate time for their duties 
as national legislators. 

At various times Congress has increased 
Members’ stenographic and clerical help as 
the work load of services to constituents has 
increased. But we have done nothing to 
transfer from Members’ shoulders the prin- 
cipal burden of this nonlegislative business. 
Through the appointment of a competent 
assistant capable of assuming a large part 
of this service burden, Members can be re- 
leased for the performance of their legisla- 
tive duties. 

Therefore we recommend that each con- 
gressional office be authorized to employ a 
high-caliber administrative assistant at 
$8,000 per year whose duty would be to re- 
lieve the Member of a substantial part of 
the nonlegislative work load and depart- 
mental business now carried by the 
individual Congressman. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAFOLLETTE. I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. I wish to complete 
this statement. 

If we accept the committee’s recom- 
mendation we start with a base maxi- 
mum salary of $6,000, which, under the 
existing pay structure would amount to a 
total of $8,339.10. If such a person were 
married and had two dependents, the 
withholding tax would amount to ap- 
proximately $93.92 a month, resulting in 
a net salary of $601 a month. If we 
adopt the amendment which I have pro- 
posed, the base salary of $8,000, in addi- 
tion to the increases provided in the pay 
acts, would amount to $10,000. A married 
person with two dependents would have 
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a withholding tax of $116.33, or a net 
salary of $717 a month. 

Mr. President, there is no pride of au- 
thorship on my part, or on the part of any 
other member of the committee in this 
recommendation. But it was our belief 
that if we were to obtain the type of per- 
son who could in fact act as an adminis- 
trative assistant and really help to take 
some of the administrative work load off 
the shoulders of Senators, such a person 
would necessarily have to be of high 
caliber, with broad experience. We did 
not think of the position as being in the 
nature of an additional secretary, in the 
sense in which we ordinarily use the term. 
We did not think of the salary as repre- 
senting an increase for existing secre- 
taries. We wished to give Senators the 
opportunity to appoint to these positions 
men or women of broad experience who 
could help to take some of the enormous 
work load in the departments and other 
places in the Government from the 
shoulders of Senators, and thus give 
Senators more time to discharge their re- 
sponsibilities on the job for which they 
were elected under the Constitution, 
namely, as national legislators perform- 
ing their duty in committees and on the 
floor of the Senate. 

I do not believe that the salary pro- 
posed is excessive. We know that we 
must pay more money in order to get men 
and women of the necessary training and 
experience. We constantly hear the 
complaint, even from the Chief Execu- 
tive, that the services of some of the best 
men in the executive branches are being 
lost to the Government even with a $10,- 
000 ceiling. 

I presented the amendment to the Ap- 
propriations Committee on behalf of the 
majority leader and the minority leader, 
in order to obtain the kind of assistants 
which it seems to me are absolutely es- 
sential if Senators are to be freed from 
extraneous work and given more time to 
do their primary job. If the position 
which we recommended is created, a 
base salary of $8,000 is not excessive when 
we take into consideration the salaries 
generally prevailing today in industry, 
and what professional men and women 
are now making outside the Government 
service. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. My recollection is 
that when the congressional reorganiza- 
tion bill was before the Senate there was 
no objection to the provision for an ex- 
ecutive assistant at the figure carried 
in the bill. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. When the bill went 
to the House, the House did not want 
the provision, and therefore it was elim- 
inated. But it is my understanding that 
in the conferences which took place be- 
tween Members of the House with ref- 
erence to that legislation the suggestion 
was made that if the Senate desired to 
reinsert the provision for the benefit of 
Senators, the House would have no ob- 
jection to it, and would agree to it. So 
what we are attempting to do is to re- 
insert the provision which we have al- 
ready agreed to by practically a unani- 
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mous vote when we passed the reorgan- 
ization bill. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is correct. 
While I would be the last to say that the 
present personnel in Senators’ offices 
might not be entitled to greater com- 
pensation, it was not the idea simply to 
make this the means of increasing the 
salaries of existing personnel, although 
there may be some Senators who have 
persons now in their offices who possess 
the necessary experience and training. 
I know of my own personal knowledge 
of some men of that type in Senators’ 
offices who can no longer be retained, 
and who will no longer stay in the serv- 
ice of their Senators unless they are 
given an opportunity for increased com- 
pensation. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. On behalf of the com- 
mittee, let me say that we took $8,000 
a year to mean $8,000 a year. As near as 
the committee could come to $8,000 a 
year was to establish a base pay of $6,000 
a year, which, as the Senator has stated, 
with the additions under the existing pay 
structure, amounts to approximately $8,- 
340. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I can state very 
positively that when we drew the amend- 
ment which was ultimately acted upon 
by the Senate, the committee provided, 
as is usual in connection with every such 
bill, a certain salary, having the basic 
salary in mind. We recommended a sal- 
ary of $8,000, knowing full well that that 
was the base salary. At the same time, 
of course, we recommended an increase 
in the compensation of Members of Con- 
gress, which was obtained. If the com- 
mittee had wanted to recommend a net 
salary of $8,000, it would have recom- 
mended in its report a base salary of 
$6,000; but we recommended a base sal- 
ary of $8,000. 

Mr. President, that is all I have to say. 
Personally I think it is important for 
the future activities of Senators in the 
discharge of their primary responsibility 
as legislators to have persons of the cali- 
ber which can be obtained if the amend- 
ment which I have proposed is agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, the 
committee gave this question very care- 
ful consideration. The figure $8,000 was 
in the original bill. The Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. Gurney] was the 
first to call attention to the fact that if 
we made the base salary $8,000, it would 
mean $10,000. Additions to the base sal- 
ary would increase it beyond $10,000, 
but there is a ceiling of $10,000. The 
Senator from South Dakota made an 
argument which was so well put that, as 
I recall, every member of the committee 
voted for the figure $6,000, because it 
really means $8,339. It is $339 more than 
what was thought to be the salary fixed 
in the bill. Under those circumstances, 
it seems to me that the proper figure is 
$6,000. 

Mr. GURNEY entered the Chamber. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. Mr. President, I was 
just saying that the Senator from South 
Dakota called the attention of the com- 
mittee to the figure $8,000, and showed 
that it would really mean $10,000 instead 
of $8,000. At his suggestion the com- 
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mittee unanimously, as I recall, approved 
the figure $6,000, because it means a 
salary of $8,339. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. It was my intention to 
provide for a maximum of exactly $8,000. 
But in figuring the basic salary, it was 
started at $6,000. The committee wished 
to make it near $8,000; so the basic figure 
was made $6,000, instead of a gross salary 
of $8,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. And the com- 
mittee was of the opinion that $8,339 
was sufficient. I have no trouble with 
the present salaries. I have never had 
any trouble. It is said that the em- 
ployees have to pay taxes out of their 
salaries. So do Senators. Senators pay 
a tax of $142,40 a month, which amounts 
to $1,708.80 a year, which is taken out 
of the present salaries of Senators. That 
is bad, but it is something we all have to 
expect. I do not think Senators should 
be relegated to ordinary, every-day 
duties, and have their employees really 
put forward into the chief place. I do 
not think that should be done. 

Mr. GURNEY, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. GURNEY. I have no objection to 
the figure as it appears in the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. President, I ask for a vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak briefly in support of the amend - 
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin. I 
was called out of the subcommittee ses- 
sion when the Senator from South Da- 
kota raised his point about the difference 
between the base salary and the gross 
salary. Iwas anxious to have the amend- 
ment worded in such a way that it would 
provide for a base salary of not to ex- 
ceed whatever amount was determined 
upon, because I think some Senators will 
wish to—I know that I intend to—pick 
out a young man just out of law school, 
start him at a lower salary, and hold out 
to him the prospect that if he delivers the 
goods and does a good job, he will receive 
an advancement in salary. But, at the 
same time, Senators who are ranking 
members of the major committees which 
are to be set up under the Reorganiza- 
tion Act will have a tremendous legisla- 
tive burden on their shoulders, and it is 
those Senators who will need the type of 
man whom they will not possibly be able 
to get for less than a gross salary of 
$10,000, or more. 

We are leaving the matter to the dis- 
cretion of the individual Senator. If he 
thinks he does not need a $10,000 a year 
man, he can pay less. But I think we 
should leave the way open for the chair- 
men and senior members on both sides 
of the aisle, who will be in charge of the 
smaller number of major committees 
which we are setting up, and who neces- 
sarily will have to devote much more of 
their time to their legislative duties than 
they have devoted heretofore, to have in 
their offices the kind of man to handle 
the routine of the office and the depart- 
mental work whom they cannot possibly 
get for less than $10,000 a year, no doubt. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am one of the 
senior Members. I have a reasonable 
amount of work to do, and I think I doa 
reasonable amount of work. Ihave never 
experienced the trouble the Senator has 
mentioned. I have the very best kind of 
men as secretaries, and they are taking 
the work off my hands, and they are 
working at even a smaller salary than is 
proposed in this bill. The bill proposes 
a large increase in the salary of a secre- 
tary. Ido not think we should make the 
salary too large. If we do, where shall we 
get the money? If we simply raise every- 
one’s salary, and continue to raise every- 
one’s salary every time such a bill is be- 
fore us, and especially every time we 
have—I started to say every time we have 
an emergency bill, but I believe this is a 
supplemental appropriation bill, though 
they amount to the same thing—if every 
time we have such a bill before us, we 
raise everyone’s salary, I do not know 
where we shall get the money with which 
to pay the salaries. 

I think we should be thinking about 
the Government, to some extent, and not 
merely about individual salaries to be 
paid to those who work for the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, let me say 
to the Senator that in my service with 
him on the Appropriations Committee, 
it has amazed me to see how much time 
he has devoted to that committee. I 
know he carries a tremendous legislative 
load, and I do not know how he ever gets 
any time in his office. 

But, Mr. President, I think it would 
be short-sighted economy not to provide 
really adequate salaries for such assist- 
ants. I think what we have spent in the 
legislative branch of the Government has 
been niggardly, in the past, and it is 
about time that we gave ourselves a staff 
adequate to do a sound legislative job 
in determining how and in what manner 
the $40,000,000,000 a year which we ap- 
propriate for the executive departments 
is spent. If by spending a few million 
dollars more on the legislative banch, we 
can cut the $40,000,000,000 national 
budget even 1 pecent or 2 percent, the 
investment will be repaid many times 
over to the taxpayers. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I think we are losing sight of one of the 
major points which should be considered, 
and which was mentioned by the Senator 
from Kentucky in his remarks. The 
Senate accepted the reorganization bill. 
It accepted the figure $8,000 for admin- 
istrative assistants. That was the plan. 
It would have gone through the House 
except for the fact that the House did not 
wish to have a salary of $8,000 for assist- 
ants to its Members. 

It seems to me that the Appropriations 
Committee in offering the first amend- 
ment designed to carry out the provisions 
of the legislative Reorganization Act could 
well stay within the provisions of that 
act; and since the Senate had already 
fixed this salary, I think the committee 
should recommend what had thus been 
fixed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 
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Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to ask the 
Senator, in all good conscience, whether 
he understands or believes that the Sen- 
ate understood, when it allowed $8,000 
for these salaries, that it really meant 
$10,000. Does the Senator from Utah 
think that was understood? Does the 
Senator think it was discussed? Ac- 
tually, Mr. President, it was not discussed 
at all. A salary of $8,000 was placed in 
the reorganization bill. 

Now the Senator takes a position which 
will result in making the actual salary 
which is paid $10,000, instead of $8,000. 
that is what the Appropriations Commit- 
tee objects to. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Tennessee is missing 
my point entirely. I am sure that the 
reorganization committee and I am sure 
the Senate understood that the $8,000 
figure would be base pay, and accepted it 
as base pay, the same as it accepted any 
other salary as base pay. My point is 
simply this: Is the Appropriations Com- 
mittee acting quite fairly with the Senate 
and is it acting quite fairly with its own 
rights when it says that the Senate did 
not intend to do that? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say that 
when the reorganization bill was passed 
the salaries of all employees had been 
increased 14 percent. We ourselves had 
said that there would be an increase of 
14 percent. We knew, when we passed 
that bill, that the base pay of all our em- 
ployees carries with it an increase of 14 
percent, in addition to other increases 
which have been made from time to time. 
So that accounts for the difference be- 
tween the $6,000 base pay and the $8,339 
gross pay. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky has the floor. 
Does he yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I believe I have said 
all I wish to say at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then 
the Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee, I wish to say a few words about the 
pending question. It is true that I have 
been in the Senate only a short time, but I 
think I realize at the present time some 
of the problems with which Senators are 
faced. There is an enormous amount of 
work to be done. Senators representing 
the larger States naturally have a greater 
amount of work than do Senators repre- 
senting the smaller States. 

The bill we are now discussing is not 
compulsory, It is optional, insofar as 
each Senator is concerned. I take it for 
granted that if we adopt the amendment 
on the basis of a base pay of $8,000, no 
Senator will pay the salary to an em- 
ployee who, he believes, is not honestly 
earning that salary. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I think that 
the work which can be done by an able 
and efficient administrative assistant is 
well worth the base pay of $8,000 per 
annum. It is true that the pay might 
run up almost to the $10,000 limit. But 
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during the time I have been a Member 
of the Senate I have discovered that 
there is a great amount of work. for 
Senators and their office personnel to 
perform. Every Senator in order to take 
care of his committee work and all other 
legitimate matters which should be at- 
tended to for his constituents should be 
provided with a very able assistant. In 
Detroit there are men who are render- 
ing service in connection with their pri- 
vate employment which is similar, in im- 
portance, to what a United States Sen- 
ator renders to his Government, and 
those men are supplied with executive 
assistants who receive more pay than is 
provided for assistants to Senators. If 
we, as Senators, obtain able assistants, 
we must take them from government or 
other walks of life. Therefore, if we 
are going to solve this problem—I refer 
to the problem of obtaining necessary 
efficient assistants—we must be willing 
to pay salaries which are commensurate 
with the quality of service we expect 
to receive. 

Mr. President, I for one hope that, 
under the reorganization plan recently 
adopted, the Congress will be in posi- 
tion to function more efficiently than 
it has in the past. I can understand 
perfectly well that one Member of the 
Congress may determine that he does 
not need as much help as does some other 
Member of Congress. He may have a 
small constituency compared to the pop- 
ulation of other States, and he may not 
need additional help. But I wish to urge 
on the Members of the Senate that if 
they expect, under the reorganization 
plan, to perform all the work which it 
will be necessary for them to perform, 
they should receive proper assistance. 
The reduction in the number of com- 
mittees will enable us to give our full 
attention to the work of each committee 
of which we may be a member, and to 
perform more efficient service in con- 
nection with committee work. We shall 
thereby be enabled more efficiently to 
serve our constituents and the country 
as a whole. The Nation grows larger 
each year. The work of a Senator be- 
comes more arduous and difficult each 


` year. If we are going to render to our 


constituents and to the country as a 
whole the kind of service which we, as 
Members of Congress, should render, we 
must have properly qualified assistants 
and must be willing to pay them ade- 
quate and proper remuneration. I know 
that the people back home will not be 
disappointed if their Senators and Rep- 
resentatives hire efficient assistants pos- 
sessing the proper qualifications. The 
legislative branch of the Government 
should be placed on just as high a plane, 
from the standpoint of remuneration, as 
is the executive or the judicial. I know 
that the people of the country will be 
more satisfied if the efficiency of con- 
gressional employees is increased. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a 
few moments ago the Senator from Utah. 
[Mr. THomas] said that the principal 
reason for the change which has been 
suggested was that the Senate had 
already passed upon it. Let us see what 
is in Senate bill 2177. I find the fol- 
lowing language on page 35: 


Each such administrative assistant shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $8,000. 
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Not base pay, but at the rate of $8,000 
a year. The word “base” does not ap- 
pear in the bill. So the Committee on 
Appropriations has appropriated exactly 
at that rate, namely, $8,000, and I think 
clerks now receive something like $4,500. 
Some of them now receive as much as 
$5,000. By this bill they would be raised 
to $8,000. 

If the amendment is agreed to, their 
salaries will be raised to $10,000, or dou- 
ble the amount they receive at the pres- 
ent time. It seems to me that that is too 
much of an increase. 

Mr. President, I say with all candor 
that it seems to me that this matter is 
one on which every Senator should vote, 
and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
wish to say a word about the language in 
Senate bill 2177 to which the Senator 
from Tennessee has referred. 

The legislative counsel, when draft- 
ing the bill, and the joint committee, 
when making the recommendation, 
utilized this language because it was 
considered to be language which would 
result in a base pay of $8,000. When 
the legislative counsel drew the bill 
there was raised the very question which 
has been raised here. They were in- 
structed to drew the bill so as to provide 
for a base pay of $8,000. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there 
is not a statute of which I know that 
fixes the pay of any employee of the Sen- 
ate or the House. The law provides that 
they shall receive pay at a rate of so 
much. We got into the habit of using 
the term “base pay” because we granted 
an increase of a certain percent, based 
on the salary the employee was receiv- 
ing under the statute. Every clerk in 
our offices who receives $5,040—that is 
the maximum which can be paid by any 
Senator—receives, in addition, the in- 
creases which have been granted. 

Mr. President, this amendment and 
the provision in the bill itself, as well as 
the provision in the original reorganiza- 
tion bill which was passed, is no reflec- 
tion on the competency, efficiency, or 
loyalty of any of our clerical help. We 


all have efficient, hard working, loyal, 


and devoted secretaries and clerks, They 
work not by any clock regulation. They 
work long hours and remain at night if 

+ we want them to remain. Now and then 
I have found it necessary to take one of 
my assistants home with me in order to 
do work which it was necessary to dis- 
pose of. If we have a person in our 
offices who, we think, will fit into this 
situation, well and good. If we want to 
bring someone to Washington from our 
States—I imagine that in some cases 
that may be done—or bring someone who 
has had experience and has received 
special training, such as, for example, a 
person who may have majored in gov- 
ernment when pursuing his studies in 
the university, it is a matter of our own 
determination. 

We have increased our own salaries, 
although we were somewhat belated in 
so doing. We have increased all salaries 
of Senators and Representatives to 
$15,000 a year. In view of the amend- 
ment which the House put into the bill, 
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$2,500 of the salary is to be tax exempt. 
The tax experts have figured out that 
with such exemption the salary of $15,000 
a year is equal to approximately $17,000 
because of the different bracket the sal- 
ary is put into when we make out our 
income tax report. The increase which 
has here been suggested of from $6,000 
to $8,000 is not out of proportion. 

After all, the total expense of the leg- 
islative branch of our Government is 
inconsequential when considered with 
respect to other departments of the Gov- 
ernment. We do not spend in a whole 
Congress for all that we do and for all 
legislative activities and purposes as 
much as some of the departments sep- 
arately of the Government of the United 
States—and I do not mean the War and 
Navy Departments, either. 

So, it seems to me we are Not extrava- 
gant in providing a salary which is about 
half of what we get for an assistant who 
can supervise our offices, assist in our 
legislative duties, and take from our 
shoulders a lot of details and burdens 
which grow year after year because of 
the complexity of our Government and 
because of the relationship between the 
Government of the United States and 
every human being who lives within our 
States and whom we cannot deny or ig- 
nore. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE, Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I merely wish to 
point out that in the report of the special 
committee on Senate bill 2177 we made 
an estimate of the total increase in the 
appropriations for the legislative branch 
of the Government that would be en- 
tailed if the bill finally becomes law. It 
amounted to $12,281,235. I should like 
to quote this excerpt from the report: 

Surely this is a modest price to pay for 
increased efficiency in the legislative branch 
of the Government. Even with this modest 
increase, the total cost of the legislative 
branch would be $6,000,000 less than the 1947 
Budget estimate for the Office of the Admin- 
istrator of Civil Aeronautics alone. 


Mr. BARKLEY. That emphasizes the 
point I was making. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will say to the 
Senator that I had to search the Budget 
forward and backward to find an agency 
or department in Washington the cost of 
which I could make a comparison with 
the total cost of the legislative branch of 
the Government. 

Mr. . Mr. President, I have 
said all I care to about the matter. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I desire 
to say a very brief word about this sit- 
uation. I think we ought to bear in mind 
that economy does not consist alone in 
withholding expenditures of money, but 
rather economy and efficiency are to be 
found in the wise use of such expendi- 
tures as are provided. There is a greater 
field for efficiency in the handling of our 
affairs and in the expenditure of ‘our 
money and .a greater opportunity for 
economy in doing things wisely than 
there is in withholding this or that par- 
ticular sum. As I understand, the dif- 
ference between the recommendation of 
the committee and what the Senator 
from Wisconsin urges amounts to only 


AUGUST 1 


about $190,000 or $200,000, and I submit 
that when we compare that with the 
total expenditure involved in the pro- 
gram upon which we have embarked it is 
comparatively insignificant, it is not to 
be taken seriously into account, because 
I think unless we go forward with the 
program as outlined in the report and 
in the legislation which has been han- 
dled so wonderfully well by the Senator 
from Wisconsin, we are putting in jeop- 
ardy all we have been striving for in this 
effort. We have been trying to build an 
organization that would deal with gov- 
ernment as a business, and it becomes us 
as Senators to deal with it efficiently and 
wisely. If we are not going to equip this 
organization to the last degree of eff- 
ciency, then we might as well not have 
started on the program at all. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If I may suggest it, 
we will probably save as much by the 
reduction in the number of our com- 
mittees and their staffs under the reor- 
ganization plan as this amendment 
amounts to. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I want 
to conclude by saying that, much as I 
hate to be in disagreement with the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, whom I hold in the greatest re- 
spect and for whose zeal and ability I 
have great admiration—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. I share in that ex- 
pression of the Senator. 

Mr. WHITE. Everybody does. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; everybody does, 
and I hope the Senator from Tennessee 
is going to be renominated today in Ten- 
nessee by the largest majority he ever 
received. 

Mr. WHITE. Unless there is a Re- 
publican there who stands a chance of 
winning, I agree with what the Senator 
from Kentucky says. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If that is the condi- 
tion of the Senator's concurrence, then 
he agrees wholly with me. 

Mr. I hope this expenditure 
will be authorized, because I believe it 
will make a contribution to the great 
purpose we had in view when we passed 
the reorganization legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. May- 
BANK in the chair). The Chair will 
state, in keeping with what the Senator 
from Kentucky has said, that the weath- 
er in Tennessee is fair today. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a further point. In my State 
of North Dakota the people became so 
dissatisfied, because their Senators with- 
in the last few years were too busy to 
render all the service required of them, 
that about 5 years ago various companies 
got together and formed an organization 
called the North Dakota Association 
which has been employing a man in 
Washington, who has been here con- 
stantly I understand, at a salary of $10,- 
000, with an unlimited expense account, 
just to see to it that the various projects 
of North Dakota had a proper hearing 
before the various departments. 

I appeal to the distinguished chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, who 
has been here for a long time, to real- 
ize that when a new man comes to the 
Senate he is not as familiar as is the 
Senator from Tennessee with the proc- 
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esses of legislation, and wants somebody 
who thoroughly understands things. 
The chances are that if we get good ad- 
ministrative assistants, should some of 
us go out of office, our successors who 
come in would keep the same man we had 
already employed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, just 
a word and then the vote may be taken, 
This language is perfectly plain. At pres- 
ent the highest salary of an administra- 
tive assistant or clerk is $5,000, so I am 
advised. The language the committee 
has placed in the bill would raise that 
salary to $8,335 a year which is probably 
the largest increase provided for any 
Government employee. I do not know 
of any other employees whose salaries 
have been raised to such an extent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That would depend 
altogether upon whether the particular 
person is appointed administrative as- 
sistant. I think that in some cases what 
the Senator says might be true. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It would be in my 
case I know. 

Mr. BARKLEY. In cases where a Sen- 
ator wanted to appoint a new person, of 
course that comparison would not ap- 
ply. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; but I think in 
9 cases out of 10 it means an in- 
crease of salary to the person now hold- 
ing the job of more than half as much 
again, and that is more than Senators’ 
salaries have been increased and more 
than any others have been increased. 

In the present condition of our 
Treasury, when the Government is not 
paying its way and taxes are not suffi- 
cient to pay what we appropriate, I 
think the amount in the bill is very rea- 
sonable. The language of the La Fol- 
lette reorganization bill provides as fol- 
lows, and it -annot be mistaken— 

Each such administrative assistant shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $8,000 a 
year. 


It does not say $10,000 a year. It 
says $8,000 a year. If the intention had 
been to make it more it would have said 
“base pay,” which is exactly what the 
committee amendment says. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. I was deeply in- 
terested in he comment made by the 
distinguished chairman of the Appropri- 
ations Committee to the effect that we 
are not collecting sufficient taxes to pay 
the expenses of the Government. I 
think we are all aware of that and that 
we all hope and trust that we may soon 
balance the Budget. 

I might suggest to my good friend that 
if the Senators had more time to study 
the demands which are made by the 
executive departments, which time 
would be made available to them if they 
had taken off their shoulders some of 
the tremendous burdens which have 
been imposed upon them in the last few 
years, they would be able to save far 
more than the increased cost of this 
amendment and do more to bring the 
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Budget into balance. I have had some 
experience, both in the executive depart- 
ment of the Government and in private 
business, and I say without fear of con- 
tradiction that, if the business we are 
called on to do; were to be done in the 
executive department or handled in 
private firms the cost would be a mini- 
mum of three times what is provided for 
in the legislative appropriation. 

The Senator knows and appreciates 
that, of course, a Senator’s salary can- 
not measure his responsibility. If a 
Senator were paid according to the 
standards of private business, for the 
decisions which he has to make and the 
burdens he has to bear, in my opinion, 
the salary would be not less than $75,000 
a year. 

While it is true that we cannot make 
the salary comparable to that, because 
it is not private business, and we do not 
come here for personal gain, neverthe- 
less it is the measure of the responsi- 
bilities which we have to assume. We 
should undertake that responsibility 
with competent help, and if we give 
ourselves « sufficient amount to hire high 
class, competent assistants, the gain 
will definitely be in favor of the people, 
the taxpayers, of the United States. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, have 
the yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, this 
matter is one of very definite interest 
not only to the Senate, but to the coun- 


try as a whole. Only on rare occasions 


do I stand on this floor and advocate 


the spending of more money for any pur- 


pose, but I support the amendment in 
this case because I believe the change 
suggested would be for the good of the 
country; would add to the efficiency of 


the Senate, and would increase the ef- 


fectiveness of the individual Senator. It 
would enable him to get an outstanding 
assistant, would relieve him of many of 


the miscellaneous and manifold duties 


which fall on his shoulders, and, fur- 
thermore, in a Senate Where we have 
seen men die from overwork, where we 
see men’s health impaired, it is abso- 
lutely essential not only for the relief 
of the individual Senator but for the 
good of the Senate, in the interest of 
the Government, and for the good of 
the country as a whole, that we provide 
adequate assistance for Senators. I be- 
lieve provision for this one administra- 
tive assistant, for a definite, specific pur- 
pose, would be a constructive step for- 
ward. 

As the Senator knows, the provision 
will not be effective until the first of 
the year, and it is being put in the bill 
at this time so that Senators may make 
their plans for the coming year. 

I hope the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wisconsin will be agreed 
to. y 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. La FOLLETTE]. 

Mr. McMAHON. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Andrews Hart Myers 
Austin Hayden O'Daniel 
Ball Hill O'Mahoney 
Barkley Hoey Overton 
Bilbo Huffman Pepper 
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Burch Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Byrd Knowland Shipstead 
Capper La Follette Smith 
Chavez Langer Swift 
Connally McClellan Taft 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Downey McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Magnuson Tunnell 

Fe n Maybank Vandenberg 
Fulbright Millikin Wagner 
George Mitchell Walsh 
Gossett Moore Wherry 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Gurney Murray Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty- 
six Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] which, 
under the order of the Senate, are to be 
considered en bloc. The amendments 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the amendment 
of the committee on page 2, line 14, it is 
proposed to strike out 86,000“ and in- 
sert “$8,000”, and in line 16 to strike out 
“$288,000” and insert “$384,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. : 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was 
called). I have a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. Not 
knowing how he would vote, I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. Briccs]. I am not advised how the 
Senator from Missouri would vote on this 
question if present. Being at liberty to 
vote, I vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Bar- 
LEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Mississippi IMr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Burcu], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. GERRY], the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. WHEELER], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] are necessar- 
ily absent. 

The Senator from New York IMr. 
Meran] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Missouri IMr. 
BRIGds], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Lucas], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran], and the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. RapcLIFFE] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typincs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
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commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. Hawkes], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. REED], the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. STANFILL], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. BusHFie.p], the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Rozertson], and the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] 
are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being a 
member of the commission appointed to 
attend the Philippine independence cere- 
monies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President's Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Witson] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from [Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs] would vote “yea” if present. 

The result was announced—yeas 40, 
nays 24, as follows: 


» YEAS—40 
Austin Hill Revercomb 
Ball Knowland ussell 
Barkley La Follette Shipstead 
Bridges Langer Smith 
Capper McMahon Taft 
Cordon Magnuson Taylor 
Donnell Millikin Thomas, Utah 
Downey Mitchell Tunnell 
Ferguson Moore Wagner 
Fulbright Morse Wherry 
George Murray White 
Green TS Young 
Guffey O'Daniel 
Hart Pepper 
NAYS—24 
Andrews Hoey Murdock 
Byrd Huffman O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Connally Johnston, S. C. Swift 
Eastlan McClellan Thomas, Okla. 
Gossett McFarland Vandenberg 
Gurney McKellar Walsh 
Hayden Maybank Wiley 
NOT VOTING—32 
Aiken Carville Reed 
Bailey Ellender Robertson. 
Bilbo rry Saltonstall 
Brewster Hatch Stanfill 
Briggs Hawkes Stewart 
Brooks ooper Tobey 
Buck Kilgore Tydings 
Burch Lucas Wheeler 
Bushfield McCarran illis 
Butler Mead Wilson 
Capehart Radcliffe 


So Mr. La FOoLLETTE’S amendments to 
the committee amendment were agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment, as amended. 


The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
submit two amendments to the pending 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


joint resolution, which I ask to lie on the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received and lie on 
the table. 

The clerk will state the next committee 
amendment. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, 
after line 18, to insert: 


SENATE POLICY COMMITTEES 


For maintenance of a staff for a majority 
policy committee and a minority policy com- 
mittee in the Senate, consisting of seven 
members each, for the formulation of over-all 
legislative policy of the respective parties, the 
members of such staffs to assist in study, 
analysis, and research on problems involved 
in policy determinations, and to be appointed, 
and their compensation fixed, by the policy 
committee concerned, at rates not to exceed 
$8,000 per annum in any case $15,000 for each 
such committee, in all, fiscal year 1947, $30,- 
000, to be available at the beginning of the 
Eightieth Congress. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, 
after line 4, to insert: 

CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

For purchase, exchange, driving, mainte- 
nance, and operation of two automobiles, one 
for the majority leader of the Senate and 
one for the minority leader of the Senate, 
fiscal year 1947, $13,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, 
after line 9, to insert: 


For an additional amount for expenses of 
inquiries and investigations ordered by the 
Senate, including compensation to stenog- 
raphers of committees, at such rate as may 
be fixed by the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Sen- 
ate, but not exceeding 25 cents per hundred 
words, fiscal year 1947, $150,000: Provided, 
That no part of this appropriation shall be 
expended for per diem and subsistence ex- 
penses except in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the Subsistence Expense Act of 
1926, approved June 3, 1926, as amended. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 
3, after line 19, to insert: 


OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS AND DOORKEEPER 


For an amount necessary to increase 
salaries in the Senate Press Gallery, begin- 
ning July 1, 1946, as follows: Superintendent 
from $3,660 to $3,820; one assistant super- 
intendent from $3,000 to $3,200; and one as- 
sistant superintendent from $1,920 to $2,100; 
in all, fiscal year 1947, $540; and the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year 1947 hereby is amended accordingly. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “House of Representatives,” on 
page 4, after line 14, to insert: 

Contingent expenses, folding documents: 
For an additional amount for folding 
speeches and pamphlets, at a rate not ex- 
ceeding $1 per thousand or for the em- 
ployment of personnel at a rate not to ex- 
ceed $5.20 per day per person, fiscal year 
1947, $15,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 
4, after line 19, to insert: 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING 
Biographical Congressional Directory: To 
enable the Secretary of the Senate to pay, 
upon vouchers approved by the chairman 
or vice chairman of the Joint Committee 
on Printing, for compiling and preparing a 
revised edition of the Biographical Directory 
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of the American Congress (1774-1948) as 
provided for in House Concurrent Resolution 
No. 163, adopted July 26, 1946, $50,000; and 
said sum or any part thereof, in the dis- 
cretion of the chairman or vice chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Printing, may 
be paid as additional compensation to any 
employee of the United States, and shall 
continue to be available until expended. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 
5, after line 7, to insert: 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE ECONOMIC REPORT 

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Economic Report created by 
section 5 of Public Law No, 304, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, entitled “An act to declare 
a national policy on employment, production, 
and purchasing power, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved February 20, 1946, fiscal 
year 1947, $50,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under th: 
subhead “Independent Offices,” on page 
8, after line 4, to insert: 

FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 

Grants to States for maternal and child 
health services: For an additional amount, 
fiscal year 1947, for grants to States for ma- 
ternal and child health services, including 
the objects specified under this head in the 
Department of Labor Appropriation Act, 1947, 
$9,180,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, 
after line 10, to insert: 

Grants to States for services for crippled 
children: For an additional amount, fiscal 
year 1947, for grants to States for services 
for crippled children, including the objects 
specified under this head in the Depatment 
oz Labor Appropriation Act, 1947, $6,130,000. 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, have 
we passed over the item for the Office 
of Price Administration, on page 7? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
was no amendment in that section, The 
Senate is now considering the committee 
amendments. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, are we 
adopting the committee amendments 
now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Certain 
committee amendments have been 
adopted. 

Mr. WHERRY. What is the pending 
committee amendment? à 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 8, after line 10. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, 
after line 15, to insert: 

Grants to States for child-welfare services: 
For an additional amount, fiscal year 1947, 
for grants to States for child-welfare serv- 
ices, including the objects specified under 
this head in the Department of Labor Ap- 
propriation Act, 1947, $3,490,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 8, 
after line 20, to insert: 


Salaries and expenses, maternal and child 
welfare: For an additional amount, fiscal 
year 1947, for salaries and expenses, maternal 
and child welfare, including the objects 
specified under this head in the Department 
of Labor Appropriation Act, 1947, and includ- 
ing also travel, printing and binding, penalty 
mail, contingent and other expenses, $925,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 9, 
after line 2, to insert: 


The appropriations contained in the four 
preceding paragraphs shall not be available 
for obligation until the enactment into law 
of H. R. 7037, Seventy-ninth Congress, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, 
after line 5, to insert: 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


Mental health activities: For carrying out 
the provisions of the National Mental Health 
Act, except section 11, including travel; print- 
ing and binding; stationery; and the objects 
specified in the paragraph immediately fol- 
lowing the heading “Public Health Service” 
in the Federal Security Agency Appropria- 
tion Act, 1947, including the purchase, main- 
tenance, repair, and operation of three pas- 
senger-carrying automobiles; and an addi- 
tional $2,380,680 for carrying out the pro- 
visions of section 314 (c) of the Public Health 
Service Act with respect to mental health, 
fiscal year 1947, $4,358,000, of which not to 
exceed $109,400 may be transferred without 
limitation account to the appropriation “Pay, 
and so forth, Commissioned Officers, Public 
Health Service“: Provided, That there is au- 
thorized to be transferred to this appropria- 
tion such sums as the Surgeon General may 
determine to be available in other appropria- 
tions of the Public Health Service for mental 
health activities: Provided further, That de- 
terminations of the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget of employment authorized under 
this appropriation shall not be subject to the 
aggregate numerical limitations set forth in 
section 607, subsection (g) (1) (A) of the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, 
after line 4, to insert: 

National Institute of Mental Health: For 
the acquisition of site or sites, the prepara- 
tion of drawings and specifications, and the 
performance of other work for the accomp- 
lishment thereof, for the National Institute 
of Mental Health, as authorized by section 
11, Public Law 487, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
to remain available until expended, $850,000: 
Provided, That this amount may be trans- 
ferred, upon the request of the Federal Se- 
curity Administrator, to the Public Buildings 
Administration, Federal Works Agency. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, 
after line 14, to strike out the following 
subhead. 


FEDERAL WORKS AGENCY—PUBLIC ROADS 
ADMINISTRATION 


And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing subhead: 


FEDERAL WORKS AGENCY 
PUBLIC ROADS ADMINISTRATION 


The next amendment was, on page 11, 
after line 2, to insert; 


War and emergency damage, Territory of 
Hawaii: For carrying out the provisions of 
section 2 of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide emergency relief for the victims of the 
seismic waves which struck the Territory 
of Hawaii, and for other purposes” (H. R. 
6918, 79th Cong.), to be expended by the 
Commissioner of Public Roads in accord- 
ance with provisions applicable to its cus- 
tomary operations in the construction, re- 
habilitation, and repair of roads, highways, 
and bridges, by contract or otherwise, and 
necessary expenses incident thereto without 
regard, outside continental United States, 
to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, in- 
cluding personal services in the District of 
Columbia or elsewhere and employment of 
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personnel outside the continental United 
States without regard to civil-service and 
classification laws and section 14 (a) of the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946, and the 
purchase of passenger motor vehicles, $8,000,- 
000, to remain available until expended, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 
11, after line 20, to insert: 

BUREAU OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Emergency relief for the Territory of Ha- 
wall: For carrying out the provisions of sec- 
tion 1 of the act entitled “An act to provide 
emergency relief for the victims of the 
seismic waves which struck the Territory of 
Hawaii, and for other purposes” (H. R. 6918, 
79th Cong.), $1,300,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which amount not to 
exceed $65,000 shall be available for admin- 
istrative expenses of the Bureau of Com- 
munity Facilities, including travel, the pur- 
chase of two passenger motor vehicles, and 
personal services in the District of Colum- 
bia and elsewhere without regard to section 
14 (a) of the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1946, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, 
after line 2, to strike out: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

BUREAU OF FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC COMMERCE 

Export control: For an additional amount, 
fiscal year 1947, for “Export control,” includ- 
ing the objects specified under this head in 
the Department of Commerce Appropriation 
Act, 1947, $600,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, 
after line 8, to insert: 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS 

Salaries and expenses: For an additional 
amount, fiscal year 1947, for “Salaries and 
expenses,” including the objects specified 
under this head in the Department of Labor 
Appropriation Act, 1947, $25,000, to be avail- 
able for obligation until January 31, 1947. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 14, 
after line 9, to insert: 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS (ACT OF JULY 
23, 1946) 

For all expenses necessary for the procure- 
ment, transportation, maintenance, rota- 
tion, storage, and refining or processing of 
strategic and critical materials for national 
defense purposes, as authorized by the Stra- 
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act 
(Public Law 520, 79th Cong.), including per- 
sonal services and rental and maintenance 
of storage space in the District of Columbia 
and elsewhere, $250,000,000: Provided, That 
any funds received as proceeds from sale or 
other disposition of materials on account 
of rotation of stocks of strategic and criti- 
cal materials shall be deposited to the credit, 
and be available for expenditure for =e 
purposes, of this appropriation. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
completes the committee amendments. 

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment, which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Alabama will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 10, after 
line 13, it is proposed to insert: 

Hospital and construction activities: For 
carrying out the provisions of title VI of the 
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Public Health Service Act, as amended (S. 
191), fiscal year 1947, including travel; print- 
ing and binding; the objects specified in the 
paragraph immediately following the cap- 
tion “Public Health Service” in the Federal 
Security Agency Appropriation Act, 1947; and 
the purchase of 8 passenger automobiles; 
$2,425,000, of which not to exceed $147,147 
may be transferred to the appropriation “Pay, 
etc., commissioned officers, Public Health 
Service” for not to exceed 28 commissioned 
officers, and not to exceed $41,680 may be 
transferred to the appropriation “Salaries, 
Office of the General Counsel,” Office of the 
Administrator, Federal Security Agency: Pro- 
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail- 
able for personal services without regard 
to section 14 (a) of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1946: Provided further, That the 
availability of this appropriation is contin- 
gent upon the enactment into law of said 
S. 191. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a 
budget estimate had not come before the 
committee for this item. It has since 
come in and I suppose there is no reason 
why the amendment should not be 
adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Alabama. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I of- 
fer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Utah will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 20, after 
line 12, it is proposed to add the follow- 
ing new section: 

Sec. 302. Section 2 (a) of the act of June 
11, 1946 (Public Law 404, 79th Cong.), is 
amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting a semicolon and 
the following: “and the Veterans’ Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1946.” 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, this 
is the same amendment which I offered a 
day or so ago to the social security bill. 
It exempts the veterans’ emergency hous- 
ing program from the administrative act 
which was passed recently. I explained 
the other day that the housing program 
for veterans is being impeded and held 
up by reason of the fact that all direc- 
tives and orders necessary to expedite 
the program must be published in the 
Federal Register for a period of 30 days. 
The amendment was agreed to the other 
day unanimously, but I am now advised 
that by reason of the parliamentary sit- 
uation surrounding the social security 
bill, in order to be absolutely sure that 
this amendment goes through it should 
be included in this bill. If it goes 
through on this bill, it will be stricken 
from the other bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, is the 
amendment in exactly the same lan- 
guage as the amendment to the other 
bill? 

Mr. MURDOCK. It is in exactly the 
same language. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Utah 
LMr. Murpock]. 

The amendment was agreed to. . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I of- 
fer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Washington will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following new paragraph: 

VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 

Automobiles and other conveyances for 
disabled veterans: To enable the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to provide an auto- 
mobile or other conveyance, equipped with 
such special attachments and devices as the 
Administrator may deem necessary, for each 
veteran of World War II, whether or not dis- 
charged from service, who (1) is entitled to 
disability compensation or pension under the 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, and (2) is unable, because of the 
loss, or loss of use, of one or both lower 
limbs, to use normal means of locomotion 
or ambulation: Provided, That no part of 
the money appropriated by this paragraph 
shall be used for the repair, maintenance, 
or replacement of any such automobile or 
other conveyance and no veteran shall be 
given an automobile or other conveyance 
under the provisions of this paragraph until 
it is established to the satisfaction of the 
Administrator that such veteran will be 
able to operate such automobile or other 
conveyance in a manner consistent with his 
own safety and the safety of others, and will 
be licensed to operate such automobile or 
other conveyance by the State of his resi- 
dence, $30,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered to the pending bill 
because of the parliamentary situation 
with respect to bills which have been 
introduced in both the House and the 
Senate providing ambulatory means for 
so-called amputees. 

Most Members of the Senate are 
familiar with the problem. I need not 
go into it in detail. These boys have 
been around the Capitol for many days. 
They have talked with a number of Sen- 
ators and Members of the House. The 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. La FoLLETTE] introduced a legisla- 
tive bill to the same effect as my amend- 
ment, and I understand that Mrs. 
Rogers, a Representative from Massa- 
chusetts, has introduced a similar bill 
in the House. 

I have spcken with many Senators 
and Members of the House in the past 3 
or 4 days. Everyone with whom I have 
talked has been hopeful that the legis- 
lative authorization for this purpose 
would clear the House committee and 
the House, and that we could take it up 
in the Senate before final adjournment. 
However, apparently there has been 
some opposition to the bill in the House. 
Ido not know for what reason. Whether 
it is a legislative obstacle or whether it 
is actual opposition to the merits of the 
bill, I do not know. But unless we do 
something now in the Senate, or unless 
the House acts today—and I have been 
given to understand that it may or may 
not—the bill may die and nothing will 
be done for these boys during this 
session. Many of them will be dis- 
charged. Nearly all of them will be on 
their way out. Many of them are at 
Walter Reed and other hospitals 
throughout the country learning how to 
use the artificial limbs and other ambu- 
latory means which have been furnished 
them by the Veterans’ Administration 
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and the Army. They feel, the doctors 
feel, and I am sure every citizen who 
looks into the matter will feel that now 
that the manufacturers are making 
automobiles so equipped that a man 
whose legs have been amputated clear 
up to his hips can drive them safely and 
can get a license to drive them, we 
should provide such ambulatory means 
for him, so that he can take his place 
back in society. 

At first I believed, as did many others, 
that there should be a legislative author- 
ization for this matter. But upon exam- 
ination of the authority of the Veterans’ 
Administration, I do not think such au- 
thorization is necessary. I think all we 
need to do is to appropriate the money 
for this particular purpose, with the 
proper safeguards; and then the Veter- 
ans’ Administration will be able to fur- 
nish these ambulatory means. The Vet- 
erans’ Administration furnishes limbs 
and wheel chairs and in some cases other 
means of transportation for unfortu- 
nates. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Did I correctly under- 
stand the Senator from Washington to 
say that the basic act creating the Vet- 
erans’ Administration is sufficient au- 
thority of law to justify this appropria- 
tion? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is my under- 
standing. I say frankly that I make that 
statement solely on the basis of the ex- 
amination which I myself have made, but 
that is my conclusion. 

Certainly the Army has the means. 
At first I was uncertain whether we 
should appropriate the money to the War 
Department or to the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. But because of the fact that 
most of these boys will be out of the 
Army by the time this matter culminates, 
and subsequently will be in the hands of 
the Veterans’ Administration, it seems to 
me it would be proper to let the Veterans’ 
Administration have charge of it. Some 
of the boys who are in this situation are 
already out of the Army. : 

I discussed the matter with the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Jonnson], who has 
been intensely interested in this problem. 
I have no pride of authorship about the 
measure. The Senator from Wisconsin 
worked hard on it, too. But because of 
the legislative situation, I think it is only 
fair and proper that we do something at 
this time in this connection. The sum of 
money involved is $30,000,000, which is 
a large amount. But, again, it seems to 
me that if we can furnish a means of 
locomotion to the amputees who have 
given practically their all for this coun- 
try, we should do it, for many of them 
cannot ride in public conveyances. If 
they wait for a bus or a streetcar, they 
have to be assured that they will find a 
seat on it when they board it. 

No doubt many Senators have seen 
statements in the newspapers to the ef- 
fect that automobiles are now so com- 
structed that such men can drive them 
safely. The other evening I was told that 
two or three amputees at Walter Reed, 
men whose legs are cut off above their 
knees, were tending to become psychi- 
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atric cases because of their condition, but 
that when those automobiles were 
brought there and they were taught to 
drive them, a complete change occurred 
in their morale. 

So, Mr. President, I think this is little 
enough for us to do for these men. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If anyone has any 
doubt about the capability of these men, 
after they are trained, to drive properly 
equipped automobiles, I should like to 
call attention to the fact that in the hear- 
rings in the committee there was in- 
serted a record coming from a man in 
charge of the registration of motor ve- 
hicles in Massachusetts, and in it he said 
that such men had an excellent safety 
record in driving cars under the Massa- 
chusetts license system. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to ask just what an amputee 
is, as defined in the amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sorry that I 
have not, had. time to have the amend- 
ment printed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I wish the Senator to know that I am in 
favor of the proposal, but I wish the term 
defined, so that there will be no question 
as to what an amputee is. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate that 
that point must be made clear. 

The amendment provides in part: 

Whether or not discharged from service, 
who (1) is entitled to disability compensa- 
tion or pension under the laws administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration, and (2) is 
unable, because of the loss, or loss of use, 
of one or both lower limbs, to use normal 
means of locomotion or ambulation. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is perfectly all right. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That would mean 
that a man who had his fingers off or 
who had a portion of one leg off and had 
an artificial limb fitted would be regarded 
as having normal means of locomotion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I wish the Senator to know that I think 
they are entitled to anything we can give 
them. * 

It is impossible to legislate anything 
like a proper compensation for these 
heroes who have made such magnificent 
sacrifices to the cause of freedom for all 
peoples everywhere. 

We can, however, through the enact- 
ment of such legislation assist these men 
in equipping themselves with all possible 
mechanical aids to offset their physical 
handicaps. These veterans can then en- 
ter into the competition of present-day 
living with less of a handicap. It wiil 
speed their readfustment in a normal 
way of life. 

I sincerely hope the Senate will give 
immediate approval to this amendment. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. GREEN. I understood the Sen- 
ator, when reading the amendment, to 
say “(1) or (2).” 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is “and.” 
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Mr. GREEN. Yes; I think it should 
be “and.” 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sen- 
ator, and I agree that it should be “and,” 
as it is. 

Mr. President, I think it should be 
pointed out that there may be some dif- 
ficulty in connection with determining 
what types or makes of automobiles will 
be used. I do not know how the Veterans’ 
Administration will work out that mat- 
ter. All of us have some preference for 
a particular make of car. Some persons 
prefer Packards, some prefer Oldsmo- 
biles, some prefer Fords, some prefer Cad- 
illacs. I talked to some of these boys the 
other evening. In fact, one of them, who 
has lost both legs, is an old friend of mine. 
Iam not attempting to boost any partic- 
ular automobile or automobile concern, 
but I think I should tell the Senate that 
the veterans to whom I have talked say 
that the Oldsmobile has made great 
strides in development, insofar as the 
problem of use by them is concerned, be- 
cause of the “hydramatic drive” prin- 
ciple. Of course, I can imagine that the 
automobile manufacturers might enter 
into some sort of competitive test to de- 
termine who could produce the best type 
of car for this particular purpose. In any 
event, I am frank to say that I do not 
know what kind of cars will be used. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It will be within the 
discretion of the Administrator to de- 
cide that; will it not? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; that will be 
within the discretion of the Adminis- 
trator, and I am sure he will find the 
best kind of automobile to use for this 
purpose. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Therefore, he will 
find the best car for the particular use, 
and one car might be most satisfactory 
for one person, and another car might 
be most satisfactory for another person. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. The only way 
in which I could accept the amendment 
was to have it provide that the discre- 
tion would be left there. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I believe the amend- 
ment should be passed. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Is there any pro- 
vision as to any fixed sum of money 
which may be paid for such cars? Is 
there any limitation on the amount 
which may be paid for them? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am afraid that 
all I could do in that respect was to pro- 
vide that that decision should be left to 
the discretion of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
now offer the other amendment which 
lies at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following new paragraph: 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

For the purchase, exchange, driving, main- 

tenance, and operation of one automobile for 

the Chief Justice of the United States for 
the fiscal year 1947, $6,500. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, do I 
correctly understand that the amend- 
ment would provide an automobile for 
the Chief Justice? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the understanding of the Chair. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, what 
does the Chief Justice have to do around 
Washington that would require the use 
of an automobile, other than to go back 
and forth from the Supreme Court to 
his place of residence? He does not have 
the duties that a member of the Cabi- 
net has or the duties that the minority 
leader, the majority leader, the Speaker 
of the House, and some other officials 
who are provided with cars have. I am 
wondering what the Chief Justice or 
the Associaté Justices of the Court have 
to do, other than to go from their resi- 
dences to the Court and return. If that 
is the only purpose for which they use 
automobiles, I see no reason for pro- 
viding for the purchase of an automo- 
bile for the Chief Justice. If he needs 
an automobile for his official duties, that 
certainly would be an argument in favor 
of providing one for him—but certainly 
not for his own private convenience in 
traveling between his home and his office, 
I think a very serious question is in- 
volved. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I may say to the 
Senator that I do not know just what 
duties the Chief Justice of the United 
States has as compared with the duties 
which members of the Cabinet have, but 
I know that the Chief Justice of the 
United States, in occupying the office 
which, in my opinion, is second to the 
office of the President of the United 
States, and I believe is so regarded in the 
minds of the people generally through- 
out the country, is called upon from time 
to time to attend many functions and 
ceremonies, as well as to perform other 
duties in connection with his high office. 
Surely, if department heads of the Gov- 
ernment can be supplied with automo- 
biles to drive around town, we owe it to 
the dignity of the office of the Chief 
Justice of the United States to furnish 
him with an automobile and a chauffeur. 
I have known of former Chief Justices 
who could not afford such conveniences. 
I am not in position to say with regard 
to the present Chief Justice. But I have 
known of Chief Justices who were not in 
position to own their own private con- 
veyances. I know of one instance of a 
Chief Justice who was driven to a me- 
morial service in a broken-down taxicab 
while other officials of the Government 
drove to the ceremony in Government 
supplied cars. 

Mr. BRIDGES. They did not include 
United States Senators. I do not know 
of any Senators who are driven around 
in automobiles supplied by the Govern- 
ment, and driven by chauffeurs. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have seen Sena- 
tors being driven around in cars oper- 
ated by chauffeurs. 
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Mr. President, I shall not press the 
amendment. I thought, in view of the 
fact that nearly all department heads, 
Cabinet officers, and many other officials 
of the Government require the use of cars 
in going from their homes to their offices, 
and from their offices back home, as well 
to other parts of the city, that the Chief 
Justice of the United States should be 
supplied with similar conveniences. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think this matter 
should be referred to the committee 
where proper evidence on the subject may 
be presented. I have a very high opinion 
of the office of Chief Justice of the United 
States, and I also have a high opinion of 
the man who now occupies that office; 
but he is called upon to perform no out- 
side duties, ahd I cannot see why he 
should require the use of a Government- 
supplied car for the purpose of going no- 
where except from his home to his office 
and from his office back home. 

I know that the predecessor of the 
present Chief Justice felt that it was very 
unfortunate that members of the Court 
participated from time to time in outside 
activities. I think that the Chief Justice 
of the United States and all Associate 
Justices of the Suprem Court should 
confine themselves to their duties in the 
Supreme Court. Certainly they do not 
need automobiles to drive around here 
and there. In making that statement I 
am not aiming at the office of the Chief 
Justice, nor the distinguished gentleman 
who now occupies the office of Chief Jus- 
tice of the United States, because I have 
a personal feeling and affection for him. 
However, I think that if we adopt this 
amendment it will not be long before we 
shall be asked to provide Government- 
owned cars for the use of all Associate 
Justices, 

Mr.MAGNUSON. Mr. President, that 
is not at all the intent of the amend- 
ment. I wish to assure every Member of 
the Senate that my amendment is not 
in any way connected with any sugges- 
tion or idea of the present Chief Justice 
of the United States. The idea is mine 
entirely. At one time I introduced a bill 
in the House of Representatives which 
had for its purpose one similar to that of 
the amendment which I have offered. 
But the Chief Justice of the United 
States is duty bound on many occasions 
to attend ceremonies in various sections 
of the city in representing the highest 
judicial department of the Government. 

I appreciate the opinion of former 
Chief Justice Stone. But he was able to 
afford the expense of a car and a chauf- 
feur to drive it. The time may come 
when the Chief Justice will not be able 
to afford such a convenience. I think 
it is embarrassing for a man who repre- 
sents the great judicial department of 
the Government not to be furnished with 
an automobile supplied by the Govern- 
ment and a chauffeur to operate it, when 
other officials who represent various de- 
partments, some of which are not so 
important as is the Supreme Court of the 
United States, are provided with cars. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BALL. Did not the Congress re- 
cently vote to increase the salaries of all 
judges by $5,000? 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. The Congress voted 
to increase the salaries of all members 
of the Federal judiciary. 

Mr. BALL. Thereby making the sal- 
ary $15,000. À 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ido not know just 
what the increase amounts to. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I believe that the 
Senator from Washington will find that 
the salary of the Chief Justice of the 
United States is entirely adequate for 
him to provide himself with a car to 
drive back and forth between his home 
and his office. I agree that too many 
persons are now riding around in Gov- 
ernment-owned cars at Government 
expense. But the way to remedy that 
situation is to take the cars away from 
the bureaucrats who are using them. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
New Hampshire does not want the Chief 
Justice of the United States to board 
himself up in the marble palace across the 
street, does he? 

Mr. BRIDGES. No; but I do not see 
why the Government should be called 
upon to provide a car for his pleasure. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Government 
is not called upon to do anything of that 
kind. My thought is that the dignity 
and the high character of the office of 
Chief Justice of the United States re- 
quire a small appropriation to be made 
for use as I have suggested. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject. If a vote is to be taken on the 
amendment I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to embarrass any Member of this 
body. The amendment is entirely my 
own idea. Action by the Senate on the 
amendment might embarrass the great 
Chief Justice of the United States. In 
view of the fact that objection to the 
amendment has been raised, and in view 
of the further fact that I may be privi- 
leged next year to appear before the 
committee and offer evidence in support 
of the proposal, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Washington 
withdraws the amendment. The order 
for the yeas and nays is rescinded. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, before action is taken on the pend- 
ing bill I wish to invite attention to the 
fact that on the calendar there are many 
bills upon which, much to my great re- 
gret, the Senate has not been able to 
act. I feel that as time goes on the 
Members of this Congress will regret very 
much that action has not been taken. 
One of the bills which I have in mind is 
Senate bill 2044, to promote the com- 
mon defense by unifying the departments 
and agencies of the Government relat- 
ing to the common defense. It is the 
so-called Army and Navy unification bill. 
I am very sad that the Senate has not 
pued on to a consideration of that 

I am also saddened by the fact that 
the Congress has not taken up and passed 
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Senate bill 1920, a bill to provide for the 
demonstration of public-library service 
in areas without such service or with in- 
adequate library facilities. 

I also think that the Congress has 
made a serious mistake in refusing to 
consider and dispose of the simple recre- 
ational bill such as, for example, Senate 
bill 2070, a bill to authorize the Federal 
Security Administration to assist the 
States in the development of community 
recreation programs for the people of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

The one mistake which I regret above 
all others is in the refusal of the Congress 
to consider the bill providing Federal aid 
to education. Irefer to Senate bill 181, to 
authorize the appropriation of funds to 
assist the States and Territories in more 
adequately financing their system of pub- 
lic education. 

Mr. President, after years of labor in 
connection with these measures, and 
after so much time has been spent on 
them by such Senators as the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL] and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], it seems very 
unfortunate that these measures have 
not been given consideration by the Sen- 
ate and passed. 

I also regret that some of the military 
bills will not be acted upon by this Con- 
gress. 

The subcommittees which have consid- 
ered these bills spent on them not only 
hours or days, but weeks and months. I 
speak also of the bill which the present 
occupant of the chair, the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Max- 
BANK] sponsored as chairman of a sub- 
committee. He has given literally weeks 
and weeks of his time, and the fact that 
the Senate has not seen fit to consider 
the bill is one of my great regrets. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote by 
which the amendment beginning on line 
21, page 8, and ending on line 2, page 9, 
was agreed to, be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I do not wish to 
deprive the Senator from Minnesota of 
the right to make an argument. The 
amendment involves a reduction in the 
administrative expenses of the Children’s 
Bureau with respect to the appropriation 
contained in the bill. I would not deny 
unanimous consent, but I shall discuss 
the amendment. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr, BALL. May I ask the chair, has 
the unanimous consent been granted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Minnesota? The Chair hears none, 
and the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to is reconsidered, and the 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I wish to 
address myself for about 2 minutes to a 
bill about which the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. TxHomas] has just spoken. I wonder 
if the Senator from Minnesota would be 
willing to yield to me to make a 2 or 3 
minute statement, so that it might fol- 
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low logically after the statement of the 
Senator from Utah, before the Senator 
enters upon a discussion of the amend- 
ment the vote on which has just been 
reconsidered. 

Mr. BALL, Mr. President. I suggest 
that the Senator ask unanimous consent 
to have his remarks follow those of the 
Senator from Utah. Ishall be very brief. 

On page 8 of the bill are three amend- 
ments increasing grants to States for 
maternal and child health services, for 
the services for crippled children, and 
for child welfare services. These are all 
grants to States. They are contingent 
upon the increase in the authorization in- 
cluded in the Social Security Act amend- 
ments finally becoming law. They ap- 
proximately triple the present appropria- 
tions for these grants to States. 

In the rush of considering these amend- 
ments in the committee yesterday I did 
not get a good chance to examine the 
item for salaries and expenses of the 
Children’s Bureau in administering these 
additional grants. I find on examina- 
tion that the appropriation for adminis- 
trative expenses contained in the bill is 
$925,500, as compared with the appro- 
priation for the present fiscal year, which 
the subcommittee really went into, of 
$575,000, to administer the grants. All 
we have done is increase the amounts, 
and it seems to me that nearly tripling 
the administrative expenses certainly is 
not justified. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What amount does 
the Senator suggest? 

Mr. BALL. I suggest striking out 
“925,500” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$325,000.” 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to be heard on the subject. 

The Children’s Bureau at the present 
time is getting for maternal and child 
health and child welfare services, and 
crippled children services, a total ap- 
propriation of about $10,000,000. I was 
the author of a bill called the Maternal 
and Child Welfare Act, which was con- 
sidered by the Senate Committee on 
Education and Labor. Hearings were 
had upon it, and I made an effort, as 
did others who were with me in that 
matter, to have the bill favorably re- 
ported. However, due to the lateness 
of the session, it was agreed by the com- 
mittee that the Senator from Ohio [Mr, 
Tart] and I should constitute a sub- 
committee to work out an increase in 
the present social security appropria- 
tion for those three purposes. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio and I collaborated in 
working out an amendment to the pres- 
ent social security law to increase the 
appropriations to about $30,000,000 al- 
together. We also agreed upon an in- 
crease in the administrative expenses 
appropriation for the Children’s Bureau. 
At the present time the administrative 
expenses of the Children’s Bureau 
amount to about $590,000. This amend- 
ment calls for an increase of $925,500, 
which is not in the same ratio as the 
appropriations. 

Both the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
BALL] and I in the last few minutes have 
talked to Dr. Eliot, of the Children’s 
Bureau, about the proposal of the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota to reduce the 
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amount, which had been adopted, until 
the Senator’s request for unanimous con- 
sent was agreed to. Dr. Eliot strongly 
insists that these funds are necessary for 
the Children’s Barean, and she gives me 
some itemization, in a general way, of 
what the funds are to be used for. 

For example, about $400,000 goes to the 
health service of the Children’s Bureau; 
$147,000 to the social services; $47,000 for 
auditing; $37,000 for reporting from the 
States; $35,000 for administrative ex- 
penses; $17,000 for correspondence; $11,- 
000 in the office of the Chief of the 
Children’s Bureau, and the like. 

A part of the expenditure contemplates 
setting up two additional regional offices. 
They now have eight regional offices. 
They wish to add two more, which will 
make 10 for the Nation at large. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. BALL. I have served for a couple 
of years on the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations which 
considers the budget of the Children’s 
Bureau, and the items about which the 
Senator is talking are not at all con- 
nected with these increased appropria- 
tions for grants to States. The Chil- 


dren’s Bureau has been trying for at 


least 2 years, to my knowledge, to get the 
regular subcommittees of the Committees 
on Appropriations of both Houses to 
agree to more regional offices and larger 
regional staffs. I might say to the Sen- 
ator that in the Senate we have several 
times increased the appropriation, and 
we have had to come down in conference 


because the House would not agree. But 


we have managed to hold some increases, 
and we have built up the regional staffs 
considerably in the past 2 years. ; 

When the budget estimate came up 
yesterday there were not copies available 
for all members of the committee, but 
the Children’s Bureau is trying in this 
emergency appropriation to approxi- 
mately triple the present administrative 
staff, and it seems to me the wrong way 
to go about appropriating funds. 
` I suggest to the Senator that we give 
them $325,000 additional in this bill. 
They are not going to get the money out 
to the States immediately, anyway, and 
that amount will take care of the situa- 
tion until next January. If they come 
in then and can show the regular sub- 
committees that they really need the 
money and that they are carrying on 
these other activities, they can get the 
appropriation. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the point of view of the Senator 
from Minnesota, but I am sure he would 
not blame me for taking Dr. Eliot’s word 
in this matter, because of her technical 
knowledge of the subject—everyone 
knows that she is assistant to the Chief 
of the Children’s Bureau—rather than 
the more limited knowledge of the able 
Senator from Minnesota. Dr. Eliot as- 
sures me—and gives me the items—that 
this appropriation is necessary for their 
administrative expenses. I am sure the 
Senate would not wish to deny the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau the power to use the 
money Congress is appropriating in the 
most effective and efficient way. 
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I hope the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota will not be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator offer his suggestion in the 
form of an amendment? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
(putting the question]. The Chair is in 
doubt. 

Mr. BALL. I ask for a division. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Austin Langer Overton 

Ball McClellan Pepper 
Bridges McKellar Taft 

Byrd Magnuson Thomas, Okla. 
Donnell Maybank Thomas, Utah, 
Eastland Millikin Tunnell 
George Mitchell Wagner 

Green Morse Walsh 

Hill Murray Wiley 
Johnson, Colo. Myers Young 

La Follette O'Daniel 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Overton in the chair). Thirty-two Sen- 
ators having answered to their names, a 
quorum is not present. The clerk will call 
the names of the absent Senators. 

The legislative clerk called the names 
of the absent Senators and Mr. BARKLEY, 


Mr. CAPPER, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. FULBRIGHT, 


Mr. Gurrey, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. HUFFMAN, 
Mr. KNowLanD, Mr. SMITH, Mr. SWIFT, 
Mr. Tayor, and Mr. WHEELER answered 
to their names when called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty- 
four Senators have answered to their 
names. There is not a quorum present. 

Mr. M I move that the 
Sergeant-at-Arms be directed to request 
the attendance of absent Senators. 
The motion was agreed to. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser- 


geant-at-Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. WHITE, Mr. 
VANDENBERG, Mr. Hart, Mr. CONNALLY, 
Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. Connox, and Mr. 
REVERCOMB entered the Chamber and an- 
swered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty- 
one Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Batt] to the committee amend- 
ment on page 9, line 2. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I should like 
to state briefly what the amendment is. 
It is on page 9 of the bill, in line 2, and 
proposes to strike out “$925,500” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “$325,000.” The pur- 
pose of the committee amendment is to 
increase the appropriation for adminis- 
trative expenses of the Children’s Bu- 
reau. In the preceding three paragraphs 
we approximately treble the grants to 
States for maternal and child-health 
services, services for crippled children, 
and child-welfare services. This year the 
regular appropriation for the Children’s 
Bureau to administer the grants now 
made is $575,000 for the whole year. In 
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the rush of considering this bill in the- 
committee yesterday the increase, nearly 
trebling the amount the Bureau now has 
for this purpose, slipped through, and the 
figure of $925,500 was inserted in the bill. 
The Bureau will be administering grants 
to the same States, for the same pur- 
poses. There will be some additional 
auditing expense. It seems to me that 
$325,000 in addition to the $575,000 
which the Bureau now has should be 
ample. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, so far 
as the chairman of the committee is con- 
cerned, he is in entire accord with the re- 
duction of this amount. It would be a 
foolish waste of the people’s money to 
appropriate three times as much for this 
purpose. I think the Senator from Min- 
nesota is probably very liberal. Certain- 
ly we ought not to go beyond the amount 
which the Senator recommends. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I very 
much regret that the able chairman of 
the committee has taken the position 
which he has announced. The Senate 
Committee on Education and Labor au- 
thorized the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart] and me to work out an increase 
in the social-security appropriation for 
maternal and child health services, serv- 
ices for crippled children, and child-wel- 
fare services. We agreed upon an in- 
crease from $10,000,000, which is the 
amount of the present appropriation for 
those three purposes, to approximately 
$30,000,000. That certainly was not an 
excessive increase in the appropriation 
for the Children’s Bureau for those three 
purposes. 

As an incident to that appropriation, 
the Children’s Bureau submitted an esti- 
mate for an increase in the amount for 
administrative expense. The present 
appropriation for that purpose is $575,- 
000. The committee amendment pro- 
poses to add $925,500 to the amount of 
the present appropriation, not quite 
double the amount of the appropriation 
for administrative expenses, while the 
funds which must be administered have 
been approximately trebled. 

The Committee on Appropriations re- 
ported the bill with an increase of $925,- 
500 for this purpose, and the Senate 
agreed to the committee amendment 
earlier in the day. Although I might 
have objected to the unanimous consent 
request of the Senator from Minnesota, 
I did not wish to deny him the oppor- 
tunity of making an argument to the 
Senate, and acquiesced in his request 
after the Senate had already adopted the 
committee amendment, which contains a 
figure of $925,500. 

When the Senator from Minnesota 
mentioned to me that he had in mind an 
effort to reduce this item, I called Dr. 
Eliot, Assistant Director of the Children’s 
Bureau, on the telephone. The Senator 
from Minnesota had an opportunity to 
speak to her, so that she could tell him 
how much needed this appropriation 
was. Then I spoke to her, and she gave 
me an itemization of the manner in 
which this money is to be spent. Accord- 
ing to her assertion, every dollar of it is 
necessary for the Children’s Bureau 
effectively to carry out the added pro- 
gram which we have made possible by 
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increasing the appropriation for ma- 
ternal and child health services, services 
for crippled children, and child-welfare 
services. The program contemplates two 
additional regional offices, making 10 
instead of 8, as at present. It contem- 
plates some additional clerical and pro- 
fessional staff, and certain other items 
incidental to the proper administration 
of the increased funds. 

There is no evidence contrary to what 
Dr. Eliot has submitted, and what was 
submitted to the Committee on Appro- 
priations as a basis for the committee’s 
action. In my opinion, it would not be 
consistent for the United States Senate 
to appropriate the many increases car- 
ried in the bill and then permit the in- 
crease in the Children’s Bureau appro- 
priation for administering maternal and 
child-health services, services for crip- 
pled children, and child-welfare services 
to be reduced from $925,500, the figure 
which is already in the bill with the ap- 
proval of the committee, to $325,000, 
which the Senator from Minnesota now 
proposes, the effect of which Dr. Eliot 
says would be to make it absolutely im- 
possible for the Children’s Bureau prop- 
erly to administer the increased appro- 
priations which we have made available. 

I hope that the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota will not be 
adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. BALL] to the committee 
amendment on page 9, line 2. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. WAGNER. I have a general pair 
with the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
REED]. Not knowing how he would vote, 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Briccs]. I am not ad- 
vised how the Senator from Missouri 
would vote on this question if present. 
Being at liberty to vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL, I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina (Mr. BAILEY] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Burcu], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Gerry], the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. RUSSELL], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. STEWART], and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are neces- 
sarily absent. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
Mean] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Lucas], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran], and the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. RADCLIFFE] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Haren] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Et- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Maryland 

(Mr. Typ1ncs] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the com- 
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mission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. MEAD] 
would vote “nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawks], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. REED], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooks], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToseyY] are absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, be- 
ing a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on Official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President's Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER- 
GusON] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. WILEY] are detained on official 
business. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Young] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The result was announced—yeas 18, 
nays 39, as follows: 


YEAS—18 
Austin George Overton 
Ball Gurn Revercomb 
Bridges McClellan Taft 
Byrd McKellar Vandenberg 
Ca] Millikin Whi 
Cordon Moore White 
NAYS—39 
Andrews Hoey Murdock 
Barkley Huffman Murray 
Bilbo Johnson, Colo. Myers 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. O'Daniel 
Donnell Knowland Pepper 
Downey La Follette Smith 
Eastland Langer Swift 
Pulbright McFarland Taylor 
tt Mi Thomas, Okla 
Green Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Guffey May Tunnell 
Hayden Mitchell Wagner 
Morse Walsh 
NOT VOTING—39 
Aiken Ferguson Robertson 
Bailey Gerry Russell 
Hart Saltonstall 

Briggs Hatch pstead 
Brooks Hawkes Stanfill 
Buck Hickenlooper Stewart 
Burch Kilgore Tobey 
Bushfield Lucas Tydings 
Butler McCarran Wheeler 
Capehart Mead Wiley 

e O'Mahoney Wilis 
Connally Radcliffe Wilson 
Ellender Reed Young 


So Mr. Batt’s amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment was rejected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engrossment 
of the amendments and the third reading 
of the joint resolution. 

BRIDGES. Mr. President, on 
page 7 of the joint resolution the amount 
of $26,000,000 is provided for the Office 
of Price Administration. The Senate 
will recall that when the OPA appropria- 
tion was before us, in the regular bill, we 
appropriated $56,650,000. In the confer- 
ence, the appropriation for the Office of 
Price Administration was increased to 
$75,000,000. When it was increased to 
875,000 000 it was thought that that 
would be sufficient to carry the OPA be- 
yond the first of the coming year. 

But now the Office of Price Adminis- 
tration requests an additional $26,000,- 
000, which would make a total of $101,- 
000,000. The OPA now says that the 
$75,000,000 will last only until sometime 
in November of this year, and that it will 
need $26,000,000 more in order to con- 
tinue its operations to February 15 of 
next year. 

So, Mr. President, now we find that in- 
stead of reducing the appropriations for 
OPA and cutting down its scale of oper- 
ations, the reverse is occurring, or at 
least an attempt is being made to have it 
occur. It should be very clear even to 
the unbelievers that an attempt is being 
made to build up the staff of the OPA 
and to increase the expenditures to be 
made by the OPA although there was 
some question whether it would be con- 
tinued at all. 

Now there is a question in my mind 
and in the minds of others whether there 
should be a process of gradual liquida- 
tion and whether, instead of requesting 
more money, the OPA should be request- 
ing less money. 

So I believe that there is no justifica- 
tion for the proposed increase of $26,- 
000,000 in addition to the $75,000,000 
which was agreed upon in the confer- 
ence. I think there is no justification at 
this time for the proposed increase. I 
think we should leave the matter as it 
is until the first of the year. Then, if 
a deficiency appropriation is justified, it 
could be requested at that time. 

Therefore, I move, as an amendment, 
that lines 13 to 18, inclusive on page 7, 
be stricken out. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Of course, the Senator 
is aware that the request of the Office of 
Price Administration, as made to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, was, if I correctly 
recall, approximately $138,000,000 for the 
year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was $142,200,000. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Very well; I was guess- 
ing at the amount. That request was 
reduced to $106,000,000 by the estimate 
of the Bureau of the Budget. Then we 
reduced it, as the Senator has said, on 
the assumption that the OPA was going 
out of business. 

The testimony before the committee 
at this time is that new duties have been 
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imposed upon that agency. I say that 
if we look at the matter from the point 
of view of businessmen, and when we 
consider that under the present price 
arrangements there must be allowances 
for increased costs, and other things, if 
proper service is to be furnished the busi- 
ness public, we must provide for suffi- 
cient personnel in the OPA to do the job. 
That is the way the House of Representa- 
tives looked at the matter, and that is the 
way our committee has looked at it. It 
is a sound business proposition to carry 
it on in exactly that manner. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Isimply wish to give 
the reasons why the amount was recom- 
mended by the committee. The original 
estimate of appropriation for this activity 
was presented on June 11, 1946. The 
amount was $142,200,000. At that time 
continuing legislation was pending. 
Money needs could not be foretold. The 
committee, therefore, reduced the esti- 
mate to $106,650,000, with the thought 
that such amount would be adequate to 
support the activity under any continu- 
ing legislation until the Congress would 
have opportunity to provide supplemen- 
tal funds, if necessary, after December 
next. It will thus be seen that the ap- 
propriation of the smaller amount was to 
carry over until December next. 

In conference, agreement was reached 
upon an appropriation of $75,000,000, 
with a view to later supplementation, 
and that is the amount included in the 
Third Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1946. 
The committee now is advised that the 
agency will not be able to function as 
contemplated by the continuing legisla- 
tion within the appropriation heretofore 
made in the interim between July 1, 1946, 
and the time it would be practicable to 
provide a supplemental appropriation 
after next December. To carry it up to 
February 15 it estimates that it must have 
an additional appropriation of $26,000,- 
000, or a total for the 742-month period 
of $101,000,000. The committee’s fur- 
ther study of the matter has convinced 


it that the agency is right, and that it 


would not be able efficiently or effec- 
tively to discharge its duties under the 
continuing legislation between now and 
the time the next Congress might be ex- 
pected to provide a supplemental appro- 
priation, unless this additional appro- 
priation is now made. It contemplates 
an expenditure rate that would make 
appropriation requirements for the 
whole of the fiscal year approximately 
$4,200,000 less.than the original estimate 
presented in late June. 

Under these circumstances, it seems 
to the committee that we should stand 
by this item. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Tennes- 
see if the limitations which apply to the 
other bill apply also to this appropria- 
tion, namely, that none of it shall be 
spent for propaganda purposes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is exactly the 
same. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. WHERRY. That limitation is in 
full force and effect, is it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; it is in full 
force and effect. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
whether it is true that the OPA had 
38,000 or more employees and that the 
amount requested was approximately 
$142,000,000 or $145,000,000 when the 
regular appropriation bill first came to 
the Senate? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The amount re- 
quested was $142,000,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. At that time 
it was contended that because of the de- 
controls which no doubt would take place 
in the administration of the OPA, it 
would not be necessary to continue that 
much of a staff or appropriations in so 
large an amount, because if the bill Con- 
gress first passed had been enacted into 
law, not that much money would have 
been needed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Quite to the con- 
trary, Mr. President, let me say that the 
decontrol legislation was not contem- 
plated in the original bill. The addi- 
tional expense incident to the decontrol 
legislation is provided for in connection 
with this $26,000,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. Iam speaking of the 
first bill which was passed by the Senate. 
At that time it was contended by those 
who wished to reduce these appropria- 
tions and it was stated in the showing 
made before the committee that it would 
not be necessary for the OPA to have 
during this year the amount appropri- 
ated in the preceding year, or to continue 
its 38,000 employees. So we reduced the 
requested $142,000,000 appropriation to 
$101,000,000. Then, when the matter 
went back to the House, the House re- 
duced it to $50,000,000. Is not that cor- 
rect? 

Mr, McKELLAR. Yes. And in the 
conference the sum of $75,000,000 was 
fixed upon, for the operations of the OPA 
until the beginning of the next year. 

Now it is supposed that the Congress 
will not meet until January, after it ad- 
journs, and, of course, in view of the de- 
control and other systems which are set 
up, it is necessary to have an additional 
amount of money. 

Although, as everyone knows, I am not 
too strongly in favor of the OPA, and 
although I have my doubts about the ef- 
ficacy of it, nevertheless the Congress has 
directed this organization to be contin- 
ued, and it seems to me that the amount 
proposed to be appropriated should be 
provided. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, inas- 
much as the distinguished Senator has 
answered the questions I have asked him, 
I am more positive than ever that the 
proper way to proceed is not to appro- 
priate the additional $26,000,000 which 
is requested. I am convinced that we 
should let the OPA continue with the 
$75,000,000 which has been granted. It 
is my understanding that the Decontrol 
Board does not get its money from the 
OPA. So the plea that the $26,000,000 
will be needed for that purpose is cer- 
tainly aside from the point. 

I should like to say, further, that I 
talked to some of the OPA officials just 
this morning, and they told me they had 
suggested the decontrol of $4,000,000,000 
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worth of products that did not even come 
under the Decontrol Board. They, 
themselves, said that they have suggested 
the decontrol of those products, and that 
they are expecting to continue the de- 
controls. 

So, from now until the first of the year, 
if the OPA does the kind of job which the 
proponents of the measure said it would 
do, instead of needing an increased staff 
and increased appropriations, there 
should be reductions in the staff and no 
need for increased appropriations. We 
have been told time and time again that 
the OPA would be reduced, and that it 
would fold up as soon as possible and 
that decontrols would be made as soon 
as possible. However, instead of doing 
that, now we are told that the OPA needs 
not only the $75,000,000 which we pro- 
vided in a previous bill, but an addi- 
tional $26,000,000; and by the time the 
next Congress convenes, the OPA will 
need another deficiency appropriation, 
no doubt, to pay for some other activities 
it will attempt to add. 

Mr. President, I am a member of the 
Appropriations Committee, and I heard 
the testimony. I say that the $75,000,000 
is sufficient to enable the OPA to func- 
tion until the new Congress convenes. 
At that time, if the OPA needs more 
money in order to be able to enforce the 
law or to carry out any of the other func- 
tions committed to it, I shall be the first 
Senator to urge an additional appropria- 
tion. But in the meantime, I think the 
Senate should accept at face value the 
suggestions and arguments of the pro- 
ponents of the OPA measure, and should 
depend upon the OPA to decontrol, 
rather than to control everything it can 
get its hands on. 

Mr. President, I shall oppose the re- 
quest for the additional appropriation of 
$26,000,000. I am not sure whether an 
amendment to strike out the requested 
$26,000,000 has been offered. If not, I 
now propose that the figure “$26,000,000” 
be stricken, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Bripces] has already made such a mo- 
tion. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes; I have made a 
motion to strike it out. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I regret 
that I disagree with my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle in connection with this 
particular reduction in Federal expendi- 
ture. It seems to me that logic should 
take us the other way. I think the rec- 
ord is clear with reference to the posi- 
tion I took on the subject of decontrolling 
materials and commodities which ‘the 
Congress could ascertain were in long 
supply. We decontrolled them. We 
were required to accept the best com- 
promise which could be made in confer- 
ence. But in doing so, Mr. President, 
we did not say to OPA, “Now, as to these 
items, you may not have any power or 
control.” We said, “You must determine 
the fact of whether they must or must 
not be controlled.” We provided for a 
Decontrol Board, but it can do no more 
than issue orders. Without knowing 
the fact, I suspect that the Decontrol 
Board will have to turn to OPA for its 
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factual data. If the constant study 
which we have directed that agency to 
make is to be made intelligently—we 
must assume, however violently the as- 
sumption may be, that OPA will at last 
follow the law—then we must realize 
that there will have to be a force within 
that department sufficient in size to con- 
tinue the study of prices, production, and 
so forth, throughout all the months in 
which OPA continues to be in existence. 
I see no other way in which to do prop- 
erly the job which we have directed shall 
be done. In other words, Mr. President, 
if we cut off the appropriations we will 
not decontrol prices but we will decon- 
trol OPA. On the one hand, we say to 
the OPA, “You must do the job” and on 
the other hand we say, “You cannot do 
it.” That is an illogical situation. 

Mr. President, I do not know whether 
the $26,000,000 additional amount is ade- 
quate; but, if we assume that the $75,- 
000,000 was proper under the law which 
we expected to be administered, under 
which certain major commodities were 
to be decontrolled by the Congress, and 
that the OPA could look forward to the 
fact that they had nothing more to do 
in this field, certainly the $26,000,000 
would be proper for the purpose of carry- 
ing the work of OPA forward into the 
next year. 

If I happen to be a member of the 
Appropriations Committee next year 
when the time arrives for the considera- 
tion of the deficiency appropriation 
necessary to carry on the work of OPA 
until June, I shall at least do what I can 
in order to determine whether the OPA 
has so functioned and has handled its 
personnel so as to justify whatever esti- 
mate may be requested at that time for 
the remainder of the fiscal year. I be- 
lieve that the Appropriations Committee 
will then still have an opportunity to see 
that the funds now appropriated, which 
will be continuing funds, are wisely spent. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I have the floor. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I mere- 
ly wish to call attention to the fact that 
under the law as it now is, the Secretary 
of Agriculture makes a finding every 30 
days with reference to the supply of ag- 
ricultural commodities. Based upon such 
finding those commodities are controlled 
or decontrolled. An adequate force to 
handle all those details must be available, 
and, of course, it cannot be picked up in 
a minute. The involved type of legisla- 
tion which was enacted into law is re- 
sponsible for the fact that the OPA, at 
least up to the first of next year, must 
maintain almost as complete an organi- 
zation as it had when its power of con- 
trol over prices was absolute and ex- 
tended to every type of commodity. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon if his position is that he does not 
want to give the OPA an alibi for failure. 
He wants to see that they are provided 
with sufficient funds so that they may 
not come to Congress and say, “Yes, you 
continued us but you would not give us 
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the necessary tools to do the work, and 
so we had to fail.” 

Mr. CORDON. Ii we fail to give them 
the necessary money, what the Senator 
has suggested may turn out to be true. 
We ourselves have put that organization 
in a position where its findings of fact 
cover such a vast number of commodi- 
ties that they must maintain a large staff 
in order to do the job the Congress has 
directed them to do. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. And if 
we deny them the funds now, they will 
have a perfect alibi if they fail. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to say 
that OPA always has a perfect alibi. I 
should like to know when they have not 
had a perfect alibi. 

Mr. President, I suggest to the distin- 
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
that only this morning I talked with an 
official of the OPA. In view of what has 
been said by the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon that we must appropriate 
the necessary funds for the OPA to study 
the items in which there will be either a 
long or short supply, I may say that the 
official to whom I have referred told me 
it was a physical impossibility for the 
OPA to make those studies. He said that 
the only studies they contemplated mak- 
ing were those in connection with ap- 
plications which might be filed. He said 
the OPA would depend primarily on the 
Department of Agriculture to make 
those studies, and if the Department of 
Agriculture said that commodities were 
in long or in short supply, the OPA 
would act accordingly. 

Mr. President, this proposal is only an- 
other method on the part of the OPA to 
have Congress slip in a $35,000,000 or 
$50,000,000 appropriation for personnel. 
The record of the OPA does not justify 
the Congress in giving them one more 
dime than the Congress decided to give 
when the matter was taken up and con- 
sidered carefully by the committee in the 
first instance, and when they were 
granted $75,000,000. If the OPA needs 
more money at the beginning of next 
year, let them come to Congress and ask 
for it. If they run out of money in the 
meantime, they will get along. Senators 
do not need to worry about the OPA. The 
OPA will get along. They always have 
gotten along. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator said that 
the OPA would act on applications. 
When a constituent of mine makes an ap- 
plication to the OPA and I try to get 
action on it, I cannot get it because of 
a lack of OPA personnel. At least, that 
is what Iam told. I do not intend to let 
them continue to have that alibi. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; I obtained my 
time from the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire. 

The situation is just as the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Connox] has so ably 
pointed out. We have imposed new 
duties on the OPA. The money which 
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was furnished the OPA was because of 
the testimony given before the committee 
that the work of the OPA would end this 
coming fall. I think the correct thing 
to do is to approve the amount of money 
which the House has voted for. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the S_nator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Decontrol Board 
sets up the plans, formulas, policies, and 
personne! staff relative to the decontrol 
appeals which are made to them when 
applications to the OPA are denied. So 
the personnel of the OPA is not required 
in handling such matters. The Decon- 
trol Board has its own personnel. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. I merely wanted to 
call the attention of the Senator to the 
fact that the Decontrol Board appro- 
priation in this bill is $250,000. Of course 
the provision of the law giving not only 
power but responsibilities of that Board 
in decontrolling in all fields, certainly 
contemplates that the Board shall have 
all statistical and factual data neces- 
sary upon which to act. I think that we 
must assume that the work will have to 
be done by OPA under the direction of 
the Board. 

Mr. WHERRY. The applicants are 
the ones who spend the money. They 
are the ones who make the showing. 
I talked this morning to an official of 
the OPA about an application from 
broom manufacturers. He said that the 
OPA would depend entirely on whether 
the Department of Agriculture decon- 
trolled broomcorn. He said that if the 
Department of Agriculture determined 
not to control broomcorn, the OPA 
would not control prices. So they will 
not make any investigation at all. Their 
work depends on the investigation which 
is made by the Department of Agricul- 
ture, and that Department has its own 
appropriation. The only thing the De- 
control Board does is to pass in review 
on the application. The persons who 
will spend the money and try to obtain 
relief will be the applicants themselves. 
When they go before the Department of 
Agriculture with a question involving 
agricultural production, of course that 
Department has its own personnel. 
When it comes to a question of price 
control, of course the OPA has to make 
a review. 

Senators may vote to grant the OPA 
what they desire, but I make the asser- 
tion that they can get along with the 
personnel they have now, and all this 
money is just so much gravy given to 
the OPA. That is all it amounts to. 
They will do just as good a job with 
what they have now as with $26,000,000 
more, and if Senators do not believe that, 
let them consider the record of the past. 

The distinguished Senator who has 
just spoken said: 

Let us give them the money so that they 


can function, and bring the applications up 
to date. 


What has OPA done in the past when 
they had 68,000 employees? Their record 
bears me out. 
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Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the is- 
sue is very simple. We have appropri- 
ated $75,000,000, which we assumed, and 
which we were led to believe, would 
carry over until after the first of the year, 
and if at that time OPA is in existence, 
it can come before the Congress and ask 
for a deficiency appropriation. 

Now they say that $75,000,000 is not 
sufficient to carry them to February 1, 


and that they need $26,000,000 more to 


carry them to February 15. I do not 
think there will be any great hardship on 
the country if this increase is not grant- 
ed, and I do not see why $75,000,000 is 
not sufficient funds to enable them to ad- 
minister the law effectively and efficient- 
ly for slightly more than half a year. 
Taking into consideration what they have 
spent in the past and the fact that this 
agency is supposedly on the way out and 
will be out by the end of the year, it cer- 
tainly would appear to be adequate. 

On this question I am going to ask for 
the yeas and nays, and I ask at this time 
for a quorum. 4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the de- 
mand for the yeas and nays sufficiently 
seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Andrews Hill O'Daniel 
Austin Hoey O'Mahoney 
Ball Huffman Overton 
Barkley Johnson, Colo, Pepper 
Bitbo Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bridges Knowland Russell 
Byrd La Follette Smith 
Capper Langer Swilt 
Chavez McClellan Taft 
Connally McFarland Taylor 
Cordon McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Donnell McMahon Thomas, Utah 
Eastland Magnuson Tunnell 
Ferguson Maybank Vandenberg 
Fulbright Millikin Wagner 
George Mitchell Walsh 
Green Moore Wherry 
Guffey Morse White 
Gurney Murdock Wiley 

Hart Murray 

Hayden Myers 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. May- 
BANK in the chair). Sixty-one Senators 
having answered to their names, a quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BripcEs] to strike out lines 
13 to 18 on page 7 of the bill, being the 
provision relating to the OPA. 

Mr. GURNEY. It is my firm convic- 
tion, after listening to the testimony in 
the Appropriations Committee, that the 
$75,000,000 which OPA now has is more 
than sufficient to enable it to carry on 
until probably February or March of 
next year. We all know that many items 
have been decontrolled, first by the OPA 
itself, and now we have set up a Decon- 
trol Board which will decontrol many 
other items. Therefore we know that 
there is not so great a task facing OPA 
as it had facing it prior to July 1 
of this year. OPA used one-hundred- 
and-forty-odd-million dollars last year. 
Therefore $75,000,000, in my opinion, is 
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more than sufficient to carry OPA for 
the first 8 months of the new fiscal year. 

I believe for the good of the country 
it would be well for us not to give OPA 
any more money now, and then when 
Congress returns in January, have the 
Appropriations Committee call the OPA 
officials before it and ask, “What kind of 
a job have you done? How many em- 
ployees do you have on the pay roll now? 
What job have you got to do from Janu- 
ary or February on for the remainder of 
the fiscal year until June 30?” Cer- 
tainly OPA can get along on the $75,- 
000,000 already appropriated. That will 
take care of OPA until the time Congress 
reconvenes, and then I think Congress 
should say “If you have done a good job, 
if you have operated efficiently, we will 
give you more money.” If OPA has not 
done a good job, if it has not done its 
work efficiently, we should withhold any 
further funds. But let us wait and take 
a look at the situation after the first of. 
the year. I am definitely in favor of the 
amendment to strike the proposed ap- 
propriation of $26,000,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES] to strike out lines 
13 to 18 on page 7. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was 
called). Mr. President, I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Reed]. Not knowing how he would 
vote, I transfer that pair to the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. BRrdds J. I am not 
advised how the Senator from Missouri 
would vote if present. Being at liberty 
to vote, I vote “nay.” j 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. WAGNER. I announce that my 
colleague, the junior Senator from New 
York [Mr. Meran] is detained on official 
business. If present he would vote “nay.” 

Mr. HILL, I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr, CAR- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Burcu], the Senator from California [Mr. 
Downey], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Gerry], the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. Gossett], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. STEWART], and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are neces- 
sarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Lucas], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the Sena- 
tor from Maryland [Mr. RADCLIFFE] are 
detained on public business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the Pres- 
ident’s Evaluation Commission in con- 
nection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from Maryland 
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(Mr. Types] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the Com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to par- 
ticipate in the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. Kiitcore!] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawxes], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Reep], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont IMr. 
AIKEN], the. Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. BusuFie.p], the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. RosBertson], and the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
= are absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur- 
LER] is absent on official business, being 
a member of the Commission appointed 
to attend the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicxen- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of stomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Younc] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The result was announced—yeas 14, 
nays 46, as follows: 


YEAS—14 
Bali Hart: Taft 
Bilbo Langer Wherry 
Bridges Millikin White 
Capper Moore Wiley 
Gurney O'Daniel 

NAYS—46 
Andrews Huffman O'Mahoney 
Austin Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Barkley Johnston, S. C. Pepper 
Chavez Knowland Revercomb 
Connally La Follette Russell 
Cordon McClellan Smith 
Donnell McFarland Swift 
Eastland McKellar , Taylor 
Ferguson McMahon Thomas, Okla; 
Pulbright Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
George Maybank Tunnell 
Green Mitchell Vandenberg 
Guffey Morse Wagner 
Hayden Murdock Walsh 
Bul Murray 
Hoey Myers 

NOT VOTING—36 

Aiken Downey Reed 
Bailey Ellender Robertson 
Brewster Gerry Saltonstall 
Briggs Gossett Shipstead 
Brooks Hatch Stanfill 
Buck Hawkes Stewart 
Burch Hickenlooper Tobey 
Bushfield Kilgore Tydings 
Butler Lucas Wheeler 
Byrd McCarran Willis 
Capehart Mead Wilson 
Carville Radcliffe Young 


So Mr. Briwces’ amendment was re- 
jected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution is before the Senate and 
open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments and the third 
reading of the joint resolution. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the joint resolution to be 
read a third time, 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 390) 
was read the third time and passed. 

Mr. McKELLAR., Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, request a conference with 
the House of Representatives thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McKEL- 
LAR, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr, RUSSELL, Mr. OVER- 
TON, Mr. THomas of Oklahoma, Mr. 
Bripces, Mr. GURNEY, and Mr. BALL con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


COMPARISON OF ANNUAL EXPENDITURES 
BY THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
AND OTHER GOVERNMENTS OF THE 
WORLD 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, while 
we are speaking of appropriations, let 
me say that I was first appointed to the 
Senate Appropriations Committee on 
December 10, 1923, at the beginning of 
the Sixty-eighth Congress. At that time 
the expenditures of the Government were 
a total of a little more than $3,000,000,000. 
During my service on the Appropriations 
Committee the expenditures of the Gov- 
ernment finally reached in 1945 an all- 
time peak of $100,000,000,000 as a result 
of our tremendous war program. 

As to our world position on expendi- 
tures, while we occupy as a nation about 
6 percent of the area of the world, and 
while we have a population of about 6 
percent of the world’s population, yet the 
figures show that as of 1944 the United 
States Government expended $93,000,- 
000,000, as against about $135,000,000,000 
for the rest of the world, or 40 percent of 
the world’s budget. 


AUGUST 1 


The 1944 figure for Russia is $48,- 
000,000,000. This is due to the fact that 
there is a joint budget of the Union and 
the republics making up that Union. It 
would be the same as our adding the bud- 
gets of all the 48 States to the budget of 
the National Government. If we did 
that we would add about six billions to 
the ninety-three billions for the year 


. 1944, 


I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Record at this point as a 
part of my remarks a table showing a 
comparison of total yearly expenditures 
by the United States Government and 
other governments of the world. I invite 
the attention of Senators to the fact that 
during the past 7 years the United States 
appropriated approximately 40 percent 
of all the money appropriated by all the 
governments in the world. I think this 
table will furnish valuable information 
for Senators. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered.to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Comparison of total yearly expenditures by the United States Government with other governments of the world: 


Government 


Uruguay... 
Venezuela... 


Total, American Republics. 


Values shown in millions of United States dollars! 


Parak Commonwealth: 
ustralia 


Netherlands Indie 


1 Based on table 106, Summary of Budget Accounts be the — Yearbook of the eau of Nations for 1940-41 and 1942-44; and made comparable by computing the 


value of currencies in United States cents from table 96, 
2 Estimated for comparative purposes. 


in the same publication. 
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Comparison of total yearly expendttures by the United States Government with other governments of the world —Continued 


[Values shown in millions of United States dollars] 


32, 052 
271 


For the year 1944, the comparison totals as follows: 
United States 
American Republics. ._ 
British Commonwealth. 
Other countries 


Woite — „ 7777710000 ̃ ̃ TT.... K 


2 Estimated for comparative pur 


3 Joint budget of the Union and the Republics. (If the general expenditures of all State governments were included with the U. S. Government figures, it would add 


$5,959,000,000 to the 1944 total of $93,744,000,000.) 


Nork. -The yearly totals given for the United States are the official figures from the Treasury Department. As to the other countries, the methods of accounting and report- 


ing on expenditures and the per 
from the most reliable information available, 


RATE OF POSTAGE ON DOMESTIC AIR 
MAIL CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. CHAVEZ submitted the following 
report: 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5560) to fix the rate of postage on domestic 
air mail, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1 and 2. 

DENNIS CHAVEZ, 

KENNETH MCKELLAR, . 

Cart HAYDEN, 

WILLIAM LANGER, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

PHILIP A. TRAYNOR, 

JOHN C. BUTLER, 

GEORGE D. O'BRIEN, 

WILLTIANt C. COLE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask for 
the immediate consideration and adop- 
tion of the conference report. 

Mr. TAFT. What rate was agreed 
upon? 

Mr, CHAVEZ. Five cents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 

There being no objection, the confer- 
ence report was considered and agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE subsequently said: Mr, 
President, I understand that earlier in 
the day a conference report dealing with 
air-mail postage rates was agreed to. 
The rate on air-mail postage was re- 
duced to 5 cents an ounce. I was asked 
by the junior Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Reep] to announce to the Senate when 
the conference report was considered 
that he was opposed to the 5-cent rate, 
and was opposed to the conference re- 
port. I make that statement in his be- 
half. 

KARL E. BOND—CONFERENCE REPORT 
A Mr. THOMAS of Utah obtained the 

oor, 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 


Senator yield for the submission of a 
conference report? 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I should like to make a brief statement. 
We have been waiting to clear the right- 
of-way for Senate Resolution 196. I 
have told 15 or 16 Senators that I could 
not yield until the legislative situation 
had been straightened out and the open- 


ing statement about the World Court had 


been made. Then I shall be glad to yield 
to any Senator. : 

I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate Resolution 196. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have ready for sub- 
mission a conference report. It is non- 
controversial. Am I not entitled to rec- 
ognition for that purpose at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Utah yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. WHERRY. -The report is non- 
controversial. - 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
a conference report is a privileged matter 
and I must yield for that purpose. 

Mr. WHERRY. Ido not wish to dis- 
turb the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. President, I submit the conference 
report and ask unanimous consent for 
its present consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
783) for the relief of Karl E. Bond, having 
met, after full and free, conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by the 
Senate, insert $5,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 


KENNETH 8. Wrrrnnv, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, 
E. H. HEDRICK, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


iods covered vary so widely as to preclude exact comparisons. This table is merely for the purpose of giving a general summary of world budgets 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah for yielding. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. Senate Resolution 
196 should be considered in executive 
session, 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of ex- 
ecutive business. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Is not the Senate 
now in executive session? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is now in executive session. 
There was no objection to the unani- 
mous-consent request. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 


Mr. TAFT. What is before the 
Senate? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Senate Reso- 
lution 196. 


Mr. TAFT. Have we voted to take 
it up, in lieu of the calendar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By 
unanimous consent the appropriation 
bill was taken up, temporarily displacing 
consideration of the motion to take up 
Senate Resolution 196._ 


ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURIS- 
DICTION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now proceed, in executive ses- 
sion, to the consideration of Senate Res- 
olution 196, as agreed upon earlier in 
the day. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution (S. 


— 
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Res. 196) proposing acceptance of com- 
pulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice by the United States 
Government. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I deem vitally important that 
which we are about to do, not merely 
because of the action itself but also be- 
cause we are dealing with a subject 
which will probably result in a clarifica- 
tion of the relations of Congress with 
the Executive. I am sure that Senators 
will wish to discuss all the questions in- 
volved, and I, for one, will want all of 
them discussed. However, in order that 
we may have a statement on which to 
base the debate, I ask that I be permitted 
to proceed without interruption. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Is the situation 
now that we are discussing the question 
whether or not to consider the resolu- 
tion? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That ques- 
tion has already been decided, and Sen- 
ate Resolution 196 is before the Senate 
in executive session, I am about to dis- 
cuss the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A few 
moments ago the Senator from Utah 
asked unanimous consent for the pres- 
ent consideration of Senate Resolution 
196, and no objection was made. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Is the resolution 
itself now the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution itself is the pending business. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that Dr. 
Wilcox, who has assisted our subcom- 
mittee, be permitted to sit by me and 
help us during the debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THOMAS of Ufah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, just a little over a year ago the 
Senate of the United States approved 
the ratification of the United Nations 
Charter by the overwhelming vote of 
89-2. By that vote we formally and offi- 
cially accepted the role of leadership in 
international affairs which destiny and 
a shrinking world had thrust upon us, 
By that vote we expressed our deter- 
mination to cooperate wholeheartedly 
with the other nations of the world in 
the all-important task of outlawing war 
and in settling our disputes by peaceful 
means. 

Since that time the United Nations has 
slowly but surely gotten under way. The 
General Assembly convened in London in 
January and by its actions transformed 
the Charter into a living, breathing or- 
ganism. The Security Council, 6 of 
whose members were elected by the Gen- 
eral Assembly, has already been con- 
fronted with 5 disputes and has handled 
them in a courageous and commendable 
manner. The Economic and Social 
Council is a going concern and it is my 
hope that the Trusteeship Council will 
be organized when the General Assem- 
bly meets again in September. The Sec- 
retariat, which will form the backbone 
of the new organization, is hard at work 
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in New York. New staff members are be- 
ing recruited nearly every day. 

While the eyes of the world were fo- 
cussed on the Security Council meetings 
in New York another important arm of 
the United Nations—the International 
Court of Justice—convened at The 
Hague. On April 3 without publicity and 
without fanfare the court held its inau- 
gural sitting in the peace palace. It is 
with respect to this latter organ of the 
United Nations that I wish to address my 
remarks this afternoon. 


THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND THE COURT 


I know that it is impossible to draw 
any clear line of demarcation between 
the work of the General Assembly, the 
Security Council and the International 
Court of Justice. In general, however, 
it may be said that the Security Council, 
based on the concepts of negotiation, 
conciliation and compromise, is primar- 
ily designed to handle disputes of a poli- 
tical character. The Court, on the other 
hand, will be called upon to adjust dif- 
ferences of a legal or justiciable nature, 
These are differences which can ordinar- 
ily be settled on the basis of existing 
rules of international law. I wish to 
emphasize the point about the Security 
Council. Ordinarily the nations of the 
world can be haled before the Security 
Council in disputes which are of a 
political nature. 

At present, however, there is one curi- 
ously inconsistent thing about the juris- 
diction of the Security Council and the 
Court. Under the terms of the Charter 
the Council is authorized to take cog- 
nizance of any dispute or situation which 
is likely to endanger peace and security. 
In a sense it may be said that its juris- 
diction over political disputes is com- 
pulsory and no state can refuse a sum- 
mons by the Council to appear before it. 
The Court, on the other hand, has juris- 
diction only over those legal cases which 
the parties, of their own volition, refer 
to it for settlement. A state may thus 
ignore the summons of the Court. It 
may say, in effect, “We believe in the 
process of judicial settlement, but in this 
particular case our arguments are weak. 
Since the chances of securing a favorable 
opinion are not good, we would prefer not 
to submit to the jurisdiction of the 
Court.” 

The question is, Mr. President, Why 
should any nation, with a clear con- 
science, be afraid to take its case before 
the bar of international justice? Why 
should any nation which believes in gov- 
ernment by law hesitate to accept the 
impartial judgment of the Court? Why 
should any nation, great or small, which 
wants to be fair in its dealings with oth- 
ers, avoid the settlement of legitimate 
grievances which other nations may 
have? 2 

If the United Nations is to succeed in 
the long run, the system of power poli- 
tics which has prevailed in the world 
must be superseded by a community of 
nations whose actions are dominated by 
the higher concepts of law and justice, 
and the states of the world must de- 
velop confidence and trust in the peace- 
ful methods of settling disputes as so 
ably outlined in the Charter. 
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WHAT SENATE RESOLUTION 196 WOULD 
ACCOMPLISH 

The resolution before us today would 
contribute greatly toward this end. In 
brief, it would authorize the President to 
deposit with the United Nations a decla- 
ration accepting on behalf of the United 
States the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice. The 
declaration would cover only certain 
categories of legal disputes, and would 
apply only with respect to states which 
have accepted similar obligations. 

That is the immediate purpose of the 
resolution, Mr. President. There is, how- 
ever, a far more important purpose, and 
that is to stimulate throughout the world 
the acceptance of the Court’s jurisdic- 
tion in legal cases. 

It must be clear to us all that so long 
as states can place themselves above the 


rules of international law, the world will 


be torn by confusion and chaos. So long 
as sovereign nations can judge for them- 
selves what the law is, there can be no 
real hope for lasting peace. 

Mr. President, in ordinary government 
and in governmental processes, in order 
to provide a peaceful method of settling 
disputes between citizens, a judicial pro- 
cedure is established. And now in the 
international field, Mr. President, we 


have set up a charter which has be- 


come a mighty constitution, of which 
the International Court of Justice is an 
adjunct; but we will not have taken the 
whole step to make the Court truly a 
part of the process if we fail to provide 
for it such a place in the scheme of things 
that the settlement of international dis- 
putes shall naturally flow through the 
channels of peaceful processes, rather 
than through the channels of war. 

To be sure, the United States has been 
a member of the Court ever since the 
United Nations Charter went into effect. 
But membership in itself is only a half- 
hearted beginning. If the member 
states can flout the Court and can refuse 
to submit their differences to it, a 
regime of law in the international com- 
munity can never be realized. 

Compulsory jurisdiction is thus the 
real test of our loyalty, if we want the 
Court to succeed, for it is axiomatic that 
no court can possibly function with full 
effectiveness unless it has jurisdiction 
over the parties to a dispute, as well as 
over the subject matter. 

Law and the courts lie at the root of 
our domestic peace and security in a 
manner with which we are so familiar 
that we scarcely give it a thought. How 
drastically this judicial system would be 
changed if parties did not need to ap- 
pear in court unless they voluntarily 
chose to do so. The entire basis of our 
domestic life would be revolutionized, 
Instead of resting on law, its basis would 
soon become force or the threat of force. 
I repeat, no court can function effec- 
tively unless it has jurisdiction over the 
parties to a dispute, as well as over the 
subject matter. 

In this country, too, we have always 
been proud of the fact that the little 
man, as well as the big man, can get a 
square deal in our courts. There is no 
price tag on justice in America; it is 
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meted out to the rich and the poor alike. 
No one, merely because he possesses 
power and influence, can refuse to heed 
the summons of one of our courts. This 
is as it should be, if the conduct of man 
is to be regulated by rules of law. 

So it should be, too, in the family of 
nations. Far too often in the past states 
have resolved their disputes by means of 
coercion and force, rather than reason 
and logic. Far too often the scales of 
international justice have been weighted 
on the side of troops, airplanes, and bat- 
tleships. Far too often diplomatic pres- 
sure has been the instrument by which 
the great powers have achieved their 
national objectives. I am sure you will 
agree with me that differences cannot 
be settled on their merits if the court- 
room is replaced by the arena of power 
politics and if justice is sacrificed at the 
altar of overwhelming might. 

COMPULSORY JURISDICTION NOT A NEW IDEA 


Lest there be apprehension on the part 
of some people, I want to emphasize the 
fact that the idea of compulsory juris- 
diction is by no means new. The advisory 
committee of jurists which met in 1920 
to draft the statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, recom- 
mended a statute which would have 
bound all the contracting parties to ac- 
cept the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
court. That was a very distinguished 
committee of eminent jurists and states- 
men, including that great American, who 
served so ably as a Member of this Senate 
and as Secretary of State—the Honorable 
Elihu Root. The committee’s proposal of 
general compulsory jurisdiction was re- 
jected in the League Council and Assem- 
bly, and there was substituted for it the 
so-called optional clause, which is sim- 
ilar to article 36, paragraph 2, of the In- 
ternational Court of Justice. Under this. 
provision, 44 states, including the United 
Kingdom, China, and France, deposited 
declarations accepting the court’s juris- 
diction, as thus defined. 

When representatives of the United 
Nations met last year, first in Washing- 
ton and later in San Francisco, to draft 
the statute of the present Court, it was 
evident that a great body of world opin- 
ion supported the idea of compulsory ju- 
risdiction for legal cases. At San Fran- 
cisco a large majority of the delegations 
favored such a step but they were willing 
to forego their position in the interests of 
securing a general agreement to which 
every state could subscribe. The United 
States delegation argued that since a 
few states could not find it possible to 
accept compulsory jurisdiction at that 
time, the insertion of such a provision in 
the statute might jeopardize the accept- 
ance of the Charter itself. As a result, 
the optional provision was retained. 

Thus, while the Conference bowed to 
the inevitable, there could be no doubt 
that there was overwhelming sentiment 
in favor of compulsory jurisdiction. This 
fact was clearly demonstrated when the 
Conference, without dissent, recom- 
mended to the members of the United 
Nations: 

That as soon as possible they make decla- 
rations recognizing the obligatory jurisdic- 
tion of the International Court of Justice 
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according to the provisions of article 36 of 
the statute. 


THE COURT AND THE CHARTER 


One has only to read the Charter to 
realize that the acceptance of compul- 
sory jurisdiction is the natural and log- 
ical sequel to our membership in the 
United Nations. One of the funda- 
mental purposes of the United Nations, 
as set forth in article 1, is— 

To bring about by peaceful means, and in 
conformity with the principles of justice and 
international law, adjustment or settlement 
of international disputes or situations which 
might lead to a breach of the peace. 


Moreover, all the members of the 
United Nations have assumed the solemn 
obligation, under article 2, to settle their 
disputes in such a way that peace and 
security and justice are not endangered. 

One does not have to read much 
further to discover the legitimate role 
of the International Court of Justice in 
the United Nations system. By article 7, 
the Court is established as one of the 
principal organs of the United Nations. 
And in article 36 we are reminded that— 

Legal disputes should as a general rule be 
referred by the parties to the International 
Court of Justice in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the statute of the court. 


Our objective now should be to do 
everything possible to strengthen the 
Court and to make it an effective part of 
the United Nations peace machinery. 
We must bestow upon the Court jurisdic- 
tion over legal disputes comparable to 
the jurisdiction which the Security 
Council already has over differences of a 
political nature. 

LIMITATIONS WHICH APPLY TO COMPULSORY 
JURISDICTION 

In the past, Mr. President, there has 
been considerable misunderstanding as 
to the extent of the jurisdiction the Court 
would have under the compulsory juris- 
diction clause. Certain people evidently 
assumed that when the United States ac- 
cepted compulsory jurisdiction, we would 
be bound to submit all our disputes to 
the Court. Such an assumption is clear- 
ly erroneous. There are at least five 
important limitations which would apply. 

First. The jurisdiction conferred on 
the Court by this resolution is strictly 
limited to the four categories of legal 
cases outlined in article 36 of the Court 
statute. These are: 

(a) the interpretation of a treaty; 

(b) any question of international law; 

(c) the existence of any fact which, if 
established, would constitute a breach of 
an international obligation; 

(d) the nature or extent of the repara- 
tion to be made for the breach of an 
international obligation. 

I am fully aware of the fact that po- 
litical and legal questions are inextri- 
cably mixed at times, and it is not easy 
to distinguish between them. It is no 
doubt true that some political factors 
can be found in almost every case. At 
least it is possible for a state to contend 
that its political interests are vitally af- 
fected by a particular case before the 
Court. It is this very attitude which has 
been one of the greatest obstacles to the 
oe of an international court 
system. 
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Second. The jurisdiction conferred by 
the resolution is further limited by the 
element of reciprocity. In other words, 
when the United States deposits its 
declaration with the United Nations, it 
will become bound only with respect to 
those other states which have deposited 
similar declarations. Thus if states A, 
B, and C have accepted compulsory juris- 
diction and states X, Y, and Z have not, 
we will not incur any new obligations 
with respect to X, Y, and Z. 

Third. The compulsory jurisdiction of 
the Court would apply only to disputes 
which arise after the declaration has 
been deposited. It would be impossible, 
therefore, for a state to revive an old dis- 
pute against the United States and take 
it to the Court for settlement unless we 
agreed, 

Fourth. The resolution also provides 
that compulsory jurisdiction does not ap- 
ply when the parties to a dispute agree 
to take the case before some other 
tribunal. This reservation is in absolute 
harmony with the basic philosophy of 
the United Nations Charter that disput- 
ing states should be allowed complete 
freedom to choose the peaceful proce- 
dures they wish to use to settle their con- 
troversies. 

Fifth. The declaration would not con- 
fer upon the Court jurisdiction over mat- 
ters which are essentially within the do- 
mestic jurisdiction of the United States. 
This limitation is in conformity with the 
principle expressed in article 2 of the 
Charter: “Nothing contained in the pres- 
ent Charter shall authorize the United 
Nations to intervene in matters which 
are essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of any state or shall require the 
members to submit such matters to settle- 
ment under the present Charter. * * *” 

Some concern has been expressed in 
the past lest the Court be given jurisdic- 
tion over controversies involving such 
domestic issues as immigration and trade 
barriers. These are vital matters over 
which the sovereign state has tradition- 
ally exercised complete control and we 
certainly would not want the Court or 
any other international agency to order 
us to admit ten or twenty or fifty million 
additional immigrants to our shores. 

The resolution, together with article 2 
of the Charter, clearly safeguard our na- 
tional interests on this point. Moreover, 
I would remind you, Mr. President, that 
it is the function of the Court, under the 
compulsory jurisdiction clause, to decide 
cases in accordance with the rules of in- 
ternational law. Clearly, therefore, it 
would be impossible to act since there is 
no international law dealing with the 
subject of immigration. That is a mat- 
ter which we have often dealt with in 
the Senate and we have never had to 
take account of the international rights 
and duties of other states. 

The tariff is another case in point. 
Unless the United States deliberately 
enters into an international treaty sub- 
scribing to certain rights and duties, 
there is no international law on the sub- 
ject which the Court could apply, 

Sixth. Finally, after a period of 5 years 
has elapsed, a 6-month notice may be 
ate at any time to terminate the decla- 
ration. 
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I have stressed these limitations, Mr. 
President, not because I want to mini- 
mize the importance of the step we are 
taking, but because I want to make it 
perfectly clear that the jurisdiction we 
are conferring upon the Court is clearly 
defined in scope. 

COURT SAFEGUARDED AGAINST POWER FOLITICS 


Moreover, as the Washington Post 
pointed out in its excellent editorial of 
April 17, 1946, the Court is carefully safe- 
guarded against power politics and po- 
litical influences. Only the most highly 
qualified jurist of the various countries 
who hold the confidence of both the Gen- 
eral Assembly and the Security Council 
can be seated as judges. Nor can any 
2 of the 15 judges be nationals of the 
same state. Moreover, the judges are se- 
lected as individual jurists and scholars 
and not as representatives of any particu- 
lar country. Iam aware of the fact that 
all courts are made up of human beings 
and no human being is infallible. Never- 
theless, every precaution has been taken 
to make the International Court of Jus- 
tice a highly competent and impartial 
tribunal. : 

The roll call of the present Court reads 
like the beginning of a list of the world’s 
outstanding international lawyers. Mc- 
Nair, of the United Kingdom; de Visscher, 
of Belgium; Basdevant, of France; Hack- 
worth, of the United States, Alvarez, of 
Chile; Klaestad, of Norway; Read, of 
Canada; Mo Hsu, of China; Krylov, of the 
Soviet Union—to mention only a few— 
are the type of men who should dispel 
any possible shadow of doubt about the 
ability, the integrity, or the objectivity 
of the Court. These are the kind of men 
who will exert their judicial qualities and 
their legal wisdom on behalf of inter- 
national justice and will not be swayed by 
selfish nationalistic or political influences. 

It is, of course, entirely possible that 
in the future the Court may hand down 
decisions which do not meet with our 
complete approval. That is a result 
which flows from the very nature of the 
judicial process and one which we should 
all expect. Many decisions of the Su- 
preme Court, for example, have been 
roundly denounced by large sections of 
the American people. But no one would 
deny that the displeasure or the incon- 
venience which we may suffer from an 
occasional decision which we may not 
agree with, is relatively unimportant com- 
pared to the great advantage that accrues 
from having legal differences between 
nations settled in the calm and judicial 
atmosphere of the International Court 
of Justice. 

What I am saying may be put in still 
another way. Even if a state feels that 
an adverse decision should result in cer- 
tain sacrifices which it considers impor- 
tant, it must never be forgotten that the 
alternative to these sacrifices may be war 
and destruction. Given the present state 
of world affairs, the balance of national 
interest is clearly in favor of doing what 
needs to be done to construct a solid basis 
for orderly international relations. This 
is not always easy, but we have no right 
to assume that the process of peace mak- 
ing should be easy. 
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RECORD OF FIRST WORLD COURT GOOD 


There is still another argument which 
should reassure us and that is the splen- 
did record of the first World Court. In 
18 years of its history 65 cases came be- 
fore the Court, some of them very serious 
international controversies. These cases 
were handled in such a way as to gen- 
erate confidence and trust in the Court 
and the impartiality of its judges. Fifty- 
one states gave it their formal support 
and nearly all the states of the world 
bestowed upon it jurisdiction over certain 
types of disputes. Not a single govern- 
ment ever refused to comply with any of 
its judgments. Lawyers and students of 
government everywhere were practically 
unanimous in praising the splendid con- 
tribution the Court made toward the es- 
tablishment of a rule of law in the 
international community. 

Unfortunately, the United States never 
accepted membership in the Permanent 
Court of International Justice. In my 
opinion the record of our failure to join 
the Court constitutes one of the most 
deplorable episodes in the history of 
American diplomacy. President Harding, 
President Coolidge, President Hoover and 
President Roosevelt each in his turn 
urged our membership in the Court. On 
two occasions the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations favorably reported a 
resolution urging such action. While the 
1935 resolution received a 52-36 majority 
vote on the floor of the Senate it failed to 
acquire the two-thirds necessary for ap- 
proval. President Roosevelt’s exhorta- 
tion to the Senate at this period in in- 
ternational relationships, when every act 
is of moment to the future of world peace, 
the United States has an opportunity 
once more to throw its weight into the 
scale in favor of peace”—fell upon deaf 
ears. ? 

Today these challenging words come 
ringing down the years to us, as timely 
as when President Roosevelt wrote them 
more than a decade ago. This time we 
will accept the challenge. This time we 
will carry through. It is now more timely 
for us to hearken to the words of Presi- 
dent Rooseyelt than it was when he 
uttered them. At the present time the 
United States has become the leader in 
the establishment of the United Nations. 
Our representatives are functioning day 
by day. The International Court has 
been set up as a result of agreements and 
statutes worked out in our own country. 
We have stood by the whole organization 
to date remarkably well. It has become 
the cornerstone of our national struc- 
ture. We have been proud of the fact 
that we have been enabled to lay aside 
political ideas, political party interests, 
and have as a united nation supported 
all that has been done for the United 
Nations. 

We now stand in that position, Mr. 
President, and I would that President 
Roosevelt’s words could be sounded in 
our ears today: 

At this period in international relation- 
ships, when every act is of moment to the 
future of world peace, the United States has 
an opportunity once more to throw its 
weight into the scale in favor of peace, 
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Mr. President, I might go back fur- 
ther. I might quote from President Wil- 
son and from the other Presidents men- 
tioned, but never in the history of the 
world has a country been given the re- 
spect by other nations which the United 
States has been accorded. Never in the 
history of the world has a nation been 
singled out as a leader in establishing 
a world organization through which the 
processes of peace may be followed. 

Never, Mr. President, in the history of 
the world has there been set the exam- 
ple of 150 or 160 years of a single na- 
tion’s work in the establishment of peace 
for itself, and the building up of a com- 
munity of states which can speak for all 
the states, as in the case of our own 
country. Above all things, one of the 
processes which has made for the suc- 
cess of our American Federal system, a 
success which has brought peace and 
repect for judicial action, has been the 
adoption of reason rather than forceful 
means for the settlement of all disputes, 
and never, I repeat, has a country stood 
as we stand today in the espousal of such 
a process. I cannot help saying that the 
peace of the world surely depends upon 
our action. 

THE RESOLUTION MEETS CONSTITUTIONAL 

REQUIREMENTS 

At this point, Mr. President, I should 
like to comment briefly on the constitu- 
tional issues involved in making a dec- 
laration of this kind. While the action 
contemplated is unique in American his- 
tory, no one can doubt that our Govern- 
ment has the authority to make such a 
declaration. As the report of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations pointed out, 
the question is simply this: What is the 
proper procedure to be followed under 
the Constitution? This problem was 
discussed at some length in the Senate 
during our debate on the United Na- 
tions Charter, and it was generally 
agreed that the President could not de- 
posit the declaration on behalf of the 
United States without congressional ap- 
proval of some kind. f 

I trust the Senators who are present 
will remember that this question was be- 
fore us, and what we are doing today is 
in conformity with a decision which we 
made when the question was discussed 
at the time we were considering the 
United Nations Charter. 

Personally, I am convinced that either 
the procedure set forth in Senate Reso- 
lution 196, which requires a two-thirds 
vote of the Senate, or that set forth in 
House Joint Resolution 291, which calls 
for a simple majority vote of both Houses, 
would suffice. This is also the point of 
view of the State Department. But on 
this point the Senate has a problem 
which I trust it will meet. 

Mr, President, I for one believe that 
when the advice and consent provision 
was put into the Constitution of the 
United States it was inserted with the 
complete understanding that advice and 
consent were two propositions, that there 
should be a community of discussion be- 
tween the representatives of the various 
Siete with the President of the United 

ates. 
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I think it is perfectly proper and per- 
fectly logical that in this body initiation 
might be made toward the negotiation of 
treaties or agreements with other na- 
tions. I think it well that we look back 
upon our history, and remember the ex- 
perience of the Father of our Country— 
remember the ideas he had about con- 
sidering the Senate of the United States 
as a council of States. He brought to 
the Senate things to be discussed. 

I remember what I consider one of the 
greatest constitutional steps taken in the 
history of our country in keeping with 
this question was taken just a hundred 
years ago, when there fell to President 
Polk the responsibility of negotiating 
with regard to the Oregon Territory. 
President Polk had great constitutional 
questions to meet, not only in the North- 
west, but also in the Southwest, and he 
sent to the Congress and asked for their 
advice as to how he should proceed with 
his negotiations. He said: 

As soon as the Senate of the United States 
will decide the particulars, then I shall enter 
into negotiation and will report the treaties. 


It has been over a hundred years since 
then, and we have gradually gotten away 
from that very splendid process. Now 
we are back to it. 

I am happy the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations saw to it that we re- 
turned to that practice, and I am happy 
we are discussing this matter in execu- 
tive session. I am happy we are giving 
this proposal all the dignity and all the 
consideration which should be given to a 
treaty. Iam happy to be able to say that 
we can take the words of the Constitution 
and the words of judicial decisions. If 
we ask the President to make this de- 
posit, the President can say, “That which 
I am doing is in conformity with the 
supreme law of the land.“ 

I know of no better way for the Gov- 
ernment of the United States to set an 
example to all the other nations of the 
world, and to maintain the position of 
leadership which it has attained and 
which is recognized, than for the Presi- 
dent of the United States to move for- 
ward with the dignity and the support 
which action on the part of the Senate 
will give him at this time. 

There have been cases lately in which 
the Senate has acted first, not great cases 
such as this, but cases which were prece- 
dents. There were, however, very valid 
reasons why the Committee on Foreign 
Relations decided that the declaration 
should be approved by two-thirds of the 
Senate, even though it cannot be consid- 
ered a treaty in the strict sense of the 
term. It is definitely a part of the advice 
provision which is necessary to be gone 
through with before a treaty can be rati- 
fied. 

In the first place, the declaration will 
have the binding force and effect of a 
treaty between the United States and 
the other States which have accepted the 
compulsory-jurisdiction clause. 

In the second place, the subject mat- 
ter, the possible settlement of interna- 
tional disputes through arbitration or 
judicial settlement, has always been con- 
sidered appropriate for senatorial ad- 
vice and consent, 
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Finally, inasmuch as the declaration 
involves new and important obligations 
for the United States, the use of the more 
formal treaty procedure would render 
impotent any possible objection to the 
declaration which might be raised on 
constitutional grounds. 

COMPULSORY JURISDICTION MEETS WITH PUBLIC 
APPROVAL 


Mr. President, rarely in my legislative 
experience have I encountered such an 
important measure with the people of the 
country so unanimously in support of it. 
The President and the Secretary of State 
have applauded it. The chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, in his re- 
markable report to the Senate on the 
Council of Foreign Ministers’ meetings in 
Paris, listed compulsory jurisdiction as 
one of the seven steps the United States 
should take at the earliest practicable 
moment in order to support the United 
Nations Charter. Fifteen Senators from 
both sides of the aisle sponsored the reso- 
lution. During the hearings conducted 
by the subcommittee every witness who 
appeared was enthusiastically in favor 
of it. Not a single letter or telegram was 
received against it. 

The wholehearted approval of the 
American people has been even more 
strikingly demonstrated by the fact that 
hundreds of public leaders and scores of 
great national organizations have en- 
thusiastically endorsed the resolution. 
On December 18, 1945, the house of dele- 
gates of the American Bar Association 
unanimously approved the acceptance 
of compulsory jurisdiction “at the earli- 
est practicable time.” The American So- 
ciety of International Law, the American 
Association of University Women, the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
the Federal Council of Churches, the 
National Education Asscciation, and 
many comparable groups have likewise 
formally expressed their approval. It 
was in complete harmony with this over- 
whelming public support that the For- 
eign Relations Committee, without a dis- 
senting vote, reported the resolution to 
the Senate for its favorable considera- 
tion. 

COMPULSORY JURISDICTION IN LINE WITH 

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 


If I interpret the statements of our 
leaders correctly, the heart of American 
foreign policy may be stated in these 
terms: Our overriding objective is world 
peace—a peace based upon justice and 
law and order and progress in the inter- 
national community. To achieve that 
goal we intend to observe scrupulously 
the principles and purposes of the United 
Nations Charter. And we intend to co- 
operate in every possible way within the 
framework of the United Nations to solve 
world problems as they arise. 

Our determination to back to the hilt 
the United Nations is a perfectly logical 
one. There can be no other choice. 
Either we cooperate earnestly and sin- 
cerely with the United Nations or, gam- 
bling with the greatest stakes of history, 
we risk plunging the world once more in- 
to darkness and destruction and death. 

Either we exert our joint efforts on be- 
half of peace or we invite once again the 
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disaster of selfish nationalism with each 
state getting what it can and the devil 
taking the hindmost. 

In short, Mr. President, we cannot 
afford to be niggardly in our cooperation 
with the United Nations. We must work 
wholeheartedly with every organ and 
agency of the United Nations, including 
the International Court of Justice. 

Since 1789 the United States has taken 
a leading role in the task of building a 
regime of law and order in the interna- 
tional community. Today we have a 
unique opportunity to continue that 
leadership. Actually, with our tremen- 
dous economic power and our military 
might, we are in a position to impose our 
will on many other nations of the world 
if we choose to do so. If, however, we 
agree to submit our legal controversies 
to the Court that decision may well mark 
the beginning of a new era in interna- 
tional relationships. 

But what would our position be if we 
should fail to act? In my opinion such 
a failure might be interpreted by other 
nations as an admission on our part that 
we prefer to rely on force and coercion 
rather than law and reason. 

You know and I know that the United 
States has no desire to impose its will on 
other states or take unfair advantage of 
them in any way. But we would be naive 
indeed if we were to assume that a mere 
repetition of this principle would con- 
vince other nations of our good inten- 
tions. In diplomacy actions speak much 
louder than mere words. Until we dem- 
onstrate in a concrete fashion our will- 
ingness to accept the impartial decisions 


. of the Court, we may have a hard time 


explaining to the small states in particu- 
lar the apparent disparity between what 
we say with respect to world peace and 
oe we are actually willing to do about 

Today, Mr. President, the Senate has 
a splendid opportunity to carry on the 
good work it started a year ago when 
it ratifed the Charter. Today it has an 
opportunity, at a crucial time in world 
history, to give impetus to the cause of 
the United Nations and world peace. It 
has an opportunity to give additional 
evidence to the world of our good faith. 
I hope the resolution will be adopted by 
an overwhelming vote. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I 
first want to compliment my distin- 
guished and learned colleague from Utah 
on the very splendid address he has de- 
livered on what I consider to be a very 
important subject. Last evening I took 
occasion to point out that in my opinion 
the resolution we are considering should 
be given the dignity of a treaty. Its 
language, in my opinion, required that 
it be considered in executive session. 
The requirement that it be adopted by a 
two-thirds majority indicated to me that 
at least it was entitled to the same con- 
sideration as a treaty. Some Senators 
in conversing with me about my position 
took the attitude that I was too tech- 
nical. But, Mr. President, I call the at- 
tention of the Senate to the fact that a 
constitutional question is never and 
should never be considered as a tech- 
nical question. . 
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I was highly gratified, Mr. President, 
when I walked into the Senate Chamber 
this afternoon, after having been called 
away on important business, to find that 
the Senate was considering the resolution 
in executive session. In my opinion that 
entirely removes any question that may 
be raised in the future as to whether or 
not we have acted according to our con- 
stitutional legislative processes, and in 
my opinion if the resolution is now 
adopted by a two-thirds majority in ex- 
ecutive session, the question of the juris- 
diction with which we vest the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice cannot be ques- 
tioned. That is why I took the position 
which I did last night. I get some sat- 
isfaction out of the fact that the position 
I took last evening on what was proper 
legislative procedure on this resolution 
may have had some influence in causing 
the Senate to go into executive session for 
the consideration thereof. I join with 
my colleague in expressing the hope that 
the resolution will be adopted. 

Mr. HILL obtained the floor. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President. 

Mr. HILL. I understand the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan desires 
to ask a question of the Senator from 
Utah. I yield to him for that purpose. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Sen- 
ator. I call the attention of the Senator 
from Utah to the committee report at 
page 6, and I want to ask for a clarifica- 
tion of the language in what purports to 
be the reply of Hon. Charles Fahy, legal 
adviser of the State Department, to the 
suggestions which were made by Mr. 
John Foster Dulles. I call the Senator’s 
attention to the fifth paragraph from 
the bottom of page 6, in which the legal 
adviser of the State Department is quoted 
as follows: 

Jurisdiction should. be compulsory only 
when all of the other parties to the dispute 
have previously accepted the compulsory 
jurisdiction of the court. 


Does that mean that it is the attitude 
of the State Department that jurisdic- 
tion should be compulsory only when all 
other parties to the dispute have previ- 
ously accepted the compulsory jurisdic- 
tion? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is my 
theory of reciprocity, and that is in keep- 
ing, I think, with the resolution itself. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yet the resolu- 
tion itself says that we accept compul- 
sory jurisdiction “without special agree- 
ment in relation to any other state ac- 
cepting the same obligation.” So I 
would think that the language of the 
resolution was directly contrary to the 
language of the recommendation by the 
State Department. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The language 
of the resolution is in keeping with the 
charter and with the scheme. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That was not 
my question. My question is whether or 
not it is in keeping with the recommen- 
dation of the State Department. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I think it is. 
I think there is no inconsistency, as I 
read the English language. For in- 
stance, article 36, dealing with the juris- 
diction of the Court, provides: 

1, The jurisdiction of the Court comprises 
all cases which the parties refer to it and 
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all matters specially provided for in the 
Charter of the United Nations or in treaties 
and conventions in force, 

2. The states parties to the present statute 
may at any time declare that they recognize 
as compulsory ipso facto and without special 
agreement, in relation to any other state 
accepting the same obligation, the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court in all legal disputes con- 
cerning— 


And so forth. The same obligations of 
reciprocity, to my mind at least, I will say 
to the Senator from Michigan, stand out 
clearly in that language, and there is 
no question in my mind either as to the 
meaning of the language of the Charter 
or the meaning of the resolution in this 
particular. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator 
will bear with me for a moment longer, 
I will say that I think we are all in agree- 
ment as to the objective we are seeking; 
but, of course, it is highly important that 
we should be sure we have reached the 
objective. Mr. Dulles, who certainly is 
one of the great friends of international 
jurisprudence, as the Senator knows, has 
raised a question whether the language 
of the resolution might not involve us 
in accepting jurisdiction in a multilat- 
eral dispute in which some one or more 
nations had not accepted jurisdiction. 
It is my understanding that it is the 
opinion of the Senator from Utah that 
if we confronted such a situation we 
would not be bound to submit to compul- 
sory jurisdiction in a multilateral case 
if all of the other nations involved in 
the multilateral situation had not them- 
selves accepted compulsory jurisdiction. 
Is that so? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is surely 
my understanding. I think reciprocity 
is complete. All the parties to the case 
must stand on exactly the same founda- 
tion, except that we may waive a right. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I notice that the 
committee report, at the top of page 7, 
deals with this precise point. It says that 
Mr. Dulles’ objection might be met by 
another subsection in the first proviso 
of the resolution, on page 2, after line 14, 
reading as follows: 


(c) Disputes arising under a multilaterial 
treaty, unless (1) all parties to the treaty 
affected by the decision are also parties to 
the case before the court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction. 


As I understand the Senator from 
Utah, he agrees with me that the situa- 
tion defined in this suggested reservation 
is the situation which would exist with- 
out the reservation. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is true; 
and since the Senator has used the word 
“reservation” I think that word is one 
that can well be avoided and dispensed 
with in the reSolution, because the reso- 
lution is initiated by the Senate. It is 
not a part of an agreement with another 
nation. So that which the Senator has 
called a reservation would be a simple 
amendment to the resolution. I think 
it is better for us to realize that we are 
dealing from the beginning with this 
question, and if the Senator wishes to be 
doubly assured on a point with respect 
to which the Senator from Utah is al- 
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ready completely assured, I see no ob- 
jection to the addition of: 

(e) Disputes arising under a multilaterial 
treaty, unless (1) all parties to the treaty af- 
fected by the decision are also parties to the 
case before the court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction. 


The only thing the Senator from Utah 
is constantly thinking about is that it 
would be disastrous to the whole United 
Nations structure, after we have gone 
through the process of accepting the ob- 
ligations of the United Nations and mak- 
ing a treaty with other nations of the 
world to live up to the United Nations 
structure, for the United States Senate 
to pass any measure which would in any 
way affect the structure of the United 
Nations. That is my stand. I would 
guard against any such action. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I quite agree 
with what the Senator from Utah has 
said regarding my inadvertent use of the 
word “reservation.” 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I do not want 
anything which we do here to be labeled 
as a reservation. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I quite agree 
with the Senator. That was merely a 
colloquialism so far as I was concerned. 

I was thinking of the addition, on page 
2, after line 14, of the precise language 
suggested in the committee report itself, 
namely: E 

(c) Disputes arising under a multilateral 
treaty unless (1) all parties to the treaty 
affected by the decision are also parties to 
the case before the Court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction, 


It is my understanding that the able 
Senator from Utah would not object to 
the addition of that language in the 
pending resolution. I agree with him 
that it would not be a reservation. 
Surely we have the original authority, 
without jeopardizing our objective at 
all, to add a third definition under the 
proviso in the resolution. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Personally, I 
would be willing to go even further than 
does the Senator from Michigan on this 
single point. Under subclause (2) I 
would be willing to say, “The United 
States and other parties specially agree 
to jurisdiction.” I think that is exactly 
what reciprocity means. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tun- 
NELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Utah yield to the Senator from 
Michigan? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I agree with the 
Senator that that is what reciprocity 
means. In view of my very great re- 
spect for the judicial opinions of Mr. 
John Foster Dulles in this area of juris- 
prudence, I would be happier if we could 
spell it out, if the Senator agrees that 
that would be proper. At the appro- 
priate time I shall offer such an amend- 
ment, and I understand that it will be 
with the approval of the Senator from 
Utah. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the 
author of the resolution, I accept the 
suggestion of the Senator from Mich- 
igan. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
today, August 1, 1946, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 346. An act to amend section 21 of the 
act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 184; 28 U. S. C., 
sec. 597) prescribing fees of United States 
commissioners; 

S. 619. An act to amend the act of June 8, 
1936, relating to vocational education, so as 
to provide for the further development of 
vocational education in the several States 
and Territories; 

S. 1466. An act authorizing rehabilitation 
on the island of Guam; 

S. 1549. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Duane N. Thompson; 

8.1636. An act to amend the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 to designate the Department 
of State as the disposal agency for surplus 
property outside the continental United 
States, its Territories and possessions, and for 
other purposes; 

S.1674. An act for the relief of Michael 
Joseph Bennett, a minor; 

S. 1717. An act for the development and 
control of atomic energy; and 

S. 1751. An act for the relief of Wayne 
Parker, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Doucuton of North 
Carolina, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. ROBERTSON of 
Virginia, Mr. Murs, Mr. Knutson, Mr. 
Reep. of New York, and Mr. WOODRUFF 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. 
J. Res. 380) making additional appro- 
priations for the fiscal year 1947, and for 
other purposes; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
Mr. Cannon of Missouri, Mr. RABAUT, 
Mr. THOMAS of Texas, Mr. WIGGLESwoRTH, 
and Mr. DIRKSEN were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution, and they were signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

S. 191. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the States 
for surveying their hospitals and public- 
health centers and for planning construction 
of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction; 

S. 528. An act for the relief of Thaddeus C. 
Knight; 

S. 881. An act authorizing the President 
of the United States to award posthumously 
in the name of Congress a Medal of Honor 
to William Mitchell; 

S. 1258. An act to enable debtor railroad 
corporations, whose properties during a 
period of 7 years have provided sufficient 
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earnings to pay fixed charges, to effect a 
readjustment of their financial structures; 
to alter or modify their financial obligations, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2020. An act granting a right-of-way 
at a revised location to the West Shore Rail- 
road Co., the New York Central Railroad Co., 
lessee, across a portion of the military reser- 
vation at West Point; 

S. 2236. An act providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war; 

S. 2304. An act to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2318. An act to amend the act of May 
11, 1938, for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2401. An act to amend the act of May 4, 
1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, to au- 
thorize the President to appoint 250 acting 
assistant surgeons for temporary service; 

S. 2419. An act to amend further the act 
of April 6, 1938, as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941, entitled “An act authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange sites 
at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for Coast 
Guard purposes”; 

S. 2426. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of 
the Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lin- 
coln County, S. Dak.; y 

H. R. 4051. An act to grant to personnel of 
the armed forces equal treatment in the 
matter of leave, and for other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 84. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of a 
statue of Nathar Hale. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


As in legislative session, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tun- 
NELL in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate a message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives announcing its disagreement 
to the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code, and for other purposes, and re- 
questing a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. . 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, agree to the request of the House 
for a conference, and that the Chair ap- 
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. GEORGE, 
Mr. WALSH, Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. CONNALLY, 
Mr. La FOLLETTE, Mr. VANDENBERG, and 
Mr. Tarr conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, on June 13 
last the Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor reported favorably Senate bill 
181, a Federal aid to education bill, intro- 
duced by my two distinguished colleagues 
the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Tuomas] and the senior Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. Tarr] and myself. 

It is to me a matter of profound regret 
that the necessity for the consideration 
by the Senate of urgent legislation for 
reconversion from war to peace has made 
it impossible to bring the Federal aid bill 
to the Senate floor for debate and pas- 
sage. This regret is all the more pro- 
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nounced in view of the strong position 
taken on the bill by the Committee on 
Education and Labor and in view of my 
belief, with which others concur, that the 
bill as reported by the committee has the 
support of a substantial majority of the 
Members of the United States Senate. 

The bill undertakes to strengthen our 
Nation where the most disturbing threat 
to our national well-being now exists. I 
refer to the education of American youth. ` 
We have approximately 24,000,000 young 
people enrolled in our public schools. As 
the evidence before the Committee on 
Education and Labor discloses, a large 
proportion of America’s children is en- 
rolled in classrooms that are substandard 
as a result of overcrowding, lack of facili- 
ties, and poorly qualified teachers. In 
addition, more than 2,000,000 young peo- 
ple, children of school age, are not en- 
rolled in any school. We are in the 
midst of a far-reaching educational de- 
pression, not because it is necessary or 
inevitable but because we have failed to 
come to grips with the problem and take 
action to remedy the situation. 

Our experiences during the recent war, 
like those in World War I, uncovered 
startling conditions which must be cor- 
rected. During the recent war we re- 
jected because of educational deficiencies 
almost as many men as we deployed in 
combat divisions throughout the Pacific. 
We rejected more than 2,000,000 for 
other deficiencies which for the most 
part could have been prevented through 
an adequately supported public-school 
program. Our national wellbeing de- 
mands that the Federal Government, 
through wise and comprehensive poli- 
cies, assist the States in financing the 
education of our young people. This it 
must do if we are to keep our Nation 
strong. As provided in the bill, such aid 
must be extended to the States without 
impairment of State control over educa- 
tion. 

The Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor has found that many of our 
States, after making great efforts to pro- 
vide good schools, are unable to finance 
the kind of educational opportunity 
which the children of our Nation need. 
The war has widened the gap between 
many of our States in their financial 
ability to support education. The differ- 
ences in educational opportunity among 
the States today range as high as 60 to 1 
when measured in terms of expenditures 
per classroom unit. These differences 
will increase in the days ahead unless the 
Federal Government acts to correct the 
condition. 

The extent to which our Nation will be 
great in the years aliead will depend up- 
on the intelligence and character we cul- 
tivate in our youth. Whether our Na- 
tion will lead or whether it will follow in 
world affairs; whether it will be strong 
or whether it will be weak will depend 
upon the education of our young people. 

The Federal-aid-to-education bill is the 
unfinished business of the Congress. I 
wish to pay tribute to the loyalty of the 
hundreds of thousands of school teachers 
in the Nation who, at great personal sac- 
rifice to themselves, remained at their 
important work during the war years. 
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Through their National Education Asso- 
ciation, and through the affiliated State 
and local organizations, they have time 
and again over the past decade patiently 
and emphatically brought to the atten- 
tion of Congress the compelling need for 
Federal assistance to provide acequate 
educational opportunity for America’s 
children, I want to express my appre- 
ciation particularly to Dr. Willard E. 
Givens and Dr. R. B. Marston, of the Na- 
tional Education Association, for the in- 
valuable help and support which they 
have given our efforts in behalf of the 
bill. 

I have worked for more than a decade 
for Federal aid to education. I shall 
continue to press for Federal aid to edu- 
cation. When the new Congress con- 
venes, it seems to me its first days should 
be distinguished by enactment of legis- 
lation as embodied in Senate bill 181. 
There is no reason for delay with further 
hearings. We have the facts. We know 
the need. We must have action. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment briefly on the bill which has 
been discussed by the senior Senator 
from Alabama. He and I worked out the 
revision of the bill, or the substitute bill, 
which now is pending in the Senate. 

I regret very much that we were com- 
pelled to decide that it was not advisable 
to press for passage of the bill at this 
time. We reached that decision because 
it was felt to be impossible to get the 
bill through the House during the present 
session, and we did not wish to take the 
time to have the Senate debate and pass 
the bill when it did not seem possible to 
have it enacted into law. We do pro- 
pose to have the Congress consider it 
again, and it will be necessary to bring 
it before the Senate at a future time. 

In general, Mr. President, I have felt 
very strongly that education is a State 
and local responsibility. I think that 
unless we can maintain the independence 
and the power of the State and local gov- 
ernments to control the education of their 
own children the Federal Government 
should take no action. It was because of 
my fear of that that at times I have 
opposed the different proposals, and I am 
still opposed to certain proposals for 
Federal aid to education. 

However, the difficulty which has de- 
veloped during the study we have given 
to the problem is that in many States, 
although they are devoting to education 
as much as or more than the average 
amount, on the basis of their wealth and 
the current income spent on education by 
the entire Nation, nevertheless they are 
unable to provide an adequate basic mini- 
mum education for their children, due to 
the great difference in income as between 
the States. The figures in that connec- 
tion have often been questioned, but to- 
day we have fairly reliable figures regard- 
ing the income of the people of each 
State. Those figures show that the in- 
comes of the States vary greatly; they 
run all the way from a point between 
$1,100 and $1,200 per capita in Connecti- 
cut down to a figure somewhere between 
$300 and $400 per capita in Mississippi. 

So I feel that the Federal Government 
does have a responsibility to see that 
every child in the United States has at 
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least a minimum education in order that 
each child may have the opportunity 
which lies at the very base of the whole 
system of our Republic. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it has seemed 
to me that the Federal Government has 
to help, and that we have to impose safe- 
guards to see that such help does not re- 
sult in Federal interference with the op- 
eration and administration of the schools 
of the various localities and States. I 
think the Federal Government’s obliga- 
tion is merely a supplementary one. The 
bill we have presented makes it a supple- 
mentary obligation. 

I may say that the States which have 
had such low incomes that they have 
been unable to provide an adequate edu- 
cation for all their children are in even 
a worse situation today, because the in- 
flation of wages and prices is such that 
it is necessary to increase the salaries of 
teachers if the teachers are to receive 
anything like equal treatment with other 
salaried persons; and even then probably 
they will not quite receive equal treat- 
ment. The difficulty of providing more 
revenue from State incomes is great. It 
requires a considerable number of years 
to adjust the tax system so as to produce 
a greater income, even though the dollar 
income of the people of the State has in- 
creased. 

The plan presented in this bill is based 
on the theory that before any State shall 
receive Federal aid to education it must 
put up 2.2 percent of the income of its 
people for education. That is somewhat 
more than the present average through- 
out the United States. We give the 
States 3 or 4 years to reach that result; 
but they must reach it if they are to re- 
ceive any Federal aid. Then we require 
that when that Federal aid is received 
the Federal and State funds shall be so 
distributed that every school district in 
the State, which means every child in the 
State, must receive at least $40 a child a 
year for the education which is provided. 
That is a very low standard. Of course, 
that is the minimum which a State may 
provide. The various States have con- 
siderable differences in respect to the cost 
of education in rural districts and the 
cost of education in the larger cities. I 
do not think we can stop with that 
minimum. 

The facts show that there are districts 
in which only $12 a year is spent on the 
education of each child. Certainly we 
can make a substantial improvement in 
that situation with this bill at a cost to 
the Federal Government of approximate- 
ly $225,000,000 a year. Once we reach 
that standard it may be that the poorer 
States will have been brought up in in- 
come, or it may be that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will have to go further in order 
to raise the standard still higher. But 
as a start we think this bill will make 
possible, for the next 3 or 4 years, a sub- 
stantial improvement in education in the 
States which do not have sufficient money 
to provide a minimum basic education 
for all the children in the State. 

I do not need to expain the rather com- 
plicated formula, but the theory of it is 
what I have advocated, and the bill works 
out the theory successfully. I may say 
that the formula does not give any aid 
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to a good many of the States of the Un- 
ion. Inasmuch as many of the States 
are able to provide a good basic educa- 
tion for their children, if we were to un- 
dertake to provide aid to all the States, it 
would mean that we would be paying to 
States which already are providing a 
good basic education for their childen 
money which is needed by States which 
are not able to provide such an education 
at the present time. 

There has been considerable discussion 
as to whether the money should go to 
public or private schools. Regardless of 
the theory as to whether the money 
should go to private schools, it is per- 
fectly clear to me that we cannot give 
aid to private schools in a State the 
policy of which is to deny such aid. If 


a State has a system of education based 


on public schools, then it seems to me 
that if the Federal Government never- 
theless provided aid to private schools in 
that State, it would be doing what I think 
it never should do, namely, interfering 
with the administration and policy of 
education of the State and its local gov- 
ernments. That is what the Federal Gov- 
ernment would do if it undertook to by- 
pass the States, and to give aid to private 
schools in States which prohibit the giv- 
ing of such aid. The only basis on which 
I would be willing to provide Federal aid 
is one under which the administration 
and the determination of policy as to 
education would be made by the States 
and by the local governments which ac- 
tually provide the education. If we ever 
reach a point where the Federal Govern- 
ment begins to interfere with policy as 
to education, then I think we shall be on 
very dangerous ground, for then the Fed- 
eral Government will gradually begin to 
-dictate as to the kind of education which 
will be received by children and will con- 
trol their education in very much the 
same way as is done in totalitarian 
states. 

So, Mr. President, I merely wish to say 
that I am very sorry indeed that we are 
not able to secure the passage of this bill 
this year; but I feel confident that when 
the Senate reconvenes, and comes to 
consider the matter, it will find that the 
bill prescribes a sound policy of Federal 
‘aid to education, and avoids the dangers 
relative to such a system. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I wish to 
add just a word to the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL] and the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] in reference 
to Senate bill 181. As a member of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, and 
having listened to the testimony given 
in regard to this educational bill, and be- 
ing greatly impressed with the issues in- 
volved in this matter, I should like to pay 
a tribute to the Senator from Alabama 
and the Senator from Ohio for what I 
consider to be the outstanding work they 
did in reviewing the testimony, consider- 
ing the various drafts of the bill which 
were presented, and giving us a bill which 
focuses on the fundamental principle in- 
volved in the educational situation, name- 
ly, equality of opportunity in education 
for every child born in the United States, 
no matter how poor his circumstances 
may be. 


1946 


Mr. President, I come from a State 
which is classified under the formula as 
one of the wealthiest States of the Union. 
I am glad to speak for this bill because 
my State will not gain one cent from 
the formula. I am proud to say that I 
have conferred with the Governor and 
with the Commissioner of Education of 
my State, and they are wholehearted 
in their support of a program of this 
kind. The program will take a part of 
the income of my State, but the money 
will be spent in areas where the people 
are not so privileged as those in my 
State, and the use of the money will con- 
tribute toward bringing up the level of 
education of those persons who are less 
fortunate than are the people of my 
State. I am proud to say that the au- 
thorities of New Jersey are glad to have 
me cooperate in having enacted into law 
a bill of this kind. and have approved 
my support of it. Nothing is more im- 
portant in the postwar period than mak- 
ing it possible for all children in this 
country irrespective of their economic 
condition to have equal opportunities in 
obtaining educations. That is the 
greatest social service which can be ren- 
dered for the future generations. I am 
glad to identify myself with this impor- 
tant bill introduced by my colleagues. 


ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURISDIC- 
TION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution (S. Res. 196) propos- 
ing acceptance by the United States Gov- 
ernment of compulsory jurisdiction of 
International Court of Justice. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
desire to revert for a moment to Senate 
Resolution 196. In a few minutes I 
shall probably be called from the floor 


for a conference committee, so I wonder 


whether we can conclude the matter upon 
which we have found rather complete 
agreement. 

I offer to the pending joint resolution 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. It has the ap- 
proval, as I understand,.of the Senator 
from Utah and also the Senator from 
Oregon. I may add that I consulted the 
Senator from Vermont, for whose opin- 
ion I have great regard, and he also 
agrees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, after 
line 14, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: , 

c. Disputes arising under a multilateral 
treaty, unless (1) all parties to the treaty 
affected by the decision are also parties to 
the case before the Court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction. 


Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
think the amendment was fully explained 
before, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mich- 
igan. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I am one 
of the original sponsors of Senate Res- 
olution 196, and shall vote for it. 
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The International Court of Justice is 
dealt with in chapter 14 of the United 
Nations Agreement, articles 92 to 96, in- 
clusive, which are as follows: 


CHAPTER XIV, THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 


ARTICLE 92 


The International Court of Justice shall be 
the principal judicial organ of the United 
Nations, It shall function in accordance 
with the annexed Statute, which is based 
upon the Statute of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice and forms an integral 
part of the present Charter. 

ARTICLE 93 

1. All Members of the United Nations are 
ipso facto parties to the Statute of the In- 
ternational Court of Justice. 

2. A state which is not a Member of the 
United Nations may become a party to the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice 
on conditions to be determined in each case 
by the General Assembly upon the recom- 
mendation of the Security Council. 


ARTICLE 94 


1. Each Member of the United Nations un- 
dertakes to comply with the decision of the 
International Court of Justice in any case 
to which it is a party. ; 

2. If any party to a case fails to perform 
the obligations incumbent upon it under 
a judgment rendered by the Court, the other 
party may have recourse to the Security 
Council, which may, if it deems necessary, 
make recommendations or decide upon 
measures to be taken to give effect to the 
judgment. 

ARTICLE 95 

Nothing in the present Charter shall pre- 
vent Members of the United Nations from 
entrusting the solution of their differences 
to other tribunals by virtue of agreements 
already in existence or which may be con- 
cluded in the future, 

ARTICLE 96 

1. The General Assembly or the Security 
Council may request the International Court 
of Justice to give an advisory opinion on 
any legal question. 

2. Other organs of the United Nations and 
specialized agencies, which may at any time 
be so authorized by the General Assembly, 
may also request advisory opinions of the 
Court on legal questions arising within the 
scope of their activities. 


It will be noted that the resolution 
refers to a declaration under paragraph 2 
of article 36 of the Statute of the Inter- 
national Court of Justice. That article 
reads as follows: 

ARTICLE 36 


1. The jurisdiction of the Court comprises 
all cases which the parties refer to it and all 
matters specially provided for in the Charter 
of the United Nations or in treaties and con- 
ventions in force. 

2. The states parties to the present Statute 
may at any time declare that they recognize 
as compulsory ipso facto and without special 
agreement, in relation to any other state ac- 
cepting the same obligation, the jurisdiction 
of the Court in all legal disputes concerning: 

a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

b. any question of international law; 

c. the existence of any fact which, if estab- 
lished, would constitute a breach of an inter- 
national obligation; 

d. the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation. 

3. The declarations referred to above may 
be made unconditionally or on condition of 
reciprocity on the part of several or certain 
states, or for a certain time. 
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4. Such declarations shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Na- 
tions, who shall transmit copies thereof to 


the parties to the statute and to the registrar 


of the Court. 

5. Declarations made under article 36 of 
the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice and which are still in force 
shall be deemed, as between the parties to 
the present Statute, to be acceptances of the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice for the period which they 
still have to run and in accordance with their 
terms. 

6. In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court. 


Under the resolution the United States 
would accept jurisdiction of the Inter- 
national Court of Justice in all legal 
disputes hereinafter raised concerning 
(a) interpretation of treaties, (b) any 
question of international law, (c) exist- 
ence of any act which, if established, 
would constitute a breach of interna- 
tional obligation, (d) the nature or ex- 
tent of the reparations to be made for 
the breach of an international obligation. 

However, the resolution contains a 
provision reading as follows: 

Provided, That such declaration shall not 
apply to— 

(a) disputes the solution of which the 
parties shall entrust to other tribunals by 
virtue of agreements already in existence or 
which may be concluded in the future; or 

(b) disputes with regard to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States: Provided jurther, 
That such declaration shall remain in force 
for a period of 5 years and thereafter until 
the expiration of 6 months after notice may 
be given to terminate the declaration, 


Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for an inquiry? 

Mr. WILEY. Ishould like first to con- 
clude with my statement regarding legal 
disputes. 

(e) Disputes arising under a multi- 
lateral treaty unless (1) all parties to a 
treaty affected by the decision are also 
parties to the case before the Court, or 
(2) the United States specially agrees to 
such jurisdiction. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield in order that I may 
make an inquiry? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL., The Senator has read 
provisions which are incorporated in the 
resolution. Among those provisions are: 
“(b) disputes with regard to matters 
which are essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States.” 

Mr. President, I wish to say that I 
approach a consideration of this resolu- 
tion as one who has long been in favor 
of the United States adhering to a Per- 
manent Court of International Justice. I 
was in favor of such in respect to the 
former court. But I should like to ask 
the opinion of the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin on this point: Suppose that the court 
itself should take the position that a 
specific question presented to it was not 
a matter essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States. Is it 
the judgment of the Senator that the 
provision in article 36 of the statute of 
the Court which reads: “In the event 
of a dispute as to whether the Court 
has jurisdiction, the matter shall be 
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settled by the decision of the Court”, 
can be interpreted as meaning that the 
Court could decide whether or not the 
specific matter in controversy were one 
which was essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States, or 
whether the United States itself could 
undertake to make that determination? 

Before the Senator answers the ques- 
tion I wish to say that I believe the same 
thought was in the mind of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Georgia yester- 
day when he said: 

Whether this International Court itself, by 
the acceptance of compulsory jurisdiction 
upon our part, acquires the function of de- 
termining whether a question is essentially 
a domestic question or whether the Court 
itself has the final right to say whether any 
juridical matter submitted to it involves a 
domestic question. 


My question is this: If a particular 
question comes before the Court and the 
United States says that the matter in- 
volved is essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States, does 
the Court of International Justice, under 
the provision which I have read, namely, 
“In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter 
shall be settled by the decision of the 
Court”, have the right to determine 
whether the matter is or is not one es- 
sentially within the domestic jurisdiction 
of the United States? . 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I read 
section 7 of article II setting forth the 
principles of the United Nations Charter: 

Nothing contained in the present Charter 
shall authorize the United Nations to inter- 
vene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state or 
shall require the members to submit such 
matters to settlement under the present 
Charter, but this principle shall not prej- 
udice the application of enforcement meas- 
ures under chapter VII, 


In answering the specific question of 
the Senator from Missouri, it seems to 
me that if a nation, for example, the 
United States Government, takes the 
position that the controverted matter is 
one which comes within its domestic 
jurisdiction, the decision of the United 
States, I assume, unless there was some 
clear ground for a difference of opinion 
with regard to the matter, would be 
final. In other words, the question would 
not be submitted. 

But there is the other part of the 
provision which states, “or shall require 
the members to submit such matters to 
settlement under the present charter,” 
and so forth. 

I assume that if it were a close ques- 
tion we could take the position that the 
basic law of the Charter stated that we 
were not compelled to submit the con- 
troversy. 

If the Senator has any specific hypo- 
thetical case in mind perhaps it might 
illuminate the situation. 

Mr. DONNELL. I have no specific il- 
lustration to give. I recall the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah making a 
statement with reference to immigra- 
tion being essentially within the domes- 
tic jurisdiction of the United States. I 
believe that I quote him correctly. Let 
us take, for example, the question of 


immigration. 
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Another nation, taking 
the position before the Court of Interna- 
tional Justice that immigration was not 
a matter essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States, might 
institute a proceeding before the Court of 
International Justice for an adjudica- 
tion of the question. Suppose that the 
United States pleads that the matter is 
one essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States. Suppose 
further that the Court undertakes to 
decide the question, and decides that 
the matter is not one coming essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the 
United States. Is the decision of the 
Court final and determinating, or does 
the language in Senate Resolution 196 
entitle the United States to withdraw 
from a submission of the question to the 
Court, even though it was haled into 
Court by the other nation? 

Mr. WILEY. My personal opinion is 
that if the question was a close cne and 
the United States pleaded that the Court 
did not have jurisdiction, and the Court 
held that it did have jurisdiction, the 
question would be presented of whether 
or not we would abide by the judicial 
process. History demonstrates that 
other nations have violated agreements 
but the United States has a reputation 
for keeping them. The question is one 
for the United States in the first in- 
stance to decide. If the Court held 
against the United States, then the ques- 
tion of what power the Court had to 
enforce its judgment would arise. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I ask the 
Senator, with his permission, one further 
question? Has the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate, so far 
as the Senator knows, arrived at a con- 
clusion on the hypothetical question 
which I submitted, namely, to make it 
concrete, if the United States says that a 
matter presented, upon which it has 
been haled into Court by another nation, 
is a matter essentially within the domes- 
tic jurisdiction of the United States, does 
the Court itself, under the power I have 
read—“in the event of a dispute as to 
whether the Court has jurisdiction the 
matter shall be settled by the decision of 
the Court“ —have the power to deter- 
mine for itself whether it possesses juris- 
diction, and overrule the, contention of 
the United States, if the Court deems 
that it is not.a matter essentially with- 
in the domestic jurisdiction of the 
United States? Has the Committee on 
Foreign Relations arrived at a conclu- 
sion on that specific question, so far as 
the Senator knows? 

Mr. WILEY. In answer to the 
Senator’s question, I must say that at 
no time when I was present was that 
specific matter discussed. But I was not 
a member of the subcommittee. Per- 
haps we can gain light from the Senator 
who was chairman, my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
La FOLLETTE]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I think there is only one way to answer 
a question of that kind, that so far as 
jurisdiction is concerned, that question is 
left with the Court itself to decide. Let 
us remember that the Court is going to 
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develop a rule of law. It has no rule of 
law as to purely domestic questions, 
because international law does not deal 
with domestic questions. in the first 
place, the Senator would have to discover 
some subject which is a domestic ques- 
tion, upon which international law has 
already passed. 

Let us for a moment or two put our- 
selves into the frame of mind in which 
the founding fathers found themselves 
when Marshall started handing down 
constitutional law in America, and came 
to the place where he was able to say, 
“Gentlemen, it is a constitution we are 
interpreting’—whatever his words were, 
he meant something like that—“a con- 
stitution which is set up to last forever.” 

International law, in the sense of be- 
ing built upon the decisions rendered by 
the International Court, is something 
which is in the process of growth. The 
‘Court must act in conformity with the 
fundamental rules of the United Nations. 
It must act in conformity with interna- 
tional law which has already become uni- 
versally recognized as law between na- 
tions, and it must act in conformity with 
its own rule, which is developing. 

I suggested the question of immigra- 
tion, becauge that is one we are most 
fearful of, as well as the question of 
tariffs, to show that so far as interna- 
tional law is concerned, on those subjects 
there is a void, and that no one of those 
questions could possibly come before the 
International Court until the law had 
developed to such a degree that it would 
be before the Court. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, some- 
thing bearing directly on the point has 
been called to my attention by the Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. Austin]. I read 
first from chapter 1 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, “Purposes and prin- 
ciples.” 

ARTICLE I 

The purposes of the United Nations are: 

1. To maintain international peace and se- 
curity— 


With the emphasis on “international.” 

To maintain international peace and se- 
curity, and to that end: To take effective col- 
lective measures for the prevention and re- 
moval of threats to the peace, and for the 
suppression of acts of aggression or other 
breaches of the peace, and to bring about 
by peaceful means, and in conformity with 
the principles of justice and international 
law, adjustment or settlement of interna- 
tional disputes or situations which might 
lead to a breach of the peace. 


Now we come to the question of 
whether or not it is a domestic matter. 
The whole purpose of the Charter and 
the creation of the United Nations is to 
bring into being an organization which 
will handle international disputes, but I 
am trying to conceive of a situation in 
which before this Court there might be a 
mixed matter, and we might, in sub- 
stance, say to the Court, “This is none 
of your business,” and the Court might 
say, “We think there is a possible inter- 
national issue.” 

In that case, it would seem to me, it 
would be up to our representatives to 
present the matter clearly, in a judicial, 
legal manner, and if the Court were to 
hold that there was a mixed problem, we 
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would abide by the decision. That is the 
very purpose of the Court. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator thinks, 
then, that the decision of the Court as to 
whether the matter is essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States would be determinative and con- 
clusive as a decision? 

Mr. WILEY. Outside the question of 
national authority,.if the decision of the 
Court were to outrage common sense 
and public opinion, and it were shown 
that the Court was packed, no; but if 
it appeared that the better way was to 
follow the judicial attitude, I would say 
yes. The very purpose is to submit to 
this higher body problems involving in- 
ternational disputes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thought the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Missouri pro- 
pounded a very pertinent question when 
he asked what was the opinion of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. It 
seems to me we can get some enlighten- 
ment on that from the report. 

Let me invite the Senator’s attention to 
page 5 of the report of the committee, 
starting with the third full paragraph. 
I quote: 

The fifth limitation is that the proposed 
declaration shall not apply to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States. A provision 
similar in principle is found in article 2, 
paragraph 7, of the Charter, providing that 
nothing in the Charter shall authorize the 
organization to intervene in essentially do- 
mestic matters. The committee feels that 
the principle is also implicit in the nature 
of international law, which, under article 38, 
paragraph 1, of the statute, it is the duty of 
the Court to apply. International law is, 
by definition, the body of rights and duties 
governing states in their relations with each 
other and. es not, therefore, concern itself 
with matters of domestic jurisdiction. The 
question of what is properly a matter of in- 
ternational law is, in case of dispute, appro- 
priate for decision by the Court itself, since 
if it were left to the decision of each in- 
dividual state, it would be possible to with- 
hold any case from adjudication on the plea 
that it is a matter of domestic jurisdiction. 
It is plainly the intention of the statute that 
such questions should be decided by the 
Court, since article 36, paragraph 6, pro- 
vides: 

“In the event of a dispute as to whether the 
Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall be 
settled by the decision of the Court.” 

It was also brought to the attention of 
the subcommittee that a number of states, in 
filing declarations under the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, 
interposed reservations similar to that of 
the resolution under consideration, but in no 
case did they reserve to themselves the right 
of decision. The committee therefore de- 
cided that a reservation of the right of de- 
cision as to what are matters essentially with- 
in domestic jurisdiction would tend to de- 
feat the purposes which it is hoped to 
achieve by means of the proposed declara- 
tion as well as the purpose of article 36, para- 
graphs 2 and 6, of the Statute of the Court. 


I have no comment to makè at this 
time other than that is, I believe, an 
answer to the question asked by the Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. DONNELL, I very much appreci- 
ate the courtesy of the Senator in calling 
that to my attention. 
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Mr. WILEY. I call attention particu- 
larly to the fact that the forepart of that 
which has been read has special appli- 
cation to subdivision “b” of the resolu- 
tion, “any question of international law.” 

In the years before we became involved 
in the Second World War we had a great 
many disputes on the floor of the Senate 
as to what was international law, and 
sometime in the future, perhaps, some- 
one will write up that history and show 
how great minds in the Senate differed 
as to what international law was. There- 
fore, I take it to be all important that 
this court be given the authority to de- 
termine any and all questions of inter- 
national law. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will suffer an interruption. 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I should like 
first of all to say that,in my humble judg- 
ment, the legislative history of this res- 
olution, including the report of the 
august Committee on Foreign Relations, 
of which I have the honor to be a mem- 
ber, has no bearing so far as the Inter- 
national Court is concerned. We may 
make legislative history to some extent 
concerning domestic legislation, but obvi- 
ously we must say what we mean in this 
resolution, because certainly the Court 
will be under no obligation to look back 
to the legislative history which we make 
here today. 

I think it is clear from the report and 
from the resolution that it is the intent 
of the resolution to leave with the Inter- 
national Court the determination, if any 
dispute shall arise, as to what is and what 
is not a domestic question. I think the 
Senate should face that issue clearly. 

If the Senator will pardon me further, 
this does not affect only international 
law, but if Senators will turn to article 
38 of the Court statute, they will find 
the Court’s function is to decide in ac- 
cordance with international law such dis- 
putes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 


(a) international conventions, whether 
general or particular, establishing rules ex- 
pressly recognized by the contesting states; 

(b) international custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law; 

(c) the general principles of law recognized 
by civilized nations; 

(d) subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the vari- 
ous nations, as subsidiary means for the 
determination of rules of law. 


It seems to me clear, Mr. President, 
that we are not only in this resolution 
submitting the principles of international 
law so far as domestic problems or ques- 
tions are concerned, but under this 
article we are submitting the writings of 
recognized publicists on the subject. 
Therefore it seems to me that we should 
recognize that there is validity in Mr. 
Dulles’ memorandum when he calls at- 
tention to the fact that— 

Article 38 of the statute goes on to recog- 
nize as international law not merely inter- 
national conventions, but international cus- 
tom, general principles of law recognized by 
civilized nations, and the of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the vari- 
ous nations. If the applicable rule of in- 
ternational law is so uncertain that resort 
must be had to alleged custom, teachings, 
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etc., then the Court can scarcely avoid 
indulging in a large amount oj. judicial legis- 
lation or political expediency. 


If the Senator will pardon me, and I 
have already trespassed too long on his 
time, I want to read Mr. Dulles’ comment 
on this very question of domestic juris- 
diction. He said: 

Compulsory jurisdiction of the Court 
should not extend to matters which are es- 
sentially within the domestic jurisdiction of 
the United States. 


His comment on that statement is: 

Article 2 (7) of the Charter, among other 
things provides, in substance, that nothing 
contained in the present Charter shall require 
the members to submit to settlement under 
the Charter matters which are essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of any state. 
The declaration under the statute should 
preserve, and not seem to waive, that limita- 
tion. 


My view is that the language now con- 
tained in this resolution does waive that 
question, and leaves it within the power 
and jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice to determine, whenever 
any question affecting the domestic 
policy of the United States comes before 
it, whether that is a domestic or an inter- 
national problem, and that the United 
States cannot in any way, shape, or man- 
ner, after adopting this resolution, refuse 
to abide by the decision of the Court on 
an issue of that kind. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I wish to 
discuss article 38, which my associate 
has commented on, which provides that: 

The Court, whose function is to decide in 
accordance with international law such dis- 
putes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 

(a) international conventions; 

(b) international custom; 

(c) the general provisions of law recog- 
nized by civilized nations; 

(d) subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the various 
nations. 


And so forth. In relation to that I 
wish to say that we all know that before 
and during the Second World War to a 
large extent the validity of international 
law simply disappeared. Nations have 
breached their treaties and their con- 
ventions, and thus they broke the silver 
link which was supposed to bind them 
together. Article 38 provides the source 
material for the International Court of 
Justice in its almost semilegislative au- 
thority, like our own Supreme Court un- 
der John Marshall; it will be a great op- 
portunity for the Court, headed, as has 
been suggested by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Utah, by great international 
lawyers, to write a new international law, 
and that is the only way we can proceed. 
In view of the fact that the resolution 
contains an escape clause after 5 years— 
the testing period—and in view of the 
fact that the men who will sit on this 
Court will be dedicated to the greatest 
job in the world, I believe they will know 
what a domestic issue is, as well as we do, 
and why should we interject into this 
discussion the fear that men who have 
dedicated their lives to the study and 
practice of international law should 
falter in doing their duty on this high 
plane? But I say again that if any court 
to whose jurisdiction we submit should 
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in this period of the world’s history be 
negligent of its obligations, or criminal, 
if you please, or politically corrupt, then 
I say the public conscience of the world 
would sustain any government that 
would say “No.” 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. I am not sure that I 
understood the Senator’s exact comment, 
but I understood him to say that he 
did not understand why the question 
of domestic jurisdiction was injected into 
this debate. 

Mr. WILEY. I believe the Senator mis- 
understood me. 

Mr. DONNELL. Perhaps I misunder- 
stood the Senator. But as I see it, it 
is of very great importance that we all 
understand exactly the effect of the pro- 
vision that our declaration shall not ap- 
ply to disputes with regard to matters 
which are essentially within the domes- 
tic jurisdiction of the United States. It 
seems to me to be of highest importance 
that we should know, if we agree to this 
resolution, whether or not the provision 
in article 36 of the statute, that in the 
event of dispute as to whether the Court 
has jurisdiction, the matter shall be set- 
tled by decision of the Court, gives the 
ultimate power in the Court to make that 
decision. I think it is a very proper 
subject of inquiry. The inquiry was not 
made at all from any critical standpoint, 
but in order to elicit what are the Sena- 
tor’s views and, if possible, the views of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, as to 
what is the ultimate power of the Court 
in the event the point is made by the 
United States that a particular matter 
is essentially within its domestic juris- 
diction. In other words, I think it is 
important that if we vote for the reso- 
lution we should not go home without 
understanding it clearly to be the fact 
that there is still vested in the Court 
the power to determine whether it has 
jurisdiction of a particular matter which 
is essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I prob- 
ably used the word “fear” in the wrong 
sense. What I meant was that I thought 
that the average individual as well as the 
learned international jurist has a pretty 
good idea what a domestic issue is, and 
there was no reason to fear that the 
World Court jurists would be swayed 
from the path of duty. But I am going 
to yield to my distinguished associate to 
my left, the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Austin], who has informed me that 
under those circumstances the Court has 
no power. So I want him to explain the 
situation. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, this 
Court does not have a sheriff and does 
not have power of execution. The only 
power this Court has is moral power, and 
if the situation should arise to which the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
has alluded, that a state, a party, has 
been ruled against when it raised the 
question of jurisdiction, and that state 
has held up its head and said, “Notwith- 
standing the decision we know from our 
history, and our experience, and existing 
conditions that this is a question which is 
purely domestic, and that we will disre- 
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gard the decision of the Court,” that 
state has the final decision instead of 
the Court. The Court cannot execute its 
judgment. What that state has done by 
the convention is to say that it will agree 
to the decisions of the Court that are 
within the four corners of the conven- 
tion, and one of those corners is that the 
Court has no jurisdiction of domestic 
affairs, and that a state may stand up in 
all honor and say, “We will not carry out 
the decision of the Court on a matter 
that is purely domestic.” 

Then what happens? Suppose the vis- 
a-vis state comes in under the Charter, 
article 94, and appeals to the Security 
Council and says, “The United States is 
standing back and resisting the decision 
of the Court,” which is in our favor, on 
the ground that the Court has no juris- 
diction because the matter is domestic?” 
Article 94 does not give to the United 
Nations any power whatever over a mat- 
ter that is domestic. It provides this: 

1. Each member of the United Nations 
undertakes to comply with the decision of the 
International Court of Justice in any case 
to which it is a party. 

2. If any party to a case— 


And this is what I am trying to illus- 
trate— 

If any party to a case fails to perform the 
obligations incumbent upon it under a judg- 
ment rendered by the Court, the other party 
may have recourse to the Security Council, 
which may, if it deems necessary, make rec- 
ommendations or decide upon measures to 
be taken to give effect to the judgment. 


Here is the limitation upon the United 
Nations under that article. It cannot act 
except in a case where there is a threat 
to international security and peace. That 
is the preliminary foundation for the 
action by the Security Council. If the 
position of the United States is not one 
which threatens international security 
and peace, the United States is the last 
arbiter, and has the final word upon a 
matter which is domestic. Such a posi- 
tion is entirely moral and entirely legal- 
istic, and is within the four corners of our 
great engagement. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. For what purpose? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to submit an 
amendment along this line, 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
have more or less enjoyed the remarks 
of the Senator from Vermont to the 
effect that in case the Court should de- 
cide that a question which the United 
States considered to be domestic was 
nondomestic and international we 
would be justified, as I agree, in defying 
the Court. I submit an amendment to 
settle this question. 

On page 2, line 14, after the name 
“United States”, I propose to insert “as 
determined by the United States.” 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is the amendment 
which I offered in the subcommittee, and 
which was not accepted. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am now submit- 
ting it in the full committee. The lan- 
guage would then read: 

b. disputes with regard to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States, as determined by 
the United States. 
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Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield so 
that I may address an inquiry to the Sen- 
ator from Texas? 

Mr, WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator 
from Texas disagree with the observa- 
tion of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions which was read by the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], namely: 

The committee therefore decided that a 
reservation of the right of decision as to 
what are matters essentially within domes- 
tic jurisdiction would tend to defeat the 
purposes which it is hoped to achieve by 
means of the proposed declaration as well as 
the purpose of article 36, paragraphs 2 and 
6, of the statute of the Court. 


Mr. CONNALLY. I do not agree with 
that. I think we have the right to ad- 
here 100 percent, if we choose, and we 
have the right not to adhere at all. 
Therefore, as between those two ex- 
tremes, we have a perfect right to adopt 
an amendment of this character, because 
the Charter provides that domestic ques- 
tions may not be considered. The Char- 
ter provides that the United Nations 
have no jurisdiction over domestic ques- 
tions. But under the Charter the Court 
might decide that immigration was an 
international question. It might decide 
that tariffs were an international ques- 
tion. It might decide that the naviga- 
tion of the Panama Canal was an inter- 
national question. It is pretty close to it. 
It might decide that the regulation of 
tolls through the Canal was an interna- 
tional question. So I submit the amend- 
ment and ask that it be printed and lie 
on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Texas will lie on the table and be 
printed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
hope Senators will not press for a vote 
on the resolution tonight, because a 
group of us are engaged in a conference 
between the House and Senate on the 
social-security bill, and we must attend 
that conference. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator from Texas that I 
have no intention of pressing for a vote 
tonight. I shall be very happy to co- 
operate with the Senator in any reason- 
able way. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the 
United States has been precipitated to 
the top in world affairs. We took a 
leading part in framing the Charter of 
the United Nations. The part of the 
Charter which I have already quoted 
contemplates that nations will submit 
their legal differences which fall within 
the categories enumerated to a court 
constituted and created under the 
United Nations Charter. 

I fully agree that we must meet this 
challenge head on. I do not believe 
that the adoption by the Senate of this 
resolution will ipso facto clear away our 
international troubles. However, I be- 
lieve that it is a step in the right direc- 
tion, and one that we cannot afford to 
hesitate about taking. 

I am not unmindful of the fact that 
just 18 short years ago this month Sec- 
retary Kellogg went to a peace confer- 
rence in Paris, and there the Kellogg- 
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Briand Pact outlawing war was signed. 
I remember how the news of the signing 
of that pact was received, how all Amer- 
ica felt that a new day had dawned. 
Yes; we were sure that a new era of 
peace on earth and good will had come. 

But at the very time Kellogg and 
others dreamed about outlawing war, 
the war lords of Japan were conspiring 
to seize Manchuria and a part of China. 
We know that at that time certain 
European nations did not mean to out- 
law war. A few years later Mussolini, 
bit by the lust for empire, was riding 
for conquest. Spain was the proving 
ground for Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin. 
And we thought only of the Kellogg- 
Briand Pact outlawing war. 

Then Hitler appeared on the scene in 
his push for power and dominion. He 
bluffed the French and went into the 
Rhineland and the Ruhr. Then he 
moved into Austria, Czechoslovakia, and 
Poland, and the Second World War 
was on. 

Why do I bring up these well-known 
facts of yesterday? We cannot pin all 
our hopes on the instrumentalities which 
man creates—agreements between men 
or agreements between nations, Peace 
conferences are a good thing, and our 
prayers are with the men in Paris who 
are striving to arrive at some basis for in- 
ternational harmony. But it is of im- 
portance that we do not fall asleep again 
as we did after the First World War, 
when we thought that by an agreement 
of men, the Kellogg-Briand Pact, we had 
outlawed war. Public opinion must not 
again be lulled to sleep. That is why I 
bring up this question now. There is 
danger that the people will be led to be- 
lieve that we can outlaw the lust for 
power and gain. 

We can be grateful that the United 
States has an ocean between it and Eu- 
rope; but with the advent of the airplane 
and other modern inventions we all know 
that Europe is in our back yard. In the 
days of Washington and Hamilton the 
quarrels of Europe seemed a long way off, 
but now they are just around the corner. 
It has been said that the world is one 
world. That is true geographically. But 
Mr. Ziff, of Washington, says that it is 
two worlds. He speaks of the ideology 
for which our country stands, and the 
ideology for which Russia stands. We 
all know that ideologically and spiritual- 
ly we are many worlds, The races of 
men, like the various levels of rock in a 
quarry, are stratified. Our problem is 
to fit these many worlds into the jigsaw 
puzzle of humanity and seek to find a 
way for humanity to evolve without the 
need of the volcanic eruptions of war. 
That is our problem. We live not in one 
world, but in many worlds. There are 
many races and many concepts. 

When Hitler went into the Rhineland 
he did not expect France to stop him, 
because she was war weary. Hitler was 
right, but that was the beginning of the 
Second World War. In 1931, when Japan 
went into Manchuria—and I might say 
parenthetically that at that time the 
Nine Power Pact was in effect—she was 
sure that the powers were so tired and 
fearful that they would do nothing. 
Japan was right; but that was the be- 
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ginning of the Second World War in the 
East. 

It is now evident to every student of 
history that there is much similarity be- 
tween what occurred after the First 
World War and what is now occurring. 
It will be remembered that after the 
First World War Russia was ignored in 
the Treaty of Versailles. She was out of 
the picture. The other nations took the 
pelf—all except America. Russia means 
not to be ignored now. History pretty 
much repeats itself. The similarity be- 
tween 1919 and 1946 is that ours is the 
only nation that has demonstrated that 
it does not believe in the slogan of the 
centuries, “To the victor belong the 
spoils.” Can we persuade the other na- 
tions to see the vitality of the opposite 
of that slogan? That is a part of the 
process in which we are now engaged. 
We are attempting to establish a court 
with international powers, to put into 
practice the principles of justice. 

In recent days the news has come of 
the bumper crops which are béing har- 
vested throughout our Nation. We are 
reminded that behind everything there 
are hidden laws. Year after year, 
throughout the recent war years, the 
harvests of America have been at the 
maximum. During all this time we have 
been giving of our blood and our finances 
and we have been feeding and clothing 
the hungry of the earth. Now our larder 
has been replenished. It has truly been 
said that it is more blessed to give than 
to receive. 

Now, we are called upon by this reso- 
lution to give again—not to give wheat 
or fats—but to give assurance to the rest 
of the world that we—the most powerful 
nation on earth—are ready to agree to 
settle our international differences by 
means of an International Court of Jus- 
tice. Iagree with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] that this 
action on the part of the Senate of the 
United States will bring reassurance to 
the thinking people of the earth. They 
are upset and war weary and tired, and 
now we shall hold a candle aloft, and they 
will see that the United States again 
means what it says. 

I repeat that neither the resolution 
which we are about to adopt nor the 
treaties to be written at Paris will, ipso 
facto, cleanse the nations of the earth of 
their lust for power and dominion. We 
shall at least hope and pray that this 
resolution and the treaties will constitute 
a road block to man’s inhumanity to man. 

When Stalin started to take over Iran, 
basing his actions undoubtedly upon the 
thought that “the Allies are too tired to 
bother,” just as Hitler thought France 
was too tired, after the last World War, 
Stalin thought that history would repeat 
itself. But this time the United Nations 
went into action, and public opinion was 
mobilized, and American diplomacy did 
good work. Then Stalin started for the 
Dardanelles, again thinking that the 
other nations were worn out and tired. 
But an American battleship appeared at 
the scene, and the United Nations diplo- 
macy again went into action. 

So, Mr. President, I do not expect that 
this great institution, of which we are 
now to become a member, namely, the 
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International Court of Justice, which is 
a part of the United Nations, will be per- 
fect. Of course, it will not be perfect 
because it will be operated by human 
beings. But, with many of my colleagues, 
I sense that this is an important step, and 
that the responsibility upon us who live 
in America is more than the responsibility 
which rests upon the people of the other 
nations of the world because we are the 
chosen people, if you please, who are se- 
lected to lead the way. With all ‘our 
resources, our Manpower, our material 
wealth, and our spiritual intuition, we 
have been set apart for a great task at 
this important hour, and I feel sure that 
we will not fail to respond to the call. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President—— ~ 

Mr. WILEY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Wisconsin that I appre- 
ciate very much the support he has given 
to this resolution. As the author of the 
resolution, I wish to say that his support 
means a great deal to me, and I am 
greatly indebted to him for it. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, who 
has the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thought that the Senator from 
Wisconsin had yielded the floor. 

Mr. WILEY. No; I yielded for a com- 
ment. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that Senators on the other 
side of the aisle are farming out the 
floor. All afternoon I have been wait- 
ing for an opportunity to make a few 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator who has the floor can yield only 
for questions. 

Mr. WILEY. I yield for a question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to me, 
to permit me to ask a question or the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]? 

Mr. WILEY. I am very happy to do so. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Utah whether he con- 
siders the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] to 
be consistent with the provisions of the 
Charter. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas will have to be changed. As 
it is worded, I think it would be incon- 
sistent with our resolution. I have 
already stated that for us to adopt an 
amendment which would be inconsistent 
with the Charter would cause us to go 
back upon our pledged word—and that 
would be a very bad thing to do, of 
course, 

The question of the jurisdiction of the 
Court in the case of domestic issues is 
very important and very broad. If the 
amendment of the Senator from Texas 
should it be adopted, would go so far as 
to cause a political institution such as 
the Government of the United States or 
the Congress of the United States, if it 
spoke on this question, to make a political 
decision in regard to what is purely a 
legal matter, then of course the amend- 
ment would be out of harmony with the 
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fundamental principles relating to the 
Court and the fundamental principles 
relating to the way in which any court 
operates. For example, if the Court 
does not have jurisdiction as to questions 
which are purely legal, then of course 
the Court is not a court of justice, but it 
becomes a political institution—the very 
thing we are opposed to having it be. 

As to the amendment itself, I think it 
can be worded in such a way that it will 
not do violence either to the United Na- 
tions Charter or to what is the grandest 
principle of the United States Govern- 
ment, namely, that a political institu- 
tion does not interfere with a legal pre- 
rogative. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to per- 
mit me to ask another question of the 
Senator from Utah? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Assuming that the 
purport of the amendment is that we 
ourselves will be the exclusive judge as 
to whether a question is a domestic ques- 
tion, and assuming that the amendment 
would give us that right, would the Sen- 
ator say the amendment is a valid one? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. As I under- 
stand what the Senator means, it seems 
to me that if the amendment went that 
far, it would be a contradiction of com- 
pulsory jurisdiction itself. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 


A NEW WORLD CALENDAR 


Mr. MURRAY. As in legislative ses- 
sion, I desire to discuss for a few min- 
utes a resolution which I am about to 
submit. 

On Monday, July 15, of this year, there 
was introduced in the House of Repre- 
sentatives by Representative Kart E. 
Monpt, of South Dakota, a bill of far- 
reaching importance. I refer to House 
bill 7041, the enactment of which would 
adopt, as of January 1, 1950, a new cal- 
endar as the timetable of the Nation. 

This proposed calendar is referred to 
as the World Calendar. It has been the 
subject of widespread study by learned 
men and women the world over, and has 
received the endorsement of many groups 
and organizations interested in the pro- 
posal. Following the introduction of 
that bill in the House, Representative 
JohN KER, of West Virginia, delivered 
an address on the floor of the House 
explaining the bill and the purposes to 
be accomplished through its enactment. 
The remarks of Representative KEE will 
be found on page 9158 of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD of July 16, 1946. 

In view of the extended explanation 
made at that time by him, I shall not 
take the time of the Senate to explain 
the bill in detail. I believe the proposal 
is worthy of early study by this branch 
of the Congress; and, therefore, on be- 
half of myself and the junior Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], I am sub- 
mitting a resolution in the Senate in 
order to bring the matter to the imme- 
diate attention of the Members of this 
body. Of course, this measure cannot 
be considered during this session. It is 
to be hoped, however, that during the 
recess the Members of the Senate will 
study the proposal and will be prepared 
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to consider it during the next session of 
Congress. 

Briefly, Mr. President, the new calen- 
dar would divide the year into four equal 
quarters. The revised calendar is bal- 
anced in structure, perpetual in form, 
and harmonious in arrangement. If 
Senators will read the full explanation 
which appears in connection with the 
introduction of this proposed legislation 
in the House of Representatives, I be- 
lieve they will find all the details there. 

The Newspaper Advertising Executives 
Association, Inc., and many other im- 
portant organizations recommend the 
enactment of this legislation. These or- 
ganizations constitute important aggre- 
gations of business, scientific, educa- 
tional, labor, fraternal, and private in- 
stitutions and bodies. In this connection 
I call attention to the fact that the News- 
paper Advertising Executives Association 
has adopted a resolution asking for fa- 
vorable action on the proposed world 
calendar, I ask that its resolution may 
be printed at this point in the RECORD, 
in connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Whereas the Newspaper Advertising Execu- 
tives Association, Inc., having given serious 
consideration and study to the proposal that 
the present calendar (known as the Grego- 
rian calendar) should be revised and simpli- 
fied more adequately to fit the needs of the 
world, and having reached the conclusion 
that the world calendar proposed by the 
World Calendar Association, of New York City, 
provides the desired changes: 

Whereas the present calendar is undesira- 
ble because: 

1. It changes every year. 

2. Each year begins and ends on a different 
day of the week. 

3. Quarters begin and end on different 
days of the week and are of unequal length, 
i. e., 90, 91, 92, 92 days. 

4. Months are of unequal length, varying 
from 24 to 27 weekdays. f 

5. Days and dates never agree from year 
to year, causing holidays, anniversaries, 
birthdays, etc., to wander ceaselessly. 

6. The calendar’s irregularities preclude 
comparison of monthly, quarterly, half- 
yearly and annual periods, and necessitate 
annual changes in plans, schedules, and op- 
erations, and holidays are erratic. 

7. Unbalanced in structure, unstable in 
form, and irregular in arrangement, the 
present calendar is obsolete. 

Whereas the perpetual world calendar is 
desirable because: 

1. It is the same every year in perpetuity. 

2. Each year begins Sunday, January 1. 
Business activities begin with Monday, Jan- 
uary 2. The year ends on an extra day, the 
year-end world holiday. 

3. Quarters are equal in length and corre- 
spond approximately to the seasons, each 
quarter begins on Sunday, ends on Saturday, 
and contains 3 months; 13 weeks; 91 days. 

4. Every month has 26 weekdays, plus Sun- 
days. 

5. Holidays, anniversaries, birthdays, etc., 
always fall on the same day and date every 
year. 

6. This revised calendar facilitates accu- 
rate comparative statistics and tables, com- 
putations of interest, budgets, pay rolls, 
costs, and the like; it simplifies operating 
schedules, and timetables, and is a great 
convenience in the observance of holidays, 

7. Balanced in structure, stable in form, 
and regular in arrangement—the World Cal- 
endar is a modern calendar to meet modern 
needs, 
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Now, therefore, it is 

Resolved, That the World Calendar be 
adopted by the United States of America. 

A copy of this resolution shall be sent to 
the World Calendar Association, 630 Fifth 
Avenue, New York City, N. Y. 

A copy of this resolution shall be trans- 
mitted to the members of the Newspaper 
Advertising Executives Association, Inc., to 
the American Newspaper Publishers Associa- 
tion and other NAEA affiliated associations, 
and the American Standards Association. 

A copy of this resolution shall be trans- 
mitted to the President of the United States, 
to members of the Cabinet, and to Members 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate in the Congress at Washington, D. C., 
with the request that they take appropriate 
and necessary steps for the adoption of the 
World Calendar by the United States of 
America, and further that they instruct the 
representatives of the United States to pre- 
sent it to the United Nations Organization 
for adoption by the member states thereof. 

The undersigned president and secretary 
of the Newspaper Advertising Executives As- 
sociation, Inc., do hereby certify that the 
above resolution of endorsement was duly 
adopted at a regular meeting held on the 16th 
day of January 1946 in the city of Chicago, 
State of Illinois. 

ROBERT K. Drew, 
President. 
Irving C. BuNTMAN, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, simi- 
lar resolutions have been adopted by 
other important organizations. They 
constitute a formidable aggregation of 
business, scientific, educational, labor, 
fraternal, and private institutions and 
bodies, Therefore I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD, 
as part of my remarks, a collection of 
comments from the press, from various 
organizations, and from various persons, 
dealing with this subject. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


From the Columbia (S. C.) State of No- 
vember 21, 1945 
REFORMING THE CALENDAR 

The World Calendar Association is still en- 
gaged in its campaign for the adoption of a 
standardized calendar. In its current quar- 
terly Journal of Calendar Reform it quotes 
President Truman as saying it is essential 
for the world's greatest republic to live with 
the world as a whole. It remarks: “Surely 
in this new age of law, reason, and science 
there is great need for a time instrument 
such as the World Calendar which in ar- 
rangement exemplifies law, order, equality, 
and cooperation.” 

It is pointed out that the present calendar 
is always different from year to year. Each 
month, quarter, and year begins and ends on 
a different weekday. The months and quar- 
ters have varying numbers of days. Its ir- 
regularity precludes comparison of periods 
and necessitates continued changes in routine 
matters. It is unbalanced in structure, un- 
stable in form, and irregular in arrangement, 

The proposed calendar would have four 
equal quarters, each with one 31-day month 
followed by two 30-day months. The day 
after December 30 would be an annual year- 
end holiday, and the day after June 30 would 
be a leap-year world holiday every 4 years, 
dividing the year into two equal parts. The 
dates of the month would fall on the same 
weekday every year. Each quarter and each 
year would begin on Sunday and end on 
Saturday, and each month would have 26 
weekdays. 

The Journal contains articles by an engi- 
neer, a newspaper advertising executive, a 
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hotel executive, a Kiwanis businessman, and 
an educator who endorse the idea and point 
out how it would facilitate their various lines 
of endeavor. It can readily be seen that a 
standard calendar would materially facilitate 
the keeping of books and pay rolls. 


[From the Labor Union of Dayton (Ohio), 
September 28, 1945 

PRACTICAL CALENDAR, POSTWAR SUGGESTION 

The World Calendar has been known in 
America since November 1930. Miss Elisabeth 
Achelis, president of the World Calendar As- 
sociation, and guiding spirit of the World 
Calendar, modestly proclaims that it is not 
her plan, but the combined effort of many 
minds. 

During 1931 through 1937 she was at the 
League of Nations and visited many countries 
where calendrical committees were estab- 
lished. The Council of the League of Na- 
tions submitted a draft to the various gov- 
ernments, resulting in the approval of the 
World Calendar by 14 nations. 

With the adoption of the World Calendar 
for the greater good of mankind, Americans 
and the world will find the changes are few, 
the benefits many. 

Sunday will continue to be the first day 
of the week. Days and dates always agree 
and holidays have their regular days and 
dates from year to year. 

Among endorsers of the World Calendar are 
the New York State Chamber of Commerce; 
Pittsburgh, St. Louis, Galveston, and the Chi- 
cago Association; American Association for 
the Advancement of Science and American 
Institute of Accountants. Commodore Hell- 
weg, United States Navy (retired), Super- 
intendent of the United States Naval Ob- 
servatory, is a strong advocate, as are Dr. 
James Truslow Adams, Carrie Chapman Catt, 
Bishop Manning, Dr. Robert Millikan, Gerald 
Swope, Dr. Mary E. Woolley, among others. 

With conquest of distance and many other 
changes incident to this day and age, this 
practical and ideal calendar—would assist 
fiyers in the air, sailors sailing the seven 
seas, travelers far and near, and civilians at 
home in their many and varied activities. 


[From Program Notes, National Association 
of Manufacturers, New York, N. Y., Decem- 
ber 1945} ` 

BRAVE NEW CALENDAR FOR THE BRAVE 
NEW WORLD 


You'll be hearing a lot of talk about 
throwing away the old calendar from now 
on, but don’t dismiss it as the routine dis- 
carding of the 1945 one. It will likely be a 
discussion of the virtues of a new world cal- 
endar over the Gregorian, now in use. The 
World Calendar Association has in mind a 
streamlined year, divided into quarters, so 
that the first month of each quarter has 31 
days, followed by 2 months of 30 days each. 
One popular feature of the world calendar 
is the proposed world holiday, to come 
yearly between the last day of December 
and the Ist of January. Another bonus 
world holiday will fall due every fourth year, 
to be celebrated between June 30 and July 1. 


[From New Times and Ethiopia News, Wood- 
ford Green, Essex, England, May 26, 1945] 
DEMOCRACY 
(By Elisabeth Achelis) 

“Democracy does not only mean a political 
system with which we are prone to associ- 
ate it. It is not the possession alone of 
political Democratic and Republican Parties, 
nor Communistic, Labor, Socialist, National, 
or Isolationist Parties. The system of de- 
mocracy means any system of just and equal 
dealing, of nondiscrimination, of like con- 


XCII——659 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


sideration and opportunity to all its com- 
ponent parts or members. It follows the 
principle of practical equality and considers 
impartially the rights of the different and 
separate factors of which the whole system 
is composed. It is a harmonious group- 
ing, or a commonwealth of separate entities 
or units, wherein cooperation is the rule, 
and to which the various parts or groups will- 
ingly agree. Each group functions separately 
in its particular sphere of activity with com- 
plete freedom, recognizing at the same time 
its full responsibility. Each is keenly con- 
scious that it belongs and is vital to the 
smooth operation of the whole system; it 
knows, too, that if it fails all fail. 

“The system of democracy, whether in gov- 
ernment, finance, business. education, social 
or human relations. although extolled in 
words, is quite often weak in application, 
because there is no clear plan to follow. A 
blueprint is missing. Thus the real mean- 
ing, purpose, and scope of democracy is oft- 
times an abstract idealistic theory to the ma- 
jority, and because of this it is prevented 
from being practiced * * * Man yearns 
for a plan so that he can chart his way un- 
falteringly along the democraticroad. * * * 

“For the world to obtain such a plan for 
its guidepost it is ovious that the system 
of democracy be more clearly understood in 
a concrete and simple way, so that every na- 
tion and every person can understand, use, 
and live by it. Democracy is actually a 
world system, and the world, as the late 
Wendell Willkie has declared, is one world.” 

The above article is the first part of a con- 
tribution by the distinguished president of 
the international association advocating the 
reform of the Gregorian calendar. 

The Ethiopians, with their months of equal 
length of 30 days. with five more days at the 
end of the year, making a total of 365, are 
probably the only nation in the world fol- 
lowing a rational system in reckoning time. 

According to the late James Henry Breasted, 
the first-known solar calendar began in 
Egypt in the year 4236 before the beginning 
of the Christian era. 

Life in Egypt was dependent upon the an- 
nual flood of the Nile, and so at an early date 
it was necessary for the Egyptian to learn to 
expect it. 

The flooding of the Nile is dependent, to 
a great extent, if not wholly, on the rainy 
season in Ethiopia 

The Egyptian astronomers learned to cor- 
relate the rising of the Nile with the helical 
rising of the dog star Sirius, that is, the 
appearance of the star on the eastern horizon 
at the time of surrise, 

As a result, the Egyptians adopted a solar 
calendar in which the helical rising of Sirius 
was the first day of the year. 

The solar year is not exactly 365 days long, 
and so this calendar got further and further 
out of step with the seasons with the pas- 
sage of time. By studying the situation, the 
Egyptian astronomers came to the conclu- 
sion that the solar year was 36514 days long. 

The astronomers attempted to introduce 
necessary reforms to bring the calendar up 
to date. 

In a book published by the Bureau of 
Publications of Teachers College, Columbia 
University, Dr. Bhola D. Panth, says: “The 
authoritarian priests (of Egypt) were power- 
fully established and, considering the calen- 
dar as their peculiarly private preserve, re- 
sented any trespass.” 

The struggle between astronomers and 
priests went on until 238 B. C., when, by the 
Decree of Canopus, of King Ptolemy III, a 
day was added to every fourth year, thus 
originating our leap year. 

While advocating a reformed calendar, 
Elisabeth Achelis aims also at promoting 
world friendship. She would have the last 
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day of the year, the Year-End Day, or, as 
some wish to call it, the New Year’s Eve, 
as a World Holiday. 

She says: “The new World Holiday is a 
world-assembly-day to unite nations in world 
observance * * * becomes a healing day 
for nations of the world—a day of amity, of 
understanding and of good will; a truly 
democratic day of equal recognition and con- 
sideration, of sharing and uniting in the 
large conclave of the brotherhood of man.” 

It appears to us that the close of this dire 
and tragic World War would be the appro- 
priate moment to propagate this idea. 

A world-wide holiday would be only a sym- 
bol of the unity of mankind, and would leave 
unsolved many problems as to the couse of 
war, but symbols or symbolic mass manifesta- 
tions have their place in the progress of man- 
kind. 


[From This Month, Ogdensburg, N. Y., 
January 1946] 


DO WE WANT A NEW CALENDAR? 
(By Mark Osborne) 


Objections to the present Gregorian cal- 
endar are many and world-wide. Days and 
dates, from year to year, never agree. Weeks 
stagger crazily in and out of each month. 
Months are counted on the fingers and 
knuckles of one’s hand, or by reciting a 
childish rhyme, in order to tell the long from 
the short. Quarterly periods vary between 
90 and 92 days. FHalf-years are also un- 
equal—from 181 to 184 days. The month of 
February is ridiculously and disproportion- 
ately short. Each successive new year begins 
on a different day of the week. All holi- 
days change annually with silly irregularity. 
Nothing ever stays put. 

The proposed World Calendar of 12 fa- 
miliar months is a worthy successor. It 
equalizes quarter- and half-years, and makes 
the calendar perpetual, every year the same. 

In government and business there is a 
definite need for uniformity. Accountants 
and statisticlans who must check comparisons 
of unequal months, quarters, and fiscal pe- 
riods have long awaited and wanted a cal- 
endar reform. Important dates—for tax pay- 
ments, inventories, and financial state- 
ments—that fall on a Sunday, always present 
aproblem. Pay rolls, budgets, schedules, pro- 
duction—all irregular now because of an an- 
tiquated and wasteful calendar—can be 
stabilized. 


[From the Mail Bag, Journal of Calendar 
Reform, Fourth Quarter, 1946] 

The World Calendar impresses me as em- 
bodying many desirable features, and as be- 
ing preferable to any other modification so 
far proposed. From the standpoint of school 
schedules, court sessions, meeting dates, etc., 
the perpetual feature of the World Calendar 
would of itself make its adoption very worth 
while, while the equal-quarters feature makes 
the calendar particularly well adapted to use 
in comparative statistics. Our present calen- 
dar is particularly troublesome and nonuni- 
form in these two respects. (Lyman J. Briggs, 
formerly Director, National Bureau of Stand- 
ards, Washington, D. C.) 

You are performing an invaluable social 
service in promoting the World Calendar. 
Great reforms such as you are advocating 
come slowly. The World Calendar must be 
talked about, discussed, publicized, and advo- 
cated for a long time before it is accepted. 
But its world-wide adoption is inevitable if 
the world moves on toward civilization. 
Please be assured of my hearty support and 
appreciation of the effective as well as impor- 
tant work in which you are engaged. (J. P. 
Warbasse, president emeritus, the Coopera- 
tive League of the U. S. A.) 

It seems to me the idea has much worth, 
and personally I am in accord with such a 
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program. Trivial objections should not op- 
erate to prevent adoption of the World Cal- 
endar. (R. B. Battey, general freight traffic 
manager, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Rail- 
road, Chicago, II.) 

The writer has been interested in the 
World Calendar for several years and on two 
occasions contributed articles about it to 
Business Digest. (R. J. Bayer, editor, Traffic 
World, Chicago, Ul.) 

This is a subject with which I am reason- 
ably familiar and which I approve. There is 
every good argument in favor of the adoption 
of a standard regular calendar. (Ward Mel- 
ville, president, Melville Shoe Corp., New York 
City.) 

Having read in America Clinica the refer- 
ence to the World Calendar, I decided to write 
you asking that you have the kindness to 
send me two World Calendars, one for myself 
and the other for my brother, who is studying 
commerce and is also interested. Since it in- 
terested me, I believe it will interest my com- 
panions and fellow college students. (Miguel 
A. Gutierrez O., Guatemala, Guatemala.) 

Our life today has become so complex that 
simplification is urgently called for, and your 
proposed World Calendar would certainly be a 
great step in the right direction. (Dr. Albert 
L. Schreiner, New York City.) 

It seems to me, now that the United Na- 
tions Organization is assured, that the adop- 
tion of the World Calendar only awaits the 
coming into operation of that Organization. 
(William E. Moore, Alexandria, Va.) 

I have continued my interest in the new 
calendar ever since I became aware of the 
marvelous work being done in that direction, 
because to me it is the only possibility of 
cementing the diversified and divided fac- 
tions of the world into an organized, smoothly 
running peace effort. Indeed, one cannot be a 
member of any progressive movement with- 
out realizing the need for a new simplicity in 
the system of recording the parts of a year. 
I shall be anticipating receiving your cata- 
log, which I find so very challenging and 
inspirational. (Lois Bancroft, Bennington 
College, Bennington, Vt.) 


CASTLE CLINTON NATIONAL MONUMENT, 


NEW YORK CITY—MOTION TO RECON- 
SIDER WITHDRAWN 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, as in 
legislative session, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to be permitted to make a brief 
statement on a matter which was before 
the Senate yesterday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. WAGNER. On yesterday, Mr. 
President, I entered a motion to recon- 
sider the vote hy which House bill 5125, 
to establish the Castle Clinton National 
Monument in the city of New York, and 
for other purposes, was passed. 

Castle Clinton was built in 1808 as a 
fortification at the Battery in New York 
Harbor. It was later ceded to the city 
and renamed Castle Garden, when it be- 
came a center of public and social life. 
In the period 1855 to 1890 the structure 
served as the principal immigration sta- 
tion for the United States, receiving 
more than two-thirds of the immigrants 
arriving in that period. More recently 
the structure housed New York City’s 
Aquarium, until 1941. 

From various civic leaders and out- 
standing citizens of New York City, for 
all of whom I have the highest regard, 
I have received conflicting advices con- 
cerning the historic value of the pro- 
posed monument, its relation to the 
plans for the Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel 
passing nearby, and the costs of the 
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project as a whole. I have communi- 
cated with the mayor of the city, Hon. 
William O'Dwyer, to ascertain the offi- 
cial position of the city administration. 
The mayor has advised me that he con- 
curs in the plan, provided it is under- 
stood that a truly national monument is 
contemplated and that the Federal Gov- 
ernment, through the National Park 
Service, will assume the burden of 
administration and development. 

If approved by the President, the bill 
gives appropriate assurance on these 
points. The bill specifically provides 
that when title to such property is 
vested in the United States it shall con- 
stitute the Castle Clinton National 
Monument. It further provides that the 
administration, protection, and develop- 
ment of the Castle Clinton National 
Monument shall be under the supervi- 
sion of the Secretary of the Interior, 
acting through the National Park Serv- 
ice. In any event, the legislation is 
merely permissive. It simply authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to accept 
title to the site, in béhalf of the United 
States, from the city of New York. 

Under all the circumstances, I ask that 
the motion to reconsider be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion to reconsider is withdrawn. 


ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURISDIC- 
TION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution (S. Res. 196) propos- 
ing acceptance by the United States Gov- 
ernment of compulsory jurisdiction of 
the International Court of Justice. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the attention of the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
for a moment in connection with Senate 
Resolution 196. 

I specifically suggest to the considera- 
tion of the Senator two slight amend- 
ments on page 2 of the resolution. I 
move to amend, in line 7, after the word 
“declaration”, by striking out “should” 
and inserting shall“; and on the same 
page, in line 15, after the word “declara- 
tion”, to strike out “should” and insert 
“shall.” 

The reason I offer the amendment is 
this: The declaration is one which, if the 
Senate advises and consents, will be de- 
posited by the President of the United 
States. The proviso that such declara- 
tion should not apply to disputes of one 
kind and another, and should remain in 
force for a period of 5 years, and so forth, 
might be interpreted as being merely ad- 
visory. The language should be made 
clearly mandatory, and I hope that the 
amendment which I offered will be ac- 
ceptable to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I see no objection to changing the lan- 
guage of the resolution so as to read in 
the way the Senator from Missouri has 
suggested. But I think this should be 
said: We are giving advice to the Presi- 
dent of the United States. He, of course, 
can do what he wants to do with that 
advice. There is no law of which I know, 
nor any directive of which I know, which 
can be written in “shall” language in- 
stead of “should” language when it ap- 
plies to the President of the United 
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States, thereby taking away whatever 
discretion he may have in the matter. I 
believe that his discretion is inherent in 
his office. There are many treaties which 
the President of the United States has 
submitted to the Senate. The Senate in 
turn has given its advice and consent to 
those treaties, but the President never 
allowed them to be put into force. A 
treaty becomes a law whenever the Presi- 
dent, by the use of his discretion, has 
acted accordingly. Therefore the reso- 
lution is, if I may use a word that per- 
haps I should not use, a little more polite 
because, by using the word “should,” we 
do not hint that we are taking away 
Presidential discretion. I am sure the 
President of the United States will not be 
averse to having the language changed 
so that the word “shall” instead of the 
word “should” appears in the resolution 
at the places which the Senator from 
Missouri has designated. I see no rea- 
son for resisting the suggested change, 
Mr. President, and I shall be glad to 
accept the amendment of the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I may 
say that I had previously spoken to the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] with 
respect to this matter, and he likewise 
indicated his consent to the change be- 
ing made. 

I fully appreciate the fact, as the Sen- 
ator from Utah has said, that there is no 
legal obligation upon the President to 
consummate a treaty after it has once 
been approved by the Senate. But as I 
see the situation it is quite different from 
the question of whether we have the right 
to consent in a particular form of lan- 
guage. In other words, as I see it, we 
are both advising and consenting. I 
think we may limit our consent by pro- 
viding that certain requirements must 
be inserted and that we will not give our 
consent other than under those condi- 
tions. 

I do not believe the President of the 
United States has the right to conclude 
a treaty without the advice and consent 
of the Senate. While he is not obligated 
to consummate a treaty after it has once 
been approved by the Senate, I do be- 
lieve that the Senate has a right, in giv- 
ing its consent, to attach mandatory 
conditions thereto. 

I appreciate the consideration of the 
Senator from Utah in giving his consent 
to my amendment, which I understand 
he has done. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Yes; I accept 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Missouri is agreed to. 


NOMINATION REPORTED AND CONFIRMED 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I ask 
unanimous consent to report the nom- 
ination of Everett M. Grantham, of New 
Mexico, to be United States attorney for 
the district of New Mexico, and I ask 
for the present consideration of the nom- 
ination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Everett M. Grantham, of New 
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Mexico, to be United States attorney for 
the State of New Mexico, vice himself. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, is the nomination 
one which has been placed on the cal- 
endar? 

Mr. MURDOCK. No; it is not on the 
calendar. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is the Senator report- 
ing it for the calendar? 

Mr. MURDOCK. I have reported it 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
and I should like to have the Senate con- 
sider it at this time. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator ex- 
plain the nomination? 

Mr, MURDOCK. The nomination is of 
Everett M. Grantham of New Mexico to 
be United States attorney for the district 
of New Mexico. Both Senators from 
New Mexico have approved the nomina- 
tion. A large majority of the committee 
is in favor of the nomination. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The nomination rep- 
resents a reappointment. Mr. Grant- 
ham, the young man who has been ap- 
pointed, was United States attorney for 
the district of New Mexico and left the 
service to enter the armed forces. He has 
since returned and this nomination is a 
reappointment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
cut objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tun- 
NELL in the chair) laid before the Senate 
messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, which were referred to the ap- 
propriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

William L. Clayton, of Texas, now an As- 
sistant Secretary of State, to be Under Sec- 
retary of State for Economic Affairs; 

John G. Erhardt, of New York, now a 
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be En- 
voy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten- 
tiary to Austria; and 

The following-named persons to be For- 
eign Service officers, unclassified, vice con- 
suls of career, and secretaries in the Diplo- 
matic Service: 

Donald P. Downs, of Nevada; 

Lawrence J. Legere, Jr., of Massachusetts; 
and 

Daniel W. Montenegro, of New York. 

Executive H (79th Cong., 2d sess.) a pro- 
tocol dated at Rome March 30, 1946, termi- 
nating the Rome convention of June 7, 
1905, and transferring the functions and 
assets of the International Institute of Agri- 
culture to the Food and Agriculture Organi- 
zation of the United Nations. 

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 
Naval Affairs: 

Sundry officers for appointment as com- 
missioned warrant officers in the United 
States Marine Corps. 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

Sundry candidates for appointments in the 
Regular Corps of the United States Public 
Health Service. 
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By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Education and Labor: 

Keen Johnson, of Kentucky, to be Under 
Secretary of Labor, United States Depart- 
ment of Labor; and 

Ewan Clague, of Pennsylvania, to be Com- 
missioner of Labor Statistics, United States 
Department of Labor. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs: 

Maj. Gen. Robert Sprague Beightler, Na- 
tional Guard of the United States, to be 
brigadier general in the Regular Army of the 
United States. 

CONSIDERATION OF NOMINATIONS 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that consideration of the 
pending resolution be temporarily laid 
aside and that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the nominations on the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


NAVY DEPARTMENT 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Rear Adm. Herbert G. Hop- 
wood, United States Navy, to be Director 
of Budget and Reports in the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, with the rank of rear 
admiral, for a term of 3 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed.» 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Walter A. Buck to be Paymaster 
General and Chief of the Bureau of Sup- 
plies and Accounts in the Department of 
the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, 
for a term of 4 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


NATIONAL HOUSING AGENCY—NOMINA- 
TION PASSED OVER 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Dillon S. Myer, of Ohio, to be 
Administrator of the United States Hous- 
ing Authority in the National Housing 
Agency. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask that 
the nomination go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will be passed over. 


UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the United States 
Public Health Service. 

Mr. HILL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the nominations in the Public Health 
Service be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the Public 
Health Service are confirmed en bloc. 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the United States 
Coast Guard. 

Mr. HILL. I ask that the nominations 
in the United States Coast Guard be 
confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the United 
States Coast Guard are confirmed en 
bloc. 

THE NAVY 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 

tion of Jonas H. Ingram to be admiral in 
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the Navy, for temporary service, to rank 
from November 15, 1944. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. HILL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the President be notified of all 
nominations confirmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith, 

That concludes the calendar. 


` ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURISDIC- 


TION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution (S. Res. 196) proposing 
acceptance of compulsory jurisdiction of 
International Court of Justice by United 
States Government. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from California has very kindly said 
he would yield to me to make a state- 
ment on the very important issue raised 
with reference to Resolution 196, respect- 
ing the jurisdiction or lack of jurisdiction 
of the International Court over domestic 
issues. 

I think the senior Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] is quite right in 
pointing out exactly what it is we propose 
to do under Senate Resolution 196. It 
should be understood that we propose to 
give to the World Court jurisdiction to 
determine whether or not an issue be- 
fore the Court that has arisen in a dis- 
pute between two nations is an issue 
which involves international law, or 
whether it involves a domestic question. 

Certainly, as the author of the resolu- 
tion, I want to have it clearly understood 
that giving the Court jurisdiction to de- 
termine whether an issue is an interna- 
tional-law issue is exactly what the reso- 
lution proposes to do. I think that is the 
next step the United States should take 
in the development of an international 
order which would include within it a 
court for the settlement by judicial 
processes of disputes arising between na- 
tions over matters of international law as 
set forth in the terms of my resolution. 

The senior Senator from Wisconsin 
particularly called attention to article 38 
of the Court Statute, as follows: 

1. The Court, whose function is to decide 
in accordance with international law such 
disputes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 

a, international conventions, whether gen- 
eral or particular, establishing rules expressly 
recognized by the contesting states; 

b. international custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law; 

c. the general principles of law recognized 
by civilized nations; 

d. subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the various 
nations, as subsidiary means for the deter- 
mination of rules of law. 


By calling attention to article 38 of the 
Court Statute I judged that the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr, La FoLLETTE] meant 
to point out the broad basis available to 
the Court in carrying out its functions 
of applying principles of international 
law to disputes arising between nations. 
I am glad he called attention to article 
38 because it is a very important article 
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in giving vitality to the functions of the 
Court. 

However, Mr. President, that section 
is nothing new. The same provisions 
existed under the Charter of the old 
World Court, and the same functions 
existed under the old World Court. They 
are simply transposed by the San Fran- 
cisco Charter to the new World Court as 
set forth in article 38 of the new Court 
Charter. It has been under such pro- 
visions as are contained in section 38 that 
we have been able to develop interpre- 
tations of existing international law and 
that the old World Court was able to 
establish precedents of international law. 

So I would stress and underline this 
premise, that, after all, when we examine 
the United Nations Charter, already 
adopted by this Senate, we need to recog- 
nize that the World Court is limited in 
its functioning by existing international 
law. 

Certainly if we are going to have dis- 
putes that arise under international law 
determined by judicial processes, then 
the power to determine whether or not a 
dispute involves an international law 
question or issue ought to be left to the 
World Court we set up under the Charter. 
We should be willing to allow that Court 
like any court to determine if it has 
jurisdiction over the issues presented to 
it in a given case. 

To me, of course, it seems perfectly 
obvious that we cannot make very much 
progress in an attempt to settle dis- 
putes arising under international law 
through the medium of a world court 
unless we are willing to give to the Court 
jurisdiction to determine whether or not 
the issue which has arisen is an issue 
under international law. 

I think the Senator from Vermont 
made a substantial contribution to the 
discussion when he called attention to 
article 94 of the Charter, which reads 
as follows: 

1, Each member of the United Nations un- 
dertakes to comply with the decision of the 
International Court of Justice in any case 
to which it is a party. 

2. If any party to a case fails to perform 
the obligations incumbent upon it under a 
judgment rendered by the Court, the other 
party may have recourse to the Security 
Council, which may, if it deems necessary, 
make recommendations or decide upon 
measures to be taken to give effect to the 
judgment, 


That is, if we grant obligatory juris- 
diction to the World Court as proposed 
in Resolution 196, we are under a clear 
moral obligation to comply with the de- 
cision of the Court on any jurisdiction 
issue in any case to which we are a party, 
subject, however, to our rights under ar- 
ticle 94 of the United Nations Charter. 
However, as the Senator from Vermont 
pointed out, article 94 gives to the Se- 
curity Council a final check upon any 
jurisdiction decision of the World Court. 
I wish to point out that the Security 
Council’s check upon the Court as pro- 
vided in article 94 is a very effective pro- 
tection for this country and all other na- 
tions against the fears which are being 
expressed on the floor of the Senate to 
the effect that theresolutioninits present 
form might enable the World Court to 
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transgress upon our rights insofar as 
domestic issues are concerned. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator 
yield?“ 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator will per- 
mit me to finish, I should like to com- 
plete my statement in the interest of 
continuity, then I shall be very happy to 
have the Senator’s question. 

I wish to repeat, Mr. President, that it 
is my belief and understanding and in- 
terpretation that article 94 in effect 
makes the Security Council a check upon 
the Court itself. I think that is very for- 
tunate. Hence I would point out that 
article 94 provides a very important pro- 
tection to us as a member of the United 
Nations, as well as to the other nations 
who fall under the jurisdiction of the 
Court. 

One more point on the remarks made 
by the Senator from Vermont. He 
pointed out that, after all, in this whole 
field of international law any attempt to 
get nations to agree to settle their dis- 
putes by judicial processes rather than 
by resort to force must rest and neces- 
sarily so on moral suasion. Let us be 
frank about it, Mr. President; the enforc- 
ing sanction, after all, is the good faith 
of the nations concerned. We cannot 
write, through the medium of this reso- 
lution, or through the medium of the 
various sections of the United Nations, 
or through any other scratches of the pen 
that the mind of man might fashion, any 
system which seeks to regulate, by way 
of peaceful procedures, relations be- 
tween nations, that will not in the last 
analysis, be completely dependent upon 
the good faith of the nations concerned. 
I think that on this issue as on so many 
that arise in the field of international 
relations we have only fear to fear, as 
the late President Roosevelt was wont to 
put it. Why should we fear the Court’s 
jurisdiction? I submit that its jurisdic- 
tion is clearly limited by the United Na- 
tions Charter. There is no realism in 
the argument that it might attempt to 
encroach upon our domestic jurisdiction. 
If that time ever comes, and I have no 
fear that it ever will come because there 
is no reality in the suggestion, but I say, 
if it should happen, then article $4 would 
protect us. Further all other nations 
would be bound to join us in objecting 
to such an act by the Court because on 
that issue their interest would be as great 
as ours. We recognized in the debates 
on the San Francisco Charter that moral 
suasion is the ultimate sanction of this 
new world order and of all its ma- 
chinery. That, in one way or another, 
was said over and over again during those 
debates. It was stressed and I stress it 
again that the ultimate sanction deter- 
mining whether or not the nations of the 
world are going to develop a system of 
permanent peace, and free future genera- 
tions from the curse of war, is going 
to be dependent upon the good faith of 
all the nations which participate in what- 
ever machinery or organization we set 
up. 
So the plea I have been making 


‘throughout the course of the discussion 


over the World Court, and one which I 
am sure my colleagues will be bored to 
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hear me repeat again and again, is the 
plea that we must take advantage of 
every opportunity to strengthen good 
faith relationships between nations. I 
think the resolution we are offering here 
goes a long way down the road toward 
the development of amicable relations be- 
tween and among nations. It helps dem- 
onstrate to the world that we really be- 
lieve in international] justice through law. 

Now, if I may trespass just a minute or 
two more, I wish to close my remarks 
tonight, in view of the fact that the Sen- 
ator from Texas has offered an amend- 
ment to the resolution, by commenting 
upon the amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from Texas. Although I am pres- 
ently opposed to the amendment I am 
satisfied that if the amendment should 
be adopted, still great progress would 
have been made by the United States in 
accepting the resolution with the amend- 
ment in it. I say that because I think it 
is perfectly clear that, even with the 
amendment in the Resolution 196, we 
have at least obligated ourselves to the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court over 
all issues clearly within the realm of a 
dispute involving international law. 

However, I hope the amendment will 
not be adopted because I do not think it 
is necessary in order to protect our in- 
terests and I think there may be a pos- 
sibility of it being a source of some con- 
fusion and misunderstanding. 

Some weeks ago when I was thinking 
about this problem I was inclined to ac- 
cept such an amendment. I reasoned 
that if such an amendment were adopted, 
as far as this Nation is concerned it 
would not have any effect on the prac- 
tical relationships between the United 
States and other nations. I felt that 
way because I think it is perfectly clear 
that we as a nation are not going to hide 
behind any alibi or any excuse for not 
accepting the jurisdiction of the World 
Court in a dispute arising between us 
and another nation, when the issue is 
one that involves questions of interna- 
tional law. 

Obviously we would lose our world 
standing at once if we welshed on our 
agreement to be bound by the World 
Court’s jurisdiction over international 
law issues under the pretense that in a 
given case domestic issues were involved, 
when in fact international law issues 
were involved. In other words, I think it 
is clear that should we insist upon the 
type of condition as set forth in the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Texas we would still be bound to 
accept the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
World Court under my resolution in every 
case that involved an issue of interna- 
tional law. 

In the words of the resolution itself, 
we would be bound to accept the jurisdic- 
tion of the International Court of Jus- 
tice “in all legal disputes hereafter aris- 
ing concerning“ 

(a) the interpretation of a treaty; 

(b) any question of international law; 

(c) the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

(d) the nature or extent of the reparation 


to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation, 
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Provided, That such declaration shall not 
apply to— 

(a) disputes the solution of which.the par- 
ties shall entrust to other tribunals by virtue 
of agreements already in existence or which 
may be concluded in the future; or 

(b) disputes with regard to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States; or 

(c) disputes arising under a multilateral 
treaty, unless (1) all parties to the treaty 
affected by the decision are also parties to the 
ease before the Court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction. 


As a practical matter, it is simply be- 
yond the realm of imagination that the 
United States, once it accepted the com- 
pulsory jurisdiction of the World Court, 
would refuse to submit an international 
law dispute to the World Court for a de- 
cision, on the pretense that it involved 
a domestic issue rather than an interna- 
tional law issue. However I fear that 
the amendment may at least cause some 
nations to form the false opinion that 
we are not ready at this time to go all 
the way in supporting the World Court. 
I think we ought to go all the way. I 
think we ought to be willing to say here 
and now, “We are willing to let a court of 
international justice determine the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction in a given dispute,” 
because there are plenty of safeguards 
within the Charter of the United Na- 
tions, including the Charter of the Court 
that protect our rights insofar as juris- 
diction over domestic issues is concerned. 

Mr. President, I should like to make 
these additional observations as to why 
T at least at the present time am inclined 
to oppose the adoption of the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from 
Texas. It would—we cannot get away 
from it, for that is its purpose—it would 
reserve to us in the first instance to pass 
judgment on the question of the Court’s 
jurisdiction in a given dispute. It would 
do that also for other nations, because, 
do not forget Mr. President, that if we 
put such a provision as proposed by the 
amendment by way of a condition, it fol- 
lows that whether or not any other na- 
tion insists on the same condition in its 
declaration, our condition would be avail- 
able to any other nation with whom we 
might have a dispute. In other words, if 
we were in a dispute with nation X and 
it had not filed a declaration containing 
a condition similar to that proposed by 
the Senator from Texas, it nevertheless 
could say, “We, however, raise a question 
as to whether this particular dispute in- 
volves a domestic issue because the decla- 
ration of the United States filed with the 
United Nations reserves such a right.” 

It is interesting to note, Mr. President, 
that if we do make that a condition of 
our acceptance of the obligatory juris- 
diction of the World Court, we will be 
the first nation to impose such a condi- 
tion. I repeat that, Mr. President, be- 
cause here again I think we need to rec- 
ognize the effect upon public opinion in 
other nations if we make such a reserva- 
tion. I think it is very interesting to note 
that of all the declarations that have 
been filed over the years, not a single na- 
tion has seen fit to include within its 
declaration such a condition as the Sen- 
ator from Texas proposes in his amend- 
ment. I think it not only is unnecessary 
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but I think it will be subject to misunder- 
standing and will subject us to the criti- 
cism that we are not cooperating whole- 
heartedly in effectuating and implement- 
ing the San Francisco Charter. I do not 
think the amendment can be reconsid- 
ered with the fine spirit and intent of 
the resolution passed at the last plenary 
session of the San Francisco Conference 
which read as follows: 

That as soon as possible they make decla- 
rations recognizing the obligatory jurisdic- 
tion of the International Court of Justice 
according to the provisions of article 36 of 
the statute. 


So, Mr. President, I think we would be 
establishing an unfortunate precedent if 
we adopted the amendment. I say that 
because while the declarations for the 
number of states under the correspond- 
ing article of the old statute contained 
reservations of the character contained 
in the present resolution as I have sub- 
mitted it, none of them contained reser- 
vations or conditions such as proposed 
by the Senator from Texas. And may I 
say I am using the word “reservations” 
in a very qualified sense, keeping in mind 
the comment made earlier this afternoon 
by the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
in regard to the implications inherent 
and pregnant in the word “reservations.” 

Further I would emphasize again, Mr. 
President, that by means of such a limi- 
tation, the United States would also be 
barring itself from proceeding against 
other states in cases which they deemed 
within their domestic jurisdiction. This 
is because of the reciprocal nature of the 
jurisdiction granted under this resolu- 
tion, to which I have already alluded. 

Mr. President, I want to close my com- 
ments by citing the views on this issue of 
a couple of outstanding authorities in 
the field of international law. I quote 
first from Professor Hudson, who in his 
book “The Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice,” at page 471, has this to 
say about the suggestion that a reserva- 
tion on domestic issues be made a con- 
dition to accepting obligatory jurisdiction 
of the court: 

It is difficult to see what is accomplished 
by this exclusion; if a dispute relates to 
questions which fall within exclusively na- 
tional jurisdiction, it does not fall within 
one of the classes enumerated in paragraph 
2 of Article 36. 


This same view was pointed out in the 
report of the committee, and it was 
clearly pointed out by the senior Senator 
from Utah this afternoon in answering 
questions which were put to him on the 
matter, 

Professor Hudson goes on to say—and 
do not forget that Professor Hudson is 
not only a distinguished professor of 
Harvard University and a member of the 
old World Court for a great many years, 
but also is one of the best recognized 
authorities in the field of international 
law. 

No State can set itself up as the final 
judge of what international law leaves to 
its own jurisdiction. 


I think that is the vital point. I think 
it will be a mistake for us to do that, 
even though in practice we would accept 
the compulsory jurisdiction of the World 
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Court in any dispute which we recognize 
involved a point of international law. 
I admit that if we agreed to go that far 
we would be making a substantial step 
forward, but we would fall far short of 
what the other nations which have ac- 
cepted the obligatory jurisdiction of 
the World Court have done by way of 
strengthening the court as an instru- 
ment for advancing international jus- 
tice through law. But why not go all 
the way? Why not recognize what Pro- 
fessor Hudson points out here, that after 
all we cannot very well set ourselves up 
as the final judge of the jurisdiction of 
the Court to which we submit or agree 
to submit disputes for final determina- 
tion and still be said to favor the settle- 
ment of international disputes by judi- 
cial processes. 

Professor Lauterpacht says in his book, 
The Function of Law in the Interna- 
tional Community: 

In addition to these respective clauses 
there are reservations concerning matters of 
domestic jurisdiction * * * which, while 
of a specific character are so elastic and com- 
prehensive as to reduce considerably the 
scope of the obligation of judicial settlement. 


I might expand the thought of Pro- 
fessor Hudson, Mr. President, by point- 
ing out that under article 36, paragraph 
6 of the statute, the court is given power 
to determine disputes as to its jurisdic- 
tion. The whole concept of compulsory 
jurisdiction is that the court is an organ 
of the United Nations, capable of assum- 
ing these responsibilities. We would be 
demonstrating, in my judgment, a lack 
of faith in the court if we withheld the 
right to make this decision in one of the 
most important categories of jurisdic- 
tional problems. 

I feel, for these reasons, that the sug- 
gested alteration proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Texas would be a very serious 
limitation of the jurisdiction intended 
to be conferred by this resolution, ard 
contemplated in article 36, paragraph 2 
of the statute. I consider that it would 
be a bad precedent, since this country 
would be accepting the jurisdiction of 
the Court to a lesser degree than other 
states have generally been willing to ac- 
cept in the past, and than states are ex- 
pected to accept in the future. As is 
known, the President and the Secretary 
of State are both in favor of principles of 
the resolution as it appears before the 
Senate at the present time, and I can- 
not help feeling that the proposed change 
would cause this contemplated action to 
fall short of the results which we hope 
to achieve. Mr. President, I want to say 
now as I said at the beginning, that I 
am going to keep my mind open however 
on the subject. I shall listen with great 
attention to the case which the Senator 
from Texas makes for his amendment to- 
morrow. If I can be assured that at 
least the major objective that we are 
trying to accomplish by this resolution 
will be attained, I will at least give care- 
ful consideration to his amendment. 
But. as of the present moment, for the 
reasons that I have attempted to set forth 
in the past few minutes, I find myself not 
in favor of the amendment and hence 
I hope it will be defeated. 
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Again I wish to thank the Senator from 
California. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield for 
a brief statement? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If it does not en- 
tail debate, yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Ihave been under the 
impression that the two amendments 
suggested by myself, namely, to strike 
out on page 2, at line 7, the word “should” 
and substitute the word “shall,” and to 
Strike out in line 15 the word “should” 
and substitute the word “shali” had been 
formally accepted. I understand that 
those amendments have not been acted 
upon. Now, in order that we may have 
official action upon them, I ask of the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], the author of the resolution, and 
the distinguished Senator from Utah 
Mr. Txomas!, who reported the resolu- 
tion with an amendment, if each of them 
does hereby accept and, perfect, I should 
say, the resolution by the changes which 
I mentioned in said lines 7 and 15? 

Mr. MORSE. Iam very happy to ac- 
cept the amendments. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I accept them. 
I suggest that we may take action on 
them immediately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments of the Senstor from Missouri to 
the resolution. 

The amendments were agreed to. 


ITALY’S ASPIRATIONS AND NEEDS— 
STATEMENT BY ANTHONY M. TAPOGNA 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Connecticut, I 
wish to cooperate with the Members of 
the Senate, but I must decline to yield 
further. 

Mr. McMAHON. I thank the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. President, as in legislative session, 
I am offering for printing in the body of 
the Recorp immediately following my 
remarks, a statement by Anthony M. 
Tapogna, president of the Grand Lodge 
of Connecticut, Order of Sons of Italy in 
America, on his conception of Italy’s as- 
pirations and needs. 

I have carefully read Mr. Tapogna’s 
statement, and I am of the opinion that 
he speaks clearly, concisely, and mod- 
erately of the aims of all of those who 
wish to see fairness and equity done to 
the people of Italy. We must not for- 
get, Mr. President, that Italy fought 
with us for over 2 years, and she sacri- 
ficed over 250,000 lives and untold mil- 
lions of her treasure in that fight. 

To treat her as a conquered nation, 
to strip her and punish her is to over- 
look the fact that the people of Italy 
threw off the shackles of Benito Musso- 
lini and joined with us in a fight against 
the enemy. I hope and trust that our 
Secretary of State will do everything 
within his power to see to it that Italy 
is treated fairly and justly at the peace 
table. 

I also wish to have printed in the body 
of the Recorp, following Mr. Tapogna’s 
statement, a resolution sent to me by 
the State Department of Connecticut, 
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Italian-American World War Veterans 
of the United States, Inc. 

There being no objection, Mr. Ta- 
pogna's statement and the resolution re- 
ferred to, were ordered to be printed in 
the REcorD, as follows: 


As head of the order Sons of Italy in 
America in the State of Connecticut, I voice 
the hopes and prayers of thousands of mem- 
bers of the order as well as those of many 
more thousands who are not affiliated with 
our organization, that out of the profound, 
complex deliberations of the Paris conference 
now in session may emerge a peace settle- 
ment with Italy that will reflect and exem- 
plify justice, gratitude for her contribution to 
the Allied cause, and a deep-seated desire that 
her boundaries shall not be wantonly and 
rapaciously violated to the end that, with 
proper spiritual and economic assistance, she 
will some day resume her station in the great 
commonwealth of nations. 

The great assistance, both financially and 
in manpower, that Italy contributed to the 
Allied cause cannot be lightly ignored. Re- 


calling the fact that the people of Italy have 


contributed a billion dollars in goods and 
services and 250,000 lives over a period of two 
war years in the common fight against 
fascism, Congressman JERRY Voornis, of Cali- 
fornia, introduced this resolution in the 
House of Representatives: “Resolved, That 
the Republic of the United States of America 
which helped Italians to drive out tyranny 
and freely choose their own form of govern- 
ment use a suitable means to make known to 
the Italian people that the Republic of the 
United States of America rejoices in the 
birth of the Republic of Italy and welcomes 
it into the democratic community of na- 
tions.” This is a fine and sincere gesture 
on the part of a great republic toward a 
struggling new repubiic—spiritual food it 
needs as badly as its people need bread. 

However, the Italian people are in great 
need of material aid. A Washington expert 
on Italian affairs recently stated, “If UNRRA 
is to have more usefulness than to keep 
Italians barely alive until its funds run out, 
the UNRRA relief program must be geared 
to a realistic recovery program immediately. 
To start her industries again, Italy needs a 
large number of things, ranging from tools 
and lumber to fish hooks and fertilizer. 
Other things which UNRRA does not supply 
Italy but which Italy needs in order to cul- 
tivate their land and start their industries 
again include railroad equipment, machine 
parts, celfulose, nickel, copper, lead, iron 
plating, and so forth. These are the neces- 
sities for an Italian-loan which are similar 
to the need in other countries that have ap- 
plied for and are receiving loans from the 
Export-Import Bank. Thanks to her parti- 
sans who saved Italian industrial plants from 
German sabotage during the war, there is 
little need for industrial reconstruction in 
Italy. The great need is for reactivation, now. 
Italy’s large industrial plant will rapidly 
deteriorate if left in its present state of en- 
forced idleness. Italians will have to work 
out their own economic and social rehabilita- 
tion, but Italy must have our help in order 
to continue along the long road back to the 
democratic community of nations. It is 
necessary, therefore, that a loan in the sum 
of $5,000,000 be made available to Italy now— 
the minimum amount which can accomplish 
something on a reactivation and recovery 
level. If we are to avert conditions leading 
to dictatorship in Italy again, it is impera- 
tive that economic assistance be given her 
at the earliest possible moment.” 

Dr. Lauchlin Currie, president of the 
Council for American-Italian Affairs de- 
clared, “I am only stating a sober fact when 


.I say that the general economic conditions 


that originally gave rise to dictatorship exist 
in Italy today.” Pointing out that rapid 
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economic progress must be made if the new 
ideas and institutions, “our ideas and in- 
stitutions,” are not to be discredited in the 
eyes of the Italian people, he further stated: 
“Italy is not asking for charity, but for a 
chance. The factories and the farms are 
there, and the people are as skilled and in- 
dustrious as ever. Like England, Italy must 
export to live; to export she must first im- 
port raw materials and fuel, Italy requested 
a loan from us in February of $940,000,000. 
In homely terms, and in the finest of Ameri- 
can traditions, we should not hesitate to 
grub stake a good prospect.” 

America cannot be indifferent to her re- 
sponsibility of exercising international lead- 
ership in the rebuilding of a war-stricken 
world. 

More than 6,000,000 Americans of Italian 
origin, whose contributions to the war effort 
bespeak their deep and abiding loyalty to 
America, are united with all other Americans 
in the conviction that the first concern of 
humanity today is a just and lasting peace. 

It must be recognized that Italy has, for 
nearly 2 years, fought on the side of the 
allies with its entire fleet and with its land 
and air forces. The spirit of resistance and 
sacrifice was exemplified by the Italian par- 
tisan who, in the words of Marshal Alexander 
and General Clark, constituted the most ef- 
fective resistance movement in Europe. 

It must be recognized also that a free dem- 
ocratic Italy in the heart of Europe is es- 
sential to the maintenance of the very peace 
of Europe. 

It is in this spirit that we urge our Govern- 
ment to insist with all its authority and 
prestige that Italy be given a peace in ac- 
cordance with the Potsdam Declaration and 
the pledges made by President Roosevelt and 
President Truman. 

For the good name and faith of America, 
and in the interests of a lasting world peace, 
the Government of the United States should 
insist: 

1.That the boundary between Italy and 
Yugoslavia be based on the Wilson line as 
modified by the State Department in Sep- 
tember 1945; that Trieste remain, as it is in 
fact, an Italian city; and that if the port 
of Trieste is internationalized, it then be put 
under Italian administration. 

2. That France and Italy find an amicable 
solution to their frontier problems; that be- 
cause of their importance to the economic 
life of Italy, Tenda and Briga remain Italian. 

3. That the present Austrian-Italian fron- 
tier be maintained in view of the paramount 
economic importance of that region to Ital- 
jan national life. 

4. That all colonies acquired by Italy be- 
fore the Fascist assumption of power remain 
Italian. The proposal to transfer such col- 
onies to the United Nations organization 
does not meet with our approval unless this 
principle is given universal application and 
is not used as a pretext to give these Italian 
colonies to other nations. 

5. That war reparations or indemnities be 
not exacted of Italy—this, in accordance with 
the declared policy of our Government. 

6. That restrictions presently imposed on 
Italian sovereignty by the terms of the Arm- 
istice be abolished forthwith and in advance 
of the final peace treaty which may yet re- 
quire several months before it is concluded. 
This would recognize Italy's rights as a co- 
belligerent nation. 

7. That all restrictions to Italy's resump- 
tion of normal commercial and financial re- 
lations with other nations be removed forth- 


with to enable her to acquire basic commodi- 


ties such as foodstuffs. and raw materials 
which are indispensable to her national re- 
covery. 

8. That the remaining units of Italy's Mer- 
chant Marine, without which she cannot sur- 
vive, be restored to her. 
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9. That in accordance with the Potsdam 
Declaration, Italy be actually granted the 
rights of a friendly, peace-loving nation. 
Italy has clearly earned this distinction 
through her enormous sacrifices and her 
gallant contributions to the Allied cause. 

10. That Italy be accorded membership 
in the United Nations organization, 


Whereas this organization consists of 
Americans of Italian extraction who have 
served in the armed forces of the United 
States of America in both of the recent 
World Wars; and 

Whereas more than 600,000 such Ameri- 
cans of Italian birth or extraction have served 
in the armed forces of the United States of 
America during the first World War and more 
than 1,600,000 have served in said armed 
forces during the second World War; and 

Whereas more than 10,000,000 Americans 
of Italian extraction are an integral part of 
the United States of America, having con- 
tributed in its historic birth and develop- 
ment; and 

Whereas it is our concern that peace, good 
will, and justice be promoted among nations, 
based upon the ideals of America’s concep- 
tion of the “four freedoms” and the Atlantic 
Charter, and not on power politics, for which 


we have sacrificed at great cost of life and - 


deprivations: Now, therefore, we the dele- 
gates of the various posts of the Department 
of Connecticut, of the Italian-American 
World War Veterans of the United States, 
Inc., in convention assembled on this 28th 
day of July A. D. 1946, at the Hotel Garde, in 
New Haven, Conn., hereby solemnly 
Resolved, That the Honorable President of 


the United States of America and the honor- + 


able Senators and Congressmen from the 
State of Connecticut be and are hereby re- 
quested to lend their utmost support to ad- 
here to the desire of Americans of Italian 
descent, and to grant Italy a peace which 
will insure her a position of honor among 
nations, in accordance with the promises 
made her, commensurate with the sacrifices 
of Americans of Italian descent and in ac- 
cordance with the promises made to us. 
Attest: 
ANTHONY IANNOTTI, 
State Commander, Department of 
Connecticut, Italian - American 
World War Veterans of the United 
States, Inc. 
NEw HAVEN, CONN., July 28, 1946. 


NEW HORIZONS FOR FREE ENTERPRISE 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to discuss an issue which I be- 
lieve may prove the decisive factor in 
opening up new horizons for free enter- 
prise. 

The time has come, I believe, when 
labor and management, with the help of 
government, must get down to the nug- 
get of what is really needed in America. 
The sustained stability and progress of 
our American system of capitalistic free 
enterprise requires high, real wages, 
heavy buying power for abundant mar- 
kets, and maximum production at low- 
unit costs. These will give us the great 
increase in the Nation’s real wealth 
which must be the basis of truly higher 
living standards, 

Both of these conditions—high wages 
and maximum production—must be 
achieved. Neither, without the other, 
will be sufficient for a sustained pros- 
perous America under present-day world 
conditions. The way to get them both, 
stated simply, is to link them together 
at the source. This can be done by broad 
adoption of a system of paying fair, 
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guaranteed wages for average produc- 
tion, and extra-high wages for extra- 
high production. 

The period through which we now pass 
furnishes problems of no less importance 
to the future of our Nation than did 
the active phase of the war which came 
to an end on VJ-day. 

High productivity and widespread dis- 
tribution of that which our Nation can 
produce is more sound than the doctrine 
of scarcity brought about by stoppages of 
production or by governmental action. 

A free economy can better bring about 
a higher standard of living for our peo- 
ple than any permanent regimented 
economy of domestic origin or foreign 
import. 

Wartime controls were necessary at a 
time when we were engaged in a life- 
and-death struggle with the Axis Pow- 
ers. Our people understood this and 
cooperated fully. Controls could not be 
abolished overnight with the arrival of 
VJ-day without causing great disloca- 
tions to our economy. It is not wise for 
a man to leave a hospital and immedi- 
ately go back onto the football field. 
There needs to be a transition period. 
In the past year we have been going 
through such a period. 

During the past 30 days the Nation 
and the Congress have been divided rel- 
ative to OPA legislation. There has 
been general agreement that when sup- 
ply approximates demand controls 
should be eliminated. Production is the 
key to this objective. 

However, either with or without OPA, 
price increases were and are inevitable. 
Without increased production it is 
squirrel-cage economics to maintain 
that wages and the cost of raw materials 
can increase while a simultaneous policy 
of holding the line on prices is being 
advocated. 

This is what the New York Times had 
to say on Thursday, June 27. The edi- 
torial is brief, and it is quite apropos that 
I should quote it at this time: 

The myth that large wage increases could 
be granted without the need for price in- 
creases has been completely exploded by the 
events in the first half of 1946. The most 
recent evidence of the inadequacy of this 
theory is found in the 91-cents-a-ton in- 
crease in the ceiling price of anthracite coal, 
authorized to compensate producers for the 
wage increases recently granted. The record 
is replete with similar experiences in other 
industries. 

Steel: A wage increase of 1814 cents an 
hour was accompanied by a price rise of $5 
per ton, an amount equivalent to the entire 
wage increase. 

Bituminous coal: An increase of 1814 
cents an hour plus extras made necessary a 
rise of 4014 cents a ton in the price. 

Meat: An increase of 16 cents an hour was 
accompanied by price increases equivalent to 
more than two-thirds of that amount. 

Railroads: An increase of 16 cents an hour, 
later made 1814 cents an hour, led to the 
recently approved 3- to 6-percent rise in 
freight rates. 

Automobiles: An 1814-cents-an-hour in- 
crease made necessary an increase of $16 to 
$60 a car for General Motors. 

In addition, a further rise of 5 percent has 
been permitted in order to compensate for 
the higher costs of steel and other parts which 
in turn had been caused by higher wages, 


These instances are typical. Building ma- 
terials, work clothing, textiles, and many 
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other products could be added to the list. The 
full impact of these wage increases has not 
yet been felt. This is particularly true con- 
cerning the price increases permitted for coal, 
steel, and freight rates. Clearly, workers can- 
not benefit from wage increases which neces- 
sitate price increases and hence limit the rise 
in real earnings. The only fundamental basis 
for an expansion in real income is found in 
increased productivity. When wage increases 
are sharply in excess of those that can be paid 
out of production the inevitable result will 
be higher prices. 


On November 13, 1945, I wrote a letter 
to Secretary of Labor Lewis B. Schwellen- 
bach, in an effort to offer a constructive 
formula for heading off a series of para- 
lyzing work stoppages. These seemed to 
me to be in prospect then and later those 
strikes turned out to have a retarding 
effect upon reconversion. In that letter 
I stated: 8 8 

Both as a citizen of the United States and 
as a Member of the Senate, I have been 
greatly concerned over the possibility of this 
Nation going into either a spiral of inflation 
or descendng into the depths of depression. 
The very foundations of the Republic would 
be endangered if either of these two alterna- 
tives should take place. The great need at 
the moment is to increase productivity so 
that higher wages can be paid to maintain 
purchasing power and so that a sufficient 
volume of goods will be put on the market to 
prevent inflation. In so doing, we. will be 
able to supply the needs not only of our own 
people but also to discharge the obligations 
we have elsewhere in the world. 

If this Nation is tied up for an extended 
period of time with work stoppages, it will 
not only endanger our domestic economic 
future, but will weaken us in the field of 
foreign affairs. Every American has a vital 
stake in finding a formula by which, through 
conference table methods, employers and em- 
ployees can get together and break the dead- 
lock faced by some of our great industries. 

In order to avert the deadlock between 
labor and management which appears to be 
in the making in important industries, Mr. 
Blair Moody, Washington correspondent of 
the Detroit News, and the undersigned, have 
for some time been working on a formula 
which we believe would offer a constructive 
solution for settling wage differences in in- 
dustrial plants, and establishing a continu- 
ing and constructive relationship between 
labor and management in individual compa- 
nies which may adopt it. This formula it is 
our desire to pass on to you in the hope that 
you and your conciliation service might find 
it helpful in preventing a fatal delay in the 
rapid reconversion which is so vital if our 
American standards are to be maintained. 

. * * . * 

It is our firm belief that productivity and 
widespread distribution of that which our 
Nation can produce is more sound than the 
doctrine of scarcity brought on by either 
stoppages of production or governmental ac- 
tion. A necessary factor in the success of 
collective bargaining, of course, is the obli- 
gation of both parties to live up to the terms 
of their contract. 

We believe that this “pay-as-you-earn” 
plan will, if widely applied, increase the pro- 
duction of wealth in the United States and 
can increase both employees“ earnings and 
employers’ profits. 

We believe that it can become a major 
contributing favor in generating in’our eco- 
nomic machine the momentum needed to 
sustain employment and higher standards for 
millions of American families. 

We believe this “‘pay-as-you-earn” formula 
can fill a great gap in our collective bargain- 
ing system by making it clearly in the interest 
of labor and management to stop pulling 
apart and start pulling together. We believe 
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that it is important for responsible Govern- 
ment officials, labor and management, to keep 
in mind that the public interest is para- 
mount. A break-down in reconversion at this 
time will not only be detrimental to the par- 
ties to the dispute directly involved, but will 
be most detrimental to the interests of mil- 
lions of returning servicemen seeking em- 
ployment, as well as the great body of the 
public servants who will suffer most through 
@ runaway inflation or a major depression. 


The formula which was suggested last 
November was not meant to be a panacea 
for all our economic ills or the only pos- 
sible solution. It was offered, rather, as 
a starting point for study and discussion, 
in the hope that out of it would come a 
constructive alternative to costly indus- 
trial warfare. 

In this atomic age in which we live, we 
have at one and the same time a force 
that can destroy modern civilization or 
can open up for humanity a golden age 
wherein atomic power will be the ser- 
vant, not the master, of the people. 

Old World dictatorships still strive to 
gain for their people a fraction of what 
our people have long since had. We have 
provided the highest standard of living 
ever enjoyed by any people at any time 
in the history of the world. We have 
done this despite the fact that we are not 
the most populous, the oldest in ex- 
perience, or the richest in natural re- 
sources. 

It has been brought about because we 
have been freemen with the protection 
of a Constitution that guarantees to the 
individual citizen certain rights that not 
even the Federal Government itself can 
take away. 

Those of us who firmly believe in repre- 
sentative constitutional government have 
an obligation to see to it that our 
American system does not break down. 
It is in no narrow partisan sense that I 
speak. Both Republicans and Democrats 
can join on common ground to oppose 
those who believe in statism, with its 
superplanners determining the activities 
of a regimented populace. 

But those of us who believe in the 
American system’ must not develop a 
Maginot line psychology. We cannot 
maintain our place of leadership in a 
world which has already largely aban- 
doned the system of free enterprise for 
socialism, fascism, or communism, unless 
we keep American free enterprise as a 
dynamic force. Vast areas of the world 
have abandoned even a pretense of free- 
dom as we know it. 

True, we still retain our lead; but let 
us not become wedded to the status quo 
or obstructed by the dead hand of the 
past. The fable of the tortoise and the 
hare should not be overlooked. 

The constant improvement of the 
mechanics of government should have 
our unqualified support. For when we 
bog down because of archaic rules or 
customs that stifle the legislative process, 


. we but furnish ammunition for those who 


do not believe that representative gov- 
ernment can meet the problems of our 
generation. 

When men in any governmental ca- 
pacity lose sight of the fact that a public 
office is eternally a public trust, there is 
likewise furnished material for those 
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whose basic ideology is in sharp contrast 
with ours. Hence, there is the constant 
necessity for vigorous action to cure the 
obvious shortcomings, wherever we may 
find them. Likewise, we must constantly 
be on the alert to improve our economic 
system of free enterprise, of which the 
right of ownership of private property 
and the incentives furnished by profits 
from enterprise and wages supporting a 
decent American standard of living are 
integral parts. g 

As a citizen, a soldier, and a Senator, 
I have had the opportunity of seeing 
something of conditions in Europe, Asia, 
and Africa. Few will disagree that, even 
with the imperfections we freely ac- 
knowledge, our people have on the whole 
by far the highest standard of living. 


But on this we must not rest. The pur- 


pose of the resolution I shall offer is to 
make sure we do noft let it rest; for if we 
do, there is danger of industrial conflict 
which could not only cripple produc- 
tion but, if carried far enough, could 
place in jeopardy our economic and po- 
litical system. z 

One out of five families in the United 
States is getting along on less than $1,000 
of annualincome. About one out of every 
two families is having to live on less than 
$2,000 per year, and more than two out 
of every three American families have 
incomes of less than $3,000 a year. 

Of the group in the less-than-$1,000- 


per-annum bracket, their liquid assets, 


on an average, were $20 per family; 
9,300,000 families are in this classifica- 
tion. 

Twelve million four hundred thousand 
families received between $1,000 and 
$1,999 per annum, and on the average 
their liquid assets amounted to only $230. 

Between $2,000 and $2,999 of income 
was received by 10,300,000 families, hold- 
ing liquid assets, on the average, of $470. 
In meeting the growing challenge of 
socialism or communism, the dynamic 
American system must continue to dem- 
onstrate that the bulk of our population 
has a substantial stake in the mainte- 
nance of that system. 

Certainly the average American is in- 
terested in building for the future, and 
desires to give to his family a decent 
American standard of living, insofar as 
food, housing, and education is con- 
cerned. He should be able to do this, and 
have time for rest and recreation. 

He should have the opportunity to earn 
these things by his own work and initi- 
ative, and not be dependent upon a super 
government, furnishing security from 
the cradle to the grave, wherein he be- 
comes little more than a statistic in a 
regimented economy. 

Wherein, then, shall we find the cata- 
lytic agent that will assure our mainte- 
nance of American constitutional gov- 
ernment, individual freedom, and our 
economic system based on private prop- 
erty. 

In my opinion, it is to be found in the 
field of intelligent profit sharing. It 
should not come as the dictate of Gov- 
ernment, but rather, by the voluntary ac- 
tion of enlightened industry. No one 
plan will suit all business. Whatever 
the precise plan may do, it should have 
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as its objective the increasing of produc- 
tivity, to the end that the worker will 
benefit by increased earnings, the busi- 
ness by greater profits, and the consumer 
by lower costs. 

Profit sharing has a long background 
of both success and failure. But failures 
on the long road to freedom did not cause 
our forebears to abandon the struggle. 
They learned from the mistakes. Profit 
sharing has a recorded history going back 
to 1820. Since that time, American, 
British, and French firms have made use 
of some adaptation of the principle. 

Among the better known profit-shar- 
ing or incentive-wage plans in the United 
States are those of Sears, Roebuck & Co., 
the Eastman Kodak Co., the Gannett 
Newspapers, Bethlehem Steel Corp., Lin- 
coln Electric Co., Procter & Gamble Co., 
and the Comer Textile Mills. 

One of the most successful has been 
the incentive-wage plan of the Lincoln 
Electric Co., of Cleveland. This com- 
pany has achieved world fame as a high- 
Wage payer and low-cost producer of 
welding equipment. The company’s dol- 
lar production per worker has increased 
500 percent, worker’s income has in- 
creased 300 percent, and production cost 
has decreased 67 percent. Selling prices 
of Lincoln products have been reduced, 
over a period of 20 years, to about one- 
fifth of what they used to be. Sales have 
gone up from less than $1,000,000 a year 
to $30,000,000. The plant has had no 
labor conflict, and has had little labor 
turnover or intentional absenteeism. 
Stockholders have never missed a divi- 
dend since the first one in 1918, and 
dividends have increased. 

Eric A. Johnston, former president of 
the United States Chamber of Commerce, 
an outstanding young businessman, has 
recently established a profit-sharing sys- 
tem in his companies. 

In the August 1946 issue of Reader's 
Digest, he states: 

We say we really want to see more diffusion 
of the good things of the world. Then what's 
wrong with profit sharing? What's wrong 
with giving our workers a real incentive to 
produce more for their own profit—and ours? 

. . * L * 

The new and progressive view holds that 
capitalism is a human institution, vibrant 
and evolutionary, capable constantly of ad- 
justing itself to new conditions, a tool in 
the hands of the people to be used for the 
good of all. 

. „ „ * 

We ought to be proud of the capitalistic 
system. Competitive capitalism has just 
won the greatest war in all history. Let's not 
be modest about it. Neither Britain nor 
Russia could have survived without the end- 


less flow of goods from this capitalistic 
country. 


The United States is a Nation of great 
natural resources. Other nations also 
possess natural resources as great, if not 
more extensive, than ours. But Amer- 
ica’s greatest resource is the intelligence, 
initiative, and ambition latent in almost 
every individual. Neither the Govern- 
ment, industry, nor labor have developed 
this vast resource to the fullest extent 
possible. 

In submitting to the Senate on June 
19, 1939, the report on the Survey of Ex- 
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periences in Profit Sharing and Possibili- 
ties of Incentive Taxation, the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] said: 

The committee finds that profit sharing, 
-in one form or another, has been and can be 
eminently successful, when properly estab- 
lished, in creating employer-employee rela- 
tions that make for peace, equity, efficiency, 
and contentment. We believe it to be essen- 
tial to the ultimate maintenance of the capi- 
talistic system. We have found veritable 
islands of “peace, equity, efficiency, and con- 
tentment,” and likewise prosperity, dotting 
an otherwise and relatively turbulent indus- 
trial map, all the way across the continent. 

This fact is too significant of profit shar- 
ing's possibilities to be ignored or deprecated 
in our national quest for greater stability 
and greater democracy in industry. The 
profit-sharing ideal, as an ideal, is invin- 
cible. 


That ends the quotation from the re- 
port of the subcommittee of the Finance 
Committee. 

This report and the hearings before 
the subcommittee of the Senate’s 
Finance Committee are unavailable for 

-general distribution to those interested. 
Because of the constructive job done by 
that committee and to avoid later un- 
necessary duplication, I am going to re- 
quest that these documents be repub- 
lished for the use of the Members of Con- 
gress and others who may be interested. 

When Congress reconvenes I shall urge 
the adoption of a resolution providing for 
a senatorial committee to investigate and 
report the best means by which the Con- 
gress, through use of its taxing and other 
powers, may provide the strongest possi- 
ble incentives and the most favorable 
legislative background for a sustained 
free economy of maximum production, 
high wages, fair profits, and stable com- 
petitive prices. 

This resolution will be directed to the 
domestic side of our postwar problem. 
Within the grasp of the American people 
is the greatest period of prosperity in the 
history of this or any other nation—a 
period which under wise policies of man- 
agement, labor, and government can be 
prolonged. In wartime, under the driv- 
ing force of national necessity, we 
learned for the first time the vast pro- 
duction of which the Nation is capable. 
That great and proved capacity offers 
the promise—the sure promise if we now 
make the most of our potentiality—of 
an outpouring of peacetime goods which 
will lift the standard of living for all the 
American people far above anything that 
even this Nation has been able to achieve 
in the past. 

But, Mr. President, the very momen- 
tum and growth of our economic great- 
ness carry also the germs of a situation 
which can destroy us from within, if we 
do not act affirmatively and boldly to 
meet it—and in time. 

No one group or faction in our country 
can carry us alone to the new and sus- 
tained high levels of production and 
prosperity of which we are capable. It 
must be a team job. In the industrial 
field, the field of wages and production, 
management cannot do the job alone and 
labor cannot do it alone. Some differ- 
ences are, of course, inevitable. But 
neither can live without the other, and 
neither can achieve, for. itself, the maxi- 
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mum which it is possible to achieve, un- 
less it sees the whole picture, recognizes 
its responsibilities to the public and 
makes its full partnership contribution 
to the other, and to the country. 

High buying power in the average 
worker’s family is as imperative to the 
industrialist and the farmer as to labor, 
for without it the Nation’s markets will 
not be adequate to absorb maximum pro- 
duction. 

Maximum production and low unit 
costs are as important to the worker as 
to the industrialist, because without them 
he will have more dollars but a lower 
actual standard of living—less goods to 
consume. 

Yet today, at. the moment we are on 
the threshold of our great opportunity, 
we hear the rumbling of a new wage war 
between labor and management. Great 
unions are hammering at the idea that 
buying power must be raised to protect 
themselves and the Nation against the 
real danger of a defiation and depression, 
once the danger of inflation is past. 
Managements have been demanding 
more work for the more pay as the only 
way to keep production up, and warning 
that merely hiking dollar wages every 
time a wage contract expires, without 
corresponding increase in output, would 
in the long run depreciate the wage dol- 
lar and ruin America. 

Both are right as far as they go. 

But what is needed is for both labor 
and management to give, as a few in 
both groups have, equal consideration to 
both ends of the problem, to set up to- 
gether a system of wage payments which 
will make maximum production and the 
highest possible wage payments, in line 
with good pricing policies, clearly in the 
interest of both. 

Mr. President, I believe that the broad 
outline of such a wage system, the prin- 
ciple of it, which, of course, could be 
varied in application to meet special con- 
ditions in individual plants or industries, 
is at hand. Such a system should have 
four objectives: 

First. To make it clearly profitable for 
labor as well as management to achieve 
maximum production and lowest possible 
unit costs. 

Second. To make it clearly profitable 
for management as well as labor to pay 
maximum wages. 

Third. To make it clearly and unmis- 
takably in the interest of both to keep 
production moving during periods of 
contract negotiation, making strikes so 
unprofitable that they will rarely occur 
and be unnecessary because all con- 
cerned will feel that they are getting 
their share of the fruits of production. 

Fourth. To give the consumer a break 
through production of more and better 
goods at lower unit cost. To merely “di- 
vide the melon” between industry and 
labor is not equitable and in the long run 
would work to the disadvantage of both. 

This can be done, Mr. President, by 
paying fair, guaranteed wages for aver- 
age production, with an agreement for 
extra high wage payments for extra high 
production—by linking together high 
production and high wages. 

Mr. President, it would be, of course, 
out of keeping with our free system to at- 
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tempt to impose this or any other wage 
plan on industry. However, in my judg- 
ment, the Congress has two responsibili- 
ties in this situation. The first is to get 
the facts and make them available to 
anyone interested in the voluntary es- 
tablishment of such plans. 

The second is to study the feasibility 
of enacting an intelligently discriminat- 
ing system of incentive corporate taxa- 
tion which would make it worth while 
in dollars and cents for management to 
consider the advisability of instituting 
profit-sharing systems, or wage systems 
which provide for a basic standard wage 
ted an extra payment for extra produc- 

on. 

Such a plan if broadly applied by man- 
agement and labor working together, 
might prove the decisive factor in open- 
ing up new horizons for our American 
system of free enterprise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to submit the resolution. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 319) was received and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance, as 
follows: 


Whereas the maintenance of the profit sys- 
tem is essential to the preservation of the 
American competitive capitalistic system un- 
der which the United States has attained 
the largest measure of general economic wel- 
fare enjoyed by any people in the world; and 

Whereas the exploration of all available 
means for extending the direct benefits of 
the profit system to the largest possible num- 
ber of citizens is highly desirable and im- 
portant; and 

Whereas in 1938 a subcommittee of the 
Senate Finance Committee held extensive 
hearings and made a report to this body 
relative to profit-sharing plans then in op- 
eration or had been in operation up to that 
time which information was of great value: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, is au- 
thorized and directed to make a complete 
study, covering the period from 1938 to date 
of. hearings, of all existing profit-sharing sys- 
tems, between employers and employees, now 
operative in the United States and to report 
to the Senate with a special view (a) to the 
preparation of an authentic record of ex- 
perience which may be consulted by em- 
ployers who are interested in voluntarily 
establishing profit-sharing plans; (b) to the 
consideration of what advisable contribu- 
tion, if any, may be made to the encourage- 
ment of profit sharing by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, including the grant of compensa- 
tory tax exemptions and tax rewards when 
profit sharing is voluntarily established; (c) 
to the consideration of any other recom- 
mendations which may prove desirable in 
pursuit of these objectives; and be it further 

Resolved, That for the purpose of this res- 
olution the committee, or any duly author- 
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to 
hold hearings; to sit and act at such times 
and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjourned periods of the Senate during the 
Seventy-ninth and succeeding Congresses; to 
employ such experts and clerical, steno- 
graphic, and other assistants; to require by 
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths; and to take such testimony and to 
make such expenditures as it deems advisable, 
The cost of stenographic service to report 
such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 
cents per 100 words. The expense of the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee, which shall not exceed $25,000 shall 
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be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate upon youchers approved by the chair- 
man of the committee, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H. R. 6112) to 
confer jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claims of Petrol Cor- 
poration, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate. 


HOUSE BILL PLACED ON THE CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 6112) to confer juris- 
diction upon the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claims of Petrol Corporation, was 
read twice by its title, and ordered to be 
placed on the calendar. 


RECESS 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate take a recess until 
12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 57 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
August 2, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate August 1 (legislative day of July 
29), 1946: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

William L. Clayton, of Texas, now an As- 
sistant Secretary of State, to be Under Sec- 
retary of State for Economic Affairs. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Keen Johnson, of Kentucky to be Under 
Secretary of Labor, United States Department 
of Labor. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 

Everett M. Grantham, of New Mexico, to 
be United States attorney for the district of 
New Mexico, vice himself. 

Arthur A. Maguire, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States attorney for the middle dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania, vice Frederick V. Foll- 
mer, resigned. 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: 

MARYLAND 

Alvin Parsons, Muirkirk, Md. Office be- 
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

NEW YORK 

John C. Hoffman, Whitehall, N. Y., in place 

of W. T. Burns, deceased. 
OHIO 

William P. Kilcorse, Toledo, Ohio, in place 

of C. A. Kirk, retired. 
WISCONSIN 

Clarence H. Martin, Pine River, Wis. 

fice became Presidential July 1, 1946. 


Of- 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 1 (legislative day of 
July 29), 1946: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 


Rear Adm. Herbert G, Hopwood, United 
States Navy, to be Director of Budget and 
Reports in the Department of the Navy, with 
the rank of rear admiral, for a term of 3 years. 

Walter A. Buck to be Paymaster General 
and Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Ac- 
counts in the Department of the Navy, with 
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the rank of rear admiral, for a term of 4 
years. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Everett M. Grantham, to be United States 
attorney for the district of New Mexico. 
UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR CORPS 
To be temporary surgeons 

David M. Gould 

Iva G. Murphy 

Milton I. Roemer 

To be temporary senior qgsistant dental 

surgeon 

Ceril S. Scheppegrell , 

To be temporary sanitary engineers 
Richard S. Green Graham Walton 
Ralph C. Palange Richard S, Mark 
To be temporary senior assistant \sanitary 

engineer 

Richard J. Hammerstrom 

In THE Navy 

Jonas H. Ingram, to be an admiral in the 
Navy, for temporary service, to rank from 
November 15, 1944. 

UNITED States Coast GUARD 

Commodore Ellis Reed-Hill, to be rear ad- 
miral, for temporary service, in the United 
States Coast Guard, to rank as such from 
August 1, 1946. 

Henry S. Sharp, to be professor in the 
United States Coast Guard, with date of 
rank of lieutenant from May 15, 1935. 

Robert E. Reed-Hill, to be professor in the 
United States Coast Guard, with the rank of 
lieutenant (junior grade). 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


THURSDAY, August 1, 1946 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


O Thou eternal God, who art ever with 
us and within us, we pray that we may 
discern and lay hold of the counsel of 
Thy understanding wisdom and the 
comradeship of Thy abiding presence as 
we continue to address ourselves to the 
duties and responsibilities of another 
day. 

May all the devastating and disinte- 
grating emotions of feverish anxiety, 
foreboding fear, and craven cowardice 
be forever dispelled from our minds and 
hearts. Take away from us any inner 
bias which expects nothing but evil and 
which feels that our fondest hopes are 
merely illusions and beyond all practical 
realization. 

Inspire us with the glad certainty that 
we have not been created for failure, but 
for victory, and that behind all darkness 
there is the radianty of Thy glory. En- 
able us by Thy grace to live heroically, 
hopefully, and helpfully as we face the 
experiences and adventures of each suc- 
ceeding day. May we find our joy and 
strength in doing justly, in loving mercy, 
and in walking humbly with the Lord 
our God. 

We offer our petitions in Christ’s name. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


AUGUST 1 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were com- 
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on the following dates 
the President approved and signed bills 
of the House of the following titles: 


On July 31, 1946: 

H. R. 388. An act to amend section 201 (g) 
of the Nationality Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1138- 
1139; 8 U. S. C. 601); 

H. R. 1362. An act to amend the railroad 
retirement acts, the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act, and subchapter B of chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code; and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 3065. An act for the relief of Standard 
Dredging Corp.; 

H. R. 4590. An act to authorize the use by 
industry of silver held or owned by the 
United States, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5324. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary Francoline and Mrs. Rose Wallace; 

H. R. 5508. An act to authorize the return 
of the Grand River Dam project to the Grand 
River Dam Authority and the adjustment 
and settlement of accounts between the au- 
thority and the United States, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6372. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act; 

H. R. 6486. An act to authorize an appro- 
priation for the establishment of a geophysi- 
cal institute at the University of Alaska; 

H. R. 6532. An act to provide a method for 
payment in certain Government establish- 
ments of overtime, leave, and holiday com- 
pensation on the basis of night rates pur- 
suant to certain decisions of the Comptroller 
General, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6751. An act authorizing Gus A. 
Guerra, his heirs, legal representatives, and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll brige across the Rio Grande, at or 
near Rio Grande City, Tex.; 

H. R. 6903. An act to provide benefits for 
certain employees of the United States who 
are veterans of World War II and lost oppor- 
tunity for probational civil-service appoint- 
ments by reason of their service in the armed 
forces of the United States; and 

H. R. 7052. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes. 

On August 1, 1946: 

H. R. 6646. An act to establish the Office of 

oe Secretary of State for Economic Af- 
airs. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senatè had passed without 
amendment bills and a joint resolution 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 228. An act for the relief of Robert 
June; 

H. R. 386. An act to amend the law relat- 
ing to the authority of certain employees of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
to make arrests without warrant in certain 
cases and to search vehicles within certain 
areas; 

H. R. 935. An act for the relief of Andreas 
Andersen; 

H. R. 957. An act for the relief of Margaret 


Dunn; 

H. R. 1357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, de- 
ceased; 

H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Ray- 
mond Crosby; 

H. R. 2736. An act for the relief of Norman 
Abbott; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R. 3210. An act for the relief of Clyde O. 
Payne; t 
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H. R.3619. An act for the relief of Harry 
D. Koons; 

H. R.3703. An act for the relief of the city 
and county of San Francisco; 

H.R.3855. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; 

H.R. 4374. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a minor; 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Mate- 
rials Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Brown; 

H. R. 503 1. An act for the relief of Ernest C. 
Heine and Harriet W. Heine; 

H. R. 5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5128. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to Roy C. 
Lammers; 

H. R. 5134. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 

H. R. 5144. An act to establish a national 
air museum, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; 

H. R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of Sarah 
McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. McAfee; 

H. R. 5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; 

H. R. 5469. An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; 

H. R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; 

H. R. 5848. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
Brothers; 

H. R. 6161. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, & 
minor; 

H. R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; 

H. R. 6455. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide books for the adult 
blind”; 

H. R.7046. An act to revive and reenact the 
act entitled “An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State highway commission, 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the 
Cumberland River at or near Burkesville, 
Cumberland County, Ky.,” approved May 18, 
1928; and 

H. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution designating 
November 19, 1946, the anniversary of Lin- 
coln's Gettysburg Address, as Dedication Day. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

H. R. 1004. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Robert Olsen, a minor; 

H. R. 1751. An act to authorize the course 
of instruction at the United States Merchant 
Marine Academy to be given to not exceeding 
20 persons at a time from the American Re- 
publics, other than the United States; 

H. R. 2093. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Kerr and Robert P. Kerr; 

H. R. 2586. An act to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands for business, and other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 5093. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
Albert Whilden; 

H. R. 6381, An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; and 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and joint resolu- 
tions of the following titles, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. 1439. An act to amend section 2 of the 
act of January 29, 1942 (56 Stat, 21), relating 
to the refund of taxes illegally paid by In- 
dian citizens; 

S. 2332. An act to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., may 
be paid into the general fund of such city; 

S. J. Res. 158. Joint resolution to provide 
for the appointment of a National Commis- 
sion on Individual War Memorials, and for 
other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 186. Joint resolution to provide 
for the transfer of the painting First Fight 
of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac, now 
stored in the United States Capitol Building, 
to the custody of the United Staes Naval 
Academy. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing title: 

S. 191. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the States 
for surveying their hospitals and public 
health centers and for planning construction 
of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
a preferential resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
yield to the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DoucHTon] to prefer a unani- 
mous-consent request? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield for that purpose. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 7037) to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act and the Internal Revenue 
Act, and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments, disagree to the amend- 
ments of the Senate and request a con- 
ference with the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. DouGHToN]? 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


RULE TO SEND SOCIAL SECURITY BILL TO 
CONFERENCE 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
COLMER]. 

Mr. COLMER, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 747) providing for the 
consideration of H. R. 7037, to take from 
the Speaker’s table, and to request a con- 
ference thereon (Rept. No. 2714), which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop- 
tion of this resolution the bill (H. R, 7037) 
to amend the Social Security Act and the 
Internal Revenue Code, and for other pur- 
poses, with the Senate amendments thereto, 
be, and the same is hereby, taken from the 
Speaker’s table, that the Senate amendments 
be, and they are hereby, disagreed to by the 
House, and that a conference be, and the 
same is hereby, requested with the Senate 
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on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. 


RELIEF FOR VETERANS WHO SERVED IN 
THE ORGANIZED MILITARY FORCES OF 
THE PHILIPPINES 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois IMr. 
SABATH]. 

Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 748) providing for the 
consideration of S. 2235, an act to pro- 
vide a system of relief for veterans, who 
served during World War II in the or- 
ganized military forces of the Govern- 
ment of the Commonwealth of the Phil- 
ippines while such forces were in the 
service of the armed forces of the United 
States pursuant to the military order of 
July 26, 1941, of the President of the 
United States, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 2715), which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the act (S. 2235) to 
provide a system of relief for veterans, and 
dependents of veterans, who served during 
World War II in the organized military forces 
of the Government of the Commonwealth of 
the Philippines while such forces were in 
the service of the armed forces of the United 
States pursuant to the military order of July 
26, 1941, of the President of the United 
States, and for other purposes. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the act and shall continue not to exceed 
1 hour to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and the ranking minority 
member of the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation, the act shall be read 
for amendment under the 5-minute rule. 
At the conclusion of the reading of the act 
for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the same back to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted 
and the previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the act and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi- 
ness is the reading of the resolution in 
the proceedings against George Mar- 
shall, insisted on by the gentleman from 
Mississippi. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi reserve that for a moment? 

Mr. RANKIN. No, Mr. Speaker. It 
will take but a moment to dispose of this. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
make a point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


I Roll No. 269 
Adams Andersen, Andrews, N. Y. 
Allen, La. H. Carl Baldwin, Md. 
Almond Anderson, Calif. Baldwin, N. Y. 


Barden Hagen Morgan 
Barrett, Pa Hale Morrison 
Barry Hall, Norton 
Bates, Ky Edwin Arthur O’Konski 
Beckworth Hall 
Bell Hancock Patrick 
Bender Hare Patterson 
Bennet, N. Y. Harris Peterson, Ga. 
Blackney Hart Pfeifer 
Bland Hartley Philbin 
Boren Havenner Ploeser 
Boykin Hébert Plumley 
Bradley, Mich. Heffernan Powell 
Brooks Hendricks Priest 
Brumbaugh Henry Rains 
n Herter Reece, Tenn 
Buck Hess Richards 
Buckley Hill Rivers 
Buffett Hinshaw Robinson, 
Bunker Hoeven Utah 
Byrnes, Wis Hoffman, Mich. Robsion, Ky. 
Canfield Holifield Rockwell 
Cannon, Fla Izac Roe, N. X. 
Carlson Jackson Rogers, N. Y. 
Case, S. Dak. Je Rowan 
Celler Johnson, Calif. Russell 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Ryter 
Cochran Jones Scrivner 
Cole, Kans. Kean Shafer 
Cole, N. Y. Kee Sharp 
Combs Keefe Sheridan 
Cooper Kefauver Short 
Courtney eogh Slaughter 
Cravens Kerr Smith, Wis. 
Crawford Kilburn Somers, N. Y. 
Curley Kilday Spar! 
Daughton, Va. Kirwan Spence 
vis Klein Starkey 
Dawson Landis Stewart 
Delaney, Lane Stigler 
John J Larcade Sumner, II 
Dolliver Latham Taber 
Domengeaux LeFevre Talbot 
Dondero Luce Tarver 
Douglas, Calif. Ludlow Taylor 
Douglas, le Thomas, N. J, 
Dworshak ch Thomason 
Earthman McCormack Tolan 
Eaton McGehee Torrens 
Elliott McGlinchey Towe 
Ellsworth McGregor Traynor 
McKenzie Trimble 
Elston McMillan, S. C. Vinson 
Fellows McMillen, Tl. Vorys, Ohio 
Fogart; Mahon Wadsworth 
Gallagher Maloney Wasielewski 
Weaver 
Gathings Mansfield, Welch 
Gifford Mont. West 
Gillespie Mansfield, Tex. Wickersham 
Gordon Mason Winter 
Granger May Wolfenden, Pa. 
Grant, Ind Merrow Wood 
Gregory Miller, Calif. Woodruff 
Gross Miller, Nebr. Zimmerman 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 231 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

The Chair desires to make an an- 
nouncement. There is a quorum in 
town. If the roll is called today or to- 
morrow and a quorum does not appear, 
the Chair and the House will take such 
action as may be necessary to bring the 
Members here. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceeding under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 179, noes 1. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Thirty-five Members 
have escaped since the last roll call. 
One hundred and ninety-six Members 
are present, not a quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 
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The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 224, nays 11, answered 
“present” 1, not voting 194, as follows: 


[Roll No. 270] 
YEAS—224 
Abernethy Gardner Norrell 
Allen, I. Gavin O'Brien, Ill 
Andresen, Gearhart O’Brien, Mich. 

August H. Gerlach O'Hara 
Andrews, Ala. Gibson Outland 
Angell Gillette Pace 
Arends Gillie Patman 
Auchincloss Goodwin Peterson, Fla. 
Bailey Gore Phillips 
Barrett, Wyo. Gorski Pickett 
Bates, Mass, Gossett Pittenger 
Beall Graham Poage 
Bennett,Mo. Granahan Pratt 
Biemiller Grant, Ala Price, Fla 
Bishop Green Price, III. 
Bloom Griffiths Quinn, N. Y. 
Bolton Gwinne, N. Y. Rabaut 
Bonner Gwynne, Iowa Rabin 
Bradley, Pa Hall, Randolph 
Brehm Leonard W. Rankin 
Brown, Ga. Harless, Ariz. Rayfiel 
Brown, Ohio Harness, Ind. Reed, Ill 
Buchanan Havenner Reed, N. Y 
Bulwinkle Hays Rees, Kans, 
Butler Healy Resa 
Byrne, N. Y. Hedrick Rich 
Byrnes, Wis. Hendricks Riley 
Camp Hobbs Rivers 
Campbell Rizley 
Cannon, Mo Hoffman, Pa. Robertson, 
Ca Holmes, Mass. N. Dak. 
Case, N. J Holmes, Wash. Robertson, Va. 

Hope Rodgers, Pa. 
Chelf Horan Roe, Md. 
Chenoweth Howell Rogers, Fla 
Chiperfield Huber Rooney 
Church Hull Sadowski 
Clark Jarman Sasscer 
Clason Jenkins Savage 
Clevenger Johnson, III Schwabe, Mo 
Clippinger Johnson, Ind. Schwabe, Okla 
Cole, Mo. Johnson, Okla. Sheppard 
Colmer Jon Sikes 
Cooley Judd Simpson, Il. 
Cox Kearney à 

Kelley, Pa. Smith, Ohio 
D'Alesandro Kelly, IN Smith, Va 
Delaney, King Somers, N. Y. 

James J Kinzer Springer 
D'Ewart Knutson Stefan 
Dingell unkel Stevenson 
Dirksen LaFollette Stockman 
aana a ret Kovan 

ughton, N. C. jumners, Tex. 

Calif. LeCompte Su 
Doyle Lemke Talbot 

$ Lesinski Talle 
Durham 
Eberharter Thomas, Tex. 
Ellis McConnell Tibbott 
McCowen Voorhis, Calif 
Engel, Mich McDonough Vursell 
Engle, Calif Madden Walter 
Ervin Mankin Weichel 
Fallon Martin, Iowa | White 
Feighan . Whitten 
Fenton Mathews Whi n 
Fernandez Michener Wigglesworth 
Fisher ills m 
Flannagan Monroney Winstead 
Flood Mundt Wolcott 
Folger Murdock Wolverton, N. J. 
Forand Murray, Tenn. Woodhouse 
Fuller Murray, Wis Woodruff 
Pulton Neely Worley 
Gamble Norblad Zimme: 
NAYS—11 

Arnold De Lacy Marcantonio 
Corbett Geelan Ramey 
Cunningham Hand Smith, Maine 
Curtis Hesselton 

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1 

Hook 
NOT VOTING—194 

Adams Barden Bland 
Allen, La. Barrett, Pa. Boren 
Almond Barry Boykin 
Andersen, Bates, Ky. Bradley, 

H. Carl Beckworth Brooks 
Anderson, Calif, Bell Brumbaugh 
Andrews, N. Y. Bender Bryson 
Baldwin, Bennet, N. Y. Buck 
Baldwin, Blackney Buckley 
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Buffett Herter O'Toole 
Bunker Hess Patrick 
Canfield Hill Patterson 
Cannon, Fla. Hinshaw Peterson, Ga, 
Carlson Hoeven Pfeifer, 
Case, S. Dak Hoffman, Mich. Philbin 
Celler Holifield Ploeser 
Clements Izac Plumley 
Cochran Jackson Powell 
Coffee Jennings Priest 
Cole, Kans. Jensen Rains 
Cole, N. Y. Johnson, Calif. Reece, Tenn. 
Combs Johnson, Tex. Richards 
Cooper Jones Robinson, Utah 
Courtney Kean Robsion, Ky. 
Cravens Kee Rockwell 
Crawford Keefe Roe, N. Y. 
Curley Kefauver Rogers, Mass. 
Daughton, Va Rogers, N. Y. 
Davis Kerr wan 
Dawson Kilburn Russell 
Delaney, Kilday Ryter 

John J Sabath 
Dolliver Klein Scrivner 
Dondero Kopplemann Shafer 
Douglas, Ill rp 
Dworshak Lane Sheridan 
Earthman Larcade Short 
Eaton Latham Slaughter 
Elliott LeFevre Smith, Wis 
Elsaesser Luce Spar! 
Elston Ludlow Spence 
Fellows Lyle Starkey 
Fogarty Lynch Stewart 
Gallagher McCormack Stigler 
Gary McGehee Sumner, Ml. 
Gathings McGlinchey Taber 
Gifford McGregor Tarver 
Gillespie McKenzie Taylor 
Gordon McMillan, S.C. Thomas, N. J. 
Granger McMillen, Il. Thomason 
Grant, Ind Mahon ‘olan 
Gregory Maloney Torrens 
Gross Manasco Towe 
Hagen Mansfield, Traynor 
Hale Mont. Trimble 
Hall, Mansfield, Tex. Vinson 

Edwin Arthur Mason Vorys, Ohio 
Halleck May Wadsworth 
Hancock Merrow Wasielewski 
Hare Miller, Calif. Weaver 
Harris Miller, Nebr. Welch 
Hart Morgan West 
Hartley Morrison Wickersham 
Hébert Norton Winter 
Heffernan O’Konski Wolfenden, Pa. 
Henry O'Neal Wood 


So the motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

General pairs until further notice: 


Mr. Lynch with Mr. Short. 

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Lane with Mr. Fellows. 

Mr. Izac with Mr. Elsaesser. 

Mr. Manasco with Mr. Grant of Indiana. 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Jackson with Mr. Arnold, 

Mr. Sheridan with Mr. Ploeser, 

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Blackney. 

Mr. Barrett of Pennsylvania with Mr. Jones. 
Mr. John J. Delaney with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Jennings. 

Mr. Celler with Mr. Herter. 

Mr. Rankin with Mr. Eaton, 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Trimble with Mr. Canfield. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Buffett. 

Mr. Rogers of New York with Mr. LeFevre. 
Mrs. Douglas of Illinois with Mr. Mason. 
Gordon with Mr. Plumley. 

Pfeifer with Mr. Robsion of Kentucky. 
Almond with Mr. Scrivner. 

Powell with Mr. Smith of Wisconsin. 
O'Toole with Mr. Shafer. 

Barry with Mr. H, Carl Andersen. 
Rains with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 
Kefauver with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 
West with Mr. Brumbaugh. 

Maloney with Mr. Dolliver. 

Dawson with Mr. Hale. 

Johnson of Texas with Mr. Dworshak. 
Rowan with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 
Hébert with Mr. Jensen, 

Barden with Mr. Hartley. 
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for) 


Larcade with Mr. Thomas of New Jer- 


` 


Thomason with Mr. Henry. 
Cooper with Mr, Taber, 

Fogarty with Mr. Miller of Nebraska, 
McGlinchey with Mr. Hill. 

Wood with Mr. Kilburn. 

Priest with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan. 
Klein with Mr. Cole of New York. 
Gary with Mr. Elston. 

Buckley with Mr. Harness of Indiana. 
Holifield with Mr. Wadsworth, 

Brooks with Mr. Hoeven. 

Granger with Mr, Towe. 

Mahon with Mr. Kean. 

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Landis. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 


Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
is it in order to make a motion that the 
Sergeant at Arms take whatever action 
is necessary to keep a quorum present in 
the House Chamber for the remainder of 
today, any House rules to the contrary 
notwithstanding? If it is, I would like 
to make that motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would 
rather not recognize the gentleman for 
such motion at this time. 
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Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 


a further parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 
Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
when would that motion be in order? 
The SPEAKER. Well, the Chair 
would like to be the judge of that. Not 
now. The Clerk will continue reading. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
under seal of the House of Representatives 
to the United States attorney for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to the end that the said 
person named below may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form—— 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
make a point of order a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that you cannot in- 
terrupt the reading of this resolution, 
especially in the middle of a sentence; 
that such a point of order is dilatory 
and is being made for the purpose of 
delaying the proceedings of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Well, the resolution 
is a matter upon which the House must 
pass. The point of order that a quorum 
is not present has been made. 

Mr. COLMER., Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman withhold that a minute? 

The SPEAKER. A point of order that 
a quorum is not present has been made, 
and unless it is withdrawn that is all the 
business that can be transacted until the 
Chair counts. If the Chair finds that a 
quorum is not present, a roll call will be 
in order. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I withhold the 
point of order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. RANKIN. Then I demand that 
the Clerk continue the reading of the 
resolution. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman withhold that for a while? 
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Mr. RANKIN. No, sir. I am not go- 
ing to let the gentleman from New York 
run the House; either read the resolu- 
tion or make the point of order. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Then, Mr, 
Speaker, I insist on my point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.) One hundred and 
sixty-nine Members are present, not a 
quorum. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


Roll No. 271] 
Adams Gathings Mansfield, Tex. 
Allen, La. Gifford Mason 
Almond Gillespie May 
Andersen, Gordon Merrow 
H, Carl Granger Miller, Calif. 
Anderson, Calif.Grant, Ind. Miller, Nebr. 
Andrews, N. Y. Gregory Morgan 
Baldwin, Md. Gross Morrison 
Baldwin, N. Y. Hagen Norton 
Barden Hale O’Konski 
Barrett, Pa Hall, O'Neal 
Barry Edwin Arthur Patrick 
Bates, Ky. Halleck Patterson 
Beckworth Hancock Peterson, Ga. 
Bell Hare Pfeifer 
Bender Harris Philbin 
Bennet, N.Y. Hart Ploeser 
Blackney Hartley Plumley 
Bland Hébert Powell 
Bonner Heffernan Priest 
Boren Henry Rains 
Boykin Herter Reece, Tenn. 
Bradley, Mich. Hess Richards 
Brooks Hill Robinson, Utah 
Brumbaugh Hinshaw Robsion, Ky. 
Bryson Hoeven Rockwell 
Buck Hoffman, Mich. Roe, N. Y. 
Buckley Holifield Rogers, N. Y. 
Buffett Izac Rowan 
Bunker Jackson Russell 
Canfield Jennings Ryter 
Cannon, Fla Johnson, Calif Scrivner 
Car Johnson, Tex. Shafér 
Case, S. Dak. Jones rp 
Celler Judd Sheridan 
Clements Kean Short 
Cochran Kee Slaughter 
Coffee Keefe Smith, Wis 
Cole, Kans. Kefauver Sparkman 
Cole, N. Y. Keogh Spence 
Combs Kerr Stewart 
Cooper Kilburn Stigler 
Courtney Kilday Sumner, III 
Cravens Kirwan Taber 
Crawford Klein Tarver 
Curley LaFollette Taylor 
Daughton, Va. Landis Thomas, N. J. 
Davis Lane Thomason 
Dawson Larcade Tolan 
Delaney, Latham Torrens 
John J. LeFevre Towe 
Dolliver Luce Traynor 
Domengeaux Ludlow Trimble 
Dondero Lyle Vinson 
Douglas, Calif. Lynch Vorys, Ohio 
Douglas, McCormack Wadsworth 
Dworshak McGehee Wasielewski 
Earthman McGregor Weaver 
Eaton McKenzie Welch 
Elliott Me Millan, S. C. West 
Elsa esser McMillen, Ill. Wickersham 
Elston Mahon Winter 
Fellows Maloney Wolfenden, Pa. 
Fogarty Wood 
Gallagher Mansfield, Zimmerman 
Gary Mont. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 237 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

Without objection, further proceed- 
ings under the call will be dispensed with. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a par- 


liamentary inquiry. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New York has the floor. 


10639 


Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, wil 
the gentleman yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 3 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. No. I object 
to dispensing with further proceedings 
under the call by unanimous consent as 
stated by the Speaker. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with, and that we go ahead 
and legislate in the American way. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I ask for a division in the Ameri- 
can way too, 

The question was taken; and there 
were—ayes 170, noes 1. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground there is 
not a quorum present and I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not pres- 
ent. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 

Mr, MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, is a 
parliamentary inquiry in order at this 
time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is rather 
in doubt about that, but the Chair will 
recognize the gentleman. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, under 
the rules of the House, when the House 
finds itself without a quorum the Presid- 
ing Officer must direct the Sergeant at 
Arms to notify absentees, the Doorkeeper 
to close the doors, and the Clerk to call 
the role. These two officials are elected 
by the House of Representatives, and 
among their other duties they are to 
assist the Speaker in enforcing the rules 
of the House. 

In the present case, for instance, the 
Speaker determined that a quorum was 
not present and directed the Sergeant at 
Arms to notify the absentees. He di- 
rected the Doorkeeper to close the doors, 
the Clerk called the roll, and a quorum 
was found present. 

My parliamentary inquiry is this: 
Under these conditions, inasmuch as we 
have an adequate force of employees to 
enforce the rules and inasmuch as there 
is a lock on every door to this Chamber, 
and inasmuch as the Chamber has been 
held to be that space within the four walls 
of the Chamber—— 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHENER. Iam sorry; not now. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. How about 
handcuffs? 

Mr. MICHENER. Well, I am not dis- 
cussing handcuffs. However, I assume 
the Sergeant at Arms would have suffi- 
cient authority to enforce legal orders of 
a legislative body. The people of this 
country are disgusted with what is tran- 
spiring in its Congress. They have a 
right to be. Certainly there is some 
power somewhere making it possible for 
the House to function. Members should 
either remain on the floor and legfslate 
or resign in favor of someone who is 
willing to carry on the duties which they 
were elected to perform. Filibusters are 
wrong in principle. A little of it is bad 
enough, but when we have days of it, 
patience ceases to be a virtue. 

Pursuing my inquiry, Mr. Speaker, is 
not the Speaker clothed with adequate 
power and can he not direct that the rules 
be complied with and that all of the 
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doors be actually locked during the roll 
call, and that all of the doors to the 
Chamber remain locked until the House 
votes to dispense with further proceed- 
ings under the call? That will prevent 
the “escaping of 35 Members,” as the 
Speaker just announced, who escaped 
between the time a quorum was found 
present and the point of order of no 
quorum was again made. 

The SPEAKER. It is an interesting 
question, and it has been passed on many 
times. The Chair certainly has the au- 
thority to order the doors closed without 
further authority from the House. The 
Chair would not hold that without au- 
thority or direction of the House he 
should assume the authority of locking 
the doors and keeping the Members from 
retiring from the chamber. There is a 
way that the Chair can be clothed with 
proper authority. 

The Chair will count to determine 
whether there is a quorum present, 
[After counting.) Two hundred Mem- 
bers are present, not a quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 218, nays 14, not voting 198, 
as follows: 

{Roll No. 272] 


YEAS—218 75 
Abernethy ` Ellsworth Jonkman 
Allen, M. Engel, Mich, Judd 
Andresen, Engle, Calif. Kearney 
August H. in Kelley, Pa. 
Andrews, Ala. Fallon Kelly, Ul. 

1 Feighan King 
Arends Fenton Kinzer 
Auchincloss Fernandez Knutson 
Bailey Fisher Kopplemann 
Barrett, Wyo. Flannagan Kunkel 

tes, Flood LaFollette 
Beall Folger Lanham 
Bennett, Mo. Forand LeCompte 
Biemiller Fuller Lemke 
Bishop Fulton Lesinski 
Boiton Gamble Lewis 
Bonner Gardner Link 
Bradley, Pa Gavin McConnell 
Brehm Gearhart McCowen 
Brown, Ga. Gerlach McDonough 
Brown, Ohio Gibson Madden 
Buchanan Gilette Mankin 
Butler Gillie Martin, Iowa 
Byrne, N. Y. Goodwin Martin, Mass, 
Byrnes, Wis. Gore Mathews 
camp Gorski Michener 
Campbell Gossett Mills 

Graham Monroney 

Case, N. J. Granahan Mundt 
Chapman Grant, Ala, Murdock 
Cheif Griffiths Murray, Tenn. 
Chenoweth Gwinn, N. Y. Murray, Wis, 
Chiperfield Gwynne, Iowa Neely 
Church Hall, Norblad 
Clark Leonard W. Norrell 
Clevenger Harless, Ariz, O'Brien, Il. 
Clippinger Havenner O'Brien, Mich. 
Cole, Mo. Hays O'Hara 
Colmer Healy Pace 
Cooley Hedrick Patman 
Corbett Hendricks Peterson, Fla. 
Cox Hobbs Phillips 
Crogser Hoch Pickett 
D'Alesandro Hoffman, Pa. Pittenger 
De Lacy Holmes, Mass. Poage 
Delaney. Holmes, Wash. Pratt 

James J. Hope Price, Fla. 
D’Ewart Horan „ 
Dingell Howell Quinn, N. T. 
Dirksen Huber Rabaut 
Domengeaux Hull Rabin 
8 N. C. Jarman Randolph 
Doyle Jenkins Rankin 
Drewry Jensen Rayfiel 
Durham Johnson, Ill. Reed, III 
Eberharter Johnson, Ind. Reed, N. Y. 
Ellis Johnson, Okla. Rees, Kans, 
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Resa Tibbott 
Rich Simpson, Pa, Voorhis, Calif. 
Riley Smith, Ohio Vursell 
Rivers Smith, Va. Walter 
Rizley Somers, N. T. Weichel 
Robertson, Springer White 
N. Dak. Starkey Whitten 
Rodgers, Pa. Stefan Whittington 
Roe, Md. Stevenson Wigglesworth 
Rogers, Fla. Stockman Wilson 
Rogers, Mass. Sullivan Winstead 
Rooney Sumners, Tex, Wolcott 
Sadowski Sundstrom Wolverton, N. J. 
r Talbot Woodhouse 
Schwabe, Mo. Talle Woodruff 
Schwabe, Okla. Thom Worley 
Sheppard Thomas, Tex. Zimmerman 
NAYS—14 
Arnold Green McGlinchey 
Clason nd Marcantonio 
Cunningham Harness, Ind. Ramey 
Curtis Heselton Smith, Maine 
Geelan Hook 
NOT VOTING—198 
Adams Gifford Miller, Calif. 
Allen, La. Gillespie Miller, Nebr. 
Almond Gordon Morgan 
Andersen, Granger Morrisqn 
H. Carl Grant, Ind. orton 
Anderson, Calif.Gregory O’Konski 
Andrews, N. Y. Gross O'Neal 
Baldwin, Md Hagen O'Toole 
Baldwin, N. Y. -Hale Outland 
Barden Hall, Patrick 
Barrett, Pa. Edwin Arthur Patterson 
Barry Halleck Peterson, Ga. 
Bates, Ky. Hancock Pfeifer 
Beckworth Hare Philbin 
Bell Harris Ploeser 
Bender Hart Plumley 
Bennet, N. Y. Hartley Powell 
Blackney Hébert Priest 
Bland Heffernan Rains 
Bloom Henry Reece, Tenn, 
Boren Herter Rich 
Boykin Hess Robertson, Va. 
Bradley, Mich. Hill Robinson, Utah 
Brooks Hinshaw Robsion, Ky. 
Brumbaugh Hoeven Rockwell 
Bryson Hoffman, Mich. Roe, N. X. 
Buck Holifield Rogers, N. Y 
Buckley Izac Rowan 
Buffett Jackson Russell 
Bulwinkle Jennings Ryter 
Bunker Johnson, Calif. Sabath 
Canfield Johnson, Tex. Savage 
Cannon, Fla Jones Scrivner 
Cannon, Mo Kean Shafer 
Carlson Kee Sharp 
Case, S. Dak Keefe Sheridan 
Celler Kefauver Short 
Clements Keogh Simpson, III 
Cochran Kerr Slaughter 
Coffee Kilburn Smith. Wis. 
Cole, Kans. Kilday Sparkman 
Cole, N. Y. Kirwan Spence 
Combs Klein Stewart 
Cooper Landis Stigler 
Courtney Lane Sumner, Il. 
Cravens Larcade Taber 
Crawford Latham Tarver 
Curley Lea Taylor 
Daughton, Va. LeFevre Thomas, N. J. 
Davis uce Thomason 
Dawson Ludiow Tolan 
Delaney, Lyle Torrens 
John J. Lynch Towe 
Dolliver McCormack Traynor 
Dondero McGehee Trimble 
Douglas, Calif. McGregor Vinson 
Douglas, III. McKenzie Vorys, Ohio 
Dworshak McMillan, S. C. Wadsworth 
Earthman McMillen, Ill, Wasielewski 
Eaton Mahon Weaver 
Elliott Maloney Welch 
Elsaesser Manasco West 
Elston Mansfield, Wickersham 
Fellows Mont. Winter 
Fogarty Mansfield, Tex. Wolfenden, Pa, 
Gallagher Mason Wood 
Gary May 
Gathings Merrow 


So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 


Additional general pairs: 


Mrs. Douglas of California with Mr. Simp- 
son of Illinois. > 
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Mr. Gregory with Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. Patterson with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Lyle with Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Kilday with Mr. Anderson of Califor- 
nia. 

Mr. Hare with Mr. Hand. 

Mr. Allen of Louisiana with Mr, Bennet of 
New York. 

Mr. Courtney with Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Davis with Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Morgan with Mr. Gifford. 

Mr. Stigler with Mr. Corbett. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Merrow. 

Mr. Gathings with Mr, Case of South 
Dakota. 

Mr. Bell of Missouri with Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Sharp. 

Mr. O'Neal with Mr. Vorys of Ohio. 

Mr. Elliott with Miss Sumner of Ilinois, 


Mr, Daughton of Virginia with Mr. Win- 
ter. 


Mr. Ryter with Mr. Hagen. 

Mr. Traynor with Mr. Welch. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Bald- 
win, of New York. 


Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr, 
McMillen of Illinois. 

Mr. Combs with Mr. Buck. 

Mr. Peterson of Georgia with Mr. Wolfen- 
den of Pennsylvania. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
provided by law. 


George Marshall, 205 East Forty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 


Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
I make a point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I desire 
to yield to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Cotmer], to submit a unani- 
mous consent request. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
for the information of the gentleman 
from New York that the reading of the 
resolution has been completed. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I made the 
point of order at that point. I will with- 
hold it for the purpose of permitting the 
gentleman from Mississippi to submit a 
request. 


RULE ON THE SOCIAL SECURITY BILL 


Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 747. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, which rule 
is this? 

Mr. COLMER. This is the rule on the 
social-security bill, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair may say 
to the gentleman from Mississippi that 
since the conversation had with the gen- 
tleman there has been an additional con- 
versation, and the Chair thinks that 
perhaps the gentleman may save time by 
withholding the request for the moment. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw the request for the time being. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, which rule is this? 

Mr. COLMER. This is the rule on the 
social-security bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair may say 
that there has been additional conver- 
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sation since speaking to the gentleman 
and, in the opinion of the Chair, we will 
make time if the gentleman will with- 
hold his request for the time being. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw it for the moment. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
recognition, 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
insist on my point of order. 7 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman reserve the 
point of order? 

The SPEAKER. We are going on with 
this resolution. The gentleman from 
New Ycrk has no right to withhold it or 
to yield time either. 
from New York makes the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. The Chair 
will count. [After counting.] One hun- 
dred and ninety-four Members are 
present—not a quorum., 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 273] 

Adams Earthman Larcade 
Allen, La. Eaton Latham 
Almond Elliott LeFevre 
Andersen, Elsaesser Luce 

H. Carl Elston udlow 
Anderson, Calif. — Calif. Lyle 
Andrews, N. Y. Fellows Lynch 
Angell Flood McCormack 
Baldwin, Md. Fogarty McGehee 
Baldwin, N. Y. Gallagher McGregor 
Barden Gary McKenzie 
Barrett, Pa, Gathings McMillan, S. C. 
Barry Gifford McMillen, III 
Bates, Ky. Gillespie Mahon 
Beckworth Gordon Maloney 
Bell Gore 
Bender Gossett Mansñeld, 
Bennet, N.Y. Granger Mont. 
Blackney Grant, Ind. Mansfield, Tex. 
Bland Gregory Mason 
Bloom Toss May 
Boren Hagen Merrow 
Boykin Hale Miller, Calif 
Bradley, Mich. Hall, Miller, Nebr. 
Brooks Edwin Arthur Morgan 
Brumbaugh Halleck Morrison 
Bryson Hancock Murdock 
Buck Hare Norton 
Buckley Harris O’Konski 
Buffett Hart O'Neal 
Bunker Hartley O'Toole 
Canfield Hébert Patrick 
Cannon, Fla Heffernan Patterson 
Carlson Hendricks Pfeifer 
Case, S. D, enry Philbin 
Celler Herter Ploeser 
Chapman Hess Plumley 
Clason Hill Powell 
Clements Hinshaw Priest 
Cochran Hoeven Rains 
Cole, Kans, Hoffman, Mich. Reece, Tenn, 
Cole, N. Y. Holifield Richards 
Combs Fzac Robinson, Utah 
Cooper Jackson Robsion, Ky, 
Courtney Jennings Rockwell. 
Cravens Johnson, Calif, Roe, N. Y. 
Crawford Johnson, Tex. Rogers, N. T. 
Curley Jones Rowan 
Daughton, Va. Kean Russell 
Davis Kee Ryter 
Dawson Keefe Sabath 
De Lacy Kefauver Savage 
Delaney, Keogh Scrivner 

John J. Kerr Shafer 
Dolliver Kilburn Sharp 
Dondero Kilday Sheridan 
Douglas, Calif, Kirwan Short 
Douglas, Ill, Klein Slaughter 
Drewry Landis Smith, Wis. 
Dworshak Lane Sparkman 


The gentleman ~ 
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Spence Tolan Weaver 
Stewart Torrens Welch 

Stigler Towe West 

Sumner, Ill Traynor Wickersham 
Taber Trimble Winter 

Tarver Vinson Wolfenden, Pa. 
Taylor Vorys, Ohio Wood 
Thomas,N.J. Wadsworth 

Thomason Wasielewski 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 229 
Members have answered to their names; 
a quorum is present. 

Without objection, further proceed- 
ings under the call will be dispensed with. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. RANKIN]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 164, noes 1. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that 
there is no quorum present, and I make 
the point of order that there is no 
quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
{After counting.] Ninety-six Members 
are present; not a quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 217, nays 14, not voting 199, 
as follows: 


[Roll No, 274] 
YEAS—217 
Abernethy Dirksen Holmes, Wash. 
Allen, II. Domengeaux Hope 
Andresen, Doughton, N. C. Horan 
August H. Douglas, Calif. Howell 
Andrews, Ala. Doyle Huber 
Angell Durham Hull 
Arends Eberharter Jarman 
Auchincloss Ellis Jenkins 
Bailey _ Ellsworth Jensen 
Barrett, Wyo. Engel, Mich. Johnson, III 
Bates, Mass, Ervin Johnson, Ind, 
Beall Fallon Johnson, Okla, 
Bennett,Mo. Feighan Jonkman 
Blemiller Fenton Judd 
Bishop Fernandez Kearney 
Bloom Fisher Kelley, Pa. 
Bolton Fiann: Kelly, III. 
Bonner Folger King 
Bradley, Pa Forand Kinzer 
Brehm Fuller Knutson 
Brown, Ga Fulton Kopplemann 
Brown, Ohio Gamble Kunkel 
Buchanan Gardner Lanham 
Bulwinkle Gavin Lea 
Butler Gerlach LeCompte 
Byrne, N. Y. Gibson Lemke 
Byrnes, Wis Gillette Lesinski 
Camp Gillie Lewis 
Campbell McConnell 
Cannon,Mo. Gore McCowen 
Carna. Gorski McDonough 
Case, N. J. Gossett Madden 
Chelf Graham Mankin 
Chenoweth Granahan Martin, Iowa 
perfleld Grant, Ala. Martin, Mass. 
Church Griffiths Mathews 
Clark Gwinn, N. Y. Michener 
Clason Gwynne, Iowa Mills 
Clevenger Hall, Monroney 
Coffee Leonard W. Mundt 
Cole, Mo, Hancock Murray, Tenn, 
Colmer Harless, Ariz. Murray, Wis. 
Cooley Harness, Ind. Neely 
Corbett Havenner Norblad 
Cox Hays Norrell 
Healy O'Brien, Il. 
Hedrick O'Brien, Mich. 
D'Alesandro Hendricks 
Delaney, Hobbs teeny 
James J. Hoch 
D'Ewart Hoffman, Pa. 8 Fla. 
Dingell Holmes, Mass. Peterson, Ga. 


Phillips Rogers, Mass. Talbot 
Pickett Rooney Talle 
Pittenger Sabath Thom 
Poage Sadowski Thomas, Tex. 
Pratt Sasscer Tibbott 
Price, Fla. Schwabe, Mo. - Voorhis, Calif. 
Q N. T. Schwabe, Okla. Vursell 
Rataut Sheppard Weichel 
Rabin Sikes White 
Randolph Simpson, II Whitten 
Rankin Simpson, Pa Whitt: m 
Rayfiel Smith, Ohio Wigglesworth 
Reed, Ill Smith, Va Wilson 
Reed, N. T. Somers, N. T. Winstead 
Rees, Springer Wolcott 
Rich Starkey Wolverton, N. J. 
Riley Stefan Woodhouse 
Rivers Stevenson Woodruff 
Robertson, Va. Stockman Worley 
Rodgers, Pa. Sullivan Zimmerman 
Roe, Md Sumners, Tex. 
Rogers, Fia. Sundstrom 
NAYS—14 
Curtis Hand Marcantonio 
De Lacy Heselton Price, III. 
Gearhart Hook Ramey 
Geelan Link Smith, Maine 
Green McGlinchey 
NOT VOTING—199 
Adams Gathings Miller, Calif. 
Allen, La. Gifford Miller, Nebr. 
Almond Gillespie Morgan 
Andersen, Gordon Morrison 
H. Carl Granger Murdock 
Anderson, Calif. Grant, Ind. Norton 
Andrews, N. Y. Gregory O’Konski 
Arnold Gross O'Neal 
Baldwin, Md Hagen O'Toole 
Baldwin, N. Y. Hale Patman 
Barden Hall, Patrick 
Barrett, Pa. Edwin Arthur Patterson 
Halleck elfer 
Bates, Ky. Hare Philbin 
Beckworth Harris Ploeser 
Bell Hart Plumley 
Bender Hartley Powell 
Bennet, N. Y. Hébert Priest 
Blackney Heffernan 
Bland Henry Reece. Tenn 
Boren Herter Resa 
Boykin Hess Richards 
Bradley, Mich. Hill Rizley 
Brooks Hinshaw Robertson, 
Brumbaugh Hoeven N. Dak. 
Bryson Hoffman, Mich. Robinson, Utah 
Buck Holifield Robsion, Ky. 
Buckley Lac Rockwell 
Buffett Jackson Roe, N. X. 
Bunker Je Rogers, N. Y. 
Canfield Johnson, Calif. Rowan 
Cannon, Fla. Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Carlson Jones Ryter 
Case, S. Dak Kean Savage 
Celler Kee Scrivner 
Chapman Keefe Shafer 
Clements Kefauver harp 
Clippinger Keogh Sheridan 
Cochran Kerr Short 
Cole, Kans. Kilburn Slaughter 
Cole, N. Y. Kilday Smith, Wis. 
Combs Kirwan Sparkman 
Cooper Klein Spence 
Courtney LaFollette Stewart 
Cravens Landis Stigler 
Crawford Lane Sumner, Ill 
Curley Larcade Tabor 
Daughton, Va. Latham Tarver 
Davis LeFevre Taylor 
Dawson Luce Thomas, N. J. 
Delaney, Ludlow Thomason 
John J. Lyle Tolan 
Dolliver Lynch Torrens 
Dondero McCormack Towe 
Douglas, Ill, McGeree Traynor 
Drewry McGregor Trimble 
Dworshak McKenzie Vinson 
Earthman McMillan, S.C. Vorys, Ohio 
Eaton McMillen, Ul. Wadsworth 
Elliott Mahon Walter 
Elsaesser Maloney Wasielewski 
Elston Manasco Weaver 
Engle, Calif. Mansfield, Welch 
Fellows Mont. est 
Flood Mansfield, Tex. Wickersham 
rty Mason Winter 
Gallagher May Wolfenden, Pa. 
Gary Merrow Wood 


So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 
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Additional general pairs: 

Mr. Drewry with Mr. Robertson of North 
Dakota. 

Mr. Murdock with Mr. Hinshaw. 

Mr. Philbin with Mr. Rizley. 

Mr. Engle of California with Mr. Johnson 
of California. 

Mr. Flood with Mr. Clippinger. 

Mr. Harris with Mr, Gillespie. 

Mr. Savage with Mr. Andrews of New York. 

Mr. Bryson with Mr. LaFollette. 

Mr. Chapman with Mr. Reece of Tennessee, 

Mr. Earthman with Mr, Bender. 


Mr. Hoox changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” A 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. i 
The doors were opened. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST GEORGE 
MARSHALL 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] is recognized. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask for recognition. I have a preferen- 
tial motion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Mississippi has the floor on the 
resolution. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, this reso- 
lution is citing for contempt one George 
Marshall, the head of an organization 
known as the National Federation for 
Constitutional Liberties with offices at 
205 East Forty-second Street, New York 

City. 
* Marshall first appeared before a sub- 
committee in New York. The gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. THOMAS] pre- 
sided at the New York hearing. Mar- 
shall produced some of the bulletins and 
pamphlets published by his organization, 
but refused to submit anything else, and 
Mr. THomas ordered him to appear in 
Washington the following week for 
further examination. 

Marshall appeared here in Washing- 
ton on April 11, 1946. The full com- 
mittee then demanded of him the pro- 
duction of his books, papers, and records, 
which he refused. He also refused to 
testify concerning his affiliation or re- 
lationship with the Marshall Foundation. 

Marshall’s organization is a typical 
propaganda group which has been cited 
by the Attorney General, Francis G. Bid- 
dle, as a Communist front. It published 
such booklets as How To Testify Before 
Congressional Investigating Commit- 
tees, Native Fascists and How To Spot 
Them—this is the booklet which con- 
tains the embellished Fact Sheet No. 64 
of the War Department. 

His organization has applied for and 
received tax relief in being relieved from 
filing an income tax return. 

Marshall refused to give any details 
concerning the source of revenues of his 
organization or himself. He merely said 
that he received no salary and that his 
private income was sufficient to support 
him. 

You will find a report of his testimony 
in yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

This is one of those many Communist 
front organizations that are plotting the 
overthrow of this Government. 

They get their inspiration, if not their 
instructions from Moscow. The Com- 
intern is not dead. It is still carrying on 
the drive for world revolution, and is 
using these red fronts for that purpose. 
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If this is a legitimate outfit then why 
do they object to showing their records? 
Why do they object to showing where 
taar funds come from and where they 
go 

Why all these frantic efforts on the 
part of a certain radical group here in 
the House to prevent us from voting on 
this resolution? 

Remember that communism is based 
upon hatred for Christianity. It is based 
upon the atheistic doctrine of Karl 
Marx and its object is to bring about the 
overthrow of this Government, as well 
as that of every other government and 
to replace them with a communistic 
regime. 

That would mean the end of con- 
stitutional government throughout the 
world. 

It would mean the end of Christianity 
throughout the world. 

It would mean the end of free enter- 
prise throughout the world. 

It would mean the end of human lib- 
erty throughout the world. 

It would mean the end of the most 
glorious civilization mankind has ever 
known. 

This great country of ours is the last 
bulwark against the onward march of 
that deadly curse. The Christian peo- 
ples of Europe who have seen their 
churches burned and their ministers 
murdered, their homes plundered, their 
people enslaved, their men shot, and their 
women raped, are looking to América to 
turn back this tide of atheistic fanati- 
cism and save the civilization of man- 
kind from being wiped from the face of 
the earth. 

Your Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities is bearing the brunt of the fight 
to protect this Government from being 
destroyed by these insidious elements 
that attempt to carry out the instruc- 
tions of the Comintern. 

We are asking you, the elected Repre- 
sentatives of the people of this great 
country to back us. 

Congress is the hope of this Nation. 
If we fail to protect our country from 
these influences, then America is doomed. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a preferential motion which I send 
to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. MARCANTONIO moves that the resolu- 
tion be tabled. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr, MARC- 
ANTONIO]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—yeas 31, nays 138. 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that there is 
no quorum present, and I make the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 
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Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. In 
view of the fact that there has been con- 
stant interruption, I am quite sure that 
very few Members of the House know the 
full contents of the resolution. 

I would like to vote on it intelligently, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution again be read, I make that as 
a serious request. 

Mr. RANKIN. I make the point of 
order, Mr. Speaker, that the gentleman 
is too late. 

The SPEAKER, It is not too late to 
make a unanimous-censent request at 
any time. 

Mr. RANKIN. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. De Lacy] objects to the 
vote on the ground that there is no 
quorum present. 

Evidently there is no quorum present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 33, nays 202, not voting 195, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 275] 


YEAS—33 
Bailey Gorski Mankin 
Biemiller Havenner Marcantonio 
Bryne, N. Y. Healy O'Brien, Mich. 
Coffee Hedrick Outland’ 
De Lacy Hoch Rabin 
Douglas, Calif. Hook Rayfiel 
Doyle King Resa 
Eberharter Kopplemann Sabath 
Ervin LaFollette Sadowski 
Forand Link Somers, N. Y. 
Gardner Madden Woodhouse 
NAYS—202 

Abernethy Ellis Jonkman 
Allen, m. Ellsworth Judd 
Andresen, Engel, Mich, Kearney 

August H. Engle, Calif. Kelley, Pa. 
Andrews, Ala. Fallon Kelly, III. 
Angell Feighan Kinzer 
Arends Fenton Knutson 
Arnold Fisher Kunkel 
Auchincloss Flannagan Lanham 
Baldwin, Md. ood Lea 
Barrett, Wyo. Folger LeCompte 
Bates, Mass. Fuller Lemke 
Beall Fulton Lesinski 
Bennett, Mo. Gamble Lewis 
Bishop Gavin McConnell 
Bolton Gearhart McCowen 
Bonner Geelan McDonough 
Bradley, Pa. Gerlach McGlinchey 
Brehm Gibson Martin, Iowa 
Brown, Ga. Gillette Martin, Mass 
Brown, Ohio Gillie Mathews 
Buchanan Goodwin Michener 
Bulwinkle Gore Mills 
Butler Gossett Monroney 
Byrnes, Wis. Graham Mundt 
Camp Granahan Murray, Tenn. 
Campbell Grant, Ala. Murray, Wis. 
Cannon, Mo, Green Norblad 
Carnahan Griffiths Norrell 
Case, N. J. Gwinne, N. Y. O'Brien, Il. 
Chelf Gwynne, Iowa O'Hara 
Chenoweth Hall, Pace 
Chiperfield Leonard W. Patman 
Church Hancock Peterson, Fla. 
Clark d Peterson, Ga 
Clason Harless, Ariz. Phillips 
Clevenger Hays Pickett 
Clippinger Hendricks Pittenger 
Cole, Mo. Hesselton Poage 
Colmer Hobbs Pratt 
Cooley Hoffman, Pa. Price. Fla. 
Corbett Holmes, Mass. Price, Ill 

x Holmes, Wash. Quinn, N. Y. 
Crosser Hope Rabaut 
Cunningham Horan ey 
Curtis Howell Randolph 
D'Alesandro Huber Rankin 
Delaney, Hull Reed, III. 

James J. Jarman Reed, N. Y. 
D'Ewart Jenkins Rees, Kans, 
Dingell Jensen Rich 
Dirksen Johnson, III. Riley 
Domengeaux Johnson, Ind. Rivers 


Doughton, N. C. Johnson, Okla. Riziey 


Robertson, Smith, Maine Voorhis, Calif. 
N. Dak. Smith, Ohio Vursell 
Robertson, Va. Smith, Va Walter 
Rodgers, Springer Weichel 
Roe, Md. Stark Whitten 
Rogers, Fla Stefan Whittington 
Rogers, Mass. Stevenson Wigglesworth 
Rooney Stockman Wilson 
T Sullivan Winstead 
Schwabe, Mo. Sumners, Tex. Wolcott 
Schwabe, Okla. Sundstrom Wolverton, N. J. 
Sheppard Talbot 
Sikes Talle Worley 
Simpson, Hl. Thom Zimmerman 
Simpson, Pa. Tibbott 
NOT VOTING—195 
Adams Gifford Miller, Calif, 
Allen, La Gillespie Miller, Nebr 
Almond Gordon Morgan 
Andersen, Granger Morrison 
H. Carl Grant, Ind Murdock 
Anderson, Calif.Gregory Neely 
Andrews. N. Y. Gross Norton 
Baldwin, N. Y. Hagen O’Konski 
Barden Hale O'Neal 
Barrett, Pa. Hall, O'Toole 
Barry Edwin Arthur Patrick 
Bates Ky. Halleck Patterson 
Beckworth Hare Pfeifer 
Bell Harness, Ind. Philbin 
Bender Harris Ploeser 
Bennet, N.Y. Hart Piumley 
Hartley Powell 
Bland Hébert Priest 
Bloom Heffernan Rains 
Boren Henry Reece, Tenn 
Bo; Herter Richards 
Bradley, Mich. Hess Robinson, Utah 
Robsion, Ky. 
Brumbaugh Hinshaw ell 
n Hoeven Roe, N. Y. 
Buck Hoffman, Mich. Rogers, N. Y. 
Buckley Holifield Rowan 
Buffett Russell 
Bunker Jackson Ryter 
Canfield Jennings Savage 
Cannon, Fla Johnson, Calif. Scrivner 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Shafer 
Case, 5. Dak Jones Sharp 
Celler Kean Sheridan 
Chapman Kee Short 
Clements Keefe Slaughter 
Cochran Kefauver Smith, Wis. 
Cole, Kans. K Sparkman 
Cole, N. Y. Kerr Spence 
bs Kilburn Stewart 
1 Kilday Stigler 
Courtney . Kirwan Sumner, Il 
Cravens Klein Taber 
Crawford Landis Tarver 
Curley Lane Taylor 
Daughton, Va. Larcade ‘Thomas, N. J. 
vis Latham Thomas, Tex. 
Dawson LeFevre Thomason 
Delaney, Luce Tolan 
John, J. Ludlow Torrens 
Doliver Lyle Towe 
Dondero ch Traynor 
Douglas, III McCormack Trimble 
Drewry McGehee Vinson 
Durham McGregor Vorys, Ohio 
Dworshak McKenzie ‘Wadsworth 
Earthman McMillan, S.C. Wasielewski 
Eaton McMillen, ul. Weaver 
Elliott Mahon Welch 
Elsaesser Maloney West 
Elston Ma nasco te 
Fellows Mansfield, Wickersham 
Fernandez Mont. Winter 
Fogarty Mansfield, Tex. Wolfenden, Pa, 
Gallagher Mason 
ary May 
Gathings Merrow 


So the motion was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the. following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. John J. Delaney for, with Mr. Short 
against. 

Mr. O'Toole for, with Mr. Taylor against. 

Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Elsaesser against. 

Mr. Dawson for, with Mr. Latham against, 

Mr. Izac for, with Mr. Almond against. 

Mr. Klein for, with Mr. Johnson of Texas 
against. 

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Bender against. 

Mr. Pfeifer for, with Mr. Jones against. 

Mr. Sheridan for, with Mr. Hartley against. 

Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Eaton against. 

xXCII——670 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
ordering the previous question. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 191, noes 20. 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
thirty-one Members are present, a 
quorum. 3 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 189, noes 28. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling clerk, 
announced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 5560) entitled “An act to fix 
the rate of postage on domestic air mail, 
and for other purposes.” 


AMENDING THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 747, and move its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution the bill (H. R. 
7037) to amend the Social Security Act and 
the Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes, with the Senate amendments 
thereto, be, and the same is hereby, taken 
from the Speaker's table, that the Senate 
amendments be, and they are hereby, dis- 
agreed to by the House, and that a confer- 
ence be, and the same is hereby, requested 
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon. 


The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House now consider the resolution? 

The question was taken; and two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof, the 
House decided to consider the resolution. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
requests for time on this side. 

This is simply a resolution sending the 
social-security bill to conference. I re- 
serve the balance of my time, and I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve my time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
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a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the following conferees: Mr. DOUGHTON 
of North Carolina, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
RoserTSON of Virginia, Mr. MILLS, Mr. 
Knutson, Mr. REED of New York, and 
Mr. WOODRUFF. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may have until midnight tonight 
to file a conference report and statement 
on the bill H. R. 7037, the social-security 
bill. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. DOUGHTON]? 

There was no objection. 


STILL FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A still further message from the Senate, 
by Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling 
clerk, announced that the Senate had 
passed, with amendments in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested 
a joint resolution of the House of the 
following title: 

H.J. Res. 380. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing joint resolution, requests a 
conference with the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. Hay- 
DEN, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. Overton, Mr. 
Tuomas of Oklahoma, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. 
Gurney, and Mr. Batt to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 783) 
e An act for the relief of Karl E. 

n 815 


STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted the following resolution 
(H. Res. 751, Rept. No. 2718) for printing 
in the RECORD: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution the act (H. R. 2788) to limit the 
time during which certain actions under 
the laws of the United States may be brought, 
with the Senate amendments thereto, be, 
and the same hereby is, taken from the 
Speaker's table, to the end that the Senate 
amendments be, and the same hereby are 
agreed to. 


ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
YEAR 1947 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s table the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 390) making additional 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1947, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments, disagree to the Senate 
amendments, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. ; 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. CANNon of Missouri, 
RABAUT, THOMAS of Texas, WIGGLESWORTH, 
and DIRKSEN. i 
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the managers on the part of the House 
may have leave to file a report whether 
the House is in session or not. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 


POSTAGE RATE ON DOMESTIC AIR MAIL 


Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan submitted 
the following conference report and 
statement on the bill (H. R. 5560) to fix 
the rate of postage on domestic air mail 
and for other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 
The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5560) to fix the rate of postage on domestic 
air mail, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 
That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1 and 2. 
PHILIP A. TRAYNOR, 
WILLIAM C, COLE, 
JOHN C. BUTLER, 
GEORGE D. O'BRIEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
CARL HAYDEN, 
WILLIAM LANGER, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5560) to fix the 
rate of postage on domestic air mail, and 
for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

Amendment No. 1: The House bill pro- 
vided that the rate of postage on domestic 
air mail shall be 5 cents for each ounce or 
fraction thereof. This amendment changes 
such rate to 6 cents. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 2: The House bill pro- 
vided that with respect to mail transported 
under authority of section 1 of the act of 
October 14, 1940, the postage rate of 5 cents 
prescribed by the bill shall be applicable only 
to first-class mail. This amendment refers 
to the postage rate of 6 cents in conformity 
with the change in rate made by amendment 
No. 1. The Senate recedes. 

PHILIP A. TRAYNOR, 

WILLIAM C. COLE, 

JOHN C, BUTLER, 

GEORGE D. O'BRIEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the conference 
report on the bill (H. R. 5560) fixing the 
rate of postage on domestic air mail, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain what the con- 
ference report does? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. The House 
unanimously passed the bill some weeks 
ago changing the domestic rate on air 
mail from 8 cents per ounce to 5 cents. 
The Senate amended the House bill by 
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raising it from 5 to 6 cents. In a confer- 
ence last night we made the rate 5 cents. 
In other words, the position of the House 
was sustained. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That 
is the only change? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. That is 
the only change. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there. objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 

. The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


ICKES’ RECKLESS EXPENDITURE OF 
PUBLIC FUNDS 


Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
that every Member of this House was 
shocked and disappointed to learn of the 
recent defeat of our able and distin- 
guished colleague from Oklahoma, who 
has served the State and Nation hon- 
orably and well for the past two decades, 
the Honorable JED JOHNSON. 

It is no shock or surprise, however, that 
one Harold Ickes, known for his reckless 
expenditure of public funds, as well as 
his recklessness in handling facts, should 
continue to vent his spleen against JoHN- 
son. As chairman of the Interior Sub- 
committee on Appropriations for the past 
several years, JED JOHNSON has done more 
than any other one man in Congress to 
halt Ickes in his wild and reckless ex- 
penditure of public funds. Mr. Speaker, 
in the Washington Star of Friday, July 
26, and in other newspapers throughout 
the country appeared a libelous article 
by Harold Ickes, reflecting on the char- 
acter and conduct of our beloved col- 
league from Oklahoma who is held in 
high esteem by every Member of this 
House. Ickes charged JOHNSON, among 
other things, with having gutted the In- 
terior Department in the matter of funds 
and also taking advantage of his position 
to push the Interior Department around. 
I have talked to members of his subcom- 
mittee, both Democrats and Republi- 
cans, and every member has assured me 
that this charge is an infamous falsehood. 

Mr. Speaker, I could use the time al- 
lowed me in name calling. I could re- 
mind Members of this House of the fact 
that the author of this slimy smear article 
has also attempted to smear many other 
public men, including the President of 
the United States and members of the 
President’s Cabinet. I could call this 
character assassin an unmitigated uncon- 
scionable liar, but that would not be news 
to many Members of this House, or oth- 
ers who have had any dealings with this 
man who beats himself on the breast and 
calls himself Honest Harold. 

Iam not presumed to know all the an- 
swers to Ickes’ recent blasts at the gen- 
tlemen from Oklahoma IMr. JOHNSON] 
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but I do know both men, and I would 
stake my life on the statement that his 
several smear articles against the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNson] are 
not based upon facts. JED JOHNSON’S 
record, both private and public, is as 
clean as a hound's tooth, a thing that 
cannot be truthfully said of Harold Ickes. 

Surely the public has not forgotten that 
during the war how Ickes hoarded gaso- 
line on his Maryland farm for the use 
of his or his wife’s chicken farm and 
that he persisted in using an extra Inte- 
rior Department automobile or station 
wagon in peddling eggs and chickens all 
over Washington. Such brazen effront- 
ery would make the average man hang 
his head in shame, but not Ickes. I could 
take considerable time discussing his 
background, his various lawsuits against 
members of his own family, his widely 
publicized action in listing in his five- 
story building in Chicago as a three-story 
building for tax purposes in order to beat 
his taxes, and various and sundry other 
shady deals too numerous to mention. 
But Members of this House and the public 
generally are more interested in his pub- 
lic record as a reckless ard irresponsible 
spender, a record that has never before 
been equaled so far as I can recall by any 
public official during my years in Wash- 
ington. 

Members of this House will recall that 
Mr. Ickes was so reckless in expenditures 
of long-distance telephone calls and 
telegrams that during the fiscal year 1943, 
Ickes’ bill for telephone and telegrams 
alone cost the taxpayers $231,000. That, 
of course, is a matter of record which 
I had occasion to look up today in order 
to refresh my memory. It will also be 
recalled that Jen JoHNsoN’s committee 
reduced the amount for long-distance 
telephone calls to $40,000, and the record 
also shows that a year later the Under 

ecretary of the Interior admitted that 
this committee action had a “salutary 
effect upon the whole Interior Depart- 
ment.” 

Again Ickes says in his libelous article 
referred to, that the feud between him- 
self and the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. JOHNSON] was caused by his re- 
fusal to permit any member of his staff 
to be smeared unjustly by fake patriots. 
Here he is undoubtedly talking about 
his old side-kick, Robert Morss Lovett, 
who, according to the record, not only 
admitted but boasted that he was a 
member of 41 subversive organizations, 
5 of which were pointed out to be Com- 
munist or Communist-front organiza- 
tions by the then Attorney General. 
The same record discloses that the same 
Robert Lovett also admitted that he had 
appeared on the same platform with 
Earl Browder, Communist candidate for 
the Presidency, at which time he lauded 
Browder. His testimony is available 
for anyone who wishes to readit. When 
Ickes heard of the Lovett testimony and 
that JoHNsoN’s committee was fixing to 
burn Ickes down for having such a 
crackpot on his pay roll, he solemnly 
promised the committee, so I am ad- 
vised by several members, to get Lovett’s 
resignation immediately, but a year later 
Lovett was still on Ickes’ pay roll. This 
is the same Ickes who a little later was 
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defending conscientious objectors on the 
Interior pay roll, according to the 
printed record, during the war and who 
was making affidavits that such consci- 
entious objectors were indispensable and 
irreplaceable. It is true that the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma, JED JOHNSON, 
went to work to turn the searchlight of 
publicity against such shameful malad- 
ministration. That is evidently what 
the old man calls being pushed around. 
Well, we need more JED JOHNSONS in 
Congress to do more pushing around. 

Perhaps the most scandalous and 
brazen of any of the matters called to 
my attention, in reading the committee 
hearings today in connection with the 
former Secretary and his boasted public 
record, was his action in forcing by di- 
rect order one Ruth Gruber, known to 
have been one of his several ghost 
writers, on the pay roll of the Alaska 
Railroad, where she remained for 4 years 
and 11 months at a salary of $6,000 per 
year, plus $7 per diem. This lady was 
paid, according to the records furnished 
the committee, and which I have before 
me, $36,771.24 for work alleged to have 
been performed in connection with the 
Alaska Railroad. During this time it 
was testified that she made some three 
or four trips to Alaska; rode on free 
passes on the railroad a few times, 
wrote some magazine articles about 
Alaska for which she was paid; but, ac- 
cording to the present manager of the 
road, Colonel Johnson, and his predeces- 
sor, Colonel Ohlson, the young woman 
performed no services whatsoever in 
connection with the operation of the 
Alaska Railroad. 

To those of you who would like some 
interesting and informative reading I 
would call your attention to the printed 
hearings in connection with the annual 
supply bill for the Interior Department 
for the current fiscal year. The testi- 
mony speaks for itself. It is uncontro- 
verted, 

For the edification of the House, I 
quote the foilowing from the hearings 
referred to before JED JOHNSON’s sub- 
committee, beginning at page 785, as 
follows: 

SERVICES OF RUTH GRUBER 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Colonel, during 
the course of examining your successor, Colo- 
nel Johnson, and also while Mr. Arnold was 
on the stand, some mention was made of 
a certain railroad official, or perhaps I should 
say a former railroad official, whose name the 
committee first heard in Alaska, as being con- 
nected in some way with the Alaska Railroad. 
Your successor, Colonel Johnson, did not seem 
to know very much about the work performed 
by this so-called ex-railroad official. I am 
sure that the committee would like to have 
any information that you may be able to give 
about this very charming person. I refer to 
Ruth Gruber, who it develops was on the pay 
roll of the Alaska Railroad for the past 5 or 
6 years at the modest salary of $6,000 per year, 
pius of course, a per diem, I believe, of $7 per 

ay. 

Colonel, would you be good enough to tell 
the committee how long Miss Gruber was on 
your, pay roll, and what particular functions, 
if any, connected with the Alaska Railroad 
she performed at any time? 

Colonel OHLSON. Dr. Gruber, Mr. Chairman, 
was, I believe, initially hired by the Interior 
Department, and later on detailed by the 
Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Ickes, to make 
a study of Alaska for the purpose of assisting 
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in the development of Alaska, and she was 
placed on the Alaska Railroad pay roll in 
February 1941. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Did she remain 
on the pay roll continuously since that time 
at a top salary of $6,000 per year. 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. What duties, if 
any, did she perform with the Alaska Rail- 
road? 

Colonel Ontson. She wrote several articles 
that were published in various periodicals 
and newspapers covering her observations of 
the scenery: and the resources of Alaska. 

Mr. JoHNsON of Oklahoma. All right, she 
wrote several articles to magazines and news- 
papers for which it is presumed she was paid. 
Now, did she give you any help, advice, assist- 
ance, or counsel in connection with the oper- 
ation of the railroad? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir; she was not en- 
gaged in that capacity. 

Mr. JoHnson of Oklahoma. Was she a mem- 
ber of your staff of advisers, rail experts, or a 
member of your board of directors? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir. 

Mr. JouNson of Oklahoma. Please tell the 
committee just how you operated. To whom 
did you as general manager report, Dr. Gruber, 
the Secretary of the Interior, or to the Direc- 
tor of Territories? 

Colonel OHLSON. The Alaska Railroad is 
under the Department of the Interior and 
the general manager reports to the Director 
of Territories, who, in turn, refers matters of 
importance of the railroad to the Secretary for 
decisions. 

Mr. Jounson of Oklahoma. Well, now get- 
ting back to this ex-railroad official we have 
learned so far that Dr. Gruber, who has been 
reported to this committee to be a very fluent 
“ghost” writer, has written a number of 
articles about Alaska for which it is presumed 
she received some remuneration. Do you 
know if the articles in question were printed 
under her own name or under the name of 
the Secretary of the Interior? 

Colonel Outson. So far as I know, under 
her own name. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma. Then for at 
least some of her articles she received extra 
remuneration in addition to her salary of 
$6,000 per year. Did she perform any func- 
tions whatever in connection with the opera- 
tion, maintenance, or general welfare of the 
Alaska Railroad? 

Colonel Outson. No; not as far as operation 
is concerned. She had nothing to do with 
that. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma. Now, I believe 
you say she was placed on the pay roll in 
February 1941, 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JoHNson of Oklahoma. By whose 
orders? 

Colonel Oxntson. By the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Oklahoma, The great Sec- 
retary of the Interior! The self-admitted, if 
not self-named, “Honest Harold,” whose great 
heart bleeds for the American taxpayer, who 
is shocked at anything that smacks of an 
impropriety—— ' 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson of Oklahoma. Did you object 
or protest to the order from the Secretary of 
the Interior to place Miss Gruber on your top 
pay roll? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonson of Oklahoma. You offered no 


protest as general manager of the railroad? 


Colonel OHLSON. No, sir; it was a direct 
order. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma. Colonel, in in- 
troducing you a few minutes ago, I referred 
to the fact that you had brought the railroad 
from several millions in the “red” to a few 
millions surplus, Had you taken the road out 
of the red“ before you received orders from 
Secretary Ickes to place this charming lady 
on your pay roll? 
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Colonel OHLSON. The railroad had just 
started in to show a small profit at that time. 

Mr. Jounson of Oklahoma. During all those 
5 years that Miss Gruber was on your pay roll 
at the highest salary I believe this law allows, 
what if anything, did she contribute to the 
operation of the road. Was it confined to a 
few trips as a passenger, presumably on a 
free pass? 

Colonel OHLSON. She made several trips 
over the Alaska Railroad; yes. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma. Then, as far 
as you know, that was the extent of her 
railroad work during her trips to Alaska? 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Jonnson of Oklahoma. Then I take it 
that you did not even call on her to take 
your place as manager of the road when you 
were out of Alaska? 

Colonel Oxutson. No, sir. 

Mr, Jounson of Oklahoma. At no time, 
then, did she operate the engines? She is 
not an engineer? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir. 

Mr. JoHNSON of Oklahoma. During all that 
time the little lady did not act as conductor, 
brakeman, engineer, superintendent of the 
road, or in any other capacity? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir, 

Mr. JoHNson of Oklahoma. But simply 
wrote some articles about Alaska, for which 
she presumably was paid in order to aug- 
ment that $6,000 salary you paid her, or 
should I say gave her, at the direct order 
of the Secretary of the Interior? 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. JouHnson of Oklahoma, During the 
time that she was on your pay roll at $6,000 
a year, did the Secretary also make you pay 
her time and a half for overtime? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir. 

Mr. JoHNson of Oklahoma. What, no over- 
time? í 

Colonel Oxntson. No, sir; no time and a 
half was paid to Dr. Gruber. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma. How amazing; 
and no extras for foreign-service pay except 
a measly $7 extra per diem? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir; her salary was 
$6,000 per annum. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Only $6,000 per 
year. And what about that seven “bucks” 
extra per day? Did she get that also? 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Jounson of Oklahoma. Only $6,000— 
at a time when you were striving to create 
a surplus that you knew would be needed 
after the war—at a time when men were 
offering their lives to preserve the American 
way of life, and with a terrible war deficit 
mounting, you paid only $6,000 annual salary 
to her? 

Colonel OnLSON. Yes, sir; also per diem. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma. During that 
time did she make one or more trips to 
Europe? Are you familiar with that? 

Colonel Ontson. She did, At least one 
trip. 

Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma, During which 
time she also wrote some very interesting 
articles and later delivered lectures for which 
she was paid. One article about Russia, par- 
ticularly. It was also during the time she 
was on your pay roll that she became inter- 
ested, as I recall, in getting European refugees 
sent to Alaska. Was it during the same trip 
that she visited Russia? 

Colonel Ontson. Her trip to Russia I am 
quite sure was prior to her coming to the 
Alaska Railroad. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Did she go to 
Europe at your suggestion and in connection 
with her alleged work as a railroader? 

Colonel OLSON., No, sir. 

Mr. Jounson of Oklahoma. Then the 
Alaska Railroad did not urge her to go as 
your representative for any national or in- 
ternational conclave or for anything even re- 
motely connected with the Alaska Rail- 
road? 

Colonel OHLSON. No, sir. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Is it true or 
untrue that she went to Europe in connection 
with bringing to the United States the so- 
called Oswego refugees? 

Colonel OHLSON. I had no knowledge of 
that trip until after her return from Europe. 

Mr, JoHNSON of Oklahoma. Well, were 
there some European refugees established at 
Oswego after her trip to Europe? 

Colonel Ountson., I believe I read an article 
on that subject. 

Mr. JoHNson of Oklahoma. Did you read a 
story in the Washington papers, or other 
papers, recently, stating that the Secretary of 
the Interior had suggested that a large num- 
ber of European refugees be unloaded on 
Alaska? 

Colonel OHLSON. I did, sir. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Well you might 
be surprised, Colonel, that the Secretary of 
Interior actually had the gall to ask President 
Truman to give the lady a Presidential dec- 
oration for bringing those refugees to Amer- 
ica, Now, Colonel, how many years have you 
lived in Alaska? 

Colonel Ontson. Seventeen and one-half 
years. 5 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Is it your judg- 
ment that the idea of the Secretary of In- 
terior to flood Alaska with refugees will be 
received with open arms by the people of 
Alaska, or would they agree with a well- 
-known Alaskan who ridiculed the suggestion 
as an “idiotic brainstorm”? 

If you care to answer that on or off the 
record, the committee would like to have 


that because when the great Secretary of the’ 


Interior makes such a suggestion there might 

be some who think it ought to be given at 

least consideration. We would like to know 
what you think about it. 

Colonel OHLSON. Until additional resources 
have been found and developed I doubt the 
wisdom of a step of that kind. 

Mr. Rooney. Colonel, have you ever heard 
that song, I've Been Working on the Rail- 
road? 

Colonel OHLSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rooney. I have just one question. 
What, if anything, did the party mentioned 
here, Miss Gruber, I believe her name is, do 
to assist you in the administration or opera- 
tion of the railroad? 

Colonel OHLSON. Insofar as the operation 
and maintenance of the railroad is concerned, 
Dr. Gruber did not render any assistance. 

Mr. Rooney. Then there should be some 
explanation of this. 


It will be noted that the young woman 
in question, who visited Alaska a few 
times during the 4 years and 11 months 
she was on the pay roll of the Alaska 
Railroad was interested mainly in get- 
ting some refugees sent over from Europe 
to Alaska. She attempted to sell a num- 
ber of leading citizens of Alaska on the 
Ickes proposal of importing the so-called 
refugees from countries in Europe, but 
such a storm of protest went up against 
the idiotic plan that the Department of 
the Interior was finally forced to change 
the program and the so-called refugees 
were sent to Oswego, N. Y., instead. The 
same ‘Ruth Gruber, according to the 
record, was even sent by plane to Italy 
during the war despite the serious short- 
age of planes and gasoline to travel as 
the Secretary’s official representative to 
round up these refugees. For this act 
the great Secretary of the Interior de- 
cided that she should be decorated and 
that her services should go down in his- 
tory as a great achievement and he 
actually had the gall, as the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, Chairman JOHNSON, 
pointed out, to ask the President of the 
United States, by letter dated January 
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31, 1946, to award the said Ruth Gruber 
the Medal of Merit for her work in con- 
nection with bringing a contingent of 
refugees from Europe to the United 
States. This, it will be recalled, was 
shortly before his blow-up as Secretary. 

After having been turned down unani- 
mously by the President’s board which 
makes such recommendations, the Sec- 
retary then called upon the Secretary of 
State to give her what is known as the 
Medal of Freedom. But Secretary Byrnes 
advised the then Secretary of the In- 
terior by letter, as follows: 

The Medal of Freedom is being awarded by 
the Army and Navy theater commanders 
abroad for meritorious action in helping 
American military personnel in enemy-occu- 
pied territory during the war. 


The Secretary went on to state that 
the President’s Executive order establish- 
ing medals for cases of this character did 
not apply to any act performed in the 
United States. This must have come asa 
terrible blow to the then Secretary whose 
protégée and alleged ghost writer had 
drawn down a total of $36,771.24 during a 
less than 5-year period. 

So, Mr, Speaker, in closing this chapter 
for the present at least with a few high 
spots in the official record of the man who 
assumes a holier-than-thou role, who 
boasts of his alleged virtue, who declares 
to the world that he is the one and only 
“Honest Harold”; this man who has ques- 
tioned the veracity of Presidents and 
Cabinet members, members of the Su- 
preme Court, and many others in high 
official life, my closing comment as to 
him and his smear campaign against all 
who do not see eye to eye with him would 
be the old adage “that people who live in 
glass houses should not throw stones.” 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp and in- 
clude therein a report of an inspection 
trip of the Pan American Highway in 
Central America. 

Mr. Speaker, I have an estimate from 
the Government Printing Office that the 
cost will be approximately $120. Not- 
withstanding the cost I ask consent that 
the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding, 
without objection, the extension will be 
made. 

There was no objection. 


RETIREMENT PLAN FOR PERSONNEL OF 
MILITARY AND NAVAL SERVICES 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Military Affairs, I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill, S. 2460, to pro- 
vide additional inducements to citizens 
of the United States to make a career of 
the United States military or naval serv- 
ice, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
An the gentleman explain the Senate 

ill? 

Mr. SIKES. I am glad to comply with 
the request of the distinguished minority 
leader. This is an enlisted man’s retire- 
ment bill. It is the outgrowth of action 
already taken by the passage of S. 1438 
for naval personnel. When the bill came 
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up the House committee amended it to 
include Army personnel. There are dif- 
ferences, however, in the treatment of 
the men in the two services and the ef- 
fort has been to reconcile the differences 
and place the Army and Navy personnel 
on the same retirement basis. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
the bill now before us really goes a long 
way toward bringing about uniformity in 
the retirement provisions for the enlisted 
personnel of the Army and the Navy. It 
is a very essential bill to bring about 
some greater incentive for enlisted men 
to serve in the armed forces at this time, 
both Army and Navy. The Army and 
Navy, the War Department and the Navy 
Department are in accord on the provi- 
sions of this bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 4 of the 
Naval Reserve Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1176) 
is hereby amended by inserting after the 
words “insular possessions of the United 
States” a comma and the following: “in- 
cluding citizens of the Philippine Islands 
who are members of the naval service at the 
time independence of the Philippine Islands 
becomes effective,”. 

Sec. 2. Section 204 of the Naval Reserve 
Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1179) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 204. Members of the Navy who first 
enlisted in the Navy after July 1, 1925, or 
who reenlisted therein after July 1, 1925, 
having been out of the Regular Navy for 
more than 3 months, may upon their own 
request be transferred to the Fleet Reserve 
upon the completion of at least 20 years’ 
active Federal service. After such transfer, 
except when on active duty, they shall be 
paid at the annual rate of 2½ percent of 
the annual base and longevity pay they are 
receiving at the time of transfer multiplied 
by the number of years of active Federal 
service: Provided, That the pay authorized in 
this section shall be increased 10 percent for 
all men who may be credited with extra- 
ordinary heroism in the line of duty: Pro- 
vided further, That the determination of the 
Secretary of the Navy as to the definition 
of extraordinary heroism shall be final and 
conclusive for all purposes: Provided jur- 
ther, That the pay authorized in this section 
shall not exceed 75 percent of the active- 
duty base and longevity pay they were reoeiv- 
ing at the time of transfer: Provided further, 
That all enlisted men transferred to the Fleet 
Reserve in accordance with the provisions of 
this section and of sections 1 and 203 of this 
act shall, upon completion of 30 years’ serv- 
ice, be transferred to the retired list of the 
Regular Navy, with the pay they were then 
legally entitled to receive: Provided further, 
That nothing contained within this section 
shall be construed to prevent persons who 
qualify for transfer to the Fleet Reserve 
under the provisions of section 203 of this 
act from being transferred in accordance with 
the provisions of this section if they so elect: 
Provided further, That a fractional year of 
6 months or more shall be considered a full 
year for purposes of this section and section 
203 in computing years of active Federal serv- 
ice and base and longevity pay: And provided 
further, That the provisions of this section 
shall apply to all persons of the class de- 
scribed herein heretofore or hereafter trans- 
ferred to the Fleet Reserve, except that no 
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increase in pay or allowances shall be deemed 
to have accrued prior to the date of the en- 
actment of this amendment. For the pur- 
poses of this section, all active service in the 
Army of the United States, the Navy, the 
Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, or any com- 
ponent thereof, shall be deemed to be active 
Federal service.” 

Sec. 3. Title II of the Naval Reserve Act 
of 1938 (52 Stat. 1178) is hereby amended by 
adding thereto a new section to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 208. Whenever enlisted men of the 
Fleet Reserve, transferred thereto after more 
than 16 years’ service, or enlisted men trans- 
ferred from the Fleet Reserve to the retired 
list of the Regular Navy, perform active duty 
after July 1, 1925, such active duty, except 
that which they are required to perform in 
time of peace under section 206 of this title, 
shall be included in the computation of their 
total service for the purpose of computing 
their retainer or retired pay when in an in- 
active-duty status, and in the computation 
of their retainer or retired pay all active 
duty so performed subsequent to the effective 
date of transfer to the Fleet Reserve or to 
the retired list shall be counted for the pur- 
pose of computing percentage rates and in- 
creases with respect to their retainer or re- 
tired pay and shall be based on the enlisted 
pay received by them at the time they re- 
sume an inactive-duty status, including in- 
creases in consequence of advancement in 
rating, longevity, and extraordinary heroism; 
Provided, That such pay shall not exceed 75 
percent of the base and longevity pay of the 
highest rating to which entitled under the 
provisions of this section: Provided further, 
That active duty performed during any period 
of national emergency declared by the Presi- 
dent shall be considered for the purpose of 
this section as not being active duty in time 
of peace required by section 206: Provided 
further, That nothing contained in this sec- 
tion shall operate to reduce the retainer or 
retired pay and alowances to which any en- 
listed man would otherwise have been en- 
titled: Provided further, That a fractional 
year of 6 months or more shall be considered 
a full year for purposes of this section in 
computing years of active Federal service and 
base and longevity pay: And provided further, 
That persons of the classes described in this 
section who have been retired or returned 
to an inactive duty status prior to the date 
of approval of this section shall be entitled to 
the benefits of this section from the date of 
retirement or return to an inactive duty 
status.” 

Sec. 4. (a) The authority conferred upon 
the President by the Act approved June 27, 
1942 (56 Stat. 422), as amended, to appoint 
commissioned warrant and warrant officers of 
the Regular Navy to commissioned grades or 
ranks is hereby extended to include authority 
to appoint chief petty officers of the Regular 
Navy who have completed not less than 3 
years of service as chief petty officers to com- 
missioned grades or ranks in like manner and 
under the same conditions and circum- 
stances, except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, as is provided in that act, as 
amended, for the appointment of commis- 
sioned warrant and warrant officers to com- 
missioned grades or ranks. 

(b) The authority conferred upon the 
President by the act approved June 27, 1942 
(56 Stat. 422), as amended, to appoint com- 
missioned warrant and warrant officers of 
the Regular Navy to commissioned grades or 
ranks is hereby extended to include author- 
ity to appoint any enlisted man of the Regu- 
lar Navy who has not, on the date of such 
appointment, attained his thirty-third birth- 
day and who has served continuously and im- 
mediately prior to such appointment in the 
Regular Navy for a period of not less than 4 
years to the commissioned grade or rank of 
ensign in the line or staff corps of the Regu- 
lar Navy in like manner and under the same 
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conditions and circumstances, except as 
otherwise provided in this subsection, as is 
provided in that act, as amended, for the 
appointment of commissoned warrant and 
warrant officers to commissioned grades or 
ranks: Provided, That the authorized num- 
ber of commissioned officers of the line and 
of each staff corps to which appointments 
pursuant to this subsection may be made will 
not be increased according to the number 
of appointments made, and officers appointed 
pursuant to this subsection shall not be 
carried as extra numbers in the grades or 
ranks in which appointed. 

(c) In computing the years of service 
necessary for appointment to commissioned 
grade or rank pursuant to the act approved 
June 27, 1942 (56 Stat. 422), and pursuant to 


this section, at least 1 year of such service 


shall have been in the Regular Navy. The 
remaining portion of such service may have 
been active duty in a reserve component of 
the Navy after September 8, 1939, and before 
the termination of the present war as pro- 
claimed by the President or established by 
act or resolution of the Congress. 

Sec. 5. (a) Subsection 8 (c) of the act ap- 
proved July 24, 1941 (55 Stat. 604), is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) An officer or enlisted man on the re- 
tired list of the Regular Navy or Marine 
Corps who was placed thereon by reason of 
physical disability shall, if he incurs physi- 
cal disability while serving under a temporary 
appointment in a higher rank, subject to the 
provisions of subsection (e) hereof, be ad- 
vanced on the retired list to such higher 
rank with retired pay at the rate of 75 per- 
cent of the active-duty pay to which he was 
entitled while serving in that rank.” 

(b) Subsection 8 (e) of the act approved 
July 24, 1941 (55 Stat. 604), is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(e) The benefits of this section shall ap- 
ply only to an individual who incurs physical 
disability in line of duty in time of war or 
national emergency. In the case of those 
officers and enlisted men to whom subsection 
(c) hereof is applicable retirement in the 
next higher rank shall be effected upon a 
finding by a naval retiring board that the 
disability was incident to the service while 
on active duty in the higher rank and upon 
a rating by such board, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Navy, at not less than 30 percent perma- 
nent disability. In all other cases officers and 
enlisted men shall be retired in accordance 
with existing law providing for the retire- 
ment of officers or enlisted men.” 

Sec. 6. (a) Section 4 of the act approved 
October 6, 1945 (Public Law 190, 79th Cong.), 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. Whenever any enlisted man of the 
Regular Army shall have completed a mini- 
mum of 20 but less than 30 years of active 
Federal service, he may, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of War shall pre- 
scribe, upon his own request be transferred 
to the Enlisted Reserve Corps and there- 
upon will be placed on the retired list of 
the Regular Army. An enlisted man so 
transferred and retired shall receive, except 
when on active duty, monthly retired pay 
at the rate of 2½ percent of the base and 
longevity pay of the enlisted grade held at 
the time he made application for retirement 
multiplied by the number of years of active 
Federal service, not to exceed 30 years. The 
retired pay authorized by this section shall 
be increased 10 percent for any enlisted 
man who is credited with extraordinary 
heroism in line of duty: Provided, That the 
determination of the Secretary of War as to 
extraordinary heroism for purposes of this 
section shall be final and conclusive for all 
purposes: Provided further, That the total 
retired pay (including the 10-percent in- 
crease for heroism) authorized 
by this section shall not in any case exceed 
75 percent of the total enlisted base and 
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longevity pay such enlisted man was receiv- 
ing at the time he made application for 
retirement: And provided further, That any 
fractional part of a year amounting to 6 
months or more shall be counted as a com- 
plete year for the purpose of computing re- 
tired pay, but shall not be counted for the 
purpose of determining eligibility for retire- 
ment under this section.” 

(b) The number of years of service to be 
credited in computing eligibility for retire- 
ment under this act or any other act pro- 
viding for retirement of enlisted men of the 
Army shall include all active Federal service 
performed in the Army of the United States, 
the Navy, the Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, 
or any component thereof. 

(c) Any enlisted man retired under the 
provisions of section 4 of the act approved 
October 6, 1945 (Public Law 190, 79th Cong.), 
shall, commencing the first day of the month 
following the effective date of this act, re- 
ceive retired pay computed as provided in 
section 6 of this act. 

Sec. 7. Any enlisted man who is trans- 
ferred to the Enlisted Reserve Corps pursu- ` 
ant to the provisions of section 6 of this 
act shall remain a member thereof until his 
active Federal military service performed 
prior to such transfer plus the period of his 
service in such corps equals 30 years, and 

-while a member of such corps shall be sub- 
ject to perform such periods of active duty 
as may now or hereafter be prescribed by law. 

Sec. 8. (a) Each enlisted man of the Regu- 
lar Army retired under the provisions of 
section 6 of this act or the provisions of 
section 4 of the act approved October 6, 1945 
(Public Law 190, 79th Cong.), who performs 
or has performed active military service sub- 
sequent to retirement shall, upon relief from 
such active duty, receive retired pay on the 
same basis as received by him prior to his 
recall to active duty, or in the amount re- 
sulting from a recomputation, as provided 
herein, whichever is the greater. Such re- 
computation shall be made in the same man- 
ner as ed in section 6 of this act on 
the basis of the enlisted grade held at the 
time of relief from active military service, or 
the enlisted grade in which originally re- 
tired, whichever is higher: Provided, That 
the service to be credited shall include peri- 
ods of active Federal service subsequent to 
retirement: Provided further, That the re- 
tired pay shall not exceed 75 percent of the 
enlisted base and longevity pay he was re- 
ceiving in his active-duty status. 

(b) Each enlisted man of the Regular Army 
retired under the provisions of the act of 
March 2, 1907 (34 Stat. 1217; 10 U. S. C. 947), 
or under the provisions of the act of June 
80, 1941 (55 Stat, 394; 10 U. S. C. 982a), who 
performs or has performed active military 
service subsequent to retirement shall, upon 
relief from such active duty, receive retired 
pay in the amount received by him prior to 
his recall to active duty, or on the basis of 
his grade and length of service at the time 
of relief from active duty, whichever is the 
greater: Provided, That the amount of his 
retired pay shall not in any event exceed 
75 percent of the enlisted base and longev- 
ity pay of the highest enlisted grade held by 
him. 


Sec. 9. No back pay for any period prior to 
the date of enactment of this act shall ac- 
crue to any person by reason of the enact- 
ment of this act except as otherwise provided 
in section 30. No person, active or retired, 
of any of the armed forces, shall suffer, by 
reason of this act, any reduction in any pay, 
allowances, or compensation to which he 
was entitled upon the effective date of this 
Act. Retired enlisted personnel of the Navy 
and Marine Corps, personnel of the Navy and 
Marine Corps who are members of the Fleet 
Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, and 
personnel of the Navy and Marine Corps who 
become eligible and who apply for transfer 
to the Fleet Reserve or Fleet Marine Corps 
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Reserve shall receive an opportunity to elect 
to receive retainer and retired pay under the 
provisions of this act or to receive such pay 
under the provisions of law in effect imme- 
diately prior to the date of the enactment of 
this act, and these persons shall be entitled 
to receiye the pay elected. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL PARK IN 
THE OLD PART OF THE CITY OF PHILA- 
DELPHIA 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 
2851) to provide for investigating the 
matter of the establishment of a national 
park in the old part of the city of Phila- 
delphia, for the purpose of conserving the 
historical objects and buildings therein, 
with Senate amendments, and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 6, line 9, strike out “without regard“ 


to” and insert “in accordance with the pro- 
visions of.” 

Page 6, line 10, strike out “or” and insert 
“and.” 

Page 6, line 20, strike out all after “Act.” 
down to and including “investigation.” in 
line 24 and insert “There is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $15,000 to carry out the provisions of 
this act.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, there are two Senate amend- 
ments. One of the amendments reduces 
the appropriation by $10,000. The other 
provides that the employees shall be un- 
der the civil service. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, both of them are good amend- 
ments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


TRUST ASSOCIATION OF H, KEMPNER 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 334) for the 
relief of the trust association of H. 
Kempner. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain just what this 
legislation is? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
was passed by the Senate the other day 
and it merely gives the right to these peo- 
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ple to go before the Court of Claims and 
have a trial on a claim made against the 
first Alien Property Custodian and a Ger- 
man concern. If the Court of Claims 
should decide that this firm in Texas 
is entitled to the money this will come 
out of the funds of the first Alien Prop- 
perty Custodian of the First World War. 
It does not cost the Government a single 
dollar. It merely gives them the right 
to go to the Court of Claims to find out 
where the money has gone and if it was 
paid to people who were not entitled 
to it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, 
much money is involved? 

Mr. BLOOM. I do not recall the ex- 
act figure offhand, but payment would 
not be made out of American funds. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
a request of the gentleman from New 

ork? 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims 
(a) to hear the claims of the Trust Associa- 
tion of H. Kempner, of Galveston, Tex., 
against the Government of Germany and na- 
tionals of Germany for reimbursement for 
losses alleged to have been sustained as a 
result of the sale of certain cotton by such 
trust association to certain mills in Germany 
during the years 1923 and 1924, and to deter- 
mine the amounts of any such losses, and 
(b) to determine the total of the various 
amounts wrongfully paid out of the Trust of 
Germann & Co. while its property was being 
administered by the Alien Property Custo- 
dian. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed (a) to credit the 
Trust of Germann & Co. with an amount 
equal to any amounts found by the Court of 
Claims under clause (b) of the first section 
of this act to have been wrongfully paid out 
of such trust, and to charge such sum against 
the German special-deposit account, created 
by section 4 of the Settlement of War Claims 
Act of 1928, or against any other funds or 
property of the Government of Germany or of 
nations of Germany in the possession or under 
the control of the Government of the United 
States or which may hereafter come into the 
possession or under the control of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, (b) to pay, 
to the Trust Association of H. Kempner, out 
of such special-deposit account or such other 
funds, the amount so credited to the Trust 
of Germann & Co. and so charged against 
such special-deposit account or such other 
funds, or so much thereof as does not exceed 
the amount of any losses found by the Court 
of Claims under clause (a) of the first sec- 
tion of this act to have been sustained by 
the Trust Association of H. Kempner: Pro- 
vided, That such payment shall not be made 
unless and until such trust association exe- 
cutes and delivers to the said Trust of Ger- 
mann & Co. a complete assignment of all 
claims and demands of the said Trust Asso- 
ciation of H. Kempner against the Govern- 
ment of Germany and nationals of Germany 
arising out of the sale of such cotton during 
the years 1923 and 1924, 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, line 6, strike out “Secretary of the 
Treasury” and insert “Alien Property Cus- 
todian.” 

Page 2, line 18, strike out “Trust Associa- 
tion of H. Kempner” and insert “Secretary of 
the Treasury.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to, 


How 


Avucust 1 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table, 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BLOOM asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances, in one to in- 
clude a history of the Confederation In- 
ternationale Des Societies D’Auteurs et 
Compositeurs, which will hold its con- 
vention sessions at the Library of Con- 
gress in the city of Washington Octo- 
ber 21 through October 26, 1946, and in 
the other to include an address by Ira A. 
Hirschman over the network of the Co- 
lumbia Broadcasting System, on Satur- 
day, July 13, 1946. 


J. P. KERR AND ROBERT T. KERR 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2093) for 
the relief of J. P. Kerr and Robert T. 
Kerr, with Senate amendments thereto, 


and concur in the Senate amendments. 


The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out 89,618“ and in- 
sert “$6,600.” 

Page 1, line 10, strike out “$9,618” and in- 
sert “$6,600.” 


The SPEAKER., Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
the Senate amendment cuts down the 
amount? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. That is correct. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of-the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


WESLEY A. MANGELSDORF 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2480) for 
the relief of Wesley A. Mangelsdorf, with 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Page 1, line 5, strike out 85,000“ and insert 
“$9,000,” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to Object, 
will the gentleman explain this bill? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. In this case the 
Senate increased the amount from 
$6,000 to $9,000 after receiving a supple- 
mental report from the Navy Depart- 
ment which clearly indicated that the 
man had been injured far more severely 
than the Navy thought when the first 
report was submitted. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman explain the nature of the 
case? 
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My. FERNANDEZ. This bill as passed 
by the House appropriated the sum of 
$5,000 to Wesley A. Mangelsdorf, of San 
Francisco, Calif., in full settlement of 
all claims against the United States for 
personal injuries, medical, and hospital 
expenses, and other losses sustained as 
a result of a collision between the car in 
which he was riding and a United States 
Coast Guard truck on the Bayshore 
Highway near Redwood, Calif., on March 
9, 1944. The Senate after receiving a 
supplementary report from the Navy De- 
partment increased the sum to $9,000 
and the Navy approved the increase. 
Your subcommittee considering the claim 
originally agree with the Senate amend- 
ment and request the House to concur 
in the amendment. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

ALBERT WHILDEN 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5093) to 
confer jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claim of Albert Whil- 
den, with a Senate amendment thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Amend the tile so as to read: “An act for 
the relief of Albert Whilden.” 


The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, as 
I understand this is simply a change in 
name? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It simply corrects 
the title. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of Objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

THOMAS L. BRETT 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6381) for 
the relief of Thomas L. Brett, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$2,500” and in- 
sert “$1,000.” 


The SP Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
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The Senate amendment was concurred 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
CAESAR HENRY 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6399) for 
the relief of Caesar Henry, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$5,000” and in- 
sert “$2,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table, 


AUTHORIZING THE LEASING OF INDIAN 
LANDS FOR BUSINESS 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs I ask unanimous 
consent to take from the Speaker’s desk 
the bill (H. R. 2586) to authorize the 
leasing of Indian lands for business, and 
for other purposes, with Senate amend- 
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill: 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, after “lands”, insert “situ- 
ated within the State of Washington.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act 
to authorize the leasing of Indian lands sit- 
uated within the State of Washington, for 
business and other purposes.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
explain the nature of this legislation? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, the 
bill authorizes the leasing of lands for 
periods not to exceed 25 years of un- 
allotted or tribal lands for public, reli- 
gious, educatonal, or business purposes. 
The Senate amendment makes the pro- 
vision applicable only to Indian lands in 
the State of Washington. In asking to 
concur in the Senate amendment, the 
Committee on Indian Affairs no doubt 
believes that this is the best we can get 
at present. They probably believe that 
half a loaf is better than none. I do not 
know why the Senate adopted the 
amendment, and the report does not give 
any reason for it, unless it was thought 
best perhaps that the Indians in Wash- 
ington should experiment and see how 
well they can get along with their lands 
before we extend the God-given right of 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi- 
ness to Indians in general. In any event, 
the chairman of the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs has requested that we ask 
the unanimous consent of the House to 
concur in the Senate amendment. 
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Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, was the committee 
unanimous in approval? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Yes; the commit- 
tee unanimously approved the bill, but 
now this is the best we can do. We are 
willing to take this now and see about 
the rest later. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

On July 31, -1946: 

H. R. 5590. An act to provide for the uni- 

form administration of efficiency ratings. 
On August 1, 1946: 

H. R. 1850. An act for the relief of Louise 
Zerweck; 

H. R. 5311. An act to amend Revised Stat- 
utes 4921 (U. S. C. A., title 35, Patents, sec. 
70), providing that damages be ascertained 
on the basis of compensation for infringe- 
ment; 

H. R. 5911. An act to establish an Office of 
Naval Research in the Department of the 
Navy: to plan, foster, and encourage scien- 
tific research in recognition of its paramount 
importance as related to the maintenance 
of future naval power, and the preservation 
of national security; to provide within the 
Department of the Navy a single office, which 
by contract and otherwise, shall be able 
to obtain, coordinate, and make available to 
all bureaus and activities of the Department 
of the Navy, world-wide scientific informa- 
tion and the necessary services for conduct- 
ing specialized and imaginative research; to 
establish a Naval Research Advisory Commit- 
tee consisting of persons preeminent in the 
fields of science and research, to consult with 
and advise the Chief of such office in mat- 
ters pertaining to research; and 

H. R. 6371. An act to amend certain provi- 
sions of the National Service Life Insurance 
Act of 1940, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses, 

CITY OF ALBANY, N. Y. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 2332) to provide that the unexpended 
proceeds from the sale of 50-cent pieces, 
coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., 
may be paid into the general fund cf 
such city. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is their objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 
act entitled “An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
two hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. L.,“ ap- 
proved June 16, 1936, is amended by adding 
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at the end thereof the following: “And un- 
expended proceeds may be paid by such com- 
mittee to the city of Albany, N. Y., for deposit 
in the general fund of such city.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


EASTERN AND WESTERN CHEROKEES 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Indian Affairs be discharged from 
the further consideration of the joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 381) directing the 
Comptroller General to restate the ac- 
count of the Eastern and Western Cher- 
ckees under the treaty of 1846 rendered 
by him November 19, 1942, and give them 
the benefit of the law governing partial 
payments, and that the joint resolution 
be referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 


GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL 
PARKWAY 


Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (S. 2283) 
to amend the act entitled “An act for the 
acquisition, establishment, and develop- 
ment of the George Washington Memo- 
rial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to 
the Great Falls, and to provide for the 
acquisition of lands in the District of 
Columbia and the States of Maryland 
and Virginia requisite to the comprehen- 
sive park, parkway, and playground sys- 
tem of the National Capital,” approved 
May 29, 1930. 

The Clerk rcad the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetis? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, this bill amends sections 1 (a) 
and 1 (b) of the George Washington Me- 
morial Parkway Act of May 29, 1930 (46 
Stat. 482), to eliminate from those sec- 
tions so much of the language thereof as 
prohibits the expenditure by the United 
States of any money for the construction 
of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway on the Maryland side of the 
Potomac. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
merely authorizes the acquisition of ad- 
ditional property? 

Mr, HOLMES of Massachusetts. 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 (a) of 
the act entitled “An act for the acquisition, 
establishment, and development of the 
George Washingon Memorial Parkway along 
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the Potomac from M-unt Vernon and Fort 
Washington to the Great Falls, and to pro- 
vide for the acquisition of lands in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the States of Maryland 
and Virginia requisite to the comprehensive 
park, parkway, and playground system of 
the National Capital,” approved May 29, 
1930 (46 Stat. 482), is amended by striking 
out the third proviso and by striking out of 
the fourth proviso the words “and the con- 
struction of said roads.” 

Sec. 3. Section 1 (b) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out the last sentence thereof. 

Sec. 3. So much of section 1 (b) of such 
act as precedes the first proviso thereof is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) For the extension of Rock Creek Park 
into Maryland, as may be agreed upon be- 
tween the National Capital Park and Pian- 
ning Commission and the Maryland National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, for 
the preservation of the flow of water in Rock 
Creek, for the extension of the Anacostia 
Park system up the valley of the Anacostia 
River, Indian Creek, Paint Branch and Little 
Paint Branch, the Northwest Branch and 
Sligo Creek; of the Oxon Run Parkway from 
the District of Columbia line to Marlboro 
Road; and of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway up the valley of Cabin 
John Creek, Little Falls Branch, and Willet 
Run, as may be agreed upon between the 
National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission and the Maryland National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission, $1,500,000.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


FIRE PROTECTION OF GOVERNMENT AND 
PRIVATE PROPERTY, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2498) to pro- 
vide for fire protection of Government 
and private property in and contiguous 
to the waters of the District of Columbia. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. HEALY. This bill will make it 
possible for the Navy Department to 
transfer to the District of Columbia a fire 
boat which is now surplus to its needs. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eic., That in order to provide 
for fire protection of all Government and pri- 
vate property in and contiguous to the waters 
of the District of Columbia, the Secretary of 
the Navy be, and he is hereby, authorized to 
transfer, without exchange of funds, a fire- 
boat of the YTB~225 type, excess to the 
Navy's needs, to the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia are hereby author- 
ized to accept, operate, and maintain such 
fireboat, and to dispose of the obsolete fire- 
boat now in their possession. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 


passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 
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JURY COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2125) to amend 
the act entitled “An act to establish a 
Code of Law for the District of Colum- - 
bia,” approved March 3, 1901, and the 
acts amendatory thereof and supple- 
mentary thereto. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
concerns the reappointment of jury com- 
missioners in the District of Columbia, 
and is the same bill that was discussed 
on the floor last Saturday. It makes 
possible the immediate reappointment 
of a jury commissioner whose term has 
expired. Under the present law 3 years 
must elapse before a commissioner may 
be reappointed. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
understand they get only $250 a year. 

Mr. HEALY. The maximum salary 
for that position is $250 a year. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker. : 

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 198 of the 
act to establish a Code of Law for the District 
of Columbia, approved March 3, 1901, and 
the acts amendatory thereof and supple- 
mentary thereto, constituting the Code of 
Law for the District of Columbia, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by 
striking cut therefrom the following sen- 
tence: “No person who has served as such 
Commissioner shall be eligible for reap- 
pointment within three years of the date 
of the expiration of his term of service.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


REGULATING SALE OF MILK IN DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2479) to 
amend the act entitled “an act to regulate 
within the District of Columbia the sale 
of miik, cream, and ice cream, and for 
peer purposes,” approved February 27, 

5. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is quite a technical bill and I would 
like to have the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia explain the bill. 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
provides for an amendment of the act 
controlling the method of pasteurization 
of milk. The law as it now reads makes 
it possible for the dairy industries to use 
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only the old-fashioned method of pas- 
teurization which requires a period of 30 
minutes’ time. In recent years a new 
pasteurization method requiring only 15 
seconds has been developed, but it can- 
not be used under the existing law. This 
bill has been approved by the Health 
Department of the District of Columbia, 
by the United States Public Health Serv- 
ice, the Bureau of the Budget, and the 
District of Columbia Commissioners. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection, 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the third para- 
graph of section 13 of the act entitled “An 
act to regulate within the District of Colum- 
bia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, 
and for other purposes,” approved February 
27, 1925, be amended to read as follows: 

“The term ‘pasteurized’ as used in this act 
shall be held to mean the process of heating 
every particle of milk or milk products (1) to 
a temperature of not less than 143 degrees 
Fahrenheit and, if heated to not more than 
159 degrees Fahrenheit holding at such tem- 
perature for at least 30 minutes, or (2) toa 
temperature of not less than 160 degrees 
Fahrenheit and holding at such temperature 
for at least 15 seconds.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 7114) was 
laid on the table. 


FEES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2408) to 
amend the act of February 9, 1907, as 
amended, with respect to certain fees. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. HEALY. Mr, Speaker, nurses, in 
order to be eligible to practice their pro- 
fession in the District of Columbia, must 
make application and pass an examina- 
tion. At the present time the fee is $10. 
This bill will increase the fee to $15. 
The reason is that the present fee of 
$10 does not cover the cost of rendering 
this service to those who make applica- 
tion to practice the nursing profession. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is 
that the only change? 

Mr. HEALY. That is the only change. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw- my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the first sentence 
of section 4 of the act of February 9, 1907, 
entitled “An act to define the term ‘registered 


nurse’ and to provide for the registration of 
nurses in the District of Columbia,” as 
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amended (D. C. Code, sec. 2-404), is amended 
to read as follows: 

“SEC. 4. That every nurse desiring to reg- 
ister in the District of Columbia shall make 
application to the nurses’ examining board 
for examination and registration, and at the 
time of making such application shall pay 
to the treasurer of said board $15.” 

Sec, 2. That the first sentence of section 
9 of the act entitled “An act to define the 
term ‘registered nurse’ and to provide for 
the registration of nurses in the District of 
Columbia,” as amended (D. C. Code, sec. 
2-408), is amended by substituting, in lieu 
thereof, the following: 

“Sec. 9. That all expenses incident to the 
execution of the provisions of this act shall 
be paid from fees collected (a) from schools 
of nursing, (b) from registratior or reregis- 
tration of nurses, and (c) from the following 
services— 

“(1) for repeat examinations of nurses; 

“(2) for the evaluation of each high-school 
record of a candidate for admission to a 
school of nursing; 

“(3) for verification of records; 

“(4) for a duplicate certificate of registra- 
tion upon proof acceptable to the nurses’ 
examining board that the original certificate 
has been lost or destroyed; 

“(5) for duplicate annual registration 
cards; 

“(6) for mailing a certificate of registra- 
tion a second time if no notification of 
change of address has been made; and 

“(7) for proctoring examination for out- 
of-State applicants when the examination is 
held at a time other than the regular ex- 
amination of the District of Columbia. The 
fees referred to in clause (c) shall be reason- 
able fees fixed by the nurses’ examining 
board, subject to the approval of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


AUTHORITY OF PARK POLICE 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2220) to au- 
thorize the United States Park Police 
to make arrests within Federal reserva- 
tions in the environs of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I will yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Smita], who introduced the bill and who 
will explain it. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
the Park Police under the present law 
have no authority to make arrests on 
other Government reservations in the 
surrounding territory of the District of 
Columbia. In other words, they can 
make arrests on Mount Vernon Boule- 
vard but they cannot make an arrest on 
the Pentagon grounds. This bill gives 
the police authority over all Government 
reservations. 

Mr. CHARA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. O'HARA. Have there been any 
hearings on this bill? 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I do not 
think there have been any hearings. The 
bill was passed by the Senate and I was 
in hopes that the bill would go through 
without objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


APPPOINTMENT OF JUDGES TO MUNICI- 
PAL COURT, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HEALY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2374) to au- 
thorize the appointment of three addi- 
tional judges of the municipal court for 
the District of Columbia and prescribe 
the qualifications of the judges of such 
court. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
think it is quite unlikely that this is so 
urgent a matter as has been claimed. 
We are being asked here to appoint three 
new judges, and they had not awakened 
to the fact that they needed these judges 
until several weeks ago. If they had 
needed three judges, I think they would 
have known of it some months ago. 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I object. ` 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 

UNITED STATES—RAILROAD UNEM- 

PLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States which was 
read by the Clerk: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I hereby request the return of H. R. 
3420, a bill “to provide for refunds to 
railroad employees in certain cases so as 
to place the various States on an equal 
basis, under the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act, with respect to contribu- 
tions of employees,” and my message of 
July 31 appertaining thereto. 

i HARRY TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE House, August 1, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the request of the President will be com- 
plied with, and the Clerk will transmit 
the papers requested, 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in two instances. 

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in three instances. 

Mr. GEELAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a resolution adopted 
by the Italian-American war veterans of 
the United States. 

Mr. STIGLER (at the request of Mr. 
Foranp) was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Record and in- 
clude an address. 
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Mr. VOORHIS of California asked and 
was given permissioff to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp and to include a 
speech by Mr. John Carson. 

Mr. DE LACY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include two excerpts. 

Mr. DE LACY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an excerpt. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Record and include a speech 
by the minority leader of the State of 
New York. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may address 
the House, at the conclusion of the leg- 
islative business and any other special 
orders today for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington? 

There was no objection. 


PETROL CORP. 


Mr. SOMERS of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6112) for the relief of Petrol Corp. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. I intend 
to offer an amendment to the bill. 

This bill deals with a small corpora- 
tion, the Petrol Corp. of Pennsylvania. 
It was a corporation which in the last 
war was brought under the control of the 
Petroleum Administration. It had been 
doing a business of some proportions by 
serving the consuming trade. It was 
called upon to render such service under 
the Administration’s new suggestions and 
had to go out and reequip itself for that 
work. Consequently, it suffered a great 
loss. The purpose of the bill is to give 
them an opportunity to state their case 
before the court. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I un- 
derstand the amendment which the gen- 
tleman proposes to offer will simply send 
it to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
simply gives the firm the right to go to 
the courts? 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Chairman of 
the Board of Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
directed, for and on behalf of the United 
States of America, forthwith to enter into a 
written agreement with Petrol Corp., a cor- 
poration organized and existing under the 
laws of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
which shall provide for final determination 
of the following question by an arbitration 
board composed of three members, one to be 
selected by the Chairman of the Board of 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, one to 
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be selected by Petrol Corp., and the third 
to be selected by the two thus chosen, under 
the provisions contained in sections 2, 5, and 
7 of the United States Arbitration Act: What 
amount, including interest, should be paid 
Petrol Corp. to compensate it equitably for 
excess costs and expenses it incurred, above 
its actual normal costs and expenses equitably 
determined, in helping to maintain supplies 
of petroleum products on the Atlantic coast 
from September 1, 1941, to October 10, 1945?” 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Treasury 
is hereby authorized and directed to pay 
Petrol Corp, from the general fund in the 
United States Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated such sum of money as may be 
necessary to pay the amount of the award 
as determined under section 1 hereof. The 
amount of such award shall be paid by the 
Secretary of the Treasury on the presentation 
of a copy of the award of said arbitration 
board, duly certified by the arbitrators, or a 
majority thereof. 


Mr. SOMERS of New York. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Somers of New 
York: Strike out all after the enacting 
clauses in lines 1 and 2 in said bill, commenc- 
ing with line 3 and ending with line 11 on 
page 1 of said bill, and commencing with line 
1 and ending with line 13 on page 2 of said 
bill, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “That jurisdiction be, and the same is 
hereby, conferred upon the Court of Claims 
of the United States, notwithstanding any 
prior determinations, any statute of limita- 
tions, rights of appeal, releases or prior ac- 
ceptance of partial payments, to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claims 
of Petrol Corp. (a corporation organized and 
existing under the laws of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania and having its main 
office in Philadelphia) against the United 
States for so much of the amount of its extra 
costs and expenses, with respect to wartime 
petroleum directives, regulations, recommen- 
dations and requests made by Government 
agencies and officials, in maintaining sup- 
plies of petroleum products in the Atlantic 
coast area for the period from September 1, 
1941, to October 10, 1945, as has not previous- 
ly been reimbursed to it. 

“Sec. 2. In determination of such claims 
the United States shall be deemed to be 
legally obligated to reimburse Petrol Corp. 
for the amount by which the Court of 
Claims finds that such aggregate extra costs 
and expenses exceeded its like actual normal 
costs and expenses, as equitably determined 
by said court, less payments of such costs 
previously reimbursed to it. 

“Sec. 3. Any suit brought under the provi- 
sions of this act shall be instituted within 1 
year from the date of the enactment of this 
act. 

“Sec. 4. From any decision or judgment 
rendered in any suit presented under the 
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authority of this act, a write of certiorari to. 


the Supreme Court of the United States may 
be applied for by either party thereto, as is 
provided by law in other cases.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to confer jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claims of 
Petrol Corp.” 

i a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able, 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CROSSER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made on the bill, H. R. 1362, 
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the retirement bill, and to extend his re- 
marks in two other separate instances, 

Mr. GORSKI asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a descriptive analysis 
of the Wheeler-Reed bill which appeared 
in the Wall Street Journal of Monday, 
July 29, 1946. 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp and include an 
editorial on the Conciliation Service. 

Mr. HUBER and Mr. ROONEY asked 
and were given permission to extend 
their own remarks in the RECORD, 

Mr. FERNANDEZ (at the-request of 
Mr. Gore) was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Record and in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Tennessee 
[Mr. Davis] has an estimate of the cost 
of extending his remarks in the RECORD 
on the subject, Profit Enhancement 
Through Compensation Incentive in the 
amount of $160. Notwithstanding the 
estimate, I ask unanimous consent that 
he may be allowed to make the extension, 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
excess, without objection, the extension 
may be made, 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATTERSON (at the request of 
Mr. DoYLE) was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks and include a com- 
munication. 

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

Mrs, SMITH of Maine asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks and also to extend her re- 
marks in the Recorp and include an 
editorial from the Christian Science 
Monitor. 

Mr, GAMBLE asked and was ‘given 
permission to extend his own remarks 
in the Recor in two separate instances, 
including editorials and news articles, 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
5 minutes today at the conclusion of 
the other special orders. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


CONGRESSIONAL WAR PARENTS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, on July 
27 I was granted unanimous consent 
which I shall not use to insert into the 
permanent Record of that date the list 
of the membership of the Congressional 
War Parents’ Association, the roster of 
their children in the armed forces, and 
the list of memorial plaques presented by 
the association to those Members of the 
Congress whose sons made the supreme 
sacrifice. I want to call attention to the 
fact that an additional plaque was given 


1946 


to the widow of one of our own colleagues, 
Vincent F. Harrington, who resigned 
from the House of Representatives on 
September 6, 1942, and became a major 
in the Army Air Forces. He died while 
serving in England November 29, 1943. 
The distinguished senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Bripces], secre- 
tary of the association, is inserting the 
pertinent data in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record of this date. This makes pos- 
sible the printing of a full record as a 
Senate document, this second insertion 
constituting a supplement to Senate Doc- 
ument No. 94, entitled “America’s Fight- 
ing Congress,” which was printed during 
the first session of the Seventy-eighth 
Congress. Members will be able to secure 
copies through the Senate document 


room. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SUNDSTROM asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor on veterans’ housing and include 
@ newspaper article. 

Mr. RICH (at the request of Mr. How- 
ELL) was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the RECORD and include copy 
of an address delivered by Mr. J. P. 
Seiberling. 

Mr. HOWELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include copy of a resolution 
introduced today. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recor and include a statement by 
former Senator Guy M. Gillette. 

Mr. VURSELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include copy of a letter. 


HOUSING 


Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I hold 
in my hand a clipping from a central 
California newspaper which tells a most 
discouraging story of the grossly inade- 
quate housing situation in and adjacent 
to the city of Fresno in that State. As 
this article clearly reveals, housing con- 
ditions in the San Joaquin Valley of Cali- 
fornia are rapidly deteriorating, worsing 
to a situation that must be described to- 
day as shocking. 

As revealed in the photographs which 
illustrate this article, 12 people—4 fami- 
lies, if you please—are crowded into 1 
five-room cottage; a mother and 3 small 
children are crowded into 2 small attic 
rooms; 11 people, 3 of them war veter- 
ans, are crowded into a brush and canvas 
hut on an irrigation canal bank; a 
wounded veteran, his wife, and small 


child live—if it can be called that—in a ~ 


9 by 11 foot storeroom on an alley; an- 
other war veteran and his wife and small 
daughter have been compelled to seek 
shelter in a garage behind a church. 
According to this shocking article, over 
1,200 are today compelled to seek shelter 
in buildings, huts, and shacks that all 
would agree are utterly unfit for human 
habitation, this under conditions that 
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would be considered intolerable in nor- 
mal times. 

Day before yesterday the House Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, after 
careful and most sympathetic considera- 
tion of the housing problem, finally de- 
termined that, under legislation already 
on the statute books, the executive de- 
partments were possessed with ample 
authority to meet and solve the emer- 
gency housing problem—if they would 
but grapple with it forthrightly. If this 
is true, Mr. Speaker, why has this in- 
tolerable situation not been corrected 
long ago? Why have citizens of this 
great Republic, many of them its valiant 
defenders in the war just triumphantly 
concluded, been compelled to find shel- 
ter in hovels utterly unfit for occupancy 
by human beings—when, as I said þe- 
fore, it has been found as a fact by the 
members of this great legislative com- 
mittee that the executive departments 
have long been possessed of sufficient 
authority under legislation already on 
the statute books to squarely meet the 
problem? 

If it is just a case of cutting the red 
tape—let us cut it; slash it and slash it 
right now. Mr. Speaker, this is an emer- 
gency of the firstorder. It will not brook 
any delays. Dilly-dallying around can- 
not be further tolerated. The Nation is 
demanding results—and results right 
now. 

Let the housing authorities take heed, 
reorganize themselves, coordinate their 
efforts—and get going. The American 
people are demanding much more than 
the promises they have been getting. 
They want houses, homes, decent places 
in which to live. And in the pursuit 
of this objective they are entitled to the 
solicitous and—I must add—the imme- 
diate consideration of every official of 
the Federal Government who can con- 
tribute anything, however slight, to the 
ending of this impossible situation with 
which we are now confronted. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp in two instances. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp in two instances 
and to include certain tables, newspa- 
pers and extracts. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Recorp in four instances 
and include excerpts. 

Mrs. LUCE (at the request of Mr. TAL- 
BOT) was given permission to extend her 
own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. JENKINS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article written by 
a very distinguished clergyman of his 
home city. 

Mr. WEICHEL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include copy of a bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include editorials. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
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marks in the Recorp and include a short 
magazine article. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an article by Felix 
Morley. 5 

Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. ARNOLD (at the request of Mr. 
ELLSWORTH) was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Record and in- 
clude a newspaper article. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH asked and was giv- 
en permission to extend his remarks in 
the Recorp. 

Mr. STEFAN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include three letters. 

Mr. GAVIN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include an editorial from the 
Bridgeport. Post. 

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Record and include a letter. 

Mr. BEALL asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an editorial from 
the Cumberland Daily News. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Recor in two instances and in- 
clude a statement by the Comptroller 
General and a newspaper article. 

Mr. HAYS asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include certain information 
on European relief supplied by the In- 
ternational Red Cross. 


THE AMERICAN PEOPLE SHOULD BE RE- 
SPECTED BY THEIR GOVERNMENT—NOT 
INSPECTED 


Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
I had a special order of 40 minutes, but a 
motion to adjourn prevented my taking 
it. I therefore ask unanimous consent 
that that speech may be inserted at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, the speech 
I am about to begin is prompted by a 
long-held conviction, namely, that the 
American people should be respected, 
not inspected, by their Government. 
Prompted thusly, I might also add that 
this speech has been hastened by a let- 
ter that I received the other day from a 
constituent. It seems that the writer in- 
cluded a check for $25 which he had sent 
to his Aunt Hattie out in Indiana in the 
list of expenses, donations, and so forth, 
which are deductible from income taxes. 
Aunt Hattie, however, was not deduct- 
ible, although my constituent honestly 
thought so. So after paying his taxes, 
with the $25 check deducted, he settled 
down to earn more money so that he 
could pay next year’s taxes, which he 
did. Then another year went by and he 
again paid his taxes. And again he went 
back to work to earn money to buy food 
to give him strength to earn money to pay 
taxes. The year was about half gone 
when one day the telephone rang and a 
voice at the other end of the wire asked 
my friend to drop by an office about a 
little tax matter. So my friend went. 


10654 


Do you know what had happened? 
Well, I will tell you. The majestic Gov- 
ernment of the United States had dis- 
covered that $25 check given 3 years ago 
to Aunt Hattie. Moreover, the Govern- 
ment had had its Indiana man check in- 
to the matter, and that worthy discov- 
ered that Aunt Hattie had a bankroll of 
her own. She was not a dependent and 
she had never needed the money. My 
friend explained that he does not know 
just why he gave his Aunt Hattie that 
$25, but he did. All of a sudden, he said, 
some 3 years before it came over him— 
“Why not give Aunt Hattie 825.“ And 
he did. The check was dated on Christ- 
mas Eve and that may account for the 
matter. So my friend, after talking to 
the man who called him, and looking up 
his own records, and going back to his 
office and then returning, paid the Gov- 
ernment $1.37 on back taxes which repre- 
sent the “breakage” as they say at the 
race tracks, on the $25 that Aunt Hattie 
got. Meanwhile it had cost him $4.60 in 
time lost, and heaven knows how much it 
cost the Government, checking up and 
verifying the facts of life about Aunt 
Hattie over in Indiana. It must have 
cost the two of them—mzy friend and the 
Government—about $15 to collect $1.37, 
which is now marked “paid,” and the 
incident closed. Everybody took a lick- 
ing except Aunt Hattie. 

Now, as a matter of fact, I have a 
tremendous respect for the Internal Rev- 
enue Bureau. It, the Veterans Bureau, 
and the Weather Bureau are the most re- 
spectable agencies of government that 
we have. I would not for the world 
belittle the officials of the Revenue De- 
partment. Because, I feel, that if they 
woi hard enough and on the right cases 
they will get many times $1.37 which is 
pretty close to pin money in my home 
town, and practically a deficit—it is so 
small—in Washington. But my point is 
that if this fine bureau—the Internal 
Revenue Bureau—can inspect the peo- 
ple in this fashion, what do you think 
happens when other lesser, newer and 
useless governmental agencies get on a 
prying, spying binge? 

My text, therefore, is—the American 
people should be respected by their Gov- 
ernment, not inspected. Carthago de- 
lenda est, I say to myself. This has got 
to stop. 

Speaking quite seriously, it is a fact 
that especially since the New Deal came 
into power and the Government pay-roll 
swelled to several million people, there 
has been an increasing disrespect for the 
people themselves, and an uncontrollable 
desire to inspect on the part of the non- 
elected. They know they do not live in 
a gold fish bowl. 

This contempt for the public takes two 
forms, it seems to me, 

First of all, there is the condescending, 
patronizing attitude toward the people. 
Many of our jobholders, like the movie 
men who make all pictures so that they 
can be understood by the worst of the 
cretins, assume that they are dealing 
with 140,000,000 people, the smartest of 
whom are duller and more stupid than 
the average feeble minded case in our 
State institutions. Everybody, they 
seem to say to themselves, is dumb 
but us. 
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When they speak to you they do it as 
though they were saying “I have gener- 
ously waived my rights of rank, and am 
willing to hold conversation with you. 
Now, listen to me.” Then the monologue 
begins. This, of course, is due in great 
measure to the fact that they have been 
in office too long. Of course, there are 
many fine men and women on these jobs, 
fine as individuals, but when they act 
officially and together, they become self- 
righteous or better than thou. You know 
that in every town the finest fellows are 
members of the better than thou so- 
ciety, but when they get together some- 
thing freezes over all of them. Their 
state becomes something of a disease 
and they sit together once a week and re- 
flect on how important they are. There 
is also a strange feeling which takes pos- 
session of appointed Government em- 
ployees and gives them an air of propri- 
étorship, and an attitude of condescen- 
sion and contemptuous and reluctant 
tolerance toward everybody else. Their 
manners would be insolent in a bishop 
speaking to a black beetle. 

So much for that. What is the second 
occupational ailment? I will try to de- 
fine it. It is the fascination that comes 
over every person who gets an appointive 
political job, which fascination directs 
him to look into other people’s affairs. 
They are all seized, it seems, by an un- 
controllable desire to do something pry- 
ing, sneaking, meddlesome, and critical. 
This, of course, is partly due to the Mrs. 
Grundy in all of us. Mrs. Grundy, you 
will remember, watched other people’s 
business. The very name came to be 
proverbial for that portion of society 
whose opinion as to the proprieties is 
narrowly conventional. Acting clandes- 
tinely, under false pretenses, and on 
specious information, these job holders 
become officiously intrusive. They are 
furtive, underhand, craven, stealthy, 
smirking, surreptitious, hyprocritical. 
They are first cousins to the stool pigeon, 
and they seem to like the work. 

It is ironic that when a man becomes 
fascinated by the job of investigating 
and prying he also develops a devotion 
to duty which more respectable hobbies 
seemingly do not beget. A man can 
have a habit of going about and doing 
good. Sometimes he has relapses. A 
man may suddenly espouse the Golden 
Rule as a precept of life. He gets tired 
of it, and becomes acquisitive again. A 
man may take a sincere oath never to 
bore anybody with a speech, but after 
he has lived up to it for a few months 
or sometimes a few years, he starts 
broadcasting again. But when a man 
becomes bent on inspection, he is incur- 
able and no dipsomaniac is more devoted 
to the bottle than he to the peephole. 
Here, Javert, the insatiable cop of Vic- 
tor Hugo’s Miserables, seems to be the 
model. Javert was the very incarnation 
of devotion to duty, fictionally, but he 
was an unstable character compared to 
some of our inspectioneers in govern- 
ment. 

So, we have an aggregation of men and 
women, too long in office, influenced by 
the Grundy complex, and spurred on by 
the drama of Javert, who have ma 
what they hope is a lifetime career o 
inspecting the people. Our people do 
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not like to be inspected. We are willing 
to enlist and go to war, we are willing to 
pay taxes to prevent poverty and to build 
public improvements, we are willing to 
jein the line in front of the tax Window, 
or the theater window, or the grand- 
stand gate, or the nylon counter, and 
patiently await our turn. But we are 
not willing to be checked up and in- 
spected every 5 minutes of the day. We 
do not like to have our blood tested and 
we do not like to be finger-printed. Yet, 
to this we have submitted all these years. 
An explosion is likely to occur, Like the 
late Oliver Hereford, we are coming to 
the point at which the desire to throw a 
raw egg into an electric fan is well-nigh 
irresistible. 

The New Deal appointees in the vari- 
ous bureaus know our heights and 
weights, our ages, how many children 
we have, what our parents died of and 
at what age. How much we earn. How 
much we give away, if any. The type 
of blood which flows somewhat hesitat- 
ingly in our veins. The motor number 
on our car as well as the number of the 
license tag. What are our favorite news- 
papers. What radio programs we listen 
to: Whether we have fascist or com- 
munistic tendencies. How much canned 
goods we have in the pantry. Our so- 
cial security numbers. How much life 
insurance we have, and how much we 
have borrowed on it. Our draft num- 
bers. And how many suits of clothes 
we own, if any, other than the one we 
have on. Would you like to know how 
much clothing there is stored away in 
moth balls? How many trees in the 
parks? Our Government can tell you. 
For our Government has made a census 
and asked questions, counted, and found 
out. 

Knowing all these things, you would 
think they would be satisfied. But they 
arenot. Iam told on good authority that 
the Government Printing Office has at 
least a dozen questionnaire jobs on the 
presses ready to be mailed at once. Per- 
haps they will not be mailed until after 
election. What shall we do about it, my 
friends? As for me, I say Carthage must 
be destroyed. I will continue to claim 
that the people should be respected, not 
inspected, by the Government, 

The first Republican State convention 
was held at Jackson, Michigan, on July 
6, 1854. The main issue was the protec- 
tion of basic human rights. Under in- 
spection by our Government, the basic 
human rights of the individual are in- 
vaded. When the Government respects 
its people the individual becomes free— 
happy. The Government gives him rec- 
ognition, not serfdom. Inspection by 
Government breeds mental anarchy. 
When the Government respects its peo- 
ple, the people respond by good works 
and honesty. People are inherently hon- 
est. When you officially distrust them, 
instinctively they rebel. Revolutions 
are not created by the common people. 
Oppression by Government causes reyo- 
lutions. 

The American people must be respect- 
ed by their Government, not inspected, 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
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dress the House today for 5 minutes after 
other special orders and to include as a 
part of my remarks a letter from Dr. 
Klotznick of the Prosthetic Appliances 
Advisory Commission. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


KARL E, BOND 


Mr. FERNANDEZ submitted a confer- 
ence report and statement on the bill 
(H. R. 783) for the relief of Karl E. Bond. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. O’HARA asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in three instances and include 
articles in each. 

Mr. RANDOLPH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances, and include in 
one a list of votes he cast in the House. 

Mr. SABATH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in two instances; to include in 
one an editorial, and in the other a letter. 


BROOM MANUFACTURERS CHISEL 
FARMERS : 


Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, it would seem that during these 
perilous times, when every effort should 
be made to get the country back to full 
production and to make certain that the 
farmers secure reasonable prices for 
their farm commodities, that too many 
manufacturers and others are attempt- 
ing to take advantage of the present 
situation to chisel, browbeat, and to 
force down the price of everything that 
the farmer has to sell, while the price 
of living and the cost of labor continues 
to mount higher and higher. 

As an example, the broom manufac- 
turers are now making a desperate at- 
tempt to chisel the broomcorn growers 
of Oklahoma. Before OPA went out the 
ceiling on broomcorn was $300 a ton. In 
fact, it has been at $300 a ton for more 
than 3 years, although the price of grow- 
ing broomcorn has constantly mounted. 
During the past several weeks, with OPA 
in the balance, the normal price of 
broomcorn went from $375 to $400 a 
ton, which is a reasonable price consid- 
ering the increased cost of labor that the 
farmer must pay for growing same. 
Now, with controls still off, buyers are 
telling farmers the price is back to $300. 
Broomcorn farmers cannot pay 80 to 90 
cents an hour for labor and make a 
profit at this reduced price. 

Farmers of Oklahoma and the Nation 
surprised the world in the matter of pro- 
duction during the war, although handi- 
capped by lack of manpower, the greatly 
increased cost of farm labor, when they 
could not secure labor at any price. 
American farmers actually were able to 
increase production and thus not only 
feed our own armed forces but help feed 
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armies of the Allied Nations. Except for 
the heroic efforts of farmers in the mat- 
ter of production, which is admitted by 
all, we could not have begun to win the 
war. For the broom manufacturers now 
to attempt to chisel and browbeat the 
broomcorn growers is inexcusable and 
should not be tolerated. 


CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES 


Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, from the 
Committee on_ Accounts, I submit a 
privileged resolution (H. Res. 750) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the House not to 
exceed $25,000 for the expenses of the select 
committee appointed under authority of 
House Resolution 645 to investigate the 
campaign expenditures of the various can- 
didates for the House of Representatives in 
both parties. 

Sec. 2. That the official committee re- 
porters may be used at all hearings held in 
the District of Columbia who are not other- 
wise officially engaged. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7130) to 
authorize the Veterans’ Administration 
to reimburse State and local agencies for 
expenses incurred in rendering services 
in connection with the administration of 
certain training programs for veterans, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
hope the gentleman will explain the bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. A similar bill has 
passed the Senate, and I am going to sub- 
stitute the Senate bill. It was taken up 
before the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation one day this week 
and it was agreed to unanimously. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentlewoman will yield, 
may I ask the gentleman to explain this 
legislation? 

Mr. RANKIN. Authority for Veter- 
ans’ Administration to reimburse State 
and local agencies for expenses incurred 
in rendering services in connection with 
the administration of certain training 
programs for veterans; to put ceiling on 
total amount of income plus subsistence 
allowance for training on-the-job pro- 
grams; provision for veteran to work way 
through college and earn a reasonable 
amount without losing right to subsist- 
ence allowance; and setting up of stand- 
ards “for other training on-the-job.” 

The bill was introduced at the request 
of General Bradley, Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs after clearance by the 
Bureau of the Budget, 

The purposes of the bill are: First, to 
give authority to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in render- 
ing services in connection with the ad- 
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ministration of certain training pro- 
grams for veterans; second, to place a 
ceiling on the total amount of compensa- 
tion for productive labor and subsistence 
allowances that may be received by vet- 
erans taking on-the-job training; three, 
a clarification of the law to permit a man 
to help work his way through college and 
earn a reasonable amount without losing 
his right to subsistence allowances; and 
four, the procuring of standards “for 
other training on the job.” 

The Veterans’ Administration has been 
concerned for some time about the pos- 
sible abuses of the program in connection 
with training on the job. Reports have 
been made to the effect that abuses are 
being practiced in this field. The num- 
ber of veterans training on the job have 
been increased from 24,627 on January 1, 
1946, to 228,523 on May 31, 1946. A 
check of two groups of trainees of 5,000 
each shows that approximately 26 per- 
cent are receiving wages or salary, not 
including subsistence allowance, of $150 
or more per month and of this number 
approximately 6 percent are receiving 
$200 or more a month. It is believed 
that Congress did not intend that the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs should 
pay full subsistence allowance to a vet- 
eran who is receiving compensation for 
productive labor in such amounts and 
the provisions of section 2 of this bill 
are designed to correct this situation by 
providing that the rate of subsistence al- 
lowance plus compensation received for 
a veteran without dependents shall not 
exceed $175 per month and one with de- 
pendents not in excess of $200 per month. 

Section 2 of the bill also contains a pro- 
vision to correct the present situation 
where a veteran who is pursuing a course 
of education or training under the Serv- 
icemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, in a school, college, or univer- 
sity and is engaged in full-time gainful 
employment not a part of his course or 
training, so that he may receive subsist- 
ence allowance. To prevent this veteran 
from receiving subsistence allowance and 
at the same time to allow it to a veteran 
who is in training on the job and receiv- 
ing compensation for productive labor as 
above outlined is unjust and should be 
remedied as it will be by the approval of 
this bill. The adoption of the standards 
as proposed by section 3 of the enclosed 
draft to be applied by all States in ap- 
proving establishments as qualified to 
furnish “other training on the job” and to 
implement the authority by which States 
and local agencies may be reimbursed is 
designed to protect the interest of the 
veterans and bring about sound adminis- 
tration without interference in any way 
with the standards set up for apprentice- 
ship courses in the various States. 

No information is available to indicate 
the extent to which State and local agen- 
cies would incur expenses in connection 
with the activity contemplated by the bill 
and the extent to which it would be neces- 
sary to reimburse them. Neither is it 
possible to approximate the amount of 
subsistence allowances which would be 
paid to veterans who are employed other 
than in connection with their college 
courses or the amount withheld or re- 
duced in the cases of those veterans who 
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are compensated while training on the 
Job. However, it is thought by placing a 
ceiling on the amount of income plus sub- 
sistence allowances the amount saved 
thereby should considerably offset the ex- 
penses involved in other provisions of the 
bill, A reasonable estimate of savings 
would be $5,000,000 per month on the 
subsistence allowance ceilings, plus the 
savings from the standards provided. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to say that a rule was granted on this bill 
after a hearing was had. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
Sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a similar Sen- 
ate bill, S. 2477, be considered in lieu of 
the House bill. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That section 3 of Public 
Law No, 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, as 
amended by section 401 of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof a new sentence 
as follows: “Any such appropriation shall also 
be available for use by the Administrator in 
reimbursing State and local agencies for rea- 
sonable expenses incurred by them in (1) 
rendering necessary services in ascertaining 
the qualifications of industrial establish- 
ments for furnishing on-the-job training to 
veterans under the provisions of part VIII 
of such regulation, and in the supervision of 
industrial establishments furnishing such 
training, or (2) furnishing, at the request of 
the Administrator, any other services or fa- 
cilities in connection with the administration 
of programs for training on the job under 
such provisions, or (3) furnishing, at the 
request of the Administrator, information 
concerning educational opportunities avail- 
able in schools and colleges.” a 

Sec. 2. Paragraph 6 of part VIII of Vet- 
erans Regulation No. 1 (a) as amended, is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“6. While enrolled in and pursuing a course 
under this part, such person, upon applica- 
tion to the Administrator, shall be paid a 
subsistence allowance of $65 per month, if 
without a dependent or dependents, or $90 
per month, if he has a dependent or de- 
pendents, including regular holidays and 
leave not exceeding 30 days in a calendar 
year. Such person attending a course on a 
part-time basis, and such person receiving 
compensation for productive labor whether 
performed as part of their apprentice or other 
training on the job at institutions, business, 
or other establishments, or otherwise, shall be 
entitled to receive such lesser sums, if any, 
as subsistence or dependency allowances, as 
may be determined by the Administrator: 
Provided, That in no event shall the rate of 
such allowance plus the compensation re- 
ceivéd exceed $175 per month for a veteran 
without a dependent or $200 per month if he 
has a dependent or dependents.” 

Sec. 3. Paragraphs 11 of part VIII of Vet- 
erans Regulation No. 1 (a) is hereby sxended, 
to read as follows: 

“11. (a) As used in this part, the term 
‘educational or training institutions’ shall in- 
clude all public or private elementary, sec- 
ondary, and other schools furnishing educa- 
tion for adults, business schools and colleges, 
scientific and technical institutions, colleges, 
vocational schools, junior colleges, teachers 
colleges, normal schools, professional schools, 
universities, and other educational institu- 
tions, and shall also include business or other 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


establishments providing apprentice or other 
training on the job, including those under 
the supervision of an approved college or 
university or any State department of edu- 
cation, or any State apprenticeship agency 
or State board of vocational education, or 
any State apprenticeship council or the Fed- 
eral Apprentice Training Service established 
in accordance with Public Law No, 308, Sev- 
enty-fifth Congress, or any agency in the 
executive branch of the Federal Government 
authorized under other laws to supervise such 
training, 

“(b) As used in this part the term ‘Other 
training on the job’ shall include courses of- 
fered by establishments approved by the 
appropriate agency of the State or the Ad- 
ministrator whenever such courses of train- 
ing on the job are furnished in accordance 
with the following provisions: 

1. Any establishment desiring to under- 
take an on-the-job training program will be 
required to submit to the appropriate State 
approving agency a written application set- 
ting forth the course of training for each job 
for which a veteran is to be trained. The 
written application covering the training pro- 
gram will include the following: 

“a, Title and description of the specific job 
objective for which the veteran is to be 
trained, 

“b. Length of the training period. 

“c. Schedule listing various operations for 
major kinds of work or tasks to be learned and 
showing, for each, job operations or work, 
tasks to be performed, and the approximate 
length of time to be spent on each operation 
or task. 

“d. Wage or salary to be paid at the begin- 
ning of the training program, at each suc- 
cessive step in the program, and at the com- 
pletion of training. 

“e, Entrance wage or salary paid by the 
establishment to employees already trained in 
the kind of work for which the veteran is 
to be trained. 

“f. Number of hours of supplemental in- 
structions required. 

“2, The appropriate approving agency of 
the State or the Administrator may approve 
the application of the establishment when 
such establishment is found upon investi- 
gation to have met or made provision for 
meeting the following criteria: 

“a, The training content of the program 
is adequate to qualify the veteran for ap- 
pointment to the job for which he is to be 
trained. 

“b, There is reasonable certainty that the 
job for which the veteran is to be trained 
will be available to him at the end of the 
training period. 

“c. The job is one in which progression 
and appointment to the next higher class- 
ification are based upon skills learned 
through organized training on the job and 
not on such factors as length of service and 
normal turn-over. 

“d. The wages to be paid the veteran for 
each successive period of training are not 
less than those customarily paid in the es- 
tablishment and the community to a learner 
in the same job and who is not a veteran and 
are in conformity with State and Federal 
laws and applicable bargaining agreements, 

“e, The job customarily requires a period 
of training of not less than 3 months and 
not more than 2 years of full-time training. 

“f, The length of the training period is no 
longer than that customarily required by 
the establishment and other establishments 
in the community to provide the trainee with 
the required skills, arrange for the acquiring 
of job knowledge, technical information, and 
other facts which the trainee will need to 
learn in order to become competent on the 
job for which he is being trained. 

“g, Provision is made for related instruc- 
tion for the individual veteran who may 
need it, 
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“h, There is in the establishment ade- 
quate space, equipment, instructional. ma- 
terial, and instructor personnel to provide 
Satisfactory training on the job. 

“1, Adequate records are kept to show the 
progress made by the veteran toward his job 
objective and a periodic report showing the 
conduct and progress made in the course of 
training on the job will be provided for the 
Veterans’ Administration, 

“j. Appropriate credit is given the veteran 
for previous job experience, whether in the 
military service or elsewhere, his beginning 
wage adjusted to the level to which such 
credit advances him and his training period 
shortened accordingly. No course of train- 
ing will be considered bona fide if given to 
a veteran who is already qualified by train- 
ing and experience for the job objective. 

“k. A copy of the training program as ap- 
proved by the State agency is provided to 
the veteran and to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion by the employer. 

“l. Upon completion of the training the 
veteran is given a certificate by the employer 
indicating the length and type of training 
provided and that the veteran has completed 
the course of training on the job satis- 
factorily. 


“3. The Veterans’ Administration is not 
authorized to award the benefits under this 
part, if it is found by the Administrator that 
the course of apprentice training or other 
training on the job fails to meet the require- 
ments of this paragraph.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 7130) was 
laid on the table. 


REMOVING LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF 
DEATH COMPENSATION OR PENSION 
PAYABLE TO WIDOWS AND CHILDREN 
OF CERTAIN DECEASED VETERANS 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2100) to re- 
move the limitations on the amount of 
death compensation or pension payable 
to widows and children of certain de- 
ceased veterans. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
this is a particularly worthy measure, 
because up to now a widow could receive 
compensation for no more than four 
children, and this takes away the limi- 
tation on the number of children, I 
know in my own district there are 
widows who have 8, 9, or 10 children. : 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
would remove the aggregate monthly 
limitation on death compensation and 
pension for widows and children. Un- 
der existing law in wartime service-con- 
nected death cases the aggregate month- 
ly limitation as to widows and children 
is $100; in peacetime service-connected 
death cases the limitation is $75; in 
World War I and II non-service-con- 
nected death cases the top limitation is 
$74 for widows and children. Depend- 
ent parents in service-connected death 
cases receive compensation at full rates, 
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there being no limitation as to aggregate 
monthly amount affecting them. 

In order to establish uniformity the 
bill also removes the aggregate monthly 
limitation under Veterans Regulation 1 
(a), part III, paragraph III, which per- 
tains to a very small number of non- 
service-connected death cases involving 
widows and children of the Spanish- 
American War. There is no aggregate 
monthly limitation under existing law 
pertaining to wars prior to April 21, 1898. 
The service pensions laws pertaining to 
non-service-connected death of veterans 
of the Spanish-American War includ- 
ing the Boxer Rebellion and Philippine 
Insurrection under which practically all 
widows and children of such veterans re- 
ceive benefits do not contain any aggre- 
gate monthly limitation. 

The bill will benefit only those service- 
connected cases where there is a widow 
and four or more children. 

The Veterans’ Administration favors 
the provisions of the bill in its present 
form and the Bureau of the Budget states 
there would be no objection to removing 
the top limitation as to wartime or peace- 
time service-connected cases, but as to 
non-service-connected cases it is stated 
that it should be considered as not being 
in accord with the program of the Pres- 
ident. 

On the question of removing the top 
limitation on nonservice- connected 
death cases for widows and children 
there would be a comparatively small 
number of cases affected thereby at 
slight additional cost and to allow limi- 
tation on nonservice- connected cases 
only would work hardship and inequali- 
ties as to this group as distinguished from 
the other groups. * 

In non-service- connected death cases 
the limitation would affect the widow 
with eight or more children only and in 
cases where payments are made to chil- 
dren, there being no widow, it would be 
limited only in cases involving 13 or more 
children. f 

An estimated number of 2,000 cases 
of deceased veterans at an estimated 
cost of $264,000 the first year would be 
affected by this legislation. 

The purpose sought to be accomplished 
when the top limitation was placed on 
the amount of pension payable in death 
cases was originally established has long 
since lost its significance and it is 
earnestly requested that this measure 
receive immediate approval. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Un- 
der this bill there must be more than 
four children before they can receive 
any additional benefits? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. This 
simply means that if there are eight chil- 
dren you take care of the additional four 
children? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
present law would take care of only four? 

Mr. RANKIN. The present law limits 
it to four. Very few cases would be cov- 
ered under this bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Speaker, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the following acts 
or parts of acts, which limit the total amount 
of death compensation or pension payable 
to widows and children of certain deceased 
veterans, are hereby repealed: 

(a) The last sentence of subsection (a) of 
section 14 and the last sentence of sub- 
section (b) of section 14 of the act entitled 
“An act to provide more adequate and uni- 
form administrative provisions in veterans’ 
laws pertaining to compensation, pension, 
and retirement pay payable by the Veter- 
ans’ Administration, and for other purposes,” 
approved July 13, 1943 (57 Stat. 554). 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 2 of the act 
entitled “An act to compensate widows and 
children of persons who died while receiving 
monetary benefits for disabilities directly in- 
curred in or aggravated by active military or 
naval service in the World War,” approved 
June 28, 1934, as amended (58 Stat. 804). 

Sec. 2. Subparagraph (b) of paragraph III 
of part III of Veterans Regulation 1 (a), 
which limits the total amount of death com- 
pensation or pension payable to widows and 
children of deceased veterans of the Spanish 
American War, the Boxer Rebellion, or the 
Philippine Insurrection, is hereby repealed. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a radio address de- 
livered at Teeterboro, N. J., today by Lt. 
Gen. Carl A. Spaatz, commanding gen- 
eral of the Army Air Forces, in connec- 
tion with Air Forces Day. 


RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE 
CORPORATION 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include the report of the House Expendi- 
tures Committee on the Comptroller 
General’s interim report on the audit of 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, in compli- 
ance to the Government Corporations 
Control Act of 1945, the General Ac- 
counting Office, under the able direction 
of our former colleague, the Honorable 
Lindsay Warren, Comptroller, audited 
the books of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation and issued an interim report 
of their findings. This report was criti- 
cized to some degree by the RFC officials. 

The Expenditures Committee of the 
House made an investigation as to the 
accuracy of the Comptroller's report and 
submitted the following report regarding 
same: 

Report oF HOUSE EXPENDITURES COMMITTEE 
ON COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S INTERIM REPORT 
oN AvpDIT OF RFC 

Jury 31, 1946. 

Mr. Manasco, from the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments, 
submitted the following report: 

The Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, to whom was re- 
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ferred the letter of the Comptroller General 
of the United States to the Speaker, dated 
June 19, 1946, printed as House Document 
674, submits the following report with refer- 
ence to such letter and the matters connected 
therewith: 

On June 17, 1946, the Director, Corporation 
Audits Division of the General Accounting 
Office, addressed a letter to the Board of 
Directors of Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration stating that the Division had found 
such inadequacies and other deficiencies in 
the accounting function of the Corporation 
and its subsidiaries and affiliated Corpora- 
tions that it would be impossible to make a 
satisfactory audit of the Corporation’s affairs 
for the year ended June 30, 1945, and that 
this might also prove true with respect to the 
year ended June 30, 1946. 

Concurrently with the delivery of this let- 
ter to the Board of Directors of RFC, the 
Comptroller General transmitted copies to 
the Congress as an interim report under sec- 
tion 5 of the act of February 24, 1945 (59 Stat. 
6). See House Document No. 674, Seventy- 
ninth Congress. 

The Committee on Expenditures in the Ex- 
ecutive Departments, to which this letter was 
referred, opened hearings on July 2, 1946. 
Mr. Frank H. Weitzel, assistant to the Comp- 
troller General, and Messrs. T. Coleman An- 
drews, CPA director; Howard W. Bordner, 
OPA deputy director; and Theodore Herz, CPA 
assistant director, of the Corporation Audits 
Division of the General Accounting Office, ap- 
peared and testified on behalf of the Comp- 
troller General. On July 10, 1946, Mr. Charles 
B. Henderson, chairman of the board of di- 
rectors, and Mr. Henry A. Mulligan, director 
and treasurer, of RFC, appeared with a num- 
ber of officers and employees of RFC and tes- 
tifled on behalf of the Corporation. After 
full consideration the committee finds as 
follows: 

1, That the accounting system of RFC cov- 
ering its nonlending activities is inadequate 
and otherwise deficient, as reported by the 
Comptroller General. Notwithstanding their 
prepared statements, the officials of- the Cor- 
poration, when questioned by the committee, 
made admissions which confirmed the find- 
ings and opinions of the auditors. They fur- 
ther admitted that they were months behind 
in their account keeping of nonlending ac- 
tivities. 

2. That accounting is one of the most im- 
portant responsibilities of management and 
that RFC thus far has failed to discharge this 
responsibility satisfactorily or to recognize 
its full extent. This failure undoubtedly was 
due in part to the exigencies of war, but this 
may not be accepted as full justification. 
The continuing lack of adequate accounting 
control of its war activities from their incep- 
tion down to date may render the Corpora- 
tion forever unable to give full financial 
account of some of these activities, 

3. That a satisfactory audit of a corpora- 
tion’s affairs cannot be made unless the cor- 
Poration’s accounting is adequate, accurate, 
and up to date. It is the duty of auditors 
only to review complete accounting data and 
no part of their duty to undertake accom- 
plishment of the accounting function or oth- 
erwise relieve management of its responsi- 
bility therefor. Adequacy of accounting im- 
plies the establishment of procedures that 
will assure timely, orderly, and accurate re- 
cording in books of account of all assets, 
liabilities, capital, income, and expense, not 
merely cash receipts and disbursements, and 
timely preparation of statements from the 
accounts that show how the corporations’ 
capital is being employed and afford the di- 
rectors and managers of the corporations and 
the Congress a clear basis for operating and 
policy decisions. The committee recognizes 
that accounting is not the sole objective of 
administration, but it believes that the Con- 
gress has a right to expect the accounting 
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of the Government's corporations to be equal 
to, if not better than, the best found in pri- 
vate corporations. 

4. That the letter to the, board of direc- 
tors of RFC was framed with restraint and 
Yairness, and as indicated by this letter as 
well as by those who appeared before the 
ccmmittee for the General Accounting Of- 
fice, the attitude of that office toward the 
Corporation is one of objectivity and desire 
to be constructively helpful. 

5. That the Comptroller General acted with 
propriety and in keeping with the require- 
ments of the law in transmitting to the Con- 
gress immediately a copy of the letter of 
June 17, 1946, to the board of directors of 
RFC. 

6. That RFC should accept the proffered 
aid of the auditors and their recommen- 
dations, 

COAST GUARD 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2256) to 
amend the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re- 
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, in time of 
peace the Coast Guard cperates under 
the Treasury Department, in time of war, 
or when the President shell so direct, it 
operates as a part of the Navy. While 
operating as part of the Navy, the au- 
thority contained in section 301 of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, 
with respect to former personnel of the 
Coast Guard, was exercised by the Sec- 
retary of the Navy. However, by Execu- 
tive order the Coast Guard was returned 
to the jurisdiction of the Treasury De- 
partment on December 28, 1945, and the 
functions to be performed by section 301 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act 
are presently authorized to be performed 
by the Secretary of the Treasury with re- 
spect to former personnel of the Coast 
Guard. This authority will continue 
during the First War Powers Act of 
1941. However, after the expiration of 
this act no authority exists to review the 
discharges or dismissals of former per- 
sonnel of the Coast Guard and it is be- 
lieved that they should have the same 
right to review of their discharges or 
dismissals as former personnel of the 
other branches of service. 

This situation was not contemplated 
at the time the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944 was considered by the 
Congress and it is a provision that should 
be made to place personnel of the Coast 
Guard on a parity during peacetime with 
the rest of the armed forces. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 301 of the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 
(58 Stat. 286) is amended by changing the 
period at the end of the section to a colon 
and by adding the following: “And provided 
further, That the authority conferred upon 
the Secretary of War and the Secretary of 
the Navy by this section shall vest in and be 
exercised by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
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at such times as the Coast Guard is operating 
under the Treasury Department, with re- 
spect to the discharge or dismissal of former 
personnel of the Coast Guard, and that the 
findings of boards established pursuant to 
such authority shall be final subject only 
to review by the Secretary of the Treasury.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2029) to au- 
thorize the Director of the United States 
Geological Survey to produce and sell 
copies of aerial or other photographs 
and mosaics, and photographic or photo- 
static reproductions of records, on a re- 
imbursement of appropriation basis. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Idaho? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, s 
I understand it, this bill simply applies 
to the sale of maps and so forth, the 
money to go into a revolving fund in- 
stead of into the general fund of the 
United States Treasury. How much 
money is actually involved? 

Mr. WHITE. Very little money is in- 
volved in the pending bill. It is incum- 
bent upon the Geological Survey to make 
copies of maps for cities that want to 
get the contour of their water frontage 
and things of that kind. But under the 
present law these small appropriations 
are made for such items. When they use 
up the money in making these maps, the 
money that is paid to the Department 
goes into the general fund of the Treas- 
ury and soon the Department is left 
without sufficient funds to carry on its 
work. If this bill is passed, the money 
will be put in a revolving fund and will 
be used in carrying out the provisions of 
the act. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, why should 
that not be covered by annual appropri- 
ations? 

Mr. WHITE. There is a regular appro- 
priation made every year for certain 
work of the United States Geological 
Survey. But under the mandatory pro- 
visions of existing law, cities, towns, and 
universities that want copies of these 
maps can have them by paying the regu- 
lar price. But when they pay for them, 
the money goes into the general fund and 
not to the credit of the Geological Sur- 
yey. The provisions of this bill would 
provide that the money go to the credit 
of the United States Geological Survey 
and provides a revolving fund so that 
the work can be carried on. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Idaho? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 
for the time being, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
CONSUMER PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD 

- ARTICLES 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 


unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, as 
Members of the House know, President 
Roosevelt in 1941 issued an Fxecutive 
order restricting use of consumer credit. 
This was a wartime measure and was in- 
strumental in curbing consumer pur- 
chases of such things as refrigerators and 
other household articles. This order is 
popularly known as regulation W and 
is administered by the Federal Reserve 
Board. It was an emergency measure 
designed to halt buying of those com- 
modities which were in short supply be- 
cause of the war. 

Regulation W requires the buyer to 
make a one-third down payment on most 
of his purchases. He is generally re- 
quired to pay off the balance in 12 months. 
If, for example, he paid only $25 down on 
a $100 refrigerator, the merchant could 
be put in jail. The law says he must 
accept a minimum of $33.33 in this trans- 
action. The customer might find it con- 
venient for his budget to pay off the bal- 
ance in 13 months and such arrange- 
ments might be agreable to the merchant 
but such a transaction would be criminal 
today in most cases. 

Now that the war is over and we are 
running into a period of the greatest pro- 
duction in our history, I see no reason 
why regulation W should continue to be 
the law of the land. On the contrary, I 
strongly urge that the order be abolished 
entirely and quickly. 

I understand that there are those in 
responsible policy-making positions in 
the Federal Reserve Board who take the 
position that regulatign W should be 
made a permanent law. Their argument 
is that the country would be armed with 
a weapon to beat down inflationary pres- 
sures that might arise from time to time 
and that the demand for goods could be 
controlled by controlling credit. y 

Credit is the life blood of the Ameri- 
can economy. Reasonably easy credit re- 
sults in mass buying and therefore mass 
production which lowers prices. Our 
high standard of living is the result of 
low-cost production which we could never 
have achieved if we did not have mass 
consumption. And we would never have 
had mass buying without extension of 
credit to consumers, 

We are now running into a situation 
where we are going to have enormous 
production with a possible cut in domestic 
markets as the result of Government 
controls on consumer credit. There is 
no point in mass production unless these 
things can be put into the hands of the 
people and it is simply impossible to have 
mass purchases when the law requires 
stiff down payments with quick and full 
payment of the balance. 

The inflationary pressures caused by 
consumer credit are greatly exaggerated. 
Any student of the problem knows that 
the real dangers of inflation are caused 
by Government spending and not by con- 
sumer buying or extension of reasonable 
credit. 

A recent bulletin issued by the Federal 
Reserve Board reveals that accumulated 
savings in this country amount to about 
$130,000,000,000. These savings include 
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bank deposits, Government bonds and 
cash. The report shows that 50 percent 
of those in the lower income brackets 
own 3 percent of these savings or less 
than $4,000,000,000. 

Here we have one arm of the Federal 
Reserve saying that the people should be 
denied credit and the other arm saying 
that these very same people do not have 
sufficient cash to meet the requirements 
of regulation W. 

There is, of course, plenty of cash 
around. But it is in the hands of the 
very people who are already supplied 
with the things they need. If labor and 
industry depended on this group for a 
market for the things they produce we 
would be faced with an immediate depres- 
sion. 

Wealthy people and those in the upper 
income brackets obviously do not need 
credit for household appliances. They 
buy these things for cash. Regulation W 
is, therefore, discriminatory. It rules 
that the wealthy can have all the vacuum 
cleaners and washing machines they 
want. It denies these things to the lower 
income groups. 

If the average consumer does not have 
the cash we think he has—and, according 
to the Federal Reserve Board, he does not 
have the cash—what can we say about 
the returning veteran? Certainly a man 
who has been in the armed forces for a 
year or 4 years has not saved much, if 
anything, from his meager income, and 
yet millions of these men are attempting 
to reestablish themselves in civilian life. 
They need homes and we have provided 
the machinery which, if properly oper- 
ated, will make it easier for them to get 
homés. But a home is useless if it can- 
not be furnished, and I am of the belief 
that relatively few veterans have the 
necessary cash to make the down pay- 
ments required by regulation W. 

I wish to advise the Federal Reserve 
Board that, if and when I return to this 
House in January, my first order of busi- 
ness will be the introduction of a bill 
which will make it mandatory on the 
President to exempt veterans from provi- 
sions of this regulation. I feel certain 
that a majority of this House will go 
along with me on that proposition. I 
would have introduced such a measure 
long ago had it not been for the pressure 
of business pending before the House 
Banking and Currency Committee, of 
which I am a member. 

I certainly will oppose any move to 
make regulation W a permanent law. 
This restriction is repugnant to the Amer- 
ican mind, Simply expressed, this regu- 
lation forbids me from making a private 
contract with my neighborhood mer- 
chant. I cannot go to a small store in 
my district and offer the merchant $5 
down on a $100 article. This clearly is a 
violation of my constitutional right of 
private contract. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. LEA asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Subcommittee 
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on Transportation of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce may 
have until the first of January to file a 
report with the Clerk. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VCORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, it would be an act of great wis- 
dom in my opinion if we could get an 
experienced businessman to head the 
War Assets Administration and handle 
disposal of surplus property. If recent 
revelations have shown anything, they 
have shown that, with full recognition of 
the strong points possessed by the Army, 
there are instances where Army officials 
are, to say the least, not the most astute 
businessmen that can be found. One 
cannot but be deeply concerned with 
such charges as those of the Comptroller 
General, and certainly in the disposal of 
surplus property it would be extremely 
wise if some businessman like William 
Jeffers for example who did so good a 
job as Rubber Director or Donald Nelson 
with his long merchandising experience 
could be induced to take over that job 
and carry it through to a speedy com- 
pletion with maximum possible return 
to the taxpayers. 


THIRTY-NINTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ARMY AIR FORCES 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the thirty-ninth anniversary of 
the Army Air Forces of the United States. 
I believe the membership of the House 
will want to recognize for a moment this 
important occasion. In the Signal Corps 
of the War Department of the United 
States 39 years ago, one officer, two en- 
listed men, and no planes whatsoever, 
was the beginning of this great air-power 
potential. During World War II Amer- 
ica had more than 85,000 planes in op- 
eration at one period and we had person. 
nel in the Army Air Forces of more than 
two and one-half million. 

We owe a tremendous debt to the early 
pioneers in aviation, particularly in the 
Air Forces of the United States. Today 
we look forward, not to air power with 
its destructive, devastating effects, but 
as the major instrument for bringing 
about permanent peace on the earth. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia has expired. 


VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES—COX BROS. 
The Speaker laid before the House the 
following veto message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States which was read 
by the Clerk: 
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To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith, without my ap- 
proval, enrolled enactment H. R. 1469, 
entitled “An act for the relief of Cox 
Bros.” 

It appears that, in response to an 
invitation for bids by the constructing 
quartermaster, Fort Lewis, Wash., for 
the rental of tractors and scrapers to 
the Government, Cox Bros. submitted a 
bid wherein they proposed to rent to the 
Government two tractors and scrapers, 
with operating personnel and mainte- 
nance, at $7.40 an hour, or with mainte- 
nance but without operating personnel at 
$5.60 an hour. In the space provided 
therefor the contractor specified an ini- 
tial sale price of $15,000 for one tractor 
and of $14,500 for the other, which 
amounts represented the prices at which 
the Government might purchase the 
tractors under the provisions of the re- 
capture clause contained in the specifica- 
tions accompanying the invitation. On 
the date the bids were opened, Cox Bros. 
requested permission to withdraw their 
bid for the alleged reason that errors 
had been made therein with respect to 
the initial sale prices of the tractors. 
However, such permission was refused 
and on December 10, 1940, the bid was 
accepted. Thereafter, by letter of Jan- 
uary 16, 1941, Cox Bros. informed the 
constructing quartermaster that, in en- 
tering the initial sale prices on the form 
provided therefor, they erroneously in- 
serted prices of $15,000 and $14,500 in- 
stead of the correct prices of $18,750 and 
$18,125, respectively. 

In connection with the alleged error of 
the contractor, it appears that the speci- 
fications provided that the initial sale 
price should represent a fair and just ap- 
praisal of the unit “as is,” taking into ac- 
count the original purchase price thereof, 
its age and past service, but that bidders’ 
initial sale price should not exceed the 
original cost plus 25 percent, less a yearly 
depreciated value of 15 percent. The 
contractor alleges that in entering the 
initial sale price of the tractors in its 
bid, it overlooked the fact that it was 
permitted by the specifications to add 23 
percent to the original cost of the equip- 
ment and that, if it had done so, the 
initial sale price at which the Govern- 
ment could have purchased the equip- 
ment would have been $7,375 greater than 
the price specified in its bid. 

However, it is to be noted that, under 
the specifications on which bids were sub- 
mitted, it was the responsibility of bid- 
ders to fix the initial sale price of their 
equipment at the fair and just appraised 
value thereof and the formula using the 
original cost plus 25 percent, less depre- 
ciation, merely constituted a ceiling 
which the appraised value was not to ex- 
ceed. The record shows clearly that the 
initial sales price stated in the contrac- 
tor’s bid was exactly what it had intended 
to insert in the bid as the appraised value 
of the equipment. At no time prior to 
submitting its bid did the contractor 
intend to fix the appraised value on the 
basis of the original cost plus 25 percent. 
Under such circumstances, I do not feel 
that the record supports the conclusion 
that the contractor made a mistake in its 
bid so as to warrant the relief proposed 
by the legislation. 
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Furthermore, there is no evidence that 
the contractor suffered any out-of-pocket 
loss by reason of the alleged mistake and 
the effect of the legislation would be to 
grant the contractor a profit of $7,375 in 
addition to that contemplated at the 
time its bid was prepared and submitted. 

Also, to grant relief under the circum- 
stances here present would be to accord 
preferential treatment to the contractor 
concerned, would be tantamount to a dis- 
crimination against other contractors, 
and would tend to encourage disregard of 
contractual obligations and carelessness 
on the part of bidders on Government 
contracts. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE Howse, July 31, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal and without objection the 
message and bill referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims and ordered printed. 

There was no objection. 


VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES—NAVAL RECORD 
OF FORMER MEMBERS OF THE CREWS 
OF REVENUE CUTTERS ALGONQUIN 
AND ONONDAGA 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States which was 
read by the Clerk: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I am returning herewith, without my 
approval, H. R. 1498, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, an act “to correct the naval 
record of former members of the crews 
of the revenue cutters Algonquin and 
Onondaga.” 

The purpose of this bill is to confer a 
naval status upon the entire perjod of 
service rendered by the crews of the 
revenue cutters Algonquin and Onon- 
daga during the war with Spain. The 
crew of the former vessel had 73 days’ 
naval service and the crew of the latter 
had 17 days’ naval service prior to August 
17, 1898, when, hostilities with Spain 
having ceased, the vessels were turned 
back to the Treasury Department. 

In withholding his approval of a sub- 
stantially similar bill of the Seventy- 
third Congress (H. R. 5018) President 
Roosevelt said, “it stretches the imagi- 
nation to declare men on revenue cutter 
for 17 days on the Great Lakes in August 
1898 to be entitled to all the privileges 
of Spanish War veterans.” 

By conferring a military status upon 
the members of these crews, the bill 
would make them eligible for pension 
based upon 90 days’ service. Members of 
the Algonquin are now eligible for pen- 
sion based on 70 days’ service (at a some- 
what lower rate than for 90 days’ service) 
provided they meet other statutory re- 
quirements. The bill would also authorize 
death pensions for widows and children 
of these crew members; and other bene- 
fits to crew members such as hospital 
and domiciliary care and burial 
allowances. 

During the wars in which the United 
States has engaged, large numbers of 
persons have rendered valuable assist- 
ance in a civilian capacity to our armed 
forces. In granting veterans benefits, 
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Congress has long differentiated between 
active military service and civilian em- 
ployment with the armed forces. Ap- 
proval of the bill would constitute a de- 
parture from this policy which I cannot 
justify. 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 
Tue WHITE House, August 1, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal. 

Without objection, the message and 
the accompanying bill are referred to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

There was no objection. 


TIDELANDS TITLE ACT—VETO MESSAGE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States, which 
was read by the Clerk: 

* 


To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith, without my signa- 
ture, House Joint Resolution 225, entitled 
“A joint resolution to quiet the titles of 
the respective States, and others, to lands 
beneath tidewaters and lands beneath 
navigable waters within the boundaries 
of such States and to prevent further 
clouding of such titles.” 

The purpose of this measure is to re- 
nounce and disclaim all right, title, in- 
terest, claim, or demand of the United 
States in “lands beneath tidewaters,” 
as defined in the joint resolution, and 
in lands beneath all navigable waters 
within the boundaries of the respective 
States, and to the minerals in such lands. 
The phrase “lands beneath tidewaters” 
is defined so broadly as to include all 
lands, either submerged or reclaimed, 
situated under the ocean beyond the low- 
water mark and extending out to a line 
three geographical miles distant from 
the coast line or to the boundary line 
of any State whose boundary, at the 
time of the admission of the State to 
the Union, extended oceanward beyond 
three geographical miles. Lands ac- 
quired by the United States from any 
State or its successors in interest, or 
through conveyance or condemnation, 
would be excluded from the operation of 
the measure. There would also be ex- 
cluded the interest of the United States 
in that part of the Continental Shelf— 
lands under the ocean contiguous to 
and forming part of the land mass of 
our coasts—which lies more than 3 miles 
beyond the low-water mark or the bound- 
ary of any particular State. 

On May 29, 1945, at my direction, the 
then Attorney General filed a suit in the 
United States district court at Los 
Angeles, in the name of the United 
States, to determine the rights in the 
land and minerals situated in the bed of 
the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the coast 
of California and within the 3-mile limit 
above described. Thereafter, in order to 
secure a more expeditious determina- 
tion of the matter, the present Attorney 
General brought suit in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. The case in 
the district court was dismissed. I am 
advised by the Attorney General that the 
case will be heard in the Supreme Court 
and will probably be decided during the 
next term of the Court. 


AUGUST 1 


The Supreme Court’s decision in the 
pending case will determine rights in 
lands lying beyond ordinary low-water 
mark along the coast extending seaward 
for a distance of 3 miles. Contrary to 
widespread misunderstanding, the case 
does not involve any tidelands, which 
are lands covered and uncovered by the 
daily ebb and flow of the tides; nor does 
it involve any lands under bays, harbors, 
ports, lakes, rivers, or other inland waters. 
Consequently the case does not consti- 
tute any threat to or cloud upon the titles 
of the several States to such lands, or the 
improvements thereon. When the joint 
resolution was being debated in the 
Senate, an amendment was offered 
which would have resulted in giving an 
outright acquittance to the respective 
States of all tidelands and all lands un- 
der bays, harbors, ports, lakes, rivers, 
and other inland waters. Proponents of 
the present measure, however, defeated 
this amendment. This clearly empha- 
sized that the primary purpose of the 
legislation was to give to the States and 
their lessees any right, title, or interest 
of the United States in the lands and 
minerals under the waters within the 3- 
mile limit. 

The ownership of the land and re- 
sources underlying this 3-mile belt has 
been a subject of genuine controversy 
for a number of years. It should be re- 
solved appropriately and promptly. 
The ownership of the vast quantity of 
oil in such areas presents a vital problem 
for the Nation from the standpoint of 
national defense and conservation. If 
the United States owns these areas, they 
should not be given away. If the Su- 
preme Court decides that the United 
States has no title to or interest in the 
lands, a quitclaim from the Congress is 
unnecessary. 

The Attorney General advises me that 
the issue now before the Supreme Court 
has not been heretofore determined. It 
thus presents a legal question of great 
importance to the Nation, and one which 
should be decided by the Court. The 
Congress is not an appropriate forum to 
determine the legal issue now before the 
Court. The jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court should not be interfered with 
while it is arriving at its decision in the 
pending case. 

For the foregoing reasons I am con- 
strained to withhold my approval of the 
joint resolution. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE Hovse, August 1, 1946. 


The.SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal and the bill and message 
ordered to be printed. Without objection, 
further proceedings on this message will 
be postponed until tomorrow. 

There was no objection. 


ROBERT SPRAGUE BEIGHTLER 


Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2480) au- 
thorizing the appointment of Robert 
Sprague Beightler as permanent brig- 
adier general of the line of the Regular 
Army. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, will the 
gentleman please explain this bill? 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
permits Robert Sprague Beightler to be 
made a brigadier general in the Regular 
Army. As major general he commanded 
the Thirty-seventh Division throughout 
the recent war. He was also an officer 
in the last World War. He has a won- 
derful record. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
Major General Beightler is a resident of 
my district. He is the only major general 
who commanded a division throughout 
the war with the Thirty-seventh which 
made a remarkable war record. He was 
commander on the island of Luzon and is 
at the present time in command of the 
Fifth Service Command of the Central 
States. He is one of the outstanding 
soldiers of this war and the President is 
to be congratulated on recognizing his 
unusual ability. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, may I say this is 
a very distinct honor and recognizes the 
great accomplishments of a wonderful 
man. ‘The President, in initiating this, 
is to be complimented, everybody con- 
cerned should be complimented, and we 
ought to grant this request. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, this is quite an un- 
usual procedure and insofar as I am in- 
formed, unprecedented for the Congress 
to pass a bill giving an officer the rank 
of general; but in view of the report 
which I have read, showing that this 
man is entitled to this recognition but 
under the regimentation and rules of the 
Army he cannot be given it, I shall offer 
no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is a recog- 
nition by the President of the United 
States of unusual military service. 

Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WEICHEL. Mr. Speaker, General 
Beightler was outstanding in his com- 
mand of Ohio’s Thirty-seventh Division, 
with full confidence of his men. This is 
an especial tribute and a high honor to a 
great soldier of Ohio. To the President’s 
tribute by this legislation, may I add the 
appreciation and best wishes of the peo- 
ple of Ohio. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate, is authorized to appoint as permanent 
brigadier general of the line of the Regular 
Army, Robert Sprague Beightler, presently 
serving in the grade of major general in the 
National Guard of the United States, Army of 
the United States. 

Src. 2. Any person appointed pursuant to 
the provisions of the first section of this act 
shall be counted for the purposes of pro- 
visions of law establishing the authorized 
number of brigadier generals of the line of 
the Regular Army. 
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The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members who 
desire may be permitted to extend their 
remarks regarding General Beightler at 
this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, we in Ohio 
are proud of General Beightler. A hero 
of two wars as well as a public official 
above reproach. One of his soldiers, 
Walter Tillman, now in the Veterans’ 
Bureau who was with him in World War 
I and who was familiar with his works 
as director of highways in Ohio, said: 

He was the only man both in military and 
civilian life whom neither a soldier nor a man 
in any walk of life ever criticized. 


I concur with #n that has been said in 
his behalf as well as the action we are 
taking now. 


LEGISLATIVE POLICY 


Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot let this day pass without making 
certain observations. When we had the 
filibuster in this House against FEPC I 
failed to recall any orders given to get 
Members from the restaurant, closing the 
doors, and things like that, nor do I recall 
the gentleman from Michigan IMr. 
MicHENER] making a request for strin- 
gent and severe action to be taken against 
absent Members. I do hope that the 
precedent that was set today will be fol- 
lowed in the future when we have the call 
of Calendar Wednesday in order to en- 
act FEPC legislation. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and include excerpts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. NRELV addressed the House. His 
remarks appear in the Appendix.] 


CANCER RESEARCH 


Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, just 
a few words in reply to the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. Neety]: I 
gather from what he has just said that 
those who voted against giving the Presi- 
dent $100,000,000 to find a cure for can- 
cer will be held responsible for all the 
deaths from cancers which will occur in 
the next year or so. 


10661 


I believe if he were better informed on 
the subject of cancer he would not make 
that statement. No one who has studied 
the subject of cancer could possibly say 
what he did. 

The gentleman apparently does not 
know of the extensive work which is 
being carried on in the field of cancer 
research in the many medical centers 
throughout the world. Nor does he seem 
to understand what it really takes to do 
research work in this field. One would 
think from his expressions that a cure 
for cancer can be bought from over the 
counter, the only desideratum being 
$100,000,000. 

Nor does the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY] appear to know 
of the great advance which medical sci- 
ence has already made in curing ma- 
lignant growths. True, we are still far 
from having solved the problem. But 
those who are familiar with the subject 
understand that much has already been 
accomplished. 

My judgment is that if the $100,000,000 
had been voted it would have been spent 
for boondoggling, just as so much of the 
money which Congress appropriates is 
spent. The Treasury of the United States 
has become a veritable haven for almost 
every conceivable kind of racketeer. The 
manner in which this proposition was 
presented to Congress would lead one to 
suspicion that somebody thought they 
saw a chance to raid the national purse 
on a grand scale, 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Puriirps] is recognized for 
15 minutes. 


THE TEACHERS AND THE GOVERNMENT 


Mr, PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, any dis- 
cussion of education today would soon be 
like the story of the four blind men and 
the elephant. It would take the shape 
of the individual interest of the writer. 
If I were interested, as I am, in figures, I 
could remind the reader that the United 
States spent in 1940 a total of over $3,- 
000,000,000 for public and private schools, 
and that over 30,000, 000 students were in 
elementary and high schools and col- 
leges. I could point with pride to the 
drop in illiteracy to 1.5 percent* and to 
the increasing growth of teacher-train- 
ing schools, vocational training, and 
adult classes. The GI of World War II 
had between 3 and 4 years more schooling 
than the GI of World War I. 

If I were interested in both education 
and government, which I am, I could 
speak of the obligations or the restric- 
tions of government, when it comes to 
education. The best word on that is still 


*This figure of 1.5 percent is for illiterate 
native whites in 1930, the last year this classi- 
fication was used by the Census Bureau, 
That year foreign born illiteracy was 9.9 per- 
cent; Negroes 16.3 percent—for city Negroes 
only, it was 5 percent; and the average for the 
Nation was 4.3 percent. In the following 
years the Census Bureau changed the for- 
mula to show ages and years in school. Com- 
parable figures for 1940 would give an average 
of 3.5 percent for the Nation. 

Selective Service adopted a still different 
formula during the war, and called it “func- 
tional illiteracy.” It meant the men who had 
less than 5 grades in school and the per- 
centage was 6.1. 


10662 


the church letter of some 25 years ago, 

which said simply, “The State has a right 
to insist that its citizens shall be edu- 
cated.” It could be only a short step 
for any writer to point with pride to the 
patient work of the teachers, or to view 
with alarm the apparently increasing in- 
fluence of a small but articulate group 
who forget Pope’s comment on forms of 
government: “Whate'er is best admin- 
istered is best,” or Penn’s sage advice 
that, “If men be good, government can- 
not be bad.” 

Thus, in the final analysis, a discus- 
sion of education resolves itself into a 
discussion of human beings; teachers and 
principals and school superintendents 
and parents, and Congressmen, too, if 
you want, Education is what these peo- 
ple make it. A cry to desert the old and 
seize the new, or to let the correctable 
faults of the old overshadow the con- 
sistent failures of the new, will not save 
either education or government. 

The inflammable and articulate mi- 
nority do not represent education, Mr. 
Speaker, any more than they represent 
government. We have them in the 
schools; we have them in the professions 
and in business; we have them in the 
Congress, we even have them in the Cali- 
fornia delegation. They are the ones who 
have been promised the earth, and who 
have fallen for the promise; they are the 
ones who are being “used” for the cir- 
culation of the factless propaganda of 
New Deal agencies, now dying on the 
vine in Washington. Fear has been com- 
bined with promises of leadership, or 
just ordinary deception, to lead the coun- 
try toward the quicksands of national 
socialism. These are the busybodies 
of Paul’s letter to the Thessalonians. 

It is time we checked ourselves. Edu- 
cation is still education; serene and 
sound and everlasting. Look at the sta- 
tistics. The inflammables fade into in- 
significance and peace descends again on 
the faith and works of the calm and 
overwhelming majority of the teachers 
of America. 

This is a time of decision, however. 
It is a time of crisis. The aftermath of 
any war is a trying period in the history 
of a nation. This was the worst war, 
and so it will be the worst aftermath. 
Sanity must assert itself. Facts must 
be sorted from fallacies. The teacher 
and the doctor and the minister have 
been the community’s influential citi- 
zens, by right of position. That sug- 
gests obligation, as well as opportunity. 

The teacher has a personal interest in 
this positive attitude. The teacher is in 
the white-collar class or the middle class, 
which gets the attention of the news- 
papers and the columnists, but little 
other protection except as they them- 
selves can help government give it. The 
effects of any marked success, on the 
part of the inflammables, would be 
tragedy to the great majority of the 
group for whom they profess to speak. 

America is strong. It became strong 
through production and through organi- 
zation. Education never overlooked or- 
ganization. The teachers in my State, 
California, express their views and their 
wishes through an organization known 
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as the California Teachers Association. 
My knowledge of the work of the CTA 
goes back to my service in the State as- 
sembly and the State senate, and I still 
recall with pleasure my acquaintance 
with its representatives in Sacramento, 
and its constructive and successful work 
there. The State associations express 
themselves through the National Educa- 
tion Association. It is held in high re- 
gard here in Washington. I observe that 
these teachers’ organizations start on the 
local level. They start in the community 
and in the district. I observe, too, that 
where teachers express themselves 
through the local organizations and then 
through the State organization, and in 
turn through the national, there have 
been few instances of error or misunder- 
standing, and fewer instances in which 
the teachers have been led astray. The 
good results are not personal, but na- 
tional, and benefit education. I earnestly 
recommend that the teachers build up 
and support these local, State, and na- 
tional organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the same faith in 
education that I have in the Nation, be- 
cause to me the two are inseparable. I 
want to see that faith supported by posi- 
tive action on the part of the teachers. 
It is not enough negatively to have noth- 
ing to do with the vacuous theories of 
government of the men and women whose 
feet are said to be firmly planted in the 
clouds, and whose isms end in “ski.” 
It is necessary to help the corresponding 
group in the Government, which faces 
the same difficulties here in Washington, 
and together work out the best, the most 
progressive, and the safest solutions. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that today, fol- 
lowing any special orders heretofore 
granted, I may be permitted to address 
the House for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Gore). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Washington [Mr. De Lacy] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 


NATIONAL GERIATRICS INSTITUTE 


Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include at the end of 
my remarks the bill H. R. 7222. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud that the State of Washington leads 
the Nation in its consideration for the 
aged. Our State pays the highest old- 
age pension in the land. We define a 
needy senior citizen as one who does not 
have the equivalent of $75 a month in 
income. We also provide dental care, 
hearing aids, artificial limbs, and other 
care. 

But these benefits did not come on a 
silver platter. Many of us have waged 
an uphill fight to win justice for the 
people who pioneered the State and found 
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themselves thrown out to starve in their 
advanced years. 

The Washington Pension Union and 
the old Washington Commonwealth Fed- 
eration, of which I was president, took 
up this fight when the aged in our State 
got only $12 a month. We put initiatives 
on the ballot, carrying the issue directly 
to the people. We stumped the State for 
State and Federal legislative candidates 
pledged to decent treatment to senior 
citizens. 

This fight has gone on for more than 
10 years. During the course of it we had 
to defeat two governors, pass two State 
laws by initiative, and two by the State 
legislature. In one year thousands of 
hard workers went out and got 258,000 
signatures on initiative 151, which set up 
the basic liberal pattern which our State 
pension law still follows. 

And, as Members of this House know, 
our Democratic congressional delegation 
has always been in the forefront of every 
fight for social security and for a na- 
tional pension system. 

Our long running fight for justice to 
the aged has been hard, but satisfying 
work to the thousands who took part in 
it. It has proved the vitality of our 
democracy. It has shown that people 
can write their own security measures, 
put them on the ballot by initiative, pass 
them, and get the benefits of them for 
the whole State. It has shown the value 
of a united, progressive people’s move- 
ment. 

I am proud to have had a part in this 
great work and pleased to see the hard 
work which the Washington Pension Un- 
ion still carries on to safeguard the basic 
act and see that senior citizens get what 
is coming to them under it. 

There is another province of care for 
our aged, however, in which it is not our 
State, but the State of Indiana which 
leads the Nation. 

I refer to the science of prolonging life, 
the study of the causes of old age and its 
diseases, the relatively new science of 
geriatrics. f \ 

Yesterday I introduced a bill, H. R. 
7222, to establish a National Geriatrics 
Institute, to provide for needed research 
in the prevention and cure of diseases 
and ailments common to old age, with 
the view of preventing the commonest 
causes of senescence, senility, and un- 
necessarily early death, 

I was astonished to find our Repub- 
lican friends last week voting almost 
solidly against H. R. 4502, thus, with a 
handful of like-minded Democrats, 
blocking an extended Government re- 
search program into the causes and cure 
of cancer, America’s No. 2 killer, today. 

Although a majority of this House 
could not be moved to begin a more ade- 
quate cancer-research program by the 
shocking fact that one out of eight is now 
dying of that dreadful disease, I never- 
theless am confident that my bill for a 
research institute to study the causes, 
disabilities, and diseases of old age, with 
the purpose of broadening, enriching, 
and prolonging human life, will receive a 
favorable hearing. 

All of us, even Members of Congress, 
grow old. All of us expect to die and are 
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quite willing that the event be postponed 
as long as possible. Each of us hopes to 
lead a long, healthy, and useful life. 

And quite apart from our own hopes 
and desires in the matter, America’s pop- 
ulation is growing older. We all know, 
of course, the progress which has been 
made in reducing infant mortality. In 
1915 nearly 100 babies died out of each 
1,000 born. By 1943, only 40.4 babies 
died out of each 1,000 born—elcquent 
testimony to the progress of medical 
practice and public health measures dur- 
ing the intervening years. 

Yet while this substantial advance has 
been made at the beginning of the life 
span, life expectancy after 40 has in- 
creased but slightly. 

The figures are interesting: 


Life expectancy at birth, in 1990: Years 
White malos eSa ian 48. 23 
White female 51. 08 
Coloted e T 32. 54 
Colored female 35. 04 

Life expectancy at birth, in 1942: Years 
Whit: 20816 nce endecemnawnsunnew 63. 65 
White female 68. 61 
Sole ⁵— — 54. 28 
Colored female 58. 00 


Thus, between 1900 and 1942, life ex- 
pectancy for these four groups increased 
by a figure between 15 and 22 years, but 
life expectancy after 40 increased only by 
a figure between 2 years, 10 months, and 
4 years, 7 months. 

The figures are: 


Life expectancy at age 40, 1900-1902: Years 
White! , „55 27. 74 
White mme 29.17 
Colored Male serapan ngena 23.12 
Colored female 5 24. 37 

Life expectancy at age 40, 1942: 
Where — 30. 27 
White female 33. 86 
Colored: mals... 25.92 
Colored female 27.51 


Nevertheless, the proportion of people 
over 65 to the whole population is stead- 
ily increasing. In 1900, 18 percent were 
over 65; in 1940, 27 percent were over 65. 
During the last census decade, the num- 
ber of persons over 65 increased 35 per- 
cent, while the total population increase 
was only 7.2 percent in the same period. 

Soon one-third of our population will 
be over 50 years old, and in 40 years it 
is expected that there will be twice as 
many over 65 as there are now. 

The health and welfare of this large 
and growing group, therefore, properly 
becomes the-concern of the Nation, par- 
ticularly as there is ample reason to be- 
lieve that what we now view as the 
inevitable disabilities of old age are not 
inevitable at all, but may be reduced in 
severity, postponed, or avoided, and that 
human life itself may be usefully pro- 
longed to as much as 140 years. 

Work in this field has just begun. The 
first meeting of the American Geriatrics 
Society was held in 1942. Somewhat 
more study seems to have been given to 
problems of old age in the Soviet Union, 
where the late Dr. Alexander Bogomo- 
letz, director of the Kiev Institute of 
Experimental Biology and Pathology, and 
his staff have conducted some remark- 
able research. 

One field study of the people of Suk- 
hum, reported by Dr. Bogomoletz in the 
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Prolongation of Life, found a dozen men 
whose ages ranged from 107 to 135 in 
this one community. 

All these old men— 


Says Dr. Bogomoletz— 
were well and fit and proved to be excellent 
hosts. Some of them climbed the trees sup- 
porting grapevines in order to get for their 
visitors the finest grapes. * * + 

One of these men, 107 years of age, stub- 
bornly denied his right age and insisted he 
was only 70. Confronted by his cronies and 
witnesses, he confessed: “I want to get mar- 
tied. * * Who would want to marry 
a man of 100? But any woman will marry 
one of 70” (p. 55). 


In support of his belief that people 
can live longer and more creative lives 
if not cut off by disease or avoidable dis- 
abilities, Dr. Bogomoletz reminds us that 
Titian finished his famous Christ 
Crowned With Thorns at age 95 and died 
4 years later of the plague. Other fa- 
mous painters—Tintoretto, Laurens, 
Greuze—died in their eighties, active to 
the last. Waldeck lived to 109 and ex- 
hibited new paintings in 1875, when he 
was 101 years old. Verdi, the great com- 
poser, died at 88. Victor Hugo, Tolstoy, 
Goethe, all-lived and worked well into 
their eighties. .George Bernard Shaw 
has just passed his ninetieth peppery 
birthday. And our own vigorous Jack- 
sonian journalist and poet, William Cul- 
len Bryant, lived and fought for 84 
years. 

This House, too, furnishes its own ex- 
amples of men who have served this Na- 
tion ably for decades, whose wisdom, in- 
tellectual clarity, and physical and men- 
tal vigor are justly considered remark- 
able. 

If all of us cannot hope to make such 
lasting contributions to the world as 
these distinguished artists and public 
figures have made in their advanced 
years, many millions now living can hope 
to live as actively and vigorously for 
even longer years, if students in the new 
science of geriatrics are correct. 

One hundred active, healthy, and en- 
joyable years should become the new 
threshold of human life. 

“I cannot name a single authority who 
has studied * * man's longevity,” 
observes Dr. Bogomoletz, “who has not 
asserted that man’s death before he is 100 
years old is due to the accumulation of 
unfavorable circumstances such as ill- 
ness, overwork, lack of personal or social 
hygiene.” 

Admittedly such observations fall in 
the class of shrewd guesses, for we simply 
do not know the possible length of hu- 
man life. What is needed is systematic 
study on a scale impossible to private 
agencies. 

Among the many reasons for the neg- 
lect of such studies and for what history 
will call criminal indifference to the aged 
are: 

The character of our labor market, 
which in many industries demands young 
men and women for hard, fast work 
draining much nervous energy. This 
ages the young and deprives the old of 
useful employment. 

Lack of community facilities to keep 
alive the interests of older people. 
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Neglect of illnesses of the aged because 
they are unspectacular- drudgery, are 
chronic, and nearly always command low 
fees for treatment. - 

The assumption that little can be done 
to postpone or prevent disabilities of old 
age or to prolong the average life span. 

Insufficient public attention to cold, 
damp living or working conditions; over- 
work at jobs that bring no pleasure or 
satisfaction; hunger, poverty, worry 
caused by economic insecurity—all of 
which weaken bodily and mental health. 

It was not in the Garden of Eden that 
man lost his dream of long life. It is 
not in the magical waters of the Foun- 
tain of Youth which the Spanish ex- 
plorers so logically sought in the beau- 
tiful State of Florida that man will find 
immortality. What has killed people 
long before their physical limits of life 
is not knowing how life can be length- 
ened and enriched, not being able to pro- 
duce the necessities required to sustain 
a long-lived population, not being will- 
ing to face the social fight to clean up 
the working and living conditions which 
prematurely age people and breed indif- 
ference to their problems. 

Under President Roosevelt we began, 
and in his memory we continue, the fight 
for healthier and happier living and 
working conditions. Today we have the 
labor and the machinery and the tech- 
nical knowledge to produce an abun- 
dance for all, young and old. And in the 
science of geriatrics, we are finding the 
direction in which to look for longer and 
better lives. 

The bill I have introduced establishes 
a National Geriatrics Institute in the 
Public Health Service. It provides for 
exact research into the disabilities of old 
age and the means of lengthening life, 
for the development of curatives, regi- 
mens, methods of treatment, and for 
public dissemination of helpful knowl- 
edge. 

It is my hope that H. R. 7222 will re- 
ceive the careful attention of the Mem- 
bers during the coming recess and that 
it may be favorably heard and acted on 
at the next session of Congress. 

The text of that bill is as follows: 

H. R. 7222 
A bill to establish a National Geriatrics In- 

stitute to promote longevity in the United 
States and to provide for study and re- 
search in the field of the prevention and 
cure of diseases and ailments common to 
old age and for the widespread dissemina- 
tion of the results of such study and re- 
search in an effort to prolong the lives of 
all American citizens, and for other pur- 
poses 

Be it enacted, etc., That it is the policy of 
the United States Government to promote 
the longevity of its citizens by undertaking 
research and study in the field of geriatrics 
and making available to its people all the 
information obtainable on methods of pro- 
longing and enjoying life. 

Sec. 2. There shall be established and 
maintained within the Public Health Service 
a National Geriatrics Institute, hereinafter 
referred to as “the Institute,” for the purpose 
of study and research in the field of the pre- 
vention and cure of diseases and ailments 
common to old age. 
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Sec. 3. The Surgeon General of the United 
States is authorized— 

(A) to establish necessary research labora- 
tories and buildings, suitably equipped and 
provided for, for the exclusive use of the In- 
stitute and, in cooperation with existing 
agencies and departments of government, 
utilize any existing laboratories and hospital 
and health facilities which in his judgment 
may be appropriate to carry out the pur- 
poses of this act and which are available for 
such use; 

(B) to appoint a Director of the Institute 
who shall serve for a term of 5 years and 
shall be subject to reappointment by the 
Surgeon General at the expiration of his term 
or terms; 

(C) to appoint such other personnel as 
shall be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this act. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Director shall undertake all 
necessary and possible research in the field 
of the prevention and cure of diseases and 
ailments common to old age and shall make 
all information regarding such research and 
the results of such research available to the 
medical profession, schools, colleges, hospi- 
tals, health centers, State health agencies, 
and departments and to the general public. 

(b) The Director is authorized to utilize 
the facilities of universities and colleges and 
of State departments of health or other ap- 
propriate agencies of State -governments 
where such universities and colleges and 
State agencies agree to undertake research 
necessary to any study undertaken by the 
Institute. 

(c) Where research or study by any univer- 
sity or college, opergted not for profit, or by 
any appropriate agency of any State govern- 
ment is considered appropriate and neces- 
sary to the purposes of this act by the Di- 
rector, in consultation with the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, the Surgeon General is authorized to 
enter into agreement with such university 
or college or State agency. Such agreement 
can provide for the necessary research with 
the cost to be shared between the Federal 
Government, the college, or university or 
State agency involved: Provided, That in no 
event shall the Federal Government provide 
more than 50 percent of the total cost of such 
project or projects. 

(d) In the interest of providing free access 
to all scientific information, the Director is 
authorized to exchange information and the 
results of any and all research with any agen- 
cy or department of government of any other 
nation or nations undertaking similar studies 
and research, and to make available to the 
medical profession, schools, colleges, hospi- 
tals, health centers, State health agencies and 
departments, and the general public any in- 
formation obtained as a result of such ex- 
changes of information or research. 

Sec. 4. (a) Any scientific development, in- 
cluding the development or compounding of 
any new drug or drugs or scientific formula, 
produced as a result of the study or research 
provided for in this act, shall not be subject 
to patent by any private individual, corpora- 
tion, or partnership and all such scientific 
developments shall remain the property of 
the people of the United States. 

(b) To carry out the provisions of 8 
4 (a), the Surgeon General is authorized to 
make available on equal terms and condi- 
tions to all interested individuals, corpora- 
tions, or partnership any such scientific de- 
velopment, including any formula for the 
production of new drug or drugs or methods 
of treatment. 

Sec. 5. There is authorized to be appropri- 
ated, not to exceed the sum of $15,000,000, to 
cover the cost of establishing the Institute, 
and from time to time such additional sums 
as necessary to maintain the Institute and 
to carry out other provisions and purposes of 
this act. 


Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. DE LACY. I yield. 

Mr. RAMEY. I, too, hope for the 
happiness that this would bring. But 
would the taxpayers pay for it? 

Mr. DE LACY. I think that this re- 
search requires public support. After 
all, you know, the doctors cannot afford 
to put too much time in on a lot of these 
old folks whom they consider to have 
chronic ailments. If we could get at the 
root of it, the ailments probably could 
be eradicated and they could live a long 
time. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LACY. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is this earnest hope 
that the gentieman has based on the 
report of the discovery of a Russian 
scientist that he had a method of pro- 
longing life to 100 or 150 or 180 years? 

Mr. DE LACY. In part. We have a 
distinguished American scientist here in 
Washington, D. C., with the American 
Geriatrics Society. The great State of 
Indiana has set up a Geriatrics Institute. 
Likewise, there has been very useful work 
done by the Soviet Union. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Does the gentleman 
realize that that Russian scientist died 
the other day at the age of 64? 

Mr. DE LACY. I am also aware of 
the fact that people with the profound- 
est belief in immortality have gone to 
join their fathers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Arizona [Mr. Munpock! is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 


ATOMIC ENERGY 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, the 
greatest physical force known to our uni- 
verse is now in the hands of puny man. 
What will he do with it? Will it prove 
to be a Frankenstein monster which will 
destroy its new master as many predict? 
No doubt that will depend on how much 
of a master man shows himself to be. 
Upon this showing I firmly believe de- 
pends the course of human history. 

Congress recently devoted its atten- 
tion to the matter of domestic control 
of atomic energy, and we passed the bill 
(S. 1717) which is now law. At this mo- 
ment the Councils of the United Nations 
are considering the Baruch plan and 
other plans of international control based 
very largely upon the agreement reached 
by President Truman, Prime Minister 
Attlee, and McKenzie King. In my judg- 
ment, the very outcome of history hinges 
upon wise action both by this Congress 
on domestic control and the United Na- 
tions’ authority in the field of interna- 
tional control of atomic power. We have 
done in this Congress the basic work of 
legislation for domestic control. We 
must now prayerfully await the wisest 
possible action concerning international 
control of this great new force. 

Having listened to the hearings before 
the Senate Committee on Atomic En- 
ergy, I was greatly impressed with the 
provisions of S. 1717 on which the House 
acted a few weeks ago. The Recorp will 
show that I voted against certain amend- 
ments offered to that bill in the House. 
I did not agree with my colleagues in the 
House who insisted on placing the con- 
trol in the hands of the military, nor did 
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I agree with my colleagues who wanted 
to apply patent laws and regulations to 
discoveries made and to ideas ordinarily 
patentable in connection with fssionable 
material and the production of atomic 
energy. Accordingly, I was satisfied and 
pleased when the conferees brought back 
a report which differed so little from the 
original Senate bill, S. 1717. 

Why do I prefer civilian control of 
atomic energy? Because us I said at 
the time of House action on S. 1717, it 
is a principle of the American Constitu- 
tion and of our form of government to 
make and keep the military always sub- 
servient to the civil power. I cannot 
believe that any military authority can 
possibly be more loyal to our Govern- 
ment than the righ: kind of civilian au- 
thority. I believe the same loyalty may 
be expected from both. 

Assuming that the civilian board will 
be appointed by the President and will 
consist of five of the greatest minds and 
most patriotic spirits among our citi- 
zenry, such civilian authorities will have 
a view singly to the public interest, 
safety, and welfare. No military board 
could surpass that kind of civilian board 
in absolute patriotism and loyalty to the 
best interests of the country. The pa- 
triotism and devotion to duty of a civil- 
ian board being equal to that of any mili- 
tary board, and vice versa, I must have 
other reasons for preferring a civilian 
board of control in this case. 

Yes, I have other reasons for this pref- 
erence, all of which I will not attempt to 
enumerate, but I do wish to point out 
one—and that is that a civilian board of 
control is far more likely to consider 
other uses of atomic energy than mili- 
tary uses. On the other hand, I greatly 
fear that a military board would think 
narrowly, if not exclusively, of this great 
new power for military and destructive 
purposes. If it is humanly possible to 
make atomic energy safe in the hands of 
man, to prevent its use in destruction or 
for purposes of war, and instead make it 
available for use in the ways of peace, 
that thing we must strive to do, and I 
think a civilian board of control would 
move in that direction more surely than 
would a military board. 

Atomic energy is such a new and such 
a powerful force recently come to the 
hand of man that we scarcely know its 
tremendous possibilities, even for de- 
struction. The top-notch scientists do 
not claim to perceive its possibilities for 
good, excepting dimly. Those who know 
most about atomic energy, while they can 
see its awful destructive power, which 
cannot be adequately described except- 
ing in superlative terms, are inclined to 
believe that its possibilities for good, for 
productive and constructive effort and for 
utilization for man’s happiness and wel- 
fare are far greater even than its destruc- 
tive powers. I am slow to believe that 
those optimistic scientists who speak of 
the blessings which may flow from man’s 
use of atomic energy are indulging in 
wishful thinking. From their deep 
knowledge they are sure that its powers 
for good are even more superlative than 
its powers for evil. 

Every one of the top-notch scientists 
from whom I have gathered a little in- 
formation made me see this critical prob- 
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lem presented to society, if we are to 
use the atom’s power for good without the 
likelihood of its being used for evil. The 
scientists point out that if you produce 
fissionable material such as plutonium, 
intending to use it in the right ways of 
peace, you have then gone along 75 per- 
cent of the process of producing it for the 
wrong ways of war and for destruction. 

Such being a scientific fact, society 
dare not use atomic energy in peaceful 
Ways nor permit it to be so used unless 
we can absolutely guarantee that no seg- 
ment of society can use it for war against 
the rest of humanity. Right there lies 
the greatest task of international con- 
trol. Unless we can solve this problem 
and outlaw the use of atomic energy in 
war, man can neither hope to survive in 
a civilized state nor can he hope to avail 
himself of the knowledge of atomic power 
in the pursuits of peace, This makes 
imperative the strongest kind of inter- 
national control, one which must be 
effective and not a mere series of inter- 
national promises. 

We are told by medical men that the 
possibilities of beneficial use of fission- 
able material and radio-active sub- 
stances in the field of medicine and 
public health are beyond the wildest 
stretch of the imagination. While we 
are cautioned not to be too optimistic 
at once about the use of atomic energy 
in industry and in everyday living, as 
it is not ready to compete with the pres- 
ent sources of power used by our indus- 
trial society, neverthless this great cheap 
source of power may be a welcomed 
supplement in certain phases of our in- 
dustrial life where huge blocks of cheap 
power is required. 

Naturally I think of atomic energy as 
supplemental to hydro-electric power in 
the West, where there is a need for elec- 
tric power, even greater than all the 
existing hydro-electric plants can sup- 
ply. What may we expect from this 
power use of atomic energy? Nothing— 
unless we can make it safe and quaran- 
tine against its use as an instrument of 
destruction and war. If we can make 
it safe in peaceful uses in all parts of 
the world, what are the prospects? I 
am, of course, unable to say, but I do 
know that they will be greater than 
our wildest dreams. This is the riddle 
of the Sphinx, a failure to answer which 
means death. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Huser] is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 


ABOLISH CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 


Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, I have to- 
day introduced a resolution to amend the 
Constitution of the United States by 
abolishing capital punishment. 

During the past few years we have wit- 
nessed a world that has been drenched 
with the wanton shedding of human 
blood. Millions have been tortured and 
their bodies consumed by the incinera- 
tors of those who had no regard for the 
rights or dignity of man. 

If we, the citizens of the United States, 
are to contribute to a just and lasting 
peace, it is imperative that we abolish the 
primitive practice of capital punishment, 
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In our several States and under Federal 
statutes, we still indulge in the barbaric 
custom of strangling, burning, shooting, 
or asphyxiating those condemned 
wretches who have violated the laws of 
our States and Nation. If a crime should 
be committed against one of my loved 
ones, I would be the first to demand per- 
sonal vengeance, regardless of the hide- 
ous form or nature in which such venge- 
ance would be exacted. 

That, of course, would be following the 
brute instinct which is inherent in all 
mankind. On second and calmer 
thought, we would all reflect upon the 
age-old truth that “Vengeance is mine, 
saith the Lord.” 

We try our felons, demanding the death 
penalty. The press plays up every 
dramatic incident in connection with the 
atrocious crime that has been commit- 
ted—the demeanor of the witnesses, the 
stern faces of the jurors, as the judge, 
God-like, intones the sentence that di- 
rects us, the people, to violently and in a 
manner prescribed by law, still the heart 
of the luckless mortal in our midst. 

We decry lynching and crimes of vio- 
lence occurring in our society. If in this 
enlightened age the State can legally 
determine that one of our citizens shall 
die, and thereupon take such steps ac- 
cording to the laws of the State and Fed- 
eral Government to hang (strangle), 
electrocute (burn), shoot, or asphyxiate, 
while the populace in Roman holiday 
mood, noting the press and radio ac- 
counts, waits with bated breath for the 
details of the last supper, the mental at- 
titude, and last-minute religious contacts 
of the condemned, how can we prevent 
crimes of violence, how can we impress 
upon our citizens the need to prevent 
lynching? 

We must make our people realize that 
no person, State, or government has the 
right to take human life; that it is God- 
given, and that practically all criminolo- 
gists, penologists, and religious leaders 
agree that it is no deterrent to the com- 
mission of crime. Those who have vio- 
lated the laws of our land must be pun- 
ished and safely incarcerated for the 
protection of our people. 

To those who complain that offenders 
who are released may again indulge in 
offensive conduct endangering the safety 
of the populace, I say that is the definite 
responsibility of society and if we are un- 
able to cope with such a situation then 
we, the members of society, have failed 
morally, socially, and scientifically, and 
that it is better to be the guardian of our 
brother than to be his executioner. 

Note: In many places in our land we 
see signs, “Beware the dog.” 

Example: We suffer antisocial beasts to 
exist but snuff out the life of our fellow 
man. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr, Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield. 

Mr. RAMEY. I will say to my distin- 
guished colleague that he has no doubt 
read the book, which is not a story but 
is entitled “Convicting the Innocent.” 
They are actual trials and convictions 
of some 234 men and women who later 
have been found to be innocent. Some 
innocent men have been electrocuted. 
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I think there was one in Ohio at one time 
electrocuted by our own State and who 
was later found to be innocent. 

Mr. HUBER. I thank the gentleman 
for his observation. It is a very good 
reason for supporting this resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The 
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Huser] has expired. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. REEs] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 


WE WANT NEITHER WITCH HUNTING 
NOR WHITEWASHING—WE WANT LOY- 
ALTY IN GOVERNMENT 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
my attention has been called to a recent 
statement that appeared in the press 
criticizing my report as a member of the 
Subcommittee on the Civil Service, be- 
cause I asked for further inquiry with re- 
gard to people employed in government 
whose loyalty is questioned. I certainly 
have no objection to the majority report 
that suggests the appointment of a com- 
mittee from some of the agencies to look 
into practices and procedures, I have no 
objection to the report as far as it goes, 
but it does not, in my judgment, get at the 
meat of the problem. I want you to look 
at the suggestions made in my additional 
report and then tell me whether they are 
unreasonable. 

I called attention to the fact that there 
is no uniform policy among Federal 
agencies with respect to my investigating 
and removing employees who are known 
to be disloyal. In too many cases, agen- 
cies of government had not strictly ad- 
hered to the principle of “reasonable 
doubt” in favor of the Government on 
questions of loyalty. Is there anything 
wrong about that? 

I further stated that in many instances 
where the loyalty of individuals has been 
questioned, they have been held in abey- 
ance so the employee whose loyalty has 
been questioned remained on the pay 
roll several months and in many cases, 2, 
3, and 4 years, before decisions were 
made. If you think such procedure is 
proper, I would like to have you justify it. 

Further attention was directed to the 
fact there is too much susceptibility and 
too much attention given to outside in- 
fluence in making decisions with respect 
to fitness of many employees in govern- 
ment. I hardly see how anyone can jus- 
tify that sort of thing being carried on 
in our Government. 

Although the Civil Service Commis- 
sion has furnished an array of figures, 
their own records and the records of 
other agencies, show that very few people 
have been removed from the pay rolls 
even where there is a clear case of dis- 
loyalty. Ido not see how anyone can jus- 
tify that procedure. The Civil Service 
Commission says that once a person is_ 
employed, there is nothing it can do to - 
secure his removal, even though their 
own files show such person to be unfit for 
the job. 

Mr. Speaker, in my brief report I said 
we need a thorough house cleaning in 
all cases of doubtful loyalty. I stated 
very definitely we should be absolutely 
fair, but that doubt as to loyalty, as well 
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as in other cases, ought to be resolved in 
favor of the Government. 

Mr. Speaker, after all, employment in 
the Government should be regarded as a 
high privilege. I recommended that the 
House Civil Service Committee study the 
standards and directives and policies of 
Government agencies with regard to 
questions of loyalty, as well as other 
questions that should come to our atten- 
tion and that the committee should de- 
vise by legislation, if necessary, ways and 
means of eliminating without delay, em- 
ployees whose fitness for service is un- 
satisfactory, especially those who are not 
loyal to the American Government. 

Mr. Speaker, it was not my intention 
to speak further about the majority re- 
port of our subcommittee. I do not find 
fault with it even though most of it is 
from testimony made on behalf of the 
Civil Service Commission. The princi- 
pal recommendation in that report is for 
the appointment of an interdepart- 
mental committee. That recommenda- 
tion does not go far enough. We have 
had such committees before. Little, if 
anything, was accomplished by its serv- 
ice. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, because I have 
asked that the Civil Service Committee, 
which is the committee responsible for 
legislation of this kind to make a fur- 
ther study of the problems I have men- 
tioned, it is being suggested that to do 
such thing is wrong and is described as 
“witch hunting.” I am surprised any- 
one would take such unfair position. If 
for no other reason, this study and in- 
vestigation is justified for the protection 
of the hundreds of thousands of loyal 
people employed in government. 

I am informed the Civil Service Com- 
mission, as well as some other agencies 
do not want the study and investigation 
continued. If the majority of the Civil 
Service Committee, as well as the 
majority of this House, do not want the 
study continued and are willing to let 
things drift along, in the face of the facts 
that have been presented, I will, of 
course, abide by the decision of the 
majority, but as a minority Member of 
Congress, as well as a minority member 
of the Civil Service Committee, I am not 
going to stand idly by without raising 
my voice against a thing in which this 
Congress and the people of this country 
ought to be vitally interested. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret the hearings 
covered only a period of a few days. We 
only scratched the surface. They should 
have been longer, but the testimony sub- 
mited came from responsible people in 
Federal service who have the interest of 
their Government at heart. If that testi- 
mony were disclosed, I would not even 
need to suggest that further study and 
inquiry be made. I want to add further, 
that I have the support of men and 
women in high and responsible places 
in government who tell me, by reason of 
their experlence and knowledge of the 
facts, that my position is sound. 

My only interest in this matter is to 
see that our Government and its in- 
stitutions are protected. I shall con- 
tinue to use my energies in that direc- 
tion. It is my duty to do so. Every 
agency ought to cooperate, instead of 
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criticize, in promoting the highest de- 
gree of loyalty in our Government. 


Mr. Speaker, before closing, let me call ; 


attention to a glaring example that has 
only recently been brought to public 
view. I would like to know who is re- 
sponsible for permitting one Albert 
Jacobson to get on the pay rolls in 1939 
as a Government clerk, when disbar- 
ment proceedings had already been filed 
against him and when he had been 
charged on a half dozen cases of serious 
irregularities. That was 2 years be- 
fore the war started. Somebody was re- 
sponsible for permitting this man, not 
only to get on the pay roll, but to bypass 
hundreds of deserving employees and 
was promoted to a $9,000 position with 
the responsibility of handling and 
juggling war contracts involving hun- 
dreds of*millions of dollars. Can it be 
possible that nobody cares how he got 
on the pay roll and who permitted him 
to get this responsible job? Can it be 
possible that a case like this should not 
be investigated? Incidentally, Mr. 
Jacobson has not been discharged up to 
this time. He has only been suspended. 
Mr. Speaker, we have too many in- 
stances of what is regarded as “knowing 
the right person” in order to secure the 
best jobs. The example I have given you 
is different from a Government clerk 
whose case has just been called to my 
attention and who had a record of good 
or very good for several years, but is now 
being given a grade of unsatisfactory and 
being discharged because he does not 
seem to get along with his chief. I say to 
you, it is a shame and a disgrace-that 
Jacobson or anyone like him should be 
allowed to stay on the pay roll when a 
telephone call concerning his record 
should have been enough to discharge 
him. He ought to be removed and he 
ought to be tried for violations of trust 
in office. The same thing goes for two 
high Army officers involved with him, 
who should be tried immediately for 
violations of trust during a critical war 
period. 
_ Mr. Speaker, let me reiterate. I am 
not in favor of “witch hunting.” Neither 
am I in favor of “whitewashing.” All 
I ask is that a constructive and careful 


study be made of this important problem - 


of loyalty in government. 

As a minority member. I still say we 
have a duty that we cannot evade, if we 
are going to live up to our responsibility. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Koerber, its assistant enrolling clerk, 
announced that the Senate insists upon 
its amendments to the bill (H. R. 7037) 
entitled “An act to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code, and for other purposes”; disagreed 
to by the House; agrees to the confer- 
ence asked by the House on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. GEORGE, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
Barry, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. La FOLLETTE, 
Mr. VANDENBERG, and Mr. Tart to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers] is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes, 
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AUTOMOBILES FOR AMPUTEES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to read a letter from 
Dr. Klopsteg, who is chairman of the 
National Committee on Prosthetic De- 
vices. The military services and Vet- 
erans’ Administration are affiliated with 
the committee. He says: 

My Dear Mrs. Rocers: Your effort and 
your splendid motives in endeavoring to se- 
cure for veteran amputees things to alleviate 
their disabilities and in a measure compen- 
sate them for their loss are-most commend- 
able. 

I am especially interested in those who 
have become totally blinded and totally 
deafened, and the bilateral amputees, or those 
who have lost an arm and a leg, or three 
of their limbs. I- understand that the two ` 
quadrilaterals are lready well cared for. 

I wish you every success in your en- 
deavors to secure automobiles for these seri- 
ously handicapped veterans. 

It was a great pleasure and privilege to 
meet you, and I am gratified that you were 
able to be present and see what the Com- 
mittee on Prosthetic Devices is trying to do 
for our amputees, 

Cordially yours, 
PAUL E. KLOPSTEG, 


I wish to say, Mr. Speaker, that the 
efforts of many of the Members of Con- 
gress to secure automobiles for the am- 
putees, the paraplegics, those who have 
lost the use of their limbs, is just a part 
of this great program that the Army has 
undertaken in order to try to rehabilitate 
these men and the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration has a fine rehabilitation program 
started. 

It is particularly important to have 
automobiles for the men for their re- 
habilitation for a couple of years or so, 
because not enough has been done in 
the way of giving them satisfactory arms 
and legs. I have great hopes that great 
strides will be made by them. In 150 
years really practically nothing has been 
done until very recently in the matter of 
making lighter and more useful artificial 
arms and hands. They are making prog- 
ress now. It is not too rapid, but when 
it is compared with the last 150 years 
it is real progress. 

I have every confidence, Mr. Speaker: 
that the Rules Committee in spite of 
what I think is great and unnecessary de- 
lay will report out a rule which would 
provide the necessary equipment, auto- 
mobiles, and conveyances for these men. 

It is just a part of a great rehabilita- 
tion program started by the Army and 
getting into full swing gradually. I think 
under the law the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion has the power already to supply 
conveyances as a part of their rehabili- 
tation program. The Army teaches these 
amputees and paraplegics to drive auto- 
mobiles and it is extremely interesting to 
see the disabled boys, driving cars safely. 
In Massachusetts our registrar of motor 
vehicles tells me they have fewer motor 
accidents with amputees and paraplegics 
than with other groups-of people. 

I am sure the Congress will not ad- 
journ without passing legislation for their 
benefit. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
am very glad to yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio, 

Mr. RAMEY. And the expense would 
not be as if the veterans had to be 
hospitalized. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; 
it is a most worthy, most justified cause. 
As a matter of fact, so far as expense 
is concerned, we should not consider that 
anyway, but, as a matter of fact it will, 
in my opinion, save a great deal of ex- 
pense because the boys can live at home 
and ride to and from the hospitals for 
the treatment they need. Thus it saves 
hospital expense and it also enables the 
boys to work beside. When men are 
hospitalized in any Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration hospital the cost is $10.33 a day. 
So, from every angle it is a wise measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unnimous consent 
to include as part of my remarks an 
amendment the Senate just put into the 
third deficiency bill appropriating money 
to acquire these automobiles. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 

Automobiles and other conveyances for dis- 
abled veterans: To enable the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs to provide an automobile 
or other conveyance, equipped with such 
special attachments and devices as the 
Administrator may deem necessary, for each 
veteran of World War II, whether or not 
discharged from service, who (1) is entitled to 
disability compensation or pension under the 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, and (2) is unable, because of the 
loss, or loss of use, of one or both lower 
limbs, to use normal means of locomotion or 
ambulation: Provided, That no part of the 
money appropriated by this paragraph shall 
be used for the repair, maintenance, or re- 
placement of any such automobile or other 
conveyance and no veteran shall be given an 
automobile or other conveyance under the 
provisions of this paragraph until it is estab- 
lished to the satisfaction of the Administrator 
that such veteran will be able to operate such 
automobile or other conveyance in a manner 
consistent with his own safety and the safety 
of others, and will be licensed to operate such 
automobile or other conveyance by the State 
of his residence, $30,000,000 to remain avail- 
able until expended, 


CANCER RESEARCH 


Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
3 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker, I regret 
very much the hymn of hate sounded 
by the gentleman from West Virginia, 
whom I have always admired. 

When the so-called cancer research 
bill was before the House our physicians, 
Dr, Jupp, of Minnesota, and Dr. SMITH, of 
Ohio, and I believe Dr. MILLER, of Ne- 
braska, informed the House that the out- 
standing physicians of the country had 
been conducting that research properly 
for a number of years, and further di- 
rected the attention of the House to the 
fact that this new proposed research bill 
would be a politicians’ affair, that people 
might be appointed from any walk of life 
who might know nothing about cancer 
or cancer research, If any of these phy- 
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sicians are here I would like to ask them 
if that is not correct, that our attention 
was so directed? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMEY. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I have not been 
in touch too closely with cancer research 
for some time. I want to make clear a 
point that I believe is cloudy in the mind 
of a great many Members, namely, 
whether or not cancer is on the increase. 
The best statistics we have on that point 
come from Copenhagen. Statistics have 
been kept there for perhaps 40 or 50 years. 
The last time I examined them they did 
not show that cancer is on the increase. 
Apparently it is because we live longer 
and also other diseases are not killing as 
many people as they used to that cause 
people to believe cancer is on the in- 
crease. So far as I know there is no 
scientific evidence to substantiate the 
claim that is being made that cancer is 
on the increase. 

Mr. RAMEY.. This would have been 
a political board when there has already 
been research and study properly made 
for years. Just the use of taxpayers’ 
money to buy another election under the 
name of health research. A wicked 
subterfuge. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. If the Congress 
had appropriated $100,000,000 for cancer 
research, there is not a cancer research 
institution in all the world that would 
have the slightest idea as to what they 
would do with that amount of money. 
People who talk about cancer research 
or research in any field of medicine get 
the idea that you can do it with money; 
but research is something that is in the 
heads of men. The great discoveries in 
medical science have not been made be- 
cause there were a lot of funds available: 
Those discoveries have been made be- 
cause brains were available to make 
them. If this House could get rid of the 
idea that you can do these things with 
money we would all be better off. 

Mr. RAMEY. And politicians should 
not take the place of men in the profes- 
sions who have been making an unselfish 
study for years. They did not require 
money. They gave. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. When politi- 
cians begin to meddle in any kind of re- 
search, they destroy that research. 

Mr. RAMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. I hope the gentle- 
man from West Virginia will take his 
hate message from his word when he re- 
vises his remarks. We have always 
looked upon him as a Christian gentle- 
man. In these closing days of the ses- 
sion all of us are under an 18-hour daily 
schedule and unusual strain. We hope 
this outburst is emotional due to the 
heavy toll of the strain on the gentle- 
man from West Virginia and that this is 
not a ruling passion of the inner man. 

Hate has killed more than disease. 
Hate makes disease, war, pestilence, and 
famine. 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 


A joint resolution of the Senate of the 
following title was taken from the Speak- 
er’s table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 


S. J. Res. 158. Joint resolution to provide 
for the appointment of a National Commis- 


Mr. Speaker, 
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sion on Individual War Memorials, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Library. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 4051. An act to grant to personnel of 
the armed forces equal treatment in the mat- 
ter of leave, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu- 
tion of the Senate of the following titles: 


S. 191. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the States 
for surveying their hospitals and public- 
health centers and for planning construction 
of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction; 

S. 528. An act for the relief of Thaddeus 
C. Knight:; 

S. 881. An act authorizing the President of 
the United States to award posthumously in 
the name of Congress a Medal of Honor to 
William Mitchell; 

S. 1253. An act to enable debtor railroad 
corporations, whose properties during a pe- 
riod of 7 years have provided sufficient earn- 
ings to pay fixed charges, to effect a read- 
jJustment of their financial. structures; to 
alter or modify their financial obligations; 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2020. An act granting a right-of-way at 
a revised location to the West Shore Rail- 
road Co., the New York Central Railroad Co., 
lessee, across a portion of the military reser- 
vation at West Point; 

S. 2236. An act providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war; 

5.2304. An act to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2318. An act to amend the act of May 11, 
1938, for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2401. An act to amend the act of May 4, 
1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, to authorize 
the President to appoint 250 acting assistant 
surgeons for temporary service; 

8. 2419. An act to amend further the act 
of April 6, 1938, as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941, entitled “An act authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange sites 
at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for Coast 
Guard purposes.” 

S. 2426. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak. of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak.; and 

S. J. Res. 84. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of 
a statue of Nathan Hale. 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 4051. An act to grant to personnel of 
the armed forces equal treatment in the mat- 
ter of leave, and for other purposes, 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 13 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
August 2, 1946, at 12 o’clock noon, 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1517. A letter from the Assistant to the 
President, the American Academy of Arts and 
Letters transmitting the official report of the 
American Academy of Arts and Letters for 
the year ending December 31, 1945; to the 
Committee on the Library. 

1518. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Advisory Council on International Monetary 
and Financial Problems, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed bill to permit investment of 
funds of insurance companies organized 
within the District of Columbia in obliga- 
tions of the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development; to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1519. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
National Institute of Arts and Letters, trans- 
mitting the official report of the National In- 
stitute of Arts and Letters for the year end- 
ing December 31, 1945; to the Committee on 
the Library. 

1520. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting one. copy each 
of various legislation passed by the Munici- 
pal Council of St. Croix and the Legislative 
Assembly of the Virgin Islands; to the Com- 
mittee on Insular Affairs, 

1521. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a report showing the special 
assistants employed during the period from 
January 1 to June 30, 1946, under the appro- 
priation “Compensation of special attorneys, 
etc., Department of Justice”; to the Commit- 
tee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, 

1522. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to 
authorize payment of claims based on loss 
of or damage to property deposited by alien 
enemies; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1523. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, transmitting the 
fourth quarterly report of personnel ceilings 
as determined and fixed by him, for the quar- 
ter ending June 30, 1946; to the Committee 
on the Civil Service. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 747. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of H. R. 7037, a bill to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes; to 
take from the Speaker's table, and to request 
a conference thereon; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2714). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 748. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of S. 2235, an act to provide 
a system of relief for veterans, and depend- 
ents of veterans, who served during World 
War If in the organized military forces of 
the Government of the Commonwealth of 
the Philippines while such forces were in 
the service of the armed forces of the United 
States pursuant to the military order of July 
26, 1941, of the President of the United 
States, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2715). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 751. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of H. R. 2788, a bill to amend 
title 28 of the United States Code in regard 
to the limitation of certain actions, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2718). Referred to the House Calendar. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 2460. An act to provide additional induce- 
ments to citizens of the United States to 
make a career of the United States military 
or naval service, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2720). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. O'TOOLE: Committee on the Library. 
Senate Joint Resolution 158. Joint resolu- 
tion to provide for the appointment of a 
National Commission on Individual War Me- 
morials, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2721). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. “ 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs 
submits a report pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 20 (79th Cong., Ist sess.), investigations 
of the national war effort (Rept. No. 2722). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PATMAN: Committee on Small Busi- 
ness. Second interim report pursuant to 
House Resolution 64 (79th Cong., 1st sess.), 
creating a Select Committee on Small Busi- 
ness of the House of Representatives and de- 
fining its powers and duties (Rept. No. 2723). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. BLOOM: Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. S. 334, An act for the relief of the 
Trust Association of H. Kempner; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2719). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXI, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. WINSTEAD: 

H. R. 7227. A bill to provide for a special 
study of the standards or specifications for 
allocating positions in records administra- 
tion and records management in the vari- 
ous departments and independent agencies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. IZAC: 

H. R. 7228. A bill to provide for a commis- 
sion to adjudicate claims of American na- 
tionals who were prisoners of war of Japan, 
for payment of its awards, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. BLOOM; 

H. R. 7229. A bill creating a commission to 
examine and render final decisions on all 
claims by American nationals against the 
Governments of Bulgaria, Germany, Hungary, 
Italy, Japan, and Rumania, as a consequence 
of loss or damage incurred subsequent to 
January 1, 1937, and prior to January 1, 
1947; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. IZAC: 

H. R. 7230, A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of civil government for the in- 
habitants of the islands of the Pacific Ocean 
(except Hawaii) under the jurisdiction of 
the United States, and for the establishment 
of the Office of the Administrator of the 
Pacific Areas; to the Committee on Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE: 

H. R.7231. A bill to provide additional 
compensation for veterans of World War II; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr, WEICHEL: 

H. R. 7232. A bill to provide for examina- 

tion and investigation of inventories of 
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Government-owned property; to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments. 

By Mr. HUBER: 

H. J. Res. 393. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution relating 
to the abolition of capital punishment in 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 

H. Con. Res. 167. Concurrent resolution di- 
recting a change in the enrollment of the 
Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946 (H. R. 4051), 
so as to provide that benefits in lieu of 
accumulated leave shall be paid in cash in 
all cases; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. VURSELL: 

H. Con. Res, 168. Concurrent resolution to 
create a joint congressional committee to in- 
vestigate the operation of the veterans’ emer- 
gency housing program; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. IZAC: 

H. Con. Res. 169. Concurrent resolution 
providing for civil authority of Pacific Islands 
gained by the armed forces; to the Commit- 
tee on Insular Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of California, memorializ- 
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to pass H. R. 6932 of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, second session, a bill 
providing for promotion of agricultural mar- 
keting services and agricultural research; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


Mr. MCCORMACK introduced a bill (H. R. 
7233) for the relief of Rustom H. Dalal, which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


2142. Mr. GEELAN presented a resolution 
to Congress adopted by the Italian-American 
World War Veterans of the United States, 
Inc., Department of Connecticut, in conven- 
tion on the 28th day of July 1946, that it 
grant Italy a peace which will insure her 
a position of honor among nations, in ac- 
cordance with the promises made her, com- 
mensurate with the sacrifices of Americans 
of Italian descent, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs 


SENATE 


Fripay, Aueust 2, 1946 


(Legislative day of Monday, 
July 29, 1946) 


The Senate met in executive session 
at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, who art without be- 
ginning or end of days, who countest the 
nations as the dust of the balance, who 
puttest down the mighty from their seat 
and has exalted the humble and the 
meek, allowed by Thee, we have been 
called to be servants of the Nation in a 
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tense and tortured time, when the world 
has been plowed with violence, when the 
sun was blackened and the moon became 
as blood, when wars and rumors of war 
vexed the earth. In such a day Thou 
didst summon us to unleash the might 
of freedom against rampant evil bent on 
enslaving all peoples and didst lead us to 
a victory which insures to men of good 
will a golden chance to build a world 
that at last shall be a fit dwelling place 
for Thy children. 

Through this crucial period we have 
been at best unprofitable servants. Now 
unto Thy holy keeping we commit our- 
selves, and all that we have done and 
said, as this day there is written “The 
end” to the chapter of our endeavors 
during these momentous times. With 
a solemn sense of the finality of it all the 
volume is closing. For all our regrets we 
cannot cancel one word or erase one act. 
Wilt Thou bless and strengthen all that 
here has been worthily done, as we have 
followed flickering lights in a dark hour. 
Pardon and overrule what has been done 
unworthily, or left undone, or done amiss. 

And now may the Lord bless us and 
keep us, may the Lord make His face to 
shine upon us and be gracious unto us, 
may the Lord lift up the light of His 
countenance upon us and give us peace— 
peace in our own hearts, peace in this 
dear land of ours, and peace throughout 
all the earth, now and evermore. 

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name, 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the calen- 
dar day Thursday, August 1, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. GURNEY] may 
be excused from attendance upon fur- 
ther sessions of the Senate during this 
Congress. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed without amendment 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 2100. An act to remove the limitations 
on the amount of death compensation or 
pension payable to widows and children of 
certain deceased veterans; 

S. 2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; 

5.2256. An act to amend the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944; 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of lands in the District of Columbia and 
the States of Maryland and Virginia requisite 
to the comprehensive park, parkway, and 
playground system of the National Capital,” 
approved May 29, 1930; 
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5.2332. An act to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., may 
be paid into the general fund of such city; 

S. 2408. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to 
certain fees; 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States mili- 
tary or naval service, and for other purposes: 

S. 2477. An act to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for vet- 
erans, and for other purposes; 

S. 2479. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as per- 
manent brigadier general of the line of the 
Regular Army; and 

S. 2498. An act to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property in 
and contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 334) for 
the relief of the trust association of H. 
Kempner, with an amendment, in which 
it requested the concurrence. of the 
Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 2093. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Kerr and Robert P. Kerr; 

H. R. 2586. An act to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands for business, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. R.2851. An act to provide for investi- 
gating the matter of the establishment of a 
national park in the old part of the city of 
Philadelphia, for the purpose of conserving 
the historical objects and buildings therein. 


The message also announced that the 
House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Wesley 
A. Mangelsdorf; 

H. R. 5093. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Al- 
bert Whilden; 

H. R. 6381. An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; and 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry. 


The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 5560) to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other 
purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tions, and they were signed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore: 

H. R. 341. An act relating to the status of 
Keetoowah Indians of the Cherokee Nation 
in Oklahoma, and for other purposes, and 


10669 


authorizing conveyance of the Seger Indian 
School to Colony Union Graded School Dis- 
trict No, 1, Colony, Okla; 

H. R. 434. An act to provide for the expe- 
ditious naturalization of former citizens of 
the United States who have lost United 
States citizenship through voting in a po- 
litical election in a country not at war with 
the United States during the Second World 
War; 

H. R. 1002. An act for the relief of Marvin 
Sachwitz; 

H. R. 1070. An act for the relief of Elmer 
C. Hadlen; 

H. R. 1088. An act for the relief of the 
Eastern Contracting Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 1351. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Estelle Daniel Boyle, deceased, and 
E. B. Rosegarten; A 

H. R. 1402. An act for the relief of certain 
Basque aliens; 

H. R. 1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 1497. An act to amend subsection 
9 (a) of the act entitled An act to prevent 
pernicious political activities,” approved 
August 2, 1939, as amended. 

H. R. 1519, An act relating to marine in- 
surance in the case of certain employees of 
the War Department who suffered death, in- 
jury, or other casualty prior to April 23, 1943, 
as a result of marine risks; 

H. R. 1570. An act for the relief of Edward 
Pittwood; 

H. R. 1631. An act for the relief of William 
Tolar Smith; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Conrad Newman; 

H. R. 1860. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a duplicate of 
Porterfield scrip certificate No. 53 to the Mus- 
kegon Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., as trustee 
of the John Torrent trust; 

H. R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 

H. R. 2033. An act authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores 
of publicly owned property; 

H. R. 2161. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claims 
of Algernon Blair, his heirs, or personal rep- 
resentatives, against the United States; 

H. R. 2222. An act for the relief of J. L. 
Harris; 

H. R. 2377. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
one hundredth anniversary of the admission 
of Iowa into the Union as a State; 

H. R. 2485. An act for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum; 

H. R. 2504. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; 

H. R.2523. An act to provide for lump-sum 
payment of compensation for accumulated 
leave and current accrued annual leave to 
certain officers and employees, and author- 
izing the appropriation of funds for that 


purpose; 

H. R. 2663. An act for the relief of W. C. 
Jones, Myrtle M. Jones, and W. W. Tilgh- 
man; 
H. R. 2716. An act to provide for health 
programs for Government employees; 

H. R. 2850. An act for the relief of Felix 
Napiorkowski; 

H. R. 3099. An act for the relief of Coy C. 
Brown; 

H. R.3197. An act for the relief of William 
F. Patchell, Jr.; 

H. R.3361. An act to amend paragraph (1) 
of section 73 of the Hawaiian Organic Act, as 
amended; 

H. R. 3593. An act relating to the disposi- 
tion of public lands of the United States 
situated in the State of Oklahoma between 
the Cimarron base line and the north bound- 
ary of the State of Texas; 

H. R. 3742. An act for the relief of Burgess 
C. Moore, as administrator of the estate of 
Lela May Tomlinson, deceased, and as legal 
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guardian of Kay Tomlinson and Larry Max 
Tomlinson; 

H. R. 3883. An act for the relief of Viola 
McKinney; 

H. R. 3908. An act to provide increased pen- 
sions to members of the Regular Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who become 
disabled by reason of their service therein 
during other than a period of war; 

H. R. 3944. An act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; 

H. R.3973. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide reemployment rights 
for persons who leave their positions to serve 
in the merchant marine, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162), 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4114. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land of 
Alice Scott White on the Crow Indian Reser- 
vation, Mont.; 

H.R. 4190. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. 
to construct, maintain, and operate a rail- 
road bridge across the Allegheny River at or 
near Warren, Pa.; 

H. R. 4341. An act for the relief of James 
B. McGoldrick; 

H. R. 4375. An act for the relief of Charles 
Martin; 

H. R. 4386. An act to facilitate and simplify 
the administration of Indian affairs; 

H. R.4406. An act for the relief of Loyal 
F. Willis; 

H. R. 4410. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia to make reg- 
ulations to prevent and control the spread 
of communicable and preventable diseases,” 
approved August 11, 1939; 

H. R. 4428. An act to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation on its capital 
stock and to decrease the premium charge 
for its insurance; 

H. R. 4435. An act to establish the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt National Park; to erect a mon- 
ument in memory of Theodore Roosevelt in 
the village of Medora, N. Dak., and for other 


urposes; 

H.R. 4466. An act for the relief of Francis 
T. Lillie and Lois E. Lillie; 

H. R. 4497. An act to create an Indian 
Claims Commission, to provide for the pow- 
ers, duties, and functions thereof, and for 
other purposes 

H. R. 4562. An act to insure the preserva- 
tion of technical and economic records of 
domestic sources of ores of metals and min- 


H. R. 4608. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Mary D. Johnson; 

H. R. 4686. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Harry Wright; 

H. R. 4720. An act to amend the act of 
December 7, 1944, relating to certain over- 
time compensation of civilian employees of 
the United States; 

H. R. 4842. An act to amend the act of 
April 29, 1943, so as to afford a preference 
for veterans in acquiring certain vessels; 

H. R.4947. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Guenther; 

H. R.5198. An act for the relief of Mar- 
jorie B. Marable; 

H. R. 5223. An act to extend temporarily 
the time for filing applications for patents, 
for taking action in the United States Patent 
Office with respect thereto, for preventing 
proof of acts abroad with respect to the mak- 
ing of an invention, and for other p 
<a R. 5261. An act for the relief of David 

eiss; 


H. R.5278. An act to legalize the admis- 
sion to the United States of Virginia Harris 
Casardi; 

H. R. 5368. An act for the relief of W. G. 
Magruder; 

H. R.5372. An act for the relief of Jessie 
Wolfington; 
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H.R. 5280. An act to provide for the con- 
ferring of the degree of bachelor of science 
upon graduates of the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy; 

H. R. 5414, An act for the relief of Marie 
Gorak; 

H. R. 5587. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at a point between the Borough of 
Plymouth, in Plymouth Township, and Han- 
over Township, in the county of Luzerne, 
and in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 5654. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the Bureau of Reclamation; 

H. R. 5725. An act for the relief of Sadie 
Frey and the estate of Marie Hviding; 

H. R. 5756. An act for the retirement of 
public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia; 

H. R. 5851. An act for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W. Anderson; 

H. R. 5874. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Maezer; 

H. R. 5928. An act to name the bridge lo- 
cated on New Hampshire Avenue, Washing- 
ton, D. C., over the Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
road tracks “The Charles A. Langley Bridge”; 

H. R. 5982. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the town of Ipswich, in the State 
of Massachusetts, of lighthouse property at 
Castle Neck, for public use; 

H. R. 5970. An act to permit the members 
and stockholders of charitable, educational, 
and religious associations incorporated in the 
District of Columbia to vote by proxy or by 
mail; 

H. R. 5991. An act to simplify and improve 
credit services to farmers and promote farm 
ownership by abolishing certain agricultural 
lending agencies and functions, by defining 
the lending powers of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, by authorizing Government insur- 
ance of loans to farmers, by creating prefer- 
ences for loans and insured mortgages to en- 
able veterans to acquire farms, by providing 
additional specific authority and directions 
with respect to the liquidation of resettle- 
ment projects and rural rehabilitation 
projects for resettlement purposes, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 6023. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the city of Atlantic City, in the 
State of New Jersey, of lighthouse property 
at Atlantic City, for public use; 

H. R. 6030. An act to amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, so as to im- 
prove international collaboration with respect 
to meteorology; 

H. R. 6057. An act to amend the act of July 
11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to the inter- 
change of property between the Army and 
the Navy, so as to include the Coast Guard 
within its provision; 

H. R. 6097, An act to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes”; 

H. R. 6141. An act to provide funds for co- 
operation with the school board of Hunter 
School District for the construction and 
equipment of a new school building in the 
town of Hunter, Sawyer County, Wis., to be 
available to both Indian and non-Indian 
children; 

H.R. 6148. An act to exempt certain vessels 
from filing passenger lists; 

H. R. 6223. An act to authorize the Highway 
Departments of the States of Kentucky and 
West Virginia to construct, maintain, and 
operate a free highway bridge across the Tug 
Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near Wil- 
liamson, W. Va.; 

H. R. 6231. An act for the relief of Frank A. 
Gorman; 

H. R. 6248. An act for the relief of Capital 
Office Equipment Co.; 

H.R. 6263. An act to amend the act of June 
23, 1943, so as to authorize inclusion of pe- 
riods of education and training in an Army 
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Transportation Corps civilian marine school 
as service in the merchant marine”; 

H. R.6298. An act to protect and facilitate 
the use of national-forest lands in township 
2 north, range 18 west, Ohio River survey, 
township of Elizabeth, county of Lawrence, 
State of Ohio, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6307. An act for the relief of Fran- 
cesco D'Emilio; 

H. R. 6408. An act to authorize the War 
Shipping Administration and the Maritime 
Commission to make available certain surplus 
property to certain maritime academies; 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ivan 
B. Hofman; 

H. R. 6488. An act to amend the act to pro- 
vide for the issuance of devices in recogni- 
tion of the services of merchant sailors; 

H. R. 6536. An act for the relief of South- 
eastern Sand & Gravel Co.;: 

H. R. 6593. An act for the relief of Milton 
A. Johnson, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6610. An act to waive certain restric- 
tions of the Hawaiian Organic Act, relating 
to land exchanges, for the acquisition of cer- 
tain lands at Hilo, T. H.; 

H. R. 6629. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the National Park Service; 

H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 6811. An act relating to veterans’ pen- 
sion, compensation, or retirement pay during 
hospitalization, institutional or domiciliary 
care, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6817. An act to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned of- 
ficers in the Regular Army, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 6859. An act to amend section 121 of 
the act entitled “An act to establish a 
code of law for the District of Columbia,” ap- 
proved March 3, 1901, as amended, to au- 
thorize the appointment of three additional 
deputies for the register of wills; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; 

H. R. 6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land in 
Custer County, Mont., for industrial and rec- 
reational purposes and as a museum site; 

H. R. 6899. An act to authorize the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge, or a free 
bridge, across the Ohio River at or near Law- 
renceburg, Dearborn County, Ind; 

H. R. 6900. An act to grant increased sery- 
ice pensions in certain Spanish-American 
War cases not included in recent legislation 
providing increases to other Spanish-Ameri- 
can War veterans and their dependents, amd 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6918. An act to provide emergency re- 
lief for the victims of the seismic waves which 
struck the Territory of Hawaii, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6932. An act to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles re- 
lating to agriculture and to improve and fa- 
cilitate the marketing and distribution of 
agricultural products; 

H. R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, III., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street in the city of St. Louis, Mo., and a 
point opposite thereto in the city of East St, 
Louis, Ill; 

H. R. 6867. An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration; 

H. R. 7004. An act to revise the boundaries 
of Wind Cave National Park in the State of 
South Dakota, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7020. An act to provide for the ac- 
quisition by exchange of non-Federal prop- 
erty within the Glacier National Park; 

H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
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toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the Borcugh of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and 
a point near the boundary of the city of New 
Kensington and Lower Burrell Township in 
Westmoreland County in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend sec- 
tion 304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits to 
naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War II; 

H. R. 7109. An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; 

H. R. 7126. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 
Seventy-ninth Congress), relating to the es- 
tablishment and operation in the District of 
Columbia of nurseries and nursery schools, 
so as to permit payment of compensation for 
services rendered after June 30, 1946, and 
prior to the enactment of such act; 

H. J. Res. 366. Joint resolution authorizing 
and directing the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of the In- 
terior to investigate and eradicate the preda- 
tory sea lampreys of the Great Lakes; 

H. J. Res. 370. Joint resolution granting 
certain property to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and relinquishing jurisdiction 
therein; and 

H. J. Res. 387. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. 
Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; Her- 
bert A. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical di- 
rector, Public Health Service; and Gilbert L. 
Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by France, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE LEGISLATIVE 
BUSINESS 


As in legislative session, 
By unanimous consent the 2 on de 
routine business was transacted: 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on August 1, 1946, he presented to 
the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills and joint reso- 
lution: 

S. 191. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the States 
for surveying their hospitals and public- 
health centers and for planning construction 
of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction; 

S. 528. An act for the relief of Thaddeus O, 
Knight; 

S. 881. An act authorizing the President 
of the United States to award posthumously 
in the name of Congress a Medal of Honor 
to William Mitchell; 

S. 1253. An act to enable debtor railroad 
corporations, whose properties during a 
period of 7 years have provided sufficient 
earnings to pay fixed charges, to effect a 
readjustment of their financial structures; 
to alter or modify their financial obligations; 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2020. An act granting a right-of-way 
at a revised location to the West Shore Rail- 
road Co., the New York Central Railroad Co., 
lessee, across a portion of the military reser- 
vation at West Point; 

S. 2236. An act providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war; 

S. 2304. An act to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service, and for other 
purposes; 
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S. 2318. An act to amend the act of May 
11, 1938, for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River and for 
other purposes; 

5.2401. An act to amend the act of May 4, 
1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, to authorize 
the President to appoint 250 acting assistant 
surgeons for temporary service; 

S. 2419. An act to amend further the act 
of April 6, 1938, as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941, entitled “An act authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange sites 
at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for Coast 
Guard purposes”; 

8.2426. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak.; and 

S. J. Res. 84. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of a 
statue of Nathan Hale. 


COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND 
CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pur- 
suant to the provisions of the bill 
(S. 1717) for the development and con- 
trol of atomic energy, approved August 
1, 1946, the Chair appoints the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McManon], the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN- 
son], the Senator from Texas [Mr, 
CONNALLY], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Byrp], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKEN], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HicKENLOOPER], and the 
Senator from California [Mr. Know- 
LAND] the committee on the part of the 
Senate. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 


. fore the Senate the following letters, 


which were referred as indicated: 
REPORT ON FOREIGN SURPLUS DISPOSAL 


A letter from the Acting Secretary of State, 
transmitting the second report on foreign 
surplus disposal (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


COLLECTION OF CERTAIN SPECIAL TONNAGE 
DUTIES AND LIGHT MONEY 


A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to relieve collectors of customs 
of liability for failure to collect certain spe- 
cial tonnage duties and light money, and 
for other purposes (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Finance. 


SPECIAL ASSISTANTS EMPLOYED BY DEPARTMENT 
OF JUSTICE 


A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report showing 
the special assistants employed during the 
period from January 1 to June 30, 1946, 
under the appropriation “Compensation of 
special attorneys, etc., Department of Jus- 
tice” (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


PERSONNEL CEILINGS 


A letter from the Acting Director of the 
Budget, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
fourth quarterly report of personnel ceilings 
as determined and fixed by the Director (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Civil Service. 


PROGRESS REPORT ON WAR CONTRACT TERMINA- 
TIONS AND SETTLEMENTS 


A letter from the Director of the Office of 
Contract Settlement, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the eighth quarterly progress report 
of that office, entitled “War Contract Termi- 
nations and Settlements” (with an accom- 
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panying report); to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 


PETITIONS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following petitions, 
which were referred, as indicated: 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
Floyd W. Barstow, of Detroit, Mich., praying 
for the enactment of legislation providing 
old-age assistance; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the Independent 
Voters' League, of Boise, Idaho, relating to the 
purchase of outstanding patents so as to 
abolish monopolies and cartels; to the Com- 
mittee on Patents. 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
Cimon P. Diamantopoulos, Ambassador from 
Greece, expressing appreciation of the action 
of the Senate in adopting the resolution (S. 
Res. 82) favoring the award of the Dodecanese 
Islands to Greece; ordered to lie on the table. 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
William Doherty, president, National Associa- 
tion of Letter Carriers; Leo George, president, 
National Federation of Post Office Clerks; E. 
A. Meeks, executive secretary, National League 
of District Postmasters; Thomas G. Walters, 
president, National Rural Letter Carriers As- 
sociation; Phil J. Gallagher, president, Na- 
tional Association of Postmasters; John Mc- 
Mahon, president; National Association of 
Postal Supervisors; Paul Castiglioni, legisla- 
tive representative, National Federation of 
Post Office Motor Vehicle Employees, Wash- 
ington, D. C., praying for the enactment of 
the bill (S. 5560) to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail; ordered to lie on the 
table. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads: 

S. 1225. A bill for the relief of William S. 
Meany; without amendment (Rept. No. 1928). 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Immigration: 

H. R. 5527. A bill for the relief of Dimitrios 
Karamouzis (known as James C. Karamouzis 
or James C. Kar); without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1929). 


REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL 
EXPENDITURES—ADDITIONAL REPORT- 
ON PERSONNEL CEILING DETERMINA- 
TIONS AND VIOLATIONS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from Mr. Byrp, 
chairman of the Joint Committee on Re- 
duction of Nonessential Federal Expendi- 
tures, transmitting, pursuant to law, an 
additional report on the subject, Per- 
rer Ceiling Determinations and Viola- 

ons, 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report of 
the Joint Committee on Reduction of 
Nonessential Federal Expenditures, on 
the question of personnel ceiling determi- 
nations and violations, just laid before 
the Senate, be printed as a Senate docu- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PERSONS EMPLOYED BY COMMITTEES 
WHO ARE NOT FULL-TIME SENATE OR 
COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES 


The PRE: T pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senaté a report for the month 
of July 1946, from the chairman of a 
certain committee, in response to Senate 
Resolution 319 (78th Cong.), relative to 
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persons employed by committees who 
are not full-time employees of the Senate 
or any committee thereof, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
July 30, 1948. 
Mr, LESLIE L. BIFFLE, 
Secretary of the Senate, United States 
Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. BIFFLE: I transmit herewith the 
list of employees of the Subcommittee on 
Health and Education who are not full-time 
employees of the Senate. The Subcommittee 
on Health and Education is reimbursing the 
Federal Public Housing Authority for the 
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month of July, for the service of these em- 
ployees, 

Best wishes to you, and 

Always sincerely, 
CLAUDE PEPPER, 
Chairman. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH AND EDUCATION 
JULY 31, 1946. 
To the Senate: 

The above-mentioned committee hereby 
submits the following report showing the 
names of persons employed by the committee 
who are not full-time employees of the Sen- 
ate or of the committee for the month of 
July 1946, in compliance with the terms of 
Senate Resolution 319, agreed to August 23, 
1944: 


i — — t- — 


Annual 
Name and address of department | rate of 
Name of individual Address or organization by whom paid | compen- 
sation 
Charles Bragman 1 85 Village Apts., Arling- | Federal Public Housing Author- | $7, 341.60 
ton, V ity, 1201 Connecticut Ave. NW. 
Dolores B. Raschella_...........-- 3028 Wisconsin Ave. NW., — ns, LAE, 2, 720. 20 


Washington, D 


—— —— ͤ k— — M]H——ää— —v — — — 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRO- 
DUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 


(Mr. ANDREWS introduced Senate bill 
2505, to provide for the extension and com- 
pletion of the United States Capitol, which 
was referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, and appears under 
& separate heading.) 

By Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. 
BUTLER) : 

S. 2506. A bill to bring Federal revenues and 
expenditures into balance; to the Commit- 
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. MEAD: 

S. 2507. A bill relating to the effective date 
of death compensation and death pension 
awards in the case of interned dependents 
of deceased veterans; to the Committee on 

Finance. 
By Mr. TAYLOR: 

S. 2508. A bill to provide income-tax credits 
for individual taxpayers whose income falls 
below level necessary for minimum decent 
standard of living, and to equalize treatment 
given individuals as compared to corporations 
under the Internal Revenue Code; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MEAD (for himself, Mr. KNOW- 
LAND, Mr. LANGER, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. 
TUNNELL, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. TAYLOR, 
Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. GurFrrey, Mr. 
Wacner, Mr. THOMAS of Utah, Mr. 
Wars, and Mr. Morse): 


S. 2509. A bill for the better assurance of 
the protection of persons within the several 
States from mob violence and lynching, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(Mr. ANDREWS introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 188, proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States relat- 
ing to the Judiciary, which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and ap- 
pears under a separate heading.) 

(Mr, ANDREWS introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 189, proposin; amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States au- 
thorizing Congress to provide for the trial 
of certain crimes and of suits at common 
law by juries of fewer than 12 members, 


CLAUDE PEPPER, Chairman. 


which was referred to the Committee on the 

Judiciary, and appears under a separate 

heading.) 

EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF THE 
UNITED STATES CAPITOL 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap- 
propriate reference a bill providing for 
the extension and completion of the 
United States Capitol. 

In this connection, let me say that in 
1937, under the leadership of the Sena- 


tor from Texas [Mr. Connatty], the bill 
was passed by the Senate, but it was. 


rejected by the House. However, I un- 
derstand that now the leadership of the 
House is committed to the provisions of 
that bill, which provides for the comple- 
tion of the front portion of the Capi- 
tol, which never has been completed, 
and which is architecturally incomplete. 
Anyone can understand that if he will 
get into an airplane or a blimp and pass 
over the Capitol and see just exactly how 
the dome of the Capitol projects out 
over the front portico. Also, the front 
is made of standstone, and the pillars 
are made of sandstone, and it is neces- 
sary to keep them constantly painted 
and repaired. They are entirely dif- 
ferent from the beautiful fluted granite 
columns which front the eastern por- 
tion of the Senate wing and the eastern 
portion of the House wing. 

Mr. President, in this connection, I 
desire to make an explanation of why 
this condition has existed and how long 
it has existed. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the bill, together with a 
statement in connection with the intro- 
duction of the bill, printed at this point 
in the RecorD as a part of my remarks 
for future guidance of Congress. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the bill will be received 
and appropriately referred, and the bill 
and statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2505) to provide for the 
extension and completion of the United 
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States Capitol, introduced by Mr. An- 
DREWS, was read twice by its title, 
referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, and ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the central portion 
of the Capitol shall be extended, recon- 
structed, and replaced in substantial accord- 
ance with either scheme A or scheme B of 
the architectural plan submitted by the joint 
commission of Congress and reported to Con- 
gress on March 3, 1905 (H. Doc. No. 385, 
58th Cong., 3d sess.), with such modi- 
fications as the Commission may determine, 
excepting so much of said plan as relates to 
a sculptural group in the pediment of the 
House wing, and excepting so much of said 
plan as relates to the west front of the Cap- 
itol and to the two broad flights of terrace 
steps on the west of the Capitol. The joint 
commission hereinafter provided for shall 
determine whether the substance of scheme 
A or scheme B shall be adopted. 

Sec. 2. The extension, reconstruction, and 
replacement herein authorized shall be car- 
ried out under the direction and supervision 
of a commission, which is hereby created, to 
be known as the Commission for the Exten- 
sion and Completion of the United States 
Capitol, and to be composed of the President 
of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the chairman and the rank- 
ing minority member of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds; the 
chairman and the ranking minority mem- 
ber of the House Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds, the minority leader of 
the Senate, the minority leader of the House 
of Representatives, and the Architect of the 
Capitol. The Architect of the Capitol shall 
perform such services under this act as the 
Commission may direct. 

Sec. 3. The construction contemplated 
under this act, including the necessary trav- 
eling expenses, the letting of contracts, ad- 
vertising, purchase of materials, supplies, 
equipment, and accessories in the open mar- 
ket, the employment of all necessary archi- 
tectural, engineering, and other personal 
services (all without reference to sec. 35 
of the Public Buildings Act approved June 
25, 1910, as amended, Sec. 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes, or the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended), and the purchase of neces- 
sary technical and other books, shall be under 
the control of the Architect of the Capitol, 
subject to the direction and supervision of 
the Commission. 

Sec. 4. The total cost of the extension, re- 
construction and replacement, and other 
items enumerated in section 3 herein author- 
ized shall not exceed the sum of $5,009,000, 
and a contract or contracts for any portion 
or all of such amount may be entered into 
in accordance with section 3. A sum not ex- 
ceeding $5,000,000 is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out the provisions of 
this act. 

Sec. 5. Appropriations made pursuant to 
this act shall be disbursed in the same man- 
ner as other appropriations under the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol through the Division of 
Disbursements, Treasury Department. 


The statement presented by Mr. 
Anprews is as follows: 
EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF THE UNITED 

STATES CAPITOL 

The United States Capitol Building, as pres- 
ently constructed, has never been completed 
architecturally. The north wing of the old 
building, containing the Supreme Court 


Room, was constructed during the period 


1793 to 1800. The south wing of the old 
building, containing Statuary Hall, was con- 
structed during the period 1800 to 1811. 
After the burning of the Capitol in 1814 these 
sections of the building were reconstructed 
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and the central portion of the old building 
constructed during the period 1815 to 1829. 

The Senate and House wings, containing 
the present Senate and House Chambers, 
were not constructed until the period 1851 to 
1865, and the old wooden dome was not re- 
placed with the present cast-iron dome until 
the pericd 1856 to 1865. 

The present Senate and House wings and 
dome were designed by and constructed under 
the direction of Thomas U. Walter, who 
served as Architect of the Capiol during the 
period 1851 to 1865. Mr. Walter's plans never 
contemplated leaving the old building in its 
present state. His plans contemplated ex- 
tending the old portion of the building east- 
ward and reconstructing in marble this por- 
tion of the building which is constructed of 
Acquia Creek sandstone, a material that is 
not durable and is disintegrating with the 
years, notwithstanding the fact that this por- 
tion of the building is painted about every 
4 years. 

In his annual report to Congress Novem- 
ber 1, 1863, Mr, Walter stated: 

“The eastern portico of the old building 
will certainly be taken down at no very dis- 
tant day, and the front be extended eastward, 
at least to the front line of the wings, so as 
to complete the architectural group and at 
the same time afford additional accommoda- 
tions to the legislative department of the 
Government: * * *” 

In his annual report to Congress the fol- 
lowing year, November 1, 1864, Mr. Walter 
again stated: 

“Now that the new dome and the wings of 
the Capitol are approaching completion it 
must be apparent to everyone that the ex- 
- tension of the center building on the east to 
the line of the new wings becomes an archi- 
tectural necessity. I have, therefore, pre- 
pared plans for thus completing the work in 
harmony with what has already been done 
and will place them in the Capitol for future 
reference, 

“I do not suppose, nor would I recommend, 
that any action be taken by Congress in ref- 
erence to such an improvement until the war 
is ended and the financial condition of the 
country becomes settled and prosperous; but 
inasmuch as it is my purpose to retire from 
these works as soon as the dome is finished, 
I deem it incumbent upon me to leave upon 
record my views as to their final completion.” 

Numerous efforts have been made during 
the past 80 years by the three men who have 
served as Architect of the Capitol since 1865, 
including the present Architect, to carry into 
effect Mr. Walter’s plans for the extension 
and completion of the Capitol. Bills have 
been introduced in the House and Senate for 
this purpose from time to time and hearings 
held by the Public Buildings and Grounds 
Committees of the House and Senate, but the 
necessary enabling legislation has never been 
enacted, 

Extensive hearings were last held by both 
the Senate and House committees in 1935 
and again by the Senate committee in 1937. 
On both of these occasions the Senate passed 
a bill authorizing the extension and comple- 
tion of the Capitol, but in each instance the 
bill was not reported out by the House com- 
mittee. 

The bill which I am introducing today pro- 
vides for the extension and completion of 
the Capitol. It creates a Joint Congressional 
Commission under whose direction the work 
would be accomplished. It provides for the 
reconstruction of the old portion of the east 
front of the Capitol in marble, and the ex- 
tension of this section of the building east- 
ward—the exact distance to be determined by 
the Commission. The project is to be carried 
forward in substantial accordance with either 
scheme A or scheme B of the architectural 
plan submitted by a previous Joint Commis- 
sion of Congress in House Document No. 385, 
Fifty-eighth Congress, March 3, 1905, The 


bill authorizes an appropriation of $5,000,000 
for the project. 

In offering this bill, I again wish to empha- 
size that the extension and completion of 
the United States Capitol is recommended in 
order that (1) there may be corrected the 
architectural defect in the building which 
exists due to the skirt or base of the dome 
extending over the east portico in such a 
manner as to give the appearance of an ap- 
parent lack of support to the dome; (2) the 
Members of the Congress may be provided 
with much-needed additional accommoda- 
tions; and (3) a durable construction for the 
central portion of the building may be pro- 
vided by the replacement cf the existing 
sandstone with marble. 


AMENDMENT TO CONSTITUTION RELAT- 
ING TO THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce a Senate 
joint resolution proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States. The amendment relates to the 
judiciary. I wish I had time to explain 
it. I realize that perhaps this may be the 
last day of the present Congress, and I 
also realize that probably this is the last 
day I shall appear on this floor. But this 
is a matter on which I have worked for 
several months, and I trust that the joint 
resolution will be favorably considered by 
our Judiciary Committee. I feel that it 
the committee looks into the matter 
thoroughly, it will recommend the pas- 
sage of the joint resolution by this body. 
Its passage and the subsequent ratifica- 
tion of the constitutional amendment will 
mean much to our beloved Constitution 
and I wish I had time to explain all the 
details of the matter. 

I request that the joint resolution be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res, 188) proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relating to the Judiciary, 
was received, read twice by its title, re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: = 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That the follow- 
ing article is hereby proposed as an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which shall be valid to all intents and 
purposes as part of the Constitution, in lieu 
of section 1 of article III thereof, when rati- 
fied by the legislatures of three-fourths of 
the several States: 

“ARTICLE — 

“SECTION 1. The judicial power of the 
United States shall be vested in a Supreme 
Court, and in circuit courts of appeal, dis- 
trict courts, and such other inferior courts 
as the Congress may from time to time ordain 
and establish. The justices and judges of 
said courts shall be appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. They shall hold their offices 
during good behavior and as herein provided, 
and shall receive at stated times for their 
services a compensation which shall not be 
diminished during their continuance in office, 

“Sec. 2. The Supreme Court shall be com- 
posed of a Chief Justice, appointed from the 
United States at large, and not less than 
eight associate justices, not more than one 
of whom shall be appointed from territory 
within the jurisdiction of the same circuit 
court of appeals, 
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“Sec. 3. Any justice of the Supreme Court 
and any judge of any circuit court of appeals 
or district court who shall have held a com- 
mission or commissions as such justice or 
judge for a period of 10 years may volun- 
tarily retire upon attaining the age of 70 
years, and thereafter, upon his request shall 
continue to receive the same annual com- 
pensation. Any retired Justice of the Su- 
preme Court or any senior judge of a circuit 
court of appeals shall be subject to call ky 
the Supreme Court to sit as a member thereof 
in any case in which a member or members 
are disqualified by reason of interest, or un- 
able to participate because of illness, or un- 
avoidable absence. Any case before the Su- 
preme Court involving the interpretation or 
construction of a State or Federal Constitu- 
tion shall not be adjudged except upon con- 
currence of a majority of the full Court. 

“Sec. 4, This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legis- 
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within 5 years from the date of its submis- 
sion to the States by the Congress.” 


AMENDMENT TO CONSTITUTION RELAT- 
ING TO TRIAL OF CERTAIN CRIMES AND 
SUITS AT COMMON LAW BY JURIES 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I have 
one more joint resolution to amend the 
Constitution of the United States. It 
would authorize Congress to provide for 
the trial of certain crimes and suits at 
common law by juries consisting of fewer 
than 12 members. If we try a lawsuit at 
common law in any of our States, it is 
tried before a jury of six. Many crimi- 
nal cases, except capital cases, are tried 
before juries consisting of only six 
members. There is no reason why the 
United States Government should not be 
able to try its cases before juries consist- 
ing of the same number of members as 
are used in the trials of cases in our vari- 
ous State courts. In many cases in 
which the United States Government is 
involved, jurors are sometimes required 
to attend court for days at a time and, 
in the end, perhaps render a verdict 
against some poor man who has stolen, 
for example, $5 worth of stamps. It is 
like the laboring of the mountain which 
brought forth a mouse. If this resolu- 
tion is adopted it will save the Govern- 
ment many hundreds of thousands of 
TONA, and without any sacrifice of jus- 

ce. 

I ask unanimous consent to introduce 
the joint resolution for appropriate ref- 
erence, and I request that it be printed in 
full in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the joint res- 
olution (S. J. Res. 189) proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States authorizing Congress to 
provide for the trial of certain crimes and 
of suits at common law by juries of fewer 
than 12 members, introduced by Mr. 
ANDREWS, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary and ordered to be printed in 
the REcorpD, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each , 
House concurring therein), That the follow- 
ing article is hereby proposed as an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which shall be valid to all intents and 
purposes as a part of the Constitution when 
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ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths 
of the several States: 
“ARTICLE — 

“Sec. 1. The Congress shall have power to 
provide, by appropriate legislation, that the 
trial of any crime for which the maximum 
penalty is less than death or life imprison- 
ment or that the trial of any suit at common 
law shall be by a jury of fewer than 12 
members. 

“Sec, 2. This article shall be inoperative 
‘unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legis- 
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within 7 years from the date of its submission 
to the States by the Congress.” 


PUTTING PRINCIPLES INTO ACTION— 
ARTICLE BY JACK. W. HARDY 

[Mr. KNOWLAND asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an article en- 
titled “Putting Principles Into Action,” by 
Jack. W. Hardy, National Commander of 
AMVETS, published in the August 1946 issue 
of National Amvets, which appears in the 
Appendix. 


TEN- POINT PROPOSAL FOR IMPROVE- 
MENT OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
SERVICE 


{Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave to 


have printed in the Recozp a 10-point pro- 


posal for the improvement of the Federal 
Government service, prepared by the Govern- 
ment Employees Council of the American 
Federation of Labor, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 


THE PALESTINE QUESTION—LETTER 
FROM WILLIAM B. ZIFF TO PRESIDENT 
TRUMAN 


[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a letter from 
William B. Ziff, of New York City, to Presi- 
dent Truman, under date of July 25, 1946, 
dealing with the Palestine question, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


REPORT OF SANITARY CONDITIONS IN 
DISTRICT OF 


[Mr, LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record a report of sani- 
tary conditions in the district of Arnswalde- 
Neumark, South Pomerania, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


EXTRACTS FROM REPORT ON THE 
REFUGEE PROBLEM IN THE DISTRICT 
OF Y, NEUMARK 


[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp extracts from re- 
port on the refugee problem in the district 
of Y, Neumark, which appears in the Appen- 
dix.] 


EXTRACTS FROM A LETTER OF HERRN 
B. P. FROM BAYREUTH TO FRAU J. 
SCH. 


[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have prined in the Record extracts from a 
letter of Herrn B. P. from Bayreuth to Frau 
J. Sch. in Weimar, dated Jan. 15, 1946, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 


EVACUATION AND CONCENTRATION 
CAMPS IN SILESIA 
[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp extracts from re- 
ports dealing with evacuation and concen- 
tration camps in Silesia, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


GERMAN CATHOLIC CARITAS 
CENTER 


[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp a state- 
ment with respect to the German Catholic 
Caritas Center in Germany, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 
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A FEDERAL GERMANY?—ARTICLE BY 
ALEXANDER BOEKER 


[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a statement en- 
titled “A Federal Germany?” by Alexander 
Boeker, published in the July 10, 1946, issue 
of Human Events, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 


WANT A HOUSE? BUILD YOUR OWN 
WALLS DIRT FREE—ARTICLE BY A. B. 
LEE 


[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an article en- 
titled “Want a House? Build Your Own 
Walls Dirt Free,” by A. B. Lee, published in 
the Washington, D. C., Legion News issue of 
July 1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


USE OF SURPLUS PROPERTY CREDITS 
ABROAD FOR THE EXCHANGE OF STU- 
DENTS—STATEMENT BY SENATOR FUL- 
BRIGHT 


[Mr. FULBRIGHT asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the REcorp a statement 
released by him regarding Senate bill 1636, 
and a statement by Assistant Secretary of 
State William Benton relative to the ad- 
ministration of Senate bill 1636, which ap- 
pear in the Appendix.] 


INVESTIGATION OF WALL STREET 
BANKS—ARTICLE FROM IN FACT 


[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the REcorp an article entitled 
“Secret U. S. Investigation of Wall Street 
Banks Seeks To Break Monopoly Hold on 
Nation's Commerce,” published in the August 
5, 1946, issue of the weekly news letter In 
Fact, which appears in the Appendix.] 


INVESTIGATION OF WAR PROFITS— 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MITCHELL 
[Mr. MITCHELL asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the Recorp a statement 

by him regarding investigation of war profits 
by the Special Committee Investigating the 

National Defense Program, which appears in 

the Appendix.) 


ACTIVITIES OF POWER COMPANIES IN 
WASHINGTON — CORRESPONDENCE OF 
SENATOR MITCHELL 


[Mr. MITCHELL asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp a letter from 
him to the Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission, and a telegram received by 
him from various organizations of Washing- 
ton State, which appear in the Appendix.] 


PACIFIC NORTHWEST DEVELOPMENT— 
LETTER BY SENATOR MITCHELL 

{Mr. MITCHELL asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp a letter writ- 
ten by him to Henry P. Carstenson, master 
of the Washington State Grange, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 

EDITORIAL TRIBUTES TO SENATOR 

WHEELER 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked and ob- 
tained leave to have printed in the RECORD 
an editorial tribute to Senator WHEELER 
written by Roy A. Roberts, managing editor 
of the Kansas City Star, together with an 
editorial on the same subject from the Hart- 
ford Courant, which appear in the Appendix.] 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I desire to 
address the Senate for a few moments at 
this time, to make some reference to 
the speech delivered by the junior Sena- 
tor from Connecticut [Mr. Hart] last 
week. I should like to have him present, 
and, without losing my right to the floor, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 


AUGUST 2 


The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Andrews Hill O'Mahoney 
Austin Hoey Overton 
Ball Huffman Pepper 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bilbo Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bridges Knowland Russell 
Byrd La Follette Smith 
Capper Langer Stewart 
Chavez McClellan Swift 
Connally McFarland Taft 
Cordon McKellar Taylor 
Donnell McMahon Thomas, Okla. 
Downey Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Ferguson Maybank Tunnell 
Fulbright Millikin Vandenberg 
George Mitchell Wagner 
Gossett Moore Walsh 
Green Morse Wheeler 
Guffey Murdock Wherry 
Hart Murray White 
Hayden O'Daniel Wiley 


Mr. HILL. Iannounce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina (Mr. BAILEY] is 
absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Burcu] and the Senator from Rhode 
Island IMr. Gerry] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Brices], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EastLanp], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
Illinois (Mr. Lucas], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Myers] are 
detained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Hatcu] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. Typtncs] are absent on off- 
cial business, having been appointed to 
the commission on the part of the Senate 
to participate in the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Reen], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooks], the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. BusHFIELD], the Senator from In- 
diana (Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Gurney], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Rosertson], the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Tosey], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Youne] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
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of the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty- 
three Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, it had been 
my intention to address the Senate for a 
few minutes at this time. I find, how- 
ever, that the distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from Vermont [Mr. Austin] will have 
to leave shortly in order that he may 
assume his new duties as our delegate on 
the United Nations Council. I share 
with him the desire to have an oppor- 
tunity to vote on the pending resolution. 

Iam, therefore, going to yield the floor 
at this time in order that we may pro- 
ceed with the World Court resolution, and 
shall ask recognition at a later time in 
the day. 


REORGANIZATION OF CONGRESS— 
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
the President of the United States has 
just affixed his signature to the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, in the 
presence of all the members of the joint 
committee who were in the city. I ask 
unanimous consent that the clerk may 
read the statement which the President 
issued at the time he signed the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the clerk will read as re- 
quested. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
which I signed today, is one of the most sig- 
nificant advances in the organization of the 
Congress of the United States since the es- 
tablishment of that body. 

Both as United States Senator and as 
President, I have had occasion to observe 
some of the outmoded organizational and 
procedural traditions that have burdened 
the legislative branch. The problem of re- 
organizing and modernizing the Congress 
has been a peculiarly difficult one, and ses- 
sion after session the Members of the Con- 
gress found themselves unable to take deci- 
sive steps in tackling the problem. 

The Seventy-ninth Congress, however, 
approached the task with vigor and in a 
sound and orderly manner. I have nothing 
but admiration for the way in which the 
investigation of congressional organization 
was conducted and particularly for the lead- 
ers who formed the special investigating com- 
mittee and who wrote and sponsored the bill. 

I realize that in the process of congres- 
sional consideration, compromises and ad- 
justments had to be made and some desir- 
able provisions were deleted. However, the 
passage of this act shows that progress can 
be made, and I anticipate that the Congress 
will continue to pay attention to those parts 
of the legislative-reorganization problem not 
yet solved. 

The present act should permit easier and 
closer relations between the executive agen- 
cies of the Government and the Congress. 
The expanded staff of the congressional com- 
mittees and of the agencies in the legislative 
branch can become a valuable link between 
the policy-making deliberations of the Con- 
gress and the practical administrative experi- 
ence of the executive branch. 

The legislative budget and the provisions 
on the handling of appropriations will un- 
doubtedly result in clearer and more realistic 
relationships between the income and ex- 
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penditure sides of the budget. Further, the 
changes in the dates for the transmitting of 
the President's economic report and the re- 
port of the Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report, required under the Employment Act 
of 1946, will result in proper integration be- 
tween the legislative budget and the national 
program for maximum employment. The 
joint committee will now present its find- 
ings and recommendations to the Congress 
before February 1. The four revenue and 
appropriation committees in carrying out 
their new responsibilities under the Reor- 
ganization Act, therefore, will have the ben- 
efit of the joint committee’s report for their 
over-all appraisal and recommendations on 
Federal receipts, expenditures, debt, and sur- 
plus. This timing is essential today when 
Federal fiscal policy is so closely related to 
the Nation’s economic conditions. 

One other provision of the bill deserves 
special praise—that which raises the salary 
of Members of Congress from $10,000 to $12,- 
500 plus an expense allowance of $2,500. This 
is a long overdue step in providing adequate 
compensation for our Federal legislators. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR SPECIAL COMMIT- 
TEE TO INVESTIGATE PETROLEUM RE- 
SOURCES TO FILE FINAL REPORT AFTER 
ADJOURNMENT OF CONGRESS 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Special Committee to Investigate Petro- 
leym Resources that the committee may 
be permitted to file its final report after 
the adjournment of this session by de- 
positing it with the Secretary of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 


PRODUCTION, TRANSPORTATION, AND 
MARKETING OF WOOL—ARTICLE BY 
CHARLES E. B. DICKINSON 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in view 
of the discussion that has taken place in 
the Senate recently with reference to 
legislation relating to the production, 
transportation, and marketing of wool, 
I ask to have inserted in the REcorp an 
article recently published in the New 
York Daily News Record of July 31, 1946, 
entitled “Needed Cooperation Between 
Dealers and Growers.” 

This article discusses the question 
from the standpoint of the grower and 
the dealer. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CITES NEED OF COOPERATION BETWEEN DEALERS 
AND GROWERS 
(By Charles E. B. Dickinson) 

It is not unnatural that wool growers 
demonstrated a certain amount of feeling 
about the defeat for this term of the wool 
measure. That they should demonstrate the 
attitude that there is another day, and an- 
other year, is something different, in its im- 
plication. 

It may be a natural follow-up to the fact 
that wool enjoyed a special privilege in a 
sense during the war and is approaching 
the time when it must be weaned away from 
the nursing-along attitude that accompanied 
the recognition of the essential nature and 
need for that commodity, for peacetime pur- 
poses, 

One important thing the wool grower has 
not properly appraised as yet and that is 
that operations in the wool textile industry 
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as a whole, have moved away from old 
methods, and that the actual community of 
interest that exists in the business must be 
accepted at its proper rating. 

It is unfortunate. that users of wool have 
been allowed to become as dissatisfied as they 
have. One of the most important figures in 
the industry said not long ago, “I know of 
no other industry in which the source of the 
raw material is as indifferent to the welfare 
of its customers as is the wool-growing in- 
dustry,” 

That is a real misfortune in these days of 
increasing interest in the conditions of resale 
of one’s product. It was on that basis that 
the critic spoke. 

Subsidies are unpopular in this country, 
for the one who actually pays the bill, the 
consumer, knows they are only a blind for 
political purposes. There is a 7½ - to 10-per- 
cent differential in favor of the use of better 
grades of Australian wool, due to the greater 
care in baling and delivering in a cleanly 
manner. 

It may annoy the grower to have the dealer 
call this to his attention. It is his duty, how- 
ever, and he would be derelict if he did not do 
so. Foreign-grown wools find their way into 
his machinery too readily for that to happen, 
overlong. 

In this period, when there is political in- 
trigue in matters pertaining to the tariff it 
behooves the grower to get closer to the 
dealer rather than to drive him away. In 
fact getting closer together has been the 
trend in the industry for the last score of 
years. 

Long ago the retailer demonstrated a de- 
sire to get closer to the machinery by ask- 
ing for monthly meetings at which the 
troubles of the industry could be threshed 
out. That trend resulted in more and more 
fixed positions, such as the chains, the tie- 
ups, and the specialization. These put a 
very effective limitation upon trading and 
gambling in the industry for each move was 
designed to heighten the efficiency of that 
particular division of the industry under its 
changed set-up. 

Fixed prices have prevailed for the product 
of the chains for a long time. Economic 
gyrations due to political or social upheavals 
cannot be avoided. However, no one branch 
of the industry can operate in a free, unre- 
stricted manner while others have their 
limitations. 

Notwithstanding, long ago, it was prophe- 
sied that ultimately the wool business would 
be done on a brokerage basis, the time for 
that has not arrived as yet, and the dealer 
should not be penalized in a time when earn- 
ings on a larger scale are necessary for tax 
purposes, is absolutely essential. 

He has openly said that the legislation, now 
considered dead, for this term of Congress 
anyway, would put him out of business. 
That should not be, for the dealers, as has 
been said before, perform a very useful func- 
tion. 

Perhaps it would not be amiss if the 
growers made an effort, or those who repre- 
sent them, to learn the reason for the other 
fellow’s point of view. That has been the 
policy of the cloth manufacturer for a long 
time and it has paid dividends in inventories. 
The community-of-interest idea that is grow- 
ing so steadily in the industry includes the 
grower, the dealer in wool, and the processor 
thereof. What affects one affects the other. 


WORK OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
NAVAL AFFAIRS, SEVENTY-NINTH CON- 
GRESS 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp a report made by me of the 
work of the Senate Committee on Naval 
Affairs, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
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There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


WORK OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON NAVAL 
AFFAIRS, SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS 


(By Davin I. WatsH, chairman) 


Prior to the beginning of the Seventy- 
ninth Congress, January 1945, and during 
the early months of the war, the Committee 
on Naval Affairs of the Senate completed 
practically all of its work in connection with 
authorizing the construction of naval vessels, 
planes, bases, shore facilities, and the pro- 
curement of naval personnel to effectively 
prosecute the war, 

Although most of the committee work dur- 
ing the Seventy-ninth Congress concerned 
postwar activities, several major bills in con- 
nection with the prosecution of the war were 
considered: 

Fublic Law No. 13, approved March 1, 1945, 
authorized an additional expenditure of $1,- 
500,539,500 for the development or estab- 
lishment of naval shore facilities. Approx- 
imately $1,000,000,000 of this amount was 
for advance base construction for the Pa- 
cific, $230,000,000 for ship repair and laying- 
up facilities, $28,000,000 for hospital facili- 
ties, and $59,416,500 for aviation facilities. 

Public Law No. 140, approved July 6, 
1945, amended the law relating to the con- 
servation, care, custody, protection, and op- 
eration of the naval-petroleum and oil- 
shale reserves. This bill amended existing 
law by authorizing the extraction of oil 
from the Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve 
under a unit contract plan, to provide ad- 
ditional oil which was required for military 
operations in the Pacific Ocean areas. 

Public Law No. 142, approved July 6, 1945, 
increased the amount of oil which could be 
taken from the naval-petroleum reserves 
from 15,000 barrels per day to 55,000 barrels 
per day, Since the end of the war the daily 
amount produced has been greatly reduced. 

On July 12, 1945, a bill, S. 1258, was intro- 
duced authorizing the acquisition and con- 
version of 200,000 additional tons of auxiliary 
vessels for the United States Navy. At the 
request of the Navy Department, no action 
was taken on this bill. In view of the prog- 
ress of the war it became apparent that these 
additional vessels would not be needed for 
war service in the Pacific area. 

Recent laws require the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittees of the Senate and the House of Rep- 
resentatives to approve proposed purchases, 
leases, or disposals of land by the Navy De- 
partment, thus greatly increasing the work 
of the committees. Approximately 1,500 re- 
quests for purchase, lease, or disposal have 
been submitted for the consideration of the 
committees. All but a few of these depart- 
mental requests were approved. The com- 
mittee has consistently recommended a re- 
duction in the number of leases and has 
urged that no additional purchases be made, 

Under existing law, all persons tempo- 
rarily promoted above the rank of captain 
in the Navy, and colonel in the Marine Corps, 
must be confirmed by the Senate. All initial 
appointments in the Regular Navy and all 
transfers from the Reserve Corps, or transfer 
of temporary officers, to the Regular Navy, 
must also be confirmed by the Senate, Ap- 
proximately 16,000 nominations were ap- 
proved by the committee and favorably re- 
ported to the Senate. Many of these nomi- 
nations were routine, but several were of 
major importance, 

POSTWAR ACTIVITIES 

The greater part of the work of the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs during the present 
Congress relates to the establishment of a 
postwar Navy. 

On June 19, 1945, the Committee on Naval 
Affairs of the Senate, and the Committee on 
Naval Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives, met jointly to consider, in executive 
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session, the Navy Department’s plans with 
respect to a postwar Navy. On September 
10, 1945, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 
30 was introduced to express the sense of the 
Congress with respect to the composition of 
the postwar Navy. No action was taken on 
this resolution by the Senate Committee on 
Naval Affairs at the request of the President 
of the United States. The President stated 
that he was not prepared to make a final 
decision on this matter until after he had 
made a study of the postwar defenses re- 
quired by our country as a whole. Al- 
though no action was taken upon the basic 
resolution fixing the size of the postwar 
Navy as to the size of naval craft, it was 
decided, unofficially, to proceed to establish 
the size of the postwar Navy with respect to 
personnel. Public Law No. 347, approved 
April 18, 1946, authorized an increase in 
the number of line officers in the Regular 
Navy from 12,760 to 23,760, with proportion- 
ate increases in the Marine Corps and the 
Staff Corps of the Navy. The bill also au- 
thorized the transfer of Reserve officers, and 
temporary officers, to the Regular Navy, and 
the Regular Marine Corps. 

Many of the bills which have been consid- 
ered by the Senate Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs since VJ-day have related to the status 
and rights of officer and enlisted personnel. 
The most important of these are as follows: 

S. 2304, a bill to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service to meet the 
shortage of officers which the Naval Academy 
is unable to supply. This bill increased the 
number of students at Naval Reserve er 
Training Corps colleges to 15,400, and - 
vided that these young men will receive their 
education at Government expense. It is an- 
ticipated that hereafter appointments to the 
Regular Navy will be approximately 50 per- 
cent from the Naval Academy, and 50 per- 
cent from Reserve officers or enlisted men, 

Public Law 305, approved February 21, 1946, 
authorized the President to retire certain 
officers and enlisted men of the Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Coast Guard. During the war 
Navy selection laws providing for the retire- 
ment of naval officers were suspended. The 
purpose of Public Law 305 is to authorize 
the retirement of older officers whose retire- 
ment would have been effected had the war 
not intervened, and to reduce the excessive 
number of officers commissioned in the 
higher ranks during the war. 

S. 1438, a bill to provide additional induce- 
ments, including retirement and retirement 
pay benefits, to citizens of the United States 
who make a career of the United States 
military or naval service, was passed by both 
Houses of the Congress. Certain features of 
this bill were not satisfactory to the Army, 
and the provision authorizing the transfer 
to the Fleet Reserve of enlisted men who 
have had 16 years of active service was elim- 
inated, This bill is one of the most impor- 
tant ever proposed to invite young men to 
join and make the Navy a career, to provide 
for their transfer to the Fleet Reserve, retire- 
ment, or commissioning as officers in the 
Navy. S. 2460, a substitute bill for S. 1438, 
passed the House on August 1, 1946. Al- 
though it was impracticable to insert in this 
bill provisions authorizing transfer of en- 
listed men to the Naval Reserve after 16 
years of active service, it is hoped that at 
the next session of the Congress it will be 
possible to establish, for the Navy at least, 
authorization for enlisted men to transfer 
to the Fleet Reserve after completing 16 
years of active service. 

Other important personnel legislation en- 
acted is as follows: 

Public Law No. 244, approved December 3, 
1945, to adjust the pay and allowances of 
members of the Navy Nurse Corps. 

Public Law No. 255, approved December 11, 
1945, to provide for a temporary increase in 
the age limit for appointment to the United 
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States Military Academy and the United 
States Naval Academy. 

Public Law No. 250, approved December 7, 
1945, to authorize the head of the Postgradu- 
ate School of the United States Navy to con- 
fer masters’ and doctors’ degrees in engi- 
neering. 

Public Law No. 402, approved June 10, 1946, 
to establish the civilian post of academic 
dean of the Postgraduate School of the 
United States Naval Academy. 

Public Law No. 284, approved December 28, 
1945, provided more efficient dental care for 
the personnel of the Navy and Marine Corps, 

S. 2401, which passed the Senate on July 
29, 1946, and the House on July 31, 1946, au- 
thorized the President to appoint 250 acting 
assistant surgeons for temporary service in 
the Navy. The purpose of this bill is to pro- 
vide an efficient method of obtaining young 
doctors for the Naval Service. 

Public Law No. 297, approved February 12, 
1946, amended article 38 of Articles for the 
Government of the Navy relating to general 
courts martial. This act improved the gen- 
eral courts martial system in the Navy, and 
its purpose was to speed up courts martial 
procedure. 

S. 2253, reported to the Senate on June 14, 
1946, provided for retirement and retirement 
annuities of civilian members of the teaching 
staff at the United States Naval Academy and 
the postgraduate school at Annapolis, Md. 
The purpose of this bill was to improve the 
conditions at Annapolis so as to insure the 
best possible type of teachers and instructors 
for future naval officers. 

Several laws were enacted relating to and 
consolidating previous laws and practices re- 
garding the transportation of naval personnel 
and their dependents, and their household 
effects. Many Navy claims and relief bills 
were approved by the committee and passed 
by the Senate. 

Three important bills were enacted by the 
Congress relating to the rehabilitation of the 
island of Guam. The Navy intends to fortify 
and maintain Guam as a permanent naval 
base in the Pacific. 

The committee held many hearings in the 
fall of 1945, and the winter of 1946, investi- 
gating the demobilization programs of the 
armed forces, and suggested procedures which 
speeded up and made more efficient the de- 
mobilization of military personnel. This 
was most helpful in hastening demobili- 
zation. 

The committee spent a great deal of time 
studying the conditions of employment at 
navy yards, and the Navy's procedure in lay- 
ing off excess employees at naval shore es- 
tablishments. Although no new legislation 
was enacted on this subject, the Navy Depart- 
ment and the Civil Service Commission 
changed in many respects the so-called effi- 
ciency-rating system and amended the reg- 
ulations with respect to discharges. The 
committee is of the opinion that the method 
now in effect can be substantially improved. 

Several other important matters considered 
by the committee, and upon which the com- 
mittee took action, were as follows: 

House Joint Resolution No. 307, approved 
June 25, 1946, authorized the use of naval 
vessels to determine the effect of atomic 
Weapons upon such vessels. 

S. 1917, approved by the Senate on July 26, 
1946, enacted certain provisions which were 
formerly included in the annual Naval Ap- 
propriation Act into permanent law. 

Public Law No. 512, approved July 16, 1946, 
authorized assistance to the Republic of 
China in augmenting and maintaining a 
naval establishment. The enactment of this 
act reduced the necessity of maintaining 
large numbers of naval and Marine Corps 
personnel in far-eastern waters. 

S. 1547 received final approval of the Sen- 
ate on July 26, 1946. This bill authorizes the 
distribution of obsolete vessels, trophies, rel- 
ics and material of historical interest by the 
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Secretary of the Navy to States, cities and 
other municipalities, and to yarious historical 
and nonprofit organizations. 

On July 23, 1946, the Senate gave final ap- 
proval to H. R. 5911, which established an 
Office of Naval Research in the Navy Depart- 
ment to plan, foster, and encourage scientific 
research in naval matters. 

It was found impractical at this session of 
the Congress to complete the following: 

The establishment of a postgraduate school 
at a permanent location on the west coast to 
provide for the postgraduate training of 
naval officers. A subcommittee has been ap- 
pointed to investigate possible sites. 

The construction of aviation facilities at 
or near the Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., 
for the indoctrination of midshipmen in 
aeronautics. The committee reported a bill 
which passed the Senate. 

Extensive hearings were held on the plan 
to merge the War and Navy Departments into 
a Department of National Defense which 
would more effectively integrate and coor- 
dinate the activities of the three major com- 
ponents of our national defense, namely, the 
Ground Forces, the Naval Forces, and the Air 
Forces. Action was not completed on this 
proposal and the hearings should be resumed 
at the next session of the Congress, 

NUMBER OF BILLS 


A total of 227 bills or resolutions were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Naval Affairs 
during the Seventy-ninth Congress. The 
Congress was in session for approximately 18 
months. During this time the committee 
met 101 different days. The usual commit- 
tee meeting was of 2 hours’ duration but on 
many occasions hearings were held both in 
the morning and afternoon, at which times 
from 5 to 6 hours per day were epent on com- 
mittee business, 


CONCLUSION 


The Senate Naval Affairs Committee was 
established December 10, 1816, and is one 
of the 11 original standing committees of 
the Senate. Prior to 1816, select commit- 
tees were appointed to handle any particular 
legislation as it came up on the Senate floor. 

During the 130 years of its existence, the 
Committee on Naval Affairs has recom- 
mended to the Congress and the Congress 
has approved legislation providing our coun- 
try with a Navy which has been capable 
of preventing any enemy outside of the con- 
tinental limits of the United States from 
bringing war to our shores. During this 
time we have maintained a Navy capable 
of meeting and defeating our enemies at 
sea and keeping war at a safe distance from 
our own coasts. 

Upon the expiration of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, the Committee on Naval Affairs 
will cease to exist and will be merged with 
the Senate Military Affairs Committee, under 
the reorganization of Congress, into a Com- 
mittee on the Armed Forces. It is hoped 
that the new committee will establish and 
will continue to adhere to a sound naval 
policy which will enable us to command the 
sea and air approaches to the Western Hemi- 
sphere, and provide the instrumentalities of 
war capable of protecting us until such time 
as means other than warfare are developed 
to settle international disputes. 


TRUST ASSOCIATION OF H. KEMPNER 


As in legislative session, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
334) for the relief of the Trust Associa- 
tion of H. Kempner, which was, on page 
2, line 17, to strike out “Secretary of the 
Treasury” and insert “Trust Association 
of H, Kempner.” 

Mr. CONNALLY. I move that the 
Senate concur in the House amendment, 
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since it involves merely the correction 
of a clerical error. 
The motion was agreed to. 


AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND INTERNAL REVENUE CODE—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, since 
the conference report on the social secu- 
rity measure, House bill 7037, must go to 
the House for final action, I now submit 
the conference report and I ask unan- 
imous consent for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the clerk will report the conference 
report. 

The Chief Clerk read the conference 
report, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
7037) to amend the Social Security Act and 
the Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 42 and 52. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 2, 244, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, and 41 
and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 2, line 13, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments strike out “July 17“ and insert 
“July 16"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 3, line 3, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out “July 1, 1947“ and 
insert “January 1, 1948"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this title, no compensation shall be 
paid to any individual pursuant to this title 
with respect to unemployment occurring 
prior to the date when funds are made avail- 
able for such payments.”; and the Senate 
agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 29: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree 
to the same with amendments as follows: 
On page 5, line 6, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out 815,000,000“ and 
insert in lieu thereof “‘$11,000,000'"; in 
line 10, strike out “$7,500,000” and insert 
85,500,000“ in line 11, strike out “$50,000” 
and insert “$35,000"; in line 12, strike out 
“$7,500,000” and insert “$5,500,000"; in line 
17, strike out 67.500, 000“ and insert 
85,500,000“ in line 19, strike out “ ‘$10,- 
000,000“ and insert 87.500, 000“; in line 
23, strike out 85,000, 000 and insert 83. 
750,000"; in line 24, strike out “$40,000” and 
insert "$30,000"; in line 25, strike out “$5,- 
000,000” and insert “$3,750,000.” 

On page 6, line 6, strike out 85,000,000.“ 
and insert “ ‘$3,750,000’; in line 8, strike 
out “ ‘$5,000,000’ "" and insert “ ‘$3,500,000’ *; 
in line 10, strike out “ ‘$30,000'” and insert 
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~“ ‘$20,000’ "; in line 14, strike out “$1,500,000” 
and insert “$1,000,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- - 
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow- 
ing: ; 

“(c) The amendments made by subsection 
(b) shall not require amended allotments for 
the fiscal year 1947 until sufficient appropri- 
ations have been made to carry out such 
amendments, and allotments from such ap- 
propriations shall be made in amounts not 
exceeding the amounts authorized by the 
amendments made by this section.” 

Amendments numbered 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
48, 49, 50, and 51: That the House recede from 
its disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 
and 51, and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: In lieu of the matter pro- 
posed to be stricken out and in lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by such Sen- 
ate amendments insert the following: 

“Sec. 501. Old-Age Assistance. 

“(a) Section 3 (a) of the Social Security 
Act, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 3. (a) From the sums appropriated 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved 
plan for old-age assistance, for each quarter, 
beginning with the quarter commencing Oc- 
tober 1, 1946, (1) an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal 
to the sum of the following proportions of 
the total amounts expended during such 
quarter as old-age assistance under the State 
plan with respect to each needy individual 
who at the time of such expenditure is sixty- 
five years of age or older and is not an in- 
mate of a public institution, not counting so 
much of such expenditure with respect to 
any such individual for any month as ex- 
ceeds $45— 

„A) Two-thirds of such expenditures, not 
counting so.much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $15 multiplied by the total number of such 
individuals who received old-age assistance 
for such month, plus 

„B) One-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 


and (2) an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as found necessary by the Adminis- 
trator for the proper and efficient adminis- 
tration of the State plan, which amount shall 
be used for paying the costs of administer- 
ing the State plan or for old-age assistance, 
or both, and for no other purpose.’ 

“(b) Section 3 (b) of such Act is amend- 
ed (1) by striking out ‘one-half’, and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘the State's propor- 
tionate share’; (2) by striking out ‘clause 
(1) ot! wherever it appears in such sub- 
section; (3) by striking out ‘in accordance 
with the provisions of such clause’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘in accordance with 
the provisions of such subsection’; and (4) 
by striking out ‘, Increased by 5 per centum’. 
“Src. 502. Aid to Dependent Children. 

“(a) Section 403 (a) of the Social Security 
Act, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 403. (a) From the sums appropriated 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved 
plan for aid to dependent children, for each 
quarter, beginning with the quarter com- 
mencing October 1, 1946, (1) an amount, 
which shall be used exclusively as aid to de- 
pendent children, equal to the sum of the 
following proportions of the total amounts 
expended during such quarter as aid to de- 
pendent children under the State plan, not 
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counting so much of such expenditure with 
respect to any dependent child for any month 
as exceeds $24, or if there is more than one 
dependent child in the same home, as exceeds 
$24 with respect to one such dependent child 
and $15 with respect to each of the other 
dependent children— 

“*CA) Two-thirds of such expenditures, 
not counting so much of any expenditure 
with respect to any month as exceeds the 
product of $9 multiplied by the total number 
of dependent children with respect to whom 
aid to dependent children is paid for such 
month, plus 

„B) One-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A);’ 
and (2) an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as found necessary by the Adminis- 
trator for the proper and efficient adminis- 
tration of the State plan, which amount shall 
be used for paying the costs of administering 
the State plan or for aid to dependent chil- 
dren, or both, and for no other purpose. 

“(b) Section 403 (b) of such Act is amend- 
ed by striking out ‘one-half’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘the State's proportionate 
share.’ 


“Sec. 503. Aid to the Blind. 


“(a) Section 1003 (a) of the Social Security 
Act, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 1003. (a) From the sums appropri- 
ated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an ap- 
proved plan for aid to the blind, for each 
quarter, beginning with the quarter com- 
mencing October 1, 1946, (1) an amount, 
which shall be used exclusively as aid to the 
blind, equal to the sum of the following pro- 
portions of the total amounts expended dur- 
ing such quarter as ald to the blind under 
the State plan with respect to each needy in- 
dividual who is blind and is not an inmate 
of a public institution, not counting so much 
of such expenditure with respect to any such 
individual for any month as exceeds $45— 

„A) Two-thirds of such expenditures, 
not counting so much of any expenditure 
with respect to any month as exceeds the 
product of $15 multiplied by the total num- 
ber of such inviduals who received aid to the 
blind for such month, plus 

“*(B) One-half of the amount by which 

such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as found necessary by the Admin- 
istrator for the proper and efficient admin- 
Astration of the State plan, which amount 
shall be used for paying the costs of admin= 
istering the State plan or for aid to the blind, 
or both, and for no other purpose.’ 
. “(b) Section 1003 (b) of such Act is 
amended by striking out ‘one-half’, and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘the State's propor- 
tionate share.’ 


“Sec. 504. Effective Period. 


“Sections 501, 502, and 503 shall be effec- 
tive with respect to the period commencing 
October 1, 1946 and ending on December 31, 
1947.” 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“TITLE VI—VETERANS’ EMERGENCY HOUSING ACT 
OF 1946 

“Sec. 601. Section (a) of the Act of June 
11, 1946 (Public Law 404, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress) is amended by striking out the period 
at the end thereof and inserting a semicolon 
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and the following: ‘and the Veterans’ Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1946'.” 
And the Senate agree to the same, 
WALTER F, GEORGE, 
Davin I. WALSH, 
ALBEN BARKLEY, 
Tom CONNALLY, ; 
ROBERT M. La FOLLETTE, Jr., 
A. H. VANDENBERG, 
ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
R. L. DOUGHTON, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
W. D. Murs, 
HAROLD KNUTSON, 
DANIEL A. REED, 
Roy O. WOODRUFF, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator briefly explain it? 


Mr. GEORGE. I shall be glad to do so. 


There were of course a great many 
amendments made in the Senate to 
House bill 7037. Many of them were 
technical. Generally speaking, all the 
technical amendments and clarifying 
amendments were accepted by the House. 
The material changes made in important 
provisions of the bill relate primarily to 
title IV of the bill dealing with maternal 
and child welfare. Roughly speaking, 
the House concurred in all these several 
amendments, but reduced by about one- 
third the appropriation provided in the 
bill as passed by the Senate. In round 
figures the Senate had brought up these 
several appropriations to approximately 
$30,000,000, and the effect of the confer- 
ence was to reduce these increases made 
by the Senate to about $21,000,000 or 
$22,000,000. 

The first item, for instance, was in- 
creased from $5,820,000, to $15,000,000 by 
the Senate, but the conferees cut that in- 
crease back to $11,000,000. And so on, 
through the various categories dealing 
with child welfare and maternal welfare 
appropriations. 

The other important amendment made 
related to title V of the bill, the so-called 
variable grants provision, which the Sen- 
ate inserted and which personally as 
chairman of the Senate conferees I re- 
gretted much to give up. The net effect 
of the agreement reached in conference 
was to eliminate the variable grants pro- 
vision. But in the case of old age and 
blind benefits the Federal Government, 
under the conference report, is to match 
two-thirds up to $15, and above $15 up 
to $45. The matching is to be as provided 
in the present law, 50-50 on the part of 
the State and the Federal Government. 
So that every State will actually receive 
an additional allotment out of Federal 
funds, whether they be the so-called low 
income States or the high income States. 

Mr. LANGER. ` Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER, I did not quite under- 
stand about the matching in the case of 
old-age assistance benefits. Up to what 
amount is the Government to contribute 
two-thirds. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Up to $15 for each 
aged person or each blind person. 
Mr. LANGER. Might I 

whether the age was left at 65? 

Mr. GEORGE. The age was left at 65, 
just as under existing law. I might say 
now that this provision is temporary, and 
contrary to the provisions made for ma- 
ternal welfare, and so forth, which be- 
come permanent in the law; but this pro- 
vision is temporary and runs for only five 
quarters, beginning with the quarter 
commencing October 1, 1946, running 
through the entire calendar year 1947. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, after 
the rate of $15 is reached the States and 
the Government match equally up to $45. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. Forty- 
five dollars is the technical limit fixed in 
the bill. Actually, of course, if the State 
is paying $50, it will receive $25 from the 
Federal appropriation. But if the State 
is paying only $45, it will still receive $25 
out of the Federal appropriation. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the Federal Goy- 
ernment contribute two-thirds of $15, re- 
gardless of the total amount? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; that is the effect 
of the provision. 

Mr. LANGER. So if the total amount 
is $40, the Federal Government con- 
tributes two-thirds of the first $15, and 
the remainder is matched on a 50-50 
basis. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is correct. 
That is true in the case of the aged and 
blind. In the case of dependent children, 
the Federal Government matches to the 
extent of two-thirds, up to $9. There 
has been a readjustment of the ceiling 
for the first child and for subsequent 
children; but in each case the Federal 
Government will match two-thirds of the 
first $9 paid in the case of a dependent 
child or children. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is it the idea, in mak- 
ing this provision temporary, that there 
may be further legislation in the next 
Congress which will be more in keeping 
with the bill as passed by the Senate? 

Mr. GEORGE. The idea is, of course, 
that the whole social-security system 
must be overhauled. 

That leads me to say that title VI of 
the bill, which called for a study and re- 
port by the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation by October 1 next 
year, was disagreed to by the House, and 
the Senate conferees acquiesced in that 
dsagreement. The House conferees took 
the position rather strongly that many 
of the members of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, which has a member- 
ship of 25, wish to participate in any so- 
cial-security studies which are made, so 
the Senate conferees were persuaded to 
eliminate that provision. 

Mr. WHERRY. That does not mean 
that the Senate committee will not con- 
tinue to study the question, does it? 
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Mr. GEORGE. No. It simply means 
that there will not be an express pro- 
vision of the law requiring the joint com- 
mittee to make a study. r 

Mr. WHERRY. Iam hopeful that the 
study will continue under the able lead- 
ership of the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, because I feel that we cer- 
tainly need to put forth every effort pos- 
sible to put into effect at least the pro- 
visions of the bill as passed by the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that is the view 
that is almost unanimously accepted by 
the members of the Finance Committee, 
as well as by members of the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the State pays 
$15, will the Federal Government pay 
an additional $10, so that the total will 
be $25? Suppose the State pays $15, will 
the Federal Government pay an addi- 
tional $10? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. It is the other 
way around. Of the first $15 paid by 
the State for any aged or biind person, 
the Federal Government will contribute 
$10, or two-thirds of the $15. If the 
State pays benefits beyond that amount, 
the matching is on a 50-50 basis, as under 
existing law. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to commend 
the Senator for the excellent report, and 
the great assistance it will mean to many 
of those who have been in dire need of 
increased pensions. 

Mr. GEORGE. My hope is that all the 
States will bring their minimum pay- 
ments to the aged and blind at least up 
to $15. Only $5 of it would be payable by 
the State during the next five quarters, 
and $10 would be paid out of the Federal 
Treasury. That should act as an in- 
centive to bring the minimum payments 
up to $15. t 

One further amendment, relating to 
certain provisions of our income-tax 
laws, was disagreed to very vigorously by 
the House conferees, and that amend- 
ment was stricken in the conference 
report. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Was that the 
amendment with reference to annuities 
which I offered in the committee? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the amend- 
ment which the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky offered, and which was 
approved by the Senate. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my very deep regret that that 
amendment was eliminated in the con- 


ference. What the amendment did was 


to provide that when an employee and 
an employer enter into a contract by 
which an annuity is purchased, and un- 
der which the employer makes a contri- 
bution for the purchase of an annuity 
for the benefit of the employee at some 
future date, the employee should not be 
required to regard that contribution for 
the purchase of an annuity as income for 
the year in which the annuity is pur- 
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chased. It should be regarded as income 
for income-tax purposes only when the 
employee begins to receive benefits by 
reason of the annuity. For a long time 
the Treasury adopted that policy by its 
own regulations. All the amendment did 
was to provide that contracts made be- 
tween 1938 and the effective date of the 
Revenue Act of 1942 should not be 
charged to the employee as income until 
he begins to receive benefits from the 
annuity. The amendment was emi- 
nently fair. The idea of charging an 
employee, in the year in which the an- 
nuity is purchased, the entire amount 
as income for that year seems to me to 
be the rankest injustice. The Senate 
approved the amendment. I understand 
that the Treasury opposed it, although 
it had adopted it as a policy prior to 
1942. 

I merely wish to state that in connec- 
tion with the next tax bill I intend to 
press this amendment in the committee 
and in the Senate. I hope it will be 
agreed to hereafter, because it seems to 
me only common justice that employees 
who enter into contracts with employers 
for the purchase of annuities ought not 
to be charged income tax until they be- 
gin to receive benefits from the an- 
nuities. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Senator 
from Kentucky. I believe that when the 
next tax bill comes over from the House 
we ought to undertake a comprehensive 
study of the pension-trust provisions. 
This is only one of the respects in which 
I believe the Treasury has assumed a 
very arbitrary position, and assumed 
power which I think is not in accord with 
the provisions of the law which was en- 
acted in 1942. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator. 
I agree entirely. This amendment could 
not possibly have been of any great im- 
portance to the Treasury, although it is 
of considerable importance to the indi- 
viduals who, as employees, have entered 
into contracts for the purchase of an- 
nuities under which they do not begin 
to reap benefits until years in the future. 
I hope that in addition to this injustice 
we may correct some of the other injus- 
tices in the present tax laws. 

Mr. LA POLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia suffer a 
brief interruption in order that I may 
make a short statement? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. As one of the 
conferees, I regret very much that this 
bill did not reach the Senate in time for 
a full consideration of the urgent neces- 
sity for an overhauling of the Social 
Security Act. I think it should be em- 
phasized—because some do not under- 
stand it—that the Senate cannot act on 
a matter of this kind until the House 
acts first, because under the Constitu- 
tion, legislation carrying taxes must 
originate in the House of Representa- 
tives. I, for one, regret very much that 


the House conferees would not accept 


the amendment offered by the able Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr, VANDENBERG] 
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providing for a thorough study, com- 
mencing at once, by the staff, under the 
auspices of the Joint Committee on In- 
ternal Revenue Taxation, of the entire 
problem of social security. 

However, the House conferees objected 
to the amendment. They resisted it 
strenuously, and we had to yield. But, 
with all due respect to the very able 
membership of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, and with all due re- 
spect to their prerogatives under the 
Constitution, in having the power to 
initiate legislation of this character, I 
wish to express, very respectfully, the 
hope that at the beginning of the next 
session of Congress, speedy and adequate 
consideration will be given by the Ways 
and Means Committee to the urgent 
necessity of eliminating some of the hor- 
rible injustices which exist under the 
present system; that the House will act 
in sufficient time so that the Senate, as 
the coordinate body, may have its full 
right, under the Constitution, to consider 
this matter; and that then, if there are 
differences between the two Houses, 
ample time will be afforded for an ade- 
quate, full, and free conference, such as 
we cannot have now, when faced with 
adjournment. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to concur wholeheartedly in the state- 
ment made by the able Senator from 
Wisconsin. I think it a matter of great 
regret that this bill did not reach the 
Senate until Friday of last week, so that 
we were not able to do many things 
which should be done in connection with 
our social-security law. 

Mr. President, it would seem unneces- 
sary to call attention to other amend- 
ments, inasmuch as they are set forth in 
the conference report. One of the 
amendments was agreed to in order to 
avoid the possibility of the raising of a 
point of order in the House. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I move the 
adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield to the 
Senator from Texas? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to say a word 
on this matter. As one of the conferees 
on this bill, I agree with the statement 
made by the Senator from Wisconsin. I 
think the whole subject matter should 
receive thorough study and examination. 

Mr. President, some years ago, in an 
effort to aid the weak and poor States 
with regard to old-age assistance, I in- 
troduced in the Senate a bill providing 
for a Federal contribution of two-thirds 
of the money up to $15, and thereafter 
for a Federal contribution of 50 percent. 
That provision is what is now incorpo- 
rated in the present conference report. 
I did not move its adoption in the con- 
ference, because I was under instruc- 
tions to sustain the Senate’s position. 
The adoption of that provision was 
moved by the House conferees. They 
moved the adoption of the plan whereby 
Federal money supplies two-thirds of the 
payments up to $15, and thereafter Fed- 
eral money provides 50 percent of the 
payments. I am very highly gratified 
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that the plan was finally adopted, rather 
than the present harsh method of a 
50-50 arrangement, which results in 
having the old-age assistance which is 
paid to a man who lives in a poor State 
amount to a mere pittance, whereas a 
man living in a rich State will receive a 
large amount. 

Mr. President, I think that ultimately 
we shall have to revamp the whole sys- 
tem; but this is at least a beginning of 
the right kind. 

Therefore, I express approval of the 
conference report, and I hope it will be 
adopted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
adoption by the Senate of the conference 
report on the social security bill, which 
includes increases for the needy aged, 
the blind, and dependent children, is an 
event of more than passing interest to 
millions of America’s senior citizens, our 
needy blind, and also our dependent 
children. I believe the Congress is de- 
serving of commendation for having 
taken this important step because we 
thereby give recognition to the fact that 
the greatly increased cost of living had 
left these aged persons, the blind, and 
dependent children in an anomalous po- 
sition. 

Personally, I feel rather strongly about 
this legislation. More than 2 years ago 
Isought to secure approval of an amend- 
ment which would have eliminated the 
So-called need clause from the Social 
Security Act. I felt then, and I still be- 
lieve, that the need clause was and is an 
unfair imposition on many deserving 
people who are the recipients of old-age 
assistance in every State in the Union. 

Despite the fact that revenue matters 
and tax changes must originate in the 
House of Representatives, I introduced in 
March of 1945 an amendment to the So- 
cial Security Act which would have per- 
mitted those who receive old-age as- 
sistance to obtain outside employment 
and allowing the income from such em- 
ployment to supplement their old-age 
assistance payments without prejudice to 
the amount of such payment. Subse- 
quently, in January of this year I offered 
legislation which would have increased 
by 35 percent the amount of the Federal 
contribution to the various States for old- 
age assistance, aid to the blind and to 
dependent children. I pointed out at 
that time that the Congress had given 
general recognition to the fact that the 
cost of living in this country had risen 
tremendously by increasing substantially 
the salaries of practically all Federal 
employees. Moreover, our Government 
had recognized this increase in cost of 
living by endorsing substantia} hourly 
wage increases in all industry. Unfor- 
tunately, that proposal for a variable 
increase in old-age assistance and for 
the blind and dependent children met 
with opposition from representatives of 
some of the States. 

In June of this year I introduced an- 
other amendment which provided for a 
flat increase of $5 per month to be borne 
by the Federal Government in payments 
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to those receiving old-age assistance and 
for payments to the blind. An increase 
of $3 per month for dependent children 
was also provided. In that amendment I 
was joined by 12 Members of this body, 
and we finally have been successful in 
securing the adoption of this proposal 
to the Social Security Act amendment 
which we haye now passed. 

I would like to point out that this 
amendment will not cost any State a 
penny. The entire increase is to be borne 
by the Federal Government. Frankly, I 
still believe that the increase which we 
are approving is still far from sufficient 
to meet the greatly increased cost of 
living which those who are to receive this 
payment must face. I believe it is im- 
portant to remember that these aged 
persons, the blind, and dependent chil- 
dren rarely if ever have any means of 
supplementing their present wholly in- 
adequate and meager income. In many 
States the total amount of the old-age 
assistance payment is so small that these 
people find it difficult to exist, let alone 
live decently. In my own State of Ari- 
zona the maximum payment to the aged 
is $40 per month. If the State con- 
tributes a maximum of $20 per month as 
it now does this legislation will increase 
that payment by $5 per month, bringing 
the total maximum payment to $45 per 
month. Similarly, the maximum month- 
ly payment to the blind in Arizona will be 
increased by $5 while the maximum 
monthly payment to dependent children 
will be increased from $18 to $21 for the 
first child and for each additional child 
from $12 to $15. 

I hope that my State will immediately 
take the necessary steps to see to it that 
the State contribution is not decreased 
so that the aged, the blind, and depend- 
ent children will have the benefit of the 
increased Federal payment which we 
have now secured. 

Iam happy that we have accomplished 


at least this much in adding to the in- 


come of these needy citizens and future 
citizens of this country. I look forward 
to the day when our senior citizens may 
further implement their income so that 
they may be able to live in decent com- 
fort during their declining years. 


OPA PRICES ON COTTONSEED, COTTON- 
SEED OIL, AND BYPRODUCTS 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as in 
legislative session, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the body of the 
Recorp a statement which was sent to 
Mr. Paul Porter, Administrator of the 
OPA, by the junior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Russet], the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], and myself. 
The statement is in reference to cotton- 
seed problems, and what we believe to 
be in the best interests of the southern 
farmer who produces cottonseed, cotton 
linters, and their byproducts. I wish to 
state that we sent this statement to Mr. 
Porter after holding conferences on the 
subject, and after careful deliberation 
among ourselves. Our purpose in send- 
ing it to Mr. Porter and the OPA was so 
that the OPA would know the situation 
of the cotton farmer and would do some- 
thing before very long about it, because 
the cotton crop is already commencing 
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to move. We wish Mr. Porter to be fully 
aware of the fact that the present price 
ceilings on cotton linters and cottonseed 
are adversely affecting our farmers, and 
will continue to do so unless the prices 
are adjusted in keeping with other prices. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 


The price of cottonseed at the oil mills 
should be $70 per ton to allow cotton pro- 
ducers a price for their cottonseed which 
will compensate them for the increase in the 
cost of their production and bring the price 
of one of their principal products in line with 
the prices received by producers of other oil- 
bearing seeds and competitive animal fats 
and oils. 

The price which the farmer receives for 
cottonseed has actually decreased during the 
war. In 1941 Leon Henderson, Civilian Price 
Administrator, announced that $60 per ton 
was a fair price for cottonseed, based upon 
the cost of production at that time. Since 
1941 the cost of living has increased 34 per- 
cent, while the cost of producing cotton and 
cottonseed has increased over 100 percent, 
Far more labor is required in producing cot- 
ton and cottonseed than in any other major 
crop, and the labor cost on the cotton farms 
of the South has increased 333 percent. In 
1942 cottonseed was actually lower than in 
1941. The United States Department of Agri- 
culture’s support price on cottonseed that 
year was established at $50 per ton for the 
1942 crop. In 1943 the farm price was $53 
per ton, as a result of an increase of $10 per 
ton allowed in cottonseed mill prices in that 
year, and no change has been made in the 
support prices from that time to date. 

It must be remembered that cottonseed is 
not a byproduct, but that the average cotton 
farmer supports his family 4 to 5 months dur- 
ing each year on the income from his cotton- 
seed. The income from cotton is usually used 
up by the time the crop is made, and the 
farmer lives during the fall and winter largely 
from the cottonseed income. Normally, 25 
percent of a cotton farmer’s total income 
comes from the sale of cottonseed. 

The argument is used and we present it 
at this point in this brief to clear up a 
popular misconception that cottonseed prices 
today are above parity. This statement has 
been made by a Government official and is 
foolish. During the base parity period of 
1909-14 there was practically no cottonseed 
industry. Cottonseed at that time was used 
principally as a low grade, cheap nitrate fer- 
tilizer and, of course, was not worth very 
much, This industry has grown up since 
the base parity period and is today the 
principal source of vegetable fats, oils, and 
proteins, in America, 

Government support prices on competing 
oil seeds, however, have been increased con- 
siderably during the same period. Soybean 
prices were increased from an average of 
$1.55 per bushel in 1942 to $2.04 per bushel 
for the 1946 crop which is equivalent to 
about $14.50 a ton or 31.6 percent. Flaxseed 
prices were increased from $2.40 per bushel 
in 1942 to $3.60 on the 1946 crop or about 
$40 per ton or 50 percent. Oil from flax- 
seed does not compete with cottonseed be- 
cause it is inedible but flaxseed meal com- 
petes directly in mixed feeds, Peanut sup- 
port prices were increased from $133 per 
ton on shell peanuts in 1942 to $160 per 
ton for the 1945 crop which will probably 
mean around $165 a ton or a total increase 
of $32 a ton or about 24 percent. Though 
cottonseed is the most important single 
source of vegetable oil, cottonseed has re- 
ceived no incentive when the cost of pro- 
duction has increased enormously. 

Although comparable support prices have 
not been in effect on other competitive oil 
seed products the results show that their 
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prices have increased also. Prices received 
by farmers for tung oil increased about $10 
per ton while prices on olives for crushing 
increased $80 per ton in the same pericd. 

The average increase in support prices on 
the principal vegetable oll-bearing seeds 
if applied to the support price of cotton- 
seed would mean a price for seed at almost 
$70 per ton at the mill today. 

The reason these cottonseed prices have 
been held down is largely because the price 
of the byproducts, cottonseed oil, cotton- 
seed meal, linters and hulls have been 
steadfastly held down. Ceiling price on 
cottonseed oil was fixed in 1941 at a rate 
which ayeragea about 12% cents a pound 
for the standard quality and has never been 
changed. The price of cottonseed meal was 
increased $10 a ton in 1943 and in May of 
this year increased again $14 a ton. Hulls 
were stabilized under the maximum average 
price regulation in 1941 and were fixed by 
the OPA in 1943 at $13 a ton and have not 
been changed. Linters were fixed in 1941 at 
from 9 to 11 cents per pound for first cuts 
depending on quality and from 4 to 414 cents 
per pound for second cuts. These prices were 
rolled back in January 1946, to 7 cents for 
first cuts and 3.8 cents for second cuts, which 
was done to help the rayon industry. Cot- 
tonseed linters are used extensively in the 
manufacture of rayon and the price roll back 
this year was done unfairly and unjustly 
to lower the cost of production of rayon 
and thus enable them to compete with prod- 
ucts of American Cotton Textile Industries. 
Prices which farmers have received for cot- 
tonseed have averaged from $4 to $5 per ton 
under the support price at the mills which 
accounts for the cost of transportation and 
ginning. 

Increases in prices on butter, a direct com- 
petitor to cottonseed oil which is used in 
oleomargarine and other butter substitutes, 
have shown even further increases from 34 
cents a pound for 92-score butter at the 
wholesale markets in New York in 1941 to 
47 cents a pound June 14, 1946, then 57.4 
cents a pound June 17, 1946, and to 71% 
cents a pound recently. Lard prices were 
89 cents a pound for prime steam tierces 
in Chicago in 1941, 13.8 cents a pound during 
the war and recently were quoted at 15.05 a 


pound. 

The world price on all cottonseed products 
is considerably higher than the present pre- 
vailing prices of the United States. The 
world price for first-cut cottonseed linters 
is 13 cents per pound, while OPA is holding 
down the American producer to the pitifully 
low level of 7 cents per pound. In fact, for- 
eign-produced cottonseed linters are import- 
ed into this country at 13 cents per pound 
and UNRRA has been paying the Brazilian 
producers this same amount for first-cut 
linters produced in that country. This is 
also true of second-cut linters. The world 
price level is 7 cents per pound against 3.8 
cents which OPA has forced upon the Ameri- 
can producers and in addition cottonseed oil 
from Mexico sells today at 26 cents per 
pound against 12.58 cents in this country, 
while cottonseed meal and cottonseed in 
Mexico are worth $100 per ton. 

The price of cottonseed today is not sum- 
cient to return to the grower enough to pay 
for the picking of his cotton as it has always 
done. For years the cotton farmer has de- 
pended on the money he gets from the sale 
of his cottonseed to pay the cost of picking 
his crop. He has usually been able to do 
that but labor has advanced to the point 
where the income from the seed will no 
longer pay for picking the crop. 

Last year the cost of cotton picking aver- 
aged about $2 per 100 pounds across the belt 
according to BAE figures. In the irrigated 
sections of the West it was considerably 
higher, in the Mississippi Delta it was set at 
$2.40 per 100 pounds with extra allowances, 
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and many had to pay as much as $3 in some 
sections of the belt. At this rate, it costs 
the farmer about $28 to pick a 500-pound 
bale of lint cotton which is made from 1,400 
pounds of seed cotton (the average propor- 
tion is 500 pounds of lint cotton to 900 
pounds of seed). This season we know the 
cost of picking will be higher. Picking costs 
have opened in south Georgia at $3.50 per 
100 pounds this season and will be $3.50 and 
$4 across the belt before the season is over. 
This means the farmer will have to pay $49 
to $56 a bale to get his cotton picked. 

The present supported price of cottonseed 
at #56 per ton at the gin means about $52 
to the farmer, after allowing the cost of 
ginning, which means only about $23.40 a 
bale to be credited against the cost of pick- 
ing. This is $4.50 less than it cost him 
to pick his cotton this past year and about 
$25 to $30 less than it will cost him to pick 
his cotton this coming season at $3.50 and 
#4 per 100 pounds. Those who have to pay 
more for picking will have to dig deeper 
into the proceeds from the sale of lint cot- 
ton. It is true now as much as ever before 
that the proceeds from the lint are barely 
sufficient to pay for the use of the land, in- 
terest, taxes and furnish provisions for the 
labor during the year because costs have 
gone up so greatly. i 

Wages for picking cotton last year accord- 
ing to USDA figures were 333 percent of the 
1939 average and general wages for hired 
help in cotton States are shown in a May 
1946 USDA report to be 300 percent of the 
1939 base wage. Other costs the farmer 
has to pay have also gone up appreciably. 
In the latest available estimates for 1945 
the over-all costs of things the farmer buys 
not including labor were about 150 percent 
of 1939 and are undoubtedly up consider- 
ably more today. 

The return from the lint cotton has al- 
ways been used to reimburse the farmer 
for the cost of making his crop including 
the furnish to the tenants and all the out- 
of-pocket costs for seed and fertilizer, insec- 
ticide, and the extra costs of cultivating, 
planting, chopping and poisoning, defoliat- 
ing, etc., in addition to interest, taxes and 
return on the land and the risk which dur- 
ing recent bad weather years has meant 
serious losses, 

To permit this price the byproducts of the 
seed must be allowed to sell in line with other 
products with which they compete. A ton 
of cottonseed contains 313 pounds of oil 
which at the last average price fixed by OPA 
of 125, cents per pound is worth $39.51, 822 
pounds of meal which at the last OPA price 
averaged $60 a ton is worth $24.66, 585 
pounds of hulls worth $3.80 at the prevail- 
ing ceiling June 30, 1946 of $13 per ton and 
180 pounds of linters worth about $8.12 as- 
suming 35 percent are first cuts selling at the 
7 cents ceiling and 65 percent are second 
cuts selling at the 3.80 cents per pound 
ceiling. The remainder is waste material 
with little or no market value. The total 
value of the products at former OPA prices 
was $76.09. The spread between the value 
of seed at the mill and the value of the 
products before the war was around $12 per 
ton, according to Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration, which was the amount to cover 
cost of processing and handling the seed. 

In order to maintain the price of seed 
at $70 per ton at the mills and selling price 
of the oil and first cut linters have to be 
increased slightly. 

Linters are now entirely out of line with 
other general prices having been rolled back 
below prices established in 1941. The world 
price of linters, some of which are said to 
have come into this country, is twice the 
domestic price. First cut linters should be 
several cents per pound more than they are 
today, at least what they were in 1941, which 
was from 9 to 11 cents per pound depending 
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upon quality. An increase of 1 cent per 
pound of first quality linters in a mattress or 
upholstering for a chair or for wadding 
would hardly be noticeable. In an ordinary 
cotton mattress with a 50-pound filler the 
increase would be only 50 cents out of a cost 
of $12 to $15, 

An increase of two-tenths of a cent per 
pound is needed in second-cut chemical lint- 
ers to raise present ceiling from 3.80 cents 
to 4 cents per pound. Such a small increase 
would help to improve the value of cotton- 
seed, but would not even be detectable in 
the price of a shirt or any article of cloth- 
ing made from rayon produced from linters. 
Only about 1 pound of rayon goes into a 
shirt and the cotton linters is only a frac- 
tion of the cost of the rayon fiber—less than 
20 percent. 

No increase is Warranted in cottonseed meal 
and hulls because of the feed situation and 
in view of the fact that an increase has 
recently been granted in meal prices. 

Oil should be increased a few cents per 
pound from an average of 12% cents to 15 
cents per pound. In view of the fact that 
vegetable-oil products have not increased in 
price all during the war, some small increase 
would be in order and in line with increases 
in animal fats and dairy products. As the 
waste in producing shortening and other 
vegetable-oil table and kitchen products is 
only about 10 percent, the increase in prices 
of these products caused by an increase in 
cottonseed-oil prices would be very small. As 
a result, shortening and oleomargarine might 
be increased from about 25 and 26 cents to 
only 27½ or 28% cents per pound, 

With these recommended increases, the 
new values of the byproducts would be as 
follows: 


Oil, 313 pounds at 15 cents 846. 90 


Meal, 822 pounds at 6690 =- 24.66 
Hulls, 585 pounds at 813 — 8 0 
First-cut linters, 40 pounds at 10 
—— JW 4. 00 
Second-cut linters, 140 pounds at 4 
eite... 60 
TED radi a tts; bm tS TEA 84,96 


Mill-processing costs have increased about 
$3 per ton over margin of $12 allowed by 
CCC in 1942, according to survey of 72 per- 
cent of all cottonseed-oll mills just com- 
pleted. Subtracting $14.96 for mill margins 
on the average gives $70 for the value of the 
seed at the oil mill. Freight from the gin 
usually averages $2 per ton, which means 
about $68 at the gins. Gin costs average 
about $3 per ton, which means that the 
farmer might expect to receive about $65 a 
ton for his seed. 

An increase in the farm price of seed is 
necessary to protect him against the high 
cost of living and give him the decent Income 
to which he is entitled. 

For the past 5 years the gross income per 
person in the farm population in the 10 
Southern States was only $370 a year, com- 
pared with $163 for the thirties. 

Even during the war the cotton-farmer's 
income has been about three-fifths of the 
average farm income for the country and 
one-fourth of the average income from the 
nonfarm population. 

BAE figures show that typical cotton farm- 
ers in the Piedmont put in 1.4 hours’ work 
on their farms for every pound of cotton they 
produce. While some of this time is in car- 
ing for the stock, the corn, and other com- 
plementary crops, all the time is necessary 
for the production of his cotton. At this 
rate, at today’s cotton prices, the farmer's 
return is less than 28 cents per hour. How 
can this compare with the hourly return of 
industrial workers, which is now about $1.04? 

The average tenant makes only 3% bales 
of cotton a year. If it costs $25 more to 
pick each bale than he gets from his seed, his 
net return would be seriously depleted. 
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APPOINTMENT AND EMPLOYMENT OF 
CERTAIN RETIRED OFFICERS—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


As in legislative session, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 
the following report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5626) to authorize the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to appoint and employ retired officers 
without affecting their retired status, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment, 

WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Davin I. WALSH, 
Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
ROBERT M. LA FOLLETTE, Jr., 
ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
CARL T. DURHAM, 
ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 
CHARLES R. CLASON, 
LESLIE C, ARENDS, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will not the Sena- 
tor explain the changes that were made? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The orig- 
inal bill was a measure to authorize and 
empower the Veterans’ Bureau to employ 
retired Army officers without interfering 
with their retirement rights. It does not 
give the officers any more compensation, 
but it merely enables the Veterans’ Bu- 
reau to employ them. It covers about 
25 employees. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
I understand, the conference report elim- 
inates the amendment providing a $5 
increase for the crippled and blind, and 
a $3 increase for dependent children, 
since that provision has been incorpo- 
rated in the social-security bill which 
we have just passed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; 
House bill 7037. 

In general, Mr. President, this bill re- 
lates to the employment of that group of 
officers who have been retired from active 
service in the armed forces because of 
age or length of service. At present, such 
officers entitled to yearly retired pay 
amounting to $2,500 or more may not be 
employed by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, no matter what their experience or 
ability. 

H. R. 5626 is designed to enable the 
Veterans’ Administration to secure the 
services of a number of such retired offi- 
cers who served outstandingly as physi- 
cians, executives, and hospital managers. 
They have had highly specialized train- 
ing and experience in the management of 
hospitals and offices. These men are 
urgently needed in the expanding pro- 
gram of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Under existing law, it is impossible to 
appoint these officers, when retired for 
age or length of service, to the positions 
which they are so well qualified to fill, 
because of their status as retired offi- 
cers of the armed forces. The proposed 
legislation will remove the restriction on 
appointment, and any retired officer will 
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be permitted to accept employment in the 
Veterans’ Administration without affect- 
ing his status as a retired officer. Thus 
officers retired for age or length of serv- 
ice will be placed in the same position 
with respect to employment by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration as officers retired 
for disability in line of duty. 

The authority requested will be exer- 
cised only in a limited number of cases 
where there can be no question of the 
ability of the individual to perform the 
highly specialized duties involved. 

H. R. 5626 does not in any way alter 
the limitations with respect to pay con- 
tained in section 212 of the Economy Act 
of 1932, as amended. Thus, generally 
speaking, officers retired for age, length of 
service, and disability not incurred in 
combat with the enemy, or resulting from 
an explosion of an instrumentality of war 
in line of duty, will not receive retired pay 
while employed by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration if the annual rate of compen- 
sation from their civilian position with 
the Veterans’ Administration is $3,000 or 
more. The enactment of H. R. 5626 will 
impose no expense on the Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the con- 
ference report? 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 


USE OF PAPER CUPS AND CONTAINERS AS 
DISEASE PREVENTIVE 


As in legislative session, 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr, President, experience is a great 
teacher but too often the lessons learned 
are forgotten as time dims the memory of 
that experience. 

Some of us remember that during 
World War I thousands of Americans— 
servicemen and civilians—died from one 
epidemic, namely, influenza. This Na- 
tion lost more lives through that one 
respiratory disease than it lost on all the 
fighting fronts. 

As a result of our World War I experi- 
ence with this major epidemic—infiuen- 
za—the lesson was not forgotten when 
we were again called on to prepare for 
war. Men and materials were mobilized 
to wage war on disease as Well as on the 
enemy. The medical services of the 
Army and Navy were ready with their 
plans for the protection of health. 
Health defense was an integral part of 
national defense. 

The health sector of the battle line re- 
quired many various kinds of supplies— 
some to cure, some to prevent disease. 
Since respiratory disease was the chief 
killer in World War I and it had been 
demonstrated by Lt. Col. James G. Cum- 
ming and his associate in research con- 
ducted in Army camps that when mess 
gear was properly washed in boiling wa- 
ter there was less influenza among the 
troops, it was imperative for the Army 
and Navy to make every effort to pro- 
vide clean service for every man at every 
meal wherever men and women of the 
services were fed. 

The small paper cup and container 
proved during the years of World War II 
to be a vital instrument of war, It is 
true the paper cup and container seems 
far removed from the larger implements 
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of war like the gun, tank, ship, and plane. 
Yet paper cups and containers did “go to 
war” and, through a multiplicity of uses, 
were a contributing factor to the record 
production of armament in this country, 
and they also served as the spearhead of 
the sanitation phase of all battle fronts. 

This was prophesied succinctly and 
well in an editorial that appeared in the 
Kingston Daily Freeman of October 31, 
1942, under the heading “Paper Cups.” 
It reads as follows: 

Sanitation will probably have as much to 
do with winning this war as anything else, 
And the humble little paper cup will be do- 
ing its part. It’s already “in there fighting” 
by millions, and the industry is running at 
capacity to fill the swelling demand. 

It may seem the height of luxury to sup- 
ply the Army and Navy with these handy 
little drinking cups. The fighting services 
are supposed to consist of he-men not paying 
much regard to dainty table manners. But 
it isn't a matter of daintiness; It’s a matter 
of human life, of military safety, of winning 
the war. Some experts think that terrible 
influenza epidemic in the last war might 
have been prevented, or greatly lessened, if 
the fighting men had been supplied with in- 
dividual drinking cups. 


Millions of paper cups and containers 
were used by the Army and Navy. Inad- 
dition to protecting health, they proved 
exceedingly valuable in the most efficient 
use of manpower, scarce metals, and 
needed space, as well as in the distribu- 
tion and serving of nutritious and appe- 
tizing foods. For example, there was 
neither a dishwasher nor dishwashing 
equipment on an Army or Navy bomber. 
Yet the members of such a crew had to 
have hot, wholesome food at stated times 
in order that they might successfully 
carry out their missions. These men 
often were in the air for hours at a time. 
Through the use of paper cups and con- 
tainers they were fed properly and on 
schedule. There was no need to take a 
man away from a bombsight or gun to 
wash and stack dishes, and the space 
that might have been reserved for dishes 
or dishwashing equipment was made 
available for additional bombs, 

This is typical of the vital role played 
by these products in other military ac- 
tivities. They had numerous Army uses, 
from the millions used in maneuvers to 
the great number used in medical and 
dental service. Troop trains, for exam- 
ple, used paper cups for serving fruit 
juice and ice cream. Sometimes com- 
plete meals were served in paper in the 
coaches when dining-car facilities were 
limited. Red Cross workers and mem- 
bers of the AWVS who met trains in 
railroad stations served soups, milk, cof- 
fee, and other beverages in paper cups. 
Post exchanges, too, were big users. 
Some Army posts used millions of paper 
cups every year, particularly where dish- 
washing facilities were nonexistent or 
inadequate. In officers’ clubs, USO can- 
teens, in the field, in camp or on leave, 
wherever soldiers were fed, paper cups 
and containers were found to be filling an 
important role. 

The Navy likewise used paper cups and 
containers on fleet units, at naval bases, 
and in civilian areas under naval juris- 
diction. This policy helped protect the 
health of the men in uniform as well as 
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the health of the public in those com- 
munities. It also enabled the Navy to 
save time and labor in the feeding of 
large numbers of men at transfer points. 
Almost all fleet units—from PT boats to 
battleships—carried paper cups and con- 
tainers for feeding purposes. Large ship- 
ments of paper cups and containers were 
carried to our fighting forces overseas, 
including the jungle country in the South 
Pacific where all health measures were 
of especial importance. No hospital ship 
was without its supply. 

Wherever the American fighter went, 
the paper cup and container went also, 
to help protect his health. 

At the same time, a new problem arose 
on the home front. The demands for 
more and more weapons with which to 
fight the enemy led to the development of 
super plants and factories. This Nation 
became the arsenal of democracy. Em- 
ployment of men and women soared to a 
new high. Most industries engaged in 
turning out the sinews of war were oper- 
ating on a 24-hour-a-day basis. It was 
important to keep this army of home- 
front workers well fed and in good health. 
Out of this necessity developed the in- 
plant feeding system. This was the sys- 
tem whereby wholesome and appetizing 
food was served to the worker within the 
very shadow of his lathe, crane, or 
drawpress. 

However, this number increased to 
more than 8,000,000 through the estab- 
lishment of restaurants and cafeterias at 
accessible points in plants and shipyards 
and by mobile units that transported hot, 
nutritious food to designated stations 
throughout the working area. The es- 
tablishment of such feeding operations 
meant the saving of millions of man- 
hours. It enabled workers in large and 
sprawling plants to be well fed during a 
shortened lunch hour: It also eliminated 
the inconvenience of waiting in line at 
outside restaurants for meals, The use 
of paper cups and containers made it 
possible also to serve between-meal 
snacks to workers on the job. Experi- 
ence proved that these snacks relieved 
fatigue and by so doing reduced accidents 
and increased the production of the 
worker. There was no waste of time via 
dishwashing in those plants; nor broken 
china. Paper cups and containers were 
utilized to serve hot foods hot, cold foods 
cold, and with a minimum of time and 
confusion. 

Such food kept the men and women 
workers healthy, reduced the time lost 
from their job via illness and accidents, 
and aided greatly in meeting the cry for 
“more guns, more planes, more tanks, 
more ships.” 

The widespread use of paper cups and 
containers by the military and by opera- 
tors of in-plant feeding establishments 
served another vital purpose. It re- 
leased the searce metals which would 
have been needed for dishwashing equip- 
ment for the more important manufac- 
ture of ships, tanks, and planes. And 
manpower which would have been need- 
ed to operate dishwashing equipment 
was made available for the manufactur- 
ing of fighting tools. 

The demand for sure health protec- 
tion and the problem of dishwashing 
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helped induce one hospital to make pre- 
liminary experiments with paper. Those 
experiments were so successful that the 
hospital switched to using 30,000 plates, 
bowls, and cups a day. This replaced the 
10,000 pieces of china and glass formerly 
washed and sterilized twice daily and, of 
even more importance, released 70 em- 
ployees for urgently needed duties. 

Paper cups and containers also proved 
extremely valuable in emergency feed- 
ings. Millions of cups were sent to and 
used in feeding the bombed-out residents 
of England during the blitz; and even 
more millions were held in readiness for 
use had they been needed in our own 
country. Service organizations like the 
Red Cross, which must be prepared to 
feed large groups in emergencies, used 
paper cups and containers extensively. 
The Red Cross knew paper Service helped 
in its speed of mobilization, serving 
meals under sanitary conditions, provid- 
ing hot, nourishing food, and efficiency 
in cooking, transporting, and serving 
meals. 

Restaurants and other public feeding 
establishments experienced a boom dur- 
ing the war that led them to feed more 
people than ever before in their history. 

The abhormal increase in business 
made it difficult for many establishments 
to keep its eating utensils clean. A War 
Production Board order, for example, 
limited the use of iron and steel for dish- 
washing equipment except for Army, 
Navy, war plant, and hospital supplies. 
The War Manpower Commission listed 
dishwashers as nonessential to the war 
and dishwashing labor became increas- 
ingly scarce; particularly in the vicinity 
of war plants. The periods of wartime 
fuel shortages made it difficult for res- 
taurant operators to meet the rigid re- 
strictions of sanitation departments that 
required scalding water for the sanitiz- 
ing of eating and drinking utensils. 
Through the use of paper cups and paper 
containers, public feeding establish- 
ments were able to overcome many of the 
problems arising from a shortage of 
equipment and manpower and thus con- 
tinue their big job of providing sanitary 
service for millions of men and women 
engaged in the war effort. 

Government agencies quickly realized 
the prominent part paper cups and con- 
tainers were playing in the prosecution 
of the war. With the aid of the indus- 
try’s advisory committee, the War Man- 
power Commission classified the paper 
cup and container industry as essential 
to the war effort. The War Production 
Board placed production under a pri- 
ority system which assured the armed 
forces, workers in war plants, patients 
in hospitals, schools, the Red Cross, and 
certain transportation lines of needed 
supplies of paper cups and containers. 
This was accomplished by setting aside 
virtually the entire output of the indus- 
try for essential users. 

Much has been said and written about 
the contributions of American industries 
to our war effort. Most of the tributes 
have been paid to the firms which di- 
rectly, or indirectly, were engaged in the 
production of guns, ships, tanks, and 
planes. It is only fitting, however, that 
recognition also should be given to an 
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in the record production of armament 
and served as the spearhead of the sani- 
tation phase on all battle fronts. There 
can be no denying of the fact that the 
paper cup and container industry rose 
to extraordinary heights to meet the 
unusual demand for its products in all 
segments of our war effort—on the battle 
fronts, on the supply routes, in the hos- 
pitals, in the war plants, and wherever 
an emergency feeding occurred. 

I deem it an honor to extol the war- 
time record of this industry and to ex- 
plain the many ways in which the paper 
cup and container went to war. But the 
greatest tribute that can be paid this 
outstanding industry is that together 
with the medical profession, health 
agencies, drug manufacturers, and 
others it was a contributing factor in 
the prevention of any major epidemic 
of respiratory disease during the biggest 
and most terrifying of all wars. 


ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURISDIC- 
TION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the resolution (S. Res. 196) proposing 
acceptance by the United States Gov- 
ernment of compulsory jurisdiction of 
the International Court of Justice. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, unless it 
be for a matter of a privileged nature, I 
prefer not to yield during the course of 
my remarks. I make that suggestion 
both in the interest of saving time and 
in the interest of preserving in the REC- 
on a continuity of my point of view. 

I may say at the outset that I wish to 
discuss the amendment offered by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. CONNALLY], the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. As a po- 
litical realist, I wish to say that I think 
it is perfectly clear that, from the sup- 
port which the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee is 
giving to the amendment, and the sup- 
port it is receiving also from the dis- 
tinguished international lawyer and 
Member of the Senate from Vermont 
(Mr. Austin], as well as from ether 
leaders of the Senate, such as the dis- 
tinguished Senator from.Georgia [Mr. 
Gronck], it would seem to appear that 
in all probability the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Texas will be 
adopted this afternoon. I shall regret it 
if that happens but I suspect that the 
Senator from Texas has enough votes 
in favor of the amendment to pass it. 
In this matter, as in almost all contro- 
versial matters, it is not a question of all 
the merits being on one side and all the 
demerits being on the other. I think 
this is a matter of mixed merits, 

I think it is only fair to say, in regard 
to the amendment, that its adoption will 
not have the effect which some Mem- 
bers of the Senate seem to feel that it 
will have, namely, of crippling Senate 
Resolution 196. I believe that was 
brought out very clearly yesterday by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AUSTIN] 
who pointed out, as I tried also to do in 
the remarks which I made near the close 
of yesterday’s session, that, after all, the 
machinery and procedure which was set 
up under the United Nations depends, 
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so far as its final sanctions are con- 
cerned, upon the good faith of the signa- 
tories of the San Francisco Charter. 

As the Senator from Vermont ex- 
plained yesterday, if the resolution as 
submitted by the junior Senator from 
Oregon is adopted by the Senate, without 
including the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Texas, and the World 
Court should, in a given case, render a 
decision which involved not a question of 
international law but a domestic issue, 
the United States would have the right, 
under article 94 of the United Nations 
Charter to raise that point and refuse to 
abide by the decision of the World Court. 
The United States properly could take 
such a position until at least the Security 
Council passed judgment on the merits of 
its position as to whether or not the 
matter involved a domestic issue rather 
than one of international law. I think 
that viewpoint needs to be kept in mind 
as we weigh the pros and the cons of 
the discussion on the so-called Connally 
amendment. I am opposed to the 
amendment for the reasons which I shall 
presently set forth. I merely wish to say 
now, Mr. President, that should the 
amendment be agreed to by the Senate 
of the United States this afternoon, I 
think it would be most unfortunate if 
the impression went abroad throughout 
this land and the remainder of the world 
that the effect of the Connally amend- 
ment would be to destroy the effective- 
ness of Senate Resolution 196. 

However, before this amendment 
comes to a vote, I should like to make an- 
other effort to make as clear as possible 
to the Senate the implications it involves. 
The report of the committee speaks of 
both immediate problems and long-range 
problems of the proposed resolution. 
The proponents of this amendment limit 
their discussion, as they must, to its ef- 
fect on the immediate consequences in- 
volved in the resolution, that is to say, 
the right and duty of the United States to 
proceed or be proceeded against in the 
Court. 

It must be kept in mind that the thing 
we are really aiming at is the long-range 
problem of bringing the entire world un- 
der the rule of law. It seems clear that 
if this rule is to be achieved, the partici- 
pation of the United States is essential. 
We have no assurances as to what the 
consequences of this achievement might 
be but we entertain the hope, as the Un- 
der Secretary of State said during the 
committee hearing, that this may prove 
to be a long, and even a, decisive step, to- 
ward crossing that line which separates 
world disorder from a world at peace. 
We are, therefore, attempting by this 
method to achieve a very high goal, and 
it is necessary to consider the aspects of 
the problem from this point of view. If 
the United States reserves to itself the 
power to decide an important jurisdic- 
tional question, we must act on the as- 
sumption that the other states in the 
world will do likewise. 

I emphasize that while the question of 
domestic jurisdiction is a domestic ques- 
tion in one sense, it is also a question of 
international law affecting the funda- 
mental jurisdiction of the court. That 
is true because domestic jurisdiction and 
international jurisdiction are mutually 
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exclusive concepts. If it is decided that 
a question is domestic, it therefore means 
that it is not a question covered by inter- 
national law. Therefore, if we reserve 
the right to decide the question, it means 
that we, and we must assume every other 
state, is reserving the right to decide an 
international legal question. This is the 
situation which has existed in the past 
and which it is the very purpose of the 
resolution to eliminate. As has been said 
many times during the progress of this 
resolution, the rule of law cannot be es- 
tablished if the various states reserve to 
themselves the right to decide what the 
law is. It is from this very broad point 
of view that it can be said that the alter- 
natives involve the question of future 
world peace. 

Looking to the more immediate prob- 
lems of the resolution and the conse- 
quences of the proposed amendment, it 
appears quite difficult to deny that the 
amendment involves a condition of a 
serious character and that the other 
states of the world will recognize it as a 
reservation. It is, in effect, a political 
veto on questions of a judicial character, 
and it will be instantly recognized as 
such by all the other countries. It there- 
fore involves the question of our moral 
leadership in the world, and it is to be 
feared that this action may impair the 
truly distinguished record of leadership 
which this country has made in recent 
years. 

As the senior Senator from Vermont 
pointed out yesterday, the United States 
does have a final political control in this 
matter. If the court should commit the 
error of taking jurisdiction of a case 
plainly within the domestic jurisdiction 
of the United States, the United States 
could on this ground refuse to comply 
with the decision. Is it not far better 
to wait until such an error is committed 
rather than to jeopardize the whole 
principle we are seeking to achieve by 
assuming in advance that the court is 
going to commit such an error. After all, 
in our support of the United Nations, we 
are committing ourselves to a very large 
degree to the principle that it is better 
to entrust these international questions 
to responsible international institutions 
on the sound theory that such institu- 
tions are able to make better decisions 
than if they are left to the individual 
decisions of the States. This basic de- 
cision has been reached as a result of 
long and very hard experience. If his- 
tory teaches us anything, it is that if 
States are left to decide these questions 
on the basis of immediate political ex- 
pediency the result is power politics and 
ultimately war. The lesson is that a 
revolutionary change in international 
relations is necessary. I submitted Sen- 
ate Resolution 196 in its present form be- 
cause I believed it to be a constructive, 
statesmanlike step in the direction of 
promoting this change in international 
relations through law. 

I have no disposition to try to depre- 
cate the importance and seriousness of 
entrusting legal questions to the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice. The Court has 
been constructed with all the wisdom and 
care world statesmanship can devise. It 
is inconceivable to me that any judge of 
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the Court could fail to see and be pro- 
foundly impressed with the inexpressedly 
high and important functions with which 
he is charged. It is inconceivable that 
any judge could even consider violating 
his solemn oath to decide these cases im- 
partially on the basis of law and justice 
and in accordance with established prin- 
ciples of international law. 

The United Nations have done their 
very best to create a Court which can be 
trusted with responsibility, and I feel that 
we should place our faith in this institu- 
tion rather than in the old method which 
has proved a complete failure of letting 
each country decide these questions for 
itself. I reiterate that in this resolution 
we are referring only to legal questions. 
As to such questions, let us put the deci- 
sion where it belongs, namely, in the 
hands of a legal tribunal, created by the 
San Francisco Charter and ratified by the 
United States Senate more than a year 
ago. A tribunal which, I submit, Mr. 
President, on the basis of the record—be- 
cause, after all, it is but a continuation of 
the old World Court—richly deserves the 
confidence which my resolution proposes 
to place in it. 

For the reasons I have stated and for 
the reasons set forth in the hearings on 
the resolution, Mr. President, it is my 
view that the amendment submitted by 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
should not be adopted. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I desire 
to refer to certain sections of the printed 
hearings on this resolution. First, I de- 
sire to refer to pages 71 and 72 of the 
hearings where there is set forth a reso- 
lution adopted by the American Bar As- 
sociation, which approves Senate Reso- 
lution 196 with the provision as to the 
determination of jurisdiction over do- 
mestic issues being left to the Court. 
Without reading the resolution, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be 
printed at this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

The resolution is as follows: 

Resolved, That the American Bar Associa- 
tion is of the opinion that the course of 
events has shown an urgent need that an 
increased emphasis shall be placed, in inter- 
national relationships, upon the authority of 
law and the role of the World Court, now 
constituted and ready to function, as one of 
the principal means of the peaceful settle- 
ment or avoidance of disputes between na- 
tions which otherwise might endanger in- 
ternational peace and cooperation. 

Resolved jurther, That the American Bar 
Association expresses its deep regret that the 
Government of the United States has not yet, 
as evidence of its adherence to international 
law and to the full usefulness of the Inter- 
national Court of Justice, taken the appro- 
priate steps to accept for itself, as a majority 
of the United Nations have determined to 
do, the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court 
as to the matters enumerated in paragraph 
2 of article 36 of the Statute of the Court. 

Resolved further, That the American Bar 
Association strongly urges that the President 
and the Congress of the United States should 
take appropriate action at the earliest prac- 
ticable time to bring about the deposit, in 
behalf of the United States, with the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations, of a 
declaration pursuant to paragraph 2 of arti- 
cle 36 of the Statute of the International 
Court of Justice, recognizing as compulsory 
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ipso facto as to the United States and without 
special agreement, in relation to any other 
state accepting the same obligation, the ju- 
risdiction of the Court in all legal disputes 
hereafter arising of an international charac- 
ter, concerning the matters enumerated in 
article 36; such declaration to be valid for a 
period of 5 years and thereafter for a period of 
6 months after like deposit of a notice of 
termination thereof; the obligation of such 
declaration to be without prejudice to the 
right of the parties to have timely recourse 
to other methods for the peaceful settlement 
of disputes. 

Resolved further, That the American Bar 
Association renews its earnest recommenda- 
tion that in negotiating treaties, conventions, 
and international agreements the United 
States should propose and urge the inclusion 
of clauses providing that all legal disputes 
arising thereunder between the parties shall 
be referred to the International Court of 
Justice. 


Mr. MORSE. I also, Mr. President, de- 
sire to call attention to the remarks of 
Dr. Laurence Preuss, professor of politi- 
cal science of the University of Michigan, 
who specifically objected to any further 
restrictions on the jurisdiction of the 
Court as to domestic issues in this 
language: 

Yesterday morning Senator Ausri made 
a suggestion, which I believe was tentatively 
accepted by Senator Morse, to rephrase ex- 
ception B to read something like this: 

“Disputes which the United States con- 
siders to be within the domestic jurisdiction 
of the United States.” 

I respectfully submit that that would be 
an extremely retrogressive step and would be 
taking away with one hand what we purport 
to be giving with the other. 

Article 36, which is repeated in the Morse 
resolution, says that the Court shall have 
jurisdiction concerning the interpretation of 
a treaty or any question of international law. 
Certainly some of the same important ques- 
tions of international law concern the fixing 
of boundary lines between matters which 
are not in principle regulated by interna- 
tional law and those which are. Further- 
more, the exception of domestic jurisdiction 
would ordinarily be raised in questions aris- 
ing out of disputes concerning the Court’s 
jurisdiction. 

The last paragraph of article 36, paragraph 
7, provides that if there is any dispute con- 
cerning the Court's jurisdiction the Court 
shall decide. Consequently, it is contem- 
plated that if a state raises the exception 
of domestic jurisdiction, that is a jurisdic- 
tional issue which it is for the Court to decide 
and not for one of the parties to the statute 
of the Court to decide. It seems to me that 
the very heart of compulsory jurisdiction 
would be taken out by the acceptance of this 
suggestion that the United States itself 


should define this important legal question. 


as to the extent of domestic jurisdiction, 
rather than to have the Court itself do so. 


I digress for a moment to say that I do 
not fully agree with Professor Preuss on 
that point. I do not think that the heart 
would be taken out of the resolution, be- 
cause I believe, as I said yesterday in my 
remarks, even if the Connally amend- 
ment should be adopted, the United 
States does under this resolution commit 
itself to submit to the obligatory jurisdic- 
tion of the Court all questions which 
arise under international law. I think it 
was intimated—yes, more than inti- 
mated—it was clearly stated by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Vermont that it 
is inconceivable that this country would 
even hide behind a subterfuge or alibi 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


and claim an international law issue to 
be a domestic issue. 

The United States will never take the 
position that an issue which clearly is 
not a domestic issue shall not be deter- 
mined by the World Court once we ac- 
cept the obligatory jurisdiction of the 
World Court over purely international 
law issues. If we should take such an un- 
conscionable position, it is perfectly clear 
that the good faith of this country would 
be clearly challenged by the other nations 
of the world. Other nations would pro- 
test any such conduct on our part just 
as we would if any other nation should, 
by way of subterfuge, take advantage of 
such a reservation once it had committed 
itself to submit purely international law 
issues to the obligatory jurisdiction of 
the Court. In this new “one world” no 
nation can afford to refuse to permit an 
international law issue to come before 
the Court for final determination on the 
ground or excuse that it is a domestic 
issue. 

As the Senator from Vermont pointed 
out, there is involved the question of 
good faith. The primary reason why 
I find myself opposed to the amendment 
is that, from the standpoint of psychol- 
ogy, I think it is an unwise amendment. 
I think it would be better for us to let 
all issues go to the court for its deter- 
mination as to jurisdiction, and then, 
if the court should ever make a mistake 
or commit an error, the fear of which I 
think is inherent in the Connally amend- 
ment, then we ought to proceed under 
article 94, through the Security Council, 
for a determination as to whether the 
World Court in the given instance has 
gone beyond its jurisdiction in that it 
purports to determine an issue which is 
not an international law issue but is a 
domestic issue. Under the condition as 
to domestic issues already set out in 
Senate Resolution 196 beginning on page 
2, line 12, what we agree to is to accept 
the obligatory jurisdiction of the World 
Court over international issues and not 
over domestic issues. Hence I consider 
the Connally amendment both unneces- 
sary and unwise. 

Returning to the testimony of Profes- 
sor Preuss he says further: 

In conclusion, therefore, it would be my 
suggestion that great improvement in the 
present resolution could be effected by restor- 
ing the wording of the resolution as originally 
presented to the Senate, and including the 
phrase which was found in other declarations, 
“questions which by international law fall 
exclusively— 


Note the word “exclusively,” Mr. Presi- 
dent— 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States,” and leave the Court to decide this 
matter rather than an interested party in a 
dispute. 

There is one other point that I wish to 
make, If we include these wide reservations 
in an acceptance of compulsory jurisdiction, 
any other State with which we become in- 
volved in a dispute can take advantage of 
those same exceptions. 

A number of years ago the United States 
was involved in a dispute with Mexico con- 
cerning oll expropriations and requested that 
Mexico submit the case to arbitration, Mex- 
ico refused on the ground that her expro- 
priation policy fell within the realm of her 
sovereignty, her domestic jurisdiction, her 
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exclusive competence. If we should sign the 
optional clause and if Mexico should do like- 
wise, under this suggestion which was made 
to alter “b,” then a respondent state would 
be able to escape the compulsory jurisdiction 
of the Court by declaring unilaterally that it 
considered this matter to be one of domestic 
jurisdiction. 


I digress again to say, however, that 
should any state do that, under the 
United Nations Charter, it would cer- 
tainly convict itself of bad faith, even if 
such state were our own country, and I 
think that such a course of action would 
mean that the United Nations itself 
would start to topple. 

I return to the Preuss testimony: 


It seems to me that we cannot get the 
right perspective on this matter if we as- 
sume that the United States is always going 
to be in the position of a defendant or re- 
spondent. As a matter of fact, the United 
States has brought many more claims against 
other states than other states have brought 
against the United States. The United States 
is a great claimant state, and it would be 
highly to our advantage if the number of 
states accepting the compulsory jurisdiction 
of the International Court of Justice should 
be extended; and since only one great power 
is now a declarant under article 36, I think 
this would be an appropriate time if the 
United States were to now make a declara- 
tion accepting the compulsory jurisdiction of 
the Court. 


I also call attention, Mr. President, to 
page 101 of the hearings, where Mr. 
Finch, recognized authority in the field 
of international law, responded to the 
following question put to him by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS]: 


Senator THOMAS of Utah. Just a minute, 
Mr. Finch, If we should accept the suggested 
amendments to “b”, on page 2, which Sena- 
tor Austin mentioned yesterday, would we 
not introduce into our World Court a species 
of veto; that is, a veto not on a decision it- 
self, but if, for example, we decided that we 
will only take those disputes in there, which 
we ourselves decide are essentially not of 
domestic jurisdiction, practically that is the 
way in which it would always come out, and 
if we state it that way. would we not ac- 
tually introduce the equivalent of a veto to 
the compulsory jurisdiction? I realize that 
you are talking about a different kind of 
veto. 

Mr. FINCH, Yes. Z 

Senator THomas of Utah. But at the same 
time the practical effect of that judgment 
would make it possible for us, for instance, 
to talk for a very long time on the Senate 
floor and to reject a case. 

Mr. FincH. Mr. Chairman, I do not agree 
with the view expressed by some of the pre- 
vious speakers on this subject. I think that 
your resolution as it is now drafted means 
that these matters shall be decided by each 
state. I think that the change, the omission 
of the phrase “matters which are according 
to international law within the domestic 
jurisdiction,” which appeared in the Cove- 
nant of the League af Nations—I think that 
left it to be a matter of dispute and contro- 
versy between the two nations who had a 
question over which they were not in agree- 
ment, I think that when they left out the 
phrase "a matter which by international law“ 
and left it barely as you have it here, “disputes 
with regard to matters which are essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States,” and which corresponds to the pro- 
vision of the Charter, I think that it was 
done intentionally so as to leave no doubt 
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that each nation itself could file an objection 
that this was within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion. 

Now, I would like to qualify that with 
this—any matter upon which we have made a 
treaty is one I think which we cannot claim 
is a matter within our domestic jurisdiction. 

Now, we brought up questions of immi- 
gration treaties. Certainly we are not obliged 
to. We have full power under international 
law now to say who can come into our coun- 
try, and we can expel them for certain reasons 
and under certain procedures, and nobody 
has anything to say about it; no other nation 
has anything to say about that; but if we 
make an immigration treaty, then we have 
taken it, ourselves, out of our domestic juris- 
diction, and insofar as that treaty is con- 
cerned we are bound to submit that to the 
Court under this resolution. 

Senator Tuomas of Utah. Then constitu- 
tionally the minute you ratify your treaty 
it becomes the supreme law of the land? 

Mr. FincH. That is right; exactly. 


I also call the attention of the Senate 
to the position taken by another author- 
ity on this subject, Dr. Reid, as it appears 
on page 125 of the hearings. She said: 


I would not wish—and now I am speaking 
as an international lawyer -rather than 
AAUW—I would not wish to agree with the 
implication that under any circumstances, 
in the phrasing of section (b), either in 
this form or in its original form, the deci- 
sion rested with the United States. I think 
the clear intention of that phrase is that the 
Court shall decide, and I therefore would 
strongly oppose the suggestion, which I un- 
derstand was made yesterday, to the effect 
that the United States should be the judge 
in that case. That would seem to me to 
completely vitiate the value—or perhaps I 
should qualify that—would modify consider- 
ably the value of acceptance of the compul- 
sory jurisdiction. 


I digress to say that I think her modi- 
fication was most appropriate. I do not 
think the Connally amendment, unde- 
sirable as it is, would vitiate the resolu- 
tion. I simply think it is confusing and 
unwise and from the standpoint of its 
psychological effect on the other coun- 
tries of the world I am afraid that it 
might be misunderstood. 

I return to Dr. Reid’s testimony: 

It seems to me that the decision as to 
whether a matter is or is not within the 
domestic jurisdiction is one which the Court 
should decide when a case arises. 


The last reference to the hearings be- 
fore the committee I desire to make is a 
short one. I refer to page 142 of the 
hearings, where is set forth the view of 
the State Department, as represented by 
Mr, Fahy in his testimony, when he said 
as follows: 


The Court determines its own jurisdiction 
in any case which it has under consideration 
(art. 36, par. 6 of statute). If one party 
claims that the Court is not properly seized 
of the case or that it does not have juris- 
diction of a certain aspect of the case, the 
Court will decide. This is true whether the 
case is brought before the Court under a 
special agreement, a treaty, or a general 
agreement such as the one here under con- 
sideration. 

The United States and all other members 
of the United Nations are bound by the Char- 
ter (art. 94 (1)) to comply with decisions 
of the Court in cases to which they are par- 
ties. This obligation applies to all cases 
whether brought before the Court under a 
declaration of this kind or not. It does not 
apply to advisory opinions, since there are 
no parties in such cases. 
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Although parties to cases are obligated to 
comply with the decisions of the Court, 
which is a moral obligation based on the 
provisions of the Charter, there is no pro- 
vision for the enforcement of such decisions 
unless the failure to comply constitutes a 
threat to the peace or breach of the peace 
under article 39 of the Charter. There is an 
article in the Charter (art. 94, par. 2) 
which provides that a party may resort to 
the Security Council if the other party fails 
to carry out the judgment and that the Se- 
curity Council may, if it deems necessary, 
make recommendations or decide upon mea- 
sures to be taken to give effect to the judg- 
ment. This Government takes the position 
that the Security Council’s action under this 
article is limited by the scope of its powers 
as defined in article 39, that is, it must first 
be determined by the Security Council that 
the breach constitutes a threat to, or breach 
of, the peace or an act of aggression (hear- 
ings on the Charter, Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, Pasvolsky testimony, pp. 
285-287; Hackworth testimony, pp. 330-332). 

I say that because of the course of debate 
in the Senate; and the record will refer to 
those parts of the hearings and debates, 

During the life of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice, applicant states in- 
voke declarations made under article 36, 
paragraph 2, in 11 cases. In 2 of these 11 
cases, jurisdiction was exercised by the Court 
without objection. In 4 of the 11, the juris- 
diction of the Court was challenged. The 
Court sustained the objections to its juris- 
diction in two of these cases and in part in 
a third, In the fourth, the applicant state 
withdrew its reliance upon the declaration. 

The two cases which resulted in substan- 
tive decisions were the Eastern Greenland 
cases between Denmark and Norway and the 
division of water from the Meuse River case 
between the Netherlands and Belgium, In 
the Eastern Greenland case, Denmark asked 
the Court to decide that a Norwegian decree 
of July 10, 1931, asserting sovereignty over 
a large area of Greenland, violated the prior 
claims of Denmark to sovereignty over this 
territory. The Court sustained Denmark's 
contention and Norway withdrew the de- 
cree. In the Meuse case, the Netherlands en- 
tered a claim because of diversion of water by 
Belgium, The case involved the interpreta- 
tion of a treaty governing such diversions. 
Belgium raised no objection to the jurisdic- 
tion. The Court rejected both the Nether- 
lands’ claim and a counterclaim entered by 
Belgium. 

The two cases in which the Permanent 
Court of International Justice ruled that it 
did not have jurisdiction under the “op- 
tional clause“ were the phosphates in Moroc- 
co case between Italy and France and the 
Panevazys-Saldutiskis Railway case between 
Estonia and Lithuania. In the phosphates 
case, the French Government put forward 
various objections to the Court’s jurisdiction, 
including the contention that the Italian ap- 
plication related to situations and facts which 
preceded the ratification of the French dec- 
laration accepting compulsory jurisdiction 
and which, therefore, did not fall within its 
terms. The Court upheld this contention 
and decided that it had no jurisdiction. In 
the Panevazys case, the Lithuanian Govern- 
ment contended, on grounds of general inter- 
national law, that the private claim espoused 
by Estonia was not national in character and 
that local remedies had not been exhausted. 
The Court held that the latter objection was 
well-founded. 

In the Electricity Co. of Sofia and Bulgaria 
case between Belgium and Bulgaria, the 
court ruled out one of Belgium’s claims on 
the ground that it had not been a subject 
of dispute prior to the filing of the Belgium 
application under article 36, paragraph 2. 
The court, however, sustained its jurisdiction 
in another aspect of the case, involving the 
question whether the dispute had arisen 
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prior or subsequent to the filing of declara- 
tions under article 36, paragraph 2. 

In the Pajzs, Casky, Esterhazy case be- 
tween Hungary and Yugoslavia, the Hungar- 
ian agent withdrew its application under 
article 36, paragraph 2, because Yugoslavia’s 
declaration had expired and had not been 
renewed as expected. 

In the remaining five cases, proceedings 
did not advance to the point where the 
court had to consider the question of its 
jurisdiction. 

To sum up, the court delivered judgment 
in two cases brought under article 36, para- 
graph 2. Of the five other cases which were 
carried to the point where the Court had to 
consider its own jurisdiction, the Court 
ruled in two cases that it had jurisdiction, 
in two other cases that it did not, and in 
the fifth case that one of the objections to 
its jurisdiction was well-founded. 


Mr. President, I close by asking unan- 
imous consent to have published in the 
REcorp at this point in my remarks three 
editorials in support of my resolution, 
one appearing in the Washington Post 
for Sunday, July 28, 1946, one in the 
Washington Post for Thursday, August 
1, 1946, and one appearing in the New 
York Times of this morning, August 2, 
entitled “The World Court.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 


There being no objection, the edi- 
torials were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


[From the Washington Post of July 28, 1946] 
PEACE UNDER LAW 


Peace, like liberty, rests upon the rule of 
law. We have subscribed to this doctrine 
in all our internal relationships, and it is 
but natural that we should apply it as well 
to our relations with other countries. This 
is what the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee has now unanimously recommended 
that the Senate do in urging adoption of a 
resolution accepting on behalf of this coun- 
try cempulsory jurisdiction of the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice created by the United 
Nations. This would mean simply that we 
would submit to the adjudication of the 
Court any legal dispute arising out of the 
interpretation of a treaty or out of any ques- 
tion of international law in relation to any 
other nation accepting the same obligation. 
The alternative would be to settle our dis- 
putes with other nations by force, and our 
very membership in the United Nations is a 
renunciation of such a course. 

As signatories of the United Nations 
Charter, we are among the creators ot the 
International Court of Justice as a successor 
to the earlier World Court which we never 
joined. The creation of the Court could 
not of itself assure that it would be used 
in case of international differences. Such 
assurance must come from the individual 
nations. The statute setting up the tribu- 
nal adopted at San Francisco gives it juris- 
diction only over cases “which the parties 
refer to it and all matters specially pro- 
vided for in the Charter of the United Na- 
tions or in treaties and conventions in 
force.” Its jurisdiction may be made com- 
pulsory as to any nation only by action of 
that nation. Nineteen nations have now 
granted compulsory jurisdiction to the Court, 
but only one of the major powers, Great 
Britain, is among these. Adherence by the 
United States should prove a spur to others. 

The resolution recommended by the Sen- 
ate Foreign Relations Committee would deal 
with compulsory acceptance of the Court's 
jurisdiction as a treaty and would thus re- 
quire ratification by two-thirds of the Senate. 
This is an entirely satisfactory method of 
recognizing the Court's authority. Equally 
satisfactory would have been the proposal 
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advanced in the House by Representative 
Herter to take the same action by majority 
vote of both Chambers. The State Depart- 
ment has declared either technique thor- 
oughly valid. Since the matter is now before 
the Senate, we hope that Body will indorse 
it promptly and overwhelmingly. Among 
Americans there can be no reluctance to live 
under a rule of law. 


[From the Washington Post of August 1, 
1946 


WORLD COURT 


There was justification, we think, for Sena- 
tor Morse’s action yesterday in forcing con- 
sideration by the Senate of the resolution 
recommended by its Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee accepting for the United States 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. There has been a perplex- 
ing procrastination on this issue, and there 
was reason to fear that the Senate might 
adjourn without, settling it. Acceptance of 
the Court's jurisdiction would mean simply 
that we would submit to it any legal dispute 
arising out of the interpretation of a treaty 
or out of any question of international law 
in relation to any other nation accepting the 
same obligation. It is difficult to see how 
any law-respecting nation, peaceful in its 
purposes and committed to the concept of 
international cooperation, could hesitate to 
put itself under the authority of a court such 
as this—especially one which it was instru- 
mental in establishing. 

We can see no occasion for delay or for 
reservations in this matter. Either, indeed, 
would be disruptive to the confidence which 
other nations have in the devotion of the 
United States to the maintenance of peace. 
This is not a matter which can safely or 
wisely be allowed to go over until a new 
Congress assembles next year. The World 
Court ought to be set in operation just as 
speedily as possible. The adherence of the 
United States is indispensable to making it 
effective, indispensable to adherence on the 
part of other great powers. We should have 
been the first to subscribe. Let us not in- 
vite suspicion and undermine the Court's 
prestige by being the last. 


{From the New York Times of August 2, 
1946] 


THE WORLD COURT 


One of the important matters debated yes- 
terday in the Senate and scheduled for a 
vote today is ratification of an agreement 
which would grant Senate consent to the 
President's accepting for America the com- 
pulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. This acceptance would 
mean that in specified cases, touching the 
interpretation of treaties, international law, 
the breach of an international obligation, and 
the nature or extent of reparation to be made 
for such a breach, we would go to court 
rather than threaten the use of force. If 
the United Nations is to be a going concern, 
if we are sincere in our desire not only to 
avoid war but to avoid needless friction, 
this step is absolutely essential. We shall be 
compelled to do only what it is decent and 
wise to do, 

If we do not ratify now we shall surely 
ratify later, but a failure to ratify now is 
bound to create doubt abroad as to our en- 
thusiasm for United Nations ideals. The 
Senate owes it to our spokesmen in Paris and 
elsewhere to give the world, now, this as- 
surance of our intentions and of our zeal 
for peace. 


Mr. MORSE. Finally, Mr. President, I 
wish to state that I have sought to set 
forth my honest judgment as to why I 
think it would be better not to adopt the 
Connally amendment. I have tried to be 
exceedingiy fair about it. I made a 
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thorough and intensive study of it. 
When Senator Austin, in the hearings 
first proposed the Connally amendment 
I was inclined to accept it but after study 
of it I decided against it. If there 
was any basis on which I could agree 
to it, I wanted to accept the amendment, 
because of the high regard and the great 
respect I have for the Senator from Texas 
Mr. ConnaLty], the Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. Grorce], and the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. Austin]. However, I have 
decided that it is an unwise amendment. 

I have tried to be fair by pointing out 
that if the amendment is adopted it does 
not follow that Resolution 196 is vitiated. 
If the resolution is adopted with the 
Connally amendment in it, we will have 
taken a great stride in the direction of 
developing a world order under law. We 
will have placed upon our Government, 
in my judgment, an even greater moral 
obligation to keep the faith, because if we 
should adopt the resolution with the 
Connally amendment in it, then clearly 
the eyes of the world will be turned upon 
us in any case in which any other coun- 
try with which we find ourselves in dis- 
pute seeks to hale us before the World 
Court. Having asked the Court to take 
over jurisdiction in any such case, if then 
we should ever break faith, if we then 
should ever hide behind this amendment, 
if it is to be placed in the resolution, and 
claim that an issue which is clearly in- 
ternational is in fact domestic, we can 
be most certain that we will lose not only 
face but, in my judgment, the confidence 
of the peace-loving nations of the world. 

Thus I would say—and Senators may 
call this an argument against interest if 
they care to, but at least it is an honest 
argument, made by one who desires to be 
absolutely fair in this matter—I would 
say to those who believe that under no 
circumstances should the Connally 
amendment be adopted, if we cannot 
adopt this resolution without that 
amendment in it then I think we should 
adopt it with the amendment init. How- 
ever, I shall vote against the amendment 
because I think it should be defeated. I 
want to say without hesitation that if we 
fail to pass this resolution even though 
it has the Connally amendment in it we 
will have taken a great step backward, so 
far as our participation is concerned, in 
the development of an international or- 
der through law. 

I believe that the great moral obliga- 
tion to act in good faith under the 
amendment which would be placed upon 
this country if we adopted the amend- 
ment would be so overpowering, when a 
specific case arose involving an issue of 
international law that we would not dare 
adopt a subterfuge, or an “out,” by way 
of a false excuse that the question in- 
volved a domestic issue. 

Thus, I say, Mr. President, that I hope 
we Can adopt the resolution without the 
amendment, but I hope we will adopt the 
resolution even with the amendment, if 
we cannot defeat the amendment, 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I wish to say to 
the able Senator that I am absolutely in 
favor of an International Court to deal 
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with strictly international questions, but 
there is one subject which has given me 
some concern, which perhaps the able 
Senator from Oregon, who is one of the 
authors of the pending resolution, may 
clear up. 

The resolution provides that by this 
act of the Senate we are to grant to an 
International Court of Justice jurisdic- 
tion over, among other things— 


a, The interpretation of a treaty. 


The Constitution of the United States, 
article 3, section 1, expressly provides: 

The judicial power of the United States, 
shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and 
in such inferior courts as the Congress may 
from time to time ordain and establish. 


Section 2 of article 3 of the Constitu- 
tion provides: 

The judicial power shall extend to all cases, 
in law and equity, arising under this Con- 
stitution, the laws of the United States, and 
treaties made, or which shall be made, under 
their authority. „ 


Then it proceeds to state various mat- 
ters of which the Federal judiciary has 
jurisdiction. 

The question arises in my mind, are 
we doing violence to that—the express 
provision of the Constitution—when in 
the face of that express provision, we 
grant authority to a World Court to deal 
with the interpretation of a treaty? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, my an- 
swer is that I do not think we are doing 
any violence to it. I think that it prop- 
erly falls within the treaty-making pow- 
ers also granted in the Constitution. I 
think that the power is inherent under 
the Constitution for the United States to 
enter into a United Nations, the charter 
of which sets up a World Court, and un- 
der which it is proposed that we ‘shall 
submit our disputes to that court for 
final determination, insofar as they in- 
volve the interpretation of a treaty, any 
question of international law, the exist- 
ence of any fact which, if established, 
would constitute a breach of an inter- 
national obligation, and the nature and 
extent of the reparation to be made for 
the breach of an international obligation. 
Certainly I do not think that the provi- 
sion of the Constitution which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
has cited imposes a prohibition upon the 
right of the United States under the 
treaty provisions to accept the jurisdic- 
tion of such a World Court tribunal as 
has been set up under the United Nations. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I do not doubt for 
a minute that we can set up an interna- 
tional tribunal and enter into an agree- 
ment for the existence of such a tribunal. 
But when we undertake specifically to 
state what the jurisdiction of that tribu- 
nal shall be so far as we shall subscribe 
to it, and in detailing the ground of ju- 
risdiction state in an act by the Senate 
that the interpretation of a treaty shall 
be one of the grounds of jurisdiction of 
that international tribunal, the question 
still arises in my mind, in the face of the 
explicit language of the Constitution, 
that “the judicial power shall extend to 
all cases in law and equity arising 
under treaties made or which shall be 
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made under their authority.” There 
is a vast difference between the treaty 
which we entered into in creating the 
Charter, saying that such an interna- 
tional tribunal shall be created, and then 
in another act, through resolution, say- 
ing what the jurisdiction shall be. Here 
we are dealing with the extent of juris- 
diction of an international tribunal, and 
I am confronted with the question 
whether we have not put something into 
this resolution which contravenes the ex- 
press language of the Constitution of the 
country. 

Mr. MORSE. If I thought so I would 
not be for the resolution. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It is difficult for 
me to reconcile it. Now then, I come to 
this question. If the Connally amend- 
ment is adopted and added to subsection 
(b) of the proviso, so it would read: 

Provided, That such declaration shall not 
apply to—(b) disputes with regard to mat- 
ters which are essentially within the domes- 
tic jurisdiction of the United States as de- 
termined by the United States. 


My question is whether that would not 
reserve to us the constitutional provision 
and protection with regard to this ex- 
plicit language of the Constitution as to 
treaties. We have always recognized the 
power in the Federal judiciary to deal 
with the treaties made by this country, 
and that is derived from the express 
language of the Constitution which I 
have just read. I want an international 
court; I want it to settle international 
justiciable issues; but in doing that I 
do not want to contravene the basic law 
of this land, the Constitution, 

Mr. MORSE. Nor do I. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It seems to me 
that it is coming close to it. There may 
be a saving force in the Connally 
amendment which says that this “dec- 
laration shall not apply to disputes with 
regard to matters which are essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the 
United States as determined by the 
United States.” Because the “domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States” would, 
I take it, be that jurisdiction which is 
under the Constitution. 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator holds to 
that view, then I think he should vote 
for the Connally amendment. As was 
pointed out by the Senator from Ver- 
mont yesterday, I think the ultimate 
right of this country to refuse to accept 
the decision of the World Court if in 
fact it involves a domestic issue rather 
than an international issue, is reserved 
to us under article 94 of the Charter. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator again yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am quite sure 
that the Senator does not mean to say 
that this country can enter into a treaty 
in contravention of the Constitution of 
the United States? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think anything 
I said would so indicate. I certainly 
join with the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia in the point of view that we have 
no such right. I disagree with him 
that the adoption of the resolution with- 
out the Connally amendment would have 
that effect. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. I should like to 
ask a further question. The power to 
deal with treaties and the construction 
of treaties is vested in the Federal courts. 
We are here asked to subscribe to the 
creation of another court. The Consti- 
tution has created one Supreme Court, 
and that Supreme Court is the creature 
of the Constitution itself, and then we 
have the express language, “and such 
inferior courts as the Congress may from 
time to time ordain and establish.” The 
Senator would not want the Interna- 
tional Court to be put in the position of 
being an inferior court created by Con- 
gress through treaty? 

Mr. MORSE. It seems to me that if 
the Senator’s argument is sound, if he 
does not think that the treaty-making 
provisions of the Constitution are suffi- 
ciently broad to encompass the granting 
of such jurisdiction as this resolution 
calls for, then likewise we contravened 
the Constitution of the United States 
when we adopted the United Nations 
Charter itself, insofar as we gave to the 
various agencies of that organization 
considerable power over this country, so 
far as treaties are concerned. Because 
when we consider the Security Council 
itself and the final sanctions that it can 
exercise, I think the same argument the 
Senator is now making against this reso- 
lution could be made against the powers 
of the Security Council. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I will say to the 
able Senator that I am simply inquiring 
on this subject for clarification. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate that. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I do not agree at 
all that entering into a treaty to create 
the United Nations Charter contravenes 
the Constitution. 

Mr. MORSE. It depends on the power 
given to that organization. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Yes; that is true; 
it depends on the power that was given 
to it. 

Mr. MORSE. And I call attention to 
the great powers we have given to the 
Security Council. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I know that some 
take the view that it contravenes the 
Constitution, I do not take the view 
that by adopting the Charter of the 
United Nations we contravened the Con- 
stitution. But it is a closer question 
when we undertake to write into law the 
power of this tribunal to interpret 
treaties, when the Constitution says that 
this power should be vested in the Fed- 
eral courts of the country. 

Mr. VANDENBERG, Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am particu- 
larly tender on the subject just raised 
by the Senator from West Virginia that 
we should not contravene the obliga- 
tion which we accepted when we certi- 
fied our agreement to the Charter of the 
United Nations. But, surely, it is clear 
under the Charter of the United Na- 
tions that we are not obligated to accept 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court at 
all except at our own option. Therefore, 
I am sure we do not contravene the 
Charter, which is the only point I am 
trying to make, if we exercise our own 
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option in respect to the terms upon which 
we undertake to subscribe to the Court. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me for a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am glad indeed 
that that point has been brought out, 
because it clarifies the very thing I have 
been trying to present first, that the 
Charter itself does not contravene the 
Constitution. But if the Senate adopts 
the resolution, which absolutely and 
without reservation places the power and 
the jurisdiction for the interpretation of 
treaties in the Court, then my question is: 
Does it not contravene article III, sec- 
tion 2, of the Constitution of the United 
States which I have read? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Perhaps it does. 
The only point on which I am comment- 
ing at the moment is that we are free 
agents so far as the Charter of the United 
Nations is concerned, when we take our 
action in respect to the option open to 
us to adhere to this Court. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator was very 
careful to see to it that that principle 
was maintained at San Francisco at the 
time the Charter was adopted and when 
it was brought back to the Senate. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. We were very 
careful about it because we deliberately 
intended that that option should exist. 
Therefore, what I am saying is that I 
think we are free agents in respect to 
our action today. I would not want any 
remote suggestion to be maintained that 
we are contravening or violating in any 
way our obligations under the Charter if 
we act in respect to this resolution as our 
own judgment dictates. 

Mr. MORSE. I quite agree; and I do 
not think there is anything in the RECORD 
that would raise such an implication. 
But the point I make, in response to the 
Senator from West Virginia, is that when 
we accepted the San Francisco Charter 
we accepted a Charter which placed 
great powers in the Security Council. In 
my judgment—and time alone will prove 
whether or not I am right—we placed in 
the Security Council the power to en- 
force a treaty, irrespective of what our 
courts might say about that treaty, — 

Mr. REVERCOMB. To enforce a 
treaty after we had agreed that it should 
be enforced. 

Mr. MORSE. A treaty which the Se- 
curity Council might find we were violat- 
ing. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. In connection with 
the fear of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia that this action might interfere 
with the operation of our own courts, 
allow me to say to the Senator that our 
own courts cannot try cases between the 
United States and foreign nations. 

Mr, REVERCOMB. That is true. 

Mr. CONNALLY. So my amendment, 
by preserving domestic jurisdiction 
makes it clear that our courts will act 
upon all questions involving domestic 
jurisdiction. In the international field, 
in which our courts cannot operate by 
the terms of the Charter, the Interna- 
tional Court would be operative. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I am heartily in 
accord with the statement that our courts 
cannot deal with strictly international 
questions between nations. So far as 
I know, there has been no court except 
the Court at The Hague to deal with 
international questions. But the point I 
am making is that so far as the interests 
of America are concerned, under our 
Constitution the jurisdiction to interpret 
treaties is in the courts of this country. 
In a case arising between citizens, or a 
case in which the Federal Government 
is interested, a question arising in con- 
nection with the interpretation of a 
treaty is exclusively before the courts of 
this country. What I am trying to get 
at is this: Will the amendment of the 
able Senator from Texas clarify the sit- 
uation so that we can say, under our 
Constitution “This is a domestic matter.” 

Mr. CONNALLY. That is the very 
object of the amendment. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That is the ob- 
ject of the amendment. 

Mr.CONNALLY. I think the language 
is as clear as it can be made, that when 
it comes to submitting a question to the 
International Court, if we say that it is 
a domestic question, the International 
Court cannot take jurisdiction of it. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That would be a 
saving clause with respect to the juris- 
diction of our own courts under the Con- 
stitution of this country. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Absolutely. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The expres- 
sion “interpretation of treaties” has been 
used rather loosely. The only thing that 
can come before the Court is a real cause, 
a case, a dispute, which hinges upon the 
interpretation of treaties. But it is the 
cause, the case, or the dispute which will 
be tried by the Court, and not the treaty. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The able Senator 
has stated the case. No decision can be 
reached, and the Court will not enter- 
tain the issue, unless there is a case be- 
fore the Court. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is true. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
West Virginia has raised a question which 
has perplexed students of constitutional 
law for a long time, namely, in what re- 
spect can a treaty—considering what is 
before us as a treaty—modify the Con- 
stitution of the United States. I believe 
that the nearest the authorities have 
come to agreement on that subject is 
that a treaty probably could not change 
an express prohibition in the Constitu- 
tion. 

What I rose to say, however, was that 
I do not believe that the analogy sug- 
gested by the Senator from Oregon, as 
to what we did with reference to the 
Security Council, for example, holds good 
with relation to what we are proposing 
now to do. The ultimate force, namely, 
military application, which the Security 
Council has at its disposal, so far as our 
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share therein is concerned rests on pow- 
ers which the Constitution has expressly 
given to Congress to maintain our mili- 
tary forces. 

Mr. MORSE. I think that is the ulti- 
mate power, but I do not believe the 
Senator should overlook the fact—as I 
read the treaty, at least—that there is 
the power in the Security Council to re- 
quire or order two nations to go before 
the World Court and settle their dis- 
putes, even though one or both may not 
have accepted the compulsory jurisdic- 
tion of the Court. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the Senator will 
permit another interruption, there is an- 
other very important distinction between 
the political commitments which we 
have made to the Organization and the 
judicial commitments which we may 
make here today. We have a veto power 
in relation to our political commitments, 
and we do not have a veto power on our 
judicial commitments. 

Mr. MORSE. Under article 94, we 
would have the veto power when the case 
went before the Security Council if we 
took the position, without the Connally 
amendment, that the decision involved 
a domestic issue and not an issue of 
international law. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If that were not the 
case—and even if it were the case—we 
would then be stultifying all the procla- 
mations we make, that in legal matters 
we wish to be ruled by law rather than 
by political decisions. 

Mr. MORSE. I think we shall be stul- 
tified also if we ever make use of the con- 
dition of the Connally amendment in a 
case which, in fact, involves an interna- 
tional issue, but which we, for purposes 
of expediency or for political purposes, 
are inclined to claim to be a domestic 
issue. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not argue 
with the Senator that we should com- 
pound our stultifications. I am simply 
making the suggestion that if we ever 
take advantage of our political power to 
veto what the Court does, the Court will 
be finished. 

Mr. MORSE. Not if in fact the final 
jurisdiction or decision over the question 
of jurisdiction under the Charter rests 
in the Security Council. I do not think 
the Court would be finished then. It 
would be merely reversed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I suggest to the Sen- 
ator that the function of the Security 
Council would be as an enforcing agent 
if enforcement were necessary in respect 
to the decisions of the Court. 

Mr. MORSE, But in making its deci- 
sion, as to whether or not to enforce a 
judgment of the World Court it must 
reach a judgment as to whether or not 
the Court was in error on the point of 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, The Security Council 
is not an appeal court for the Organiza- 
tion to which we are adhering today. 

Mr. MORSE. No, but. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Whenever there is a 
political reversal of a legal decision, obvi- 
ously there is an abandonment of the 
legal foundation. 

Mr. MORSE. I grant that that type 
of appeal is not the type of appeal which 
the Senator and I as lawyers usually 
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think of; but if article 94 means what the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austin] says 
it means—and I am inclined to believe 
that he is correct—if under that article 
there is guaranteed to the signatories to 
the Charter the right to say to the Secu- 
rity Council: “A decision has been ren- 
dered against us, but see how bad the 
decision is. It is over a clear domestic 
issue, and not an international issue“ 
in that sense it is a court of appeal. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest to the Sen- 
ator that there is nothing in the statute 
of the Court which contemplates a po- 
litical reversal of its decisions. There is 
a review called for in the statute, by the 
same Court, but no appeal. The only 
way the Security Council could become 
involved in the matter, would be in the 
enforcement of the judgment; and then 
the Security Council would be at liberty 
to consider political aspects, legal as- 
pects, and everything else. But I repeat 
that whenever the Security Council re- 
verses, in effect, a decision of this Court, 
we shall have a political reversal of a 
judicial system, and then the Court will 
pass out of the picture. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is not that ex- 
actly the reason why we should protect 
against such a possibility, when we ad- 
here to the Court? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am very much in 
favor of protecting against it. I am very 
much in favor of having a judicial sys- 
tem which will be complete in itself, not 
subject to political veto. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It seems to me 
that in the light of the statements which 
have been made by the able Senator from 
Vermont, it simply becomes a matter of 
plain, everyday honesty for us to make 
plain in advance what our attitude is 
calculated to be in respect to domestic 
questions. 

If the Senator will permit me to in- 
terrupt further at this time 

Mr, MORSE. I shall be very happy to 
have the Senator do so. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The point on 
which I am most tender 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Michigan has no reason to be 
tender on any point, I say to him, 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It is our con- 
stant references to our obligations under 
the Security Council, and so forth. I 
would not desert by one-tenth of one 
comma any obligation we have under- 
written to the United Nations. I would 
live up to those obligations without res- 
ervation in any aspect. But J insist that 
when it comes to our decision in respect 
to the acceptance of the compulsory ju- 
risdiction of the Court itself, we are free 
agents. 5 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, we are free 
agents. No one has challenged that. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I wish to make 
that plain, because I do not think there 
is any remote implication of our deser- 
tion of any obligation we have under the 
United Nations when we act as free 
agents in respect to the terms under 
which we accept the compulsory jurisdic- 
tion of the Court. 
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Mr. Mr. President, it 
seems to me it is very clear, under the 
Charter, that our decision as to whether 
we shall make this adherence is entirely 
up to us. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Exactly. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And, of course, when 
we do make it we are acting as free 
agents. I have heard no challenge of 
that. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, let 
me say that there was somewhat of a 
challenge, I believe, in the discussion I 
had a few minutes ago with the able Sen- 
ator from Michigan. I-am delighted to 
have the view expressed that the Char- 
ter imposes on us no obligation to write 
this particular portion into the resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Ithink that is clear, and 
I have not contended it. I simply have 
said that it would be preferable if we 
did not. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. In taking action 
on this important matter, I am abso- 
lutely in favor of making it as clear as it 
can be made at the inception of this 
agreement and this treaty that this coun- 
try does not intend to give up its own 
power to decide what is a domestic ques- 
tion; and when we provide that the 
Court shall have jurisdiction in regard 
to the interpretation of a treaty, I think 
we should likewise provide that such a 
declaration shall not apply even as to a 
treaty or a question relative to a treaty, 
if the question arising under the treaty 
is solely a domestic question, 

Mr. DONNELL, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. DONNELL. There are one or two 
phases upon which I should like to have 
the judgment of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Oregon. The first of them is 
with respect to the Connally amendment, 
I wish to ask the Senator, if I may, a 
few questions along that line. 

In the first place, is it not true that 
there is nothing which will confer com- 
pulsory jurisdiction upon the Court, 
other than that which is contained in the 
statute of the Court? 

Mr. MORSE. That is true. 

Mr. DONNELL, Is there any provi- 
sion, other than article 36 of that statute, 
which provides for the recognition of 
compulsory jurisdiction? 

Mr. MORSE. I know of none. 

Mr. DONNELL. Is there anything in 
the statute of the Court which author- 
izes the inclusion in the declaration to 
be deposited by the United States of 
any provision which is not consistent 
with article 36 of the Statute? 

Mr. MORSE. I know of none. 

Mr. DONNELL. Now I wish to call the 
Senator’s attention particularly to sub- 
section or subdivision 6 of article 36, 
which was mentioned yesterday. 

Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator refer- 
ring to article 36 of the Charter or ar- 
ticle 36 of the Court statutes? 

Mr. DONNELL, I am referring to ar- 

- ticle 36 of the Court statute. I call the 
Senator’s attention to the contents of 
subdivision 6 of article 36 of the statute, 
which reads as follows: 

In the event of a dispute as to whether the 
Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall be 
Settled by the decision of the Court, 
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I desire to have the view of the Senator 
as to whether the Connally amendment, 


-which gives the United States the right 


to determine whether a matter is or is 
not essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States, would be in 
conflict with the provision of subdivision 
6 which I have just read. 

Mr. MORSE. In my judgment there 
would not be any conflict, because I 
think article 36 of the Court statute 
makes very clear that there is reserved 
to the individual signatories the right 
to file a so-called obligatory declaration 
or not to file it, according to their discre- 
tion, and that inherent and implied in 
that right is the right on the part of the 
signatories, when they do file a declara- 
tion accepting the obligatory jurisdic- 
tion of the Court, to place on the juris- 
diction such conditions as they see fit 
to place. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Exactly. 

Mr. MORSE. In other words, it can 
go all the way, or 75 percent of the way, 
or 50 percent of the way, or 15 percent 
of the way, or zero. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Exactly. 

Mr. MORSE. I think article 36 of the 
Court statute gives to them the right, 
when they accept the Charter, to change 
their status, of being bound only as to 
optional jurisdiction, and to change that 
status in any degree insofar as compul- 
sory jurisdiction is concerned by way of 
any conditions which they wish to im- 
pose in their declaration, according to 
their wishes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Exactly. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator 
for that reply. -I judge, then, that the 
Senator from Oregon does not deem the 
Connally amendment to be violative of 
subdivision 6 of article 36 of the Court 
statute. 

Mr. MORSE. My answer is that I do 
not think it is in any way in violation 
of any section, paragraph, sentence, 
clause, word; comma, or period of the San 
Francisco Charter, but I still would prefer 
not to have it. 

Mr. DONNELL, Yes; I understand the 
Senator’s view. 

Let me ask the Senator if he still has 
the same opinion, in light of the fact that 
subdivision 2 of article 36 is the only pro- 
vision by which the states parties to the 
statute may declare that they recognize 
as compulsory the jurisdiction of the 


Court, and that subdivision 2 provides 


that the states parties to the present 
statute may at any time declare that 
they recognize as compulsory, ipso facto, 
and so forth, the jurisdiction of the 
Court in all legal disputes concerning 
a, b, c, and d? Does the Senator still 
deem his answer to be correct? 

Mr. MORSE. My answer is still the 
same, and I wish to point out to my good 
friend, the Senator from Missouri, that 
article 36 of the statute of the new 
World Court is really a repetition of a 
similar article under the old World Court, 
When we look to the practices under the 
old World Court, what do we find? We 
find a long list of declarations which 
have been filed under the old World 
Court, many of which have been auto- 
matically continued under the new 
World Court, and they set forth a variety 
of conditions, somewhat different in some 
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respects from the conditions set forth 
in Senate Resolution 196. In my judg- 
ment, we have that entire background 
of, shall I say, a common law of inter- 
national law as precedents for the inter- 
pretation which I am making of section 
2, article 36, of the Court statute. 

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator 
for his clear and illuminating discussion 
of the questions which I have submitted. 
If I may trespass further for a moment 
on his time, I assure him that my ques- 
tions are designed for clarification. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the Sena- 
tor's questions very much. 

Mr. DONNELL. The declaration to be 
deposited by the President of the United 
States is, under the terms of Senate Res- 
olution 196, one recognizing as com- 
pulsory—I will emphasize by my voice 
the next few words—in relation to any 
other state accepting the same obliga- 
tion, the jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice in certain disputes, pro- 
vided that the declaration shall not apply 
to three categories of disputes. Those 
are the categories set forth on page 2 of 
the resolution between lines 7 and 15, to 
which are to be added the words and 
figures adopted by the Senate yesterday. 

Mr. MORSE. Plus the Vandenberg 
amendment of yesterday, being item (c) 
under the proviso clause following line 
14. 

Mr. DONNELL. That is the one to 
which I refer. - 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. 

Mr. DONNELL. Item (c), the third 
one of the three disputes embodied, in 
these categories. 

My question is this:. In view of the 
facts, first, that the recognition to be, 
by such declaration, made of compulsory 
jurisdiction is only in relation, to quote 
the resolution, “to any other State ac- 
cepting the same obligation”; and, sec- 
ond, that it is to be provided in the dec- 
laration which is to be deposited by the 
President of the United States that the 
last-mentioned declaration shall not ap- 
ply to the three categories of disputes 
which I have mentioned, is it the opin- 
ion of the Senator from Oregon that 
the only States with relation to which 
the declaration recognizes as compulsory 
the jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice, are those States which 
shall have, in their respective declara- 
tions, provisions making such respective 
declarations not applicable to those cate- 
gories of disputes to which, under the 
resolution which we shall pass, the dec- 
laration of the United States shall not 
apply? 

Mr. MORSE. My answer is No.“ It 
is not so limited. Allow me to a in 
hypothetical terms. 

Mr. DONNELL. Les. 

Mr. MORSE. Let us assume that na- 
tion X has filed with the United Nations 
an acceptance of the compulsory juris- 
diction of the Court subject to certain 
conditions. Let us assume that among 
those conditions are the first four as they 
appear on page 2 of Senate Resolution 
196, but not included is the condition with 
reference to domestic issues as suggested 
by the Connally amendment. Assume 
that we get into a dispute with nation X 
over the interpretation of a treaty. Such 
à dispute clearly would involve an inter- 
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national law issue. I am sure the Sena- 
tor from Missouri will agree that in such 
a dispute both the United States and na- 
tion X would be bound, because of their 
mutual declarations to adjudicate that 
dispute within the forum of the World 
Court. I say that because the declara- 
tions of both the United States and na- 
tion X would under my hypothetical case 
cover the same first four conditions as 
they appear on page 2 of Senate Resolu- 
tion 196. However, nation X would have 
the right, in my judgment, if it wanted 
to do so, to raise a point of jurisdiction 
and say “But this is not an issue of inter- 
national law, it is one of domestic law, and 
because you have reserved the right over 
domestic issues we can benefit by the 
same right you have reserved to your- 
self, although we did not in our decla- 
ration specifically make such reservation 
to ourselves.” 

I think that will be the effect and the 
danger of the adoption of Senate Resolu- 
tion 196 with the Connally amendment 
init. It will have the effect of giving the 
right to every other State, when a dis- 
pute with us, to raise a question as to 
whether or not the dispute involves a 
domestic issue. 

Mr. DONNELL. And to decide the 
question for itself just as we can decide 
it for ourselves. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; now, let us hold to 
the hypothetical. Suppose the dispute, 
however, is not between the United States 
and nation X, but is between nation X 
and nation Y, and suppose that neither 
nation X nor nation Y included in their 
declaration the Connally condition that 
it shall not apply to so-called domestic 
issues. Under those circumstances they 
would be bound, in my judgment, to sub- 
mit the question of jurisdiction itself to 
the World Court for determination, but 
neither one of them in a dispute with us 
would be so bound because they might 
take advantage of the condition which 
we reserved unto ourselves by the Con- 
nally amendment. 

Mr. DONNELL. May I ask the Sen- 
ator on what language of the Charter, or 
upon what precedent, if he has one in 
mind, of the Permanent International 
Court of Justice he bases the view that 
in the case of nation X and the United 
States, nation X might avail itself of a 
provision identical with that which we 
nave inserted under the Connally amend- 
ment, even though nation X had not re- 
served it in its own acceptation of com- 
pulsory jurisdiction? 

Mr. MORSE. First, I think it is in- 
volved in the optional clause of the 
United Nations Charter itself where there 
is reserved to a nation the right to file 
a declaration accepting the compulsory 
jurisdiction of the Court. That is article 
36 of the World Court statute. As I have 
already said, I think a nation could ac- 
cept the compulsory jurisdiction in toto, 
or in part, subject to such conditions as 
it might reserve, but when it does file its 
declaration I think it follows, by clear 
implication, that other nations in rela- 
tion to the nation filing the declaration 
with such a condition in it will be bound 
only to the extent of the conditions set 
forth in the declaration of the filing na- 
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tion in any case of a dispute with the 
so-called filing nation. 

Further, I think that the Senator from 
Missouri will find that the section cited 
in the debate yesterday by the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. La FOLLETTE] will support my posi- 
tion. I refer to section 32, as follows: 

The Court, whose function is to decide in 
accordance with international law such dis- 
putes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 

a. international conventions, whether 
general or particular, establishing rules ex- 
pressly recognized by the contesting states; 

b. international custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law; 

c. the general principles of law recog- 
nized by civilized’ nations; 

d. subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the vari- 
ous nations, as subsidiary means for the de- 
termination of rules of law. 


That language, I am sure, will back 
up the interpretation which I have made. 
I. think it will be found that, running 
through the scholarly writings covering 
this field the authors point out that the 
historical rule is that nations which filed 
declarations accepting the obligatory 
jurisdiction of the old World Court they 
were bound only to the extent of the 
terms and conditions of their declara- 
tion. I know these authors state the 
rule that under such circumstances all 
nations so filing have the right to take 
advantage of any condition contained in 
the declaration of any nation with which 
they find themselves in dispute. I think 
that interpretation could be read into 
the Charter, so to speak, under article 
38. I know that the Senator from Mis- 
souri has discussed the matter with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THomas] and I 
should like to ask the Senator from Utah, 
first, if he shares my interpretation and, 
second, if he can put his finger on any 
specific precedent bearing upon the 
point. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I share completely the interpretation of 
the Senator from Oregon, and I think 
it is strongly implied in paragraph 2 of 
article 36 of the Court statute. All 
parties to a dispute enter into it on ex- 
actly the same level. That is my under- 
standing of reciprocity. The implica- 
tion is very strong, from a mere reading 
of article 2, which states: 

2. The states parties to the present statute 
may at any time declare that they recognize 
as compulsory ipso facto and without special 
agreement, in relation to any other state 
accepting the same obligation, the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court in all legal disputes con- 
cerning: 

a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

b. any question of international law; 

c, the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

d. the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation. 


. In respect to any of these various 
things, they accept the reciprocal situa- 
. in regard to all disputes which may 
arise. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] yesterday read from my report, 
and I should like to refer to it now: 


A second majer limitation on the juris- 
diction conferred arises from the condition 
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of reciprocity. This is again specified in 
the resolution in the language of the statute, 
the pertinent phrase being as follows: “rec- 
ognizing * * * in relation to any other 
state accepting the same obligation, the 
jurisdiction of the International Court of 
Justice. Jurisdiction is thus conferred on- 
ly as among states filing declarations. In 
addition, the similar phrase in the statute 
of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice was interpreted by the Court as 
meaning that any limitation imposed by a 
state in its grant of jurisdiction thereby 
also became available to any other state 
with which it might become involved in pro- 
ceedings, even though the second state had 
not specifically imposed the limitation. 


I read that to show that the idea of 
reciprocity is complete, and I repeat 
what was said: the parties to the dispute 
enter into the Court on precisely the 
same level. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. DONNELL, Will the Senator par- 
don me just a moment? 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall ask the Senator 
to be brief, lest I lose the floor. 

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator from 
Oregon had the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thought the Senator from Oregon 
had finished, and recognized the Sena- 
tor from Florida. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator from Florida, under those cir- 
cumstances, if he will extend the cour- 
tesy to the Senator from Missouri to 
complete his questions. I think he has 
another question or two. He says he will 
be brief. 

Mr, PEPPER. If my able friend will 
be brief, I gladly yield, otherwise I shall 
not be able to. 

Mr. DONNELL., I do not desire to ask 
a favor of the Senator from Florida, If 
the Senator from Oregon does not have 
the floor, I shall not ask the question. I 
was engaged in a line of questioning. I 
do have one or two other questions which 
I should like to propound. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will not the Senator do 
that later? I wish to make one or two 
observations, and if he desires later he 
can ask the questions. 

Mr. DONNELL. I shall be very glad 
to yield the floor to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. I know the Senators 
have their problems, but I have a little 
personal problem of my own. I shall be 
very brief. 

Mr. President, I ask that at this point 
in my remarks article 36 of the statute 
of the International Court respecting 
the jurisdiction of the World Court shall 
be inserted. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

1, The jurisdiction of the Court comprises 
all cases which the parties refer to it and 
all matters specially provided for in the 
Charter of the United Nations or in trea- 
ties. or conventions in force. 

2. The states parties to the present statute 
may at any time declare that they recognize 
as compulsory ipso facto and without spe- 
cial agreement, in relation to any other state 
accepting the same obligation, the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court in all legal disputes con- 


cerning: 
(a) tise interpretation of a treaty; 
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(b) any question of international law: 

(c) the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

(d) the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation. 

3. The declarations referred to above may be 
made unconditionally or on condition of reci- 
procity on the part of several or certain states, 
or for certain time. 

4. Such declarations shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
who shall transmit copies thereof to the par- 
ties to the statute and to the Registrar of the 
Court. 

5. Declarations made under article 36 of the 
Statute of the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice and which are still in force shall 
be deemed, as between the parties to the 
present statute, to be acceptances of the com- 
pulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice for the period which they 
still haye to run and in accordance with their 
terms. 

6. In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court. 


Mr. PEPPER. Thereafter, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask that there be printed in the 
body of the Recorp at this point Senate 
Resolution 196. 


There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the deposit by the 
President of the United States with the Sec- 
retary General of the United Nations, when- 
ever that official shall have been installed in 
office, of a declaration under paragraph 2 
of article 36 of the Statute of the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice recognizing as com- 
pulsory ipso facto and without special agree- 
ment, in relation to ary other state accept- 
ing the same obligation, the jurisdiction of 
the International Court of Justice in all legal 
disputes hereafter arising concerning— 

a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

b. any question of international law; 

c. the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

d. the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation. 

Provided, That such declaration shall not 
apply to— 

a. disputes the solution of which the par- 
ties shall entrust to other tribunals by virtue 
of agreements already in existence or which 
may be concluded in the future; or 

b. disputes with regard to matters which 

are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States. 
Provided jurther, That such declaration shall 
remain in force for a period of 5 years and 
thereafter until the expiration of 6 months 
after notice may be given to terminate the 
declaration. 


Mr, PEPPER. Immediately following 
the resolution, I ask that the proposed 
amendment of the able Senator from 
Texas be printed. 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

On page 2, line 14, after the word “states”, 
insert the following: “as determined by the 
United States.” 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not 
believe that the amendment of the able 
Senator from Texas can be adopted 
without violating the express provisions 
of the United Nations Charter respecting 
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the jurisdiction of the Court. I make 
that statement upon the basis of two 
facts, first, the grant of jurisdiction which 
is conferred upon the Court in article 36 
of the statute of the International 
8 respecting the jurisdiction of the 

ourt. 

Mr.CONNALLY. Mr. President. 

Mr. PEPPER. Just a moment. Sec- 
ondly, the express provision of subpara- 
graph 6 of article 36, which provides: 

In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court. 


I now yield to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena- 
tor, but he says he is in a hurry, and I 
shall not interrupt him. 

Mr. PEPPER. I promised I would 
take only a brief time. 

Mr. President, this matter was argued 
and debated at considerable length 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator will 
pardon me, I promised to make my re- 
marks brief, and I cannot possibly yield 
to all my friends. 

Mr, FERGUSON. I merely wish to 
ask whether the Senator has read the 
sixth section of article 36. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a question, 
and I will also yield to the Senator from 
Oregon for a question. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The language is: 

In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court. 


Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Of course, that re- 
lates only to what is indicated in the pre- 
ceding language, stating over what the 
Court would have jurisdiction, that is, 
international matters, and not domestic 
matters. 

Mr. PEPPER. It means anything the 
Court shall find to come within the grant 
of authority conferred upon the Court in 
subsection 2, paragraphs a, b, and c, 
namely, “the interpretation of a treaty,” 
“any question of international law,” “the 
existence of any fact which, if estab- 
lished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. But that does not 
apply to any domestic question. It ap- 
plies only as to whether or not the Court 
has jurisdiction of any of the matters 
mentioned. 

Mr. PEPPER. I agree with the Sen- 
ator in this respect, there was no need 
for the reservation which appears in Sen- 
ate Resolution 196. If the Senator is 
referring to that, I am inclined to be- 
lieve he is correct, because of course 
they are to deal with international dis- 
putes, not with domestic questions. But, 
Mr. President, that holding would also 
make unnecessary the following portion 
of Senate Resolution 196, namely: 

Such declaration— 


Meaning the compulsory jurisdiction 
of the International Court— 
shall not apply to * * (b) disputes 
with regard to matters which are essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of the 
United States. 


I do not think it was ever intended 
that the grant of authority should in- 
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clude matters that are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States. But, Mr. President, to add that 
reservation, and then to superimpose 
upon that reservation another one, that 
the United States Government is to be 
the sole judge of its own interest in the 
matter, it seems to me flies, first, into 
the very teeth of the purpose and con- 
cept of the Court, and in the second 
place, into violent conflict with subpar- 
agraph 6 of article 36, which reads: 

In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court. 


Mr. President, it did not say, “It shall 
be settled by the state which is a signa- 
tory power to the Charter and has given 
compulsory jurisdiction to the Court.” 

Not only that, but if there is anything 
fundamental in the law, it is that one 
cannot be the judge of his own case. 
Yet here we are laying down in one 
reservation that the World Court shall 
not have jurisdiction over domestic mat- 
ters, and in the second place that we 
will decide whether or not a matter is 
domestic. 

So, Mr. President, it seems to me that 
when we do that we of necessity fly 
squarely in the face of the provision of 
the Charter, which we cannot now, hav- 
ing ratified it, impair or impeach, that 
when there is a dispute as to the juris- 
diction the dispute shall be settled, as 
of necessity it must be, if the Court is 
to mean anything, by the Court itself, 
and not by a party which may be 
affected. 

If, therefore, Mr. President, we accept 
this amendment, in my opinion it will 
be a vain act, because we cannot impair 
the express provision of the Charter; in 
the second place, it will not only be a 
vain act, but it will be aimed at under- 
mining the authority of the Court, and 
that authority must be enhanced, and 
not impaired, if the Court is to achieve 
the great function of keeping world 
peace, for which it was conceived and 
designed. 

Mr. President, here it is. I lay one 
down, and the other beside it. It is 
possible for a state to make the declara- 
tion that Senate Resolution 196 purports 
to make, “unconditionally or on condi- 
tion of reciprocity on the part of several 
or certain states, or for a certain time.” 
That is in subparagraph 3 of article 36. 
But, Mr. President, I do not think that 
was intended to mean that a state may 
accept the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
Court and then impair the jurisdiction 
of the Court which is conferred in the 
previous subparagraph 2. In other 
words, we cannot ratify the Court’s au- 
thority and say that it shall have com- 
pulsory jurisdiction in respect to the in- 
terpretation of a treaty or any question 
of international law, and then say, “It 
shall not have jurisdiction respecting the 
existence of a fact which, if established, 
would constitute a breach of an inter- 
national obligation.” We take the 
Court as one takes his spouse, for better 
or for worse, We cannot say, once we 
admit its jurisdiction, that it may exer- 
cise only a limited part of its authority 
by the statute, and exclude another part 
when we happen to be affected. 
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No more, Mr. President, can we do that 
than we could impair the validity of the 
second article, article 38. Article 38 lays 
down the principles the Court shall apply 
in the making of its decision, namely: 

(a) international conventions, whether 
general or particular, establishing rules ex- 
pressly recognized by the contesting states; 

(b) international custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law; 

(c) the general principles of law recognized 
by civilized nations; 

(d) subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the va- 
rious nations, as subsidiary means for the 
determination of rules of law. 


There is also this language: 

2. This provision shall not prejudice the 
power of the Court to decide a case ex aequo, 
et bono, if the parties agree thereto. 


Mr. President, we cannot impair those 
principles that the Court may apply. We 
cannot say that the Court cannot have 
recourse to the general principles of law 
recognized by civilized nations, or to 
international custom. We cannot cut out 
of article 38 a single paragraph, sentence, 
or clause that is in it. Our efforts to do 
that would be analogous to our adopting 
this amendment which attempts to limit 
to our own decision the jurisdiction of the 
Court over matters affecting the United 
States of America. 

So, Mr. President, if we, the United 
States, shall be the ones first to stick a 
dagger in the integrity and authority of 
this Court, it will have infinite ill effects, 
because we will be the first Nation that 
will start our adherence to compulsory 


authority and jurisdiction with a ques- ` 


tion mark and a reservation. 

Mr. President, all history condemns 
the reservation that the Senate put or 
tried to put into the League of Nations, 
and there are many of us who feel that 
history will level its accusing finger at 
those who were the authors of those res- 
ervations. I know that no one has been 
stronger than the able Senator from 
Texas in his effort to bring this magnif- 
icent edifice into reality, to give it great 
strength and power and authority to 
keep world peace. I feel, however, Mr. 
President, that the Senator from Texas 
is being required by some consideration 
of expediency to feel that he must molli- 
fy certain sentiments in the Senate in 
order to secure the ratification of this 
resolution which causes him to offer his 
amendment which he now proposes that 
we should consider. I am of course not 
questioning his right to do that or the 
fine interest, the patriotism and the 
wholesome support which the able Sen- 
ator from Texas has unfailingly given 
to the United Nations Charter. But, no 
other State, according to my knowledge, 
has made any reservation when it has 
adhered to the compulsory jurisdiction of 
the Court. We would be the first, if we 
were to do it here today in the Senate. 

Mr, President, I am aware of what the 
able Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN- 
DENBERG] said. We, as a nation, do not 
have to yield ourselves to the compulsory 
jurisdiction of the Court unless we will 
it. We can only reserve its authority for 
special agreement, that we may enter 
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into with other countries. But, Mr. 
President, once we give authority for 
compulsory jurisdicticn to attach, then 
the law as embodied in article 36 of the 
Statute becomes effective, and we cannot 
by reservation in conflict with and in op- 
position to the Charter authority limit 
the jurisdiction of this Court. It is ob- 
vious that, if we are to give the state it- 
self authority to say that the jurisdiction 
of this Court shall not attach to a matter 
which the state itself considers to be 
within its domestic authority, it gives 
any state the power to nullify the whole 
authority and jurisdiction of the Court, 
because it does not say that this reser- 
vation may not be effective if the author- 
ity is arbitrarily or capriciously employed 
by the state. If a dispute arising under 
a treaty is about to be decided by the 
Court, in our opinion, against us, we can 
cook up some kind of an excuse, if this 
reservation becomes effective, and say, 
“Why, that would affect the essential do- 
mestic jurisdiction of the United States, 
therefore the Court is without author- 
ity.” And the Court would be utterly 
paralyzed. 

Mr. President, it is fundamental in the 
law that no one can judge his own case, 
and here we are trying to judge our own 
case by reserving the right of a veto on 
the jurisdiction of the Court to act in 
respect to matters which we think might 
adversely affect us. 

No, Mr. President; let us go into this 
Court and its jurisdiction wholeheart- 
edly. Let us enter into it giving it full 
faith and credit and support, or let us 
not go into it at all. If we are going to 
make reservation, then let us stay out of 
the compulsory jurisdiction of this Court, 
and merely let it function when we spe- 
cifically authorize it to function by a spe- 
cial agreement. But for the great United 
States of America, which has had such a 
large part in bringing the World Court 
and the Charter of the United Nations 
into existence, to be the first to limit its 
authority and to reserve the power to 
limit it at our own uncontrolled discre- 
tion, Mr. President, does far more dam- 
age to the prestige and the authority of 
the Court than it would sustain if we 
stayed out of its compulsory jurisdiction 
altogether. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MIN in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Florida yield to the Senator 
from Michigan? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as I 
understand the argument of the able 
Senator from Florida, he indicates that 
none of the clauses of article 36, which 
gives jurisdiction to this Court—and I 
read the language— 

The jurisdiction of the Court in all legal 
disputes concerning: 

a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

b. any question of international law; 

c. the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

d. the nature or extent of the reparation to 
be made for the breach of an international 
obligation— 


Includes what we are attempting to 
do except in the original language of the 
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resolution on page 2 beginning in line 
12, namely, “Disputes with regard to 
matters which are essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United 
States.” 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator let me say this? If the grant 
of authority in subsection 2, of article 
36, subparagraphs a, b, c, and d, covers 
matters essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States, why is 
the reservation put into Senate Resolu- 
tion 96, and why the Connally amend- 
ment? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if 
the able Senator is correct in his argu- 
ment that we do not have to make the 
reservation as to disputes with regard to 
matters which are essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United States 
and that they are automatically ex- 
cepted, because the very language of the 
Charter excludes them, then we are add- 
ing nothing except the precaution that 
the United States shall determine, in the 
language proposed by the able Senator 
from Texas, “as determined by the 
United States.” If we make one excep- 
tion, and we do not need it, we are adding 
nothing to the resolution by adding those 
words. 

Mr. PEPPER. Oh, yes; Mr. President, 
I am aware of the principle of law: 
“Utile per inutile non vitiatur“ — What 
is useful is not vitiated by the useless.” 
But, Mr. President, the essential vice of 
the Connally amendment is this: Under 
the treaty, and without the Connally 
amendment, the question whether the 
Court had authority or jurisdiction, 
would be determined by the Court, while 
under the Connally amendment the ques- 
tion of whether the Court had jurisdic- 
tion would be determined by the United 
States in respect to any matter the 
United States asserted to be essentially 
within our domestic jurisdiction. That 
is the difference, and that is the vice of 
the Connally amendment, 

Mr. FERGUSON. But, Mr. President, 
paragraph 6 of article 36 provides: 

In the event of a dispute as to whether the 
Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall be 
settled by the decision of the Court. 


That relates to the four matters dealt 
with in subparagraphs (a), (b), (c), 
and (d). 

Mr. PEPPER. That relates to every 
jurisdiction the Court has. How can the 
Senator say that subparagraph 6 is ap- 
plicable to one part of the Court’s juris- 
diction and not applicable to the other? 
The provision that it is up to the Court 
to decide a dispute as to jurisdiction, ap- 
plies to all the Court’s authority. But 
the Connally amendment would say, 
“when the dispute is asserted to be do- 
mestic in character and outside the juris- 
diction of the Court, the Court shall not 
decide it” as subparagraph 6 says it shall; 
but the Connally amendment would say 
“The United States shall decide its own 
case without appeal.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. But the United 
States would not decide that the Court 
did not have jurisdiction under article 
36, subparagraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d). 

Mr. PEPPER. That is the only juris- 
diction the Court has, unless we confer, 
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by special agreement, jurisdiction upon 
it. The Senator is evidently overlooking 
paragraph 2, which provides: 

The States parties to the present statute 
may at any time declare that they recognize 
as compulsory ipso facto and without special 
agreement, in relation to any other State 
accepting the same obligation, the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court in all legal disputes con- 
cerning: . 

(a) the interpretation of a treaty; 

(b) any question of international law; 

(c) the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation. 


Except for the question of the extent 
of reparations to be made in case of a 
breach, that is all the jurisdiction we are 
conferring upon the Court, and all we 
can confer upon it by a declaration sub- 
mitting ourselves to its compulsory juris- 
diction. Any other authority must be 
conferred upon it by a special agree- 
ment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not overlook 
that point. That is just what I have 
been arguing. The Court has jurisdic- 
tion only in legal disputes concerning 
certain questions. It has no jurisdiction 
over domestic issues. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is over- 
looking the fact that if a domestic issue 
is asserted in respect to the interpreta- 
tion of a treaty, or any question of in- 
ternational law, or the existence of any 
fact which if established would consti- 
tute a breach of an international obliga- 
tion, if the Court with that authority be- 
gan to consider the case and the Con- 
nally amendment and Senate Resolution 
196 were effective, all the United States 
would have to do to oust the Court of 
jurisdiction even in respect to authority 
over those matters would be to say, 
“That involves a matter within the do- 
mestic jurisdiction of the United States 
and outside the scope of the authority of 
the Court”, and the Court would be pow- 
erless to act unless it refused to recognize 
the validity of such reservations, which I 
think it would and should do. 

Mr. FERGUSON. None of the issues 
specified in article 36 as a matter of fact 
or as a matter of law include domestic 
issues. Therefore as I see it the argu- 
ment of the able Senator from Florida 
does not apply, because we would not be 
making any reservation except with re- 
spect to domestic issues. 

Mr. PEPPER. Without the Connally 
amendment, the question whether or not 
the issue is domestic in character would 
be determined by the Court. If the Con- 
nally amendment were effective the ques- 
tion would be determined by the United 
States, and not by the Court. That is the 
reason why the Connally amendment vi- 
olates paragraph 6. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I must conclude, in or- 
der to keep my word to those whom I 
assured that I would occupy only a brief 
time, but I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If we refer back to 
chapter 1, article 2, of the treaty itself, 
under the heading “Purposes and prin- 
ciples,” we find this language in para- 
graph 7: 

Nothing contained in the present charter 
shall authorize the United Nations to inter- 
vene in matters which are essentially within 
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the domestic jurisdiction of any State or 
shall require the Members to submit such 
matters to settlement under the present 
charter; but this principle shall not preju- 
dice the application of enforcement meas- 
ures under chapter VII. 


That is conclusive proof that we never 
intended that the United Nations—and 
the International Court is a part of the 
United Nations structure—should ever 
have jurisdiction of essentially domestic 
issues. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct; but the 
Charter wisely provided that if there were 
a dispute about any phase of the juris- 
diction of the Court the question should 
be decided by the Court. But the Con- 
nally amendment provides that if there 
is a dispute about the jurisdiction of the 
Court it will be decided by the United 
States Government if the United States 
Government is willing to claim that it is 
a matter essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
say that we do not have to impair the 
treaty and the authority and prestige of 
the Court by this amendment in order 
effectively to protect the United States. 
We do not have to be the first nation 
giving the Court compulsory jurisdiction 
to make a reservation to save American 
interests effectively. As the Senator 
from Michigan has pointed out, the Court 
has no authority to enforce its own de- 
cisions. It is a judicial body. The 
power of effective enforcement lies only 
in the Security Council; and in the Se- 
curity Council an effective decision can- 
not be made to take action against a na- 
tion unless there is unanimity of the Big 
Five. Therefore, so far as the United 
States is concerned, a power which of 
necessity will always be a party to the 
Security Council under the provisions 
which requires the Big Five to be perma- 
nent members of the Security Council, 
the United States will always have the 
power, through the exercise of the veto, 
to prevent effective enforcement of a 
judgment of the Court against the United 
States if the United States feels deeply 
enough about it to contend that the 
Court’s judgment encroaches upon the 
domestic jurisdiction of our Government. 

How much better it would be to rely 
upon the veto power which we have 
against the effective enforcement of the 
judgment of the Court than to try to 
write two reservations into our adherence 
to the Court’s compulsory jurisdiction, 
one expressly saying that it has no juris- 
diction over what is essentially within our 
domestic jurisdiction, and the other pro- 
viding that we shall decide what is within 
our domestic jurisdiction. How do Sen- 
ators suppose the countries which have 
already adhered to the compulsory juris- 
diction of this Court without reserva- 
tions will feel when they see that we have 
made this reservation? Will they not 
wish to modify their adherence, making 
it conditional instead of unconditional? 
They may wish to impose some other con- 
dition than the one we are attempting to 
impose. 

America withheld its assent to the 
World Court a decade or more ago, and 
we have paid in blood and treasure for 
that mistake. The United States of 
America tried to place reservations in the 
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League treaty, and we have paid in broad 
rivers of blood and uncountable treas- 
ures for those reservations. We have 
thus far gone forward so magnificently, 
and have entered so wonderfully into the 
spirit of this great new enterprise for 
peace that, in my judgment, we should 
give the world encouragement, confi- 
dence, and hope by extending full faith 
and credit to this great Court. We should 
not be the first nation to write the in- 
sidious question mark above its author- 
ity, and the first to violate the funda- 
mental concept of any law, that no liti- 
gant shall decide his own case. 

Therefore, I hope the Connally amend- 
ment will not be adopted. 

Mr. CONNALLY obtained the floor. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
` The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Andrews Hoey Overton 
Austin Huffman Pepper 
Ball Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Barkley Johnston, S.C. Revercomb 
Bilbo Knowland Russell 
Bridges La Follette Smith 
Byrd Langer Stewart 
Capper McClellan Swift 
Chavez McFarland Taft 
Connally McKellar Taylor 
Cordon McMahon Thomas, Okla. 
Donnell Magnuson Thomas, Utah 
Downey Maybank Tunnell 
Ferguson ad Vandenberg 
Fulbright Millikin Wagner 
George Mitchell Walsh 
Gossett Moore Wheeler 
Green Morse Wherry 
Guffey Murdock White 

t Murray Wiley 
Hayden O'Daniel 
Hill O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gos- 
sETT in the chair). Sixty-four Sena- 
tors having answered to their names, a 
quorum is present. 

The Senator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. CONNALLY... Mr. President, to 
the pending resolution I offer the amend- 
ment which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK.. On page 2, in line 
14, after the word “states”, it is pro- 
posed to insert the following: “as deter- 
mined by the United States.” 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
have long favored the International 
Court of Justice; and when the issue 
was before this body, I voted for the 
resolution. I favor the resolution with 
the amendment which I have offered. 

Mr. President, at San Francisco, when 
we adopted the Charter, our delegation 
opposed compulsory jurisdiction at that 
time, and favored the provisions which 
remitted the matter to the will of each 
nation, so that each nation could accept 
or could reject compulsory jurisdiction. 

Under the present Charter, the United 
States has the option of accepting com- 
pulsory jurisdiction or the option of not 
accepting it and simply relying on spe- 
cial provisions regarding each case which 
might be accepted by the Court. 

So within those extremes we have a 
perfect right to stipulate the extent of 
our agreement as to compulsory juris- 
diction. 
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My amendment is tantamount to say- 
ing to the International Court and to 
the members of the United Nations that 
we will accept jurisdiction on all ques- 
tions set forth in the Charter and in 
the treaty, except that we will not accept 
jurisdiction on questions which we deem 
to be purely domestic issues. 

Mr. President, the Charter recognizes 
that that is a sound principle and is in 
conformity with our concepts of jurisdic- 
tion as between international affairs and 
national affairs. That is recognized by 
the United Nations, because in the Char- 
ter the following is set forth in article 
2, section 7: 

Nothing contained in the present Char- 
ter shall authorize the United Nations to 
intervene in matters which are essentially 
within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
state— 


Mr. President, that is an absolute pro- 
hibition against intervening or invading 
in the case of a domestic question. Yet, 
if the judges of the World Court were 
to decide that what really was a domestic 
question was not a domestic question, 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] 
would have the Court accept jurisdic- 
tion to decide the case. 

The Charter goes further, for it then 
says: 

Or shall require— 


In other words, nothing in the Char- 
ter shall require the United States— 
the members to submit such matters to set- 
tlement under the present charter, 


There is nothing in the Charter which 
requires us to submit a domestic ques- 
tion, and the effect of my amendment is 
to say that as to domestic questions we 
will not submit them, but we will submit 
other matters. 

Mr. President, there is nothing viola- 
tive of the concepts of the Charter or of 
international law in that course. We 
can abstain and can stand where we 
stand now, if we so desire. We are go- 
ing a long way when we accept all char- 
acter of jurisdiction except jurisdiction 
as to domestic questions. 

Mr. President, some of us have been 
in contact in conferences which have 
been held with the representatives of 
many other nations, The United States 
is the object of envy of many nations of 
the world and many peoples. Our Treas- 
ury is most attractive to them. Immi- 
gration to our shores is something they 
dream of. I do not favor and I shall not 
vote to make it possible for the Inter- 
national Court of Justice to decide 
whether a question of immigration to our 
shores is a domestic question or an in- 
ternational question. It is a domestic 
question, of course; but the Court might 
contend it is international in character. 
The Court might say, “A man leaves one 
country and migrates to another, and 
therefore an international question is in- 
volved, and suit may be brought against 
the United States because it discrimi- 
nates against the citizens of a certain 
country by not giving them a sufficiently 
large quota.” 

Mr. President, do we wish to submit 
to the International Court the question 
whether we have a right to levy tariffs 
and duties and to regulate matters of 
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that kind? They are purely domestic 
questions, and I do not propose to have 
the International Court have jurisdic- 
tion over them. 

Do we want the International Court 
of Justice to render judgment in a case 
involving the navigation of the Panama 
Canal? The Court might say, “It is an 
international stream, like the Darda- 
nelles, and the commerce of the world 
passes through it, and problems relative 
to it are international problems,” such 
problems are not international. In the 
case of the Panama Canal, our treasure 
bought it, our blood built it, and it is ours 
by right of construction. We do propose 
to submit to the jurisdiction of any tri- 
bunal at any time the right to say whether 
a question relative to it is a domestic 
question. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ore- 
gon made a very able and eloquent speech 
in favor of the resolution and against 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas. However, I am reminded that in 
the subcommittee the Senator from Ore- 
gon said he had no objection to an 
amendment such as mine. I quote now 
from the hearings before the subcom- 
mittee, at page 36: 

Senator AUSTIN— 


And I am glad the Senator from Ver- 
mont is here now— 

Senator Austin. How much of a restriction 
would you regard the insertion of certain 
words in that clause “b,” relating to who 
decides that question of what is domestic 
jurisdiction—that is, would you regard it as 
nullifying your purpose, if you inserted into 
this phrase, “disputes with regard to matters 
which are essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States,” which 
would make it read: “disputes which are 
held by the United States to be with regard 
to matters which are essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United States?” 

Senator Morse. I would accept the lan- 

age. 

Senator Austin. You would? 

Senator Morse, I would accept the lan- 
guage. 

Senator Avustry. Otherwise, I foresee the 
conflict that naturally would arise over such 
questions as immigration, the interpretation 
of a treaty, for example, with respect to the 
immigration of orientals. 

Senator Morse. I would accept the lan- 
guage as of now. 

Senator Austin. Yes. 


Mr. President, the Senator from Ore- 
gon has accepted it three times, and I 
hope he will accept it when the roll is 
called. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, what the 
Senator has read was the first impres- 
sion of the Senator from Oregon when 
he listened to the proposal of the Sena- 
tor from Vermont. He has already stated 
in his speeches on the floor of the 
Senate that that was his first reaction 
to the proposal, and that after making 
a thorough and complete study of the 
3 he reached an opposite conclu- 

on. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am sorry the Sen- 
ator grows more erroneous the longer he 
studies the matter. Mr. President, yes- 
terday the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Austin] brought out quite accurately 
that if we do not adopt this amendment, 
some issue which would be domestic in 
its nature might arise before the Inter- 
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national Court of Justice, but that the 
Court would hold it to be an interna- 
tional and not a domestic question. It 
was pointed out that we could protest 
and appeal to whatever we could appeal 
to if at all—perhaps to the Security 
Council—and that when the Court un- 
dertook to enforce its judgment by cer- 
tifying the question to the Security 
Council, we could tell the Court and the 
Security Council to take a walk. Of 
course, that is true. There is no way 
to compel us to submit. But I do not 
want to put the United States in that 
position. I prefer at the very outset 
to say, “We want to cooperate with the 
World Court. We are willing to submit 
every other question on earth except do- 
mestic questions.” The Charter says 
that the Court shall have no jurisdiction 
over domestic questions and we do not 
propose to have a Court of 15, 14 of whom 
will be alien judges—I do not reflect 
upon them—decide that a domestic ques- 
tion is an international question. 

Several Senators have argued that by 
this amendment the United States 
would put itself in the position of cor- 
ruptly and improperly claiming that a 
question is domestic in nature when it 
is not, thereby taking advantage of an 
international dispute and saying that 
since the question is domestic, we will 
not abide by the decision of the Court. 
Mr. President, I have more faith in my 
Government than that. I do not be- 
lieve the United States would adopt a 
subterfuge, a pretext, or a pretense in 
order to block the judgment of the Court 
on any such grounds. I do not object to 
submitting to the Court; but before do- 
ing that I want to know what are the 
issues, and what is the jurisdiction of the 
Court. In international affairs the 
United States has never adopted a policy 
of pretext, pretense, subterfuge, or ex- 
cuse. Our record shows that we are de- 
voted to the welfare of, the world. We 
spent more money in the recent war than 
was ever spent before in any war on this 
globe. We spent the lifeblood of hun- 
dreds of thousands of our men. We 
sent armies to Africa, to Russia, to Asia, 
and to other parts of the world. We 
dotted the globe with our navies, our 
submarines, and our aircraft. We did 
not do so because we wanted a foot of the 
land of any nation, but because we 
wanted peace. 

Mr. President, our policy in connection 
with international affairs has not been 
a selfish one and has not been based on 
pretext and subterfuge. 

As every Member of the Senate knows, 
the Senator from Vermont is a great law- ` 
yer and a great statesman, As I under- 
stand, he is unequivocally supporting my 
amendment. I ask the Senator from 
Vermont to verify or deny that state- 
ment. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I am 
supporting the amendment. I would 
rather see the resolution not contain it, 
but for many reasons I shall vote for the 
amendment. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, 
many of the outstanding members of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations are 
supporting it. The distinguished Sena- 
tor from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] and the 
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distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. LA FOLLETTE] are both supporting 
it. I do not wish to quote other Sena- 
tors because the roll has not yet been 
called. A great many of the leading 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations are in favor of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I am in favor of the In- 
ternational Court of Justice. Iam in fa- 
vor of the United Nations, but I am also 
for the United States of America. I do 
not want to surrender the sovereignty or 
the prestige of the United States with re- 
spect to any question which may be 
merely domestic in character, and con- 
tained within the boundaries of this Re- 
public. Our ancestors fought with for- 
titude and with sacrifice in order to es- 
tablish our Government. We must pre- 
serve it because the best hope of the 
world lies in the survival of the United 
States with its concepts of democracy, 
liberty, freedom, and advancement un- 
der its institutions. 

So, Mr. President, I hope the Senate 
will agree to the amendment, and then 
it will be in position to act affirmatively 
on the resolution. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, it is 
not my purpose to delay for long the vote 
on this important resolution, but I do 
wish to say a few words concerning the 
vital subject which the resolution in- 
volves. 

The key to world tranquillity of the 
future undoubtedly lies in proper world 
cooperation. As the foremost Nation of 
the world today, it is incumbent upon 
America to do her part in bringing about 
a better understanding among all the 
nations of the world. The only hope for 
the prevention of future wars which 
would eventually destroy civilization lies 
in the cultivation of a better under- 
standing between our Nation and all 
other nations of the globe. 

In signing the United Nations Char- 
ter at San Francisco the 51 members, 
_ while accepting the World Court in sub- 
stance, did not bind themselves to ac- 
cept its jurisdiction unless they public- 
ly declared themselves willing to do so. 
Obviously, some of the nations repre- 
sented at the San Francisco Conference 
did not accept compulsory participation 
in the World Court for fear that it 
might limit their sovereignty, and it is 
not my conception that the United 
States, by accepting the jurisdiction of 
the World Court, need actually surrender 
any of its fundamental national sover- 
eignty. 

By becoming a member of the World 
Court the United States will be doing its 
part in establishing an effective inter- 
national judiciary, and by such action 
our dreams of an international court to 
decide legal questions will be realized. 

The United Nations cannot administer 
impartially justice to all the nations of 
the world unless its most important 
Members subscribe to this policy. Na- 
tions which actually desire world cooper- 
ation can best express their desire by be- 
coming members of the World Court. 
Mr. President, through this Body let us 
hope all nations may finally show their 
good faith and make it a practical asso- 

` ciation for international progress. 
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I am glad to have an opportunity to 
support Senate Resolution 196, and also 
the Connally amendment which, while I 
believe it to be unnecessary under the 
terms of the resolution as it is written, is 
an additional safeguard to show our in- 
tention in determining when a matter is 
domestic and when it is international in 
character. I shall vote for the resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
shall not take much of the Senate’s time. 
I was one of the sponsors of the resolu- 
tion and asked several questions during 
the course of the debate in order to make 
my position clear on the record. 

The United States was founded upon 
the proposition that its citizen’s should 
have equal justice under law. We have 
believe this should apply to States. Since 
its formation, the United States has led in 
promoting a reign of law and justice as 
between nations. In order to continue 
that leadership, we should now accept the 
jurisdiction of the International Court 
of Justice and establish this concept 
which is so fundamental to us. If the 
United States, which has the material 
power to impose its will widely in the 
world, now agrees to submit to the im- 
partial adjudication of its legal contro- 
versies, it will inaugurate and will be car- 
rying out what we have advocated, and 
the result will be a new and profoundly 
significant international advance. The 
failure to take that step would be inter- 
preted as an election on our part to rely 
on power rather than reason under a 
judicial system. 

The Statute of the Court of Interna- 
tional Justice is a part of the Charter. 
Nowhere in the jurisdiction of the Court 
do we find essentially domestic matters 
covered. But since we have included in 
the resolution which is now before the 
Senate for ratification the language that 
“such declaration shall not apply to dis- 
putes with regard to matters which are 
essentially within the domestic juris- 
diction of the United States,” I see no 
reason why we should not add the words 
proposed by the able Senator from Texas, 
“as determined Ly the United States.” 
Then we are saying clearly and without 
equivocation exactly what we are accept- 
ing, and as domestic matters are not 
covered by the jurisdiction of the Court 
we can leave no doubt that we are go- 
ing wholeheartedly into the Court; that 
we are submitting all matters of inter- 
national relations, as provided for in 
section 36 of the Statute establishing 
the Court; but that we have no inten- 
tion of submitting, and it is not even 
the intention of the Court, to have us 
submit, purely domestic questions. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I feel that 
I cannot only support the amendment 
of the able Senator from Texas, but that 
I can support the resolution with his 
amendment in it, because I do not feel 
that it constitutes a reservation. It 
should not be classed as a reservation 
because nowhere is it covered in the 
Statute of the International Court. But 
we have seen fit to incorporate this lan- 
guage in the resolution in order to make 
it as clear as possible exactly what we 
are doing in accepting the jurisdiction 
of the World Court. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi- 
dent, before we vote I wish to say just 
one word. We have already debated 
this question, and I have already covered 
it. I shall not resist the amendment, al- 
though for reasons given yesterday I 
still think it is unnecessary and unwise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Texas, which 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 14, 
after the word “states”, it is proposed 
to insert “as determined by the United 
States.” 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was 
called). I have a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. REED]. Not 
knowing how he would vote, I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from Missouri 
Mr. Briccs}]. I am not advised how the 
Senator from Missouri would vote if 
present. Being at liberty to vote, I vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. CAR- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN- 
DREWS], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Burcu], and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Gerry] are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Brices], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MYERS] 
are detained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Harch] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini, 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Brewster], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], the Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mr. REED], the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL], and 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] 
are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont IMr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooks], the Senator from South Da- 
kote. [Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. Gurney], the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERT- 
son], the Senator from New Hampshire 
IMr. Tosey], and the Senator from 
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North Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] is absent on official business, 
being a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member 
of the President’s Evaluation Commis- 
sion in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 12, as follows: 


YEAS—51 
Austin Huffman Overton 
Ball Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Barkley Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bilbo Knowland Russell 
Bridges La Follette Shipstead 
Capper Langer Smith 
Chavez McClellan Stewart 
Connally McFarland Swift 
Donnell McKellar Taft 
Ferguson Magnuson Thomas, Okla. 
George Maybank Tunnell 
Gossett Millikin Vandenberg 
Green Mitchell Walsh 
Hart Moore Wheeler 
Hayden Murray Wherry 
Hill O'Daniel White 
Hoey O'Mahoney Wiley 
NAYS—12 
Cordon McMahon Pepper 
Downey Mead Taylor 
Fulbright Morse Thomas, Utah 
Guffey Murdock Wagner 
NOT VOTING—33 

Aiken Capehart McCarran 
Andrews Carville Myers 
Bailey Eastland Reed 
Brewster Ellender Robertson 
Briggs Gerry Saltonstall 
Brooks Gurney Stanfill 
Buck Hatch Tobey 

urch Hawkes Tydings 
Bushfield Hickenlooper Willis 
Butler Kilgore Wilson 
Byrd Lucas Young 


So Mr. CONNALLY’s amendment was 
agreed to. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 7037) to amend the Social Secu- 
rity Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House having proceeded to reconsider 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) en- 
titled “Joint resolution to quiet the titles 
of the respective States, and others, to 
lands beneath tidewaters and lands be- 
neath navigable waters within the 
boundaries of such States and to pre- 
vent further clouding of such titles,” re- 
turned by the President of the United 
States with his objections, to the House 
of Representatives, in which it origi- 
nated, it was— 

Resolved, That the said joint resolution do 
not pass, two-thirds of the House of Repre- 
sentatives not agreeing to pass the same. 
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The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro tem- 
pore: i 

S. 2100. An act to remove the limitations 
on the amount of death compensation or 
pension payable to widows and children of 
certain deceased veterans; 

S. 2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; 

S. 2256. An act to amend the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944; 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisition 
of lands in the District of Columbia and the 
States of Maryland and Virginia requisite to 
the comprehensive park, parkway, and play- 
ground system of the National Capital,” ap- 
proved May 29, 1930; 

S. 2332. An act to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., may be 
paid into the general fund of such city; 

S. 2408, An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 9, 1907, es amended, with respect to 
certain fees; 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States military 
or naval service, and for other purposes; 

S. 2477. An act to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for vet- 
erans, and for other purposes; 

S. 2479. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the 
Regular Army; and 

S. 2498. An act to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property in 
and contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia. 


INVESTIGATION OF ALL PHASES OF 
SOCIAL SECURITY 


Mr. VANDENBERG. As in legislative 
session, I ask unanimous consent, out of 
order, to submit a Senate resolution on 
behalf of the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] and myself. 

The Senate will remember that when 
it passed upon the social-security prob- 
lem a few days ago it included in the 
legislation a requirement for an imme- 
diate and complete and adequate special 
investigation of all phases of social se- 
curity, so that the Congress might have 
adequate preparation for actual and 
realistic action in the near future. Un- 
fortunately, as was reported this after- 
noon by the Senator from Georgia, the 
House conferees declined to agree to the 
Senate amendment, and it was elimi- 
nated. The able Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] commenting upon 
the action of the House expressed his 
regret that we were not to have this im- 
mediate, concentrated, aggressive in- 
quiry into this problem. It is because 
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there has been no such inquiry, Mr. 
President, that we find ourselves year 
after year at the end of each session 
without any adequate action on the sub- 
ject. 

In the fact of that situation, Mr. Pres- 
ident, the Senator from Georgia and I 
are submitting a resolution which will 
instruct the Senate Finance Committee 
on behalf of the Senate, to make pre- 
cisely the same investigation which we 
were attempting to obtain by joint action 
of the House and Senate. The resolu- 
tion would instruct the Senate committee 
to appoint an advisory council for the 
purpose of aiding it in its exploration of 
this subject. 

Mr. President, both the Senator from 
Georgia and I, and I think I can speak 
for all the other members of the Finance 
Committee, are very anxious for action 
along this line before adjournment. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent to 
submit the resolution now for reference 
to the Finance Committee, after which it 
must be referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Michigan? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 320) authorizing and direct- 
ing the Senate Committee on Finance to 
make a full and complete study and in- 
vestigation of old-age and survivors in- 
surance and all other aspects of social 
security, particularly in respect to cover- 
age, benefits, and taxes related thereto, 
was received and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Senate Committee on 
Finance is authorized and directed to make 
a full and complete study and investigation 
of old-age and survivors insurance and all 
other aspects of social security, particularly 
in respect to coverage, benefits, and taxes re- 
lated thereto so that the Senate may be pre- 
pared to deal with such legislation on these 
subjects as may hereafter originate in the 
House of Representatives under the require- 
ment of the Constitution, 

The Senate committee is hereby authorized, 
in its discretion, to appoint an advisory coun- 
cil of individuals having special knowledge 
concerning matters involved in its study and 
investigation to assist, consult with, and ad- 
vise the Senate committee with respect to 
such study and investigation. Members of 
the advisory council shall not receive any 
compensation for their services as such mem- 
bers, but shall be reimbursed for travel, sub- 
sistence, and other necessary expenses in- 
curred by them in connection with the per- 
formance of the work of the advisory council. 

For the purposes of this resolution the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized to sit and act 
at such places and times including periods 
of Senate recess or adjournment, to require 
by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
books, papers, and documents, to administer 
such oaths, to take such testimony, to pro- 
cure such printing and binding, and to make 
such expenditures, as it deems advisable. 
the cost of stenographic services to report 
such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 
cents per hundred words. 

The committee shall have power to employ 
and fix the compensation of such officers, ex- 
perts, and employees as it deems necessary 
in the performance of its duties under this 
title, but the compensation so fixed shall not 
exceed the compensation prescribed under 
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the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, 
for comparable duties. The expenses of the 
committee under this resolution, which shall 
not exceed $10,000 shall be paid from the 
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers 
signed by the chairman, 


Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to 
add that in the absence of the Senator 
from Illinois (Mr. Lucas], who is chair- 
man of the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate—I believe the able Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. HAYDEN] is the ranking 
member—I very respectfully and prayer- 
fully commend and commit this resolu- 
tion to his mercies. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
wish to join with the able Senator from 
Michigan in expressing the hope that the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate will re- 
port the resolution promptly so that we 
can obtain action upon it before the ad- 
journment of the Congress, because I 
think it is absolutely essential that we 
do so if we are to be prepared to go into 
this very important question when the 
Congress meets next January. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to ETA 
myself with this request. I think that 
this is a transcendentally important 
problem which faces the Congress and 
will face the next Congress. The amount 
requested is a modest sum compared with 
the importance of the problem, and I 
hope the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Sen- 
ate will report favorably before we re- 
cess or adjourn today. 

Mr. GEORGE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, as in legislative session, from 
the Committee on Finance I report fa- 
vorably Senate Resolution 320, authoriz- 
ing and directing the Senate Committee 
on Finance to make a full and complete 
study and investigation of old-age and 
survivors’ insurance and all other aspects 
of social security, particularly in respect 
to coverage, benefits, and taxes related 
thereto, which was submitted to the 
Senate earlier today by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]. 

The resolution (S. Res. 320) was re- 
ceived and referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate. 

Mr. HAYDEN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, from the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent to 


report favorably without amendment 


Senate Resolution 320, submitted earlier 
today by the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG] for himself and Mr. 
GEORGE, and I request its immediate 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was considered and agreed to. 


ACCEPTANCE OF COMPULSORY JURISDIC- 
TION OF INTERNATIONAL COURT OF 
JUSTICE 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the resolution (S. Res. 196) proposing 

acceptance by the United States Gov- 
ernment of compulsory jurisdiction of 
the International Court of Justice. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gos- 
SETT in the chair). Senate Resolution 
196 is before the Senate and open to fur- 
ther amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I call 
up and ask to have read an amendment, 
which I have offered and sent to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out the period in line 14, page 2, 
to substitute a semicolon, and add the 
word “or” and the following additional 
proviso: 

(c) Disputes where the law necessary for 
decision is not found in existing treaties and 
conventions to which the United States is a 
party and where there has not been prior 
agreement by the United States as to the 
applicable principles of international law. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment read in the context of the 
resolution and omitting parts which need 
not be read now, would read: 


Provided, That such declaration— 


That is to say, the declaration of ad- 
herence— 
shall not apply to disputes where the law 
necessary for decision is not found in exist- 
ing treaties and conventions to which the 
United States is a party and where there has 
not been prior agreement by the United 
States as to the applicable principles of in- 
ternational law. 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I am sure that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Colorado in no way 
interferes with or is in disagreement with 
the basis of the Charter and with the 
statute. I see no reason why it cannot 
be accepted. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then, Mr. President, 
unless there is objection, I shall submit 
the matter without further statement. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator state the substance of the 
amendment? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. The amend- 
ment would provide that our declaration 
of adherence is qualified by the fact that 
we are not required to submit to the 
jurisdiction where the law necessary for 
decision is not found in existing treaties 
and conventions to which the United 
States is a party and where there has not 
been prior agreement by the United 
States as to the applicable principles of 
international law. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. PEPPER. Would the amendment 
come under article 36 or article 38 of the 
Charter? Would it apply with reference 
to extending the jurisdiction of the Court 
in article 36, or to the law that may be 
applied by the Court, in article 38? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It would affect 
article 38, which defines by statute the 
sources from which the international 
law shall be derived. There seems to be 
much opinion that we would not know 
what the international law might be in 
any particular dispute affecting this 
country, which might affect this country 
vitally. 

So this is a limitation intended to 
protect us where there is uncertainty 
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with respect to or a lack of applicable 
international law. 

Mr. PEPPER. Where would the 
qualification come; under paragraphs a, 
b, c, or d, or some other place in article 
38? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Article 38 describes 
the sources from which the international 
law, as declared by the Court, shall be 
derived. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes, but where would 
cit Senator’s amendment come? 

r. MILLIKIN. I am not, of course, 
e ee to amend article 38. I am 
qualifying our declaration of adherence 
by limiting the sources where the law 
may be found which shall bind us with- 
out our consent, and making a distinc- 
tion between that area and the area 
where our advance consent must be had 
so far as the applicable principles of law 
are concerned. 

Mr. PEPPER. Article 38 reads as fol- 
lows: 

1, The Court, whose function it is to decide 
in accordance with international law such 
disputes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 


Here is the law that the Court may 
apply in the decision of disputes that 
come properly before the Court: 

(a) international conventions, whether 
general or particular, establishing rules ex- 
pressly recognized by the contesting states; 

(b) international custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law; 

(c) the general principles of law recog- 
nized by civilized nations; 

(d) subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the vari- 
ous nations, as subsidiary means for the de- 
termination of rules of law. 


Mr. President, we have adhered, have 
we not, to the United Nations Charter, 
which says that that is the source of the 
law the Court may apply? Now, how can 
the able Senator from Colorado lay down 
a different rule of law that the Court 
may apply? How can he limit or add to 
the sources of authority laid down in 
the paragraph I have read? And how 
can we under the treaty qualify the ma- 
terials that the Court may employ in the 
decision of cases? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I shall 
answer the question this way. That 
same point was made to the amendment 
we have just accepted, and so the Sen- 
ate has decided that we may qualify 
our adherence in those ways. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will let me ask him a question, 
I have read the source of authority which 
I thought the Court might apply as set 
out specifically in article 38. Which 
one of those would the able Senator from 
Colorado qualify in his amendment? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have said in the 
amendment that we shall look to the 
treaties and conventions to which we are 
parties for the international law, and 
if it is not to be found there, then we 
have the privilege of withholding our 
submission in a particular case until the 
controlling principles have been declared 
and have met with our agreement. That 
does not say that the Court may not 
consult men learned in the field, may 
not consult the textbooks, may not con- 
sult any of the sources which are listed, 
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once we decide to submit. Nor does it 
say that in reaching our decision as to 
whether or not we shall submit we shall 
not be influenced by what they have to 
say. 

Mr. PEPPER. Is it not true that if 
we adopt the Senator’s amendment what 
we shall do will be first, to limit the juris- 
diction of the Court, in spite of the juris- 
diction being defined in the Charter; and 
secondly—and rather logically—is not 
the Senator from Colorado now limiting 
the law that the Court may apply and 
giving us, first, the veto power over the 
Court’s jurisdiction, and secondly, the 
veto power over the law which the Court 
may apply? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Colorado is saying in this amendment 
that the destiny and the fate of this 
Nation shall not be committed to un- 
known law to be invented by anyone. 

Mr. PEPPER. Exactly. That is what 
the Senator intends; and that indicates 
the lack of faith with which he wishes 
this country to start. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That does not mean 
for one moment that we would not abide 
by the qualification in good faith. It 
does not mean for one moment that we 
would use it as a bad-faith device to 
avoid the jurisdiction of the Court. 

Mr. PEPPER. The net effect of what 
the Senator is doing is to say that we 
can even limit the law which the Court 
may apply to law which we like. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. The Senate has al- 
ready said that. 

Mr. PEPPER. I agree that the Senate 
has already erred in respect to jurisdic- 
tion. Now the Senator wishes to carry 
the error forward by limiting the law. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I started by trying 
to avoid needless argument, but I am 
perfectly willing to enter into a full ex- 
position of the great area of uncertainty 
in the field of international law. From 
such discussion it would become quickly 
apparent that we dare not give an un- 
qualified acceptance of jurisdiction when 
we do not know what the principles are 
that will rule the case. That is not rule 
by law. That is rule by uncertainty. 

Mr. PEPPER. In other words, the Sen- 
ator from Colorado would limit the right 
of the World Court to help build up in- 
ternational law. He would say, “You may 
build up a great body of international 
law the way the courts build up a great 
body of constitutional law, but not at the 
expense of the United States. You will 
have to build it up at the expense of the 
rest of the world.” 

Mr, MILLIKIN. We shall have a per- 
fect right in every case which arises, 
when the law is not found in our treaties 
and conventions, to permit the law to be 
made in the way the Senator suggests. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I think there is all the 
difference in the world between the Con- 
nally amendment and the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Colorado. 
The Connally amendment simply made 
clear that we were not granting to the 
World Court jurisdiction over domestic 
issues. I do not think it was necessary 
because the Charter itself makes clear 
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that we did not grant to the World Court 
jurisdiction over domestic issues. But we 
have ratified a charter which contains 
article 38. That Charter sets up a World 
Court. Article 38 sets forth the functions 
of that Court. It reads in part as follows: 

1. The Court, whose function is to decide 
in accordance with international law such 
disputes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 


Then it sets forth what the Court may 
apply in determining cases which arise 
within its jurisdiction. If we are to ac- 
cept the jurisdiction of the Court, then 
we ought to accept it in full under the 
terms and conditions of article 38. What 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Colorado really does is to say that 
we will accept the jurisdiction of the 
Court only so long as it applies restricted 
segments of international law, but that 
we will not accept the jurisdiction of the 
Court if it applies all the principles which 
go to make up international law as au- 
thorized under article 38 which we have 
already ratified. In my judgment the 
amendment goes to the heart of the reso- 
lution, and I think it would be a sad 
mistake for the Senate of the United 
States to adopt the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Colorado. I would 
rather not have any resolution at all 
than to have the resolution with the Mil- 
likin amendment in it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The suggestion that 
our adherence should be qualified in the 
manner which I have proposed came from 
John Foster Dulles, and was presented to 
the Foreign Relations Committee. As a 
part of his comment he said: 

If the applicable rule of international law 
is so uncertain that resort must be had to 
alleged custom, teachings, etc., then the 
Court can scarcely avoid indulging in a 
large amount of judicial legislation or polit- 
ical expediency. The United States can prop- 
erly refrain from subjecting itself to that. 

If a case falls under article 36 (2) (b), 
and if the applicable legal principles are not 
ascertainable from a treaty or convention 
to which the United States is a party, they 
could be stipulated before the obligation 
arises to submit to the jurisdiction of the 
Court. That was the procedure followed in 
the case of the Alabama arbitration. Then 
the applicable law was so vague and uncer- 
tain that Great Britain and the United States 
first negotiated the Treaty of Washington 
(1871) to establish the “rules to be taken as 
applicable to the case.” 

The suggested safeguard is the more ap- 
propriate because a majority of the judges 
of the Court are drawn from countries which 
are not “common law” countries, but which 
depend almost wholly on written laws and 
decrees. Therefore such judges can hardly 
be expected to be adept in the proper use 
of common-law methods. 


Mr. President, I do not intend to elab- 
orate on this point to a great extent. I 
simply wish to point out that when we 
joined this organization on the political 
side we committed ourselves to something 
that would reflect our great power in 
the world. I am referring to our posi- 
tion in the Security Council, which alone 
gives us a powerful leverage to influence 
the political policies of the Organization. 
Then, further to protect ourselves, we 
reserved the right of veto. I point out to 
Senators: that 91 men in the Senate 
agreed to that disposition of the political 
side of this question. Is it not perfectly 
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evident that this country can be de- 
stroyed by a bad political decision as 
well as by a bad legal decision? One can 
strike at our vitals just as effectively as 
the other. Yet when we enter into the 
proposed arrangement we do so without 
any right of veto, without any special 
position on the Court, and, as has been 
pointed out by Mr. Dulles, we go before 
judges who are not trained in looking 
at the law in the same way that we look 
at it. 

So if our decision was proper and 
advisable that, despite the declaration 
of the Charter that the Court itself shall 
decide when questions of domestic juris- 
diction are involved, we may qualify our 
adherence to protect ourselyes in that 
respect, then certainly if we wish to rest 
our future on the rule of law, which I 
wish to do and am willing to do in inter- 
national matters, it is equally proper and 
advisable, it is the first measure of pru- 
dence on our part, to assure that we shall 
have some idea of what the law is going 
to be. If I may use the figure, we should 
not commit the destiny of this country to 
a game in which the rules are made by 
the referee as he goes along. 

Mr. MORSE and Mr. TAFT addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield, and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Just a moment. 

We are not required under this quali- 
fication to pass over the specific sources 
for international law mentioned in the 
Charter. We can accept them fully. 
But if we do not know what they are, if 
we do not know what rules will govern 
our destiny in a particular case, we have 
the right to say, “You may look for them 
in the conventions and treaties to which 
we are party but beyond that we must 
consent in advance.” 

Mr. AUSTIN, Mr. MORSE, and Mr. 
TAFT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield, and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield first to the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont, 
who must leave shortly. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to mislead the distinguished Sena- 
tor. My time has already passed. Iam 
not leaving, I am sorry to say. I wish 
to thank Senators who have tried so 
hard to accommodate me in this regard. 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
Senator a question. Assuming that 
every article contained in the statute of 
the Court is a part of the obligation en- 
tered into by the United States because 
the statute is an integral part of the 
treaty— does not the Senator recognize 
the binding obligation on the United 
States of these words, reading from ar- 
tiele 38, section 1? 

The Court, whose function is to decide in 
accordance with international law such dis- 
putes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 


Does not the Senator recognize that 
there is a mandate to the Court which 
the Senate cannot alone modify, and 
that if the Senate should adopt the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Colarado it would not have 
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effect until after 50 other nations had 
accepted it according to their constitu- 
tional processes, as an amendment of the 
convention? That is my question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I do 
not accept that conclusion, in view of 
the decision which the Senate has al- 
ready made, namely, that we may put 
protective qualifications into our act of 
adherence. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAx- 
DEN in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Colorado yield to the Senator from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I should like to ask 
the Senator whether he sees any possi- 
bility of making a line of separation or 
distinction between a political court and 
a court of justice, in the documents es- 
tablishing the Court, so as to keep it a 
court of justice, on the basis of law, and 
not a political court. That is what 
ruined the so-called Court of Interna- 
tional Justice which was established 
under the League of Nations. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I say to the distin- 
guished Senator that in my view of the 
matter, there is only one way by which 
we can submit to the rule of law under 
this Court, if that is what we wish to do, 
and that is to have a body of law, on 
which it operates, that is clear and defi- 
nite, so that we know the rules which 
will decide our fate, and so that when- 
ever that matter is in question we shall 
have the right to submit, if we wish, or 
to refuse to submit. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does the Senator 
understand that the Court is to be a 
court of unlimited jurisdiction? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is a court of un- 
limited jurisdiction in the fields which 
have been mentioned in the statute. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Let me call atten- 
tion to the fact that the political deci- 
sions of the Court of International Jus- 
tice established under the League of Na- 
tions were what ruined that court. That 
court was ruined by its own decisions, 
because it accepted jurisdiction of politi- 
cal issues. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. For instance, when 
the Court accepted jurisdiction of the 
tariff treaty between Austria and Ger- 
many, it accepted jurisdiction of a politi- 
cal matter. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Court made its 
decision. France and England were on 
two different sides of the question. They 
did not agree on the question of the tariff 
treaty. France won by one vote. 

I have the highest authority, I think, 
that it is possible to have in respect to 
that situation. I refer to this matter 
because Judge Loder, who was the first 
president of that Court, and who wrote 
the constitution for the Court, resigned 
from the Court, and he told me why he 
resigned. He said: 

I tried to make it a court of justice, but it 
is nothing but a political court. It took 
Jurisdiction in the Austrian-German An- 


schluss, and that is nothing but a political 
tarif matter. 
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Mr. President, in that case the Court 
had no business to take jurisdiction in a 
political matter of that kind, but it did; 
and after the decision was rendered, 
newspapers throughout the world called 
attention to the suspicion that bribery 
had been used to get that decision. 

If a division or line of demarcation can 
be drawn so as to keep political matters 
out of the Court, and to have its decisions 
made on the basis of law, in order to 
establish justice, that is one thing; but if 
we are to have a court that will take ju- 
risdiction of political questions, justice 
will not be done, because the power of 
sovereignty will interfere with the ren- 
dering of justice. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator has made a very good 
point, and it emphasizes the fact that 
we here should do all we can do to see 
to it that we have a foundation of law 
under this Court, rather than invention 
by a group of judges. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I wish to make sure that I 
correctly understand the exact effect of 
this proposal. By the Senator’s amend- 
ment we would except from the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court disputes in which the 
law necessary for its decision is not found 
in existing treaties and conventions to 
which the United States is a party, and 
also where there had not been prior 
agreement by the United States as to the 
applicable principles of international 
law. 

The question I wish to ask is this: 
Article 33, I take it, in the statute of the 
International Court of Justice, to which 
we now adhere, becomes an existing 
treaty and convention. Does the Sena- 
tor from Colorado intend to say, there- 
fore, that there is jurisdiction where in- 
ternational custom is evidence of a gen- 
eral practice, except that the decision 
must be based on law? 

Mr. I do not intend to 
include the language of this act as a 
modification of what is said under sub- 
section C. > 

Mr. TAFT. So the Senator says that 
we are not to be bound by any decision 
based on it; is that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The decisions are to 
be based on laws that are found in 
treaties or conventions to which the 
United States is a party. 

I should like to say that after the 
League of Nations was set up, a number 
of committees commenced work on the 
job of codifying international law. I 
hope this new organization will redouble 
the efforts in that respect. 

The former committees had much dif- 
ficulty in codifying international law be- 
cause they could not get the nations to 
agree as to the principles which can be 
accepted as international law. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Let me say that if the 
amendment is adopted and if it is in- 
terpreted as the Senator from Colorado 
has just interpreted it, I think it would 
be far better to adopt no resolution at 
all. I think the amendment is abso- 
lutely destructive of the entire Inter- 
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national Court set-up and of the entire 
idea that we are willing to submit dis- 
putes with other nations to the decision 
of an impartial tribunal. Rather than 
to say that we are not willing to do that, 
I think we should not adopt the resolu- 
tion at all, until we can debate the ques- 
tion, because in my opinion this amend- 
ment entirely destroys the basis of de- 
cision. I do not think we shall have 
peace in the world until the nations sub- 
mit their disputes to impartial tribunals 
for decisions by them. I do not care 
whether there is existing law or not, so 
far as I am concerned, for I am willing to 
let the Court decide the issues on the 
basis of justice. I would be willing to let 
the Court consider such matters without 
having any treaty as a basis for its de- 
cision; and until we do that, I say we 
cannot have peace, even though we set 
up all the force we want and all the 
tribunals we want. My criticism of the 
United Nations is that it is all based on 
force and expediencey, and there is no 
requirement that questions shall be sub- 
mitted for the decision of an impartial 
tribunal. 

The point of this resolution is to say 
that the United States will take the lead 
in submitting disputes to a tribunal which 
will hear the parties and then make a 
decision. I do not agree that the Court 
should take jurisdiction of domestic ques- 
tions; but other than those, so far as I 
am concerned, I think the Court should 
take jurisdiction of all justiciable ques- 
tions. 

To say that if there is no written law, 
just as there was no written law for many 
years in respect to the common law of 
England, the Court shall not take juris- 
diction, will mean, I think, that there will 
be no hope for peace in the world. So far 
as I am concerned, I am going to vote 
against the resolution, if it is framed so 
as to include such a provision. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Ohio may, of course, feel 
at liberty to vote against the resolution 
if he wishes to do so. I hope he votes 
for it. 

The question he has submitted is 
whether we can have peace by applying 
this resolution as it stands. The Senator 
from Ohio thinks we cannot. I suggest to 
the distinguished Senator that we never 
can have peace until, so far as justiciable 
matters are concerned, we rest them on 
the rule of law; and basic to that is that 
we know what the law is, or at least that 
we are willing to take the speculation. - 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. First, I wish to say that 
I am in complete and 100 percent agree- 
ment with the statements which have 
been made on this matter by the Senator 
from Ohio on this matter. I think he is 
absolutely correct. We have to make up 
our minds now as to whether we are going 
to submit justiciable disputes to a World 
Court for determination by it, or whether 
we are going to reserve unto ourselves the 
right to determine how those disputes will 
be settled and, if necessessary, whether 
they will be settled by force exercised by 
this country. 

I wish to call the attention of the Sen- 
ate—I shall not take time to read the 
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matter, but I plead with the Members of 
the Senate that they read it—to page 7 
of the committee report. This is the sec- 
tion of the report in which the committee 
considered the principle of the amend- 
ment which the Senator from Colorado 
now submits to the Senate. The com- 
mittee pointed out that such a principle 
should not be adopted, because in effect 
it would constitute a reservation on our 
part, under article 38 of the United Na- 
tions Charter. The answer to the pro- 
posal made by Mr. Dulles is also pre- 
sented on page 7 of the report, as sub- 
mitted to the committee by Mr. Fahy, of 
the State Department. 

I think the Senator from Ohio has put 
the matter very well, Mr. President; 
namely, that the decision on this amend- 
ment calls upon us to decide whether we 
are going to submit international law 
issues to the World Court, for determina- 
tion by it in accordance with the provi- 
sions of article 38, or whether we are here 
and now going to make a reservation— 
because the amendment is a reservation 
in the true sense and meaning of the term 
“reservation.” 

I agree with the Senator from Ohio 
that it would be better not to have any 
resolution, rather than to have a resolu- 
tion whereby we would reserve unto our- 
selves the right to determine what inter- 
national law and what convention would 
be applied to a dispute in which we might 
find ourselves with some other nation. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Colorado has clearly set forth what he 
intends to accomplish by his amendment. 
I raise the question—and this is wholly 
beside the point of whether one favors 
the Senator’s views or opposes them— 
the language which has been suggested 
in the amendment would, in fact and in 
law, accomplish the purpose which he 
has in mind. The proposed amendment 
provides that, by adding a new paragraph 
(c) to the resolution, the disputes to 
which this Government submits itself to 
the jurisdiction of the Court shall not in- 
clude “Disputes where the law neces- 
sary for a decision is not found in existing 
treaties and conventions to which the 
United States is a party”, and other lan- 
guage which is not pertinent to the ob- 
servation which I desire to make. 

The point I wish to make, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is that the United States is a party 
to an existing treaty which sets forth 
what we find as international law in ar- 
ticle 38 of the Court statute. In other 
words, when we adopted the Charter, 
among other things we agreed—reading 
from article 93, paragraph 1—to this 
language: 

All members of the United Nations are ipso 
facto parties to the Statute of the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice. 


In view of our having confirmed the 
treaty and having accepted this obliga- 
tion as a party to the International Court 
of Justice, did not our action bring us 
without the language to which I have 
referred in the Senator’s suggested 
amendment? In other words, have we 
not already become members of the Court 
insofar as the law as set forth in the 
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statute is concerned, and, in the words 
of the Senator, are we not now parties 
to an existing treaty wherein that law 
is established? I should like to have 
the Senator’s views. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I fol- 
lowed the language which Mr. Dulles 
used. I believe the discussion here il- 
luminates our intent. I should be per- 
fectly willing to include in the amend- 
ment some clarifying language. It must 
be perfectly clear that we would not be 
cutting out provisions from the effect of 
the statute if we intended to follow the 
fuil force of the statute. I would be will- 
ing to amend this language if there were 
any general sentiment that it should be 
amended. 

Mr. President, if necessary, I was pre- 
pared to describe and support by authori- 
ties this great field of uncertainty with 
relation to international law. But I do 
not believe I will do that. I believe that 
Mr. Dulles has made it clear, and the 
testimony of Judge Hackworth, before 
the Foreign Relations Committee, made 
it clear. The congressional debates on 
marginal shore rights, on our rights in 
the Continental Shelf, on where they be- 
gin and leave off, as well as the con- 
flicting views of various nations on that 
point, make the uncertainty abundantly 
clear. My central point is that we can 
be injured and we can be helped as much 
by a judicial decision as by a political 
decision. If we wish to commit this 
country to the rule of law, we should 
know the law which is to govern us. We 
should not commit our fortunes to legal 
speculation and invention. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I wish to make 
a statement regarding the attitude of 
Mr. Dulles. 

Mr. Dulles submitted these various 
suggestions to the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, and of course, was very 
earnest about them. Subsequently, I 
specifically asked him whether he de- 
sired them to be put in the form of 
amendment, if necessary, and his reply 
was that he did not consider them of 
that importance, and that his interest 
was in having the resolution adopted 
substantially in its original form. 

In fairness to Mr. Dulles I merely 
thought that I should make that state- 
ment. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I am glad the Senator from Michigan 
has made that statement. 

In connection with the statement made 
by me before proceeding with the con- 
sideration of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI- 
KIN], I should like to say further, out of 
fairness to Mr. Dulles, that he sent the 
committee a thoughtful and well-reason- 
ed statement. Among the points which 
he made was one which, in practice, 
could be agreed to. It holds particularly 
with relation to the matter we are now 
discussing. 

But I think I should also say out of 
fairness to Mr. Dulles, the committee, and 
all others concerned, that other rather 
substantial international lawyers ap- 
peared before the committee and did not 
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find the same things to be feared that 
Mr. Dulles found. It is strange that not 
one of those names has come ‘into our 
discussion. Mr. Dulles found certain 
things which he feared, but our Assistant 
Secretary of State did not find them. 
The legal adviser of the State Depart- 
ment, Mr. Charles Fahy, did not find 
them; Mr. Finch, vice president of the 
American Society of International Law, 
one of the greatest writers on the subject 
of international law in the world today, 
did find them; Dr. Phillip C. Jerrup, pro- 
fessor of international law at Columbia 
University, who is a member of the same 
political party as Mr. Dulles and who is 
responsible for a book on the life of Elihu 
Root, and one of the most widely recog- 
nized international lawyers, did not agree 
with Mr. Dulles, and did not find the 
same things to be feared that Mr. Dulles 
found. Mr. Pitman B. Carter, Dr. Lau- 
rence Preuss of Michigan, Dr. Harlan 
Dwight Reid, the president of the Ameri- 
can Bar Association—all of them spoke 
as though their opinions were unanimous 
with regard to the matter. We should 
take into consideration the fact that this 
resolution had the support of all those 
whom I have named, and that they were 
persons of high standing in the field of 
international law. They did not share 
the views which Mr. Dulles expressed. 

Mr. President, I have been in hope that 
this amendment and other amendments 
would not be adopted. But I do not not 
fear the amendment to the extent that 
some Senators have expressed a fear of 
it. I do not think it is in actual con- 
travention to article 38 to which we have 
agreed, and which lays down a type of 
law which can be argued and can be 
pleaded. 

For example: 

The Court, whose function is to decide in 
accordance with international law such dis- 
putes as are submitted to it, shall apply— 

(a) international conventions, whether 
general or particular, establishing rules ex- 
pressly recognized by the contesting states. 


As I read the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Colorado, he merely wants a 
prior decision as to what international 
law shall apply, and if I understand his 
remarks, he has told us that when we 
move on to the time when a codification 
of international law has been practically 
universally accepted, he will not be averse 
in the least to accepting that which is 
written down and which has been ac- 
cepted. 

Mr. President, as I understand the 
Senator’s amendment, it is a general 
statement that “international conven- 
tions, whether general or particular,” 
can be argued in front of the Court as 
international law, and that is as it should 
be. But let us take a particular case, 
which I shall make as simple as I know 
how to make it. If there is a treaty be- 
tween Belgium and France which lays 
down a legal principle, that does not 
make that principle international law 
applicable in all cases, at all times, and 
everywhere. The mere fact that there 
is a positive international law between 
two nations makes that positive interna- 
tional law hold good in disputes between 
those two nations. If a dispute should 
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arise as to the interpretation of the par- 
ticular treaty embodying that law, that 
treaty should be argued before the Court 
as international law and that treaty 
should be binding, but if the treaty con- 
tains a principle which is out of harmony 
with a treaty between the United States 
and China, for example, it would be the 
worst kind of argument not only from 
the standpoint of germaneness but from 
the standpoint of getting justice any- 
where in the world if we tried to say that 
the principle laid down in a treaty be- 
tween Belgium and France should be 
used in interpreting a treaty made be- 
tween the United States and China. 

Mr. President, Mr. Dulles felt that 
these terms were general, and they are 
general. I do not think there need be 
any fear, because we have much experi- 
ence, and we have the treaty itself, we 
have the United Nations Charter, and we 
have these general fields. I am in com- 
plete disagreement with the Senator from 
Colorado and in complete disagreement 
with the Senator from Oregon, the au- 
thor of the resolution, and my colleague 
on the committee, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. Austin], in assuming that 
such an amendment is a reservation and 
a modification of article 38. I think it 
would be wrong to accept that thesis. 

Reciprocity has already been accepted. 
If we keep in mind the fact that we are 
discussing a court and the way in which 
a court proceeds, we will realize that 
which is germane to the argument of a 
case would be heard by the Court, of 
course. 

In an international case a nation can- 
not be haled into court without prelimi- 
naries, without negotiations, without 
diplomatic writings back and forth, 
and without understandings. Everyone 
knows that. So this particular amend- 
ment would not interfere. 

Mr. President, it does not say that a 
litigant, or a party to a case—we use that 
word “party” in international cases— 
shall not use any argument that the 
Court will listen to; but we can decide be- 
fore we go into court; and Mr. Dulles 
merely wants us to be cautious. I do not 
think the amendment is necessary. I 
think we are cautious in every case, and 
that is demonstrated by the fact that in 
all cases so far decided by the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice not a single nation 
has refused to abide by the decision. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. We know that 
in cases between States, even in our own 
procedure, undoubtedly the governing 
principles are laid down or there would 
not be a successful culmination. 

The Senator from Colorado knows that 
I hope his amendment will not be ac- 
cepted, because I think it is useless and 
unnecessary, and that all safeguards are 
present; but to assume that if it. is 
adopted we are modifying article 38, I 
think is going too far, in the light of 
international practice. 

Remember, a case is never gotten in 
front of an international court of justice, 
under the Charter, unless it is a real 
cause. It is never gotten there unless it 
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is a cause between two particular states, 
and it is never gotten there unless there 
is reciprocity in regard to taking the case 
before the Court, so it can be seen that 
it would be extreme cases in which any 
injustice would ever be done any party. 

I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to summarize 
very quickly the difference in point of 
view between the Senator from Utah 
and myself. I think it is a very impor- 
tant difference. I think it is a difference 
in substance and is no mere matter of 
form. I think the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado goes to the very 
heart of my resolution and tears it out. 

I point out, in the first place, that what 
we did adopt this afternoon was an 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Texas which in no way affected or 
changed our rights under the United 
Nations Charter. 

Under the Charter, as has been 
brought out over and over again in the 
debate, we were protected, under its 
terms and provisions, from any exercise 
of jurisdiction by the World Court over 
domestic issues. All that was accom- 
plished by the Connally amendment, 
which was adopted by the Senate, and 
against which I voted, because I think 
it could be said that that amendment was 
unnecessary—all we did was make dou- 
bly sure that the Court would exercise 
no jurisdiction over domestic issues. But 
I cannot agree with the Senator from 
Utah when he says that the amendment 
now proposed by the Senator from Colo- 
rado does not in fact have the effect of 
modifying our position under article 38, 
because what the amendment makes very 
clear is that we shall not be subject to the 
jurisdiction of the World Court unless 
there is a prior agreement between us 
and the nation with whom we are in dis- 
pute over the particular law which may 
be involved in the dispute, We are then 
reserving unto ourselves, I submit, the 
power to determine for ourselves whether 
or not we are going to be bound by the 
international law which the Court might 
find, if we let the Court exercise juris- 
diction, was binding upon us. 

I say we have already ratified the San 
Francisco Charter with article 38 in it, 
and article 38 contains provisions far 
beyond the provisions set forth in the 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Colorado. His amendment, as I 
see it, is pretty much limited to section 
(a) of article 38: 

International conventions, whether gen- 
eral or particular, establishing rules expressiy 
recognized by the contesting states, 


He has been very careful to eliminate 
from the jurisdiction of the Court in any 
dispute which we might be involved in 
with another nation coming before the 
Court, under Senate Resolution 196, sec- 
tions b, c, and d of article 38. 

I think it is important that we read 
into the Recorp at this time the answer 
of Mr. Fahy to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Colorado as set 
forth in the printed hearings on the res- 
olution. I assume that the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee members agree with 
Mr. Fahy because they quote him approv- 
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ingly in the report of the committee. 
Mr. Fahy says, reading beginning with 
the fine print at the bottom of page 7 of 
the report: 


Mr. Dulles suggests there should be prior 
agreement— 


I digress to say that “prior agree- 
ment,” in my opinion, is the essence of 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Colorado. I repeat: 

Mr. Dulles suggests there should be prior 
agreement as to what are the applicable prin- 
ciples of international law if the basic law of 
the case is not found in an existing treaty or 
convention. He feels that to permit juris- 
diction of legal disputes concerning “any 
question of international law” is too vague 
at this time. 

It is most inadvisable to accept this view. 
It would seriously impede the of the 
Court in the accomplishment of its purpose. 
The procedure followed in the case of the 
Alabama arbitration, referred to as an in- 
stance where previous agreement on the ap- 
plicable law was had, was long before the 
establishment of the Court. The Charter of 
the United Nations and the present statute 
of the Court are designed to enlist sufficient 
confidence in judicial determinations by the 
Court to enable it to become a useful organ 
in the settlement of legal disputes. To re- 
quire now an agreement, in advance of sub- 
mission to the Court, on the applicable prin- 
ciples of international law would take from 
the Court one of the principal purposes of 
its creation. The United States should not 
insist on such a requirement. Whatever risk 
to the United States is involved in entrusting 
cases to the Court for its determination of 
the applicable basis of decision under inter- 
national law is outweighed by the tremen- 
dous advance which would be made by our 
acceptance of such risk in the development 
of judicial processes in the world order. 


I want to add a comment of my own 
on that last sentence of that very nota- 
ble statement by Mr. Fahy. Of course, 
Mr. President, if we are going to submit 
our cases to the World Court and give it 
jurisdiction to decide international 
issues, then we ought to be willing to run 
the risks of adjudication. That is in- 
herent, it seems to me, in accepting the 
principle of establishing international 
justice through law. But to come now 
and to reserve unto ourselves the right 
to say what segment of international law 
the Court can apply in any case involv- 
ing us in any dispute with another na- 
tion, seems to me to strike at the very 
heart of this whole conception of devel- 
oping a World Court for the settlement 
of international disputes by way of judi- 
cial processes, 

In conclusion may I just make these 
two points. I should like to call atten- 
tion to a letter which that great Presi- 
dent, Theodore Roosevelt, wrote in 1905 
to Senator Lodge, because at that time 
there was a practice of entering into so- 
called arbitration treaties but making 
the reservation that in a given case be- 
fore actual arbitration we would reserve 
unto ourselves the right to insist upon a 
prior agreement as to what law should 
apply. Theodore Roosevelt, when such a 
treaty was submitted to him in 1905, 
wrote a letter to Senator Lodge. This 
was with respect to the proposal that he 
should agree to the reservation of re- 
quiring a prior agreement in an arbitra- 
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tion treaty as a condition precedent to 
going forward with the arbitrating of a 
given case. President Roosevelt wrote: 

I think that this amendment makes the 
treaties shams, and my present impression 
is that we had better abandon the whole 
business rather than give the impression of 
trickiness and insincerity which would be 
produced by solemnly promulgating a sham, 
The amendment, in effect, is to make any one 
of these so-called arbitration treaties sol- 
emnly enact that there shall be another 
arbitration treaty whenever the two gov- 
ernments decide that there shall be one, 
Of course, it is mere nonsense to have a 
treaty which does nothing but say, what 
there is no power of enforcing, that when- 
ever we choose there shall be another arbi- 
tration treaty. We could have these further 
special arbitration treaties in special cases 
wherever desired just exactly as well if there 
were no general arbitration treaty at all. 
Now, as far as I am concerned, I wish either 
to take part in something or else not to have 
any part in it at all. 


That was the position taken by Theo- 
dore Roosevelt on what I consider to be 
an analogous principle insofar as the 
basic principle of the Millikin amend- 
ment is concerned. 

Iam going to make now my last com- 
ment on this amendment, and I am go- 
ing to make it with an earnest and sin- 
cere plea, that it is to be hoped that the 
Senate of the United States this after- 
noon will not let the message go around 
this globe that we have reserved unto 
ourselves a restriction under article 38 
of the United Nations Charter insofar as 
our presenting cases to the World Court 
is concerned. I want to say that I think 
the point of view inherent in the attempt 
to get us to accept the restriction of the 
Millikin amendment is a dead point of 
view as far as public opinion in America 
is concerned. The American people by 
an overwhelming majority want us to 
support and accept the obligatory juris- 
diction of the World Court. I am con- 
vinced of that. I pray that we will not 
place the dead hand of a dead point of 
view upon the future generations of 
America and imperil here this afternoon 
the greatest opportunity I think this 
Congress will have to foster and advance 
the establishment of a world order by 
way of international justice through law. 
Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, after 
the eloquent and powerful statement 
made by the Senator from Oregon I hesi- 
tate to rise, but, Mr. President, for many 
years this Nation has seen a progres- 
sive movement toward substitution, as 
against war, of peaceful decisions of 
international justiciable controversies. 

Mr. President, I stand opposed to the 
amendment suggested by the able Sena- 
tor from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN]. It 
seems to me it falls away from and fails 
to conceive the real underlying theory of 
the Court of International Justice. The 
analogy of courts as between private liti- 
gants still prevails with respect to courts 
as between nations. The theory, as I 
understand it, of the Court of Interna- 
tional Justice is to apply between the 
nations of the world the same general 
idea of the settlement of disputes 
through peaceful judicial means that has 
worked so satisfactorily in private con- 
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troversies between individuals. Mr. 
President, when we look at the Court of 
International Justice, founded upon 
the basis of a substitution of peaceful 
judicial processes for war, do we find 
in drawing an analogy between that 
Court and one in which private litigants 
appear that there is any such reservation 
in respect to our courts as that which is 
suggested by the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado? 

Mr. President, certainly here in our 
own country, judicial decisions in the 
ordinary relationships of life are not 
conditioned upon a reservation that a 
litigant need not submit himself to judi- 
cial decision unless the litigant himself 
has already agreed as to what is the law 
applicable to his case. Cases are con- 
stantly arising in which the principles 
of law have not yet been declared in ex- 
press decision and perhaps not in words 
at all. The common law, as has been 
mentioned by the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio, has been a gradual develop- 
ment over a period of centuries. It is 
likewise true that as between nations 
there is a progressive development of 
international law. Some of it is codified. 
Some of it is not codified. 

Mr. President, it is impossible or may 
be impossible until after a full hearing 
has been had in a case between nations 
of the world to determine what is the 
applicable law, to determine whether it 
is codified in existing treaties and con- 
ventions to which the United States is 
a party. I undertake to say that or- 
dinarily, unless there is some dispute or 
controversy either as to what are the 
facts cr as to what is the law, there can- 
not be any litigation pending before a 
court either as between private litigants 
or as between nations. 

So, Mr. President, here we stand this 

afterncon undertaking to say that our 
great Nation, which has been steadily 
progressing toward the idea of the sub- 
stitution of judicial processes for the 
evils and horrors of war, will not sub- 
mit itself to the jurisdiction of a court 
in the same way that litigants submit 
themselves in controversies as between 
themselves. 
I submit that the very fact, as the 
distinguished Senator from Utah men- 
tioned this afternoon, that not one na- 
tion—and I take it his statement of fact 
is accurate; I know it is intended to be 
such—has refused to accept a decision of 
the Permanent Court. of International 
Justice, the distinguished predecessor of 
this Court, is strong argument that our 
Nation can afford to go into this great 
plan to make itself the recipient, if you 
please, of the decisions of a court, fully 
basing its conclusion on the theory that 
it will receive justice and will be dealt 
with fairly. 

Mr. President, there are ample safe- 
guards, it appears to me, to our Nation. 
I appreciate that in any great coopera- 
tive endeavor between nations of the 
world there is, of course, an element of 
confidence. I appreciate the fact that 
the United Nations can fail if the nations 
of the world shall fail to have the con- 
fidence or shall fail to deserve the con- 
fidence which their fellow nations re- 
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posed in them. But, Mr. President, our 
great Nation, by a vote here one sultry 
afternoon a year or so ago, by a vote 
of 89 to 2, determined to take that risk 
and to participate in a great coopera- 
tive effort between the nations of the 
world. We have sent our representatives 
to deliberations of that great body. 
There has been selected to an important 
position in the United Nations a distin- 
guished gentleman who sits upon the 
floor this afternoon, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr, Austin]. This great 
Court is set up as a component, integral 
part of the United Nations Organization 
which is to determine matters along the 
line of judicial processes, rather than 
by a test of strength, of power, of some- 
thing akin to war or a contest of right 
as between the different nations. 

Mr. President, I say that we do have 
adequate safeguards in this Court. I 
realize also that there is a risk. Of course, 
there is a risk. There is a risk in any 
human relationship. There is a risk in 
marriage; there is a risk in partnership; 
there is a risk in the relationships be- 
tween nations; but, Mr. President, if we 
examine the provisions of the United 
Nations Charter I think we shall find that 
excellent precautions have been taken. 
I shall not trespass more than a moment 
further upon the time of the Senate. I 
call attention to the one significant fact 
of the type of men who are to sit upon 
this court. I also call attention to the 
fact that the Statute of the International 
Court of Justice provides: 

The Court shall be composed of a body of 
independent judges, elected regardless of 
their nationality from among persons of high 
moral character, who possess the qualifica- 
tions required in their respective countries 
for appointment to the highest judicial 
offices, or are juris consults of recognized 
competence in international law. 


Mr. President, although our own Na- 
tion did not adhere to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, neverthe- 
less there were elected a number of dis- 
tinguished men from our own country, 
one after the other, to sit upon that 
court. My good friend, Judge Manley O. 
Hudson, who has been mentioned in this 
debate, is one of them. The very fact 
that men of such standing, character, 
ability, fairness, and integrity occupied 
exalted positions on the Permanent 
Court of International Justice to my 
mind is a striking illustration and indica- 
tion of the fact that there is adequate 
protection against our Nation being 
ruined by an improvident or dishonest 
decision of the new World Court. 

Mr. President, it is also true that in 
the very resolution which is now before 
the Senate there is a restriction of the 
time during which the declaration to be 
made by the President in behalf of our 
Nation shall continue in existence. It 
shall remain in force for a period of 5 
years, and thereafter until the expiration 
of 6 months after notice may be given 
to terminate the declaration. I appre- 
ciate the fact that damage may be done 
in 5 years; I appreciate the fact that in 
the United Nations damage may be done 
in 30 minutes; yet, Mr. President, if we 
have confidence in the United Nations as 
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an entirety why should we not have con- 
fidence in one of the component parts 
of that organization? 

I conclude with this observation: In the 
United States of America over a period 
of years we have made progressive and 
successive steps toward the action which 
we are asked to take this afternoon. I 
am glad to see that by the terms of the 
Charter of the United Nations we are 
already ipso facto a member of this 
Court. We were not a member of the old 
Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice. Today we are a component part 
of the Court of International Justice un- 
der the United Nations Treaty. I for one 
am willing to have confidence in the 
American people, confidence in the peo- 
ple of the world, confidence in the wisdom 
of those who drafted this instrument, 
confidence in the provisions of the in- 
strument undertaking to safeguard us. 
Instead of hamstringing and ruining the 
provisions of the judicial process by say- 
ing that it shall not be applied except 
when we know in advance and have 
agreed as to what are the applicable 
principles of law, I for one am willing to 
have confidence in this component part 
of the United Nations organization, and 
to stand here and declare myself as op- 
posed to the amendment suggested by 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall 
detain the Senate for only a very few 
minutes upon this question. 

I am one Member of this body who 
many long years ago voted for adher- 
ence to the International Court of Jus- 
tice, and subsequently voted for it again, 
when certain reservations were not 
found to be acceptable to the other signa- 
tory powers. 

I do not wish to enter into a discussion 
of this particular subject. I merely wish 
to say that I believe the distinguished 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Tomas] is en- 
tirely correct. I do not think that any- 
thing we might write into the resolution, 
unless it were an express attempt to 
make a reservation to the United Na- 
tions Charter, would be a reservation 
with respect to that Charter. It could 
not be a reservation. 

The Statute of the Court is provided 
in the United Nations Charter. We can 
accept the compulsory jurisdiction if we 
desire to do so; but we are not required 
to accept jurisdiction. If we can accept 
compulsory jurisdiction we can accept it 
on any terms we may wish to enumerate. 
That is perfectly sound. It is common 
Sense; and it would not constitute any 
reservation or any attempt to write any- 
thing into the Charter. 

As I see it, the only question is whether 
or not it is wise in this instance to under- 
take to deprive the Court of the sources 
of information and advice on which it 
would act in passing upon any question 
of international law. I know perfectly 
well, as a lawyer with some little experi- 
ence, that the term “international law” 
and the whole concept of international 
law are very nebulous. International 
law is by no means strictly or closely 
defined. What is international law? is 
a question that comes before many 
courts. It comes before our own Su- 
preme Court; and the Court looks to 
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writings of men on international law; 
it looks to the decisions made by legis- 
lative bodies; it looks to the interpreta- 
tions of other courts; and it looks to all 
sources from which it may gain some 
information in passing upon a question 
which is alleged to involve a principle of 
international law. 

So it seems to me that the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado is entirely in order; but 
the question arises as to whether it is an 
advisable amendment. On that issue 
alone I find myself unable to agree with 
the distinguished Senator. I realize the 
difficulty which may arise. I realize 
some possible embarrassments to our- 
selves as a Nation which may arise from 
time to time by virtue of the decisions of 
the Court. But, in my judgment, those 
are simply the incidental things which 
we much expect and the risks which we 
must assume—if they be risks—if we are 
to have any development in the field of 
international law. 

International law will never be codified 
in the sense that we can codify law in a 
State or in the Nation, or in any single 
country. It is a process of evolution. It 
will grow by continuous precedents, by 
continuous application of the principles 
through some established tribunal which 
will commend itself to the judgment and 
confidence of mankind. I have great 
hope that through the development of 
international law—which I have long 
thought can come only through the evo- 
lutionary process—we may make a real 
and substantial advance in the field of 
settling by pacific means controversies 
which arise between nations. I think 
that is our chief function. 

So, while I have no doubt that the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado is not a reserva- 
tion, and is a proper amendment if the 
Senate wishes to adopt it, it seems to me 
that it would be unwise to accept the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court, 
which we are proposing to accept, and 
at the same time to limit and restrict the 
Court in the particular field in which it 
probably has the widest opportunity for 
the development of international law 
and therefore for the service of the peo- 
ple of the world. 

I have no doubt that this Nation could 
accept compulsory jurisdiction and limit 
the Court’s jurisdiction merely to the 
interpretation of a treaty or treaties, if it 
desired to do so. On that question I have 
no hesitancy whatever in agreeing with 
the position taken by the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado. It is only con- 
cerning the advisability of limiting or 
restricting the opportunities of the Court 
to develop international law that I raise 
any question; and I do so with great dif- 
fidence and respect for the judgment of 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. President, I wished to make that 
statement before voting on this particu- 
lar amendment. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I en- 
tirely agree with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Georgia that the Court itself 
will be a developing influence for inter- 
national law. The organization of 
which it is an adjunct will go ahead 
with the work of codification, and as we 
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codify the law we can accept it because . 
it is certain. 

This amendment does not in anyway 
prevent us from submitting ourselves to 
litigation if we decide that under the cir- 
cumstances we are willing to do so in a 
court operating on principles waich are 
either unknown or uncertain. 

I remind my colleagues once more that 
on the political side we have taken pains 
to see that in the last analysis this coun- 
try shall be protected. We occupy a po- 
sition of exceptional power in the Se- 
curity Council; and in the last analysis 
we have the right of veto. But here 
there is no limitation. Once we submit 
ourselves—and the issue on the judicial 
side might be just as serious as on the 
political side—we are bound by the re- 
sult. 

Under those circumstances the major 
part of my point is that we should have 
the right to know the rules of law which 
will be applied to the facts which come 
before the Court. Certainly this country 
deserves nothing less. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
greatly admire the ability, eloquence, 
and logic which the Senator from Colo- 
rado has employed in presenting his 
amendment; but, all things considered, 
I think it would be unwise for the Sen- 
ate to adopt it. I think it would hamper 
very greatly the growth and develop- 
ment of the Court, as such, in the field 
which we are now entering. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, in 
view of the statement which the able 
Senator from Texas has made, namely, 
that adoption of the amendment might 
very much limit the growth of the Court, 
let me say that I take it that he means 
that we would have to subscribe to jur- 
isdiction of the Court without knowing 
what might lie ahead of us, and we would 
have to subscribe to the jurisdiction of 
a court which would have the power 
to lay down rules which might apply to 
future matters about which we now know 
nothing. * 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
situation is that before we subscribe to 
absolute and unlimited jurisdiction of 
the Court over the future of our Nation 
in international disputes, we should know 
what rules will be applied, what laws and 
agreements and treaties may be applica- 
ble to us. The reservation provided by 
the amendment is proposed in order that 
we may be certain that in the future we 
will not be subjected to court-made laws 
5 which we know nothing at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JounstTon of South Carolina in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. : 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. WAGNER. I have a general pair 
with the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Reep]. Not knowing how he would vote, 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Briccs]. I am not advised 
how the Senator from Missouri would 
vote if present. Being at liberty to vote, 
I vote “nay.” 
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Mr. HILL, I announce that the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Barer] is 
absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Burcu], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Gerry] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. BIL- 
Bo}, the Senator from North Carolina 
Mr. Hoey], and the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. MITCHELL] are unavoidably 
detained. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Briccs], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EAsTLAND], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Lucas], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the Sena- 
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. Myers] are 
detained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Harca] is absent on official business, hav- 
ing been appointed a member of the 
President’s Evaluation Commission in 
connection with the test of atomic bombs 
on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typ1ncs] are absent on official 
business, having been appointed to the 
commission on the part of the Senate to 
participate in the Philippine independ- 
ence ceremonies. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. REED], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIs] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Arken], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. BusHFIELD], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. Gurney], the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr, 
Tosey], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Youn] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] is absent on official business, being a 
member of the commission appointed to 
attend the Philippine independence cere- 
monies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 11, 
nays 49, as follows: 


YEAS—11 
Andrews O'Daniel Thomas, Okla. 
Langer -Revercomb Wheeler 
Millikin Russell Wherry 
Moore Shipstead 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


NAYS—49 
Austin Hill Overton 
Ball Huffman Pepper 
Barkley Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bridges Johnston, S. G. Smith 
Capper Knowland Stewart 
Chavez La Follette Swift 
Connally McClellan Taft 
Cordon McFarland Taylor 
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Downey McMahon Tunnell 
Ferguson Magnuson Vandenberg 
George Maybank Wagner 
Gossett Mead Walsh 
Green Morse White 
Guffey Murdock Wiley 
Hart Murray 
Hayden O'Mahoney 
NOT VOTING—36 
Aiken Carville McCarran 
Bailey Eastland Mitchell 
Bilbo Ellender Myers 
Brewster Fulbright Reed 
Briggs Gerry Robertson 
Brooks Gurney Saltonstall 
Buck Hatch Stanfill 
Burch Hawkes Tobey 
Bushfield Hickenlooper Tydings 
Butler Hoey Willis 
Byrd Kilgore Wilson 
Capehart Lucas Young 
So Mr. MIiLLIKIN’s amendment was 
rejected. 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I think we are ready to vote on the reso- 
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be 
necessary to act first on a committee 
amendment, which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, in 
line 4, after the word “Nations”, it is 
proposed to strike out “whenever that 
official shall have been installed in 
office.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question now is on the adoption of 
the resolution. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. My colleague, the 
junior Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MITCHELL] is unavoidably detained. If 
he were present, he would vote “yea.” 

Mr. GUFFEY. My colleague, the 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, 
Myers] is detained on public business. 
If present he would vote “yea.” 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Car- 
VILLE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Burcu], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Gerry] are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Brices], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EasrLANp ], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Lucas], and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] are de- 
tained on public business. 

The Senator from New Mexico IMr. 
HarcH] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a member of the 
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President’s Evaluation Commission in 


connection with the test of atomic bombs ~ 


on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TypIncs] are absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed to the Com- 
mission on the part of the Senate to par- 
ticipate in the Philippine independence 
ceremonies. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Batter], the Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. Brices], the Sen- 
ators from Virginia [Mr. Burcu and Mr. 
Byrn], the Senators from Nevada [Mr. 
CARVILLE and Mr. McCarran], the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], 
the Senator from Arkansas IMr. Fut- 
BRIGHT], the Senator from New Mexico 
Mr. Hatcu], the Senator from West Vir- 
gina [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Il- 
linois [Mr. Lucas], and the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. Typincs] would vote 
“yea.” J 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Buck], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Reep], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANFILL], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WILLIS] are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Brooxs], the Senator from South Dakota 
Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Gurney], the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming [Mr. ROBERTSON], the 
Senator from New Hampshire IMr. 
Tosey], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter] is absent on official business, be- 
ing a member of the commission ap- 
pointed to attend the Philippine inde- 
pendence ceremonies. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on Official business as a member of the 
Special Committee on Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is absent on official busi- 
ness, having been appointed a member of 
the President’s Evaluation Commission 
in connection with the test of atomic 
bombs on naval vessels at Bikini. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Tosey], and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. WIILIISs]! would vote “yea” 
if present. 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 2, as follows: 


Andrews Gossett McKellar 
Austin Green McMahon 
Ball Guffey Magnuson 
Barkley Hart Maybank 
Bilbo Hayden Mead 
Bridges Hill Millikin 
Capper Hoey Moore 
Chavez Huffman Morse 
Connally Johnson, Colo. Murdock 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Murra; 
Donnell Knowland O'Daniel 
Downey La Follette O'Mahoney 
Ferguson McClellan Overton 
George McFarland Pepper 


Radcliffe Taft Wagner 
Revercomb ‘Taylor Walsh 
Russell Thomas, Okla. Wheeler 

th Thomas, Utah Wherry 
Stewart Tunnell White 
Swift Vandenberg Wiley 

NAYS—2 
Langer Shipstead 
NOT VOTING—34 
Aiken Eastland Myers 
Bailey Ellender Reed 
Fulbright Robertson 

Briggs Gerry Saltonstall 
Brooks Gurney Stanfill 
Buck Hatch Tobey 
Burch Hawkes Tydings 
Bushfield Hickenlooper - Willis 
Butler Kilgore Wilson 
Byrd Lucas Young 
Ca McCarran 
Carville Mitchell 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two- 


thirds of the Senators present having 
voted in the affirmative, the resolution 
is agreed to. 

(S. Res. 196, as agreed to, is as fol- 
lows:) 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the deposit by the 
President of the United States with the Sec- 
retary General of the United Nations, of a 
declaration under paragraph 2 of article 36 
of the Statute of the International Court of 
Justice recognizing as compulsory ipso facto 
and without special agreement, in relation 
to any other state accepting the same obli- 
gation, the jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice in all legal disputes here- 
after arising concerning— 

a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

b. any question of international law; 

c. the existence of any fact which, if estab- 
lished, would constitute a breach of an in- 
ternational obligation; 

d. the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation. 

Provided, That such declaration shall not 
apply to— : 

a. disputes the solution of which the 
parties shall entrust to other tribunals by 
virtue of agreements already in existence or 
which may be concluded in the future; or 

b. disputes with regard to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States as determined by 
the United States; or 

c. Disputes arising under a multilateral 
treaty, unless (1) all parties to the treaty 
affected by the decision are also parties to 
the case before the Court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction. 
Provided further, That such declaration shall 
remain in force for á period of 5 years and 
thereafter until the expiration of 6 months 
after notice may be given to terminate the 
declaration. 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah subsequently 
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senate Resolution 196 and 
the committee report dealing with it may 
be printed as a Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs: 

Commander John F. Robinson for appoint- 
ment as State director of selective service for 
Connecticut under the provisions of section 
10 (a) (8) of the Selective Training and 
Service Act of 1940, as amended. 


Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
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the Recorp at this point the report of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations on Sen- 
ate Resolution 196. 

There being no objection, the report 
(No. 1835) was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


The Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
whom was referred the resolution (S. Res. 
196) providing that the Senate advise and 
consent to the deposit by the President of 
the United States with the Secretary General 
of the United Nations of a declaration under 
paragraph 2 of article 36 of the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice recognizing 
as compulsory ipso facto and without special 
agreement, in relation to any other State 
accepting the same obligation, the jurisdic- 
tion of the International Court of Justice 
in certain categories of legal disputes here- 
after arising, hereby report the same to the 
Senate, with an amendment, with the recom- 
mendation that the resolution do pass as 
amended, 

A. TEXT OF RESOLUTION 


Following is the text of the resolution, as 
amended by the committee: 

“Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the deposit by the Presi- 
dent of the United States with the Secretary 
General of the United Nations of a declara- 
tion under paragraph 2 of article 36 of the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice 
recognizing as compulsory ipso facto and 
without special agreement, in relation to any 
other state accepting the same obligation, 
the jurisdiction of the International Court 
of Justice in all legal disputes hereafter aris- 
ing concerning— 

“a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

“b, any question of international law; 

“c, the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

“d. the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an international 
obligation. 


Provided, That such declaration should not 
apply to— 

“a. disputes the solution of which the par- 
ties shall entrust to other tribunals by virtue 
of agreements already in existence or which 
may be concluded in the future; or 

“b. disputes with regard to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States. 


Provided further, That such declaration 
should remain in force for a period of 5 years 
and thereafter until the expiration of 6 
months after notice may be given to termi- 
nate the declaration.” 


B. HEARINGS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE 


On November 28, 1945, Mr. Morse submitted 
Senate Resolution 196 for himself, Mr. Tarr, 
Mr. GREEN, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
FERGUSON, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. BALL, Mr. CORDON, 
Mr. Wier, Mr. Torr, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina, Mr. Myzrs, and 
Mr. MCMAHON. The resolution was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. On 
June 12, 1946, Chairman CONNALLY appointed 
a subcommittee consisting of Senator 
Tuomas (Utah) as chairman, Senator HATCH 
and Senator AusTIN to hear witnesses on the 
resolution and to recommend any amend- 
ments that might seem appropriate. 

The subcommittee held hearings on July 
11, 12, and 15, with Senator Morse, Dean 
Acheson (Acting Secretary of State), and 
Charles Fahy (legal adviser of the Depart- 
ment of State) appearing and a number of 
other witnesses testifying on behalf of im- 
portant private organizations. Outstanding 
jurists and international lawyers also submit- 
ted statements for the record. Witnesses ap- 
peared or statements were submitted from 
the following organizations: 

American Bar Association. 

American Society of International Law. 
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American Association of University Women. 

General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Young Women’s Christian Association. 

Americans United for World Government. 

Friends Committee on National Legislation. 

National League of Women Voters. 

Federal Bar Association. 

Women's Action Committee for Lasting 
Peace. s 

Federal Council of the Churches of Christ 
in America, 

Catholic Association for International 
Peace. 

Pennsylvania Bar Association. 

National Council of Jewish Women. 

National Education Association. 


C. OVERWHELMING PUBLIC SUPPORT 


The subcommittee was impressed by the 
fact that all the witnesses who appeared were 
enthusiastically in favor of the acceptance on 
the part of the United States of the jurisdic- 
tion of the International Court of Justice 
with respect to legal disputes. The general 
feeling seemed to be that such a step taken | 
now by the United States would be the nat- 
ural and logical sequel to our entry into the 
United Nations. Twelve months’ considera- 
tion since the signing of the Charter has 
strengthened the conviction that this action 
would immediately increase faith in the ef- 
cacy of the United Nations to promote order 
and peace. 

This relative unanimity of American pub- 
lic opinion was demonstrated on December 
18, 1945, when the house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association, without a dissent- 
ing vote, passed a resolution urging the Presi- 
dent and the Senate to take appropriate ac- 
tion at the earliest practicable time to accept 
the compulsory jurisdiction of the court. 
The American Society of International Law, 
on April 27, 1946, likewise adopted a favorable 
resolution by a unanimous vote. Many other 
national organizations, with large member- 
ships, including the American Association of 
University Women, the General Federation of 
Women's Clubs, the Federal Bar Association, 
the Inter-American Bar Association, the Fed- 
eral Council of Churches, the National League 
of Women Voters, the American Veterans 
Committee, the National Education Asso- 
ciation, the National Council of Catholic 
Women, and the American Association for 
the United Nations, have similarly endorsed 
the proposal. 

D. FAVORABLE ACTION BY FOREIGN RELATIONS 

COMMITTEE 


On July 17 and 24 the subcommittee re- 
ported its findings to the Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee. After a discussion of the 
legal and constitutional issues involved (see 
secs. G and J below) the committee reported 
the resolution to the Senate for favorable ac- 
tion. The vote, which was taken on July 24, 
was unanimous, 

E. PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION 

The immediate purpose of the resolution 
is to authorize the President to file with the 
Secretary General of the United Nations a 
declaration accepting the compulsory juris- 
diction of the International Court of Jus- 
tice over certain categories of legal disputes 
arising between the United States and any 
other nation which has accepted the same 
obligation, The United States would acquire 
the right and duty to sue or be sued in re- 
spect to such other States and would give 
the Court the power to decide whether the 
case properly falls within the terms of the 
agreement. 

The ultimate purpose of the resolution is 
to lead to general world-wide acceptance of 
the jurisdiction of the International Court 
of Justice in legal cases. The accomplish- 
ment of this result would, in a substantial 
sense, place international relations on a legal 
basis, in contrast to the present situation, 
in which states may be their own judge of the 
law. 
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The United States has now become a mem- 
ber of the Court, but membership in itself 
means comparatively little. It is true that 
states can agree to submit specified cases 
to the Court, but they have always been able 
to settle their disputes by arbitration, as- 
suming they could agree to do so. So long 
as individual members can refuse to be haled 
into the Court a regime of law in the inter- 
national community will never be realized. 
The most important attribute of this or any 
other court is to hear and decide cases. For 
this function it must have jurisdiction of 
the parties ard the subject matter. 


F. OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE CHARTER OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 


The undertaking of this obligation by 
members of the United Nations is a logical 
fulfillment of obligations already expressed 
in the Charter. The preamble expresses the 
determination of the peoples of the United 
Nations— : 

“To establish conditions under which jus- 
tice and respect for the obligations arising 
from treaties and othér sources of interna- 
tional law can be maintained,” and to this 
end “to insure, by the acceptance of princi- 
ples and the institution of methods, that 
armed force shall not be used, save in the 
common interest.” 

Among the purposes of the United Nations 
set forth in article 1 is— 

“To bring about by peaceful means, and 
in conformity with the principles of justice 
and international law, adjustment or settle- 
ment of international disputes or situations 
which might lead to a breach of the peace.” 

One of the principles of the Organization 
as set forth in article 2 is that— 

“All members shall settle their interna- 
tional disputes by peaceful means in such a 
manner that international peace and se- 
curity, and justice, are not endangered.” 

Article 36, paragraph 3, of the Charter pro- 
vides that the Security Council should “take 
into consideration that legal disputes should 
as a general rule be referred by the parties 
to the International Court of Justice in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the statute 
of the Court.” 

In addition, by virtue of the general right 
of states to bring disputes before the Secu- 
rity Council, any state is liable to have its 
political disputes brought before the Coun- 
cil -without its consent and to be subject 
to such moral obligation as attaches to a 
recommendation of the Council (arts. 36 
and 37 of the Charter). It is incongruous 
that such rights and obligations should 
exist with respect to political disputes but 
that there should be no similar obligation 
for the members of the United Nations to 
submit their legal disputes to adjudication. 


G, JURISDICTION CONFERRED, DEFINED, AND 
LIMITED 

The scope of the jurisdiction to be con- 
ferred pursuant to this resolution is care- 
fully defined and limited. 

There is, in the first place, a general lim- 
itation of jurisdiction to legal disputes. 
The resolution, like article 36, paragraph 2, 
of the Court statute, states this limitation 
in general terms and proceeds to define the 
four categories of disputes thus included. 
These are: 

a. the interpretation of a treaty; 

b. any question of international law; 

c. the existence of any fact which, if es- 
tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation; 

d. the nature or extent of the reparation 
to be made for the breach of an interna- 
tional obligation. 

A second major limitation on the juris- 
diction conferred arises from the condition 
of reciprocity. This is again specified in the 
resolution in the language of the statute, 
the pertinent phrase being as follows: “recog- 
nizing * im relation to any other 
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state accepting the same obligation, the ju- 
risdiction of the International Court of 
Justice.” 

Jurisdiction is thus conferred only as 
among states filing declarations. In addi- 
tion, the similar phrase in the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice 
was interpreted by the Court as meaning that 
any limitation imposed by a state in its grant 
of jurisdiction thereby also became available 
to any other state with which it might be- 
come involved in proceedings, even though 
the second state had not specifically imposed 
the limitation. Thus, for example, if the 
United States limited its grant of jurisdic- 
tion to cases “hereafter arising,” this country 
would be unable to institute proceedings re- 
garding earlier disputes, even though the de- 
fendant state might not have interposed 
this reservation. 

A third limitation specified in the resolu- 
tion is that the United States should bind 
itself only as to disputes arising in the future. 
The United States may not, therefore, be 
confronted with old controversies as a result 
of filing the proposed declaration. 

A fourth limitation provides that the pro- 
posed action shall not impede the parties to 
a dispute from entrusting its solution to 
some other tribunal if they so agree. The 
same provision is found in the Charter of the 
United Nations, article 95. 

The fifth limitation is that the proposed 
declaration shall not apply to matters which 
are essentially within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of the United States. A provision simi- 
lar in principle is found in article 2, para- 
graph 7, of the Charter, providing that noth- 
ing in the Charter shall authorize the organ- 
ization to intervene in essentially domestic 
matters. The committee feels that the prin- 
ciple is also implicit in the nature of inter- 
national law, which, under article 38, para- 
graph 1, of the statute, it is the duty of the 
Court to apply. International law is, by defi- 
nition, the body of rights and duties gov- 
erning states in their relations with each 
other and does not, therefore, concern itself 
with matters of domestic jurisdiction, The 
question of what is properly a matter of in- 
ternational law is, in case of dispute, appro- 
priate for decision by the Court itself, since, 
if it were left to the decision of each indi- 
vidual state, it would be possible to with- 
hold any case from adjudication on the plea 
that it is a matter of domestic jurisdiction. 
It is plainly the intention of the statute that 
such questions should be decided by the 
Court, since article 36, paragraph 6, pro- 
vides: 

“In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court.” 

It was also brought to the attention of the 
subcommittee that a number of states, in 
filing declarations under the statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, 
interposed reservations similar to that of the 
resolution under consideration, but in no 
case did they reserve to themselves the right 
of decision. The committee therefore de- 
cided that a reservation of the right of deci- 
sion as to what are matters essentially within 
domestic jurisdiction would tend to defeat 
the purposes which it is hoped to achieve by 
means of the proposed declaration as well as 
the purpose of article 36, paragraphs 2 and 6, 
of the statute of the Court. 

The resolution provides that the declara- 
tion should remain in force for a period of 
5 years and thereafter until 6 months follow- 
ing notice of termination. The declaration 
might, therefore, remain in force indefinitely. 
The provision for 6 months’ notice of termi- 
nation after the 5-year period has the effect 
of a renunciation of any intention to with- 
draw cur obligation in the face of a threat- 
ened legal proceeding. 

Hon. John Foster Dulles, adviser to the 
State Department in relation to the Dum- 
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barton Oaks proposals and adviser to the 
United States delegation to the United Na- 
tions Conference on International Organiza- 
tion, which drafted the Charter and the 
statute of the Court, filed a memorandum 
with the subcommittee favoring agreement 
by the United States to submit to impartial 
adjudication its legal controversies. He 
pointed out that failure to take that step 
would be interpreted as an election on our 
Part to rely on power rather than on reason, 

Mr. Dulles advocated that the United States 
ought now to make the declaration submit- 
ting this country to the jurisdiction of the 
Court according to article 36 (2) of the Court 
statute. He suggested, however, clarification 
of certain matters in the declaration, to wit: 

“1, Advisory opinions: The compulsory ju- 
risdiction should presumably be limited to 
disputes which are actual cases between 
states as distinct from dispuates in which 
advisory opinions may be sought.” 

On this point the committee view is that 
the jurisdiction to be accepted pursuant to 
Senate Resolution 196 is coextensive with 
the jurisdiction defined in article 36 (2) of 
the Statute of the Court, which is limited to 
legal disputes as distinct from the broader 
category of cases referred to elsewhere in the 
statute. 

With respect to Mr. Dulles’ suggestion, Hon. 
Charles Fahy, legal adviser of the State De- 
partment, made the following reply: 

“The declaration under article 36 (2) would 
grant jurisdiction in ‘all legal disputes,’ as 
therein described. But the jurisdiction of 
the Court (art. 36 (1)) extends to ‘cases 
which the parties refer to it’ and ‘all matters 
especially provided for in the Charter of the 
United Nations or the treaties and conven- 
tions in force.’ Thus the Court’s possible 
jurisdiction is broader than the jurisdiction 
conferred by a declaration under article 36 
(2). The provisions of article 36 (2) are 
limited to ‘legal disputes.' This compulsory 
jurisdiction clearly excludes cases which are 
not legal disputes, such as a case to be de- 
cided ex aequo et bono under article 38 (2) 
if the parties separately so agree. Such 
agreement, of course, would be over and 
above any jurisdiction accepted by the pro- 
posed declaration under article 36 (2). The 
only jurisdiction of the Court with respect 
to advisory opinions (art. 65) is as to a legal 
question on request of whatever body may 
be authorized to make such a request under 
the Charter. It is entirely apart from the 
compulsory jurisdiction which a state grants 
by its declaration under article 36 (2). No 
provision in the declaration would seem 
necessary to make it clear that the declara- 
tion under article 36 (2) is indeed limited 
to the jurisdiction covered by that article, 

“2. Reciprocity: Jurisdiction should be 
compulsory only when all of the other parties 
to the dispute have previously accepted the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court.” 

The committee considered that article 59 
of the Court statute removed all cause for 
doubt by providing: 

“The decision of the Court has no binding 
force except between the parties and in re- 
spect of that particular case.” 

If the United States would prefer to deny 
jurisdiction without special agreement in 
disputes among several states, some of which 
have not declared to be bound, article 36 (3) 
permits it to make its declaration conditional 
as to the reciprocity of several or certain 
states. 

Mr. Dulles’ objection might possibly be 
provided for by another subsection in the 
first proviso of the resolution, on page 2, 
after line 14, reading: 

“c. Disputes arising under a multilateral 
treaty, unless (1) all parties to the treaty 
affected by the decision are also es to 
the case before the Court, or (2) the United 
States specially agrees to jurisdiction. 

“3. International law: If the basic law of 
the case is not found in an existing treaty 
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or convention, to which the United States 
is a party, there should be a prior agreement 
as to what are the applicable principles of 
international law. 

The committee considered both the policy 
and the parliamentary problems this sugges- 
tion raises and decided to leave Senate Reso- 
lution 196 unchanged as to this point, for the 
following reasons: 

Article 92 provides: 

“The International Court of Justice shall 
be the principal judicial organ of the United 
Nations. It shall function in accordance 
with the annexed statute, which is based up- 
on the Statute of the Permanent Court of In- 
ternational Justice and forms an integral 
part of the present Charter.” 

The Charter cannot be amended by a mere 
declaration of some of the states parties to 
the present statute. What a state may do is 
limited by article 36 (3): 

“The declarations referred to above may 
be made unconditionally or on condition of 
reciprocity on the part of several or certain 
states, or for a certain time.” 

This does nct permit a state to condition 
submission upon different principles of in- 
ternational law than those which article 38 
commands to be used, thus: 

“1. The Court, whose function is to decide 
in accordance with international law such 


disputes as are submitted to it, shall apply: 


“a. international conventions, whether 
general or particular, establishing rules ex- 
pressly recognized by the contesting states; 

“b, international custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law; 

“c, the general principles of law recognized 
by civilized nations; 

“d. subject to the provisions of article 59, 
Judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the vari- 
ous nations, as subsidiary means for the de- 
termination of rules of law. 

“2. This provision shall not prejudice the 
power of the Court to decide a case ex aequo 
et bono, if the parties agree thereto.” 

To accomplish substantial alteration of 
the applicable principles of international law 
would require consent of all the other parties 
to the Charter. The purpose of this declara- 
tion is.to avoid the procedural necessity of 
“special agreement” and to recognize juris- 
diction ipso facto over the specified subject 
matter and parties. 

Hon. Charles Fahy, legal adviser of the 
State Department, in a memorandum pre- 
pared for the committee, replied to Mr. 
Dulles’ suggestion as follows: 

“3. Mr. Dulles suggests there should be 
prior agreement as to what are the appli- 
cable principles of international law if the 
basic law of the case is not found in an 
existing treaty or convention. He feels that 
to permit jurisdiction of legal disputes con- 
cerning any question of international law’ 
is too vague at this time. 

“It is most inadvisable to accept this view. 
It would seriously impede the progress of 
the Court in the accomplishment of its pur- 
pose. The procedure followed in the case of 
the Alabama arbitration, referred to as an 
instance where previous agreement on the 
applicable law was had, was long before the 
establishment of the Court. The Charter of 
the United Nations and the present statute 
of the Court are designed to enlist sufficient 
confidence in judicial determinations by the 
Court to enable it to become a useful organ 
in the settlement of legal disputes. To re- 
quire now an agreement, in advance of sub- 
mission to the Court, on the applicable prin- 
ciples of international law would take from 
the Court one of the principal purposes of 
its creation. The United States should not 
insist on such a requirement. Whatever risk 
to the United States is involved in entrust- 
ing cases to the Court for its determination 
of the applicable basis of decision under 
international law is outweighed by the tre- 
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mendous advance which would be made by 
our acceptance of such risk in the develop- 
ment of judicial processes in the world order.” 

Other points referred to the committee by 
Mr. Dulles for clarification related to the 
problem of domestic jurisdiction, the possi- 
bility of resorting to other tribunals, and the 
desirability of establishing a time limit for 
any declaration the United States might 
make, 

As has been indicated above, domestic 
jurisdiction is safeguarded by article 1 (1) of 
the Charter of the United Nations, limiting 
the purposes of the United Nations to inter- 
national disputes or situations, by article 2 
(7) excluding domestic jurisdiction. The 
committee accepted article 36 (6) of the 
statute as covering this point. 

“In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court.” 

The right to submit disputes to other 
tribunals is reserved in Senate resolution 196, 
page 2, line 8. This reservation is permitted 
by article 95 of the Charter, 

With respect to a possible time limitation, 
Senate resolution 196 provides for 5 years’ 
duration, plus time of 6 months following 
notice of termination of the declaration. A 
further discussion of these points will be 
found in the first part of section (G) above. 


H. COMPULSORY JURISDICTION PRIOR TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS 


The first important step in the direction of 
compulsory jurisdiction was taken by the Ad- 
visory Committee of Jurists appointed by 
the League of Nations in 1920 to prepare the 
Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice. This committee, which in- 
cluded among iis members the Honorable 
Elihu Root, former member of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary of 
War, and Secretary of State, recommended a 
draft providing for general compulsory juris- 
diction over specified categories of legal dis- 
putes. It was proposed that this should be 
binding upon all parties to the statute. This 
provision proved unacceptable to some of the 
larger powers when it was presented to the 
League Council and Assembly, and there was 
substituted for it a provision very similar 
to article 36, paragraph 2, of the present 
statute, enabling such states as desired to 


do so to agree among themselves to accept 


the jurisdiction of the Court as to the 
enumerated categories of legal disputes, 

` Under this provision some 44 states, in- 
cluding 3 of the 5 states now permanent 
members of the Security Council (Great 
Britain, France, and China), at one time or 
another deposited declarations accepting this 
jurisdiction. 

Proceedings were invoked in 11 cases under 
these declarations two of which proceeded to 
final determination. One of these was the 
Eastern Greenland case, involving conflicting 
claims to territory by Norway and Denmark, 
Upon the rendering of the decision of the 
Court, Norway withdrew the decrees affecting 
the territory which had precipitated the dis- 
pute. The second case which went to de- 
cision involved a claim by the Netherlands 
against Belgium for alleged wrongful diver- 
sions of water from the Meuse River. The 
other nine cases were terminated on pro- 
cedural points or were withdrawn. 


I. COMPULSORY JURISDICTION UNDER THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

The negotiations leading to the conclusion 
of the statute of the new International Court 
of Justice saw a renewal of the effort to ob- 
tain general compulsory jurisdiction. It is 
indicated in the Report of the 1945 Com- 
mittee of Jurists, which met in Washington 
to formulate proposals relating to the ju- 
dicial organ of the proposed world organi- 
zation, that a majority of the Committee 
was in favor of compulsory jurisdiction. At 
San Francisco the discussion was renewed, 
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and again a very substantial body of opinion 
was shown in favor of general compulsory 
jurisdiction. Due to the opposition of some 
states and the doubtful position of others, 
it was felt, however, that such a provision 
might endanger acceptance of the Charter, 
of which the statute was to be an integral 
part. This was the position of the United 
States delegation. It was, therefore, agreed 
to retain the optional provision in a form 
similar to that employed in the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Jus- 
ice. This is the present article 36, paragraph 
2 of the statute, pursuant to which the ac- 
tion envisioned by present resolution would 
be taken, 

The San Francisco Conference added an 
additional paragraph to article 36 of the 
statute, according to which declarations ac- 
cepting the jurisdiction of the old Court, and 
remaining in force, are deemed to remain 
in force as among the parties to the present 
statute for such period as they still have to 
run. Nineteen declarations are currently in 
force under this provision. 

A further indication of the sentiment pre- 
vailing among United Nations delegations at 
San Francisco was the adoption by the Con- 
ference of a recommendation to the members 
of the Organization—“ that as soon as pos- 
sible they make declarations recognizing the 
obligatory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice according to the provisions 
of article 36 of the statute.” 


J. THE CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES INVOLVED 


During the discussion which tcox place in 
the subcommittee three important constitu- 
tional issues were raised. These issues were: 
(1) Can the proposed action be taken by the 
treaty-making process or is a joint resolution 
of the two Houses preferable; (2) is it proper 
procedure to obtain the advice and consent 
of the Senate prior to the deposit of the , 
declaration by the President; and (3) would 
the deposit of the declaration by the Presi- 
dent establish treaty relations between the 
United States and the United Nations or be- 
tween the United States and the various 
members of the United Nations who have de- , 
posited similar declarations, 

With respect to the first issue, a declara- 
tion of this kind is no doubt unique so far 
are the United States is concerned. No one, 
however, can doubt the power of this Gov- - 
ernment to make such a declaration, The 
question is one of procedure. During the de- 
bates on the United Nations Charter the 
problem was discussed at some length on 
the floor of the Senate, and it was generally 
agreed that the President could not deposit 
the declaration without congressional action 
of some kind granting him the authority to 
do so, To clarify the issue Senator VANDEN- 
BERG requested an opinion of Mr. Green 
Hackworth, then legal adviser of the Depart- 
ment of State. The pertinent paragraph of 
this opinion, which Senator VANDENBERG read 
on the floor of the Senate on July 28, 1945, 
follows: F 

“If the Executive should initiate action to 
accept compulsory jurisdiction of the Court 
under the optional clause contained in ar- 
ticle 36 of the statute, such procedure as 
might be authorized by the Congress would 
be followed, and if no specific procedure were 
prescribed by statute, the proposal would be 
submitted to the Senate with request for its 
advice and consent to the filing of the neces- 
sary declaration with the Secretary General 
of the United Nations.” 

Since that time both the President and 
the Secretary of State have indicated that, 
in their opinion, either the procedure out- 
lined in Senate Resolution 196 (calling for a 
two-thirds vote of the Senate) or that out- 
lined in House Joint Resolution 291 (calling 
for a simple majority vote of the two Houses) 
would furnish a satisfactory legal basis for 
acceptance by the United States of the com- 
pulsory jurisdiction clause, 
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Inasmuch as the declaration would in- 
volve important new obligations for the 
United States, the committee was of the 
opinion that it should be approved by the 
treaty process, with two-thirds of the Sen- 
ators present concurring. The force and 
effect of the declaration is that of a treaty, 
binding the United States with respect to 
those States which have or which may in the 
future deposit similar declarations. More- 
over, under our constitutional system the 
peaceful settlement of disputes through arbi- 
tration or judicial settlement has always been 
considered a proper subject for the use of 
the treaty procedure. While the declaration 
can hardly be considered a treaty in the 
strict sense of that term, the nature of the 
obligations assumed by the contracting 
parties are such that no action less solemn or 
less formal than that required for treaties 
should be contemplated. 

With respect to the second issue the answer 
may be found in the Constitution itself. 
Article 2, section 2, provides that the Presi- 
dent shall have “power, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, to make trea- 
ties, provided two-thirds of the Senators 
present concur.” It is evident that the advice 
and consent of the Senate is equally effective 
whether given before, during, or after the 
conclusion of the treaty. In fact, President 
Washington approached the Senate for its 
advice and consent prior to the negotiation 
of treaties, and this practice was followed on 
occasion by other Presidents. While the 
practice of prior consultations with the 
Senate fell into disuse after 1816, a recent 
precedent may be found in the convention of 
1927, extending the General Claims Commis- 
sion, United States and Mexico, of 1923. The 
treaty was signed on August 16, 1927, pur- 
suant to a Senate resolution of February 17, 
1927. A similar example is the convention of 
1929, again extending the life of the Commis- 
sion. The convention was signed on August 
17, 1929, pursuant to the Senate resolution of 
May 25, 1929. 

With regard to the third issue, the pro- 
posed declaration would not constitute, in 
any sense, an agreement between the United 
States and the United Nations. It is rather 
a unilateral declaration having the force and 
effect of a treaty as between the United 
States and each of the other states which 
accept the same obligations. It is merely an 
extension of the general principle that any 
two states may agree to submit cases to arbi- 
tration or judicial settlement. The so-called 
optional clause would permit a large number 
of states to take such action with respect to 
the four categories of legal cases enumerated. 

As to whether the United States can enter 
into a treaty with the United Nations, the 
question is not here at issue. In any event, 
it is clear that the United States can, con- 
clude agreements with the United Nations, 
inasmuch as the United Nations Participation 
Act authorized the President to take such 
action in conformity with the pledge of the 
United States to make armed forces avail- 
able to the Security Council under article 
43 of the Charter, Moreover, there appears 
to be nothing in the Constitution which 
forbids the conclusion of a treaty between 
the United States and an international or- 
ganization. 

If it follows that the legal capacity of the 
United Nations is all that is required to 
enable the United States and the United 
Nations to enter into treaty relationships, 
article 104 of the Charter would seem to 
establish that authority. Article 104 reads: 

“The Organization shall enjoy in the terri- 
tory of each of its members such legal ca- 
pacity as may be necessary for the exercise 
of its functions and the fulfillment of its 
purposes.” 

K. DESIRABILITY OF SPEEDY ACTION 


Most of the witnesses appearing before 
the subcommittee expressed the hope that 
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the Senate would act speedily in order to 
demonstrate once more the conviction of the 
people of the United States that peace will be 
possible only if law and justice are firmly em- 
bedded in the foundations of the United 
Nations. To be sure, the extension of the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice will not usher the world au- 
tomatically into an era of peace; it is only 
one important step in man's long and pain- 
ful march toward a warless world. The ac- 
ceptance by the United States of the compul- 
sory jurisdiction clause, however, would con- 
stitute a step of great psychological and 
moral significance. It would help develop a 
spirit of trust and confidence, particularly on 
the part of the small states, toward the 
United States. And it would give impetus to 
the principle of the peaceful settlement of 
disputes as the judges of the new Court begin 
their work at the Peace Palace in The Hague. 

On July 28, 1945, the Senate ratified the 
United Nations Charter by the overwhelm- 
ing vote of 89 to 2. Since that time the peo- 
ple of the United States, the Senate, the 
House of Representatives, the President, and 
the Secretary of State have repeatedly assert- 
ed the conviction that the foreign policy of 
the United States must be centered about the 
activities and the organs of the United Na- 
tions. The International Court of Justice is 
one of the principal organs of the United Na- 
tions. It would seem entirely consistent with 
our often pronounced policy for the Senate 
to take speedy action in order to ensure our 
Tull cooperation with the work of the Court 
at the earliest practicable date. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
in its report to the Senate on the United 
Nations Charter, expressed the following 
view: 

“Unless we are prepared to take all steps 
which are necessary to effectuate our mem- 
bership in the United Nations, we would be 
merely deceiving the hopes of the United 
States and of humanity in ratifying. the 
Charter.” 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
ask the Senator from Kentucky whether 
it is his intention to have the concurrent 
resolution to adjourn sine die laid before 
the Senate today? 

Mr. BARKLEY. As soon as the con- 
ference report on the first supplemental 
appropriation bill, 1947, is disposed of, I 
expect to have the resolution laid before 
the Senate. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President; I 
ask unanimous consent to be excused 
from further attendance at the session 
of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, leave is granted. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of legis- 
lative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
legislative business. 


PLIGHT OF DOMESTIC WOOL INDUSTRY 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
last Wednesday I addressed the Senate 
at some length upon the very important 
subject of legislation to deal with the 
wool-growing industry in the United 
States. I have no intention of making 
another speech on that subject. I feel 
that the Senate is in a temper to vote 
and not to listen to talk. I also feel that 
the Senate is pretty well convinced that 
the wool bill in some form should be 
passed, 
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As I. pointed out on Wednesday, the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry has filed a favorable report on 
a wool bill. The House Committee on 
Agriculture has likewise filed a similar 
report. If I could, with the agreement 
of the leadership, make a motion to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the wool bill 
new on the calendar, I would move to 
amend the bill so that it would be identi- 
cal with the bill which has been recom- 
mended by the House Committee on 
Agriculture and which is also on the Sen- 
ate Calendar. I desire to inquire of the 
present occupant of the chair whether I 
may not be permitted to make such a 
motion before he lays before the Senate 
the concurrent resolution providing for 
final adjournment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate fully the situation to which the 
Senator from Wyoming has called atten- 
tion, and I am sympathetic to his pur- 
pose. But the House passed the concur- 
rent resolution for adjournment last 
Saturday. The House is now awaiting 
action by the Senate on the resolution. 
Of course, it merely means that when we 
conclude business today the two Houses 
will stand adjourned. It does not 
mean that we will adjourn immediately 
on the adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. I understand that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I feel that, in view 
of the fact that the House has waited so 
long for the Senate to take action, the- 
concurrent resolution should be laid 
down as a courtesy to the House. If 
that is not done we may run the risk of 
being required to amend the resolution 
or let the matter go by the board. I feel 
that we can remain as late as the Senate 
is willing to remain today, but the reso- 
lution providing for adjournment of the 
two Houses of Congress today when each 
House concludes its business, should be 
laid down. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY.. Mr. President, 
recognizing as I do that the arduous 
labors which have been performed by 
both the Members of the Senate and the 
Members of the House deserve the re- 
ward of an adjournment of the Congress, 
I thought it would be neither charitable 
nor wise to attempt to prolong the ses- 
sion. Nevertheless, I feel that this is- 
sue is of such great importance, and is 
supported on both sides of the Chamber 
by so many Members of the Senate that 
I should be permitted, at least, to ask 
the Senate to vote upon the measure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator realizes 
that the Senate may remain in session 
as long as it is willing to sit. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I realize that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The House is in the 
same situation. Under the concurrent 
resolution, when both Houses of Con- 
gress complete their work today the 
Congress will stand adjourned. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, it is 
customary, in the conduct of the affairs 
of the Senate, for Members of the body 
to reach understandings with the leader- 
ship. I should like very much to be able 
to reach an understanding with the 
leadership on both sides of the Chamber 
at this time that, after the concurrent 
resolution for adjournment has been laid 
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down and disposed of; I may be recog- 
nized to move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of the wool bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will state frankly 
to the Senator, Mr. President, that I 
would have no objection to his motion, 
However, I do not control the recogni- 
tion of the Senator. That is within the 
province of the Chair. So far as I am 
concerned, I would have no objection to 
his motion. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, if unani- 
mous consent is being asked for, I am 
constrained to object. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I have not asked 
for unanimous consent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. 

Mr. WHITE. Then, I cannot object. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to know 
what agreement or understanding has 
been reached, if any, relative to the re- 
quest of the able Senator from Wyo- 
ming? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No agreement has 
been reached. 

Mr. WHERRY. Then the bill is still 
on the calendar just the same as are the 
other bills which are there. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. McKELLAR obtained the floor. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I will yield if it is 
only for a moment. I have a conference 
report which I wish to have considered, 
It is important and should be agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
correct. I merely wish to inquire of the 
Senator from Nebraska whether I under- 
stood correctly that he would be willing, 
so far as he is concerned, to have a vote 
on the proposed motion to consider the 
wool bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection 
whatever. I merely wanted to hear what 
was said. We could not hear on this side 
of the chamber. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I had understood 
that the Senator would not object. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, it is not my intention, I 
may say to the Senate, to make a motion 
to have the Senate take up the wool bill, 
because since I spoke earlier in the after- 
noon I have made a survey of the condi- 
tions which exist, and I find there is no 
possibility of getting action on the bill 
in the House of Representatives, because 
of the situation. So I shall not attempt 
to make that motion now. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I wish 
the Senate to know and I wish to make 
the record clear that those of us from 
the wool-producing States, who are just 
as much concerned about the wool legis- 
lation as is the Senator from Wyoming, 
are interested in the question of whether 
consent was given by the majority leader 
for the consideration of the bill this 
afternoon, because we are indeed anxious 
that the wool legislation be considered. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his statement. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
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reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills and joint resolution of 
the Senate: 

S. 1560. An act to amend the Service Ex- 
tension Act of 1941, as amended, to extend 
reemployment benefits to former members 
of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps who 
entered the Women’s Army Corps; 

8.2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100- 
foot perpetual easement across certain land 
in the State of Alabama constituting a por- 
tion of the military reservation designated 
as Fort Benning, Ga.; and 

S. J. Res. 186, Joint resolution to provide 
for the transfer of the painting First Fight 
of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac, now 
stored in the United States Capitol Building, 
to the custody of the United States Naval 
Academy. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1751) to 
authorize the course of instruction at the 
United States Merchant Marine Acad- 
emy to be given to not exceeding 20 
persons at a time from the American 
Republics, other than the United States. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H: R. 783) for the relief of Karl E. Bond. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5626) to authorize the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration to appoint and employ retired 
officers without affecting their retired 
status, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the joint resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 390) making additional 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1947, 
and for other purposes; that the House 
recede from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate Nos. 2, 3, 11, 
16, 17, 28, and 29 to the joint resolution, 
and concur therein, and that the House 
receded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate Nos. 1, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 20, 22, and 24 to the joint resolu- 
tion and concurred therein, severally 
with an amendment, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 


ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL 
YEAR 1947—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. McKELLAR submitted the follow- 
ing report: 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res, 390) making additional 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That.the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 18 and 19. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 21, and 26, and agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
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ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: 


“JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING 


“Biographical Congressional Directory: To 
enable the Secretary of the Senate to pay, 
upon vouchers approved by the chairman or 
vice chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Printing, for compiling and preparing a re- 
vised edition of the Biographical Directory 
of the American Congress (1774-1948) as pro- 
vided for in House Concurrent Resolution 
Numbered 163, adopted July 26, 1946, not to 
exceed $35,000; and said sum or any part 
thereof, in the discretion of the chairman or 
vice chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Printing, may be paid as additional com- 
pensation (at not to exceed $1,800 per an- 
num) to any employee of the United States, 
and shall continue to be available until ex- 
pended.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert: 825,000“; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: 


“BUREAU OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


“Emergency relief for the Territory. of Ha- 
waii: For carrying out the provisions of sec- 
tion 1 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to pro- 
Vide emergency relief for the victims of the 
seismic waves which struck the Territory of 
Hawaii, and for other purposes’, $1,300,000, 
to remain available until expended, of which 
amount not to exceed $65,000 shall be avail- 
able for administrative expenses of the Bu- 
reau of Community Facilities, including 
travel, the purchase of two passenger motor 
vehicles, and personal services in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and elsewhere.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 


“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
“BUREAU OF FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC COMMERCE 


“Export control: For an additional amount, 
fiscal year 1947, for ‘Export control’, includ- 
ing the objects specified under this head in 
the Department of Commerce Appropriation 
Act, 1947, $400,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert ‘$100,000,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis- 
agreement amendments numbered 1, 2, 3, 11, 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 24, 28, and 29, 

KENNETH MCKELLAr, 

CARL HAYDEN, 

RicHarp B. RUSSELL, 

JOHN H. OVERTON, 

ELMER THOMAS, 

STYLES BRIDGES, 

CHAN GURNEY, 

JosEPH H. BALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

CLARENCE CANNON, 

Louis C. RABAUT, 

ALBERT THOMAs, 

R. B. WIGGLESworTH, 

EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration and adoption of the con- 
ference report. 

There being no objection, the report 
was considered and agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action on 
certain amendments of the Senate to 
House Joint Resolution 390, which was 
read as follows: 

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. S., 

August 2, 1946. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Sen- 
ate numbered 2, 3, 11, 16, 17, 28, and 29 to the 
Joint Resolution (H, J. Res. 390) making 
additional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes, and concur 
therein; 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 1, to said bill and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: In line 6 of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, after the 
word “authorized”, insert , subject to the 
approval of the chairman or the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate (Committee on Rules 
and Administration, if and when elected)“ 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 12, to said bill, and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
named in said amendment, insert: “$6,885,- 
000: Provided, That such additional amounts 
shall be allotted on a pro rata basis among 
the several States in proportion to the 
amounts to which the respective States are 
etaltled for each fiscal year by reason of 
section 401 of the Social Security Act amend- 
ments of 1946.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 13, to said bill, and concur therein 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the sum named in said amendment, insert: 
“$4,597,500: Provided, That such additional 
amounts shall be allotted on a pro rata basis 
among the several States in proportion to 
the amounts to which the respective States 
are entitled for each fiscal year by reason 
of section. 401 of the Social Security Act 
Amendments of 1946.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 14, to said bill, and concur therein with 
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an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
named in said amendment, insert: “$2,617,- 
500: Provided, That such additional amounts 
shall be allotted on a pro rata basis among 
the several States in proportion to the 
amounts to which the respective States are 
enitled for each fiscal year by reason of sec- 
tion 401 of the Social Security Act Amend- 
ments of 1946.“ 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 
15 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
named in said amendment insert “$425,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No, 
20 to sald bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment insert: 

“Hospital and construction activities: For 
carrying out the provisions of title VI of the 
Public Health Service Act, as amended (S. 
191), fiscal year 1947, including travel; print- 
ing and binding; the objects specified in the 
paragraph immediately following the caption 
‘Public Health Service’ in the Federal Secur- 
ity Agency Appropriation Act, 1947; and the 
purchase of eight passenger automobiles; 
$2,350,000, of which not to exceed $126,000 
may be transferred to the appropriation ‘Pay, 
etc., commissioned officers, Public Health 
Service’ for not to exceed 28 commissioned 
officers, and not to exceed $34,175 may be 
transferred to the appropriation ‘Salaries, 
Office of the General Counsel,’ Office of the 
Administrator, Federal Security Agency: 
Provided, That the availability of this ap- 
propriation is contingent upon the enact- 
ment into law of said S. 191.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No, 
22 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In line 5 of the mat- 
ter inserted by said amendment, strike out 
the following: “(H. R. 6918, Seventy-ninth 
Congress)”; and in lines 15 and 16 of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, strike 
out the following: “and section 14 (a) of 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1948.“ 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 
24 to said bill, and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“VETERANS” ADMINISTRATION 

“Automobiles and other conveyances for 
disabled veterans: To enable the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to provide an auto- 
mobile or other conveyance, at a cost per 
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vehicle or conveyance of not to exceed $1,600, 
including equipment with such special at- 
tachments and devices as the Administrator 
may deem necessary, for each veteran of 
World War II who is entitled to compensa- 
tion for the loss, or loss of use, of one or 
both legs at or above the ankle under the 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, $30,000,000: Provided, That no part 
of the money appropriated by this paragraph 
shall be used for the repair, maintenance, or 
replacement of any such automobile or other 
conveyance and no veteran shall be given an 
automobile or other conveyance under the 
provisions of this paragraph until it is estab- 
lished to the satisfaction of the administra- 
tor that such veteran will be able to operate 
such automobile or other conveyance in a 
manner consistent with his own safety and 
the safety of others and will be licensed to 
operate such automobile or other conveyance 
by the State of his residence or other proper 
licensing authority: Provided further, That 
under such regulations as the Administra- 
tor may prescribe the furnishing of such 
automobile or other conveyance shall be ac- 
complished by the Administrator paying the 
total purchase price to the seller from whom 
the veteran is purchasing under sales agree- 
ment between the seller and the veteran.“ 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate agree to the 
amendments of the House to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 12, 13, 
14, 15, 22, and 24. 

The motion was agreed to. 


COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF ESTI- 
MATES SUBMITTED AND APPROPRIA- 
TIONS MADE, SECOND SESSION, SEVEN- 
TY-NINTH CONGRESS 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp, as a part of my remarks, 
to appear immediately after the final ac- 
tion on the deficiency appropriation bill, 
a comparative statement of estimates 
submitted at the second session of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress and of appro- 
priations made during such session, I 
believe this will be of vast interest to 
every Senator. It shows that the appro- 
priations were actually $1,591,607,697.61 
less than the estimates. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Comparative statement of estimates submitted at the 2d sess. of the 79th Cong., and of appropriations made during such session 


Supplemental esti- 


Regular Budget mates, fiscal year 


Increase (+) and de- 


+ Total Budget esti- | Totalappropriati crease (—) appro- 
Title egy r 1047, and prior mates 79th — 2d ny priations 88 
fiscal years with estimates 
REGULAR ANNUAL ACT, 1047 
Department of Agriculture. , 230, 572. 00 $5, 175, 100. 00 $590, 405, 672. 00 $581, 240, 121. 00 —$9, 105, 551. 00 
District of Columbia. 81, 505, 000. 00 2 81, 505, 000. 00 76, 755, 009. 00 —4, 749, 991. 00 
Independent officea.. 5, 140, 876, 502. 00 5, 140, 876, 502. 00 5, 004, 976, 677. 00 —45, 899, 825. 00 
Interior Department.. 340, 719, 260, 00 350, „230. 00 247, 167, 036. 00 — 1038, 190, 194. 00 
Department of Labor, Federal Security Agency, and related 

independent agencies 1, 080, 831, 700. 00 97, 244, 200. 00 1, 178, 075, 900. 00 1, 155, 015, 670. 00 — 23, 060, 230. 00 
Labor, Department o. ee 85,074, 600. 00 131, 701, 100. 00 140, 456, 443. 00 +8, 755, 343. 00 
Federal Security Agency. 12, 169, 600. 00 726, 569, 300. 00 606, 183, 527. 00 — 30, 385, 773. 00 
inen e . B00, SOB) OG onion encenconece 819, 805, 500. 00 318, 375, 700. 00 —1, 429, 800. 00 
Legislative branch 58, 339, 133. 66 53, 809, 746. 10 —4, 529, 397. 50 
Military. 7, 208, 207, 420, 00 7, 263, 542, 400. 00 +55, 334, 971. 00 
Navy 3, 765, 399, 000. 00 4, 119, 659, 300, 00 +354, 260, 300, 00 
_=—S=SaS S SS 
State, Justice, and Commerce Departments and the Judiciary. 488, 297, 601. 00 437, 703, 212. 00 —50, 594, 389. 00 
91, 705, 100. 00 —6, 879, 079. 00 
96, 771, 050. 00 +1, 689, 200. 00 
363, 336, 009. 00 —44, 870, 280, 00 

16, 584, 339. 00 834, 
Treasury and Post Office Departments. | 1,634, 217, 190.00 |. —29, 355, 050. 00 
Treasury Department 335, 978, 000, 00 325, 200, 250. 00 —10, 687, 750. 00 
Post Office Bepartment Yb Nl eee ae ae 1, 279, 571, 890. 00 —18, 667, 300. 00 


— 
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Comparative statement of estimates submitted at the 2d sess. of the 79th Cong., and of appropriations made during such session. Con. 


Title 


REGULAR ANNUAL ACT, 1947—continued 
War Department civil functions...... 


Total regular annual acts DA, A 


DEFICIENCY AND SUPPLEMENTAL ACTS 


First urgent deficiency, 19046. 
Second urgent deficiency, 1946 


Coast Guard, 1947 
Government corporations, 1947 
Second rescission, 1946. 
First supplemental, 1947. 


Total deficiency and supplemental aets 
Total, regular, supplemental and deficiency acts. 


Permanent and indefinite appropriations 


ann ro enea inaa aa a 


Supplemental esti- k Increase (+) and de- 
mates, fiscal year Total Budget esti- |Totalappropriations,| crease (—) appro- 
1947, and prior mates 79th Cong., 2d sess. | priations compared 
years with estimates 
_ $17, 577, 879. 00 $338, 638, 509. 00 $333, 230, 498. 00 —$5, 408, 011. 00 
— 11, 228, 071, 746, 00 20, 834, 319, 166. 66 20, 967, 961, 799. 16 +133, 642, 632. 50 
3, 713, 000. 00 3, 713, 000. 00 3, 347, 200. 00 —365, 800. 00 
362, 879, 807. 00 362, 879, 807. 00 364, 114, 807. 00 -+1, 235, 000. 00 
676, 444, 960, 89 676, 444, 960. 89 661, 847, 988, 89 —14, 596, 972. 00 
71, 198, 695, 02 71, 198, 695, 02 61, 601, 337. 02 —9, 507, 358, 00 
2, 893, 567, 112. 97 2, 893, 567, 112. 97 2, 652, 860, 866. 96 —240, 706, 246. 01 
Sy es 500, 000, 000. 00 500, 000, 000. 00 500, 000, 000, 0 ——————7ꝙ—. 
— 253, 727, 000. 00 253, 727, 000. 00 r enn 
WAL) ES 181, 416, 769. 00 181, 416, 769. 00 181, 239, 469. 00 —177, 300. 00 
134, 920, 000. 00 134, 920, 000. 00 116, 226, 000. 00 —18, 694, 000. 00 
983, 048, 848. 10 983, 048, 848. 10 60, 086, 287. 00 1—922, 962, 561.10 
135, 000, 000. 00 135, 000, 000. 00 009 135, 000, 000. 00 
3, 020, 874, 510. 45 3, 020, 874, 510. 45 2, 636, 489, 417, 45 —384, 385, 
; ES ee eet 9, 216, 790, 703. 43 | 9, 216, 790, 703, 43 7, 491, 540, 373. 32 —1, 725, 250, 330. 11 
aS 9, 605, 247, 420. 66 20, 444, 862, 449. 43 30, 051, 109, 870. 09 28, 459, 502, 172. 48 —1, 591, 607, 697. 61 
7, 343, 733, 410, 00 434, 000. 00 7, 344, 167, 410. 00 7. O88, 1 
acne 16, 949, 980, 830, 66 20, 445, 296, 449. 43 37, 395, 277, 280. 00 35, 803, 669, 582. 48 —1, 591, 607, 697. 61 


1 The Secretary of the Treasury was authorized and directed to discharge $921,456,561 of the indebtedness of the Commodity Credit Corporation by canceling notes in tha‘ 
amount, thereby permitting a like reduction in the amount of the estimates submitted. This accounts for $921,456,561 of the total reduction of $922,962,561.10, 
4 $135,000,000 of lend-lease funds transferred to United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, 


SUPPLEMENTAL SURPLUS APPROPRIA- 
TION RESCISSION ACT 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 


the Recorp a statement of the Supple- 
mental Surplus Appropriation Rescission 
Act, 1946, Seventy-ninth Congress, sec- 
ond session. 


There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Supplemental surplus appropriation rescission acts, 1946, 79th Cong., 2d sess. 


a Contractual Limitation on 
Title Cash D Corporate funds administrative Total 
3 authorization 5 
$47, 579, £87, £42 $4, 206, 033, 879 $1, 190, 500 $9, 318, 307 1, 796, 130, 
6, 217, 831 468, 673, 001 446, 890 7, 410, 000 6, 719, 747, 722 
3, 075, 090, 505 C ak AES) pear arts 3, 249, 268, 
56, 897, 895, 878 4, 848, 884, 880 1, 637, 390 16, 728, 207 61, 765, 146, 455 
Mr. McKELLAR. I «sk unanimous propriations made for the Veterans’ Ad- ‘RECAPITULATION 
consent to have printed in the Recorp ministration and in behalf of the veter- Veterans’ Administration____$7, 393, 966, 415 
a statement of certain appropriations ans, so that every Senator, by referring Housing and facilities 328, 784, 000 


concerning the Army, the Navy, the vet- 
erans, the permanent and indefinite ap- 
propriations, showing the grand totals, 
so that the Senate may be fully advised 
as to what has been appropriated. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


79th Cong., 2d sess. 


$7, 263, 542, 400. 00 
4, 119, 659, 300. 00 
Veterans: 
Veterans’ Administration 7, 393, 966, 415. 00 
Armed forces leave payments... 2, 431, 708, 000. 00 
Housing and facilities for educa- 
— ͤ—— 328. 784. 000. 00 
——A . — 10, 154, 458, 415. 00 
Permanent and indefinite appropri- 
c ares 7, 344, 167, 410.00 


Total, above appropriations.. 28, 881, 827, 525.00 
—— 


Grand total, appropriations, includ- 
permanent and indefinite ap- 
propriations (79th Cong., 2d sess.) 
Less total for military, Navy, veter- 
ans, and permanent and indefinite 
appropriations (as listed above) . —28, 881, 827, 525.00 


Total, other appropriations 
79th Cong., 2d sess.) 6, 921, 842, 057. 48 
APPROPRIATIONS BY CONGRESS DURING 
THE FISCAL YEAR 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
wish to submit for the Recorp the ap- 


35, 803, 669, 582. 48 


to the figures, may have the exact facts 
before him. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: s 
Appropriations to Veterans’ Administration 

and for veterans 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 
Independent Offices Act, 1947__$4, 431, 142, 415 
Public Law 299 (readjustment 


benefits, 1946) 500, 000, 000 
Second Urgent Deficiency Act, 
F 115, 000, 000 
Pay Act of 1946 (Public Law 
8 TTT 54, 168, 000 
Third urgent deficiency, 1946. 416, 656, 000 
Third deficiency, 19468 1, 847, 000, 000 
First supplemental, 1947 (au- 
tomobiles and other convey- 
ances for veterans) 30, 000, 000 
Total, Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration ........ 7, 393, 966, 415 


HOUSING FOR VETERANS AND FACILITIES FOR 
EDUCATION, ETC. 


Public Law 341___---.-.-..-. $253, 727, 000 

Third deficiency, 1946_.....__ 75, 057, 000 
Total, housing and fa- 

nn — 828,784,000 


ARMED FORCES LEAVE PAYMENTS 
First supplemental, 1947862, 431, 708, 000 


Armed forces leave payments. 2, 431, 708, 000 


Grand total 10, 154, 458, 415 


In addition to the funds appropriated the 
third urgent deficiency carried a contract 
authorization of $441,250,000 for hospital con- 
struction for veterans. 


RIOT AT ATHENS, TENN. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to be recognized for about 5 minutes 
in my own time. 

I wish to call attention to an article in 
today’s issue of the Washington Times- 
Herald, which I suppose every Senator 
present has read. The following ap- 
peared in large headlines: 

FOUR TO SIX SLAIN, MANY HURT AS VETS BATTLE 
CRUMP MACHINE IN TENNESSEE VOTE RIOT 
Troops called out as 1,000 storm jail to 

liberate ex-GI’s. 


Machine gun fire rakes city streets, deputy 
sheriffs killed, ballots seized. 


I have taken the trouble today to tele- 
phone to Athens, Tenn. I talked with a 
city official. Several persons in that city 
have been hurt. An election of county 
officers had been held. It had nothing in 
the world to do with the State primary 
election. The article is an absolute false- 
hood from beginning to end. It seems 
to have been written by a special corre- 
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spondent, and I suppose a correspondent 
sent from here, who probably reported 
from afar, and did not know the facts. 

I wish to say that Athens is a little 
over half way between Washington and 
Memphis. The idea of the Crump ma- 
chine being in Athens is absolutely ridic- 
ulous. The two have no more connec- 
tion than the bachelor Senator from 
Tennessee has to do with the harem of 
the Sultan of Sulu, whom he has never 
seen, and none of the folks in his harem 
has he ever seen, [Laughter.] 

The article is simply ridiculous and 
absurd. No one was killed. Several were 
hurt, in a purely local election. It had 
nothing in the world to do with the State 
primary. Yet we find these sensational 
headlines. And the article is just as lurid. 
I want to read just one thing that was 
printed: 

Special to the Times-Herald. Greatest 
‘Tragedy in State’s History. Knoxville, Tenn., 
August 1. At the outbreak of the riot in 
Athens tonight, a political observer here de- 
clared: “This is the most heated campaign 
we have had for some time.” Later when 
reports of dead and wounded were received, 
the same observer remarked: “This is the 
greatest tragedy in the political history of the 
State of Tennessee.” 


All of that, Mr. President, is absolutely 
untrue. I doubt if Mr. Crump ever 
dreamed of the slightest connection be- 
tween his organization in Memphis, 375 
miles away, and the lovely little city of 
Athens, which seems to have gotten into 
some trouble over its local affairs. 

The idea of it being a fight between 
GI’s, soldiers, and the Crump machine, 
is just as ridiculous, because I imagine 
that the soldiers voted on both sides all 
over the State.. There was certainly no 
fight on the soldiers of any kind. I am 
informed that there were as many soldiers 
in the little town of Athens on one side 
as on the other. 

This illustrates the remarkable way 
some newspapers have of inventing sen- 
‘sational stories. The newspapermen 
went down there to find material for such 
a story, but they could not find it be- 
cause the political situation was so calm, 
so unusually calm, if I may put it that 
way. I suppose it was the calmest elec- 
tion that has ever occurred in Tennessee. 
It was certainly calm so far as I was 
concerned, because I was a candidate, 
and did not even go to Tennessee. I took 
no part in it. My friend the Senator 
from Kentucky says that is why it was 
calm. [Laughter.] If so, I am happy 
that I took no part in it, because it 
should have been calm, 

What I protest against is falsehood in 
this newspaper—in this or any other 
newspaper; I have not examined the 
others to see whether they have similar 
headlines, but if they have, they are 
equally false, and I greatly regret it. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr, McKELLAR. I yield to my col- 
league for a moment, and then I shall 
yield the floor. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I wish 
to endorse what my colleague, the senior 
Senator from Tennessee, has said in re- 
spect to the criticism in the late edition 
of the Times-Herald concerning the so- 
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called riot at Athens, in McMinn County, 
Tenn, 

I do not know the extent of the trou- 
ble that occurred. The senior Senator 
from Tennessee says he has talked over 
the telephone with persons who are there, 
but I have not. However, regardless of 
the extent of the so-called riot, I know, 
because I have talked with others on the 
telephone, and I know the situation, that 
this trouble did not occur in the primary 
election in which my colleague reached 
the hall of fame yesterday, having been 
nominated, which is the equivalent of 
election, for the sixth time, being one of 
about half a dozen men in the history of 
the United States who has ever been 
nominated to the United States Senate 
for a sixth term. f 

The difficulty, whatever it might have 
been, did not occur in the course of the 
primary election, as might be inferred 
from the headlines, which undertake to 


-indicate that the Crump organization 


had something to do with the trouble. 
I am not informed as to the cause of 
the trouble, whatever it might have been, 
but it was due entirely to a local con- 
dition. 

On the first Thursday in August every 
2 years, under the Tennessee law, we 
have regular genera] county elections. 
Perhaps it is a constitutional provision, 
I am not sure about it from memory, but 
some 25 or 30 years ago, at least when- 
ever the Tennessee State primary law 
was passed, it was decided to hold the 
primaries on the same day on which the 
county general elections were held, as a 
matter of convenience to the people. 

The county election is held in one bal- 
loting area and the primary election is 
held in another balloting area. For in- 
stance, in the case of Athens, both elec- 
tions were held, I think, in the court- 
house, the general election in one portion 
of the courthouse and the primary elec- 
tion in another room in another portion 
of the same building. Each election was 
conducted byseparate officials. They had 
utterly no connection one with the other. 

The ballots were counted in the Me- 
Minn primaries all over the county, and 
likewise counted in Athens, and the sen- 
ior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MeKxL- 
LAR} carried McMinn County by a good 
majority. 

There was no question about the bal- 
lots in the primary, but the ballot box 
in the general election was, according to 
my information, carried to the jailhouse 
for some reason, because some rioting or 
disturbance was created concerning the 
methods used in counting the ballots in 
the general election box, or something 
of that sort. From that the trouble arose. 
“ agai the control of county pol- 
t 

Various county officers were candi- 
dates in the general county election, as 
elsewhere in Tennessee. The office of 
sheriff was to be filled, and there were 
several candidates for sheriff. There 
were other officers to be elected, the coun- 
ty court clerk, I believe, the circuit court 
clerk, the county trustee, and perhaps 
other officers such as road commission- 
ers. The ballots for those offices were in 
an entirely separate box, so there was no 
connection between the primary election 
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in which my colleague was nominated 

yesterday and the general county elec- 

tions held all over the State, including 

— County and all the other coun- 
es. 

Mr. President, I wanted to make this 
statement in order to clarify the situa- 
tion. I am advised by my colleague that 
no one has actually been killed, and 
whatever the extent of the rioting might 
have been, it had no connection with the 
State primary. It concerned only a local 
matter, and only local county officials. 

The article refers to GI's. My opinion 
is that there were as many GI's on one 
side of the fence as on the other. It is 
unfortunate such stories are printed, and 
it is unfortunate that it is necessary to 
make explanations. Responsible news- 
papers should not carry such headlines. 

Mr. President, I made a brief statement 
in the Senate a few days ago concerning 
another newspaper story. I said in that 
statement that I thought the person who 
wrote a story which was critical should 
at least go to sufficient trouble to enable 
him to learn the truth of the situation. 
In this case the truth is not portrayed by 
the story, and the headlines in the 
Times-Herald are not all justified. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en- 
tire article from the Times-Herald be 
printed in the REcorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Four To Sıx SLAIN, Many Hurt, as Vers 
BATTLE CRUMP MACHINE IN TENNESSEE VOTE 
Riot—Troops CALLED Our as 1,000 Storm 
Jam To LIBERATE Ex-GI's—Macuine-Gun 
FIRE RAKES CITY STREETS; DEPUTY SHERIFFS 
KnLED, BALLOTS SEIZED 

(By Duke Merritt) 

ATHENS, TENN., August 2.—Tennessee State 
Guardsmen were ordered into this city early 
today as more than 1,000 ex-GT’s, backing an 
all-veteran ticket with guns, fought 
members of Boss Crump’s incumbent Demo- 
cratic machine in a bloody election riot that 
left from 4 to 6 deputy sheriffs dead and at 
least 20 other combatants wounded. 

The men were shot to death in and around 
the McMinn County jail here as the heavily 
armed veterans sought to storm the building 
to seize ballot boxes and release other ex-GI's 
they claimed were being held as hostages by 
the special deputies—all appointed by the 
incumbent Crump office holders. 

At 2 a. m. (EST) four bodies were reported 
visible on the porch of the blacked out Mc- 
Minn County jail. An ambulance, called to 
remove the dead, was ordered away because 
of the danger of gunfire. 

COURTHOUSE ON FIRE 

The McMinn County Courthouse, scene of 
an earlier pitched battle, was reported ablaze 
shortly after 2 a. m. 

Justice of the Peace H. F. Moses, one of 
those barricaded inside the jail, said in a 
telephone conversation early today: 

“We need help at once. There are two 
dead and eight wounded here inside the jail. 

“I was wounded about 2 hours ago in the 
arm, and I'm talking to you while I’m lying 
on the floor. Please get us some help imme- 
diately.” f 

EIGHTEEN REPORTED IN HOSPITAL 

An Athens hospital reported that of 18 
persons hospitalized there, 8 were seriously 
wounded from gunfire. 

More than a score of automobiles had 
been lined up at the curb in front of the 
two-story red brick jail building and were 
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being used as shields by the attacking 
veterans. 

The election night scene in Athens was 
one of wild disorder, with gunfire echoing 
throughout the downtown section for many 
hours. At least four persons were shot in 
the first few minutes of the disturbance. 

Col. Hilton Butler, adjutant general, or- 
dered the Sixth Regiment of the Tennessee 
Guard, which is stationed in Chattanooga, 
to Athens after Sheriff Pat Mansfield, a can- 
didate of the Crump machine, begged help, 
declaring “the situation is getting bloodier 
all the time.” 

JAIL BLACKED OUT 


The jail, where ballot boxes from two vot- 
ing places were taken this afternoon, was 
blacked out when the first volley was fired. 

It was believed 200 special deputies, ap- 
pointed by Sheriff Mansfield for election-day 
duty, were barricaded inside the jail. 

The rioting broke out at 9:10 p. m. and was 
continuing early today. Scattered firing was 
heard from various sections of the city and 
the rapid barking of machine guns broke out 
frequently at the courthouse. 

Simultaneously with the calling out of the 
State guard, hundreds of veterans from near- 
by Blount County left there by bus and auto 
to join the GI beslegers of the jail. 

The veterans engaged in the fight re- 
portedly were being directed by Jim Buttran 
from headquarters of the GI Nonpartisan 
League. 

MONROE COUNTY DEATH 

Gunfire also punctuated the elections in 

Monroe County, as GI supporters sought to 


overthrow a political organization that has 


held sway for 14 years, 

Jake Tipton, about 60, was shot dead in 
front of a voting place in Vale, but one 
source said he was slain as the result of an 
“old grudge.” 

At Sweetwater, two persons were treated 
for knife wounds incurred during the elec- 
tions. 

Because all telephone lines into this city 
were burdened with official calls, complete 
details of the shootings could not be obtained 
immediately. 

In the last telephone call to the jail the 
caller was told by Sheriff Mansfield: 

“I can’t talk any more—there’s mob vio- 
lence.” 

A short while earlier, Mansfield had asked 
for several hundred deputies. 

Col. Butler said he talked with a State 
guard officer in the county jail a short 
while before ordering out the Sixth Regiment, 


SHOT HEARD OVER PHONE 


“He called my attention to shots which 
I could hear over the telephone,” Butler 
said. “And then another shot apparently 
severed the connection. Right then I de- 
cided to quit investigating and start mov- 
ing.” 

The attack on the jail was prompted, it 
was reported, by arrest of several members 
of the veterans’ faction by Crump machine 
deputies and an alleged refusal to let mem- 
bers of the veterans’ faction act as watchers 
at the ballot countings. 

Throughout the afternoon fist fights and 
other disorders marked the election, and 
about 20 veterans were arrested. 


OPFOSING FACTIONS 


The riot had its beginning 2 months ago 
when about 500 veterans nominated a non- 
partisan, all-vet ticket to oppose the power- 
ful Burch-Biggs-Hall-Cantrell Democratic 
machine backed by Crump and headed by 
Paul Cantrell, State senator from McMinn 
County. 

Since it was the first real opposition the 
Crump-Cantrell group had met in 14 years, 
Mansfield appointed extra deputies to watch 
polling places. 

James Jarvis, managing editor of the 
Chattanooga Times, said shortly before the 
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GI faction attacked the jall, two veterans 
broke out through the glass door of a nearby 
polling place where they had registered a 
complaint. 

Jarvis said: 

“The two men, James Ed Vestal and 
Charles Scott, fell to their knees as they hit 
the sidewalk. Squirming through the glass 
close behind came Deputy Sheriff Windy 
Wise. Wise emerged with a shiny revolver 
drawn, shouting something which we did not 
hear, 

“Vestal, a first lieutenant in the Army 
engineers, who was wounded twice in the 
Pacific, and Scott scrambled up from their 
knees and walked slowly across the street to 
the cover of the crowd with their hands high 
in the air. 

“DEPUTIES SEIZED 


“Wise and another deputy leveled pistols 
at their backs. An angry roar came from 
the veterans.” 

Jarvis quoted the mob as saying: 

“Let’s go get em.“ 

“No, we got no guns.” 

“Slowly Wise backed through the shattered 
opening,” Jarvis said. “In a couple of min- 
utes Chief Deputy Boe Dunn arrived in a 
sedan heavily loaded with deputies and arms. 
A double lane of men with drawn guns was 
formed and the ballot box was carried out 
to the sedan. The auto jerked up to the 
corner and down the remaining block to the 
jail. 

“It was 5:05 then. At 6:35 a deputy with 
a shotgun led the way into the rear entrance 
to the second of Athens’ three voting places. 
Others with guns in their hands bore the 
second ballot box into the jail.” 

A handful of veterans, led by a Republican 
county election commissioner, then grabbed, 
disarmed, beat, and hauled away in an auto- 
mobile the seven deputies. 

The 7 and about 100 others had been sworn 
in by Mansfield for election duty. 

The fate of the seven who were taken 
away in the automobile still was a mystery 
early tcday. 

Lowell F. Arterburn, publisher of the 
Athens Post-Athenian, said he could hear 
shots being fired from behind his newspaper 
plant and also two blocks away near the city 
jail. 

“It looks like we are right in the middle,” 
Arterburn said. 

Arterburn said at least 1,000 persons were 
surrounding the two-story brick jail, where 
between 10 and 20 of the war veterans were 
being held. 

“It is extremely tense and anything can 
happen,” Arterburn said, 

Arterburn said that shortly before 10 o'clock 
one of the GT's or a GI supporter, fired a rifle 
shot through the jail window and demanded 
that the veterans being held be released one 
at a time. 

SHOTS FIRED INTO JAIL 


The jailors refused and the crowd opened 


up. 

At least 40 to 50 shots were fired into the 
jail. 

“It sounded from the newspaper office as 
volley; as if the shots were fired at a com- 
mand,” Arterburn said. 

“I don’t know where they got the guns, 
but I know where they learned to use them,” 
Arterburn said. He was referring to World 
War II battles. 

Sheriff Mansfield, a candidate for the State 
senate on the regular ticket, said he had 300 
armed special deputies on the scene. 

Among those wounded was a 50-year-old 
Negro farmer, Thomas Gillespie, who was 
shot by one of the special deputies. 

Gillespie was taken to Forie Hospital for 
treatment. 

C. R. Hairrell, a GI poll watcher, at the 
twelfth precinct, suffered a possible skull 
fracture in another fight and also was treated 
at the hospital. 
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PHOTOGRAPHER ARRESTED 

A Chattanooga photographer was arrested 
and jailed late today when he tried to take 
pictures, 

A reporter, Walter Hurt, and a photog- 
rapher, Bob Henderson, both of the Knoxville 
News-Sentinel, took refuge in an undisclosed 
place tonight, telling their newspaper not to 
reveal where they were hiding. 

An Athens reporter who called a Knox- 
ville newspaper discovered his line was tapped 
and cut off the conversation. He asked that 
his name not be disclosed. 

The regular Democratic faction which has 
long been in control of county offices here is 
headed by Sheriff Mansfield and Cantrell. 

In today's primary they sought to switch 
jobs. Mansfield was a candidate for the State 
senate and Cantrell for sheriff. 

The GI veterans did not put up a candi- 
date for the State senate but Knox Henry, 
a war veteran, was their candidate for sheriff, 
He had the backing of both nonregular Dem- 
ocrats and Republicans, 

A few of Mansfield’s deputies are local men, 
But most of them are strangers. There were 
more strange faces than familiar ones here 
this morning. 

Early today it was rumored that another 
400 war veterans were on their way from 
Maryville, Tenn., to reinforce Buttram’s men. 
They promised several days ago to come over 
“if you need us.” 


BALLOT BOXES IN JAIL 


Mansfield had been keeping many of his 
men grouped around the jail—at least a few 
score at the time. Car convoys of the dep- 
uties brought all the ballot boxes from the 
12th and llth precincts into the jail for 
counting. Those are the precincts where 
fights broke out earlier this evening. 


“GREATEST TRAGEDY IN STATE’S HISTORY” 


KNOXVILLE, TENN., August 1—At the out- 
break of the riot in Athens tonight, a political 
observer here declared: “This is the most 
heated campaign we have had for some time.” 
Later when reports of dead and wounded 
were received, the same observer remarked: 
“This is the greatest tragedy in the political 
history of the State of Tennessee.” 


SENATOR MCKELLAR Is NOMINATED FOR SIXTH 
TERM 


NASHVILLE, TENN., August 1—KENNETH D. 
McKELLar, veteran of 29 years in the United 
States Senate, tonight apparently had won 
his bid for a sixth term over a CIO-PAC 
candidate. 

The Nashville Tennesseean, which backed 
Edward W. Carmack against MCKELLAR, de- 
clared editorially Carmack had lost. The 
newspaper also conceded the defeat of for- 
mer Governor Gordon Browning, who also 
had the paper's support in his race against 
incumbent Democratic Governor Jim Nance 
McCord. 8 

M’KELLAR FAR IN LEAD 


Unofficial returns from 1,759 out of ap- 
proximately 2,300 precincts in Thursday's 
Tennessee Democratic primary gave for 
United States Senator: E. W. Carmack, 84,- 
297; K. D. McKellar, 144,932; Byron John- 
son, 1,640; John R. Neal, 1,704; Herman H. 
Ross, 1,823. 

For governor: 1,760 precincts gave Gordon 
Browning 94,500; Jim McCord, 142,645; Mrs. 
Leah Richardson, 1,144. 

In the State’s seven contested congres- 
sional races, Democratic Representative KE- 
FAUVER in the Third District overwhelmed his 
lone opponent and won renomination for a 
fourth term. In the First District Republi- 
can Attorney General Dayton Phillips was 
far in front of his nearest competitor in a 
field of five to fill the vacancy left by Repre- 
sentative B. Carroll Reece, Republican na- 
tional chairman. 
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EARTHMAN BEHIND 
Representative Harotp H. (Doc) EarTHMAN, 
Fifth District Democrat, was more than 2,000 
votes behind Joe L. Evins, a young attorney, 
who campaigned vigorously. In the Sixth 
District, Representative Percy Priest, Demo- 
crat, was slightly ahead in a field of five, but 
only a few ballots had been counted. 
Veteran Representative JERE COOPER, in the 
Democratic Ninth District, met stiff opposi- 
tion from Judge Lyle Cherry but with half 
the votes in Cooper held a 2,000-vote lead. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
wish to say just one more word. 

I think behind this article is an effort 
on the part of a newspaper here in Wash- 
ington, with two newspapers in Ten- 
nessee—one especially—to smear Mr. 
Crump, who is one of the leading citi- 
zens of Memphis, one of the most honest 
and upright citizens of Tennessee, one 
of the most vigorous and enterprising and 
valuable men we have in our State. 
There are no better men anywhere than 
Ed Crump, and I say without hesitation 
that in my judgment he is infinitely more 
honest than those who are undertaking 
to criticize him in any manner, shape, or 
form. He has been mayor of our city, 
was a Representative in Congress for 
several years, and a fine one. He moves 
in the highest circles socially and finan- 
cially, and as a citizen he has no superior 
anywhere. 

PRINTING OF COMPILATION OF CONGRES- 

SIONAL LEGISLATION, EXECUTIVE OR- 

DERS, AND REGULATIONS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in Oc- 
tober 1942, I asked to have printed as 
a public document a compilation of con- 
gressional legislation, Executive orders, 
and regulations, with associated data, 
relative to domestic stability, national de- 
fense, and war. On June 23, 1944, I re- 
quested unanimous consent that this 
documrent (S. Doc. No. 285, 77th Cong.) 
with revisions and additions bringing it 
up to date be reprinted. I now ask 
unanimous consent that Senate Docu- 
ment No. 224, Seventy-eighth Congress, 
relating to domestic stability, national 
defense, and the prosecution of World 
War II, as revised and brought up to date, 
through July 1946, be reprinted as a Sen- 
ate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT LEGISLATION, 
SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS, 1945-46 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it is 
customary in the closing days of a Con- 
gress to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp a brief summary of important 
legislation enacted during that Congress. 
I therefore ask unanimous consent that 
such a summary for the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, prepared under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Senate by the 
Senate Library, be inserted in the RECORD 
as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

[The summary appears in the Ap- 
pendix.) 

RESOLUTION FOR SINE DIE ADJOURN- 
MENT 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay down a privileged con- 
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current resolution from the House of 
Representatives. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 165, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the two 
Houses of Congress shall adjourn on Friday, 
August 2, 1946, and that when they adjourn 
on said day they stand adjourned sine die. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration and adoption of the con- 
current resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky? 

There being no objection, the concur- 
rent resolution was considered and 
agreed to. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR SIGNING OF EN- 
ROLLED BILLS, JOINT RESOLUTIONS, 
AND SO FORTH, FOLLOWING ADJOURN- 
MENT 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a concurrent resolution, and 
ask for its present consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 76), as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That notwithstand- 
ing the adjournment of the second session of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Presi- 
dent pro tempore of the Senate be, and they 
are hereby, authorized to sign enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions duly passed by the two 
Houses which have been examined by the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills of the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate and found truly enrolled. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the concurrent 
resolution. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 


AUTHORIZATION TO MAKE APPOINT- 
MENTS TO COMMISSIONS OR COMMIT- 
TEES DURING ADJOURNMENT 


On Motion of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, it was 


Ordered, That notwithstanding the ad- 
journment of the second session of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress, the President pro tem- 


pore of the Senate be, and he is hereby, au-. 


thorized to make appointments to commis- 
sions or committees authorized by law, by 
order of the Senate, or by concurrent action 
of the two Houses. 

Ordered further, That the Secretary of the 
Senate be, and he is hereby, authorized to 
receive messages from the House of Repre- 
sentatives subsequent to the adjournment 
of the said session. 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BARKLEY ON 

THE WORK OF THE SEVENTY-NINTH 

CONGRESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, before 
I take my seat, I wish to say a word. The 
second session of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress is about to adjourn sine die. 
In my judgment, it has been one of the 
busiest Congresses that has been in ses- 
sion since I have been a Member of either 
the House or the Senate of the United 
States. It has been, on the whole, one of 
the hardest working and one of the hard- 
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est worked Congresses that has ever been 
in Washington. We have not accom- 
plished all we desired to accomplish. 
We have not enacted every piece of leg- 
islation recommended by the President. 
But there is nothing unusual about that. 
We have on the whole, and I think the 
Record will justify the assertion, enact- 
ed a magnificent mass of legislation. 

I regret, and I am sure the Senate 
regrets, that the minimum wage bill, 
passed by the Senate, and the national 
housing bill, passed by the Senate, have 
failed of enactment. There are other 
measures which might have been en- 
acted if circumstances had been differ- 
ent. But I think when the record of this 
Congress has been assessed by the his- 
torian—and I say this without regard to 
politics, and I say it in full appreciation 
of the cooperation which has been ac- 
corded on both sides of the aisle—it will 
be found that few Congresses have en- 
acted more wise, far-reaching, and fun- 
damental and beneficial legislation in- 
volving all classes of our people, than has 
the Seventy-ninth Congress in the two 
sessions, the second of which is now 
drawing to a close. 

I congratulate the Members of the 
Senate regardless of partisanship. We 
all realized that during the war we had 
but one objective, and that was to win 
it as certainly and as speedily as possible, 
and in that effort all of us were moving 
in the same direction. We all realized 
that when the fighting should cease and 
we came to the postwar period there 
would be differences and controversies, 
and there would be individual prefer- 
ences, individual views with respect to 
legislation dealing with the postwar pe- 
riod and with the future of our country. 
In view of these controversies, in view of 
the individual opinions held by Members 
of the Congress from all parts of our 
country, representing geographical sec- 
tions, representing various political phi- 
losophies, it seems to me that we have 
come to the end of this session under 
circumstances and with an accomplish- 
ment that need not make this Congress 
ashamed of its work as compared to any 
other Congress that has assembled in 
Washington within the recollection of 
any of us. 

Mr. President, I wish for every Mem- 
ber of the Senate on both sides of the 
aisle—and in this wish there is no di- 
viding aisle—I wish for all of you a well- 
deserved vacation, I wish for you that 
spiritual and mental and physical repose 
that is so essential after long and ardu- 
ous tasks well performed, and I hope 
that we may reassemble here in January 
1947— 47 that is Llaughter]—renewed 
in spiritual and physical and mental 
vigor, prepared to undertake the tasks 
that lie before us in trying to guide this 
great Nation of ours. 


DISSEMINATION BY STATE DEPARTMENT 
OF INFORMATION ABROAD ABOUT THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I in- 
quire of the Senator from Kentucky if 
the Senate shall continue to transact 
further business? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes; the Senate 
will be in session for a while. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I hold 
in my hand House bill 4982, which passed 
the House, which relates to the work 
of the State Department in foreign coun- 
tries, informational service, addresses, 
and matters of that kind. Under the 
present law the State Department may 
perform these services in South and Cen- 
tral America because it has authorization 
to do so. The Congress has already ap- 
propriated money to carry on this work. 
But the State Department has no au- 
thorization to do so except in those areas. 
Therefore the State Department is very 
anxious that the bill be passed for that 
purpose. So I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of House 
bill 4982. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Reserving the 
right to object, may we have the calen- 
dar number of the bill? 

Mr. CONNALLY. The calendar num- 
ber is 1804. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I object. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of House bill 4982. 

Mr. TAFT. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Andrews 


The 


Huffman Pepper 


Ball Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Barkley Johnston, S. C. Revercomb 
Bilbo Knowland Russell 
Bridges Langer Shipstead 
Capper McClellan Smith 

Chavez McFarland Stewart 
Connally McKellar Swift 

Cordon McMahan Taft 

Donnell Magnuson Taylor 
Downey Maybank Thomas, Okla. 
Ferguson Mead Thomas, Utah 
George Millikin Tunnell 
Gossett Mitchell Vandenberg 
Green Moore Wagner 
Guffey Morse: Walsh 

Hart Murray Wherry 
Hayden O'Daniel White 

Hill O'Mahoney Wiley 

Hoey Overton 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fifty- 
nine Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 


RESIGNATION OF SENATOR AUSTIN 


Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. O’MAHONEY, Mr. 
MEAD, and Mr. HILL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Be- 
fore any Senator is recognized the Chair 
must read a letter which he has just 
received. It is dated August 2, 1946, and 
is addressed to the present occupant of 
the Chair. 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
August 2, 1946. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
President pro tempore of the 
Senate of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: I have this day transmitted to 
the Governor of Vermont my resignation as a 
Senator of the United States, to take effect 
at the close of the second session of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress. 

Your obedient servant, 
WARREN R. AUSTIN. 


The present occupant of the chair 
knows that it is with a great sense of 
loss that every Member of the Senate 
realizes that the Senator from Vermont 
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will not be with us longer than this ses- 
sion. He has been a wonderful Senator. 

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs I wish to express the deep and 
abiding regret which I feel at the de- 
parture of Senator Austin from the 
United States Senate. He is a man of 
great legal ability and untiring energy. 
He has always been very prompt and 
diligent in the performance of his duties 
as a member of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. He has a great enthusi- 
asm for world peace and for all the 
things for which the United Nations 
Charter stands. I predict for him a very 
distinguished and useful career in the 
capacity which he is soon to assume as 
a member of the United Nations Council. 


TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TALKING MOTION PICTURE 


Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, this 
year marks the twentieth anniversary of 
the talking motion picture as we know 
it today. It was on August 6, 1926, that 
the Warner brothers—Harry M., Jack L., 
Albert W., and the late Sam Warner— 
utilizing a device perfected by the en- 
gineers of the Western Electric Co. and 
the Bell Telephone Laboratories, pro- 
duced and presented to the public the 
first commercially successful program of 
motion pictures in which the characters 
talked and sang and which embodied all 
of the normal sounds accompanying the 
action. 

Prior to that time, as many of us will 
recall, all motion pictures were silent ex- 
cept for the accompaniment of a theater 
orchestra or the well- remembered 
movie- house piano player. 

The success of that initial talking pic- 
ture program revolutionized the motion- 
picture industry and signalized the birth 
of a new and powerful medium for 
spreading enlightenment, culture, and 
entertainment among the peoples of the 
world. 

Since that time the motion picture has 
recorded for posterity not alone the pho- 
tographic record of the events of our 
times but also the sounds and the voices 
of our great men. Those of us in public 
life can attest to the value of the talking 
motion picture in enabling the country’s 
leaders to appear before great numbers 
of people, a phenomenon which has un- 
questionably advanced the cause of free 
democratic government. 

We know the contribution the talking 
picture has made to cultural develop- 
ment. The performances of world-fa- 
mous musical artists previously heard 
only by a select circle of individuals in 
the large metropolitan centers have, 
through the medium of the talking pic- 
ture, been brought to everyone within the 
range of the smallest motion-picture 
theater. The spoken drama has, too, 
been brought within the reach of all. 

The role played by the talking picture 
during the war is too well known to re- 
quire elaboration. It facilitated im- 
measurably the training of our Army, 
Navy, and Air Forces; it brought to those 
of us at home the full reality of the sights 
and sounds of combat; and on the fight- 
ing fronts it brought to our service men 
and women a relaxation and diversion 
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which has been termed by military au- 
thorities as second only in importance to 
food as a builder of morale. 

This summer many phases of the 
motion-picture, electrical, and com- 
munications industries will pay tribute 
to those who, 20 years ago, made the 
talking picture possible—to the Warner 
brothers and to the many scientists, 
engineers, and inventors who laid the 
groundwork of technical development. 

This tribute is one in which we should 
all be proud to join, for I know of no 
medium in the history of the world 
which has offered such tremendous po- 
tentialities for bringing the hearts and 
minds of peoples inte sympathetic un- 
derstanding. We can be proud of the 
talking picture as a product of Ameri- 
can invention and American develop- 
ment. We can be proud that as an 
American product it has been used for 
„ which are of service to human- 
ity. 

American motion-picture producers 
have consistently maintained their un- 
questioned leadership in producing the 
finest motion pictures in the world. 
Throughout the world the town of 
Hollywood, Calif., has become a symbol 
of artistic and technical excellence un- 
equaled anywhere. 

No single mind or hand invented the 
talking picture. It grew out of the in- 
ventions of some of this country’s most 
distinguished scientists—Thomas A. Edi- 
son, who invented both the phonograph 
and the motion picture and brought the 
two into synchronization; Alexander 
Graham Bell, who first showed the world 
how to transmit yoice over a wire; Dr. 
Lee de Forest, whose audion tube made 
electrical amplification possible; Theo- 
dore Case and E. I. Sponable, who also 
pioneered in talking pictures; and the 
many anonymous heroes of the technical 
laboratory—these had been the earliest 
experimenters. Then in the middle 
1920’s, the engineers of the Western Elec- 
tric Co. and the Bell Telephone Labo- 
ratories, bringing together all of the 
technical advances up to that time, per- 
fected a satisfactory method of syn- 
chronizing pictures and sound. In this 
Western Electric device, the Warner 
brothers saw the vision of a motion pic- 
ture with a voice. After 11% years of 
intensive work in which showmanship 
was combined with technical and artis- 
tic genius, the Warners brought into be- 
ing their first program of talking pic- 
tures which was presented in New York 
City on the evening of August 6, 1926. 

It should be remembered that in 1926 
the motion-picture industry was already 
a great and highly successful industry 
and that its product, the silent motion 
picture, was at the very peak of its de- 
velopment. Yet these four men, im- 
pelled by their faith in a new invention 
and relying only on their own imagina- 
tion, enterprise, and willingness to work 
and sacrifice, were able to found a new 
industry in the midst of one already 
established. 

This achievement should remind us of 
the boundless opportunity that lies ahead 
in the development of our industrial, 
scientific, and artistic frontiers. 
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The Nation will be pleased to honor 
the men who so ably brought honor to 
their country through the devlopment of 
the talking picture. It isin the finest tra- 
dition of our motion-picture industry 
that this anniversary has been dedicated 
not so much to honoring the past as to 
preparing for the future. Its purpose will 
be to further even higher standards of 
artistic and technical excellence in the 
production of motion pictures and to the 
motion picture of increasing service to 
society and civilization. 


THE LATE SENATOR JOHN H. 
BANKHEAD, 2p 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. President, in view of 
the resolution which has just been agreed 
to, it will be only a matter of hours before 
the Members of this body will return to 
their States and their respective homes. 

On June 12, 1946, the State of Ala- 
bama suffered a great loss in the un- 
timely death of its then senior Senator, 
John H. Bankhead, 2d. He was elected to 
this body on November 4, 1930, reelected 
November 5, 1936, and again reelected on 
November 3, 1942, During his entire 
term as United States Senator he worked 
ceaselessly and tirelessly for the people 
of his State, our Nation, and the Demo- 
cratic Party. His efforts, particularly in 
the line of agriculture, already have 
brought fruit, and his influence will be 
felt long into the future. 

To one named temporarily to the 
vacancy caused by his death until his 
successor can be elected in the general 
election on November 5, the respect and 
esteem in which he was held by his col- 
leagues in this body and the influence 
he wielded is recognized in its true per- 
spective. In my wholly inadequate ef- 
forts to fill his place, the Members of this 
body have been exceedingly cordial, con- 
siderate, and helpful. I thank you, one 
and all, for myself, the Governor and 
people of Alabama. I go back to them 
knowing that each and every one of you 
wish me to convey to the people of my 
State your individual sense of the loss 
you sustained in the death of John H. 
Bankhead, a great Alabamian, a great 
American. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR MEAD IN EX- 
PLANATION OF ALIEN PROPERTY RE- 
TURN BILL 


Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp a statement which I have pre- 
pared explaining Senate bill 2039. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

EXPLANATION BY SENATOR MEAD OF THE ALIEN 
PROPERTY RETURN BILL, s. 2039 

The Trading With the Enemy Act of 1917, 
as amended, and the vesting practices pur- 
sued under it as a part of our economic war- 
fare during World War II, have been aimed 
at the financial strength of enemy nations 
and their supporters, not at their victims. 
In partial recognition of this fact, President 
Truman, on March 8 of this year, gave his 
signature to House bill 4571, enacting into 
law as Public Law 322, the policy of permit- 
ting restoration and restitution of property 
vested in the Alien Property Custodian to 
their former owners, except where these own- 
ers fall within enumerated categories. Such 
ineligible persons include nonenemy na- 
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tionals who voluntarily resided in enemy ter- 
ritory after December 7, 1941, and enemy na- 
tionals who were present in enemy or enemy- 
occupied territory after such date. No ex- 
ception is made in the enumeration of these 
ineligibles in favor of individuals who were 
the victims of racial or religious persecution 
at the hands of enemy nations in which they 
had the misfortune to reside or to be present 
during the war. 

Certainly the reasons of justice and hu- 
manity which led to the enactment of Public 
Law 322 apply with even greater force to the 
members of persecuted religious and racial 
groups within enemy countries. By no 
stretch of the imagination can these poor 
unfortunates who today constitute the dis- 
placed persons of central Europe be deemed 
to have been hostile to the United States, 
These are, indeed, the ones who have suffered 
most as the result of Nazi tyranny and 
cruelty; they should be among the first to 
receive the sympathy and support of our 
Government and our people. It would be 
strange justice if the United States Govern- 
ment were to make adequate provision for 
those who were fortunate enough to escape 
with their bodies as well as their possessions, 
but not for those people who were perhaps 
the recipients of gifts or legacies or who were 
able to place some small part of their prop- 
erty beyond the reach of the enemy, but 
themselves were unable to escape. It would 
be equally unrealistic to indulge the belief 
that the residence of these people in enemy 
countries during the war was voluntary, for 
it is common knowledge that they were held 
as prisoners, a majority of them having spent 
a great number of years in concentration 
camps. 

A few illustrations, called to my atten- 
tion by Dr. Stephen S. Wise, president of 
the American Jewish Congress, will serve to 
point up the manifest injustice of retaining 
the property of these people. In one in- 
stance, L. K., a woman of advanced age, re- 
sided in a town in southern Germany. She 
was deported in 1942 to the concentration 
camp in Theresienstadt. She was evacuated 
to Switzerland early in 1945 and has since 
been supported by UNRRA. L. K. had an in- 
terest in an inter-vivos trust which was cre- 
ated for her benefit many years before the 
war by a relative in the United States. This 
interest has already been vested by the Alien 
Property Custodian, and under the provisions 
of Public Law 322 it would be impossible 
for L. K. to establish her right to the resti- 
tution of this property, she being in an 
enemy country after December 7, 1941. 

Another incident relates that on January 
3, 1946, a group of persons arrived in the 
United States from an UNRRA camp in 
Philipsville, North Africa. These persons, 
through the efforts of the War Refugee Board, 
had been released in early 1945 from the 
Bergen Belsen concentration camp and had 
been evacuated first to Switzerland and then 
to North Africa. Most of these persons were 
destitute upon their arrival in the United 
States, but some had small assets in this 
country, over which the Alien Property Cus- 
todian now has jurisdiction. Under Public 
Law 322, these people have no possibility of 
having their property restored to them. 

A third instance focuses attention upon 
the problem of nonenemy nationals resident 
in enemy territory. H. R. escaped from Ger- 
many to Holland with his two infant chil- 
dren in 1938, Upon invasion of Holland by 
the Nazis, he was arrested, imprisoned, and 
finally deported to Auschwitz concentration 
camp where he was killed on March 3, 1943. 
His two children, citizens of Great Britain, 
were held by the Germans in an internment 
camp for British civilian internees and after 
VE-day, they returned to Amsterdam with 
the aid of the British Government. These 
children are the only individuals now en- 
titled to certain securities and cash assets 
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which their father held in a bank account 
in New York City. The evidence is not clear, 
but assuming that the father was not an 
enemy national the children would still have 
the difficult burden of proving that their 
father’s residence in enemy territory was 
involuntary. Certainly, for the victims of 
racial and religious persecution or for their 
heirs, such a burden of proof should not be 
imposed. 

With reference to the three situations 
cited and to the multitude of similar situa- 
tions that exist, the point of view has been 
expressed that Public Law 322 includes by 
implication the victims of racial and re- 
ligious persecution who were unable to leave 
enemy territory. In the case of the non- 
enemy national, it has been said that per- 
secution or imprisonment would be evidence 
of “involuntary” residence in enemy terri- 
tory. In the case of the enemy national, 
it is suggested that Nazi and Nazi-inspired 
denaturalization laws effectively canceled the 
enemy citizenship of the victims of racial 
and religious persecution. In answer to 
these technical and legal arguments, I can 
only say that if persecution or imprison- 
ment is to be considered proof of “involun- 
tary” residence, then it is Congress’ function 
to say so, and thereby eliminate the possi- 
bility of confused interpretation. On the 
other hand, are we to expect administrative 
and judicial arms of this Government to ac- 
cord substance to the outrageous legisla- 
tion of the Nazi regime. Further, assuming 
that for the purposes of Public Law 322, those 
deprived of citizenship by Nazi legislation 
are to be considered stateless persons, are 
their rights to restitution any more clear- 
cut. They would have an even more dif- 
ficult burden of proof than nonenemy na- 
tionals in attempting to assert “involun- 
tary” residence. Clearly, express legisla- 
tion on behalf of these people is necessary 
in order to insure the protection of their 
interests. 

I pause briefly to mention that in connec- 
tion with both Allied military government 
in Europe and with the armistices signed 
by this country with Italy, Rumania, Bul- 
garia and Hungary, the interests of the vic- 
tims of religious and racial persecution are 
singled out for protection. Thus, for ex- 
ample, the vesting of all the foreign assets 
of German citizens residing outside of Ger- 
many (Allied Military Government Law No. 
5, sec. 3, dated October 30, 1945) expressly 
excluded the property of victims of persecu- 
tion and discriminatory legislation. If, 
through our military government abroad, 
we decline to add to the affliction of these 
persons by selzing their property in other 
countries, are we to permit of the possibility 
of retaining their property in this country? 
Certainly, this is not within the contempla- 
tion of the way this country does business. 

As to the over-all effect of the proposed 
amendment on the total assets held by the 
Alien Property Custodian, there is reason to 
believe that only a small fraction of such 
vested property was owned by persons whom 
it is now desired to make eligible for its 
return. The assets involved consist mostly 
of small holdings, mainly modest legacies or 
distributive shares in estates of relatives who 
were residents of this country. Yet, most 
of the former owners, whose property in their 
countries of origin or residence has been the 
object of spoliation, look to these small hold- 
ings over here as the only financial resource 
left to them for the creation of a new life 
and livelihood. It is little enough for them 
to expect that this country will not stand 
in their way. They include those presented 
because of racial, religious, and political 
reasons, 


SURPLUS PROPERTY FOR VETERANS 


Mr. OMAHONET. Mr. President, I 
wish to make an announcement which I 
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know will be of great interest to all Mem- 
bers of the Senate. It will be remem- 
bered that early this year the junior 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY- 
BANK], the junior Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] and I introduced 
a bill to facilitate the disposal of surplus 
property among veterans. We felt that a 
great improvement could be obtained 
in the method of distribution of surplus 
property if the law were amended so as 
to require a specific set-aside of such 
property to which the veterans should 
have an exclusive right, in order that 
they might purchase it for their personal 
use and for the establishment of busi- 
nesses in which they wish to engage or 
are engaged. Of course, there has been 
a great deal of dissatisfaction because 
the Government has not had sufficient 
surplus property to satisfy all the needs. 

I have had numerous occasions to dis- 
cuss this matter with the War Assets 
Administration, and I am very happy to 
announce to the Senate now that I hold 
in my hand a letter from General Little- 
john, the present Administrator of War 
Assets, who notifies me that he is ex- 
panding the inventory of surplus prop- 
erty for exclusive disposal to veterans, in 
accordance with the provisions of the 
measure to which I refer. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the letter from Gen- 
eral Littlejohn, Administrator of War 
Assets, may be printed in the RECORD at 
this point, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

War ASSETS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon. Josep C. O’MAHONEY, 

Chairman, Surplus Property Subcommit- 
tee of the Senate Military Affairs Com- 
mittee, United States Senate, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR O’MAHONEY: In the in- 
terest of carrying out the provisions and in- 
tent of the OMahoney-Manasco amendment 
to the Surplus Property Act (Public Law 
375), I am taking action to increase con- 
siderably the number of items which will be 
set aside for exclusive disposal to veterans 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
16 (b) of that act. 

The items which I am adding to the vet- 
erans “set-aside” at this time are listed be- 
low: Wheel type tractors (commonly called 
farm type tractors); motor graders; concrete 
mixers (10 sacks and under); fork lift trucks 
(industrial type) (percentage of present in- 
ventory); tool kits (carpenters and other 
building crafts); barbed wire (suitable for 
farm use); power saws; refrigerators (reach- 
in and walk-in type); refrigerator display 
cases; food preparation electrical appliances 
(common to commercial use like restaurants, 
small bake shops, etc.); photographic equip- 
ment (items to be selected through collabo- 
ration with the commodity division and vet- 
erans division); binoculars; musical instru- 
ments; life rafts; sleeping bags; surveying 
equipment (like transits, levels, drafting in- 
struments, etc.); desks, office chairs, filing 
cabinets, office tables, dictating equipment; 
cash registers; duplicating machines; add- 
ing machines; comptometers; fractional 
horsepower motors; prefabricated buildings 
(suitable for housing that have not been 
taken by the national housing authorities). 

There are, of course, other priority claim- 
ants, most notably the Federal agencies, who 
have an interest in certain types of property 
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included in the above amendatory list. ‘This 
matter will be discussed with interested 
agencies in making final determinations with 
respect to the quantities of the items on the 
list. The same action will be taken with re- 
spect to subsequent lists which I expect to 
make available from time to time in the 
future. 

It is my objective to see that veterans are 
accorded the rights and prerogatives with 
respect to surplus property that were granted 
them under Public Law 375. 

I appreciate very much your sincere inter- 
est in this matter and, in accordance with 
your invitation, will look forward with an- 
ticipation to conferring with you on this 
and other subjects allied to the problem of 
disposal to veterans at your earliest conyen- 
ience. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROBERT M. LITTLEJOHN, 
Administrator. 


ABOLITION OF PARKER RIVER NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE REFUGE, MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I dislike 
very much to take even a moment at 
this hour, because the Senate has been 
most patient. But while the Senator 
from Maine and the Senator from West 
Virginia are in the Chamber, I desire to 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of House bill 4362, Calen- 
dar No. 177. The bill has been dis- 
cussed on the floor of the Senate. It 
was objected to by the Senator from 
West Virginia on behalf of some Senators 
who then were absent, but who since 
have withdrawn their objections. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, con- 
sideration of the bill at this time can 
be had only by unanimous consent, be- 
cause a motion to have the Senate con- 
sider another matter is now pending. 

Mr. WALSH. Irealize that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be read by title, for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
4362) to abolish the Parker River Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge in Essex County, 
Mass., to authorize and direct the resto- 
ration to the former owners of the land 
comprising such refuge, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 4362) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRA- 
TION 


Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the body of the Recorp at this point 
a statement from the hearings of the 
subcommittee conducting the investiga- 
tion of the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration, part IV, pages 1065 and 1066. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senator SHIPSTEAD. That is all, then. I just 
wanted to clear that up. 

Mr. Bap. That is all straightened out, I 
take it. The evidence shows that complaint 
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came here to Senator Surpsreap long before 
this investigation was started, by men in 
REA who were much concerned by what was 
going in REA, and came together, a little 
group of them 

Senator Suipsteap (interposing). 
back home? 

Mr. Beeny. Yes. And some people back 
home, believing, knowing that Senator SHIP- 
STEAD, as a matter of fact, was the first man 
in the Senate to bring out this idea of rural 
electrification here in Washington, 

Senator SHIPSTEAD, My first activity with 
the REA, or with the institution of REA, was 
in 1934, by suggestion of the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. Beepy. You called it to his attention? 

Senator Suipsteap, I called it to his atten- 
tion out of the experience I had had in at- 
tempting to get electricity for my own State, 
and as a result of that outline there was a 
widespread knowledge—I did not intend to 
testify here, but as long as this has been 
brought up, I will state it. 

Mr, Beeny., You sat silently by on this mat- 
ter, and to my knowledge these were the facts 
that you are about to relate, and since the 
statement has been made here that selfish 
persons instituted this investigation and 
that you, apparently, consulted with them 
and relied upon them in good faith, I think 
it is quite natural, that this discussion 
should grow out of that statement. 

Senator SuipsTeap. I might as well say, in 
view of the fact that it has been brought 
out, that in the summer of 1934 the general 
opinion was that you could not have a rural 
electric project without a great power proj- 
ect, water. We did not have that in a great 
part of the country. We could not have 
water in my part of the country, so I went 
to the President and told him I thought we 
could have electricity without water power, 
with Diesel engines or buy it from existing 
agencies. And I told him I thought it could 
be done on a large scale; that the farmer 
could have electricity as well as he could 
have a cheap automobile, if it was done on a 
large scale, and called attention to the mass 
production of Henry Ford, and within 2 or 3 
days he sent Mr. Cooke and Mr. Herring. Mr, 
Cooke was chief engineer of the planning 
commission, and Mr. Herring was assistant 
engineer. They came to my office and said 
the President had sent them, and wanted to 
know if I could give them an outline of a 
practical project that they could survey. I 
asked them what they wanted and they said, 
“We would like to know how much business 
you can get on the line.” 

There happened to be at that time a man 
in a neighboring county who was mayor of a 
city there that had a cooperative distribution 
plant, and I called him in and we spread out 
a map on the floor of my office, a map of 
Minnesota, showing the counties, These en- 
gineers wanted to know if we could have a 
project in view to test the practicability of 
the plan and see what we could do, That was 
in 1934, and in the winter of 1935 we got some 
money from the Emergency Relief to send an 
engineer up there, and that engineer got the 
assistance of a number of engineers, and 
that winter they drove and made a survey 
of four counties to see if they could get 
enough business to start a plant. They 
made a good job of it. There were four 
cooperatives or municipal plants which we 
thought we could get electricity from. That 
was in the winter of 1935, and I think it was 
in May 1935 that the President issued an 
Executive order establishing the agency with 
the view of—the first idea was that electricity 
could be bought from these municipal plants, 
and we thought that if we could not get any 
bids at a reasonable rate from any of those 
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municipal plants we could establish an REA 
plant. It took a long time before we finally 
got it, but when this agency was established 
they put up a very fine project, very well 
executed, and it has rendered very fine service. 

Mr. Beepy. When you found that you were 
unable to get your power from the municipal 
plants, and that there were enough custom- 
ers to support a project, rural-electrification 
project, the result was the first Executive 
order establishing REA. How did it come 
about that Senator Norris fathered the legis- 
lation? 

Senator SuipsTeap, Well, I don’t know. It 
became evident that there should be legisla- 
tion other than the Executive order, and I 
was not very well at the time and did not pay 
very much attention to it, but I supported 
the establishment of that agency after it 
had been operating under Executive order for 
some time. 

Mr. Brepy. Mr. Cooke was a very close 
friend of Senator Norris, was he not? 

Senator SurpsTeap. Oh, yes. I went to the 
President and asked him to appoint Mr. 
Cooke. 

Mr. Beepy. First Administrator. 

Senator SHIPSTEAD. Yes. I want to apolo- 
gize for bringing this up, but as long as it 
was brought up I thought I would make 
that statement. 

Mr. Bgepy, I brought it up, Senator. I will 
take the responsibility for it. 


Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, in 
connection with the printing of the mat- 
ter to which I have just referred, I de- 
sire to say that, as the public records 
show, the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration was first born officially on May 
11, 1935. It was operated under Execu- 
tive order until May 20, 1936. During 
that year it had established itself as a 
practical plan for the electrification of 
the rural areas. As a result, it was 
established by Public Law 605 on May 
20, 1936, the author being Senator 
Norris. 

It was then operated as an independ- 
ent agency until July 1, 1939, when it 
was transferred to the Department. of 
Agriculture. Such has been the written 
history of the birth of the Rural Electri- 
fication Administration but its genesis 
occurred earlier, in the summer of 1934 
and the winter of 1935. 

In the summer of 1934, farmers in 
Douglas and Stearns Counties, Minn., 
had made surveys to establish the feasi- 
bility of rural electrification if electric 
energy could be acquired at a reasonable 
cost. The results of these surveys were 
reported to the President and his advis- 
ers, and as early as January 1935, ar- 
rangements had been made to employ 
engineers to extend the survey during 
the winter of 1935. Funds for the ex- 
pense of the surveys in Minnesota were 
allocated in the amount of $15,000 from 
the Federal Emergency Relief Adminis- 
tration, and on January 19, 1935, Mr. 
Hibben of the Federal Emergency Relief 
Administration sent Donald McKay to 
head the efficient survey in Minnesota, 
under the acting head of the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration, L. P. 
Zimmerman. 

Other engineers making that survey 
under the direction of Mr. Zimmerman 
were: Victor Viebaum, W. L. Woehler, 
John Gundersaug, C. C, Cutliff, Earl Eu- 
bank, E. O. Elstad, R. H. Flintt, Walter 
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Burley, J. O. Tews, and Harold Dahl, all 
citizens of Minnesota, 

The result of that survey sustained the 
opinion of the preliminary survey that 
had been made by private citizens in 
1934 in Minnesota. As a result of the 
findings of these surveys, other surveys 
were instituted in different parts of the 
country, and resulted in the issuance of 
the Executive order of May 11, 1935. 
That is the date of the first establish- 
ment of the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration as a definite Government- 
fostered cooperative project. 

The Executive order of the President 
endowed it with an allocation of $100,- 
000,000 in funds. The results of the 
surveys made in Minnesota in 1934 by 
private citizens were conveyed to Mr. 
Cooke and Mr. Herring, who had been 
and were acting as engineers for the 
Mississippi Valley Resources Board, and 
to the President, and as a result, I had 
the privilege of making an address over 
a Nation-wide radio hook-up over the 
National Broadcasting Co. on Monday, 
December 31, 1934, New Year’s Eve, 4 
months prior to the issuance of the Ex- 
ecutive order the following May. 

The Washington Star printed the 
complete address in pamphlet form for 
public distribution, and I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the Recor the part of the address which 
deals with the proposed program for 
rural electrification. Let me say that 
the program became official on May 11, 
1935. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

In a country as large and rich in resources 
as ours the farmer who feeds the Nation has 
the right to enjoy the comforts and con- 
veniences of modern invention, machinery 
and electricity that is enjoyed by his brother 
in the cities. With this in view, President 
Roosevelt, a year ago, appointed a commis- 
sion to investigate the possibilities of bring- 
ing electric power and light for use by farm- 
ers and farmers’ wives at a price they can 
afford to pay. He recognized that a method 
could be found to bring electricity to the 
farms, at prices farmers can afford to pay, 
for pumping water, sawing wood, grind- 
ing feed, operating washing machines and 
fiatirons, with electric lights for the house 
and the barn, and even used for cook- 
ing. He said: “Electricity can relieve the 
drudgery of the housewife on the farm and 
lift a great burden off the shoulders of the 
hard-working farmer.” Of the 6,000,000 
farms in the United States 5,000,000 are en- 
tirely without electric service. 

In the opinion of the President's commis- 
sion, the number of these which now can be 
economically given service range from 1,- 
000,000 to 3,000,000, and these can be given 
electricity at a price they can afford to pay 
only if electrification is undertaken on a 
wide scale. The commission says: “Unless 
the Federal Government assumes an active 
leadership, assisted in particular instances 
by State and local agencies, only a negligible 
part of this task can be accomplished within 
any reasonable time.” 

The big problem in rural electrification fs 
not the cost of generating energy, but the 
cost of delivering it to the rural customer. 
In Canada, Great Britain, France and other 
countries this fact has been r 

“Several reasons might be advanced,” says 
the commission, “to explain why only 10 per- 
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cent of the Nation's farms (less than 6 per- 
cent in the Mississippi Valley) purchase elec- 
tricity. These are the lack of interest by 
operating companies in rural electrification, 
high cost of line construction because of the 
unnecessarily expensive type of line used, 
onerous restrictions covering rural line ex- 
tensions and high rates.” 

Having recognized the advantages of rural 
electric service and reached the conclusion 
that only under Government leadership and 
control is any considerable electrification of 
“dirt farms” possible, we face the obvious ob- 
ligation of getting it done. An allotment of 
$100,000,000 actually to build independent, 
self-tiquidating rural projects would in the 
opinion of the commission, exert a mighty 
influence in various directions. 

The report then continues: “This plan 
calls for serving territory not now occupied 
and not likely to be occupied to any consider- 
able extent by private interests. The pro- 
posal has become possible only recently 
through the marvelous development of the 
Diesel engine, which could be used for power 
in regions where high-line extensions are not 
feasible. Another source of power would be 
small hydro plants where suitable sites are 
available. In cases where it is practicable, 
public transmission lines utilizing either Gov- 
ernment or private power sources could be 
erected. Rural distribution lines will cost 
from $500 to $800 per mile to construct, and 
to amortize this cost in 20 years involves a 
cost to each of three consumers on a mile of 
line of about $1 a month.” 

Planning on a wide scale, say of service to 
500,000 farms in units of 1,500 farms, the 
total cost, if generating plants are included 
for each unit, would be $330 per farm; but 
if one-half of the units can be supplied from 
existing sources the total cost would be about 
$280 per farm. In both cases the outlay 
would be amortized through an appropriate 
element in the rate. 

The commission further says: “If it be 
objected that it is not sound economics for 
the Government to build stations when the 
present generating capacity cannot or does 
not find a merket, the answer is that this 
criticism places the cart before the horse and 
ignores the social purpose underlying the 
policy proposed.“ 

It is estimated that if electrification of 
the farm is done under Government direc- 
tion and on a large scale that the con- 
veniences of electric light and power can be 
brought to the farm for one-half or less 
than one-half the price of a modern cheap 
automobile. And this cost, under the sys- 
tem of financing recommended, could be paid 
off at a small monthly charge added to the 
light and power bill over a period of 20 or 30 
years. Under this plan the conveniences of 
the city can be brought to the farm at a price 
so low that the farmer and his wife could not 
only afford it under the income we expect 
them to receive, but he will demand it from 
the social order for which he supplies the 
foundation and nourishment. 


Mr.SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recor at this point a copy of the Execu- 
tive order of the President establishing 
the Rural Electrification Administration. 

There being no objection, the Execu- 
tive order was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Executive ORDER No. 7037 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 
ADMINISTRATION 


By virtue of and pursuant to the authority 
vested in me under the Emergency Relief Ap- 
propriation Act of 1935, approved April 8, 
1935 (Public Res. No. 11, 74th Cong.), I 
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hereby establish an agency within the Gov- 
ernment to be known as the Rural Electrifi- 
cation Administration, the head thereof to be 
known as the Administrator. 

I hereby prescribe the following duties and 
functions of the said Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration to be exercised and performed 
by the Administrator thereof to be hereafter 
appointed: 

To initiate, formulate, administer, and 
supervise a program of approved projects with 
respect to the generation, transmission, and 
distribution of electric energy in rural areas. 

In the performance of such duties and 
functions, expenditures are hereby author- 
ized for necessary supplies and equipment; 
lawbooks and books of reference, direc- 
tories, periodicals, newspapers and press 
clippings; travel expenses, including the ex- 
pense of attendance at meetings when spe- 
cifically authorized by the Administrator; 
rental at the seat of government and else- 
where, purchase, operation, and maintenance 
of passenger-carrying vehicles; printing and 

binding; and meidental expenses; and I 
hereby authorize the Administrator to accept 
and utilize such voluntary and uncompen- 
sated services and, with the consent of the 
State, such State and local officers and em- 
ployees, and appoint, without regard to the 
provisions of the civil-service laws, such of- 
ficers and employees, as may be necessary, 
prescribe their duties and responsibilities 
and, without regard to the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended, fix their compensation: 
Provided, Tha, insofar as practicable, the 
persons employed under the authority of 
this Executive order shall be selected from 
those receiving relief. 

To the extent necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this Executive order the Ad- 
ministrator is authorized to acquire, by pur- 
chase or by the power of eminent domain, 
any real property or any interest therein 
and improve, develop, grant, sell, lease (with 
or without the privilege of purchasing), or 
otherwise dispose of any such property or 
interest therein. s 

For the administrative expenses of the Ru- 
ral Electrification Administration there is 
hereby allocated to the Administration from 
the appropriation made by the Emergency Re- 
lief Appropriation Act of 1935 the sum of 
$75,000. Allocations will be made hereafter 
for authorized projects. 

D. ROOSEVELT. 

THE Warre House, May 11, 1935. 


Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, it 
has been said that the evil that men do 
lives after them, but the good they do 
often is interred with their bones; but 
so far as President Roosevelt is con- 
cerned, the good he did for the farmers 
of America, especially in connection with 
the Rural Electrification Administration, 
will stand as a monument to him. 

Mr. President, before I take my seat, 
I wish to say that I would be lacking in 
gratitude and in courtesy if on this occa- 
sion I did not mention the gratitude I 
feel for the many courtesies I have re- 
ceived at the hands of every Member of 
this body. I have had the privilege of 
serving in the Senate for nearly a quar- 
ter of a century; my service here has 
been for a quarter of a century lacking 
lyear. I have enjoyed the comradeship 
and the service I have had here, and I 
wish to thank every individual Senator 
for the many courtesies I have had at 
his hands. I should like to do so per- 
sonally; but I know that many Senators 
are about to leave, so I take this oppor- 
tunity to thank them, and particularly 
to thank the distinguished President pro 
tempore of the Senate, the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR]. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


CONTRACT SETTLEMENTS 


Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Record two reports of the Comp- 
troller General of the United States deal- 
ing with contract settlements. I do this 
because the reports show the wonderful 
operations which this agency of our Gov- 
ernment has been conducting. 

There being no objection, the reports 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 
Washington, August 27, 1945. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sm: Transmitted herewith is a report of 
the activities of the General Accounting Office 
under section 16 of the Contract Settlement 
Act of 1944. 

Respectfully, 
Y C. WARREN, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 
Washington, August 27, 1945. 
The CONGRESS: 

The first year of operations under the Con- 
tract Settlement Act of 1944, having ended 
it is deemed proper at this time to report to 
the Congress a summary of the activities of 
the General Accounting Office under the pro- 
visions of section 16 of the said act. 

With the enactment of the Contract Settle- 
ment Act of 1944, there was for immediate 
consideration the devising of an orderly pro- 
cedure for the proper discharge of the func- 
tions and duties prescribed by the act for 
performance by the General Accounting 
Office. The procedure developed and now in 
effect for such purpose, covered by office or- 
der No. 57, was designed with the view of 
assigning to each division of the General Ac- 
counting Office the task which, by reason of 
prior experience, it was best equipped to per- 
form. Also, this order established a Com- 
mittee on Termination Settlements to review 
reports emanating from the various divisions 
of the General Accounting Office relating to 
matters arising under section 16 of the act, 
and to advise me with regard thereto. Under 
the procedure so established the General Ac- 
counting Office has endeavored to perform to 
the fullest extent practicable its limited func- 
tions in respect of contract termination set- 
tlements. A copy of office order No. 57 is at- 
tached hereto. 

Under subsection (a) of section 16 of the 
Contract Settlement Act, the function of 
the General Accounting Office with respect 
to any termination settlement of a war con- 
tract is confined to determining, after final 
settlement, (1) whether the settlement pay- 
ments to the war contractor were made in 
accordance with the settlement, and (2) 
whether the records transmitted to it, or 
other information, warrant a reasonable be- 
lief that the settlement was induced by fraud. 
The first of these functions requires merely 
the simple operation of checking the voucher 
covering payment to the contractor with the 
related termination settlement to ascertain 
that the amounts shown thereon are in agree- 
ment. In the performance of the second 
function—that of determining whether the 
settlement was induced by fraud—since, only 
in rare instances, have the records trans- 
mitted to the General Accounting Office with 
respect to the termination settlements made 
by the contracting agencies included any pa- 
pers other than a voucher, supported merely 
by a settlement agreement, which, obviously, 
is insufficient for the purpose of properly de- 
termining the existence of fraud, it has been 
necessary for the representatives of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Offce to examine the records 


ot the contracting agencies ‘and of the con- 


tractors relating to such termination settle- 
ments at the place or places where such rec- 
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ords were kept. To the extent that an exami- 
nation of these records has been made, the 
reports received thereon have not warranted 
a reasonable belief that any settlement was 
induced by fraud. However, it is to be recog- 
nized that, in the discharge of the duty of 
discovering fraud in the settlement of ter- 
mination claims, the General Accounting Of- 
fice has no authority to examine the records 
relating to such settlements until after final 
payment has been made thereunder. While 
cognizant of, and with no intent to minimize, 
the salutary effect of the examination of such 
records, in my judgment—no matter with 
what exacting care an examination may be 
made of the records relating to the final ter- 
mination settlements—the difficulties at- 
tendant in any post audit of such settle- 
ments to ascertain whether or to what extent 
fraud is present, render it highly improbable 
that fraud will be disclosed in other than a 
negligible percentage of such cases. In an 
attempt—to the extent consistent with the 
provisions of the Contract Settlement Act— 
to overcome this handicap in the protection 
of the interests of the Government, there, 
recently, has been worked out and put into 
effect a cooperative arrangement whereby the 
field representatives of the General Account- 
ing Office and the field representatives of the 
War Frauds Section of the Department of 
Justice will exchange any information ob- 
tained tending to indicate fraud in the set- 
tlement by prime and subcontractors of the 
termination claims of their subcontractors. 
In this connection, the third report, April 
1945, by the Director of Contract Settlement 
to the Congress, relative to settlement pro- 
cedures, contains a statement as follows: 

“One method of streamlining settlement 
procedures, already in effect, is delegation of 
authority to prime and subcontractors to 
make final settlements of their own subcon- - 
tracts. Blanket authority has been given to 
all contractors to settle all claims of less 
than $1,000, where the subcontractor retains 
or disposes of all inventory. In addition, 
specific authority is given to selected con- 
tractors to make final settlements of their 
subcontractors’ claims of $10,000 or less. 
Such authority has been given to 2,340 con- 
tractors by one or more technical services of 
the War Department; to 130 contractors by 
one or more bureaus of the Navy Depart- 
ment; and to 9 contractors by the Maritime 
Commission. The system of delegations now 
in use could cover over 90 percent of all sub- 
contractors’ claims and does cover at least 
60 percent of such claims.” 

A further considerable increase in the num- 
ber of contractors to whom authority has 
been given to make final settlement of their 
subcontractors’ termination claims of $10,- 
000 or less is shown in the fourth report, 
July 1945, by the Director of Contract Settle- 
ment to the Congress. While this practice 
of delegating authority to war contractors to 
make final settlement of the termination 
claims of their subcontractors, generally 
without review by the contracting agencies, 
is expressly authorized under section 7 (a) 
of the Contract Settlement Act, it is my 
opinion—apparently shared by the Depart- 
ment of Justice—that it affords a most fertile 
field for the perpetration of fraud and thus 
properly requires special attention in the 
prevention and detection thereof. It is be- 
lieved that operations under the cooperative 
arrangement referred to above will prove 
beneficial both to the Department of Justice 
and to the General Accounting Office in the 
performance of their respective functions 
under the act, and, further, that it is con- 
sistent with and sanctioned by the stated 
objective of the act as set forth in subsection 
(t) of section 1 thereof, “to use all practicable 
methods * * * to prevent improper pay- 
ments and to detect and prosecute fraud.” 

In addition to the aforementioned exami- 
nation being made of the termination settle- ` 
ments and the related records in the per- 
formance of the functions prescribed by sec- 
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tion 16 (a) of the act, special investigations 
of such settlements are being conducted, as 
provided by section 16 (c) of the act, for the 
purpose of reporting to the Congress from 
time to time as to whether the settlement 
methods and procedures employed by the 
contracting agencies are of a kind and type 
designed to result in expeditious and fair set- 
tlements in accordance with and subject to 
the provisions of the act and the orders and 
regulations of the Director of Contract Settle- 
ment; whether such methods and procedures 
are followed by such agencies with care and 
efficiency; and whether such methods and 
procedures adequately protect the interest 
of the Government. 

Based on the reports so far received on the 
results of such investigations, there is not 
perceived at this time any serious objection 
to the settlement methods and procedures 
employed by the contracting agencies. In 
this connection I have had occasion to meet 
several times with the Director of Contract 
Settlement and with representatives of the 
principal contracting agencies for the pur- 
pose of discussing with them problems aris- 
ing in connection with the termination and 
settlement program and the administrative 
regulations dealing therewith, particularly 
insofar as they affect the duties of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office under the act. One of 
the matters considered in a series of discus- 
sions with the interested contracting agen- 
cies—primarily the War and Navy Depart- 
ments—has been the establishment of a pro- 
cedure which would permit the settlement 
of terminated cost-plus-a-flxed- fee contracts 
to be kept abreast of the settlement of fixed- 
price contracts and at the same time afford 
proper protection of the interests of the Gov- 
ernment. The procedure worked out and put 
into effect is set forth in paragraphs 560 to 
569.5, section V, part 6, Army-Navy Joint 
Termination Regulation. 

Relative to the number of all types of con- 
tracts terminated, the speed with which 
settlement has been effected—both of fixed 
price and cost-plus-a-fixed-fee termination 
claims—and the time lag between the final 
settlement of termination claims and the 
date of the actual receipt by the prime con- 
tractors and subcontractors of the money 
owed to them, as disclosed in the several 
reports by the Director of Contract Settle- 
ment to the Congress, I have noted the indi- 
cated gradual and continuous reduction in 
the average time required for settlement of 
terminated contract claims. However, in the 
enactment of the Contract Settlement Act, 
a dual purpose is evident—to expedite the 
fair settlement of termination claims and 
to protect the interest of the Government. 
It is to be hoped that the achievement by 
the contracting agencies of the first of these 
objectives will not be at the expense of the 
latter. While no objection is perceived to 
the emphasis and stress which has continued 
to be placed on the devising of new proce- 
dures to speed the settlement of termina- 
tion claims, a careful surveillance and check 
of settlement operations is being made and, 
in the event too great a price is found to 
have been paid for such speed, such matters 
will be brought immediately to the atten- 
tion of the contracting agency, the Director 
of Contract Settlement, and to the Congress, 
as required by the act. Based on informa- 
tion received to the effect that relatively 
few war contractors have made application 
for interim financing—available to them un- 
der the act during the period between the 
termination of their war contracts and the 
receipt of payment of their termination 
claims—as confirmed by the reports of the 
Director of Contract Settlement that demand 
for interim financing has been very light, 
the conclusion appears warranted that, for 
the most part, war contractors haye no 
pressing need for funds due them upon the 
termination of their contracts. There thus 
appears little or no occasion for any undue 
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haste by the contracting agencies in the 
settlement of termination claims at the sac- 
rifice of a careful and adequate examination 
and analysis of such claims. 

While, as reported above, there has been 
found nothing in the methods and procedures 
prescribed by the contracting agencies for 
the guidance of their representatives in the 
settlement of termination claims to which 
objection or recommendation for improve- 
ment need be made at this time, the real 
test of the adequacy of such methods and 
procedures comes in the application thereof 
by such representatives in the performance of 
actual terminations and settlements. In 
this connection, the audit of the termination 
settlements made by the contracting agencies 
has disclosed an instance of an apparent 
attempt by the representatives of a con- 
tracting agency, under purported authority 
of the Contract Settlement Act, to reopen ne- 
gotiations and to make a further payment 
under a contract which had been terminated 
and finally settled before the effective date of 
the act. Such action is prohibited specifically 
by the provisions of the act and wili be the 
subject of appropriate corrective means when 
disclosed in the examination of termination 
settlements. Continued careful and close at- 
tention is being given to the reports re- 
ceived relative to operations under the meth- 
ods and procedures prescribed by the con- 
tracting agencies and, in the event of any 
disclosure of matters indicating a failure on 
the part of the contracting agencies to fol- 
low the prescribed methods and procedures 
with care and efficiency or failure of such 
methods and procedures adequately to pro- 
tect the interest of the Government, appro- 
priate action with a view to the correction 
thereof will be taken promptly in accordance 
with the act. 

LINDSAY C. WARREN, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 
. THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 26, 1946. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sm: Transmitted herewith is a report of 
the activities of the General Accounting Of- 
fice under section 16 of the Contract Settle- 
ment Act of 1944. 

Respectfully, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 26, 1946. 
The CONGRESS: 

The second year of operations under the 
Contract Settlement Act of 1944 having 
ended, it is deemed proper at this time to 
supplement my previous report to the Con- 
gress of August 27, 1945, with a further re- 
view of the activities of the General Account- 
ing Office under the provisions of section 16 
of the said act. 

The function of the General Accounting 
Office with respect to the settlement of ter- 
mination claims of war contractors, as pre- 
scribed and limited by subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 16 of the Contract Settlement Act, is 
confined to that of determining, after final 
settlement of such claims by the contracting 
agency, (1) whether the settlement payments 
to the war contractor were made in accord- 
ance with the settlement, and (2) whether 
the records transmitted to it, or other infor- 
mation, warrant a reasonable belief that the 
settlement was induced by fraud; also, under 
subsection (c) of the same section of the 
act, this Office is authorized to investigate 
the settlements completed by the contract- 
oE OREN Tot SEA EERO AE POPRERINE to 
the ingress from time to time on (1) 
whether the settlement methods and proce- 
dures employed by the contracting agencies 
are of a kind and type designed to result 
in expeditious and fair settlements in accord- 
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ance with and subject to the provisions of 
the act and the orders and regulations of 
the Director of Contract Settlement; (2) 
whether such methods and procedures are 
followed by such agencies with care and ef- 
ciency; and (3) whether such methods and 
procedures adequately protect the interest of 
the Government. 

The procedures devised for the performance 
by the General Accounting Office of these re- 
stricted functions in respect of contract 
termination settlements were set forth in my 
previous report to the Congress and need not 
be repeated here. Such procedures have 
proven to be adequate for the proper dis- 
charge of these functions and no revision 
thereof has been required or made. 

Based on the reports received relative to 
the contract termination settlements effected 
by the contracting agencies, no instance has 
been found in which the settlement payments 
to the war contractor were not in accordance 
with the settlement agreement. However, in 
the course of the performance of the function 
of determining whether any settlement agree- 
ment was induced by fraud, evidence has 
been found which appears to warrant a rea- 
sonable belief that at least four of such set- 
tlements were induced by fraud. If on the 
basis of the further examination and analysis 
presently being made of such cases, I am con- 
vinced that any of such settlements were in- 
duced by fraud appropriate action will be 
taken promptly in accordance with the act to 
report such cases to the Department of Jus- 
tice, to the Director of Contract Settlement, 
and to the contracing agency concerned. In 
this connection, the attention of the Congress 
again is invited to the fact that, in the dis- 
charge of its duty, in the examination of the 
settlements of termination claims, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office has no authority to 
examine the records relating to such settle- 
ments until after final payment has been 
made thereunder. - Nothing has changed my 
opinion, as heretofore repeatedly expressed, 
that—no matter with what exacting care an 
examination may be made of the records re- 
lating to the final termination settlements— 
the evident difficulties in any post audit of 
such settlements to ascertan whether or to 
what extent fraud is present renders it highly 
improbable that fraud perpetrated by war 
contractors in the settlement of their termi- 
nation claims, which at best is difficult of 
proof, will ever be disclosed in other than a 
negligible percentage of such cases. 

A careful analysis of the methods and 
procedures prescribed by the contracting 
agencies for the guidance of their representa- 
tives in the settlement of termination claims 
has not disclosed any basis for criticism 
thereof from the standpoint of being of a 
kind and type designed to result in expedi- 
tious and fair settlements in accordance 
with and subject to the provisions of the 
Contract Settlement Act of 1944 and the 
regulations of the Director of Contract Set- 
tlement. Also, the reports received on the 
results of the investigations of the termina- 
tion settlements made by the representatives 
of the contracting agencies indicate that in 
the vast majority of cases the prescribed set- 
tlement methods and procedures have been 
followed with care and efficiency. However, 
a few instances have been found in which 
excessive allowances have been made to 
war contractors by reason of computation 
of costs on a basis other than that sanctioned. 
by recognized commercial accounting prac- 
tices; by reliance upon certificates of war 
contractors as to costs incurred without ap- 
parent corroboration of the correctness of 
the facts so certified; by failure properly to 
apply the prescribed settlement methods 
and procedures; or for other reasons. How- 
ever, it is to be understood, of course, that 
the United States is precluded by the act 
from recovering any amounts found to have 
been improperly paid to contractors or sub- 
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contractors under such settlements, except 
where it can be established that such over- 
payments resulted from fraud. Accordingly, 
in an attempt to protect the interest of the 
Government—to the extent consistent with 
the provisions of the Contract Settlement 
Act—such matters have been and are being 
brought to the attention of the contracting 
agency concerned with the suggestion that 
in order that future overpayments of a like 
nature will not be made, the personnel en- 
gaged in termination settlement activities 
be informed thereof, 

In the course of the performance of the 
function of investigating settlements com- 
pleted by the contracting agencies for the 
purposes as outlined in section 16 (c) of the 
act, several cases have been found in which 
the contracting officers or contracting officers’ 
representatives who, on behalf of the Gov- 
ernment, have executed or assisted in exe- 
cuting termination settlements were later 
hired by the war contractors involved after 
leaving the Government service. In such 
cases, the settlements involved are being ac- 
corded special attention and investigation 
for any indication of improper payments 
thereunder. 

With respect to whether the settlement 
methods and procedures prescribed by the 
contracting agencies adequately protect the 
interest of the Government, the reports re- 
ceived thereon have disclosed no proper basis 
for objection thereto on that account. That 
is to say, to the extent that instances have 
been disclosed of excessive, improper, or even 
apparently fraudulent payments upon ter- 
mination claims the fault would seem to lie 
not with the administrative settlement 
methods and procedures but with the indi- 
viduals charged with the execution thereof, 
and such instances may be regarded as a 
natural and expected result of the failure to 
provide in the act—as consistently urged by 
me prior to the enactment thereof—for an 
audit and review of the settlements of ter- 
mination claims by an agency independent 
of the contracting agencies before such set- 
tlements became final and before final pay- 
ments were made thereunder. 

LINDSAY C. WARREN, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR SPECIAL COMMIT- 
TEE INVESTIGATING NATIONAL DE- 
FENSE PROGRAM TO FILE ADDITIONAL 
REPORTS 


Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to call up Senate Res- 
olution 310. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be read, for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The resolution (S. Res. 310) submit- 
ted by Mr. Mean on July 24, 1946, was 
read, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Special Committee In- 
vestigating the National Defense Program be 
authorized to file additional reports with the 
Secretary of the Senate following the sine 
die adjournment of the Senate and that they 
be printed as parts of Senate Report No. 110. 


Mr. TAFT. Reserving the right to 
object, let me inquire whether the resolu- 
tion, if adopted, would authorize the 
filing and printing of reports prepared 
by the Mead committee. $ 

Mr. MEAD. Yes. This resolution 
was recommended by the unanimous vote 
of the committee. It provides for the 
filing of reports with the Secretary of the 
Senate, so that they will be available 
when the Senate meets in January. The 
resolution is similar to the ones which 
are customarily adopted preceding re- 
cesses or adjournments of the Senate. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was considered and agreed to, 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, for the 
benefit of the Senate I wish to say that 
following the address which the Senator 
from Alabama (Mr. HILL] desires to 
make, I shall ask unanimous consent for 
consideration of the House bills on two 
pages of the calendar which have been 
reported since the last call of the calen- 
dar. I may say that inasmuch as the 
House of Representatives has already ad- 
journed sine die, it would be a futile 
gesture for the Senate to pass a House 
bill to which it added any amendment. 
But there are a few bills on the calendar 
which have come from the House of Rep- 
resentatives and have been reported 
without amendment, and I wish to ask 
that they be considered before the Sen- 
ate finally adjourns. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the Senator from Kentucky 
a question. Does he refer to pages 9, 10, 
and 11 of the calendar? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I refer to pages 9, 10, 
and only one bill on page 11. 


REVIEW OF BOOK, THE REVOLT OF THE 
SOUTH AND WEST 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
great problem which faces this body on 
the domestic scene is the development 
of the backward industrial areas of cur 
South and our West. 

Many students, scholars, and journal- 
ists have studied the obstacles which 
have kept our South and West in com- 
parative poverty. Nearly all have come 
to the conclusion that the constricting 
hold of monopoly is at the root of the 
difficulties of the South and West. 

Southern and western Senators par- 
ticularly will be interested in a very 
recent study of this basic problem, a book 
entitled “The Revolt of the South and 
West,” written by A. G. Mezerik, a well- 
known journalist and author. I recom- 
mend this book to all, whether they live 
in the South, the West, the North, or 
the East, for if Mr. Mezerik’s program is 
adopted, the entire United States, and 
not just parts of it, will be prosperous. 

Newspapers, governors, and leading in- 
dustrialists have already commended the 
book, which has been well described in a 
review in the Chicago Law Bulletin. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this review be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in connection with my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the review 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


A REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC AWAKENING OF 
SOUTH AND WEST—THE REVOLT OF THE SOUTH 
AND WEST, BY A. G. MEZERIK; DUELL, SLOAN 
& PEARCE 
As one reads Mr. Mezerik’s latest book, 

one thinks immediately of that other great 

book on much the same subject and in much 
the same vein, Other People’s Money. Writ- 
ten by the late Justice Louis D, Brandeis, it 
was a collection of articles he had published 
in Collier’s in 1913. In them he covered the 
report of the famous Pujo committee and 
the ramifications which the techniques and 
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power of certain financial leaders had upon 
the economic, political, and social life of the 
country. And Brandeis’ book was a potent 
stimulant which activated public opinion, 

Similarly, some of Mr. Mezerik’s material 
has appeared in various periodicals, and 
similarly it has been collected into a book. 
Finally, it packs a ton of dynamite, which 
like its predecessor may serve to consolidate 
public opinion against the moribund influ- 
ence of eastern financial power. (Odd, how 
many of the characters are even the same.) 

It is Mr. Mezerik’s thesis that eastern 
financial power, consciously as well as by a 
kind of inevitableness, has, by one means or 
another, suppressed the growth and develop- 
ment of industry in the South and West. 

However, he believes that at least these 
regions (two-thirds of our geographical area, 
one-half of all the population) are awaken- 
ing to their plight and becoming aware of 
the source of their poverty—and that the 
rebellion is on against the slow strangulation 
by the East. Indeed, it is vital that this 
revolution be successful. Our American fu- 
ture, prosperous and free from sectionalism, 
depends on the release of the South and 
West from their chains. And what we do at 
home will be reflected in what we do abroad. 

Now do not get Mr. Mezerik wrong. When 
he speaks of revolution he does not mean 
armed bands roaming the streets, violently 
taking over various facilities, nor the advent 
of communism. That concept of revolution 
was shown to be erroneous by George Soulé 
back in 1933 when he wrote The Coming 
American Revolution, No, Mr. Mezerik wants 
to see changes occur within the framework 
of our present system, and he wants to infuse 
new meaning into free enterprise, It should 
stand for first-class economic citizenship in 
a prosperous land, and not just larger pri- 
vate government by default, 

And do not think that Mr. Mezerik is a 
starry-eyed dreamer enmeshed in impractical 
meanderings. Like Justice Brandeis, he has 
taken bony statistics and clothed them with 
meaty significance. 

After carefully presenting and analyzing 
many figures, he concludes that “The South 
{the Southern people are sick because they 
are poor—poorly fed, poorly clad, poorly 
housed], oldest of the subordinated regions, 
is altogether too good a barometer for the 
future of the West. As the West’s raw re- 
sources are expended, it will face these very 
same problems. Unless it can break loose 
and build its future without benefit of east- 
ern domination. That will not be easy.” 

He understands the meaning of the cor- 
poration as a modern key to power—he seems 
to agree with David Lasser's findings as ex- 
pressed in Private Monopoly—and points up 
graphically the relatively small clique of in- 
dividuals and families that control the in- 
dustrial enterprise of the country. 

He is sensitive to the enormous effect which 
interest rates (they are higher in the South 
and West than in the East), freight rates 
(which are responsible for the concentration 
of manufacturing in the East, to the exclu- 
sion of the South and West), the absence of 
western steel production and the presence of 
tariffs have on the pattern of American in- 
dustrial development. 

But he is not blind to the faults of the 
South and West for which they are in a 
great deal responsible—race prejudice, phony 
sectionalism, self-pity, and inertia. And he 
does not hesitate to ladle cut the blame 
where it is due. 

The growth of industry—and by this is 
meant manufacturing capacity—in the 
South and West cannot be achieved by sweet 
reasonableness. The stakes are too high, 
Action is required—and has been forthcom- 
ing. Georgia Governor Arnall's recent suc- 
cessful opening round in the Supreme Court 
to secure reconsideration of prejudicial 
freight rates, the FTC's success against the 
basing-point system, and a Presidential Cab- 
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inet of southerners and westerners, are a 
few of the signs which are legible. (Do not 
think, though, that the ghost has been given 
up. Compare the recently published report 
of Senator Murray’s small business com- 
mittee.) 

“The South and West are on their way. 
They have tools—decentralization forced by 
the atomic bomb, TVA, war-built plants, new 
political power, new skills, and knowledge. 
They will use them. They have the leaders 
and they have the determination. They have 
strong allies in the East among those who 
want a free democratic Nation. 

“The facts are all in. The story is not 
difficult to assimilate. The West and South 
will certainly give full cooperation to the 
East in a joint project to build for this coun- 
try a better, a sounder economic pattern, 
where everyone shares in a great prosperity.” 

Amen, 


PRESIDENTIAL VETO OF TIDELANDS BILL 


Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, the tide- 
lands bill, just vetoed by the President 
for political capital was, in effect, a con- 
gressional statement of national policy 
that integrity of States’ rights to tide- 
lands should not be disputed. The veto 
is a denial of congressional will on ques- 
tions of national policy contrary to well 
established law. 

The smear of the oil industry was used 
as a smoke screen to divert the public 
from the fact that control of their rivers 
and harbors, including all State and pri- 
vate installations, are now under cloud 
of title. 


UNIFICATION OF WAR AND NAVY 
DEPARTMENTS 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, it is with 
great regret that I see this Congress com- 
ing to a close without an opportunity to 
lay before the Senate the case for Sen- 
ate bill 2044, to unify the War and Navy 
Departments into a single Department 
of Common Defense. It is a serious set- 
back to the best interests of the national 
defense at a very crucial time in the af- 
fairs of the world. There has been so 
much misinformation put out in public 
propaganda against this bill that it is 
most unfortunate that Senators will go 
home without an opportunity for hear- 
ing the full debate on the question. Iam 
confident that if the Senate had heard 
this debate and heard the simple and 
logical truths in answer to this wide- 
spread propaganda the Senate would not 
have gone home without voting favorably 
on this important measure for the com- 
mon defense. 

Mr. President, since the bill is not now 
before us, I would not now arise, were it 
not for the speech attacking S. 2044, 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Hart] delivered in the 
Senate last week. 

In that speech the Senator ably 
summed up the Navy’s case against the 
President's program for a single depart- 
ment of common defense. I might add 
that the Navy’s case is the only case 
against it. The vast majority of the peo- 
ple are for it and the country needs it 
badly. 

The Navy case is an understandable 
one—from the selfish viewpoint of the 
Navy only. It feels that it has emerged 
from the war with a splendid integrated 
air-ground-sea team that has proved 
itself nobly in the Pacific war. It has 
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complete unity of command in this team 
and it has a single department. It has, 
in short, within itself, everything that 
is sought in S. 2044. Frankly, the Navy 
knows—as all military men know—that 
the war of the future is sure to require 
just such a closely knit team of air-sea- 
ground forces as the Navy now has. The 
Navy is now much better organized for 
the purpose than are the armed forces 
of the country as a whole. Without 
unification, the Army and Army Air 
Forces cannot possibly organize or pre- 
pare such a modern force. The Navy 
has a ground force larger than was the 
Army Ground Force before World War 
II. They have an Air Force larger than 
was the Army Air Forces before World 
War II, and they have all the sea power. 
From their own selfish interest, there is 
absolutely no reason why they should be 
united with a larger air force that would 
inevitably tend to absorb part of their 
competing air force and a larger ground 
force that would tend to absorb part of 
their large and competing ground force. 

But how about the public interest? 
How about the common defense? How 
long can we afford the upkeep of two 
competing and duplicating ground and 
air forces? 

If the Navy’s ground-air-sea team 
forms the true pattern for the war of 
the future, how long can we afford to 
rest our common defense on an archaic 
pattern? 

Mr. President, stripped of all extrane- 
ous issues, S. 2044—the single depart- 
ment bill—amounts merely to this: 

You transfer the Army and Army Air 
Forces to the Navy Department and 
change the name of the Navy Depart- 
ment to the Department of Common De- 
fense. And then you abolish the War 
Department. 

Stripped of personalities, that is all 
there is to it. Now, how do personalities 
enter into this? Admiral Nimitz knows. 
Here is what he said about it: 

I prefer that we have a single department, 
make it a straight chain of command from 
the President on down, one responsible man 
who is the boss . I believe that if 
such an organization * * * is adopted 
it will be necessary to build on exactly what 
we have now * * *, I think this is going 
to be a question of gradual transition, rather 
than a question of presto chango, a new 
set-up. I don't think you can work it any 
other way, because you have a tremendous 
civilian staff that has to be gradually moved, 
and if you try to move them too fast, they 
are going to block you. They have a hell of 
a lot of influence, 


There you are, Mr. President, Admiral 
Nimitz made that statement when he had 
unity of command in the Pacific—when 
he was out from under the influence of 
the Washington bureaus. He knew where 
the resistance would come from. And 
just as soon as he came home and had to 

port directly to them, he found out 
in his own words that They have a hell 
of a lot of influence.” 

They do not want a single ground-air- 
sea team under any other single depart- 
ment than their own well-established bu- 
reau. If we add the Army and Air Forces 
to their set-up, which is what this bill 
does, they will have to share the prestige 
and patronage with others, and this they 
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do not want, But the public wants it and 
the country must have it. 

We can afford no other organization 
than the best. The Navy has proved that 
the integrated land-sea-air team is the 
best. We want that organization for the 
country. We want the best brains and 
the best men to run the team. I, for one, 
am not afraid of the Navy’s chances in 
mixing its top brains and men with the 
Army's top brains and men in the over- 
all leadership of the sea-air-ground team. 
In this respect I have more confidence in 
the Navy’s present leadership than the 
Senator from Connecticut is, willing to 
admit. He kept referring to a 2 to 1 ratio 
by which the Navy would be outnumbered 
or outvoted in the high command and 
single department of the armed forces. 
During World War II we had more two- 
star admirals and admirals of higher 
rank than we had two-star generals and 
generals of higher rank, although there 
were more than twice the number cf sol- 
diers than there were sailors. 

After all, what is there to this two to 
one argument? May we not expect the 
Army and Navy to see eye to eye on just 
as many subjects vis-a-vis the Air Force 
as the air and Navy will agree on against 
the Army viewpoint? Why should the 
Navy assume that the top military and 
airmen of the country will always fail to 
agree with the battleship men on ques- 
tions affecting the common defense? 
Admiral Nimitz stated his views on this 
question very clearly when he said, at 
Pearl Harbor, in 1944: 

The conduct of war is the application of 
force, and I would expect the average officer 
who devotes himself with reasonable dili- 
gence to his profession, whether he grows 
up with the Army or the Navy or the Air 
Force, to have acquired a complete working 
knowledge of his own specialty, and that 
as he gets older and has studied what has 
gone before, to have a knowledge of how to 
use the power that is inherent in the others. 
For instance, I think that there are very few 
senior Army officers that haven’t got a con- 
cept of how to use sea power, how to use air 
power. That same is true of the Navy. A 
lot of people know how to use the ground 
troops, what they are for, and know how to 
exploit air power; the same way with the air. 


The Senator expressed fear that the 
Navy would be outnumbered politically. 
He forgets that this is not a political bill. 
It does nothing to the Navy that it does 
not do equally to-the Ground and Air 
Forces. The present naval opponents 
of unification tend to forget that the 
question of how our common defense 
should be organized is not a question for 
the Secretary of the Navy to decide. It 
is a matter for the President, as Com- 
mander in Chief of the armed forces, 
and the Congress, under its constitu- 
tional duty to raise and support armies. 
It is a matter of the national interest, 
not of the political interest of any par- 
ticular bureau or service. 

If we were to follow the Navy’s think- 
ing in this matter we would come to the 
next war—if we are forced to come to an- 
other war—with an integrated ground- 
sea-and-air force under the Navy De- 
partment only. Then in order to get the 
maximum efficient use out of our other 
ground and air forces we would have to 
attach them to the Navy. This would be 
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fine for the prestige of the Secretary of 
the Navy and the bureaus of the Navy 
Department, which would then become in 
effect the Department of Common De- 
fense. Now, that is exactly what we want 
to do now in S. 2044. We want to do it 
in peacetime, while there is time to do it, 
in an orderly and efficient fashion; not 
by another makeshift like that Pearl 
Harbor forced us to in 1942. ; 

The Senator would have us believe 
that this whole scheme of unification is 
a vast Army plot to sink the Navy, cooked 
up by ex-West Point cadet generals 
bearing an Army-Navy football game 
grudge, against ex-middy admirals. And 
that the plot was cooked up while the 
Navy was too busy fighting the war to 
guard its political fences. 

Now, our subcommittee which drafted 
S. 2044, consisting of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Tuomas], 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. Austin], and myself, went pretty 
deep into the history of this merger 
proposal. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gos- 
SETT in the chair). Does the Senator 
from, Alabama yield to the Senator from 
Connecticut? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HART. May I ask the Senator if 
he is cognizant of what has come to be 
known as the Collins plan? 

Mr. HILL. Yes; I am cognizant of the 
Collins plan, and if the Senator will bear 
with me a moment and let me state a 
few facts, I think perhaps he will have 
his question answered. We found that 
unification has been a very live issue 
among the services for years, long, long 
before any Collins plan was ever heard 
of or dreamed of or ever submitted. The 
question reached a head just after the 
First World War when Gen. Billy 
Mitchell was so severely squelched by 
the Army brass hats much as the ad- 
mirals who favored unidcation during 
World War II have now been squelched 
by the Navy brass hats. 

The opening gun of the World War II 
merger issue was fired by the Navy in 
1941. If you will turn your minds back 
to June 20 of that year you will re- 
member the gloom that then surrounded 
the Allied cause. Western Europe was 
under the control of Hitler. There was 
serious question whether Britain could 
hold out against the heavy air attacks 
to which she had been continuously sub- 
jected for eight long months. The Ger- 
mans had just overrun the Balkans and 
driven the British out of Greece. Crete 
had just capitulated to German air- 
borne assault. These were darkest days. 
In this critical hour, the General Board 
of the Navy recommended the creation 
of a Joint United States General Staff 
to be headed by a single officer. This 
officer, with his staff, was to be directly 
responsible to the President. He was to 
be given authority to issue directives to 
the War and Navy Departments. The 
Navy, in fact, proposed an over-all mili- 
tary command with no over-all civilian 
secretary. The General Board of the 
Navy went on to say: 

The General Board is convinced that 
through the procedure outlined herein, pre- 
liminary broad planning can best be accom- 
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plished, employment of the best availiable 
means obtained, essential unity of command 
assured, and thorough indoctrination for 
the coordination of effort achieved. 


This was the Navy plan in 1941. 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HART. I ask the Senator if that 
plan is not in substance what was actual- 
ly accomplished by the formation and 
use of the joint staff which functioned all 
through the war? 

Mr. HILL. No, not exactly. 

Mr. HART. It was pretty close to it. 

Mr. HILL. The general staff during 
the war had to act by unanimous consent. 
There were four members on the staff, 
and all four had to be in agreement. In 
the 1941 plan of the Navy there was to be 
one officer, with authority over all the 
others, with power to issue directives, 
and that would mean that he would have 
the supreme command, and that it would 
not be necessary to obtain the unanimous 
agreement of four different men. 

When Admiral Nimitz, Admiral Hal- 
sey, Admiral Sherman, and 20 other 
high-ranking naval commanders in 1944, 
then engaged in the actual prosecution of 
the war, appeared before a special com- 
mittee of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, head- 
ed by an admiral, and urged the creation 
of a single department of national de- 
fense, they were not speaking for any 
Army plan. They were speaking in the 
national interest and for the common de- 
fense. These naval officers, since the 
conclusion of the war, and since their 
return to Washington, have apparently 
changed their views on this subject. 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield 
again? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HART. May I ask the Senator if 
that is what he meant by his reference 
a little time back to brass hats who fa- 
vored unification having been squelched? 

Mr. HILL. Some of them were cer- 
tainly squelched. 

Mr. HART. Did the Senator mean 
by that, the ones whom he has just 
named? 

Mr. HILL. It may not have been all 
of them, but I am sure that most of them 
were squelched. Admiral Nimitz, him- 
self, said, “They have a hell of a lot of 
infiuence. They are going to block you.” 

Mr. HART. Were they brass hats 
themselves? 

Mr, HILL. At that time the Admiral 
was referring to the civilian staff. 

If all 20 of these admirals testified, 
as they did, while they were at war and 
while they had first-hand knowledge and 
experience of what the best war organ- 
ization for this country was; and if all 
20 of them have changed their minds 
since they have returned to Washington 
and learned from the Navy Department 
what the best interests of the Navy are; 
I can only suggest that there would ap- 
pear to be a wide discrepancy between 
the best interests of the Navy and the 
best interests of the country should we 
again enter a major war. 

Now, Mr. President, the Navy now— 
in 1946—has taken the line that this 
unification plan is an extension of an 
Army-Navy game. Naval officers at the 
Army-Nayy Club, here in Washington, 
are toasting the failure of this Congress 
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to act on this bill exactly as they would 
toast a Navy footbail victory over the 
Army. The difference between the 
Navy’s unselfish devotion to duty in the 
war and the present selfish attitude of 
those in high authority in the Navy 
toward the President and the best in- 
terests of the national defense is ap- 
palling. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Con- 
necticut found it mecessary to remind 
us that the motto of the Navy was “serv- 
ice before self.” Now, I bow to no man 
in my admiration of the achievements 
and traditions of the United States Navy. 
But I think its friends do it great dis- 
service in attempting to set it up against 
the Army as having higher ideals of pub- 
lic service—especially in the matter of 
this unification question— where the 
Navy has frankly based its opposition 
on a fear of loss of prestige and political 
importance in a defense structure, in 
which it would be placed on terms of 
exact equality with the Army and Air 
Forces. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HART. I am sure the Senator 
from Alabama does not wish to mis- 
quote me, 

Mr. HILL. Oh, no. 

Mr. HART. My words were: 

Despite their detachment, living apart from 
their fellow citizens, their loyalty to their 
country and their observation of the tradi- 
tional words “Service before self” are not ex- 
celled by any other body of the Nation. 


I claim no superiority. 

Mr. HILL. I am glad to hear the 
Senator say that. 

The Army and the Air Forces are loy- 
ally supporting the President’s plan. 
They are supporting the plan as it is 
embodied in the Senate bill, S. 2044. 
They are willing and anxious to subord- 
inate themselves to the President and 
the Congress to exactly the same position 
and in exactly the same degree, in the 
interest of the common defense of the 
Nation, as the Navy would be subordina- 
ted under the bill. It would appear that 
the Army’s motto “Duty, honor, coun- 
try” was being more loyally adhered to 
than the lip-service being given the 
Navy’s “Service before self.” 

The Senator from Connecticut also re- 
minded us that the Navy is called the 
silent service and states that “it is a mat- 
ter of common knowledge that as far 
as so-called publicity is concerned the 
Navy is comparatively inept.” 

Now, I believe that all such compari- 
sons are inclined to be invidious and 
the Senator leaves little doubt that com- 
paratively” means compared to the War 
Department. All I can say is this: If 
the Navy is more inept than the War 
Department in the conduct of its public 
relations I indeed tremble for the future 
of the Navy. But here again, I believe 
I have more confidence in the Navy 
than the modesty of the Senator from 
Connecticut may allow him to have. 

The only organized group in this 
country which is opposing unification— 
except the normal lunatic fringe groups 
which oppose every measure which 
would strengthen our defenses—is the 


Navy Department with its Navy League. 
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Yet, on a public issue on which there 
was almost complete unanimity of opin- 
ion in the public press when originally 
Jaunched—for it is obviously such a 
common-sense move to the man on the 
street—there is now a nationally or- 
ganized opposition. From whence comes 
this opposition? From the Navy Depart- 
ment and the Navy League alone. 

What is the Navy League? It is pri- 
marily a group of steel and munitions 
makers whose biggest customers are the 
Navy. Many of them are also members 
of the Army Ordnance Association. It 
is interesting to note that the Army 
Ordnance Association is not supporting 
unification either. Why? Because there 
is obviously more money in selling steel 
and munitions to two competing and 
duplicating military and naval procure- 
ment agencies than to only one. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HART. In view of what the very 
able Senator from Alabama has said 
about the Navy League and who consti- 
tute it, I request unanimous consent to 
have printed at the end of his remarks, 
the names of the vice presidents, direc- 
tors, and so forth, as taken from a letter- 
head of the Navy League. 

Incidentally, I might say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the Navy League goes far back, 
about 40 years, and the only activity 
that it appears to have engaged in in 
connection with this whole question lies 
in an open letter to Members of Congress 
which is dated the 4th of January last, 
and which in effect proposes that certain 
changes be made in the proposal then 
before the Committee on Military Affairs, 
which changes were for the most part 
made in the revised bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I certainly 
have no objection to the names being 
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the names 
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HILL. I wonder if the Senator 
can give us the names of the contribu- 
tors to the Navy League? 

Mr. HART. So far as I know, there 
are practically none, because its activi- 
ties are so very minor that it requires 
almost no money. 

Mr. HILL. From the data I have seen 
sent out by the Navy League certainly 
somebody had to pay for it. 

Mr. HART. I do not think they paid 
very much. 

I might say in further answer to the 
Senator’s remark that the Navy League 
was organized a little while after the 
Spanish-American War, with a view to 
educating the people to the value of our 
activities on the sea, not so much in a 
naval way as in a commercial way. It 
was considerably endowed in those days, 
ing I think those funds are still avail- 
able. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I should like 
to have, and I hope the Navy League will 
make available, a list of all its contribu- 
tors. I think it would be very enlighten- 
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ing to have that list. I should certainly 
like to have it, if it can be obtained. 

Mr. HART. I suggest that it might 
be very well to do that, and also to secure 
a list of the contributors to the Air Power 
League at the same time. 

Mr. HILL. I should like to have the 
contributors to both the Navy League and 
the Air Power League, I should like to 
have not only a list of the contributors 
but a financial statement of both of them, 
I will say to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Con- 
necticut made much of “intangibles.” It 
is about all he had to make much of. The 
tangibles are certainly against him. 
One of these intangibles was based on the 
“shot-gun wedding” theory. Frankly, 
this amounts to saying that the Navy 
would never play good ball for the home 
team, therefore, they better be left off 
the team. Now, here again I have a 
greater trust and admiration for the Navy 
than has the Senator. I am sure that 
a service whose motto is “Service before 
self” would not give a single Department 
for the Common Defense of the Nation 
any less loyal service than they now give 
to the Navy Department. After all, the 
civilian heads of the single department 
would have at least the same “hell of a 
lot of influence” as the civilian heads 
of the Navy’s bureaus who gave Admiral 
Nimitz so much concern when he testified 
so strongly for unification before Admiral 
Richardson’s committee at Pear] Harbor 
in December 1944. 

The Senator from Connecticut also op- 
posed the idea of an autonomous air 
force. His argument is interesting. He 
states that the War Department ought to 
keep the Air Force subordinated just as 
the Navy Department has kept its air 
arm and marines subordinated. He 
gives as his reasons for this view every 
argument for integrating the country’s 
ground-air-sea team advanced by the 
President and urged in support of the 
bill, S. 2044. This is the nub of the whole 
matter. Every reason cited for the ex- 
cellence of the Navy’s integrated ground- 
air-sea team is an overwhelming proof 
of the crying need for a similar integra- 
tion of the country’s ground-air-sea 
team. We simply cannot afford to have 
a Navy team in addition to and separate 
from the country’s team; particularly 
when the country’s team, less the Navy, 
would lack the vital element of sea power, 
whereas the Navy’s team has all three 
essential elements. 

The proof of this paradox is shown by 
our current appropriations where we 
have actually given the Navy more money 
for more land-based aircraft than we 
have given the Air Forces. The Navy 
realizes that our air frontier has replaced 
our sea frontier as the first line of de- 
fense, If it is to continue to obtain pri- 
ority of appropriations, they must seize 
control of long-range land-based air- 
craft. This they are doing right now 
and we gave them the money for it. This 
is the pay-off. This is really the sole 
issue here. 

While I speak of the Air Forces, the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut 
in his address last week said that the 
Army Air Forces pushed their way into 


10725 


the atom test at Bikini, and that they 
should never have been allowed to do 
that; that the atom bomb should never 
have been dropped from a B-29; that it 
should have been dropped from some 
kind of a suspended balloon, and that the 
Army Air Forces had done this in order 
that they might obtain publicity. 

Mr. President, with reference to that 
statement by the Senator from Connect- 
icut, yesterday the Washington Times- 
Herald carried a news story to this effect: 

ADMIRAL DEFENDS ARMY AIR FORCES 

Vice Admiral Blandy yesterday defended 
the role of the Army Air Forces in the Bikini 
atom-bomb tests. 

Blandy’s statement, made public by the 
Navy Department, was viewed as a reply to 
criticism of the AAF by Senator Harr (Re- 
publican), of Connecticut, who in a Senate 
speech last week declared the Air Force had 
forced its way into the tests for publicity ' 
purposes. 

Hart also criticized the Army's bombing 
efficiency, pointing out that the bomb 
dropped June 30 fell wide of the target and 
asserting that it did not explode at the most 
effective altitude. 

Blandy, commander of the joint Army- 
Navy atom test task force, asserted that no 
pressure was brought to bear by the Army 
toward use of B-29’s in the experiment. 

He declared that all possible methods of 
placing the atom bomb for air burst over 
target ships in the Bikini lagoon were studied, 
including suspension from balloons, the 
method recommended by HART. 

Blandy said the balloon plan was dis- 
carded as highly impracticable because of 
the danger of loosing the A-bomb in the 
lagoon. 

The admiral said all Army and Navy officers 
and civilian scientists concerned with the 
tests believed that dropping the bomb from 
a B-29 was the most satisfactory method, 
considering all factors. 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HART. It will be observed, in the 
first place, that a considerable part of 
that release does not accord with what I 
said on the subject. However, that is a 
small matter. 

Mr. HILL. I do not wish to argue too 
much with the Senator, but I have read 
his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HART. I will pass over that ques- 
tion, because we are taking too much time 
unnecessarily. I find no fault in that 
respect, because I have something more 
important to say. 

As a member of the special Senate 
Committee on Atomic Energy I nat- 
urally interested myself in the tests from 
the time they were planned. On one oc- 
cision I was sitting in on a conversation 
with Navy officials, and the conversa- 
tion ran in about this way: 

This is an experiment in order to learn 
the unknown. It is a large equation with 
many unknown factors in it. By this method 
of dropping the bomb from a plane, where 
it is going is unknown, because that is never 
perfectly accurate. 


Another factor which was introduced 
as unknown was the fuzing: It was not 
known exactly how high the plane would 
go. Therefore it was thought that the 
best way to conduct the test would be to 
suspend the bomb from a balloon, so that 
the exact height would be known, and it 
could be properly placed laterally. Also 
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the timing difficulties would be elim- 
inated. 

After this exposition, which seemed 
perfectly good sense to everyone—and to 
me it still does—someone asked, “Why 
do we not do it that way?” I remember 
the answer. It was to the effect that, 
“There is a great deal of opposition to 
this test now on the part of certain 
societies,” and concern was expressed lest 
the Army Air Corps proceed to “louse up” 
the test. 

I have before me a copy of a letter 
from a scientist. I cannot name him, 
because it is a personal letter, and he 
is in such a position in connection with 
the Bikini test that his name will prob- 
ably be on official reports. I shall have to 
ask that my word be taken that he is a 
man well known all over the Nation as 
one of the best authorities, and that dur- 
ing the Bikini experiments he was in the 
upper echelon. I quote one paragraph 
from his letter: 

I have a very good impression of the tech- 
nical competence and sincerity of the Navy 
officers, Admiral Blandy and Admiral Parsons 
and think they are doing a good job. The 
amount of scientific information obtained 
from the first test is pretty small because of 
the upsets. One was that the bomb was 
badly misplaced—about 700 yards west 
southwest of the target. This had the effect of 
getting a lot of the measuring equipment 
out of proper range—either too close or too 
far—to function properly. I think it was a 
serious mistake to drop the bomb from a 
plane instead of suspending it in the proper 
location from moored balloons but apparently 
this was done because of Air Force insistence 
on having a role in the show. 


It would be expected that when an 
admiral and a scientist disagreed on 
something I would be inclined to agree 
with the admiral. In this case I wholly 
agree with the scientist. It-may well be 
that the Navy obtained all the data which 
it needed for its design purpose with the 

_ bomb exploding as it did explode. But 
that was only a part of the data to be ob- 
tained from the experiment; and I have 
read what one of the best of the scientists 
concerned thinks about it. 

Mr. HILL. I do not know the scientist. 
I can understand why the Senator does 
not desire at this time to disclose his 
name. But I wish to read again the quo- 
tation from Admiral Blandy: 

The admiral said all Army and Navy officers 
and civilian scientists concerned with the 
tests believed that dropping the bomb from 
a B-29 was the most satisfactory method, 
considering all factors. 


Admiral Blandy was in command of 
these tèsts. He was the over-all com- 
mander who had the responsibility. If 
things failed, it was hisfailure. If things 
went well it was his success. He was the 
man to whom the President of the United 
States, as the Commander in Chief, the 
Congress and the American people were 
looking for the success of the experiment. 
I have faith in Admiral Blandy. I be- 
lieve that the Admiral carried out that 
experiment in the best possible way. 

Mr. President, the Navy’s goal and the 
goal of Senate bill 2044, the unification 
bill, are identical—a single department of 
common defense with unified command 
of all essential arms in modern warfare— 
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land, sea, and air. The only difference 
is that the Navy’s goal is to achieve this 
under the aegis of the single Navy De- 
partment. The goal of Senate bill 2044 
is to achieve this under a single Depart- 
ment of Common Defense—where it 
belongs. 

It may be a matter of great moment 
to present office-holders in the Navy’s 
bureaus whether the top civilian and 
military executives came from the Navy 
Department pay roll or the War Depart- 
ment pay roll, but I submit that this is 
of no moment at all to the country or to 
the Congress. What we want is unified 
direction of our whole land-sea-air team 
by the best civilian and military brains 
available. These would be available to 
the Department of Common Defense, in- 
cluding all those now on the pay roll of 
the Navy Department as well as the War 
Department. They are not now avail- 
able to the Navy Department alone. 

Mr. President, I could recite instance 
after instance—both during and after 
the war and at the present time—in 
which simply inexcusable duplications 
exist among our armed services. How- 
ever, the fact that we are now building 
up a completely separate and competing 
land-based air force under the Navy De- 
partment, and that we now have more 
of a mobile ground reserve of ground 
forces in the Navy than we have in the 
Army should be convincing enough to the 
Senators that something must be done 
before we make another huge duplicat- 
ing appropriation for the common de- 
fense. 

I am hopeful that many of us will be 
able to get to some of our bases in the 
Caribbean—at Bermuda, Puerto Rico, 
Panama, and elsewhere—and actually see 
the tremendous duplications and waste 
for which we are now spending money, 
merely to appease the bureaucratic pride 
of office among the competing services. 
I hope that many of us will see the huge 
hospitals standing side by side, the two 
ports, the two airfields jammed up 
against each other, but strictly reserved 
for the use of one service or another. 
The same is true of training facilities, 
intelligence facilities, research and de- 
velopment facilities, supply facilities, 
personnel—everything one can think of. 
The cost of this duplication and waste 
in World War II in men and time and 
lives staggers the imagination. Statis- 
ticians and historians can quarrel for- 
ever over estimates of just how much. 
There need be no quarrel over what is 
going on right now; however. We can 
read it in the current appropriation bills. 
We can see it with our own eyes at our 
Army-Navy air bases. 

In the Pacific we do not find any true 
unity of command right now. The pub- 
lic thinks of General MacArthur as the 
supreme commander in the Pacific. But 
he is not. He does not command the 
Navy in the Pacific. We are right back 
where we started. Like the Bourbon 
Kings of France, we have learned noth- 
ing. At Pearl Harbor today will be 
found the same organization for defense 
that obtained. on Sunday, December 7, 
1941. General Hull commands the Ha- 
waiian Department—the Army. He does 
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not command the Navy. Admiral Hall 
commands the Fourteenth Naval Dis- 
trict—the Navy. He does not command 
the Army. There is no unity of com- 
mand at Pearl Harbor at this moment. 

In that connection, Mr. President, 
there came over the wire service yester- 
day the following bulletin: 

PEARL HARBOR STILL VULNERABLE, SAYS 
HONOLULU ADVERTISER 

Honotvutu.—The Honolulu Advertiser 
charged today that Pearl Harbor is as vulner- 
able to attack now as it was December 7, 
1941, because of an antiquated command 
system. The paper made its editorial charge 
on the basis of a special Washington dispatch 
which claimed that unity of Army-Navy 
command at Pearl Harbor was no nearer ac- 
complishment than it was four and a half 
years ago. 


Mr. President, a continuation of such 
a situation at Pearl Harbor and through- 
out the world, wherever our forces may 
be, is simply intolerable. In the face of 
the Pearl Harbor report, the Bikini ex- 
periments, the strategic-bombing survey, 
we sit here and allow history to repeat 
itself. Mr. President, I feel sincerely 
that this body is abdicating its sacred 
duty to provide for the common defense, 
in allowing the stubborn adherence of 
one Government bureau to the dictates 
of tradition and prestige not only to 
stand in the way of progress, but actual- 
ly to turn back the clock to the good 
old days that cost us so much in blood 
and tears. Sure, the admirals and the 
generals will have more fun as big frogs 
in their own little puddles—just like 
they did before Pearl Harbor. But 
should the people—who have to jump in 
and fight the wars when they come— 
stand for it? Mr, President, I maintain 
that they should not be asked to stand 
for it and they will not long stand for it. 

Mr. President, I look forward with 
great interest to the reports which Mem- 
bers of Congress bring back from their 
visits to our outlying installations. I 
hope there will be.many such visits be- 
tween now and the time when Congress 
reconvenes. I believe that the few of us 


-who may now have doubts because of the 


smoke screen of specious argument which 
has been thrown around this relatively 
simple issue will have all their questions 
answered by these reports. 

Another development holds out much 
hope that we shall reach a solution early 
in the next Congress. I refer to the 
Congressional Reorganization Act. We 
shall have a single Committee on Com- 
mon Defense, in each House. For the 
first time, a committee of Congress will 
have an opportunity to look at all our 
defense requirements as a single picture. 

Admiral Nimitz said, at Pearl Harbor, 
in December 1944: 

I would like to prevent having a very elo- 
quent smooth talker for the Navy, for in- 
stance, go before a committee and persuade 
them they should vote more money for this 
agency or that agency—in other words, con- 
tinue separatism. 


Under unification, we would have a 
single defense budget presented to a 
single committee. For the first time it 
would be possible for the Congress to 
know exactly what it was doing in dis- 
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charging its constitutional duty to raise 
and support armies. Under such a set- 
up, the paradoxes of our current Army 
and Navy appropriations bills would be 
impossible. 

Just as I think unification would have 
brought about the organization of single 
committees for common defense in the 
Congress so I am hopeful that the organ- 
ization of a single committee in the Con- 
gress will bring about a single depart- 
ment of common defense as a logical de- 
velopment. It is the only solution to the 
obviously unsatisfactory situation which 
will be presented to such a committee by 
the ex parte and selfish presentations of 
the very smooth talkers Admiral Nim- 
itz was so justly afraid of. The sooner 
we get rid of these smooth talkers and 
the faster we move the tremendous ci- 
vilian staff that Admiral Nimitz so wise- 
ly foresaw was going to block you, the 
sooner we shall have the efficient, well- 
integrated land-sea-air team we must 
have in order to be adequately prepared, 
and the sooner the country will achieve 
the unity of command and singleness of 
purpose which the Navy so gallantly 
demonstrated in World War II. This 
will be the keystone of our success in any 
World War III into which we might be 
forced. 

Mr. President, the duty of providing 
this team is the responsibility of the Con- 
gress. It is a responsibility that cannot 
be escaped, and for which we shall- be 
held accountable by the country. It is 
hardly appropriate for the Navy Depart- 
ment or the War Department to dictate 
to the country or to Congress. It is not 
a function of generals and admirals to 
lay down the conditions under which the 
Navy and the Army will perform their 
duties. These duties are determined by 
law and by the appropriations which 
Congress votes and the money the tax- 
payer pays for the national security. It 
is outrageous that any department of the 
Federal Government or any of the mili- 
tary services should stand in the way of 
a program which clearly would result in 
substantial economies and increased ef- 
ficiency of all of the services. In doing 
so those who speak for the Navy on this 
issue put their own interest and the in- 
terest of the Navy ahead of the national 
interest, especially when they charge that 
the Navy would not give loyal service 
under a single department. The Presi- 
dent, as Commander in Chief of the 
armed forces, has repeatedly urged uni- 
fication, and he has helped us arrive at 
a formula for accomplishing it. He an- 
nounced that it was dropped from the 
“must” list in this Congress only when it 
developed that those in high authority in 
the Navy Department were either ag- 
gressively and openly opposing unifica- 
tion or were giving it lip service while 
ne knifing it behind the President’s 

ack, 

I ask permission to insert in the REC- 
orp at this point an editorial from Tues- 
day’s New York Times on the subject of 
unification. It emphasizes again that 
the country expects us to act, and act 
intelligently, before we are again at- 
tacked by an enemy which knows our 
weaknesses better than we ourselves ap- 
pear to admit them. 
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There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


[From the New York Times of July 30, 1946] 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 


As the Seventy-ninth Congress proceeds 
through what is apparently to be its final 
legislative week it has still on its calendar 
of unfinished business one of the most im- 
portant legislative problems that faced it 
when it convened for its second session, on 
January 14. That is the problem of unifica- 
tion of the armed forces, in order to give 
us a modern military organization for our 
own national security and for our share of 
the task of keeping the peace of the world. 

Although even the President, who has been 
one of the strongest proponents of merger, 
is said to be convinced that there is little 
or no possibility of passage now, there is 
no reason why the measure should not be 
taken up and passed promptly if Congress 
could be awakened to the necessity. The 
most extensive possible hearings have been 
held in both Houses. Studies going back 
many years have been made, The Thomas 
bill, embodying the main points of the Presi- 
dent's twice-urged proposals, is on the Senate 
Calendar, Every survey of public opinion has 
shown a majority of the people to be for it. 
Lethargy appears to be the only barrier. 

If unification is not voted in the Seventy- 
ninth Congress, it will mcan that our military 
planners will have to muddle along for at 
least another 5 months without any blue- 
print to work from, since the Eightieth Con- 
gress will not convene until next January. 
This means that there will be continued 
duplication of facilities. It means that dur- 
ing critical months when we should be lay- 
ing the firm foundation for our military 
future we would not even have a plan for 
the molds into which to pour it. Any plans 
made during the intervening months by the 
War Department or the Navy Department 
must necessarily be tentative, keyed only 
to the immediate future. Instead of such 
improvisation, what is needed is the master 
blueprint of unification that will allow Army, 
Navy, and Air Force to pool their brains and 
their energies to plan months and years into 
the future. Can there be any doubt at all 
between the relative worth of the two 
methods? 

If there was ever a legislative task that 
should not be left undone, it is action on 
unification. That task should not be aban- 
doned by the Seventy-ninth Congress, no 
matter how warm the Washington summer 
or how interesting the political situation 
back in the home districts. It is difficult 
to see how Senators and Representatives 
can justify themselves to their constituents 
if they go home without passing the Thomas 
bill. Now is the time to do it, Admiral Hal- 
sey predicted while the war was on that if 
unification was not achieved in the first 6 
months after the end of the war it never 
would be achieved. When the Eightieth 
Congress convenes, the war will have been 
over almost 18 months. While the mis- 
takes are fresh in mind, while the Pearl 
Harbor report and the strategic bombing 
survey reports are still on congressional desks, 
this is the time to make the decision. 

Indecision and delay never won either a 
battle or a war. Neither will they win the 
peace. And peace in the immediate future 
may well depend as much upon the military 
strength of the democracies as upon their 
moral principles. Until unification is 
achieved that strength will remain hampered, 
confused, and divided. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if we fail 
to live up to our responsibility for organ- 
izing the armed services in an efficient, 
modern manner, we shall have to answer 
to the more than 12,000,000 men who 
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fought in uniform during the war—to 
the families of those who died, as well as 
to those who came back. They know that 
in any modern war the armed services 
must operate as a team. They are inter- 
ested only in the national security and 
in making sure that we, as a people, do 
everything human wisdom can suggest 
to make another war unlikely. We shall 
invite and deserve the condemnation of 
these men so long as we allow these de- 
partmental quarrels to swerve us from 
our duty. It is time to put the interest 
of the country ahead of the selfish inter- 
est of the few mossback admirals who 
hate to see the battleship go the way of 
the mastodon. ,Hard-shell admirals, 
like horse generals, must understand 
that the make-up of the armed services ` 
and the conditions under which they 
must operate are determined by the 
President and by Congress, and not by 
the services themselves. 

Let us have a clearer recognition on the 
part of everyone concerned that this is 
our responsibility, and then let us do our 
duty. I hope and trust that this will be 
the first order of business in the next 
Congress. 

EZHIBIT I 
AMERICA’S PIONEER DEFENSE ORGANIZATION— 

Navy LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES (INCOR- 

PORATED 1903), THE CIVILIAN ARM OF THE 

Navy, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Sheldon Clark, honorary president, 

Ralph A. Bard, president. 

Robert Parkinson, executive vice president. 

John Marshall, judge advocate. 

Robert V, Fleming, treasurer. 

E. M. Collins, secretary. 


NATIONAL VICE PRESIDENTS 
Winthrop Aldrich. 
Rosser J. Coke. 
Wilbur Forrest. 
Frederick Hale. 
Marshall F. McComb. 
Ogden Reid. 
Sinclair Weeks. 
REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENTS 
First, George D. Flynn, Jr. 
Third, Charles Hann, Jr. 
Fourth, William C. Hunneman, Jr. 
Fifth, William H. Labrot. 
Sixth, Lawrence Wood Robert, Jr. 
Seventh, Charles A. Mills. 
Eighth, F. O. Burns. 
Ninth (A), Michael Gallagher, 
Ninth (B), Maurice Moore, 
Eleventh, Morgan Adams. 
Twelfth, Frazer Bailey. 
Thirteenth, Samuel A. Perkins. 
STATE PRESIDENTS AND DIRECTORS 

Alabama, B. Lonnie Noojin, 
Arizona, Harold L. Pickert. 
Arkansas, Truman N. Baker. 
California: 

Northern, E. J. McClanahan, 

Southern, R. F. Gross. 
Colorado, Lawrence A. Phipps. 
Connecticut, Lewis A. Shea, 
Florida, Charles A. Mills. 
Georgia, Hurd J. Crain. 
Illinois, William E. Fay. 
Indiana, Leo T. Dwyer. 
Iowa, William F. Riley. 
Kansas, Harry Darby. 
Kentucky, W. L. Lyons, Jr. 
Louisiana, Marion J. Epley, Jr, 
Maine, John J. Fitzgerald. 
Maryland, Dr. Arthur G. Barrett. 
Michigan, Donald M. Mackie. * 
Minnesota, Paul S. Carroll. 
Mississippi, L. P. Sweatt. 
Missouri, Lloyd C. Stark. 
Nebraska, E. B. Crofoot. 
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New Jersey, Capt. Gill Robb Wilson. 

New Mexico, Norvelle W. Sharpe. 

New York, Addison F. Vars. 

North Dakota, Robert Byrne. 

Ohio, George Codrington. 

Oklahoma, T. A. Nicholson. 

Oregon, Irving D. Winslow. 

Pennsylvania, Charles P. Blinn, Jr 

Rhode Island, A. E. Stebbens. 

South Carolina, Wilton E. Hall. 

South Dakota, Lee R. Girton. 

Texas, Roy Miller. 

Utah, Charles R. Mabey. 

Washington, J. C. Platt. 

West Virginia, Richard Harte. 

Wisconsin, William M. Chester. 
DIRECTORS 

C. Henry Austin, Chicago. 

Chauncey B. Borland, Chicago. 

Britton I. Budd, Chicago. 

Clarence E. Cross, Chicago. 

Clarence Dillon, New York City. 

Mrs. Roger Ferger, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Col. William Innes Forbes, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Maxwell M. Geffen, New York City. 

Gordon Hardwick, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Walter W. Head, St, Louis, Mo. 

Mrs. Edward S. Little, Pelham Manor, N. Y. 

Mrs. Bradford Norman, Jr., New York City. 

Nicholas Noyes, Indianapolis. 

Charles M. O'Boyle, Wilmington, Del, 

M. C. Pfefferkorn, San Diego, Calif. 

I. J. Roberts, Washington, D. C. 

John A. Stevenson, Philadelphia, Pa 

Walter L. Todd, Rochester, N. Y. 

Dr. James E. West, New York City. 

D. C. Wilkerson, Detroit, Mich. 


Mr. WALSH subsequently said: Mr. 
President, at this late hour I do not in- 
tend to make an extended reply to the 
able speech of the Senator from Alabama 
{Mr. HILL} in favor of a merger of the 
armed forces. I do not intend to set 
forth what the Navy believes is the proper 
way of bringing about an integration of 
Army and Navy efforts. 

I wish to say, however, Mr. President, 
that I think it is most regrettable, at the 
end of a war in which glorious service 
Was rendered by the Army, the Navy, the 
Air Corps, and the Marine Corps, that 
we should, within a few short months, 
find those services fighting against each 
other, and public sentiment divided, and 
everyone forgetting the heroic and suc- 
cessful achievement of those services dur- 
ing the war. It is with great regret 
that I have observed the development 
in this country of antagonism among 
those groups, and among the American 
people. 

In my opinion, the way in which to 
treat this subject is, first of all, to recog- 
nize that for nearly 150 years the existing 
order has been satisfactory, beneficial, 
and has led to success in every war in 
which our country was engaged. That 
does not mean that it is impossible to per- 
fect these organizations, and to improve 
them. It does not mean that by unify- 
ing certain activities the national defense 
cannot be improved. So far as I have 
been able to look into the questions in- 
volved, I feel certain that it is possible 
to make some improvements in the ad- 
ministration and in the coordination of 
all branches of the armed forces. But I 
wish to say emphatically that from my 
study of the question I have found no 
evidence of any neglect of duty, or of any 
betrayal of trust on the part of the Army, 
the Navy, or the Marine Corps during the 
war. They have cooperated splendidly 
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in winning the war. If that is a sound 
premise, it should be easy for us to co- 
operate and work together to make what- 
ever changes are necessary to perfect and 
to strengthen these organizations for our 
future security. 

I may say to the able Senator from 
Alabama, whom I esteem greatly, and 
who has made a very extensive study of 
the subject, and whose research and 
study is deserving of weight and consid- 
eration, that I do not mean in any way 
to reflect upon his judgment and_his 
opinion. But, my belief is, that in at- 
tempting to arrive at a solution of this 
problem we should recognize the excel- 
lent features of our present system and 
attempt to perfect them instead of mak- 
ing radical changes which has proven 
defective in every country which has 
tried a single department and a single 
commander over the armed forces. 

The Secretary of War and the Secre- 
tary of the Navy have been Members of 
the Cabinet for nearly 150 years. They 
should not be relegated to the position of 
mere figureheads rather than men with 
great authority, unless there are very 
substantial reasons for making such a 
change. 

The Army and Navy perform radically 
different duties; one operates on the sea 
and the other on land. An officer 
trained in the strategy of land warfare 
and who lacks training and insight in 
the special field of naval strategy and air 
war cannot command successfully a fleet. 
A naval commander, on the other hand, 
who has specialized in the field of naval 
strategy, cannot successfully direct a 
land campaign. Naval officers and army 
officers are educated and trained in a 
different manner and have different 
points of view. Both of these points of 
view are essential in modern warfare, 
and it is impossible for one man to be- 
come competent in each type of warfare. 
History has repeatedly demonstrated 
that full development and efficient utili- 
zation of each of the major military 
arms are fostered only when each branch 
of the service is administered and com- 
manded by officers trained in that 
branch. 

Mr. President, I wish to ask permission, 
if it be necessary, that I be permitted to 
make a reply in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp to some of the matters discussed by 
the able Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WALSH. I repeat that I have pro- 
found respect for the Senator from Ala- 
bama and his views. 

I feel, however, that this controversy 
over the merging of the armed services 
has done more harm than good, as it has 
created animosities, unfriendliness, and 
misunderstandings. 


THE CALENDAR 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to consider the House measures on 
the calendar to which there is no ob- 
jection, beginning with Calendar No. 
1955, which is the point at which the 
last call of the calendar ended, except 
for two Senate bills; and of course, as I 
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have stated, there is no point in having 
the Senate consider Senate bills at this 
time, inasmuch as the House of Repre- 
sentatives has already adjourned. I also 
ask that House bills to which amend- 
ments have been proposed by Senate 
committees be not called, for the same 
reason. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered; and the 
clerk will proceed to state the measures 
on the calendar under the agreement 
just entered. 


STATISTICS OF THE GRADE AND STAPLE 
LENGTH OF COTTON 


The bill (H. R. 4769) to amend section 
5 of the act entitled “An act authorizing 
the Secretary of Agriculture to collect 
and publish statistics of the grade and 
staple length of cotton,” was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


CONTINUANCE OF FARM LABOR SUPPLY 
PROGRAM 


The bill (H. R. 6828) to provide for 
continuance of the farm labor supply 
program up to and including June 30, 
1947, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 2347) to provide and 
insure a dependable supply of domestic 
natural rubber, and for other purposes, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Let the bill be passed 
over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3243) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to establish a National 
Archives of the United States Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes,” was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Cordon] objected to that 
bill, and it would be necessary to amend 
it, in order to enact it now. Therefore, 
inasmuch as the House of Representa- 
tives has already adjourned, I ask that 
the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill will be passed over. 


CLAIMS OF PETROL CORP. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, what action is to be taken 
on Calendar No. 1963, Senate bill 1327? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
bill will not be called, because it is a 
Senate bill, and also because it has 
amendments; and under the agreement 
such bills are not to be called at this 
time. : 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes, Mr. President; 
it is a Senate bill, and there is no chance 
to have it passed by the House at this 
session, inasmuch as the House has al- 
ready adjourned. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I have a resolution pro- 
viding that the matter be referred to the 
Court of Claims, and I should like to of- 
fer the resolution and have it considered 
and agreed to at this time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to having that done. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I send the resolution to the 
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desk and ask that it be stated. It will 
take the place of Senate bill 1327, Cal- 
endar No. 1963, which can be marked off, 
if the resolution is agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S. 
Res. 321), as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill (H. R. 6112) en- 
titled “A bill to confer jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claims of Petrol 
Corp.” now pending in the Senate, to- 
gether with all the accompanying papers, is 
hereby referred to the Court of Claims pur- 
suant to section 151 of the Judicial Code, as 
amended, and the said court shall proceed 
expeditiously with the same in accordance 
with the provisions of such section and re- 
port to the Senate, at the earliest practicable 
date, giving such findings of fact and con- 
clusions thereon as shall be sufficient to in- 
form Congress of the nature and character 
of the demand, as a claim, legal or equitable, 
against the United States, and the amount, 
if any, legally or equitably due from the 
United States to the claimant. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was considered and agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, let 
me inquire in reference to the resolution 
which was just read and agreed to. Does 
it confer authority to render judgment, 
or simply to report back? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
No; it only gives authority to report back 
to the next Congress. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As the clerk read 
the resolution, I thought I understood it 
to provide for the rendering of judg- 
ment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
will say that it only provides for report- 
ing back to the Congress. 

Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. President, with 
that explanation, I have no objection. 

- The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Clerk will state the next bill on the cal- 
endar, in accordance with the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, 


SALE OF SURPLUS VESSELS SUITABLE 
FOR FISHING 


The bill (H. R. 5552) relating to the 
sale by the United States of surplus ves- 
sels suitable for fishing was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


USE OF LANDS IN CONNECTION WITH 
PENSACOLA RESERVOIR, OKLA, 


The bill (H. R. 3058) to authorize the 
use of certain lands of the United States 
for flowage in connection with providing 
additional storage space in the Pensa- 
cola Reservoir of the Grand River Dam 
project in Oklahoma, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 
PREPARATION OF MEMBERSHIP ROLL OF 

YAKIMA INDIANS 

The bill (H. R. 6165) to provide for the 
preparation of a membership roll of the 
Indians of the Yakima Reservation, 
Wash., and for other purposes, was con- 
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sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 


_ the third time, and passed. 


ENTRY UPON INDIAN LANDS TO ENFORCE 
SANITATION, COMPULSORY SCHOOL AT- 
TENDANCE, ETC. 


The bill (H. R. 2893) to amend the act 
of February 15, 1929, was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT GIFTS AND BE- 
QUESTS FOR LIBRARY OF THE POST 
OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


The bill (H. R. 6721) to authorize the 
Postmaster General to accept gifts and 
bequests for the benefit of the library of 
the Post Office Department was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6112) to confer juris- 
diction on the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claims of Petrol Corp., was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Let the bill be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


PLACING OF CHINESE WIVES OF AMERI- 
CAN CITIZENS ON A NONQUOTA BASIS 


The bill (H. R. 4844) to place Chinese 
wives of American citizens on a nonquota 
basis was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HART. Let the bill be passed 
over. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the Senator will with- 
hold his objection until I have an op- 
portunity to make a brief explanation of 
the bill. 

Mr. HART. I shall be glad to do so. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this bill is to permit the Chi- 
nese wives of American citizens, if other- 
wise eligible for admission into the 
United States, to come into the United 
States to join their citizen husbands as 
nonquota citizens, so as to have the same 
privilege which runs to other persons 
eligible for naturalization. 

I may say, Mr. President, that this bill 
has the support of the Bureau of Immi- 
gration of the Department of Justice, 
and I have a letter from the State De- 
partment in which they point out the 
importance of the passage of the bill. 

Coming from a State in which there 
are a considerable number of Chinese- 
American citizens, I wish to say that they 
have made good citizens. They were 
good soldiers in the Army during the war. 

Mr. President, I hope that with the 
explanation I have given the objection 
will be withdrawn. During the period of 
time when the Chinese were permitted to 
bring their wives into this country, over 
a 10-year period—1931-42—there were 
only 767 who came into the country. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 4844) to place Chinese wives of 
American citizens on a nonquota basis 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 
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DIMITRIOS KARAMOUZIS (KNOWN AS 
JAMES C. KARAMOUZIS OR JAMES C. 
KAR) 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to consider the House bill 5527 for 
the relief of Dimitrios Karamouzis. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 5527) 
for the relief of Dimitrios Karamouzis 
(known as James C. Karamouzis or 
James C. Kar). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, - 
read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM S. MEANY 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads has considered favorably a bill 
sponsored by the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McMaHon]. I understood 
the Senator from Kentucky to state that 
Senate bills will not be considered. Am 
I correct? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I said that inasmuch 
as the House had already adjourned, it 
would be futile to consider Senate bills, 

Mr. CHAVEZ. This is a very meri- 
torious bill, and the subcommittee, con- 
sisting of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Meran] and the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. STANFILL], approved the bill. 
It is very meritorious, and only for the 
purpose of protecting the Recorp, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be now 
considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be read by its title for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Cuter CLERK. A bill (S. 1225) for 
the relief of William S. Meany. 

The -PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

i Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ob- 
ect. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. : 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The House has ad- 
journed. Whatever action the Senate 
might take on the bill would not hasten 
the bill to its enactment into law, and 
therefore it would be useless for the 
Senate to pass the bill. Am I not cor- 
rect? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill would not become law. 

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest to the Senator from Michigan that 
while I know the bill can not become law 
even though the Senate passes it, yet 
there is such a thing as a little equity 
to be exercised in connection with a 
reasonable bill. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. I may say that 
there would be an advantage which 
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would be gained if the Senate should 
show by passing the bill that it approved 
it. The claimant in this case is a post- 
master at Greenwich, Conn. The assist- 
ant postmaster stole $68,000. about $50,- 
000 of which was stolen before Meaney 
became postmaster. Some of the money 
has been recovered. That the money 
was stolen was no fault of Meaney’s, 
and he should have been paid a reward 
for aiding in catching the thief which 
the post-office inspectors did not do dur- 
ing the 10 years following the theft of 
the money. The Post Office Department 
has made demands on Meaney for ap- 
proximately $17,000. I do not know 
whether the Post Office will press its de- 
mand during the recess of the Congress. 
I trust that it will not. It might be that 
favorable action on the part of the Sen- 
ate would serve as notice to the Post 
Office Department that it should wait, at 
least, in trying to collect the money until 
the new Congress convenes next year. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to the proposed idle 
ceremony. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I do 
not see why this bill should be given any 
different consideration than any other 
Senate bill on the calendar. I object to 
the Senate considering the bill. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. 
Mr. MEAD subsequently said: Mr. 


President, I hope I have the attention of 
the Senator from Connecticut and the 
Senator from New Mexico when I say 
that I was not here when the discussion 
began with reference to the bill for the 
relief of Postmaster Meany. 

Several months ago, probably in April, 
serving on a subcommittee with the 
junior Senator from Kentucky IMr. 
STANFILL] we heard testimony all one 
morning, and we reported favorably 
upon the bill. Why it was not placed 
on the calendar I do not know. It should 
have been on the calendar several 
months ago. It was not the fault of the 
able senior Senator from Connecticut 
that it was called up at this late hour. 
But in view of the fact that that is one 
bill to which the subcommittee gave 
-several hours of time, hearing the wit- 
nesses who appeared from Connecticut, 
listening to the testimony presented by 
the Post Office Department, and then 
reporting the bill favorably, if nothing is 
done at this time with reference to the 
bill I want the Recorp to show the situa- 
tion. As I have said, it is not the fault 
of the able senior Senator from Connect- 
icut that it was not before us on an 
earlier occasion. 

I do not know of a claims bill which 
received more attention than did this 
bill. I hope the record will be useful in 
the future. I wished to help make the 
record at this time, and I know that if 
the able junior Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. STANFILL] were present, who asked 
me several times why the bill was not on 
the calendar, he would want the Recorp 
to show that he heard the testimony and 
that he favored the bill and wanted it 
Passed. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion being made, nothing further can be 
done with the bill at this time. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
wish to express my thanks to the Senator 
from New York, and to bear out what he 
has said about the junior Senator from 
Kentucky’s position. He spoke to me 
on several occasions about the bill. 
DISSEMINATION BY THE DEPARTMENT 

OF STATE OF INFORMATION ABROAD 

ABOUT THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, ear- 
lier in the day I moved that the Senate 
proceed with the consideration of House 
bill 4982. However, when I made the 
motion opposition was voiced because 
of there being no quorum present. I 
understand that if I persist in the mo- 
tion the point of no quorum will þe 
made again, and even right now the 
number of Senators is dwindling and 
dwindling. In view of the fact that the 
matter can probably be cared for at the 
next session of Congress in January, inas- 
much as it relates only to an authoriza- 
tion, in deference to the wishes and 
convenience of the Members of the Sen- 
ate I shall not press further the motion 
to proceed to consider House bill 4982. 


THE SITUATION IN PALESTINE 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I have 
several telegrams which I ask to have in- 
serted in the Recorp as part of my re- 
marks. These telegrams evidence the re- 
action of thousands of my constituents to 
the latest proposal for the settlement of 
the Palestine problem. That proposal, as 
officially announced by the British Gov- 
ernment, calls for the division of Pales- 
tine into four provinces, one of which 
would be Zionist, and another Arab. The 
other two areas would be controlled by 
a central government, presumably Brit- 
ish. Under this same central govern- 
ment would be the Zionist and the Arab 
provinces. 

Concerning the legislative powers of 
the provincial governments, we have not 
been apprised of the details, although we 
have been given a general description of 
such legislative powers as would be dele- 
gated to the provinces proposed. But, 
regardless of the administrative and 
legislative details of the entire British 
proposal, the plan is contrary to the joint 
resolution concerning Palestine which 
Congress acted upon last December. 

We have long urged the establishment 
of a democratic homeland and refuge for 
the displaced Jewish people of Europe. 
Our President has officially requested that 
100,000 of these victims of persecution be 
admitted into Palestine. Yet, the latest 
proposal makes no clear-cut, uncondi- 
tional provision for such admission. 

On Tuesday of this week the senior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] and the 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Wacner], with whom I was originally as- 
sociated in introducing a resolution on 
Palestine, a modification of which was 
passed by the Senate, objected on the 
floor of the Senate against this British 
proposal for a divided Palestine which is 
contrary to historic title and just 
principles. 

Unfortunately, at the time that their 
eloquent protests were voiced, I was ab- 
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sent from the Chamber on official busi- 
ness. Had I been present, I would have 
joined in their protests and would have 
associated myself with their remarks. 
The receipt of the telegrams which I 
have presented has prompted me to give 
voice today to the pleas of my constit- 
uents for a just and equitable settlement. 
of the Palestine question based on a 
unified homeland for the displaced 
Jewish people. 

According to recent newspaper ac- 
counts, it was brought out in the British 
House of Commons that the execution of 
the plan for a partitioned Palestine may 
well depend upon American acceptance. 
In connection with this report, we have 
also been informed that the President 
will confer with the members of his 
Cabinet committee who have been in 
London discussing the Palestine problem 
with representatives of the British Gov- 
ernment. I sincerely hope and trust 
that our Government, as a result of this 
conference, will decide to reject this 
British proposal, which is so contrary to 
what the United States has been urging. 

Mr. President, I have also a memo- 
randum from the American Christian 
Palestine Committee of Boston, Mass. 
The memorandum concerns the report of 
the Anglo-American Committee of In- 
quiry on Palestine. Hence, it does not 
refer to the content of the latest pro- 
posal for the division of Palestine. How- 
ever, I ask that this memorandum be 
printed in the Record as x» part of my 
remarks since it so adequately summa- 
rizes the events preceding the announce- 
ment of the latest British plan. 

In concluding my remarks, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I quote the final paragraph of the 
memorandum. 

We shall continue unabated in our efforts 
until the aspirations of the Jewish people 
shall have been satisfied In the establishment 


of a democratic Jewish commonwealth in 
Palestine. 


There being no objection, the memo- 
randum and the telegrams were ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


AMERICAN CHRISTIAN PALESTINE 
COMMITTEE, 
Boston, Mass., May 3, 1946. 
MEMORANDUM 
From: The Reverend David R. Hunter. 
To: All members. 

Following is the statement of the New 
England Division of the American Christian 
Palestine Committee concerning the report 
of the Anglo-American Committee of In- 
quiry on Palestine: 

“We endorse the position of the Jewish 
community in Palestine, in consonance with 
the opinion of world Jewry, that only the es- 
tablishment of a Jewish Commonwealth in 
Palestine along the lines of the mandate 
guaranteeing the protection of the religious 
and civil rights of the Arabs will answer the 
crying need of Jewish homelessness. 

“We are gratified that the request of Prest- 
dent Truman for the immediate entry of 
100,000 Jews into Palestine is unanimously 
recommended by the committee. We are 
glad to note that President Truman with- 
holds judgment concerning the future of 
Palestine. 

“The recommendation for the immediate 
entry of 100,000 Jews, further immigration 
into Palestine thereafter, and the rescission of 
the land transfer regulations which restricted 
Jewish purchase of land to only 7 percent 
of the area in Palestine, is recognition of the 
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position taken by the Government of the 
United States, the World Zionist Organiza- 
tion, and the permanent Mandates Commis- 
sion of the League of Nations that the White 
Paper of 1939 is an illegal document contrary 
to the provisions of the Mandate of the 
League of Nations and now incorporated in 
the United Nations Charter. 

“We regret, however, that the committee 
considered it necessary to couple these gains 
with suggestions concerning the future 
status of the government of the land which 
denied the historic rights and aspirations of 
the Jewish people firmly established in inter- 
national law by the Balfour Declaration, the 
mandate for Palestine, and the Anglo-Ameri- 
can Covenant of 1924. 

“We regret also the subordination in the 
committee report of the role to be played 
by the Jewish Agency for Palestine. 

“Even after the 100,000 Jews of Europe will 
have been admitted to Palestine there will 
be left in Europe 1,250,000 destitute victims 
of Fascist persecution, 75 percent of whom 
cannot continue to live in Europe, whose fer- 
vent desire to emigrate to Palestine has been 
substantiated by every impartial government 
observer, 

“We shall continue unabated in our efforts 
until the aspirations of the Jewish people 
shall have been satisfied in the establishment 
of a democratic Jewish commonwealth in 
Palestine.” 


GREENFIELD, Mass., July 31, 1946. 
Senator Davip I. WALSH, 
Washington, D. Q.: 

Our Zionist district comprising 103 mem- 
bers respectfully urge you use influence to 
have Britain's proposal to limit Jewish 
Palestine to 15,000 square miles repudiated. 
We further urge our Government adhere to 
original recommendation that 100,000 desti- 
tute European Jews be immediately admitted 
to Palestine. Our grateful thanks. 

GREENFIELD MONTAGUE ZIONIST DISTRICT. 


-~ Boston, Mass., August 1, 1946. 
Hon. Davin I, WALSH, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Unanimity of opinion of leaders. of the 
Jewish community of Boston deploring recent 
developments in Palestine and the stand 
taken by the Anglo-American Cabinet Com- 
mittee as voiced at a conference held at the 
offices of the Jewish Community Council or 
Metropolitan Boston late yesterday. Follow- 
ing the meeting, Judge David A. Ross, presi- 
dent of the council, made up of 21 major 
organizations and a group of individuals 
chosen from the community at large issued 
this statement: “Britain’s new proposed plan 
to divide Palestine into Jewish and Arab 
provinces with supreme control in the hands 
of the British is clearly an attempt to re- 
duce Palestine to the status of a British 
colony. Moreover, by making the admittance 
of 100,000 Jews contingent upon acceptance 
of this new partition plan, it makes a 
mockery of Britain's word in international 
affairs by violating the recommendations of 
the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry 
on Palestine which unanimously favored the 
immediate admittance of the 100,000 Jews 
into that country. Not only is this plan a 
violation of the commitments Britain 
has made for the establishment of a 
Jewish national home in Palestine but it 
is a repudiation of President Truman’s stand 
on immediate immigration of 100,000 Jews 
into Palestine. Foreign Secretary Ernest 
Bevin has stated publicly that Britain would 
carry out the recommendations of the Anglo- 
American Committee of Inquiry if they were 
unanimous. They were unanimous. The 
new partition plan denies as a practical pos- 
sibility large-scale Jewish immigration into 
Palestine and therefore is against every con- 
ception of humanity and justice. The Brit- 
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ish, who have found President Truman op- 
posed to their policy of vacillation and 
broken promises, are now attempting to make 
him a party to this discredited partition plan. 
Despite the oppressive measures of the 
Attlee-Bevin government the Jewish people 
will continue to condemn violence and blood- 
shed with all their heart and soul. The 
Jewish people are inherently peace loving and 
condemn violence in any form, Liberty- 
loving fellow Americans will join us in sup- 
porting President Truman’s original recom- 
mendations for the immediate admittance of 
100,000 Jews into Palestine and will not ac- 
cept any alternative which negates the legally 
assured rights of future Jewish immigration 
into Palestine. Upon the preservation of 
these rights depend the lives of thousands of 
homeless desperate Jews of Europe.” 


Boston, Mass., August 1, 1946. 
Hon. Davin I, WALSH, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Proposed partition of Palestine is shocking 
answer to President Truman’s request for 
immediate admittance of 100,000 Jews to 
Palestine and an unbearable condition to 
unanimous recommendation of Anglo-Amer- 
ican Committee of Inquiry supporting that 
request. Please convey to the President, in 
person if possible, the horrified reaction of 
the Jewish citizens of New England calling 
for rejection of the proposal urging the im- 
mediate and unconditional entry into Pales- 
tine of the 100,000 Jews now held in European 
displaced-persons camps. 

New ENGLAND ZIONIST EMERGENCY 
COUNCIL, 
Morris MICHELSON, President. 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I heart- 
ily concur in what has been said here 
in the last few days by several Senators 
in condemnation of the policy of Great 
Britain relative to Palestine. What has 
been done and what has been proposed, 
the failure of Great Britain to discharge 
the British mandate over Palestine, and 
the crisis which exists today in that 
country, not only threaten the peace of 
the world, but in my opinion make it 
mandatory that Great Britain be called 
upon to relieve herself of that mandate, 
and allow the United Nations organiza- 
tion to attempt to discharge the responsi- 
bility which the world owes to Palestine. 
I hope that our executive department 
and the State Department will give fur- 
therance to those views. 


* PROSECUTIONS UNDER THE CONSPIRACY STATUTE 


Mr. President, while I am on my feet 
let me say that at the conclusion of the 
consideration by the Senate of the legis- 
lation relative to the drafting of labor, 
and in the concluding hours of the con- 
sideration of that subject by the Senate, 
some difference of opinion was expressed 
by certain Senators relative to the legal 
effect of a certain provision of the bill. 

Upon that subject I have made inquiry 
of the legislative counsel's office, and I 
have a reply from the legislative counsel 
to me which I ask to have incorporated 
in the body of the Recorp immediately 
following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: . 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR PEPPER 

This memorandum is in reply to your re- 
quest for my opinion as to whether a prose- 
cution under the conspiracy statute (sec. 37 
of the Criminal Code) would lie with respect 
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to a violation of section 4 (b) of H. R. 6578 
(the President’s temporary labor bill). 

Section 4 (b) of H. R. 6578 reads as follows: 

“(b) On and after the finally effective date 
of any such proclamation, continuation of a 
strike, lock-out, slow-down, or any other 
interruption at any such plant, mine, or 
facility shall be unlawful.” 

Section 37 of the Criminal Code (18 U. S. C. 
88) provides: 

“If two or more persons conspire either 
to commit any offense against the United 
States, or to defraud the United States in 
any manner or for any purpose, and one or 
more of such parties do any act to effect the 
object of the conspiracy, each of the parties 
to such conspiracy shall be fined not more 
than $10,000, or imprisoned not more than 
2 years, or both.” 

At common law the crime of conspiracy 
was complete when one had agreed with 
others either to do an unlawful act, or to do 
a lawful act in an unlawful way, and to these 
requirements section 37 of the Criminal Code 
has added the requirement that some mem- 
ber of the conspiracy must do an overt act 
in furtherance of the venture. Deacon v. 
United States (C. C. A. Mass., 1941, 124 Fed. 
(2d) 352). Under the section a conspiracy 
is a combination of two or more persons by 
concerted action to accomplish a criminal or 
unlawful purpose, or some purpose not in 
itself criminal, by criminal or unlawful 
means. Duplex Printing Press Company v. 
Derring (254 U. S. 443 (1921)). Persons en- 
tering into agreement, tacit or otherwise, to 
commit an unlawful act are guilty of con- 
spiracy if one of them does some act in pur- 
suance thereof. Chaplin v. United States 
(28 F. (2d) 567 (1928)). 

The annotations are replete with defini- 
tions of conspiracy under the above men- 
tioned section. of the Criminal Code but the 
ones outlined in the foregoing paragraph are 
fairly representative. It is not necessary for 
a statute to prescribe a penalty for an act 
declared unlawful before an indictment will 
lie for conspiracy to commit the forbidden 
act. In United States v. Niroku Komat, (286 
F. 450 (1923)). District Judge Tribbet, in 
overruling a motion in arrest of judgment 
where the defendant had been convicted of 
a conspiracy to conceal and harbor a Japanese 
alien not duly admitted to the United States, 
said: 

“It is plain that section 8 (of the immigra- 
tion laws) provides no penalty for the mis- 
demeanor defined therein of concealing or 
harboring an alien. The penalty only re- 
lates to bringing in or landing in the United 
States the alien. There is not even any 
ambiguity in the statute on this subject. 
In my opinion the fact that no penalty of 
any kind is prescribed by section 8 does not 
bar a prosecution for a conspiracy. Section 
8 describes concealing and harboring an alien 
as an offense, to wit, a misdemeanor. One 
who conspires to commit a misdemeanor 
‘hath offended the law.’” 

Applying the principle laid down in the 
Komai case to subsection 4 (b) it will be 
seen that an indictment for conspiracy will 
lie against any two or more persons who 
conspire to continue a strike, lock-out, slow- 
down or any other interruption at a plant, 
mine, or facility after the finally effective 
date of the President’s proclamation because 
such action is declared to be unlawful. 

The latest decision of the Supreme Court 
with respect to said section 37 was handed 
down on June 10, 1946, entitled “Pinkerton 
and Pinkerton v. the United States.” This 
case dealt with two brothers who were con- 
victed of a conspiracy along with other sub- 
stantive offenses having to do with unlaw- 
ful possession, transportation, and dealing in 
whisky, in fraud of the Federal revenues. 
One of the brothers, Daniel, was in jail for 
other crimes when some of the offenses mak- 
ing up the overt acts of the conspiracy were 
committed by his brother, Walter. The 
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Court found that there was a continuous 
conspiracy and that there was evidence to 
show that the substantive offenses were in 
fact committed by Walter in furtherance of 
the unlawful agreement or conspiracy. exist- 
ing between the brothers. That there was 
no evidence of the affirmative action on the 
part of Daniel which is necessary to estab- 
lish his withdrawal from the conspiracy. 
And that so long as the partnership in crime 
continues, the partners act for each other in 
carrying it forward. The Court said, “It is 
settled that ‘an overt act of one partner may 
be the act of all without any new agreement 
specifically directed to that act.“ It thus 
seems clear that a labor leader in having the 
members of his union continue a strike, 
slow-down, etc., in violation of said section 
4 (b) would constitute the overt act which 
is a necessary ingredient of a conspiracy in- 
dictment and he as well as all members of 
the union joining in such continuation 
would be subject to an indictment under said 
section 37 of the Criminal Code. See also 
D. S. v. Winner (28 F. (2d) 295 (1928)); and 
U. S. v. Hutto (256 U. S. 529 (1921)). 

Ordinarily a strike by a labor organization 
is, of course, not illegal or à conspiracy of 
any sort. However, there are some State 
court cases where activities by labor unions 
have been held to be a conspiracy. In Moore 
v. Cooks, Waiters and Waitresses Unton. No. 
402 (39 Cal. App. 538), picketing of plaintiff's 
restaurant by unions to induce plaintif to 
unionize the restaurant, by compelling the 
women employees to pay their dues to de- 
fendant's union was held to be a conspiracy. 
In Heitkemper v. Central Labor Council of 
Portland and Vicinity (99 Or. 1) it was held 
that where a local union of jewelry workers, 
on failure of employers to reply to a circular 
relative to recognition of the union, met and 
caused a strike, notifying the central labor 
council, which placed the employers on the 
“unfair list, and pickets were stationed about 
the places of business of two of the em- 
ployers, there was a conspiracy, a combina- 

tion of two or more persons by concerted 
action to do an unlawful thing or a lawful 
thing in an unlawful manner. To the same 
effect is State v. Murphy (1 A. (2d) 274). 
where a truck drivers’ union conspired to 
compel truck owners, against their will, to 
employ only union drivers, and nonunion 
drivers against their will to join the union or 
abstain from driving trucks, and to accom- 
plish such purpose committed specified acts 
such as forcibly stopping and detaining 
trucks, damaging them, threatening owners 
and drivers of trucks, and injuring drivers. 
See also Hopkins v. Oxley Stave Company (83 
Fed, 912); Allis-Chaimers Co. v. Reliable 
Lodge (111 Fed. 264). A conspiracy by a trades 
union to boycott a newspaper for refusing 
to unionize its office has been held to be 
illegal. Casey v. Cincinnati Typographical 
Union No. 43 (45 Fed. 135). Other forms of 
boycotts held to be conspiracies by labor 
unions and illegal are found in Thomas v. 
Cincinnati N. O. T. P. Ry. Co. (63 Fed. 803); 
J. C. McFarland Co. v. O’Brien (6 F. (2d) 
1016) ; Hitchman Coal and Coke Co. v. Mitchell 
(245 U. S. 229 (1917) ). 

In conclusion, it may be stated generally 
that the conspiracy statute (sec. 37 of the 
Criminal Code) covers to all intents and 
purposes the situation you had in mind when 
you stated that there was a general criminal 
statute to punish persons for continuing a 
strike made unlawful by section 4 (b). 
While the conspiracy statute applies only to 
two or more persons acting in concert, a con- 
tinuation of a strike, slow-down, or other 
stoppage of work referred to in said section 4 
(b) will of necessity be concerted action on 
the part of a labor union and its members 
and will subject its officers and members to 
a criminal prosecution for conspiracy. That 
Government prosecutors are all too prone to 
use the conspiracy statute when drawing in- 
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dictments is clearly set forth in the Annual 
Report of the Attorney General for 1925, 
pages 5-6, reading as follows: : 

“The Conference of Senior Circuit Judges 
reported in 1925: 

We note the prevalent use of conspiracy 
indictments for converting a joint misde- 
meanor into a felony, and we express our 
conviction that both for this purpose and 
for the purpose—or at least with the effect— 
of bringing in much improper evidence the 
conspiracy statute is being much abused. 

Although in a particular case there may 
be no preconcert of plan, excepting that 
necessarily inherent in mere joint action, it 
is difficult to exclude that situation from the 
established definitions of conspiracy; yet the 
theory which permits us to call the aborted 
plan a greater offense than the completed 
crime supposes a serious and substantially 
continued group scheme for cooperative law 
breaking. We observe so many conspiracy 
prosecutions which do not have this substan- 
tial base that we fear the creation of a 
general impression, very harmful to law en- 
forcement, that this method of prosecution 
is used arbitrarily and harshly. Further, the 
rules of evidence in conspiracy cases make 
them most difficult to try without prejudice 
to an innocent defendant.’” 

Respectfully, 
S. E. RICE, 
Legislative Counsel. 
JUNE 20, 1946. 


TRIBUTES TO SENATOR ANDREWS 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, my col- 
league the senior Senator from Florida 
[Mr. AnpREws]! is voluntarily going out 
of the Senate at the conclusion of this 
session, and this will be the last ses- 
sion of the Senate which, so far as I 
know his present intentions, he will have 
the honor and distinction to attend. 

I am sure that every Senator will miss 
the kindly, friendly, sincere, earnest, and 
patriotic senior Senator from Florida 
from this body. He is rounding out a 
distinguished career of public service 
which has carried him through the legis- 
lative, executive, and the judicial branch- 
es of the government of the State of 
Florida and of the Nation. 

As I said, it was his own choice that he 
retire from the Senate, which he does 
for reasons of health which have plagued 
him for some time. 

It has been a great privilege for me to 
share service in the Senate with the 
senior Senator from Florida. He will 
carry with him not only my affection and 
esteem, but I am sure the affection and 
esteem of every other Senator who has 
had the real pleasure and satisfaction of 
service with Senator ANDREWS in the 
Senate. 

The State of Florida will be greatly 
the loser when his distinguished service 
is no longer being given to the State and 
to the Nation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the Senator from 
Florida in his expressions of esteem and 
good will toward the senior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

I have enjoyed not only the service of 
Senator AnDREWS here, but his personal 
friendship and his cooperation. I wish 
for him long life and health and happi- 
ness in whatever he undertakes. I hope 
that his departure from the Senate will 
not mean that we shall not, from time 
to time, allow our paths to merge so that 
we may see more of him in the future. 
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I thank the junior Senator from Flor- 
ida for giving me this opportunity to ex- 
press my high esteem and my personal 
affection for Senator ANDREWS. 

Mr, WILEY, Mr. President, I wish to 
associate myself with the ideas expressed 
by the two Senators on the other side 
of the aisle toward our good friend the 
“Judge,” as we call him. It has been my 
privilege to visit with him in his home. 
I know his fine wife, and I agree with 
everything that has been said about him. 
I am sorry that ill health has made it 
necessary for him to leave the Senate. 
The people of Florida would have been 
happy to send him back. 

When I was in Florida, everywhere I 
went, I found people of all parties and 
of all creeds who really loved him. He 
had served on the bench with distinc- 
tion, and has found a place in the hearts 
of many of his colleagues in the Senate. 

We join in the wish of the majority 
leader that he may regain his health 
and in his fine home in Florida, down 
there among the lakes, will be able to 
enjoy the grandchildren and his family 
for many years to come. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to join in what has been said about 
Senator ANDREWS. Since he has been in 
the Senate he has rendered great service 
to his State and to the Nation. 


FAREWELL TO DEPARTING SENATORS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, none 
of us knows whether circumstances 
might arise which would require the 
President to call Congress back into ses- 
sion before January. I sincerely trust 
that it will not be necessary for that to 
happen, If it should not happen, there 
are several of our colleagues who will not 
be back with us, including the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. RADCLIFFE], the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Gossetr], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIP- 
STEAD], the Senator from Connecticut 
IMr. Hart], the Senator from Kentucky, 
my colleague [Mr. STANFILL]. I wish to 
express to all of them my best personal 
regards and best wishes for their success 
and happiness in whatever field they may 
be called. 

In the list I include the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Swirt] and the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Bunch. These gen- 
tlemen have served here with us and we 
have formed a personal attachment to 
them, and unless we are called back in 
extra session we will not have them with 
us again. 

Mr. President, I wish for all these gen- 
tlemen long life and happiness and pros- 
perity and success in whatever endeavors 
may call their ability forth, and they all 
have ability, they all have charming per- 
sonality. I would not feel that I were 
performing my duty to myself and the 
Senate if I did not wish for all of them 
the best that life may hold for them in 
the years that are to come. 

I include in the list the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Wiis]. He has been 
here with us for 6 years. We have all 
been endeared to him. He has been a 
gentleman in every sense of the word. I 
express for him the same cordiality and 


1946 


good wishes that I have expressed for the 
other Senators. 

Mr. President, there is another Sen- 
ator who, if we do not come back in ses- 
sion before January, will not be with us, 
and that is the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. Gerry]. If I am not mis- 
taken, he became a Member of the House 
of Representatives at the same time I 
entered the House, in the beginning of 
the Wilson administration. I served 
with him in the House for a number of 
years. I have served with him in the 
Senate. I have for him the highest re- 
spect; though we have not always agreed, 
as I have not always agreed with anyone 
here. It would be a monotonous Sen- 
ate if we always agreed with each other. 
I have not even agreed always with the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is indeed true. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Even so, that makes 
no difference; we respect one another's 
views; we respect one another’s inde- 
pendence; we respect one another’s sin- 
cerity; we respect one another’s 
character. 

The Senator from Rhode Island, with 
whom I served in the House and in the 
Senate, is voluntarily retiring from the 
Senate. Iam sure he takes with him the 
best wishes of the membership of the 
Senate without regard to party, and that 
we wish for him the health, the happi- 
ness and the long life which he so richly 
deserves. 

Mr. President, another distinguished 
Member of the Senate, the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. Austin] will not be 
with us when we reconvene in January, 
He has been appointed to be the United 
States delegate to the Security Council. 
I am sure we are all agreed that he is 
eminently fitted for this important post. 
I can think of no one the President could 
have chosen who could better perform the 
arduous as well as delicate task which 
must be confronted. We wish for him 
every success, and we know he will repre- 
sent the United States with honor and 
ability. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield, 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I appreciate very 
greatly the very generous reference the 
Senator from Kentucky has just made to 
myself and to others who will not con- 
tinue in the Senate. It has been my priv- 
ilege and, I count it, my good fortune to 
have been a Member of the Senate dur- 
ing 12 years which I imagine have been 
as strenuous and as momentous as any 
other 12-year period in the history of our 
country. During all those tragic and 
history-making days I have had the op- 
portunity and pleasure to work in close 
contact with many Members of the Sen- 
ate and I have formed many close friend- 
ships with them which I shall always 
cherish, I leave here with many delight- 
ful memories. These Iam happy to know 
will remain always with me. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to the Senator from Maryland 
that he has served for 12 years through 
a period that has never been exceeded 
‘in importance and in the succession of 
tragic events in the history of the United 
States, He has been a diligent, hard- 
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working, sincere Member of this body, 
and we not only wish for him success 
and good health and happiness, but that, 
since he lives close by, he will come to see 
us frequently after he retires from the 
Senate. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, inas- 
much as the distinguished majority 
leader stated that there were times when 
he was in total disagreement with me, 
I should like to say that I have always 
respected the ability and the leadership 
of the distinguished Senator from Ken- 
tucky, and as this Congress comes to an 
end and I leave for my home, I leave 
with the kindliest feelings toward him 
and toward all my colleagues. 

We have had some pretty tough issues 
to fight out here, but I think it will be 
necessary for me to get back to Nebraska 
and eat a great deal of meat, because I 
can see some further disagreements com- 
ing up after Congress reconvenes in 
January 1947. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in that 
connection I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Nebraska be per- 
mitted to file in the final edition of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD his final market 
report on meat. {Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. WHITE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I regret that I was absent from 
the Chamber when the Senator from 
Kentucky spoke a few moments ago. Al- 
though I did not hear him, I think I can 
tell what he said, and I think I can 
equally well call to mind the things he 
did not say. : 

I am sure that he spoke well of all of 
us on this side of the Chamber. That is 
an evidence of his kindliness and the 
generosity of his nature. I am sure that 
he spoke in approving terms of the work 
of this Congress. Those words were fully 
justified by the record which has been 
made. This has been a Congress of la- 
bor and of great achievements. I believe 
that all of us who have been permitted 
to participate in any way in the work 
have reason to feel gratification for the 
results accomplished. 

I am sure that the Senator from Ken- 
tucky did not say what all of us upon this 
side would wish to say of him. We have 
a keen appreciation of his amazing indus- 
try, his ability, his courtesy, his kindli- 
ness, and the profound knowledge which 
he has manifested of the involved prob- 
lems of legislation which have come be- 
fore the Congress during this session and 
the previous session. 

I think I am justified in saying, after 
a service of approximately 30 years in the 
Congress, that there never has been a 
greater leader, either in the House or in 
the Senate, than our distinguished and 
much beloved friend ALBEN BARKLEY. 


REPUBLICAN CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I had 
intended to make at this time a few re- 
marks relative to the Republican contri- 
butions to the Seventy-ninth Congress. 
Because of the lateness of the hour, I ask 
unanimous consent to have the remarks 
inserted in the body of the RECORD. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to that. I ask unanimous 
consent that, after I read the Senator’s 
contribution, if I wish to make reply I 
may do so. ? 

There being no objection, Mr. BRIDGES’ 
statement was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


REPUBLICAN CONTRIBUTIONS TO SEVENTY-NINTH 
CONGRESS 


Mr. President, as this Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress is drawing to a close, I wish to take a 
few moments and comment brieHy on the 
legislative contributions and achievements of 
the minority, as well as the honors accorded 
to individual Republican Senators. 

Mr, President, the years 1945 and 1946— 
years of the Seventh-ninth Congress—stand 
out in history as years that may affect the 
course of events at home and abroad for 
generations to come. 

During these 2 years, Mr. President, we 
witnessed the end of the most destructive 
of all wars, with the universal plea of all 
war-torn peoples for the birth of a new and 
more hopeful era. 

The dramatic and sudden end of the war, 
however, caught the present administration 
wholly unprepared to fulfill its expected 
leadership either at home or in world affairs. 
Disclosure of secret treaty arrangements and 
the inability to cope with even the most 
fundamental and pressing reconversion prob- 
lems during the transition period has led to 
widcspread distrust of the administration's 
policies. Every poll of public opinion in re- 
cent months shows that the people are aware 
of the administration's failures, and are turn- 
ing to the Republican Party for leadership 
and constructive measures, 

The lack of leadership in the administra- 
tion posed new problems for Congress that 
called for clear-cut legislation and the highest 
order of leadership from the representatives 
of the people in arriving at their solution. 

How the Congress, in general, met these 
problems is now a matter of record, and that 
record is so well known to this audience, at 
least, that it does not warrant repetition at 
this time. 

But, it might be well to review questions 
the American citizens were asking as the 
European and Pacific wars ended within a few 
months of each other just a year ago. Here 
are a few of those questions: 

Will we have a speedy reconversion to full- 
time production? 

Will the Government divest itself of ex- 
traordinary wartime powers and controls in 
order to restore to businessmen, farmers, 
workers, and the American people that free- 
dom from regimentation which has made the 
American system unique among the govern- 
ments of the world? 

Will the Government cut down the size 
of the Federal bureaucracy where millions of 
Government officials have been supported at 
the expense of the American taxpayer? 

Will there be eight to ten million unem- 
ployed as forecast by the administration's 
economists? 

Will the administration be able to guide 
the reconversion of labor wisely from war to 
peace, insuring large peacetime production 
at stabilized wages and prices? 

Will the administration be able to balance 
the budget, and reduce the Federal debt, or 
will it continue with its unsound deficit 
financing and the theory that we can spend 
our way to prosperity? 

Will the United States enforce the making 
of just treaties of peace? 

What will be done about the atomic bomb? 

Will we have to finance the reconstruction 
of the devastated countries all over the world 
as we did following World War I? If so, will 
we be able to do it on better terms? 

What will happen to all of our surplus 
property totaling billions of dollars? Will its 
sale be free of scandals? 
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Will there be plenty of food, clothing, 
housing for the returning 12,000,000 in the 
armed forces? 

Will we get legislation designed to benefit 
all groups of our economy, or will we be 
besiegéd with legislation that favors some 
particular minority group? 

What could President Truman do to meet 
these issues? 

Mr. President, these and hundreds of simi- 
lar questions were asked daily by the Amer- 
ican people and the American press. These 
were some of the problems facing the Con- 
gress in the postwar world, 

r MEETING THE ISSUES 

Mr. President, how did we meet these is- 
sues? 

We all know that many of these issues 
before the Seventy-ninth Congress were so 
vital to the welfare of this and other nations 
that they transcended all political lines and 
called for larger loyalties and a deeper under- 
pea of our own and our neighbor’s prob- 
lems. 

Because of the very nature of some of these 
problems, the Senate of the United States, 
united in a common cause and passed such 
important legislation as the lend-lease ex- 
tension bill; the enlargement of the Export- 
Import Bank; the extension of the Selective 
Service Act; and provided for adjusted taxes. 

On many other measures of national and 
international importance, the majority of the 
Republican Senators united with the ad- 
ministration legislators to insure passage. 
These issues ran the gamut of legislation and 
included such measures as the International 
Monetary Fund and Bank bill; the ratifica- 
tion of the United Nations Charter and the 
participation of the United States in the 
United Nations; the reciprocal trade agree- 
ments extension bill; the United Nations re- 
lef and rehabilitation; the Federal em- 
ployees pay increase bill; the Mexican-United 
States water treaty; the manpower bill; Fed- 
eral aid to airports; the British loan; full 
employment; the Case labor bill, and many, 
many others. 


STAND ON UNSOUND LEGISLATION 


Republicans were active in all of these 
measures and succeeded in making coustruc- 
tive contributions to most of them. With 
regard to many other measures, the majority 
of Republican Senators refused to go along 
with what we believed was an attempt to 
fasten the strait-jacket of planned economy 
on a free people. 

The majority has the power of the purse 
and patronage, together with the power of 
the Presidency, the power of the committee 
chairmen, the predominance of Democrats 
in congressional committees, and the con- 
trol over departments and agencies of gov- 
ernment. The Democratic majority has had 
an arsenal of weapons capable of bending 
the country to their will and withering all 
opposition. 

Since the minority party does not have the 
power to block or to change the course of 
the New Deal government, they have to 
adopt such means available to them. The 
role of the Republican minority, especially 
in times when new courses are being set for 
the Nation, is to serve as a vigorous and con- 
structive opposition to the administration. 
The minority party can discharge this re- 
sponsibility in a number of effective ways. 

First, they can analyze administration 
proposals and operations and hold them up 
to the clear light of reason and debate. I 
‘submit that the Republican representation 
in the House and Senate has discharged this 
duty with great distinction. But analysis 
is not enough. Republican obligation goes 
farther than this. Its second duty is to 
criticize, protest, and denounce all admin- 
istration operations that are against the best 
interests of the country. This obligation, 
also, we have discharged with vigor and 
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distinction even at the risk of incurring 
the displeasure of those who do not under- 
stand the functions of a minority in gov- 
ernment and the limitations on minority 
operations. Third, the Republicans can use 
their places on committees and on the floor 
of Congress to reason out and correct the 
laws proposed by the administration. It is 
because we are performing this duty of mak- 
ing workable laws in the best way open to 
us that you hear so much of Republican 
amendments to administration bills, 

The minority party can also use their yotes 
to defeat measures which are wrong in prin- 
ciple. Lacking sufficient votes to control, we 


* can only be successful in this when some 


Democrats break away from their own party 
controls and come to our support. Minority 
members can and do take an active part 
in congressional investigations to bring out 
the facts bearing upon national problems 
and in this way bring the real situation to 
the attention of the people. 

The minority party will support sound 
legislation, but will have no part of unsound 
legislation. For instance, in the first session 
of the Seventy-ninth Congress, the President 
set forth a 21-point program, with most of 
the 21 points more or less favoring some 
small segment of our economy rather than 
the Nation as a whole. The President termed 
this as “must” legislation, 

In retrospect, this “must” legislative pro- 
gram looks suspiciously like a political pro- 
gram designed to draw together the disinte- 
grating Roosevelt strength and put it behind 
President Truman. It promised so much to 
so many different groups that Congress, as 
the representative of all the people could 
not bring itself to the point of cooperating 
for the passage of all the confused and con- 
glomerate measures. 


REPUBLICAN-SPONSORED LEGISLATION 


Mr. President, while the Republican Sena- 
tors are unable to carry through a legisla- 
tive program of their own, they have the 
power to work against bad legislation and to 
amend other measures to make them better. 
Mr. President, for the record, I would like to 
comment briefly on Republican-sponsored 
legislation during the sessions of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress. 

In the first session, Republicans sponsored 
a large number of amendments, resolutions, 
and substitutes to administration measures. 
Most of these were passed unanimously or by 
voice vote. Only a small number went to 
a record vote. Six out of the thirty Republi- 
can sponsored measures which went to rec- 
ord vote were adopted—the Bushfield 
amendment to the manpower bill, the Wherry 
amendment to the price control extension 
bill, the Brewster amendment to the Fed- 
eral aid to airports, the Taft-Radcliffe amend- 
ment to the Full Employment Act, and the 
Donnell amendment to the reorganization of 
Government agencies. 

Dozens of other Republican proposals to 
pending legislation were carried by voice vote 
and unanimous consent, In almost every 
case, these were constructive proposals to 
make legislation more equitable and more 
workable in the real interests of the Amer- 
ican people. 

In view of the administration’s policy of 
irresponsible spending, it is interesting to 
note in passing that the Taft-Radcliffe 
amendment to the Full Employment Act of 
1946, providing that “any program of Fed- 
eral investment and expenditure for the fiscal 
year 1948, or in peacetime, should be ac- 
companied by a taxation program designed 
to prevent any net increase in the national 
debt,” passed the Senate by an unopposed 
82 to 0 vote, the only unanimous recorded 
vote cast for a measure during the entire 
session, 

Republicans proved to be even more effec- 
tive in the second session of this Congress. 
Again we proposed a vast number of im- 
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provements in pending legislation and in- 
itiated many new measures of our own. A 
latge number carried by voice vote and by 
unanimous consent, Even in those im- 
portant measures that went to record vote, 
Republicans made an outstanding contribu- 
tion. 

Of the 34 amendments or substitutes of- 
fered to bills up to July 16, on which a 
record vote was taken, 16 were adopted, 
while 2 others, namely, the Smith amend- 
ment to the national science foundation 
bill and the Taft amendment to the OPA 
extension bill were only rejected on tie votes, 
the former on a 34-34 deadlock and the lat- 
ter on a 40-40 vote. 

Among the amendments offered and 
adopted during this present session were: 
the Capehart amendment to the Fair Labor 
Standards Act; the Taft-Ball “cooling off” 
amendment to the Case labor bill; the Taft 
fact-finding amendment to the same bill; the 
Taft-Ball amendment making unions liable 
for contract violations and elimination of 
secondary boycotts; the Gurney amendment 
to the selective service bill; the Taft-Wherry- 
Cordon, and the Taft-Butler amendments 
to the first OPA extension bill; the Hart 
amendment to the National Science Founda- 
tion; the Wherry amendments to decontrol 
meat, dairy products, milk, and poultry on 
OPA's second trip through Congress during 
this session; the Moore amendment to de- 
control petroleum; the Knowland-Ferguson 
amendment exempting from OPA rent con- 
trol those States that have their own rent 
control laws; and the Bridges amendment 
to decontrol feeding grains. Every one of 
these decontrol provisions to the OPA bill 
was an attempt to restore to the people their 
right to conduct their own affairs in a free 
economy. 

Proof beyond dispute of the Republican 
Party's defense of the personal freedom of 
every individual American citizen is that not 
a single Republican Senator supported the 
Democratic administration’s request Pd 
power to draft the workingmen of is 
country. 

On May 29, 1946, when the motion was 
made to strike from H. R. 6578 a provision 
by which the President would have been 
given power to draft the wage earners of the 
country into the Army despite the basic 
right of personal liberty, every Republican 
vote was cast in favor of that motion and 
against forced labor. 

All in all, nearly 50 percent of the amend- 
ments, substitutes, or resolutions offered by 
Republicans for a record vote on the floor of 
the Senate during the second session were 
adopted. 

A far greater number proved to be such 
excellent improvements to pending measures 
that they passed by voice vote and unani- 
mous consent. That record speaks more elo- 
quently than I can do on the subject of 
constructive legislation offered by the minor- 
ity party. 


REPUBLICAN ATTENDANCE RECORD 


Individually and collectively, the Repub- 
lican Senators have a just right to be proud 
of the attendance record they have estab- 
lished in committee work and on the floor 
of the Senate during the sessions of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress. 

Early in the first session the minority whip, 
the distinguished and energetic Senator from 
Nebraska, Senator Wuerry, spoke in defense 
of the Republican attendance record. The 
tribute he paid to his colleagues for their 
splendid attendance record is warranted on 
the basis of the record. Throughout both 
sessions of the Seventy-ninth Congress the 
Republican Senators have established an at- 
tendance record unequaled by their Demo- 
cratic colleagues across the aisle, 

That the Republicans were well represented 
from the very first roll call of the first ses- 
sion is evidenced by the fact that they led in 
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percentage of party voting in 33 out of the 
first 43 measures to come before the Senate 
for a record vote. They have worked long, 
diligently, and faithfully on committees to 
which they have been assigned and have 
made many constructive suggestions which 
have been incorporated into the bills or 
adopted as amendments thereto. 


REPUBLICAN ACHIEVEMENT 


Mr. President, while time does not allow 
me the opportunity to chronicle all of the 
numerous honors and tributes which have 
been accorded to many of the Republican 
Senators during these sessions of the Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress, I am sure that it is not 
too much of an imposition on the time of 
the Members of this body merely to mention 
in passing that Republicans and Democrats, 
not only in this Chamber, but throughout 
the country as well, applauded the Presi- 
dent’s elevation of one of our number, the 
distinguished junior Senator from Ohio, the 
Honorable Harold H. Burton, to the post as 
Associate Justice of the United States Su- 
preme Court, as well as the appointment of 
the Senator from Vermont, WARREN R. Aus- 
TIN, as representative to the Security Council 
of the United Nations Organization, and the 
selection of the senior Senator from Michigan, 
ARTHUR H. VANDENBERG, as delegate to the 
San Francisco Conference and advisor to the 
Foreign Ministers Conference in London and 
Paris. 

In this field of foreign policy, Mr. Presi- 
dent, Republicans have performed signal 
service. In the war years we cast aside all 
partisan influences and stood solidly with 
all others as Americans united for victory. 
It is our policy also to serve in the interests 
of peace without partisanship. In all our 
work in the Seventy-ninth Congress, the rec- 
ord is clear that we favored every measure 
of foreign policy which consults intelligent, 
American self-interest, and which sustains 
the dignity, the honor, and the safety of the 
United States; which faithfully seeks inter- 
national security and peace-with-justice 
through vigorous support of the United Na- 
tions; and which once more encourages clos- 
est cooperative unity with our pan-American 
neighbors, north and south. 

It is our principle that our country work 
closely and wholeheartedly with all our al- 
lies for just peace treaties; to reestablish hu- 
man rights and fundamental freedoms 
through a peoples’ peace; and to terminate 
the need for American occupational troops 
abroad. 

Republicans generally supported an ex- 
tension of the reciprocal trade treaty pro- 
gram in general, but I think it is well estab- 
lished that a majority of us opposed giving 
the President power to further reduce rates 
by 50 percent. We are not against a reason- 
able reduction of tariff rates, but there is 
such a thing as going to extremes and this 
certainly does things to extreme. Our po- 
sition on this point is very simple; we fa- 
vored every measure for expanded foreign 
trade except those, which in our judgment, 
threatened to be at the expense of the Ameri- 
can producer, the American worker, our 
standard of living, and the necessities of our 
national defense. 

The Republican Party believed with the 
American people that the United States went 
to war to protect the principles which are 
dear to this great Nation of freemen. We 
believed when we went to war that we were 
helping to establish a reign of decency in the 
world. That is what American men and 
thrust upon the United States, That is what 
the Republican Party believed when war was 
thrust upon the United States. That is what 
the Republican Party believes now. 

The world learned in a cruel, bloody way 
that appeasement of wrong leads only to war. 
The Republican Party believes that only a 
completely firm stand for American prin- 
ciples can lead to a real peace on earth. 
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The Republican Party believes that Ameri- 
ca should bear the torch of moral leadership 
high and not leave that task solely to the 
little nations of the world. 

The Republican Party believes there is no 
proper place for the compromise of American 
principles of freedom, decency, justice, and 
honor, The Republican Party believes that 
as the American people instinctively hope 
and work for peace their hopes should not be 
dashed and their work should not be blocked 
by any effort of any other government to 
compromise the very principles which are 
the only certain guide posts to lasting peace. 

We are proud of the contributions which 
Republican spokesmen have made to post- 
war foreign policy, and which demonstrate 
the dependability of Republican leadership 
in our foreign relations. But we believe in 
a united, unpartisan foreign policy so far as 
possible; and, whether in the minority or 
the majority, we shall welcome this result. 

I could go on, Mr. President, with a roll 
of honors and tributes accorded the in- 
dividual Republican Senators during the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, but to do so would 
be to take much more time than I have at 
my disposal, but I do want to say for this 
group and for the record, that rarely in my 
recollection, has more or greater honor come 
to Members on this side of the aisle, or to 
the Republican Party so long as it has been 
in the minority, as has come during these 
sessions of the Seventy-ninth Congress. 

The role of the minority in Congress, Mr. 
President, is often a trying one. The part 
it must, of necessity, play as the opposition 
party, is far too often misinterpreted as the 
role of the reactionary and obstructionist. 
Individual Republican Senators and the 
party in general, Mr. President, have come 
in for unwarranted abuse by persons entirely 
unaware of the real facts. Even a cursory 
glance at legislation designed to speed our 
national recovery program, such as housing, 
lifting of Government controls, the stand on 
a balanced budget, return to the States of 
State’s rights, and veterans’ benefits, to 
mention just a few, will prove that the Re- 
publicans did not follow, but led in this 
type of legislation. 

Mr. President, as I have mentioned previ- 
ously, the minority party can, and will, sup- 
port good, constructive legislation designed 
for all the people, but will unalterably op- 
pose a legislative pattern which favors some 
particular group or some small segment of 
our economy. Such legislation, Mr. Presi- 
dent, only extends the Government control 
over the economy. 

Ever since the Republican Party was 
founded back in the days of Abraham Lin- 
coln, Mr, President, it has been the party 
of the people, by the people, and for the 
people—all the people. Nowhere is this more 
evidenced than in the party's stand on so- 
called social legislation. Now, as then, the 
Republican Party gives full support to the 
basic principle of our republican form of 
government, namely, that it exists to pro- 
tect and advance the welfare of all of our 
people and not just a privileged few. We in- 
sist that the liberties and civil rights of all 
the people must be of primary concern to 
our form of government. A review of all so- 
cial legislation enacted during the Seventy- 
ninth Congress, such as public and veterans’ 
housing, hospital and welfare care, food to 
the starving nations of the world through 
special legislation I sponsored and through 
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilita- 
tion organization, will reveal that human 
values and the dignity of the individual are 
still the primary concern of the Republican 
legislators. 

Republican opposition to legislation is 
often a great service to the country. As an 
example, Mr. President, I cite the case of 
OPA legislation. During the war years, there 
was some excuse for the regimentation of 
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price controls. But in peacetime a free de- 
mocracy has no place for government price 
fixing. The stupid and often intolerable 
maladministration by the OPA has all but 
wrecked the economy. We saw so-called 
price control disintegrate into profit con- 
trol when the Administration foolishly be- 
lieved the starry-eyed economists in OPA 
and the Commerce Department who main- 
tained that we could have higher wages for 
all without higher prices. We saw scarcity 
in the land of plenty. 

Black markets sprung up in essential items 
of food, clothing, building materials, and 
staple commodities. Instead of meeting the 
situation in a realistic manner the OPA sent 
an army of supersnoopers and cheeky check- 
ers throughout the land. It did no good. An 
ever-increasing number of items disappeared 
from the merchants’ shelves until meat, for 
example, was 90 percent black market. Pro- 
duction increased in many lines, but the 
inept administration of price controls forced 
much of this material into black markets. 

Republican amendments that would do 
away with the black markets and restore con- 
fidence and faith to the manufacturer and 
retailer were made the political basis for a 
Presidential veto. 

Then, Mr. President, we saw a miracle hap- 
pen in this country. In 24 days the back of 
the black market was broken. Meat came 
through legitimate channels in ever-increas- 
ing quantities at steadily lower prices. Mr. 
President, I believe that the Republican 
amendments to the OPA bill accomplished in 
24 days what this administration has been 
unable to accomplish in 4 years—and that 
was the elimination of the black market. 

It wasn't a ClIO-inspired buyers strike 
as the radical press and CIO would have you 
believe. It wasn't the curtailment of Army 
orders for meat as the face-saving OPA would 
have you believe. It was neither of these, 
Mr. President. The fact is that it was the 
40,000,000 housewives who were willing to 
give the Republican old-fashioned idea of the 
law of supply and demand a chance to work 
that broke the black market in meat, and 
will break the black market in any com- 
modity if given a chance to work. 

At the same time, Mr. President, Republi- 
cans have attacked this price problem from 
their more constructive angles. Everyone 
knows that Government spending—the mon- 
etization of public debt—has contributed 
enormously to the inflationary conditions we 
now face. Republicans have fought this ir- 
responsible administration policy in season 
and out. We have demanded economy. We 
have insisted that the Government clean up 
its own financial household and balance its 
Budget. Had Mr. Truman’s 21-point pro- 
gram been carried out, the enormous Gov- 
ernment expenditures it contained would 
have tipped the scales toward wild inflation. 
Republicans resisted these measures, made 
many of them more modest, and blocked 
others that would have bankrupted the Fed- 
eral Treasury. At the same time, Mr. Presi- 
dent, Republicans have taken the lead in 
demanding relief for the people of this coun- 
try from a Federal tax load that takes al- 
most one-quarter of every person’s income 
and retards incentive of producers to turn 
out the goods we sorely need. No one will 
work longer or harder merely to satisfy the 
tax gatherer. The administration has not 
yet learned that simple lesson, but it has 
long been a guiding principle for Repub- 
licans. Lift the heavy load of Government 
from the backs of the people and production 
and competition will take care of inflation, 

When I say that Republicans have fought 
diligently for economy and a balanced budget, 
I know whereof I speak. A part of the battle 
fell upon minority members of the Appro- 
priations Committee where Government 
expenditures have to be analyzed and ap- 
proved. As ranking minority member cf 
that committee I can tell you we faced a 
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stupendous job. Countless hours have been 
put in by us to weigh and cut down Gov- 
ernment expenditures. It was a labor few 
people outside of Congress realize and it 
does not have the glamour that makes news- 
paper headlines. But it is of great impor- 
tance to the people of this country. 

Republicans took the initiative in this and 
with the help of some Democrats who also 
believe in sound Government finance, billions 
of dollars have been saved for the people of 
this country. 

Mr. President, the majority of the Repub- 
lican Senators have supported veterans’ leg- 
islation on a wholly impartial basis, as it 
naturally should be. They have been in 
the forefront in the campaign for adequate 
housing, complete medical care for the dis- 
abled, including automobiles for the ampu- 
tees. They have endorsed the broadening 
of the benefits to the veterans under the 
GI bill of rights, including more substantial 
educational benefits and terminal pay for 
the enlisted men and women. 

Another contribution of the Republican 
Senators for which all members of this group 
should be truly grateful was the exposure 
and ultimate curtailment of the huge Gov- 
ernment propaganda machine that spends 
$74,000,000 a year and uses the services of 
45,000 publicity agents to push Government- 
inspired legislation through the Congress, 

any and all means at its disposal, 
including distortion of truth and unwar- 
ranted attacks on the Congress itself. It 
remained for Republican Senators to turn 
the blistering spotlight on the vicious meth- 
ods used by the Government propaganda 
machine during the course of the debate 
on the Bretton Woods and OPA legislation. 
This very revealing exposure has led this 
body to take measures to curb such future 
bureaucratic attacks upon the Congress and 
the people of the country; and the policy 
started in curbing the use of propaganda by 
the OPA should be extended to all of the 
other Government agencies. This, Mr. Pres- 
ident, was merely another of the unglamour- 
ous, though necessary, accomplishments of 
the Republican minority. 

In the late war we have stamped out fas- 
cism and nazism by force of arms. But com- 
munism we have with us still today. They 
have not given up their ideal of world con- 
quest by propaganda or by force. J. Edgar 
Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, warned publicly that the dan- 
ger of communism in this country today is 
greater than ever before. We cannot close 
our eyes to the fact that Communists have 
infiltrated the various agencies of our Gov- 
ernment, the labor unions, the veterans’ or- 
ganizations, and community bodies. In their 
subversive way they plant the seed of dis- 
trust and suspicion, of prejudice and hatred, 
of bigotry and intolerance. They set class 
against class, creed against creed, and race 
against race. 

Mr. President, the time has long since past 
to be on our guard against this menace to 
our national security and freedom. We must 
now take forceful steps to rid ourselves of 
this element in our Government agencies, 
especially our State Department. Republi- 
cans have been, and intend to be, eternally 
vigilant on all appointments to Government 
offices to be certain that only men who re- 
Spect our American system are appointed to 
Government positions, and not men who will 
use their appointive offices to further their 
own political ambitions, or men who will fan 
the flames of communism by spreading dis- 
content among our people and distrust of 
our institutions and our laws. 

We are all very familiar with the very ac- 
tive part Republican Senators have taken in 
congressional investigations, such as the re- 
cent Pearl Harbor probe and the current in- 
vestigation of war profiteers. It is only 
through such investigations, Mr. President, 
that we are able to bring the true situation 
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to the attention of the public. The admin- 
istration in control of the Government can- 
not be expected to investigate itself, except 
when it seeks scapegoats for political effects. 
Only the minority can be a natural instru- 
ment for such exposures. 

Even through such means of exposure 
as the investigation committees, the minor- 
ity party is handicapped. We all know that 
it is the democractic majority that sets the 
time of the hearings, fills the staff positions, 
determines in a large measure the kind of 
facts that will be presented by witnesses, 
and sets the tone of the report to be made. 

In spite of all these handicaps, however, 
the minority party must, in the interest of 
good government, national security, and the 
safety and freedom of the people, bring such 
matters of maladministration and corruption 
to the attention of the people. 

Also, Mr. President, in the case of Presi- 
dential appointments, it is the responsibility 
of the minority to protest any such appoint- 
ments which would not be in the best inter- 
ests of the country. That the minority can 
do a good job of bringing out all the facts 
is vividly evidenced by their action in the 
cases of the Edwin Pauley and the Aubrey 
Williams nominations. : 

Mr. President, the Republican Party still 
stands for a Government of the people, for 
the people, and by the people. It will offer 
itself to no special group. It believes in the 
maximum decentralization of Government 
services and the restoration to the States 
and to the people of those extra Federal 
activities appropriated as a wartime emer- 
gency. It believes in and can achieve a bal- 
anced budget, in practice and not on paper. 
It is of the firm conviction that the sooner 
we return to a balanced budget, the sooner 
we will have sanity, economy, and efficiency in 
our National Government. 

Mr. President, in the short time at my dis- 
posal, I have merely highlighted, in a very 
general way, the contributions made by the 
Republicans in this great body, to legisla- 
tion enacted during the two sessions of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress. I only wish, Mr. 
President, that I had the time to give a more 
detailed account of the many worth-while 
achievements of each and every Senator on 
this side of the aisle. The list of accom- 
plishments is long and worthy of greater 
tribute than I have had time to accord to 
it. But, borrowing from the Navy parlance— 
to each of my colleagues, may I say “Well 
Done.” 


TRIBUTE TO SENATORS WHEELER AND 
SHIPSTEAD 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, Iam one 
of those who believe that upon each 
State falls the responsibility for deter- 
mining who shall be its representatives 
in the Congress and who shall be its legal 
Officials. I feel it my duty at this time 
to say a word in respect to two Senators 
who will not be with us at the next Con- 
gress. I wish to say that I have known 
the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] for many years. It is my sin- 
cere and honest opinion that the senior 
Senator from Montana has rendered 
valuable service to the welfare of his 
country throughout his service in the 
Senate. Of course, it is Montana’s busi- 
ness as to who shall represent it in the 
Senate. 

I may say also that my association with 
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
SHIPSTEAD] has always been most pleas- 
ant. Notwithstanding he is a Repub- 
lican, I consider him to be a loyal, patri- 
otic American, and that, as he under- 
stood his duty, he has rendered valuable 
service to his country. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
concur in what the Senator from New 
Mexico has said in respect to the Senator 


from Montana and the Senator from 


Minnesota and in what has been said in 
regard to other Senators who will not 
return. I know the hour is getting late 
and I do not want to detain the Senate. 
I, too, have served with the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], who has 


‘spent 24 of the best years of his life in 


the service of his State and of his Nation, 
It has been my good fortune to have 
served under him as a member of the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce over 
which, as chairman, he has presided with 
great distinction. He is a great states- 
man. He has served his State and his 
Nation well. He has been willing to help 
his colleagues at every possible oppor- 
tunity. I wish to join the Senator from 
New Mexico in his tribute to the Senato 
from Montana. ` 


THE NATIONAL TRIBUTE GROVE—AD-- 
DRESS BY SENATOR KNOWLAND 


[Mr. KNOWLAND asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Recorp an address 
entitled “The National Tribute Grove,” re- 
cently delivered by him, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR PEPPER BEFORE 
THE AMERICAN SLAV CONGRESS 


{Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address de- 
livered by him at the Third All-Slav Day 
Rally of the Midwest Division of the Ameri- 
can Slav Congress, held at Pilsen Park, July 
7, 1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


CONTROL AND DEVELOPMENT OF ATOMIC 
ENERGY—ADDRESS BY HON. HENRY A. 
WALLACE 


[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address en- 
titled “Why Is the Control and Development 
of Atomic Energy a World Problem?" de- 
livered by Hon. Henry A. Wallace, Secretary 
of Commerce, on July 31, 1946, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 


CHARTER FOR WORLD HEALTH—ADDRESS 
BY SURGEON GENERAL PARRAN 

{Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address en- 
titled “Charter for World Health,” delivered 
by Dr. Thomas Parran, Surgeon General of 
the United States Public Health Service, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


VITAL PROBLEMS BEFORE THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILEY 

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp an address, pre- 
pared by him, entitled “Vital Problems Be- 
fore the American People,” which appears in 
the Appendix. | 


OUR FOREIGN POLICY—INTERVIEW BE- 
TWEEN SENATOR CAPPER AND SENATOR 
WILEY 


{Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recor a copy of an inter- 
view between himself and Senator Carrer to 
be held over the radio on Saturday, August 3, 
1946, which appears in the Appendix.] 


RECEPTION AT WHITE HOUSE AND MEET- 
ING OF ELECTORS ON INAUGURATION 
DAY, JANUARY 20, 1945 
IMr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the Rrconp a statement 

with reference to the reception at the White 
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House and meeting of electors on inaugura- 
tion day, January 20, 1945, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 


THE IMPORTANCE OF CONCILIATION AND 
ITS WORK—STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
MEAD 
[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp a statement pre- 

pared by him entitled “The Importance of 

Conciliation and Its Work,” which appears in 

the Appendix. ] 


IRELAND BACK IN THE NEWS—ARTICLE 
BY WILLIAM A. MILLEN 


Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorn an article enti- 
tled “Ireland Back in the News,” written by 
William A. Millen and published in the 
Washington Star of June 23, 1946, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR TAFT 


Mr. TAFT asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recorp a statement re- 
specting the wool bill, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 


LETTER FROM MRS. EMMA GUFFEY 
MILLER TO SENATOR BARKLEY 


Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Rscorp a letter addressed 
to Senator BarKiey by Mrs. Emma Guffey 
Miller, national committeeman, dated July 
31, 1946, dealing with the equal-rights 
amendment, which appears in the Appen- 
dix.] 


TRIBUTE TO SIDNEY HILLMAN BY REV. 
GEORGE G. HIGGINS 
Mr. GUFPEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Recor a tribute to Sid- 
ney Hillman by Rev. George G. Higgins, as- 
sistant director, social action department, 
NCWC, which appears in the Appendix.] 


TRIBUTE TO HENRIK SHIPSTEAD 
[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Record an article writ- 
ten by him entitled “Tribute to HENRIK 
Surpsreap,” which appears in the Appendix.] 


EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT—ADDRESS 
BY FLORENCE L. C. KITCHELT 

[Mr. MCMAHON asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the Recorp a radio ad- 

dress entitled “Is the Equal Rights Amend- 

ment Equitable to Women?“ delivered by 

Florence L. C. Kitchelt, chairman, Connecti- 

cut Committee for the Equal Rights Amend- 

ment, on July 15, 1946, which appears in the 

Appendix. ] 

LETTERS WRITTEN BY SENATOR MITCH- 
ELL REGARDING INITIATIVE 166, PEND- 
ING IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the Recorp three letters writ- 

ten by Senator MITCHELL on the subject of 
initiative 166, pending in the State of Wash- 
ington, which appear in the Appendix.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, informed the Senate that, 
pursuant to the provisions of House Res- 
olution 753, adopted by the House Au- 
gust 2, 1946, the Clerk of the House 
had appointed Mr. Harry Newlin Megill 
as the official in his office to be the Act- 
ing Clerk of the House as provided in 
said resolution. 

The message announced that the 
House had agreed to the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 76) authorizing 
the signing of enrolled bills and joint 

‘resolutions after the adjournment of the 
present session of Congress. 
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ADDITIONAL ENROLLED BILLS 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, August 2, 1946, he pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 


S. 2100. An act to remove the limitations 
on the amount of death compensation or 
pension payable to widows and children of 
certain deceased veterans; 

S. 2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; 

S. 2256. An act to amend the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944; 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of lands in the District of Columbia and 
the States of Marylarid and Virginia requisite 
to the comprehensive park, parkway, and 
playground system of the National Capital,” 
approved May 29, 1930; 

S. 2332. An act to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the City of Albany, N. Y., may be 
paid into the general fund of such city; 

S. 2408. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
raary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to 
certain fees; 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States military 
or naval service, and for other purposes; 

8. 2477. An act to authorize the Veterans“ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in render- 
ing services in connection with the ad- 
ministration of certain training programs 
for veterans, and for other purposes; 

S. 2479. An act to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the Regu- 
lar Army; and 

S. 2498. An act to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property 
in and contiguous to the waters of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of exec- 
utive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 


REPORT AND CONFIRMATION OF NOM- 
INATION OF ARTHUR A. MAGUIRE TO 
BE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE 
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I report 
favorably the nomination of Arthur A. 
Maguire, of Pennsylvania, to be United 
States attorney for the middle district 
of Pennsylvania, and I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hurrman in the chair). Is there objec- 
tion to the present consideration of the 
nomination? 

There being no objection, the nomina- 
tion was considered and confirmed, 
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REPORT AND CONFIRMATION OF NOMINA- 
TION OF COMMANDER JOHN F. ROBIN- 
SON TO BE STATE DIRECTOR OF SELEC- 
TIVE SERVICE FOR CONNECTICUT 


Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, on 
behalf of my colleague from Utah [Mr. 
Tuomas], from the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs I report favorably the nomi- 
nation of Commander John F. Robinson 
to be State director of selective service 
for Connecticut, and ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the nomination? 

There being no objection, the nomi- 
nation was considered and confirmed. 


PROTOCOL TRANSFERRING TO THE FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION OF 
THE UNITED NATIONS THE FUNCTIONS 
AND ASSETS OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURE 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider Executive 
H (79th Cong., 2d sess.), a protocol 
dated at Rome, March 30, 1946, termi- 
nating the Rome Convention of June 7, 
1905, and transferring the functions 
and assets of the International Institute 
of Agriculture to the Food and Agricul- 
ture Organization of the United Na- 
tions, which was read the second time, 
as follows: 

Proroco: TRANSFERRING TO THE FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS THE FUNCTIONS AND ASSETS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURE 
The Governments signatories to this 

Protocol, 

Being parties to the Convention signed at 
Rome on June 7, 1905, creating the Interna- 
tional Institute of Agriculture (hereinafter 
called the Institute), 

Considering it desirable that the Institute 
(including the International Forestry Center, 
hereinafter called the Center) be dissolved 
and that the functions and assets thereof be 


-transferred to the Food and Agriculture Or- 


ganization of the United Nations (hereinafter 
called the Organization), and 

Being cognizant of the resolution of the 
Permanent Committee of the Institute, have 
agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

From the date to be announced by the 
Permanent Committee of the Institute in ac- 
cordance with Article III of this Protocol, the 
Convention signed at Rome on June 7, 1905, 
by which the Institute was created, shall be 
no longer of any effect as between the parties 
to this Protocol, and the Institute (including 
the Center) thereupon shall be brought to an 
end. 

ARTICLE II 

The Permanent Committee of the Institute 
shall, in accordance with the directions of 
the General Assembly of the Institute, bring 
the affairs of the Institute (including the 
Center) to an end and for this purpose shall 

(a) collect and bring together all assets 
of the Institute (including the Center) and 
take possession of the libraries, archives, rec- 
ords, and movable property thereof; 

(b) pay and satisfy all outstanding debts 
and claims for which the Institute is liable; 

(c) discharge the employees of the Insti- 
tute and transfer all personnel files and rec- 
ords to the Organization; 

(d) transfer to the Organization posses- 
sion of and full title to the property in the 
libraries, archives, records, and all residual 
assets of the Institute (including the 
Center). 


10738 


ARTICLE III 


When the duties assigned to it by Article 
II of this Protocol have been completed, the 
Permanent Committee of the Institute shall 
forthwith, by circular letter, notify the Mem- 
bers of the Institute of the dissolution of 
the Institute (including the Center) and of 
the transfer of the functions and assets 
thereof to the Organization. The date of 
such notification shall be deemed to be the 
date of the termination of the Convention 
of June 7, 1905, and also the date of the 
dissolution of the Institute (including the 
Center). 

ARTICLE Iv 

Upon bringing to an end the affairs of the 
Institute (including the Center) the powers, 
rights or duties attributed to it by the pro- 
visions of the International Conventions 
listed in the Annex of this Protocol, shall 
devolve upon the Organization; and the par- 
ties to this Protocol which are parties to the 
said conventions shall execute such pro- 
visions, insofar as they remain in force, in 
all respects as though they refer to the 
Organization in place of the Institute. 


ARTICLE V 


Any Member of the Institute which is not 
a signatory to this Protocol may at any time 
accede to this Protocol by sending a written 
notice of accession to the Director General of 
the Organization, who shall inform all signa- 
tory and acceding Governments of such ac- 
cession. 

ARTICLE VI 


1. This Protocol shall not be subject to 
ratification in respect to any government un- 
less a specific reservation to that effect is 
made at the time of signature. 

2. This Protocol shall come into force upon 
its acceptance in respect to at least thirty-five 
Governments Members of the Institute. Such 
acceptance shall be effected by: 

(a) signature without reservation in re- 
gard to ratification, or 

(b) deposit of an instrument of ratifica- 
tion in the archives of the Organization by 
Governments on behalf of which this Pro- 
tocol is signed with a reservation in regard to 
ratification, or 

(c) notice of accession in accordance with 
Article V. 

3. After coming into force in accordance 
with paragraph 2 of this Article, this Pro- 
tocol shall come into force for any other 
Government a Member of the Institute, 

(a) on the date of signature on its behalf, 
unless such signature is made with a res- 
ervation in regard to ratification, in which 
event it shall come into force for such Gov- 
ernment on the date of deposit of its instru- 
ment of ratification, or 

(b) on the date of the receipt of the no- 
tice of accession, in the case of any non- 
signatory Government which accedes in ac- 
cordance with Article V. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the duly authorized 
representatives of their respective Govern- 
ments have met this day and have signed 
the present protocol, which is drawn up in 
the French and English languages, both texts 
being equally authentic, in a single original 
~ which shall be deposited in the archives of 
the Organization. Authenticated copies 
shall be furnished by the Organization to 
each of the signatory and acceding Govern- 
ments and to any other Governments which, 
at the time this Protocol is signed, is a 
Member of the Institute. 

Done at Rome this 30th day of March 1946. 

For the Government of Argentina: 

CARLOS BREBBIA. 
For the Government of Australia: 
G. S. BRIDGLAND. 
For the Government of Belgium (includ- 
ing the Belgian Congo): 
G DASPREMONT LYNDEN. 
For the Government of Brazil: 
J. LATOUR 
Sous réserve de ratification 
For the Government of Bulgaria: 
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For the Government of Canada: 
ALFRED RIVE 


For the Government of Chile: 
For the Government of China: 
For the Government of Colombia: 


For the Government of Cuba: 
MIGUEL A. ESPINOSA 

For the Government of Denmark: 
T BULL 

For the Government of Egypt: 
MAHMOUD MOHARRAN HAMMAD. 

For the Government of Ireland: 
MICHAEL MACWHITE. 

For the Government of Ecuador: 


For the Government of Spain: 


For the Government of the United States 
of America (including Hawaii, the Philip- 
pines, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) : 

Davip McK. Key. 
Subject to ratification. 

For the Government of Ethiopia: 


For the Government of Finland: 


For the Government of France (including 
Algeria, French West Africa, French Morocco, 
Indo-China, Madagascar, and Tunis) : 

AUGÉ-LARIBÉ, 

For the Government of Greece: 
G, A. EXINTARIS, 

For the Government of Haiti: 


For the Government of Hungary: 


For the Government of India: 
JOHN O. May. 
For the Government of Iran: 


For the Government of Italy: 


For the Government of Luxembourg: 
G DASPREMONT L. 
For the Government of Mexico: 


For the Government of Nicaragua: 


For the Government or Norway: 
SIGURD BENTZON. 
For the Government of Paraguay: 


For the Government of the Netherlands 
(including the Netherlands Indies): 
H. Van HAASTERT. 
For the Government of Peru: 


For the Government of Poland: 
W. WYSZYNSKI. 
For the Government of Portugal: 


For the Government of Rumania: 


For the Government of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ire- 
land: 

JoHN O. May. 
For the Government of San Marino: 


For the Government of Siam: 
For the Government of Sweden: 


For the Government of Switzerland: 


For the Government of Czechoslovakia: 
Dr. JAN PAULINY TOTH. 
For the Government of Turkey: 
FURUZAN SELCUK 
Sous réserve de ratification. 
For the Government of the Union of South 
Africa: 


For the Government of Uruguay: 


For the Government of Venezuela: 
For the Government of Yugoslavia: 


ANNEX 
LIST OF CONVENTIONS TO WHICH ARTICLE IV OF 
THE PROTOCOL RELATES 


International Convention for Locust Con- 
trol, dated at Rome October 31, 1920. 
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International Convention for Plant Pro- 
tection, dated at Rome April 16, 1929. 

International Convention concerning the 
Marking of Eggs in International Trade, 
dated at Brussels December 11, 1931. 

International Convention for the Stand- 
ardization of the Methods of Cheese Analysis, 
dated at Rome April 26, 1934. í 

International Convention for the Stand- 
ardization of Methods of Analyzing Wines, 
dated at Rome June 5, 1935. 

International Convention for the Stand- 
ardization of the Methods of Keeping and 
Utilizing Herd-Books, dated at Rome October 
14, 1936. 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, Rome, Italy, 

I certify that this is a true copy of the 
original. 

David McK. Key 
Davin McK, KEY 
Charge d’Affaires ad interim 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, it 
will be remembered that under the 
League of Nations there was an organ- 
ization known as the International Insti- 
tute of Agriculture. The functions and 
assets of that organization are now being 
transferred to the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations. 
This is simply a protocol authorizing the 
delivery to the United Nations of the 
property, records, and so forth of this 
organization, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro- 
tocol is open to amendment. If there be 
no amendment to be proposed, the pro- 
tocol will be reported to the Senate. 

The protocol was reported to the Sen- 
ate without amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution of ratification will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres- 
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the ratification of Execu- 
tive H (79th Cong., 2d sess.), a protocol 
dated at Rome March 30, 1946, terminating 
the Rome Convention of June 7, 1905, and 
transferring the functions and assets of the 
International Institute of Agriculture to the 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
of ratification. {Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present con- 
curring therein, the resolution of rati- 
fication is agreed to, and the protocol is 
ratified. 

The Clerk will proceed to state the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar. 


NATIONAL HOUSING AGENCY—NOMINA- 
TION PASSED OVER 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Dillon S. Myer to be Administra- 
tor of the United States Housing Author- 
ity in the National Housing Agency, 
which nomination had been previously 
passed over. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am ob- 
liged to ask that this nomination be 
passed over. ; 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my regret that the Senator 
from Ohio feels that he must ask that 
this nomination be passed over, which; 
of course, means that under the circum- 
stances it will not be acted upon at this 
session. I realize that under the law 
the President may make a recess ap- 
pointment, and that the nomination can 
be sent to the Senate at the next session 
of Congress; but that does not minimize 
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my regret that we cannot confirm the 
nomination at this time, 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I also 
add my regret. Mr. Myer appeared be- 
fore our committee and was unanimously 
recommended by the committee. I am 
very sorry that we are not able to con- 
firm his nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will be passed over. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


The legislative clerk read the nom- 
ination of William L. Clayton to be Un- 
in Secretary of State for Economic Af- 

S. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
mee. nominations in the Foreign Serv- 
ce, 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nom- 
inations in the Foreign Service be con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the For- 
eign Service are confirmed en bloc. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Keen Johnson to be Under Sec- 
retary of Labor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to say just a word. I do not think there 
has been recently a more happy or ap- 
propriate appointment than the ap- 
pointment of former Gov. Keen John- 
son of my State as Under Secretary of 
Labor. Governor Johnson is a very ex- 
cellent and able executive. He is a level- 
headed man. He enjoys the confidence 
of labor and business. He has had busi- 
ness experience as a successful news- 
paperman in Kentucky. He was a most 
excellent Governor of the State. Prior 
to that time he was Lieutenant Governor 
of Kentucky. I am very happy to rec- 
ommend the confirmation of the nomi- 
nation of former Gov. Keen Johnson to 
this position. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to this nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Ewan Clague to be Commis- 
sioner of Labor Statistics. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Public Health 
Service. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nomi- 
nations in the United States Public 
Health Service be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the United 
States Public Health Service are con- 
firmed en bloc. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nomi- 
eggs of postmasters be confirmed en 

loc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations of post- 
masters are confirmed en bloc. 
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POSTMASTERS—NEW REPORTS 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, because 
of the lateness of the session of Congress 
many nominations of postmasters were 
referred to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads yesterday. The com- 
mittee had to clear them today. Hence 
they are not on the calendar. However, 
they have been approved. Senators 
from the respective States have been 
consulted and have also approved the 
nominations. I ask unanimous consent 
to report them at this time and have 
them confirmed. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, are 
there any names on the list which have 
been previously before the committee? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The one which the 
Senator from New Hampshire has in 
mind has not been reported. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator. 
I have no objection. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Nominations which 
have been objected to are not on the list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the nominations? The Chair hears none. 
Without objection, the nominations are 
confirmed en bloc. 


THE ARMY 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Robert Sprague Beightler to be a 
brigadier general in the Regular Army of 
the United States.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It gives 
the Chair great pleasure to announce 
that, without objection, the nomination 
is confirmed. 


THE MARINE CORPS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Marine 
Corps. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations in the Marine 
Corps are confirmed en bloc. 

That completes the Executive Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
that the President be immediately noti- 
fied of all nominations confirmed this 
day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the President will be no- 
tified forthwith. 


ADJOURNMENT SINE DIE 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in ac- 
cordance with the terms of House Con- 
current Resolution 165, heretofore 
agreed to today, I move that the Senate 
do now adjourn. -~ 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7 
o’clock and 27 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned sine die. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TIONS SIGNED AFTER SINE DIE AD- 
JOURNMENT 
Subsequent to the sine die adjourn- 

ment of the Senate, the President pro 

tempore, under the authority of Senate 

Concurrent Resolution 76, signed the 

following enrolled bills and joint reso- 

lutions, which had previously been 
signed by the Speaker of the House of 

Representatives: 

S. 334. An act for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner; 


S. 1560. An act to amend the Service Ex- 
tension Act of 1941, as amended, to extend 
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teemployment benefits to former members 
of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps who 
entered the Women’s Army: Corps. 

S. 2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100-foot 
perpetual easement across certain land in 
the State of Alabama constituting a portion 
of the military reservation designated as 
Fort Benning, Ga.; 

H. R. 228. An act for the relief of Robert 
June; 

H.R.386. An act to amend the law re- 
lating to the authority of certain employees 
of the Immigration and Naturalization Serv- 
ice to make arrests without warrant in cer- 
tain cases and to search vehicles within 
certain areas; 

H. R. 783. An act for the relief of Karl 
E. Bond; 

H. R. 935. An act for the relief of Andreas 
Andersen; 

H. R. 957. An act for the relief of Margaret 
Dunn; 

H. R. 1357. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, deceased; 

H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Raymond 
Crosby; 

H. R. 1751. An act to authorize the course 
of instruction at the United States Merchant 
Marine Academy to be given to not exceeding 
12 persons at a time from the American Re- 
publics, other than the United States; 

H. R. 2093. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Kerr and Robert P. Kerr; 

H.R, 2480. An act for the relief of Wesley 
A. Mangelsdort; 

H. R. 2586. An act to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands situated within the State of 
Washington, for business and other purposes; 

H. R. 2736. An act for the relief of Norman 
Abbott; 

H. R. 2851. An act to provide for investigat- 


ing the matter of the establishment of a na- 


tional park in the old part of the city of 
Philadelphia, for the purpose of conserving 
the historical objects and buildings therein; 

H. R. 2893. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 15, 1929; 

H. R. 3058. An act to authorize the use of 
certain lands of the United States for flowage 
in connection with providing additional stor- 
age space in the Pensacola Reservoir of the 
Grand River Dam project in Oklahoma, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R. 3210. An act for the relief of Clyde O. 
Payne; 

H. R. 3619. An act for the relief of Harry D, 
Koons; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of the city 
and county of San Francisco; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Martin 
A, Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; ‘ 

H. R. 4362. An act to abolish the Parker 
River National Wildlife Refuge in Essex 
County, Mass., to authorize and direct the 
restoration to the former owners of the land 
comprising such refuge, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 4374. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a 
minor; 

H. R. 4769. An act to amend section 5 of 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the 
Secretary of Agriculture to collect and pub- 
lish statistics of the grade and staple length 
of cotton”; 

H. R. 4844. An act to place Chinese wives 
of American citizens on a nonquota basis: 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Ma- 
terials Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph A, 
Brown; ` 

H. R. 5031. An act for the relief of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriett W. Heine; 

H. R.5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5093. An act for the relief of Albert 
Whilden; 
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H. R. 5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5128. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to Roy C. 
Lammers; 

H. R. 5134. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 

H. R. 5144. An act to establish a national 
air museum, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; 

H.R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecila W. McAfee, the legal guardian of 
Sarah McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. 
McAfee; 

H. R. 5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; 

H. R. 5469. An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5527. An act for the relief of Dimitrios 
Karamouzis (known as James C. Karamouzis 
or James C. Kar); 

H. R. 5552. An act relating to the sale by 
the United States of surplus vessels suitable 
for fishing; 

H. R. 5560, An act to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 5603, An act for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; 

H. R. 5626. An act to authorize the Vet- 
erans’ Administration to appoint and em- 
ploy retired officers without affecting their 
retired status, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; 

H. R. 5848. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore} 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
Bros.; 

H.R.6161. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, 
a minor; 

H. R. 6165. An act to provide for the prep- 
aration of a membership roll of the Indians 
of the Yakima Reservation, Wash., and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A, Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; - 

H. R. 6381. An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; 

H. R. 6455. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide books for the adult 
blind”; 

H. R.6721. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to accept gifts and bequests 
for the benefit of the library of the Post Office 
Department; 

H. R. 6828. An act to provide for continu- 
ance of the farm labor supply program up 
to and including June 30, 1947; 

H. R. 7037. An act to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7046. An act to revive and reenact 

the act entitled “An act granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the State Highway Com- 
mission, Commonwealth of Kentucky, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Cumberland River at or near 
Burkesville, Cumberland County, Ky.” ap- 
proved May 18, 1928; 
S. J. Res. 186. Joint resolution to provide 
for the transfer of the painting “First Fight 
of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac,” now 
stored in the United States Capito] Building, 
to the custody of the United States Naval 
Academy; 

H. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution designating 
November 19, 1946, the anniversary of Lin- 
coln's Gettysburg Address, as Dedication 
Day: and 
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H. J. Res. 390. Joint résolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TION PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
AFTER SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 


The following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution, heretofore duly signed by the 
Presiding Officers of the two Houses, 
were presented on August 5, 1946, to the 
President of the United States by the 
Secretary of the Senate: 

S. 334. An act for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner; 

S. 1560. An act to amend the Service Ex- 
tension Act of 1941, as amended, to extend 
reemployment benefits to former members 
of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps who 
entered the Women’s Army Corps; 

S. 2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100-foot 
perpetual easement across certain land in 
the State of Alabama constituting a portion 
of the military reservation designated as Fort 
Benning, Ga.; and 

S. J. Res. 186. An act to provide for the 
transfer of the painting First Fight of Iron- 
clads, Monitor and Merrimac, now stored in 
the United States Capitol Building, to the 
custody of the United States Naval Academy. 


APPROVAL OF SENATE BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS AFTER SINE DIE AD- 
JOURNMENT 


The President of the United States, 
subsequent to sine die adjournment of 
the Senate, notified the Secretary of the 
Senate that he had approved and signed 
acts and joint resolutions, as follows: 


On August 2, 1946: 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the estate 
of William Edward Oates; 

S. 162. An act for the relief of Walter S. 
Faulkner; 

S. 496. An act to make it a criminal offense 
for certain escaped convicts to travel from 
one State to another; 

S. 1235. An act to authorize the use of the 
funds of any tribe of Indians for insurance 
premiums; 

S. 1426. An act to provide for the replan- 
ning and rebuilding of slum, blighted, and 
other areas of the District of Columbia and 
the assembly, by purchase or condemnation, 
of real property in such areas, and the sale 
or lease thereof for the redevelopment of 
such area in accordance with said plans; and 
to provide for the organization of, procedure 
for, and the financing of such planning, 
acquisition, and sale or lease; and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1478, An act to record the lawful admis- 
sion to the United States for permanent 
residence of Edith Frances de Becker Sebald; 

S. 1573. An act for the relief of James H. 
Wilkinson; 

S. 1602. An act to confirm title to certain 
railroad-grant lands located in the county 
of Kern, State of California; 

S. 1607. An act to provide for the nat- 
uralization of Peter Kim; 

S. 1733. An act for the relief of Desmark 
Wright; the estates of Alberta Wright, Des- 
mark Wright, Jr., and Harold Evans; and the 
legal guardian of Bobby Dennis Wright, and 
Irvin Lee Wright, minors; 

S. 1880. An act for the relief of the Crosby 
Yacht Building & Storage Co., Inc.; 

S. 1910. An act for the relief of George 
D. King; 

S. 1917. An act to enact certain provisions 
now included in the Naval Appropriation Act, 
1946, and for other purposes; 

5.2036. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State of Rhode Island to 
construct, maintain, and operate a free high- 
way bridge across the Sakonnet River be- 
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tween the towns of Tiverton and Portsmouth 
in Newport County, R. I.; 

S. 2177. An act to provide for increased ef- 
ficiency in the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment; 

S. 2246. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to acquire in fee or otherwise 
certain lands and rights in land on the is- 
land of Guam, and for other purposes; 

S. 2247. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims against the United 
States caused by vessels of the Navy or in 
the naval service, or for towage or salvage 
services to such vessels, and for other pur- 
poses; 

S. 2253. An act to further amend the act of 
January 16, 1936, as amended, entitled “An 
act to provide for the retirement and retire- 
ment annuities of civilian members of the 
teaching staff at the United States Naval 
Academy and the Postgraduate School, 
United States Naval Academy”; 

S. 2259. An act to amend the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Act of 1946 for the purpose of 
making a clerical correction; 

S. 2310. An act to further extend the times 
for commencing and completing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point, Miss., and 
Helena, Ark.; 

S. 2349. An act to permit the Secretary of 
the Navy to delegate the authority to com- 
promise and settle claims for damages to 
property under the jurisdiction of the Navy 
Department, and for other purposes; 

S. 2359. An act to close the office of the 
Recorder of Deeds on Saturdays; and 

S. 2375. An act to change the name of the 
Chemical Warfare Service to the Chemical 
Corps. 

On August 7, 1946: 

S. 115. An act to modify sections 4 and 20 
of the Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act, 
1934, with reference to certain funds collected 
in connection with the operation of Indian 
Service irrigaton projects, and for other pur- 
poses; r 

S. 223. An act to provde for the establish- 
ment of a modern, adequate, and eficient 
hospital center in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1477. An act to authorize relief in cer- 
tain cases where work, supplies, or services 
have been furnished for the Government 
under contracts during the war; 

S. 1547. An act to provide for the disposi- 
tion of vessels, trophies, relics, and material 
of historical interest by the Secretary of the 
Navy, and for other purposes; 

S. 1581. An act to amend the act entitled 
“Compensation for injury, death, or detention 
of employees of contractors with the United 
States outside the United States,” as 
amended, for the purpose of making the 100 
percent earning provisions effective as of 
January 1, 1942; 

S. 1640. An act to provide for the acquisi- 
tion by the United States of certain real 
property in the District of Columbia; 

S. 2020. An act granting a right-of-way at 
a revised location to the West Shore Rail- 
road Co., the New York Central Railroad Co., 
lessee, across a portion of the military reser- 
vation at West Point; 

S. 2210. An act to provide for the return 
of certain securities to the Philippine Com- 
monwealth Government; 

S. 2260. An act for the relief of Roy M. 
Davidson; 

S. 2332. An act to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., may be 
paid into the general fund of such city; 

S. 2348. An act to authorize the continu- 
ance of the acceptance by the Treasury of 
deposits of public moneys from the Philip- 
pine Islands; 
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S. 2369. An act for the relief of Col. S. V. 
Constant, General Staff Corps; 

S. 2419. An act to amend further the act 
of April 6, 1938, as amended by the act of 
July 9, 1941, entitled “An act authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange sites 
at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for Coast 
Guard purposes”; and 

S. J. Res. 156. Joint resolution to extend 
the succession, lending powers, and the func- 
tions of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion. 

On August 8, 1946: 

S. 881. An act authorizing the President 
of the United States to award posthumously 
in the name of Congress a Medal of Honor 
to William Mitchell; 

S. 1236. An act to amend the Mineral Leas- 
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended, in 
order to promote the development of oil and 
gas on the public domain, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2085. An act to amend title V of the 
act entitled “An act to expedite the pro- 
vision of housing in connection with the na- 
tional defense, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved October 14, 1940, as amended, to au- 
thorize the Federal Works Administrator to 
provide needed educational facilities, other 
than housing, to educational institutions 
furnishing courses of training or education 
to persons under title II of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended; 

S. 2100. An act to remove the limitations 
on the amount of death compensation or 
pension payable to widows and children of 
certain deceased veterans; 

S. 2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; 

S. 2236. An act providing for a medal for 
service in the merchant marine during the 
present war; 

S. 2256. An act to amend the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944; 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisition 
of lands in the District of Columbia and the 
States of Maryland and Virginia requisite to 
the comprehensive park, parkway, and play- 
ground system of the National Capital.“ ap- 
proved May 29, 1930; 

S. 2318. An act to amend the act of May 11, 
1938, for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 2401. An act to amend the act of May 4, 
1898 (30 Stat. 369), as amended, to authorize 
the President to appoint 250 acting assistant 
surgeons for temporary service; 

S. 2408. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to 
certain fees; 

S. 2477. An act to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for veterans 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2479. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; 

S. 2498. An act to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property in 
and contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia; 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the 
Regular Army; 

S. J. Res. 84. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of a 
statue of Nathan Hale; and 
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S. J. Res. 186. Joint resolution to provide 
for the transfer of the painting First Fight 
of Irenclads, Monitor and Merrimac, now 
stored in the United States Capitol Building, 
to the custody of the United States Naval 
Academy. 

On August 9, 1946: 

S. 1560. An act to amend the Service Ex- 
tension Act of 1941, as amended, to extend 
reemployment benefits to former members of 
the Women's Army Auxiliary Corps who en- 
tered the Women’s Army Corps; and 

S. 2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100-foot 
perpetual easement across certain land in 
the State of Alabama constituting a portion 
of the military reservation designated as Fort 
Benning, Ga. 

On August 10, 1946: 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States 
to make a career of the United States military 
or naval service, and for other purposes. 

On August 12, 1946: 

S. 2426. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Canton, S. Dak., of the 
Canton Insane Asylum, located in Lincoln 
County, S. Dak. 

On August 13, 1946: 

S. 191. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to authorize grants to the States 
for surveying their hospitals and public 
health centers and for planning construc- 
tion of additional facilities, and to authorize 
grants to assist in such construction; and 

S. 2304. An act to provide for the training 
of officers for the naval service, and for other 
purposes, 

DISAPPROVAL OF SENATE BILLS AFTER 
SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 


The message also announced that the 
President had vetoed the following bills 
of the Senate on the dates indicated. 

TRUST ASSOCIATION OF H. KEMPNER 


S. 334. I am withholding my approval 
from the bill (S. 334) for the relief of the 
Trust Association of H. Kempner. 

The bill confers jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims to determine the losses 
sustained by the Trust Association of 
H. Kempner, of Galveston, Tex., as a 
result of the sale of cotton by that firm 
to certain mills in Germany during the 
years 1923 and 1924, and to determine 
the amount of funds “wrongfully” paid 
out of the trust account of Germann & 
Co. by the Alien Property Custodian fol- 
lowing the seizure of that company by 
the Alien Property Custodian during 
World War I. The bill further directs 
the Alien Property Custodian to credit 
the Germann & Co. trust account with 
the amount found by the Court of Claims 
to have been “wrongfully” paid out of 
the trust, and to charge and collect that 
amount from either the German special 
deposit account in the Treasury, some- 
times known as the Secretary's special 
deposit account No. 8, or from any funds 
or property of the Government of Ger- 
many “or of nationals of Germany,” 
which are now or may hereafter come 
into the possession of or under the con- 
trol of the United States Government. 
A further provision of the bill provides 
for the payment of the sum so credited 
to the trust account of Germann & Co. 
to the Trust Association of H. Kempner 
in the amount of the losses found by the 
Court of Claims to have been suffered by 
the last-mentioned company and for an 
assignment by the H. Kempner associa- 
tion of all claims against the German 
Government or German nationals aris- 
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ing out of its cotton sales during 1923 
and 1924 to the account of Germann & 
Co. 

There appears to be no connection be- 
tween the claim of the H. Kempner asso- 
ciation for losses sustained in its deal- 
ings with German cotton mills in 1923 
and 1924 and the claim of Germann & 
Co. for damages allegedly suffered be- 
cause of the acts of the Alien Property 
Custodian during World War I. Al- 
though the bill purports to enable the 
Germann & Co. trust account to recover 
the damages alleged to have been suf- 
fered, the amount so determined would 
be paid to the H. Kempner trust asso- 
ciation. By this coupling of claims, the 
H. Kempner association would recoup 
losses suffered by it in 1923 and 1924 out 
of funds specially reserved for the pay- 
ment of war damage claims. 

The German special deposit account 
was created by section 4 of the Settle- 
ment of War Claims Act of March 10, 
1928 (45 Stat. 254). This fund was cre- 
ated to settle all claims between Ger- 
many and the United States arising out 
of World War I. By it terms, various 
moneys are paid into it and disburse- 
ments are made according to a scale of 
13 priorities. The principal items of 
disbursement from this fund are those 
to awardees of the Mixed Claims Com- 
mission. These persons were awarded 
damages for illegal acts committed by 
the German Government in the course 
of the First World War. The account is 
in the nature of a trust fund and was set 
up after much consideration. This bill 
makes the fund subject to a claim which 
apparently has no connection with 
World War I or property seized by the 
Alien Property Custodian. The amount 
which is alleged to have been illegally 
paid out of the Germann trust is over 
$971,000, without interest. Tis sum 
would be a charge against the German 
special deposit account and would be a 
most unfair and unjust diversion of 
funds allocated and earmarked for 
awardees by the Mixed Claims Commis- 
sion. Under existing law, the Kempner 
trust association is ineligible as a claim- 
ant under the Trading With the Enemy 
Act, since its claim arose subsequent to 
October 6, 1917. 

In view of all of the foregoing circum- 
stances, I am constrained to withhold my 
approval from the bill. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue Warre House, August 10, 1946. 


PROPERTY IN THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


S. 1198. I have withheld my approval 
from S. 1198, “To authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to sell certain property in 
the State of Michigan now occupied by 
the Weather Bureau and to acquire land 
in the State of Michigan for the erection 
of a Weather Bureau station.” 

Section 1 of the bill authorizes the 
Secretary of Commerce to sell the 
Weather Bureau station located on the 
campus of the Michigan State College of 
Agriculture and Applied Science, and to 
convey such property to the said college 
by quitclaim deed, and to deposit the 
proceeds of such sales in the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts. Section 2 au- 
thorizes and directs the Secretary of 
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Commerce to acquire a site and cause to 
be erected thereon a suitable and com- 
modious building for the use and accom- 
modation of the Weather Bureau at East 
Lansing, Mich., to replace the station 
authorized to be sold. Section 3 author- 
izes the appropriation, out of money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropri- 
ated, of such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of the bill. 
The Weather Bureau building at East 
Lansing, Mich., which was erected on the 
campus of the college during the year 
1927, is not surplus to the needs of the 
Government, as the Weather Bureau 
continues to render an important 
weather service there to the public. At 
the time the building was constructed it 
cost approximately $38,000, exclusive of 
the cost of land which was donated by 
the State College of Agriculture and Ap- 
plied Science. To sell the building to 
the college, acquire a site and erect a 
new building at the present time of 
searcity of building materials, would be 
inimical to the interests of the Govern- 
ment, since it would result in consider- 
able additional cost and contribute to 
the general scarcity of materials for the 
construction of housing for veterans. 
For these reasons, I feel obliged to 
withhold my approval of this measure. 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE House, August 7, 1946. 


WILLIAM S. BROWN 


S. 1277. I have withheld my approval 
from the bill (S. 1277) “Conferring juris- 
diction upon the United States District 
Court of the Western District of South 
Carolina, to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claim of William S. 
Brown.” 

The bill confers jurisdiction upon the 
United States District Court for the 
Western District of South Carolina, to 
hear, determine, and render judgment 

upon the claims of William S. Brown, of 
Greenville, S. C., for any losses sustained 
under certain specified contracts pro- 
vided “that such action may be brought 
in the Court of Claims within 1 year of 
the date of the approval of this act, with 
right of appellate review as in other 
cases.” 

It appears that on September 7, 1942, 
Mr. Brown was awarded a contract for 
repairing shoes at the Greenville Army 
Air Base, Greenville, S. C., for a period 
from October 1 to December 31, 1942. 
The contract provided with respect to the 
number of shoes to be repaired as fol- 
lows: “Quantity estimated—half soles, 
3,000; heels, rubber, 3,000.“ The con- 
tract was completed and payment made 
and accepted therefor. 

Thereafter Mr. Brown entered into 
several contracts with the Army Air Base 
at Greenville, S. C., to repair varying 
numbers of shoes. These contracts while 
specifying the number of shoes to be re- 
paired, did not contain the word “esti- 
mated” as was contained in the original 
contract. They did contain a clause 
which provided that any variation in the 
quantities called for not exceeding 10 per- 

- cent would be accepted as compliance 
with the contract. 
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The quantities of shoes called for in 
the contracts were not delivered for re- 
pair. At the completion of the contracts 
Mr. Brown was paid the sum of $9,215.32 
for the actual work performed by him. 
If the full number of shoes specified in 
the contracts had been delivered, he 
would have been entitled to receive pay- 
ment in the amount of $16,755. 

Mr. Brown submitted a claim to the 
War Department for the sum of $5,- 
864.18. This amount represented the 
total repair price of all of the shoes speci- 
fied in the contracts ($16,755) less 10 per- 
cent for variations ($1,675.50), and less 
the amount received by him for the ac- 
tual work performed ($9,215.32). The 
War Department denied the claim on the 
ground that the issues involved were 
triable by the United States Court of 
Claims (28 U. S. C. 250). 

The United States has waived its im- 
munity to suit on claims for damages 
arising out of contracts, express or im- 
plied, and the Court of Claims has been 
designated as the forum to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment on such 
claims (28 U. S. C. 250). Further, the 
district courts have concurrent jurisdic- 
tion with the Court of Claims in such 
matters if the claim does not exceed $10,- 
000 (28 U. S. C. 41 (20)). It appears, 
therefore, that claimant, under existing 
law, may have his claim adjudicated by 
the United States District Court for the 
Western District of South Carolina. 

Since relief by private act of Congress 
should be granted only when no remedy 
is provided by law, and since existing law 
provides a remedy in this case, I am con- 
strained to withhold my approval from 
the bill. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE House, August 8, 1946. 


LESTER A. DESSEZ 


S. 1731. I have withheld my approval 
from S. 1731, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
entitled “An act for the relief of Lester A. 
Dessez.” 

This enactment would authorize and 
direct the Secretary of the Treasury to 
pay to Lester A. Dessez, colonel, United 
States Marine Corps, the sum of $808.95 
in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States for emergency travel 
of dependents (less a payment of $47.03 
already made) to which the said Lester 
A. Dessez would have been entitled, if 
he had had the necessary orders, for the 
period August 1, 1941, to September 15, 
1941, for travel of dependents from 
Tutuila, American Samoa, to Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

When the travel of the dependents, 
which forms the basis for the relief pro- 
posed to be granted, was performed, no 
change of station orders had been issued 
to Colonel Dessez and therefore he was 
not entitled to reimbursement of the cost 
of their travel under the law authorizing 
transportation of dependents at Gov- 
ernment expense when ordered to make 
a permanent change of station, nor was 
there any other authority of law for re- 
imbursement of the amount in question. 


-Moreover, under the circumstances, it 


appears that there was no sound basis 
upon which Colonel Dessez reasonably 
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could have expected to be reimbursed 
for such travel of his dependents since a 
review of the facts would indicate that 
the travel in question was performed 
solely for personal reasons. Apparently 
the only basis on which the officer’s claim 
to the amount in question is asserted is 
the probability that had the travel of 
his dependents been delayed several 
months, changed circumstances would 
have authorized such travel at Govern- 
ment expense. That, of course, may be 
true with respect to any travel that may 
be performed by an officer’s dependents 
at any time. 

It is understood that Colonel Dessez’ 
situation with respect to the travel of 
his dependents under the circumstances 
here iavolved is not by any means an 
isolated case and in addition to the fact 
that there appears to be doubt as to 
whether he is equitably entitled to pay- 
ment of the amount in question, I do 
not feel justified in approving the en- 
rolled enactment since it would accord 
him preferential treatment over other 
officers and enlisted personnel who may 
be similarly situated, and thus would 
establish an undesirable precedent. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE House, August 7, 1946. 


THADDEUS C. KNIGHT 


S. 528. I have withheld my approval 
of S. 528, an act “For the relief of Thad- 
deus C. Knight.” 

The proposed legislation recites that 
Thaddeus C. Knight, formerly a captain, 
Quartermaster Corps, United States 
Army, was convicted by general court 
martial on the basis of perjured testi- 
mony, and that such conviction was with- 
out foundation in law or in fact. It 
would authorize his reappointment as a 
captain, United States Army, and ‘his 
immediate retirement in that grade, with 
the pay and allowances pertaining there- 
to. The proposed act would further con- 
fer upon Mr. Knight all rights and bene- 
fits accruing to persons who have served 
in the military service of the United 
States and have been honorably dis- 
charged therefrom. 

The issues in this case have been re- 
viewed and reconsidered on numerous 
occasions, and measures similar to S. 528 
have twice been vetoed. Captain Knight 
was tried and convicted on 2 charges 
covering 10 specifications. One wit- 
ness, whose testimony related at most to 
five of these, has since repudiated part, 
or all, of his original testimony. How- 
ever, even disregarding the testimony of 
this witness, and giving Mr. Knight the 
benefit of every doubt with respect to 
these alleged offenses, the record clearly 
shows the commission of several other 
offenses, including the procurement of 
endorsements to two checks, for consid- 
erable amounts, known to be worthless, 
and the passing of such checks. These 
latter offenses alone would have amply 
justified Captain Knight's dismissal from 
the military service; and in view of such 
fact, I can see no adequate reason for his 
reappointment and retirement as a cap- 
tain in the United States Army. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, August 12, 1946. 
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RAILROAD REORGANIZATION 


S. 1253. I am withholding my ap- 
proval of S, 1253, entitled “An act to en- 
able debtor railroad corporations, whose 
properties during a period of 7 years 
have provided sufficient earnings to pay 
fixed charges, to effect a readjustment 
of their financial structures; to alter or 
modify their financial obligations; and 
for other purposes.” 

Even though I am familiar with the 
deficiencies and inequities and the evils 
that exist under section 77 of the present 
Bankruptcy Act, I fear that this new bill 
would not accomplish the purpose for 
which it was intended. 

The bill contains two sections, the first 
of which contemplates the prevention of 
bankruptcy proceedings where practi- 
cable; the second contemplates the reor- 
ganization of certain railroad carriers by 
the institution of proceedings under sec- 
tion 1 of the bill for readjustment of their 
financial affairs. 

Objections which I have to the bill in- 
clude the following: 

The bill fails to direct specifically the 
immediate reduction of the grossly ex- 
cessive interest rates now wasting the 
funds of the railroads in section 77 pro- 
ceedings. Millions of dollars per year 
can be saved at once for each of the rail- 
roads in section 77 proceedings by reduc- 
ing the interest rates on their bonds and 
other debt down to the level of the inter- 
est rates paid by railroads not in section 
77 proceedings. I reiterate a statement 
which I made in my message to Congress 
on the state of the Union which is as fol- 
lows, “low interest rates will be an im- 
portant force in promoting the full pro- 
duction and full employment in the post- 
war period for which we are all striving.” 

The bill does not adequately cure the 
evil, present in reorganizations under 
section 77, of permitting improper con- 
vise of railroads after their reorganiza- 

on. 

The bill fails to provide full protection 
against forfeiture of securities and in- 
vestments. 

The level of fees and expenses in reor- 
ganization cases under section 77 has 
been excessive. This is not corrected in 
this bill. Affirmative provisions to curb 
this evil and to bring it under strict con- 
trol should be included in any bill which 
may be enacted. 

The bill excludes from its benefits cer- 
tain railroads which should be brought 
within its provisions if it is to become 
law. In this regard it appears that the 
$50,000,000-limitation in section 2 of the 
bill would exclude some railroads for 
whose exclusion there appears to be no 
logical justification. 

This bill fails to correct a serious abuse 
which I condemned in the course of the 
Senate railroad investigation. I refer 
to the abuse of diverting, under cover of 
a reorganization plan, the funds of a rail- 
road for the purchase of its own stocks 
in the market. 

On the other hand, the bill does incor- 
porate principles for which I was one of 
the sponsors in the Senate. I commend 
particularly the emphasis which the bill 
places on the principle that reorganiza- 
tions must give primary consideration to 
the public interest, and to the best inter- 


ests: of the railroads which are being re- 
organized. 

This requires among other things that 
reorganizations shall place control of 
railroads in persons primarily concerned 
with transportation for the communities 
served and for the Nation as a whole, 
without any strings direct or indirect, 
conditional or otherwise, to institutions 
or others in distant financial centers. 

Such regard for the public interest will 
also help the stockholders, whether they 
be railroad employees who have invested 
in the stocks of the companies for which 
they work, or ordinary investors, desirous 
of safeguarding their investment, but 
not of helping any interest to capture 
control of their railroad. These stock- 
holders, whom the bill justly seeks to pro- 
tect against forfeiture, can and should 
get such protection, but without enabling 
any financial interest to use such legis- 
lation to acquire control. 

By withholding my signature to this 
bill I do not intend to indicate that I 
favor the pending reorganization plans. 
I am in agreement with those objectives 
of the bill which prevent undesirable 
control of the railroads, either immedi- 
ately or within a few years, and which 
prevent forfeitures of securities. 

I believe that the next Congress can 
pass a bill which will meet the stated ob- 
jections and which will be in the best in- 
terests of the public, the railroads, the 
bondholders and other creditors, and the 
stockholders, 

Harry S. Truman, 

THE WHITE HOUSE, August 13, 1946. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 2 (legislative day of 
July 29), 1946: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


William L. Clayton to be Under Secretary 
of State for Economic Affairs. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 
John G. Erhardt to be Envoy Extraordinary 


and Minister Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Austria. 


TO BE FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS, UNCLASSIFIED, 
VICE CONSULS OF CAREER, AND SECRETARIES IN 
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA 
Donald P. Downs 
Lawrence J. Legere, Jr. 

Daniel W. Montenegro 
DrPaRTMENT OF LABOR 
Keen Johnson to be Under Secretary of 

Labor. 

Ewan Clague to be Commissioner of Labor 

Statistics. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Arthur A. Maguire to be United States 
attorney for the middle district of Pennsyl- 
vania. 
SELECTIVE SERVICE SySTEM 
Commander John F. Robinson to be State 
director of selective service for Connecticut, 
with compensation at the rate of $7,581 per 
annum. 


UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR CORPS 
To be junior assistant nurse officers, effective 
date of oath of office 


Morrise J. Brockey - Anne Woudema 
Eugenie Sampson C. Vistula Lancaster 
M. Martha Crews Rose Kaplan 
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Eva M. Hakkola 
M. Ruth Phillips 
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Mary L. Putnam 


To be assistant nurse officers, effective date of 
oath of office 


Pauline Savage 
Mary Matthews 
Josephine Keough 
Katherine L. Tucker 


Virginia B. McDavid 
Beatrice L, Zingle 

Elizabeth C. Laczko 
Helen A. Gentilman 


To be senior assistant nurse officers, effective 
date of oath of office 


Tabitha Wilson Ros- Kharis B. Mayers 


setter 
Alice E. Herzig 
Jane E, Taylor 
Ruth L. Johnson 


Esther A. Garrison 
M. Constance Long 
Gertrude E. Mehner 
Rosalie C. Giacomo 


Mary Ann L. Garrigan Madeline Pershing 
Ellwynne M. Vreeland Louise O. Waagen 


Marjorie W. Spauld- 
ing 

Zella Bryant 

Elsie T. Berdan 

Lila A. Anderson 

Helen Cameron 


Walborg S. Wayne 
Esther Kaufman 

Eva B. Hunter 

Mabel E. Emge 
Stella Goodman 
Catherine M. Sullivan 


IN THE ARMY 


APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


To be a brigadier general 
Robert Sprague Beightler 
In THE MARINE CORPS 


APPOINTMENTS TO COMMISSIONED WARRANT 
OFFICERS 


To be commissioned warrant officers 


William H. Abbott 
Lawrence Betts 
Roy H. Biey 
Harold C. Borth 
Oscar A. Bosma 
Charles C. Bucek 
Carl J. Buschena 
Byron B. Cain 
George V. Clark 
Edwin C. Clarke 
George E. Dillman 
Leander E. Dorey 
William A, Easterling 


Thomas B. Lenhart 
Clyde H, Long 
Arthur W. Lord 
James E. Lovin, Jr. 
Albert F. Marcott 
Clarence R. Martin 
James J. McCullough 
Michael A. Miksa 
John A. Miller 
Porter F. Millican 
Roy W. Moran 
Joseph V. Murray 
Ralph C. Oakes 


Grammer G, Edwards Oscar P, Olson 


Robert A. Engesser 
Albert L. Evans 
Frank W. Ferguson 
Vernet R. Fitzgerald 
John E. Foster 
Joseph R. Foster 
Carl E. G. Franson 
Harvey W. Gagner 
Alexander Gagyi 
Calvin R, Glanzer 
Eugene M. Gordenev 
Dudley J. Hagen 
Hilton Hamilton 
William J. Hamilton 
Harry D. Hargrave 
Willard T. Henry 
Milton D. Hill 
Arnold C. Hofstetter 
John C. Hudock 

Joe A, Inglish 
Arthur L. Jackson 
Merle B. Johnson 
George Jones 
Arthur O. Kindt, Jr. 
Pierce S. Knapp 
Ernest W. Kraay 


Herman A. Papen 
Perez W. Pottgether 
Estes N. Ratliffe 
Joseph J. Reardon 
John F. Ricard 
Lewis M. Schaller 
Earle G. Shaw 
Frank C. Sheppard 
John H.-Slusser 
Charlie G. Smith 
Marion E. Smith 
William D. Smith 
LeRoy A. Stjeor 
Edward F. Taylor 
Harold N. Tupper 
John C. Turner 
Robert P. Warner 
Charles M. Whitley 
Frederick J. Widman 
Robert L. Williams 
Nero M. Winchester 
Roland A. Wright 
Emanuel Yalowitz 
Andrew M. Young 
George A. Young 
Oris D. Walbrown 


POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
Lyde Houston Kelley, Black. 
Lawrence D, Lamberth, Cragford. 
Alice P. Prowell, Faunsdale. 


ARKANSAS 
Gracia M. Scales, Eagle Mills. 
Zora M. Parker, Harrell. 
CALIFORNIA 
Hugo Celeri, Fort Bragg. 
Jean Alexander, Imperial Beach. 


Baird B. Coffin, Laguna Beach. 
George R. Saunders, Perris. 
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Roy W. Williams, Redwood Valley. 
Urho C, Panttaja, Reedley. 

Harold B. James, Rionido. 
Margaret F. Fluker, San Ardo. 
James J. Kehoe, San Mateo, 


COLORADO 
Martha E, Williams, Redcliff. 
CONNECTICUT 
Abbie S. Holbrook, Abington. 
FLORIDA 


Elizabeth Kemps, Fort George. 
Virginia M. Douglass, Lake Mary. 
GEORGIA 
Lee J. Flowers, Adel. 
Avery Graves, Farmington. 
Bernys W. Peters, Nashville. 
ILLINOIS 
Paul D. Schenck, Gifford. 
Carl T, Heaton, Granite City, 
Edith J. Hudson, Manchester, 
IOWA 
Carrie E. Grom, Colesburg. 
Herbert E. Sinow, Gray. 
Kermit G. Benson, Kiron, 
Clinton S. Price, Nevada, 
Charles E, Brandt, Toledo. 
KANSAS 
John F. Younger, Marienthal, 
Elwood C. Marshall, Minneola, 
KENTUCKY 
William W. Earle, Depoy. 
LOUISIANA 
George Sanford Hebert, Brusly. 
Alon M. Terral, Hackberry. 
MAINE 
Harold A. Freeman, Robbinston, 
MARYLAND 
Eleanor Cadell, Fort Howard. 
Harry T. Robinson, Freeland. 
Alvin Parsons, Muirkirk. 
MICHIGAN 
Charles A. Cotcher, Lake Orion. 
Marguerite G. Cox, Lupton. 
Howard H. Miel, McBrides, 
Ira J. Anderson, Omer. 
Peter J. Trierweiler, Portland, 
Gladys P. Smiley, Port Sanilac. 
Florence M. Barnes, Shepherd. 
Clair S. Carvell, Vicksburg. 
MINNESOTA 
Gregory E. Arens, Dundee. 
MISSOURI 
Walter Ferguson, Reeds. 
Claude G. Huffman, Winston. 
MONTANA 
Joseph E. Parker, Butte. 
NEBRASKA 
Blanche E. Steele, Alda. 
Catherine C. Edberg, Ong. 
Harry C. Hagedorn, Royal. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Georgianna L, Nichols, Guild. 
Lewis C. Darling, Hampstead. 
Bertha A. Trickey, Northwood Narrows. 
George E. Kelly, Rumney. 
Asa P. Colby, Rumney Depot. 
Edith D. Ross, South Lyndeboro. 
NEW JERSEY 
Violet M. Burkhardt, Alpine. 
Murray Kreutner, Clarksburg. 
Frederick A. Crine, Red Bank. 


NEW MEXICO 

Annie L. Haddow, Eagle Nest. 

Charlie Lee White, Whites City, 
NEW YORK 

Louise D. Van Wagonen, Bearsville, 


Edward J. Quigley, Brooklyn, 
John C. Hoffman, Whitehall, 
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NORTH CAROLINA 


Ethel B. Brinson, Arapahoe. 
Fate Brown, Ashford. 
Elizabeth W. Settle, Cordova. 
Charles T. Hagood, Culberson, 
James N. Morgan, Gold Hill. 
Richard A. Job, Hatteras. 
Myrtle M. Stimson, Lewisville. 
John A. Finley, Marion. 

Joe P. McLeod, Pisgah Forest. 
James R. Nelson, Prospect Hill, 
John W. Bradshaw, Relief. 
Jennie 8. Marks, Tillery. 
Albert C. Hall, Jr., Wallace. 
Thurber G. Dickinson, Wrightsville Beach, 


NORTH DAKOTA 


Clarence C. Brudeseth, Hamar, 
William A. Krogh, Kloten, 
Helen Morton, Manning, 
Arthur J. DeKrey, Pettibone. 
Lutie T. Breeling, Ross. 


OHIO 
Grace E. M. Allen, Portland. 
Clara B. Sohngen, Roscoe. 
William P. Kilcorse, Toledo, 


OKLAHOMA 


James H, Hughes, Dill City. 
Elmen D. Hughes, Logan. 
Ivan E. Armstrong, Medford. 


OREGON 
William L. Hollen, Condon, 


PENNSYLVANIA 

Julia Haley, Broad Ford. 

Earl K. McDaniel, Cooperstown, 
Elmer E. Caseber, Finleyville. 
Jessie M. Breame, Jeanesville. 

Lena Cosner, Newell. 

Carolina R. Mrowca, Oliver. 

Violet Arner, Parryville. 

George W. Lauck, Pine Grove Mills, 
Imo F. White, Pleasant Unity. 
Ben J. Lukas, Shenandoah, 
Charles Gretzinger, Trumbauersville. 


SOUTH DAKOTA 
Ruth B. Vernon, Fort Meade. 


TENNESSEE 


Truman Barret Snowden, Brunswick, 
Della Douglas, Elk Valley. 
Edna B. Snodgrass, Kyles Ford. 
Edward G. Harder, Linden. 
Sidney C. Roberts, Whitesburg. 
TEXAS 
Greenberry F. Isom, Carrollton. 
Asa G. Williamson, Dike. 
Jane Elizabeth Ball, Elmendorf. 
Nicolas Cantu, Jr., Encino, 
Anne K, Hershberger, Imperial. 
Maud Swanner, Scroggins. 
Ella B. Hasenbeck, Southton. 


UTAH 
Paulie T. Boothe, Honeyville. 


Vernon Perkes, Hyde Park. 
Joseph R, Tuddenham, Newton. 


VIRGINIA 
Ernest W. Pittman, Ivor, 
Pansy B. Snyder, Lackey. 


WASHINGTON 
Sibyl O. Brady, Parker. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Pauline Waddell, Canebrake. 

WISCONSIN 

Gordon W. Amundson, Emerald. 
William S. Sinkler, Green Bay. 
Emma McCarthy, Limeridge, 
Augusta Phalen, Malone, 
Henry J. Dieruf, Morrisonville, 
Victoria L, Petsch, Neosho, 
Lucille H. Maum, Oakdale. 
Clarence H. Martin, Pine River. 
Woodrow W. Lawrie, Redgranite, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Fripay, AuGtsT 2, 1946 


The House met at 12 o’clock-noon. 

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Pres- 
byterian Church, offered the following 
prayer: 


O Thou gracious benefactor, whose 
heart and hands always respond to our 
every need, we pray that this may be a 
day of unclouded vision and of joyous 
achievement as we seek to live and labor 
in faith, in faithfulness, and in the fear 
of the Lord. 

Purge us from everything which 
dwarfs and deadens our capacities for 
noble service. May our minds and hearts 
be impervious to all thoughts of per- 
sonal aggrandizement. Emancipate us 
from every selfish propensity. Rebuke 
and restrain us when some insurgent im- 
pulse tempts us to be recreant to the 
duties of our high vocation as servants 
of God and our beloved country. 

Grant that the blessings of insight and 
understanding, of clear judgment and 
wise decision, of faith and courage may 
be given in an ever-increasing measure 
to our President, our Speaker, and all 
the Members of this legislative body as 
they sincerely seek to lift mankind to the 
high plateau of peace and prosperity, of 
brotherhood and good will. 

Now may the grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the love of God, and the fellow- 
ship of the Holy Spirit be with us all. 
e Thy name we ascribe all the praise. 

en. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were com- 
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on the following dates 
the President approved and signed bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

On August 1, 1946: 


H.R. 2243, An act for the relief of Arthur 
Guarino, 

On August 2, 1946: 

H. R, 3420, An act to provide for refunds to 
railroad employees in certain cases, so as 
to place the various States on an equal basis, 
under the Railroad Unemployment Insur- 
ance Act, with respect to contributions of 
employees; 

H. R. 3543. An act for the relief of Elmer 
D, Thompson and the legal guardian of James 
Thompson; and 

H. R. 6533. An act to authorize certain ad- 
ministrative expenses in the Government 
service, and for other purposes. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes. 

TITLE TO LANDS BENEATH TIDAL AND 
NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The SPEAKER. When the House ad- 
journed yesterday the unfinished busi- 
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ness was the President’s veto message on 
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 225) to 
quiet the titles of the respective States, 
and others, to lands beneath tidewaters 
and lands beneath navigable waters 
within the boundaries of such States and 
to prevent further clouding of such titles. 

The question is, Will the House, on 
reconsideration, pass the bill, the objec- 
tions of the President to the contrary 
notwithstanding? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this matter has very recently 
been fully debated in the House, and I 
assume the Members of the House are 
as familiar with the question and the 
issues involved as they are with reference 
to any other matter that has come before 
the House in a long time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had no request 
from any Member for time to speak on 
1155 matter. I move the previous ques- 

on. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that the Chair has received 
veto messages on the bills H. R. 4660 and 
H. R. 6442. They will be laid before the 
House at the proper time. 

The question is, Will the House, on 
reconsideration, pass the bill, the objec- 
tions of the President to the contrary 
notwithstanding? 

Under the Constitution, this vote must 
be determined by the yeas and nays. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 139, nays 95, not voting 196, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 276] 
YEAS—139 

Abernethy Goodwin Pittenger 
Andresen Gossett e 

August H. Graham Price, Fla. 
Angell Gross mey 
Arends Gwinn, N.Y. Rankin 
Bailey Gwynne, Iowa. Reed, III 
Barrett, Wyo. Fall. Reed, N. Y. 
Bates, Mass. Leonard W. Rees, Kans 
Beall Hancock Riley 
Bennett,Mo, Hand Rivers 
Bishop Ha venner Rizley 
Bolton Hendricks Robertson, 
Brehm Hoffman, Pa. N. 
Brown, Ohio Holmes, Mass. Rodgers, Pa 
Brumbaugh Holmes, Wash. Roe, Md. 
Butler Hope Rogers, Fla. 
Byrnes, Wis. Horan Rogers, Mass. 
Campbell Howell Schwabe, Mo. 
Canfield Jenkins Schwabe, Okla 
Case, N. J. Jensen Sheppard 
Chenoweth Johnson, II. Sikes 
Chiperfield Jonkman Simpson, III. 
Church * 
Clark Kilday Smith, Maine 
Clason. King Smith, Ohio 
Clevenger Knutson Springer 
Cole, Mo. Stefan 
Colmer Lea Stevenson 
Corbett LeCompte Stockman 
Cunningham Lemke Sumners, Tex. 

Lewis 
Dirksen McConnell Talbot 
Domengeaux Mecowen Talle 
Doyle McDonough Thomas, Tex. 
Ellis Tibbott 
Ellsworth Martin, Mass. Vursell 
Engel, Mich. Mathews Welchel 
Engle, Calif. Michener Whitten 
Fenton m Whittington 
Fisher Mundt Wigglesworth 
Fuller Murray, Tenn n 
Fulton Murray. Wis. Winstead 
Gamble Norblad Wolcott 
Gavin O'Hara Wolverton, N. J. 
Gearhart Patman 
Gibson Peterson, Fla. Worley 
Gillette Phillips 
Pickett 
NAYS—95 

Andrews, Ala. Bonner Brown, Ga. 
Biemiller Bradley, Pa. Buchanan 
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Bulwinkle Gorski Mo: 
— N.Y. Granahan Murdock 
Grant. Als. Neely 
Genes, Mo. Green Norrell 
Carnahan Griffiths O'Brien, Ul 
Chelf Harless, Ariz. O'Brien, Mich. 
Coffee Hays O'Toole 
Cooley Healy Pace 
r Hedrick Pratt 
D’Alesandro Heselton Price, Ill, 
De Lacy Hobbs est 
Delaney, Hoch Quinn, N. Y. 
James J. Hook Rabaut 
Dingell Huber Rabin 
Doughton, N. C. Hull Rando!ph 
— — Calif, Jarman Rayflel 
Johnson. Okla. Resa 
Woerhaster Judd Rich 
Ervin Kelly, Ul. Sabath 
Fallon Kerr Sadowski 
Feighan Kopplemann  Sasscer 
Fernandez Kunkel Smith, Va. 
Flannagan LaFollette Sullivan 
Flood Lesinski Thom 
Folger Link Trimble 
Forand Lynch Voorhis, Calif, 
Gardner Madden Walter 
Geelan Mi White 
Gerlach Marcantonio Woodhouse 
Gore Zimmerman 
NOT VOTING—196 
Adams Gallagher Mason 
Alen, Il. ary May 
Allen, La. Gathings Merrow 
Almond Gifford Miller, Calif. 
Andersen, Gillespie Miller, Nebr. 
H. Carl Gordon Morgan 
Anderson, Calif. G Norton 
Andrews, N. T. Grant, Ind. O’'Konski 
Arnold Gregory O'Neal 
Auchincloss Hagen Outland 
Baldwin, Md. Hale Patrick 
Baldwin, Hall, Patterson 
Barden Edwin Arthur Peterson, Ga. 
Barrett, Pa Halleck Pfeifer 
Barry Hare Philbin 
Bates, Ky. Harness, Ind. Ploeser 
Beckworth Harris Plumley 
Bell Hart Powell 
Bender Hartley Rains 
Bennet, N. Y. Hébert Reece, Tenn. 
Blackney Heffernan Richards 
Bland Henry Robertson, Va. 
Bloom Herter Robinson, Utah 
Boren Hess Robsion, Ky. 
Boykin Hill Rockwell 
Bradley, Mich. Hinshaw Roe, N.Y 
Brooks oeven Rogers, N. X 
Bryson Hoffman, Mich. Rooney 
Buck Holifield Rowan 
Buekley Izac Russell 
Buffett Jackson Ryter 
Bunker Jennings Savage 
Cannon, Fla Johnson, Calif. Serivner 
Carlson Johnson, Ind. Shafer 
Case, S. Dak. Johnson, Tex: Sharp 
Celler Jones heridan 
Chapman Kean ort 
ts Kee ~ Slaughter 
Clippinger Keefe Smith, Wis. 
n Kefauver Somers, N. Y, 
Cole, Kans. Kelley, Pa. Sparkman 
Cole, N. Y. Keogh Spence 
Combs Kilburn Starkey 
Cooper Kinzer Stewart 
Courtney Kirwan Stigler 
Cox Klein Sumner, II 
Cravens Landis Taber 
Crawford Lane Tarver 
Curley Larcade Taylor 
Daughton, Va. Latham Thomas, N. J. 
wis LeFevre 
Dawson Luce Totan 
Delaney, Ludlow Torrens 
Jobn J. Lyle Towe 
D'Ewart McCormack ‘Traynor 
Dolliver McGehee n 
McGlinchey Vorys, Ohio 
Douglas, II. McGregor Wadsworth 
McKenzie Wasielewski 
Dworshak McMillan, S. C. Weaver 
Earthman McMillen, IN. Welch 
Eaton Mahon West 
Elliott Maloney Wickersham 
Elsaesser Manasco Winter 
Elston Mansfield, Woifenden, Pa. 
Fellows Mont. W. 
Fogarty Mansfield, Tex. 


So, two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof, the veto of the President 
was sustained and the bill was rejeeted. 
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On this vote: 

Mr. Shafer and Mr. Kinzer for, with Mr. 
Rooney against. 

Mr. D'Ewart and Mr. Grant of Indiana for, 
with Mr. Heffernan against. 

Mr. Hébert and Mr. McGehee for, with Mr. 
Keogh against. 

Mr. Hale and Mr. Henry for, with Mr. 
Gordon against. 

Mr. Hoffman of Michigan and Mr. Mc- 
Gregor for, with Mr. Pfeifer against. 

Mr. Bender and Mr. Scrivner for, with Mr. 
Izac against. 

Mr. Smith of Wisconsin and Mr. Hartley 
for, with Mr. Case of South Dakota against. 

Mr. Robsion of Kentucky and Mr. Ploeser 
for, with Mr. Klein against. 

Mr. Elsaesser and Mr. Latham for, with 
Mr. Sheridan against. 

Mr. LeFevre and Mr. Mason for, with Mr. 
John J. Delaney against. 

Mr. Taylor and Mr. Eaton for, with Mr. 
Hart against. 

Mr. ee and Mr. Blackney for, with 

. Barrett of Pennsylvania against. 

Mr. Auchincloss and Mr. Kean for, with 
Mr. Barry against. 

Mr. Jennings and Mr. Jones for, with Mr. 
Lane against. 

Mr. Dondero and Mr. Elston for, with Mr. 
Rowan against. 

General pairs until further notice: 

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Taber. 

Mrs. Douglas of Illinois with Mr. Johnson 
of Indiana. 

Mr. Outland with Mr. Allen of Illinois, 

Mr. Savage with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey. 

Mr. Fogarty with Mr. H. Carl Andersen. 

Mr. McGlinchey with Mr. Hess. 

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Arnold. 

Mr. Kefauver with Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Manasco with Mr. Anderson of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Buckley with Mr. Keefe. 

Mr. Wood with Mr. Herter. 

Mr. Powell with Mr. Landis. 

Mr. Vinson with Mr. Halleck. 

Mr. Rogers of New York with Mr. Vorys of 
Ohio. 

Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Edwin 
Arthur Hall. 

Mr. Celler with Mr. Short. 

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Plumley. 

Mr. Ryter with Mr, Kilburn. 

Mr. Mahon with Mr. Bradley of Michigan. 

Mrs. Norton with Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Elliott with Mr. Buffett. 

Mr. Maloney with Mr. Cole of Kansas. 

Mr. Jackson with Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Roe of New York with Mr. Dworshak. 

Mr. Larcade with Mr. Cole of New York. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER, The message and 
the bill, together with the accompanying 
papers, are referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed. 

The Clerk will notify the Senate of the 
action of the House. 


MRS. GEORGIA LANSER AND ENSIGN 
JOSEPH LANSER—VETO MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith, without my ap- 
proval, H. R. 4660, a bill for the relief 
of Mrs. Georgia Lanser and Ensign 
Joseph Lanser. 
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The bill would authorize the payment 
of $7,500 to Mrs. Georgia Lanser and 
$500 to Ensign Joseph Lanser, both of 
Elkhorn, Wis., in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States by rea- 
son of personal injuries, hospital and 
medical expenses, and loss of services sus- 
‘tained as the result of an accident in- 
volving a United States Navy bus, on 
August 26, 1944. 

While there appears to be no question 
but what the Government should assume 
the responsibility for the accident, it is 
not believed that the proposed payment 
of $7,500 to Mrs. Georgia Lanser, is jus- 
tified. 

Mrs. Lanser's injuries, while apparently 
causing her great pain and suffering, re- 
sulted in only slight disability. The dis- 
ability of her mouth is correctable by 
a partial denture. She sustained no loss 
of pay and was hospitalized in a naval 
hospital, incurring only a subsistence ex- 
pense of $54.25. The partial denture 
which was obtained from a private dentist 
cost $250. 

The bill is further objectionable in that 
it proposes to pay to Ensign Joseph Lan- 
ser, for personal injuries sustained by 
himself, the sum of $500. Ensign Lanser 
was on active duty with the Navy at the 
time of the accident. He was hospitalized 
in a naval hospital and is entitled to the 
same rights and benefits extended to all 
other members of the armed forces who 
sustained personal injuries while in an 
active-duty status. No reason is evident 
why special treatment should be accorded 
this officer. 

For the reasons stated herein, I do not 
feel justified in giving this enactment my 
approval. I would be glad to approve a 
measure which would provide compensa- 
tion to Mrs. Georgia Lanser in an amount 
commensurate with her injuries. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

TRE WHITE House, August 2, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal. i 

Without objection, the message and 
the accompanying bill will be referred to 
the Committee on Claims and ordered to 
be printed. 

There was no objection. 


MRS. ELIZABETH J. PATTERSON, JOY 
PATTERSON, AND ROBERTA PATTER- 
SON—VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI- 
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith without my ap- 
proval the bill (H. R. 6442) for the relief 
of Mrs. Elizabeth J. Patterson, Joy Pat- 
terson, and Roberta Patterson. 

The bill provides for the payment of 
the sum of $20,963 to the claimants in 
full settlement of “all claims against the 
United States on account of the losses or 
reduction on salary and allowances sus- 
tained by the late Brig. Gen. Rob- 
ert F. Patterson” during the time he was 
United States consul general at Calcutta, 
India. Mrs. Elizabeth J. Patterson is the 
daughter-in-law, and Joy and Roberta 
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Patterson are the granddaughters of the 
late General Patterson. 

It appears that on January 1, 1898, 
General Patterson assumed the office of 
consul general of the United States in 
Calcutta, India. At that time, it had 
been the practice of the consul general 
at Calcutta to collect the fees of the 
office in rupees from which he deducted 
his salary, clerk hire, rent, and other 
expenses. Rupees were accepted at the 
bullion value which had been fixed at ap- 
proximately 20 cents per rupee without 
regard to commercial rates of exchange, 
and after the deductions were made, the 
balance was remitted to the Government 
of the United States at the commercial 
exchange value, which at the time was 
approximately 32 cents. This custom 
was pursued by General Patterson for 
the first few months of his term of office. 

On March 8, 1898, the Comptroller of 
the Treasury issued a circular respecting 
exchange by consular officers of the 
United States, which required such of- 
ficers to accept rupees at the commercial 
exchange value. Although this order was 
effective January 1, 1898, it was not re- 
ceived at the consulate in Calcutta un- 
til April 13, 1898. From that time on, 
General Patterson collected the consular 
fees upon the basis of the commercial 
value of the rupee at the time of the 
transaction (approximately 32 cents) 
and remitted the balance after deduc- 
tions at the same rate to the United 
States Government. Since there was no 
United States or English money in circu- 
lation at the time, General Patterson, of 
necessity, accepted his salary in rupees. 
In his report each quarter, he claimed 
his salary and expenses in the bullion 
value of the rupee, and protested against 
their allowance at the commercial ex- 
change rate. Of course, payment in ru- 
pees at the bullion value (20 cents) would 
have enhanced General Patterson’s re- 
muneration, as it would obviously have 
required more rupees at this value to 
make up his annual salary than at the 
higher (32 cents) value. When he re- 
turned to the United States in 1906, he 
undertook to have his salary adjusted on 
the basis of the bullion value of the ru- 
pee. The accounting officers of the 
Treasury Department, however, refused 
such settlement. The amount provided 
in the bill represents the difference be- 
tween the bullion value and the commer- 
cial exchange value of the rupees he re- 
ceived as salary for his entire tenure of 
office. 

Apparently the only occasion on which 
the Government required General Pat- 
terson actually to remit a cash deficiency 
out of his own pocket, was for the pe- 
riod between January 1, 1898, when the 
order of the Comptroller of the Treasury 
became effective, and April 13, 1898, 
when it was received and put into effect 
by the general, during which time the 
general had been conducting the affairs 
of his office, including the payment of 
himself, on the bullion (20 cents) value 
of the rupee whereas it should have been 
done, in accordance with the Comptrol- 
ler’s order, on the basis of the commer- 
cial (32 cents) value. Thereafter his sal- 
ary was paid at the commercial exchange 
rate. 
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The bill provides for the payment of 
the difference in dollar value between 
the salary General Patterson received 
in rupees at their commercial rate dur- 
ing the period from January 1, 1898 to 
May 28, 1906, and what he would have 
received in rupees if he had been paid at 
their bullion value. It would seem there- 
fore that the effect of the measure is not 
to satisfy a loss that General Patterson 
sustained but to allow him the same 
profit which his predecessor had been 
making at the expense of the Govern- 
ment as a result of the difference be- 
tween the actual commercial value of 
the rupee and its bullion value. 

I do not believe there is any legal or 
moral obligation on the part of the Gov- 
ernment to do this and, accordingly, I 
am constrained to withhold my approval 
of the bill. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, August 2, 1946. 


The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon the 
Journal. 

Without objection, the message and 
the accompanying bill will be referred to 
the Committee on Claims and ordered to 
be printed. 

There was no objection. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Gatling, its enrolling clerk, an- 
nounced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendment of the House to a bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. 334. An act for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
7037) entitled “An act to amend the So- 
cial Security Act and the Internal Reve- 
nue Code, and for other purposes.” 


PROCEEDING AGAINST RICHARD 
MORFORD 


The SPEAKER. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Mississippi rise? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I send to 
the Clerk’s desk a privileged resolution 
and ask that it be read. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the resolution. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, 
has not the Speaker the power to deter- 
mine the order of business by recogniz- 
ing or not recognizing gentlemen re- 
questing the consideration of various 
pieces of legislation? I make that par- 
liamentary inquiry because there is very 
important business pending before the 
House—social security, appropriations 
for terminal-leave pay, and for automo- 
biles for amputees—and I see no reason 
why this resolution should be given pref- 
erence. 

The SPEAKER. It would not be given 
preference if it were an ordinary resolu- 
tion, but this is a resolution of high privi- 
lege. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Beeman 8 Thom 
Mr. MARCANTONIO. Then, Mr. Speaker, there is pending a bill provid- ve wabe,Mo. Thomas. Tex 
Speaker, I make the point of order that ing appropriations for the GI terminal- Reed. ORM ne penne eer 
a quorum is not present. leave pay and also a bill giving as- Rees, Kans Sheridan Voorhis, Calif. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. sistance to the old-aged people of this Rien Enere bab 
[After counting.] One hundred and sey- country. Is there any way by which we Riley Simpson, Pa. White’ 
enty-five Members are present, not a could get that legislation on the floor Rivers Smith, Va Whitten 
quorum. this afternoon? pd N. J. Whittington 
Without objection, a call of the House The SPEAKER. If the Members FN Dak- Stefan wie 
is ordered. would stay on the fioor, the pending mat- Robertson, Va. Stevenson Winstead 
There was no objection. ter would be disposed of very quickly. Rodgers, Pa. Stockman Wolcott 
‘The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- e not all nale an effort on behalf ut „„ 
lowing Members failed to answe h enail of Rogers, Mass. Sundstrom Woodruff 
2 to their the GI's and the old-aged people to stay Sabath Worley 
[Roll No. 277] on the floor and pass that legislation? SOONE Falle z 
1 Gallagher Soh Mr. RANKIN. I think we should. NAYS—9 
Allen, II Gary May The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks De Lacy Marcantonio 
Adah, Ea Gat hin Merr w it that would be a good idea. Geelan Heselton Ramey 
— — * Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, T1ů 2 Smith, Maine 
130 Carl dees Gordon Morgen object to the vote on the ground that a NOT VOTING—198 
erson, Calif.Granger Murray, Wis quorum is not present, and make the Adams Gallagher Mansfield, Tex. 
Caracas on point of order that a quorum is not Anen. Ml aay Mason 
Andrews, N. Y if O'Neal present, * — . — —. 
Arnold” Hale Outland The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. Andersen, Gifford Miller, Calif, 
C [After counting.] One hundred and nd Can Calif. Gulespie Miller, Nebr. 
i . ninety-three Members are present, not Andes NT. Gordon en 
Barden Har Pfeifer | a quorum ist pra NP i a 828 
a oe ee — 0 si SA s Arnold Grant, Ind O'Konski 
Barrett, Pa. 3 , ; The Doorkeeper will close the doors, econ tg Gregory O'Neal 
eerie Ky. Hart * the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 8 — 2 888 
Beckworth Hartley Powell Members, and the Clerk will call the Barden Patrick ` 
EPP F 
Bennet. N. T. Henry Richards The question was taken; and there Bates, Ky . . 
Blackney Herter Robinson, Utah were—yeas 223, nays 9, not voting 1 5 E 
8 „ nays 9, not voting 198, Hart Ploeser 
ee org 332 n, Ky. as follows: Bell Hartley Plumiey 
Boren Hinshaw Roe, N. Y. [oen] Bennet, N.Y. Hef s 
Boykin Hoeven Rogers, N. Y YEAS—223 Blackne Hendricks . — 
Bradley, Mich. Hoffman, Mich. Rooney Ab t y 8 
. —.— ernethy Durham Johnson, III. Bland Henry Reece, Tenn, 
3 0 R Andresen, Eberharter Jonkman Bloom Herter Richards 
— = 22 ; trosa August H. Ellis Judd Boren Hess Robinson, Utah. 
Buckley 92 1 Sabath Andrews, Ala. Ellsworth Kearney Boykin Hill Robsion, Ky. 
Buffett Johnson, Calif. Savage angen Engel, Mich. Kelly, Ul. EET a DADEN l 
Bunkar n Taa Be Arends Ervin Kerr Brooks Hoeven Roe, N. Y. 
Carlson Johnson; Tex. Shafer aor espe Eilday — 5 F 
posing . . . aarp Barrett, Wyo. Feighan King Buck Holifleld Rooney 
Santee - Dak. Kean an Bates, Mass Fenton Knutson Buckley 0 Rowan 
Chasen — — Snort Beall Fernandez Kopplemann Buffett Jackson Ruesell 
erent Reste Slaughter Bennett, Mo. Flannagan Kunkel Bunker Jennings Ryter 
a 38 Smith, Wis Biemiller Flood Lanham Carlson Johnson, Calif. Savage 
Cole, Kans Kelley, Pa Spar , 8 Bishop Folger Lea Case, 5. Dak: Johnson, Ind. Scrivner 
Cole N. T. K 4 rn Bolton Forand LeCompte Celler Johnson, Okla. Shafer 
8 Kilburn Starkey Bonner Fuller Lemke Chapman Johnson, Tex. Sharp 
Sooper ask Bradley, Pa Fulton Lesinski Clements Jones Short 
Courtney 4 Stigler Brehm Gamble Lewis n Kean Slaughter 
Cravens Klein Summer, Di Brown, Ga. Gardner Link Cole, Kans. Kee Smith, Ohio 
8 LaFollette Taber 2 Brown, Ohio Gavin Lynch Cole, N. Y. Keefe Smith, Wis. 
ey Tandis Tarver Brumbaugh Gearhart McConnell Combs Kefauyer Sparkman 
Daughton, va. Lane Taylor Buchanan Gerlach McCowen Kelley, Pa. Spence 
Davis tarda Thomas, N. J. Bulwinkle Gillette McDonough Courtney Starkey 
8 EAHA pone Butler Gillie McGlinchey Cravens Kilburn Stewart 
Delaney, LeFevre Tolan Byrne, N. Y. Goodwin Madden Crawford Kinzer Stigler 
Jobn J. Tas Warrens Byrnes, Wis. Gore Mankin Curley Kirwan Sumner, III 
D'Ewart Ludiow Towe Camp Gorski Martin, Iowa Daughton, Va. Klein Taber 
Dolliver Lyle ‘Traynor Campbell Gossett Martin, Mass. vis LaFollette Tarver 
Dondero McCormack Vinson Canfield Graham Mathews Dawson Landis Taylor 
Douglas, Calif, McGehee Vorys, Ohio. Cannon, Fla. Granahan Michener Delaney, Lane Thomas, N. J. 
Douglas, III McGregor Wadsworth Cannon, Mo. Grant, Ala. Mills Jobn J. Larcade n 
wry McKenzie Wasielewski Carnahan Griffiths Monroney D’Ewart Latham Tolan 
Dworshak McMillan, S. C. Weaver Case, N. J Gross Morrison Dolliver LeFevre Torrens 
McMillen, Ii. Welch Chelf Gwinn, N. Y. Mundt Domengeaux Luce Towe 
Eaton Mahon West Chenoweth Gwynne, Iowa. Murdock Dondero Ludlow Traynor 
Elliott Maloney Wickersham Chiperfield Hall, Murray, Tenn, Douglas, II. Lyle Vinson 
Elsaesser Manasco Winter Church Edwin Arthur Murray, Wis. Drewry McCormack Vorys, Ohio 
Elston Mansfield, Wolfenden, Pa. Clark ‘all, Neely Dworshak McGehee Wadsworth 
Fellows Mont. Wood Clason Leonard W. Norbiad McGregor Wasielewski 
Fogarty Mansfield, Tex. Clevenger Hancock orrell Eaton McKenzie Weaver 
Clippinger Harless, Ariz O’Brien, Il Elliott McMillan, S. C. Weichel 
The SPEAKER. On this roll call 234 pag ll 3 See Mich Elsaesser McMillen, Il. Welch 
Members have answered to their . Sto; ays ra West 
7 red th names, Colmer Healy Pace Engle, Calif. Maloney Wickersham 
quorum. Cooley Hedrick Patman Fellows Manasco Winter 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I move Corbett Hobbs Peterson, Fla. Fisher Mansfield, Wolfenden, Pa. 
that further proceedings under the call Boa D Fogarty Mon 
be dispensed with Crosser Hoffman, Pa Phillips 
The question was taken; and on a divi Sutin Tomar Wash Pitteng 3 . nee wing 
3 — 0 Pittenger 
sion (demanded by Mr. Marcantonio) ena ot ee. 2 Pie oar wan Te 
„ Fla N 
TE wer erste 152, noes 14. James J Howell Price. IIl. Additional general pairs: 
r. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Dingell Huber Priest Mr. Boykin with Mr, Adams 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. Dirksen Hull Quinn, N. Y, Mr. with M i 0 10 d 
The BPEAKER. The gentleman will Dowshton.N. C. Jarman Rabaut ppl anes TUL Gases 
tate it . Dougias, Calif. Jenkins Rabin Mr. Chapman with Mr. Gifford 
state it. Doyle Jensen Randolph Mr. Johnson of Texas with Mr. Hagen. 
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Mr. Kirwan with Mrs. Luce, 

Mr. Lyle with Mr. Merrow. 

Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Hinshaw. 

Mr. O'Neal with Mr. Bennet of New York. 

Mr. West with Mr. Gillespie. 

Mr. Rains with Mr. McMillen of Illinois. 

Mr. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr. 
Rockwell. 

Mr, Earthman with Mr. Harness of Indiana, 

Mr. Almond with Mr. Welch. 

Mr. Mansfield of Montana with Mr. Buck. 

Mr. Gary with Mr. Winter. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened, 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I have 
here several privileged rules on impor- 
tant bills. I fully appreciate the fact 
that conference reports are in order, but 
also the rules I have are in order and I 
want to know whether I am going to be 
recognized to present these rules or not. 
They are important. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
mean to file them? 

Mr. SABATH. No. They are filed al- 
ready. I want to call them up. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot 
answer that question yet. The Chair 
does not know what the afternoon will 
bring forth, 

Mr. SABATH. They are privileged 
resolutions. 

The SPEAKER. There is a privileged 
matter up now and there are two con- 
ference reports to be considered that 
the Chair will recognize Members on 
next. Whether or not the Chair will 
recognize anyone to call up rules this 
afternoon remains to be seen. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I desire 
to file a privileged report. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot 
recognize the gentleman for that purpose 
at this time. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, it 
is obvious that we have reached an im- 
passe and somebody has to surrender. 
The proponent of the resolution, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RAN- 
KIN] refuses to hold it in abeyance so 
as to permit other legislation, vital 
legislation, to be enacted. Heretofore my 
points of no quorum did not hold up 
either social-security legislation nor am- 
putees’ automobile legislation nor ter- 
minal leave pay. Now I am confronted 
with a different condition. If I continue 
to raise points of order I will be endan- 
gering three very important pieces of 
legislation, appropriations for terminal 
leave pay, appropriations for automobiles 
for amputees, and social security. I 
want those three pieces of legislation 
passed before we adjourn. Inasmuch as 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
RANKIN] will not yield to save these 
bills, and, much as I hate to do it, as I 
have never raised the white flag before, 
I will not insist on any further points of 
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order. I take this position only in the 
interests of the veterans and the aged. 
I shall, however, vote against this un- 
American resolution, and I oppose it in 
the interests of American democracy. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST RICHARD 
MORFORD 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 752 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives certify the foregoing re- 
port of the House Committee on Un-Amer- 
ican Activities as to the willful and deliber- 
ate refusal of the following person to produce 
before the said committee for its inspection 
certain books, papers, and records which had 
been duly subpenaed, and to testify under 
oath concerning all pertinent facts relating 
thereto; under seal of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to the United States attorney for 
the District of Columbia to the end that the 
said person named below may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form provided by 
law; Richard Morford, 114 East Thirty-second 
Street, New York, N. Y. 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Marcan- 
TONIO] said he was raising the white flag, 
surrendering and quitting his filibuster 
against this resolution. He may not 
know it, but he did not raise a white flag; 
he raised an American flag. 

Richard Morford claims to be an execu- 
tive director of the National Council of 
American-Soviet Friendship, Inc., with 
offices at 114 East Thirty-second Street, 
New York City. He appeared before the 
committee on March 6, 1946, and ad- 
mitted that he had custody of all books, 
papers, and records of the organization 
and that in substance he is also in charge 
of the headquarters office in New York. 
He admitted his organization communi- 
cated with persons in Moscow and in 
other countries outside the United States 
and said further that the organization 
had a special committee engaged in co- 
ordinating information and publishing it 
in the shape of a bulletin which was sent 
abroad as well as being distributed in the 
United States. Morford further refused 
to answer questions by the committee 
chairman concerning the names of the 
people who constituted the special edit- 
ing committee. Morford refused to pro- 
duce the books, papers, and records of 
his organization for inspection by the 
committee and also refused to permit in- 
vestigators to enter the office for the pur- 
pose of inspecting the records. 5 

i Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were—ayes 166, noes 17. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1936 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re- 
port on the bill (E. R. 7037) to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, 
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and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part 
of the House be read in lieu of the re- 
port. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
7037) to amend the Social Security Act and 
the Internal Revenue Code, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 42 and 52. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 2, 2%, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 31, 
32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, and 41, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 2, line 13, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments strike out “July 17“ and in- 
sert “July 16”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 15: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as fol- 
lows: On page 3, line 3, of the Senate en- 
grossed amendments strike out “July 1, 1947” 
and insert “January 1, 1948"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, no compensation shall be paid to 
any individual pursuant to this title with 
respect to unemployment occurring prior to 
the date when funds are made available for 
such payments.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree 
to the same with amendments as follows: 
On page 5, line 6, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments strike out 815,000, 000“ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘$11,000,000'”; 

In line 10, strike out ‘$7,500,000" and in- 
sert- “$5,500,000”; 

In line 11, strike out “$50,000” and insert 
835,000“; 

In line 12, strike out “$7,500,000” and in- 
sert “$5,500,000”; 

In line 17, strike out “ 87,500,000“ and in- 
sert ‘$5,500,000’ ”; 

In line 19, strike out “ ‘$10,000,000’ and in- 
sert ‘$7,500,000’ ”; 

In line 23, strike out “$5,000,000” and in- 
sert 83,750,000“; 

In line 24, strike out “$40,000” and insert 
“$30,000”; i 

In line 25, strike out “$5,000,000” and in- 
sert “$3,750,000”; 

On page 6, line 6, strike out 85,000, 000“ 
and insert “ ‘$3,750,000' ”; 

In line 8, strike out “ 85,000,000“ and in- 
sert 83,500,000“ “; 
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In line 10, strike out 630,000“ and insert 
820,000“ 

In line 14, strike out “$1,500,000" and in- 
sert $1,000,000"; 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 30 and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) The amendments made by subsection 
(b) shall not require amended allotments 
for the fiscal year 1947 until sufficient appro- 
priations have been made to carry out such 
amendments, and allotments from such ap- 
propriations shall be made in amounts not 
exceeding the amounts authorized by the 
amendments made by this section.” 

Amendments numbered 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
48, 49, 50, and 51: That the House recede from 
its disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 
and 51, and agree to the same with amend- 
ments as follows: In lieu of the matter pro- 

to be stricken out and in lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by such Sen- 
ate amendments insert the following: 


“Sec. 501. Old Age Assistance. 

“(a) Section 3 (a) of the Social Security 
‘Act, as amended, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 3. (a) From the sums appropriated 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved plan 
for old-age assistance, for each quarter, be- 
ginning with the quarter commencing Oc- 
tober 1, 1946, (1) an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal 
to the sum of the following proportions of 
the total umounts expended during such 
quarter as old-age assistance under the State 
plan with respect to each needy individual 
who at the time of such expenditure is sixty- 
five years of age or older and is not an in- 
mate of a public institution, not counting 
so much of such expenditure with respect to 
any such individual for any month as ex- 
ceeds $45— 

“*(A) Two-thirds of such expenditures, 
not counting so much of any expenditure 


with respect to any month as exceeds the 


product of $15 multiplied by the total num- 
ber of such individuals who received old-age 
assistance for such month, plus 

“*(B) One-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such quar- 
ter as found necessary by the Administrator 
for the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan, which amount shall be used 
for paying the costs of administering the 
State plan or for old-age assistance, or both, 
and for no other purpose.’ 

“(b) Section 3 (b) of such Act is amended 
(1) by striking out ‘one-half’, and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘the State's proportionate 
share’; (2) by striking out ‘clause (1) of’ 
wherever it appears in such subsection; (3) 
by striking out ‘in accordance with the provi- 
sions of such clause’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘in accordance with the provisions of 
such subsection’; and (4) by striking out 
„ Increased by 5 per centum'. 

“Sec, 502. Aid to Dependent Children. 

“(a) Section 403 (a) of the Social Security 
Act, as amended; is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 403. (a) From the sums appropri- 
ated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an ap- 
proved plan for aid to dependent children, 
for each quarter, beginning with the quarter 
commencing October 1, 1946, (1) an amount, 
which shall be used exclusively as aid to de- 
pendent children, equal to the sum of the 
following proportions of the total amounts 
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expended during such quarter as aid to de- 
pendent children under the State plan, not 


counting so much of such expenditure with » 


respect to any dependent child for any month 
as exceeds $24, or if there is more than one 
dependent child in the same home, as ex- 
ceeds $24 with respect to one such dependent 
child and $15 with respect to each of the 
other dependent children— 

“‘(A) Two-thirds of such expenditures, 
not counting so much of any expenditure 
with respect to any month as exceeds the 
product of $9 multiplied by the total number 
of dependent children with respect to whom 
aid to dependent children is paid for such 
month, plus 

“*(B) One-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such quar- 
ter as found necessary by the Administrator 
for the proper and efficient administration 
of the State plan, which amount shall be 
used for paying the costs of administering 
the State plan or for aid to dependent chil- 
dren, or both, and for no other purpose.’ 

“(b) Section 403 (b) of such Act is amend- 
ed by striking out ‘one-half’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘the State’s proportionate share’. 
“Sec. 503. Aid to the Blind. 

“(a) Section 1003 (a) of the Social Se- 
curity Act, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

Sc. 1003. (a) From the sums eee 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury sh 
pay to each State which has an selene 
plan for aid to the blind, for each quarter, 
beginning with the quarter commencing Oc- 
tober 1, 1946, (1) an amount, which shall 
be used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal 
to the sum of the following proportions of 
the total amounts expended during such 
quarter as aid to the blind under the State 
plan with respect to each needy individual 
who is blind and is not an inmate of a 
public institution, not counting so much of 
such expenditure with respect to any such 
individual for any month as exceeds $45— 

“*(A) Two-thirds of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $15 multiplied by the total number of 
such individuals who received aid to the 
blind for such month, plus 

“*(B) One-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such quar- 
ter as found necessary by the Administrator 
for the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan, which amount shall be used 
for paying the costs of administering the 
State plan or for aid to the blind, or both, 
and for no other purpose.’ 

“(b) Section 1003 (b) of such Act is 
amended by striking out ‘one-half’, and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘the State’s propor- 
tionate share’. 

“Sec, 504. Effective Period. 

“Sections 501, 502, and 503 shall be effec- 
tive with respect to the period commencing 
October 1, 1946 and TEE on December 31, 
1947.” 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“TITLE VI—VETERANS’ EMERGENCY HOUSING 
Acr or 1946 

“Sec. 601. Section 2 (a) of the Act of June 
11, 1946 (Public Law 404, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress) is amended by striking out the period 
at the end thereof and inserting a semicolon 
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and the following: ‘and the Veterans’ Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1946’.” 
And the Senate agree to the same. 
R. L. DOUGHTON, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 


Roy O. WOODRUFF, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Davm I. WALSH, 
ALBEN BARKLEY, 
Tom CONNALLY, 
Rorxxr M. La FOLLETTE, Jr., 
A. H. VANDENBERG, 
ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 7037) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal Reye- 
nue Code, and for other purposes, submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the con- 
ferees and recommended in the accompany- 
ing conference report: 

Amendment No.1: This amendment elimi- 
nates section 103 of the House bill, which 
would have repealed the last sentence of 
section 201 (a) of the Social Security Act 
reading, “There is also authorized to be ap- 
propriated to the Trust Pund such additional 
sums as may be required to finance the bene- 
fits and payments provided under this title.” 
Thus, the amendment leaves this sentence in 
the Social Security Act. The House recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 2, 244, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 13, 16, 22, 23, 24, 27, 33, 35, 36, and 37: 
These amendments, necessitated by Reorgan- 
ization Plan No. 2 of 1946 which abolished 
the Social Security Board and transferred 
its functions to the Federal Security Admin- 
istrator, delete (except as noted below) the 
references which the House bill made to the 
Social Security Board or to “the Board” and 
substitute references to the Federal Security 
Administrator or to “the Administrator’, 
with corresponding changes in pronouns. 
Amendment No, 11 inserts a provision that 
when used in the Social Security Act the 
term “Administrator”, unless the context 
otherwise requires, means the Federal Se- 
curity Administrator. Amendment No. 10 
retains a reference to the Board but enlarges 
the reference to include the Administrator. 
The House recedes. 

Amendment No, 12: This amendment in- 
serts the letter (a)“ after the section head- 
ing of section 301 of the bill. The House 
recedes. 

Amendment No, 13: This amendment is 
also necessitated by Reorganization Plan No. 
2 of 1946 and retains reference to the Board 
but enlarges the reference to include the Ad- 
ministrator. The House recedes with an 
amendment striking out the date “July 17“ 
which was a clerical error in the Senate 
amendment and inserts in lieu thereof the 
date “July 16” which was the date on which 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 took effect. 

Amendment No. 14: This amendment 
changes one of the conditions attached by 
the House bill to the congressional permis- 
sion to the States to collect contributions 
under their unemployment compensation 
laws, based on maritime employment. The 
House bill made the permission subject to the 
conditions imposed by section 1606 (b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code on the collection 
of contributions from Federal instrumental- 
ities and their employees. The amendment 
limits the condition to that contained in 
the second sentence (other than clause (2) 
thereof) of section 1606 (b); and eliminates 
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the requirement that a State law provide for 
refunds in the event that such law is not 
certified for tax-credit purposes. The House 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 15: This amendment pro- 
vides that section 1606 (f) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, granting the limited permis- 
sion above referred to shall not operate to 
invalidate, before July 1, 1947, any provision 
of a State unemployment compensation law 
in effect on the date of enactment of the 
bill, The House bill contained no corre- 
sponding provision. The House recedes with 
an amendment changing the date from “July 
1, 1947,” to “January 1, 1948.” 

Amendment No. 17: This amendment 
strikes out the definition contained in the 
House bill of “Federal maritime wages” and 
substitutes a new definition of the same 
term. The definition establishes the basis 
on which maritime wage credits will be de- 
termined for purposes of title XIII of the 
Social Security Act, which provides a tem- 
porary system of unemployment compensa- 
tion for maritime workers. The definition 
in the House bill limits the term to “wages” 
as defined in section 209 of the Social Secu- 
rity Act, whereas the amendment does not 
contain this limitation. The House recedes, 

Amendments Nos. 18 and 19: These amend- 
ments delete from title XIII of the Social 
Security Act definitions of the terms State“ 
and “United States” which appeared in the 
House bill. Identical definitions are con- 
tained in title XI of the Social Security 
Act, which apply generally to the whole act. 
The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 20: This amendment in- 
serts an authorization to the Federal Secu- 
rity Administrator, for purposes of title XIII 
of the Social Security Act, to determine in 
accordance with regulations issued by him 
the allocation of maritime services and wages 
among the several States. Such allocation 
will determine which State law will govern 
the benefit rights of Federal maritime work- 
ers. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 21: This amendment 
strikes out ‘a limitation, contained in the 
House bill, upon the allocation of maritime 
wage credits among the States under title 
XIII of the Social Security Act. The House 
bill provided that a claimant who receives 
compensation pursuant to title XIII under 
the law of one State can thereafter receive 
further compensation pursuant to that title 
only under the law of the same State, except 
- as the Administrator otherwise prescribes by 
regulations. The House recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 25 and 26: These amend- 
ments provide that during the fiscal year 
1947, funds appropriated for grants to the 
States pursuant to title III of the Social Se- 
curity Act shall be available for carrying out 
the purposes of title XIII. No corresponding 
provision appeared in the House bill. The 
House recedes with an amendment which 
provides that no compensation will be paid 
to any individual pursuant to this title 
(XIII) with respect to unemployment oc- 
curring prior to the date when funds are 
made available for such payment. The pur- 
pose of the conference agreement is to pre- 
vent liability attaching for payment of com- 
pensation for unemployment occurring before 
funds have been appropriated and are avail- 
able for making such payments. 

Amendment No. 28 changes the caption of 
section 401 of the bill. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 29: This amendment 
strikes out from the House bill an authoriza- 
tion of increased appropriations necessary to 
extend to the Virgin Islands the grant-in-aid 
programs for maternal and child welfare and 
inserts provisions increasing the authoriza- 
tion of appropriations for all the States. 
The authorization for maternal and child 
health service grants is increased from 
$5,820,000 to $15,000,000 a year, with the 
Matched grants to each State increased from 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


$20,000 plus a share in $2,800,000 to $50,- 
000 plus a share in the remainder of $7,500,- 
000, and the unmatched grants increased 
from $1,980,000 to $7,500,000, The authori- 
zation for grants for services to crippled chil- 
dren is increased from $3,870,000 to $10,000,- 
000 a year, with the matched grants to each 
State increased from $20,000 plus a share in 
$1,830,000 to $40,000 plus a share in the re- 
mainder of $5,000,000, and the unmatched 
grants increased from $1,000,000 to $5,000,- 
000. The authorization for child welfare 
grants is increased from $1,510,000 to $5,000,- 
000, with the allotment to each State in- 
creased from $10,000 plus a share in the 
remainder of the $1,510,000 to $30,000 plus 
a share in the remainder of $5,000,000. 
The authorization of appropriations for ad- 
ministration of these grants is fixed, for 
the fiscal year 1947, at $1,500,000. The 
House bill contained no provision cor- 
responding to these increases for all of the 
States, and no authorization of appropria- 
tions for administrative expense. The House 
recedes with an amendment which reduces 
the increases contained in the Senate amend- 
ment by approximately one-half. The Sen- 
ate amendment proposed an increase to $31,- 
500,000 and the conference agreement reduces 
such figure to $23,000,000. 

Amendment No. 30: This amendment pro- 
vides that amended allotments under the 
maternal and child welfare programs shall 
not be required for the fiscal year 1947 un- 
til further appropriations have been made, 
and shall then be made in such manner as is 
provided in the appropriation act, The House 
bill contained no corresponding provision. 
The House recedes with an amendment lim- 
iting the allotments for the fiscal year 1947 
to the sums authorized by the conference 
agreement. 

Amendments Nos. 31 and 32: These 
amendments strike out an amendment, con- 
tained in the House bill, to section 202 (f) 
(1) of the Social Security Act, and substitute 
a different amendment of the same section, 
The Senate amendment would accomplish 
the purpose intended to be accomplished, 
but not clearly expressed, by the House bill. 
The House recedes, 

Amendment No. 34: This amendment cor- 


rects an error in the House bill in a reference ` 


to a provision of existing law. The House 
recedes, 

Amendments Nos. 38, 39, 40, and 41: These 
amendments make three changes in exist- 
ing law; which would not have been made 
by the House bill, to permit the withdrawal 
from the Federal unemployment trust fund, 
for the payment by a State of disability com- 
pensation, of any payments which that State 
may have collected from employees under 
its unemployment compensation law and de- 
posited in the trust fund, or which it may in 
the future collect and deposit. To accom- 
plish this, identical provisos are added to 
sections 1603 (a) (4) and 1607 (f) of the 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act and section 
303 (a) (5) of the Social Security Act. The 
present Federal definition of a State “un- 
employment fund" will not be affected by the 
Senate amendments except in the one par- 
ticular noted. Withdrawals from the trust 
fund other than those specifically author- 
ized by the amendments will still be per- 
missible only for the same purposes as in 
the past. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 42: This amendment per- 
mits the Federal Security Administrator dur- 
ing the present fiscal year to expend existing 
appropriations for the administration of the 
Social Security Act; and for payments to the 
States pursuant to titles I, III, IV, V, X, and 
XIII of that act, at an accelerated rate (and 
thereby to incur deficiencies) to the extent, 
but only to the extent, that such accelera- 
tion of expenditures is necessary to meet ad- 


. ditional costs resulting from the enactment 


of the bill. The House bill contained no 
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corresponding provision. The Senate recedes 
since the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
has authority under existing law to ac- 
complish the same result. 

Amendments Nos. 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 
50, and 51: The bill as it passed the House 
increased the existing ceilings on the Federal 
share of old-age assistance payments from 
$20 to $25, made the same change in the case 
of aid to the blind, and in the case of aid 
to dependent children increased the Federal 
share from $9 for the first child in the home 
and $6 for additional children to $13.50 and 
$9, respectively. 

The Senate amendments, while retaining 
the above ceilings, also provide for variable 
matching ratios ranging from a 50-50 match- 
ing to a 6624-3344, depending on the per 
capita income of the State as compared with 
the per capita income of the United States. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
which, while retaining the liberalized ceil- 
ings on the Federal share of assistance pay- 
ments, substitutes for the variable matching 
formula a formula under which the Federal 
share would be two-thirds of the first $15 of 
monthly payments of old-age assistance or 
aid to the blind and one-half the remainder 
of the payment up to the over-all Federal 
maximum share of $25, Similarly in the case 
of aid to dependent children, the Federal 
share would be two-thirds of the first $9 of 
the payment and one-half of the balance up 
to the over-all Federal maximum - share of 
$13.50 or $9. 

The following tables illustrate the effect 


ot the conference agreement with respect to 


the matching formula governing Federal con- 
tributions to State payments for the period 
October 1, 1946, to January 1, 1948, for public 
assistance, under titles I, IV, and X of the 
Social Security Act. Table No. 1 applies to 
aid to the aged and blind and table No. 2 
applies to aid to dependent children. The 
new formula will apply uniformly in all 
States regardless of State per capita income 
or any other measure of relative economic 
resources among the States: 


Tas.e No. 1.—Aid to aged and the blind 


Federal contributions 


Average State payment Existing Conference 
law (in all reper 
States) States) 

150 126635 

$8. 00 $10. 50 

10. 00 12.50 

12. 50 15,00 

15.00 17. 50 

120. 00 22. 50 

3 2.00 3 25. 00 


1 Percent. 

2 On a benefit of $12, for example, the Federal con- 
tribution under exist ing law amounts to 86. Under the 
conference formula the Federal contribution would be 
6624 percent or $8 

2 Ceiling. 


TABLE No. 2.—Aid to dependent children 


Federal contributions 


Average State 
payment 


1 Percent. 
3 Ceiling. 
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Amendment No. 52: This amendment 
added a new title, title VI. It authorized and 
directed the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation to make a full and com- 
plete study and investigation of all aspects 
of social security, particularly in respect to 
coverage, benefits, and taxes related thereto. 
The House bill contained no provisions cor- 
responding to the title added by this amend- 
ment. The Senate recedes, 

Amendment No. 53: This amendment, for 
which there appears no corresponding provi- 
sion in the House bill, would amend section 
22 (b) (2) (B) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
relating to the taxation of annuities pur- 
chased by employers for their employees. 
The present provisions of this section are to 
the effect that, in the case of such an an- 
nuity contract other than one purchased by 
an employer under a plan meeting certain 
requirements prescribed by section 165 and 
other than one purchased by an employer 
exempt from the income tax under section 
101 (6), if the employee's rights under the 
contract are nonforfeitable except for the 
failure to pay premiums, the amount con- 
tributed by the employer for such annuity 
contract is required to be included in the in- 
come of the employee in the year in which 
the amount is contributed. The amendment 
contained in this section of the bill would 
add a proviso to the foregoing provision so 
that amounts contributed by an employer to 
a trust for the purchase of annuity contracts 
for the benefit of an employee shall not be 
included in the income of the employee in 
the year in which the contribution is made, 
if the contribution is made pursuant to a 
written agreement between the employer and 
the employee, or between the employer and 
the trustee, prior to October 21, 1942, and if 
the terms of such agreement entitle the em- 
ployee to no rights, except with the consent 
of the trustee, under the annuity contracts 
other than the right to receive annuity pay- 
ments. This amendment would become ef- 
fective with respect to taxable years begin- 
ning after December 31, 1933. 

The Senate amendment also contains a 
provision exempting the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act of 1946 from the provisions of 
tte Administrative Procedure Act. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
striking out the provision relating to em- 
ployees’ annuities and leaving in the pro- 
vision exempting the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act of 1946 from the provisions of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 

R. L. DOUCHTON, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
W. D. Muis, 
HAROLD KNUTSON, 
DANIEL A, REED, 
` Roy O. Woopnurr, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to report that 
the conferees on this bil H. R. 7037 
reached a unanimous agreement, and the 
agreement was signed by all of the con- 
ferees. I do not know that I care to dis- 
cuss the report of the conferees at any 
great length. After my brief statement, 
if anybody has any questions with re- 
spect to what the conferees agreed upon 
I shall be glad to try to answer them. 

I shall not discuss the several Senate 
amendments stricken from the bill or the 
purely technical changes accepted by the 
House conferees. 

You are already familiar with title I of 
the bill freezing the tax; title II, provid- 
ing old-age and survivors’ insurance 
benefits for survivors of World War vet- 
erans who die after discharge: title III. 
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providing for State unemployment com- 
pensation coverage for maritime employ- 
ees; and title IV, providing needed tech- 
nical changes in old-age and survivors’ 
insurance. There was no substantial dif- 
ferences between the House and Senate 
on these important provisions. 

There is one important addition to title 
IV. The Senate amendments provided 
for raising the present Federal grants of 
$11,200,000 for maternal and child 
health, crippled children, and child wel- 
fare services to $30,000,000. Under the 
conference agreement the Senate figure 
was reduced by about one-third, or to 
about $23,000,000. 

The conference also adopted an 
amendment facilitating the operation of 
the veterans’ housing program by elimi- 
nating it from the operation of the ad- 
ministrative law bill. This merely 
remedies an oversight in that bill which 
exempts the other temporary programs 
from its operations. 

The principal amendment which was 
agreed to was a substitute for both the 
Senate and House versions of title V, re- 
lating to old age assistance, aid to the 
blind, and aid to dependent children. 
The House provisions increasing from 
$20 to $25 the maximum Federal partici- 
pation for the period ending December 
31, 1947, was retained as was the in- 
creased ceilings for aid to dependent chil- 
dren. The variable grant dependent on 
per capita State income, which the Sen- 
ate had added to the bill was eliminated. 
A liberalization in the present matching 
formula, which would be applicable to all 
States, was adopted. 

Under this formula, for the period be- 
ginning October 1 of this year and end- 
ing December 31 of next year, two-thirds 
of the first $15 of the old-age or blind- 
assistance payment would be from Fed- 
eral funds, and the remainder of the pay- 
ment would be on a 50-50 basis, up to 
the over-all $25 limitation on the Federal 
share. A similar provision is contained 
in the provisions of aid to dependent 
children, except that the Federal share 
would be two-thirds of the first $9 paid 
a child. 

The general effect of these provisions 
is to increase the Federal grant by an 
amount equal to $5 for each blind or 
aged recipient who is given a benefit of 
$15 or more per month. 

States now paying $10, $5 from Federal 
funds, can thus increase their payment 
from $10 to $15, the extra $5 coming from 
Federal funds. € 

States now paying $15 or more can also 
increase their payment by $5 from the 
additional Federal funds they will re- 
ceive. 

In the case of dependent children the 
increase would be $3 instead of $5, but a 
larger part of substantial sized payments 
can also receive even matching as the 
Federal maximum matching has been 
increased from $9 for the first child to 
$13.50 and from $6 for other children to 
$9. This extra money of course may also 
be used to pay the same proportion of 
5 costs to new people added to the 
rolls. 

The conference report contains tables 
showing how this will affect the Federal 
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participation in various size benefit pay- 
ments. 

This provision seemed to the confer- 
ees to have all the advantages of the 
McFarland $5 and $3 amendment, but to 
contain safeguards that amendment 
lacked. It also preserves the requirement 
that a percentage of each benefit pay- 
ment must be at State expense and that 
the State rather than Congress shall fix 
the size of the benefit. 

Unless there are questions, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. KNUTSON]. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, title I 
of the bill freezes the present 1 percent 
pay-roll tax for the old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance program at 1 percent 
on the employee and 1 percent on the 
employer. This was the original House 
provision. 

Title II provides social-security bene- 
fits to survivors and dependents of cer- 
tain World War II veterans who die 
within 3 years after their discharge un- 
der the old-age and survivors’ insurance 
program. For the purpose of determin- 
ing the amount of benefits to be paid, 
the bill authorizes the deceased veteran 
to be treated as having been fully in- 
sured at an average wage rate of $160 
per month from 1939 to the date of his 
death. The benefits would not be paid 
if the surviving widow and dependents 
are eligible for benefits under any exist- 
ing veterans’ benefit law. The House 
merely agreed to certain clerical amend- 
ments made to this title by the Senate. 

Title III: Under this title, maritime 
workers employed on ships operated by 
the Government under the War Ship- 
ping Administration during the war are 
authorized to be covered under State 
unemployment compensation laws. The 
House agreed to certain clerical or ad- 
ministrative amendments made by the 
Senate of a technical nature designed 
to clarify certain provisions of the title. 
Under the bill, unemployment benefits 
could not be paid until funds are ap- 
propriated and become available for 
such payment. The benefits conferred 
are not of a permanent character which 
would cover maritime workers of Gov- 
ernment-owned ships indefinitely in the 
future. 

Title IV: The most important amend- 
ment agreed to under this title, which 
makes certain miscellaneous technical 
amendments to the Social Security Act, 
was the Senate provision authorizing an 
increase in appropriations to be available 
for the payment of benefits under title V 
of the Social Security Act (maternal and 
child welfare, crippled children and sim- 
ilar benefits). The conference commit- 
tee reduced the increased authorizations 
by about one-third. The effect is to 
make very substantial increases in the 
amount of money available for these 
programs under the amount now avail- 
able under existing laws. These in- 
creases will be available in all States un- 
der the existing method of distribution. 

Title V: This title was amended in 
conference very substantially by provid- 
ing that grants to the States by the Fed- 
eral Government for benefit payments 
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to the aged, blind, and dependent chil- 
dren are to be increased. The contro- 
versial variable grant provision of the 
Senate amendments to the House bill is 
completely eliminated. In its place the 
conference agreed upon a formula that 
recognizes the existing 50-50 matching 
system but permits all States to increase 
their benefits, if they choose to do so, 
by $5 per month to each recipient, in the 
case of the aged and blind, and approxi- 
mately $3 in the case of dependent chil- 
dren. 

The conference formula does not pro- 
ceed upon the theory that some States 
are poor and lacking in resources while 
some States are rich. It does not set off 
one group against another. It simply 
provides that in any State where the 
payments to old-age and blind recipients 
are $15 per month or less, the Federal 
Government will put up $2 for $1 of the 
cost of such benefits; and that where 
the benefits are in excess of $15, the ex- 
isting 50-50 formula will be applied. 
Under this arrangement, a given State 
is not required, in effect, to file a pauper’s 
oath before obtaining additional assist- 
ance from the Federal Government in 
making payments under these programs. 
In the case of dependent children, the 
ceiling on Federal contributions is raised 
by approximately 50 percent to $13.50 
per month in the case of the first child, 
and $9 per month in the case of the sec- 
ond and each additional child in a needy 
family. In addition, the 2-for-1 rule 
will apply for benefits of $9 per month 
or less. Above $9, the existing 50-50 
matching formula will prevail up to the 
maximum of $13.50 and $9, respectively. 

Title VI: This title was added by the 
Senate to the House bill and provided 
for a study by the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation of all aspects 
of social security. The Senate receded 
on this amendment after it had been 
pointed out that such a provision was 
unnecessary. 

Title VII: This title was also added 
to the House bill by the Senate. It pro- 
vided certain favorable tax treatment in 
the case of contributions by employers 
to annuity pension funds created for the 
benefit of employees. The Treasury De- 
partment objected to this amendment, 
and after it was pointed out that fur- 
ther study was required in order to per- 
fect any correcting statute dealing with 
this subject, the Senate receded. 

One section of this title was retained 
in the bill, however, which merely au- 
thorized that the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act, recently passed by the Con- 
gress, should not be affected by the new 
Administrative Procedure Act because 
the Housing Act was of a temporary na- 
ture and it was not desired to have such 
temporary administrative machinery af- 
fected by the permanent administrative 
establishments. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to my good 
friend. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Do 
I understand that before a recipient of 
old-age assistance can secure this extra 
Federal contribution, the State must 
match the amount? 
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Mr. KNUTSON. No. Let me explain 
briefly to the gentleman, ifI may. Under 
the agreement reached by the conferees, 
we depart from the 50-50 basis on the 
first 815. I am speaking now of the 
aged. Of that $15, the Federal Govern- 
ment will contribute $10 and the State $5. 
Beyond $15, the present 50-50 basis ap- 
plies. The bill simply permits a State to 
pay higher benefits if it chooses to do so 
and we are saying that if higher benefits 
are paid the Federal Government will 
contribute its share according to this 
new plan. 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Then 
if there is to be an increase in the old- 
age assistance, the State will have to put 
up an equal amount of, let us say $2.50, 
before they get the extra $2.50? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No. Under the pres- 
ent law, the State now pays $7.50 on a 
$15 benefit. Under the new formula, if 
a State elects to continue paying $7.50, 
the United States will increase its pres- 
ent contribution by $5 or $12.50 total, 
making it possible to increase the $15 
benefit to $20. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Then 
is the Federal contribution automatic? 

Mr. KNUTSON. It is not automatic. 
Anyone now receiving $15 or less will get 
an additional $5 only if the State which 
pays him feels that by virtue of the in- 
creased Federal funds which this bill 
authorizes, the State can afford to in- 
crease that person’s benefit by $5. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Sup- 
pose they are receiving $40, will there be 
any increase in the amount? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Not unless the State 
takes appropriate action to increase ex- 
isting benefits by whatever amount the 
State feels it can afford to pay in the 
light of the new scale of contributions 
set up in this bill, There was a strong 
demand in conference for the so-called 
variable grant, but we could not see our 
way clear to give in on that, so we de- 
cided to make this increase applicable 
to all States and Territories, wherever 
social security is in effect, hence there is 
no discrimination between the so-called 
rich States and the poorer States. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, KNUTSON. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. As I under- 
stand the gentleman, each old-age pen- 
sioner, under this conference agreement, 
will be eligible to receive an additional 
$5, regardless of the amount he is now 
receiving? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Beginning October 
1, yes, if the State acts to increase bene- 
fits by that amount. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. And that $5 
comes from the Federal Government and 
does not have to be matched by the 
States? 

Mr. KNUTSON. That comes from the 
Federal Government but matches State 
funds on a 2-to-1 ratio for the first $15. 
I hope that is clear. That is an outright 
increase over the present formula. Of 
course, the States may, of their own vo- 
lition, determine the total public as- 
sistance expenditure within the State. 
The ultimate Federal grant depends 
upon the total expenditure and the num- 
ber of recipients. 
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Mr. COLE of Missouri. How long will 
this $5 increase continue? 

Mr, KNUTSON. I am glad the gentle- 
man called my attention to that. Ft be- 
comes available October 1 of this year 
and expires on the 31st of December 1947. 
There were several reasons why we voted 
to authorize this $5 increase, the princi- 
pal reason being the constantly increas- 
ing cost of living. By extending it to 
December 31, 1947, it would give the 
Ways and Means Committee ample op- 
portunity to explore the whole subject 
further when the new Congress con- 
venes, 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
EBERHARTER |. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
am not anxious to delay a vote on this 
conference report. I am as anxious to 
have a vote on it as anybody else. 

In the first instance, may I say I am 
in favor of the adoption of the confer- 
ence report. In view of the fact that 
when the matter was before the House 
previously, I strongly opposed some of 
the provisions of the measure as then 
written, I think it incumbent upon me to 
express the reasons why I now favor this 
conference report. 

Under this report, if adopted, it is true 
that every individual in the United 
States now receiving old-age assistance 
can possibly receive an increase of $5 
monthly, which will be contributed by 
the Federal Government. And, in my 
opinion, the conference report recog- 
nizes the validity of the variable grant 
principle, because, under the formula 
adopted, two-thirds of the first $15 paid 
to old-age assistance recipients will be 
contributed by the Federal Government. 
In my opinion, that is a recognition of 
the principle for which I and many other 
Members of the House were fighting. It 
applies to every State in the Union. It 
follows naturally that those States which 
are paying low amounts for old-age 
assistance will get a larger proportion 
of the payment from the Federal Gov- 
ernment than those States that are pay- 
ing high amounts. In other words, if a 
State pays $15 for old-age assistance, the 
Federal Government contributes two- 
thirds or 6635 percent, whereas if a State 
is paying $40 the Federal Government 
only contributes two-thirds of the first 
$15, and one-half of the amount over the 
first $15. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman two 
additional minutes. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, an- 
other reason why this conference report 
should be adopted, of course, is that the 
allowances to take care of dependent 
children have also been increased ap- 
proximately 50 percent, and we are all 
happy about that. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. POAGE. I wish the gentleman 
would explain why this does not destroy 
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itself in those States that have a provi- 
sion that is based on need? For instance, 
in the State of Texas, if they find that 
the budget need of the beneficiary is $15 
per month they will give them $15 per 
month. The Federal Government is pay- 
ing half of that. Now, if the Federal 
Government pays two-thirds of it they 
will still find the budget need is $15 per 
month. All it means is that the Federal 
Government will simply pay their per- 
centage. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. As I understand, 
no State will be permitted to reduce the 
payments now being made to any extent 
whatsoever. 

Mr. POAGE. That is what I wanted to 
be sure, that they would not be allowed 
to reduce present payments. 

Mr. EBERHARTER, They will not be 
allowed to reduce present payments. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. LYNCH. While the States may 
not reduce payments, nevertheless, this 
does not necessarily mean that every per- 
son is going to get an increase of $5 from 
the State. For instance, today if a State 
gives $15, $7.50, or 50 percent, of it is con- 
tributed by the Federal Government. If 
the payment by the State is more than 
$15, the contribution of the Federal Gov- 
ernment is 50-50 up to $20 maximum 
Federal contribution. Hereafter the Fed- 
eral Government will contribute to that 
State $10 of the first $15 and 50 percent 
of the balance up to the Federal maxi- 
mum of $25. Thus the State need not 
necessarily increase the benefits to the 
recipient. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Under the con- 
ference report, of course, States can to 
some extent use the money to increase 
the number of persons on the assistance 
rolis. 

Mr. Speaker, in the remaining short 
time allotted to me I want to express my 
appreciation for the help and coopera- 
tion given to me, as a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, by many 
Members in striving to have incorporated 
in the measure we are now considering 
the principle of variable grants to States, 
and particularly, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
mention the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. COLMER], who has consistently and 
effectively cooperated to bring about the 
measure of success which is being 
achieved today toward accomplishing our 
objective. 

His efforts as an influential member of 
the Rules Committee, both in the com- 
mittee and by his valiant work on the 
fioor, helped tremendously. Iventure the 
opinion that without him our task would 
have been well-nigh impossible. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has again ex- 
pired. ? 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have five legisla- 
tive days in which to extend their re- 
marks at this point on the conference 
report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the cor- 
rect interpretation, carefully prepared, 
of the action and intent of the conferees 
in connection with H. R. 7037 is con- 
tained in the report. I want to reiterate, 
as a conferee on the part of the House, 
that the effect of our joint action was to 
provide a total of $25 from the Federal 
Treasury to match State contributions 
on & basis which, according to my mind, 
establishes a variable of a sort never be- 
fore embodied in the Social Security Act. 
The $25 of the Federal contribution 
will be matched as follows: For the first 
$5 contributed by the State the Federal 
Government contributes $10, the re- 
mainder of the maximum Federal match- 
ing, or $15, will be used to meet State 
contributions on a  dollar-for-dollar 
basis. In other words, to illustrate fur- 
ther, the first $5 of the State is matched 
on a 2-for-1 basis, giving the pen- 
sioner $15. Beyond that, the 50-50 
matching will add an additional $15 each 
from State and Federal sources, or $30. 
Fifteen dollars, plus $30, will make a 
total over-all of $45 per month. Of 
course, the State may go as high as it 


wishes beyond this amount without fur- ' 


ther Federal contribution. Simply, the 
Federal Government will contribute at 
the outset the amount of $5 to every 
pensioner. under the act, then match the 
next $20 on an equal basis. I trust I 
have made myself clear on this one point 
in the report. 

Now let me add that our job is not 
finished with this report, and the House 
will understand that in the field of old- 
age and survivors’ insurance many inter- 
related matters must be considered and 
settled. I hope this will be done early 
next year. There are the complex and 
important questions of liberalizing the 
benefit formula and the eligibility re- 
quirements, extending benefits to dis- 
ability cases and extending coverage to 
presently excluded employments and to 
self-employment. I am proud that we 
have laid the groundwork for this task 
by our studies and hearings which we 
recently completed. 

Mr. GRANT of Alabama. Mr. Speak- 
er, I regret that the conferees on H. R. 
7037 did not agree to an amendment to 
the Social Security Act which recognizes 
the inequitable allotment of Federal 
funds. The records show that the Fed- 
eral Government is now paying more 
than three times as much to aged people 
in some States than in others. I have 
long felt that this is an inequitable dis- 
tribution of such funds. 

Take, for instance, my own State: 
Alabama would, under the bill as orig- 
inally passed in the House, only receive 
about $4,000 increase over the 1943-44 
payments. This increase would run from 
a low of $2,000 in Maryland to over $13,- 
000,000 in the State of California. There 
would be merit in such distribution of 
funds if the affected lower-income-group 
States did not attempt to meet the Fed- 
eral grant. Under the present system, 
we grant most assistance to the States 
which need it least and grant least as- 
sistance to the States which need it 
most. The present law does not recog- 
nize differences in the ability of the re- 
spective States to finance public assist- 
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ance, such as aiding the needy aged, de- 
pendent children, and blind persons. 

I believe that a careful check will show 
that my own State, and many of the 
other States which have a low per capita 
income, do make greater appropriations 
than many of the wealthier States, when 
the ability to pay and the percentage of 
the tax dollar is taken into consideration. 

In other words, many of our States are, 
at the present time, making a greater 
tax effort to match these Federal funds 
than some of the States with much 
greater resources. 

The conferees have agreed and so rec- 
ommend to the House that we accept a 
new formula which still recognizes a 
50-50 matching, but departs from it in 
that a person receiving up to $15 per 
month will have two-thirds of this 
amount, or $10, contributed by the Fed- 
eral Government and $5 contributed by 
the State. On all amounts over $15, the 
present formula of 50-50 remains. This 
applies to contributions made to the aged, 
blind, and dependent children and runs 
from October 1, 1946, to December 31, 
1947. 

In other words, the Federal Govern- 
ment will, up until that time, contribute 
two-thirds of the first $15. This will be 
an aid to Alabama and to all of the 
States, however, this amendment ignores 
the variable matching formula and does 
not recognize the rank discrimination 
against the low-income States. 

We, in the State of Alabama, are justly 
proud of the department of public wel- 
fare, which administers this fund, under 
the direction of Miss Loula Dunn, com- 
missioner. The available funds have 
been sympathetically and wisely admin- 
istered. Miss Dunn’s services have not 
only been recognized in Alabama, but also 
by the American Public Welfare Associa- 
tion, which has honored her with its 
presidency. Her contribution to this 
work is deeply appreciated by the people 
of Alabama and the entire Nation. 

I trust that at the next session of Con- 
gress, the Ways and Means Committee 
will make a more detailed study of this 
question and provide additional Federal 
funds to States with low per capita in- 
comes. This is fair and equitable. I 
assure you that the State of Alabama 
will do everything possible insofar as our 
resources permit to take care of the 
needy. The principle of allotting addi- 
tional Federal funds to States with low 
per capita incomes is a sound principle 
of social justice. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, in adopt- 
ing the conference report on H. R. 7037, 
the Congress has enacted a law which 
greatly liberalized the provisions for 
Federal grants to States for old-age 
assistance, aid to dependent children and 
aid to the blind. 

The bill agreed on in conference, while 
retaining the liberalized ceilings on the 
Federal share of assistance payments, 
substitutes for the present 50-50 match- 
ing a formula under which the Fed- 
eral share would be two-thirds: of the 
first $15 of monthly payments of old-age 
assistance or aid to the blind and one- 
half the remainder of the payment up to 
the over-all Federal maximum share of 
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$25. Similarly in the case of aid to de- 
pendent children, the Federal share 
would be two-thirds of the first $$ of the 
payment and one-half of the balance up 
to the over-all Federal maximum share 
of $13.50 or $9. 

This liberalization may be illustrated 
by what can happen in my own State, 
Arkansas, assuming that the State con- 
tinues to expend its present amounts of 
State funds. 

April of this year, Arkansas had 26,578 
on the old age assistance rolls and ex- 
pended $224,193 of State funds and $224,- 
193 of Federal funds for assistance which 
averaged $16.87 per case. Under the 
change, Arkansas would have received an 
extra $5 multiplied by the number of 
recipients, assuming that this extra 
money, and the State and Federal funds 
above mentioned could have all been used 
to pay public assistance. Thus, if all 
these funds could have been used to pay 
increased benefits to the 26,578 on the 
rolls, the average paid per recipient 
would have been $21.87 per recipient in- 
stead of $16.87, which was actually paid. 

Arkansas probably would have added 
recipients to the rolls had these addi- 
tional Federal funds been available. For 
example, the 26,578 on the rolls might 
have been increased to 30,000. Assuming 
State funds to have remained $224,193, 
total funds would have been: 


oe) a EEAS $224, 193 
50-percent Federal matching 224, 193 
C 150, 000 

Ar 598, 386 


Thus, average payments would have 
been increased from $16.87 to $19.94 and 
3,422 added to the rolls without increas- 
ing State appropriations. 

The illustrations I have given would 
in general be applicable to the blind, who 
were receiving an average of $18.77 in 
Arkansas last April. Assuming the same 
expenditure per recipient from State 
funds, their benefits could have been in- 
creased to an average of $23.77. 

In the case of dependent children, the 
Federal grants would also be consider- 
ably increased. The present Federal 
ceilings limit Federal matching to $9 for 
the first child and $6 for each additional 
child in a family. These ceilings are 
raised to $13.50 and $9 respectively. 
This means more of the benefits most 
States pay can be matched. Also, $3 
multiplied by the number of dependent 
children receiving assistance is paid the 
State in addition to the increase in the 
50-50 matching. 

While the principle of variable grants, 
as contained in the original House bill, 
H. R. 6911, and adopted by the Senate as 
an amendment to H. R. 7037, is a more 
scientific approach to the problem and 
one which will be carefully studied by the 
committee as it approaches a permanent 
solution, the temporary provisions I have 
described appear to be practicable and 
are certainly very helpful, particularly 

- to low-income States. 

The approach, contained in the con- 
ference report, is not a new idea, but one 
which has had consideration over a long 
period and which has been sponsored by 
many prominent Members of the Con- 
gress, including the gentleman from Mis- 
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sissippi IMr. COLMER], who rendered 
valuable assistance in making possible 
the final approval by Congress of amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act as con- 
tained in this conference report. It is 
fitting that the States represented by the 
gentleman from Mississippi and others 
of us who have fought so long for a more 
equitable method of determining the 
amount of Federal grants should now 
receive Federal grants in much more 
equitable amounts and be enabled to 
provide on a more generous basis for 
the recipients of public assistance. 

It is hoped that adoption of the con- 
ference report will prove a stepping stone 
toward legislation which will perma- 
nently and equitably solve the problem 
of the aged, the blind, and dependent 
children in all of the States. I feel cer- 
tain the Ways and Means Committee 
will endeavor to work toward this end 
when the new Congress convenes. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am one of the many millions 
in this country who dream of the day 


when social security will be a reality for 


all our people. I want a program which 
wipes out once and for all crushing pov- 
erty in a land of plenty and the fear of 
hunger in a land which produces abun- 
dance. I want people—all people—not 
just those in a few favored occupations, 
to face the future secure in the knowl- 
edge that they are protected against the 
time when they can no longer earn their 
living either because of age, disability, or 
lack of suitable job opportunities and 
that their dependents will have some se- 
curity in case of their premature death. 
I want for them, as for myself, the free- 


dom from fear and the sense of personal 
` dignity that springs from assurance that 


a decent minimum level of existence is 
theirs as a matter of legal, moral, and 
social right even when circumstances 
outside their control make it no longer 
possible to earn a living in the labor 
market. 

I think social insurance offers the best 
hope for achieving real social security, 
not only because millions of working peo- 
ple have already built up a tremendous 
equity, through their own contributions, 
in such an insurance program but also 
because the equity principle offers the 
best protection in the long run against 
the hazards of shifting political tides. 
No political body, whatever its com- 
plexion, is ever going to cut back bene- 
fits which are based on the life-long con- 
tributions of the beneficiaries. Nobody 
is going to insist that benefits based on 
contributions should be tied to a means 
test that harks back to the poor-laws 
days of the sixteenth century when peo- 
ple believed that you could prevent de- 
pendency by making public aid as hu- 
miliating and niggardly as possible. Peo- 
ple who have insurance have the kind of 
security that comes with money in the 
bank and they know that this money is 
theirs regardless of their politics, regard- 
less of their way of life, and regardless of 
whether they happen to have a kitchen 
garden in their back yards, That is the 
kind of security I want for myself and 
for my constituents and for all the peo- 
ple in this country regardless of where 
they happen to live. 
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I know that we do not have that kind 
of social security now and we are not go- 
ing to get that kind of social security 
this session. But I am supporting the 
conference report on H. R. 7037 because 
I feel that these amendments to the 
Social Security Act are a badly needed 
step in the right direction. Much as I 
feel the need to extend and liberalize 
the insurance program I recognize that 
the people now struggling to maintain 
some semblance of a life on present mis- 
erably low assistance payments need 
relief here and now. I know that the 
extra $5 in Federal funds for each aged 
and blind person is inadequate, but at 
least it is better than the former limit 
of $20. How this Congress has expected 
any mother to raise a dependent child in 
health and happiness on $18 a month I 
cannot imagine and I therefore welcome 
the additional $3 in Federal funds for 
each child, though I would like to know 
how she is to manage with present ris- 
ing prices. I am particularly glad that 
the conferees agreed to a compromise 
provision, however inadequate, so that 
the benefits of this bill can go to all the 
people and not just to those of a hand- 


ful of the richer States. 


Poverty cannot be isolated and misery 
cannot be quarantined. Wein California 
cannot raise our standard of living, 
whether for our people in general or our 


. needy aged, if we take positions which 


tend to further freeze the impoverished 
condition of people in other parts of the 
country. It costs 1 percent more to live 
in Los Angeles than in Atlanta, Ga., but 
the old-age grants in Los Angeles are 
199 percent higher. This just does not 
make sense for anyone. We have got to 
see that assistance really does what it is 
supposed to do, that it really guaran- 
tees against poverty wherever it may be. 

I hope that next year we will have no 
more lengthy surveys, no more months 
of hearings, no more inadequate amend- 
ments brought in at the last minute as 
a stopgap answer to the most pressing 
emergencies, 

We know what the problem is and we 
have this information and the collective 
national wisdom to solve it. What I 
want to see next session is a real social- 
security bill to give adequate insurance 
protection as a matter of right to every- 
one, including those who have already 
retired from the labor market. If all 
our people get adequate insurance bene- 
fit payments when they are entitled to 
them, public assistance can fall into its 
intended role as a residual supplemen- 
tary program to take care of the unusual 
situation and we can move forward to- 
ward our goal of freedom from want on 
a road that we know leads toward peace 
of mind and individual dignity. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
am in favor of this conference report and 
will support the same. I wish to make 
a few observations on the section dealing 
with old-age assistance. 

I feel that the confusion that exists 
among even members of the conference 
committee bringing in this report is un- 
fortunate, and I believe is a strong argu- 
ment for a Federal old-age pension which 
will be administered uniformly in the 
different States. In my opinion, the 
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trend in this country is definitely toward 
the Federal pensions, without the heavy 
overhead expense involved in adminis- 
tering the present law. 

There seems to be a difference of opin- 
ion as to the effect of the amendment 
adopted by the conference committee. 
What the committee says is simply this: 
That the Federal Government will con- 
tribute $10 of the first $15 paid to every 
person in the United States receiving 
old-age assistance under existing law. 
Of course, the question is immediately 
raised if this will provide an increase of 
$5 per month in the pension received by 
each person. It appears that this extra 
$5 will be paid to the various States, 
and the department of public welfare in 
each State will determine how it is ap- 
plied. Personally, I feel very strongly 
that each State should give each pension- 
er an increase of $5, as this seems to be 
the intent of the amendment. 

Undoubtedly the next Congress will 
give attention to this important matter 
of old-age assistance, and I hope some 
satisfactory solutions can be worked out. 
There is a definite responsibility to take 
care of these aged persons who have 
made their contributions to our develop- 
ment and progress over the years. 

THE LAME, THE HALT, THE BLIND ARE STILL OUR 
BROTHERS AND SISTERS 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, this con- 
ference report does not provide the se- 
curity. for the aged or the blind which I 
hoped if would. Nor in my opinion has 
this Congress taken steps forward enough 
in the field of adequate social security 
all along the line. 

The elderly citizens of our Nation have 
already made their economic investment 
and contribution to our national wealth 
and should not live the later years of 
their lives in fear of no roof, no food, no 
clothing, no pleasures. A happy old age 
for our elder population would greatly 
strengthen our domestic fabric. 

When there is lack of fear of need in 
the lives of the “grandpas” and “grand- 
mas” of our Nation, there is removed a 
cause of great concern right down into 
the intimate family circle of our land. 

And, as the family life of our Nation 
is, so is our national strength or weak- 
ness. 

People, folks, humankind—these are 
the real worth of our Nation. Material 
wealth and physical properties are only 
of dollar value to the extent to which 
they are created to make people, folks, 
happier or healthier. The aim of our 
civilization is low indeed if we magnify 
aggrandizement of material wealth to 
puch extremes that we exclude our atten- 
tion and duty to our elders, and the lame, 
the halt, the blind. 

While this Congress has done some 
splendid things for the essentials of liv- 
ing such as education, health, housing, 
social security and similar fields of hu- 
man experience, the next Congress must 
needs make greater steps along these 
lines. 

The reconversion of human values is 
not less important than is the reconver- 
sion of material properties such as fac- 
tories, shops, and ships, 
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We can be penny wise in this impor- 
tant matter of human reconversion, We 
have not yet reached high enough in my 
judgment. 

Our Nation will only be one of endur- 
ing values in proportion as we place 
emphasis upon the values which endure 
and which are not washed away when 
the storms assail. 

These values, Mr. Speaker, are founded 
in recognition that material gain is made 
for the use and progress of man and 
not man made for application or specu- 
lation for material gain. 

As we today adjourn and go home to 
our respective congressional districts all 
over our beloved Nation, let us as the 
representatives of our districts, so speak 
and act that the people of America will 
be enriched by our leadership into paths 
of domestic tranquillity and enduring 
world peace. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gore]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, as I under- 
stand the conference report, it provides 
that out of the first $15—it does not have 
to be a total of $15, but out of the first 
$15—the Federal Government will con- 
tribute two-thirds. If a total payment 
of $12 is made to an aged or blind bene- 
ficiary the Federal Government will con- 
tribute $8; if it is 815 the Federal Gov- 
ernment- will contribute $10. Above a 
total of $15 it remains on the 50-50 
matching formula, Is that not right? 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
That is correct. The ceiling on the total 
Federal contribution is $25. 

Mr. GORE. One additional change, 
as the gentleman points out, is that the 
ceiling, the maximum amount which the 
Federal Government will match, is raised 
to $25 per month. For dependent chil- 
dren this provides that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will pay two-thirds of the first 
$9. 

I want to read from this conference 
report the following significant sentence: 

The new formula will apply uniformly in 
all States. 


That is a new principle of social secu- 
rity, and one reason I asked for time to 
speak at this time was to impress upon 
you the fact that by this you are adopting 
a new principle. I am not opposed to 
this principle, but I think the variable- 
grant formula contained in the Senate 
bill is preferable. As we come into this 
late date the House has not yet had a 
chance to vote upon the variable-grant 
formula which I fully believe represents 
the majority sentiment of the Congress. 
Because of the closed-rule procedure we 
have not had a chance to pass upon that 
or any other specific item. It has been a 
take-it-or-leave-it proposition each time. 
No Member has even had an opportunity 
to offer an amendment. We have not 
had a chance to vote upon such simple 
questions as the security tax rate for 
1947. We have waited for months to 
consider amendments to the Social Secu- 
rity Act. A stall was staged, and now we 
come to this pass, inadequate considera- 
tion, and inadequate action on the very 
day of sine die adjournment. I hope the 
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Ways and Means Committee will act 
early in the next Congress and that Con- 
gress will give this vital problem the 
consideration it deserves. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 

Mr. FORAND. The gentleman knows 
Iam very much interested in the variable 
grant formula, so much so that I intro- 
duced a bill to that effect, H. R. 5686. 
We almost got it to the floor—at least 
parts of it. When the next Congress con- 
venes I shall follow the matter up and the 
committee has promised me that it will 
receive consideration. 

Mr. GORE. I hope the committee will 
consider it and that the Congress will 
have an opportunity to consider it, too. 
Now, why do I say this is a new principle? 
For the reason that the report states—it 
applies “uniformly” not to all States but 
“in all States.” There the committee is 
recognizing that we are dealing not with 
the cold abstractions of 48 States but 
with human beings; therefore this ap- 
plies uniformly in all States to the in- 
dividuals. I agree with this principle of 
equality of treatment of citizens insofar 
as it goes. Where, then, is the error? 
The inequity, the injustice, the unfair- 
ness and discrimination resulting from 
the present program remains the law of 
the land. , 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I want to compli- 
ment the gentleman from Tennessee on 
the hard fight he has made for the vari- 
able grant principle. I want to join with 
him and say that the Congress is play- 
ing a tragic joke on itself and on the 
country by freezing the tax rate, not al- 
lowing it to go up one-haif cf 1 percent. 
We are depreciating this fund and we 
will have to take it out of the general 
tax revenues. 

Mr, GORE. I agree with the gentle- 
man. I have studied the tables and I 
may say that in 5 to 7 years the liability 
of the Government under this old age 
insurance retirement system is going to 
pyramid and pyramid very rapidly. This 
social security rate should be allowed to 
increase in an orderly manner. I do not 
think we should allow it to jump from 
2 to 5 percent; that would be too great 
a shock, but it should be allowed to in- 
crease orderly. As I understand it, the 
gentleman from North Carolina advo- 
cated that, but he has not had his way. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
This only applies for 1 year. We have 
a reserve fund of more than $7,000,000,- 
000 which will accumulate and increase 
next year, so I do not think we are in 
any danger. Our staff made a careful 
study of this and stated that an increase 
of one-half percent would make it sound 
for 10 years. If that would make it 
sound for 10 years, we are not in any 
immediate danger. 
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Mr. GORE. I think we would do well 
to give more consideration to the recom- 
mendations of the committee's technical 
Staff of experts and to the actuarial staff 
of the Social Security Board. I under- 
stand that only a few days ago the gen- 
tleman’s committee itself by a vote of 
18 to 7 recommended that the tax be 
increased one-half percent on both em- 
ployer and employee. That was, in my 
opinion, a wise recommendation. But 
the gentleman’s committee changed its 
mind and then urged the House to fore- 
close itself from the opportunity of even 
considering the question. I, for one, re- 
fuse to assert my own capacity or the 
capacity of the House to consider amend- 
ments to the Social Security Act. 

I welcome the increased benefits for 
the needy in this bill, but deplore our in- 
action toward broadening the coverage 
of the act and our failure to ameliorate 
the inequities of the present system. We 
shall try again. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. GORE. I yield to my able col- 
league from Tennessee who on yesterday 
won overwhelmingly endorsement by the 
people he represents so capably and con- 
scientiously. 

Mr. PRIEST. I want to express my 
appreciation for the fight my colleague 
has waged for the principle of variable 
grants. I sincerely hope that when this 
matter again comes before the House we 
may be able to amend the social-secu- 
rity law to provide for this formula of 
payments to the States. While this com- 
promise agreement does not contain the 
variable grant feature, it represents a 
decided increase in financial assistance 
to the needy aged, blind, and dependent 
children. And, besides, the legislation 
approved by the adoption of this confer- 
ence report should prove very helpful to 
millions of war veterans who may re- 
ceive credit on social security for all the 
time spent in the armed services. I join 
my colleague in urging its adoption. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I know that the Members of the House 
are very impatient and wish to vote, but 
we have worked for months on this social- 
security problem and we would like to 
have a minute or two in which to discuss 
this important measure. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. In view of what the 
preceding speaker said it might be well 
to have the Recorp show at this point 
something about this $7,000,000,000. 

Mr. REED cf New York. I will go into 
that. I heard the gentleman say that 
the country has been more or less de- 
frauded. I just want to say that what 
he says is true but not as he intended it. 

What has happened is that a spend- 
thrift Government has taken what should 
have been the social-security fund and, 
figuratively speaking, poured it into po- 
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litical rat-holes and it is gone. That is 
what has happened to the $7,000,000,000 
reserve fund. We know that the social- 
security system is actuarially unsound at 
the present time. If we raise this tax to 
144 percent, jump it up by that amount, 
all we will do is simply to supply more 
funds, create greater deficits so far as the 
pensioners reserve fund under OASI is 
concerned. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing more 
beautiful to me than to see an old couple 
under their own roof, living in peace and 
happiness and security. That is a 
beautiful picture. I know of nothing 
more tragic than an old couple who have 
reared a family, who have furnished 
sons for war, who have been good citi- 
zens, but through some misfortune, per- 
haps from buying foreign bonds, being 
sent to the poorhouse; or to see other 
old persons who do not have food, 
clothes, or shelter all in face of the 
fact that the Congress of.a great nation 
is neglecting its old people and instead 
giving away $3,750,000,000 to a foreign 
government. This Congress has sent 
food and clothes abroad and it has fur- 
nished shelter to the people of foreign 
countries while overlooking the needs of 
its elderly people here at home. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a munificent 
sum we are supposedly giving the old 
people. The amount the old people will 
receive under this bill would not buy two 
meals for the average Member of Con- 
gress at a restaurant downtown. Prices 
of necessities are skyrocketing under a 
spendthrift Government. What is this 
Congress doing? Practically nothing, 
except to spend, spend, and tax and tax. 

Congress, after lending to foreign gov- 
ernments billions of dollars, boondog- 
gling billions of dollars, now says to the 
old folks, “We in our generosity are go- 
ing to put you in a state of affluence by 
adding $5 provided your State acts so 
you can benefit by this act.” We know 
there are a lot of States that will not act. 

Some States can run horse races and 
spend millions of dollars in gate re- 
ceipts in many of the so-called poor 
States, but they cannot do anything 
for their old people. Why? Because 
they fear that some old-colored grand- 
mother might get a little extra old-age 
pension and then have the whole group 
around her move in, in order to live on 
the pension. That is the truth behind 
this legislation arid it is about time the 
scheme should be exposed. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. What became of the 
$7,000,000,000, and what do we get for 
these I O U's? 

Mr. REED of New York. We do not 
get a thing except to tax people in the 
future, the GI’s among the rest. It is a 
fraud from top to bottom when con- 
sidered as a long-range program. 

I now turn to an analysis of the bill 
as it now appears after the conference. 

The change just made in the Federal 
grant provisions for State old-age assist- 
ance is very simple. The law is effec- 
tive from October 1, 1846, to December 31, 
1947. The liberalized grant is to the 
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State and not to the individual. The 
effect of the liberalized grant is to provide 
the State more Federal funds for any 
given expenditure by the State for old- 
age assistance. 

Under existing law a State gets one- 
half of its expenditures for old-age assist- 
ance, excluding part of assistance in 
excess of a $40 monthly benefit. Thus, 
the Federal limit is $20 per individual. 

Under the change just made by Con- 
gress, the Federal share will be two- 
thirds of the first $15 of the benefit, plus 
one-half of the balance of the benefit, 
but with a $25 limit to the Federal share, 
case per case. 

The way it will work in each State can 
be illustrated by taking New York as an 
example. In April 1946, New York had 
103,868 old-age recipients on the rolls, 
and the average payment was $38.24, and 
total assistance paid was $3,972,291. 
The Federal share was somewhat less 
than half this figure as some payments 
exceeded $40, and the Federal limit per 
individual was $20. 

Under the change—the new Federal 
ceiling raised to $25, and two-thirds of 
the first $15 of assistance and one-half of 
assistance above $15 payable—the State 
would receive an additional Federal fund 
of $5 times 104,000 recipients or $520,000 
per month, assuming it continued ex- 
pending the same amount of State funds 
for assistance. This extra amount 
would provide funds for an average in- 
crease of $5 per case if the number of 


recipients remained the same. The 


State, however, would determine what 
recipients would get the increase, and 
how much each would get. 

Some of the funds might be used to add 
persons to the rolls. The increase would, 
of course, be more than $520,000 if more 
persons were added to the rolls. 

Two things should be kept clear: 

First, that the change merely provides 
a more liberal matching arrangement 
for old-age-assistance payments and 
does not affect the present Federal-State 
arrangements in any other manner. 

Second, that the change does not of 
itself give $5 or any other amount to any 
recipient of public assistance, but leaves - 
the determination of his assistance to 
the State authorities. 

Thus the new change provides more 
Federal funds for any given expenditure 
of State funds for public assistance, and 
thus encourages more generous treat- 
ment by the State of its aged, but does 
not interfere with the right of the State 
determine what the assistance shall 


To be specific grants must be made on 
a two-thirds basis of two-thirds of the 
first $15 of any benefit; that above $15, 
the 50-50 matching under existing law 
be retained with a limit on the Fed- 
eral contribution of $25 takes care of 
blind and dependent children. 

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS, 1946 
EFFECT OF CONFERENCE REVISED MATCHING 
FORMULA, H. R. 7037 
(August 2, 1946) 

The following tables illustrate the effect of 
the revised matching formula governing 
Federal contributions to State payments for 


the period October 1, 1946, to January 1, 
1948, for public assistance, under tities I, IV, 


1946 


and X of the Social Security Act, as agreed 
upon in conference on H. R. 7037. Table No. 
1 applies to aid to the aged and blind. Table 
No. 2 applies to aid to dependent children. 
The new formula will apply uniformly in all 
States regardless of State per capita income 
or any other measures of relative economic 
resources among the States: 


Taste No. 1.—Aid to aged and the blind 


Federal contributions 


Average State payment 


Existing | Conference 


law (in all | report (in 

tates) all States) 
Funn —-m 150 12 6634 
816. $8. 00 $10. 50 
820. $10. 00 $12. 50 
825. $12. 50 $15. 00 
$30. $15.00 $17. 50 
$40. In s $20. 00 $22. 50 
445 and over. 3 $20. 00 t $25. 00 


Percent. 

2 On a benefit of $12, for example, the Federal contribu- 
tion under existing Jaw amounts to $6. Under the con- 
ference formula the Federal contribution would be 6634 
percent, or $8, 

3 Ceiling. 


Taste No. 2,—Aid to dependent children 


Federal contributions 


Conference for- 


Existing law mila 


Average State pay- 
ment 


First Second] First | Second 

child | child | child | child 
S r 150 150 | 16634 6635 
9 $5.00 85.00 $6.50) $6.50 
$12. 86. 00 86. 00 $7.50 $7. 50 
815.— 87. 5086. 00 9. 00289. 00 
$18... 2 $9.00 | 2 $6.00 | $10.50 | 2$9. 00 
5 |: fh 
$24 or more N . 


4 Percent, 
2 Ceiling. 


Mr, DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr, Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ap- 
preciate that the Membership is anxious 
to get away and I shall not take much 
time, I hope. The House bill, which 
passed the House by a big majority, pro- 
vided a straight $5 increase for every 
recipient of an old-age pension and every 
blind individual in the country who has 
been receiving benefits. I voted for that 
bill and gave it my active support in 
committee and on the floor. Now, then, 
I do not want anybody to go away from 
here or go back home with the wrong im- 
pression. The House bill would have 
paid every individual $5. It was my un- 
derstanding that the House conferees 
were going to stand by the House action. 
This bill does not do that. This bill pays 
every State $5, Let us have an under- 
standing, and if I am wrong, I want this 
corrected. There seems to be no agree- 
ment among those who were conferees. 
Take, for instance, a man drawing $15 a 
month in State A, we willsay. Very well. 
The Government is going to pay $10 of 
that and the State will put up $5. Very 
well. There it is. The Government 
hands out $5 to that State. But, when 
that State gets that money the State ad- 
ministrator, the proper official, will say 
to the individual, “Yes, you are getting 
$15 a month, but that is all you are en- 
titled to and you cannot get any more. 
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You cannot get this $5 that has come 
from the Government, because we say 
you are not entitled to any more. Con- 
sequently you will not get any more.“ 
Now that is what you ought to under- 
stand. You cannot go home and tell all 
these old folks and blind persons that 
we voted them $5. We voted the State $5. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. What does the gentleman 
think the State will do with that addi- 
tional $5? 

Mr.. JENKINS. That is something I 
cannot answer for the laws of the several 
States are different. It is presumed that 
the State will say, “All right, we will can- 
vass the situation, and if you are entitled 
to more we will give you more.” I hope 
that the States will be liberal. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. It appears that there 
could only be two things that the State 
could do with the additional $5, in answer 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. One 
would be to increase the payments made 
to old-age recipients by $5 per month, 
or else use this $5, plus the other $5 com- 
ing in from the Federal Treasury, to put 
more people on the old-age rolls. 

Mr. JENKINS. That partially an- 
swers the question. Just as I stated in 
reference to the man who was getting 
$15, it might work out that he would 
not get an extra dollar. 

Mr. JUDD. But another man might 
get $5. 

Mr. MILLS. The handling of the 
problem is entirely within the control of 
the director of the public welfare pro- 
gram in the States. 

Mr, JUDD. But the money would 
have to go for the care of some old 
people. 

Mr. MILLS. That is right. The gen- 
tleman is correct. 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. Les, I am glad to yield 
to my distinguished colleague from Ohio. 

Mr. BREHM. This is all set up on a 
basis of need. Now, if the investigator 
finds that the recipient's needs do not 
show that he is entitled to more, then he 
will not get any more, regardless of 
whether or not this bill becomes law. 
This comes very close to being a decep- 
tion on the old folks and the handi- 
capped. The only way wherein they may 
receive additional benefits under this bill 
is if and when the State of Ohio amends 
the present law. Simply because the 
Federal Government agrees to pay two- 
thirds up to the first $15 does not guar- 
antee the recipient 1 cent more money, 
unless the State amends or repeals cer- 
tain provisions of the State law. 

Mr. GORE. If the gentleman will 
yield, I believe there is a little misunder- 
standing. According to the report, no $5 
will be paid to a State unless the State 
pays that amount or some lesser amount 
or some amount to the recipient of bene- 
fits. It is not paid to the State except as 
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that State makes expenditures to the re- 
cipients of benefits under its social-se- 
curity program. 

Mr. JENKINS. I am not so sure that 
the gentleman is right, but I am quite 
sure that the Congress has provided 
standards in previous laws to which the 
States must adhere and by which they 
are bound. I am sure the money will 
not be used for any other purposes, but I 
still insist that you cannot go home and 
say to every old-age pensioner you meet, 
“You are going to get $5 more,” because 
that is not true. Many of them may not 
get $5 more, and they may not get $1 
more. 

Mr. Speaker, this matter that we have 
been discussing will, I am afraid, raise 
some serious misunderstandings. For in- 
stance let me use an illustration with 
reference to the Ohio law. Under the 
Ohio law the State can pay up to 820 a 
month. That with the $20 a month which 
the Federal Government would pay would 
entitle an applicant to receive the maxi- 
mum of $40. If the conferees had ap- 
proved the bill which the House has here- 
tofore passed that individual would re- 
ceive $5 additional from the Government 
if the State of Ohio would match it with 
$5. Under the present law of Ohio, the 
State could not do that because $20 is the 
limit. But I am sure that if the con- 
ferees had approved the bill which the 
House has already passed that the State 
of Ohio would convene its legislature im- 
mediately and would provide for an ad- 
ditional $5 with a result that the maxi- 
mum from both the State and Federal 
contributions would be $50. 

Under the recommendations of this 
conference report the situation would be 
somewhat different in Ohio. In the in- 
stance to which I have referred where 
a pensioner would be drawing a total of 
$40 the computation would be made dif- 
ficult. The first $15 which that individ- 
ual is now drawing would be paid with 
$5 from the State and $10 from the Fed- 
eral Government. That would leave the 
State to pay an additional $15 if it wants 
to pay the same amount that it was now 
paying. If it did pay that additional $15 
that would be a total of $20 for the State 
to pay. Then the Federal Government 
having already paid $10 would match the 
$15 which the State would pay with a 
$15 payment with the result that the Fed- 
eral Government would be paying $25. 
The pensioner would thereby be drawing 
$20 from the State and $25 from the Fed- 
eral Government or a total of $45. In this 
case it would appear to me that it would 
not be necessary to amend the Ohio law 
in order for this pensioner to draw $45. 

On the other hand, if the State of Ohio 
would not be willing to pay a total of 
$20 in cooperation with the Federal law 
as it will be written when this confer- 
ence report is accepted by the House and 
the Senate and the President, then it is 
perfectly possible that the person in Ohio 
who is drawing a $40 pension might not 
get any increase. I have no doubt but 
that the State of Ohio will do its part 
in this matter and that as a final result 
of the passage of this legislation those 
receiving old-age pensions and blind pen- 
sions may receive an increase in their 
pensions, and the dependent children will 
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likewise receive a corresponding in- 
crease. If the State authorities will not 
meet this offer which the Federal Gov- 
ernment is making through the passage 
of this legislation, then I shall be disap- 
pointed. j 

While pensions to the aged and the 
blind and payments to the dependent 
children are always very important and 
while these provisions are probably the 
most important in this bill that we are 
considering, yet I must say that there 
are other very important matters in- 
cluded in this legislation. I shall not 
take time to discuss all of them. I shall 
discuss at least one of them. 

In this respect I refer to that pro- 
vision of the Social Security Act known 
as Title II—Old-Age and Survivors In- 
surance. This is commonly known as 
social security. In this connection I 
might digress long enough to say that the 
social-security legislation is probably the 
most far-reaching and comprehensive 
piece of legislation ever passed by Con- 
gress. It comprises 10 separate titles. 
Title I deals with old-age pensions. Title 
II deals with old-age and survivors pen- 
sions, commonly known as social secu- 
rity. Title II provides for assistance for 
dependent children. And title X pro- 
vides for assistance to the blind, com- 
monly known as blind pensions. i take 
considerable pride in the fact that I am 
generally considered as having been the 
author of the blind-pension law. 

At the present time the employers of 
the country pay into a fund 1 percent 
of the pay roll of their employees and 
the employees likewise pay into this 
fund 1 percent of the wages which they 
receive. This fund now has a surplus 
of more than 57,000, 000 00 0. The 
original law passed several years ago 
provided that these payments should be 
increased at certain stated periods. 
For the past 3 or 4 years Congress 
has amended this law so as to freeze 
the rate at 1 percent. Last year when 
Congress passed this freezing law, it 
further provided that after 1 year, 
the ist of January 1947, the rate should 
jump to 2½ percent from the employer 
and 214 percent from the employee. The 
bill which we are how considering under 
this conference report freezes these pay- 
ments again for another year at 1 per- 
cent. This is done because employment 
in the country is at a high rate and the 
demands for benefits under the law are 
not unusually heavy and it is considered 
by both employer and employee that it 
would be advisable to continue the pres- 
ent rate. Without the passage of this 
freezing legislation, the rates of each 
group would jump to 2½ percent. 

I am, therefore, very glad that this bill 
contains this freezing provision. 

Mr. Speaker, other provisions of this 
proposed legislation are worthy but I 
felt, however, that when we included 
the maritime workers under the cover- 
age of the social-security laws that we 
might well have included other groups 
comprising a large number of our citi- 
zens. I refer to the nurses and the 
social workers and the local employees. 
Likewise, there are many workers clas- 
sified as agricultural employees that 
might well have been brought within the 
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coverage of this law. I refer to those 
who work in canneries and packing 
sheds. , 

By way of justification for including 
the maritime workers, their employ- 
ment differs somewhat from employ- 
ment of other groups that I have men- 
tioned in that they are employed by the 
Government, and the Government as- 
sumes the responsibility of paying the 
benefits to be derived under such cov- 
erage. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad that we have 
been able to defeat the variable grants 
provision of the bill passed by the Sen- 
ate. Iwas very much disappointed that 
the Senate added these amendments to 
the House bill in view of the fact that 
it was well known. that the Ways and 
Means Committee. of the House has 
worked for months in preparing and 
drawing this legislation and it was also 
well known that the House had passed 
its legislation after a most intelligent and 
searching debate. 

My opposition to the variable grants 
is based on the fact that when the origi- 
nal social-security bill was being pre- 
pared in 1935, it was prepared on the 
basis that all Federal payments should 
be made only on a matching basis. I 
was a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee and participated actively in 
the preparation of the first social-secu- 
rity bill. The philosophy of title I of 
the bill is that the Federal Government 
in a desire to encourage the States to 
make adequate provision for the aged 
would offer to pay every deserving aged 
person in the country $15 a month only 
if and when the State in which he lived 
would pay the same amount and would 
agree to abide by certain stipulated 
regulations. The original bill would. not 
have been passed except on that well- 
grounded basis of 50-50 matching. Later 
in 1939 when the original bill was 
amended no effort was made to change 
the matching formula. 

Under the variable-grants plan, many 
of the States would pay into the fund 
at the rate of $2 while they would only 
take out of the fund $1. On the other 
hand, many States would only pay in $1 
and would take out $2. The variable- 
grants system is not right morally or 
fiscally. It is not right and fair for a 
State where the average wages are high 
to be compelled to pay old-age pensions 
to persons in States that are sufficiently 
able to pay their own pensions The fact 
that their average wages may be low is 
no reason. If they are satisfied to have 
their people live on low wages, then it is 
only natural that the amount that they 
would be willing to pay their old folks 
would be small. 

Another very important factor in this 
matching program is that the local au- 
thorities are best able to know and judge 
who are entitled to old-age assistance 
and how much assistance they should 
have. If the people of the Southern 
States are satisfied to pay small pensions, 
why should Congress be worried about it? 
I know that that was one of the basic 
factors that we considered when we drew 
up the original social-security law. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, while I am not 
entirely satisfied with this legislation, I 
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am glad that we have increased the con- 
tribution for the aged and the blind and 
the dependent children, and I am also 
glad that we have frozen the contribu- 
tion provision under title II, and I am 
also glad that we have maintained the 
principle of matching dollar for dollar 
as we originally intended to do. I am 
especially glad that the Congress has 
stood firm against the threat of variable 
grants. I hope that those Statés whose 
representatives have been so insistent 
upon variable grants will bestir them- 
selves and increase these payments to 
these deserving groups that live in their 
States, just as the other States of the 
Union have done. We should not wreck 
social security on the treacherous rocks 
of variable grants. 

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to, 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1947—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I call up the conference report 
on the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 390) 
making additional appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 390) making additional 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 18 and 19. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 21, and 26 and agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: 

“JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING 

“Biographical Congressional Directory: To 
enable the Secretary of the Senate to pay, 
upon vouchers approved by the chairman or 
vice chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Printing, for compiling and preparing a re- 
vised edition of the Biographical Directory 
of the American Congress (1774-1948) as pro- 
vided for in House Concurrent Resolution 
Numbered 163, adopted July 26, 1946, not to 
exceed $35,000; and said sum or any part 
thereof, in the discretion of the chairman or 
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vice chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Printing, may be paid as additional compen- 
sation (at not to exceed $1,800 per annum) 
to any employee of the United States, and 
shall continue to be available until ex- 
pended.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House 
Tecede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert 825,000“; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree to 
the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment insert the following: 


“BUREAU OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


“Emergency relief for the Territory of 
Hawaii: For carrying out the provisions of 
section 1 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to pro- 
vide emergency relief for the victims of the 
seismic waves which struck the Territory of 
Hawaii, and for other purposes,’ $1,300,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
amount not to exceed $65,000 shall be avail- 
able for administrative expenses of the Bu- 
reau of Community Facilities, including 
travel, the purchase of two passenger motor 
vehicles, and personal services in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and elsewhere.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 


“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
“BUREAU OF FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC COMMERCE 


“Export control: For an additional amount, 
fiscal year 1947, for ‘Export control,’ includ- 
ing the objects specified under this head in 
the Department of Commerce Appropriation 
Act, 1947, $400,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$100,000,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis- 
agreement amendments numbered 1, 2, 3, 11, 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 24, 28, and 29. 

CLARENCE CANNON, 
Lovis C. RABAUT, 
ALBERT THOMAS, 
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH, 
j Everett M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


RICHARD B, RUSSELL, 

JOHN H. OVERTON, 

ELMER THOMAS, 

STYLES BRIDGES, 

CHAN GURNEY, 

JOSEPH H. BALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res, 
390) making additional appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1947, and for other purposes, 
submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
and recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report as to each of such amend- 
ments, namely: X 
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Amendments Nos. 4 to 7, inclusive, relating 
to the Senate: Appropriates $163,000 for con- 
tingent expenses, and $540 for salaries, Office 
of the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper, as 
proposed by the Senate, 

Amendment No. 8: Appropriates $15,000 
additional for contingent expenses, folding 
documents, House of Representatives, fiscal 
year 1947, as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $35,000, 
instead of $50,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for a revised edition of the Biographical 
Congressional Directory, and further amends 
to limit the rate of additional compensation 
to employees engaged in the work to $1,800 
per annum. 

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $25,000, 
instead of $50,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for salaries and expenses of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Economic Report. 

Amendments Nos. 18 and 19, relating to the 
Public Health Service. Strikes out the ap- 
propriation of $4,358,000 proposed by the 
Senate for mental health activities, and 
strikes out the appropriation of $850,000 
proposed by the Senate on account of the 
National Institute of Mental Health. 

Amendment No. 21: Changes a title, as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No, 23: Appropriates $1,300,000 
for emergency relief, Territory of Hawali, as 
proposed by the Senate, amended by omit- 
ting the waiver of section 14 (a) of the Fed- 
eral Employees Pay Act of 1946. 

Amendment No, 25: Appropriates $400,000 
additional for export control, Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce, fiscal year 
1947, instead of $600,000, as proposed by the 
House, and no appropriation, as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 26: Appropriates $25,000 
additional for salaries and expenses, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, fiscal year 1947, as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $100,- 
000,000 for strategic and critical materials 
(act of July 23, 1946), instead of $250,000,- 
000, as proposed by the Senate. 
Disagreements pursuant to clause 2, rule XX 

Amendments Nos, 1 to 3, inclusive, relating 
to the Senate. It will be moved to recede 
and concur in such amendments, with a 
textual amendment to amendment No. 1. 

Amendments Nos. 11 to 14, inclusive, pro- 
viding for additional grants for the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau of the Social Security Admin- 
istration, It will be moved to recede and 
concur in such amendments, reducing the 


amounts to agree with the Budget estimates 


and changing the texts to conform with the 
texts of such estimates. 

Amendment No. 15, relating to salaries and 
expenses, maternal and child welfare. It will 
be moved to recede and concur with an 
amendment reducing the amount of the ap- 
propriation proposed by the Senate from 
$925,500 to $425,000. 

Amendment No. 16, governing the avail- 
ability of certain appropriations. It will be 
moved to recede and concur in such amend- 
ment, 

Amendments Nos. 17 and 20, relating to 
hospital and construction activities, Public 
Health Service. It will be moved to recede 
and concur in such amendments with 
amendments reducing the amount of the ap- 
propriation proposed by the Senate from 
$2,425,000 to $2,350,000, and adjusting 
amount limitations proportionately, and 
eliminating waiver of section 14 (a) of the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946. 

Amendment No. 22, relating to war and 
emergency damage, Territory of Hawaii, It 
will be moved to recede and concur in such 
amendment with an amendment eliminating 
the waiver of section 14 (a) of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1946. 

Amendment No, 24, relating to the pro- 
vision of automobiles and other conveyances 
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for disabled veterans. It will be moved to 
recede and concur in such amendment with 
certain textual changes. 

Amendment No. 28, waiving the application 
of a provision of the Administrative Proce- 
dures Act to the Veterans’ Emergency Hous- 
ing Act of 1946. It will be moved to recede 
and concur in such amendment. 

Amendment No, 29, changing a section 
number. It will be moved to recede and con- 
cur in such amendment. 

CLARENCE CANNON, 

Lovis C. RABAvT, 

ALBERT THOMAS, 

R. B. WIGGLESWoRTH, 

EvERETT M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, 
Speaker, several times we have been 
under the impression that we were sub- 
mitting the last appropriation bill only 
to later be disillusioned. We are cer- 
tain, however, this time that this is the 


. last appropriation bill to be offered in 


the Seventy-ninth Congress. 

We present this complete conference 
report, and with it 15 amendments which 
must be considered separately, not be- 
cause there was any disagreement on the 
part of the conferees, but because the 
rules require separate consideration in 
the House. 

The joint resolution, when it passed 


the House, carried appropriations total- 


ing $2,479,663,210.45. As it passed the 
Senate, it carried $2,796,612,917.45. As 
we present it to you, including the rec- 
ommendations that will be made re- 
specting amendments brought back in 
technical disagreement, the measure 
would appropriate a total of $2,636,489,- 
417.45, and that amount is $384,385,093 
under the Budget estimates. 

The major item in the bill, as you 
know, is the one providing for terminal 
leave pay for members and former mem- 
bers of the armed services below com- 
missioned status. The amount in the 
bill for that purpose is 82,431, 708,000. 

The Senate placed a number of 
amendments on the bill, some generously 
providing for the Senate, one restoring 
and amount eliminated by the House for 
the procurement of strategic and critical 
materials, and the remainder providing 
appropriation implementation for re- 
cently enacted legislation or legislation 
in course of enactment for various and 
sundry purposes. The impression seems 
to prevail that whenever a bill is passed 
authorizing the appropriation of funds, 
that the funds should be appropriated 
forthwith, instead of waiting until the 
next Budget, which practice was quite 
generally followed in the days when we 
were disposed to weigh the drafts we 
voted upon the Treasury. 

This measure unquestionably contains 
appropriations for some projects which 
should have awaited the consideration 
of the next Congress; which should have 
been held in abeyance until there would 
be time to consider the estimates and to 
give consideration to their relative im- 
portance in arriving at an appropriation 
and expenditure ceiling looking beyond 
the close of the present calendar year, 
when we begin predetermining appro- 
priation and expenditure ceilings, 
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The President yesterday issued an or- 
der to all governmental agencies calling 
for reduced expenditures. It is a splen- 
did statement embodying a great pro- 
gram by a great President. 

Such a course is essential to the 
achievement of a balanced budget, and 
a lower tax burden. I often wonder if 
we fully realize our responsibility in the 
ordering of the Nation’s economy. We 
authorize and we appropriate and lately 
we have not been overlooking ourselves. 
The need for economy exists here as well 
as in other branches of the Government, 
and I should say more so, because here is 
the fountainhead of all Federal spending. 

I trust that in the next Congress we 
will have been sufficiently in touch with 
the people to realize that it is their wish 
and thought that we should follow his 
program in the reduction of expendi- 
tures. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I would like to 
know why the people of this country 
Should have any reason to believe that 
the statement which the President made 
is going to eventuate in the saving of a 
single dime as far as the Federal Treas- 
ury is concerned. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That is 
easily answered. If you will simply 
watch developments from now on you 
will have your answer—and a very con- 


Mr. Speaker, 
I yield to 
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yoo one—in actually reduced expendi- 
es. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. From now on? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. It is just 
a question of demonstration. It will re- 
duce expenditures. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. When? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Beginning 
immediately. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Well, we cannot 
do very much about it now. Congress is 
not going to be in session. 


Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Congress 


is not involved in the President’s pro- 
gram. Possibly he will be able to do 
better with Congress away. The Presi- 
dent’s direction will result in a tighten- 
ing in every departmental agency, a re- 
duction of personnel and economy of 
operation that will save a material sum 
between now and the meeting of the 
next session of Congress. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Would the gen- 
tleman care to name any figure, name 
any amount that is going to be saved? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gen- 
tleman, himself, must know it is impos- 
Sible to say, but it will be a substantial 
amount. The Congress itself has saved 
a very large amount by reducing appro- 
priations and through the rescission of 
appropriations has saved over $64,000,- 
000,000. We have made a record without 
parallel in the fiscal history of the coun- 
try. But I want to say that the Presi- 
dent has cooperated with us in doing 
that. He assisted us in a very material 
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way. The minute the war ended the 
Committee on Appropriations hurried 
back here to start an economy program. 
Before we could get back the President 
had frozen every dollar thereby holding 
funds which were subject to expenditure 
until the Congress could take action, and 
until the Committee on Appropriations 
could hold hearings and get a bill in., He 
has cooperated spontaneously and whole- 
heartedly, and we could not have saved 
this vast sum of $64,000,000,000 without 
his active cooperation. He has saved 
more money since the close of the war 
than any one President that ever served 
in the White House from Washington 
down to the present time. 

Mr. Speaker, when I presented the con- 
ference report on the third Deficiency 
Appropriation Bill, 1946, on July 19, 1946, 
it then appeared that apart from a 
measure that would need later to be pre- 
sented to effectuate terminal leave pay 
legislation for noncommissioned mem- 
bers and former members of the armed 
services, our appropriation work was 
done. 

Consequently, I included as a part of 
my remarks that day a summation of ap- 
propriations for the session, contrasting 
them with Budget estimates, and sub- 
mitted some pertinent remarks on the 
Federal fiscal situation generally. 

The general remarks I then made I see 
no occasion to change. The table I then 
presented, of course, needs to be modi- 
fied, and I submit, therefore, a recast 
thereof at this time: 


Comparative statement of estimates of appropriations submitted during the second session of the 79th Cong. and of appropriations 
made during such session 


prae recone wey 1947: 


of Agriculture F 


Ditis of ‘Columbia Book 
Independent offices. 


Interior Department 
8 of Labor, Federal Security Agency, and related independent agencies: 


Federal Security Agencey.............-...-- 
Related agencies 


ental, enoe an miscellaneous bills: 


laneous (House joint resolutions) __ 
First supplemental appropriation bill, 1947 


Total, Psapp 
Permanent and indefinite ‘appropriations. — 


Grand total 


— — — — — — 22 222 ůů ů[bFLt᷑ 2 ͤ—ͤÄ(—(—·I 


lemental, deficiency, and miscellaneous bills 


Estimates Appropriations 7 H y 
$581, 240, 121 —$9, 165, 551 
76, 755, 009 —4, 749, 901 
5, 094. 976, 677 —45, 899, 825 
247, 167, 036 


—103, 190, 194 


131, 701, 100 
728, 569, 300 
319, 805, 500 


140, 456, 443 
696, 183, 527 
318, 375, 700 


1, 155, 015, 670 
53, 809, 736 


+8, 755, 343 
773 


—6, 879, 079 
+1; 689, 200 
—44, 870, 280 
16, 591, 720 | 720 16, 057, 420 —534, 230 
488, 297, 601 437, 703, 212 —50, 594, 389 
335, 978, 000 —10, 687, 750 
1, 298, 239, 190 —18, 667, 300 
1, 634, 217, 190 —29, 355, 050 
338, 638, 509 —5, 408, 011 
134, 920, 600 —18, 694, 000 
G83, 048, 848 —922, 962, 561 
21, 952, 288, 015 — 808, 013, 929 
—365, 800 
+1, 235, 000 

—14, 590, 

—9, 597, 
— 375, 706, 246 
935, 934, 966, 4 —177, 300 
3, 020, 874. 510 2, 636, 489, 417 —384, 385, 093 
228, 084 —783, 593, 770 


, S54 7,315, 
7, 7348 162 167, 410 7, 344, 167, E 
279 235, 803, 669, 580 | —1, 591, 607, 699 


1 Includes 8138, 000, 000 for UN R RA provided for in Second Supplemental Surplus Appropriation Rescission Act, 1946, 
Exeludes amounts in private and public laws for the payment of claims, which may aggregate $2,000,000 more or less. 
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The revision makes the total of the 
estimates $37,395,277,279, the total of the 
appropriations $35,803,669,580, and the 
total of the difference between the esti- 
mates and the appropriations $1,591,- 
607,629. The last amount represents the 
reduction this session of the Congress 
has effected, which excludes the rescis- 
sions previously made of obligational 
availability in the amount of $64,328,- 
230,565. I submit that as an incompar- 
able retrenchment, an all-time record for 
retrenchment and economy in the his- 
tory of this or any other nation. 

As I pointed out in my remarks of July 
19, the large increase in the estimates 
and in the appropriations over the 
Budget projected totals last January is 
responsive to demands way and beyond 
the conception of anyone for appropri- 
ately looking after our veterans. The 
total appropriation for that purpose for 
the session, including the amount in this 
bill, is $10,154,401,415, and that amount 
excludes appropriations of various agen- 
cies in connection with job training and 
placement of veterans and various other 
expenses on their account which de- 
mobilization has occasioned. 

The original budget for the current 
fiscal year included estimates of appro- 
priations for the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion in the total amount of $4,934,623,- 
500. It also contemplated supplemental 
appropriations for all Federal purposes 
of $875,000,000, which would include 
supplemental appropriations on account 
of veterans. 

Assuming that half of the latter 
amount represented a contingent sup- 
plemental need for veterans, that would 
make the originally projected total for 
veterans $5,372,123,500. Instead, as I 
have indicated, the total of the estimates 
turned out to be $10,401,667,500, or an 
excess of $5,029,544,000. 

The total of the estimates for all pur- 
poses projected back in January was 
$30,668,151,830. As earlier indicated, 
they have turned out to aggregate $37,- 
395,277,279. Omitting the increase for 
veterans, the excess becomes $1,697,- 
581,449. 

The record speaks for the adminis- 
tration, and, as I said in my remarks of 
July 19, 1946, evidences a determined 
effort to maintain the fiscal program 
mapped out and publicized last January. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. That is not really the 
total appropriation for the fiscal year, 
is it? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. 
so; for veterans, yes. 

The original budget for the current 
fiscal year included estimates of appro- 
priation from the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion in the total amount of $4,934,623,500. 
It also contemplated supplemental appro- 
priations for all Federal purposes of 
$875,000,000, which would include supple- 
mental appropriations on account of the 
veterans. Assuming that half of the lat- 
ter amount represented a contingent 
supplemental need for veterans, it would 
make the originally projected total for 
veterans $5,372,123,500. I wish you would 
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remember that amount. That was the 
amount that fairly may be said as hav- 
ing originally been projected for that pur- 
pose, for our veterans, a little over $5,000,- 
000,000. Instead of that, as we have 
shown here, the total of the estimates 
turned out to be not $5,000,000,000 but 
$10,401,667,500, an excess of $5,029,- 
544,000. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. What part of 
that amount, $10,400,000,000 for veterans, 
was intended to provide housing for vet- 
erans? Can the gentleman give us any 
information on that? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Something 
over $250,000,000 at this session. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. There was 
something like $250,000,000 for housing. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I should 
like to again call to your attention a 
table I used at the time the Third De- 
ficiency Appropriation bill was under 
consideration—adapted to the final fig- 
ures as included in this bill, and I wish 
I could have the careful attention of the 
House on this one item because it is 
highly significant. This list includes 
what we might call untouchable items, 
that is. items of appropriation by the Fed- 
eral Government from the Federal Treas- 
ury which cannot be reduced. They are 
the irreducible minimum for the purposes 
contemplated. The first item is interest 
on the public debt, $5,000,000,000. That 
must be paid, it cannot be reduced; you 
have no latitude nor any option about it. 
Five billion dollars must be provided for 
the payment of interest on the public 
debt. 

Statutory debt retirement, $592;000,000, 
required by law. 

Internal revenue and customs re- 
funds, from which there is no escape, 
$1,585,000,000. 

For the Army and the Navy, even re- 
ducing as we have to the lowest possible 
amount to maintain the Army and the 
Navy, we must have at the very lowest 
estimate $11,000,000,000. 

Let me summarize the amounts: 
Interest on the public debt $5, 000, 000, 000 


Speaker, 


Statutory debt retirement 592, 000, 000 
Internal revenue and cus- 
toms re funds 1, 585, 000, 000 


Army and Navy 11, 000, 000, 000 
Wees —2 10, 154, 401, 415 


Bel Of 2 E enen 28, 331, 401, 415 


Those are “must” items. The differ- 
ence between such total and the total of 
appropriations for the session for all 
other purposes of government is $7, 472,- 
268,165.. By far the greater portion of 
the reduction of $1,591,607,699 we have 
effected applies to the “other purposes.” 
It would have been considerably more 
had the recommendations of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations prevailed. 

But what I wish to impress upon you 
is the limited field for wielding the prun- 
ing knife. Do not look at totals for 
agencies. Examine their component 
parts and you will better understand the 
problem. 

For the veterans, as I have indicated 
here, $10,154,401,415. In other words, 
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Mr. Speaker, before we can spend a dol- 
lar, we must provide enough to take care 
of these items over which we have no 
control—a total of  $28,331,401,415. 
These are “must” items. The difference 
between such total and the total of ap- 
propriations for this session for other 
purposes of government is $7,472,268,165. 
In other words, we have reduced in this 
session of the Congress the appropria- 
tions for all other purposes, and that 
includes additional provision for in- 
creased pay of personnel, which is an 
astounding sum in response to legis- 
lation of the Congress, to a little over 
$7,000,000,000. 

Mr. Speaker, that is another record. 
With all of the problems of reconversion, 
getting out of the war, liquidation of 
wartime agencies and activities, we have 
reduced the expenditures outside of the 
untouchables to $7,000,000,000. That is 
an achievement in retrenchment and 
economy without precedent in committee 
annals. 

Mr. Speaker, we hear some wild state- 
ments that tremendous savings are prac- 
tical. I was amazed a few days ago to 
read in one of the local newspapers an 
article, I will read it to you: 

KNUTSON SAYS GOP HOUSE WOULD CUT INCOME 
TAX 

Representative KNUTSON, of Minnesota, top 
minority member of the tax-framing House 
Ways and Means Committee, said today that 
election of a Republican House next Novem- 
ber will mean a 20-percent cut in personal 
income taxes for 1947. 

In a letter to Leland W. Scott, Minneapolis 
attorney, Mr. Knutson also said such an 
election outcome would mean a reduction in 
“Federal consumer taxes.” 

Mr. KNUTSON said this would be made pos- 
sible by a 50-percent cut in Federal expenses, 
Copies of the letter were given reporters. 


That is just plain unadulterated bun- 
combe. Utterances of that kind from re- 
sponsible sources and voiced by men in 
high position in this body on either side 
of the aisle reflect no credit upon those 
who make them and are a distinct hurt 
to the general welfare. This is no time to 
be misleading the people or to be build- 
ing up false hopes. 

In contradistinction to the AP item I 
have just read, I should like to read an 
excerpt from Mr. Ernest Lindley’s col- 
umn in the Washington Post of July 30. 
1946. Said Mr. Lindley: 

Apart from the armed forces, there are no 
big economies which can be made in the cost 
of the Federal Government in the visible fu- 
ture. Small cuts can be made here and 
there—and in many cases should be in the 
interest of efficient operation. The Federal 
public works program ought to be held to a 
minimum for the present, until other de- 
mands for labor and materials have slackened. 
Some expenditures in this category can be 
postponed, 

The big problem in putting the Federal 
budget in the black and producing a surplus 
is not, however, on the side of expenditures. 
It is on the side of income. 

The answer lies in the readiness of the 
administration to recommend and of Con- 
gress to maintain sufficiently high taxation. 
This means taxation at least as high, on the 
average, as we have now—perhaps higher. 
Talk of important tax reduction is demagog- 
uery if the American people want to put the 
budget in.the black and whittle down the 
national debt and unless they are willing to 
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gamble with their lives and civilization by 
scuttling the armed forces, as they did after 
the First World War. 


That expresses the views of a long- 
time student of our Federal fiscal prob- 
lems, one who has no interest beyond 
service tothe public. I will go along with 


Mr. Lindley with this reservation: Ex- 


penditures flow from appropriations, and 
appropriations flow from legislative au- 
thorizations. If there were more re- 
sistance here to legislation, legislation 
mandating the Committee on Appropria- 
tions to report appropriations, the de- 
mand for income and upon income would 
be that much lessened. 

One worth-while provision which the 
streamlining bill might have included 
was one requiring reports on legislative 
bills to show conspicuously the estimated 
cost and the expenditure demands by 
fiscal years, and what the impact of the 
bill would be upon the projected and leg- 
islatively approved appropriation ceil- 
ing. Among other advantages which 
might result would be less talking one 
way and voting another. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I thought I heard 
the gentleman mention me. If by any 
great misfortune to the country we 
should have a Republican House, it is 
going to cut income taxes 50 percent. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman from Minnesota 
is going to cut Federal expenses by 50 
percent. How? What. do you have 
here? You have here $28,000,000,000 
that cannot be touched—interest on the 
public debt, statutory debt retirement, 
revenue and custom refunds, Army and 
Navy, and veterans. There are $28,000,- 
000,000 for those purposes of which you 
cannot cut 1 penny, cannot cut them 1 
penny, including the gentleman from 
Minnesota and his Republican brethren. 
In addition to those demands, there are 
only $7,000,000,000. If the gentleman 
from Minnesota were to wipe out every 
dollar, if he refused to appropriate a 
single dollar except that which was re- 
quired for the public debt, interest, and 
so forth, he could only operate on $7,000,- 
000,000. Why, upon the very face of it 
the newspaper release attributed to him 
is inaccurate to the point of absurdity. 
Of course, I am charitable; I realize it 
is necessary for the gentleman to pro- 
mulgate partisan utterances, and I have 
no objection to that. But nobody should 
take him seriously, and I am certain no- 
body will take him seriously. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Of course, when I 
made that statement I was going on the 
assumption that the Republicans were 
going to control the next Congress, and 
they would cut out all this waste. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That is 
no answer. You cannot do the impos- 
sible. Regardless of who controls the 
House, they will be confronted with $28,- 
000,000,000 of untouchable obligations. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The gentleman 
has referred to the appropriation car- 
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ried in this bill of $2,431,708 to provide 
terminal leave pay for the enlisted men. 
That is somewhat of a fiction. As a 
matter of fact, that money is to be avail- 
able not to the enlisted men, but to the 
Treasury of the United States to provide, 
under the terms of this bill and the au- 
thorization that we passed the other day, 
for the issuance of bonds. Personally, I 
think it is most unfortunate that these 
enlisted men have to get bonds, and that 
this language really ought to be ex- 
plained in connection with this bill, be- 
cause it does not provide money for these 
enlisted men but merely for the issuance 
of bonds and the payment of this amount 
to the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That was 
debated here when this resolution was 
before the House originally, and the 
House provided the money. When we 
consider the legislative bill dealing with 
the matter, we thought that the boys 
ought to have the cash, but when the 
bill went to conference with the other 
body, we could not get a bill at all un- 
less we agreed to resort to bonds, but 
whether the terminal-leave pay is paid 
in cash or bonds, the technical require- 
ments are such that we have to appro- 
priate the money, and we are appropriat- 
ing the money. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I think it is in 
order for the gentleman to say that this 
is a technical requirement so that the 
boys of the country will not be misled. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. There is 
nothing misleading about it; so far as I 
know, the money is being made available 
to pay cash or for bonds as and when 
issued. Some of these bonds mature im- 
mediately, I would say to the gentle- 
man. The authorization act is retroac- 
tive to 1939, and it is impossible to know 
how much will be needed and when it will 
be needed to pay those of immediate ma- 
turity. There is no alternative but to ap- 
propriate the entire amount that will be 
needed for expenditure in the present 
fiscal year. ‘ 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, I yield to 
the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. I would like to ask the 
distinguished gentleman from Minne- 
sota this question. I am sure he knows 
that I was one of nine Members of the 
House who voted against the tax reduc- 
tion of 1945. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Minnesota whether he 
thinks he would not have rendered a bet- 
ter service to the country to have limited 
the carry-back clause on excess-profits 
taxes? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. 
answer. 

Mr. Speaker, may I also call attention 
to the disparity between the total of the 
appropriations for the session I have 
given, namely, $35,803,669,580, and the 
total for the session given by the rank- 
ing minority member of the committee, 
the gentleman from New York, Hon. 
JOHN Taser. Mr. Taser’s statement ap- 
pears in the Recorp of July 24. The 


I hear no 


total he gives is $39,504,734,744. Were. 


he here, he would need to add to that 


sum the amount carried by this joint res- 


olution, which would increase his total 
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to $42,141,224.161. That amount ex- 
ceeds the total I have given by 86,337. 
554,581, which is a very appreciable dis- 
crepancy. The difference results first 
from the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Taser] adding in self-liquidating trust 
accounts; a matter of $4,662,090,704. 
They are estimates—not appropria- 
tions—of amounts the Treasury will pay 
out of trust funds on deposit, and are 
not classed as appropriations. Again, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TARER] adds in reappropriations, which 
heretofore have been charged as appro- 
priations. They are in the deferred ex- 
penditure category, and charged again 
as appropriations, would be apt to mis- 
lead in any comparison of appropria- 
tions by sessions or fiscal years. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
also includes the diversion of previously 
appropriated continuing funds, hereto- 
fore charged as appropriations, and, also, 
the doubtful employment of naval stock 
account capital, which exists in conse- 
quence of appropriations heretofore 
made and charged. Again, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. TABER] in- 
cludes $921,000,000 plus for which an ap- 
propriation was requested and refused 
for canceling Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration notes held by the Treasury De- 
partment. Instead of appropriating the 
money out of one pocket, to be placed in 
another, the Congress has approved the 
committee’s recommendation to cancel 
the notes, and, therefore, effected a re- 
duction of the amount indicated in the 
amount appropriated. To treat the 
matter otherwise would be mixing ex- 
penditure transactions with appropria- 
tions, and not in any sense a current ex- 
penditure transaction. Lastly, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Taser] in- 
cludes loan authorizations by the RFC 
under the Department of Agriculture. 
They have no place in an appropriation 
statement. 

That, I should say, about accounts for 
the difference. The figures I have given 
are figures which have a proper place in 
an appropriation statement, and exclude 
amounts which do not fairly or appro- 
priately belong therein. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing I wish to con- 
gratulate the Committee on Appropria- 
tions on the exceptional record it has 
made. It has contributed its part to 
making this one of the outstanding Con- 
gresses in the history of the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
WIGGLESWORTH]. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 
I do not propose at this time to enter into 
a diagnosis of the frightful financial con- 
ditions into which the present adminis- 
tration has led the Nation during the 
last 13 years. 

I may point out in passing, however, 
that this appropriaion bill is the last of 
a series of appropriation bills in this ses- 
sion of the Congress for the fiscal year 
1947, in respect to which the Budget esti- 
mates of the President amounted to al- 
most $40,000,000,000. 

That is $40,000,000,000 in a peacetime 
year. That is four times our prewar 
Budget. That comes on top of a national 
debt which, if contingent liabilities are 
included, amounted on December 29, 
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1945, according to the Bureau of the 
Budget to $663,'753,721,386.75. 

Mr. Speaker, as far as this report is 
concerned, I may say that, when the bill 
left the House it carried $2,479,000,000 or 
thereabouts. In the other body, about 
$316,000,000 was added. In conference, 
about $160,000,000 of that increase was 
eliminated. So that the bill before you 
today carries $2,636,000,000 or there- 
abouts, $156,000,000 more than it carried 
when it left the House but still $384,000,- 
000 below the Budget figures. 

I believe that certain items in this bill 
could have waited and that certain other 
items could have been further reduced. 

But the bill carries funds for terminal 
leave and it carries funds for amputee 
legislation. The report is a unanimous 
report by the conferees and I trust it will 
be speedily adopted. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may re- 
quire to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CROSSER]. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, the pro- 
motion of justice—which means the es- 
tablishment of right—is the professed 
purpose of all governments. Through- 
out the ages there has been a continuous 
development of the knowledge and wis- 
dom essential to the establishment of 
justice. With this growth of man’s un- 
derstanding it has become more evident 
also that rights are innate and inherent 
in man’s very being. They are not and 
cannot be created by any human means, 
Right cannot be constituted by human 
governments. 

With the evolution of man's under- 
standing of justice, it became neces- 
sary to provide improved governmental 
mechanism which would operate more 
readily and equitably to effectuate the 
principles of justice. 

Careful thought inevitably convinces 
us that enlightenment results from will- 
ing and unwavering obedience to what 
Channing refers as the “promptings of 
our own soul!” Others urge prompt 


compliance with our highest intuitions. - 


Certainly the most important requisite to 
the progress of civilization is freedom of 
thought on the part of the individual. 
To make possible the most rapid exten- 
sion of the mental horizon of mankind 
in general, the individual must not only 
be permitted to think and speak freely, 
but indeed must be encouraged as much 
as possible to the constant exercise of 
such freedom of thought and expression. 
Such unfettered and spontaneous think- 
ing by the individual assures the quickest 
possible general unfoldment of truth. 
Naturally, development according to 
the principle just explained, is contrary 
to the desires and to the whole pro- 
gram of governments which are admin- 
istered according to the personal whim 
and discretion of the persons exercising 
absolute power. Inevitably those sub- 
ject to the absolute authority of govern- 
ment by personal discretion, in other 
words, to autocratic government, are de- 
nied the right to give expression to their 
own understanding of truth. As should 
have been expected, therefore, there de- 
veloped an irrepressible movement for 
the establishment of the kind of govern- 
ment which would recognize the rights 
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and dignity of man and his right to have 
his views as to law and government 
valued and given effect in accordance 
with the standards applied for like pur- 
pose to the views of all his fellow men. 

Men's opinions as to right and wrong 
vary and are, of course, relative in their 
nature. They fall far short of express- 
ing perfection. Inevitably, therefore, 
there was presented the problem as to the 
method or plan best calculated to provide 
all men opportunity equal to that en- 
joyed by each other, in order to assure, 
for such views, their proper effect and 
influence in the determination of policies 
and rules for the guidance and control 
of all people. 

In order, as fully as possible, to assure 
men of the enjoyment of their rights and 
to provide opportunity for all persons 
to exercise their judgment as to policies 
to be adopted for the regulation of the 
affairs of society, advanced thinkers 
urged with a measure of success, the es- 
tablishment of a governmental system 
which would enable the people, by a 
majority vote, to determine what poli- 
cies should be adopted as law and also 
in such manner to name the persons to 
administer the laws. 

Provision for men’s general participa- 
tion in the process of deciding as to the 
rules to govern society, has rightly been 
regarded as the greatest of all improve- 
ments in governmental mechanism. 
In fact it was but the recognition of the 
inborn, inherent right of men to decide 
as to the right course of action for them- 
selves consistently with the like right of 
other men to do likewise. 

From the standpoint of logic and 
morals the individual’s right to partici- 
pate on equal terms with others in the 
determination of public policy, cannot be 
disputed. Experience has made it evi- 
dent also that the composite judgment 
of society is generally a better means 
of assuring justice than is the judgment 
of particular individuals. 

Rule by the greater weight of public 
opinion, however, is possible only 
through a truly democratic govern- 
mental mechanism. The word “de- 
mocracy” is derived from the two Greek 
words “demos” meaning the people and 
“kratein” meaning to rule. The word 
“democracy” then, means the rule of 
the people. The rule or control, how- 
ever, must be by the people only who 
are especially affected by the problems 
to which governmental action is directed. 

Divisions of government are therefore 
necessary to the truly democratic rule 
of the world. Action as to problems 
which concern only the people of a cer- 
tain locality, for example, should be 
taken by governments having jurisdic- 
tion throughout that locality. Only 
those who are subject to the difficulties 
involved in any problem have sufficient 
concern and understanding of the same 
to be able to make a practical disposition 
of the difficulty. Hence in the United 
States the municipal government prop- 
erly disposes of subjects affecting espe- 
cially the people of the municipality. 
The State governments properly deter- 
mine policies which especially affect the 
people of the States, and finally our 
National Government determines the 
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policies in regard to subjects affecting 
similarly the-people of all of the States. 
Always, however, the true unit of democ- 
racy—that is, the individual—whether 
exercising his right to participate with 
others in determining the policies of the 
most limited area of government called 
the municipality, or exercising such right 
in the State or in the Nation, must in 
justice enjoy opportunity equal with all 
others to determine the policies of each 
of the divisions of government of which 
he is a resident. 

Human beings are denizens, yes, prop- 
erly speaking, citizens of the world, as 
well as being citizens of their own par- 
ticular and limited communities or other 
divisions of government. The problems 
which affect mankind generally should, 
therefore, be treated in accordance with 
the judgment of men throughout the 
world, wherever domiciled. In other 
words, every reason which can be ad- 
vanced for the operation of local govern- 
ments in accordance with the formal 
judgment of the majority of those espe- 
cially affected by government in either 
municipality, state, or nation, likewise 
justifies and absolute justice requires 
that all of the people of the world par- 
ticipate in the determination of policies 
disposing of problems of common con- 
cern to all the people of the world and 
the decision of the majority of the people 
of the world should control. 

The principles of democracy logically 
apply to all government, regardless of 
the extent of their jurisdiction. In the 
light of what has been said, therefore, 
it is clear that there can be no logical 
denial of the justice of the proposal that 
there should be a thoroughly democratic 
form of government to determine the 
policies for the solution of problems af- 
fecting alike all persons on the earth. 

For the regulation of international re- 
lations, I contend, therefore, that there 
should be established a formal govern- 
ment consisting of representatives from 
all of the nations of the world, in num- 
ber proportionate to the ratios of the 
nations’ populations to the population 
of the whole world. The authority of 
such government should be strictly 
limited, by its constitution, to the one 
purpose of maintaining the peace of the 
world. Such restriction upon its au- 
thority is desirable, in order to pre- 
clude the offering of excuses about the 
possibility of such government’s inter- 
fering in the domestic affairs of a nation. 

Such central government should have 
the undisputed authority to provide that 
no nation will be allowed to violate the 
territory of any other nation. Certainly 
no person in any country, if he is truly 
desirous of world peace, could object to 
granting absolute authority to a world 
government to use its power for the pre- 
vention of forcible attack by any nation 
against any other nation. 

The law of the proposed international 
government should declare positively 
that no nation will be allowed to violate 
the territory of any other nation. The 
world government should require the 
surrender of all weapons and equipment 
acquired for the waging of war. Such 
government should also prohibit every 
nation from enacting laws for the con- 
scription of their people for war. 
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The international government should 
be provided with a military force wholly 
under its control and of sufficient magni- 
tude to compel prompt obedience by any 


nation or nations to the constitutional 


decrees of the world power. 

The military power of the world au- 
thority should consist of any and all 
means necessary, suitable and effective 
and great enough to compel the obedi- 
ence of any nation or nations to its 
constitutional decrees. 

The manpower for the international 
government should be composed of vol- 
unteers from every country in the world 
in numbers bearing the same proportion 
to the total number of persons in the 
whole international force, as the popula- 
tion of such country bears to the num- 
ber of people in the entire world. The 
persons constituting such world force, as 
already stated, should be volunteers and 
they should receive ample compensation 
in order to make their positions attrac- 
tive, and also to develop true dignity in 
those serving in such force. 

From what has been said, the conclu- 
sion is unavoidable that we cannot as- 
sure permanent peace, by having one or 
a number of nations announce to the 
rest of the world that it is the duty of 
the other part of the world to disarm, 
while the nation making such announce- 
ment keeps in its possession a force of 
such magnitude as will enable it to over- 
awe other nations. If we are really sin- 
cere in urging the rule of reason and the 
sacred rights of individuals everywhere, 
then we should be willing and ready to 
join all other nations in providing for 
the settlement of disputes between na- 
tions in accordance with the reason and 
judgment of the majority of all mankind. 

In reference to the control of the 
atomic bomb, let me first say that it 
should be absolutely outlawed by the 
people of the world. There is, however, 
no basis in principle for advocating the 
prohibition of the use of the atomic 
bomb, and at the same time claiming 
that one or all nations should have mili- 
tary power of a certain magnitude con- 
sisting of armies, navies, air force, or 
other means for making war. The rea- 
son for prohibiting nations from using 
the atomic bomb or other kinds of mili- 
tary force against other nations, in ac- 
cordance with the judgment of the ma- 
jority of mankind, denies with equal 
force the right of any nation to use any 
and all means for waging war. To wholly 
embrace and uphold the principles of 
democracy we must be willing and ready 
to say to all the world that we are pre- 
pared to give up all means for carrying 
on war if the other nations will do like- 
wise. 

The governmental spokesmen cf no 
nation on earth would dare to tell their 
people, or let their people know that they, 
as such spokesmen, had refused to as- 
sure the peace of the world by agreeing to 
discontinue the use of all means of wag- 
ing war. Certainly if such proposal were 
to be announced by the greatest nation in 
the world it could not possibly be refused. 
Persons selected, from each of the na- 
tions, for the military or police force of 
the world authority, should be subject to 
the approval of the Government under 
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which they hold citizenship. After hav- 
ing become members of the international 
force, however, such persons should be 
absolutely subject to the directions of the 
world government. 

It may be said that this plan is too 
idealistic. That is the usual answer to 
the proposal of any fundamental remedy 
for the betterment of the lot of mankind. 
It is also said that those in authority in 
the governments of the world could not 
be induced to adopt such a policy. My 
answer to that statement is that if the 
proposal is made in direct, unequivocal, 
simple and clear terms, I care not what 
government it may be, it dare not say to 
its people that it has refused to join with 
other nations in an effective arrange- 
ment which would for all time prevent 
wars and the brutality and terrible loss of 
life which has invariably been the lot of 
the plain people of a nation when they 
have blindly followed their vainglorious 
so-called leaders into a conflict with an- 
other nation and which leads but to mu- 
tual slaughter. 

In order to make absolutely certain 
that the law and decrees of the world 
government will be respected, provision 
would be made for the appointment by 
the world government of inspectors with 
authority to go anywhere in the nation 
to which they may be assigned and to en- 
ter any buildings and upon any prop- 
erty for the purpose of making the in- 
spection necessary to assure obedience 
to the law and decrees of the world 
government. 

Inspectors employed by the world 
government and assigned to duty with- 
in the boundaries of any nation, would 
be residents and citizens of nations other 
than the nation in which such inspectors 
would be assigned to the duty of in- 
spection. 

Not only would the inspectors be au- 
thorized and required to make the most 
thorough and rigid investigation to pre- 
vent the wrongful and unlawful making 
of atomic bombs but would also make in- 
spections in order to prevent the pro- 
duction of any other means of waging 
war. 

If violations of the law or decrees of 
the world government were discovered 
then the full force of the world govern- 
ment would be directed against the of- 
fending nation and its illegal action 
would be stopped. 

Sooner or later the world must make 
a definite choice between government by 
law and rule by force and destruction. 

There is little hope of government by 
the Parliament of Man of which Tenny- 
son wrote if nations in discussing the 
possibility of a world government by law, 
insist always in advance that they must 
be allowed to keep certain means for 
making war. If, however, the great na- 
tions of the world will say to the whole 
world in language that cannot be mis- 
understood: “We are willing and eager 
to have a parliament of all mankind, 
selected in a democratic way and which 
will act in accordance with the prin- 
ciples of democracy to prevent any na- 
tion from attacking, with force, another 
nation regardless of what the attacker 
may claim to be a “justification,” then 
we could hope for and expect the estab- 
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lishment of an effective world govern- 
ment. Just as no person in our country, 
regardless of his provocation, is allowed 
to strike another person, so no nation, 
regardless of the excuse it might offer, 
would be allowed to attack another na- 
tion. 

Let us then, Mr. Speaker, do all in our 
power to prevent a repetition of the ter- 
rible wars which have brought untold 
suffering and misery to millions of 
people. 

Let us bring about a realization of the 
seal. Tennyson when he used these 
words: 


Till the war- drum throbb’d no longer, 
And the battle-flags were furl'd 

In the Parliament of man, 
The Federation of the world. 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 1: Page 1, line 9, 

insert the following: 
“SENATE 

“To enable the Secretary of the Senate 
to make the additional disbursements and 
to perform the additional duties and func- 
tions required of his office by reason of the 
enactment of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, fiscal year 1947, $173,667; and 
he is hereby authorized to allocate necessary 
portions of the said sum to the various Sen- 
ate appropriations and to make transfers 
between same, including those contained in 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act for 
the fiscal year 1947 and those provided for 
in the said Reorganization Act: Provided, 
however, That the positions and funds now 
allocated to any Senato“ or to any standing 
committee chairman shall be continued un- 
til March 31, 1947, unless otherwise directed 
by the Senator or the chairman.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 1 and 
concur in the same with an amendment, as 
follows: 

In line 6 of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, after the word “authorized”, 
insert “, subject to the approval of the 
chairman of the Committee To Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Sen- 
ate (Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion, if and when elected) .” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 2: Page 2, line 12, 
insert the following: 


“ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANTS TO SENATORS 


“For compensation of an administrative 
assistant to each Senator, to be appointed by 
him, at a base salary of not to exceed $8,000 
per year, to assist him in carrying out his 
departmental business and other duties, fiscal 
year 1947, $384,000, or so much thereof as 
may be necessary, to be available at the þe- 
ginning of the Eightieth Congress.” 
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 3: Page 2, line 19, 
insert the following: 

“SENATE POLICY COMMITTEE 

“For maintenance of a staff for a majority 
policy committee and a minority policy com- 
mittee in the Senate, consisting of seven 
members each, for the formulation of over- 
all legislative policy of the respective parties, 
the members of such staffs to assist in study, 
analysis, and research on problem involved 
in policy determinations, and to be appoint- 
ed, and their compensation fixed, by the pol- 
icy committee concerned, at rates not to ex- 
ceed $8,000 per annum in any case, $15,000 for 
each such committee, in all, fiscal year 1947, 
$30,000, to be available at the beginning of 
the Eightieth Congress.” 


Mr.CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I moye that the House recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 11: Page 8, line 5, 
insert the following: > 

“FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 12: On page 8, line 
6, insert the following: 

“Grants to States for maternal and child- 
health services: For an additional amount, 
fiscal year 1947, for grants to States for ma- 
ternal and child-health services, including 
Department of Labor Appropriation Acts, 
1947, $9,180,000." 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves to recede 
and concur with an amendment as follows; 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment, insert “$6,885,000: Provided, That such 
additional amounts shall be allotted on a 
pro rata basis among the several States in 
proportion to the amounts to which the re- 
spective States are entitled for each fiscal 
year by reason of section 401 of the Social 
Security Act amendments of 1946.” > 


Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. May I ask the chairman 
of the committee, the additional funds 
granted in these amendments 12, 13, and 
14 do not contemplate the Children’s 
Bureau entering into any new program, 
is that right? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The only 
change we propose is to conform with 
Budget Bureau recommendations. 

Mr. JUDD. It merely gives them more 
money for the same kind of program? 
It does not extend the kind of work they 
can do? 
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The changes 
are in response to the provisions of the 
new Social Security Act amendments of 
1946. 

Mr. JUDD. The one we just passed a 
few minutes ago? 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 13: Page 8, line 11, in- 
sert: 

“Grants to States for services for crippled 
children: For an additional amount, fiscal 
year 1947, for grants to States for services 
for crippled children, including the objects 
specified under this head in the Department 
of Labor Appropriation Act, 1947, $6,130,000." 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves to recede 
and concur with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment, 
insert “$4,597,500: Provided, That such addi- 
tional amounts shall be allotted on a pro 
rata basis among the several States in pro- 
portion to the amounts to which the respec- 
tive States are entitled for each fiscal year 
by reason of section 401 of the Social Se- 
curity Act amendments of 1946.“ 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 14: Page 8, line 16, insert: 

“Grants to States for child-welfare sery- 
ices: For an additional amount, fiscal year 
1947, for grants to States for child-welfare 
services, including the objects specified 
under this head in the Department of Labor 
Appropriation Act, 1947, $3,490,000.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur with an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. CaN No of Missouri moves to recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment No, 
14 with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the sum named in said amendment, in- 
sert: “$2,617,500: Provided, That such addi- 
tional amounts shall be allotted on a pro 
rata basis among the several States in pro- 
portion to the amounts to which the respec- 
tive States are entitled for each fiscal year 
by reason of section 401 of the Social Security 
Act amendments of 1946.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 15: Page 8, line 21, insert: 

“Salaries and expenses, maternal and child 
welfare: For an additional amount, fiscal year 
1947, for salaries and expenses, maternal and 
child welfare, including the objects specified 
under this head in the Department of Labor 
Appropriation Act, 1947, and including also 
travel, printing. and binding, penalty mail, 
contingent and other expenses, $925,500.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri moves to recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment No, 15 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the sum named in said amendment, insert 
“$425,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 16: Page 9, line 3, insert: 

“The appropriations contained in the four- 
preceding paragraphs shall not be available 
for obligation until the enactment into law 
of H. R. 7037, Seventy-ninth Congress.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 17: page 9, line 6, insert: 

“PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 20. Page 10, line 14, 
insert: 

“Hospital and construction activities: For 
carrying out the provisions of title VI of 
the Public Health Service Act as amended 
(S..191), fiscal year 1947, including travel; 
printing and binding; the objects specified 
in the paragraph immediately following the 
caption ‘Public Health Service’ in the Fed- 
eral Security Agency Appropriation Act, 1947; 
and the purchase of eight passenger auto- 
mobiles; $2,425,000, of which not to exceed 
$147,147 may be transferred to the appro- 
priation ‘Pay, and so forth, commissioned 
officers, Public Health Service,’ for not to 
exceed 28 commissicned officers, and not to 
exceed $41,680 may be transferred to the 
appropriation ‘Salaries, Office of the Gen- 
eral Counsel,’ Office of the Administrator, 
Federal Security Agency: Provided, That this 
appropriation shall be available for personal 
services without regard to section 14 (a) of- 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946: Pro- 
vided further, That the availability of this 
appropriation is contingent upon the enact- 
ment into law of said S. 191.“ 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 20 and 
concur in the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: 

“Hospital and construction activities: For 
carrying out the provisions of title VI of the 
Public Health Service Act as amended (S. 
191), fiscal year 1947, including travel; print- 
ing, and binding; the objects specified in 
the paragraph immediately following the 
caption ‘Public Health Service’ in the Fed- 
eral Security Agency Appropriation Act, 1947; 
and the purchase of eight passenger auto- 
mobiles; $2,350,000, of which not to exceed 
$120,600 may be transferred to the appro- 
priation ‘Pay, etc., commissioned officers, Pub- 
lic Health Service’ for not to exceed 28 com- 
missioned officers, and not to exceed $34,175 
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may be transferred to the appropriation 
‘Salaries, Office of the General Counsel,’ Of- 
fice of the Administrator, Federal Security 
Agency: Provided, That the availability of 


this appropriation is contingent upon the 
enactment into law of said S. 191.“ 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 24, Page 13, line 

22, insert: 
“VETERANS” ADMINISTRATION 

“Automobiles and other conveyances for 
disabled veterans: To enable the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to provide an auto- 
mobile or other conveyance, equipped with 
such special attachments and devices as the 
Administrator may deem necessary, for each 
veteran of World War II, whether or not dis- 
charged from service, who (1) is entitled to 
disability compensation or pension under the 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, and (2) is unable, because of the 
loss, or loss of use, of one or both lower 
limbs, to use normal means of locomotion 
or ambulation: Provided, That no part of the 
money appropriated by this paragraph shall 
be used for the repair, maintenance, or re- 
Placement of any such automobile or other 
conveyance and no veteran shall be given 
an automobile or other conveyance under 
the provisions of this paragraph until it is 
established to the satisfaction of the Admin- 
istrator that such veteran will be able to op- 
erate such automobile or other conveyance 
in a manner consistent with his own safety 
and the safety of others, and will be licensed 
to operate such automobile or other convey- 
ance by the State of his residence, $30,000,- 
000, to remain avaflable until expended.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Cannon of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate No. 24, and concur 
in the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: 


“VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


“Automobiles and other conveyances for 
disabled veterans: To enable the Administra- 
tor of Veterans’ Affairs to provide an auto- 
mobile or other conveyance, at a cost per 
vehicle or conveyance of not to exceed $1,600, 
including equipment with such special at- 
tachments and devices as the Administrator 

deem necessary, for each veteran of 
World War II who is entitled to compensa- 
tion for the loss, or less of use, of one or 
both legs at or above the ankle under the 
laws administered by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, $30,000,000: Provided, That no part 
of the money appropriated by this paragraph 
shall be used for the repair, maintenance, or 
replacement of any such automobile or other 
conveyance and no veteran shall be given an 
automobile or other conveyance under the 
provisions of this paragraph until it is estab- 
lished to the satisfaction of the Administra- 
tor that such veteran will be able to operate 
such automobile or other conveyance in a 
Manner consistent with his own safety and 
the safety of others and will be licensed to 
operate such automobile or other conveyance 
by the State of his residence or other proper 
licensing authority: Provided further, That 
under such regulations as the Administrator 
may prescribe the furnishing of such auto- 
mobile or other conveyance shall be accom- 
plished by the Administrator paying the total 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


purchase price to the seller from whom the 
veteran is purchasing under sales agreement 
between the seller and the veteran.“ 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, this amendment, which has 
probably attracted as much attention 
as any single provision in the bill, has 
been very carefully worked out with Gen- 
eral Bradley and his assistants. 

The only difference in this amendment 
and the original Senate version is that 
we restrict it to service-connected dis- 
abilities. 

Additional differences are: 

A cost limitation on the vehicle or con- 
veyance to be supplied. 

Limitation to actual compensation 
cases, which would mean men out of 
the armed services, 

Clarity as to the incapacity to conform 
with present Veterans’ Administration 
interpretations of existing law. Without 
the amendment, the loss of a limb would 
be interpreted a loss from the torso 
down. The amendment makes it defi- 
nitely a loss of any part of the leg from 
the ankle up, and General Bradley said 
in interpreting the language of the 
amendment, if a foot were virtually use- 
less, the sufferer would be qualified. 

Provision pertains to procurement 
procedure, which obviously is essential. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Mississippi {Mr. 
WHITTINGTON]. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
believe that those who were wounded in 
the service of their country, and the 
widows and dependents of those who 
sacrificed their all for their country, are 
entitled to the Nation’s bounty. When a 
similar bill, the so-called amputees’ bill, 
H. R. 7171, was before the House on 
Tuesday, July 30, 1946, under unanimous 
consent request for its immediate con- 
sideration without debate, and without 
amendment, I objected, and insisted 
there should be opportunity for careful 
debate and amendment. 

It was my view then and it is my view 
now that the subject matter of this legis- 
lation should be further and more care- 
fully considered by the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation, and by 
Congress. I was of the opinion that the 
legislation discriminated against men 
who had lost their lower limbs, one or 
both legs below the knee, and I insisted 
that while it provided for additional 
benefits for those who had lost one or 
both of their legs at or above the knee, 
no benefits were provided for the sight- 
less, for those who had lost their eyes, 
and none for the armless, those who had 
lost their arms, none for those from 
whose backs vertabrae had been taken, 
none for those who had been burned and 
otherwise sorely disabled. 

Mr. Speaker, the veterans believe in 
justice; they oppose discrimination 
among veterans whether intended or not, 
and it was and is my view that if the 
Congress legislates to provide additional 
benefits and additional compensation for 
the heroes who lost their legs, we should 
at the same time provide for others who 
suffered similar disabilities, with similar 
degrees and percentages of disabilities 
that entitled them to compensation. I 
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am now confirmed in that belief. The 
amendment adopted by the Senate dif- 
fers from the bill that was proposed to be 
passed in the House by unanimous con- 
sent, and the substitute now proposed 
differs from either the House bill or the 
amendment adopted by the Senate. In 
my judgment, sympathizing as I do pro- 
foundly with all, having insisted through 
the years that the wounded, the disabled, 
and their dependents, are entitled to 
first consideration, we should provide for 
all without discrimination and that in a 
generous effort to provide for some, we 
Will not even satisfy all of the men who 
lost one or both of their limbs. We will 
Satisfy a comparatively few of those who 
are mangled and wounded, but there are 
many others who will be dissatisfied by 
the passage of this bill. There will be a 
far greater number of those who lost 
their eyes, their arms or who were other- 
wise disabled and mangled, who will be 
dissatisfied. 

For these reasons I insisted that the 
bill be given further consideration by the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg- 
islation. The chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations has just stated 
that this Congress during the session 
since January 1946 has appropriated a 
total of approximately $10,400,000,000 for 
the Veterans’ Administration and the 
veterans of our wars. If we have not 
made adequate and generous provisions 
for them all, for all who suffered similar 
disabilities, we ought to consider all, as 
we considered all, when we passed the 
GI bill. 

We ought not to take it up piecemeal 
and provide for some, because in pro- 
viding for some we will disappoint many. 
It is my thought that the United States 
of America, having made the most gen- 
erous provision for her veterans ever 
made by any nation in all history, should 
do its dead level best to provide for all, 
giving all, without discrimination, 
whether intended or not, the same con- 
sideration, no matter how badly wound- 
ed or disabled the veteran might be. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Mississippi 
has expired, 

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield the gentleman two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
while the proposed substitute is not ade- 
quate and while all disabled should be 

ered the substitute proposal is an 
improvement on the House bill and on 
the amendment adopted by the Senate. 
It limits the appropriation to those who 
were disabled in line of duty. It differs 
therein from the Senate amendment. It 
limits it to those who are able to obtain 
licenses for the operation of the cars, It 
restricts the kinds of cars that may be 
purchased, differing therein from both 
the House bill and the Senate amend- 
ment, and limits it to cars with appli- 
ances that can only be used by the ampu- 
tees if and when the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs decides that they are 
qualified and capable of operating them. 

My sympathies go out to the men who 
are disabled and wounded. I always 
thought that this bill ought to be care- 
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fully considered. We might as well be 
frank. There is resentment by many 
patriotic citizens at Congress because 
there is sentiment in the country that 
we have not been as careful in the con- 
sideration of veterans’ legislation as we 
should have been, There is a fault, and 
it is either in the legislation or the ad- 
ministration of it, because many good 
patriotic citizens have complained to me, 
as I have understood they have to other 
Members of Congress, that the provi- 
sions that we made in veterans’ legisla- 
tion for unemployment compensation 
are being abused, and that the provisions 
that Congress has made for training and 
for rehabilitating have been abused. I 
thought and still think that we should 
give more careful consideration to all the 
legislation that we have provided for vet- 
erans giving to the disabled men hospi- 
talization, providing for their rehabilita- 
tion, giving them means of locomotion, 
if the Administrator who is in charge of 
the Veterans’ Administration says and 
reports to Congress that they need it 
after careful study, and that we should 
do justice by all, whether they have lost 
their legs, their arms, or their eyes. 

I extend to say it is a mistake to pass 
the pending appropriation at the present 
time without providing comparable ben- 
efits for all veterans who have lost one 
or both or any part of their legs and for 
all veterans with similar loss of organs 
whether they be legs, arms, or eyes, or 
whether the disabilities are such that 
the veterans are even more disabled. 

Veterans who have lost both legs in 
many cases draw $200 a month. Con- 
gress has recently increased the compen- 
sation 20 percent. They are also pro- 
vided with rehabilitation and training so 
as to give them an opportunity to follow 
a business, trade, or profession in keep- 
ing with their disabilities. They are al- 
lowed hospitalization. If any additional 
reasonable provisions can be made for 
them, whether it be to assist them with 
conveyances, and if similar provision can 
be made for other veterans with similar 
percentages of disability and the inter- 
ests of all will be promoted thereby, I 
will give careful consideration in the fu- 
ture as in the past to any additional 
needed benefits not only to amputees but 
to other veterans with similar percent- 
ages and degrees of disability. 

It is my view that the pending bill with 
provision for one class of our disabled 
veterans will cause dissension among the 
veterans themselves. I put it mildly 
when I say that, in my judgment, the 
passage of even the substitute proposed 
by the pending motion, although a vast 
improvement on the said H. R. 7171, and 
the amendment inserted as a rider in the 
Senate in the pending deficiency appro- 
priation bill, will not be satisfactory to 
disabled veterans. Nevertheless, in 
pleasing a few of the amputees, other 
amputees will be disappointed, other vet- 
erans will be dissatisfied. The provisions 
of this substitute will be a headache to 
the disabled and wounded veterans as 
well as to Congress. The whole matter 
of benefits to the disabled and wounded 
should be restudied when Congress re- 
assembles so that justice may be done to 
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all veterans who have been mangled and 
wounded with a loss of organs, whether 
eyes or arms or legs, and with other bod- 
ily wounds and similar disabilities. Iam 
interested in promoting the welfare of 
all disabled and all wounded veterans. 
I think it unwise to accord special treat- 
ment to one class and refuse or delay 
similar treatment to others suffering with 
comparable disabilities and with similar 
percentages of disability. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, in reply 
to our distinguished colleague from 
Mississippi, let me say that the veterans’ 
laws are not the only ones that have 
not been properly administered. I asked 
for a rule day before yesterday in order 
that this bill might be brought to the 
floor of the House for amendments. In 
my honest opinion it is unfortunate that 
the word “automobile” was ever used in 
connection with this legislation. I said 
before the Committee on Rules, and I 
say now, that I would much rather vote 
for a readjustment rehabilitation allow- 
ance of $1,500 for every veteran who lost 
a hand or a foot or an eye or who be- 
came paralyzed as a result of injuries re- 
ceived in the war. There are about 
20,000 of them. The cost at the out- 
side would not be more than $30,000,000. 

I am not unmindful of the fact that 
we are pouring money by the billions 
into the sink holes of Europe. I voted 
against the British loan, or the British 
gift, because I saw them repudiate their 
debts to the United States after the last 
war. 

These men are not gold brickers. 
They are not men who clamored for war 
and then dodged the draft. I wonder 
how many millionaires in this country 
we will uncover yet who clamored for 
war-and then dodged the draft, or sought 
a storm cellar where they could make 
money out of the conflict. 

These are front-line men. They are 
men for whom the war will never end. 
They are men who will carry the scars 
of battle to their graves. 

I, for one, would much rather give 
them a readjustment allowance of $1,500 
apiece than vote $400,000,000 for the pre- 
fabricated housing racketeers who are 
getting rich now at the expense of the 
servicemen, unloading prefabricated 
houses on them at three or four times 
what they are worth. 

I would much rather give this $30,000,- 
000 to the men who lost legs or the men 
who lost hands or the men who lost their 
eyes, or the men who became paralyzed 
as the result of war injuries, or the men 
who are now forced to lie motionless, 
using iron lungs in order to breathe—I 
would much rather give them $30,000,- 
000 and say to them, “Take this and do 
as you please with it.” 

I am going to support this amend- 
ment, but my honest opinion is that 
when you bring this in with an automo- 
bile provision in this way you probably 
do a great psychological injustice to these 
men. You are going to force them to 
prove they need an automobile before 
they can get this compensation. 
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I have been chairman of the Veterans’ 
Committee now since 1931. Someone has 
said that you never get any praise for 
what you do for veterans, but you get 
cussed for what you do not do. That is 
not altogether true. I have passed more 
veterans’ legislation under my name than 
any other man who has ever served in 
Congress. Several years ago you remem- 
ber I led the fight here to raise the base 
pay of the men in the armed forces to 
$50 a month. I said we were not paying 
the men in the rank and file adequately. 
I have never known anything to con- 
tribute so much to increasing or building 
up the morale of the men in the armed 
forces as the passage of that measure to 
raise the base pay to $50 a month. 

This $30,000,000 is a mere bagatelle 
compared to what we are spending for 
other things. As I said, I will support 
the amendment, but I would much pre- 
fer to have had this bill come in under 
a rule and let us provide this amount for 
every man who lost a leg, an eye, or an 
arm, or who had become paralyzed, or 
disabled for 1 year, as a result of his 
service in the war. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I am glad to 
note that Congress is about to pass legis- 
lation to provide automobiles for veter- 
ans who, by reason of their war injuries, 
require such a special aid in order to 
restore them to useful civilian life. I call 
attention; with some pride, to the fact 
that the original bill on this subject; 
H. R. 6089, was introduced by me on 
April 12, 1946. That bill provides: 

That the Veterans’ Administration shall 
cause to be furnished to all honorably dis- 
charged veterans of World War II who are 
certified by the Administration to be true 
paraplegic cases, specially designed auto- 
mobiles to enable such veterans to engage 
in useful occupations: Provided, That no 
such automobile shall be furnished to a 
paraplegic veteran until it is established 
to the satisfaction of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration that (a) such veteran is physically 
able to safely operate such automobile; and 
(b) will be licensed to do so by the State of 
his domicile. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Veterans’ Administration 
a sum not exceeding $2,000,000 for this pur- 
pose, 


Later additional legislation was intro- 
duced by Congresswoman Rocers of Mas- 
sachusetts and others to include am- 
putees. While this later legislation has 
been criticized in some quarters as being 
ultra-generous, it nevertheless is consist- 
ent with the policy of Congress to do 
what is necessary to restore to useful 
civilian life our veterans who have sac- 
rificed their bodies for the common 
welfare. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, I may be per- 
mitted to express some satisfaction in the 
part that I played in this legislation. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
Senate amendment No. 22; which was 
inadvertently passed over. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No, 22: On page 11, line 
21, insert the following: 

“War and emergency damage, Territory 
of Hawaii; For carrying out the provisions 
of section 2 of the act entitled ‘An act to 
provide emergency relief for the victims of 
the seismic waves which struck the Terri- 
tory of Hawaii, and for other purposes’ (H. 
R. 6918, 79th Cong.), to be expended 
by the Commissioner of Public Roads 
in accordance with provisions applicable 
to its customary operations in the 
construction, rehabilitation, and repair of 
roads, highways, and bridges, by contract 
or otherwise, and necessary expenses incident 
thereto without regard, outside continental 
United States, to section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes, including personal services in the 
District of Columbia or elsewhere and em- 
ployment of personnel outside the con- 
tinental United States without regard to 
civil-service and classification laws and sec- 
tion 14 (a) of the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1946, and the purchase of passenger motor 
vehicles, $8,000,000, to remain available until 
expended.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 22 and 
concur in the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In line 6 of the matter inserted by 
said amendment, strike out the following: 
(H. R. 6918, 79th Cong.)"; and in lines 15 
and 16 of the matter inserted by said amend- 
ment, strike out the following: “and section 
14 (a) of the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1946,” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 28: On page 22, line 
9, insert the following: 

“Sec, 302. Section 2 (a) of the act of June 
11, 1946 (Public Law 404, 79th Cong.), is 
amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting a semicolon and the 
following: ‘and the Veterans’ Emergency 
Housing Act of 1946.“ 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri, Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 29: On page 22, 
line 14, strike out “302” and insert “303.” 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


A motion to reconsider the votes by- 


which action was taken on the several 
motions was laid on the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 

all who have spoken on the conference 
report may have 5 days in which to 
extend their remarks in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There Was no objection. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. WIGGLESWORTH asked and was 
given permission to extend his own 
remarks in the Recorp and include a 
newspaper article. 

Mr. KNUTSON (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks. 

Mr. McCORMACK (at the request of 
Mr. BULWINKELE) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the Recorp with 
respect to the legislative achievements of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress. 


STILL FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A still further message from the Sen- 
ate, by Mr. Koerber, its assistant enroll- 
ing clerk, announced that the Senate 
agrees to the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5626) entitled 
“An act to authorize the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration to appoint and employ re- 
tired officers without affecting their re- 
tired status,” and for other purposes. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries. 


DECLARATION OF RECESS 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare a recess 
of the House at any time today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to ask the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules if he is going to call up some 
rules because I am interested in one par- 
ticular rule. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Sa ATH] is going to file a 
rule as soon as he can get recognition. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been trying to file it earlier during the 
day and I have it in my hand now. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


APPOINTMENT OF COMMISSIONS AND 
COMMITTEES 


Mr. BULWINEKELE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, notwithstand- 
ing the sine die adjournment of the 
House, the Speaker be authorized to 
appoint commissions and committees 
authorized by law or by the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 

UNTIL LAST EDITION OF RECORD 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members of 
the House shall have the privilege until 
the last edition authorized by the Joint 
Committee on Printing is published to 
extend and revise their own remarks in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, on more than 
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one subject, if they so desire, and also 
to include therein such short quotations 
as may be necessary to explain or com- 
plete such extension of remarks; but this 
order shall not apply to any subject mat- 
ter which may have occurred or to 
any speech delivered subsequent to the 
adjournment of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection: 


AUTHORIZING CLERK OF HOUSE TO 
RECEIVE SENATE MESSAGES 


Mr, BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, notwithstand- 
ing the sine die adjournment of the 
House, the Clerk be authorized to receive 
messages from the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection - 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING CLERK OF THE HOUSE TO 
DESIGNATE A SUBORDINATE 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for the immediate consideration of a 
resolution (H. Res. 753) which I send 
to the Clerk’s desk: 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That in order that the duties 
of his office may be discharged in case of his 
absence or disability or in case his office 
should become vacant, the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives on or before August 2, 
1946, shall designate a subordinate in his 
office to perform the duties thereof in any of 
such contingencies until there shall have 
been an election of officers of the House at 
the commencement of the Eightieth Con- 
gress. Such designee, when acting under 
this authorization, shall subscribe himself 
as Acting Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives, and shall be paid in addition to his 
present compensation, from the contingent 
fund of the House, an additional amount at 
the rate of $200 per month, dating from the 
date of his designation until the commence- 
ment of the Eightieth Congress. 

The Clerk of the House shall promptly 
communicate to the Speaker the name of the 
employee designated hereunder for the in- 
formation of the House. 


The resolution was agreed to. 


COMMITTEE ON POSTWAR ECONOMIC 
POLICY AND PLANNING 


Mr. COLMER, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of a resolution (H. Res. 
754), which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the Special Committee on 
Postwar Economic Policy and Planning be 
authorized to continue its investigations au- 
thorized under House Resolution 408 of the 
Seventy-eighth Congress as continued by 
House Resolution 60 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress notwithstanding the adjournment 
of the House. The Committee on Postwar 
Economic Policy and Planning shall make re- 
ports to the House of the results of its 
studies and investigations provided for in 
said resolutions, House Resolution 408 of the 
Seventy-eighth Congress as continued by 
House Resoluntion 60 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, during recesses and adjournments 
and that such reports shall be filed with the 
Clerk of the House for printing. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
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MEDITERRANEAN FRUITFLY 
ERADICATION 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res, 757) for printing in 
the Rrcorp: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
3760) for the relief of certain claimants who 
suffered losses and sustained damages as the 
result of the campaign carried out by the 
Federal Government for the eradication of the 
Mediterranean fruitfly in the State of Flor- 
ida; that after general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill and continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Claims, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule; that at the con- 
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the same to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion, 
except one motion to recommit; that after 
the passage of the bill (H. R. 3760) it shall be 
in order to move to discharge the Committee 
on Claims from the further consideration of 
the bill S. 1250 and the House shall proceed 
to consider the same. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp and insert therein 
a résumé and analysis of the important 
recent measures and a digest of commit- 
tee action with reference to veterans’ 
legislation in the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, together with an index. I have an 
estimate from the Government Printing 
Office that this will cost $240. Notwith- 
standing the extra cost, I ask unanimous 
consent that the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding and 
without objection, the extension may be 
made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks in 
the Recorp in two instances and include 
a newspaper article. 

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include an elegy to the mem- 
ory of the late Franklin Delano Roose- 
velt. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, on yes- 
terday I requested permission for the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. STIG- 
LER] to extend his remarks. I am ad- 
vised by the Public Printer that the cost 
will be $150. Notwithstanding the extra 
cost, I ask unanimous consent that the 
extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding and 
without objection, the extension may be 
made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr, GORSKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include a plea for human 
rights for the Baltic states published by 
the League for Lithuanian Freedom. 

Mr. MORRISON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp in four instances, in one to in- 
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clude a letter, in a second to include a 
letter, and in a third to include two of 
his own letters. 

Mr. DE LACY asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp in two instances, in 
one to include a statement by 135 vet- 
erans on the Philippine situation. 

Mr. BOYKIN (at the request of Mr. 
Rivers) was granted permission to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Recorp in two 
instances and include reports from the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture on Government- 
owned patents. 

Mr. LEA asked and was given permis- 
sion to extend his own remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. RABAUT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Record in three instances, in the first 
two to include editorials and in the third 
to include some letters. 

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recor» in three instances, in one to in- 
clude a speech by Howard Williams. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend her 
remarks in the Recorp at the point 
where the amputee amendment was un- 
der consideration and to include cer- 
tain bills. 

HISTORICAL RECORD OF AMERICA'S 

FIGHTING CONGRESS 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the resolution (H. Res. 
755), which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That a supplementary report to 
Senate Document No, 94, Seventy-eighth 
Congress, first session, containing the his- 
torical record of America's Fighting Con- 
gress,” by William P. Kennedy, Lit. D., be 
printed as a House document. 


The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. TIBBOTT asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks 
in the Appendix and include an address. 

Mr. ELLIS, Mr. GROSS, Mr. JENKINS, 
and Mr. HAND asked and were given 
permission to extend their remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in seven separate instances, and 
to include extracts from testimony, re- 
ports, and so forth. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp and 
include a newspaper article. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the RrEcorp and in- 
clude a letter from the Amvets, and a 
column and a news story from the Wash- 
ington Post of this morning. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to extend his own re- 
marks in the Recorp and include an ar- 
ticle from the Washington Post of Fri- 
day, August 2. 
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Mr. JUDD asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include a 
newspaper article and an editorial. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
two requests: First, that I may extend 
my own remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp and include a letter from the 
Independent Petroleum Association; sec- 
ond, that I may extend my remarks on 
the subject of the naming of Hoover Dam 
and insert the supporting material. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
own remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend the remarks 
he made today on the social security 
conference report and include tables and 
other matters. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS (at the request of 
Mr. CANFIELD) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the Appendix of 
the Record and include a short address. 

Mr. FULLER (at the request of Mr. 
CANFIELD) was given permission to ex- 
tend his remarks and include a newspa- 
per article. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include an editorial. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Appendix of 
the Recor and include a newspaper ar- 
ticle which may slightly exceed the limit 
1 by the Joint Committee on Print- 
ng. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the 
excess, without objection, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection, 

Mr. MUNDT asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include an 
editorial. 

Mr. GWINN of New York asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include excerpts from the Bulletin 
of the National Republican Club. 

Mr, ROBERTSON of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the Appendix of the Rec- 
orp and include an editorial. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ` 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, sev- 
era] Members have requested informa- 
tion as to when the last issue of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD would be printed. It 
will be 10 days after the date of adjourn- 
ment, so that anything that is to be in- 
serted in the Recorp must be presented 
before that time. 

UNITED STATES MERCHANT MARINE 

ACADEMY 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 
1751) to authorize the course of instruc- 
tion at the United States Merchant 
Marine Academy to be given to not ex- 
ceeding 20 persons at a time from the 
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American Republics, other than the 
United States, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend- 
ments. N 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out twenty“ and in- 
sert “twelve.” 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “three” and insert 
“two.” 

Page 2, strike out lines 15 to 20, inclusive. 

Amend the title so as to read: “And act 
to authorize the course of instruction at the 
United States Merchant Marine Academy to 
be given to not exceeding 12 persons at a 
time from the American Republics, other than 
the United States.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
understand the Senate amendments 
merely cut down the amount authorized 
by the House. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. That is 
right, and also strikes out the War Ship- 
ping Administration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CHICAGO SUN 

Mr. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
on Monday last, the Chicago Sun, a daily 
newspaper, carried an editorial regard- 
ing my votes on certain legislative mat- 
ters, with which they, or anyone else, 
have a right to disagree. - 

However, in view of what is now hap- 
pening in Europe—as I read in the morn- 
ing paper, at least—they may agree with 
the demand that Soviet Foreign Minister 
V. M. Molotov is now seeking in his de- 
mand for peace by crushing out of ex- 
istence the form of government of an- 
other country whose people are satisfied 
with its regime. 

The majority leader, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the Honorable 
JohN McCormack, struck the nail on 
the head Saturday last in an eloquent 
address before this Chamber as to what 
is happening under the spread of com- 
munism in Europe. While the Sun and 
I may disagree, I am not ready to give 
America away. 

The Smith amendment to the emer- 
gency housing bill that I voted for, I 
would gladly support again, 

I was one who spoke and voted to 
repeal the eighteenth amendment to the 
Constitution, because of the everlasting 
encroachment practiced by Government 
agencies into the lives and homes of 
American citizens. 

i I well remember the Jones 5-and-10 
aw. 
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I certainly would never allow that to 
happen again in America. 

The Democratic Party came into 
power in 1930 fighting the very issue that 
you now condemn me for not support- 


ing in section 703 of the National Hous- 


ing Act, which was equivalent to the 
Jones 5-and-10 law. 

If section 703 remained in the bill, it 
would practically make Wilson Wyatt, 
or whoever would be the Administrator, 
a building czar. 

It would give him the right to go into 
the books and files of all persons, firms, 
and corporations, or persons having any- 
thing to do with distribution, sale, or 
handling in any manner of materials 
that go into the construction of homes, 
including the sale of vacant property. 

If this amendment were not defeated, 
it would show absolute lack of faith in 
the honesty and integrity of the Ameri- 
can people. 

It would make it criminal in cases 
where persons were selling real estate if 
they could not produce canceled mort- 
gages and tax receipts, even though they 
were not in default, but if these were 
asked for and were not forthcoming, the 
building czar could, under this section, 
question the honesty of the seller. 

The Smith amendment, which I sup- 
ported, strikes out the language that 
would give the housing czar the power of 
subpena and the unconscionable penal- 
ties—$5,000 fine or a year of imprison- 
ment, or both, for violation. 

This section would, if it remained in 
the bill, strike at the heart of the little 
fellow who is more or less careless in 
keeping documents and receipts, and if 
he sold his home and could not produce 
same, he would be classified as a crimi- 
nal under this section. 

With regard to my vote for the appro- 
priation of $75,000 to the Un-American 
Activities Committee, this is a standing 
committee of the House, which I opposed 
in its creation, but as long as it is a 
standing committee of the House it is en- 
titled to receive from Congress funds ap- 
propriated for its functions. 

This, of course, has been opposed by 
organized groups, who have taken part 
in opposing all apppropriations for its 
functions—groups who demand legisla- 
tors to do their bidding and to think the 
way they think, who constantly disagree 
with the American ideals of life. 

No citizen who believes in our Ameri- 
can form of government need have any 
fear of this committee. 

But the groups who do fear this com- 
mittee and are opposed to it are groups 
that want to spread the principles of 
Stalin, nazism, and fascism as was prac- 
ticed under Mussolini. 

Is it a sin to protect America? 

And if I am classified as an ambidex- 
trous person for that by your newspaper, 
I welcome such criticism. 

My opposition to the McMahon bill for 
civilian control of atomic energy is sim- 
ple. 

I have never seen where the President 
of the United States has ever declared 
officially that the war has ended. 

We who practically perfected the 
atomic bomb under military supervision 
have during the fighting kept this secret 
from other nations. 
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In reference to section II, which refers 
to patents, I cannot agree with anybody 
who wishes to give to a civilian commis- 
sion during the duration of war the 
secret of the atomic bomb. 

I have met some of the groups who de- 
manded civilian control and some of the 
scientists who clamored for it, and after 
my observations and talks with them, I, 
like many other Members of Congress, 
feel that this legislation is a bit prema- 
ture and we are likely to take steps that 
will menace our security if we pass leg- 
islation of this kind in advance of the 
agreement with reference to peace trea- 
ties and the establishment of peace in 
the world. 

The rejection of the Lanham amend- 
ment in conference was a mistake, at 
least in the opinion of many Members, 
including myself. 

From the very beginning, the cards 
were stacked against the Lanham 
amendment by well-organized propa- 
ganda, 

Yet all the authorities on patents in 
the United States tell us that the Lan- 
ham features, the section put in the 
House bill, would not only protect the 
Atomic Energy Commission and protect 
the United States when it came to the 
question of atomic energy and the mak- 
ing of the bomb, but would protect the 
industry of the United States, as well. 

I further believe that the secrets in- 
volved in the formula of the atomic 
bomb should not be divulged to any na- 
tion; that no financial aid and no sup- 
plies or equipment which can be con- 
verted to or utilized for military purpose 
shall be granted any country, until a 
concrete plan for world peace and non- 
aggression is both proposed and prac- 
ticed by all nations. 

That all nations be frank and honest 
concerning their plans for the occupa- 
tion of other nations, and today I only 
have to cite the condition of the Balkan 
States, that are practically under super- 
vision of the Soviet Union, without the 
freedom they enjoyed as free and inde- 
pendent states before the war, with a 
vague promise that that freedom would 
be restored upon the ending of the war; 
yet a year has passed since the shoot- 
ing has ceased and these nations are still 
under the Russian domination. 

In a recent secret session of the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee, when this bill 
was being considered, Mr. Conder C. 
Henry appeared as an expert witness 
against the bill. 

Mr. Henry was for 17 years the chief 
examiner of patent applications in the 
United States Patent Office and for 5 
years was Assistant United States Pat- 
ent Commissioner. 

As a witness, he represented both the 
American Bar Association and the House 
Committee on Patents, being a member 
of the committee's national advisory 
council. 

And this man, a loyal American and 
qualified to speak intelligently upon the 
merits of this legislation, said, and I 
quote: 

By removing the incentive provided by 
our patent laws the bill is a radical departure 
from anything known in our history. 

The only parallel I can find to it is a 
Soviet patent law. 
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Knowing many angles involved in the 
greatest discovery yet, I, as an Ameri- 
can, am not going to give it up until a 
just peace has been established, so it 
will not be used against our Nation. 

My vote against the British loan, I ex- 
plained to many groups before it ever 
came before Congress. 

I served in World War I and remem- 
ber the vast amount of obligations that 
this country had to absorb, both in Eng- 
land and France, while actually fighting 
that war as an ally of England. 

In this connection, there are many 
things too involved to discuss here, but, 
to cite one example, there was not an 
American soldier who went to Europe 
and rode in an English boat going and 
coming, whose expenses this Govern- 
ment did not have to defray to the Eng- 
lish Government. 

A few months ago, on a Sunday eve- 
ning, I met, in the Mayflower Hotel, three 
very prominent Englishmen—business- 
men. 

One had been in and out of America 
since before the First World War. 

The other two had just arrived a fort- 
night ago. 

These gentlemen had all seen service 
in the First World War and one had seen 
service in the Second World War. 

In discussing the situation prevailing 
in England, much to my surprise, these 
businessmen of England, here on busi- 
ness, boldly told me and others in the 
group that the majority of English peo- 
ple were opposed to this loan, stating 
they did not want to be obligated with 
this burdensome debt and stating further 
that they wanted to be left alone, that 
they were capable of working out their 
own salvation—that all they needed was 
food, and nothing else. 

They elaborated most extensively on 
this, saying it was being forced upon 
them by the party in control of the 
English Government and made many 
predictions about its future. 

If I were sure that this loan would be 
applied for the purpose of enabling 
Britain to choose a better course than 
economic war and will pledge her to do 
so, and if Britain agrees to stop restrict- 
ing United States trade with the sterling 
countries, to begin negotiations of the 
debt to India and other nations, and to 
remove or reduce barriers to trade, such 
as tariffs, quotas, and cartels, and partici- 
pate in the International Stabilization 
Fund and World Bank designed at Bret- 
ton Woods, I would not hesitate to vote 
its approval. 

But the very thing I feared is now de- 
veloping. 

Britain has suggested any number of 
methods in dealing with the Near East- 
ern difficulties, but they are now almost 
advocating bribery and with our money 
to the amount of $300,000,000, for the 
improvement of the Arabs. 

The proposal of the $300,000,000 is de- 
signed to soften the Arabs up to the 
federalization which is used by the 
British in their search for words to take 
the curse off partition, which the Arabs 
are strongly opposed to. 

If our money is to be used for the de- 
velopment of projects in Palestine, for 
the modernization of the Arabs, we can 
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use it right here in America, by a large- 
scale development, at least, for those 
who sacrificed their all, that America 
may live. 

I say and will say if our own economy 
were more stable and our future more 
secure, perhaps we could afford to be 
liberal. 

There is one thing I respect about the 
British Government, so ably told by the 
distinguished gentleman from New York, 
the Honorable Dan Reep, when he states 
that an English statesman is first, last 
and all the time for his own nation. 

Let us be a little more thoughtful of 
ours, especially when we are giving away 
the taxpayer's’ money. 

When you take the time to ridicule a 
person, you at least ought to be fair. 

During the war, I supported and 
fought for price control, to prevent in- 
flation. 

I supported it again when I came back 
to Congress in 1945. 

However, while I was out of Congress, 
I had the opportunity to see and find 
out for myself the many inequities that 
were prevailing under people who ad- 
ministered this act and were not doing 
it according to the intent of Congress. 

They made up their own laws and 
regulations and exercised them with au- 
thority upon the ignorant, unfortunate 
people. 

Congress never gave any OPA board or 
any person in the Office of Price Admin- 
istration the right to write people let- 
ters or, by threat, to close down their 
business, without a hearing. 

Many hearings were held by incompe- 
tent people—and their word was law. 

Oh! What I encountered in the way 
of stupidity! 

One could write a book. 

And, of course, the shake-down wizard 
was always on hand. 

If I am to be criticized for rectifying 
these inequities, I can take it. 

I am at least trying to put some com- 
mon sense into the heads of the people 
who are running this agency, that they 
may know that all people in business are 
not scoundrels. 

I am enclosing some speeches I made 
regarding this agency and, in fairness 
to me, I ask that you publish same, that 
is, if your paper still carries the motto: 
“The Truth.” 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my colleague the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BenDER] may be permitted to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Recorp and in- 
sert a series of articles by Mr. Bellamy. 
I am informed by the Public Printer that 
they will exceed two pages of the RECORD 
and will cost $255, but I ask that they be 
inserted notwithstanding that fact. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAVENNER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp and include therein a digest of 
veterans’ legislation. 

Mr. SABATH asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the 


10771 


Recorp in three instances, and include in 
one an article from the Chicago Sun, and 
in the other an article from the Chicago 
Times. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 


Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
California? 

Mrs. DOUGLAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, last week within the borders of 
this democracy—for the preservation of 
which nearly a quarter of a million young 
men laid down their lives in the recent 
world war—four American citizens, two 
of them women and one a veteran of 5 
years’ service in the Army—were brutally 
shot by an armed and apparently dis- 
ciplined band of unmasked men. 

This week we learned that at almost 
the same time another American citizen 
in another State, was lynched. And the 
press carried stories about still another, 
who served 15 months in the Philippines 
and New Guinea, being dragged off a bus 
in another State by two policemen, who 
beat him and gouged out his eyes. 

These people were Negroes. Had any 
of the crimes against them been com- 
mitted by our enemies in the war, the 
perpetrators would have been summarily 
sought out and punished. 

For nearly half a century—46 years— 
antilynching bills have been brought, 
one after another, before the law-makers 
of the United States. Even now, in the 
Seventy-ninth Congress, seven such bills 
have been before the Judiciary Commit- 
tee of the House of Representatives, since 
January 1945. 

And now we are about to adjourn and 
go home, leaving this unfinished 
business. 

They say that lynchings have de- 
creased in the United States in recent 
years. But so long as one lynching is 
committed in this country—that one is 
too many. 

We cannot legislate against the right 
of free speech which permits people to 
make inflammatory statements that fo- 
ment prejudice and contribute to lynch- 
ings—any more than we can legislate 
against prejudice itself. 

But it is within our power—and it is 
our responsibility, a responsibility that 
Congress has shirked too long—to enact 
legislation that will stop these murders. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States and his staff have acted in these 
recent lynchings with a promptness that 
is to be highly commended. The Presi- 
dent of the United States has expressed 
himself forcefully on the horror of these 
acts of violence. He has again gone on 
record—as he did when he was a Mem- 
ber of Congress—for the passage of 
Federal antilynching legislation. 

The Federal Government, through the 
Attorney General, is doing all that it is 
now empowered to do. FBI agents, in- 
vited by Governor Arnall, are in his and 
other States where the crimes have been 
committed. The local district attorneys 
are working closely with the Attorney 


10772 


General’s office. The Civil Rights Sec- 
tion of the Attorney General’s office is 
studying all complaints for any sign or 
evidence which will permit the Federal 
Government to step in. 

But right here we come up against 
States’ rights. Murder is a State affair, 
though it is the shame of the entire 
Nation. 

The Federal Government—the Attor- 
ney General’s office—can interfere only 
where it is proved there has been negli- 
gence on the part of the State officials. 
That is why we need a Federal law, mak- 
ing that kind of mob violence a Federal 
offense. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. DURHAM submitted the follow- 
ing conference report and statement on 
the bill (H. R. 5626) to authorize the 
Veterans’ Administration to appoint and 
employ retired officers without affecting 
their retired status, and for other pur- 
poses: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5626) to authorize the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to appoint and employ retired officers 
without affecting their retired status, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment and agree to the same. 

CARL T. DURHAM, 
ROBERT L. F, SIKES, 
CHARLES R. CLASON, 
LESLIE C. ARENDS, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Davin I. WALSH, 
Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
ROBERT M. La FOLLETTF, Jr., 
ROBERT A. TAFT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5626) to authorize 
the Veterans’ Administration to appoint and 
employ retired officers without affecting their 
retired status, and for other purposes, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report. 

The Senate amendment added a new sec- 
tion to the bill which provided under cer- 
tain conditions an increase in the Federal 
share of old-age-assistance payments under 
the Social Security Act to the aged, the de- 
pendent children, and the blind. The House 
bill did not deal with the social-security laws 
but authorized the Veterans’ Administration 
to appoint and employ retired officers of the 
Army and Navy without affecting their re- 
tired status. 

The conference believed that, inasmuch 
as the subject matter of the Senate amend- 
ment is being amply considered by the Con- 
gress in connection with the House bill 
(H. R. 7037) to amend the Social Security 
Act and the Internal Revenue Code, and for 
other purposes, the amendment should be 
stricken from this bill, 

Cart T. DURHAM, 
ROBERT L. F. SIKES, 
CHARLES R. CLASON, 
LESLIE C. ARENDS, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
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Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 5626) to authorize the 
Veterans’ Administration to appoint and 
employ retired officers without affecting 
their retired status, and for other pur- 
poses, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain this legisla- 
tion? 

Mr. DURHAM. This legislation gives 
the Veterans’ Administration the privi- 
lege of hiring these retired doctors. 
General Bradley is very much in favor 
of it and urges the passage of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. He 
needs it because of the shortage of 
physicians? 

Mr. DURHAM. Yes. There are some- 
thing like 200 of them, and under the 
law at the present time they cannot be 
rehired. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SILVER CREEK RECREATIONAL DEMON- 
STRATION PROJECT, OREGON—VETO 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States: 


To the House of Representatives: 

I return herewith without my approval 
the bill (H. R. 2423) to authorize the 
exchange of lands acquired by the United 
States for the Silver Creek recreational 


demonstration project, Oregon, for the 


purpose of consolidating holdings there- 
in, and for other purposes. 

The bill authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to exchange lands for other 
lands of approximately equal value 
when, in his opinion, such action is in 
the interest of the United States. 

While I am in accord with the general 
purposes and objectives of this measure, 
it contains the same objectionable type 
of provision which prompted me to 
withhold my approval recently of the 
bill S. 1273. The bill S. 1273 provided, 
as does section I of the present measure, 
that the title to any lands acquired 
thereunder shall be satisfactory to the 
Secretary of the Interior. This pro- 
vision is objectionable and represents 4 
material change in existing law involv- 
ing an unwarranted deviation from the 
long-established and manifestly sound 
practice under which the Attorney Gen- 
eral is charged with the duty of exam- 
ining the validity of titles to lands ac- 
quired by the Government. This duty 
has for more than a century been vested 
in the Attorney General with respect to 
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the vast majority of acquisitions and I 
see no reason to change this general 
practice which has proven so satisfactory 
through the years. 

An advantage of this long-standing 
policy has been that the agency of the 
Government acquiring the land has the 
independent checking of the title by a 
disinterested agency. Moreover, there 
can be no question that the maintenance 
in the different departments of the Gov- 
ernment of staffs of attorneys for the 
purpose of examining title to land will 
result in duplication and additional ex- 
pense, as well as less efficient admin- 
istration. It is to avoid duplication of 
this character that the Congress passed 
and I approved the Reorganization Act 
of 1945. 

For these reasons, I am constrained 
to withhold my approval from the bill. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 
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The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal. 

Without objection, the message and 
the accompanying bill will be referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands and or- 
dered to be printed. 

There was no objection. 


GEORGIA POWER CO. 


Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (S. 
2306) to authorize the Secretary of War 
to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100-foot 
perpetual easement across certain land 
in the State of Alabama constituting a 
portion of the military reservation des- 
ignated as Fort Benning, Ga. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. MICHENER. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man explain the bill? 

Mr.DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, this sim- 
ply reinstates a former right of the Geor- 
gia Power Co. which was taken over by 
Fort Benning and replaced in another 
part of the camp. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, this bill has 
for its purpose only the reinstatement 
of a right that was taken over for use 
during the wartime? 

Mr. DURHAM. That is correct. The 
line has already been replaced. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. There is no 
objection from this side, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MICHENER. I withdraw my res- 
ervation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
War be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
empowered, under such terms and conditions 
as he may deem advisable, to grant to the 
Georgia Power Co., its successors and/or as- 
signs for transmission-line purposes, a 100- 
foot perpetual easement over, across, in, and 
upon certain land in the State of Alabama 
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constituting a portion of the military reserva- 
tion designated as Fort Benning, Ga. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 
KARL E. BOND 


Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up the conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 783) for the relief of Karl E. Bond. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
783) for the relief of Karl E. Bond, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 

to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by the 
Senate insert “$5,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same, 

£ A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
E. H, HEDRICK, 
8 Managers on the Part of the House. 
H. M. KILGORE, 
KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 783) for the relief 
of Karl E. Bond, submit the following state- 
ment in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon and recommended in the accom- 
panying conference report: 

The bill as passed the House appropriated 
the sum of $7,500 to Karl E. Bond, of Ship- 
rock, N. Mex., in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for personal in- 
juries and all expenses incident thereto, re- 
sulting from an explosion in the basement of 
his home caused by leakage of gas from an 
Indian Service pipe line running from wells 
at Rattlesnake, N. Mex., to the Indian Serv- 
ice power plant at the Indian agency, Ship- 
rock, N. Mex., on May 26, 1943. 

The Senate amended the bill reducing the 
sum to $2,464.28, and at the conference the 
sum of $5,000 was agreed upon. 

A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
E. H. HEDRICK, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to. 

‘ 5 motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Knutson] may ex- 
tend his own remarks in reply to Repre- 
sentative Cannon of Missouri on taxation. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro- 
visions of Public Law 585, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, the Chair appoints as mem- 


bers of the Joint Committee on Atomic - 


Energy the following Members on the 
part of the House: Messrs. THOMASON, 
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DURHAM, FORAND, HOLIFIELD, Price of Illi- 
nois, ELSTON, THOMAS of New Jersey, 
HinsHaw, and Mrs. LUCE. 


DEAN OF OKLAHOMA'S DELEGATION SAYS 
FAREWELL; PRAISED BY COLLEAGUES 


Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, as we come to the closing hours 
of this the second session of the Seventy- 
ninth Congress, and Members are saying 
their good-byes and farewells, I have 
asked the indulgence of my colleagues for 
this brief time to say what is commonly 
called my swan song. 

During my rather extended service in 
this body it had never occurred to me 
what I should say should the occasion 
ever arise that would necessitate words 
of farewell to my colleagues in the Con- 
gress, As I have listened to swan songs 
from others who “also ran,” after every 
primary or election during the past 20 
years, I have determined that one thing 
that I would not say or do if and when 
my hour for such a speech came—that I 
would not show a bitterness in my heart 
either against my successful opponent 
or any of those who contributed to my 
political demise. 

At the closing hour of this session I do 
not propose to spend the valuable time of 
this body in discussing the various factors 
that contributed to my recent defeat, 
even though they were factors over 
which I had no control. That is all of 
little consequence now. Rather than 
to point out the forces that operated 
against me, the sizable sum of money that 
was sent to the district to bring about 
my defeat, of the unfair smear articles of 
alleged columnists and others against me, 
both before and since the primary, Imuch 
prefer to think of the many loyal, devoted 
friends who have remained steadfast dur- 
ing all of these years and who were loyal 
and true to me at all times. Despite the 
rising tide of opposition against the ins, 
the fact that so many friends remained 
steadfast and loyal is a source of consid- 
erable satisfaction. To those real tried- 
and-true friends I shall ever be grateful 
and to those who opposed me I hold no 
malice nor ill will. 

Let me make it plain, Mr. Speaker, that 
Iam not angry with anyone. Especially 
do I desire to emphasize the fact that I 
have nothing unkind to say about the 
gentleman who defeated me in the recent 
Democratic primary and who I am as- 
suming will succeed me in Congress. 
Strange as it may seem to some I have 
not the slightest ill will toward him and 
am not embittered in the remotest degree 
by the action of the people of the Sixth 
Congressional District of Oklahoma. The 
people have been extremely kind to me 
for the past 20 years and I shall always 
be grateful to them for the opportunity 
of representing them in the greatest 
legislative body in the world. Moreover, 
they have permitted me not only to think 
as I please but also I am glad to say to 
vote as my conscience dictated. That I 
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have done at all times and under all cir- 
cumstances, 

I might add that my successful primary 
opponent is not only a splendid gentle- 
man, an able lawyer, with a fine person- 
ality, but if elected will no doubt in time 
become an outstanding Member of this 
body. My wish for him would be that my 
friends here extend him the same cour- 
tesy that you have given me as a Mem- 
ber of this great body where I have been 
privileged to serve during the past two 
decades. 

Within a few hours after the results 
of the run-off primary were known, I 
sent a telegram of congratulations to my 
successful opponent. The same day I 
gave out a statement to the newspapers 
of the district as follows: 

The voters of the Sixth District have 
spoken. I have no excuses to offer. The rea- 
son I was not reelected for the eleventh con- 
secutive time to Congress is that I didn't get 
sufficient votes. 

I have sent my successful opponent my 
hearty congratulations, and wish him well. 
I might add that I have no bitterness nor 
ill will toward anyone. It was impossible 
to buck the rising tide of opposition and re- 
sentment against the ins.“ 

I shall always be deeply grateful to my de- 
voted friends for their faith and confidence 
in me and for the opportunity of serving the 
good people of the Sixth Congressional Dis- 
trict. I am also thankful to the newspapers 
of the district that, almost without exception, 
have been extremely kind to me. The con- 
sciousness of knowing that I have given the 
people the best that is within me is a source 
of genuine satisfaction. 


In leaving this Congress I also want 
my colleagues to know that I have the 
kindest feeling toward every Member of 
this body. Without exception Members 
of this House have been kind and consid- 
erate of me. I have made some close 
friendships during my life—in college, in 
the Army, in the State Senate of Okla- 
homa and finally during my rather ex- 
tended period of public. service in Con- 
gress. I can truthfully say that I have- 
never met a finer nor more patriotic 
group of men and women than those 
with whom I have served in the Congress 
nor do I have better friends anywhere 
than in this House. 

The public hears considerable about 
the sharp political division in this body, 
how the Democrats sit on one side of the 
center aisle and the Republicans on the 
other. It is true that sometimes that 
division seems sharp and important; but 
as I stand before you today the much- 
talked of division between Democrats 
and Republicans appears almost obliter- 
ated. That center aisle before me seems 
misty and indistinct. The truth is that 
some of the dearest and best friends that 
I have formed in this House are among 
those of the opposition party. 

That is especially true in connection 
with the Committee on Appropriations * 
which I have had the honor to serve for 
the past 10 years. I have first hand 
knowledge that Members of that com- 
mittee have worked faithfully and well 
and I am sure that what I say about the 
Appropriations Committee applies to 
other committees of this House. I have 
heretofore mentioned Members of my 
own Subcommittee on Appropriations 
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that have worked so harmoniously and 
effectively in our determination to dras- 
tically reduce expenses of government 
without impairing the efficiency of any 
department or agency of government, 
The fact that we were able to reduce ex- 
penditures in the last annual supply bill 
for the Interior Department more than 
$100,000,000 is best evidence of that spirit 
of cooperation and teamwork. I shall 
always have a warm spot in my heart for 
those fine patriotic, courageous men with 
whom I have had the pleasure and honor 
of serving and who did their duty with- 
out flinching despite carping criticisms 
and obstacles that were thrown in their 
pathway. 

In paying my respects to all the mem- 
bership of this House, not only the lead- 
ers on both sides and Members in re- 
sponsibility, I cannot conclude without 
paying my special tribute to the great 
Speaker of this House, the Honorable 
SAM RAYBURN. Ihave served under a great 
number of Speakers. They include the 
late Speaker Longworth, of Ohio; the 
Honorable John Garner, of Texas; the 
late Henry T. Rainey, of Illinois; the 
Honorable Joe Byrns, of Tennessee; and 
the late brilliant and eloquent William 
B. Bankhead, of Alabama. As Isay, they 
were all able men and outstanding Speak- 
ers. I knew all of them personally and 
some quite intimately, and was fond of 
each of them, but I say in all sincerity 
that the present Speaker of the House, 
the Honorable Sam RAYBURN, who has 
served with such distinction and honor 
as the Presiding Officer of this body dur- 
ing the dark days of the war, measures 
well in stature with any of the several 
Speakers who it was my privilege and 
good fortune to know. In fact, Sam 
RAYBURN has won a place in the hearts 
of the Members of this House and the 
hearts of his countrymen that no other 
has yet attained. He is not only the 
soul of honor, but he has been so fair 
and just in his ruling, so considerate of 
the rights of others that Members on 
both sides of this aisle respect and honor 
him. When the story of the Congress is 
written and the great Speakers of this 
House have been listed by the historians, 
the name of Sam RAYBURN will stand 
high in the galaxy of fame, among those 
great men who have been accorded this 
high honor. 

As long as we shall have the Congress 
of the United States elected by the vote 
of the sovereign people of America, just 
that long will democracy live and the 
rights and liberties of our people be se- 
cure. Long live the Congress of the 
United States. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. As a Member of 
Congress who came in as a freshman to 
receive the splendid and efficient help 
of the dean of the Oklahoma delegation, 
I deeply regret, personally and for the 
State, to see him depart from the House 
of Representatives. I am fully aware 
of the great contribution that he has 
made through the years of his long serv- 
ice here, Particularly have I watched 
him fight vigorously through the years 
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for the things that benefited not only 
Oklahoma and its people but the people 
of the entire Nation. It will be difficult 
to imagine the House of Representatives 
without JEn JoHNson engineering impor- 
tant legislation through this House, as 
he has so ably done in years past. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank 
my distinguished colleague from Okla- 
homa for his generous statement. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield 
to my colleague from Florida. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I simply 
want to express my deep regret at the 
fact that the gentleman from Oklahoma 
is leaving the House of Representatives. 
He has rendered fine unselfish public 
service. Shortly after I came here he 
very greatly assisted me as I know he 
helped many other new Members. I 
deeply regret his departure and commend 
him for his fine spirit. I wish him and 
his good family happiness and prosper- 
ity which they so richly deserve. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for his kind 
words, 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield 
to my colleague. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I join with my colleague 
from ‘the Fifth Congressional District, 
and I am sure all of the other members 
of the Oklahoma delegation, in saying 
that we deeply regret that the gentle- 
man is not to return when the new Con- 
gress convenes. I want to personally 
express my appreciation for the many 
kindnesses extended to me by the dean 
of the Oklahoma delegation during the 
6 years I have been in the Congress. I 
wish for him and his family the very 
best from this time on. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank 
the gentleman from the bottom of my 
heart. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for a 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have had 
the pleasure and privilege for the last 
four sessions to be a member of the Sub- 
committee on Appropriations, of which 
JED JOHNSON has been chairman. I have 
had an opportunity to know JED JOHN- 
son, and with a mixed feeling of regret 
and pleasure I stand here before his col- 
leagues, who hold him in the highest 
esteem, and say to them and to all who 
read these remarks that I have never 
known a more noble patriot, a more 
honest or a finer man than JED JOHNSON 
of Oklahoma. 

I deeply regret that this House and 
the American people will not have the 
benefit of Jed’s services in the next Con- 
gress. Those in his district who took 
stock in the smear campaign waged 
against him will, I am sure, live to regret 
it as days go by and they learn the 
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truth. But Jep JoHNson of Oklahoma 
will have peace of mind in the knowledge 
that he called them as he saw them, 


THE PHILIPPINE ARMY 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, before we 
get to the special orders 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
permit the Chair to make a statement? 

The Chair is going to recognize Mem- 
bers for consent requests to call up legis- 
lation but will recognize on no rule, be- 
cause it would be futile. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2235) to provide - 
a system of relief for veterans, and de- 
pendents of veterans, who served during 
World War II in the organized military 
forces of the Government of the Com- 
monwealth of the Philippines while such 
forces were in the service of the armed 
forces of the United States pursuant to 
the military order of July 26, 1941, of the 
President of the United States and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
Sissippi? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I object. è 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will not 
the gentleman withhold his objection for 
a moment? I wish to call the attention 
of the gentleman to the fact that 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. If the gentleman 
wishes to make an explanation I will yield 
for that purpose but I am reserving the 
right to object. 

Mr. RANKIN. I want the gentleman 
to yield for that purpose. I wish to say 
to the gentleman from Ohio that the 
standing Philippine Army was made a 
part of the armed forces of the United 
States by the President’s order of July 
26,1941. Certain guerrillas, who so’cour- 
ageously carried on the war against the 
enemy after the fall of the Philippines, 
were recognized as members of the 
Philippine Army, and, therefore, a part 
of the Army of the United States. 

The bill provides benefits commencing 
on July 26, 1941, with respect to those 
members of the organized military forces 
and from December 7, 1941, with respect 
to the guerrilla forces. With respect to 
both groups the eligible period for bene- 
fits under the bill terminates on July 4, 
1946. 

It is estimated that the number of in- 
dividuals whose service may be certified 
by the proper officials of the War De- 
partment will be excess of 300,000 and 
possibly may exceed 350,000. 

It is a reasonable estimate that there 
will be a saving of approximately $5,000,- 
000 per year over the cost under existing 
law due to the provisions of title I. Hos- 
pitalization for service-connected cases 
only, under title III might, because of 
backlog cost approximately $5,000,000 the 
first year and $1,500,000 thereafter, sub- 
ject to reduction because of mortality. 
Burial under title IV would cost approx- 
imately 15 to 20 million spread over a 
long period of years, conditioned on mor- 
tality rate of such veterans. Therefore, 
the saving will offset the cost of the bene- 
fits in titles III and IV. 


1946 


The benefits provided in the bill S. 
2235 as passed by the Senate are: One, 
pensions for service-connected disabil- 
ity on a peso basis; two, pensions for 
service-connected death on a peso basis; 
three, hospitalization including medical 
care and necessary supplies and appli- 
ances in service-connected cases; and, 
four, burial benefits. It will be noted 
that benefits under the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended 
are not included in the bill. The bill also 
contains important administrative pro- 
visions necessary for administrative pur- 
poses under existing law and for efficient 
administration of the bill in the Philip- 
pine Islands. 

Provision is also made for the hospital 
care and medical treatment in the Philip- 
pine Islands of American veterans resid- 
ing there. 

Before the enactment of Public Law 
301, Seventy-ninth Congress, February 
18, 1946, First Supplemental Surplus 
Appropriation Rescission Act, 1946, serv- 
ice in the organized military forces of 
the Government of the Commonwealth 
of the Philippines was considered active 
military service for the purpose of all 
benefits under laws administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration. The Rescis- 
sion Act approved February 18, 1946, 
constitutes the present law providing 

_benefits for these veterans and restricts 
such benefits to the following: 

First, as to national service life insur- 
ance only such benefits under contracts 
entered into before the enactment of 
Public Law 301, Seventy-ninth Congress; 
and, second, those benefits under laws 
administered by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration providing for the payment of 
pension on account of service-connected 
disability or death. This law provides 
that the payment shall be made at the 
rate of one Philippine peso for each 
dollar authorized to be paid under the 
law providing for such pension. The act 
further validates certain payments made 
before its enactment. 

The existing law is more liberal, by 
far, than the bill S. 2235 as to benefits for 
service-connected disability or death in 
that the former authorizes the applica- 
tion of liberal presumptions both as to 
sound condition at the time of entry into 
service and service connection of chronic 
diseases such as tuberculosis. 

Eligibility requirements under the bill 
are made more restrictive, first, by re- 
quiring a screening through new certifi- 
cates by the War Department and, sec- 
ond, requiring that disability must have 
resulted from- disease or injury or ag- 
gravation thereof directly resulting from 
the performance of active service. 

Under existing law, and the bill 
§. 2235, the same general group of per- 
sons is involved. However, due to the 
screening process employed the load of 
potential eligibles would be considerably 
reduced under the bill. 

Under existing law hospitalization is 
not authorized for these persons, This 
bill would authorize hospitalization of 
such persons only where they are suffer- 
ing from disability found to be due to 
service under the restrictive provisions 
just mentioned. The Congress has, at 
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least since 1917, recognized hospitaliza- 
tion as an incident to compensation for 
service-connected disability. 

The bill provides a burial allowance 
not to exceed 100 pesos and the United 
States flag to drape the casket and there- 
after to become the property of the 
decedent’s next of kin. 

The bill provides necessary flexibility 
in order that the benefits may be ad- 
ministered properly taking into con- 
sideration the special circumstances 
existing in the Philippines. 

It is provided that the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs be authorized to con- 
tinue and to establish and maintain in 
the Philippines such offices, hospitals, and 
other field installations as he may deem 
necessary and to purchase land and pur- 
chase, construct, and maintain such 
buildings as he deems necessary, includ- 
ing hospitals and buildings which will be 
required to house officers and employees 
of the Veterans’ Administration and 
their dependents. The administration of 
this authority will be subject, however, to 
the scrutiny of the Bureau of the Budget 
and the approval of the Congress in con- 
nection with any appropriation requested 
therefor. 

The bill authorizes appointment and 
employment in the Philippine Islands of 
persons who are not citizens of the United 
States and to establish pay scales com- 
mensurate with such positions. Under 
existing law there is no authority which 
would authorize permanent employment 
of noncitizens. This provision is thought 
desirable because of the living conditions 
in the Philippines which makes it im- 
probable to secure the services of enough 
citizens of the United States to admin- 
ister properly all of the provisions of 
this measure. 

The bill provides that while in the 
Philippine Islands, employees of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and members of 
their immediate families, if citizens of 
the United States, shall be eligible for 
hospitalization and medical care at the 
charges and rates established by the Ad- 
ministrator. The bill has provisions de- 
signed to integrate the administration of 
the measure with the system of laws and 
veterans regulations presently admin- 
istered by the Veterans’ Administration 
insofar as the unique conditions in the 
Philippine Islands make it feasible and 
desirable. 

Successful administration of these 
benefits will be dependent on the co- 
operation of the Philippine Government 
to a large extent and accordingly, it is 
provided that the President may suspend 
by Executive order the benefits provided 
by the bill when it is found that the Gov- 
ernment of the Philippine Republic has 
failed to cooperate in the administra- 
tion, enforcement, and execution of the 
act. 

Under present law there is no author- 
ity for providing domiciliary, medical, or 
hospital care including treatment, to any 
person who resides outside of the conti- 
nental limits of the United States or its 
Territories or possessions, except hos- 
pitalization, including medical treat- 
ment, for veterans of the United States 
who are citizens and who are tempo- 
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rarily sojourning or residing abroad, for 
disability due to war service in the armed 
forces of the United States. Accord- 
ingly, unless this provision is enacted, all 
United States citizen-veterans who are 
permanently residing in the Philippine 
Islands will be deprived of such benefits. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it 
is of no use for the gentleman to proceed 
further; I object. 

The SPEAKER: Objection is heard. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. LECOMPTE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Recorp and include an 
editorial from the Union Republican, of 
Albia, Iowa. 

Mr. FOLGER asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap- 
pendix of the Recorp and insert a short 
newspaper article. 


RETIREMENT OF HON. MICHAEL J. BRAD- 
LEY FROM SERVICE IN THE CONGRESS 


Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, this will probably be my last 
opportunity to address my colleagues of 
the House of Representatives, for, as 
many of you know, I am not a candidate 
for reelection in the forthcoming con- 
gressional elections. I had no thought 
until a few moments ago of saying any- 
thing in-the nature of farewell remarks, 
but even now as J sit here there is a bit 
of a feeling of nostalgia in my heart, 
knowing that I shall not return to this 
great body when it reconvenes for the 
next Congress in January; so I wish to 
say briefly for the RecorD that I am 
grateful to the people of my district who 
for 10 years honored me by selecting me 
as their Representative in Congress. 

I shall carry with me to my home in 
Philadelphia a sincere feeling of affection 
for all those with whom I have served 
in this Congress. If at times in the heat 
of debate I have appeared to be unduly 
emphatic in the presentation of my views, 
I would only ask those of whom perhaps 
I have appeared to be critical to realize 
that there was nothing personal in my 
attitude, but that I was animated solely 
by the intenseness of my convictions in 
expressing what I thought were the sen- 
timents of the people of my district. 

I deem it a great honor to have served 
under the Speaker of this House, the 
gentleman from Texas, Sam RAYBURN. 
It was my privilege as a freshman in the 
Seventy-fifth Congress to vote for him 
as the majority leader of the House, from 
which position he was subsequently ele- 
vated to Speaker of the House, which to 
me is the greatest legislative body in the 
world. I shall also always recollect with 
pride my association with his distin- 
guished predecessor, the late Speaker 
Bankhead. 

So, my friends, to those not only on my 
own side of the aisle but also to my Re- 
publican colleagues with whom I have 
had such an intimate friendship, I want 
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to say that I have an abiding affection 
for all those with whom I have had the 
honor and privilege of serving in the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish I had the eloquence to adequately 
portray the great sense of loss that we 
feel by the retirement from this body of 
my colleague and friend the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

Mr. Speaker, MIKE BRADLEY need not 
apologize for the emphatic manner in 
which he presented his views on the floor 
of this House. There is not a Member of 
this body who does not positively know 
that when Brapiey spoke he was advanc- 
ing views arising purely from the utmost 
sincerity of conviction and with the high- 
est of motives. This would be a sorry 
body were there no differences of opinion 
insofar as legislative policy is concerned, 
and it is only by the forthright expression 
of our various and contending views that 
this country can continue under a true 
democratic form of Government. There 
is no man who has served in the past 10 
years in Congress who does not have the 
highest respect and regard for our depart- 
ing colleague from Pennsylvania. We all 
feel sorry that he made a decision which 
will deprive us of not only his comrade- 
ship, but of his knowledge, experience, 
and practical wisdom. He leaves this 
body with the heartiest wishes from every 
Member that his future may be happy 
and contented in every respect, and all 
that any man could wish. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members may 
be permitted to extend their remarks in 
the Recorp at this point on the subject 
of departing Members of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona asked and 
was given permission to extend his re- 
marks in the RECORD. 


RETIREMENT OF HON. JOHN S. GIBSON 
FROM SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS 


Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, this will 
probably be my last address to you as the 
beloved Speaker of this House, and to 
the membership constituting this august 
body, that it will be my privilege to make. 
As it is known, my services as a Member 
of this House will terminate at midnight 
on the 2d of January 1947. It might be 
said that this was a farewell address to 
you and to the membership of this House, 
but this is far from being true. Some 
of the finest, warmest, deepest, and most 
cherished friendships of my life have 
been made through my associations here, 
and I will never have a farewell for my 
friends until the last sunset. I would 
term what I have to say on this occasion 
as my parting remarks, realizing full well 
that if it should not be my good fortune 
for my path to cross that of the member- 
ship of this House in the future, that we 
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will meet many times in pleasant memo- 
ries of our close association here. What 
I have said and may say, applies to both 
sides of the Hall; there is no distinction, 
as I speak not as a Democrat nor as a 
Republican, but as an American, and I 
speak to you not as Democrats nor as 
Republicans, but as Americans who are 
my friends and in whom I have abiding 
confidence. I love you as my friends and 
as great and good Americans. I have 
since my entry into the Congress realized 
that it had never been my privilege to 
associate with more outstanding people 
than those who constitute the member- 
ship of this House. 

On many occasions my governmental 
philosophy has not coincided with that 
of some other Members, but even on such 
occasions I have found those disagreeing 
with me to keep their disagreements on 
an elevated plane to where personalities 
were not involved and where friendships 
were not marred. I feel much richer by 
having had this association, and the as- 
sociation with the fine ladies and gentle- 
men who make up this House has broad- 
ened me and added much to my 
perspective of life. 

Having been a strong advocate of Jef- 
fersonian democracy throughout my life, 
I have naturally held as sacred this body 
and its functions. My associations here 
have given me new faith in the honor and 
integrity of this body and new hope for 
the continuation of our way of life. The 
Congress of the United States stands as 
a sea wall against all waves of destruc- 
tion that seek to dig into the heart of 
this democracy. As long as this body is 
made up of men and women of the char- 
acter and convictions that now occupy 
these seats before me the heritages we 
love will be preserved. 

With regard to the termination of my 
services here, I could have but one re- 
gret—that is giving up the fine associa- 
tion with my friends to whom I am de- 
voted. It is unfortunate that the popu- 
lace of the United States are not more 
mindful of the sacrifices made by one 
serving in our capacity. I have sacrificed 
financially, physically, and of my per- 
sonal privileges and pleasures to serve in 
this body, which I do not regret. 

There is an element working under 
cover in this country today whose every 
aim is to destroy the confidence of the 
American people in its Congress. It is 
pitiful to know that in too many in- 
stances the press and radio commenta- 
tors have been either willing or unwilling 
partners in this conspiracy. The purpose 
is not to hurt any individual, but to de- 
stroy the confidence of the people in its 
legislative body. If this can ever be ac- 
complished, then, of course, our democ- 
racy crumbles like snow before a blister- 
ing sun. 

Finally and at last, the responsibility 
for the future course of this Nation rests 
with the people of the United States. 
The electorate must take the responsi- 
bility for the conduct of public officials 
and the public business. After all, they 
have a right of choice in that they choose 
those who are to discharge the public 
trusts imposed in them by the electorate. 
The progress being made by the CIO 
and the Communist Party of this country 
through the CIO-PAC, which is nothing 
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short of a front organization—yes, a 
spearhead for communism—is the most 
alarming and most dangerous force in 
this country today. It is amazing to see 
how they can go through the South and 
literally take over the destiny of the 
South by the control of the ballot by the 
underhanded means used by them and 
by the inexhaustible supply of money 
they use. 

When they can go into Georgia, Ala- 
bama, and Oklahoma and take complete 
control of the ballot, the situation be- 
comes alarming. Frankly, they are 
meeting with much more success through 
the South than through the North. The 
most pitiful spectacle presented is the 
fact that the poor old southern Negro, 
the first time he has received the bal- 
lot, has permitted this gang to take them 
over and vote them like cattle. The will 
of the people would have been just as 
fully expressed by permitting the CIO 
to have voted the cattle in Georgia as 
it was by the colored vote strictly con- 
trolled by this gang. How a people, even 
with the intelligence of the colored peo- 
ple through the South, on their first 
chance to express themselves at the polls, 
take the long step they did to sell them- 
selves back into slavery of a more vicious 
type than that known to the old South is 
beyond me. 

Recently Ilya Ehrenburg, a Russian 
writer, traveled through the South and 
wrote most distorted articles tending to 
create race prejudice and inflame the 
Negroes against the whites who have 
proven through the years to be their best 
friends. One expression used was with 
reference to Mississippi, describing it as 
a place where whites—I quote—‘“shiver 
with fright thinking about the mass of 
unfortunate, angry people who may be- 
come tired of singing ‘Hallelujah’ while 
waiting their turn to be hanged.” 

Unfortunately, southern newspapers 
have seen fit to feed this kind of stuff 
to our colored people. How any Negro 
can be gullible enough to swallow such 
filth, copied from a Russian newspaper 
where human rights are totally disre- 
garded, is beyond me. I wish that the 
colored people could see the absolute 
misery of the slavery and serfdom in 
which the Russian people live, and com- 
pare it with the lives they enjoy in the 
South. 

God pity this Nation and its future 
unless the people of the United States 
become awakened to the crisis this de- 
mocracy now faces. 

With faith yet in mankind, and with 
high hopes for the future of our Com- 
monwealth, I say to you that I bid you 
adieu, undefeated, and that I will never 
be defeated until the principles for which 
I have fought are defeated, and these 
principles will never perish so long as 
the hearts of freemen continue to beat. 


CONGRESSIONAL REORGANIZATION 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 2 minutes and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
President today signed the congressional 
reorganization bill and it has now become 
law. At this time I want to express my 
deep appreciation for the great contribu- 
tion that was made to this proposal to 
modernize the Congress by our beloved 
Speaker the gentleman from Texas, Sam 
RAYBURN, by our majority leader the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc- 
Cormack], and by the minority leader 
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
Martin]. Without their conscientious 
and effective help this bill could never 
have reached the floor of the House nor 
become law. 

This law is not the product of any one 
man or two men or even the 12 members 
of the Reorganization Committee, it is 
the product of almost 100 Members of 
the House and the Senate who helped to 
build it by testifying on the various mat- 
ters that are necessary to modernize our 
procedure. 

Particularly, I want to pay my sincere 
appreciation and tribute to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Dirksen]. He was one of the moving 
spirits in this reorganization of Congress 
from its very inception more than 2 years 
ago. Without his valued and powerful 
help we could not have even established 
the committee to study the reorganiza- 
tion of Congress. As every Member 
within the sound of my voice knows, we 
could not have carried it through the 
floor of the House to its final passage 
without devastating amendments had it 
not been for his superb work, his excel- 
lent debate, and his ability in engineering 
the bill through to final passage. 

And last, but not least, I want to pay 
a tribute to the help that the members 
of the press, both daily and special writ- 
ers, have given to this move to modern- 
ize the Congress. They helped immeasur- 
ably in acquainting the public with the 
need for legislative reform, and kept 
them fully informed as to the provisions 
of the plan. Much of its support 
throughout the country has been due to 
the splendid reporting job that they did 
in this regard. 

The President, in signing the bill, 
issued a splendid statement regarding 
the measure which I am printing in the 
Record herewith. 

j The President's statement is as fol- 
ows: 
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
which I signed today, is one of the most sig- 
nificant advances in the organization of the 
Congress of the United States since the es- 
tablishment of that body. 

Both as United States Senator and as Pres- 
ident, I have had occasion to observe some 
of the outmoded organizational and pro- 
cedural traditions that have burdened the 
legislative branch. The problem of reor- 
e and modernizing the Congress has 

been a peculiarly difficult one, and session 
after sessison the Members of the Congress 
found themselves unable to take decisive 
steps in tackling the problem, 

The Seventy-ninth Congress, however, ap- 
proached the task with vigor and in a sound 
and orderly manner, I have nothing but 
admiration for the way in which the investi- 
gation of congressional organization was 
conducted and particularly for the leaders 
who formed the special investigating com- 
mittee and who wrote and sponsored the bill, 
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I realize that in the process of congres- 
sional consideration, compromises and ad- 
justments had to be made and some desirable 
provisions were deleted. However, the pas- 
sage of this act shows that progress can be 
made, and I anticipate that the Congress 
will continue to pay attention to those parts 
of the legislative reorganization problem not 
yet solved. 

The present act should permit easier and 
closer relations between the executive agen- 
cies of the Government and the Congress. 
The expanded staff of the congressional com- 
mittees and of the agencies in the legisla- 
tive branch can become a valuable link be- 
tween the policy-making deliberations of 
the Congress and the practical administra- 
tive experience of the executive branch, 

The legislative budget and the provisions 
on the handling of appropriations will un- 
doubtedly result in clearer and more real- 
istic relationships between the income and 
expenditure sides of the budget. Further, 
the changes in the dates for the transmitting 
of the President’s economic report and the 
report of the Joint Committee on the eco- 
nomic report, required under the Employ- 
ment Act of 1946, will result in proper in- 
tegration between the legislative budget and 
the national program for maximum employ- 
ment. The Joint Committee will now pre- 
sent its findings and recommendations to the 
Congress before February 1. The four 
revenue and appropriation committees in 
carrying out their new responsibilities under 
the Reorganization Act, therefore, will have 
the benefit of the Joint Committee’s report 
for their over-all appraisal and recommen- 
dations on Federal receipts, expenditures, 
debt, and surplus. This timing is essential 
today when Federal fiscal policy is so closely 
related to the Nation’s economic conditions. 

One other provision of the bill deserves 
special praise—that which raises the salary 
of Members of Congress from $10,000 to $12,- 
500 plus an expense allowance of $2,500. 
This is a long overdue step in providing ade- 
quate compensation for our Federal legisla- 
tors. 


CONTROL OF RIVER POLLUTION 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, when 
H. R. 6024 was debated on July 10 the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
Monn] claimed to have seen rank in- 
stances of pollution in the State of New 
Jersey early that month, and he made 
the following statement: 

I regret that a great State like New Jersey 
should have what virtually represent open 
sewers coursing through its fair common- 
wealth and misnamed streams and rivers. I 
believe legislation of this type could help to 
correct that very serious situation, and I 
believe that if you good New Jersey people 
during the week will go back and stand on 
the banks of those streams with a clothespin 
on your nose and dark glasses on your eyes, 
looking at the disgraceful misuse of the water 
courses which is permitted in New Jersey, 
you can come back in a better mood to yote 
for pollution control legislation. 


Mr, Speaker, since that time I have 
returned to New Jersey, and I did not 
need a clothespin nor dark glasses to 
look on New Jersey’s waterways. Nor 
have I come back any more inclined to 
vote for this bill, which is a gratuitous 
invasion of the rights of the State of New 
Jersey and every other State. 
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We of New Jersey do not claim that 
our streams are free of all pollution. 
They are not, and possibly they can never 
be, because New Jersey is an industrial 
State, and our navigable waters are used 
by vessels of commerce more than any 
other such waters in the United States, 
as they serve the great ports of New York 
and Philadelphia. 

The gentleman from South Dakota 
overlooked this, no doubt, when he saw 
our waterways, and perhaps he com- 
pared them with those of his State. He 
should have borne in mind that New 
Jersey ranks forty-seventh in land area in 
the United States, and South Dakota 
fourteenth; New Jersey ranks ninth in 
density of population, and South Dakota 
forty-first. Yet New Jersey ranked 
seventh in war contracts awarded, and 
South Dakota forty-seventh, so the gen- 
tleman from South Dakota, when speak- 
ing of the relatively clean waters of 
South Dakota in contrast to the alleged 
polluted waters in New Jersey should 
realize how densely populated and heav- 
ily industrialized New Jersey is compared 
to the sparse populations and practically 
no industrial activity in South Dakota. 

We of New Jersey, who have spent and 
are spending millions of dollars annually 
to combat pollution do resent the unwar- 
ranted and untrue charge that our 
streams and rivers are open sewers. We 
are combatting pollution and we are 
winning despite the interruptions of pol- 
lution control already caused by the 
United States Public Health Service and 
other Federal agencies. 

Yet even with the pollution that went 
with New Jersey’s industrial contribu- 
tions to the war efforts, it might be 
pointed out that during the year 1944, 
the last year in which Bureau of Census 
reports on the subject are available, the 
death rate in New Jersey declined 3.4 
percent, while the death rate in South 
Dakota was rising 3.1 percent. One of 
the most dread diseases arising from 
impure water is typhoid fever, yet New 
Jersey in 1944 had a death rate of only 
two-tenths per 100,000 from this cause, 
a figure identical with the rate in South 
Dakota, and it can be added that while 
New Jersey’s rate had been consistent 
at that figure for the past 4 years, South 
Dakota’s during the same period always 
exceeded that of New Jersey. 

Another foul water disease is dysentery. 
The death rate in New Jersey from 
this cause is only one-tenth percent per 
100,000, and is steadily declining. 
There were only six deaths from dysen- 
tery in the entire State during 1944, a 
period when considerable infection from 
this disease was being brought in by men 
who served overseas in infected areas. 

None of the six leading causes of death 
in New Jersey can be attributed to dis- 
eases caused by water pollution. They | 
are heart diseases, cancer, intracranial 
lesions of vascular origin, nephritis, and 
pneumonia, and influenza; five of them 
identical with the leading causes of 
death in South Dakota, the other, ne- 
phritis, dropping behind accidents in 
the West. 

In New Jersey we are controlling pol- 
lution, which we admit does exist to some 
extent, but the State department of 
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health, which has power under existing 
laws to rectify these conditions, is work- 
ing diligently on the subject. There 
seems to be no question in the minds of 
Jerseymen that eventually this agency 
will have rectified these conditions. New 
Jersey has adequate laws—chapters 10, 
11, and 12 of the Revised Statutes of 
1937—to preclude pollution of its 
streams, and this measure, this infringe- 
ment on our State's rights, might not 
only nullify but might tie the hands of 
our State department of health. Inso- 
far as streams within the State of New 
Jersey and interstate streams bordering 
on the State are concerned, there is no 
need for Federal interference. 

One of the largest streams in the State 
is the Passaic River, on which the port 
of Newark is located, and which carries 
a great number of oceangoing vessels. 
In its lower reaches, much of it in my 
district, it passes through an area of 
dense population, with hundreds of in- 
dustries. This river and its tributaries 
have been cleared of pollution principally 
by means of the Passaic Valley inter- 
cepting sewerage system, operated by the 
Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission. 
This system was constructed with 
moneys appropriated by municipalities 
in that area in the amount of approx- 
imately $23,000,000. The area served by 
this system has a population of about 
1,000,000, or about one-quarter of the 
population of the State. 

The chief engineer of the Passaic 
Valley Sewage Commission, J. Ralph 
Van Duyne, in a recent report advised 
that the river was in “very excellent con- 
dition for the month of July,” said to 
be the worst month from the standpoint 
of pollution. Purity of the river is gaged 
by the amount of dissolved oxygen in it, 
the engineer's report stated, and the 
present percentage is high, thus insur- 
ing that the river would not go bad or 
get smelly. 

The next largest stream in importance 
is the Hackensack River, which has been 
considerably polluted. However, at the 
behest of the State department of health, 
the 1945 session of the State legislature 
passed an act known as “An act creating 
the Bergen-Hackensack sanitary sewer 
district, creating an authority to man- 
age the same, and prescribing the powers 
and duties thereof and of other public 
bodies in connection with the construc- 
tion and operation of sewers and sewage- 
disposal facilities in said district, and 
providing ways and means for paying 
the costs of construction and operation 
thereof.” This act was approved by 
Gov. Walter E. Edge on May 3, 1945. 

In pursuance of this act the authority 
has been created, and a firm of sanitary 
and hydraulic engineers has been re- 
tained to evolve a comprehensive plan 
ol a sewerage system and sewage-treat- 
ment plant to collect the sewage and 
other polluting matter from the contrib- 
utory municipalities and convey the 
same to a treatment plant of adequate 
capacity and degree of treatment. This 
report has been approved by the State 
department of health, and the engineers 
are now in the process of preparing the 
details of the design. Manifestly, the 
program to clean up the pollution of the 
Hackensack River is actively in progress. 
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In the Rahway River Valley, the col- 
lection and the treatment of the sewage 
and other polluting matter contributed 
by the nine municipalities above the point 
at which the city of Rahway derives its 
potable water supply from the Rahway 
River, is controlled by a Rahway Valley 
joint meeting, which is an organization 
composed of the nine participating 
municipalities. Owing to the accleration 
and increase in production of needed war 
materials, and the corresponding in- 
crease in population, the volume of the 
sewage and industrial wastes arriving 
at the sewage treatment plant increased 
beyond the capacity of the treatment 
works. At the insistence of the State 
department of health, the Rahway Val- 
ley joint meeting retained a hydraulic 
and sanitary engineer, who has prepared 
a report for the expansion of the treat- 
ment to care for not only the present but 
the future demands. This report being 
acceptable to the Rahway Valley joint 
meeting, the engineer was directed to 
prepare the plans and specifications for 
submission to, and approval by, the de- 
partment. This is another accomplish- 
ment to the end of controlling pollution 
in the State of New Jersey, and it also 
is presently very active. 

Dr. J. Lynn Mahaffey, director of 
health for the State of New Jersey, who 
is doing an excellent job in leading the 
fight against pollution in our State, says: 

The pollution control in the lower Raritan 
River Basin is, in my opinion, outstanding. 


In this densely populated area, di- 
rectly in the heart of the State, indus- 
trial activity expanded greatly during 
the war, new manufacturing enterprises 
were established and the population in- 
creased correspondingly. Yet, by rea- 
son of the New Jersey State Department 
of Health’s enforcement of pollution 
laws, municipal sewage treatment plants 
and such industrial waste treatment 
plants were installed as was possible with 
the construction materials made avail- 
able by the Federal Government. The 
result was that the Department held con- 
trol of the pollution in status quo, thus 
preventing the river from becoming an 
open sewer. Now that materials and 
manpower situations show promise of 
relief many antipollution projects in the 
Raritan Valley area are again active. 

The waters of the Cohansey and Mau- 
rice Rivers basin are relatively clean, by 
reason of the fact that the sewage and 
other polluting matter discharged into 
said waters are first subjected to a meth- 
od of treatment consisting of, as a mini- 
mum, sedimentation and chlorination. 

Sewage and other polluting matter in 
the Elizabeth River Valley is presently 
being collected and treated. This sew- 
erage system serves 11 municipalities in 
the counties of Essex and Union. The 
treated effluent discharges into Arthur 
Kill, the waters of which are under the 
control of the Interstate Sanitation 
Commission, and it is significant to note 
that the treatment provided by this joint 
treatment plant produces an effluent not 
only meeting but bettering by far the re- 
quirements set forth in the Tri-State 
compact. 

This compact was ratified by Con- 
gress in 1935, and creates the Interstate 
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Sanitation Commission for the purpose 
of controlling the future and abating the 
existing pollution in the tidal and coastal 
waters of the adjacent portions of the 
signatory states of New York, New Jer- 
sey, and Connecticut. This commission, 
pursuant to the powers vested in it by the 
compact, has issued citations or orders 
to municipalities contributing to the pol- 
lution of said waters, requiring the cessa- 
tion of same. 

AS a result, the joint outlet sewer dis- 
trict comprising the municipalities of 
Weehawken, West New York, and Union 
City has submitted a preliminary report 
describing the sewer-collecting system 
and treatment plant it proposes to build 
in order to comply with the terms of the 
compact. The State department of 
health approved the basic design factors 
and the joint outlet is now in the pro- 
cess of preparing detailed plans and 
specifications. 

The Borough of Carteret has submit- 
ted to the State department of health 
for approval detailed plans and specifica- 
tions for its proposed sewer-collecting 
system, and a preliminary report relat- 
ing to the proposed sewage-treatment 
plant. 

The municipalities of Bayonne, Hobo- 
ken, and Jersey City have retained a hy- 
draulic and sanitary engineer to prepare 
plans for a comprehensive sewer-collect- 
ing and sewage-treatment works. The 
preliminary proposal relating to the Bay- 
onne system has already been submitted 
and conferences held respecting the de- 
sign factors, 

The municipalities of Fort Lee, Roselle, 
and Linden have also retained consult- 
ing engineers for the purpose of prepar- 
ing plans and specifications for a com- 
prehensive sewerage system designed to 
abate the pollution of the interstate and/ 
or intrastate waters. 

There is considerable pollution of the 
waters of New York Harbor at present, 
but the above outlined steps, being un- 
dertaken by the States involved, will do 
much—as much if not more than could 


be done even if this measure were 


passed—to correct the situation. The 
conditions in the harbor now are not 
generally obnoxious to the sight or 
smell, and the Interstate Sanitation 
Commission has moved and is moving 
aggressively and effectively to purify the 
waters of New York Harbor and the ad- 
jacent streams within the metropolitan - 
area, 

As to the waters of the Atlantic Ocean 
extending from Sandy Hook to Cape 
May, which are constantly policed by the 
New Jersey Department of Health, par- 
ticularly during the period of recrea- 
tional activities, these waters are prac- 
tically devoid of harmful pollution in 
spite of the fact that scores of munici- 
palities discharge their sanitary wastes, 
after treatment, of course, into the ocean. 
The evidence proving this to be a fact is 
that millions of vacationists from all 
parts of the country and foreign lands 
patronize these waters, and yet there is 
no recent case where any bather has 
been affected in his health owing to 
bathing in these waters. As further evi- 
dence, it can be pointed out that New 
Jersey ranks second among the 48 States 
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in the shellfish industry, with a $7,000,- 
000 annual business that could not exist 
if there were excessive contamination and 
pollution. 

In that portion of the Delaware River 
adjacent to the cities of Camden and 
Gloucester, N. J., and Philadelphia, Pa., 
the waters are grossly polluted. Realiz- 
ing this fact the State department of 
health instituted chancery court pro- 
ceedings against the cities of Gloucester 
and Camden, and with the assistance of 
the Interstate Commission on the Dela- 
ware River Basin obtained a decree com- 
manding each municipality to cease pol- 
lution of the Delaware River. As a re- 
sult, consulting engineers were retained 
by these communities for the prepara- 
tion of a comprehensive collecting sewer 
system and sewage treatment plant. In 
the case of Camden a preliminary report 
relating to the proposed sewerage sys- 
tem has already been submitted to the 
department for review, conferences have 
been held, and the basic design factors 
and the method of sewage treatment 
have been agreed upon. This is another 
indication that the program of stream 
pollution in the State of New Jersey is 
actively in progress. : 

Respecting Philadelphia, which un- 
questionably exerts a pollution load on 
the river many times that emanating 
from the Jersey side, plans for a collect- 
ing-sewer system and sewage-treatment 
plant are reported to be practically com- 
pleted. However, should it be that the 
New Jersey municipalities are menaced 
by the pollution from Philadelphia, New 
Jersey can have recourse to the United 
States Supreme Court for injunctive 
relief. 

Manifestly, it ill-behooves the gentle- 
man from South Dakota [Mr. Munpr] 
even to imply that the State of New Jer- 
sey is lax in its pollution-control activi- 
ties. It is true that in some instances 
the abatement of stream pollution in 
New Jersey did not, during the war years, 
keep pace with the increase in volume of 
pollution discharged into its waters, but 
this was not due to any relaxation of 
the State department of health’s re- 
quirements or its activities in respect to 
pollution. It was interference by the 
Federal Government which retarded 
progress. If any charges are made for 
the retardation of progress in the matter 
of stream pollution in New Jersey the re- 
sponsibility for the suspension of pollu- 
tion control should be placed where it 
belongs, that is, upon the United States 
Public Health Service and other Federal 
agencies, as has been pointed out in the 
brief stating the reason for the State de- 
partment of health’s opposition to H. R. 
6024. 

That the United States Public Health 
Service has hampered the State of New 
Jersey in its pollution-control campaign 
is shown by these examples of actual 
instances in which the Public Health 
Service fostered water contamination: 

The State of New Jersey proceeded 
against the Deerfield Packing Corp. 
with a view toward causing ‘the ces- 
sation of the pollution of the Cohan- 
sey River, the waters of which are used 
by the city of Bridgeton, N. J., for 
potable purposes. The corporation sub- 
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mitted plams and specifications, which 
the State department of health found 
satisfactory and in accordance with its 
rules, regulations, and policies, for treat- 
ment of sewage and industrial waste. 
The State department of health issued 
permits authorizing the construction and 
operation of such a treatment plant, but 
the plant was not constructed because 
the War Production Board, upon the ad- 
vise of the United States Public Health 
Service, questioned the need of the proj- 
ect. 

Another example is the case of the 
United States naval station in Ewing 
Township, N. J., which is located on 
the Delaware River watershed above 
the point from which the city of Tren- 
ton derives its potable water. The State 
department of health required that the 
station install the highest degree of 
treatment; sedimentation, oxidation, and 
chlorination, with a view to safeguard- 
ing the health of the public consumers 
of the potable water. The State re- 
quired three degrees of treatment. The 
United States Public Health Service for 
the same case recommended: 

We feel that under a wartime criteria one 
of the following minimum degrees of treat- 
ment should be employed to protect against 
excessive pollution of the creek or the crea- 
tion of nuisance conditions. 


This recommendation also stated: 

A review of the available records indi- 
cates that the filtration plant is adequate 
to handle the existing pollution in the river. 


It was thus indicated again that Fed- 
eral standards of pollution control are 
lower than the State standards in New 
Jersey. 

Still another instance where the Fed- 
eral Government has interfered at the 
expense of lowering standards in New 
Jersey: When a housing development was 
completed in the Borough of Bellmawr, 
the State Department of Health required 
and issued permits to the Borough au- 
thorizing the construction and operation 
of a sewage treatment plant, consisting 
of sedimentation, oxidation, and chlor- 
ination. However, before the War Pro- 
duction Board could authorize the re- 
lease of materials for the construction 
of the plant it required the recommenda- 
tions of the United States Public Health 
Service as to the need of the project. 
This service reported the recommenda- 
tions that a lesser degree of treatment 
be approved, and recommended that in- 
stead of carrying out the full construc- 
tion plan of the State Board, that the 
outfall discharge point of the sewer 
merely be moved further into the creek, 
below the low-tide level. 

State Health Director Mahaffey says: 

It is my considered opinion that no other 
State in the Union has been as progressive 
in abatement and control of stream pollution 
as the State of New Jersey, as a result of its 
aggressive enforcement of its pollution laws, 
which I believe are sufficiently adequate. 
There is nothing the Federal Government 
could do that is not now being done or for 
which there is not presently ample remedy. 


It must be borne in mind that count- 
less municipalities of New Jersey have 
in the aggregate spent countless millions 
of dollars to eliminate pollution. They 
have in large part been successful. They 
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have done this by means of existing regu- 
latory agencies and under existing laws. 
There is no need for this bill. It will only 
mean that an army of inspectors, agents, 
and clerks will invade the State to dupli- 
cate what is already being done. It 
should be defeated. 


INVESTIGATION OF EXCESS PROFITS AND 
RENEGOTIATION OF CONTRACTS 


Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 3 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
taken cognizance of the recent declara- 
tion made before the Mead investigating 
committee by our former colleague, 
Lindsay Warren, now Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, that the Ameri- 
can taxpayer has been imposed upon by 
unscrupulous and unpatriotic wartime 
profiteers to the extent of untold billions. 
He made other and startling charges 
which I cannot gloss over lightly because 
I have every confidence in the actions 
and opinions of Lindsay Warren. He has 
both feet on the ground at all times and 
is not given to looseness of expression. 
When he states that from his own exper- 
ience he knows of leakages and losses due 
to loose practices on the part of the rene- 
gotiation authorities, then I say to you, 
Mr. Speaker, that the time has come 
when the Congress, and more particularly 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
should take cognizance and go into the 
question of renegotiation more -thor- 
oughly so that we may tighten up the 
procedure under the law and recapture 
all unwarranted and excess profits. 

In my speech on renegotiation in the 
CONGRESSIONAL REcorD, volume 91, part 5, 
pages 6080-6081, I voiced my opinions 
affecting repricing, renegotiation, and 
excess profits. It was thought at the 
time legislation intended to skim off 
unwarranted profits was ample but 
whether it is or not, I think that it 
should be the first order of business 
of the Eightieth Congress, meeting in 
January 1947, to reexamine the entire 
problem and to authorize the Comp- 
troller General to make a thorough audit 
and, wherever justified, excessive profits 
should be recaptured and returned to the 
Treasury of the United States. It is an 
ineffectual method which on the one 
hand imposes an excess profits tax while 
on the other hand permits a nullifying 
advantage to the war contractor by way 
of a loose Renegotiation Act. In view 
of the revelation made by Mr. Warren 
the entire question of excess profits and 
renegotiation requires the most careful 
scrutiny of the Congress at the earliest 
possible date. 


FAREWELL TO OUR COLLEAGUES 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with other Members in regretting that 
we should be deprived of the services and 
fellowship of our friend from Oklahoma, 
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JED JOHNSON, With whom I have served 
for over 20 years, We regret also losing 
that splendid and aggressive Democrat 
from Pennsylvania, MIKE BRADLEY, whom 
we all admire for his desire to be of great 
service to our country at all times. I 
congratulate his State and the Demo- 
cratic Party for selecting .him as their 
leader. I feel under his leadership the 
party will gain the victory that it de- 
serves. I also regret losing our other 
Members with whom I have had the 
pleasure of serving. I regret, too, the 
unfortunate remarks of the gentleman 
from Georgia assailing organized labor. 
I feel that organized labor supports and 
helps those who support and help them, 
If he did not have their support, I re- 
gret that perhaps they felt he was not 
entitled to their support upon his record. 
I also regret, Mr. Speaker, that we have 
not been able to consider and vote on 
legislation that the country urged and 
demanded, such as the Wagner-Ellen- 
der-Taft general housing bill, the mini- 
mum wage bill, the St. Lawrence water- 
ways bill, and several other measures 
that the country demanded, and which 
legislation I feel was entitled to favor- 
able consideration at our hands. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we all come back, 
myself included and though I may say a 
few harsh things at times about my 
friends on the left, I do So because I do 
not possess the ability of expression that 
other gentlemen have, and put my 
thoughts into words that may not be 
pleasing, because I have always felt if I 
could not say something good about one, 
I should say nothing. But if I have said 
anything that might be offensive to any- 
one I ask his forgiveness. It is never 
my intention to hurt the feelings of any 
one. Of course, when I speak of the 
Republican Party I speak of it as a whole 
which I believe I am justified in criti- 
cizing, because it does not come up to 
expectations and does not carry out the 
pledges and promises that it makes to 
the American people before election day. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I appreciate 
very deeply the remarks of the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois, the dean 
of the House and chairman of the Rules 
Committee. As chairman of that Rules 
Committee he has presided over the com- 
mittee of which I have had the privilege 
to be a member, and we have had many 
notable meetings. I think we have put 
on some pretty good shows, as we say 
in the parlance of the day. I will say 
that the gentleman has fought valiantly 
for his party, many times successfully. 
Frankly, too often he has been success- 
ful in his attempt to take care of his 
party. But I rose, Mr. Speaker, to say 
to the House that my distinguished 
friend, the chairman of the Rules Com- 
mittee, was kind enough to say to me 
earlier in the day, and to one or two 
other Members, that whenever we should 
happen to be in Chicago to just ask the 
nearest policeman where we might find 
the gentleman from Illinois, Congress- 
man SaBATH, and we would be welcome to 
his hospitality. I am sure the gentleman 
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meant that to include every Member of 
this House. 

Mr. SABATH. I do, and I mean it. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, it is 
understood that the policemen will escort 
the visiting brethren from Congress to 
the gentleman’s residence or club, rather 
than to the Chicago jail. 

Mr. SABATH. Or to the office. I do 
not think anybody here would be entitled 
to be taken to jail. 

I have confidence in the membership, 
and including even Republican Members, 
and should they visit my city they will 
not need the guidance of any law offcer 
or policeman, because I am sure they 
possess sufficient resourcefulness and 
ability to be able to find their way around. 
My city and I are happy to receive dis- 
tinguished visitors and we shall at all 
times try to make their visit a pleasant 
one. It is my personal hope that you 
will have an opportunity to visit the me- 
tropolis of the Middle West and to be- 
come better acquainted with its people. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I wish the 
membership on both sides of the aisle 
well in returning to their homes and I 
hope all the sitting Members will come 
back to continue to serve our country, 
and that the Republicans especially will 
continue under the minority leadership 
of our distinguished colleague from 
Massachusetts, the Honorable JOSEPH 
W. Martin, after next January. I know 
the Democrats will come back again with 
determination to lead and to aid the ad- 
ministration and the party in serving 
the people and safeguarding their inter- 
est and the country’s interest, and to 
further our democratic form of govern- 
ment. 

I appreciate that the membership is 
aware that in my position of chairman 
of the Committee on Rules my task was 
an arduous and difficult one and that I 
was unable to give some of them a hear- 
ing for a rule on some measures, but I 
have tried to be of service and have en- 
deavored to expedite the business of the 
House. 

We have had extremely exacting ses- 
sions during the past 6 years in passing 
on legislation for defense and for war 
itself and you are deserving of this vaca- 
tion to rejoin your families, your friends, 
and your neighbors, and it is my hope 
that you will come back with renewed 
determination and vigor to serve our 
beloved country. i 

Mr. Speaker, we were fortunate in hav- 
ing in you such a fair, kindly, and capa- 
ble presiding officer who, unlike a Speak- 
er of not so many years ago, ruled the 
House only with his eye to the left. God- 
speed to you and the membership. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 


BENEFITS TO FORMER MEMBERS OF 
WOMEN’S ARMY AUXILIARY CORPS 


Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 1560) to 
amend the Service Extension Act of 1941, 
as amended, to extend reemployment 
benefits to former members of the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps who 
entered the Women’s Army Corps. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SFEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. DURHAM]? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, will the 
gentleman from North Carolina explain 
the bill? : 

Mr. DURHAM. The gentleman will 
recall that when the Women’s Army 
Auxiliary Corps was in existence it was 
some year and a half before we made it a 
permanent part of the Army and there 
were some 40,000 WAAC’s transferred to 
the WAC’s-when it became a unit under 
the War Department. They are not en- 
titled to reemployment benefits. This 
simply gives to them the benefits that 
any ordinary soldier gets under the 
Selective Training and Service Act. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I just want to 
add to the comments of the gentleman 
from North Carolina that this bill has 
for its purpose an effort on the part of 
Congress to do justice to the loyal girls 
who served in the WAAC’s, who con- 
tinued their service under the WAC later 
in the war. Those girls should have the 
privileges and protection of the reem- 
ployment rights provided in this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. DURHAM. That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a good bill and I withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 7 of the 
Service Extension Act of 1941, approved Au- 
gust 18, 1941 (55 Stat. 627), as amended (50 
U. S. C. App., Supp. IV 357), is further 
amended by inserting “(a)” after “SEC. 7.“ 
and by adding at the end of such section a 
hew subsection (b) to read as follows: 

“(b) Any former member of the Women’s 
Army Auxiliary Corps who, within 90 days 
after termination of her service in that corps, 
entered active military service by enlistment 
or appointment in the Women’s Army Corps 
without having accepted a position, other 
than a temporary position, in the employ of 
any employer during such 90-day period, 
shall be entitled to all the reemployment 
benefits of section 8 of the Selective Train- 
ing and Service Act of 1940, as amended, with 
respect to a position which she left to enter 
service in the Women's Army Auxillary Corps, 
to the same extent that a person inducted 
under said act is entitled to reemployment 
benefits with respect to a position which he 
left in order to perform training and serv- 
ice: Provided, That, in the case of any such 
former member who has been discharged 
from or relieved from active duty in the 
Women’s Army Corps prior to the effective 
date of this subsection, application for re- 
employment may be made at any time within 
90 days after such effective date. The pro- 
visions of section 8 (b) (A) of the Selective 
Training and Service Act of 1940, as amended, 
shall be applicable to any such former mem- 
ber without regard to whether the position 
which she held shall have been covered into 
the classified civil service during the period 
of her military service or during the period 
of her service in the Women’s Army Auxillary 
Corps.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table, 
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TRANSFER OF PAINTING FIRST FIGHT 
OF IRONCLADS, MONITOR AND MER- 
RIMAC 


Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 186) to provide for the trans- 
fer of the painting First Fight of Iron- 
clads, Monitor and Merrimac, now 
stored in the United States Capitol 
Building, to the custody of the United 
States Naval Academy. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. DURHAM]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc, That the painting First 
Fight of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac, 
by William Formby Halsall, now stored in 
the United States Capitol Building, be, and 
the same is hereby, transferred to the per- 
manent custody of the United States Naval 
Academy. The removal and transport of this 
painting from the Capitol to the United 
States Naval Academy at Annapolis, Md., 
shall be effected at the expense of said Acad- 
emy, and the Architect of the Capitol shall 
act for the Joint Committee on the Library 
in carrying out the provisions of this joint 
resolution. 


The Senate joint resolution was or- 
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo- 
tion to reconsider was laid on the table. 


RACKETEERING IN SETTLEMENT OF 
GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS MUST BE 
STOPPED 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 2 minutes and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
3 of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, a 
very unsavory situation has recently been 
called to the attention of this Congress 
and to the people of the country. High 
commissioned officers and high-ranking 
Officials in Government who during the 
war period were engaged in procuring 
contracts on behalf of the Government 
and in the renegotiation and settlement 
of contracts for the procurement of war 
supplies, have after being separated from 
the Federal service, become engaged in 
prosecuting claims against the Govern- 
ment arising out of contracts and agree- 
ments for supplies to the Army and the 
Navy and other Departments of Govern- 
ment. Hearings recently held before 
congressional commitees have disclosed 
that this thing has become a real racket. 
Former military and Government offi- 
cials have taken advantage of informa- 
tion and of connections they acquired 
while in Government service. It is a 
shame and a disgrace that such thing 
should be perpetrated against the people 
of this country. It should have been 
stopped long ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced a bill in 
this House to prohibit commissioned offi- 
cers of the military or naval forces of the 
United States, or any officer or employee 
of this Government, who has been en- 
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gaged in the negotiation or settlement 
or adjustment of contracts on behalf of 
the Government, to solicit employment in 
the presentation or the prosecution of 
claims against the United States, for a 
period of at least 2 years after he is dis- 
charged or released from Government 
Service, Violation of the act is punish- 
able by imprisonment for 1 year or a 
fine of $10,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I realize this legislation 
will not have a chance to pass during the 
present session, but I have submitted it so 
that the Congress can be placed on notice 
and with the intention of asking for this 
legislation to have immediate considera- 
tion when the Congress convenes again. 

In the meantime, I am calling upon the 
President of the United States to use the 
War Powers Act granted him by Congress, 
to issue an Executive order forbidding 
any Federal employee, military or ci- 
vilian, from taking part in the settlement 
or renegotiation of any contracts for a 
period of 2 years after his separation 
from the service. 

Mr. Speaker, the great majority of 
Army and Government officials, as well 
as contractors dealing with war property, 
are patriotic and have tried to do the 
right thing. It is indeed a disgrace that 
a few individuals who have been in Goy- 
ernment service, as well as a minority 
group who obtained contracts during the 
war, have taken advantage of their own 
Government at a crucial time in its his- 
tory, by lining their pockets with millions 
and hundreds of millions of dollars that 
belong to the people of this country. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. JENSEN asked and was given per- 
mission to extend his own remarks in 
the Appendix of the Recorp and include 
therein a letter from the Commissioner 
of Reclamation and a table. 

Mr. RANDOLPH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks on 
three subjects in the Appendix of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. KEE (at the request of Mr. 
BAILEY) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the Appendix of the REC- 
orp and include a copy of a telegram 
from former Congressman Mitchell, of 
Illinois. 

ACTING CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House: 

AUGUST 2, 1946. 


The honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

Sm: Pursuant to the provisions of House 
Resolution 753, adopted by the House today, 
I have designated Mr. Harry Newlin Megill, 
an official in my office, to discharge the duties 
contemplated by said resolution. 

Respectfully yours, 
SOUTH TRIMBLE, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the President and the Senate will be noti- 
fied accordingly. 

There was no objection. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER. The House will stand 
in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

Thereupon (at 4 o’clock and 19 min- 
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess. 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
5 o’clock and 32 minutes p. m. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Gathing, its enrolling clerk, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a concurrent reso- 
lution of the House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 165. Concurrent resolution 
providing for the sine die adjournment of the 
second session of the Seventy-ninth Congress. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu- 
tion of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. Con Res. 76. Joint resolution authorizing 
the signing of enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tions after adjournment of the present ses- 
sion of Congress, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. J. 
Res. 390) entitled “Joint resolution 
making additional appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1947, and for other purposes.” 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate, 
numbered 1, 12, 13, 14, 15, 20, 22, and 24, 
to the foregoing joint resolution. 

The message also announcec that the 
President pro tempore of the Senate had 
appointed Mr. MCMAHON, Mr. RUSSELL, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, Mr. CONNALLY, 


‘Mr. Byrp, Mr. VANDENBERG, Mr. MILLIKIN, 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER, and Mr. KNOWLAND 
as members on the part of the Senate, of 
the Atomic Energy Committee created 
by (S. 1717) entitled “An act for the de- 
velopment and control of atomic energy,” 
approved August 1, 1946. 


COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a resolution (H. Res. 758) and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That a committee of two mem- 
bers be appointed by the House to join a 
similar committee appointed by the Senate, 
to wait upon the President of the United 
States and inform him that the two Houses 
have completed the business of the session 
and are ready to adjourn, unless the Presi- 
dent has some other communication to make 
to them. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 


` BULWINKELE] and the gentleman from 


Michigan [Mr. MICHENER] as a commit- 
tee to wait upon the President. 


SIGNING ENROLLED BILLS 


The Speaker laid before the House the 
following resolution (S. Con. Res. 76): 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That notwithstand- 
ing the adjournment of the second session of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Presi- 
dent pro tempore of the Senate be, and they 
are hereby, authorized to sign enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions duly passed by the two 
Houses which have been examined by the 
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Committee on Enrolled Bills of the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate and found truly enrolled, 


The resolution was agreed to. 
RICHARD MORFORD 


The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to House Res- 
olution 752, Seventy-ninth Congress, he 
did, on today, August 2, 1946, certify to 
the United States Attorney, District of 
Columbia, the willful and deliberate re- 
fusal of Richard Morford to produce be- 
fore the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities for its inspection certain books, 
papers, and records which had been duly 
subpenaed. ` 


GEORGE MARSHALL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to House Res- 
olution 749, Seventy-ninth Congress, he 
did, on today, August 2, 1946, certify to 
the United States Attorney, District of 
Columbia, the willful and deliberate re- 
fusal of George Marshall to produce be- 
fore the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities for its inspection certain books, 
papers, and records which had been duly 
subpenaed. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1250. An act for the relief of certain 
claimants who suffered losses and sustained 
damages as the result of the campaign car- 
ried out by the Federal Government for the 
eradication of the Mediterranean fruitfly in 
the State of Florida; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

S. 1439. An act to amend section 2 of the 
act of January 29, 1942 (56 Stat. 21), relat- 
ing to the refund of taxes illegally paid by 
Indian citizens; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 


Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported ` 


that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and joint reso- 
lutions of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 


H. R. 341. An act relating to the status of 
Keetoowah Indians of the Cherokee Nation 
in Oklahoma, and for other purposes, and 
authorizing conveyance of the Seger Indian 
School to Colony Union Graded School Dis- 
trict No. 1, Colony, Okla.; 

H.R. 434, An act to provide for the expe- 
ditious naturalization of former citizens of 
the United States who have lost United 
States citizenship through voting in a politi- 
cal election in a country not at war with the 
United States during the Second World War; 

H. R. 1002. An act for the relief of Marvin 
Sachwitz; 

H. R. 1070. An act for the relief of Elmer 
C. Hadlen; 

H. R. 1088. An act for the relief of the 
Eastern Contracting Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 1351. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Estelle Daniel Boyle, deceased, and 
E. B. Rosegarten; 4 

H. R. 1402. An act for the relief of certain 
Basque aliens; 

H. R. 1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 1497. An act to amend subsection 9 
(a) of the act entitled An act to prevent 
pernicious political activities,” approved 
August 2, 1939, as amended; 
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H.R. 1519. An act relating to marine in- 
surance in the case of certain employees of 
the War Department who suffered death, in- 
jury, or other casualty prior to April 23, 1943, 
as a result of marine risks; 

H. R. 1570. An act for the relief of Edward 
Pittwood; 

H. R. 1631, An act for the relief of William 
Tolar Smith; 

H.R. 1788. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Conrad Newman; 

H. R. 1860. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a duplicate of 
Porterfield scrip certificate numbered 53 to 
the Muskegon Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., as 
trustee of the John Torrent trust; 

H. R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 

H. R. 2033, An act authorizing Federal 
participation in the cost of protecting the 
shores of publicly owned property; 

H. R. 2161. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claims of Al- 
gernon Blair, his heirs or personal representa- 
tives, against the United States; 

H. R. 2222. An act for the relief of J. L. 
Harris; 

H. R. 2377. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
one-hundredth anniversary of the admission 
of Iowa into the Union as a State; 

H.R. 2485. An act for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum; 

H. R. 2504. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; 

H. R. 2523. An act to provide for lump- 
sum payment of compensation for ãecumu- 
lated leave and current accrued annual leave 
to certain officers and employees, and author- 
izing the appropriation of funds for that 
purpose; 3 

H. R. 2663. An act for the relief of W. C. 
Jones, Myrtle M. Jones, and W. W. Tilgh- 
man; 

H. R. 2716. An act to provide for health 
programs for Government employees; 

H. R. 2850. An act for the relief of Felix 
Napiorkowski; 

H. R. 3099. An act for the relief of Coy C. 
Brown; 

H. R. 3197. An act for the relief of William 
F. Patchell, Jr.; 

H. R. 3861. An act to amend paragraph (1) 
of section 73 of the Hawaiian Organic Act, 
as amended; 

H. R. 3593. An act relating to the disposi- 
tion of public lands of the United States 
situated in the State of Oklahoma between 
the Cimarron base line and the north bound- 
ary of the State of Texas; 

H. R. 3742. An act for the relief of Burgess 
C. Moore, as administrator of the estate of 
Lela May Tomlinson, deceased, and as legal 
guardian of Kay Tomlinson and Larry Max 
Tomlinson; 

H. R. 3833. An act for the relief of Viola 
McKinney; 5 

H. R. 3908. An act to provide increased pen- 
sions to members of the Regular Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who become 
disabled by reason of their service therein 
during other than a period of war; 

H. R. 3944. An act authorizing the President 
of the United States to award a special medal 
to General of the Armies of the United States 
John J. Pershing; 

H. R.3973. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide reemployment rights 
for persons who leave their positions to serve 
in the merchant marine, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162), 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4114. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land of 
Alice Scott White on the Crow Indian Reser- 
vation, Mont.; 

H. R. 4190. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Pennsylvania Railroad Co, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a rail- 
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road bridge across the Allegheny River at or 
near Warren, Pa.; 

H. R. 4341. An act for the relief of James 
B. McGoldrick; 

H. R. 4375. An act for the relief of Charles 
Martin; 

H. R. 4386. An act to facilitate and simplify 
the administration of Indian affairs; 

H. R. 4406. An act for the relief of Loyal 
F. Willis; 

H. R. 4410. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia to make regu- 
lations to prevent and control the spread of 
communicable and preventable diseases,” ap- 
proved August 11, 1939; 

H. R. 4428. An act to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation on its capital 
stock and to decrease the premium charge 
for its insurance; 

H. R. 4435. An act to establish the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt National Park; to erect a mon- 
ument in memory of Theodore Roosevelt in 
the village of Medora, N. Dak.; and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 4466. An act for the relief of Francis 
T. Lillie and Lois E. Lillie; 

H. R. 4497. An act to create an Indian 
Claims Commission, to provide for the pow- 
ers, duties, and functions thereof, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4562. An act to insure the preserva- 
tion of technical and economic records of 
domestic sources of ores of metals and min- 
erals; 

H. R. 4608. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary D. Johnson; 

H. R. 4686. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Harry Wright; a 

H. R.4720. An act to amend the act of 
December 7, 1944, relating to certain over- 
time compensation of civilian employees of 
the United States; 

H. R. 4842. An act to amend the act of 
April 29, 1943, so as to afford a preference for 
veterans in acquiring certain vessels; 

H. R. 4947. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Guenther; 

H. R. 5198, An act for the relief of Marjorie 
B. Marable; 

H. R. 5223. An act to extend temporarily 
the time for filing applications for patents, 
for taking action in the United States Patent 
Office with respect thereto, for preventing 
proof of acts abroad with respect to the 
making of an invention, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 5261. An act for the relief of David 
Weiss; 

H. R. 5278. An act to legalize the admission 
to the United States of Virginia Harris Cas- 
ardi; 

H. R. 5368. An act for the relief of W. G. 
Magruder; 

H. R. 5372. An act for the relief of Jessie 
Wolfington; 

H. R. 5380. An act to provide for the con- 
ferring of the degree of bachelor of science 
upon graduates of the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy; 

H. R. 5414. An act for the relief of Marie 
Gorak; 

H. R. 5537. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at a point between the borough of 
Plymouth, in Plymouth Township, and 
Hanover Township, in the county of Luzerne, 
and in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 5654. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the Bureau of Reclamation; 

H. R. 5725. An act for the relief of Sadie 
Frey and the estate of Marie Hviding; 

H. R. 5756. An act for the retirement of 
public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia; 

H. R. 5851. An act for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W, Anderson; 
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H.R. 5874. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Maezer; > 

H. R. 5928. An act to name the bridge lo- 
cated on New Hampshire Avenue, Washing- 
ton, D. C., over the Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
road tracks “The Charles A. Langley Bridge”; 

H. R. 5932. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the town of Ipswich, in the State 
of Massachusetts, of lighthouse property at 
Castle Neck, for public use; 

H. R. 5970. An act to permit the members 
and stockholders of charitable, educational, 
and religious associations incorporated in the 
District of Columbia to vote by proxy or by 
mail; 

H. R. 5991. An act to simplify and improve 
credit services to farmers and promote farm 
ownership by abolishing certain agricultural 
lending agencies and functions, by defining 
the lending powers of the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture, by authorizing Government insur- 
ance of loans to farmers, by creating prefer- 
ences for loans and insured mortgages to en- 
able veterans to acquire farms, by providing 
additional specific authority and directions 
with respect to the liquidation of resettle- 
ment projects and rural rehabilitation proj- 
ects for resettlement purposes, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6023. An act providing for the convey- 
ance to the city of Atlantic City, in the 
State of New Jersey, of lighthouse property 
at Atlantic City, for public use; 

H. R. 6030. An act to amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as aménded, so as to 
improve international collaboration with re- 
spect to meteorology; 

H. R. 6057. An act to amend the act of 
July 11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to the 
interchange of property between the Army 
and the Navy, so as to include the Coast 
Guard within its provision; 

H. R. 6097. An act to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6141. An act to provide funds for co- 
operation with the school board of Hunter 
School District for the construction and 
equipment of a new school building in the 
town of Hunter, Sawyer County, Wis., to be 
available to both Indian and non-Indian 
children; 

H. R. 6148. An act to exempt certain ves- 
sels from filing passenger lists; 

H. R. 6223. An act to authorize the high- 
way departments of the States of Kentucky 
and West Virginia to construct, maintain, 
and operate a free highway bridge across the 
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near 
Williamson, W. Va.; 

H. R. 6231, An act for the relief of Frank 
A, Gorman; 

H. R. 6248. An act for the relief of Capital 
Office Equipment Co.; 

H. R. 6263. An act to amend the act of 
June 23, 1943, so as to authorize inclusion of 
periods of education and training in an Army 
Transportation Corps civilian marine school 
as “service in the merchant marine”; 

H. R. 6298. An act to protect and facilitate 
the use of national-forest lands in township 
2 north, range 18 west, Ohio River survey, 
township of Elizabeth, county of Lawrence, 
State of Ohio, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6307. An act for the relief of Fran- 
cesco D'Emilio; 

H. R. 6408. An act to authorize the War 
Shipping Administration and the Maritime 
Commission to make available certain sur- 
plus property to certain maritime academies; 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ivan 
B. Hofman; 

H. R. 6488. An act to amend the act to pro- 
vide for the issuance of devices in recognition 
of the services of merchant sailors; 


H. R. 6536. An act for the relief of South- 


eastern Sand & Gravel Co.; 
H. R. 6593. An act for the relief of Milton 
A, Johnson, and for other purposes; 
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H. R. 6610. An act to wave certain restric- 
tions of the Hawaiian Organic Act, relating 
to land exchanges, for the acquisition of cer- 
tain lands at Hilo, T. H.: 

H.R. 6629. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the National Park Service; 

H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H.R.6811. An act relating to veterans’ 
pension, compensation, or retirement pay 
during hospitalization, institutional, or 
domiciliary care, and for other purposes; 

H. R 6817. An act to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned offi- 
cers in the Regular Army, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6859. An act to amend section 121 of 
the act entitled “An act to establish a code 
of law for the District of Columbia,” approved 
March 3, 1901, as amended, to authorize the 
appointment of three additional deputies for 
the register of wills; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; 

H. R. 6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land in 
Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 

H. R. 6899. An act to authorize the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge, or a free 
bridge, across the Ohio River at or near 
Lawrenceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; 

H.R. 6900. An act to grant increased serv- 
ice pensions in certain Spanish-American 
War cases not included in recent legislation 
providing increases to other Spanish-Ameri- 
can War veterans and their dependents, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6918. An act to provide emergency 
relief for the victims of the seismic waves 
which struck the Territory of Hawaii, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 6932. An act to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles re- 
lating to agriculture and to improve and 
facilitate the marketing and distribution of 
agricultural products; 

H. R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, Ill., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street in the city of St. Louis, Mo., and a 
point opposite thereto in the city of East 
St. Louis, II.; 

H. R. 6967, An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 


States and to consolidate and revise the laws 


relating to its administration; 

H. R. 7004. An act to revise the boundaries 
of Wind Cave National Park in the State of 
South Dakota, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7020. An act to provide for the acqui- 
sition’ by exchange of non-Federal property 
within the Glacier National Park; 

H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the Borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and 
a point near the boundary of the city of 
New Kensington and Lower Burrel Town- 
ship in Westmoreland County in the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend section 
304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits to 
naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War II; 

H.R.7109. An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; 

H. R. 7126. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and 
operation in the District of Columbia of nur- 
series and nursery schools, so as to permit 
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payment of compensation for services ren- 
dered after June 30, 1946, and prior to the 
enactment of such act; 

H. J. Res. 366. Joint resolution authorizing 
and directing the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior to investigate and eradicate the 
predatory sea lampreys of the Great Lakes; 

H. J. Res. 370. Joint resolution granting 
certain property to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and relinquishing jurisdiction 
therein; and 

H. J. Res. 387. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. 
Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F. Smith, Assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; 
Herbert A. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical di- 
rector, Public Health Service; and Gilbert L, 
Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by France, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 


S. 2100. An act to remove the limitations 
on the amount of death compensation or 
pension payable to widows and children of 
certain deceased veterans; y 

S. 2125. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a code of law for the 
District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 
1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto; ` 

S. 2256. An act to amend the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944. 

S. 2286. An act to amend the act entitled 
An act for the acquisition, establishment, 
and development of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway along the Potomac from 
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the 
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisition 
of lands in the District of Columbia and the 
States of Maryland and Virginia requisite to 
the comprehensive park, parkway, and play- 
ground system of the National Capital,” ap- 
proved May 29, 1930. 

S. 2332, An act to provide that the unex- 
pended proceeds from-the sale of 50-cent 
pieces coined in commemoration of the two 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
founding of the city of Albany, N. Y., may be 
paid in to the general fund of such city. 

S. 2408. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 9, 1907, as amended, with respect to 
certain fees; 

S. 2460. An act to provide additional in- 
ducements to citizens of the United States to 
make a career of the United States military 
or naval service, and for other purposes; 

S. 2477. An act to authorize the Veterans’ 
Administration to reimburse State and local 
agencies for expenses incurred in rendering 
services in connection with the administra- 
tion of certain training programs for veter- 
ans, and for other purposes; 

S. 2479. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes,” approved 
February 27, 1925; 

S. 2480. An act authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Robert Sprague Beightler as perma- 
nent brigadier general of the line of the Reg- 
ular Army; and 

S. 2498. An act to provide for fire protec- 
tion of Government and private property in 
and contiguous to the waters of the District 
of Columbia, 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on this day pre- 
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sent to the President, for his approval, 
bills and joint resolutions of the House 
of the following titles: 


H. R. 434. An act to provide for the expe- 
ditious naturalization of former citizens of 
the United States who have lost United States 
citizenship through voting in a political elec- 
tion in a country not at war with the United 
States during the Second World War; 

H. R. 1002. An act for the relief of Marvin 
Sachwitz; 

H. R. 1070. An act for the relief of Elmer C. 
Hadlen; 

H. R. 1088. An act for the relief of the East- 
ern Contracting Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 1351. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Estelle Daniel Boyle, deceased, and 
E. B. Rosegarten; `’ 

H. R. 1402. An act for the relief of certain 
aliens; 

H. R. 1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 1497. An act to amend subsection 9 
(a) entitled “An act to prevent pernicious 
political activities,” approved August 2, 1939, 
as amended; 

H. R. 1519. An act relating to marine in- 
surance in the case of certain employees of 
the War Department who suffered death, in- 
jury, or other casualty prior to April 23, 1943, 
as a result of marine risks. 

H. R. 1570. An act for the relief of Edward 
Pittwood; 

H. R. 1631. An act for the relief of William 
Tolar Smith; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Conrad Newman; 

H. R.1860. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a duplicate of 
Porterfield scrip certificate No. 53 to the 
Muskegon Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., as 
trustee of the John Torrent trust. 

H. R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 

H. R. 2033. An act authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores 
of publicly owned property; 

H. R. 2161. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claims of Al- 
gernon Blair, his heirs or personal represen- 
tatives, against the United States; 

H. R. 2222. An act for the relief of J. L 
Harris; 

H. R.2377. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
one-hundredth anniversary of the admission 
of Iowa into the Union as a State; 

H. R. 2485. An act for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum; 

H. R. 2504. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; 

H. R. 2523. An act to provide for lump-sum 
payment of compensation for accumulated 
leave and current accrued annual leave to 
certain officers and employees, and author- 
izing the appropriation of funds for that pur- 

OSC; 
si H. R. 2663. An act for the relief of W. C. 
Jones, Myrtle M. Jones, and W. W. Tilghman; 

H. R. 2716. An act to provide for health pro- 
grams for Government employees; 

H. R. 2850. An act for the relief of Felix 
Napiorkowski; 

H. R. 3099. An act for the relief of Coy C. 
Brown; 

H. R. 3197. An act for the relief of William 
F. Patchell, Jr.; 

H. R. 3361. An act to amend paragraph (1) 
of section 73 of the Hawallan Organic Act, as 
amended; 

H. R. 3593. An act relating to the disposi- 
tion of public lands of the United States 
situated in the State of Oklahoma between 
the Cimarron base line and the north bound- 
ary of the State of Texas; 

H. R.3742. An act for the relief of Burgess 
C. Moore, as administrator of the estate of 
Lela May Tomlinson, deceased, and as legal 
guardian of Kay Tomlinson and Larry Max 
‘Tomlinson; 
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H.R.3833. An act for the relief of Viola 
McKinney; 

H. R. 3908, An act to provide increased pen- 
sions to members of the Regular Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who become 
disabled by reason of their service therein 
during other than a period of war; 

H. R. 3944, An act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; 

H. R. 3973. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide reemployment rights 
for persons who leave their positions to serve 
in the merchant marine, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162), 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4114. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land of 
Alice Scott White on the Crow Indian Reser- 
vation, Mont.; 

H. R. 4190. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. to 
construct, maintain, and operate a railroad 
bridge across the Allegheny River at or near 
Warren, Pa.; 

H.R. 4341. An act for the relief of James 
B. McGoldrick; 

H. R. 4375. An act for the relief of Charles 
Martin; 

H. R. 4386. An act to facilitate and sim- 
plify the administration of Indian Affairs; 

H. R. 4406. An act for the relief of Loyal 
F. Willis; 

H. R. 4410. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia to make regu- 
lations to prevent and control the spread of 
communicable and preventable diseases,” ap- 
proved August 11, 1939; 

H. R. 4428, An act to adjust the rate of 
dividends paid by the Federal Savings & Loan 
Insurance Corp., on its capital stock and to 
decrease the premium charge for its insur- 
ance; 

H. R. 4435, An act to establish the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt National Park; to erect a 
monument in memory of Theodore Roosevelt 
in the village of Medora, N. Dak.; and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4466. An act for the relief of Francis 
T. Lillie and Lois E. Lillie; 

H. R. 4497. An act to create an Indian 
Claims Commission, to provide for the pow- 
ers, duties, and function thereof, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4562. An act to insure the preserva- 
tion of technical and economic records of 
domestic sources of ores of metals and min- 
erals; 

H. R.4608. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary D. Johnson; 

H. R. 4686. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Harry Wright; 

H. R. 4720. An act to amend the act of 
December 7, 1944, relating to certain over- 
time compensation of civilian employees of 
the United States; 

H. R.4842. An act to amend the act of 
April 29, 1943, so as to afford a preference for 
veterans in acquiring certain vessels; 

H.R, 4947. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Guenther; 

H. R. 5198. An act for the relief of Mar- 
jorie B. Marable; 

H. R. 5223. An act to extend temporarily 
the time for filing applications for patents, 
for taking action in the United States Patent 
Office with respect thereto, for preventing 
proof of acts abroad with respect to the mak- 
ing of an invention, and for other p 

H. R. 5261. An act for the relief of David 
Weiss; 

H. R. 5278. An act to legalize the admis- 
sion to the United States of Virginia Harris 
Casardi; 

H. R. 5368. An act for the relief of W. G. 
Magruder; 

H. R. 5372. An act for the relief of Jessie 
Wolfington; 

H. R. 5380. An act to provide for the con- 
ferring of the degree of bachelor of science 
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upon graduates of the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy;, 

H. R. 5414. An act for the relief of Marie 
Gorak; 

H. R. 5537. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at a point between the borough of 
Plymouth, in Plymouth Township, and Han- 
over Township, in the county of Luzerne, 
and in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 5654. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the Bureau of Reclamation; 

H. R. 5725. An act for the relief of Sadie 
Frey and the estate of Marie Hviding; 

H.R.5756. An act for the retirement’ of 
public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia; 

H. R. 5851. An act for the relief of Second 
Lt. Francis W. Anderson; 

H. R. 5874. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Maezer; 

H. R. 5928. An act to name the bridge lo- 
cated on New Hampshire Avenue, Washing- 
ton, D. C., over the Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
road tracks, the Charles A. Langley Bridge; 

H. R. 5932. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the town of Ipswich, in the State 
of Massachusetts, of lighthouse property at 
Castle Neck for public use; 

H. R. 5970. An act to permit the members 
and stockholders of charitable, educational, 
and religious associations incorporated in the 
District of Columbia to vote by proxy or by 
mail; 

H. R. 5991. An act to simplify and improve 
credit services to farmers and promote farm 
ownership by abolishing certain agricultural 
lending agencies and functions, by transfer- 
ring assets to the Farmers’ Home Corpora- 
tion, by enlarging the powers of the Farmers’ 
Home Corporation, by authorizing Govern- 
ment insurance of loans to farmers, by creat- 
ing preferences for loans and insured mort- 
gages to enable veterans to acquire farms, 
by providing additional specific authority 
and directions with respect to the liquida- 
tion of resettlement projects and rural re- 
habilitation projects for resettlement pur- 
poses, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 6023. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the city of Atlantic City, in the 
State of New Jersey, of lighthouse property 
at Atlantic City, for public use; 

H. R. 6030. An act to amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as. amended, so as to 
improve international collaboration with re- 
spect to meteorology; 

H. R. 6057. An act to amend the act Jf July 
11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to the inter- 
change of property between the Army and 
the Navy, so ås to include the Coast Guard 
within its provision. 

H. R. 6097. An act to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6141. An act to provide funds for 
cooperation with the school board of Hunter 
school district for the construction and 
equipment of a new school building in the 
town of Hunter, Sawyer County, Wis., to be 
available to both Indian and non-Indian 
children; 

H. R. 6148. An act to exempt certain ves- 
sels from filing passenger lists; 

H. R. 6223. An act to authorize the High- 
way Departments of the States of Kentucky 
and West Virginia to construct, maintain, 
and operate a free highway bridge across the 
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near 


Williamson, W. Va.; 


H. R. 6231. An act for the relief of Frank 
A. Gorman; 

H. R. 6248. An act for the relief of Capital 
Office Equipment Co.; 

H. R. 6263. An act to amend the act of 
June 23, 1948, so as to authorize inclusion 
of periods of education and training in an 
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Army Transportation Corps civilian marine 
school as “service in the merchant marine”; 

H.R. 6298. An act to protect and facilitate 
the use of national-forest lands in township 
2 north, range 18 west, Ohio River survey, 
township of Elizabeth, county of Lawrence, 
State of Ohio, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6307. An act for the relief of Fran- 
cesco D'Emilio; 

H. R. 6408. An act to authorize the War 
Shipping Administration and the Maritime 
Commission to make available certain sur- 
plus property to certain maritime academies; 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ivan B. Hofman; 

H. R. 6488. An act to amend the act to 
provide for the issuance of devices in recog- 
nition of the services of merchant sailors; 

H. R. 6536. An act for the relief of South- 
eastern Sand & Gravel Co.; 

H. R. 6593. An act for the relief of Milton 
A. Johnson, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6610. An act to waive certain restric- 
tions of the Hawaiian Organic Act, relating 
to land exchanges, for the acquisition of 
certain lands at Hilo, Hawaii; 

H. R. 6629. An act to provide basic au- 
thority for the performance of certain func- 
tions and activities of the National Park 
Service; 

H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 6811. An act relating to veterans’ pen- 
sion, compensation, or retirement pay dur- 
ing hospitalization, institutional, or domi- 
ciliary care, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6817. An act to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned offi- 
cers in the Regular Army, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 6859. An act to amend section 121 of 
the act entitled “An act to establish a code 
of law for the District of Columbia,” epproved 
March 3, 1901, as amended, to authorize the 
appointment of three additional deputies for 
the Register of Wills; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; 

H. R. 6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land 
in Custer County, Mont., for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 

H.R.6899. An act to authorize the In- 
diana State Toll Bridge Commission to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, 
or a free bridge, across the Ohio River at or 
near Lawrenceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; 

H. R. 6900. An act to grant increased service 
pensions in certain Spanish-American War 
cases not included in recent legislation pro- 
viding increases to other Spanish-American 
veterans and their dependents, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6918. An act to provide emergency re- 
lief for the victims of the seismic waves which 
struck the Territory of Hawaii, and for other 
purposes; ; 

H. R. 6932. An act to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles relat- 
ing to agriculture and to improve and facili- 
tate the marketing and distribution of agri- 
cultural products; 

H. R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, III., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street in the city of St. Louis Mo., and a point 
opposite thereto in the city of East St. Louis, 
III.; 

H. R. 6967. An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration; 

H. R. 7004. An act to revise the boundaries 
of Wind Cave National Park in the State of 
South Dakota, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7020. An act to provide for the ac- 
quisition by exchange of non-Federal prop- 
erty within the Glacier National Park; 
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H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the Borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and 
a point near the boundary of the city of New 
Kensington and Lower Burrel Township in 
Westmoreland County in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend sec- 
tion 304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits to 
naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War II. 

H. R. 7109. An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; 

H. R.7126. An act to amend section 2 of the 
act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law No, 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and 
operation in the District of Columbia of 
nurseries and nursery schools, so as to permit 
payment of compensation for services ren- 
dered after June 30, 1946, and prior to the 
enactment of such act. 

H. J. Res. 366. Joint resolution authoriz- 
ing and directing the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior to investigate and eradicate the 
predatory sea lampreys of the Great Lakes. 

H. J. Res. 370. Joint resolution granting 
certain property to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and relinquishing jurisdiction 
therein; and 

H. J. Res. 387. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E. 
Dyer, assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F. Smith, assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; Her- 
bert A. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical di- 
rector, Public Health Service; and Gilbert L. 
Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by France, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang. 


HON, SAM RAYBURN 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Hancock] kindly 
take the chair? 

Mr. HANCOCK assumed the chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. MICHENER]. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I of- 
fer a resolution (H. Res. 759), which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That the thanks of the House 
are presented to the Honorable Sam RAY- 
BURN, Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives, for the able, impartial, and dignified 
manner in which he has presided over the 
deliberations and performed the arduous 
duties of the Chair during the present term 
of Congress. 


Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sure that this resolution speaks the sen- 
timent of every Member of the House, 
regardless of political affiliations. We all 
realize the difficulty of dispensing exact 
justice under the rules of the House, 
especially when the Members are oft- 
times in such different and beligerent 
frames of mind. You have done your 
job well. You have the respect and con- 
fidence of every one of us, and the Mem- 
bers on this side of the aisle are in uni- 
son in wishing for you a pleasant, restful, 
and profitable vacation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, 
question is on the resolution. 


The 
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The resolution was unanimously 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER resumed the chair. 

The SPEAKER. Members of the 
House of Representatives, and to you 
Mr. MICHENER especially, for this high 
tribute I offer to you the thanks of.a 
grateful heart. There have been many 
times when we have had disagreements 
in this Chamber, but I have not known 
of a time in all the many years—now 
more than a third of a century that I 
have served in this body—that when 
the supreme test came we have not 
thought and acted together. There has 
never been a crisis in all of these years 
when with practical unanimity the House 
of Representatives has failed to demon- 
strate not only its patriotism but a high 
order of wisdom, It is going to be said 
that many things have been left undone 
that should have been done. In a few 
instances that is true. But many times 
it is better to leave undone some things 
than to rush and do them in too great a 
hurry. Always just out ahead is an- 
other session of Congress. Sometimes it 
does not hurt for some proposal to ripen 
a little while. I have said in your pres- 
ence before that the House of Represent- 
atives has been my life; and next to 
family and friends, it has been and is 
my love. Everywhere and at all times I 
shall defend your patriotism, your love 
of country, and I will always say that 
you are as wise a group of men and 
women as could possibly be assembled in 
the United States of America, To each 
and every one of you I return my heart- 
felt thanks for your manifold kindnesses 
and courtesies. If it had not been for 
your helpfulness and your friendship and 
your loyalty to me personally, the duties 
that I have had to carry would have 
been even more arduous and onerous. 
Again, let me say, I thank you. I wish 
for each and everyone of you a safe re- 
turn home, that your surroundings may 
be pleasant, and that you will find your 
loved ones and friends well and happy. 
Again, I thank you. 


REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE TO 
NOTIFY PRESIDENT 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, your 
committee appointed to join a committee 
of the Senate to inform the President 
that the Congress is ready to adjourn, 
and to ask him if he has any further 
communications to make to the Congress, 
has performed that duty. The Presi- 
dent has directed us to say that he has 
no further communication to make to 
the Congress, and he wishes to have his 
kindest regards expressed to the Mem- 
bers. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; thereupon 
(at 5 o’clock and 43 minutes p. m.), pur- 
suant to House Concurrent Resolution 
165, the House adjourned sine die. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TIONS SIGNED AFTER SINE DIE AD- 
JOURNMENT 


Pursuant to the authority granted the 
Speaker by Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 76, he did, on August 5, 1946, sign the 
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following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tion of the Senate: 

S. 334. An act for the relief of the Trust 
Association of H. Kempner; 

S. 1560. An act to amend the Service Ex- 
tension Act of 1941, as amended, to extend 
reemployment benefits to former members of 
the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps who en- 
tered the Women’s Army Corps; 

5.2306. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant Georgia Power Co. a 100-foot 
perpetual easement across certain land in the 
State of Alabama constituting a portion of 
the military reservation designated as Fort 
Benning, Ga.; and 

S. J. Res. 186. Joint resolution to provide 
for the transfer of the painting First Fight 
of Ironclads, Monitor and Merrimac, now 
stored in the United States Capitol Building, 
to the custody of the United States Naval 
Academy. 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported on 
August 3, 1946, that that committee had 
examined and found truly enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker pursuant to au- 
thority granted him by Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 76: 

H. R. 228. An act for the relief of Robert 
June; 

H. R. 386. An act to amend the law relating 
to the authority of certain employees of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service to 
make arrests without warrant in certain cases 
and to search vehicles within certain areas; 

H. R. 783. An act for the relief of Karl E. 
Bond; 

H. R. 935. An act for the relief of Andreas 
Andersen; 

H. R. 957. An act for the relief of Margaret 


Dunn; 

H.R.1357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, de- 
ceased; 

H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Ray- 

mond Crosby; 

H. R.1751. An act to authorize the course 
of instruction at the United States Merchant 
Marine Academy to be given to not exceed- 
ing 12 persons at a time from the American 
Republics, other than the United States; 

H. R. 2093. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Kerr and Robert P. Kerr; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Wesley 
A. Mangelsdorf; 

H. R. 2586. An act to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands situated within the State of 
Washington, for business and other purposes; 

H. R. 2736, An act for the relief of Norman 
Abbott; 

H. R. 2851. An act to provide for investi- 
gating the matter of the establishment of a 
national park in the old part of the city of 
Philadelphia, for the purpose of conserving 
the historical objects and buildings therein; 

H. R.2893. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 15, 1929; 

H. R.3058. An act to authorize the use of 
certain lands of the United States for flowage 
in connection with providing additional stor- 
age space in the Pensacola Reservoir of the 
Grand River Dam project in Oklahoma, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R. 3210. An act for the relief of Clyde O. 
Payne; 

H. R. 8619. An act for the relief of Harry D. 
Koons; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of the city 
and county of San Francisco; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; 

H. R. 4362. An act to abolish the Parker 
River National Wildlife Refuge in Essex 
County, Mass., to authorize and direct the 
restoration to the former owners of the land 
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comprising such refuge, and for other pur- 


poses; 8 

H. R. 4374. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a minor; 

H. R. 4769. An act to amend section 5 of the 
act entitled “An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to collect and publish 
statistics of the grade and staple length of 
cotton”; 

H. R. 4844. An act to place Chinese wives of 
American citizens on a nonquota basis; 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Ma- 
terials Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Brown; 

H. R. 5031, An act for the relief of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine; 

H. R. 5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5093. An act for the relief of Albert 
Whilden; 

H.R.5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5128. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to Roy C. 
Lammers; 

H. R. 5134. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 

H. R. 5144. An act to establish a national 
air museum, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; 

H. R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of 
Sarah McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. 
McAfee; 

H. R.5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; 

H. R. 5469. An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5527. An act for the relief of Dimi- 
trios Karamouzis (known as James C. Kara- 
mouzis or James C. Kar); 

H. R. 5552. An act relating to the sale by 
the United States of surplus vessels suitable 
for fishing; 

H. R. 5560. An act to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Wilford 
B, Brown; 

H. R. 5626. An act to authorize the Vet- 
erans’ Administration to appoint and employ 
retired officers without affecting their retired 
status, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; 

H. R. 5848, An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
Bros.; 

H. R. 6161. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, a 
minor; 

H. R. 6165. An act to provide for the prepa- 
ration of a membership roll of the Indians 
of the Yakima Reservation, Wash., and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; 

H.R. 6381, An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; 

H.R. 6455. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide books for the adult blind”; 

H. R. 6721. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to accept gifts and bequests 
for the benefit of the library of the Post 
Office Department. 

H. R. 6828. An act to provide for continu- 
ance of the farm labor supply program up to 
and including June 30, 1947; 

H. R. 7087. An act to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes; 
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H. R. 7046. An act to revive and reenact 
the act entitled “An act granting the consent 
of Congress to the State Highway Commis- 
sion, Commonwealth of Kentucky, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Cumberland River at or near 
Burkesville, Cumberland County, Ky.” ap- 
proved May 18, 1928; 

H. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution designating 
November 19, 1946, the anniversary of Lin- 
coln's Gettysburg Address, as Dedication 
Day; and 

H. J. Res. 390. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—PROCEED- 
INGS SUBSEQUENT TO ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER, pursuant to the au- 
thority conferred upon him by House 
Resolution 645, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
and the order of the House of August 2, 
1946, empowering him to appoint com- 
missions and committees authorized by 
Jaw or by the House did on August 6, 
1946, appoint as members of the Special 
Committee to Investigate Campaign Ex- 
penditures, the following Members of the 
House: Mr. O’Neat, chairman; Mr. 
PRIEST; Mr. Focarty; Mr. ALLEN of Illi- 
nois; Mr. CURTIS. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE AFTER 
SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 


A message from the Senate, received 
by the Clerk of the House on August 
3, 1946, after the sine die adjournment 
of Congress, announced that the Senate 
had passed, without amendment, bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 2893. An act to amend the act of 
February 15, 1929; 

H. R. 3058. An act to authorize the use 
of certain lands of the United States for 
flowage in connection with providing addi- 
tional storage space in the Pensacola Res- 
ervoir of the Grand River Dam project in 
Oklahoma, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4362. An act to abolish the Parker 
River National Wildlife Refuge in Essex 
County, Mass., to authorize and direct the 
restoration to the former owners of the land 
comprising such refuge, and for other 

es; 

H. R. 4769. An act to amend section 5 of 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to collect and publish 
statistics of the grade and staple length of 
cotton”; 

H. R. 4844. An act to place Chinese wives 
of American citizens on a nonquota basis; 

H. R. 5527. An act for the relief of Dimi- 
trios Karamouzis (known as James C. Kara- 
mouzis or James C. Kar); 

H. R. 5552. An act relating to the sale by 
the United States of surplus vessels suitable 
for fishing; 

H. R. 6165. An act to provide for the prep- 
aration of a membership roll of the Indians 
of the Yakima Reservation, Wash., and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 6721. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to accept gifts and bequests 
for the benefit of the library of the Post 
Office Department; and 

H. R. 6828. An act to provide for continu- 
ance of the farm-labor-supply program up 
to and including June 30, 1947. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRE- 


SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT AFTER 
SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the 
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported 
that that committee did on August 5, 
1946, present to the President, for his 
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approval, bills of the House of the follow- 
ing titles: 


H. R. 228. An act for the relief of Robert 
June; 

H. R. 341. An act relating to the status of 
Keetoowah Indians of the Cherokee Nation in 
Oklahoma, and for other purposes, and au- 
thorizing conveyance of the Seger Indian 
School to Colony Union Graded School Dis- 
trict No. 1, Colony, Okla.; 

H. R. 386. An act to amend the law relating 
to the authority of certain employees of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service to 
make arrests without warrant in certain cases 
and to search vehicles within certain areas; 

H. R. 783. An act for the relief of Karl E. 
Bond; 

H. R. 935. An act for the relief of Andreas 
Andersen; 

H. R. 957. An act for the relief of Margaret 
Dunn; 

H. R. 1357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, de- 
ceased; ; 

H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Ray- 
mond Crosby; _ 

H.R.1751. An act to authorize the course 
of instruction at the United States Merchant 
Marine Academy to be given to not exceeding 
12 persons at a time from the American Re- 
publics, other than the United States; 

H. R.2093. An act for the relief of J. P. Kerr 
and Robert P. Kerr; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Wesley 
A. Mangelsdorf; 

H. R. 2586. An act to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands situated within the State of 
Washington, for business and other purposes; 

H. R. 2736. An act for the relief of Norman 
Abbott; 

H. R. 2851. An act to provide for investi- 
gating the matter of the establishment of & 
national park in the old part of the city of 
Philadelphia, for the purpose of conserving 
the historical objects and buildings therein; 

H. R. 2893. An act to amend the act of Feb- 
ruary 15, 1929; 

H. R. 3058. An act to authorize the use of 
certain lands of the United States for flowage 
in connection with providing additional stor- 
age space in the Pensacola Reservoir of the 
Grand River Dam project in Oklahoma, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R. 3210. An act for the relief of Clyde O. 
Payne; 

H. R. 3619. An act for the relief of Harry D. 
Koons; : 


H. R.3703. An act for the relief of the city 


and county of San Francisco; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Tucker and Emma N. Tucker; 

H. R. 4362. An act to abolish the Parker 
River National Wildlife Refuge in Essex Coun- 
ty, Mass., to authorize and direct the resto- 
ration to the former owners of the land com- 
prising such refuge, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4769, An act to amend section 5 of 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to collect and publish 
statistics of the grade and staple length of 
cotton”; 

H. R. 4374. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., a minor; 

H. R. 4844. An act to place Chinese wives 
of American citizens on a nonquota basis; 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Materials 
Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Brown; 

H. R. 5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5031. An act for the rellef of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine; 
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H. R. 5093. An act for the relief of Albert 
Whilden; 

H. R. 5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5128. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to Roy C. 
Lammers; 

H. R. 5184. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 

H. R. 5144. An act to establish a national 
air museum, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 
Elder; 

H. R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of Sarah 
McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. McAfee; 

H.R. 5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; ` 

H. R. 5469. An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5527. An act for the relief of Dimitrios 
Karamouzis (known as James C. Karamouzis 
or James C. Kar); 

H. R. 5552. An act relating to the sale by 
the United States of surplus vessels suitable 
for fishing; 

H. R. 5560. An act to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Wilford 
B. Brown; 

H. R. 5626. An act to authorize the Vet- 
erans’ Administration to appoint and employ 
retired officers without affecting their re- 
tired status, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; 

H. R. 5848. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
Bros.; 

H. R. 6161. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, 
a minor; 

H. R. 6165. An act to provide for the prepa- 
ration of a membership roll of the Indians of 
the Yakima Reservation, Wash., and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bed- 
dingfield; 

H. R. 6381. An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; 

H.R. 6455. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide books for the adult 
blind”; 

H. R. 6721. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to accept gifts and bequests 
for the benefit of the library of the Post 
Office Department; 

H. R. 6828. An act to provide for continu- 
ance of the farm-labor supply program up to 
and including June 30, 1947; 

H. R. 7037. An act to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7046. An act to revive and reenact the 
act entitled “An act granting the consent 
of Congress to the State Highway Commis- 
sion, Commonwealth of Kentucky, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Cumberland River at or near 
Burkesville, Cumberland County, Ky.,” ap- 
proved May 18, 1928; 

H. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution, designating 
November 19, 1946 the anniversary of Lin- 
coln's Gettysburg Address, as Dedication Day; 
and 

H. J. Res. 390. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes, 
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APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TIONS AFTER SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 


A message from the President, re- 
ceived subsequent to the sine die ad- 
journment of Congress, announced that 
the President had, on the following 
dates, approved and signed bills and 
joint resolutions of the House of the 
following titles: 

On August 2, 1946: 

H. R. 6004. An act to provide authoriza- 
tion for the village of Cahokia, Ill., to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near Ca- 
hokia, Ill., and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 6406. An act authorizing the State of 
Texas, acting through the State Highway 
Commission of Texas, or the successors there- 
of, to acquire, construct, maintain, and op- 
erate a free bridge across the Rio Grande at 
or near Del Rio, Tex. 

On August 7, 1946: 

H. R. 386. Ar act to amend the law relat- 
ing to the authority of certain employees of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
to make arrests without warrant in certain 
cases and to search vehicles within certain 
areas; 

H. R. 434. An act to provide for the ex- 
peditious naturalization of former citizens 
of the United States who have lost United 
States citizenship through voting in a po- 
litical election in a country not at war with 
the United States during the Second World 


War; 

H. R. 935. An act for the relief of Andreas 
Andersen; 

H. R. 1070. An act for the relief of Elmer C. 
Hadlen; 

H. R. 1351. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Estelle Daniel Boyle, deceased, and 
E. B. Rosegarten; 

H. R. 1402. An act for the relief of certain 
Basque aliens; 

H. R. 1459. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. J. W. Williams, Jr.; 

H. R. 1631. An act for the relief of William 
Tolar Smith; 

H. R. 1887. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Leroy A. Robbins; 

H. R. 2091. An act for the relief of Joseph 
E. Bennett; 

H. R. 2222. An act for the relief of J. L, 
Harris; 

H. R. 2377. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the 
one hundredth anniversary of the admission 
of Iowa into the Union as a State; 

H. R. 2485. An act for the relief of Moses 
Tennenbaum; 

H. R. 2504. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; 

H. R. 2663. An act for the relief of W. C. 
Jones, Myrtle M. Jones, and W. W. Tilghman; 

H. R. 3099. An act for the relief of Coy C. 
Brown; 

H.R. 3197. An act for the relief of William 
F. Patchell, Jr.; 

H. R. 3209. An act for the relief of Edward 
A. Mason; 

H. R.3210. An act for the relief of Clyde 
O. Payne; 

H. R.3361. An act to amend paragraph (1) 
of section 73 of the Hawaiian Organic Act, as 
amended; 

H. R. 3593. An act relating to the disposi- 
tion of public lands of the United States sit- 
uated in the State of Oklahoma, between the 
Cimarron base line and the north boundary 
of the State of Texas; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of the city 
and county of San Francisco; 

H. R. 3748. An act to amend an act entitled 
“An act to provide for the recognition of the 
services of the civilian officials and employees, 
citizens of the United States, engaged in and 
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about the construction of the Panama 
Canal” approved May 29, 1944; 

H. R. 3833. An act for the relief of Viola 
McKinney; 

H. R.3855. An act for the relief of Martin 
A. Tucker and Emma M. Tucker; 

H. R. 3944. An act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to award a special 
medal to General of the Armies of the United 
States John J. Pershing; 

H. R. 4080. An act to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Patents to designate examiners 
to serve temporarily as examiners in chief; 

H. R. 4114. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell certain land of 
Alice Scott White on the Crow Indian Reser- 
vation, Mont.; 

H. R. 4190. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. 
to construct, maintain, and operate a rail- 
Toad bridge across the Allegheny River at or 
near Warren, Pa.; 

H. R. 4841. An act for the relief of James 
B. McGoldrick; t 

H. R. 4374. An act for the relief of the 
legal guardian of Rudolph K. Bartels, Jr., 
a minor; 

H. R. 4375. An act for the relief of Charles 
Martin; 

H. R. 4466. An act for the relief of Francis 
T. Lillie and Lois E. Lillie; 

H. R. 4608. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary D. Johnson; 

H. R. 4686. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Harry Wright; 

H. R. 4924. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Brown; 

H. R. 4947. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Guenther; 

H. R. 5093. An act for the relief of Albert 
Whilden; 

H. R. 5128. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to Roy C. 

ers; 

H. R. 5148. An act to provide for the pay- 
ment of pension or other benefits withheld 
from persons for the period they were resid- 
ing in countries occupied by the enemy forces 
during World War II: 

H. R. 5198. An act for the relief of Mar- 
jorie B. Marable; 

H. R. 5261. An act for the relief of David 
Weiss; 

H. R. 5278. An act to legalize the admis- 
sion to the United States of Virginia Harris 
Casardi: 

H. R. 5368. 
Magruder; 

H. R. 5372. 
Wolfington; 

H. R. 5414. 
Gorak; 

H. R. 5469. An act for the relief of Bertha 
Lillian Robbins and Charles Robbins; 

H. R. 5537. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania to construct, maintain, and operate & 
free highway bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at a point between the borough of 
Plymouth, in Plymouth Township, and Han- 
over Township, in the county of Luzerne, 
and in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Wil- 
ford B. Brown; 

H. R. 5756. An act for the retirement of 
public-school teachers in the District of 
Columbia; 

H. R. 5847. An act for the relief of Watson 
Airfotos, Inc.; 

H. R. 5849. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace A. Phillips; 

H. R. 5851. An act for the relief of. Sec- 
ond Lt. Francis W. Anderson; 

H. R. 5874. An act for the relief of Joseph 


H. R. 5928. An act to name the bridge lo- 
cated on New Hampshire Avenue, Washing- 
ton, D. C., over the Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
road tracks “The Charles A. Langley Bridge”; 

H. R. 5970. An act to permit the members 
and stockholders of charitable, educational, 


An act for the relief of W. G. 
An act for the relief of Jessie 
An act for the relief of Marie 
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and religious associations incorporated in the 
District of Columbia to vote by proxy or by 
mail; 

H. R. 6057. An act to amend the act of July 
11, 1919 (41 Stat. 132), relating to the inter- 
change of property between the Army and 
the Navy, so as to include the Coast Guard 
within its provision; 

H. R. 6148. An act to exempt certain vessels 
from filing passenger lists: 

H. R. 6161. An act for the relief of the legal 
guardian of Samuel Roscoe Thompson, a 
minor; 

H. R. 6223. An act to authorize the high- 
way departments of the States of Kentucky 
and West Virginia to construct, maintain, 
and operate a free highway bridge across the 
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near 
Williamson, W. Va.; 

H. R. 6231. An act for the relief of Frank A. 
Gorman; 

H.R. 6248. An act for the relief of Capital 
Office Equipment Co.: 

H.R. 6255. An act for the relief of Thomas 
A. Beddingfleld, and his wife, Opal May 
Beddingfield; 

H. R. 6307. An act for the relief of Fran- 
cesco D’Emilio; 

H. R. 6381. An act for the relief of Thomas 
L. Brett; 

H. R. 6399. An act for the relief of Caesar 
Henry; 

H. R. 6408. An act to authorize the War 
Shipping Administration and the Maritime 
Commission to make available certain sur- 
plus property to certain maritime academies; 

H. R. 6423. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ivan B, Hofman; 

H. R. 6488. An act to amend the act to 
provide for the issuance of devices in recog- 
nition of the services of merchant sailors; 

H. R. 6528. An act to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington; 

H. R. 6593. An act for the relief of Milton A. 
Johnson, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6610. An act to waive certain restric- 
tions of the Hawaiian Organic Act, relating 
to land exchanges, for the acquisition of 
certain lands at Hilo, T. H.; 

H. R. 6629. An act to provide basic author- 
ity for the performance of certain functions 
and activities of the National Park Service; 

H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of certain 
postmasters; 

H. R. 6702. An act to clarify the rights of 
former owners of real property to reacquire 
such property under the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944; 

H. R. 6836. An act to establish and provide 
for the maintenance and operation of a Vet- 
erans’ Canteen Service in the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6859. An act to amend section 121 of 
the act entitled “An act to establish a code 
of law for the District of Columbia,” ap- 
proved March 3, 1901, as amended, to author- 
ize the appointment of three additional 
deputies for the register of wills; 

H. R. 6899. An act to authorize the Indiana 
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge, or a free 
bridge, across the Ohio River at or near 
Lawrenceburg, Dearborn County, Ind.; 

H. R. 6900. An act to grant increased sery- 
ice pensions in certain Spanish-American 
War cases not included in recent legislation 
providing increases to other Spanish-Ameri- 
can War veterans and their dependents, and 


for other purposes; 


H.R. 6953. An act authorizing the city of 
East St. Louis, Ill., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near 
a point between Delmar Boulevard and Cole 
Street in the city of St. Louis. Mo., and a 
point opposite thereto in the city of East St. 
Louis, III.; 

H. R. 7030. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
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vania to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Allegheny River, be- 
tween a point in or near the Borough of 
Tarentum, in the county of Allegheny, and a 
point near the boundary of the city of New 
Kensington and Lower Burrel Township in 
Westmoreland County in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania; 

H. R. 7039. An act to further amend sec- 
tion 304 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as 
amended, so as to grant certain benefits to 
naval personnel engaged in training duty 
prior to official termination of World War II: 

H. R. 7046. An act to revive and reenact the 
act entitled “An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the State Highway Commission, 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the 
Cumberland River, Ky.,” approved May 18, 
1928; 

H.R.7109. An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law No. 516 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, approved July 16, 1946; 

H. R.7126. An act to amend section 2 of 
the act of July 16, 1946 (Public Law 514, 79th 
Cong.), relating to the establishment and op- 
eration in the District of Columbia of 
nurseries and nursery schools, so as to per- 
mit payment of compensation for services 
rendered after June 30, 1946, and prior to 
the enactment of such act; 

H. J. Res. 35. Joint resolution designating 
November 19, 1946, the anniversary of Lin- 
coln’s Gettysburg Address, as Dedication 
Day; 

H. J. Res. 370. Joint resolution granting 
certain property to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and relinquishing jurisdiction 
therein; and 

H. J. Res. 387. Joint resolution granting 
permission to Thomas Parran, Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Public Health Service; Rolla E, 
Dyer, Assistant Surgeon General, Public 
Health Service; Howard F, Smith, Assistant 
Surgeon General, Public Health Service; 
Herbert F. Spencer, medical director, Public 
Health Service; Vance B. Murray, medical 
director, Public Health Service; and Gilbert 
L. Dunnahoo, medical director, Public Health 
Service, to accept and wear certain decora- 
tions bestowed upon them by France, Cuba, 
Mexico, Chile, Finland, and Luang-Prabang- 

On August 8, 1946: 

H.R. 228. An act for the relief of Robert 
June; 

H. R. 1002. An act for the relief of Marvin 
Sachwitz; 

H. R. 1357. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, de- 
ceased; 

H. R. 1497. An act to amend subsection 9 
(a) of the act entitled “An act to prevent 
pernicious political activities,” approved 
August 2, 1939, as amended; 

H. R. 1519. An act relating to marine in- 
surance in the case of certain employees of 
the War Department who suffered death, 
injury, or other casualty prior to April 23, 
1943, as a result of marine risks; 

H. R. 1633. An act for the relief of Raymond 
Crosby; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs, Conrad Newman; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Wesley 
A. Mangelsdorf; 

H. R.2523. An act to provide for lump- 
sum payment of compensation for accumu- 
lated annual leave and current accumu- 
lated leave to certain officers and employees, 
and authorizing the appropriation of funds 
for that purpose; 

H. R. 2716. An act to provide for health 
programs for Government employees; 

H. R. 2850. An act for the relief of Felix 
Napiorkowsk!; 

H. R.3619. An act for the relief of Harry 
D. Koons; 

H. R. 3908. An act to provide increased pen- 
sions to members of the Regular Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who become 
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disabled by reason of their service therein 
during other than a period of war; 

H. R. 3973. An act to amend the act enti- 
tled “An act to provide reemployment rights 
for persons who leave their positions to serve 
in the merchant marine, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 23, 1943 (57 Stat. 162), 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4386. An act to facilitate and sim- 
plify the administration of Indian affairs; 

H. R. 4406. An act for the relief of Loyal 
F. Willis; 

H. R. 4410. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia to make regu- 
lations to prevent and control the spread 
of communicable and preventable diseases,” 
approved August 11, 1939; 

H. R. 4718. An act to amend the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide annuities for certain 
officers and employees who have rendered 
at least 25 years of service; 

H. R. 4720. An act to amend the act of 
December 7, 1944, relating to certain over- 
time compensation of civilian employees of 
the United States; 

H. R. 4769. An act to amend section 5 of 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to collect and publish 
statistics of the grade and staple length of 
cotton”; 

H. R. 5031. An act for the relief of Ernest 
C. Heine and Harriet W. Heine; 

H. R. 5050. An act for the relief of Minnie 
P. Shorey; 

H. R. 5134. An act for the relief of Clarence 
W. Ohm; 

H. R. 5166. An act for the relief of Raphael 
Elder, 

H. R. 5223. An act to extend temporarily 
the time for filing applications for patents, 
for taking action in the United States Patent 
Office with respect thereto, for preventing 
proof of acts abroad with respect to the 
making of an invention, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 5287. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecile W. McAfee, the legal guardian of 
Sarah McAfee, a minor, and Haven H. Mc- 
Afee; 

H. R. 5288. An act for the relief of Warren 
M. Miller; 

H.R, 5463. An act for the relief of Hiram 
H. Wilson; 

H. R. 5527. An act for the relief of Dimi- 
trios Karamouzis (known as James C. Kara- 
mouzis or James C. Kar); 

H. R. 5725. An act for the relief of Sadie 
Frey and the estate of Marie Hviding; 

H. R. 5848. An act fòr the relief of Mrs. 
Millicent Moore; 

H. R. 5932. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the town of Ipswich, in the State 
of Massachusetts, of lighthouse property at 
Castle Neck, for public use; 

H. R. 6030. An act to amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, so as to 
improve international collaboration with re- 
spect to meteorology; 

H. R. 6141. An act to provide funds for 
cooperation with the school board of Hunter 
School District for the construction and 
equipment of a new school building in the 
town of Hunter, Sawyer County, Wisconsin, 
to be available to both Indian and non- 
Indian children; 

H. R. 6263. An act to amend the act of 
June 23, 1943, so as to authorize inclusion 
of periods of education and training in an 
Army Transportation Corps civilian marine 
school as “service in the merchant marine”; 

H.R. 6298. An act to protect and facilitate 
the use of national-forest lands in township 
2 north, range 18 west, Ohio River survey, 
township of Elizabeth, county of Lawrence, 
State of Ohio, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6455. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to provide books for the adult 
blind”; 
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H. R. 6721. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to accept gifts and bequests 
for the benefit of the library of the Post Office 
Department; 

H. R.6811. An act relating to veterans’ 
pension, compensation, or retirement pay 
during hospitalization, institutional or 
domiciliary care, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6817. An act to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional commissioned offi- 
cers in the Regular Army, and for other 

urposes; 

H. R. 6890. An act to amend the First War 
Powers Act, 1941; 

H. R.6896. An act to grant to the city of 
Miles City, State of Montana, certain land in 
Custer County, Montana, for industrial and 
recreational purposes and as a museum site; 

H. R. 6918. An act to provide emergency re- 
lief for the victims of the seismic waves 
which struck the Territory of Hawaii, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 7020. An act to provide for the ac- 
quisition by exchange of non-Federal prop- 
erty within the Glacier National Park; 

H. J. Res. 366. Joint resolution authorizing 
and directing the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior to investigate and eradicate the 
predatory sea lampreys of the Great Lakes; 
and 


H. J. Res. 390. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year 
1947, and for other purposes. 

On August 9, 1946: 

H. R. 783. An act for the relief of Karl E. 
Bond; 

H. R. 1751. An act to authorize the course 
of instruction at the United States Merchant 
Marine Academy to be given to not exceeding 
12 persons at a time from the American Re- 
publics, other than the United States; 

H. R. 1860. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a duplicate of 
Porterfield scrip certificate No. 53 to the 
Muskegon Trust Co., Muskegon, Mich., as 
trustee of the John Torrent trust; 

H. R. 2093. An act for the relief of J. P. 
Kerr and Robert P. Kerr; 

H. R. 2586. An act to authorize the leasing 
of Indian lands situated within the State of 
Washington for business and other purposes; 

H. R. 2851. An act to provide for investi- 
gating the matter of the establishment of a 
national park in the old part of the city of 
Philadelphia for the purpose of conserving 
the historical objects and buildings therein; 

H. R. 2893. An act to amend the act of 
February 15, 1929; 

H. R. 3058. An act to authorize the use of 


- certain lands of the United States for flow- 


age in connection with providing additional 
storage space in the Pensacola Reservoir of 
the Grand River Dam project in Oklahoma, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4051. An act to grant to personnel of 
the armed forces equal treatment in the 
matter of leave, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4844. An act to place Chinese wives 
of American citizens on a nonquota basis; 

H. R. 4860. An act for the relief of Mate- 
rials Handling Machinery Co., Inc.; 

H. R. 5380. An act to provide for the con- 
ferring of the degree of the bachelor of sci- 
ence upon the graduates of the United States 
Merchant Marine Academy; 

H. R. 6012. An act for the relief of Lippert 
Bros.; 

H. R. 6023. An act providing for the con- 
veyance to the city of Atlantic City, in the 
State of New Jersey, of lighthouse property 
at Atlantic City, for public use; 

H. R. 6165. An act for the preparation of a 
membership roll of the Indians of the Yak- 
ima Reservation, Wash., and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 6828. An act to provide for continu- 
ance of the farm labor supply program up to 
and including June 30, 1947; and 
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H. R. 7004. An act to revise the boundaries 
of Wind Cave National Park in the State of 
South Dakota, and for other purposes. 

On August 10, 1946: 

H. R. 341. An act relating to the status of 
Keetoowah Indians of the Cherokee Nation 
in Oklahoma, and for other purposes, and 
authorizing conveyance of the Seger Indian 
School to the Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians 
of Oklahoma; 

H. R. 3742. An act for the relief of Burgess 
C. Moore, as administrator of the estate of 
Lela May Tomlinson, deceased, and as legal 
guardian of Kay Tomlinson and Larry Max 
Tomlinson, minors; 

H.R, 4842. An act to amend the act of 
April 29, 1943, so as to afford a preference for 
veterans in acquiring certain vessels; 

H. R. 5552. An act relating to the sale by 
the United States of surplus vessels suitable 
for fishing; 

H. R. 5626. An act to authorize the Veter- 
ans’ Administration to appoint and employ 
retired officers without affecting their retired 
status, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7037. An act to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
and for other purposes. 

On August 12, 1946: 

H. R. 5125. An act to establish the Castle 
Clinton National Monument, in the city of 
New York, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 5144. An act to establish a national 
air museum, and for other purposes. 

On August 13, 1946: 

H. R. 2033. An act authorizing Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores 
of publicly owned property; 

H. R. 4497, An act to create an Indian 
Claims Commission, to provide for the pow- 
ers, duties, and function thereof, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4562. An act to insure the preserva- 
tion of technical and economic records of 
domestic sources of ores of metals and min- 
erals; and 

H. R. 6967, An act to improve, strengthen, 
and expand the Foreign Service of the United 
States and to consolidate and revise the laws 
relating to its administration, 

On August 14, 1946: 

H. R. 5560. An act to fix the rate of postage 
on domestic air mail, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5991. An act to simplify and improve 
credit services to farmers and promote farm 
ownership by abolishing certain agricultural 
lending agencies and functions, by transfer- 
ring assets to the Farmers’ Home Corpora- 
tion, by enlarging the powers of the Farmers’ 
Home Corporation, by authorizing Govern- 
ment insurance of loans to farmers, by creat- 
ing preferences for loans and insured mort- 
gages to enable veterans to acquire farms, 
by providing additional specific authority 
and directions with respect to the liquida- 
tion of resettlement projects and rural re- 
habilitation projects for resettlement pur- 
poses, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6097. An act to amend the act of 
March 10, 1934, entitled “An act to promote 
the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game, 
and for other purposes”; and 

H. R. 6932. An act to provide for further 
research into basic laws and principles re- 
lating to agriculture and to improve and 
facilitate the marketing and distribution of 
agricultural products: 


DISAPPROVAL OF BILLS AFTER SINE DIE 
ADJOURNMENT 


The message also announced that the 
President had vetoed the following bills 
of the House on the dates indicated: 

SOUTHEASTERN SAND & GRAVEL CO, 

H. R. 6536. I withhold my approval of 
the bill H. R. 6536, “For the relief of 
Southeastern Sand & Gravel Co.” 
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The bill provides for the payment of 
the sum of $10,631.12 by the Federal 
Works Administrator to the Southeast- 
ern Sand & Gravel Co., or its assignee, 
in full satisfaction of all claims of the 
Southern Bitumen Co., the Southeastern 
Sand & Gravel Co. and Roberts Blount, 
arising out of the construction of an out- 
fall sewer in the city of Anniston, Ala., 
under a Federal Works Agency project 
No. Ala. 1-160 (F). 

It appears that in 1942 the Southern 
Bitumen Co. contracted with the United 
States through the Federal Works 
Agency to build an outfall sewer in the 
city of Anniston, Ala., a project which 
was considered essential to the war effort 
by reason of war activities located in that 
area. The Southern Bitumen Co. en- 
countered unforeseen construction diffi- 
culties and defaulted on the contract. 
Roberts Blount, a guarantor on the con- 
tract, arranged for the completion of the 
project by the Southeastern Sand & 
Gravel Co. The construction was com- 
pleted in 1943. The Federal Works 
Agency withheld $13,685 from the con- 
tract price of $267,387.59, on account of 
liquidated damages for delay in comple- 
tion and on account of an alleged defect 
in workmanship resulting in water seep- 
age into the sewer main, which defect 
has since proved in actual use to be of no 
material consequence. 

By agreement dated December 30, 
1944, between the Southern Bitumen Co., 
Roberts Blount, and the Southeastern 
Sand & Gravel Co., the latter company 
became the assignee of the Southern 
Bitumen Co., for all recoveries and re- 
funds which might be due or arise in 
connection with the project. There- 
after, Private Law 27 (79th Cong.), ap- 
proved April 16, 1945, directed the Fed- 
eral Works Agency to relieve the con- 
tractor, Southern Bitumen Co., of all 
claims of the Federal Works Agency, 
amounting to $13,500 covering liquidated 
damages for delays due to “labor short- 
ages, low priorities, failure to obtain 
rights-of-way, and exceptional inclem- 
ent weather conditions.” The claim was 
then forwarded to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral for settlement and payment in ac- 
cordance with the private law. However, 
certain tax indebtedness of the Southern 
Bitumen Co. to the United States was set 
off against the $13,500, leaving a net bal- 
ance of only $3,053.88 which was sent to 
the Southern Bitumen Co. and ulti- 
mately to the Southeastern Sand & 
Gravel Co. as assignee under the afore- 
mentioned agreement. The purpose of 
the instant bill evidently is to compen- 
sate the Southeastern Sand & Gravel 
Co. for the difference between the liqui- 
dated damages, $13,685, originally with- 
held by the Federal Works Agency on the 
contract price, and the $3,053.88 which 
the Southeastern Sand & Gravel Co. 
received as a consequence of the private 
law. This difference amounts to $10,- 
631.12, the identical sum payable under 
the instant bill. 

It appears that the Government, by 
paying the $3,053.88 and erasing the tax 
indebtedness of the Southern Bitumen 
Co., has fully discharged its obligations 
under the construction contract. Should 
this bill be approved, the Government 
would be paying twice for a portion of 
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what it received. While it is to be re- 
gretted that the Southeastern Sand & 
Gravel Co., because of the tax liability of 
its assignor, the Southern Bitumen Co., 
did not receive the full relief which Pri- 
vate Law 27 would have otherwise pro- 
vided, there seems to be no legal or moral 
reason on the part of the United States 
to correct this misfortune. Any remedy 
which the Southeastern Sand & Gravel 
Co. may have would appear to be a mat- 
ter between it and its assignor. 

Accordingly, I am constrained to with- 
hold my approval of the bill. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE House, August 8, 1946. 


MARGARET DUNN 


H. R. 957. I am withholding my ap- 
proval of the bill, H. R. 957, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, “An act for the relief 
of Margaret Dunn.“ 

The purpose of this bill is to grant a 
pension to the daughter of a Civil War 
veteran, in addition to a monthly pen- 
sion of $20 which she has been receiving 
under a special act of Congress since 
1929, for a period prior to that date, to 
which she has been found ineligible un- 
der general pension laws. 

For some years enactment of special 
legislation to individual veterans or their 
dependents who are ineligible for pen- 
sion under general laws has been dis- 
couraged, and Congress has undertaken 
to eliminate inequalities and inequities 
in public pension laws by amendatory 
legislation applicable to all persons un- 
der identical circumstances. This bill 
constitutes an exception to this policy. 
A comprehensive report on the facts by 
the Veterans’ Administration indicates 
that there are no circumstances which 
would warrant exceptional treatment in 
this case, 

Enactment of the measure would dis- 
criminate against numbers of persons, 
similarly situated who have an equal 
right to seek gratuitous benefits from 
the Government. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE HOUSE, August 8, 1946. 


EDWARD PITTWOOD 


H. R. 1570. I withhold my approval of 
the bill H. R. 1570, for the relief of Ed- 
ward Pittwood. 

The bill would confer jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of Washington to hear, 
determine, and render judgment on the 
claim of Dr. Edward Pittwood, of Spo- 
kane, Wash., to recover damages for the 
loss of rent, depreciation, and loss of 
his warehouse property in Spokane, 
Wash., by action of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. 

It appears that in 1890 Dr, Pittwood 
bought a lot from the land comprising 
the right of way of the Northern Pa- 
cific Railway Co. in Spokane, Wash. In 
1907 he built a warehouse on this lot for 
the purpose of renting it to the public. 
In 1917 Dr. Pittwood remodeled his 
building into a modern fireproof ware- 
house. Dr. Pittwood claims that ware- 
house properties owned by the Northern 
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Pacific Railway Co. were leased at such 
low rentals that he could not compete 
with the lessees and as a result was un- 
able to rent his building profitably and 
finally lost it through judicial sale. 

At one time Dr. Pittwood instituted a 
proceeding before the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to recover damages 
from the railway company for deprecia- 
tion of the rental value of his warehouse 
as a result of this condition, but it was 
held by the Commission that because he 
was not a shipper he was not being dis- 
criminated against within the meaning 
of the statute (51 I. C. C. 535). Upon 
further complaint from Dr. Pittwood, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission made 
a general investigation of such ware- 
house leases in Spokane and rendered a 
decision in October 1922 declaring that 
it had no authority to prescribe the terms 
under which carriers may lease their 
lands to shippers. In 1924 the Commis- 
sion again made investigations to ascer- 
tain if the warehouse rental conditions 
in Spokane would warrant legal proceed- 
ings. The Commission referred the re- 
port of its investigation to the Depart- 
ment of Justice on October 18, 1924, 
without recommendation, 

As a result of this last mentioned in- 
vestigation, the grand jury at Spokane 
returned an indictment against the 
Northern Pacific Railway Co., charging 
concessions to certain shippers in viola- 
tion of section 1 of the Elkins Act. The 
Government also filed a civil action 
against the railway company seeking to 
enjoin the operation of the leases on the 
ground that the railway company was 
thereby committing discriminations in 
violation of section 3 of the Elkins Act. 
It was agreed that trial of the criminal 
case should await the outcome of the civil 
suit. After protracted litigation the civil 
action was dismissed without prejudice 
to the right of the Government to insti- 
tute new proceedings if warranted after 
impending readjustment of the terms of 
the leases. The court held that in view 
of the situation as it then existed, the 
question of the reasonableness of the 
rentals was only academic. The leases 
were subsequently readjusted by increas- 
ing the rents in some instances and re- 
ducing them in others and the indictment 
against the railway company was dis- 
missed. 

Dr. Pittwood now bases his claim for 
relief upon the alleged failure of the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission prompt- 
ly to enforce the law. He claims that if 
the Government had forced the railway 
company to charge reasonable rentals 
for their warehousing properties, he 
could have remained in business in com- 
petition with warehousemen who were 
lessees of the railway company and could 
have saved his property. He claims 
losses aggregating upward of a half a 
million dollars. 

There is no legal liability upon the part 
of the Government to compensate Dr, 
Pittwood for his losses, and there like- 
wise appears to be no moral obligation 
to recognize this claim. Dr. Pittwood’s 
losses appear to have been suffered more 
as the result of an improvident invest- 
ment and subsequent mismanagement of 
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his business. Assuming, without admit- 
ting, that agencies of the Government 
did fail immediately to terminate the 
condition which is alleged to have caused 
Dr. Pittwood’s losses, when it was first 
called to their attention, it would create 
a most undesirable precedent to recog- 
nize a right of judicial review of the 
reasonableness of the dispatch with 
which a particular administrative 
agency acted upon a complaint received 
by it. 

Accordingly, I am constrained to with- 
hold my approval of the bill. 

; Harry S. TRUMAN. 
TRE WHITE House, August 8, 1946. 


NORMAN ABBOTT 


H. R. 2736. I have today withheld my 
approval of the bill H. R. 2736 for the 
relief of Norman Abbott. 

It is the purpose of the bill to pay the 
sum of $10,000 to Norman Abbott, of Bal- 
timore, Md., in settlement of his claims 
against the United States by reason of 
personal injuries, and medical and hos- 
pital expenses incurred, and loss of earn- 
ings sustained as a result of having been 
struck by a Coast Guard vehicle on 
March 26, 1944, while standing at a 
street intersection in Baltimore, Md. 

It appears that on the date in question 
a Coast Guard vehicle, operated by an 
enlisted man on official business, was 
proceeding in a westerly direction on one 
of the streets in Baltimore, Md., and was 
approaching a street intersection; that 
at a distance of approximately 80 feet 
before reaching the intersection the 
Coast Guard vehicle passed on the right 
side of a streetcar on the same street 
and moving in the same direction as the 
Coast Guard vehicle; that as the Coast 
Guard vehicle reached a point approxi- 
mately 5 or 10 feet from the intersection 
the driver suddenly noticed a group of 
three pedestrians standing alongside the 
streetcar tracks, waiting for the street- 
car; and that, although the driver of the 
vehicle applied his brakes and turned 
sharply to his right, the left front fender 
and headlight of the vehicle struck one 
of the pedestrians—the claimant. 

As a result of the accident, the claim- 
ant, who was 31 years of age at the time, 
sustained a laceration about 14% inches 
in length on the left of his forehead and 
a laceration about 3 inches in length in 
the left middle third of the thigh, with 
a third laceration about 1½ inches in 
diameter on his thigh, which was clas- 
sified by the examining physician as an 
abrasion. For the period November 30, 
1938, to January 9, 1942, Mr. Abbott was 
employed as a grocer-order fillér at $21 
a week. From the date of the accident 
until May 1945 he apparently was unem- 
ployed. Since May 1945 he has been 
working for his board and room at a dog 
farm. He was employed at a substantial 
wage in war work just prior to the acci- 
dent. While he is married and has a 
7-year- old child, apparently he and his 
wife are separated, his wife having re- 
turned to her mother’s home to live. 

Since the accident the claimant has 
been examined by a number of doctors, 
some of whom were attached to the Pub- 
lic Health Service, and finally by a doctor 
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of Johns Hopkins Hospital. The earlier 
examinations following the accident in- 
dicated that the injuries were superficial 
and that within a short time he had fully 
recovered from the physical injuries sus- 
tained. There was an indication that he 
had disability of his right ankle which 
medical evidence attributed to an attack 
of infantile paralysis when the claimant 
was 12 years of age. It was concluded, 
therefore, that he was suffering more 
from a mental than from a physical 
disability. The final examination of 
the claimant at the Johns Hopkins Hos- 
pital resulted in the conclusion that the 
patient’s condition was the result of sev- 
eral factors, namely (1) the patient’s 
own personality as reflected in his pre- 
vious difficulty in adjustment; (2) 
trauma incident to the accident; and (3) 
marital difficulties, which had been in 
operation before the accident, but which 
came to a decisive head several months 
later; and that it was not possible to 
evaluate the relative significance of 
these factors, insofar as his present in- 
capacity is concerned. The claimant 
has incurred medical and hospital ex- 
penses in the amount of $253.90. On the 
basis of his earnings of $4,607.42 for the 
year 1943, when he was engaged in war 
industries, he sustained a loss of earn- 
ings from the date of the accident 
through May 1945 of approximately 
$5,493.42, but there is considerable ques- 
tion as to whether the physical disabili- 
ties sustained by the claimant were re- 
sponsible for this wage loss. 

There appears to be no question but 
what the accident and resulting personal 
injuries sustained by the claimant were 
not caused by negligence on his part but 
were caused by the negligence of the 
Coast Guard driver in failing to main- 
tain a proper look-out for the pedestri- 
ans, including the claimant, who were 
preparing to board the streetcar. 

While, therefore, the claimant is en- 
titled to an appropriate measure of relief, 
the award of $10,000 proposed by the bill 
appears excessive. 

I would be glad to give my approval to 
a measure which would provide relief to 
the claimant commensurate with the in- 
juries and loss of earnings sustained and 
the expenses incurred due to this acci- 
dent. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, August 8, 1946. 


EASTERN CONTRACTING CO. 


H. R. 1088. I return herewith without 
my approval the bill H. R. 1088, for the 
relief of the Eastern Contracting Co. 

The measure proposes to authorize and 
direct payment to the Eastern Contract- 
ing Co. the sum of $86,545 in full settle- 
ment of all claims against the United 
States for damages occasioned by 
reason of delays caused by the United 
States Government in carrying out the 
terms of a contract entered into by the 
company and the United States Govern- 
ment on June 8, 1934, for the construc- 
tion of highway approaches to the 
Bourne Bridge, Cape Cod Canal, Bourne, 
Mass. 

It appears that on October 5, 1942, the 
Court of Claims found against the East- 
ern Contracting Co. in an action for 
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damages growing out of the delays set 
forth in this bill (97 Ct. Cls. 341). 
The court held that although the plain- 
tiff was damaged, it had failed to furnish 
evidence by which such damages could 
be measured. Motion for a new trial 
was overruled. 

It appears that the case was fairly 
tried in the Court of Claims and was de- 
cided against the claimant for failure to 
sustain the necessary burden of proof. 

During the first session of the present 
Congress, I withheld my approval from 
legislation (H. R. 2518), to confer juris- 
diction on the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of the Eastern Contracting 
Co. against the United States for dam- 
ages arising under the same contract. 
The pending measure, H. R. 1088, now 
proposes to authorize and direct an 
appropriation in favor of the claimant. 
I find no reason for receding from my 
previous position in regard to such legis- 
lation. Accordingly, I am withholding 
approval of the measure. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE Howse, August 9, 1946. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT NATIONAL PARK 


H. R. 4435. I have withheld my ap- 
proval from H. R. 4435, “To establish the 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park; to 
erect a monument in memory of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt in the village of Medora, 
N. Dak.; and for other purposes.” 

The area that would be established by 
this bill as the Theodore Roosevelt Na- 
tional Park does not possess those out- 
standing natural features or scenic qual- 
ities that would justify its establishment 
as a national park and has no direct 
historical association with Theodore 
Roosevelt. Neither the Maltese Cross 
ranch, in which President Roosevelt had 
an interest, nor the Elkhorn ranch, 
which he owned, are embraced within 
the proposed park area. The Maltese 
Cross ranch is situated some distance 
south of Medora, N. Dak., while the pro- 
posed national park area is situated 
north of Medora. The Elkhorn ranch is 
situated 35 miles north of Medora, and is 
a considerable distance from the pro- 
posed park. 

The land within the proposed national 
park area is now a part of the Theodore 
Roosevelt National Wildlife Refuge, and 
is best fitted for use as a wildlife protec- 
tion and management area. Prior to its 
inclusion within the refuge, it was a part 
of the Roosevelt recreational demonstra- 
tion area, which consisted of submarginal 
land acquired originally by the Resettle- 
ment Administration for recreational 
demonstration purposes. The area is 
largely of a badlands character, the for- 
mations being rounded, mostly dark red 
in color, and interspersed with grass- 
covered flats and plateaus. It is not of 
national park caliber. 

Existing or authorized national parks 
contain or relate to areas that possess 
scenic, scientific, or historic features of 
outstanding national significance. The 
same high standards should be main- 
tained whenever national parks are 
established in the future. I feel strongly, 
therefore, that to confer national park 
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status upon the area described in H. R. 
4435 would be an unwise departure from 
sound policy. If a national park is to be 
established in honor of Theodore Roose- 
velt, it should more fully measure up to 
the standards developed and maintained 
in the past for national parks. 

I may add, in this connection, that the 
bill contains a provision with respect to 
the determination of the validity of the 
title to the lands in question, which pro- 
vision I would have considered sufi- 
ciently objectionable to justify a disap- 
proval of the measure, entirely aside 
from the above indicated reasons for its 
disapproval. I refer to the provision for 
the determination, by the Secretary of 
the Interior instead of by the Attorney 
General, of the validity of the land titles 
in question. This duty of examining the 
titles of lands acquired by the Govern- 
ment has, for more than a century, been 
vested in the Attorney General with re- 
spect to the vast majority of acquisitions, 
and I perceive no reason to change this 
general practice which has proven satis- 
factory through the years. 

Accordingly, I am constrained to 
withhold approval from H. R. 4435. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE HOUSE, August 9, 1946. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1524. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Contract Settlement, transmitting the 
Eighth Quarterly Progress Report of the Of- 
fice of Contract Settlement, entitled “War 
Contract Terminations and Settlements” (H. 
Doc. No. 768); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary and ordered to be printed with 
illustrations. 

1525. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a pro- 
posed bill to relieve collectors of customs of 
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liability for failure to collect certain special 
tonnage duties and light money, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. COLMER: Special Committee on Post- 
war Economic Policy and Planning. House 
Resolution 60, Resolution authorizing the 
continuation of the Special Committee on 


Postwar Economic Policy and Planning; with- - 


out amendment (Rept. No. 2728). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, a report of 
committee was delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. COX: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 757. Resolution providing for 
the consideration of H. R. 3760, a bill for the 
relief of certain claimants who suffered 
losses and sustained damages as the result 
of the campaign carried out by the Federal 
Government for the eradication of the Medi- 
terranean fruitſiy in the State of Florida; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2727). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXTI, public bills 
and resolutions were introduced and sev- 
erally referred as follows: 


By Mr. LEWIS: 

H. R. 7234. A bill to equalize competitive 
opportunity in the markets of the United 
States for articles of American manufacture 
or production, and like or similar competitive 
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articles of foreign manufacture or produc- 
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
By Mr. REES of Kansas: 

H. R. 7235. A bill to prohibit certain activi- 
ties and certain employment by former com- 
missioned officers of the United States and 
former officers and employees of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAFOLLETTE:: 

H. R. 7236. A bill to implement the 
fourteenth amendment; to the Committee on 
the Census. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. Res. 760. Resolution requesting the Ad- 
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs to submit 
information on matters pertaining to certain 
veterans; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. REES of Kansas: 

H. R. 7237. A bill for the relief of Mrs. May 
Lary; to the Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 7238. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Helen L, Hamilton; to the Committee on 
Claims. . 

By Mr. ROGERS of New York: 

H. R. 7239. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Grace W, Potter; to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


2143. By Mr. FEIGHAN: Petition of 1,522 
residents of Cleveland, urging the mainte- 
nance of price and rent control and favoring 
the extension of priorities and allocation 
regulations, to force production of low-cost 
commodities; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

2144. By Mr. TIBBOTT: Petition of citizens 
of Armstrong County, Pa., supporting the 
Pace bill (H. R. 752); to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, 


